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The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (San Francisco Bay Water
Board) files this response to Test Claims 10-TC-01, 10-TC-02, 10-TC-03, and 10-TC-05. The
Test Claims arise from a single federal permit that was issued by the San Francisco Bay Water
Board as Waste Discharge Requirements and a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) Permit (Permit).' The Permit authorized the discharge of stormwater runoff
from the municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) of 76 municipalities and local
agencies in the San Francisco Bay Area (collectively referred to as Permittees). The Test
Claims were filed by the City of Alameda (Alameda), City of Brisbane (Brisbane), County of
Santa Clara (Santa Clara County) and City of San Jose (San Jose) (collectively referred to as
Claimants). They seek reimbursement of Claimants' costs in implementing multiple permit
provisions during 2010 and 2011. The San Francisco Bay Water Board issued the Permit
pursuant to the requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA),' its implementing regulations, and
guidance from the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA). U.S. EPA is
the federal agency responsible for administering the CWA. Pursuant to federal law, U.S. EPA
authorized the San Francisco Bay Water Board to issue NPDES permits including the Permit in
lieu of issuance of those permits by U.S. EPA itself. The Permit regulates the discharge of
stormwater runoff from the municipal separate storm sewer systems (MSas) of 76 cities,
counties and special districts.

' California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region Order R2-2009-0074. (Hereafter
"Permit".) lt was issued by the San Francisco Bay Water Board on October 14,2005.
2 Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA; 33 USCA SS 1251 et seq.). The federalAct is referred to herein by
its popular name, the Clean Water Act ('CWA) and the code sections used are for the CWA.
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The CWA requires that local agencies that discharge pollutants from their MS4s to waters of
the United States must apply for and receive permits regulating those discharges.3 Local
agencies generally obtain a single system-wide MS4 permit for each inter-connected municipal
storm sewer system.o As required by federal statute and regulations, the Permit contains
numerous requirements for the Permittees to take actions, known as Best Management
Practices (BMPs), to reduce the flow of pollutants into waters in the San Francisco Bay Region.
These Test Claims seek reimbursement by the State of California for expenses they assert
have occurred or will incur in implementing numerous requirements of the Permit.

In order to obtain reimbursement, the Claimants must show that the requirements constitute a

new program or higher level of service. They must prove either that (1) the program must carry
out a governmental function of providing services to the public, or (2) the requirements, to
implement a state policy, impose unique requirements on local governments and do not apply
generally to all residents and entities in the state. The Claimants must also prove that the costs
are mandated on them by the state, rather than by federal law and must prove that any
additional costs beyond the federal mandate are substantial and not de minimis. Finally, they
must establish that they are required to use tax monies to pay for permit implementation. The
Claimants do not meet any of these tests.

The Permit as a whole, including the challenged provisions, is mandated on the local
governments by federal law. The federal mandate applies to many dischargers of storm water,
both public and private, and is not unique to local governments. The federal mandate requires
that the Permit be issued to the local governments; it is not a question of "shifting" the costs
from the state to the local governments. The specific requirements challenged are consistent
with the minimum requirements of federal law. Even if the Permit were to be interpreted to as
going beyond federal law, any additional state requirements for each requirement are de
minimis. Finally, they are not subject to reimbursement because the Claimants have the ability
to comply with these requirements through charges and fees, and are not required to raise
taxes.

ll. Description of the Test Glaims

The Test Claims focus on a number of Permit requirements. The challenged Provisions are
listed below together with the names of the Claimants that are challenging those specific
Provisions:

1. C.8.b-Regional Monitoring Program: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
2. C.8.c-Status monitoring: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
3. C.8.d-New monitoring studies and projects: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
4. C.8.e.i-Pollutants of concern monitoring: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
5. C.8.e.ii-Long term monitoring: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
6. C.8.e.vi--Sediment delivery estimate/budget: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
7. C.8.f-Citizen monitoring and participation: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
8. C.8.g-Reporting: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
9. C.8.h-Monitoring protocols and data quality: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
10. C.10.a.i-Short term trash reduction plan: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County

" CWA, S 402(p); NRDC v. U.S. EPA (gIh Cir. 1992) 966 F.2d 1292,1295-1296.
o cwA g +02(p)(3XBXi).
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11. C.10.a.ii-Baseline trash load and trash load reduction tracking method: Brisbane,
Alameda, Santa Clara County

12. C.10.a.iii-Minimum fulltrash capture: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
13. C.10.b.i--Trash hot spot cleanup and definition: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara

County
14. C.10.b.ii--Trash hot spot selection and cleanup: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara

County
15. C.10.b.iii--Trash hot spot assessment: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
16. C.1O.c--Long term trash reduction plan: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
17 . C.1O.d-Trash reporting: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara County
18. C.1 1 .f & C.12.f--Mefcury and PCBs diversion studies: Brisbane, Alameda, Santa Clara

County
19. C.2.b-Parking lots, garages, trash areas, etc.--San Jose
20. C.2.c-Bridge and Structure maintenance and graffiti removal--San Jose
21. C.2.e--Rural road and public works maintenance--San Jose
22. C.2.f--SWPPP for corporate yards--San Jose

The Claimants assert that the Provisions listed above are subject to subvention because they
are not required by federal law and because they impose new programs or higher levels of
service. The Claimants also allege that none of the exceptions in Government Code section
17556 that would bar recovery of costs apply. Finally, they claim that they lack authority to
assess a fee to recover the costs of these mandated activities.

lll. History of lssuance of the Permit

ln response to the CWA amendments of 1987, the San Francisco Bay Water Board issued
municipal storm water Phase I permits to the entire county-wide urban areas of Santa Clara,
Alameda, and San Mateo counties as described below. The cities within those counties chose
to collaborate in countywide groups, to pool resources and expertise, and share information,
public outreach and monitoring costs, among other tasks. Alameda's discharge of stormwater
was covered by the Alameda County permits described below. Brisbane's discharge was
covered by the San Mateo County permits. San Jose's and Santa Clara County's discharges
were covered by the Santa Clara County permits.

Glaimants' Prior Permits

1 Santa Glara Gounty

On June 20, 1990, the San Francisco Bay Water Board issued the first municipal
stormwater permit to the cities in Santa Clara County (including San Jose), the County of
Santa Clara, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District (NPDES Permit Number
CAS0029718, Order No. 90-094).

- On February 19, 1992, Water Board amended it (Order No. 92-021).

. On August 23, 1995, the Water Board reissued the permit (Order No. 95-180)

- On July 21, 1999, Water Board amended it (Order No. 99-050)

. On April 21 ,2001, the Water Board reissued the permit (Order No. 01-024).

A.
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- On October 17 , 2001, the Water Board amended the permit (Order No. 01-1 19)
to require additionaltreatment controls to limit stormwater pollutant discharges
associated with certain new development and significant redevelopment projects.

- On July 20, 2005, the Water Board amended the permit (Order No. R2-2005-
0035) to require hydromofication management controls on certain new and
redevelopment projects.

2 Alameda Gounty

On October 16, 1991, the San Francisco Bay Water Board issued the first municipal
stormwater permit to the cities in Alameda County, the County of Alameda, the Alameda
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, and Zone 7 of the Alameda County
Flood Control and Water Conservation District (NPDES Permit Number CAS0029831,
Order No. 91-146).

On February 19, 1gg7, the Water Board reissued the permit (Order No. 97-030)

- On July 21, 1999, the Water Board amended it (Order No. 99-049).

On February 19,2003, the Water Board reissued the permit (Order R2-2003-0021)

- On March 14,2007, the Water Board amended it (Order R2-2007-0025) to require
hydromofication management controls on certain new and redevelopment projects.

3 San Mateo Gounty

On September 15, 1993, the San Francisco Bay Water Board issued the first municipal
stormwater permit to the cities in San Mateo County, the County of San Mateo, and
City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (NPDES Permit Number
CAS0029921, Order No. 93-106).

On July 21, 1999, the San Francisco Bay Water Board reissued the permit (Order No. 99-
05e).

- In August 1999, the San Francisco Baykeeper and Just Economics for
Environmental Health filed petitions for review of Order No. 99-059 to the State
Water Resources Control Board (the State Board). After careful consideration the
State Board dismissed the petitions on April 4, 2001.

- On November 14,2003, the San Francisco Superior Court granted a petition for
writ of manda-te challenging the San Francisco Bay Water Board's 1999 reissuance
of the permit.s The Superior Court upheld the permit on most counts; however, the
Writ of Mandate required that the Board amend the permit in compliance with the
Court's Statement of Decision, which held that:
o the permit failed to include a monitoring program and must therefore specify

required monitoring including type, interval, and frequency sufficient to yield
data which are representative of the monitored activity;

o because the Stormwater Management Plan (Plan) was incorporated into and
was deemed an integral part of the permit, modifications to the Plan would be

o San Francisco Baykeeper v. Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (2003) San
Francisco Superior Court No. 500527, Order Granting Petition for Writ of Mandate and Statement of Decision.
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modifications to the permit and would be required to go through a public notice
and comment process; and

o the Board, not the Board's Executive Officer, would be required to approve
substantive modifications to the Plan.

- On February 19, 2003, the San Francisco Bay Water Board amended the permit
(Order No. R2-2003-0023) to require additional treatment controls to limit
stormwater pollutant discharges associated with certain new development and
sig nificant redevelopment projects.

- On July 21,2004, the Board amended the permit (Order Nos. R2-2004-0060 and
R2-2004-0062) to comply with the Superior Court's Writ of Mandate.

- On March 14,2007, the Board amended the permit (Order R2-2007-0Q27) to
require hydromodification management controls on certain new and redevelopment
projects.

B. Permit at lssue in Test Claims

On October 14,2009 the San Francisco Bay Water Board issued the Permit to all Phase I

municipal stormwater dischargers (including Alameda County, Santa Clara County and San
Mateo County). That Permit is the subject of the test claims filed by Alameda, Brisbane, San
Jose and Santa Clara County.

The San Francisco Bay Water Board followed a different approach to writing the Permit than it
had used in prior permits that were issued to stormwater dischargers. Those eadier permits
included general descriptions of things that permittees had to do to comply with the permit.
They further required that permittees develop stormwater management plans and annual plans
after permit issuance. The plans that were developed after permit issuance contained detailed
implementation measures and were enforceable components of the municipal NPDES
stormwater permits. 6 7 8 Permittees developed and submitted the required plans and over time
the plans were enhanced, refined, and improved as stormwater programs were developed and
implemented.

An advantage of this approach was that it provided flexibility for permittees to tailor their
stormwater management programs to reflect local priorities and needs. Furthermore,
stormwater agencies could easily improve their plans over the course of five year permit terms.
Nevertheless, San Francisco Bay Water Board staff found it difficult to determine whether
permittees were in compliance with their permits because the permits did not include specific
requirements and measurable outcomes of some required actions. ln addition, although many
permit implementation measures developed during a permittee's five year permit cycle were
subject to approval by the Board's Executive Officer, those changes became enforceable permit
requirements without significant public review and comment or formal action by the Board. The
San Francisco Bay Water Board's staff modified its approach to stormwater permitting in light of
two court decisions in 2003 (one of which was a trial court decision and thus was not

o California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region Order No. R2-2003-0021, Provisions
C.1, C.2.a. (Hereafter "Alameda County 2003 permit".)
7 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region Order No.99-059, Provisions C.1, C.3.
(Hereafter referred to as "San Mateo County 1999 permit".)

8 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region Order No. 01-024, Provisions C.1,
Provision C.2 (Hereafter referred to as "Santa Clara County 2001 permit".)
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precedential;.s 10 Taken together those cases emphasized the importance of ensuring that
there was adequate opportunity for public review and comment prior to approval of
implementation specifics and modifications to M54 permits.

Following those court decisions the San Francisco Bay Water Board staff began discussions
with all Phase I Countywide programs (including those representing Claimants) about the next
reissuance of MS4 permits. Staff met extensively with Permittees and their representatives to
discuss Board staff's plan to propose a single region-wide permit that would include
implementation specifics and performance standards in the permit itself (rather than in
subsequently developed plans). On-going discussions and input from MS4 permittees and
other interested parties led to Board staffs release of a first draft of the permit in December
2007 and culminated with issuance of the permit in October 2009.

In comments on a draft version of the Permit, U.S. EPA staff noted that they supported the
inclusion of detailed requirements in the Permit.11 They stated that "[o]ur municipal audits of
recent years have identified lack of detailed requirements as a frequent shortcoming in
previously issued-permits in our Region."12

As noted above, the Permit differs from the prior MS4 permits issued by the San Francisco Bay
Water Board in that the Permit was issued on a regional basis to all large stormwater
permittees rather than to individual countywide programs. The regional approach to permit
issuance standardized Permittees' required actions, specific levels of implementation, and
reporting requirements. This approach has provided Permittees with an increased opportunity
to combine resources and collaborate. lt has also "leveled the playing field" through regionally
consistent requirements for all 76 Permittees.

lV. Federal Law Requirements for MunicipalStorm Water Permits

The principal question at issue in these Test Claims is whether the San Francisco Bay Water
Board included provisions in the Permit that are not required by federal law. In order to
understand the federal mandate that required the Permit, including the specific Provisions
challenged by Claimants, some background of the regulatory scheme and applicable federal
law for MS4 permits is necessary.

1. Regulatory Overview of the CWA

ln 1972, the CWA was extensively amendedto implement a permitting system,for all
discharges of pollutants from "point sources"'" to waters of the United States.'- These permits,
issued pursuant to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, are known as "NPDES

e EnviranmentalDefense Center, lnc. v. U.S. E.P.A. (2003) 344 F.3d 832.
10 San Francisco Baykeeper v. Regiona! Water Quatity Controt Board, San Francisco Bay Region (2003) San
Francisco Superior Court No. 500527, Order Granting Petition for Writ of Mandate and Statement of Decision.
11 Emaif from Eugene Bromley, EPA, to MRP, "Comments on December 27 DraftMRP",2l29l2OO8
t' rd.

13 CWA, S 502(14). The Permittees' MS4s are point sources. (CWA, S a02(p); 40 CFR $ 122.26(b)(4).)
to cwA, SS 301 and 4o2.
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permits." The 1972 amendments specifically allowed U.S. EPA to authorize states to
administer the NPDES program in lieu of U.S. EPA, and to issue permits pursuant to this
authority.ls California was the first state in the nation to obtain such authorization. In order to
obtain this authorization, the California Legislature amended the California Water Code, finding
that the state should implement the federal law in order to avoid direct regulation by the federal
government.16 The California Legislature mandated that California's permit program must
ensure consistency with federal law." Federal law also requires that, when a Regional Water
Board issues a NPDES permit, it must meet the same federal requirements as U.S. EPA would
have met in issuing a permit.18

The State Water Resources Control Board and the nine Regional Water Quality. Control Boards
are the state agencies charged with implementing the federal NPDES program.'" The State
Water Board's regulations incorporate U.S. EPA regulations for implementing the federal permit
program," and do not impose any additional state requirements. Therefore, both the CWA and
U.S. EPA regulations apply to the permit program in California." ln California, permits to allow
discharges into state waters are termed "was1e discharge requirements."22 When issuing
permits for discharges to waters of the United States, the term "waste discharge requirements"
equates to the term "permit" in the CWA.23 Waste discharge requirements issued for
discharges to waters of the United States are NPDES permits under federal law.

The Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of pollutants flgm point sources to waters of the
United States, except in compliance with a NPDES permit.'" In 1973, U.S. EPA issued
regulations that exempted certain types of discharges it determined were administratively
infeasible to regulate, including storm water runoff. Such regulation is difficult because storm
water runoff generally is not subjected to any treatment prior to discharge. Instead, it simply
runs off urban streets or developed^properties into gutters and drainage ways and flows directly
into streams, lakes, and the ocean.'o This exemption was overruled in NaturalResources
Defense Councilv. Costle26, which held that the exemption was illegal, and ordered U.S. EPA
to require NPDES permits for storm water runoff. In Cosf/e the court suggested innovative
methods for permitting storm water discharges, including using general permits for numerous
sources and issuing permits that "proscribe industry practices that aggravate the problem of

" /d., S 402(b).
16 Wat. Code, g 13370 et seq., adding Chapter 5.5 to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.

17 wat. code, g 13372.
tu cwA, S 402(b).
tt wat. code, g 13370.

'o CaL Code Regs., tit. 23, S 2235.2.

" The permits may also include additional state requirements. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, S 2235.3; City of
Burbank v. Sfafe Water Resources ControlBd. (2005) 35 Cal.4th 613.)

" /d., s 13263.
23 wat. code, g 13974.

'o CWA, g 301(a). In general, "navigable waters" or "waters of the United States," includes all surface
waters, such as rivers, lakes, bays and the ocean. (CWA, S 502.)
25 The chief traditional categories of discharges subject to NPDES permits are industrial process
wastewater and sanitary sewer effluent. Both of these discharges are typically processed in a treatment
plant before they are discharges to surface waters.
26 NaturalResources Defense Councilv. Costle (D.C. Cir. 1977) 568 F.2d 1369.
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point source Pollution."27 Where permits require dischargers to implement actions to control
discharges or meet performance :lFndards, these requirements are commonly called "best
management practices" ("BMPs").'"

Despite the Cosf/e2e decision, U.S. EPA had not adopted regulations implementing a permitting
program for storm water runoff by 1987. That year, the United States Congress amended the
CWA to require storm water permits for industrial and municipal storm water runoff.3o The
amendments require NPDES permits for "[a] discharge {qom a municipal separate storm sewer
system [MS4] serving a population of 250,000 or more."o' As discussed above, the CWA
contains three provisions specific to permits for MS4s: (1) permits may be issued on a system-
or jurisdiction-wide basis; (2) permits must include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-
storm water discharges into storm sewers; and (3) permits "shall require controls to reduce the
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including management practices,
control techniques and system, design and engineering methods, and such -other provisions as
the [permit writer] determines approfriate for the control of such pollutants."32

ln 1990, U.S. EPA adopted regulations to implement section 402(p).33 The regulations specify
which entities need to apply for permits and also the information they must include in permit
applications. The regulations define "industrial activity" to include numerous categories of
manufacturing, consfruction, and other typically private enterprises.'o The regulations define
MS4s as storm sewer systems operated by numerous public agencies, including cities,
counties, states, and the federal government."' While both industrial dischargers and MS4s
must obtain permits, the requirements in the industrial permits must be more stringent than in
MS4 permits."o Large and medium MS4s may obtain individual or systemwide MS4 permits."'
As a practical matter, most large and medium MS4s in California have chosen to be regulated
as co-permittees under area-wide MS4 permits. Because many MS4 systems are connected,
this allows co-permittees to take advantage of economies of scale and achieve cost-savings
over individual regulation of each city or county.

27 NRDC v. Costle, supra, 568 F.2d at p.1380.

tu 40 CFR 5 122.2. ("Best management practices ("BMPs") means schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices,
maintenance procedures, and other management practices to prevent or reduce the pollution of 'waters of the United
States.' BMPs also include treatment requirements, operating procedures, and practices to control plant site runoff,
spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or drainage from raw material storage.")
2t NRDC v. Costle, supra, 568 F.2d 1369.
to cwA, g ao2(p).
tt /d., S 402(pX2XC). U.S. EPA defines municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) that serve a
population over 250,000 as "large" MS4s.
t' /d., S ao2(p)(3)(B).
tt Vol. 55, Federal Register (Fed.Reg.) 47990 ef seg.
to 40 c.F.R. s 122.26(bX14).
tt 40 c.F.R. S 122.26(bX8).
6 Defenders of Witdlife v. Browner (9th Cir. 1 999) 191 F.3rd 1 1 59. The differences between municipal and
industrial permits are complicated, but are relevant to the question whether this permit addresses a
uniquely governmental program, and are therefore discussed in more detail below.

" cwA, S ao2@X3)(BXi).
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ln order to obtain a NPDES permit, as required by the CWA, entities seeking coverage file an
application with thepermitting author:ity and the permitting authority holds a public hearing on
contested permits.oo U.S. EPA regulation^s^ specify the information that applicants for MS4
permits must include in their.?pplications."" For large and medium MS4s, the application
requirements are extensive.*' Some of the federal application requirements relevant to the Test
Claims are: management programs including procedures to control pollution resulting from
construction activitiesal; legal authority to control the contribution of pollutants associated with
industrial activitya2; and a description of maintenance activities and a maintenance schedule for
structural controls, as well as a description of practices for operating and mgintaining public
streets, roads and highways to reduce pollutants in discharges from MS4s."' The management
programs must address oversight of discharges into the system from the general population,
and from industrial and construction activities within its jurisdiction, and also maintenance and
control activities by the permittees. Permit applications must describe programs for education
and outreach to the general public, and to certain categories of municipal workers.aa The initial
requirements for small MS4s were considered to be less stringent than those for Phase I MS4s,
such as Permittees.

2. Legal Standards for MS4 Permit Provisions

The CWA does not provide a specific set of permit requirements that the permitting agency
must include in each MS4 permit. Rather, the NPDES permitting program mandates that the
permitting agency exercise discretion and choose specific controls, generally BMPs, to meet a

legal standard. The applicable legal standards that permitting authorities must meet when
issuing MS4 permits are set forth in CWA section 402(pX3XBXii) and (iii). They mandate that
MS4 permits:

(ii) shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges
into the storm sewers, and
(iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum
extent practicable, including management practices, control tech niq ues and
system design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the
Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such
pollutants.

CWA section ao2(p)(3)(BXii) and (iii) thus include three independent requirements: (1) the
permit must effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into storm sewers, (2) the permit

tt cwA, S 402(bX3).
tn 40 C.F.R. S 122.26(a)(4). The U.S. EPA regulations have varied requirements depending on the size of
the population served by the MS4. A "large" MS4 serves a population of 250,000 or more. (40 C.F.R. S
122.26(b)(4).) Claimants filed for coverage as members of countywide stormwater programs and thus had
sufficient population to qualify as "large" MS4s.
oo 40 c.F.R. S 122.26(d).
o'40 c.F.R. S 122.26(dXlXv).
o2 40 c.F.R. S 122.26(dX2XiXA).

" 40 c.F.R. SS 122.26(dX2Xiv)(AX1) and (2).

oo 40 C.F.R S 122.26(vXAXO), (BX6), (C)(4); see a/so, 40 C.F.R .S 122.34(b)(1), establishing public education and
outreach as a minimum control measure for small MS4s.
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must include controls to reduce the pollutants to the MEP' and (3) the permit must include such
other provisions as the permit writer deems appropriate for controlling pollutants.

An additional requirement is set forth in 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(lXviiXB). lt provides that
once U.S. EPA approves a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for a waterbody, any NPDES
permit, including an MS4 permit, must include effluent limits "consistent with the assumptions
and requirements of any available wasteload allocations."a5

The word "shall" modifies allthe quoted statutory and regulatory requirements thus the CWA
and its implementing regulations mandate that the permitting agency comply with all of those
mandates.

A. The MEP Standard

The MEP standard is akin to a technology-based standard and was first established in the CWA
in 1987. The fundamental requirement that municipalities reduce pollutants in MS4s to the
MEP remains a cornerstone of the mandate imposed upon municipalities by the federal CWA
and implementing NPDES regulations. MEP is generally a result of emphasizing pollution
prevention and source control BMPs as the first lines of defense in combination with
appropriate structural and treatment methods serving as additional lines of defense.

The MEP approach is an ever evolving, flexible, and advancing concept, which considers
technical and economic feasibility. As technical knowledge about controlling urban runoff
continues to advance and change, so do the actions must be taken to comply with the MEP
standard. Successive permits issued to the stormwater dischargers thus require greater levels
of specificity over time in defining what constitutes MEP. This is consistent with U.S. EPA's
guidance that successive permits for the same MS4 must become more refined and detailed:

The EPA also expects stormwater permits to follow an iterative process whereby
each successive permit becomes more refined, detailed, and expanded as
needed, based on experience under the previous permit. See, 55 Fed. Req.
47990, 48052 ("EPA anticipates that storm water manaqement proqrams will
evolve and mature over time."): 64 Fed. Re1.67722,68754; Dec. 8, 1999) ('EPA
envisions application of the MEP standard as an iterative process.") Interim
Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations in Stormwater
Permits (Sept. 1, 1996) ("The interim permitting approach uses BMPs in first-
round storm water permits, and expanded or bettertailored BMPs in subsequent
permits, whqle necessary, to provide for the attainment of water quality
standards.")oo (Emphasis in original.)

In 2001, the Building lndustry Association and Building Industry Legal Defense Fund
(collectively Building Industry) challenged numerous aspects of an MS4 permit issued by the
San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board (San Diego Water Board) and the process by
which it was issued, culminating in a appellate court decision upholding the permit in its
entirety.aT The San Diego Water Board argued that the Court of Appell must give special

ou 40 c.F.R. S 122.44(d)('tXvii)(B).
* Letter from Alexis Strauss to Tam Doduc and Dorothy Rice, April 10, 2008, concerning Los Angeles
County Copermittee Test Claims Nos. 03-TC-04, 03-TC-19, 03-TC-20, and 03-TC-21.
a7 Building lndustry Association of San Diego County y. Sfafe Water Board (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 866.
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deference to its determination that the permit did not exceed the MEP standard. The Building
lndustry court acknowledged the lower court's finding that "Building lndustry failed to establish
that the permit requirements were 'impracticable under federal law or unreasonable under state
law,' and noted that there was evidence showing the Regional Water Board considered many
practical aspects of the regulatory controls befoie issuing the permit."48 The lower court found
that Building lndustry failed to show that it would be impossible to meet the requirements in the
challenged permit.o'

In rejecting Building Industry's challenge, the Court of Appeal recognized that the federal MEP
requirement "is a highly flexible concept that depends on balancing numerous factors, including
the particular control's technical feasibility, cost, public acceptance, regulatory compliance, and
effectiveness. Ihr's definition conveys that the Permit's maximum extent practicable standard is
a term of art. . . ." (Emphasis added.)"u Thus, the Court of Appeal's Building lndustry decision
demonstrates that the San Francisco Bay Water Board is entitled to considerable deference
concerning its determination about the actions necessary to meet the federal minimum
requirements.

B. Such Other Provisionsas fhe Administrator or the State Determines
Appropriate for the Control of Such Pollutants

In addition to requiring controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the MEP, CWA section
a02(pX3XB)(iii) requires that MS4 permits shall contain such other provisions as the permit
writer determines appropriate for the control of pollutants. There are two important aspects of
this provision that warrant discussion as the nature of this provision and its resulting
requirements are critical to the issues raised in the Test Claims.

First, this provision is mandatory and binding on the San Francisco Bay Water Board as the
authorized NPDES permit writer. Just as CWA section a02(pX3XB)(iii) requires controls to
reduce pollutants to the MEP, the same federal mandate requires such other provisions as U.S.
EPA or, in this case, the San Francisco Bay Water Board, determines are appropriate to control
the discharge of pollutants. The word "shall" creates a mandatory duty, as opposed to a
permissive act, that must be undertaken by the permitting agency. Thus, the state does not
exceed federal law in using its discretion to impose permit provisions that are necessary to
control pollutants. Rather, federal law mandates that the permitting agency, be it the San
Francisco Bay Regional Board or U.S. EPA, exercise its discretion in determining permit
requirements. lf the Board failed to determine appropriate provisions to control pollutants to the
MEP, it would violate the CWA's specific mandate to do so.

Second, this provision requires that the San Francisco Bay Water Board, when appropriate,
include provisions that go beyond MEP. The permittees in Building lndustry Association of San
Diego County v. Sfafe Water Board argued that the Water Boards lacked authority under
federal law to impose conditions more stringent than MEP.51 The court found that the Clean
Water Act provided such authority, and that it was not necessary to resort to state law to justify

ot rd., atp. 878-879.
ot Id., at p. 888.
uo ld., al p. 889.
ut 

B u i ldi ng t nd u stry Associ ation,s u p ra, 1 24 Cal. App.4th 866,
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the disputed permit provisions.52 In relecting the challenge to the Water Boards' authority, the
court had no occasion to consider whether, once the permitting agency determines that more
stringent controls are necessary to protect water quality, federil liw requires or merely allows
the agency to include such provisions. As the court noted, however, EpA interprets section
402(p)(3)(B)(iii) to mandate "... 'controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum
extent practicable, and where necessary water quality-based iontrols...."'ut (Emphasis in
original.) Thus, even if the Commission finds that any Permit provisions go beyond MEp, the
San Francisco Bay Water Board was bound by the federal mandate to inilude'appropriate
provisions necessary to control pollutants.

C. lmplementation of TMDL Requirements

Claimants challenge various Provisions that are in fact required in order to implement
requirements in wasteload allocations adopted in Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). As
discussed in greater detail below the San Francisco Bay Water Board is required to implement
TMDLs by including effluent limitations in NPDES permits that are "consistent with the
assumptions and requirements of any available wasteload allocations."54 Thus, the San
Francisco Bay Water Board has an independent mandate under federal law to require
provisions in MS4 permits that are necessary to implement the wasteload allocations in TMDLs.

i. The TMDL program

The objective of the CWA is to '?estore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological
integrity of the Nation's waters."55 The CWA contains two broad strategies for establishing
effluent limitations to achieve these goals. The first is a technology-baled approach that
envisions requirements to maintain a minimum level of pollutant m-anagement using the best
available technology. uu The second, a water-quality based approach, relies on evaluating the
condition of surface waters and setting limitations oh ttre amount of pollution that the water can
be exposed to without adversely affecting the beneficial uses of those waters.57

Fundamentally, the purpose of a TMDL is to determine how much of a specific pollutant a
waterbody can tolerate and still meet water quality standards and proteci beneficial uses, and
then to alloca"te portions of the pollutant load to virious point and nonpoint source
dischargers."' Point source dischargers that have been issued NPDES permits, such as

"' ld. at p. 881.
ti ,! ,lrp 8j9:.."i1,1s 55 Fed-Reg. 47990,47994 (Nov. 16, 1990),(ttatics added in court,s decision,); see atso,
Defenders of Wildlife, supra, 191 F.3d at 1166.
5a 40 c.F.R. S i22.44(d)(lxviixB).
uu cwR 5 tot.
uu cwR E sot.
ut cwA SS 301(bX1XG), 302(a).
58 

Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL). The sum of the individual wLAs for point sources and LAs for nonpoint
sources and natural background.lf a receiving water has only one point source discharger, the TMDL is the sum of
that point source wLA plus the LAs for any nonpoint sourceiof poilrtion and natural ba-ckground sources,
tributaries, or adjacent segments. TMDLs ian be expressed in terms of either mass per tirn'e, toxicity, or other
appropriate measure' lf Best Management Practices leuRs; or other nonpoint source pollution controls make more
stringent load allocations practicable, then wasteload'allocaiions can be made less stringent. Thus, the TMDLprocess provides for nonpoint source control tradeoffs. (40 c.F.R. s 130.2(D.)
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Claimants, receive a wasteload allocation ("WLA';.un Nonpoint source dischargers receive a
load allocation ("LA").uo Thus, the TMDL process leads to a "pollution budget" designed to
restore the health of a polluted body of water, and provides a quantitative assessment of water
quality problems, contributing sources of pollution, and the pollutant load reductions or control
actions needed to restore and protect the beneficial uses of an individual waterbody impaired
from loading of a particular pollutant.

In California TMDLs are developed either by a RegionalWater Board or U.S. EPA. (U.S. EPA
has not developed any TMDLs within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Water Board.)
Regional Water Board-adopted TMDLs are subject to approval by the State Water Board, the
State of California Office of Administrative Law, and U.S. EPA. Such TMDLs are adopted with
comprehensive implementation plans. TMDLs are not self-executing and are generally
incorporated as enforceable provisions in NPDES permits, including MS4 permits. Federal law
contains a single provision regarding how this should be accomplished: NPDES permits must
contain effluent limits that are "consistent with the assumptions and requirements of any
available wasteload allocation for the discharge prepared by the State and approved by EPA."o'

ii. The TMDL-Derived Provisions are Required by Federal Law

As explained above, section 303(d) of the CWA requires the development and adoption of
TMDLs for impaired waterbodies on the 303(d) List. Once a TMDL is approved by U.S. EPA,
any NPDES permit, including MS4 permits, must include effluent limits "consistent with the
assumptions and requirements of any available wasteload allocations."u' Therefore, 40 C.F.R.
section 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B) provides an alternative and independent federal authority for TMDL-
derived requirements in an NPDES permit.

The Permit implements the WLAs in TMDLs adopted by the San Francisco Bay Water Board to
address mercuryut, PCBsoa, and pesticides impairmentut in San Francisco Bay. lt implements
WLAs through an iterative BMP approach that is intended to meet the WLAs in accordance with
the schedules set forth in the TMDLs. The Permit includes the numeric WLA as a performance
standard66 rather than as effluent limitations.

5e Wasteload allocation (WLA). The portion of a receiving wate/s loading capacity that is altocated to one of its
existing or future point sources of pollution. WLAs constitute a type of water quality-based effluent limitation. (40
c.F.R. S 130.2(h).)
60 Load allocation (LA). The portion of a receiving water's loading capacity that is attributed either to one of its
existing or future nonpoint sources of pollution or to natural background sources. Load allocations are best estimates
of the loading, which may range from reasonably accurate estimates to gross allotments, depending on the
availability of data and appropriate techniques for predicting the loading. Wherever possible, natural and nonpoint
source loads should be distinguished. (40 C.F.R. S 130.2(g))
u' 40 c.F.R. S 122.44(d)(1)(viiXB).
u' 40 c.F.R . S 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B).
63 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Water Quality Control Plan, Chapte r 7.2.2.
e /d., Chapter7.2.3.
65 /d., chapter 7.1.1.
66 Permit. Provision C.1.
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Such a BMP based. approach would generally not be allowed in non-MS4 NPDES permits.oT
Most NPDES permits incorporate w[ns as numeric effluent limits that must be met by certaindates' Compliance is measured by sampling the treated effluent, which is discharged from atreatment plant into surface waters. Those permits are written assuming that an engineered
treatment plant can.be.built and operated to obtain a specified effluent. 6ucn provisions require
strict compliance with the numeric limits, and dischargers cannot demonstrate compliance
through an iterative process of modifying BMPs.68 R-ather, violations trigger enforcement underboth state and federal law, as well as third-party citizen suits under cWA section 50s. The lessstringent BMP-based iterative approach is consistent with the MEp standard appticable to MS4permits

The Permit's Fact Sheet explained that various Provisions of the permit implement TMDLs in amanner that was consistent with U.S. EPA's then current guidance about how MS4 permits
should comply with 40 CFR 122.4a(dXbXlXviiXB):

Where a TMDL has been approved, NPDES permits must contain effluent
limitations and conditions consistent with the requirements and assumptions in
the TMDL' (40 CFR 122.44(d)(lXviiXB).) Effluent limitations are generaly
expressed in numericalform. However, USEPA recommends thaifor NPDES-
regulated municipal ... stormwater discharges, effluent limitations should be
expressed as BMPs or other similar recommendations rather than as numeric
effluent limitations. [Fn. Omitted.] Consistent with USEpA's recommendation, ...
[Provisions C.9-C.14 implement]WQBELs expressed as an iterative BMp
approach capable of meeting the WLAs in accordance with the associated
compliance schedule. The Permit's WQBELs include the numeric WLA as aperformance standard and not as an effluent limitation. The WLA can be used to
assess if additional BMPs are needed to achieve the TMDL Numeric Target in
the waterbody. un

iii' Should the Gommission Find the TMDL Required provisions Exceed
MEP, They are Nonetheless consistent with cwA section aozidtl

CWA section a02(pX3)(Bxiii) requires that, beyond MEP, permits shall require such otherprovisions as the permitting agency are determines appropriate to control pollutants. Asexplained above, federal law requiies the developr"nt of TMDLs for impaired waterbodies andfederal regulations require the inclusion of effluent limits in an NpDES permit consistent withthe assumptions and requirements of any wLAs. The challenged provisions in the permit arenot only consistent with the a_ssumptions and requirements of the applicable WLAs, they areconsistent with applicable U.S. EPA guidance. Accordingly, even if the Commission finds thatthe challenged Provisions that implement TMDLs 
"""""it'h" requirements of the MEp

lt^:q gnt:?.!+txl provides several exceptions, including when numeric efftuent are infeasibte. (40 cFR s122'44.(k)(3)') Many construction and industrial stormwater permits include BMp-based effluent limits based oninfeasibility, but such BMP-based effluent limits must achieve comptian-e with water quality standards. (cwA S+02(p)(3XA)') such storm water permits, like MS4 p"iriir, ,r*irii"qri* dischargers to implement BMps that witlresult in lessening the pollutants in the runoff, since withoui 
" 

tr;;iil;iptant the p6ttrt"nt, 
"'"-n 

flow direcly intosurface waters' For municipalities that operaie MS4s, the BMp;6;;;'the municipalities take actions that willlessen the incidence of pollutants entering storm drains ov r""grLiin;rnl oehavior and practices of themunicipalities, their residents, and their bisinesses.* 40 c.F.R. S 122.44(d).
6e Permit, p. App l-68.



Drew Bohan, Executive Director Page 15 of 65

standard, the San Francisco Bay Water Board acted pursuant to its mandate to include any
such provisions as appropriate to controlthe discharge of pollutants into impaired waterbodies.

D. Effective Prohibition of Non-S tormwater Disc:harges

Under CWA section a02(p)(3)(Bxii) permitting agencies must ensure that permits for MS4
discharges include requirements necessary to "effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges
into the storm sewers". EPA has defined "storm water"'u to mean "storm water runoff, snow
melt runoff and surface runoff and drainage."tt Thus, MS4 permits must "effectively prohibit" all
discharges in to storm drains that are not storm water runoff, snow melt runoff and surface
runoff and drainage. In general, the requirement to "effectively prohibit" non-stormwater
discharges requires either prohibiting the flows from the MS4's system or ensuring that
operators of such systems obtain NPDES permits for those discharges.'' MS4s meet this
requirement by implementing a program to detect and remove, or to require the discharger into
the system to ob9in a separate NPDES permit for, illicit discharges and improper disposal into
the storm sewer.'o

V. General Responses

Article XlllB, Section 6 of the California Constitution requires subvention of funds to reimburse
local governments for state-mandated programs in specified situations. There are several
exceptions and limitations to the subvention requirements that provide bases for the
Commission to determine that the Test Claims are not subject to subvention. Article XlllB,
Section 6 provides that "[w]henever the Legislature or any state agency mandates a new
program or higher level of service on any local government, the State shall provide a

subvention of funds to reimburse that local government for the costs of the program or
increased level of service." lmplementing statutes clarify that no subvention of funds is required
if: (1) the mandate imposes a requirement that is mandated by a federal law or regulation and
results in costs mandated by the federal government, unless the statute or executive order
mandates costs that exceed the mandate in ttrat federal law or regulation;74 or (2) the local
agency proposed the mandate;75 or (3) the local_agency has the authority to levy service
charges, fees, or assessments sufficient to pay.'o

Claimants contend that all of the activities for which they seek reimbursement exceed federal
law requirements and that the Permit imposes many new programs and activities that were not
required in their prior permits. Claimants assert that they cannot assess a fee to recover the
costs of the mandates activities. The Test Claims challenge the requirements included in
multiple Provisions in the Permit. Because many of the responses apply to all of the challenged
provisions, the San Francisco Bay Water Board has endeavored to avoid repetition by

70 Note: U.S. EPA uses a different spelling of the word than is used by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Board.

t'40 cFR s 122.26(b)(13).
72 55 Federal Register 47990 at 47995 (Nov. 16, 1990))

" 40 cFR 5.i22.26(d)(2Xiv)(B).
7a Govt. Code, S 17556, subd. c.
tu /d., S subd. (a).

tu /d., S subd. (d).
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responding generally to these assertions. When necessary, individualized responses follow in
the next section.

The Permit does not require subvention for five separate reasons. First, as a threshold matter,
it does not require a new program or higher level of service. Second, the challenged
requirements are federal mandates. Third, the requirements are not unique to local entities.
Fourth, the Claimants can avoid the expenditure of tax monies by raising stormwater fees to
pay for the requirements. Fifth, any cost increases that result solely from state law
requirements are de minimis.

The Commission has previously rendered decisions on two test claims involving challenges to
MS4 permits.TT ln both decisions, the Commission found that some of the challenged
provisions were unfunded mandates. Both of these decisions have been appealed and are
currently subject to judicial review. To the extent that the San Francisco Bay Water Board's
positions differ from the prior Commission decisions, the Board respectfully requests that the
Commission reconsider its analytical approach in light of the arguments made herein.

1. The Challenged Provisions Do Not lmpose New Programs or Higher Levels of
Existing Service

Claimants seek to distinguish the Permit from their prior permits in an effort to demonstrate that
the Permit imposes new programs or requirements to provide higher levels of service. As a
general matter, the Claimants have not established that the challenged Provisions impose new
programs or higher levels of service. Many of the Provisions are very similar to those in
Claimants' prior permits or to those in plans that Claimants' prior permits required that they
implement. Other activities, even if not previously required, are already being carried out by
some of the Permittees.

As explained above, federal law requires that permitting authorities include controls in MS4
permits to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the MEP and further require that they include
other appropriate provisions.'o This standard has not changed since first established in the
CWA. What has changed is that the Permit contains additional BMPs and other appropriate
provisions designed to meet the MEP standard. All challenged permit provisions comply with
federal mandate set forth in a02(p)(3xBxiii) and, as such, do not constitute new programs or
higher levels of service.

ln the San Diego MS4 Permit Decision, the Commission found that the "permit activities were
not undertaken at the option or discretion of the Claimants."" In reaching this conclusion, the
Commission relied on federal and state law requirements that an exi_qting or prospective
discharger shall submit a permit application in the form of a ROWD.ou For legal support, the
Commission relied primarily on the decision in Department of Finance v. Commission on State
MandatesEt. However, the decision supports the opposite conclusion: that the entire Permit

" In Re Test Claim on Los Angeles Regional[Water]Quality Control Board Order No. 01-182, Adopted July 31,
2009 (.L.A. MS4 Permit Decision"); In Re Test Claim on San Diego Regional Water Quality Control Board Order No.
01-182, Adopted July 31, 2009 ("San Diego MS4 Permit Decision").

'u cwA g ao2(p)(3)(B)(iii).
tn San Diego MS4 Permit Decision, p. 34.
to wat. code, g 13260.
81 Depaftment of Finance v. Commission on State Mandates (2003) 30 Cal.4th 727.
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itself is the result of a discretionary act by Claimants-the voluntary decision to discharge
pollutants to waters of the United States.

ln Department of Finance, the California Supreme Court addressed the question of whether two
statutes requiring school site councils and advisory committees to provide notice of meetings
and to post agendas for those meetings constituted unfunded mandates. In determining that
these statutes were not unfunded mandates, the California Supreme Court held that:

[T]he statutes require that districts adopt policies or plans for school site
councils-but the statutes do not require that districts adopt councils themselves
unless the district first elects to participate in the underlying program.o'

Similarly, federal and state law require parties to submit a permit application in the form of a
ROWD when there is an existing or threatened discharge to waters of the United States-but
neither federal nor state law requires that parties discharge to waters of the United States.83
Thus, by electing to discharge pollutants to the waters of the United States, Claimants have
elected to create the condition triggering federal and state requirements to obtain an MS4
permit. Accordingly, because Claimants' discretionary acts led to the issuance of the permit
challenged here, none of these provisions are unfunded state mandates subject to
reimbursement.

2. The NPDES Permitting Program Represents a Federal Mandate that Applies
Directly to Local Governments; the State Has Not Shifted the Burden; and the
Mandates Do Not Exceed Federal Law

The central issue before the Commission is whether the challenged requirements exceed the
federal mandate for MS4 permits. Claimants assert that federal law does not specify these
particular requirements, and therefore they exceed federal law.

Federal law requires that a local government must have a permit before it discharges from an
MS4 to waters of the United States. Those NPDES permits must reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the MEP.84 The San Francisco Bay Water Board issued the Permit pursuant to
that clear federal mandate. Thus, the Permit is a direct federal mandate on the local
governments. Federal law requires that local government dischargers -- not the State of
California - apply for and obtain permits if the local governments discharge storm water to
waters of the United States. lf U.S. EPA had not approved California's NPDES permitting
program, the Clean Water Act would prohibit the MS4 discharges unless U.S. EPA itself issued
a similar permit directly to the Claimants.

U.S. EPA has issued regulations and guidance documents that discuss the types of
management strategies and other provisions that must be included in storm water permits in
order to comply with CWA section a02(pX3XB)(iii). Pursuant to the CWA and federal
regulations, the Permit contains numerous requirements for the Permittees to take actions
(including implementation of BMPs) to reduce the flow of pollutants to waters of the United

82 Department of Finance, supra, 30 Cal.4th at p.745.
83 The fact that the discharges in this case result from weather-induced stormwater runoff is immaterial to this
conclusion. While the Permittees cannot control the weather, they do have the discretion to require on-site
containment of stormwater runoff or to convey their stormwater runoff to a publicly owned treatment works.
to cwA, S 402(p)(3)(BXiii).
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States. Federal law requires that local agencies that operate MS4s must take actions to lessen
the incidence of pollutants entering storm drains, and, ultimately, the waters of the United
States. Federal law also specificaily mandates that the Water Boards prescribe the BMps thatthe MS4 must implement.ut

Therefore, the San Francisco Bay Water Board exercised its duty under federal law and issued
the Permit as required by federal law. The fact that the San Francisco Bay Water Board
exercised its discretion,.as required by federal law, to impose requirements that comply with
!{!e {oes not support the conclusion that the provisions are unfunded state mandates. The
Ninth Circuit Court of.Appeals has expressly noted that "Congress did not mandate a minimum
standards approach'"* Rather, Congress mandated that permitting agencies including state
agencies such as the San Francisco Bay Water Board exercise oislretion in determining
appropriate provisions designed to contiol pollutants.sT Therefore, the exercise of some
discretion in implementing this federal program does not mean that the permit exceeds federal
law or that subvention is required.

t3o,e_c11ion; on grior MS4s the Commission relied on decisions in Hayes v. Commission on
siate Mandafes"" and Long Beach lJnified Schoot Dist. v. State of Citiforniase determining
wlrether specific permit provisions constitute unfunded mandates. ln discussing the san Diego
|tt!+ pgrmit's requirement for the development of a hydromodification management ptan
("HMP') the Commission described its analytical appioach together with its Jonclusions:

Overall, there is nothing in federal regulations that requires a municipality to
adopt or implement a hydromodification plan. Thus, the HMp requirement in the
permit "exceed(s) the mandate in that federal law or regulation." As in Long
Beach Unified Schoot Dist. v. State of Califotrnia, the permit requires specific
actions, i.e., required acts that go beyond the requirements of federal law. tn
adopting these permit provisions, the state has freely chosen [under Hayes v.
commission on state Mandateslto impose these requiremenG. Thus, the
Commission_finds that the [HMP requirement] of the permit is not a federal
mandate. [Fns. omitted.]ru

The Commission did not inc]y-de any analysis of the MEP standard but rather appeared to focuson the fact that neither the CWA nor its implementing regulations specifically mention the word

I tF C_o^r19t4qp"at stated in Rancho Cucamonga v. Regionat Water euatity Controt Bd., Santa AnaRegion (2006) 135 Cat.App.4th 1377,1389:

In creating a permit system-for discharggf frol municipal storm sewers, Congress intended to implementactual programs. [Citation.] The Clean Water Act authbrizes the imposiiion oip"iriltonditions, inctuding:"management practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering methocts, and such otherprovisions as the Administrator or the Siate determines ipproiriate for [he contiol of such pollutants.,,
[Citation'] The Act authorizes states to issue permits wittr i:on'oitions necessary to carry out its provisions.
[Citation'] The permitting agency has discretion to decide what practices, techniques, methods and otherprovisions are appropriate and necessary to control the discharge of poltutanis. ij1"iion.f86 NaturalResources Defense councilv. u.s. EpA (gth cir. 1992) 966 F.2d 1292.130g.

87 
tbid.

uB 
Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates(1992) 11 Cal.App.4th 1564.

tn Long Beach lJnified schoo/ Dist. v. state of catifomra (1990) 225 cat.App.3d 155.
to San Diego MS4 permit Decision, pp.44-45.
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hydromodification. In citing the Hayesel and Long Beache2 decisions, the Commission
interpreted these cases to support a finding that a permit provision is an unfunded state
mandate unless that exact permit provision is clearly prescribed in federal law or regulations.
The San Francisco Bay Water Board respectfully requests that Commission reconsider its
approach.

ln Long Beache3, the Court of Appeal held that an unfunded state mandate resulted from a
State of California Executive Order requiring that local school boards expend efforts to alleviate
racial and ethnic segregation in schools. The Executive Order was adopted following several
federal court decisions that held that school districts had a constitutional obligation to alleviate
racial segregation.ea The Executive Order responded to this federal constitutional-requirement
by requiring that all school districts take specific actions to remedy this condition."" ln finding
that the Executive Order constituted an unfunded state mandate, the Court of Appeal explained:

[A]lthough school districts are required to "take steps, insofar as reasonably
feasible, to alleviate racial imbalance in schools regardless of its cause"

[citations], the courts have been wary of requiring specific steps in advance of a
demonstrated need for intervention. [Citations.]"

[fl]However, a review of the Executive Order and guidelines shows that a higher
level of service is mandated because their requirements go beyond constitutional
and case law requirements. Where courts have suggesfedthat certain steps
and approaches may be helpful, the Executive Order and guidelines require
specific actions....These requirements constitute a higher level of service."'
[Emphasis in original.]

Thus, by turning court recommendations for alleviating segregation into mandatory acts the
Executive Order created an unfunded state mandate. The San Francisco Bay Water Board
suggests that, in applying the narrow holding in Long Beacheg to the HMP requirements in the
San Diego MS4 permit, the Commission should have considered the significant differences
between the natures of the respective underlying federal mandates.

ln Long Beachee, the federal requirements at issue stemmed from general constitutional
obligations to alleviate racial segregation articulated in several federal court decisions. Those
court decisions did not impose any specific requirements on the school districts in California.
Long Beach700 included no comprehensive federal program that required specific steps and

tt Hayes, supra,11 Cal.App.4th 1564.

"' Long Beach, supra,225 Cal.App.3d 155.

tt Long Beach, supra,225 Cal.App.3d 155.
to Id, al p. 173.
nu tbid.

* rbid.

" Ibid.

"u Long Beach, supra,225 Cal.App.3d 155.

nn Long Beach, supra,225 Cal.App.3d 155.

too lbid.
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specific standards to be met by all schools and school districts. There was, in fact, no federal
mandate on the school districts at all. Thus, with its Executive Order, the State of California
created a state mandate where no federal mandate previously existed. Accordingly, any
specific provisions would necessarily be a state mandate because the state took a vague
federal constitutional obligation, along with suggestions from federal court decisions, and
translated it into very specific requirements.

On the other hand the Test Claims involve two separate and clear federal mandates--one for
permittees and one for the permitting agency. First, permittees are subject to the unambiguous
federal mandate that they obtain a NPDES permit that imposes requirements to control
pollutants to the MEP as well as any other appropriate water quality g^o^ntrol measures.'ot As
opposed to general constitutional obligations at issue in Long Beach'", the CWA as
implemented by U.S.EPA's regulations creates a comprehensive regulatory strategy including
very specific permit requirements that apply directly to local agencies' storm sewer discharges.
Therefore, to the extent that the CWA and the United States Constitution both mandate specific
actlons by local agencies or school districts, the CWA requires a much more specific set of
actions. Second, the CWA contains a separate mandate on the permitting agency, whether
federal or state, to issue permits pursuant to the same standards set forth in CWA section
402(p). ln Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality Control Board (2006) 135 Cal. App.
4th 1377, the Court of Appeal held that a regional water board that issues a stormwater permit
under those CWA standards "must comply with federal law requiring detailed conditions for
NPDES permits." 103

The fact that the CWA contains two separate mandates marks the critical difference between
Long Beachton and the Test Claims. Even if the State of California did not administer the
NPDES program, Claimants would have been required to obtain an MS4 permit for their
discharges. Thus, when the San Francisco Bay Water Board issued the Permit it did so
pursuant to the federal mandate that applied to it as the permitting agency rather than the
mandate that applied to the Permittees. lmportantly, Claimants do not challenge the federal
mandate to obtain the Permit. Rather, they challenge the San Francisco Bay Water Board's
execution of the federal mandate as the permitting agency.

The San Francisco Bay Water Board contends the Commission erred in its analytical approach
in applying Long Beachtou holding to the wrong federal mandate. ln Long Beach, the federal
mandate at issue was from the United States Constitution directlv to the school districts. Thus,
when the State of California issued the Executive Order in Long-Beachtou, there was no
mandate on the state itself. Put another way, the federal court decisions required no additional
state involvement in order to meet constitutional obligations regarding racial segregation.

On the contrary, when the San Diego Water Board (or in this case the San Francisco Bay
Water Board) established specific provisions in the MS4 permit, it did so pursuant to the CWA's
specific mandate for the permitting agency. As explained above, this federal mandate

'o' cwA, gao2(p)(3)(B)(iii).

to' Long Beach, supra,225 Cal.App.3d 't55.

to" City of Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional Water Quality Control Board (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 1377, 1389.

t* Long Beach, supra,225 Cal.App.3d 155.

tou Long Beach, supra,225 Cal.App.3d 155.
t* Ibid.
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expressly requires the permitting agency to establish permit provisions to control pollutants to
the MEP and such other provisions as appropriate to control such pollutants. Thus, as opposed
to Long Beach107, where the State of California translated a general constitutional obligation into
specific requirements absent any federal mandate to do so, the San Francisco Bay Water
Board established permit provisions pursuant to CWA's direct mandate on permitting agencies.
Accordingly, unlike Long Beachtot, the mere act of selecting specific permit provisions itself

cannot de facto create an unfunded mandate. An unfunded mandate can only exist if the
permit issued by the San Francisco Bay Water Board includes provisions that go beyond
federal requirements. Therefore, in determining whether an unfunded mandate exists, the
Commission must analyze whether the challenged provisions go beyond the legal standards set
forth in a02(pX3XBXiii).

Furthermore, the San Francisco Bay Water Board contends that the Commission's prior
decisions misapplied the holding in Hayesl0e. The case involved claims by two county school
superintendents for reimbursement for special education requirements. After concluding that
the special education requirements constituted a federal mandate on the state, the California
Supreme Court discussed whether the state had shifted costs associated with complying with
the federal mandate to the school districts and whether such a shift required reimbursement:

When the federal government imposes costs on local agencies those costs are
not mandated by the state and thus would not require a state subvention.
Instead, such costs are exempt from local agencies'taxing and spending
limitations. This should be true even though the state has adopted an
implementation statute or regulation pursuant to the federal mandate so long as
the state had no "true choice" in the manner of implementation of the federal
mandate. [Citation.]

This reasoning would not hold true where the manner of implementation of the
federal program was left to the true discretion of the state. A central purpose of
the principle of state subvention is to prevent the state from shifting costs of
government from itself to local agencies. [Citation.] Nothing in the statutory or
constitutional subvention provisions would suggest that the state is free to shift
state costs to local agencies without subvention merely because those costs
were imposed upon the state by the federal government. ln our view the
determination whether certain costs were imposed upon a local agency by a
federal mandate must focus upon the local agency which is ultimately forced to
bear the costs and how those costs came to be imposed upon that agency. lf
the state freely chose to impose the costs upon the local agency as a means of
implementing the federal program then the costs are the result of a reimbursable
state mandate regardless if the costs were imposed upon the state by the federal
government.tto

to' Long Beach, supra,225 Cal.App.3d 155.
1oB tbid.

'ot Hayes, supra,11 Cal.App.4th 1564.
tto !d.,at p. 1593-1594.
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Thus, Hayes"t resolves the issue of when a federal mandate on a state becomes an unfunded
mandate on a local agency. lf the state had no "true choice" in adopting implementing
regulations on a local agency, then no unfunded mandate exists. However, if the state had
"true discretion" in determining whether to shift the shift costs from the state to the local agency,
then such a shift would create an unfunded mandate.

Unlike Hayest",the Permit did not shift any federal mandate from the state to the Claimants.
As explained in the above discussion of Long Beach113,the CWA includes two federal
mandates-the requirement on the permittee to obtain the permit and the requirement for the
permitting agency io issue the permit. lf the San Francisco Bay Water Board had not issued
the Permit. Claimants would still have needed to obtain a permit from U.S. EPA.

When applying Hayes"o in the San Diego and Los Angeles MS4 Permit Decisions above the
Commission mistakenly equated the choice that the state made in Hayesl15 to the State's
decision to issue NPDES permits in lieu of EPA. lt also mistakenly applied lhe Hayes116

decision to the choices that the Los Angeles and San Diego Water Board made in determining
appropriate permit provisions in compliance with CWA requirements including compliance with
the MEP standard.

The Commission's decisions cited Hayestt'for the proposition that the State has "freely

chosen" to effect the stormwater permit program.ttt 1tn The Commission's decisions equated
the decisionin 1972 by California to administer the NPDES permit program in lieu of U.S. EPA
with the State's decision in Hayes120 to shift costs associated with complying with the federal
mandate to the school districts.
In general, a federal mandate is not subject to reimbursement. ln Hayesl2', the federal
Education of the Handicapped Act imposed requirements on fhe sfafe and the state "freely
chose" to shift those costs to local agencies.t" The California Supreme Court stated: "A
central purpose of the principle of state subvention is to prevent the state from shifting the cost
of government from itself to local agencies."123 Thus, the court held that if there is a federal

ttt 
rd.

tt2 Hayes, supra, 11 Cal.App.4th 1564.
tt" Long Beach, supra,225 Cal.App.3d 155.
11o Hayes, supra,11 Cal.App.4th 1564.
ttu !bid.
t'u rbid.
t" 

rbid.

118 Commission on State Mandates, Statement of Decision, Case Nos: O3-TC-04, 03-TC-19, 03-TC-20, 03-TC-21,
July 31, 2009, p. 26.
11e Commission on State Mandates, Statement of Decision, Case No.07-TC-09, March 26, 2010, p. 39.

"o Hayes, supra,11 Cal.App.4th 1564.
t" Ibid.

122 Hayes, supra, 11 Cal.App.4th at p. 1587 states: "Since the 1975 amendment, the Education of the Handicapped
Act has required recipient states to demonstrate a policy that assures all handicapped children the right to a free
appropriate education."

"t ld.,atp. 1593.
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mandate on the state, and the state "freely chooses" to shift the mandate to local agencies, the
costs constitute a reimbursable state mandate.l2a

In treating the State's decision to administerthe NPDES permit program in 1972 as the "choice"
referred to in Hayes"u, the Commission's mandates decisions concerning the Los Angeles and
San Diego stormwater permits lead to results that are absurd on their face. lt is true that in
1972, California became the first state to administer the NPDES program in lieu of U.S. EPA.
But administering the permit program-issuing permits to dischargers who are mandated by law
to obtain such permits and enforcing compliance with federal law-is not the same thing as
complying with the permits themselves. The federal Clean Water Act requires municipalities to
apply for an NPDES permit that must meet various federally mandated requirements, including
that it must require pollutant reductions to the maximum extent practicable. The state's "choice"
to administer the program in lieu of the federal government does not alter the federal
requirement on municipalities to reduce pollutants in these discharges to the maximum extent
practicable.

The federal mandate is imposed specifically upon the municipalities that own and operate MS4s
discharging pollutants to the nation's waters. lf the state had not decided, in 1972, to
administer the NPDES program, these same municipalities would have received a permit from
U.S. EPA with the very same substantive requirements that governed the Permit issued by the
San Francisco Bay Water Board.

Clean Water Act section aO2@) requires that permits be issued to "municipal separate storm
sewer systems." ln this case, the federal mandate is directly on the local agencies because
they own and operate MS4s in the San Francisco Bay area. There has been no shifting of legal
or financial responsibility from the state to the local agencies- the state does not bear the legal
or financial responsibility in the first instance so has no responsibility to shift.126 There is no
mandate on the state to obtain or to comply with the NPDES permit for the claimants' MS4.

In its role in issuing NPDES permits to dischargers, the San Francisco Bay Water Board must
implementlhe regulatory requirements U.S.EPA's has established for state permitting
agencies. ''' As explained above, federal law specifically requires that the permitting agency
select the BMPs and other appropriate provisions necessary to control the discharge of
pollutants:the CWA does not do this for the permitting agency. The state does not have the
choice to avoid imposing pollution controls in MS4 permits. The Commission's Los Angeles
and San Diego decisions can be interpreted to reach the untenable result that the State creates
unfunded state mandates when it imposes permit provisions to comply with federal mandates in
a manner consistent with federal agency guidance.

For the reasons above, the San Francisco Bay Water Board requests that the Commission
reject those arguments.

t2o !d., at p. 1594.

t'u Hayes, supra,11 Cal.App.4th 1564.
t'u See, e.g., County of Los Angeles v. Commissrbn on State Mandates (2003) 110 Cal.App.4tn 1176,1193 (citing
County of Sonoma v. Commission on State Mandates (2000) 84 Cal.App.4'n 1264,1289).

"t 40 cFR S 123.25.
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3. The Permit Provisions Do Not lmpose Requirements Unique to LocalAgencies
and Are Not Mandates Peculiar to Government

None of the challenged provisions is subject to reimbursement because the Permit does not
involve requirements imposed uniquely upon local government. Reimbursement to local
agencies is required only for the costs involved in carrying out functions peculiar to government,
not for expenses incurred by local agencies as an incidental impact of laws that apply generally
to all state residents and entities. Laws of general application are not entitled to subvention. ''o
The fact that a requirement may single out local governments is not dispositive; where local
agencies_are required to perform the same functions as private industry, no subvention is
required. ''o Compliance with NPDES permits, and specifically with storm water permits, is

required of private industry as well. In fact, the requirements for industrial and construction
entities are more stringent than for government dischargers. In addition, the government
requirements apply to all governmental entities that operate MS4s, including state, Tribal and
federalfacilities; local government is not singled out.

The NPDES permit program, and the storm water requirements specifically, are not peculiar to
local government. Industrial and construction facilities must also obtain NPDES storm water
permits. Those permits are actually more stringent than municipal permits because federal law
requires that they meet technology-based standards by including numeric effluent limitations,
and that they include more stringent water quality-based effluent limjtations ("WQBELs") to
ensure compliance with water quality standards in receiving waters.'"" Even where construction
or industrial permits impose WQBELs in the form of BMP-based requirements, the BMPs must
be designed to attain water quality standards, whether attainment is "practicable" or not.1t1

4. The Glaimants Have the Authority to Levy Service Charges, Fees, or
Assessments to Pay for the Programs

As indicated above, the San Francisco Bay Water Board maintains that all of the contested
requirements are federal, not state, mandates, and thus not subject to reimbursement. Even
assuming, arguendo, that some of the provisions are state mandates, the Board believes that
the local agencies possess fee authority within the meaning of section 17556, subdivision (d), of
the Government Code such that no reimbursement by the state is required. All of the
Claimants have the ability to charge fees to businesses to cover inspection costs. Depending
on the circumstances, there may be limitations concerning the percent of voters or property
owners who must approve assessments under California law, but cities and counties can and
do assess fees on residents and businesses to fund their storm water programs. The cities and
the County have failed to show that they must use tax monies to pay for these requirements.

Any "additional" costs that could conceivably be considered additional to the federal mandate
would be de minimis and would not require payment from tax monies. While the Claimants
estimate the costs to implement the challenged provisions to be substantial over the Permit's
term, the Permit continues and refines many of the requirements of Claimants' prior permits.

128 County of Los Angeles v. Sfafe of Califomia (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46.

"t City of Richmond v. Commission on State Mandates (199S) 64 Cal.App.4th 1190.
130 Defenders of Wildlife, supra, 191 F.3d. 1159.

ttt CWA, SS 301(bX1XC), aO2.:40 c.F.R. S 122.44(k) (providing that BMPs may be allowed for non-MS4
dischargers only if numeric effluent limits are 'infeasible.").
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Thus the vast majority of the costs to implement the Permit are not new. Indeed, urban runoff
management programs have been in place in the San Francisco Bay area for over 20 years, so
increased costs are not expected to be substantial."' ln addition, previously reported program
costs are not all attributable to compliance with MS4 permits. Many program components, and
their associated costs, existed before any MS4 permits were ever issued. Therefore, true
program cost resulting from MS4 permit requirements is some fraction of reported costs. The
California Supreme Court has held that "[f]or ruling upon a request for reimbursement,
challenged state rules or procedures that are intended to implement an applicable federal law-
and whose costs are, in context de minimis-should be treated as part and parcel of the
underlying federal mandate." ttt Those requirements by Claimants are intended to implement a

federal law and have costs that are in context, de minimis, thus they should be treated as part
of the underlying federal mandate of the CWA.

5. Claimants Have Not Exhausted their Administrative Remedies and, Therefore,
GannotGo||atera||yAttacktheVa|idityofthePermitinthisProceeding

In order to decide Claimants' challenges to the Permit, the Commission must determine
whether various Permit provisions exceed the minimum federal requirements established under
the CWA that govern the issuance of MS4 permits. The State Water Resources Control Board
(State Water Bbard) is statutorily required to make such determinations.luo The Water Code
provides an administrative remedy to a party challenging a Regional Water Board decision.135
By contrast, the Commission "is the administrative agency w[ich now has jurisdiction over local
agency claims for reimbursement for state-mandates costs."'o" Therefore, the question of
whether permit provisions exceed federal requirements is more properly brought before the
State Water Board.

Although Alameda, Brisbane and San Jose petitioned the State Water Board to review the
Permit, they placed their petitions in abeyance. Santa Clara County did not submit a petition to
the State Water Board. Allowing the Commission to adjudicate a matter properly within the
expertise and jurisdiction of the State Water Board offends the basic policies of the doctrine of
exhaustion,ttt Therefore, because Claimants have failed to exhaust their administrative remedy
before the State Water Board, the Test Claims constitute an impermissible collateral attack on
the Permit.t" For the foregoing reasons, the Commission must abstain from hearing the Test
Glaims until the State Water Board has determined whether the provisions of the permit exceed
federal requirements.

Vl. GhallengedProvisions

132 Permit, App l-8 to l-1.
ttt San Diego Unified School District v. Commission on State Mandates (2004) 22 Cal.4th 859, 890.
tt4 See generally Wat. Code, S 1 3140 ("The state board shall formulate and adopt state policy for water quality
control.").
135 wat. code, g 13320(a).

"u Hayes v. Commission on State Mandates (1992) Cal.App.4th 1564 citing Gov. Code, $ 17525)
t" Farmers Ins. Exchange v. Superior Court (1992) 2 Cal.4lh 377,391 . (Exhaustion is rooted in concerns favoring
administrative autonomy and judicial efficiency.)
138 Hazon-lny Development, lnc. v. lJnkefer (1 980) 1 16 Cal.App.3d Supp. 1 , 5 ("Administrative decisions are not
subject to collateral attack"), citing Nelson v. Oro Loma Sanitary Distict (1950) 101 Cal.App.2d 349, 357-358.
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Claimants contend that requirements set forth in numerous Provisions in the Permit constitute
unfunded mandates. They state as a general matter that each of the requirements they
challenge represents obligations they did not have in their prior permits.'"o

ln requesting that the Commission find that the Permit imposes numerous state mandates,
Claimants' have asserted that the Commission should simply compare the Permit with their
prior permits. Claimants have not disclosed that their prior permits incorporated numerous
requirements in management plans, monitoring programs and annual reports that were to be
developed and revised during the term of the permits.

In the detailed discussion below concerning of the challenged Permit requirements, the San
Francisco Bay Water Board has cited numerous mandatory requirements from Claimants'
management plans, monitoring programs and work Plans. Claimants' prior permits required
that they implement those measures, many of which were developed by the Claimants after the
permits were issued. Each of those permits stated that:

The Permittees shall comply with discharge Prohibitions A and Receiving Water
Limitations 8.1 and 8.2 through the timely_implementation of control measures
and other actions to reduce pollutants in the discharge in accordance with the
Management Plan and other requirements of this permit, including any
modifications. The Management Plan shall be d"esigned to achieve compliance
with Receiving Water Limitations B.1 and 8.2....'*u

Claimants' prior permits went on to provide that the Management Plan each was to develop was
required to "serve as the framework for identification, assignment, and implementation..." of
BMPs to reduce pollutants in stormwater dischargei to the maximum extent practicable". 141

(Emphasis added.) Under those prior permits Claimants were also required to implement
measures identified in their annual Management Plan revisions and in annual work plans.

Alameda's prior permit required that after permit issuance, permittees were to develop or revise
and then implement Performance Standards into annual revisions to the Management Plan
required under the permit. 142 Permittees could propose those new or revised Performance
Standards either in Annual Reports or Workplans.tot Alameda and othgr permittees were
required to comply with those updates, improvements and revisions.'"" Further, Alameda's
prior permit provided that the Workplans and Updates to be submitted annually by permittees
were deemed to be "final and incorporated into the Management Plan and this Order".'o'

13s Alameda Test Claim Narrative Statement, p. 2, Brisbane Test Claim Narrative Statement, p. 2, San Jose Test
Claim Narrative Statement, p. 2, Santa Clara Test Claim Narrative Statement, p. 2.

'"" Alameda County 2003 permit, Provision C.1; San Mateo County 1999 permit, Provision C.1; Santa Clara County
2001 permit, Provision C.1.
lal Alameda County 2003 permit, Provision C.2.a; San Mateo County 1999 permit, Provision C.3; Santa Clara
County 2001 permit, Provision C.2.a.
142 Alameda County 2003 permit, Provision C.2.a and C.2.b.
1a3 Alameda County 2003 permit, Provision 7.a.
,oo 

ld.
tas Alameda County 2003 permit, Provision 7.b.
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The permit that authorized the MS4 discharges of Brisbane and other San Mateo County
permittees provided that the permittees' Management Plan "incorporates Performance
Standards developed by the Dischargers...Through a continuous improvement process, the
dischargers will modify and improve current performance standards, as needed to achieve
reduction of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable." 146 The San Mateo County
Permittees' prior permit as amended went on to provide a process that made those modified
performance standards an enforceable part of the permit. Permittees were required to include
updates, improvements and revisions to the_ir Management Plan in the Annual Reports that they
provided following issuance of the permit.'o' Brisbane's prior permit further provided that the
Management Plan was an integral and enforceable part of the permit and that any changes to
the Management Plan would be made in accordance with legal requirements for permit
modificati6ns.tot

As members of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program
(SCVURPPP), Santa Clara County and San Jose were required under their prior permit to
implement a Management Plan and through a "continuous improvement process, subsequently
demonstrate its effectiveness and provide for necessary and appropriate revisions,
modifications, and improvements to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges to the
maximum extent practicable".lae Permittees were required to incorporate those new or updated
Performance Standards into annual revisions to the Management Plan. 'o'The permit furth"er
provided that permittees were to implement those "nedrevised Performance Standard(s)".'"'
Permittees were required to submit annual Workplans that described their proposed
implementation of the Management Plan.1s2 SCVURPP's prior permit additionally provided that
the annual Workplans became "final and incorporated into this Ordei' unless disapproved by
the Executive Officer.153

As discussed below, Claimants' challenges to the Permit involves comparison between the
challenged Permit requirements and the requirements to which Claimants were previously
subject through their management plans, monitoring programs and annual reports that became
enforceable through their prior permits.

1. G.8-Monitoring

A. Introduction

Provision C.8 of the Permit sets forth various requirements concerning water quality monitoring.
Monitoring programs are an essential element in the permitting of stormwater discharges. A

tou San Mateo County 1999 permit, Provision C.4.
147 California Regional Water Quality Controt Board, San Francisco Bay Region Order R2-2004-0060, Provision C.6.
(Hereafter "San Mateo County 2004 amendment 0060".) (Note: San Mateo County 2004 amendment 0060

amended San Mateo County 1999 permit.)
tou ld., al Provisions C.7 and C.14.
1ae Santa Clara County 2001 permit, Provision C.a.

'50 Santa Clara County 2001 permit, Provision C.b.
ttt 

rd.

152 Santa Clara County 2001 County permit, Provision 6.b.
.u, ld.
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recent Ninth Circuit decision emphasized the importance on monitoring requirements in a case
involving a permit issued by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board.1sa The
Court noted that "all NPDES permits must include monitoring provisions ensuring that permit
conditions are satisfied"'"". The decision also emphasized the importance of monitoring in the
NPDES permitting process in citing its decision in Sierra Club v. Union Oil Company which
stated that "...Congress structured the CWA to function by self-monitoring and self-reporting of
violations...".156

Monitoring accomplishes a number of important objectives. First, it identifies whether there are
existing or potential adverse impacts in receiving waters (water bodies to which MS4s
discharge). Second, monitoring results are used to identify whether MS4 discharges are
causing or may cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards in receiving
waters. Third, monitoring identifies sources of pollutants in MS4s. Fourth, it provides means to
evaluate whether controls (BMPs) are effective. Next, monitoring provides data necessary to
determine whether pollutants are controlled to the maximum extent practicable. Last, it
provides the means to track attainment of TMDL wasteload allocations.

Alameda, Brisbane and Santa Clara County ("C.8 Claimants") contend that numerous
requirements in Provision C.8 constitute unfunded state mandates. They organize their
argument into two sections. First, C.8 Claimants assert that various requirements in Provision
C.8 were not required by the prior permits issued to each claimant. Next, they argue that
Provision C.8 includes state mandates with respect to four broad categories of requirements.
The San Francisco Bay Water Board offers the response below following the same format.

C.8 Claimants have argued that the Commission should compare the requirements in the
Permit with those in the permits that were previously issued to each of them. That comparison
does not include all applicable monitoring requirements to which the C.8 Claimants were
subject, As discussed above Claimants were subject to mandatory requirements through their
stormwater management plans, and annual workplans, and monitoring programs and plans.
Those documents contained many requirements concerning monitoring, which although
developed after their permits were adopted were nevertheless prospectively incorporated into
their permits.

C.8 Claimants assert that numerous requirements in Provision C.8 require new programs or
higher levels of service. The challenged Provisions C.8 requirements are not new programs but
may in some instances require higher levels of service. They are consistent with--and in
some cases identical to--requirements of the C.8 Claimants' former permits that were set forth
in enforceable plans.

To the extent that the monitoring requirements in the Permit are more detailed, the Fact Sheet
issued by the Board for the Permit explains the reason for that additional detail:

Water quality monitoring requirements in previous permits were less detailed
than the requirements in this Permit. Under previous permits each program

1sa Natura!Resources Defense Council, !nc. v. County of Los Angeles (201 1) 636 F.3d 1235. Note: the Ninth Circuit
is considering a request for reconsideration.
tut /d. at p.1250.
t* /d. at 1250, citing Sierra Club v. Union Oil Co. of Calif. (1987) 813 F.2d 1480, 1483, vacated on other grounds,
485 U.S. 931, reinstated, 853 F.2d 667 (gth Cir. 1988).
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could design its own monitoring program, with few permit guidelines. A decision
by the California Superior Court stated:

["]Federal law requires that all NPDES permits specify "[r]equired monitoring
including type, intervals, and frequency sufficient to yield data which are
representative of the monitored activity.' 40 CFR 5122.48(b). Here there is no
monitoring program set forth in the Permit. lnstead an annual mo4itoring
program is to be prepared by the dischargers to set forth the monitoring program
that will be used to demonstrate the effectiveness of the Stormwater
Management Plan. This does not meet the regulatory requirements that a
monitoring program set forth including the types, intervals, and frequencies of
the monitoring.["1tut

The San Francisco Bay Water Board acknowledges that the Superior Court decision quoted in
the Fact Sheet was not binding precedent. Nevertheless, the Board incorporated applicable
monitoring requirements into the Permit itself, instead of having dischargers subsequently
develop equivalent monitoring programs to be incorporated by reference as permit
requirements. This allowed a full opportunity for public review of the monitoring requirements
before adoption of the Permit and is the functional equivalent of including certain permit
requirements in stand alone plans.

The San Francisco Bay Water Board's approach of including all monitoring requirements in the
Permit is also consistent with the reasoning of the Ninth Circuit in its decision in Environmental
Defense Center v. tJnited Sfafes Environmentat Protection Agency.'ut The Court held that
U.S.EPA's regulations for Phase ll stormwater permitting were deficient in part because they
did not require that U.S.EPA review stormwater discharger's notice of intent to ensure that.they
required controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable.''"' lt
noted that "[i]nvolving regulated parties in the development of individualized stormwater
pollution control programs is a laudable step....But EPA is still required to ensure that the
individual program are consistent with the law." 'o' The Ninth Circuit additionally held that
U.S.EPA's regulations did not comply with public participation requirements in the CWA
because the regulations.did not for public hearings on dischargers' notices of intent to
discharge stormwater.'o' By including monitoring requirements in the Permit itself and
providing the public with an opportunity to comment on the proposed Permit, the Board fully
complied with the CWA requirements to have sufficient regulatory review and public comment
on the Permit.

157 Permit, Page App l-58-59, quoting San Francisco Baykeeper, supra, San Francisco Superior Court Consolidated
Case No. 500527,atp.2.
158 Environmenta! Defense Center, supra.,344 F.3d 832.

"t /d. at 854
tuo d. at 856.
tut Id. alBs4.
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B. Provision C.8 does not require new programs or higher levels of service.

1. C.8.b--Regional Monitoring Program

Section C.8.b requires that Permittees participate in implementing an Estuary receiving water
monitoring program at a minimum equivalent to the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring
Program for Trace Substances (RMP). The Permit provides that petitioners shall pay their "fair-

share" of the costs of the monitoring program.

Claimants Alameda, Brisbane and Santa Clara County contend that Provision C.8.b imposes a

higher level of service. C.8 Claimants assert that the provision requires that Permittees
participate in the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) itself (rather than

bn alternative), perfor.m specified monitoring, and financially support the RMP. Alameda and

Santa Clara County claim that the Provision also imposes a higher level of service because
they will be required to devote additional staff resources to the RMP.

Alameda and Santa Clara County argue that the Provision will result in a higher level of service

because their prior permits required them to participate in the RMP or an acceptable alternative
monitoring program, whereas they believe that the Provision requires that the participate in the

MRP. Brisbane contends that the Provision would result in a higher level of service because its

prior permit "anticipates participation in watershed monitoring efforts, but does not mention let

alone require participation in the San Francisco Estuary Reg'ional Monitoring Program". 162

C.8 Claimants are incorrect in their characterization of Provision C.8.b. The Provision does not

require that Permittees participate in the RMP. lnstead it requires that Permittees participate in

implementing "an estuary receiving water program, at a minimum equivalenf fo the San

Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP), by contributing
their fair-share annually on an annual basis." (Emphasis added.) The Provision is consistent
with the requirement in Alameda's and County of Santa Clara's prior permits that allowed them
to conduct monitoring either through the partitipation in the RMP or an alternative. 163 164

The stormwater permit previously issued to Brisbane and other San Mateo County permittees

specifically required participation in the RMP.16s lt provided that as part of the monitoring
activities required by the Permit, Permittees were required to: "[p]rovide funding to the San

Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) for the expenditures on the San Francisco Estuary Regional
Monitoring Program (RMP)."166 By contrast, Provisions C.8.b allows Permittees to decide
whether or not to provide funding to the RMP for required monitoring.

Second, C.8 Claimants contend that Provision C.8.b requires a higher level of service in part

because the Provision requires that Permittees participate in a monitoring program designed to
answer specified questions about conditions in the San Francisco Estuary. The San Francisco
Bay Water Board disagrees that the Provision imposes a higher level of service with respect to
the questions to be addressed through the required monitoring. C.8 Claimants have not

162 Brisbane Test Claim, Narrative p. 5.

163 Alameda County 2003 permit, Provision C.8.b .

164 Santa Clara County 2001 permit, Provision C.7.b.
tut san Mateo County 2004 amendment 0060, Provision C.9, Att. A. p. 4.

tuu lbid.
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provided any explanation about the monitoring that they believe is required under the Provision
that was not required by their past permits. The Provision is intended io maintain the same level
of monitoring that Permittees have been addressing through the monitoring they have
conducted under their past permits.

C.8 Clalmants are incorrect in stating that the Provision requires that permittees provide
financial support to the RMP. ln fact Provision C.8 requires that Permittees participate in a
receiving water monitoring program equivalent to the RMP "by contributing their fair-share
financially on an annual basis". lt is clear that Permittees have discretion as to which
monitoring program to participate in and support.

The San Francisco Bay Water Board disagrees with the contention advanced by Alameda and
the County of Santa Clara that the Provision requires that their respective countywide or
regional stormwater programs devote additional resources to the RMP. Those claimants do not
glqlailwny they believe it will be necessary to provide additional staff time to working with the
RMP. The Board infers that those claimants contend that additional resources will bJ required
because they believe that Provision C.8.b requires additional monitoring in comparison with the
monitoring they are currently performing that was required by their prioi permits. In fact the
monitoring required by the Provision is intended to maintain ihe staius quo of monitoring
currently performed by Permittees under their prior permits. Thus, any increase in stafi
participation is voluntary on the part of Alameda and County of Santa blara and is not a direct
consequence of the requirements in provision C.g.b.

2. G.8.c-Status Monitoring/Rotating Watersheds

Provision C.8.c requires that Permittees must conduct status monitoring in local receiving
waters using sampling sites set forth in the Permit. lt requires that most permittees (including
the C.8 Claimants) conduct annual monitoring.

Alameda, Brisbane and the County of Santa Clara argue that provision C.8.c greaily increases
the number of monitoring sites and parameters from those inciuded in their pa-st peimits.
Additionally, Brisbane and the County of Santa Clara assert that the Provision expands the
number of creek sites that must be monitored.

Provision C.8.c's requirements are a further refinement of status monitoring requirements
reflected in Alameda's and Santa Clara County's prior permits. Those prioi permits did not use
the term "status monitoring" but included requirements to assess beneficial uses using
appropriate physical, chemical and biological parameters in representative receiving,iaters.tut

All required that Permittees conduct an "lalssessment of existing or potential adv6rse impacts
on beneficial uses caused by pollutants of concern in stormwater discharges, including an
evaluation of representative receiving waters". tut Those permits additionilly required inat tfre
monitoring programs developed under each permit were to include in relevjnt part:

Provision for conducting and reporting on the results of special studies...which
are designed to [dssess various things which may include] assess the adverse
impacts of a pollutant or pollutants on beneficial uses....

ldAlameda gorn!2003 permit, Provision C.8; San Mateo County 1999 permit, provision C.7; Santa Clara County
2001 permit, Provision C.7.
,uu 

ld.
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Provisions for conducting watershed monitoring activities including: identification
of major sources of pollutants of concern; evaluation of the effectiveness of
control measures and BMPs; and use of physical, chemical and biological
parameters and indicators as appropriate....
ldentification and justification of representative sampling locations, frequencies
and methods, suite of pollutants to be analyzed, analytical methods, and quality
assurance procedures

Brisbane (together with the other San Mateo County MS4 dischargers) was subject to the
requirement in its prior permit to: "[a]ssess water quality conditions in representative
watersheds in San Mateo County, evaluate stormwate,r impacts and help solve creek drainage
basin-specific water quality impairment problems.... " "'

Each of the C.8 Claimants was subject to additional requirements through their prior permits
concerning monitoring of creeks, streams and watersheds. Those requirements were set forth
in plans submitted on behalf of C.8 Claimants by their countywide stormwater programs.

Alameda, as a member of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP) was
required to "[c]haracterize FunctionalAttributes of Creeks and Potential for Stormwater
lmpacts: Continue inventory and assessment._of the pilot group of creek segments or lakes, and
establish a plan for assessing other creeks." "' ACCWP submitted plans that documented how
its members (including Alameda) would comply with creek, stream and watershed monitoring
requirements. The ACCWP Multi-year Plan for Monitoring and Assessment detailed tasks for
2003-2008 that provided that Permittees were required to "[u]se a variety of indicators to assess
the condition of streams and watersheds" and "[c]haracterize and track pollutants of concern
that are found in urban runoff and have Oeen iObntified as possible sources of impairment".172

ACCWP then submitted detailed workplans for each fiscal year following that Plan that
documented the steps its members were taking to comply with the monitoring requirements.
Workplans submitted over several fiscal years indicated that the ACCWP members would do
such monitoqing tasks as "[u]se a variety of indicators to assess the conditions of streams and
watersheds"ttt, conduct sampling of benthic macroinvertebrate communities at selected sites,
and monitor for copper during muttipte storm events in a specified creeks.lTo The management
plan, quoted multi-year plan and workplans clearly indicate that Alameda was already subject to
status monitoring requirements under its prior permit through the plans and workplans. The
San Francisco Bay Water Board agrees that Provision C.8.c refined those requirements by
adding more specificity to the prior permit status monitoring requirements and resulting
ACCWP Monitoring Program Plan and Annual MYP updates, but it does not increase those
requirements.

16e 
/d.

"o San Mateo County 2004 amendment 0060, Att. 1, p. 1.

ttt ACCWP Stormwater Quality Management Plan July 2001-June 2008, Feb. 10, 2003, pages 3-6.
tt'ACCWP Multi-Year Plan for Monitoring and Assessment, May 28,2003, pp. V-1, V-2.

"t ld., at pp. v-1.
1to ACCWP Annual Monitoring Program Plan and Update to the Multi-Year Monitoring and Assessment Plan
(February 27,2004), pp. 7-8; ACCWP Annual Monitoring Program Plan and Update to the Multi-Year Monitoring and
Assessment Plan (February 28, 2005), pp. 8-10; ACCWP Annual Monitoring Program Plan and Update to the Multi-
Year Monitoring and Assessment Plan (March 1, 2006).
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Similarly, Brisbane wag subject to status monitoring requirements through the stormwater
management plan and annual reports submitted on behalf of San Mateo County MS4
dischargers by SMCWPPP.'''" San Mateo County Permittees were required to "assess urban
runoff-related characteristics of representative watersheds in San Mateo County. Assessments
willtypically focus on using environmental indicators...to characterize the functional attributes of
creeks and potential for stormwater impacts... ."ttu SMCWPPP submitted annual workplahs
that indicated that Permittees would "[p]erform.chemical, biological and/or physical monitoring
in selected San Mateo County watersheds The multi-year plan and workplans clearly
indicate that Brisbane and other San Mateo County Permittees was already subject to status
monitoring requirements under its prior permit. Provision C.8.c refined those requirements by
adding more specificity to the prior permit status monitoring requirements and resulting multi-
year plan and workplans, but it does not increase those requirements.

Santa Clara County was also subject to status monitoring requirements through monitoring
plans and annual reports submitted by SCVURPPP on behalf of its members including Santa
Clara County. The plans included schedules for chemical, biological, and physical monitoring in
multiple watersheds.ttt Furthermore, the annualworkplans submitted by SCVURPPP for FY
2003-04 through FY 2007-08 include requirements to conduct chemical, biological and physical
monitoring in multiple watersheds."t The cited plans demonstrate that Santa Clara County was
subject to requirements that it conduct status monitoring under its prior permit.

Provision C.8.c added more specificity in limited areas to the prior status monitoring
requirements and resulting multi-year monitoring plan and workplans but it does not increase
those requirements.

3. C.8.d--Monitoring Projects

Provision C.8.d requires that Permittees conduct monitoring projects. lt establishes three
categories of projects: stressor/source identification actions, BMP effectiveness investigation,
and geomorphic projects. Monitoring projects are necessary to meet several monitoring
objectives under the Permit. The Fact Sheet indicates that those objectives are to "characterize
stormwater discharges; identify sources of pollutants; identify new or emerging pollutants;

175 The San Mateo County program was known for part of the time covered by Brisbane's former permit as the San
Mateo Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP). lt changed its name to the San Mateo Countywide
Water Pollution Prevention Program (SMCWPPP). Both names refer to the same organization.
ttu STOPPP, Stormwater Management Plan, April 2004-June 2006, p. 6.6.
ttt STOPPP Mid-Fiscal Year Report 2OO4-20O5 (Workplan for FY 2005-2006), March 1,2005, p. 9, STOPPP Mid-
Fiscal Year Report 2005-2006 (Workplan for FY 2006-2007), March 1, 2006, p. 15, SMCWPPP Mid-Fiscal Year
Report 2006-2007 (Workplan for FY 2007-2008), February 22, 2O07, p.7.
178 Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program, Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan-
March 1,2002 (Revised August 5,2002; SCVURPPP Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised)-July
1,2004, Table 3.0. (Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program will hereafier be referred to as
"scvuRPPP".)
ttn SCVURPPP FY 03-04 Work Plan, Attachment 4-4, Monitoring Plan, pp. 1-5; SCVURPPP FY 04-05 Work Plan,
Attachment 4-1 , Monitoring Plan, pp. 1-1 0; SCVURPPP FY 05-06 Work Plan, Attachment 4-1 , Monitoring Plan, pp.
1-10; SCVURPPP FY 06-07 Work Plan, Attachment 4-1, Monitoring Plan, pp. 1-5; SCVURPPP FY 07-08 Work Plan,
Attachment4-1, Monitoring Plan, pp. 1-6.
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assess stream channelfunction and condition; and measure and improve the effectiveness of

Stormwater Countywide Programs and implemented BMPs..."180

Alameda, Brisbane and County of Santa Clara argue that C.8.d is a new program or higher

level of service. Alameda and Brisbane state that there is nothing comparable in their prior

permits. Santa Clara County argues that BMP effectiveness and geomorphic projects were not

required in its prior permit. lt further contends that the Provision requires that source

identification projecis must be conducted at a much higher level of effort compared to what was

required its prior permit.

a. 8.d.i-Status Monitoring

provision C.B.d.i details the monitoring that Permittees must conduct in the event that status or

long{erm monitoring results indicate that a Permittee's discharge exceeds a water quality

obj6ctive, toxicity thieshold, or other "trigger". Alameda, Brisbane and the County of Santa

Clira contend that there are no comparable requirements in their prior permits'

The San Francisco Bay Water Board disagrees that Provision C.8.d.i imposes a new program

or level of service. In fact Provision C.8.d.i sets forth more detail about the requirements which

the C.B.d Claimants were already required to follow in Provision C.1 of their prior permits.181

Provision C.8.d.i(1) requires "when status results trigger a follow up action" a Permittee must

conduct a site specific study to identify and isolate the cause of a trigger/stressor source.

C.8.d.i Claimanis' prior permits implicitly (rather than explicitly) required that they conduct an

equivalent study. tnat iequirement was outlined in Provision C.1 of their prior permits. Those

permits required that permittees notify the Board when they discovered that their discharge was

causing or potentially causing violations of receiving water limitations (water quality standards).

The Siressor/Source ldentification monitoring is a refinement of that requirement' The

requirements set forth in Provision C.8.d.i(2), (3) and (4) are equivalent to the other

requirements in provisions C.1 of Claimants' prior permits which all provide that the Permittees

shall:

[S]ubmit a report to the Regional Board that describes BMPs that are currently
-Oeing 

implemented and additional BMPs that will be implemented to prevent or

redule any pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedance of

WQSs.... The report shall include an implementation schedule. ... lmplement

the...Plan and monitoring program in accordance with the approved schedule. 182

Provision C.8.d.i(5) establishes a maximum number of such studies that must be conducted by

a Permittee. This provision was not reflected in C.8 Claimants' prior permits which did not

establish a maximum number of studies. lt thus renders the challenged sub-provision actually

less stringent (and less costly) than was required by the previous permits, which provided that

Provision C.1 requirements had to be implemented without any cap.

180 Permit, Page App l-63.
181 Alameda County 2003 permit, Provision C.1.a; San Mateo County 1999 permit, Provision C.1; Santa Clara

County 2001 permit, Provision C.1.a.
,u2 

Id.
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b. 8.d.ii--BMP Effectiveness

Provision C.8.d.ii requires that Permittees investigate the effectiveness of one best
management practice (BMP) for stormwater treatment or hydrograph modification control.
Under C.8.a.iii Permittees have the option of complying with the requirement individually or
through a countywide program, collaborative program, or some approved combination.

As noted above Alameda, Brisbane and the County of Santa Clara argue that Provision C.8.d.ii
imposes a new program or higher level of service. In fact it is consistent with their previous
permits. Each of the C.8 Claimants was previously required to conduct monitoring designed in
part to achieve "[e]valuation of effectiveness of representative stormwater pollution prevention
or control measures."183

Provision C.8.d.ii differs from the requirement set forth in C.8 Claimants' prior permits in that it
limits the required investigation to just one BMP whereas the prior requirements did not specify
a maximum. Thus provision C.8.d.ii is in fact less stringent than the equivalent provisions in

Claimants' prior permits.

c. 8.d.iii-Geomorphic Studies

Provision C.8.d.iii requires that Permittees monitor a waterbody within each county to determine
"[h]ow and where creeks can be restored or protected to cost- effectively reduce the impacts of
pollutants, increased flow rates, and increased flow durations of urban runoff..." C.8 Claimants'
prior permits did not include a monitoring requirement expressly described as a "Geomorphic
Project" monitoring requirement. lnstead their prior permits were amended to included related
requirements to develop and implement hydromodification.management plans and to monitor
the effectiveness of hydromodification control measures.'oo Provision C.8.d.iii provides added
specificity to those requirements but does not result in a new program or higher level of service.

4. C.8.e-Pollutants of Goncern and Long-Term Trends Monitoring

C.8 Claimants contend that Provisions C.8.e.i, C.8.e.ii and C.8.e.vi constitute new programs or
higher levels of service. The San Francisco Bay Water Board has responded to those
contentions below. C.8 Claimants do not expressly contend that Provisions C.8.e.iii, iv and v
constitute new programs or higher levels of service thus the Board has not expressly addressed
whether those provisions impose new programs or higher levels of service. lf the Commission
determines that those provisions are challenged in C.8 Claimants' test claims, then the Board

ls3Alameda County 2003 permit, Provision C.7; San Mateo County 2004 amendment 0060, Provision C.9, Att. A., p.

1; Provision C.8; Santa Clara County 2001 permit, Provision C.7.

184 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region Order No. R2-2007-0025, Provision
C.3.f. pages 5 -9; California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region Order No. R2-2007-
0027, Provision C.3.f., pages 4 - 8; California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region
Order No. R2-2005-0038, Provision C.3.f., page 8.
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wishes the responses submitted concerning other requirements of Provision C.8.e to be
considered in addressing Provisions C.8.e.iii, iv and v.

a. 8.e.i--Pollutants of Goncern Monitoring

Provision C.8.e.i requires that Permittees monitor for pollutants of concern at locations specified
in the Permit. lt provides in the alternative that upon approval by the San Francisco Bay
Regional Board's Executive Officer, Permittees may use alternate monitoring locations. As
stated in C.8.e.i, the purpose of pollutants of concern monitoring is to meet four priority
management information needs: 1) identifying which Bay tributaries (including stormwater
conveyances) contribute most to Bay impairment from pollutants of concern; 2) quantifying
annual loads or concentrations of pollutants of concern from tributaries to the Bay; 3)
quantifying the decadal-scale loading or concentration trends of pollutants of concern from
smalltributaries to the Bay; and 4) quantifying the projected impacts of management actions
(including control measures) on tributaries and identifying where these management actions
should be implemented to have the greatest beneficial impact.

Alameda contends that the provision substantially increases the monitoring beyond that which
was required in its former permit. Santa Clara County and Brisbane assert that the provision
establishes a new program because their prior permits did not include a comparable provision.
The C.8 Claimants challenge provisions C.8.e.i, C.8.e.ii, and C.8.e.vi.

C.8.e.i is not a new program or higher level of service. C.8 Claimants' prior permits required
monitoring for pollutants of concern. Those permits required that Alameda, Brisbane and Santa
Clara County implement monitoring programs that would characterize "representative drainage
areas and stormwater discharges, including land use characteristics pollutant concentrations
and mass loadings", assess "existing or potential averse impacts on beneficial uses caused by
pollutants of concern in stormwater dischargers, including an evaluation of representative
receiving waters", and evaluate "effectiveness of representative stormwater pollution prevention
or control measures.ttu

Provision C.8.e.i adds more specificity to the prior permit monitoring requirements, but it does
not increase those requirements. Also, Provision C.8.e.i provides two levels of flexibility to the
Claimants. First, Claimants may use alternative monitoring locations than those specified, and
second, Claimants may pursue an alternative approach than that specified as long as the
alternative approach addresses the aforementioned management information needs, which are
consistent with prior permit requirements.

b. G.8.e.ii-Long-Term Monitoring Locations

Provision C.8.e.ii requires that Permittees conduct Long-Term monitoring at stations listed in
the Permit. The Permit authorizes Permittees to conduct monitoring at alternate locations upon
approval by the San Francisco Bay Water Board's Executive Officer. Provision 8.e states that
Long-Term monitoring is "intended to assess long{erm trends in pollutant concentrations and
toxicity in receiving waters and sediment, in order to evaluate if stormwater discharges are
causing or contributing to toxic impacts on aquatic life."

lssAlameda County 2003 permit, Provision C.8, Findings 22 and27; San Mateo County 1999 permit, Provision C.7,
Findings 2 and 121, Santa Clara County 2001 permit, Provision C.7, Findings 2 and 13.)
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The Fact Sheet indicates that Long Term Monitoring serves as a surrogate to monitor the
discharge from all major outfalls. 186 lt goes on to state:

By sampling the sediment and water column in urban creeks, the permittees can
determine where water quality problems are occurring in the creeks, then work to
identify which outfalls and land uses are contributing io the problem...Long-Term
Monitoring. ' ' lis]upeeded to identify water quality problems and assess the health
of streams... .

The Fact Sheet further states that "Long-Term Monitoring is required every second year
(biennially), rather than annually, in order to balance datJ needs and permittee costs. idt

Alameda, Brisbane and the County of Santa Clara contend that provision C.8.e.ii is a new
program and state that their prior permits did not include a provision that required monitoring to
detect long term trends. In fact C.8 Claimants' prior permits required monitoring of long terri
trends.

Alameda and Santa Clara were required under their permits to submit a multiyear monitoring
plan designed to comply with the monitoring program requirements in the permit which requi-ireO
in relevant part that they characterize "representitive drainage areas and stormwater
discharges including land-use characteristics, pollutant concentrations, and mass loadings" and
assess "existing or potential adverse impacts on beneficial uses caused by pollutants of
concern in stormwater discharges, including an evaluation of representative receiving waters".

San Mateo's prior permit required that it prepare a multi-year monitoring plan that revised and
extended the activities included in the monitoring program plan that wai adopted as part of its
permtt.'--

The fact that C.8 Claimants were required to conduct multiyear monitoring means that C.g
Claimants were already subject to long term monitoring requirements thaiwere equivalent to
lhose required in Provision c.g.e.ii. Tius the Provisioi does not impose a new program or
higher level of service.

c. G.8.e.vi-Sediment Delivery Estimate/Budget

Provision C.8.e.vi requires that Permittees develop a design for a sediment delivery
estimate/sediment budget in localtributaries and urban driinages. Permittees are required to
ilqtgelt the _study by July 1,2011. Alameda, Brisbane and lhe County of Santa Clara argue
that Provision C.8'e.vi is a new program in that their prior permits did no[ requir:e them to dJsign
or implement sediment deliver studies. The San Francisco Bay Water Board agrees that the
C.8 Claimants'prior permits did not require them to design or implement sediment delivery

186 Permit, page App l-61 .

187 
!d.

188 Permit, page App l-62.
18e Santa Clara County 2001 permit, Provision C.7; Alameda County 2003 permit, provision g.
tno San Mateo County 2004 amendment 0060, App. A, p. 5.



Drew Bohan, Executive Director Page 38 of 65

studies. The Pr:ovision added further specificity to the monitoring requirements included in C.8
Claimants' prior permits.

5. C.8.f-Gitizen Monitoring and Participation

Provision C.8.f requires that Permittees encourage citizen monitoring and make reasonable
efforts to seek out citizen and stakeholder information and comment. The provision further
provides that Permittees shall demonstrate annually in their annual Urban Creeks Monitoring
Reports that they have encouraged citizen and stakeholder observations and reporting of
waterbody conditions.

Alameda, Brisbane and Santa Clara County assert that the Provision imposes a new program in
that their prior permits did not include similar provisions. Alameda and Brisbane were both
subject to similar requirements through the plans prepared to implement their prior permits.lsl

Alameda was subject to requirements to encourage citizen monitoring and public participation
through its stormwater management plan. lt was required to "[p]romote consistent, effective
indicator application among the Program, its members and other partners including volunteer
monitors".'"' lt was additionally required to "[i]dentify and support a friends of a watershed
group and encourage creek cleanups...or adopt a creek or other volunteer monitoring and
resource inventorying activities The City was subsequently required to do tasks over the
period of fiscal years 2003-2008 including:

Increase the participation of community stakeholders in watershed stewardship
and assessment, and improve coordination of volunteer groups with agencies
and other stakeholders....Provide resources and training to citizen monitoring
groups that are working with localwatershed partners....Continue support of
Talks in the Hallway to strengthen community involvement and interest in
assessment issues; explore use of community volunteers to supplement
macroinvertebrate field sampling and trash assessment.'""

Furthermore, ACCWP Monitoring Program Plans and Annual Multi-Year Plan Updates over a
three year period that all contain the following task: "Facilitate communications with community
members and groups to work with ACCWP members and other agencies on volunteer
monitoring an_d-other watershed-based projects. Includes coordination and referral to regional
resources....""" Those plan requirements demonstrate that Alameda was already subject to
requirements that were the same as or substantially similar to the citizen monitoring and
participation requirements in the Permit.

1s1 Alameda County 2003 permit, San Mateo County 1999 permit.
tn'ACCWP, Stormwater Quality Management Plan, July 2001-June 2008, page 3-6.
1e3 /d., page 5-6.

"o ACCWP, Multi-Year Plan for Monitoring and Assessment, May 28,2003, Task WA-2.
ttu ACCWP Monitoring Program Plan and annual MYP Update Updated FY03/04 Workplan, February 27 ,2004, p.7;
ACCWP Monitoring Program PIan and annual MYP Update Updated FY04/05 Workplan, February 28, 2005, p. 8;
ACCWP Monitoring Program Plan and annual MYP Update Updated FY05/06 Workplan, March 1' 2006, p. 9.
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Similarly, Brisbane and other San Mateo County Permittees were required to encourage cllizen
monitoring th,rough their countywide stormwater program's stormwater management plan. ''o
The plan provides that the Permittees shall "[d]evelop and lmplement Integrated Outreach
Approaches" and that they shall "[i]dentify and support a "Friends of a (a watershed)" group
and encourage creed (lagoon or shoreline) cleanups, or adopt-a-creek or other volunteer
monitoring and resource inventorying activities." 'o' Brisbane's prior permit clearly required it to
conduct citizen outreach requirements that were equivalent to those required by the Provision
c.8.f.

Santa Clara County was not subject to citizen monitoring requirements in its prior permit.

Provision C.8.f does not impose a new program or higher level of service for any of C.8
Claimants. Instead the Provision provides additional refinement on C.8 Claimants'
requirements for compliance with CWA requirements.

6. G.8.9-Reporting

Provision C.8.9 includes various requirements concerning reporting of monitoring results. lt
provides that Permittees must take specified actions in the event that stormwater runoff or dry
weather discharges are or may be causing or contributing to exceedances of applicable water
quality standards. lt further requires that Permittees must submit the following annual reports:
Electronic Status Monitoring Data Report, Urban Creek Monitoring Report, and Integrated
Monitoring Report. The Fact Sheet indicates that Provision 8.9 requires that Permittees submit
monitoring reports to:

(1) determine compliance with monitoring requirements; (2) provide information
useful in evaluating comOpliance with all Permit requirements; (3) enhance public
awareness of the water quality in local streams and the Bay; and (4) standardize
reporting to better facilitate analysis of data... 1e8

Claimants Alameda, Brisbane and Santa Clara County acknowledge that their prior permits
required that they prepare an annual report which included a description and interpretation of
data collected over the previous fiscal year. They note that the format of the report was
unspecified. In addition the City of Alameda notes that its prior permit required permittees to
submit workplans, annual updates and reports of illicit discharges and industrial discharge
controls.

Although C.8 Claimants identify numerous actions required by Provision C.8.9, they each
identify just three aspects of the Provision that they claim result in a higher level of service.
Those are:

. electronicreporting,

. maintenance of data in a database accessible to the public, and

tnu SMCWPPP, Stormwater Management Plan for April 2004-June 2010, pp. 1-2 and 8-36.
,n Id.

le8 Permit, page App l-65.
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. submission of an Urban Creeks Monitoring Report that has increased number of data
parameters and programs compared with reports required by their existing permits.

a. Electronic reporting

The San Francisco Bay Water Board agrees that C.8 Claimants' prior permits did not require
that they submit reports electronically. The San Francisco Bay Water Board included the
requirement to report data electronically because Permittees have submitted all previous
monitoring reports with data in tables created with computer software. In light of the fact that
Permittees already compile their data in electronic form, the Provision merely requires that they
submit that data via email rather than print it out and submit it in hard copy. lt is arguably less
costly to submit a report electronically than by using mail delivery.

b. Maintenance of data in database accessible to the public

Although C.8 Claimants' prior permits did not require that they make reporting data accessible
to the public, they were already required to do so under the Public Records Act. Government
Code section 6253.9 requires that public agencies make data available upon request to the
public in electronic format when that data is in electronic format. The requirement to post the"
data in a database accessible to the public adds further specificity to the C.8 Claimants' prior
permits.

c. Urban Greeks Monitoring Program

C.8 Claimants contend that they must comply with increased reporting requirements concerning
urban creeks monitoring. They acknowledge that their prior permits required reporting of
similar monitoring results, but state that they were not required to submit the data in a separate
report. C.8 Claimants previously submitted urban creeks monitoring data in their annual reports
rather than in a separate monitoring report. There would be at most de minimis costs
associated with submission of urban creeks monitoring data in a separate annual report versus
C.8 Claimants' prior requirement to submit the data as part of a larger annual report that covers
other all aspects of the prior p6rmits.

C.8 Claimants contend that Provision C.8.9 will result in increased reporting efforts because
there are an increased number of data parameters and programs in comparison with their prior
permits. They do not identify the requirements that they believe have increased thus it is not
possible to reply with specificity. The San Francisco Bay Water Board infers that C.8 Claimants
are claiming that their reporting requirements concerning urban creeks monitoring have
increased due to some of the other monitoring provisions they challenge. Any increase in
reporting burden associated with these other monitoring provisions is minimal. The requirement
at issue adds further specificity to the requirements applicable to Permittees as required under
federal law.

7. C.8.h-Monitoring Protocols and Data Quality

Provision C.8.h provides that where applicable monitoring data must be "SWAMP comparable".
SWAMP is the State Water Board's Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP)

which was created to assess the conditions of surface waters throughout California and
coordinate allwater quality monitoring conducted by the State and Regional Water Boards.
The Provision requires that "[m]inimum data quality shall be consistent with the latest version of
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the SWAMP Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)." This statement is a clarification of what
must be done to ensure that monitoring data are "SWAMP comparable".

Claimants Alameda, Brisbane and County of San Mateo argue that Provision C.8.h imposes a
higher level of service. They note that their prior permits did not mention the SWAMP program.
C.8 Claimants assert that the provision requires that they develop significant updates or
additions to existing field standard operating procedures and train field staff regarding collection
of data using methods that are compatible with the SWAMP program. They further contend
that new data management systems must be developed and managed. C.8 Claimants argue
that monitoring data quality assurance procedures will have to be developed, documented and
then they will have to adhere to them.

The San Francisco Bay Water Board agrees that the C.8 Claimants' prior permits did not
expressly require that monitoring data had to be SWAMP comparable. Nevertheless, Alameda
and Santa Clara County were subject to equivalent requirements concerning data quality.
Those permits required quality assurance procedures for all monitoring which had the practical
effect of requiring the data to be SWAMP comparable. Each of C.8 Claimants' prior permits
required that:

The Monitoring Program shall include. ..ldentification and justification of
representative sampling locations, frequencies and methods, suite of pollutants
to be analyzed, analytical methods, and quality assurance procedures.
Alternative monitoring methods in place of these (special projects, financial
participation in regional, state, or national special projects or research, literature
review, visual observations, use of indicator parameters, recognition and reliance
on special studies conducted by other programs, etc.) may be proposed with
justification....'"" (Emphasis added.)

The underlined language in C.8 Claimants' prior permits above shows that C.8 Claimants' prior
permits required identification and justification of quality assurance procedures. Quality
assurance procedures are a standard component of any monitoring program with the obvious
purpose to assure monitoring data are of adequate quality for their intended use. The State
Water Board's Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program's Quality Assurance Program
Plan200 is designed to ensure that monitoring data are adequate to assess the conditions in
surface waters. As discussed above, the C.8 Claimants' prior permits required that they
conduct an "[a]ssessment of existing or potential adverse impacts on beneficial uses caused by
pollutants of concern in stormwater discharges, including an evaluation of representative
receiving waters", which is equivalent to assessment of conditions in surface waters. In other
words, the prior permits had requirements to assure the quality of monitoring data used to
assess conditions in surface water, and the new Permit requirement that where applicable
monitoring data must be "SWAMP comparable" is equivalent to the prior permits'quality
assurance requirements.

1es Alameda County 2003 permit, Provision 8.a; Santa Clara County 2001 permit, Provision 7.a.

'oo State Water Resources Control Board, Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program - Quality Assurance Program
Plan (version 1.0), September 1, 2008.
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Because Alameda and Santa Clara County were already required to product monitoring data
that met the quality assurance standards included in SWAMP, the Provision does not impose
new requirements with respect to them.

G. Provision G.8 is required by federal law.

As discussed in detail above, the central issue before the Commission is whether the Permit,
including challenged monitoring requirements, exceeds the federal mandate for MS4 permits.
C.8 Claimants assert that the monitoring provisions at issue in this claim are state mandates
because they exceed federal requirements. They have identified four general reasons that they
contend that Provision C.8 exceeds federal requirements. The San Francisco Bay Water Board
disagrees.
The Permit's monitoring provisions are required by the Clean Water Act and its implementing
regulations. As discussed in detail above Clean Water Act section a02(pX3XBxii-iii) governs
issuance of MS4 permits. lt is cited in the Permit's Fact Sheet as providing as broad legal
authority for the requirements in Provision C.8. That law provides three separate but related
requirements for discharge permits issued to the local governments that operate MS4s.

First, CWA section 403(pX3XB) mandates that stormwater permits must effectively prohibit
non-stormwater discharges into storm sewers.'ot Provision C.8 monitoring requirements are
necessary to provide data to evaluate whether or not the Permit is effectively prohibiting non-
stormwater discharges into Permittees'.

Second, MS4 permits must require controls that will result in reducing the pollutants that
discharge from the MS4 to waters of the United States to the MEP.''' The challenged
monitoring Provisions are necessary to ensure that the Permit includes controls to reduce the
discharge of pollutants to the MEP.

CWA section a03(pX3)(B) additionally requires that stormwater permits must include such other
provisions as the permitting agency d'etermines to be appropriate for the control of pollutants.203

It requires that a permitting agency must, when appropriate, include provisions that go beyond
MEP."" Thus, even if the Commission finds that the Permit, including any Provision C.8
requirement, goes beyond MEP, the San Francisco Bay Water Board was bound by the federal
mandate to include appropriate provisions necessary to control pollutants.

As discussed above, the CWA provides a further statutory mandate that is independent from
CWA section 402(p) requirements. Under CWA section 303, a stormwater permit must include
provisions in MS4 permits that are required to implement the wasteload allocations of TMDLS.
Some of the challengedC.s Provisions are requiied to implement the TMDLs for mercury'ou,
PCBs206 and pesticides'ot in San Francisco Bay.

'o' cwA g +02(p)(3)(B)(ii).

'o' cwA g ao2(p)(3)(B)(iii).
,0, ld.

'oo Building Industry Association, supra,124 Cal.App.4th at 881.
205 Basin Plan, Chapter 7.2.2
26 /d., chapter 7.2.3.
207 /d., chapt er 7 .1 .1 .
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In complying with those CWA mandates the San Francisco Bay Water also complied with the
federal regulations that implement the CWA when it established the Permit's monitoring
requirements. The Fact sheet lists numerous federal regulations that support the inclusion of
the challenged monitoring requirements. The regulations provide in relevant part that a
stormwater permit must establish the "type, intervals, and frequency [of monitoring] sufficient to
yield data which are representative of the monitored activity."'"o A permit must also establish
additional monitoring requirements that are intended to assure compliance with permit
limitations.'"' (Those limitations include the prohibition on discharge of non-stormwater,
reduction of the discharge of pollutants to the MEP, and water quality based provisions).

As noted above C.8 Claimants have identified four general types of Provision C.8 requirements
that they contend exceed federal requirements. Those requirements relate to:

. collaborative or watershed monitoring
o characterization of MS4 discharges
. citizen monitoring, and
o electronicreporting.

1. Gollaborative and watershed monitoring is required by federal law.

Claimants Alameda, Brisbane and Santa Clara County contend that Provision C.8 requirements
concerning collaborative and watershed monitoring are not mandated by federal law or
regulations. They argue that federal regulations require that a permit must contain provisions
aimed at characterizing and controlling pollutants in a Permittee's own discharge. They assert
that federal law and regulations do not require participation in or contributions toward the
collaborative monitoring program they believe to be mandated by the Permit. C.S.Claimants
assert that the Water Board freely chose to impose the requirements on the Permittees and
that the Commission should therefore find them to be state mandates under Hayes"o.

The San Francisco Bay Water Board disagrees with Claimants' assertion that the Permit
requires collaborative monitoring. While it is true that Provision C.8.c refers to watershed
monitoring, it does not require "watershed-wide" monitoring. When Provision C.8.c is read
together with Provision C.8.a it is clear that Permittees can choose whether they wish to
conduct the monitoring on a collaborative basis through countywide or regional efforts--or on an
individual basis.

Provision C.8.a.iii clearly indicates that a Permittee may choose to do collaborative monitoring
but is not required to do so. lt provides:

A Permittee may comply with the requirements in Provision C.8 by performing
the following:
(1) Contributing to its stormwater countywide program, as determined
appropriate by the Permittee members, so that the stormwater countywide
Program conducts monitoring on behalf of its members;

2ou 40 cFR 122.48

2oe 40 cFR 122.44(i)

"o Hayes, supra,11 Cal.App.4th 1564.
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(2) Gontributing to a regional collaborative effort;
(3) Fulfilling monitoring requirements within its own jurisdictional boundaries; or
(4) A combination of the previous options, so that all requirements are fulfilled.
(Emphasis added.)

Provision C.8.a.iv goes on to provide that Permittees have the additional option of fulfilling the
requirements of C.8 by using data collected by third parties provided that data quality objectives
are met. Because Provision C.8 allows but does not require collaborative monitoring, C.8
Claimants have not supported their claim that the Provision C.8 mandates collaborative
monitoring or that the Provision somehow imposes a state mandate as a result.

2. Characterization of MS4 discharges is required by federal law.

C.8 Claimants contend that the Permit imposes new requirements to characterize MS4
discharges and that such requirements are impermissible state mandates. They assert that the
requirements in Provision C.8 to characterize specific constituents of stormwater exceed the
general requirements concerning monitoring that are set forth in federal law. Provision C.8
monitoring requirements are required pursuant to federal law as discussed extensively above.

C.8 Claimants point to Provisions C.8.c and C.8.h as examples of the requirements to monitor
specific constituents in stormwater that they believe constitute state mandates. They do not
clarify which other Provisions relating to monitoring of specific constituents that they contend
are also state mandates. lt may be inferred that C.8 Claimants also intend to refer to Provisions
C.8.e because it includes requirements concerning monitoring of specific constituents in
stormwater. To the extent that the Commission determines that Claimants' argument applies to
other requirements in Provision C.8, the legal analysis set forth generally above and specifically
below applies to those Provisions as well.

Provision C.8.c provides that Permittees must conduct status monitoring in local receiving water
using sampling sites set forth in the permit. Provision C.8.e also requires monitoring of
receiving water but includes specific requirements to monitor for pollutants of concern and to
conduct long-term monitoring studies. Both Provisions are required in order to implement
requirements in federal law and regulations.

Provisions C.8.c and C.8.e are necessary to ensure that the Permit meets CWA requirements
to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into storm drains as required under the
CWA211 and includes controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the MEP212. Provisions
C.8.c and C.8.e are additionally required because the San Francisco Bay Water Board
determined that they were "appropriate for the control of... pollutants" in stormwater. The
challenged monitoring Provisions are necessary to determine whether Permittees are in
compliance with other permit requirements. Those provisions include Receiving Water
Limitation 8.2''o as well as the Permit's pollutant specific provisions. The latter include
Provisions C.9, C.11, C.12, C.13 and C.14.

"' cwA g +02(p)(3XBXii).

"' cwA g ao2(p)(3)(B)(iii).
213 Provision B.2 provides that a Permittee's discharge "shall not cause or contribute to a violation of any applicable
water quality standard for receiving waters...."
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Provisions C.8.c and C.8.e are also required under 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B) to ensure that
the permit includes effluent limits consistent with the assumptions and requirements of WLAs in
TMDL g adopted by the San Francisco Bay Water Board. The TMDLs address mercury2'o and
PCBs''' in all San Francisco Bay segments and Diazinon and pesticide-related toxicity''" in
urban creeks throughout the San Francisco Bay Region. These TMDLs provide that the Board
will include the monitoring requirements at issue in Provisions C.8.c and C.8.e when the Board
issues stormwater permits. Thus, the mercury TMDL provides that when the Board issues a
MS4 permit it shall incorporate requirements to "[d]evelop and implement a monitoring system
to quantify either mercury.loads or loads reduced through treatment, source control, and other
management efforts The PCBs TMDL provides that will include requirements that
stormwater permittees "develop and implement a monitoring system to quantify PCBs urban
stormwater runoff loads and the load reductions achieved through treatment, source control
and other actions...."218 The Diazinon and pesticide related toxicity TMDL provides that the
Board will require that stormwater permittees Monitor diazinon and other pesticides discharged
in urban runoff that pose potential water quality threats to urban creeks; monitor toxicity in both
water and sediment; and implement alternative monitoring mechanisms, if appropriate, to
indirectly evaluate water quality

Provisions C.8.c and C.8.e are further necessary to meet the requirements 40 eFR section
122.48(b) to specify monitoring requirements, including type, intervals, and frequency sufficient
to yield representative data.

As noted above C.8 Claimants point to Provision C.8.h as an example of a provision that
requires measurement of the specific constituents in stormwater. In fact the Provision does not
require monitoring of any specific constituents but instead sets forth requirements concerning
monitoring protocols and data quality. C.8 Claimants argue that the Provision imposes a state
mandate because there is no federal requirement to provide SWAMP comparable data. They
make the same claim about the Provision in their argument below concerning Electronic
Reporting. The San Francisco Bay Water Board has responded to C.8 Claimants' concern
below that C.8.h is not federally required. That response is intended to address C.8 Claimants'
assertion here as well.

The challenged monitoring requirements implement the requirements in the CWA and federal
regulations discussed above. Although the specific requirements in the Provisions contested by
C.8 Claimants are not expressly set forth in federal law or regulations, the San Francisco Bay
Water Board was nevertheless required under those laws to specify the requirements at issue
in order to meet those CWA and regulatory standards. The San Francisco Bay Water Board
thus properly exercised its discretion under federal law to implement federal mandates by
including the challenged Provisions in the Permit.

214 Basin Plan, Chapter 7.2.2.
21s /d., chapter 7.2.3.
216 /d., chapt er 7 .1 .1 .

217 Basin Plan, Chapter7.2.2.6.
21u Basin Plan, Chapter 7.2.3.6.
21e Basin Plan, Chapter 7.1 .1 .6.



Drew Bohan, Executive Director Page 46 of 65

3. Gitizen monitoring is required by federal law.

C.8 Claimants contend that the Clean Water Act and its implementing regulations authorize but
do not require the specific requirements in Provision C.8.f thus the provision constitutes a state
mandate. Provision C.8,f requires that Permittees shall:

- encourage citizen monitoring,
- make reasonable efforts to seek out citizen and stakeholder information and

comment regarding waterbody function and quality when Permittees develop
monitoring projects and evaluate specified data, and

- demonstrate annually that they have encouraged citizen and stakeholder
observation and reporting of waterbody conditions.

Provision C.8.f does not require that Permittees actually get citizens or stakeholders to monitor
or comment. lt merely provides that the Permittees encourage such monitoring and "make
reasonable efforts" to seek out comment-and then demonstrate annually that they took those
actions.

CWA section 101(e) and 40 CFR Part 25 broadly require participation in all programs
established pursuant to the Act. ln addition 40 C.F.R. 5122.26(d)(2)(iv) requires that
stormwater management programs shall:

...include.a comprehensive planning process which involves public participation and
where necessary intergovernmental coordination, to reduce the discharge of pollutants
to the maximum extent practicable using management practices, control techniques and
system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions which are
appropriate... . Proposed programs will be considered by the Director when developing
permit conditions to reduce pollutants in discharges to the maximum extent practicable.

Furthermore, 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2XivXBX5) requires that an application include:

A description of a program to promote, publicize, and facilitate
public reporting of the presence of illicit discharges or water quality impacts
associated with discharges from municipal separate storm sewers....

When translating these application requirements into permit terms, the San Francisco Bay
Regional Board must comply with the MEP standard. As explained above, MEP is an iterative
evolving standard. The Permit's citizen monitoring requirements are necessary to encourage
citizen participation and to ensure that the Permit includes controls to reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the MEP as required under CWA section a02(pX3XB)(iii). As further required
under that section of the CWA, the citizen monitoring requirements are additionally required
because the San Francisco Bay Water Board a:the permitting authority determined them to be
"appropriate for the control of such pollutants"."" Citizen reporting and comment are essential
to ensure that the San Francisco Bay Water Board has the most complete information possible
on Permittees' compliance with Permit requirements including those concerning discharge of
pollutants. The fact that the Permit contains additional or better tailored requirements than
contained in previous permits is due to the fact that it is necessary to achieve the federal
standards referenced above. This does not mean that the Permit goes beyond federal law or
imposes a new program or higher level of service under state law.

220 cwA g ao2(p)(3)(B)(iii).



Drew Bohan, Executive Director Page 47 of 65

4. Electronic reporting is required by federal law.

C.8 Claimants contend that the requirement in Provision C.8 that Permittees submit their data
electronically imposes a state mandate. C.8 Claimants have raised a related concern about
SWAMP comparability. lf the Commission determines that the requirement to submit data
electronically and to provide SWAMP comparable data requires a higher level of service, they
are nevertheless mandated by federal law. Federal regulations require that monitoring must
meet various requirements including that it must be sufficient to yield data which are
representative of the monitoring activity.221

Provision C.8.h is also required to comply with 40 CFR 122.48. lt requires that:

All permits shall specify: (a) Requirements concerning the proper use,
maintenance, and installation, when appropriate, of monitoring equipment or
methods (including biological monitoring methods when appropriate); (b)
Required monitoring including type, intervals, and frequency sufficient to yield
data which are representative of the monitored activity including, when
appropriate, continuous monitoring; (c) Applicable reporting requirements based
upon the impact of the regulated activity and as specified in 122.44. Reporting
shall be no less frequent than specified in the above regulation.

The purpose of these regulations is to ensure monitoring data are of adequate quality for their
intended use. So as discussed above, where the intended use of monitoring data is to assess
the condition of surface waters, the SWAMP QAPP compiles minimum data quality
requirements and quality assurance procedures for that purpose. As such, SWAMP
comparability is consistent with these federal regulations.

D. Electronic Reporting is Required for Private Stormwater Dischargers

Even if the Commission were to find that there is no federal mandate for C.8 Claimants to
report their monitoring data electronically, C.8 Claimants would not prevail on their claim that
the requirement imposes a state mandate. As discussed above private entities are subject to
NPDES permit requirements in order to discharge to waters of the United States. Private
parties are expressly required to report stormwater data electronically. The NPDES General
Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance
Activities requires that all dischargers covered under the permit must submit electronic reports
that include monitoring data."' Public as well as private dischargers are covered under that
permit and must comply with the general permit electronic reporting requirements.

"t40 cFR 122.41(j.

"' State Water Resources Control Board, Order No. 2009-0009, National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities,
Section XVI A-E, pp. 39-40.



Drew Bohan, Executive Director

2. C.10 Trash

223 Permit, page App-l-71.
224 ld.

225 Environmental Defense Center, supra, 344 F.3d at p. g41 
.
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A. Introduction

Trash is a pervasive problem near and in creeks and in San Francisco Bay. lt has significant
effects on aquatic life and habitat, persists in the environment, concentrates organic toxins andaffects people's enjoyment of creeks and the Bay.

Provision C.10 addresses the problem of trash. lt requires that permittees demonstrate
compliance with Discharge Prohibition A.2 and trash ielated receiving water limitations throughimplementation of control measures and other action. The provision sets deadlines for phased
reductions in trash loads from municipar separate storm sewer;yrt;;;. ---

The Permit's Fact S'!r"."t.explains that "[t]rash and litter are a pervasive problem near and in
san.Francisgo Bay."'23 lt notes that the Board adopted a prohibition in 1975 that'prohibits thedischarge of rubbish' refuse, bark, sawdust, or other solid wastes into surface waters or at anyplace where they would contact or where they would be eventually transported to surface
waters, including flood plain areas.',224

The requirements to control the release of trash into MS4s and surface waters are at the heart
of a storm water program. The Ninth Circuit noted in its decision in Environmental Defense
Center v. United Sfafes Environmental Protection Agencythat "[s]torm sewer waters carry
suspended metals, sediments, algae-promoting nutiienti lnitrogen and phosphorus), floatabte
frash, used motor oil, raw sewage, pesticides, ind other toxic contaminants into streams, rivers,
lakes, and estuaries across the United states."225 (Emphasis added.)

Since the Basin Plan prohibition on the discharge of rubbish and litter was adopted in 197S
there have been two or more MS4 permits issu6d to Bay Area phase t stormwater dischargers
including Claimants. The fact that trash has remained a significant problem in San Francisco
Bay and its tributaries despite those earlier rounds of storm.'water permits indicates that thoseprior permits did not achieve effective control of the discharge of trash in stormwater under
CWA section a02(pX3)(BXii). The San Francisco Bay Water Board addressed the discharge oftrash in the Permit through provision C.10.

claimants Alameda, Brisbane and county of santa clara (C.10 Claimants) assert that provision
c' 10 constitutes a new program and that each of its provisions require higher level of service.They state that their prior permits contained no comparaote provisions. ihe San Francisco BayWater Board agrees that Provision C.10 requires a higher level of service from ClaimantsAlameda, Brisbane and County of Santa Clara. The doard does not agree that provision C.10is a new program. As discussed below C.10 Claimants were required through plans developedto implement their prior permits to remove trash from the urban landscape a-nd'from thestormdrain system.
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B. Provision G.10 does not require new programs or higher level of service.

1. Provision G.10.a.i

Provision C.10.a.i requires that each Permittee submit a Short-Term Trash Load Reduction
Plan, including an implementation schedule. The Plan must describe the control measures and
best management practices (BMPs) that will be implemented to achieve a reduction of trash
loading from that Permittee's MS4 by July 1 ,2014.

The San Francisco Bay Water Board agrees that Provision C.10.a.i includes more specificity
than was required in the prior permits that permitted the stormwater discharges of Alameda,
Brisbane and Santa Clara County. The Board does not agree that it imposes a new program or
higher level of service. C.10 Claimants were required to implement plans under their prior
permits that provided for removal of remove trash from the urban landscape and from the
stormdrain system. Those actions included street sweeping, storm drain inlet cleaning and
storm drain system maintenance and cleaning.

Alameda was subject to the requirements of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program's
Stormwater Quality Management Plan.226 lt provided that Permittees in Alameda County would
comply with the Permit by taking various actions to remove trash. Permittees in Alarneda
County were required to perform street sweeping and clean storm drain facilities, remove the
"maximum amount of materials" from storm drainage facilities, etc."' As part of that effort,
agencies were required to develop a storm drainagl facility inspection and maintenance plan."u
This plan, like the Short Term Trash Reduction Plan, includes a set of actions to reduce the
presence of pollutants, including trash and debris, in the storm drain system. These actions are
similar to the enhanced maintenance actions that Permittees will implement to achieve reduced
trash loading underthe Short-Term Trash Load Reduction Plan required in Provision C.10.a.i.
Similarly, each Permittee in Alameda County was required to develop monthly records

concerning the areas targeted for little removal."'

As part of SMCWPPP Brisbane was subject to the requirements of two management plans
under its previous permit that included street sweeping and storm drain maintenance, both of
which are important activities to remove trash.230 Additionally, the Program prepared a work
plan for trash control."t The Trash Control Work Plan states that SMCWPPP developed the
Work Plan "to begin developing and implementing a strategy to address trash problem areas in
urban water bodies in San Mateo County".'o' lt is clear that Brisbane was required to develop
a plan for trash control under its prior permit.23'

226 Alameda County Clean Water Program, Stormwater Quality Management Plan, July 2001-June 2008. (Alameda
County Clean Water Program will hereafter be referred to as "ACCWP".)

"' ld. pages3-15, 3-16, 5-9, 5-1 1.

2ru Id.

"n ld., al5-1s.

"o STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan July 1998 - June 2003, p,2-2; SMCWPPP Stormwater Management
Plan for April 2004-June 2010,2-2.

"' SMCWPPP, FY 2003-2004 Trash Control Work Plan, June 2003.
2'2 td. alp.1.

"t SMCWPPP, Stormwater Management Plan, April2004-June 2O1O,P. D-1, D-5.
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Santa Clara County was subject to requirements in its management plan "o and in a trash work

plan2ts which each Permittee implemented through its owrt adopted performance standards for

street sweeping 
""0 

.i"r.ing 
'b6riitter 

c;nitor "t inO ttott drain inleVcatch basin clean'nn,"t
The Management Plan included requirements for Public Agency Activities, including model

Performanle Standards"n In addition, the Trash Work Plan documented existing trash

management practices'oo, developed a strategy for trash assessments in creeks, which

included clean up of numerous trash accumulation areas in creeks (which were similar to hot

spots under Provision CiO)241, and required more substantial counting and characterization of

trash items removed than are required under Provision CiO242.lt also helped Permittees

identify priority tr"rn proOf"r ,i"'qr'i3, provided guidance on trash control measures'aa, and

developed standardized reporting'"".

2. Provision G.10.a.ii

Provision C.10.a.ii requires in relevant part that each Permittee document the amount of trash

currently being discharged, develop a mechanism to track trash load reductions, and report to

the Board on its progreis by February 2011. C.10 Claimants reported on theirtrash reduction

efforts under their prior permits.

As part of the ACWWP, Alameda was required to develop monthly records,concerning the.

areas targeted for litter removal and the total amount of material removed.'*o Thus, Alameda

was already subject to the requirement to document its trash load reduction results.

Brisbane was required to report perform street sweeping, and storm drain inlet cleaning results

and volume of material removed under the management plans developed to implement its prior

permit.2aT

"o SCVURPPP Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP), September 1' 2004.

"u SCVURPPP Trash Work Plan, March 1, 2003.

ttu scvuRPPP URMP, supra, at p. 64.

"7 scvuRPPP URMP, supra, at p.65.

"t scvuRPPP URMP, supra at p.66.
2tn SCVURPPP URMP, supra in Appendix A, p. A-1, Public Streets, Roads and Highways Operation and

Maintenance, pp. 11,12,24, Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance, pp.2' 4.

'09 ScvuRppP Trash Work Plan, March 1, 2003, pp.1,6.

'ot SCVURPPP Trash work Plan, March 1, 2003, p.9,

'ot SCVURPPP, Trash Problem Area Evaluation Results- FY 05-06, Aug.24,2006, pp. 1-3, and SCVURPPP'

Development of the Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol, March 13, 2006' pp. 3-5.

'ot SCVURPPP Trash Work Plan, March 1, 2003, p.1.

2ao Id.

245 \d.

'ou ACCWP, Stormwater Quality Management Plan, July 2001-June 2008, page 5-15.

'07 SMCWPPP, Stormwater Qual1y Management Plan, July 1998 - June 2003, p. 2.1; SMCWPPP, Stormwater

Management Plan, April 2004-June 2006, Appendix D, p. D-1.
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Santa Clara County was required to collect street sweeping data, identify trash management
practices and identify trash "hot spots".2a8

Although C.10 Claimants were required to report on trash reduction efforts in compliance with
their prior permits, Provision C.a.ii provides more specificity than was required in C.10
Claimants' prior permits in that Permittees must report in an accountable manner on their
focused efforts to reduce their overall trash loading to the storm sewer system by 40o/o by year
2013.

3. Provision G.10.a.iii

Provision C.10.ai.iii requires that "population-based" Permittees (which include C.10 Claimants)
install and maintain specified numbers of trash capture devices. (The Permit establishes an
exemption for certain Permittees. That exemption is not applicable to C.10 Claimants.)

Santa Clara County, as part of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Program, cooperated in

implementing a study which provided for pilot installation and assessment of full trash capture
inlet based devices.'*o This implementation planrtas a requirement of Task2.2 of the Draft
Trash Management and Effectiveness Strategy.'"u This strategy was required by the Trash
Work Plan2sY

The Provision includes more specificity than was required in C.10 Claimants'prior permits but
does not impose a new program or higher level of service.

4. Provisions C.10.b.i and C.10.b.ii

Provisions C.1O.b.i and C.10.b.ii set forth requirements for Trash Hot Spot cleanups. Provision
C.10.b.i provides that Hot Spots must be cleaned up to a level of "no visual impact" at least one
time per year. lt also specifies the size of Trash Hot Spots.

Provision C.10.b.ii establishes the minimum number of Hot Spots that must be cleaned up. lt
further requires that Permittees submit specified information about those Hot Spots to the San
Francisco Bay Water Board.

As discussed below the three countywide stormwater programs to which Claimants belong
completed required cleanup and assessment of stream locations under their prior permits that
would qualify as trash hot spots under the Permit.

As part of the ACCWP Alameda was required through a monitoring and assessment plan to
clean up and perform assessment activities in trash hot spots.'o' The trash assessment
method described in the plan includes complete cleanup of the assessed stream reach.'u'
Brisbane, as a member of the SMCWPPP participated in required creek cleanups as part of

tou SoVURPPP, FY 06-07 Workptan, 3/1/2006, p. 9.

'ot SCVURPPP, Pilot Trash Structural Treatment Control Study: lmplementation Plan,3127l08, Att. A, pp. 10,1 1 .

'uo SCVURPPP Pilot Trash Structural Treatment Control Study: lmplementation Plan,3127l08, p.4.

'ut SCVURPPP Trash Work Plan, March 1, 2003, p. 3-7, 1O, 12.

'u' ACCWP, "Multi-Year Plan for Monitoring and Assessment", May 28,2003, pp. ll-20, ll-21 , lll-2,lll-5, lll-7.
253 Id.
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trash assessments.'50 Santa Clara County conducted required cleanups of what were
essentially "trash hot spots".255

Because C.10 Claimants were conducting required to conduct trash hot spot cleanups under
their prior permits, Provisions C.10.b.i and C.10.b.ii do not impose new programs or higher
levels of service. Provisions C.10.b.i and C.10.b.ii provide more specificity than was required
under C.10 Claimants' prior permits in that the Provisions at issue establish size requirements
for areas to be cleaned of trash and additionally require documentation requirements.

5. Provision G.10.b.iii

Provision C.10.b.iii provides in relevant part that Permittees must quantify material removed
from each Trash Hot Spot cleanup, provide photo documentation and identify the dominant
types of trash cleaned up.

As discussed above in C.10.b.i and ii above, C.10 Claimants'countywide stormwater programs
completed clean-up and assessment of stream locations that would qualify as trash hot spots
under their prior permits. Alameda, Brisbane and Santa Clara County were further subject to
the requirements to use assessment methods that were similar if not more involved than the
trash assessment methods required in Provision C.10.b.iii.

Under their prior permits, C.10 Claimants were required tg-yse the Regional Trash Assessment
protocol or the Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol.'"o Those methods involved counting
and categorizing individualtrash items during the stream segment assessments and
cleanups.'"'

Whereas C.10 Claimants' prior permits required that they count individualtrash items, Provision
C.10.b.iii requires documentation of the total volume and dominant type of trash removed.
Thus the assessment measures required in C.10 Claimants'prior permits were actually more
labor intensive for some Permittees because those measures involved each piece of trash and
recording the trash type of each piece that was removed.

Provision C.10.b.iii does not impose a new program or higher level of service. lt establishes
more specific requirements than were set forth in C.10 Claimants' prior permits. lt requires that
Permittees must record volume and dominant types of trash collected from a certain required
number of Trash Hot Spots that must be cleaned and addressed each year, even though the
nature of the information collected at each site is easier to collect.

'* SMCWPPP, Trash Control Work Plan, June, 2003, p. 1; SMCWPPP, Trash Assessments in Urban Creeks in San
Mateo County, August 2008, pp. 1-2;SMCWPPP, Pilot Study to ldentify Trash Sources and Management Measures
at an ln-stream Trash Accumulation Area, August 2005, p.7.

'uu SCVURPPP, Trash Problem Area Evaluation Results - FY 05-06, p. 2.
25u ACCWP, "Multi-Year Plan for Monitoring and Assessment", May 28,2003, pp. ll-20; San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board, Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol, pp. 5,6; SMCWPPP, Trash Assessments in Urban
Creeks in San Mateo County, August 2008; SCVURPPP, Development of Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol,
pp. 1-2, Attachment 4., p.2, Trash Problem Area Evaluation Results - FY 05-06, p. 2.

,r, 
Id.
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6. Provision G.l0.c

Provision C.10.c requires that each Permittee must submit a Long-Term Trash Load Reduction
Plan to the San Francisco Bay Water Board. lt further provides that the Plan shall demonstrate
specified levels of trash reduction have been attained by 2017 and 2022.

Although C.10 Claimants conducted planning efforts for short term trash reduction, they were
not previously required to produce long term trash reduction plans. Thus, Provision C.10.c sets
forth more specific requirements than were included in C.10 Claimants'prior permits but it does
not impose a new program or higher level of service.

7. Provision G.10.d

Provision C.1O.d establishes reporting requirements. lt requires that each Permittee must
include a report concerning its trash load reduction in the annual report that it provides to the
San Francisco Bay Water Board. lt further provides that each Permittee shall retain records
providing supporting documentation relating to trash load reduction.

All of the C.10 Claimants reported on their municipal maintenance activities and stream
assessment and cleanup activities in their annual reports and other reports.2ut

The requirements for reporting in C.10.d. are different than previous reporting requirements and
thus provide more specificity. They do not impose a new program or higher level of service.

G. Provision G.10 is required by federal law.

Claimants Alameda, Brisbane and County of Santa Clara argue that Provision C.10 is a state
(rather than federal) mandate. They contend that the San Francisco Water Board exercised its
discretion twice in "choosing the means and manner that the federal Clean Water Act will be
applied to receiving waters within its jurisdiction". 25t'uo'u' They imply that the Board imposed a
state mandate when it adopted the prohibition in its Basin Plan on the discharge of "[r]ubbish,
refuse, bark, sawdust, or other solid wastes into surface waters or at any place where they
would contact or where they would eventually be transported to surface waters...."262

C.10 Claimants go on to argue that the Trash Load reduction measures in Provision C.10
represent a second and additional level of discretion by the San Francisco Bay Water Board.
They claim that the requirements in C.10 are thus two steps removed from and exceed the
general provisions of federal law cited in the Fact Sheet. C.10 Claimants cite the California
Supreme Court's Hayesdecision263forthe proposition that Provision C.10 is a state ratherthan
a federal mandate.

2uu ACCWP, Multi-Year Monitoring Plan, May 28,2003, p.ll-20; SMCWPPP, 2OO7-2OOBAnnual Report, p. 2-6;
SCVURPPP, Trash Problem Area Evaluation Results, FY 05-06, entire document.
25e Alameda Test Claim, Narrative, p. 36.
260 Brisbane Test Claim, Narrative, p. 30.
261 Santa Clara County Test Claim, Narrative, p. 32.
262 Basin Plan, Table 4-1, Prohibition 7.

'u" Hayes, supra,11 Cal.App.4th 1564.
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C.10 Claimants' argument concerning the Basin Plan prohibition is flawed. The Fact Sheet
indicates that the San Francisco Bay Water Board adopted the Prohibition in 1975.264 Under
Government Code section 17551(c), test claims must be filed within 12 months of the effective
date of a statute or executive order. C.10 Claimants' argument that the Basin Plan prohibition
imposes a state mandate is not timely because the time for challenge to it passed more than
thirty years ago.

The San Francisco Bay Water Board implemented numerous federal requirements in adopting
Provision C.10. The Permit's trash provisions are required by the Clean Water Act and its
implementing regulations. As discussed above Clean Water Act section a02(pX3XBXii-iii)
governs issuance of MS4 permits. lt is cited in the Permit's Fact Sheet as providing as broad
legal authority for the requirements in Provision C.10. 265 That law provides three separate but
related requirements for discharge permits issued to the local governments that operate MS4s.

First, the CWA requires that stormwater permits must require that permittees effectively prohibit
non-stormwater discharges into storm sewers.'uu Those prohibited non-stormwater discharges
clearly include trash.

Second, MS4 permits must require controls that will result in reducing the pollutants that
discharge from the MS4 to waters of the United States to the MEP.'.' Provision C.10
requirements are necessary to reduce the discharge of trash to the MEP.

Last, the CWA provides that stormwater permits must include such other prgll^isions as the
permitting agency determines to be appropriate for the control of pollutants.'oo The San
Francisco Bay Water Board determined that Provision C.10 was appropriate and ngcessary to
control the discharge of trash into storm sewers and into waters of the United States. The
Permit's Fact Sheet explains that the trash requirements in Provision C.10 implement narrative
water quality objectives:

The narrative water quality objectives [in the Basin Plan ] applicable to trash are
Floating Material (Waters shall not contain floating material, including solids,
liquids, foams, and scum, in concentrations that cause nuisance or adversely
affect beneficial uses), Settleable Material (Waters shall not contain substances
in concentrations that result in the deposition of materialthat cause nuisance or
adversely affect beneficial uses), and Suspended Material (Waters shall not
contain suspended material in concentrations that cause nuisance or adversely
affect beneficial uses;.'un

Provision C.10 is also required by 40 CFR 122.26(dX2XivXB), That regulation provides that a
MS4 permit shall include "[a] description of a program, including a schedule, to detect and

264 Permit, page. App l-17.
265 Permit, page App. l-71.

'uu cwA S 402(pX3XB)(ii).
tut cwA S 402(p)(3)(B)(iii).
,ut ld.
26e Permit, p. App. l-73,l-74.
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remove (or require the discharger to the municipal separate storm sewer system to obtain a

separate NPDES permit for) illicit discharges and improper disposal into the storm sewe/'.

The Provision's requirements, including those concerning trash hot spot identification and
assessment, are also required by 40 CFR 122.26(dX2XivXBX2). That regulation requires "[a]

description of procedures to conduct on-going field screening activities during the life of the
permit, including areas or locations that will be evaluated by such field screens".

The requirements in Provision C.10 are further mandated by 40 CFR 1 22.26(d)(2)(ivXBX3)
which requires in relevant part "[a] description of procedures to be followed to investigate
portions of the separate storm sewer system that, based on the results of the field screen, or
other appropriate information, indicate a reasonable potential of containing illicit discharges of
other sources of non-storm water".

Provision C.10's requirements, including those concerning trash hot spot clean up and reporting
are mandated by 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2XivXBXa) which requires "[a] description of procedures to
prevent, contain, and respond to spills that may discharge into the municipal separate storm
sewer." Additionalfederal legal authority is found at 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2XivXA) and 40 CFR
122.26(d)(2(ivXAX3).

The San Francisco Bay Water Board disagrees with C.10 Claimants' characterization of the
requirements in Provision C.10 as imposing state mandates. The federal authorities cited
above support C.10 controls to address the discharge of trash. The Provision provides
specificity consistent with the San Francisco Bay Water Board's duty to define what constitutes
MEP in the context of a particular permit. The San Francisco Bay Water Board complied with
the MEP standard by providing further specificity in an iterative fashion when it refined the trash
requirements in the Permit. The Board also properly implemented the other cited federal laws
and regulations cited above.

3. Provisions C.11.fand C.12.f-- Mercury and PCB Diversion Studies

A. lntroduction

Alameda, Brisbane and Santa Clara County (C.111C.12 Claimants) challenge Provisions C.1 1.f
and C.12.f. Those Provisions require that Permittees evaluate the reduced loads of mercury
and PCBs from pilot projects to divert dry weather and first-flush stormwater flows to sanitary
sewers. Provisions C.11.f and C.12.f further provide that Permittees shall work together to
implement one pilot project in each of five counties to evaluate those load reductions.

B. Provisions G.l1.f and C.12.t do not require new programs or higher levels of
service.

Alameda, Brisbane and Santa Clara County argue that Provisions C.11.f and C.12.f are new
programs. In fact C.111C.12 Claimants' prior permits required that they develop and implement
control programs for mercury and PCBs.

The prior permit that authorized Alameda's stormwater discharge required that it implement a
Mercury Plan to reduce "mercury from controllable sources in urban runoff to the maximum
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extent practicable". 270. Similarly, that permit required that Alameda implement a PCBs/Dioxin
Plan to "[i]mplement actions to eliminate or reduce discharges of PCBs or dioxin-like
compounds from urban runoff conveyance systems from controllable sources....and [d]evelop a
long-term management plan for eliminating ind reducing PCB discharges." "t
Brisbane's prior permit required that it prepare a report that included an "[e]valuation of...[the]
effectiveness of BMPS that are currently being implemented and additional BMPs that will be
implemented to prevent or reduce [pollutants including mercury and PCBs] pollutants that may
be causing or contributing to the exceedance of [water quality standards] The report was
also required to include a plan to implement pollution reduction and control measures and
further required that permittees implement pollutant reduction and control measures

Santa Clara was required to implement a mercury reduction plan which included in relevant part
"[d]evelopment and adoption of policies, procedures and/or ordinanggs calling for ...[t]he virtual
elimination of mercury from controllable sources in urban runoff...." ''" The permit further
required that Permittees implement a plan to "identify, assess, and manage c^ontrollable
sources of PCBs and dioxin-like compounds found in urban runoff, if any..." ""

When the San Francisco Bay Water Board issued the Permit it determined that more detailed
requirements were necessary to refine Claimants' existing programs to address mercury and
PCBs contamination. That approach was consistent with the iterative approach required to
meet the MEP standard under federal law. Thus, the Board did not require that Claimants
implement a new program but instead provided further detail in implementing the minimum
federal MEP standard and added specificity to already existing BMPs.

G. Provisions C.l1.f and C.12.t are required by federal law.

Provisions C.11.f and C.12.t are required by the Clean Water Act and its implementing
regulations. As discussed above Clean Water Act section 402(pX3XBXii-iii) governs issuance
of MS4 permits. lt provides broad legal authority for the requirements in Provision C.1 1 and
C.12. That law provides three separate but related requirements for discharge permits issued
to the local governments that operate MS4s.

First, the CWA requires that stormwater permits must require that permittees effectively prohibit
non-stormwater discharges into storm sewers."u The challenged Provisions relate to dry
weather flows. EPA has defined "storm water" to mean "storm water runoff. snow melt runoff
and surface runoff and draina ge." "' Dry weather flows are not included in the definition of
"stormwater", thus such flows are prohibited.

270 Alameda County 2003 permit, Provision 10.b
271 Id., Provision 1 0.d.
tt'San Mateo County 1999 permit, Provision C.2.
t" Id., at Provision C.2.c.
274 Santa Clara County 2001 Permit, Provision g.c.i.

275 /d., Provision 9.e.)

"t cwA g +oz(p)(3)(B)(ii).
2'7 40 cFR S 122.26(bX13).
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Second, MS4 permits must require controls that will result in reducing the pollutants that
discharge from the MS4 to waters of the United States to the MEP.''. The challenged
Provisions also relate to stormwater flows, specifically MS4 discharges of first-flush stormwater
flows which are flows during the initial or early parts of storms. There is a general analysis of
the MEP standard above. The San Francisco Bay Water Board implemented the MEP
standard in requiring Provisions C.11.f and C.12.f. Federal law mandates that the Board
exercise its discretion in establishing requirements to meet the MEP standard. The Board
determined that the challenged provisions were necessary to meet the MEP standard. The
MEP standard required that the Board make such a determination thus the Board complied with
the standard in adopting Provisions C.11 .t and C.12.f, despite the fact that the provisions are
more specific than the federal laws and regulations that are cited in the permit. For those
reasons the challenged requirements meet but do not exceed the MEP standard.

Last, stormwater permits must include such other provisions as the permitting agency
determines to be appropriate for the control of pollutants."' This federal requirement is the
basis for water quality based provisions such as Provisions C.11.f and C.12.f .

As discussed above, the CWA provides a further statutory mandate that is independent from
CWA section 402(p) requirements. Under CWA section 303, a stormwater permit must include
provisions in MS4 permits that are required to implement the wasteload allocations of TMDLS.
Provisions C.11.f and C.1 2I are requ'rred to implement the TMDLs for mercury2uo and PCBs281

in San Francisco Bay.

Provisions C.1 1.f and C.12.f are additionally required under federal law because they are
necessary to implement the wasteload allocations assigned to stormwater dischargers in Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for mercury'o' and PCBs. As discussed above once a TMDL is

approved by EPA under CWA section 303(d), a permitting agency must issue permits that
include effluent limits that are "consistent with the assumptions and requirements of any
appf icable wasteload allocations
Board adopted TMDLs for mercury28a and PCBs285 that include wasteload allocations for the
stormwater agencies. The San Francisco Bay Water Board implemented the TMDLs in part by
adopting Provisions C.11.f and C.12.f. The San Francisco Bay Water Board's action in

adopting those provisions was consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the
wasteload allocations for the stormwater agencies.

The TMDLs were adopted by the San Francisco Bay Water Board and State Water Board in the
form of amendments to the Basin Plan for the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco
Bay Basin (Basin Plan). The amendments were subsequently approved by EPA.

"t cwA S 402(pX3XBXiii).
,7t ld.

2soBasin Plan, Chapter 7.2.2
281 /d., chapter 7.2.3.
282 Id., chapter 7.2.2

'u' 40 cFR 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B).
284 Basin Plan, Chapter 7.2.2.
285 /d., chapter 7.2.3.
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The mercury TMDL provides that the wasteload allocations for stormwater dischargers will be
attained by issuing MS4 permits that include narrative requirements instead of numeric permit
limits. The Basin Plan provision that sets forth the mercury TMDL provides that:

The NPDES permits for urban runoff management agencies shall require
implementation of best management practices and control measures designed to
achieve the [wasteload] allocations [for stormwater agencies] or accomplish the
load reductions derived from the allocations.'oo

The Basin Plan further provides in relevant part that the San Francisco Bay Water Board shall
incorporqlg various requirements to implement the mercury TMDL into NPDES permits issued
to MS4s."' Under the Basin Plan, the Board must issue permits that require in relevant part
that Permittees develop and implement a mercury source control program."s Permits must also
require that Permittees demonstrate progress toward me.gting mercury loading requirements or
attainment of wasteload allocation by various methods.'oo

In the PCBs TMDL the San Francisco Bay Water Board followed the same approach as
described above with respect to mercury. The TMDL provides that MS4 permits will implement
the applicable PCBs wasteload allocations through narrative requirements rather than through
numeric effluent limits. The Basin Plan provision that sets forth the PCBs TMDL provides that
the San Francisco Bay Water Board will issue NPDES permits to stormwater agencies that
include requirements:

...based on an updated assessment of best management practices and control
measures intended to reduce PCBs in urban stormwater runoff. Control
measures implemented by stormwater runoff management agencies... shall
reduce PCBs in stormwater runoff to the maximum extent practicable...ln the first
five-year permit term, stormwater Permittees will be required to implement
control measures on a pilot scale to determine their effectiveness and technical
feasibility....2

The Staff Report that accompanied the PCBs TMDL provides a basis for conducting an
updated assessment of best management practices for control measures for PCBs. lt notes
that the permits issued to MS4s must include requirements to "[c]onduct pilot studies to develop
and implement best management practices (BMPs) and control measures where areas where
elevated PCBs are detected in storm drain sediments"."' The report provides examples of
BMPs which include diversion of stormwater for treatment.2e2

The San Francisco Bay Water Board complied with the requirement in 40 CFR
122.44(d)(1)(viiXB) in issuing a permit that included effluent limits that were "consistent with the

2uo Basin Plan, Section 7.2.2.6, p.7-29.
tt' Ibid.

'uu lbid.

"n lbid.

"o Basin Plan, section 7.2.3.6, pp.7-47-7-48.

"t San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, Total Maximum Daily Load for PCBs in San Francisco
Bay, Final Staff Report for Proposed Basin Plan Amendment, February 13,2008, p.74.
,nt 

!d.
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assumptions and allocations of any available wasteload allocation". Instead of requiring
numeric effluent limits the Board required BMPs including Provisions C.11.f and C.11.f as
allowed by the CWA for MS4 permits.2e3
The Board acted properly in requiring the diversion studies in Provisions C.11.f and C.12.t.
Those studies are required in order for the Permit to comply with the CWA and its lmplementing
regulations.

4. Provision G.2-Municipal operations

A. Introduction

Provision C.2 requires that Permittees implement various BMPs to control and reduce
discharges of non-stormwater and polluted stormwater during operation, inspection, routine
repair and maintenance of municipal facilities and infrastructure.

B. Provision G.2 does not require new programs or higher tevels of service.

1. Provision C.2.b

Provision C.2.b requires in relevant part that Permittees implement BMPs for pavement
washing, mobile cleaning and pressure wash operations in locations including parking lots,
garages, trash areas, gas station fueling areas, sidewalk andplaza cleaning. Those BMPs
must prevent the discharge of polluted wash water and non-stormwater to storm drains to
comply with Permit Discharge Prohibition A-1.

City of San Jose ("San Jose") asserts that Provision C.2.b imposes a higher level of service.
San Jose's test claim does not provide any explanation about why it reaches that conclusion.
Instead it states that the Provision "removes SAN JOSE's ability to consider alternatives which
may or may not be more effective in its community."'no San Jose's statement amounts to an
argument about the wisdom of the requirement but is not sufficient to support its contention that
the provision imposes a higher level of service.

The Provision at issue is a refinement of requirements in San Jose's previous permit.2es
Discharge Prohibition A in that permit prohibited discharge of polluted non-stormwater in
accordance with Provisions C.1-8. One of the provisions referenced in that Discharge
Prohibition was Provision C.2.a which required that San Jose implement control measures and
best management practices to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent
practicableu.'oo lt required that Permittees implement and improve their Management Plan
which contained standards for various program elements including "Public Streets, Road and
Highways Operations and Maintenance."'nY

San Jose complied with that requirement in relevant part by submitting an Urban Runoff
Management Plan and AnnualWork Plans to the San Francisco Bay Water Board that detailed

2s3 Defenders of Wildtife, supra, 191 F.3d at 1166.

"o San Jose Test Claim, Narrative, page 15.

2e5 Santa Clara County 2001 permit.

'"u lbid.

'' tbid.
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the activities that it was doing to comply with the permit. San Jose's 2004 Urban Runoff
Management Plan noted that San Jose was implementing model BMPs and SOPs [Standard
Operating Proceduresl for public streets, roads, and highways "as part of ongoing permit
compliance efforts" in connection with its prior permit issued by the Board."o San Jose's work
plan updates to the URMP describe the permit compliance measures it took with respect to
cleaning of sidewalks and plazas.2nn San Jose was required to do pavement washing (which
can include mobile cleaning and pressure wash operations) under those plans, together with
Prohibition A and Provision C.2.a in the city's prior permit. The Provision at issue in the San
Jose's test claim requires that San Jose continue those BMPs. lt provides examples of the
places in which those activities must be performed and lists parking lots, garages, trash areas
and gas station fueling areas.

The San Francisco Bay Water Board agrees that Provision C.2.b includes requirements that
are more specific regarding the appropriate level of activity to be included in San Jose's BMPs.

2. Provision G.2.c

Provision C.2.c requires in relevant part that Permittees implement appropriate BMPs to
prevent the discharge of polluted stormwater and non-stormwater from bridges and structural
maintenance activities over water or into storm drains. The provision also requires that
Permittees implement BMPs for graffiti removalthat prevent non-stormwater and wash water
discharges into storm drains.

San Jose contends that Provision C.2.c imposes a higher level of service because the new
permit "itemizes requirements, not in Federal Regulations, that did not exist in the Prior Permit".
ruu San Jose's claim does not provide any detail concerning the specific C.2.c requirements
that it believes impose a higher level of service.

The Provision includes more specificity regarding the appropriate level of action that is
necessary.for BMPs than was found in San Jose's prior permit.'"' San Jose was required
under its prior permit to implement control measures and best management practices to reduce
pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable".302 San Jose's prior permit also
required that permittees implement and improve their Management Plan which contained
standards for various programelements including "Public Streets, Road and Highways
Operations and Maintenance.""o Provision C.2.b in San Jose's prior permit required that
Permittees implement measures described in their annual revisions to their Management
Plan.3oa

"u City of San Jose, lJrban Runoff Management P/an, September 2004, p. 35.

"t City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, March 1, 2006, Attachment 1: Work Plans, FY 06-07, p.25,
PSR-1 ; City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, March 1,2007, Attachment 1: FY 07-08 Work Plans, pp.
23-24, PSR-1; City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, March 1, 2008, Attachment 1: FY 08-09 Work
Plans, pp. 23-24, PSR-1; City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, February 24,2009, Attachment 1: FY
09-10 Work Plans, pp. 23-24, PSR 1.

too San Jose Test Claim Narrative, page 15.
301 Santa Clara County 2001 permit.
302 /d., Provision C.2.a.

'o' rbid..

too lbid.
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San Jose complied with that requirement in relevant part by submitting Work Plans to the Board
that detailed the activities that it was doing to comply with the permit. Upon submission those
Work Plans became enforceable under Piovision C.Z.O of San Jose's prior permit.tou San
Jose's annual Workplans confirm that San Jose was complying with its prior permitby
implementing BMPs for maintenance of bridges and structures and graffiti removal.o'o
To the extent that Provision C.2.c includes requirements that are more specific than are
included in San Jose's prior permit, it does not necessarily follow that the provision requires that
San Jose provide a higher level of service. The San Francisco Bay Water Board provided
further specificity in Provision C.2.c as required under federal law.

3. Provision G.2.e

Provision C.2.e requires in relevant part that Permittees implement and require contractors to
implement BMPs for erosion and sediment control during and after construction or maintenance
activities on rural roads, particularly in or adjacent to stream channels or wetlands. lt requires
further that Permittees in some cases develop BMPs for specified activities in connection with
erosion and sediment control on rural roads.

San Jose contends that Provision C.2.e imposes a higher level of service because it expands
upon requirements found in Provision C.5 of its prior permit. The city states that Provision
C.2.e requires BMPs to minimize impacts on streams and wetlands including soil erosion
potential as well as slope steepness and stream habitat resources.

The Provision at issue refines the requirements in San Jose's previous permit and work plans.
Provision C.5 in that permit required that San Jose develop Performance Standards, annual
training and technical assistance needs (src) and annual reporting requirements for specified
rural public works construction, maintenance and support activities.""' Those included
prevention and control of road-related erosion in connection with road construction,
maintenance and repairs in rural areas. lt further required that San Jose take actions related to
stream channels and streambank stabilization, including management and/or removal large
wood debris and live vegetation for stream channels.'"o

To comply with those requirements in its prior permit, San Jose added a new Performance
Standard for Rural Public Works with the goal to minimize water quality impacts resulting from
public works maintenance and support activities in rural areas.o"' San Jose noted in its 2004
URMP that SOPs and BMPs for rural public works activities were done in FY 2003-04 and that
the SOPs would be distributed and reviewed annually.310 San Jose's subsequent adopted

30s Santa Clara County 2001 permit, Provision C.2.b.
tou City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, March 1, 2006, Attachment 1: Work Plans, FY 06-07, p. 25,
PSR 1 , p. 29, SDO1 ; City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, March 1, 2007, Attachment 1 : FY 07-08
Work Plans, pp.23-24, PSR 1, p. 27, SDO 1; City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, March 1, 2008,
Attachment 1 : FY 08-09 Work Plans, pp. 23-24, PSR 1 , pp.27-28, SDO 1; City of San Jose, Urban Runoff
Management Plan, February 24,2009, Attachment 1: FY 09-10 Work Plans, pp. 23-24, PSR 1, pp. 27-28, SDO 1 .

307 Santa Clara County 2001 permit, Provision C.5
3oB lbid.
ton San Jose, URMP, September 2002, Public Streets, Roads, and Highways Operation and Maintenance (PSR)
Program Element P.

tto San Jose, 2004 URMP's PSR Performance Standard Matrix Table, page 36, PSR#6.



Drew Bohan, Executive Director Page 62 of 65

annualwork plans detailthe activities it was doing to comply with the Permit requirement, which
included identified required actions such as annual training on appropriate SOPs/BMPs for City
staff that perform rural public works operations and maintenance activities, including
incorporation of SOPs/BMPs evaluations into the annual training; requiring City-hired
contractors to use appropriate SOPs/BMPs when performing rural public works construction or
maintenance; and annually conducting an evaluation of the effectiveness of the rural public
works programs to identify items for continuous improvement..311

Provision C.2.e provides further detail and refinement of the tasks that San Jose was required
to do under its prior permit but does not impose a new program or higher level of service.

4. Provision G.2.f

Provision C.2.f requires in relevant part that Permittees prepare, implement and maintain a site
specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP;312 for corporation yards and material
storage facilities that are not already covered under the State Water Board's Industrial
Stormwater NPDES General Permit. Claimant City of San Jose notes that it already
implements SWPPs under its prior permit but asserts that Provision C.2.f creates "specific
obligations that must be incorporated into each SWPP".313 San Jbse states that the provision at
issue requires that each SWPP shall incorporate "all applicable BMPs that are described in the
California Stormwater Quality Association's Handbook for Municipal Operations and the
Caltrans Storm Water Quality Handbook Maintenance Staff Guide... .as appropriate".3la

The San Francisco Bay Water Board agrees that San Jose was previously required to maintain
a SWPPP at each corporation yard. Under the Urban Runoff Management Plan that
implemented San Jose's prior permit, San Jose was required to maintain a SWPPP in each of
its corporation yards. 315 Provision C.2.f continues the same requirement.

Provision C.2.f provides more specificity on the contents of the required SWPPPS. lt
references two handbooks that are widely recognized by stormwater managers throughout
California. The handbooks include a compilation of BMPs used in California. Provision C.2.f
provides San Jose and other Permittees with considerable latitude and flexibility to exercise
professionaljudgment in deciding which BMPs to implement. The Provision provides maximum
flexibility in that the requirement to use these handbooks is limited to incorporate "applicable"
BMPs "as appropriate". San Jose has substantially the same flexibility to select BMPs under

tt' City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, March 1, 2005, Attachment 1: Work Plans, FY 05-06, p. 25,
PSR 6; City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, March 1, 2006, Attachment 1: Work Plans, FY 06-07, p.

27, PSR 1-6; City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, March 1,2007, Attachment 1: FY 07-08 Work
Plans, p. 26, PSR 6; City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, March 1, 2008, Attachment 1: FY 08-09
Work Plans, p. 26, PSR 6; City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, February 24,2009, Attachment 1: FY
09-10 Work Plans, p. 26, PSR 6.
tt'A SWPPP identifies potential sources of pollutants in stormwater discharges and establishes BMPs in the form of
structural and non-structural controls and procedures that will be put in place to minimize the potential for pollutants
to be carried away in stormwater runoff. Those controls provide the flexibility to address varying sources of
pollutants at different categories of industrial facilities, including municipal corporation yards.
ttt San Jose Test Claim, Narrative, p.16.

"to rbid.
t'u City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management Plan, Septem ber 2.004, p. 17 .
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Provision C.2.f than it had under the prior permit. Provision C.2.f thus does not require a new
program or a higher level of service.

G. Provision G.2 is required by federal law.

The City of San Jose argues that Provision C.2 requirements are not federally mandated. San
Jose has set forth its position on this issue as a single general argument that addresses all of
the provisions it challenges within Provision C.2. We have responded in the same manner and
have additionally specific reasons that we believe the individual provisions within Provision C.2
are federally mandated. This section is intended to supplement the general discussion above
of federal laws that applied to the San Francisco Bay Water Board's adoption of the Permit.

The City of San Jose asserts that the Permit "defines" how San Jose must operate under the
Permit and that the Permit imposes BMPs rather than allowing San Jose to develop its own
performance standards with input from its own community. The San Francisco Bay Water
Board agrees that the Permit provides more specificity than past permits. As discussed in great
detail above the Board followed a different permitting approach in issuing the Permit than it had
used for past MS4 permits. Those prior permits required that permittees develop specific
implementation details over the course of the five year permit term without significant public
review and comment. The permits provided that those later developed requirements were
enforceable permit provisions.

The San Francisco Bay Water Board staff modified its approach to stormwater permitting
following two court decisions in 2003 (one of which was a trial court decision and thus was not
precedential).''o o" Taken together those cases emphasized the importance of ensuring that
there was adequate opportunity for public review and comment prior to approval of
implementation specifics and modifications to MS4 permits. The Water Board developed the
current permitting approach to ensure that its MS4 permits would fully comply with federal legal
requirements concerning public review and comment. Because the Permit includes
implementation details in the permit rather than in plans developed by Permittees subsequent
to permit issuance, it ensures that there is adequate public review of and comment on all permit
requirements.

CWA section 403(pX3)(B) provides three separate but related requirements for discharge
permits issued to the local governments that operate MS4s. First, the CWA requires that
stormwater permits.must require that permittees effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges
into storm sewers.''o The San Francisco Bay Water Board acted as required under that law
when it included Provision C.2in the Permit. The Provision requires that Permittees take
actions to effectively prohibit the discharge of non-stormwater in connection with some
municipal activities into its storm sewers.

Second, MS4 permits must require controls that will result in reducing the pollutants that
discharge from the MS4 to waters of the United States to the MEP.''' The San Francisco Bay

316 Environmental Defense Center, supra,344 F.3d 832.
ttt San Francisco Baykeeper v. Regionat Water Quality Contro! Board, San Francisco Bay Region (2003) San
Francisco Superior Court No. 500527 , Order Granting Petition for Writ of Mandate and Statement of Decision.
ttt cwA S +02(p)(3XB)(ii).
ttt cwA g ao2(pX3XBXiii).
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Water Board appropriately used its discretion in establishing the MEP standard to require more
specificity in the Permit than was included in San Jose's prior permit. The added specificity is
consistent with EPA expectationql^hat successive generations of permits will be strengthened
and refined to be more effective.o" The general discussion of the MEP standard above is
applicable here and supports the conclusion that Provisions C.2 does not exceed federal law.

Last, stormwater permits must include such other provisions as the permitting agency
determines to be appropriate for the control of pollutants."'

In complying with those CWA mandates when it established the requirements in Provision C.2,
the San Francisco Bay Water also implemented the requirements of numerous federal
regulations that implement the CWA. Provision C.2 as a whole implements the broad and
specific legal authorities cited in the Permit's Fact Sheet. "' These federal laws and
regulations support the inclusion of the challenged C.2 provisions in the Permit. As discussed
above, even if the provisions are more specific than San Jose's prior permit or than the federal
regulations cited above, the San Francisco Bay Water Board appropriately used its discretion to
require more specificity in establishing the MEP standard and in implementing the other
requirements in CWA section a02(p)(3)(B).

1. Additionat discussion of federal requirements concerning specific
Provision G.2 requirements

a. Provision G.2.c

ln addition to the broad and specific authorities discussed above, Provisions C.2.cis further
supported by 40 CFR22.26(dX2XivXAXl). lt requires that a proposed management program
(which by inference becomes part of a MS4 permit upon approval by the permitting authority)
include a description of maintenance activities and a maintenance schedule for structural
controls to reduce pollutants in discharges of stormwater. Provision C.2.c was required to
implement that regulation.

b. Provision C.2.f

In addition to the broad and specific authorities discussed above, Provisions C.2.t is further
supported by 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(ivXAXS). lt requires that a proposed management program
(which by inference becomes a part of a MS4 permit upon approval by the permitting authority)
include a description of a "program to monitor pollutants in runoff from operating or closed
municipal landfills or other treatment, storage or disposal facilities for municipal waste, which
shall identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing and implementing
control measures for such discharges." Municipalities use corporation yards to store equipment
and vehicles which may result in the discharge of waste during those storage or maintenance
activities. The cited regulation supports the inclusion of Provision C.2.f under federal law.

t2o Letter from Alexis Strauss, U.S. EPA to Tam Doduc, State Water Board and Dorothy Rice, State Water
Board, supra.

"r. ld.
322 Santa Clara County 2001 permit, p. App. l-19
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Gonclusion

For the reasons set forth above the Commission should deny the Test Claims. The Claimants
have not established that the challenged Provisions of the Permit impose new programs or
higher levels of service. All Provisions reflect federal requirements under the Clean Water Act
for municipal stormwater permitting. The Permit, including the Provisions challenged in the Test
Claims, reflects the federally mandated, federal minimum standard of reducing pollutants to the
"maximum extent practicable". To the extent that any of the challenged Provisions exceed the
MEP standard, they are independently required by federal law or properly included as

requirements appropriate to control pollutants. Furthermore, Claimants can pay for any costs
associated with the requirements by levying service charges or fees. Finally, to the extent that

any portion of the claims would otherwise qualify for subvention, the associated costs are de
minimis and therefore do not warrant subvention

I certify and declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true.

Sincerely,

uMi%
Dorothy Dickey
Senior Staff Counsel
Office of Chief Counsel
State Water Resources Control Board
P.O. Box 100
Sacramento, CA 95812
Telephone : 510-622-2490
Fax: 510-622-2457
Email : ddickev@waterboards. ca. qov
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§ 1251. Congressional declaration of goals and policy, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1251

United States Code Annotated

Title 33. Navigation and Navigable Waters (Refs & Annos)

Chapter 26. Water Pollution Prevention and Control (Refs & Annos)

Subchapter I. Research and Related Programs (Refs & Annos)

33 U.S.C.A. § 1251

§ 1251. Congressional declaration of goals and policy

Currentness

Congressional declaration of goals and policy

(a) Restoration and maintenance of chemical, physical and biological
integrity of Nation's waters; national goals for achievement of objective

The objective of this chapter is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters.
In order to achieve this objective it is hereby declared that, consistent with the provisions of this chapter--

(1) it is the national goal that the discharge of pollutants into the navigable waters be eliminated by 1985;

(2) it is the national goal that wherever attainable, an interim goal of water quality which provides for the protection and
.propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and provides for recreation in and on the water be achieved by July 1, 1983;

(3) it is the national policy that the discharge of toxic pollutants in toxic amounts be prohibited;

(4) it is the national policy that Federal financial assistance be provided to construct publicly owned waste treatment works;

(5) it is the national policy that areawide waste treatment management planning processes be developed and implemented to
assure adequate control of sources of pollutants in each State;

(6) it is the national policy that a major research and demonstration effort be made to develop technology necessary to eliminate
the discharge of pollutants into the navigable waters, waters of the contiguous zone, and the oceans; and

(7) it is the national policy that programs for the control of nonpoint sources of pollution be developed and implemented in an
expeditious manner so as to enable the goals of this chapter to be met through the control of both point and nonpoint sources
of pollution.

(b) Congressional recognition, preservation, and protection of primary responsibilities and rights of States

It is the policy of the Congress to recognize, preserve, and protect the primary responsibilities and rights of States to prevent,
reduce, and eliminate pollution, to plan the development and use (including restoration, preservation, and enhancement) of
land and water resources, and to consult with the Administrator in the exercise of his authority under this chapter. It is the
policy of Congress that the States manage the construction grant program under this chapter and implement the permit programs

under sections 1342 and 1344 of this title. It is further the policy of the Congress to support and aid research relating to the
prevention, reduction, and elimination of pollution, and to provide Federal technical services and financial aid to State and
interstate agencies and municipalities in connection with the prevention, reduction, and elimination of pollution.

(c) Congressional policy toward Presidential activities with foreign countries

Viestt vNea © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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§ 1251. Congressional declaration of goals and policy, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1251

It iS further the policy of Congress that the President, acting through the Secretary of State and such national and international
organizations as he determines appropriate, shall take such action as may be necessary to insure that to the fullest extent possible

all foreign countries shall take meaningful action for the prevention, reduction, and elimination of pollution in their waters and in

international waters and for the achievement of goals regarding the elimination of discharge of pollutants and the improvement

of water quality to at least the same extent as the United States does under its laws.

(d) Administrator of Environmental Protection'Agency to administer chapter

Except as otherwise expressly provided in this chapter, the Administrator of the Enviromnental Protection Agency (hereinafter

in this chapter called "Administrator") shall administer this chapter.

(e) Public participation in development, revision, and enforcement of any regulation, etc.

Public participation in the development, revision, and enforcement of any regulation, standard, effluent limitation, plan, or
program established by the Administrator or any State under this chapter shall be provided for, encouraged, and assisted by the
Administrator and the States. The Administrator, in cooperation with the States, shall develop and publish regulations specifying

minimum guidelines for public participation in such processes.

(f) Procedures utilized for implementing chapter

It is the national policy that to the maximum extent possible the procedures utilized for implementing this chapter shall encourage

the drastic minimization of paperwork and interagency decision procedures, and the best use of available manpower and funds,

so as to prevent needless duplication and unnecessary delays at all levels of government.

(g) Authority of States over water

It is the policy of Congress that the authority of each State to allocate quantities of water within its jurisdiction shall not be
superseded, abrogated or otherwise impaired by this chapter. It is the further policy of Congress that nothing in this chapter shall

be construed th supersede or abrogate rights to quantities of water which have been established by any State. Federal agencies
shall co-operate with State and local agencies to develop comprehensive solutions to prevent, reduce and eliminate pollution
in concert with programs for managing water resources.

Credits
(June 30, 1948, c. 758, Title I, § 101, as added Oct. 18, 1972, Pub.L. 92-500, § 2, 86 Stat. 816, and amended Dec. 27, 1977,

Pub.L. 95-217, §§ 5(a), 26(b), 91 Stat. 1567, 1575; Feb. 4, 1987, Pub.L. 100-4, Title III, § 316(b), 101 Stat. 60.)

Editors' Notes

EXECUTIVE ORDERS

EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 11548

Ex. Ord. No. 11548, July 20, 1970, 35 F.R. 11677, which related to the delegation of Presidential functions, was superseded by
Ex. Ord. No. 11735, Aug. 3, 1973, 38 F.R. 21243, set out as a note under section 1321 of this title.

EXECUTIVE ORDER NO. 11742

<Oct. 23, 1973, 38 F.R. 29457>

Delegation of Functions to Secretary of State Respecting Negotiation
of International Agreements Relating to Enhancement of Environment

Under and by virtue of the authority vested in me by section 301 of title 3 of the United States Code and as President ofthe United

States, I hereby authorize and empower the Secretary of State, in coordination with the Council on Environmental Quality,

-NNexr © 2011 Thomson Reuters, No daim to orna U.S. Government Works.
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§ 1251. Congressional declaration of goals and policy, 33 U.S.CA. § 1251

the Environmental Protection Agency, and other appropriate Federal agencies, to perform, without the approval, ratification,
or other action of the President, the functions vested in the President by Section 7 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972 (Public Law 92-500; 86 Stat. 898) with respect to international agreements relating to the enhancement

of the environment.

RICHARD NIXON.

Notes of Decisions (102)

Current through P.L. 111-382 (excluding P.L. 111-296, 111-309, 111-314, 111-320, 111-350, 111-358, and 114-377) approved

1-4-11

End of Document .© 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to origMal U.S. Government Works.
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§ 1311. Effluent limitations, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1311

United States Code Annotated

Title 33. Navigation and Navigable Waters (Refs & Annos)

Chapter 26. Water Pollution Prevention and Control (Refs & Annos)

Subchapter III. Standards and Enforcement (Refs & Annos)

33 U.S.C.A. § 1311

§ 1311. Effiuent limitations

Currentness

Effluent limitations

(a) Illegality of pollutant discharges except in compliance with law

Except as in compliance with this section and sections 1312, 1316, 1317, 1328, 1342, and 1344 of this title, the discharge of
any pollutant by any person shall be unlawful.

(b) Timetable for achievement of objectives

In order to carry out the objective of this chapter there shall be achieved--

(1)(A) not later than July 1, 1977, effluent limitations for point sources, other than publicly owned treatment works, (i) which
shall require the application of the best practicable control technology currently available as defined by the Administrator
pursuant to section 1314(b) of this title, or (ii) in the case of a discharge into a publicly owned treatment works which meets
the requirements of subparagraph (B) of this paragraph, which shall require compliance with any applicable pretreatment
requirements and any requirements under section 1317 of this title; and

(B) for publicly owned treatment works in existence on July 1, 1977, or approved pursuant to section 1283 of this title prior
to June 30, 1974 (for which construction must be completed within four years of approval), effluent limitations based upon
secondary treatment as defmed by the Administrator pursuant to section 1314(d)(1) of this title; or,

(C) not later than July 1, 1977, any more stringent limitation, including those necessary to meet water quality standards,
treatment standards, or schedules of compliance, established pursuant to any State law or regulations (under authority preserved

by section 1370 of this title) or any other Federal law or regulation, or required to implement any applicable water quality
standard established pursuant to this chapter.

(2)(A) for pollutants identified in subparagraphs (C), (D), and (F) of this paragraph, effluent limitations for categories and classes

of point sources, other than publicly owned treatment works, which (i) shall require application of the best available technology
economically achievable for such category or class, which will result in reasonable further progress toward the national goal of

eliminating the discharge of all pollutants, as determined in accordance with regulations issued by the Administrator pursuant
to section 1314(b)(2) of this title, which such effluent limitations shall require the elimination of discharges of all pollutants
if the Administrator finds, on the basis of information available to him (including information developed pursuant to section
1325 of this title), that such elimination is technologically and economically achievable for a category or class of point sources

as determined in accordance with regulations issued by the Administrator pursuant to section 1314(b)(2) of this title, or (ii) in

the case of the introduction of a pollutant into a publicly owned treatment works which meets the requirements of subparagraph
(B) of this paragraph, shall require compliance with any applicable pretreatment requirements and any other requirement under

section 1317 of this title;

',1\leXt'@ 2011 Thomson Reuters, No cim to ohginal U.S. Government Works.
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§ 1311. Effluent limitations, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1311

(B) Repealed. Pub.L. 97-117, § 21(b), Dec. 29, 1981, 95 Stat. 1632.

(C) with respect to all toxic pollutants referred to in table 1 of Committee Print Numbered 95-30 of the Committee on
Public Works and Transportation of the House of Representatives compliance with effluent limitations in accordance with
subparagraph (A) of this paragraph as expeditiously as practicable but in no case later than three years after the date such
limitations are promulgated under section 1314(b) of this title, and in no case later than March 31, 1989;

(D) for all toxic pollutants listed under paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of section 1317 of this title which are not referred to in
subparagraph (C) of this paragraph compliance with effluent limitations in accordance with subparagraph (A) of this paragraph
as expeditiously as practicable, but in no case later than three years after the date such limitations are promulgated under section

1314(b) of this title, and in no case later than March 31, 1989;

(E) as expeditiously as practicable but in no case later than three years after the date such limitations are promulgated under
section 1314(b) of this title, and in no case later than March 31, 1989, compliance with effluent limitations for categories and
classes of point sources, other than publicly owned treatment works, which in the case of pollutants identified pursuant to
section 1314(a)(4) of this title shall require application of the best conventional pollutant control technology as determined in
accordance with regulations issued by the Administrator pursuant to section 1314(b)(4) of this title; and

(F) for all pollutants (other than those subject to subparagraphs (C), (D), or (E) of this paragraph) compliance with effluent
limitations in accordance with subparagraph (A) of this paragraph as expeditiously as practicable but in no case later than 3
years after the date such limitations are established, and in no case later than March 31, 1989.

(3)(A) for effluent limitations under paragraph (1)(A)(i) of this subsection promulgated after January 1, 1982, and requiring a

level of control substantially greater or based on fundamentally different control technology than under permits for an industrial
category issued before such date, compliance as expeditiously as practicable but in no case later than three years after the date
such limitations are promulgated under section 1314(b) of this title, and in no case later than March 31, 1989; and

(B) for any effluent limitation in accordance with paragraph (1)(A)(i), (2)(A)(i), or (2)(E) of this subsection established only on
the basis of section 1342(a)(1) of this title in a permit issued after February 4, 1987, compliance as expeditiously as practicable
but in no case later than three years after the date such limitations are established, and in no case later than March 31, 1989.

(c) Modification of timetable

The Administrator may modify the requirements of subsection (b)(2)(A) of this section with respect to any point source for
which a permit application is filed after July 1, 1977, upon a showing by the owner or operator of such point source satisfactory
to the Administrator that such modified requirements (1) will represent the maximum use of technology within the economic
capability of the owner or operator; and (2) will result in reasonable further progress toward the elimination of the discharge
of pollutants.

(d) Review and revision of effluent limitations

Any effluent limitation required by paragraph (2) of subsection (b) of this section shall be reviewed at least every five years
and, if appropriate, revised pursuant to the procedure established under such paragraph.

(e) All point discharge source application of effluent limitations

Effluent limitations established pursuant to this section or section 1312 of this title shall be applied to all point sources of
discharge of pollutants in accordance with the provisions of this chapter.

(f) Illegality of discharge of radiological, chemical, or biological
warfare agents, high-level radioactive waste, or medical waste
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Notwithstanding any other provisions of this chapter it shall be unlawful to discharge any radiological, chemical, or biological
warfare agent, any high-level radioactive waste, or any medical waste, into the navigable waters.

(g) Modifications for certain nonconventional pollutants

(1) General authority

The Administrator, with the concurrence of the State, may modify the requirements of subsection (b)(2)(A) of this section with
respect to the discharge from any point source of ammonia, chlorine, color, iron, and total phenols (4AAP) (when determined
by the Administrator to be a pollutant covered by subsection (b)(2)(F) of this section) and any other pollutant which the
Administrator lists under paragraph (4) of this subsection.

(2) Requirements for granting modifications

A modification under this subsection shall be granted only upon a showing by the owner or operator ofa point source satisfactory

to the Administrator that--

(A) such modified requirements will result at a minimum in compliance with the requirements of subsection (b)(1)(A) or (C)
of this section, whichever is applicable;

(B) such modified requirements will not result in any additional requirements on any other point or nonpoint source; and

(C) such modification will not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that water quality which shall assure protection
of public water supplies, and the protection and propagation of a balanced population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife, and allow
recreational activities, in and on the water and such modification will not result in the discharge of pollutants in quantities which

may reasonably be anticipated to pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the environment because of bioaccumulation,
persistency in the environment, acute toxicity, chronic toxicity (including carcinogenicity, mutagenicity or teratogenicity), or
synergistic propensities.

(3) Limitation on authority to apply for subsection (c) modification

If an owner or operator of a point source applies for a modification under this subsection with respect to the discharge of any
pollutant, such owner or operator shall be eligible to apply for modification under subsection (c) of this section with respect to
such pollutant only during the same time period as he is eligible to apply for a modification under this subsection.

(4) Procedures for listing additional pollutants

(A) General authority

Upon petition of any person, the Administrator may add any pollutant to the list of pollutants for which modification under
this section is authorized (except for pollutants identified pursuant to section 1314(a)(4) of this title, toxic pollutants subject to

section 1317(a) of this title, and the thermal component of discharges) in accordance with the provisions of this paragraph.

(B) Requirements for listing

(i) Sufficient information

The person petitioning for listing of an additional pollutant under this subsection shall submit to the Administrator sufficient
information to make the determinations required by this subparagraph.

(ii) Toxic criteria determination

The Administrator shall determine whether or not the pollutant meets the criteria for listing as a toxic pollutant under section
1317(a) of this title.
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(iii) Listing as toxic pollutant

If the Administrator determines that the pollutant meets the criteria for listing as a toxic pollutant under section 1317(a) of this

title, the Administrator shall list the pollutant as a toxic pollutant under section 1317(a) of this title.

(iv) Nonconventional criteria determination

If the Administrator determines that the pollutant does not meet the criteria for listing as a toxic pollutant under such section
and determines that adequate test methods and sufficient data are available to make the determinations required by paragrapfi
(2) of this subsection with respect to the pollutant, the Administrator shall add the pollutant to the list of pollutants specified in
paragraph (1) of this subsection for which modifications are authorized under this subsection.

(C) Requirements for filing of petitions

A petition for listing of a pollutant under this paragraph--

(i) must be filed not later than 270 days after the date of promulgation of an applicable effluent guideline under section 1314

of this title;

(ii) may be filed before promulgation of such guideline; and

(iii) may be filed with an application for a modification under paragraph (1) with respect to the discharge of such pollutant.

(D) Deadline for approval of petition

A decision to add a pollutant to the list of pollutants for which modifications under this subsection are authorized must be made
within 270 days after the date of promulgation of an applicable effluent guideline under section 1314 of this title.

(E) Burden of proof

The burden of proof for making the determinations under subparagraph (B) shall be on the petitioner.

(5) Removal of pollutants

The Administrator may remove any pollutant from the list of pollutants for which modifications are authorized under this
subsection if the Administrator determines that adequate test methods and sufficient data are no longer available for determining

whether or not modifications may be granted with respect to such pollutant under paragraph (2) of this subsection.

(h) Modification of secondary treatment requirements

The Administrator, with the concurrence of the State, may issue a permit under section 1342 of this title which modifies the
requirements of subsection (b)(1)(B) of this section with respect to the discharge of any pollutant from a publicly owned
treatment works into marine waters, if the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Administrator that--

(1) there is an applicable water quality standard specific to the pollutant for which the modification is requested, Which has
been identified under section 1314(a)(6) of this title;

(2) the discharge of pollutants in accordance with such modified requirements will not interfere, alone or in combination with
pollutants from other sources, with the attainment or maintenance of that water quality which assures protection of public water
supplies and the protection and propagation of a balanced, indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife, and allows
recreational activities, in and on the water;
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(3) the applicant has established a system for monitoring the impact of such discharge on a representative sample of aquatic
biota, to the extent practicable, and the scope of such monitoring is limited to include only those scientific investigations which
are necessary to study the effects of the proposed discharge;

(4) such modified requirements will not result in any additional requirements on any other point or nonpoint source;

(5) all applicable pretreatment requirements for sources introducing waste into such treatment works will be enforced;

(6) in the case of any treatment works serving a population of 50,000 or more, with respect to any toxic pollutant introduced into

such works by an industrial discharger for which pollutant there is no applicable pretreatment requirement in effect, sources
introducing waste into such works are in compliance with all applicable pretreatment requirements, the applicant will enforce
such requirements, and the applicant has in effect a pretreatment program which, in combination with the treatment of discharges

from such works, removes the same amount of such pollutant as would be removed if such works were to apply secondary
treatment to discharges and if such works had no pretreatment program with respect to such pollutant;

(7) to the extent practicable, the applicant has established a schedule of activities designed to eliminate the entrance of toxic
pollutants from nonindustrial sources into such treatment works;

(8) there will be no new or substantially increased discharges from the point source of the pollutant to which the modification
applies above that volume of discharge specified in the permit;

(9) the applicant at the time such modification becomes effective will be discharging effluent which has received at least primary

or equivalent treatment and which meets the criteria established.under section 1314(a)(1) of this title after initial mixing in the
waters surrounding or adjacent to the point at which such effluent is discharged.

For the purposes of this subsection the phrase "the discharge of any pollutant into marine waters" refers to a discharge into
deep waters of the territorial sea or the waters of the contiguous zone, or into saline estuarine waters where there is strong
tidal movement and other hydrological and geological characteristics which the Administrator determines necessary to allow
compliance with paragraph (2) of this subsection, and section 1251(a)(2) of this title. For the purposes ofparagraph (9), "primary

or equivalent treatment" means treatment by screening, sedimentation, and skinuning adequate to remove at least 30 percent of
the biological oxygen demanding material and of the suspended solids in the treatment works influent, and disinfection, where
appropriate. A municipality which applies secondary treatment shall be eligible to receive a permit pursuant to this subsection
which modifies the requirements of subsection (b)(1)(B) of this section with respect to the discharge of any pollutant from
any treatment works owned by such municipality into marine waters. No permit issued under this subsection shall authorize
the discharge of sewage sludge into marine waters. In order for a permit to be issued under this subsection for the discharge
of a pollutant into marine waters, such marine waters must exhibit characteristics assuring that water providing dilution does
not contain significant amounts of previously discharged effluent from such treatment works. No permit issued under this
subsection shall authorize the discharge of any pollutant into saline estuarine waters which at the time of application do not
support a balanced indigenous population of shellfish, fish and wildlife, or allow recreation in and on the waters or which exhibit

ambient water quality below applicable water quality standards adopted for the protection of public water supplies, shellfish,
fish and wildlife or recreational activities or such other standards necessary to assure support and protection of such uses. The
prohibition contained in the preceding sentence shall apply without regard to the presence or absence of a causal relationship
between such characteristics and the applicant's current or proposed discharge. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this
subsection, no permit may be issued under this subsection for discharge of a pollutant into the New York Bight Apex consisting

of the ocean waters of the Atlantic Ocean westward of 73 degrees 30 minutes west longitude and northward of 40 degrees 10
minutes north latitude.

(i) Municipal time extensions

(1) Where construction is required in order for a planned or existing publicly owned treatment works to achieve limitations
under subsection (b)(1)(B) or (b)(1)(C) of this section, but (A) construction cannot be completed within the time required in such

subsection, or (B) the United States has failed to make financial assistance under this chapter available in time to achieve such
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limitations by the time specified in such subsection, the owner or operator of such treatment works may request the Administrator

(or if appropriate the State) to issue a permit pursuant to section 1342 of this title or to modify a permit issued pursuant to
that section to extend such time for compliance. Any such request shall be filed with the Administrator (or if appropriate the
State) within 180 days after February 4, 1987. The Administrator (or if appropriate the State) may grant such request and issue
or modify such a permit, which shall contain a schedule of compliance for the publicly owned treatment works based on the
earliest date by which such financial assistance will be available from the United States and construction can be completed, but

in no event later than July 1, 1988, and shall contain such other terms and conditions, including those necessary to carry out
subsections (b) through (g) of section 1281 of this title, section 1317 of this title, and such interim effluent limitations applicable

to that treatment works as the Administrator determines are necessary to carry out the provisions of this chapter.

(2)(A) Where a point source (other than a publicly owned treatment works) will not achieve the requirements of subsections
(b)(1)(A) and (b)(1)(C) of this section and--

(i) if a permit issued prior to July 1, 1977, to such point source is based upon a discharge into a publicly owned treatment
works; or

(ii) if such point source (other than a publicly owned treatment works) had before July 1, 1977, a contract (enforceable against
such point source) to discharge into a publicly owned treatment works; or

(iii) if either an application made before July 1, 1977, for a construction grant under this chapter for a publicly owned treatment
works, or engineering or architectural plans or working drawings made before July 1, 1977, for a publicly owned treatment
works, show t.hat such point source was to discharge into such publicly owned treatment works,
and such publicly owned treatment works is presently unable to accept such discharge without construction, and in the case of

a discharge to an existing publicly owned treatment works, such treatnient works has an extension pursuant to paragraph (1)
of this subsection, the owner or operator of such point source may request the Administrator (or if appropriate the State) to
issue or modify such a permit pursuant to such section 1342 of this title to extend such time for compliance. Any such request
shall be filed with the Administrator (or if appropriate the State) within 180 days after December 27, 1977, or the filing of a
request by the appropriate publicly owned treatment works under paragraph (1) of this subsection, whichever is later. If the
Administrator (or if appropriate the State) finds that the owner or operator of such point source has acted in good faith, he may
grant such request and issue or modify such a pennit, which shall contain a schedule of compliance for the point source to
achieve the requirements of subsections (b)(1)(A) and (C) of this section and shall contain such other terms and conditions,
including pretreatment and interim effluent limitations and water conservation requirements applicable to that point source, as

the Administrator determines are necessary to carry out the provisions of this chapter.

(B) No time modification granted by the Administrator (or if appropriate the State) pursuant to paragraph (2)(A) of this
subsection shall extend beyond the earliest date practicable for compliance or beyond the date of any extension granted to the
appropriate publicly owned treatment works pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsection, but in no event shall it extend beyond
July 1, 1988; and no such time modification shall be granted unless (i) the publicly owned treatment works will be in operation

and available to the point source before July 1, 1988, and will meet the requirements of subsections (b)(1)(B) and (C) of this
section after receiving the discharge from that point source; and (ii) the point source and the publicly owned treatment works
have entered into an enforceable contract requiring the point source to discharge into the publicly owned treatment works,
the owner or operator of such point source to pay the costs required under section 1284 of this title, and the publicly owned
treatment works to accept the discharge from the point source; and (iii) the permit for such point source requires that point
source to meet all requirements under section 1317(a) and (b) of this title during the period of such time modification.

(j) Modification procedures

(1) Any application filed under this section for a modification of the provisions of--

, (A) subsection (b)(1)(B) of this section under subsection (h) of this section shall be filed not later that 1 the 365th day which
begins after December 29, 1981, except that a publicly owned treatment works which prior to December 31, 1982, had a

© 2011 Thomson Reuters. No cirirn to origina U.S. Government Works. 6

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



§ 1311. Effluent limitations, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1311

contractual arrangement to use a portion of the capacity of an ocean outfall operated by another publicly owned treatment works

which has applied for or received modification under subsection (h) of this section, may apply for a modification of subsection
(h) of this section in its own right not later than 30 days after February 4, 1987, and except as provided in paragraph (5);

(B) subsection (b)(2)(A) of this section as it applies to pollutants identified in subsection (b)(2)(F) of this section shall be filed
not later than 270 days after the date of promulgation of an applicable effluent guideline under section 1314 of this title or not

later than 270 days after December 27, 1977, whichever is later.

(2) Subject to paragraph (3) of this section, any application for a modification filed under subsection (g) of this section shall not
operate to stay any requirement under this chapter, unless in the judgment of the Administrator such a stay or the modification
sought will not result in the discharge of pollutants in quantities which may reasonably be anticipated to pose an unacceptable
risk to human health or the environment because of bioaccumulation, persistency in the environment, acute toxicity, chronic
toxicity (including carcinogenicity, mutagenicity, or teratogenicity), or synergistic propensities, and that there is a substantial
likelihood that the applicant will succeed on the merits of such application. In the case of an application filed under subsection
(g) of this section, the Administrator may condition any stay granted under this paragraph on requiring the filing of a bond or
other appropriate security to assure timely compliance with the requirements from which a modification is sought.

(3) Compliance requirements under subsection (g)

(A) Effect of filing

An application for a modification under subsection (g) of this section and a petition for listing of a pollutant as a pollutant
for which modifications are authorized under such subsection shall not stay the requirement that the person seeking such _

modification or listing comply with effluent limitations under this chapter for all pollutants not the subject of such application

or petition.

(B) Effect of disapproval

Disapproval of an application for a modification under subsection (g) of this section shall not stay the requirement that the
person seeking such modification comply with all applicable effluent limitations under this chapter.

(4) Deadline for subsection (g) decision

An application for a modification with respect to a pollutant filed under subsection (g) of this section must be approved or
disapproved not later than 365 days after the date of such filing; except that in any case in which a petition for listing such
pollutant as a pollutant for which modifications are authorized under such subsection is approved, such application must be
approved or disapproved not later than 365 days after the date of approval of such petition.

(5) Extension of application deadline

(A) In general

In the 180-day period beginning on October 31, 1994, the city of San Diego, California, may apply for a modification pursuant
to subsection (h) of this section of the requirements of subsection (b)(1)(B) of this section with respect to biological oxygen
demand and total suspended solids in the effluent discharged into marine waters.

(B) Application

An application under this paragraph shall include a commitment by the applicant to implement a waste water reclamation
program that, at a minimum, will--

(i) achieve a system capacity of 45,000,000 gallons of reclaimed waste water per day by January 1, 2010; and
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(ii) result in a reduction in the quantity of suspended solids discharged by the applicant into the marine environment during
the period of the modification.

(C) Additional conditions

The Administrator may not grant a modification pursuant to an application submitted under this paragraph unless the
Administrator determines that such modification will result in removal of not less than 58 percent of the biological oxygen
demand (on an annual average) and not less than 80 percent of total suspended solids (on a monthly average) in the discharge
to which the application applies.

(D) Preliminary decision deadline

The Administrator shall announce a preliminary decision on an application submitted under this paragraph not later than 1 year
after the date the application is submitted.

(k) Innovative technology

In the case of any facility subject to a permit under section 1342 of this title which proposes to comply with the requirements
of subsection (b)(2)(A) or (b)(2)(E) of this section by replacing existing production capacity with an innovative production
process which will result in an effluent reduction significantly greater than that required by the limitation otherwise applicable
to such facility and moves toward the national goal of eliminating the discharge of all pollutants, or with the installation of an
innovative control technique that has a substantial likelihood for enabling the facility to comply with the applicable effluent
limitation by achieving a significantly-greater effluent reduction than that required by the applicable effluent limitation and
moves toward the national goal of eliminating the discharge of all pollutants, or by achieving the required reduction with an
innovative system that has the potential for significantly lower costs than the systems which have been determined by the
Administrator to be economically achievable, the Administrator (or the State with an approved program under section 1342
of this title, in consultation with the Administrator) may establish a date for compliance under subsection (b)(2)(A) or (b)(2)
(E) of this section no later than two years after the date for compliance with such effluent limitation which would otherwise
be applicable under such subsection, if it is also determined that such innovative system has the potential for industrywide
application.

(/ ) Toxic pollutants

Other than as provided in subsection (n) of this section, the Administrator may not modify any requirement of this section as it
applies to any specific pollutant which is on the toxic pollutant list under section 1317(a)(1) of this title.

(m) Modification of effluent limitation requirements for point sources

(1) The Administrator, with the concurrence of the State, may issue a permit under section 1342 of this title which modifies
the requirements of subsections (b)(1)(A) and (b)(2)(E) of this section, and of section 1343 of this title, with i6spect to
effluent limitations to the extent such limitations relate to biochemical oxygen demand and pH from discharges by an industrial
discharger in such State into deep waters of the territorial seas, if the applicant demonstrates and the Administrator finds that--

(A) the facility for which modification is sought is covered at the time of the enactment of this subsection by National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permit number CA0005894 or CA0005282;

(B) the energy and environmental costs of meeting such requirements of subsections (b)(1)(A) and (b)(2)(E) of this section and

section 1343 of this title exceed by an unreasonable amount the benefits to be obtained, including the objectives of this chapter;

(C) the applicant has established a system for monitoring the impact of such discharges on a representative sample of aquatic
biota;
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(D) such modified requirements will not result in any additional requirements on any other point or nonpoint source;

(E) there will be no new or substantially increased discharges from the point source of the pollutant to which the modification

applies above that volume of discharge specified in the permit;

(F) the discharge is into waters where there is strong tidal movement and other hydrological and geological characteristics
which are necessary to allow, compliance with this subsection and section 1251(a)(2) of this title;

(G) the applicant accepts as a condition to the permit a contractural 2 obligation to use funds in the amount required (but not
less than $250,000 per year for ten years) for research and development of water pollution control technology, including but
not limited to closed cycle technology;

(H) the facts and circumstances present a unique situation which, if relief is granted, will not establish a precedent or the
relaxation of the requirements of this chapter applicable to similarly situated discharges; and

(I) no owner or operator of a facility comparable to that of the applicant situated in the United States has demonstrated that
it would be put at a competitive disadvantage to the applicant (or the parent company or any subsidiary thereof) as a result of
the issuance of a permit under this subsection.

(2) The effluent limitations established under a perniit issued under paragraph (1) shall be sufficient to implement the applicable

State water quality standards, to assure the protection of public water supplies and protection and propagation of a balanced,
indigenous population of shellfish, fish, fauna, wildlife, and other aquatic organisms, and to allow recreational activities in and
on the water. In setting such limitations, the Administrator shall take into account any seasonal variations and the need for an
adequate margin of safety, considering the lack of essential knowledge concerning the relationship between effluent limitations
and Nxiter quality and the lack of essential knowledge of the effects of discharges on beneficial uses of the receiving waters.

(3) A permit under this subsection may be issued for a period not to exceed five years, and such a permit may be renewed for
one additional period not to exceed five years upon a demonstration by the applicant and a finding by the Administrator at the
time of application for any such renewal that the provisions of this subsection are met.

(4) The Administrator may terminate a permit issued under this subsection if the Administrator determines that there has
been a decline in ambient water quality of the receiving waters during the period of the permit even if a direct cause and
effect relationship cannot be shown: Provided, That if the effluent from a source with a permit issued under this subsection is
contributing to a decline in ambient water quality of tlie receiving waters, the Administrator shall terminate such permit.

(n) Fundamentally different factors

(1) General rule

The Administrator, with the concurrence of the State, may establish an alternative requirement under subsection (b)(2) of this
section or section 1317(b) of this title for a facility that modifies the requirements of national effluent limitation guidelines or
categorical pretreatment standards that would otherwise be applicable to such facility, if the owner or operator of such facility

demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Administrator that--

(A) the facility is fundamentally different with respect to the factors (other than cost) specified in section 1314(b) or 1314(g)
of this title and considered by the Administrator in establishing such national effluent limitation guidelines or categorical
pretreatment standards;

(B) the application--
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(i) is based solely on information and supporting data submitted to the Administrator during the mlemaking for establishment
of the applicable national effluent limitation guidelines or categorical pretreatment standard specifically raising the factors that

are fundamentally different for such facility; or

(ii) is based on information and supporting data referred to in clause (i) and information and supporting data the applicant did
not have a reasonable opportunity to submit during such rulemaking;

(C) the alternative requirement is no less stringent than justified by the fundamental difference; and

(D) the alternative requirement will not result in a non-water quality environmental impact which is markedly more adverse than

the impact considered by the Administrator in establishing such national effluent limitation guideline or categorical pretreatment

standard.

(2) Time limit for applications

An application for an alternative requirement which modifies the requirements of an effluent limitation or pretre'atment standard

under this subsection must be submitted to the Administrator within 180 days after the date on which such limitation or standard

is established or revised, as the case may be.

(3) Time limit for decision

The Administrator shall approve or deny by final agency action an application submitted under this subsection within 180 days
after the date such application is filed with the Administrator.

(4) Submission of information

The Administrator may allow an applicant under this subsection to submit information and supporting data until the earlier of
the date the application is approved or denied or the last day that the Administrator has to approve or deny such application.

(5) Treatment of pending applications

For the purposes of this subsection, an application for an alternative requirement based on fundamentally different factors which

is pending on February 4, 1987, shall be treated as having been submitted to the Administrator on the 180th day following
February 4, 1987. The applicant may amend the application to take into account the provisions of this subsection.

(6) Effect of submission of application

An application for an alternative requirement under this subsection shall not stay the applicant's obligation to comply with the
effluent limitation guideline or categorical pretreatment standard which is the subject of the application.

(7) Effect of denial

If an application for an alternative requirement which modifies the requirements of an effluent limitation or pretreatment
standard under this subsection is denied by the Administrator, the applicant must comply with such limitation or standard as
established or revised, as the case may be.

(8) Reports

By January 1, 1997, and January 1 of every odd-numbered year thereafter, the Administrator shall submit to the Committee
on Environment and Public Works of the Senate and the Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure of the House of
Representatives a report on the status of applications for alternative requirements which modify the requirements of effluent
limitations under section 1311 or 1314 of this title or any national categorical pretreatment standard under section 1317(b) of
this title filed before, on, or after February 4, 1987.
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(o) Application fees

The Administrator shall prescribe' and collect from each applicant fees reflecting the reasonable administrative costs incurred
in reviewing and processing applications for modifications submitted to the Administrator pursuant to subsections (c), (g), (i),

(k), (m), and (n) of this section, section 1314(d)(4) of this title, and section 1326(a) of this title. All amounts collected by the
Administrator under this subsection shall be deposited into a special fund of the Treasury entitled "Water Permits and Related
Services" which shall thereafter be available for appropriation to carry out activities of the Environmental Protection Agency
for which such fees were collected.

(p) Modified permit for coal remining operations

(1) In general

Subject to paragraphs (2) through (4) of this subsection, the Administrator, or the State in any case which the State has an
approved permit program under section 1342(b) of this title, may issue a permit under section 1342 of this title which modifies
the requirements of subsection (b)(2)(A) of this section with respect to the pH level of any pre-existing discharge, and with
respect to pre-existing discharges of iron and manganese from the remined area of any coal remining operation or with respect
to the pH level or level of iron or manganese in any pre-existing discharge affected by the remining operation. Such modified
requirements shall apply the best available technology economically achievable on a case-by-case basis, using best professional

judgment, to set specific numerical effluent limitations in each permit.

(2) Limitations

The Administrator or the State may only issue a permit pursuant to paragraph (1) if the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction

of the Administrator or the State, as the case may be, that the coal remining operation will result in the potential for improved
water quality from the remining operation but in no event shall such a permit allow the pH level of any discharge, and in no
event shall such a permit allow the discharges of iron and manganese, to exceed the levels being discharged from the remined
area before the coal rernining operation begins. No discharge from, or affected by, the remining operation shall exceed State
water quality standards established under section 1313 of this title.

For purposes of this subsection--

(3) Definitions

(A) Coal remining operation

The term "coal remining operation" means a coal mining operation which begins after February 4, 1987 at a site on which coal

mining was conducted before August 3, 1977.

(B) Remined area

The term "remined area" means only that area of any coal remining operation on which coal mining was conducted before
August 3, 1977.

(C) Pre-existing discharge

The term "pre-existing discharge" means any discharge at the time of permit application under this subsection.

(4) Applicability of strip mining laws

Nothing in this subsection shall affect the application of the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 [30 U.S.C.A.

§ 1201 et seq.] to any coal remining operation, including the application of such Act to suspended solids.
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Credits
(June 30, 1948, c. 758, Title III, § 301, as added Oct. 18, 1972, Pub.L. 92-500, § 2, 86 Stat. 844, and amended Dec. 27, 1977,

Pub.L. 95-217, §§ 42-47, 53(c), 91 Stat. 1582-1586, 1590; Dec. 29, 1981, Pub.L. 97-117, §§ 21, 22(a)-(d), 95 Stat. 1631, 1632;
Jan. 8, 1983, Pub.L. 97-440, 96 Stat. 2289; Feb. 4, 1987, Pub.L. 100-4, Title III, §§ 301(a) to (e), 302(a) to (d), 303(a), (b)(1),

(c) to (f), 304(a), 305, 306(a), (b), 307, 101 Stat. 29-37; Nov. 18, 1988, Pub.L. 100-688, Title III, § 3202(b), 102 Stat. 4154;
Oct. 31, 1994, Pub.L. 103-431, § 2, 108 Stat. 4396; Dec. 21, 1995, Pub.L. 104-66, Title II, § 2021(1)), 109 Stat. 727.)

So in original. Probably should be "than".

2 So in original. Probably should be "contractual".

Notes of Decisions (253)

Cunent through P.L. 111-382 (excluding P.L. 111-296, 111-309, 111-314, 111-320, 111-350, 111-358, and 111-377) approved

1-4-11
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-CITE- 

    33 USC Sec. 1312                                            02/01/2010 

 

-EXPCITE- 

    TITLE 33 - NAVIGATION AND NAVIGABLE WATERS 

    CHAPTER 26 - WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION AND CONTROL 

    SUBCHAPTER III - STANDARDS AND ENFORCEMENT 

 

-HEAD- 

    Sec. 1312. Water quality related effluent limitations 

 

-STATUTE- 

    (a) Establishment 

      Whenever, in the judgment of the Administrator or as identified  under section 1314(l) of this 
title, discharges of pollutants from a point source or group of point sources, with the application 
of effluent limitations required under section 1311(b)(2) of this title, would interfere with the 
attainment or maintenance of that water quality in a specific portion of the navigable waters 
which shall assure protection of public health, public water supplies, agricultural and industrial 
uses, and the protection and propagation of a balanced population of shellfish, fish and wildlife, 
and allow recreational activities in and on the water, effluent limitations (including alternative 
effluent control strategies) for such point source or sources shall be established which can 
reasonably be expected to contribute to the attainment or maintenance of such water quality. 

    (b) Modifications of effluent limitations 

      (1) Notice and hearing 

        Prior to establishment of any effluent limitation pursuant to subsection (a) of this section, 
the Administrator shall publish such proposed limitation and within 90 days of such publication 
hold a public hearing. 

      (2) Permits 

        (A) No reasonable relationship 

          The Administrator, with the concurrence of the State, may issue a permit which modifies 
the effluent limitations required by subsection (a) of this section for pollutants other than toxic 
pollutants if the applicant demonstrates at such hearing that (whether or not technology or other 
alternative control strategies are available) there is no reasonable relationship between the 
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economic and social costs and the benefits to be obtained (including attainment of the objective 
of this chapter) from achieving such limitation. 

        (B) Reasonable progress 

          The Administrator, with the concurrence of the State, may issue a permit which modifies 
the effluent limitations required by subsection (a) of this section for toxic pollutants for a single 
period not to exceed 5 years if the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Administrator 
that such modified requirements (i) will represent the maximum degree of control within the 
economic capability of the owner and operator of the source, and (ii) will result in reasonable 
further progress beyond the requirements of section 1311(b)(2) of this title toward the 
requirements of subsection (a) of this section. 

    (c) Delay in application of other limitations 

      The establishment of effluent limitations under this section shall not operate to delay the 
application of any effluent limitation established under section 1311 of this title. 
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§ 1313. Water quality standards and implementation plans, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1313

United States Code Annotated

Title 33. Navigation and Navigable Waters (Refs & Annos)

Chapter 26. Water Pollution Prevention and Control (Refs & Annos)

Subchapter III. Standards and Enforcement (Refs & Annos)

33 U.S.C.A. § 1313

§ 1313. Water quality standards and implementation plans

Effective: October 10, 2000
Currentness

Water quality standards and implementation plans

(a) Existing water quality standards

(1) In order to carry out the purpose of this chapter, any water quality standard applicable to interstate waters which was adopted

by any State and submitted to, and approved by, or is a waiting approval by, the Administrator pursuant to this Act as in effect
inunediately prior to October 18, 1972, shall remain in effect unless the Administrator determined that such standard is not
consistent with the applicable requirements of this Act as in effect immediately prior to October 18, 1972. If the Administrator

makes such a determination he shall, within three months after October 18, 1972, notify the State and specify the changes needed

to meet such requirements. If such changes are not adopted by the State within ninety days after the date of such notification,
the Administrator shall promulgate such changes in accordance with subsection (b) of this section.

(2) Any State which, before October 18, 1972, has adopted, pursuant to its own law, water quality standards applicable to
intrastate waters shall submit such standards to the Administrator within thirty days after October 18, 1972. Each such standard
shall remain in effect, in the same manner and to the same extent as any other water quality standard established under this
chapter unless the Administrator determines that such standard is inconsistent with the applicable requirements of this Act as
in effect immediately prior to October 18, 1972. If the Administrator makes such a detennination he shall not later than the one
hundred and twentieth day after the date of submission of such standards, notify the State and specify the changes needed to meet

such requirements. If such changes are not adopted by the State within ninety days after such notification, the Administrator
shall promulgate such changes in accordance with subsection (b) of this section.

(3)(A) Any State which prior to October 18, 1972, has not adopted pursuant to its own laws water quality standards applicable
to intrastate waters shall, not later than one hundred and eighty days after October 18, 1972, adopt and submit such standards
to the Administrator.

(B) If the Administrator determines that any such standards are consistent with the applicable requirements of this Act as in
effect immediately prior to October 18, 1972, he shalt approve such standards.

(C) If the Administrator determines that any such standards are not consistent with the applicable requirements of this Act as
in effect immediately prior to October 18, 1972, he shall, not later than the ninetieth day after the date of submission of such
standards, notify the State and specify the changes to meet such requirements. If such changes are not adopted by the State
within ninety days after the date of notification, the Administrator shall promulgate such standards pursuant to subsection (b)

of this section.

(b) Proposed regulations

© 2011 Thomson Reuters. jinal U.S. Government Works.
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§ 1313. Water quality standards and implementation plans, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1313

(1) The Administrator shall promptly prepare and publish proposed regulations setting forth water quality standards for a State
in accordance with the applicable requirements of this Act as in effect immediately prior to October 18, 1972, if--

(A) the State fails to submit water quality standards within the times prescribed in subsection (a) of this section.

(B) a water quality standard submitted by such State under subsection (a) of this section is determined by the Administrator not
to be consistent with the applicable requirements of subsection (a) of this section.

(2) The Administrator shall promulgate any water quality standard published in a proposed regulation not later than one hundred

and ninety days after the date he publishes any such proposed standard, unless prior to such promulgation, such State has
adopted a water quality standard which the Administrator determines to be in accordance with subsection (a) of this section.

(c) Review; revised standards; publication

(1) The Governor of a State or the State water pollution control agency of such State shall from time to time (but at least once
each three year period beginning with October 18, 1972) hold public hearings for the purpose of reviewing applicable water
quality standards and, as appropriate, modifying and adopting standards. Results of such review shall be made available to
the Administrator.

(2)(A) Whenever the State revises or adopts a new standard, such revised or new standard shall be submitted to the
Administrator. Such revised or new water quality standard shall consist of the designated uses of the navigable waters involved
and the water quality criteria for such waters based upon such uses. Such standards shall be Such as to protect the public health

or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the purposes of this chapter. Such standards shall be established taking
into consideration their use and value for public water supplies, propagation of fish and wildlife, recreational purposes, and
agricultural, industrial, and other purposes, and also taking into consideration their use and value for navigation.

(B) Whenever a State reviews water quality standards pursuant to paragraph (1) of this subsection, or revises or adopts new
standards pursuant to this paragraph, such State shall adopt criteria for all toxic pollutants listed pursuant to section 1317(a)
(1) of this title for which criteria have been published under section 1314(a) of this title, the discharge or presence of which in
the affected waters could reasonably be expected to interfere with those designated uses adopted by the State, as necessary to
support such designated uses. Such criteria shall be specific numerical criteria for such toxic pollutants. Where such numerical
criteria are not available, whenever a State reviews water quality standards pursuant to paragraph (1), or revises or adopts new

standards pursuant to this paragraph, such State shall adopt criteria based on biological monitoring or assessment methods
consistent with information published pursuant to section 1314(a)(8) of this title. Nothing in this section shall be construed to
limit or delay the use of effluent limitations or other permit conditions based on or involving biological monitoring or assessment

methods or previously adopted numerical criteria.

(3) If the Administrator, within sixty days after the date of submission of the revised or new standard, determines that such
standard meets the requirements of this chapter, such standard shall thereafter be the water quality standard for the applicable

waters of that State. If the Administrator determines that any such revised or new standard is not consistent with the applicable
requirements of this chapter, he shall not later than the ninetieth day after the date of submission of such standard notify the
State and specify the changes to meet such requirements. If such changes are not adopted by the State within ninety days after

the date of notification, the Administrator shall promulgate such standard pursuant to paragraph (4) of this subsection.

(4) The Administrator shall promptly prepare and publish proposed regulations setting forth a revised or new water quality
standard for the navigable waters involved--

(A) if a revised or new water quality standard submitted by such State under paragraph (3) of this subsection for such waters is
determined by the Administrator not to be consistent with the applicable requirements of this chapter, or

(B) in any case where the Administrator determines that a revised or new standard is necessary to meet the requirements of
this chapter.
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§ 1313. Water quality standards and implementation plans, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1313

The Administrator shall promulgate any revised or new standard under this paragraph not later than ninety days after he publishes

such proposed standards, unless prior to such promulgation, such State has adopted a revised or new water quality standard
which the Administrator determines to be in accordance with this chapter.

(d) Identification of areas with insufficient controls; maximum daily load; certain effluent limitations revision

(1)(A) Each State shall identify those waters within its boundaries for which the effluent limitations required by section 1311(b)
(1)(A) and section 1311(b)(1)(B) of this title are not stringent enough to implement any water quality standard applicable to
such waters. The State shall establish a priority ranking for such waters, taking into account the severity of the pollution and
the uses to be made of such waters.

(B) Each State shall identify those waters or parts thereof within its boundaries for which controls on thermal discharges under
section 1311 of this title are not stringent enough to assure protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous population
of shellfish, fish, and wildlife.

(C) Each State shall establish for the waters identified in paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection, and in accordance with the priority

ranking, the total maximum daily load, for those pollutants which the Administrator identifies under section 1314(a)(2) of this
title as suitable for such calculation. Such load shall be established at a level necessary to implement the applicable water
quality standards with seasonal variations and a margin of safety which takes into account any lack of knowledge concerriing
the relationship between effluent limitations and water quality.

(D) Each State shall estimate for the waters identified in paragraph (1)(B) of this subsection the total maximum daily thermal
load required to assure protection and propagation of a balanced, indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife. Such
estimates shall take into account the normal water temperatures, flow rates, seasonal variations, existing sources of heat input,
and the dissipative capacity of the identified waters or parts thereof. Such estimates shall include a calculation of the maximum

heat input that can be made into each such part and shall include a margin of safety which takes into account any lack of
knowledge concerning the development of thermal water quality criteria for such protection and propagation in the identified
waters or parts thereof.

(2) Each .State shall submit to the Administrator from time to tinie, with the first such submission not later than one hundred
and eighty days after the date of publication of the first identification of pollutant's under section 1314(a)(2)(D) of this title,
for his approval the waters identified and the loads established under paragraphs (1)(A), (1)(B), (1)(C), and (1)(D) of this
subsection. The Administrator shall either approve or disapprove such identification and load not later than thirty days after
the date of submission. If the Administrator approves such identification and load, such State shall incorporate them into its
current plan under subsection (e) of this section. If the Administrator disapproves such identification and load, he shall not later
than thirty days after the date of such disapproval identify such waters in such State and establish such loads for such waters as

he determines necessary to implement the water quality standards applicable to such waters and upon such identification and
establishment the State shall incorporate them into its current plan under subsection (e) of this section.

(3) For the specific purpose of developing information, each State shall identify all waters within its boundaries which it has
not identified under paragraph (1)(A) and (1)(B) of this subsection and estimate for such waters the total maximum daily load

with seasonal variations and margins of safety, for those pollutants which the Administrator identifies under section 1314(a)(2)
of this title as suitable for such calculation and for thermal discharges, at a level that would assure protection and propagation
of a balanced indigenous population of fish, shellfish, and wildlife.

(4) Limitations on revision of certain effluent limitations

(A) Standard not attained

For waters identified under paragraph (1)(A) where the applicable water quality standard has not yet been attained, any effluent

limitation based on a total maximum daily load or other waste load allocation established under this section may be revised
only if (i) the cumulative effect of all such revised effluent limitations based on such total maximum daily load or waste load
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allocation will assure the attainment of such water quality standard, or (ii) the designated use which is not being attained is
removed in accordance with regulations established under this section.

(B) Standard attained

For waters identified under paragraph (1)(A) where the quality of such waters equals or exceeds levels necessary to protect the
designated use for such waters or otherwise required by applicable water quality standards, any effluent limitation based on a
total maximum daily load or other waste load allocation established under this section, or any water quality standard established

under this section, or any other permitting standard may be revised only if such revision is subject to and consistent with the
antidegradation policy established under this section.

(e) Continuing planning process

(1) Each State shall have a continuing planning process approved under paragraph (2) of this subsection which is consistent
with this chapter.

(2) Each State shall submit not later than 120 days after October 18, 1972, to the Administrator for his approval a proposed
continuing planning process which is consistent with this chapter. Not later than thirty days after the date of submission of such
a process the Administrator shall either approve or disapprove such process. The Administrator shall from time to time review
each State's approved planning process for the purpose of insuring that such planning process is at all times consistent with this
chapter. The Administrator shall not approve any State permit program under subchapter IV of this chapter for any State which

does not have an approved continuing planning process under this section.

(3) The Administrator shall approve any continuing planning process submitted to him under this section which will result in
plans for all navigable waters within such State, which include, but are not limited to, the following: .

(A) effluent limitations and schedules of compliance at least as stringent as those required by section 1311(b)(1), section 1311(b)

(2), section 1316, and section 1317 of this title, and at least as stringent as any requirements contained in any applicable water

quality standard in effect under authority of this section;

(B) the incorporation of all elements of any applicable area-wide waste management plans under section 1288 of this title, and

applicable basin plans under section 1289 of this title;

(C) total maximum daily load for pollutants in accordance with subsection (d) of this section;

(D) procedures for revision;

(E) adequate authority for intergovernmental cooperation;

(F) adequate implementation, including schedules of compliance, for revised or new water quality standards, under subsection

(c) of this section;

(G) controls over the disposition of all residual waste from any water treatment processing;

(I) an inventory and ranking, in order of priority, of needs for construction of waste treatment works required to meet the
applicable requirements of sections 1311 and 1312 of this title.

(f) Earlier compliance

Nothing in this section shall be construed to affect any effluent limitation, or schedule of compliance required by any State to

be implemented prior to the dates set forth in sections 1311(b)(1) and 1311(b)(2) of this title nor to preclude any State from
requiring compliance with any effluent limitation or schedule of compliance at dates earlier than such dates.
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§ 1313. Water quality standards and implementation plans, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1313

(g) Heat standards

Water quality standards relating to heat shall be consistent with the requirements of section 1326 of this title.

(h) Thermal water quality standards

For the purposes of this chapter the term "water quality standards" includes thermal water quality standards.

(i) Coastal recreation water quality criteria

(1) Adoption by States

(A) Initial criteria and standards

Not later than 42 months after October 10, 2000, each State having coastal recreation waters shall adopt and submit to the
Administrator water quality criteria and standards for the coastal recreation waters of the State for those pathogens and pathogen

indicators for which the Administrator has published criteria under section 1314(a) of this title.

(B) New or revised criteria and standards

Not later than 36 months after the date of publication by the Administrator of new or revised water quality criteria under section
1314(a)(9) of this title, each State having coastal recreation waters shall adopt and submit to the Administrator new or revised

water quality standards for the coastal recreation waters of the State for all pathogens and pathogen indicators to which the new
or revised water quality criteria are applicable.

(2) Failure of States to adopt

(A) In general

If a State fails to adopt water quality criteria and standards in accordance with paragraph (1)(A) that are as protective of human
health as the criteria for pathogens and pathogen indicators for coastal recreation waters published by the Administrator, the
Administrator shall promptly propose regulations for the State setting forth revised or new water quality standards for pathogens

and pathogen indicators described in paragraph (1)(A) for coastal recreation waters of the State.

(B) Exception

If the Administrator proposes regulations for a State described in subparagraph (A) under subsection (c)(4)(B) of this section, the

Administrator shall publish any revised or new standard under this subsection not later than 42 months after October 10, 2000.

(3) Applicability

Except as expressly provided by this subsection, the requirements and procedures of subsection (c) of this section apply to this
subsection, including the requirement in subsection (c)(2)(A) of this section that the criteria protect public health and welfare.

Credits
(June.30, 1948, c. 758, Title III, § 303, as added Oct. 18, 1972, Pub.L. 92-500, § 2, 86 Stat. 846, and amended Feb. 4, 1987,
Pub.L. 100-4, Title III, § 308(d), Title IV, § 404(b), 101 Stat. 39, 68; Oct. 10, 2000, Pub.L. 106-284, § 2, 114 Stat. 870.)

Notes of Decisions (104)

Current through P.L. 111-382 (excluding P.L. 111-296, 111-309, 111-314, 111-320, 1 1-350, 111-358, and 111-377) approved
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§ 1342. National pollutant discharge elimination system, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1342

United States Code Annotated

Title 33. Navigation and Navigable Waters (Refs & Annos)

Chapter 26. Water Pollution Prevention and Control (Refs & Annos)

Subchapter IV. Permits and Licenses (Refs & Annos)

33 U.S.C.A. § 1342

§ 1342. National pollutant discharge elimination system

Effective: July 29, 2008
Currentness

National pollutant discharge elimination system

(a) Permits for discharge of pollutants

(1) Except as provided in sections 1328 and 1344 of this title, the Administrator may, after opportunity for public hearing, issue
a permit for the discharge of any pollutant, or combination of pollutants, notwithstanding section 1311(a) of this title, upon
condition that such discharge will meet either (A) all applicable requirements under sections 1311, 1312, 1316, 1317, 1318, and

1343 of this title, or (B) prior to the taking of necessary implementing actions relating to all such requirements, such conditions
as the Administrator determines are necessary to carry out the provisions of this chapter.

(2) The Administrator shall prescribe conditions for such permits to assure compliance with the requirements of paragraph
(1) of this subsection, including conditions on data and information collection, reporting, and such other requirements as he
deems appropriate.

(3) The permit program of the Administrator under paragraph (1) of this subsection, and permits issued thereunder, shall be
subject to the same terms, conditions, and requirements as apply to a State permit program and permits issued thereunder under

subsection (b) of this section.

(4) All permits for discharges into the navigable waters issued pursuant to section 407 of this title shall be deemed to be permits

issued under this subchapter, and permits issued under this subchapter shall be deemed to be permits issued under section 407

of this title, and shall continue in force and effect for their term unless revoked, modified, or suspended in accordance with
the provisions of this chapter.

(5) No permit for a discharge into the navigable waters shall be issued under section 407 of this title after October 18, 1972. Each

application for a permit under section 407 of this title, pending on October 18, 1972, shall be deemed to be an application for
a permit under this section. The Administrator shall authorize a State, which he determines has the capability of administering
a permit program which will carry out the objective of this chapter to issue permits for discharges into the navigable waters
within the jurisdiction of such State. The Administrator may exercise the authority granted him by the preceding sentence only

during the period which begins on October 18, 1972, and ends either on the ninetieth day after the date of the first promulgation

of guidelines required by section 1314(i)(2) of this title, or the date of approval by the Administrator of a permit program for
such State under subsection (b) of this section, whichever date first occurs, and no such authorization to a State shall extend
beyond the last day of such period. Each such permit shall be subject to such conditions as the Administrator determines are
necessary to carry out the provisions of this chapter. No such permit shall issue if the Administrator objects to such issuance.

(b) State permit programs
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§ 1342. National pollutant discharge elimination system, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1342

At any time after the promulgation of the guidelines required by subsection (i)(2) of section 1314 of this title, the Governor
of each State desiring to administer its own permit program for discharges into navigable waters within its jurisdiction may
submit to the Administrator a full and complete description of the program it proposes to establish and administer under State
law or under an interstate compact. In addition, such State shall submit a statement from the attorney general (or the attorney for
those State water pollution control agencies which have independent legal counsel), or from the chief legal officer in the case
of an interstate agency, that the laws of such State, or the interstate compact, as the case may be, provide adequate authority
to carry out the described program. The Administrator shall approve each such submitted program unless he determines that
adequate authority does not exist:

(1) To issue permits which--

(A) apply, and insure compliance with, any applicable requirements of sections 1311, 1312, 1316, 1317, and 1343 of this title;

(B) are for fixed terms not exceeding five years; and

(C) can be terminated or modified for cause including, but not limited to, the following:

(i) violation of any condition of the permit;

(ii) obtaining a permit by misrepresentation, or failure to disclose fully all relevant facts;

(iii) change in any condition that requires either a temporary or permanent reduction or elimination of the permitted discharge;

(D) control the disposal of pollutants into wells;

(2)(A) To issue permits which apply, and insure compliance with, all applicable requirements of section 1318 of this title; or

(B) To inspect, monitor, enter, and require reports to at least the same extent as required in section 1318 of this title;

(3) To insure that the public, and any other State the waters of which may be affected, receive notice of each application for a
permit and to provide an opportunity for public hearing before a ruling on each such application;

(4) To insure that the Administrator receives notice of each application (including a copy thereof) for a permit;

(5) To insure that any State (other than the permitting State), whose waters may be affected by the issuance of a permit may
submit written recommendations to the permitting State (and the Administrator) with respect to any permit application and, if
any part of such written recommendations are not accepted by the permitting State, that the permitting State will notify such
affected State (and the Administrator) in writing of its failure to so accept such recommendations together with its reasons
for so doing;

(6) To insure that no permit will be issued if, in the judgment of the Secretary of the Army acting through the Chief of Engineers,

after consultation with the Secretary of the department in which the Coast Guard is operating, anchorage and navigation of any
of the navigable waters would be substantially impaired thereby;

(7) To abate violations of the permit or the permit program, including civil and criminal penalties and other ways and means
of enforcement;

(8) To insure that any permit for a discharge from a publicly owned treatment works includes conditions to require the
identification in terms of character and volume of pollutants of any significant source introducing pollutants subject to
pretreatment standards under section 1317(b) of this title into such works and a program to assure compliance with such
pretreatment standards by each such source, in addition to adequate notice to the permitting agency of (A) new introductions
into such works of pollutants from any source which would be a new source as defined in section 1316 of this title if such source

were discharging pollutants, (B) new introductions of pollutants into such works from a source which would be subject to section

1311 of this title if it were discharging such pollutants, or (C) a substantial change in volume or character of pollutants being
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§ 1342. National pollutant discharge elimination system, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1342

introduced into such works by a source introducing pollutants into such works at the time of issuance of the permit. Such notice
shall include information on the quality and quantity of effluent to be introduced into such treatment works and any anticipated
impact of such change in the quantity or quality of effluent to be discharged from such publicly owned treatment works; and

(9) To insure that any industrial user of any publicly owned treatment works will comply with sections 1284(b), 1317, and
1318 of this title.

(c) Suspension of Federal program upon submission of State program; withdrawal
of approval of State program; return of State program to Administrator

(1) Not later than ninety days after the date on which a State has submitted a program (or revision thereof) pursuant to
subsection (b) of this section, the Administrator shall suspend the issuance of pennits under subsection (a) of this section as to
those discharges subject to such program unless he determines that the State permit program does not meet the requirements
of subsection (b) of this section or does not conform to the guidelines issued under section 1314(i)(2) of this title. If
the Administrator so determines, he shall notify the State of any revisions or modifications necessary to conform to such
requirements or guidelines.

(2) Any State permit program under this section shall at all times be in accordance with this section and guidelines promulgated
pursuant to section 1314(i)(2) of this title.

(3) Whenever the Administrator determines after public hearing that a State is not administering a program approved under
this section in accordance with requirements of this section, he shall so notify the State and, if appropriate corrective action is
not taken within a reasonable time, not to exceed ninety days, the Administrator shall withdraw approval of such program. The
Administrator shall not withdraw approval of any such program unless he shall first have notified the State, and made public,
in writing, the reasons for such withdrawal.

(4) Limitations on partial permit program returns and withdrawals.

A State may return to the Administrator administration, 1 and the Administrator may withdraw under paragraph (3) of this
subsection appn;val, of--

(A) a State partial permit program approved under subsection (n)(3) of this section only if the entire permit program being
administered by the State department or agency at the time is returned or withdrawn; and

(B) a State partial permit program approved under subsection (n)(4) of this section only if an entire phased component of the
permit program being administered by the State at the time is returned or withdrawn.

(d) Notification of Administrator

(1) Each State shall transmit to the Administrator a copy of each permit application received by such State and provide notice

to the Administrator of every action related to the consideration of such permit application, including each permit proposed
to be issued by such State.

(2) No permit shall issue (A) if the Administrator within ninety days of the date of his notification under subsection (b)(5)
of this section objects in writing to the issuance of such permit, or (B) if the Administrator within ninety days of the date of
transmittal of the proposed permit by the State objects in writing to the issuance of such permit as being outside the guidelines

and requirements of this chapter. Whenever the Administrator objects to the issuance of a permit under this paragraph such
written objection shall contain a statement of the reasons for such objection and the effluent limitations and conditions which
such permit would include if it were issued by the Administrator.

(3) The Administrator may, as to any permit application, waive paragraph (2) of this subsection.
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(4) In any case where, after December 27, 1977, the Administrator, pursuant to paragraph (2) of this subsection, objects to the
issuance of a permit, on request of the State, a public hearing shall be held by the Administrator on such objection. If the State
does not resubmit such permit revised to meet such objection within 30 days after completion of the hearing, or, if no hearing
is requested within 90 days after the date of such objection, the Administrator may issue the permit pursuant to subsection (a)
of this section for such source in accordance with the guidelines and requirements of this chapter.

(e) Waiver of notification requirement

In accordance with guidelines promulgated pursuant to subsection (i)(2) of section 1314 of this title, the Administrator is
authorized to waive the requirements of subsection (d) of this section at the time he approves a program pursuant to subsection
(b) of this section for any category (including any class, type, or size within such category) of point sources within the State
submitting such program.

(1) Point source categories

The Administrator shall promulgate regulations establishing categories of point sources which he determines shall not be subject

to the requirements of subsection (d) of this section in any State with a program approved pursuant to subsection (b) of this
section. The Administrator may distinguish among classes, types, and sizes within any category of point sources.

(g) Other regulations for safe transportation, handling, carriage, storage, and stowage of pollutants

Any permit issued under this section for the discharge of pollutants into the navigable waters from a vessel or other floating
craft shall be subject to any applicable regulations promulgated by the Secretary of the department in which the Coast Guard is
operating, establishing specifications for safe transportation, handling, carriage, storage, and stowage of pollutants.

(h) Violation of permit conditions; restriction or prohibition upon
introduction of pollutant by source not previously utilizing treatment works

In the event any condition of a permit for discharges from a treatment works (as defined in section 1292 of this title) which is
publicly owned is violated, a State with a program approved under subsection (b) of this section or the Administrator, where no
State program is approved or where the Administrator determines pursuant to section 1319(a) of this title that a State with an
approved program has not commenced appropriate enforcement action with respect to such permit, may proceed in a court of
competent jurisdiction to restrict or prohibit the introduction of any pollutant into such treatment works by a source not utilizing

such treatment works prior to the finding that such condition was violated.

(i) Federal enforcement not limited

Nothing in this section shall be construed to limit the authority of the Administrator to take action pursuant to section 1319
of this title.

(j) Public information

A copy of each permit application and each permit issued under this section shall be available to the public. Such permit
application or permit, or portion thereof, shall further be available on request for the purpose of reproduction.

(k) Compliance with permits

Compliance with a permit issued pursuant to this section shall be deemed compliance, for purposes of sections 1319 and 1365

of this title, with sections 1311, 1312, 1316, 1317, and 1343 of this title, except any standard imposed under section 1317 of
this title for a toxic pollutant injurious to human health. Until December 31, 1974, in any case where a permit for discharge
has been applied for pursuant to this section, but final administrative disposition of such application has not been made, such
discharge shall not be a violation of (1) section 1311, 1316, or 1342 of this title, or (2) section 407 of this title, unless the
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Administrator or other plaintiff proves that final administrative disposition of such application has not been made because of the

failure of the applicant to furnish information reasonably required or requested in order to process the application. For the 180-
day period beginning on October 18, 1972, in the case of any point source discharging any pollutant or combination of pollutants

immediately prior to such date which source is not subject to section 407 of this title, the discharge by such source shall not be a

violation of this chapter if such a source applies for a permit for discharge pursuant to this section within such 180-day period.

(/) Limitation on permit requirement

(1) Agricultural return flows

The Administrator shall not require a permit under this section for discharges composed entirely of return flows from irrigated
agriculture, nor shall the Administrator directly or indirectly, require any State to require such a permit.

(2) Stormwater runoff.from oil, gas, and mining operations

The Administrator shall not require a permit under this section, nor shall the Administrator directly or indirectly require any
State to require a permit, for discharges of stonnwater runoff from mining operations or oil and gas exploration, production,
processing, or treatment operations or transmission facilities, composed entirely of flows which are from conveyances or
systems of conveyances (including but not limited to pipes, conduits, ditches, and channels) used for collecting and conveying
precipitation runoff and which are not contaminated by contact with, or do not come into contact with, any overburden, raw
material, intermediate products, finished product, byproduct, or waste products located on the site of such operations.

(m) Additional pretreatment of conventional pollutants not required

To the extent a treatment works (as defined in section 1292 of this title) which is publicly owned is not meeting the requirements

of a permit issued under this section for such treatment works as a result of inadequate design or operation of such treatment
works, the Administrator, in issuing a permit under this section, shall not require pretreatment by a person introducing
conventional pollutants identified pursuant to section 1314(a)(4) of this title into such treatment works other than pretreatment
required to assure compliance with pretreatment standards under subsection (b)(8) of this section and section 1317(b)(1) of
this title. Nothing in this subsection shall affect the Administrator's authority under sections 1317 and 1319 of this title, affect

State and local authority under sections 1317(b)(4) and 1370 of this title, relieve such treatment works of its obligations to
meet requirements established under this chapter, or otherwise preclude such works from pursuing whatever feasible options
are available to meet its responsibility to comply with its permit under this section.

(n) Partial permit program

(1) State submission

The Governor of a State may submit under subsection (b) of this section a permit program for a portion of the discharges into

the navigable waters in such State.

(2) Minimum coverage

A partial permit program under this subsection shall cover, at a minimum, administration of a major category of the discharges
into the navigable waters of the State or a major component of the permit program required by subsection (b) of this section.

(3) Approval of major category partial permit programs

The Administrator may approve a partial permit program covering administration of a major category of discharges under this

subsection if--

(A) such program represents a complete permit program and covers all of the discharges under the jurisdiction of a department

or agency of the State; and
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(B) the Administrator determines that the partial program represents a significant and identifiable part of the State program
required by subsection (b) of this section.

(4) Approval of major component partial permit programs

The Administrator may approve under this subsection a partial and phased permit program covering administration of a major
component (including discharge categories) of a State permit program required by subsection (b) of this section if--

(A) the Administrator determines that the partial program represents a significant and identifiable part of the State program
required by subsection (b) of this section; and

(B) the State submits, and the Administrator approves, a plan for the State to assume administration by phases of the remainder
of the State program required by subsection (b) of this section by a specified date not more than 5 years after submission of the
partial program under this subsection and agrees to make all reasonable efforts to assume such administration by such date.

(o) Anti-backsliding

(1) General prohibition

In the case of effluent limitations established on the basis of subseetion (a)(1)(B) of this section, a permit may not be renewed,
reissued, or modified on the basis of effluent guidelines promulgated under section 1314(b) of this title subsequent to the original

issuance of such permit, to contain effluent limitations which are less stringent than the comparable effluent limitations in the
previous permit. In the case of effluent limitations established on the basis of section 1311(b)(1)(C) or section I313(d) or (e)
of this title, a permit may not be renewed, reissued, or modified to contain effluent limitations which are less stringent than the
comparable effluent limitations in the previous permit except in compliance with section 1313(d)(4) of this title.

(2) Exceptions

A permit with respect to which paragraph (1) applies may be renewed, reissued, or modified to contain a less stringent effluent
limitation applicable to a pollutant if--

(A) material and substantial alterations or additions to the permitted facility occurred after permit issuance which justify the
application of a less stringent effluent limitation;

(B)(i) information is available which was not available at the time of permit issuance (other than revised regulations, guidance,
or test methods) and which would have justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation at the time of permit
issuance; or

(ii) the Administrator determines that technical mistakes or mistaken interpretations of law were made in issuing the permit
under subsection (a)(1)(B) of this section;

(C) a less stringent effluent limitation is necessary because of events over which the permittee has no control and for which
there is no reasonably available remedy;

(D) the permittee has received a permit modification under section 1311(c), 1311(g), 1311(h), 1311(i), 1311(k), 1311(n), or
1326(a) of this title; or

(E) the permittee has installed the treatment facilities required to meet the effluent limitations in the previous permit and has
properly operated and maintained the facilities but has nevertheless been unable to achieve the previous effluent limitations,
in which case the limitations in the reviewed, reissued, or modified permit may reflect the level of pollutant control actually
achieved (but shall not be less stringent than required by effluent guidelines in effect at the time of permit renewal, reissuance,

or modification).
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Subparagraph (B) shall not apply to any revised-waste load allocations or any alternative grounds for translating water quality
standards into effluent limitations, except where the cumulative effect of such revised allocations results in a decrease in the
amount of pollutants discharged into the concerned waters, and such revised allocations are not the result of a discharger
eliminating or substantially reducing its discharge of pollutants due to complying with the requirements of this chapter or for
reasons otherwise unrelated to water quality.

(3) Limitations

In no event may a permit with respect to which paragraph (1) applies be renewed, reissued, or modified to contain an effluent
limitation which is less stringent than required by effluent guidelines in effect at the time the permit is renewed, reissued, or
modified. In no event may such a permit to discharge into waters be renewed, reissued, or modified to contain a less stringent
effluent limitation if the implementation of such limitation would result in a violation of a water quality standard under section
1313 of this title applicable to such waters.

(p) Municipal and industrial stormwater discharges

(1) General rule

Prior to October 1, 1994, the Administrator or the State (in the case of a permit program approved under this section) shall not
require a permit under this section for discharges composed entirely of stormwater.

(2) Exceptions

Paragrnph (1) shall not apply with respect to the following stormwater discharges:

(A) A discharge with respect to which a permit has been issued under this section before February 4, 1987.

(B) A discharge associated with industrial activity.

(C) A discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer system serving a population of 250,000 or more.

(D) A discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer system serving a population of 100,000 or more but less than 250,000.

(E) A discharge for which the Administrator or the State, as the case may be, determines that the stormwater discharge
contributes to a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the United States.

(3) Permit requirements

(A) Industrial discharges

Permits for discharges associated with industrial activity shall meet all applicable provisions of this section and section 1311
of this title.

(B) Municipal discharge

Permits for discharges from municipal storm sewers--

(i) may be issued on a system- or jurisdiction-wide basis;

(ii) shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into the storm sewers; and

(iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including management
practices, control techniques and system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or
the State determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants.

V'PaatiawNea © 2011 Thomson Reuter.' No elnirn to orkinai U.S. Government Works. 7

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



§ 1342, National pollutant discharge elimination system, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1342

(4) Permit application requirements

(A) Industrial and large municipal discharges

Not later than 2 years after February 4, 1987, the Administrator shall establish regulations setting forth the permit application
requirements for stormwater discharges described in paragraphs (2)(B) and (2)(C). Applications for permits for such discharges

shall be filed no later than 3 years after February 4, 1987. Not later than 4 years after February 4, 1987, the Administrator or the
State, as the case may be, shall issue or deny each such permit. Any such permit shall provide for compliance as expeditiously
as practicable, but in no event later than 3 years after the date of issuance of such permit.

(B) Other municipal discharges

Not later than 4 years after February 4, 1987, the Administrator shall establish regulations setting forth the permit application
requirements for stormwater discharges described in paragraph (2)(D). Applications for permits for such discharges shall be
filed no later than 5 years after February 4, 1987. Not later than 6 years after February 4, 1987, the Administrator or the State,
as the case may be, shall issue or deny each such permit. Any such permit shall provide for compliance as expeditiously as
practicable, but in no event later than 3 years after the date of issuance of such permit.

(5) Studies

The Administrator, in consultation with the States, shall conduct a study for the purposes of--

_ (A) identifying those stormwater discharges or classes of stormwater discharges for which permits are not required pursuant

to paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection;

(B) determining, to the maximum extent practicable, the nature and extent of pollutants in such discharges; and

(C) establishing procedures and methods to control stormwater discharges to the extent necessary to mitigate impacts on water

quality.
Not later than October 1, 1988, the Administrator shall submit to Congress a report on the results of the study described in
subparagraphs (A) and (B). Not later than October 1, 1989, the Administrator shall submit to Congress a report on the results
of the study described in subparagraph (C).

(6) Regulations

Not later than October 1, 1993, the Administrator, in consultation with State and local officials, shall issue regulations (based
on the results of the studies conducted under paragraph (5)) which designate stormwater discharges, other than those discharges

described in paragraph (2), to be regulated to protect water quality and shall establish a comprehensive program to regulate such

designated sources. The program shall, at a minimum, (A) establish priorities, (B) establish requirements for State stormwater
management programs, and (C) establish expeditious deadlines. The program may include performance standards, guidelines,

guidance, and management practices and treatment requirements, as appropriate.

(q) Combined sewer overflows

(1) Requirement for permits, orders, and decrees

Each permit, order, or decree issued pursuant to this chapter after December 21, 2000 for a discharge from a municipal combined

storm and sanitary sewer shall conform to the Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy signed by the Administrator on April

11, 1994 (in this subsection referred to as the "CSO control policy").

(2) Water quality and designated use review guidance
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Not later than July 31, 2001, and after providing notice and opportunity for public comment, the Administrator shall issue
guidance to facilitate the conduct of water quality and designated use reviews for municipal combined sewer overflow receiving

waters.

(3) Report

Not later than September 1, 2001, the Administrator shall transmit to Congress a report on the progress made by the
Environmental Protection Agency, States, and municipalities in implementing and enforcing the CSO control policy.

(r) Discharges incidental to the normal operation of recreational vessels

No permit shall be required under this chapter by the Administrator (or a State, in the case of a permit program approved under
subsection (b)) for the discharge of any graywater, bilge water, cooling water, weather deck runoff, oil water separator effluent,

or effluent from properly functioning marine engines, or any other discharge that is incidental to the normal operation of a
vessel, if the discharge is from a recreational vessel.

Credits
(June 30, 1948, c. 758, Title IV, § 402, as added Oct. 18, 1972, Pub.L. 92-500, § 2, 86 Stat. 880, and amended Dec. 27, 1977,

Pub.L. 95-217, §§ 33(c), 50, 54(c)(1), 65, 66, 91 Stat. 1577, 1588, 1591, 1599, 1600; Feb. 4, 1987, Pub.L. 100-4, Title IV, §§
401 to 404(a), (c), formerly (d), 405, 101 Stat. 65 to 67, 69; Oct. 31, 1992, Pub.L. 102-580, Title III, § 364, 106 Stat. 4862;
Dec. 21, 1995, Pub.L. 104-66, Title II, § 2021(e)(2), 109 Stat. 727; Dec. 21, 2000, Pub.L. 106-554, § 1(a)(4) [Div. B, Title I,
§ 112(a)], 114 Stat. 2763, 2763A-224; July 29, 2008, Pub.L. 110-288, § 2, 122 Stat. 2650.)

1 So in original.
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United States Code Annotated

Title 33. Navigation and Navigable Waters (Refs & Annos)

Chapter 26. Water Pollution Prevention and Control (Refs & Annos)

Subchapter V. General Provisions

33 U.S.C.A. § 1362

§ 1362. Definitions

Effective: July 29, 2008
Currentness

Definitions

Except as otherwise specifically provided, when used in this Chapter:

(1) The term "State water pollution control agency" means the State agency designated by the Governor having responsibility

for enforcing State laws relating to the abatement of pollution.

(2) The term "interstate agency" means an agency of two or more States established by or pursuant to an agreement or compact
approved by the Congress, or any other agency of two or more States, having substantial powers or duties pertaining to the
control of pollution as determined and approved by the Administrator.

(3) The term "State" means a State, the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam,
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.

(4) The term "municipality" means a city, town, borough, county, parish, district, association, or other public body created by
or pursuant to State law and having jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, or other wastes, or Un Indian tribe

or an authorized Indian tribal organization, or a designated and approved management agency under section 1288 of this title.

(5) The term "person" means an individual, corporation, partnership, association, State, municipality, commission, or political

subdivision of a State, or any interstate body.

(6) The term "pollutant" means dredged spoil, solid waste, incinerator residue, sewage, garbage, sewage sludge, munitions,
chemical wastes, biological materials, radioactive materials, heat, wrecked or discarded equipment, rock, sand, cellar dirt and

industrial, municipal, and agricultural waste discharged into water. This term does not mean (A) "sewage from vessels or a
discharge incidental to the normal operation of a vessel of the Armed Forces" within the meaning of section 1322 of this title; or

(B) water, gas, or other material which is injected into a well to facilitate production of oil or gas, or water derived in association

with oil or gas production and disposed of in a well, if the well used either to facilitate production or for disposal purposes is
approved by authority of the State in which the well is located, and if such State determines that such injection or disposal will

not result in the degradation of ground or surface water resources.

(7) The term "navigable waters" means the waters of the United States, including the territorial seas.

(8) The term "territorial seas" means the belt of the seas measured from the line of ordinary low water along that portion of
the coast which is in direct contact with the open sea and the line marking the seaward limit of inland waters, and.extending
seaward a distance of three miles.
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(9) The term "contiguous zone" means the entire zone established or to be established by the United States under article 24 of
the Convention of the Territorial Sea and the Contiguous Zone.

(10) The term "ocean" means any portion of the high seas beyond the contiguous zone.

(11) The term "effluent limitation" means any restriction established by a State or the Administrator on quantities, rates, and
concentrations of chemical, physical, biological, and other constituents which are discharged from point sources into navigable

waters, the waters of the contiguous zone, or the ocean, including schedules of compliance.

(12) The term "discharge of a pollutant" and the term "discharge of pollutants" each means (A) any addition of any pollutant
to navigable waters from any point source, (B) any addition of any pollutant to the waters of the contiguous zone or the ocean

from any point source other than a vessel or other floating craft.

(13) The term "toxic pollutant" means those pollutants, or combinations of pollutants, including disease-causing agents,
which after discharge and upon exposure, ingestion, inhalation or assimilation into any organism, either directly from the
enviromnent or indirectly by ingestion through food chains, will, on the basis of information available to the Administrator,
cause death, disease, behavioral abnormalities, cancer, genetic mutations, physiological Malfunctions (including malfunctions
in reproduction) or physical deformations, in such organisms or their offspring.

(14) The term "point source" means any discernible, confined and discrete conveyance, including but not limited to any pipe,
ditch, channel, tunnel, conduit, well, discrete fissure, container, rolling stock, concentrated animal feeding operation, or vessel
or other floating craft, from which pollutants are or may be discharged. This term does not include agricultural stormwater
discharges and return flows from irrigated agriculture.

(15) The term "biological monitoring" shall mean the determination of the effects on aquatic life, including accumulation of
pollutants in tissue, in receiving waters due to the discharge of pollutants (A) by techniques and procedures, including sampling
of organisms representative of appropriate levels of the food chain appropriate to the volume and the physical, chemical, and
biological characteristics of the effluent, and (B) at appropriate frequencies and locations.

(16) The term "discharge" when used without qualification includes a discharge of a pollutant, and a discharge of pollutants.

(17) The term "schedule of compliance" means a schedule of remedial measures including an enforceable sequence of actions
or operations leading to compliance with an effluent limitation, other limitation, prohibition, or standard.

(18) The tern "industrial user" means those industries identified in the Standard Industrial Classification Manual, Bureau of
the Budget, 1967, as amended and supplemented, under the category of "Division D--Manufacturing" and such other classes
of significant waste producers as, by regulation, the Administrator deems appropriate.

(19) The term "pollution" means the man-made or man-induced alteration of the chemical, physical, biological, and radiological

integrity of water.

(20) The term "medical waste" means isolation wastes; infectious agents; human blood and blood products; pathological wastes;

sharps; body parts; contaminated bedding; surgical wastes and potentially contaminated laboratory wastes; dialysis wastes; and

such additional medical items as the Administrator shall prescribe by regulation.

(21) Coastal recreation waters

(A) In general

The term "coastal recreation waters" means--

(0 the Great Lakes; and

-Med © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to onginal U.S. Government Works.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



§ 1362. Definitions, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1362

(ii) marine coastal waters (including coastal estuaries) that are designated under section 1313(c) of this title by a State for use
for swimming, bathing, surfing, or similar water contact activities.

(B) Exclusions

The term "coastal recreation waters" does not include--

(i) inland waters; or

(ii) waters upstream of the mouth of a river or stream having an unimpaired natural connection with the open sea.

(22) Floatable material

(A) In general

The term "fioatable material" means any foreign matter that may float or remain suspended in the water column.

(B) Inclusions

The term "fioatable material" includes--

(1) plastic;

(ii) aluminum cans;

(iii) wood products;

(iv) bottles; and

(v) paper products.

(23) Pathogen indicator

The term "pathogen indicator" means a substance that indicates the potential for human infectious disease.

(24) Oil and gas explorntion and production

The term "oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations or transmission facilities" means all field
activities or operations associated with exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations, or transmission facilities,
including activities necessary to prepare a site for drilling and for the movement and placement of drilling equipment, whether
or not such field activities or operations may be considered to be construction activities.

(25) Recreational vessel

(A) In general

The term "recreational vessel" means any vessel that is--

(i) manufactured or used primarily for pleasure; or

(ii) leased, rented, or chartered to a person for the pleasure of that person.

(B) Exclusion

The term "recreational vessel" does not include a vessel that is subject to Coast Guard inspection and that--
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(i) is engaged in commercial use; or

(ii) carries paying passengers.

Credits
(June 30, 1948, c. 758, Title V, § 502, as added Oct. 18, 1972, Pub.L. 92-500, § 2, 86 Stat. 886, and amended Dec. 27, 1977,

Pub.L. 95-217, § 33(b), 91 Stat. 1577; Feb. 4, 1987, Pub.L. 100-4, Title V, §§ 502(a), 503, 101 Stat. 75; Nov. 18, 1988, Pub.L.
100-688, Title III, § 3202(a), 102 Stat. 4154; Feb. 10, 1996, Pub.L. 104-106, Div. A, Title III, § 325(c)(3), 110 Stat. 259; Oct.

10, 2000, Pub.L. 106-284, § 5, 114 Stat. 875; Aug. 8, 2005, Pub.L. 109-58, Title III, § 323, 119 Stat. 694; July 29, 2008, Pub.L.

110-288, § 3, 122 Stat. 2650.)

Notes of Decisions (187)
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(a) Authorization; jurisdiction Except as provided in subsection (b) of this section and section 
1319(g)(6) of this title, any citizen may commence a civil action on his own behalf - (1) against 
any person (including (i) the United States, and (ii) any other governmental instrumentality or 
agency to the extent permitted by the eleventh amendment to the Constitution) who is alleged 
to be in violation of (A) an effluent standard or limitation under this chapter or (B) an order 
issued by the Administrator or a State with respect to such a standard or limitation, or (2) 
against the Administrator where there is alleged a failure of the Administrator to perform any 
act or duty under this chapter which is not discretionary with the Administrator. 
 
The district courts shall have jurisdiction, without regard to the amount in controversy or the 
citizenship of the parties, to enforce such an effluent standard or limitation, or such an order, or 
to order the Administrator to perform such act or duty, as the case may be, and to apply any 
appropriate civil penalties under section 1319(d) of this title. (b) Notice No action may be 
commenced - (1) under subsection (a)(1) of this section - (A) prior to sixty days after the 
plaintiff has given notice of the alleged violation (i) to the Administrator, (ii) to the State in which 
the alleged violation occurs, and (iii) to any alleged violator of the standard, limitation, or order, 
or (B) if the Administrator or State has commenced and is diligently prosecuting a civil or 
criminal action in a court of the United States, or a State to require compliance with the 
standard, limitation, or order, but in any such action in a court of the United States any citizen 
may intervene as a matter of right. (2) under subsection (a)(2) of this section prior to sixty days 
after the plaintiff has given notice of such action to the Administrator, except that such action 
may be brought immediately after such notification in the case of an action under this section 
respecting a violation of sections 1316 and 1317(a) of this title. 
 
Notice under this subsection shall be given in such manner as the Administrator shall prescribe 
by regulation. (c) Venue; intervention by Administrator; United States interests protected (1) 
Any action respecting a violation by a discharge source of an effluent standard or limitation or 
an order respecting such standard or limitation may be brought under this section only in the 
judicial district in which such source is located. (2) In such action under this section, the 
Administrator, if not a party, may intervene as a matter of right. (3) Protection of interests of 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 
(c) Copyright 2011, vLex. © Copyright 2007, vLex. All Rights Reserved. 
Copy for personal use only.  Distribution or reproduction is not allowed. 
 
 

User-generated version Anonymous 
17 de Mayo de 2011 

united states. - Whenever any action is brought under this section in a court of the United 
States, the plaintiff shall serve a copy of the complaint on the Attorney General and the 
Administrator. 
 
No consent judgment shall be entered in an action in which the United States is not a party 
prior to 45 days following the receipt of a copy of the proposed consent judgment by the 
Attorney General and the Administrator. (d) Litigation costs The court, in issuing any final order 
in any action brought pursuant to this section, may award costs of litigation (including 
reasonable attorney and expert witness fees) to any prevailing or substantially prevailing party, 
whenever the court determines such award is appropriate. 
 
The court may, if a temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction is sought, require the 
filing of a bond or equivalent security in accordance with the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. 
(e) Statutory or common law rights not restricted Nothing in this section shall restrict any right 
which any person (or class of persons) may have under any statute or common law to seek 
enforcement of any effluent standard or limitation or to seek any other relief (including relief 
against the Administrator or a State agency). (f) Effluent standard or limitation For purposes of 
this section, the term "effluent standard or limitation under this chapter" means (1) effective 
July 1, 1973, an unlawful act under subsection (a) of section 1311 of this title; (2) an effluent 
limitation or other limitation under section 1311 or 1312 of this title; (3) standard of performance 
under section 1316 of this title; (4) prohibition, effluent standard or pretreatment standards 
under section 1317 of this title; (5) certification under section 1341 of this title; (6) a permit or 
condition thereof issued under section 1342 of this title, which is in effect under this chapter 
(including a requirement applicable by reason of section 1323 of this title); or (7) a regulation 
under section 1345(d) of this title,.(!1) (g) "Citizen" defined For the purposes of this section the 
term "citizen" means a person or persons having an interest which is or may be adversely 
affected. (h) Civil action by State Governors A Governor of a State may commence a civil 
action under subsection (a) of this section, without regard to the limitations of subsection (b) of 
this section, against the Administrator where there is alleged a failure of the Administrator to 
enforce an effluent standard or limitation under this chapter the violation of which is occurring 
in another State and is causing an adverse effect on the public health or welfare in his State, or 
is causing a violation of any water quality requirement in his State.  
 
 
 
REFTEXT 
 
References In Text  
 
 
 
The Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, referred to in subsec. (d), are set out in the Appendix to 
Title 28, Judiciary and Judicial Procedure.  
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MISC 
 
Amendments  
 
 
 
1987 - Subsec. (a). Pub. L. 100-4, Sec. 314(c), inserted "and section 1319(g)(6) of this title" 
after "subsection (b) of this section" in introductory text. Subsec. (c)(3). Pub. L. 100-4, Sec. 
504, added par. (3). Subsec. (d). Pub. L. 100-4, Sec. 505(c), inserted "prevailing or 
substantially prevailing" before "party". Subsec. (f). Pub. L. 100-4, Sec. 406(d)(2), added cl. (7).  
 
 
 
SECREF 
 
Section Referred To In Other Sections  
 
 
 
This section is referred to in sections 1319, 1321, 1329, 1342, 1344 of this title. -FOOTNOTE- 
(!1) So in original.  
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PART 25—PUBLIC PARTICIPATION IN PROGRAMS UNDER THE RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT, THE SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT, AND THE 
CLEAN WATER ACT 

Section Contents 
§ 25.1   Introduction. 
§ 25.2   Scope. 
§ 25.3   Policy and objectives. 
§ 25.4   Information, notification, and consultation responsibilities. 
§ 25.5   Public hearings. 
§ 25.6   Public meetings. 
§ 25.7   Advisory groups. 
§ 25.8   Responsiveness summaries. 
§ 25.9   Permit enforcement. 
§ 25.10   Rulemaking. 
§ 25.11   Work elements in financial assistance agreements. 
§ 25.12   Assuring compliance with public participation requirements. 
§ 25.13   Coordination and non-duplication. 
§ 25.14   Termination of reporting requirements. 
 

Authority:   Sec. 101(e), Clean Water Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1251(e)); sec. 7004(b), 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 6974(b)); sec. 1450(a)(1), Safe Drinking 
Water Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 300j–9).  

Source:   44 FR 10292, Feb. 16, 1979, unless otherwise noted.  

§ 25.1   Introduction. 

 top 

This part sets forth minimum requirements and suggested program elements for public participation in 
activities under the Clean Water Act (Pub. L. 95–217), the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(Pub. L. 94–580), and the Safe Drinking Water Act (Pub. L. 93–523). The applicability of the 
requirements of this part is as follows: 

(a) Basic requirements and suggested program elements for public information, public notification, and 
public consultation are set forth in §25.4. These requirements are intended to foster public awareness 
and open processes of government decisionmaking. They are applicable to all covered activities and 
programs described in §25.2(a). 
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(b) Requirements and suggested program elements which govern the structure of particular public 
participation mechanisms (for example, advisory groups and responsiveness summaries) are set forth in 
§§25.5, 25.6, 25.7, and 25.8. This part does not mandate the use of these public participation 
mechanisms. It does, however, set requirements which those responsible for implementing the 
mechanisms must follow if the mechanisms are required elsewhere in this chapter. 

(c) Requirements which apply to Federal financial assistance programs (grants and cooperative 
agreements) under the three acts are set forth in §§25.10 and 25.12(a). 

(d) Requirements for public involvement which apply to specific activities are set forth in §25.9 (Permit 
enforcement), §25.10 (Rulemaking), and §25.12 (Assuring compliance with requirements). 

§ 25.2   Scope. 

 top 

(a) The activities under the three Acts which are covered by this part are: 

(1) EPA rulemaking, except non-policy rulemaking (for example publication of funding allotments under 
statutory formulas); and State rulemaking under the Clean Water Act and Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act; 

(2) EPA issuance and modification of permits, and enforcement of permits as delineated by §25.9; 

(3) Development by EPA of major informational materials, such as citizen guides or handbooks, which 
are expected to be used over several years and which are intended to be widely distributed to the public; 

(4) Development by EPA of strategy and policy guidance memoranda when a Deputy Assistant 
Administrator determines it to be appropriate; 

(5) Development and implementation of plans, programs, standards, construction, and other activities 
supported with EPA financial assistance (grants and cooperative agreements) to State, interstate, 
regional and local agencies (herein after referred to as “State, interstate, and substate agencies”); 

(6) The process by which EPA makes a determination regarding approval of State administration of the 
Construction Grants program in lieu of Federal administration; and the administration of the Construction 
Grants Program by the State after EPA approval; 

(7) The process by which EPA makes a determination regarding approval of State administration of the 
following programs in lieu of Federal administration: The State Hazardous Waste Program; the NPDES 
Permit Program; the Dredge and Fill Permit Program; and the Underground Injection Control Program; 

(8) Other activities which the Assistant Administrator for Water and Waste Management, the Assistant 
Administrator for Enforcement, or any EPA Regional Administrator deems appropriate in view of the 
Agency's responsibility to involve the public in significant decisions. 

(b) Activities which are not covered by this part, except as otherwise provided under (a)(8) or (c) of this 
section, are activities under parts 33 (Subagreements), 39 (Loan Guarantees for Construction of 
Treatment Works), 40 (Research and Development Grants), 45 (Training Grants and Manpower 
Forecasting) and 46 (Fellowships) of this chapter. 

(c) Some programs covered by these regulations contain further provisions concerning public 
participation. These are found elsewhere in this chapter in provisions which apply to the program of 
interest. Regulations which govern the use and release of public information are set forth in part 2 of this 
chapter. 

(d) Specific provisions of court orders which conflict with requirements of this part, such as court-
established timetables, shall take precedence over the provisions in this part. 

(e) Where the State undertakes functions in the construction grants program, the State shall be 
responsible for meeting these requirements for public participation, and any applicable public 
participation requirements found elsewhere in this chapter, to the same extent as EPA. 
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(f) Where the State undertakes functions in those programs specifically cited in §25.2(a)(7), the State 
shall be responsible for meeting the requirements for public participation included in the applicable 
regulations governing those State programs. The requirements for public participation in State 
Hazardous Waste Programs, Dredge and Fill Permit programs, Underground Injection Control programs 
and NPDES permit programs are found in part 123 of this chapter. These regulations embody the 
substantive requirements of this part. 

(g) These regulations apply to the activities of all agencies receiving EPA financial assistance which is 
awarded after [the effective date of final regulations], and to all other covered activities of EPA, State, 
interstate, and substate agencies which occur after that date. These regulations will apply to ongoing 
grants or other covered activities upon any significant change in the activity (for example, upon a 
significant proposed increase in project scope of a construction grant). Parts 105 (Public Participation in 
Water Pollution Control) and 249 (Public Participation in Solid Waste Management) will no longer appear 
in the Code of Federal Regulations; however, they will remain applicable, in uncodified form, to grants 
awarded prior to the effective date of this part and to all other ongoing activities. 

§ 25.3   Policy and objectives. 

 top 

(a) EPA, State, interstate, and substate agencies carrying out activities described in §25.2(a) shall 
provide for, encourage, and assist the participation of the public. The term, “the public” in the broadest 
sense means the people as a whole, the general populace. There are a number of identifiable 
“segments of the public” which may have a particular interest in a given program or decision. Interested 
and affected segments of the public may be affected directly by a decision, either beneficially or 
adversely; they may be affected indirectly; or they may have some other concern about the decision. In 
addition to private citizens, the public may include, among others, representatives of consumer, 
environmental, and minority associations; trade, industrial, agricultural, and labor organizations; public 
health, scientific, and professional societies; civic associations; public officials; and governmental and 
educational associations. 

(b) Public participation is that part of the decision-making process through which responsible officials 
become aware of public attitudes by providing ample opportunity for interested and affected parties to 
communicate their views. Public participation includes providing access to the decision-making process, 
seeking input from and conducting dialogue with the public, assimilating public viewpoints and 
preferences, and demonstrating that those viewpoints and preferences have been considered by the 
decision-making official. Disagreement on significant issues is to be expected among government 
agencies and the diverse groups interested in and affected by public policy decisions. Public agencies 
should encourage full presentation of issues at an early stage so that they can be resolved and timely 
decisions can be made. In the course of this process, responsible officials should make special efforts to 
encourage and assist participation by citizens representing themselves and by others whose resources 
and access to decision-making may be relatively limited. 

(c) The following are the objectives of EPA, State, interstate, and substate agencies in carrying out 
activities covered by this part: 

(1) To assure that the public has the opportunity to understand official programs and proposed actions, 
and that the government fully considers the public's concerns; 

(2) To assure that the government does not make any significant decision on any activity covered by this 
part without consulting interested and affected segments of the public; 

(3) To assure that government action is as responsive as possible to public concerns; 

(4) To encourage public involvement in implementing environmental laws; 

(5) To keep the public informed about significant issues and proposed project or program changes as 
they arise; 

(6) To foster a spirit of openness and mutual trust among EPA, States, substate agencies and the public; 
and 

(7) To use all feasible means to create opportunities for public participation, and to stimulate and support 
participation. 
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§ 25.4   Information, notification, and consultation responsibilities. 

 top 

(a) General. EPA, State, interstate, and substate agencies shall conduct a continuing program for public 
information and participation in the development and implementation of activities covered by this part. 
This program shall meet the following requirements: 

(b) Information and assistance requirements. (1) Providing information to the public is a necessary 
prerequisite to meaningful, active public involvement. Agencies shall design informational activities to 
encourage and facilitate the public's participation in all significant decisions covered by §25.2(a), 
particularly where alternative courses of action are proposed. 

(2) Each agency shall provide the public with continuing policy, program, and technical information and 
assistance beginning at the earliest practicable time. Informational materials shall highlight significant 
issues that will be the subject of decision-making. Whenever possible, consistent with applicable 
statutory requirements, the social, economic, and environmental consequences of proposed decisions 
shall be clearly stated in such material. Each agency shall identify segments of the public likely to be 
affected by agency decisions and should consider targeting informational materials toward them (in 
addition to the materials directed toward the general public). Lengthy documents and complex technical 
materials that relate to significant decisions should be summarized for public and media uses. Fact 
sheets, news releases, newsletters, and other similar publications may be used to provide notice that 
materials are available and to facilitate public understanding of more complex documents, but shall not 
be a substitute for public access to the full documents. 

(3) Each agency shall provide one or more central collections of reports, studies, plans, and other 
documents relating to controversial issues or significant decisions in a convenient location or locations, 
for example, in public libraries. Examples of such documents are catalogs of documents available from 
the agency, grant applications, fact sheets on permits and permit applications, permits, effluent 
discharge information, and compliance schedule reports. Copying facilities at reasonable cost should be 
available at the depositories. 

(4) Whenever possible, agencies shall provide copies of documents of interest to the public free of 
charge. Charges for copies should not exceed prevailing commercial copying costs. EPA requirements 
governing charges for information and documents provided to the public in response to requests made 
under the Freedom of Information Act are set forth in part 2 of this chapter. Consistent with the 
objectives of §25.3(b), agencies may reserve their supply of free copies for private citizens and others 
whose resources are limited. 

(5) Each agency shall develop and maintain a list of persons and organizations who have expressed an 
interest in or may, by the nature of their purposes, activities or members, be affected by or have an 
interest in any covered activity. Generally, this list will be most useful where subdivided by area of 
interest or geographic area. Whenever possible, the list should include representatives of the several 
categories of interests listed under §25.3(a). Those on the list, or relevant portions if the list is 
subdivided, shall receive timely and periodic notification of the availability of materials under §25.4(b)(2). 

(c) Public notification. Each agency shall notify interested and affected parties, including appropriate 
portions of the list required by paragraph (b)(5) of this section, and the media in advance of times at 
which major decisions not covered by notice requirements for public meetings or public hearings are 
being considered. Generally, notices should include the timetable in which a decision will be reached, 
the issues under consideration, any alternative courses of action or tentative determinations which the 
agency has made, a brief listing of the applicable laws or regulations, the location where relevant 
documents may be reviewed or obtained, identification of any associated public participation 
opportunities such as workshops or meetings, the name of an individual to contact for additional 
information, and any other appropriate information. All advance notifications under this paragraph must 
be provided far enough in advance of agency action to permit time for public response; generally this 
should not be less than 30 days. 

(d) Public consultation. For the purposes of this part, “public consultation” means an exchange of views 
between governmental agencies and interested or affected persons and organizations in order to meet 
the objectives set forth in §25.3. Requirements for three common forms of public consultation (public 
hearings, public meetings, and advisory groups) are set forth in §§25.5, 25.6, and 25.7. Other less 
formal consultation mechanisms may include but are not limited to review groups, ad hoc committees, 
task forces, workshops, seminars and informal personal communications with individuals and groups. 
Public consultation must be preceded by timely distribution of information and must occur sufficiently in 
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advance of decision-making to allow the agency to assimilate public views into agency action. EPA, 
State, interstate, and substate agencies shall provide for early and continuing public consultation in any 
significant action covered by this part. Merely conferring with the public after an agency decision does 
not meet this requirement. In addition to holding hearings and meetings as specifically required in this 
chapter, a hearing or meeting shall be held if EPA, the State, interstate, or substate agency determines 
that there is significant public interest or that a hearing or meeting would be useful. 

(e) Public information concerning legal proceedings. EPA, State, interstate, and substate agencies shall 
provide full and open information on legal proceedings to the extent not inconsistent with court 
requirements, and where such disclosure would not prejudice the conduct of the litigation. EPA actions 
with regard to affording opportunities for public comment before the Department of Justice consents to a 
proposed judgment in an action to enjoin discharges of pollutants into the environment shall be 
consistent with the Statement of Policy issued by the Department of Justice (see title 28, CFR, chapter 
1, §50.7). 

§ 25.5   Public hearings. 

 top 

(a) Applicability. Any non-adjudicatory public hearing, whether mandatory or discretionary, under the 
three Acts shall meet the following minimum requirements. These requirements are subordinate to any 
more stringent requirements found elsewhere in this chapter or otherwise imposed by EPA, State, 
interstate, or substate agencies. Procedures developed for adjudicatory hearings required by this 
chapter shall be consistent with the public participation objectives of this part, to the extent practicable. 

(b) Notice. A notice of each hearing shall be well publicized, and shall also be mailed to the appropriate 
portions of the list of interested and affected parties required by §25.4(b)(5). Except as otherwise 
specifically provided elsewhere in this chapter, these actions must occur at least 45 days prior to the 
date of the hearing. However, where EPA determines that there are no substantial documents which 
must be reviewed for effective hearing participation and that there are no complex or controversial 
matters to be addressed by the hearing, the notice requirement may be reduced to no less than 30 days. 
EPA may further reduce or waive the hearing notice requirement in emergency situations where EPA 
determines that there is an imminent danger to public health. To the extent not duplicative, the agency 
holding the hearing shall also provide informal notice to all interested persons or organizations that 
request it. The notice shall identify the matters to be discussed at the hearing and shall include or be 
accompanied by a discussion of the agency's tentative determination on major issues (if any), 
information on the availability of a bibliography of relevant materials (if deemed appropriate), and 
procedures for obtaining further information. Reports, documents and data relevant to the discussion at 
the public hearing shall be available to the public at least 30 days before the hearing. Earlier availability 
of materials relevant to the hearing will further assist public participation and is encouraged where 
possible. 

(c) Locations and time. Hearings must be held at times and places which, to the maximum extent 
feasible, facilitate attendance by the public. Accessibility of public transportation, and use of evening and 
weekend hearings, should be considered. In the case of actions with Statewide interest, holding more 
than one hearing should be considered. 

(d) Scheduling presentations. The agency holding the hearing shall schedule witnesses in advance, 
when necessary, to ensure maximum participation and allotment of adequate time for all speakers. 
However, the agency shall reserve some time for unscheduled testimony and may consider reserving 
blocks of time for major categories of witnesses. 

(e) Conduct of hearing. The agency holding the hearing shall inform the audience of the issues involved 
in the decision to be made, the considerations the agency will take into account, the agency's tentative 
determinations (if any), and the information which is particularly solicited from the public. The agency 
should consider allowing a question and answer period. Procedures shall not unduly inhibit free 
expression of views (for example, by onerous written statement requirements or qualification of 
witnesses beyond minimum identification). 

(f) Record. The agency holding the hearing shall prepare a transcript, recording or other complete record 
of public hearing proceedings and make it available at no more than cost to anyone who requests it. A 
copy of the record shall be available for public review. 

§ 25.6   Public meetings. 

Page 5 of 10Electronic Code of Federal Regulations:

5/16/2011http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=f56a5866be0437b345815152fd870f6e&r...

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 top 

Public meetings are any assemblies or gathering, (such as conferences, informational sessions, 
seminars, workshops, or other activities) which the responsible agency intends to be open to anyone 
wishing to attend. Public meetings are less formal than public hearings. They do not require formal 
presentations, scheduling of presentations and a record of proceedings. The requirements of §25.5 (b) 
and (c) are applicable to public meetings, except that the agency holding the meeting may reduce the 
notice to not less than 30 days if there is good reason that longer notice cannot be provided. 

§ 25.7   Advisory groups. 

 top 

(a) Applicability. The requirements of this section on advisory groups shall be met whenever provisions 
of this chapter require use of an advisory group by State, interstate, or substate agencies involved in 
activities supported by EPA financial assistance under any of the three Acts. 

(b) Role. Primary responsibility for decision-making in environmental programs is vested by law in the 
elected and appointed officials who serve on public bodies and agencies at various levels of 
government. However, all segments of the public must have the opportunity to participate in 
environmental quality planning. Accordingly, where EPA identifies a need for continued attention of an 
informed core group of citizens in relation to activities conducted with EPA financial assistance, program 
regulations elsewhere in this chapter will require an advisory group to be appointed by the financially 
assisted agency. Such advisory groups will not be the sole mechanism for public participation, but will 
complement other mechanisms. They are intended to assist elected or appointed officials with final 
decision-making responsibility by making recommendations to such officials on important issues. In 
addition, advisory groups should foster a constructive interchange among the various interests present 
on the group and enhance the prospect of community acceptance of agency action. 

(c) Membership. (1) The agency receiving financial assistance shall assure that the advisory group 
reflects a balance of interests in the affected area. In order to meet this requirement, the assisted 
agency shall take positive action, in accordance with paragraph (c)(3) of this section, to establish an 
advisory group which consists of substantially equivalent proportions of the following four groups: 

(i) Private citizens. No person may be included in this portion of the advisory group who is likely to incur 
a financial gain or loss greater than that of an average homeowner, taxpayer or consumer as a result of 
any action likely to be taken by the assisted agency. 

(ii) Representatives of public interest groups. A “public interest group” is an organization which reflects a 
general civic, social, recreational, environmental or public health perspective in the area and which does 
not directly reflect the economic interests of its membership. 

(iii) Public officials. 

(iv) Citizens or representatives of organizations with substantial economic interests in the plan or project. 

(2) Generally, where the activity has a particular geographic focus, the advisory group shall be made up 
of persons who are residents of that geographic area. 

(3) In order to meet the advisory group membership requirements of paragraph (c)(1) of this section, the 
assisted agency shall: 

(i) Identify public interest groups, economic interests, and public officials who are interested in or 
affected by the assisted activity. 

(ii) Make active efforts to inform citizens in the affected area, and the persons or groups identified under 
paragraph (c)(3)(i) of this section, of this opportunity for participation on the advisory group. This may 
include such actions as placing notices or announcements in the newspapers or other media, mailing 
written notices to interested parties, contacting organizations or individuals directly, requesting 
organizations to notify their members through meetings, newsletters, or other means. 

(iii) Where the membership composition set forth in paragraph (c)(1) of this section is not met after the 

Page 6 of 10Electronic Code of Federal Regulations:

5/16/2011http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&sid=f56a5866be0437b345815152fd870f6e&r...

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



above actions, the assisted agency shall identify the causative problems and make additional efforts to 
overcome such problems. For example, the agency should make personal contact with prospective 
participants to invite their participation. 

(iv) Where problems in meeting the membership composition arise, the agency should request advice 
and assistance from EPA. 

(d) The assisted agency shall record the names and mailing addresses of each member of the advisory 
group, with the attributes of each in relation to the membership requirements set forth in paragraph (c)(1) 
of this section, provide a copy to EPA, and make the list available to the public. In the event that the 
membership requirements set forth in paragraph (c)(1) of this section are not met, the assisted agency 
shall append to the list a description of its efforts to comply with those requirements and an explanation 
of the problems which prevented compliance. EPA shall review the agency's efforts to comply and 
approve the advisory group composition or, if the agency's efforts were inadequate, require additional 
actions to achieve the required membership composition. 

(e) Responsibilities of the assisted agency. (1) The assisted agency shall designate a staff contact who 
will be responsible for day-to-day coordination among the advisory group, the agency, and any agency 
contractors or consultants. The financial assistance agreement shall include a budget item for this staff 
contact. Where substantial portions of the assisted agency's responsibilities will be met under contract, 
the agency shall require a similar designation, and budget specification, of its contractor. In the latter 
event, the assisted agency does not have to designate a separate staff contact on its own staff, if the 
Regional Administrator determines that the contractor's designation will result in adequate coordination. 
The staff contact shall be located in the project area. 

(2) The assisted agency has such responsibilities as providing the advisory group with information, 
identifying issues for the advisory group's consideration, consulting with the advisory group throughout 
the project, requesting the advisory group's recommendations prior to major decisions, transmitting 
advisory group recommendations to decision-making officials, and making written responses to any 
formal recommendation by the advisory group. The agency shall make any such written responses 
available to the public. To the maximum extent feasible, the assisted agency shall involve the advisory 
group in the development of the public participation program. 

(3) The assisted agency shall identify professional and clerical staff time which the advisory group may 
depend upon for assistance, and provide the advisory group with an operating budget which may be 
used for technical assistance and other purposes agreed upon between the advisory group and the 
agency. 

(4) The assisted agency shall establish a system to make costs of reasonable out-of-pocket expenses of 
advisory group participation available to group members. Time away from work need not be reimbursed; 
however, assisted agencies are encouraged to schedule meetings at times and places which will not 
require members to leave their jobs to attend. 

(f) Advisory group responsibilities and duties. The advisory group may select its own chairperson, adopt 
its own rules of order, and schedule and conduct its own meetings. Advisory group meetings shall be 
announced well in advance and shall be open to the public. At all meetings, the advisory group shall 
provide opportunity for public comment. Any minutes of advisory group meetings and recommendations 
to the assisted agency shall be available to the public. The advisory group should monitor the progress 
of the project and become familiar with issues relevant to project development. In the event the assisted 
agency and the advisory group agree that the advisory group will assume public participation 
responsibilities, the group should undertake those responsibilities promptly. The advisory group should 
make written recommendations directly to the assisted agency and to responsible decision-making 
officials on major decisions (including approval of the public participation program) and respond to any 
requests from the agency or decision-making officials for recommendations. The advisory group should 
remain aware of community attitudes and responses to issues as they arise. As part of this effort, the 
advisory group may, within the limitations of available resources, conduct public participation activities in 
conjunction with the assisted agency; solicit outside advice; and establish, in conjunction with the 
assisted agency, subcommittees, ad hoc groups, or task forces to investigate and develop 
recommendations on particular issues as they arise. The advisory group should undertake its 
responsibilities fully and promptly in accordance with the policies and requirements of this part. Nothing 
shall preclude the right of the advisory group from requesting EPA to perform an evaluation of the 
assisted agency's compliance with the requirements of this part. 

(g) Training and assistance. EPA will promptly provide appropriate written guidance and project 
information to the newly formed advisory group and may provide advice and assistance to the group 
throughout the life of the project. EPA will develop and, in conjunction with the State or assisted agency, 
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carry out a program to provide a training session for the advisory group, and appropriate assisted 
agency representatives, promptly after the advisory group is formed. The assisted agency shall provide 
additional needed information or assistance to the advisory group. 

§ 25.8   Responsiveness summaries. 

 top 

Each agency which conducts any activities required under this part shall prepare a Responsiveness 
Summary at specific decision points as specified in program regulations or in the approved public 
participation work plan. Responsiveness Summaries are also required for rulemaking activities under 
§25.10. Each Responsiveness Summary shall identify the public participation activity conducted; 
describe the matters on which the public was consulted; summarize the public's views, significant 
comments, criticisms and suggestions; and set forth the agency's specific responses in terms of 
modifications of the proposed action or an explanation for rejection of proposals made by the public. 
Responsiveness Summaries prepared by agencies receiving EPA financial assistance shall also include 
evaluations by the agency of the effectiveness of the public participation program. Assisted agencies 
shall request such evaluations from any advisory group and provide an opportunity for other participating 
members of the public to contribute to the evaluation. (In the case of programs with multiple 
responsiveness summary requirements, these analyses need only be prepared and submitted with the 
final summary required.) Responsiveness summaries shall be forwarded to the appropriate decision-
making official and shall be made available to the public. Responsiveness Summaries shall be used as 
part of evaluations required under this part or elsewhere in this chapter. 

§ 25.9   Permit enforcement. 

 top 

Each agency administering a permit program shall develop internal procedures for receiving evidence 
submitted by citizens about permit violations and ensuring that it is properly considered. Public effort in 
reporting violations shall be encouraged, and the agency shall make available information on reporting 
procedures. The agency shall investigate alleged violations promptly. 

§ 25.10   Rulemaking. 

 top 

(a) EPA shall invite and consider written comments on proposed and interim regulations from any 
interested or affected persons and organizations. All such comments shall be part of the public record, 
and a copy of each comment shall be available for public inspection. EPA will maintain a docket of 
comments received and any Agency responses. Notices of proposed and interim rulemaking, as well as 
final rules and regulations, shall be distributed in accordance with §25.4(c) to interested or affected 
persons promptly after publication. Each notice shall include information as to the availability of the full 
texts of rules and regulations (where these are not set forth in the notice itself) and places where 
copying facilities are available at reasonable cost to the public. Under Executive Order 12044 (March 23, 
1978), further EPA guidance will be issued concerning public participation in EPA rulemaking. A 
Responsiveness Summary shall be published as part of the preamble to interim and final regulations. In 
addition to providing opportunity for written comments on proposed and interim regulations, EPA may 
choose to hold a public hearing. 

(b) State rulemaking specified in §25.2(a)(1) shall be in accord with the requirements of paragraph (a) of 
this section or with the State's administrative procedures act, if one exists. However, in the event of 
conflict between a provision of paragraph (a) of this section and a provision of a State's administrative 
procedures act, the State's law shall apply. 

§ 25.11   Work elements in financial assistance agreements. 

 top 

(a) This section is applicable to activities under §25.2(a)(5) except as otherwise provided in parts 30 or 
35. 
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(b) Each applicant for EPA financial assistance shall set forth in the application a public participation 
work plan or work element which reflects how public participation will be provided for, encouraged, and 
assisted in accordance with this part. This work plan or element shall cover the project period. At a 
minimum, the work plan or element shall include: 

(1) Staff contacts and budget resources to be devoted to public participation by category; 

(2) A proposed schedule for public participation activities to impact major decisions, including 
consultation points where responsiveness summaries will be prepared; 

(3) An identification of consultation and information mechanisms to be used; 

(4) The segments of the public targeted for involvement. 

(c) All reasonable costs of public participation incurred by assisted agencies which are identified in an 
approved public participation work plan or element, or which are otherwise approved by EPA, shall be 
eligible for financial assistance. 

(d) The work plan or element may be revised as necessary throughout the project period with approval 
of the Regional Administrator. 

§ 25.12   Assuring compliance with public participation requirements. 

 top 

(a) Financial assistance programs— (1) Applications. EPA shall review the public participation work plan 
(or, if no work plan is required by this chapter for the particular financial assistance agreement, the 
public participation element) included in the application to determine consistency with all policies and 
requirements of this part. No financial assistance shall be awarded unless EPA is satisfied that the 
public participation policies and requirements of this part and, any applicable public participation 
requirements found elsewhere in this chapter, will be met. 

(2) Compliance— (i) Evaluation. EPA shall evaluate compliance with public participation requirements 
using the work plan, responsiveness summary, and other available information. EPA will judge the 
adequacy of the public participation effort in relation to the objectives and requirements of §25.3 and 
§25.4 and other applicable requirements. In conducting this evaluation, EPA may request additional 
information from the assisted agency, including records of hearings and meetings, and may invite public 
comment on the agency's performance. The evaluation will be undertaken as part of any mid-project 
review required in various programs under this chapter; where no such review is required the review 
shall be conducted at an approximate mid-point in continuing EPA oversight activity. EPA may, however, 
undertake such evaluation at any point in the project period, and will do so whenever it believes that an 
assisted agency may have failed to meet public participation requirements. 

(ii) Remedial actions. Whenever EPA determines that an assisted agency has not fully met public 
participation requirements, EPA shall take actions which it deems appropriate to mitigate the adverse 
effects of the failure and assure that the failure is not repeated. For ongoing projects, that action shall 
include, at a minimum, imposing more stringent requirements on the assisted agency for the next budget 
period or other period of the project (including such actions as more specific output requirements and 
milestone schedules for output achievement; interim EPA review of public participation activities and 
materials prepared by the agency, and phased release of funds based on compliance with milestone 
schedules.) EPA may terminate or suspend part or all financial assistance for non-compliance with 
public participation requirements, and may take any further actions that it determines to be appropriate 
in accordance with parts 30 and 35 of this chapter (see, in particular, §§30.340, Noncompliance and 
30.615–3, Withholding of Payments, and subpart H of part 30, Modification, Suspension, and 
Termination). 

(b) State programs approved in lieu of Federal programs. State compliance with applicable public 
participation requirements in programs specified in §25.2(a) (6) and (7) and administered by approved 
States shall be monitored by EPA during the annual review of the State's program, and during any 
financial or program audit or review of these programs. EPA may withdraw an approved program from a 
State for failure to comply with applicable public participation requirements. 

(c) Other covered programs. Assuring compliance with these public participation requirements for 
programs not covered by paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section is the responsibility of the Administrator 
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of EPA. Citizens with information concerning alleged failures to comply with the public participation 
requirements should notify the Administrator. The Administrator will assure that instances of alleged 
non-compliance are promptly investigated and that corrective action is taken where necessary. 

§ 25.13   Coordination and non-duplication. 

 top 

The public participation activities and materials that are required under this part should be coordinated or 
combined with those of closely related programs or activities wherever this will enhance the economy, 
the effectiveness, or the timeliness of the effort; enhance the clarity of the issue; and not be detrimental 
to participation by the widest possible public. Hearings and meetings on the same matter may be held 
jointly by more than one agency where this does not conflict with the policy of this paragraph. Special 
efforts shall be made to coordinate public participation procedures under this part and applicable 
regulations elsewhere in this chapter with environmental assessment and analysis procedures under 40 
CFR part 6. EPA encourages interstate agencies in particular to develop combined proceedings for the 
States concerned. 

§ 25.14   Termination of reporting requirements. 

 top 

All reporting requirements specifically established by this part will terminate on (5 years from date of 
publication) unless EPA acts to extend the requirements beyond that date. 
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§ 122.2 Definitions., 40 C.F.R. § 122.2

Code of Federal Regulations
Title 40. Protection of Environment

Chapter I. EnVironmental Protection Agency (Refs & Annos)
Subchapter D. Water Programs

Part 122. EPA Administered Permit Programs: the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (Refs
& Annos)

Subpart A. Definitions and General Program Requirements

40 C.F.R. § 122.2

§ 122.2 Definitions.

Currentness

The following definitions apply to Parts 122, 123, and 124. Terms not defined in this section have the meaning given by CWA.
When a defmed term appears in a definition, the defined term is sometimes placed in quotation marks as an aid to readers.

Administrator means the Administrator of the United States Environmental Protection Agency, or an authorized representative.

Animal feeding operation is defined at § 122.23.

Applicable standards and limitations means all State, interstate, and federal standards and limitations to which a "discharge," a

"sewage sludge use or disposal practice," or a related activity is subject under the CWA, including "effluent limitations,': water
quality standards, standards of performance, toxic effluent standards or prohibitions, "best management practices," pretreatment

standards, and "standards for sewage sludge use or disposal" under sections 301, 302, 303, 304, 306, 307, 308, 403 and 405
of CWA.

Application means the EPA standard national forms for applying for a permit, including any additions, revisions or modifications

to the forms; or forms approved by EPA for use in "approved States," including any approved modifications or revisions.

Approved program or approved State means a State or interstate program which has been approved or authorized by EPA under

Part 123.

Aquaculture project is defined at § 122.25.

Average monthly discharge limitation means the highest allowable average of "daily discharges" over a calendar month,
calculated as the sum of all "daily discharges" measured during a calendar month divided by the number of "daily discharges"

measured during that month.

Average weekly discharge limitation means the highest allowable average of "daily discharges" over a calendar week, calculated

as the sum of all "daily discharges" measured during a calendar week divided by the number of "daily discharges" measured
during that week.

Best management practices ("BMIPs") means schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance procedures, and
other management practices to prevent or reduce the pollution of "waters of the United States." BMPs also include treatment
requirements, operating procedures, and practices to control plant site runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or
drainage from raw material storage.

BMPs means "best management practices."

Bypass is defined at § 122.41(m).
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§ 122.2 Definitions., 40 C.F.R. § 122.2

Class I sludge management facility means any POTW identified under 40 CFR 403.8(a) as being required to have an approved
pretreatment program (including such POTWs located in a State that has elected to assume local program responsibilities
pursuant to 40 CFR 403.10(e)) and any other treatment works treating domestic sewage classified as a Class I sludge
management facility by the Regional Administrator, or, in the case of approved State programs, the Regional Administrator in
conjunction with the State Director, because of the potential for its sludge use or disposal practices to adversely affect public
health and the environment.

Concentrated animal feeding operation is defined at § 122.23.

Concentrated aquatic animal feeding operation is defined at § 122.24.

Contiguous zone means the entire zone established by the United States under Article 24 of the Convention on the Territorial

Sea and the Contiguous Zone.

Continuous discharge means a "discharge" which occurs without interruption throughout the operating hours of the facility,
except for infrequent shutdowns for maintenance, process changes, or other similar activities.

CWA means the Clean Water Act (formerly referred to as the Federal Water Pollution Control Act or Federal Water Pollution

Control Act Amendments of 1972) Pub.L. 92-500, as amended by Pub.L. 95-217, Pub.L. 95-576, Pub.L.. 96-483 and Pub.L.
97-117, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

CWA and regulations means the Clean Water Act (CWA) and applicable regulations promulgated thereunder. In the case of
an approved State program, it includes State program requirements.

Daily discharge means the "discharge of a pollutant" measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour period that reasonably
represents the calendar day for purposes of sampling. For pollutants with limitations expressed in units of mass, the "daily
discharge" is calculated as the total mass of the pollutant discharged over the day. For pollutants with limitations expressed in
other units of measurement, the "daily discharge" is calculated as the average measurement of the pollutant over the day.

Direct discharge means the "discharge of a pollutant."

Director means the Regional Administrator or the State Director, as the context requires, or an authorized representative.
When there is no "approved State program," and there is an EPA administrative program, "Director" means the Regional
Administrator. When there is an approved State program, "Director" normally means the State Director. In some circumstances,

however, EPA retains the authority to take certain actions even when there is an approved State program. (For example, when
EPA has issued an NPDES petmit prior to the approval of a State program, EPA may retain jurisdiction over that permit after

program approval, see § 123.1.) In such cases, the term "Director" means the Regional Administrator and not the State Director.

Discharge when used without qualification means the "discharge of a pollutant."

Discharge of a pollutant means:

(a) Any addition of any "pollutant" or combination of pollutants to "waters of the United States" from any "point source," or

(b) Any addition of any pollutant or combination of pollutants to the waters of the "contiguous zone" or the ocean from any
point source other than a vessel or other floating craft which is being used as a means of transportation.

This definition includes additions of pollutants into waters of the United States from: surface runoff which is collected or
channelled by man; discharges through pipes, sewers, or other conveyances owned by a State, municipality, or other person
which do not lead to a treatment works; and discharges through pipes, sewers, or other conveyances, leading into privately
owned treatment works. This term does not include an addition of pollutants by any "indirect discharger."
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§ 122.2 Definitions., 40 C.F.R. § 122.2

Discharge Monitoring Report ("DMR") means the EPA 'uniform national form, including any subsequent additions, revisions,
or modifications for the reporting of self-monitoring results by permittees. DMRs must be used by "approved States" as well
as by EPA. EPA will supply DMRs to any approved State upon request. The EPA national forms may be modified to substitute
the State Agency name, address, logo, and other similar information, as appropriate, in place of EPA's.

DIVIR means "Discharge Monitoring Report."

Draft permit means a document prepared under § 124.6 indicating the Director's tentative decision to issue or deny, modify,
revoke and reissue, terminate, or reissue a "permit." A notice of intent to terminate a permit, and a notice of intent to deny a
permit, as discussed in § 124.5, are types of "draft permits." A denial of a request for modification, revocation and reissuance,
or termination, as discussed in § 124.5, is not a "draft permit." A "proposed permit" is not a "draft permit."

Effluent limitation means any restriction imposed by the Director on quantities, discharge rates, and concentrations of
"pollutants" which are "discharged" from "point sources" into "waters of the United States," the waters of the "contiguous
zone," or the ocean.

Effluent limitations guidelines means a regulation published by the Administrator under section 304(b) of CWA to adopt or
revise "effluent limitations."

Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") means the United States Environmental Protection Agency.

EPA means the United States "Environmental Protection Agency."

Facility or activity means any NPDES "point source" or any other facility or activity (including land or appurtenances thereto)

that is subject to regulation under the NPDES program.

Federal Indian reservation means all land within the limits of any Indian reservation under the jurisdiction of the United States
Government, notwithstanding the issuance of any patent, and including rights-of-way running through the reservation.

General permit means an NPDES "permit" issued under § 122.28 authorizing a category of discharges under the CWA within

a geographical area.

Hazardous substance means any substance designated under 40 CFR Part 116 pursuant to section 311 of CWA.

Indian country means:

(1) All land within the limits of any Indian reservation under the jurisdiction of the United States Government, notwithstanding

the issuance of any patent, and, including rights-of-way running through the reservation;

(2) All dependent Indian communities with the borders of the United States whether within the originally or subsequently
acquired territory thereof, and whether within or without the limits of a state; and

(3) All Indian allotments, the Indian titles to which have not been extinguished, including rights-of-way running through the

same:

Indian Tribe means any Indian Tribe, band, group, or community recognized by the Secretary of the Interior and exercising
governmental authority over a Federal Indian reservation.

Indirect discharger means a nondomestic discharger introducing "pollutants" to a "publicly owned treatment works."

Individual control strategy is defined at 40 CFR 123.46(c).
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§ 122.2 Definitions., 40 C.F.R. § 122.2

Interstate agency means an agency of two or more States established by or under an agreement or compact approved by the
Congress, or any other agency of two or more States having substantial powers or duties pertaining to the control of pollution
as determined and approved by the Administrator under the CWA and regulations.

Major facility means any NPDES "facility or activity" classified as such by the Regional Administrator, or, in the case of
"approved State programs," the Regional Administrator in conjunction with the State Director.

Maximmn daily discharge limitation means the highest allowable "daily discharge."

Municipal separate storm sewer system is defined at § 122.26 (b)(4) and (b)(7).

Municipality means a city, town, borough, county, parish, district, association, or other public body created by or under State
law and having jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, or other wastes, or an Indian tribe or an authorized Indian

tribal organization, or a designated and approved management agency under section 208 of CWA.

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) means the national program forissuing, modifying, revoking and
reissuing, terminating, monitoring and enforcing permits, and imposing and enforcing pretreatment requirements, under sections

307, 402, 318, and 405 of CWA. The term includes an "approved program."

New discharger means any building, structure, facility, or installation:

(a) From which there is or may be a "discharge of pollutants;"

(b) That did not commence the "discharge of pollutants" at a particular "site" prior to August 13, 1979;

(c) Which is not a "new source;" and

(d) Which has never received a finally effective NDPES permit for discharges at that "site."

This definition includes an "indirect discharger" which commences discharging into "waters of the 'United States" after August

13, 1979. It also includes any existing mobile point source (other than an offshore or coastal oil and gas exploratory drilling rig
or a coastal oil and gas developmental drilling rig) such as a seafood processing rig, seafood processing vessel, or aggregate
plant, that begins discharging at a "site" for which it does not have a permit; and any offshore or coastal mobile oil and gas
exploratory drilling rig or coastal mobile oil and gas developmental drilling rig that commences the discharge of pollutants after
August 13, 1979, at a "site" under EPA's permitting jurisdiction for which it is not covered by an individual or general permit
and which is located in an area determined by the Regional Administrator in the issuance of a final permit to be an area or
biological concern. In determining whether an area is an area of biological concern, the Regional Administrator shall consider

the factors specified in 40 CFR 125.112(a)(1) through (10).

An offshore or coastal mobile exploratory drilling rig or coastal mobile developmental drilling rig will be considered a "new
discharger" only for the duration of its discharge in an area of biological concern.

New source means any building, structure, facility, or installation from which there is or may be a "discharge of pollutants,"
the construction of which commenced:

(a) After promulgation of standards of performance under section 306 of CWA which are applicable to such source, or

(b) After proposal of standards of performance in accordance with section 306 of CWA which are applicable to such source,
but only if the standards are promulgated in accordance with section 306 within 120 days of their proposal.

NPDES means "National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System."

Owner or operator means the owner or operator of any "facility or activity" subject to regulation under the NPDES program.
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§ 122.2 Definitions., 40 C.F.R. § 122.2

Permit means an authorization, license, or equivalent control document issued by EPA or an "approved State" to implement
the requirements of this part and Parts 123 and 124. "Permit" includes an NPDES "general permit" (§ 122.28). Permit does not
include any permit which has not yet been the subject of final agency action, such as a "draft permit" or a "proposed permit."

Person means an individual, association, partnership, corporation, municipality, State or Federal agency, or an agent or employee

thereof.

Point source means any discernible, confined, and discrete conveyance, including but not limited to, any pipe, ditch, channel,
tunnel, conduit, well, discrete fissure, container, rolling stock, concentrated animal feeding operation, landfill leachate collection

system, vessel or other floating craft from which pollutants are or may be discharged. This term does not include return flows
from irrigated agriculture or agricultural storm water runoff. (See § 122.3).

Pollutant means dredged spoil, solid waste, incinerator residue, filter backwash, sewage, garbage, sewage sludge, munitions,
chemical wastes, biological materials, radioactive materials (except those regulated under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended (42 U. S.C. 2011 et seq.)), heat, wrecked or discarded equipment, rock, sand, cellar dirt and industrial, municipal, and

agricultural waste discharged into water. It does not mean:

(a) Sewage from vessels; or

(b) Water, gas, or other material which is injected into a well to facilitate production of oil or gas, or water derived in association

with oil and gas production and disposed of in a well, if the well used either to facilitate production or for disposal purposes
is approved by authority of the State in which the well is located, and if the State determines that the injection or disposal will
not result in the degyadation of ground or surface water resources.

NOTE: Radioactive materials covered by the Atomic Energy Act are those encompassed in its definition of source, byproduct,
or special nuclear materials. Examples of materials not covered include radium and accelerator-produced isotopes. See Train
v. Colorado Public Interest Research Group, Inc., 426 U.S. 1 (1976).

POTW is defined at § 403.3 of this chapter.

Primary industry category means any industry category listed in the NRDC settlement agreement (Natural Resources Defense
Council et al. v. Train, 8 E.R.C. 2120 (D.D.C. 1976), modified 12 E.R.C. 1833 (D.D.C. 1979)); also listed in Appendix A of
Part 122.

Privately owned treatment works means any device or system which is (a) used to treat wastes from any facility whose operator
is not the operator of the treatment works and (b) not a "POTW."

Process wastewater means any water which, during manufacturing or processing, comes into direct contact with or results from
the production or use of any raw material, intermediate product, finished product, byproduct, or waste product.

Proposed permit means a State NPDES "permit" prepared after the close of the public comment period (and, when applicable,

any public hearing and administrative appeals) which is sent to EPA for review before final issuance by the State. A "proposed

permit" is not a "draft permit."

Publicly owned treatment works is defined at 40 CFR 403.3.

Recommencing discharger means a source which recommences discharge after terminating operations.

Regional Administrator means the Regional Administrator of the appropriate Regional Office of the Environmental Protection

Agency or the authorized representative of the Regional Administrator.
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§ 122.2 Definitions., 40 C.F.R. § 122.2

Schedule of compliance means a schedule of remedial measures included in a "permit", including an enforceable sequence
of interim requirements (for example, actions, operations, or milestone events) leading to compliance with the CWA and
regulations.

Secondary industry category means any industry category which is not a "primary industry category."

Secretary means the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers.

Septage means the liquid and solid material pumped from a septic tank, cesspool, or similar domestic sewage treatment system,

or a holding tank when the system is cleaned or maintained.

Sewage from vessels means human body wastes and the wastes from toilets and other receptacles intended to receive or retain
body wastes that are discharged from vessels and regulated under section 312 of CWA, except that with respect to commercial

vessels on the Great Lakes this term includes graywater. For the purposes of this definition, "graywater" means galley, bath,

and shower water.

Sewage Sludge means any solid, semi-solid, or liquid residue removed during the treatment of municipal waste water or
domestic sewage. Sewage sludge includes, but is not limited to, solids removed during primary, secondary, or advanced waste
water treatment, scum, septage, portable toilet pumpings, type III marine sanitation device pumpings (33 CFR Part 159), and
sewage sludge products. Sewage sludge does not include grit or screenings, or ash generated during the incineration of sewage

sludge.

Sewage sludge use or disposal practice means the collection, storage, treatment, transportation, processing, monitoring, use,
or disposal of sewage sludge.

Silvicultural point source is defined at § 122.27.

Site means the land or water area where any "facility or activity" is physically located or conducted, including adjacent land
used in connection with the facility or activity.

Sludge-only facility means any "treatment works treating domestic sewage" whose methods of sewage sludge use or disposal are

subject to regulations promulgated pursuant to section 405(d) of the CWA and is required to obtain a permit under § 122.1(b)(2).

Standards for sewage sludge use or disposal means the regulations promulgated pursuant to section 405(d) of the CWA which
govern minimum requirements for sludge quality, management practices, and monitoring and reporting applicable to sewage
sludge or the use or disposal of sewage sludge by any person.

State means any of the 50 States, the District of Columbia, Guam, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, or an Indian
Tribe as defined in these regulations which meets the requirements of § 123.31 of this chapter.

State Director means the chief administrative officer of any State or interstate agency operating an "approved program," or
the delegated representative of the State Director. If responsibility is divided among two or more State or interstate agencies,
"State Director" means the chief administrative officer of the State or interstate agency authorized to perform the particular
procedure or function to which reference is made.

State/EPA Agreement means an agreement between the Regional Administrator and the State which coordinates EPA and State

activities, responsibilities and programs including those under CWA programs.

Storm water is defined at § 122.26(b)(13).

Storm water discharge associated with industrial abtivity is defmed at § 122.26(b)(14).

2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 6

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



§ 122.2 Definitions., 40. C.F.R. § 122.2

Total dissolved solids means the total dissolved (filterable) solids as determined by use of the method specified in 40 CFR
Part 136.

Toxic pollutant means any pollutant listed as toxic under section 307(a)(1) or, in the case of "sludge use or disposal practices,"

any pollutant identified in regulations implementing section 405(d) of the CWA.

Treatment works treating domestic sewage means a POTW or any other selvage sludge or waste water treatment devices or
systems, regardless of ownership (including federal facilities), used in the storage, treatment, recycling, and reclamation of
municipal or domestic sewage, including land dedicated for the disposal of sewage sludge. This definition does not include
septic tanks or similar devices. For purposes of this definition, "domestic sewage" includes waste and waste water from humans
or household operations that are discharged to or otherwise enter a treatment works. In States where there is no approved State

sludge management program under section 405(f) of the CWA, the Regional Administrator may designate any person subject
to the standards for sewage sludge use and disposal in 40 CFR Part 503 as a "treatment works treating domestic sewage," where
he or she fmds that there is a potential for adverse effects on public health and the environment from poor sludge quality or
poor sludge handling, use or disposal practices, or where he or she finds that such designation is necessary to ensure that such

person is in compliance with 40 CFR Part 503.

TWTDS means "treatment works treating domestic sewage."

Upset is defined at § 122.41(n).

Variance means any mechanism or provision under section 301 or 316 of CWA or under 40 CFR Part 125, or in the
applicable "effluent limitations guidelines" which allows modification to or waiver of the generally applicable effluent limitation

requirements or time deadlines of CWA. This includes provisions which allow the establishment of alternative limitations based

on fundamentally different factors or on sections 301(c), 301(g), 301(h), 301(i), or 316(a) of CWA.

Waters of the United States or waters of the U.S. means:

(a) All waters which are currently used, were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign commerce,
including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide;

(b) All interstate waters, including interstate "wetlands;"

(c) All other waters such as intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermittent streams), mudflats, sandflats, "wetlands,"
sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds the use, degradation, or destruction of which would affect

or could affect interstate or foreign commerce including any such waters:

(1) Which are or could be used by interstate or foreign travelers for recreational or other purposes;

(2) From which fish or shellfish are or could be taken and sold in interstate or foreign commerce; or

(3) Which are used or could be used for industrial purposes by industries in interstate commerce;

(d) All impoundments of waters otherwise defined as waters of the United States under this definition;

(e) Tributaries of waters identified in paragraphs (a) through (d) of this definition;

(f) The territorial sea; and

(g) "Wetlands" adjacent to waters (other than waters that are themselves wetlands ) identified in paragraphs (a) through (f) of

this definition.
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§ 122.2 Definitions., 40 C.F.R. § 122.2

Waste treatment systems, including treatment ponds or lagoons designed to meet the requirements of CWA (other than cooling
ponds as defined in 40 CFR § 423.11(m) which also meet the criteria of this definition) are not waters of the United States. This
exclusion applies only to manmade bodies of water which neither were originally created in waters of the United States (such
as disposal area in wetlands) nor resulted from the impoundment of waters of the United States. [See Note 1 of this section.]
Waters of the United States do not include prior converted cropland. Notwithstanding the determination of an area's status as
prior converted cropland by any other federal agency, for the purposes of the Clean Water Act jurisdiction remains with EPA.

Wetlands means those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to
support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil
conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.

Whole effluent toxicity means the aggregate toxic effect of an effluent measured directly by a toxicity test.

Note: At 45 FR 48620, July 21, 1980, the Environmental Protection Agency suspended until further notice in § 122.2, the last
sentence, beginning "This exclusion applies " in the defmition of "Waters of the United States." This revision continues

that suspension. 1

(Authority: Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f et seq.), Clean Air Act (42
U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.))

Credits

[48 FR 39619, Sept. 1, 1983; 50 FR 6940, 6941, Feb. 19, 1985; 54 FR 254, Jan. 4, 1989; 54 FR 18781, May 2, 1989; 54 FR
23895, June 2, 1989; 58 FR 45037, Aug. 25, 1993; 58 FR 67980, Dec. 22, 1993; 64 FR 42462, Aug. 4, 1999; 64 FR 43426,
Aug. 10, 1999; 65 FR 30905, May 15, 2000]
SOURCE: 45 FR 33418, May 19, 1980, as amended at 48 FR 14153, Apr. 1, 1983, unless otherwise noted.

AUTHORITY: The Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

Notes of Decisions (91)

Current through February 24, 2011; 76 FR 10265

Footnotes
1 Editorial note: The words "This revision" refer to the document published at 48 FR 14153, Apr. 1, 1983.
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

Code of Federal Regulations
Title 40. Protection of Environment

Chapter I. Environmental Protection Agency (Refs & Anribs)
Subchapter D. Water Programs

Part 122. EPA Administered Permit Programs: the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (Refs
& Annos)

Subpart B. Permit Application and Special NPDES Program Requirements

40 C.F.R. § 122.26

§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25).

Effective: June 12, 2006
Currentness

<For statute(s) affecting validity, see: The Clean Water Act, 33 USCA § 1251 et seq.>

(a) Pennit requirement.

(1) Prior to October 1, 1994, discharges composed entirely of storm water shall not be required to obtain a NPDES permit except:

(i) A discharge with respect to which a permit has been issued prior to February 4, 1987;

(ii) A discharge associated with industrial activity (see § 122.26(a)(4));

(iii) A discharge from a large municipal separate storm sewer system;

(iv) A discharge from a medium municipal separate storm sewer system;

(v) A discharge which the Director, or in States with approved NPDES programs, either the Director or the EPA Regional
Administrator, determines to contribute to a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant contributor of pollutants to
waters of the United States. This designation may include a discharge from any conveyance or systein of conveyances used for
collecting and conveying storm water runoff or a system of discharges from municipal separate storm sewers, except for those

discharges from conveyances which do not require a permit under paragraph (a)(2) of this section or agricultural stonn water
runoff which is exempted from the definition of point source at § 122.2.

The Director may designate discharges from municipal separate storm sewers on a system-wide or jurisdiction-wide basis. In
making this determination the Director may consider the following factors:

(A) The location of the discharge with respect to waters of the United States as defined at 40 CFR 122.2.

(B) The size of the discharge;

(C) The quantity and nature of the pollutants discharged to waters of the United States; and

(D) Other relevant factors.

(2) The Director may not require a permit for discharges of storm water runoff from the following:

(i) Mining operations composed entirely of flows which are from conveyances or systems of conveyances (including but not
limited to pipes, conduits, ditches, and channels) used for collecting and conveying precipitation runoff and which are not
contaminated by contact with or that have not come into contact with, any overburden, raw material, intermediate products,
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

finished product, byproduct, or waste products located on the site of such operations, except in accordance with paragraph (c)

(1)(iv) of this section.

(ii) All field activities or operations associated with oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations
or transmission facilities, including activities necessary to prepare a site for drilling and for the movement and placement of
drilling equipment, whether or not such field activities or operations may be considered to be construction activities, except
in accordance with paragraph (c)(1)(iii) of this section. Discharges of sediment from construction activities associated with oil
and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations or transmission facilities are not subject to the provisions
of paragraph (c)(1)(iii)(C) of this section.

Note to paragraph (a)(2)(ii): EPA encourages operators of oil and gas field activities or operations to implement and maintain
Best Management Practices (BM-Ps) to minimize discharges of pollutants, including sediment, in storm water both during and
after construction activities to help ensure protection of surface water quality during storm events. Appropriate controls would

be those suitable to the site conditions and consistent with generally accepted engineering design criteria and manufacturer
specifications. Selection of BMPs could also be affected by seasonal or climate conditions.

(3) Large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems.

(i) Permits must be obtained for all discharges from large and medium municipal separate stomi sewer systems.

(ii) The Director may either issue one system-wide permit covering all discharges from municipal separate storm sewers within
a large or medium municipal storm sewer system or issue distinct permits for appropriate categories of discharges within a
large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system including, but not limited to: all discharges owned or operated by the
same municipality; located within the same jurisdiction; all discharges within a system that discharge to the same watershed;
.discharges within a system that are similar in nature; or for individual discharges from municipal separate storm sewers within

the system.

(iii) The operator of a discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer which is part of a large or medium municipal separate
storm sewer system must either:

(A) Participate in a permit application (to be a permittee or a co-permittee) with one or more other operators of discharges
from the large or medium municipal storm sewer system which covers all, or a portion of all, discharges from the municipal
separate storm sewer system;

(B) Submit a distinct permit application which only covers discharges from the municipal separate storm sewers for which the
operator is responsible; or

(C) A regional authority may be responsible for submitting a permit application under the following guidelines:

(1) The regional authority together with co-applicants shall have authority over a storm water management program that is in
existence, or shall be in existence at the time part 1 of the application is due;

(2) The permit applicant or co-applicants shall establish their ability to make a timely submission of part 1 and part 2 of the
municipal application;

(3) Each of the operators of municipal separate storm sewers within the systems described in paragraphs (b)(4)(i), (ii), and (iii)
or (b)(7)(i), (ii), and (iii) of this section, that are under the purview of the designated regional authority, shall comply with the
application requirements of paragraph (d) of this section.

(iv) One permit application may be submitted for all or a portion of all municipal separate storm sewers within adjacent or
interconnected large or medium municipal separate storm sewer systems. The Director may issue one system-wide permit
covering all, or a portion of all municipal separate storm sewers in adjacent or interconnected large or medium municipal
separate storm sewer systems.
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

(v) Permits for all or a portion of all discharges from large or medium municipal separate storm sewer systems that are issued
on a system-wide, jurisdiction-wide, watershed or other basis may specify different conditions relating to different discharges
covered by the permit, including different management programs for different drainage areas which contribute storm water
to the system.

(vi) Co-permittees need only comply with permit conditions relating to discharges from the municipal separate storm sewers
for which they are operators.

(4) Discharges through large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems. In addition to meeting the requirements
of paragraph (c) of this section, an operator of a storm water discharge associated with industrial activity which discharges
through a large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system shall submit, to the operator of the municipal separate storm
sewer system receiving the discharge no later than May 15, 1991, or 180 days prior to commencing such discharge: the name
of the facility; a contact person and phone number; the location of the discharge; a description, including Standard Industrial
Classification, which best reflects the principal products or services provided by each facility; and any exi§ting NPDES permit

number.

(5) Other municipal separate storm sewers. The Director may issue permits for municipal separate storm sewers that are
designated under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section on a system-wide basis, jurisdiction-wide basis, watershed basis or other
appropriate basis, or may issue permits for individual discharges.

(6) Non-municipal separate storm sewers. For storm water discharges associated with industrial activity from point sources
which discharge through a non-municipal or non-publicly owned separate storm sewer system, the Director, in his discretion,
may issue: a single NPDES permit, with each discharger a co-permittee to a permit issued to the operator of the portion of the

system that discharges into waters of the United States; or, individual permits to each discharger of storm water associated with

industrial activity through the non-municipal conveyance system.

(i) All storm water discharges associated with industrial activity that discharge through a storm water discharge system that
is not a municipal separate storm sewer must be covered by an individual permit, or a permit issued to the operatOr of the
portion of the system that discharges to waters of the United States, with each discharger to the non-municipal conveyance a
co-permittee to that permit.

(ii) Where there is more than one operator of a single system of such conveyances, all operators of storm water discharges
associated with industrial activity must submit applications.

(iii) Any permit covering more than one operator shall identify the effluent limitations, or other permit conditions, if any, that

apply to each operator.

(7) Combined sewer systems. Conveyances that discharge storm water runoff combined with municipal sewage are point sources

that must obtain NPDES permits in accordance with the procedures of § 122.21 and are not subject to the provisions of this
section.

(8) 'Whether a discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer is or is not subject to regulation under this section shall have no

bearing on whether the owner or operator of the discharge is eligible for funding under title II, title III or title VI of the Clean
Water Act. See 40 CFR part 35, subpart I, appendix A(b)H.2.j.

(9)(i) On and after October 1, 1994, for discharges composed entirely of storm water, that are not required by paragraph (a)(1)

of this section to obtain a permit, operators shall be required to obtain a NPDES permit only if:

(A) The discharge is from a small M54 required to be regulated pursuant to § 122.32;

(B) The discharge is a storm water discharge associated with small construction activity pursuant to paragraph (b)(15) of this
section;
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 12325)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

(C) The Director, or in States with approved NPDES programs either the Director or the EPA Regional Administrator,
determines that storm water controls are needed for the discharge based on wasteload allocations that are part of "total maximum
daily loads" (TMDLs) that address the pollutant(s) of concern; or

(D) The Director, or in States with approved NPDES programs either- the Director or the EPA Regional Administrator,
determines that the discharge, or category of discharges within a geographic area, contributes to a violation of a water quality
standard or is a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the United .States.

(ii) Operators of small MS4s designated pursuant to paragraphs (a)(9)(i)(A), (a)(9)(i)(C), and (a)(9)(i)(D) of this section shall
seek coverage under an NPDES permit in accordance with §§ 122.33 through 122.35. Operators of non-municipal sources
designated pursuant to paragraphs (a)(9)(i)(B), (a)(9)(i)(C), and (a)(9)(i)(D) of this section shall seek coverage under an NPDES

permit in accordance with paragraph (c)(1) of this section.

(iii) Operators of storm water discharges designated pursuant to paragraphs (a)(9)(i)(C) and (a)(9)(i)(D) of this section shall
apply to the Director for a permit within 180 days of receipt of notice, unless permission for a later date is granted by the
Director (see § 124.52(c) of this chapter).

(b) Definitions.

(1) Co-permittee means a permittee to a NPDES permit that is only responsible for permit conditions relating to the discharge

for which it is operator.

(2) Illicit discharge means any discharge to a municipal separate storm sewer that is not composed entirely of storm water
except discharges pursuant to a NPDES permit (other than the NPDES permit for discharges from the municipal separate storm

sewer) and discharges resulting from fire fighting activities.

(3) Incorporated place means the District of Columbia, or a city, town, township, or village that is incorporated under the laws
of the State in which it is located.

(4) Large municipal separate storm sewer system means all municipal separate storm sewers that are either:

(i) Located in an incorporated place with a population of 250,000 or more as determined by the 1990 Decennial Census by the
Bureau of the Census (Appendix F of this part); or

(ii) Located in the counties listed in appendix H, except municipal separate storm sewers that are located in the incorporated
places, townships or towns within such counties; or

(iii) Owned or operated by a municipality other than those described in paragraph (b)(4)(i) or (ii) of this section and that are
designated by the Director as part of the large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system due to the interrelationship
between the discharges of the designated storm sewer and the discharges from municipal separate storm sewers described under
paragraph (b)(4)(i) or (ii) of this section. In making this determination the Director may consider the following factors:

(A) Physical interconnections between the municipal separate storm sewers;

(B) The location of discharges from the designated municipal separate storm sewer relative to discharges from municipal
separate storm sewers &scribed in paragraph (b)(4)(i) of this section;

(C) The quantity and nature of pollutants discharged to waters of the United States;

(D) The nature of the receiving waters; and

(E) Other relevant factors; or
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

(iv) The Director may, upon petition, designate as a large municipal separate storm sewer system, municipal separate storm
sewers located within the boundaries of a region defined by a storm water management regional authority based on a
jurisdictional, watershed, or other appropriate basis that includes one or more of the systems described in paragraph (b)(4)(i),
(ii), (iii) of this section.

(5) Major municipal separate storm sewer outfall (or "major outfall") means a municipal separate storm sewer outfall that
discharges from a single pipe with an inside diameter of 36 inches or more or its equivalent (discharge from a single conveyance

other than circular pipe which is associated with a drainage area of more than 50 acres); or for municipal separate storm sewers
that receive storm water from lands zoned for industrial activity (based on comprehensive zoning plans or the equivalent), an
outfall that discharges from a single pipe with an inside diameter of 12 inches or more or from its equivalent (discharge from
other than a circular pipe associated with a drainage area of 2 acres or more).

(6) Major outfall means a major municipal separate storm sewer outfall.

(7) Medium municipal separate storm sewer system means all municipal separate storm sewers that are either:

(i) Located in an incorporated place with a population of 100,000 or more but less than 250,000, as determined by the 1990
Decennial Census by the Bureau of the Census (Appendix G of this part); or

(ii) Located in the counties listed in appendix I, except municipal separate storm sewers that are located in the incorporated
places, townships or towns within such counties; or

(iii) Owned or operated by a municipality other than those described in paragraph (b)(7)(i) or (ii) of this section and that are
designated by the Director as part of the large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system due to the interrelationship
between the discharges of the designated storm sewer and the discharges from municipal separate storm sewers described under
paragraph (b)(7)(i) or (ii) of this section. In making this determination the Director may consider the following factors:

(A) Physical interconnections between the municipal separate storm sewers;

(B) The location of discharges from the designated municipal separate storm sewer relative to discharges from municipal
separate storm sewers described in paragraph (b)(7)(i) of this section;

(C) The quantity and nature of pollutants discharged to waters of the United States;

(D) The nature of the receiving waters; or

(E) Other relevant factors; or

(iv) The Director may, upon petition, designate as a medium municipal separate storm sewer system, municipal separate
storm sewers located within the boundaries of a region defined by a storm water management regional authority based on a
jurisdictional, watershed, or other appropriate basis that includes one or more of the systems described in paragraphs (b)(7)
(i), (ii), (iii) of this section.

(8) Municipal separate storm sewer means a conveyance or system of conveyances (including roads with drainage systems,
municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels, or storm drains):

(i) Owned or operated by a State, city, town, borough, county, parish, district, association, or other public body (created by or
pursuant to State law) having jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, storm water, or other wastes, including
special districts under State law such as a sewer district, flood control district or drainage district, or similar entity, or an Indian
tribe or an authorized Indian tribal organization, or a designated and approved management agency under section 208 of the
CWA that discharges to waters of the United States;

(ii) Designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water;
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 12325)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

(iii) Which is not a combined sewer; and

(iv) Which is not part of a Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) as defmed at 40 CFR 122.2.

(9) Outfall means a point source as defined by 40 CFR 122.2 at the point where a municipal separate storm sewer discharges to
waters of the United States and does not include open conveyances connecting two municipal separate storm sewers, or pipes,
tunnels or other conveyances which connect segments of the same stream or other waters of the United States and are used to
convey waters of the United States.

(10) Overburden means any material of any nature, consolidated or unconsolidated, that overlies a mineral deposit, excluding
topsoil or similar naturally-occurring surface materials that are not disturbed by mining operations.

(11) Runoff coefficient means the fraction of total rainfall that will appear at a conveyance as runoff.

(12) Significant materials includes, but is not limited to: raw materials; fuels; materials such as solvents, detergents, and plastic

pellets; finished materials such as metallic products; raw materials used in food processing or production; hazardous substances
designated under section 101(14) of CERCLA; any chemical the facility is required to report pursuant to section 313 of title
III of SARA; fertilizers; pesticides; and waste products such as ashes, slag and sludge that have the potential to be released
with storm water discharges.

(13) Storm water means storm water runoff, snow melt runoff, and surface runoff and drainage.

(14) Storm water discharge associated with industrial activity means the discharge from any conveyance that is used for
collecting and conveying storm water and that is directly related to manufacturing, processing or raw materials storage areas
at an industrial plant. The term does not include discharges from facilities or activities excluded from the NPDES program
under this part 122. For the categories of industries identified in this section, the term includes, but is not limited to, storm
water discharges from industrial plant yards; iimnediate access roads and rail lines used or traveled by carriers of raw materials,

manufactured products, waste material, or by-products used or created by the facility; material handling sites; refuse sites;
sites used for the application or disposal of process waste waters (as defmed at part 401 of this chapter); sites used for the
storage and maintenance of material handling equipment; sites used for residual treatment, storage, or disposal; shipping and
receiving areas; manufacturing buildings; storage areas (including tank farms) for raw materials, and intermediate and final
products; and areas where industrial activity has taken place in the past and significant materials remain and are exposed to storm

water. For the purposes of this paragraph, material handling activities include storage, loading and unloading, transportation,
or conveyance of any raw material, intermediate product, fmal product, by-product or waste product. The term excludes areas
located on plant lands separate from the plant's industrial activities, such as office buildings and accompanying parking lots as

long as the drainage from the excluded areas is not mixed with storm water drained from the above described areas. Industrial
facilities (including industrial facilities that are federally, State, or municipally owned or operated that meet the description of
the facilities listed in paragraphs (b)(14)(i) through (xi) of this section) include those facilities designated under the provisions
of paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section. The following categories of facilities are considered to be engaging in "industrial activity"

for purposes of paragraph (b)(14):

(i) Facilities subject to storm water effluent limitations guidelines, new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent

standards under 40 CFR subchapter N (except facilities with toxic pollutant effluent standards which are exempted under
category (xi) in paragraph (b)(14) of this section);

(ii) Facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classifications 24 (except 2434), 26 (except 265 and 267), 28 (except 283), 29,
311, 32 (except 323), 33, 3441, 373;

(iii) Facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classificatimis 10 through 14 (mineral industry) including active or inactive
mining operations (except for areas of coal mining operations no longer meeting the definition of a reclamation area under 40
CFR 434.11(1) because the performance bond issued to the facility by the appropriate SMCRA authority has been released,
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs; see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R..§ 122.26

or except for areas of non-coal mining operations which have been released from applicable State or Federal reclamation
requirements after December 17, 1990) and oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations, or
transmission facilities that discharge storm water contaminated by contact with or that has come into contact with, any
overburden, raw material, intermediate products, finished products, byproducts or waste products located on the site of such
operations; (inactive mining operations are mining sites that are not being actively mined, but which have an identifiable owner/

operator; inactive mining sites do not include sites where mining claims are being maintained prior to disturbances associated
with the extraction, beneficiation, or processing of mined materials, nor sites where minimal activities are undertaken for the
sole purpose of maintaining a mining claim);

(iv) Hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities, including those that are operating under interim status or a permit

under subtitle C of RCRA;

(v) Landfills, land application sites, and open dumps that receive or have received any industrial wastes (waste that is received

from any of the facilities described under this subsection) including those that are subject to regulation under subtitle D of
RCRA;

(vi) Facilities involved in the recycling of materials, including metal scrapyards, battery reclaimers, salvage yards, and
automobile junkyards, including but limited to those classified as Standard Industrial Classification 5015 and 5093;

(vii) Steam electric power generating facilities, including coal handling sites;

(viii) Transportation facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classifications 40, 41, 42 (except 4221-25), 43, 44, 45, and 5171
which have vehicle maintenance shops, equipment cleaning operations, or airport deicing operations. Only those portions of the
facility that are either involved in vehicle maintenance (including vehicle rehabilitation, mechanical repairs, painting, fueling,
and lubrication), equipment cleaning operations, airport deicing operations, or which are otherwise identified under paragraphs

(b)(14) (i)-(vii) or (ix)-(xi) of this section are associated with industrial activity;

(ix) Treatment works treating domestic sewage or any other sewage sludge or wastewater treatment device or system, used in
the storage treatment, recycling, and reclamation of municipal or domestic sewage, including land dedicated to the disposal of
sewage sludge that are located within the confines of the facility, with a design flow of 1.0 mgd or more, or requiredto have
an approved pretreatment program under 40 CFR part 403. Not included are farm lands, domestic gardens or lands used for
sludge management where sludge is beneficially reused and which are not physically located in the confines of the facility, or
areas that are in compliance with section 405 of the CWA;

(x) Construction activity including clearing, grading and excavation, except operations that result in the disturbance of less than
five acres of total land area. Construction activity also includes the disturbance of less than five acres of total land area that is
a part of a larger common plan of development or sale if the larger common plan will ultimately disturb five acres or more;

(xi) Facilities under Standard Industrial Classifications 20, 21, 22, 23, 2434, 25, 265, 267, 27, 283, 285, 30, 31 (except 311),
323, 34 (except 3441), 35, 36, 37 (except 373), 38, 39, and 4221-25;

(15) Storm water discharge associated with small construction activity means the discharge of storm water from:

(i) Construction activities including clearing, grading, and excavating that result in land disturbance of equal to or greater than
one acre and less than five acres. Small construction activity also includes the disturbance of less than one acre of total land
area that is part of a larger common plan of development or sale if the larger common plan will ultimately disturb equal to or
greater than one and less than five acres. Small construction activity does not include routine maintenance that is performed
to maintain the original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original purpose of the facility. The Director may waive the
otherwise applicable requirements in a general permit for a storm water discharge from construction activities that disturb less

than five acres where:
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

(A) The value of the rainfall erosivity factor ("R" in the Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation) is less than five during the period

of construction activity. The rainfall erosivity factor is determined in accordance with Chapter 2 of Agriculture Handbook
Number 703, Predicting Soil Erosion by Water: A Guide to Conservation Planning With the Revised Universal Soil Loss
Equation (RUSLE), pages 21-64, dated January 1997. The Director of the Federal Register approves this incorporation by
reference in accordance with 5 U.S.0 552(a) and 1 CFR part 51. Copies may be obtained from EPA's Water Resource Center,
Mail Code RC4100, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington, DC 20460. A copy is also available for inspection at the
U.S. EPA Water Docket, 1200 Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington, DC 20460, or the Office of the Federal Register, 800 N.
Capitol Street N.W. Suite 700, Washington, DC. An operator must certify to the Director that the construction activity will take
place during a period when the value of the rainfall erosivity factor is less than five; or

(B) Storm water controls are not needed based on a "total maximum daily load" (MIDL) approved or established by EPA
that addresses the pollutant(s) of concern or, for non-impaired waters that do not require TMDLs, an equivalent analysis that
determines allocations for small construction sites for the pollutant(s) of concern or that determines that such allocations are
not needed to protect water quality based on consideration of existing in-stream concentrations, expected growth in pollutant
contributions from all sources, and a margin of safety. For the purpose of this paragraph, the pollutant(s) of concern include
sediment or a parameter that addresses sediment (such as total suspended solids, turbidity or siltation) and any other pollutant
that has been identified as a cause of impairment of any water body that will receive a discharge from the construction activity.
The operator must certify to the Director that the construction activity will take place, and storm water discharges will occur,
within the drainage area addressed by the TMDL or equivalent analysis.

(ii) Any other construction activity designated by the Director, or in States with approved NPDES programs either the Director
or the EPA Regional Administrator, based on the potential for contribution to a violation of a water quality standard or for
significant contribution of pollutants to waters of the United States.

Exhibit 1 to § 122.26(b)(15).Summary of Coverage of "Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Small Construction Activity" Under the NPDES Storm Water Program

Automatic Designation: Required Nationwide Coverage Construction activities that result in a land disturbance of
equal to or greater than one acre and less than five acres.

Construction activities disturbing less than one acre if
part of a larger common plan of development or sale with a
planned disturbance of equal to or greater than one acre and
less than five acres. (see § 122.26(b)(15)(i).)

Potential Designation: Optional Evaluation and Designation Construction activities that result in a land disturbance of
by the NPDES Permitting Authority or EPA Regional less than one acre based on the potential for contribution
Administrator. to a violation of a water quality standard or for significant

contribution of pollutants. (see § 122.26(b)(15)(ii).)
Potential Waiver: Waiver from Requirements as Determined Any automatically designated construction activity where

the operator certifies: (1) A rainfall erosivity factor of less
than five, or (2) That the activity will occur within an area
where controls are not needed based on a TMDL or, for non-
impaired waters that do not require a TMDL, an equivalent
analysis for the pollutant(s) of concern. (see § 122.26(b)(15)

(i).)

by the NPDES Permitting Authority.

(16) Small municipal separate storm sewer system means all separate storm sewers that are:

(i) Owned or operated by the United States, a State, city, town, borough, county, parish, district, association, or other public
body (created by or pursuant to State law) having jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, storm water, or other

wastes, including special districts under State law such as a sewer district, flood control district or drainage district, or similar
entity, or an Indian tribe or an authorized Indian tribal organization, or a designated and approved management agency under
section 208 of the CWA that discharges to waters of the United States.
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

(ii) Not defined as "large" or "medium" municipal separate storm sewer systems pursuant to paragraphs (b)(4) and (b)(7) of
this section, or designated under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section.

(iii) This term includes systems similar to separate storm sewer systems in municipalities, such as systems at military bases,
large hospital or prison complexes, and highways and other thoroughfares. The term does not include separate storm sewers
in very discrete areas, such as individual buildings.

(17) Small MS4 means a small municipal separate storm sewer system.

(18) Municipal separate storm sewer system means all separate storm sewers that are defined as "large" or "medium" or "small"
municipal separate storm sewer systems pursuant to paragraphs (b)(4), (b)(7), and (b)(16) of this section, or designated under
paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section.

(19) MS4 means a municipal separate storm sewer system.

(20) Uncontrolled sanitary landfill means a landfill or open dump, whether in operation or closed, that does not meet the
requirements for runon or runoff controls established pursuant to subtitle D of the Solid Waste Disposal Act.

(c) Application requirements for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity and storm water discharges associated

with small construction activity--

(1) Individual application. Dischargers of storm water associated with industrial activity and with small construction activity
are required to apply for an individual permit or seek coverage under a promulgated storm water general pennit. Facilities that
are required to obtain an individual permit, or any discharge of storm water which the Director is evaluating for designation (see

124.52(c) of this chapter) under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section and is not a municipal storm sewer, shall submit an NPDES
application in accordance with the requirements of § 122.21 as modified and supplemented by the provisions of this paragraph.

(i) Except as provided in § 122.26(c)(1)(ii)-(iv), the operator of a storm waier discharge ass. ociated with industrial activity
subject to this section shall provide:

(A) A site map showing topography (or indicating the outline of drainage areas served by the outfall(s) covered in the application

if a topographic map is unavailable) of the facility including: each of its drainage and discharge structures; the drainage area of

each storm water outfall; paved areas and buildings within the drainage area of each storm water outfall, each past or present
area used for outdoor storage or disposal of significant materials, each existing structural control measure to reduce pollutants
in storm water runoff, materials loading and acces areas, areas where pesticides, herbicides, soil conditioners and fertilizers are

applied, each of its hazardous waste treatment, storage or disposal facilities (including each area not required to have a RCRA
permit which is used for accmnulating hazardous waste under 40 CFR 262.34); each well where fluids from the facility are
injected underground; springs, and other surface water bodies which receive storm water discharges from the facility;

(B) An estimate of the area of impervious surfaces (including paved areas and building roofs) and the total area drained by each
outfall (within a mile radius of the facility) and a narrative description of the following: Significant materials that in the three
years prior to the submittal of this application have been treated, stored or disposed in a manner to allow exposure to storm
water; method of treatment, storage or disposal of such materials; materials management practices employed, in the three years
prior to the submittal of this application, to minimize contact by these materials with storm water runoff; materials loading and
access areas; the location, manner and frequency in which pesticides, herbicides, soil conditioners and fertilizers are applied;
the location and a description of existing structural and non-structural control measures to reduce pollutants in storm water
runoff; and a description of the treatment the storm water receives, including the ultimate disposal of any solid or fluid wastes
other than by discharge;

(C) A certification that all outfalls that should contain storm water discharges associated with industrial activity have been tested

or evaluated for the presence of non-storm water discharges which are not covered by a NPDES permit; tests for such non-storm

water discharges may include smoke tests, fluorometric dye tests, analysis of accurate schematics, as well as other appropriate
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

tests. The certification shall include a description of the method used, the date of any testing, and the on-site drainage points
that were directly observed during a test;

(D) Existing information regarding significant leaks or spills of toxic or hazardous pollutants at the facility that have taken place

within the three years prior to the submittal of this application;

(E) Quantitative data based on samples collected during storm events and collected in accordance with § 122.21 of this part
from all outfalls containing a storm water discharge associated with industrial activity for the following parameters:

(1) Any pollutant limited in an effluent guideline to which the facility is subject;

(2) Any pollutant listed in the facility's NPDES permit for its process wastewater (if the facility is operating under an existing

NPDES permit);

(3) Oil and grease, pH, BOD5, COD, TSS, total phosphorus, total Kjeldahl nitrogen, and nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen;

(4) Any information on the discharge required under § 122.21(g)(7)(vi) and (vii);

(5) Flow measurements or estimates of the flow rate, and the total amount of discharge for the storm event(s) sampled, and the

method of flow measurement or estimation; and

(6) The date and duration (in hours) of the storm event(s) sampled, rainfall measurements or estimates of the storm event (in
inches) which generated the sampled runoff and the duration between the storm event sampled and the end of the previous
measurable (greater than 0.1 inch rainfall) storm event (in hours);

(F) Operators of a discharge which is composed entirely of storm water are exempt from the requirements of § 122.21(g)(2),
(g)(3), (g)(4), (g)(5), (g)(7)(iii), (g)(7)(iv), (g)(7)(v), and (g)(7)(viii); and

(G) Operators of new sources or new discharges (as defined in § 122.2 of this part) which are composed in part or entirely of
storm water must include estimates for the pollutants or parameters listed in paragraph (c)(1)(i)(E) of this section instead of
actual sampling data, along with the source of each estimate. Operators of new sources or new discharges composed in part or
entirely of storm water must provide quantitative data for the parameters listed in paragraph (c)(1)(i)(E) of this section within
two years after commencement of discharge, unless such data has already been reported under the monitoring requirements of

the NPDES permit for the discharge. Operators of a new source or new discharge which is composed entirely of storm water
are exempt from the requirements of § 122.21 (k)(3)(ii), (k)(3)(iii), and (k)(5).

(ii) An operator of an existing or new storm water discharge that is associated with industrial activity solely under paragraph
(b)(14)(x) of this section or is associated with small construction activity solely under paragraph (b)(15) of this section, is
exempt from the requirements of § 122.21(g) and paragraph (c)(1)(i) of this section. Such operator shall provide a narrative
description of:

(A) The location (including a map) and the nature of the construction activity;

.(B) The total area of the site and the area of the site that is expected to undergo excavation during the life of the permit;

(C) Proposed measures, including best management practices, to control pollutants in storm water discharges during
construction, including a brief description of applicable State and local erosion and sediment control requirements;

(D) Proposed measures to control pollutants in storm water discharges that will occur after construction operations have been

completed, including a brief description of applicable State or local erosion and sediment control requirements;

(E) An estimate of the runoff coefficient of the site and the increase in impervious area after the construction addressed in the
permit application is completed, the nature of fill material and existing data describing the soil or the quality of the discharge; and
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

(F) The name of the receiving water.

(iii) The operator of an existing or new discharge composed entirely of storm water from an oil or gas exploration, production,
processing, or treatment operation, or transmission facility is not required to submit a permit application in accordance with
paragraph (c)(1)(i) of this section, unless the facility:

(A) Has had a discharge of storm water resulting in the discharge of a reportable quantity for which notification is or was
required pursuant to 40 CFR 117.21 or 40 CFR 302.6 at anytime since November 16, 1987; or

(B) Has had a discharge of storm water resulting in the discharge of a reportable quantity for which notification is or was
required pursuant to 40 CFR 110.6 at any time since November 16, 1987; or

(C) Contributes to a violation of a water quality standard.

(iv) The operator of an existing or new discharge composed entirely of storm water from a mining operation is not required
to submit a permit application unless the discharge has come into contact with, any overburden, raw material, intermediate
products, finished product, byproduct or waste products located on the site of such operations.

(v) Applicants shall provide such other information the Director may reasonably require under § 122.21(g)(13) of this part to
determine whether to issue a permit and may require any facility subject to paragraph (c)(1)(ii) of this section to comply with
paragraph (c)(1)(i) of this section.

(2) [Reserved]

(d) Application requirements for large and medium municipal separate storm sewer discharges. The operator of a discharge from

a large or medium municipal separate storm sewer or a municipal separate storm sewer that is designated by the Director under
paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section, may submit a jurisdiction-wide or system-wide permit application. Where more than one
public entity owns or operates a municipal separate storm sewer within a geographic area (including adjacent or interconnected
municipal separate storm sewer systems), such operators may be a coapplicant to the same application. Permit applications for
discharges from large and medium municipal storm sewers or municipal storm sewers designated under paragraph (a)(1)(v)
of this section shall include;

(1) Part 1. Part 1 of the application shall consist of;

(i) General information. The applicants' name, address, telephone number of contact person, ownership status and status as a
State or local government entity.

(ii) Legal authority. A description of existing legal authority to control discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system.

When existing legal authority is not sufficient to meet the criteria provided in paragraph (d)(2)(i) of this section, the description
shall list additional authorities as will be necessary to meet the criteria and shall include a schedule and commitment to seek
such additional authority that will be needed to meet the criteria.

(iii) Source identification.

(A) A description of the historic use of ordinances, guidance or other controls which limited the discharge of non-stonn water
discharges to any Publicly Owned Treatment Works serving the same area as the municipal separate stomi sewer system.

(B) A USGS 7.5 minute topographic map (or equivalent topographic map with a scale between 1:10,000 and 1:24,000 if
cost effective) extending one mile beyond the service boundaries of the municipal storm sewer system covered by the permit
application. The following information shall be provided:

(1) The location of known municipal storm sewer systern outfalls discharging to waters of the United States;
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

(2) A description of the land use activities (e.g. divisions indicating undeveloped, residential, commercial, agricultural and
industrial uses) accompanied with estimates of population densities and projected growth for a ten year period within the
drainage area served by the separate storm. sewer. For each land use type, an estimate of an average runoff coefficient shall
be provided;

(3) The location and a description of the activities of the facility of each currently operating or closed municipal landfill or other

treatment, storage or disposal facility for municipal waste;

(4) The location and the permit number of any known discharge to the municipal storm sewer that has been issued a NPDES
permit;

(5) The location of major structural controls for storm water discharge (retention basins, detention basins, major infiltration
devices, etc.); and

(6) The identification of publicly owned parks, recreational areas, and other open lands.

(iv) Discharge characterization.

(A) Monthly mean rain and snow fall estimates (or summary of weather bureau data) and the monthly average number of storm
events.

(B) Existing quantitative data describing the volume and quality of discharges from the municipal storm sewer, including a
description of the outfalls sampled, sampling procedures and analytical methods used.

(C) A list of water bodies that receive discharges from the municipal separate storm sewer system, including downstream
segments, lakes and estuaries, where pollutants from the system discharges may accumulate and cause water degradation and
a brief description of known water quality impacts. At a minimum, the description of impacts shall include a description of
whether the water bodies receiving such discharges have been:

(1) Assessed and reported in section 305(b) reports submitted by the State, the basis for the assessment (evaluated or monitored),

a summary of designated use support and attainment of Clean Water Act (CWA) goals (fishable and swimmable waters), and
causes of nonsupport of designated uses;

(2) Listed under section 304(1)(1)(A)(i), section 304(1)(1)(A)(ii), or section 304(1)(1)(B) of the CWA that is not expected to
meet water quality standards or water quality goals;

(3) Listed in State Nonpoint Source Assessments required by section 319(a) of the CWA that, without additional action to control

nonpoint sources of pollution, cannot reasonably be expected to attain or maintain water quality standards due to storm sewers,
construction, highway maintenance and runoff from municipal landfills and municipal sludge adding significant pollution (or
contributing to a violation of water quality standards);

(4) Identified and classified according to eutrophic condition of publicly owned lakes listed in State reports required under
section 314(a) of the CWA (include the following: A description of those publicly owned lakes for which uses are knOwn to
be impaired; a description of procedures, processes and methods tO control the discharge of pollutants from municipal separate

storm sewers into such lakes; and a description of methods and procedures to restore the quality of such lakes);

(5) Areas of concern of the Great Lakes identified by the International Joint Commission;

(6) Designated estuaries under the National Estuary Program under section 320 of the CWA;

(7) Recognized by the applicant as highly valued or sensitive waters;

(8) Defined by the State or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services's National Wetlands Inventory as wetlands; and
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

(9) Found to have pollutants in bottom sediments, fish tissue or biosurvey data.

(D) Field screening. Results of a field screening analysis for illicit connections and illegal dumping for either selected field
screening points or major outfalls covered in the permit application. At a minimum, a screening analysis shall include a narrative

description, for either each field screening point or major outfall, of visual observations made during dry weather periods. If
any fiow is observed, two grab samples shall be collected during a 24 hour period with a minimum period of four houis between

samples. For all such samples, a narrative description of the color, odor, turbidity, the presence of an oil sheen or surface scum
as well as any other relevant observations regarding the potential presence of non-storm water discharges or illegal dumping
shall be provided. In addition, a narrative description of the results of a field analysis using suitable methods to estimate pH,
total chlorine, total copper, total phenol, and detergents (or surfactants) shall be provided along with a description of the flow
rate. Where the field analysis does not involve analytical methods approved under 40 CFR part 136, the applicant shall provide

a description of the method used including the name of the manufacturer of the test method along with the range and accuracy
of the test. Field screening points shall be either major outfalls or other outfall points (or any other point of access such as
manholes) randomly located throughout the storm sewer system by placing a grid over a drainage system map and identifying

those cells of the grid which contain a segment of the storm sewer system or major outfall. The field screening points shall be
established using the following guidelines and criteria:

(1) A grid system consisting of perpendicular north-south and east-west lines spaced '/4 mile apart shall be overlaid on a map
of the municipal storm sewer system, creating a series of cells;

(2) All cells that contain a segment of the storm sewer system shall be identified; one field screening point shall be selected in

each cell; major outfalls may be used as field screening points;

(3) Field screening points should be located downstream of any sources of suspected illegal or illicit activity;

(4) Field screening points shall be located to the degree practicable at the farthest manhole or other accessible location
downstream in the system, within each cell; however, safety of personnel and accessibility of the location should be considered

in making this determination;

(5) Hydrological conditions; total drainage area of the site; population density of the site; traffic density; age of the structures
or buildings in the area; history of the area; and land use types;

(6) For medium municipal separate storm sewer systems, no more than 250 cells need to have identified field screening points;

in large municipal separate storm sewer systems, no more than 500 cells need to have identified field screening points; cells
established by the grid that contain no storm sewer segments will be eliminated from consideration; if fewer than 250 cells in
medium municipal sewers are created, and fewer than 500 in large systems are created by the overlay on the municipal sewer
map, then all those cells which contain a segment of the sewer system shall be subject to field screening (unless access to the
separate storm sewer system is impossible); and

(7) Large or medium municipal separate storm sewer systems which are unable to utilize the procedures described in paragraphs

(d)(1)(iv)(D) (1) through (6) of this section, because a sufficiently detailed map of the separate storm sewer systems is
unavailable, shall field screen no more than 500 or 250 major outfalls respectively (or all major outfalls in the system, if less); in

such circumstances, the applicant shall establish a grid system consisting of north-south and east-west lines spaced 1/4mile apart

as an overlay to the boundaries of the municipal storm sewer system, thereby creating a series of cells; the applicant will then
select major outfalls in as many cells as possible until at least 500 major outfalls (large municipalities) or 250 major outfalls
(medium municipalities) are selected; a field screening analysis shall be undertaken at these major outfalls.

(E) Characterization plan. Information and a proposed program to meet the requirements of paragraph (d)(2)(iii) of this section.
Such description shall include: the location of outfalls or field screening points appropriate for representative data collection
under paragraph (d)(2)(iii)(A) of this section, a description of why the outfall or field screening point is representative, the
seasons during which sampling is intended, a description of the sampling equipment. The proposed location of outfalls or field
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screening points for such sampling should reflect water quality concerns (see paragraph (d)(1)(iv)(C) .of this section) to the
extent practicable.

(v) Management programs.

(A) A description of the existing management programs to control pollutants from the municipal separate storm sewer system.
The description shall provide information on existing structural and source controls, including operation and maintenance
measures for structural controls, that are currently being implemented. Such controls may include, but are not limited to:
Procedures to control pollution resulting from construction activities; floodplain management controls; wetland protection
measures; best management practices for new subdivisions; and emergency spill response programs. The description may
address controls established under State law as well as local requirements.

(B) A description of the existing program to identify illicit connections to the municipal storm sewer system. The description
should include inspection procedures and methods for detecting and preventing illicit discharges, and describe areas where this

program has been implemented.

(vi) Fiscal resources.

(A) A description of the financial resources currently available to the municipality to complete part 2 of the permit application. A

description of the municipality's budget for existing storm water programs, including an overview of the municipality's financial

resources and budget, including overall indebtedness and assets, and sources of funds for storm water programs.

(2) Part 2. Part 2 of the application shall consist of:

(i) Adequate legal authority. A demonstration that the applicant can operate pursuant to legal authority established by statute,
ordinance or series of contracts which authorizes or enables the applicant at a minimum to:

(A) Control through ordinance, permit, contract, order or similar means, the contribution of pollutants to the municipal storm
sewer by storm water discharges associated with industrial activity and the quality of storm water discharged from sites of
industrial activity;

(B) Prohibit through ordinance, order or similar means, illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer;

(C) Control through ordinance, order or similar means the discharge to a municipal separate storm sewer of spills, dumping
or disposal of materials other than storm water;

(D) Control through interagency agreements among coapplicants the contribution of pollutants from one portion of the municipal

system to another portion of the municipal system;

(E) Require compliance with conditions in ordinances, permits, contracts or orders; and

(F) Carry out all inspection, surveillance and monitoring procedures necessary to determine compliance and noncompliance
with permit conditions including the prohibition on illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer.

(ii) Source identification. The location of any major outfall that discharges to waters of the United States that was not reported
under paragraph (d)(1)(iii)(B)(1) of this section. Provide an inventory, organized by watershed of the name and address, and
a description (such as SIC codes) which best reflects the principal products or services provided by each facility which may
discharge, to the municipal separate storm sewer, storm water associated with industrial activity;

(iii) Characterization data. When "quantitative data" for a pollutant are required under paragraph (d)(2)(iii)(A)(3) of this section,

the applicant must collect a sample of effluent in accordance with § 122.21(g)(7) and analyze it for the pollutant in accordance
with analytical methods approved under part 136 of this chapter. When no analytical method is approved the applicant may use

dge.x 2011 Thomson Reuters. No cm to onginal U.S. Government Works. 14

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

any suitable method but must provide a description of the method. The applicant must provide information characterizing the
quality and quantity of discharges covered in the permit application, including:

(A) Quantitative data from representative outfalls designated by the Director (based on information received in part 1 of
the application, the Director shall designate between five and ten outfalls or field screening points as representative of the
commercial, residential and industrial land use activities of the drainage area contributing to the system or, where there are less
than five outfalls covered in the application, the Director shall designate all outfalls) developed as follows:

(1) For each outfall or field screening point designated under this subparagraph, samples shall be collected of storm water
discharges from three storm events occurring at least one month apart in accordance with the requirements at § 122.21(g)
(7) (the Director may allow exemptions to sampling three storm events when climatic conditions create good cause for such
exemptions);

(2) A narrative description shall be provided of the date and duration of the storm event(s) sampled, rainfall estimates of the
storm event which generated the sampled dicharge and the duration between the storm event sampled and the end of the
previous measurable (greater than 0.1 inch rainfall) storm event;

(3) For samples collected and described under paragraphs (d)(2)(iii)(A)(1) and (A)(2) of this section, quantitative data shall be
provided for: the organic pollutants listed in Table II; the pollutants listed in Table III (toxic metals, cyanide, and total phenols)
of appendix D of 40 CFR part 122, and for the following pollutants:

Total suspended solids (TSS)

Total dissolved solids (TDS)

COD

BOD5

Oil and grease

Fecal coliform

Fecal streptococcus

pH

Total Kjeldahl nitrogen

Nitrate plus nitrite

Dissolved phosphorus

Total ammonia plus organic nitrogen

Total phosphorus

(4) Additional limited quantitative data required by the Director for determining permit conditions (the Director may require that

quantitative data shall be provided for additional parameters, and may establish sampling conditions such as the location, season

of sample collection, form of precipitation (snow melt, rainfall) and other parameters necessary to insure representativeness);

(B) Estimates of the annual pollutant load of the cumulative discharges to waters of the United States from all identified
municipal outfalls and the event mean concentration of the cumulative discharges to waters of the United States from all
identified municipal outfalls during a storm event (as described under § 122.21(c)(7)) for BOD5, COD, TSS, dissolved solids,
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total nitrogen, total ammonia plus organic nitrogen, total phosphorus, dissolved phosphorus, cadmimn, copper, lead, and zinc.
Estimates shall be accompanied by a description of the procedures for estimating constituent loads and concentrations, including

any modelling, data analysis, and calculation methods;

(C) A proposed schedule to provide estimates for each major outfall identified in either paragraph (d)(2)(ii) or (d)(1)(iii)(B)(1)
of this section of the seasonal pollutant load and of the event mean concentration of a representative storm for any constituent
detected in any sample required under paragraph (d)(2)(iii)(A) of this section; and

(D) A proposed monitoring program for representative data collection for the term of the permit that describes the location of
outfalls or field screening points to be sampled (or the location of instream stations), why the location is representative, the
frequency of sampling, parameters to be sampled, and a description of sampling equipment.

(iv) Proposed management program. A proposed management program covers the duration of the permit. It shall include a
comprehensive planning process which involves public participation and where necessary intergovernmental coordination, to
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable using management practices, control techniques and
system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions which are appropriate. The program shall also include
a description of staff and equipment available to implement the program. Separate proposed programs may be submitted by
each coapplicant. Proposed programs may impose controls on a systemwide basis, a watershed basis, a jurisdiction basis, or
on individual outfalls. Proposed programs will be considered by the Director when developing permit conditions to reduce
pollutants in discharges to the maximum extent practicable. Proposed management programs shall describe priorities for
implementing controls. Such programs shall be based on:

(A) A description of structural and source control measures to reduce pollutants from runoff from commercial and residential
areas that are discharged from the municipal storm sewer system that are to be implemented during the life of the permit,
accompanied with an estimate of the expected reduction of pollutant loads and a proposed schedule for implementing such
controls. At a minimum, the description shall include:

(1) A description of maintenance activities and a maintenance schedule for structural controls to reduce pollutants (including
floatables) in discharges from municipal separate storm sewers;

(2) A description of planning procedures including a comprehensive master plan to develop, implement and enforce controls
to reduce the discharge of pollutants from municipal separate storm sewers which receive discharges from areas of new
development and significant redevelopment. Such plan shall address controls to reduce pollutants in discharges from municipal
separate storm sewers after construction is completed. (Controls to reduce pollutants in discharges from municipal separate
storm sewers containing construction site runoff are addressed in paragraph (d)(2)(iv)(D) of this section;

(3) A description of practices for operating and maintaining public streets, roads and highways and procedures for reducing
the impact on receiving waters of discharges from municipal storm sewer systems, including pollutants discharged as a result
of deicing activities;

(4) A description of procedures to assure that flood management projects assess the impacts on the water quality of receiving
water bodies and that existing structural flood control devices have been evaluated to determine if retrofitting the device to
provide additional pollutant removal from storm water is feasible;

(5) A description of a program to monitor pollutants in runoff from operating or closed municipal landfills or other treatment,

storage or disposal facilities for municipal waste, which shall identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing
and implementing control measures for such discharges (this program can be coordinated with the program developed under
paragraph (d)(2)(iv)(C) of this section); and

(6) A description of a program to reduce to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in discharges from municipal separate

storm sewers associated with the application of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizer which will include, as appropriate, controls
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such as educational activities, permits, certifications and other measures for comMercial applicators and distributors, and
controls for application in public right-of-ways and at municipal facilities.

(B) A description of a program, including a schedule, to detect and remove (or require the discharger to the municipal separate
storm sewer to obtain a separate NPDES permit for) illicit discharges and improper disposal into the storm sewer. The proposed

program shall include:

(1) A description of a program, including inspections, to implement and enforce an ordinance, orders or similar means to
prevent illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system; this program description shall address all types of illicit
discharges, however the following category of non-storm water discharges or flows shall be addressed where such discharges
are identified by the municipality as sources of pollutants to waters of the United States: water line flushing, landscape irrigation,

diverted stream flows, rising ground waters, uncontaminated ground water infiltration (as defined at 40 CFR 35.2005(20)) to
separate storm sewers, uncontaminated pumped ground water, discharges from potable water sources, foundation drains, air
conditioning condensation, irrigation water, springs, water from crawl space pumps, footing drains, lawn watering, individual
residential car washing, flows from riparian habitats and wetlands, dechlorinated swimming pool discharges, and street wash
water (program descriptions shall address discharges or flows from fire fighting only where such discharges or flows are
identified as significant sources of pollutants to waters of the United States);

(2) A description of procedures to conduct on-going field screening activities during the life of the permit, including areas or
locations that will be evaluated by such field screens;

(3) A description of procedures to be followed to investigate portions of the separate storm sewer system that, based on the results

of the field-screen, or-other appropriate information, indicate a reasonable potential of containing illicit discharges or other
sources of non-storm water (such procedures may include: sampling procedures for constituents such as fecal colifomi, fecal
streptococcus, surfactants (IVIBAS), residual chlorine, fluorides and potassium; testing with fluorometric dyes; or conducting
in storm sewer inspections where safety and other considerations allow. Such description shall include the location of storm
sewers that have been identified for such .evaluation);

(4) A description of procedures to prevent, contain, and respond to spills that may discharge into the municipal separate storm

sewer;

(5) A description of a program to promote, publicize, and facilitate public reporting of the presence of illicit discharges or water
quality impacts associated with discharges from municipal separate storm sewers;

(6) A description of educational activities, public information activities, and other appropriate activities to facilitate the proper
management and disposal of used oil and toxic materials; and

(7) A description of controls to limit infiltration of seepage from municipal sanitary sewers to municipal separate storm sewer

systems where necessary;

(C) A description of a program to monitor and control pollutants in storm water discharges to municipal systems from municipal

landfills, hazardous waste treatment, disposal and recovery facilities, industrial facilities that are subject to section 313 of title

III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and industrial facilities that the municipal permit
applicant determines are contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the municipal storm sewer system. The program shall:

(1) Identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing and implementing control measures for such discharges;

(2) Describe a monitoring program for storm water discharges associated with the industrial facilities identified in paragraph
(d)(2)(iv)(C) of this section, to be implemented during the term of the permit, including the submission of quantitative data on
the following constituents: Any pollutants limited in effluent guidelines subcategories, where applicable; any pollutant listed
in an existing NPDES permit for a facility; oil and grease, COD, pH, BOD5, TSS, total phosphorus, total Kjeldahl nitrogen,

nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen, and any information on discharges required under § 122.21(g)(7)(vi) and (vii).
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(D) A description of a program to implement and maintain structural and non-structural best management practices to reduce
pollutants in storm water runoff from construction sites to the municipal storm sewer system, which shall include:

(1) A description of procedures for site planning which incorporate consideration of potential water quality impacts;

(2) A description of requirements for nonstructural and structural best management practices;

(3) A description of procedures for identifying priorities for inspecting sites and enforcing control measures which consider the
nature of the construction activity, topography, and the characteristics of soils and receiving water quality; and

(4) A description of appropriate educational and training measures for construction site operators.

(v) Assessment of controls. Estimated reductions in loadings of pollutants from discharges of municipal storm sewer constituents

from municipal storm sewer systems expected as the result of the municipal storm water quality management program. The
assessment shall also identify known impacts of storm water controls on ground water.

(vi) Fiscal analysis. For each fiscal year to be covered by the permit, a fiscal analysis of the necessary capital and operation and
maintenance expenditures necessary to accomplish the activities of the programs under paragraphs (d)(2) (iii) and (iv) of this
section. Such analysis shall include a description of the source of funds that are proposed to meet the necessary expenditures,

-
including legal restrictions on the use of such funds.

(vii) Where more than one legal entity submits an application, the application shall contain a description of the roles and
responsibilities of each legal entity and procedures to ensure effective coordination.

(viii) Where requirements under paragraph (d)(1)(iv)(E); (d)(2)(ii), (d)(2)(iii)(B) and (d)(2)(iv) of this section are not practicable

or are not applicable, the Director may exclude any operator of a discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer which
is designated under paragraph (a)(1)(v), (b)(4)(ii) or (b)(7)(ii) of this section from such requirements. The Director shall not
exclude the operator of a discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer identified in appendix F, G, H or I of part 122, from

any of the permit application requirements under this paragraph except where authorized under this section.

(e) Application deadlines. Any operator of a point source required to obtain a permit under this section that does not have an
effective NPDES permit authorizing discharges from its storm water outfalls shall submit an application in accordance with

the following deadlines:

(1) Storm water discharges associated with industrial activity.

(i) Except as provided in paragraph (e)(1)(ii) of this section, for any storm water discharge associated with industrial activity
identified in paragraphs (b)(14)(i) through (xi) of this section, that is not part of a group application as described in paragraph
(c)(2) of this section or that is not authorized by a storm water general permit, a permit application made pursuant to paragraph

(c) of this section must be submitted to t.he Director by October 1, 1992;

(ii) For any storm water discharge associated with industrial activity from a facility that is owned or operated by a municipality

with a population of less than 100,000 that is not authorized by a general or individual permit, other than an airport, powerplant,

or uncontrolled sanitary landfill, the permit application must be submitted to the Director by March 10, 2003.

(2) For any group application submitted in accordance with paragraph (c)(2) of this section:

(i) Part 1.

(A) Except as provided in paragraph (e)(2)(i)(B) of this section, part 1 of the application shall be submitted to the Director,
Office of Wasteviater Enforcement and Compliance by September 30, 1991;
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(B) Any municipality with a population of less than 250,000 shall not be required to submit a part 1 application before May
18, 1992.

(C) For any storm water discharge associated with industrial activity from a facility that is owned or operated by a municipality
with a population of less than 100,000 other than an airport, powerplant, or uncontrolled sanitary landfill, permit applications
requirements are reserved.

(ii) Based on information in the part 1 application, the Director will approve or deny the members in the group application
within 60 days after receiving part 1 of the group application.

(iii) Part 2.

(A) Except as provided in paragraph (e)(2)(iii)(B) of this section, part 2 of the application shall be submitted to the Director,
Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance by October 1, 1992;

(B) Any municipality with a population of less than 250,000 shall not be required to submit a part 1 application before May
17, 1993.

(C) For any storm water discharge associated with industrial activity from a facility that is owned or operated by a municipality
with a population of less than 100,000 other than an airport, powerplant, or uncontrolled sanitary landfill, permit applications
requirements are reserved.

(iv) Rejected facilities.

(A) Except as provided in paragraph (e)(2)(iv)(B) of this section, facilities that are rejected as members of the group shall
submit an individual application (or obtain coverage under an applicable general permit) no later than 12 months after the date
of receipt of the notice of rejection or October 1, 1992, whichever comes first.

(B) Facilities that are owned or operated by a municipality and that are rejected as members of part 1 group application shall
submit an individual application no later than 180 days after the date of receipt of the notice of rejection or October 1, 1992,
whichever is later.

(v) A facility listed under paragraph (b)(14) (i)-(xi) of this section may add on to a group application submitted in accordance
with paragraph (e)(2)(i) of this section at the discretion of the Office of Water Enforcement and Permits, and only upon a
showing of good cause by the facility and the group applicant; the request for the addition of the facility shall be made no
later than February 18,1992; the addition of the facility shall not cause the percentage of the facilities that are required to
submit quantitative data to be less than 10%, unless there are over 100 facilities in the group that are submitting quantitative
data; approval to become part of group application must be obtained from the group or the trade association representing the
individual facilities.

(3) For any discharge from a large municipal separate storm sewer system;

(i) Part 1 of the application shall be submitted to the Director by November 18, 1991;

(ii) Based on information received in the part 1 application the Director will approve or deny a sampling plan under paragraph
(d)(1)(iv)(E) of this section within 90 days after receiving the part 1 application;

(iii) Part 2 of the application shall be submitted to the Director by November 16, 1992.

(4) For any discharge from a medium municipal separate storm sewer system;

(i) Part 1 of the application shall be submitted to the Director by May 18, 1992.
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(ii) Based on information received in the part 1 application the Director will approve or deny a sampling plan under paragraph
(d)(1)(iv)(E) of this section within 90 days after receiving the part 1 application.

(iii) Part 2 of the application shall be submitted to the Director by May 17, 1993.

(5) A permit application shall be submitted to the Director within 180 days of notice, unless permission for a later date is granted

by the Director (see § 124.52(c) of this chapter), for:

(i) A storm water discharge that the Director, or in States with approved NPDES programs, either the Director or the EPA
Regional Administrator, determines that the discharge contributes to a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant
contributor of pollutants to waters of the United States (see paragraphs (a)(1)(v) and (b)(15)(ii) of this section);

(ii) A storm water discharge subject to paragraph (c)(1)(v) of this section.

(6) Facilities with existing NPDES permits for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity shall maintain existing
permits. Facilities with permits for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity which expire on or after May 18,

1992 shall submit a new application in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 122.21 and 40 CFR 122.26(c) (Form 1,
Form 2F, and other applicable Forms) 180 days before the expiration of such permits.

(7) The Director shall issue or deny permits for discharges composed entirely of storm water under this section in accordance

with the following schedule:

(i)(A) Except as provided in paragraph (e)(7)(i)(B) of this section, the Director shall issue or deny permits for storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity no later than October 1, 1993, or, for new sources or existing sources which fail
to submit a complete permit application by October 1, 1992, one year after receipt of a complete permit application;

(B) For any municipality with a population of less than 250,000 which submits a timely Part I group application under paragraph

(e)(2)(i)(B) of this section, the Director shall issue or deny permits for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity
no later than May 17, 1994, or, for any such municipality which fails to submit a complete Part II group permit application by
May 17, 1993, one year after receipt of a complete permit application;

(ii) The Director shall issue or deny permits for large municipal separate storm sewer systems no later than November 16, 1993,

or, for new sources or existing sources which fail to submit a complete permit application by November 16, 1992, one year
after receipt of a complete permit application;

(iii) The Director shall issue or deny permits for medium municipal separate storm sewer systems no later than May 17, 1994,

or, for new sources or existing sources which fail to submit a complete permit application by May 17, 1993, one year after
receipt of a complete permit application.

(8) For any storm water discharge associated with small construction activities identified in paragraph (b)(15)(i) of this section,
see § 122.21(c)(1). Discharges from these sources require permit authorization by March 10, 2003, unless designated for
coverage before then.

(9) For any discharge from a regulated small MS4, the permit application made under § 122.33 must be submitted to the Director

by:

(i) March 10, 2003 if designated under § 122.32(a)(1) unless your MS4 serves a jurisdiction with a population under 10,000
and the NPDES permitting authority has established a phasing schedule under § 123.35(d)(3) (see § 122.33(c)(1)); or

(ii) Within 180 days of notice, unless the NPDES permitting authority grants a later date, if designated under § 122.32(a)(2)

(see § 122.33(c)(2)).

(f) Petitions.
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§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25)., 40 C.F.R. § 122.26

(1) Any operator of a municipal separate storm sewer system may petition the Director to require a separate NPDES permit (or
a permit issued under an apriroved NPDES State program) for any discharge into the municipal separate storm sewer system.

(2) Any person may petition the Director to require a NPDES permit for a discharge which is composed entirely of storm
water which contributes to a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the
United States.

(3) The owner or operator of a municipal separate storm sewer system may petition the Director to reduce the Census estimates
of the population served by such separate system to account for storm water discharged to combined sewers as defined by
40 CFR 35.2005(b)(11) that is treated in a publicly owned treatment works. In municipalities in which combined sewers are
operated, the Census estimates of population may be reduced proportional to the fraction, based on estimated lengths, of the
length of combined sewers over the sum of the length of combined sewers and municipal separate storm sewers where an
applicant has submitted the NPDES permit number associated with each discharge point and a map indicating areas served by
combined sewers and the location of any combined sewer overflow discharge point.

(4) Any person may petition the Director for the designation of a large, medium, or small municipal separate storm sewer system

as defined by paragraph (b)(4)(iv), (b)(7)(iv), or (b)(16) of this section.

(5) The Director shall make a final determination on any petition received under this section within 90 days after receiving the
petition with the exception of petitions to designate a small MS4 in which case the Director shall make a final determination

on the petition within 180 days after its receipt.

(g) Conditional exclusion for "no exposure" of industrial activities and materials to storm water. Discharges composed entirely
of storm water are not storm water discharges associated with industrial activity if there is "no exposure" of industrial materials

and activities to rain, snow, snowmelt and/or runoff, and the discharger satisfies the conditions in paragraphs (g)(1) through (g)
(4) of this section. "No exposure" means that all industrial materials and activities are protected by a stom resistant shelter to
prevent exposure to rain, snow, snowmelt, and/or runoff. Industrial materials or activities include, but are not limited to, material

handling equipment or activities, industrial machinery, raw materials, intemiediate products, by-products, final products, or
waste products. Material handling activities include the storage, loading and unloading, transportation, or conveyance of any
raw material, intermediate product, fmal product or waste product.

(1) Qualification. To qualify for this exclusion, the operator of the discharge must:

(i) Provide a storm resistant shelter to protect industrial materials and activities from exposure to rain, snow, snow melt, and

runoff;

(ii) Complete and sign (according to § 122.22) a certification that there are no discharges of storm water contaminated by
exposure to industrial materials and activities from the entire facility, except as provided in paragraph (g)(2) of this section;

(iii) Submit the signed certification to the NPDES permitting authority once every five years;

(iv) Allow the Director to inspect the facility to determine compliance with the "no exposure" conditions;

(v) Allow the Director to make any "no exposure" inspection reports available to the public upon request; and

(vi) For facilities that discharge through an MS4, upon request, submit a copy of the certification of "no exposure" to the MS4
operator, as well as allow inspection and public reporting by the MS4 operator.

(2) Industrial materials and activities not requiring storm resistant shelter. To qualify for this exclusion, storm resistant shelter

is not required for:
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(i) Drums, barrels, tanks, and similar containers that are tightly sealed, provided those containers are not deteriorated and do
not leak ("Sealed" means banded or otherwise secured and without operational taps or valves);

(ii) Adequately.maintained vehicles used in material handling; and

(iii) Final products, other than products that would be mobilized in storm water discharge (e.g., rock salt).

(3) Limitations.

(i) Storm water discharges from construction activities identified in paragraphs (b)(14)(x) and (b)(15) are not eligible for this
conditional exclusion.

(ii) This conditional exclusion from the requirement for an NPDES permit is available on a facility-wide basis only, not for
individual outfalls. If a facility has some discharges of storm water that would otherwise be "no exposure" discharges, individual

permit requirements should be adjusted accordingly.

(iii) If circumstances change and industrial materials or activities become exposed to rain, snow, snow melt, and/or runoff, the

conditions for this exclusion no longer apply. In such cases, the discharge becomes subject to enforcement for un-pennitted
discharge. Any conditionally exempt discharger who anticipates changes in circumstances should apply for and obtain permit
authorization prior to the change of circumstances.

(iv) Notwithstanding the provisions of this paragraph, the NPDES permitting authority retains the authority to require permit
authorization (and deny this exclusion) upon making a determination that the discharge causes, has a reasonable potential to
cause, or contributes to an instream excursion above an applicable water quality standard, including designated uses.

(4) Certification. The no exposure certification must require the submission of the following information, at a minimum, to aid
the NPDES permitting authority in determining if the facility qualifies for the no exposure exclusion:

(i) The legal name, address and phone number of the discharger (see § 122.21(b));

(ii) The facility name and address, the county name and the latitude and longitude where the facility is located;

(iii) The certification must indicate that none of the following materials or activities are, or will be in the foreseeable future,
exposed to precipitation:

(A) Using, storing or cleaning industrial machinery or equipment, and areas where residuals from using, storing or cleaning
industrial machinery or equipment remain and are exposed to storm water;

(B) Materials or residuals on the ground or in storm water inlets from spills/leaks;

(C) Materials or products from past industrial activity;

(D) Material handling equipment (except adequately maintained vehicles);

(E) Materials or products during loading/unloading or transporting activities;

(F) Materials or products stored outdoors (except final products intended for outside use, e.g., new cars, where exposure to
storm water does not result in the discharge of pollutants);

(G) Materials contained in open, deteriorated or leaking storage drums, barrels, tanks, and similar containers;

(H) Materials or products handled/stored on roads or railways owned or maintained by the discharger;

(I) Waste material (except waste in covered, non-leaking containers, e.g., dumpsters);
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(J) Application or disposal of process wastewater (unless otherwise permitted); and

(K) Particulate matter or visible deposits of residuals from roof stacks/vents not otherwise regulated, i.e., under an air quality
control permit, and evident in the storm water outflow;

(iv) All "no exposure" certifications must include the following certification statement, and be signed in accordance with the
signatory requirements of § 122.22: "I certify under penalty of law that I have read and understand the eligibility requirements
for claiming a condition of "no exposure" and obtaining an exclusion from NPDES storm water permitting; and that there are
no discharges of storm water contaminated by exposure to industrial activities or materials from the industrial facility identified

in this document (except as allowed under paragraph (g)(2)) of this section. I understand that I am obligated to submit a no
exposure certification form once every five years to the NPDES permitting authority and, if requested, to the operator of the
local MS4 into which this facility discharges (where applicable). I understand that I must allow the NPDES perniitting authority,

or MS4 operator where the discharge is into the local MS4, to perform inspections to confirm the condition of no exposure and
to make such inspection reports publicly available upon request. I understand that I must obtain coverage under an NPDES
permit prior to any point source discharge of storm water from the facility. I certify under penalty of law that this document and

all attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified
personnel properly gathered and evaluated the information submitted. Based upon my inquiry of the person or persons who
manage the system, or those persons directly involved in gathering the information, the information submitted is to the best of
my knowledge and belief true, accurate and complete. I am aware there are significant penalties for submitting false information,

including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations."

Credits

[54 FR 255, Jan. 4, 1989; 55 FR 48063, Nov. 16, 1990; 56 FR 12100. March 21, 1991; 56 FR 56554, Nov. 5, 1991; 57 FR
11412, April 2, 1992; 57 FR 60447, Dec. 18, 1992; 60 FR 17956, April 7, 1995; 60 FR 40235, Aug. 7, 1995; 64 FR 68838, Dec.

8, 1999; 65 FR 30907, May 15, 2000; 68 FR 11329, March 10, 2003; 70 FR 11563, March 9, 2005; 71 FR 33639, June 12,2006]

SOURCE: 45 FR 33418, May 19, 1980, as amended at 48 FR 14153, Apr. 1, 1983, unless otherwise noted.

AUTHORITY: The Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

Notes of Decisions (61)

Current through February 24, 2011; 76 FR 10265
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40 CFR 122.41 - Conditions applicable to all permits 
(applicable to State programs, see 123.25). 
 
40 CFR 122.41 - Conditions applicable to all permits (applicable to State programs, see 
123.25). 
 
 
Id. vLex: VLEX-19811547 
http://vlex.com/vid/19811547                         
 
Text 
                                       
 
 
TITLE 40 - PROTECTION OF ENVIRONMENT 
 
CHAPTER I - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
 
SUBCHAPTER D - WATER PROGRAMS 
 
PART 122 - EPA ADMINISTERED PERMIT PROGRAMS: THE NATIONAL POLLUTANT 
DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 
 
subpart c - PERMIT CONDITIONS 
 
122.41 - Conditions applicable to all permits (applicable to State programs, see 123.25). 
 
 
 
 
 
The following conditions apply to all NPDES permits. Additional conditions applicable to 
NPDES permits are in 122.42. All conditions applicable to NPDES permits shall be 
incorporated into the permits either expressly or by reference. If incorporated by reference, a 
specific citation to these regulations (or the corresponding approved State regulations) must be 
given in the permit. 
 
(a) Duty to comply. The permittee must comply with all conditions of this permit. Any permit 
noncompliance constitutes a violation of the Clean Water Act and is grounds for enforcement 
action; for permit termination, revocation and reissuance, or modification; or denial of a permit 
renewal application. 
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(1) The permittee shall comply with effluent standards or prohibitions established under section 
307(a) of the Clean Water Act for toxic pollutants and with standards for sewage sludge use or 
disposal established under section 405(d) of the CWA within the time provided in the 
regulations that establish these standards or prohibitions or standards for sewage sludge use 
or disposal, even if the permit has not yet been modified to incorporate the requirement. 
 
(2) The Clean Water Act provides that any person who violates section 301, 302, 306, 307, 
308, 318 or 405 of the Act, or any permit condition or limitation implementing any such sections 
in a permit issued under section 402, or any requirement imposed in a pretreatment program 
approved under sections 402(a)(3) or 402(b)(8) of the Act, is subject to a civil penalty not to 
exceed $25,000 per day for each violation. The Clean Water Act provides that any person who 
negligently violates sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the Act, or any condition 
or limitation implementing any of such sections in a permit issued under section 402 of the Act, 
or any requirement imposed in a pretreatment program approved under section 402(a)(3) or 
402(b)(8) of the Act, is subject to criminal penalties of $2,500 to $25,000 per day of violation, or 
imprisonment of not more than 1 year, or both. In the case of a second or subsequent 
conviction for a negligent violation, a person shall be subject to criminal penalties of not more 
than $50,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment of not more than 2 years, or both. Any 
person who knowingly violates such sections, or such conditions or limitations is subject to 
criminal penalties of $5,000 to $50,000 per day of violation, or imprisonment for not more than 
3 years, or both. In the case of a second or subsequent conviction for a knowing violation, a 
person shall be subject to criminal penalties of not more than $100,000 per day of violation, or 
imprisonment of not more than 6 years, or both. Any person who knowingly violates section 
301, 302, 303, 306, 307, 308, 318 or 405 of the Act, or any permit condition or limitation 
implementing any of such sections in a permit issued under section 402 of the Act, and who 
knows at that time that he thereby places another person in imminent danger of death or 
serious bodily injury, shall, upon conviction, be subject to a fine of not more than $250,000 or 
imprisonment of not more than 15 years, or both. In the case of a second or subsequent 
conviction for a knowing endangerment violation, a person shall be subject to a fine of not 
more than $500,000 or by imprisonment of not more than 30 years, or both. An organization, 
as defined in section 309(c)(3)(B)(iii) of the CWA, shall, upon conviction of violating the 
imminent danger provision, be subject to a fine of not more than $1,000,000 and can be fined 
up to $2,000,000 for second or subsequent convictions. 
 
(3) Any person may be assessed an administrative penalty by the Administrator for violating 
section 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318 or 405 of this Act, or any permit condition or limitation 
implementing any of such sections in a permit issued under section 402 of this Act. 
 
Administrative penalties for Class I violations are not to exceed $10,000 per violation, with the 
maximum amount of any Class I penalty assessed not to exceed $25,000. Penalties for Class 
II violations are not to exceed $10,000 per day for each day during which the violation 
continues, with the maximum amount of any Class II penalty not to exceed $125,000. 
 
(b) Duty to reapply. If the permittee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this permit after 
the expiration date of this permit, the permittee must apply for and obtain a new permit. 
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(c) Need to halt or reduce activity not a defense. It shall not be a defense for a permittee in an 
enforcement action that it would have been necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in 
order to maintain compliance with the conditions of this permit. 
 
(d) Duty to mitigate. The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any 
discharge or sludge use or disposal in violation of this permit which has a reasonable likelihood 
of adversely affecting human health or the environment. 
 
(e) Proper operation and maintenance. The permittee shall at all times properly operate and 
maintain all facilities and systems of treatment and control (and related appurtenances) which 
are installed or used by the permittee to achieve compliance with the conditions of this permit. 
 
Proper operation and maintenance also includes adequate laboratory controls and appropriate 
quality assurance procedures. This provision requires the operation of back-up or auxiliary 
facilities or similar systems which are installed by a permittee only when the operation is 
necessary to achieve compliance with the conditions of the permit. 
 
(f) Permit actions. This permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated for cause. 
The filing of a request by the permittee for a permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or 
termination, or a notification of planned changes or anticipated noncompliance does not stay 
any permit condition. 
 
(g) Property rights. This permit does not convey any property rights of any sort, or any 
exclusive privilege. 
 
(h) Duty to provide information. The permittee shall furnish to the Director, within a reasonable 
time, any information which the Director may request to determine whether cause exists for 
modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating this permit or to determine compliance with 
this permit. The permittee shall also furnish to the Director upon request, copies of records 
required to be kept by this permit. 
 
(i) Inspection and entry. The permittee shall allow the Director, or an authorized representative 
(including an authorized contractor acting as a representative of the Administrator), upon 
presentation of credentials and other documents as may be required by law, to: (1) Enter upon 
the permittee's premises where a regulated facility or activity is located or conducted, or where 
records must be kept under the conditions of this permit; (2) Have access to and copy, at 
reasonable times, any records that must be kept under the conditions of this permit; (3) Inspect 
at reasonable times any facilities, equipment (including monitoring and control equipment), 
practices, or operations regulated or required under this permit; and (4) Sample or monitor at 
reasonable times, for the purposes of assuring permit compliance or as otherwise authorized 
by the Clean Water Act, any substances or parameters at any location. 
 
(j) Monitoring and records. (1) Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monitoring 
shall be representative of the monitored activity. 
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(2) Except for records of monitoring information required by this permit related to the 
permittee's sewage sludge use and disposal activities, which shall be retained for a period of at 
least five years (or longer as required by 40 CFR part 503), the permittee shall retain records of 
all monitoring information, including all calibration and maintenance records and all original 
strip chart recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation, copies of all reports required 
by this permit, and records of all data used to complete the application for this permit, for a 
period of at least 3 years from the date of the sample, measurement, report or application. This 
period may be extended by request of the Director at any time. 
 
(3) Records of monitoring information shall include: (i) The date, exact place, and time of 
sampling or measurements; (ii) The individual(s) who performed the sampling or 
measurements; (iii) The date(s) analyses were performed; (iv) The individual(s) who performed 
the analyses; (v) The analytical techniques or methods used; and (vi) The results of such 
analyses. 
 
(4) Monitoring results must be conducted according to test procedures approved under 40 CFR 
part 136 or, in the case of sludge use or disposal, approved under 40 CFR part 136 unless 
otherwise specified in 40 CFR part 503, unless other test procedures have been specified in 
the permit. 
 
(5) The Clean Water Act provides that any person who falsifies, tampers with, or knowingly 
renders inaccurate any monitoring device or method required to be maintained under this 
permit shall, upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000, or by 
imprisonment for not more than 2 years, or both. If a conviction of a person is for a violation 
committed after a first conviction of such person under this paragraph, punishment is a fine of 
not more than $20,000 per day of violation, or by imprisonment of not more than 4 years, or 
both. 
 
(k) Signatory requirement. (1) All applications, reports, or information submitted to the Director 
shall be signed and certified. (See 122.22) (2) The CWA provides that any person who 
knowingly makes any false statement, representation, or certification in any record or other 
document submitted or required to be maintained under this permit, including monitoring 
reports or reports of compliance or non-compliance shall, upon conviction, be punished by a 
fine of not more than $10,000 per violation, or by imprisonment for not more than 6 months per 
violation, or by both. 
 
(l) Reporting requirements(1) Planned changes. The permittee shall give notice to the Director 
as soon as possible of any planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility. 
Notice is required only when: (i) The alteration or addition to a permitted facility may meet one 
of the criteria for determining whether a facility is a new source in 122.29(b); or (ii) The 
alteration or addition could significantly change the nature or increase the quantity of pollutants 
discharged. This notification applies to pollutants which are subject neither to effluent 
limitations in the permit, nor to notification requirements under 122.42(a)(1). 
 
(iii) The alteration or addition results in a significant change in the permittee's sludge use or 
disposal practices, and such alteration, addition, or change may justify the application of permit 
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conditions that are different from or absent in the existing permit, including notification of 
additional use or disposal sites not reported during the permit application process or not 
reported pursuant to an approved land application plan; (2) Anticipated noncompliance. The 
permittee shall give advance notice to the Director of any planned changes in the permitted 
facility or activity which may result in noncompliance with permit requirements. 
 
(3) Transfers. This permit is not transferable to any person except after notice to the Director. 
The Director may require modification or revocation and reissuance of the permit to change the 
name of the permittee and incorporate such other requirements as may be necessary under 
the Clean Water Act. (See 122.61; in some cases, modification or revocation and reissuance is 
mandatory.) (4) Monitoring reports. Monitoring results shall be reported at the intervals 
specified elsewhere in this permit. 
 
(i) Monitoring results must be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) or forms 
provided or specified by the Director for reporting results of monitoring of sludge use or 
disposal practices. 
 
(ii) If the permittee monitors any pollutant more frequently than required by the permit using 
test procedures approved under 40 CFR part 136 or, in the case of sludge use or disposal, 
approved under 40 CFR part 136 unless otherwise specified in 40 CFR part 503, or as 
specified in the permit, the results of this monitoring shall be included in the calculation and 
reporting of the data submitted in the DMR or sludge reporting form specified by the Director. 
 
(iii) Calculations for all limitations which require averaging of measurements shall utilize an 
arithmetic mean unless otherwise specified by the Director in the permit. 
 
(5) Compliance schedules. Reports of compliance or noncompliance with, or any progress 
reports on, interim and final requirements contained in any compliance schedule of this permit 
shall be submitted no later than 14 days following each schedule date. 
 
(6) Twenty-four hour reporting. (i) The permittee shall report any noncompliance which may 
endanger health or the environment. Any information shall be provided orally within 24 hours 
from the time the permittee becomes aware of the circumstances. A written submission shall 
also be provided within 5 days of the time the permittee becomes aware of the circumstances. 
The written submission shall contain a description of the noncompliance and its cause; the 
period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times, and if the noncompliance has not 
been corrected, the anticipated time it is expected to continue; and steps taken or planned to 
reduce, eliminate, and prevent reoccurrence of the noncompliance. 
 
(ii) The following shall be included as information which must be reported within 24 hours under 
this paragraph. 
 
(A) Any unanticipated bypass which exceeds any effluent limitation in the permit. (See 
122.41(g). 
 
(B) Any upset which exceeds any effluent limitation in the permit. 
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(C) Violation of a maximum daily discharge limitation for any of the pollutants listed by the 
Director in the permit to be reported within 24 hours. (See 122.44(g).) (iii) The Director may 
waive the written report on a case-by-case basis for reports under paragraph (l)(6)(ii) of this 
section if the oral report has been received within 24 hours. 
 
(7) Other noncompliance. The permittee shall report all instances of noncompliance not 
reported under paragraphs (l) (4), (5), and (6) of this section, at the time monitoring reports are 
submitted. The reports shall contain the information listed in paragraph (l)(6) of this section. 
 
(8) Other information. Where the permittee becomes aware that it failed to submit any relevant 
facts in a permit application, or submitted incorrect information in a permit application or in any 
report to the Director, it shall promptly submit such facts or information. 
 
(m) Bypass(1) Definitions. (i) Bypass means the intentional diversion of waste streams from 
any portion of a treatment facility. 
 
(ii) Severe property damage means substantial physical damage to property, damage to the 
treatment facilities which causes them to become inoperable, or substantial and permanent 
loss of natural resources which can reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a 
bypass. Severe property damage does not mean economic loss caused by delays in 
production. 
 
(2) Bypass not exceeding limitations. The permittee may allow any bypass to occur which does 
not cause effluent limitations to be exceeded, but only if it also is for essential maintenance to 
assure efficient operation. These bypasses are not subject to the provisions of paragraphs 
(m)(3) and (m)(4) of this section. 
 
(3) Notice(i) Anticipated bypass. If the permittee knows in advance of the need for a bypass, it 
shall submit prior notice, if possible at least ten days before the date of the bypass. 
 
(ii) Unanticipated bypass. The permittee shall submit notice of an unanticipated bypass as 
required in paragraph (l)(6) of this section (24-hour notice). 
 
(4) Prohibition of bypass. (i) Bypass is prohibited, and the Director may take enforcement 
action against a permittee for bypass, unless: (A) Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of 
life, personal injury, or severe property damage; (B) There were no feasible alternatives to the 
bypass, such as the use of auxiliary treatment facilities, retention of untreated wastes, or 
maintenance during normal periods of equipment downtime. This condition is not satisfied if 
adequate back-up equipment should have been installed in the exercise of reasonable 
engineering judgment to prevent a bypass which occurred during normal periods of equipment 
downtime or preventive maintenance; and (C) The permittee submitted notices as required 
under paragraph (m)(3) of this section. 
 
(ii) The Director may approve an anticipated bypass, after considering its adverse effects, if the 
Director determines that it will meet the three conditions listed above in paragraph (m)(4)(i) of 
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this section. 
 
(n) Upset(1) Definition. Upset means an exceptional incident in which there is unintentional and 
temporary noncompliance with technology based permit effluent limitations because of factors 
beyond the reasonable control of the permittee. An upset does not include noncompliance to 
the extent caused by operational error, improperly designed treatment facilities, inadequate 
treatment facilities, lack of preventive maintenance, or careless or improper operation. 
 
(2) Effect of an upset. An upset constitutes an affirmative defense to an action brought for 
noncompliance with such technology based permit effluent limitations if the requirements of 
paragraph (n)(3) of this section are met. No determination made during administrative review of 
claims that noncompliance was caused by upset, and before an action for noncompliance, is 
final administrative action subject to judicial review. 
 
(3) Conditions necessary for a demonstration of upset. A permittee who wishes to establish the 
affirmative defense of upset shall demonstrate, through properly signed, contemporaneous 
operating logs, or other relevant evidence that: (i) An upset occurred and that the permittee can 
identify the cause(s) of the upset; (ii) The permitted facility was at the time being properly 
operated; and (iii) The permittee submitted notice of the upset as required in paragraph 
(1)(6)(ii)(B) of this section (24 hour notice). 
 
(iv) The permittee complied with any remedial measures required under paragraph (d) of this 
section. 
 
(4) Burden of proof. In any enforcement proceeding the permittee seeking to establish the 
occurrence of an upset has the burden of proof. 
 
(Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.), Safe Drinking Water Act (42 U.S.C. 300f et seq.), 
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. 
6901 et seq.)) [48 FR 14153, Apr. 1, 1983, as amended at 48 FR 39620, Sept. 1, 1983; 49 FR 
38049, Sept. 26, 1984; 50 FR 4514, Jan. 31, 1985; 50 FR 6940, Feb. 
 
19, 1985; 54 FR 255, Jan. 4, 1989; 54 FR 18783, May 2, 1989; 65 FR 30908, May 15, 2000]  
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§ 122.44 Establishing limitations, standa ds, and other permit conditions (applicable..., 40 C.F.R. § 122.44

Code of Federal Regulations
Title 40. Protection of Environment

Chapter I. Environmental Protection Agency (Refs & Annos)
Subchapter D. Water Programs

Part 122. EPA Administered Permit Programs: the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (Refs
& Annos)

Subpart C. Permit Conditions

40 C.F.R. § 122.44

§ 122.44 Establishing limitations, standards, and other permit
conditions (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25).

Effective: April 11, 2007
Currentness

In addition to the conditions established under § 122.43(a), each NPDES permit shall include conditions meeting the following

requirements when applicable.

(a)(1) Technology-based effluent limitations and standards based on: effluent limitations and standards promulgated under
section 301 of the CWA, or new source performance standards promulgated under section 306 of CWA, on case-by-case effluent

limitations determined under section 402(a)(1) of CWA, or a combination of the three, in accordance with § 125.3 of this
chapter. For new sources or new dischargers, these technology based limitations and standards are subject to the provisions

of § 122.29(d) (protection period).

(2) Monitoring waivers for certain guideline-listed pollutants.

(i) The Director may authorize a discharger subject to technology-based effluent limitations guidelines and standards in an
NPDES permit to forego sampling of a pollutant found at 40 CFR Subchapter N of this chapter if the discharger has demonstrated

through sampling and other technical factors that the pollutant is not present in the discharge or is present only at background
levels from intake water and without any increase in the pollutant due to activities of the discharger.

(ii) This waiver is good only for the tenn of the permit and is not available during the term of the first permit issued to a

discharger.

(iii) Any request for this waiver must be submitted when applying for a reissued permit or modification of a reissued permit. The

request must demonstrate through sampling or other technical information, including information generated during an earlier
permit term that the pollutant is not present in the discharge or is present only at background levels from intake water and
without any increase in the pollutant due to activities of the discharger.

(iv) Any grant of the monitoring waiver must be included in the permit as an express permit condition and the reasons supporting

the grant must be documented in the permit's fact sheet or statement of basis.

(v) This provision does not supersede certification processes and requirements already established in existing effluent limitations

guidelines and standards.

(b)(1) Other effluent limitations and standards under sections 301, 302, 303, 307, 318, and 405 of CWA. If any applicable
toxic effluent standard or prohibition (including any schedule of compliance specified in such effluent standard or prohibition)
is promulgated under section 307(a) of CWA for a toxic pollutant and that standard or prohibition is more stringent than any
limitation on the pollutant in the permit, the Director shall institute proceedings under these regulations to modify or revoke
and reissue the permit to conform to the toxic effluent standard or prohibition. See also § 122.41(a).

n'Nlext' © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No duirn to oriclinai U.S. Government Works.
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§ 122.44 Establishing limitations, standards, and other permit conditions (applicable..., 40 C.F.R. § 122.44

(2) Standards for sewage sludge use or disposal under section 405(d) of the CWA unless those standards have been included
in a permit issued under the appropriate provisions of subtitle C of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, Part C of Safe Drinking
Water Act, the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act of 1972, or the Clean Air Act, or under State permit programs

approved by the Administrator. When there are no applicable standards for sewage sludge use or disposal, the permit may include

requirements developed on a case-by-case basis to protect public health and the environment from any adverse effects which
may occur from toxic pollutants in sewage sludge. If any applicable standard for sewage sludge use or disposal is promulgated
under section 405(d) of the CWA and that standard is more stringent than any limitation on the pollutant or practice in the
permit, the Director may initiate proceedings under these regulations to modify or revoke and reissue the permit to conform

to the standard for sewage sludge use or disposal.

(3) Requirements applicable to cooling water intake structures under section 316(b) of the CWA, in accordance with part 125,

subparts I, J, and N of this chapter.

(c) Reopener clause: For any permit issued to a treatment works treating domestic sewage (including "sludge-only facilities"),
the Director shall include a reopener clause to incorporate any applicable standard for sewage sludge use or disposal promulgated

under section 405(d) of the CWA. The Director may promptly modify or revoke and reissue any permit containing the reopener
clause required by this paragraph if the standard for sewage sludge use or disposal is more stringent than any requirements for
sludge use or disposal in the permit, or controls a pollutant or practice not limited in the permit.

(d) Water quality standards and State requirements: any requirements in addition to or more stringent than promulgated effluent
limitations guidelines or standards under sections 301, 304, 306, 307, 318, and 405 of CWA necessary to:

(1) Achieve water quality standards established under section 303 of the CWA, including State narrative criteria for water

quality.

(i) Limitations must control all pollutants or pollutant parameters (either conventional, nonconventional, or toxic pollutants)
which the Director determines are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or
contribute to an excursion above any State water quality standard, including State narrative criteria for water quality.

(ii) When determining whether a discharge causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an in-stream excursion

above a narrative or numeric criteria within a State Water quality standard, the permitting authority shall use procedures which
account for existing controls on point and nonpoint sources of pollution, the variability of the pollutant or pollutant parameter

in the effluent, the sensitivity of the species to toxicity testing (when evaluating whole effluent toxicity), and where appropriate,

the dilution of the effluent in the receiving water.

(iii) When the permitting authority determines, using the procedures in paragraph (d)(1)(ii) of this section, that a discharge
causeS-, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an in-stream excursion above the allowable ambient concentration

of a State numeric criteria within a State water quality standard for an individual pollutant, the permit must contain effluent

limits for that pollutant.

(iv) When the permitting authority determines, using the procedures in paragraph (d)(1)(ii) of this section, that a discharge
causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an in-stream excursion above the numeric criterion for whole
effluent toxicity, the permit must contain effluent limits for whole effluent toxicity.

(v) Except as provided in this subparagraph, when the permitting authority determines, using the procedures in paragraph (d)
(1)(ii) of this section, toxicity testing data, or other information, that a discharge causes, has the reasonable potential to cause,
or contributes to an in-stream excursion above a narrative criterion within an applicable State water quality standard, the permit
must contain effluent limits for whole effluent toxicity. Limits on whole effluent toxicity are not necessary where the permitting

authority demonstrates in the fact sheet or statement of basis of the NPDES permit, using the procedures in paragraph (d)(1)
(ii) of this section, that chemical-specific limits for the effluent are sufficient to attain and maintain applicable numeric and

narrative State water quality standards.
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§ 122.44 Establishing limitations, standards, and other permit conditions (applicable..., 40 C.F.R. § 122.44

(vi) Where a State has not established a water quality criterion for a specific chemical pollutant that is present in an effluent
at a concentration that causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an excursion above a narrative criterion
within an applicable State water quality standard, the permitting authority must establish effluent limits using one or more of

the following options:

(A) Establish effluent limits using a calculated numeric water quality criterion for the pollutant which the permitting authority
demonstrates will attain and maintain applicable narrative water quality criteria and will fully protect the designated use. Such a

criterion may be derived using a proposed State criterion, or an explicit State policy or regulation interpreting its narrative water
quality criterion, supplemented with other relevant information which may include: EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook,
October 1983, risk assessment data, exposure data, information about the pollutant from the Food and Drug Administration,
and current EPA criteria documents; or

(B) Establish effluent limits on a case-by-case basis, using EPA's water quality criteria, published under section 304(a) of the
CWA, supplemented where necessary by other relevant information; or

(C) Establish effluent limitations on an indicator parameter for the pollutant of concern, provided:

(1) The permit identifies which pollutants are intended to be controlled by the use of the effluent limitation;

(2) The fact sheet required by § 124.56 sets forth the basis for the limit, including a fmding that compliance with the effluent
limit on the indicator parameter will result in controls on the pollutant of concern which are sufficient to attain and maintain
applicable water quality standards;

(3) The permit requires all effluent and ambient monitoring necessary to show that during the term of the permit the limit on
the indicator parameter continues to attain and maintain applicable water quality standards; and

(4) The permit contains a reopener clause allowing the pemaitting authority to modify or revoke and reissue the permit if the
limits on the indicator parameter no longer attain and maintain applicable water quality standards.

(vii) When developing water quality-based effluent limits under this paragraph the permitting authority shall ensure that:

(A) The level of water quality to be achieved by limits on point sources established under this paragraph is derived from, and
complies with all applicable water quality standards; and

(B) Effluent limits developed to protect a narrative water quality criterion, a numeric water quality criterion, or both, are
consistent with the assumptions and requirements of any available wasteload allocation for the discharge prepared by the State

and approved by EPA pursuant to 40 CFR 130.7.

(2) Attain or maintain a specified water quality through water quality related effluent limits established under section 302 of
CWA;

(3) Conform to the conditions to a State certification under section 401 of the CWA that meets the requirements of § 124.53
when EPA is the permitting authority. If a State certification is stayed by a court of competent jurisdiction or an appropriate
State board or agency, EPA shall notify the State that the Agency will deem certification waived unless a finally effective State

certification is received within sixty days from the date of the notice. If the State does not forward a finally effective certification

within the sixty day period, EPA shall include conditions in the permit that may be necessary to meet EPA's obligation under
section 301(b)(1)(C) of the CWA;

(4) Conform to applicable water quality requirements under section 401(a)(2) of CWA when the discharge affects a State other

than the certifying State;
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§ 122.44 Establishing limitations, standards, and other permit conditions (applicable..., 40 C.F.R. § 122.44

(5) Incorporate any more stringent limitations, treatment standards, or schedule of compliance requirements established under
Federal or State law or regulations in accordance with section 301(b)(1)(C) of CWA;

(6) Ensure consistency with the requirements of a Water Quality Management plan approved by EPA under section 208(b)
of CWA;

(7) Incorporate section 403(c) criteria under Part 125, Subpart M, for ocean discharges;

(8) Incorporate alternative effluent limitations or standards where warranted by "fundamentally different factors," under 40
CFR Part 125, Subpart D;

(9) Incorporate any other appropriate requirements, conditions, or limitations (other than effluent limitations) into a new source
permit to the extent allowed by the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq. and section 511 of the CWA,
when EPA is the permit issuing authority. (See § 122.29(c)).

(e) Technology-based controls for toxic pollutants. Limitations established under paiagraphs (a), (b), or (d) of this section, to
control pollutants meeting the criteria listed in paragraph (e)(1) of this section. Limitations will be established in accordance
with paragraph (e)(2) of this section. An explanation of the development of these limitations shall be included in the fact sheet
under § 124.56(b)(1)(i).

(1) Limitations must control all toxic pollutants which the Director determines (based on information reported in a permit
application under § 122.21(g)(7) or in a notification under § 122.42(a)(1) or on other information) are or may be discharged at a
level greater than the level which can be achieved by the technology-based treatment requirements appropriate to the permittee

under § 125.3(c) of this chapter; or

(2) The requirement that the limitations control the pollutants meeting the criteria of paragraphs (e)(1) of this section will be
satisfied by:

(i) Limitations on those pollutants; or

(ii) Limitations on other pollutants which, in the judgment of the Director, will provide treatment of the pollutants under
paragraph (e)(1) of this section to the levels required by § 125.3(c).

(f) Notification level. A "notification level" which exceeds the notification level of § 122.42(a)(1)(i), (ii), or (iii), upon a petition

from the permittee or on the Director's initiative. This new notification level may not exceed the level which can be achieved
by the technology-based treatment requirements appropriate to the perrnittee under § 125.3(c).

(g) Twenty-four hour reporting. Pollutants for which the permittee must report violations of maximum daily discharge
limitations under § 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(C) (24-hour reporting) shall be listed in the permit. This list shall include any toxic pollutant

or hazardous substance, or any pollutant specifically identified as the method to control a toxic pollutant or hazardous substance.

(h) Durations for permits, as set forth in § 122.46.

(i) Monitoring requirements. In addition to § 122.48, the following monitoring requirements:

(1) To assure compliance with permit limitations, requirements to monitor:

(i) The mass (or other measurement specified in the permit) for each pollutant limited in the permit;

(ii) The volume of effluent discharged from each outtalk

(iii) Other measurements as appropriate including pollutants in internal waste streams under § 122.45(i); pollutants in intake
water for net limitations under § 122.45(f); frequency, rate of discharge, etc., for noncontinuous discharges under § 122.45(e);
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§ 122.44 Establishing limitations, standards, and other permit conditions (applicable..., 40 C.F.R. § 122.44

pollutants subject to notification requirements under § 122.42(a); and pollutants in sewage sludge or other monitOring as
specified in 40 CFR Part 503; or as determined to be necessary on a case-by-case basis pursuant to section 405(d)(4) of the CWA.

(iv) According to test procedures approved under 40 CFR Part 136 for the analyses of pollutants or another method is required
under 40 CFR subchapters N or 0. In the case of pollutants for which there are no approved methods under 40 CFR Part 136
or otherwise required under 40 CFR subchapters N or 0, monitoring must be conducted according to a test procedure specified

in the permit for such pollutants.

(2) Except as provided in paragraphs (i)(4) and (i)(5) of this section, requirements to report monitoring results shall be
established on a case-by-case basis with a frequency dependent on the nature and effect of the discharge, but in no case less than
once a year. For sewage sludge use or disposal practices, requirements to monitor and report results shall be established on a
case-by-case basis with a frequency dependent on the nature and effect of the sewage sludge use or disposal practice; minimally
this shall be as specified in 40 CFR part 503 (where applicable), but in no case less than once a year.

(3) Requirements to report monitoring results for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity which are subject
to an effluent limitation guideline shall be established on a case-by-case basis with a frequency dependent on the nature and
effect of the discharge, but in no case less than once a year.

(4) Requirements to report monitoring results for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity (other than those
addressed in paragraph (i)(3) of this section) shall be established on a case-by-case basis with a frequency dependent on the
nature and effect of the discharge. At a minimum, a permit for such a discharge must require:

(i) The discharger to conduct an annual inspection of the facility site to identify areas contributing to a storm water discharge
associated with industrial activity and evaluate whether measures to reduce pollutant loadings identified in a storm water
pollution prevention plan are adequate and properly implemented in accordance with the terms of the permit or whether
additional control measures are needed;

(ii) The discharger to maintain for a period of three years a record smnmarizing the results of the inspection and a certification
that the facility is in compliance with the plan and the permit, and identifying any incidents of non-compliance;

(iii) Such report and certification be signed in accordance with § 122.22; and

(iv) Permits for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity from inactive mining operations may, where annual

inspections are impracticable, require certification once every three years by a Registered Professional Engineer that the facility
is in compliance with the permit, or alternative requirements.

(5) Permits which do not require the submittal of monitoring result reports at least annually shall require that the permittee
report all instances of noncompliance not reported under § 122.41(1) (1), (4), (5), and (6) at least annually.

(j) Pretreatment program for POTWs. Requirements for POTWs to:

(1) Identify, in terms of character and volume of pollutants, any Significant Industrial Users discharging into the POTW subject
to Pretreatment Standards under section 307(b) of CWA and 40 CFR part 403.

(2)(i) Submit a local program when required by and in accordance with 40 CFR part 403 to assure compliance with pretreatment

standards to the extent applicable under section 307(b). The local program shall be incorporated into the permit as described in
40 CFR part 403. The program must require all indirect dischargers to the POTW to comply with the reporting requirements
of 40 CFR part 403.

(ii) Provide a written technical evaluation of the need to revise local limits under 40 CFR 403.5(c)(1), following permit issuance
or reissuance.
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§ 122.44 Establishing limitations, standards, and other permit conditions (applicable..., 40 C.F.R. § 122.44

(3) For POTWs which are "sludge-only facilities," a requirement to develop a pretreatment program under 40 CFR Part 403
when the Director determines that a pretreatment program is necessary to assure compliance with Section 405(d) of the CWA.

(k) Best management practices (BMPs) to control or abate the discharge of pollutants when:

(1) Authorized under section 304(e) of the CWA for the control of toxic pollutants and hazardous substances from ancillary
industrial activities;

(2) Authorized under section 402(b) of the CWA for the control of storm water discharges;

(3) Numeric effluent limitations are infeasible; or

(4) The practices are reasonably necessary to achieve effluent limitations and standards or to carry out the purposes and intent

of the CWA.

Note to paragraph (k)(4): Additional technical information on BMPs and the elements of BMPs is contained in the following
documents: Guidance Manual for Developing Best Management Practices (BMPs), October 1993, EPA No. 833/B-93-004,
NTIS No. PB 94-178324, ERIC No. W498); Storm Water Management for Construction Activities: Developing Pollution
Prevention Plans and Best Management Practices, September 1992, EPA No. 832/R-92-005, NTIS No. PB 92-235951,
ERIC No. N482); Storm Water Management for Construction Activities, Developing Pollution Prevention Plans and Best
Management Practices: Summary Guidance, EPA No. 8331R-92-001, NTIS No. PB 93-223550; ERIC No. W139; Storm Water
Management for Industrial Activities, Developing Pollution Prevention Plans and Best Management Practices, September 1992;

EPA 832/R-92-006, NTIS No. PB 92-235969, ERIC No. N477; Storm Water Management for Industrial Activities, Developing
Pollution Prevention Plans and Best Management Practices: Summary Guidance, EPA 8331R-92-002, NTIS No. PB 94-133782;

ERIC No. W492. Copies of those documents (or directions on how to obtain them) can be obtained by contacting either the
Office of Water Resource Center (using the EPA document number as a reference) at (202) 260-7786; or the Educational
Resources Information Center (ERIC) (using the ERIC number as a reference) at (800) 276-0462. Updates of these documents
or additional BMP documents may also be available. A list of EPA BMY guidance documents is available on the OWM Home
Page at http://www.epa.gov/owm. In addition, States may have BIVIP guidance documents.

These EPA guidance documents are listed here only for informational purposes; they are not binding and EPA does not intend
that these guidance documents have any mandatory, regulatory effect by virtue of their listing in this note.

(1) Reissued permits.

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (1)(2) of this section when a permit is renewed or reissued, interim effluent limitations,
standards or conditions must be at least as stringent as the final effluent limitations, standards, or conditions in the previous
permit (unless the circumstances on which the previous permit was based have materially and substantially changed since the
time the permit was issued and would constitute cause for permit modification or revocation and reissuance under § 122.62.)

(2) In the case of effluent limitations established on the basis of Section 402(a)(1)(B) of the CWA, a permit may not be renewed,

reissued, or modified on the basis of effluent guidelines promulgated under section 304(b) subsequent to the original issuance

of such permit, to contain effluent limitations which are less stringent than the comparable effluent limitations in the previous

permit.

(i) Exceptions--A permit with respect to which paragraph (1)(2) of this section applies may be renewed, reissued, or modified
to contain a less stringent effluent limitation applicable to a pollutant, if--

(A) Material and substantial alterations or additions to the permitted facility occurred after permit issuance which justify the
application of a less stringent effluent limitation;
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(B)(1) Information is available which was not available at the time of pennit issuance (other than revised regulations, guidance,
or test methods) and which would have justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation at the time of permit
issuance; or

(2) The Administrator determines that technical mistakes or mistaken interpretations of law were made in issuing the permit

under section 402(a)(1)(b);

(C) A less stringent effluent limitation is necessary because of events over which the permittee has no control and for which

there is no reasonably available remedy;

(D) The permittee has received a permit modification under section 301(c), 301(g), 301(h), 301(i), 301(k), 301(n), or 316(a); or

(E) The permittee has installed the treatment facilities required to meet the effluent limitations in the previous permit and has
properly operated and maintained the facilities but has nevertheless been unable to achieve the previous effluent limitations,
in which case the limitations in the reviewed, reissued, or modified permit may reflect the level of pollutant control actually
achieved (but shall not be less stringent than required by effluent guidelines in effect at the time of permit renewal, reissuance,

or modification).

(ii) Limitations. In no event may a permit with respect to which paragraph (1)(2) of this section applies be renewed, reissued,
or modified to contain an effluent limitation which is less stringent than required by effluent guidelines in effect at the time
the permit is renewed, reissued, or modified. In no event may such a permit to discharge into waters be renewed, issued, or
modified to contain a less stringent effluent limitation if the implementation of such limitation would result in a violation of a
water quality standard under section 303 applicable to such waters.

(m) Privately owned treatment works. For a privately owned treatment works, any conditions expressly applicable to any user,
as a limited copermittee, that may be necessary in the permit issued to the treatment works to ensure compliance with applicable

requirements under this part. Alternatively, the Director may issue separate permits to the treatment works and to its users, or
may require a separate permit application from any user. The Director's decision to issue a permit with no conditions applicable
to any user, to impose conditions on one or more users, to issue separate permits, or to require separate applications, and the
basis for that decision, shall be stated in the fact sheet for the draft permit for the treatment works.

(n) Grants. Any conditions imposedin grants made by the Administrator to POWs under sections 201 and 204 of CWA which
are reasonably necessary for the achievement of effluent limitations under section 301 of CWA.

(o) Sewage sludge. Requirements under section 405 of CWA governing the disposal of sewage sludge from publicly owned
treatment works or any other treatment works treating domestic sewage for any use for which regulations have been established,

in accordance with any applicable regulations.

(p) Coast Guard. When a permit is issued to a facility that may operate at certain times as a means of transportation over water,

a condition that the discharge shall comply with any applicable regulations promulgated by the Secretary of the department
in which the Coast Guard is operating, that establish specifications for safe transportation, handling, carriage, and storage of
pollutants.

(q) Navigation. Any conditions that the Secretary of the Army considers necessary to ensure that navigation and anchorage will

not be substantially impaired, in accordance with § 124.59 of this chapter.

(r) Great Lakes. When a permit is issued to a facility that discharges into the Great Lakes System (as defined in 40 CFR 132.2),
conditions promulgated by the State, Tribe, or EPA pursuant to 40 CFR part 132.

(s) Qualifying State, Tribal, or local programs.
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(1) For storm water discharges associated with small construction activity identified in § 122.26(b)(15), the Director may
include permit conditions that incorporate qualifying State, Tribal, or local erosion and sediment control program requirements
by reference. Where a qualifying State, Tribal, or local program does not include one or more of the elements in this paragraph

(s)(1), then the Director must include those elements as conditions in the permit. A qualifying State, Tribal, or local erosion
and sediment control program is one that includes:

(i) Requirements for construction site operators to implement appropriate erosion and sediment control best management
practices;

(ii) Requirements for construction site operators to control waste such as discarded building materials, concrete truck washout,
chemicals, litter, and sanitary waste at the construction site that may cause adverse impacts to water quality;

(iii) Requirements for construction site operators to develop and implement a storm water pollution prevention plan. (A storm
water pollution prevention plan includes site descriptions, descriptions of appropriate control measures, copies of appinved
State, Tribal or local requirements, maintenance procedures, inspection procedures, and identification of non-storm water
discharges); and

(iv) Requirements to submit a site plan for review that incorporates consideration of potential water quality impacts.

(2) For storm water discharges from construction activity identified in § 122.26(b)(14)(x), the Director may include permit
conditions that incorporate qualifying State, Tribal, or local erosion and sediment control program requirements by reference.
A qualifying State, Tribal or local erosion and sediment control program is one that includes the elements listed in paragraph
(s)(1) of this section and any additional requirements necessary to achieve the applicable technology-based standards of "best
available technology" and "best conventional technology" based on the best professional judgment of the permit writer.

C redits

[49 FR 31842, Aug. 8, 1984; 49 FR 38049, Sept. 26, 1984; 50 FR 6940, Feb. 19, 1985; 50 FR 7912, Feb. 27, 1985; 54 FR
256, Jan. 4, 1989; 54 FR 18783, May 2, 1989; 54 FR 23895, 23896, June 2, 1989; 57 FR 11413, April 2, 1992; 57 FR33049,

July 24, 1992; 58 FR 18016, April 7, 1993; 60 FR 15386, March 23, 1995; 64 FR 42469, Aug. 4, 1999; 64 FR 43426, Aug.
10, 1999; 64 FR 68847, Dec. 8, 1999; 65 FR 30908, May 15, 2000; 65 FR 43661, July 13, 2000; 66 FR 53048, Oct. 18, 2001;

66 FR 65337, Dec. 18, 2001; 68 FR 13608, March 19, 2003; 69 FR 41682, July 9, 2004; 70 FR 60191, Oct. 14, 2005; 71 FR
35040, June 16, 2006; 72 FR 11212, March 12, 2007]
SOURCE: 45 FR 33418, May 19, 1980, as amended at 48 FR 14153, Apr. 1, 1983, unless otherwise noted.

AUTHORITY: The Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

Notes of Decisions (139)

Current through February 24, 2011; 76 FR 10265

End nf Document C 2011 Thomson Remers. No claim to orininal U.S. Government Works.
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40 CFR 122.48 - Requirements for recording and 
reporting of monitoring results (applicable to State 
programs, see 123.25). 
 
40 CFR 122.48 - Requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results 
(applicable to State programs, see 123.25). 
 
 
Id. vLex: VLEX-19811570 
http://vlex.com/vid/19811570                         
 
Text 
                                       
 
 
TITLE 40 - PROTECTION OF ENVIRONMENT 
 
CHAPTER I - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
 
SUBCHAPTER D - WATER PROGRAMS 
 
PART 122 - EPA ADMINISTERED PERMIT PROGRAMS: THE NATIONAL POLLUTANT 
DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 
 
subpart c - PERMIT CONDITIONS 
 
122.48 - Requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results (applicable to State 
programs, see 123.25). 
 
 
 
 
 
All permits shall specify: (a) Requirements concerning the proper use, maintenance, and 
installation, when appropriate, of monitoring equipment or methods (including biological 
monitoring methods when appropriate); (b) Required monitoring including type, intervals, and 
frequency sufficient to yield data which are representative of the monitored activity including, 
when appropriate, continuous monitoring; (c) Applicable reporting requirements based upon 
the impact of the regulated activity and as specified in 122.44. Reporting shall be no less 
frequent than specified in the above regulation. 
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[48 FR 14153, Apr. 1, 1983; 50 FR 6940, Feb. 19, 1985]  
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40 CFR 123.25 - Requirements for permitting. 
 
40 CFR 123.25 - Requirements for permitting. 
 
 
Id. vLex: VLEX-19811638 
http://vlex.com/vid/19811638                         
 
Text 
                                       
 
 
TITLE 40 - PROTECTION OF ENVIRONMENT 
 
CHAPTER I - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
 
SUBCHAPTER D - WATER PROGRAMS 
 
PART 123 - STATE PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 
 
subpart b - STATE PROGRAM SUBMISSIONS 
 
123.25 - Requirements for permitting. 
 
 
 
 
 
(a) All State Programs under this part must have legal authority to implement each of the 
following provisions and must be administered in conformance with each, except that States 
are not precluded from omitting or modifying any provisions to impose more stringent 
requirements: (1)122.4(Prohibitions): (2)122.5(a) and (b)(Effect of permit); (3)122.7(b) and 
(c)(Confidential information); (4) 122.21 (a)-(b), (c)(2), (e)-(k), (m)-(p), (q), and (r) (Application 
for a permit); (5)122.22(Signatories); (6)122.23(Concentrated animal feeding operations); 
(7)122.24(Concentrated aquatic animal production facilities); (8)122.25(Aquaculture projects); 
(9)122.26(Storm water discharges); (10)122.27(Silviculture); (11)122.28(General permits), 
Provided that States which do not seek to implement the general permit program under 122.28 
need not do so. 
 
(12) Section 122.41 (a)(1) and (b) through (n)(Applicable permit conditions) (Indian Tribes can 
satisfy enforcement authority requirements under 123.34); (13)122.42(Conditions applicable to 
specified categories of permits); (14)122.43(Establishing permit conditions); 
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(15)122.44(Establishing NPDES permit conditions); (16)122.45(Calculating permit conditions); 
(17)122.46(Duration); (18)122.47(a)(Schedules of compliance); (19)122.48(Monitoring 
requirements); (20)122.50(Disposal into wells); (21)122.61(Permit transfer); (22)122.62(Permit 
modification); (23)122.64(Permit termination); (24)124.3(a)(Application for a permit); (25)124.5 
(a), (c), (d), and (f)(Modification of permits); (26)124.6 (a), (c), (d), and (e)(Draft permit); 
(27)124.8(Fact sheets); (28)124.10 (a)(1)(ii), (a)(1)(iii), (a)(1)(v), (b), (c), (d), and (e)(Public 
notice); (29)124.11(Public comments and requests for hearings); (30)124.12(a)(Public 
hearings); and (31)124.17 (a) and (c)(Response to comments); (32)124.56(Fact sheets); 
(33)124.57(a)(Public notice); (34)124.59(Comments from government agencies); 
(35)124.62(Decision on variances); (36) Subparts A, B, D, H, I, and J of part 125 of this 
chapter; (37) 40 CFR parts 129, 133, and subchapter N; (38) For a Great Lakes State or Tribe 
(as defined in 40 CFR 132.2), 40 CFR part 132 (NPDES permitting implementation procedures 
only); (39) 122.30 (What are the objectives of the storm water regulations for small MS4s?); 
(40) 122.31 (For Indian Tribes only) (As a Tribe, what is my role under the NPDES storm water 
program?); (41) 122.32 (As an operator of a small MS4, am I regulated under the NPDES 
storm water program?); (42) 122.33 (If I am an operator of a regulated small MS4, how do I 
apply for an NPDES permit? When do I have to apply?); (43) 122.34 (As an operator of a 
regulated small MS4, what will my NPDES MS4 storm water permit require?); (44) 122.35 (As 
an operator of a regulated small MS4, may I share the responsibility to implement the minimum 
control measures with other entities?); (45) 122.36 (As an operator of a regulated small MS4, 
what happens if I don't comply with the application or permit requirements in 122.33 through 
122.35?); and (46) For states that wish to receive electronic documents, 40 CFR Part 3 
(Electronic reporting). 
 
Note: States need not implement provisions identical to the above listed provisions. 
Implemented provisions must, however, establish requirements at least as stringent as the 
corresponding listed provisions. While States may impose more stringent requirements, they 
may not make one requirement more lenient as a tradeoff for making another requirement 
more stringent; for example, by requiring that public hearings be held prior to issuing any 
permit while reducing the amount of advance notice of such a hearing. 
 
State programs may, if they have adequate legal authority, implement any of the provisions of 
parts 122 and 124. See, for example, 122.5(d) (continuation of permits) and 124.4 
(consolidation of permit processing). 
 
For example, a State may impose more stringent requirements in an NPDES program by 
omitting the upset provision of 122.41 or by requiring more prompt notice of an upset. 
 
(b) State NPDES programs shall have an approved continuing planning process under 40 CFR 
130.5 and shall assure that the approved planning process is at all times consistent with the 
CWA. 
 
(c) State NPDES programs shall ensure that any board or body which approves all or portions 
of permits shall not include as a member any person who receives, or has during the previous 
2 years received, a significant portion of income directly or indirectly from permit holders or 
applicants for a permit. 
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(1) For the purposes of this paragraph: (i) Board or body includes any individual, including the 
Director, who has or shares authority to approve all or portions of permits either in the first 
instance, as modified or reissued, or on appeal. 
 
(ii) Significant portion of income means 10 percent or more of gross personal income for a 
calendar year, except that it means 50 percent or more of gross personal income for a 
calendar year if the recipient is over 60 years of age and is receiving that portion under 
retirement, pension, or similar arrangement. 
 
(iii) Permit holders or applicants for a permit does not include any department or agency of a 
State government, such as a Department of Parks or a Department of Fish and Wildlife. 
 
(iv) Income includes retirement benefits, consultant fees, and stock dividends. 
 
(2) For the purposes of paragraph (c) of this section, income is not received directly or 
indirectly from permit holders or applicants for a permit when it is derived from mutual fund 
payments, or from other diversified investments for which the recipient does not know the 
identity of the primary sources of income. 
 
[48 FR 14178, Apr. 1, 1983; 50 FR 6941, Feb. 19, 1985; 50 FR 7912, Feb. 
 
27, 1985, as amended at 54 FR 18784, May 2, 1989; 55 FR 48075, Nov. 16, 1990; 58 FR 
9414, Feb. 19, 1993; 58 FR 67981, Dec. 22, 1993; 60 FR 15386, Mar. 23, 1995; 63 FR 45122, 
Aug. 24, 1998; 64 FR 42470, Aug. 4, 1999; 64 FR 68849, Dec. 8, 1999; 65 FR 30909, May 15, 
2000; 66 FR 65338, Dec. 18, 2001; 69 FR 41682, July 9, 2004; 70 FR 59888, Oct. 13, 2005]  
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Code of Federal Regulations
Title 40. Protection of Environment

Chapter I. Environmental Protection Agency (Refs & Armos)
Subchapter D. Water Programs

Part 130. Water Quality Planning and Management (Refs & Annos)

40 C.F.R. § 130.2

§ 130.2 Definitions.

Currentness

(a) The Act. The Clean Water Act, as amended, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

(b) Indian Tribe. Any Indian Tribe, band, group, or community recognized by the Secretary of the Interior and exercising
governmental authority over a Federal Indian reservation.

(c) Pollution. The man-made or man-induced alteration of the chemical, physical, biological, and radiological integrity of water.

(d) Water quality standards (WQS). Provisions of State or Federal law which consist of a designated use or uses for the waters

of the United States and water quality criteria for such waters based upon such uses. Water quality standards are to protect the
public health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and serve the purposes of the Act.

(e) Load or Loading. An amount of matter or thermal energy that is introduced into a receiving water; to introduce matter or
thermal energy into a receiving water. Loading may be either man-caused (pollutant loading) or natural (natural background

loading).

(f) Loading capacity. The greatest amount of loading that a water can receive without violating water quality standards.

(g) Load allocation (LA). The portion of a receiving water's loading capacity that is attributed either to one of its existing
or future nonpoint sources of pollution or to natural background sources. Load allocations are best estimates of the loading,
which may range from reasonably accurate estimates to gross allotments, depending on the availability of data and appropriate
techniques for predicting the loading. Wherever possible, natural and nonpoint source loads should be distinguished.

(h) Wasteload allocation (WLA). The portion of a receiving water's loading capacity that is allocated to one of its existing or
future point sources of pollution. WLAs constitute a type of water quality-based effluent limitation.

(i) Total maximum daily load (TMDL). The sum of the individual WLAs for point sources and LAs for nonpoint sources and
natural background. If a receiving water has only one point source discharger, the TMDL is the sum of that point source WLA

plus the LAs for any nonpoint sources of pollution and natural background sources, tributaries, or adjacent segments. TMDLs
can be expressed in terms of either mass per time, toxicity, or other appropriate measure. If Best Management Practices (BMTPs)

or other nonpoint source pollution controls make more stringent load allocations practicable, then wasteload allocations can be

made less stringent. Thus, the TMDL process provides for nonpoint source control tradeoffs.

(j) Water quality limited segment. Any segment where it is known that water quality does not meet applicable water quality
standards, and/or is not expected to meet applicable water quality standards, even after the application of the technology-based

effluent limitations required by sections 301(b) and 306 of the Act.

(k) Water quality management (WQM) plan. A State or areawide waste treatment management plan developed and updated in
accordance with the provisions of sections 205(j), 208 and 303 of the Act and this regulation.

VtLwNxt © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No dairn. to original U,S. Government Works,

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



§ 130.2 Definitions., 40 C.F.R. § 130.2

(1) Areawide agency. An agency designated under section 208 of the Act, which has responsibilities for WQM planning within
a specified area of a State.

(m) Best Management Practice (BMP). Methods, measures or practices selected by an agency to meet its nonpoint source control
needs. BMPs include but are not limited to structural and nonstructural controls and operation and maintenance procedures.
BMPs can be applied before, during and after pollution-producing activities to reduce or eliminate the introduction of pollutants

into receiving waters.

(n) Designated management agency (DMA). An agency identified by a WQM plan and designated by the Governor to implement

specific control recommendations.

Credits
[54 FR 14359, April 11, 1989; 65 FR 43662, July 13, 2000; 68 FR 13608, March 19, 2003]
SOURCE: 50 FR 1779, Jan. 11, 1985; 66 FR 53048, Oct. 18, 2001; 68 FR 13608, March 19, 2003, unless otherwise noted.

AUTHORITY: 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

Notes of Decisions (1)

Current through February 24, 2011; 76 Fit 10265
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§ 130.7 Total maximum daily loads (TMDL) and individual water quality-based..., 40 C.F.R. § 130.7

Code of Federal Regulations
Title 40. Protection of Environment

Chapter I. Environmental Protection Agency (Refs & Annos)
Subchapter D. Water Programs

Part 130. Water Quality Planning and Management (Refs & Annos)

40 C.F.R. § 130.7

§ 130.7 Total maximum daily loads (TMDL) and individual water quality-based effluent limitations.

Currentness

(a) General. The process for identifying water quality limited segments still requiring wasteload allocations, load allocations
and total maximum daily loads (WLAs/LAs and TMDLs), setting priorities for developing these loads; establishing these loads

for segments identified, including water quality monitoring, modeling, data analysis, calculation methods, and list of pollutants
to be regulated; submitting the State's list of segments identified, priority ranking, and loads established (WLAs/LAs/TMDLs)
to EPA for approval; incorporating the approved loads into the State's WQM plans and NPDES permits; and involving the
public, affected dischargers, designated areawide agencies, and local governments in this process shall be clearly described in
the State Continuing Planning Process (CPP).

(b) Identification and priority setting for water quality-limited segments still requiring TMDLs.

(1) Each State shall identify those water quality-limited segments still requiring TMDLs within its boundaries for which:

(i) Technology-based effluent limitations required by sections 301(b), 306, 307, or other sections of the Act;

(ii) More stringent effluent limitations (including prohibitions) required by either State or local authority preserved by section
510 of the Act, or Federal authority (law, regulation, or treaty); and

(iii) Other pollution control requirements (e.g., best management practices) required by local, . State, or Federal authority are
not stringent enough to implement any water quality standards (WQS) applicable to such waters.

(2) Each State shall also identify on the same list developed under paragraph (b)(1) of this section those water quality-limited
segments still requiring TMDLs or parts thereof within its boundaries for which controls on thermal discharges under section
301 or State or local requirements are not stringent enough to assure protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous
population of shellfish, fish and wildlife.

(3) For the purposes of listing waters under § 130.7(b), the term "water quality standard applicable to such waters" and
"applicable water quality standards" refer to those water quality standards established under section 303 of the Act, including
numeric criteria, narrative criteria, waterbody uses, and antidegradation requirements.

(4) The list required under §§ 130.7(b)(1) and 130.7(b)(2) of this section shall include a priority ranking for all listed water
quality-limited segments still requiring TMDLs, taking into account the severity of the pollution and the uses to be made of such

waters and shall identify the pollutants causing or expected to cause violations of the applicable water quality standards. The
priority ranking shall specifically include the identification of waters targeted for TMDL development in the next two years.

(5) Each State shall assemble and evaluate all existing and readily available water quality-related data and information to
develop the list required by §§ 130.7(b)(1) and 130.7(b)(2). At a minimum "all existing and readily available water quality-
related data and information" includes but is not limited to all of the existing and readily available data and information about
the following categories of waters:

WstiwNext © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



§ 130.7 Total maximum daily loads (TMDL) and individual water quality-based..., 40 C.F.R. § 130.7

(i) Waters identified by the State in its most recent section 305(b) report as "partially meeting" or "not meeting" designated
uses or as "threatened";

(ii) Waters for which dilution calculations or predictive models indicate nonattainment of applicable water quality standards;

(iii) Waters for which water quality problems have been reported by local, state, or federal agencies; members of the public;
or academic institutions. These organizations and groups should be actively solicited for research they may be conducting
or reporting. For example, university researchers, the United States Depaitinent of Agriculture, the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, the United States Geological Survey, and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service are good

sources of field data; and

(iv) Waters identified by the State as impaired or threatened in a nonpoint assessment submitted to EPA under section 319 of
the CWA or in any updates of the assessment.

(6) Each State shall provide documentation to the Regional Administrator to support the State's determination to list or not to list

its waters as required by §§ 130.7(b)(1) and 130.7(b)(2). This documentation shall be submitted to the Regional Administrator
together with the list required by §§ 130.7(b)(1) and 130.7(b)(2) and shall include at a minimum:

(i) A description of the methodology used to develop the list; and

(ii) A description of the data and information used to identify water§, including a description of the data and information used

by the State as required by § 130.7(b)(5); and

(iii) A rationale for any decision to not use any existing and readily available data and information for any one of the categories

of waters as described in § 130.7(b)(5); and

(iv) Any other reasonable information requested by the Regional Administrator. Upon request by the Regional Administrator,
each State must demonstrate good cause for not including a water or waters on the list. Good cause includes, but is not limited to,

more recent or accurate data; more sophisticated water quality modeling; flaws in the original analysis that led to the water being

listed in the categories in § 130.7(b)(5); or changes in conditions, e.g., new control equipment, or elimination of discharges.

(c) Development of TIVIDLs and individual water quality based effluent limitations.

(1) Each State shall establish TMDLs for the water quality limited segments identified in paragraph (b)(1) of this section, and

in accordance with the priority ranking. For pollutants other than heat, TIVIDLs shall be established at levels necessary to attain

and maintain the applicable narrative and numerical WQS with seasonal variations and a margin of safety which takes into
account any lack of knowledge concerning the relationship between effluent limitations and water quality. Determinations of
TMDLs shall take into account critical conditions for stream flow, loading, and water quality parameters.

(i) TMIDLs may be established using a pollutant-by-pollutant or biomonitoring approach. In many cases both techniques may

be needed. Site-specific information should be used wherever possible.

(ii) TMDLs shall be established for all pollutants preventing or expected to prevent attainment of water quality standards as
identified pursuant to paragraph (b)(1) of this section. Calculations to establish TMDLs shall be subject to public review as
defined in the State CPP.

(2) Each State shall estimate for the water quality limited segments still requiring TMDLs identified in paragraph (b)(2) of
this section, the total maximum daily thermal load which cannot be exceeded in order to assure protection and propagation
of a balanced, indigenous population of shellfish, fish and wildlife. Such estimates shall take into account the normal water
temperatures, flow rates, seasonal variations, existing sourdes of heat input, and the dissipative capacity of the identified waters

or parts thereof. Such estimates shall include a calculation of the maximum heat input that can be made into each such part
and shall include a margin of safety which takes into account any lack of knowledge concerning the development of thermal
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water quality criteria for protection and propagation of a balanced, indigenous population of shellfish, fish and wildlife in the
identified waters or parts thereof.

(d) Submission and EPA approval.

(1) Each State shall submit biennially to the Regional Administrator beginning in 1992 the list of waters, pollutants causing
impairment, and the priority ranking including waters targeted for TMDL development within the next two years as required
under paragraph (b) of this section. For the 1992 biennial submission, these lists are due no later than October 22, 1992.
Thereafter, each State shall submit to EPA lists required under paragraph (b) of this section on April 1 of every even-numbered
year. For the year 2000 submission, a State must submit a list required under paragraph (b) of this section only if a court order
or consent decree, or commitment in a settlement agreement dated prior to January 1, 2000, expressly requires EPA to take
action related to that State's year 2000 list. For the year 2002 submission, a State must submit a list required under paragraph
(b) of this section by October 1, 2002, unless a court order, consent decree or commitment in a settlement agreement expressly

requires EPA to take an action related to that State's 2002 list prior to October 1, 2002, in which case, the State must submit a
list by April 1, 2002. The list of waters may be submitted as part of the State's biennial water quality report required by § 130.8
of this part and section 305(b) of the CWA or submitted under separate cover. All TMDLs established under paragraph (c) for
water quality limited segments shall continue to be submitted to EPA for review and approval. Schedules for submission of
TMDLs shall be determined by the Regional Administrator and the State.

(2) The Regional Administrator shall either approve or disapprove such listing and loadings not later than 30 days after the date
of submission. The Regional Administrator shall approve a list developed under § 130.7(b) that is submitted after the effective
date of this rule only if it meets the requirements of § 130.7(b). If the Regional Administrator approves such listing and loadings,

the State shall incorporate them into its current WQM plan. If the Regional Administrator disapproves such listing and loadings,

he shall, not later than 30 days after the date of such disapproval, identify such waters in such State and establish such loads
for such waters as determined necessary to implement applicable WQS. The Regional Administrator shall promptly issue a
public notice seeking comment on such listing and loadings. After considering public comment and making any revisions he
deems appropriate, the Regional Administrator shall transmit the listing and loads to the State, which shall incorporate them
into its current WQM plan.

(e) For the specific purpose of developing information and as resources allow, each State shall identify all segments within its
boundaries which it has not identified under paragraph (b) of this section and estimate for such waters the TIVIDLs with seasonal

variations and margins of safety, for those pollutants which the Regional Administrator identifies under section 304(a)(2) as
suitable for such calculation and for thermal discharges, at a level that would assure protection and propagation of a balanced
indigenous population of fish, shellfish and wildlife. However, there is no requirement for such loads to be submitted to EPA
for approval, and establishing TMDLs for those waters identified in paragraph (b) of this section shall be given higher priority.

Credits
[57 FR 33049, July 24, 1992; 65 FR 17170, March 31, 2000; 65 FR 43663, July 13, 2000; 66 FR 53048, Oct. 18, 2001; 68
FR 13608, March 19, 2003]
SOURCE: 50 FR 1779, Jan. 11, 1985; 66 FR 53048, Oct. 18, 2001; 68 FR 13608, March 19, 2003, unless otherwise noted.

AUTHORITY: 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

Notes of Decisions (5)

Current through February 24, 2011; 76 FR 10265
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55 FR 47990-01
RULES and REGULATIONS

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and 124

[FRL-3834-7]
RIN 2040-AA79

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for Storm Water Discharges

Friday, November 16, 1990

AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

ACTION: Final rule:

SUMMARY: Today's final rule begins to implement section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (added by section 405 of the

Water Quality Act of 1987 (WQA)), which requires the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish regulations setting

forth National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit application requirements for: storm water discharges
associated with industrial activity; discharges from a municipal separate storm sewer system serving a population of 250,000
or more; and discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems serving a population of 100,000 or more, but less than
250,000.

Today's rule also clarifies the requirements of section 401 of the WQA, which amended CWA section 402(1)(2) to provide
that NPDES permits shall not be required for discharges of storm water runoff from mining operations or oil and gas
exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations or transmission facilities, composed entirely of flows which are
from conveyances (including but not limited to pipes, conduits, ditches, and channels) used for collecting and conveying
precipitation runoff and which are not contaminated by contact with, or do not come into contact with, any overburden, raw
material, intermediate product, finished product, byproduct, or waste product located on the site of such operations. This rule
sets forth NPDES permit application requirements addressing storm water discharges associated with industrial activity and
storm water discharges from large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems.

DATES: This final rule becomes effective December 17, 1990. In accordance with 40 CFR 23.2, this rule shall be
considered final for purposes of judicial review on November 30, 1990, at 1 p.m. eastern daylight time. The public
record is located at EPA Headquarters, EPA Public Information Reference Unit, room 2402, 401 M Street SW.,
Washington DC 20460. A reasonable fee may be charged for copying.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For further information on the rule contact: Thomas J. Seaton, Kevin Weiss,
or Michael Mitchell Office of Water Enforcement and Permits (EN-336), United States Environmental Protection Agency, 401
M Street SW., Washington, DC 20460, (202) 475-9518.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background and Water Quality Concerns

II. Water Quality Act of 1987

III. Remand of 1984 Regulations

IV. Codification Rule and Case-by-Case Designations

V. Consent Decree of October 20, 1989
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VI. Today's Final Rule and Response to Comments

A. Overview

B. Definition of Storm Water

C. Responsibility for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity into Municipal Separate Storm Sewers

D. Preliminary Permitting Strategy for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity

1. Tier 1Baseline Permitting

2. Tier 2Watershed Permitting

3. Tier 3Industry Specific Permitting

4. Tier 4Facility Specific Permitting

5. Relationship of Strategy to Permit Application Requirements

a. Individual Permit Application Requirements

b. Group Application

c. Case-by-Case Requirements

E. Storm Water Discharge Sampling

F. Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity

1. Permit Applicability

a. Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity to Waters of the United States

b. Storm Water Discharges Through Municipal Separate Storm Sewers

c. Storm Water Discharges Through Non-Municipal Storm Sewers

2. Scope of "Associated with Industrial Activity"

3. Individual Application Requirements

4. Group Applications

a. Facilities Covered

b. Scope of Group Application

c. Group Application Requirements

5. Group Application: Applicability in NPDES States

6. Group Application: Procedural Concerns

7. Permit Applicability and Applications for Oil, Gas and Mining Operations
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a. Gas and Oil Operations

b. Use of Reportable Quantities to Determine if a Storm Water Discharge from an Oil or Gas Operation is Contaminated

c. Mining Operations

8. Applicatidn Requirements for Construction Activities

a. Permit application requirements

b. Administrative burdens

G. Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems

1. Municipal Separate Storm Sewers

2. Effective Prohibition on Non-Storm Water Discharges

3. Site-Specific Storm Water Quality Management Programs for Municipal Systems

4. Large and Medium Municipal Storm Sewer Systems

a. Overview of proposed options and comments

b. Definition of large and medium municipal separate storm sewer system

c. Response to comments

H. Permit Application Requirements for Large and Medium Municipal Systems

1. Implementing the Permit Program

2. Structure of Permit Application

a. Part 1 Application

b. Part 2 Application

3. Major Outfalls

4. Field Screening Program

5. Source Identification

6. Characterization of Discharges

a. Screening Analysis for Illicit Discharges

b. Representative Data

c. Loading and Concentration Estimates

7. Storm Water Quality Management Plans

a. Measures to Reduce Pollutants in Runoff from Commercial and Residential Areas
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b. Measures for Illicit Discharges and Improper Disposal

c. Measures to Reduce Pollutants in Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity Through Municipal Systems

d. Measures to Reduce Pollutants in Runoff from Construction Sites Through Municipal Systems

8. Assessment of Controls

I. Annual Reports

J. Application Deadlines

VII. Economic Impact

VIII. Paperwork Reduction Act

IX. Regulatory Flexibility Act

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background and Water Quality Concerns
The 1972 amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (referred to as the Clean Water Act or CWA), prohibit the
discharge of any pollutant to navigable waters from a point source unless the discharge is authorized by an NPDES permit.
Efforts to improve water quality under the NPDES program traditionally and primarily ,focused on reducing pollutants in
discharges of industrial process wastewater and municipal sewage. This program emphasis developed for a number of reasons.

At the onset of the program in 1972, many sources of industrial process wastewater and municipal sewage were not adequately
controlled and represented pressing environmental problems. In addition, sewage outfalls and industrial process discharges
were easily identified as responsible for poor, often drastically degraded, water quality conditions. However, as pollution
control measures were initially *47991 developed for these discharges, it became evident that more diffuse sources (occurring
over a wide area) of water pollution, such as agricultural and urban runoff were also major causes of water quality problems.
Some diffuse sources of water pollution, such as agricultural storm water discharges and irrigation return flows, are statutorily

exempted from the NPDES program.

Since enactment of the 1972 amendments to the CWA, considering the rise of economic activity and population, significant
progress in controlling water pollution has been made, particularly with regard to industrial process wastewater and municipal
sewage. Expenditures by EPA, the States, and local govermnents to construct and upgrade sewage treatment facilities have
substantially increased the population served by higher levels of treatment. Backlogs of expired permits for industrial process
wastewater discharges have been reduced. Continued improvements are expected for these discharges as the NPDES program

continues to place increasing emphasis on water quality-based pollution controls, especially for toxic pollutants.

Although assessments of water quality are difficult to perform and verify, several national assessments of water quality are
available. For the purpose of these assessments, urban runoff was considered to be a diffuse source or nonpoint source pollution.

From a legal standpoint, however, most urban runoff is discharged through conveyances such as separate storm sewers or other
conveyances which are point sources under the CWA. These discharges are subject to the NPDES program. The "National
Water Quality Inventory, 1988 Report to Congress" provides a general assessment of water quality based on biennial reports
submitted by the States under section 305(b) of the CWA. In preparing the section 305(b) Reports, the States were asked
to indicate the fraction of the States' waters that were assessed, as well as the fraction of the States' waters that were fully
supporting, partly supporting, or not supporting designated uses. The Report indicates that of the rivers, lakes, and estuaries
that were assessed by States (approximately one-fifth of stream miles, one-third of lake acres and one-half of estuarine waters),
roughly 70% to 75% are supporting the uses for which they are designated. For waters with use impairments, States were asked

to determine impacts due to diffuse sources (agricultural and urban runoff and other sources), municipal sewage, industrial
process wastewaters, combined sewer overflows, and natural and other sources, then combine impacts to arrive at estimates of
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the relative percentage of State waters affected by each source. In this manner, the relative importance of the various sources
of pollution that are causing use impairments was assessed and weighted national averages were calculated. Based on 37 States
that provided information on sources of pollution, industrial process wastewaters were cited as the cause of nonsupport for
7.5% of rivers and streams, 10% of lakes, and 6% of estuaries. Municipal sewage was the cause of nonsupport for 13% of rivers

and streams, 5% lakes, 48% estuaries, 41% of the Great Lake shoreline, and 11% of coastal.waters. The Assessment concluded
that pollution from diffuse sources, such as runoff from agricultural, urban areas, construction sites, land disposal and resource
extraction, is cited by the States as the leading cause of water quality impairment. These sources appear to be increasingly
important contributors of use impairment as discharges of industrial process wastewaters and municipal sewage plants come
under increased control and as intensified data collection efforts provide additional information. Some examples of diffuse
sources cited as causing use impairment are: for rivers and streams, 9% from separate storm sewers, 6% from construction and
13% from resource extraction; for lakes, 28% from separate storm sewers and 26% from land disposal; for the Great Lakes
shoreline, 10% from separate storm sewers, 34% from resource extraction, and 82% from land disposal; for estuaries, 28%
from separate storm sewers and 27% from land disposal; and for coastal areas, 20% from separate storm sewers and 29% from
land disposal.

The States conducted a more comprehensive study of diffuse pollution sources under the sponsorship of the Association of
State and Interstate Water Pollution Control Administrators (ASIWPCA) and EPA. The study resulted in the report "America's
Clean WaterThe States' Nonpoint Source Assessment, 1985" which indicated that 38 States reported urban runoff as a major
cause of beneficial use impairment. In addition, 21 States reported construction site runoff as a major cause of use impairment.

To provide a better understanding of the nature of urban runoff from commercial and residential areas, from 1978 through 1983,

EPA provided funding and guidance to the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program (NURP). The NURP included 28 projects across
the Nation, conducted separately at the local level but centrally reviewed, coordinated, and guided.

One focus of the NURP was to characterize the water quality of discharges from separate storm sewers which drain residential,

commercial, and light industrial (industrial parks) sites. The majority of samples collected in the study were analyzed for eight
conventional pollutants and three metals. Data collected under the NURP indicated that on an annual loading basis, suspended
solids in discharges from separate storm sewers draining runoff from residential, commercial and light industrial areas are
around an order of magnitude greater than solids in discharges from municipal secondary sewage treatment plants. In addition,
the study indicated that annual loadings of chemical oxygen demand (COD) are comparable in magnitude to effluent from
secondary sewage treatment plants. When analyzing annual loadings associated with urban runoff, it is important to recognize
that discharges of urban runoff are highly intermittent, and that the short-term loadings associated with individual events will
be high and may have shockloading effects on receiving water, such as low dissolved oxygen levels. NURP data also showed
that fecal coliform counts in urban runoff are typically in the tens to hundreds of thousands per 100 ml of runoff during warm
weather conditions, although the study suggested that fecal coliform may not be the most appropriate indicator organism for
identifying potential health risks in storm water runoff. Although NURP did not evaluate oil and grease, other studies have
demonstrated that urban runoff is an extremely important source of oil pollution to receiving waters, with hydrocarbon levels
in urban runoff typically being reported at a range of 2 to 15 mg/1. These hydrocarbons tend to accumulate in bottom sediments
where they may persist for long periods of time and exert adverse impacts on benthic organisms.

A portion of the NURP study involved monitoring 120 priority pollutants in storm water discharges from lands used for
residential, commercial and light industrial activities. Seventy-seven priority pollutants were detected in samples of storm water
discharges from residential, commercial and light industrial lands taken during the NURP study, including 14 inorganic and 63

organic pollutants. Table A-1 shows the priority pollutants which were detected in at least ten percent of the discharge samples
which were sampled for priority pollutants.

Table A-1. Priority Pollutants Detected in at Least 10% of NURP Samples

[In percent]

Frequency of detection
Metals and inorganics:
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Antimony
Arsenic
Beryllium
Cadmium

Chromium
Copper
Cyanides

Lead
Nickel
Selenium

Zinc

Pesticides:

Alpha-hexachlorocyclohexane
Alpha-endosulfan
Chlordane

Lindane

Halogenated aliphatics:
Methane, dichloro-

Phenols and cresols:
Phenol
Phenol, pentachloro-
Phenol, 4-nitro
Phthalate esters:

Phthalate, bis(2-ethylhexyl)
Polycyclic arohlatic hydrocarbons:
Chrysene

Fluoranthene
Phenanthrene

13

52

12

48

58

91

23

94

43

11

94

20

19

17

15

14

19

10

22

10

16

12

Pyrene 15

*47992 The NURP data also showed a significant number of these samples exceeded various EPA freshwater water quality
criteria.

The NURP study provides insight on what can be considered background levels of pollutants for urban runoff, as the study
focused primarily on monitoring runoff from residential, commercial and light industrial areas. However, NURP concluded
that the quality of urban runoff can be adversely impacted by several sources of pollutants that were not directly evaluated in
the study and are generally not reflected in the NURP data, including illicit connections, construction site runoff, industrial
site runoff and illegal dumping.

Other studies have shown that many storm sewers contain illicit discharges of non-storm water and that large amounts of wastes,

particularly used oils, are improperly disposed in storm sewers. Removal of these discharges present opportunities for dramatic

improvements in the quality of storm water discharges. Storm water discharges from industrial facilities may contain toxics
and conventional pollutants when material management practices allow exposure to storm water, in addition to wastes from
illicit connections and improperly disposed wastes.

In some municipalities, illicit connections of sanitary, commercial and industrial discharges to storm sewer systems have had a
significant impact on the water quality of receiving waters. Although the NURP study did not emphasize the identification of
illicit connections to storm sewers (other than to assure that monitoring sites used in the study were free from sanitary sewage
contamination), the study concluded that illicit connections can result in high bacterial counts and dangers to public health.
The study also noted that removing such discharges presented opportunities for dramatic improvements in the quality of urban
storm water discharges.
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Studies have shown that illicit connections to storm sewers can create severe, wide-spread contamination problems. For
example, the Huron River Pollution Abatement Program inspected 660 businesses, homes and other buildings located in
Washtenaw County, Michigan and identified 14% of the buildings as having improper storm drain connections. Illicit discharges

were detected at a higher rate of 60% for automobile related businesses, including service stations, automobile dealerships,
car washes, body shops and light industrial facilities. While some of the problems discovered in this study were the result of
improper plumbing or illegal connections, a majority were approved connections at the time they were built.

Intensive construction activities may result in severe localized impacts on water quality because of high unit loads of pollutants,
primarily sediments. Construction sites can also generate other pollutants such as phosphorus and nitrogen from fertilizer,
pesticides, petroleum products, construction chemicals and solid wastes. These materials can be toxic to aquatic organisms and
degrade water for drinking and water-contact recreation. Sediment loadings rates from construction sites are typically 10 to 20
times that of agricultural lands, with runoff rates as high as 100 times that of agricultural lands, and typically 1,000 to 2,000
times that of forest lands. Even a small amount of construction may have a significant negative impact on water quality in
localized areas. Over a short period of time, construction sites can contribute more sediment to streams than was previously
deposited over several decades.

II. Water Quality Act of 1987
The WQA contains three provisions which specifically address storm water discharges. The central WQA provision governing
storm water discharges is section 405, which adds section 402(p) to the CWA. Section 402(p)(1) provides that EPA or NPDES

States cannot require a permit for certain storm water discharges until October 1, 1992, except: for storm water discharges
listed under section 402(p)(2). Section 402(p)(2) lists five types of storm water discharges which are required to obtain a permit

prior to October 1, 1992:

(A) A discharge with respect to which a permit has been issued prior to February 4, 1987;

(B) A discharge associated with industrial activity;

(C) A discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer system serving a population of 250,000 or more;

(D) A discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer system serving a population of 100,000 or more, but less than 250,000; or

(E) A discharge for which the Administrator or the State, as the case may be, determines that the storm water discharge
contributes to a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant contributor of pollutants to the waters of the United States.

Section 402(p)(4)(A) requires EPA to promulgate final regulations governing storm water permit application requirements for
storm water discharges associated with industrial activity, and discharges from large municipal separate storm sewer systems
(systems serving a population of 250,000 or more), "no later than two years" after the date of enactment (i.e., no later than
February 4, 1989). Section 402(p)(4)(B) also requires EPA to promulgate final regulations governing storm water permit
application requirements for discharges from medium municipal separate storm sewer systems (systems serving a population
of 100,000 or more but less than 250,000) "no later than four years" after enactment (i.e., no later than February 4, 1991).

In addition, section 402(p)(4) provides that permit applications for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity
and discharges from large municipal separate storm sewer systems "shall be filed no later than three years" after the date of
enactment of the WQA (i.e., no later than February 4, 1990). Permit applications for discharges from medium municipal systems

must be filed "no later than five years" after enactment (i.e., no later than February 4, 1992).

The WQA clarified and amended the requirements for permits for storm water discharges in the new CWA section 402(p)(3).

The Act clarified that permits for discharges associated with industrial activity must meet all of the applicable provisions of
section 402 and section 301 *47993 including technology and water quality based standards. However, the new Act makes
significant changes to the permit standards for discharges from municipal storm sewers. Section 402(p)(3)(B) provides that
permits for such discharges:
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(i) May be issued on a system- or jurisdiction-wide basis;

(ii) Shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into the storm sewers; and

(iii) Shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including management
practices, control teclmiques and system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or
the State determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants.

These changes are discussed in more detail later in today's rule.

The EPA, in consultation with the States, is required to conduct two studies on storm water discharges that are in the class
of discharges for which EPA and NPDES States cannot require permits prior to October 1, 1992. The first study will identify
those storm water discharges or classes of storm water discharges for which permits are not required prior to October 1, 1992,
and determine, to the maximum extent practicable, the nature and extent of pollutants in such discharges. The second study is
for the purpose of establishing procedures and methods to control storm water discharges to the extent necessary to mitigate
impacts on water quality. Based on the two studies the EPA, in consultation with State and local officials, is required to issue
regulations no later than October 1, 1992, which designate additional storm water discharges to be regulated to protect water
quality and establish a comprehensive program to regulate such designated sources. This program must, at a minimum, (A)
Establish priorities, (B) establish requirements for State storm water management programs, and (C) establish expeditious
deadlines. The program may include performance standards, guidelines, guidance, and management practices and treatment
requirements, as appropriate.

Section 401 of the WQA amends section 402(1)(2) of the CWA to provide that the EPA shall not require a permit for discharges
of storm water runoff from mining operations or oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations or
transmission facilities if the storm Water discharge is not contaminated by contact with, or does not come into contact with,
any overburden, raw material, intermediate product, finished product, byproduct, or waste product located on the site of such
operations.

Section 503 of the WQA amends section 502(14) of the CWA to exclude agricultural storm water discharges from the defmition
of point source.

III. Remand of 1984 Regulations

On December 4, 1987, the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit vacated 40 CFR 122.26, (as
promulgated on September 26, 1984, 49 FR 37998, September 26, 1984), and remanded the regulations to EPA for further
rulemaking (NRDC v. EPA, No. 80-1607). EPA had requested the remand because of significant changes made by the storm
water provisions of the WQA. The effect of the decision was to invalidate the storm water discharge regulations then found
at § 122.26.

Storm water discharges which had been issued an NPDES permit prior to February 4, 1987, were not affected by the Court
remand or the February 12, 1988, rule implementing the court order (53 FR 4157). (See section 402(p)(2)(A) of the CWA.)
Similarly, the remand did not affect the authority of EPA or an NPDES State to require a permit for any storm water discharge

(except an agricultural storm water discharge) designated under section 402(p)(2)(E) of the CWA. The notice of the remand
clarified that such designated discharges meet the regulatory definition of point source found at 40 CFR 122.2 and that EPA
or an NPDES State can rely on the statutory authority and require the filing of an application (Form 1 and Form 2C) for an
NPDES permit with respect to such discharges on a case-by-case basis.

IV. Codification Rule and Case-by-Case Designations

Codification Rule

On January 4, 1989, (54 FR 255), EPA published a final rule which codified numerous provisions of the WQA into EPA
regulations. The codification rule included several provisions dealing with storm water discharges. The codification rule
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promulgated the language found at section 402(p) (1) and (2) of the amended Clean Water Act at 40 CFR 122.26(a)(1). In
addition, the codification rule promulgated the language of Section 503 of the WQA which exempted agricultural storm water
discharges from the defmition of point source at 40 CFR 122.2, and section 401 of the WQA addressing uncontaminated storm
water discharges from mining or oil and gas operations at 40 CFR 122.26(a)(2).

EPA also codified the statutory authority of section 402(p)(2)(E) of the CWA for the Administrator or the State Director, as the
case may be, to designate storm water discharges for a permit on a case-by-case basis at 40 CFR 122.26(a)(1)(v).

Case by Case Designations

Section 402(p)(2)(E) of the CWA authorizes case-by-case designations of storm water discharges for immediate permitting if
the Administrator or the State Director determines that the storm water discharge contributes to a violation of a water quality
standard or is a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the United States.

In determining that a storm water discharge contributes to a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant contributor
of pollutants to waters of the United States for the purpose of a designation under section 402(p)(2)(E), the legislative history
for the provision provides that "EPA or the State should use any available water quality or sampling data to determine whether
the latter two criteria (contributes to a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant contributor of pollutants to waters
of the United States) are met, and should require additional sampling as necessary to determine whether or not these criteria
are met." Conference Report, Cong. Rec. S16443 (daily ed. October 16, 1986). In accordance with this legislative history,
today's rule promulgates permit application requirements for certain storm water discharges, including discharges designated on
a case-by-case basis. EPA will consider a number of factors when determining whether a storm water discharge is a significant
contributor of pollution to the waters of the United States These factors include: the location of the discharge with respect to
waters of the United States; the size of the discharge; the quantity and nature of the pollutants reaching waters of the United
States; and any other relevant factors. Today's rule incorporates these factors at 40 CFR 122.26(a)(1)(v).

Under today's rule, case-by-case designations are made under regulatory procedures found at 40 CFR 124.52. The procedures

at 40 CFR 124.52 require that whenever the Director decides that an individual permit is required, the Director shall notify the
discharger in writing that the discharge requires a permit and the reasons for the decision. In addition, an application form is sent

with the notice. Section 124.52 provides a 60 day period from the date of notice for submitting a permit application. Although
this 60 day period may be appropriate for many designated storm water discharges, site specific factors may dictate that the
Director provide *47994 additional time for submitting a permit application. For example, due to the complexities associated
with designation of a municipal separate storm sewer system for a system- or jurisdiction-wide permit, the Director may provide

the applicant with additional time to submit relevant information or may require that information be submitted in several phases.

V. Consent Decree of October 20, 1989

On April 20, 1989, EPA was served notice of intent to sue by Kathy Williams et al, because of the Agency's failure to promulgate

final storm regulations on February 4, 1989, pursuant to Section 402(p)(4) of the CWA. A suit was filed by the same party on
July 20, 1989, alleging the same cause of action, to wit: the Agency's failure to promulgate regulations under section 402(13)(4)

of the CWA. On October 20, 1989, EPA entered into a consent decree with Kathy Williams et al, wherein the Federal District
Court, District of Oregon, Southern Division, decreed that the Agency promulgate fmal regulations for storm water discharges

identified in sections 402(p)(2) (B) and (C) of the CWA no later than July 20, 1990. Kathy Williams et al., v. William K. Reilly,

Administrator, et al., No. 89-6265-E (D-Ore.) IriJuly 1990, the consent degree was amended to provide for a promulgation date
of October 31. Today's rule is promulgated in compliance with the terms of the consent decree as amended.

VI. Today's Final Rule and Response to Comments

A. Overview

Section 405 of the WQA alters the regulatory approach to control pollutants in storm water discharges by adopting a phased
and tiered approach. The new provision phases in permit application requirements, permit issuance deadlines and compliance
with permit conditions for different categories of storm water discharges. The approach is tiered in that storm water discharges

associated with industrial activity must comply with sections 301 and 402 of the CWA (requiring control of the discharge of
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pollutants that utilize the Best Available Technology (BAT) and the Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology (BCT)
and where necessary, water quality-based controls), but permits for discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems
must require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, and where necessary water
quality-based controls, and must include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into the storm sewers.

Furthermore, EPA in consultation with State and local officials must develop a comprehensive program to designate and regulate

other storm water discharges to protect water quality.

This final regulation establishes requirements for the storm water permit application process. It also sets forth the required
components of municipal storm water quality management plans, as well as a preliminary permitting strategy for industrial
activities. In implementing these regulations, EPA and the States will strive to achieve environmental results in a cost effective
manner by placing high priority on pollution prevention activities, and by targeting activities based on reducing risk from
particularly harmful pollutants and/or from discharges to high value waters. EPA and the States will also work with applicants
to avoid cross media transfers of storm water contaminants, especially through injection to shallow wells in the Class V
Underground Injection Control Program.

In addition, EPA recognizes that problems associated with storm water, combined sewer overflows (CS05) and infiltration
and inflow (I&I) are all inter-related even though they are treated somewhat differently under the law. EPA believes that it is
important to begin linking these programs and activities and, because of the potential cost to local governments, to investigate
the use of innovative, non-traditional approaches to reducing or preventing contamination of storm water.

The application process for developing municipal storm water management plans provides an ideal opportunity between steps

1 and 2 for considering the full range of nontraditional, preventive approaches, including municipalities, public awareness/
education programs, use of vegetation and/or land conservancy practices, alternative paving materials, creative ways to
eliminate I&I and illegal hook-ups, and potentials for water reuse. EPA has already announced its plans to present an award for

the best creative, cost effective approaches to storm water and CSOs beginning in 1991.

This rulemaking establishes permit application requirements for classes of storm water discharges that were specifically
identified in section 402(p)(2). These priority storm water discharges include storm water discharges associated with industrial
activity and discharges from a municipal separate storm sewer serving a population of 100,000 or more.

This rulemaking was developed after careful consideration of 450 sets of comments, comprising over 3200 pages, that were
received from a variety of industries, trade associations, municipalities, State and Federal Agencies, environmental groups,
and private citizens. These comments were received during a 90-day comment period which extended from December 7,
1988, to March 7, 1989. EPA received several requests for an extension of the comment period from 30-days up to 90-days.
Many arguments were advanced for an extension including: the extent and complexity of the proposal, the existence of other
concurrent EPA proposals, and the need for technical evaluations of the proposal. EPA considered these comments as they were

received, but declined to extend the comment period beyond 90 days. The standard comment period on proposals normally
range from 30 to 60 days. In light of the statutory deadline of February 4, 1989, additional time for the comment period beyond
what was already a substantially lengthened comment period would have been inappropriate. The number and extent of the
comments received on this proposal indicated that interested parties had substantially adequate time to review and comment on

the regulation. Furthermore, the public was invited to attend six public meetings in Washington DC, Chicago, Dallas, Oakland,
Jacksonville, and Boston to present questions and comments. EPA is convinced that substantial and adequate public participation

was sought and received by the Agency.

Numerous commenters have also requested that the rule be reproposed due to the extent of the proposal and the number of
options and issues upon which the Agency requested comments. EPA has decided against a reproposal. The December 7, 1988,
notice of proposed rulemaking was extremely detailed and thoroughly identified major issues in such a manner as to allow
the public clear opportunities to comment. The comments that were received were extensive, and many provided valuable
information and ideas that have been incorporated into the regulation. Accordingly, the Agency is confident it has produced a
workable and rational approach to the initial regulation of storm water discharges and a regulation that reflects the experience

and knowledge of the public as provided in the comments, and which was developed in accordance with the *47995 procedural
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requirements of the Administrative Procedures Act (APA). EPA believes that while the number of issues raised by the proposal
was extensive, the number of detailed comments indicates that the public was able to understand the issues in order to comment
adequately. Thus, a reproposal is unnecessary.

B. Definition of Storm Water
The December 7, 1988, notice requested comment on defining storm water as storm water runoff, surface runoff, street wash
waters' related to street cleaning or maintenance, infiltration (other than infiltration contaminated by seepage from sanitary
sewers or by other discharges) and drainage related to storm events or snow melt. This definition is consistent with the regulatory

definition of "storm sewer" at 40 CFR 35.2005(b)(47) which is used in the context of grants for construction of treatment works.
This definition aids in distinguishing separate storm water sewers from sanitary sewers, combined sewers, process discharge
outfalls and non-storm water, non-process discharge outfalls.

The definition of "storm water" has an important bearing on the NPDES permitting scheme under the CWA. The following
discusses the interrelationship of NPDES permitting requirements for storm water discharges addressed by this rule and NPDES

permitting requirements for other non-storm water discharges which may be discharged via the storm sewer as a storm water
discharge. Today's rule addresses permit application requirements for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity
and for discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems serving a population of 100,000 or more. Storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity are to be covered by permits which contain technology-based controls based on
BAT/BCT considerations or water quality-based controls, if necessary. A permit for storm water discharges from an industrial
facility may also cover other non-storm water discharges from the facility. Today's rule establishes individual (Form 1 and
Form 2F) and group application requirements for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity. In addition, EPA
or authorized NPDES States with authorized general permit programs may issue general permits which establish alternative
application or notification requirements for storm water discharges covered by the general permit(s). Where a storm water
discharge associated with industrial activity is mixed with a non-storm water discharge, both discharges must be covered
by an NPDES permit (this can be in the same permit or with multiple permits). Permit application requirements for these
"combination" discharges are discussed later in today's notice.

Today's rule also addresses permit application requirements for discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems serving

a population of 100,000 or more. Under today's rule, appropriate municipal owners or operators of these systems must obtain
NPDES permits for discharges from these systems. These permits are to establish controls to the maximum extent practicable
(MEP), effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system and, where necessary,
contain applicable water quality-based controls. Where non-storm water discharges or storm water discharges associated with

industrial activity discharge through a municipal separate storm sewer system (including systems serving a population of
100,000 or more as well as other systems), which ultimately discharges to a waters of the United States, such discharges through

a municipal storm sewer need to be covered by an NPDES permit that is independent of the permit issued for discharges from
the municipal separate storm sewer system. Today's rule defines the term "illicit discharge" to describe any discharge through

a municipal separate storm sewer that is not composed entirely of storm water and that is not covered by an NPDES permit.
Such illicit discharges are not authorized under the CWA. Section 402(p)(3)(B) of the CWA requires that permits for discharges

from municipal separate storm sewers require the municipality to "effectively prohibit" non-storm water discharges from the
municipal separate storm sewer. As discussed in more detail below, today's rule begins to implement the "effective prohibition"
by requiring municipal operators of municipal separate storm sewer systems serving a population of 100,000 or more to submit
a description of a program to detect and control certain non-storm water discharges to their municipal system. Ultimately, such

non-storm water discharges through a municipal separate storm sewer must either be removed from the system or become
subject to an NPDES permit (other than the permit for the discharge from the municipal separate storm sewer). For reasons
discussed in more detail below, in general, municipalities will not be held responsible for prohibiting some specific components

of discharges or flows listed below through their municipal separate storm sewer system, even though such components may
be considered non-storm water discharges, unless such discharges are specifically identified on a case-by-case basis as needing
to be addressed. However, operators of such non-storm water discharges need to obtain NPDES permits for these discharges
under the present framework of the CWA (rather than the municipal operator of the municipal separate storm sewer system).
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(Note that section 516 of the Water Quality Act of 1987 requires EPA to conduct a study of de minimis discharges of pollutants
to waters of the United States and to determine the most effective and appropriate methods of regulating any such discharges.)

EPA received numerous comments on the proposed regulatory definition of storm water, many of which proposed exclusions
or additions to the definition. Several commenters suggested that the defmition should include or not include detention and
retention reservoir releases, water line flushing, fire hydrant flushing, runoff from fire fighting, swimming pool drainage and
discharge, landscape irrigation, diverted stream flows, uncontaminated pumped ground water, rising ground waters, discharges
from potable water sources, uncontaminated waters from cooling towers, foundation drains, non-contact cooling water (such as
HVAC or heating, ventilation and air conditioning condensation water that POTWs require to be discharged to separate storm
sewers rather than sanitary sewers), irrigation water, springs, roof drains, water from crawl space pumps, footing drains, lawn
watering, individual car washing, flows from riparian habitats and wetlands. Most of these comments were made with regard
to the concern that these were commonly occurring discharges which did not pose significant environmental problems. It was
also noted that, unless these flows are classified as storm water, permits would be required for these discharges.

In response to the comments which requested EPA to define the term "storm water" broadly to include a number of classes
of discharges which are not in any way related to precipitation events, EPA believes that this rulemaking is not an appropriate
forum for addressing the appropriate regulation under the NPDES program of such non-storm water discharges, even though
some classes of non-storm water discharges may typically contain only minimal amounts of pollutants. Congress did not intend
that the term storm water be used to describe any discharge that has a de minimis amount of pollutants, nor did it intend for
section 402(p) to be used to *47996 provide a moratorium from permitting other non-storm water discharges. Consequently,
the final definition of storm water has not been expanded from what was proposed. However, as discussed in more detail later

in today's notice, municipal operators of municipal separate storm sewer systems will generally not be held responsible for
"effectively prohibiting" limited classes of these discharges through their municipal separate storm sewer systems.
The proposed rule included infiltration in the definition of storm water. In this context one commenter suggested that the term
infiltration be defined. Infiltration is defined at 40 CFR 35.2005(b)(20) as water other than wastewater that enters a sewer
system (including sewer service connections and foundation drains) from the ground through such means as defective pipes,
pipe joints, connections or manholes. Infiltration does not include, and is distinguished from, inflow. Another commenter urged
that ground water infiltration not be classified as storm water because the chemical characteristics and contaminants of ground
water will differ from surface storm water because of a longer contact period with materials in the soil and because ground
water quality will not reflect current practices at the site. In today's rule, the definition of storm water excludes infiltration since
pollutants in these flows will depend on a large number of factors, including interactions with soil and past land use practices at a

given site. Further infiltration flows can be contaminated by sources that are not related to precipitation events, such as seepage

from sanitary sewers. Accordingly the final regulatory language does not include infiltration in the definition of storm water.
Such flows may be subject to appropriate permit conditions in industrial permits. As discussed in more detail below, municipal

management programs must address infiltration where identified as a source of pollutants to waters of the United States.

One commenter questioned the status of discharges from detention and retention basins used to collect storm water. This
regulation covers discharges of storm water associated with industrial activity and discharges from municipal separate storm
sewer systems serving a population of 100,000 or more into waters of the United States. Therefore, discharges from basins that
are part of a conveyance system for a storm water discharge associated with industrial activity or part of a municipal separate

storm sewer system serving a population of 100,000 or more are covered by this regulation. Flows which are channeled into
basins and which do not discharge into waters of the United States are not addressed by today's rule.

Several commenters requested that the term illicit connection be replaced with a term that does not connote illegal discharges
or activity, because many discharges of non-storm water to municipal separate storm sewer systems occurred prior to the
establishment of the NPDES program and in accordance with local or State requirements at the time of the connection. EPA
disagrees that there should be a change in this terminology. The fact that these connections were at one time legal does not
confer such status now. The CWA prohibits the point source discharge of non-storm water not subject to an NPDES permit
through municipal separate storm sewers to waters of the United States. Thus, classifying such discharges as illicit properly
identifies such discharges as being illegal.
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A commenter wanted clarification of the terms "other discharges" and "drainage" that are used in the definition of "storm
water." As noted above, today's rule clarifies that infiltration is not considered storm water. Thus the portion of the definition of
storm water that refers to "other discharges" has also been removed. However, the term drainage has been retained. "Drainage"
does not take on any meaning other than the flow of runoff into a conveyance, as the word is commonly understood.

One commenter stated that irrigation flows combined with storm water discharges should be excluded from consideration in
the storm water program. The Agency would note that irrigation return flows are excluded from regulation under the NPDES
program. Section 402(1)(1) states that the Administrator or the State shall not require permits for discharges composed entirely

of return flows from irrigated agriculture. The legislative history of the 1977 Clean Water Act, which enacted this language,
states that the word "entirely" was intended to limit the exception to only those flows which do not contain additional discharges

from activities unrelated to crop production. Congressional Record Vol. 123 (1977), pg. 4360, Senate Report No. 95-370.
Accordingly, a storm water discharge component, from an industrial facility for example, included in such "joint" discharges
may be regulated pursuant to an NPDES permit either at the point at which the storm water flow enters or joins the irrigation
flow, or where the combined flow enters waters of the United States or a municipal separate storm sewer.

Some commenters expressed concern about including street wash waters as storm water. One commenter argued including street

wash waters in the definition of storm water should not be construed to eliminate the need for management practices relating
to construction activities where sediment may simply wash into storm drains. EPA agrees with these points and the concerns
that storm sewers may receive material that pose environmental problems if street wash waters are included in the definition.
Accordingly, such discharges are no longer in the definition as proposed, and must be addressed by municipal management
programs as part of the prohibition on non-storm water discharges through municipal separate storm sewer systems.

Several commenters requested that the terms discharge and point source, in the context of permits for storm water discharge, be

clarified. Several commenters stated that the EPA should clarify that storm water discharge does not include "sheet flow" off
of an industrial facility. EPA interprets this as request for clarification on the status of the terms "point source" and "discharge"
under these regulations. In response, this rulemaking only covers storm water discharges from point sources. A point source is
defined at 40 CFR 122.2 as "any discernible, confined, and discrete conveyance, including but not limited to, any pipe, ditch,
channel, tunnel, conduit, well, discrete fissure, container, rolling stock, concentrated animal feeding operation, landfill leachate
collection system, vessel or other floating craft from which pollutants are or may be discharged. This term does not include
return flows from irrigated agriculture or agricultural storm water runoff" EPA agrees with one commenter that this defmition
is adequate for defining what discharges of storm water are covered by this rulemaking. EPA notes that this definition would
encompass municipal separate storm sewers. In view of this comprehensive definition of point source, EPA need clarify in this

rulemaking only that a storm water discharge subject to NPDES regulation does not include storm water that enters the waters
of the United States via means other than a "point source." As further discussed below, storm water from an industrial facility
which enters and is subsequently discharged through a municipal separate storm sewer is a "discharge associated with industrial

*47997 activity" which must be covered by an individual or general permit pursuant to today's rule.
EPA would also note that individual facilities have the burden of determining whether a permit application should be submitted
to address a point source discharge. Those unsure of the classification of storm water flow from a facility, should file permit
applications addressing the flow, or prior to submitting the application consult permitting authorities for clarification.

One commenter stated that "point source" for this rulemaking should be defined, for the purposes of achieving better water
quality, as those areas where "discharges leave the municipal [separate storm sewer] system." EPA notes in response that "point

source" as currently defined will address such discharges, while keeping the definition of discharge and point source within
the framework of the NPDES program, and without adding potentially confusing and ambiguous additional defmitions to the
regulation. If this comment is asserting that the term point source should not include discharges from sources through the
municipal system, EPA disagrees. As discussed in detail below, discharges through municipal separate storm sewer systems
which are not connected to an operable treatment works are discharges subject to NPDES permit requirements at (40 CFR
122.3(c)), and may properly be deemed point sources.
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One industry argued that the definition of "point source" should be modified for storm water discharges so as to exclude
discharges from land that is not artificially graded and which has a propensity to form channels where precipitation runs off.
EPA intends to embrace the broadest possible definition of point source consistent with the legislative intent of the CWA and
court interpretations to include any identifiable conveyance from which pollutants might enter the waters of the United States. In

most court cases interpreting the term "point source", the term has been interpreted broadly. For example, the holding in Sierra
Club v. Abston Construction Co., Inc., 620 F.2d 41 (5th Cir. 1980) indicates that changing the surface of land or establishing
grading patterns on land will result in a point source where the runoff from the site is ultimately discharged to waters of the
United States:

Simple erosion over the material surface, resulting in the discharge of water and other materials into navigable waters, does not
constitute a point source discharge, absent some effort to change the surface, to direct the water flow or otherwise impede its
progress * * * Gravity flow, resulting in a discharge into a navigable body of water, may be part of a point source discharge
if the (discharger) at least initially collected or channeled the water and other materials. A point source of pollution may also
be present where (dischargers) design spoil piles from discarded overburden such that, during periods of precipitation, erosion
of spoil pile walls results in discharges into a navigable body of water by means of ditches, gullies and similar conveyances,
even if the (dischargers) have done nothing beyond the mere collection of rock and other materials * * * Nothing in the Act
relieves (dischargers) from liability simply because the operators did not actually construct those conveyances, so long as they
are reasonably likely to be the means by which pollutants are ultimately deposited into a navigable body of water. Conveyances
of pollution formed either as a result of natural erosion or by material means, and which constitute a component of a * * *
drainage system, may fit the statutory definition and thereby subject the operators to liability under the Act." 620 F.2d at 45
(emphasis added).

Under this approach, point source discharges of storm water result from structures which increase the imperviousness of the
ground which acts to collect runoff, with runoff being conveyed along the resulting drainage or grading patterns.

The entire thrust of today's regulation is to control pollutants that enter receiving water from storm water conveyances. It is
these conveyances that will carry the largest volume of water and higher levels of pollutants. The storm water permit application

process and permit conditions will address circumstances and discharges peculiar to individual facilities.

One industry commented that the definition of waters of the State under some State NPDES programs included municipal storm

sewer systems. The commenter was concerned that certain industrial facilities discharging through municipal storm sewers in
these states would be required to obtain an NPDES permit, despite EPA's proposal not to require permits from such facilities
generally. In response, EPA notes that section 510 of the CWA, approved States are able to have stricter requirements in their
NPDES program. In approved NPDES States, the definition of waters of the State controls with regard to what constitutes a
discharge to a water body. However, EPA believes that this will have little impact, since, as discussed below, all industrial
dischargers, including those discharging through municipal separate storm sewer systems, will be subject to general or individual

NPDES permits, regardless of any additional State requirements.

One municipality commented that neither the term "point source" nor "discharge" should be used in conjunction with industrial
releases into urban storm water systems because that gives the impression that such systems are navigable waters. EPA disagrees

that any confusion should result from the use of these terms in this context. In this rulemaking, EPA always addresses such
discharges as "discharges through municipal separate storm sewer systems" as opposed to "discharges to waters of the United
States." Nonetheless, such industrial discharges through municipal storm sewer systems are subject to the requirements of
today's rule, as discussed elsewhere.

One commenter desired clarification with regard to what constituted an outfall, and if an outfall could be a pipe that connected

two storm water conveyances. This rulemaking defines outfall as a point of discharge into the waters of the United States,
and not a conveyance which connects to Sections of municipal separate storm sewer. In response to another comment, this
rulemaking only addresses discharges to waters of United States, consequently discharges to ground waters are not covered
by this rulemaking (unless there is a hydrological connection between the ground water and a nearby surface water body. See,
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e.q., Exxon Coro. v. Train, 554 F.2d 1310, 1312 n.1 (5th Cir. 1977); McClellan Ecological Seepage Situation v. Weinberger,
707 F.Supp. 1182, 1195-96 (E.D. Cal. 1988)).

In the WQA and other places, the term "storm water" is presented as a single word. Numerous comments were received by
EPA as to the appropriate spelling. Many of these comments recommended that two words for storm water is appropriate. EPA
has decided to use an approach consistent with the Government Printing Office's approved form where storm water appears
as two words.

C. Responsibility for Storm Water Discharges Associated With Industrial Activity Through Municipal Separate Storm
Sewers
The December 7, 1988, notice of proposed rulemaking requested comments on the appropriate permitting scheme for storm
water discharges associated with industrial activity through municipal separate storm sewers. EPA proposed a permitting
scheme that would define the requirement to obtain coverage under an NPDES permit for a storm water discharge associated
with industrial activity through a municipal separate storm sewer in terms of the classification of the municipal separate storm

sewer. EPA proposed holding municipal operators of large or medium *47998 municipal separate storm sewer systems
primarily responsible for applying for and obtaining an NPDES permit covering system discharges as well as storm water
discharges (including storm water discharges associated with industrial activity) through the system. Under the proposed
approach, operators of storm water discharges associated with industrial activity which discharge through a large or medium
municipal separate storm sewer system would generally not be required to obtain permit coverage for their discharge (unless
designated as a significant contributor of pollution pursuant to section 402(p)(2)(E)) provided the municipality was notified
of: The name, location and type of facility and a certification that the discharge has been tested (if feasible) for non-storm
water (including the results of any testing). The notification procedure also required the operator of the storm water discharge

associated with industrial activity to determine that: The discharge is composed entirely of storm water; the discharge does not
contain hazardous substances in excess of reporting quantities; and the facility is in compliance with applicable provisions of
the NPDES permit issued to the municipality for storm water.

In the proposal, EPA also requested comments on whether a decision on regulatory requirements for storm water discharges
associated with industrial activity through other municipal separate storm sewer systems (generally those serving a population
of less than 100,000) should be postponed until completion of two studies of storm water discharges required under section
402(p)(5) of the CWA.

-EPA favored these approaches because they appeared to reduce the potential administrative burden associated with preparing
and processing the thousands of permit applications associated with the rulemaking and provide EPA additional flexibility
in developing permitting requirements for stomi water discharges associated with industrial activity. EPA also expressed its
belief, based upon an analysis of ordinances controlling construction site runoff in place in certain cities, that municipalities
generally possessed legal authority sufficient to control contributions of industrial storm water pollutants to their separate storm
sewers to the degree necessary to implement the proposed rule. EPA commented that municipal controls on industrial sources
implemented to comply with an NPDES permit issued to the municipality would likely result in a level of storm water pollution
control very similar to that put directly on the industrial source through its own NPDES permit. This was to be accomplished by

requiring municipal permitees, to the maximum extent practicable, to require industrial facilities in the municipality to develop
and implement storm water controls based on a consideration of the same or similar factors as those used to make BAT/BCT
determinations. (See 40 CFR 125.3 (d)(2) and (d)(3)).

The great majority of commenters on the December 7, 1988, notice addressed this aspect of the proposal. Based on consideration

of the comments received on the notice, EPA has decided that it is appropriate to revise the approach in its proposed rule to
require direct permit coverage for dll storm water discharges associated with industrial activity, including those that discharge

through municipal separate storm sewers. In response to this decision, EPA has continued to analyze the appropriate manner to
respond to the large number of storm water discharges subject to this rulemaking. The development of EPA's policy regarding
permitting these discharges is discussed in more detail in the section VI.D of today's preamble.
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EPA notes that the status of discharges associated with industrial activity which pass through a municipal separate storm sewer
system under section 402(p) raises difficult legal and policy questions. EPA believes that treating these discharges under permits

separate from those issued to the municipality will most fully address both the legal and policy concerns raised in public
comment.

Certain commenters supported EPA's proposal. Some commenters claimed that EPA lacked any authority to permit industrial
discharges which were not discharged immediately to waters of the U.S. Other commenters agreed with EPA's statements in the
proposal that its approach would result in a more manageable administrative burden for EPA and the NPDES states. However,

numerous comments also were received which provided various arguments in support of revising the proposed approach.
These comments addressed several areas including the definition of discharge under the CWA, the requirements and associated
statutory time frames of section 402(p), as well as the resource and enforcement constraints of municipalities. EPA is persuaded

by these comments and has modified its approach accordingly. The key comments on this issue are discussed below.

EPA disagrees with commenters who suggested that EPA lacks authority to permit separately industrial discharges through
municipal sewers. The CWA prohibits the discharge of a pollutant except pursuant to an NPDES permit. Section 502(12)
(A) of the CWA defines the "discharge of a pollutant" as "any addition of any pollutant to navigable waters from any point
source." [FN1] There is no qualification in the statutory language regarding the source of the pollutants being discharged. Thus,
pollutants from a remote location which are discharged through a point source conveyance controlled by a different entity (such
as a municipal storm sewer) are nonetheless discharges for which a permit is required.

EPA's regulatory definition of the term "discharge" reflects this broad construction. EPA defines the term to include

additions of pollutants into waters of the United States from: surface runoff which is collected or channelled by man; discharges

through pipes, sewers, or other conveyances owned by a State, municipality, or other person which does not lead to a treatment
works; and discharges through pipes, sewers, or other conveyances, leading into privately owned treatment works.

40 CFR § 122.2 (1989) (emphasis added). The only exception to this general rule is the one contemplated by section 307(b) of
the CWA, i.e., the introduction of pollutants into publicly-owned treatment works. EPA treats these as "indirect discharges,"
subject not to NPDES requirements, but to pretreatment standards under section 307(b).

In light of its construction of the term discharge, EPA has consistently maintained that a person who sends pollutants from
a remote location through a point source into a water of the U.S. may be held liable for the unpermitted discharge of that
pollutant. Thus, EPA asserts the authority to require a permit either from the operator of the point source conveyance, (such
as a municipal storm sewer or a privately-owned treatment works), or from any person causing pollutants to be present in that
conveyance and discharged through the point source, or both. See Decision of the General Counsel (of EPA) No. 43 ("In re
Friendswood Development Co.") (June 11, 1976) (operator of privately owned treatment work and dischargers to it are both
subject to NPDES permit requirements). See also, 40 CFR 122.3(g), 122.44(m) *47999 (NPDES permit writer has discretion
to permit contributors to a privately owned treatment works as direct dischargers). In other words, where pollutants are added
by one person to a conveyance owned/operated by another person, and that conveyance discharges those pollutants through a
point source, EPA may permit either person or both to ensure that the discharge is properly controlled. Pollutants from industrial

sites discharged through a storm sewer to a point source are appropriately treated in this fashion.

Furthermore, EPA believes that storm water from an industrial plant which is discharged through a municipal storm sewer is
a "discharge associated with industrial activity." Today's rule, as in the proposal, defines discharges associated with industrial
activity solely in terms of the origin of the storm water runoff. There is no distinction for how the storm water reaches the waters

of the U.S. In other words, pollutants in storm water from an industrial plant which are discharged are "associated with industrial

activity," regardless of whether the industrial facility operates the conveyance discharging the storm water (or whether the
storm water is ultimately discharged through a municipal storm sewer). Indeed, there is no distinction in the "industrial" nature
of these two types of discharges. The pollutants of concern in an industrial storm water discharge are present when the storm
water leaves the facility, either through an industrial or municipal storm water conveyance. EPA has no data to suggest that
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the pollutants in industrial storm water entering a municipal storm sewer are any different than those in storm water discharged
immediately to a water of the U.S. Thus, industrial storm water in a municipal sewer is properly classified as "associated with
industrial activity." Although EPA proposed not to cover these discharges by separate permit, the Agency believes that it is
clearly not precluded from doing so.

Many comments also supported the proposed approach, noting that holding municipalities primarily responsible for obtaining
a permit which covers industrial storm water discharges through municipal systems would reduce the administrative burden
associated with preparing and processing thousands of permit applicationspermit applications that would be submitted if
each industrial discharger through a large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system had to apply individually (or as
part of a group application).

EPA appreciates these concerns. Yet EPA also recognizes that there are also significant problems with putting the burden of
controlling these sources on the municipalities (except for designated discharges) which must be balanced with the concerns
about the permit application burden on industries. The industrial permitting strategy discussed in section VI.D below attempts
to achieve this balance.

EPA also does not believe that the administrative burden will be nearly as significant as originally thought, for several reasons.
First, as discussed in section VI.F.2 below and in response to significant public comment, EPA has significantly narrowed
the scope of the definition of "associated with industrial activity" to focus in on those faCilities which are most commonly
considered "industrial" and thought to have the potential for the highest levels of pollutants in their storm water discharges.
EPA believes this is a more appropriate way to ensure a manageable scope for the industrial storm water program in light of
the statutory language of section 402(p), since it does not attempt to arbitrarily distinguish industrial facilities on the basis
of the ownership of the conveyance through which a facility discharges its storm water. Second, EPA's industrial permitting
strategy discussed in section VI.D is designed around aggressive use of general permits to cover the vast majority of industrial

sources. These general permits will require industrial facilities to develop storm water control plans and practices similar to
those that would have been required by the municipality. Yet, general permits will eliminate the need for thousands of individual
or group permit applications, greatly reducing the burden on both industry EPA/States. Finally, even under the proposal, EPA
believes that a large number of industrial dischargers would have been appropriate for designation for individual permitting
under section 402(p)(2)(E), with the attendant individual application requirements. Today's approach will actually decrease
the overall burden on these facilities; rather than filing an individual permit application upon designation, these facilities will
generally be covered by a general permit.

By contrast, several commenters asserted that not only does EPA have the authority to cover these discharges by separate
permit, it is required to by the language of section 402(p). As discussed above, storm water from an industrial plant which
passes through a municipal storm sewer to a point source and is discharged to waters of the U.S. is a "discharge associated with

industrial activity." Therefore, it is subject to the appropriate requirements of section 402(p). The operator of the discharge (or
the industrial facility where the storm water originates) must apply for a permit within three years of the 1987 amendments (i.e.,

Feb. 4, 1990); [FN2] EPA must issue a permit by one year later (Feb. 4, 1991); and the permit must require compliance within

three years of permit issuance. That permit must ensure that the discharge is in compliance with all appropriate provisions
of sections 301 and 402. Commenters asserted that EPA's proposal would violate these two requirements of the law. First,
the statute requires all industrial storm water discharges to obtain a permit in the first round of permitting (i.e., February
4, 1990). However, Congress established a different framework to address discharges from small municipal separate storm
sewer systems. Section 402(p) requires EPA to complete two studies of storm water discharges, and based on those studies,
promulgate additional regulations, including requirements for state storm water management programs by October 1, 1992.
EPA is prohibited from issuing permits for storm water discharges from small municipal systems until October 1, 1992 unless
the discharge is designated under section 402(p)(2)(E). Thus, industrial storm water discharges from these systems would not
be covered by a permit until later than contemplated by statute. Second, permits for municipal storm sewer systems require
controls on storm water discharges "to the maximum extent practicable," as opposed to the BAT/BCT requirements of section
301(b)(2). Yet, all industrial storm water discharges must comply with section 301(b)(2). Thus, covering industrial storm water
under a municipal storm water permit will not ensure the legally-required level of control of indirstrial storm water discharges.
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In addition to comments on the requirements of section 402(p), EPA received several comments questioning whether EPA's
proposal to cover industrial pollutants in municipal separate storm sewers solely in the permit issued to the municipality would
ensure adequate control of these pollutants due to both inadequate *48000 resources and enforcement. Some municipalities
stated that the burdens of this responsibility would be too great with regard to source identification and general administration of
the program. These commenters claimed they lacked the necessary technical and regulatory expertise to regulate such sources.

Commenters also noted that additional resources to control these sources would be difficult to obtain given the restrictions
on local taxation in many states and the fact that EPA will not be providing funding to local governments to implement their
storm water programs.

Municipalities also expressed concerns regarding enforcement of EPA's proposed approach. Some municipalities remarked
that they did not have appropriate legal authority to address these discharges. Several commenters also stated that requiring
municipalities to be responsible for addressing storm water discharges associated with industrial activity through their
municipal system would result in unequal treatment of industries nationwide because of different municipal requirements
and enforcement procedures. Several municipal entities expressed concern with regard to their responsibility and liability for
pollutants discharged to their municipal storm sewer system, and further asserted that it was unfair to require municipalities to
bear the full cost of controlling such pollutants. Other municipalities suggested that overall municipal storm water control would

be impaired, since municipalities would spend a disproportionate amount of resources trying to control industrial discharges
through their sewers, rather than addressing other storm water problems. In a related vein, certain commenters suggested
that, where industrial storm water was a significant problem in a municipal sewer, EPA's proposed approach would hamper
enforcement at the federal/state level, since all enforcement measures could be directed only at the municipality, rather than
at the most direct source of that problem.

In response to all of these concerns, EPA has decided to require storm water discharges associated with industrial activity which

discharge through municipal separate storm sewers to obtain separate individual or general NPDES permits. EPA believes that
this change will adequately address all of the key concerns raised by commenters.

The Agency was particularly influenced by concerns that many municipalities lacked the authority under state law to address
industrial storm water practices. EPA had assumed that since several cities- regulate construction site activities, that they could
regulate other industrial operations in a similar manner. Several commenters suggested otherwise. In light of these concerns,
EPA agrees with certain commenters that municipal controls on industrial facilities, in lieu of federal control, might not comply
with section 402(p)(3)(A) for those facilities.[FN3] This calls into question whether EPA's proposed approach would have
reasonably implemented Congressional intent to address industrial storm water early and stringently in the permitting process.

EPA also agrees with those commenters who argued that municipal controls on industrial storm water sources were not directly
analogous to the pretreatment program under section 307(b), as EPA suggested in the preamble to the proposal. The authority
of cities to control the type and volume of industrial pollutants into a POTW is generally unquestioned under the laws of
most states, since sewage and industrial waste treatment is a service provided by the municipality. Thus, EPA has greater
confidence that cities can and will adopt effective pretreatment programs. By contrast, many cities are limited in the types
of controls they can impose on flows into storm sewers; cities are more often limited to regulations on quantity of industrial
flows to prevent flooding the system. So too, the pretreatment program allows for federal enforcement of local pretreatment
requirements. Enforcement against direct dischargers (including dischargers through municipal storm.sewers) is possible only
when the municipal requirements are contained in an NPDES permit.

Although today's rule will require industrial discharges through municipal storm sewers to be covered by separate permit, EPA
still believes that municipal operators of large and medium municipal systems have an important role in source identification
and the development of pollutant controls for industries that discharge storm water through municipal separate storm sewer
systems is appropriate. Under the CWA, large and medium municipalities are responsible for reducing pollutants in discharges

from municipal separate storm sewers to the maximum extent practicable. Because storm water from industrial facilities may
be a major contributor of pollutants to municipal separate storm sewer systems, municipalities are obligated to develop controls

for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity through their system in their storm water management program.
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(See section VI.H.7. of today's preamble.) The CWA provides that permits for municipal separate storm sewers shall require
municipalities to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. Permits issued to municipalities for discharges from
municipal separate storm sewers will reflect terrns, specified controls, and programs that achieve that goal. As with all NPDES
permits, responsibility and liability is determined by the discharger's compliance with the terms of the permit. A municipality's
responsibility for industrial storm water discharged through their system is governed by the terms of the permit issued. If an
industrial source discharges storm water through a municipal separate storm sewer in violation of requirements incorporated
into a permit for the industrial facility's discharge, that industrial operator of the discharge may be subject to an enforcement
action instituted by the Director of the NPDES program.

Today's rule also requires operators of storm water discharges associated with industrial activity through large and medium
municipal systems to provide municipal entities of the name, location, and type of facility that is discharging to the municipal
system. This information will provide municipalities with a base of information from which management plans can be devised

and implemented. This requirement is in addition to any requirements contained in the industrial facility's permit. As in the
proposal, the notification process will assist cities in development of their industrial control programs.

EPA intends for the NPDES program, through requirements in permits for storm water discharges associated with industrial
activity, to work in concert with municipalities in the industrial component of their storm water management program efforts.
EPA believes that permitting of municipal storm sewer systems and the industrial discharges through them will act in a
complementary manner to fully control the pollutants in those sewer systems. This will fully implement the intent of *48001
Congress to control industrial as well as large and medium municipal storm water discharges as expeditiously and effectively
as possible. This approach will also address the concerns of municipalities that they lack sufficient authority and resources to
control all industrial contributions to their storm sewers and will be liable for discharges outside of their control.

The permit application requirements for large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems, discussed in more detail
later in today's preamble, address the responsibilities of the municipal operators of these systems to identify and control
pollutants in storm water 'discharges associated with industrial activity. Permit applications for large and medium municipal
separate storm sewer systems are to identify the location of facilities which discharge storm water associated with industrial
activity to the municipal system (see section VI.H.7. of the preamble). In addition, municipal applicants will provide a
description of a proposed management program to reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants from storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity which discharge to the municipal system (see section VI.H.7.c of this preamble).
EPA notes that each municipal program will be tailored to the conditions in that city. Differences in regional weather patterns,
hydrology, water quality standards, and storm sewer systems themselves dictate that storm water management practices will
vary to some degree in each municipality. Accordingly, similar industrial storm water discharges may be treated differently in

terins of the requirements imposed by the municipality, depending on the municipal program. Nonetheless, any individual or
general permit issued to the industrial facility must comply with section 402(p)(3)(A) of the CWA.

EPA intends to provide assistance and guidance to municipalities and permitting authorities for developing storm water
management programs that achieve permit requirements. EPA intends to issue a guidance document addressing municipal
permit applications in the near term.

Controls developed in management plans for municipal system permits may take a variety of forms. Where necessary, municipal

permittees can pursue local remedies to develop measures to reduce pollutants or halt storm water discharges with high levels

of pollutants through municipal storm sewer systems. Some local entities have already implemented ordinances or laws that are
designed to reduce the discharge of pollutants to municipal separate storm sewers, while other municipalities have developed a

variety of techniques to control pollutants in storm water. Alternatively, where appropriate, municipal permittees may develop
end-of-pipe controls to control pollutants in these discharges such as regional wet detention ponds or diverting flow to publicly
owned treatment works. Finally, municipal applicants may bring individual storm water discharges, which cannot be adequately

controlled by the municipal permittees or general permit coverage, to the attention of the permitting authority. Then, at the
Director's discretion, appropriate additional controls can be required in the permit for the facility generating the targeted storm
water discharge.
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One commenter suggested that municipal operators of municipal separate storm sewers should have control over all storm water
discharges from a facility that discharges both through the municipal system and to waters of the United States. In response,
under this regulatory and statutory scheme, industries that discharge storm water directly into the waters of the United States,
through municipal separate storm sewer systems, or both are required to obtain permit coverage for their discharges. However,
municipalities are not precluded from exercising control over such facilities through their own municipal authorities.

It is important to note that EPA has established effluent guideline limitations for storm water discharges for nine subcategories
of industrial dischargers (Cement Manufacturing (40 CFR part 411), Feedlots (40 CFR part 412), Fertilizer Manufacturing (40
CFR part 418), Petroleum Refining (40 CFR part 419), Phosphate Manufacturing (40 CFR part 422), Steam Electric (40 CFR
part 423), Coal Mining (40 CFR part 434), Ore Mining and Dressing (40 CFR part 440) and Asphalt (40 CFR part 441)). Most of

the existing facilities in these subcategories already have individual permits for their storm water discharges. Under today's rule,

facilities with existing NPDES permits for storm water discharges through a municipal storm sewer will be required to maintain

these permits and apply for an individual permit, under § 122.26(c), when existing permits expire. EPA received numerous
comments supporting this decision because requiring facilities that have existing permits to comply with today's requirements
immediately would be inefficient and not serve improved water quality.

Sections 402(p) (1) and (2) of the CWA provide that discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems serving a
population of less than 100,000 are not required to obtain a permit prior to October 1, 1992, unless designated on a case-
by-case basis under section 402(p)(2)(E). However, as discussed above, storm water discharges associated with industrial
activity through such municipal systems are not excluded. Thus, under today's rule, all storm water discharges associated
with industrial activity that discharge through municipal separate storm sewer systems are required to obtain NPDES permit
coverage, including those which discharge through systems serving populations less than 100,000. EPA believes requiring
permits will address the legal concerns raised by commenters regarding these sources. In addition, it will allow for control of
these significant sources of pollution while EPA continues to study under section 402(p)(6) whether to require the development
of municipal storm water management plans in these municipalities. If these municipalities do ultimately obtain NPDES permits

for their municipal separate storm sewer systems, early permitting of the industrial contributions may aid those cities in their
storm water management efforts.

In the December 7, 1988, proposal, EPA recognized that storm water discharges associated with industrial activity from Federal

facilities through municipal separate storm sewer systems may pose unique legal and administrative situations. EPA received
numerous comments on this issue, with most of these comments coming from cities and counties. The comments reflected a
general concern with respect to a municipality's ability to control Federal storm water discharges through municipal separate
storm sewer systems. Most municipalities stated that they do not have the legal authority to adequately enforce against problem
storm water discharges from Federal facilities and that these facilities should be required to obtain separate storm water permits.

Some commenters stated that they have no Constitutional authority to regulate Federal facilities or establish regulation for such
facilities. Some commenters indicated that Federal facilities could not be inspected, monitored, or subjected to enforcement
for national security and other jurisdictional reasons. Some commenters argued that without clearly stated legal authority for
the municipality, such dischargers should be required to obtain permits. One *48002 municipality pointed out that Federal
facilities within city limits are exempted from their Erosion and Sediment Control Act and that permits for these facilities
should be required.

Under today's rule, Federal facilities which discharge storm water associated with industrial activity through municipal separate

storm sewer systems will be required to obtain NPDES permit coverage under Federal or State law. EPA believes this will
cure the legal authority problems at the local level raised by the commenters. EPA notes that this requirement is consistent
with section 313(a) of the CWA.

D. Preliminary Permitting Strategy for Storm Water Discharges Associated With Industrial Activity
Many of the comments received on the December 7, 1988, proposal focused on the difficulties that EPA Regions and authorized

NPDES States, with their fmite resources, will have in implementing an effective permitting program for the large number of
storm water discharges associated with industrial activity. Many commenters noted that problems with implementing permit
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programs are caused not only by the large number of industrial facilities subject to the program, but by the difficulties associated

with identifying appropriate technologies for controlling storm water at various sites and the differences in the nature and extent
of storm water discharges from different types of industrial facilities.

EPA recognizes these concerns; and based on a consideration of comments from authorized NPDES States, municipalities,
industrial facilities and environmental groups on the permitting framework and permit application requirements for storm
water discharges associated with industrial activity, EPA is in the process of developing a preliminary strategy for permitting
storm water discharges associated with industrial activity. In developing this strategy, EPA recognizes that the CWA provides
flexibility in the manner in which NPDES permits are issued. [FN4] EPA intends to use this flexibility in designing a workable
and reasonable permitting system. In accordance with these considerations, EPA intends to publish in the near future a discussion

of its preliminary permitting strategy for implementing the NPDES storm water program.

The preliminary strategy is intended to establish a framework for developing permitting priorities, and includes a four tier set
of priorities for issuing permits to be implemented over time:

- Tier Ibaseline permitting: One or more general permits will be developed to initially cover the majority of storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity;

- Tier IIwatershed permitting: Facilities within watersheds shown to be adversely impacted by storm water discharges
associated with industrial activity will be targeted for permitting.

Tier IIIindustry specific permitting: Specifid industry categories will be targeted for individual or industry-specific permits;
and

- Tier IVfacility specific permitting: A variety of factors will be used to target specific facilities for individual permits.

Tier IBaseline Permitting
EPA intends to issue general permits that initially cover the majority of storm water discharges associated with industrial activity
in States without authorized NPDES programs. These permits will also serve as models for States with authorized NPDES
programs.

The consolidation of many sources under one permit will greatly reduce the otherwise overwhelming administrative burden
associated with permitting storm water discharges associated with industrial activity. This approach has a number of additional
advantages, including:

- Requirements will be established for discharges covered by the permit;

- Facilities whose discharges are covered by the permit will have an opportunity for substantial compliance with the CWA;

- The public, including municipal operators of municipal separate storm sewers which may receive storm water discharges
associated with industrial activity, will have access under section 308(b) of the CWA to monitoring data and certain other
information developed by the permittee;

- EPA will have the opportunity to begin to collect and review data on storm water discharges from priority industries, thereby
supporting the developrnent of subsequent permitting activities;

- Applicable requirements of municipal storm water management programs established in permits for discharges from
municipal separate storm sewer systems will be enforceable directly against non-complying industrial facilities that generate
the discharges;

- The public will be given an opportunity to comment on permitting activities;
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- The baseline permits will provide a basis for bringing selected enforcement actions by eliminating many issues which might
otherwise arise in an enforcement proceeding; and

- Finally, the baseline permits will provide a focus for public comment on the development of subsequent phases of the
permitting strategy for storm water discharges, including the development of priorities for State storm water management
programs developed under section 402(p)(6) of the CWA.

Initially, the coverage of the baseline permits will be broad, but the coverage is intended to shrink as other permits are issued
for storm water discharges associated with industrial activities pursuant to Tier II through IV activities.

2. Tier IIWatershed Permitting
Facilities within watersheds shown to be adversely impacted by storm water discharges associated with industrial activity will

be targeted for individual and general permitting. This process can be initiated by identifying receiving waters (or segments
of receiving waters) where storm water discharges associated with industrial activity have been identified as a source of use
impairment or are suspected to be contributing to use impairment.

3. Tier IIIIndustry Specific Permitting
Specific industry categories will be targeted for individual or industry-specific general permits. These permits will allow
permitting authorities to focus attention and resources on industry categories of particular concern and/or industry categories
where tailored requirements are appropriate. EPA will work with the States to coordinate the development of model permits
for selected classes of industrial storm water discharges. EPA is also working to identify priority industrial categories in the
two reports to Congress required under section 402(p)(5) of the CWA. In addition, group applications that are received can be
used to develop model permits for the appropriate industries.

*48003 4. Tier IVFacility Specific Permitting
Individual permits will be appropriate for some storm water discharges in addition to those identified under Tier II and III
activities. Individual permits should be issued where warranted by: the pollution potential of the discharge; the need for
individual control mechanisms; and in cases where reduced administrative burdens exist. For example, individual NPDES
permits for facilities withprocess discharges should be expanded during the normal process of permit reissuance to cover storm
water discharges from the facility.

5. Relationship of Strategy to Permit Applications Requirements
The preliminary long-term permitting strategy described above identifies several permit schemes that EPA anticipates will
be used in addressing storm water discharges associated with industrial activity. One issue that arises with this strategy is
determining the appropriate information needed to develop and issue permits for these discharges. The NPDES regulatory
scheme provides three major options for obtaining permit coverage for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity:

(1) Individual permit applications; (2) group applications; and (3) case-by-case requirements developed for general permit
coverage.

a. Individual permit application requirements. Todays notice establishes requirements for individual permit applications for
storm water discharges associated with industrial activity. These application requirements are applicable for all storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity, except where the operator of the discharge is participating in a group application
or a general permit is issued to cover the discharge and the general permit provides alternative means to obtain permit coverage.

Information in individual applications is intended to be used in developing the site-specific conditions generally associated
with individual permits.

Individual permit applications are expected to play an important role in all tiers of the Strategy, even where general permits
are used. Although general permits may provide for notification requirements that operate in lieu of the requirement to submit

individual permit applications, the individual permit applications may be needed under several circumstances. Examples
include: where a general permit requires the submission of a permit application as the notice of intent to be covered by the
permit; where the owner or operator authorized by a general permit requests to be excluded from the coverage of the general
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permit by applying for a permit (see 40 CFR 122.28(b)(2)(iii) for EPA issued general permits); and where the Director requires
an owner or operator authorized by a general permit to apply for an individual permit (see 40 CFR 122.28(b)(2)(ii) for EPA
issued general permits).

b. Group applications. Today's rule also promulgates requirements for group applications for storm water discharges associated
with industrial activity. These applications provide participants of groups with sufficiently similar storm water discharges an
alternative mechanism for applying for permit coverage.

The group application requirements are primarily intended to provide information for developing industry specific general
permits. (Group applications can also be used to issue individual permits in authorized NPDES States without general permit
authority or where otherwise appropriate). As such, group application requirements correlate well with the Tier III permitting

activities identified in the long-term permitting Strategy.

c. Case-by-case requirements. 40 CFR 122.21(a) excludes persons covered by general permits from requirements to submit
individual permit applications. Further, the general permit regulations at 40 CFR 122.28 do not address the issue of how a
potential permittee is to apply to be covered under a general permit. Rather, conditions for notification of intent (NOI) to be
covered by the general permit are established in the permits on a case-by-case basis, and operate in lieu of permit application
requirements. Requirements for submitting NOIs to be covered by a general permit can range from full applications (this would
be Form 1 and Form 2F for most discharges composed entirely of storm water discharges associated with industrial activity),
to no notice. EPA recommends that the NOI requirements established in a general permit for storm water discharges associated
with industrial activity be commensurate with the needs of the permit writer in establishing the permit and the permit program.

The baseline general permit described in Tier I is intended to support the development of controls for storm water discharges
associated with industrial activity that can be supported by the limited resources of the permitting Agency. In this regard, the
burdens of receiving and reviewing NOI's from the large number of facilities covered by the permit should also be considered
when developing NOI requirements. In addition, NOI requirements should be developed in conjunction with permit conditions

establishing reporting requirements during the term of the permit.

NOI requirements in general permits can establish a mechanism which can be used to establish a clear accounting of the number

of permittees covered by the general permit, the nature of operations at the facility generating the discharge, their identity and
location. The NOI can be used as an initial screening tool to determine discharges where individual permits are appropriate.
Also, the NOI can be used to identify classes of discharges appropriate for more specific general permits, as well as provide
information needed to notify such dischargers of the issuance of a more specific general permit. In addition, the NOI can provide

for the identification of the permittee to provide a basis for enforcement and compliance monitoring strategies. EPA will further
address this issue in the context of specific general permits it plans to issue in the near future.

Today's rule requires that individual permit applications for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity be
submitted within one year from the date of publication of this notice. EPA is considering issuing general permits for the majority

of storm water discharges associated with industrial activity in those States and territories that do not have authorized State
NPDES programs (MA, ME, NH, FL, LA, TX, OK, NM, SD, AZ, AK, ID, District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto

Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, and the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands) before that date to enable industrial dischargers of storm water to ascertain whether they are eligible for coverage
under a general permit (and subject to any alternative notification requirements established by the general permit in lieu of
the individual permit application requirements of today's rule) or whether they must submit an individual permit application
(or participate in a group application) before the regulatory deadlines for submitting these applications passes. Storm water
application deadlines are discussed in further detail below.

E. Storm Water Discharge Sampling
Storm water discharges are intermittent by their nature, and pollutant concentrations in storm water discharges will be highly
variable. Not only will variability arise between given events, but the flow and pollutant *48004 concentrations of such
discharges will vary with time during an event. This variability raises two technical problems: how best to characterize the
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discharge associated with a single storm event; and how best to characterize the variability between discharges of different
events that may be caused by seasonal changes and changes in material management practices, for example.

Prior to today's rulemaking, 40 CFR 122.21(g)(7) required that applicants for NPDES permits submit quantitative data based
on one grab sample taken every hour of the discharge for the first four hours of discharge. EPA has modified this requirement
such that, instead of collecting and analyzing four grab samples individually, applicants for permits addressing storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity will provide data as indicators of two sets of conditions: data collected during the
first 30 minutes of discharge and flow-weighted average storm event concentrations. Large and medium municipalities will
provide data on flow-weighted average storm event concentrations only.

Data describing pollutants in a grab sample taken during the first few minutes of the discharge can often be used as a screen for

non-storm water discharges to separate storm sewers because such pollutants may be flushed out of the system during the initial
portion of the discharge. In addition, data from the first few minutes of a discharge are useful because much of the traditional
structural technology used to control storm water discharges, including detention and retention devices, may only provide
controls for the first portion of the discharge, with relatively little or no control for the remainder of the discharge. Data from the

first portion of the discharge will give an indication of the potential usefulness of these techniques to reduce pollutants in storm

water discharges. Also, such discharges may be primarily responsible for pollutant shocks to the ecosystem in receiving waters.

Studies such as NIJRP have shown that flow-weighted average concentrations of storm water discharges are useful for
estimating pollutant loads and for evaluating certain concentration-based water quality impacts. The use of flow-weighted
composite samples are also consistent with comments raised by various industry representatives during previous Agency
rulemakings that continuous monitoring of discharges from storm events is necessary to adequately characterize such
discharges.

EPA requested comment on the feasibility of the proposed modification of sampling procedures at § 122.21(g)(7) and the
ability to characterize pollutants in storm water discharges with an average concentration from the first portion of the discharge
compared to collecting and separately analyzing four grab samples. It was proposed that an event composite sample be collected,

as well as a grab sample collected during the first 20 minutes of runoff. Comments were solicited as to whether or not this
sampling method would provide better definition of the storm load for runoff characterization than would the requirement to
collect and separately analyze four grab samples.

Many commenters questioned the ability to obtain a 20 minute sample in the absence of automatic samplers. Some believed
that pollutants measured by such a sample can be accounted for in the event composite sample. Others argued that this is an
unwarranted sampling effort if municipal storm water management plans are to be geared to achieving annual pollutant load
reductions. Many commenters advised that problems accessing sampling stations and mobilizing sampling crews, particularly
after working hours, made sampling during the first 20 minutes impractical. These comments were made particularly with
respect to municipalities, where the geographical areas could encompass several hundred square miles. Several alternatives
were suggested including: the collection of a sample in the first hour, and representative grab sampling in the next three hours,
one per hour; or perform time proportioned sampling for up to four hours.

Because of the logistical problems associated with collecting samples during the first few minutes of discharge from municipal

systems, EPA will only require such sampling from industrial facilities. Municipal systems will be spread out over many
square miles with sampling locations potentially several miles from public works departments or other responsible government

agencies. Reaching such locations in order to obtain samples during the first few minutes of a storm event may prove impossible.

For essentially the same reasons, the requirement has been modified to encompass the first 30 minutes of the discharge, instead

of 20 minutes, for industrial discharges. The rule also clarifies that the sample should be taken during the first 30 minutes or
as soon thereafter as practicable. Where appropriate, characterization of this portion of the discharge from selected outfalls or
sampling points may be a condition to permits issued to municipalities. With regard to protocols for the collection of sample
aliquots for flow-weighted composite samples, § 122.21(g)(7) provides that municipal applicants may collect flow-weighted
composite samples using different protocols with respect to the time duration between the collection of sample aliquots, subject
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to the approval of the Director or Regional Administrator. In other words, the period may be extended from 15 minutes to 20
or 25 minutes between sample aliquots, or decreased from 15 to 10 or 5 minutes.

Other comments raised issues that apply both to the impact of runoff characterization and the first discharge representation.
These primarily pertained to regions that have well defined wet and dry seasons. Comments questioned whether or not it is
fair to assume that the initial storm or two of a wet season, which will have very high pollutant concentrations, are actually
representative of the runoff concentrations for the area.

In response, EPA believes that it is important to represent the first part of the discharge either separately or as a part of the
event composite samples. This loading is made up primarily of the mass of unattached fine particulates and readily soluble
surface load that accumulates between storms. This load washes off of the basin's directly connected paved surfaces when the
runoff velocities reach the level required for entrainment of the particulate load into the surface flow. It should be noted that
for very fine particulates and solubles, this can occur very soon after the storm begins and much sooner than the peak flow. The
first few minutes of discharge represents a shock load to the receiving water, in terms of concentration of pollutants, because
for many constituents the highest concentrations of the event will occur during this initial period. Due to the need to properly
quantify this load, it is not necessary to represent the first discharge from the upper reaches of the outfall's tributary area. In
runoff characterization basins, the assumption is that the land use in the basin is homogeneous, or nearly so, and that the first
discharge from the lower reaches for all intents and purposes is representative of the entire basin. If a sample is taken during
the first 30 minutes of the runoff, it will be composed primarily of first discharge. If the sample is taken at the outfall an hour
into the event, it may contain *48005 discharge from the remote portions of the basin. It will not be representative of the
discharge because it will also contain later washoff from the lower reaches of the basin, resulting in a low estimation of the first
discharge load of most constituents. Conversely, larger suspended particulates that normally are not present in first discharge
due to inadequate velocities will appear in this later sampling scenario because of the influence of higher runoff rates in the
lower basin. Many commonly used management practices are designed based on their ability to treat a volume of water defined
by the first discharge phenomenon. It is important to characterize the first discharge load because most management practices
effectively treat only, or primarily, this load.

It should be noted that first discharge runoff is sometimes contaminated by non-storm water related pollutants. In many urban
catchments, contaminants that result from illicit connections and illegal dumping may be stored in the system until "flushed"
during the initial storm period. This does not negate the need for information on the characteristic first discharge load, but does
indicate that the first phase field screen results for illicit connections should be used to help define those outfalls where this
problem might exist.

Several methods can be used to develop an event average concentration. Either automatic or manual sampling techniques can

be used that sample the entire hydrograph, or at least the first four hours of it, that will result in several discrete samples and
associated flow rates that represent the various flow regimes of an event. These procedures have the potential for providing either

an event average concentration, an event mean concentration, or discrete definition of the washoff process. Automatic sampling
procedures are also available that collect a single composite sample, either on a time-proportioned or flow proportioned basis.

When discrete samples are collected, an event average composite sample can be produced by the manual composite of the
discrete samples in equal volumes. Laboratory analysis of time proportioned composite samples will directly yield the event
average concentration. Mathematical averaging of discrete sample analysis results will yield an event average concentration.

When discrete samples are collected, a flow-weighted composite sample can be produced based on the discharge record. This is
done by manually flow proportioning the volumes of the individual samples. Laboratory analysis of flow weighted composite

samples will directly yield an event mean concentration. Mathematical integration of the change in concentrations and mass
flux of the discharge for discrete sample data can produce an event mean concentration. This procedure was used during the
NUR? program.

EPA wishes to emphasize that the reason for sampling the type of storm event identified in § 122.21(g)(7) is to provide
information that represents local conditions that will be used to create sound storm water management plans. Based on the
method to be used to generate system-wide estimates of pollutant loads, either method, discrete or event average concentrations,
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may be preferable to the other. If simulation models will be used to generate loading estimates, analysis of discrete samples will

be more valuable so that calibration of water quality and hydrology may be performed. On the other hand, simple estimation
methods based on event average or event mean concentrations may not justify the additional cost of discrete sample analysis.

EPA believes that the first discharge loading should be represented in the permit application from industrial facilities and,
if appropriate, permitting authorities may require the same in the discharge characterization component of permits issued to
municipalities. The first discharge load should also be represented as part of an event composite sample. This requirement will
assist industries in the development of effective storm water management plans.

EPA requested comments on the appropriateness of the proposed rules and of proposed amendments to the rules regarding
discharge sampling. Comments were received which addressed the appropriateness of imposing uniform national guidelines.
Several commenters are concerned that uniform national guidelines may not be appropriate due to the geographic variations
in meteorology, topography, and pollutant sources. While some assert that a uniform guideline will provide consistency of the

sample results, others prefer a program based on regional or State guidelines that more specifically address their situation.

Several commenters, addressing industrial permit application requirements, preferred that the owner/operator be allowed to set
an individual sampling protocol with approval of the permit writer. Some commenters were concerned that one event may not
be sufficient to characterize runoff from a basin as this may result in gross over-estimation or underestimation of the pollutant
loads. Others indicated confusion with regard to sampling procedures, lab analysis procedures, and the purpose of the program.

In response, today's regulations establish certain minimum requirements. Municipalities and industries may vary from these
requirements to the extent that their implementation is at least as stringent as outlined in today's rule. EPA views today's rule
as a means to provide assurance as to the quality of the data collected; and to this end, it is important that the minimum level
of sampling required be well defined.

In response to EPA's proposal that the first discharge be included in "representative" storm sampling, several commenters made
their concerns known about the possible equipment necessary to meet this requirement. Several commenters are concerned that
in order to get a first discharge sample, automatic sampling equipment will be required. Concerns related to the need for this
equipment surfaced in the comments frequently; most advised that the equipment is expensive and that the demand on sampling

equipment will be too large for suppliers and manufacturers to meet. Although equipment can be leased, some commenters
maintained that not enough rental equipment is available to make this a viable option in many instances.

EPA is not promoting or requiring the use of automated equipment to satisfy the sampling requirements. A community may find

that in the long run it would be more convenient to have such equipment since sampling is required not only during preparation

of the application, but also may be required during the term of the permit to assure that the program goals are being met.
Discharge measurement is necessary in order for the sample data to have any meaning. If unattended automatic sampling is to
be performed, then unattended flow measurement will be required too.

EPA realizes that equipment availability is a legitimate concern. However, there is no practical recommendation that can
be made relative to the availability of equipment. If automatic sampling equipment is not available, manual sampling is an
appropriate alternative.

F. Storm Water Discharges Associated With Industrial Activity

1. Permit Applicability
a. Storm water discharges associated with industrial activity to waters of the United States. Under today's rule dischargers of
storm water associated *48006 with industrial activity are required to apply for an NPDES permit. Permits are to be applied
for in one of three ways depending on the type of facility: Through the individual permit application process; through the group

application process; or through a notice of intent to be covered by general permit.

Storm water discharges associated with the industrial activities identified under § 122.26(b)(14) of today's rule may avail
themselves of general permits that EPA intends to propose and promulgate in the near future. The general permit will be available
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to be promulgated in each non-NPDES State, following State certification, and as a model for use by NPDES States with
general permit authority. It is envisioned that these general permits will provide baseline storm water management practices.
For certain categories of industries, specific management practices will be prescribed in addition to the baseline management
practices. As information on specific types of industrial activities is developed, other, more industry-specific general permits
will be developed.

Today's rule requires facilities with existing NPDES permits for storm water discharges to apply for individual permits under
the individual permit application requirements found at 122.26(c) 180 days before their current permit expires. Facilities not
eligible for coverage under a general permit are required to file an individual or group permit application in accordance with
today's rule. The general permits to be proposed and promulgated will indicate what facilities are eligible for coverage by the
general permit.

b. Storm water discharges through municipal storm sewers. As discussed above, many operators of storm water discharges
associated.with industrial activity are not required to apply for an individual permit or participate in a group application under
§ 122.26(c) of today's rule if covered by a general permit. Under the December 7, 1988, proposal, dischargers through large
and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems were not required, as a general rule, to apply for an individual permit or
as a group applicant. Today's rule is a departure from that proposal. Today's rule requires all dischargers through municipal
separate storm sewer systems to apply'for an individual permit, apply as part of a group application, or seek coverage under a
promulgated general permit for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity.

Municipal operators of large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems are responsible for obtaining system-wide
or area permits for their system's discharges. These permits are expected to require that controls be placed on storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity which discharge through the municipal system. It is anticipated that general or
individual permits covering industrial storm water dischargers to these municipal separate storm sewer systems will require
industries to comply with the terms of the permit issued to the municipality, as well other terms specific to the permittee.

c. Storm water discharges through non-municipal storm sewers. Under today's rulemaking all operators of storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity that discharge into a privately or Federally owned storm water conveyance (a
storm water conveyance that is not a municipal separate storm sewer) will be required to be covered by an NPDES permit
(e.g. an individual permit, general permit, or as a co-permittee to a permit issued to the operator of the portion of the system
that directly discharges to waters of the United States). This is a departure from the "either/or" approach that EPA requested
comments on in the December 7, 1988, notice. The "either/or" approach would have allowed either the system discharges to
be covered by a permit issued to the owner/operator of the system segment that discharged to waters of the United States, or
by an individual permit issued to each contributor to the non-municipal conveyance.

EPA requested comments on the advantages and disadvantages of retaining the "either/or" approach for non-municipal storm
sewers. An abundance of comment was received by EPA on this particular part of the program. A number of industrial
commenters and a smaller number of municipalities favored retaining the "either/or" approach as proposed, while most
municipal entities, one industry, and one trade association favored requiring permits for each discharger.

Two commenters stated that private owners of conveyances may not have the legal authority to implement controls on discharges

through their system and would not want to be held responsible for such controls. EPA agrees that this is a potential problem.
Therefore, today's rule will require permit coverage for each storm water discharge associated with industrial activity.

One commenter supported the concept of requiring all the facilities that discharge to a non-municipal conveyance to be co-
permittees. EPA agrees that this type of permitting scheme, along with other permit schemes such as area or general permits, is

appropriate for discharges from non-municipal sewers, as long as each storm water discharge through the system is associated
with industrial activity and thus currently subject to NPDES permit coverage.

One State agency commented that in the interest of uniformity, all industries that discharge to non-municipal conveyances
should be required to conform to the application requirements. One industry stated that the rules must provide a way for the
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last discharger before the waters of the U.S. to require permits for facilities discharging into the upper portions of the system.
EPA agrees with these comments. Today's rule provides that each discharger may be covered under individual permits, as co-
permittees to a single permit, or by general permit rather than holding the last discharger to the waters of the United States
solely responsible.

In response to one commenter, the term "non-municipal" has been clarified to explain that the term refers to non-publicly owned
or Federally-owned storm sewer systems.

Some commenters supporting the approach as proposed, noted that industrial storm water dischargers into such systems can
take advantage of the group application process. EPA agrees that in appropriate circumstances, such as when industrial facilities

discharging storm water to the same system are sufficiently similar, group applications can be used for discharges to non-
municipal conveyances. However, EPA believes that it would be inappropriate to approve group applications for those facilities
whose only similarity is that they discharge storm water into the same private conveyance system. The efficacy of the group
application procedures is predicated on the similarity of operations and other factors. The fact that several industries discharge
storm water to the same non-municipal sewer system alone may not make these discharges sufficiently similar for group
application approval.

One commenter suggested that EPA has not established any deadlines for submission of permit applications for storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity through non-municipal separate storm sewer systems. EPA wants to clarify that
industrial storm water dischargers into privately owned or Federally owned storm water conveyances are required to apply for
permits in the same time frame as individual or group applicants (or as otherwise provided for in a general permit).

*48007 One commenter stated that the operator of the conveyance that accepts discharges into its system has control and police

power over those that discharge into the system by virtue of the ability to restrict discharges into the system. This commenter
stated that these facilities should be the entity required to obtain the permit in all cases. Assuming that this statement is true in all
respects, the larger problem is that one's theoretical ability to restrict discharges is not necessarily tied to the reality of enforcing

those restrictions or even detecting problem discharges when they exist. In a similar vein one commenter urged that a private
operator will not be in any worse a position than a municipal entity to determine who is the source of pollution up-stream.
EPA agrees that from a hydrological standpoint this may be true. However, from the standpoint of detection resources, police
powers, enforcement remedies, and other facets of municipal power that may be brought to bear upon problem dischargers,
private systems are in a far more precarious position with respect to controlling discharges from other private sources.

In light of the comments received, EPA has decided that the either/or approach as proposed is inappropriate. Operators of
non-municipal systems will generally be in a poorer position to gain knowledge of pollutants in storm water discharges
and to impose controls on storm water discharges from other facilities than will municipal system operators. In addition,
best management practices and other site-specific controls are often most appropriate for reducing pollutants in storm water
discharges associated with industrial activity and can often only be effectively addressed in a regulatory scheme that holds
each industrial facility operator directly responsible. The either/or approach as proposed is not conducive to establishing
these types of practices unless each discharger is discharging under a permit. Also, some non-municipal operators of storm
water conveyances, which receive storm water runoff from industrial facilities, may not be generating storm water discharges

associated with industrial activity themselves and, therefore, they would otherwise not need to obtain a permit prior to October
1, 1992, unless specifically designated under section 402(p)(2)(E). Accordingly, EPA disagrees with comments that dischargers

to non-municipal conveyances should have the flexibility to be covered by their permit or covered by the permit issued to the
operator of the outfall to waters to the United States.

2. Scope of "Associated with Industrial Activity"
The September 26, 1984, final regulation divided those discharges that met the regulatory definition of storm water point
source into two groups. The term Group I storm water discharges was defined in an attempt to identify those storm water
discharges which had a higher potential to contribute significantly to environmental impacts. Group I included those discharges
that contained storm water drained from an industrial plant or plant associated areas. Other storm water discharges (such as
those from parking lots and administrative buildings) located on lands used for industrial activity were classified as Group
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II discharges. The regulations defined the term "plant associated areas" by listing several examples of areas that would
be associated with industrial activities. However, the resulting definition led to confusion among the regulated community
regarding the distinctions between the Group I and Group II classifications.

In amending the CWA in 1987, Congress did not explicitly adopt EPA's regulatory classification of Group I and Group II
discharges. Rather, Congress required EPA to address "storm water discharges associated with industrial activity" in the first
round of storm water permitting. In light of the adoption of the term "associated with industrial activity" in the CWA, and the
ongoing confusion surrounding the previous regulatory definition, EPA has eliminated the regulatory terms "Group I storm
water discharge" and "Group II storm water discharge" pursuant to the December 7, 1987, Court remand and has not revived
it. In addition, todays notice promulgates a definition of the term "storm water discharge associated with industrial activity"at
§ 122.26(b)(14) and clarified the scope of the term.

In describing the scope of the term "associated with industrial activity", several members of Congress explained in the legislative
history that the term applied if a discharge was "directly related to manufacturing, processing or raw materials storage areas
at an industrial plant." (Vol. 132 Cong. Rec. H10932, HI0936 (daily ed. October 15, 1986); Vol. 133 Cong. Rec. H176 (daily
ed. January 8, 1987)). Several commenters cited this language in arguing for a more expansive or less expansive definition
of "associated with industrial activity." EPA believes that the legislative history supports the decision to exclude from the
definition of industrial activity, at § 122.26(b)(14) of today's rule, those facilities that are generally classified under the Office

of Management and Budget Standard Industrial Classifications (SIC) as wholesale, retail, service, or commercial activities.

Two commenters recommended that all commercial enterprises should be required to obtain a permit under this regulation.
Another commenter recommended that all the facilities listed in the December 7, 1988, proposal, including those listed in
paragraphs (xi) through (xvi) on page 49432 of the December 7, 1988, proposal, should be included. EPA disagrees since the
intent of Congress was to establish a phased and tiered approach to storm water permits, and that only those facilities having
discharges associated with industrial activity should be included initially. The studies to be conducted pursuant to section
402(p)(5) will examine sources of pollutants associated with commercial, retail, and other light business activity. If appropriate,
additional regulations addressing these sources can be developed under section 402(p)(6) of the CWA. As further discussed
below, EPA believes that the facilities identified in paragraphs (xi) through (xvi) are more properly characterized as commercial

or retail facilities, rather than indutrial facilities.

Today's rule clarifies the regulatory definition of "associated with industrial activity" by adopting the language used in the
legislative history and supplementing it with a description of various types of areas that are directly related to an industrial
process (e.g., industrial plant yards, immediate access roads and rail lines, drainage ponds, material handling sites, sites used
for the application or disposal of process waters, sites used for the storage and maintenance of material handling equipment,
and known sites that are presently or have been used in the past for residual treatment, storage or disposal). The agency has
also incorporated some of the suggestions offered by the public in comments.

Three commenters suggested that the permit application should focus only on storm water with the potential to come into contact

with industrial-related pollutant sources, rather than focusing on how plant areas are utilized. These commenters suggested that
facilities that are wholly enclosed or have their operations entirely protected from the elements should not be subject to permit
requirements under today's rule. EPA agrees that these comments have merit with regard to certain types of facilities. Today's

rule defines the term "storm water discharge associated with *48008 industrial activity" to include storm water discharges
from facilities identified in today's rule at 40 CFR 122.21(b)(14)(xi) (facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classifications
20, 21, 22, 23, 2434, 25, 265, 267, 27, 283, 285, 30, 31 (except 311), 323, 34 (except 3441), 35, 36, 37 (except 373), 38, 39,

4221-25) only if:

areas where material handling equipment or activities, raw materials, intermediate products, final products, waste materials,
by-products, or industrial machinery at these facilities are exposed to storm water. Such areas include: material handling sites;
refuse sites; sites, used for the application or disposal of process waste waters (as defmed at 40 CFR 401); sites used for the
storage and maintenance of material handling equipment; sites used for residual treatment; storage or disposal; shipping and
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receiving areas; manufacturing buildings; material storage areas for raw materials, and intermediate and finished products; and
areas where industrial activity has taken place in the past and significant materials remain and are exposed to storm water.

The critical distinction between the facilities identified at 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14)(xi) and the facilities identified at 40 CFR
122.26(b)(14)(i)-(x) is that the former are not classified as having "storm water discharges associated with industrial activity"
unless certain materials or activities are exposed to storm water. Storm water discharges from the latter set of facilities are
considered to be "associated with industrial activity" regardless of the actual exposure of these same materials or activities to
storm water.

EPA believes this distinction is appropriate because, when considered as a class, most of the activity at the facilities in §
122.26(b)(14)(xi) is undertaken in buildings; emissions from stacks will be minimal or non-existent; the use of unhoused
manufacturing and heavy industrial equipment will be minimal; outside material storage, disposal or handling generally will
not be a part of the manufacturing process; and generating significant dust or particulates would be atypical. As such, these
industries are more akin or comparable to businesses, such as retail, commercial, or service industries, which Congress did
not contemplate regulating before October 1, 1992, and storm water discharges from these facilities are not "associated with
industrial activity." Thus, these industries will be required to obtain a permit under today's rule only when the manufacturing
processes undertaken at such facilities would result in storm water contact with industrial materials associated with the facility.

Industrial categories in § 122.26(b)(14)(xi) all tend to engage in production activities in the manner described in the paragraph
above. Facilities under SIC 20 process foods including meats, dairy food, fruit, and flour. Facilities classified under SIC 21
make cigarettes, cigars, chewing tobacco and related products. Under SIC 22, facilities produce yarn, etc., and/or dye and finish
fabrics. Facilities under SIC 23 are in the business of producing clothing by cutting and sewing purchased woven or knitted
textile products. Facilities under SIC 2434 and 25 are establishments engaged in furniture making. SIC 265 and 267 address
facilities that manufacture paper board products. Facilities under SIC 27 perform services such 'as bookbinding, plate making,
and printing. Facilities under SIC 283 manufacture pharmaceuticals and facilities under 285 manufacture paints, varnishes,
lacquers, enamels, and allied products. Under SIC 30 establishments manufacture products from plastics and rubber. Those
facilities under SIC 31 (except 311), 323, 34 (except 3441), 35, 36, and 37 (except 373) manufacture industrial and commercial

metal products, machinery, equipment, computers, electrical equipment, and transportation equipment, and glass products made
of purchased glass. Facilities under SIC 38 manufacture scientific and electrical instruments and optical equipment. Those under

SIC 39 manufacture a variety of items such as jewelry, silverware, musical instruments, dolls, toys, and athletic goods. SIC
4221-25 are warehousing and storage activities.

In contrast, the facilities identified by SIC 24 (except and 2434), 26 (except 265 and 267), 28 (except 283 and 285), 29, 311,
32 (except 323), 33, 3441, 373 when taken as a group, are expected to have one or many of the following activities, processes

occurring on-site: storing raw materials, intermediate products, final products, by-products, waste products, or chemicals
outside; smelting; refining; producing significant emissions from stacks or air exhaust systems; loading or unloading chemical
or hazardous substances; the use of unhoused manufacturing and heavy industrial equipment; and generating significant dust or
particulates. Accordingly, these are classes of facilities which can be viewed as generating storm water discharges associated
with industrial activity requiring a permit. Establishments identified under SIC 24 (except 2434) are engaged in operating
sawmills, planing mills and other mills engaged in producing lumber and wood basic materials. SIC 26 facilities are paper mills.

Under SIC 28, facilities produce basic chemical products by predominantly chemical processes. SIC 29 describes facilities
that are engaged in the petroleum industry. Under SIC 311, facilities are engaged in tanning, currying, and finishing hides and
skins. Such processes use chemicals such as sulfuric acid and sodium dichromate, and detergents, and a variety of raw and
intermediate materials. SIC 32 manufacture glass, clay, stone and concrete products form raw materials in the form quarried
and mined stone, clay, and sand. SIC 33 identifies facilities that smelt, refine ferrous and nonferrous metals from ore, pig or
scrap, and manufacturing related products. SIC 3441 identifies facilities manufacturing fabricated structural metal. Facilities
under SIC 373 engage in ship building and repairing. The permit application requirements for storm water discharges from
fabilities in these categories are unchanged from the proposal.

Today's rule clarifies that the requirement to apply for a permit applies to storm water discharges from plant areas that are no
longer used for industrial activities (if significant materials remain and are exposed to storm water) as well as areas that are
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currently being used for industrial activities. EPA would also clarify that all discharges from these areas including those that
discharge through municipal separate storm sewers are addressed by this rulemaking.

One commenter questioned the use of the word "or" instead of the word "and" to describe storm water "which is located at
an industrial plant 'or' directly related to manufacturing, processing, or raw material storage areas at an industrial plant." The
comment expressed the concern that discharges from areas not located at an industrial plant would be subject to permitting by
this language and questioned whether this was EPA's intent. EPA agrees that this is a potential source of confusion and has
modified this language to reflect the conjunctive instead of the alternative. This change has been made to provide consistency in
the rule whereby some areas at industrial plants, such as administrative parking lots which do not have storm water discharges
commingled with discharges from manufacturing areas, are not included under this rulemaking.

Two commenters wanted clarification of the term "or process water," in the definition of discharge associated with industrial
activity at § 122.26(b)(14). This rulemaking replaces this term with the term "process waste water" which is defined at 40
CFR part 401.

*48009 One commenter took issue with the decision to include drainage ponds, refuse sites, sites for residual treatment,
storage, or disposal, as areas associated with industrial activity, because it was the commenter's view that such areas are
unconnected with industrial activity. EPA disagrees with this comment. If refuse and other sites are used in conjunction with
manufacturing or the by-products of manufacturing they are clearly associated with industrial activity. As noted above, Congress

intended to include discharges directly related to manufacturing and processing at industrial plants. EPA is convinced that
wastes, refuse, and residuals are the direct result or consequence of manufacturing and processing and, when located or stored

at the plant that produces them, are directly related to manufacturing and processing at that plant. Storm water drainage from
such areas, especially those areas exposed to the elements (e.g. rainfall) has a high potential for containing pollutants from
materials that were used in the manufacturing process at that facility. One commenter supported the inclusion of these areas
since many toxins degrade very slowly and the mere passage of time will not eliminate their effects. EPA agrees and finalizes
this part of the definition as proposed. One commenter requested clarification of the term "residual" as used in this context.
Residual can generally be defmed to include material that is remaining subsequent to completion of an industrial process. One
commenter noted that the current owner of a facility may not know what areas or sites at a facility were used in this manner
in the past. EPA has clarified the definition of discharge associated with industrial activity to include areas where industrial
activity has taken place in the past and significant materials remain and are exposed to storm water. The Agency believes that
the current owner will be in a position to establish these facts.

One commenter suggested including material shipping and receiving areas, waste storage and processing areas, manufacturing

buildings, storage areas for raw materials, supplies, intermediates, and finished products, and material handling facilities as
additional areas "associated with industrial activity." EPA agrees that this would add clarification to the definition, and has
incorporated these areas into the definition at § 122.26(b)(14).

One commenter stated that the language "point source located at an industrial plant" would includenutfalls located at the facility

that are not owned or operated by the facility, but which are municipal storm sewers on easements granted to a municipality
for the conveyance of storm water. EPA agrees that if the industry does not operate the point source then that facility is not
required to obtain a permit for that discharge. A point source is a conveyance that discharges pollutants into the waters of the
United States. If a facility does not operate that point source, then it would be the responsibility of the municipality to cover it
under a permit issued to them. However, if contaminated storm water associated with industrial activity were introduced into
that conveyance by that facility, the facility would be subject to permit application requirements as is all industrial storm water
discharged through municipal sewers.

EPA disagrees with several comments that road drainage or railroad drainage within a facility should not be covered by the
definition. Access roads and rail lines (even those not used for loading and unloading) are areas that are likely to accumulate
extraneous material from raw materials, intermediate products and finished products that are used or transported within, or to
and from, the facility. These areas will also be repositories for pollutants such as oil and grease from machinery or vehicles
using these areas. As such they are related to the industrial activity at facilities. However, the language describing these areas

of industrial activity has been clarified to include those access roads and rail lines that are "used or traveled by carriers of raw
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materials, manufactured products, waste material, or by-products used or created by the facility." For the same reasons haul
roads (roads dedicated to transportation of industrial products at facilities) and similar extensions are required to be addressed
in permit applications. Two industries stated that haul roads and similar extensions should be covered by permits by rule. EPA
is not considering the use of a permit by rule mechanism under this regulation, however this issue will be addressed in the
section 402(0(5) reports to Congress and in general permits to be proposed and promulgated in the near future. EPA would note
however that facilities with similar operations and storm water concerns that desire to limit administrative burdens associated
with permit applications and obtaining Permits may want to avail themselves of the group application and/or general permits.

In response to comments, EPA would also like to clarify that it intends the language "immediate access roads" (including haul
roads) to refer to roads which are exclusively or primarily dedicated for use by the industrial facility. EPA does not expect
facilities to submit permit applications for discharges from public access roads such as state, county, or federal roads such as
highways or BLM roads which happen to be used by the facility. Also, some access roads are used to transport bulk samples
of raw materials or products (such as prospecting samples from potential mines) in small-scale prior to industrial production.
EPA does not intend to require permit applications for access roads to operations which are not yet industrial activities.

EPA does agree with comments made by several industries that undeveloped areas, or areas that do not encompass those
described above, should generally not be addressed in the permit application, or a storm water permit, as long as the storm water

discharge from these areas is segregated from the storm water discharge associated with the industrial activity at the facility.

Numerous commenters stated that maintenance facilities, if covered, should not be included in the definition. EPA disagrees
with this comment. Maintenance facilities will invariably have points of access and egress, and frequently will have outside
areas where parts are stored or disposed of. Such areas are locations where oil, grease, solvents and other materials associated

with maintenance activities will accumulate. In response to one commenter, such areas are only regulated in the context of those

facilities enumerated in the definition at § 122.26(b)(14), and not similar areas of retail or commercial facilities.

Another commenter requested that "storage areas" be more clearly defined. EPA disagrees that this term needs further
clarification in the context of this section of the rule. However, in response to one comment, tank farms at industrial facilities
are included. Tank farms are in existence to store products and materials created or used by the facility. Accordingly they are
directly related to manufacturing processes.

Regarding storage areas, one commenter stated that the regulations should emphasize that only facilities that are not totally
enclosed are required to submit permit applications. EPA does not agree with this interpretation since use of the generic term
storage area indicates no exceptions for certain physical characteristics. Thus discharges from enclosed storage areas are also
covered by today's rule (except as discussed above). EPA also disagrees with one *48010 comment asserting that small outside
storage areas of finished products at industrial facilities should be excluded under the definition of associated with industrial
activity. EPA believes that such areas are areas associated with industrial activity which Congress intended to be regulated
under the CWA. As noted above, the legislative history refers to storage areas, without reference to whether they are covered
or uncovered, or of a certain size.

The same language, in the legislative history cited above, was careful to state that the term "associated with industrial
activity" does not include storm water "discharges associated with parking lots and administrative and employee buildings." To
accommodate legislative intent, segregated storm water discharges from these areas will not be required to obtain a permit prior
to October 1, 1992. Many commenters stated that this was an appropriate method in which to limit the scope of "associated with

industrial activity." However, if a storm water discharge from a parking lot at an industrial facility is mixed with a storm water

discharge "associated with industrial activity," the combined discharge is subject to permit application requirements for storm
water discharges associated with industrial activity. EPA disagrees with some commenters who urged that office buildings
and administrative parking lots should be covered if they are located at the plant site. EPA agrees with one commenter that
inclusion of storm water discharge from these areas would be overstepping Congressional intent unless such are commingled
with storm water discharges from the plant site. Several commenters requested that language be incorporated into the rule which

establishes that storm water discharges from parking lots and administrative areas not be included in the definition of associated

with industrial activity. EPA agrees and has retained language used in the proposal which addresses this distinction.
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Storm water discharges from parking lots and administrative buildings along with other discharges from industrial lands that do
not meet the regulatory definition of "associated with industrial activity" and that are segregated from such discharges may be
required to obtain an NPDES permit prior to October 1, 1992, under certain conditions. For example, large parking facilities,
due to their impervious nature may generate large amounts of runoff which may contain significant amounts of oil and grease
and heavy metals which may have adverse impacts on receiving waters. The Administrator or NPDES State has the authority
under section 402(p)(2)(E) of the amended CWA to require a permit prior to October 1, 1992, by designating storm water
discharges such as those from parking lots that are significant contributors of pollutants or contribute to a water quality standard

violation. EPA will address storm water discharges from lands used for industrial activity which do not meet the regulatory
definition of "associated with industrial activity" in the section 402(0(5) study to determine the appropriate manner to regulate
such discharges.

Several commenters requested clarification that the definition does not include sheet flow or discharged storm water from
upstream adjacent facilities that enters the land or comingles with discharge from a facility submitting a permit application.
EPA wishes to clarify that operators of facilities are generally responsible for its discharge in its entirety regardless of the initial

source of discharge. However, where an upstream source can be identified and permitted, the liability of a downstream facility
for other storm water entering that facility may be minimized. Facilities in such circumstances may be required to develop
management practices or other run-on/run-off controls, which segregates or otherwise prevents outside runoff from comingling
with its storm water discharge. Some commenters expressed concern about other pollutants which may arrive on a facility's
premises from rainfall. This comment was made in reference to runoff with a high or low pH. If an applicant has reason to believe

that pollutants in its storm water discharge are from such sources, then that needs to be addressed in the permit application and
brought to the attention of the permitting authority, which can draft appropriate permit conditions to reflect these circumstances.

EPA requested comments on clarifying the types of facilities that involve industrial activities and generate storm water. EPA
preferred basing the clarification, in part, on the use of Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes, which have been suggested

in comments to prior storm water rulemakings because they are commonly used and accepted and would provide definitions of
facilities involved in industrial activity. Several commenters supported the use by EPA of Standard Industrial Classifications for
the same reasons identified by EPA as a generally used and understood form of classification. It was also noted that using such
a classification would allow targeting for special notification and educational mailings. Three municipalities and three State
authorities commented that SICs were appropriate and endorsed their use as a sound basis for determining which industries
are covered.

One municipality questioned how SIC classifications will be assigned to particular industries. SICs have descriptions of the type

of industrial activity that is engaged in by facilities. Industries will need to assess for themselves whether they are covered by
a listed SIC and submit an application accordingly. Another commenter questioned if Federal facilities that do not have an SIC

code identification are required to file a permit application. Federal facilities will be required to submit a permit application if
they are engaged in an industrial activity that is described under § 122.26(b)(14). The definition of industrial activity incorporates

language that requires Federal facilities to submit permit applications in such circumstances. The language has been further
clarified to include State and municipal facilities.

EPA requested comments on the scope of the definition (types of facilities addressed) as well as the clarity of regulation. EPA
identified the following types of facilities in the proposed regulation as those facilities that would be required to obtain permits
for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity:

(i) Facilities subject to storm water effluent limitations guidelines, new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent

standards under 40 CFR subchapter N (except facilities with toxic pollutant effluent standards which are also identified under

category (xi) of this paragraph). One commenter (a municipality) agreed with EPA that these industries should be addressed in
this rulemaking. No other comments were received on this category. EPA agrees with this comment since these facilities are
those that Congress has required EPA to examine and regulate under the CWA with respect to process water discharges. The
industries in these categories have generally been identified by EPA as the most significant dischargers of process wastewaters
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in the country. As such, these facilities are likely to have storm water discharges associated with industrial activity for which
permit applications should be required.

One commenter stated that because oil and gas producers are subject to effluent guidelines, EPA is disregarding the intent of
Congress to exclude *48071 facilities pursuant to section 402(1). EPA disagrees with this comment. EPA is not prohibited from

requiring permit applications from industries with storm water discharge associated with industrial activity. EPA is prohibited
only from requiring a permit for oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations, or transmission
facilities that discharge storm water that is not contaminated by contact with or has not come into contact with, any overburden,
raw material, intermediate products, fmished products, byproducts or waste products located on the site of such operations such

discharges. In keeping with this requirement, EPA is requiring permit applications from oil and gas exploration, production,
processing, or treatment operations, or transmission facilities that fall into a class of dischargers as described in § 122.26(c)(iii).

(ii) Facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classifications 24 (except 2434), 26 (except 265 and 267), 28 (except 283 and
285), 29, 311, 32 (except 323), 33, 3411, 373 and (xi). Facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classifications 20, 21, 22, 23,
2434, 25, 265, 267, 27, 283, 285, 30, 31 (except 311), 323, 34 (except 3441), 35, 36, 37 (except 373), 38, 39, 4221-25. One large

municipality and one industry agreed with EPA that facilities covered by these SICs should be covered by this rulemaking.
Many commenters, however, took exception to including all or some of these industries. However as noted elsewhere these
facilities are appropriate for permit applications.

One commenter stated that within certain SICs industries, such as textile manufacturers use few chemicals and that there is
little chance of pollutants in their storm water discharge. EPA agrees that some industries in this category are less likely than
others to have storm water discharges that pose significant risks to receiving water quality. However, there are many other
activities that are undertaken at these facilities that may result in polluted storm water. Further, the CWA is clear in its mandate

to require permit applications for discharges associated with industrial activity. Excluding any of the facilities under these
categories, except where the facility manufacturing plant more closely resembles a commercial or retail outlet would be contrary

to Congressional intent.

One State questioned the inclusion of facilities identified in SIC codes 20-39 because of their temporary and transient nature or
ownership. Agency disagrees that simply because a facility may transfer ownership that storm water quality concerns should
be ignored. If constant ownership was a condition precedent to applying for and obtaining a permit, few if any facilities would

be subject to this rulemaking.

One State estimated that the proposed definition would lead to permits for 18,000 facilities in its State. Consequently this
commenter recommended that the facilities under SIC 20-39 should be limited to those facilities that have to report under
section 313 of title III, Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act. However, as noted by another commenter, limiting
permit requirements to these facilities would be contrary to Congressional intent. While use of chemicals at a facility may be
a source of pollution in storm water discharges, other every day activities at an industrial site and associated pollutants such as
oil and grease, also contribute to the discharge of pollutants that are to be addressed by the CWA and these regulations. While

the number of permit applications may number in the thousands, EPA intends for group applications and general permits to be
employed to reduce the administrative burdens as greatly as possible.

Two commenters felt the permit applications should be limited to all entities under SIC 20-39. EPA disagrees that all the
industrial activities that need to be addressed fall within these SICs. Discharges from facilities under paragraphs (i) through (xi)
such as POTWs, transportation facilities, and hazardous waste facilities, are of an industrial nature and clearly were intended
to be addressed before October 1, 1992.

Two commenters stated that SIC 241 should be excluded in that logging is a transitory operation which may occur on a site for

only 2-3 weeks once in a 20-30 year period. It was perceived that delays in obtaining permits for such operations could create
problems in harvest schedule and mill demand. This commenter stated that runoff from such operations should be controlled
by BMPs in effect for such industries and that such a permit would not be practical and would be cost prohibitive.
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EPA agrees with the commenter that this provision needs clarification. The existing regulations at 40 CFR 122.27 currently
define the scope of the NPDES program with regard to silvicultural activities. 40 CFR 122.27(b)(1) defines the term
"silvicultural point source" to mean any discrete conveyance related to rock crushing, gravel washing, log sorting, or log storage

facilities which are operated in connection with silvicultural activities and from which pollutants are discharged into waters
of the United States. Section 122.27(b)(1) also excludes certain sources. The definition of discharge associated with industrial
activity does not include activities or facilities that are currently exempt from permitting under NPDES. EPA does not intend to
change the scope of 40 CFR 122.27 in this rulemaking. Accordingly, the definition of "storm water discharge associated with

industrial activity" does not include sources that may be included under SIC 24, but which are excluded under 40 CFR 122.27.
Further: EPA intends to examine the scope of the NPDES silvicultural regulations at 40 CFR 122.27 as it relates to storm water
discharges in the course of two studies of storm water discharges required under section 402(p)(5) of the CWA.

In response to one comment, EPA intends that the list of applicable SICs will define and identify what industrial facilities
are required to apply. Facilities that warehouse finished products under the same code at a different facility from the site of
manufacturing are not required to file a permit application, unless otherwise covered by this rulemaking.

(iii) Facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classifications 10 through 14 (mineral industry) including active or inactive
mining operations (except for areas of coal mining operations no longer meeting the definition of a reclamation area under 40
CFR 434.11(1) because the performance bond issued to the facility by the appropriate SMCRA authority has been released,
or except for areas of non-coal mining operations which have been released from applicable State or Federal reclamation
requirements after December 17, 1990 and oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations, or
transmission facilities that discharge storm water contaminated by contact with or that has come into contact with, any
overburden, raw material, intermediate products, finished products, byproducts or waste products located on the site of
such operations. Several commenters urged that Congress intended to require permits or permit applications only for the
manufacturing sector of the oil and gas industry (or those activities that designated in SIC 20 through 39). EPA disagrees with
this argument. The fact that Congress used the language cited above and not the appropriate the SIC definition explicitly does
not indicate that a broader definition or less exclusive definition was contemplated. According to these comments, all storm
water discharges from oil and gas *48012 exploration and production facilities would be exempt from regulation. However,
EPA is convinced that a facility that is engaged in finding and extracting crude oil and natural gas from subsurface formations,

separating the oil and gas from formation water, and preparing that crude oil for transportation to a refinery for manufacturing

and processing into refined products, will have discharges directly relating to the processing or raw material storage at an
industrial plant and are therefore discharges associated with industrial activity.

For further clarification EPA is intending to focus only on those facilities that are in SIC 10-14. Furthermore, in response to
several comments, this rulemaking will require permit applications for storm water discharges from currently inactive petroleum
related facilities within SIC codes 10-14, if discharges from such facilities meet the requirements as described in section
VI.F.7.a. and § 122.26(c)(1)(iii). Inactive facilities will have storm water associated with industrial activity irrespective of
whether the activity is ongoing. Congress drew no distinction between active and inactive facilities in the statute or in the
legislative history.

(iv) Hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities that are operating under interim status or a permit under Subtitle C

of the Resource, Conservation and Recovery Act. One commenter believed that all RCRA and Comprehensive Environmental

Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) facilities should be specifically identified using SIC codes for further
clarification. EPA considers this to be unnecessarily redundant, since the RCRA/CERCLA identification is sufficient.

Several industries asserted that storm water discharge from landfills, dumps, and land application sites, properly closed or
otherwise subject to corrective or remedial actions under RCRA, should not be included in the definition. One commenter noted
that the runoff from these areas is like runoff from undeveloped areas. One commenter also concluded that landfills, dumps,
and land application sites should also be excluded if they are properly maintained under RCRA.
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One commenter also rejected the idea of requiring permits from all active and inactive landfills and open dumps that have
received any industrial wastes, and subtitle C facilities. This commenter felt that these facilities were already adequately covered
under RCRA.

Two industry commenters felt that it would be redundant to have hazardous waste facilities regulated by RCRA and the NPDES
storm water program. One felt this was especially so if there are current pretreatment standards.

The Agency disagrees that all activities that may contribute to storm water discharges at RCRA subtitle C facilities are being
fully controlled and that requiring NPDES permits for storm water discharges at RCRA subtitle C facilities is redundant.
First, the vast majority of permitted hazardous waste management facilities are industrial facilities involved in the manufacture
or processing of products for distribution in commerce. Their hazardous waste management activities are incidental to the
production-related activities. While RCRA subtitle C regulations impose controls in stprm water runoff from hazardous waste
management units and require cleanup of releases of hazardous wastes, they generally do not control non-systematic spills or
process. These releases, from the process itself or the storage of raw materials or finished products are a potential source of
storm water contamination. In addition, RCRA subtitle C (except via corrective action authority) does not address management

of "non hazardous" industrial wastes, which nevertheless could also potentially contaminate storm water runoff.

Second, at commercial hazardous waste management facilities, the RCRA subtitle C permitting requirements and management
standards do not control all releases of potentially toxic materials. For example, some permitted commercial treatment facilities
may store and use chemicals in the treatment of RCRA hazardous wastes. Releases of these treatment chemicals from storage
areas are a potential source of storm water contamination.

Finally, many RCRA subtitle C facilities have inactive Solid Waste Management Units (SWMU's) on the facility property.
These SWMU's may contain areas on the land surface that are contaminated with hazardous constituents. RCRA requires that
hazardous waste management facilities must investigate these areas of potential contamination, and then perform corrective
action to remediate any SWMU's that are of concern. However, the corrective action process at these facilities will not be
completed for a number of years due to the complexity of the cleanup decisions, and due to the fact that many hazardous waste

management facilities do not yet have RCRA permits. Until corrective action has been completed at all snch subtitle C facilities,

SWMU's are a potential source of storm water contamination that should be addressed under the NPDES program. Finally,
under section 1004(27) of RCRA, all point source discharges, including those at RCRA regulated facilities, are to be regulated
by the NPDES program. Thus, there is no concern of regulatory overlap, and to the extent that the storm water regulations
are effectively implemented, it will help address these units in a way that alleviates the need for expensive corrective action
in the future.

(v) Landfills, land application sites, and open dumps that receive or have received industrial wastes and that are subject to
regulation under subtitle D of RCRA. EPA received numerous comments supporting the regulation of municipal landfills which

receive industrial waste and are subject to regulation under subtitle D of RCRA. EPA agrees with these comments. These
industries have significant potential for storm water discharges that can adversely affect receiving water.

Two States argued that landfills should be addressed under the non-point source program. EPA disagrees that the non-point

source program is sufficient for addressing these facilities. Further, addressing a class of facilities under the non-point source
program does not exempt storm water discharges from these facilities from regulation under NPDES. The CWA requires
EPA to promulgate regulations for controlling point source discharges of storm water from industrial facilities. Point sources
from landfills consisting of storm water are such discharges requiring an NPDES permit. Several commenters argued that
these discharges are adequately addressed by RCRA and that regulating them under this storm water rule would be redundant.
However, as discussed above, RCRA expressly does not regulate point source discharges subject to NPDES permits. Given
the nature of these facilities and of the material stored or disposed, EPA believes storm water permits are necessary. Similarly
EPA rejects the comment that storm water discharges from these facilities are already adequately regulated by State authority.
Congress has mandated that storm water discharges associated with industrial activity have an NPDES permit.
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One commenter wanted EPA to define by size what landfills are covered. In response, it is the intent of these regulations
to require permit applications from all landfills that receive industrial waste. Storm water discharges from such facilities are
addressed because of the nature of the material with which the storm water comes in contact. The size of facility *48013 will
not dictate what type of -Waste is exposed to the elements.

One commenter requested that the definition of industrial wastes be clarified. For the purpose of this rule, industrial waste
consists of materials delivered to the landfill for disposal and whose origin is any of the facilities described under § 122.26(b)

(14) of this regulation.

(vi) Facilities involved in the recycling of materials, including metal scrapyards, battery reclaimers, salvage yards, and
automobile junkyards, including but limited to those classified as Standard Industrial Classification 5015 and 5093. One
commenter suggested that the recycling of materials such as paper, glass, plastics, etc., should not be classified as an industrial
activity. EPA disagrees that such facilities should be excluded on that basis. These facilities may be considered industrial, as
are facilities that manufacture such products absent recycling.

Other facilities exhibit traits that indicate industrial activity. In junkyards, the condition of material§ and junked vehicles and the

activities occurring on the yard frequently result in significant losses of fluids, which are sources of toxic metals, oil and grease
and polychlorinated aromatic hydrocarbons. Weathering of plated and non-plated metal surfaces may result in contributions of
toxic metals to storm water. Clearly such facilities cannot be classified as commercial or retail.

One municipality felt that "significant recycling" should be defined or clarified. EPA agrees that the proposed language is
ambiguous. It has been clarified to require permit applications from facilities involved in the recycling of materials, including
metal scrapyards, battery reclaimers, salvage yards, and automobile junIcyards, including but limited to those classified as
Standard Industrial Classification 5015 and 5093. These SIC codes describe facilities engaged in dismantling,-breaking up,
sorting, and wholesale distribution of motor vehicles and parts and a variety of other materials. The Agency believes these SIC
codes clarify the term significant 'recycling.

One municipality stated that regulation of these facilities under NPDES would be duplicative if they are publicly owned
facilities. One State expressed the view that automobile junkyards, salvage yards could not legitimately be considered industrial
activity. As noted above, EPA disagrees with these cormnents. Facilities that are actively engaged in the storage and recycling
of products including metals, oil, rubber, and synthetics are in the business of storing and recycling materials associated with
or once used in industrial activity. These activities are not commercial or retail because they are engaged in the dismantling
of motors for distribution in wholesale or retail, and the assembling, breaking up, sorting, and wholesale distribution of scrap
and waste materials, which EPA views as industrial activity. Further, being a publicly owned facility does not confer non-
industrial status.

(vii) Steam electric power generating facilities, including coal handling sites, and onsite and offsite ancillary transformer storage

areas. Most of the comments were against requiring permit applications for onsite and offsite ancillary transformer facilities. One

commenter stated that these transformers did not leak in storage and if there were leakage problems in handling transformers,

such leaks were subject to Federal and State spill clean-up procedures. The same commenter suggested that if EPA required
applications from such facilities that it exclude those that have regular inspections, management practices in place, or those
that store 50 transformers at any one time.

EPA agrees that such facilities should not be covered by today's rule. As one commenter noted, the Toxic Substances Control
Act (TSCA) addresses pollutants associated with transformers that may enter receiving water through storm water discharges.
EPA has examined regulations under TSCA and agrees that regulation of storm water discharges from these facilities should
be the subject of the studies being performed under section 402(p)(5), rather than regulations established by today's rule. Under
TSCA, transformers are required to be stored in a manner that prevents rain water from reaching the stored PCBs or PCB items.

40 CFR 761.65(b)(1)(i). EPA considers transformer storage to be more akin to retail or other light commercial activities, where

iwNe, © 2011 Thomson Reuters, No clafta to orgn U.S. Government Works. 37

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for..., 55 FR 47990-01

items are inventoried in buildings for prolonged periods for use or sale at some point in the future, and where there is no ongoing
manufacturing or other industrial activity within the structure.

One commenter stated that this category of industries should be loosened so that all steam electric facilities are addressed
oil fired and nuclear. EPA believes that the language as proposed broadly defines the type of industrial activity addressed
without specifying each mode of steam electric production. One commenter noted that the EPA has no authority under the CWA

(Train v. CPIR, Inc., 426 U.S. 1 (1976) to regulate the discharge of source, special nuclear and by-product materials which
are regulated under the Atomic Energy Act. EPA agrees permit applications may not address those aspects of such facilities,
however the facility in its entirety may not necessarily be exempt. A pemiit application will be appropriate for discharges from
non-exempt categories.

(viii) Transportation facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classifications 40, 41, 42 (except 4221-25), 43, 44, 45, and 5171
which have vehicle maintenance shops, material handling facilities, equipment cleaning operations or airport deicing operations.
Only those portions of the facility that are either involved in vehicle maintenance (including vehicle rehabilitation, mechanical

repairs, painting, fueling, and lubrication), equipment cleaning operations, or which are identified in another subcategory
of facilities under EPA's definition of storm water discharges associated with industrial activity. One cdmmenter requested
clarification of the terms "vehicle maintenance." Vehicle maintenance refers to the rehabilitation, mechanical repairing,
painting, fueling, and lubricating of instrumentalities of transportation located at the described facilities. EPA is declining to
write this defmition into the regulation however since "vehicle maintenance" should not cause confusion as a descriptive term.
One commenter wanted railroad tracks where rail cars are set aside for minor repairs excluded from regulation. In response, if
the activity involves any of the above activities then a permit application is required. Train yards where repairs are undertaken
are associated with industrial activity. Train yards generally have trains which, in and of themselves, can be classified as heavy

industrial equipment Trains, concentrated in train yards, are diesel fueled, lubricated, and repaired in volumes that connote
industrial activity, rather than retail or commercial activity.

One commenter argued that if gasoline stations are not considered for permitting, then all transportation facilities should be
exempt. EPA- disagrees with the thrust of this comment. Transportation facilities such as bus depots, train yards, taxi stations,
and airports are generally larger than individual repair shops, and generally engage in heavier more expansive forms of industrial

activity. In keeping with Congressional intent to cover all industrial facilities, permit applications from such facilities are
appropriate. In contrast, EPA views gas stations as retail commercial facilities not covered *48014 by this regulation. It should
be noted that SIC classifies gas stations as retail.

(ix) POTW lands used for land application treatment technology/sludge disposal, handling or processing areas, and chemical
handling and storage areas. One commenter wanted more clarification of the term POTW lands. Another commenter requested
clarification of the terms sludge disposal, sludge handling areas, and sludge processing areas. One State recommended that
a broader term than POTW should be used. EPA.notes that on May 2, 1989, it promulgated NPDES Sewage Sludge Permit
Regulations; State Sludge Management Program Requirements at 40 CFR part 501. This regulation identified those facilities
that are subject to section 405(f) of the CWA as "treatment works treating domestic sewage."

In response to the above comments, EPA has decided to use this language to define what facilities are required to apply for
a storm water permit. Under this rulemaking "treatment works treating domestic sewage," or any other sewage sludge or
wastewater treatment device or system used in the storage treatment, recycling, and reclamation of municipal or domestic
sewage, including land dedicated to the disposal of sewage sludge, with a design flow of 1.0 mgd or more, or facilities required
to have an approved pretreatment program under 40 CFR part 403, will be required to apply for a storm water permit. However,

permit applications will not be required to address land where sludge is beneficially reused such as farm lands and home gardens

or lands used for sludge management that are not physically located within the confines (offsite facility) of the facility or where
sludge is beneficially reused in compliance with section 405 of the Clean Water Act (proposed rules were published on February

6, 1989, at 54 FR 5746). EPA believes that such activity is not "industrial" since it is agricultural or domestic application (non-
industrial) unconnected to the facility generating the material.

EPA received many comments on the necessity and appropriateness of requiring permit applications for storm water discharges
from POTW lands. It was anticipated by numerous commenters that the above cited sludge regulations would adequately address
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storm water discharges from lands where sludge is applied. However, the sewage sludge regulations do not directly address
NPDES permit requirements for storm water discharges from POTW lands and related areas to the extent required by today's
rulemaking; the regulations cover only pennits for use or disposal of sludge. Also, the regulations proposed on February 4,
1989, cover primarily the technical standards for the composition of sewage sludge which is to be used or disposed. They do
not include detailed permitting requirements for discharges of storm water from lands where sludge has been applied to the
land. To that extent, EPA is not persuaded by these commenters that POTWs and POTW lands should be excluded from these
storm water permit application requirements.

Two commenters noted that some States already regulate sludge use or disposal activities substantially and that EPA
should refrain from further regulation. EPA disagrees that this is a basis for excluding facilities from Federal requirements.
Notwithstanding regulations in existence under State law, EPA is required by the CWA to promulgate regulations for permit
application for storm water associated with industrial activity. Under the NPDES program, States are able to promulgate more
rigorous requirements. However a minimum level of control is required under Federal law. One commenter also indicated that a

State's sludge land application sites must follow a well defined plan to ensure there is no sludge related runoff. Notwithstanding
that a State may require storm water controls for sludge land applications, as noted above, EPA is required to promulgate
regulations requiring permit applications from appropriate facilities: EPA views facilities such as waste treatment plants that
engage in on-site sludge composting, storage of chemicals such as ferric chloride, alum, polymers, and chlorine, and which
may experience spills and bubbleovers are suitable candidates for storm water permits. Facilities using such materials are not
characteristic of commercial or retail activities. Use and storage of chemicals and the production of material such as sludge, with

attendant heavy metals and organics, is activity that is industrial in nature. The size and scope of activities at the facility will
determine the extent to which such activities are undertaken and such materials used and produced at the facility. Accordingly,
EPA believes limiting the facilities covered under this category to those of 1.0 mgd and those covered under the industrial
pretreatment program is appropriate.

To the extent that permit applicants are already required to employ certain management practices regarding storm water, these
may be incorporated into permits and permit conditions issued by Federal and State permitting authorities. EPA has selected
facilities identified under 40 CFR part 501 (i.e. those with a design flow of 1.0 mgd or more or those required to have an
approved pretreatment program) since these facilities will have largest contribution of industrial process discharges. Sludge
from such facilities will contain higher concentrations of heavy metal and organic pollutants.

One commenter stated that sludge disposal is a public activity that should be addressed in a public facility's storm water
management program under a municipal storm water management program. EPA disagrees. Industrial facilities, ,whether
publicly owned or not, are required to apply for and obtain permits when they are designated as industrial activity.

Another comment stated that a permit should not be required for facilities that collect all runoff on site and treat it at the same
POTW. EPA believes that a permit application should be required from such facilities. However, the above practice can be
incorporated as a permit condition for such a facility. One commenter stated storm water from sludge and chemical handling
areas can be routed through the headworks of the POTW. The agency agrees that this may be an appropriate management
practice for POTWs as long as other NPDES regulatory requirements are fulfilled with regard to POTWs.

(x) Construction activities, including clearing, grading and excavation activities except operations that result in the disturbance
of less than five acre total land area which are not part of a larger common plan of development or sale. EPA addresses whether
these facilities should be covered by today's rule in section VI.F.8.

The December 7, 1988, proposal also requested comments on including the following other categories of discharges in the
definition of industrial activities: (xii) Automotive repair shops classified as Standard Industrial Classification 751 or 753; (xiii)

Gasoline service stations classified as Standard Industrial Code 5541; (xiv) Lands other than POTW lands (offsite facilities) used

for sludge management; (xv) Lumber and building materials retail facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classification 5211;

(xvi) Landfills, land application sites, and open dumps that do not receive industrial wastes and that are subject to regulation
under subtitle D of RCRA; (xvii) Facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classification 46 (pipelines, except natural gas),
and 492 (gas production and distribution); (xviii) Major electrical powerline corridors.

VW,;stizwNext' © 2011 Thomson Reuters, No cm to orgn U.S. Government Works.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for..., 55 FR 47990-01

*48015 EPA received numerous comments on whether to require permit applications for these particular facilities. The
December 7, 1988, proposal reflected EPA's intent not to require permits for these facilities, but rather to address these facilities
in the two studies required by CWA sections 402(p) (5) and (6). After reviewing the comments on this issue, EPA believes that
these facilities should be addressed under these sections of the CWA. Most of these facilities are classified as light commercial
and retail business establishments, agricultural, facilities where residential or domestic waste is received, or land use activities
where there is no manufacturing. It should be noted that although EPA is not requiring the facilities identified as categories
(xii) to (xviii), in the December 7, 1988, proposal to apply for a permit application under this rulemaking, such facilities may
be designated under section 402(p)(2)(E) of the CWA.

Three commenters recommended that EPA clarify that non-exempt Department of Energy and Department of Defense facilities

should be covered by the storm water regulation. The regulation clearly states that Federal Facilities that are engaged in industrial

activity (i.e. those activities in § 122.26(b)(14)(i)-(xi)) are required to submit permit applications. Those applying for permits
covering Federal facilities should consult the Standard Industrial Classifications for further clarification.

One commenter questioned how EPA intended to regulate municipal facilities engaged in industrial activities. Municipal
facilities that are engaged in the type of industrial activity described above and which discharge into waters of the United States

or municipal separate storm sewer systems are required to apply for permits. These facilities will be covered in the same manner

as other industrial facilities. The fact that they are municipally owned does not in any way exclude them from needing pennit
applications under this rulemaking.

One commenter suggested exempting those facilities that have total annual sales less than five million dollars or occupy less
than five acres-of land. Another commenter thought that all minor permittees should be exempt. EPA believes that the quality

of storm water and the extent to which discharges impact receiving water is not necessarily related to the size of the facility or
the dollar value of its business. What is important in this regard, is the extent to which steps are taken at facilities to curb the
quantity and type of material that may pollute storm water discharges from these facilities. Therefore EPA has not excluded
facilities from permitting on such a basis. This same commenter stated that the proposed rules should not address facilities with

multiple functions (industrial and retail). EPA disagrees. If a facility engages in activity that is defined in paragraphs (i) through
(xi) above, it is required to apply for a permit regardless of the fact that it also has a retail element. Such facilities need only
submit a permit application for the industrial portion of the facility (as long as storm water from the non-industrial portion is
segregated, as discussed above). This commenter also felt that more studies needed to be undertaken to determine the best way
to regulate:industries. EPA agrees that storm water problems need further study and for that reason EPA has devoted substantial

manpower and resources to complete comprehensive studies under section 402(0(5), while also addressing industrial sources
that need immediate attention under this rulemaking.

One commenter requested that EPA give examples of storm water discharges from each of the facilities that have been
designated for submitting permit applications. Agency believes that this is unnecessary and impractical since every facility,
regardless of the type of industry, will have different terrain, hydrology, weather patterns, management practices and control
techniques. However, EPA intends to issue guidance on filing permit applications for storm water discharges from industrial
facilities which details how an industry goes about filing an industrial permit and dealing with storm water discharges.

Today's rulemaking for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity at § 122.26(c)(1)(i) includes special conditions

for storm water discharges originating from mining operations, oil or gas operations (§ 122.26(c)(1)(iii)), and from the
construction operations listed above (§ 122.26(c)(1)(ii)). These requirements are discussed in more detail in section VI.F.7 and
section VI.F.9 of today's notice.

3. Individual Application Requirements
Today's rule establishes individual and group permit application requirements for storm water discharges associated with
industrial activity. These requirements will address facilities precluded from coverage under the general permits to be proposed
and promulgated by EPA in the near future. EPA considers it necessary to obtain the information required in individual
permit applications from certain facilities because of the nature of their industrial activity and because of existing institutional
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mechanisms for issuing and tracking NPDES permits. Furthermore, some States will not have general permitting authority.
Facilities located in such States will be required to submit individual applications or participate in a group application. The
following response to comments received on these requirements pertains to these facilities.

Under the September 26, 1984, regulation operators of Group I storm water discharges were required to submit NPDES Form
1 and Form 2C permit applications. In response to post-regulation comments received on that rule, EPA proposed new permit
application requirements (March 7, 1985, (50 FR 9362) and August 12, 1985, (50 FR 32548)) which would have decreased
the analytical sampling requirements of the Form 2C and provided procedures for group applications. Passage of the WQA
in 1987 gave the EPA additional time to consider the appropriate permit application requirements for storm water discharges.
On December 7, 1988, application requirements were proposed and numerous comments were received. Based upon these
comments, modifications and refmements have been made to the industrial storm water permit application.

Some commenters expressed the view that the permit application requirements are too burdensome, require too much
paperwork, are of dubious utility, and focus too greatly on the collection of quantitative data. EPA disagrees. In comparison
to prior approaches for permitting storm water discharges and other existing permitting programs, EPA has streamlined the
permit application process, limited the quantitative data requirements, and required narrative information that will be used to
determine permit conditions that relate to the quality of storm water discharge. To the extent that EPA needs non-quantitative
information to develop appropriate permit conditions, EPA disagrees with the view of some commenters that the information
required is excessive. In response to comments on earlier rulemakings and a comment received on the December 7, 1988,
proposal (stressing that the emphasis should be on site management, rather than monitoring, sampling, and reporting) EPA has
shifted the emphasis of the permit application requirements for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity from

the existing requirements for collection of *48016 quantitative data (sampling data) in Form 2C towards collection of less
quantitative data supplemented by additional information needed for evaluation of the nature of the storm water discharges.

The permit application requirements proposed for storm water discharges reduce the amount of quantitative data required
in the permit application and exempt discharges which contain entirely storm water (i.e. contain no other discharge that,
without the storm water component, would require an NPDES permit), from certain reporting requirements of Form 2C. The
proposed modifications also would exempt applicants for discharges which contain entirely storm water from several non-
quantitative information collection provisions currently required in the Form 2C. The proposed modifications would rely more
on descriptive information for assessing impacts of the storm water discharge. One commenter proposed that information that
the applicant has submitted for other permits be incorporated by reference into the storm water permit application. EPA disagrees

that incorporation by reference is appropriate. The permitting authority will need to have this information readily available
for evaluating permit application and permit conditions. Furthermore, EPA feels that the applicant is in the best position to
provide the information and verify its accuracy. However, if the applicant has such information and it accurately reflects current

circumstances, then the applicant can rely on the information for meeting the information requirements of the application.
Another commenter suggested that EPA should only require the information in § 122.26(c)(1) (A) and (B) (i.e., the requirement
for a topographic map indicating drainage areas and estimate of impervious areas and material management practices). As
explained in greater detail below, EPA is convinced that some quantitative data and the other narrative requirements are
necessary for developing appropriate permit conditions.

Form 2F addressing permit applications for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity is included in today's
final rule. A complete permit application for discharges composed entirely of storm water, will be comprised of Form 2F and
Form 1. Operators of discharges which are composed of both storm water and non-storm water will submit, where required,
a Form 1, an entire Form 2C (or Form 2D) and Form 2F when applying. In this case, the applicant will provide quantitative
data describing the discharge during a storm event in Form 2F and quantitative data describing the discharge during non-storm
events in Form 2C. Non-quantitative information reported in the Form 2C will not have to be reported again in the Form 2F.

Under today's rule, Form 2F for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity would not require the submittal of
all of the quantitative information required in Form 2C, but would require that quantitative data be submitted for:

- Any pollutant limited in an effluent guideline for an industrial applicant's subcategory;

NINe: 2011 Thomori Reuter& No dairn to ohan U.S. Government Works. 41

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for..., 55 FR 47990-01

- Any pollutant listed in the facility's NPDES permit for its process wastewater;

- Oil and grease, TSS, COD, pH, BOD5, total phosphorus, total Kjeldahl nitrogen; nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen; and

- Any information on the discharge required under 40 CFR 122.21(g)(7) (iii) and (iv).

In order to characterize the discharge(s) sampled, applicants need to submit information regarding the storm event(s) that
generated the sampled discharge, including the date(s) the sample was taken, flow measurements or estimates of the duration
of the storm event(s) sampled, rainfall measurements or estimates from the storm event(s) which generated the sampled runoff,
and the duration between the storm event sampled and the end of the previous storm event. Information regarding the storm
event(s) sampled is necessary to evaluate whether the discharge(s) sampled was generally representative of other discharges
expected to occur during storm events and to characterize the amount and nature of runoff discharges from the site.

One commenter stated that the quantitative information should be limited to those pollutants that are expected to be known
to the applicant. EPA believes this would be inappropriate since there will be no way of determining initially whether these
pollutants are present despite the expectations of the applicant. Once the data is provided, permits can be drafted which address
specific pollutants. This rulemaking requires that the applicant test for oil and grease, COD, pH, BOD5, TSS, total Kjeldahl
nitrogen, nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen and total phosphorus. Oil and grease and TS S are a common component of storm water and

can have serious impacts on receiving waters. Oxygen demand (COD and BOD5) will help the permitting authority evaluate
the oxygen depletion potential of the discharge. BOD5 is the most commonly used indicator of potential oxygen demand. COD
is considered a more inclusive indicator of oxygen demand, especially where metals interfere with the BOD5 test. The pH will
provide the permitting authority with important information on the potential availability of metals to the receiving flora, faun&
and sediment. Total Kjeldahl nitrogen, nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen and total phosphorus are measures of nutrients which can
iriipact water quality. Because this data is useful in developing appropriate permit conditions, EPA disagrees with the argument

made by one commenter that quantitative data requirements should be a permit condition and not part of the application process.

In the proposed rule, the Agency used total nitrogen as a parameter. This has been changed to total Kjeldahl nitrogen and nitrate
plus nitrite nitrogen for clarity.

Today's rule defines sampling at industrial sites in terms of sampling for those parameters that have effluent limits in existing
NPDES permits, as well as for any other conventional or nonconventional parameter that might be expected to be found at
the outfall. Comments on the appropriateness of the defined parameters were solicited by the proposal. Numerous commenters

maintained that either the parameter list be made industry specific, or that pollutant categories not detected in the initial screen
be exempted from further testing. Some suggested that only conventional pollutants, inorganics, and metals be sampled unless
reason for others is found.

In terms of specific water quality parameters, it was recommended that surfactants not be tested for unless foam is visible. One
commenter also suggested that fecal coliform sampling is inappropriate for industrial permits applications. One commenter
favored testing for TOC instead of VOC. In response, VOC has been eliminated from the list of parameters because it will
not yield specific usable data. VOC is not specifically required in any sampling in today's rule, except where priority pollutant
scans are required.

Some recommended that procedures be modified to facilitate quicker, less expensive lab analyses. Concern was also raised that

industry might be required to collect its own rainfall data if there is no nearby observation station. Some commenters stated that

EPA should not allow automatic sampling for either biological or oil and grease sampling due to the potential for contamination
in sampling equipment.

*48017 In response, EPA believes that the sampling requirements for industry in today's rule are reasonable and not
burdensome. These requirements address parameters that have effluent limits in existing NPDES permits, as well as for any
other conventional or nonconventional parameter that might be expected to be found at the applicants outfall. Under this
procedure both industry-specific and site-specific contaminants are already identified in the existing permit. Whether all these
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parameters need to be made a part of any discharge characterization plans, under the terms of the permit, will be a case-by-case
determination for the permitting authority. EPA maintains that the test for surfactants (if in effluent guidelines or in the facility's
NPDES permit for process water) is justifiable even when a foam is not obvious at the outfall. The presence of detergents in
storm water may be indicated by foam, but the absence of foam does not indicate that detergents are not present.

EPA requested comments on fecal coliform as a parameter. Fecal coliform was included on the list as an indicator of the presence

of sanitary sewage. In large concentrations, fecal coliform may be an effective indicator of sanitary sewage as opposed to other
animal wastes. EPA believes that sanitary cross connections will also be found at industrial facilities. Furthermore, the test
for fecal coliform is an inexpensive test and its inclusion or exclusion should make little impact financially on the individual
application costs. Sampling for volatile organic carbon shall be accomplished when required, as it is an appropriate indicator
of industrial solvents and organic wastes.

In response to comments, EPA acknowledges that there are certain pollutants that are capable of leaving residues in automatic

sampling devices that will potentially contaminate subsequent samples. In these cases, such as for biological monitoring, if such
a problem is perceived to exist and it is expected that the contaminant will render the subsequent samples unusable, manual grab

samples may be needed. This would include grab samples for pH, temperature, cyanide, total phenols, residual chlorine, oil
and grease, fecal coliform, and fecal streptococcus. EPA is not disallowing the use of automatic sampling because of possible
contamination, as this type of sampling may be the best method for obtaining the necessary samples from a selected storm events.

In addition to the conventional pollutants listed above, this final rule requires applicants, when appropriate, to sample other
pollutants based on a consideration of site-specific factors. These parameters account for pollutants associated with materials
used for production and maintenance, fmished products, waste products and non-process materials such as fertilizers and
pesticides that may be present at facility. Applicants must sample for any pollutant limited in an effluent guideline applicable
to the facility or limited in the facility's NPDES permit. These pollutants will generally be associated with the facility's
manufacturing process or wastes. Other process and non-process related pollutants, will be addressed by complying with the
requirements of 40 CFR 122.21(g)(7) (iii) and (iv).

Section 122.21(g)(7)(iii) requires applicants to indicate whether they know or have reason to believe that any pollutant listed
in Table IV (conventional and nonconventional pollutants) of appendix D to 40 CFR part 122 is discharged. If such a pollutant
is either directly limited or indirectly limited by the terms of the applicant's existing NPDES permit through limitations on an
indicator parameter, the applicant must report quantitative data. For pollutants that are not contained in an effluent limitations

guideline, the applicant must either report quantitative data or describe the reasons the pollutant is expected to be discharged.
With regard to pollutants listed in Table II (organic pollutants) or Table III (metals, cyanide and total phenol) of appendix D,
the applicant must indicate whether they know or have reason to believe such pollutants are discharged from each outfall and, if
they are discharged in amounts greater than 10 parts per billion (ppb), the applicant must report quantitative data. An applicant

qualifying as a small business under 40 CFR 122.21(g)(8), (e.g., coal mines with a probable total annual production of less
than 100,000 tons per year or, for all other applicants, gross total annual sales averaging less than $100,000 per year (in second
quarter 1980 dollars)), is not required to analyze for pollutants listed in Table II of appendix D (the organic toxic pollutants).

Section 122.21(g)(7)(iv) requires applicants to indicate whether they know or have reason to believe that any pollutant in Table
V of appendix D to 40 CFR part 122 (certain hazardous substances) is discharged. For every pollutant expected to be discharged,

the applicant must briefly describe the reasons the pollutant is expected to be discharged and report any existing quantitative
data it has for the pollutant.

When collecting data for permit applications, applicants may make use of 40 CFR 122.21(g)(7), which provides that "when an
applicant has two or more outfalls with substantially identical effluents, the Director may allow the applicant to test only one
outfall and report that the quantitative data also applies to the substantially identical outfalls." Where the facility has availed itself

of this provision, an explanation of why the untested outfalls are "substantially identical" to tested outfalls must be provided in
the application. Where the amount of flow associated with the outfalls with substantially identical effluent differs, measurements

or estimates of the total flow of each of the outfalls must be provided. Several commenters stated that the time and expense
associated with sampling and analysis would be saved if the applicant was able to pick substantially identical outfalls without
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prior approval of the permitting authority. EPA disagrees that this would be an appropriate devolution of authority to the permit
applicant. The permitting authority needs to ensure that these outfalls have been grouped according to appropriate criteria (for
example do the outfalls serve similar drainage areas at the facility). Furthermore, EPA is not requiring that the permit applicant
engage in sampling to demonstrate that the outfalls are indeed substantially identical, because that would of course defeat the
purpose of § 122.21(g)(7). The procedure for establishing identical outfalls is not that onerous and provides a means for industry
to save substantially on time and resources for sampling.

EPA proposed and requested comment on a requirement that the facility must sample a storm event that is typical for the area in
terms of duration and severity. The storm event must be greater than 0.1 inches and must be at least 96 hours from the previously
measurable (greater than 0.1 inch rainfall) storm event. In general, variance of the parameters (such as the duration of the event

and the total rainfall of the event) should not exceed 50 percent from the parameters of the average rainfall event in that area.
EPA also requested comments on addressing snow melt events under this definition.

Commenters stated that: median or average rainfall is not an acceptable approach; the minimum depth and duration of rainfall

must be specified; the allowable 50% variation is questionable; the total depth of the storm is irrelevant; and the storm should
be viewed based on the average intensity of the storm. One commenter *48018 suggested that using the median rainfall event
would be a better approach ihan the average rainfall event.

Others insisted that "representative" or typical storms do not exist in semi-arid climates and that representative rainfall must
be site-specific (regional) and seasonal. Several commenters contended that the requirement for 96 dry hours between events
is not acceptable, with 48 and 72 hours identified as possible alternatives.

One commenter believed that a typical standard design storm, such as-the -1 -year, 24=hour, or -10-year, 1-hour, would be
preferable. Another commenter felt that the storm event should be based on the rainfall required to generate a minimum
discharge level. One commenter questioned whether the storm is to be sampled at all sites simultaneously.

To clarify its decision on what storm event should be sampled, EPA notes that its selection of the storm event considers both
regional and seasonal variation of precipitation. This is evidenced in the rule with regard to sites in the municipal application
(three events sampled), and in the requirements for industrial group applications (a minimum of two applicants, or one applicant
in groups of less than 10, to be represented in each precipitation zone (see section VI.F.4 below).

The definition of a 0.1 inch minimum was determined by NURP and other studies to be the minimum rainfall depth capable of
producing the rainfall/runoff characteristics necessary to generate a sufficient volume of runoff for meaningful sample analysis.
EPA believes by requiring the average storm to be used as the basis for sampling that depth, duration, and therefore average
rainfall intensity are being regionally defined. The Agency has also added the option of using the median rainfall event instead
of the average. The potential for monitoring events that may, not meet this specification should be minimized by allowing
the proposed 50 percentvariation in rainfall depth and/or duration from event statistics. However, the 50 percent ;variation
need only be met when possible. Further, there is flexibility in the rule where the Director may allow or establish site specific
requirements such as the minimum duration between the previous measurable storm event and the storm event sampled, the
amount of precipitation from the storm event to be sampled, and the form of precipitation sampled (snowmelt or rainfall). If
data is obtained from a rain event that does not meet the criteria above, the Director has the discretion to accept the data as valid.

The December 7, 1988, proposal called for a 96-hour period between events of measurable rainfall, here defined as 0.1 inch,
which provided a four day minimum for the accumulation of pollutants on the surface of the outfalls' tributary areas. The key

word in the definition is "measurable", which means that the 96-hour period did not necessarily have to be dry, only that no
cleansing rainfall (i.e. 0.1 inch rain event) has occurred. However, after reviewing comments on this issue EPA has decided
to change the period to 72 hours. Many commenters indicated that 96 hours is too restrictive and that securing a sample under
such circumstances would be unnecessarily difficult. EPA agrees that the quality or representativeness of the sample would
not be adversely affected by this change.
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EPA does not agree with comments that the requirement of a particular "design" storm would be appropriate. Many commenters
have expressed concern that they might sample an event not meeting the requirements for industrial group applications as
defined. Because there is no way to know with sufficient certainty beforehand that an upcoming event will approximate a one-
year, twenty-four hour storm, many events would be unnecessarily sampled before this event is realized.

EPA does not intend that a municipality or industry be required to sample all required outfalls for a single storm. This would
represent a unmanageable investment in equipment and manpower. In some areas, it may be necessary to sample multiple sites
for a single event due to the irregularity of rainfall, but not all sites.

EPA described parameters for selecting storm events for sampling of municipal and industrial outfalls in the December 7, 1988,

proposal. EPA has received several comments regarding the problems that rainfall measurement in general presents. A recurring

conmient relative to reporting rainfall, and in verifying that the storm itself is representative, deals with the spatial distribution
of rainfall. The rainfall measured at an airport does not always represent rainfall at the site, particularly in summer months
when thunderstorms are prevalent. One commenter stated that it would be easier to base the selected storm on either a minimum

discharge, or on a discharge duration other than on the total precipitation, because these parameters are easily measured at
the site and are not dependent on the airport gauges receiving the same rainfall as the site. A few commenters questioned
how to determine typical storm characteristics. One commenter advised that NOAA rainfall reporting stations provide data
that represent only daily rainfall totals, not storm event data. One commenter pointed out that the time frame of the sampling
requirement does not consider that a particular region may be in the midst of a multi-year drought cycle, and that what little
rainfall occurs may have uncharacteristically high levels of pollutants.

The type of rain event sampled is an important parameter in any attempt to characterize system-wide loads based on the sampling

results. Rainfall gauges that report only event total depth will provide the information necessary to characterize most events,
provided that a reasonable estimate of the event duration can be made. Isimulation models are to be used in estimating system-
wide loads, rainfall measurement based on time and depth of rainfall will be needed. If the recording stations are not believed
to accurately reflect this distribution, then the data will need to be collected by the applicant at a location central to the tributary
area of the outfall.

The rainfall data collected by NOAA are in most cases available in the form of hourly rainfall depths. This information can be
analyzed to develop characteristic storm depths and durations. In some cases, this information has already been analyzed for
many long term reporting stations by various municipalities, states, and universities. The results of these investigations should
be available to the applicants.

EPA realizes that prolonged rainless periods occur for both semi-arid areas and areas experiencing droughts and that the first
storm after a prolonged dry period may well not be representative of "normal" runoff conditions. In order for the appropriate
system-wide characterization of loads to be made, data must be collected. With regard to the municipal permit application,
today's rule states that runoff characterization data will be collected during three events at from five to ten sites. The rule gives
the Director the flexibility of modifying these requirements.

EPA has defined the parameters for selecting the storm event to be sampled such that at the discretion of the Director, seasonal,
including winter, sampling might be required. EPA has received several comments regarding the problems that snowmelt
sampling may present. Several commenters are *48019 opposed to monitoring of snowmelt events. The reasons cited include

equipment problems and the unreasonableness of expecting this sampling, because of temperatures and the time required for
personnel to be waiting for events. A few comments addressed the issues of snow pack depth, ambient temperature, and solar
radiation levels, and that the snow pack may filter suspended solids or refreeze such that final melting is uncharacteristically
over-polluted relative to normal conditions. Another commenter contended that it is impossible to manage the melting process
and therefore nnreasonable to expect controls to be implemented relative to snowmelt. In essence, it is contended that there is
no first discharge unless the snow pack depth is low and melts quickly.
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A few commenters favor monitoring snowmelt, for precisely the same reason that most oppose it: that the runoff from snowmelt
is the most polluted runoff generated in some areas on an annual basis. Where this is the case, sampling snowmelt should be
undertaken in order to accurately assess impacts to receiving streams. EPA is confident that in areas where automated sampling
cannot be relied upon, grab sampling can probably be performed because the nature of the snowmelt process tends to make
the timing of samples less of a problem when compared to typical rainfall events. EPA disagrees that management practices,
either at industrial facilities or with regard to municipalities, cannot address snowmelt. Some areas may need to reassess their
salt application procedures. In addition retention and detention devices may address snowmelt, as well as erosion controls at
construction sites. Thus, obtaining samples of snowmelt is appropriate to allow development of such permit conditions.

Today's rule also modifies the Form 2C requirements by exempting applicants from the requirements at § 122.21(g)(2) (line
drawings), (g)(4) (intermittent flows), (g)(7) (i), (ii), and (v) (various sampling requirements to characterize discharges) if the
discharge covered by the application is composed entirely of storm water. Permit applications for discharges containing storm

water associated with industrial activity would require applicants to provide other non-quantitative information which will aid
permit writers to identify which storm water discharges are associated with industrial activity and to characterize the nature
of the discharge.

Numerous comments were received regarding the requirement to submit a topographic map and site drainage map. Many of
these comments offered alternatives to EPA's proposal. Two commenters suggested that a simple sketch of the site would be
sufficient. Two commenters stated that one or the other should be adequate. One commenter believed that the drainage map was a

good idea, but that the topographic map should be optional. Several commenters submitted that a topographic map was sufficient

and that only SPCC plans or SARA submittals should supplement that. Another commenter argued that information relating to
the location of the nearest surface water or drinking wells would be sufficient. Other commenters believed that a drainage map

alone would indicate all relevant site specific information. Numerous commenters expressed concern that the drainage area map

would be too detailed and that one which depicts the general direction of flow should be sufficient. Clarification was requested
on whether the final rule would require the location of any drinking water wells. One commenter stated that a U.S.G.S. 7.5
quadrangle map will not illustrate drainage systems in all cases, and that therefore the requirement should be optional.

Several commenters agreed with EPA's proposal. One commenter maintained that drainage maps should be required from
developments greater than three acres and from all individual applicants. Several commenters agreed with EPA's proposal that

both maps should be provided, with arrows indicating site drainage and entering and leaving points. It was advised that drainage

maps are useful in locating sources of storm water contamination, and it is useful to identify areas and activities which require
source controls or remedial action. One commenter recommended that the map should extend far enough offsite to demonstrate
how the privately owned system connects to the publicly owned system.

After considering the merits of all the comments and the reasons supporting EPA's proposal, EPA is convinced that a topographic

map and a site drainage map are necessary components of the industrial application. Existing permit application regulations at
40 CFR 122.21(f)(7) require all permit applicants to submit as part of Form 1 a topographic map extending one mile beyond
the property boundaries of the source depicting: the facility and each intake and discharge structure; each hazardous waste
treatment, storage, or disposal facility; each well where fluids from the facility are injected underground; and those wells,
springs, other surface water bodies, and drinking water wells listed in the map area in public records or otherwise known to the

applicant within one-quarter mile of the facility property boundary. (See 47 FR 15304, April 8, 1982.) However, as indicated
by the comments the information provided under § 122.21(f)(7) is generally not sufficient by itself for evaluating the nature
of storm water discharges associated with industrial activity.

As stated in comments, a drainage map can provide more important site specific information for evaluating the nature of the
storm water discharge in comparison to existing requirements, which require a larger map with only general information. The
volume of a storm water discharge and the pollutants associated with it will depend on the configuration and activities occurring

at the industrial site. One commenter suggested that it would be appropriate to submit an aerial photograph of the site with all
the topographic and drainage information superimposed on the photograph. EPA agrees that this may be an appropriate method
of providing this information. EPA is not requiring a specific format for submitting this information.

A'NeKt7© 2011 Thomson Reuters. No daim to Oa! U.S. Government Works, 46

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for..., 55 FR 47990-01

EPA is also requiring that a narrative description be submitted to accompany the drainage map. The narrative will provide
a description of on-site features including: existing structures (buildings which cover materials and other material covers;
dikes; diversion ditches, etc.) and non-structural controls (employee training, visual inspections, preventive maintenance, and
housekeeping measures) that are used to prevent or minimize the potential for release of toxic and hazardous pollutants; a
description of significant materials that are currently or in the past have been treated, stored or disposed outside; and the
method of treatment, storage or disposal used. The narrative will also include: a description of activities at materials loading
and unloading areas; the location, manner and frequency in which pesticides, herbicides, soil conditioners and fertilizersare
applied; a description of the soil; and a description of the areas which are predominately responsible for first flush runoff. This
requirement is unchanged from the proposal.

Some commenters believed that information on pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers and similar products is irrelevant,
incidental to the facility's production activities, and should not be *48020 addressed by this rulemaking. EPA disagrees. As
these materials are applied outside and hence subject to storm events, they are significant sources of pollutants in storm water

discharges whether applied in residential or industrial settings. By providing this information in the permit application the
permit writer will be able to determine whether such activity is associated with industrial activity and the subject of appropriate

permit conditions. Nominal or incidental application of these materials at industrial facilities and non-detects in sampling of
storm water discharges for the permit application will result, in most cases, in these materials not being addressed specifically
in storm water permits.

Today's rule also requires that permit applicants for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity certify that all
of the outfalls covered in the permit application have been tested or evaluated for non-storm water 'discharges which are not
covered by an NPDES permit. (The applicant need not test for nonstorm water if the certification of the plant storm water
discharges can be evaluated through the use of schematics or other adequate method). Section 405 of the WQA added section
402(p)(3)(B)(ii) to the CWA to require that permits for municipal separate storm sewers effectively prohibit non-storm water
discharges to the storm sewer system. As discussed in part VI.F.7.b of today's preamble, untreated non-storm water discharges

to storm sewers can create severe, wide-spread contamination problems and removing such discharges presents opportunities
for dramatic improvements in the quality of such discharges. Although section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) specifically addresses municipal

separate storm sewers, EPA believes that illicit non-storm water discharges are as likely to be mixed with storm water at a
facility that discharges directly to the waters of the United States as it is at a facility that discharges to a municipal storm sewer.
Accordingly, EPA feels that it is appropriate to consider potential non-storm water discharges in permit applications for storm

water discharges associated with industrial activity. The certification requirement would not apply to outfalls where storm water
is intentionally mixed with process waste water streams which are already identified in and covered by a permit.

This rulemaking requires applicants for individual permits to submit known information regarding the history of significant
spills at the facility. Several commenters indicated that the extent to which this information is required should be modified. One

commenter stated that the requirement should be limited to those spills that resulted in a complaint or enforcement action. EPA
disagrees. EPA believes that significant spills at a facility should generally include releases of oil or hazardous substances in
excess of reportable quantities under section 311 of the Clean Water Act (see 40 CFR 110.10 and 40 CFR 117.21) or section 102
of CERCLA (see 40 CFR 302.4). Such a requirement is consistent with these regulations and the perception that such spills are
significant enough to mandate the reporting of their occurrence. Some commenters stated that industries have already submitted
this information in other contexts and should not be required to have to do it again. For the same reason another commenter felt
that submittal of this information represents a waste of manpower and resources. EPA disagrees that requiring this information

is unduly burdensome. If this information has already been provided for another purpose it follows that it is readily available
to the industrial applicant. Thus, the burden of providing this information cannot be considered undue. Furthermore, the permit
authority will need to have this available in order to determine which drainage areas are likely to generate storm water discharges

associated with industrial activity, evaluate pollutants of concern, and develop appropriate permit conditions. However, to keep
this information requirement within reasonable limits and limited to information already available to individual facilities, EPA

has declined to expand the reporting requirements to spills of other materials, such as food as one commenter has suggested.
However, EPA has deCided to add raw materials used in food processing or production to the list of significant materials.
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Materials such as these may find their way into storm water discharges in such quantities that serious water quality impacts
occur. These materials may find there way into storm water from transportation vehicles carrying materials into the facility,
loading docks, processing areas, storage areas, and disposal sites.

One commenter urged that any information requested should be limited to a period of three years, which is the general NPDES
records retention requireinent under 40 CFR 122.21(p) and 40 CFR 112.7(d)(8). EPA agrees with this comment and has limited
historical information requirements to the 3 years prior to the date the application is submitted. In this manner this regulation
will be consistent with records keeping practices under the NPDES and Oil Spill Prevention programs, except sludge programs.

The December 7, 1988, proposal required the applicant to submit a description of each past or present area used for outdoor
storage or disposal of significant materials. One commenter felt that the definition of significant material was too imprecise.
EPA disagrees that the language should be made more precise by delineating every conceivable material that may add pollutants

to storm water. Rather the defmition is broad, to encourage permit applicants to list those materials that have the potential
to cause water quality impacts. Stating what materials are addressed in meticulous detail may result in potentially harmful
materials remaining unconsidered in permits. However, EPA has decided to add "fertilizers, pesticides, and raw materials used
in the production or processing of food" to the definition in response to the comment of one State authority that such materials
need to be accounted for due to their potential danger to storm water discharge quality. This same commenter recommended
that "hazardous chemicals" should be added. EPA agrees, and will delineate those chemicals as "hazardous substances" which

are designated under section 101(14) of CERCLA. Further clarification has been added by requiring the listing of any chemical
the facility is required to report pursuant to section 313 of title III of SARA.

Another commenter felt that EPA should not require information of past storage of significant materials. EPA agrees that this
proposed requirement is overbroad and has limited the time frame to those materials that were stored in areas 3 years or fewer
from the date of the permit application. The 3-year limit is consistent with other Agency reporting requirements as discussed
above.

One commenter questioned EPA's proposal not to provide for a waiver from the requirement to submit quantitative data if the
applicant can demonstrate that it is unnecessary for permit issuance. Another commenter said that a waiver is inappropriate.
EPA believes relevant quantitative data are essential to the process, but in this rulemaking the number of pollutants that must be
sampled and analyzed is reduced compared to previous regulations. The proposed requirements for quantitative data are limited
to pollutants that are appropriate for given *48021 site-specific operations, thereby making a waiver unnecessary.

Although the concept of a waiver is attractive because of the perceived potential reduction in burdens for applicants, EPA
believes that because the storm water discharge testing requirements have already been streamlined, a waiver would not in
practice provide significant reductions in burden for either applicants or permit issuing authorities. Requirements to provide
and verify data demonstrating that a waiver is appropriate for a storm water discharge may prove to be more of a burden to the
applicant and the permitting authorities. Establishing such a waiver procedure would be administratively complex and time-
consuming for both EPA and the applicants, without any justifiable benefit. Therefore, this rulemaking does not include a
waiver provision.

In response to one commenter, EPA wishes to emphasize that if a facility has zero storm water discharge because it is discharging

to a detention pond only, a permit application is not required. Only those discharges to the waters of the United States or
municipal systems need submit notifications, individual or group permit applications, or notices of intent where applicable.
However, if the detention pond overflows or the discharger anticipates that it may overflow, then a permit application should
be submitted.

Two commenters agreed with EPA's proposed requirement to have a description of past and present material management
practices and controls. EPA believes that this is important information directly relating to the quality of storm water that can be
expected at a particular facility and this requirement is retained in today's rule. However, as with other historical information
requirements, EPA is limiting past practices to those that occurred within three years of the date that the application is submitted.

One commenter argued that past practices should not be considered unless there is evidence that past practices cause current
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storm water quality problems. EPA anticipates that the information submitted by the applicant will be used to make this
determination and that appropriate permit conditions can be developed accordingly.

One commenter requested clarification on the certification requirement that the data and information in the application is true
and complete to the best of the certifying officer's knowledge. This is a fundamental and integral part of all NPDES permit
applications. It essentially requires the signatory to assure the permit writer, based upon his or her personal knowledge, that
the information has been submitted without a negligent, reckless, or purposeful misrepresentation. EPA intends to interpret this
requirement in the same manner for storm water applications as other applications.

4. Group Applications
Today's final rule provides some industries with the option of participating in a group application, in lieu of submitting
individual permits. There are several reasons for the group application. First, the group application procedure provides adequate

information for issuing permits for certain classes of storm water discharges associated with industrial activity. Second,
numerous commenters supported the concept of the group application as a way to reduce the costs and administrative burdens
associated with storm water permit applications. Third, group applications will reduce the burden on the regulated community
by requiring the submission of quantitative data from only selected members of the group. Fourth, the group application process

will reduce the burden on the permit issuing authority by consolidating information for reviewing permit applications and for
developing general permits suited to certain industrial groups. Where general permits are not appropriate or cannot be issued,
a group application can be used to develop model individual permits, which can significantly reduce the burden of preparing
individual permits.

As noted above in today's preamble, EPA intends to promulgate a general permit that will cover many types of industrial activity.

Industrial dischargers eligible for such permits will generally be required to seek coverage by submittal of a notice of intent.
Facilities that are ineligible for coverage under the general permit will be required to submit an individual permit application
or submit a group application. The group application process promulgated today will serve as an important component to
implement Tier III of EPA's industrial storm water permitting strategy discussed above. The general permit which EPA intends
to promulgate in the near future shall set forth what types of facilities are eligible for coverage.

Some commenters criticized the group application procedure as an abdication of EPA's responsibility to effectively deal with
pollutants in storm water discharges. One commenter stated that every facility subject to these regulations should be required
to submit quantitative data. In response EPA believes, as do nmnerous commenters, that the group application procedure
is a legitimate and effective way of dealing with a large volume of currently uncontrolled discharges. The only difference
between the group application procedure and issuing individual permits based on individual applications is that the quantitative

data requirements from individual facilities will be less if certain procedures are followed. EPA is convinced that marked
improvements in the process of issuing permits will be achieved when these procedures are followed. Where the storm water
discharge from a particular facility is identified as posing a special environmental risk, it can be required to submit individual
applications and therefore separate quantitative data. It should also be noted that submittal of a group application does not
exempt a facility from submitting quantitative data on its storm water discharge during the term of the permit.

The final rule refines and clarifies some of the requirements of the group application approach set forth in the December 7,
1988 proposal. Several commenters requested that EPA add a provision which would allow a facility that becomes subject
to the regulations to "add on" to a group application after that group application has already been submitted. One commenter
indicated that some trade associations are prohibited from engaging in an activity which would not apply to all its members,
and that an "add on" provision was needed in the event such a prohibition was invoked. Another commenter noted that where

a group is particularly large, for example one that consists of several thousand members, that it would be a logistical feat to
ensure that all facilities eligible as members of the group are properly identified and listed on the application within the 120
day deadline for submitting part 1 A of the application.

EPA believes that a group applicant should have a limited ability to add facilities to the group after part lA has been submitted
and that a provision which allows a group or group representative an unbridled ability to "add on" is impractical for a number
of reasons. First, 10% of the facilities must submit quantitative data. Adding facilities after the group has been formed and
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approved would change the number of facilities that have to submit quantitative data on behalf of the group. This would result in

an unwarranted administrative burden on the reviewing authority, which is in the position of having to examine the quantitative
data and determine the appropriateness of group members (and those that are *48022 required to submit quantitative data)
within 2 months of receiving part 1 of the group application. Further, during the permit application process permitting authorities

will be developing permit conditions for an identified and pre-determined group of facilities. Allowing potentially significant
numbers of permit applicants to suddenly inject themselves into a group application could unnecessarily hamper or disrupt the
timely development of general and model permits. In addition, if a facility were "added on" the number of facilities having to
submit quantitative data may drop below 10%. Thus the facility desiring to "add on" may be put in the position of having to
submit the quantitative data themselves, which would clearly defeat the purpose of being a part of the group application.
Nevertheless, EPA has added a provision to 122.26(e) which enables facilities to add on to a group application at the discretion
of the EPA's Office of Water Enforcement and Permits, and upon a showing of good cause by the group applicant. For the
reasons noted above, EPA anticipates this provision will be invoked only in limited cases where good cause is shown. Facilities
not properly identified in the group application, and which cannot meet the good cause test will be required to submit individual

permit applications. EPA will advise such facilities within 30 days of receiving the request as to whether the facility may add on.

However, the "add on" facility must meet the following requirements: The application for the additional facility is made within

15 months of the final rule; and the addition of the facility does not reduce the percentage of the facilities that are required to
submit quantitative data to below 10% unless there are over 100 facilities that are submitting quantitative data. Approval to
become part of a group application is obtained from the group or the trade association and is certified by a representative of the
group; approval for adding on to a group is obtained from the Office of Water Enforcement and Permits.

Several commenters stated that the application requirements for groups are so burdensome that the advantages of the process
are undermined. These concerns are addressed in greater detail below. Among the requirements which commenters objected are

the requirements to list every group member's company by name and address. EPA is convinced that a condition precedent to
approving a group application is at least identifying the members of the group. Without such information it would be impossible

to determine if all the facilities are sufficiently similar. EPA disagrees that industries will be dissuaded from using the group
application process because the advantages of the process are undermined. Although commenters perceived many burdens
associated with individual permit applications, by far the most significant burden identified by the comments is the requirement
for obtaining and submitting quantitative data. The group application significantly reduces this burden by requiring only10%
of the facilities to submit quantitative data if the number in the group is over 100. If the number in the group is over 1000, then
only 100 of the facilities need submit quantitative information. If group applicants develop cost sharing procedures to reduce
the financial and administrative burdens of submitting quantitative data, it is evident that utilizing the group application could
save industries as much as 90% on the most economically burdensome aspect of the application.

Several commenters perceived that the group application procedure did not offer them significant savings because under the
proposal their particular industry would only be required to test for COD, BOD5, pH, TSS, oil and grease, nitrogen, and
phosphorous. These commenters stated that sampling for these pollutants is not particularly expensive. EPA believes that even
if a group is required only to submit minimal quantitative data on particular pollutants, substantial savings can accrue to a
particular industry if the group has many members. This is particularly true when the number of outfalls to be sampled, the
information on storm events, and flow measurements are factored into the cost analysis. An additional benefit for members of
the group as well as for permit issuing agencies is that the process of developing a permit, including drafting and responding to

public comments on the permit, is consolidated by the group application process. Accordingly, it is less resource intensive for
the group to work with permit issuance authorities to develop well founded permit conditions.

One commenter raised a concern about the situation where one of the facilities that is designated for submitting quantitative
data drops out of the group. If this happened, then another facility would have to submit quantitative data. In response, EPA
notes that one approach would be for the group to have one or two more facilities submit quantitative data than needed to avoid

problems from such a departure or to account for new additions to the group. Certainly this issue goes directly to the facility
selection process which is a critical component of the group application; the facilities need to be carefully selected and reviewed
by the group to prevent such difficulties.
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Several comments indicated a confusion over what facilities are eligible to take advantage of the group application procedure.
Any industry or facility that is required to submit a storm water permit application under these regulations is eligible to
participate in a group application. However, whether a facility can obtain a storm water permit under a group application
procedure will depend upon whether that facility is a member of the same effluent guideline subcategory, or is sufficiently
similar to other members of the group to be appropriate for a general permit or individual permit issued pursuant to the group
application. Accordingly, group applications are not limited to national trade associations. The agency believes that the language

in § 122.26(c)(2) adequately addresses these concerns. The process does not prohibit a particular company with multiple
facilities from filing a group application as long as those facilities are sufficiently similar.

One commenter expressed concern that a single company would not be able to take advantage of the group application benefits
unless the company had more than ten facilities. Under such circumstances the company would have to become integrated
with a larger group of facilities owned by other companies in order to take advantage of the benefits afforded by the group
application procedure. In response, the Agency is providing for a group application of between four and ten members, however
at least half the facilities must submit data. One commenter stated that the number of facilities required to submit quantitative

data should be determined on a case by case basis. EPA believes that 10 percent for groups with over ten members will be
easiest to implement for both industry and EPA, and will ensure that adequate representative quantitative data are obtained
so that meaningful determinations of facility similarity can be made and appropriate permit conditions in general or model
permits can be developed.

Another commenter suggested that one facility with a multitude of storm water discharge points should be able to use the group

permit application to reduce the amount of quantitative data *48023 that it is required to submit. This is an accurate observation
but only to the extent that the facility combines with several other facilities to form a group, in which case only 10% of the
facilities need submit quantitative data. The group application procedure in today's rule is designed for use by multiple facilities

only. However, if an individual facility has 10 outfalls with ten substantially identical effluents the discharger may petition the
Director to sample only one of the outfalls, with that data applying to the remaining outfalls. See § 122.21(g)(7). Thus, existing
authority already allows for a "group-like" process for sampling a subset of storm water outfalls at a single facility.
Concern was expressed that the spill reporting requirement from each facility in part 1B would preclude any group from
demonstrating that the facilities sampled are "representative," because the incidence of past spills is very site-specific. EPA
notes that since it has dropped the part 1B requirements for other reasons discussed below, this comment is now moot.

Numerous commenters noted that if a facility is part of a group application and is subsequently rejected as a group applicant,
such an entity would not have a full year to submit an individual permit application. EPA agrees that this is a significant concern.

Accordingly, those facilities that apply as a member of a group application will be afforded a full year from the time they are
notified of their rejection as a member of the group to file an individual application. EPA notes that it intends to act on group

. application requests within 60 days of receipt; thus this approach will only provide facilities that are rejected from a group
application a short extension of the deadline for other individual applications.

One commenter complained that the cost of defending a group's choice of representative facilities may exceed the cost of
submitting an individual permit application, thereby reducing the incentive to apply as group. The agency anticipates that the
selection process will be one open to negotiation between the affected parties and one that will end in a mutually satisfactory
group of facilities. It is the intent of EPA to reduce the costs of submitting a permit application as much as possible, while
providing adequate information to support permitting activities.

Another commenter argued that the use of model permits will create a disincentive for participating in a group because model
permits may be used by the permit issuing authority to issue individual permits for discharges from similar facilities that did
not participate in the group application. EPA does not agree. The benefit of applying as a group applicant is to take advantage

of reduced representative quantitative data requirements. This incentive will exist regardless of whether or how model permits
are used. Further, technology transfer can occur during the development of permits based on individual applications as well
as those based on group applications.
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One commenter suggested moving some of the facility specific information requirements of part 1 of the group application to
part 2 of the group application in order to provide more incentive to apply as a group. EPA has considered this and believes such a

change would be inappropriate. Part 1 information will be used to make an informed decision about whether individual facilities
are appropriate as group members and appropriate for submitting representative quantitative data. Furthermore, information
burdens from providing site specific factors in part 1 is relatively minimal, and the information requirements in the proposed
part 1B application have been eliminated.

One commenter suggested that trade associations develop model permits since they have the most knowledge about the
characteristics of the industries they represent. As noted above, EPA expects that the industries and trade associations will have
input, through the permit application process, as to how permit conditions for storm water discharges are developed. While the

applicant can submit proposed permit conditions with any type of application, EPA however cannot delegate the drafting of
model permits to the pennittees. EPA is developing and publishing guidance in conjunction with this mlemaking for developing
permit conditions.

One commenter suggested that new dischargers should be able to take advantage of general permits developed pursuant to
group applications. As with other general permits, EPA anticipates that such discharges will be able to fall within the scope of
a general permit based on a group application where appropriate.

One commenter stated that the group application does not benefit municipalities since there is no requirement for industrial
discharges through municipal sewers to apply for a permit. As noted in a previous discussion, industrial discharges through
municipal sewers must be covered by an NPDES permit. Such facilities may avail themselves of the group application
procedure. Also, municipalities are not precluded from developing a group application procedure under their management plan
for industries that discharge into their municipal system, in order to streamline developing controls for such industries.

One industry wanted clarification that facilities located within a municipality would be eligible to participate in a group
application. All industrial activities required to submit an individual permit are entitled to submit as part of group application,
except those with existing NPDES permits covering storm water. Those facilities that discharge through a municipal separate
storm sewer systems required to submit an individual application (because they do not fall within a general permit) are not
precluded from using the group application procedure if appropriate.

Other municipalities expressed confusion over the industrial group application concept. The following responds to these
comments. First, municipalities are not eligible for participation in a group application because the group application process
is designed for industrial activities. Sampling requirements for municipal permit applications are already limited to a small
subset of the outfalls from the system, as discussed below. Furthermore, permits for Municipal separate storm sewer systems
will be issued on a system-wide or jurisdiction-wide basis, rather than individually for each outfall. Thus, today's regulation
already incorporates a "grouplike" permit application process for municipalities. Furthermore, it is highly unlikely that various
municipal storm sewer systems would be "substantially similar" enough to justify group treatment in the same way as industrial
facilities. In response to another comment, this regulation does not directly give the municipality enforcement power over
members of an industrial group who may be discharging through its system. Only the permitting authority and private citizens
and organizations (including the municipality acting in such a capacity) will have enforcement power over members of the
group once permits are issued to those members.

One commenter believed that the States with authorized NPDES programs rather than EPA should establish permit terms for
permits based on group applications. In response to this comment, EPA wishes to clarify its role in the group application
process. Group applications will be submitted to EPA headquarters where they will be reviewed and summarized. The *48024
summaries of the group application will be distributed to authorized NPDES States. EPA wishes to emphasize that NPDES
States are not bound by draft model permits developed by EPA. States may adopt model permits for use in their particular
area, making adjustments for local water quality standards and other regional characteristics. Where general permit coverage is
believed to be inappropriate, facilities may be required to apply for individual permits. One commenter objected to the group
application procedure because it is not consistent with existing Federal permitting procedures, which will lead to confusion in

wNext © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No ciai; S. Government Works.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for..., 55 FR 47990-01

the regulated community. The agency disagrees with this assessment. The group application is a departure from established
NPDES program procedures. However, the comments, when viewed in their entirety, reflect widespread support from the
regulated community for a group application procedure. Further, the comments reflect that those affected by this rulemaking
understand the components of the group application and the procedures under which permits will be obtained pursuant to the
group application.

One commenter expressed concern regarding how BAT limits for groups of similar industries will be developed. Technology
based limits will be developed based on the information received from the group applicants. If the group applicants possess
similar characteristics in terms of their discharge, BAT/BCT limitations and controls will be developed accordingly for those
members of the group. If the discharge characteristics are not similar then applying industries are not appropriate for the group.

One commenter has suggested that the proposed group application is too complex with regard to the part 1A, part 1B, and part
2 group application requirements and that EPA should repropose these provisions. As discussed below, EPA has simplified the
industrial group application requirements by eliminating the part 1B application. Thus, reproposal is unnecessary.

One commenter criticized the group application concept as not achieving any type of reduction in administrative burden for
NPDES States. EPA disagrees with this assessment. If industries take advantage of the group application procedure, EPA will
have an opportunity to review information describing a large number of dischargers in an organized manner. EPA will perform
much of the initial review and analysis of the group application, and provide NPDES States with summaries of the applications
thereby reducing the burden on the States. Furthermore, the procedure encourages a potentially large number of facilities to be
covered by a general permit, which will clearly reduce the administrative burden of issuing individual permits.

The final rule establishes a regulatory procedure whereby a representative entity, such as a trade association, may submit a
group application to the Office of Water Enforcement and Permits (OVVEP) at EPA headquarters, in which quantitative data
from certain representative members of a group of industrial facilities is supplied. Information received in the group application

will be used by EPA headquarters to develop models for individual permits or general permits. These model permits are not
issued permits, but rather they will be used by EPA Regions and the NPDES States to issue individual or general permits
for participating facilities in the State. In developing such permits, the Region or NPDES State will, where necessary, adapt
the model permits to take into account the hydrological conditions and receiving water quality in their area. One commenter
expressed the view that having this procedure managed by EPA headquarters would cause delays and it should be delegated to
the States and Regions. EPA disagrees that delay will ensue using this procedure. Furthermore, consistency in development of
model and general permits can be achieved if application review is coordinated at EPA headquarters.

a. Facilities Covered. Under this rule the group application is submitted for only the facilities specifically listed in the application

and not necessarily for an entire industry. The facilities in the group application selected to do sampling must be representative
of the group, not necessarily of the industry.

Facilities that are sufficiently similar to those covered in a general permit (issued pursuant to a group application) that commence

discharging after the general permit has been issued, must refer to the provisions of that general permit to determine if they
are eligible for coverage. Facilities that have already been issued an individual permit for storm water discharges will not be
eligible for participation in a group application. Several commenters believed that this restriction is inequitable since they have

experienced the administrative burden of submitting a permit application. EPA disagrees. Industries that have already obtained a

permit for storm water discharges have developed a storm water management program, engaged in the collection of quantitative

data, and possess familiarity and experience with submitting storm water permit applications. The Agency sees no point to
instituting an entirely new permit application process for facilities that have storm water permits issued individually. It makes
little sense for these industries to be involved with submitting another permit application before their current permit expires.

As noted above, once a general permit has been issued to a group of dischargers, a new facility may .request that they be
covered by the general permit. The permitting authority can then examine the request in light of the general permit applicability
requirements and determine whether the facility is suitable or not.

"'7.1:LFT.,'NeXt 2011 Tho ison Reuters. No daim to original U.S. Government Works.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for..., 55 FR 47990-01

b. Scope of Group Applications. Numerous comments were received on how facilities should be evaluated as members of
a group application. Several commenters stated that effluent limitation guideline subcategories are not relevant to pollutants
found in storm water, but rather to the facility's everyday activities, and therefore similarity should be based on each facility's
discharge or the similarity of pollutants expected to be found in a facility's discharge. Other commenters felt that similarity
of operations at facilities should be the criteria. Others, believed that an examination of the facility's impact on storm water
quality should be the applied criteria. Other commenters suggested that EPA provide more guidance as to how broadly groups
can be defined and that a failure to do so would discourage facilities from going to the trouble and expense of entering into the
group application process. Some commenters were concerned that facilities would be rejected as a group because of variations
in processes and process wastewater characteristics.

EPA does not agree that effluent limitation guideline subcategories are inappropriate as a method for determining group
applications. EPA guideline subcategories are functional classifications, breaking down facilities into groups, for purposes of
setting effluent limitations guidelines. The use of EPA subcategories will save time for both applicants and permitting authorities

in determining whether a particular group is appropriate for' a group application. Furthermore, EPA believes that this method of
grouping provides adequate guidance for determining what facilities are grouped together. Establishing groups on the extent to

which a facility's discharge *48025 affects storm water quality would not provide applicants with sufficient guidance as to the
appropriateness of individual industries for group applications and would not provide information needed to draft appropriate
model permit conditions for potentially different types of industries, industrial processes, and material management practices.

However, EPA recognizes that the subcategory designations may not always be available or an effective methodology for
grouping applicants. Also, there are situations where processes that are subject to different subcategories are combined. EPA
agrees that the group application option should be flexible enough to allow groups to be created where subcategories are
too rigid or otherwise inappropriate for developing group applications or where facilities are integrated or overlap into other
subcategories. For these reasons, this rulemaking does not limit the submission to EPA subcategories alone, but rather allows
groups to be formed where facilities are similar enough to be appropriate for general permit coverage.

In determining whether a group is appropriate for general permit coverage, EPA intends that the group applicant use the factors
set forth in 40 CFR 122.28(a)(2)(ii), the current regulations governing general permits, as a guide. If facilities all involve the
same or similar types of operations, discharge the same types of wastes, have the same effluent limitation and same or similar

monitoring requirements, where applicable, they would probably be appropriate for a group application. To that extent, facilities

that attempt to form groups where the constituent makeup of its process wastewater is dissimilar may run the risk of not being
accepted for purposes of a group application.

Some commenters expressed the view that categories formed using general permit factors are too broad or that the language
is too vague. One commenter expressed the view that the standard is too subjective and that permit writers will be evaluating
the similarity of discharge too subjectively, while other commenters felt that the criteria should be broad and flexible. Other
commenters stated that the effluent guideline subcategory or general permit coverage factors are not related to storm water
discharges, because much of the criteria are based upon what is occurring inside the plant, rather than activities outside of
the plant. EPA believes that these criteria are reasonable for defining the scope of a group application. EPA disagrees that the
procedure, which is adequate for the issuance of general permits, is inadequate for the development of a group application. EPA

believes that the activities inside a facility will generally correspond to activities outside of the plant that are exposed to storm
events, including stack emissions, material storage, and waste products. Furthermore, if facilities are able to demonstrate their
storm water discharge has similar characteristics, that is one element in the analysis needed for establishing that the group is
appropriate. EPA disagrees that the criteria are too vague. If facilities are concerned that general permit criteria is insufficient
guidance, then subcategories under 40 CFR subchapter N should be used. EPA believes that the program will function best if
flexibility for creating groups is maintained.

If a NPDES approved State feels that a tighter grouping of applicants is appropriate individual permit applications can be
requested from those permit applicants. One cornmenter indicated that it was not clear whether the group application procedure
could be used for all NPDES requirements. EPA would clarify that the group application is designed only to cover storm water
discharges from the industrial facilities identified in § 122.26(b)(14).
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As noted above, EPA wishes to clarify that facilities with existing individual NPDES permits for storm water are not eligible
to participate in the group application process. From an administrative standpoint EPA is not prepared to create an entirely
different mechanism for permitting industries which already have such permits.

c. Group Application Requirements, The group application, as proposed, included the following requirements in three separate
parts. Part 1A of a group application included: (A) Identification of the participants in the group application by name and
location; (B) a narrative description summarizing the industrial activities of participants; (C) a list of significant materials
stored outside by participants; and (D) identification of 10 percent of the dischargers participating in the group application
for submitting quantitative data. A proposed part 1B of the group application included the following information from each
participant in the group application: (A) A site map showing topography (or indicating the outline of drainage areas served by the

outfall(s) and related information; (B) an estimate of the area of impervious surfaces (including paved areas and building roofs)
and the total area drained by each outfall and a narrative description of significant materials; (C) a certification that all outfalls

that should contain storm water discharges associated with industrial activity have been tested for the presence of non-storm
water discharges; (D) existing information regarding significant leaks or spills of toxic or hazardous pollutants at the facility;
(E) a narrative description of industrial activities at the facility that are different from or that are in addition to the activities
described under part 1A; and (F) a list of all constituents that are addressedin a NPDES permit issued to the facility for any of
non-storm water discharge. Part 2 of a group application required quantitative data from 10 percent of the facilities identified.

Some commenters felt that spill histories, drainage maps, material management practices, and information on significant
materials stored outside are WO burdensome or meaningless for evaluating similarity of discharges among group applicants.
Several commenters stated that such requirements where the group may consist of several thousand facilities were impractical

and would not assist EPA in developing model permits. Many commenters insisted that the requirements imposed in part 1B
would effectively discourage use of the group application procedure. EPA agrees in large part with these comments. After
reevaluating the components of part 1B, and the entire rationale for instituting the group application procedure, EPA has decided

to excise part 1B from the requirements, and rely on part 1A and part 2 for developing appropriate permit condition. Where
appropriate, EPA may require facilities to submit the information, formerly in part 1B, during the term of the permit. In other
cases, EPA will establish which facilities muSt submit individual permit applications where more site specific permits are
appropriate.

Under the revised part 1 and part 2, EPA will receive information pertaining to the types of industrial activity engaged in
by the group, materials used by the facilities, and representative quantitative data. EPA can use such information to develop
management practices that address pollutants in storm water discharges from such facilities. For most facilities, general good
housekeeping or management practices will eliminate pollutants in storm water. Such requirements can be further refined
by determining the nature of a group's industrial activity and by obtaining information on material used at the facility and
representative quantitative data from a *48026 percentage of the facilities. Thus, EPA is confident that model permits and
general permits can be developed from the information to be submitted under part 1 and part 2.

One commenter felt that more guidance on what makes a facility representative for sampling as part of a group is needed. In
response, the Agency believes the rule as currently drafted provides adequate notice.

Another commenter asked how much sampling needed to be done and how much monitoring will transpire over the life of
the permit for members of a group. This will vary from permit to permit and will be determined in permit proceedings. This
rulemaking only covers the quantitative data that is to be submitted in the context of the group permit application.

One commenter indicated that because of the amount of diversity in the operations of a particular industry, obtaining a
sample that could be considered representative would be extremely difficult. EPA recognizes that obtaining representative
quantitative data through the group application process will prove to be difficult; however, EPA has sought to minimize these
perceived problems. Under the group application concept, industries must be sufficiently similar to qualify. Industries which
have significantly different operations from the rest of the group that affects the quality of their storm water discharge may be
required to obtain an individual permit. Use of the nine precipitation zones will enable the data in the permit application to be
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more easily analyzed and patterns observed on the basis of hydrology and other regional factors. How EPA will evaluate the
representativeness of the sample is discussed below.

Several commenters asked why the precipitation zone of group members is relevant to the application. The need to identify
precipitation zones arises because the amount of rainfall is likely to have a significant impact on the quality of the receiving
water. According to an EPA study (Methodology for Analysis of Detention Basins for Contyol of Urban Runoff Quality; Office
of Water, Nonpoint Source Branch, Sept. 1986) the United States can be divided into nine general precipitation zones. These
zones are characterized by differences in precipitation volume, precipitation intensity, precipitation duration, and precipitation
intervals. Industrial facilities that seek general permits via the group application option may show significantly different loading

rates as a result of these regional precipitation differences. As an example, precipitation in Seattle, Washington, located in Zone

7, approaches the mean annual storm intensity of .024 inches/hour with a mean annual storm duration of 20 hours for that Zone.
In contrast, precipitation in Atlanta, Georgia, located in Zone 3 approaches the inean annual storm intensity of .102 inches/
hour and a mean storm duration of 6.2 hours for that Zone. Atlanta, receives on the average four times more precipitation per
hour with storms lasting one-third as long. As a result of these differences, if identical facilities within a group application were
situated in each of these areas, their storm water discharges would likely exhibit different pollutant characteristics. Accordingly,

data should be submitted from facilities in each zone.

One commenter felt that the EPA should abandon or modify its rainfall zone concept, because storm water quality will
depend more on what materials are used at the facility than rainfall. EPA disagrees. Because storm water loading rates may
differ significantly as a result of regional precipitation differences, it is necessary that for each precipitation zone containing
representatives of a group application, the group must provide samples from some of those representatives. In comments to
previous rulemakings it was argued that the amount of rainfall will affect the degree of impact a storm water discharge may
have on the receiving stream.

One commenter stated that the precipitation zones illustrated in appendix E of the proposed rulemaking do not adequately
reflect regional differences in precipitation and that in some cases the zones cut through cities where there are concentrations
of industries without differences in their precipitation patterns. The rainfall zone map is a general guide to determining what
areas of the country need to be addressed when determining representative rainfall events and quantitative data. When dealing

with rainfall on a national scale, it is near impossible to make generalized statements with a great deal of accuracy. In the case
of rainfall zones, rainfall patterns may be similar for facilities in close proximity to each other but none the less in different
rainfall zones. In response, EPA has created these zones to reflect regional rainfall patterns as accurately as possible. Because

of the variable nature of rainfall such circumstances are sure to arise. However, in order to obtain a degree of representativeness
EPA is convinced that the use of these rainfall zones as described is appropriate for the submittal of group applications and
the quantitative data therein.

The second and third requirements of part 1 of the group application instruct the applicant to describe the industrial activity
(processes) and the significant materials used by the group. For the significant materials listed, the applicant is to discuss
the materials management practices employed by members of the group. For example, the applicant should identify whether
such materials are commonly covered, contained, or enclosed, and whether storm water runoff from materials storage areas is
collected in settling ponds prior to discharge or diverted away from such areas to minimize the likelihood of contamination.
Also, the approximate percentage of facilities in the group with no practices in place to minimize materials stored outside is
to be identified.

EPA considers that the processes and materials used at a particular facility may have a bearing on the quality of the storm water.

Thus, if there are different processes and materials used by members of the group, the application must identify those facilities

utilizing the different processes and materials, with an explanation as to why these facilities should still be considered similar.

One commenter felt that a facility should be able to describe in its permit application the possibility of individual materials
entering receiving waters. EPA supports the applicant adding site specific information which will assist the permit writer making
an informed decision about the nature of the facility, the quality of its storm water discharge, and appropriate permit conditions.
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The fourth element of part 1 of the group application is a commitment to submit quantitative data from ten percent of the
facilities listed. EPA proposed that there must be a minimum of ten and a maximum of one hundred facilities within a group
that submit data. Comments reflected some dissatisfaction with this requirement. Some commenters asserted that ten percent
was too high a number and would discourage group applications, while one commenter suggested a lesser percentage would be
appropriate where the group can certify that facilities are representative. One commenter suggested that EPA have the discretion

to allow for a smaller percentage. Several commenters argued that EPA should be satisfied with fewer than ten percent because
EPA often relies on data from less than ten percent of the plants in a subcategory when promulgating effuent guidelines and
that EPA should rely on data collection goals *48027 with affected groups as was done in the 1985 storm water proposal.
Other commenters pointed out that an anomalous situation could arise where the group was small and facilities were scattered

throughout the precipitation zones. For example, if a group consisted of 20 members where a minimum of ten facilities had to
submit samples, and two or more members were in each precipitation zone; a total of 18 facilities (90% of the group) would have

to submit quantitative data. EPA believes that there must be a sufficient number of facilities submitting data for any patterns
and trends to be detectable. However, in light of these comments EPA has decided to modify the language in § 122.26(c) to
allow 1 discharger in each precipitation zone to submit quantitative data where 10 or fewer of the group members are located
in a particular precipitation zone. EPA believes, however, that one hundred facilities would in most cases be sufficient to
characterize the nature of the runoff and thus 100 should remain the maximum. If the data are insufficient, EPA has the authority
to request more sampling under section 308 of theCWA.

One commenter suggested that the ten facility cutoff was unreasonable, and that instead of cutting off the group at ten, allow
a smaller number in the group and allow the facilities to sample ten percent of their outfalls instead. EPA agrees, in part, and
will allow groups of between four and ten to submit a group application. However, the ten percent rule would not be effective
in such cases. Therefore, at least half the facilities in a group of four to ten will be required to provide quantitative data from
at least one outfall, with each precipitation zone represented by at least one facility.

For any group application, in addition to selecting a sufficient number of facilities from each precipitation zone, facilities
selected to do the sampling should be representative of the group as a whole in terms of those characteristics identifying the
group which were described in the narrative, i.e., number and range of facilities, types of processes used, and any other relevant
factors. If there is some variation in the processes used by the group (40 percent of the group of food processors are canners
and 60 percent are canners and freezers, for example), the different processes are to be represented. Also, samples are to be
provided from facilities utilizing the materials management practices identified, including those facilities which use no materials

management practices. The representation of these different factors, to the extent feasible, is to be roughly equivalent to their
proportion in the group.

EPA wishes to emphasize that the provision that ten percent of the facilities need to submit quantitative data only applies to the
permit application process. The general or individual permit itself may require quantitative data from each facility.

Submittal of Part 2 of the Group Application. As with part 1, part 2 of the Group Application would be submitted to the Office
of Water Enforcement and Permits, in Washington, DC. If the information is incomplete, or simply is found to be an inadequate

basis for establishing model permit limits, EPA has the authority under section 308 of the Clean Water Act to require that
more information be submitted, which may include sampling from facilities that were part of the group application but did not
provide data with the initial submission. If the group application is used by a Region or NPDES State to issue a general permit,
the general permit should specify procedures for additional coverage under the permit.

If a part 2 is unacceptable or insufficient, EPA has the option to request additional information or to require that the facilities
that participated in the group application submit complete individual applications (e.g. facilities that have submitted Form 1
with the group application may be required to submit Form 2F, or facilities which have submitted complete Form 1 and Form
2F information in the group application generally would not have to submit additional information).

Once the group applications are reviewed and accepted, EPA will use the information to establish draft permit terms and
conditions for models for individual and general permits. NPDES approved States and EPA regional offices will continue to be
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the permit-issuing authority for storm water discharges. The NPDES approved States accepting the group application approach
and the EPA Regions may then take the model permits and adapt them for their particular area, making adjustments for local
water quality standards and other localized characteristics, and making determinations as to the need for an individual storm
water permit where general permit coverage is felt to be inappropriate. Permits would be proposed by the Region or NPDES
approved State in accordance with current regulations for public comment before becoming final. In NPDES States without
general permit authority, or where an individual permit is deemed appropriate, the model permit can serve as the basis for
issuing an individual permit.

The group application is an NPDES permit application just like any other and, as such, would be handled through normal
permitting procedures, subject to the regulatory provisions applicable to permit issuance. Incomplete or otherwise inadequate
submissions would be handled in the same manner as any other inadequate permit application. The permit issuing authority
would retain the right to require submission of Form 1, Form 2C and Form 2F from any individual discharger it designates.

Some commenters offered other procedures for developing a group application procedure; however, these were frequently
entirely different approaches or so novel that a reproposal would be required. One commenter suggested that those industries
that are identified as being likely to pollute should be required to submit quantitative data. Numerous commenters contended
that a generic approach for meeting the required information requirements for group applications would allow EPA to develop
adequate general permits. EPA does not view these approaches as appropriate.

5. Group Application: Applicability in NPDES States
Many commenters expressed concern about how the group application procedure will work within the framework of an NPDES
approved State. The relationship between EPA and the States that are authorized to administer the NPDES program, including
implementation of the storm water program, is a complicated aspect of this rulemaking. Approved States (there are 38 States
and one territory so approved) must have requirements that are at least as stringent as the Federal program; they may be more
stringent if they choose. Authority to issue general permits is optional with NPDES States.

EPA has determined that ten percent of the facilities must provide quantitative data in the permit application as noted above.
Furthermore, these applications are submitted to EPA headquarters. Consequently States, whether NPDES approved or not, are
not in a position to reject or modify this requirement. Such States may determine the amount of sampling to be done pursuant
to permit conditions. If they choose to issue general permits they may include such authority in their NPDES program and,
*48028 upon approval of the program by EPA, may then issue general permits. Within the context of the NPDES provisions

of the CWA, if States do not have general permitting authority, then general permits Are not available in those States.

In response to one comment, EPA does not have authority to issue general or individual permits to facilities in NPDES approved

states. Today's rule provides a means for affected industries to be covered by general permits developed via the group application

procedure as well as from general permits developed independently of the group application process. Accordingly, today's rule

anticipates that most NPDES States will seek general permit issuance authority to implement the storm water program in the
most efficient and economical way. Without general permit issuance authority NPDES States will be required to issue individual
permits covering storm water discharges to potentially thousands of industrial facilities.

One commenter recommended that States with approved NPDES programs should be involved in determining what industries
are representative for submitting quantitative data. EPA recognizes that States will have an interest in this determination and
may possess insight as to the appropriateness of using some facilities. However, EPA may be managing hundreds of group
applications and approving or disapproving them as expeditiously as possible. EPA believes that involving the States in this
already administratively complex and time consuming undertaking would be counterproductive. In any event, NPDES approved
States are not bound by the determinations of EPA as to the appropriateness of groups or the issuance of permits based on
model permits or individual permits. However, States will be encouraged to use model permits that are developed by EPA. EPA
will endeavor to design general and model permits that are effective while also adaptable to the concerns of different States.
Again, States are able to develop more stringent standards where they deem it to be appropriate. There are currently seventeen
States that have authority to issue general permits: Arkansas, Colorado, Illinois, Kentucky, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, New
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Jersey, North Dakota, Oregon, Rhode Island, Utah, Washington, West:Virginia and Wisconsin. As suggested in the comments,
EPA is encouraging more States to develop general permit issuing authority in order to facilitate the permitting process.

One commenter advised that the rules should state that a NPDES approved State may accept a group application or require
additional information. EPA has decided not to explicitly state this in the rule. However, this comment does raise some points
that need to be addressed. Because the group application option is a modification of existing NPDES permit application
requirements, the State is free to adopt this option, but is not required to. If the State chooses to adopt the group application and
it does not have general permit authority, the group application can be used to issue individual permits. If an approved NPDES
State chooses to not issue permits based on the group application, facilities that discharge storm water associated with industrial
activity that are located in that State must submit individual applications to the State permitting authority. Before submitting
a group application, facilities should ascertain from the State permitting authority whether that State intends to issue permits
based upon a group application approved by EPA for the purpose of developing general permits. For facilities that discharge
storm water associated with industrial activity which are named in a group application, the Director may require an individual
facility to submit an individual application where he or she determines that general permit coverage would be inappropriate
for the particular facility.

One commenter stressed that EPA should streamline the procedure for States desiring to obtain general permit coverage. EPA

has, over the last year, streamlined this procedure and encourages States to take advantage of this procedure. EPA recommends
that States consider obtaining general permit authority as a means to efficiently issue permits for storm water discharges. These
States should contact the Office of Water Enforcement and Permits at EPA Headquarters as soon as possible.

6. Group Application: Procedural Concerns
One commenter claimed that the proposed group application process and procedures violated federal law. This commenter
claimed that EPA was abrogating its responsibility by allowing a trade association to design a data collection plan in lieu of
completing an NPDES application form designed by EPA, thus violating the Federal Advisory Committee Act. The commenter
stated that EPA would be improperly influenced by special interests if trade associations were able to design their own storm
water data gathering plans. The commenter further asserted that any decisions by EPA on the content of specific group
applications would be rulemakings and thus subject to the provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act.

EPA disagrees with the comment that the group application violates the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA). FACA
governs only those groups that are established or "utilized" by an agency for the purpose of obtaining "advice" or
"recommendations." The group application option does not solicit or involve any "advice" or "recommendations." It simply
allows submission of data by certain members of a group in accordance with specific regulatory criteria for determining which
facilities are "representative" of a group. As such, the group application is merely a submission in accordance and in compliance

with specific regulatory requirements and does not contain discretionary uncircumscribed "advice" or "recommendations" as
to which facilities are representative of a group.

Thus, the determination of which facilities should submit testing data in accordance with regulatory criteria is little different
from many other regulatory requirements where an applicant must submit information in accordance with certain criteria. For
example, under 40 CFR 122.21 all outfalls must be tested except where two or more have "substantially identical" effluents.
Similarly, quantitative data for certain pollutants are to be provided where the applicant knows or "has reason to believe" such

pollutants are discharged. Both of these provisions allow the applicant to exercise discretion in making certain judgments but
such action is circumscribed by regulatory standards. EPA further has authority to require these facilities to submit individual

applications. In none of these instances are "recommendations" or "advice" involved. EPA also notes that it is questionable
whether, in providing for group applications, it is "soliciting" advice or recommendations from groups or that such groups are
being "utilized" by EPA as a "preferred source" of advice. See 48 FR 19324 (April 28, 1983). Furthermore, this data collection
effort may be supplemented by EPA if, after review of the data, EPA determines additional data is necessary for permit issuance.

Other information gathering may act as a check on the group applications received.

EPA also does not agree with this commenter's claim that the group application scheme represents an *48029 impermissible
delegation of the Administrator's function in violation of the CWA regarding data gathering. The Administrator has the broadest
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discretion in determining what information is needed for permit development as well as the manner in which such information
will be collected. The CWA does not require every discharger required to obtain a permit to file an application. Nor does the
CWA require that the Administrator obtain data on which a permit is to be based through a formal application process (see
40 CFR 122.21). For years "applications" have not been required from dischargers covered by general permits. EPA currently
obtains much information beyond that provided in applications pursuant to section 308 of the CWA. This is especially true with

respect to general permit and effluent limitations guidelines development. The group application option is simply another means
of data gathering. The Administrator may always collect more data should he determine it necessary upon review of a groups'

data submission. And, he may obtain such additional data by whatever means permissible under the Statute that he deems
appropriate. Thus, it can hardly be said that by this initial data gathering effort the Administrator has delegated his data gathering
responsibilities. In addition, since groups are required to select "representative" facilities, etc., in accordance with specific
regulatory requirements established tiy the Administrator and because EPA will scrutinize part 1 of the group applications and

either accept or reject the group as appropriate for a group application, no impermissible delegation has occurred. EPA will make

an independent determination of the acceptability of a group application in view of the information required to be submitted by
the group applicant, other information available to EPA (such as information on industrial subcategories obtained in developing
effluent limitations guidelines as well as individual storm water applications received as a result of today's rule) and any further
information EPA may request to supplement part 1 pursuant to section 308 of the CWA. Moreover, any concerns that a general

permit may be based upon biased data can be dealt with in the public permit issuance process.
Finally, EPA also does not agree that the group application option violates the Administrative Procedures Act. Again, the group
application scheme is simply a data gathering device. EPA could very well have determined to gather data informally via
specific requests pursuant to section 308 of the CWA. In fact, general permit and effluent limitations guideline development
proceed along these lines. It would make little sense if the latter informal data gathering process were somehow illegal simply
because it is set forth in a rule that allows applicants some relief upon certain showings. In this respect, several of EPA's
existing regulations similarly allow an applicant to be relieved from certain data submission requirements upon appropriate
demonstrations. For example, testing for certain pollutants and or certain outfalls may be waived under certain circumstances.
Most importantly, the operative action of concern that impacts on the public is individual or general permit issuance based upon

data obtained. As previously stated, ample opportunity for public participation is provided in the permit issuance proceeding.

7. Permit Applicability and Applications for Oil and Gas and Mining Operations
Oil, gas and mining facilities are among those industrial sites that are likely to discharge storm water runoff that is contaminated

by process wastes, toxic pollutants, hazardous substances, or oil and grease. Such contamination can include disturbed soils
and process wastes containing heavy metals or suspended or dissolved solids, salts, surfactants, or solvents used or produced
in oil and gas operations. Because they have the potential for serious water quality impacts, Congress recognized, throughout
the development of the storm water provisions of the Water Quality Act of 1987, the need to control storm water discharges
from oil, gas, and mining operations, as well as those associated with other industrial activities.

However, Congress also recognized that there are numerous situations in the mining and oil and gas industries where storm water

is channeled around plants and operations through a series of ditches and other, structural devices in order to prevent pollution
of the storm water by harmful contaminants. From the standpoint of resource drain on both EPA as the permitting agency
and potential permit applicants, the conclusion was that operators that use good management practices and make expenditures
to prevent contamination must not be burdened with the requirement to obtain a permit. Hence, section 402(1)(2) creates a
statutory exemption from storm water permitting requirements for uncontaminated runoff from these facilities.

To implement section 402(1)(2), EPA intends to require permits for contaminated storm water discharges from oil, gas and
mining operations. Storm water discharges that are not contaminated by contact with any overburden, raw material, intermediate

products, fmished product, byproduct or waste products located on the site of such operations will not be required to obtain

a storm water discharge permit.

The regulated discharge associated with industrial activity is the discharge from any conveyance used for collecting and
conveying storm water located at an industrial plant or directly related to manufacturing, processing or raw materials storage
areas at an industrial plant. Industrial plants include facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classifications (SIC) 10 through
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14 (the mining industry), including oil and gas exploration, production, processing, and treatment operations, as well as
transmission facilities. See 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14)(iii). This also includes plant areas that are no longer used for such activities,
as well as areas that are currently being used for industrial processes.

a. Oil and Gas Operations. In determining whether storm water discharges from oil and gas facilities are "contaminated", the
legislative history reflects that the EPA should consider whether oil, grease, or hazardous materials are present in storm water
runoff from the sites described above in excess of reportable quantities (RQs) under section 311 of the Clean Water Act or
section 102 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). [Vol. 132
Cong. Rec. H10574 (daily ed. October 15, 1986) Conference Report].

Many of the comments received by EPA regarding this exemption focused on the concern that EPA's test for requiring a permit is

and would subject an unnecessarily large number of oil and gas facilities to permit application requirements. Specific comments
made in support of this concern are addressed below.

A primary issue raised by commenters centered on how to determine when a storm water discharge from an oil or gas facility

is "contaminated", and therefore subject to the permitting program under section 402 of the CWA. Many of the comments
received from industry representatives objected to the Agency's intent as expressed in the proposal to use past discharges as
a trigger for submitting permit applications.

The proposed rule provided that the notification requirements for releases in excess of RQs established under the CWA and
CERCLA would serve as a *48030 basis for triggering the submittal of permit applications for storm water discharges from
oil and gas facilities. As described in the proposal, oil and gas operations that have been required to notify authorities of the
release of either oil or a hazardous substance via a storm water route would be required to submit a permit application. In other

words, any facility required to provide notification of the release of an RQ of oil or a hazardous substance in storm water in
the past would be required to apply for a storm water permit under the current rule. In addition, any facility required to provide

notification regarding a release occurring from the effective date of today's rule forward would be required to apply for a storm
water permit.

Commenters maintained that the use of historical discharges to require permit applications is inconsistent with the language and
intent of ection 402(1)(2) of the CWA, and relevant legislative history, both of which focus on present contamination. Requiring

storm water permits based solely on the occurrence of past contaminated discharges, even where no present contamination
is evident, would go beyond the statutory requirement that EPA not issue a permit absent a finding present contamination.
Commenters also noted that the proposal did not take into account the fact that past problems leading to such releases may have

been corrected, and that requiring an NPDES permit may no longer be necessary. The result of such a requirement, commenters
maintained, would be an excessive number of unnecessary permit applications being submitted, at significant cost and minimal
benefit to both regulated facilities and regulating authorities.

Commenters also indicated that using the release of reportable quantities of oil, grease or hazardous substances as a permit
trigger would identify discharges of an isolated nature, rather than the continuous discharges, which should be the focus of the
NPDES permit program under section 402. Such an approach, commenters maintained, is incons'istent with existing regulations

under section 311 of the CWA, and would -result in permit applications from facilities that are more appropriately regulated
under section 311.

Despite these criticisms, many commenters recognized that the Agency is left with the task of determining when discharges
from oil and gas facilities are contaminated, in order to regulate them under section 402(1)(2). It was suggested by numerous
commenters that the EPA adopt an approach similar to that used under section 311 of the CWA for Spill Prevention Control
and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plans. Under SPCC, facilities that are likely to discharge oil into waters of the United States are
required to maintain a SPCC plan. In the event the facility has a spill of 1,000 gallons or 2 or more reportable quantities of oil
in a 12 month period, the facility is required to submit its SPCC plan to the Agency. The triggering events proposed by the
commenters for storm water permits for oil and gas operations are six reportable sheens or discharges of hazardous substances
(other than oil) in excess of section 311 or section 102 reportable quantities via a storm water point source route over any thirty-
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six month period. It was suggested that if this threshold is reached, an operator would then file a permit application (or join a
group application) based upon the presumption that its current storm water discharges are contaminated.

In response to these comments, the Agency believes that past releases that are reportable quantities can be a valid indicator
of the potential for present contamination of discharges. The legislative history as cited above supports this conclusion. EPA
would note that the existence of a RQ release would serve only as a triggering mechanism for a permit application. Under
the proposed rule, evidence of past contamination would merely require submission of a permit application and would not be
used as conclusive evidence of current contamination. The determination as to whether a permit would be actually required
due to current contaminated discharge would be made by the permitting authority after reviewing the permit application. The
fact of a past RQ release does not necessarily imply a conclusive finding of contamination, only that sufficient potential for
contamination exists to warrant a permit application or the collection of other further information. Today's rule does not change
the proposed approach in this respect. Thus, EPA does not believe that today's rule exceeds the authority of section 402(1)(2).

EPA believes that there is no legal impediment to using past RQ discharges as a trigger for requiring a storm water permit
application. EPA notes that, as mentioned above, even those commenters who objected to the proposed test on legal authority
grounds merely offered an alternate test that requires more releases to have occurred within a shorter period of time before a
permit application is required.

Therefore, the only disagreement that remains is over what constitutes a reasonable test that will identify facilities with the
potential for storm water contamination. EPA notes that neither the statute nor the legislative history provides any guidance on
this question. Furthermore, EPA disagrees with the commenters who suggested that 6 releases in the past 3 years or 2 releases
in the past year are necessarily more valid measures of the potential for current contamination than EPA's proposed test. There
is no statistical or other basis for preferring one test to the other. However, EPA does agree with those commenters that suggest
that a single release in the distant past may not accurately reflect current conditions and the current potential for contaminaiion.

EPA has therefore amended today's rule to provide that only oil and gas facilities which have had a release of an RQ of oil
or hazardous substances in storm water in the past three years will be required to submit a permit application. EPA believes
that limiting the permit trigger to events of the past three years will address commenters' concerns regarding the use of "stale
history" in determining whether an application is required. EPA notes that the three year cutoff is consistent with the requirement

for industrial facilities to report significant leaks or spills at the facility in their storm water permit applications. See 40 CFR
122.26(c)(1)(i)(D).

Commenters asserted that EPA and the States must have some reasonable basis for concluding that a storm water discharge
is contaminated before requiring permit applications or permits. Commenters believed that § 122.26(c)(1)(iii)(B) as proposed
implied that the Agency's authority in this respect is unrestricted. In response, EPA may collect such data by whatever
appropriate means the statute allows, in order to obtain information that a permit is required. Usually, the most practical tool for
doing so is the permit application itself. However, if necessary to supplement the information made available to the Agency,
EPA has broad authority to obtain information necessary to determine whether or not a permit is required, under section 308
of the Clean Water Act. Given the plain language of the CWA and the Congressional intent as manifested in the legislative
history, the Agency is convinced that the approach described above is appropriate. Yet, as further discussed below, EPA has
also deleted as redundant § 122.26(c)(1)(iii)(B).

Regarding the types of facilities included in the storm water regulation, a number of commenters suggested that the Agency
has misconstrued the meaning of facilities "associated with *48031 industrial activity", and has proposed an overly broad
definition of such facilities in the oil and gas industry. Specifically, commenters suggested that only the manufacturing
sector of the oil and gas industry should be subject to storm water permit application requirements, and that exploration and
production activities, gas stations, terminals, and bulk plants should all be exempted from storm water permitting requirements.

Commenters maintain that this broad interpretation would subject many oil and gas facilities to the storm water permit
requirements, when these were not intended by Congress to be so regulated. As a second point related to this issue, some
commenters felt that transmission facilities were not intended to be regulated under the storm water provisions, and should be
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exempted from permit requirements. This would be consistent, it was argued, with legislative history which concluded that
transmission facilities do not significantly contribute to the contamination of water.

The Agency disagrees that these facilities do not fall under the storm water permitting requirements as envisioned by Congress.
SIC 13, which is relied upon by EPA to identify these oil and gas operations, describes oil and gas extraction industries as
including facilities related to crude oil and natural gas, natural gas liquids, drilling oil and gas wells, oil and gas exploration
and field services. Moreover, legislative history as it applies to industrial activities, and thus to oil and gas (mining) operations,
expressly includes exploration, production, processing, transmission, and treatment operations within the purview of storm
water permitting requirements and exemptions. EPA's intent is for storm water permit requirements (and the exemption at hand)
to apply to the activities listed above (exploration, production, processing, treatment, and transmission) as they relate to the
categories listed in SIC 13.

Commenters requested clarification from the Agency that storm water discharges from oil and gas facilities require a permit or
the filing of a permit application only when they are contaminated at the point of discharge into waters of the United States.
Cormnenters noted that large amounts of potentially contaminated stormwater may not enter waters of the United States, or
may enter at a point once the discharge is no longer "contaminated". In these cases, it should be clear that no permit or permit
application is required.

EPA agrees that oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations or transmission facilities must only
obtain a storm water permit when a discharge to waters of the U.S. (including those discharges through municipal separate
storm sewers) is contaminated. A permit application will be required when any discharge in the past three years or henceforth
meets the test discussed above.

Under the proposed rule, the Agency stated at § 122.26(c)(1)(iii)(B) that the Director may require on a ca'se-by-case basis
the operator of an existing or new storm water discharge from an oil or gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment
operation, or transmission facility to submit an individual permit application. The Agency has removed this section since CWA

section 402(1)(2), as codified in 122.26(c)(1)(iii)(A), adequately addresses every situation where a permit should be required
for these facilities.

b. Use of Reportable Quantities to Determine if a Storm Water Discharge from an Oil or Gas Operation is Contaminated.
Section 311(b)(5) of the CWA requires reporting of certain discharges of oil or a hazardous substance into waters of the United
States (see 44 FR 50766 (August 29, 1979)). Section 304(b)(4) of the Act requires that notification levels for oil and hazardous
substances be set at quantities which may be harmful to the public health or welfare of the United States, including but not
limited to fish, shellfish, wildlife, and public or private property, shorelines and beaches. Facilities which discharge oil or a
hazardous substance in quantities equal to or in excess of an RQ, with certain exceptions, are required to notify the National
Response Center (NRC).

Section 102 of CERCLA extended the reporting requirement for releases equal to or exceeding an RQ of a hazardous substance
by adding chemicals to the list of hazardous substances, and by extending the reporting requirement (with certain exceptions)
to any releases to the environment, not just those to waters of the United States.

Pursuant to section 311 of the CWA, EPA determined reportable quantities for discharges by correlating aquatic animal toxicity

ranges with 5 reporting quantities, i.e., 1-, 10-, 100-, 1000-, and 5000- pounds per 24 hour period levels. Reportable quantity
adjustments made under CERCLA rely on a different methodology. The strategy for adjusting reportable quantities begins
with an evaluation of the intrinsic physical, chemical, and toxicological_properties of each designated hazardous substance. The

intrinsic properties examined, called "primary criteria," are aquatic toxicity, mammalian toxicity (oral, dermal, and inhalation),
ignitability, reactivity, and chronic toxicity. In addition, substances that were identified as potential carcinogens have been
evaluated for their relative activity as potential carcinogens. Each intrinsic property is ranked on a five-tier scale, associating a
specific range of values on each scale with a particular reportable quantity value. After the primary criteria reportable quantities

are assigned, the hazardous substances are further evaluated for their susceptibility to certain extrinsic degradation processes
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(secondary criteria). Secondary criteria consider whether a substance degrades relatively rapidly to a less harmful compound,
and can be used to raise the primary criteria reportable quantity one level.

Also pursuant to section 311, EPA has developed a reportable quantity for oil and associated reporting requirements at 40 CFR
part 110. These requirements, known as the oil sheen regulation, define the RQ for oil to be the amount of oil that violates
applicable water quality standards or causes a film or sheen upon or discoloration of the surface of the water or adjoining
shorelines or causes a sludge or emulsion to be deposited.

Reportable quantities developed under the CWA and CEkCLA were not developed as effluent guideline limitations which
establish allowable limits for pollutant discharges to surface waters. Rather, a major purpose of the notification requirements
is to alert government officials to releases of hazardous substances that may require rapid response to protect public health,
welfare, and the environment. Notification based on reportable quantities serves as a trigger for informing the government of a
release so that the need for response can be evaluated and any necessary response undertaken in a timely fashion. The reportable

quantities do not themselves represent any determination that releases of a particular quantity are actually harmful to public
health, welfare, or the environment.

EPA requested comment on the use of RQs for determining contamination in discharges from oil and gas facilities. As noted
above numerous commenters supported the concept of using reportable quantities under certain circumstances. Comments on
the measurement of oil sh6ens for the purpose of triggering a permit application were divided. Some commented that it is much

too stringent because the amount of oil creating a *48032 sheen may be a relatively small amount. Others viewed the test as
a quick, easy, practical method that has been effective in the past.

In relying on the reporting requirements associated with releases in excess of RQs for oil or hazardous substances to trigger the
submittal of permit applications for oil and gas operations, the Agency believes that the use of the reporting requirements for
oil will be particularly useful. The Agency believes that the release of oil to a storm water discharge in amounts that cause an
oil sheen is a good indicator of the potential for water quality impacts from storm water releases from oil and gas operations. In

addition, given the extremely high number of such operations (the Agency estimates that there are over 750,000 oil wells alone
in the United States),.relying on the oil sheen test to determine if storm water discharges from such sites are "contaminated" will

be a far easier test for operators to determine whether to file a storm water permit application than a test based on sampling. The

detection of a sheen does not require sophisticated instrumentation since a sheen is easily perceived by visual observation. EPA
agrees with those comments calling the oil sheen test an appropriate measure for triggering a storm water permit application. In
adopting this approach, EPA recognizes, as pointed out by many commenters that an oil sheen can be created with a relatively
small amount of oil.

One commenter suggested that contamination must be caused by contact with on-site material before being subject to permit
application requirements. The Agency agrees with this comment. Those facilities that have had releases in excess of reportable
quantities will generally have contamination from contact with on-site material as described in the CWA. Thus, use of the RQ
test is an appropriate trigger. As discussed above, determination of whether contamination is present to warrant issuance of a
permit will be made in the context of the permit proceeding.

One commenter believed that the use of RQs is inappropriate because "the statute intended to exempt only oil and gas nmoff that

is not contaminated at all." The Agency wishes to clarify that reportable quantities are being used to determine what facilities
. need to file permit applications and to describe what is meant by the term "contaminated." The Director may require a permit
for any discharges of storm water runoff contaminated by contact with any overburden, raw material, intermediate product,
finished product, by product or waste product at the site of such operations. The use of RQs is solely a mechanism for identifying

the facilities most likely to need a storm water permit consistent with the legislative history of section 402(1)(2).

c. Mining Operations. The December 7, 1988 proposal would establish background levels as the standard used to defme when
a storm water discharge from a mining operation is contaminated. When a storm water discharge from a mining site was found
to contain pollutants at levels that exceed background levels, the owner or operator of the site was required to submit a permit
application for that operation. The proposal was founded upon language in the legislative history stating that the determination
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of whether storm water is contaminated by contact with overburden, raw material, intermediate product, finished product,
byproduct, or waste products "shall take into consideration whether these materials are present in such stormwater runoff . . .

above natural background levels". [Vol. 132 Cong. Rec. H10574 (daily ed. Oct. 15, 1986) Conference Report].

Comments received on this component of the rule suggested that background levels of pollutants would be very difficult to
calculate due to the complex topography frequently encountered in alpine mining regions. For example, if a mine is located
in a mountain valley surrounded on all sides by hills, the site will have innumerable slopes feeding flow towards it. Under
such circmnstances, determining how the background level is set would prove impractical. Commenters indicated that it is
very difficult to measure or determine background levels at sites where mining has occurred for prolonged periods. In many
instances, data on original background levels may not be available due to long-term site activity. As a result, any background
level established will vary based on the type and level of previous activity. In addition, mining sites typically have background

levels that are naturally distinct from the surrounding areas. This is due to the geologic characteristics that makes them valuable
as mining sites to begin with. This also makes it difficult to establish accurate background levels.

Because of these concerns EPA has decided to drop the use of background levels as a measure for determining whether a permit
application is required. Accordingly, a permit application will be required when discharges of storm water runoff from mining
operations come into contact with any overburden, raw material, intermediate product, finished product, byproduct, or waste
product located on the site. Similar to the RQ test for oil and' gas operations, EPA intends to use the "contact" test solely as
a permit application trigger. The determination of whether a mining operation's runoff is contaminated will be made in the
context of the permit issuance proceedings.

If the owner or operator determines that no storm water runoff comes into contact with overburden, raw material, intermediate
product, finished product, byproduct, or waste products, then there is no obligation to file a permit application. This framework
is consistent with the statutory provisions of section 402(1)(2) and is intended to encourage each mining site to adopt the best
possible management controls to prevent such contact.

Several commenters stated that EPA's use of total pollutant loadings for determining permit applicability is not consistent with

the general framework of the NPDES program. Their concern is that such evaluation criteria depart from how the NPDES
program has been administered in the past, based on concentration limits. In addition, commenters requested that EPA clarify
that information on mass loading will be used for determining the need for a permit only. Since the analysis of natural
background levels as a basis for a-permit application has been dropped from this rulemaking, these issues are moot.

Commenters noted that the proposed rule did not specify what impact this rulemaking has on the storm water exemptions in 40
CFR 440.131. The commenters recommended not changing any of these provisions. Some commenters indicated that mining
facilities that have NPDES permits should not be subject to additional permitting under the storm water rule. EPA does not
intend that today's rule have any effect on the conditional exemptions in 40 CFR 440.131. Where a facility has an overflow or
excess discharge of process-related effluent due to stormwater runoff, the conditional exemptions in 40 CFR 440.131 remain
available.

Several commenters note that the term overburden, as used in the context of the proposed storm water rule, is not defined and
recommended that this term should be defined to delineate the scope of the regulation. EPA agrees that the term overburden
should be defined to help properly define the scope the storm water rule. In today's rule, the term *48033 overburden has
been clarified to mean any material of any nature overlying a mineral deposit that is removed to gain access to that deposit,
excluding topsoil or similar naturally-occurring surface materials that are not disturbed by mining operations. This definition
is patterned after the overburden definition in SMCRA, and is designed to exclude undisturbed lands from permit coverage as
industrial activity. However, the definition provided in this regulation may be revised at a later date, to achieve consistency
with the promulgation of RCRA Subtitle D mining waste regulations in the future.

Numerous commenters raised issues pertaining to the inclusion of inactive mining areas as subject to the stormwater rule. Some

commenters indicated that including inactive mine operations in the rule would create an unreasonable hardship on the industry.
EPA has included inactive mining areas in today's rule because some mining sites represent a significant source of contaminated
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stormwater runoff. EPA has clarified that inactive mining sites are those that are no longer being actively mined, but which
have an identifiable owner/operator. The rule also clarifies that active and inactive mining sites do not include sites where
mining claims are being maintained prior to disturbances associated with the extraction, beneficiation, or processing of mined
materials, nor sites where minimal activities required for the sole purpose of maintaining the mining claim are undertaken. The
Agency would clarify that claims on land where there has been past extraction, beneficiation, or processing of mining materials,

but there is currently no active mining are considered inactive sites. However, in such cases the exclusion discussed above for
uncontaminated discharges will still apply.

EPA's definition of active and inactive mining operations also excludes those areas which have been reclaimed under SMCRA
or, for non-coal mining operations, under similar applicable State or Federal laws. EPA believes that, as a general matter, areas

which have undergone reclamation pursuant to such laws have concluded all industrial activity in such a way as to minimize
contact with overburden, mine products, etc. EPA and NPDES States, of course, retain the authority to designate particular
reclaimed areas for permit coverage under section 402(p)(2)(E).

The proposed rule had included an exemption for areas which have been reclaimed under SMCRA, although the language of
the proposed rule inadvertently identified the wrong universe of coal mining areas. The final rule language has been revised
to clarify that areas which have been reclaimed under SMCRA (and thus are no longer subject to 40 CFR part 434 subpart E)
are not subject to today's rule. Today's rule thus is consistent with the coal mining effluent guideline in its treatment of areas
reclaimed under SMCRA.

In response to comments, EPA has also expanded this concept to exclude from coverage as industrial activity non-coal mines
which are released from similar State or Federal reclamation requirements on or after the effective date of this rule. EPA believes
it is appropriate, however, to require permit coverage for contaminated runoff from inactive non-coal mines which may have
been subject to reclamation regulations, but which have been released from those requirements prior to today's rule. EPA does
not have sufficient evidence to suggest that each State's previous reclamation rules and/or Federal requirements, if applicable,
were necessarily effective in controlling future storm water contamination.

8. Application Requirements for Construction Activities
As discussed above, EPA has included storm water discharges from activities involving construction operations that result in
the disturbance of five acres total land in the regulatory definition of storm water discharges associated with industrial activity.

This is a departure from the proposed rule which required permit applications for discharges from activities involving
construction operations that result, in the disturbance of less than one acre total land area and (which are not part of a larger
common plan of development or sale; or operations that are for single family residential projects, including duplexes, triplexes,
or quadruplexes, that result in the disturbance of less than five acre total land areas and which are not part of a larger common
plan of development or sale). The reasons for this change are noted below.

Many commenters representing municipalities, States, and industry requested that clearing, grading, and excavation activities
not be included in the definition of storm water discharges associated with industrial activity. It was suggested that EPA
delay including construction activities until after the studies mandated in section 402(p)(5) of the CWA are completed. Other
commenters felt that NPDES permits are not appropriate for construction discharges due to their short term, intermediate and
seasonal nature. Another commenter felt that only the construction activities on the sites of the industrial facilities identified in
the other subsections of the definition of "associated with industrial activity" should be included.

EPA believes that storm water permits are appropriate for the construction industry for several reasons. Construction activity
at a high level of intensity is comparable to other activity that is traditionally viewed as industrial, such as natural resource
extraction. Construction that disturbs large tracts of land will involve the use of heavy equipment such as bulldozers, cranes, and

dump trucks. Construction activity frequently employs dynamite and/or other equipment to eliminate trees, bedrock, rockwork,
and to fill or level land. Such activities also engage in the installation of haul roads, drainage systems, and holding ponds that
are typical of the industrial activity identified in § 122.26(b)(14)(i-x). EPA cannot reasonably place such activity in the same
category as light commercial or retail business.
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Further, the runoff generated while construction activities are occurring has potential for serious water quality impacts and
reflects an activity that is industrial in nature. Where construction activities are intensive, the localized impacts of water quality
may be severe because of high unit loads of pollutants, primarily sediments. Construction sites can also generate other pollutants
such as phosphorus, nitrogen and nutrients from fertilizer, pesticides, petroleum products, construction chemicals and solid
wastes. These materials can be toxic to aquatic organisms and degrade water for drinking and water-contact recreation. Sediment

runoff rates from construction sites are typically 10 to 20 times that of agricultural lands, with runoff rates as high as 100 times
that of agricultural lands, and 1,000 to 2,000 times that of forest lands. Even small construction sites may have a significant
negative impact on water quality in localized areas. Over a short period of time, construction sites can contribute more sediment
to streams than was previously deposited over several decades.

EPA is convinced that because of the impacts of construction discharges that are directly to waters of the United States, such
discharges should be addressed by permits issued by Federal or NPDES State permitting authorities. It is evident from numerous

studies and reports submitted under section 319 of the CWA that discharges from construction sites continue to be a major
source of water quality problems and water quality standard violations. *48034 Accordingly EPA is compelled to address these

source under these regulations and thereby regulate these sources under a nationally consistent program with an appropriate
level of enforcement and oversight.

Techniques to prevent or control pollutants in storm water discharges from construction are well developed and understood. A
primary control technique is good site planning. A combination of nonstructural and structural best management practices are

typically used on construction sites. Relatively inexpensive nonstructural vegetative controls, such as seeding and mulching,
are effective control techniques. In ome cases, more expensive structural controls may be necessary, such as detention basins
or diversions. The most efficient controls result when a comprehensive storm' water management system is in place. Another
reason that EPA has decided to address this class of discharges is that it is part of the Agency's recent emphasis on pollution
prevention. Studies such as NURP indicate that it is much more cost effective to develop measures to prevent or reduce pollutants

in storm water during new development than it is to correct there problems later on. Many of these prevention and control
practices, which can take the form of grading patterns as well as other controls, generally remain in place after the construction
activities are completed.

a. Permit Application Requirements. In today's rulemaking, EPA has set forth distinct permit application requirements for these
construction activities, at § 122.26(c)(1)(ii), to be used where general permits to be developed and promulgated by EPA are
inapplicable. Such facilities will be required to provide a map indicating the site's location and the name of the receiving water
and a narrative description of:

- The nature of the construction activity;

- The total area of the site and the area of the site that is expected to undergo excavation during the life of the permit;

- Proposed measures, including best management practices, to control pollutants in storm water discharges during construction,
including a description of applicable Federal requirements and State or local erosion and sediment control requirements;

- Proposed measures to control pollutants in storm water discharges that will occur after construction operations have been
completed, including a description of applicable State or local requirements, and

- An estimate of the runoff coefficient (fraction of total rainfall that will appear as nmoff) of the site and the increase in
impervious area after the construction addressed in the permit application is completed, a description of the nature of fill material
and existing data describing the soil or the quality of the discharge.

Permit application requirements for construction activities do not include the submission of quantitative data. EPA believes that
the changing nature of construction activities at a site to be covered by the permit application requirements generally would not

be adequately described by quantitative data. The comments received by EPA support this determination. One State commented
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that a program they instituted has been based on quantitative data for the past 10 years and has proven to be very awkward,
even unworkable.

Twenty commenters responded to the issue of appropriate construction site application deadlines including: Three towns
(<100,000 population); one medium municipality; one large municipality; one agency associated with a large municipality;
three agencies associated counties; three agencies associated with States; two industries; five industrial associations; and one
private organization representing industry. The commenters primarily focused on actual deadlines and permitting authority
response time.

Applicants for permits to discharge storm water into the waters of the United States from a construction site would normally
be required to submit permits in the same time flume as new sources and new discharges. This rulemaking requires permit
applications from such sources to be submitted at least 180 days prior to the date on which the discharge is to commence. Four
commenters agreed with the application deadline of 180 days prior to commencement of discharge. Three commenters felt it
would be difficult to apply 180 days prior to when the discharge was to begin. Three commenters recommended shortening the
time period to 90 days. Numerous other commenters were concerned over delays during the permitting authority's review of
the permit application. The commenters requested that a maximum response time be set in the regulation. Suggested maximum
response times were 90 and 30 days.

In response to these comments, EPA has changed the application deadline for construction permits from at least 180 days prior
to discharge to at least 90 days prior to the date when construction is to commence. This change reflects EPA's recognition
of the nature of construction operations in that developers/builders may not be aware of projects 180 days before they are
scheduled to begin.

Numerous commenters expressed concern over who should be responsible for applying for the permit. Two commenters felt
the owner should be responsible so that construction bid documents can include the storm water management requirements
and to avoid confusion among multiple subcontractors. One commenter thought that either the owner/developer, or general
contractor should be responsible. Another commenter suggested that the designer should obtain the permit which would allow
all necessary erosion controls to be part of the project plan. Several commenters requested that the responsibility simply be
more clearly defined.

In response to these comments, EPA would clarify that the operator will generally be responsible for submitting the permit
application. Under existing regulations at § 122.21(b), when a facility is owned by one person but operated by another, then
it is the duty of the operator to apply for the permit. Due to the temporary nature of construction activities, EPA believes
that the operator is the most appropriate person to be responsible for both short and long term best management practices
included on the site. EPA considers the term "operator" to include a general contractor, who would generally be familiar
enough with the site to prepare the application or to ensure that the site would be in compliance with the permit requirements.
General contractors, in many cases, will often be on site coordinating the operation among his/her staff and any subcontractors.

Furthermore, the operator/general contractor would be much more familiar with construction site operations than the owner
and should be involved in the site planning from its initial stages. The application requirements in todays rule are designed to

provide flexibility in developing controls to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges from construction sites. A significant
aspect to this is the role of State and local authorities in control of construction storm water discharges. Sixty-three commenters

addressed the question of what the role of State and local authorities should be. Most of these commenters supported local
government control of construction discharges and that qualified State programs should satisfy Federal requirements.

Many commenters representing municipalities, States, and industry, felt that local government should have full control over
construction storm water *48035 discharges, either under existing programs or those required by their municipal permit. EPA
agrees with these comments as far as discharges through municipal storm sewers are concerned. EPA is requiring municipalities

that are required to submit municipal permit applications under this regulation to describe their program for controlling storm

water discharges from construction activities into their separate storm sewers. It is envisioned that municipalities will have
primary responsibility over these dfscharges through NPDES municipal storm water permits. However, EPA also plans to cover
such discharges under general permits to be promulgated in the near future.
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In response to several comments that the regulation should provide flexibility for qualified State programs to satisfy Federal
requirements, the application requirements recognize that many States have implemented erosion and sediment control
programs. The permit application requires a brief description of these programs. This is intended to ensure consistency between
NPDES permit requirements and other State controls. Permit applicants will be in the best position to pass on this site-specific
information to the permitting authority. States or Federal NPDES authorities will have the ability to exercise authority over
these discharges as will other State and local authorities responsible for construction. EPA envisions NPDES permitting efforts

will be coordinated with any existing programs.

The proposed rule requested comments on appropriate measures to reduce pollutants in construction site runoff Numerous
commenters representing municipalities, States, and industry responded. Some commenters recommended specific best
management practices (BMPs) whereas others suggested ways in which the measures should be incornorated into the program.
One commenter suggested that EPA establish design and performance standards for appropriate BIVIPs. One State commenter
recommended requiring a schedule or sequence for use of BMPs. A municipality suggested developing guidance on erosion
control at construction sites and disseminating the guidance to educate contractors and construction workers in-proper erosion
control techniques. The Agency is continuing to review these recommendations for the purposes of permit development and

issuance.

Another commenter suggested that further research be done to determine the effectiveness of particular BMPs in reducing
pollutants in construction site runoff. EPA agrees that more research and studies can be undertaken to develop methodologies for
more effective storm water controls and will continue to lookat these concerns pursuant to section 402(p)(5) studies. However,
EPA is convinced that enough information, technology, and proven BMP's are available to address these discharges in this
regulation.

Specific BMPs suggested by the commenters include: wheel washing; locked exit roadways, street cleaning methods which
exclude sheet washing; clearing and grading codes; construction standards; riparian corridors; solids retention basins; soil
erosion barriers; selected excavation; adequate collection systems; vegetate disturbed areas; proper application of fertilizers;
proper equipment storage; use of straw bales and filter fabrics; and use of diversions to reduce effective length of slopes. EPA
is continuing to evaluate these suggestions for developing appropriate permit conditions for construction activity.

b. Administrative Burdens. Many commenters representing municipalities, States, and industry commented on the
administrative burdens of individually pennitting each construction site discharging to waters of the United States. The extensive

use of general permits for storm water discharges from construction activities that are subject to NPDES requirements is
anticipated to minimize administrative delays associated with permit issuance. Many commenters strongly endorsed extensive

use of general permits. In addition the Agency will provide as much assistance as possible for developing appropriate permit
conditions.

Many commenters responded to the use of acreage limits in determining which construction sites are required to submit a
permit application, including several cities, counties and States. Some commenters generally supported the use of an acre limit.
Many commenters suggested increasing the acreage limit. Several suggested using a five acre limit for both residential and
nonresidential development. Others suggested greater acreage as the cutoff Two commenters concurred with the proposed limit

of one acre/five acres and one commenter suggested lowering the residential limit to one acre.

Other factors were suggested as a means to create a cutoff for requiring permit applications. Several commenters suggested
exempting construction that would be completed with a certain time frame, such as construction of less than 12 months. EPA
believes that this is inappropriate because some construction can be intensive and expansive, but nonetheless take place over
a short period of time, such as a parking lot. One commenter suggested basing the limit on the quantity of soil moved, i.e.,
cubic yards. In response, this approach would not be particularly helpful since removal of soil will not necessarily relate to
the amount of land surface disturbed and exposed to the elements. Another commenter suggested that where there is single
family detached housing construction that should trigger applications as well as the proposed acreage limit. This would not
be appropriate since EPA is attempting to focus only on those construction activities that resemble industrial activity. After
considering these and similar comments EPA has limited the defmition of "storm water discharge associated with industrial
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activity" by exempting from the definition those construction operations that result in the disturbance of less than five acres of
total land area which are not part of a larger common plan of development or sale. In considering the appropriate scope of the
definition of storm water discharge associated with industrial activity as it relates to construction activities, EPA recognized
that a wide variety of factors can affect the water quality impacts associated with construction site =off, including the quality
of receiving waters, the size of the area disturbed, soil conditions, seasonal rainfall patterns, the slope of area disturbed, and the

intensity of construction activities. These factors will be considered by the permit writer when issuing the permit. However,
as noted above, EPA views such site-specific factors to be too difficult to define in a regulatory framework that is national in
scope. For example, attempting to adjust permit application triggers based upon a myriad of regional rainfall patterns is not a
practical solution. However, permit conditions adjusted for specific geographical areas may be appropriate.

Under the December 7, 1988, proposal the definition of industrial activity exempted: construction operations that resulted in the
disturbance of les s than one acre total land area which was not part of a larger common plan of development or sale; or operations

for single family residential projects, including duplexes, triplexes, or quadruplexes, that result in the disturbance of less than
five acre total, land areas which were not part of a larger common plan of development or sale. EPA distinguished between
single family residential development and *48036 other commercial development because other commercial development is
more likely to occur in more densely developed areas. Also, it was reasoned that other commercial development provides a
more complete opportunity to develop controls that remain in place after the construction activity is completed, since continued
maintenance after the permit has expired, is more feasible.

However, EPA has decided to depart from the proposal and use an unqualified five acre area in today's final rule. This limit has
been selected, in part, because of administrative concerns. EPA recognizes that State and local sediment and erosion controls
may address construction activities disturbing less five acres for residential development; the five acre limit in today's rule is not

intended to supersede more stringent State or local sediment and erosion controls. In light of the comments, EPA is convinced
that the acreage limit is appropriate for identifying sites that are amount to industrial activity. Several comments suggested
higher acreage limits without giving a supporting rationale except administrative concerns. Several commenters agreed that the

five acre limit is suitable, but again without specifying why they agreed. EPA is convinced, however, that the acreage limits as
finalized in today's rule reflect an earth disturbance and/or removal effort that is industrial in magnitude. Disturbances on large
tracts of land will employ more heavy machinery and industrial equipment for removing vegetation and bedrock.

For construction facilities that are not included in the definition of storm water discharge associated with industrial activity, EPA

will consider the appropriate procedures and methods to reduce pollutants in construction site runoff under the studies authorized
by section 402(p)(5) of the CWA. EPA will also consider under section 402(0(5) appropriate procedures and methods during

post-construction for maintaining structural controls developed pursuant to NPDES permits issued for storm water discharges
associated with industrial activity from construction sites.

Numerous commenters requested clarification as to whether permits for storm water discharges from construction activities at
an industrial facility are required. EPA is requiring permits for all storm water discharges from construction activities where the

land disturbed meets the requirements established in § 122.26(b)(14)(x) and which discharge into waters of the United States.
The location of the construction activity or the ultimate land use at the site does not factor into the analysis.

G. Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems

1. Municipal Separate Storm Sewers

Today's rule defines "municipal separate storm sewer" at § 122.26(b)(8) to include any conveyance or system of conveyances
that is owned or operated by a State or local government entity and is designed for collecting and conveying storm water which

is not part of a Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) as defined at 40 CFR 122.2. It is important to note that today's
permit application requirements for discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems serving a population of 100,000
or more do not apply to discharges from combined sewers (systems designed as both a sanitary sewer and a storm sewer).
For purposes of calculating whether a municipal separate storm sewer system meets the large or medium population criteria,
a municipality may petition to have the population served by a combined sewer deducted from the total population. Section
122.26(f) of today's rule describes this procedure.
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EPA requested comments on whether different language for the definition of municipal separate storm sewer would clarify
responsibility under the NPDES permit system. Comments were also requested on whether the defmition needed to be clarified
by explicitly stating that municipal streets and roads with drainage systems (curb and gutter, ditches, etc.) are part of the
municipal storm sewer system, and that the owners or operators of such roads are responsible for such discharges. Numerous
comments were received by EPA on this issue. Some commenters questioned whether road culverts and road ditches were
municipal separate storm sewers, while others specifically recommended that further clarifying language should be added so
that owners and operators of roads and streets understand that they are covered by this regulation. In light of these comments,
EPA has clarified that municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels, or storm drains that discharge

into the waters of the United States are municipal separate storm sewers. One commenter asked if "other wastes" in the proposed

definition of municipal separate storm sewer (40 CFR 122.26 (b)(8)(i)) included storm water. In response, EPA has added
"storm water" to this definition in order to clarify that the rule addresses such systems.

EPA requested comments on whether legal classifications such as "storm sewers that are not private (e.g. public, district or
joint district sewers)" would provide a clearer definition of municipal separate storm sewer than an owner or operator criterion,

especially for the purpose of determining responsibility under the NPDES program. Most commenters agreed that the owner/
operator concept, and the additional language noted above, is sufficient for this purpose. EPA also requested comments on
to what extent the owner/operator concept should apply to municipal governments with land-use authority over lands which
contribute storm water runoff to the municipal storm sewer system, and how the responsibility should be clarified. In response
to comments on this point, EPA has addressed these concerns in the context of clarifying what municipal entities are responsible
for applying for a permit covering storm water discharges from municipal systems in section VI.H. below.

One commenter expressed a desire for clarification as to whether conveyances that were once used for the conveyance of storm
water, but are no longer used in that manner, are covered by the definition. EPA emphasizes that this rulemaking only addresses

conveyances that are part of a separate storm sewer system that discharges storm water into waters of the United States.

One commenter stated that if EPA intends to regulate roadside collection systems then EPA must repropose since these were
not considered by the public. EPA disagrees with this comment since one of the options specifically addressed the inclusion
of roadside drainage systems and roads in the definition of municipal separate storm sewer system. In addition, the public
recognized the issue in comments on the proposal. EPA would note that several commenters specifically endorsed EPA's
inclusion of these conveyances.

2. Effective Prohibition on Non-Storm Water Discharges

Section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) of the amended CWA requires that permits for discharges from municipal storm sewers shall include
a requirement to effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into the stonn sewers. Based on the legislative history of
section 405 of the WQA, EPA does not interpret the effective prohibition on non-storm water discharges to municipal separate

storm sewers to apply to discharges that are not composed entirely of storm water, as long as such discharge has been issued
a separate NPDES permit. Rather, *48037 an "effective prohibition" would require separate NPDES permits for non-storm
water discharges to municipal storm sewers. In many cases in the past, applicants for NPDES permits for process wastewaters

and other non-storm water discharges have been granted approval to discharge into municipal separate storm sewers, provided
that the permit conditions for the discharge are met at the point where the discharge enters into the separate storm sewer. Permits

for such discharges must meet applicable technology-based and water-quality based requirements of Sections 402 and 301
of the CWA. If the permit for a non-storm water discharge to a municipal separate storm sewer contains water-quality based
limitations, then such limitations should generally be based on meeting applicable water quality standards at the boundary ofa
State established mixing zone (for States with mixing zones) located in the receiving waters of the United States.
All options will be considered when an applicant applies for a NPDES permit for a non-storm water discharge toa municipal
separate storm sewer. In some cases, permits will be denied for discharges to storm sewers that are causing water quality
problems in receiving waters. However, not all discharges present such problems; and in these cases EPA or State permit writers
may allow such discharges to municipal separate storm sewers within appropriate permit limits.
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Todays rule has two permit application requirements that are designed to begin implementation of the effective prohibition.
The first requirement discussed in VI.H.6.a., below, addresses a screening analysis which is intended to provide sufficient
information to develop priorities for a program to detect and remove illicit discharges. The second provision, discussed in
VI.H.7.b., requires municipal applicants to develop a recommended site-specific management plan to detect and remove illicit
discharges (or ensure they are covered by an NPDES permit) and to control improper disposal to municipal separate storm
sewer systems.

Several commenters suggested that either the definition of "storm water" should include some additional classes of
nonprecipitation sources, or that municipalities should not be held responsible for "effectively prohibiting" some classes of
nonstorm water discharges into their municipal storm sewers. The various types of discharges addressed by these comments
include detention and retention reservoir releases, water line flushing, fire hydrant flushing, runoff from fire fighting, swinuning

pool drainage and discharge, landscape irrigation, diverted stream flows, uncontaminated pumped ground water, rising ground
water, discharges from potable water sources, uncontaminated waters from cooling towers, foundation drains, non-contact
cooling water (such as heating, ventilation, air conditioning (HVAC) water that POTWs require to be discharged to separate
storm sewers rather than sanitary sewers), irrigation water, springs, roofdrains, water from crawl space pumps, footing drains,
lawn watering, individual car washing, flows from riparian habitats and wetlands. Most of these comments were made with
regard to the concern that these were commonly occurring discharges which did not pose significant environmental problems.

EPA disagrees that the above described flows will not pose, in every case, significant environmental problems. At the same
time, it is unlikely Congress intended to require municipalities to effectively prohibit individual car washing or discharges
resulting from efforts to extinguish a building fire and other seemingly innocent flows that are characteristic of human existence

in urban environments and which discharge to municipal separate storm sewers. It should be noted that the legislative history is

essentially silent on this point. Accordingly, EPA is clarifying that section 402(p)(3)(B) of the CWA (which requires permits for

municipal separate storm sewers to 'effectively' prohibit non-storm water discharges) does not require permits for municipalities
to prohibit certain discharges or flows of nonstorm water to waters of the United States through municipal separate storm sewers

in all cases. Accordingly, § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(1) states that the proposed management program shall include: "A description
of a program, including inspections, to implement and enforce an ordinance, orders or similar means to prevent illicit discharges
to the municipal separate storm sewer system; the program description shall address the following categories of non-storm
water discharges or flows only where such discharges are identified by the municipality as sources of pollutants to waters
of the United States: Water line flushing, landscape irrigation, diverted stream flows, rising ground waters, uncontaminated
ground water infiltration (as defined at 40 CFR 35.2005(20)) to separate storm sewers, uncontaminated pumped ground water

discharges from potable water sources, foundation drains, air conditioning condensation, irrigation water, springs, water from

crawl space pumps, footing drains, lawn watering, individual residential car washing, flows from riparian habitats and wetlands,

dechlorinated swimming pool discharges, and street wash waters. Program descriptions shall address discharges from fire
fighting only where such discharges or flows are identified as significant sources of pollutants to waters of the United States."

However, the Director may include permit conditions that either require municipalities to prohibit or otherwise control any of
these types of discharges where appropriate. In the case of fire fighting it is not the intention of these rules to prohibit in any
circumstances the protection of life and public or private property through the use of water or other fire retardants that flow into

separate storm sewers. However, there may be instances where specified management practices are appropriate where these
flows do occur (controlled blazes are one example).

Conveyances which continue to accept other "non-storm water" discharges (e.g. discharges without an NPDES permit) with the

exceptions noted above do not meet the definition of municipal separate storm sewer and are not subject to section 402(p)(3)(B)
of the CWA unless the non-storm water discharges are issued separate NPDES permits. Instead, conveyances which continue

to accept non-storm water discharges which have not been issued separate NPDES permits are subject to sections 301 and 402

of the CWA. For example, combined sewers which convey storm water and sanitary sewage are not separate storm sewers and
must comply with permit application requirements at 40 CFR 122.21 as well as other regulatory criteria for combined sewers.

3. Site-Specific Storm Water Quality Management Programs for Municipal Systems
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Section 40249(3)(iii) of the CWA mandates that permits for discharges from municipal separate storm sewers shall require
controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), including management practices,
control techniques and systems, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the Director determines
appropriate for the control of such pollutants.

When enacting this provision, Congress was aware of the difficulties in regulating discharges from municipal *48038
separate storm sewers solely through traditional end-of-pipe treatment and intended for EPA and NPDES States to develop
permit requirements that were much broader in nature than requirements which are traditionally found in NPDES permits for
industrial process discharges or POTWs. The legislative history indicates, municipal storm sewer system "permits will not
necessarily be like industrial discharge permits. Often, an end-of-the-pipe treatment technology is not appropriate for this type
of discharge." [Vol. 132 Cong. Rec. S16425 (daily ed. Oct. 16, 1986)].

A shift towards comprehensive storm water quality management programs to reduce the discharge of pollutants from municipal
separate storm sewer systems is appropriate for a number of reasons. First, discharges from municipal storm sewers are highly
intermittent, and are usually characterized by very high flows occurring over relatively short time intervals. For this reason,
municipal storm sewer systems are usually designed with an extremely high number of outfalls within a given municipality to

reduce potential flooding. Traditional end-of-pipe controls are limited by the materials management problems that arise with
high volume, intermittent flows occurring at a large number of outfalls. Second, the nature and extent of pollutants in discharges

from municipal systems will depend on the activities occurring on the lands which contribute runoff to the system. Municipal
separate storm sewers tend to discharge runoff drained from lands used for a wide variety of activities. Given the material
management problems associated with end-of-pipe controls, management programs that are directed at pollutant sources are
often more practical than relying solely on end-of-pipe controls.

In past rulemakings, much of the criticism of the concept of subjecting discharges from municipal separate storm sewers to
the NPDES permit program focused on the perception that the rigid regulatory program applied to industrial process waters
and effluents from publicly owned treatment works was not appropriate for the site-specific nature of the sources which are
responsible for the discharge of pollutants from municipal storm sewers.

The water quality impacts of discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems depend on a wide range of factors
including: The magnitude and duration of rainfall events, the time period between events, soil conditions, the fraction of land
that is impervious to rainfall, land use activities, the presence of illicit connections, and the ratio of the storm water discharge to
receiving water flow. In enacting section 405 of the WQA, Congress recognized that permit requirements for municipal separate

storm sewer systems should be developed in a flexible manner to allow site-specific permit conditions to reflect the wide
range of impacts that can be associated with these discharges. The legislative history accompanying the provision explained
that "[p]ermits for discharges from municipal separate stormwater systems * * * must include a requirement to effectively
prohibit non-stormwater discharges into storm sewers and controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent
practicable, * * These controls may be different in different permits. All types of controls listed in subsection [(p)(3)(C)]
are not required to be incorporated into each permit" [Vol. 132 Cong. Rec. HI0576 (daily ed. October 15, 1986) Conference
Report]. Consistent with the intent of Congress, this rule sets out permit application requirements that are sufficiently flexible
to allow the development of site-specific permit conditions.

Several commenters agreed with this approach. One municipality recommended that there be as much flexibility as possible
so that the permitting authority can work with each municipality in developing meaningful long-term goals with plans for
improving storm water quality. This commenter noted that too many specific regulations that apply nationwide do not take
into consideration the climatic and governmental differences within the States. EPA agrees that as much flexibility as possible

should be incorporated into the program. However, flexibility should not be built into the program to such an extent that all
municipalities do not face essentially the same responsibilities and commitment for achieving the goals of the CWA. EPA
believes that these final regulations build in substantial flexibility in designing programs that meet particular needs, without
abandoning a nationally consistent structure designed to create storm water control programs.

4. Large and Medium Municipal Storm Sewer Systems
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During the 1987 reauthorization of the CWA, Congress established a framework for EPA to implement a permit program for
municipal separate storm sewers and establishing phased deadlines for its implementation. The amended CWA establishes
priorities for EPA to develop permit application requirements and issue permits for discharges from three classes of municipal
separate storm sewer systems. The CWA requires that NPDES permits be issued for discharges from large municipal separate
storm sewer systems (systems serving a population of more than 250,000) by no later than February 4, 1991. Permits for
discharges from medium municipal separate storm sewer systems (systems serving a population of more than 100,000, but less
than 250,000) must be issued by February 4, 1992. After October 1, 1992, the requirements of sections 301 and 402 of the
CWA are restored for all other discharges from municipal separate storm sewers.

The priorities established in the Act are based on the size of the population served by the system. Municipal operators of these
systems are generally thought to be more capable of initiating storm water programs and discharges from municipal separate
storm sewers serving larger populations are thought to present a higher potential for contributing to adverse water quality
impacts. NURP and other studies have verified that the event mean concentration of pollutants in urban runoff from residential
and commercial areas remains relatively constant from one area to another, indicating that pollutant loads from urban runoff
strongly depend on the total area and imperviousness of developed land, which in turn is related to population.

The term "municipal separate storm sewer system" is not defined by the Act. By not defining the term, Congress intended
to provide EPA discretion to define the scope of municipal systems consistent with the objectives of developing site-specific
management programs in NPDES permits. EPA considered two key issues in defining the scope of municipal separate storm
sewer system: (1) -What is a reasonable definition of the term "system," and (2) how to determine the number of people "served"

by a storm sewer system. EPA found these two issues to be intertwined. Different approaches to defining the scope of a system
allowed for greater or lesser certainty in deterining the population served by the system.

In the December 7, 1988, proposal, EPA described seven options for defining "municipal separate storm sewer system." In
developing these options the EPA considered:

- The inter-jurisdiction complexities associated with municipal govermnents;

- The fact that many municipal storm water management programs have traditionally focused on water quantity *48039
concerns, and have not evaluated water quality impacts of system discharges or developed measutes to reduce pollutants in
such discharges;

- The advantages of developing system-wide storm water management programs for municipal systems;

- The geographic basis necessary for planning of comprehensive management programs to reduce pollutants in discharges from
municipal separate storm sewers to the maximum extent practicable;

- The geographic basis necessary to provide flexibility to target controls on areas where water quality impacts associated with,
discharges from municipal systems are the greatest and to provide an opportunity to develop cost effective controls;

- The need to establish a reasonable number of permits for municipal systems during the initial phases of program development

that will provide an adequate basis for a storm water quality management program for over 13,000 municiipalities after the
October 1, 1992 general prohibition on storm water permits expires; and

- Congressional intent to allow the development of jurisdiction-wide, comprehensive storm water management programs with
priorities given to the most heavily populated areas of the country.

a. Overview of Proposed Options and Comments. The December 7, 1988, proposal requested comment on seven options for
defining large and medium municipal separate storm sewer system. With the addition of a watershed-based approach suggested

by certain commenters, eight options or approaches were addressed by the over 200 commenters on this issue: Option 1
systems owned or operated by incorporated places augmented by integrated discharges; Option 2systems owned or operated
by incorporated places augmented with significant other municipal discharges; Option 3systems owned or operated by
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counties; Option 4systems owned and operated by States or State departments of transportation; Option 5' systems within
the boundaries of an incorporated place; Option 6systems within the boundaries of counties; Option 7systems in census
designated urbanized areas; and Option 8systems defined by watershed boundaries.

Generally, these options can be classified into two categories. The first category of options, Options 1, 2 and 3, define municipal
systems in tenns of the municipal entity which owns or operates storm sewers within municipal boundaries of the requisite
population. The second category of options would define municipal systems on a geographic basis. Under Options 4, 5, 6, 7 and
8 all municipal separate storm sewers within the specified geographic area would be part of the municipal system, regardless of
which municipal entity owns or operates the storm sewer. EPA did not propose to define the scope of a municipal separate storm
sewer system in engineering terms because of practical problems determining the boundaries of and the populations served by
"systems" defined in such a manner. In addition an engineering approach based on physical interconnections of storm sewer
pipes by itself does not provide a rational basis for developing a storm water program to improve water quality where a large
number of individual storm water catchments are found within a municipality.

In the December 7, 1988, proposal, EPA favored those options that relied primarily on the municipal entity which owns
or operates or otherwise has jurisdiction over storm sewers. These options were preferred because it was anticipated that
the administrative complexities of developing the permit programs would be reduced by decreasing the number of affected
municipal entities. However, most commenters were not satisfied that such an approach would reduce administrative,burdens
or complexities.

The diversity of arguments and rationales offered in comments justifying the selection of particular option, or combinations
thereof, were generally a function of geographic, climatic, and institutional differences around the country. As such, there was
little substantive agreement with how this program should be implemented as far as defining large and medium municipal
separate storm sewer systems. Of all the options, Option 1 generally received the most favorable comment. However, the
overwhelming majority of comments suggested different options or other alternatives. Having reviewed the comments at length,

EPA is convinced that the definition of municipal separate storm sewers should possess elements of several of the options
enumerated above and a mechanism that enables States or EPA Regions to define a system that best suits their various political
and geographical conditions.

The following comments were the most pervasive, and represent those issues and concerns of greatest importance to the public:
(1) The approach chosen initially must be realistic and achievable administratively; (2) the defmition must be flexible enough to

accommodate development of the program on a watershed basis, and incorporate elements of existing programs and frameworks

and regional differences in climate, geography, and political institutions; (3) permittees must have legal authority and control
over land use; (4) discharges from State highways, identified as a significant source of runoff and pollutants, should be included

in the program and combined in some manner with one or more of the other options; (5) the definition should address how the

inclusion of interrelated discharges into the municipal separate storm sewer system are timed, decided upon, dealt with, etc.;
(6) any approach must address the major sources of pollutants; (7) development of co-permittee management plans must be
coordinated or developed on a regional basis and in the same time framefragmented or balkanized programs must be avoided;

(8) municipalities should be regulated as equitably as possible; (9) flood control districts should be addressed as a system or
part of a system; (10) the definition must conform to the legal requirements of the Clean Water Act; and (11) the definition
should limit the number of co-permittees as much as possible.

b. Definition of large and medium municipal separate storm sewer system. A combination of the options outlined in the 1988
proposal would address most of these concerns, while achieving a realistic and environmentally beneficial storm water program.

Accordingly, EPA has adopted the following definition of large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems. Large
and medium separate storm sewer systems are municipal separate storm sewers that:

(i) Are located in an incorporated place with a population of 100,000 or more or 250,000 or more as determined by the latest
Decennial Census by the Bureau of Census (see appendices F and G of part 122 for a list of these places based on the 1980
Census);
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(ii) Are located within counties having areas that are designated as urbanized areas by latest decennial Bureau of Census
estimates and where the population of such areas exceeds 100,000, after the population in the incorporated places, townships
or towns within such counties is excluded (see appendices H and I for a listing of these counties based on the 1980 census)
(incorporated places, towns, and townships within these counties are excluded from permit application requirements unless they

fall under paragraph (i) or are designated under paragraph (iii)); or (iii) are owned or *48040 operated by a municipality other
than those described in paragraph (i) or (ii) that are designated by the Director as part of the large or medium municipal separate

storm sewer system due to the interrelationship between the discharges of the designated storm sewer and the discharges from
municipal separate storm sewers described under paragraphs (i) or (ii). In making this determination the Director may consider
the following factors:

(A) Physical interconnections between the municipal separate storm sewers;

(B) The location of discharges from the designated municipal separate storm sewer relative to discharges from municipal
separate storm sewers described in subparagraph (i);

(C) The quantity and nature of pollutants discharged to waters of the United States;

(D) The nature of the receiving waters; or

(E) Other relevant factors.

(iv) The Director may, upon petition, designate as a system, any municipal separate storm sewers located within the boundaries
of a region defined by a storm water management regional authority based on a jurisdictional, watershed, or other appropriate
basis thafincludes one or more of the systems described in paragraphs (i), (ii), and (iii).

Under today's rule at § 122.26(a)(3)(iii) the regional authority shall be responsible for submitting a permit application under the
following guidelines: The regional authority together with co-applicants shall have authority over a storm water management
program that is in existence, or shall be in existence at the time part 1 of the application is due; the permit applicant or co-
applicants shall establish their ability to make a timely submission of part 1 and part 2 of the municipal application; each of the
operators of municipal separate storm systems described in paragraphs 122.26(b)(4) (i), (ii), and (iii) and (7)(i), (ii), and (iii),
that are under the purview of the designated regional authority, shall comply with the application requirements of § 122.26(d).

As noted above, the finalized definition of large and medium municipal separate storm sewer system is combination of the
approaches as proposed. (hi the following discussion "paragraph (i)" refers to §§ 122.26 (b)(4)(i) and (b)(7)(i); "paragraph
(ii)" refers to §§ 122.26(b)(4)(ii) and (b)(7)(ii); "paragraph (iii)" refers to §§ 122.26 (b)(4)(iii) and (b)(7)(iii); and "paragraph
(iv)" refers to §§ 122.26 (b)(4)(iv) and (b)(7)(iv)). Paragraph (i) originates from proposed Option 5 (boundaries of incorporated
places); paragraph (ii) originates from Option 6 (boundaries of counties) and Option 7 (urbanized areas); paragraph (iii)
originates from Options 1 and 5; and paragraph (iv) is an outgrowth of comments on all options, especially Option 4 (State
owned systems/State highways) and Option 8 (watersheds).

This definition creates a system by virtue of the fact that storm sewers within defined geographical and political areas, and the

owner/operators of separate storm sewers in those areas, are addressed or required to obtain permits. Although within these
systems, different segments and discharges of storm water conveyances may be owned or operated by different public entities,

EPA is convinced by comments that discharges from such conveyances are interrelated to such an extent that all of these
conveyances may be properly considered a "system." These conunents are identified and discussed in greater detail below.

c. Response to comments. Many commenters urged that the approach taken must be administratively achievable. Option 5 of
the proposal (boundaries of incorporated places), which can be equated to paragraphs (i) and (iii) above, was identified by
several commenters as the most workable of all the options. Many commenters stated that Option 1 (systems owned or operated

by incorporated places) was inappropriate because of special districts and other owners of systems within the incorporated
area; and although EPA proposed a designation provision for interrelated discharges in Option 1, commenters advised that it
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would be impossible to identify these systems, account for their discharges, and exclude or include thefn in a timely manner
if Option 1 was selected (Option 1 only addresses those systems owned or operated by the incorporated place). The final rule
would obviate these concerns, since all the publicly owned sewers within the boundaries of the municipality will be required
to be covered by a permit.

Other commenters noted that cities sometimes have storm water conveyances owned or operated by numerous entities. One
municipality commented that these problems could be more easily resolved using a unified permit/district wide approach, which

the final approach outlined above can accomplish. One county stated that Option 1 of the proposal would result in a permanent
balkanization of stonnwater programs and that a regional approach focusing on the entire system should be established. Another

municipality recommended that all the systems of conveyances within the incorporated city boundaries be issued a permit.
In rejecting Option 1 of the proposal, one municipality stated that program inefficiencies would result from implementing
a piecemeal program in a contiguous urban environment with different owners and operators. One State conveyed similar
concerns. Using a geographical approach, as described in paragraph (i) of the final defmition, will best address all of these
concerns.

One commenter criticized proposed Option 1 as being contrary to the legal requirements of the WQA, and a further example
of EPA's continuing attempt to minimize the scope of a national storm water program. It was noted that the legislative
history regarding requirements for large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems in section 402(p) of the CWA
generally does not reference incorporated cities or towns. As a result, the commenter recommended that the term "municipal"
in municipal separate storm sewer system refer to separate storm sewers operated by municipal entities meeting the definition
of "municipality" in section 502 of the CWA and that the scope of the term "municipal separate storm sewer system" be defined

as broadly as possible. This approach would result in defining large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems to
include all municipal separate storm sewers within the 410 counties with a population of 100,000 or more. EPA has adopted the
commenter's recommendation to extend the scope of the program to the extent that today's rule covers all municipal separate
storm sewers within certain areas rather than only those operated by an incorporated place. EPA disagrees however that it must
define the term "system" to include sewers within any municipal boundary of sufficient population with reference to section
502(4). By not providing explicit definitions, section 402(p)(3)(B) of the CWA gives EPA discretion to define how municipal
separate storm sewer systems are defined. There is no indication in the language of the CWA or the legislative history that
Congress intended that the scope of "municipality" and the scope of "municipal separate storm sewer system" to be identical,
particularly since the latter term is not defined in the statute. Furthermore, for the reasons discussed elsewhere in this section,
EPA believes that today's definition is a reasonable accommodation of the many conflicting concerns surrounding the proper
way to delineate the extent of a *48041 municipal separate storm sewer system serving over 100,000 people.

Several commenters concluded that EPA should be flexible enough to allow the permitting authority broad discretion to establish

system wide permits, with flood control districts and/or counties acting as co-permittees with the various incorporated cities
within the district boundaries. Commenters expressed concern that Option 1 would not allow for such flexibility.

Arguments that were advanced by commenters in support of proposed Option 1 are equally applicable to paragraph (i), above.
Like proposed Option 1, the approach outlined above targets major cities. However, it also has the advantage of addressing
municipal separate storm sewer systems which may be interrelated to those owned by the city, a benefit recognized by one
municipality that endorsed the selection of proposed Option 5. This will also give the permitting authority more discretion to
establish co-permittee relationships.

Paragraph (ii) of the final definition also uses a geographical approach to the definition of municipal storm sewer systems to

include municipal storth sewers within urbanized counties. Thus, it closely resembles Option 7 of the proposal. The counties
identified in paragraph (ii) have, based on the 1980 Census, a population of 100,000 or more in urbanized,[FN5] unincorporated

portions of the county. In the unincorporated areas of these counties (or in the 20 States where the Census recognizes minor
civil divisions, unincorporated county areas outside of towns or townships), the county is the primary local government entity.
In these cases, the county performs many of the same functions as incorporated cities with a population of 100,000, ,and
is generally expected to have the necessary legal and land use authority in these areas to begin to implement storm water
management programs. Due to the urbanized nature of their population, discharges from the municipal separate storm sewers
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in these counties will have many similarities to discharges from municipal systems in incorporated cities with a population of
100,000 or more. Addressing these counties in this fashion will not adversely affect small municipalities (incorporated places,
towns and townships) within the county, as municipal separate storm sewers that are located in the small incorporated places,
townships or towns within these counties are not automatically included as part of the system.

EPA has focused on the unincorporated areas because permit applications cannot be required from systems that serve a
population less than 100,000, unless designated. EPA received the comment that if the sewers in incorporated places within
such counties were included as part of the system for that county, there would be the potential for systems serving a population
less than 100,000 to be improperly subject to permit requirements. EPA agrees with the comment, except that EPA reserves
the authority to designate sewers in small incorporated places as part of the system subject to permitting, pursuant to paragraph
(iii) of the final definition. Incorporated areas within the identified counties will be required to file permit applications if the
population served by the municipal separate storm sewer system is 100,000 or more.

As one commenter noted, the counties addressed by the definition will generally be areas of high growth with a growing tax
base that can finance a storm water management program. Numerous counties affected by paragraph (ii) commented on the
proposal. Several of these indicated a preference for the county government as the pennittee. Others indicated that their county
had the ability to perform the functions of the permit applicant and pennittee. One county brought to EPA's attention that the
county had laid plans for a storm water utility scheduled to be in operation in 1989. Several of the counties supported the use
of watersheds, or flexible regional approaches, as the basis for the defmition of municipal separate storm sewer systems. The
modified definition should satisfy these concerns.

EPA recognizes that some of the counties addressed by today's rule have, in addition to areas with high unincorporated urbanized

populations, areas that are essentially rural or uninhabited and may not be the subject of planned development. While permits
issued for these municipal systems will cover municipal system discharges in unincorporated portions of the county, it is the
intent of EPA that management plans and other components of the programs focus on the urbanized and developing areas of
the county. Undeveloped lands of the county are not expected to have many, if any, municipal separate storm sewers.

Paragraphs (i) and (ii) above will help resolve the problems associated with permittees not having adequate land use controls,
the legal authority to implement controls, and the ownership of the conveyances. This factor was mentioned by numerous
commenters on the proposed options, especially county governments. Under paragraphs (i) and (ii), all publicly owned separate
storm sewers within the appropriate municipal boundaries will be defined as part of the municipal system. In many cases, a
number of municipal operators of these storm sewers will be responsible for discharges from these systems. Since a number of
co-perrnittees may be addressed in the permits for these discharges, problems associated with the ability to control pollutants
that are contributed from interrelated discharges will be minimized. State highways or flood control districts, which may have
no land use authority in incorporated cities, will be co-permittees with the city which does possess land use authority. EPA
envisions that permit conditions for these systems will be written to establish duties that are commensurate with the legal
authorities of a co-permittee. For example, under a permit, a flood control district may be responsible for the maintenance
of drainage channels that they have jurisdiction over, while a city is responsible for implementing a sediment and erosion
ordinance for construction sites which relates to discharges to the drainage channel. Confusion over ownership of conveyances
or systems, at least for the purposes of determining whether they require a permit, will be minimized since all conveyances will
be covered. Similarly, under paragraph (ii), the affected counties are expected to have the necessary legal and land use authority

to implement programs and controls in unincorporated, urbanized areas because the county government is the primary political
or governing entity in these geographical areas.

Many commenters from all levels of State and local government expressed concern about controlling pollutants from State
highways. Paragraphs (i) and (ii) will result in discharges from separate storm sewers serving State highways and other highways

through storm sewers that are located within incorporated places with the appropriate population or highways in unincorporated

portions of specified counties being included as part of the large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system, since
all municipal separate storm sewers within the boundaries of these political entities are included. Paragraph (iv) can facilitate
*48042 the submission of a permit application for storm sewers operated as part of an entire State highway system. Paragraph

(iv) would allow an entire system in a geographical region under the purview of a State agency (such as a State Department of
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Transportation) to be designated, where all the permit application requirements and requirements established under § 122.26(a)
(iii)(C) can be met.

Paragraphs (i) and (ii) can effectively deal with many of the major sources of pollutants. One municipality noted that Option 5
(paragraph (i)) would require all systems in the incorporated boundaries to obtain permits and institute control measures, rather

than just the few owned or operated by incorporated cities. Another municipality noted that this approach could deal with many
of the regional variations in sources of pollution. Many commenters, including environmental groups, believed that proposed
Option 3 (systems owned or operated by counties), Option 6 (systems within the boundaries of counties), and Option 7 (system
in urbanized areas) were good approaches because more sources of pollution would be addressed. It was also maintained that
Options 3, 6 and 7 could incorporate watershed planning which, in the view of some commenters, is the only effective way
to address pollutants in storm water.

Commenters noted that addressing counties and urbanized areas would focus attention on developing areas which would
otherwise be left out in the initial phases of permitting. One commenter noted that most new development in large urbanized
areas occurs outside of core cities (incorporated cities with a population of 100,000 or more). Newly developing areas provide

opportunities for installing pollutant controls cost effectively. EPA agrees with these comments and notes that paragraph (ii)
addresses a significant number of counties with highly developed or developing areas.

However, EPA is convinced that addressing all counties or urbanized areas in the initial phases of the storm water program is ill-
advised. Commenters noted that some counties have inappropriate or nonexistent governmental structures, and that a program
that addressed all counties in the country with a population of 100,000 or more would be unmanageable, because too many
municipal entities nationwide would be involved in the program initially. Commenters advised that defining municipal storm
sewer systems solely in terms of the boundaries of census urbanized areas (Option 7) would result in systems which did not
correspond to jurisdictions that are in a position to implement a storm water programs. Thus, EPA has modified Option 7 and
combined it with Option 6 to create paragraph (ii) above.

Paragraph (iii) incorporates a designation authority such that municipalities that own or operate discharges from separate storm

sewers systems other than those described in paragraph (i) or (ii) may be designated by the Director as part of the large or
medium municipal separate storm sewer system due to the interrelationship between the other discharges of the designated
storm sewer and the discharges from the large or medium municipal separate storm sewers. In making this determination
the physical interconnections between the municipal separate storm sewers, the location of discharges from the designated
municipal separate storm sewer relative to discharges from large or medium municipal separate storm sewers, the quantity and
nature of pollutants discharged to waters of the United States, the nature of the receiving waters, or other relevant factors may
be considered.

Comments indicated that the designation authority as proposed and described above should be retained. One State noted that
this approach gives the most flexibility in making the case-by-case designations, while also delineating in sufficient detail what

criteria are used to make the determination. This coimnenter was concerned about being able to regulate many of the interrelated
discharges from counties surrounding incorporated cities.

Paragraph (iv) of the final definition allows the permitting authority, upon petition, to designate 'as a medium or large municipal

separate storm sewer system, municipal separate storm sewers located within the boundaries of a region defined by a storm
water management regional authority based on a jurisdictional, watershed, or other appropriate basis that includes one or more
of the systems described in paragraphs (i), (ii), (iii).

Paragraph (iv) was added to the final definitions to respond to a variety of concerns of commenters. One of the prime concerns
of commenters was that the definition of large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems must be flexible enough
to accommodate: Programs on a watershed basis, existing storm water programs and frameworks and regional differences
in climate, geography, and political institutions. Some States were particularly expressive regarding this concern. One State
maintained that an inflexible program could totally disrupt ongoing State efforts. Other commenters urged that the regulation
encourage the establishment of regional storm water authorities or other mechanisms that can deal with storm water quality on
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a watershed basis. One State proposed defining the municipal separate storm sewer system to include all municipal separate
storm sewers within a core incorporated place of 100,000 or more, and all surrounding incorporated places within the State
defined watershed. One of the State water districts advised that the regulations should be flexible enough to allow regional water

quality boards to apply the regulations geographically. One national association expressed concern that existing institutional
arrangements for flood control and drainage would be ignored, while another warned against fostering a proliferation of
inconsistent patchwork programs based on arbitrary definitions and jurisdictions which bear no relationship to water quality.

EPA is convinced that the mechanism described in paragraph (iv) provides a means whereby the mechanisms and concepts
identified above can be utilized or created in appropriate circumstances. In addition, § 122.26(f)(4) provides a means for State
or local government agencies to petition the Director for the designation of regional authorities responsible for a portion of
the storm water program. For example, some States or counties may currently or in the near future have regional storm water
management authorities that have the ability to apply for permits under today's rule and carry out the terms of the permit. Some
of these authorities may encompass within their jurisdiction large or medium municipal separate storm sewer systems as defined

in today's rule. EPA wishes to encourage such entities to assume the role as perrnittee under today's rule. That is the purpose
of paragraph (iv). Such authorities may petition the Director to assume such a role.

Many commenters expressed the view that municipal management plans must be coordinated or developed among co-permittees
on a regional basis and in the same timeframe. Paragraphs (i), (iii) ahd (iv) would bring in all appropriate municipal entities
with jurisdiction over a specified geographical area in the same timeframe. Several commenters, including one State, noted
proposed Option 1 would lead to fragmented, ill-coordinated programs. Paragraphs (i), (iii), and (iv) do not suffer this drawback
*48043 to the same extent since all the municipal separate storm sewers are addressed within the incorporated place, instead

of only those owned or operated by the incorporated place.

Equal treatment of municipalities within a watershed or other specified area was a major subject of comment. Many commenters

urged that a degree of fairness could be achieved by requiring permit applications, and the concomitant expenditure of municipal

dollars and resources, from all municipalities within an entire urban area that contributes to storm water pollution, rather than
from a discrete system within an arbitrary political boundary. Paragraph (i), especially when coupled with paragraphs (ii), (iii),
and (iv), can best accomplish a more equitable approach, because all owners and operators of municipal separate storm sewers
within a system have responsibilities. In addition, some of the areas outside the incorporated city limits which are engaged in
expansive urban or suburban development will be brought into the program. Paragraph (iv) will provide a means for State or
regional authorities to use existing or emerging mechanisms to set up storm water management programs, and would require
multiple agencies either to become regional co-permittees or to be subject to a regional permit.

Paragraphs (i), (ii), (iii), and (iv) could also require flood control districts to be co-permittees, which was a major concern of
counties and numerous cities. One municipality stated that the inclusion of flood control districts would greatly reduce the
administrative burden required to prepare a single inter-city discharge agreement and would establish a common legal authority
to implement the program. Numerous county agencies believed it imperative that flood control districts be brought into a system-
wide permit strategy.

Paragraphs (i) and (iii) may not accommodate the concern of several commenters that the nmnber of co-permittees be kept to
a minimum. The fact that all the municipal separate storm sewers within the boundaries of the appropriate incorporated places

will be addressed dictates that some permits will have several co-permittees. This is a major concern since it goes directly to
achieving an effective initial storm water program. There is concern about being able to bring all the co-permittees together
under intra-municipal agreements or contracts within regulatory deadlines. This problem would be resolved in the short term by

selecting Option 1. However, Option 1 may still require inter-municipal agreements because of the designation authority under
§ 122.26 (b)(4)(ii) and (b)(7)(ii) of the proposal. In addition, such inter-jurisdictional problems will arise after October 1, 1992
when the moratorium on requiring NPDES permits for discharges from other municipal separate storm sewers ends. Under
the permitting goals established by the CWA, multi-jurisdictional storm water programs and agreements cannot be avoided.
Despite interest in limiting the number of co-permittees, EPA decided not to adopt Option 1 for the reasons already stated.
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Section 402(p)(3)(B)(i) of the amended CWA provides that permits for municipal discharges from municipal storm sewers
may be issued on a system-wide or jurisdiction-wide basis. This provision is an important mechanism for developing the
comprehensive storm water management programs envisioned by the Act.

Under the permit application requirements of today's rule, if the appropriate co-applicants are identified, one permit application
may be submitted for a large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system (see section VI.G.4 above). System-wide permit
applications can in turn be used to issue system-wide permits which could cover all discharges in the system.

Where several municipal entities are responsible for obtaining a permit for various discharges within a single system, EPA
will encourage system-wide permit applications involving the several municipal entities for a number of reasons. The system-
wide approach not only provides an appropriate basis for planning activities and coordinating development, but also provides
municipal entities participating in a system-wide application the means to spread the resource burden of monitoring, evaluating
water quality impacts, and developing and implementing controls.

The system-wide approach provided in today's rule recognizes differences between individual municipalities with
responsibilities for discharges from the municipal system. Today's application rule requires information to be submitted that
enables the permit issuing authorities to develop tailored programs for each permittee with responsibility for certain components,
segments, or portions of the municipal separate storm sewer system. The permit application requirements allow individual
municipal entities, participating in system-wide applications, to submit site specific information regarding storm water quality

management programs to reduce pollutants in system discharges as a whole, or from specific points within the system.

In some cases, it may be undesirable for all municipal entities with storm water responsibility within a municipal system to be

co-permittees under one system-wide permit. The permit application requirements in today's rule allow individual municipal
entities within the system to submit permit applications and obtain a permit for that portion of the storm sewer system for which

they are responsible. Thus, several permits may be issued to cover various subdivisions of a single municipal system.

In summary, EPA believes that the definition of municipal storm sewer system adopted in today's rule has several distinct
advantages that were identified in comments:

- The definition adopts features of several options;

- The definition targets areas that have the necessary police powers and land use authority to implement the program;

- The definition can utilize watersheds or accommodate existing administrative frameworks and storm water programs;

- The definition provides that all systems within a geographical area including highways and flood control districts will be
covered, thereby avoiding fragmented and ill-coordinated programs;

- The definition has flexible designation authority; and

- The definition addresses major sources of pollutants without being overly broad.

H. Permit Application Requirements for Large and Medium Municipal Systems

1. Implementing the Permit Program

Given the differing nature of discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems in different parts of the country and the
varying water quality impacts of municipal storm sewer discharges on receiving waters, today's permit application requirements
are designed to lead to the development of site-specific storm water management programs. In order to effectively implement
this goal, EPA intends to retain the overall structure of the municipal permit application as proposed in the December 7, 1988,
proposal.

2. Structure of the Permit Application
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EPA proposed a two-part permit application designed to meet the goal of *48044 developing site-specific storm water quality
management programs in NPDES permits. In response to a request for comments on this aspect of the proposal, numerous
comments were received. After reviewing these comments, EPA has decided to retain the two-part permit application. Many
commenters agreed that the approach as proposed is appropriate for phasing in and developing site specific storm water
management programs. One large municipality strongly endorsed the two-part application, stating that it would facilitate the
identification of water quality problem areas and the development of priorities for control measures, thereby allowing for more

cost-effective program development. Two State agencies expressed the same view, and noted that the two-part approach is
reasonable and well structured for efficient development of programs. One large municipality noted it would allow the permit
authority and the permit applicant the time needed to gain the knowledge and data to develop site-specific permits. A medium
municipality expressed similar views.

Numerous commenters submitted endorsements of a proposal offered by one of the national municipal associations.
This approach responded to EPA's request for comments on alternatives to a two-part application process. These
comments recommended having permit applicants submit information regarding their existing legal authority, prepare source
identification information, describe existing management plans, provide discharge characterization information based on
existing data, and prepare a monitoring, characterization and illicit discharge and removal plan in a one-part application. The
remaining requirements such as: implementing plans to remove illicit connections, obtaining legal authority, monitoring and
characterization, plans for structural controls, preparation of control assessments, preparation of fiscal analysis, and management

plan implementation would be part of the permit and take place during the compliance period of the permit. It was argued that
this would result in a more orderly development of stormwater management programs while allowing for quick implementation
of efforts to eliminate illicit discharges and initiate some BMPs.

After careful review and consideration of these comments, EPA is convinced that this approach would not meet the goals and
requirements of section 402 of the Clean Water Act. Section 402(p)(3)(B) of the CWA requires that permits effectively prohibit

non-storm water discharges into storm sewers and incorporate controls that reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum
extent practicable, including management practices, control techniques, and system design and engineering methods. The above

comments suggesting an alternative for achieving this goal are not entirely compatible with these requirements. In light of the
language in the statute, permit conditions should do more than plan for controls during the term of the permit. A strong effort
to have the necessary police powers and controls based on pollutant data should be undertaken before permits are issued. In
short, the one-part application described by these comments would result in permits that would focus too much on preparation
and not enough on implementing controls for pollutants.

In comparison, EPA's approach requires municipalities to submit a two-part application over a two year period. Part one
of the application would require information regarding existing programs and the means available to the municipality to
control pollutants in its storm water discharges. In addition, part one would require field screening of major outfalls to detect
illicit connections. Part two of the permit application would require a limited amount of representative quantitative data and
a description of proposed storm water management plans. The purpose of the two-part application process is to develop
information, in a reasonable time frame, that would build successful municipal storm water management programs and allow
the permit writer to make informed decisions with regard to developing permit conditions. This will include initiating efforts to

effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into storm sewers, and initially implementing controls that reduce the discharge

of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including management practices and control techniques during the term of the
permit. Such an approach clearly meets the statutory mandate of section 402(p)(3)(B).

a. Part 1 Application. Part 1 of the permit application is intended to provide an adequate basis for identifying sources of pollutants

to the municipal storm sewer system, to preliminarily identify discharges of storm water that are appropriate for individual
permits, and to formulate a strategy for characterizing the discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems. Several
commenters supported retaining these components of the application process. The components of part 1 of the permit application
include:

- General information regarding the permit applicant or co-applicants (§ 122.26(d)(1)(iD;
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- A description of the existing legal authority of the applicant(s) to control pollutants in storm water discharges and a plan to
augment legal authority where necessary (§ 122.26(d)(1)(ii));

- Source identification information including: a topographic map, description of the historic use of ordinances or other controls
which limited the discharge of non-storm water discharges to municipal separate storm sewer systems, the location of known
municipal separate storm sewer outfalls, projected growth, location of structural controls, and location of waste disposal
facilities (§ 122.26(d)(1)(iii));

- Information characterizing the nature of system discharges including existing quantitative data, the results of a field screening
analysis to detect illicit discharges and illegal dumping to the municipal system, an identification of receiving waters with
known water quality impacts associated with storm water discharges, a proposed plan to characterize discharges from the
municipal storm sewer system by estimating pollutant loads and the concentration of representative discharges, and a plan to
obtain representative data (§ 122.26(d)(1)(iv)); and

- A description of existing structural and non-structural controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants from the municipal storm
sewer (§ 122.26(d)(1)(v)).

One commenter disagreed that source identification should be made part of the permit application process beyond the
identification of major municipal storm sewer outfalls. In reply, EPA is convinced that the other elements of the source
identification are critical for identifying sources of pollutants and creating a base of knowledge from which informed decisions
about permit conditions and further data requirements can be determined. One county stated that it already had engaged in
extensive monitoring and modeling of watersheds and that its programs should be substituted for EPA's. In response, EPA
anticipates that information collected under various State, county or city programs that matches the information requirements in

this rulemaking may be used by the applicants in submissions under this rulemaking where the requirements of the rule are met.

However, because of the divergence in data collection techniques and information collected by *48045 these programs, EPA
disagrees that it would be appropriate to accept a substitution in its entirety without tailoring such a program to today's specific
information requirements. One municipality noted that municipal systems are not well documented and responsibility for them
is in question. In response, EPA notes that the source identification procedure is designed, in part, to address such shortcomings.

Several municipalities suggested that legal authority could be demonstrated by providing EPA with copies of appropriate local
ordinances to demonstrate their legal authority and a statement from the city attorney. EPA agrees that these methods are
appropriate for making this demonstration.

Several commenters noted that there was adequate existing municipal legal authority to carry out the program requirements or
such authority could be obtained by the municipality. Other commenters stated that municipalities possess some authority over
certain activities but may not have authority over discharges from roads and construction. Numerous commenters, however,
claimed that certain municipalities had no existing legal authority to carry out the permit requirements and that obtaining all the
necessary legal authority could take several years due to cumbersome legislative and political processes. In response, part 1 of

the permit application will establish a schedule for the development of legal authority that will be needed to accomplish the goals

of the permit application and permits. Some municipalities will have more advanced storm water programs with appropriate
legal authority or the ability to establish necessary ordinances. Providing an appropriate schedule will not present difficulties in
these circumstances. EPA also notes that the definitions of large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems fmalized

in todays rule will in many cases result in a number of co-applicants participating in a system wide application. It is anticipated

that the development of adequate inter-jurisdictional agreements specifying the various responsibilities of the co-permittees may

in some cases be very complex, thereby justifying the development of a schedule to complete the task. For example, clarifying
the authority over discharges from roads may present difficulties where a number of municipal entities operate different roads
in a given jurisdiction. In other limited cases, the MEP standard for municipal permits may translate into permit conditions that

extend the schedule for obtaining necessary legal authority into the term of the permit. These situations will be evaluated on
a case-by-case basis by permit issuing authorities.
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Numerous commenters supported the field screening analysis as proposed. Comments from three municipalities noted that it
would be a cost effective means of identifying problem areas. One municipality noted that illicit connections can be reliably
detected by the screening method proposed. In view of these comments EPA has decided to retain this portion of the regulation.

However many commenters expressed concern over how the proposed approach would work given the particular circumstances
under which some municipal storm water systems are arranged. Several commenters questioned the effectiveness of dry weather

monitoring for several reasons, including the shallow depth of some cities' water tables. Accordingly, an alternative approach
may be utilized by the municipal permittee, and this is discussed later in section VI.H.3.

Some comments suggested that if any field screening is required that it be done during the term of the permit. EPA believes that
field screening should not be done during the term of the permit exclusively. Unless a field screening is accomplished during
the permit application phase there will be scant knowledge, if any, upon which illicit connection programs can be established
for the term of the permits. EPA views field screening during the application process as an appropriate means of beginning to

meet the CWA's requirement of effectively prohibiting non-storm water discharges into municipal separate storm sewers.

The submittal of part 1 of the permit application will allow EPA, or approved NPDES States, to adjust part 2 permit application

requirements to assure flexibility for submitting information under part 2, given the site specific characteristics of each municipal
storm sewer system.

EPA agrees with the concerns of commenters regarding the estimate of the reduction of pollutant loads from existing
management programs. EPA agrees that sufficient data may not be available to establish meaningful estimates. Therefore this
component of the proposed part 1 is not a requirement of today's rule.

b. Part 2 Application. Part 2 of the proposed permit application is designed to supplement information found in part 1 and
to provide municipalities with the opportunity of proposing a comprehensive program of structural and non-structural control
measures that will control the discharge of pollutants, to the maximum extent practicable, from municipal storm sewers. The
components of the proposed part 2 of the permit application included:

- A demonstration that the legal authority of the permit applicant satisfies regulatory criteria (§ 122.26(d)(2)(i));

- Supplementation of the source identification information submitted in part 1 of the application to assure the identification of
all major outfalls and land use activities (§ 122.26(d)(2)(ii);

- Information to characterize discharges from the municipal system;

- A proposed management program to control the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, from municipal
storm sewers (§ 122.26(d)(2)(iv));

- Assessment of the performance of proposed controls (§ 122.26(d)(2)(v));

- A financial analysis estimating the cost of implementing the proposed management programs along with identifying sources
of revenue § 122.26(d)(2)(vi);

- A description of the roles and responsibilities of co-applicants (§ 122.26(d)(2)(vii)).

One municipality agreed that the assessment of the performance of controls was a critical component of establishing a viable
program and one that could be accomplished within the time frame of the permit application deadlines. One commenter
suggested that the applicant describe what financial resources are currently available. In response, EPA will require applicants
to describe the municipality's existing budget for storm water programs in part 1 of the permit application requirements. This
information will be useful to evaluate the municipality's ability to prepare and implement management plans. In response to
other comments, this information will also include an overview of the municipality's financial resources and a description of
the municipality's budget, including overall indebtedness and assets.
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EPA has retained the financial analysis in this portion of the rule on the advice of two municipal commenters, who agreed that
this was an important component of establishing a viable program and one that could be accomplished within the time frame
of the permit application deadlines. Another commenter noted that this requirement is appropriate to justify a municipality's
proposed management plan.

*48046 3. Major Outfalls
In past rulemakings, a controversial issue has been the appropriate sampling requirements for municipal separate storm sewer

systems. Earlier storm water rulemakings have been based primarily on the principle that all discharges to waters of the United
States from municipal separate storm sewers located in urban areas must be covered by an individual permit. This approach
requires that individual permit applications contain quantitative data to be submitted for all such discharges. This approach was
criticized because of a potentially unmanageable number of outfalls in some municipal separate storm sewer systems. Most
incorporated cities with a population of 100,000 or more do not know the exact number of outfalls from their municipal systems;
but based on the comments, the number ranges from 500 to 8,000 or more.

In light of the increased flexibility provided by the WQA and the development of EPA's system-wide approach for regulating

municipal separate storm sewer discharges, today's rule will not require submittal of individual permit applications with
quantitative data for each outfall of a municipal system. Rather today's rule will encourage system-wide permit applications to

provide information suitable for developing effective storm water management programs. Under this approach, not all outfalls
of the municipal system will be sampled, but rather more specific and accurate models for estimating pollutant loads and
discharge concentrations will be used. The use of these models will require the identification of sources which are'responsible
for discharging pollutants into municipal separate storm sewers and will not require as much data to calibrate due to the source-
specific nature of the model. A number of standard and localized models have been developed for estimating pollutant loads
,from storm water discharges.

Several commenters support the use of models for developing management plans and estimating pollutant loadings and
concentrations. EPA encourages their use where applicable to particular systems.

By adopting an approach that incorporates source identification measures, the amount of quantitative data required to
characterize discharges from the municipal system will be reduced because of the increased accuracy of the site-specific models
which can be used. Consistent with a system-wide permit application approach, EPA proposed to focus source identification
measures on "major outfalls." The proposed definition of major outfalls includes any municipal separate storm sewer outfall
that discharges from a pipe with a diameter of more than 36 inches or its equivalent (discharges from a drainage area of more

than 50 acres), or for municipal separate storm sewers that receive storm water from lands zoned for industrial activities, an
outfall that discharges from a pipe with a diameter of more than 12 inches or its equivalent (discharges from a drainage area
of 2 acres or more).

Numerous entities offered comments on this definition. Several commenters concurred with this proposed defmition. One
commenter maintained that the data collected at such outfalls would be sufficient to estimate pollutant loads as well as
concentrations using well calibrated models. Another municipality stated that 50 acres was an excellent approximation for the
average drainage area served by a 36-inch storm sewer. Two States and one county supported the definition as proposed. One
large municipal entity supported the definition, stating that screening major outfalls could be accomplished with available staff
over a three month period. In light of these comments, EPA has decided to retain, in part, the defmition as proposed.

Numerous commenters suggested alternative definitions or otherwise disagreed with the proposed definition. Most of these
comments expressed concern about the number of outfalls that would have to be tested or screened if the definition was retained.

For this reason EPA has decided to limit the total number of major outfalls or equivalent sampling points that have to be tested
to 250 or 500 for medium or large systems respectively. This change is discussed in further detail below.

The following are examples of comments that opposed the definition of a "major outfall" as proposed. Several commenters
stated that, in the southwest, 6 to 12 foot outfalls are the norm, and that smaller outfalls should not be addressed unless there
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is a compelling reason to suspect illicit connections. One commenter suggested a size of 54 inches and 50 acres, while another
commenter suggested that 48 inches would be appropriate. One commenter suggested that the diameter for industrial pipes
should be 18 inches, while another commenter suggested that 50 acres should be the only criterion.

One comrnenter noted that pipe size will vary according to rainfall patterns and that a single approach would not work
universally. This comment, and other similar points of view as noted herein, convinces that Agency that a more flexible approach

is needed to identify field screening and sampling locations. However, EPA is also convinced that a universal standard is
necessary for purposes of identifying drainage areas within the municipal system and discrete areas of land use that are drained
by certain sized outfalls. This information is critical since these conveyances, and lands they drain, are sources of pollutants to
waters of the United States from municipal systems and are properly the subject of appropriate permit conditions.

Many commenters suggested placing a limit on the number of major outfalls addressed during the field screening phase of
the permit application. Two municipalities stated that the proposed definition of major outfalls in terms to the pipe diameter
was too small and that too inany outfalls would be covered. One municipality stated that under the proposed definition, it
would have over 4700 "Major outfalls," a number viewed as being unacceptably large. Several municipalities argued that they
would be penalized for over-design of their storm drain system. One municipality stated field screening of outfalls should be
limited to 200 for medium cities and 500 for large cities. Some commenters suggested EPA set a percentage of major Outfalls
for screening, because all pipes in some municipalities meet the definition of major outfall. One commenter suggested that a
sliding scale be used to determine the number of outfalls tested: those with 50 test all, those with 100-200 test 50%, etc. Other
commenters suggested a flat percentage of outfalls or flat number such as 100.

4. Field Screening Program
EPA also received several comments in response to the proposed field screening methodology. Among the major concerns
were: End of pipe sampling may not be practical and the more appropriate and accessible location is likely to be the nearest
upstream manhole; the type of discharge should be the criterion for selecting sampling points as opposed to pipe size; a system
wide evaluation is more appropriate than checking each outfall; within some systems, major outfalls or pipe size will not reflect
discharges from suspect or old land use areas; efforts should be focused on locations where illicit connections are expected;
sites should be determined by looking at sites within drainage basin areas based on land use within those basins; land use and
hydrology of the watershed should be the criteria for selecting points; *48047 screening should be performed at locations that

will allow for the location of upstream discharges; the focus should be exclusively on drainage areas rather than pipe size, since
pipe size will vary with slope; a prescribed percentage of total flow may be more appropriate; state water quality standards
should be utilized along with focusing on actual quality in the reaches of a stream.

EPA is convinced by these comments that today's rule should allow applicants to either field screen all major outfalls as proposed

(first procedure) or use a second procedure to provide for the strategic location of sampling points to pinpoint illicit connections.

EPA agrees with comments that the size of the outfall will not always reflect the chance of uncovering illicit connections or
discharges, and that field screening points should be easily accessible.

This second procedure is as follows: field screening points and/or outfalls are randomly located throughout the storm sewer
system by placing a grid over a drainage system map and identifying those cells of the grid which contain a major outfall or
segment of the storm sewer system. The grid shall be established using the following guidelines and criteria:

(1) A grid system consisting of perpendicular north-south and east-west lines spaced 1/4 mile apart shall be overlaid on a map
of the municipal storm sewer system, creating a series of cells;

(2) All cells that contain a segment of the storm sewer system shall be identified; one field screening point shall be selected in
each cell; major outfalls may be used as field screening points;

(3) Field screening points or major outfalls should be located downstream of any sources of suspected illegal or illicit activity;
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(4) Field screening points shall be located to the degree practicable at the farthest manhole or other accessible location
downstream in the system, within each cell; however, safety of personnel and accessibility of the location should be considered
in making this detennination;

(5) The assessment and selection of cells shall use the following criteria: Hydrological conditions; total drainage area of the site;

population density of the site; traffic density; age of the structures or buildings in the area; history of the area; land use types;

(6) For medium municipal separate storm sewer systems, no more than 250 cells need have identified field screening points; in
large municipal separate storm sewer systems, no more than 500 cells need to have identified field screening points for detecting
illicit connections; cells established by the grid that contain no storm sewer segments will be eliminated from consideration; if

fewer than 250 cells in medium municipal sewers are created, and fewer than 500 in large systems are created by the overlay
on the municipal sewer map, then all those cells which contain a segment of the sewer system shall be subject to field screening
(unless access to the separate storm sewer system is impossible);

(7) Large or medium municipal separate storm sewer systems which are unable to utilize the procedures described in paragraphs

(1) through (6) above, because a sufficiently detailed map of the separate storm sewer systems is unavailable, shall field screen
at least 250 or 500 major outfalls respectively using the following method: the applicant shall establish a grid system consisting

of north-south and east-west lines spaced 1/4 mile apart overlaid on a map of the boundaries of a large or medium municipal
entity described at § 122.26(b), thereby creating a series of cells; major outfalls in as many different cells as possible shall
be selected until 500 major outfalls (large municipalities) or 250 major outfalls (medium municipalities) are selected; a field
screening analysis shall be undertaken at these major outfalls.

The methodology outlined above is in response to public comments which indicated that the field screening and sampling of
major outfalls as proposed would lead to insurmountable logistical problems in some municipal systems. EPA believes that the
above is an effective approach to pinpointing suspected problem points along a given trunkline or segment of separate storm
sewer system. Jurisdictions with no extensive or previous history of monitoring, or lack of an intensive monitoring program
can utilize the methods described in establishing a program. Furthermore, the approach will allow for the prioritization of
outfalls, sampling points, or areas within the municipality where there are suspected illicit connections or discharges, or other
circumstances creating higher concentrations and loadings of pollutants.

Paragraph (7) enables municipalities to select major outfalls without regard to the municipal sewer system map that is required
for using the procedure described in paragraphs (1) through (6). However, the applicant must still select outfalls within the
cells created by overlaying a 1/4 mile grid over a map of the boundaries of the large or medium municipal entity defined under

§ 122.26(b), and select major outfalls within as many of those cells as possible, up to 500 (large municipal systems) or 250
(medium municipal systems). In this manner, as many different areas and land uses within the municipal system will be covered
by the field screening component of the municipal application.

In order to keep the costs of the program within the anticipated limits of the proposed regulation, the number of outfalls or
sampling locations using the grid system is to be limited to 500 for large municipal separate storm sewer systems and 250 for
medium municipal separate storm sewer systems.

In response to several comments, EPA has clarified the definition of major outfalls with regard to the words, "pipe with an inside

diameter of 36 inches or more or its equivalent" and "a pipe with an inside diameter of 12 inches or more or its equivalent."
This definition has been modified to specify that single pipes or single conveyances with the appropriate diameter or equivalent
are covered.

EPA's proposal required municipal permit applicants to submit a fiscal analysis of expenditures that will be required in order
to implement the proposed management plans required in part 2 of the application. The description of fiscal resources should
include a description of the source of the funds. Some commenters felt that a fiscal analysis should only be required during the
term of the permit. In response, EPA believes that during the two years of permit application development, the permit applicant
should be in a position to submit information on the ability and means for financing storm water management programs during

PNe, © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No ciaIm inal U.S. Government Works. 87

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for..., 55 FR 47990-01

the term of the permit. EPA views this information as an important means of evaluating the scope of program and whether the
permittee will be devoting adequate resources to implementing the program before that program is mapped out in the permit
itself.

5. Source Identification
The identification of sources which contribute pollutants to municipal separate storm sewers is a critical step in characterizing
the nature and extent of pollutants in discharges and in developing appropriate control measures. Source identification can be
useful for providing an analysis of pollutant source contribution and for identifying the relationship between pollutant sources
and receiving water quality problems. In cases where end-of-pipe controls alone are not practicable, it is essential to identify the

source of pollutants into the municipal storm *48048 sewer systems to support a targeted approach to control pollutant sources.

The relative contribution of pollutants from various sources will be highly site-specific. The first step in developing a targeted
approach for controlling pollutants in discharges from municipal storm sewer systems is identifying 'the various sources in each
drainage basin that will contribute pollutants to the municipal storm sewer system.

This rulemaking phases in the source identification requirements of the permit program by establishing minimum objectives
in part 1 of the application and by requiring applicants to submit a source identification plan in part 2 of the application to
provide additional information during the term of the permit. The minimum source identification requirements of part 1 of
the application have been designed to provide sufficient information to provide an initial characterization of pollutants in the
discharges from the municipal storm sewer system. EPA realizes that with many large, complex municipal storm sewer systems,

it may be difficult to identify all outfalls during the permit application process. Accordingly, EPA is requiring that known
outfalls be reported in part 1 of the application. Part 1 of the application will also include: A description of procedures and a
proposed program to identify additional major outfalls; the identification of the drainage area associated with known outfalls;
a description of major land use classifications in each drainage area, descriptions of soils, the location of industrial facilities,
open dumps, landfills or RCRA hazardous waste facilities which discharge storm water to the municipal storm sewer system;
and ten year projections of population growth and development activities (population data and development projections will
be useful for future predictions of loadings to receiving waters from municipal storm sewer systems, and capacities required
for treatment systems). In general, population projections should reflect various scenarios of development (high, medium, low
relative to recent trends).

Part 2 of the application will supplement the information reported in part 1 of the application so that, at a minimum, all major
outfalls are identified.

Under today's rule, municipal or public entities responsible for applying for and Obtaining an NPDES permit will be required
to identify the location of an open dump, sanitary landfill, municipal incinerator or hazardous waste treatment, storage, and
disposal facility under RCRA which may discharge storm water to the system as well as all facilities which discharge storm
water associated with industrial activity into a large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system.

Requiring these source identification measures is supported by the legislative history of section 405 of the WQA, which instructs

that "[i]n writing any permit for a municipal separate storm sewer, EPA or the State should pay particular attention to the nature

and uses of the drainage area and the location of any industrial facility, open dump, landfill, or hazardous waste treatment,
storage, or disposal facility which may contribute pollutants to the discharge." (emphasis added) [Vol 133 Cong. Rec. S752
(daily ed. Jan. 14, 1987].

One municipality questioned the purpose of the topographic map and commented that the scale of the topographic map is too
large to indicate any of the required outfall, drainage, industrial or structural control information. In response, the purpose of
the topographic map is to identify receiving waters, major storm water sewer lines that contribute discharges to these waters,
and potential sources of storm water pollution. EPA disagrees that a USGS 7.5 scale map is inappropriate for identifying these
features within a municipal system. The scale afforded by such a map provides sufficient detail to allow specified delineation
of outfalls, while not requiring an overly burdensome map in terms of size. Numerous commenters noted the value of source
identification information and generally supported submitting this information in the permit application.
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Many commenters questioned the value of the source identification information for the purpose of characterizing pollutant
loads and concentrations. Conversely, one commenter opined that the requirement would provide sufficient information to
estimate pollutant loadings from each outfall using loading models to estimate loadings by watershed. In response, the source
identification information serves several purposes. It is the first step for identifying potential sources of pollutants from which
more in depth analysis can be accomplished, under the discharge characterization component of the application. Also, where
appropriate, it may be used in conjunction with models to estimate loadings and concentrations. EPA has also taken note of
the many comments that question or dismiss the concept of determining pollutant loads and concentrations solely from source
identification. Accordingly, EPA is convinced that at least some of the sampling requirements as proposed are necessary to
facilitate more accurate system specific estimates of pollutant concentrations and loadings. These are discussed below, in the
discharge characterization section.

One commenter suggested that aerial photos be submitted in lieu of topographic maps. EPA agrees that an aerial photograph
of the appropriate scale that communicates the same information as a topographic map may be substituted. Today's final rule
reflects this flexibility.

The source identification component of the municipal application also requires that municipal applicants identify the industrial
activity within the drainage area associated with each major outfall. One commenter stated that where multiple storm sewers
outfalls discharge to a stream reach, municipalities should be allowed to delineate a single sewer-shed for identifying sources
of industrial activity. In response, the rule does not delimit an applicant's ability to identify industries in groups according to
a common series of storm sewer outfalls, if that is an easier or more appropriate methodology for that particular applicant.
However, EPA would view this as appropriate only where the land use is of one type, such as industrial. Where land use is
mixed within the drainage area associated with each major outfall, such differences need to be identified.

In response to comments, to the extent that EPA is requesting that applicants identify the types of industrial facilities operating
within the municipality, the municipality is free to use Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) or other systems which identify
the principal products or services of the facility. One commenter disagreed with EPA's decision to require a list of water
bodies that are listed under CWA sections 304(1), 319(a), 314(a), and 320, because the States already have this information
and that requesting it from permittees could result in "omissions, misunderstandings, and mistakes." EPA believes that these
waters should be identified in the application so that appropriate permit conditions can be developed that address storm water
discharges that are adversely effecting such waters. EPA believes that having this information immediately at the disposal of
the municipality and the permit writer will speed the process and alert the municipality of storm water discharges to listed water
bodies and potentially polluted storm water discharges to those waters.

*48049 6. Characterization of Discharges
The characterization plan and data collection required in today's rule as elements of Part-one and Part-two of the municipal
permit application is comprised of several major components:

- A screening analysis to provide information to develop a program for detecting and controlling illicit connections and illegal
dumping to the municipal separate storm sewer system;

- Initial quantitative data to allow the development of a representative sampling program to be incorporated as a permit condition;

- System-wide estimates of annual pollutant loadings and the mean concentration of pollutants in storm water discharges, and
a schedule to provide estimates during the term of the permit for each major outfall of the seasonal pollutant loadings and the
event mean concentration of pollutants in storm water discharges; and

- An identification of receiving waters with known water quality impacts associated with storm water discharges.

Several commenters noted the importance of developing and targeting management programs based on discharge
characterization data and monitoring. Numerous other commenters stressed the importance of a program to identify and
eliminate illicit connections and improper disposal. EPA agrees that discharge characterization is an important component of
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developing management programs. Most of the discharge characterization components of the municipal application procedure

have been retained as proposed. However some changes and clarifications have been made, and these are noted below.

a. Screening analysis for illicit discharges (part 1 of application). Illicit discharges (non-storm water discharges without a
NPDES permit), and illegal dumping to municipal separate storm sewer systems occur in a relatively haphazard manner. Due to
the unpredictability of such discharges, today's permit applications require a field analysis for the development of priorities for
detecting and controlling such discharges. A field screening approach will provide a means of detecting high levels of pollutants
in dry weather flows, which is one indicator of illicit connections. Results of a field test of such discharges will provide further
information about the nature of the discharge to determine if further investigation is warranted. Visual observation of dry
weather flows has been shown to be one the most effective means for tracking down illicit connections and improper disposal.

As discussed in greater detail in section VI.H.7.b of today's preamble, EPA is proposing to require that municipal applicants
submit a comprehensive plan to develop a program to detect and control illicit connections and illegal dumping. In order to
develop appropriate priorities for these programs, applicants shall submit the results of a screening analysis to be performed
on major outfalls or "field screening points" in the systems to detect the presence of illicit hookups and illegal dumping. The
results of the screening analysis, referred to as the field screen, would be reported in part 1 of the permit application.

Under the requirements for a field screen, the applicant or co-applicants will submit a description of observations of dry weather

discharges from major outfalls or "field screening points" identified in part 1 of the application. At a minimum, the field screen
wouki include a description of visual observations made during a dry weather period. If any flow is observed during a dry
weather period, two grab samples will be collected during a 24 hour period with a minimum period of four hours between
samples. For all such samples, a description of the color, odor, turbidity, the presence of an oil sheen or surface scum as well
as any other relevant observation regarding the potential presence of non-storm water discharges or illegal dumping would be
provided. In addition, the applicant should provide the results of a field screen which includes on-site estimates of pH, total
chlorine, total copper, total phenol, detergents (or surfacants) along with a description of the flow. EPA is not requiring analytical

methods approved under 40 CFR part 136 be used exclusively in the field screen. Rather, the use of inexpensive field sampling
techniques such as the use of colormetric detection methods is anticipated. Where the field screen does not involve analytical
methods approved under 40 CFR part 136, the applicant is required to provide a description of the method used which includes
the name of the manufacturer of the test method, including the range and accuracy of the test. Appropriate field techniques for a
field screen of dry weather discharges are discussed in EPA guidance for municipal storm water discharge permit applications.

It should be clarified that data from the field screen is generally not appropriate for comprehensive evaluation of water quality

impacts, or estimating pollutant loadings. Rather, the information from the field screen in part 1 of the application will be
used along with other information, such as the age of development and degree of industrial activity in the drainage basin, to
identify areas or outfalls which are appropriate targets for management programs and for investigations directed at identifying

and controlling non-storm water discharges to separate storm sewers during the term of the permit.

In the December 7, 1988, proposal, EPA proposed a second phase of the screening analysis requiring that wet-weather and
dry-weather samples be collected and analyzed in accordance with analytical methods approved under 40 CFR part 136
from designated major outfalls for a larger set of pollutants identified with illicit connections. Comments essentially viewed
this proposal as too ambitious for the permit application. One commenter recommended that this procedure could best be
accomplished during the term of the permit. Some comments maintained that the collection of analytical samples as a follow
up to an initial field screen analysis was not the most cost-effective, practicable or efficient method for pinpointing illicit
connections. EPA recognizes that several municipal programs to detect and control illicit connections and other non-storm water

discharges have been successfully developed and implemented without the use of extensive analytical sampling (for example,
programs in Fort Worth, TX and Washtenaw County, MI). After identifying and analyzing the comments on this aspect of
the proposal EPA has withdrawn this element of the proposal from today's rule. EPA believes that a follow-up phase to the
initial field screening is more appropriate during the term of the permit. Thus, EPA has dropped the field screening requirement
proposed for Part 2 of the application.
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b. Representative data (Part 2 of application). The NURP study showed that pollutant concentrations in urban runoff can exhibit
significant variation. Pollutant concentrations in such discharges vary during storm events and from storm event to storm event.
Given the complex, variable nature of storm water discharges from municipal systems, EPA favors a permit scheme where the
collection of representative data is primarily a task that will be accomplished through monitoring programs during the term of
the permit. Permit writers have the necessary flexibility to develop monitoring requirements that more accurately reflect the
true nature of highly variable and complex discharges.

*48050 Today's rule provides for an initial assessment of the quality of discharges from municipal separate storm sewers
based primarily on source identification measures and existing information received in the permit application. This information

will be used to begin to characterize system discharges. The analysis developed under this approach will not rely soley on
sampling data collected during the application process, but will also incorporate existing data bases such as the one developed
under the NURP study. Today's rule requires that some quantitative data will be collected to ensure the system discharges can

be appropriately represented by the various existing data bases and to provide a basis for developing a monitoring plan to be
implemented as a permit condition.

Today's rule requires that quantitative data be submitted for discharges from selected storm events at between 5 and 10 outfalls
or field screening points. The municipality will recommend and the Director will then designate the outfalls or field screening
points as representative of the commercial, residential and industrial land use activities of the drainage area contributing to the
system, on the basis of information received in part 1 of the application. The applicant will be required to collect samples of a
storm discharge from three storm events occurring one month apart for each designated outfall or field screening point. This is

a modification to the December 7, 1988, proposal wherein only one of the 5 to 10 outfalls was to be sampled during three storm
events, and the remaining sampled only once. This requirement may be modified by the Director if the type and frequenCy of
storm events require different sampling. The Director may require samples of discharges to be collected during snow melts
or during specified seasons. The Director may also require additional testing during a single event if it is unlikely that there
will be three storm events suitable for sampling during the year. Furthermore, the Director may allow exemptions to the three
storm event requirement when climatic conditions create good cause for such exemptions; for example, arid regions or areas
experiencing drought conditions during the period when applications are developed could be exempted.

EPA has added requirements to sample more storm events in response to comments that the sampling procedure proposed would

not necessarily yield representative data. Commenters indicated that: rain events of different intensity may yield different levels

and types of pollutants; a rain event after a dry spell of several months will not be representative when compared to rain events

occurring closer together; due to the build up of constituents; one sample may reflect short term effects such as improper disposal

rather than long term effects; and that rain events are generally too variable to rely on the limited sampling as proposed. Clearly
the data collected from sampling storm water discharges has a tendency to vary greatly. The more sampling that is accomplished,

the greater extent to which this variability may be accounted for and appropriate management programs developed.

In selecting the amount of data to be collected during the permit application process, EPA has attempted to balance the usefulness

of this data against the economic and logistical constraints in actually obtaining it. In some cases the data obtained will
support initial loading and concentration estimates obtained using various modeling techniques, from which appropriate permit
conditions can be developed. Data obtained may be supplemented with further data collection during the term of the permit.

EPA believes that the requirement that selected major municipal outfalls or "field screening points" be sampled for more than
one event will provide verification that the characterization of discharge is valid. Where an ongoing sampling program is defined

for the term of the permit, samples taken during the first few years of this period can be used to verify the application results.
If a municipality or an industry questions the conclusions drawn from the characterization sampling, it may at its discretion
choose to perform additional sampling to either confirm or dispel these concerns.

All samples collected will be analyzed for all pollutants listed in Table II, (organic pollutants), and Table III, (toxic metals,
cyanide and total phenol) of appendix D of 40 CFR part 122, and for the pollutants listed in Table M-1 below:

2011 Thomson Reuters. [aim to original U.S. Government Works. 91

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for..., 55 FR 47990-01

Table M-1

Total suspended solids (TSS) Total dissolved solids.

COD BOD 5 .

Oil and grease Fecal coliform.

Fecal streptococcus pH.

Dissolved phosphorus
Total ammonia plus organic nitrogen Total phosphorus.

Total Kjeldahl nitrogen Nitrate plus nitrite.

A portion of the NURP program involved monitoring 120 priority pollutants in storm water discharges from lands used for
residential, commercial and light industrial activities. The NURP program excluded testing for asbestos and dioxin. Results for
seven other organic priority pollutants were not considered valid due to changes in, or constraints on test methods. Seventy-
seven priority pollutants were detected in samples of storm water discharges from lands used for residential, commercial and
light industries taken during the NURP study, including 14 inorganic and 63 organic pollutants. Table M-2 shows the priority
pollutants which were detected in at least ten percent of the discharge samples which were sampled for priority pollutants.

Table M-2.--Priority Pollutants Detected in at Least 10% of NURP Samples

[In percent]

Metals and inorganics Frequency of detection
Antimony
Arsenic
Beryllium
Cadmium

Chromium
Copper
Cyanides
Lead
Nickel
Selenium
Zinc
Pesticides:
Alpha-hexachlorocyclohexane
Alpha-endosulfan

Chlordane
Lindane
Halogenated aliphatics:
Methane, dichloro-

Phenols and cresols:
Phenol
Phenol, pentachloro-
Phenol, 4-nitro
Phthalate esters:
Phthalate, bis(2-ethylhexyl)
Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons:

Chrysene
Fluoranthene
Phenanthrene
Pyrene

13

52

12

48
58

91

23

94

43

11

94

20

19

17

15

11

14

19

10

22

10

16

12

15
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The NURP data also showed a significant number of these samples exceeded various freshwater water quality criteria. The
exceedence of water quality criteria does not necessarily imply that an actual violation of standards will exist in the receiving
water body in question. Rather, the enumeration of exceedences serves as a screening function to identify those constituents
whose presence in urban storm water runoff may warrant high priority for further evaluation.

Members of this group represent all of the major organic chemical fractions *48051 found in Table II of appendix D of 40
CFR part 122 (volatiles, acid compounds, base/neutrals, pesticides). Today's rule requires testing for all organic constituents in
Table II rather than limiting the sampling requirements to the 24 toxic constituents found in the NURP study because they will
provide a better description of the discharge at essentially the same cost. (The cost of analyzing samples for organic chemicals

strongly depends on the number of major organic chemical fractions tested). The NURP study focused on characterizing storm

water discharges from lands used for residential, commercial and light industrial activities. In general, the NURP study did
not focus on other sources of pollutants to municipal separate storm sewer systems and, therefore, does not reflect all potential
pollutants that may be present in discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems.

The sampling requirements for the permit application address a limited number of sampling locations but require analysis for
a wide range of pollutants. Sampling for a wide range of pollutants as a permit application requirement should provide permit
writers with appropriate data to target more specific pollutants when developing requirements for a monitoring program during
the term of the permit.

Numerous commenters stated that monitoring for all priority pollutants seemed excessive. However, EPA is convinced that it
is more appropriate for permit conditions to focus on and prioritize particular pollutant problems after data covering a broad
spectrum of pollutants are developed. As noted above, NUR_P identified 77 priority pollutants in urban runoff, but only from
residential, commercial, and light industrial (e.g. industrial parks) areas. One municipal entity stated that this approach is
a reasonable and realistic means of providing some useful baseline data, while others recommended sampling a variety of
parameters that are included in Tables M-1 and M-2. Another municipal entity stated that characterization of outfall discharge
quality during storm events is necessary as a means of targeting source control activities.

EPA is working with the United States Geological Survey (USGS) to evaluate the availability of USGS technical assistance
to municipalities through cooperative funding programs to aid in collecting representative quantitative data of storm water
discharges from municipal systems.

USGS data collection programs with municipalities typically include storm water discharge samples obtained at various times
during a storm hydrograph event. Various USGS field procedures can be used to obtain discharge data for pipes, culverts, etc.,
typically found in urban areas. Pollutant models can be calibrated with data and long-tenn rainfall records to simulate the quality
of system discharges and compared to other storm water models.

In addition, EPA recognizes that many municipalities have participated in studies, such as NURP, that involve sampling of
urban runoff as well as other components of discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems. All existing storm water
sampling data along with relevant water quality data, sediment data, fish tissue data or biosurvey data taken over the last ten
years is considered relevant and, under today's rule, must be submitted with part 1 of the application. 'Sampling data that is
submitted must be accompanied with a narrative description of the drainage area served by the outfall monitored, a description
of the sampling and quality control program, and the location of receiving water monitoring.

EPA requested comments on the use of existing data, such as that generated under the NURP study, to satisfy the requirement of

providing representative sampling data. Commenters did not agree on the value of NURP results as an indicator of representative

data. Several commenters expressed the view that existing data could be used to satisfy in whole or in part the representative
sampling requirements of the storm water permit application. However, commenters generally did not offer suggested criteria
that could be used to verify the validity of existing data. One commenter believed that intensive sampling over a period of ten
years in 12 basins, when combined with NURP data, would be adequate.
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One commenter supported the use of data, such as that obtained from the NURP study, to target sampling programs. EPA
supports such a methodology and has retained this portion of the proposed discharge characterization component. EPA received

strong support from an environmental group for retaining this information requirement in part 1 of the application.

In light of these comments EPA believes it is appropriate to retain the representative sampling requirements without resorting

to the use of existing data exclusively. Because of the inherent variability in reliability and applicability of existing data,
EPA is convinced that a nationally consistent methodology for collecting data is appropriate. This data can then be used in
conjunction with other existing data and models to develop appropriate site specific management programs and more generalized

management program strategies. Where existing data and data collected under today's rule varies or does not match, further
sampling under the term of the permit will be accomplished to more accurately assess the discharge of pollutants.

c. Loading and Concentration Estimates (part 2 of application). The assessment of the water quality impacts of discharges from

municipal separate storm sewer systems on receiving waters requires the analysis of both pollutant loadings and concentrations
of pollutants in discharges.

The loading and concentration estimates in today's rule will be used to evaluate two types of water quality impacts: (1) Short-

term impacts; and (2) long-term impacts. Specifically, the regulation requires estimates of the annual pollutant load of the
cumulative discharges to waters of the United States from municipal outfalls and the event mean concentration of the cumulative

discharges to waters of the United States municipal outfalls during a storm event for BOD5 , COD, TSS, dissolved solids,
total nitrogen, total ammonia plus organic nitrogen, total phosphorus, dissolved phosphorus, cadmium, copper, lead, and zinc.
Estimates shall be accompanied by a description of the procedures for estimating constituent loads and concentrations, including

any modelling, data analysis, and calculation methods. Municipalities have options in the use of methodologies, including those
presented in NURP for calculating loads.

Short term impacts from discharges from municipal separate storm sewers involve changes in water quality that occur during
and shortly after storm events. Examples of short-term impacts that can lead to impairments include periodic dissolved oxygen
depression due to the oxidation of contaminants, high bacteria levels, fish kills, acute effects of toxic pollutants, contact
recreation impairments and loss of submerged macrophytes. Characterization of instream pollutant concentrations based on
estimated pollutant concentrations in system discharges are important for evaluating these types of impacts.

Long-term water quality impacts from discharges from municipal separate storm sewers may be caused by contaminants
associated with suspended solids that settle in receiving water sediments and by nutrients which enter receiving water systems

with long *48052 retention times. Pollutant loading data are important for evaluation of impairments such as loss of storage
capacity in streams, estuaries, reservoirs, lakes and bays, lake eutrophication caused by high nutrient loadings, and destruction
of benthic habitat. Other examples of the long-term water quality impacts include depressed dissolved oxygen caused by the
oxidation of organics in bottom sediments and biological accumulation of toxics as a result of uptake by organisms in the
food chain. An estimate of annual pollutant loading associated with discharges from municipal storm water sewer systems
is necessary to evaluate the magnitude and severity of the environmental impacts of such discharges and to evaluate the
effectiveness of controls which are imposed at a later time.

Municipal storm water sewer systems generally handle runoff from large drainage areas and the sources of pollution are usually
very diffuse. The concentrations of many pollutants in discharges from these systems are often low relative to many industrial
process and POTW discharges. The water quality impacts of low concentration pollution discharges tend to be cumulative and
need to be evaluated in terms of aggregate loadings as well as pollutant concentrations. A site-specific loading analysis can be
used to evaluate the relative contribution of various pollutant sources.

7. Storm Water Quality Management Plans

Today's rule facilitates the development of site-specific permit conditions by requiring large and medium municipal permit
applicants to submit, along with other information, a description of existing structural and non-structural prevention and control

measures on discharges of pollutants from municipal storm sewers in part I of the permit application. 'Section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)
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requires the applicant to identify in part 2 of the application, to the degree necessary to meet the MEP standard, additional
prevention or control measures which will be implemented during the life of the permit. Although, in many cases, it will not
be possible to identify all prevention and control measures that are appropriate as permit conditions, EPA believes that the
process of identifying components of a comprehensive prevention and/or control program should begin early and that applicants

should be given the opportunity to identify and propose the components of the program that they believe are appropriate for
first preventing or controlling discharges of pollutants.

As noted earlier, EPA recognizes that problems associated with storm water, combined sewer overflows (CS0s) and infiltration
and inflow (I&I) are all inter-related even though they are treated somewhat differently under the law. EPA believes that it is
important to begin linking these programs and activities and, because of the potential cost to local governments, to investigate the

use of innovative, nontraditional approaches to reducing or preventing contamination of storm water. The application process
for developing municipal storm water management plans provides an ideal opportunity between steps 1 and 2 for considering
the full range of nontraditional, preventive approaches.

The permit application requirements in today's rule require the applicant or co-applicants to develop management programs for
four types of pollutant sources which discharge to large and medium municipal storm sewer systems. Discharges from large
and medium municipal storm sewer systems are usually expected to be composed primarily of: (1) Runoff from commercial
and residential areas; (2) storm water runoff from industrial areas; (3) runoff from construction sites; and (4) non-storm water
discharges. Part 2 of the permit application has been designed to allow the applicant the opportunity to propose MEP control
measures for each of these components of the discharge. Discharges from some municipal systems may also contain pollutants
from other sources, such as runoff from land disposal activities (leaking septic tanks, landfills and land application of sewage
sludge). Where other sources, such as land disposal, contribute significant amounts of pollutants to a municipal storm sewer
system, appropriate control measures should be included on a site-specific basis. Proposed management programs will then be
evaluated in the development of permit conditions.

There is some overlap in the manner in which these pollutant sources are characterized and their sources identified. For instance,

improper disposal of oil intO storm drains is often associated with do-it-yourself automobile oil changes in residential areas, or

improper application or over-use of herbicides and pesticides in residential areas can also occur in industrial areas. Also, some
control measures will reduce pollutant loads for multiple components of the municipal storm sewer discharge. These measures
should be identified under all appropriate places in the application; as discussed below, however, double counting of pollutant
removal must be avoided when the total assessment of control measures is performed.

Although many land use programs have multiple purposes, including the reduction of pollutants in discharges from municipal

separate stomi sewer systems, the proposed management programs in today's rule are intended to address only those controls
which can be implemented by the permit applicant or co-applicants. EPA cannot abrogate its responsibilities under the CWA
to implement the NPDES permit program by relying on pollution control programs that are outside the NPDES program.
For example, municipal permit management programs may not rely exclusively on erosion or sediment control laws for
implementing that portion of management programs that address discharges from construction sites, unless such laws implement

NPDES permit program requirements entirely and that such implementation is a part of the permit.

EPA anticipates that storm water management programs will evolve and mature over time. The permits for discharges from
municipal separate storm sewer systems will be written to reflect changing conditions that result from program development and

implementation and corresponding improvements in water quality. The proposed permit applications will require applicants to

provide a description of the range of control measures considered for implementation during the term of the permit. Flexibility
in developing permit conditions will be encouraged by providing applicants an opportunity to identify in the permit application
priority controls appropriate for the initial implementation of management programs. Many commenters endorsed the flexible
site-specific storm water program approach as proposed as a method for addressing regional water quality control programs in

a cost effective manner. To this extent, EPA agrees with one municipality that management programs should focus on more
serious problems and sources of pollutants identified in the municipal system. However, EPA believes that to implement section

402(p)(3), comprehensive storm water management programs which address a number of major sources of pollutants to a system

are necessary. Municipal programs should not be focused solely on a single source of pollution, such as illicit connections.
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One commenter maintained that management program development 1'48053 should be flexible enough to allow for
consideration of what is attainable based on the area's climate, vegetation, hydrology, and land uses. EPA agrees with this
comment. Some strategies for reducing pollutants in the northeast will not be practical in the southwest, such as management
programs for deicing activities. The permit application process will determine what strategies are appropriate in different
locations.

Several commenters supported addressing storm water pollutant problems through management practices or programs rather
than end of pipe controls or treatment. EPA agrees with this comment to the extent that storm water management practices are
a general theme of this rulemaking with regard to municipal permits. However, there will be cases where such discharges are
best addressed through technology such as retention, detention or infiltration ponds.

One commenter reacted unfavorably to the flexible site-specific management plan approach stating that there is no hard criteria
upon which to judge the adequacy of programs. Another commenter felt that there should be a BAT standard for municipal
permits. Another commenter stated that the rule should contain specific BMPs that the permittee must comply with. EPA
disagrees with these comments. The Clean Water Act requires municipalities to apply for permits that will reduce pollutants
in discharges to the maximum extent practicable and sets out the types of controls that are contemplated to deal with storm
water discharges from municipalities. The language of CWA section 402(0(3) contemplates that, because of the fundamentally
different characteristics of many municipalities, municipalities will have permits tailored to meet particular geographical,
hydrological, and climatic conditions. Management practices and programs may be incorporated into the terms of the -permit
where appropriate. Permit conditions, which require that storm water management programs be developed and implemented or

require specific practices, are enforceable in accordance with the terms of the permit. EPA disagrees with the notion that this
regulation, which addressed permit application requirements, should create mandatory permit requirements which may have
no legitimate application to a particular municipality. The whole point of the permit scheme for these discharges is to avoid
inflexibility in the types and levels of control. Further, to the degree that such mandatory requirements may be appropriate,
these requirements should be established under the authority of section 402(0(6) of the CWA and not in this rulemaking, which
addresses permit application requirements.

Some commenters suggested that management programs should be developed as part of the permit conditions and not as part of
the permit application. EPA agrees that management programs and their ongoing development should be part of the permit term.

However, EPA is convinced, and many commenters agree, that the permit application should contain information on what the
permittee has done to date and what it proposes and plans to do during the permit term based upon its discharge characterization

and source identification data. This is a reasonable and logical approach and one that meets the intent and letter of section 402(p)
(3) of the CWA. As stated above, this would be an appropriate method for implementing storm water management programs
that should mature and evolve over time.

Applicants will propose priorities based on a consideration of appropriate controls including, but not limited to, consideration
of controls that address: reducing pollutants to municipal separate storm sewer system discharges that are associated with
storm water from commercial and residential areas (§ 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)); illicit discharges and illegal disposal (§ 122.26(d)
(2)(iv)(B)); storm water from industrial areas (§ 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C)); and runoff from construction sites (§ 122.26(d)(2)(iv)
(D)). Permits for different municipalities will place different emphasis on controlling various components of discharges from
municipal storm sewers. For example, the potential for cross-connections (such as municipal sewage or industrial process
wastewater discharges to a municipal separate storm sewer) is generally expected to be greater in municipalities with older
developed areas. On the other hand, municipalities with larger areas of new development will have a greater opportunity to
focus controls to reduce pollutants in storm water generated by the area after it is developed, discharges from construction sites,
and other planning activities.

EPA requested comments on the process and methods for developing appropriate priorities in management programs proposed

in applications and how the development of these priorities can be coordinated with controls on other discharges to ensure the
achievement of water quality standards and the goals of the CWA.
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Discharges from diffuse sources in residential areas was recognized by several commenters as a significant source of pollutants.
Accordingly, these elements of the management plans have been retained. In conjunction with the importance of developing
programs for illicit connections, numerous commenters stated that education programs are a priority. Another commenter
emphasized that ordinances prohibiting such discharges and their enforcement is a crucial means of a successful program in
this regard. EPA agrees with these comments and consequently will retain those portions of management program development

that include a description of a program for educational activities such as public information for the proper disposal of oil and
toxic materials and the use of herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers.

Some commenters noted that discharge characterization is necessary for development of appropriate management plans. EPA
agrees with these comments and has retained the discharge characterization components in this rulemaking. However, EPA
disagrees that the results of all discharge characterization procedures (i.e., part 1 and part 2) are necessary to describe and
propose a program as required in part 2 of the application. The application of various models is available to permit applicants,

where needed, to develop appropriate management programs. All available site specific discharge characterization data should
be available to the permit writer to draft appropriate conditions for the term of the permit.

One commenter noted that an important aspect of developing management plans is establishing the necessary legal authority
to improve water quality. EPA agrees with this comment and has retained those aspects of the regulation which call for
development and attainment of adequate legal authority in both parts of the municipal application.

One commenter stated that programs should address previously identified water quality problems in other programs that are
required by section 304(1) of the CWA. EPA agrees that identified water quality problems need to be addressed by management
programs, and the municipal permit application will call for an identification of these waters. However, EPA does not endorse
addressing these waters to the exclusion of all others within the boundaries of the municipal separate storm sewer system.
Some waters may experience substantial degradation after rain events and still not be listed under *48054 section 304(1).
Further, water quality impacts in listed waters may not be related to storm water discharges, while other non-listed waters do
have water quality impacts from storm water discharges. Similarly, EPA agrees with one commenter that it may be desirable to
focus attention and resources on certain problem watersheds within a municipality, and controls may be imposed and programs
prioritized on that basis. However, such a focus should not be to the exclusion of other waters and watersheds that have water
quality problems (although less troublesome) traceable to storm water discharges. The CWA requires that permits address
discharges to waters of the United States, not just waters previously targeted under special programs.

Some commenters expressed concern that the permit application requires the design of management programs before knowing

what will be in the permits. EPA disagrees with the thrust of this comment, that is that the order of requirements is
inappropriate. The permit applicant will have two years to develop proposed plans which can be considered by permit writers
in the development of the permit. Based upon a consideration of the management program proposed by the municipality
and other relevant information, permits can be tailored for individual programs. One commenter stated that the cornerstone
of management programs are inspection and enforcement programs. EPA agrees that these two elements are important
components. Without inspection and enforcement mechanisms the programs will undoubtedly falter. Accordingly these
requirements in the description of management programs in the permit application have been retained. In a similar vein, one
commenter emphasized the importance of developing legal authority, financial capability, and administrative infrastructure.
EPA agrees with this comment and has retained those aspects of the regulation that call for a description of applicants plans
and resources in these areas.

One commenter stressed that control of discharges into the municipal system from industries is an important goal of municipal
storm water management programs. EPA agrees with this comment and has retained the proposed description of management
programs to address discharges from industrial sources. Other commenters identified industries as the principal contributors of
pollutants to municipal separate storm sewer systems.

In addition, EPA will continue to evaluate procedures and methods to control storm water discharges to the extent necessary to

mitigate impacts on water quality in the studies required under section 402(p)(5) of the CWA. One purpose of these studies will
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be to evaluate the costs and water quality benefits associated with implementing these procedures and methods. This evaluation
will address a numb'er of factors which impact the implementation costs associated with these programs, such as the extent to
which similar municipal ordinances are currently being implemented, the degree to which existing municipal programs (such as
flood management programs or construction site inspections) can be expanded to address water quality concerns, the resource
intensiveness of the control, and whether the control program will involve public or private expenditures. This information,
along with information gained during permit implementation will aid in the dynamic long-term development of municipal storm

water management programs.

a. Measures to reduce pollutants in runoff from commercial and residential areas. The NURP program evaluated runoff from
lands primarily dedicated to residential and commercial activities. The areas evaluated in the study reflect some other activities,

such as light industry, which are commonly dispersed among residential and commercial areas. The NURP study selected
sampling locations that were thought to be relatively free of illicit discharges and storm water from heavy industrial sites
including storm water runoff from heavy construction sites. Of course, in a study such as NURP it was impossible to totally
isolate various contributions to the runoff. In developing the permit application requirements in todays rule EPA has, in general,

relied on the NURP definition of urban runoffrunoff from lands used for residential, commercial and light industrial activities.

NURP and numerous other studies have shown that runoff from residential and commercial areas washes a nuniber of pollutants
into receiving waters. Of equal importance is the volume of storm water runoff leaving urban areas during storm events. Large
intermittent volumes of runoff can destroy aquatic habitat. As the percentage of paved surfaces increases, the volume and rate
of runoff and the corresponding pollutant loads also increase. Thus, the amount of storm water runoff from commercial and
residential areas and the pollutant loadings associated with storm water runoff increases as development progresses; and they
remain at an elevated level for the lifetime of the development.

Proposed § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A) requires municipal storm sewer system applicants to provide in part 2 of the application a
description of a proposed management program that will describe priorities for implementing management programs based on

a consideration of appropriate controls including:

- A description of maintenance activities and a maintenance schedule for structural controls;

- A description of planning procedures including a comprehensive master plan to control after construction is completed, the
discharge of pollutants from municipal separate storm sewers which receive discharges from new development and significant
redevelopment after construction is completed (in response to comment this contemplates an engineering policy and procedure

strategy with long term planning);

- A description of practices for operating and maintaining public highways and procedures for reducing the impact on receiving
waters of such discharges from municipal storm sewer system;

- A description of procedures to assure that flood management projects assess the impacts on the water quality of receiving
water bodies; and

A description of a program to reduce to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in discharges from municipal separate
storm sewers associated with the application of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizer which will include, as appropriate, controls
such as educational activities and other measures for commercial applicators and distributors, and controls for application in
public right-of-ways and at municipal facilities.

Water quality problems caused by municipal storm sewer discharges will generally be most acute in heavily developed areas.
Prevention measures may be desirable and cost effective. However, structural control measures may also be effective, although
opportunities for implementing these measures may be limited in previously developed areas. Commonly used structural
technologies include a wide variety of treatment techniques, including first flush diversion systems, detention/infiltration
basins, retention basins, extended detention basins, infiltration trenches, porous pavement, oil/grit separators, grass swales, and

swirl concentrators. A major problem associated with sound storm water management is the need for operating *48055 and
maintaining the system for its expected life.
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The unavailability of land in highly developed areas often makes the use of structural controls infeasible for modifying many
existing systems. Non-structural practices can play a more important role. Non-structural practices can include erosion control,

streambank management techniques, street cleaning operations, vegetation/lawn maintenance controls, debris removal, road
salt application management and public awareness programs.

As noted above, the first component of the proposed program to reduce pollutants in storm water from commercial and
residential areas which discharge to municipal storm sewer systems is to describe maintenance activities and schedule. The
second component of the proposed program to reduce pollutants in storm water from commercial and residential areas which
discharge to municipal storm sewer systems provides that applicants describe the planning procedures and a comprehensive
master plan that will assure that increases of pollutant loading associated with newly developed areas are, to the maximum
extent practicable, limited. These measures should address storm water from commercial and residential areas which discharge
to the municipal storm sewer that occur after the construction phase of development is completed. Controls for construction
activities are addressed later in today's rule. One commenter noted the feasibility of developing management plans for newly
developing areas. EPA agrees with this comment and has retained that portion of the regulation that deals with a description
of controls for areas of new development. Similarly, one municipality stressed the importance and achievability of addressing
storm water discharges from construction sites.

As urban development occurs, the volume of storm water and its rate of discharge increases. These increases are caused when
pavement and structures cover soils and destroy vegetation which otherwise would slow and absorb runoff. Development
also accelerates erosion through alteration of the land surface. Areas that are in the process of development offer the greatest
potential for utilizing the full range of structural and non-structural best management practices. If these measures are to provide
controls to reduce pollutant discharges after the area has been developed, comprehensive planning must be used to incorporate
these measures as the area is in the process of developing. These measures offer an important opportunity to limit increases
in pollutant loads.

The third component of § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A) provides a description of practices for operating and maintaining public roads
and highways and procedures for reducing the impact on receiving waters of discharges from municipal storm sewer systems.
General guidelines recommended for managing highway storm water runoff include litter control, pesticide/herbicide use
management, reducing direct discharges, reducing runoff velocity, grassed channels, curb elimination, catchbasin maintenance,

appropriate streetcleaning, establishing and maintaining vegetation, development of management controls for salt storage
facilities, education and calibration practices for deicing application, infiltration practices, and detention/retention practices.

The fourth component of § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A) provides that-applicants identify procedures that enable flood management
agencies to consider the impact of flood management projects on the water quality of receiving streams. A well-developed
storm water management program can reduce the amount of pollutants in storm water discharges as well as benefit flood control

objectives. As discussed above, increased development can increase both the quantity of runoff from commercial and residential

areas and the polhitant load associated with such discharges. Disturbing the land cover, altering natural drainage patterns, and
increasing impervious area all increase the quantity and rate of runoff, thereby increasing both erosion and flooding potential. An

integrated planning approach helps planners make the best decisions to benefit both flood control and water quality objectives.

The fifth component of § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A) would provide that municipal applicants submit a description of a program to
reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in discharges from municipal separate storm sewers associated with
the application of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizer. Such a program may include controls such as educational activities
and other measures for commercial applicators and distributors and controls for application in public rights-of-way and at
municipal facilities. Discharges of these materials to municipal storm sewer systems can be controlled by proper application of
these materials. Some commenters noted that insecticides used in residential areas are a probable source of pollutants in storm
water discharges from residential areas, as well as salting and other de-icing activities. In response to this comment, part of a
community management plan may include controls or education programs to limit the impacts of these sources of pollutants.
One commenter noted that many communities already have household toxic disposal programs. Where appropriate these can
be incorporated into municipal management programs.
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Some commenters suggested substituting the management program description for residential and commercial areas with a
simple identification of applicable management practices. EPA agrees that identification of appropriate management practices
is a critical component of a program description for these areas. In essence, this is what the program description is designed
to achieve. However, for the reasons discussed in greater detail above, EPA is convinced that an appropriate program must
address all of the components of the management program for residential and commercial areas that are outlined in today's
rule. Further, for the purposes of writing a permit with enforceable conditions, the application should identify a schedule to
implement management practices. The applicant should be able to estimate the reduction in pollutant loads as a result of the
development of certain management practices and programs (§ 122.26(d)(2)(v). A program may also include public education
programs, which are not necessarily viewed as traditional BMPs.

b. Measures for illicit discharges and improper disposal. The CWA requires that NPDES permits for discharges from municipal
storm sewers "shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-stonnwater discharges into the storm sewers." In today's

rule, EPA will begin to implement this statutory mandate by focusing on two types of discharges to large and medium municipal
separate storm sewer systems. See § 122.26(d)(1)(iv)(D) and (d)(2)(iv)(B). One type of non-storm water discharges are illicit
discharges which are plumbed into the system or that result from leakage of sanitary sewage system. The other class of non-
storm water discharges result from the improper disposal of materials such as used oil and other toxic materials.

Illicit discharges. In some municipalities, illicit connections of sanitary, commercial and industrial discharges to storm sewer
systems have had a significant impact on the water quality of receiving waters. Although the *48056 NURP study did not
emphasize identifying illicit connections to storm sewers other than to assure that monitoring sites used in the study were free

from sanitary sewage contamination, the study concluded that illicit connections can result in high bacterial counts and dangers
to public health. The study also noted that removing such discharges presented opportunities for dramatic improvements in the
quality of urban storm water discharges.

Other studies have shown that illicit connections to storm sewers can create severe, wide-spread contamination problems.
For example, the Huron River Pollution Abatement Program inspected 660 businesses, homes and other buildings located in
Washtenaw County, Michigan and identified 14% of the buildings as having improper storm drain connections. Illicit discharges
were detected at a higher rate of 60% for automobile related businesses, including service stations, automobile dealerships,
car washes, body shops and light industrial facilities. While some of the problems discovered in this study were the result of
improper plumbing or illegal connections, a majority were approved connections at the time they were built. Many commenters
emphasized the identification and elimination of illicit connections as a priority, including leakage from sanitary sewers. EPA
agrees with these comments and intends to retain this portion of the program without modification.

A wide variety of technologies exist for detecting illicit discharges. The effectiveness of these measures largely depends upon the

site-specific design of the system. Under today's rule, permit applicants would develop a description of a proposed management

program, including priorities for implementing the program and a schedule to implement a program to identify illicit discharges
to the municipal storm sewer system. This rulemaking will require the initial priorities for analyzing various portions of the
system and the appropriate detection techniques to be used.

Improper disposal. The permit application requirements for municipal storm sewer systems include a requirement that the
municipal permit applicant describe a program to assist and facilitate in the proper management of used oil and toxic materials.
Improper management of used oil can lead to discharges to municipal storm sewers that in turn may have a significant impact

on receiving water bodies. EPA estimates that, annually, 267 million gallons of used oil, including 135 million gallons of
used oil from do-it-yourself automobile oil changes, are disposed of improperly. An additional 70 million gallons of used oil,
most coming from service stations and repair shops, are used for road oiling. Many commenters emphasized the elimination
of discharges composed of improperly disposed of oil and toxic material. One commenter identified motor oil as the major
source of oil contamination and that EPA needs to encourage proper disposal of used oil. Several other commenters emphasized

the importance of recycling programs for oil. EPA agrees with these comments and intends to retain this portion of the
program without modification. One commenter identified public awareness and timely reporting of illegal dumping as critical
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components of this portion of the program. EPA agrees with this comment and intends for management programs to deal with
this problem.

c. Measures to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges through municipal separate storm sewers from municipal landfills,

hazardous waste treatment, disposal and recovery facilities that are subject to section 313 of title III of SARA. As discussed in
section VI.0 of today's preamble, industrial facilities that discharge storm water through a large or medium municipal separate
storm sewer system are required to apply for a permit under § 122.26(c) or seek coverage under a promulgated general permit.

Today's rule also requires the municipal storm sewer permittee to describe a program to address industrial dischargers that
are covered under the municipal storm sewer permit. Today's rule requires the municipal applicant to identify such discharges
(see source identification requirements under § 122.26(d)(2)(ii)), provide a description of a program to monitor pollutants in
runoff from certain industrial facilities that discharge to the municipal separate storm sewer system, identify priorities and
procedures for inspections, and establish and implement control measures for such discharges. Should a municipality suspect
that an individual discharger is discharging pollutants in storm water above acceptable limits, and the owner/operator of the
system has no authority over the discharge, the municipality should contact the NPDES permitting authority for appropriate
action. Two example of possible action are: if the facility already has an individual permit, the permit may be reopened and
further controls imposed; or if the facility is covered by a promulgated general permit, then an individual site-specific permit
apPlication may be required.

In the December 7, 1988, proposal, EPA requested comments concerning what storm water discharges from industrial facilities

through municipal systems should be monitored. One of the proposed approaches was to require data on portions of the
municipal system which receive storm water from facilities which are listed in the proposed regulatory definition at §
122.26(b)(14) of "storm water discharge associated with industrial activity" (with the exception of construction activities and

uncontaminated storm water from oil and gas operations) which discharge through the municipal system. However, given the
large number of facilities meeting this definition that discharge through municipal systems, a monitoring program that requires

the submission of quantitative data regarding portions of the municipal systems receiving storm water from such facilities may
not be practicable. Such a requirement could, for some systems, potentially become the most resource intensive requirements
in the municipal permit. Therefore, EPA proposed various ways to develop appropriate targeting for monitoring programs.

EPA requested comments on a requirement that, at a minimum, monitoring programs address discharges from municipal
separate storm sewer outfalls that contain storm water discharges from municipal landfills, hazardous waste treatment, disposal

and recovery facilities, and runoff from industrial facilities that are subject to section 313 of title III of the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARIA). Section 313 of title III requires that operators or certain facilities that

manufacture, import, process, or otherwise use certain toxic chemicals report annually their releases of those chemicals to any
environmental media. Section 313(b) of title III specifies that a facility is covered for the purposes of reporting if it meets all
of the following criteria:

- The facility has ten or more full-time employees;

- The facility is in Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes 20 through 39;

- The facility manufactured (including quantities imported), processed, or otherwise used a listed chemical in amounts that
exceed certain threshold quantities during the calendar year for which reporting is required.

Listed chemicals include 329 toxic chemicals listed at 40 CFR 372.45. After 1989, the threshold quantities of listed chemicals

that' the facility must manufacture, import or process (in order to trigger the submission of a release *48057 report) is 25,000
pounds per year. The threshold for a use other than manufacturing, importing or processing of listed toxic chemicals is 10,000
pounds per year. EPA promulgated a final regulation clarifying these reporting requirements on February 16, 1988, (53 FR
4500).

EPA received numerous comments regarding limiting the types of facilities that are initially subject to monitoring and municipal

management programs. Numerous municipalities agreed that focusing on the above facilities is an appropriate means for
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setting priorities for the development of control measures to eliminate or reduce pollutants associated with industrial facilities.

Commenters agreed that the potential for toxic materials in discharges is high because of the high volume of such materials at
these facilities and that information regarding discharges and material management practices will be available through section
313 of SARA. One commenter noted that building on an established program will contribute to establishing an effective storm
water program. Accordingly, EPA has specified at § 122.26(d)(2)(ii)(C) that the municipal applicant must describe a program
that identifies priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing and implementing control measures for these facilities.

Several commenters suggested that these facilities should not be singled out because the presence of the threshold amounts of
SARA 313 chemicals does not indicate that significant quantities of those chemicals are likely to enter the facility's storm water
runoff. Instead it was suggested that municipalities should monitor storm sewers as a whole to determine what chemicals are
present and therefore what facilities are responsible. EPA disagrees with these coniments. The object of these requirements is
initially to set priorities for monitoring requirements. Then, if the situation requires, controls can be developed and instituted.
If a facility is a member of this class of facilities and does not discharge excessive quantities of SARA 313 chemicals, then it
may not be subjected to further monitoring and controls. As noted above, the selection of facilities is only a means of setting
priorities for facilities for the development of municipal plans.

EPA agrees, however, that there will be other facilities that are significant sources of pollutants and should be addressed by
municipalities as soon as possible under management programs. Accordingly, those industrial facilities that the municipal permit

applicant determines to be contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the municipal storm sewer system shall be addressed
in this portion of the municipal management program.

EPA also requested comments on monitoring programs for municipal discharges including the submission of quantitative data
on the following constituents;

- Any pollutants limited in an effluent guidelines for the industry subcategories, where applicable;

- Any pollutant listed in a discharging facility's NPDES permits for process wastewater, where applicable;

- Oil and grease, pH, BOD5, COD, TSS, total phosphorus, total Kjeldahl nitrogen, and nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen;

- Any information on discharges required under 40 CFR 122.21(g)(7)(iii) and (iv).

These are the same constituents that are to be addressed in individual permit applicants for storm water discharges associated
with industrial activity.

Several industries and municipalities submitted comments on this issue. Some commenters agreed that these are appropriate
parameters. Some commenters advised that the ability of municipalities to implement this aspect of the program depended on
industries submitting this data. Several industries provided comments suggesting that the approach should allow the permittee
flexibility in determining which parameters are chosen because of the burdens of monitoring and the complexity of materials
and flows in municipal systems.

In light of these comments, EPA has retained § 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C) as proposed requiring municipalities to describe a monitoring

program which utilizes the above parameters. Monitoring for these parameters provides consistency with the individual
application requirements for industries, provides uniformity in municipal applications, and will narrow the parameters to
conform to the types of industries discharging into the municipal systems:Monitoring programs may consist of programs
undertaken by the municipality exclusively or requirements imposed on industry by the municipality, or a combination of
approaches. Appropriate procedures are discussed in municipal permit application guidance.

EPA requested comments on appropriate means for municipalities to determine what facilities are contributing pollutants
to municipal systems. Many commenters responded with numerous methodologies. Some of these have been addressed in
guidance. Municipalities will have options in selecting the most appropriate methodology given their circumstances as described
in their permit applications.
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EPA initially favors establishing monitoring requirements to be applied to those outfalls that directly discharge to waters of the
United States. EPA received one comment from a municipality with regard to this issue which agreed that this was the most
logical approach. Monitoring of outfalls close to the point of discharge to waters of the United States is generally preferable
when attempting to identify priorities for developing pollutant control programs. However, under certain circumstances, it
may be preferable to monitor at the point where the runoff from the industrial facility discharges to the municipal system. For

example, if many facilities discharge substantially similar storm water to a municipal system it may be more practicable to
monitor discharges from representative facilities in order to characterize pollutants in the discharge.

As noted by numerous industries, if municipal characterization plans reveal problems from certain industrial dischargers, then
such facilities may be required to provide further data from their own monitoring. As noted above, EPA envisiOns that this
data could then be used to develop appropriate control practices or techniques and/or require individual permit applications if
a general permit covering the facility proves inadequate.

Comments were also solicited as to whether end-of-pipe treatment generally was more appropriate than source controls for
storm water from industrial facilities which discharge to municipal systems. Many commenters, including both municipalities
and industries, stated that source controls are the only practical and feasible means of controlling pollutants in storm water
runoff, and specifically opposed the concept of end-of-pipe treatment or other controls. Some commenters maintained that,
from an economic and environmental standpoint, end-of-pipe treatment may be the >only effective means. One advised that
the prompt cleanup of spills, controlled wash down of process areas, covering of material loading areas, storm water runoff
diversion, covered storage areas, detention basins or other such mechanisms would prevent storm water from mixing with
pollutants and possibly discharging them into receiving waters. Another noted that in the urban areas, there is little potential for

treatment; consequently, it would seem *48058 that controls and/or retrofitting existing facilities would be necessary when
violations are found and that citizens will be better served by source controls appropriate to the individual problem.

EPA agrees with these comments to the extent that source controls and management programs are the general thrust of these
regulations. However, in some situations end-of-pipe treatment, such as holding ponds, may be the only reasonable alternative.
EPA disagrees with one industrial commenter that the municipalities should be almost entirely responsible for treating municipal

discharges at the end of-the-pipe without reliance on source controls by industrial dischargers. Municipal programs may require

controls on industrial sources with demonstrated storm water discharge problems. One industrial association noted that its
member companies already have incentive to properly handle their materials and facilities because of other environmental
programs with spill and erosion controls.

Numerous commenters stated that the program addressing industrial dischargers through municipal systems needs to be clearly
defined in order to eliminate, as much as possible, potential conflicts between the system operator and dischargers. EPA has
provided a framework for development of management plans to control pollutants from these particular sources. However,
because of the differences in municipal systems and hydrology nationwide, EPA is not convinced that program specificity is
an appropriate approach. The concept of the management program is to provide flexibility to the permit applicants to develop
regional site specific control programs.

One commenter suggested that required controls should be limited to a facility's proportional contribution (based on
concentration) of pollutants. EPA disagrees. Most facilities discharging through a municipal separate storm sewer will need to
be covered by a general or individual permit. These permits will control the introduction of pollutants from that facility through
the municipal storm sewer to the waters of the U.S. Any additional controls placed on the facility by the municipality will be
at the discretion of the municipality. EPA is not requiring municipalities to adopt a particular level of controls on industrial
facilities as suggested by the commenter.

One commenter questioned how dischargers that discharged both into the waters of the United States and through a municipal
system will be addressed and whether there is a potential for inconsistent requirements. Industries that discharge storm water
associated with industrial activity into the waters of the United States are required to be covered by individual permits or general

permits for such discharges. Dischargers of storm water associated with industrial activity through municipal separate storm
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sewer systems will be subject to municipal management programs that address such discharges as well as to an individual or
general NPDES permit for those discharges. EPA does not believe there is a significant risk of inconsistent requirements, since
each industrial facility must meet BAT/BCT-level controls in its NPDES permit. EPA doubts that municipalities will impose
much more stringent controls.

Many commenters stated that if cities and municipalities are to be responsible for industrial storm water discharges through their

system, then municipalities should have authority to make determinations as to what industries should be regulated, how they
are regulated, and when enforcement actions are undertaken. In response, EPA notes that the proposal has been changed and
that municipalities will not be solely responsible for industries discharging through their system. Nonetheless, municipalities
will be required to meet the terms of their permits related to industrial dischargers. Municipalities may undertake programs
that go beyond the threshold requirements of the permit. Some municipal entities stated that municipal permittees should be
able to require permit applications from industries in the same manner that EPA does and also require permits. In response, if
operators of large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems wish to employ such a program, then this portion of
the management program may incorporate such practices.

d. Measures to reduce pollutants in runoff from construction sites into municipal systems. Section VI.F.8 of today's rule discusses

EPA's proposal to define the term "storm water discharge associated with industrial activity" to include runoff from construction

sites, including preconstruction activities except operations that result in the disturbance of less than 5 acres total land area
which are not part of a larger common plan of development or sale. Under today's rule, facilities that discharge runoff from
construction sites that meet this definition will be required to submit permit applications unless they are to be covered by another

individual or general NPDES permit. Permit application requirements for such discharges are at 40 CFR 122.26(c)(1)(ii).

Section 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(D) of today's rule requires applicants for a permit for large or medium municipal separate storm
sewer systems to submit a description of a proposed management program to control pollutants in construction site nmoff
that discharges to municipal systems. Under this provision, municipal applicants will submit a description of a program for
implementing and maintaining structural and non-structural best management practices for controlling storm water runoff
at construction sites. The program will address procedures for site planning, enforceable requirements for nonstructural and
structural best management practices, procedures for inspecting sites and enforcing control measures, and educational and
training measures. Generally, construction site ordinances are effective when they are implemented. However, in many areas,
even though ordinances exist, they have limited effectiveness because they are not adequately implemented. Maintaining
best management practices also presents problems. Retention and infiltration basins fill up and silt fences may break or be
overtopped. Weak inspection and enforcement point to the need for more emphasis on training and education to complement
regulatory programs. Permits issued to municipalities will address these concerns.

8. Assessment of Controls

EPA proposed that municipal applicants provide an initial assessment of the effectiveness of the control method for structural or
non-structural controls which have been proposed in the management program. Some commenters stated that the assessment of

controls should be left to the term of the permit because the effectiveness of controls will be hard to establish. EPA believes that

an initial estimate or assessment is needed because the performance of appropriate management controls is highly dependent on
site-specific factors. The assessment will be used in conjunction with the development of pollutant loading and concentiation
estimates (see VI.H.6.c) and the evaluation of water quality benefits associated with implementing controls. Such assessments

do not have to be verified with quantitative data, but can be based on accepted engineering design practices. Further more
precise assessments based upon quantitative data can be undertaken during the term of the permit.

*48059 I. Annual Reports
As discussed earlier in today's preamble, EPA has provided for proposed flexible permit application requirements to facilitate
the development of site-specific programs to control the discharge of pollutants from large and medium municipal separate
storm sewer systems. Many municipalities are in the early stages of the complex task of developing a program suitable for
controlling pollutants in discharges under a NPDES permit, while other municipalities have relatively sophisticated programs in

place. In order to ensure that such site-specific programs are developed in a timely manner, EPA proposed to require permittees
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of municipal separate storm sewer systems to submit status reports every year which reflect the development of their control
programs.

The reports will be used by the permitting authority to aid in evaluating compliance with permit conditions and where necessary,

modify permit conditions to address changed conditions. EPA requested comments on the appropriate content of the annual
reports. Based on these comments EPA has added the following in these reports: an analysis of data, including monitoring
data, that is accumulated throughout the year; new outfalls or discharges; annual expenditures; identification of water quality
improvements or degradation on watershed basis; budget for year following each annual report; and administrative information
including enforcement activities, inspections, and public education programs. EPA views this information as important for
evaluating the municipal program. Annual monitoring data and identified water quality improvements are important for
evaluating the success of management programs in reducing pollutants. If new outfalls come into existence during the term of
the permit, these may be sources of pollutants and appropriate permit conditions will be developed. Annual reports should reflect

the level of enforcement activity and inspections undertaken to ensure that the legal authority developed by the municipality is
properly exercised. Many of the management programs depend upon an ongoing high level of public education. Accordingly,
the undertaking of these programs on an annual basis should be documented.

J. Application Deadlines
The CWA provided a statutory time frame for implementing the storm water permit application process and issuance and
compliance with permits.

The CWA requires EPA to promulgate permit application requirements for storm water discharges associated with industrial
activity and for large municipal separate storm sewer systems by "no later than two years" after the date of enactment (i.e. no
later than February 4, 1989). In conjunction with this requirement, the Act requires that permit applications for these classes of
discharges be submitted within one year after the statutory date by which EPA is to promulgate permit application requirements

by providing that such applications "shall be filed no later than three years" after the date of enactment of the WQA (i.e., no
later than February 4, 1990).

The CWA also requires EPA to promulgate final regulations governing storm water permit application requirements for
discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems serving a population of 100,000 or more but less than 250,000 by "no
later than four years" after enactment (i.e. no later than February 4, 1991). Permit applications for medium municipal separate

storm sewer systems "shall be filed no later than five years" after the date of enactment of the CWA (i.e., no later than February
4, 1992). The CWA did not establish the time period between designation and permit application submittal for case-by-case
designations under section 402(p)(2)(E).

Comments on earlier rulemakings involving storm water application deadlines have established that applicants need adequate
time to obtain "representative" storm water samples. Many commenters have indicated that at least one full year is needed to
obtain such samples. This is because many discharges are located in areas where testing during dry seasons or winter would not

be feasible. The intermittent and unpredictable nature of storm water discharges can result in difficult and time-consuming data
gathering. Moreover, some operators of municipal separate storm sewer systems have many storm water discharges associated
with industrial activity, which can require considerable time to identify, analyze, and submit applications. This creates a
tremendous practical problem for the extremely high number of unpermitted storm water discharges. The public's interest in a
sound storm water program and the development of a useful storm water data base is best served by establishing an application
deadline which will allow sufficient time to gather, analyze, and prepare meaningful applications. Based on a consideration of

these factors, EPA proposed that individual permit applications for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity,
which currently are not covered by a permit and that are required to obtain a permit, be submitted one year after the final rule
is promulgated.

EPA received numerous comments from industries on the one year requirement for submitting applications. Several commenters

supported the proposed deadline as realistic, while others believed more time was needed to meet the information and
quantitative requirement.
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EPA rejects the assertion by some commenters that a year is too short a period of time to obtain the required quantitative data.
Today's rule generally requires applications for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity to be submitted on
or before November 18, 1991. Operators of storm water discharges associated with industrial activity which discharge through
a municipal separate storm sewer are subject to the same application deadline as other storm water discharges associated with
industrial activity. Since final regulation at § 122.21(g)(7) provides considerable latitude for selecting rain events for quantitative

data, EPA is convinced that in most cases data can be obtained during the one year time frame. If data cannot be collected
during the one year time frame because of anomalous weather (e.g. drought conditions), then permitting authorities may grant
additional time for submitting that data on a case-by-case basis. See § 122.21(g)(7).

Operators of storm water discharges which are currently covered by a permit will not be required to submit a permit application
until their existing permit expires. In recognition of the time required to collect storm water discharge data, EPA will allow
facilities which currently have a NPDES permit for a storm water discharge and which must reapply for permit renewal during
the first year following promulgation of today's permit application requirements the option of applying in accordance with
existing Form 1 and Form 2C requirements (in lieu of applying in accordance with the revised application requirements).

As discussed in section VI.D.4 and section VI.F.6 of today's preamble, EPA has established a two part permit application
both for both group applications for sufficiently similar facilities that discharge storm water associated with industrial activity
and for operators of large or medium municipal separate storm sewer systems. The deadlines for submitting *48060 permit
applications in today's rule provide adequate time for: (1) Applicants to prepare Part 1 of the application; (2) EPA or an approved
State to adequately review applications; and (3) applicants to prepare the contents of the part 2 application.

Part 1 of the group application for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity must be submitted within 120
days from the publication of these final permit application regulations. This time is necessary to form groups and for individual

members of the group to prepare the non-quantitative information required in part 1 of the application. Part 1 of the group
application will be submitted to EPA Headquarters in Washington, DC and reviewed within 60 days after being received. Part
2 of the application would then be submitted within one year after the part 1 application is approved. It should be noted that
many facilities located in States in which general permits can be issued, will be eligible for coverage by a storm water general
permit to be promulgated in the near future. Such facilities may either seek coverage under such general permits or participate
in the group application.

Several comments were received by EPA that indicated that a period of 120 days was too short a period for groups to be formed.

EPA disagrees with these comments. The information that EPA is requiring to be submitted by the group or group representative

is information that is generally available such as the location of the facility, its industrial activity, and material management
practices. EPA believes that 120 days is sufficient to gather and submit this information along with an identification of 10% of
the facilities which will submit quantitative data. To ameliorate any difficulties for applicants, EPA has provided a means for
late facilities to "add on" where appropriate, on a case-by-case basis, as discussed in section VI.F.4. above.

Several comments were received with regard to the requirement that new dischargers submit an application at least 180 days
before the date on which the discharge is to commence. One commenter noted that it will be difficult for a facility to know when a

storm water discharge is to commence since precipitation and runoff cannot be predicted to any degree of accuracy. In response,

new dischargers must apply for a storm water permit application 180 days before that facility commences manufacturing,
processing, or raw material storage operations which may result in the discharge of pollutants from storm water runoff, and
90 days for new construction sites.

For large municipal separate storm sewer systems (systems serving a population of more than 250,000), EPA proposed that
part 1 of the permit application be submitted within one year of the date of the final regulations, with approval or disapproval
by the permit issuing authority of the provisions of the part 1 permit application within 90 days after receiving part 1 of the
application. The Part 2 portion of the application was to be submitted within two years of the date of promulgation.
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For medium municipal separate storm sewer systems (systems serving a population of more than 100,000, but less than
250,000), EPA proposed that permit applications would be required nine months after the date of the final rule, with approval
or disapproval of the provisions of the part 1 permit application within 90 days after receiving the part 1 application. The part
2 portion of the application would then be submitted no later than one year after the part 1 application has been approved.

Numerous comments were received by EPA from municipalities on these proposed deadlines. Many of these comments reflect
the sentiment that the deadlines are too tight and that the required information would not be available for submission within the

required time frame. Some commenters suggested deadlines that would add over three years to the permit application process.
Other commenters suggested a revamped application process and a shorter deadline of 18 months. Some commenters explained
that additional time would be needed to obtain adequate legal authority, while another stated that an inventory of outfalls
required more time. One commenter maintained that intergovernmental agreements will require more time to prepare, and
others expressed the view that more time was needed for the review of part 1 of the application by permitting authorities. Others

felt more time was needed for collecting data, or hiring additional staff to accomplish the work. Most of these commenters did
not provide specific details regarding what would be an appropriate amount of time and why.

After reviewing these comments EPA lias decided to modify some of the deadlines as proposed. EPA is convinced that to
properly achieve the goals of the CWA, the permit application requirements as discussed in previous sections are appropriate;

but that the deadlines for medium municipal separate storm sewer systems should be adjusted so that the program's goals can
be properly accomplished. After reviewing comments, EPA believes that medium municipalities will have fewer resources and
existing institutional arrangements than large cities and therefore more time should be granted to these cities for submitting
parts 1 and 2 of the application.

Accordingly EPA will require large municipal systems to submit part 1 of the permit application no later than November 18,
1991. Part 1 will-be reviewed and approved or disapproved by the Director within 90 days. Part 2 of the application will then
be submitted November 16, 1992. Medium municipal systems will submit part 1 of the application on May 18, 1992. Approval

or disapproval by the Director will be accomplished within 90 days. Part 2 of the application will be submitted by May 17,
1993. These deadlines will give large systems two years to complete the application process, and medium systems 2 years
and 6 months to submit applications. EPA is convinced that the permit application schedule is warranted and should provide
adequate time to prepare the application.

In establishing these regulatory deadlines EPA is fully aware that they are not synchronized with the statutory deadlines as
established by Congress. One commenter argued that the deadlines as proposed were contrary to the deadlines established by
Congress and that EPA had no authority to extend these deadlines. (For large municipal separate storm sewer systems and storm

water discharges associated with industrial activity, Congress established a deadline of February 4, 1990, for submission of
permit applications; for medium municipal separate storm sewer systems, the deadline is February 4, 1992.) In response, this
regulation provides certain deadlines for meeting the substantive requirements of this rulemakingrequirements which EPA
is convinced are necessary for the development of enforceable and sound storm water permits. EPA believes it is important to
give applicants sufficient time to reasonably comply with the permit application requirements set out today. EPA will therefore
accept applications for storm water discharge permits up to the dates specified in today's rule. By establishing these regulatory
deadlines, however, EPA is not attempting to waive or revoke the statutory deadlines established in Section 402(p) of the
CWA and does not assert the authority to do so. The statutory permit application deadlines *48061 continue to be enforceable
requirements.

EPA was not able to promulgate the final application regulations for storm water discharges before the February 4, 1990,
deadline for industrial and large municipal dischargers despite its best efforts. Further, as noted above, EPA is not able to waive

the statutory deadline. Dischargers concerned with complying with the statutory deadline should submit a permit application
as required under this rulemaking as expeditiously as possible.
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Operators of storm water discharges that are not specifically required to file a permit application under today's rule may be
required to obtain a permit for their discharge on the basis of a case-by-case designation by the Administrator or the NPDES
State.

The Administrator or NPDES State may also designate storm water discharges (except agricultural storm water discharges),
that contribute to a violation of a water quality standard or that are significant contributors of pollutants to waters of the United
States for a permit. Prior to a ,case-by-case determination that an individual permit is required for a storm water discharge, the
Administrator or NPDES State may require the operator of the discharge to submit a permit application. 40 CFR 124.52(c)
requires the operator of designated storm water discharges to submit a permit application within 60 days of notice, unless
permission for a later date is granted. The 60-day deadline is consistent with the procedures for designating other discharges for a

NPDES permit on a case-by-case basis found at 40 CFR 124.52. The 60-day deadline recognizes that case-by-case designations
often require an expedited response, however, flexibility exists to allow for case-by-case extensions.

The December 7, 1988, proposal also proposed Part 504 State Storm Water Management Programs. The Agency has not
included this component in today's rule. The Agency believes this program element is appropriate for addressing in regulations
promulgated under section 402(0(6) of the CWA.

VII. Economic Impact

EPA has prepared an Information Collection Request for the purpose of estimating the information collection burden imposed
on Federal, State and local governments and industry foi- revisions to NPDES permit application requirements for storm water
discharges codified in 40 CFR part 122. EPA is promulgating these revisions in response to Section 402(0(4) of the Clean Water

Act, as amended by the Water Quality Act of 1987 (WQA). The revisions would apply to: Storm water discharges associated
with industrial activity; discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems serving a population of 250,000 or more and
discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems serving a population of 100,000 or more, but less than 250,000.

The estimated annual cost of applying for NPDES permits for discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems is
$4.2 million. EPA estimates that an average permit application for a large municipality will cost $76,681 and require 4,534
hours to prepare. The average application for a medium municipality will cost $49,249 (2,912 hours) to prepare. The annual
respondent cost for NPDES permit applications, notices of intent, and notifications for facilities with discharges associated
with industrial activity is estimated to be $9.5 million (271,248 hours). EPA estimates that the average preparation cost of an
individual industrial permit application would be $1,007 (28.6 hours). Average Group application will cost $74.00 per facility
(2.1 hours). The average cost of the notification and notice of intent to be covered by general permit is $17.00 (0.5 hours).

The annual cost to the Federal Govermnent and approved States for administration of the program is estimated to be $588,603.
The total cost for municipalities, industry, and State and Federal authorities is estimated to be $14.5 million annually.

In general, the cost estimates provided in the ICR focus primarily on the costs associated with developing, submitting and
reviewing the permit applications associated with today's rule. EPA will continue to evaluate procedures and methods to control

storm water discharges to the extent necessary to mitigate impacts on water quality in the studies required under section 402(p)
(5) of the CWA. Executive Order 12291 requires EPA and other agencies to perform regulatory analyses of major regulations.
Major rules are those which impose a cost on the economy of $100 million or more annually or have certain other economic
impacts. Today's proposed amendments would generally make the NPDES permit application regulations more flexible and
less burdensome for the regulated community. These regulations do not, satisfy any of the criteria specified in section 1(b) of
the Executive Order and, as such, do not constitute a major rule. This regulation was submitted to the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) for review.

VIII. Paperwork Reduction Act
The information collection requirements in this rule have been submitted for approval to the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) under provision of the Paperwork Reduction Act, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq. and have been assigned OMB control number
2040-0086.
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Public reporting burden for permit applications for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity (other than from
construction facilities) is estimated to average 28.6 hours per individual permit application, 0.5 hours per notice of intent to be
covered by general permit, and 2.1 hours per group applicant. The public reporting burden for permit applications for storm
water discharges associated with industrial activity from construction activities submitting individual applications is estimated
to average 4.5 hours per response. The public reporting burden for facilities which discharge storm water associated with
industrial activity to municipal separate storm sewers serving a population over 100,000 to notify the operator of the municipal
separate storm sewer system is estimated to average 0.5 hours per response.

The reporting burden for system-wide permit applications for discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems serving
a population of 250,000 or more is estimated to average 4,534 hours per response. The reporting burden for system-wide permit
applications for discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems serving a population of 100,000 or more, but less than
250,000 is estimated to average 2,912 hours per response. Estimates of reporting burden include time for reviewing instructions,

searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of
information.

IX. Regulatory Flexibility Act
Under the Regulatory Flexibility Act, 5 U.S.C. 601 et seq., EPA is required to prepare a Regulatory Flexibility Analysis to assess

the impact of rules on small entities. No Regulatory Flexibility Analysis is required, however, where the head of the agency
certifies that the rule will not have a significant economic impact on a substantial number of small entities.

Today's amendments to the regulations would generally make the NPDES permit applications regulations more flexible and

less burdensome for permittees. Accordingly, I hereby *48062 certify, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 605(b), that these amendments
do not, have a significant impact on a substantial number of small entities.

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and 124
Administrative practice and procedure, Environmental protection, Reporting and recordkeeping requirements, Water pollution
control.

Authority: Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

Dated: October 31, 1990.

William K. Reilly,

Administrator.

For the reasons stated in the preamble, parts 122, 123, and 124 of title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations are amended
as follows:

PART 122EPA ADMINISTERED PERMIT PROGRAMS; THE NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE
ELIMINATION SYSTEM

Subpart BPermit Application and Special NPDES Program Requirements
1. The authority citation for part 122 continues to read as follows:

Authority: Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

2. Section 122.1 is amended by revising paragraph (b)(2)(iv) to read as follows:

§ 122.1 Purpose and scope.
* * * * *

00 * * *
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(iv) Discharges of storm water as set forth in § 122.26; and
* * * * *

3. Section 122.21 is amended by revising paragraph (c)(1), by removing the last sentence of paragraph (f)(7), by removing
paragraph (f)(9), by adding two sentences at the end of paragraph (g)(3), by revising-paragraph (g)(7) introductory text, by
removing and reserving paragraph (g)(10) and by revising the introductory text of paragraph (k) to read as follows:

§ 122.21 Application for a permit (applicable to State programs, see § 123.25).
* * * * *

(c) Time to apply. (1) Any person proposing a new discharge, shall submit an application at least 180 days before the date on
which the discharge is to commence, unless permission for a later date has been granted by the Director. Facilities proposing
a new discharge of storm water associated with industrial activity shall submit an application 180 days before that facility
commences industrial activity which may result in a discharge of storm water associated with that industrial activity. Facilities

described under § 122.26(b)(14)(x) shall submit applications at least 90 days before the date on which construction is to
commence. Different submittal dates may be required under the terms of applicable general permits. Persons proposing a new
discharge are encouraged to submit their applications well in advance of the 90 or 180 day requirements to avoid delay. See
also paragraph (k) of this section and § 122.26 (c)(1)(i)(G) and (c)(1)(ii).
* * * * *

(3) * * * The average flow of point sources composed of storm water may be estimated. The basis for the rainfall event and
the method of estimation must be indicated.

(7) Effluent characteristics. Information on the discharge of pollutants specified in this paragraph (except information on storm
water discharges which is to be provided as specified in § 122.26). When "quantitative data" for a pollutant are required, the
applicant must collect a sample of effluent and analyze it for the pollutant in accordance with analytical methods approved
under 40 CFR part 136. When no analytical method is approved the applicant may use any suitable method but must provide
a description of the method. When an applicant has two or more outfalls with substantially identical effluents, the Director
may allow the applicant to test only one outfall and report that the quantitative data also apply to the substantially identical
outfalls. The requirements in paragraphs (g)(7) (iii) and (iv) of this section that an applicant must provide quantitative data
for certain pollutants known or believed to be present do not apply to pollutants present in a discharge solely as the result of
their presence in intake water; however, an applicant must report such pollutants as present. Grab samples must be used for
pH, temperature, cyanide, total phenols, residual chlorine, oil and grease, fecal coliform and fecal streptococcus. For all other
pollutants, 24-hour composite samples must be used. However, a minimum of one grab sample may be taken for effluents from
holding ponds or other impoundments with a retention period greater than 24 hours. In addition, for discharges other than storm

water discharges, the Director may waive composite sampling for any outfall for which the applicant demonstrates that the
use of an automatic sampler is infeasible and that the minimum of four (4) grab samples will be a representative sample of
the effluent being discharged. For storm water discharges, all samples shall be collected from the discharge resulting from a
storm event that is greater than 0.1 inch and at least 72 hours from the previously measurable (greater than 0.1 inch rainfall)
storm event. Where feasible, the variance in the duration of the event and the total rainfall of the event should not exceed 50
percent from the average or median rainfall event in that area. For all applicants, a flow-weighted composite shall be taken for
either the entire discharge or for the first three hours of the discharge. The flow-weighted composite sample for a storm water

discharge may be taken with a continuous sampler or as a combination of a minimum of three sample aliquots taken in each
hour of discharge for the entire discharge or for the first three hours of the discharge, with each aliquot being separated by a
minimum period of fifteen minutes (applicants submitting permit applications for storm water discharges under § 122.26(d)
may collect flow weighted composite samples using different protocols with respect to the time duration between the collection
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of sample aliquots, subject to the approval of the Director). However, a minimum of one grab sample may be taken for storm
water discharges from holding ponds or other impoundments with a retention period greater than 24 hours. For a flow-weighted
composite sample, only one analysis of the composite of aliquots is required. For storm water discharge samples taken from
discharges associated with industrial activities, quantitative data must be reported for the grab sample taken during the first thirty

minutes (or as soon thereafter as practicable) of the discharge for all pollutants specified in § 122.26(c)(1). For all storm water
permit applicants taking flow-weighted composites, quantitative data must be reported for all pollutants specified in § 122.26
except pH, temperature, cyanide, total phenols, residual chlorine, oil and grease, fecal coliform, and fecal streptococcus. The
Director may allow or establish appropriate site-specific sampling procedures or requirements, including sampling locations,
the season in which the sampling takes place, the minimum duration between the previous measurable storm event and the
storm event sampled, the minimum or maximum level of precipitation required for an appropriate storm event, the form of
precipitation sampled (snow melt or rain fall), protocols for collecting samples under 40 CFR part 136, and additional time for

submitting data on a *48063 case-by-case basis. An applicant is expected to "know or have reason to believe" that a pollutant
is present in an effluent based on an evaluation of the expected use, production, or storage of the pollutant, or on any previous

analyses for the pollutant. (For example, any pesticide manufactured by a facility may be expected to be present in contaminated
storm water runoff from the facility.)
* * * * *

(k) Application requirements for new sources and new discharges. New manufacturing, commercial, mining and silvicultural
dischargers applying for NPDES permits (except for new discharges of facilities subject to the requirements of paragraph (h)
of this section or new discharges of storm water associated with industrial activity which are subject to the requirements of §
122.26(c)(1) and this. section (except as provided by § 122.26(c)(1)(ii)) shall provide the following information to the Director,
using the application forms provided by the Director:
* * * * *

4. Section 122.22(b) introductory text is revised to read as follows:

§ 122.22 Signatories to permit applications and reports (applicable to State programs, see § 123.25).
* * * * *

(b) All reports required by permits, and other information requested by the Director shall be signed by a person described in
paragraph (a) of this section, or by a duly authorized representative of that person. A person is a duly authorized representative
only if:
* * * * *

5. Section 122.26 is revised to read as follows:

§ 122.26 Storm water discharges (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25).
(a) Permit requirement. (1) Prior to October 1, 1992, discharges composed entirely of storm water shall not be required to obtain
a NPDES permit except:

(i) A discharge with respect to which a:permit has been issued prior to February 4, 1987;

(ii) A discharge associated with industrial activity (see § 122.26(a)(4));

(iii) A discharge from a large municipal separate storm sewer system;

(iv) A discharge from a medium municipal separate storm sewer system;

(v) A discharge which the Director, or in States with approved NPDES programs, either the Director or the EPA Regional
Administrator, determines to contribute to a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant contributor of pollutants to
waters of the United States. This designation may include a discharge from any conveyance or system of conveyances used for
collecting and conveying storm water runoff or a system, of discharges from municipal separate storm sewers, except for those
discharges from conveyances which do not require a permit under paragraph (a)(2) of this section or agricultural storm water
runoff which is exempted from the definition of point source at § 122.2.
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The Director may designate discharges from municipal separate storm sewers on a system-wide or jurisdiction-wide basis. In
making this determination the Director may consider the following factors:

(A) The location of the discharge with respect to waters of the United States as defined at 40 CFR 122.2.

(B) The size of the discharge;

(C) The quantity and nature of the pollutants discharged to waters of the United States; and

(D) Other relevant factors.

(2) The Director may not require a permit for discharges of storm water runoff from mining operations or oil and gas
exploration, production, processing or treatment operations or transmission facilities, composed entirely of flows which are
from conveyances or systems of conveyances (including but not limited to pipes, conduits, ditches, and channels) used for
collecting and conveying precipitation runoff and which are not contaminated by contact with or that has not come into contact

with, any overburden, raw material, intermediate products, finished product, byproduct or waste products located on the site
of such operations.

(3) Large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems. (i) P6rmits must be obtained for all discharges from large and
medium municipal separate storm sewer systems.

(ii) The Director may either issue one system-wide permit covering all discharges from municipal separate storm sewers within
a large or medium municipal storm sewer system or issue distinct permits for appropriate categories of discharges within a
large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system including, but not limited to: all discharges owned or operated by the

same municipality; located within the same jurisdiction; all discharges within a system that discharge to the same watershed;
discharges within a system that are similar in nature; or for individual discharges from municipal separate storm sewers within
the system.

(iii) The operator of a discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer which is part of a large or medium municipal separate
storm sewer system, must either:

(A) Participate in a permit application (to be a permittee or a co-permittee) with one or more other operators of discharges
from the large or,medium municipal storm sewer system which covers all, or a portion of all, discharges from the municipal
separate storm sewer system;

(B) Submit a distinct permit application which only covers discharges from the municipal separate storm sewers for which the
operator is responsible; or

(C) A regional authority may be responsible for submitting a permit application under the following guidelines:

(1) The regional authority together with co-applicants shall have authority over a storm water management program that is in
existence, or shall be in existence at the time part 1 of the application is due;

(2) The permit applicant or co-applicants shall establish their ability to make a timely submission of part 1 and part 2 of the
municipal application;

(3) Each of the operators of municipal separate storm sewers within the systems described in paragraphs (b)(4) (i), (ii), and (iii)
or (b)(7) (i), (ii), and (iii) of this section, that are under the purview of the designated regional authority, shall comply with the
application requirements of paragraph (d) of this section.

(iv) One permit application may be submitted for all or a portion of all municipal separate storm sewers within adjacent or
interconnected large or medium municipal separate storm sewer systems. The Director may issue one system-wide permit
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covering all, or a portion of all municipal separate storm sewers in adjacent or interconnected large or medium municipal
separate storm sewer systems.

(v) Permits for all or a portion of all discharges from large or medium municipal separate storm sewer systems that are issued
on a system-wide, jurisdiction-wide, watershed or other basis may specify different conditions relating to different discharges
covered by the permit, including different management programs for different drainage areas which contribute storm water
to the system.

(vi) Co-permittees need only comply with permit conditions relating to discharges from the municipal separate storm sewers
for which they are operators.

*48064 (4) Discharges through large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems. In addition to meeting the
requirements of paragraph (c) of this section, an operator of a storm water discharge associated with industrial activity which
discharges through a large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system shall submit, to the operator of the municipal
separate storm sewer system receiving the discharge no later than May 15, 1991, or 180 days prior to commencing such
discharge: the name of the facility; a contact person and phone number; the location of the discharge; a description, including

Standard Industrial Classification, which best reflects the principal products or services provided by each facility; and any
existing NPDES permit number.

(5) Other municipal separate storm sewers. The Director may issue permits for municipal separate storm sewers that are
designated under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section on a system-wide basis, jurisdiction-wide basis, watershed basis or other
appropriate basis, or may issue permits for individual discharges.

(6) Non-municipal separate storm sewers. For storm water discharges associated with industrial activity from point sources
which discharge through a non-municipal or non-publicly owned separate storm sewer system, the Director, in his discretion,
may issue: a single NPDES permit, with each discharger a co-permittee to a permit issued to the operator of the portion of the
system that discharges into waters of the United States; or, individual permits to each discharger of storm water associated with
industrial activity through the non-municipal conveyance system.

(i) All storm water discharges associated with industrial activity, that discharge through a storm water discharge system that
is not a municipal separate storm sewer must be covered by an individual permit, or a permit issued to the operator of the
portion of the system that discharges to waters of the United States, with each discharger to the non-municipal conveyance a
co-permittee to that permit.

(ii) Where there is more than one operator of a single system of such conveyances, all operators of storm water discharges
associated with industrial activity must submit applications.

(iii) Any permit covering more than one operator shall identify the effluent limitations, or other permit conditions, if any, that
apply to each operator.

(7) Combined sewer systems. Conveyances that discharge storm water runoff combined with municipal sewage are point sources

that must obtain NPDES permits in accordance with the procedures of § 122.21 and are not subject to the provisions of this
section.

(8) Whether a discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer is or is not subject to regulation under this section shall have no

bearing on whether the owner or operator of the discharge is eligible for funding under title II, title III or title VI of the Clean
Water Act. See 40 CFR part 35, subpart I, appendix A(b)H.2.j.

(b) Definitions. (1) Co-permittee means a permittee to a NPDES permit that is only responsible for permit conditions relating
to the discharge for which it is operator.
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(2) Illicit discharge means any discharge to a municipal separate storm sewer that is not composed entirely of storm water
except discharges pursuant to a NPDES permit (other than the NPDES permit for discharges from the municipal separate storm
sewer) and discharges resulting from fire fighting activities.

(3) Incorporated place means the District of Columbia, or a city, town, township, or village that is incorporated under the laws
of the State in which it is located.

(4) Large municipal separate storm sewer system means all municipal separate storm sewers that are either:

(i) Located in an incorporated place with a population of 250,000 or more as determined by the latest Decennial Census by
the Bureau of Census (appendix F); or

(ii) Located in the counties listed in appendix H, except municipal separate storm sewers that are located in the incorporated
places, townships or towns within such counties; or

(iii) Owned or operated by a municipality other than those described in paragraph (b)(4) (i) or (ii) of this section and that are
designated by the Director as part of the large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system due to the interrelationship
between the discharges of the designated storm sewer and the discharges from municipal separate storm sewers described under
paragraph (b)(4) (i) or (ii) of this section. In making this determination the Director may consider the following factors:

(A) Physical interconnections between the municipal separate storm sewers;

(B) The location of discharges from the designated municipal separate storm sewer relative to discharges from municipal
separate storm sewers described in paragraph (b)(4)(i) of this section;

(C) The quantity and nature of pollutants discharged to waters of the United States;

(D) The nature of the receiving waters; and

(E) Other relevant factors; or

(iv) The Director may, upon petition, designate as a large municipal separate storm sewer system, municipal separate storm
sewers located within the boundaries of a region defined by a storm water management regional authority based on a
jurisdictional, watershed, or other appropriate basis that includes one or more of the systems described in paragraph (b)(4) (i),
(ii), (iii) of this section.

(5) Major municipal separate storm sewer outfail (or "major outfall") means a municipal separate storm sewer outfall that
discharges from a single pipe with an inside diameter of 36 inches or more or its equivalent (discharge from a single conveyance

other than circular pipe which is associated with a drainage area of more than 50 acres); or for municipal separate storm sewers
that receive storm water from lands zoned for industrial activity (based on comprehensive zoning plans or the equivalent), an
outfall that discharges from a single pipe with an inside diameter of 12 inches or more or from its equivalent (discharge from
other than a circular pipe associated with a drainage area of 2 acres or more).

(6) Major outfall means a major municipal separate storm sewer outfall.

(7) Medium municipal separate storm sewer system means all municipal separate storm sewers that are either:

(i) Located in an incorporated place with a population of 100,000 or more but less than 250,000, as determined by the latest
Decennial Census by the Bureau of Census (appendix G); or

(ii) Located in the counties listed in appendix I, except municipal separate storm sewers that are located in the incorporated
places, townships or, towns within such counties; or
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(iii) Owned or operated by a municipality other than those described in paragraph (b)(4) (i) or (ii) of this section and that are
designated by the Director as part of the large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system due to the interrelationship
between the discharges of the designated storm sewer and the discharges from municipal separate storm sewers &Scribed under
paragraph (b)(4) (i) or (ii) of this section. In making this determination the Director may consider the following factors:

*48065 (A) Physical interconnections between the municipal separate storm sewers;

(B) The location of discharges from the designated municipal separate storm sewer relative to discharges from municipal
separate storm sewers described in paragraph (b)(7)(i) *of this section;

(C) The quantity and nature of pollutants discharged to waters of the United States;

(D) The nature of the receiving waters; or

(E) Other relevant factors; or

(iv) The Director may, upon petition, designate as a medium municipal separate storm sewer system, municipal separate
storm sewers located within the boundaries of a region defined by a storm water management regional authority based on a
jurisdictional, watershed, or other appropriate basis that includes one or more of the systems described in paragraphs (b)(7)
(i), (ii), (iii) of this section.

(8) Municipal separate storm sewer means a conveyance or system of conveyances (including roads with drainage systems,
municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, man-made channels, or storm drains):

(i) Owned or operated by a State, city, town, borough, county, parish, district, association, or other public body (created by or
pursuant to State law) having jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, industrial wastes, storm water, or other wastes, including
special districts under State law such as a sewer district, flood control district or drainage district, or similar entity, or an Indian
tribe or an authorized Indian tribal organization, or a designated and approved management agency under section 208 of the
CWA that discharges to waters of the United States;

(ii) Designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water;

(iii) Which is not a combined sewer; and

(iv) Which is not part of a Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) as defined at 40 CFR 122.2.

(9) Outfall means a point source as defined by 40 CFR 122.2 at the point where a municipal separate storm sewer discharges to
waters of the United States and does not include open conveyances connecting two municipal separate storm sewers, or pipes,

tunnels or other conveyances which connect segments of the same stream or other waters of the United States and are used to
convey waters of the United States.

(10) Overburden means any material of any nature, consolidated or unconsolidated, that overlies a mineral deposit, excluding
topsoil or similar naturally-occurring surface materials that are not disturbed by mining operations.

(11) Runoff coefficient means the fraction of total rainfall that will appear at a conveyance as runoff.

(12) Significant materials includes, but is not limited to: raw materials; fuels; materials such as solvents, detergents, and plastic
pellets; finished materials such as metallic products; raw materials used in food processing or production; hazardous substances

designated under section 101(14) of CERCLA; any chemical the facility is required to report pursuant to section 313 of title
III of SARA; fertilizers; pesticides; and waste products such as ashes, slag and sludge that have the potential to be released
with storm water discharges.

(13) Storm water means storm water runoff, snow melt runoff, and surface runoff and drainage.
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(14) Storm water discharge associated with industrial activity means the discharge from any conveyance which is used for
collecting and conveying storm water and which is directly related to manufacturing, processing or raw materials storage areas
at an industrial plant. The term does not include discharges from facilities or activities excluded from the NPDES program under

40 CFR part 122. For the categories of industries identified in paragraphs (b)(14) (i) through (x) of this section, the term includes,

but is not limited to, storm water discharges from industrial plant yards; immediate access roads and rail lines used or traveled
by carriers of raw materials, manufactured products, waste material, or by-products used or created by the facility; material
handling sites; refuse sites; sites used for the application or disposal of process waste waters (as defined at 40 CFR part 401);
sites used for the storage and maintenance of material handling equipment; sites used for residual treatment, storage, or disposal;
shipping and receiving areas; manufacturing buildings; storage areas (including tank farms) for raw materials, and intermediate
and finished products; and areas where industrial activity has taken place in the past and significant materials remain and are
exposed to storm water. For the categories of industries identified in paragraph (b)(14)(xi) of this section, the term includes
only storm water discharges from all the areas (except access roads and rail lines) that are listed in the previous sentence where
material handling equipment or activities, raw materials, intermediate products, final products, waste materials, by-products,
or industrial machinery are exposed to storm water. For the purposes of this paragraph, material handling activities include the
storage, loading and unloading, transportation, or conveyance of any raw material, intermediate product, finished product, by-
product or waste product. The term excludes areas located on plant lands separate from the plant's industrial activities, such
as office buildings and accompanying parking lots as long as the drainage from the excluded areas is not mixed with storm
water drained from the above described areas. Industrial facilities (including industrial facilities that are Federally, State, or
municipally owned or operated that meet the description of the facilities listed in this paragraph (b)(14)(i)-(xi) of this section)
include those facilities designated under the provisions of paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section. The following categories of
facilities are considered to be engaging in "industrial activity" for purposes of this subsection:

(i) Facilities subject to storm water effluent limitations guidelines, new source performance standards, or toxic pollutant effluent

standards under 40 CFR subchapter N (except facilities with toxic pollutant effluent standards which are exempted under
category (xi) in paragraph (b)(14) of this section);

(ii) Facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classifications 24 (except 2434), 26 (except 265 and 267), 28 (except 283), 29,
311, 32 (except 323), 33, 3441, 373;

(iii) Facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classifications 10 through 14 (mineral industry) including active or inactive
mining operations (except for areas of coal mining operations no longer meeting the definition of a reclamation area under 40
CFR 434.11(1) because the performance bond issued to the facility by the appropriate SMCRA authority has been released,
or except for areas of non-coal mining operations which have been released from applicable State or Federal reclamation
requirements after December 17, 1990) and oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations, or
transmission facilities that discharge storm water contaminated by contact with or that has come into contact with, any
overburden, raw material, intermediate products, finished products, byproducts or waste products located on the site of such
operations; (inactive mining operations are mining sites that are not being actively mined, but which have an identifiable owner/

operator; inactive mining sites do not include sites where mining claims are being maintained prior to disturbances associated
with the extraction, beneficiation, or processing of mined *48066 materials, nor sites where minimal activities are undertaken

for the sole purpose of maintaining a mining claim);

(iv) Hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities, including those that are operating under interim status or a permit

under subtitle C of RCRA;

(v) Landfills, land application sites, and open dumps that receive or have received any industrial wastes (waste that is received
from any of the facilities described under this subsection) including those that are subject to regulation under subtitle D of
RCRA;

(vi) Facilities involved in the recycling of materials, including metal scrapyards, battery reclaimers, salvage yards, and
automobile junkyards, including but limited to those classified as Standard Industrial Classification 5015 and 5093;

,vNext' \lo claim to origThal U.S. v .rnment Works. 116

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for..., 55 FR 47990-01

(vii) Steam electric power generating facilities, including coal handling sites;

(viii) Transportation facilities classified as Standard Industrial Classifications 40, 41, 42 (except 4221-25), 43, 44, 45, and 5171
which have vehicle maintenance shops, equipment cleaning operations, or airport deicing operations. Only those portions of the
facility that are either involved in vehicle maintenance (including vehicle rehabilitation, mechanical repairs, painting, fueling,

and lubrication), equipment cleaning operations, airport deicing operations, or which are otherwise identified under paragraphs
(b)(14) (i)-(vii) or (ix)-(xi) of this section are associated with industrial activity;

(ix) Treatment works treating domestic sewage or any other sewage sludge or wastewater treatment device or system, used in
the storage treatment, recycling, and reclamation of municipal or domestic sewage, including land dedicated to the disposal of
sewage sludge that are located within the confines of the facility, with a design flow of 1.0 mgd or more, or required to have
an approved pretreatment program under 40 CFR part 403. Not included are farm lands, domestic gardens or lands used for
sludge management where sludge is beneficially reused and which are not physically located in the confines of the facility, or
areas that are in compliance with section 405 of the CWA;

(x) Construction activity including clearing, grading and excavation activities except: operations that result in the disturbance
of less than five acres of total land area which are not part of a larger common plan of development or sale;

(xi) Facilities under Standard Industrial Classifications 20, 21, 22, 23, 2434, 25, 265, 267, 27, 283, 285, 30, 31 (except 311), 323,
34 (except 3441), 35, 36, 37 (except 373), 38, 39, 4221-25, (and which are not otherwise included within categories (ii)-(x));

(c) Application requirements for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity-(1) Individual application.
Dischargers of storm water associated with industrial activity are required to apply for an individual permit, apply for a permit
through a group application, or seek coverage under a-promulgated storm water general permit. Facilities that are required
to obtain an individual permit, or any discharge of storm water which the Director is evaluating for designation (see 40 CFR
124.52(c)) under paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section and is not a municipal separate storm sewer, and which is not part of a
group application described under paragraph (c)(2) of this section, shall submit an NPDES application in accordance with the
requirements of § 122.21 as modified and supplemented by the provisions of the remainder of this paragraph. Applicants for
discharges composed entirely of storm water shall submit Form 1 and Form 2F. Applicants for discharges composed of storm
water and non-storm water shall submit Form 1, Form 2C, and Form 2F. Applicants for new sources or new discharges (as
defined in § 122.2 of this part) composed of storm water and non-storm water shall submit Form 1, Form 2D, and Form 2F.

(i) Except as provided in § 122.26(c)(1) (ii)- (iv), the operator of a storm water discharge associated with industrial activity
subject to this section shall provide:

(A) A site map showing topography (or indicating the outline of drainage areas served by the outfall(s) covered in the application

if a topographic map is unavailable) of the facility including: each of its drainage and discharge structures; the drainage area of
each storm water outfall; paved areas and buildings within the drainage area of each storm water outfall, each past or present
area used for outdoor storage or disposal of significant materials, each existing structural control measure to reduce pollutants
in storm water runoff, materials loading and access areas, areas where pesticides, herbicides, soil conditioners and fertilizers are

applied, each of its hazardous waste treatment, storage or disposal facilities (including each area not required to have a RCRA
permit which is used for accumulating hazardous waste under 40 CFR 262.34); each well where fluids from the facility are
injected underground; springs, and other surface water bodies which receive storm water discharges from the facility;

(B) An estimate of the area of impervious surfaces (including paved areas and building rdofs) and the total area drained by each

outfall (within a mile radius of the facility) and a narrative description of the following: Significant materials that in the three
years prior to the submittal of this application have been treated, stored or disposed in a manner to allow exposure to storm
water; method Of treatment, storage or disposal of such materials; materials management practices employed, in the three years

prior to the submittal of this application, to minimize contact by these materials with storm water runoff; materials loading and
access areas; the location, mariner and frequency in which pesticides, herbicides, soil conditioners and fertilizers are applied;
the location and a description of existing structural and non-structural control measures to reduce pollutants in storm water
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runoff; and a description of the treatment the storm water receives, including the ultimate disposal of any solid or fluid wastes
other than by discharge;

(C) A certification that all outfalls that should contain storm water discharges associated with industrial activity have been tested

or evaluated for the presence of non-storm water discharges which are not covered by a NPDES permit; tests for such non-storm
water discharges may include smoke tests, fluorometric dye tests, analysis of accurate schematics, as well as other appropriate

tests. The certification shall include a description of the method used, the date of any testing, and the on-site drainage points
that were directly observed during a test;

(D) Existing information regarding significant leaks or spills of toxic or hazardous pollutants at the facility that have taken place
within the three years prior to the submittal of this application;

(E) Quantitative data based on samples collected during storm events and collected in accordance with § 122.21 of this part
from all outfalls containing a storm water discharge associated with industrial activity for the following parameters:

(1) Any pollutant limited in an effluent guideline to which the facility is subject;

(2) Any pollutant listed in the facility's NPDES permit for its process wastewater' (if the facility is operating under an existing
NPDES permit);

(3) Oil and grease, pH, BOD5, COD, TSS, total phosphorus, total Kjeldahl nitrogen, and nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen;

(4) Any information on the discharge required under paragraph § 122.21(g)(7) (iii) and (iv) of this part;

*48067 (5) Flow measurements or estimates of the flow rate, and the total amount of discharge for the storm event(s) sampled,
and the method of flow measurement or estimation; and

(6) The date and duration (in hours) of the storm event(s) sampled, rainfall measurements or estimates of the storm event (in
inches) which generated the sampled runoff and the duration between the storm event sampled and the end of the previous
measurable (greater than 0.1 inch rainfall) storm event (in hours);

(F) Operators of a discharge which is composed entirely of storm water are exempt from the requirements of § 122.21 (g)(2),
(g)(3), (g)(4), (g)(5), (g)(7)(i), (g)(7)(ii), and (g)(7)(v); and

(G) Operators of new sources or new discharges (as defined in § 122.2 of this part) which are composed in part or entirely of
storm water must include estimates for the pollutants or parameters listed in paragraph (c)(1)(i)(E) of this section instead of
actual sampling data, along with the source of each estimate. Operators of new sources or new discharges composed in part or
entirely of storm water must provide quantitative data for the parameters listed in paragraph (c)(1)(i)(E) of this section within
two years after commencement of discharge, unless such data has already been reported under the monitoring requirements of
the NPDES permit for the discharge. Operators of a new source or new discharge which is composed entirely of storm water
are exempt from the requirements of § 122.21 (k)(3)(ii), (k)(3)(iii), and (k)(5).

(ii) The operator of an existing or new storm water discharge that is associated with industrial activity solely under paragraph

(b)(14)(x) of this section, is exempt from the requirements of § 122.21(g) and paragraph (c)(1)(i) of this section. Such operator
shall provide a narrative description of:

(A) The location (including a map) and the nature of the construction activity;

(B) The total area of the site and the area of the site that is expected to undergo excavation during the life of the permit;

(C) Proposed measures, including best management practices, to control pollutants in storm water discharges during
construction, including a brief description of applicable State and local erosion and sediment control requirements;
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(D) Proposed measures to control pollutants in storm water discharges that will occur after construction operations have been
completed, including a brief description of applicable State or local erosion and sediment control requirements;

(E) An estimate of the runoff coefficient of the site and the increase in impervious area after the construction addressed in the
permit application is completed, the nature of fill material and existing data describing the soil or the quality of the discharge; and

(F) The name of the receiving water.

(iii) The operator of an existing or new discharge composed entirely of storm water from an oil or gas exploration, production,
processing, or treatment operation, or transmission facility is not required to submit a permit application in accordance with
paragraph (c)(1)(i) of this section, unless the facility:

(A) Has had a discharge of storm water resulting in the discharge of a reportable quantity for which notification is or was
required pursuant to 40 CFR 117.21 or 40 CFR 302.6 at anytime since November 16, 1987; or

(B) Has had a discharge of storm water resulting in the discharge of a reportable quantity for which notification is or was
required pursuant to 40 CFR 110.6 at any time since November 16, 1987; or

(C) Contributes to a violation of a water quality standard.

(iv) The operator of an existing or new discharge composed entirely of storm water from a mining operation is not required
to submit a permit application unless the discharge has come into contact with, any overburden, raw material, intermediate
products, finished product, byproduct or waste products located on the site of such operations.

(v) Applicants shall provide such other information the Director may reasonably require under § 122.21(g)(13) of this part to
determine whether to issue a permit and may require any facility subject to paragraph (c)(1)(ii) of this section to comply with
paragraph (c)(1)(i) of this section.

(2) Group application for discharges associated with industrial activity. In lieu of individual applications or notice of intent to
be covered by a general permit for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity, a group application may be filed
by an entity representing a group of applicants (except facilities that have existing individual NPDES permits for storm water)

that are part of the same subcategory (see 40 CFR subchapter N, part 405 to 471) or, where such grouping is inapplicable, are
sufficiently similar as to be appropriate for general permit coverage under § 122.28 of this part. The part 1 application shall be
submitted to the Office of Water Enforcement and Permits, U.S. EPA, 401 M Street, SW., Washington, DC 20460 (EN-336)
for approval. Once a part 1 application is approved, group applicants are to submit Part 2 of the group application to the Office
of Water Enforcement and Permits. A group application shall consist of:

(i) Part 1. Part 1 of a group application shall:

(A) Identif3r the participants in the group application by name and location. Facilities participating in the group application
shall be listed in nine subdivisions, based on the facility location relative to the nine precipitation zones indicated in appendix
E to this part.

(B) Include a narrative description summarizing the industrial activities of participants of the group application and explaining
why the participants, as a whole, are sufficiently similar to be a covered by a general permit;

(C) Include a list of significant materials stored exposed to precipitation by participants in the group application and materials
management practices employed to diminish contact by these materials with precipitation and storm water runoff;

(D) Identify ten percent of the dischargers participating in the group application (with a minimum of 10 dischargers, and either

a minimum of two dischargers from each precipitation zone indicated in appendix E of this part in which ten or more members
of the group are located, or one discharger from each precipitation zone indicated in appendix E of this part in which nine or
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fewer members of the group are located) from which quantitative data will be submitted in part 2. If more than 1,000 facilities
are identified in a group application, no more than 100 dischargers must submit quantitative data in Part 2. Groups of between
four and ten dischargers may be formed. However, in groups of between four and ten, at least half the facilities must submit
quantitative data, and at least one facility in each precipitation zone in which members of the group are located must submit data.

A description of why the facilities selected to perform sampling and analysis are representative of the group as a whole in terms
of the information provided in paragraph (c)(1) (i)(B) and (i)(C) of this section, shall accompany this section. Different factors
impacting the nature of the storm water discharges, such as processes used and material management, shall be represented, to
the extent feasible, in a mariner roughly equivalent to their proportion in the group.

(ii) Part 2. Part 2 of a group application shall contain quantitative *48068 data (NPDES Form 2F), as modified by paragraph
(c)(1) of this section, so that when part 1 and part 2 of the group application are taken together, a complete NPDES application
(Form 1, Form 2C, and Form 2F) can be evaluated for each discharger identified in paragraph (c)(2)(i)(D) of this section.

(d) Application requirements for large and medium municipal separate storm sewer discharges. The operator of a discharge from

a large or medium municipal separate storm sewer or a municipal separate storm sewer that is designated by the Director under
paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section, may submit a jurisdiction-wide or system-wide permit application. Where more than one
public entity owns or operates a municipal separate storm sewer within a geographic area (including adjacent or interconnected
municipal separate storm sewer systems), such operators may be a coapplicant to the same application. Permit applications for
discharges from large and medium municipal storm sewers or municipal storm sewers designated under paragraph (a)(1)(v)
of this section shall include;

(1) Part 1. Part 1 of the application shall consist of;

(i) General information. The applicants' name, address, telephone number of contact person, ownership status and status as a
State or local govermnent entity.

(ii) Legal authority. A description of existing legal authority to control discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system.

When existing legal authority is not sufficient to meet the criteria provided in paragraph (d)(2)(i) of this section, the description
shall list additional authorities as will be necessary to meet the criteria and shall include a schedule and commitment to seek
such additional authority that will be needed to meet the criteria.

(iii) Source identification. (A) A description of the historic use of ordinances, guidance or other controls which limited the
discharge of non-storm water discharges to any Publicly Owned Treatment Works sewing the same area as the municipal
separate storm sewer system.

(B) A USGS 7.5 minute topographic map (or equivalent topographic map with a scale between 1:10,000 and 1:24,000 if
cost effective) extending one mile beyond the service boundaries of the municipal storm sewer system covered by the permit
application. The following information shall be provided:

(1) The location of lcnown municipal storm sewer system outfalls discharging to waters of the United States;

(2) A description of the land use activities (e.g. divisions indicating undeveloped, residential, commercial, agricultural and
industrial uses) accompanied with estimates of population densities and projected growth for a ten year period within the
drainage area served by the separate storm sewer. For each land use type, an estimate of an average mnoff coefficient shall
be provided;

(3) The location and a description of the activities of the facility of each currently operating or closed municipal landfill or other
treatment, storage or disposal facility for municipal waste;

(4) The location and the permit number of any known discharge to the municipal storm sewer that has been issued a NPDES
permit;
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(5) The location of major structural controls for storm water discharge (retention basins, detention basins, major infiltration
devices, etc.); and

(6) The identification of publicly owned parks, recreational areas, and other open lands.

(iv) Discharge characterization. (A) Monthly mean rain and snow fall estimates (or summary of weather bureau data) and the
monthly average number of storm events.

(B) Existing quantitative data describing the volume and quality of discharges from the municipal storm sewer, including a
description of the outfalls sampled, sampling procedures and analytical methods used.

(C) A list of water bodies that receive discharges from the municipal separate storm sewer system, including downstream
segments, lakes and estuaries, where pollutants from the system discharges may accmnulate and cause water degradation and
a brief description of known water quality impacts. At a minimum, the description of impacts shall include a description of
whether the water bodies receiving such discharges have been:

(1) Assessed and reported in section 305(b) reports submitted by the State, the basis for the assessment (evaluated or monitored),
a summary of designated use support and attainment of Clean Water Act (CWA) goals (fishable and swimmable waters), and
causes of nonsupport of designated uses;

(2) Listed under section 304(1)(1)(A)(i), section 304(1)(1)(A)(ii), or section 304(1)(1)(B) of the CWA that is not expected to
meet water quality standards or water quality goals;

(3) Listed in State Nonpoint Source Assessments required by section 319(a) of the CWA that, without additional action to control

nonpoint sources of pollution, cannot reasonably be expected to attain or maintain water quality standards due to storm sewers,
construction, highway maintenance and runoff from municipal landfills and municipal sludge adding significant pollution (or
contributing to a violation of water quality standards);

(4) Identified and classified according to eutrophic condition of publicly owned lakes listed in State reports required under
section 314(a) of the CWA (include the following: A description of those publicly owned lakes for which uses are known to
be impaired; a description of procedures, processes and methods to control the discharge of pollutants from municipal separate
storm sewers into such lakes; and a description of methods and procedures to restore the quality of such lakes);

(5) Areas of concern of the Great Lakes identified by the International Joint Commission;

(6) Designated estuaries under the National Estuary Program under section 320 of the CWA;

(7) Recognized by the applicant as highly valued or sensitive waters;

(8) Defined by the State or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services's National Wetlands Inventory as wetlands; and

(9) Found to have pollutants in bottom sediments, fish tissue or biosurvey data.

(D) Field screening. Results of a field screening analysis for illicit connections and illegal dumping for either selected field
screening points or major outfalls covered in the permit application. At a minimum, a screening analysis shall include a narrative

description, for either each field screening point or major outfall, of visual observations made during dry weather periods. If
any flow is observed, two grab samples shall be collected during a 24 hour period with a minimum period of four hours between'
samples. For all such samples, a narrative description of the color, odor, turbidity, the presence of an oil sheen or surface scum

as well as any other relevant observations regarding the potential presence of non-storm water discharges or illegal dumping
shall be provided. In addition, a narrative description of the results of a field analysis using suitable methods to estimate pH,
total chlorine, total copper, total phenol, and detergents (or surfactants) shall be provided along with a description of the flow
rate. Where the field analysis does not involve analytical methods approved under 40 CFR part 136, the applicant shall provide
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a description of the method used including the name of the manufacturer of the test method along with the range and accuracy of

the test. Field screening points shall be either major outfalls or other outfall points (or *48069 any other point of access such as
manholes) randomly located throughout the storm sewer system by placing a grid over a drainage system map and identifying
those cells of the grid which contain a segment of the storm sewer system or major outfall. The field screening points shall be
established using the following guidelines and criteria:

(1) A grid system consisting of perpendicular north-south and east-west lines spaced 1/4 mile apart shall be overlayed on a map
of the municipal storm sewer system, creating a series of cells;

(2) All cells that contain a segment of the storm sewer system shall be identified; one field screening point shall be selected in
each cell; major outfalls may be used as field screening points;

(3) Field screening points should be located downstream of any sources of suspected illegal or illicit activity;

(4) Field screening points shall be located to the degree practicable at the farthest manhole or other accessible location
downstream in the system, within each cell; however, safety of personnel and accessibility of the location should be considered
in making this determination;

(5) Hydrological conditions; total drainage area of the site; population density of the site; traffic density; age of the structures
or buildings in the area; history of the area; and land use types;

(6) For medium municipal separate storm sewer systems, no more than 250 cells need to have identified field screening points;

in large municipal separate storm sewer systems, no more than 500 cells need to have identified field screening points; cells
established by the grid that contain no storm sewer segments will be eliminated from consideration; if fewer than 250 cells in
medium municipal sewers are created, and fewer than 500 in large systems are created by the overlay on the municipal sewer
map, then all those cells which contain a segment of the sewer system shall be subject to field screening (unless access to the
separate storm sewer system is impossible); and

(7) Large or medium municipal separate storm sewer systems which are unable to utilize the procedures described in paragraphs

(d)(1)(iv)(D) (1) through (6) of this section, because a sufficiently detailed map of the separate storm sewer systems is
unavailable, shall field screen no more than 500 or 250 major outfalls respectively (or all major outfalls in the system, if less); in

such circumstances, the applicant shall establish a grid system consisting of north-south and east-west lines spaced 1/4 mile apart

as an overlay to the boundaries of the municipal storm sewer system, thereby creating a series of cells; the applicant will then

select major outfalls in as many cells as possible until at least 500 major outfalls (large municipalities) or 250 major outfalls
(medium municipalities) are selected; a field screening analysis shall be undertaken at these major outfalls.

(E) Characterization plan. Information and a proposed program to meet the requirements of paragraph (d)(2)(iii) of this section.
Such description shall include: the location of outfalls or field screening points appropriate for representative data collection
under paragraph (d)(2)(iii)(A) of this section, a description of why the outfall or field screening point is representative, the
seasons during which sampling is intended, a description of the sampling equipment. The proposed location of outfalls or field

screening points for such sampling should reflect water quality concerns (see paragraph (d)(1)(iv)(C) of this section) to the
extent practicable.

(v) Management programs. (A) A description of the existing management programs to control pollutants from the municipal
separate storm sewer system. The description shall provide information on existing structural and source controls, including
operation and maintenance measures for structural controls, that are currently being implemented. Such controls may include,
but are not limited to: Procedures to control pollution resulting from construction activities; floodplain management controls;
wetland protection measures; best management practices for new subdivisions; and emergency spill response programs. The
description may address controls established under State law as well as local requirements.
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(B) A description of the existing program to identify illicit connections to the municipal storm sewer system. The description
should include inspection procedures and methods for detecting and preventing illicit discharges, and describe areas where this
program has been implemented.

(vi) Fiscal resources. (A) A description of the financial resources currently available to the municipality to complete part 2 of
the permit application. A description of the municipality's budget for existing storm water programs, including an overview
of the municipality's financial resources and budget, including overall indebtedness and assets, and sources of funds for storm
water programs.

(2) Part 2. Part 2 of the application shall consist of:

(i) Adequate legal authority. A demonstration that the applicant can operate pursuant to legal authority established by statute,
ordinance or series of contracts which authorizes or enables the applicant at a minimum to:

(A) Control through ordinance, permit, contract, order or similar means, the contribution of pollutants to the municipal storm
sewer by storm water discharges associated with industrial activity and the quality of storm water discharged from sites of
industrial activity;

(B) Prohibit through ordinance, order or similar means, illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer;

(C) Control through ordinance, order or similar means the discharge to a municipal separate storm sewer of spills, dumping
or disposal of materials other than storm water;

(D) Control through interagency agreements among coapplicants the contribution of pollutants from one portion of the municipal

system to another portion of the municipal system;

(E) Require compliance with conditions in ordinances, permits, contracts or orders; and

(F) Carry out all inspection, surveillance and monitoring procedures necessary to determine compliance and noncompliance
with permit conditions including the prohibition on illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer.

(ii) Source identification. The location of any major outfall that discharges to waters of the United States that was not reported
under paragraph (d)(1)(iii)(B)(1) of this section. Provide an inventory, organized by watershed of the name and address, and
a description (such as SIC codes) which best reflects the principal products or services provided by each facility which may
discharge, to the municipal separate storm sewer, storm water associated with industrial activity;

(iii) Characterization data. When "quantitative data" for a pollutant are required under paragraph (d)(a)(iii)(A)(3) of this
paragraph, the applicant must collect a sample of effluent in accordance with 40 CFR 122.21(g)(7) and analyze it for the
pollutant in accordance with analytical methods approved under 40 CFR part 136. When no analytical method is approved the
applicant may use any suitable method but must piovide a description of the method. The applicant must provide information
characterizing the quality and quantity of discharges covered in the permit application, including:

(A) Quantitative data from representative outfalls designated by the Director (based on information received *48070 in part
1 of the application, the Director shall designate between five and ten outfalls or field screening points as representative of the

commercial, residential and industrial land use activities of the drainage area contributing to the system or, where there are less
than five outfalls covered in the application, the Director shall designate all outfalls) developed as follows:

(1) For each outfall or field screening point designated under this subparagraph, samples shall be collected of stOrm water
discharges from three storm events occurring at least one month apart in accordance with the requirements at § 122.21(g)
(7) (the Director may allow exemptions to sampling three storm events when climatic conditions create good cause for such
exemptions);
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(2) A narrative description shall be provided of the date and duration of the storm event(s) sampled, rainfall estimates of the
storm event which generated the sampled discharge and the duration between the storm event sampled and the end of the
previous measurable (greater than 0.1 inch rainfall) storm event;

(3) For samples collected and described under paragraphs (d)(2)(iii) (A)(1) and (A)(2) of this section, quantitative data shall be
provided for: the organic pollutants listed in Table II; the pollutants listed in Table III (toxic metals, cyanide, and total phenols)
of appendix D of 40 CFR part 122, and for the following pollutants:

Total suspended solids (TSS)

Total dissolved solids (TDS)

COD

BOD5

Oil and grease

Fecal coliform

Fecal streptococcus

pH

Total Kjeldahl nitrogen

Nitrate plus nitrite

Dissolved phosphorus

Total ammonia plus organic nitrogen

Total phosphorus

(4) Additional limited quantitative data required by the Director for determining permit conditions (the Director may require that

quantitative data shall be provided for additional parameters, and may establish sampling conditions such as the location, season
of sample collection, form of precipitation (snow melt, rainfall) and other parameters necessary to insure representativeness);

(B) Estimates of the annual pollutant load of the cumulative discharges to waters of the United States from all identified
municipal outfalls and the event mean concentration of the cumulative discharges to waters of the United States from all
identified municipal outfalls during a storm event (as described under § 122.21(c)(7)) for BOD5 , COD, TSS, dissolved solids,
total nitrogen, total ammonia plus organic nitrogen, total phosphorus, dissolved phosphorus, cadmium, copper, lead, and zinc.
Estimates shallbe accompanied by a description of the procedures for estimating constituent loads and concentrations, including
any modelling, data analysis, and calculation methods;

(C) A proposed schedule to provide estimates for each major outfall identified in either paragraph (d)(2)(ii) or (d)(1)(iii)(B)(1)
of this section of the seasonal pollutant load and of the event mean concentration of a representative storm for any constituent
detected in any sample required under paragraph (d)(2)(iii)(A) of this section; and

(D) A proposed monitoring program for representative data collection for the term of the permit that describes the location of
outfalls or field screening points to be sampled (or the location of instream stations), why the location is" representative, the
frequency of sampling, parameters to be sampled, and a description of sampling equipment.

tLwNcr © 2011 Thomson Reuters . No claim to ornal U.S. Government Works. 124

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for..., 55 FR 47990-01

(iv) Proposed management program. A proposed management program covers the duration of the permit. It shall include a
comprehensive planning process which involves public participation and where necessary intergovernmental coordination, to
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable using management practices, control techniques and
system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions which are appropriate. The program shall also include
a description of staff and equipment available to implement the program. Separate proposed programs may be submitted by
each coapplicant. Proposed programs may impose controls on a systemwide basis, a watershed basis, a jurisdiction basis, or
on individual outfalls. Proposed programs will be considered by the Director when developing permit conditions to reduce
pollutants in discharges to the maximum extent practicable. Proposed management programs shall describe priorities for
implementing controls. Such programs shall be based on:

(A) A description of structural and source control measures to reduce pollutants from runoff from commercial and residential
areas that are discharged from the municipal storm sewer system that are to be implemented during the life of the permit,
accompanied with an estimate of the expected reduction of pollutant loads and a proposed schedule for implementing such
controls. At a minimum, the description shall include:

(1) A description of maintenance activities and a maintenance schedule for structural controls to reduce pollutants (including
floatables) in discharges from municipal separate storm sewers;

(2) A description of planning procedures including a comprehensive master plan to develop, implement and enforce controls
to reduce the discharge of pollutants from municipal separate storm sewers which receive discharges from areas of new
development and significant redevelopment. Such plan shall address controls to reduce pollutants in discharges from municipal
separate storm sewers after construction is completed. (Controls to reduce pollutants in discharges from municipal separate
'storm sewers containing construction site runoff are addressed in paragraph (d)(2)(iv)(D) of this section;

(3) A description of practices for operating and maintaining public streets, roads and highways and procedures for reducing
the impact on receiving waters of discharges from municipal storm sewer systems, including pollutants discharged as a result
of deicing activities;

(4) A description of procedures to assure that flood management projects assess the impacts on the water quality of receiving
water bodies and that existing structural flood control devices have been evaluated to determine if retrofitting the device to
provide additional pollutant removal from storm water is feasible;

(5) A description of a program to monitor pollutants in runoff from operating or closed municipal landfills or other treatment,
storage or disposal facilities for municipal waste, which shall identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establi§hing

and implementing control measures for such discharges (this program can be coordinated with the program developed under
paragraph (d)(2)(iv)(C) of this section); and

(6) A description of a program to reduce to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in discharges from municipal separate

storm sewers associated with the application of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizer which will include, as appropriate, controls
such as educational activities, permits, certifications and other measures for commercial applicators and distributors, and
controls for application in public right-of-ways and at municipal facilities.

*48071 (B) A description of a program, including a schedule, to detect and remove (or require the discharger to the municipal
separate storm sewer to obtain a separate NPDES permit for) illicit discharges and improper disposal into the storm sewer. The
proposed program shall include:

(1) A description of a program, including inspections, to implement and enforce an ordinance, orders or similar means to
prevent illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer system; this program description shall address all types of illicit
discharges, however the following category of non-storm water discharges or flows shall be addressed where such discharges
are identified by the municipality as sources of pollutants to waters of the United States: water line flushing, landscape irrigation,

diverted stream flows, rising ground waters, uncontaminated ground water infiltration (as defined at 40 CFR 35.2005(20)) to
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separate storm sewers, uncomtaminated pumped ground water, discharges from potable water sources, foundation drains, air
conditioning condensation, irrigation water, springs, water from crawl space pumps, footing drains, lawn watering, individual
residential car washing, flows from riparian habitats and wetlands, dechlorinated swimming pool discharges, and street wash
water (program descriptions shall address discharges or flows from fire fighting only where such discharges or flows are
identified as significant sources of pollutants to waters of the United States);

(2) A description of procedures to conduct on-going field screening activities during the life of the permit, including areas or
locations that will be evaluated by such field screens;

(3) A description of procedures to be followed to investigate portions of the separate storm sewer system that, based on the results

of the field screen, or other appropriate information, indicate a reasonable potential of containing illicit discharges or other
sources of non-storm water (such procedures may include: sampling procedures for constituents such as fecal coliforrn, fecal
streptococcus, surfactants (MBAS), residual chlorine, fluorides and potassium; testing with fluorometric dyes; or conducting
in storm sewer inspections where safety and other considerations allow. Such description shall include the location of storm
sewers that have been identified for such evaluation);

(4) A description of procedures to prevent, contain, and respond to spills that may discharge into the municipal separate storm

sewer;

(5) A description of a program to promote, publicize, and facilitate public reporting of the presence of illicit discharges or water

quality impacts associated with discharges from municipal separate storm sewers;

(6) A description of educational activities, public information activities, and other appropriate activities to facilitate the proper
management and disposal of used oil and toxic materials; and

(7) A description of controls to limit infiltration of seepage from municipal sanitary sewers to municipal separate storm sewer

systems where necessary;

(C) A description of a program to monitor and control pollutants in storm water discharges to municipal systems from municipal
landfills, hazardous waste treatment, disposal and recovery facilities, industrial facilities that are subject to section 313 of title
III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and industrial facilities that the municipal permit
applicant determines are contributing a substantial pollutant loading to the municipal storm sewer system. The program shall:

(1) Identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing and implementing control measures for such discharges;

(2) Describe a monitoring program for storm water discharges associated with the industrial facilities identified in paragraph
(d)(2)(iv)(C) of this section, to be implemented during the term of the permit, including the submission of quantitative data on
the following constituents: any pollutants limited in effluent guidelines subcategories, where applicable; any pollutant listed
in an existing NPDES permit for a facility; oil and grease, COD, pH, BOD5 , TSS, total phosphorus, total Kjeldahl nitrogen,
nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen, and any information on discharges required under 40 CFR 122.21(g)(7) (iii) and (iv).

(D) A description of a program to implement and maintain structural and non-structural best management practices to reduce
pollutants in storm water runoff from construction sites to the municipal storm sewer system, which shall include:

(1) A description of procedures for site planning which incorporate consideration of potential water quality impacts;

(2) A description of requirements for nonstructural and structural best management practices;

(3) A description of procedures for identifying priorities for inspecting sites and enforcing control measures which consider the

nature of the construction activity, topography, and the characteristics of soils and receiving water quality; and

(4) A description of appropriate educational and training measures for construction site operators.
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(v) Assessment of controls. Estimated reductions in loadings of pollutants from discharges of municipal storm sewer constituents

from municipal storm sewer systems expected as the result of the municipal storm water quality management program. The
assessment shall also identify known impacts of storm water controls on ground water.

(vi) Fiscal analysis. For each fiscal year to be covered by the permit, a fiscal analysis of the necessary capital and operation and

maintenance expenditures necessary to accomplish the activities of the programs under paragraphs (l)(2) (iii) and (iv) of this
section. Such analysis shall include a description of the source of funds that are proposed to meet the necessary expenditures,
including legal restrictions on the use of such funds.

(vii) Where more than one legal entity submits an application, the application shall contain a description of the roles and
responsibilities of each legal entity and procedures to ensure effective coordination.

(viii) Where requirements under paragraph (d)(1)(iv)(E), (d)(2)(ii), (d)(2)(iii)(B) and (d)(2)(iv) of this section are not practicable

or are not applicable, the Director may exclude any operator of a discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer which
is designated under paragraph (a)(1)(v), (b)(4)(ii) or (b)(7)(ii) of this section from such requirements. The Director shall not
exclude the operator of a discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer identified in appendix F, G, H or I of part 122, from
any of the permit application requirements under this paragraph except where authorized under this section.

(e) Application deadlines. Any operator of a point source required to obtain a permit under paragraph (a)(1) of this section
that does not have an. effective NPDES permit covering its storm water outfalls shall submit an application in accordance with
the following deadlines:

(1) For any storm water discharge associated with industrial activity identified in paragraph (b)(14) (i)-(xi) of this section, that
is not part of a group application as described in paragraph (c)(2) of this section or which is not covered under a promulgated
storm water general permit, a permit application made pursuant to paragraph (c) of this section shall be submitted to the Director

by November 18, 1991;

*48072 (2) For any group application submitted in accordance with paragraph (c)(2) of this section:

(i) Part 1 of the application shall be submitted to the Director, Office of Water Enforcement and Permits by March 18, 1991;

(ii) Based on information in the part 1 application, the Director will approve or deny the members in the group application
within 60 days after receiving part 1 of the group application.

(iii) Part 2 of the application shall be submitted to the Director, Office of Water Enforcement and Permits no later than 12
months after the date of approval of the part 1 application.

(iv) Facilities that are rejected as members of a group by the permitting authority shall lave 12 months to file an individual
permit application from the date they receive notification of their rejection.

(v) A facility listed under paragraph (b)(14) (i)-(xi) of this section may add on to a group application submitted in accordance
with paragraph (e)(2)(i) of this section at the discretion of the Office of Water Enforcement and Permits, and only upon a
showing of good cause by the facility and the group applicant; the request for the addition of the facility shall be made no
later than February 18,1992; the addition of the facility shall not cause the percentage of the facilities that are required to
submit quantitative data to be less than 10%, unless there are over 100 facilities in the group that are submitting quantitative
data; approval to become part of group application must be obtained from the group or the trade association representing the
individual facilities.

(3) For any discharge from a large municipal separate storm sewer system;

(i) Part 1 of the application shall be submitted to the Director by November 18, 1991;
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(ii) Based on information received in the part 1 application the Director will approve or deny a sampling plan under paragraph
(d)(1)(iv)(E) of this section within 90 days after receiving the part 1 application;

(iii) Part 2 of the application shall be submitted to the Director by November 16, 1992.

(4) For any discharge from a medium municipal separate storm sewer system;

(i) Part 1 of the application shall be submitted to the Director by May 18, 1992.

(ii) Based on information received in the part 1 application the Director will approve or deny a sampling plan under paragraph
(d)(1)(iv)(E) of this section within 90 days after receiving the part 1 application.

(iii) Part 2 of the application shall be submitted to the Director by May 17, 1993.

(5) A permit application shall be submitted to the Director within 60 days of notice, unless permission for a later date is granted
by the Director (see 40 CFR 124.52(c)), for:

(i) A storm water discharge which the Director, or in States with approved NPDES programs, either the Director or the EPA
Regional Administrator, determines that the discharge contributes to a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant
contributor of pollutants to waters of the United States (see paragraph (a)(1)(v) of this section);

(ii) A storm water discharge subject to paragraph (c)(1)(v) of this section.

(6) Facilities with existing NPDES permits for storm water discharges associated with industrial activity shall maintain existing
permits. New applications shall be submitted in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 122.21 and 40 CFR 122.26(c)
180 days before the expiration of such permits. Facilities with expired permits or permits due to expire before May 18, 1992,
shall submit applications in accordance with the deadline set forth under paragraph (e)(1) of this section.

(f) Petitions. (1) Any operator of a municipal separate storm sewer system may petition the Director to require a separate
NPDES permit (or a permit issued under an approved NPDES State program) for any discharge into the municipal separate
storm sewer system.

(2) Any person may petition the Director to require a NPDES permit for a discharge which is composed entirely of storm
water which contributes to a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the
United States.

(3) The owner or operator of a municipal separate storm sewer system may petition the Director to reduce the Census estimates

of the population served by such separate system to account for storm water discharged to combined sewers as defined by
40 CFR 35.2005(b)(11) that is treated in a publicly owned treatment works. In municipalities in which combined sewers are
operated, the Census estimates of population may be reduced proportional to the fraction, based on estimated lengths, of the
length of combined sewers over the sum of the length of combined sewers and municipal separate storm sewers where an
applicant has submitted the NPDES permit number associated with each discharge point and a map indicating areas served by
combined sewers and the location of any combined sewer overflow discharge point.

(4) Any person may petition the Director for the designation of a large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system as
defined by paragraphs (b)(4)(iv) or (b)(7)(iv) of this section.

(5) The Director shall make a final determination on any petition received under this section within 90 days after receiving
the petition.

6. Section 122.28(b)(2)(i) is revised to read as follows:

§ 122.28 General permits (applicable to State NPDES programs, see § 123.25).
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(2) Requiring an individual permit. (i) The Director may require any discharger authorized by a general permit to apply for and
obtain an individual NPDES permit. Any interested person may petition the Director to take action under this paragraph. Cases
where an individual NPDES permit may be required include the following:

(A) The discharger or "treatment works treating domestic sewage" is not in compliance with the conditions of the general
NPDES permit;

(B) A change has occurred in the availability of demonstrated technology or practices for the control or abatement of pollutants
applicable to the point source or treatment works treating domestic sewage;

(C) Effluent limitation guidelines are promulgated for point sources covered by the general NPDES permit;

(D) A Water Quality Management plan containing requirements applicable to such point sources is approved;

(E) Circumstances have changed since the time of the request to be covered so that the discharger is no longer appropriately
controlled under the general permit, or either a temporary or permanent reduction or elimination of the authorized discharge
is necessary;

(F) Standards for sewage sludge use or disposal have been promulgated for the sludge use and disposal practice covered by
the general NPDES permit; or

(G) The discharge(s) is a significant contributor of pollutants. In making this determination, the Director may consider the
following factors:

(1) The location of the discharge with respect to waters of the United States;

(2) The size of the discharge;

(3) The quantity and nature of the pollutants discharged to waters of the United States; and

(4) Other relevant factors;
* * * * *

*48073 7. Section 122.42 is amended by adding paragraph (c) to read as follows:

§ 122.42 Additional conditions applicable to specified categories of NPDES permits (applicable to State NPDES
programs, see § 123.25).
* * * * *

(c) Municipal separate storm sewer systems. The operator of a large or medium municipal separate storm sewer system or a
municipal separate storm sewer that has been designated by the Director under § 122.26(a)(1)(v) of this part must submit an
annual report by the anniversary of the date of the issuance of the permit for such system. The report shall include:

(1) The status of implementing the components of the storm water management program that are established as permit
conditions;

(2) Proposed changes to the storm water management programs that are established as permit condition. Such proposed changes
shall be consistent with § 122.26(d)(2)(iii) of this part; and

(3) Revisions, if necessary, to the assessment of controls and the fiscal analysis reported in the permit application under §
122.26(d)(2)(iv) and (d)(2)(v) of this part;
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(4) A summary of data, including monitoring data, that is accumulated throughout the reporting year;

(5) Annual expenditures and budget for year following each annual report;

(6) A summary describing the number and nature of enforcement actions, inspections, and public education programs;

(7) Identification of water quality improvements or degradation;

7a. Part 122 is amended by adding appendices E through I as follows:

Appendix E to Part 122Rainfall Zones of the United States

insert illustration 416A

Not Shown: Alaska (Zone 7); Hawaii (Zone 7); Northern Mariana Islands (Zone 7); Guam (Zone 7); American Samoa (Zone
7); Trust T6rritory of the Pacific Islands (Zone 7); Puerto Rico (Zone 3) Virgin Islands (Zone 3),

Source: Methodology for Analysis of Detention Basins for Control of Urban Runoff Quality, prepared for U.S. Environmental

Protection Agency, Office of Water, Nonpoint Source Division, Washington, DC, 1986.

Appendix F to Part 122Incorporated Places With Populations Greater Than 250,000 According to Latest Decennial
Census by Bureau of Census.

State Incorporated place
Alabama Birmingham.

Arizona Phoenix.

Tucson.

California Long Beach.

Los Angeles.
Oakland.

Sacramento.

San Diego.

San Francisco.

San Jose.

Colorado Denver.

District of Columbia

Florida Jacksonville.

Miami.

Georgia

Illinois

Indiana
Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland

Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota

Missouri

Tampa.

Atlanta.

Chicago.

Indianapolis.

Wichita.

Louisville.
New Orleans.
Baltimore.

Boston.

Detroit.

Minneapolis
St. Paul.

Kansas City.
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St. Louis.

Nebraska Omaha.

New Jersey Newark.
New Mexico Albuquerque.

New York Buffalo.
Bronx Borough.
Brooklyn Borough.
Manhattan Borough.
Queens Borough.
Staten Island Borough.

North Carolina Charlotte.

Ohio Cincinnati.

Cleveland.
Columbus.
Toledo.

Oklahoma Oklahoma City.
Tulsa.

Oregon Portland.
Pennsylvania Philadelphia.

Pittsburgh.
Tennessee Memphis.

Nashville/Davidson.
Texas Austin.

Dallas.

El Paso.

Fort Worth.
Houston.
San Antonio.

Virginia Norfolk.
Virginia Beach.

Washington Seattle.

Wisconsin Milwaukee.

*48074 Appendix G to Part 122Incorporated Places With Populations Greater Than 100,000 and Less Than 250,000
According to Latest Decennial Census by Bureau of Census

Alabama

Alaska
Arizona

Arkansas

Califotnia

State Incorporated place
Huntsville.

Mobile.

Montgomery.

Anchorage.

Mesa.

Tempe.

Little Rock.

Anaheim.
Bakersfield.

Berkeley.

Concord.

Fremont.

Fresno.
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Fullerton.

Garden Grove.
Glendale.

Huntington Beach.
Modesto.

Oxnard.

Pasadena.

Riverside.

San Bemadino.
Santa Ana.

Stockton.

Sunnyvale.

Torrance.
Colorado Aurora.

Colorado Springs.
Lakewood.

Pueblo.

Connecticut Bridgeport.
Hartford.

New Haven.
Stamford.

Waterbury.
Florida Fort Lauderdale.

Hialeah.

Hollywood.

Orlando.

St. Petersburg.

Georgia Columbus.

Macon.

Savannah.
Idaho Boise City.
Illinois Peoria.

Rockford.
Indiana Evansville.

Fort Wayne.
Gary.

South Bend.
Iowa Cedar Rapids.

Davenport.

Des Moines.

Kansas City.
Topeka.

Lexington-Fayette.
Baton Rouge.
Shreveport.

Springfield.

Worcester.
Ann Arbor.
Flint.

Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana

Massachusetts

Michigan
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Grand Rapids.
Lansing.
Livonia.
Sterling Heights.
Warren.

Mississippi Jackson.

Missouri Independence.

Springfield.

Nebraska Lincoln.

Nevada Las Vegas.
Reno.

New Jersey Elizabeth.

Jersey City.
Paterson.

New York Albany.
Rochester.

Syracuse.
Yonkers.

North Carolina Durham.
Greensboro.
Raleigh.
Winston-Salem.

Ohio Akron.

Dayton.
Youngstown.

Oregon Eugene.

Pennsylvania Allentown.

Erie.

Rhode Island Providence.
South Carolina Columbia.
Tennessee Chattanooga.

Knoxville.
Texas Amarillo.

Utah
Virginia

Arlington.

Beaumont.
Corpus Christi.
Garland.

Irving.

Lubbock.
Pasadena.

Waco.
Salt Lake City.
Alexandria.

Chesapeake.
Hampton.

Newport News.

Portsmouth.
Richmond.

Roanoke.
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Washington

Wisconsin

Spokane.

Tacoma.
Madison.

Appendix H to Part 122- Counties with Unincorporated Urbanized Areas With a Population of 250,000 or More
According to the Latest Decennial Census by the Bureau of Census

State
California Los Angeles

Sacramento

San Diego

Delaware New Castle

Florida Dade

Georgia De Kalb

Hawaii Honolulu

Maryland Anne Arundel
Baltimore
Montgomery
Prince George's

Texas Harris

Utah Salt Lake

Virginia Fairfax

Washington King

County Unincorporated urbanized population
912,664

449,056

304,758

257,184

781,949

386,379

688,178

271,458

601,308

447,993

450,188

409,601

304,632

527,178

336,800

Appendix I to Part 122-Counties With Unincorporated Urbanized Areas Greater Than 100,000, But Less Than 250,000
According to the Latest Decennial Census by the Bureau of Census

State County Unincorporated urbanized population

Alabama Jefferson 102,917

Arizona Pima 111,479

California Alameda 187,474

Contra Costa 158,452

Kern 117,231

Orange 210,693

Riverside 115,719

San Bernardino 148,644

Florida Broward 159,370

Escambia 147,892

Hillsborough 238,292

Orange 245,325

Palm Beach 167,089

Pinellas 194,389

Polk 104,150

Sarasota 110,009

Georgia Clayton 100,742

Cobb 204,121

Richmond 118,529

Kentucky Jefferson 224,958

Louisiana Jefferson 140,836

North Carolina Cumberland 142,727
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Nevada Clark 201,775

Oregon Multnomah 141,100

Washington 109,348

South Carolina Greenville 135,398

Richland 124,684

Virginia Arlington 152,599

Henrico 161,204

Chesterfield 108,348

Washington Snohomish 103,493

Pierce 196,113

PART 123STATE PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
8. The authority citation for part 123 continues to read as follows:

*48075 Authority: Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.

9. Section 123.25 is amended by revising paragraph (a)(9) to read as follows:

§ 123.25 Requirements for permitting.
(a) * * *

(9) § 122.26 (Storm water discharges);
* * * * *

PART 124PROCEDURES FOR DECISIONMAKING
10. The authority citation for part 124 continues to read as follows:

Authority: Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.; Safe Drinking Water Act, 42 U.S.C. 300f et seq.;
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.; and Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. 1857 et seq.

11. Section 124.52 is revised to read as follows:

§ 124.52 Permits required on a case-by-case basis.
(a) Various sections of part 122, subpart B allow the Director to determine, on a case-by-case basis, that certain concentrated
animal feeding operations (§ 122.23), concentrated aquatic animal production facilities (§ 122.24), storm water discharges (§
122.26), and certain other facilities covered by general permits (§ 122.28) that do not generally require an individual permit
may be required to obtain an individual permit because of their contributions to water pollution.

(b) Whenever the Regional Administrator decides that an individual permit is required under this section, except as yrovided in
paragraph (c) of this section, the Regional Administrator shall notify the discharger in writing of that decision and the reasons
for it, and shall send an application form with the notice. The discharger must apply for a permit under § 122.21 within 60 days
of notice, unless permission for a later date is granted by the Regional Administrator. The question whether the designation
was proper will remain open for consideration during the public comment period under § 124.11 or § 124.118 and in any
subsequent hearing.

(c) Prior to a case-by-case determination that an indiVidual permit is required for a storm water discharge under this section (see

40 CFR 122.26 (a)(1)(v) and (c)(1)(v)), the Regional Administrator may require the discharger to submit a permit application'
or other information regarding the discharge under section 308 of the CWA. In requiring such information, the Regional
Administrator shall notify the discharger in writing and shall send an application form with the notice. The discharger must apply

for a permit under § 122.26 within 60 days of notice, unless permission for a later date is granted by the Regional Administrator.

The question whether the initial designation was proper will remain open for consideration during the public comment period

under § 124.11 or § 124.118 and in any subsequent hearing.
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Note: The following form will not appear in the Code of Federal Regulations.

BILLING CODE 6560-50-M

[FR Doc. 90-26315 Filed 11-9-90; 12:17 pm]

Footnotes

1 Indeed, the DC Circuit has held, in the storm water context, that EPA may not exempt any point source discharges of pollutants
from the requirement to obtain an NPDES permit. NRDC v. Costle, 569 F.2d 1369, 1377 (DC Cir. 1977).

2 It should be noted that EPA did not promulgate the required storm water regulations by February, 1989, as contemplated by section

402(p)(4)(A). As discussed below, today's rule generally requires industrial storm water discharges to file a permit application in
one year.

3 EPA notes that the legal issue raised by commenters regarding whether industrial storm water would be controlled to BAT if covered

by a municipal permit at the MEP level is primarily a theoretical issue. As explained above, the proposal assumed that cities would

establish controls on industry very similar to those established in an NPDES permit using best professional judgment. EPA's key
concern, rather, is whether cities can, in fact, establish such controls. Thus, today's final rule should not appreciably change the
requirements to be imposed on industrial sources, only how those requirements are enforced.

The courts in NRDC v. Train, 396 F.Supp. 1393 (D.D.C. 1975) affd, NRDC v. Costle, 568 F.2d 1369 (DC Cir. 1977), have
acknowledged the administrative burden placed on the Agency by requiring individual permits for a large number of storm water

discharges. These courts have recognized EPA's discretion to use certain administrative devices, such as area permits or general
permits to help manage its workload. In addition, the courts have recognized flexibility in the type of permit conditions that are
established, including requirements for best management practices.

5 The Bureau of Census defines urbanized areas to provide a description of high-density development. Urbanized areas are comprised

of a central city (or cities) with a surrounding closely settled area. The population of the entire urbanized area must be greater than

50,000 persons, and the closely settled area outside of the city, the urban fringe, must generally have a population density greater

than 1,000 persons per square mile (just over 1.5 persons per acre) to be included.
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13140. The state board shall formulate and adopt state policy for  
water quality control. Such policy shall be adopted in accordance  
with the provisions of this article and shall be in conformity with  
the policies set forth in Chapter 1 (commencing with Section 13000).  
 
 
 
 
13141. State policy for water quality control adopted or revised in  
accordance with the provisions of this article, and regional water  
quality control plans approved or revised in accordance with Section  
13245, shall become a part of the California Water Plan effective  
when such state policy for water quality control, and such regional  
water quality control plans have been reported to the Legislature at  
any session thereof.  
However, prior to implementation of any agricultural water quality  
control program, an estimate of the total cost of such a program,  
together with an identification of potential sources of financing,  
shall be indicated in any regional water quality control plan.  
 
 
 
13142. State policy for water quality control shall consist of all  
or any of the following:  
(a) Water quality principles and guidelines for long-range  
resource planning, including ground water and surface water  
management programs and control and use of recycled water.  
(b) Water quality objectives at key locations for planning and  
operation of water resource development projects and for water  
quality control activities.  
(c) Other principles and guidelines deemed essential by the state  
board for water quality control.  
The principles, guidelines, and objectives shall be consistent  
with the state goal of providing a decent home and suitable living  
environment for every Californian.  
 
 
 
13142.5. In addition to any other policies established pursuant to  
this division, the policies of the state with respect to water  
quality as it relates to the coastal marine environment are that:  
(a) Wastewater discharges shall be treated to protect present and  
future beneficial uses, and, where feasible, to restore past  
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beneficial uses of the receiving waters. Highest priority shall be  
given to improving or eliminating discharges that adversely affect  
any of the following:  
(1) Wetlands, estuaries, and other biologically sensitive sites.  
(2) Areas important for water contact sports.  
(3) Areas that produce shellfish for human consumption.  
(4) Ocean areas subject to massive waste discharge.  
Ocean chemistry and mixing processes, marine life conditions,  
other present or proposed outfalls in the vicinity, and relevant  
aspects of areawide waste treatment management plans and programs,  
but not of convenience to the discharger, shall for the purposes of  
this section, be considered in determining the effects of such  
discharges. Toxic and hard-to-treat substances should be pretreated  
at the source if such substances would be incompatible with effective  
and economical treatment in municipal treatment plants.  
(b) For each new or expanded coastal powerplant or other  
industrial installation using seawater for cooling, heating, or  
industrial processing, the best available site, design, technology,  
and mitigation measures feasible shall be used to minimize the intake  
and mortality of all forms of marine life.  
(c) Where otherwise permitted, new warmed or cooled water  
discharges into coastal wetlands or into areas of special biological  
importance, including marine reserves and kelp beds, shall not  
significantly alter the overall ecological balance of the receiving  
area.  
(d) Independent baseline studies of the existing marine system  
should be conducted in the area that could be affected by a new or  
expanded industrial facility using seawater in advance of the  
carrying out of the development.  
(e) (1) Adequately treated recycled water should, where feasible,  
be made available to supplement existing surface and underground  
supplies and to assist in meeting future water requirements of the  
coastal zone, and consideration, in statewide programs of financial  
assistance for water pollution or water quality control, shall be  
given to providing optimum water recycling and use of recycled water.  
(2) If recycled water is available for industrial use, any  
discharge to waters in the coastal zone, including the San Francisco  
Bay, after industrial use, may be authorized if all of the following  
conditions are met:  
(A) The discharge will not unreasonably affect beneficial uses.  
(B) The discharge is consistent with applicable water quality  
control plans and state policy for water quality control.  
(C) The use of recycled water is consistent with Chapter 7  
(commencing with Section 13500).  
(D) The discharge is consistent with all applicable requirements  
of Chapter 5.5 (commencing with Section 13370).  
(E) The discharge is to the same general receiving water location  
as that to which the wastewater would be discharged if not reused.  
(3) Any requirement imposed pursuant to Section 13263 or 13377  
shall be adjusted to reflect a credit for waste present in the  
recycled water before reuse. The credit shall be limited to the  
difference between the amount of waste present in the nonrecycled  
water supply otherwise available to the industry and the amount of  
waste present in the recycled water.  
(4) If the amount of waste in the discharge exceeds prescribed  
requirements because the amount of waste in the recycled water is in  
excess of that agreed to be furnished by the supplier to the  
discharger, no enforcement action shall be taken against the  
discharger unless both of the following statements apply:  
(A) The supplier of the recycled water fails to correct the  
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problem within 30 days after the cause of the problem is identified,  
or within any greater period of time agreed to by the appropriate  
regional board.  
(B) The discharger continues to receive the recycled water from  
the supplier.  
(f) This section shall not apply to industrial discharges into  
publicly owned treatment works.  
 
 
 
13143. State policy for water quality control shall be periodically  
reviewed and may be revised.  
 
 
 
13144. During the process of formulating or revising state policy  
for water quality control the state board shall consult with and  
carefully evaluate the recommendations of concerned federal, state,  
and local agencies.  
 
 
13145. The state board shall take into consideration the effect of  
its actions pursuant to this chapter on the California Water Plan as  
adopted or revised pursuant to Division 6 (commencing with Section  
10000) of this code, and on any other general or coordinated  
governmental plan looking toward the development, utilization, or  
conservation of the waters of the state.  
 
 
 
13146. State offices, departments and boards, in carrying out  
activities which affect water quality, shall comply with state policy  
for water quality control unless otherwise directed or authorized by  
statute, in which case they shall indicate to the state board in  
writing their authority for not complying with such policy.  
 
 
 
 
13147. The state board shall not adopt state policy for water  
quality control unless a public hearing is first held respecting the  
adoption of such policy. At least 60 days in advance of such hearing  
the state board shall notify any affected regional boards, unless  
notice is waived by such boards, and shall give notice of such  
hearing by publication within the affected region pursuant to Section  
6061 of the Government Code. The regional boards shall submit  
written reommendations to the state board at least 20 days in advance  
of the hearing.  
 
 
13148. (a) This section applies to the following hydrologic regions  
as identified in the California Water Plan: Central Coast, South  
Coast, San Joaquin River, Tulare Lake, and the Counties of Butte,  
Glenn, Placer, Sacramento, Solano, Sutter, and Yolo.  
(b) Notwithstanding Article 1 (commencing with Section 116775) of  
Chapter 5 of Part 12 of Division 104 of the Health and Safety Code,  
any local agency that owns or operates a community sewer system or  
water recycling facility and that is subject to a finding made by a  
regional board pursuant to subdivision (e) may take action to control  
salinity input from residential self-regenerating water softeners to  
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protect the quality of the waters of the state. A local agency may  
take action only by adoption of an ordinance or resolution after a  
public hearing. The local agency shall not consider the adoption of  
an ordinance or resolution until at least 30 days following the date  
of the public hearing on the proposed ordinance or resolution. An  
ordinance or resolution shall become effective 30 days from the date  
of adoption.  
(c) Actions to control residential self-regenerating water  
softener salinity inputs authorized by subdivision (b) include, but  
are not limited to, any of the following:  
(1) Require that residential self-regenerating water softeners  
installed within the jurisdiction of the local agency be rated at the  
highest efficiency commercially available and certified by NSF  
International or the American National Standards Institute.  
(2) Require that plumbing permits be obtained prior to the  
installation of residential self-regenerating water softeners.  
(3) Require that residential self-regenerating water softeners be  
plumbed to hook up to hot water only.  
(4) Enact a voluntary buy-back or exchange program for residential  
self-regenerating water softeners, consistent with existing law. A  
voluntary buy-back or exchange program may be conducted in  
cooperation with local water treatment businesses.  
(5) Require the removal of previously installed residential  
self-regenerating water softeners.  
(6) Prohibit the installation of residential self-regenerating  
water softeners.  
(7) Require the retrofit of clock control and demand control  
systems on previously installed residential self-regenerating water  
softeners.  
(8) Require the replacement of previously installed residential  
self-regenerating water softeners with appliances that meet or exceed  
the salt efficiency rating set forth in paragraph (2) of subdivision  
(b) of Section 116785 of the Health and Safety Code.  
(d) If a local agency adopts an ordinance or resolution to require  
the removal of previously installed residential self-regenerating  
water softeners pursuant to paragraph (5) of subdivision (c), the  
local agency shall make available to owners of residential  
self-regenerating water softeners within its service area a program  
to compensate the owner of the residential self-regenerating water  
softener for the reasonable value of the removed residential  
self-regenerating water softener, as determined by the local agency.  
(e) Before a local agency may take action to control salinity  
input from residential self-regenerating water softeners pursuant to  
subdivision (b), a regional board with jurisdiction over a region  
identified in subdivision (a) shall have made a finding at a public  
hearing that the control of residential salinity input will  
contribute to the achievement of water quality objectives. The  
finding may be made in any of the following water quality actions  
adopted by a regional board:  
(1) A total maximum daily load that addresses salinity-related  
pollutants in a water segment.  
(2) A salt and nutrient management plan for a groundwater basin or  
subbasin.  
(3) Waste discharge requirements for a local agency discharger.  
(4) Master reclamation permit for a supplier or distributor of  
recycled water.  
(5) Water recycling requirements for a supplier or distributor of  
recycled water.  
(6) Cease and desist order directed to a local agency.  
(f) The regional board making a finding pursuant to subdivision  
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(e) shall base its finding on the evidence in the record, such as a  
source determination study or other appropriate studies. The standard  
of judicial review required for a finding made pursuant to  
subdivision (e) shall be the same as the standard of review required  
for the water quality action in which the finding is made.  
(g) This section does not limit the use of portable exchange water  
softening appliances or limit the authority of a local agency to  
regulate the discharge from a centralized portable exchange tank  
servicing facility into the community sewer system.  
(h) For purposes of this section, "residential self-regenerating  
water softener" means residential water softening equipment or  
conditioning appliances that discharge brine into a community sewer  
system.  
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§ 13260. Reports; actual or proposed waste discharge; fees;..., West's Ann.Cal.Water Code...

West's Annotated California Codes

Water Code (Refs & Annos)

Division 7. Water Quality (Refs & Annos)

Chapter 4. Regional Water Quality Control (Refs & Annos)

Article 4. Waste Discharge Requirements (Refs & Annos)

West's Ann.Cal.Water Code § 13260

§ 13260. Reports; actual or proposed waste discharge; fees; regulations; exemptions

Effective: October 28, 2003
Currentness

(a) All of the following persons shall file with the appropriate regional board a report of the discharge, containing the information

which may be required by the regional board:

(1) Any person discharging waste, or proposing to discharge waste, within any region that could affect the quality of the waters
of the state, other than into a community sewer system.

(2) Any person who is a citizen, domiciliary, or political agency or entity of this state discharging waste, or proposing to
discharge waste, outside the boundaries of the state in a matmer that could affect the quality of the waters of the state within
any region.

(3) Any person operating, or proposing to construct, an injection well.

(b) No report of waste discharge need be filed pursuant to subdivision (a) if the requirement is waived pursuant to Section 13269.

(c) Every person subject to subdivision (a) shall file with the appropriate regional board a report of waste discharge relative to
any material change or proposed change in the character, location, or volume of the discharge.

(d)(1)(A) Each person who is subject to subdivision (a) or (c) shall submit an annual fee according to a fee schedule established
by the state board.

(B) The total amount of annual fees collected pursuant to this section shall equal that amount necessary to recover costs incurred

in connection with the issuance, administration, reviewing, monitoring, and enforcement of waste discharge requirements and

waivers of waste discharge requirements.

(C) Recoverable costs may include, but are not limited to, costs incurred in reviewing waste discharge reports, prescribing
terms of waste discharge requirements and monitoring requirements, enforcing and evaluating compliance with waste discharge

requirements and waiver requirements, conducting surface water and groundwater monitoring and modeling, analyzing
laboratory samples, and reviewing documents prepared for the purpose of regulating the discharge of waste, and administrative
costs incurred in connection with carrying out these actions.

(D) In establishing the amount of a fee that may be imposed on any' confined animal feeding and holding operation pursuant to

this section, including, but not limited to, any dairy farm, the state board shall consider all of the following factors:

(i) The size of the operation.
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§ 13260. Reports; actual or proposed waste discharge; fees;..., West's Ann.Cal.Water Code...

(ii) Whether the operation has been issued a permit to operate pursuant to Section 1342 of Title 33 of the United States Code.

(iii) Any applicable waste discharge requirement or conditional waiver of a waste discharge requirement.

(iv) The type and amount of discharge from the operation.

(v) The pricing mechanism of the commodity produced.

(vi) Any compliance costs borne by the operation pursuant to state and federal water quality regulations.

(vii) Whether the operation participates in a quality assurance program certified by a regional water quality control board, the
state board, or a federal water quality control agency.

(2)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), any fees collected pursuant to this section shall be deposited in the Waste Discharge Permit
Fund, which is hereby created. The money in the fund is available for expenditure by the state board, upon appropriation by
the Legislature, solely for the purposes of carrying out this division.

(B)(i) Notwithstanding subparagraph (A), the fees collected pursuant to this section from stormwater dischargers that are subject

to a general industrial or construction stormwater permit under the national pollutant discharge elimination system (NPDES)
shall be separately accounted for in the Waste Discharge Permit Fund.

(ii) Not less than 50 percent of the money in the Waste Discharge Permit Fund that is separately accounted *for pursuant to
clause (i) is available, upon appropriation by the Legislature, for expenditure by the regional board with jurisdiction over the
permitted industry or construction site that generated the fee to carry out stormwater programs in the region.

(iii) Each regional board that receives money pursuant to clause (ii) shall spend not less than 50 percent of that money, solely
on stormwater inspection and regulatory compliance issues associated with industrial and construction stormwater programs.

(3) Any person who would be required to pay the annual fee prescribed by paragraph (1) for waste discharge requirements
applicable to discharges of solid waste, as defmed in Section 40191 of the Public Resources Code, at a waste management
unit that is also regulated under Division 30 (commencing with Section 40000) of the Public Resources Code, shall be entitled
to a waiver of the annual fee for the discharge of solid waste at the waste management unit imposed by paragraph (1) upon
verification by the state board of payment of the fee imposed by Section 48000 of the Public Resources Code, and provided that

the fee established pursuant to Section 48000 of the Public Resources Code generates revenues sufficient to fund the programs
specified in Section 48004 of the Public Resources Code and the amount appropriated by the Legislature for those purposes
is not reduced.

(e) Each person discharges waste in a manner regulated by this section shall pay an annual fee to the state board. The state board

shall establish, by regulation, a timetable for the payment of the annual fee. If the state board or a regional board determines
that the discharge will not affect, or have the potential to affect, the quality of the waters of the state, all or part of the annual

fee shall be refunded.

(f)(1) The state board shall adopt, by emergency regulations, a schedule of fees authorized under subdivision (d). The total
revenue collected each year through annual fees shall be set at an amount equal to the revenue levels set forth in the Budget Act

for this activity. The state board shall automatically adjust the annual fees each fiscal year to conform with the revenue ievels
set forth in the Budget Act for this activity. If the state board determines that the revenue collected during the preceding year
was greater than, or less than, the revenue levels set forth in the Budget Act, the state board may further adjust the annual fees

to compensate for the over and under collection of revenue.

(2) The emergency regulations adopted pursuant to this subdivision, any amendment thereto, or subsequent adjustments to the

annual fees, shall be adopted by the state board in accordance with Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of
Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code. The adoption of these regulations is an emergency and shall be considered by
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§ 13260. Reports; actual or proposed waste discharge; fees;..., West's Ann.Cal.Water Code...

the Office of Administrative Law as necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace, health, safety, and general
welfare. Notwithstanding Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government
Code, any emergency regulations adopted by the state board, or adjustments to the annual fees made by the state board pursuant

to this section, shall not be subject to review by the Office of Administrative Law and shall remain in effect until revised by
the state board.

(g) The state board shall adopt regulations setting forth reasonable time limits within which the regional board shall determine

the adequacy of a report of waste discharge submitted under this section.

(h) Each report submitted under this section shall be sworn to, or submitted under penalty of perjury.

(i) The regulations adopted by the state board pursuant to subdivision (f) shall include a provision that annual fees shall not be
imposed on those who pay fees under the national pollutant discharge elimination system until the time when those fees are
again due, at which time the fees shall become due on an annual basis.

(j) Any person operating or proposing to construct an oil, gas, or geothermal injection well subject to paragraph (3) of subdivision

(a), shall not be required to pay a fee pursuant to subdivision (d), if the injection well is regulated by the Division of Oil and
Gas of the Deparnnent of Conservation, in lieu of the appropriate California regional water quality control board, pursuant
to the memorandum of understanding, entered into between the state board and the Department of Conservation on May 19,
1988. This subdivision shall remain operative until the memorandum of understanding is revoked by the state board or the
Department of Conservation.

(k) In addition to the report required by subdivision (a), before any person discharges mining waste, the person shall first submit

both of the following to the regional board:

(1) A report on the physical and chemical characteristics of the waste that could affect its potential to cause pollution or
contamination. The report shall include the results of all tests required by regulations adopted by the board, any test adopted by

the Department of Toxic Substances Control pursuant to Section 25141 of the Health and Safety Code for extractable, persistent,
and bioaccumulative toxic substances in a waste or other material, and any other tests that the state board or regional board may
require, including, but not limited to, tests needed to determine the acid-generating potential of the mining waste or the extent
to which hazardous substances may persist in the waste after disposal.

(2) A report that evaluates the potential of the discharge of the mining waste to produce, over the long term, acid mine drainage,

the discharge or leaching of heavy metals, or the release of other hazardous substances.

(1) Except upon the written request of the regional board, a report of waste discharge need not be filed pursuant to subdivision

(a) or (c) by a user of recycled water that is being supplied by a supplier or distributor of recycled water for whom a master
recycling permit has been issued pursuant to Section 13523.1.

Credits
(Added by Stats.1969, c. 482, p. 1063, § 18, operative Jan. 1, 1970. Amended by Stats.1980, c. 656, p. 1834, § 1; Stats.1984,
c. 268, § 32.8, eff. June 30, 1984; Stats.1985, c. 653, § 1; Stats.1985, c. 1591, § 4; Stats.1986, c. 31, § 1, eff. March21,

1986; Stats.1986, c. 1013, § 5, eff. Sept. 23, 1986; Stats.1988, c. 1026, § 1; Stats.1989, c. 627, § 1; Stats.1989, c. 642, § 5;
Gov.Reorg.Plan No. 1 of 1991, § 194, eff. July 17, 1991; Stats.1992, c. 211 (A.B.3012), § 2; Stats.1993, c. 656 (A.B.1220), §

57, eff. Oct. 1, 1993; Stats.1995, c. 28 (A.B.1247), § 20; Stats.1997, c. 775 (A.B.1186), § 1; Stats.2002, c. 1124 (A.B.3000), §
56, eff. Sept. 30, 2002; Stats.2003-2004, 1st Ex,Sess., c. 1 (A.B.10), § 3, eff. Oct. 28, 2003.)

Notes of Decisions (4)

Current with all 2010 Reg.Sess. laws; all 2009-2010 1st through 8th Ex.Sess. laws; and all Props. on 2010 ballots.
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§ 13263. Discharge requirements; considerations by regional board;..., West's Ann.Cal.Water Code...

West's Annotated California Codes

Water Code (Refs & Annos)

Division 7. Water Quality (Refs & Annos)

Chapter 4:ftegional Water Quality Control (Refs & Annos)

Article 4. Waste Discharge Requirements (Refs & Annos)

West's Ann.Cal.Water Code § 13263

§ 13263. Discharge requirements; considerations by regional board; review of
requirements; notice of requirements; no vested right; master reclamation permit

Currentness

(a) The regional board, after any necessary hearing, shall prescribe requirements as to the nature of any proposed discharge,
existing discharge, or material change in an existing discharge, except discharges into a community sewer system, with relation
to the conditions existing in the disposal area or receiving waters upon, or into which, the discharge is made or proposed. The
requirements shall implement any relevant water quality control plans that have been adopted, and shall take into consideration
the beneficial uses to be protected, the water quality objectives reasonably required for that purpose, other waste discharges,
the need to prevent nuisance, and the provisions of Section 13241.

(b) A regional board, in prescribing requirements, need not authorize the utilization of the full waste assimilation capacities
of the receiving waters.

(c) The requirements may contain a time schedule, subject to revision in the discretion of the board.

(d) The regional board may prescribe requirements although no discharge report has been filed.

(e) Upon application by any affected person, or on its own motion, the regional board may review and revise requirements.
All requirements shall be reviewed periodically.

(f) The regional board shall notify in writing the person making or proposing the discharge or the change therein of the discharge

requirements to be met. After receipt of the notice, the person so notified shall provide adequate means to meet the requirements.

(g) No discharge of waste into the waters of the state, whether or not the discharge is made pursuant to waste discharge
requirements, shall create a vested right to continue the discharge. All discharges of waste into waters of the state are privileges,

not rights.

(h) The regional board may incorporate the requirements prescribed pursuant to this section into a master recycling permit for
either a supplier or distributor, or both, of recycled water.

(i) The state board or a regional board may prescribe general waste discharge requirements for a category of discharges if the
state board or that regional board finds or determines that all of the following criteria apply to the discharges in that category:

(1) The discharges are produced by the same or similar operations.

(2) The discharges involve the same or similar types of waste.

(3) The discharges require the same or similar treatment standards.

Vo`,.astlawNexr © 2011 Thomson Reuters lo claim to original U.S. Government Works

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



§ 13263. Discharge requirements; considerations by regional board;..., West's Ann.Cal.Water Code...

(4) The discharges are more appropriately regulated under general discharge requirements than individual discharge
requirements.

(j) The state board, after any necessary hearing, may prescribe waste discharge requirements in accordance with this section.

Credits
(Added by Stats.1969, cA82, p. 1063, §-18, operative-Jan11970. Amended by Stats.1992, c. 211 (A.B.3012), § 3; Stats.1995,
c. 28 (A.B.1247), § 21; Stats.1995, c. 421 (S.B.572), § 2.)

Notes Of Decisions (38)

Current with all 2010 Reg.Sess. laws; all 2009-2010 1st through 8th Ex.Sess. laws; and all Props. on 2010 ballots.

End of Document (0 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Vorks.

,-stIFMNext ©2011 Thomson Reuters. No dairn to orgina l U.S. Govern ent Works.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Attachment 21

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



§ 13274. Dewatered, treated, or chemically fixed sewage sludge or..., West's Ann.Cal.Water Code...

West's Annotated California Codes

Water Code (Refs & Annos)

Division 7. Water Quality (Refs & Annos)

Cfiapter 4. Regional Water Quality Control (Refs & Annos)

Article 4. Waste Discharge Requirements (Refs & Annos)

West's Ann.Cal.Water Code § 13274

§ 13274. Dewatered, treated, or chemically fixed sewage sludge or other
biological solids; general waste discharge requirements; fee; jurisdiction

Effective: January 1, 2011
Currentness

(a)(1) The state board or a regional board, upon receipt of applications for waste discharge requirements for discharges of
dewatered, treated, or chemically fixed sewage sludge and other biological solids, shall prescribe general waste discharge
requirements for that sludge and those other solids. General waste discharge requirements shall replace individual waste
discharge requirements for sewage sludge and other biological solids, and their prescription shall be considered to be a
ministerial action.

(2) The general waste discharge requirements shall set minimum standards for agronomic applications of sewage sludge and
other biological solids and the use of that sludge and those other solids as a soil amendment or fertilizer in agriculture, forestry,
and surface mining reclamation, and may permit the transportation of that sludge and those other solids and the use of that sludge

and those other solids at more than one site. The requirements shall include provisions to mitigate significant environmental
impacts, potential soil erosion, odors, the degradation of surface water quality or fish or wildlife habitat, the accidental release
of hazardous substances, and any potential hazard to the public health or safety.

(b) The state board or a regional board, in prescribing general waste discharge requirements pursuant to this section, shall
comply with Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code and guidelines adopted pursuant to
that division, and shall consult with the State Air Resources Board, the Department of Food and Agriculture, and the Department

of Resources Recycling and Recovery.

(c) The state board or a regional board may charge a reasonable fee to cover the costs incurred by the board in the administration

of the application process relating to the general waste discharge requirements prescribed pursuant to this section.

(d) Notwithstanding any other law, except as specified in subdivisions (f) to (i), inclusive, general waste discharge requirements

prescribed by a regional board pursuant to this section supersede regulations adopted by any other state agency to regulate
sewage sludge and other biological solids applied directly to agricultural lands at agronomic rates.

(e) The state board or a regional board shall review general waste discharge requirements for possible amendment upon the
request of any state agency, including, but not limited to, the Department of Food and Agriculture and the State Department of
Public Health, if the board determines that the request is based on new information.

(f) This section is not intended to affect the jurisdiction of the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery to regulate
the handling of sewage sludge or other biological solids for composting, deposit in a landfill, or other use.
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§ 13274. Dewatered, treated, or chemically fixed sewage sludge or..., West's Ann.Cal.Water Code...

(g) This section is not intended to affect the jurisdiction of the State Air Resources Board or an air pollution control district or
air quality management district to regulate the handling of sewage sludge or other biological solids for incineration.

(h) This section is not intended to affect the jurisdiction of the Department of Food and Agriculture in enforcing Sections 14591
and 14631 of the Food and Agricultural Code and any regulations adopted pursuant to those sections, regarding the handling
of sewage sludge and other biological solids sold or used as fertilizer or as a soil amendment.

(i) This section does not restrict the authority of a local government agency to regulate the application of sewage sludge and
other biological solids to land within the jurisdiction of that agency, including, but not limited to, the planning authority of
the Delta Protection Commission, the resource management plan of which is required to be implemented by local government

general plans.

Credits
(Added by Stats.1995, c. 613 (S.B.205), § 1. Amended by Stats.1996, c. 124 (A.B.3470), § 154; Stats.1998, c. 485 (A.B.2803),
§ 162; Stats.2010, c. 288 (S.B.1169), § 23.)

Notes of Decisions (3)

Current with all 2010 Reg.Sess. laws; all 2009-2010 1st through 8th Ex.Sess. laws; and all Props. on 2010 ballots.

End of Document © 2611 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.,
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California Water Code 
§ 13320. Review by state board of regional board action 
(a) Within 30 days of any action or failure to act by a regional board under subdivision 
(c) of Section 13225, Article 4 (commencing with Section 13260) of Chapter 4, Chapter 5 
(commencing with Section 13300), Chapter 5.5 (commencing with Section 13370), 
Chapter 5.9 (commencing with Section 13399.25), or Chapter 7 (commencing with 
Section 13500), any aggrieved person may petition the state board to review that action 
or failure to act. In case of a failure to act, the 30-day period shall commence upon the 
refusal of the regional board to act, or 60 days after request has been made to the regional 
board to act. The state board may, on its own motion, at any time, review the regional 
board’s action or failure to act and also any failure to act under Article 3 (commencing 
with Section 13240) of Chapter 4. 
(b) The evidence before the state board shall consist of the record before the regional 
board, and any other relevant evidence which, in the judgment of the state board, should 
be considered to effectuate and implement the policies of this division. 
(c) The state board may find that the action of the regional board, or the failure of the 
regional board to act, was appropriate and proper. Upon finding that the action of the 
regional board, or the failure of the regional board to act, was inappropriate or improper, 
the state board may direct that the appropriate action be taken by the regional board, refer 
the matter to any other state agency having jurisdiction, take the appropriate action itself, 
or take any combination of those actions. In taking any such action, the state board is 
vested with all the powers of the regional boards under this division. 
(d) If a waste discharge in one region affects the waters in another region and there is any 
disagreement between the regional boards involved as to the requirements which should 
be established, either regional board may submit the disagreement to the state board 
which shall determine the applicable requirements. 
(e) If a petition for state board review of a regional board action on waste discharge 
requirements includes a request for a stay of the waste discharge requirements, the state 
board shall act on the requested stay portion of the petition within 60 days of accepting 
the petition.  The board may order any stay to be in effect from the effective date of the 
waste discharge requirements. 
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§ 13330. Petition for writ of mandate; time limitation; finality of decision..., West's Ann.Cal.Water Code...

West's Annotated California Codes

Water Code (Refs & Annos)

Division 7. Water Quality (Refs & Annos)

Chapter 5. Enforcement and Implementation (Refs & Annos)

Article 3. Judicial Review and Enforcement (Refs & Annos)

West's Ann.Cal.Water Code § 13330

§ 13330. Petition for writ of mandate; time limitation; finality
of decision or order of board; procedures; Article 7 petitions

Effective: January 1, 2011

Currentness

(a) Not later than 30 days from the date of iervice of a copy of a decision or order issued by the state board under this division,

other than a decision or order issued pursuant to Article 7 (commencing with Section 13550) of Chapter 7, any aggrieved party
may file with the superior court a petition for writ of mandate for review thereof. An aggrieved party must file a petition for
reconsideration with the state board to exhaust that party's administrative remedies only if the initial decision or order is issued
under authority delegated to an officer or employee of the state board and the state board by regulation has authorized a petition

for reconsideration.

(b) A party aggrieved by a final decision or order of a regional board subject to review under Section 13320 may obtain review
of the decision or order of the regional board in the superior court by filing in the court a petition for writ of mandate not later

than 30 days from the date on which the state board denies review.

(c) The time for filing an action or proceeding subject to Section 21167 of the Public Resources Code for a person who seeks
review of the regional board's decision or order under Section 13320, or who seeks reconsideration under a state board regulation

authorizing a petition for reconsideration, shall commence upon the state board's completion of that review or reconsideration.

(d) If no aggrieved party petitions for writ of mandate within the time provided by this section, a decision or order of the state
board or a regional board shall not be subject to review by any court.

(e) Except as otherwise provided herein, Section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil Procedure shall govern proceedings for which
petitions are filed pursuant to this section. For the purposes of subdivision (c) of Section 1094.5 of the Code of Civil Procedure,
the court shall exercise its independent judgment on the evidence in any case involving the judicial review of a decision or order

of the state board issued under Section 13320, or a decision or order of a regional board for which the state board denies review
under Section 13320, other than a decision or order issued under Section 13323.

(f) A party aggrieved by a decision or order issued by the state board under Article 7 (commencing with Section 13550) of
Chapter 7 may petition for reconsideration or judicial review in accordance with Chapter 4 (commencing with Section 1120)

of Part 1 of Division 2.

(g) For purposes of this section, a decision or order includes a final action in an adjudicative proceeding and an action subject

to Section 11352 of the Government Code, but does not include an action subject to Section 11353 of the Government Code or
the adoption, amendment, or repeal of a regulation under Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division

3 of Title 2 of the Government Code.

WeSti (i.5' 2011 Thornson Reuters. No ciaim to ongine! U.S. Government Works.
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§ 13330. Petition for writ of mandate; time limitation; finality of decision..., West's Ann.Cal.Water Code...

Credits
(Added by Stats.1969, c. 482, P. 1069, § 18, operative Jan. 1, 1970. Amended by Stats.1996, c. 659 (A.B.3036), § 24; Stats.2010,

c. 288 (S.B.1169), § 31.)

Notes of Decisions (21)

Current with all 2010 Reg.Sess. laws; all 2009-2010 1st through 8th Ex.Sess. laws; and all Props. on 2010 ballots.

End of Document © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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§ 13370. Legislative findings and declaration, West's Ann.Cal.Water Code § 13370

West's Annotated California Codes

Water Code (Refs & Annos)

Division 7. Water Quality (Refs & Annos)

Chapter 5.5. Compliance with the Provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act as Amended in
1972 (Refs & Annos)

West's Ann.Cal.Water Code § 13370

§ 13370. Legislative findings and declaration

Currentness

The Legislature finds and declares as follows:

(a) The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. Sec. 1251 et seq.), as amended, provides for permit systems to regulate
the discharge of pollutants and dredged or fill material to the navigable waters of the United States and to regulate the use and
disposal of sewage sludge.

(b) The Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, provides that permits may be issued by states which are authorized

to implement the provisions of that act.

(c) It is in the interest of the people of the state, in order to avoid direct regulation by the federal government of persons already
subject to regulation under state law pursuant to this division, to enact this chapter in order to authorize the state to implement
the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, and federal
regulations and guidelines issued pursuant thereto, provided, that the state board shall request federal funding under the Federal

Water Pollution Control Act for the purpose of carrying out its responsibilities under this program.

Credits
(Added by Stats.1972, c. 1256, p. 2485, § 1, eff. Dec. 19, 1972. Amended by Stats.1978, c. 746, p. 2343, § 1; Stats.1980, c.
676, p. 2028, § 319; Stats.1987, c. 1189, § 1.)

Current with all 2010 Reg.Sess. laws; all 2009-2010 1st through 8th Ex.Sess. laws; and all Props. on 2010 ballots.

End of Document 201 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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§ 13372. Construction and application of chapter, West's Ann.Cal.Water Code § 13372

West's Annotated California Codes

Water Code (Refs & Annos)

Division 7. Water Quality (Refs & Annos)

Chapter 5.5. Compliance with the Provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act as Amended in
1972 (Refs & Annos)

West's Ann.Cal.Water Code § 13372

§ 13372. Construction and application of chapter

Effective: January 1, 212104

Currentness

(a) This chapter shall be construed to ensure consistency with the requirements for state programs implementing the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto. To the extent other provisions of this
division are consistent with the provisions of this chapter and with the requirements for state programs implementing the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto, those provisions apply to actions
and procedures provided for in this chapter. The provisions of this chapter shall prevail over other provisions of this division to
the extent of any inconsistency. The provisions of this chapter apply only to actions required under the Federal Water Pollution

Control Act and acts amendatory thereof or supplementary thereto.

(b) The provisions of Section 13376 requiring the filing of a report for the discharge of dredged or fill material and the provisions

of this chapter relating to the issuance of dredged or fill material permits by the state board or a regional board shall be applicable

only to discharges for which the state has an approved permit program, in accordance with the provisions of the Federal Water

Pollution Control Act, as amended, for the discharge of dredged or fill material.

Credits
(Added by Stats.1972, c. 1256, p. 2485, § 1, eff. Dec. 19, 1972. Amended by Stats.1987, c. 1189, § 3; Stats.2003, c. 683
(A.B.897), § 5.)

Notes of Decisions (1)

Current with all 2010 keg.Sess. laws; all 2009-2010 1st through 8th Ex.Sess. laws; and all Props. on 2010 hallots.

End of Document 2011 Thornson Routers. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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Water Code § 13374 
 

The term ʺwaste discharge requirementsʺ as referred to in this division is the equivalent 

of the term ʺpermitsʺ as used in the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended. 
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§ 2050.5. Complete Petitions; Responses; Time Limits., 23"CCR § 2050.5

Barclays Official California Code of Regulations Currentness

Title 23. Waters

Division 3. State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards

Chapter 6. Review by State Board of Action or Failure to Act by Regional Board

23 CCR § 2050.5

§ 2050.5. Complete Petitions; Responses; Time Limits.

(a) Upon receipt of a petition that complies with section 2050 the state board may either dismiss the petition pursuant to section
2052, or may provide written notification to the petitioner, informing the discharger (if not the petitioner), the regional board,
and other interested persons that they shall have 30 days from the date of Mailing such notification to file a response to the
petition with the state board. The regional board shall file the administrative record within this 30-day period, including a copy
of the tape recording of the regional board action, or a transcript, if available. Responses to petitions and any other submissions
shall be served concurrently upon the petitioner, the discharger (if not the petitioner) and the regional board, by any method
listed in section 2050(b). Any points and authorities filed in response to the petition shall include citations to 'documents or
the transcript of the regional board hearing where appropriate. The time for filing a response or the administrative record may
be extended by the state board. Additional submissions will be allowed only upon written request and at the discretion of the
state board.

(b) The state board shall review and act on the petition within 270 days from the date of mailing the notification described in
(a), unless a hearing is held by the state board. If a hearing is held, the state board shall act on the petition within 330 days from
the date of mailing the notification described in (a), or within 120 days of the close of the hearing, whichever is later. If fonnal
disposition is not made by the state board within these time limits the petition is deemed denied. These time limits may be
extended for a period not to exceed 60 days with written agreement from the petitioner. The time limits for formal disposition
do not apply while action on a petition is held in abeyance, as provided in section 2050.5(d).

(c) The state board may, on its motion, review a regional board's action or failure to act for any reason, including lack of formal

disposition by the state board within the time limits provided in (b).

(d) A petition may be held in abeyance at the request or with the agreement of the petitioner.

(1) A. request or agreement to hold a petition in abeyance must be in writing and shall be provided to the state board, the regional

board, and the discharger, if not the petitioner.

(2) Petitions may be held in abeyance unless the regional board provides reasonable grounds for objection. For petitions
challenging the assessment of administrative civil liability or penalties, written agreement from the regional board is required.

(3) The time limit for formal disposition shall be tolled during the time a petition is held in abeyance, and shall recommence
running when the petition is removed from abeyance.
Note: Authority cited: Section-1058, Water Code. Reference: Section 13320, Water Code.

HISTORY

1. New section filed 3-16-79 as an emergency; effective upon filing (Register 79, No. 11).

2. Certificate of Compliance filed 7-13-79 (Register 79, No. 28).

West iNext © 2011 Tnornson Reuters. No eJaim to orona U.S. Government Works.
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§ 2050.5. Complete Petitions; Responses; Time Limits., 23 CCR § 2050.5

3. Amendment filed 12-7-81; effective thirtieth day thereafter (Register 81, No. 50).

4. Amendment of section heading and section filed 9-23-2003; operative 10-23-2003 (Register 2003, No. 39).

This database is current through 2/18/11 Register 2011, No. 7

23 CCR.§ 2050.5, 23 cA APC § 2050.5

End of Document © 201 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Govdmment Works.
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§ 2235.2. Compliance with Regulations of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency., 23 CCR § 2235.2

Barclays Official California Code of Regulations Currentness

Title 23. Waters

Division 3. State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards

Chapter 9. Waste Discharge Reports and Requirements

Article 3. Waste Discharges from Point Sources to Navigable Waters

23 CCR § 2235.2

§ 2235.2. Compliance with Regulations of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

Waste discharge requirements for discharge from point sources to nagivable waters shall be issued and administered in
accordance with the currently applicable federal regulations for the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

program.
Note: Authority cited: Section 1058, Water Code. Reference: Chapter 5.5 (commencing with Section 13370) of Division 7,
Water Code.

This database is current through 2/18/11 Register 2011, No. 7

23 CCR § 2235.2, 23 CA ADC § 2235.2

End of Document © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works,
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Government Code section 6253.9.   
(a) Unless otherwise prohibited by law, any agency that has 
information that constitutes an identifiable public record not 
exempt from disclosure pursuant to this chapter that is in an 
electronic format shall make that information available in an 
electronic format when requested by any person and, when applicable, 
shall comply with the following: 
   (1) The agency shall make the information available in any 
electronic format in which it holds the information. 
   (2) Each agency shall provide a copy of an electronic record in 
the format requested if the requested format is one that has been 
used by the agency to create copies for its own use or for provision 
to other agencies. The cost of duplication shall be limited to the 
direct cost of producing a copy of a record in an electronic format. 
   (b) Notwithstanding paragraph (2) of subdivision (a), the 
requester shall bear the cost of producing a copy of the record, 
including the cost to construct a record, and the cost of programming 
and computer services necessary to produce a copy of the record when 
either of the following applies: 
   (1) In order to comply with the provisions of subdivision (a), the 
public agency would be required to produce a copy of an electronic 
record and the record is one that is produced only at otherwise 
regularly scheduled intervals. 
   (2) The request would require data compilation, extraction, or 
programming to produce the record. 
   (c) Nothing in this section shall be construed to require the 
public agency to reconstruct a record in an electronic format if the 
agency no longer has the record available in an electronic format. 
   (d) If the request is for information in other than electronic 
format, and the information also is in electronic format, the agency 
may inform the requester that the information is available in 
electronic format. 
   (e) Nothing in this section shall be construed to permit an agency 
to make information available only in an electronic format. 
   (f) Nothing in this section shall be construed to require the 
public agency to release an electronic record in the electronic form 
in which it is held by the agency if its release would jeopardize or 
compromise the security or integrity of the original record or of any 
proprietary software in which it is maintained. 
   (g) Nothing in this section shall be construed to permit public 
access to records held by any agency to which access is otherwise 
restricted by statute. 
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Government Code section 17551.   
(a) The commission, pursuant to the provisions of this 
chapter, shall hear and decide upon a claim by a local agency or 
school district that the local agency or school district is entitled 
to be reimbursed by the state for costs mandated by the state as 
required by Section 6 of Article XIII B of the California 
Constitution. 
   (b) Except as provided in Sections 17573 and 17574, commission 
review of claims may be had pursuant to subdivision (a) only if the 
test claim is filed within the time limits specified in this section. 
   (c) Local agency and school district test claims shall be filed 
not later than 12 months following the effective date of a statute or 
executive order, or within 12 months of incurring increased costs as 
a result of a statute or executive order, whichever is later. 
   (d) The commission, pursuant to the provisions of this chapter, 
shall hear and decide upon a claim by a local agency or school 
district filed on or after January 1, 1985, that the Controller has 
incorrectly reduced payments to the local agency or school district 
pursuant to paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of Section 17561. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION 

The San Francisco Bay Region (Region) is 4,603 square miles, roughly the size of the State of 

Connecticut, and characterized by its dominant feature, 1,100 square miles of the 1,600 square 

mile San Francisco Bay Estuary (Estuary), the largest estuary on the west coast of the United 

States, where fresh waters from California’s Central Valley mix with the saline waters of the 

Pacific Ocean. The Region also includes coastal portions of Marin and San Mateo counties, from 

Tomales Bay in the north to Pescadero and Butano Creeks in the south. 

The Estuary conveys the waters of the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers into the Pacific Ocean. 

Located on the central coast of California (Figure 1‐1), the Bay system functions as the only 

drainage outlet for waters of the Central Valley. It also marks natural topographic separation 

between the northern and southern coastal mountain ranges. The Regionʹs waterways, wetlands, 

and bays form the centerpiece of the United Statesʹ fourth‐largest metropolitan region, including 

all or major portions of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa 

Clara, Solano, and Sonoma counties. 

Because of its highly dynamic and complex environmental conditions, the Bay system supports 

an extraordinarily diverse and productive ecosystem. Within each section of the Bay lie 

deepwater areas that are adjacent to large expanses of very shallow water. Salinity levels range 

from hypersaline to fresh water, and water temperature varies throughout the Bay system. These 

factors greatly increase the number of species that can live in the Estuary and enhance its 

biological stability. 

The Bay systemʹs deepwater channels, tidelands, marshlands, freshwater streams, and rivers 

provide a wide variety of habitats that have become increasingly vital to the survival of several 

plant and animal species as other estuaries are reduced in size or lost to development. These 

areas sustain rich communities of crabs, clams, fish, birds, and other aquatic life and serve both as 

important wintering sites for migrating waterfowl and as spawning areas for anadromous fish. 

1.2 THE BAY SYSTEM'S SURFACE WATER & GROUNDWATER 

The Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers, which enter the Bay system through the Delta at the 

eastern end of Suisun Bay, contribute almost all the freshwater inflow to the Bay. Many small 

rivers and streams also convey fresh water to the Bay system. The rate and timing of these 

freshwater flows are among the most important factors influencing physical, chemical, and 

biological conditions in the Estuary. Much of the freshwater inflow, however, is trapped 

upstream by the dams, canals, and reservoirs of Californiaʹs water diversion projects, which 

provide vital water to industries, farms, homes, and businesses throughout the state. This 

freshwater diversion has sparked statewide controversy over possible adverse effects on the 

Estuaryʹs water quality, fisheries, and ecosystem. 

Flows in the Region are highly seasonal, with more than 90 percent of the annual runoff 

occurring during the winter rainy season between October and April. Many streams go dry 

during the middle or late summer. For example, the Napa River, which is least affected by 
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upstream regulation, clearly shows the seasonal nature of runoff. Only 4‐1/2 percent of this riverʹs 

average annual runoff occurs during the summer months. 

Groundwater is an important component of the hydrologic system in the Region. Groundwater 

provides excellent natural storage, distribution, and treatment systems. Groundwater also 

supplies high quality water for drinking, irrigation, and industrial processing and service. As an 

important source of freshwater replenishment, groundwater may also discharge to surface 

streams, wetlands, and San Francisco Bay. 

A variety of historical and ongoing industrial, urban, and agricultural activities and their 

associated discharges degrade groundwater quality, including industrial and agricultural 

chemical spills, underground and above‐ground tank and sump leaks, landfill leachate, septic 

tank failures, and chemical seepage via shallow drainage wells and abandoned wells. In addition, 

saltwater intrusion directly attributed to over‐ pumping has degraded the purity of some 

groundwater aquifers. 

These adverse impacts on groundwater quality often have long‐term effects that are costly to 

remediate. Consequently, as additional discharges are identified, source removal, pollution 

containment, and cleanup must be undertaken as quickly as possible. Activities that may 

potentially pollute groundwater must be managed to ensure that groundwater quality is 

protected. 

1.3 PROTECTING SAN FRANCISCO BAY: THE WATER BOARD 

Because of its unique characteristics, the San Francisco Bay estuarine system merits special 

protection. The adverse effects of waste discharges must be controlled. Extensive upstream water 

diversions must be limited, and their effects mitigated. To address these and other water issues, 

the California Legislature established the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water 

Board) and the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Water Boards) in 1949. 

Operating under the provisions of the California Water Code (Water Code), their unique 

relationship couples state‐level coordination and regional familiarity with local needs and 

conditions. Their joint actions constitute a comprehensive program for managing water quality in 

California, as well as for effective state administration of federal water pollution control laws. 

The State Water Board administers water rights, water pollution control, and water quality 

functions for the state as part of the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA). It 

provides policy guidance and budgetary authority to the Regional Water Boards, which conduct 

planning, permitting, and enforcement activities. The State Water Board shares authority for 

implementation of the federal Clean Water Act and the state Porter‐Cologne Act with the 

Regional Water Boards. 

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) regulates surface 

water and groundwater quality in the Region. The area under the Water Boardʹs jurisdiction 

comprises all of the San Francisco Bay segments extending to the mouth of the Sacramento‐San 

Joaquin Delta (Winter Island near Pittsburg). 
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Californiaʹs governor appoints the nine‐member Water Board, whose members serve for four‐

year terms. Water Board members must reside or maintain a place of business within the Region 

and must be associated with or have special knowledge of specific activities related to water 

quality control. Members of the Water Board serve without pay and conduct their business at 

regular meetings and frequent public hearings where public participation is encouraged. 

The Water Boardʹs overall mission is to protect surface waters and groundwater in the Region. 

The Water Board carries out its mission by: 

• Addressing Region‐wide water quality concerns through the creation and triennial 

update of a Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan); 

• Preparing new or revised policies addressing Region‐wide water quality concerns; 

• Adopting, monitoring compliance with, and enforcing waste discharge requirements and 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits; 

• Providing recommendations to the State Water Board on financial assistance programs, 

proposals for water diversion, budget development, and other statewide programs and 

policies; 

• Coordinating with other public agencies that are concerned with water quality control; 

and 

• Informing and involving the public on water quality issues. 

1.4 WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN 

By law, the Water Board is required to develop, adopt (after public hearing), and implement a 

Basin Plan for the Region. The Basin Plan is the master policy document that contains 

descriptions of the legal, technical, and programmatic bases of water quality regulation in the 

Region. The plan must include: 

• A statement of beneficial water uses that the Water Board will protect; 

• The water quality objectives needed to protect the designated beneficial water uses; and 

• The strategies and time schedules for achieving the water quality objectives. 

The Water Board first adopted a plan for waters inland from the Golden Gate in 1968. After 

several revisions, the first comprehensive Basin Plan for the Region was adopted by the Water 

Board and approved by the State Water Board in April 1975. Subsequently, major revisions were 

adopted in 1982, 1986, 1992, 1995, 2002, and 2004. Each proposed amendment to the Basin Plan is 

subject to an extensive public review process. The Water Board must then adopt the amendment, 

which is then subject to approval by the State Water Board. In most cases, the Office of 

Administrative Law and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) must approve the 

amendment as well. 

The basin planning process drives the Water Boardʹs effort to manage water quality. The Basin 

Plan provides a definitive program of actions designed to preserve and enhance water quality 

and to protect beneficial uses in a manner that will result in maximum benefit to the people of 

California. The Basin Plan fulfills the following needs: 
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• The U.S. EPA requires such a plan in order to allocate federal grants to cities and districts 

for construction of wastewater treatment facilities. 

• The Basin Plan provides a basis for establishing priorities as to how both state and 

federal grants are disbursed for constructing and upgrading wastewater treatment 

facilities. 

• The Basin Plan fulfills the requirements of the Porter‐Cologne Act that call for water 

quality control plans in California. 

• The Basin Plan, by defining the resources, services, and qualities of aquatic ecosystems to 

be maintained, provides a basis for the Water Board to establish or revise waste 

discharge requirements and for the State Water Board to establish or revise water rights 

permits. 

• The Basin Plan establishes conditions (discharge prohibitions) that must be met at all 

times. 

• The Basin Plan establishes or indicates water quality standards applicable to waters of 

the Region, as required by the federal Clean Water Act. 

• The Basin Plan establishes water quality attainment strategies, including total maximum 

daily loads (TMDLs) required by the Clean Water Act, for pollutants and water bodies 

where water quality standards are not currently met. 

The intent of this comprehensive planning effort is to provide positive and firm direction for 

future water quality control. However, adequate provision must be made for changing 

conditions and technology. The Water Board will review the Basin Plan at least once every three 

years. Unlike traditional plans, which often become obsolete within a few years after their 

preparation, the Basin Plan is updated as deemed necessary to maintain pace with technological, 

hydrological, political, and physical changes in the Region. 

This Basin Plan contains water quality regulations adopted by the Water Board, and approved by 

the State Water Board, the Office of Administrative Law, and U.S. EPA. It also contains statewide 

regulations adopted by the State Water Board and other state agencies that refer to activities 

regulated by the Water Board. For the most recent list of statewide regulations applicable in the 

Region, please refer to the State Water Board’s ʺCompendium of Current, Statewide Applicable 

Water Quality Regulations.ʺ Federal laws and regulations also specify water quality standards 

and are available at U.S. EPA’s website. 

1.5 WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

In 1995, the Water Board initiated a watershed management approach to regulating water 

quality, expanding its primary focus from point sources of pollution to include more diffuse 

sources such as urban and agricultural runoff. A five‐year statewide Strategic Plan was 

completed in 2001 and guides the water resource protection efforts by the State and Regional 

Water Boards. A key component of the Strategic Plan is the Watershed Management Initiative 

(WMI). 

A watershed is the area of land drained by a stream or river system. It is where water precipitates 

and collects, extending from ridges down to the topographic low points where the water drains 

into a river, bay, ocean, or other water body. A watershed includes surface water bodies (e.g., 

streams, rivers, lakes, reservoirs, wetlands, and estuaries), groundwater (e.g., aquifers and 
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groundwater basins) and the surrounding landscape. Watershed management is a strategy for 

protecting water quality in all water bodies by looking at all components that make up a 

watershed area, including the natural environment, water supply, land uses and their effects on 

drainage, wastewater collection and discharges, and the ways humans interact with the water 

bodies. 

In the Water Board’s watershed management approach to water quality protection, water 

resource problems are identified and prioritized primarily on the basis of water quality within 

individual watersheds (i.e., the geographic drainage areas and groundwater basins used for 

management purposes). Unique solutions are developed for each watershed that consider all 

local conditions and pollution sources and rely on the input and involvement of local 

stakeholders. Major features of a watershed management approach are: targeting priority 

problems based on water quality information and monitoring, promoting stakeholder 

involvement in prioritization and management decisions, developing integrated solutions that 

make use of the expertise and authority of multiple agencies and organizations, and measuring 

success through monitoring and other collected data. The approach culminates in the creation 

and implementation of “watershed action plans.” 

The water quality of many water bodies continues to be degraded from pollutants discharged 

from diffuse sources, referred to as nonpoint sources, and from the cumulative impacts of 

multiple point sources such as drainage from urban areas, known as urban runoff. This 

degradation persists despite successful pollutant reduction efforts in the regulation of municipal 

and industrial wastewater point source discharges through the NPDES program. Watershed 

management represents a shift from the approach that focuses on regulation of point sources to a 

more regional approach that acknowledges environmental impacts from all activities, and 

prioritizes regulation of these activities with input from local stakeholders. 

Watersheds transcend political, social, and economic boundaries. It is important to engage all 

affected stakeholders in designing and implementing goals for the watershed to protect water 

quality. Groups formed to create watershed action plans may include representatives from all 

levels of government, public interest groups, industry, academic institutions, private landowners, 

concerned citizens and others. Tasks in a watershed action plan could include a wide range of 

actions, such as improving coordination between regulatory and permitting agencies, increasing 

citizen participation in watershed planning activities, improving public education on water 

quality and protection issues, and enforcing current regulations on a more consistent and 

prioritized basis. 

1.6 THE SAN FRANCISCO ESTUARY PROJECT 

The Water Board has been an active participant in the San Francisco Estuary Project (Estuary 

Project), a cooperative program aimed at promoting effective, environmentally sound 

management of the San Francisco Bay Estuary while protecting and restoring its natural 

resources. In 1993, the Estuary Project reached its goal of developing a Comprehensive 

Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP). The CCMP addresses five critical concerns 

identified by the Estuary Projectʹs broad‐based advisory committees: decline of biological 

resources; increased pollutants; freshwater diversion and altered flow regime; dredging and 

waterway modification; and intensified land use. 
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Implementation of the CCMPʹs over 140 recommended actions has been ongoing since the early 

1990s. The Water Board serves as lead state agency, undertaking responsibility for ensuring that 

CCMP actions are carried out. The Estuary Projectʹs Public Involvement and Education Program, 

which seeks to inform and involve the public in Estuary issues, is currently housed at the Water 

Board office. 

FIGURES 

Figure 1‐1: San Francisco Bay Basin 
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CHAPTER 2: BENEFICIAL USES 

State policy for water quality control in California is directed toward achieving the highest water 

quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the state. Aquatic ecosystems and 

underground aquifers provide many different benefits to the people of the state. The beneficial 

uses described in detail in this chapter define the resources, services, and qualities of these 

aquatic systems that are the ultimate goals of protecting and achieving high water quality. The 

Regional Board is charged with protecting all these uses from pollution and nuisance that may 

occur as a result of waste discharges in the region. Beneficial uses of surface waters, 

groundwaters, marshes, and mudflats presented here serve as a basis for establishing water 

quality objectives and discharge prohibitions to attain this goal. 

2.1 DEFINITIONS OF BENEFICIAL USES 

The following definitions (in italic) for beneficial uses are applicable throughout the entire state. 

A brief description of the most important water quality requirements for each beneficial use 

follows each definition (in alphabetical order by abbreviation). 

2.1.1 AGRICULTURAL SUPPLY (AGR) 

Uses of water for farming, horticulture, or ranching, including, but not limited to, irrigation, stock 

watering, or support of vegetation for range grazing. 

The criteria discussed under municipal and domestic water supply (MUN) also effectively 

protect farmstead uses. To establish water quality criteria for livestock water supply, the Regional 

Board must consider the relationship of water to the total diet, including water freely drunk, 

moisture content of feed, and interactions between irrigation water quality and feed quality. The 

University of California Cooperative Extension has developed threshold and limiting 

concentrations for livestock and irrigation water. Continued irrigation often leads to one or more 

of four types of hazards related to water quality and the nature of soils and crops. These hazards 

are (1) soluble salt accumulations, (2) chemical changes in the soil, (3) toxicity to crops, and (4) 

potential disease transmission to humans through reclaimed water use. Irrigation water 

classification systems, arable soil classification systems, and public health criteria related to reuse 

of wastewater have been developed with consideration given to these hazards. 

2.1.2 AREAS OF SPECIAL BIOLOGICAL SIGNIFICANCE (ASBS) 

Areas designated by the State Water Board. 

These include marine life refuges, ecological reserves, and designated areas where the 

preservation and enhancement of natural resources requires special protection. In these areas, 

alteration of natural water quality is undesirable. The areas that have been designated as ASBS in 

this Region are Bird Rock, Point Reyes Headland Reserve and Extension, Double Point, Duxbury 

Reef Reserve and Extension, Farallon Islands, and James V. Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, depicted 

in Figure 2‐1. The 2001 California Ocean Plan (see Chapter 5) prohibits waste discharges into, and 

requires wastes to be discharged at a sufficient distance from, these areas to assure maintenance 
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of natural water quality conditions. These areas have been designated as a subset of State Water 

Quality Protection Areas as per the Public Resources Code. 

2.1.3 COLD FRESHWATER HABITAT (COLD) 

Uses of water that support cold water ecosystems, including, but not limited to, preservation or 

enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish, or wildlife, including invertebrates. 

Cold freshwater habitats generally support trout and may support the anadromous salmon and 

steelhead fisheries as well. Cold water habitats are commonly well‐oxygenated. Life within these 

waters is relatively intolerant to environmental stresses. Often, soft waters feed cold water 

habitats. These waters render fish more susceptible to toxic metals, such as copper, because of 

their lower buffering capacity. 

2.1.4 OCEAN, COMMERCIAL, AND SPORT FISHING (COMM) 

Uses of water for commercial or recreational collection of fish, shellfish, or other organisms in 

oceans, bays, and estuaries, including, but not limited to, uses involving organisms intended for 

human consumption or bait purposes. 

To maintain ocean fishing, the aquatic life habitats where fish reproduce and seek their food must 

be protected. Habitat protection is under descriptions of other beneficial uses. 

2.1.5 ESTUARINE HABITAT (EST) 

Uses of water that support estuarine ecosystems, including, but not limited to, preservation or 

enhancement of estuarine habitats, vegetation, fish, shellfish, or wildlife (e.g., estuarine 

mammals, waterfowl, shorebirds), and the propagation, sustenance, and migration of estuarine 

organisms. 

Estuarine habitat provides an essential and unique habitat that serves to acclimate anadromous 

fishes (salmon, striped bass) migrating into fresh or marine water conditions. The protection of 

estuarine habitat is contingent upon (1) the maintenance of adequate Delta outflow to provide 

mixing and salinity control; and (2) provisions to protect wildlife habitat associated with 

marshlands and the Bay periphery (i.e., prevention of fill activities). Estuarine habitat is generally 

associated with moderate seasonal fluctuations in dissolved oxygen, pH, and temperatur and 

with a wide range in turbidity. 

2.1.6 FRESHWATER REPLENISHMENT (FRESH) 

Uses of water for natural or artificial maintenance of surface water quantity or quality. 

2.1.7 GROUNDWATER RECHARGE (GWR) 

Uses of water for natural or artificial recharge of groundwater for purposes of future extraction, 

maintenance of water quality, or halting saltwater intrusion into freshwater aquifers. 
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The requirements for groundwater recharge operations generally reflect the future use to be 

made of the water stored underground. In some cases, recharge operations may be conducted to 

prevent seawater intrusion. In these cases, the quality of recharged waters may not directly affect 

quality at the wellfield being protected. Recharge operations are often limited by excessive 

suspended sediment or turbidity that can clog the surface of recharge pits, basins, or wells. 

Under the state Antidegradation Policy, the quality of some of the waters of the state is higher 

than established by adopted policies. It is the intent of this policy to maintain that existing higher 

quality to the maximum extent possible. 

Requirements for groundwater recharge, therefore, shall impose the Best Available Technology 

(BAT) or Best Management Practices (BMPs) for control of the discharge as necessary to assure 

the highest quality consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the state. Additionally, it 

must be recognized that groundwater recharge occurs naturally in many areas from streams and 

reservoirs. This recharge may have little impact on the quality of groundwaters under normal 

circumstances, but it may act to transport pollutants from the recharging water body to the 

groundwater. Therefore, groundwater recharge must be considered when requirements are 

established. 

2.1.8 INDUSTRIAL SERVICE SUPPLY (IND) 

Uses of water for industrial activities that do not depend primarily on water quality, including, 

but not limited to, mining, cooling water supply, hydraulic conveyance, gravel washing, fire 

protection, and oil well repressurization. 

Most industrial service supplies have essentially no water quality limitations except for gross 

constraints, such as freedom from unusual debris. 

2.1.9 MARINE HABITAT (MAR) 

Uses of water that support marine ecosystems, including, but not limited to, preservation or 

enhancement of marine habitats, vegetation such as kelp, fish, shellfish, or wildlife (e.g., marine 

mammals, shorebirds). 

In many cases, the protection of marine habitat will be accomplished by measures that protect 

wildlife habitat generally, but more stringent criteria may be necessary for waterfowl marshes 

and other habitats, such as those for shellfish and marine fishes. Some marine habitats, such as 

important intertidal zones and kelp beds, may require special protection. 

2.1.10 FISH MIGRATION (MIGR) 

Uses of water that support habitats necessary for migration, acclimatization between fresh water 

and salt water, and protection of aquatic organisms that are temporary inhabitants of waters 

within the region. 

The water quality provisions acceptable to cold water fish generally protect anadromous fish as 

well. However, particular attention must be paid to maintaining zones of passage. Any barrier to 

migration or free movement of migratory fish is harmful. Natural tidal movement in estuaries 
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and unimpeded river flows are necessary to sustain migratory fish and their offspring. A water 

quality barrier, whether thermal, physical, or chemical, can destroy the integrity of the migration 

route and lead to the rapid decline of dependent fisheries. 

Water quality may vary through a zone of passage as a result of natural or human‐ induced 

activities. Fresh water entering estuaries may float on the surface of the denser salt water or hug 

one shore as a result of density differences related to water temperature, salinity, or suspended 

matter. 

2.1.11 MUNICIPAL AND DOMESTIC SUPPLY (MUN) 

Uses of water for community, military, or individual water supply systems, including, but not 

limited to, drinking water supply. 

The principal issues involving municipal water supply quality are (1) protection of public health; 

(2) aesthetic acceptability of the water; and (3) the economic impacts associated with treatment‐ 

or quality‐related damages. 

The health aspects broadly relate to: direct disease transmission, such as the possibility of 

contracting typhoid fever or cholera from contaminated water; toxic effects, such as links 

between nitrate and methemoglobinemia (blue babies); and increased susceptibility to disease, 

such as links between halogenated organic compounds and cancer. 

Aesthetic acceptance varies widely depending on the nature of the supply source to which people 

have become accustomed. However, the parameters of general concern are excessive hardness, 

unpleasant odor or taste, turbidity, and color. In each case, treatment can improve acceptability 

although its cost may not be economically justified when alternative water supply sources of 

suitable quality are available. 

Published water quality objectives give limits for known health‐related constituents and most 

properties affecting public acceptance. These objectives for drinking water include the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency Drinking Water Standards and the California State 

Department of Health Services criteria. 

2.1.12 NAVIGATION (NAV) 

Uses of water for shipping, travel, or other transportation by private, military, or commercial 

vessels. 

2.1.13 INDUSTRIAL PROCESS SUPPLY (PROC) 

Uses of water for industrial activities that depend primarily on water quality. 

Water quality requirements differ widely for the many industrial processes in use today. So many 

specific industrial processes exist with differing water quality requirements that no meaningful 

criteria can be established generally for quality of raw water supplies. Fortunately, this is not a 

serious shortcoming, since current water treatment technology can create desired product waters 

tailored for specific uses. 
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2.1.14 PRESERVATION OF RARE AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (RARE) 

Uses of waters that support habitats necessary for the survival and successful maintenance of 

plant or animal species established under state and/or federal law as rare, threatened, or 

endangered. 

The water quality criteria to be achieved that would encourage development and protection of 

rare and endangered species should be the same as those for protection of fish and wildlife 

habitats generally. However, where rare or endangered species exist, special control 

requirements may be necessary to assure attainment and maintenance of particular quality 

criteria, which may vary slightly with the environmental needs of each particular species. Criteria 

for species using areas of special biological significance should likewise be derived from the 

general criteria for the habitat types involved, with special management diligence given where 

required. 

2.1.15 WATER CONTACT RECREATION (REC1) 

Uses of water for recreational activities involving body contact with water where ingestion of 

water is reasonably possible. These uses include, but are not limited to, swimming, wading, 

water‐skiing, skin and scuba diving, surfing, whitewater activities, fishing, and uses of natural 

hot springs. 

Water contact implies a risk of waterborne disease transmission and involves human health; 

accordingly, criteria required to protect this use are more stringent than those for more casual 

water‐oriented recreation. 

Excessive algal growth has reduced the value of shoreline recreation areas in some cases, 

particularly for swimming. Where algal growths exist in nuisance proportions, particularly 

bluegreen algae, all recreational water uses, including fishing, tend to suffer. 

One criterion to protect the aesthetic quality of waters used for recreation from excessive algal 

growth is based on chlorophyll a. 

2.1.16 NONCONTACT WATER RECREATION (REC2) 

Uses of water for recreational activities involving proximity to water, but not normally involving 

contact with water where water ingestion is reasonably possible. These uses include, but are not 

limited to, picnicking, sunbathing, hiking, beachcombing, camping, boating, tide pool and marine 

life study, hunting, sightseeing, or aesthetic enjoyment in conjunction with the above activities. 

Water quality considerations relevant to noncontact water recreation, such as hiking, camping, or 

boating, and those activities related to tide pool or other nature studies require protection of 

habitats and aesthetic features. In some cases, preservation of a natural wilderness condition is 

justified, particularly when nature study is a major dedicated use. 

One criterion to protect the aesthetic quality of waters used for recreation from excessive algal 

growth is based on chlorophyll a. 
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2.1.17 SHELLFISH HARVESTING (SHELL) 

Uses of water that support habitats suitable for the collection of crustaceans and filter‐feeding 

shellfish (e.g., clams, oysters, and mussels) for human consumption, commercial, or sport 

purposes. 

Shellfish harvesting areas require protection and management to preserve the resource and 

protect public health. The potential for disease transmission and direct poisoning of humans is of 

considerable concern in shellfish regulation. The bacteriological criteria for the open ocean, bays, 

and estuarine waters where shellfish cultivation and harvesting occur should conform with the 

standards described in the National Shellfish Sanitation Program, Manual of Operation. 

Toxic metals can accumulate in shellfish. Mercury and cadmium are two metals known to have 

caused extremely disabling effects in humans who consumed shellfish that concentrated these 

elements from industrial waste discharges. Other elements, radioactive isotopes, and certain 

toxins produced by particular plankton species also concentrate in shellfish tissue. Documented 

cases of paralytic shellfish poisoning are not uncommon in California. 

2.1.18 FISH SPAWNING (SPWN) 

Uses of water that support high quality aquatic habitats suitable for reproduction and early 

development of fish. 

Dissolved oxygen levels in spawning areas should ideally approach saturation levels. Free 

movement of water is essential to maintain well‐oxygenated conditions around eggs deposited in 

sediments. Water temperature, size distribution and organic content of sediments, water depth, 

and current velocity are also important determinants of spawning area adequacy. 

2.1.19 WARM FRESHWATER HABITAT (WARM) 

Uses of water that support warm water ecosystems including, but not limited to, preservation or 

enhancement of aquatic habitats, vegetation, fish, or wildlife, including invertebrates. 

The warm freshwater habitats supporting bass, bluegill, perch, and other panfish are generally 

lakes and reservoirs, although some minor streams will serve this purpose where stream flow is 

sufficient to sustain the fishery. The habitat is also important to a variety of nonfish species, such 

as frogs, crayfish, and insects, which provide food for fish and small mammals. This habitat is 

less sensitive to environmental changes, but more diverse than the cold freshwater habitat, and 

natural fluctuations in temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, and turbidity are usually greater. 

2.1.20 WILDLIFE HABITAT (WILD) 

Uses of waters that support wildlife habitats, including, but not limited to, the preservation and 

enhancement of vegetation and prey species used by wildlife, such as waterfowl. 

The two most important types of wildlife habitat are riparian and wetland habitats. These 

habitats can be threatened by development, erosion, andsedimentation, as well as by poor water 

quality. 
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The water quality requirements of wildlife pertain to the water directly ingested, the aquatic 

habitat itself, and the effect of water quality on the production of food materials. Waterfowl 

habitat is particularly sensitive to changes in water quality. Dissolved oxygen, pH, alkalinity, 

salinity, turbidity, settleable matter, oil, toxicants, and specific disease organisms are water 

quality characteristics particularly important to waterfowl habitat. Dissolved oxygen is needed in 

waterfowl habitats to suppress development of botulism organisms; botulism has killed millions 

of waterfowl. It is particularly important to maintain adequate circulation and aerobic conditions 

in shallow fringe areas of ponds or reservoirs where botulism has caused problems. 

2.2 PRESENT AND POTENTIAL BENEFICIAL USES 

2.2.1 SURFACE WATERS 

Surface waters in the Region consist of non‐tidal wetlands, rivers, streams, and lakes (collectively 

described as inland surface waters), estuarine wetlands known as baylands, estuarine waters, and 

coastal waters. In this Region, estuarine waters consist of the Bay system including intertidal, 

tidal, and subtidal habitats from the Golden Gate to the Region’s boundary near Pittsburg and 

the lower portions of streams that are affected by tidal hydrology, such as the Napa and 

Petaluma rivers in the north and Coyote and San Francisquito creeks in the south. 

Inland surface waters support or could support most of the beneficial uses described above. The 

specific beneficial uses for inland streams include municipal and domestic supply (MUN), 

agricultural supply (AGR), industrial process supply (PRO), groundwater recharge (GWR), water 

contact recreation (REC1), noncontact water recreation (REC2), wildlife habitat (WILD), cold 

freshwater habitat (COLD), warm freshwater habitat (WARM), fish migration (MIGR), and fish 

spawning (SPWN). The San Francisco Bay Estuary supports estuarine habitat (EST), industrial 

service supply (IND), and navigation (NAV) in addition to all of the uses supported by streams. 

Coastal waters’ beneficial uses include water contact recreation (REC1); noncontact water 

recreation (REC2); industrial service supply (IND); navigation (NAV); marine habitat (MAR); 

shellfish harvesting (SHELL); ocean, commercial and sport fishing (COMM); and preservation of 

rare and endangered species (RARE). In addition, the California coastline within the Region is 

endowed with exceptional scenic beauty. 

Beneficial uses of each significant water body have been identified and are organized according 

to the seven major hydrologic units within the Region (Figure 2‐2). Table 2‐1 contains the 

beneficial uses for water bodies that have been designated in the Region. The maps locating each 

water body (Figures 2‐3 through 2‐9) were produced using a geographical information system 

(GIS) at the Water Board. The maps use the hydrologic basin information compiled by the 

California Interagency Watershed map, with supplemental information from the Oakland 

Museum of California Creek and Watershed Map series, the Contra Costa County Watershed 

Atlas, and the San Francisco Estuary Institute EcoAtlas. More detailed representations of each 

location can be created using this GIS version. 

The beneficial uses of any specifically identified water body generally apply to all its tributaries. 

In some cases a beneficial use may not be applicable to the entire body of water, such as 

navigation in Richardson Bay or shellfish harvesting in the Pacific Ocean. In these cases, the 
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Water Board’s judgment regarding water quality control measures necessary to protect beneficial 

uses will be applied. 

2.2.2 GROUNDWATER 

Groundwater is defined as subsurface water that occurs beneath the water table in soils and 

geologic formations that are fully saturated. Where groundwater occurs in a saturated geologic 

unit that contains sufficient permeable thickness to yield significant quantities of water to wells 

and springs, it can be defined as an aquifer. A groundwater basin is defined as a hydrogeologic 

unit containing one large aquifer or several connected and interrelated aquifers. 

Water‐bearing geologic units occur within groundwater basins in the Region that do not meet the 

definition of an aquifer. For instance, there are shallow, low permeability zones throughout the 

Region that have extremely low water yields. Groundwater may also occur outside of currently 

identified basins. Therefore, for basin planning purposes, the term “groundwater” includes all 

subsurface waters, whether or not these waters meet the classic definition of an aquifer or occur 

within identified groundwater basins. 

The California Department of Water Resources (DWR) evaluated the characteristics of 

groundwater basins in the Region and throughout the state and summarized the results in 

California’s Groundwater, Bulletin 118 (2003). Of special importance to the Region are the 28 

groundwater basins and seven sub‐basins classified by DWR that produce, or potentially could 

produce, significant amounts of groundwater (Figures 2‐10 and 2‐10A‐D). The Water Board 

maintains a GIS for all water bodies in the Region and has the capacity to present information on 

each basin at a much higher level of resolution than is depicted in Figures 2‐10A‐D. 

Existing and potential beneficial uses applicable to groundwater in the Region include municipal 

and domestic water supply (MUN), industrial water supply (IND), industrial process supply 

(PRO), agricultural water supply (AGR), groundwater recharge (GWR), and freshwater 

replenishment to surface waters (FRESH). Table 2‐2 lists the 28 identified groundwater basins 

and seven sub‐basins located in the Region and their existing and potential beneficial uses. 

Unless otherwise designated by the Water Board, all groundwater is considered suitable, or 

potentially suitable, for municipal or domestic water supply (MUN). In making any exceptions, 

the Water Board will consider the criteria referenced in State Water Board Resolution No. 88‐63 

and Water Board Resolution No. 89‐39, “Sources of Drinking Water,” where: 

• The total dissolved solids exceed 3,000 milligrams per liter (mg/L) (5,000 microSiemens 

per centimeter, μS/cm, electrical conductivity), and it is not reasonably expected by the 

Water Board that the groundwater could supply a public water system; or 

• There is contamination, either by natural processes or by human activity (unrelated to a 

specific pollution incident), that cannot reasonably be treated for domestic use using 

either Best Management Practices (BMPs) or best economically achievable treatment 

practices; or 

• The water source does not provide sufficient water to supply a single well capable of 

producing an average, sustained yield of 200 gallons per day; or 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



2‐9 

• The aquifer is regulated as a geothermal energy‐producing source or has been exempted 

administratively pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 146.4 for the 

purpose of underground injection of fluids associated with the production of 

hydrocarbon or geothermal energy, provided that these fluids do not constitute a 

hazardous waste under 40 CFR Part 261.3. 

2.2.3 WETLANDS 

Federal administrative law (e.g., 40 CFR Part 122.2, revised December 22, 1993) defines wetlands 

as waters of the United States. National waters include waters of the State of California, defined 

by the Porter‐Cologne Act as “any water, surface or underground, including saline waters, within 

the boundaries of the State” (California Water Code §13050[e]). Wetland water quality control is 

therefore clearly within the jurisdiction of the State Water Board and Regional Water Boards. 

Wetlands are further defined in 40 CFR 122.2 as “those areas that are inundated or saturated by 

surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 

circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil 

conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.” 

The Water Board recognizes that wetlands frequently include areas commonly referred to as 

saltwater marshes, freshwater marshes, open or closed brackish water marshes, mudflats, 

sandflats, unvegetated seasonally ponded areas, vegetated shallows, sloughs, wet meadows, 

playa lakes, natural ponds, vernal pools, diked baylands, seasonal wetlands, floodplains, and 

riparian woodlands. 

Mudflats make up one of the largest and most important habitat types in the Estuary. Snails, 

clams, worms, and other animals convert the rich organic matter in the mud bottom to food for 

fish, crabs, and birds. 

Mudflats generally support a variety of edible shellfish, and many species of fish rely heavily on 

the mudflats during at least a part of their life cycle. Additionally, San Francisco Bay mudflats are 

one of the most important habitats on the coast of California for millions of migrating shorebirds. 

Another important characteristic of the Estuary is the fresh, brackish, and salt water marshes 

around the Bay’s margins. These highly complex communities are recognized as vital 

components of the Bay system’s ecology. Most marshes around the Bay have been destroyed 

through filling and development. The protection, preservation, and restoration of the remaining 

marsh communities are essential for maintaining the ecological integrity of the Estuary. 

Identifying wetlands may be complicated by such factors as the seasonality of rainfall in the 

Region. Therefore, in identifying wetlands considered waters of the United States, the Water 

Board will consider such indicators as hydrology, hydrophytic plants, and/or hydric soils for the 

purpose of mapping and inventorying wetlands. The Water Board will, in general, rely on the 

federal manual for wetland delineation in the Region when issuing Clean Water Act Section 401 

water quality certifications (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) Wetlands Delineation Manual, 

1987). In the rare cases where the U.S. EPA and Corps guidelines disagree on the boundaries for 

federal juridictional wetlands, the Water Board will rely on the wetlands delineation made by the 
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U.S. EPA or the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). For the purpose of mapping 

and inventorying wetlands, the Water Board will rely on the protocols and naming conventions 

of the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS). 

Many individual wetlands provide multiple benefits depending on the wetland type and 

location. There are many potential beneficial uses of wetlands, including Wildlife Habitat 

(WILD); Preservation of Rare and Endangered Species (RARE); Shellfish Harvesting (SHELL); 

Water Contact Recreation (REC1); Noncontact Water Recreation (REC2); Ocean, Commercial, and 

Sport Fishing (COMM); Marine Habitat (MAR); Fish Migration (MIGR); Fish Spawning 

(SPAWN); and Estuarine Habitat (EST). Some of these general beneficial uses can be further 

described in terms of their component wetland function. For example, many wetlands that 

provide groundwater recharge (GWR) also provide flood control, pollution control, erosion 

control, and stream baseflow. 

Table 2‐3 shows how beneficial uses are associated with different wetland types. Table 2‐3 lists 

and specifies beneficial uses for 34 significant wetland areas within the Region; generalized 

locations of these wetlands are shown in Figure 2‐11. It should be noted that most of the wetlands 

listed in Table 2‐3 are saltwater marshes, and that the list is not comprehensive. 

The Water Board has participated in completing the Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals Report 

(1999) and the Baylands Ecosystem Species and Community Profiles (2000), which were written 

by scientists and managers in the Region in order to recommend sound wetland restoration 

strategies. Other efforts around the Bay to locate wetland sites include San Francisco Estuary 

Institute’s (SFEI) EcoAtlas Baylands Maps (Baylands Maps) and Bay Area Wetlands Project 

Tracker (Wetlands Tracker), and the Wetland Tracker managed by the San Francisco Bay Joint 

Venture. Because of the large number of small and non‐contiguous wetlands, it is not practical to 

delineate and specify beneficial uses of every wetland area. Therefore, beneficial uses may be 

determined site specifically, as needed. Chapter 4 of this Plan contains additional information on 

the process used to determine beneficial uses for specific wetland sites. 

FIGURES 

Figure 2‐1: Areas of Special Biological Significance 

Figure 2‐2: Hydrologic Planning Areas 

Figure 2‐3: Marin Coastal Basin 

Legend for Figures 2‐3 through 2‐9 

Figure 2‐4: San Mateo Coastal Basin 

Figure 2‐5: Central Basin 

Figure 2‐6: South Bay Basin 
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Figure 2‐7: Santa Clara Basin 

Figure 2‐8: San Pablo Basin 

Figure 2‐9: Suisun Basin 

Figure 2‐10: Significant Groundwater Basins 

Figure 2‐10A: Groundwater Basins: Marin / Sonoma / Napa 

Figure 2‐10B: Groundwater Basins: Napa / Solano 

Figure 2‐10C: Groundwater Basins: San Francisco 

Figure 2‐10D: Groundwater Basins: East and South Bay 

Figure 2‐11: General Locations of Wetland Areas 
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Table 2-1: Existing and Potential Beneficial Uses of Water Bodies in the San Francisco Bay Region 
 

 

 

 

COUNTY 

Waterbody A
G

R
 

M
U

N
 

F
R

S
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G
W

R
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D

 

P
R
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E
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E

 

S
P

W
N

 

W
A

R
M

 

W
IL

D
 

R
E

C
-1

 

R
E

C
-2

 

N
A

V
 

MARIN COUNTY 

Pacific Ocean (Marin)     E  E E   E E E E  E E E E 

Abbotts Lagoon           E     E E E  

Drakes Estero       E E   E  E E  E E E  

East Schooner Creek        E E     E  E P E  

Limantour Estero       E E   E  E E  E E E  

Coast Creek        E E     E  E E E  

Alamere Creek         E       E P E  

Crystal Lake         E     E E E P P  

Bolinas Lagoon       E E   E E E E  E E E  

Pine Gulch Creek  E       E   E  E E E  E  

Easkoot Creek                    

McKennan Gulch 

Creek 
                   

Morses Gulch Creek                    

Pike County Gulch 

Creek 
                   

Redwood Creek 

(Marin) 
E E E     E E     E E E E E  

Rodeo Lagoon         E       E E E  

Rodeo Creek         E  E  E E  E E E  

Tomales Bay       E E   E E E E  E E E  

Millerton Gulch                    

M
A
R
I
N
 
C
O
A
S
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L
 
B
A
S
I
N
 

 Aquatic Life Uses 
 

Human Consumptive Uses 
Wildlife 

Use 

Recreational 

Uses 
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R
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A
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Walker Creek         E   E E E E E P P  

Laguna Lake                    

Frink Canyon Creek                    

Verde Canyon Creek                    

Salmon Creek                    

Soulajule Reservoir  E E            E E E E  

Lagunitas Creek E E       E   E E E E E E E  

Haggerty Gulch Creek                    

Bear Valley Creek                    

Olema Creek         E   E  E E E E E  

Nicasio Reservoir  E E      P     E E E E E  

Nicasio Creek  E E      E   E  E  E E E  

Halleck Creek                    

Devils Gulch Creek                    

Kent Lake  E       E     E E E E E  

Big Carson Creek                    

Alpine Lake  E       E     E E E E E  

Bon Tempe Lake  E       E     E E E E E  

Lake Lagunitas  E       E     E E E E E  

 

E: Existing beneficial use     L:  Limited beneficial use     P: Potential beneficial use 

M
A
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N
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N
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SAN MATEO COUNTY 

Pacific Ocean (San 

Mateo, San Francisco) 
    E  E E   E E E E  E E E E 

Lake Merced  P       E     E E E E E  

San Pedro Creek  E       E   E  E E E  E  

San Vincente Creek E E       E   E E E  E P P  

Denniston Creek E E       E   E E E E E E E  

Frenchmans Creek E        E   E E E E E E E  

Pilarcitos Creek E E       E   E E E E E P P  

Apanolio Creek                    

Arroyo Leon Creek                    

Mills Creek                    

Pilarcitos Lake  E       E     E E E E L E  

Purisima Creek E        E   E E E  E E E  

Lobitas Creek E        E   E E E  E E E  

Tunitas Creek E        E   E E E E E P P  

San Gregorio Creek E        E   E E E E E E E  

Alpine Creek                    

El Corte de Madera 

Creek 
        E   P E P E E P E  

La Honda Creek                    

Woodruff Creek                    

Clear Creek                    

Harrington Creek                    

Bogess Creek                    

Mindego Creek                    

Pomponio Creek E        E   E  E E E P E  

Pomponio Reservoir                    

Pescadero Creek E E       E   E E E E E E E  

Butano Creek                    

Fall Creek                    

Hoffman Creek                    

S
A
N
 
M
A
T
E
O
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Honsinger Creek                    

Jones Gulch Creek                    

McCormick Creek                    

Oil Creek                    

Lambert Creek                    

Peters Creek                    

Slate Creek                    

Tarwater Creek                    

Little Boulder Creek                    

Waterman Creek                    

 

E: Existing beneficial use     L:  Limited beneficial use     P: Potential beneficial use 
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V
 

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 

Golden Gate Channel                    

San Francisco Bay 

Central 
    E E E E  E  E E E  E E E E 

Golden Gate Park 

Lakes 
              E E  E  

MARIN COUNTY 

San Rafael Creek         E      E E  E E 

Corte Madera Creek         E   P E P E E P E  

Ross Creek                    

Cascade Creek                    

San Anselmo Creek                    

Sleepy Hollow Creek                    

Phoenix Lake  E       E     E E E E E  

Phoenix Creek                    

Bill Williams Creek                    

Richardson Bay     E  E E  E  E E E  E E E E 

Arroyo Corte Madera 

del Presidio 
       E E     E  E P E  

Old Mill Creek         E       E  E  

Coyote Creek (Marin)         E      E E  E  

ALAMEDA COUNTY 

Berkeley Aquatic Park 

Lagoon 
         E  E  P  E E E  

Lake Temescal          E     E E E E E  

 

E: Existing beneficial use     L:  Limited beneficial use     P: Potential beneficial use 
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Wildlife 

Use 

Recreational 
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SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 

San Francisco Bay 

Lower 
    E  E E  E  E E P  E E E E 

SAN MATEO COUNTY 

San Mateo Creek   E      P    E E  E P P  

Lower Crystal Springs 

Reservoir 
 E       E    E E E E  E  

Upper Crystal Springs 

Reservoir 
 E       E    E E E E  E  

San Andreas Lake  E       E    E E E E L E  

Foster City Lagoon                    

Bair Island Wetlands                    

ALAMEDA COUNTY 

Lake Merritt          E    E  E E E  

Lower San Leandro 

Creek 
  E         P  P P E P P  

Lake Chabot (Alameda)  E       E     E E E E E  

Upper San Leandro 

Reservoir 
 E       E     E E E L P  

San Leandro Creek   E      E   P  P P E P P  

Kaiser Creek                    

Moraga Creek                    

San Lorenzo Creek  E E E     E   E  E E E E E  

Don Castro Reservoir         E     E E E E E  

Cull Canyon Reservoir         E     E E E E E  

Palomares Creek         E   E  E E E E E  

Crow Creek         E   E  E E E E E  

Alameda Creek Quarry 

Ponds 
   E     E      E  E E  

Alameda Creek E   E     E   E  E E E E E  

San Antonio Reservoir  E       E     E E E L E  

 Aquatic Life Uses 
 

Human Consumptive Uses 
Wildlife 

Use 

Recreational 

Uses 
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U
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C
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R
E

C
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N
A

V
 

Lacosta Creek                    

Arroyo de la Laguna    E     P   E  E P E E E  

Arroyo Valle  E  E     E   P  E  E P P  

Shadow Cliffs 

Reservoir 
        E     E E E E E  

Del Valle Reservoir  E       E     E E E E E  

Arroyo Mocho    E     P   E  E P E E E  

Tassajara Creek    E     P   E  E P E E E  

Arroyo las Positas    E     P   E  E P E E E  

Arroyo Seco (Alameda)    E     P   E  E P E E E  

Alamo Canal    E     P   E  E P E E E  

Alamo Creek    E     P   E  E P E E E  

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

Calaveras Reservoir  E       E     E E E L E  

Arroyo Hondo  E E      E     E E E E E  

Isabel Creek  E E      E     E E E E E  

Smith Creek  E E      E     E E E E E  

Sulphur Creek (Santa 

Clara) 
 E E      E     E E E E E  

 

E: Existing beneficial use     L:  Limited beneficial use     P: Potential beneficial use 
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N
A

V
 

San Francisco Bay 

South 
    E  E E  E  E E P  E E E E 

ALAMEDA COUNTY 

Lake Elizabeth         E     E E E  E  
SAN MATEO AND SANTA CLARA COUNTIES 

San Francisquito Creek         E   E  E E E P P  

Felt Lake E             E E E E E  

Los Trancos Creek                    

West Union Creek                    

Searsville Lake E        E     E E E E E  

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

Matedero Creek         E   E  E E E E E  

Permanente Creek         E     E  E E E  

Stevens Creek   E      E   E  P E E E E  

Stevens Creek 

Reservoir 
 E  E     E   E  E E E  E  

Calabazas Creek E   E     E      E E E E  

Saratoga Creek E  E E     E      E E E E  

Guadalupe Reservoir         E   P  P E E P E  

Los Gatos Creek  E E E     E   P  P E E  P  

Vasona Lake    E     E     E E E E E  

Lexington Reservoir  E       E     E E E E E  

Lake Elsman  E       E       E  P  

Campbell Percolation 

Pond 
   E     E     E E E E E  

Guadalupe Creek                    

Guadalupe Reservoir  E  E     E     E E E E E  

Alamitos Creek                    

Calero Reservoir  E  E          E E E E E  

Almaden Reservoir  E  E     E     E E E E E  

Herbert Creek                    

S
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R
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Barrett Canyon Creek                    

Coyote Creek    E     E   E E E E E P E  

Lower Penitencia Creek                    

Berryessa Creek                    

Upper Penitencia Creek                    

Cherry Flat Reservoir E E            E E E L E  

Arroyo Aguague Creek                    

Halls Valley Reservoir              E E E E E  

Silver Creek                    

Fremont Lagoon                    

Sandy Wool Lake         E     E E E  E  

Cotton Wood Lake         E     E E E E E  

Anderson Lake  E  E     E     E E E L E  

San Felipe Creek         P     P E E P P  

Otis Canyon Creek                    

Coyote Lake E E       E     E E E E E  

Soda Springs Canyon 

Creek 
                   

 

E: Existing beneficial use     L:  Limited beneficial use     P: Potential beneficial use 
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San Pablo Bay     E  E E  E  E E E  E E E E 

SOLANO COUNTY 

White Slough                    

Lake Chabot (Solano) E E       E     E E E E E  

Dalwick Lake                    

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 

Rodeo Creek              E E E P E  

Refugio Creek                    

Pinole Creek         E   E  E E E P P  

San Pablo Creek            E  E E E  E  

San Pablo Reservoir  E       E     E E E E E  

Briones Reservoir  E       E     E E E L P  

Wildcat Creek            E  E E E  E  

Jewel Lake         E      E E E E  

Lake Anza         E      E E E E  

MARIN COUNTY 

Novato Creek  E       P   P E P P E P P  

Stafford Lake  E       E     E E E E E  

Pacheco Pond       E  E   P  P E E P P  

Miller Creek         E   E E E E E E E  

Gallinas Creek         E    E  E E  E  

SONOMA COUNTY 

Petaluma River         E E  E E E E E E E E 

San Antonio Creek         E   P  P E E P P  

Willow Creek                    

Adobe Creek (Sonoma)                    

Sonoma Creek         E   E E E E E E E  

Fowler Creek                    

Schnell Creek                    

Arroyo Seco Creek 

(Sonoma) 
                   

S
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V
 

Nathanson Creek                    

Agua Caliente Creek 

(Sonoma) 
                   

Stuart Creek                    

Graham Creek                    

Yulupa Creek                    

NAPA COUNTY 

Napa River E E       E   E E E E E E E E 

Huichica Creek                    

Carneros Creek                    

Suscol Creek                    

Tulucay Creek                    

Lake Marie E E       P     E P E E E  

Napa Creek                    

Browns Valley Creek                    

Redwood Creek (Napa)                    

Pickle Creek                    

Milliken Creek                    

Sarco Creek                    

Milliken Reservoir  E       E     E E E L P  

Soda Creek                    

Dry Creek (Napa) E E       E   E  E E E E E  

Conn Creek  E E      E   E  E  E E E  

Rector Creek                    

Rector Reservoir  E       E     E E E L E  

Lake Hennessey  E       E     E E E E E  

Sage Creek  E E      E     E E E P P  

Chiles Creek  E E      E     E E E P P  

Bear Canyon Creek                    

Sulphur Creek (Napa)                    

York Creek         E   E  E  E P P  

Mill Creek (Napa)                    

Ritchey Creek                    

Bell Canyon Reservoir                    

Cyrus Creek                    
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Garnett Creek                    

Hopper Creek                    

Jericho Canyon Creek                    

Kimball Reservoir  E             E E E E  

 

E: Existing beneficial use     L:  Limited beneficial use     P: Potential beneficial use 
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E
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Carquinez Strait     E  E   E  E E E  E E E E 

Suisun Bay     E E E   E  E E E  E E E E 

Sacramento-San 

Joaquin Delta 
E E  E E E E   E  E E E  E E E E 

SOLANO COUNTY 

Lake Herman  E   E    E     E E E E E  

Green Valley Creek   E      E     E E E E E  

Lake Frey  E       E     E E E  E  

Lake Madigan E E       E     E E E  E  

Suisun Slough              E E E E E E 

Suisun Creek   E      E   E  E E E P P  

Suisun Reservoir                    

Wooden Valley Creek                    

Lake Curry  E            E E E E E  

Ledgewood Creek   E      E   E  E E E E E  

Laurel Creek (Solano)   E      E   E  E E E E E  

Montezuma Slough             E E E E E E E 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 

Peyton Slough                    

Pacheco Creek                    

Walnut Creek         E   E  E E E P P  

Pine Creek         E     E E E E E  

Lafayette Creek                    

Lafayette Reservoir  E       E     E E E E E  

Mt. Diablo Creek         E   E  E E E E E  

Mallard Reservoir E E   E E        E E E L P  

 

E: Existing beneficial use     L:  Limited beneficial use     P: Potential beneficial use 
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Table 2-2: Existing and Potential Beneficial Uses in Groundwater in Identified Basins 
 

County Groundwater Basin Name
1
 

Groundwater  

Sub-Basin
1
 

Basin 

Number
1
 M

U
N

2
 

P
R

O
C

3
 

IN
D

4
 

A
G

R
5
 

F
R

E
S

H
6
 

Alameda Castro Valley -- 2-8 P P P P -- 

Alameda Santa Clara Valley Niles Cone 2-9.01 E E E E -- 

Alameda and 

Contra Costa 
Santa Clara Valley East Bay Plain 2-9.04 E E E E -- 

Alameda and 

Contra Costa 
Livermore Valley -- 2-10 E E E E -- 

Alameda Sunol Valley -- 2-11 E E E E -- 

Contra Costa Pittsburg Plain -- 2-4 P P P P -- 

Contra Costa Clayton Valley -- 2-5 E P P P -- 

Contra Costa Ygnacio Valley -- 2-6 P P P P -- 

Contra Costa San Ramon Valley -- 2-7 E P P E -- 

Contra Costa Arroyo del Hambre Valley -- 2-31 P P P P -- 

Marin Sand Point Area -- 2-27 E P P P -- 

Marin Ross Valley -- 2-28 E P P E -- 

Marin San Rafael Valley -- 2-29 P P P P -- 

Marin Novato Valley -- 2-30 P P P P -- 

Napa Napa-Sonoma Valley Napa Valley 2-2.01 E E E E -- 

Napa and Solano Napa-Sonoma Valley 
Napa-Sonoma 

Lowlands 
2-2.03 E E E E -- 

San Francisco and 

San Mateo 
Visitacion Valley -- 2-32 P E E P -- 

San Francisco and 

San Mateo 
Islais Valley A

7
 -- 2-33A P E E P -- 

San Francisco Islais Valley B
7
 -- 2-33B P P P E -- 

San Francisco South San Francisco -- 2-37 P E E P -- 

San Francisco and 

San Mateo 
Westside A

7
 -- 2-35A E P P E -- 

San Francisco Lobos -- 2-38 E P P E -- 

San Francisco Marina -- 2-39 E P P E -- 

San Francisco Downtown -- 2-40 E P P E -- 

San Francisco Westside B
7
 -- 2-35B P P P E -- 

San Mateo Westside C
7
 -- 2-35C E P P E -- 
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County Groundwater Basin Name
1
 

Groundwater  

Sub-Basin
1
 

Basin 

Number
1
 M

U
N

2
 

P
R

O
C

3
 

IN
D

4
 

A
G

R
5
 

F
R

E
S

H
6
 

San Mateo Westside D
7
 -- 2-35D E E E P -- 

San Mateo Santa Clara Valley 
San Mateo 

Plain 
2-9.03 E E E P -- 

San Mateo and 

Santa Clara 
Santa Clara Valley

8
 Santa Clara 2-9.02 E E E E -- 

San Mateo Half Moon Bay Terrace -- 2-22 E P P E -- 

San Mateo San Gregorio Valley -- 2-24 E P P E -- 

San Mateo Pescadero Valley -- 2-26 E P P E -- 

San Mateo San Pedro Valley -- 2-36 P P P P -- 

Solano Suisun-Fairfield Valley -- 2-3 E E E E -- 

Sonoma and 

Marin 
Petaluma Valley -- 2-1 E P P E -- 

Sonoma Napa-Sonoma Valley Sonoma Valley 2-2.02 E P P E -- 

Sonoma and 

Marin 

Wilson Grove Formation 

Highlands 
-- 1.59 E P P E -- 

Sonoma and 

Marin 

Wilson Grove Formation 

Highlands 
-- 1.59 See RB1 Basin Plan

9
 

Sonoma Kenwood Valley -- 2-19 E P P E -- 

Sonoma 
Napa – Sonoma Volcanic 

Highlands 
-- 2-23 X X X X X 

Santa Clara Gilroy – Hollister Valley Llagas Area 3-3.01 See RB3 Basin Plan
10

 

 

Notes: 

 

1. Department of Water Resources (DWR) Bulletin 118 “California Groundwater”, 2003. 

2. MUN = Municipal and domestic water supply. 

3. PROC = Industrial process water supply. 

4. IND = Industrial service water supply. 

5. AGR = Agricultural water supply. 

6. FRESH = Freshwater replenishment to surface water; designation will be determined at a later date; for the interim, a site-by-site 

determination will be made. 

7. The existing and potential beneficial uses for groundwater basins listed in the 1995 Basin Plan (Table 2-3) were assigned to the new 

groundwater basins based on the geographic location of the old basins compared to the new basins. The basin names, such as Westside A, 
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Westside B, etc., are informal names assigned by the Water Board to preserve the beneficial use designations in the 1995 Basin Plan and do 

not represent sub-basins identified by the Department of Water Resources. 

8. The Santa Clara Valley groundwater basin/Santa Clara groundwater sub-basin is also known as Coyote Valley. 

9. This groundwater basin is also located in the North Coast Region (RB1); beneficial uses of groundwater are specified in the Basin Plan for 

RB1. 

10. This groundwater basin is also located in the Central Coast Region (RB3); beneficial uses of groundwater are specified in the Basin Plan for 

RB3. 

 

E = Existing beneficial uses; based on best available information. 

P = Potential beneficial uses; based on best available information. 

X = This groundwater basin was not listed in the 1995 Basin Plan; designation will be determined at a later date; for the interim, a site-by-site 

determination will be made. 

See DWR Bulletin 118 (2003) for groundwater basin characteristics. 
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Table 2-3:  Examples of Existing and Potential Beneficial Uses of Selected Wetlands 

 

 TYPE OF WETLAND 

BENEFICIAL USE MARINE ESTUARINE RIVERINE LACUSTRINE PALUSTRINE 

AGR  � � � � 

COLD   � � � 

COMM � �    

EST  �    

FRESH   � � � 

GWR � � � � � 

IND  � � �  

MAR �     

MIGR � � � �  

NAV � � � � � 

PROC      

REC-1 � � � � � 

REC-2 � � � � � 

SHELL � � �   

SPWN � � � � � 

WARM   � � � 

WILD � � � � � 

RARE � � � � � 

 

NOTE: 

� Existing beneficial use 

� Potential beneficial use 
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Table 2-4    Examples of Beneficial Uses of Wetland Areas
a
 

 
WETLAND TYPES BENEFICIAL USES 

Basin/Marsh Area Fresh Brackish 

E
S

T
 

M
A

R
 

M
IG

R
 

C
O

M
M

 

R
A

R
E

 

R
E

C
1

 

R
E

C
2

 

S
A

L
T

 

S
P

W
N

 

W
IL

D
 

ALAMEDA COUNTY 

Arrowhead   �    � � � � � � 

Coyote Hills   �    � � � � � � 

Emeryville Crescent   �    � � � � � � 

Hayward   �     � � � � � 

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 

North Contra Costa � �    � � � � � � 

Point Edith  � �    �  �  � � 

San Pablo Creek   �    � � � � � � 

Wildcat Creek   �    � � �  � � 

MARIN COUNTY 

Abbotts Lagoon    �    � � �  � 

Bolinas Lagoon    �    � � �  � 

Corte Madera   �    � � � � � � 

Drakes Estero        � � � � � 

Gallinas Creek  � �    � � � � � � 

Limantour Estero    �    � � �  � 

Corte Madera Ecological 

Reserve 
 �     � � �  � 

Novato Creek  � �  �  � � � � �  

Richardson Bay   �    � � � � � � 

Rodeo Lagoon    �    � � �  � 

San Pedro  � �   � �  � � � � 

San Rafael Creek  � �    � � � �  � 

Tomales Bay    � �   � � � � � 

NAPA COUNTY 

Mare Island   �      � �  � 

Napa  � �  � � � � �  �  

San Pablo Bay   �  � � � � � � � � 

SAN MATEO COUNTY 

Bair Island   �    � � � �  � 

Belmont Slough   �    � � � � � � 

Pescadero �   � �  � � � � � � 

Princeton  �      � � �  � 

Redwood City Area   �    � � �   � 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

South San Francisco 

Bay 
  �  � � � � � � � � 

SOLANO COUNTY 

Southhampton Bay   �    � � � � � � 

Suisun � � �  �  � � �  � � 

White Slough   �  �  � � � � � � 

SONOMA COUNTY 

Petaluma  � �  � � � � �  � � 

 

NOTE: 

a. General locations of wetlands areas are depicted in Figure 2-11. 
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CHAPTER 3: WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES 

The overall goals of water quality regulation are to protect and maintain thriving aquatic 

ecosystems and the resources those systems provide to society and to accomplish these in an 

economically and socially sound manner. Californiaʹs regulatory framework uses water quality 

objectives both to define appropriate levels of environmental quality and to control activities that 

can adversely affect aquatic systems. 

3.1 WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES 

There are two types of objectives: narrative and numerical. Narrative objectives present general 

descriptions of water quality that must be attained through pollutant control measures and 

watershed management. They also serve as the basis for the development of detailed numerical 

objectives. 

Historically, numerical objectives were developed primarily to limit the adverse effect of 

pollutants in the water column. Two decades of regulatory experience and extensive research in 

environmental science have demonstrated that beneficial uses are not fully protected unless 

pollutant levels in all parts of the aquatic system are also monitored and controlled. The Regional 

Board is actively working towards an integrated set of objectives, including numerical sediment 

objectives, that will ensure the protection of all current and potential beneficial uses. 

Numerical objectives typically describe pollutant concentrations, physical/chemical conditions of 

the water itself, and the toxicity of the water to aquatic organisms. These objectives are designed 

to represent the maximum amount of pollutants that can remain in the water column without 

causing any adverse effect on organisms using the aquatic system as habitat, on people 

consuming those organisms or water, and on other current or potential beneficial uses (as 

described in Chapter 2). 

The technical bases of the regionʹs water quality objectives include extensive biological, chemical, 

and physical partitioning information reported in the scientific literature, national water quality 

criteria, studies conducted by other agencies, and information gained from local environmental 

and discharge monitoring (as described in Chapter 6). The Regional Board recognizes that limited 

information exists in some cases, making it difficult to establish definitive numerical objectives, 

but the Regional Board believes its conservative approach to setting objectives has been proper. 

In addition to the technical review, the overall feasibility of reaching objectives in terms of 

technological, institutional, economic, and administrative factors is considered at many different 

stages of objective derivation and implementation of the water quality control plan. 

Together, the narrative and numerical objectives define the level of water quality that shall be 

maintained within the region. In instances where water quality is better than that prescribed by 

the objectives, the state Antidegradation Policy applies (State Board Resolution 68‐16: Statement 

of Policy With Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California). This policy is aimed 

at protecting relatively uncontaminated aquatic systems where they exist and preventing further 

degradation. The state’s Antidegradation Policy is consistent with the federal Antidegradation 

Policy, as interpreted by the State Water Resources Control Board in State Board Order No. 86‐17. 

3‐1 
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When uncontrollable water quality factors result in the degradation of water quality beyond the 

levels or limits established herein as water quality objectives, the Regional Board will conduct a 

case‐by‐case analysis of the benefits and costs of preventing further degradation. In cases where 

this analysis indicates that beneficial uses will be adversely impacted by allowing further 

degradation, then the Regional Board will not allow controllable water quality factors to cause 

any further degradation of water quality. Controllable water quality factors are those actions, 

conditions, or circumstances resulting from human activities that may influence the quality of the 

waters of the state and that may be reasonably controlled. 

The Regional Board establishes and enforces waste discharge requirements for point and 

nonpoint source of pollutants at levels necessary to meet numerical and narrative water quality 

objectives. In setting waste discharge requirements, the Regional Board will consider, among 

other things, the potential impact on beneficial uses within the area of influence of the discharge, 

the existing quality of receiving waters, and the appropriate water quality objectives. 

In general, the objectives are intended to govern the concentration of pollutant constituents in the 

main water mass. The same objectives cannot be applied at or immediately adjacent to 

submerged effluent discharge structures. Zones of initial dilution within which higher 

concentrations can be tolerated will be allowed for such discharges. 

For a submerged buoyant discharge, characteristic of most municipal and industrial wastes that 

are released from submerged outfalls, the momentum of the discharge and its initial buoyancy 

act together to produce turbulent mixing. Initial dilution in this case is completed when the 

diluting wastewater ceases to rise in the water column and first begins to spread horizontally. 

For shallow water submerged discharges, surface discharges, and nonbuoyant discharges, 

characteristic of cooling water wastes and some individual discharges, turbulent mixing results 

primarily from the momentum of discharge. Initial dilution, in these cases, is considered to be 

completed when the momentum‐induced velocity of the discharge ceases to produce significant 

mixing of the waste, or the diluting plume reaches a fixed distance from the discharge to be 

specified by the Regional Board, whichever results in the lower estimate for initial dilution. 

Compliance with water quality objectives may be prohibitively expensive or technically 

impossible in some cases. The Regional Board will consider modification of specific water quality 

objectives as long as the discharger can demonstrate that the alternate objective will protect 

existing beneficial uses, is scientifically defensible, and is consistent with the state 

Antidegradation Policy. This exception clause properly indicates that the Regional Board will 

conservatively compare benefits and costs in these cases because of the difficulty in quantifying 

beneficial uses. 

These water quality objectives are considered necessary to protect the present and potential 

beneficial uses described in Chapter 2 of this Plan and to protect existing high quality waters of 

the state. These objectives will be achieved primarily through establishing and enforcing waste 

discharge requirements and by implementing this water quality control plan. 
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3.2 OBJECTIVES FOR OCEAN WATERS 

The provisions of the State Boardʹs ʺWater Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of Californiaʺ 

(Ocean Plan) and ʺWater Quality Control Plan for Control of Temperature in the Coastal and 

Interstate Waters and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of Californiaʺ (Thermal Plan) and any revision 

to them will apply to ocean waters. These plans describe objectives and effluent limitations for 

ocean waters. 

3.3 OBJECTIVES FOR SURFACE WATERS 

The following objectives apply to all surface waters within the region, except the Pacific Ocean. 

3.3.1 BACTERIA 

Table 3‐1 provides a summary of the bacterial water quality objectives and identifies the sources 

of those objectives. Table 3‐2 summarizes U.S. EPAʹs water quality criteria for water contact 

recreation based on the frequency of use a particular area receives. These criteria will be used to 

differentiate between pollution sources or to supplement objectives for water contact recreation. 

3.3.2 BIOACCUMULATION 

Many pollutants can accumulate on particles, in sediment, or bioaccumulate in fish and other 

aquatic organisms. Controllable water quality factors shall not cause a detrimental increase in 

concentrations of toxic substances found in bottom sediments or aquatic life. Effects on aquatic 

organisms, wildlife, and human health will be considered. 

3.3.3 BIOSTIMULATORY SUBSTANCES 

Waters shall not contain biostimulatory substances in concentrations that promote aquatic 

growths to the extent that such growths cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses. 

Changes in chlorophyll a and associated phytoplankton communities follow complex dynamics 

that are sometimes associated with a discharge of biostimulatory substances. Irregular and 

extreme levels of chlorophyll a or phytoplankton blooms may indicate exceedance of this 

objective and require investigation. 

3.3.4 COLOR 

Waters shall be free of coloration that causes nuisance or adversely affects beneficial uses. 

3.3.5 DISSOLVED OXYGEN 

For all tidal waters, the following objectives shall apply: 
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In the Bay: 

Downstream of Carquinez 

Bridge 
5.0 mg/l minimum 

Upstream of Carquinez Bridge  7.0 mg/l minimum 

For nontidal waters, the following objectives shall apply: 

Waters designated as: 

Cold water habitat  7.0 mg/l minimum 

Warm water habitat  5.0 mg/l minimum 

The median dissolved oxygen concentration for any three consecutive months shall not be less 

than 80 percent of the dissolved oxygen content at saturation. 

Dissolved oxygen is a general index of the state of the health of receiving waters. Although 

minimum concentrations of 5 mg/l and 7 mg/l are frequently used as objectives to protect fish life, 

higher concentrations are generally desirable to protect sensitive aquatic forms. In areas 

unaffected by waste discharges, a level of about 85 percent of oxygen saturation exists. A three‐

month median objective of 80 percent of oxygen saturation allows for some degradation from this 

level, but still requires a consistently high oxygen content in the receiving water. 

3.3.6 FLOATING MATERIAL 

Waters shall not contain floating material, including solids, liquids, foams, and scum, in 

concentrations that cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses. 

3.3.7 OIL AND GREASE 

Waters shall not contain oils, greases, waxes, or other materials in concentrations that result in a 

visible film or coating on the surface of the water or on objects in the water, that cause nuisance, 

or that otherwise adversely affect beneficial uses. 

3.3.8 POPULATION AND COMMUNITY ECOLOGY 

All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations that are lethal to or that 

produce significant alterations in population or community ecology or receiving water biota. In 

addition, the health and life history characteristics of aquatic organisms in waters affected by 

controllable water quality factors shall not differ significantly from those for the same waters in 

areas unaffected by controllable water quality factors. 

3.3.9 pH 

The pH shall not be depressed below 6.5 nor raised above 8.5. This encompasses the pH range 

usually found in waters within the basin. Controllable water quality factors shall not cause 

changes greater than 0.5 units in normal ambient pH levels. 
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3.3.10 RADIOACTIVITY 

Radionuclides shall not be present in concentrations that result in the accumulation of 

radionuclides in the food web to an extent that presents a hazard to human, plant, animal, or 

aquatic life. Waters designated for use as domestic or municipal supply shall not contain 

concentrations of radionuclides in excess of the limits specified in Table 4 of Section 64443 

(Radioactivity) of Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), which is incorporated by 

reference into this Plan. This incorporation is prospective, including future changes to the 

incorporated provisions as the changes take effect (see Table 3‐5). 

3.3.11 SALINITY 

Controllable water quality factors shall not increase the total dissolved solids or salinity of waters 

of the state so as to adversely affect beneficial uses, particularly fish migration and estuarine 

habitat. 

3.3.12 SEDIMENT 

The suspended sediment load and suspended sediment discharge rate of surface waters shall not 

be altered in such a manner as to cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses. 

Controllable water quality factors shall not cause a detrimental increase in the concentrations of 

toxic pollutants in sediments or aquatic life. 

3.3.13 SETTLEABLE MATERIAL 

Waters shall not contain substances in concentrations that result in the deposition of material that 

cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses. 

3.3.14 SUSPENDED MATERIAL 

Waters shall not contain suspended material in concentrations that cause nuisance or adversely 

affect beneficial uses. 

3.3.15 SULFIDE 

All water shall be free from dissolved sulfide concentrations above natural background levels. 

Sulfide occurs in Bay muds as a result of bacterial action on organic matter in an anaerobic 

environment. 

Concentrations of only a few hundredths of a milligram per liter can cause a noticeable odor or 

be toxic to aquatic life. Violation of the sulfide objective will reflect violation of dissolved oxygen 

objectives as sulfides cannot exist to a significant degree in an oxygenated environment. 
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3.3.16 TASTES AND ODORS 

Waters shall not contain taste‐ or odor‐producing substances in concentrations that impart 

undesirable tastes or odors to fish flesh or other edible products of aquatic origin, that cause 

nuisance, or that adversely affect beneficial uses. 

3.3.17 TEMPERATURE 

Temperature objectives for enclosed bays and estuaries are as specified in the ʺWater Quality 

Control Plan for Control of Temperature in the Coastal and Interstate Waters and Enclosed Bays 

of California,ʺ including any revisions to the plan. 

In addition, the following temperature objectives apply to surface waters: 

• The natural receiving water temperature of inland surface waters shall not be altered 

unless it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Regional Board that such 

alteration in temperature does not adversely affect beneficial uses. 

• The temperature of any cold or warm freshwater habitat shall not be increased by more 

than 5°F (2.8°C) above natural receiving water temperature 

3.3.18 TOXICITY 

All waters shall be maintained free of toxic substances in concentrations that are lethal to or that 

produce other detrimental responses in aquatic organisms. Detrimental responses include, but 

are not limited to, decreased growth rate and decreased reproductive success of resident or 

indicator species. There shall be no acute toxicity in ambient waters. Acute toxicity is defined as a 

median of less than 90 percent survival, or less than 70 percent survival, 10 percent of the time, of 

test organisms in a 96‐hour static or continuous flow test. 

There shall be no chronic toxicity in ambient waters. Chronic toxicity is a detrimental biological 

effect on growth rate, reproduction, fertilization success, larval development, population 

abundance, community composition, or any other relevant measure of the health of an organism, 

population, or community. 

Attainment of this objective will be determined by analyses of indicator organisms, species 

diversity, population density, growth anomalies, or toxicity tests (including those described in 

Chapter 4), or other methods selected by the Water Board. The Water Board will also consider 

other relevant information and numeric criteria and guidelines for toxic substances developed by 

other agencies as appropriate. 

The health and life history characteristics of aquatic organisms in waters affected by controllable 

water quality factors shall not differ significantly from those for the same waters in areas 

unaffected by controllable water quality factors. 
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3.3.19 TURBIDITY 

Waters shall be free of changes in turbidity that cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses. 

Increases from normal background light penetration or turbidity relatable to waste discharge 

shall not be greater than 10 percent in areas where natural turbidity is greater than 50 NTU. 

3.3.20 UN-IONIZED AMMONIA 

The discharge of wastes shall not cause receiving waters to contain concentrations of un‐ionized 

ammonia in excess of the following limits (in mg/l as N): 

Annual Median  0.025 

Maximum, Central Bay (as depicted in Figure 2‐5) and upstream 0.16 

Maximum, Lower Bay (as depicted in Figures 2‐6 and 2‐7):  0.4 

The intent of this objective is to protect against the chronic toxic effects of ammonia in the 

receiving waters. An ammonia objective is needed for the following reasons: 

• Ammonia (specifically un‐ionized ammonia) is a demonstrated toxicant. Ammonia is 

generally accepted as one of the principle toxicants in municipal waste discharges. Some 

industries also discharge significant quantities of ammonia. 

• Exceptions to the effluent toxicity limitations in Chapter 4 of the Plan allow for the 

discharge of ammonia in toxic amounts. In most instances, ammonia will be diluted or 

degraded to a nontoxic state fairly rapidly. However, this does not occur in all cases, the 

South Bay being a notable example. The ammonia limit is recommended in order to 

preclude any build up of ammonia in the receiving water. 

• A more stringent maximum objective is desirable for the northern reach of the Bay for the 

protection of the migratory corridor running through Central Bay, San Pablo Bay, and 

upstream reaches. 

3.3.21 OBJECTIVES FOR SPECIFIC CHEMICAL CONSTITUENTS 

Surface waters shall not contain concentrations of chemical constituents in amounts that 

adversely affect any designated beneficial use. Water quality objectives for selected toxic 

pollutants for surface waters are given in Tables 3‐3, 3‐3A, 3‐3B, 3‐3C, 3‐4 and 3‐4A. 

The Water Board intends to work towards the derivation of site‐specific objectives for the Bay‐

Delta estuarine system. Site‐specific objectives to be considered by the Water Board shall be 

developed in accordance with the provisions of the federal Clean Water Act, the State Water 

Code, State Board water quality control plans, and this Plan. These site‐specific objectives will 

take into consideration factors such as all available scientific information and monitoring data 

and the latest U.S. EPA guidance, and local environmental conditions and impacts caused by 

bioaccumulation. The objectives in Tables 3‐3 and 3‐4 apply throughout the region except as 

otherwise indicated in the tables or when site‐specific objectives for the pollutant parameter have 

been adopted. Site‐specific objectives have been adopted for copper in segments of San Francisco 

Bay (see Figure 7.2‐1‐01), for nickel in South San Francisco Bay (Table 3‐3A), and for cyanide in all 
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San Francisco Bay segments (Table 3‐3C). Objectives for mercury that apply to San Francisco Bay 

are listed in Table 3‐3B. Objectives for mercury that apply to Walker Creek, Soulajule Reservoir, 

and their tributaries, and to waters of the Guadalupe River watershed are listed in Table 3‐4A. 

South San Francisco Bay south of the Dumbarton Bridge is a unique, water‐quality‐limited, 

hydrodynamic and biological environment that merits continued special attention by the Water 

Board. Controlling urban and upland runoff sources is critical to the success of maintaining water 

quality in this portion of the Bay. Site‐specific water quality objectives have been adopted for 

dissolved copper and nickel in this Bay segment. Site‐specific objectives may be appropriate for 

other pollutants of concern, but this determination will be made on a case‐by‐case basis, and after 

it has been demonstrated that all other reasonable treatment, source control and pollution 

prevention measures have been exhausted. The Water Board will determine whether revised 

water quality objectives and/or effluent limitations are appropriate based on sound technical 

information and scientific studies, stakeholder input, and the need for flexibility to address 

priority problems in the watershed. 

3.3.22 CONSTITUENTS OF CONCERN FOR MUNICIPAL AND AGRICULTURAL WATER 
SUPPLIES 

At a minimum, surface waters designated for use as domestic or municipal supply (MUN) shall 

not contain concentrations of constituents in excess of the maximum (MCLs) or secondary 

maximum contaminant levels (SMCLs) specified in the following provisions of Title 22, which are 

incorporated by reference into this plan: Table 64431‐A (Inorganic Chemicals) of Section 64431, 

and Table 64433.2‐A (Fluoride) of Section 64433.2, Table 64444‐A (Organic Chemicals) of Section 

64444, and Table 64449‐A (SMCLs‐Consumer Acceptance Limits) and 64449‐B (SMCLs‐Ranges) of 

Section 64449. This incorporation‐by‐reference is prospective, including future changes to the 

incorporated provisions as the changes take effect. Table 3‐5 contains water quality objectives for 

municipal supply, including the MCLs contained in various sections of Title 22 as of the adoption 

of this plan. 

At a minimum, surface waters designated for use as agricultural supply (AGR) shall not contain 

concentrations of constituents in excess of the levels specified in Table 3‐6. 

3.4 OBJECTIVES FOR GROUNDWATER 

Groundwater objectives consist primarily of narrative objectives combined with a limited 

number of numerical objectives. Additionally, the Water Board will establish basin‐ and/or site‐

specific numerical groundwater objectives as necessary. For example, the Water Board has 

groundwater basin‐specific objectives for the Alameda Creek watershed above Niles to include 

the Livermore‐Amador Valley as shown in Table 3‐7. 

The maintenance of existing high quality of groundwater (i.e., ʺbackgroundʺ) is the primary 

groundwater objective. 

In addition, at a minimum, groundwater shall not contain concentrations of bacteria, chemical 

constituents, radioactivity, or substances producing taste and odor in excess of the objectives 

described below unless naturally occurring background concentrations are greater. Under 

existing law, the Water Board regulates waste discharges to land that could affect water quality, 
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including both groundwater and surface water quality. Waste discharges that reach groundwater 

are regulated to protect both groundwater and any surface water in continuity with 

groundwater. Waste discharges that affect groundwater that is in continuity with surface water 

cannot cause violations of any applicable surface water standards. 

3.4.1 BACTERIA 

In groundwater with a beneficial use of municipal and domestic supply, the median of the most 

probable number of coliform organisms over any seven‐day period shall be less than 1.1 most 

probable number per 100 milliliters (MPN/100 mL) (based on multiple tube fermentation 

technique; equivalent test results based on other analytical techniques as specified in the National 

Primary Drinking Water Regulation, 40 CFR, Part 141.21 (f), revised June 10, 1992, are 

acceptable). 

3.4.2 ORGANIC AND INORGANIC CHEMICAL CONSTITUENTS 

All groundwater shall be maintained free of organic and inorganic chemical constituents in 

concentrations that adversely affect beneficial uses. To evaluate compliance with water quality 

objectives, the Water Board will consider all relevant and scientifically valid evidence, including 

relevant and scientifically valid numerical criteria and guidelines developed and/or published by 

other agencies and organizations (e.g., U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), the 

State Water Board, California Department of Health Services (DHS), U.S. Food and Drug 

Administration, National Academy of Sciences, California Environmental Protection Agencyʹs 

(Cal/EPA) Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), U.S. Agency for Toxic 

Substances and Disease Registry, Cal/EPA Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and 

other appropriate organizations.) 

At a minimum, groundwater designated for use as domestic or municipal supply (MUN) shall 

not contain concentrations of constituents in excess of the maximum (MCLs) or secondary 

maximum contaminant levels (SMCLs) specified in the following provisions of Title 22, which are 

incorporated by reference into this plan: Tables 64431‐A (Inorganic Chemicals) of Section 64431, 

Table 64433.2‐A (Fluoride) of Section 64433.2, and Table 64444‐A (Organic Chemicals) of Section 

64444. This incorporation‐by‐reference is prospective, including future changes to the 

incorporated provisions as the changes take effect. (See Table 3‐5.) 

Groundwater with a beneficial use of agricultural supply shall not contain concentrations of 

chemical constituents in amounts that adversely affect such beneficial use. In determining 

compliance with this objective, the Water Board will consider as evidence relevant and 

scientifically valid water quality goals from sources such as the Food and Agricultural 

Organizations of the United Nations; University of California Cooperative Extension, Committee 

of Experts; and McKee and Wolfʹs ʺWater Quality Criteria,ʺ as well as other relevant and 

scientifically valid evidence. At a minimum, groundwater designated for use as agricultural 

supply (AGR) shall not contain concentrations of constituents in excess of the levels specified in 

Table 3‐6. 

Groundwater with a beneficial use of freshwater replenishment shall not contain concentrations 

of chemicals in amounts that will adversely affect the beneficial use of the receiving surface 

water. 
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Groundwater with a beneficial use of industrial service supply or industrial process supply shall 

not contain pollutant levels that impair current or potential industrial uses. 

3.4.3 RADIOACTIVITY 

At a minimum, groundwater designated for use as domestic or municipal supply (MUN) shall 

not contain concentrations of radionuclides in excess of the MCLs specified in Table 4 

(Radioactivity) of Section 64443 of Title 22, which is incorporated by reference into this plan. This 

incorporation‐by‐reference is prospective, including future changes to the incorporated 

provisions as the changes take effect. (See Table 3‐5.) 

3.4.4 TASTE AND ODOR 

Groundwater designated for use as domestic or municipal supply (MUN) shall not contain taste‐ 

or odor‐producing substances in concentrations that cause a nuisance or adversely affect 

beneficial uses. At a minimum, groundwater designated for use as domestic or municipal supply 

shall not contain concentrations in excess of the SMCLs specified in Tables 64449‐A (Secondary 

MCLs‐Consumer Acceptance Limits) and 64449‐B (Secondary MCLs‐Ranges) of Section 64449 of 

Title 22, which is incorporated by reference into this plan. This incorporation‐by‐reference is 

prospective, including future changes to the incorporated provisions as the changes take effect. 

(See Table 3‐5.) 

3.5 OBJECTIVES FOR THE DELTA 

The objectives contained in the State Water Boardʹs 1995 ʺWater Quality Control Plan for the San 

Francisco Bay/Sacramento‐San Joaquin Delta Estuaryʺ and any revisions thereto shall apply to 

the waters of the Sacramento‐San Joaquin Delta and adjacent waters as specified in that plan. 

3.6 OBJECTIVES FOR ALAMEDA CREEK WATERSHED 

The water quality objectives contained in Table 3‐7 apply to the surface and groundwaters of the 

Alameda Creek watershed above Niles. 

Wastewater discharges that cause the surface water limits in Table 3‐7 to be exceeded may be 

allowed if they are part of an overall wastewater resource operational program developed by 

those agencies affected and approved by the Water Board. 

TABLES 

Table 3‐1: Water Quality Objectives for Coliform Bacteria 

Table 3‐2: U.S. EPA Bacteriological Criteria for Water Contact Recreation 

Table 3‐3: Marine Water Quality Objectives for Toxic Pollutants for Surface Waters 

Table 3‐3A: Water Quality Objectives for Copper and Nickel in San Francisco Bay Segments 
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Table 3‐3B: Marine Water Quality Objectives for Mercury in San Francisco Bay 

Table 3‐3C: Marine Water Quality Objectives for Cyanide in San Francisco Bay 

Table 3‐4: Freshwater Water Quality Objectives for Toxic Pollutants for Surface Waters 

Table 3‐4A: Freshwater Water Quality Objectives for Mercury in Walker Creek, Soulajule 

Reservoir, and All Tributary Waters 

Table 3‐5: Water Quality Objectives for Municipal Supply 

Table 3‐6: Water Quality Objectives for Agricultural Supply 

Table 3‐7: Water Quality Objectives for the Alameda Creek Watershed above Niles 
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http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/planningtmdls/basinplan/web/tab/tab_3-04a.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/planningtmdls/basinplan/web/tab/tab_3-05.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/planningtmdls/basinplan/web/tab/tab_3-06.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/water_issues/programs/planningtmdls/basinplan/web/tab/tab_3-07.pdf


 

Table 3-1: Water Quality Objectives for Coliform Bacteria
a
 

 

Beneficial Use 

Fecal Coliform 

(MPN/100ml) 

Total Coliform 

(MPN/100ml 

Water Contact Recreation 
geometric mean < 200 

90th percentile < 400 

median < 240 

no sample > 10,000 

Shellfish Harvesting
b
 

median < 14 

90th percentile < 43 

median < 70 

90th percentile < 230
c
 

Non-contact Water 

Recreation
d
 

mean < 2000 

90th percentile < 4000 
 

Municipal Supply:   

  - Surface Water
e
 geometric mean < 20 geometric mean < 100 

  - Groundwater  < 1.1
f
 

 
 
NOTES:  

a. Based on a minimum of five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30-day period. 

b. Source: National Shellfish Sanitation Program. 

c. Based on a five-tube decimal dilution test or 300 MPN/100 ml when a three-tube decimal dilution test is 

used. 

d. Source: Report of the Committee on Water Quality Criteria, National Technical Advisory Committee, 

1968. 

e. Source: DOHS recommendation. 

f. Based on multiple tube fermentation technique; equivalent test results based on other analytical 

techniques, as specified in the National Primary Drinking Water Regulation, 40 CFR, Part 141.21(f), 

revised June 10, 1992, are acceptable. 
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Table 3-2:  U.S. EPA Bacteriological Criteria for Water Contact Recreation
1,2

 
(in colonies per 100 ML) 

 

 Fresh Water Salt Water 

 Enterococci E. Coli Enterococci 

Steady State (all areas) 33 126 35 

Maximum at:    

   - designated beach 61 235 104 

   - moderately used area 89 298 124 

   - lightly used area 108 406 276 

   - infrequently used area 151 576 500 

  
NOTES:  

1. The criteria were published in the Federal Register, Vol. 51, No. 45 / Friday, March 7, 1986 / 8012-8016. 

The Criteria are based on: 

(a) Cabelli, V.J. 1983. Health Effects Criteria for Marine Recreational Waters. U.S. EPA, EPA 600/1-80-

031, Cincinnati, Ohio, and 

(b) Dufour, A.P. 1984. Health Effects Criteria for Fresh Recreational Waters. U.S. EPA, EPA 600/1-84-

004, Cincinnati Ohio. 

 

2. The U.S. EPA criteria apply to water contact recreation only. The criteria provide for a level of production 

based on the frequency of usage of a given water contact recreation area. The criteria may be employed in 

special studies within this region to differentiate between pollution sources or to supplement the current 

coliform objectives for water contact recreation. 
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Table 3-3: Marinea Water Quality Objectives for Toxic Pollutants for 
Surface Waters (all values in ug/l) 

 

 
NOTES:  

a. Marine waters are those in which the salinity is equal to or greater than 10 parts per thousand 95% of 
the time, as set forth in Chapter 4 of the Basin Plan. Unless a site-specific objective has been adopted, 
these objectives shall apply to all marine waters except for the South Bay south of Dumbarton Bridge 
(where the California Toxics Rule (CTR) applies) or as specified in note h (below). For waters in 
which the salinity is between 1 and 10 parts per thousand, the applicable objectives are the more 
stringent of the freshwater (Table 3-4) or marine objectives. 

b. Source: 40 CFR Part 131.38 (California Toxics Rule or CTR), May 18, 2000. 

c. These objectives for metals are expressed in terms of the dissolved fraction of the metal in the water 
column. 

d. According to the CTR, these objectives are expressed as a function of the water-effect ratio (WER), 
which is a measure of the toxicity of a pollutant in site water divided by the same measure of the 
toxicity of the same pollutant in laboratory dilution water. The 1-hr. and 4-day objectives = table value 
X WER. The table values assume a WER equal to one. 

e. This objective may be met as total chromium. 

f. Water quality objectives for copper were promulgated by the CTR and may be updated by U.S. EPA 
without amending the Basin Plan. Note: at the time of writing, the values are 3.1 ug/l (4-day average) 
and 4.8 ug/l (1-hr. average). The most recent version of the CTR should be consulted before applying 
these values. 

g. Cyanide criteria were promulgated in the National Toxics Rule (NTR) (Note: at the time of writing, the 
values are 1.0 µg/l (4-day average) and 1.0 µg/l (1-hr. average)) and apply, except that site-specific 

Compound 4-day Average 1-hr Average 24-hr Average 

Arsenicb, c, d 36 69  

Cadmiumb, c, d 9.3 42  

Chromium VIb, c, d, e 50 1100  

Copperc, d, f    

Cyanideg    

Leadb, c, d 8.1 210  

Mercuryh 0.025 2.1  

Nickelb, c, d 8.2 74  

Seleniumi    

Silverb, c, d  1.9  

Tributyltinj    

Zincb, c, d 81 90  

PAHsk   15 
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marine water quality objectives for cyanide have been adopted for San Francisco Bay as set forth in 
Table 3-3C. 

h. Source: U.S. EPA Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Mercury (1984). The 4-day average value for 
mercury does not apply to San Francisco Bay; instead, the water quality objectives specified in Table 
3-3B apply. The 1-hour average value continues to apply to San Francisco Bay. 

i. Selenium criteria were promulgated for all San Francisco Bay/Delta waters in the National Toxics Rule 
(NTR). The NTR criteria specifically apply to San Francisco Bay upstream to and including Suisun 
Bay and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Note: at the time of writing, the values are 5.0 ug/l (4-day 
average) and 20 ug/l (1-hr. average). 

j. Tributyltin is a compound used as an antifouling ingredient in marine paints and toxic to aquatic life in 
low concentrations. U.S. EPA has published draft criteria for protection of aquatic life (Federal 
Register: December 27, 2002, Vol. 67, No. 249, Page 79090-79091). These criteria are cited for 
advisory purposes. The draft criteria may be revised. 

k. The 24-hour average aquatic life protection objective for total PAHs is retained from the 1995 Basin 
Plan. Source: U.S. EPA 1980. 
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Table 3-3A: Water Quality Objectives for Copper and Nickel in San Francisco Bay 
Segments (ug/L) 

 
Compound 4-day 

Average 
(CCC)1 

1-hr Average 
(CMC)2 

Extent of Applicability 

Copper 6.9 10.8 
The portion of Lower San Francisco Bay south of the line representing 
the Hayward Shoals shown on Figure 7.1. and South San Francisco 
Bay  

    

Copper 6.0 9.4 

The portion of the delta located in the San Francisco Bay Region, 
Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait, San Pablo Bay, Central San Francisco 
Bay, and the portion of Lower San Francisco Bay north of the line 
representing the Hayward Shoals on Figure 7.1. 

    
Nickel 11.9 62.4* South San Francisco Bay 

 

1Criteria Continuous Concentration 
 
2Criteria Maximum Concentration 
 
*Handbook of Water Quality Standards, 2nd ed. 1994 in Section 3.7.6 states that the CMC = Final AcuteValue/2; 62.4 

is the Final Acute Value (resident species database)/2; so the site-specific CMC is lower than the California Toxics 
Rule value because we are using the resident species database instead of the National Species Database. 
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Table 3-3B: Marinea Water Quality Objectives for Mercury in San Francisco Bayb 

Protection of Human 
Health 

0.2 mg mercury per kg fish tissue 
 

Average wet weight concentration measured 
in the edible portion of trophic level 3 and 

trophic level 4 fishc 

Protection of Aquatic 
Organisms and Wildlife 

0.03 mg mercury per kg fish 
 

Average wet weight concentration measured 
in whole fish 3–5 cm in length 

Notes:  

a. Marine waters are those in which the salinity is equal to or greater than 10 parts per thousand 95% of 
the time, as set forth in Chapter 4 of the Basin Plan. For waters in which the salinity is between 1 and 
10 parts per thousand, the applicable objectives are the more stringent of the freshwater or marine 
objectives. 

b. Objectives apply to all segments of San Francisco Bay, including Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta 
(within San Francisco Bay region), Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait, San Pablo Bay, Richardson Bay, 
Central San Francisco Bay, Lower San Francisco Bay, and South San Francisco Bay (including the 
Lower South Bay). 

c. Compliance shall be determined by analysis of fish tissue as described in Chapter 6, Surveillance and 
Monitoring. 
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Table 3-3C: Marine a Water Quality Objectives for Cyanide in San Francisco Bay b 
(values in ug/l) 

Cyanide  Chronic Objective (4-day Average) 2.9 

Cyanide Acute Objective (1-hour Average) 9.4 

Notes:  

a. Marine waters are those in which the salinity is equal to or greater than 10 parts per thousand 95% of 
the time, as set forth in Chapter 4 of the Basin Plan. For waters in which the salinity is between 1 and 
10 parts per thousand, the applicable objectives are the more stringent of the freshwater or marine 
objectives. 

b. Objectives apply to all segments of San Francisco Bay, including Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta 
(within San Francisco Bay region), Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait, San Pablo Bay, Central San 
Francisco Bay, Lower San Francisco Bay, and South San Francisco Bay. 
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Table 3–4: Freshwatera Water Quality Objectives for Toxic Pollutants  
 for Surface Waters (all values in ug/l) 
 
Compound 4-day Average 1-hr Average 

Arsenicb, c, d 150 340 

Cadmiumb, d e e 

Chromium IIIf   

Chromium VIb, c, d, g 11 16 

Copperb, c, d 9.0h 13h 

Cyanidei   

Leadb, c, d 2.5j 65j 

Mercuryk 0.025 2.4 

Nickelb, c, d 52l 470l 

Seleniumm   

Silverb, c, d  3.4n 

Tributyltino   

Zincb, c, d 120p 120p 
 
Notes:  

a. Freshwaters are those in which the salinity is equal to or less than 1 part per thousand 95% of the time, as set forth 
in Chapter 4 of the Basin Plan. Unless a site-specific objective has been adopted, these objectives shall apply to all 
freshwaters except for the South Bay south of Dumbarton Bridge, where the California Toxics Rule (CTR) applies. 
For waters in which the salinity is between 1 and 10 parts per thousand, the applicable objectives are the more 
stringent of the marine (Table 3-3) and freshwater objectives. 

b. Source: 40 CFR Part 131.38 (California Toxics Rule or CTR), May 18, 2000. 

c. These objectives for metals are expressed in terms of the dissolved fraction of the metal in the water column. 

d. These objectives are expressed as a function of the water-effect ratio (WER), which is a measure of the toxicity of a 
pollutant in site water divided by the same measure of the toxicity of the same pollutant in laboratory dilution water. 
The 1-hr. and 4-day objectives = table value X WER. The table values assume a WER equal to one. 

e. The objectives for cadmium and other noted metals are expressed by formulas where H = ln (hardness) as CaCO3 in 
mg/l: The four-day average objective for cadmium is e(0.7852 H - 3.490). This is 1.1 µg/l at a hardness of 100 mg/l as 
CaCO3. The one-hour average objective for cadmium is e(1.128 H - 3.828). This is 3.9 µg/l at a hardness of 100 mg/l as 
CaCO3. 

f. Chromium III criteria were promulgated in the National Toxics Rule (NTR). The NTR criteria specifically apply to San 
Francisco Bay upstream to and including Suisun Bay and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Note: at the time of 
writing, the values are 180 ug/l (4-day average) and 550 ug/l (1-hr. average). The objectives for chromium III are 
based on hardness. The values in this footnote assume a hardness of 100 mg/l CaCO3. At other hardnesses, the 
objectives must be calculated using the following formulas where H = ln (hardness): The 4-day average objective for 
chromium III is e(0.8190H+1.561). The 1-hour average for chromium III is e(0.8190 H+3.688). 

g. This objective may be met as total chromium. 

h. The objectives for copper are based on hardness. The table values assume a hardness of 100 mg/l CaCO3. At other 
hardnesses, the objectives must be calculated using the following formulas where H = ln (hardness): The 4-day 
average objective for copper is e(0.8545H-1.702). The 1-hour average for copper is e(0.9422H-1.700). 

i. Cyanide criteria were promulgated in the National Toxics Rule (NTR). The NTR criteria specifically apply to San 
Francisco Bay upstream to and including Suisun Bay and Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. Note: at the time of 
writing, the values are 5.2 ug/l (4-day average) and 22 ug/l (1-hr. average). 
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j. The objectives for lead are based on hardness. The table values assume a hardness of 100 mg/l CaCO3. At other 
hardnesses, the objectives must be calculated using the following formulas where H = ln (hardness): The 4-day 
average objective is e(1.273H -4.705). The 1-hour average for lead is e(1.273H-1.460). 

k. Source: U.S. EPA Quality Criteria for Water 1986 (EPA 440/5-86-001), which established a mercury criterion of 
0.012 ug/l. The Basin Plan set the objective at 0.025 based on considerations of the level of detection attainable at 
that time. The 4-day average value for mercury does not apply to Walker Creek and Soulajule Reservoir and their 
tributaries nor to waters of the Guadalupe River watershed; instead, the water quality objectives specified in Table 3-
4A apply. The 1-hour average value continues to apply to waters specified in Table 3-4A. 

l. The objectives for nickel are based on hardness. The table values assume a hardness of 100 mg/l CaCO3. At other 
hardnesses, the objectives must be calculated using the following formulas where H = ln (hardness): The 4-day 
average objective is e(0.8460H + 0.0584). The 1-hour average objective is e(0.8460H + 2.255). 

m. Selenium criteria were promulgated for all San Francisco Bay/Delta waters in the National Toxics Rule (NTR). The 
NTR criteria specifically apply to San Francisco Bay upstream to and including Suisun Bay and Sacramento-San 
Joaquin Delta. Note: at the time of writing, the values are 5.0 ug/l (4-day average) and 20 ug/l (1-hr. average). 

n. The objective for silver is based on hardness. The table value assumes a hardness of 100 mg/l CaCO3. At other 
hardnesses, the objective must be calculated using the following formula where H = ln (hardness): The 1-hour 
average objective for silver is e(1.72H – 6.52). U.S. EPA has not developed a 4-day criterion. 

o. Tributyltin is a compound used as an antifouling ingredient in marine paints and toxic to aquatic life in low 
concentrations. U.S. EPA has published draft criteria for protection of aquatic life (Federal Register: December 27, 
2002, Vol. 67, No. 249, Page 79090-79091). These criteria are cited for advisory purposes. The draft criteria may be 
revised. 

p. The objectives for zinc are based on hardness. The table values assume a hardness of 100 mg/l CaCO3. At other 
hardnesses, the objectives must be calculated using the following formulas where H = ln (hardness): The 4-day 
average objective for zinc is e(0.8473 H+0.884). The 1-hour average for zinc is e(0.8473 H+ 0.884). 
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Table 3-4A: Freshwater Water Quality Objectives for Mercury in Walker 
Creek, Soulajule Reservoir, and Their Tributaries; and in Waters of the 
Guadalupe River Watershed, Except Los Gatos Creek and its Tributaries 
Upstream of Vasona Dam, Lake Elsman, Lexington Reservoir, and Vasona 
Lake 

0.05 mg methylmercury per kg 
fish 

Average wet weight 
concentration measured in 
whole trophic level 3 fish 5–15 
cm in length Protection of Aquatic 

Organisms and Wildlifea 

0.1 mg methylmercury per kg 
fish 

Average wet weight 
concentration measured in 
whole trophic level 3 fish 15 – 
35 cm in length 

a. The freshwater water quality objectives for the protection of aquatic organisms and wildlife also protect humans who 
consume fish from the Walker Creek and Guadalupe River watersheds. 
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Table 3-5:  Water Quality Objectives for Municipal Supply 
 
 Objective 

Parameter (in MG/L) 

 

Physical: 

Color (units)a ...............................15.0 

Odor (number)a..............................3.0 

Turbidity (NTU)a...........................5.0 

pHb ........................................6.5 - 8.0 

TDSc..........................................500.0 

EC (mmhos/cm)c ..........................900 

Corrosivity ................... non-corrosive 

 

Inorganic Parameters: 

Aluminumd ..........................1.0d / 0.2a 

Antimonyd .................................0.006 

Arsenicd.......................................0.05 

Asbestosd ................................7 MFLe 

Bariumd .........................................1.0 

Berylliumd .................................0.004 

Chloridec ...................................250.0 

Cadmiumd..................................0.005 

Chromiumd ..................................0.05 

Coppera..........................................1.0 

Cyanided ......................................0.15 

Fluoridef .............................. 0.6 - 1.7g 

Irona...............................................0.3 

Leadb ...........................................0.05 

Manganesea .................................0.05 

Mercuryd....................................0.002 

Nickeld...........................................0.1 

Nitrate (as NO3)
d .........................45.0 

Nitrate + Nitrite (as N)d ...............10.0 

Nitrite (as N)d ................................1.0 

Seleniumd ....................................0.05 

Silverb............................................0.1 

Sulfatec ......................................250.0 

Thalliumd...................................0.002 

Zinca ..............................................5.0 

 

Organic Parameters: 

MBAS (Foaming agents)a .............0.5 

Oil and greaseb ........................... none 

Phenolsb.....................................0.001 

Trihalomethanesb...........................0.1 

 

Chlorinated Hydrocarbons: 

Endrinh ......................................0.002 

Lindaneh .................................. 0.0002 

Methoxychlorh .............................0.03 

Toxapheneh................................0.003 

2,3,7,8-TCDD (Dioxin)h.........3 x 10-8 

2,4-Dh ..........................................0.07 

2,4,4-TP Silvexh ..........................0.05 

 Objective 

Parameter (in MG/L) 

 

Synthetic Organic Chemicals: 

Alachorh........................................ 0.002 

Atrazineh ....................................... 0.001 

Bentazonh ..................................... 0.018 

Benzo(a)pyreneh ......................... 0.0002 

Dalaponh ........................................... 0.2 

Dinosebh ....................................... 0.007 

Diquath............................................ 0.02 

Endothallh ......................................... 0.1 

Ethylene dibromideh ................. 0.00005 

Glyphosateh ...................................... 0.7 

Heptachlorh ............................... 0.00001 

Heptachlor epoxideh ................. 0.00001 

Hexachlorecyclopentadieneh......... 0.001 

Molinateh ........................................ 0.02 

Oxarnylh ......................................... 0.05 

Pentachlorophenolh ....................... 0.001 

Picloramh .......................................... 0.5 

Polychlorinated Biphenylsh......... 0.0005 

Simazineh...................................... 0.004 

Thiobencarbh ...................... 0.07 / 0.001 

 

Volatile Organic Chemicals: 
Benzeneh ....................................... 0.001 

Carbon Tetrachlorideh................... 0.005 

1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropaneh... 0.0002 

1,2-Dichlorobenzeneh ....................... 0.6 

1,4-Dichlorobenzeneh ................... 0.005 

1,1-Dichloroethaneh ...................... 0.005 

1,2-Dichloroethaneh .................... 0.0005 

cis-1,2-Dichloroethlyeneh ............. 0.006 

trans-1,2-Dichloroethyleneh ............ 0.01 

1,1-Dichloroethyleneh ................... 0.006 

Dichloromethaneh ......................... 0.005 

1,2-Dichloropropaneh.................... 0.005 

1,3-Dichloropropeneh.................. 0.0005 

Ethylbenzeneh ................................... 0.7 

Methyl-tert-butyl etherh ...... 0.13 / 0.005 

Monochlorobenzeneh ...................... 0.07 

Styreneh ............................................ 0.1 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethaneh............ 0.001 

Tetrachloroethyleneh..................... 0.005 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzeneh ............... 0.005 

1,1,1-Trichloroethane ................... 0.200 

1,1,2-Trichloroethaneh .................. 0.005 

Trichloroethyleneh ........................ 0.005 

Trichlorofluoromethane.................. 0.15 

 Objective 

Parameter (in MG/L) 
 

Volatile Organic Chemicals (cont’d): 

1,1,2-Trichloro-1,2,2-trifluoromethaneh

..........................................................1.2 

Tolueneh ..........................................0.15 

Vinyl Chlorideh ...........................0.0005 

Xylenes (single or sum of isomers)h....... 

......................................................1.750 

 

Radioactivity: 

Combined Radium-226 and Radium-228i

.............................................................5 

Gross Alpha Particle Activityi 

..........................................................15i 

Tritiumi .......................................20,000 

Strontium-90i .......................................8 

Gross Beta Particle Activityi ..................

...........................................................50 

Uraniumi ............................................20 

 

NOTES: 
a. Secondary Maximum Contaminant 

Levels as specified in Table 64449-

A of Section 64449, Title 22 of the 

California Code of Regulations, as 

June 3, 2005. 

b. Table III-2, 1986 Basin Plan 

c. Secondary Maximum Contaminant 

Levels as specified in Table 64449-

B of Section 64449, Title 22 of the 

California Code of Regulations, as 

of June 3, 2005. (Levels indicated 

are “recommended” levels. Table 

64449-B contains a complete list of 

upper and short-term ranges.) 

d. Maximum Contaminant Levels as 

specified in Table 64431-A 

(Inorganic Chemicals) of Section 

64431, Title 22 of the California 

Code of Regulations, as of June 3, 

2005. 

e. MFL = million fibers per liter; 

MCL for fibers exceeding 10 um in 

length. 

f. Flouride objectives depend on 

temperature. 

g. A complete list of optimum and 

limiting concentrations is specified 

in Table 64433.2-A of Section 

64433.2, Title 22 of the California 

Code of Regulations, as of June 3, 

2005. 

h. Maximum Contaminant Levels as 

specified in Table 64444-A 

(Organic Chemicals) of Section 

64444, Title 22 of the California 

Code of Regulations, as of June 3, 

2005. 

i. Maximum Contaminant Levels as 

specified in Table 4 (Radioactivity) 

of Section 64443, Title 22 of the 

California Code of Regulations, as 

of June 3, 2005. 

j. Included Radium-226 but excludes 

Radon and Uranium. 

MG/L  Milligrams per liter 

pCi/L  pico Curries per liter 
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Table 3-6: Water Quality Objectives for Agricultural Supply
a
 (in mg/l) 

Parameter Threshold Limit Limit for Livestock Watering 

Physical: 

pH 5.5-8.3 4.5-9.0  

TDS   10,000.0 

EC (mmhos / cm)  0.2-3.0  

Inorganic Parameters: 

Aluminum 5.0 20.0 5.0 

Arsenic 0.1 2.0 0.2 

Beryllium 0.1 0.5  

Boron 0.5 2.0 5.0 

Chloride 142.0 355.0  

Cadmium 0.01 0.5 0.05 

Chromium 0.1 1.0 1.0 

Cobalt 0.05 5.0 1.0 

Copper 0.2 5.0 0.5 

Flouride 1.0 15.0 2.0 

Iron 5.0 20.0  

Lead 5.0 10.0 0.1 

Lithium  2.5
b
  

Manganese 0.2 10.0  

Molybdenum 0.01 0.05 0.5 

Nickel 0.2 2.0  

NO3 + NO2 (as N) 5.0 30
c
 100.0 

Selenium  0.02 0.05 

Sodium adsorption 

ratio (adjusted)
d
 

3.0 9.0  

Vanadium 0.1 1.0 0.1 

Zinc 2.0 10.0 25 
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NOTES:  

a. For an extensive discussion of water quality for agricultural purposes, see "A Compilation of Water 

Quality Goals," Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, May 1993. 

b. For citrus irrigation, maximum 0.075 mg/l. 

c. For sensitive crops. Values are actually for NO3-N + NH4-N. 

d. Adjusted SAR = { Na /[(Ca + Mg)+2]
0.5

 }{1 + [8.4 – pHc]}, where pHc is a calculated value based on 

total cations, Ca + Mg, and CO3 + HCO3, in me/l. Exact calculations of pHc can be found in 

“Guidelines for Interpretation of Water Quality for Agriculture” prepared by the Univ. of California 

Cooperative Extension. 
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Table 3-7:  Water Quality Objectives for the Alameda Creek Watershed 

Above Niles 
 
SURFACE WATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES (ALAMEDA CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES) 

TDS:  250 mg/l (90 day-arithmetic mean) 

  360 mg/l (90 day-90
th

 percentile) 

  500 mg/l (daily maximum) 

 

Chlorides:   60 mg/l (90 day-arithmetic mean) 

  100 mg/l (90 day-90
th

 percentile) 

  250 mg/l (daily maximum) 

 

 
GROUNDWATER QUALITY OBJECTIVES 

 

(Concentration not to be exceeded more than 10 percent of the time during one year.) 

 

Central Basin 

TDS:   Ambient or 500 mg/l, whichever is lower 

Nitrate (NO3):  45 mg/l 

 

Fringe Subbasins 

TDS:   Ambient or 1000 mg/l, whichever is lower 

Nitrate (NO3):  45 mg/l 

 

Upland and Highland Areas 

California domestic water quality standards set forth in California 

Code of Regulations, Title 22 and current county standards. 

 

Ambient water quality conditions at a proposed project area will be determined by Zone 7 

of the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District at the time the 

project is proposed, with the cost borne by the project proponents. Ambient conditions 

apply to the water-bearing zone with the highest quality water. 

 

Waters designated for use as domestic or municipal water supply shall not contain 

concentrations of chemicals in excess of natural concentrations or the limits specified in 

California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Chapter 15, particularly Tables 64431-A and 

64431-B of Section 64431, Table 64444-A of Section 64444, and Table 4 of Section 

64443. 
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Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 
 
 

4‐1 

Chapter 4 IMPLEMENTATION PLANS 

INTRODUCTION 
The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board)ʹs overall mission is to 
protect the beneficial uses supported by the quality of the San Francisco Bay Region (Region)ʹs surface 
water and groundwater. Together, the beneficial uses described in detail in Chapter 2 define the resources, 
services, and qualities of aquatic ecosystems that are the ultimate goals of protecting and achieving water 
quality. The objectives presented in Chapter 3 present a framework for determining whether water quality 
is indeed supporting these beneficial uses. This chapter describes in detail the Water Boardʹs regulatory 
programs and specific plans of action for meeting water quality objectives and protecting beneficial uses. 

The descriptions of specific actions to be taken by local public entities and industries to comply with the 
policies and objectives of this Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) are intended for the guidance of 
local officials. The Water Board will consider any proposed alternative actions that are consistent with and 
achieve the policies and objectives of the Basin Plan. 

This chapter describes the watershed management conceptual framework for water quality control in the 
Region and presents each of the individual regulatory programs that form part of this comprehensive 
approach. These programs are organized into general categories, including surface water protection and 
management, groundwater protection and management, wetland protection and management, and 
emerging program areas. Taken together, these programs constitute an integrated, comprehensive water 
quality control program that is protective, efficient, and flexible. 

4.1 THE WATERSHED MANAGEMENT APPROACH 
In 1995, the Water Board initiated a watershed management approach to regulating water 

quality, expanding its primary focus from point sources of pollution to include more diffuse 

sources such as urban and agricultural runoff. A five‐year statewide Strategic Plan guides the 

water resource protection efforts of the State and Regional Water Boards. A key component of the 

Strategic Plan is the Watershed Management Initiative (WMI), which promotes a watershed 

management approach for water quality protection as discussed in Chapter 1. 

The WMI is designed to integrate various surface water and groundwater regulatory programs 

while promoting cooperative, collaborative efforts within a watershed that are designed to 

improve water quality and protect the beneficial uses of the watershed’s water bodies. The WMI 

is also designed to focus limited funding and resources on the highest priority water quality 

issues identified by the Water Board in consultation with local stakeholders. The Water Board’s 

strategy for the WMI is contained in the report titled, “San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 

Control Board Watershed Management Initiative, Integrated Plan Chapter.” This report is a 

regularly updated planning tool for identifying priorities to be funded by existing resources, as 

well as priority tasks that are currently not funded. For each update, activities are planned over 

the next one to two years, and in some cases, over the next five years. The report also contains 

descriptions of regional and watershed strategies, discusses how the Water Board is structured to 

implement the WMI, and how the Water Board is implementing a priority‐setting process. The 

WMI builds upon the progress made to date by the Water Board’s efforts, combined with local 

watershed efforts led by other entities, and it also identifies tasks to be accomplished to fully 
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implement the WMI. Examples of local implementation of the WMI are included in Section 4.1.3 

Watershed Management in Countywide Programs and Individual Watersheds. 

To implement the WMI in the Region, there are three levels of watershed management: 1) region‐

wide, 2) countywide, and 3) in sub‐watersheds. This watershed management process is flexible 

and recognizes the existing institutional structures that can implement watershed management to 

protect water quality. 

Some water quality issues are managed at the region‐wide level. For example, the Water Boardʹs 

water quality control program focuses in part on managing the influx of toxic pollutants to the 

Estuaryʹs aquatic system, described in Section 4.1.2 Toxic Pollutant Management in the San 

Francisco Estuary System. The goal of this program element is to limit the total amount of 

pollutants in the entire system to ensure protection of beneficial uses. In cases where evidence 

suggests beneficial uses are not protected due to specific pollutants in the system, the program 

described in Section 4.1.1 Water Quality Attainment Strategies, Including Total Maximum Daily 

Loads is initiated. 

Other water quality issues are managed at the countywide level. The Region includes portions of 

nine counties, which all include shoreline on the Bay, permitted discharges to the Bay, and 

watershed drainage to the Bay. These institutions are therefore well suited to organize and/or 

participate in a watershed management approach at the countywide level, forming stakeholder 

groups that include municipalities, other organizations, and members of the public. Examples are 

discussed in Section 4.1.3 Watershed Management in Countywide Programs and Individual 

Watersheds. For example, several urban runoff management programs are organized at this 

countywide level. 

Sub‐watershed level watershed management occurs within the county‐wide framework, as a 

result of priority setting that is strongly influenced by local input. 

4.1.1  Water Quality Attainment Strategies, Including Total Maximum Daily 
Loads 

The Water Board intends to establish Water Quality Attainment Strategies (WQAS) including 

Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) where necessary and appropriate to ensure attainment 

and maintenance of water quality standards. WQAS and TMDLs for the Region are described in 

Chapter 7. Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act requires states to identify water bodies 

that are not attaining water quality standards, and to establish TMDLs for pollutants causing the 

impairment (non‐attainment of water quality standards) of listed water bodies. As such, TMDLs 

are the pollutant load levels necessary to attain the applicable water quality standards. A 

complete TMDL refers to the process and elements associated with establishing a TMDL that 

include, but are not limited to, problem statement, numeric target(s), source analysis, linkage 

analysis, wasteload and load allocations, implementation plan, and monitoring plan. 

WQAS are development and implementation actions associated with implementing (attaining) 

water quality standards. Complete TMDLs are WQAS, but WQAS are not limited to 303(d)‐list 

pollutants. For example, they may be developed for pollutants for which threat of impairment 

provides cause for pollution prevention actions and related activities. WQAS may contain, but 

not necessarily include, all or some of the complete TMDL elements. 
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The Water Board will establish WQAS including TMDLs at the level (the Estuary, smaller 

segments within the Estuary, or individual watersheds) deemed most appropriate in terms of 

effectiveness and efficiency relative to the applicable water quality standard, types and locations 

of pollutant sources, and type and scale of implementation actions. 

4.1.2 Toxic Pollutant Management in the Estuary 
The Water Boardʹs water quality programs began decades ago with a focus on controlling the 

discharge of point sources of pollution such as municipal sewage and industrial wastewater. 

Since then, highly effective waste treatment systems have been built, essentially eliminating what 

had been major water quality problems associated with high nutrient and organic loading. In 

addition, the overall influx of toxic pollutants from point sources has significantly declined as a 

result of these efforts. Still, certain toxic pollutants remain a great concern. 

The focus of efforts to attain water quality goals has expanded accordingly. Further reductions in 

point source pollutant loadings are being attained through complex, innovative programs often 

involving numerous public agencies and private organizations. Loading from diffuse sources, 

such as urban and agricultural runoff, had until recently, continued largely unchecked. These 

sources are now generally considered to be the largest source of pollutants to aquatic systems. 

Water Board programs aim to reduce this diffuse pollutant loading. 

4.1.2.1 Numeric Water Quality Objectives: Wasteload Allocations 
The numerical objectives presented in Chapter 3 define maximum levels of individual 

pollutants allowed in the waters of the region. These objectives are based on extensive 

technical information that relates concentrations of pollutants in water to adverse effects 

on beneficial uses. 

Assuring that pollutant concentrations throughout the whole Estuary system will meet 

objectives for each pollutant requires (a) information on the fate, transport, and 

distribution of that pollutant and (b) quantification of loading from all sources, including 

riverine inputs, urban and agricultural runoff, and point source discharges. When this 

information is available, the total amount of each pollutant that can enter the system 

without exceeding water quality objectives can be calculated. The maximum pollutant 

load can then be allocated among all sources, a process known as wasteload allocation. 

By considering pollutant influx from all sources, wasteload allocation supports the 

identification and implementation of the most effective and economically efficient means 

of achieving water quality objectives in the larger Estuary system. 

There are three limitations to this approach. First, there are many pollutants of local 

concern for which objectives have not been developed and adopted. The objectives for 

specific toxic pollutants contained in Chapter 3 are reasonable for the purposes of interim 

regulation because they provide a minimum level of protection in the Estuary; however, 

additional objectives are necessary to fully implement the wasteload allocation approach. 

The Water Board will establish water quality objectives for selected pollutants as the 

necessary technical information becomes available and a framework for assessing 

economic factors is developed. 
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Second, the wasteload allocation approach only considers the impact of individual 

pollutants. Aquatic systems in the region contain mixtures of pollutants in a complex and 

variable water matrix. Implementation of the toxicity objective described in the following 

section addresses this issue. 

Finally, substances that accumulate in sediment or organisms pose a more complicated 

problem for water quality control. The additional considerations necessary for these 

pollutants are described below. 

4.1.2.2 Toxic Pollutant Accumulation: Mass-Based Strategies 
Wasteload allocations based on the achievement of numeric water quality objectives will 

provide appropriate protection of beneficial uses for many toxic pollutants. For some 

pollutants, however, concentrations in water are not good indicators of their impairment 

of beneficial uses. Instead, wasteload allocations for such compounds are developed 

based on mass rather than concentration, and tissue and sediment concentrations. 

Typically, mass‐based allocations require more extensive technical information on the 

fate and transport of pollutants in the system than those based on water alone. 

The Water Board implements the narrative objectives regarding sediment accumulation 

and bioaccumulation in several ways. These are discussed in greater detail later in this 

chapter. In general, pollutants are identified and monitored in both discharges and the 

aquatic system. At a minimum, limits placed on point and nonpoint discharges take 

pollutant accumulation into consideration. Ultimately, the goal is to develop system‐

wide, mass‐based wasteload allocations for appropriate substances. 

4.1.2.3 Scientific Research: Ongoing Refinement of Programs 
The quantity of pollutants in the Estuary system is the result of many complex and 

interacting factors beyond the total amount discharged day‐to‐day. Levels of pollutants 

in water, sediments, and aquatic organisms are regularly assessed through the Regional 

Monitoring Program and other surveillance described in Chapter 6. 

In addition, implementation of this Water Quality Control Plan involves research and 

investigation on processes controlling the fate, transport, and distribution of pollutants. 

In the past, the Water Board has supported research on Delta outflow and associated 

flushing, sediment movement, chemical transformations within the aquatic system, and 

biological effects associated with existing and projected pollutant levels. 

Information resulting from ongoing scientific research and regular monitoring within the 

Estuary is continuously incorporated into each of the programs described in detail later 

in this chapter. In addition, the Water Board typically requires technical investigations in 

situations where water quality problems have been identified but not enough 

information is available to craft appropriate courses of action. As a result, programs are 

constantly evolving as better scientific information becomes available. 

4.1.2.4 Riverine Flows, System Flushing, and Pollutant Loading 
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4.1.2.4.1 Delta Outflow 
In addition to pollution control measures, achieving water quality objectives and 

protecting the beneficial uses of the San Francisco Bay Estuary system 

(particularly fish migration and estuarine habitat) are depends on freshwater 

outflow from the Delta. Adequate freshwater inflow to the Bay system is 

necessary to control salinity, to provide mixing (particularly in the entrapment 

zone), to maintain proper temperature, and to flush out residual pollutants that 

cannot be eliminated by treatment or nonpoint source management. Except for 

local drainage and wastewater discharges, Delta outflow provides virtually all 

the freshwater inflow to San Francisco Bay. However, the availability of adequate 

Delta outflow to meet these needs is very uncertain because of the existing and 

potential upstream diversions of water and fluctuations in rainfall. 

The State Board first addressed the issue of the Bayʹs inflow needs in the Water 

Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento‐San Joaquin Delta and Suisun Marsh 

and in the Water Rights Decision 1485, issued in August 1978. In these 

documents, the State Board established maximum salinity standards (but no 

corresponding flow standards for the Delta) and required the two major water 

diverters to conduct research and determine: 

• Outflow needs in San Francisco Bay, including the ecological benefits of 

unregulated outflows and salinity gradients established by them; and 

• The need for winter flows for long‐term protection of striped bass and other 

aquatic organisms in the Delta. 

In 1993, estuarine scientists and managers associated with the San Francisco 

Estuary Project recommended development of salinity standards for different 

parts of the year to be used in conjunction with flow standards. Specifically, they 

indicate that average upstream positions of the near‐bottom 2 0/00 isohaline 

would be an appropriate index for salinity standards. 

Technical evidence developed during the Estuary Project process and the State 

Board Bay/Delta hearings will be used to help formulate future amendments to 

the Basin Plan. 

4.1.2.4.2 San Luis Drain 
The San Luis Drain is a proposed method of funneling agricultural runoff from 

the San Joaquin Valley into the Delta. 

Agricultural irrigation in the San Joaquin Valley leads to high salinity 

concentrations in the soil, which may be harmful to crops. To alleviate this 

condition, tile drains have been and are being installed to carry the saline water 

away from the fields. However, there have been adverse environmental effects 

associated with this wastewater. 

In 1982, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service discovered selenium concentrations in 

fish from the San Luis Drain and Kesterson Reservoir to be as much as 100 times 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 
 
 

4‐6 

higher than background. It also found high mortalities and deformities among 

newborn coots, grebes, stilts, and ducks. 

There was early concern about the potential for impacts on beneficial uses in the 

Estuary if the Drain were completed and discharged into the Delta. In response, 

the Water Board prohibited the proposed discharge in 1964, unless compelling 

evidence that the proposed discharge would not harm beneficial uses was 

submitted by proponents. In 1981, the Water Board requested that the State 

Board take the lead role in developing, revising, renewing, and enforcing waste 

discharge requirements for the Drain. 

Unfortunately, the problem of agricultural drainage still exists. The San Joaquin 

Valley Drainage Program, another state and federal interagency program, has 

begun to investigate further the problems associated with the drainage of 

agricultural lands and to develop solutions. 

4.1.3 Watershed Management: Countywide Programs and Individual Watersheds 
Protection of beneficial uses associated with the Estuary also depends upon achieving water 

quality goals within each of the watersheds draining to the Bay. Successful wasteload allocations 

depend upon limiting pollutant influx from nonpoint as well as point sources. In turn, nonpoint 

source control is dependent on a wide range of factors, including physical factors such as the 

geology and hydrological characteristics of an area; existing natural resources such as vegetation 

along streambanks; and a wide range of human activities. 

Watershed management planning in each countywide program or individual watershed involves 

a series of steps. First, a detailed assessment of current conditions, including identification of 

existing or potential problems, is conducted. Next, the process attempts to bring together all 

affected stakeholders and interested parties to determine how they would manage their 

watershed. Finally, specific actions are taken during implementation of the countywide or local 

watershed action plan. 

The Water Board firmly believes that watershed planning and protection efforts will not be 

effective unless solutions are defined and implemented at the local level. The following sections 

present four examples of local watershed management planning activities supported by the 

Water Board. 

4.1.3.1 The Napa River Watershed 
The Water Board has initiated county‐level watershed management planning efforts. The 

first began in the Napa River Watershed where depressed oxygen levels, high coliform 

levels, and sedimentation due to erosion were recurring problems in segments of the 

Napa River. 

The Water Board initiated the planning process by preparing a complete resource 

evaluation in cooperation with a wide range of local public and private entities. This 

evaluation encompassed traditional evaluations of natural resources and also included 

descriptions of existing management and regulatory frameworks, funding, and tax 

incentive programs to support the local planning process. 
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The Water Board is supporting local agency staff, public officials, agricultural 

landowners, urban residents of Napa County, and the Napa Resource Conservation 

District in their efforts to define watershed management goals and specific actions that 

will eventually allow those goals to be met. In 1999, the Water Board issued waste 

discharge requirements (WDRs) for the Napa River Flood Control Project, which has set 

a national standard for innovative, community‐based planning to ensure a ʺLiving Riverʺ 

corridor along the Napa River that protects water quality, successfully integrating flood 

control, water quality, and habitat protection requirements. 

4.1.3.2 The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative 
In 1996, the Water Board and the U.S. EPA initiated a broad stakeholder effort to 

encourage local stewardship in the Santa Clara basin as part of the statewide WMI. The 

Santa Clara basin is defined as the San Francisco Bay south of the Dumbarton Bridge and 

the watersheds draining to that segment of the Bay. The Santa Clara Basin Watershed 

Management Initiative is a broad‐based stakeholder group of 32 signatories from local, 

state and federal public agencies, business and trade associations, and civic and 

environmental groups and programs. The declared purpose of this WMI is ʺto develop 

and implement a comprehensive watershed management program ‐ one that recognizes 

that healthy watersheds mean addressing water quality problems and quality of life 

issues for the people, animals and plants that live in the watershed.ʺ This WMI first 

established a mission statement, goals, planning objectives for development of a 

watershed action plan, implementation objectives, and a framework for conducting a 

watershed assessment. The most outstanding successes of this WMI have been in 

sustaining organizational continuity, providing a forum for stakeholder input on 

regulatory actions, and producing a variety of outreach materials for the general public 

to assist in natural resource protection. This WMI has continued to develop its 

foundation by producing watershed assessments (2002), and a watershed action plan 

(2003), and by further developing its priorities for implementation to protect and 

improve water quality (2005). 

4.1.3.3 The Tomales Bay Watershed 
The Tomales Bay watershed in western Marin County is one of the major estuaries on the 

west coast of the United States. It has a diverse ecosystem and several notable tributaries, 

including Lagunitas Creek, which has one of the few remaining viable coho salmon runs 

in central California. In December 1999, the local citizens and state, federal, and local 

agencies formed the Tomales Bay Watershed Council. The Council produced a 

Stewardship Plan for the Tomales Bay watershed to ensure that water quality in Tomales 

Bay and its tributary streams is sufficient to support natural resources and beneficial 

uses. The plan also includes recommendations to restore and protect the integrity of 

natural habitats and native plant communities, which contribute to improved water 

quality. The Water Board has actively participated on the Council, working with the 

other agencies and interested parties to coordinate monitoring and recommend funding 

for grant projects for a variety of pollution prevention and restoration projects within the 

watershed. 
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4.1.3.4 The Contra Costa Watershed Forum 
The Contra Costa Watershed Forum (CCWF) was established as a result of a countywide 

Creek and Watershed Symposium in 1999. The CCWF is an open committee of 

approximately 50 organizations, including federal, state, and local agencies; local 

governments; a professional watershed research organization; local non‐profit 

environmental and education organizations; community volunteer groups; and private 

citizens. The CCWF staff are from the Contra Costa County Community Development 

Department. This diverse group of stakeholders is united by their concern for the 

watersheds of Contra Costa County. Through the coordinated activities of the CCWF, 

local creek and watershed groups have been sustained, and the CCWF has received grant 

funding for creek surveys and mapping, biological water quality (benthic 

macroinvertebrate) monitoring, and production of the Watershed Atlas. The Watershed 

Atlas compiles information on geography, hydrology, demographics, impervious 

surface, drainage patterns and much other information pertinent to water quality 

protection and evaluation, including activities of local watershed groups and restoration 

projects. The Water Board supports the CCWF by attendance at meetings, management 

of grant‐funded projects, and work with CCWF staff on setting watershed priorities. 

These efforts are leading to water quality improvements as the citizens of Contra Costa 

County become more directly involved in assessing, monitoring, restoring, and 

protecting their watersheds. 

4.2 DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS APPLICABLE THROUGHOUT THE REGION 
To protect water quality of all aquatic systems throughout the region, the discharge prohibitions 

listed in Table 4‐1 apply. The Water Board will not allow exceptions to these prohibitions, except 

where noted below. 

Exceptions to Prohibitions 1, 2, and 3 will be considered where: 

• An inordinate burden would be placed on the discharger relative to beneficial uses 

protected and an equivalent level of environmental protection can be achieved by 

alternate means, such as an alternative discharge site, a higher level of treatment, and/or 

improved treatment reliability; or 

• A discharge is approved as part of a reclamation project; or 

• It can be demonstrated that net environmental benefits will be derived as a result of the 

discharge; or 

• A discharge is approved as part of a groundwater clean‐up project, and in accordance 

with Resolution No. 88‐160 ʺRegional Board Position on the Disposal of Extracted 

Groundwater from Groundwater Clean‐up Projects,ʺ and it has been demonstrated that 

neither reclamation nor discharge to a POTW is technically and economically feasible, 

and the discharger has provided certification of the adequacy and reliability of treatment 

facilities and a plan that describes procedures for proper operation and maintenance of 

all treatment facilities. (The Water Board recognizes the resource value of extracted and 

treated groundwater and urges its utilization for the highest beneficial use for which 

applicable water quality standards can be achieved.) 
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In reviewing requests for exceptions, the Water Board will consider the reliability of the 

dischargerʹs system in preventing inadequately treated wastewater from being discharged to the 

receiving water and the environmental consequences of such discharges. 

Prohibitions 1 through 5 refer to particular characteristics of concern to beneficial uses. The Water 

Board may consider an exception to 4 provided that any proposed reclamation project 

demonstrates that beneficial uses will be protected. This broad language has been and will be 

interpreted by the Water Board on a case‐by‐case basis. It should be noted that the Water Board 

will consider all discharges of treated sewage and other discharges where the treatment process 

is subject to upset to contain particular characteristics of concern unless the discharger can 

demonstrate that the discharge of inadequately treated waste will be reliably prevented. 
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Summary 
The detailed program descriptions presented in the remainder of this chapter are focused on 

protecting water quality in systems ranging from small creeks to the larger Estuary. 

The section on point source control focuses primarily on protecting beneficial uses in each 

segment of the Estuary, as well as the whole system. The section on nonpoint source control 

focuses primarily on individual watersheds, but also on the contributions of runoff to the larger 

Bay system. The section on groundwater protection and management centers on groundwater 

basins within each watershed. The section on emerging program areas describes resources and 

issues that have increasingly become the focus of Water Board activity. Often, these areas require 

integrated and innovative approaches that are substantially different than those that exist in 

established programs. 

4.3 POINT SOURCE CONTROL 
Surface waters in the region consist of inland surface water (freshwater lakes, rivers, and 

streams), estuaries, enclosed bays, and ocean waters. Historical and ongoing wasteloads 

contributed to the surface water bodies in the region come from upstream discharges carried into 

the region via Delta outflow, direct input in the forms of point and nonpoint sources, and indirect 

input via groundwater seepage. 

A point source usually refers to waste emanating from a single, identifiable location, while a 

nonpoint source usually refers to waste emanating from diffuse locations. While legally 

considered point sources, stormwater sewer systems are discussed under the nonpoint source 

control because waste entering the systems is generated from diffuse sources. This section 

describes control measures for point source discharges. The Water Board may control either type 

of discharge, but approaches may differ. 

Wasteloads from point sources are those that are generally associated with pollutant discharges 

from an identifiable location to a specific receiving water body. Major types of point sources 

include: 

• Treated municipal sewage discharged from Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs), 

which often consist of a combination of domestic, industrial, and commercial waste 

streams; 

• Treated industrial wastewater resulting from industrial operations, processing, cleaning, 

and cooling; 

• Treated groundwater from clean‐up of groundwater pollution sites; and, 

• Other miscellaneous types of discharges, including certain non‐point sources with a 

physically identifiable point of discharge. 

4.4 WASTE DISCHARGE PERMITTING PROGRAM 
Point source discharges to surface waters are generally controlled through waste discharge 

requirements issued under the federal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 

permits. Although the NPDES program was established by the federal Clean Water Act, the 
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permits are prepared and enforced by the Water Boards per Californiaʹs delegated authority for 

the act. 

Issued in five‐year terms, an NPDES permit usually contains components such as discharge 

prohibitions, effluent limitations, and necessary specifications and provisions to ensure proper 

treatment, storage, and disposal of the waste. The permit often contains a monitoring program 

that establishes monitoring stations at effluent outfall and receiving waters. 

Under the stateʹs Porter‐Cologne Water Quality Control Act, any person discharging or 

proposing to discharge waste within the region (except discharges into a community sewer 

system) that could affect the quality of the waters of the state is required to file a Report Of Waste 

Discharge (ROWD). The Water Board reviews the nature of the proposed discharge and adopts 

Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) to protect the beneficial uses of waters of the state. Waste 

discharge requirements could be adopted for an individual discharge, or a specific type of 

discharges in the form of a general permit. The Water Board may waive the requirements for 

filing a ROWD or issuing WDRs for a specific discharge where such a waiver is not against the 

public interest. NPDES requirements may not be waived. 

Acceptable control measures for point source discharges must ensure compliance with NPDES 

permit conditions, including the discharge prohibitions (Table 4‐1) and the effluent limitations 

provided on the following pages. In addition, control measures must satisfy water quality 

objectives set forth in the Basin Plan unless the Water Board judges that related economic, 

environmental, or social considerations merit a modification after a public hearing process has 

been conducted. Control measures employed must be sufficiently flexible to accommodate future 

changes in technology, population growth, land development, and legal requirements. 

4.5 EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

4.5.1 Technology- and Water Quality-based Limitations 
The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires that NPDES permits include technology‐based and, 

where appropriate, water quality‐based effluent limitations. Technology‐based effluent 

limitations are promulgated performance standards based on secondary treatment or best 

practicable control technology. When technology‐based limitations fail to attain or maintain 

acceptable water quality (as measured by water quality objectives) or comply with water quality 

control plans, additional or more stringent effluent limitations will be required in order to attain 

water quality objectives. The more stringent limitations are known as water quality‐based limits. 

Water quality‐based effluent limitations will consist of narrative requirements and, where 

appropriate, numerical limits for the protection of the most sensitive beneficial uses of the 

receiving water. Establishing numeric limits takes into account the appropriate water quality 

objectives, background concentrations in the receiving water, and allowable dilution credit. 

In many cases, numerical water quality objectives are not available for various types of beneficial 

uses or for various constituents of concern. In these cases, best professional judgment will be 

used in deriving numerical effluent limitations that will ensure attainment and maintenance of 

narrative water quality objectives. 

4.5.2 Site-specific Objectives 
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In some cases, the Water Board may elect to develop and adopt site‐specific water quality 

objectives. These objectives will reflect site‐specific conditions and comply with the 

Antidegradation Policy. This situation may arise when: 

• It is determined that promulgated water quality standards or objectives are not 

protective of beneficial uses; or 

• Site‐specific conditions warrant less stringent effluent limits than those based on 

promulgated water quality standards or objectives, without compromising the beneficial 

uses of the receiving water. 

In the above cases, the Water Board may consider developing and adopting site‐specific water 

quality objectives for the constituent(s) of concern. These site‐specific objectives will be 

developed to provide the same level of environmental protection as intended by national criteria, 

but will more accurately reflect local conditions. Such objectives are subject to approval by the 

State Water Board, Office of Administrative Law, and U.S. EPA. 

There may be cases where the promulgated water quality standard or adopted objectives are 

practically not attainable in the receiving water due to existing high concentrations. In such 

circumstances, discharges shall not cause impairment of beneficial uses. 

Site‐specific objectives have been adopted by the Water Board for copper in San Francisco Bay 

and for nickel in South San Francisco Bay, (Table 3‐3A) and for cyanide in San Francisco Bay 

(Table 3‐3C). 

4.5.3 Best Professional Judgment 
In developing and setting water quality‐based effluent limitations for toxic pollutants, best 

professional judgment will involve consideration of many factors. Factors that may be considered 

include: 

• Applicable and relevant federal laws, regulation, and guidance (specifically 40 CFR 122 

and 131;, promulgated National Toxics Rules, U.S. EPA Water Quality Criteria; and 

technical guidance on water‐quality based toxics control); 

• State laws, regulations, policies, guidance, and Water Quality Control Plans; 

• This Regional Water Quality Control Plan; 

• Achievability by available technology or control strategies; 

• Effectiveness of pollution prevention and source control measures; and 

• Economic and social costs and benefits. 

While the conditions surrounding a waste discharge may vary from case to case, all attempts will 

be made to ensure consistency among permits when exercising best professional judgment. 

The effluent limitations described below have been established to help achieve the water quality 

objectives identified in Chapter 3. 

Numerical effluent limitations identified in this section may not contain a complete list of 

pollutants that have a reasonable potential to cause an adverse impact on water quality. Inclusion 

of such pollutants of concern into the NPDES permit will be evaluated on a case‐by‐case basis. 
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The Water Board will consider establishing more stringent limitations as necessary to meet water 

quality objectives and protect beneficial uses in particularly sensitive areas. Similarly, the Water 

Board will consider establishing less stringent limitations, consistent with state and federal laws, 

for any discharge where it can be conclusively demonstrated through a comprehensive program 

approved by the Water Board that such limitations will not result in unacceptable adverse 

impacts on the beneficial uses of the receiving water. Such a comprehensive program must 

evaluate the impact of other, nearby discharges as well as the discharge itself. 

The numerical limits identified in this section have been and will be applied on a gross rather 

than a net basis except for certain industrial waste discharges, which will be evaluated on a case‐

by‐case basis. 

4.5.4 Discharges to Ocean Waters 
Within the context of this Basin Plan, ocean waters of the region are all territorial marine waters 

of the state west of the coastline, except enclosed bays. 

All discharges to ocean waters must comply with the applicable quality requirements for waste 

discharges specified in the State Water Boardʹs Ocean Plan and Thermal Plan. 

4.5.5 Discharges to Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries 
Within the context of this plan, enclosed bays are the indentations along the coast that enclose an 

area of marine water (such as Tomales Bay and Drakeʹs Estero) including San Francisco Bay; 

estuaries extend from a bay to points upstream where there is no significant mixing or fresh 

water or sea water (this includes significant portions of the main San Francisco Bay and the 

portions of streams draining to the Bay where salt and freshwater mix); and inland surface 

waters are all other waterbodies within the region (freshwater rivers, streams, lakes, and 

reservoirs). As described in Chapter 3, effluent limits for discharge into any surface water body 

within the region is based on salinity. These are defined in the State Enclosed Bays and Estuaries 

Policy, 1974. 

4.5.5.1 Limitations for Conventional Pollutants 
Effluent limitations for conventional pollutants are contained in Table 4‐2 for discharges 

to inland surface waters and enclosed bays and estuaries within the region. 

4.5.5.2 Limitations for Selected Toxic Pollutants  
Water quality‐based effluent limitations for shallow water and deepwater dischargers 

shall be calculated according to the methodology in the Policy for Implementation of 

Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bay, and Estuaries of California 

(SIP), and any amendments thereto. 

The Water Board may adopt additional numerical standards for conservative 

constituents documented in discharges and/or documented to be of concern in receiving 

waters. 

4.5.5.3 Whole Effluent Toxicity Limits and Control Program  
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The narrative water quality objective for toxicity (see Chapter 3) protects beneficial uses 

against mixtures of pollutants typically found in aquatic systems. This approach is used 

because numerical objectives for individual pollutants do not take mixtures into account 

and because numerical objectives exist for only a small fraction of potential pollutants of 

concern. 

Effluent limits for acute toxicity are described below and were derived through the 

Effluent Toxicity Characterization Program (ETCP). A detailed description of the ETCP is 

presented later in this section. These limits define in specific terms how the Water Board 

assesses whether waters are ʺmaintained free of toxic substances in concentrations that 

are lethal to or that produce other detrimental responses in aquatic organismsʺ (the 

narrative objective in Chapter 3) and maintains waters free of ʺtoxic substances in toxic 

amountsʺ (Clean Water Act). 

4.5.5.3.1 Acute Toxicity 
The acute toxicity effluent limitation states that the survival of organisms in 

effluent shall be a median value of not less than 90 percent survival, and a 90 

percentile value of not less than 70 percent survival using tests as specified in 

Table 4‐3 and Table 4‐4. 

Compliance with the acute toxicity limitation is evaluated by measuring survival 

of test fishes exposed to effluent for 96 hours. Each fish species represents a 

single sample. Dischargers are required to conduct flow‐through effluent toxicity 

tests, except for those that discharge intermittently and discharge less than 1.0 

million gallons per day (average dry weather flow). Such small, intermittent 

dischargers are required to perform static renewal bioassays. 

All dischargers perform toxicity tests using fish species, according to protocols 

approved by the U.S. EPA or State Board or published by the American Society 

for Testing and Materials (ASTM) or American Public Health Association. Two 

fish species shall be tested concurrently. These shall be the most sensitive two 

species determined from concurrent screening(s) of three species: three‐spine 

stickleback, rainbow trout, and fathead minnow. Tests completed within ten 

days of the initial test are considered concurrent. This three‐species‐screening 

requirement can be met using either flow‐through or static renewal bioassays. 

The Water Board may consider allowing compliance monitoring with only one 

(the most sensitive, if known) fish species, if the following condition is met: The 

discharger can document that the acute toxicity limitation, specified above, has 

not been exceeded during the previous three years, or that acute toxicity has 

been observed in only one of two fish species. 

The Water Board may modify the flow‐through bioassay requirements and the 

specific test species requirements on a case‐by‐case basis for discharges of once‐

through cooling water or excessively saline wastes, which make the 

implementation of these test requirements impractical. Such changes are not 

intended as a reduction in the acute toxicity limitation, but rather to account for 

the technical difficulties of performing the tests. 
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In addition, for deep water discharges subject to marine effluent limitations, 

dischargers are not to be considered out of compliance with the acute toxicity 

effluent limitation under the following circumstances: the discharger documents 

that the only cause of acute toxicity is ammonia which rapidly decays in the 

receiving water, and demonstrates that ammonia in the discharge does not 

impact water quality or beneficial uses. 

4.5.5.3.2 Chronic Toxicity 
Chronic toxicity effluent limits are derived for individual dischargers based upon 

Best Professional Judgment. Some of the factors that may be considered in the 

development of these limits include: allowing credit for dilution comparable to 

those allowed for numeric chemical‐specific objectives, effluent variability, and 

intent to protect against consistent chronic toxicity and severe episodic toxic 

events. 

Chronic toxicity limitations are contained in the permits of all dischargers that 

have completed or are currently participating in the Effluent Toxicity 

Characterization Program (ETCP). This includes all municipal facilities with pre‐

treatment programs, all major industrial facilities, and selected treated 

groundwater dischargers. 

Monitoring requirements for chronic toxicity, such as test species, effluent 

sampling procedures, dilution series, monitoring frequency, dilution waters and 

reference toxicant testing requirements, are specified in NPDES permits on a 

case‐by‐case basis. Monitoring requirements will be based on Effluent Toxicity 

Characterization Program data. Test species and protocols will be selected from 

those listed in Table 4‐5. 

Dischargers with chronic toxicity limits in their permits monitoring quarterly or 

less frequently are required to accelerate the frequency to monthly (or as 

otherwise specified by the Executive Officer) when conditions such as those 

listed in Table 4‐5 occur. 

4.5.5.3.3 Toxicity Identification/Reduction Evaluation (TIE/TRE)  
Permits shall require that if consistent toxicity is exhibited, then a chronic toxicity 

identification evaluation (TIE) and toxicity reduction evaluation (TRE) shall be 

conducted. Specific language in permits requires the development of workplans 

for implementing TIEs. TIEs will be initiated within 30 days of detection of 

persistent toxicity. The purpose of a TIE is to identify the chemical or 

combination of chemicals causing the observed toxicity. Every reasonable effort 

using currently available TIE methodologies shall be employed by the 

discharger. The Water Board recognizes that identification of causes of chronic 

toxicity may not be successful in all cases. 

The purposes of a TRE are to identify the source(s) of the toxic constituents and 

evaluate alternative strategies for reducing or eliminating their discharge. The 

TRE shall include all reasonable steps to reduce toxicity to the required level. In 
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addition, the Water Board will review chronic toxicity test results to assess acute 

toxicity and consider the need for an acute TIE. 

Following completion of the TRE, if consistent toxicity is still exhibited in a 

discharge, then the discharger shall pursue all feasible waste minimization 

measures at a level that is acceptable to the Water Board. The discharger must 

document that the acceptable level of participation is maintained by submitting 

reports on a specified schedule to the Water Board. 

A Toxicity Reduction Evaluation may again be required in situations where 

chronic toxicity still exists and new techniques for identifying and reducing 

toxicity become available. Alternatively, the cause of effluent toxicity may 

change, so that existing techniques will enable identification and reduction of 

toxicity. 

Consideration of any enforcement action by the Water Board for violation of the 

effluent limitation will be based in part on the dischargerʹs actions in identifying 

and reducing sources of persistent toxicity. 

4.5.5.3.4 Effluent Toxicity Characterization Program   
The Effluent Toxicity Characterization Program was initiated in 1986 with the 

goal of developing and implementing toxicity limits for each discharger based on 

actual characteristics of both receiving waters and waste streams. The Water 

Board initiated the program as a means of implementing the narrative objective 

prohibiting toxic effects in receiving water. 

The first two phases of the program focused on developing methods for 

monitoring effluent toxicity (known as effluent characterization) and deriving 

the appropriate series of tests to ensure that each effluent and its immediate 

receiving waters are not toxic to aquatic organisms. 

Information from these phases is used to determine whether the narrative 

objectives are being met in each segment of the Bay and will support the 

development of site‐specific water quality objectives and wasteload allocations. 

As the program progresses, the Water Board may: (a) Modify existing effluent 

limits; (b) Specify different test organisms and methods for determining 

compliance with toxicity effluent limits; and/or (3) Require a toxicity reduction 

evaluation (TRE) to determine the cost‐effectiveness of controlling toxicity or 

reducing concentrations of specific pollutants. 

This program is being implemented within the existing framework of the NPDES 

permitting program for municipal and industrial facilities. 

The purposes of effluent characterization are to: 

• Define effluent variability so that the most appropriate compliance 

monitoring program can be put in place for each discharge and so that 

adequate information can be developed to determine if treatment 

processes or source control modifications are necessary to comply with 

effluent limits; 
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• Define the sensitivity of different test species to different effluents so that 

appropriate acute toxicity effluent limits can be defined and to identify 

the most sensitive of a group of test organisms used for compliance 

monitoring; and 

• Define the chronic toxicity of the effluent to different test species such 

that the most sensitive organism of a standard set can be defined and 

either used for compliance monitoring or used for development of 

application factors to be applied to the acute toxicity effluent limit. 

Two rounds of effluent characterization have been completed by dischargers 

selected on the basis of the nature, volume, and location of discharge. The first 

round started characterization in 1988; the second round in 1991. The Water 

Board adopted guidance documents for each round of characterization, with 

modifications made to the second round from knowledge gained during the first. 

Status reports were issued in July 1989, March 1990, and July 1991. A summary 

report is scheduled upon completion of the second round in 1995. The need for a 

third round of characterization will be evaluated at that time. 

Thus far, no one test species has consistently been the most sensitive to all 

discharges. This strongly supports the current approach of requiring screening 

using several test species. Also, acute toxicity has been observed at several sites 

using the expanded range of test species. 

Although these sites can meet existing limits with test species currently used to 

determine compliance (fathead minnow, trout, and stickleback), they cannot 

meet the limits based on more sensitive species now available. 

Detailed technical guidelines for conducting toxicity tests and analyzing 

resulting data were compiled in “Modified Guidelines: Effluent Toxicity 

Characterization Program,” San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 

Board, 1991, Resolution No. 91‐083, after experience gained during the first 

round. This document is incorporated by reference into this plan. 

4.6 CALCULATION OF WATER QUALITY-BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 

4.6.1 Dilution Ratios 
The allocation of dilution ratio depends on whether a discharge is classified as a deep water or a 

shallow water discharge. In order to be classified as a deep water discharge, waste must be 

discharged through an outfall with a diffuser and must receive a minimum initial dilution of 10:1, 

with generally much greater dilution. All other dischargers are classified as shallow water 

discharges. 

4.6.1.1 Deep Water Discharges  
While it is recognized that the actual initial dilution of many deep water discharges is 

greater than ten, the Water Board has taken a conservative approach to calculating 

effluent limitations for the following reasons. First, there is concern over the effects of the 

cumulative mass loadings of toxic pollutants from the numerous discharges into San 
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Francisco Bay. Limiting the allocation of dilution credits is one means of limiting mass 

loadings. Second, recent Water Board studies have detected toxicity in ambient waters 

throughout the Bay system based on laboratory toxicity tests. This calls for a cautious 

approach in allowing the discharge of toxic substances. Third, studies indicate that 

bioaccumulation of pollutants in San Francisco Bay biota is of concern to wildlife and 

human health. Fourth, it is difficult to either measure or predict actual dilution in the San 

Francisco Bay estuarine environment. In the Estuary, the direction of waste transport 

varies over the course of the tidal cycle, so it is difficult to determine the fraction of new 

water versus recirculated water mixing with the discharge. U.S. EPA has developed 

several models of initial dilution for discharge plumes, but none take into account 

transport due to tidal currents. 

The Water Board will consider inclusion of an effluent limitation greater than that 

calculated from water quality objectives when the increase in concentration is caused by 

implementation of significant water reclamation or water reuse programs at the facility; 

the increase in the effluent limitation does not result in an increase in the mass loading; 

and water quality objectives will not be exceeded outside the zone of initial dilution. 

4.6.1.2 Shallow Water Discharges  
Shallow water dischargers are subject to a discharge prohibition (Table 4‐1, No. 1), which 

is intended to protect beneficial uses in areas that receive very limited, if any, dilution. 

When an exception to the prohibition is granted, it is generally not appropriate to allocate 

dilution credits for purposes of calculating effluent limitations, because these shallow 

aquatic environments are often biologically sensitive or critical habitats. 

However, dilution credit may be granted on a discharger‐by‐discharger and pollutant‐

by‐pollutant basis based on provisions of the “Policy for Implementation of Toxics 

Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bay, and Estuaries of California (SIP).” In 

making this determination, the Water Board will grant dilution credit on a pollutant‐by‐

pollutant basis if the discharger demonstrates that an aggressive pretreatment and source 

control program is in place, including the following: 

• Completion of a source identification study; 

• Development and implementation of a source reduction plan; and 

• Commitment of resources to fully implement the source control and reduction 

plan. 

Any dilution credit granted must be consistent with the antibacksliding policy and may 

be granted only after very rigorous scrutiny of source control efforts and receiving water 

data. When dilution is granted, permits shall include provisions requiring continuing 

efforts at source control, targeting the substances to which the exceptions apply. 

For certain low volume, short duration, or one‐time discharges, the requirements of 

pretreatment and source control programs may not be practical. The Water Board may 

choose to waive such requirements for pollutants in low volume discharges determined 

to have no significant adverse impact on water quality. 
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In addition, the Water Board will consider the dischargerʹs demonstration of compliance 

with water quality objectives, in accordance with the SIP. This demonstration shall 

address the following issues: 

(a) A demonstration that the proposed effluent limitation will result in compliance 

with water quality objectives, including the narrative chronic toxicity objective, 

in the receiving water. Water quality objectives used in this demonstration are to 

be based on ambient salinity and hardness (for fresh waters) at the time of 

sampling. In addition, demonstration of compliance is to be based on the 

averaging period associated with each objective. Compliance with both acute 

and chronic chemical‐specific water quality objectives shall be demonstrated. If 

freshwater objectives apply in the receiving waters (i.e., salinity is less than 5 

parts per thousand), compliance with saltwater objectives shall also be 

demonstrated at the nearest point in the receiving waters where salinity reaches 

5 parts per thousand. Such a demonstration shall be based on ambient 

monitoring at a frequency equal to that typically required for effluent monitoring 

for a period of time defined in the study plan; 

(b) An evaluation of worst‐case conditions (in terms of tidal cycle, currents, or 

instream flows, as appropriate) through monitoring and/or modeling to 

demonstrate that water quality objectives will continue to be met, taking into 

account the averaging period associated with each objective; and 

(c) An evaluation of the effects of mass loading resulting from allowing higher 

concentrations of pollutants in the discharge, in particular, the potential for 

accumulation of pollutants in aquatic life or sediments to levels that would 

impair aquatic life or threaten human health. This evaluation may include 

sampling of sediment and biota in the vicinity of the discharge to determine the 

accumulation of pollutants resulting from the current levels of discharge. 

A study plan for conducting this work must be submitted to the Water Board for 

approval by the Executive Officer. Results of the study or studies addressing these three 

points shall be submitted to the Water Board. Effluent limitations based on either 

concentration or mass loading shall be developed for consideration by the Water Board 

based on study results and any other available information. The goal in setting effluent 

limitations shall be to ensure that water quality objectives are met in the receiving water 

and that mass loadings are limited to a level that provides protection of beneficial uses. 

In no case shall effluent limitations impair the basis upon which exception to the 

prohibition against discharge to shallow water was granted. Continued ambient 

monitoring shall also be required to ensure that water quality objectives are met. 

4.6.2 Fresh Water vs. Marine Water  
Due to the unique estuarine environment that exists in the region, the salinity characteristics (i.e., 

freshwater vs. marine water) of the receiving water shall be considered in establishing water 

quality objectives. Freshwater effluent limitations shall apply to discharges to waters both outside 

the zone of tidal influence and with salinities equal to or less than 1 part per thousand at least 95 

percent of the time in a normal water year. Marine effluent limitations shall apply to discharges 

to waters with salinities equal to or greater than 10 parts per thousand at least 95 percent of the 
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time, except for discharges to the Pacific Ocean, which are covered by the California Ocean Plan. 

For discharges to waters with salinities in between these two categories, defined as estuarine, 

effluent limitations shall be the lower of the marine or freshwater effluent limitation, based on 

ambient hardness, for each substance. The use of alternative marine or freshwater criteria may be 

approved if scientifically defensible information and data demonstrate that on a site‐specific basis 

the biology of the water body is dominated by freshwater aquatic life; or conversely, the biology 

of the water body is dominated by marine aquatic life. 

4.6.3 Background Concentrations 
When dilution credit is granted, the background concentration of the substance is taken into 

account in calculating effluent limitations so that the dilution provided by mixing with receiving 

waters is not overestimated. Ambient background concentration means the concentration of a 

substance, in the vicinity of a discharge, which is not influenced by the discharge. For the San 

Francisco Estuary, it is difficult to identify a location that is not influenced by a discharge. 

Furthermore, background concentrations should vary within the Estuary due to changing 

geochemistry of the waters as they travel downstream. However, in order to simplify the 

calculation of effluent limitations, it is desirable to use one background concentration throughout 

the region. 

The determination of ambient background concentration, for purposes of establishing NPDES 

effluent limitations for toxic pollutants, will be done in accordance with the provisions of the SIP, 

and amendments thereto. 

4.7 IMPLEMENTATION OF EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS 
In incorporating and implementing effluent limitations in NPDES permits, the following general 

guidance shall apply: 

4.7.1 Performance-based Limits 
Where water quality objectives in the receiving water are being met, and an existing effluent 

limitation for a substance in a discharge is significantly lower than appropriate water quality‐

based limits, performance‐based effluent limitations for that substance may be specified or the 

effluent limit revised. Any changes are subject to compliance with the state Antidegradation 

Policy. The performance‐based effluent limitation may be either concentration‐ or mass‐based, as 

appropriate. 

4.7.2 Site-specific Objective Incorporation   
Once the Water Board has adopted a site‐specific objective for any substance, effluent limitations 

shall be calculated from that objective in accordance with the methodology in the “Policy for 

Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of 

California” (SIP). 

Site‐specific objectives have been adopted by the Water Board for copper in San Francisco Bay 

and for nickel in South San Francisco Bay (Table 3‐3A) and for cyanide in San Francisco Bay 

(Table 3‐3C). 
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4.7.2.1 Copper and Nickel in South San Francisco Bay 
As part of the implementation plan for copper and nickel site‐specific objectives, the 

municipal wastewater dischargers in South San Francisco Bay shall have effluent limits 

for copper and nickel, derived from the site‐specific objectives in Table 3‐3A using SIP 

methodology.  The Water Quality Attainment Strategy for copper and nickel in South 

San Francisco Bay that implements these site‐specific objectives is included in Chapter 7.  

4.7.2.2 Cyanide 
Cyanide is present in low levels in all municipal wastewater effluents and most 

industrial wastewater effluents. Disinfection processes contribute to in‐plant formation of 

cyanide. Therefore, cyanide in the effluent from municipal treatment plants is a 

combination of cyanide in the influent and cyanide produced during disinfection. 

Cyanide concentration spikes in the effluent, although rare, are generally caused by 

accidental high concentration discharges in the collection system. 

As part of the implementation plan for marine site‐specific objectives for cyanide, all 

municipal wastewater dischargers that discharge to any segment of San Francisco Bay 

including Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta (within San Francisco Bay region), Suisun 

Bay, Carquinez Strait, San Pablo Bay, Central San Francisco Bay, Lower San Francisco 

Bay, and South San Francisco Bay shall have effluent limits for cyanide derived from the 

marine site‐specific objectives in Table 3‐3C, using the methodology in the SIP.  

Specifically, under Step 7 of the SIP methodology, effluent limits are necessary 

considering the nature of cyanide, its use in the disinfection process, and to promote 

achievement and ensure maintenance of the marine cyanide site‐specific objectives. 

Industrial wastewater dischargers to San Francisco Bay shall have effluent limits for 

cyanide derived from the marine site‐specific objectives in Table 3‐3C, using the 

methodology in the SIP.  However, effluent limits shall not be required, under Step 7 of 

the SIP alone, where the industrial discharger demonstrates one of the following: 

• Cyanide is not detected in its effluent, using a method with a detection limit of 

1.0 μg/l  

• It does not disinfect any portion of its effluent 

• It otherwise demonstrates that cyanide is not used in its industrial process  

Effluent limits for shallow water dischargers that have been granted an exception to 

Basin Plan Prohibition 1 shall be based on the dilution credits set forth in Table 4‐6. 

Setting forth dilution credits in Table 4‐6 does not authorize discharges into shallow 

waters. Each discharger must continue to satisfy all requirements for an exception to 

Basin Plan Prohibition 1. 

Where cyanide effluent limits are included in an NPDES permit, the discharger shall be 

required to implement a monitoring and surveillance program. This program shall 

include influent and effluent monitoring and ambient monitoring in San Francisco Bay. 

Each discharger shall review sources of cyanide to its influent at least once every five 

years. Where potential cyanide contributors exist within a dischargerʹs service area, the 

discharger shall implement a local program to prevent illicit discharges to the sewer 

system which, at a minimum, shall include inspecting potential contributor sites, 
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developing and distributing educational materials and preparing emergency monitoring 

and response plans to be implemented if a significant cyanide discharge occurs. 

Additionally, if ambient monitoring shows cyanide concentrations of 1.0 μg/L or higher, 

the discharger shall undertake actions to determine and abate identified sources of 

cyanide in San Francisco Bay. 

4.7.3 Averaging Periods 
For some substances there may be more than one effluent limitation with different averaging 

periods (e.g., daily average and 30‐day average). In both cases, the effluent limitations shall apply 

to the mean concentration of all samples analyzed during the averaging period. If only one 

sample is taken during the averaging period, the effluent limitation applies to the concentration 

of that sample. 

4.7.4 Method Detection Limits, Practical Quantitation Levels, and Limits of 
Quantification  

Method Detection Limits (MDLs) are defined in Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 136, 

Appendix B (revised June 30, 1986). 

Practical Quantitation Level (PQL) is the lowest concentration of a substance within plus or 

minus 20 percent of the true concentration by 75 percent of the analytical laboratories testing in a 

performance evaluation study. If performance data are not available, the PQL is the MDL x 5 for 

carcinogens and the MDL x 10 for noncarcinogens. 

Limits of Quantification are ten standard deviations greater than the average measured blank 

values used in developing the MDL. 

These terms and concepts are useful when pollutant concentrations in waters are relatively low. 

However, these will be taken into account in determining compliance with, rather than in the 

calculation of, effluent limitations. 

4.7.5 Selection of Parameters 
Effluent limits are not necessary for substances that do not pose any risk to beneficial uses or are 

shown not to be present in discharge. However, a discharger must demonstrate to the satisfaction 

of the Water Board that particular substances do not cause, or have the reasonable potential to 

cause or contribute to an excursion above numerical and narrative objectives. Dischargers must 

also demonstrate that pollutants of concern are (a) not in the waste stream, and (b) no change has 

occurred that may cause release of pollutants. This certification shall be supported, at a 

minimum, by monitoring results for such pollutants and process and treatment descriptions that 

demonstrate these substances are not expected to be present in the waste stream. At a minimum, 

this monitoring and certification is required prior to issuance and reissuance of WDRs. 

The Water Board may choose to not require periodic monitoring and certification for pollutants 

in low volume discharges determined to have no significant adverse impact on water quality. 

4.7.6 Compliance Schedules 
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As new objectives or standards are adopted, permits will be revised accordingly. Revised permits 

will distinguish between effluent limitations that are met by current performance, and effluent 

limitations not currently attained. Immediate compliance will be required for effluent limitations 

that are met by current performance. 

The Water Board may consider dischargersʹ proposals for longer compliance schedules for newly 

adopted objectives or standards as NPDES permit conditions for particular substances, where 

revised effluent limitations are not currently being met and where justified. The primary goal in 

setting compliance schedules is to promote the completion of source control and waste 

minimization measures, including water reclamation. 

Justification for compliance schedules will include, at a minimum, all of the following: 

(a) Submission of results of a diligent effort to quantify pollutant levels in the discharge and 

the sources of the pollutant in the waste stream; 

(b) Documentation of source control efforts currently underway or completed, including 

compliance with the Pollution Prevention program described in the Basin Plan; 

(c) A proposed schedule for additional source control measures or waste treatment; and 

(d) A demonstration that the proposed schedule is as short as possible. 

Implementation of source control measures to reduce pollutant loadings to the maximum extent 

practicable shall be completed as soon as possible, but in no event later than four years after new 

objectives or standards take effect. Implementation of any additional measures that may be 

required to comply with effluent limitations shall be completed as soon as possible, but in no 

event later than ten years after new objectives or standards take effect. The issuance of the permit 

containing a compliance schedule should not result in a violation of any applicable requirement 

of the federal Clean Water Act or the California Water Code, including any applicable Clean 

Water Act statutory deadlines. 

4.8 STORMWATER DISCHARGES 
As discussed in a later section titled ʺUrban Runoff Management,ʺ the Water Board has initiated a 

program that regulates certain municipal, industrial, and construction stormwater discharges 

through NPDES permits. Since both the sources of pollutants in stormwater discharges and the 

points of discharge are diffuse, and the methods of reducing pollutants in stormwater discharges 

are in the development stage, water quality‐based numerical effluent limitations are not feasible 

at this time. Instead, stormwater permits will include requirements to prevent or reduce 

discharges of pollutants that cause or contribute to violations of water quality objectives. 

Compliance with these requirements is expected to be achieved through implementation of 

control measures or best management practices identified in dischargersʹ stormwater 

management plans or stormwater pollution prevention plans. Instead, stormwater permits will 

include requirements to prevent or reduce discharges of pollutants that cause or contribute to 

violations of water quality objectives for receiving waters. Compliance with these requirements is 

expected to be achieved through implementation of control measures or best management 

practices identified in dischargersʹ stormwater management plans or stormwater pollution 

prevention plans. 

The Water Board is taking a phased approach towards attainment of water quality objectives in 

waters that receive stormwater discharges from urban areas and certain industrial and 
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construction activities. The Water Board will first require entities subject to NPDES permits for 

stormwater discharges to complete implementation of technically and economically feasible 

control measures to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable. For 

industrial facilities, such control measures include those representing the best available 

technology that is economically achievable. 

NPDES permits for stormwater discharges will require completion of technically and 

economically feasible control measures as soon as possible. Specific schedules for implementing 

control measures may, at the discretion of the Water Board, be included in permits (to the extent 

that such schedules are authorized by state or federal laws) either by reference to a stormwater 

management plan or by permit conditions. In no event will these schedules extend beyond the 

term of the permit. 

If this first phase does not result in attainment of water quality objectives, the Water Board will 

consider permit conditions which may require implementation of additional control measures. In 

such circumstances, the Water Board may consider dischargersʹ proposed schedules for 

identification and implementation of additional control measures designed to attain water 

quality objectives. Such schedules shall be as short as practicable and will only be considered for 

inclusion in permits when a discharger has demonstrated the following: 

(a) A diligent effort to quantify pollutant levels and the sources of the pollutant in 
stormwater discharges; and 

(b) Documentation of completion of implementation of all technically and economically 

reasonable control measures. 

4.9 WET WEATHER OVERFLOWS 
During periods of heavy rainfall, large pulses of water enter sewerage systems. When these 

pulses exceed the collection, treatment, or disposal capacity of a sewerage system, overflows 

occur. This is especially problematic for sewer systems that combine both sanitary sewage and 

stormwater (Combined Sewer Systems or CSS), such as the City and County of San Franciscoʹs 

system (discussed under the municipal discharger section). All other municipalities in the region 

operate two distinct sewer systems. Wet weather is also problematic for separate systems because 

more water infiltrates the pipes leading to treatment plants. This problem is commonly referred 

to as inflow/infiltration (I/I). In either case, pulses of water during wet weather may cause 

untreated or partially treated wastewater to be discharged directly to surface water bodies. 

Wet weather overflows of wastewater affect three types of beneficial uses: water contact 

recreation, non‐contact water recreation, and shellfish harvesting. The water quality 

characteristics that can adversely affect these beneficial uses are pathogens, oxygen‐demanding 

pollutants, suspended and settleable solids, nutrients, toxics, and floatable matter. 

4.9.1 Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Control Policy   
On April 11, 1994, the U.S. EPA adopted the Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Control Policy 

(50FR 18688). This policy establishes a consistent national approach for controlling discharges 

from CSOs to the nation’s water. Using the NPDES permit program, the policy initiates a two‐

phased process with higher priority given to more environmentally sensitive areas. During the 

first phase, the permittee is required to implement the following 9 Minimum Controls. These 
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constitute the technology‐based requirements of the Clean Water Act as applied to combined 

sewer facilities (best conventional treatment (BCT) and best available treatment (BAT)). These 

minimum controls can reduce CSOs and their effects on receiving water quality: 

(1) Conduct proper operation and regular maintenance programs for the CSS and the CSO 

outfalls; 

(2) Maximize use of the collection system for storage; 

(3) Review and modify pretreatment programs to ensure that CSO impacts are minimized; 

(4) Maximize flow to the POTW for treatment; 

(5) Prohibit CSOs during dry weather; 

(6) Control solids and floatable materials in CSOs; 

(7) Develop and implement pollution prevention programs that focus on contaminant 

reduction activities; 

(8) Notify the public; and 

(9) Monitor to effectively characterize CSO impacts and the efficacy of CSO controls. 

Compliance with the minimum controls shall be as soon as practicable, but no later than January 

1, 1997. The permittee is also required to initiate development of a long‐term control plan to 

select CSO controls, based on consideration of the permitteeʹs financial capability. 

The second phase of the process involves implementation of the long‐term control plan 

developed in the first phase. Such implementation must provide for the attainment of water 

quality objectives and may result in additional site‐specific technology‐based controls, as well as 

water quality‐based performance standards that are established based on best professional 

judgement. While numeric water quality‐based effluent limits are not readily established due to 

unpredictability of a storm event and the general lack of data, the CSO Control Policy requires 

immediate compliance with water quality standards expressed in the form of a narrative 

limitation. 

The Water Board intends to implement the federal CSO Control Policy for the combined sewer 

overflows from the City and County of San Francisco. The City and County of San Francisco has 

substantially completed implementation of the long‐term CSO control plan (and is thereby 

exempted requirements to prepare a long‐term control plan). 

Additionally, the following is the Water Boardʹs recommended approach to control the seasonal 

degradation of water quality that results from all wet weather overflows of wastewater, 

including POTWs with either combined and separate sewer systems, and industrial wastewater 

facilities. The overflow from San Franciscoʹs combined sewer system is addressed by the CSO 

Control Policy described above. 

4.9.2 Conceptual Approach 
The recommended approach to controlling wet weather overflows of wastewater that contains 

particular characteristics of concern to beneficial uses is a combination of designated alternative 

levels of maintenance (i.e., combination of treatment levels and beneficial use protection 

categories) and guidance for the design of overflow discharge structures. The Water Board is not 

endorsing any specific control measures, but is presenting a conceptual framework that allows 
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for the evaluation of costs and benefits. This framework can be used as guidance in adopting 

specific control measures. As with all of its programs, the Water Board will implement this 

conceptual approach consistent with the national goal of ʺ...water quality which provides for the 

protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and provides for recreation in and on 

the water.ʺ 

Maintenance and associated treatment and overflow requirements are detailed in Table 4‐7. The 

following requirements should be met for all overflows: 

(a) Outfalls achieve an initial dilution of 10:1; 

(b) Overflows receive treatment to remove large visible floatable material and to protect the 

outfall system; and 

(c) Overflow locations be removed from dead‐end sloughs and channels, and from close 

proximity to beaches and marinas. 

Exceptions to (a) and (c) will be considered where an inordinate burden would be placed on the 

discharger relative to beneficial uses protected, and when an equivalent level of environmental 

protection can be achieved by alternative means, such as an alternative discharge site, a higher 

level of treatment, and/or improved treatment reliability. 

The conceptual approach described above will be used by the Water Board in evaluating wet 

weather discharge conditions where polluted stormwater or process wastewater bypasses any 

treatment unit or units that are used in the normal treatment of the waste stream. Evaluation of 

such discharges must include identification of: 

• Actual capacities of the collection system, each treatment unit, and the disposal system; 

• Flow return period probabilities for the specific facility location; 

• Cost of providing complete storage or treatment capacity and disposal capacity for flow 

return periods of 1, 5, and 20 years; 

• Quality of the polluted stormwater and process wastewater for flow return periods of 1, 

5, and 20, years; and 

• Beneficial uses that may be affected by such discharges. 

4.9.3 Surface Impoundment Overflow Protection   
In providing protection of waste management units against wet weather overflows, Chapter 15 

requires that surface impoundments must have sufficient freeboard to accommodate seasonal 

precipitation and precipitation conditions specified for each class of waste management unit. 

Those specified precipitation conditions are probable maximum precipitation for Class I units; 

and the 1000‐year, 24‐hour precipitation for Class II units. 

To guarantee the protection of water quality, the Water Board will interpret seasonal 

precipitation to be the 100‐year return period wet season for Class I units and the 10‐year return 

period wet season for Class II units. The sources to be used for determining the applicable 

precipitation for a given return period and location are California Department of Water 

Resources Bulletin No. 195 (or any update by the Department), local water agency publications, 

or other sources approved by the Executive Officer. 
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4.10 DISCHARGE OF TREATED GROUNDWATER 
Cleanup of groundwater pollution sites often includes groundwater extraction, and thus creates 

the need for proper disposal of treated groundwater. The majority of the groundwater pollution 

cases in the Region involve surface spills, pipeline breaks, or leakages from tanks, vaults, sumps, 

surface impoundments, or landfills. Toxic pollutants commonly found in groundwater range 

from solvents (including volatile organic compounds [VOCs] and semi‐volatile organic 

compounds [SVOCs]), petroleum hydrocarbons, heavy metals, or a combination of these 

pollutants. In many cases, the treated groundwater is discharged to surface waters via storm 

drains. These direct discharges would normally require an exception to the prohibitions against 

discharge into shallow or non‐tidal waters. 

To address this issue, the Water Board adopted Resolution No. 88‐160 (see Chapter 5 Plans and 

Policies). The Resolution urges dischargers of groundwater extracted from cleanup projects to 

recycle (reclaim) their effluent. When recycling is not technically and/or economically feasible, 

discharges must be piped to a publicly‐owned treatment works (POTW). Furthermore, as 

required in State Water Board Resolution 89‐21 (see Chapter 5 Plans and Policies), the Water 

Board recognizes the resource value of the extracted and treated groundwater and urges its 

utilization for the highest beneficial use for which applicable water quality standards can be 

achieved. 

The Water Board will consider granting an exception to the discharge prohibitions only if (a) it 

has been demonstrated that neither recycling nor discharge to a POTW is technically or 

economically feasible, and (b) beneficial uses of the receiving water are not adversely affected. 

Such an exception is based on the Water Boardʹs recognition that discharges allowed under the 

exception are an integral part of a program to cleanup polluted groundwater and thereby 

produce an environmental benefit. 

Dischargers shall demonstrate that their groundwater extraction and treatment systems and 

associated operation, maintenance, and monitoring plans constitute acceptable programs for 

minimizing the discharge of toxic substances and for complying with effluent limitations deemed 

necessary for protection of the beneficial uses of receiving waters. 

Applications for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits to discharge 

treated groundwater directly to surface waters will be evaluated on a case‐by‐case basis. In some 

cases, the applicant may qualify for the requirements of a general NPDES permit for discharge of 

treated groundwater. The Water Board has adopted general NPDES permits for the following 

two types of groundwater cleanup projects: 

(a) Groundwater polluted by fuel leaks and other related wastes at service stations and 

similar sites (NPDES General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharge or Reuse of 

Extracted and Treated Groundwater Resulting from the Cleanup of Groundwater 

Polluted by Fuel Leaks and Other Related Wastes at Service Stations and Similar Sites, 

NPDES No. CAG912002); and 

(b) Groundwater polluted by VOCs (NPDES General Waste Discharge Requirements for 

Discharge and Reuse of Extracted and Treated Groundwater Resulting from the Cleanup 

of Groundwater Polluted by Volatile Organic Compounds, NPDES No. CAG912003. 

These general permits are intended to streamline a common regulatory process and are not 

available for groundwater discharges with constituents other than fuels and VOCs. The Water 
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Board may renew, revise, or rescind the permits if deemed appropriate. The general permits 

specify effluent limitations for discharges to surface water bodies, establish self‐monitoring 

requirements, and identify trigger levels for non‐routine constituents that are used to determine 

if additional effluent sampling and treatability studies are needed. Updates to these two general 

permits are considered every five years. 

4.11 MUNICIPAL FACILITIES (POTWs) 
Table 4‐8 is a list of municipal wastewater treatment facilities (excluding wet weather facilities) 

within the Region that discharge directly into surface waters. Figure 4‐1 shows where these 

facilities are located in the region. Under normal operational conditions, these POTWs provide a 

minimum of secondary treatment. In addition, with more than thirty percent of the total flow 

receives advanced treatment. 

Brief discussions of the issues specific to the City and County of San Francisco, South Bay 

dischargers, the Fairfield‐Suisun Sewer District, the Livermore‐Amador Valley, and the East Bay 

Municipal Utilities District are presented below. 

4.11.1 City and County of San Francisco 
The City and County of San Francisco collects the wastewater in a combined sewer system. That 

is, the domestic sewage, industrial wastewater, and stormwater runoff are all collected in the 

same pipes (combined sewer). Such system is subject to overloading during severe storms. Most 

other communities in California have a separated sewer system: one set of pipes for domestic 

sewage and industrial wastes and another set for stormwater. 

San Francisco is near completion of the primary components of its wastewater facilities master 

plan. This construction program began in 1974 with the publication of the Master Plan 

Environmental Impact Statement and Report. The integrated wastewater control system 

established by the master plan has been designed to provide control and treatment for both dry 

weather sewage and wet weather storm flows. All dry weather flows currently receive secondary 

level treatment. At program completion in 1996, all wet weather flows including stormwater 

runoff will be captured and will receive a specified level of treatment depending on the size of 

the storm. Pollutant removal from stormwater will be approximately 60 percent system‐wide 

(measured as reduction in total suspended solids). 

San Francisco is one of the first municipalities in the nation to complete a comprehensive control 

program for a combined sewer system. The expenditures for completing the wastewater master 

plan is about $1.45 billion. 

The Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant is a major component of San Franciscoʹs wastewater 

treatment system. The plant provides secondary level treatment for all dry weather domestic and 

industrial wastewater from the Bayside drainage area in San Francisco (approximately 75 percent 

of the total citywide flow). The Oceanside plant provides similar treatment on the Westside. The 

storage/transports around the periphery of the city store combined sewage for treatment after the 

storms subside. Additionally, northeast zone storm flows receive treatment at the Northpoint wet 

weather treatment plant. 
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4.11.2 South Bay Municipal Dischargers (San José/Santa Clara, Palo Alto, and 
Sunnyvale)  

The South Bay municipal dischargers consist of three sewage treatment facilities: the San 

Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant (WPCP), the Palo Alto Regional Water Quality 

Control Plant, and the Sunnyvale WPCP. These three plants serve all of the urban communities of 

Santa Clara County located in the Region. The South Bay municipal dischargers, as shown in 

Figure 4‐1, presently discharge effluent receiving tertiary treatment (secondary plus nitrification, 

filtration, and disinfection) to shallow sloughs contiguous with the Bay, south of the Dumbarton 

Bridge. 

The existing discharge locations for the Lower South SF Bay municipal wastewater dischargers 

are contrary to Basin Plan policy concerning discharge prohibitions (listed in Table 4‐1). 

Exceptions to the first three of these prohibitions are discussed in Section 4.2 Discharge 

Prohibitions Applicable Throughout the Region. 

State Water Board Order WQ 90‐5 (1990) found that a net environmental benefit exception to 

these prohibitions could not be made for the three South Bay municipal discharges. However, the 

Order found that a finding of equivalent protection can be made if water quality based 

concentration limits for metals and revised mass loading limits for metals are placed in the 

dischargersʹ NPDES permits, if Sunnyvale and San Jose/Santa Clara continue avian botulism 

control programs, and if San Jose/Santa Clara implements mitigation for loss and degradation of 

endangered species habitat. Order WQ 90‐5 also included provisions that would prevent 

increases in flows that would adversely impact endangered species habitats. In subsequent 

NPDES permit reissuances and Water Board resolutions from 1993 through 2003, the South Bay 

municipal dischargers met the three conditions required to support a finding of equivalent 

protection. The three conditions for granting the discharge prohibition must be confirmed at each 

NPDES permit reissuance. 

4.11.3 Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District (FSSD)   
The FSSDʹs tertiary wastewater treatment plant has a dry weather treatment capacity of 17.5 

million gallons per day (mgd), a wet weather capacity of 40 mgd, and 45 million gallons of off‐

line storage capacity. The District is currently treating 13 mgd (1993 dry weather data) from a 

service population of about 111,000. In order to comply with the Water Boardʹs prohibition 

against dry weather discharges to the Suisun Marsh, FSSD operates a reclamation project in 

cooperation with the Solano Irrigation District. However, due to various contractual, legal and 

economic constraints, only about 40 percent of the treatment plantʹs annual effluent flow is 

reclaimed for agricultural irrigation. The remainder is discharged to Boynton Slough in Suisun 

Marsh. 

The Water Board required FSSD to conduct an investigation to evaluate the discharge’s impact on 

water quality conditions and beneficial uses of the receiving waters. This investigation was 

completed in 1987 and found that the discharge has some measurable local effects on water 

quality in Boynton Slough, but that beneficial uses are not impaired by the discharge. The study 

concluded that, overall and on a year‐round basis, the discharge affords a net environmental 

benefit to Boynton Slough and the Suisun Marsh. 
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Given the findings of this study, the plantʹs high degree of operational redundancy and 

emergency storage capacity, and continued efforts by FSSD to maximize the use of reclaimed 

water, the Water Board has granted FSSD an exception to the Basin Plan prohibition. The Water 

Board allows, through the NPDES permit issued to FSSD, that portion of FSSDʹs tertiary effluent 

which cannot be reclaimed to be discharged to Boynton Slough on a year‐round basis. 

4.11.4 Livermore-Amador Valley  
The primary Water Board concern in the Livermore‐Amador Valley (Valley) is the increase in salt 

loading that has occurred in the Valleyʹs main groundwater basin. It is projected that with natural 

saline sources and and historical basin management practices, and with minimal water recycling, 

there will be a net salt loading increase from an average of 4,000 tons per year to 6,000 tons per 

year, resulting in a 10 milligram per liter (mg/L) per year increase in total dissolved solids (TDS) 

in groundwater. As a result, it has become increasingly important to develop and implement an 

integrated water/wastewater resource operational plan to protect the water quality and beneficial 

uses of the groundwater basin. 

To achieve this goal, the Water Board supports local water management efforts to concurrently 

improve the salt balance in the main basin, to increase the local water supply, and to reduce the 

need for wastewater export through recycled water irrigation and groundwater recharge and 

other basin management practices. 

4.11.4.1 Salt Management in the Livermore-Amador Valley   
The Livermore‐Amador Valley groundwater basin is located in the middle of the 

Livermore‐Amador Valley in eastern Alameda County and is primarily a closed 

groundwater basin within the Alameda Creek Watershed with multiple groundwater 

sub‐basins of variable water quality. The Main Basin (that portion underlying the Cities 

of Livermore and Pleasanton) has the highest water quality, supplies most of the 

municipal wells in the area, and is used to store and distribute high quality imported 

water. 

Alameda Creek and its tributaries recharge the Valleyʹs groundwater basin and serve as 

channels to convey water released from the South Bay Aqueduct (SBA) to the main basin 

and the Niles Cone groundwater basin for artificial recharge. During dry weather, creek 

flow consists primarily of SBA release water. 

The Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, locally known as 

the Zone 7 Water Agency (Zone 7), is the potable water wholesaler for most of the Valley 

and operates facilities to import and treat surface water from the State Water Project, 

groundwater wells, and distribution pipelines. Zone 7 serves as the overall water quality 

management planning agency for the Livermore‐Amador watershed and is responsible 

for managing the Valleyʹs surface water and groundwater resources for the Valleyʹs 

drinking water supply. 

Dublin‐San Ramon Services District (DSRSD) distributes potable water and treats 

wastewater in the western portion of the Valley, including parts of Contra Costa County. 

The City of Livermore distributes potable water to about one‐fourth of Livermore and 

treats wastewater from the city and the adjacent national laboratories, Lawrence 

Livermore and Sandia National Laboratories. 
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The City of Livermore and DSRSD are member agencies of the Livermore‐Amador 

Valley Water Management Agency (LAVWMA). Since 1980, wastewater has been 

exported from the Valley via LAVWMA‐operated facilities that connect to the East Bay 

Dischargers Authorityʹs (EBDA) interceptor in San Leandro. These waters are ultimately 

discharged through the EBDA outfall into south San Francisco Bay west of the Oakland 

Airport. 

The current surface water quality objectives for the Alameda Creek Watershed above 

Niles (Table 3‐7) were adopted in 1975. They were based on historic SBA water quality 

primarily to prevent degradation by wastewater discharges of imported SBA water being 

conveyed and used for groundwater recharge during dry weather periods. Wastewater 

discharges were terminated in 1980. 

4.11.4.2 Water Recycling and Valley Water/Wastewater Management   
The water and wastewater agencies of the Valley have studied water recycling as an 

alternative to import of new water supplies and export of wastewater since the early 1970 

(see Section 4.16 Water Recycling). 

Zone 7, DSRSD and the City of Livermoreʹs interests in water recycling have increased 

over the years due to droughts, continuing scarcity of new water supplies, institutional 

barriers to increasing wastewater export capacity from the Valley, and increasing public 

acceptance of water recycling throughout California. Technological advances and 

reduced costs of demineralization also now make groundwater recharge with 

demineralized recycled water a technically viable tool to help manage salt concentrations 

in the Valley. 

Valley‐wide water recycling is consistent with the Water Boardʹs policy on recycled 

water, which states in part that disposal of wastewater to inland, estuarine, or coastal 

waters is not considered a permanent wastewater disposal solution where the potential 

exists for conservation and water recycling (see Section 4.16 Water Recycling). As 

directed by California Water Code (Water Code) Sections 13511 and 13512, the Water 

Board strongly supports the use of recycled water to supplement existing surface water 

and groundwater supplies and will work with agencies to facilitate development of 

water recycling facilities. 

The Valley water and wastewater agencies jointly sponsored the ʺLivermore‐Amador 

Valley Water Recycling Studyʺ (May 1992) that includes a comprehensive investigation 

of water recycling options. The study documented the Valleyʹs hydrogeology. It also 

identified and analyzed potential projects throughout the Valley, including irrigation 

with non‐demineralized effluent, groundwater recharge with demineralized effluent, and 

export of brine. The report included a discussion of how water recycling could be 

implemented in conformance with Water Board requirements and Zone 7 policies and 

still manage salt loading on a Valley‐wide scale. 

The report also detailed a strategy for developing a water recycling program 

incrementally, beginning with small demonstration projects to gain experience and 

public acceptance and building up to large‐scale projects that could contribute 

substantially to water supply and wastewater disposal needs in future years. 
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The 1992 study documented that between 19,000 and 38,000 acre‐feet per year of recycled 

water could be beneficially reused within the Valley via irrigation and groundwater 

recharge. Well‐established technologies and procedures exist for accomplishing such 

uses and could be in full compliance with Water Board requirements and the Department 

of Health Servicesʹs (DHS) Title 22 CCR requirements. The long‐operating Orange 

County Water District Water Factory 21 project has served as a model for many recycled 

water groundwater recharge facilities. 

4.11.4.3 Valley-wide Salt Management Plan   
As recommended in the 1992 study, the agencies jointly applied for a Master Water 

Reuse Permit (Master Permit) to cover proposed water recycling activities throughout the 

Valley. The Water Board issued the Master Permit in 1993 (Order No. 93‐159). The permit 

specifies the various technical reports that were required to be submitted for review and 

approval by the Executive Officer before projects could commence operation. In this 

manner, the Master Permit fully addresses the regulatory requirements that projects 

must comply with, while facilitating the approval process. 

The permit allows small‐scale irrigation projects to be developed by the cooperating 

agencies. Before large‐scale recycling projects could be approved, a long‐range Valley‐

wide Salt Management Plan (SMP) was required to be developed and implemented. The 

Master Permit required further characterization of basin hydrogeology, refinement of salt 

balance calculations, selection of TDS policy targets and examination of alternative ways 

to offset natural and recycled sources of salt loadings. The SMP would need to address 

the water quality objectives for the Alameda Creek Watershed, which state that 

wastewater disposal/reuse projects be part of an ʺoverall water‐wastewater resource 

operational program developed by the agencies affected and approved by the Water 

Board.ʺ 

Zone 7, in partnership with a technical advisory group composed of local water retailers 

and a Zone 7 citizens committee, prepared the SMP as required by the Master Permit. 

The development of the SMP occurred through a lengthy public process (1994 to 1999) 

and resulted in Water Board approval in 2004. Over the years, the scope of the SMP 

broadened beyond that outlined in the Master Permit to one more resembling a 

comprehensive watershed and water resources management plan. 

The purpose of the SMP is to identify and document the long‐term strategy for managing 

salt and mineral water quality in the Valley’s groundwater basin. The primary strategy is 

to increase conjunctive use combined with groundwater demineralization in the western 

portion of the service area to fully offset current and future sources of salt loading to the 

Valley’s Main Basin. This strategy was designed to also maintain and improve delivered 

water quality and to facilitate increased use of recycled water using Zone 7 facilities to 

offset the associated increase in salt loading. Other strategies were identified and may be 

implemented through Zone 7’s monthly Water Operations Plans using an adaptive 

management process. 

4.11.4.4 General Water Reuse Permit   
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The City of Livermore and DSRSD were approved for the General Water Reuse 

Requirements for Municipal Wastewater and Water Agencies, (General Water Reuse 

Permit, see Section 4.16 Water Recycling), to administer their current and future recycled 

water projects involving landscape and/or agricultural irrigation recycling water projects. 

The General Water Reuse Permit, which delegates the administration of domestic 

wastewater reuse to water recycling agencies and water agencies, replaces the Master 

Permit for surface irrigation projects. The General Water Reuse Permit issued to the City 

of Livermore and DSRSD incorporates the requirements of the approved SMP. The 

Master Permit will remain on record, and, if needed, will be revised to address any 

future groundwater recharge projects that may be planned by the two agencies. 

Groundwater recharge or conveyance via ephemeral streams is an essential component 

of the proposed Valley‐wide, year‐round water recycling and groundwater quality 

management program. However, projects subject to NPDES requirements are not 

authorized under the Master Permit. The Master Permit identifies the technical reports 

necessary to support a future NPDES permit application. The Water Board will consider 

issuing a separate NPDES permit to the permittees following receipt of a complete 

NPDES application. 

4.11.4.5 Water Board Support for Water Quality Management Strategies 
Protecting the Livermore-Amador Valley Groundwater Basins  

The Water Board supports the concept that water recycling is an essential component for 

planning the Valleyʹs future water supply. Water recycling is particularly important in 

areas like this, that are dependent on imported water. 

As demonstrated by its 2004 approval, the Water Board supports the Salt Management 

Plan developed by the cooperating agencies in the Valley to facilitate increased use of 

recycled water to offset salt loading. 

The Water Board supports the export of concentrate from the demineralization of 

groundwater via the LAVWMA and EBDA pipelines when implemented as part of the 

Salt Management Plan and is protective of beneficial uses of the San Francisco Bay. 

The Water Board supports the concept of transport and groundwater recharge through 

the Valleyʹs ephemeral streams. Recharge of the groundwater basin may be accomplished 

with imported water, as is done now, or combined with high‐quality recycled water 

under a future groundwater‐recharge NPDES permit or WDRs. The year‐round, 

dependable recycled water resource may also be appropriate for streamflow 

augmentation to enhance beneficial uses of the Valleyʹs ephemeral streams. 

4.11.5 East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) and Local Agencies  
The sewer systems of the seven local agencies in the East Bay communities (Alameda, Albany, 

Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland, Piedmont, and Stege Sanitary District) have had a serious 

problem with infiltration/inflow (I/I) during the wet weather season. During major storms, the 

communityʹs sewers receive up to 20 times more flow than in dry weather. As a result, the 

communitiesʹ sewers overflowed to streets, local watercourses, and the Bay, creating a risk to 

public health and impairing water. The seven local agencies discharging sanitary sewage deliver 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 
 
 

4‐34 

sewage to EBMUDʹs facilities, and thus, EBMUDʹs interceptors and treatment facilities also 

subject to overflows during storm events. 

The Water Board approved a regional approach ‐‐ a combination of community collection system 

improvements and EBMUD capacity improvements ‐ for correcting wet weather overflows. 

Following the Basin Plan, EBMUD and the agencies established the following priorities to correct 

this problem: 

• Substantially reduce or eliminate community sewer overflows with high public health 

risks; 

• Substantially reduce or eliminate other community sewer overflows; and 

• Eliminate or mitigate interceptor overflows. 

In 1985, the East Bay communities completed a multi‐year infiltration/inflow (I/I) study, which 

proposed a $300 million (1985 dollars) comprehensive sewer rehabilitation and relief line 

program known as the East Bay Infiltration/Inflow Correction Program (ICP), it required 20 years 

to implement. In a 1986 enforcement order, the Water Board accepted the proposed approach and 

directed the ICP Program to focus on high public health problems. 

In 1986, all agencies submitted Compliance Plans in response to the cease‐and‐desist orders 

issued by the Water Board. These plans set forth the design and implementation requirements of 

each agencyʹs I/I Correction Program. 

EBMUDʹs and the collection system agenciesʹ programs are designed to handle wastewater and 

I/I flows for up to a 5‐year wet weather event. For rainfall events that have a return frequency 

greater than 5 years, overflows from the sanitary collection and treatment systems may occur. 

This approach is consistent with the Basin Plan wet weather overflow requirements (Maintenance 

Level C) adopted for the I/I Correction and the Wet Weather Facilities Program. 

The communities have made good progress implementing their ICP eliminating about 60 percent 

of the high public public health risk overflows. They have also gained a better understanding of 

how to implement their ICP. This experience has revealed that some of the original planning 

assumptions underestimated sewer rehabilitation and replacement costs. As a result, the 

communities revised their programs and the Cities of Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Oakland, and 

Piedmont requested extensions to their compliance schedules by 5 to 10 years. In 1993, the Water 

Board amended its enforcement order giving extensions to some communitiesʹ compliance 

schedules. The amended enforcement order also contains revised compliance reporting 

requirements. 

As part of the regional approach, EBMUDʹs contribution is a $145 million (1985 dollars) Wet 

Weather Program, designed to increase treatment capacity to match the communitiesʹ flows. The 

Wet Weather Program includes an expansion of the main wastewater treatment plant, new 

storage basins, four new remote wet weather treatment plants, new and ungraded pumping 

stations, and 7.5 miles of new interceptors. This program will increase EBMUDʹs peak transport 

and treatment capacity, without which community sewers would continue to overflow. It will 

also provide treatment for wet weather discharges and meet or exceed Basin Plan requirements. 

As of 1995, EBMUD has completed the expansion of the main wastewater treatment plant, all 

interceptor improvements, construction of the main plant storage basin, and construction of the 

two principal wet weather treatment facilities (Oakport and Point Isabel). The work remaining 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 
 
 

4‐35 

includes two pump station improvements, a storage basin, and two wet weather treatment 

plants. The Wet Weather Program is scheduled for completion in 1998. 

4.12 INDUSTRIAL FACILITIES 
This section discusses industrial waste discharges to surface waters under the NPDES program. 

Other industrial waste disposal practices are discussed in a later section entitled ʺHazardous and 

Nonhazardous Waste Disposalʺ under Groundwater Protection and Management. 

The Water Board has permitted over 320 industrial discharges in the region. They can be 

separated into two general types: process‐related wastewaters and groundwater from cleanup 

activities. There are about 50 discharges of process wastewater; of these, 15 are classified as major 

discharges and the rest are mostly small discharges of non‐contact cooling water and/or runoff. 

About 270 of the 320 discharges consist solely of treated groundwater from remediation activities 

at solvent and/or fuel contamination sites. These are minor in flow relative to the major 

discharges, and are discussed in more detail in an earlier section entitled ʺDischarge of Treated 

Groundwater.ʺ Additionally, there are over 1,500 industrial facilities discharging only 

stormwater runoff. The regulation of these discharges is discussed in a later section entitled: 

ʺUrban Runoff Management.ʺ 

The 15 major discharges are the most significant individual sources of pollutant loadings from 

industrial discharges. They are identified and described in Table 4‐9, and their locations are 

shown in Figure 4‐2. These industries have all installed treatment facilities that can be considered 

to provide ʺbest available treatment economically achievableʺ (BAT), and are in compliance with 

available BAT standards promulgated by the U.S. EPA for each industrial classification. 

The Water Boardʹs goal for regulation of industrial discharges is to continue to move beyond 

treatment technology‐based standards to water quality‐based standards. With this shift, the 

industries are challenged to improve existing or develop new treatment and control technologies 

to achieve higher levels of protection of receiving watersʹ beneficial uses. 

The effect of the Water Boardʹs regulation has been to drastically reduce the pollutant loadings 

from industrial sources. But with the focus shifting to water quality‐based standards, concerns 

still do exist in certain areas. For example, a major concern is discharge of selenium from oil 

refineries. Water quality data from the Regional Monitoring Program and other studies will be 

necessary to identify areas of most concern and help target future pollutant reduction efforts. 

4.13 PRETREATMENT AND POLLUTION PREVENTION 
The Waste Discharge Permitting Program described in Section 4.12 Industrial Facilities focuses on 

limiting pollutant discharge to the Bay from industrial and municipal treatment systems. In most 

situations, however, the overall effectiveness of treatment depends on the type and amount of 

pollutants that enter these POTWs or industrial treatment system. Some pollutants may cause 

upset to or interference with the operation of the treatment plant, sludge contamination, or harm 

to treatment plant workers and the public if discharged into sewer systems. In general, it is often 

more economical to reduce overall pollutant loading into treatment systems than to install 

complex and expensive technology at the plant. Both pretreatment and pollution prevention 

programs are key components of pollutant source control. 
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The goal of the pretreatment program is to protect treatment plants, worker health and safety, 

and the environment from the impact of discharges of certain toxic wastes (e.g., explosive and 

corrosive materials) into collection systems. 

The pollution prevention program expands beyond the pretreatment program to include 

industrial, commercial, and residential sources. The goals of pollution prevention are to: 

1. Reduce or eliminate the discharge of all pollutants that have been found to impact or 

threaten beneficial uses; 

2. Focus on pollutant source reduction ʺupstreamʺ of treatment plants, with an emphasis on 

material recycling, efficient use of chemicals, waste reduction, material and/or product 

substitution, and process modification; and 

3. Support reduction of pollutant discharges into collection systems through water 

conservation, recycling, and reuse. 

The combined efforts of the pretreatment and pollution prevention programs have influenced 

thousands of facilities in the Region to significantly reduce the amount of pollutants discharged 

to the Bay. Between 1986 and 1999, the loading of heavy metals discharged from 27 POTWs with 

pretreatment programs, were reduced by 59 percent, even though the total volume discharged 

from these 27 POTWs increased slightly over this period. 

4.13.1 California’s Pretreatment Program 
Each POTW regulates the types of waste discharged into collection systems leading to its 

treatment plant. The U.S. EPA, for certain types of waste and industrial categories, sets general 

standards for discharge to POTWs. Each POTW receiving a large amount of industrial waste 

and/or with a design flow greater than 5 million gallons per day (MGD) is required to develop 

and implement a pretreatment program, including enforce its own local discharge limits. The 

goal is to both protect treatment plants and ensure that the POTW is in compliance with its own 

discharge permit. 

The Water Board oversees the implementation of the California pretreatment program under the 

California Water Code and federal Clean Water Act, although U.S. EPA retains its oversight role 

and is still actively involved in inspections and enforcement activities. POTW pretreatment 

programs must include components as specified in federal regulations and program descriptions 

incorporated into the NPDES permit for each POTW. 

Specific monitoring and reporting requirements for the 27 POTWs in the Region with approved 

pretreatment programs are contained in the NPDES Permits for the POTWs. Major budgeted 

program tasks for the Water Boardʹs oversight activities include pretreatment compliance 

inspections and audits; annual and semiannual report reviews; program modifications, 

particularly local limits revisions; and enforcement activities. 

4.13.2 Pollution Prevention 
The Water Board supports reducing toxic discharges through pollution prevention and 

expansion of the pretreatment program. This general approach to minimizing waste discharge is 

a necessary element in the implementation of the State Water Boardʹs Mass Emission Strategy 

and will become increasingly important as alternative uses of wastewater are developed. 
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The Water Boardʹs pollution prevention program is a two‐tiered program that consists of a 

general and a targeted program. The first tier is a general program, requiring dischargers to focus 

on long‐term pollution prevention and overall reduction of toxics entering collection systems. 

The general program is structured to allow dischargers to develop and direct pollution 

prevention efforts in its own service area. It also allows dischargers to reduce toxic pollutant 

loading to their plants and remain in compliance with their discharge permit. 

The second tier is a targeted program aimed to ameliorate existing water quality problems. The 

goal of targeted programs is to reduce the total amount of a specific pollutant (or pollutants) 

discharged to specific water bodies. Targeted programs are required when numeric or narrative 

water quality objectives are exceeded and beneficial uses are impaired or threatened. 

Both the general and targeted pollution prevention programs will take multimedia concerns into 

account by coordinating with other relevant regulatory programs related to air and land disposal 

(e.g., sludge or biosolids). 

All POTWs with an approved pretreatment program and all major industrial dischargers are 

required to develop and implement a general pollution prevention program within their 

jurisdiction. Dischargers are required to develop and implement a targeted program under the 

circumstances described in Section 4.13.2.4 Targeted Pollution Prevention for POTWs. 

Presently, dischargers with required pollution prevention programs submit mid‐year progress 

reports and/or a comprehensive annual report, which discusses progress and accomplishments 

along with program changes, and future program goals, developments and effectiveness 

measures. With forthcoming data needs for watershed permits, reporting formats will be 

standardized to improve comparability between programs. 

4.13.2.1 General Pollution Prevention Priorities 
The following are the Water Board’s priorities for the pollution prevention program in 

the coming years: 

• Encourage continued region‐wide leadership across all pollution prevention 

programs through cross‐program and cross media coordination, watershed 

based problem solving, and adaptability to new concerns through collaboration 

and partnerships. 

• Develop strategies to measure effectiveness of pollution prevention efforts over 

the long and short term. 

• Recognize and promote excellence through pollution prevention awards to 

programs that demonstrate resourcefulness, effectiveness, innovation, wide 

outreach (business, residential, and educational), and that take action to promote 

region‐wide solutions. 

4.13.2.2 Pollution Prevention Program History  
In 1988, the Water Board began requiring “source control” programs from the three 

South Bay POTWs. In 1992, the Water Board required the remaining POTWs with 

pretreatment programs to develop and implement Waste Minimization Programs. 

Specifically, this included targeted programs for POTWs to reduce pollutants that 
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exceeded water quality criteria, general programs for the remaining POTWs, and waste 

minimization audits for select industrial facilities discharging directly to surface waters. 

In 1993, the “Waste Minimization Program” was changed to “Pollution Prevention 

Program.” 

The Water Board formed the Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group (BAPPG) in 1990 and 

continues to support its significant successes in reducing pollution through product and 

chemical bans, targeted initiatives to reduce heavy metals, and regional technology 

transfer, outreach, and resource sharing. 

In 2000, the state legislature enacted Water Code Section 13263.3 on pollution prevention 

programs. Also in 2000, the Policy for Implementation of Toxic Standards from Inland 

Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California (State Implementation Plan, or 

SIP) became effective, which addresses pollutant minimization programs. 

In 2003, the Water Board adopted Resolution No. R2‐2003‐0096 promoting collaboration 

between the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA) and the Water Board. It 

established 11 guiding principles for developing tools and guidance for POTW pollution 

prevention programs to balance program flexibility and program effectiveness. The 

products developed from this effort include a guidance document for pollution 

prevention program managers seeking to improve outreach and effectiveness of their 

programs, “Pollution Prevention Guidance and Tools for POTWs” (April 2005). 

4.13.2.3 General Pollution Prevention Programs for POTWs  
The general program is designed to allow individual POTWs to develop and direct long‐

term pollution prevention efforts according to local needs and is more flexible than 

targeted programs. General programs should contain the following elements: 

• Pretreatment program review and enhancement should include a general review 

of opportunities for incorporating waste reduction goals into inspections, 

enforcement, and permitting (such as increased inspection, improved process 

flow measurements, etc.) In addition, previously unregulated types of industrial 

and commercial facilities that discharge pollutants of concern to the POTW 

should be identified. Each general program should include provisions for two 

additional categories of discharge that are not covered under the federal 

regulations (such as waste oil disposal, household products, car and truck 

washing operations, medical and dental facilities, etc.). 

• Prioritize the need for and conduct audits of industrial users. The criteria for 

prioritization should include discharge of pollutants of concern, volume of flow, 

industrial user compliance, and opportunities for waste reduction. 

• Periodic analysis of the waste discharge to determine which pollutants are 

currently problems and/or which pollutants may pose problems in the future. 

• Identify sources of all pollutants of concern. 

• Identify and implement tasks to reduce the sources of pollutants of concern. 

• Design and conduct public education programs aimed at changing public 

behavior through educating the public about a pollutant, its sources, its impact to 

beneficial uses, how it is released into the environment, and where appropriate, 
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options for safer product use, substitution, and product disposal (e.g., household 

hazardous waste management). Such efforts include advertising outreach and 

household hazardous waste programs. Current regional successes include 

product bans and advertising campaigns in English, Spanish, and Chinese. 

Successful outreach results in changing behaviors that lead to changes in 

purchasing behavior, or the way a toxic product is used, recycled, or disposed. 

• Coordination with other programs involving recycling, reuse, and source 

reduction of toxic chemicals. This includes programs involving other media, such 

as air, hazardous waste, and land disposal. This might include developing 

programs for joint inspections and sharing in enforcement activities. 

• An effectiveness monitoring program specifically designed to measure the 

success or effectiveness of specific pollution prevention activities, as well as 

overall successes achieved in reducing toxic loads to the receiving watershed 

where possible, as well as to air, or land via sludge disposal. Such evaluations of 

program effectiveness are conducted on a regular basis. 

4.13.2.4 Targeted Pollution Prevention Programs for POTWs   
The purpose of targeted pollution prevention programs is to reduce the total amount of 

specific toxic pollutants being discharged to POTWs. Targeted programs are more 

intensive versions of the general programs and are focused only on one or a select 

number of pollutants. 

Specifically, targeted programs are required for POTWs when any of the following 

conditions exist: 

a. When numeric or narrative water quality objectives are exceeded and beneficial 

uses are impaired or threatened; 

b. Are required as part of a TMDL or site specific objective (SSO) implementation 

plan; 

c. Are required under the SIP when there are effluent limit compliance problems; 

or 

d. As authorized under the Water Code Section 13263.3. 

The Water Board may, at its discretion, require dischargers to implement pollution 

prevention plans consistent with Water Code Section 13263.3 and the SIP. 

In those areas of a watershed or the Estuary identified as exceeding water quality 

objectives or having impaired beneficial uses, dischargers that are significant contributors 

to the water quality problem will be identified and will be required to participate in a 

targeted waste minimization (pollution prevention) program. In addition to general 

program elements, a targeted pollution prevention program involves quantifying the 

sources to the POTW of the targeted pollutants in question. It may also be necessary to 

conduct further monitoring of the targeted pollutants in the receiving water, sediment, 

and biota by identified dischargers to POTW systems and/or POTWs at and near their 

discharge locations in order to more precisely determine associated effects. 
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A targeted program must also initiate reductions in pollutant loading through a control 

strategy designed to achieve the goal of maintaining concentrations of reportable priority 

pollutants in the effluent at or below the effluent limit, focusing on the most effective and 

economic control measures first. These reductions may be achievable through focused 

public outreach, implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs), technical 

information transfer regarding effective management techniques, or installation of 

appropriate technologies. 

The targeted program shall include all elements of the general program, expanding 

where appropriate to maximize the reduction of the targeted pollutants. 

Targeted programs may also require other options such as performance‐based effluent 

concentration limits and mass limitations for the pollutants of concern, in order to attain 

water quality objectives in the receiving water body. 

4.13.2.5 Direct Industrial Discharger Pollution Prevention Program  
Industrial entities discharging directly to receiving waters instead of public sewer 

systems are also subject to similar pollution prevention requirements. Overall source 

reduction and recycling of hazardous wastes, including audits, planning, and reporting 

to the Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) is required under the Hazardous 

Waste Source Reduction and Management Review Act of 1989 (Title 22, CCR, Ch 31). 

Rather than require separate pollution prevention programs, major dischargers were 

asked to submit copies of the required pollution prevention reports (those sections 

specifically addressing liquid waste and reduction of pollutants discharged to water) to 

the Water Board. These dischargers submitted initial plans for pollution prevention, 

including detailed descriptions of tasks and schedules, in 1992. 

In the event that existing pollution prevention reports do not adequately address 

reduction of toxic pollutants in effluent, the Water Board will require additional 

information. 

In cases where water quality problems exist or where beneficial uses are impaired or 

threatened by direct industrial dischargers, focused pollution prevention programs 

similar to POTW targeted programs will also be required. In cases where Water Board 

staff determines that independent audits, as opposed to audits conducted by the 

involved companies, the issue will be brought before the Water Board. The effort should 

result in the reduction or elimination of specific pollutants of concern. 

4.14 URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT 
During periods of rain, water flushes sediment and pollutants from urbanized parts of the 

Estuary (Figure 4‐3) into storm drain systems. These drains discharge directly to surface waters 

within the region, except in San Francisco where stormwater is mixed with sewage and directed 

to the treatment plant. 

Urban runoff contributes significant quantities of total suspended solids, heavy metals, 

petroleum hydrocarbons, and other pollutants to the waters of the region. The impacts of 

pollutants in urban runoff on aquatic systems are many and varied. For example, small soil 

particles washed into streams can smother spawning grounds and marsh habitat. Lead and 
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petroleum hydrocarbons washed off from roadways and parking lots may cause toxic responses 

in aquatic life and exemplify another kind of threat. The US EPA found levels of cadmium, 

copper, lead, and zinc in urban runoff exceeded freshwater acute aquatic life criteria in 9 to 50 

percent of samples taken across the country. The chronic criteria for these metals, beryllium, 

cyanide, mercury, and silver were exceeded in at least 10 percent of the samples. In the San 

Francisco Bay Region, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) has found consistently 

high levels of hydrocarbons in urban runoff. 

The Water Boardʹs urban runoff management program focuses on reducing pollutant transport 

through stormwater drain systems into surface waters. In general, measures that will effectively 

limit storm drain pollutant discharge will also limit direct runoff of pollutants into creeks, 

streams, and lakes. 

The program is structured around the municipalities and local agencies responsible for 

maintaining storm drain systems, and three classes of activities that are responsible for significant 

amounts of pollutant influx to those public storm drain systems: highways under the jurisdiction 

of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), industrial activities, and construction 

on areas larger than 5 acres. 

Within each of these program areas, the Water Boardʹs urban runoff management approach 

emphasizes general, long‐term planning to avoid any increases in pollutant loading, and more 

structured, intensive approaches when existing water quality problems require immediate action. 

A large part of the Water Boardʹs work in managing urban runoff involves supporting local 

planning and investigation. The program includes: 

• Organizing local ad hoc task forces within each hydrologic sub‐region (see maps in 

Chapter 2) to facilitate investigations and design of appropriate control strategies. These 

task forces include representatives from local government, point source dischargers, local 

industries, the Water Board, and U.S. EPA. 

• Developing cooperative investigation and control strategies utilizing the expertise and 

resources of point source dischargers in each of the receiving water segments. 

• Supporting research by the San Francisco Estuary Institute, ABAG, U.S. EPA, and others 

entities to better define the impacts of urban runoff discharges. 

• Participating on the State Water Board Stormwater Quality Task Force and the 

development and implementation of a statewide urban stormwater best management 

practices manual. 

• Working with other agencies such as the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and 

the Metropolitan Transportation Commission to ensure that transportation related 

strategies and plans will reduce the impact on receiving waters from transportation 

system runoff discharges. 

4.14.1 Management of Pollutant Discharge from Storm Drains  
The Water Boardʹs strategy for managing pollutants and sediment in urban runoff entering and 

being discharged public storm drain systems is two‐tiered. All cities and counties are encouraged 

to develop and implement voluntary programs aimed at pollution prevention throughout the 

region (Baseline Control Program). Selected cites and counties, by virtue of the amount of 

pollutants being discharged from their storm drain system, impact of those discharges on 
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receiving waters, or population, are required to develop pollution prevention programs and take 

steps to reduce runoff into drain systems (Comprehensive Control Program). 

The first major step in addressing pollutant loading to public storm drains was to compile basic 

information on existing systems. A Board survey of local agencies owning or responsible for 

storm drain systems and flood control agencies had limited and often dated information on the 

storm drain systems that they own or manage. In addition, flow and water quality data for storm 

drain system discharge were virtually nonexistent. The survey also found that current 

management of storm drain systems is primarily focused on flood control, with storm drainage 

inlets, lines, and catch basins scheduled for cleaning annually or on an as‐needed basis for flood 

prevention purposes. 

4.14.1.1 Baseline Control Program 
All local agencies, including special districts, in the cities and counties in the region (see 

Table 4‐10) that own or have maintenance responsibility for storm drain systems should 

develop and implement a baseline control program. 

The goal of the baseline control programs is to prevent any increase in pollutants 

entering these systems. To a large extent, this goal can be achieved by including 

consideration of pollutant runoff into storm drain systems in the course of local planning 

efforts and encouraging ʺgood practiceʺ techniques. 

Components of baseline control programs should include: review and update of 

operation and maintenance programs for storm drain systems; development and 

adoption of ordinances or other planning procedures (such as CEQA review) to avoid 

and control pollutant and sediment loading to runoff as part of the normal design and 

construction of new and significant redevelopment (both during construction and after 

construction is completed); and education measures to inform the public, commercial 

entities, and industries on the proper use and disposal of materials and waste and correct 

practices of urban runoff control. Baseline control programs should also include 

surveillance, monitoring, and enforcement activities to ensure and document 

implementation. 

Similarly, flood control agencies should consider the impact of their projects on receiving 

waters. Flood management projects, facilities, or operations should be designed, 

operated, and maintained to reduce the amount of pollutants in stormwater discharges 

as well as achieving flood control objectives. 

The Water Board will support and encourage the development and implementation of 

baseline control programs in cooperation with cities and counties. Board staff may 

provide technical guidance and support, facilitate ad‐hoc working groups including 

people with expertise and experience in POTW pollution prevention programs and local 

hazardous waste management, and participate in development of model ordinances. 

The programs should be coordinated with POTW and industrial pollution prevention 

programs and local hazardous materials management programs. 

In addition, the Water Board will focus its surveillance, monitoring, and enforcement 

activities on and review Environmental Impact Reports on new development and 

significant redevelopment and focus its surveillance, monitoring, and enforcement 
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activities to support implementation of effective baseline control programs. The 

effectiveness of a municipalityʹs baseline control program will also be considered when 

issuing NPDES permits for construction activities pursuant to the Water Boardʹs 

Construction Activity Control Program. 

The Water Board requires the local agencies, special districts, and municipalities listed in 

Table 4‐10 to submit annual reports (pursuant to Section 13225(c) of the California Water 

Code) describing their baseline control programs. These reports are due on September 1 

of each year and should describe: 

• Operation and maintenance activities associated with the storm drain system; 

• Master planning procedures and documentation of activities associated with 

control; 

• A list of all new development and significant redevelopment projects with 

documentation that urban runoff control measures have been required and are 

being implemented; 

• Documentation of educational measures; 

• Documentation of surveillance, monitoring, and enforcement activities; and 

• A qualitative evaluation of program effectiveness, including, but not limited to, 

program accomplishments, funds expended, staff hours utilized, an overall 

evaluation, and plans for the upcoming year. 

To the extent that voluntary implementation of baseline control programs is not realized, 

the Water Board will act, where necessary, to require individual local agencies to 

investigate specific runoff discharges, quantify pollutant loads, and identify and 

implement control strategies for pollutant runoff into storm drains. Where necessary, 

require individual local agencies to file a Report of Waste Discharge or NPDES permit 

application for the implementation of baseline control programs. 

Cities and counties should review and revise their planning procedures and develop or 

revise comprehensive master plans to assure that increases in pollutant loading 

associated with newly developed and significantly redeveloped areas are, to the 

maximum extent practicable, limited. Areas that are in the process of development, or 

redevelopment offer the greatest potential for utilizing the full range of structural and 

non‐structural control measures to limit increases in pollutant loads. Comprehensive 

planning must be used to incorporate these measures in the process of developing. Cities 

and counties should fully utilize their authority under CEQA to assure implementation 

of control measures at all proposed development and significant redevelopment projects. 

4.14.1.2 Comprehensive Control Program 
The goal of the Water Boardʹs comprehensive control program is to remediate existing 

water quality problems and prevent new problems associated with urban runoff. To 

achieve this, the program focuses on reducing current levels of pollutant loading to storm 

drains to the maximum extent practicable. The Water Boardʹs comprehensive program is 

designed to be consistent with federal regulations (40 CFR 122‐124) and is implemented 

by issuing NPDES permits to owners and operators of large storm drain systems and 

systems discharging significant amounts of pollutants. The conditions of each NPDES 
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stormwater permit require that entities responsible for the systems develop and 

implement comprehensive control programs. 

The regulations authorize the issuance of system‐wide or jurisdiction‐wide permits and 

they effectively prohibit non‐stormwater discharges to storm drains. They also require 

listed municipalities to implement control measures to reduce pollutants in urban 

stormwater runoff discharges to the maximum extent practicable. The Water Board will, 

where necessary, require stormwater discharge permits for discharges not cited in the 

regulations which are a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the region. 

The comprehensive urban runoff control program includes all elements of the baseline 

control program designed to prevent increases in pollutant loading. To reduce current 

pollutant loading to the maximum extent practicable, the program also includes: 

• Characterization of urban runoff discharges to the extent necessary to support 

program development; 

• Elimination of illicit connections and illegal dumping into storm drains; 

• Development and implementation of measures to reduce pollutant runoff 

associated with the application of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizer; 

• Development and implementation of measures to operate and maintain public 

highways in a manner that reduces pollutants in runoff; and 

• Effective pollution reduction measures may include educational activities such as 

painting signs on storm drain inlets and regulation of activities such as 

application of pesticides in public right‐of‐ways. 

Each NPDES stormwater permit issued by the Water Board will require an annual report 

evaluating the effectiveness of its comprehensive urban runoff control program. At a 

minimum, quantitative monitoring, a detailed accounting of program accomplishments 

(including funds expended and staff hours utilized), an overall evaluation of the 

program, and plans and schedules for the upcoming year shall be used to assess 

effectiveness. 

The Water Boardʹs urban runoff control program is still relatively new. Table 4‐10 lists 

the entities in each area that have implemented comprehensive control programs. In 

addition, there is a need to develop and implement similar programs in the urban and 

rapidly developing areas of Solano County and the cities of San Rafael, Novato, 

Petaluma, Napa, and Benicia, and the Ports of Oakland, Richmond, and San Francisco. 

Urban runoff discharges from these areas are considered significant sources of pollutants 

to waters of the region and may be causing or threatening to cause violation of water 

quality objectives. The Water Board intends to consider similar action for these at a later 

time. The City and County of San Francisco is not permitted under the storm water 

program because it has a combined (sanitary and storm) sewer system operating in 

accordance with existing NPDES permits. 

The Water Board will conduct surveillance activities and provide overall direction to 

verify and oversee implementation of urban runoff control programs. Technical guidance 

for prevention activities, the identification, assignment, and implementation of control 

measures, and monitoring will be developed. 
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4.14.2 Highway Runoff Control Program  
An essential component of reducing pollutant loading to storm drain systems involves managing 

runoff from public roads. While many roads fall under the jurisdiction of entities responsible for 

storm drain systems, public highways are controlled by the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrans). In order to ensure that all public highways are maintained to reduce 

pollutant runoff, the Water Board issued a stormwater NPDES permit to Caltrans in August, 

1994. The permit requires implementation of a highway Stormwater Management Plan which 

addresses the design, construction, and maintenance of highway facilities relative to reducing 

pollutant runoff discharges to the maximum extent practicable. 

The highway runoff management plan shall include litter control, management of 

pesticide/herbicide use, reducing direct discharges, reducing runoff velocity, grassed channels, 

curb elimination, catch basin maintenance, appropriate street cleaning, establishing and 

maintaining vegetation, infiltration practices, and detention/retention practices. In addition, the 

plan must include monitoring the effectiveness of control measures, runoff water quality, and 

pollutant loads. When possible, Caltrans is expected to coordinate with existing agencies and 

programs related to the reduction of pollutants in highway runoff. 

4.14.3 Industrial Activity Control Program   
Industrial stormwater sources are subject to best available technology (BAT) economically‐based 

standards. Federal regulations require stormwater permits for any site where industrial activity 

takes place (or has in the past), and materials are exposed to stormwater. The definitions of 

industrial activities subject to these permits (provisions of Title 40 Code of Federal Regulation, 

Part 122.26, revised December 18, 1992) are incorporated by reference into this plan. This 

incorporation by reference is prospective including future changes as they take effect. The Water 

Board will require an NPDES permit for the discharge of stormwater from all industrial facilities 

where such activities occur. These permits apply to the discharge from any system used to collect 

and convey stormwater at industrial sites. These sites include, but are not limited to, industrial 

plant yards, access roads and rail lines, material and refuse handling areas, storage areas 

(including tank farms) and areas where significant amounts of materials remain from past 

activity. Permits are issued both to privately and publicly (federal, state, and municipal) owned 

facilities. 

The Water Boardʹs permitting strategy for industrial facilities is based on a four‐tier set of 

priorities for issuing permits. At a minimum, all permits will require compliance with all local 

agency requirements. General permits for industrial facilities will not be less stringent than 

individual permits. 

4.14.3.1 Tier I: General Permitting  
The majority of stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity in the region 

will be covered under a general permit issued by the State Water Board in November, 

1991. 

4.14.3.2 Tier II: Specific Watershed Permitting 
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In some watersheds, water quality has been impacted by stormwater discharges from 

facilities associated with industrial activity. Facilities within these watersheds will be 

targeted for individual stormwater permits or regulation under watershed‐specific 

general permits. The Water Board issued a general permit for industrial activity in the 

portion of Santa Clara County that drains to South San Francisco Bay to support the 

countyʹs comprehensive control program and will consider a similar general permit for 

Alameda County at a later time. 

4.14.3.3 Tier III: Industry-specific Permitting 
Specific industrial categories will be targeted for individual or industry‐specific general 

permits. For example, the Water Board issued a general permit for storm water 

discharges from boatyards in August 1992. The use of general permits is intended to 

alleviate the administrative burden of issuing storm water permit for individual 

industrial facilities. In some cases, such as large U.S. Department of Defense facilities, 

individual sites or classes of sites may be significant sources of pollutants, and individual 

permit(s) specific to these classes of sites are warranted. 

The Water Board considers stormwater discharges from automotive operations, 

including gas stations, auto repair shops, auto body shops, dealerships, and mobile fleet‐

washing businesses to be significant sources of pollutants to waters in the region. Local 

agencies implementing comprehensive control programs are addressing these discharges 

through ordinances as part of their comprehensive control programs. The effectiveness of 

local measures will be assessed before the Water Board considers permitting these under 

a separate industrial permit. 

4.14.3.4 Tier IV: Facility-specific Permitting 
A variety of factors will be used to target specific facilities for individual permits, such as 

amount and characteristics of runoff, size of facility, and contribution to existing water 

quality problems. Permitted individual facilities will be required to identify ʺhot areasʺ 

where runoff may contact pollutants; activities that may release pollutants to runoff; 

segregate stormwater discharges from the ʺhot areas;ʺ and identify and implement 

control measures for ʺhot areas.” In addition, permittees will be required to eliminate all 

non‐stormwater discharges to storm drain systems unless authorized by an NPDES 

permit or determined not to be a source of pollutants requiring an NPDES permit. 

4.14.4 Construction Activity Control Program  
The Water Board will require an NPDES permit for the discharge of stormwater from 

construction activities involving disturbance of five acres or greater total land area or are part of a 

larger common plan of development that disturbs greater than five acres of total land area. The 

majority of construction activity discharges in the region will be permitted under a general 

permit issued by the State Water Board in 1992. Permit conditions address pollutant and waste 

discharges occurring during construction activities and the discharge of pollutants in runoff after 

construction is completed. Permit conditions are consistent with the Water Boardʹs erosion and 

sediment control policy (Resolution No. 80‐5) and consistent with local agency ordinance and 

regulatory programs. The intent of the permit is not to supersede local programs, but rather to 
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complement local requirements. This will require local agencies to effectively address 

construction activities through their early planning, CEQA processes, and implementation of 

development control measures as part of their baseline or comprehensive control programs. 

4.15 AGRICULTURAL WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT 
Agricultural wastewaters and the effect of agricultural operations must be considered in terms of 

land use practices and controls developed in the agricultural element of land use plans. The 

activities of primary importance to water quality in this basin are animal confinement and 

irrigation practices. Agricultural pesticide use and limits on fertilizer application are not 

specifically considered because of the limited applicability in this region. 

4.15.1 Animal Confinement Operations 
Animal confinement operations such as kennels, horse stables, poultry ranches, and dairies, raise 

or shelter animals in high densities. Wastes from such facilities can contain significant amounts of 

pathogens, oxygen‐depleting organic matter, nitrogen compounds, and other suspended and 

dissolved solids. In addition, erosion is also a common problem associated with these facilities. 

Runoff of storm or wash water can carry waste and sediment and degrade receiving surface 

waters. Groundwaters can also be degraded when water containing these wastes percolates into 

aquifers. The risk of water quality degradation increases during the rainy season when animal 

waste containment and treatment ponds are often overloaded. 

Minimum design and management standards for the protection of water quality from confined 

animal operations are promulgated in Title 23, California Code of Regulations, Chapter 15, 

Article 6. These regulations prohibit the discharge of facility wash water, animal wastes, and 

stormwater runoff from animal confinement areas into waters of the state. They also specify 

minimum design and waste management standards including: 

• Collection of all wastewaters; 

• Retention of water within manured areas during a 25‐year, 24 hour storm; 

• Use of paving or impermeable soils in manure storage areas; and 

• Application of manures and wastewaters on land at reasonable rates. 

The Water Board has the authority to enforce these regulations through Waste Discharge 

Requirements. 

Facilities such as the dairies located in Marin and Sonoma counties and horse boarding stables 

are typical of animal confinement operations within the region. 

4.15.1.1 Dairy Waste Management 
Much of the land within the Tomales Bay, Petaluma River, Napa, and Sonoma Valley 

watersheds is used for agricultural purposes. Within these watersheds, a significant 

number of livestock are housed and grazed. 

Animal waste can cause water quality problems through runoff into surface and 

groundwaters of the state. Stockpiled manure, washwater, and stormwater runoff from 

corrals, pens, and other animal confinement areas are potential sources of water pollution 
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due to their high bacteria levels (the coliform group used as indicators), ammonia, nitrate 

and suspended solids. Detergents, disinfectants, and other biocides commonly used may 

also contribute to the toxicity of animal wastes. These constituents can be extremely 

deleterious to fish and other forms of aquatic life. High bacterial levels have had an 

adverse impact on shellfish resources in the region (i.e., commercial shellfish harvesting 

in Tomales Bay). 

Problems facing the dairy industry include manure containment during the rainy season, 

appropriate manure dispersal on pasture land, and implementation of range 

management practices aimed at water quality protection. The availability of ample farm 

and pastureland is therefore extremely important in managing animal waste. 

Since the 1970s, the cooperative relationship between the Water Board and the dairy 

industry has been an important aspect of dairy waste control. That relationship has been 

instrumental in the construction of dairy waste handling, treatment, and disposal 

facilities in the late 1970s. However, proper waste control management is just as 

important as the physical facility. Management techniques include routing wash water 

and drainage to impervious holding and storage areas, constructing manure storage 

areas controlling both subsurface infiltration and runoff, stormwater overflow protection 

for retention basins, and applying manures and wastewater on land at reasonable rates 

for maximum plant uptake of nitrogen. 

Poor practices that have led to water quality problems in the past include: inadequate 

maintenance and operation of facilities; overloading treatment and storage facilities; 

increase of herd size without commensurate additions to waste handling facilities; poor 

range management practices; and simple neglect of seasonal waste management 

responsibilities. 

4.15.1.2 Dairy Waste Regulation 
Both the regulation and the support services for the dairy industry involve several 

federal, state, and local agencies. Each has its particular role and mission, but all share 

the goal of protecting the beneficial uses of state waters while assisting dairies in 

complying with regulations while conducting their day‐to‐day business. The following 

agencies play a direct role in dairy waste management and regulation: 

Regulatory 
• California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

• California Department of Fish and Game 

Support Services 
• Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Services 

• U.S. Department of Agriculture — Soil Conservation Service 

• University of California Cooperative Extension Farm Advisor 

• County Farm Bureaus 

• Resource Conservation Districts 
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To address dairy waste management concerns, dairy operators in Marin and Sonoma 

Counties have formed a Dairy Waste Committee. The Dairy Waste Committee supports 

dairy operators in their efforts to solve waste control problems and locate technical and 

financial assistance. The Committee serves as a vehicle through which the Water Boards 

and California Department of Fish and Game can disseminate information on water 

quality regulations and requirements. This committee does and will continue to play an 

important role in any successful waste control program. 

Additionally, the Southern Sonoma and Marin County Resource Conservation Districts 

(RCDs) have a cooperative, voluntary program in which a farmer agrees to use the land 

within its capabilities, develop a conservation plan, and apply conservation practices to 

meet objectives and technical standards of the RCDs. In turn, the RCD agrees to furnish 

the farmer with information and technical assistance in order to carry out the 

conservation plan. 

4.15.1.3 Water Board Program 

4.15.1.3.1 Permitting/Waiver of Permits 
Generally, discharges are subject to Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) 

issued by the Water Board. However, the Water Board may waive WDRs where 

such a waiver is not against the public interest and still assures the protection of 

beneficial uses of state waters. For the present, the Water Board has been waiving 

WDRs for dairies where proper waste control facilities are in place and 

management practices are in conformance with the California Code of 

Regulations ‐ Title 23, Article 3, Chapter 15 (Discharge of Waste to Land). 

4.15.1.3.2 Continuing Waste Control Planning 
In 1990, the State Water Board established a Dairy Waste Task Force to look at 

the dairy industry statewide and develop standards for dairy regulation. The 

main emphasis has been on developing better communication and guidance 

materials for the industry; developing a dairy survey form to help the Water 

Boards determine if a dairy qualifies for a waiver from WDRs; determining the 

number and location of dairies; develop more uniform WDRs; and preparing an 

outreach program aimed at the dairy industry, local government, and the public. 

The Water Board directs the Executive Officer to continue the following staff 

activities: 

• Work with the dairy industry through the local dairy waste committees, 

County Farm Bureaus, RCDs, and other local/state agencies in obtaining 

cooperative correction of dairy waste problems. 

• Recommend adoption of WDRs in those cases where water quality 

objectives for waters within an agricultural watershed are consistently 

exceeded, or where corrective action is unsuccessful in eliminating either 

the short‐ or long‐term water quality problems or threats. The Water 

Board may choose to take enforcement action through the issuance of a 
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Clean‐up and Abatement Order or assess monetary penalties in those 

cases where dairy practices have resulted in or threaten to cause a 

condition of pollution or nuisance in surface waters through the issuance 

of Administrative Civil Liability or referral to the California Attorney 

Generalʹs Office. 

• Monitor the compliance of dairy waste management programs with 

regional goals and implement the recommendations of the State Dairy 

Waste Task Force. 

4.15.2 Irrigation Operations 
An increase in the concentration of soluble salts contained in percolating irrigation water is an 

unavoidable result of consumptive use of water. Salt management within soils and groundwater 

is considered separate from water management, but is closely related to drainage control and 

wastewater operations. For irrigated agriculture to continue in the future, acceptable levels of 

salts in soils and groundwaters must be controlled. 

Maintenance of a favorable salt balance, that being a reasonable balance between the import and 

export of salts from individual basins, must be considered to control increases in mineral content. 

This is especially applicable for the Livermore and Santa Clara Valley groundwater basins. 

The ultimate consequences of regulatory action for irrigation operations must be carefully 

assessed. The ʺno‐degradationʺ concept in connection with salt levels is not appropriate in all 

circumstances. 

A concept of minimal degradation might be considered in some areas. It would need to be 

coupled with management of the surface and underground water supplies in order to assure 

acceptable degradation effects. If minimal degradation is considered, it can be offset by either 

recharge and replenishment of groundwater basins with higher quality water that will furnish 

dilution to the added salts, or by drainage of degraded waters at a sufficient rate to maintain low 

salts and salts leaving the basin. To aid recharge and dilution operations, additional winter runoff 

can be stored in surface reservoirs for subsequent use with either surface stream or groundwater 

basin quantity/quality management. 

4.16 WATER RECYCLING 
Per Water Code Section 13050, recycled water means water which, as a result of treatment of 

waste, is suitable for a direct beneficial use or a controlled use that would not otherwise occur 

and is therefore considered a valuable resource. To date in this Region, disposal of most 

municipal and industrial wastewater has primarily involved discharges into the Regionʹs 

watersheds and the Estuary. With growing awareness of the impacts of toxic discharges, drought, 

future urbanization, and growth on the local aquatic habitat, there is an increasing need to look 

for other sources of water. Increasingly, conservation and water recycling (formerly referred to as 

reclamation) will be needed to deal with these long‐term water issues. The Water Board 

recognizes that people of the Region are interested in developing the capacity to conserve and 

recycle water to supplement existing water supplies, meet future water requirements, and restore 

the Regionʹs watersheds and Estuary. Disposal of wastewater to inland, estuarine or coastal 

waters is not considered a permanent solution where the potential exists for conservation, water 

recycling, and reuse. 
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The Constitution of California, Article X, declares that, ʺ...because of the conditions prevailing in 

the state, the general welfare requires that the water resources of the state be put to beneficial use 

to the fullest extent to which they are capable, and that the waste or unreasonable use or 

unreasonable method of use of water be prevented, and that the conservation of such waters is to 

be exercised with a view to the reasonable and beneficial use thereof in the interest of the people 

and for the public welfare.ʺ In other words, when suitable recycled water is available, it should be 

used to supplement existing water supplies used for agricultural, industrial, municipal, and 

environmental purposes. 

The Water Board also recognizes and supports the concept that water reuse is an essential 

component for planning future water supply, especially in areas dependent on imported water. 

This includes projects that use recycled water to increase the local water supply, to improve the 

salt balance in the groundwater basin, or to reduce the need for wastewater export through 

recycled water irrigation and groundwater recharge with imported water or with high‐quality 

recycled water. The year‐round, dependable recycled water resource may also be appropriate for 

stream flow augmentation to enhance beneficial uses of streams. 

State Water Board Resolution 77‐1, adopted in 1977, requires the State and Regional Water 

Boards to encourage water recycling projects for beneficial use using wastewaters that would 

otherwise be discharged to marine or brackish receiving waters or evaporation ponds. The 

resolution also specifies using recycled water to replace or supplement the use of fresh water or 

better quality water, and to preserve, restore, or enhance in‐stream beneficial uses, including fish, 

wildlife, recreation and aesthetics associated with any surface water or wetlands. 

4.16.1 Water Recycling and Reuse Program  
Before a wastewater producer can obtain an increase in connections and discharge flows under 

the Water Boardʹs NPDES program, it must demonstrate that a maximum effort has been made to 

develop and implement a credible and effective water recycling program. This program must be 

integrated with a source control program (Pretreatment and Pollution Prevention Program 

(Section 4.13 Pretreatment and Pollution Prevention)) and a water conservation program. 

All water recycling projects involve three components: 1) treatment of wastewater to produce 

water of quality suitable for the intended reuse; 2) distribution, which may also include storage, 

to convey the treated water to the place(s) of use; and 3) the end use, reuse. The most common 

types of reuse involve discharges to land for irrigation of landscape plants or crops, but reuse 

may also include non‐discharge uses such as for cooling water or toilet flushing. Each of these 

components is subject to various design and operational requirements specified in the Water 

Recycling Criteria (WRC) codified at Title 22, CCR, Division 4, Chapter 3, which were extensively 

revised and updated by Department of Health Services (DHS) from 1993 to 2001. 

The Water Board in conjunction with DHS implements the WRC. DHS and the State Water Board 

have entered into a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) on Use of Reclaimed Water. The intent 

of the MOA is to insure that there is coordination among DHS, the State Water Board and the 

Regional Water Boards to implement the recycled water program. 

The Water Board is the permitting agency for water recycling projects through issuance of water 

recycling requirements, also called Water Reuse Requirements (WRRs). The WRRs require a 

discharger proposing a new water‐recycling project to prepare an engineering report describing 

the project, for review and approval by DHS. The Water Board may then prescribe WRRs for the 
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project based on recommendations from DHS. WRRs include relevant specifications from the 

WRC and other applicable requirements based on Water Board plans and policies, such as 

effluent limits and operation, and monitoring and reporting requirements. WRRs may be issued 

for discrete single‐facility reuse projects or for large‐scale projects such as municipality‐based 

reuse programs involving multiple types and places of reuse. 

In 1996, in order to facilitate water recycling and reuse in the Region, the Water Board adopted 

the General Water Reuse Requirements for Municipal Wastewater and Water Agencies, Water 

Board Order No. 96‐011 (General Water Reuse Permit). This permit is applicable to producers, 

distributors, and users of non‐potable recycled municipal wastewater throughout the Region. 

The intent of the General Water Reuse Permit is to streamline the permitting process and 

delegate, to the fullest extent possible, the responsibility of administrating water reuse programs 

to local agencies. Regulation under the General Water Reuse Permit requires submittal of a 

Notice of Intent (NOI) to the Water Board and written authorization from the Water Board’s 

Executive Officer. 

Under the General Water Reuse Permit, water recycling and reuse have expanded rapidly 

throughout the Region. It is estimated that twenty wastewater or water distribution agencies in 

the Region will be operating under the General Water Reuse Permit by 2007. 

In 2001, the State Legislature established the California Recycled Water Task Force (Task Force). 

The mission of the Task Force was to evaluate the current framework of state and local rules, 

regulations, ordinances, and permits to identify opportunities for and obstacles to the safe use of 

recycled water in California. The Task Force consisted of representatives from federal, state, and 

local agencies, private entities, environmental organizations, universities, and public‐interest 

groups. The Task Force identified and adopted recommendations to address obstacles, 

impediments, and opportunities for California to increase its recycled water usage as described in 

the report “Water Recycling 2030, Recommendations of California’s Recycled Water Task Force.ʺ 

4.16.2 Interagency Water Recycling Program and Coordination   
Implementation of water recycling projects requires the involvement, approval, and support of a 

number of agencies, including state and local health departments, the Water Board, local POTWs 

and water districts, and land use planning agencies. Interagency coordination must be a priority 

of all parties involved in water recycling. Failure to coordinate activities can result in the inability 

to carry out water recycling projects in a timely, consistent, and cost‐effective manner. The Water 

Board seeks cooperation and participation of professionals from the water recycling industry and 

the water, health, and regulatory agencies to assure the development of criteria that are both 

attainable and appropriate. To facilitate inter‐/intra‐regional recycling projects, interagency 

coordination is necessary when the wastewater agency produces recycled water outside of an 

interested water purveyorʹs service area. Effective communication and cooperation between 

agencies regarding distribution and service is vital and should begin early in the planning 

process. This will assure the water purveyor that there will be no duplication of service, enable 

interagency agreement on project development and implementation, and help avoid any 

unnecessary delays that could jeopardize a project. 

Several regional water‐recycling programs have been initiated in the Region to facilitate water 

reuse in contiguous areas. This has heralded a new way to implement water‐recycling projects by 

focusing agencies toward regional collaboration, irrespective of jurisdictional boundaries. This 
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has the effect of integrating water and wastewater planning to concurrently solve water supply 

and wastewater discharge problems, and will lead to more efficient water recycling projects by 

taking advantage of economics of scale. One such program is the South Bay Recycling Program in 

Santa Clara County. In addition, the North Bay Watershed Association was created, “to help 

regulated local and regional public agencies work cooperatively on water resource issues that 

impact areas beyond traditional boundaries in order to promote stewardship of the North Bay 

Watershed (Marin, Sonoma and Napa Counties).” The coordination and integration of water 

reuse activities in the North Bay is an important component of the Association’s functions. 

4.17 MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER SLUDGE MANAGEMENT 
One particular type of solid waste is wastewater sludge, a by‐product of wastewater treatment. 

Raw sludge usually contains 93 to 99.5 percent water, with the balance being solids that were 

present in the wastewater and that were added to or cultured by wastewater treatment processes. 

Most POTWs treat the sludge prior to ultimate use or disposal. Normally this treatment consists 

of dewatering and/or digestion. In some cases, such as at the Palo Alto treatment plant, the 

sludge is incinerated. 

Treated and untreated sludges often contain high concentrations of toxic metals and often contain 

significant amounts of toxic organic pollutants and pathogens. The storage and disposal of 

municipal sludges on land can result in degradation of ground and surface water if not properly 

performed. Therefore, sludge handling and disposal must be regulated. 

On February 19, 1993, the U.S. EPA promulgated national standards regulating the use or 

disposal of non‐hazardous sewage sludge (40 CFR Part 503, et.seq.). Part 503 regulations 

primarily affect sewage sludge (also known as ʺbiosolidsʺ) use and disposal by incineration, 

surface disposal, and land application (including distribution and marketing). Part 503 

regulations also establish pollutant limits, operational and maintenance practices, monitoring 

frequency, recordkeeping, and reporting requirements. The federal definition of sewage sludge 

includes domestic septage (from septic tanks, cesspool, portable toilet, etc.). Disposal in a 

municipal solid waste landfill (MSWLF) is not considered surface disposal. Thus, the MSWLF is 

not regulated by the national sewage sludge program. 

The State of California has neither requested nor been granted the delegation of the federal 

sewage sludge management program at this time. Therefore, U.S. EPA will be responsible for 

implementation and enforcement of the national rule. Under the rule, facilities that must apply 

for a permit include the generators, treaters and disposers of sewage sludge. Nevertheless, 40 

CFR Part 503 has, for the most part, been written to be self‐implementing. This means that 

anyone who uses or disposes of sewage sludge regulated by 40 CFR Part 503 must comply with 

all the provisions of the rule, whether or not a permit has been issued. 

State regulations of the handling and disposal of sludge are contained in Chapter 15 and DTSC 

standards for hazardous waste management. Prior to promulgation of the national rule, sewage 

sludge facilities were regulated by the Water Board through the issuance of site‐specific waste 

discharge requirements. The Water Board may continue to regulate certain sewage sludge 

facilities when believed to be necessary for the protection of water quality. 

4.18 ON-SITE WASTEWATER TREATMENT AND DISPERSAL SYSTEMS 
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As the population of the Region increases, demand for new development increases. In many 

cases, new development is within areas served by municipal sewer systems. However 

development is also occurring in outlying areas not served by existing sewerage agencies. In 

those instances, new discrete sewerage systems are being proposed. These are primarily onsite 

wastewater treatment and dispersal systems (onsite systems or septic systems) serving individual 

homes, but include community systems serving multiple residences. Today there are more than 

110,000 onsite systems throughout the Region, and approximately 1,000 new systems are 

approved each year. 

In response to these development pressures, the Water Board adopted a Policy on Discrete 

Sewerage Facilities in 1978. The policy set forth the actions the Water Board will take with respect 

to proposals for individual or community sewerage systems serving new development. An 

important provision of the policy required the development of guidelines for acceptable onsite 

system practices. The Water Boardʹs policy and guidelines are presented below. 

4.18.1 Policy on Discrete Sewerage Facilities   
This policy enumerates the following principles, which apply to all wastewater discharges: 

• The system must be designed and constructed so as to be capable of preventing pollution 

or contamination of the waters of the state or creating nuisance for the life of the 

development; 

• The system must be operated, maintained, and monitored so as to continually prevent 

pollution or contamination of the waters of the state and the creation of a nuisance; 

• The responsibility for both of the above must be clearly and legally assumed by a public 

entity with the financial and legal capability to assure that the system provides protection 

to the quality of the waters of the state for the life of the development. 

The policy also makes the following requests of city and county governments: 

• That the use of new discrete sewerage systems be prohibited where existing community 

sewerage systems are reasonably available; 

• That the use of individual onsite systems for any subdivision of land be prohibited unless 

the governing body having jurisdiction determines that the use of the systems is in the 

best public interest and that the existing quality of the waters of the state is maintained 

consistent with the State Water Boardʹs Resolution 68‐16; and 

• That the cumulative impacts of individual system discharges be considered as part of the 

approval process for development. 

Finally, the policy also requires that a public entity assume legal authority and responsibility for 

new community wastewater treatment and dispersal systems. Community systems are defined 

as collection sewers plus treatment facilities serving multiple discharges under separate 

ownership. The policy requires local governments, during the development approval process, to 

consider either the formation of a new government entity or an existing public entity to assume 

this responsibility. 

4.18.2 Onsite System Guidelines  
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Since the early 1960s, the Water Board, pursuant to Section 13296 of the Water Code, adopted 

waivers for reporting certain septic system discharges in all the Regionʹs counties except San 

Francisco. In its policy, the Water Board required the development of individual system 

guidelines concentrating mainly on septic systems. These guidelines provided information on 

system design and construction, operation and maintenance, and the conduct of cumulative 

impact studies. 

In 1979, the Water Board adopted Resolution No. 79‐5: Minimum Guidelines for the Control of 

Individual Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems (Minimum Guidelines). These 

guidelines include recommended practices for onsite system design, construction, operation and 

maintenance, and cumulative impact assessments, along with supporting rationale. The 

guidelines focus on the most common and conventional type of onsite systems, a septic tank 

followed by gravity‐flow discharges into a subsurface soil absorption system, but underlying 

principles remain applicable to all types of onsite systems. 

4.18.3 Alternative On-site Systems   
The conventional onsite system, when properly constructed and operated, has long been a 

reliable and acceptable method of providing onsite sewage management. However, there are 

widespread conditions throughout the Region that preclude the use of conventional systems, 

including high groundwater, shallow or poor quality soil, or steep slopes. In recent years, there 

has been active interest and research in the development of alternative methods of onsite 

wastewater management to accommodate these limiting conditions. Alternative methods 

currently in use include additional treatment prior to soil discharge such as by a sand filter, or 

improved methods of dispersal into native soil such as by pressurized distribution throughout 

the soil absorption system, or via an engineered above‐grade mound unit. 

While alternative methods can afford improved practices, the use of alternative systems is not 

without limitations. The site and soil conditions that preclude conventional practices remain and 

must be appropriately addressed, since all onsite systems ultimately rely on soil absorption of all 

or most of the wastewater generated. Most alternative systems require a high degree of design 

expertise, which increases the danger of faulty design or installation and complicates the review 

of various proposals. Furthermore, given that alternative systems are primarily used in areas of 

existing site or soil limitations, in the event of failure, options for replacement will be few, and 

corrections difficult to achieve. Finally, most alternative systems require a far more intensive and 

sophisticated level of management than conventional systems, including inspection, monitoring 

and maintenance by qualified service providers, and increased regulatory oversight, as well as 

careful use and operation by the homeowner. 

Recognizing the need for a position on alternative systems, the Water Board adopted the 

following statement in the 1979 Minimum Guidelines: 

ʺThe Water Board Executive Officer may authorize the Health Officer to approve 

alternative systems when all of the following conditions are met: 

a. Where the Health Officer has approved the system pursuant to criteria 

approved by the Water Board Executive Officer; 

b. Where the Health Officer has informed the Water Board Executive Officer of 

the proposal to use the alternative system and the finding made in (a) above; 

and 
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c. Where a public entity assumes responsibility of the inspection, monitoring 

and enforcing the maintenance of the system through: 

i. Provision of the commitment and the necessary legal powers to 

inspect, monitor, and when necessary to abate/repair the system; and 

ii. Provision of a program for funding to accomplish (i) above.ʺ 

The fundamental point is that the Water Board will allow the use of alternative systems only if 

adequate design review, system management, and means for failure correction are assured, and a 

county or some other public agency assumes ultimate responsibility for these actions. 

The Water Board may authorize local agencies to approve and permit alternative on‐site systems, 

provided the local regulatory program is found to be acceptable and in accordance with the 

Water Boardʹs position on alternative systems discussed above. An acceptable program should 

include a) siting and design criteria for the types of alternative systems being approved, b) 

procedures for on‐going inspection, monitoring, and evaluation of these systems, and c) 

appropriate local regulations for implementation and enforcement of the program. Authorization 

may be granted through a conditional waiver adopted by the Water Board and will typically 

include a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the Water Board and the local 

agency. Typically, that agency will be the county environmental health department. The MOU 

provides a means for identifying the responsibilities of both the Water Board and the local 

agency, applicable criteria for siting, design, construction, operation, maintenance and 

monitoring, and procedures for implementing the program. 

Alternative onsite system designs proposed for approval in a local agency program should be 

substantiated by suitable reference materials demonstrating successful performance under site 

and soil conditions similar to the local conditions, including previous field or research facility 

testing and documentation of applicable design, installation and use criteria. System designs that 

have not been fully proven under proposed conditions will be considered experimental and 

treated with caution. In general, experimental systems will require more careful siting and design 

review and, if approved, intensive monitoring and inspection to ensure adequate system 

operation and performance. Experimental systems are generally approved only for limited use, 

until successful performance has been demonstrated and documented, and acceptable design, 

installation and use criteria determined. 

4.18.4 Graywater Systems 
Graywater systems are a special group of onsite systems that are used to manage only isolated 

domestic wastewaters that have not come in contact with toilet wastes. In 1997, the California 

Building Standards Commission approved revised California Graywater Standards. These 

standards were developed by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR), are codified 

at Title 24, CCR, Part 5, Appendix G, and apply to all graywater systems statewide. 

The standards specify the means by which certain non‐toilet wastewaters may be collected, 

filtered, and discharged into onsite subsurface irrigation systems. Allowable sources of graywater 

include showers, tubs, bathroom sinks and laundry water. Discharged graywater may only be 

used for subsurface landscape irrigation. The standards apply to both residential and commercial 

buildings. 
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Cities and counties have authority to develop policies and procedures for the implementation of 

graywater programs. In developing these, consultation with the Water Board and local water 

districts can ensure that potential impacts on local water quality are taken into consideration. 

4.19 EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL 
Current estimates of annual sediment inflow to San Francisco Bay are 5.9 million cubic yards 

with 3.9 million cubic yards contributed through the Delta and 2.0 million cubic yards from Bay 

Area tributary streams. By the year 2000, ABAG has estimated that approximately 322,500 acres 

of land area will be converted to urban use. This is a 73 percent increase above the 1975 

urbanized land area. This increase in urbanized land use can be expected to be the future source 

of much of the sediment that will reach the rivers, streams and channels and ultimately the Bay 

system each year. 

Soil erosion and related water quality impacts may result from a wide variety of causes including 

construction, hillside cultivation, non‐maintained roads, timber harvesting, improper hiking/ 

biking trail use, and off‐road vehicles. 

Natural erosion processes are accelerated when existing protective cover is removed before, 

during, and following construction and agricultural activities. Studies relate that erosion on land 

where construction activities are taking place is about 10 times greater than on land in cultivated 

row crops, 200 times greater than on pasture land, and 2,000 time greater than on timber land 

that has not been logged. 

The exposure of the soil mantle to falling rain, overland and channelized flow, and the impact of 

equipment moving over the site results in the increased movement and loss of soil. 

Damage from erosion and sedimentation can be categorized in the following ways: 

• Damage to construction sites; 

• Damage to stream channels; 

• Damage to water quality/beneficial uses; 

• Damage to public and private property; and 

• Damage to agricultural lands. 

In most cases, the adverse results of human activities can be reduced and in some instances 

eliminated through the use of both structural and non‐structural measures of various types that 

are properly employed at the appropriate time. The high cost of lost resources, resource 

replenishment and after‐the‐fact repair and maintenance make both pre‐project erosion control 

planning and preventive maintenance necessary. The goals of and the program for erosion and 

sediment control are summarized below. 

GOAL 
The goal of the Water Board’s Erosion and Sediment Control Program is to reduce and prevent 

accelerated (human‐caused) erosion to the level necessary to restore and protect beneficial uses of 

receiving waters now significantly impaired, or threatened with impairment, by sediment. 
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This goal is to be attained through implementation of proper soil management practices. 

Voluntary implementation is encouraged, but enforcement authority will be exercised where 

beneficial uses of water are clearly threatened by poor soil management practices. 

PROGRAM 
In May of 1980, the Water Board adopted two separate items to alert local governments to the 

Water Boardʹs concern on erosion control problems related to construction activities. The first 

item was a statement of intent (Resolution No. 80‐5) regarding erosion control which stated that 

the Water Board: 

• Recognizes that water quality problems are associated with construction related 

activities; 

• Recognizes ABAGʹs progress in developing erosion and sediment control regulatory 

programs and assistance to local governments to implement these programs; 

• Recognizes local governments power to adopt and implement these programs; 

• Intends to strengthen its position with regard to regulation of sediment and erosion 

control problems especially with regard to construction activities; and 

• Intends to take appropriate enforcement action pursuant to the California Water Code in 

cases where land development or other construction activity causes or threatens to cause 

adverse water quality impacts associated with erosion problems and intends to consider, 

during enforcement actions, whether local government negligently contributed to the 

problem due to failure to adopt and/or effectively enforce erosion control programs. 

The second item was a memorandum of understanding negotiated with the Council of Bay Area 

Resource Conservation Districts that is intended to provide the following: 

• Assessment, control and monitoring of potential and existing soil erosion related water 

quality problems; 

• Improvement of coordination between the Resource Conservation Districts and the 

Water Board; and 

• Monitoring of local government progress on the adoption and implementation of erosion 

and sediment control ordinances. 

The Water Board has recognized and encouraged the efforts that ABAG has made since mid‐1980 

in working with local Bay Area governments to improve their ordinance and regulatory 

programs on erosion and sediment control. ABAGʹs 1995 Manual of Standards for Erosion and 

Sediment Control Measures, which provides specific guidance to local governments, is an 

important tool for improving erosion and sediment control. 

The Water Board intends to follow the guidelines listed below in regulating erosion and 

sedimentation for the protection of beneficial uses of water. 

1. Local units of government with land use planning authority should have the lead role in 

controlling land use activities that cause erosion and may, as necessary, impose further 

conditions, restrictions, or limitations on waste disposal or other activities that might 

degrade the quality of waters of the state. 
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2. Best Management Practices (BMPs) should be implemented to reduce erosion and 

sedimentation and minimize adverse effects on water quality. A BMP is a practice or 

combination of practices determined to be the most effective and practicable means to 

prevent or reduce erosion and sediment related water quality degradation. Examples of 

control measures are contained in the Manual of Standards for Erosion and Sediment 

Control Measures. Further technical guidance can be obtained from the Resource 

Conservation Districts. 

3. Local governments should develop an effective erosion and sediment control ordinance 

and regulatory program. An effective ordinance and regulatory program must: 

• Be at least comparable to the model ordinances in ABAGʹs Manual of Standards 

for Erosion and Sediment Control Measures; 

• State that water quality protection is an explicit goal of the ordinance; 

• Require preparation of erosion and sediment control plans consistent with the 

Manual of Standards with specific attention to both off‐site and on‐site impacts; 

• Provide for installation of approved control measures no later than October 15 of 

each year; and 

• Have provisions for site inspections with follow up at appropriate times, posting 

of financial assurances for implementation of control measures, and an 

enforcement program to assure compliance with the ordinance. 

4. All persons proposing alterations to land (over five acres) are required to file a Report of 

Waste Discharge and/or and Erosion Control Plan with the Water Board. A statewide 

general NPDES permit aimed at minimizing erosion from the proposed activities has 

been issued. 

In addition, the Water Board may find that any water quality problems caused by erosion 

and sedimentation for such a project were due to the negligent lack of an adequate 

erosion control ordinance and enforcement program by the local permitting agency. Such 

a finding of negligence could subject a permitting agency to liability for indemnification 

to a developer if civil monetary remedies are recovered by the state. 

5. The Water Board may take enforcement action pursuant to the California Water Code to 

require the responsible persons (including local permitting agencies) to clean up and 

abate water quality problems caused by erosion and sedimentation in the event that the 

local permitting agency fails to take the necessary corrective action. 

4.20 DREDGING AND DISPOSAL OF DREDGED SEDIMENT 

4.20.1 Background 
Dredging and dredged sediment disposal in the San Francisco Bay Area is an ongoing activity 

because of continual shoaling which impedes navigation and other water dependent activities. 

Large volumes of sediment are transported in the waters of the Sacramento and San Joaquin 

Rivers which drain the Central Valley. The average annual sediment load to the San Francisco 

Bay system from these two rivers is estimated to be eight million cubic yards. Of this amount, 

some four million cubic yards is transported out of the Bay through the Golden Gate. The 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 
 
 

4‐60 

remaining four million cubic yards is circulated and/or deposited in the Bay. In addition, some 

two and one‐half million cubic yards are deposited into the Bay from local watersheds. The 

largest volume of sediment that affects the Bay is the approximately 100 million cubic yards that 

are re‐suspended in the water column by the actions of tide, wind and currents. 

Dredging is generally necessary to maintain the beneficial use of navigation. The trend towards 

increasingly larger vessels also necessitates increased channel depths in the shipping channels. 

Disposal of the majority of dredged material from San Francisco Bay has historically been at 

designated disposal sites in San Francisco Bay. This practice dates back to at least the beginning 

of the 20th century. Currently there are three such multi‐user disposal sites designated by the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers (USACE, or Corps): the Alcatraz (SF‐11), San Pablo Bay (SF‐10), and 

Carquinez (SF‐9) Disposal Sites. A fourth site (Suisun Bay, SF‐16) is maintained for Corps use 

exclusively for material from dredging of the Suisun Bay and New York Slough federal channels. 

Annual maintenance dredging of shipping channels, harbors, and marinas in the San Francisco 

Bay results in disposal of between two and eight million cubic yards of dredged material at in‐

bay disposal sites. All designated aquatic dredged material disposal sites are operated as 

“dispersive” sites, that is, material disposed at the sites is intended to disperse and be carried by 

currents out to sea. Additionally, one of the management practices is to only allow material to be 

disposed of at disposal sites downstream of the dredging sites, with the objective of moving 

sediments away from dredging sites and out of the Bay. While the overall hydrodynamics of the 

Bay are not completely understood it is clear that the fate of material placed at in‐bay disposal 

sites is dependent upon material type, disposal volume, and disposal frequency. 

Since 1994, when the U.S. EPA designated the Deep Ocean Disposal Site approximately 50 miles 

offshore of San Francisco, approximately 6 million cubic yards of dredged material have been 

disposed of there. 

Dredged material has also been used as fill for wetland restoration projects, for levee 

maintenance, and as daily cover for landfills. Volumes for these, and other beneficial reuse 

projects, have totaled approximately 2 million cubic yards over the past 9 years. 

4.20.2 Regulatory Framework 
The Corps of Engineers issues federal permits for dredging projects pursuant to Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act. The U. S. EPA provides oversight of the Corps’ regulatory program.  

As a part of the Section 404 permitting process, the dredging permit applicant must seek water 

quality certification from the State of California, in accordance with Section 401 of the Clean 

Water Act. The Water Board reviews the proposed project, then may grant or deny certification. 

Additionally, the Water Board may choose to act under the authority of the state Porter Cologne 

Water Quality Control Act, by issuing waste discharge requirements for the project in 

conjunction with the water quality certification.  

Water quality certifications and waste discharge requirements often contain conditions to protect 

water resources that the permittee must meet during the term of the permit.  

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) also regulates 

dredging and disposal under the provisions of the McAteer‐Petris Act. 

Projects involving the use of sovereign lands of the state may be subject to the lease or permitting 

requirements of the State Lands Commission. 
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4.20.3 Long-term Management Strategy  
In the early 1980s, the problems associated with heavy reliance on in‐Bay disposal sites became 

apparent, including navigational problems associated with the “mound” of dredged material at 

the Alcatraz disposal site, as well as potential environmental problems associated with disposal 

and dredging activities in general. These conditions led to the creation of the Long Term 

management Strategy for the Placement of Dredged Material in the San Francisco Bay Region 

(LTMS). 

The LTMS program began in 1990, when the Water Board joined with USACE, U. S. EPA, BCDC, 

the State Board, and representatives from the dredging and environmental communities to 

ensure adequate dredged material disposal and reuse capacity and protection of aquatic 

resources over a 50‐year planning period. The adopted goals for the program (Table 4‐12) reflect 

this purpose. The primary focus of the LTMS is on the various dredged material disposal options 

and their related impacts. The LTMS was also initiated to maximize beneficial reuse of dredged 

material, improve coordination of the agencies governing these activities, and ensure a more 

predictable regulatory framework. 

The LTMS examined several possible long‐term dredged material management strategies. The 

LTMS Policy Environmental Impact Statement/Programmatic Environmental Impact Report 

(LTMS EIS/EIR) selected as the preferred alternative a reduction in the reliance on in‐Bay 

disposal. The ultimate goal of this alternative is a “low” volume of disposal at in‐Bay sites (20% 

of historical average dredging volumes), and an increased reliance on ocean disposal and 

beneficial reuse of dredged material (with the remaining material split evenly between these two 

options). The LTMS EIS/EIR was certified by the USACE and U.S. EPA in July 1999 and by the 

State Board in November 1999, thus beginning the implementation of the preferred alternative. 

During the preparation of the LTMS EIS/EIR, the LTMS agencies consulted with the United States 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the 

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) regarding potential impacts of dredging and 

dredged material disposal to sensitive biological resources. These resource agencies, in 

conjunction with the LTMS agencies, developed a list of restrictions for such projects to protect 

critical habitat for special status and important commercial and recreational species. 

The LTMS EIS/EIR identified the overall future disposal management strategy (i.e. reduced in‐

Bay disposal volumes at the designated dispersive sites). The LTMS Management Plan contains 

specific guidance that will be used to implement the preferred alternative by each of the LTMS 

agencies. The Management Plan will be reviewed and updated every three years to reflect 

changing statutory, regulatory, technical, or environmental conditions. The Basin Plan dredging 

policies will be updated, as necessary, in conjunction with Management Plan updates.  

4.20.4 Environmental Impacts of Dredging and Disposal in the Aquatic 
Environment 

Most dredging and dredge material disposal operations cause localized and ephemeral impacts 

with related biological consequences (Table 4‐11). In the 1980s it was determined that the 

Alcatraz disposal site was accumulating significant amounts of material, causing the depth of the 

site to decrease from the original 110 feet to 30 feet. The mounding at the disposal site ultimately 
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became a threat to navigation. The Corps eventually dredged the Alcatraz site to increase the 

depth, redistributing the material within the disposal area several times between 1984 and 1986. 

In September of 1988, Water Board staff circulated and presented an issue paper entitled ʺA 

Review of Issues and Policies Related to Dredge Spoil Disposal in San Francisco Bay.ʺ The issue 

paper discussed the major environmental concerns posed by dredged sediment disposal in San 

Francisco Bay, namely: (1) mounding at the Alcatraz disposal site which posed a navigational 

hazard and has the potential to alter circulation patterns in the Bay; (2) the disposal of 

increasingly large amounts of material has the potential to alter benthic and shoreline habitats 

and to increase water column turbidity; and (3) the resuspension of dredged sediments may 

increase contaminant bioavailability. The issue paper presented a range of alternative strategies 

for the Water Board to consider. Public and agency testimony was received by the Water Board 

during hearings on September 15, 1988 and October 19, 1988. Agencies testifying included the 

Corps, U.S. EPA, and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). In the issue paper, Water 

Board staff recommended that the Water Board consider adopting quantity and quality limits for 

the disposal of dredged sediment at unconfined aquatic disposal sites within San Francisco Bay. 

Additionally, the Water Board and the Corps took steps to prevent further ʺmoundingʺ at the 

regionʹs single largest disposal site, the Alcatraz site. In 1989, the Water Board adopted volume 

targets which served to prevent over‐filling of the regionʹs three aquatic disposal sites. BCDC also 

revised its policies to restrict in‐bay disposal. These volumes were reduced further for the 

Alcatraz disposal site (SF‐11) in 1993 when the USACE issued Public Notice 93‐3.  

4.20.5 Wetland Restoration Using Dredged Material   
While the Water Board remains concerned about the impacts of both polluted and clean 

sediments on the San Francisco Estuary, much of the sediment disposed of in the Region is not 

polluted and could be used in beneficial ways (termed ʺreuseʺ). One of these uses involves the 

restoration of tidal marshes in areas which were once part of the Bay. These areas, known as 

diked historic baylands, were once open to the tides and were thriving salt marsh and mudflat 

ecosystems (further discussion under ʺWetlands Protection and Managementʺ section). Decades 

of land ʺreclamation,ʺ first initiated in the 1800s resulted in diked agricultural lands, the land 

surface of which has subsided for a variety of reasons. 

In order to foster growth of marsh vegetation, and proper slough channel formation, the new 

marsh must be built near mean high tide. In many cases it will be beneficial to place a layer of 

sediment across the site so as to raise the elevation of the land surface to a point near the mean 

tide line. LTMS studies have examined the environmental, engineering and economic 

considerations that are involved in restoring certain sites. The studies commissioned by LTMS 

have shown that, given current laws and policies, placement of dredged sediment at wetland 

restoration projects may cost more than traditional in‐Bay disposal, but less than ocean disposal. 

4.20.6 Delta Island Levee Repair and Maintenance   
Winter Island, located in the western Delta, near Pittsburg, is operated as a duck club by the local 

Reclamation District. In 1998, the Reclamation District, in need of material to repair levees, 

partnered with the Corps of Engineers, and accepted over 200,000 cubic yards of sandy dredged 

material from the Corpsʹ dredging of the federal Suisun Bay Channel. In 1999, an additional 

225,000 cubic yards from the Suisun Bay Channel project was placed on the site, along with 
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approximately 30,000 cubic yards of finer‐grained material from the Port of San Francisco. The 

Reclamation District estimates that they will have a long‐term need for fine‐grained dredged 

material, of about 100,000 cubic yards per year. 

Other Delta islands are also in need of material for levee repair. For example, the Corps is 

currently exploring the possibility of taking material from the Suisun Bay Channel to Sherman 

Island. Cooperation with the Department of Water Resources, the Central Valley Regional Water 

Quality Control Board, and the CalFed program may provide additional opportunities for reuse 

of dredge material in the future. 

4.20.7 Water Board Policies on Dredging and Dredge Sediment Disposal   
The overall policy for dredging and disposal of dredged sediment includes a reduction of in‐bay 

disposal volumes and an increased emphasis on beneficial reuse of dredged material. The most 

likely beneficial reuse of dredged material is wetland restoration projects or for levee 

maintenance and repair. Additional capacity for dredged material is available at the deep ocean 

disposal site designated by U.S. EPA in 1994. The goal of the policies below is to reduce in‐bay 

disposal volumes to approximately 20% of recent historical dredging volumes, to about 1 million 

cubic yards per year.  

Dredging and dredged material disposal should be conducted in an environmentally and 

economically sound manner. Dredgers should reduce disposal in the Bay over time to achieve the 

LTMS goal of one million cubic yards, or less, per year. The LTMS agencies will implement a 

system of disposal allocations for the designated disposal sites to individual dredgers to achieve 

the LTMS goal only if voluntary efforts are not effective in reaching this goal. 

4.20.7.1 Need for Regional and Local Monitoring   
The Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) provides information on the regional‐scale 

effects of contaminants in the Bay.  The Water Board is evaluating whether additional, 

more localized monitoring to isolate the effects of the disposal of dredged material in the 

Bay is needed.  In the interim, existing sediment evaluation procedures (See Policy 

4.20.7.5, below) and monitoring and management efforts at the in‐Bay disposal sites are 

protective of the beneficial uses of the Bay. 

4.20.7.2 Material Disposal Restriction 
Materials disposed of at approved aquatic dredged material disposal sites shall be 

restricted to dredged sediment. Disposal of rock, timber, general refuse and other 

materials shall be prohibited. Additional specific requirements regarding material type 

and dredging and disposal mechanisms may be implemented as required, based on 

ongoing site monitoring and adaptive management. 

4.20.7.3 Volume Targets 

4.20.7.3.1 Individual Disposal Sites 
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Volume targets for each disposal site were developed based on understandings 

of sediment dynamics and historical information regarding disposal volumes 

(Table 4‐14).  

In addition, the Water Board establishes a volume target of 0.2 million cubic 

yards per year for the Suisun Bay Channel disposal site and restricts its use to 

Corps maintenance dredging. The San Francisco Bar site is used for disposal of 

material from the bar channel. The use of the San Francisco Bar disposal site is 

regulated under the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA).  

4.20.7.3.2 Overall In-bay Disposal 
Although the overall in‐Bay disposal goal is one million cubic yards per year, the 

LTMS recognized that the inherent variability in dredging operations and needs 

and other factors may impact dredgers’ ability to achieve this goal.  The LTMS 

therefore established a slightly higher long‐term in‐Bay disposal volume target of 

1.25 million cubic yards per year. Total in‐Bay disposal volumes should decrease 

according to the schedule identified in Table 4‐15, until the long‐term LTMS 

target of 1.25 million cubic yards per year is attained.  

In addition to the total volume specified in Table 4‐15: 

a. Material from small dredging projects (see below) will, in general, be 

exempt from restrictions on in‐Bay disposal if it is demonstrated through 

an alternatives analysis that there are no practical alternatives to in‐Bay 

disposal, and 

b. A contingency volume of 250,000 cubic yards per year will be established 

for “emergencies”1 or for years when sedimentation or other factors 

result in unanticipated material volumes. 

4.20.7.4 Volume Target Implementation 

4.20.7.4.1 Individual Disposal Sites 
The Water Board will consider denial of water quality certification for: 

a. Any project proposing to place material at a disposal site for which the 

annual or monthly volume target, as defined in Table 4‐14, has been 

exceeded; and 

b. Any project that does not provide an adequate alternatives analysis 

showing that there are no practicable alternatives to in‐Bay disposal. 

Small project proponents may apply for an exemption to monthly or annual 

volume targets. A small project is defined as a facility or project whose design 

                                                           
1 A dredging emergency is a situation that poses an immediate danger to life, health, property, 

or essential public service and that demands action by the Board more quickly than the Board’s 

normal permit procedures would allow. 
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depth does not exceed 12 feet Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW) with an 

annual average disposal volume of less than 50,000 cubic yards. The 
project proponent must demonstrate that: 

a. The additional burden of using an alternative to in‐Bay disposal placed 

upon the applicant would be inordinate relative to the beneficial uses 

protected; and 

b. The alternatives analysis indicates that there are no practical alternatives 

to in‐Bay disposal. 

4.20.7.4.2 Overall In-bay Disposal 
A voluntary program will be instituted to attain the overall in‐Bay disposal 

targets adopted by the LTMS EIS/EIR with the majority of maintenance material 

from Corps of Engineers projects being used in wetland restoration projects or 

taken to the ocean disposal site. As part of the voluntary program, other 

dredgers will make efforts to use alternatives to in‐Bay disposal. 

Progress towards the goal will be evaluated both on an annual basis and every 

three years, based on the three‐year average volume of in‐Bay disposal. Should 

this voluntary program fail to provide progress toward the goal in the reviews 

outlined above, a mandatory allocation program will be considered. The 

institution of the mandatory allocation process will occur as outlined below and 

the determination to rescind mandatory allocation, if imposed, will be a 

symmetric process. 

The Water Board will consider the imposition of mandatory allocation in a Water 

Board hearing. In making its decision regarding disposal allocations, the Water 

Board will confer with the LTMS agencies and consider the factors affecting the 

need for allocations in light of progress towards the long‐term goal adopted by 

the LTMS EIS/EIR, including (1) the status of alternatives to in‐Bay disposal and 

cooperative efforts to implement them, (2) exigencies that hamper the use of 

alternative sites, and (3) other relevant factors. If the Water Board votes to 

impose mandatory allocations, the mandatory allocation program will be 

regulated through the issuance of general Waste Discharge Requirements for 

small‐ and medium‐category dredging projects and through separate Waste 

Discharge Requirements for all USACE dredging projects. If in place, rescission 

of the mandatory allocation program would be considered if the three‐year 

average disposal volume was lower than the target volumes as identified in 

Table 4‐15, unless, after review by the Water Board in a public hearing, the Water 

Board votes to not rescind mandatory allocations.  Both the institution and 

rescission of the mandatory allocation program would be discretionary actions of 

the Water Board, and thus subject to review pursuant to CEQA under the Water 

Board’s functionally‐equivalent process. 

4.20.7.5 Use of Testing Guidelines 
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In February of 1998, the Corps and U.S. EPA published Evaluation of Dredged Material 
Proposed for Discharge in Waters of the U.S. – Testing Manual, Inland Testing Manual (ITM). 

The ITM has been adopted by the LTMS agencies as the framework for the evaluation of 

the suitability of dredged material for in‐Bay disposal. It provides comprehensive 

guidance to dredging permit applicants on sampling and testing of sediment proposed 

for disposal in waters of the United States, pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water 

Act. Disposal at the in‐Bay disposal sites is subject to this guidance. The ITM outlines a 

tiered approach to sediment testing, similar to the existing Ocean Disposal Testing 

Manual, or “Green Book,” the federal guidance document for testing for ocean disposal 

(pursuant to MPRSA). The Water Board’s Executive Officer will require evaluation of 

sediments proposed for in‐Bay disposal according to the ITM, before issuing 

authorizations for such disposal. 

The ITM was intended to only address testing of material for aquatic disposal and does 

not provide a protocol for upland disposal. Water Board staff have developed a 

document, “Beneficial Reuse of Dredged Materials: Sediment Screening and Testing 

Guidelines,” to assist project planners with developing testing procedures for beneficial 

reuse projects, including wetland restoration, levee maintenance, and construction fill. 

The document also provides general sediment screening guidelines for these uses. 

However, disposal of dredged material for beneficial reuse will be subject to site‐specific 

testing requirements and material suitability criteria that will be defined in Water Board 

Orders.  

The Water Board is working in cooperation with other LTMS agencies to develop a 

regional implementation manual which will detail testing requirements for all three 

disposal environments.  

The Executive Officer, following consultation with other agencies, will periodically 

review and update all testing procedures. The Executive Officer may require additional 

data collection beyond the tiered‐testing procedures on a case‐by‐case basis. 

4.20.7.6 Environmental Windows 
The Water Board will restrict dredging or dredge disposal activities during certain 

periods (ʺwindowsʺ) in order to protect the beneficial uses of San Francisco Bay. These 

beneficial uses include water contact recreation; ocean, commercial, and sport fishing; 

marine habitat; fish migration; fish spawning; shellfish harvesting; and estuarine habitat.  

These restrictions may include, but are not limited to those specified by USFWS and 

NMFS in their review of the LTMS programmatic EIS/EIR pursuant to Section 7 of the 

Endangered Species Act, and will incorporate any requirements from project specific 

consultations. 

4.20.7.7 Impacts at Dredge Site 
The Water Board may require additional documentation and inspections during 

dredging activities in order to ensure that dredgers minimize impacts at the dredging 

location. Water Quality Certifications or waste discharge requirements may contain 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 
 
 

4‐67 

additional conditions to address barge overflow and other impacts at the dredging site.  

Permit conditions may include:  

a. Special reporting procedures for the hydraulic pumping of dredged material 

into transport scows prior to disposal (marina slip applications); 

b. Evidence of compliance with the conditions described in 4.20.7.6, above; 

c. Time limit on the overflow from hopper‐type hydraulic dredges in order to 

obtain an economical load; or 

d. Precautions to minimize overflow and spillage from the dredging vessel 

when in‐route to the authorized disposal site. (Appreciable loss during 

transit shall be considered unauthorized disposal, or ʺshort dumpingʺ and 

such occurrences are subject to enforcement by the Water Board or other 

applicable state or federal agencies.) 

4.20.7.8 Policy on Land and Ocean Disposal 
The Water Board shall continue to encourage land and ocean disposal alternatives 

whenever practical. Water Board staff have determined that there should be a high 

priority placed on disposing of dredged sandy material upland. At a minimum, 

incentives should be developed to limit disposal of any such material with a market 

value to upland uses. Staff may condition certifications so as to encourage upland reuse 

of high value sediments. Staff will also continue to work with staff from the Central 

Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board to provide appropriate options for material 

use in levee maintenance in the delta or for use on delta islands, as appropriate. 

4.20.7.9 Policy on Dredged Material Disposal Permit Coordination 
The Water Board will implement these measures through its issuance of Waste Discharge 

Requirements, Water Quality Certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act or 

other orders. In addition, the Water Board may require pre‐ and post‐dredge surveys to 

determine disposal volumes and compliance with permit conditions. In order to better 

manage data and reduce paper files, Water Board staff may request, but not require, that 

applicants submit testing and other project data in a specific electronic format.  

Water Board staff have been participating in a coordinated permitting process, the 

Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO), since 1995. The DMMO consists of staff 

representatives of the Water Board, BCDC, U. S. EPA, USACE, and the California State 

Lands Commission, with active participation by the California Department of Fish and 

Game and the National Marine Fisheries Service as commenting resource agencies. The 

DMMO meets regularly to review permit applications and sediment testing plans and 

results and to make recommendations on proposed dredging projects. While each agency 

retains its separate authority the agency representatives strive to provide clear and 

coordinated guidance to applicants and to reach consensus‐based recommendations. 

4.21 MINES AND MINERAL PRODUCERS  
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The Water Board oversees water quality problems associated with over 150 inactive and active 

mining and mineral producers in the Region, as described below. 

4.21.1 Inactive Sites 
Over 50 abandoned or inactive mines have been identified within the Region (Table 4‐16 and 

Figure 4‐5). The mineral resources extracted include mercury, magnesite, megnesium salts, 

manganese, pyrite, coal, copper, silver, and gold. A large percentage of the mining activities took 

place from 1890‐1930, although some areas were mined as recently as 1971. The size of these 

mines varies from relatively small surface mines of less than half an acre to the worldʹs second 

largest mercury mine, the New Almaden District, located in Santa Clara County. 

Water quality problems associated with mining activities can be divided into three categories: 

• Erosion and sediment discharges from surface mines and ore tailings piles; 

• Acid or otherwise toxic aqueous discharge from underground mines, ore tailings, slag, or 

other mining processes; and 

• Atmospheric deposition, such as releases from stacks carried downwind from mine sites. 

Problems of erosion and sediment discharged from mined areas may be intensified due to the 

fact that sediment from ore‐rich areas typically contain high concentrations of metals. Biological 

processes which take place in lake and stream bottom sediments may allow for these pollutants 

to be released in a form that more readily bioaccumulates in the food chain. 

Water quality and aquatic toxicity monitoring data suggests that the beneficial uses of a number 

of water supply reservoirs, creeks, and streams in the Region have been impacted as a result of 

past mining activities. Threatened beneficial uses of lakes, streams, bays and marshes due to 

mining activities so far identified in the Region include: fish migration, fish spawning, shellfish 

harvesting, wildlife habitat, preservation of rare and endangered species, cold and warm 

freshwater habitat, and water contact recreation. In response to these findings, the Water Board 

conducted surveys to locate abandoned and operating mines in the Region. The results of the 

surveys are compiled in the 1998 report titled, ʺSan Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 

Control Board Mines Report.ʺ 

In many cases, the adverse results of previous surface mining activities can be reduced, and in 

some cases eliminated, through appropriate erosion and sediment control practices. The U.S. 

Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS, formerly Soil Conservation Service) has 

developed a Resource Management System for Surface Mined Areas. This management system 

references practices and treatment alternatives needed to address the following: 

• Erosion control practices that route surface water run‐off at non‐erosive velocities and 

reduce soil movement by wind or water to within acceptable limits; 

• Maintenance of adequate water quality and quantity for planned uses and to meet 

federal, state, and local requirements; 

• Pollution control to meet federal, state, and local regulations; and 

• A system of planned access and/or conveyance that is within local regulations and meets 

the needs for the intended use. 
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In 1980, a memorandum of understanding (MOU) was negotiated with the Council of Bay Area 

Resource Conservation Districts in order to provide for assessment and monitoring of potential 

and existing soil erosion‐related water quality problems, and identification of control measures. It 

was agreed that local units of government should have the lead role in controlling land use 

activities that cause erosion. Controls measures include the implementation of BMPs. The 

Resource Management System for Surface Mined Areas developed by NRCS specifically 

references BMPs determined to be the most effective and practicable means of preventing or 

reducing erosion and sediment‐related water quality degradation resulting from surface mining 

activities. 

4.21.2 Active Sites  
There are approximately 100 active quarries and mineral producers within the Region. The 

primary commodities produced include clay, salt, sand and gravel, shale, and crushed stone. 

Water quality problems associated with active mineral production generally consist of erosion 

and sediment discharge into nearby surface water bodies and wildlife habitat destruction. 

Mining activities are in part regulated under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975. 

This Act requires all mine operators to submit a reclamation plan to the California Geological 

Survey (formerly California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology) and 

the recognized lead local agency for the area in which the mining is taking place. Recognized lead 

local agencies for the Region include county planning and public works departments. 

Additionally, some local planning departments regulate mining activities through the issuance of 

conditional land use permits. The goal of each reclamation plan is to assure that mined lands are 

reclaimed to a usable condition that is readily adaptable for alternate land uses and creates no 

danger to public health and safety. The current permitting process places very little emphasis on 

the need to protect beneficial uses of surface and groundwater. 

Under Title 23, CCR, Chapter 15, Article 7, the Water Board has the authority to regulate mining 

activities that result in a waste discharge to land through the use of WDRs. Additionally, the 

federal NPDES stormwater regulations (40 CFR Parts 122, 123, and 124) require active and 

inactive mining operations to obtain NPDES permit coverage for the discharge of stormwater 

polluted by contact with any overburden, raw material, intermediate products, finished products, 

byproducts, or waste products. 

4.21.3 Mining Program Goal  
The Water Board’s goal for its mining program is to restore and protect beneficial uses of 

receiving waters now impaired, or threatened with impairment, resulting from past or present 

mining activities. This goal will be attained by the coordinated effort of the Water Board, NRCS, 

the Council of Bay Area Resource Conservation Districts, the California Geological Survey, and 

lead local government agencies through the implementation of a mineral production and mining 

management program. 

4.21.4 Mining Program Description  
1. The Water Board intends to continue to work closely with Resource Conservation Districts 

and NRCS to identify all existing and abandoned mines and mineral production sites in the 
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Region. Responsible parties will be identified. If needed, potential funding alternatives for 

cleanup activities will also be identified. Sites will be prioritized based on existing and 

potential impacts to water quality and size. 

2. The Water Board will require an NPDES permit for the discharge of polluted stormwater 

from active and inactive mining operations, as defined in NPDES stormwater regulations. 

The Water Board will consider issuing individual permits or a general permit for such 

discharges, or will otherwise allow coverage under the State Water Board general permit for 

stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity as described in Section 4.14 Urban 

Runoff Management, Industrial Activity Control Program. Requirements of the notice of 

intent to be covered under the general permit(s) and the schedule for submittal will be 

established in the permit(s). 

3. The responsible party or operator of each site discharging, or potentially discharging waste to 

land shall be required to submit a Report of Waste Discharge to the Water Board. Submittal 

of a Report of Discharge will be requested by the Water Board pursuant to the Water Code 

Section 13267. Requests will be made on a site‐by‐site basis and based on priority. A Report 

of Waste Discharge shall consist of a “Site Closure Plan” and an “Operation and 

Management Plan” for active sites, as described below: 

• Each plan shall be designed to ensure short‐ and long‐term protection of beneficial uses 

of receiving waters. 

• The “Closure Plan” shall address site restoration and long‐term maintenance and 

monitoring, which may include a financial guarantee to ensure that adequate funds are 

available for proper site closure. 

• The “Operation and Management Plan” shall address stormwater runoff and erosion 

control measures and practices. 

• Each plan will be evaluated in regard to potential impacts to beneficial uses of receiving 

waters. WDRs will be issued or conditionally waived at the discretion of the Water Board 

based on the threat to water quality and the effectiveness of identified and implemented 

control measures and the effectiveness of local agency oversight. 

4.22 VESSEL WASTES 
The discharge of wastes from pleasure, commercial, and military vessels has been a water quality 

concern of the Water Board since 1968 when Resolution No. 665 was adopted, which suggested 

that the federal government regulate waste discharges from vessels. In 1970 the Water Board 

adopted Resolutions 70‐1 and 70‐65 on vessel wastes. The first urged BCDC to condition marina 

permits for new or expanded marinas to include pumpout facilities, dockside sewers, and 

restroom facilities. Resolution 70‐65 recommended that vessel wastes be controlled in such a 

manner through legislative action. 

In 1982, the Water Board conducted a study that found high levels of coliform in the vicinity of 

several marinas in Marin County’s Richardson Bay. Subsequently, the Water Board adopted a 

prohibition against discharge of any kind into Richardson Bay. A regional agency was formed to 

implement and enforce this prohibition. 
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There is an ongoing effort to construct, renovate, and improve pumpout facilities at marinas and 

ports around the region. The goal of these efforts is to increase the accessibility of these facilities 

to boaters and reduce pollution from vessel wastes. 

4.23 WETLAND PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT 
Wetlands and related habitats comprise some of the Regionʹs most valuable natural resources. 

Wetlands provide critical habitats for hundreds of species of fish, birds, and other wildlife; offer 

open space; and provide many recreational opportunities. Wetlands also serve to enhance water 

quality, through such natural functions as flood control and erosion control, stream bank 

stabilization, and filtration and purification of surface water. 

The Water Board will refer to the following for guidance when permitting or otherwise acting on 

wetland issues: 

• Governor’s Executive Order W‐59‐93 (signed August 23, 1993; also known as the 

California Wetlands Conservation Policy, or the ʺNo Net Lossʺ policy); 

• Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 28; and 

• Water Code Section 13142.5 (applies to coastal marine wetlands). 

The goals of the California Wetlands Conservation Policy include ensuring ʺno overall net loss,” 

achieve a “long‐term net gain in the quantity, quality, and permanence of wetlands acreage and 

values ...ʺ, and reducing ʺprocedural complexity in the administration of state and federal 

wetlands conservation programs.ʺ 

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 28 states, ʺIt is the intent of the legislature to preserve, protect, 

restore, and enhance Californiaʹs wetlands and the multiple resources which depend on them for 

the benefit of the people of the state.ʺ 

Water Code Section 13142.5 states, ʺHighest priority shall be given to improving or eliminating 

discharges that adversely affect ... wetlands, estuaries, and other biologically sensitive sites.ʺ 

The Water Board may also refer to the Estuary Project’s Comprehensive Conservation and 

Management Plan (2007) for recommendations on how to effectively participate in a Region‐

wide, multiple‐agency wetlands management program. 

4.23.1 Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals  
Consistent with the California Wetlands Conservation Policy, the Water Board participated in the 

preparation of two planning documents for wetland restoration around the Estuary: Baylands 

Ecosystem Habitat Goals (1999) and Baylands Ecosystem Species and Community Profiles (2000), 

together known as the Habitat Goals reports. The Habitat Goals reports provide a starting point 

for coordinating and integrating wetland planning and regulatory activities around the Estuary. 

The Habitat Goals reports identify and specify the beneficial uses and/or functions of existing 

wetlands and suggest wetland habitat goals for the baylands,defined in the Habitat Goals reports 

as shallow water habitats around the San Francisco Bay between maximum and minimum 

elevations of the tides. The baylands ecosystem includes the baylands, adjacent habitats, and 

their associated plants and animals. The boundaries of the ecosystem vary with the bayward and 

landward movements of fish and wildlife that depend upon the baylands for survival. The 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 
 
 

4‐72 

Habitat Goals reports were the non‐regulatory component of a conceptual regional wetlands 

management plan from the mid‐1990’s. 

4.23.2 Determination of Applicable Beneficial Uses for Wetlands   
Beneficial uses of water are defined in Chapter 2 Beneficial Uses and are applicable throughout 

the Region. Chapter 2 also identifies and specifies the beneficial uses of 34 significant marshes 

within the Region (Table 2‐3). Chapter 2 indicates that the listing is not comprehensive and that 

beneficial uses may be determined site‐specifically. In making those site‐specific determinations, 

the Water Board will consider the Habitat Goals reports, which provide a technical assessment of 

wetlands in the Region and their existing and potential beneficial uses. In addition to the wetland 

areas identified in Chapter 2, the Habitat Goals reports identified additional wetlands in the 

Region as having important habitat functions. Because of the large number of small and non‐

contiguous wetlands within the Region, it is not practical to specify beneficial uses for every 

wetland area. Therefore, beneficial uses will frequently be specified as needed for a particular 

site. This section provides guidance on how beneficial uses will be determined for wetlands 

within the Region. 

Information contained in the Habitat Goals reports, the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) 

prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and in the scientific literature regarding 

the location and areal extent of different wetland types will be used as initial references for any 

necessary beneficial use designation. The NWI is the updated version of the USFWSʹs 

Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United States (Cowardin, et al. 1979), 

which is incorporated by reference into this plan, and was previously used by the Water Board to 

identify specific wetland systems and their locations. The updated NWI or other appropriate 

methods will continue to be used to locate and identify wetlands in the Region. A matrix of the 

potential beneficial uses that may be supported by each USFWS wetland system type is presented 

in Table 2‐4. 

It should be noted that, while the Habitat Goals reports and USFWSʹs NWI wetlands 

classification system are useful tools for helping to establish beneficial uses for a wetland site, it is 

not suggested that these tools be used to formally delineate wetlands. 

4.23.3 Hydrology 
Hydrology is a major factor affecting the beneficial uses of wetlands. To protect the beneficial 

uses and water quality of wetlands from impacts due to hydrologic modifications, the Water 

Board will carefully review proposed water diversions and transfers (including groundwater 

pumping proposals) and require or recommend control measures and/or mitigation as necessary 

and applicable. 

4.23.4 Wetland Fill 
The beneficial uses of wetlands are frequently affected by diking and filling. Pursuant to Section 

404 of the Clean Water Act, discharge of fill material to waters of the United States must be 

performed in conformance with a permit obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(Corps) prior to commencement of the fill activity. Under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, the 

state must certify that any permit issued by the Corps pursuant to Section 404 will comply with 
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water quality standards established by the state (e.g., Basin Plans or statewide plans), or can deny 

such certification, with or without prejudice. In California, the State and Regional Water Boards 

are charged with implementing Section 401. California’s Section 401 regulations are at Title 23, 

CCR, Division 3, Chap 28, Sections 3830‐3869. Pursuant to these regulations, the Water Board 

and/or the Water Board’s Executive Officer have the authority to issue or deny Section 401 water 

quality certification. The certification may be issued with or without conditions to protect water 

quality. 

The Water Board has independent authority under the Water Code to regulate discharges of 

waste to wetlands (waters of the state) that would adversely affect the beneficial uses of those 

wetlands through waste discharge requirements or other orders. The Water Board may choose to 

exercise its independent authority under the Water Code in situations where there is a conflict 

between the state and the Corps, such as over a jurisdictional determination or in instances where 

the Corps may not have jurisdiction. In situations where there is a conflict between the state and 

the Corps, such as over a jurisdictional determination or in instances where the Corps may not 

have jurisdiction, the Water Board may choose to exercise its independent authority under the 

Water Code. 

The regulation of “isolatedʺ waters determined not to be waters of the U.S. is one such instance 

where the Corps does not have jurisdiction. The U. S. Supreme Court, in its 2001 decision in Solid 

Waste Agency of Northern Cook County v. U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (the “SWANCC 

decision”) determined that certain isolated, non‐navigable waters are not waters of the U.S., but 

are the province of the states to regulate. The Water Code provides the State and Regional Water 

Boards clear authority to regulate such isolated, non‐navigable waters of the state, including 

wetlands. To address the impacts of the SWANCC decision on the waters of the state, the State 

Water Board issued Order No. 2004‐0004‐DWQ in 2004, General WDRs for dredged or fill 

discharges to waters deemed by the Corps to be outside of federal jurisdiction. It is the intent of 

these General WDRs to regulate a subset of the discharges that have been determined not to fall 

within federal jurisdiction, particularly those projects involving impacts to small acreage or linear 

feet and those involving a small volume of dredged material. 

Order No. 2004‐004‐DWQ does not address all instances where the Water Board may need to 

exercise its independent authority under the Water Code. In such instances, dischargers and/or 

affected parties will be notified with 60 days of the Water Boardʹs determination and be required 

to file a report of waste discharge. 

For proposed fill activities deemed to require mitigation, the Water Board will require the 

applicant to locate the mitigation project within the same section of the Region, wherever 

feasible. The Water Board will evaluate both the project and the proposed mitigation together to 

ensure that there will be no net loss of wetland acreage and no net loss of wetland functions. The 

Water Board may consider such sources as the Habitat Goals reports, the Estuary Projectʹs 

Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan, or other approved watershed management 

plans when determining appropriate ʺout‐of‐kindʺ mitigation. 

The Water Board uses the U.S. EPAʹs Section 404(b)(1), ʺGuidelines for Specification of Disposal 

Sites for Dredge or Fill Material,ʺ dated December 24, 1980, which is incorporated by reference 

into this plan, in determining the circumstances under which wetlands filling may be permitted. 
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In general, it is preferable to avoid wetland disturbance. When this is not possible, disturbance 

should be minimized. Mitigation for lost wetland acreage and functions through restoration or 

creation should only be considered after disturbance has been minimized. 

Complete mitigation projects should be assessed using established wetland compliance and 

ecological assessment methods, such as the Wetland Ecological Assessment (WEA) and the 

California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM). 

4.24 OIL SPILLS   
Oil spills can cause severe and extensive damage to the environment. Fortunately, the petroleum 

industry has been improving its safety record in oil transfer operations ‐ the step in petroleum 

handling where spills are most likely to occur. The volume of oil spilled during transfer 

operations has decreased since 1975. 

This improvement is due to: 

• U.S. Coast Guard regulations for oil transfer operations; 

• State Lands Commission guidelines for petroleum facility operations manuals; 

• High clean‐up costs and public concern associated with oil spills; and 

• Water Board, California Department of Fish and Game, and U.S. Coast Guard 

enforcement actions against parties responsible for spills. 

The Water Board considered adopting a policy requiring specific improvements in oil transfer 

operations, but due to the industryʹs improved performance, the Water Board is holding the 

adoption of such a policy in abeyance while continuing to monitor the industryʹs performance. 

The Water Board recognizes that additional regulation is unnecessary if the petroleum industry 

maintains its improved record. 

4.25 GROUNDWATER PROTECTION AND MANAGEMENT 
Per State Water Board Resolution No. 88‐63, almost all the Regionʹs groundwater is considered to 

be an existing or a potential source of drinking water. With limited resources, the Water Board 

must concentrate its groundwater protection and management efforts on the most important 

groundwater basins. DWR has identified 28 individual groundwater basins and seven sub‐basins 

in the Region that serve, or could serve, as sources of high quality drinking water. 

Increased demands on these groundwater resources have become evident in the rapidly 

developing Region. Years of drought and decades of discoveries of groundwater pollution have 

resulted in impacts or impairment to portions of these basins. Some municipal, domestic, 

industrial, and agricultural supply wells have been taken out of service due to the presence of 

pollution. Some of the basins have also been affected by over‐pumping, resulting in land 

subsidence and saltwater intrusion. 

Such pressures on groundwater resources require that comprehensive environmental planning 

and management practices be developed and implemented for each individual basin by all 

concerned and affected parties. The Water Board will foster this concept with the following 

groundwater protection and management goals for the Region. 
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1) Identify and update beneficial uses and water quality objectives for each groundwater 

basin. 

Water quality objectives must maintain the existing high quality of groundwater, protect 

its beneficial uses, and protect human health and the environment. The Water Boardʹs 

program to identify and update objectives is described in Section 4.25.1 Application of 

Water Quality Objectives. 

2) Regulate activities that impact or have the potential to impact the beneficial uses of 

groundwater of the Region. 

Federal, state, and local groundwater protection and remediation programs that will 

result in the overall maintenance or improvement of groundwater quality must be 

implemented Region‐wide in a consistent manner. When a potential threat or problem is 

discovered, containment and clean‐up efforts must be undertaken as quickly as possible 

to limit groundwater pollution. Where activities that could affect the beneficial uses of 

groundwater are not regulated by other federal, state, or local programs, the Water Board 

will consider regulation depending upon the threat to beneficial uses and availability of 

Water Board resources. The overall requirements for site cleanup and closure, setting 

cleanup levels, and future groundwater management strategies are described in Section 

4.25.2 Requirements for Site Investigation, Cleanup and Site Closure. The Water Boardʹs 

programs for cleanup of polluted sites are described in Section 4.25.3 Regulation of 

Potential Pollution Sources. 

3) Prevent future impacts to the groundwater resource through local and regional planning, 

management, education, and monitoring. 

Groundwater is an integral component of a watershedʹs hydrologic system. A 

comprehensive watershed management approach is necessary to protect groundwater 

resources. The Water Boardʹs program for broadening its information base on 

groundwater resources and individual protection needs of basins is described in Section 

4.25.4 Groundwater Protection Programs. Groundwater monitoring efforts by state and 

local agencies are described in Chapter 6 Surveillance and Monitoring. 

Local water, fire, planning and health departments are actively involved with their own 

groundwater protection programs. These programs include: salt water intrusion and 

land subsidence control, wellhead protection, groundwater recharge area preservation, 

hazardous material storage and management ordinances, Local Oversight Programs and 

non‐Local Oversight Programs for cleanup of leaking underground fuel tanks, potential 

conduit well destruction, and well permitting and inspection. For some agencies, 

maintaining funding for protection programs is an ongoing challenge. Through 

numerous regional projects, the Water Board is evaluating the groundwater protection 

needs in specific basins, and thus will provide additional support for local agency efforts. 

4.25.1 Application of Water Quality Objectives  
Water quality objectives apply to all groundwater, rather than at a wellhead or at a point of 

consumption. The maintenance of the existing high quality of groundwater (i.e., ʺbackgroundʺ) is 

the primary objective, which defines the lowest concentration limit that the Water Board requires 

for groundwater protection. The Water Board also has narrative and numeric water quality 

objectives for bacteria, chemical constituents, radioactivity, and taste and odor (see Chapter 3). 
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These objectives define the upper concentration limit that the Water Board considers protective of 

beneficial uses. The lower and upper concentration limits define the range that the Water Board 

considers for clean‐up levels of polluted groundwater. Establishment of cleanup levels is 

discussed in Section 4.25.2 Requirements for Site Investigation, Cleanup and Site Closure. 

Numerical limits that implement all applicable water quality objectives include Maximum 

Contaminant Levels (MCLs) and Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels (SMCLs), and are 

only acceptable as the upper end of a concentration range to protect the beneficial uses of 

municipal and domestic drinking water sources. 

Ideally, the Water Board would establish numerical groundwater objectives for all constituents. 

However, the Water Board is limited in its ability and resources to independently establish 

numerical objectives for groundwater. To evaluate compliance with water quality objectives, the 

Water Board will consider all relevant and scientifically valid evidence, including relevant and 

scientifically valid numerical criteria and guidelines developed and/or published by other 

agencies and organizations (e.g., State Water Board, U.S. EPA, DHS, Cal/EPAʹs Office of 

Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), Cal/EPAʹs Department of Toxic Substances 

Control (DTSC), etc.) to provide the numerical criteria for Water Board consideration as 

groundwater objectives. 

The Central Valley Water Board summarized water quality standards and criteria from a variety 

of sources in “A Compilation of Water Quality Goals”. This report contains an extensive 

compendium of numerical water quality limits from the literature for over 800 chemical 

constituents and water quality parameters. 

In practice, the Water Board uses water quality objectives for groundwater somewhat differently 

from those for surface water. For groundwater, the Water Boardʹs emphasis is the regulation of 

sites where water quality objectives are not being met, clean‐up is required and/or under way, 

and no further waste discharges will be allowed in the future. In contrast, surface water 

discharges regulated by the Water Board are usually for ongoing discharges regulated to meet 

water quality objectives in receiving waters. 

In a typical situation, the Water Board must identify and establish site‐ and basin‐specific 

groundwater beneficial uses and standards for the cleanup of groundwater polluted by 

numerous and extensive spills and leaks of toxic chemicals (e.g., organic solvents, fuels, metals, 

etc.). 

Very few waste discharges to land are allowed by the Water Board and those that are permitted 

(e.g., landfills, industrial waste disposal, above‐ground soil treatment, etc.) are closely regulated 

under the requirements of existing laws and regulations in order to maintain and protect 

groundwater quality objectives. An additional category of discharges to land is the numerous 

individual domestic waste disposal systems (e.g., onsite dispersal systems) that are permitted 

and regulated by the counties. The Water Board waives regulation based upon the fact that the 

countiesʹ regulation of the systems complies with applicable Water Board requirements. 

Groundwater objectives for individual basins may be developed in the future. As the Water 

Board completes projects that provide more detailed delineation of beneficial uses within basins, 

revised objectives may be developed for portions of groundwater basins that have unique 

protection needs. Examples of Water Board projects completed in the Region are described in 

ʺSection 4.25.5 Groundwater Protection Studies.” 
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4.25.2 Requirements for Site Investigation, Cleanup, and Site Closure   
This section describes the regulatory requirements and their applications for investigation, 

cleanup, and closure at sites impacted by soil and groundwater pollution. 

4.25.2.1 State Water Board Policies for Groundwater Cleanup   

ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY 
The “Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in 

California,” known as the Antidegradation Policy (State Water Board Resolution No. 68‐

16), requires the continued maintenance of existing high quality waters. It provides 

conditions under which a change in water quality is allowable. A change must: 

• Be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the state; 

• Not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial uses of water; and 

• Not result in water quality less than that prescribed in water quality control 

plans or policies. 

However, in cases where unauthorized releases have polluted groundwater, restoring 

groundwater quality to background concentrations is often technically impractical. In 

those situations, groundwater should be restored to attain applicable beneficial uses. 

SOURCES OF DRINKING WATER POLICY 
This policy, adopted by the State Water Board in 1988 (Resolution No. 88‐63), established 

state policy that all surface and ground water in the state are considered suitable, or 

potentially suitable, for municipal or domestic supply (MUN) and should be designated 

for this use, with certain exceptions. The exceptions for groundwater are: 

• The groundwater’s TDS exceeds 3,000 mg/L (5,000 microSiemens per centimeter 

(μS/cm), electrical conductivity), and it is not reasonably expected by the Water 

Boards to supply a public water system; or 

• There is contamination, either by natural processes or by human activity 

(unrelated to the specific pollution incident), that cannot reasonably be treated 

for domestic use through implementation of BMPs or best economically 

achievable treatment practices; or 

• The water source does not provide sufficient water to supply a single well 

capable of producing an average, sustained yield of 200 gallons per day; or 

• The aquifer is regulated as a geothermal energy‐producing source or has been 

exempted administratively pursuant to 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), 

Section 146.4 for the purpose of underground injection of fluids associated with 

the production of hydrocarbon or geothermal energy, provided that these fluids 

do not constitute a hazardous waste under 40 CFR, Section 261.3. 

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR INVESTIGATION AND CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT 
OF DISCHARGES 
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State Water Board Resolution No. 92‐49, ʺPolicies and Procedures for Investigation, 

Cleanup and Abatement of Discharges Under Water Code Section 13304ʺ contains the 

policies and procedures that all Water Boards shall follow to oversee and regulate 

investigations and cleanup and abatement activities resulting from all types of discharge 

or threat of discharge subject to Water Code Section 13304. Therefore, the five program 

areas described below follow the same policies and procedures outlined in Resolution 

No. 92‐49 for determining: 

• When an investigation is required; 

• The scope of phased investigations necessary to define the nature and extent of 

contamination or pollution; 

• Cost‐effective procedures to detect, cleanup or abate contamination; and 

• Reasonable schedules for investigation, cleanup, abatement, or any other 

remedial action at a site. 

State Water Board Resolution No. 92‐49 requires that the Water Board ensure that the 

discharger is aware of and considers minimum cleanup and abatement methods. The 

minimum methods that the discharger should be aware of and consider, to the extent 

that they may be applicable to the discharge or threat thereof, are: 

• Source removal and/or isolation; 

• In‐place treatment of soil or water, including bioremediation, aeration, and 

fixation; 

• Excavation or extraction of soil, water, or gas for on‐site or off‐site treatment 

techniques including bioremediation; thermal destruction; aeration; sorption; 

precipitation, flocculation and sedimentation; filtration; fixation; and 

evaporation; and, 

• Excavation or extraction of soil, water, or gas for appropriate recycling, reuse, or 

disposal. 

State Water Board Resolution No. 92‐49 was amended in 1996 with Resolution No. 96‐79, 

Containment Zone Policy. Per the revised resolution, it is not the intent of the State Water 

Board or the Regional Water Boards to allow dischargers, whose actions have caused, 

permitted, or threaten to cause or permit conditions of pollution, to avoid responsibilities 

for cleanup. However, in some cases, attainment of applicable water quality objectives 

for groundwater cannot reasonably be achieved. In these cases, the State Water Board 

determines that establishment of a containment zone is appropriate and consistent with 

the maximum benefit to the people of the state if applicable requirements contained in 

the policy are satisfied. 

STATE WATER BOARD DECISIONS 
In addition to State Water Board policies that specify requirements for investigation and 

cleanup of groundwater, State Water Board precedential orders on petitions provide 

guidance and direction to the nine Regional Water Boards with respect to cleanup orders. 

State Water Board decisions affecting site cleanup fall into three general categories: 

naming responsible parties, setting cleanup standards, and closing low‐risk cases. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 
 
 

4‐79 

4.25.2.2 Elements of Groundwater Cleanup and Site Closure  
State Water Board Resolution No. 92‐49 outlines the five basic elements of a site 

investigation. Any or all elements of an investigation may proceed concurrently, rather 

than sequentially, in order to expedite cleanup and abatement of a discharge, provided 

that the overall cleanup goals and abatement are not compromised. State Water Board 

Resolution No. 92‐49 investigation components are as follows: 

• Preliminary site assessment to confirm the discharge and the identity of the 

dischargers; to identify affected or threatened waters of the state and their 

beneficial uses; and to develop preliminary information on the nature and 

vertical and horizontal extent, of the discharge; 

• Soil and water investigation to determine the source, nature, and extent of the 

discharge with sufficient detail to provide the basis for decisions regarding 

subsequent clean‐up and abatement actions, if any are determined by the 

Regional Water Board to be necessary; 

• Proposal and selection of clean‐up action to evaluate feasible and effective 

cleanup and abatement actions and to develop preferred clean‐up and abatement 

alternatives; 

• Implementation of clean‐up and abatement action to implement the selected 

alternative and to monitor in order to verify progress; and 

• Monitoring to confirm short‐ and long‐term effectiveness of cleanup and 

abatement. 

The following additional requirements for site cleanup and closure may also apply, as 

described below. 

• “Cleanup Complete” Determinations – The Water Board provides no further 

action (NFA) confirmations and no‐further‐active‐cleanup confirmations to 

responsible parties when no further active cleanup is needed. For petroleum‐

impacted sites, the Water Board provides a case closure letter as part of the case 

closure summary report. 

• Public Participation – The Water Board will provide opportunities for public 

participation in the oversight process so that the public is informed and has the 

opportunity to comment. The level of effort is tailored to site‐specific conditions, 

depending on site complexity and public interest. The level of public 

participation effort at a particular site is based on the potential threat to human 

health, water quality, and the environment; the degree of public concern or 

interest in site cleanup; and any environmental justice factors associated with the 

site. 

• Electronic Data Reporting – The State Water Board maintains a web‐based 

geographic information system (GIS) program that provides the public and 

regulators with online access to environmental data. The State Water Board 

adopted regulations that require electronic submittal of information for 

groundwater cleanup programs (Title 23, CCR, Division 3, Chapter 30). For 

several years, parties responsible for cleanup of leaking underground fuel tanks 

(LUFT) have been required to submit groundwater analytical data, the surveyed 
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locations of monitoring wells, and certain other data to the State Water Board 

database over the Internet. As of 2005, all groundwater cleanup programs are 

required to submit these items as well as a portable data format (PDF) copy of 

reports. 

• Compliance Monitoring – Monitoring reports are required periodically that 

describe the status of the cleanup activities and monitoring results. The Water 

Board will conduct site inspections to ensure the responsible party is complying 

with Water Board enforcement directives. 

• Deed Restriction ‐ A deed restriction (land use covenant) may be required to 

facilitate the remediation of past environmental contamination and to protect 

human health and the environment by reducing the risk of exposure to residual 

hazardous materials. Water Code Section 13307.1 requires that deed restrictions 

be mandated for sites that are not cleaned up to “unrestricted use”, and that the 

restrictions be recorded and run with the land to prohibit sensitive uses such as 

homes, schools, or day care facilities. Underground storage tank (UST) sites are 

exempted from this requirement because of the sheer numbers and the small size 

of most of these sites. Site conditions are tracked in the statewide database 

developed by the State Water Board (Section 4.25.2.2 Electronic Data Reporting). 

• Liability Relief Tools – Several tools are available to municipalities, landowners, 

developers and responsible parties for seeking relief from contamination liability. 

The Polanco Act, California Land Environmental Restoration and Reuse Act, and 

California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act provide liability relief and help 

redevelopment agencies, cities and counties to guide and pursue redevelopment 

of Brownfield sites (Section 4.25.3.1.3 Brownfields). 

4.25.2.3 Setting Cleanup Levels   
The Water Board approves soil and groundwater clean‐up levels for polluted sites. Per 

State Board Resolution No. 92‐49, the basis for Water Board decisions regarding 

investigation, and cleanup and abatement includes: (1) site‐specific characteristics; (2) 

applicable state and federal statutes and regulations; (3) applicable water quality control 

plans adopted by the State and Regional Water Boards, including beneficial uses, water 

quality objectives, and implementation plans; (4) State and Regional Water Board 

policies, including State Water Board Resolutions No. 68‐16 (Antidegradation Policy) and 

No. 88‐63 (Sources of Drinking Water Policy); and (5) relevant standards, criteria, and 

advisories adopted by other state and federal agencies. 

State Water Board Resolution No. 92‐49 directs the Regional Water Boards to ensure that 

dischargers are required to cleanup and abate the effect of discharges. This cleanup and 

abatement shall be done in a manner that promotes attainment of either background 

water quality, or the best water quality that is reasonable if background levels of water 

quality cannot be restored, considering all demands being made and to be made on those 

waters and the total values involved: beneficial and detrimental, economic and social, 

tangible and intangible. Any alternative cleanup levels less stringent than background 

shall: 

• Be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the state; 
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• Not unreasonably affect present and anticipated beneficial uses of such water; 

and 

• Not result in water quality less than that prescribed in the Water Quality Control 

Plans and Policies adopted by the State and Regional Water Boards. 

4.25.2.3.1 Groundwater Cleanup Levels 
The overall clean‐up level established for a waterbody is based upon the most 

sensitive beneficial use identified. In all cases, the Water Board first considers 

high quality or naturally occurring ʺbackgroundʺ concentration objectives as the 

clean‐up levels for polluted groundwater and the factors listed above under 

ʺSetting Cleanup Levels.ʺ For groundwaters with a beneficial use of municipal 

and domestic supply, cleanup levels are set no higher than: 

• MCLs or adopted SMCLs, whichever is more restrictive, or 

• A more stringent level (i.e., below MCLs) based upon a site‐specific risk 

assessment. Clean‐up levels must be set to maintain the excess 

upperbound lifetime cancer risk to an individual of less than 1 in 10,000 

(10‐4) or a cumulative toxicological effect as measured by the Hazard 

Index of less than one. For all sites performing risk assessments, an 

alternative with an excess cancer risk of 1 in 1,000,000 (10‐6) or less must 

also be considered. 

The Water Board determines excess cancer risks and the Hazard Index following 

the procedures described in the U.S. EPAʹs Risk Assessment Guidance for 

Superfund, Volume I, Parts A dated August 1989, B dated December 1991, and C 

dated December 1991, which are incorporated by reference into this plan. The 

Water Board may modify the U.S. EPAʹs approach based on OEHHAʹs 

guidelines or more current site‐ or pollutant‐specific information. 

Groundwater clean‐up levels are approved on a case‐by‐case basis by the Water 

Board. The Executive Officer or a local agency may approve clean‐up levels as 

appropriately established by the Water Board. Proposed final clean‐up levels are 

based on a discharger‐developed feasibility study of clean‐up alternatives that 

compares effectiveness, cost, time to achieve clean‐up standards, and a risk 

assessment to determine impacts on beneficial uses, human health, and the 

environment. Clean‐up levels must also take into account the mobility, toxicity, 

and volume of pollutants. Feasibility studies of cleanup alternatives may include 

the guidance provided by Subpart E of the National Oil and Hazardous 

Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (40 CFR 300); Section 25356.1(c) of the 

California Health and Safety Code; CERCLA; the State Water Boardʹs 

Resolutions Nos. 68‐16 and 92‐49; and the Water Board Resolution No. 88‐160. 

4.25.2.3.2 Soil Cleanup Levels 
Soil pollution can present a health risk and a threat to water quality. The Water 

Board sets soil clean‐up levels for the unsaturated zone based on these threats. 

Guidance from the U.S. EPA, DTSC, and OEHHA are considered when 
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determining cleanup levels. Cleanup levels must be protective of human health 

for existing and likely future land use based on properly adopted land use 

designations in general plans, zoning, and other mechanisms. In addition, if it is 

unreasonable to cleanup soils to background concentration levels, the Water 

Board may: 

• Allow residual pollutants to remain in soil at concentrations such that:  

• Any residual mobile constituents generated would not cause 

groundwater to exceed applicable groundwater quality 

objectives, and 

• Health risks from surface or subsurface exposure are within 

acceptable guidelines. 

• Require follow‐up groundwater monitoring to verify that groundwater 

is not polluted by chemicals remaining in the soil. Follow‐up 

groundwater monitoring may not be required where residual soil 

pollutants are not expected to impact groundwater. 

• Require measures to ensure that soils with residual pollutants are 

covered and managed to minimize pollution of surface waters and/or 

exposure to the public. 

• Implement applicable provisions of CCR Title 27 where significant 

amounts of wastes remain on‐site. This may include, but is not limited 

to, subsurface barriers, pollutant immobilization, toxicity reduction, and 

financial assurances. 

In order for a discharger to make site‐specific recommendations for soil clean‐up 

levels above background, the fate and transport of leachate can be modeled by 

the discharger using site‐specific factors and appropriate models. Assumptions 

for minimal leachate dilution, as proposed by the discharger, may be considered 

by the Water Board if deemed reasonable. 

4.25.3 Program Areas 
Sites with identified pollution problems are managed through five program areas: (1) Spills, 

Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanups (SLIC) Program; (2) UST Program; (3) Landfill Program, (4) 

Department of Defense/Department of Energy (DoD/DoE) Program and (5) Above‐ground 

Petroleum Storage Tank Program. Requirements for site investigation and remediation of 

groundwater under these programs are described in Section 4.25.2 Requirements for Site 

Investigation, Cleanup, and Site Closure. 

4.25.3.1 Spills, Leaks, Investigation, and Cleanup Program (SLIC) 
The SLIC program focuses on unauthorized releases of pollutants to soil, surface water, 

and groundwater. Sites that are managed within the SLIC program include sites with 

pollution from recent or historical surface spills, subsurface releases (e.g., pipelines, 

sumps, etc.), and all other unauthorized discharges that pollute or threaten to pollute 

surface or groundwater. The SLIC program also includes groundwater cleanup at 
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Brownfields, refineries, and other large industrial facilities. There is some overlap with 

the UST program as many SLIC cases also have leaking underground tanks. 

The Water Board identified many historical releases in the 1980s. New releases are 

identified through discharger reports, complaints to the Water Board, the Water Boardʹs 

own surveillance, “due diligence” reports for proposed property transfer or 

redevelopment, and local agency reports. 

There are variety of different pollutants at SLIC sites, including chlorinated solvents, 

fuels and non‐chlorinated solvents, SVOCs, inorganic constituents and metals, 

polychlorinated biphenols (PCBs), and pesticides. Persistent and mobile constituents, 

such as chlorinated solvents, tend to cause more serious pollution problems, while 

immobile constituents, such as metals, and biodegradable constituents, such as fuels, 

tend to be less serious. Two other factors can increase case complexity: multiple 

dischargers on a site (such as a current owner, past owner, and past operator) and 

commingled groundwater plumes, where contaminants from two or more source sites 

have merged. In both cases, dischargers may argue against being named in cleanup 

orders or may demand that other parties be named as well. 

The Water Code provides authority for the Water Board to require investigation and 

cleanup of sites with unauthorized pollutant releases. Water Code Section 13267 allows 

the Water Board to require technical reports from suspected dischargers. Water Code 

Section 13304 authorizes the Water Board to issue “cleanup and abatement” orders 

requiring a discharger to cleanup and abate waste, “where the discharger has caused or 

permitted waste to be discharged or deposited where it is or probably will be discharged 

into waters of the State and creates or threatens to create a condition of pollution or 

nuisance.” The Water Board coined the term “site cleanup requirements” (SCRs) to 

describe Water Code Section 13304 orders where soil or groundwater cleanup would take 

many years to complete and the dischargers are cooperating. 

The Water Board also complies with any requirements in the state Health and Safety 

Code and the federal Superfund law for authority at federal Superfund sites where the 

Water Board is the lead agency. 

SLIC Cost Recovery Program 
Water Code Section 13304 authorizes the Regional Water Boards to recover costs 

for oversight of site cleanup at sites where a discharge of waste has occurred and that 

discharge creates, or threatens to create, a condition of pollution or nuisance. The Water 

Board was instrumental in establishing the State Water Board’s SLIC cost recovery 

program. Cost recovery was initially established in the early 1990s with the agreement of 

Bay Area petroleum refineries to reimburse the state for oversight of groundwater and 

soil remediation. Shortly thereafter the State Water Board organized a pilot program to 

expand the cost recovery program to other SLIC sites. During this period the legislature 

amended this section of the Water Code to strengthen the ability of the Regional Water 

Boards to recover staff oversight costs. 

In 1993, the State Water Board established a unified SLIC cost recovery program. 

Program funding came initially from the General Fund but later switched to the State 

Water Board’s Cleanup and Abatement Account (revolving fund mechanism). The net 
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cost of this program to the state is a small fraction of this amount because dischargers 

repay almost all of the staff oversight costs. 

In general, SLIC sites should be enrolled in the SLIC cost recovery program 

because there is very limited program funding for oversight of non‐cost recovery sites. 

Exceptions include de minimus sites (e.g., sites where oversight can be completed with 

minimal staff effort), and under special circumstances (e.g., sites with significant 

potential threat to human health or water quality where there are limited funds available 

for remedial action). 

4.25.3.1.2 Federal Sites 
Superfund Sites – The federal Superfund program was created in 1980 when 

Congress enacted CERCLA, known as Superfund. CERCLA was amended in 1986 with 

the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). The Water Board is the 

lead regulatory oversight agency for 16 federal Superfund sites in the South Bay. The 

Superfund program was designed to address the most seriously contaminated hazardous 

waste sites in the country. The Water Board previously had a U.S. EPA grant to oversee 

the 16 federal Superfund sites. Currently the sites are all enrolled in the Water Boardʹs 

cost recovery program and are managed similar to SLIC cases while still ensuring that 

U.S. EPAʹs requirements, as defined in the National Contingency Plan, are met. The 

Water Board has adopted final SCRs for all 16 sites, and all 16 sites have implemented 

long‐term remediation projects. 

RCRA Sites – Six sites originally proposed as federal Superfund sites were 

subsequently dropped because cleanup could be required under Resource Conservation 

and Recovery Act (RCRA). As with the Superfund sites, the Water Board has adopted 

final SCRs for all sites in compliance with RCRA requirements, and all six sites have 

implemented long‐term remediation projects. There are also about 20 RCRA “analogous” 

sites. These are sites where Water Board oversight has included extra steps to assure that 

oversight is analogous to the state and federal RCRA requirements. The Water Board has 

adopted SCRs for all “analogous” sites, and most have implemented long‐term 

remediation. 

4.25.3.1.3 Brownfields 
The Water Board is one of several agencies with a role in the Brownfield cleanup 

and redevelopment process. Brownfields are properties that are contaminated, or 

thought to be contaminated, and are underutilized due to perceived remediation costs 

and liability concerns. The Water Board directly oversees investigation and cleanup at 

Brownfield sites. Other stakeholders in the process include: local redevelopment agencies 

(who designate redevelopment areas and often acquire and assist in redevelop of 

Brownfield sites), local governments (who must approve redevelopment proposals), 

developers and non‐profits (who make redevelopment proposals), lenders, and 

community members. 

BROWNFIELD REGULATIONS 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 
 
 

4‐85 

There are several key federal and state environmental laws that have fostered 

Brownfield development, as described below. 

Federal Legislation  
The Small Business Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act 

(Brownfield Law) signed into law in 2002 contains three subtitles dealing with funding 

and liability for assessing and cleaning up contaminated properties. Subtitle A codified 

and expanded U.S. EPA’s current Brownfield program by authorizing funding for 

assessment and cleanup of Brownfield sites. Subtitle B exempted contiguous property 

owners and prospective purchasers from Superfund liability, and clarified the extent of 

appropriate environmental inquiry for innocent landowners. “Innocent landowners” are 

those who hold property with contamination on it, but did not contribute to the 

pollution. Subtitle C authorized funding for State response programs and limited U.S. 

EPA’s Superfund enforcement authority at sites cleaned up under a State response 

program. 

This law is important because it provides liability relief for innocent landowners 

and purchasers as long as they meet certain requirements. Many redevelopment deals 

have stalled previously because there was no clear‐cut mechanism for providing liability 

relief to innocent purchasers who were willing to perform the cleanup, but unwilling to 

take on the long‐term liability associated with the site. 

State Legislation 
The Polanco Redevelopment Act of 1990 (Polanco) outlines the processes for 

redevelopment agencies to follow when cleaning up a hazardous substance release in a 

redevelopment project area. It also provides immunity from liability for redevelopment 

agencies and subsequent property purchasers for sites cleaned up under a plan approved 

by the Water Board (or DTSC). The Polanco process has become a widely used tool by 

redevelopment agencies to guide and pursue redevelopment of Brownfields. 

Redevelopment agencies requesting approval of their cleanup plans under the provisions 

of Polanco are required to reimburse oversight costs to the agencies. 

The California Land Environmental Restoration and Reuse Act of 2001 was 

enacted to enable cities and counties to direct or conduct investigation and remediation 

at Brownfield sites that are outside of redevelopment areas to help return Brownfields to 

productive uses. It requires Cal/EPA to provide a variety of data related to Brownfield 

cleanups, and to develop a set of screening values for hazardous substances commonly 

found at Brownfield sites. A centerpiece of the legislation was its requirement that 

Cal/EPA develop statewide screening levels, based on environmental screening levels 

developed at this Water Board (Section 4.25.2.3 Setting Cleanup Levels). 

The California Land Reuse and Revitalization Act of 2004 (CLRRA) is intended 
to bring California into conformity with the federal statutes concerning liability relief for 

innocent landowners, perspective (bona fide) purchasers, and contiguous property 

owners in urban areas. It allows for risk‐based cleanups at Brownfield sites. Participants 

who seek immunity must enter into an agreement with the agency that includes the 

preparation and implementation of a site assessment plan, and if necessary, a response 
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plan. A certificate of completion is issued upon determining that all response actions 

have been completed in accordance with the agency approval process. 

BROWNFIELD GRANTS AND LIABILITY RELIEF TOOLS 

Brownfield Grants 
The U.S. EPA provides two types of Brownfield grants to states for the purpose 

of promoting Brownfield redevelopment, and to local agencies and non‐profits to jump‐

start specific Brownfield redevelopment projects. The Water Board has worked closely 

with several cities in the Region to encourage Brownfield site cleanup and 

redevelopment, including writing letters of support for project‐specific U.S. EPA grants. 

Between 1996 and 2005, U.S. EPA has awarded Brownfield grants totaling $9 million 

within the Region. The City of Oakland alone has received over $2 million in grants. 

Other recipient jurisdictions include: Emeryville, East Palo Alto, Richmond, San 

Francisco, Livermore, Alameda County, Contra Costa County, San Pablo, Petaluma, San 

Jose, and Union City. 

Cal/EPA’s Brownfield Initiative 
In 2004, Cal/EPA announced a Brownfield initiative aimed at improving the way 

Cal/EPA agencies coordinate their regulatory activities at Brownfield sites. The initiative 

includes an ambitious implementation plan to: 

• Foster partnerships with Brownfield stakeholders; 

• Develop an inventory of Brownfield sites in California; 

• Provide liability relief to Brownfield owners and buyers; and 

• Pursue necessary funding and resources for Brownfield cleanup. 

The initiative also directed the State Water Board, Regional Water Boards, and 

DTSC to complete a MOA. The MOA was signed in 2005 and contains the following 

elements: 

• Limit oversight to a single lead agency at any given site; 

• Establish procedures for identifying the appropriate lead agency; 

• Establish a uniform site assessment procedure to be used by both 

agencies; 

• Require that cleanups address the issues and concerns of both agencies; 

• Allow the lead agency to gain the advice and expertise of the other 

agency as appropriate; 

• Ensure ample opportunities for public input and involvement; 

• Establish target timeframes for completing investigation and cleanup; 

and 

• Establish regular coordinating meetings. 
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California State Liability Relief Tools 
Several tools are available to municipalities, landowners, developers and 

responsible parties for seeking relief from contamination liability. Polanco, the California 

Land Environmental Restoration and Reuse Act, and CLLRA provide liability relief and 

help redevelopment agencies, cities and counties to guide and pursue redevelopment of 

Brownfields. Prospective purchaser agreements (PPA) are agreements to protect 

purchasers from being named as a discharger for pre‐existing pollution. The buyer must 

provide something in return, such as an agreement to provide reasonable access for site 

cleanup and monitoring. 

The Water Board may issue “comfort letters” to buyers of polluted property or 

owners of off‐site properties affected by migrating groundwater pollution to mollify 

buyers or lenders about the potential liability they face. Letters to offsite owners typically 

promise not to enforce against them as long as they provide reasonable access. Letters to 

onsite buyers typically promise not to enforce against them as long as they provide 

reasonable access and the current responsible parties continue to perform necessary 

cleanup work. 

4.25.3.2 Underground Storage Tank Program 
An underground storage tank (UST) is defined by law as ʺany one or 

combination of tanks, including pipes connected thereto, that is used for the storage of 

hazardous substances and that is substantially or totally beneath the surface of the 

groundʺ (certain exceptions apply). The purpose of the UST Program is to protect public 

health and safety and the environment from releases of petroleum and other hazardous 

substances from tanks. State regulations regarding underground tank construction, 

monitoring, repair, closure, release reporting, and corrective action are contained within 

CCR Title 23, Chapter 16. 

Implementation of the UST Program is unique, as the Health and Safety Code 

Division 20, Chapters 6.7 and 6.75, gives local agencies the authority to oversee 

investigation and cleanup of UST leak sites. The Corrective Action regulations (CCR, 

Title 23, Chapter 16, Article 11) use the term ʺregulatory agencyʺ in recognition of the fact 

that local agencies have the option to oversee site investigation and cleanup, in addition 

to their statutory mandate to oversee leak reporting and tank closure. 

Some local agencies also provide oversight for underground fuel storage tank 

cases under a Local Oversight Program (LOP) contract with the State Water Board. Most 

oversight charges are billed to responsible parties. Some LOPs, known as Local 

Implementing Agencies (LIAs), have independent authority under UST laws to require 

investigations and cleanup. The Water Board still retains its Water Code authority to 

approve case closure. However, the Water Board has authorized a few local agencies to 

close fuel leak cases where groundwater has not been polluted, and future groundwater 

impacts are not expected. 

Additionally, a few other local agencies have funded their own (non‐LOP) 

oversight programs and have developed guidance documents based upon State and 

Regional Water Board guidance. In many areas throughout the Region the local agency 
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has opted not to assume the lead position for fuel leak cases. Consequently, the Water 

Board is the lead agency for fuel leak sites in those areas. 

Case Determination 
Certified Unified Permitting Agencies (CUPAs) permit and regulate UST 

operations including leak prevention and inspections. When a release occurs, the Water 

Board is generally notified of the release via a copy of an Unauthorized Release Form 

(URF). This form is tailored so as its notification hierarchy complies with Proposition 65 

notification requirements. 

If the release is fuel based, and the CUPA happens to also be an LOP agency or 

an agency that has an agreement with the Water Board for fuel UST cleanup oversight, it 

will oversee cleanup operations from that point. All of this Region’s LOP agencies are 

part of a CUPA. The same holds true in the case of our LIA agencies, with the exception 

of the Alameda County Water District (ACWD). 

If the release is solvent based, the Water Board will provide oversight for 

cleanup. Exceptions may be found for those situations for which DTSC is the lead agency 

because the tank is on a site that is under DTSC lead, such as the solvent UST being 

located within a RCRA site, or by mutual agency agreement. 

Water Board Lead UST Sites 
The Water Board oversees cases for all of Contra Costa County, Marin County, 

and various cases within the LOP and LIA jurisdictions. 

The Water Board having the lead in UST cases is the result of one or more of the 

following: 1) solvents or solvents commingled with fuels are the pollutant of concern; 2) 

the petroleum discharge is from something other than a UST under the Local Oversight 

Program or not necessarily under UST regulation such as sumps, spills, or agricultural 

tanks; 3) complex technical or policy issues; 4) conflict of interest issues in which the local 

agency is the responsible party, there is inappropriate political pressure on the case, or 

for which the agency requests Water Board lead; 5) cases given to the Water Board as 

part of the Site Designation Process (AB 2061); 6) the local agency is unable, unwilling, 

and/or unavailable to provide proper oversight; 7) part of the site is within a larger 

facility currently under Water Board oversight; and 8) historical precedent. 

Local Oversight Program (LOP) Agencies 
Although the LOP agency contracts with the State Water Board, the Water Board 

provides technical guidance and enforcement support as needed. Upon determination by 

the LOP agency that a case is ready for closure, the LOP agency submits a closure 

package to Water Board for review. If the Water Board concurs or fails to act within 30 

days, the closure is deemed approved and the LOP agency issues the closure letter. 

The following agencies are LOPs in the Region, as of 2005: 

• Alameda County Health Care Services, Department of Environmental 

Health 
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• Napa County Department of Environmental Management 

• San Francisco Department of Public Health, Bureau of Environmental 

Health Management 

• San Mateo County Department of Health Services, Office of 

Environmental Health 

• Santa Clara County Department of Environmental Health 

Solano County Department of Environmental Management 

• Sonoma County Department of Health Services, Environmental Health 

Division 

Local Implementing Agencies (LIAs) 
The Water Board provides technical and enforcement assistance to the LIAs, as 

necessary. However, these agencies essentially perform the same technical oversight 

duties (report requests, report review, etc.) that the Water Board would be expected to 

perform when overseeing case cleanups. 

As part of this Region’s case closure protocol with the LIA agencies, the Water 

Board reviews the LIA’s case closure recommendation and case closure summary 

package (although in some cases the Water Board may prepare the summary package for 

the agency). If the Water Board concurs with the agency’s recommendation, the Water 

Board issues the closure letter. 

The following agencies are LIAs in the Region, as of 2005: 

• Alameda County Water District 

• City of Berkeley Toxics Management Program 

• City of Hayward Fire Department 

• City of San Leandro 

UST Program Background 
In 1995, the State Water Board commissioned the Lawrence Livermore National 

Laboratory (LLNL) and the University of California to conduct a review of the regulatory 

framework and cleanup process applied to LUFTs. The study titled, “Recommendations 

to Improve the Cleanup Process for California’s Leaking Underground Fuel Tanks 

(LUFTs)” concluded that fuel hydrocarbons have limited impact on human health, the 

environment, or Californiaʹs groundwater resources, and recommended applying a 

modified ASTM risk‐based corrective action (RBCA) process for closing leaking UST sites 

(ASTM E1739‐95, 2002). A risk‐based approach to leaking UST cleanups has been widely 

applied following this recommendation. 

In the mid 1990ʹs, methyl tert‐butyl ether (MtBE) was recognized as a major 

threat to groundwater resources. MtBE had been added to gasoline sold in California 

since 1979 until January 1, 2004, first as an octane booster, and later as an oxygenate 

comprising up to 11 percent by volume. MtBE prioritization guidelines were developed 

based on a risk‐based approach, and the expedited site assessment has been used to 
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cleanup high threat MtBE sites (Expedited Site Assessment Tools for UST Sites (EPA 510‐

B‐97‐001, 1997)). 

In 1998, the State Water Board commissioned LLNL to study the impacts of 

MtBE on groundwater in California. LLNL concluded that MtBE is a frequent and 

widespread contaminant in shallow groundwater throughout California and that MtBE 

plumes are more mobile than benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX) 

plumes (An Evaluation of MTBE Impacts to California Groundwater Resources, 1998). 

Guidelines were developed by the State Water Board for investigation and cleanup of 

MtBE and other ether‐based oxygenates (Guidelines for Investigation and Cleanup of 

MtBE and Other Ether‐Based Oxygenates, 2001). 

Since 1998 several studies have been conducted that evaluated the occurrence of 

MtBE releases at UST sites. These studies indicated that effectiveness of the existing UST 

leak detection systems has been limited, and that MtBE has impacted the majority of the 

UST sites (Report on MtBE Monitoring at Operating UST Facilities in Santa Clara County, 

2004). 

UST Cleanup Fund 
Federal and state laws require every owner and operator of a petroleum UST to 

maintain financial responsibility to pay for any damages arising from their tank 

operations. The Barry Keene Underground Storage Tank Cleanup Fund Act of 1989 

(Cleanup Fund) was created by the California Legislature, and is administered by the 

State Water Board, to provide a means for petroleum UST owners and operators to meet 

the federal and state requirements. The Cleanup Fund also assists a large number of 

small businesses and individuals by providing reimbursement for unexpected and 

catastrophic expenses associated with the cleanup of leaking petroleum USTs. 

If a leak occurs, responsible parties or their representative must notify the 

appropriate Water Board or county agency and submit an unauthorized release form 

(URF). The Cleanup Fund can only reimburse costs after the site investigation and 

cleanup of the tank release has been reported to the Water Board or county regulatory 

agency. 

4.25.3.3 Landfill Program  
Discharges of solid, semisolid, and liquid wastes to landfills, waste piles, surface 

impoundments, and land treatment facilities can create sources of pollution affecting the 

quality of waters of the state. Low‐concentration liquid waste discharges can be 

assimilated by receiving waters, if the concentration of pollutants in the waste is 

regulated (i.e., treated wastewater from municipal or industrial facilities). Conversely, 

discharges of wastes to waste management units require long‐term containment or active 

treatment in order to prevent waste or waste constituents from migrating to and 

impairing the beneficial uses of waters of the state. Pollutants from such discharges may 

continue to affect water quality long after the discharger has stopped discharging new 

wastes at a site, either because of undetermined releases from the site or because 

pollutants from the site have accumulated in underlying soils and are migrating to 

groundwater. 
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Landfills for disposal of municipal or industrial solid waste (solid waste disposal sites) 

are the major categories of waste management units located in the Region. The Water 

Board issues WDRs to ensure that these discharges are properly contained to protect the 

Regionʹs water resources from degradation and to ensure that the dischargers undertake 

effective monitoring to verify continued compliance with requirements. 

These discharges, and the waste management units at which the wastes are discharged, 

are subject to concurrent regulation by other state and local agencies responsible for land‐

use planning, solid waste management, and hazardous waste management. Local 

enforcement agencies (LEAs) implement the stateʹs solid waste management laws and 

local ordinances governing the siting, design, and operation of solid waste disposal 

facilities (usually landfills) with the concurrence of the California Integrated Waste 

Management Board (CIWMB). The CIWMB also has direct responsibility for review and 

approval of plans for closure and post‐closure maintenance of solid waste landfills. DTSC 

issues permits for all hazardous waste. The State Water Board, Regional Water Boards, 

the CIWMB, and DTSC have entered into a Memorandum of Understanding to 

coordinate their respective roles in the concurrent regulation of these discharges. 

Oversight costs for sites in the landfill program at the Water Board and CIWMB are 

primarily funded through waste discharge permit fees and landfill waste tipping fees. 

The Water Board regulates landfills receiving municipal solid wastes (MSW) and 

facilities receiving classified, nonhazardous, and industrial wastes of various types. 

Figure 4‐6 shows the active and inactive municipal solid waste landfill sites within the 

Region as of 2005. The Water Board regulates these sites closely, but the required 

monitoring has revealed water quality problems at some sites that the respective owners 

or operators are addressing through appropriate remedial measures. As a result of 

federal laws in the area of hazardous waste regulation, more effort is being devoted to 

regulation of the onsite treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste. 

4.25.3.3.1 Waste Regulations 
In 1997, the State revised and strengthened the laws and regulations governing 

the discharges of both hazardous and nonhazardous solid waste. The primary 

purpose of the regulations is to: 1) assure the protection of human health and the 

environment, 2) ensure waste is properly contained or cleaned‐up as 

appropriate, and 3) protect surface water and groundwater from the discharge of 

waste to land. The primary regulation used by the Water Board in regulating 

nonhazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal is the combined State 

Water Board and CIWMB regulations contained in CCR Title 27, Division 2 of 

the Solid Waste Regulations, formerly CCR Title 23, Division 3, Chapter 15. Title 

27 includes very specific siting, construction, monitoring, and closure 

requirements for all existing and new nonhazardous waste treatment, storage, 

and disposal facilities. Title 27 also contains a provision requiring operators to 

provide assurances of financial responsibility for: landfill closure activities; post 

closure monitoring and maintenance; and corrective action for landfill releases. 

Title 27 establishes detailed technical criteria for establishing water quality 

protection standards, monitoring programs, and corrective action programs for 

releases from waste management units. 
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Title 27 defines three types of nonhazardous waste: 1) designated wastes; 2) 

nonhazardous solid waste; and 3) inert waste, as described below. 

Unlike other waste classifications, designated waste is defined in Water Code 

Section 13173 (and in Title 27) as follows: 

ʺDesignated waste,” means either of the following: 

• Hazardous waste that has been granted a variance from 

hazardous waste management requirements pursuant to Section 

25143 of the Health and Safety Code. 

• Nonhazardous waste that consists of, or contains, pollutants 

that, under ambient environmental conditions at a waste 

management unit, could be released in concentrations exceeding 

applicable water quality objectives or that could reasonably be 

expected to affect beneficial uses of the waters of the state as 

contained in the appropriate state water quality control plan. 

Title 27 Section 20220 defines nonhazardous solid waste as waste normally 

associated with domestic, agricultural, and commercial activities. In addition to 

the regulations under Title 27, landfills that receive nonhazardous solid waste 

are subject to the State Water Board’s special regulations for municipal solid 

waste landfills (State Water Board Resolution No. 93‐62), which adapt federal 

municipal solid waste landfill standards to the state’s landfill regulation scheme. 

Title 27 Section 20230 defines inert waste as that subset of nonhazardous solid 

waste that does not contain hazardous waste or soluble pollutants at 

concentrations in excess of applicable water quality objectives, and does not 

contain significant quantities of decomposable waste. The Water Board regulates 

inert waste landfills outside of its Title 27 authority and only to the extent 

necessary to protect water quality from siltation and other indirect effects. 

The Water Board regulates discharges of designated waste and nonhazardous 

solid waste pursuant to the regulations in Title 27; regulates discharges of 

municipal solid waste pursuant to both the Title 27 regulations and State Water 

Board Resolution No. 93‐62; and regulates discharges of inert wastes only as 

necessary to protect water quality (e.g., to prevent sediment discharges to surface 

waters or to assure that such relatively unregulated units receive only inert 

waste). 

Hazardous waste is defined by DTSC in CCR Title 22, Division 4.5, Chapter 11. 

Disposal of hazardous waste and hazardous waste sites located in the Region are 

regulated by DTSC. 

The Water Board has been regulating nonhazardous solid waste facilities since 

the mid‐1970ʹs, and in some instances since to the early 1950ʹs. Many of the small, 

older facilities have closed, and waste is now being disposed of at large regional 

nonhazardous solid waste facilities. The Water Board reviews and revises WDRs 

at active nonhazardous waste sites, and at closed sites, and assures consistency 

with the current regulations. These actions include defining the levels of 

designated wastes (see below), requiring the discharger to establish and operate 
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groundwater monitoring systems capable of identifying whether water quality 

objectives are being violated, establishing corrective evaluation monitoring 

(investigation) and corrective action programs where standards are violated, and 

reviewing and overseeing the development and implementation of facility 

closure plans. Active landfills are also subject to construction and industrial 

stormwater NPDES permit requirements (Section 4.14 Urban Runoff 

Management). 

To implement Title 27 at nonhazardous solid waste facilities, the Water Board 

must define designated wastes. Many wastes which are not hazardous still 

contain constituents of water quality concern that could become soluble in a 

nonhazardous solid waste facility and produce leachates and gases that could 

pose a threat to beneficial uses of state waters. Furthermore, a waste (e.g., salty 

solids) that might be a designated waste at a landfill that overlies potable water 

would not be a designated waste at one that overlies groundwater with non‐

potable water at comparable concentrations (i.e., salty solids are not a threat to 

salty groundwater). 

The criteria for determining if a nonhazardous waste is a designated waste are 

based on water quality objectives in the vicinity of the site, the containment 

features of the solid waste facility, and the solubility/mobility of the waste 

constituents. Therefore, all owners and operators of active nonhazardous 

municipal solid waste facilities in the Region who wish to receive wastes other 

than municipal solid waste or inert wastes must propose waste constituent 

concentration criteria above which wastes will be considered designated waste 

and therefore, not suitable for disposal at their site. In determining whether a 

nonhazardous waste is designated waste, the Water Board will consider all 

relevant and scientifically valid evidence, including relevant and scientifically 

valid numerical criteria and guidelines developed and/or published by other 

sources, such as the Central Valley Water Boardʹs report, ʺDesignated Level 

Methodology for Waste Classification and Cleanup Level Determination,ʺ or an 

equivalent methodology acceptable to the Executive Officer. 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) 
The state implements federally authorized regulations that are equivalent to 

those promulgated by the U.S. EPA under Subtitle C of RCRA ‐‐ Hazardous 

Waste Regulations for Treatment, Storage, and Disposal. In 1992, U.S. EPA 

formally delegated RCRA Subtitle C program implementation authority to 

DTSC. As described above, regulation of hazardous waste discharges is also 

included in CCR Title 23, Chapter 15. Chapter 15 monitoring requirements were 

amended in 1997 to be equivalent to RCRA requirements in regard to the 

discharge of hazardous waste to land. 

The U.S. EPA promulgated federal regulations, as required by Subtitle D of the 

federal RCRA statute, applicable to municipal solid waste landfills (40 CFR 257 

and 258). These regulations are self‐implementing. The CIWMB and the State 

Water Board are jointly responsible for implementing the state program, which 

the U.S. EPA has approved as being equivalent. The Regional Water Boards 
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implement the water quality aspects of the state program. The LEAs and the 

CIWMB implement the public health and safety aspects of the state program. 

Toxic Pits Cleanup Act 
The Toxic Pits Cleanup Act of 1984 (TPCA) required that all impoundments 

containing liquid hazardous wastes or free liquids containing hazardous waste 

be retrofitted with a liner/leachate collection system or be dried out by July 1, 

1988, and subsequently closed. In 1985, there were 26 sites in the Region with 

ponds subject to TPCA. As of 2005, one site is permitted to operate its ponds 

under TPCAʹs exemption requirement but is not accepting waste and is seeking 

closure. The remaining 25 sites have been closed. 

4.25.3.3.2 Bayfront Landfill Expansions into Wetlands   
A significant issue that the Water Board has addressed is the expansion of 

existing Bayfront landfills into wetland areas. The Water Board, in a few cases, 

allowed modest expansions (and undesirable loss of wetlands) to allow local 

governments time to develop other disposal options. However, these expansions 

were only approved because there was a demonstrated immediate public need. 

One expansion permit was appealed to the State Water Board, which clearly 

indicated that the Water Board should disapprove future such expansions into 

wetlands, and that local governments must complete the necessary planning to 

avoid this problem. Given the State Water Board’s position and the wetland 

provisions contained elsewhere in this Basin Plan, the Water Board will not 

approve further expansions of Bayfront landfills into wetlands. 

4.25.3.4 Department of Defense and Department of Energy Program   
The goal of the DoD/DoE program is the investigation and cleanup of pollution at federal 

military sites. DoD sites include active and inactive military bases and formerly utilized 

defense (FUDs) sites. DoE sites include active federal energy agency sites. DoD and DoE 

sites in the Region as of 2005 are shown on Figure 4‐7. An adjunct to cleanup, particularly 

with respect to DoD sites, is the return of these sites to productive, civilian use. 

Investigation and cleanup at these sites follows the CERCLA process. For DoD sites, the 

DoD has elected to follow the CERCLA process even if the sites are not listed as 

“Superfund” sites. This process follows a rigorous sequence of document preparation 

and agency approvals including completion of the formal Preliminary Assessment, Site 

Investigation, Remedial Investigation, and Feasibility Study, all leading to a Record of 

Decision (ROD) on an acceptable Remedial Action Plan (RAP). 

Groundwater cleanup must also adhere to the requirements of the Basin Plan and 

existing state law (the Water Code), relevant regulations (e.g., Title 27; Title 23, Chapter 

16, etc.), and policies set forth by State Water Board Resolution Nos. 68‐16, 88‐63, and 92‐

49. 

Under the Base Realignment and Closure Act of 1990 (amended 2005), the DoD has been 

conducting environmental investigation and cleanup at each of these sites with oversight 
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from the Water Board and other agencies. There is considerable state and federal interest 

in moving these latter types of DoD sites into economically productive uses, in part to 

offset the negative economic impact of base closures on the local community or to 

invigorate the often depressed economies of local communities located near these sites. 

Progress has been slow in many cases due to competition for limited DoD cleanup funds, 

the complexities of the sites themselves, and uncertainty about the planned reuse. Cities 

have recently been pursuing “early transfers” that allow them to receive the military 

property prior to completion of cleanup. Local governments have contracted with 

developers and environmental firms to perform an integrated cleanup and 

redevelopment. 

Closed military bases that are transferred to a local entity before the cleanup is complete 

may be subject to a land use covenant (LUC) issued by the Water Board to ensure the site 

cleanup is completed. The Water Board may issue SCRs per Water Code Section 13304 to 

allow investigation and cleanup after the military property is transferred. For additional 

regulatory tools, see Section 4.25.2 Requirements for Site Investigation, Cleanup, and Site 

Closure. 

For the DoE program, all of the sites currently within the Region are active and are not 

expected to fall within public hands for the foreseeable future. Cleanup is ongoing at 

these sites. Contamination generally consists of discharges of solvents, petroleum 

hydrocarbons, PCBs, and/or metals to both soil and groundwater. In some cases, 

radionuclides have also been released. DoE has regulatory authority over radionuclide 

discharges, although the Water Board provides input into the investigation and cleanup 

activities related to them. 

Federal funding for both the DoD and DoE programs covers all costs associated with 

Water Board and State Water Board staff oversight. The state signed a Cooperative 

Agreement with the Department of Defense (Defense‐State Memorandum of Agreement, 

DSMOA)). In the Cooperative Agreement, DTSC acts as the state’s agent. Both the State 

Water Board and the Regional Water Boards coordinate with DTSC to allocate agency 

responsibility and funding and establish procedures under which site investigation and 

cleanup will proceed, decisions will be made, and disputes will be resolved. For the DoE 

program, a grant has been established which describes and funds Water Board oversight 

at DoE sites. 

4.25.3.5 Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act   
The stateʹs Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act was enacted in 1989 and amended in 

1991. The Act became effective on January 1, 1990. 

The purpose of this Act is to protect the public and the environment from the serious 

threat of spillage of millions of gallons of petroleum‐derived chemicals stored in 

thousands of aboveground storage tanks. The Act requires that the Water Board inspect 

aboveground petroleum storage tanks used for crude oil and its fractions for their 

compliance with the federally required Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure 

Plan (SPCCP). In the event that a release occurs that threatens surface or groundwater, 

the Act allows the state to recover reasonable costs incurred in the oversight and 

regulation of the cleanup. The Water Board oversees sites where releases from 
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aboveground storage tanks have impacted groundwater under the SLIC cost recovery 

program. 

4.25.4 Groundwater Protection Studies 
The intimate ties among the land, surface water, groundwater, the Estuary, and human activity 

must be acknowledged in order to promote wise, balanced, and sustainable use of water 

resources. In this regard, the Water Board will encourage planning and management by 

supplying tools and information that will provide an integrated environmental management 

approach to problem solving. It also must be recognized that groundwater quality and quantity 

are inextricably linked. Because an informed and involved citizenry is crucial to realizing 

groundwater protection, policies and plans should encourage and promote research, education, 

and public involvement as an integral part of any protection program. 

4.25.4.1 Groundwater Protection and Beneficial Use Studies  
Water Board staff, with contributions from local agencies, evaluated existing 

groundwater protection programs and beneficial uses of groundwater in the Napa River 

Watershed (1996), San Francisco and Northern San Mateo Counties (1996), East Bay 

Plain, Alameda and Contra Costa Counties (1999), and South San Francisco Bay Basin, 

Alameda, San Mateo, and Santa Clara Counties (2003). Extensive research was conducted 

and numerous references were compiled to prepare these groundwater studies. In 

general, each study included the following goals: 

• Describe the hydrogeology and groundwater use for the groundwater basins; 

• Identify major threats to groundwater and groundwater protection programs; 

• Identify locations where groundwater is vulnerable to contamination; 

• Identify locations where groundwater monitoring is needed; 

• Use GIS to compile complex data sets to use as a decision‐making tool for 

groundwater protection; 

• Refine beneficial use designations for some groundwater basins; 

• Identify inactive well locations; 

• Describe groundwater extraction for municipal, agricultural, and industrial 

water supply; 

• Summarize statewide initiatives for groundwater protection and data sharing; 

and 

• Evaluate special problem areas that are typically not addressed by groundwater 

protection programs. 

The results of these groundwater protection studies identified several key groundwater 

protection issues that are summarized in Section 4.26 Emerging Program Areas. The 

reports are available at the Water Board website. 

4.25.4.2 State Water Board Groundwater Protection Planning Contract  
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At the Water Boardʹs request, the State Water Board funded a contract with the 

University of California at Berkeley to develop a regional groundwater protection plan. 

The project focused on several significant groundwater basins: Santa Clara Valley, Niles 

Cone, Livermore Valley, San Mateo Plain, and Half Moon Bay Terrace (Table 2‐2). The 

vulnerability to pollution of each of the basins was determined using the U.S. EPAʹs 

DRASTIC Index Method (U.S. EPA Project No. 600/2‐87‐035, April 1987) on a GIS. The 

project was completed in 1994 by the Center for Environmental Design Research, 

University of California at Berkeley. 

4.25.4.3 Integrated Environmental Management Project   
In 1987, the U.S. EPA completed the Integrated Environmental Management Plan (IEMP). 

This innovative study conducted in Santa Clara County sought to improve public health 

and environmental protection by integrating approaches for hazardous material 

management for land, air, and water. The IEMPʹs Drinking Water Subcommittee 

developed recommendations to address the question “How clean is clean?” The 

committee wrote,ʺ...because contamination and clean‐up impacts vary significantly in 

different sites and different hydrogeologic zones, the Water Board should continue to 

develop and standardize a process for clean‐up decision making, rather than establish 

across‐the‐board clean‐up levels.ʺ The recommendations from this study were applied to 

developing site‐specific cleanup levels. 

4.25.4.4 Groundwater Resource Study   
A basin‐wide approach for implementing and prioritizing groundwater cleanup was 

recommended in a series of reports titled ʺSan Francisco Bay Region Groundwater 

Resource Studyʺ (1987). The reports were a cooperative effort by the Water Board and the 

University of California at Berkeley, School of Public Health, and Department of 

Landscape Architecture. The ten volume series covered eight high priority groundwater 

basins: Niles Cone, Livermore and Sunol Valley, Ygnacio/Pittsburg/Clayton/San Ramon 

Basins, Suisun/Fairfield Basin, Napa Valley, Sonoma Valley, and San Mateo Basin. The 

Water Board used the results of this study to prioritize its workload in addressing 

polluted sites. 

4.25.4.5 Shallow Drainage Wells   
The California Water Code, Section 13710, defines the term ʺwellʺ or ʺwater wellʺ to mean 

any artificial excavation constructed by any method for the purpose of extracting water 

from, or injecting water into, the underground. The definition does not include (a) oil, 

gas, and geothermal wells, or (b) construction dewatering wells and hillside stabilization 

dewatering wells. Therefore, all shallow drainage wells (also known as dry wells, 

infiltration basins, and shallow injection wells) used for the purpose of disposing of 

stormwater or surface runoff are covered under this definition. The purpose of this Basin 

Plan section is to clarify the Water Boardʹs position in regard to the construction, usage, 

and regulatory permitting aspects of shallow drainage wells. 

In 1951, the Water Board adopted Resolution No. 81, ʺStatement of Policy on Sewer and 

Drainage Wellsʺ, which is incorporated by reference into this plan. This resolution states 
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that the Water Board disapproves of the construction and use of wells for disposal of 

effluent from septic tanks and surface runoff from streets and highways except where 

such wells discharge into a formation that at no time will contain groundwater fit for 

domestic, agricultural, or industrial use. At the same time, the Water Board recognized 

that these wells already existed in the Region and that immediate abandonment may be 

impractical. Therefore no new installations were to be permitted, more satisfactory 

drainage methods were to be substituted for existing installations at the earliest 

practicable date, and the Water Board was to consider the matter of prescribing 

requirements for the discharge in granting any exceptions to the prohibition. After 

review of Water Board files, it does not appear as if any exceptions to the resolution were 

officially granted. 

The Federal Underground Injection Control Program was established in 1984 with the 

adoption of the Safe Drinking Water Act. In California, the U. S. EPA is the lead agency 

in charge of administering the program. Under this program, wells used to dispose of 

surface water runoff are classified as Class V injection wells. The owner or operator of 

any existing Class V well is required to submit information on each well, including the 

nature and type of discharge and operating status. U.S. EPA is conducting a well 

inventory statewide to identify Class V wells. 

There are a number of applicable state regulations pertaining to the construction and use 

of shallow drainage wells. AB2182 (Chapter 1131, Section 4458) of the California Health 

and Safety Code, passed in 1961, prohibits the use of drainage wells for the disposal of 

sewer water unless authorized by the Water Board. The Water Code (Chapter 10, 

Sections 13700 – 13806) defines the terms ʺwellʺ and ʺwater wellʺ and states that any 

person who intends to dig, bore, or drill such a well must file a notice of intent with DWR 

or the designated local enforcement agency. A detailed report of completion must then 

be filed after construction. If the Water Board finds that standards of water well 

construction, maintenance, abandonment, and destruction are needed in any area to 

protect beneficial uses of groundwater, it shall determine the area to be involved and so 

report to each affected county and city in the area. Each such affected county shall, 

within 120 days of receipt of the report, adopt an ordinance establishing standards of 

water well construction, maintenance, abandonment, and destruction for the designated 

area. To date, standards and siting criteria for shallow drainage wells are non‐existent in 

the Region and subsequently not included in the well‐permitting process. 

The Water Board issues NPDES permits for stormwater discharges to surface water for 

certain industrial and construction activities and to the larger municipalities in the 

Region (Section 4.14 Urban Runoff Management). The permits require the 

implementation of control measures to reduce pollutant loading, along with water 

quality monitoring to assure that the waters being discharged will not impact the 

beneficial uses of receiving waters. The discharge of industrial waste into the sanitary 

sewer system is now closely regulated under a pretreatment program. Likewise, the 

discharge of stormwater to the subsurface must also be regulated to assure the protection 

of groundwater supplies. Standards for shallow drainage well construction, 

maintenance, abandonment, destruction and siting criteria are needed throughout the 

Region. Land‐use decisions, such as stormwater structural controls and well construction 

permitting, are most often made by local government agencies, including water districts, 
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planning, and building departments. Many of these agencies are not aware of the Water 

Boardʹs Resolution No. 81, or the rationale behind it. 

Goal 

The goal of the Shallow Drainage Program is to eliminate the unregulated 

construction and use of shallow drainage wells in areas where municipal, 

domestic, agricultural, and industrial groundwater supplies are threatened. 

This goal is to be attained by a coordinated effort on the part of U.S. EPA, the 

Water Board, DWR, and local government agencies to implement a shallow 

drainage well control program. 

4.25.4.5.2 Shallow Drainage Program 
The Water Board prohibits the unauthorized construction and use of shallow 

drainage wells. The shallow drainage well control program shall consist of two 

main elements: 1) locating existing wells; and 2) regulating the construction and 

use of existing and new wells. 

1.  Locating existing wells 

U.S. EPA, the Water Board, and local government agencies will need to work 

together to identify all existing shallow drainage wells. 

2.   Regulating existing wells and new wells 

Continued use of existing wells or construction of new wells may be 

authorized by a local enforcing agency through its well‐permitting process. 

The Water Board will work with DWR and each city, county, and local water 

supply and flood control agency on developing standards for adoption by 

ordinance for the construction, maintenance, abandonment, and destruction 

of shallow drainage wells. Additionally, it must be demonstrated that the use 

of the well will not result in a discharge that may pose a threat to municipal, 

domestic, agricultural, and industrial groundwater supplies. If this cannot be 

adequately demonstrated, the well must be permanently closed. Closure of 

each well must be done in compliance with U.S. EPA Class V injection well 

closure guidelines and applicable local agency guidelines or regulations. 

4.26 EMERGING PROGRAM AREAS 
There are several aspects of protecting beneficial uses associated with aquatic systems and 

groundwater protection that have emerged as critical issues in recent years. This section presents 

a prospective view of emerging program areas that have increasingly become the focus of Water 

Board activity. Each involves both an integration of approaches used in current Water Board 

programs as well as innovative solutions. 

4.26.1 Wetland Restoration 
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As documented in the Habitat Goals reports, a large percentage of historic tidal marsh and 

mudflats around the Estuary have been diked, drained, and/or filled to serve various human 

purposes. Current planning efforts by multiple agencies recognize the importance of restoring 

wetland functions to the Estuary to protect and enhance beneficial uses. The Estuary Project’s 

Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (June 1994) proposes several goals for 

wetland management in the Estuary, and recommends large‐scale restoration of salt ponds and 

other former wetlands in order to support sustainable populations of fish and wildlife as well as 

other benefits associated with wetlands. The Habitat Goals reports provide guidance to the Water 

Board and indicates where wetland restoration potential exists around the Estuary. 

The Water Board participates in a number of wetland restoration projects in the Region, both in a 

regulatory role regarding proposed wetland fill and/or discharges, and in the role of an interested 

party or stakeholder, recognizing the multiple benefits of wetland restoration for water quality 

and beneficial uses. Major restoration projects underway include former salt ponds adjacent to 

South San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay, former DoD sites such as Hamilton Field in Marin 

County, and the Bair Island Ecological Reserve in South San Francisco Bay. While these projects 

are expected to have a positive impact on water quality and beneficial uses, certain challenges 

must be addressed, such as minimizing uptake of mercury into the food web, meeting water 

quality objectives for salinity and dissolved oxygen in discharges from ponds (impounded bay 

waters), protecting existing tidal mudflats, and controlling harmful invasive species such as 

Spartina alterniflora cordgrass and its hybrids. 

4.26.2 Desalination 
San Francisco Bay has only recently been identified as a potential drinking water source, and this 

has become an emerging program area for the Water Board. Producing drinking water from 

saltwater results in a concentrated brine stream that must be managed to protect water quality. In 

the late 1990s, some water supply agencies in the Region began investigating the feasibility of 

producing drinking water from the Estuary using desalination technology. As of 2005, several 

sites are being screened for potential desalination facilities by various agencies, and in 2005 the 

Water Board issued an NPDES permit to one pilot plant for the Marin Municipal Water District in 

the City of San Rafael. 

Desalination plants are in operation throughout the world, with facilities most common in the 

Middle East, the Caribbean and Florida. To date, only a limited number of desalination plants 

have been built along the California coast, primarily because the cost of desalination is generally 

higher than the costs of other water supply alternatives available in California (e.g., water 

transfers and groundwater pumping). However, as drought conditions occur and concern over 

water availability increases, desalination projects are being proposed at numerous locations in 

the state. 

Desalination plants produce liquid wastes that may contain all or some of the following 

constituents: high salt concentrations, chemicals used to clean plant equipment and used during 

pretreatment, and toxic metals (which are most likely to be present if the discharge water was in 

contact with metallic materials used in construction of the plant facilities). Potential alternatives 

for disposal of liquid waste include discharge into waters of the state, combination with other 

discharges (e.g., power plant cooling water or sewage treatment plant effluent) before discharge, 

discharge into a sewer for treatment in a sewage treatment plant, or drying and disposal in a 
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landfill. Desalination plants also produce a small amount of solid waste (e.g., spent pretreatment 

filters and solid particles that are filtered out in the pretreatment process). 

If water supply agencies implement desalination to augment supplies along with waste 

management practices that protect beneficial uses, the Water Board will consider amending the 

Basin Plan to designate the municipal and domestic supply (MUN) beneficial use for applicable 

marine or estuarine areas of the Region. 

4.26.3 Emerging Toxic Pollutants of Concern   
As noted in Section 4.1.2.1 Numeric Water Quality Objectives, Wasteload Allocations, there are 

pollutants of local concern for which water quality objectives have not been developed and 

adopted. Both regulatory and research surveillance programs periodically detect pollutants that 

are persisting in the aquatic environment, which may or may not have published guidelines for 

protecting beneficial uses. Such pollutants may be inducing toxicity or exhibiting 

bioaccumulation in the food web. The Regional Monitoring Program for the San Francisco Bay, 

described in Section 6.1 Regional Monitoring Program, includes studies to anticipate potential 

water quality problems by identifying previously unmonitored and/or unknown pollutants. It is 

through such efforts that the potential pollutant problems of the future can be identified and 

addressed before they become environmentally and economically costly “legacy” pollutants, 

such as mercury, PCBs, and chlorinated pesticides such as dichloro‐diphenyl‐trichloroethane 

(DDT). Absent regulatory objectives or published guidelines, the Water Board will encourage 

source identification and control of pollutants found in the Region’s waters that exhibit 

characteristics of concern, such as detectable and/or increasing levels in tissues of the Estuary’s 

organisms, as in the case of polybrominated diphenyl ethers (PBDEs). The Water Board will 

establish water quality objectives for selected pollutants as the necessary technical information 

becomes available. 

Groundwater quality has been impacted by several emerging contaminants and by previously 

known contaminants that have undergone increased regulatory concern. Emerging contaminants, 

including N‐nitrosodimethylamine (NDMA), disinfection byproducts such as trihalomethanes, 

haloacetic acids, bromate, and chlorite, endocrine disruptors, and pharmaceutically active 

compounds, may be present in sanitary wastewater, recycled water, imported water, and any 

other water source that receives sanitary wastewater. Emerging contaminants may pose a threat 

to groundwater quality when such waters are used for artificial recharge or are otherwise 

intentionally infiltrated. Other contaminants of concern affecting groundwater quality that are of 

concern include nitrate, total dissolved solids, perchlorate, solvent stabilizers (such as 1,4‐

dioxane), arsenic, and hexavalent chromium. 

4.26.4 Groundwater Protection Issues 
Groundwater protection studies conducted by Water Board staff identified several key 

groundwater protection issues and are summarized below. 

4.26.4.1 Vertical Conduits 
Vertical conduits can provide pathways for the migration of surface pollution or shallow 

groundwater pollution into deeper water bearing zones. Pollutants that enter 
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groundwater through vertical conduits circumvent the natural migration process, which 

protects groundwater by filtering and other natural attenuation processes. Numerous 

agricultural and domestic wells installed in the Region have been abandoned or covered 

by subsequent development. Identification and proper destruction of these potential 

conduits is critical to include in any groundwater protection program. 

4.26.4.2 Horizontal Conduits/Sanitary Sewer Leaks to Groundwater  
Horizontal conduits also serve to spread contamination by providing preferential 

pathways for migration of contaminants and contaminated groundwater. Storm drain 

systems and their construction backfill can be significant pathways for migration of 

contaminated shallow groundwater to water bodies where the storm drains discharge. 

Similar protocols should be followed for investigating horizontal conduits as for vertical 

conduits. A horizontal conduit study should be conducted at all sites where releases of 

toxic or hazardous materials are documented and before development or new 

construction begins at sites where toxic or hazardous materials have been used or stored. 

This is particularly important at or near dry cleaners or other operations where 

chlorinated solvents have been used. 

Sanitary sewer lines may also allow pollutants to migrate to groundwater. Exfiltration is 

leakage from sanitary sewer lines into the subsurface and, in most cases, into 

surrounding groundwater. This phenomenon usually occurs in areas where the water 

table is below the sewer line. Leaking sewer lines can introduce pathogens into 

surrounding groundwater. Of more significance are chemicals transported in sewer lines 

that are released and migrate to and affect both shallow and deeper aquifers. The most 

significant historical impacts of leaking sewer lines are often associated with dry cleaning 

operations and the use of chlorinated solvents in electronics industries, such as wafer 

fabricators, plating shops, and printed circuit board shops. 

4.26.4.3 Groundwater-Surface Water Interactions 
Nearly all surface water features (streams, lakes, reservoirs, wetlands, and estuaries) 

interact with groundwater. Several issues have been identified that simultaneously affect 

the quality and quantity of surface water and groundwater due to the dynamic 

relationship between the two. The effects of these issues on water quality and quantity 

must be understood in order to develop effective water resource management strategies. 

These issues include the effect of surface water diversion and groundwater withdrawal 

on creek and riparian habitat, water quality, surface water infiltration to groundwater 

(e.g., recharge and stormwater infiltration), groundwater discharge to surface water (e.g., 

plume discharges), and changing land use (as it affects runoff and recharge). 

4.26.4.4 Saltwater Intrusion 
Saltwater from San Francisco Bay and adjacent salt ponds has intruded freshwater‐

bearing aquifers in the Niles Cone, Santa Clara Valley, and San Mateo Plain basins. In 

both the Niles Cone and Santa Clara Valley basins, local agencies have implemented 

measures to prevent saltwater intrusion. The threat of saltwater intrusion in the Niles 

Cone is primarily due to the basin’s proximity to San Francisco Bay and the large system 
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of salt ponds that operate along the Bay’s margin. In Santa Clara County, land 

subsidence, resulting from historical pumping that lowered the water table, has caused 

the lower reaches of streams and rivers to be invaded by saline tidal waters, increasing 

salinity in shallow groundwater. Land subsidence is no long occurring in Santa Clara 

Valley. 

4.26.4.5 Tracking Institutional Controls 
Due to the difficulty of accomplishing rapid cleanup at most sites, it is usually necessary 

to manage site contamination to avoid or minimize exposure pending attainment of 

cleanup standards. Risk management measures include engineering controls (such as 

slurry walls or engineered caps) and institutional controls (such as notifications to site 

occupants or deed restrictions prohibiting sensitive land uses). Because risk management 

measures usually need to remain effective for many years, their effective implementation 

needs to be tracked and enforced. At issue is how best to do this. The solution will 

involve some combination of oversight by the Water Board or other cleanup oversight 

agency, the local permitting agency, and the discharger. 

4.26.5 Sediment 
Sediments in the larger Estuary are both sources and sinks of pollutants. Under the Bay 

Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program in 1999, The Water Board completed a detailed 

assessment of (a) the levels of pollutants in sediment throughout the Bay, and (b) the risks and 

benefits of cleaning or otherwise managing existing hot spots. 

Pollutant transport associated with sediments is also the subject of numerous studies, many of 

which are supported by the Water Board. The dynamics of sediment movement, uptake of 

pollutants through the benthic food web, measurement of pollutant levels on suspended 

material, and food web models associated with TMDL projects are examples of such studies. 

Finally, the environmental effects associated with the disposal or reuse of Estuary sediments have 

been extensively investigated within the context of the Water Boardʹs dredging management 

program. As part of this effort, the Water Board has supported detailed research on developing 

sediment toxicity tests and sediment quality objectives. 

4.26.6 National “Portfields” Initiative  
The U.S. EPA, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), and a number of 

other federal agencies announced the “Portfields” initiative in 2003. This effort is a renewed focus 

on revitalizing the nation’s port communities to protect the coastal environment and restore or 

maintain economic vitality. Many waterfront areas have suffered as waterfront‐manufacturing 

industries changed their interests or went abroad. Abandoned properties with perceived 

contamination can prevent redevelopment, and local communities lose jobs and other economic 

benefit. Businesses that are today seeking viable waterfront lands for manufacturing, shipping, 

and tourism can benefit from Portfields revitalization projects. There are significant waterfront 

industrial areas in the Region that have undergone redevelopment, such as the Port of Oakland 

and Mission Bay, and more are expected as federal agencies direct funding to Brownfield project 

proponents in port areas. 
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4.26.7 Hydromodification 
Hydromodification is a general term that encompasses effects of projects on the natural 

hydrologic, geochemical and physical functions of streams and wetlands that maintain or 

enhance water quality. Regional Water Boards use this term to describe an alteration away from a 

natural state of stream flows or the beds or banks of rivers, streams, or creeks, including 

ephemeral streams, which results in hydrogeomorphic changes. Protecting beneficial uses within 

the Region consistent with the federal Clean Water Act and the Porter‐Cologne Act requires 

careful consideration of projects that result in hydrogeomorphic changes and related adverse 

impacts to the water quality and beneficial uses of waters of the State. 

An increasing number of Water Board regulatory actions pertain to the proposed 

hydromodification of stream and river systems in the Region. These actions include water quality 

certifications or waste discharge requirements for projects that apply for Clean Water Act Section 

401 Certification, total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for sediments and nutrients in some of the 

Region’s streams, and requirements for municipal stormwater management programs to develop 

Hydromodification Management Plans. Additionally, many of the grants for clean water 

awarded under voter‐approved bond measures and managed by Water Board staff involve 

restoration proposals on various components of stream systems. To ensure protection of streams 

through its regulatory and grant programs, and increase efficiency of the application process, 

Water Board staff developed a technical reference circular (Circular) in 2003, entitled, “A Primer 

on Stream and River Protection for the Regulator and Program Manager.” The purpose of the 

Circular is to help various agency staff and permit applicants recognize the linkages between 

water quality and the good physical conditions of stream channels. The Water Board will 

consider amending the water quality standards and implementation program to clarify the 

dependence of water quality and beneficial uses on the functions and physical characteristics of 

water bodies. 
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CHAPTER 5: PLANS AND POLICIES 

In addition to the Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), many other plans and policies direct 

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) actions or clarify the 

Water Board’s intent. The following pages describe numerous State Water Resources Control 

Board (State Water Board) plans and policies and Water Board policies. 

All of these policies may be revised periodically. Contact the State Water Board and the Water 

Board for further information. 

5.1 STATE WATER BOARD PLANS AND POLICIES 

STATE AND REGIONAL WATER BOARDS WATER QUALITY COORDINATING COMMITTEE — 
RESOLUTION NO. 68-1 

By adopting the Resolution, the Water Board approved a State and Regional Water Boards 

Coordinating Committee for the purpose of (1) coordinating and exchanging technical and 

administrative information; (2) augmenting staff support to the Water Quality Advisory 

Committee of the State Water Board; and (3) recommending action to be taken on water quality 

programs. 

ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY — RESOLUTION NO. 68-16 

The “Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California,” 

known as the Antidegradation Policy, adopted in 1968, requires the continued maintenance of 

existing high quality waters. It provides conditions under which a change in water quality is 

allowable. A change must: 

• Be consistent with maximum benefit to the people of the State, 

• Not unreasonably affect present and anticipated potential beneficial uses of water, and 

• Not result in water quality less than that prescribed in water quality control plans or 

policies. 

STATE POLICY FOR WATER QUALITY CONTROL 

The “State Policy for Water Quality Control”, adopted in 1972, declares the State Water Board’s 

intent to protect water quality through the implementation of water resources management 

programs. It serves as the general basis for subsequent water quality control policies. 

POLICY REGARDING WATER RECLAMATION — RESOLUTION NO. 77-1 

This resolution adopted in 1977 requires the State and Regional Water Boards to encourage water 

recycling projects for beneficial use using wastewaters that would otherwise be discharged to 

marine or brackish receiving waters or evaporation ponds. The resolution also specifies using 

recycled water to replace or supplement the use of fresh water or better water quality water, and 

to preserve, restore, or enhance in‐stream beneficial uses, including fish, wildlife, recreation and 

esthetics associated with any surface water or wetlands. 
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BAYS AND ESTUARIES POLICY — RESOLUTION NOS. 74-43 AND 95-84 

The “Water Quality Control Policy for the Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California” (Bays and 

Estuaries Policy), adopted in 1974 and amended in 1995, provides water quality principles and 

guidelines for the prevention of water quality degradation and the protection of beneficial uses of 

waters. 

THERMAL PLAN (1975) 

The “Water Quality Control Plan for the Control of Temperature in the Coastal and Interstate 

Waters and Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California” (known as the Thermal Plan), adopted in 

1972 and amended in 1975, specifies water quality objectives, effluent quality limits, and 

discharge prohibitions related to elevated temperature waste discharges to interstate waters, 

enclosed bays, and estuaries. 

POWERPLANT COOLING POLICY — RESOLUTION NO. 75-58 

The “Water Quality Control Policy on the Use and Disposal of Inland Waters Used for 

Powerplant Cooling” (Powerplant Cooling Policy), adopted in 1975, specifies the State Water 

Board’s position on powerplant cooling, specifying that fresh inland waters should be used for 

cooling only when other alternatives are environmentally undesirable or economically unsound. 

POLICY ON DISPOSAL OF SHREDDER WASTE — RESOLUTION NO. 87-22 

In 1987, the State Water Board adopted this policy that describes specific conditions to be 

enforced by the Regional Water Boards with regards to disposal of mechanically destructed car 

bodies, old appliances, or other similar castoffs at landfills. 

POLICY REGARDING THE UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK PILOT PROGRAM — 
RESOLUTION NO. 88-23 

This policy adopted in 1988 implements a pilot program to fund oversight of remedial actions at 

leaking underground storage tank sites, in cooperation with the Department of Health Services. 

SOURCES OF DRINKING WATER POLICY — RESOLUTION NO. 88-63 

This policy, adopted by the State Water Board in 1988 and incorporated into the Basin Plan in 

1989 (Water Board Order No. 89‐039), established state policy that all surface and groundwater in 

the state are considered suitable, or potentially suitable, for municipal or domestic supply (MUN) 

and should be designated for this use, with certain exceptions. 

NONPOINT SOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN — RESOLUTION NO. 88-123 

The “Nonpoint Source Management Plan” adopted in 1988 outlines the objectives and 

framework for implementing source control programs, with an emphasis on voluntary Best 

Management Practices and cooperation with local governments and other agencies. 
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RESOURCE VALUE OF TREATED GROUNDWATER — RESOLUTION NO. 89-21 

The State Water Board, in approving the Water Board’s guidelines for the disposal of extracted 

groundwater from groundwater clean‐up projects, urges the Water Board to recognize the 

resource value of treated groundwater and to maximize its utilization for the highest beneficial 

uses for which applicable water quality standards can be achieved. 

OCEAN PLAN — RESOLUTION NO. 90-27 

The “Water Quality Control Plan for Ocean Waters of California” (Ocean Plan) adopted in 1990 

establishes beneficial uses and water quality objectives for waters of the Pacific Ocean adjacent to 

the California coast outside of enclosed bays, estuaries, and coastal lagoons. The Ocean Plan 

prescribes effluent quality requirements and management principles for waste discharge and 

specifies certain waste discharge prohibitions. 

POLLUTANT POLICY FOR SAN FRANCISCO BAY AND THE DELTA — RESOLUTION NO. 90-67 

In 1990, the State Water Board adopted the “Pollutant Policy Document,” which identifies and 

characterizes the pollutants of greatest concern in the Bay‐Delta Estuary. This policy requires 

implementation of a mass emission strategy; a monitoring and assessment program; and 

strategies for discharges from boat yards, drydock facilities, and dredge disposal practices. In 

1990, the Water Board passed a resolution directing implementation of the Pollutant Policy. 

POLICIES AND PROCEDURES FOR INVESTIGATION AND CLEANUP AND ABATEMENT OF 
DISCHARGES — RESOLUTION NOS. 92-49 AND 96-79 

This policy defines the goal of pollution cleanup and abatement as achieving the best quality of 

water that is reasonable. In certain cases where it is not reasonable to restore water quality to 

background levels, case‐by‐case clean‐up levels may be specified, subject to the water quality 

provisions of the Basin Plan, beneficial uses of the waters, and maximum benefit to the people of 

the state. The State Water Board may determine that establishment of a containment zone is 

appropriate and consistent with the maximum benefit to the people of the State if applicable 

requirements contained in the Policy are satisfied. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AND STATE MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 1992 

In 1992, the State signed a cooperative agreement with the Department of Defense, Defense‐State 

Memorandum of Agreement (DSMOA). The Deparment of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) acts 

as the Stateʹs agent. Both the State and Regional Water Boards coordinate with DTSC to allocate 

agency responsibility and funding and establish procedures under which site investigation and 

cleanup will proceed, decisions will be made, and disputes will be resolved. 

CALIFORNIA WETLANDS CONSERVATION POLICY (EXECUTIVE ORDER W-59-93) 

This policy, adopted in 1993, established state guidelines for wetlands conservation. The primary 

goal is to ensure no overall net loss and to achieve a long‐term net gain in the quantity, quality, 

and permanence of wetland acreage in California. 
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POLICY FOR REGULATION OF DISCHARGES OF MUNICIPAL SOLID WASTE — RESOLUTION 
NO. 93-62 

Adopted in 1993, this policy directs the Regional Water Boards to amend waste discharge 

requirements for municipal solid waste landfills to incorporate pertinent provisions of the federal 

ʺSubtitle Dʺ regulations under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). 

DELTA PLAN — RESOLUTION NO. 95-24 

The “Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento‐San Joaquin Delta and Suisun Marsh” (Delta 

Plan), adopted in 1978, and Water Rights Decision No. 1485 designate beneficial uses and 

establish water quality (salinity) and flow standards to protect the beneficial uses in State waters 

from the large scale water operations under the State Water Project and Central Valley Project. In 

1991, the State Water Board adopted the Water Quality Control Plan for Salinity, which 

supersedes the 1978 Delta Plan. The 1991 Plan does not establish Delta outflow standards. 

In 1995, the State Water Board adopted Resolution No. 95‐24 updating the 1991 Delta Plan. The 

Bay‐Delta Plan protects the same beneficial uses that were protected by the 1991 Plan. The 

definitions of the beneficial uses, however, were changed non‐substantively to ensure consistency 

with the State Water Boardʹs policy. 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT (MOA) BETWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 
SERVICES AND THE STATE WATER BOARD ON USE OF RECLAIMED WATER (1996) 

This MOA is intended to assure that the respective authority of DHS, the State Water Board, and 

the Regional Water Boards relative to use of recycled water will be exercised in a coordinated and 

cohesive manner to eliminate overlap of activities, duplication of effort, gaps in regulation, and 

inconsistency of action. It provides an important coordination role in the Water Boardʹs recycled 

water regulation and resulted in the Water Board developing its General Water Reuse Permit 

(Order 96‐011) and recycled water program. 

POLICY FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TOXICS STANDARDS FOR INLAND SURFACE 
WATERS, ENCLOSED BAYS, AND ESTUARIES OF CALIFORNIA (SIP) — RESOLUTION NOS. 
2000-0015 AND 2000-0030 

The State Water Board adopted the Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for Inland 

Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California (State Implementation Plan, or SIP) in 

2000. U.S. EPA subsequently approved all aspects of the SIP, except the TMDL Compliance 

Schedule provision. The SIP contains implementation provisions for 126 priority toxic pollutant 

criteria found within the National Toxics Rule, the California Toxics Rule and for priority 

pollutant objectives found in Basin Plans. The SIP applies to discharges of toxic pollutants and 

allows for a standardized approach for permitting, maintaining statewide consistency. 

THE WATER QUALITY ENFORCEMENT POLICY — RESOLUTION NO. 2002-0040 

The primary goal of the Enforcement Policy, adopted in 2002, is to create a framework for 

identifying and investigating instances of noncompliance, for taking enforcement actions that are 

appropriate in relation to the nature and severity of the violation, and for prioritizing 

enforcement resources to achieve maximum environmental benefits. 
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COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT WITH DEPARTMENT OF NAVY FOR REGULATORY OVERSIGHT 
AT NAVAL FACILITIES — RESOLUTION NO. 2003-0043 

The Department of Navy and the State Water Board agreed to remove the remaining Navy 

facilities from the DSMOA and place those facilities into the Navy Cost Recovery program. 

POLICY FOR IMPLEMENATATION AND ENFORCEMENT OF THE NONPOINT SOURCE 
POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM (2004) 

This policy adopted in 2004 is designed to assist all responsible and/or interested parties in 

understanding how the Stateʹs nonpoint source pollution (NPS) water quality requirements will 

be implemented and enforced. 

WATER QUALITY CONTROL POLICY FOR DEVELOPING CALIFORNIA'S CLEAN WATER ACT 
SECTION 303(d) LIST — RESOLUTION NO. 2004-0063 

This policy adopted in 2004 describes the process by which the State and Regional Water Boards 

will comply with the listing requirements of Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act. The 

objective of the policy is to establish a standardized approach for developing Californiaʹs Section 

303(d) water body list in order to achieve water quality standards and maintain beneficial uses in 

Californiaʹs surface waters. 

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN DTSC, STATE WATER BOARD, WATER BOARDS, 
AND CAL/EPA FOR THE OVERSIGHT OF INVESTIGATION AND CLEANUP ACTIVITIES AT 
BROWNFIELD SITES (2005) 

The purpose of the Brownfield Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is to improve coordination 

between the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the State Water Board and the 

Regional Water Boards regarding the oversight of cleanup activities at Brownfield sites. The 

MOA was developed in 2005 to ensure effective and expeditious cleanup of Brownfield sites in a 

manner that is protective of both public health and safety and the environment. 

5.2 WATER BOARD PLANS AND POLICIES 

Plans and policies adopted by the Water Board are classified under the following headings for 

easy reference. 

Resolutions adopted prior to the revsion date of the 1995 Basin Plan are superceded unless 

specifically incorporated by reference into the plan. A discussion of each of the current Water 

Board Policies is under the appropriate heading. 

• Cooperative Agreements 

• Regional Monitoring, Data Use, and the Aquatic Habitat Program 

• Discharger Reporting and Responsibilities 

• Delta Planning 

• Dredging 

• Nonpoint source pollution 

• Onsite Waste Dispersal and Waste Discharge 

• Shellfish 
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• Vessel Wastes 

• Water Recycling 

• Wetlands 

• Groundwater 

5.2.1 COOPERATIVE AGREEMENTS 

Many different local, state, and federal agencies oversee activities that affect the beneficial uses of 

the Region. To ensure that these activities are coordinated to the greatest possible degree, the 

Water Board enters into formal cooperative agreements. These agreements indicate the specific 

issue area of concern to both agencies and may also describe processes by which coordination 

will take place. Agreements regarding general coordination are listed below. Others are listed 

under specific issue areas. 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME — 1966 

The Water Board has no means to conduct surveillance of ocean waters within its jurisdiction. 

Under the terms of this MOU, the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) agrees to notify the 

Water Board of any suspected violations of the Water Board’s requirements for ocean disposal. 

COORDINATION WITH THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMISSION (BCDC) 

In 1966, the Water Board stated its intent to cooperate with the San Francisco Bay Conservation 

and Development Commission (BCDC) to the fullest extent necessary to ensure the protection of 

the San Francisco Bay shoreline and water quality (Resolution No. 737). In 1970, the Water Board 

urged BCDC to (1) require wastes resulting from projects permitted by BCDC to be connected to 

existing sewer lines; and (2) disapprove or temporarily withhold approval of any project that 

would cause added waste loading on a community sewerage system that is not meeting Board 

waste discharge requirements (Resolution No. 70‐19). 

LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSIONS — RESOLUTION NO. 73-17 

This Resolution describes actions that the Water Board and these commissions could take that 

would result in a coordinated effort to prevent and abate pollution. 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME, 
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE, AND THE WATER BOARD ON NEGOTIATED 
SETTLEMENTS OF OIL SPILLS TO SAN FRANCISCO BAY FROM VESSELS TO SHORE 
FACILITIES DURING TRANSFER OPERATIONS 

Due to the high frequency of oil spill events during the late 1970s, a MOU was developed 

between the Department of Fish and Game, the State Attorney Generalʹs Office and the Water 

Board to expedite enforcement of such spills. The MOU outlined a negotiated settlement process 

that emphasized industry preventative measures, a cleanup plan, and operational changes. In 

1980 the Water Board contracted for a study and report to recommend technically feasible 

operational standards at marine transfer facilities in San Francisco Bay. The resulting 1980 report 

titled ʺOil Pollution Prevention and Control in the San Francisco Bay Areaʺ was instrumental in 
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changing the oil industryʹs operational procedures and a 90% reduction in oil transfer incidents 

over a two‐year period. 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH THE COUNCIL OF BAY AREA RESOURCE 
CONSERVATION DISTRICTS (RCDS) — 1980 

The purpose of this MOU is to combine the erosion control expertise of the Resource 

Conservation Districts (RCDs) with the regulatory authority of the Water Board to enforce 

erosion control measures. This action will increase the Water Board’s ability to identify and 

correct erosion control problems associated with construction or agricultural activities. 

WATER QUALITY MANAGEMENT: MOU WITH BCDC, STATE BOARD, AND THE WATER 
BOARD — NO. 87-154 

This MOU specifies a coordination process for the three agencies to implement water quality 

goals mandated by State and federal legislation and states the Water Board’s support in concept 

for legislation that would require a project applicant to obtain all discretionary approvals from 

the Water Board before filing its BCDC permit application. 

POLICY TO PROMOTE COLLABORATION BETWEEN BAY AREA CLEAN WATER AGENCIES 
AND THE WATER BOARD ON POLLUTION PREVENTION — RESOLUTION NO. 2003-096 

The Water Board and the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA) agreed to pollution 

prevention guidelines and guiding principals in order to implement the requirements of Water 

Code Section 13263.3 and the Policy for Implementation of Toxic Substances for Inland Surface 

Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries (State Implementation Plan). 

5.2.2 REGIONAL MONITORING, DATA USE, AND THE AQUATIC HABITAT PROGRAM 

USE OF DATA COLLECTED BY THE AQUATIC HABITAT PROGRAM—RESOLUTION NO. 82-1 

This resolution states how data collected by the Aquatic Habitat Program will be used and 

describes the Water Board’s intent to seek the assistance of the University of California in data 

quality control and interpretation. Possible uses of data include: (a) revising water quality 

objectives; (b) relaxing or tightening effluent requirements; (c) enforcement action; (d) 

dissemination of information to the public; (e) determining sources of pollution; and (f) 

determining assimilative capacities of receiving waters. 

MODIFIED GUIDELINES FOR THE EFFLUENT TOXICITY CHARACTERIZATION PROGRAM—
RESOLUTION NO. 91-083 

This resolution modifies the requirements of the Effluent Toxicity Characterization Program 

(adopted as a Basin Plan amendment in 1986) to make them more cost effective and responsive to 

the region’s biomonitoring needs after several years’ experience with the program. 
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REGIONAL MONITORING PROGRAM—RESOLUTION 92-043 

In this resolution, the Water Board endorses the development and implementation of a 

comprehensive, Estuarywide monitoring program that will regularly collect information on 

concentrations of pollutants in water, sediment, and biota. 

5.2.3 DISCHARGER REPORTING AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

RESPONSIBILITY OF DISCHARGERS FILING TECHNICAL REPORTS—RESOLUTION NO. 67-3 

This resolution requires those dischargers filing technical reports to submit a letter of transmittal 

signed by the discharger’s senior administrative officer with reports involving formal time 

schedules and cease‐and‐desist orders. 

SELF-MONITORING REPORTS—RESOLUTION NO. 73-16 

With this resolution, the Water Board specified the format and requirements for filing self‐

monitoring reports. 

CONTINGENCY PLANS—RESOLUTION 74-10 

By adopting this resolution, the Water Board required dischargers to develop and implement 

contingency plans to assure continuous operation of facilities for the collection, treatment, and 

disposal of wastes. 

WAIVING WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR SPECIFIC TYPES OF DISCHARGE—
RESOLUTION NO. 83-3 

The Water Board waived the requirement of filing report of waste discharge for specific types of 

waste discharge that have a relatively insignificant adverse effect on water quality. 

5.2.4 DELTA PLANNING 

SAN LUIS DRAIN—RESOLUTION NOS. 535 (1964) AND 81-1 

The Water Board prohibits discharge by the proposed drain until evidence that the discharge 

would not threaten beneficial uses is submitted by the dischargers. The resolution (No. 535) also 

directs the staff to determine the beneficial uses of the proposed receiving waters and the 

conditions necessary for their protection. In 1981 (No. 81‐1), the Board requested that the State 

Water Board, in close coordination with the Water Board, assume the lead role in the 

development, revision, renewal, and enforcement of waste discharge requirements for the 

proposed San Luis Drain. 

PERIPHERAL CANAL—RESOLUTION NO. 80-6 

In 1980, the Board expressed its concern regarding the adverse impacts on water quality of 

certain projects authorized by Senate Bill 200 and endorsed protective measures for the Delta, 

Suisun Bay, and San Francisco Bay. 
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5.2.5 DREDGING 

SCREENING CRITERIA AND TESTING REQUIREMENTS FOR USE OF SEDIMENT FOR 
WETLAND CREATION AND OTHER UPLAND USES—RESOLUTION NO. 92-145 

In this resolution, the Water Board established screening criteria to be used to evaluate the 

appropriateness of using dredged material for beneficial purposes. 

EVALUATION FRAMEWORK FOR DREDGED MATERIAL PROPOSED FOR IN-BAY DISPOSAL 
AND DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT OFFICE – RESOLUTION NO. 01-065 

This resolution, (1) adopted the federal guidance issued by the USACE and the U. S. EPA in 1998 

for evaluating the suitability of dredged material for disposal at aquatic disposal sites like the in‐

Bay disposal sites: Evaluation of Dredged Material Proposed for Discharge in Waters of the U.S. – 
Testing Manual, Inland Testing Manual (ITM), as well as the guidance for implementing the ITM 

locally, which was developed jointly by Water Board staff, USACE San Francisco District, U. S. 

EPA Region IX, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and State Lands 

Commission through the multi‐agency Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO); and (2) 

recognized the success of the DMMO in providing a coordinated permitting process for dredging 

and disposal projects in the Bay area and as an important component in implementing the Long 

Term Management Strategy for Disposal of Dredged Material in the San Francisco Bay Region 

(LTMS), and directed staff to continue to participate in the DMMO. 

5.2.6 NONPOINT SOURCE POLLUTION 

CONTROL OF WATER POLLUTION FROM CONSTRUCTION OF DAMS—1953 

The Water Board adopted this motion to reduce the possibility of erosion during the construction 

of dams. For small projects not likely to cause erosion problems, the motion recommends that the 

Executive Officer send a letter to the responsible person advising him or her to take appropriate 

precautionary actions. For larger projects, the responsible person is required to submit a report of 

waste discharge. 

SURFACE RUNOFF—RESOLUTION NO. 78-5 

In this resolution, the Water Board acknowledges surface runoff as a significant source of 

pollution in the San Francisco Bay Basin and resolves to take appropriate actions (e.g., best 

management practices) to reduce pollution loads from surface water runoff. 

EROSION CONTROL FROM CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES—RESOLUTION NO. 80-5 

The Water Board, in this resolution, recognizes the seriousness of impacts on beneficial uses 

related to construction activities. The Water Board identifies local governments as having the 

responsibility for controlling erosion from development activities and for adopting and 

administering erosion control ordinances. The Water Board also stated its intent to monitor the 

progress of local governments in their adoption and implementation of effective erosion control 

programs. 
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DAIRY WASTES—RESOLUTION NOS. 74-11 AND 77-5 

In 1974, the Water Board passed Resolution No. 74‐11, which prohibits the discharge of manure 

into a watercourse subject to flooding. This requirement augmented the State Water Board’s 

“Minimum Guidelines for Animal Waste Management.” Full compliance was initially scheduled 

to occur by September 1977, but was extended to 1978 for dairies outside the Tomales Bay and 

Walker Creek watersheds because of a severe drought (77‐5). 

INDUSTRIAL STORM WATER DISCHARGES—RESOLUTION NO. 92-118 

In this resolution, the Water Board authorized additional monitoring and reporting requirements 

for dischargers holding industrial stormwater NPDES permits in cases where the watershed is 

known to be adversely impacted by storm water discharges, the pollution potential of the 

discharge cannot be assessed with the minimum information, or more information will lead to 

more effective control mechanisms. 

LIABILITY FOR PARTIES ENGAGED IN ABANDONED MINE REMEDIATION—RESOLUTION 
NO. 93-078 

In 1993, the Water Board expressed concern regarding the incentives for cleaning up mines 

thought to be responsible for roughly 60% of copper loading to the Delta. 

5.2.7 ONSITE WASTE DISPERSAL AND WASTE DISCHARGE 

The Water Board’s policy on small waste discharge systems has evolved considerably as the Bay 

Area has become more developed. The following section summarizes a series of resolutions 

regarding conditions under which the Water Board would waive waste discharge reporting 

requirements. Generally, this waiver is only granted when a county or other government entity 

has an active permitting and monitoring program comparable to the Water Board’s. 

SEPTIC, LEACHING, AND SMALL COMMUNITY SYSTEMS—RESOLUTION NO. 81 (1951) 

This resolution stated the Water Board’s objection to the construction and use of wells for septic 

effluent disposal or street runoff, except when such wells discharge into geologic formations that 

at no time contained water suitable for domestic, agricultural, or industrial use. 

WAIVER OF REQUIREMENT TO REPORT WASTE DISCHARGE FOR SYSTEMS REGULATED BY 
COUNTY AND LOCAL AGENCIES 

In 1963 and 1964, the Water Board waived its regulatory authority over waste discharge 

reporting for family dwellings using discrete systems, as long as they were already regulated by 

local health departments and met certain conditions. In the same resolutions, the Water Board 

also urged local planning and legislative bodies to require connection to sewer systems for all 

new development whenever feasible. Resolutions were adopted for Alameda County (No. 512; 

1963), Contra Costa County (No. 583; 1964), Napa County (No. 596; 1964), San Mateo County 

(No. 597; 1964), Solano County (No. 598; 1964), Sonoma County (No. 599; 1964), and Santa Clara 

County (No. 600; 1964). The Solano County waiver (Res. 598) was later amended by Resolution 
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No. 75‐12 in 1975, which indicated that the waiver would not apply to planned unit development 

with minimum lot sizes smaller than 2.5 acres and by Resolution 83‐1 (1983). 

The Water Board’s general policy on discrete sewerage facilities was later amended by Resolution 

Nos. 78‐14 (1978) and 79‐5 (1979). The first described specific actions that would be taken by the 

Water Board when it was presented with a proposal for new discrete sewerage systems and what 

specific requests it would make of local governments. In 79‐5, the Water Board set minimum 

guidelines for determining the adequacy of local ordinances for controlling individual 

wastewater treatment and disposal systems. 

In 1980, the Water Board (Resolution No. 80‐9) requested that the County of Alameda correct 

deficiencies in its individual waste treatment and disposal systems program, acting under 

policies adopted in the Alameda County waiver (Res. 512) and discrete sewerage policies (Res. 

78‐14 and 79‐5). In 1981, the Water Board rescinded Resolution No. 597 and reissued a policy 

(Resolution No. 81‐9) on waiving reporting of discharges from individual wastewater treatment 

and disposal systems in San Mateo County. The Contra Costa County Waiver was amended in 

1983 (Res. 83‐2), and the Marin County Waiver in 1984 (Res. 84‐12). 

SEWER AND ONSITE SEWER DISPOSAL IN BOLINAS — RESOLUTION NOS. 85-007 AND 87-091 

The Water Board indicated its support of a moratorium on new sewer connections and new 

onsite sewage disposal systems adopted by Marin County Board of Supervisors. 

SPECIFIC PROHIBITIONS OF ONSITE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS FOR STINSON BEACH AND GLEN 
ELLEN (RESOLUTION NOS. 73-13 AND 73-14) AND EMERALD LAKE HILLS (RESOLUTION NO. 
76-7) 

These resolutions prohibited waste discharges to onsite disposal systems in the Stinson Beach 

(Marin County), Glen Ellen (Sonoma County), and Emerald Lake Hills and Oak Knoll Manor 

(San Mateo County) areas, with some exceptions to the prohibition. Resolution No. 73‐13 has 

since been amended or clarified in Resolution Nos. 73‐18, 74‐5, 74‐6, 77‐2, 78‐1, and 81‐5. 

Resolution No. 78‐1 conditionally amended the prohibition of discharge outlined in 73‐13 by 

allowing the discharge of waste to individual leaching or percolation systems where such 

discharges are regulated by the Stinson Beach County Water District. 

CITY OF NOVATO — RESOLUTION NO. 87-155 

In this resolution, the Water Board stated its policy regarding a waiver of waste discharge 

reporting requirements from individual wastewater treatment systems in the City of Novato. 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH NAPA COUNTY REGARDING WINERY PROCESS 
TREATMENT AND DISPOSAL — 1982 (UPDATED IN 1992) 

Under this agreement, the Water Board approved Napa County’s program for monitoring winery 

onsite disposal. 
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5.2.8 SHELLFISH 

POLICY STATEMENT WITH RESPECT TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TIME SCHEDULES FOR 
FACILITIES TO PROTECT SHELLFISH — RESOLUTION NO. 74-14 

In this resolution the Water Board directed the Executive Officer to determine whether or not 

dischargers were providing or would be providing adequate protection to allow for sport 

harvesting of shellfish. The Water Board also stated its intent to adopt a time schedule for 

protection (in conformance with staff guidelines). 

SHELLFISH PROGRAM — RESOLUTION NOS. 78-8 AND 83-10 

The first resolution directs the Executive Officer to develop and implement a program to 

determine the feasibility of opening shellfish beds for recreational use. The second resolution 

describes a phased shellfish protection program in which discharge limits for dry‐season runoff 

to Anza Lagoon and other South Bay sites would be considered. In addition, the Water Board 

urged BCDC to consider ways to eliminate or minimize potential dry season runoff from planned 

projects and directed review of discharger self‐monitoring studies to determine when additional 

data are necessary to avoid effects on shellfish beds. 

DESIGNATION OF TOMALES BAY UNDER THE 1993 SHELLFISH PROTECTION ACT — 
RESOLUTION NO. 94-018 

In this resolution, the Water Board identified Tomales Bay as an area where commercial 

shellfishery is threatened and authorized the formation of a technical advisory committee to 

investigate and develop a remediation strategy. 

5.2.9 VESSEL WASTES 

VESSEL SEWAGE DISCHARGE POLICY — RESOLUTION NO. 665 (1965) 

The Water Board, in this resolution, expressed concern over the discharge of untreated sewage 

from certain vessels over which it does not have jurisdiction. The Board suggested that the 

discharge of vessel wastes be regulated by the federal government. 

URGING BCDC TO REQUIRE SHORESIDE VESSEL WASTE FACILITIES — RESOLUTION NO. 70-
1 (1970) 

This resolution urged BCDC to require applicants for new or expanded marinas or port facilities 

to provide the following as permit conditions: (l) dockside sewers; (2) pump out facilities at 

marinas with disposal to shoreside sewage facilities; and (3) adequate restroom facilities. 

VESSEL WASTE DISCHARGES TO SAN FRANCISCO BAY — RESOLUTION NO. 70-65 

Three recommendations were made in this resolution: (1) that owners of marinas provide 

dockside sewerage facilities and that owners of vessels with sanitary facilities install holding 

tanks; (2) that the State Water Board request the federal government to prohibit discharges of 

vessel wastes; and (3) that the legislature adopt legislation that would require waste holding 

tanks on vessels with sanitary facilities to transport the wastes to treatment plants. 
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VESSEL WASTE DISCHARGE INTO RICHARDSON BAY — RESOLUTION NO. 91-118 

In this resolution, the Water Board found that the Richardson Bay Regional Agency’s 

Implementation Plan and associated local ordinances will provide a mechanism for enforcing the 

prohibition against vessel waste discharge in the area. 

5.2.10 WATER RECYCLING 

WATER REUSE STUDY — RESOLUTION NO. 79-2 

In this resolution, the Water Board stated its position regarding Phase II of the San Francisco Bay 

Area Water Reuse Study. The Water Board acknowledged the importance of using recycled water 

to meet California’s future water supply needs and commented on the economics of the delivery 

of recycled water to users. 

5.2.11 WETLANDS 

USE OF WASTEWATER TO CREATE, RESTORE, AND ENHANCE MARSHLANDS — 
RESOLUTION NOS. 77-1 AND 94-086 

These resolutions describe the Water Board’s policy regarding the use of wastewater to create, 

restore, maintain, and enhance marshlands. In general, the policy supports the use of wastewater 

to support new wetland habitat, under the condition that beneficial uses established are fully 

protected. 

USE OF CONSTRUCTED WETLANDS FOR URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION CONTROL — 
RESOLUTION NO. 94-102 

In this resolution, the Water Board expressed support for the construction of new wetland areas 

for the purpose of reducing pollutant loading from urban runoff, under certain conditions. 

5.2.12 GROUNDWATER 

DISPOSAL OF EXTRACTED GROUNDWATER FROM CLEAN-UP PROJECTS — RESOLUTION NO. 
88-160 

In this resolution, the Water Board established priorities for the disposal of water extracted from 

groundwater cleanup sites. The first priority is to reclaim effluents to the extent reclamation is 

technically and economically feasible. If this is not possible, then discharge to a municipal 

treatment plant was determined to be in the public interest. If neither reclamation nor discharge 

to a municipal plant is feasible, the Board will issue NPDES permits authorizing discharge from 

these sites. 
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CHAPTER 6: SURVEILLANCE AND MONITORING 

6.1 REGIONAL MONITORING PROGRAM 

The effectiveness of a water quality control program requires information supplied by 

comprehensive surveillance and monitoring of water, sediment, aquatic resources, and the 

human activities that have the potential to impact beneficial uses. The following section describes 

the monitoring programs that together provide high quality, comprehensive scientific 

information on water quality in the Region. The Water Board uses information produced by the 

programs described below to satisfy the requirements of Sections 104, 106, 208, 301, 303, 304, 307, 

308, 314, and 402 of the federal Clean Water Act and applicable portions of the state’s Porter‐

Cologne Water Quality Control Act. 

The Regional Monitoring Program forms the core of water quality, sediment quality, and tissue 

(including bivalves and fish) monitoring in the Estuary. Historically, water quality in the Region 

was tracked by Water Board and State Water Board research and monitoring programs and 

numerous studies carried out by other interested state, federal, and local agencies. 

From 1989 to 1992, the Water Board developed and implemented pilot programs for the San 

Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP), through the Bay Protection and Toxic 

Cleanup Program (BPTCP) and U.S. EPA grants. In 1993, the RMP was formally established to 

provide integrated, comprehensive, and systematic information on water quality in the Region. 

Its goal is to evaluate the effectiveness of the Water Board’s water quality program in meeting 

Basin Plan objectives, including protection of beneficial uses in the Estuary. 

The Regional Monitoring Program’s specific objectives are to: 

1. Describe the distribution and trends of pollutant concentrations in the Estuary; 

2. Project future contaminant status and trends using best understanding of ecosystem 

processes and human activities; 

3. Describe sources, pathways, and loading of pollutants entering the Estuary; 

4. Measure pollution exposure and effects on selected parts of the Estuary ecosystem 

(including humans); 

5. Compare monitoring information to relevant benchmarks, such as total maximum daily 

load (TMDL) targets, tissue screening levels, water quality objectives, and sediment 

quality objectives; and 

6. Effectively communicate information from a range of sources to present a more complete 

picture of the sources, distribution, fate, and effects of pollutants and beneficial use 

attainment or impairment in the Estuary ecosystem. 

Every five years, an outside group of scientific experts reviews the RMP to assure it is fulfilling its 

objectives and providing useful and timely information regarding the Estuary. In 2002, the RMP 

status and trends component was revised to incorporate probabilistic monitoring. The 2002‐2004 

sample locations shown in Figure 6‐1 were selected according to a probabilistic design. Each year 

sites are randomly selected and will be in different locations than shown in Figure 6‐1. The list of 

parameters is presented in Table 6‐1. 
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The RMP participants, including dredgers, stormwater agencies, and municipal and industrial 

dischargers that hold Water Board permits for waste discharge into the Estuary, fund the RMP as 

a requirement of their permits. The San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI), an independent 

nonprofit organization, administers and manages the program under a Memorandum of 

Understanding with the Water Board. 

The RMP, through SFEI, produces an Annual Monitoring Report that summarizes the current 

state of the Estuary with regard to pollution, a summary report (Pulse of the Estuary), a quarterly 

newsletter, technical reports that document specific studies and synthesize information from 

diverse sources, and journal publications that disseminate RMP results to the worldʹs scientific 

community. 

6.2 SURFACE WATER AMBIENT MONITORING PROGRAM 

In January 2000, the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) was proposed in a 

Report to the Legislature to integrate existing water quality monitoring activities of the State and 

Regional Water Boards, and to coordinate with other monitoring programs. Water Code Section 

13192 required the State Water Board to assess and report on the state monitoring programs and 

prepare a proposal for a comprehensive monitoring program. Water Code Section 13191 requires 

the State Water Board to convene an Advisory Group to assist in the evaluation of program 

structure and effectiveness, as it relates to the implementation of the requirements of Clean Water 

Act Section 303(d), applicable federal regulation, and monitoring and assessment programs. 

Ambient monitoring refers to any activity in which information about the status of the physical, 

chemical and biological characteristics of the environment is collected to answer specific 

questions about the status and trends in those characteristics. For the purposes of SWAMP, 

ambient monitoring refers to these activities as they relate to the characteristics of water quality. 

SWAMP is a statewide monitoring effort designed to assess the conditions of surface waters 

throughout the state of California. The State Water Board administers the program. 

Responsibility for implementation of monitoring activities resides with the nine Regional Water 

Boards that have jurisdiction over their specific geographical areas of the state. 

In the Region, SWAMP is targeted to water bodies not monitored by the RMP. The numerous 

water bodies of the Region are listed in Table 2‐1. SWAMP includes physical, chemical, and 

biological monitoring. SWAMP’s focus is on water quality assessment in watersheds. SWAMP is 

intended to fulfill water quality assessment reporting requirements under Clean Water Act 

Section 305(b), and to support Clean Water Act Section 303(d) impairment decisions in cases 

where there is adequate information available to meet data requirements in the State Water 

Board’s 303(d) Listing Policy, established in September 2004. The 305b and 303d requirements for 

the Estuary are met through the RMP, described in Section 6.1 Regional Monitoring Program. 

In 1976, the state initiated the State Mussel Watch and State Toxic Substances Monitoring 

Programs to regularly monitor the concentration of pollutants in the tissue of aquatic organisms. 

Tissue levels reflect exposure over much longer periods of time than instantaneous water column 

samples and provide a field‐based estimate for exposure of people, fish, and wildlife to pollutants 

in the food chain. 
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The Mussel Watch Program uses resident and transplanted bivalves to monitor pollutant levels at 

coastal reference stations and selected sites in bays and estuaries to confirm potential toxic 

substance pollution. The location of bivalve sampling stations in the Region are summarized in 

Figure 6‐2 and Table 6‐2. Periodic monitoring of bivalve tissue conducted by the National Mussel 

Watch administered by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Association (NOAA) and 

international surveys complements information from the State Mussel Watch Program. 

The Toxic Substances Monitoring Program used resident fish and other aquatic organisms to 

monitor pollutant levels in freshwater systems throughout the state. The location and sampling 

history of Toxic Substances Monitoring stations in the region are summarized in Figure 6‐3 and 

Table 6‐3. 

The State Mussel Watch and State Substances Monitoring Programs have been incorporated into 

SWAMP. The Toxicity Testing Program and Coast Fish Contamination Program have also been 

incorporated into SWAMP. 

6.3 SACRAMENTO-SAN JOAQUIN RIVERS AND NORTHERN SAN 
FRANCISCO BAY ESTUARY WATER QUALITY SURVEILLANCE 

Water flowing into the San Francisco Estuary from the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers is 

regularly monitored by numerous agencies and programs, including the Sacramento 

Coordinated Water Quality Monitoring Program (in the Sacramento metropolitan area), the 

Department of Water Resources, the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, and 

the Interagency Ecological Studies Program. Conventional water quality parameters, water and 

suspended material chemistry, and toxicity are sampled at a network of stations located 

throughout the Delta and into San Pablo Bay. In addition, phytoplankton, benthic community, 

and beneficial use surveys are regularly conducted in this area. 

The primary goals of these efforts are to: (a) assure riverine water quality meets applicable 

standards; (b) identify changes in water quality potentially related to the operation of the State 

Water Project; and (c) develop technical information that can be used to estimate mass loading of 

pollutants to the Estuary from riverine sources. 

6.4 GROUNDWATER MONITORING NETWORKS 

Groundwater monitoring networks are established in several basins in the Region. At present, 

there are monitoring networks in the Livermore‐Amador Valley by Zone 7, Niles Cone by the 

Alameda County Water District (ACWD), Santa Clara Valley by the Santa Clara Valley Water 

District (SCVWD), Half Moon Bay Terrace by the Coastside County Water District and the 

Montara Water and Sanitation District), San Franciscoʹs Westside Basin by the San Francisco 

Public Utilities District (SFPUC), and Napa Valley by the Napa Valley Flood Control and Water 

Conservation District. In order to find out the most current status of these networks, local water 

management agencies should be contacted directly. 

In addition, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and the Department of Water Resources (DWR) 

maintain regional monitoring networks. Typically, monitoring is conducted at least annually for 
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general mineral quality and water levels. This well data may be of use to determine the general 

potability of groundwater and the status of sea water intrusion control. 

The Water Board is integrating the locations of monitoring well networks into its groundwater 

geographic information system. The water quality data generated from the networks will assist 

Water Board staff in the refinement of beneficial use designations for groundwater basins. 

The State Water Board has contracted the USGS and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 

(LLNL) to implement the Groundwater Ambient Monitoring and Assessment (GAMA) Program. 

The primary objective of the GAMA Program is to comprehensively assess statewide 

groundwater quality and gain an understanding about contamination risk to specific 

groundwater resources. The Groundwater Quality Monitoring Act of 2001 (Sections 10780‐

10782.3 of the Water Code) resulted in a publicly accepted plan to monitor and assess the quality 

of all priority groundwater basins that account for over 90 percent of all groundwater used in the 

state. The plan prioritizes groundwater basins assessment based on groundwater use. 

The GAMA Program monitors groundwater from public supply wells for a broad suite of 

chemicals at very low detection limits, including exotic chemicals such as wastewater chemicals 

and pharmaceuticals. Monitoring and assessments for priority groundwater basins will be 

completed every ten years, with trend monitoring every three years. Monitoring reports for data 

collected in the Region are available at the State Water Board website. 

6.5 COMPLIANCE MONITORING 

A second component of the state’s water quality surveillance and monitoring program relates 

specifically to discharges of pollutants at individual point and nonpoint sources. All entities 

holding Water Board discharge permits must conduct regular sampling and analysis of waste 

released to surface and groundwaters. They must also analyze material to be dredged. The 

specific chemical and physical parameters, types (i.e., toxicity tests, bioaccumulation studies, 

waste stream sampling, etc.), frequency, and other information requirements are determined on a 

case‐by‐case basis according to the nature of the discharge and potential environmental effects. 

Each permit issued by the Water Board describes the specific compliance monitoring 

requirements for that permit holder. Monitoring data collected by point source dischargers and 

nonpoint pollution control programs are used to: 

• Determine compliance with and provide documentation to support enforcement of 

permit conditions; 

• Support derivation of effluent limitations and wasteload allocations; and 

• Provide information needed to relate receiving water quality to mass emissions of 

pollutants by dischargers. 

Self‐monitoring data are often supplemented by information obtained by Water Board staff 

during site inspections (including waste analyses) and through special studies, such as those 

characterizing the variability of the discharge, pollutant levels in nearby receiving water and 

biota, and characterization of pollutant loads attributable to urban runoff. 
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6.5.1 Compliance Monitoring – San Francisco Bay Mercury Human Health 
Objective  

Compliance with the human health marine water quality objective for mercury in San Francisco 

Bay (Table 3‐3B) will be evaluated in fish at the lengths shown below (Table 6‐4). The mercury 

concentration in the edible portion of these five species will be averaged and compared to the 

human health water quality objective.  

6.6 COMPLAINT INVESTIGATION 

The Water Board encourages members of the public to alert it to pollutant discharge or nuisances 

that may impact water quality. Staff respond to each complaint, document the observed 

conditions, and take any necessary follow‐up actions to institute appropriate corrective measures. 

6.7 BIENNIAL WATER QUALITY INVENTORY 

The Water Board prepares a biennial report on water quality (as required under Section 305(b) of 

the Clean Water Act, PL 92‐500). This report includes (a) a description of the water quality of 

major navigable waters in the state during the preceding years; (b) an analysis of the extent to 

which significant navigable waters provide for the protection and propagation of a balanced 

population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allow recreational activities in and on the water; (c) 

an analysis of the extent to which elimination of the discharge of pollutants is being employed or 

will be needed; and (d) an estimate of the environmental impact and the economic and social 

costs necessary to achieve the “no discharge” objective of PL 92‐500, the economic and social 

benefits of such achievement, and an estimate of the date of such achievement. 

Recommendations as to the programs that must be undertaken are provided, along with 

estimates of the cost. 

6.8 OTHER MONITORING PROGRAMS 

In addition to the state’s surveillance and monitoring program, several other agencies in the Bay 

Area monitor water quality, including local city and county offices, federal agencies, and water 

supply districts. Local universities also conduct research and monitoring activities. All of these 

programs provide additional information and data that enhance the state’s efforts. 

FIGURES 

Figure 6‐1: Regional Monitoring Program Sampling Stations 

Figure 6‐2: State Mussel Watch Program Monitoring Network 

Figure 6‐3: Toxic Substances Monitoring Network 

TABLES 

Table 6‐1: Parameters Analyzed for in the Regional Monitoring Program 
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Table 6‐2: Key to Figure 6‐2: State Monitoring Network 

Table 6‐3: Key to Figure 6‐3: State Monitoring Network 

Table 6‐4: Five Most Commonly Consumed Bay Fish 
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Table 6-1: Parameters Analyzed for in the Regional Monitoring 
Program 
 

Conventional Water Quality Parameters 

 Conductivity 

 Dissolved Ammonia 

 Dissolved Nitrate 

 Dissolved Nitrite 

 Dissolved Organic Carbon 

 Particulate Organic Carbon 

 Dissolved Oxygen 

 Dissolved Phosphates 

 Dissolved Silicates 

 Hardness (when salinity is < 5 parts per thousand) 

 pH 

 Phaeophytin 

 Salinity 

 Temperature 

 Total Chlorophyll-a 

 Total Suspended Solids 

  Sediment Quality Parameters 

 % clay (< 4 µm) 

 % silt (4 µm–62 µm ) 

 % sand (2 mm > 62 µm) 

 % gravel (> 2 mm) 

 % solids 

 Depth  

 Hydrogen Sulfide (QAQC measurements) 

 pH (porewater, interstitial sediment) 

 Total Ammonia (QAQC measurements) 

 Total Organic Carbon 

 Total Sulfide (QAQC measurements) 

 Total Nitrogen 

  Bivalve Tissue Parameters 

 % Lipid  

 % Moisture 

 Bivalve Percent Survival 

 Growth - Change in Internal Shell Volume (mean, std. 
dev) 

 Dry Flesh Weight (mean and std error) 

  
Toxicity Tests—Water and Sediment 

 Episodic Aquatic Toxicity – (Ceriodaphnia, Menidia, 
Mysid) % Survival 

 Sediment Toxicity – (Amphipod) % Survival 

 Sediment Toxicity – (Bivalve) % Normal Development 
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Table 6-1 Parameters Analyzed for in the Regional Monitoring 
Program (continued) 

 

 
Trace elements analyzed in water, sediment, and tissue samples: 
Target Method Detection Limits (MDLs) are in parentheses following the reporting units. 
 Water 

(Dissolved  
and Total) 

Sediment 
(dry weight) 

  

Lab(s) BRL/UCSCDET BRL/CCSF/ 
UCSCDET 

  

Aluminum (Al)*  - mg/kg (200)   

Arsenic (As) µg/L (0.1) mg/kg (0.2)   

Cadmium (Cd)* µg/L(0.001) mg/kg (0.001)   

Cobalt (Co)* µg/L(0.001)    

Copper (Cu)* µg/L (0.01) mg/kg (2)    

Iron (Fe)* µg/L(10) mg/kg (200)   

Lead (Pb)* µg/L (0.001) mg/kg (0.5)   

Manganese (Mn)* µg/L (0.01) mg/kg (20)   

Mercury (Hg) µg/L (.0001) mg/kg 
(0.00001) 

  

Methylmercury (MeHg) ng/L (0.005) µg/kg (0.005)   

Nickel (Ni)* µg/L (0.01) mg/kg (5)    

Selenium (Se) µg/L (0.02) mg/kg (0.01)   

Silver (Ag)* µg/L (0.0001) mg/kg (0.001)   

Zinc (Zn)* µg/L (0.005) mg/kg (5)   

  - Parameter is not sampled for the matrix. 
* Near-total instead of total concentrations are reported for water.  Near-total metals are extracted with a 

weak acid (pH < 2) for a minimum of one month, resulting in measurements that approximate 
bioavailability of these metals to Estuary organisms. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Table 6-1 Parameters Analyzed for in the Regional Monitoring 
Program (continued) 
 

Trace organic parameters (lab; reporting units) – in water (AXYS & CDFG; pg/L), sediment (EBMUD; µg/kg), and 
bivalve tissue (CDFG-WPCL; µg/kg) samples:  
Organochlorines analyzed by GC-ECD will be determined using two columns of differing polarity. 

Polynuclear Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs)  
(Target MDLs: water – 200 pg/L, 
sediment and tissue – 5 µg/kg; 
water PAHs reported in ng/L) 

SYNTHETIC BIOCIDES 
(Target MDLs: water – 2 pg/L,  
sediment and tissue – 1 µg/kg) 

OTHER SYNTHETIC COMPOUNDS  
1New analytes added in 2002. 
2Not required by RMP but are expected to be 
analyzed in the 2002 RMP samples. 

1-Methylnaphthalene 
2,3,5-Trimethylnaphthalene 
2,6-Dimethylnaphthalene 
2-Methylnaphthalene 
Biphenyl 
Naphthalene 
1-Methylphenanthrene 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Anthracene 
Fluorene 
Phenanthrene 
Benz(a)anthracene 
Chrysene 
Fluoranthene 
Pyrene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(e)pyrene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Perylene  
Benzo(ghi)perylene  
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene  
Dibenzothiophene 
 
Alkylated PAHs 
C1-Chrysenes 
C2-Chrysenes 
C3-Chrysenes 
C4-Chrysenes 
C1-Dibenzothiophenes 
C2-Dibenzothiophenes 
C3-Dibenzothiophenes 
C1-Fluoranthene/Pyrenes 
C1-Fluorenes 
C2-Fluorenes 
C3-Fluorenes 
C1-Naphthalenes  
C2-Naphthalenes 
C3-Naphthalenes  
C4-Naphthalenes 
C1-Phenanthrene/Anthracenes 
C2-Phenanthrene/Anthracenes 
C3-Phenanthrene/Anthracenes 
C4-Phenanthrene/Anthracenes 

Cyclopentadienes 
Aldrin 
Dieldrin 
Endrin 
 
Chlordanes 
alpha-Chlordane 
cis-Nonachlor 
gamma-Chlordane 
Heptachlor 
Heptachlor Epoxide 
Oxychlordane 
trans-Nonachlor 
 
Dichloro-diphenyl-trichloroethane 
(DDTs) 
o,p’-DDD 
o,p’-DDE  
o,p’-DDT 
p,p’-DDD 
p,p’-DDE 
p,p’-DDT 
 
Hexachlorcylohexane (HCH) 
alpha-HCH 
beta-HCH 
delta-HCH 
gamma-HCH 
 
Other Synthetic Biocides 
Chlorpyrifos (water only; CDFG-WPCL) 
Dacthal (water only) 
Diazinon (water only; CDFG-WPCL) 
Endosulfan I (water only) 
Endosulfan II (water only) 
Endosulfan Sulfate (water only) 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Mirex 
Oxadiazon (water only) 
 
 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) 
Congeners (IUPAC numbers) 
(Target MDLs: water – 2 pg/L, sediment and 
tissue – 1 µg/kg)  
8, 18, 28, 31, 33, 44, 49, 52, 56, 60, 66, 70, 
74, 87, 95, 97, 99, 101, 105, 110, 118, 128, 
132, 138, 141, 149, 151, 153, 156, 158, 170, 
174, 177, 180, 183, 187, 194, 195, 201, 203 
 
Polybrominated Diphenyl Ethers

1
  

(BDE-IUPAC No., Compound Name) 
(Target MDLs: water – 1 pg/L, sediment and 
tissue – 1 µg/kg). 
 
BDE 7            [2,4-DiBDE] 
BDE 8            [2,4’-DiBDE] 
BDE 10          [2,6-DiBDE] 
BDE 11           [3,3’-DiBDE] 
BDE 12           [3,4-DiBDE] 
BDE 13           [3,4’-DiBDE] 
BDE 15           [4,4’-DiBDE] 
BDE 17         [2,2’,4-triBDE] 
BDE 25         [2,3’,4-triBDE] 
BDE 28         [2,4,4’-triBDE] 
BDE 30         [2,4,6-triBDE] 
BDE 32         [2,4’,6-triBDE] 
BDE 33         [2’,3,4-triBDE] 
BDE 35         [3,3’,4-triBDE] 
BDE 37         [3,4,4’-triBDE] 
BDE 47         [2,2’,4,4’-tetraBDE] 
BDE 49         [2,2’,4,5’-tetraBDE] 
BDE 51         [2,2’,4,6’-tetraBDE] 
BDE 66         [2,3’,4,4’-tetraBDE] 
BDE 71          [2,3’,4’,6-tetraBDE] 
BDE 75          [2,4,4’,6-tetraBDE] 
BDE 77          [3,3’,4,4’,-tetraBDE] 
BDE 82         [2,2’,3,3’,4-pentaBDE] 
BDE 85         [2,2’,3,4,4’-pentaBDE] 
BDE 99         [2,2’,4,4’5-pentaBDE] 
BDE 100       [2,2’,4,4’,6-pentaBDE] 
BDE 105       [2,3,3’,4,4’,-pentaBDE] 
BDE 116       [2,3,4,5,6-pentaBDE] 
BDE 119       [2,3’,4,4’,6-pentaBDE] 
BDE 120        [2,3’,4,5,5’-PeBDE 
BDE 126        [3,3’,4,4’,5-PeBDE] 
BDE 128       [2,2’,3,3’,4,4’-hexaBDE] 
BDE 138       [2,2’,3,4,4’,5’-hexaBDE] 
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Trace organic parameters (lab; reporting units) – in water (AXYS & CDFG; pg/L), sediment (EBMUD; µg/kg), and 
bivalve tissue (CDFG-WPCL; µg/kg) samples:  
Organochlorines analyzed by GC-ECD will be determined using two columns of differing polarity. 

Polynuclear Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons (PAHs)  
(Target MDLs: water – 200 pg/L, 
sediment and tissue – 5 µg/kg; 
water PAHs reported in ng/L) 

SYNTHETIC BIOCIDES 
(Target MDLs: water – 2 pg/L,  
sediment and tissue – 1 µg/kg) 

OTHER SYNTHETIC COMPOUNDS  
1New analytes added in 2002. 
2Not required by RMP but are expected to be 
analyzed in the 2002 RMP samples. 

BDE 140       [2,2’, 3,4,4’,6’-hexaBDE] 
BDE 153       [2,2’,4,4’,5,5’-hexaBDE] 
BDE 154       [2,2’,4,4’,5,6’-hexaBDE] 
BDE 155       [2,2’,4,4’,6,6’-hexaBDE] 
BDE 166       [2,3,4,4’,5,6’-hexaBDE] 
BDE 181       [2,2’,3,4,4’,5,6’-heptaBDE] 
BDE 183       [2,2’,3,4,4’,5’,6-heptaBDE] 
BDE 190       [2,3,3’,4,4’,5,6-heptaBDE] 
BDE 203        [2,2’,3,4,4’,5,5’,6] 
BDE 206       [2,2’,3,3’4,4’,5,5’,6] 
BDE 209       [2,2’,3,3’,4,4’,5,5’,6,6’-decaBDE] 
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Table 6-2 Mussel Watch Program Monitoring Network

Station Number Station Name LATITUDE LONGITUDE SAMPLING HISTORY

203.0 Tomales Bay / Shell Beach 38 07 03 122 52 25 1979-1982, 1991-1992, 1997-2000

203.1 Tomales Bay / Vincent Landing 38 13 08 122 56 39 1997-2000
203.2 Tomales Bay / Walker Ck Mouth #5 38 12 34 122 56 08 1999-2000
203.3 Tomales Bay / Walker Ck Mouth #1 38 12 30 122 55 43 1997-2000
203.4 Tomales Bay / Walker Ck Mouth #4 38 12 23 122 55 41 1998-2000
203.5 Tomales Bay / Walker Ck Mouth #2 38 12 22 122 55 51 1997-2000
203.7 Tomales Bay / Walker Ck Mouth #3 38 12 15 122 55 39 1997, 1999-2000
203.8 Tomales Bay / Marshall 38 09 05 122 53 19 1998-2000
203.9 Tomales Bay / Nicks Cove 38 11 57 122 55 16 1997-1998
204.0 Estero De San Antonio 38 16 11 122 58 47 1993
204.1 Tomales Bay / HP 38 12 27 122 56 34 2000
204.2 Tomales Bay / Hog Island 38 11 51 122 56 12 2000
204.3 Tomales Bay / Hamlet 38 12 23 122 55 35 1999-2000
204.4 Tomales Bay / Audubon 38 09 52 122 54 02 1999-2000
204.5 Tomales Bay / McDonald 38 10 48 122 54 33 2000
207.0 Point Reyes 37 59 35 122 59 16 1978-1979, 1991
208.0 Bolinas 37 54 37 122 41 00 1980-1981
210.0 Salmon Creek / Marshall-Petaluma Rd Brid 38 09 52 122 46 32 1999
210.1 Walker Creek / Mine Creek 38 09 47 122 46 57 1997
210.3 Walker Creek / Mid Stream 38 10 08 122 47 35 1997
210.5 Walker Creek / USGS Stream Gauge 38 10 32 122 49 15 1998
210.7 Walker Creek / Hwy 1 38 13 25 122 54 23 1998-1999
211.1 Lagunitas Creek / Bridge #1 38 02 59 122 45 36 1997
211.3 Lagunitas Creek / Bridge #2 38 01 45 122 44 14 1997
220.0 Napa River / Tubbs Ln. 38 28 47 122 24 56 1998
220.1 Napa River / Larkmead Ln. 38 27 20 122 24 23 1998
220.3 Napa River / Pope St. 38 25 31 122 22 25 1998
220.5 Napa River / Yountville Cross Rd. 38 22 46 122 18 37 1998
224.0 Sonoma Creek / Agua Caliente Rd. 38 17 58 122 29 01 1998
224.1 Sonoma Creek / Petaluma Rd. 38 16 49 122 28 23 1998
224.3 Sonoma Creek / Watmaugh Rd. 38 15 46 122 27 53 1998
230.0 Petaluma River / Ely Rd 38 17 06 122 40 02 1999
298.3 Concord Naval Weapons Station / Pier 4 38 03 25 122 00 01 1988
298.4 Concord Naval Weapons Station / Seal Isl 38 03 21 122 02 50 1988
299.1 Selby Slag 4 38 03 25 122 14 52 1988, 1996
299.2 Selby Slag 5 38 03 29 122 14 48 1988
299.3 Selby Slag 6 38 03 31 122 14 19 1988
299.4 Selby Slag 7 38 03 28 122 13 54 1988
300.2 Mare Island 38 04 30 122 14 45 1985-1989
301.0 Davis Point 38 03 09 122 15 36 1980, 1983, 1988
301.4 Union Oil Outfall 38 02 44 122 15 43 1988-1989
302.0 Point Pinole 38 00 60 122 21 48 1980-1993, 1995
302.4 Castro Cove Bridge 37 57 10 122 23 09 1988-1990
302.6 Paradise Cove 37 53 58 122 27 52 1996
303.0 Richmond/San Rafael Bridge 37 55 55 122 26 08 1980-1993
303.1 Santa Fe Channel / Mouth 37 54 30 122 21 40 1986, 1991
303.2 Lauritzen Canal / Mouth 37 55 15 122 21 60 1985-1988
303.3 Lauritzen Canal / End 37 55 26 122 21 58 1986-1988, 1991
303.4 Santa Fe Channel / End 37 55 26 122 22 32 1985-1987, 1991
303.6 Richmond Inner Harbor Basin 37 54 45 122 20 60 1985-1989
304.0 Staufer's 37 54 21 122 20 00 1982
304.4 Serl Intake 37 54 21 122 19 55 1991
304.6 Point Isabel 37 53 54 122 19 31 1988
305.0 San Francisco Bay / Angel Island 37 51 17 122 25 03 1980-1983

306.0 San Francisco Bay / Fort Baker 37 49 51 122 28 26 1981, 1983, 1991-1993, 1999-2000

306.1 Gashouse Cove / Laguna St 37 48 23 122 25 57 1996
306.2 Sansome St. / Pier 31 37 48 23 122 24 10 1996
306.3 Howard St. / Pier 14 37 47 35 122 23 26 1996
306.4 Central Basin / Outer 37 45 47 122 23 05 1996
306.5 Alcatraz Island 37 49 40 122 25 13 1989
307.0 San Francisco Bay / Treasure Island 37 48 42 122 21 33 1979-1993, 1997
307.1 San Leandro Bay / Damon Channel 37 45 03 122 12 49 1999
307.2 Alameda Yacht Harbor 37 46 45 122 15 15 1985-1989
307.3 Oakland Inner Harbor / West 37 47 59 122 19 53 1986-1987
307.4 Oakland Inner Harbor / Embarcadero Cove 37 46 50 122 14 40 1985-1989, 1991-1993
307.5 Lake Merritt 37 47 34 122 15 43 1992-1993
307.6 Oakland Back Harbor 37 45 30 122 13 25 1985-1988, 1999
307.7 San Leandro Bay/Elmhurst Ch 37 44 34 122 12 35 1999
307.8 San Francisco Outfall 37 44 55 122 22 30 1989
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Table 6-2 Mussel Watch Program Monitoring Network

307.9 San Francisco / Islais Channel 37 44 51 122 23 05 1987-1988

308.0 San Francisco Bay / Hunter's Point 37 41 42 122 20 27

1981-1983, 1991-1993,
1995, 1997

308.2 Hunter's Point Shipyard 37 42 25 122 23 10 1988-1989

309.0 San Mateo Bridge / 8B 37 36 21 122 17 20 1980-1987, 1991-1993, 1995, 1997

310.0 San Mateo Bridge / 8A 37 35 21 122 16 08 1982
311.0 San Mateo Old Bridge 37 35 52 122 15 08 1982
311.4 North / South Bay 37 34 16 122 08 59 1996
312.0 Belmont Slough 37 32 60 122 14 47 1982

313.0 San Francisco Bay near Redwood Creek 37 33 09 122 11 45 1981-1985, 1991-1993, 1995, 1997

314.0 Redwood Creek / Channel Marker 10 37 31 49 122 11 38 1982
315.0 Redwood Creek / Towers 37 30 55 122 12 22 1982-1983
316.0 Redwood Creek / Tradewinds 37 30 09 122 12 49 1980, 1982-1983
317.0 Redwood City / STP Outfall 37 29 44 122 13 03 1983
318.0 Redwood Creek / Pete's Marina 37 30 00 122 13 24 1983
318.4 Redwood Creek / Bair Island 37 30 02 122 13 23 1987
319.0 Redwood Creek / Pulgas 37 30 30 122 14 37 1983
320.0 San Francisco Airport 37 30 55 122 14 50 1983

321.0 Dumbarton Bridge / Channel Marker 14 37 30 50 122 07 58 1980-1989, 1991-1992, 1995, 1997

323.3 Palo Alto Outfall 37 27 51 122 06 42 1989-1990
324.0 Newark Slough 37 29 36 122 05 11 1982
325.0 Channel Marker 17 37 28 41 122 04 32 1982
326.0 Palo Alto / Channel Marker 8 37 27 38 122 03 06 1982-1983, 1991-1993
327.0 Palo Alto / Yacht Club 37 27 09 122 02 10 1982
328.0 Alviso Slough 37 27 49 122 01 40 1982
329.0 Guadalupe Creek / Almaden Expressway 37 16 31 121 52 33 1997
329.1 Arroyo Calero / Harry Rd. 37 12 42 121 49 41 1998
329.2 Guadalupe Creek / Hicks Road 37 13 22 121 54 16 1997-1998
329.3 Alamitos Creek / Bubbling Well Pl. 37 13 25 121 51 10 1998
329.4 Alamitos Creek / Almanden Road 37 10 44 121 48 57 1997-1998
329.5 Guadalupe River / Capitol Expressway 37 17 53 121 49 25 1998
330.0 Duxbury Reef 37 53 38 122 42 09 1980-1981
331.0 Muir Beach 37 51 28 122 34 50 1980
332.0 Point Bonita 37 49 11 122 31 53 1980
333.0 Farallon Islands 37 41 45 123 00 00 1978-1980
334.0 Cliff House 37 46 57 122 30 46 1980
335.0 Pacifica 37 40 09 122 29 41 1980
336.0 J. Fitzgerald 37 30 45 122 30 30 1978-1981, 1991, 1998-2000

399.2 Pescadero Creek 37 14 57 122 23 40 1988-1989
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Table 6-3   Key to Figure 6-3: Toxic Substances Monitoring Network

Station Number Station Name LATITUDE LONGITUDE

204.30.11 Alameda Creek / Niles Canyon Road 37 34 58 121 57 47
204.30.00 Alameda Creek / Shinn Pit 37 34 17 121 59 15
205.40.17 Alamitos Creek d/s Almaden Reservoir 37 10 27 121 49 23
205.40.18 Almaden Reservoir 37 9 45 121 49 48
205.30.30 Anderson Reservoir 37 9 58 121 37 30
205.50.08 Bear Gulch Reservoir 37 26 0 122 13 40
205.50.07 Calabazas Creek d/s Tasman Drive 37 24 10 121 59 10
205.40.16 Calero Reservoir 37 10 50 121 47 10
205.30.08 Coyote Creek / Brokaw Road 37 23 0 121 54 15
205.30.18 Coyote Creek / Percolation Pond 37 13 48 121 45 12
205.30.07 Coyote Creek u/s Montague Expressway 37 23 45 121 54 50
205.30.37 Coyote Reservoir 37 7 15 121 33 5
206.50.24 Dry Creek 38 24 22 122 26 22
204.20.00 Elmhurst Creek / Mouth 37 44 35 122 12 23
205.40.13 Guadalupe Creek d/s Guadalupe Reservoir 37 12 0 121 52 50
205.40.14 Guadalupe Reservoir 37 11 53 121 52 34
205.50.09 Guadalupe River / Howard Street 37 20 20 121 54 5
205.40.08 Guadalupe River / Percolation Pond 37 14 50 121 52 19
206.50.03 Lake Chabot / Solano County 38 8 11 122 14 5
207.21.03 Lake Herman 38 5 45 122 9 20
202.10.01 Lake Merced 37 43 38 122 29 15
205.40.02 Los Gatos Creek 37 14 17 121 58 18
206.50.14 Napa River / Napa 38 22 6 122 18 8
207.10.12 New York Slough 38 2 1 121 52 7
206.30.07 Petaluma River / Lakeville 38 11 59 122 33 0
204.20.01 San Leandro Creek / Highway 880 Bridge 37 43 31 122 10 56
206.60.01 San Pablo Creek 37 58 3 122 21 46
206.40.08 Sonoma Creek 38 16 3 122 28 2
205.50.94 Stevens Creek 37 18 15 122 14 24
205.50.10 Stevens Creek Reservoir 37 17 38 122 4 41
207.10.90 Suisun Bay 38 4 5 122 2 40
205.40.01 Vasona Lake 37 14 45 121 58 0
201.12.01 Walker Creek 38 14 0 122 54 47
207.32.06 Walnut Creek 37 54 3 122 3 33
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Table 6-4. Five Most Commonly Consumed Bay Fish 
 
Species and Edible Portion Evaluation Length (cm) 

Striped bass, muscle without skin 60 

California halibut, muscle without skin 75 

Jacksmelt, muscle with skin and skeleton 25 

White sturgeon, muscle without skin 135 

White croaker, muscle with skin 25 
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CHAPTER 7 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT 
STRATEGIES INCLUDING TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY 
LOADS 

Water Quality Attainment Strategies (WQAS) including Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) deemed 

necessary and appropriate to ensure attainment and maintenance of water quality standards in the 

Region are presented in this chapter. 

7.1 Region-Wide Water Quality Attainment Strategies And TMDLs 

7.1.1 Water Quality Attainment Strategy and TMDL for Diazinon and Pesticide-related 
Toxicity in Urban Creeks 
The following sections establish a water quality attainment strategy and TMDL for diazinon and 

pesticide‐related toxicity in the Region’s urban creeks, including actions and monitoring necessary to 

implement the strategy. The term “pesticides,” as used here, refers to substances (or mixtures of 

substances) intended for defoliating plants, regulating plant growth, or preventing, destroying, repelling, 

or mitigating pests that may infest or be detrimental to vegetation, humans, animals, or households, or be 

present in any agricultural or nonagricultural environment. The term “urban creeks,” as used here, refers 

to freshwater streams that flow through urban areas, including incorporated cities and towns and 

unincorporated areas with similar land use intensities. This strategy applies to all San Francisco Bay 

Region urban creeks. 

The numeric targets, allocations, and implementation plan described below are intended to ensure that 

urban creeks meet applicable water quality standards established to protect and support beneficial uses. 

This strategy will also reduce pesticide concentrations in the Bay resulting from urban creek flows. The 

effectiveness of the implementation actions, the monitoring undertaken to track progress toward meeting 

the targets, and the most current scientific understanding pertaining to pesticide‐related toxicity will be 

periodically reviewed, and the strategy will be adapted as necessary to reflect changing conditions and 

information. 

7.1.1.1 Problem Statement 
In 1998, a number of the Region’s urban creeks were placed on the 303(d) list of impaired waters due to 

toxicity attributed to diazinon. In the early 1990s, many urban creek water samples collected from 

selected creeks throughout the Region were toxic to aquatic organisms. Studies found that pesticides, 

particularly diazinon, caused the toxicity. The 303(d) listings were based on observed toxicity, diazinon 

detections, and similarities among the Region’s urban pesticide use profiles. 

When pesticide‐related toxicity occurs in urban creek water, creeks do not meet the narrative toxicity 

objective. When pesticide‐related toxicity occurs in sediment, the creeks also do not meet the narrative 

sediment objective. Likewise, when creek water or sediment is toxic, creeks do not meet the narrative 

population and community ecology objective. Urban creek waters that fail to meet these objectives are not 

protective of cold and warm freshwater habitats. 
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Although U.S. EPA phased out urban diazinon applications at the end of 2004, other pesticides may now 

pose potential water quality and sediment quality concerns because they are used as diazinon 

replacements and because pesticide regulatory programs, as currently implemented, allow pesticides to 

be used in ways that threaten water quality. 

7.1.1.2 Numeric Targets 
The numeric targets below interpret the applicable narrative objectives in terms of quantitatively 

measurable water quality parameters. Meeting these pesticide‐related toxicity and diazinon concentration 

targets will protect cold and warm freshwater habitats. These targets shall be met at all urban creek 

locations, including those near storm drain outfalls where urban runoff enters receiving waters. 

Pesticide-Related Toxicity 
The toxicity targets are expressed in terms of acute toxic units (TUa) and chronic toxic units (TUc). The 

targets are as follows: pesticide‐related acute and chronic toxicity in urban creek water and sediment, as 

determined through standard toxicity tests, shall not exceed 1.0 TUa or 1.0 TUc, where TUa = 100/NOAEC 

and TUc = 100/NOEC. “NOAEC” refers to the “no observed adverse effect concentration,” which is the 

highest tested concentration of a sample that causes no observable adverse effect (i.e., mortality) to 

exposed organisms during an acute toxicity test. For purposes of this strategy, “NOEC” refers to the “no 

observable effect concentration,” which is the highest tested concentration of a sample that causes no 

observable effect to exposed organisms during a chronic toxicity test. NOAEC and NOEC are both 

expressed as the percentage of a sample in a test container (e.g., an undiluted sample has a concentration 

of 100%). In both cases, an observable effect must be statistically significant. For purposes of this strategy, 

an undiluted ambient water or sediment sample that does not exhibit an acute or chronic toxic effect that 

is significantly different from control samples on a statistical basis shall be assumed to meet the relevant 

target. 

The above definitions of TUa and TUc apply only to ambient conditions in the context of this diazinon and 

pesticide‐related toxicity strategy. If toxicity exists in urban creeks but pesticides do not cause or 

contribute to the toxicity, these targets do not apply. Moreover, the numeric toxicity targets do not limit 

the Water Board’s authority to evaluate attainment of the narrative objectives through other appropriate 

means. 

Diazinon 
The diazinon concentration target is as follows: diazinon concentrations in urban creeks shall not exceed 

100 ng/l as a one‐hour average. The target addresses both acute and chronic diazinon‐related toxicity. 

7.1.1.3  Sources 
Pesticides, including diazinon, enter urban creeks through urban runoff. Most urban runoff flows 

through storm drains owned and operated by the Region’s municipalities, industrial dischargers, large 

institutions (e.g., campuses), construction dischargers, and the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans). Urban runoff contains pesticides as a result of pesticides being manufactured, formulated into 

products, and sold through distributors and retailers to businesses and individuals who apply them for 

structural pest control, landscape maintenance, agricultural, and other pest management purposes. 

Factors that affect pesticide concentrations in urban creeks include the amount used, the chemical and 

physical properties of the pesticide and its product formulation, the sites of use (e.g., landscaping, turf, or 

paved surfaces), and irrigation practices and precipitation. In the San Francisco Bay Region, ants are the 
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most common pest problem for which pesticides are used. Argentine ants are an introduced species. 

Pesticide use by structural pest control professionals and use of products sold over‐the‐counter can be 

among the greatest contributors of pesticides in urban runoff. 

7.1.1.4 Total Maximum Daily Load 
The assimilative capacity of the Region’s urban creeks for diazinon and pesticide‐related toxicity is the 

amount of diazinon and pesticide‐related toxicity they can receive without exceeding water quality 

standards. For urban creeks to assimilate diazinon and other pesticide discharges and meet water quality 

standards, the targets must be met. Rather than establishing a mass‐based TMDL to attain the targets, this 

TMDL is expressed in concentration units. The TMDL is equal to the targets. 

The targets rely on a conservative approach that provides an implicit margin of safety to account for any 

lack of knowledge concerning the relationship between the allocations and water quality. Weather and 

seasons affect creek flows and pesticide loads, concentrations, and toxicity. By expressing the targets in 

terms of toxicity and diazinon concentrations, the inherent pesticide mass loads automatically reflect 

seasonal and other critical conditions as creek conditions change. 

7.1.1.5 Allocations 
The TMDL is allocated to all urban runoff, including urban runoff associated with municipal separate 

storm sewer systems, Caltrans facilities, and industrial, construction, and institutional sites. The 

allocations are expressed in terms of toxic units and diazinon concentrations, and are the same as the 

numeric targets and the TMDL. 

7.1.1.6 Implementation 
The cornerstone of this strategy is pollution prevention. Pesticide‐related toxicity in the Region’s urban 

creeks is to be eliminated and prevented by using pest management alternatives that protect water 

quality and by not using pesticides that threaten water quality. This can best be accomplished through 

the rigorous application of integrated pest management techniques and the use of less toxic pest control 

methods. The term “integrated pest management,” as used here, refers to a process that includes setting 

action thresholds, monitoring and identifying pests, preventing pests, and controlling pests when 

necessary. Integrated pest management meets the following conditions: 

• Pest control practices focus on long‐term pest prevention through a combination of techniques, 

such as biological control, habitat manipulation, and modification of cultural practices;  

• Pesticides are used only after monitoring indicates that they are needed;  

• Treatments are made with the goal of removing only the target pest; and  

• Pesticides are selected to minimize risks to human health, beneficial and non‐target organisms, 

and the environment, including risks to aquatic habitats.  

The term “less toxic pest control,” as used here, refers to the use of pest control strategies selected to 

minimize the potential for pesticide‐related toxicity in water and sediment.  

Strategy implementation will focus on three areas: (1) regulatory programs, (2) education and outreach, 

and (3) research and monitoring. Regulatory programs will prevent pollution by using existing 

regulatory tools to ensure that pesticides are not applied in a manner that results in discharges that 

threaten urban creek uses. Education and outreach programs will focus on decreasing demand for 
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pesticides that threaten water quality, while increasing awareness of alternatives that pose less risk to 

water quality. Research will fill existing information gaps, and monitoring will be used to measure 

implementation progress and success. The actions described below are intended to address these strategic 

goals. 

When pesticide‐related toxicity occurs in urban creeks, many entities share responsibility for the 

discharge, and therefore many entities share responsibility for implementing actions to ensure that 

pesticide‐related toxicity does not threaten water quality. Although the allocations apply to all urban 

runoff, responsibility for attaining the allocations is not the sole responsibility of urban runoff 

management agencies, whose authority to regulate pesticide use is constrained. Actions to be 

implemented by regulatory agencies, urban runoff management agencies, and other entities are listed 

below. The agencies with the broadest authorities to oversee pesticide use and pesticide discharges 

include U.S. EPA, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, and the Water Board. Regulatory 

and non‐regulatory actions are needed to ensure that pesticide use does not result in discharges that 

cause or contribute to toxicity in urban creeks. Implementing these actions is expected to ensure 

attainment of the allocations. Many entities are already implementing these actions. Actions that can be 

required through NPDES permits are already in some permits and shall be incorporated into all 

applicable NPDES permits when the permits are reissued or by other regulatory actions if appropriate. 

Voluntary actions should commence immediately, and inter‐agency coordination is already underway. 

Water Board Actions 
The role of the Water Board is to encourage, monitor, and enforce implementation actions, and to lead by 

example. The Water Board will implement the following actions related to regulatory programs: 

• Track U.S. EPA pesticide evaluation and registration activities as they relate to surface water 

quality and share monitoring and research data with U.S. EPA;  

• When necessary, request that U.S. EPA coordinate implementation of the Federal Insecticide, 

Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act and the Clean Water Act;  

• Encourage U.S. EPA to fully address urban water quality concerns within its pesticide 

registration process;  

• Work with the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, County Agricultural 

Commissioners, and the Structural Pest Control Board to ensure that pesticide applications result 

in discharges that comply with water quality standards;  

• Interpret water quality standards for the California Department of Pesticide Regulation and 

County Agricultural Commissioners, and assemble available information (such as monitoring 

data) to assist the California Department of Pesticide Regulation and County Agricultural 

Commissioners in taking actions necessary to protect water quality; and  

• Use authorities (e.g., through permits or waste discharge requirements) to require 

implementation of best management practices and control measures to minimize pesticide 

discharges to urban creeks.  

The Water Board will implement the following actions related to outreach and education: 

• Encourage integrated pest management and less toxic pest management practices;  

• Encourage grant funding for activities likely to reduce pesticide discharges, promote less toxic 

pest management practices, or otherwise further the goals of this implementation plan; and  
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• Encourage pilot demonstration projects that show promise for reducing pesticide discharges 

throughout the Region.  

The Water Board will implement the following actions related to research, monitoring, and overall 

program coordination: 

• Promote and support studies to address critical data needs (see Adaptive Implementation, 

below); and  

• Assist municipalities and others implementing this strategy by convening stakeholder forums to 

coordinate implementation.  

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Actions 
U.S. EPA is responsible for implementing the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act and the 

Clean Water Act. U.S. EPA is therefore responsible for ensuring that both federal pesticide laws and 

water quality laws are implemented. U.S. EPA should exercise its authorities to ensure that foreseeable 

pesticide applications do not cause or contribute to water column or sediment toxicity in the Region’s 

waters. Because some pesticides pose water quality risks, U.S. EPA should implement the following 

actions: 

• Continue internal coordination efforts to ensure that pesticide applications and resulting 

discharges comply with water quality standards and avoid water quality impairment (i.e., restrict 

uses or application practices to manage risks);  

• Continue and enhance education and outreach programs to encourage integrated pest 

management and less toxic pest control; and  

• Complete studies to address critical data needs (see Adaptive Implementation, below).  

California Department of Pesticide Regulation Actions 
Like the Water Board, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation is part of the California 

Environmental Protection Agency. It regulates pesticide product sales and use within California pursuant 

to the California Food and Agricultural Code. When the California Department of Pesticide Regulation 

evaluates whether to register a pesticide product, it must give special attention to the potential for 

environmental damage, including interference with attainment of water quality standards. The California 

Department of Pesticide Regulation is mandated to protect water quality from environmentally harmful 

pesticide materials, which should include pesticides used such that their runoff violates water quality 

standards. The California Department of Pesticide Regulation should also recognize pesticides used such 

that their runoff poses a reasonable potential to violate water quality standards to be potentially harmful 

and take preventive action to address foreseeable risks. The Water Board will assist the California 

Department of Pesticide Regulation in identifying pesticides that could harm water quality. 

The California Department of Pesticide Regulation must endeavor to mitigate adverse effects of 

pesticides that endanger the environment, such as existing or reasonably foreseeable pesticiderelated 

violations of water quality standards. If a pesticide product has a demonstrated serious uncontrollable 

adverse effect, mitigation may include canceling its registration. Mitigation is also warranted to avoid 

existing and reasonably foreseeable serious uncontrolled adverse effects. The Water Board will notify the 

California Department of Pesticide Regulation whenever it obtains information concerning actual or 

potential water quality standard violations so the California Department of Pesticide Regulation can 

implement appropriate protective actions. 
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To be effective, this strategy relies on the California Department of Pesticide Regulation to use its 

authorities in concert with the Water Board. Consistent with its authorities, the California Department of 

Pesticide Regulation should implement the following actions: 

• Work with the Water Board to identify pesticides applied in urban areas in such a manner that 

runoff does or could cause or contribute to water quality standard violations;  

• Condition registrations, as appropriate, to require registrants to provide information necessary to 

determine the potential for their products to cause or contribute to water quality standard 

violations and to implement actions necessary to prevent violations;  

• Continue and enhance efforts to evaluate the potential for registered pesticide products to cause 

or contribute to water quality standard violations (the California Department of Pesticide 

Regulation need not wait for the Water Board to evaluate potential water quality effects);  

• Implement actions to eliminate pesticide‐related water quality standard violations caused by 

registered pesticides;  

• Implement actions to prevent potential pesticide‐related water quality standard violations before 

they occur;  

• Notify U.S. EPA of potential deficiencies in product labels for products that threaten water 

quality;  

• Continue and enhance education and outreach programs to encourage integrated pest 

management and less toxic pest control (work with County Agricultural Commissioners, urban 

runoff management agencies, and the University of California Statewide Integrated Pest 

Management Program to coordinate activities);  

• Continue and enhance efforts to prevent the introduction of new exotic pests to the Region; and  

• Complete studies to address critical data needs (see Adaptive Implementation, below).  

Collaboration within the California Environmental Protection Agency 
As sister agencies within the California Environmental Protection Agency, the Water Board and the 

California Department of Pesticide Regulation should coordinate pesticide and water quality regulation 

in the Region. In 1997, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation and the State Water Resources 

Control Board entered into a management agency agreement. The California Department of Pesticide 

Regulation agreed to ensure that compliance with numeric and narrative water quality objectives is 

achieved. The State and Regional Water Boards retained responsibility for interpreting compliance with 

narrative water quality objectives. In light of the agreement, the Water Board and the California 

Department of Pesticide Regulation should work together to eliminate recurrences of water quality 

standard violations and prevent potential future violations. In consultation with the California 

Department of Pesticide Regulation, the Water Board will implement the following actions: 

• Gather and review available information to identify pesticides most likely to run off into urban 

creeks and cause or contribute to water quality standard violations;  

• Identify evaluation criteria that can be used to discern whether water quality standards are met 

(e.g., water quality objectives, targets, monitoring benchmarks, or other criteria);  

• Evaluate available information to determine whether water quality standards are met and, if so, 

whether circumstances suggest that future violations are likely; and  
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• Notify the California Department of Pesticide Regulation and County Agricultural 

Commissioners if water quality standard violations exist or are likely to exist in the future due to 

pesticide discharges, thereby enabling these agencies to implement appropriate actions and 

assisting them in ensuring that their regulatory programs adequately protect water quality.  

In consultation with the Water Board, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation should 

implement the following actions: 

• When available information is insufficient to conclude whether water quality standards are met, 

work with the Water Board to identify information needed to evaluate the potential for pesticide 

discharges to cause or contribute to water quality standard violations;  

• Obtain information necessary to determine whether water quality standards are or are likely to 

be met from pesticide product registrants, U.S. EPA, and other sources (conservative [i.e., 

protective] assumptions may be used to fill information gaps);  

• Evaluate whether water quality standards are likely to be met (e.g., consider pesticide use, 

toxicity, application sites and techniques, runoff potential, and environmental persistence; 

estimate foreseeable water and sediment pesticide concentrations; and consider Water Board 

evaluation criteria);  

• When pesticide discharges are or are likely to cause or contribute to water quality standard 

violations, identify and evaluate possible corrective actions (using the Water Board’s evaluation 

criteria) and implement those needed to ensure that water quality standards will be met; and  

• When available information suggests that pesticide discharges appear likely to cause or 

contribute to water quality standard violations in the future (assuming standards are currently 

met), identify and evaluate possible preventive actions and, commensurate with the weight of the 

evidence, implement those actions needed to ensure that water quality standards will be met.  

Sometimes, a pesticide‐by‐pesticide approach may be counterproductive, particularly if existing pesticide 

problems are likely to be replaced by new pesticide problems. As appropriate, the California Department 

of Pesticide Regulation may evaluate several pesticides at once if related to a specific application method, 

application site of concern, or other shared factor. 

During adaptive implementation reviews (see “Adaptive Implementation,” below), the Water Board will 

consider the extent to which inter‐agency collaboration is sufficient to address water quality concerns. If 

necessary, the Water Board will notify the California Department of Pesticide Regulation of deficiencies 

and could consider the need to use its own regulatory authorities to control pesticide discharges. 

County Agricultural Commissioners’ Actions 
County Agricultural Commissioners are the local enforcement agents for the California Department of 

Pesticide Regulation. They provide local enforcement of applicable pesticide laws and, when necessary to 

address local circumstances (e.g., localized toxicity in an urban creek), can adopt local regulations (subject 

to California Department of Pesticide Regulation approval) that govern the conduct of pest control 

operations and the records and reports of those operations. County Agricultural Commissioners should 

implement the following actions: 

• Continue and enhance enforcement related to illegal sale or use of pesticides, including pesticides 

sold over‐the‐counter;  

• Continue to enforce the phase out of diazinon products and any new regulations affecting 

pesticide applications and their water quality risks;  
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• Continue and enhance efforts to prevent the introduction of new exotic pests to the Region;  

• Provide outreach and training to pest control licensees regarding water quality issues as part of 

pest control business license registration and inspection programs; and  

• Work with the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, urban runoff management 

agencies, and the University of California Statewide Integrated Pest Management Program to 

coordinate education and outreach programs to minimize pesticide discharges.  

Structural Pest Control Board Actions  
The Structural Pest Control Board is responsible for licensing structural pest control professionals. The 

Structural Pest Control Board requires training and examinations to maintain a license to practice 

structural pest control, and regulates the advertising practices of structural pest control businesses. The 

Structural Pest Control Board should implement the following actions: 

• Through licensing and other authorities, work to ensure that structural pest control practices 

result in discharges that comply with water quality standards;  

• Work to develop a mechanism through which consumers can determine which structural pest 

control providers offer services most likely to protect water quality; and  

• Work to enhance initial and continuing integrated pest management training for structural pest 

control licensees.  

University of California Actions 
The University of California Statewide Integrated Pest Management Program promotes pest management 

education and outreach throughout California. The University of California should implement the 

following actions: 

• Continue and enhance educational efforts targeting urban pesticide users to promote integrated 

pest management and less toxic pest management practices;  

• Continue to encourage and support efforts to identify and improve new less toxic pest 

management strategies for the urban environment;  

• Continue to serve as a resource for information on alternative pest management practices that 

protect water quality and develop publications others can use to support outreach activities;  

• Continue to train University of California Master Gardeners to help disseminate information 

about integrated pest management and pest management alternatives that protect water quality; 

and  

• Work with the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, County Agricultural 

Commissioners, and urban runoff management agencies to coordinate education and outreach 

programs to minimize pesticide discharges.  

Urban Runoff Management Agencies and Similar Entities Actions  
NPDES permits for urban runoff management agencies and similar entities responsible for controlling 

urban runoff (e.g., industrial facilities, construction sites, California Department of Transportation 

facilities, universities, and military installations) shall require implementation of best management 

practices and control measures. Urban runoff management agencies’ and similar entities’ respective 

responsibilities for addressing these allocations and targets will be satisfied by complying with the 

requirements set forth below and permit‐related requirements based on them. 
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Requirements in each NPDES permit issued or reissued and applicable for the term of the permit shall be 

based on an updated assessment of control measures intended to reduce pesticides in urban runoff. 

Control measures implemented by urban runoff management agencies and other entities (except 

construction and industrial sites) shall reduce pesticides in urban runoff to the maximum extent 

practicable. Control measures for construction and industrial sites shall reduce discharges based on Best 

Available Technology Economically Achievable. All permits shall remain consistent with the section of 

this chapter titled “Surface Water Protection and Management—Point Source Control ‐ Stormwater 

Discharges.” These requirements shall be included in permits no later than five years after the effective 

date of this strategy. If these requirements prove inadequate to meet the targets and allocations, the 

Water Board will require additional control measures or call for additional actions by others until the 

targets and allocations are attained. 

The following general requirements shall be implemented through NPDES permits issued or reissued for 

urban runoff discharges: 

• Reduce reliance on pesticides that threaten water quality by adopting and implementing policies, 

procedures, or ordinances that minimize the use of pesticides that threaten water quality in the 

discharger’s operations and on the discharger’s property;  

• Track progress by periodically reviewing the discharger’s pesticide use and pesticide use by its 

hired contractors;  

• Train the discharger’s employees to use integrated pest management techniques and require that 

they rigorously adhere to integrated pest management practices;  

• Require the discharger’s contractors to practice integrated pest management; and  

• Study the effectiveness of the control measures implemented, evaluate attainment of the targets, 

identify effective actions to be taken in the future, and report conclusions to the Water Board.  

The following education and outreach requirements shall also be implemented through NPDES permits 

issued or reissued for urban runoff discharges: 

• Undertake targeted outreach programs to encourage communities within a discharger’s 

jurisdiction to reduce their reliance on pesticides that threaten water quality, focusing efforts on 

those most likely to use pesticides that threaten water quality;  

• Work with the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, County Agricultural 

Commissioners, and the University of California Statewide Integrated Pest Management 

Program to coordinate education and outreach programs to minimize pesticide discharges.  

• Encourage public and private landscape irrigation management that minimizes pesticide runoff; 

and  

• Facilitate appropriate pesticide waste disposal, and conduct education and outreach to promote 

appropriate disposal.  

The following monitoring and reporting requirements shall also be implemented through NPDES 

permits issued or reissued for urban runoff discharges: 

• Monitor diazinon and other pesticides discharged in urban runoff that pose potential water 

quality threats to urban creeks; monitor toxicity in both water and sediment; and implement 

alternative monitoring mechanisms, if appropriate, to indirectly evaluate water quality as 

described below (see Monitoring, below);  

• Disseminate monitoring data to appropriate regulatory agencies; and  
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• Contribute to studies to address critical data needs (see Adaptive Implementation, below).  

The following requirements related to regulatory programs shall also be implemented through NPDES 

permits issued or reissued for urban runoff discharges: 

• Track U.S. EPA pesticide evaluation and registration activities as they relate to surface water 

quality and, when necessary, encourage U.S. EPA to coordinate implementation of the Federal 

Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act and the Federal Clean Water Act and to 

accommodate water quality concerns within its pesticide registration process;  

• Assemble and submit information (such as monitoring data) as needed to assist the California 

Department of Pesticide Regulation and County Agricultural Commissioners in ensuring that 

pesticide applications within the Region comply with water quality standards; and  

• Report violations of pesticide regulations (e.g., illegal handing) to County Agricultural 

Commissioners.  

The actions above may be implemented by individual urban runoff management entities, jointly by two 

or more entities acting in concert, or cooperatively through a regional approach, as appropriate. 

NPDES permits issued or reissued for industrial, construction, and California Department of 

Transportation facilities shall implement the general requirements and education and outreach 

requirements listed above and monitoring requirements as appropriate. 

Private Entities Actions  
Most pesticides do not occur naturally in the environment; they are manufactured. Pesticide 

manufacturers and formulators sell products to distributors and retailers, who sell them to the pesticide 

users who apply them. These private entities should implement the following actions to prevent 

pesticide‐related toxicity in urban creeks: 

• Pesticide manufacturers and formulators should minimize potential pesticide discharges by 

developing and marketing products designed to avoid discharges that exceed water quality 

standards. (Many manufacturers successfully market such products.) They should also undertake 

studies to address critical data needs (see Adaptive Implementation, below);  

• Distributors and retailers should offer point‐of‐sale information on less toxic alternatives. They 

should also offer and promote less toxic alternatives to customers;  

• Pest control advisors should recommend integrated pest management strategies so pesticides 

that could threaten water quality are used only as a last resort; and  

• Pesticide users (e.g., private citizens, professional pesticide applicators, school districts, transit 

districts, and mosquito abatement and vector control districts) should adopt integrated pest 

management and less toxic pest control techniques so pesticide applications do not contribute to 

pesticide runoff and toxicity in urban creeks.  

7.1.1.7 Monitoring 
Monitoring is needed to demonstrate target attainment and to track and evaluate the effectiveness of 

strategy implementation. Diazinon monitoring needs to demonstrate that diazinon concentrations meet 

the target. When the concentrations consistently drop below the target, such monitoring may no longer 

be needed. However, because other pesticides will continue to be applied in urban areas, the need to 
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monitor for water and sediment toxicity—and sometimes specific pesticides—will likely remain well after 

achieving the diazinon concentration target. 

A number of programs monitor pesticide concentrations and toxicity in the Region’s waters, including 

the Water Board’s Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program, the California Department of Pesticide 

Regulation’s Surface Water Protection Program, and the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace 

Substances. Municipal storm water NPDES permits may also require dischargers to characterize their 

discharges and receiving waters. This can involve monitoring toxicity and specific pollutants, like 

diazinon, in storm drain systems and urban creeks. 

Monitoring Requirements 
Monitoring requirements shall be implemented through NPDES permits issued or reissued for urban 

runoff discharges. Urban runoff management agencies shall undertake monitoring efforts related to 

pesticides and toxicity. They shall design and implement a monitoring program to answer the following 

questions: 

• Is the diazinon concentration target being met?  

• Are the toxicity targets being met?  

• Is toxicity observed in urban creeks caused by a pesticide?  

• Is urban runoff the source of any observed toxicity in urban creeks?  

• How does observed pesticide‐related toxicity in urban creeks (or pesticide concentrations 

contributing to such toxicity) vary in time and magnitude across urban creek watersheds, and 

what types of pest control practices contribute to such toxicity?  

• Are actions already being taken to reduce pesticide discharges sufficient to meet the targets, and 

if not, what should be done differently?  

The monitoring program may be developed by individual urban runoff management agencies, jointly by 

two or more agencies acting in concert, or cooperatively through a regional approach. Designing the 

program shall involve characterizing watersheds, selecting representative creeks, identifying sample 

locations, developing sampling plans, and selecting appropriate analytical tests of water and sediment. 

Chemical and toxicity tests shall be conducted on urban creek water and sediment. At a minimum, tests 

shall be used to measure the following: 

• Water column toxicity;  

• Sediment toxicity;  

• Diazinon concentrations in water (until the diazinon concentration target is met consistently); 

and  

• Concentrations of other pesticides that pose potential water quality and sediment quality threats, 

as feasible.  

Sampling frequency, timing, and number of samples shall be adequate to answer the monitoring 

questions above and any others set forth for the monitoring program. 

Additional types of monitoring tools may be used to support and optimize conventional water and 

sediment monitoring. For example, monitoring in storm drain systems or near application sites may be 

useful in selecting creek sampling strategies because pesticide concentrations are easier to detect nearer to 

the pesticide application site. Efforts to monitor parameters that can serve as surrogates or indicators of 

pesticide‐related water quality conditions may moderate the need for more comprehensive water quality 
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monitoring. While some toxicity and pollutant monitoring will always be necessary, extensive monitoring 

will be less important if other information is collected that can be used to evaluate the potential for 

toxicity or specific pollutants to occur in water. Alternative monitoring information can also help focus 

water quality monitoring efforts and mitigation actions. Such monitoring could include reviewing 

pesticide sales and use data for the Region, pesticide fate and transport data, and public attitudes 

regarding pesticides and water quality. If undertaken, such monitoring may seek to answer the following 

questions: 

• What pesticides pose the greatest water quality risks?  

• How is the use of such pesticides changing?  

• Are existing actions effective in reducing pesticide discharges that threaten water quality?  

• What approach is best for monitoring toxicity and pesticides in urban creek water and sediment?  

Monitoring Benchmarks 
To determine whether measured or predicted pesticide concentrations in water are cause for concern, 

monitoring benchmarks are needed. Ideally, water quality criteria would be used; however, water quality 

criteria do not exist for most pesticides. In the absence of water quality criteria, a monitoring benchmark 

may be calculated as follows. Such a monitoring benchmark is not a water quality objective unless 

adopted as such by the Water Board. Where valid tests have determined four‐day LC50 values for aquatic 

organisms (the concentration that kills one half of the test organisms), a monitoring benchmark may be 

calculated by dividing the lowest LC50 value measured by the appropriate benchmark factor from 

Table 7.1.1‐1 (typically 14 or less for a registered pesticide). 

Monitoring Benchmark = Lowest LC50 ÷ Benchmark Factor 

Where multiple LC50 measurements are available, the lowest “genus mean acute value” may be used in 

place of the lowest LC50. The term “genus mean acute value,” as used here, refers to the geometric mean 

of the available “species mean acute values” within a genus. The term “species mean acute value,” as 

used here, refers to the geometric mean of available four‐day LC50 values for each species. Other available 

information regarding the pesticide (such as its potential for sub‐lethal effects) may also be considered to 

determine if lower monitoring benchmarks are appropriate to reflect attainment of the narrative 

objectives. Table 7.1.1‐1 is not intended for deriving monitoring benchmarks for sediment tests. 
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Table 7.1.1-1 Benchmark Factors 

Number of Data Requirements Satisfied a Benchmark Factor b 

2 16 

3 14 

4 14 

5 12 

6 10 

7 8 
Notes:  
a U.S. EPA water quality criteria guidelines require data for at least eight taxonomic families to derive water quality criteria. 
b These values apply only when both daphnid and salmonid toxicity data are available.  U.S. EPA typically requires such data to 

register a pesticide. 

When monitoring data demonstrate that pesticide concentrations exceed monitoring benchmarks, the 

information will be considered during periodic reviews undertaken as part of adaptive implementation 

(see below). When pesticide concentrations exceed monitoring benchmarks, the Water Board may 

consider such information in determining compliance with the narrative toxicity, sediment, and 

population and community ecology objectives. The Water Board may also seek additional toxicity data to 

derive water quality criteria. The Water Board may inform other regulatory agencies (e.g., the California 

Department of Pesticide Regulation) about the potential threat to water quality and seek action to prevent 

water quality impairment. 

7.1.1.8 Adaptive Implementation 
Adaptive implementation entails taking immediate actions commensurate with available information, 

reviewing new information as it becomes available, and modifying actions as necessary based on the new 

information. Taking immediate action allows progress to occur while more and better information is 

collected and the effectiveness of current actions is evaluated. Table 7.1.1‐2 lists specific actions the Water 

Board will use to track its progress and an implementation timeframe.  

Table 7.1.1-2:  Water Board Implementation Measure Tracking 

Action  Schedule 
Summarize pesticide regulatory activities as they relate to water quality, and identify 
opportunities to advise pesticide regulatory oversight agencies regarding future 
actions 

Annually 

Summarize research and monitoring data for pesticide regulatory oversight 
agencies and others, and determine where to focus future monitoring efforts based 
on critical data needs 

Annually 

Describe urban pesticide use trends and identify pesticides likely to affect water 
quality 

Annually 

Notify pesticide regulatory oversight agencies if water quality standard violations 
exist or are likely to exist in the future due to pesticide discharges 

At least annually 

Identify waters impaired by pesticide-related toxicity and waters where there is a 
potential for impairment 

Biennially 
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Action  Schedule 
Meet or correspond with pesticide regulatory oversight agencies regarding their 
roles in protecting water quality 

At least annually 

Place required actions in NPDES stormwater permits No later than five 
years from 
effective date of 
strategy 

Report implementation status to Water Board Annually 

Periodic Review 
The Water Board will review this strategy approximately every five years. The reviews will be 

coordinated through the Water Board’s continuing planning program and will provide opportunities for 

stakeholder participation. If any modifications are needed, they will be incorporated into the Basin Plan. 

At a minimum, the following focusing questions will be used to conduct the reviews. Additional focusing 

questions will be developed in collaboration with stakeholders during each review. 

• Are changes in urban creek conditions moving toward improvements in water quality (e.g., 

toward target attainment)?  

• If it is unclear whether there is progress, how should monitoring efforts be modified to measure 

trends?  

• If there has not been adequate progress, how might the implementation actions or allocations be 

modified to improve progress?  

• Is there new information that suggests the need to modify the targets, allocations, or 

implementation actions?  

• If so, how should the strategy be modified?  

During the periodic reviews, the Water Board will consider newly available information regarding such 

topics as market trends, monitoring results, tools for risk evaluation, outreach effectiveness, and 

regulatory actions. 

Additional Sources 
As the strategy is implemented, additional sources of pesticide‐related toxicity may emerge, either as the 

result of a new discharge or a new pesticide being applied. In such situations, the allocations for 

additional sources shall be the same as those for the existing sources unless the Water Board finds these 

allocations to be inappropriate or chooses to refine the strategy in some other manner. 

Critical Data Needs 
Various types of information and tools are needed to adequately evaluate the risks associated with 

pesticide runoff. To the extent possible, the pesticide industry should shoulder the burden of collecting 

this information and developing appropriate tools. At times, however, the citizens of the Region (as 

represented by the Water Boards, the urban runoff management agencies, and others) should lead by 

example. Therefore, the pesticide industry should undertake and others should support and promote the 

following actions: 

• Conduct surveillance monitoring of surface waters and sediment and publicly report the results;  
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• Develop publicly available and commercially viable analytical methods to detect ecologically 

relevant concentrations of pesticides that pose water quality risks;  

• Develop procedures that can be used to identify potential causes of toxicity in water and 

sediment (e.g., Toxicity Identification Evaluation procedures);  

• Complete publicly available studies that characterize the fate and transport of pesticides applied 

in urban areas;  

• Develop and adopt evaluation methods (e.g., quantitative fate and transport models) for urban 

pesticide applications, including applications to impervious surfaces; and  

• Complete publicly available studies to support the development of water quality criteria for 

pesticides in water and sediment.  

7.2 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT STRATEGIES AND TMDLS FOR SAN FRANCISCO 
BAY AND BAY SEGMENTS 

7.2.1 Water Quality Attainment Strategy to Support Copper Site-specific Objectives for 
San Francisco Bay, and Nickel Site-specific Objectives for South San Francisco Bay  
The Water Quality Attainment Strategy (WQAS) for copper in all San Francisco Bay segments (see Figure 

7.2.1‐1) and nickel in South San Francisco Bay is designed to prevent water quality degradation and 

ensure attainment of the copper and nickel site‐specific objectives (SSOs). This section describes the 

details of the WQAS and how the Water Board will use its regulatory authority to implement this 

strategy. 

The four elements of the WQAS are: 

• Control measures/actions to minimize the discharge of copper (from wastewater treatment 

plants, urban runoff, anti‐fouling boat paints, and lagoons to ensure that significant copper 

sources are properly managed)  

• Statistically‐based water quality ʺtriggersʺ and a receiving water monitoring program that would 

initiate additional control measures/actions if the ʺtriggersʺ are exceeded 

• Metal translators that will be used to compute copper and nickel effluent limits for the municipal 

wastewater treatment plants discharging to South San Francisco Bay 

• Metal translators that will be used to compute copper effluent limits for municipal and industrial 

wastewater treatment plants that discharge to deep water (see Section 4.6.1 for definition) north 

of the Dumbarton Bridge 

7.2.1.1 Background 
All San Francisco Bay segments (see Figure 7.2.1‐01) meet water quality objectives for copper and nickel. 

Since the mid‐1980s, because of effective treatment and successful pollution prevention and source 

control efforts, substantial reductions in metal loading to San Francisco Bay segments have been 

achieved. Other sources that are difficult to manage such as urban runoff (which includes copper from 

automobile brake pads), historical deposits of copper in the Bay sediments, and natural sources of copper 

are among the dominant contributions to current ambient water concentrations. SSOs (see Chapter 3) for 

dissolved copper in all Bay segments (and nickel in South San Francisco Bay) have been derived using 
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toxicity data representing site‐specific conditions in all San Francisco Bay segments, and these SSOs fully 

protect San Francisco Bay beneficial uses. 

 

Figure 7.2.1-1 Segments of San Francisco Bay showing location of Hayward Shoals as 
a line connecting Little Coyote Point and the Oakland Airport. 
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7.2.1.2 Implementation Plan and Monitoring Program 
This section discusses the actions and ambient monitoring program needed to ensure continued 

attainment of the copper site‐specific objectives throughout San Francisco Bay and. ensure that copper 

sources are properly managed so ambient copper levels do not increase due to potential increases in 

loading of copper to San Francisco Bay. The implementation plan also calls for requirements in NPDES 

permits to support investigations to resolve three key areas of remaining technical uncertainty regarding 

copper: urban tributary loads and trends; toxicity to benthic organisms; and possible effects on the 

olfactory system of salmonids.  

Control Measures for Urban Runoff Management Agencies  
The NPDES permits for urban runoff management agencies shall require the implementation of best 

management practices and copper control measures designed to prevent urban runoff discharges from 

causing or contributing to exceedances of copper water quality objectives. Requirements in each permit 

issued or reissued and applicable for the term of the permit shall be based on an updated assessment of 

control measures intended to reduce copper in stormwater runoff to the maximum extent practicable. 

Urban runoff management agencies must implement control measures targeting: vehicle brake pads, 

architectural copper, copper pesticides, and industrial copper use. Additionally, these permits shall 

contain requirements to conduct or cause to be conducted: monitoring of copper loading to the Bay at 

locations and frequency sufficient to track loading trends; and technical studies to investigate possible 

copper sediment toxicity and sublethal effects on salmonids. 

If an ambient trigger concentration in any San Francisco Bay segment (see Ambient Monitoring Program, 

below) is exceeded, all urban runoff management agencies discharging to that segment shall submit a 

report to the Water Board that describes best management practices that are currently being implemented 

and additional measures, with a schedule, that will be implemented to prevent their copper discharges 

from causing or contributing to the exceedance. 

Control Measures for Wastewater Treatment Facilities  
The management measures for municipal and industrial wastewater treatment facilities will be 

implemented through their individual NPDES permits, which shall include the following elements: 

• Water quality‐based effluent limits (WQBELs) computed from the SSOs.  

• Baseline Program of pollution prevention measures. 

• Requirement to conduct or cause to be conducted technical studies to investigate possible copper 

sediment toxicity and sublethal effects on salmonids. 

• Effluent Monitoring and Reporting.  

The baseline pollution prevention measures for wastewater facilities include:  

• Evaluate copper sources (all municipal and industrial facilities) 

• Confirm industrial facility compliance with local pre‐treatment copper limits (municipal facilities 

only) 

• Control municipal water supply pipeline corrosion from commercial and residential sources 

(municipal facilities only) 
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More advanced, facility‐specific pollution prevention measures shall be implemented by facilities that 

exceed a copper effluent limit due to increased copper influent loading compared to the previous year’s 

performance. Additionally, if an ambient trigger concentration (see Ambient Monitoring Program, below) 

is exceeded, each municipal and industrial wastewater facility discharging to that segment of the Bay 

shall evaluate the history of its facility’s effluent copper concentrations.  Those facilities with increasing 

copper effluent trends shall develop and implement plans to control these increasing levels. 

Metal Translators 
An important regulatory element of the WQAS is the specification of metal translators. Water quality 

objectives for copper and nickel are expressed as dissolved metal concentrations. Effluent limits for the 

wastewater dischargers’ treatment facilities are expressed as total metal concentrations and must be 

calculated according to the procedure outlined in the “Policy for Implementation of Toxics Standards for 

Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries of California.” Therefore, for metals like copper and 

nickel, the calculation of an effluent limit requires the use of a ratio of total to dissolved metals called the 

metal translator. 

South San Francisco Bay copper and nickel translators were developed using a regression relationship 

between the translators and total suspended solids (TSS). The translators were computed by evaluating 

the upper 95 percent confidence interval regression relationship at the median TSS value for South San 

Francisco Bay. For this reason, there is a single translator value for each metal (Table 7.2.1‐1). The higher 

translators that result from using the upper confidence level regression result in lower numeric effluent 

limits and provide an additional measure of protection of beneficial uses.   

There is not a strong relationship between TSS and translators for the segments of the Bay north of the 

Dumbarton Bridge. There are geographic differences in computed translators between the northernmost 

segments and those in the southern segments the Bay.  In such cases, median and 90th percentile 

translators can be computed from available data for use in computing average monthly and maximum 

daily effluent limits, respectively. The translators in Table 7.2.1‐2 apply only to deepwater wastewater 

discharges to San Francisco Bay because the available translator data are not representative of shallow 

water discharge (defined as those wastewater discharges that have been granted an exception to the 

prohibition against wastewater discharges into non‐tidal water, dead‐end sloughs or at any point that 

wastewater does not receive dilution of at least 10:1) locations.  Shallow water wastewater dischargers 

must develop translators applicable to the discharge location at the time of permit reissuance. 

Table 7.2.1-1 Translators Applicable to South San Francisco Bay Municipal 
Wastewater Discharges for Copper and Nickel 

Bay Segments 
Copper Translator For 

Effluent Limit 
Calculation 

Nickel Translator For Effluent Limit 
Calculation 

South San Francisco Bay 0.53 0.44 
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Table 7.2.1-2 Translators Applicable to Other San Francisco Bay Municipal and 
Industrial Wastewater Deep Water Discharges for Copper 

Bay Segments 

Copper Translator For 
Average Monthly 

Effluent Limit 
Calculation 

Copper Translator For Maximum 
Daily Effluent Limit Calculation 

Suisun Bay  
San Pablo Bay 

0.38 0.66 

Central San Francisco Bay 
Lower San Francisco Bay 0.73 0.87 

Copper From Anti-Fouling Boat Paint 
Paints applied to boats and ships to control unwanted “fouling” growth on their hulls often contain 

copper‐based biocides. In San Francisco Bay, there are major ports, industrial piers, and dozens of 

marinas.  Boats and ships coated with copper‐containing biocides may release copper directly into the 

Bay during storage, operation, and in‐water maintenance.   

The Water Board is relying on the authority of the California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) 

to regulate the pesticidal use of copper in antifouling paints such that water quality objectives will be 

attained. The Water Board will work with DPR as it executes its regulatory strategy for biocides in marine 

antifouling coatings, which includes monitoring to evaluate water quality impacts and review of 

registration status.   

Control Measures for Lagoons  
There are many managed lagoons that are hydraulically connected to the Bay.  Because of nutrient 

loading and stagnant conditions, excessive growth of aquatic plants and algae can cause nuisance 

conditions.  In addition to mechanical harvesting, copper‐based algaecides are used to control nuisance 

plant and algae growth.  The application of these algaecides is permitted under the State Water Board’s 

Statewide General NPDES Permit (Order No. 2004‐0009‐DWQ) for discharges of aquatic pesticides to 

surface waters. The Water Board recognizes coverage under the general permit as being sufficient to 

ensure that application of copper pesticides to lagoons shall not cause or contribute to violations of the 

water quality objectives.   

Ambient Monitoring Program 
The implementation plan establishes copper control measures in order to prevent increases in ambient 

dissolved copper concentrations. Ambient concentrations of copper in the Bay have remained essentially 

unchanged from 1993 through 2006 and are not expected to increase in the future. In order to determine 

systematically if ambient concentrations have increased, specific copper concentration triggers are 

compared to data collected through the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP). This 

is accomplished by calculating every year the three‐year rolling mean of RMP copper concentrations in 

segments of the Bay. These rolling mean concentrations will be compared to trigger concentration values 

for each segment.  The trigger concentrations (shown in Table 7.2.1‐3) were calculated in order to detect a 

change (from 2003 concentrations) in dissolved copper concentration of about 1 μg/L with a statistical 

power of 99%.  If the trigger concentration is exceeded in any Bay segment, the Water Board will 
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investigate causes of the exceedance and potential control options and require wastewater and urban 

runoff dischargers to that segment to investigate whether they have caused or contributed to the 

exceedance and, if so, to identify and submit a plan and schedule to implement controls to resolve their 

contribution to the exceedance.  

The Water Board will assess the continued appropriateness of the SSOs for San Francisco Bay should 

conditions change in Bay water quality. Dissolved organic carbon (DOC) will be used as a surrogate 

measure of the protective effect of Bay water against copper water column toxicity. An analysis and 

evaluation of trends in DOC data collected through the RMP will determine whether or not additional 

water column toxicity tests are needed to confirm that the SSOs are protective. In addition, the Water 

Board will evaluate sediment copper concentration and sediment toxicity data collected through the RMP 

to assess possible effects related to copper accumulation in Bay sediments. The need for a reevaluation of 

the SSOs or other regulatory actions will be established through the triennial review of the Basin Plan. 

Table 7.2.1-3 Dissolved Copper (μg/L) Trigger Concentrations at 99% Statistical 
Power 

Bay Segment (or portion thereof) Trigger Level (μg/L) 

Suisun Bay 2.8 

San Pablo Bay 3.0 

Central San Francisco Bay 
Lower San Francisco Bay (north Hayward Shoals) 

2.2 

Lower San Francisco Bay (south of Hayward Shoals) 3.6 

South San Francisco Bay 4.2 

7.2.2 San Francisco Bay Mercury TMDL 
The following sections establish the allowable annual mercury load (Total Maximum Daily Load 

[TMDL]) to San Francisco Bay, and actions and monitoring necessary to implement the TMDL.  The 

numeric targets, allocations, and associated implementation plan will ensure that all San Francisco Bay 

segments attain applicable water quality standards, including the mercury water quality objectives set 

forth in Table 3‐3B, established to protect and support beneficial uses. 

The TMDL allocations and implementation plan focus on controlling the amount of mercury that reaches 

the Bay and identifying and implementing actions to minimize mercury bioavailability. The organic form 

of mercury (methylmercury) is toxic and bioavailable, but information on ways of controlling 

methylmercury production is limited. However, this is an area of active research and strategies for 

controlling this process are forthcoming. The effectiveness of implementation actions, monitoring to track 

progress toward targets, and the scientific understanding pertaining to mercury will be periodically 

reviewed and the TMDL may be adapted as warranted. 

7.2.2.1 Problem Statement 
San Francisco Bay is impaired because mercury contamination is adversely affecting existing beneficial 

uses, including sport fishing, preservation of rare and endangered species, and wildlife habitat. Mercury 

concentrations in San Francisco Bay fish are high enough to threaten the health of humans who consume 
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them. In addition, mercury concentrations in some bird eggs harvested from the shores of San Francisco 

Bay are high enough to account for abnormally high rates of eggs failing to hatch.  

In the context of this TMDL, “San Francisco Bay” refers to the following water bodies: 

• Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta (within San Francisco Bay region) 

• Suisun Bay 

• Carquinez Strait 

• San Pablo Bay 

• Richardson Bay 

• Central San Francisco Bay 

• Lower San Francisco Bay 

• South San Francisco Bay (including the Lower South Bay) 

This TMDL also addresses the following mercury‐impaired water bodies that exist within the water 

bodies listed above:   

• Castro Cove (part of San Pablo Bay) 

• Oakland Inner Harbor (part of Central San Francisco Bay) 

• San Leandro Bay (part of Central San Francisco Bay) 

7.2.2.2 Numeric Targets 
TMDL numeric targets interpret narrative and/or numeric water quality standards, including beneficial 

uses and water quality objectives. To protect humans who consume Bay fish, the average fish tissue 

mercury concentration for a commonly consumed fish species is specified below as a human health 

target. To protect wildlife and rare and endangered species, the average fish tissue mercury concentration 

in fish consumed by piscivorous birds is specified below as a wildlife target. The goal of this target is that 

controllable water quality factors not cause detrimental mercury concentrations in San Francisco Bay 

wildlife, which is consistent with the bioaccumulation objective in Chapter 3. To achieve the human 

health and wildlife targets and to attain water quality standards, the Baywide suspended sediment 

mercury concentration target is 0.2 mg mercury per kg dry sediment.   

The Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) conducts monitoring relevant to evaluating progress toward 

meeting the sediment and human health and wildlife targets. The following passages describe acceptable 

approaches to evaluate progress toward meeting the targets. Other approaches can be considered during 

adaptive implementation reviews. 

Suspended Sediment Target 
The suspended sediment target (0.2 mg mercury per kg dry sediment) shall be compared to the annual 

median Bay suspended sediment mercury concentration found through RMP monitoring. The suspended 

sediment mercury concentration shall be computed as the difference between total and dissolved 

mercury concentration in a water sample (at each location) divided by the suspended sediment 

concentration for that same sample. 
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Human Health Target  
The human health target is a fish tissue mercury concentration (0.2 mg mercury per kg fish tissue). This 

target applies to average wet weight fish tissue muscle concentrations in 60 cm long striped bass. The 

RMP conducts fish tissue sampling and analysis in San Francisco Bay every three years.  Progress toward 

attainment of the human health target shall be evaluated by tracking mercury concentrations in striped 

bass, a commonly consumed sport fish with relatively high mercury concentrations. Striped bass are 

routinely caught in three size ranges:  45‐59 cm (small), 60‐82 cm (medium), and larger than 82 cm (large). 

To provide sufficient data to evaluate the target, striped bass in the small and medium size ranges should 

be caught and analyzed. The best functional relationship between mercury concentration and length shall 

be established for the fish caught, and the resulting equation of fit shall be evaluated at 60 cm to compute 

the mercury concentration to compare to the human health target. The RMP tracks mercury 

concentrations in other San Francisco Bay sportfish, such as halibut and jack smelt. This information will 

be used to assess overall trends and human health risks. 

Wildlife Target  
The wildlife target is a fish tissue mercury concentration (0.03 mg mercury per kg fish). This target 

applies to average wet weight whole fish concentrations in 3–5 cm length fish.  

The RMP is developing a long term monitoring program to evaluate mercury concentrations in small fish 

typically consumed by birds, including by the California least tern. Progress toward attainment of the 

wildlife target will be evaluated by tracking mercury concentrations in 3–5 cm long Bay fish. The RMP is 

also collaborating with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on long‐term monitoring and analysis of bird 

egg mercury concentrations.  

7.2.2.3 Sources and Losses 
During the California Gold Rush, cinnabar mines in the Central Coast Ranges produced the mercury 

used to extract gold from the Sierra Nevada foothills.  Mercury was later mined and used to produce 

munitions, electronics, and health care and commercial products.   

The year 2003 estimate of total mercury inputs to the San Francisco Bay is about 1220 kg/yr. The sources 

of mercury in San Francisco Bay include bed erosion (about 460 kg/yr), the Central Valley watershed 

(about 440 kg/yr), urban stormwater runoff (about 160 kg/yr), the Guadalupe River watershed (about 

92 kg/yr), direct atmospheric deposition (about 27 kg/yr), non‐urban stormwater runoff (about 25 kg/yr), 

and wastewater discharges (about 18 kg/yr). There is a potential that mercury may enter the Bay from 

Bay margin contaminated sites and abandoned mercury mines outside the Guadalupe watershed. An 

evaluation of these potential sources is addressed below under Mercury TMDL Implementation. 

Using box models for sediment and mercury inputs and outputs to and from San Francisco Bay, the 2003 

estimate for San Francisco Bay mercury losses is approximately 1700 kg/yr. Mercury leaves the Bay by 

transport to the Pacific Ocean via the Golden Gate, the net result of dredging and disposal (in‐Bay and 

upland), and other losses.    

7.2.2.4 Allocations 
Tables 7.2.2‐1 through 7.2.2‐5 present load and wasteload allocations for San Francisco Bay mercury 

sources. Table 7.2.2‐1 presents load and wasteload allocations by source category and the 2003 estimated 

annual loads. Tables 7.2.2‐2 through 7.2.2‐5 contain wasteload allocations for individual wastewater and 
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urban stormwater discharges to San Francisco Bay. When summed, the individual allocations equal the 

category totals for urban stormwater and wastewater shown in Table 7.2.2‐1.   

Table 7.2.2-1 Mercury Load and Wasteload Allocations By Source Category 

Source 
2003 Mercury Load 

(kg/yr) 
Allocation 

(kg/yr) 
Bed erosiona 460 220 

Central Valley Watershed 440 330 

Urban Stormwater Runoff 160 82 

Guadalupe River Watershed (mining legacy) 92b 2 

Atmospheric deposition 27 27 

Non-urban stormwater runoff 25 25 

Wastewater (municipal and industrial) 18 12 

Sediment dredging and disposalc net loss 
   

0 
≤ ambient  

concentration 
Notes:  
a Bed erosion occurs as mercury buried in Bay sediment becomes available for biological uptake when overlying sediment erodes. 
b This load does not account for mercury captured in ongoing sediment removal programs conducted in the watershed. 
c Sediment dredging and disposal often moves mercury-containing sediment from one part of the Bay to another. The dredged 

sediment mercury concentration generally reflects ambient conditions in San Francisco Bay sediment. This allocation is both 
mass-based and concentration-based. The allocation will be implemented by confirming both that the combined effect of dredging 
and disposal continues to be a net loss and that the mercury concentration of dredged material disposed in the Bay must be at or 
below the Baywide ambient mercury concentration. This allocation ensures that this source category continues to represent a net 
loss of mercury.   
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Table 7.2.2-2 Individual Wasteload Allocations for Mercury in Urban Stormwater 
Discharges 

Entity 
NPDES 
Permit 

Allocation 
(kg/yr)a 

Load 
Reduction 
(kg/yr)b 

Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution 
Prevention Program  

CAS029718 23 21 

Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program  CAS029831 20 19 

Contra Costa Clean Water Program  CAS029912 11 11 

San Mateo County Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Program  

CAS029921 8.4 8.0 

Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District  CAS612006 1.6 1.6 

Fairfield-Suisun Urban Runoff Management 
Program 

CAS612005 1.6 1.5 

American Canyon  CAS612007 0.14 0.13 

Sonoma County area c CAS000004 1.6 1.5 

Napa County area c CAS000004 1.6 1.5 

Marin County area c CAS000004 3.3 3.2 

Solano County area c CAS000004 0.81 0.77 

San Francisco County area c,d CAS000004 8.8 8.4 

    

Total  82e 78e 
Notes: 
a Allocations implicitly include all current and future permitted discharges within the geographic boundaries of municipalities and 

unincorporated areas including, but not limited to, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) roadways and non-roadway 
facilities and rights-of-way, atmospheric deposition, public facilities, properties proximate to stream banks, industrial facilities, and 
construction sites.   

b This column contains calculated load reductions relative to the estimated 2003 urban stormwater runoff annual load that are 
consistent with attaining the wasteload allocation.   Demonstration of such load reductions is an alternative manner of showing 
compliance with the allocations. 

c Includes unincorporated areas and all municipalities in the county that are in the Region and drain to the Bay.  The statewide 
municipal stormwater general permit issued by the State Water Resources Control Board covers these municipalities. 

d This urban stormwater runoff load estimate does not account for treatment provided by San Francisco’s combined sewer system. 
The treatment provided by the Bayside facilities (NPDES permit CA0037664) will be credited toward meeting the allocation and 
load reduction.   

e These totals differ slightly from the column sum due to rounding. 
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Table 7.2.2-3 Individual Wasteload Allocations for Mercury in Municipal Wastewater 
Discharges 

Permitted Entity (Bold type 
indicates advanced treatment) 

NPDES Permit 
2000–2003 

Load  
(kg/yr) 

Interim 
Allocation 

(kg/yr) 

Final 
Allocation 

(kg/yr) 

American Canyon, City of CA0038768 0.12 0.095 0.095 

California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, Angel Island State 
Park 

CA0037401 0.013 0.013 0.013 

Benicia, City of CA0038091 0.088 0.088 0.088 

Burlingame, City of CA0037788 0.089 0.089 0.089 

Calistoga, City of CA0037966 0.016 0.016 0.016 

Central Contra Costa Sanitary 
District CA0037648 2.23 1.8 1.3 

Central Marin Sanitation Agency CA0038628 0.18 0.15 0.11 

Delta Diablo Sanitation District CA0038547 0.31 0.25 0.19 

East Bay Dischargers Authority CA0037869 3.6 2.9 2.2 

Dublin-San Ramon Services District (CA0037613) 
Hayward Shoreline Marsh (CA0038636) 
Livermore, City of (CA0038008) 
Union Sanitary District, wet weather (CA0038733) 

East Bay Municipal Utilities District CA0037702 2.6a 2.1 1.5 

East Brother Light Station CA0038806 0.00001 0.000012 0.000012 

Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District CA0038024 0.22 0.17 0.17 

Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary 
District CA0037851 0.17 0.13 0.10 

Marin County Sanitary District, 
Paradise Cove CA0037427 0.00055 0.00055 0.00055 

Marin County Sanitary District, 
Tiburon CA0037753 0.0099 0.0099 0.0099 

Millbrae, City of CA0037532 0.052 0.052 0.052 

Mountain View Sanitary District CA0037770 0.034 0.034 0.034 

Napa Sanitation District CA0037575 0.28 0.23 0.17 

Novato Sanitary District CA0037958 0.079 0.079 0.079 

Palo Alto, City of CA0037834 0.38 0.31 0.31 

Petaluma, City of CA0037810 0.063 0.063 0.063 

Pinole, City of CA0037796  0.055 0.055 0.055 
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Permitted Entity (Bold type 
indicates advanced treatment 

NPDES Permit 
2000–2003 

Load  
(kg/yr) 

Interim 
Allocation 

(kg/yr) 

Final 
Allocation 

(kg/yr) 
Contra Costa County, Port Costa 
Wastewater Treatment Plant CA0037885 0.00072 0.00072 0.00072 

Rodeo Sanitary District CA0037826 0.060 0.060 0.060 

Saint Helena, City of CA0038016 0.047 0.047 0.047 

San Francisco, City and County of, 
San Francisco International Airport 
WQCP 

CA0038318 0.032 0.032 0.032 

San Francisco, City and County of, 
Southeast Plant CA0037664 2.7 2.1 1.6 

San Jose/Santa Clara WPCP CA0037842 1.0 0.80 0.80 

San Mateo, City of CA0037541 0.32 0.26 0.19 

Sausalito-Marin City Sanitary 
District CA0038067 0.078 0.078 0.078 

Seafirth Estates CA0038893 0.00036 0.00036 0.00036 

Sewerage Agency of Southern 
Marin CA0037711 0.13 0.10 0.076 

Sonoma Valley County Sanitary 
District CA0037800 0.041 0.041 0.041 

South Bayside System Authority CA0038369 0.53 0.42 0.32 

South San Francisco/San Bruno 
WQCP CA0038130 0.29 0.24 0.18 

Sunnyvale, City of CA0037621 0.15 0.12 0.12 

US Naval Support Activity, 
Treasure Island WWTP CA0110116 0.026 0.026 0.026 

Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control 
District CA0037699 0.57 0.46 0.34 

West County Agency, Combined 
Outfall CA0038539 0.38c 0.30 0.23 

Yountville, Town of CA0038121 0.040 0.040 0.04 

Total  17 b 14 b 11 b 
Notes: 
a This allocation includes wastewater treatment and all wet weather facilities. 
b Total differs slightly from the column sum due to rounding. 
c Mercury monitoring data quality concerns pertaining to this discharger will need to be addressed during the next review.   
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Table 7.2.2-4 Individual Wasteload Allocations for Mercury in Petroleum Refinery 
Wastewater Discharges 

Permitted Entity NPDES Permit Allocation (kg/yr)

Chevron Products Company CA0005134 0.34 

ConocoPhillips CA0005053 0.13 

Martinez Refining Co. (formerly Shell) CA0005789 0.22 

Ultramar, Golden Eagle  CA0004961 0.11 

Valero Refining Company CA0005550 0.08 

Total  0.9 
 

Table 7.2.2-5 Individual Wasteload Allocations for Mercury in Industrial (Non-
Petroleum Refinery) Wastewater Dischargesc 

Permitted Entity NPDES Permit Allocation (kg/yr)

C&H Sugar Co. CA0005240 0.0013 

Crockett Cogeneration CA0029904 0.0047 

The Dow Chemical Company CA0004910 0.041 

General Chemical a CA0004979 0.21 

GWF Power Systems, Site I CA0029106 0.0016 

GWF Power Systems, Site V CA0029122 0.0025 

Hanson Aggregates, Amador Street CA0030139 0.000005 

Hanson Aggregates, Olin Jones Dredge Spoils Disposal CA0028321 0.000005 

Hanson Aggregates, Tidewater Ave. Oakland CAA030147 0.000005 

Pacific Gas and Electric, East Shell Pond CA0030082 0.00063 

Pacific Gas and Electric, Hunters Point Power Plant CA0005649 0.020 

Rhodia, Inc. CA0006165 0.011 

San Francisco, City and Co., SF International Airport 
Industrial WTP 

CA0028070 0.051 

Southern Energy California, Pittsburg Power Plant CA0004880 0.0078 

Southern Energy Delta LLC, Potrero Power Plant CA0005657 0.0031 

United States Navy, Point Molate CA0030074 0.013 

USS-Posco CA0005002 0.045 

Total  0.4 b 
Notes: 
a Data quality concerns pertaining to this discharger will need to be addressed during the next review. 
b Total differs slightly from the column sum due to rounding. 
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c Wasteload allocations for industrial wastewater discharges do not include mass from once-through cooling water. The Water 
Board will apply intake credits to once-through cooling water as allowed by law. 

7.2.2.5 Total Maximum Daily Load 
The mercury TMDL for San Francisco Bay is the sum of the load and wasteload allocations, 700 kg/yr. 

The Bay will attain applicable water quality standards for mercury when the overall mercury load is 

reduced to the TMDL and mercury methylation control measures are implemented.   

A TMDL must include a margin of safety to account for any lack of knowledge concerning the 

relationship between load and wasteload allocations and water quality. This TMDL’s targets and 

allocations rely on conservative assumptions, which thereby provide an implicit margin of safety. The 

adaptive approach to implementation provides an additional margin of safety.   

There is no evidence that mercury contamination in San Francisco Bay is worse at any particular time of 

year. Therefore, the TMDL and allocation scheme do not have a seasonal component.   

7.2.2.6 Mercury TMDL Implementation 
The San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL implementation plan has four objectives:  (1) reduce mercury 

loads to achieve load and wasteload allocations, (2) reduce methylmercury production and consequent 

risk to humans and wildlife exposed to methylmercury, (3) conduct monitoring and focused studies to 

track progress and improve the scientific understanding of the system, and (4) encourage actions that 

address multiple pollutants. The plan establishes requirements for dischargers to reduce or control 

mercury loads and identifies actions necessary to better understand and control methylmercury 

production. In addition, it addresses potential mercury sources and describes actions necessary to 

manage risks to Bay fish consumers. The adaptive implementation section describes the method and 

schedule for evaluating and adapting the TMDL and implementation plan as needed to assure water 

quality standards are attained.   

Mercury Source Control Actions 
This section, organized by mercury source categories, specifies actions required to achieve allocations and 

implement the TMDL.   

Central Valley Watershed  
The Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (Central Valley Water Board) is developing 

mercury TMDLs for several mercury‐impaired water bodies in its region that drain to San Francisco Bay. 

The Central Valley Water Board staff is currently developing a mercury TMDL for portions of the Delta 

within the Central Valley region designed to meet the Central Valley watershed’s load allocation. This 

Delta mercury TMDL is scheduled for consideration as a Basin Plan Amendment by the Central Valley 

Water Board by December 2006.   

Attainment of the load allocation shall be assessed as a five‐year average annual mercury load by one of 

two methods.  First, attainment may be demonstrated by documentation provided by the Central Valley 

Water Board that shows a net 110 kg/yr decrease in total mercury entering the Delta from within the 

Central Valley region.  Alternatively, attainment of the load allocation may be demonstrated by 

multiplying the flow‐weighted suspended sediment mercury concentration by the sediment load 

measured at the RMP Mallard Island monitoring station. If sediment load estimates are unavailable, the 
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load shall be assumed to be 1,600 million kg of sediment per year. The mercury load fluxing past Mallard 

Island will be less than or equal to 330 kg/yr after attainment of the allocation. 

The allocation for the Central Valley watershed should be achieved within 20 years after the Central 

Valley Water Board begins implementing its TMDL load reduction program.  Studies need to be 

conducted to evaluate the time lag between the remediation of mercury sources and resulting load 

reductions from the Delta. An interim loading milestone of 385 kg/yr of mercury, halfway between the 

current load and the allocation, should be attained ten years after implementation of the Central Valley 

Delta TMDL begins. This schedule will be reevaluated as the load reduction plans are implemented. 

Urban Stormwater Runoff 
The wasteload allocations shown in Table 7.2.2‐2 shall be implemented through the NPDES stormwater 

permits issued to urban runoff management agencies and the California Department of Transportation 

(Caltrans). The urban stormwater runoff allocations implicitly include all current and future permitted 

discharges, not otherwise addressed by another allocation, and unpermitted discharges within the 

geographic boundaries of urban runoff management agencies (collectively, “source category”) including, 

but not limited to, Caltrans roadway and non‐roadway facilities and rights‐of‐way, atmospheric 

deposition, public facilities, properties proximate to stream banks, industrial facilities, and construction 

sites.  

The allocations for this source category should be achieved within 20 years, and, as a way to measure 

progress, an interim loading milestone of 120 kg/yr, halfway between the current load and the allocation, 

should be achieved within ten years. If the interim loading milestone is not achieved, NPDES‐permitted 

entities shall demonstrate reasonable and measurable progress toward achieving the 10‐year loading 

milestone. 

The NPDES permits for urban runoff management agencies shall require the implementation of best 

management practices and control measures designed to achieve the allocations or accomplish the load 

reductions derived from the allocations. In addition to controlling mercury loads, best management 

practices or control measures shall include actions to reduce mercury‐related risks to humans and 

wildlife. Requirements in each permit issued or reissued and applicable for the term of the permit shall be 

based on an updated assessment of control measures intended to reduce pollutants in stormwater runoff 

to the maximum extent practicable and remain consistent with the section of this chapter titled “Surface 

Water Protection and Management—Point Source Control—Stormwater Discharges.” The following 

additional requirements are or shall be incorporated into NPDES permits issued or reissued by the Water 

Board for urban runoff management agencies.   

1. Evaluate and report on the spatial extent, magnitude, and cause of contamination for locations 

where elevated mercury concentrations exist; 

2. Develop and implement a mercury source control program; 

3. Develop and implement a monitoring system to quantify either mercury loads or loads reduced 

through treatment, source control, and other management efforts; 

4. Monitor levels of methylmercury in discharges;  

5. Conduct or cause to be conducted studies aimed at better understanding mercury fate, transport, 

and biological uptake in San Francisco Bay and tidal areas;  

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



7-30 

6. Develop an equitable allocation‐sharing scheme in consultation with Caltrans (see below) to 

address Caltrans roadway and non‐roadway facilities in the program area, and report the details 

to the Water Board; 

7. Prepare an annual report that documents compliance with the above requirements and 

documents either mercury loads discharged, or loads reduced through ongoing pollution 

prevention and control activities; and 

8. Demonstrate progress toward (a) the interim loading milestone, or (b) attainment of the 

allocations shown in Table 7.2.2‐2, by using one of the following methods: 

o Quantify the annual average mercury load reduced by implementing (a) pollution 

prevention activities, and (b) source and treatment controls. The benefit of efforts to 

reduce mercury‐related risk to wildlife and humans should also be quantified.  The 

Water Board will recognize such efforts as progress toward achieving the interim 

milestone and the mercury‐related water quality standards upon which the allocations 

and corresponding load reductions are based.  Loads reduced as a result of actions 

implemented after 2001 (or earlier if actions taken are not reflected in the 2001 load 

estimate) may be used to estimate load reductions.   

o Quantify the mercury load as a rolling five‐year annual average using data on flow and 

water column mercury concentrations. 

o Quantitatively demonstrate that the mercury concentration of suspended sediment that 

best represents sediment discharged with urban runoff is below the suspended sediment 

target. 

Once the Water Board accepts that a requirement has been completed by an urban runoff management 

agency, it need not be included in subsequent permits for that agency.  These requirements apply to 

municipalities covered by the statewide municipal stormwater general permit (issued by the State Water 

Resources Control Board) five years after the effective date of the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL.   

Urban runoff management agencies have a responsibility to oversee various discharges within the 

agencies’ geographic boundaries.  However, if it is determined that a source is substantially contributing 

to mercury loads to the Bay or is outside the jurisdiction or authority of an agency the Water Board will 

consider a request from an urban runoff management agency which may include an allocation, load 

reduction, and/or other regulatory requirements for the source in question. 

Within the jurisdiction of each urban runoff management agency, Caltrans is responsible for discharges 

associated with roadways and non‐roadway facilities.  Consequently, Caltrans shall be required to 

implement the following actions:  

1. Develop and implement a system to quantify mercury loads or loads reduced through control 

actions; 

2. Prepare an annual report that documents mercury loads or loads reduced through control 

actions; and 

3. Develop an equitable allocation‐sharing scheme that reflects Caltrans load reduction 

responsibility in consultation with the urban runoff management agencies, and report the details 

to the Water Board. Alternatively, Caltrans may choose to implement load reduction actions on a 

watershed or regionwide basis in lieu of sharing a portion of an urban runoff management 

agency’s allocation.  In such a case, the Water Board will consider a separate allocation for 
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Caltrans for which they may demonstrate progress toward attaining an allocation or load 

reduction in the same manner mentioned previously for municipal programs. 

Guadalupe River Watershed (Mining Legacy) 
In the near term, the effort underway to develop the Guadalupe River Watershed Mercury TMDL will be 

the mechanism used to implement and track progress toward achieving the load allocation.  Ultimately, 

the Water Board expects the implementation plan for the Guadalupe River Watershed Mercury TMDL to 

integrate implementation efforts relative to that TMDL with those implementation efforts for the San 

Francisco Bay mercury TMDL. 

The Guadalupe River Watershed Mercury TMDL will provide a watershed‐wide mercury management 

strategy. Efforts are already underway in the watershed to take early actions to reduce mercury loads, 

and more are planned. A high priority for the watershed‐based strategy is to control upper watershed 

sources associated with the mining legacy to avoid compromising actions taken in the lower watershed. 

The strategy will include measures that prevent mercury‐laden sediment from reaching the Bay, either by 

removal or by preventing their transport to the Bay. The strategy will also feature measures intended to 

reduce methylmercury production and risks to human health and wildlife. An essential component of the 

strategy will also involve testing and evaluation of new techniques and control measures, the benefits of 

that may apply throughout the Bay. As the mercury load, methylation, and reductions resulting from 

these efforts are quantified by the dischargers identified through the Guadalupe River Watershed 

Mercury TMDL process, the Water Board will consider how the reductions achieved will be counted 

toward fulfillment of the load reductions required to meet the Guadalupe River watershed load 

allocation. 

The Guadalupe River watershed mining legacy mercury load allocation is expected to be attained within 

20 years after the Water Board begins implementing the Guadalupe River Watershed Mercury TMDL. As 

a way to measure progress, an interim‐loading milestone of 47 kg/yr of mercury, halfway between the 

current load and the allocation, should be achieved within ten years. If the interim loading milestone is 

not achieved, dischargers shall make reasonable and measurable progress toward achieving the ten‐year 

load reduction through implementation of the watershed‐wide strategy. 

Progress toward (a) the interim loading milestone, or (b) attainment of the allocation, shall be 

demonstrated by the dischargers identified through the Guadalupe River Watershed TMDL using one of 

the methods listed below:  

• Quantify the annual average mercury load reduced by implementing (a) pollution prevention 

activities, (b) source and treatment controls, and (c) if applicable, other efforts to reduce 

methylation or mercury‐related risks to humans and wildlife consistent with the watershed‐

based strategy. The Water Board will recognize loads reduced resulting from activities 

implemented after 1996 (or earlier if actions taken are not reflected in the 2001 load estimate) to 

estimate load reductions.   

• Quantify the mercury load as a rolling five‐year annual average using data on flow and water 

column mercury concentrations.   

• Quantitatively demonstrate that the mercury concentration of suspended sediment that best 

represents sediment discharged from the watershed to San Francisco Bay is below the suspended 

sediment target.   
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Municipal Wastewater 
The individual municipal wastewater wasteload allocations shown in Table 7.2.2‐3 shall be implemented 

via individual mass limits and an aggregate mass limit that is the sum of the individual allocations, 11 

kg/yr. The Water Board will issue a San Francisco Bay watershed mercury NPDES permit to all 

dischargers listed in Table 7.2.2‐3 to implement the individual and aggregate mass limits. 

The wasteload allocations for this source category shall be achieved within 20 years, and, as a way to 

measure progress, interim individual allocations equal to a 20 percent reduction from 2000‐2003 annual 

mass discharge levels shall be achieved within 10 years. These interim allocations, shown in Table 7.2.2‐3, 

shall be implemented via individual mass limits and an aggregate mass limit that is the sum of the 

individual interim allocations, 14 kg/yr. During the initial ten years, individual mass limits shall be the 

2000‐2003 annual mass discharge levels shown in Table 7.2.2‐3, and the aggregate mass limit is the sum of 

these individual mass discharge levels.   

If any aggregate mass limit is exceeded, the Water Board will pursue enforcement actions against those 

individual dischargers whose mass discharges exceed their individual mass limits. 

The mass limits and the following requirements shall be incorporated into the watershed NPDES permit 

for municipal wastewater dischargers:  

• Develop and implement effective programs that include but are not limited to pollution 

prevention to control mercury sources and loading, a plan and schedule of actions and 

effectiveness measures applicable for the term of the permit, based on identification of the largest 

and most controllable sources and an updated assessment of source control measures and 

wastewater treatment technologies (the level of effort shall be commensurate with the mercury 

load and performance of the facility) and quantify the mercury load avoided or reduced; 

• Develop and implement effective programs to reduce mercury‐related risks to humans and 

wildlife and quantify risk reductions resulting from these activities; 

• Comply with water quality‐based effluent limitations, to be elaborated through the permit, that 

are consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the mercury wasteload allocation; 

• Track individual facility and aggregate wastewater loads and the status of source control and 

pollution prevention activities; 

• Monitor levels of methylmercury in discharges;  

• Conduct or cause to be conducted studies aimed at better understanding mercury fate, transport, 

the conditions under which mercury methylation occurs, and biological uptake in San Francisco 

Bay and tidal areas;  

• Conduct or cause to be conducted studies to evaluate the presence or potential for local effects on 

fish, wildlife, and rare and endangered species in the vicinity of wastewater discharges; and 

• Prepare an annual report that documents mercury loads from each facility, mercury and 

methylmercury effluent concentrations, and ongoing source control activities, including mercury 

loads avoided through control actions. 

The watershed NPDES permit shall also specify conditions that apply to each individual facility. These 

conditions are intended to minimize the potential for adverse effects in the immediate vicinity of 

discharges and to ensure that municipal wastewater facilities maintain proper operation, maintenance, 

and performance. If a facility exceeds its individual mercury load allocation as a 12‐month rolling average 
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or an effluent mercury trigger concentration, it shall be required to report the exceedance in its individual 

Self‐Monitoring Report, implement a corrective action plan, and to submit a report within 60 days that: 

• Evaluates the cause of the trigger or mass exceedances; 

• Evaluates the effectiveness of existing pollution prevention or pretreatment programs and 

methods for preventing future exceedances; 

• Evaluates the feasibility and effectiveness of technology enhancements to improve plant 

performance;  

• Evaluates other measures for preventing future exceedances, depending on the cause of an 

exceedance; and 

• Includes an action plan and time schedule to correct and prevent trigger exceedances.  

Effluent mercury trigger concentrations for secondary treatment facilities are a daily maximum of 

0.065 μg/l total mercury and monthly average of 0.041 μg/l total mercury. For advanced treatment 

facilities, effluent mercury trigger concentrations are a daily maximum of 0.021 μg/l total mercury and a 

monthly average of 0.011 μg/l total mercury.   

The Water Board will pursue enforcement action against dischargers that do not respond to exceedances 

of triggers or do not implement reasonable actions to correct and prevent trigger exceedances. 

Determination of reasonable actions will be based on an updated assessment of source control measures 

and wastewater treatment technologies applicable for the term of each issued or reissued permit. 

Industrial Wastewater 
The individual wasteload allocations for the industrial wastewater discharges from the five Bay Area 

petroleum refineries (Chevron, ConocoPhillips, Martinez Refining Co., Ultramar Golden Eagle, and 

Valero) listed in Table 7.2.2‐4, and the individual wasteload allocations for all other industrial wastewater 

facilities listed in Table 7.2.2‐5 shall be implemented via individual mass limits and an aggregate mass 

limit that is the sum of the individual allocations, 1.3 kg/yr. If the aggregate mass limit is exceeded, the 

Water Board will pursue enforcement actions against those individual dischargers whose mass 

discharges exceed their individual mass limits. 

The mass limits and the following requirements shall be incorporated into NPDES permits for all 

industrial wastewater dischargers:  

• Develop and implement effective programs to control mercury sources and loading including 

demonstration that discharge levels represent good performance based on  an updated 

assessment of source control measures and wastewater treatment technologies (the level of effort 

will be commensurate with the mercury load and performance of the facility) and quantify the 

mercury load avoided or reduced; 

• Develop and implement effective programs to reduce mercury‐related risks to humans and 

wildlife and quantify the risk reductions resulting from these activities; 

• Comply with water quality‐based effluent limitations, to be elaborated through the permit, that 

are consistent with the assumptions and requirements of the mercury wasteload allocation; 

• Monitor levels of methylmercury in discharges;  

• Conduct or cause to be conducted studies aimed at better understanding mercury fate, transport, 

the conditions under which mercury methylation occurs, and biological uptake in San Francisco 

Bay and tidal areas;  
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• Conduct or cause to be conducted studies to evaluate the presence or potential for local effects on 

fish, wildlife, and rare and endangered species in the vicinity of wastewater discharges; and 

• Prepare an annual report that documents mercury loads from each facility, mercury and 

methylmercury effluent concentrations, and ongoing source control activities, including mercury 

loads avoided through control actions. 

The NPDES permits for industrial facilities shall also specify conditions that apply to each individual 

facility. These conditions are intended to minimize the potential for adverse effects in the immediate 

vicinity of discharges and to ensure that industrial wastewater facilities maintain proper operation, 

maintenance, and performance.  If a facility exceeds its individual mercury load allocation as a 12‐month 

rolling average or an effluent mercury trigger concentration, it shall be required to report the exceedance 

in its individual Self‐Monitoring Report, implement a corrective action plan, and submit a report within 

60 days that: 

• Evaluates the cause of the trigger or mass exceedances; 

• Evaluates the effectiveness of existing pollution prevention or pretreatment programs and 

methods for preventing future exceedances; 

• Evaluates the feasibility and effectiveness of technology enhancements to improve plant 

performance; 

• Evaluates other measures for preventing future exceedances, depending on the cause of an 

exceedance; and 

• Includes an action plan and time schedule to correct and prevent trigger exceedances.  

Effluent mercury trigger concentrations are a daily maximum of 0.062 μg/l total mercury and monthly 

average of 0.037 μg/l total mercury.    

The Water Board will pursue enforcement action against dischargers that do not respond to exceedances 

of triggers or do not implement reasonable actions to correct and prevent trigger exceedances. 

Determination of reasonable actions will be based on an updated assessment of source control measures 

and wastewater treatment technologies applicable for the term of each issued or reissued permit. 

Bay Area petroleum refineries shall be required to work collaboratively with the Water Board to 

investigate the environmental fate of mercury in crude oil and report findings to the Water Board within 

five years of the effective date of the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL implementation plan.  These 

requirements may be implemented via the Water Board’s authority under Section 13267 of the California 

Water Code or petroleum refinery wastewater NPDES permits. The report shall address two key 

questions:  

1. What are the potential pathways by which crude oil mercury could be discharged to the Bay from 

Bay Area petroleum refining facilities?   

2. What are the annual mercury loads associated with these discharge pathways?  

Sediment Dredging and Disposal 
The allocation for sediment dredging and disposal is both mass‐based and concentration‐based. The 

mercury concentration in dredged material disposed of in the Bay shall not exceed the 99th percentile 

mercury concentration of the previous 10 years of Bay sediment samples collected through the Regional 

Monitoring Program (excluding stations outside the Bay like the Sacramento River, San Joaquin River, 

Guadalupe River and Standish Dam stations). Prior to disposal, the material shall be sampled and 
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analyzed according to the procedures outlined in the 2001 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers document 

“Guidelines for Implementing the Inland Testing Manual in the San Francisco Bay Region.” All in‐Bay 

disposal of dredged material shall comply with the Dredging and Disposal of Dredged Sediment 

program described in Chapter 4 and the Long‐Term Management Strategy for the Placement of Dredged 

Material in the San Francisco Bay Region. 

The process of dredging and disposing of dredged material in the Bay may enhance biological uptake 

and methylmercury exposure. To address this concern, permitted dredging and disposal operations shall 

demonstrate that their activities are accomplished in a manner that does not increase bioavailability of 

mercury. As part of this demonstration, the Waste Discharge Requirements for such operations shall 

include requirements to conduct or cause to be conducted studies to better understand how their 

operations affect mercury fate, transport, and biological uptake. 

Atmospheric Deposition 
Mercury that deposits directly on the Bay surface and the surrounding watershed is attributed to both 

remote and local sources. The extent to which these sources can be controlled is unknown and the Water 

Board’s authority to control such sources is limited. The load allocation does not allow an increase of 

current loads, and does not require a reduction from this source category at this time. Recent scientific 

studies suggest that mercury newly deposited from the atmosphere may be more available for biological 

uptake than mercury already present in an aquatic system. As such, the following implementation efforts 

need to be undertaken to evaluate the significance of atmospheric deposition and the feasibility of load 

reductions:  

• The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency should investigate the significance of atmospheric 

deposition and actively pursue national and international efforts to reduce the amount of 

mercury released through combustion of fossil fuels; and 

• The Bay Area Air Quality Management District should conduct a local mercury emissions 

inventory, investigate the significance of local mercury air emissions, evaluate the effectiveness of 

existing control measures and the feasibility of additional controls.  

If local air sources are found to contribute substantially to atmospheric deposition loading to the Bay and 

its surrounding watershed, the Water Board will consider assigning allocations and load reductions to 

individual air sources and work with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District to ensure allocations 

are achieved. 

New Mercury Sources 
As the TMDL is implemented, new sources of mercury may emerge either as the result of a new facility 

applying for a discharge permit or as a result of a new source being discovered.  The Water Board will 

consider establishing a load or wasteload allocation for a new mercury source under any of the following 

circumstances: 

• The allocation from one or more existing sources of the same category (e.g., municipal 

wastewater) will be reduced by an amount equal to the new allocation; or 

• The Water Board finds that the magnitude of the new allocation is negligible compared to load 

reductions from all sources that will have been realized prior to establishing the new allocation; 

or 

• The allocation is for a previously unquantified discharge of mercury from a source category that 

does not already have an allocation. 
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This section specifies actions required for sources that are potentially either discharging mercury or 

enhancing methylmercury production in the Bay. 

Mercury Mines 
Local inactive mercury mines shall be addressed through continued implementation of the Mines and 

Mineral Producers Discharge Control Program (Mines Program) described in Chapter 4.  The key 

regulatory component of this established program is that property owners of inactive and active mine 

sites that discharge stormwater contaminated by contact with any overburden, raw material, 

intermediate products, finished products, byproducts, or waste products are required to comply with 

NPDES industrial stormwater regulations. Under the Mines Program, the Water Board has the authority 

to issue individual industrial permits or allow the discharger to obtain coverage under the industrial 

stormwater general permit issued by the State Water Resources Control Board.  For those mines that are 

not currently meeting the conditions set forth in the Mines Program, responsible parties shall attain 

compliance within five years of the effective date of the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL 

implementation plan. 

Bay Margin Contaminated Sites   
A number of former industrial and military sites that contain mercury‐enriched sediment surround the 

Bay. Available data are insufficient at this time to determine whether these sites may be discharging to 

the Bay. While the load these sites contribute to the Bay may be small relative to known sources, these 

sites may pose local threats. As such, cleanup of these sites is a Water Board priority and many cleanups 

are underway. The Water Board will require parties responsible for Bay margin contaminated sites to: 

1. Quantify mercury mass on site such that the upper 95% confidence limit of the mean value is no 

more than 20% higher than the estimated mean; 

2. Determine seasonal and spatial patterns of total mercury and methylmercury in sediments on 

site; 

3. Estimate future mercury mass on site and patterns of contamination after planned remediation 

efforts are complete; 

4. Determine seasonal patterns of total mercury and methylmercury in the water column at the site; 

5. Collect prey items for local fish and birds and assess mercury concentrations; and 

6. Quantify rate of sediment accretion or erosion at the site. 

These requirements shall be incorporated into relevant site cleanup plans within five years of the effective 

date of the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL, and the actions shall be fully implemented within ten years 

of the effective date of this TMDL.   

Wetlands 
Wetlands may contribute substantially to methylmercury production and biological exposure to mercury 

within the Bay.  Plans for extensive wetland restoration in the San Francisco Bay region raise the concern 

that mercury methylation may increase, thereby increasing the amount of mercury entering the food web.  

Implementation tasks related to wetlands focus on managing existing wetlands and ensuring that new 

constructed wetlands are designed to minimize methylmercury production and subsequent transfer to 

the food web.   
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The Water Board issues Waste Discharge Requirements and Clean Water Act Section 401 certifications 

that set forth conditions related to Bay filling and the construction and management of wetlands.  To 

implement the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL, the Waste Discharge Requirements and Section 401 

certifications for wetland projects shall include provisions that the restored wetland region be designed 

and operated to minimize methylmercury production and biological uptake, and result in no net increase 

in mercury or methylmercury loads to the Bay. Additionally, projects must include pre‐ and post‐

restoration monitoring to demonstrate compliance. There is much active research on mercury cycling in 

wetlands. Information about how to manage wetlands to suppress or minimize mercury methylation will 

be adaptively incorporated into this implementation plan as it becomes available. 

Risk Management  
The mercury problem in San Francisco Bay may take decades to solve. However, there are activities that 

should be undertaken immediately to help manage the risk to consumers of mercury‐contaminated fish. 

In this effort, the Water Board will work with the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 

Assessment, the California Department of Health Services, and dischargers that pursue risk management 

as part of their mercury‐related programs. The risk management activities will include the following:  

• Providing multilingual fish‐consumption advice to the public to help reduce methylmercury 

exposure through community outreach, broadcast and print media, and signs posted at popular 

fishing locations;  

• Regularly informing the public about monitoring data and findings regarding hazards of eating 

mercury‐contaminated fish; and 

• Performing special studies needed to support health risk assessment and risk communication.   

• Investigate ways to address public health impacts of mercury in San Francisco Bay/Delta fish, 

including activities that reduce actual and potential exposure of and mitigate health impacts to 

those people and communities most likely to be affected by mercury in San Francisco Bay caught 

fish, such as subsistence fishers and their families. 

Adaptive Implementation  
The Water Board will adapt the TMDL to incorporate new and relevant scientific information such that 

effective and efficient actions can be taken to achieve TMDL goals. Approximately every five years, the 

Water Board will review the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL and evaluate new and relevant 

information from monitoring, special studies, and scientific literature. The reviews will be coordinated 

through the Water Board’s continuing planning program and will provide opportunities for stakeholder 

participation. Any necessary modifications to the targets, allocations, or implementation plan will be 

incorporated into the Basin Plan. At a minimum, the following focusing questions will be used to conduct 

the reviews. Additional focusing questions will be developed in collaboration with stakeholders during 

each review. 

1. Is the Bay progressing toward TMDL targets as expected? If it is unclear whether there is 

progress, how should monitoring efforts be modified to detect trends? If there has not been 

adequate progress, how might the implementation actions or allocations be modified? 

2. What are the loads for the various source categories, how have these loads changed over time, 

and how might source control measures be modified to improve load reduction? 

3. Is there new, reliable, and widely accepted scientific information that suggests modifications to 

targets, allocations, or implementation actions? In particular, is there new evidence regarding 
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methylmercury that might justify a methylmercury TMDL or allocation, either in addition to or 

instead of the total mercury TMDL and allocations? If so, how should the TMDL be modified? 

4. Are effective risk management activities in place to reduce human and wildlife exposure to 

methylmercury?   If not, how should these activities be modified or enhanced? 

5. Do prey fish monitoring data confirm that TMDL load allocations are adequate to attain the 

wildlife target? 

6. Are mercury mine and Bay margin contaminated site cleanups proceeding as expected? Are any 

additional actions needed to protect water quality? 

Using available data, the load and wasteload allocations were determined on the basis of their sufficiency 

to achieve water quality standards. As part of the adaptive implementation process, the Water Board will 

review the TMDL as a whole and determine whether new evidence suggests revisions of specific load 

and wasteload allocations that will result in more strategic, efficient, and cost effective achievement of 

water quality standards.For example, as reliable information becomes available regarding methylation 

control or the relative bioavailability of sources, the Water Board will consider adjusting allocations to 

implement the TMDL more effectively. The Water Board may also consider revising implementation 

requirements and/or resulting permit requirements if such changes are consistent with the assumptions 

and requirements of the allocations and the cumulative effect of such changes will ensure attainment of 

water quality standards. 

Achievement of the allocations for three of the largest source categories (Central Valley Watershed, 

Urban Stormwater Runoff, Guadalupe River Watershed) is projected to take 20 years, with an interim 10‐

year milestone of fifty percent achievement. Approximately 10 years after the effective date of the TMDL 

or any time thereafter, the Water Board will consider modifying the schedule for achievement of the load 

allocations for a source category or individual discharger provided that they have complied with all 

applicable permit requirements and all of the following have been accomplished relative to that source 

category or discharger: 

• A diligent effort has been made to quantify mercury loads and the sources of mercury and 

potential bioavailability of mercury in the discharge;  

• Documentation has been prepared that demonstrates that all technically and economically 

feasible and cost effective control measures recognized by the Water Board as applicable for that 

source category or discharger have been fully implemented, and evaluates and quantifies the 

comprehensive water quality benefit of such measures; 

• A demonstration has been made that achievement of the allocation will require more than the 

remaining 10 years originally envisioned; and  

• A plan has been prepared that includes a schedule for evaluating the effectiveness and feasibility 

of additional control measures and implementing additional controls as appropriate.  

Achievement of the wasteload allocations for municipal wastewater dischargers is required within 20 

years, and interim allocations within 10 years. The interim allocations are expected to be attained though 

aggressive pollution prevention and other cost‐effective mercury reduction methods. The final wasteload 

allocations are expected to be attained through wastewater treatment system improvements and/or 

implementation of a pollutant offset program. Approximately 10 years after the effective date of the 

TMDL or any time thereafter, the Water Board will consider modifying the schedule for achievement of 

the wasteload allocations or revisions to wasteload allocations if: 
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• The State Board has not established a pollutant offset program that can be implemented within 

the 20 years required to achieve final wasteload allocations;.  

• It can be demonstrated that all reasonable and feasible efforts have been taken to reduce mercury 

loads; and 

• It can be demonstrated that no adverse local effects will result. 

At approximately 20 years after the start of implementation and after taking the steps regarding schedule 

modification listed above, if a source category or individual discharger cannot demonstrate achievement 

of its allocation, despite implementation of all technically and economically feasible and cost effective 

control measures recognized by the Water Board as applicable for that source category or discharger, the 

Water Board will consider revising the allocation scheme provided that any resulting revisions ensure 

water quality standards are attained. 

Load and wasteload allocations have been assigned to individual entities.  However, assigning loads by 

watersheds could be a useful approach for managing pollutant loads, particularly if net environmental 

benefits can be realized. A watershed‐based allocation program would only involve watersheds in the 

San Francisco Bay region that drain to the Bay.  Such an approach could involve urban runoff 

management programs, wastewater facilities, and other dischargers in a watershed accepting joint 

responsibility for load reductions.  An acceptable watershed allocation program may include incentives 

for agencies to implement load reduction activities and account for avoided mercury loads as well as 

incentives for strategic removal or sequestration of mercury already in the system.  Credits could be used 

to offset annual loads and attain allocations for multiple sources.  In addition, the Water Board will 

encourage and consider a pilot mercury mass offset program if it is demonstrated that such a program is 

a more cost effective and efficient means of achieving water quality standards, and the relative potential 

for mercury from different sources to enter the food web and the potential for adverse local impacts have 

been evaluated.  These programs should recognize and reward ongoing efforts that are above and 

beyond those required by this TMDL. Until such programs are established, the Water Board will consider 

mercury source control and risk reduction activities on a case‐by‐case basis to determine how they 

contribute toward achievement of TMDL goals. The Water Board will also include in any new or 

modified NPDES permit a reopener to implement a pollutant offset program when it is established.  

7.2.3 San Francisco Bay Polychlorinated Biphenyls TMDL 
The following sections establish the TMDL for total polychlorinated biphenyls including dioxin‐like PCBs 

congeners (hereinafter referred to as PCBs) for the San Francisco Bay. The associated numeric target, 

allocations, and implementation plan are designed to ensure attainment of beneficial uses and water 

quality objectives for the San Francisco Bay. 

7.2.3.1 Problem Statement 
All segments of the San Francisco Bay have been identified as impaired due to elevated levels of PCBs in 

sport fish. Neither the narrative water quality objective, which states that controllable water quality 

factors shall not cause a detrimental increase in toxic substances found in bottom sediments or aquatic 

life, nor the numeric water quality objective of 0.00017 μg/L total PCBs in water is attained in the San 

Francisco Bay. The existing beneficial use for commercial and sport fishing is not fully supported.  

This TMDL addresses impairment of San Francisco Bay segments by PCBs. In the context of this TMDL, 

“San Francisco Bay” refers to all of the following water bodies: 
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• Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta (within Region 2) 

• Suisun Bay 

• Carquinez Strait 

• San Pablo Bay 

• Richardson Bay 

• San Francisco Bay, Central  

• San Francisco Bay, Lower (including) 

o Central Basin, San Francisco 

o Mission Creek 

o Oakland Inner Harbor (Fruitvale site)  

o Oakland Inner Harbor (Pacific Dry‐Dock Yard 1 site) San Francisco Bay, South 

This TMDL is intended to achieve protection of the commercial and sport fishing beneficial use and to the 

extent that other beneficial uses are affected by PCBs, the TMDL will also ensure protection of other 

beneficial uses, specifically, preservation of rare and endangered species, estuarine habitat and wildlife 

habitat. 

7.2.3.2 Numeric Target 
The numeric target (also referred to as the TMDL target) to protect both human health and wildlife is an 

average fish issue concentration of 10 micrograms total PCBs per kilogram of typically consumed fish, on 

a wet weight basis (10 μg/kg wet weight). Attainment of the total PCBs fish tissue numeric target will also 

protect human health and wildlife for dioxin‐like PCBs.  

Attainment of the fish tissue target for PCBs in San Francisco Bay will be initially evaluated by comparing 

the average total PCBs concentrations in the edible portion of two fish species, white croaker (size class, 

20 to 30 centimeters in length) and shiner surfperch (size class, 10 to 15 centimeters in length) to the 

target. Comparison of the fish target against these two species of fish is considered to be protective and 

provides a margin of safety for the TMDL, because PCBs concentrations in these species are the highest of 

the fish species measured and sport recreational fishers likely consume a variety of fish species, including 

those species with lower PCBs concentrations.  As part of the adaptive implementation of this TMDL, the 

Water Board will require the collection of additional information regarding recreational and subsistence 

fishers’ patterns of consumption and evaluate if fish species other than white croaker and shiner 

surfperch should be considered to evaluate attainment of the target. 

The number of fish samples collected to determine compliance with the target will be based on guidance 

described in USEPA’s Guidance for Assessing Chemical Contaminant Data for Use in Fish Advisories 

(EPA 823‐B‐00‐007) and on the statistical power needed to demonstrate trends in total PCBs concentration 

over time.  

7.2.3.3 Sources  
Sources of PCBs to fish and the water column of San Francisco Bay fall into two categories: (1) external 

sources including atmospheric deposition, Central Valley inflow, municipal and industrial wastewater 

discharges, and urban and non‐urban stormwater runoff; and (2) internal sources, including movement 
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or release of PCBs already in San Francisco Bay sediments, specifically, dredging and in‐Bay disposal of 

dredged sediment, erosion of bay bottom sediment containing PCBs (bed erosion), and in‐Bay 

contaminated sediment sites. These sources and estimates of associated loads are shown in Table 7.2.3‐1. 

Decreases of PCBs in San Francisco Bay occur via out‐of‐Bay dredge material disposal, natural 

attenuation, and outflow through the Golden Gate.  

Table 7.2.3-1 PCBs Sources and Current Loads to San Francisco Bay 

Source Category PCBs Loads  

 Kilograms per year 
  

External  

Direct Atmospheric Deposition Net Loss 

Central Valley Watershed 11 

Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 2.3 

Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 0.035 

Urban and Non Urban Stormwater Runoff 20 

Total 33a 

  

Internal  

Sediment Dredging and Disposal Net Loss 

Bed Erosion Not Quantified 

In-Bay Contaminated Sediment Not Quantified 

  
a. Total differs from column sum due to rounding 

7.2.3.4 Total Maximum Daily Load 
The TMDL for PCBs in San Francisco Bay is 10 kg/year. Calculation of the TMDL is based on two models: 

a food‐web PCBs bioaccumulation model and a long‐term fate mass balance model. The model results 

predict that attainment of the numeric target will occur when the total PCBs concentration in surface 

sediments in the Bay declines to one μg/kg, which will be achieved when loads from external sources are 

reduced to 10 kg/year. 

7.2.3.5 Load and Wasteload Allocations 
Load allocations are presented in Table 7.2.3‐2 for source categories. Individual wasteload allocations for 

municipal wastewater dischargers and industrial wastewater dischargers are presented in Table 7.2.3‐3 

and Table 7.2.3‐4. Individual wasteload allocations for stormwater runoff to county‐based watersheds are 

presented in Table 7.2.3‐5. 
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Table 7.2.3-2 Load and Wasteload Allocations 

Source Category Allocations  

 Kilograms per year 
  

External  

Direct Atmospheric Deposition 0 a 

Central Valley Watershed 5 

Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 2 

Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 0.035 

Stormwater Runoff 2 

Stormwater Runoff Treatment by 
Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 

1 

  

Total 10b 

a. Zero allocation reflects overall net loss to the atmosphere 
b. Total differs from column sum due to rounding 
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Table 7.2.3-3 Individual Wasteload Allocations For Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 

Permitted Entity 
NPDES 
Permit 

Allocations 

  kilograms per year 
American Canyon, City of CA0038768 0.002 

Benicia, City of CA0038091 0.009 

Burlingame, City of CA0037788 0.01 

Calistoga, City of CA0037966 0.002 

Central Contra Costa Sanitary District CA0037648 0.1 

Central Marin Sanitation Agency CA0038628 0.04 

Delta Diablo Sanitation District CA0038547 0.04 

East Bay Dischargers Authority 
Dublin-San Ramon Services District (CA0037613) 
Hayward Shoreline Marsh (CA0037702) 
Livermore, City of (CA0038008) 
Union Sanitary District, Wet Weather (CA0038733) 

CA0037869 0.3 

East Bay Municipal Utilities District CA0037702 0.3 

East Brother Light Station CA0038806 0.00030 

Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District CA0038024 0.05 

Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District CA0037851 0.01 

Marin County Sanitary District, Paradise Cove CA0037427 0.00003 

Marin County Sanitary District, Tiburon CA0037753 0.002 

Millbrae, City of CA0037532 0.007 

Mt. View Sanitary District CA0037770 0.007 

Napa Sanitation District CA0037575 0.04 

Novato Sanitary District CA0037958 0.02 

Palo Alto, City of CA0037834 0.09 

Petaluma, City of CA0037810 0.02 

Pinole, City of CA0037796  0.009 

Contra Costa County, Port Costa Wastewater Treatment 
Plant 

CA0037885 
0.0001 

Rodeo Sanitary District CA0037826 0.002 

Saint Helena, City of CA0038016 0.001 

San Francisco, City and County of,  
San Francisco International Airport WQCP CA0038318 0.002 

San Francisco, City and County of, Southeast Plant CA0037664 0.3 

San Jose/Santa Clara WPCP CA0037842 0.4 
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Permitted Entity 
NPDES 
Permit 

Allocations 

  kilograms per year 
San Mateo, City of CA0037541 0.04 

Sausalito-Marin City Sanitary District CA0038067 0.005 

Seafirth Estates CA0038893 0.00001 

Sewerage Agency of Southern Marin CA0037711 0.01 

Sonoma Valley County Sanitary District CA0037800 0.01 

South Bayside System Authority CA0038369 0.06 

South San Francisco/San Bruno WQCP CA0038130 0.03 

Sunnyvale, City of CA0037621 0.05 

US Naval Support Activity, Treasure Island WWTP CA0110116 0.002 

Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control District CA0037699 0.05 

West County Agency, Combined Outfall CA0038539 0.05 

Yountville, Town of CA0038121 0.001 

   

Total  2a 

a) Total differs from column sum due to rounding     
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Table 7.2.3-4 Individual Wasteload Allocations for Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 

Permitted Entity NPDES Permit Allocationsa 

  kilograms per year 

   

C&H Sugar and Crockett Community Services 
District. 

CA0005240 
0.00006 

Chevron Products Company CA0005134 0.003 

ConocoPhillips CA0005053 0.0006 

Crockett Cogeneration LP, and Pacific Crockett 
Energy, Inc. 

CA0029904 
0.0006 

General Chemical CA0004979 0.0009 

GWF Power Systems, Site I CA0029106 0.0001 

GWF Power Systems, Site V CA0029122 0.0001 

Hanson Aggregates, Amador Street CA0030139 0.00003 

Hanson Aggregates, Olin Jones Dredge  
Spoils Disposal 

CA0028321 0.00003 

Hanson Aggregates, Tidewater Ave., Oakland CA0030147 0.00003 

Morton Salt CA0005185 0.00008 

Pacific Gas and Electric, East Shell Pond CA0030082 0.00003 

Rhodia, Inc. CA0006165 0.0003 

San Francisco, City and Co., SF International 
Airport Industrial WTP CA0028070 0.002 

Shell Oil Products US and Equilon Enterprises 
LLC 

CA0005789 
0.002 

Mirant Delta LLC, Pittsburg Power Plant CA0004880 0.0008 

Mirant Potrero LLC, Potrero Power Plant CA0005657 0.0003 

Tesoro Refining and Marketing Company  CA0004961 0.002 

The Dow Chemical Company CA0004910 0.0006 

USS-Posco CA0005002 0.02 

Valero Refining Company CA0005550 0.0007 

   

Total  0.035b 

   
a. Wasteload allocations for industrial wastewater dischargers do not include mass from once-through cooling water. The 

Water Board will apply intake credits to once-through cooling water as allowed by law. 
b. Total differs from column sum due to rounding 
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Table 7.2.3-5 County-Based Watershed Wasteload Allocations for 
Stormwater Runoff  

Countyb Allocationsa 

 
kilograms per 

year 
  

Alameda  0.5 

Contra Costa  0.3 

Marin  0.1 

Napa 0.05 

San Franciscoc 0.2 

San Mateo  0.2 

Santa Clara  0.5 

Solano  0.1 

Sonoma 0.05 

  

Total 2 

   
a. Allocations implicitly include all current and future permitted discharges within the geographic boundaries of 

municipalities and unincorporated areas within the County. Examples of discharges include but are not limited to 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) roadways and non‐roadway facilities and rights‐of‐way, atmospheric 

deposition, public facilities, properties proximate to stream banks, industrial facilities, and construction sites.  

b. Includes unincorporated areas and all municipalities in the county that drain to the Bay and are part of the San Francisco 

Bay Region. 

c. Does not account for treatment provided by San Francisco’s combined sewer system. The treatment provided by the City 

and County of San Francisco’s Southeast Plant and Northpoint Wet Weather Facility (NPDES permit CA0037664) will be 

credited toward meeting the allocation and load reduction.  

7.2.3.6 Implementation Plan 
The implementation plan includes three general implementation categories: control of external loadings 

of PCBs to the Bay, control of internal sources of PCBs within the Bay, and actions to manage risks to Bay 

fish consumers. In addition, the plan includes monitoring to measure attainment of the numeric target 

and load allocations, and measuring implementation progress. The plan will be implemented in phases 

via an adaptive implementation strategy founded on requiring actions in each category based on the 

current state of knowledge of PCBs sources and control measures, while also conducting studies to 

improve our understanding of PCBs sources, control options, and fate in the environment. 

External Sources 
This section, organized by source categories, specifies actions required to achieve allocations and 

implement the TMDL. 
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Central Valley Watershed 
Sediments entering the Bay from the Central Valley have lower concentrations of PCBs than in‐Bay 

sediment. Major mass loading events that occur during episodic high flow conditions generally flow 

directly out of the Bay through the Golden Gate. It is anticipated that the Central Valley allocation will be 

attained through natural attenuation. 

Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 
Wasteload allocations shall be implemented through NPDES permits that require implementation of best 

management practices to maintain optimum treatment performance for solids removal and the 

identification and management of controllable sources. NPDES permits shall include effluent limits based 

on current performance and a requirement for quantification of PCBs loads to the Bay in order to 

determine attainment of the wasteload allocations. Compliance with effluent limits shall be determined 

using a Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 136 analytical method (effective as of April 25, 2007). 
In addition, municipal and industrial wastewater dischargers will be required to support actions to 

reduce the health risks of people who eat PCBs‐contaminated, San Francisco Bay fish and to conduct or 

cause to be conducted monitoring, and studies to fill critical data needs identified in the adaptive 

implementation section. 

It is the Water Board’s intent to implement individual wasteload allocations via numeric water quality‐

based effluent limitations for PCBs in NPDES permits. These limits shall represent individual 

dischargers’ PCBs loads, consistent with the underlying assumptions and requirements of the wasteload 

allocations. In the absence of actual discharge performance data sufficient to calculate such limits, the 

Water Board will apply appropriate uncertainty factors to the individual wasteload allocations. 

Dischargers shall also be required to conduct sufficient monitoring of their effluent, which accounts for 

discharge variability and blended effluent, to enable calculation of current PCBs loading. These 

requirements will be implemented via NPDES permits or the Water Board’s authority under Section 

13267 of the California Water Code, such that monitoring begins no later than January 2009 and is 

completed in a timely manner. 

Stormwater Runoff 
Stormwater runoff wasteload allocations shall be achieved within 20 years and shall be implemented 

through the NPDES stormwater permits issued to stormwater runoff management agencies and the 

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans). The urban stormwater runoff wasteload allocations 

implicitly include all current and future permitted discharges, not otherwise addressed by another 

allocation, and unpermitted discharges within the geographic boundaries of stormwater runoff 

management agencies including, but not limited to, Caltrans roadway and non‐roadway facilities and 

rights‐of‐way, atmospheric deposition, public facilities, properties proximate to stream banks, industrial 

facilities, and construction sites.  

Requirements in each NPDES permit issued or reissued, shall be based on an updated assessment of best 

management practices and control measures intended to reduce PCBs in urban stormwater runoff. 

Control measures implemented by stormwater runoff management agencies and other entities (except 

construction and industrial sites) shall reduce PCBs in stormwater runoff to the maximum extent 

practicable. Control measures for construction and industrial sites shall reduce discharges based on best 

available technology economically achievable. All permits shall remain consistent with Section 4.8 ‐ 

Stormwater Discharges. 
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In the first five‐year permit term, stormwater permittees will be required to implement control measures 

on a pilot scale to determine their effectiveness and technical feasibility. In the second permit term, 

stormwater permittees will be required to implement effective control measures, that will not cause 

significant adverse environmental impacts, in strategic locations, and to develop a plan to fully 

implement control measures that will result in attainment of allocations, including an analysis of costs, 

efficiency of control measures and an identification of any significant environmental impacts. Subsequent 

permits will include requirements and a schedule to implement technically feasible, effective and cost 

efficient control measures to attain allocations. If, as a consequence, allocations cannot be attained, the 

Water Board will take action to review and revise the allocations and these implementation requirements 

as part of adaptive implementation. 

In addition, stormwater permittees will be required to develop and implement a monitoring system to 

quantify PCBs urban stormwater runoff loads and the load reductions achieved through treatment, 

source control and other actions; support actions to reduce the health risks of people who consume PCBs‐

contaminated San Francisco Bay fish; and conduct or cause to be conducted monitoring, and studies to fill 

critical data needs identified in the adaptive implementation section. 

Stormwater runoff management agencies have a responsibility to oversee various discharges within the 

agencies’ geographic boundaries. However, if it is determined that a source is substantially contributing 

to PCBs loads to the Bay or is outside the jurisdiction or authority of an agency the Water Board will 

consider a request from an stormwater runoff management agency which may include an allocation, load 

reduction, and/or other regulatory requirements for the source in question. 

Urban Stormwater Runoff Treatment by Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 
Routing of urban stormwater runoff through municipal wastewater treatment facilities may be an 

efficient means of reducing PCBs, and other particle‐associated contaminant loads to the Bay. This load 

allocation shall be implemented through a permit. Within five years of adoption of this TMDL, the Water 

Board will consider issuance of a permit under which municipal wastewater dischargers can apply for a 

portion of this reserved allocation.  

Internal Sources 

In-Bay PCB-Contaminated Sites 
A number of former industrial and military sites adjacent to PCBs‐enriched sediment are found 

throughout the Bay. This TMDL does not require any specific party to implement new actions for in‐Bay 

PCB‐contaminated sites. However, cleanup of these sites is a Water Board priority and many cleanups are 

underway. The Water Board will maintain an inventory of contaminated sites and continue to set 

priorities for investigating and remediating the sites. The existing list of in‐Bay PCB‐contaminated sites 

referred to in this TMDL is based on data collected under the Bay Protection Toxic Cleanup Program, 

which identified sites with total PCBs in sediment that exceed 180 μg/kg. This TMDL does not set a 

cleanup level for total PCBs in sediment. The fish tissue target of 10 μg/kg and the sediment goal of one 

ug/kg are not cleanup standards, nor should they be considered appropriate, or relevant, and applicable 

requirements (ARARs) or a “to‐be‐considered” ARAR under the National Contingency Plan, 40 CFR Part 

300 et. Seq. or the 1986 Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act. An analysis of the feasibility, 

technical practicability, and potential environmental impacts of individual clean‐up actions is currently 

required prior to conducting cleanup of contaminated in‐Bay sediment overseen by the Water Board and 

the Department of Toxic Substances Control and will continue to be required, not withstanding this 
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TMDL. The Water Board has the authority to approve, disapprove or condition these projects to minimize 

adverse environmental impacts while achieving the goals of environmental cleanup. 

The Water Board will coordinate cleanup actions with the U.S. EPA and the Department of Toxic 

Substances Control, and advise them that the fish tissue target and sediment goal do not constitute 

cleanup standards for ARARs. The Water Board will issue cleanup orders as necessary. The Water Board 

will require responsible parties for each specific Bay margin contaminated site to: 

1) Estimate the pre‐cleanup and post‐cleanup vertical and lateral extent of PCBs in Bay 

sediments; 

2) Estimate the pre‐cleanup and post‐cleanup mass of PCBs in Bay sediments; 

3) Quantify rate(s) of sediment accretion, erosion or natural attenuation; 

4) Implement on‐land source control measures, if necessary, to ensure that on‐land sources of 

PCBs do not further contaminate in‐Bay sediments; 

5) Evaluate post‐cleanup, the residual risks to humans and wildlife; 

6) Support actions to reduce the health risks of people who consume PCBs‐contaminated San 

Francisco Bay fish; 

7) Conduct or cause to be conducted studies to fill critical data needs identified in the Adaptive 

Implementation section. 

These requirements shall be incorporated into relevant site investigation plans within five years of the 

effective date of this TMDL, and the actions shall be fully implemented within ten years of the effective 

date of this TMDL or as agreed to in the individual site investigation plan. 

Navigational Dredging 
The PCBs concentration in dredged material disposed of in the Bay shall not exceed the 99th percentile 

PCBs concentration of the previous 10 years of Bay sediment samples collected through the RMP 

(excluding stations outside the Bay like the Sacramento River, San Joaquin River, Guadalupe River and 

Standish Dam stations). Prior to disposal, the material shall be sampled and analyzed according to the 

procedures outlined in the 2001 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers document “Guidelines for Implementing 

the Inland Testing Manual in the San Francisco Bay Region.” All in‐Bay disposal of dredged material 

shall comply with Section 4.20, entitled Dredging and Disposal of Dredged Sediment, including the Long 

Term Management Strategy. Additionally, dredged material dischargers will be required to conduct or 

cause to be conducted studies to fill critical data needs identified in the Adaptive Implementation section. 

Risk Management  
Load reductions and attainment of the numeric target to support fishing in the Bay as a beneficial use will 

take time to achieve. However, there are actions that should be undertaken prior to achievement of the 

numeric fish tissue target to help manage the risk to consumers of PCBs‐contaminated fish. The Water 

Board will work with the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, the California 

Department of Toxic Substances Control, the California Department of Public Health, dischargers, and 

interested parties to pursue risk management strategies. The risk management activities will include the 

following:  

• Investigating and implementing actions to address the public health impacts of PCBs in San 

Francisco Bay/Delta fish, including activities that reduce the actual and potential exposure of, and 

mitigate health impacts to, people and communities most likely to be consuming PCB‐
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contaminated fish from San Francisco Bay, such as recreational and subsistence fishers and their 

families; 

• Providing multilingual fish‐consumption advice to the public to help reduce PCBs exposure 

through community outreach, broadcast and print media, and signs posted at popular fishing 

locations;  

• Regularly informing the public about monitoring data and findings regarding hazards of eating 

PCB‐contaminated fish; and 

• Conducting special studies needed to support health risk assessment and risk communication, 

including the collection of additional information regarding recreational and subsistence fishers’ 

patterns of consumption. 

7.2.3.7 Critical Data Needs 
Additional data and other information will be needed to assess both the progress toward attainment of 

the fish tissue target and to evaluate the need for modifications to the implementation plan, TMDL, 

and/or allocations. Dischargers will be required to conduct or cause to be conducted the following studies 

to fill critical data needs. 

• PCBs mass budget modeling and food web model improvements – Model refinements to 

improve our ability to predict recovery rates of the Bay from impairment by PCBs, to help 

strategically focus implementation actions on those actions with the most potential for success, 

and to help better our understanding of the role in‐Bay PCBs‐contaminated sites play in the Bay’s 

recovery. 

• Rate of natural attenuation of PCBs in the Bay environments –A better understanding of local 

rates of natural attenuation in order to predict with more certainty the recovery time of the Bay. 

Monitoring  
Monitoring to demonstrate progress toward attainment of the TMDL target shall be conducted by 

maintaining discharger‐funded RMP monitoring of PCBs in San Francisco Bay fish, sediments, and water 

at a spatial scale and frequency to track trends in the decline of PCBs in the Bay. Monitoring of load 

allocations to demonstrate progress towards attainment shall be conducted by municipal and industrial 

wastewater dischargers and stormwater permittees as discussed in external sources above. 

Continued regular monitoring of PCB loads from the Central Valley and other tributaries to the Bay shall 

be conducted by maintaining discharger‐funded RMP monitoring in order to provide information on the 

long term decline of PCBs to the Bay and to confirm the assumption that Central Valley loads are being 

reduced due to natural attenuation. Monitoring of loads allocated to other sources will be considered as 

part of the RMP special studies. 

Adaptive Implementation  
Adaptive implementation entails taking actions commensurate with the existing, available information, 

reviewing new information as it becomes available, and modifying actions as necessary based on the new 

information. Taking action allows progress to occur while more and better information is collected and 

the effectiveness of current actions is evaluated. Accordingly, this TMDL will be implemented in phases 

starting with actions described in each source category, risk management, monitoring, and critical data 

needs section above with subsequent modifications and phases based on improved knowledge of PCBs 

sources, control measures, and fate in the environment. 
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The Water Board will adapt the TMDL and implementation plan to incorporate new and relevant 

scientific information such that effective and efficient measures can be taken to achieve the allocations 

and numeric fish tissue target. The Water Board staff will present an annual progress report to the Water 

Board on implementation of the TMDL that includes evaluation of new and relevant information that 

becomes available through implementation actions, monitoring, special studies, and the scientific 

literature. Within ten years of the effective date of the TMDL, Water Board will consider a Basin Plan 

amendment that will reflect and incorporate the data and information that is generated in the intervening 

years. The Water Board will consider amending the PCBs TMDL and implementation plan as necessary 

to ensure attainment of water quality standards in a timely manner while considering the financial and 

environmental consequences of new control measures. 

In particular, achievement of the allocations for stormwater runoff, which is projected to take 20 years, 

will be challenging. Consequently, the Water Board will consider modifying the schedule for 

achievement of the load allocations for stormwater runoff provided that dischargers have complied with 

all applicable permit requirements and accomplished all of the following: 

• A diligent effort has been made to quantify PCBs loads and the sources of PCBs in the discharge;  

• Documentation has been prepared that demonstrates that all technically and economically 

feasible and cost‐effective control measures recognized by the Water Board have been fully 

implemented, and evaluates and quantifies the PCBs load reduction of such measures; 

• A demonstration has been made that achievement of the allocation will require more than the 

remaining 10 years originally envisioned; and  

• A plan has been prepared that includes a schedule for evaluating the effectiveness and feasibility 

of additional control measures and implementing additional controls as appropriate. 

7.3 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT STRATEGIES AND TMDLS FOR THE MARIN COASTAL 
BASIN (SEE FIGURE 2-3) 

7.3.1 Tomales Bay Watershed Pathogens TMDL 
The overall goal of the Tomales Bay Watershed Pathogens Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is to 

ensure protection of water contact recreational uses and Bay shellfish harvesting, thereby minimizing 

human exposure to disease‐causing pathogens. The following sections establish a density‐based 

pathogens TMDL for Tomales Bay and its tributaries, and actions and monitoring necessary to implement 

theTMDL. The TMDL defines allowable density‐based water quality bacteria concentrations and 

prohibits the discharge of human waste. The associated implementation plan specifies the actions 

necessary to protect and restore beneficial uses. This TMDL strives to achieve a balance that allows 

human activities including agriculture, recreation, commercial fishing and aquaculture, and residential 

use to coexist and also restores and protects water quality. As outlined in the adaptive implementation 

section, the effectiveness of implementation actions, monitoring to track progress toward targets, and the 

scientific understanding pertaining to pathogens will be periodically reviewed and the TMDL may be 

adapted as warranted. 

In addition to pathogens, animal and human waste contain nutrients that pose a threat to aquatic 

ecosystem beneficial uses. Tomales Bay, Walker Creek, and Lagunitas Creek are listed as impaired by 

excess nutrients. Human and animal wastes may also contain other harmful constituents such as steroids 

and pharmaceuticals. In addition to protecting pathogen‐impaired beneficial uses such as shellfish 
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harvesting, water contact recreation, and non‐contact water recreation, by eliminating the discharge of 

human waste and controlling the discharge of animal waste, this TMDL will also protect aquatic 

ecosystem beneficial uses such as marine habitat, estuarine habitat, cold and warm freshwater habitat, 

and wildlife habitat from other harmful constituents found in human and animal waste. 

7.3.1.1 Problem Statement 
Monitoring results for Tomales Bay and its main tributaries (Lagunitas, Walker, and Olema creeks) 

indicate that these waters exceed bacteria water quality objectives for shellfish harvesting and 

recreational waters (Table 3‐1) and, as such, are impaired by pathogens. The presence of pathogens is 

inferred from high concentrations of fecal coliform bacteria (a commonly used indicator of human 

pathogenic organisms). Pathogen pollution is adversely affecting existing beneficial uses, which include 

shellfish harvesting (i.e., sport and commercial oyster, clam, and mussel harvesting), water contact 

recreation (i.e., swimming, fishing) and non‐contact water recreation (i.e., boating, kayaking). 

This TMDL addresses the following pathogen‐impaired water bodies in the Tomales Bay Watershed: 

• Tomales Bay  

• Lagunitas Creek  

• Walker Creek  

• Olema Creek  

7.3.1.2 Sources 
If not properly managed, the following Tomales Bay Watershed sources have the potential to discharge 

pathogens to surface waters: on‐site sewage disposal systems (OSDSs), small wastewater treatment 

facilities and sewage holding ponds, boat discharges, grazing lands, dairies, equestrian facilities, and 

municipal runoff. Pathogens sources are identified based on elevated coliform bacteria levels 

downstream of identified land uses or facilities and from documentation of inadequately treated human 

waste discharges. 

• The Walker Creek watershed is dominated by grazing lands. Coliform bacteria levels and 

coliform loads from the Walker Creek watershed are extremely high during storm periods and a 

significant coliform source to Tomales Bay.  

• High coliform levels detected in storm drains indicate that municipal runoff is a pathogens 

source.  

• High coliform levels and loads downstream of residential homes and equestrian facilities suggest 

that failing septic systems, municipal runoff, and equestrian facilities are coliform sources.  

• The Water Board regulates ten small wastewater treatment facilities and sewage holding ponds 

and prohibits direct discharges from these facilities into Tomales Bay or its tributaries. Four 

facilities have holding ponds and are permitted to discharge treated effluent to irrigation fields in 

the dry season. The other six wastewater treatment facilities utilize leach fields for dispersing 

treated effluent. Accidental malfunctions, including the breaching of ponds, a break in a sewage 

line, or land application when soil is saturated or it is raining, could result in discharge of 

untreated or partially treated effluent. Therefore, these facilities are considered potential sources.  

In addition to the above sources, warm‐blooded mammals and birds that reside in the watershed and Bay 

produce coliform bacteria. During non‐storm periods Tomales Bay coliform levels are typically below the 
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water quality objectives for shellfish harvesting waters, indicating that in‐Bay wildlife such as seals and 

birds are not significant sources. Approximately 30% of the lands draining to Tomales Bay are open space 

forested lands. Water quality monitoring of a watershed on the western shoreline of Tomales Bay with 

minimal human influences suggests that waters draining open space areas are below tributary bacteria 

water quality objectives and therefore terrestrial wildlife are nota significant source. 

7.3.1.3 Numeric Targets 
Table 7.3.1‐1 contains the numeric water quality targets for the Tomales Bay Watershed Pathogens 

TMDL. The coliform bacteria targets are based on fecal coliform bacteria concentrations aimed at 

protecting shellfish harvesting and contact and non‐contact water recreation beneficial uses. These 

density‐based numeric targets define bacterial densities associated with minimal risk to humans and are 

the same as the water quality objectives contained in Table 3‐1. The Tomales Bay targets are intended to 

protect the most sensitive beneficial use, shellfish harvesting. The tributary targets are intended to protect 

recreational uses. An additional numeric target for Tomales Bay is expressed as the number of days 

commercial shellfish growing areas are subjected to harvest closures due to elevated water column 

bacteria densities. Consistent with the definition of “threatened conditions” in the California Shellfish 

Protection Act, Tomales Bay shellfish growing areas shall not be closed for harvest for more than 30 days 

per calendar year. The California Department of Health Services requires shellfish growing areas to close 

for harvesting when 24‐hour and 10‐day rainfall totals exceed established thresholds. Rainfall thresholds 

are established based on the relationship between rainfall and observed fecal coliformlevels in Bay waters 

and shellfish. 

In addition, no human waste (raw sewage or inadequately treated waste) shall be discharged to Tomales 

Bay or its tributaries. The no human waste discharge target is consistent with Discharge Prohibitions 5 

and 15, contained in Table 4‐1. This target is necessary because human waste is a significant source of 

pathogenic organisms, including viruses; and attainment of fecal coliform targets alone may not 

sufficiently protect human health. The coliform bacteria targets, in combination with the human waste 

discharge prohibitions and the shellfish harvesting closure targets, are the basis for the TMDL and load 

allocations, and fully protect beneficial uses. 

 

Table 7.3.1-1 Water Quality Targetsa for Tomales Bay and Its Tributaries 
 

Zero discharge of human waste 

Shellfish harvest closures < 30 days/year 

Coliform Bacteria Levels 
(Expressed as Most Probable Number [MPN] of fecal coliforms per 100 mL of water) 

Tomales Bay 
Median < 14 b and 90th percentile < 43 c 

Tomales Bay Tributaries 
Log mean <200 b and 90th percentile < 400 c 

a. These targets are applicable year-round 
b. Based on a minimum of five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30-day period 
c. No more than 10% of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 
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7.3.1.4 Total Maximum Daily Load 
Table 7.3.1‐2 lists the Tomales Bay Watershed Pathogens TMDL. The TMDL consists of the density‐based 

coliform bacteria TMDL targets. The TMDL ensures protection of water contact recreational uses and Bay 

shellfish harvesting, thereby minimizing human exposure to disease causing pathogens. 

Table 7.3.1-2 Total Maximum Daily Load of Pathogens Indicators for Tomales Bay 
and its Tributaries 

Waterbody 
Indicator 
Parameter 

TMDL 

(Most Probable Number (MPN) of fecal coliforms 
per 100 mL of water) 

Tomales Bay Fecal coliform 
Median < 14 a 
90th Percentile < 43 b 

Major Tributaries: 
 Walker Creek 
 Lagunitas Creek 
 Olema Creek 

Fecal coliform 
Log mean <200 a 
90th percentile < 400 b 

a. Based on a minimum of five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30-day period. 
b. No more than 10% of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 

7.3.1.5 Load Allocations 
TMDL targets are an interpretation of water quality standards, whereas TMDL allocations specify the 

amount (or concentration) of a pollutant that can be discharged to a waterbody such that standards are 

attained in both the receiving waterbody and all downstream waters. Table 7.3.1‐3 presents density‐based 

load allocations for Tomales Bay watersheds pathogens source categories that implement tributary 

targets, and Table 7.3.1‐4 presents allocations to major tributaries, where they discharge to Tomales Bay, 

and implement the Bay targets. Load allocations to the tributaries reflect the highest fecal coliform 

concentrations that can be discharged while still attaining and maintaining the Bay shellfish harvesting 

water quality objectives. All entities in a watershed are responsible for meeting their source category 

allocation (Table 7.3.1‐3) and the applicable geographic‐based allocations (Table 7.3.1‐4). 

Discharging entities will not be held responsible for uncontrollable coliform discharges originating from 

wildlife. If wildlife contributions are determined to be the cause of exceedances, the TMDL targets and 

allocation scheme will be revisited as part of the adaptive implementation program. The discharge of 

human waste is prohibited. All sources of human waste have an allocation of zero. Nonpoint source 

runoff containing coliform bacteria of animal and wildlife origin, at levels that do not result in 

exceedances of water objectives, does not constitute wastewater with particular characteristics of concern 

to beneficial uses. Therefore, animal‐ and wildlife‐associated discharges, in compliance with the 

conditions of this TMDL, do not constitute a violation of applicable discharge prohibitions. 

7.3.1.6 Implementation Plan 

The Tomales Bay Watershed Pathogens TMDL Implementation Plan builds upon previous and ongoing 

successful efforts to reduce pathogen loads in Tomales Bay and its tributaries. The plan requires actions 
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consistent with the California Water Code (CWC 13000 et seq.), the state’s Nonpoint Source Pollution 

Control Program Plan (CWC Section 13369), the Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the 

Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program (State Water Resources Control Board. 2004. Policy for 

Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Prevention Control Program), and 

human waste discharge prohibitions (Prohibitions 5 and 15, Table 4‐1). 

This plan specifies required implementation measures (Table 7.3.1‐5) for each of the source categories 

(Table 7.3.1‐3). These implementation measures include evaluation of operating practices, development of 

comprehensive site‐specific pathogens control measures and an implementation schedule for such 

management measures, and submittal of progress reports documenting actions undertaken. Progress 

reports may be submitted directly to the Water Board or, if designated, through third parties. These 

progress reports will serve as documentation that source reduction measures are being implemented. 

While third parties may provide valuable assistance to TMDL implementation, the discharger is the 

entity responsible for complying with the specified regulations and regulatory controls. Responsible 

parties within each source category are required to implement the measures as specified in Table 7.3.1‐5. 

The numeric targets and load allocations are not directly enforceable. For purpose of demonstrating 

attainment of applicable allocations, responsible parties will only be responsible for compliance with 

specified implementation measures and applicable waste discharge requirements or waiver conditions.
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Table 7.3.1-3 Density-Based Pollutant Wasteload and Load Allocationsa for  
Dischargers of Pathogens in Tomales Bay Watershed  

Wasteload and Load Allocations 

Fecal Coliform (MPN/100 mL) 

For Direct Discharges to 
the Bay 

For Discharges to Major 
Tomales Bay Tributaries 

Categorical 

Pollutant Source 

Medianb 
90th 

Percentilec  
Log Meanb  

Onsite Sewage Disposal 
Systems 0 0 

 
0 

Small Wastewater Treatment 
Facilities 0 0 

 
0 

Boat Discharges 0 0 N/A 

Grazing Lands <14 <43 
 
< 200  

Dairies <14 <43 < 200 

Equestrian Facilities <14 <43 < 200  

Municipal Runoff <14 <43 < 200  

Open space lands (terrestrial 
wildlife) d  <14 <43 < 200 

In-Bay Background (marine 
wildlife) d <14 <43 N/A 

a. These allocations are applicable year-round.  Wasteload allocations apply to any sources (existing or future) subject to 
regulation by a NPDES permit. 
b. Based on a minimum of five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30-day period. 
c. No more than 10% of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 
d. Open space lands and the Bay contain wildlife and are therefore recognized as potential source areas. These areas are not 
believed to be a significant source of pathogens and their contribution is considered natural background; therefore, no 
management measures are required. 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



7-57 

 

Table 7.3.1-4 Density-Based Pollutant Load Allocations for Tomales Bay Tributaries 
  

Tributary 

Allocation 

Fecal Coliform (MPN/100 mL) 

Log Mean 

Walker Creek at Highway 1 Bridge 95a 

Lagunitas Creek at Green Bridge 95a 

a. Based on a minimum of five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30-day period. 
The state’s Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control 

Program requires that current and proposed nonpoint source discharges are regulated under waste 

discharge requirements (WDRs), waiver of waste discharge requirements, Basin Plan prohibitions, or 

some combination of these tools. Table 7.3.1‐5 describes the method that will be used to regulate 

dischargers in each source category. The Water Board has established conditions for waiving WDRs for 

dairies. The Water Board intends to work with stakeholders to develop similar waiver conditions for 

grazing lands and equestrian facilities by 2009.
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Table 7.3.1-5 Trackable Implementation Measures for the Tomales Bay Watershed Pathogens Total Maximum Daily 
Load 

Source Category Action Implementing Party Completion Dates 

Submit to the Executive Officer for approval a 
plan and implementation schedule to 
evaluate OSDS performance for the Tomales 
Bay watershed and to bring identified OSDS 
up to County’s repair standards. 
  

Marin County, Community Development 
Agency   January 2007 

O
n-

S
ite

 S
ew

ag
e 

D
is

po
sa

l 
Sy

st
em

s 
(O

SD
S)

 

Report progress on implementation of OSDS 
evaluation and repair program. 
 

Marin County, Community  
Development Agency 

Starting January 2011 
and biennially thereafter 

Comply with applicable Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs). 
 

Small wastewater treatment facilities  As specified in the 
applicable WDRs  

Inspect and evaluate all permitted WDR 
facilities and update WDRs as warranted.  
 

Water Board staff January 2009 

S
m

al
l W

as
te

w
at

er
 T

re
at

m
en

t 
Fa

ci
lit

ie
s 

Report progress on inspection and evaluation 
of WDR facilities. Water Board staff 

No less than once every 
five years starting in 
January 2009 

B
oa

t D
is

ch
ar

ge
s In coordination with interested stakeholders 

in Tomales Bay, determine the adequacy of 
on-shore restroom facilities and boater 
disposal/pump out facilities, and prepare a 
schedule for a determination of Pumpout 
Facility Need and Public Hearing Notification, 
as appropriate.  
 

Regional Water Board January 2009 
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Source Category Action Implementing Party Completion Dates 

Water Board will coordinate with participating 
agencies and rely on their interests and 
authorities to develop and implement a 
Tomales Bay boating management plan that 
includes: evaluation of existing moorings and 
water quality impacts; permitting and 
enforcement procedures to ensure 
compliance with applicable mooring 
requirements and to ensure no sewage 
discharge from boats. 
 

Point Reyes National Seashore, California 
Coastal Commission, California State Lands 
Commission, California State Parks, County of 
Marin, Regional Water Board, Gulf of the 
Farallones National Marine Sanctuary.   
 

January 2009 

Report progress on implementation of 
boating management plan. 

As specified in the Boating Management Plan: 
Point Reyes National Seashore, California 
Coastal Commission, California State Lands 
Commission, California State Parks, County of 
Marin, Regional Water Board, Gulf of the 
Farallones National Marine Sanctuary 

As specified in the 
Boating Management 
Plan 

B
oa

t D
is

ch
ar

ge
s 

(c
on

tin
ue

d)
 

Comply with boating management plan for 
Tomales Bay.  Boaters                                               

As specified in the 
Boating Management 
Plan 

G
ra

zi
ng

 L
an

ds
2  Submit a Report of Waste Discharge1 to the 
Water Board that provides the following: a 
description of the facility; identification of 
necessary site-specific grazing management 
measures to reduce animal waste runoff; and 
a schedule to implement identified 
management measures. 
 

Dairies and ranchers (landowners and 
leasees).  These Reports may be submitted 
individually or jointly or through a third party. 

January 2009 
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Source Category Action Implementing Party Completion Dates 

Comply with applicable Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) or waiver of WDRs.   
 

Dairies and ranchers (landowners and 
leasees) 

As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of WDRs

Report progress on implementation of 
grazing management measures that reduce 
animal waste runoff. 
 

Dairies and ranchers (landowners and 
leasees). These reports may be submitted 
individually or jointly or through a third party. 

As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of WDRs

D
ai

rie
s3  Comply with applicable Waiver of Waste 

Discharge Requirements (WDRs) for 
confined animal facilities or requirements 
specified in applicable individual WDRs.  

Dairies (landowners and leasees) As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of WDRs

E
qu

es
tri

an
 F

ac
ili

tie
s Submit a Report of Waste Discharge1 to the 

Water Board that provides the following:  a 
description of the facility; identification of 
necessary site-specific management 
measures to reduce animal waste runoff; and 
a schedule for implementation of identified 
management measures.  
  

Equestrian facilities. These Reports may be 
submitted individually or jointly or through a 
third party. 

January 2009 
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Source Category Action Implementing Party Completion Dates 

Comply with applicable Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) or waiver of WDRs. 
  

Equestrian facilities   
As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of 
WDRs. 

Report progress on implementation of 
management measures that reduce animal 
waste runoff. 
 

Equestrian facilities. These reports may be 
submitted individually or jointly or through a 
third party. 

As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of WDRs  

Submit to Water Board for approval a 
stormwater management plan (that includes 
management measures to reduce pathogens 
runoff and a schedule for implementation of 
identified management measures. 
 

Marin County, Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Program January 2009 

M
un

ic
ip

al
 R

un
of

f 

Report progress on implementation of 
pathogens reduction measures.  

Marin County, Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Program 

As specified in approved 
stormwater management 
plan  

1 WDRs waiver conditions may allow for other submittals in lieu of a Report of Waste Discharge. 
2 Grazing lands include all land areas grazed by livestock such as ranchlands, riparian areas, and pasturelands.  Confined animal facilities which  are already 

regulated under existing WDRs or waiver of WDRs and are excluded from this requirement. 
3 These implementation actions for Dairies are for the confined animal portions of the facilities and do not include the grazing areas.  Implementation actions for 

grazing lands associated with dairies are included under Grazing lands. 
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Table 7.3.1-6 Regulatory Framework for Discharges by Source Category 

Source Category  Regulatory Tool 

On-site Sewage Disposal Systems (OSDS) Waivera of Waste Discharge Requirements 
Prohibition of Human Waste Discharge 

Small Wastewater Treatment Facilities Individual Waste Discharge Requirements 
Prohibition of Human Waste Discharge 

Boat Discharges Prohibition of Human Waste Discharge  

Grazing Lands  Waivera of Waste Discharge Requirements  

Dairies Waivera of Waste Discharge Requirements or 
Individual WDRs, as appropriate 

Equestrian Facilities Waivera of Waste Discharge Requirements 

Municipal Runoff NPDES Permit  

a Water Board retains the option of requiring individual waste discharge requirements or compliance with a discharge 
prohibition, as appropriate. 

Agricultural Water Quality Control Program Costs 
The implementation measures for grazing lands and dairies constitute an agricultural water quality 

control program and therefore, consistent with California Water Code requirements (Section 13141), the 

cost of the program is estimated herein. The total program implementation cost for these agricultural 

sources is estimated to range between $900,000 – $2 million per year over the next 10 years. The estimated 

cost will be shared by Tomales Bay watershed grazing lands operators (approximately 150). This estimate 

includes the cost of implementing animal waste control and grazing management measures and is based 

on costs associated with technical assistance and evaluation, installation of water troughs, and cattle 

control fencing along all streams. The program cost estimate may be high as it does not account for 

implementation actions already underway or areas that may not require fencing. Besides fencing, other 

acceptable methods of managing livestock access to streams are not included in this cost estimate due to 

variability in costs and site specific applicability. Potential financing sources include federal and state 

water quality grants and federal agricultural grants. 

Evaluation and Monitoring 
Dischargers, stakeholders, and Water Board staff will conduct water quality monitoring to evaluate fecal 

coliform concentration trends in Tomales Bay and its tributaries. Five years after TMDL adoption, the 

Water Board will evaluate monitoring results and assess progress made toward attaining TMDL targets 

(Table 7.3.1‐1) and load allocations (Table 7.3.1‐3 and Table 7.3.1‐4). 

In 2009 and approximately every five years after the adoption of the TMDL, the Water Board will 

evaluate site specific, sub‐watershed specific, and watershed‐wide compliance with the trackable 

implementation measures specified in Table 7.3.1‐5. In evaluating compliance with the trackable 

implementation measures, the Water Board will consider the level of participation of each source 

category as well as individual dischargers (as documented by Water Board staff or third parties). 

If a discharger demonstrates that all implementation measures have been undertaken or that it is 

infeasible to meet their allocation due to wildlife contributions, the Water Board will consider revising 

allocations as appropriate. If source control actions are fully implemented throughout the Watershed and 
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the TMDL targets are not met, the Water Board may consider re‐evaluating or revising the TMDL and 

allocations. If, on the other hand, the required actions are not fully implemented, or are partially 

implemented, the Water Board may consider regulatory or enforcement action against parties or 

individual dischargers not in compliance. 

The California Department of Health Services, working in consultation with the Shellfish Technical 

Advisory Committee, is encouraged to periodically evaluate, beginning in 2009, shellfish harvest closure 

guidelines and the relationship between precipitation, runoff, coliform levels, and water quality 

exceedances. 

In order to assess water quality improvements and obtain additional information for further refinement 

of the TMDL, Water Board staff and stakeholders will collaborate in monitoring efforts. The main 

objectives of the Monitoring Program are to: 

• Assess attainment of TMDL targets;  

• Evaluate spatial and temporal water quality trends in the Bay and its tributaries;  

• Further identify significant pathogens source areas;  

• Evaluate coliform levels and loadings to the Bay at the terminus of major tributaries.  

• Collect sufficient data to calibrate and validate the Bay hydrodynamic model to observed 

coliform levels; and  

• Collect sufficient data to prioritize implementation efforts and assess the effectiveness of 

implementation actions.  

Table 7.3.1‐7 outlines the locations, constituents, sampling frequency, analytical methods, and the 

sampling entities for a baseline water quality monitoring program. Additional monitoring will be 

conducted as needed if funds are available. The Water Board, in coordination with the sampling entities 

and interested third parties, such as National Park Service, California Department of Health Services, 

commercial shellfish growers, the Inverness Public Utility District, and the Salmon Protection and 

Watershed Network will implement this long‐term water quality monitoring program. All water quality 

monitoring (including Quality Assurance and Quality Control procedures) will be performed pursuant to 

the State Water Board’s Quality Assurance Management Plan for the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring 

Program. 
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Table 7.3.1-7 Baseline Water Quality Monitoring Program 

Constituent Location Frequency Sampling Entities 

Tomales Bay 

Fecal Coliforma California 
Department Health 
Services designated 
primary water quality 
monitoring stations  

Weekly for five weeks 
beginning in January; 
Monthly March – 
December 
 
Weekly for five weeks 
during summer months 
 

Shellfish Growers 

Tributaries 

Fecal coliform 
Stream Flow 

Olema Creek 
(tributary to 
Lagunitas) 
 
 

Weekly for five weeks 
beginning in January; 
Monthly March - 
December  
 
Weekly for five weeks 
during summer months 
 

National Park Service 

Fecal coliform West Shore 
tributaries 

Same as above Inverness Public Utilities 
District  

Fecal coliform East Shore 
tributaries 

Same as above Water Board 

Fecal coliform 
Stream Flow 

Lagunitas Creek Same as above Water Board, Salmon 
Protection and Watershed 
Network 

Fecal coliform 
Stream Flow  

Walker Creek Same as above Water Board 

a. E. coli monitoring may be used in the future to assess general water quality trends and exceedances. If E. coli is 
used, a Tomales Bay specific correlation factor linking fecal coliform and E. coli levels will need to be established.   

Adaptive Implementation 
Approximately every five years, the Water Board will review the Tomales Bay Watershed Pathogens 

TMDL and evaluate new and relevant information from monitoring, special studies, and scientific 

literature. The reviews will be coordinated through the Water Board’s continuing planning program and 

will provide opportunities for stakeholder participation. Any necessary modifications to the targets, 

allocations, or implementation plan will be incorporated into the Basin Plan. In evaluating necessary 

modifications, the Water Board will favor actions that reduce sediment and nutrient loads, pollutants for 

which the Tomales Bay Watershed is also impaired. At a minimum, the following questions will be used 
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to conduct the reviews. Additional questions will be developed in collaboration with stakeholders during 

each review. 

• Are the Bay and the tributaries progressing toward TMDL targets as expected? If progress is 

unclear, how should monitoring efforts be modified to detect trends? If there has not been 

adequate progress, how might the implementation actions or allocations be modified?  

• What are the pollutant loads for the various source categories (including naturally occurring 

background pathogen contributions and the contribution from open space lands), how have 

these loads changed over time, how do they vary seasonally, and how might source control 

measures be modified to improve load reduction?  

• Is there new, reliable, and widely accepted scientific information that suggests modifications 

to targets, allocations, or implementation actions? If so, how should the TMDL be modified?  

• The allocations assume a conservative bacterial die‐off rate of 0.02 per hour. This value is 

based on rates reported for San Francisco Bay in 1970. If bacterial die‐off is found to be 

higher, higher allocations may be considered. What are bacterial die‐off rates in the water 

column and stream sediments? Do they vary by season? What are bacteria transport times 

from sources to the Bay?  

• How does estuarine mixing and dilution of tributary waters vary by flow and season?  

• What is the relationship between precipitation, runoff, tributary loads, Bay coliform levels, 

and water quality exceedances and shellfish harvesting closures?  

• Are there bacteria in Tomales Bay sediments that enter the water column during storm 

events? If yes, how should this process be accounted for?  

If it is demonstrated that all reasonable and feasible source control measures have been implemented for 

a sufficient period of time and TMDL targets are still not being met, the Water Board will reevaluate 

water quality standards, TMDL targets and allocations as appropriate. 

7.3.2 Total Maximum Daily Load for Mercury in Walker Creek and Soulajule Reservoir 
Walker Creek and Soulajule Reservoir, which is located in the Walker Creek watershed, are impaired by 

mercury. This TMDL applies to Soulajule Reservoir and the freshwater portions of Walker Creek. The 

goal of the TMDL is to establish and maintain environmental conditions that will support beneficial uses 

of these waters established in Chapter 2. 

The following sections establish a concentration‐based TMDL for mercury in the Walker Creek 

watershed, and prescribe actions and monitoring necessary to implement and maintain the TMDL. The 

numeric targets, allocations, and associated implementation plan will ensure that Walker Creek and 

Soulajule Reservoir attain applicable water quality standards and achieve the TMDL. 

The TMDL allocations and implementation plan are designed to control the amount of mercury 

discharged to Walker Creek and from Soulajule Reservoir, and prescribe and promote actions to 

minimize the potential for mercury to be present in the toxic and bioavailable form, methylmercury. 

Effectiveness of implementation actions, monitoring to track progress toward targets, and the scientific 

understanding pertaining to mercury will be periodically reviewed. The TMDL may be adapted as 

warranted. 
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7.3.2.1 Problem Statement 
Walker Creek and Soulajule Reservoir are impaired because mercury adversely affects beneficial uses, 

including wildlife habitat and all uses supporting aquatic life.  

• Mercury concentrations in Walker Creek exceed the mercury freshwater aquatic life acute toxicity 

objective established to protect aquatic organisms (Table 3.4). 

• Terrestrial species that primarily or exclusively eat fish (such as piscivorous birds, the most 

sensitive wildlife species in the watershed) are at risk from exposure to mercury due to its 

tendency to bioaccumulate in the food web. Because mercury concentrations in Walker Creek fish 

are high enough to threaten the health of piscivorous birds, the narrative bioaccumulation 

objective (see Chapter 3) and numeric aquatic organism and wildlife mercury water quality 

objective (Table 3‐4a) are not being met.  

• Soulajule Reservoir is impaired because some fish in the reservoir exceed mercury levels 

considered safe for human consumption. 

• The beneficial use aimed at protecting the health of people who choose to consume Soulajule 

Reservoir fish (REC1) is impaired and the narrative bioaccumulation water quality objective is 

not being met. 

• In 2004, the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment issued an interim 

advisory recommending that people limit consumption of reservoir fish due to elevated mercury 

levels.   

7.3.2.2 Sources  
The following sources have the potential to discharge mercury to surface waters in the Walker Creek 

watershed: 

• Gambonini Mine site – An inactive mercury mine and the largest mercury processing facility in 

the watershed. Mining waste was not properly contained on‐site, and consequently the site 

discharged large quantities of mercury‐laden sediments prior to cleanup (initiated in 1998). 

• Soulajule Watershed and Reservoir – Two abandoned mercury mines are located in this 

watershed. Soulajule Reservoir discharges into Walker Creek just downstream of the Gambonini 

Mine drainage. 

• Downstream depositional features – Mercury‐laden sediments in depositional areas (creek beds, 

banks, and floodplains) downstream of the mercury mines, which discharge mercury to the creek 

during storms. 

• Background – Mercury is present at low concentrations throughout the watershed. Background 

levels account for atmospheric deposition and naturally occurring mercury found in the 

watershed’s soils. The Walker Creek watershed background suspended sediment mercury 

concentration is 0.2 mg mercury per kg dry sediment. 

7.3.2.3 TMDL Targets  
• To protect wildlife and rare and endangered species, the mercury concentration in fish consumed 

by piscivorous birds shall not exceed 0.05 mg mercury per kg fish, measured in whole fish 5–15 

cm in length, average wet weight nor shall it exceed 0.1 mg mercury per kg fish, measured in 
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whole fish 15‐35 cm in length, average wet weight. The goal of these targets, which are consistent 

with the bioaccumulation objective in Chapter 3, is to ensure that controllable water quality 

factors do not cause detrimental mercury concentrations in Walker Creek and Soulajule Reservoir 

wildlife.  

• To protect aquatic organisms, water column mercury concentrations shall not exceed the water 

quality objective of 2.4 μg/l (one‐hour average).  

• To protect humans who consume Soulajule Reservoir and Walker Creek fish (assuming future 

conditions allow for the consumption of Walker Creek fish), water column mercury 

concentrations shall not exceed the California Toxics Rule (CTR) criterion of 0.050 μg/l (averaged 

over a 30‐day period).  

7.3.2.4 Allocations and Total Maximum Daily Load 
The TMDL for Walker Creek is 0.5 mg mercury per kg suspended sediment and the TMDL for Soulajule 

Reservoir is 0.04 ng dissolved methylmercury per liter water. Concentration‐based load allocations for 

Walker Creek and Soulajule Reservoir mercury sources are shown in Table 7.3.2‐1. 

Table 7.3.2-1 TMDL Mercury Wasteload and Load Allocations 

Source Wasteload Allocation Load Allocation 

Gambonini Mine site 
NPDES Permit no. CAS000001 

5 mg mercury per kg 
suspended sediment  

Soulajule watershed and 
Reservoir  

0.04 ng dissolved 
methylmercury per liter water 
0.5 mg mercury per kg 
suspended sediment 

Downstream depositional 
features1  0.5 mg mercury per kg 

suspended sediment 

Background2  0.2 mg mercury per kg 
suspended sediment 

1 Applies to sediment released from depositional features (creek beds, banks, and floodplains) downstream of the 
Gambonini Mine and Soulajule Reservoir. 
2 The background allocation applies to all areas in the Walker Creek watershed outside of the influence of the Gambonini 
Mine site or Soulajule Reservoir. 

7.3.2.5 Implementation Plan 
The implementation plan builds upon previous and ongoing successful efforts to reduce mercury loads in 

Walker Creek and its tributaries. Table 7.3.2‐2 contains the required implementation measures for each 

source.  It is important to note that the numeric targets and load allocations in the TMDL are not directly 

enforceable. To demonstrate attainment of applicable allocations, responsible parties must demonstrate 

compliance with specified implementation measures and any applicable waste discharge requirements 

(WDRs) or waiver conditions. 
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Table 7.3.2-2 Implementation Measures for Walker Creek Mercury TMDL 

Source Action 
Implementing 

Parties 
Completio

n Date 

Apply for coverage under the State of California’s Industrial 
Stormwater General Permit  

Gambonini 
Mine Site 

Submit to the Water Board for approval a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), implementation 
schedule, and monitoring plan 

Gambonini 
Mine Site 
owner(s) 

2007 

Soulajule 
Reservoir 

Submit to the Executive Officer of the Water Board, a 
monitoring and implementation plan and schedule to 1) 
characterize fish tissue, water, and suspended sediment 
mercury concentrations in Soulajule Reservoir and Arroyo 
Sausal Creek, and 2) develop and implement 
methylmercury production controls necessary to attain both 
in-reservoir and downstream TMDL targets 

Marin Municipal 
Water District 2009 

Applicants seeking coverage under waste discharge 
requirements (WDRs) or waivers of WDRs to control 
pathogens, nutrients, or sediments discharges in the Walker 
Creek watershed shall incorporate management practices 
that minimize mercury discharges and methylmercury 
production 

All projects regulated under Clean Water Act Section 401 
shall include provisions to minimize mercury discharges and 
methylmercury production 

Comply with conditions of Marin County’s Creek Permit 
Program 

All creekside 
property 
owners 
downstream of 
Gambonini 
Mine and 
Soulajule 
Reservoir 

2009 

Downstream 
Depositional 
Features 

Update Marin County’s Creek Permit Guidance for 
Unincorporated Areas of Marin to include specific guidance 
for projects in areas that may contain mercury-enriched 
sediments 

County of 
Marin 2008 

Cost Estimate: Agricultural Water Quality Control Program 
Because the implementation measures for grazing lands constitute an agricultural water quality control 

plan, the cost of that program is estimated below, consistent with California Water Code requirements 

(Section 13141). We estimate that 100 percent of the downstream depositional areas can be considered 

grazing lands. Costs estimated for reducing mercury discharges and methylmercury production on 

grazing lands are $1.5 to 2.5 million over a ten‐year period. These costs are associated with reducing 

sediment discharges and enhancing habitat conditions on Walker Creek and its tributaries. Considering 

potential benefits to the public in terms of habitat restoration and water quality, we expect that a 

significant portion of the costs will be paid for with public funds. 

Evaluation and Monitoring 
Water Board staff will conduct water quality monitoring to evaluate mercury concentrations in Walker 

Creek and its tributaries as part of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). Marin 
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Municipal Water District will conduct water quality monitoring to evaluate mercury concentrations in 

both Soulajule Reservoir and reservoir discharges to Arroyo Sausal Creek. All water quality monitoring 

(including quality assurance and quality control procedures) will be performed pursuant to the State 

Water Board’s Quality Assurance Management Plan for this program. The main objectives of the 

monitoring are: 

• Assess attainment of TMDL targets and load allocations  

• Evaluate spatial and temporal water quality trends 

• Refine understanding of mercury loading in downstream depositional areas 

• Refine understanding of methylmercury production and bioaccumulation in Soulajule Reservoir 

• Collect sufficient data to prioritize implementation efforts and assess the effectiveness of source 

control actions 

Table 7.3.2‐3 presents locations in the Walker Creek watershed for baseline water quality monitoring. 

These sites will be monitored for suspended particulate, methyl‐ and total mercury concentrations during 

the wet and dry seasons. Fish tissue mercury concentrations will be monitored to aid in understanding 

mercury and the food web. Mercury concentrations in fish of the size typically consumed by wildlife and 

humans will be monitored in Soulajule Reservoir to assess progress towards attaining the wildlife and 

human health target. Wet season sampling will focus on characterizing conditions during peak flow 

events. SWAMP monitoring will be conducted based on availability of funds. 

Walker Creek Ranch is considered an “integration” site for the watershed. Water quality data collected at 

Walker Creek Ranch integrates Salmon Creek background concentrations with loads from the Gambonini 

Mine Site, Soulajule Reservoir, and some downstream depositional features. Mercury levels in 5–15 cm 

fish in Walker Creek will be monitored every five years at Walker Creek Ranch to assess progress 

towards attaining the wildlife target. In addition, the Water Board, in cooperation with the United States 

Geological Survey, maintains a continuous data recorder at Walker Creek Ranch that monitors 

suspended sediment and particulate mercury concentrations in Walker Creek.  

Five years after adoption of this TMDL, the Water Board will evaluate monitoring results and assess 

progress made toward attaining targets and load allocations. Beginning in 2012 and approximately every 

five years thereafter, the Water Board will evaluate site specific, sub‐watershed‐specific, and watershed‐

wide compliance with the trackable implementation measures specified in Table 7.3.2‐2.  

Table 7.3.2-3. Baseline Monitoring Sites 

Salmon Creek, upstream of the Gambonini Mercury Mine Site 

Walker Creek at Walker Creek Ranch 

Walker Creek at Highway 1 

Chileno Creek downstream of the inactive Chileno Mine 

Soulajule Reservoir 

Arroyo Sausal Creek downstream of Soulajoule Reservoir 

Adaptive Implementation 
Approximately every five years, the Water Board will review the Walker Creek Mercury TMDL and 

evaluate new and relevant information from monitoring, special studies, and the scientific literature. At a 
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minimum, the following questions will be incorporated into the reviews. Additional questions will be 

developed in collaboration with stakeholders during each review cycle. 

• Are Walker Creek and its tributaries progressing toward TMDL targets as expected? If progress 

is unclear, how should monitoring efforts be modified to detect trends? If there has not been 

adequate progress, how should the implementation actions or allocations be modified? 

• What are the pollutant loads for the various sources? Have these loads changed over time? How 

do they vary seasonally? How might source control measures be modified to improve load 

reduction? 

• What wetland and creek restoration methods should be used to minimize mercury discharges 

and methylmercury production while enhancing and restoring habitat values? 

• Are wildlife feeding in Soulajule Reservoir at risk? If so, how can the Reservoir be managed to 

reduce this risk? 

• Does additional sediment, water column, or fish tissue total or methylmercury data support our 

understanding of linkages in the watershed or suggest an alternative allocation strategy? 

• Is there new, reliable, and widely accepted scientific information that suggests modifications to 

targets, allocations, or implementation actions? If so, how should the TMDL be modified? 

Reviews will be coordinated through the Water Board’s continuing planning program, with stakeholder 

participation. Any necessary modifications to the targets, allocations, or implementation plan will be 

incorporated into the Basin Plan via an amendment process. In evaluating necessary modifications, the 

Water Board will favor actions that reduce sediment and nutrient loads, pollutants for which the Walker 

Creek is also impaired. 

7.4 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT STRATEGIES AND TMDLS FOR THE SAN MATEO 
COASTAL BASIN (SEE FIGURE 2-4) 
This section intentionally left blank. 

7.5 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT STRATEGIES AND TMDLS FOR THE CENTRAL BASIN 
(SEE FIGURE 2-5) 

7.5.1 Richardson Bay Pathogens Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
The following sections establish the TMDL for pathogens in Richardson Bay. The numeric targets, load 

allocations, and implementation plan are designed to support and protect the Bay’s designated beneficial 

uses, water contact recreation and shellfish harvesting. The TMDL includes actions for adaptive 

implementation to evaluate the effectiveness of implementation actions, monitor progress toward targets, 

and review the scientific understanding pertaining to pathogens, which may result in modifying the 

TMDL in the future.  

7.5.1.1 Problem Statement 
Richardson Bay is impaired by pathogens. Monitoring results indicate that the Bay exceeds bacteria water 

quality objectives for shellfish harvesting (e.g., clam, mussel, and oyster harvesting), and water contact 

recreation (swimming, fishing); Table 3‐1). The presence of pathogens is inferred from high 

concentrations of fecal coliform bacteria, a commonly used indicator of human pathogenic organisms. 
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Therefore, the beneficial uses of shellfish harvesting and recreational water contact are not fully 

supported.  

7.5.1.2 Sources 
Pathogen sources are identified based on elevated coliform bacteria (pathogen indicator) levels 

downstream or in the vicinity of identified land uses or facilities and from documentation of inadequately 

treated human waste discharges. If not properly managed, the following source categories have the 

potential to discharge pathogens to Richardson Bay: sanitary sewer systems, stormwater runoff, 

houseboats, and vessels.  

• High coliform levels detected downstream of storm drains, and the increase in the number of wet 

season exceedances as compared to the number of dry season exceedances, point to stormwater 

runoff as a potential pathogen source.  

• Documentation of sanitary sewer overflows in Richardson Bay area municipalities suggests that 

sanitary sewer systems are a potential source of pathogens to the Bay.   

• Consistently high coliform levels in houseboat and vessel marinas indicate that houseboat and 

vessel marinas’ failing sewage collection systems are potential sources of pathogens. 

Bacteria levels are low at monitoring sites that contain wildlife but are minimally impacted by human 

activities. This suggests that wildlife may not be a significant, widespread potential source of pathogens 

in Richardson Bay. Wildlife may be a significant source on an intermittent, localized basis. 

7.5.1.3 Numeric Targets   
The numeric targets (desired future long‐term conditions) proposed for pathogen indicators in 

Richardson Bay are presented in Table 7.5.1‐1.  

Table 7.5.1-1.  Numeric Targets for Richardson Bay a 

Beneficial Use Numeric Target  

Shellfish Harvesting 
Median fecal coliform densityb < 14 (MPNc/100 mL) 
90th percentile fecal coliform density < 43 (MPN/100 mL) 

Water Contact Recreation 
 

Geometric mean fecal coliform density  < 200 
90th percentile fecal coliform density < 400 
Geometric mean Enterococci density <  35 CFUd/100 mL 
90th percentile Enterococci density < 104 CFU/100 mL  

a. Based on a minimum of five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30‐day period 

b. “Density” refers to the number of bacteria in a given volume of water (U.S. EPA, 1986, 2002, 

2003).  The term is analogous to “concentration,” which refers to the mass of chemical pollutant 

in a given volume of water.  “Bacterial density” and “bacterial concentration” are sometimes 

used interchangeably. 

c. Most Probable Number (MPN) is a statistical representation of the standard coliform test results. 

d. CFU stands for colony forming unit (e.g., as in number of bacterial colonies)  
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The bacterial density targets are based on the Basin Plan’s shellfish harvesting and water contact 

recreation water quality objectives for fecal coliform and on U.S. EPA’s recommended Enterococci criteria 

for water contact recreation in salt water.   

7.5.1.4 Total Maximum Daily Load 
Table 7.5.1‐2 shows Richardson Bay’s density‐based pathogens TMDL, expressed as fecal coliform 

bacteria concentrations.  

 
Table 7.5.1-2.  Total maximum daily load for pathogen indicators (fecal 

coliforms) for Richardson Bay 

Indicator Parameter TMDL 

Fecal coliform 
Median a < 14 MPN/100 mL 
90th Percentile b < 43 MPN/100 mL 

a. Based on a minimum five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30‐day period. 

b. No more than 10% of total samples during any 30‐day period may exceed this number. 

7.5.1.5 Load Allocations 
Density‐based fecal coliform allocations for each potential pathogen source category in Richardson Bay 

are presented in Table 7.5.1‐3. Each discharger in the Richardson Bay watershed is responsible for 

meeting its source category allocation. All potential dischargers are also responsible for complying with 

applicable waste discharge requirements, or waste discharge prohibitions (Table 4‐1, Prohibitions 5, 15, 

and 18).  

All discharges of raw or inadequately treated human waste, including sewage from vessels, are 

prohibited. All sources of untreated or inadequately treated human waste have an allocation of zero. 
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Table 7.5.1-3  Density-Based Pollutant Wasteload and Load Allocationsa for 

Richardson Bay 

Wasteload and Load Allocations 
Fecal Coliform (MPN/100 mL) 

For Direct Discharges to the Bay 
Categorical 
Pollutant Source 

Median b 90th Percentilec  

Stormwater Runoff d  <14 < 43 

Wildlife e <14 < 43 

Sanitary Sewer Systems  0 0 

Houseboats 0 0 

Vessels (Recreational, Live-aboard, 
Anchor-out Boats)  0 0 
a. These allocations are applicable year-round.  
b. Based on a minimum of five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30-day period. 
c. No more than 10% of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 
d. Wasteload allocation for discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems (NPDES Permit Nos. 

CAS000004 and CAS000003). 
e. Wildlife is not believed to be a readily controllable source of pathogens; therefore, no management measures are 

required. 

7.5.1.6 Implementation Plan 
The Richardson Bay Pathogens TMDL Implementation Plan builds upon previous and ongoing 

successful efforts to reduce potential pathogen loads in Richardson Bay and its tributaries. The plan 

requires actions consistent with the California Water Code (CWC 13000 et seq.), the state’s Nonpoint 

Source Pollution Control Program Plan (CWC Section 13369), the Policy for Implementation and 

Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program, and human waste discharge 

prohibitions (Table 4‐1, Prohibitions 5, 15, and 18).  

Table 7.5.1‐4 lists the required implementation measures for the source categories listed in Table 7.5.1‐3. 

These measures include evaluation of operating practices, identification of comprehensive, site‐specific 

pathogens control measures and an associated implementation schedule, and submittal of progress 

reports to the Water Board documenting actions taken.  
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Table 7.5.1-4  Trackable implementation measures for the Richardson Bay pathogens TMDL 

S
an

ita
ry

 S
ew

er
 S

ys
te

m
s 

 

Marin County Sanitary 
District No. 5, Sewerage 
Agency of Southern Marin, 
Tamalpais Community 
Services District, City of Mill 
Valley, Homestead Valley 
Sanitary District, Alto 
Sanitary District, Almonte 
Sanitary District, City of 
Sausalito, Sausalito Marin 
City Sanitary District, 
Richardson Bay Sanitary 
District  

1. Comply with the Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Sanitary Sewer Systems.   

As specified in 
applicable WDR 
permit 

1. Implement applicable stormwater management plan. 

2. Update/amend applicable stormwater management plans, as appropriate, 
to include specific measures to reduce pathogen loading, including 
additional education and outreach efforts, and installation of additional pet 
waste receptacles.  

S
to

rm
w

at
er

 R
un

of
f 

Marin County, City of 
Sausalito, City of Mill 
Valley, City of Tiburon, City 
of Belvedere, Caltrans 
 

3. Report progress on implementation of pathogen reduction measures to 
Water Board. 

As specified in 
approved 
stormwater 
management 
plan and in 
applicable 
NPDES permit 

Source 
Category Implementing Party Action Completion 

Dates 
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Table 7.5.1-4  Trackable implementation measures for the Richardson Bay pathogens TMDL 

Source 
Category Implementing Party Action 

Completion 
Dates 

1. Submit to the Executive Officer for approval a plan and schedule for 1) 
evaluating adequacy and performance of sewage collection systems 
(onboard sewage systems, pumps, sewer lines, etc.) for all houseboats in 
Richardson Bay, 2) biennial evaluation of sewage collection system 
operation and maintenance for all houseboats once they have been 
repaired/upgraded such that they do not discharge any sewage into the 
Bay. 

July 2009 

2. Conduct evaluation per submitted plan. July 2010 

RBRA; Marin County; local 
cities  

3. Report progress on implementation of the plan to Water Board. Annually  

1. Submit to the Executive Officer for approval a plan and schedule for 1) 
repairing/upgrading identified substandard/malfunctioning sewage collection 
systems (onboard sewage systems, pumps, sewer lines, etc.) such that they 
do not discharge any sewage into the Bay, 2) long-term operation and 
maintenance of the systems. 

July 2011 
Houseboat marina owners 

2.  Report progress on implementation of the plan to Water Board. Annually  

1. Repair/Upgrade identified substandard/malfunctioning sewage collection 
systems (onboard sewage systems, pumps, sewer lines, etc.) such that they 
do not discharge any sewage into the Bay. 

July 2013 

H
ou

se
bo

at
s 

Houseboat owners, 
houseboat marina owners 

2. Operate and maintain sewage collection systems such that they do not 
discharge any sewage into the Bay.  Ongoing 
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1. Submit to the Executive Officer for approval a plan and implementation 
schedule for 1) evaluating adequacy and performance of sewage collection 
systems (sewage dump stations, sewage pumpout stations, onboard  
sewage systems, sewer lines, etc.) for all vessel marinas and vessels with 
toilet facilities in Richardson Bay, 2) biennial evaluation of sewage collection 
system operation and maintenance for all vessel marinas and vessels once 
they have been repaired/upgraded such that they do not discharge any 
sewage into the Bay.  

July 2009 

2. Conduct evaluation per submitted plan. July 2010 

RBRA; Marin County; local 
cities  

3. Report progress on implementation of the plan to Water Board. Annually  

1. Submit to the Executive Officer for approval a plan and schedule for 1) 
installing, as needed, an adequate number of sewage pumpout and dump 
stations. If no new sewage pumpout and dump stations are needed, provide 
an explanation as why they are not needed, 2) repairing/upgrading identified 
leaky/malfunctioning sewage collection systems (sewage dump stations, 
sewage pumpout stations, onboard sewage systems, sewer lines, etc.) such 
that they do not discharge any sewage into the Bay, 3) long-term operation 
and maintenance of the systems such that they do not discharge any 
sewage into the Bay. 

July 2011 
Vessel marina owners 

2. Report progress on implementation of the plan to Water Board. Annually  

1. Repair/upgrade identified leaky/malfunctioning sewage collection systems 
(sewage dump stations, sewage pumpout stations, onboard sewage 
systems, sewer lines, etc.) such that they do not discharge any sewage into 
the Bay.  

July 2013 

2. Operate and maintain sewage collection systems such that they do not 
discharge any sewage into the Bay.  Ongoing 

Ve
ss

el
s 

Vessel owners, vessel 
marina owners 

3. Enroll in RBRA’s mobile sewage collection and disposal service for all live-
aboards (both anchor-outs and marina-berthed vessels). July 2010 

Source 
Category Implementing Party Action Completion 

Dates 
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Regulatory Framework 
The state’s Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program 

requires that current and proposed nonpoint source discharges be regulated under waste discharge 

requirements, waivers of waste discharge requirements, Basin Plan discharge prohibitions, or some 

combination of these tools. Municipal and highway stormwater runoffs are regulated under NPDES permits. 

Table 7.5.1‐5 describes the regulatory mechanism by which dischargers in each source category will be 

regulated.   

Table 7.5.1-5.  Regulatory Framework 

Source Category Regulatory Tool 

Sanitary Sewer Systems General WDR permit 

Stormwater Runoff NPDES permit  

Houseboats Existing prohibition of human waste discharge 
(Table 4-1, Prohibitions 5 and 15) 

Vessels Existing prohibition of human waste discharge 
(Table 4-1, Prohibitions 5, 15, and 18) 

Ongoing Water Quality Monitoring in Richardson Bay 
Water quality monitoring will be conducted to assess water quality improvements and obtain additional 

information for further refinement of the TMDL. The main objectives of the ongoing monitoring program are 

to: 

• Assess attainment of TMDL targets  

• Evaluate spatial and temporal water quality trends in the Bay 

• Obtain additional information about significant potential pathogen source areas 

• Collect sufficient data to prioritize implementation efforts and assess the effectiveness of source 

control actions 

All water quality monitoring (including Quality Assurance and Quality Control procedures) will be 

performed pursuant to the State Water Board’s Quality Assurance Management Plan for the Surface Water 

Ambient Monitoring Program.  

Adaptive Implementation 
In 2013, the Water Board will evaluate monitoring results and assess progress toward attaining TMDL 

targets (Table 7.5.1‐1) and load allocations (Table 7.5.1‐3). The Water Board will also evaluate compliance 

with the trackable implementation measures specified in Table 7.5.1‐4, as documented by submitted progress 

reports.  

If evaluation and monitoring show that source control actions have been fully implemented throughout the 

watershed, but the TMDL targets (water quality objectives) are not attained, the Water Board may re‐

evaluate the attainability/applicability of designated water quality objectives. 

The Water Board will review the Richardson Bay Pathogens TMDL and evaluate new and relevant 

information from monitoring, special studies, and scientific literature. At a minimum, these reviews will aim 

to find answers to the following questions. Additional questions may be developed in collaboration with 

stakeholders. 
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1. Is Richardson Bay progressing toward TMDL targets? If progress is unclear, how can monitoring 

efforts be modified to detect trends? If there has not been adequate progress, how might the 

implementation actions be modified? 

1. What are the pollutant contributions for the various source categories? How have these 

contributions changed over time? How do they vary seasonally? How might source control 

measures be modified to improve load reduction? If the answers to these questions are not clear, 

how can monitoring efforts be modified to answer these questions?   

2. Is there new, reliable, and widely accepted scientific information that suggests modifications to 

targets, or implementation actions? If so, how should the TMDL be modified? 

Modifications to the targets or implementation plan will be incorporated into the Basin Plan via an 

amendment process. 

7.6 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT STRATEGIES AND TMDLS FOR THE SOUTH BAY BASIN 
(SEE FIGURE 2-6) 
This section intentionally left blank. 

7.7 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT STRATEGIES AND TMDLS FOR THE SANTA CLARA BASIN 
(SEE FIGURE 2-7) 

7.7.1 Total Maximum Daily Loads for Mercury in Waters of the Guadalupe River 
Watershed 
The following sections establish TMDLs for mercury in impaired waters of the Guadalupe River watershed. 

These TMDLs and associated allocations implement the mercury water quality objectives in waters of the 

Guadalupe River watershed listed in Table 3‐4A.  

These TMDLs address seven mercury‐impaired waters: five waters on the 2006 303(d) list of impaired 

waters, Guadalupe Reservoir, Calero Reservoir, Guadalupe Creek, Alamitos Creek, and the Guadalupe River 

upstream of tidal influence; and two additional waters, Almaden Reservoir and Lake Almaden, which are 

also impaired by mercury.  

These TMDLs are closely integrated with the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL, which addresses the lower 

portion of the watershed (from tidal influence to open Bay water, including the Guadalupe River below 

about Highway 237, both Guadalupe and Alviso sloughs, and the former salt ponds adjacent to these 

sloughs). Implementation actions in the Guadalupe River watershed TMDLs implementation plan 

implement the legacy mercury allocation of the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL to the Guadalupe River 

watershed.  

7.7.1.1 Problem Statement 
Fish downstream of the New Almaden Mining District have extremely high concentrations of mercury in 

their tissues. As of 2004, Guadalupe Reservoir had the highest recorded fish mercury concentrations in 

California—about 20 times higher than the U.S. EPA methylmercury criterion. To protect the health of 

humans who consume fish that may be contaminated by mercury, in 1987 Santa Clara County issued a fish 

consumption advisory warning people not to eat any fish from Guadalupe, Almaden and Calero reservoirs, 

Guadalupe and Alamitos creeks, the Guadalupe River, and percolation ponds along the river and creeks.  
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Terrestrial wildlife that primarily or exclusively eat fish (such as piscivorous birds, the most sensitive 

wildlife species in the watershed) are at risk from mercury. Because mercury concentrations in fish in waters 

downstream of the New Almaden Mining District exceed both the narrative bioaccumulation objective (see 

Section 3.3.21) and the numeric aquatic organism and wildlife mercury water quality objectives (Table 3‐4A) 

the health of piscivorous birds is threatened. Beneficial uses of waters in the watershed that are impaired by 

mercury are water contact recreation (due to human consumption of fish), wildlife habitat, and preservation 

of rare and endangered species.  

7.7.1.2 Sources  
Mercury mining waste is the largest source of mercury to waters of the Guadalupe River watershed and San 

Francisco Bay. Mercury is a legacy pollutant from the California Gold Rush, when cinnabar mines in the 

Central Coast Ranges produced the mercury used to extract gold from the Sierra Nevada. The world’s fifth‐

largest mercury mine was the historic New Almaden Mercury Mining District, located in the headwaters of 

the Guadalupe River watershed.  

Current sources of mercury in the Guadalupe River watershed include 1) mercury mining waste, 2) 

reservoirs, lakes, and shallow impoundments, where mercury is converted to methylmercury, 3) urban 

stormwater runoff, 4) nonurban stormwater runoff, and 5) atmospheric deposition.  

1) Mercury mining waste 
Mercury mining waste is found at historic mine sites and downstream of them, at three categories of 

locations: 

a) New Almaden Mining District and Guadalupe Mine. The New Almaden Mining District includes the 

following mines and their associated processing areas and mining wastes: 

• New Almaden Mine (Mine Hill, Cora 

Blanca, Harry, Velasco, Central stope, 

Victoria, North Randol, South Randol, San 

Francisco, Santa Mariana, and San Pedro‐

Almaden mines) 

• America Mine  

• Providencia Mine 

• Enriquita Mine  

• San Antonio Mine  

• San Mateo Mine  

• Senador Mine  

• Deep Gulch placer cinnabar deposit  

Guadalupe Mine is located on Los Capitancillos Ridge contiguous with the New Almaden Mining District, 

but because of separate ownership, it has retained a distinct name. Because mining waste was not contained 

on these mine sites, the wastes continue to erode and discharge large quantities of mercury‐laden sediments 

to streams in the watershed.  

b) Santa Teresa and Bernal mercury mines. These much smaller, less productive mercury mines are located 

within the Guadalupe River watershed outside of the New Almaden Mining District. These mines include 

the mine sites, their associated processing areas, and mining wastes. 

c) Depositional areas. Depositional areas downstream of mercury mines accumulate mercury mining waste 

and include creek beds, banks, and floodplains, percolation ponds, and shallow impoundments. 

Impoundments are slow‐moving water bodies that form behind engineered structures and anthropogenic 

alterations to the landscape that pond water. Depositional areas also accumulate mercury from other 

sources, such as urban stormwater runoff and atmospheric deposition. Depositional areas discharge mercury 

mining waste (in the form of mercury‐laden sediment) to surface waters during periods of erosive flows.  
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2) Reservoirs and lakes. Reservoirs and lakes (deep impoundments) undergo thermal stratification in 

the dry season. Thermal stratification increases the conversion of inorganic mercury to methylmercury, a 

bioaccumulative toxin, in the deep, cold waters of a reservoir or lake’s hypolimnion. In the dry season, 

reservoirs and lakes discharge elevated methylmercury concentrations to downstream waters.  

3) Urban stormwater runoff. Urban stormwater runoff contains mercury from controllable urban 

sources, such as improperly discarded fluorescent lamps, electrical switches, thermostats, thermometers, and 

other mercury‐containing devices; historical and ongoing industrial activities; and naturally occurring 

mercury in soil. Mercury in urban stormwater runoff also results in part from atmospheric deposition to the 

land surface. 

4) Nonurban stormwater runoff. Nonurban stormwater runoff contains mercury from atmospheric 

deposition to the land surface, and from naturally occurring mercury in soil. 

5) Atmospheric deposition. Mercury emissions from many industrial processes are widely dispersed in 

the atmosphere and deposit directly on the land and water surface. Mercury deposition from the atmosphere 

is minimal relative to other loads in the watershed. 

7.7.1.3 Targets 
The numeric TMDL targets are the fish‐tissue water quality objectives from Table 3‐4A designed to protect 

aquatic organisms and wildlife. They are also protective of human health. The targets are: 

• 0.05 mg methylmercury per kg fish, average wet weight concentration measured in whole trophic 

level 3 fish 5–15 cm in length, and 

• 0.1 mg methylmercury per kg fish, average wet weight concentration measured in  

whole trophic level 3 fish >15–35 cm in length.  

7.7.1.4 Total Maximum Daily Loads 
The TMDLs, shown in Table 7.7.1‐1, are expressed as methylmercury and mercury concentrations in water 

and sediment.  

 
Table 7.7.1-1: Total Maximum Daily Loads 

Waters  TMDLs  

Creeks and river: 

• Guadalupe Creek  

• Alamitos Creek  

• Guadalupe River  

0.2 mg mercury per kg suspended 

sediment (dry wt., annual median) 

Reservoirs and lakes: 

• Guadalupe Reservoir 

• Almaden Reservoir 

• Calero Reservoir 

• Lake Almaden 

1.5 ng total methylmercury per liter 

water (seasonal maximum, 

hypolimnion) 
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7.7.1.5 Load and Wasteload Allocations 
Concentration‐based pollutant allocations by source category, equal to the TMDLs in Table 7.7.1‐1, are 

shown in Table 7.7.1‐2. 

Table 7.7.1-2: Load and Wasteload Allocations 
Source Load Allocation Wasteload Allocation 

Total Mercury Sources: 

Mercury mining waste discharged from the 
New Almaden Mining District, and Guadalupe, 
Santa Teresa, and Bernal mercury mines 

0.2 mg mercury per kg 
erodible mercury mining 
waste  
(dry wt., median)a, b, c 

 

Mercury-laden sediment discharged from 
depositional areas in Alamitos Creek,  
Guadalupe Creek, Los Gatos Creek 
downstream of Vasona Damd, Canoas Creek, 
Ross Creek, Guadalupe River, tributaries to 
these creeks that drain mercury mines, and 
percolation ponds along these creeks  

0.2 mg mercury per kg 
erodible sediment  
(dry wt., median)a, b 

 

Urban stormwater runoff dischargese:  
Santa Clara Valley Water District, County of 
Santa Clara, Town of Los Gatos, cities of 
Campbell, Monte Sereno, San José, Santa 
Clara, and Saratoga 

 
0.2 mg mercury per  
kg suspended sediment 
(dry wt., annual median)f 

Nonurban stormwater runoff dischargesg 
0.1 mg mercury per  
kg suspended sediment 
(dry wt., annual median)h 

 

Atmospheric deposition 
0.02 mg mercury per 
square meter of water 
surface (per year)i 

 

Methylmercury production in reservoirs and lakes:j 

Guadalupe Reservoir, Almaden Reservoir, 
Calero Reservoir, and Lake Almaden 

1.5 ng total methylmercury 
per liter water (seasonal 
maximum, hypolimnion)b 

 

Notes continued on next page 
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Notes: 
a Allocations to mercury mining waste and mercury-laden sediment are not cleanup standards. These allocations are 

equal to the mercury suspended sediment TMDLs in Table 7.7.1-1. 
b “Erodible” means material readily available for transport by stormwater runoff to surface waters. 
c The mercury mining waste allocation shall be measured in fines less than 63 microns in diameter. 
d This allocation applies to the Los Gatos Creek watershed between Vasona Dam and Lenihan Dam. 
e Urban stormwater runoff is subject to an NPDES permit. At the time of adoption, the permit no. was CAS029718 
f The urban stormwater runoff allocation is proportionally equivalent to the mass allocation (7.2 kg mercury per year) in 

the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL. The urban stormwater runoff allocation is the fraction of the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program allocation attributed to the Guadalupe River watershed. The urban 
stormwater runoff allocation implicitly includes all current and future permitted discharges within the geographic 
boundaries of municipalities and unincorporated areas including, but not limited to, California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) roadways and non-roadway facilities and rights-of-way, atmospheric deposition, public 
facilities, properties proximate to stream banks, industrial facilities, and construction sites.  

g This allocation applies to waters that do not drain areas mined for mercury upstream of Lenihan Dam, Guadalupe 
Reservoir, Almaden Reservoir, and Calero Reservoir. 

h The nonurban stormwater runoff allocation is proportionally equivalent to the mass allocation (0.5 kg mercury per 
year) in the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL. The nonurban stormwater runoff allocation is the fraction of the 
regionwide allocation attributed to the Guadalupe River watershed. The background mercury concentration in non-
urban and non-mined areas is equal to the nonurban stormwater runoff allocation (0.1 mg mercury per kg suspended 
sediment), and includes mercury from both naturally occurring mercury in soil and atmospheric deposition. 

i The atmospheric deposition allocation to water surfaces in the Guadalupe River watershed is equal to the rate in the 
San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL. 

j The methylmercury allocation to reservoirs and lakes is equal to the methylmercury TMDL in Table 7.7.1-1. 
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 7.7.1.6 Implementation Plan 
This implementation plan: 

• Implements these TMDLs, allocations, and the water quality objectives in Table 3‐4A 

• Builds upon past and ongoing successful efforts to reduce mercury loads both in the Guadalupe 

River watershed and to San Francisco Bay, and anticipates the development of new and 

innovative methylmercury control methods 

• Encourages a coordinated watershed approach 

• Reduces mercury loads in the watershed and simultaneously to the South Bay Salt Pond 

Restoration Project adjacent to Alviso Slough and to San Francisco Bay 

• Reduces methylmercury production in the watershed, and reduces the risks from methylmercury 

exposure to both humans and wildlife.  

The Guadalupe River watershed mercury TMDLs implementation plan will proceed in two phases, 

beginning [effective date of the amendment], with targets to be attained before 2029. The goals for the 

first phase include implementing effective source control measures for mining waste at mine sites; 

completing studies to reduce discharge of mining waste accumulated in Alamitos Creek; and completing 

studies of methylmercury and bioaccumulation controls in reservoirs and lakes, by December 31, 2018. 

The goal for the second 10‐year phase of implementation is the attainment of the watershed fish tissue 

targets and the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL allocations to urban stormwater runoff and legacy 

mercury sources in the Guadalupe River watershed, by December 31, 2028.  

This plan establishes requirements for responsible parties to reduce or control mercury loads using 

available technology (see Mercury Source Control Actions). If methods under development to reduce 

methylmercury production and bioaccumulation prove feasible and effective, this plan also requires 

responsible parties to implement proven methods in Phase I (see Methylmercury Production Control 

Actions). Monitoring of mercury loads, mercury and methylmercury concentrations in water and 

suspended sediments, and bioaccumulation will occur throughout both phases to ensure that mercury 

and methylmercury levels have declined and fish targets are attained (see Coordinated Watershed 

Monitoring Program). The adaptive implementation section describes the approach and schedule for 

evaluating and adapting the TMDLs and implementation plan as needed to assure water quality 

standards are attained.  

Mercury Source Control Actions 
Actions are required to control mercury mining waste and urban runoff sources. This section specifies 

actions required to control discharges from sources to surface waters.  

Mercury mining waste control actions are phased so that mercury discharges from upstream will be 

eliminated or significantly reduced before downstream projects are undertaken. Erosion control actions at 

mercury mines shall be completed within the first 10 years (Phase 1). Water Code Chapter 5.7 contains a 

program for public agencies and cooperating private parties, who are not otherwise legally responsible 

for abandoned mine lands, to reduce the threat to water quality caused by these lands without becoming 

responsible for completely remediating mining waste from abandoned mines. The Water Board 

encourages these parties to participate in the program. 

Downstream erosion control actions shall be completed within the second 10 years (Phase 2). 

Implementation actions that reduce loads of mercury mining waste and/or mercury‐laden sediment to 
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the waters of the Guadalupe River watershed downstream of dams will also count towards achieving the 

San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL allocation to legacy mercury sources in the Guadalupe River 

watershed. 

The implementation plan for urban stormwater runoff, nonurban stormwater runoff, and atmospheric 
deposition source categories is contained in the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL. Monitoring required 

in the Bay mercury TMDL for urban stormwater runoff is similar to the monitoring requirements herein. 

Consequently, the urban stormwater runoff permittees may find it is advantageous to participate in 

coordinated watershed monitoring. Urban stormwater runoff implementation actions in the Guadalupe 

River watershed that reduce loads of mercury to San Francisco Bay will also count towards achieving the 

Guadalupe TMDL allocation to the urban stormwater runoff source. 

Implementation Actions for Mercury Mines 
The Water Board will implement load allocations for mercury mining waste discharged from the New 

Almaden Mining District and the Guadalupe, Santa Teresa, and Bernal mercury mines through Water 

Code §§ 13267 and 13304 orders to compel investigation, clean up and monitoring, as well as through 

Basin Plan Section 4.21.4 (Mining Program Description) to the extent applicable. Parties responsible for 
investigation, cleanup, and monitoring include, but are not limited to, current mine site property owners 

and prior mine owners and/or operators that have caused or permitted, or threaten to cause or permit, 

mercury to be discharged or deposited where it will probably be discharged into waters of the State and 

create a condition of pollution or nuisance.  Except for the cleanup and restoration projects at Hacienda 

Furnace Yard (including immediately adjacent reaches in Alamitos Creek); Mine Hill; San Francisco Open 

Cut; Senador, Enriquita and San Mateo mines; Jacques Gulch; and Deep Gulch; the Water Board will 

issue the § 13267 no later than [six months from the effective date] and the § 13304 orders by 

June 30, 2011.  

These orders will collectively require the responsible parties to: 

1. Conduct a site investigation evaluating the erosion potential of mercury mining waste and the 

potential for seeps to discharge mercury from mining waste to surface waters. Submit the site 

investigation report for review and approval by the Executive Officer within the first two years of 

Phase 1, but no later than [two years from the effective date]. 

2. Develop plans and schedules to control mercury mining waste discharges to surface waters. 

Submit plans and schedules for review and approval by the Executive Officer within 6 months of 

approval of the investigation report. Implement the approved plans in accordance with the 

approved schedule. 

3. Cleanup and abate discharges of mercury mining waste within the 10‐year duration of Phase 1. 

Submit a cleanup report for review and approval by the Executive Officer no later than 

December 31, 2018. 

4. Monitor to evaluate the following:  

a)  effectiveness of erosion control measures 

b)   mercury loads discharged annually to waters of the State at the points of discharge 

c)   fish bioaccumulation of mercury in waters downstream of the discharge 

d)   mercury loads discharged annually to San Francisco Bay, and  

e)   answer the questions posed by special study 3b 
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Alternatively, the responsible parties may participate in a coordinated watershed monitoring program to 

address above monitoring requirements c) to e); see Coordinated Watershed Monitoring Program. The 

Water Board may consider waiving or reducing monitoring requirement b), on an individual basis, based 

on progress on abating discharges of mining waste and participation in an approved coordinated 

watershed monitoring program.  

Implementation Actions for Depositional Areas  
The Water Board will implement load allocations to depositional areas, as defined above, in creeks and 

the Guadalupe River downstream of mercury mines through Clean Water Act § 401 certifications and/or 

waste discharge requirements to minimize discharge of mercury‐laden sediment. Specifically, when 

projects are proposed in depositional areas that may result in sediment discharges and/or require § 401 

certifications, the Water Board will require projects designed for channel stability and implementation of 

measures to minimize erosion. Additionally, it will impose monitoring and reporting requirements to 

demonstrate the effectiveness of erosion control measures in floodplains, creek banks, creek beds, and 

shallow impoundments. 

Examples of projects subject to these requirements include riparian habitat restoration and creek bank 

stability projects by the District and creekside property owners. The District may also propose projects in 

shallow impoundments, which will be regulated through the existing § 401 certifications and waste 

discharge requirements for the District’s Stream Maintenance Program. The Water Board will issue § 401 

certifications and/or waste discharge requirements to the District for percolation pond operations and 

maintenance activities unless actions are satisfactorily undertaken on a voluntary basis. 

The Water Board’s strategy for Alamitos Creek, which is highly polluted with mercury mining waste, is 

to encourage a cooperative effort among the District, local agencies, and creekside property owners to 

undertake a comprehensive creek bank stability and habitat restoration project. The Water Board 

encourages the District to be the technical lead for this project, and to seek funding for it. The Water 

Board will identify mercury cleanup as a grant funding priority for the San Francisco Bay Region. Where 

necessary, the Water Board will invoke its cleanup authority to compel upstream dischargers who 

initially discharged mercury mining waste into depositional areas, to cleanup and abate mercury mining 

waste. Creekside property owners are responsible to provide reasonable access to the creek for project 

studies, construction, and monitoring, and to not take actions on their property that worsen the discharge 

of mercury mining waste into the creek. The Water Board urges the District and its partners to complete 

studies by December 31, 2016; submit plans and schedules for review and approval by the Executive 

Officer by December 31, 2018; and complete and report on the project within the 10‐year duration of 

Phase 2, by December 31, 2028.  

Implementation Actions for Urban Stormwater Runoff 
The San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL and urban stormwater NPDES permit require control programs 

for mercury and monitoring (mercury is a pollutant of concern). The stormwater permit allows for a 

coordinated and collaborative watershed monitoring program. Urban runoff permittees may participate 

in a coordinated watershed monitoring program to a) determine fish bioaccumulation of mercury in 

waters downstream of the discharge (“studies aimed at better understanding the fate, transport, and 
biological uptake of mercury discharged in urban runoff to San Francisco Bay and tidal areas”), and 

b) determine the loads of mercury discharged annually to San Francisco Bay; see Coordinated Watershed 

Monitoring Program. Additionally, if the Water Board determines that special study 3b is necessary, 

urban runoff permittees shall participate in special study 3b during the second 10‐year phase of 

implementation (see “Special Studies” section below), to determine whether urban stormwater runoff 
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contributes to methylmercury production and bioaccumulation. If special study 3b is necessary and it is 

not undertaken voluntarily, the Water Board will compel permittees and others (see Special Studies) to 

undertake special study 3b through Water Code § 13267 requirements.  

Methylmercury Production Control Actions 
The Santa Clara Valley Water District is a leading researcher in methods of controlling methylmercury 

production and bioaccumulation in reservoirs and lakes. This TMDL project anticipates that before the 

end of the implementation period (20 years), new methylmercury production controls in reservoirs and 

lakes will reduce methylmercury bioaccumulation both in the reservoirs and lakes, and downstream. 

However, if implementation actions in the reservoirs and lakes do not result in attaining targets 

downstream, the District shall evaluate and test additional methods of controlling methylmercury 

production and bioaccumulation in shallow impoundments.  

Implementation Actions for Reservoirs and Lakes 
The District shall voluntarily conduct or cause to be conducted technical studies of methylmercury 

production and control. As necessary, the Water Board will compel the District to undertake technical 

studies of methylmercury production and control through Water Code § 13267 requirements. The 

responsible party for these studies and subsequent implementation actions is the owner and operator of 

the reservoirs and lakes, the District. Without methylmercury controls, construction and operation of 

reservoirs and lakes create nuisance conditions and discharges of methylmercury, which pollutes 

downstream waters.  

The District shall continue to operate, maintain and improve the performance of, or replace with newer 

technology, existing methylmercury controls already in place on Lake Almaden, Almaden Reservoir, and 

Guadalupe Reservoir.  The District shall install methylmercury controls in Calero Reservoir, if necessary, 

by December 31, 2017. The District shall report to the Water Board, by December 31 of odd years until 

directed to stop, on the operation and effectiveness of the methylmercury controls. 

Where the Water Board finds it is feasible to reduce methylmercury production and/or bioaccumulation, 

the Water Board will issue cleanup and abatement orders to the District to undertake actions to reduce 

fish mercury concentrations to attain the targets.  

The Water Code § 13267 requirements and/or cleanup and abatement orders will also require the District 

to a) determine the loads of mercury discharged annually to waters of the State at the points of discharge, 

b) monitor mercury in fish tissue, c) determine the loads of mercury discharged annually to San Francisco 

Bay, and to d) conduct the special studies described in the Monitoring Program below. Alternatively, the 

District may participate in a coordinated watershed monitoring program to address monitoring 

requirements b and c, and to address special study 3b); see Coordinated Watershed Monitoring Program. 

The Water Board may consider waiving or reducing monitoring requirement a), based on participation in 

an approved coordinated watershed monitoring program.  

The Water Board will consider the need to control methylmercury production and bioaccumulation in 

shallow impoundments in the reviews described below under “Adaptive Implementation.” 

Monitoring Program 
The monitoring program encompasses: 

1. Monitoring to ensure continued effectiveness of erosion control measures to reduce discharges of 

mercury mining wastes, including mercury‐laden sediment (applicable to mercury mines and 

depositional areas) 
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2. Monitoring of mercury load at the points of discharge to demonstrate progress in reducing loads 

(applicable to mercury mines, and reservoirs and lakes) 

3. Fish tissue mercury monitoring to assess progress in attaining targets 

(applicable to mercury mines, and reservoirs and lakes) 

4. Monitoring of mercury load to San Francisco Bay to assess progress in attaining the legacy and 

urban stormwater runoff mass load allocations assigned by the Bay mercury TMDL (applicable to 

mercury mines, urban stormwater runoff, and reservoirs and lakes) 

5. Special studies to inform adaptive implementation of these TMDLs 

(applicable to mercury mines, urban stormwater runoff, and reservoirs and lakes) 

The Water Board will compel the responsible parties to conduct monitoring through NPDES stormwater 

permits, Water Code § 13267 requirements, and/or cleanup and abatement orders, as described above, 

which will require the responsible parties to submit a (individual or coordinated watershed) monitoring 

plan no later than [one year from the effective date] for review and approval by the Executive Officer. 

Although the responsible parties are required to satisfy the monitoring requirements individually, the 

Water Board encourages a coordinated watershed approach particularly for mercury in fish tissue and 

loads to San Francisco Bay. The Water Board will collaborate with other resource agencies to coordinate 

fish monitoring, to leverage their expertise and, where possible, to achieve multiple objectives. 

Prey fish (i.e., fish that wildlife consume) methylmercury concentrations shall be estimated as a) one 

hundred percent of the total mercury in eviscerated fish, or b) ninety‐five percent of the total mercury in 

whole fish, or c) a percentage of methylmercury (as total mercury) in fish tissue based on scientific 

studies and upon approval of the Executive Officer of the Water Board. Large predator fish (i.e., fish that 

humans consume) methylmercury concentrations shall be estimated as one hundred percent of the total 

mercury in skinless filet samples. Water quality shall be monitored at the same time and location as fish 

collection for mercury species, nutrients, and general water quality parameters.  

Coordinated Watershed Monitoring Program 
The responsible parties may satisfy monitoring requirements 2–5 through a coordinated effort.   Fish 

mercury monitoring is best undertaken in a coordinated effort, because fish integrate methylmercury 

over time and space. Monitoring of legacy (i.e., mercury mining waste) and urban stormwater runoff 

mercury discharges to San Francisco Bay is best undertaken in a coordinated effort, because this load to 

the Bay is from a combination of sources and responsible parties. The Water Board encourages a 

coordinated watershed approach to monitoring, and will consider reducing or waiving monitoring 

requirement 2 (mercury load at the points of discharge), based on progress in implementation and 

participation in coordinated watershed monitoring. To participate in the coordinated watershed 

monitoring program, participating parties shall submit a coordinated watershed monitoring plan no later 

than [one year from the effective date], for review and approval by the Executive Officer. 

Special Studies 
Additional studies may be needed to provide information to improve understanding of mercury cycling 

in the watershed, and to verify assumptions used in developing these TMDLs. Results of the studies will 

inform adaptive implementation of these TMDLs and the implementation plan. The special studies 

should address the following questions. 

1. How do the reservoirs and lakes in the Guadalupe River watershed differ from one another? 

Factors to consider include, but are not limited to, area of connected wetlands, food web, water 

chemistry (phosphorus, pH, acid neutralizing capacity, and dissolved organic carbon), water 
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level fluctuations, and infrastructure (outlet structure). Do outlet samples adequately represent 

hypolimnetic methylmercury concentrations for each reservoir? How significant are these 

differences? 

2. Is it possible to increase the assimilative capacity for methylmercury in reservoirs and lakes? Is it 

feasible? If it is feasible, will this help to attain the fish tissue targets? How does increasing the 

assimilative capacity affect the food web: Is the resulting food chain multiplier from large (>15 

cm) trophic level 3 (TL3) to large TL4 fish significantly different from 2? If it is significantly 

different, where and at what frequency should large predator fish (i.e., fish that humans 

consume) be monitored? 

If the monitoring program has not already provided the information to answer these questions, the 

District shall voluntarily conduct or cause to be conducted studies 1 and 2, or equivalent or alternative 

studies with prior approval of the Water Board Executive Officer. As necessary, the Water Board will 

compel the District to undertake these studies in accordance with Water Code § 13267 requirements (see 

“Implementation Actions for Reservoirs and Lakes”). Completing study 1 within the first five years of 

Phase 1 (by December 31, 2013), and completing study 2 within the 10‐year duration of Phase 1 (by 

December 31, 2018), would meet the following goal for the first phase of implementation: “completing 

studies of methylmercury and bioaccumulation controls in reservoirs and lakes”. 

3a.  What effect do the reservoir and lake control measures have on methylmercury 

bioaccumulation downstream? Are the fish targets attained downstream?  

3b.  If not, what factors contribute to methylmercury production and bioaccumulation in 

creeks and rivers? Factors to consider include, but are not limited to, shallow impoundments, 

excess nutrients, stagnant pools, shade cover, and aquatic vegetation. 

If the monitoring program has not already provided the information to answer these questions, the 

District shall voluntarily conduct or cause to be conducted study 3a, or equivalent or alternative studies 

with prior approval of the Water Board Executive Officer. As necessary, the Water Board will compel the 

District to undertake these technical studies in accordance with Water Code § 13267 requirements (see 

“Implementation Actions for Reservoirs and Lakes”). If the fish targets are not attained downstream by 

methylmercury controls in the reservoirs and lakes, the District together with the New Almaden Mining 

District and the Guadalupe, Santa Teresa and Bernal mercury mines responsible parties, and the urban 

stormwater runoff permittees shall conduct or cause to be conducted study 3b, or equivalent or 

alternative studies with prior approval of the Water Board Executive Officer, either voluntarily or in 

accordance with Water Code § 13267 or NPDES stormwater permit requirements (see above). Completing 

studies 3a and 3b within the first 5 years of Phase 2 (by December 31, 2023) would support the Water 

Board’s effort to identify whether methylmercury production and bioaccumulation controls are necessary 

in shallow impoundments, in accordance with the adaptive implementation program. 

4.  Where the TL3 50–150 mm target is attained, is methylmercury in fish that Forster’s terns 

consume (fish less than 50 mm in length), at or below 0.05 mg/kg? Where the TL3 >150–350 mm 

target is attained, is methylmercury in fish that ospreys consume (TL4 >150–350 mm target), at or 

below 0.20 mg/kg? If these assumptions pertaining to proportional bioaccumulation are not valid 

for this watershed, what monitoring should be conducted to support a revised water quality 

objective and target to protect piscivorous wildlife? 

5.  Where the larger TL3 target is attained (in fish >150–350 mm), is the smaller TL3 target 

also attained (fish 50–150 mm)? If so, how should the monitoring frequency for the smaller TL3 

target be reduced? 
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If the monitoring program has not already provided the information to answer these questions, the Water 

Board will conduct studies 4 and 5. Completing study 4 within the 10‐year duration of Phase 1 (by 

December 31, 2018), would provide timely information to support whether the water quality objectives 

require revision through the adaptive implementation process. The timing for study 5 is contingent upon 

the effectiveness of methylmercury controls. 

Adaptive Implementation  
Adaptive implementation entails taking actions commensurate with the existing, available information, 

reviewing new information as it becomes available, and modifying actions as necessary based on the new 

information. Taking action allows progress to occur while more and better information is collected and 

the effectiveness of current actions is evaluated. Accordingly, these TMDLs will be implemented in 

phases starting with source controls at mine sites so that upstream mercury discharges will be eliminated 

or significantly reduced before downstream projects are undertaken. 

The Water Board will adapt these TMDLs and the implementation plan to incorporate new and relevant 

scientific information, so that effective and efficient actions can be taken to attain TMDL allocations and 

targets. The Water Board recognizes that attaining the methylmercury allocation may be especially 

difficult because of the need for new and innovative control methods. The Water Board staff will present 

an annual progress report to the Water Board on implementation of the TMDL that includes evaluation of 

new and relevant information that becomes available through implementation actions, monitoring, 

special studies, and current scientific literature. Within ten years of the effective date of this TMDL project 

(by December 31, 2018), the Water Board will consider amending this TMDL project and implementation 

plan as necessary to ensure attainment of fish targets in a timely manner.  

Reviews will be coordinated through the Water Board’s continuing planning program and will provide 

opportunities for stakeholder participation. Water Board staff will propose modifications to the targets, 

allocations, implementation plan actions, or the schedule in this Basin Plan amendment. At a minimum, 

answers to the following questions will be included in the reviews. Water Board staff will develop 

additional questions in collaboration with stakeholders during each review. 

• Is there new, reliable, and widely accepted scientific information that suggests modifications to 

targets, allocations, or implementation actions? If so, how should this TMDL project be modified? 

• Is the watershed progressing toward TMDL targets as expected? If progress is unclear, how 

should monitoring efforts be modified to detect trends? If there has not been adequate progress, 

how should the implementation actions or allocations be modified? 

• Does additional sediment, water column, or fish tissue mercury or methylmercury data support 

our understanding of linkages and food webs in the watershed? Does new data suggest an 

alternative allocation or implementation strategy? 

• What are the current pollutant loads from the various sources? Have these loads changed over 

time? Are they meeting the allocations? How might source control measures be modified to 

further reduce loads? 

• Are Water Board strategies to encourage and compel implementation actions effective? If not, 

how should the Water Board revise its strategies to reach the goal of attaining fish tissue targets 

within 20 years? 

• Can the assimilative capacity for mercury in reservoirs and lakes be increased? If so, how can 

reservoirs and lakes be managed to reduce bioaccumulation? Should the implementation actions 

or allocations be modified? If so, how? 
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• Are capital projects like the Lower, Downtown, and Upper Guadalupe Flood Control Projects 

helping to meet TMDL allocations or are these projects causing increasing loads of mercury and 

methylmercury to the Guadalupe River and San Francisco Bay? If the loads are increased over 

pre‐project conditions, how might the loads be reduced or their effects be mitigated? 

7.8 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT STRATEGIES AND TMDLS FOR THE SAN PABLO BASIN 
(SEE FIGURE 2-8) 

7.8 1 Sonoma Creek Pathogens Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
Sonoma Creek and its tributaries are impaired by pathogens. The overall goal of this TMDL is to 

minimize human exposure to waterborne disease‐causing pathogens and to protect uses of water for 

recreational activities such as wading, swimming, fishing, and rafting. 

The most common sources of pathogens are wastes from warm‐blooded animals, including humans, 

livestock, domestic pets, and wildlife. The following sections establish a density‐based pathogen TMDL 

for Sonoma Creek and its tributaries, and identify actions and monitoring necessary to implement the 

TMDL. The TMDL defines allowable density‐based bacteria concentrations and prohibits discharge of 

raw or inadequately treated human waste. The implementation plan specifies actions necessary to protect 

and restore water contact recreation beneficial uses. 

This TMDL strives to achieve a balance that allows ongoing human activities including agriculture and 

recreation to continue, while restoring and protecting water quality. As outlined in the adaptive 

implementation section, the effectiveness of implementation actions, results of monitoring to track 

progress toward targets, and the scientific understanding of pathogens will be reviewed periodically, and 

the TMDL may be adapted to future conditions as warranted. 

In addition to pathogens, both animal and human wastes contain nutrients that in excess pose a threat to 

aquatic ecosystem beneficial uses; Sonoma Creek is also listed as impaired by excess nutrients. By 

eliminating the discharge of human waste and controlling the discharge of animal waste, this TMDL will 

also protect the beneficial uses of the Sonoma Creek watershed’s aquatic ecosystem, such as cold and 

warm freshwater habitat, and wildlife habitat. Controlling human and animal wastes discharges will also 

reduce risks from other harmful constituents such as steroids and pharmaceuticals. 

7.8.1.1 Problem Statement 
Due to the presence of pathogens in Sonoma Creek and its tributaries, the beneficial uses of water contact 

and noncontact recreation are impaired.  Waterborne pathogens pose a risk to human health. In ambient 

waters, the presence of human and animal fecal waste and associated pathogens is inferred from high 

concentrations of fecal coliform and E. coli bacteria. Bacteria levels in Sonoma Creek and its tributaries are 

higher than the bacteria water quality objectives established to protect people who swim, wade, and fish 

in these waters (Tables 3‐1 and 3‐2). Consequently, humans who recreate in Sonoma Creek and its 

tributaries are at risk of contracting waterborne disease.  

7.8.1.2 Sources  
The following source categories have the potential to discharge pathogens to surface waters in the 

Sonoma Creek watershed:  

• On‐site sewage disposal systems (septic systems) 
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• Sanitary sewer systems 

• Municipal runoff 

• Grazing lands 

• Dairies 

• Municipal wastewater treatment facility 

• Wildlife 

Water quality monitoring data indicate that on‐site sewage disposal systems are potentially a significant 

pathogen source to Sonoma Creek downstream of the community of Kenwood.  Municipal runoff and 

sanitary sewer lines are the primary pathogen sources in the urban areas.  Livestock grazing and dairies 

are potentially significant pathogen sources in the more rural portions of the watershed. 

Discharger monitoring reports from 2001‐2005 indicate that the one municipal wastewater treatment 

facility is not a significant pathogen source. This facility is considered a potential source due to the 

possibility of spills or treatment system malfunction. 

Wildlife are not a significant, widespread pathogen source, as evidenced by low indicator bacteria levels 

at sites that contain wildlife but are minimally impacted by human activities. Wildlife may be a 

significant source on a limited, localized basis. 

7.8.1.3 Numeric Targets 
The numeric water quality targets listed in Table 7.8.1‐1 are derived from water quality objectives for 

coliform bacteria in contact recreational waters, and from U.S. EPA’s bacteriological criteria (Tables 3‐1 

and 3‐2). The last target, “zero discharge of untreated or inadequately treated human waste,” is consistent 

with Discharge Prohibition 15 (Table 4‐1). The zero human waste discharge target is necessary because 

human waste is a significant source of pathogenic organisms including viruses; and attainment of fecal 

coliform targets alone may not be sufficient to protect human health. These bacteria targets, in 

combination with the human waste discharge prohibitions, are the basis for the TMDL and load 

allocations, and fully protect beneficial uses.  
 

Table 7.8.1-1 Water Quality Targetsa for Sonoma Creek 

E. coli density:  Geometric mean < 126 CFU/100 mLb ; 90th percentile < 409 CFU/100 mLc 

Fecal coliform densityd:   Geometric mean < 200 CFU/100 mLb ; 90th percentile < 400 CFU/100 mLc 

Total coliform densityd:   Median < 240 CFU/100 mLb ; no sample to exceed 10,000 CFU/100 mL 

Zero discharge of untreated or inadequately treated human waste 
aThese targets are applicable year-round.  
bBased on a minimum of five consecutive samples collected at approximately equal intervals over a 30-day period 
cNo more than 10 percent of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 
dThe water quality targets for total and fecal coliform shall sunset and shall no longer be effective upon the replacement of the 
total and fecal water quality objectives in the Basin Plan with E.coli based water quality objectives for contact recreation. 

7.8.1.4 Total Maximum Daily Load 
The TMDL, as indicated in Table 7.8.1‐2, is expressed as density‐based total coliform, fecal coliform, and 

E. coli bacteria limits.  
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Table 7.8.1-2 Total Maximum Daily Loads of Pathogen Indicators 
for Sonoma Creek  

Indicator TMDL (CFU/100 mL)  

E. coli 
Geometric mean < 126 a 

90th percentile < 409 b 

Fecal coliformc Geometric mean < 200 a 

90th percentile < 400 b 

Total coliformc Median < 240 a 

No sample to exceed 10,000 
aBased on a minimum of five consecutive samples collected at approximately equa intervals over a 30-
day period. 
bNo more than 10 percent of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 
cThe Total Maximum Daily Loads for total and fecal coliform shall sunset and shall no longer be 
effective upon the replacement of the total and fecal water quality objectives in the Basin Plan with 
E.coli-based water quality objectives for contact recreation. 

7.8.1.5 Load Allocations 
Density‐based pollutant allocations for pathogen source categories are presented in Table 7.8.1‐3. This 

table also presents the wasteload allocation for the single municipal wastewater discharger in the 

watershed, Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District, and for municipal runoff.  Due to the inherent 

uncertainty in estimating pathogen loading from nonpoint sources and municipal runoff, allocations for 

these source categories incorporate a 10 percent margin of safety.  Each entity in the watershed is 

responsible for meeting its source category allocation.  All facilities are also responsible for meeting the 

requirements of applicable waste discharge requirements, waivers, or prohibitions. 

All discharges of raw or inadequately treated human waste are prohibited. All sources of untreated or 

inadequately treated human waste have an allocation of zero. 

Discharging entities will not be held responsible for uncontrollable discharges originating from wildlife. 

If wildlife contributions are found to be the cause of exceedances, the TMDL targets and allocation 

scheme will be revisited as part of the adaptive implementation program.  
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Table 7.8.1-3 Density-Based Pollutant Load and Wasteload Allocationsa for 

Dischargers of Pathogens in the Sonoma Creek Watershed 

Load Allocationsa 

E. coli Fecal coliformb Total coliformb 
Categorical 
Pollutant Source Geometric 

meanc 

90th 
percent-
iled 

Geometric 
meanc 

90th 
percent-
iled 

Medianc 
Single 
sample 
maximum 

On-site sewage disposal 
systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sanitary sewer systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Grazing lands < 113 < 368 < 180 < 360 < 216 9,000 

Dairies <113 <368 <180 <360 <216 9,000 

Wildlifee < 113 < 368 < 180 < 360 < 216 9,000 

Wasteload Allocationsa 

E. coli Fecal coliformb Total coliformb 
Categorical Pollutant 
Source Geometric 

meanc 

90th 
percent-
iled 

Geometric 
meanc 

90th 
percent-
iled 

Medianc 
Single 
sample 
maximum 

Sonoma Valley County 
Sanitation District 
NPDES Permit No. 
CA0037800 

<126 <409 <200 <400 <240 10,000 

Municipal runoff (NPDES 
Permit No. CAS00004)f <113 <368 <180 <360 <216 9,000 
aThese allocations are applicable year-round. Wasteload allocations apply to any sources (existing or future) subject to regulation 
by a NPDES permit. Load allocations and the wasteload allocation for municipal runoff reflect a 10 percent Margin of Safety. 
b The allocations for total and fecal coliform shall sunset and shall no longer be effective upon the replacement of the total and 
fecal water quality objectives in the Basin Plan with E.coli based water quality objectives for contact recreation. 
cBased on a minimum of five consecutive samples collected at approximately equal intervals over a 30-day period. 
d No more than 10 percent of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 
e Wildlife are not believed to be a significant source of pathogens and their contribution is considered natural background; 
therefore, no management measures are required. 
f Municipal runoff permitees are: Sonoma County Water Agency, County of Sonoma, City of Sonoma, Sonoma Developmental 
Center, and any other entities designated per the criteria specified in NPDES General Permit No. CAS00004. 

7.8.1.6 Implementation Plan 
This implementation plan builds upon previous and ongoing successful efforts to reduce pathogen loads 

in Sonoma Creek and its tributaries, and requires actions consistent with the California Water Code 

(CWC Section 13000 et seq.); the state’s Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program Plan (CWC Section 

13369) and its Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control 

Program; and the human waste discharge prohibition. 

Table 7.8.1‐4 contains the required implementation measures for each of the source categories listed in 

Table 7.8.1‐3. These measures include evaluation of operating practices: development of comprehensive, 
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site‐specific pathogen control measures and a corresponding implementation schedule: and submittal of 

progress reports documenting actions undertaken. Progress reports may be submitted directly to the 

Water Board or to third parties if designated. These progress reports will serve as documentation that 

source reduction measures are being implemented.  

It is important to note that the numeric targets and load allocations in the TMDL are not directly 

enforceable. To demonstrate attainment of applicable allocations, responsible parties must demonstrate 

that they are in compliance with specified implementation measures and any applicable waste discharge 

requirements (WDRs) or waiver conditions. 

The state’s Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control 

Program requires that current and proposed nonpoint source discharges be regulated under (WDRs), 

waiver of WDRs, Basin Plan prohibitions, or some combination of these tools. Table 7.8.1‐5 specifies the 

regulatory framework for each discharger source category.  The Water Board intends to work with 

stakeholders to develop conditions for waiving WDRs for grazing lands by 2009. 
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Table 7.8.1-4 Trackable Implementation Measures for the Sonoma Creek Pathogen Total Maximum Daily Load 

Source Category Action Implementing Party Completion Dates 

Submit to the Water Board Executive Officer for approval a 
plan and implementation schedule to evaluate septic system 
performance and correct deficiencies in septic systems 
identified as potentially discharging to surface waters. 
Priority should be given to systems identified as posing 
water quality risks 

 January 2008 

Report progress on implementation of septic system 
evaluation and repair program, as related to pathogen 
reduction 

Sonoma County Permit and Resource 
Management Department  

January 2011 and 
biennially thereafter 

Comply with applicable County, Water Board, or State 
Board requirements Septic system owners 

As specified in 
applicable 
requirement 

Apply for coverage under the State Water Board’s general 
WDRs for sanitary sewer systems.  Comply with provisions 
of WDRs. 

As specified in 
general WDRs 

O
n-

S
ite

 S
ew

ag
e 

D
is

po
sa

l S
ys

te
m

s 
(S

ep
tic

 S
ys

te
m

s)
 

Report progress on inspection and evaluation of sewer 
systemsa. Priority should be given to areas identified as 
posing water quality risks. 

Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District 

Annually 

Submit a Report of Waste Dischargeb to the Water Board 
that provides the following: a description of the facility; 
identification of necessary site-specific grazing management 
measures to reduce animal waste runoff; and an 
implementation schedule for identified management 
measures 

Ranchers (landowners and lessees).  These 
Reports may be submitted individually or 
jointly or through a third partyc. 

January 2010 

Comply with applicable WDRs, waiver conditions, or 
prohibitions Ranchers (landowners and lessees). 

As specified in 
applicable WDRs or 
waiver conditions 

G
ra

zi
ng

 L
an

ds
 

Report progress on implementation of grazing management 
measures that reduce animal waste runoff. 

Ranchers (landowners and leasees). These 
reports may be submitted individually or 
jointly through a third partyc. 

As specified in 
applicable WDRs or 
waiver of WDRs 
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Source Category Action Implementing Party Completion Dates 

Comply with applicable WDRs or waiver of WDRs. 
As specified in 
applicable WDRs or 
waiver of WDRs. 

D
ai

rie
s Report progress on implementation of management 

measures that reduce animal waste runoff 

Dairy Facility Owners   

As specified in 
applicable WDRs or 
waiver of WDRs  

Comply with approved stormwater management plans and 
update/amend stormwater management plans as needed to 
include specific measures to reduce discharge of human 
and animal wastes  

M
un

ic
ip

al
 R

un
of

f 

Report progress on implementation of human and animal 
waste runoff reduction measures  

Sonoma County Water Agency, County of 
Sonoma, City of Sonoma, Sonoma 
Developmental Center, and any other 
entities designated per the criteria specified 
in NPDES General Permit No. CAS00004. 

As specified in 
approved stormwater 
management plan 
and in applicable 
NPDES permit 

M
un

ic
ip

al
 

W
as

te
w

at
er

 
D

is
ch

ar
ge

s 

Comply with applicable NPDES permit. Sonoma Valley County Sanitation District 
Facility 

As specified in 
applicable NPDES 
permit 

a) Reports may be incorporated into annual SSMP audit reports. 
b) WDRs waiver conditions may allow for other submittals in lieu of a Report of Waste Discharge. 
c) While third parties may provide valuable assistance in TMDL implementation, the discharger is the entity responsible for compliance with the specified regulations and regulatory controls 
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Table 7.8.1-5 Regulatory Framework for Discharges by Source Category 

Source Category  Regulatory Tool 

On-site sewage disposal systems (septic 
systems) 

General waste discharge requirements (WDRs), 
individual WDRs, or waiver WDRs, as appropriatea 

Prohibition of human waste discharge 

Sanitary sewer systems General WDRs or individual WDRs, as appropriate 
Prohibition of human waste discharge 

Grazing lands Waiver of WDRsb 

Dairies Waiver of WDRs or individual WDRs, as 
appropriate 

Municipal runoff NPDES permit  

Municipal wastewater discharges NPDES permit 
aRegulatory tool(s) employed will be consistent with State Board regulatory actions. 
bThe Water Board retains the option of requiring general or individual waste discharge requirements or compliance with a 
discharge prohibition, as appropriate. 

Cost estimate: Agricultural Water Quality Control Program 
Because the implementation measures for grazing lands constitute an agricultural water quality control 

plan, the cost of that program is estimated below, consistent with California Water Code requirements 

(Section 13141). 

The average annual program implementation cost to agricultural dischargers is estimated to range from 

$35,000 to $134,000 for the next ten years. These costs will be shared by Sonoma Creek watershed grazing 

land operators (approximately 10). This estimate includes the cost of implementing animal waste control 

and grazing management measures, and is based on costs associated with technical assistance and 

evaluation, installation of water troughs, and livestock control fencing along up to 25 percent of streams 

in grazing lands. Besides fencing, other acceptable methods of managing livestock access to streams are 

not included in this cost estimate due to variability in costs and site‐specific applicability. In addition to 

private funding, potential sources of financing include federal and state water quality grants and federal 

agricultural grants. 

Evaluation and Monitoring 
Beginning in 2011 and approximately every five years thereafter, the Water Board will evaluate site 

specific, subwatershed‐specific, and watershed‐wide compliance with the trackable implementation 

measures specified in Table 7.8.1‐4. In evaluating compliance with the trackable implementation 

measures, the Water Board will consider levels of participation for each source category as well as for 

individual dischargers (as documented by Water Board staff or third parties).  

In addition to the programmatic monitoring described above, Water Board staff, in collaboration with 

stakeholders, will conduct water quality monitoring to evaluate E. coli concentration trends in Sonoma 

Creek and its tributaries. Five years after TMDL adoption, the Water Board will evaluate monitoring 

results and assess progress made toward attaining TMDL targets (Table 7.8.1‐1) and load allocations 

(Table 7.8.1‐3).  The main objectives of the Monitoring Program are to: 

• Assess attainment of TMDL targets  

• Evaluate spatial and temporal water quality trends 

• Further identify significant pathogen source areas 
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• Collect sufficient data to prioritize implementation efforts and assess the effectiveness of source 

control actions. 

• Collect sufficient data to evaluate the costs of pathogen source control measures and the existence 

of other pollutant reduction benefits (e.g., nutrients or sediments), if any. 

Table 7.8.1‐6 presents locations for baseline water quality monitoring. Each site will be sampled for E. coli 
ten times each year. Five samples will be collected weekly during one 30‐day period in each wet season 

(November through March) and one 30‐day period in each dry season (May through September). All 

water quality monitoring (including quality assurance and quality control procedures) will be performed 

pursuant to the State Water Board’s Quality Assurance Management Plan for the Surface Water Ambient 

Monitoring Program. Additional monitoring will be conducted as needed if funds are available.   

Table 7.8.1-6 Baseline Monitoring Sites 

Sonoma Creek at Highway 12 

Sonoma Creek Below Kenwood 

Sonoma Creek at Sonoma Developmental Center

Sonoma Creek at Maxwell Park 

Sonoma Creek at Watmaugh Road 

Nathanson Creek at Nathanson Park 

Nathanson Creek at Watmaugh Road 

Schell Creek at Highway 121 

If source control actions are fully implemented throughout the watershed and the TMDL targets are not 

met, the Water Board may consider whether the TMDL targets are attainable, and re‐evaluate or revise 

the TMDL and allocations as appropriate. Alternatively, if the required actions are not implemented or 

are only partially implemented, the Water Board may consider regulatory or enforcement action against 

dischargers not in compliance. 

Adaptive Implementation 
Approximately every five years, the Water Board will review the Sonoma Creek Pathogen TMDL and 

evaluate new and relevant information from monitoring, special studies, and the scientific literature. At a 

minimum, the following questions will be used to conduct the reviews.  Additional questions will be 

developed in collaboration with stakeholders during each review cycle. 

• Are the Creek and the tributaries progressing toward TMDL targets as expected? If progress is 

unclear, how should monitoring efforts be modified to detect trends? If there has not been 

adequate progress, how might the implementation actions or allocations be modified? 

• What are the pollutant loads for the various source categories (including naturally occurring 

background pathogen contributions and the contribution from open space lands), how have these 

loads changed over time, how do they vary seasonally, and how might source control measures 

be modified to improve load reduction? 

• Is there new, reliable, and widely accepted scientific information that suggests modifications to 

targets, allocations, or implementation actions? If so, how should the TMDL be modified? 

Reviews will be coordinated through the Water Board’s continuing planning program, with stakeholder 

participation. Any necessary modifications to the targets, allocations, or implementation plan will be 

incorporated into the Basin Plan via an amendment process. In evaluating necessary modifications, the 
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Water Board will favor actions that reduce sediment and nutrient loads, pollutants for which the Sonoma 

Creek watershed is also impaired. 

7.8.2 Napa River Pathogens Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
The Napa River and its tributaries are impaired by pathogens. The overall goal of this TMDL is to 

minimize human exposure to waterborne disease‐causing pathogens and to protect uses of water for 

recreational activities such as wading, swimming, fishing, and rafting. 

The most common sources of pathogens are wastes from warm‐blooded animals, including humans, 

livestock, domestic pets, and wildlife. The following sections establish a density‐based pathogen TMDL 

for the Napa River and its tributaries, and identify actions and monitoring necessary to implement the 

TMDL. The TMDL defines allowable density‐based bacteria concentrations and prohibits discharge of 

raw or inadequately treated human waste. The implementation plan specifies actions necessary to protect 

and restore water contact recreation beneficial uses. 

This TMDL strives to achieve a balance that allows ongoing human activities including agriculture and 

recreation to continue, while restoring and protecting water quality. As outlined in the adaptive 

implementation section, the effectiveness of implementation actions, results of monitoring to track 

progress toward targets, and the scientific understanding of pathogens will be reviewed periodically, and 

the TMDL may be adapted to future conditions as warranted. 

In addition to pathogens, both animal and human wastes contain nutrients that in excess pose a threat to 

aquatic ecosystem beneficial uses; the Napa River is also listed as impaired by nutrients. By eliminating 

the discharge of human waste and controlling the discharge of animal waste, this TMDL will also protect 

the beneficial uses of the Napa River watershed’s aquatic ecosystem, such as cold and warm freshwater 

habitat, and wildlife habitat. Controlling human and animal waste discharges will also reduce risks from 

other harmful constituents such as pharmaceuticals and steroids. 

7.8.2.1 Problem Statement 
Due to the presence of pathogens in the Napa River and its tributaries, the beneficial uses of water contact 

and noncontact recreation are impaired. Waterborne pathogens pose a risk to human health. In ambient 

waters, the presence of human and animal fecal waste and associated pathogens is inferred from high 

concentrations of fecal coliform and E. coli bacteria. Bacteria levels in the Napa River and its tributaries 

are higher than the bacteria water quality objectives established to protect people who swim, wade and 

fish in these waters (Tables 3‐1 and 3‐2). Consequently, humans who recreate in the Napa River and its 

tributaries are at risk of contracting waterborne disease. 

7.8.2.2 Sources  
The following source categories have the potential to discharge pathogens to surface waters in the Napa 

River watershed:  

• On‐site sewage disposal systems (septic systems) 

• Sanitary sewer systems 

• Municipal runoff 

• Grazing lands 

• Confined animal facilities 

• Municipal wastewater treatment facilities 
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• Wildlife 

Water quality monitoring data indicate that on‐site sewage disposal systems are potentially a significant 

pathogen source, primarily in the Murphy Creek, Browns Valley Creek, and Salvador Channel 

subwatersheds. Sanitary sewer lines are a likely source, primarily in the Browns Valley Creek and 

Salvador Channel sub watersheds. Municipal runoff is a significant source in all urban areas, and 

livestock grazing and confined animal facilities are considered to be potential sources throughout the 

watershed. 

Both discharger monitoring reports and in‐stream water quality monitoring indicate that municipal 

wastewater treatment facility discharges are not significant pathogen sources in the Napa River 

watershed. These facilities are considered potential sources due to the possibility of spills or treatment 

system malfunction. 

Wildlife are not a significant, widespread pathogen source, as evidenced by low indicator bacteria levels 

at sites that contain wildlife but are minimally impacted by human activities. Wildlife may be a 

significant source on a limited, localized basis. 

7.8.2.3 Numeric Targets 
The numeric water quality targets listed in Table 7.8.2‐1 are derived from water quality objectives for 

coliform bacteria in contact recreational waters, and from U.S. EPA’s bacteriological criteria (Tables 3‐1 

and 3‐2). The last target, “zero discharge of untreated or inadequately treated human waste,” is consistent 

with Discharge Prohibition 15 (Table 4‐1). The zero human waste discharge target is necessary because 

human waste is a significant source of pathogenic organisms including viruses; and attainment of fecal 

coliform targets alone may not be sufficient to protect human health. These bacteria targets, in 

combination with the human waste discharge prohibitions, are the basis for the TMDL and load 

allocations, and fully protect beneficial uses.  

 

Table 7.8.2-1 TMDL Water Quality Targetsa for the Napa River 

E. coli density:  Geometric mean < 126 CFU/100 mLb ; 90th percentile < 409 CFU/100 mLc 

Fecal coliform densityd:   Geometric mean < 200 CFU/100 mLb ; 90th percentile < 400 CFU/100 mLc 

Total coliform densityd:   Median < 240 CFU/100 mLb ; no sample to exceed 10,000 CFU/100 mL 

Zero discharge of untreated or inadequately treated human waste 
aThese targets are applicable year-round.  
bBased on a minimum of five consecutive samples collected at approximately equal intervals over a 30-day period. 
cNo more than 10 percent of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 
dThe numeric targets for total coliform and fecal coliform shall sunset and shall no longer be effective upon the replacement of 
the total and fecal coliform water quality objectives in the Basin Plan with E.coli-based water quality objectives for contact 
recreation. 

7.8.2.4 Total Maximum Daily Load 
The TMDL, as indicated in Table 7.8.2‐2, is expressed as density‐based total coliform, fecal coliform, and 

E. coli bacteria limits.  
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Table 7.8.2-2 Total Maximum Daily Loads of Pathogen Indicators 
for the Napa River  

Indicator TMDL (CFU/100 mL)  

E. coli 
Geometric mean < 126 a 

90th percentile < 409 b 

Fecal coliformc Geometric mean < 200 a 

90th percentile < 400 b 

Total coliformc Median < 240 a 

No sample to exceed 10,000 
aBased on a minimum of five consecutive samples collected at approximately equal intervals over a 30-
day period. 
bNo more than 10 percent of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 
cThe Total Maximum Daily Loads for total coliform and fecal coliform shall sunset and shall no longer be 
effective upon the replacement of the total and fecal coliform water quality objectives in the Basin Plan 
with E.coli-based water quality objectives for contact recreation. 

7.8.2.4 Load Allocations 
Density‐based pollutant allocations for pathogen source categories (except wastewater treatment 

facilities) are shown in Table 7.8.2‐3. Table 7.8.2‐4 presents wasteload allocations for individual municipal 

wastewater dischargers. Due to the inherent uncertainty in estimating pathogen loading from nonpoint 

sources and municipal runoff (Table 7.8.2‐3), allocations for these source categories incorporate a 10 

percent margin of safety. Each entity in the watershed is responsible for meeting its source category 

allocation.  

All discharges of raw or inadequately treated human waste are prohibited. All sources of untreated or 

inadequately treated human waste have an allocation of zero. 

Discharging entities will not be held responsible for uncontrollable discharges originating from wildlife. 

If wildlife contributions are found to be the cause of exceedances, the TMDL targets and allocation 

scheme will be revisited as part of the adaptive implementation program.  
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Table 7.8.2-3 Density-Based Pollutant Load Allocations and Wasteload Allocationsa 
for Pathogen Dischargers in the Napa River Watershed 

E. coli Fecal coliformb Total coliformb 
Categorical 
Pollutant Source Geometric 

meanc 
90th 
percent-
ilec 

Geometric 
meanc 

90th 
percent-
ile 

Medianc 
Single 
sample 
maximum

On-site sewage disposal 
systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Sanitary sewer systems 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Municipal runoff < 113 < 368 < 180 < 360 < 216 9,000 

Grazing lands < 113 < 368 < 180 < 360 < 216 9,000 

Confined animal facilities < 113 < 368 < 180 < 360 < 216 9,000 

Wildlifed < 113 < 368 < 180 < 360 < 216 9,000 
a These allocations are applicable year-round. Wasteload allocations apply to any sources (existing or future) subject to 
regulation by a NPDES permit. Allocations reflect a 10% margin of safety. Wasteload allocations for wastewater treatment 
facilities are shown in Table 7.8.2-4.  
bThe allocations for total coliform and fecal coliform shall sunset and shall no longer be effective upon the replacement of the 
total and fecal coliform water quality objectives in the Basin Plan with E.coli-based water quality objectives for contact recreation.  
cBased on a minimum of five consecutive samples collected at approximately equal intervals over a 30-day period. 
dWildlife are not believed to be a significant source of pathogens and their contribution is considered natural background; 
therefore, no management measures are required. 

 

Table 7.8.2-4 Density-Based Wasteload Allocationsa for Municipal Wastewater 
Treatment Facilities 

E. coli Density (CFU/100 mL) 

E. coli Fecal coliformb Total coliformb 
Facility 

Geometric 
meanc 

90th 
%ilec 

Geometric 
meanc 

90th 
%ile Medianc

Single 
sample 
max 

NPDES 
Permit # 

Napa Sanitation 
District < 126 < 409 < 200 < 400 < 240 10,000 CA0037575 

Town of Yountville < 126 < 409 < 200 < 400 < 240 10,000 CA0038121 

City of St. Helena < 126 < 409 < 200 < 400 < 240 10,000 CA0038016 

City of Calistoga < 126 < 409 < 200 < 400 < 240 10,000 CA0037966 

City of American 
Canyon < 126 < 409 < 200 < 400 < 240 10,000 CA0038768 

Napa River 
Reclamation District 
#2109 

< 126 < 409 < 200 < 400 < 240 10,000 CA0038644 
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aThese allocations are applicable year-round. Wasteload allocations apply to any sources (existing or future) subject to regulation 
by a NPDES permit. 
bThe allocations for total coliform and fecal coliform shall sunset and shall no longer be effective upon the replacement of the total 
and fecal coliform water quality objectives in the Basin Plan with E.coli-based water quality objectives for contact recreation.   
cBased on a minimum of five consecutive samples collected at approximately equal intervals over a 30-day period. 

7.8.2.5 Implementation Plan 
This plan builds upon previous and ongoing successful efforts to reduce pathogen loads in the Napa 

River and its tributaries, and requires actions consistent with the California Water Code (CWC Section 

13000 et seq.); the state’s Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program Plan (CWC Section 13369) and its 

Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program; and the 

human waste discharge prohibition.  

Table 7.8.2‐5 contains the required implementation measures for each of the source categories listed in 

Table 7.8.2‐3 and 7.8.2‐4. These measures include evaluation of operating practices; development of 

comprehensive, site‐specific pathogen control measures and a corresponding implementation schedule; 

and submittal of progress reports documenting actions undertaken. Progress reports may be submitted 

directly to the Water Board or to third parties if designated. These reports will serve as documentation 

that source reduction measures are being implemented. 

It is important to note that the numeric targets and load allocations in the TMDL are not directly 

enforceable. To demonstrate attainment of applicable allocations, responsible parties must demonstrate 

that they are in compliance with specified implementation measures and any applicable waste discharge 

requirements (WDRs) or waiver conditions.  

The state’s Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control 

Program requires that current and proposed nonpoint source discharges be regulated under WDRs, 

waivers of WDRs, Basin Plan prohibitions, or some combination of these tools. Table 7.8.2‐6 specifies the 

regulatory framework for each discharger source category. The Water Board intends to work with 

stakeholders to develop conditions for waiving WDRs for grazing lands by 2009. 
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Table 7.8.2-5 Trackable Implementation Measures for the Napa River Pathogen Total Maximum Daily Load 

Source Category Action Implementing Party Completion Dates 

Submit to the Water Board Executive Officer for approval a plan and 
implementation schedule for evaluating OSDS performance and 
correcting deficiencies in OSDSs identified as potentially discharging to 
surface waters. Priority should be given to the Browns Valley Creek, 
Murphy Creek, and Salvador Channel subwatersheds 

 January 2008 

Report progress on implementation of OSDS evaluation and repair 
program 

Napa County  

January 2011 and 
biennially thereafter 

O
n-

S
ite

 S
ew

ag
e 

D
is

po
sa

l 
S

ys
te

m
s 

(O
S

D
S

) 

Comply with applicable County, Water Board, or State Water Board 
requirements Septic system owners As specified in 

applicable requirements 

Apply for coverage under the State Water Board’s general WDRs for 
sanitary sewer systems Board (Order No. 2006-0003).  Comply with 
provisions of WDRs. 

As specified in general 
WDRs 

S
an

ita
ry

 S
ew

er
 S

ys
te

m
s 

Report progress on inspection and evaluation of sewer systemsa 

Napa Sanitation District, City 
of Calistoga, City of St. 
Helena, Yountville Joint 
Treatment Plant, City of 
American Canyon, Napa River 
Reclamation District #2109  

Annually 

Submit a Report of Waste Dischargec to the Water Board that provides 
the following: a description of the facility; identification of necessary 
site-specific grazing management measures to reduce animal waste 
runoff; and an implementation schedule for identified management 
measures 

Ranchers (landowners and 
lessees). These reports may 
be submitted individually or 
jointly or through a third 
partydc. 

January 2010 

Comply with applicable WDRs, waiver conditions, or prohibitions   Ranchers (landowners and 
lessees) 

As specified in WDRs or 
waiver conditions  

G
ra

zi
ng

 L
an

ds
 

Report progress on implementation of grazing management measures 
that reduce animal waste runoff 
 

Ranchers (landowners and 
lessees). These reports may 
be submitted individually or 
jointly or through a third partyc. 

As specified in 
applicable WDRs or 
waiver of WDRs 
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Source Category Action Implementing Party Completion Dates 

Submit a Report of Waste Dischargeb to the Water Board that provides 
the following:  a description of the facility; identification of necessary 
site-specific management measures to reduce animal waste runoff; and 
a schedule for implementation of identified management measures  

Confined animal facilities. 
These reports may be 
submitted individually or jointly 
or through a third party. 

January 2010 

Comply with applicable WDRs or waiver conditions 
  

Confined animal facilities   
As specified in 
applicable WDRs or 
waiver of WDRs. 

C
on

fin
ed

 A
ni

m
al

 F
ac

ilit
ie

s 

Report progress on implementation of management measures that 
reduce animal waste runoff 
 

Confined animal facilities. 
These reports may be 
submitted individually or jointly 
or through a third party. 

As specified in 
applicable WDRs or 
waiver of WDRs  

Comply with approved stormwater management plans. Update/amend 
storm water management plans as needed to include specific measures 
to reduce discharge of human and animal wastes 

M
un

ic
ip

al
 R

un
of

f 

Report progress on implementation of human and animal waste runoff 
reduction measures  

Napa County, City of Napa, 
Town of Yountville, City of St. 
Helena, City of Calistoga, City 
of American Canyon 

As specified in 
approved stormwater 
management plan and 
in applicable NPDES 
permit 

M
un

ic
ip

al
 

W
as

te
w

at
er

 
D

is
ch

ar
ge

s 

Comply with applicable NPDES permits 

Napa Sanitation District, City 
of Calistoga, City of St. 
Helena, Yountville Joint 
Treatment Plant, City of 
American Canyon, Napa River 
Reclamation District #2109 

As specified in 
applicable NPDES 
permits 

 

a. Reports may be incorporated into annual SSMP audit reports. 
b. WDRs waiver conditions may allow for other submittals in lieu of a Report of Waste Discharge. 
c. While third parties may provide valuable assistance in TMDL implementation, the discharger is the entity responsible for 
compliance with the specified regulations and regulatory controls. 
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Table 7.8.2-6 Regulatory Framework for Discharges by Source Category 

Source Category Regulatory Tool 

On-site Sewage Disposal Systems General Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs), 
Individual WDRs, or Waiver of WDRs, as 
appropriate,a 

Prohibition of Human Waste Discharge 

Sanitary Sewer Systems General WDRs or Individual WDRs, as appropriate 
Prohibition of Human Waste Discharge 

Grazing Lands  Waiver of WDRs b  

Confined Animal Facilities Waiver of WDRs b  

Municipal Runoff NPDES Permit  

Municipal Wastewater Treatment Facilities NPDES Permit  
aRegulatory tool(s) employed will be consistent with State Water Board regulatory actions. 
bWater Board retains the option of requiring general or individual waste discharge requirements or compliance with a discharge 
prohibition, as appropriate. 

Cost estimate: Agricultural Water Quality Control Program  
Because the implementation measures for grazing lands constitute an agricultural water quality control 

program, the cost of that program is estimated below, consistent with California Water Code 

requirements (Section 13141).  

The average annual program implementation cost to agricultural dischargers is estimated to range 

between $60,000 and $250,000 for the next 10 years. These costs will be shared by Napa River watershed 

grazing lands operators (approximately 20). This estimate includes the cost of implementing animal 

waste controls and grazing management measures, and is based on costs associated with technical 

assistance and evaluation, installation of water troughs, and livestock control fencing along up to 25 

percent of streams in grazing lands. Besides fencing, other acceptable methods of managing livestock 

access to streams are not included in this cost estimate due to variability in costs and site‐specific 

applicability. In addition to private funding, potential sources of financing include federal and state water 

quality grants and federal agricultural grants. 

Evaluation and Monitoring 
Beginning in 2011 and approximately every five years thereafter, the Water Board will evaluate site‐

specific, subwatershed‐specific, and watershed‐wide compliance with the trackable implementation 

measures specified in Table 7.8.2‐5. In evaluating compliance with the trackable implementation 

measures, the Water Board will consider levels of participation for each source category as well as for 

individual dischargers (as documented by Water Board staff or third parties).  

In addition to the programmatic monitoring described above, Water Board staff, in collaboration with 

stakeholders, will conduct water quality monitoring to evaluate E. coli concentration trends in the Napa 

River and its tributaries. Five years after TMDL adoption, the Water Board will evaluate monitoring 

results and assess progress made toward attaining TMDL targets (Table 7.8.2‐1) and load allocations 

(Table 7.8.2‐3). The main objectives of the Monitoring Program are to: 

• Assess attainment of TMDL targets  

• Evaluate spatial and temporal water quality trends 
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• Further identify significant pathogens source areas 

• Collect sufficient data to prioritize implementation efforts and assess the effectiveness of source 

control actions 

• Collect sufficient data to evaluate the costs of pathogen source control measures and the existence 

of other pollutant reduction benefits (e.g., nutrients or sediment), if any 

Table 7.8.2‐7 presents locations for baseline water quality monitoring. Each site will be sampled for E. coli 
ten times each year. Five samples will be collected weekly during one 30‐day period in each wet season 

(November through March) and one 30‐day period in each dry season (May through September). All 

water quality monitoring (including quality assurance and quality control procedures) will be performed 

pursuant to the State Water Board’s Quality Assurance Management Plan for the Surface Water Ambient 

Monitoring Program. Additional monitoring will be conducted as needed if funds are available. In lieu of 

the monitoring plan described in Table 7.8.2‐6, one or more implementing parties may submit an 

alternative monitoring plan for Executive Officer approval.  

Table 7.8.2-7 Baseline Monitoring Sites 

Napa River at Third Street, Napa 

Napa River at Zinfandel Lane 

Napa River at Calistoga Community Center 

Browns Valley Creek at Browns Valley Road 

Browns Valley Creek at Borrette Lane 

Murphy Creek at Coombsville Road 

Murphy Creek at upstream location to be determineda 

Salvador Channel at Solano Avenue 

Salvador Channel at Dry Creek Road 

Four additional tributaries to be determineda, rotated each year 
aSites will be determined by Water Board staff in coordination with stakeholders. 

If source control actions are fully implemented throughout the watershed and the TMDL targets are not 

met, the Water Board may consider whether the TMDL targets are attainable, and re‐evaluate or revise 

the TMDL and allocations as appropriate. Alternatively, if the required actions are not implemented or 

are only partially implemented, the Water Board may consider regulatory or enforcement action against 

dischargers not in compliance. 

Adaptive Implementation 
Approximately every five years, the Water Board will review the Napa River Pathogen TMDL and 

evaluate new and relevant information from monitoring, special studies, and the scientific literature. At a 

minimum, the following questions will be included in the reviews. Additional questions will be 

developed in collaboration with stakeholders during each review cycle. 

1. Are the river and the tributaries progressing toward TMDL targets as expected? If progress is 

unclear, how should monitoring efforts be modified to detect trends? If there has not been 

adequate progress, how might the implementation actions or allocations be modified? 

2. What are the pollutant loads for the various source categories (including naturally occurring 

background pathogen contributions and the contribution from open space lands)? How have 
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these loads changed over time, how do they vary seasonally, and how might source control 

measures be modified to improve load reduction? 

3. Is there new, reliable, and generally accepted scientific information that suggests modifications to 

targets, allocations, or implementation actions? If so, how should the TMDL be modified? 

Reviews will be coordinated by the Water Board’s continuing planning program, with stakeholder 

participation. Any necessary modifications to the targets, allocations, or implementation plan will be 

incorporated into the Basin Plan via an amendment process. In evaluating necessary modifications, the 

Water Board will favor actions that reduce sediment and nutrient loads, pollutants for which the Napa 

River watershed is also impaired. 

7.8.3 Sonoma Creek Watershed Sediment TMDL and Habitat Enhancement Plan 
The goals of the Sonoma Creek Watershed Sediment TMDL and Habitat Enhancement Plan (Plan) are to: 

• Conserve the steelhead trout population 

• Restore water quality to meet water quality standards, including attaining beneficial uses 

• Enhance the overall health of the native fish community 

• Protect and enhance habitat for native aquatic species 

• Enhance the aesthetic and recreational values of the creek and its tributaries 

To achieve these goals, specific actions are needed to: 

1. Reduce sediment loads, and fine sediment in particular, to Sonoma Creek and its tributaries 

2. Attain and maintain suitable gravel quality in freshwater reaches of Sonoma Creek and its 

tributaries 

3. Reduce and prevent channel incision 

4. Reduce erosion and sedimentation 

5. Repair large sources of sediment supply (e.g., landslides) 

6. Enhance channel complexity (e.g., by adding and encouraging retention of large woody debris 

and restoring riparian vegetation) 

The following sections establish:  

1. A sediment total maximum daily load (TMDL) defining the allowable amount of sediment that 

can be discharged into Sonoma Creek, expressed as mass, and as a percentage of the natural 

background sediment delivery rate to channels 

2. An implementation plan to achieve the TMDL and related habitat enhancement goals 

7.8.3.1 Problem Statement 
Steelhead populations in the Sonoma Creek watershed have declined substantially since the late 1940s. 

Results of recent analyses of fisheries and sediment sources indicate that:  

1. Excessive amounts of fine sediment have been deposited in the streambed at potential steelhead 

spawning and rearing sites. Excess fine sediment in the streambed can cause poor incubation 

conditions for fish eggs, resulting in high mortality prior to emergence. Fine sediment also 

compromises the quality of pools as rearing habitat, and reduces winter rearing habitat by filling the 

spaces between cobbles and boulders. 
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2. Changes in physical habitat structure that appear to be caused by erosion of bed and banks (incision) 

in Sonoma Creek are resulting in significant adverse changes to steelhead habitat. Analysis of in‐

stream shelter in Sonoma Creek yielded a low score when considering the watershed‐wide average 

(38, which is 13 percent of the maximum score), indicating low quality of rearing habitat for juvenile 

steelhead. A steelhead census performed in 2002 indicates only 10 percent of steelhead are surviving 

past the juvenile rearing stage. These conditions are limiting the success of steelhead fish in Sonoma 

Creek. 

3. Stressful water temperatures, low summer flows, and migration barriers also impact the health of 

Sonoma Creek’s coldwater fishery. 

Due to excess erosion and sedimentation in the Sonoma Creek Watershed, the narrative water quality 

objectives for sediment and settleable material are not being met and cold freshwater habitat, wildlife 

habitat, fish spawning, recreation, and preservation of rare and endangered species beneficial uses are 

impaired. In addition, channel incision has caused habitat simplification, which has reduced and quantity 

and quality of spawning and rearing habitat for salmonids and other native aquatic species. Channel 

incision is a controllable water quality factor that is contributing to a violation of the narrative water 

quality objective for population and community ecology. 

7.8.3.2 Numeric Targets and Desired Condition 
Meeting the numeric targets and desired condition listed in Table 7.8.3‐1 will allow water quality in 

Sonoma Creek and its tributaries to achieve the Basin Plan’s narrative water quality objectives for 

sediment, settleable material, and population and community ecology.  

Table 7.8.3-1 TMDL Sediment Targets for Sonoma Creek and its Tributaries 

Spawning gravel permeability  Median value ≥ 7000 cm/hra 

Pool filling Decreasing trend in the volume of fine sediment 
deposited in pools 

Percent of fine sediment less than 0.85 mm in diameter 
is less than or equal to 14 percent of the total bulk core 
sample (<14% fines < 0.85 mm)b 

Substrate Composition- Percent Fines 
Percent of fine sediment less than 6.40 mm in diameter 
is less than or equal to 30 percent of the total bulk core 
sample (<30% fines < 6.40 mm)b 

aTarget applies to all potential spawning sites for steelhead and salmon in Sonoma Creek and its  
  tributaries. 
bTarget applies to wadeable streams and rivers with gradient less than 3 percent. A wadeable stream 
is one which an average human can safely cross on foot during the summer, low flow season while 
wearing chest waders. 

7.8.3.3 Sources  
Field assessments and sediment load modeling provide credible estimates of average rates of sediment 

delivery to Sonoma Creek. As shown in Table 7.8.3‐2, the average annual sediment load to the freshwater 

reach of Sonoma Creek is estimated to be 117,000 tons per year, or 360 tons per km2  per year. The natural 

background sediment delivery rate to Sonoma Creek is 52,000 tons per year, or 160 tons per km2  per year. 

Therefore, the current sediment delivery rate is estimated to be 225 percent of the natural background 

rate. 
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Table 7.8.3-2. Average Annual Sediment Delivery to Sonoma Creek (tons/year)a 

Source Categories Estimated Ratec 
(tons/year) 

Channel Erosion, Incisionb 25,400 

Colluvial Bank Erosion (Soil Creep) 16,600 

Surface Erosionb 6,200 

Landslidesb 4,100 

N
at

ur
al

 P
ro

ce
ss

es
 

Total- Natural Processes 52,300 

Channel Incision and Gully Erosionb 43,300 

Roads and Stream Crossings 11,200 

Surface Erosionb from vineyards, other row 
crops, and rangelands 

 
8,600 

Urban Stormwater Runoff 1,100 

Landslidesb 900 H
um

an
 A

ct
io

ns
 

Total- Human Actions 65,100 

GRAND TOTAL 117,400 
a Sediment delivery rates are rounded to the nearest hundred. 
b Channel erosion and incision, surface erosion, and landslides are occur due to both Natural 
Processes and Human Actions. For these sources, each component (natural processes vs. human 
actions) is displayed separately. 
c The timeframe associated with the average annual rate varies from long-term average rates which 
were estimated for landslides, channel incision, and gully erosion to those for urban stormwater, 
surface erosion, and road-related erosion, which are estimated based on current/contemporary 
conditions.    

7.8.3.4 Total Maximum Daily Load and Allocations 
The Sonoma Creek sediment TMDL is established at 65,400 tons per year, which is approximately 125 

percent of natural background load. Natural background load depends upon natural processes, and 

varies significantly.  Therefore, the TMDL and allocations are expressed both in terms of sediment mass 

and percent of natural background. The percentage based TMDL, 125% of natural background, applies 

throughout the watershed. In order to achieve the TMDL, controllable sediment delivery resulting from 

human actions needs to be reduced by approximately 80 percent from current proportion of the total load 

(Table 7.8.3‐3). TMDL attainment will be evaluated at the limit of tidal influence in the Sonoma Creek 

watershed, which approximates the downstream boundary of freshwater habitat for steelhead.  Sonoma 

Creek has several tributaries that join the mainstem below the tidal limit; therefore, several points will be 

used to evaluate TMDL attainment. These points are: mainstem Sonoma Creek just downstream of the 

Fowler/Carriger Creek confluence, and the freshwater portions (above tidal influence) of Schell, Ramos, 

Carneros, and Merazo Creeks. Attainment of the TMDL will be evaluated over a 5‐to‐10‐year averaging 

period. The TMDL equal to 125 percent of natural background load, can be achieved if human‐related 

sources are reduced to the level of the allocations shown in  

Table 7.8.3‐3. 
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Table 7.8.3-3. Sonoma Creek Sediment Load and Wasteload Allocations (tons/year)a 
Allocation  

Source Category Current 
(2005) Loadb 

Estimated 
Reductions 
Needed 
(Percentage) 

tons/year Percent Natural 
Background 

Natural Processes 

Channel Erosion, Incision 25,400 0 25,400 49 

Colluvial Bank Erosion (Soil 
Creep) 16,600 0 16,600 32 

Surface Erosion 6,200 0 6,200 12 

Landslides 4,100 0 4,100 8 

Human Actions 

Channel Erosion, Incision 43,300 81 8,100 15 

Roads and Stream Crossings  11,200 81 2,100 4 

Surface Erosion, including 
vineyards, grazed lands, 
unmanaged areas, and minor 
agriculture 

8,600 81 1,600 3 

Landslides 900 81 200 0.4 

Lo
ad

 A
llo

ca
tio

ns
 

TOTAL 116,300  64,300 123 

Municipal Stormwater - 
NPDES Permit No. CAS000004 

600 0 600 1 

Construction Stormwater -  
NPDES Permit No. CAS000002 300 0 300 0.6 

Industrial Stormwater –  
NPDES Permit No. CAS000001 

100 0 100 0.2 

Caltrans Stormwater –  
NPDES Permit No. CAS000003 

100 0 100 0.2 

W
as

te
lo

ad
 A

llo
ca

tio
ns

c  

TOTAL  1,100 
 

1,100 2 

TOTAL ALLOCATIONS = TMDL = 125 % of Natural 
Background 

 
65,400 125 

a Sediment loads and allocations are rounded to the nearest hundred. Some totals may not appear to add up due to rounding. 
b Table 7.8.3-2 also displays the estimated current (2005) sediment loads. Total current (2005) estimated sediment load = 117,400  
tons/year. 
c Source categories included in the wasteload allocations (e.g., municipal stormwater) are described as “urban stormwater” in Table 7.8.3-2.  
The term “urban stormwater” in Table 7.8.3-2 incorporates municipal, construction, industrial, and Caltrans stormwater. 
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7.8.3.5 Implementation Plan 
The implementation actions described below are to achieve TMDL targets and allocations and habitat 

enhancement goals. In addition, actions specified in this plan are expected to enhance steelhead 

population. It is important to note that the allocations in the TMDL are not directly enforceable. To 

demonstrate attainment of applicable allocations, responsible parties must demonstrate that they are in 

compliance with required implementation measures and any applicable waste discharge requirements 

(WDRs), WDR waiver conditions, or NPDES permits. 

Regulatory Tools 
The State’s Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control 

Program requires regulation of nonpoint source discharges using the Water Board’s administrative 

permitting authorities, including WDRs, waivers of WDRs, Basin Plan Discharge Prohibitions, or some 

combination of these. Consistent with this policy, Tables 7.8.3‐4 – 7.8.3‐7 specify actions and performance 

standards by nonpoint source category, as needed to achieve TMDL sediment targets and allocations in 

the Sonoma Creek watershed. The Water Board will consider adopting conditions for waiving WDRs that 

apply to the nonpoint sources (vineyards, grazing, roads, etc.) listed in Tables 7.8.3‐4 – 7.8.3‐7, address all 

pollutants of concern, protect all beneficial uses, and balance the agricultural, environmental, 

recreational, and residential needs of the watershed.  

The wasteload allocations contained in Table 7.8.3‐3 apply to point sources of sediment that are regulated 

by NPDES permits. Table 7.8.3‐8 shows implementation measures required of these sources, which 

include municipal stormwater, runoff from state highways, and from industrial and construction sites. 

Problems associated with channel incision, related rapid bank erosion, and loss of essential habitat 

features, reflect and integrate multiple historical and ongoing disturbances, some of which are local and 

direct, and others that are indirect and distal. Effectively addressing these issues will require cooperative 

and coordinated actions by multiple landowners, working with public agencies, over significant distances 

along the creek. The most effective means of controlling channel incision and reducing related fine 

sediment delivery to the creek is a channel restoration program that re‐establishes width‐to‐depth ratios 

and sinuosity values conducive to formation of alternate bars and a modest flood plain. The Water Board 

will work with stakeholders along Sonoma Creek, through local stewardship groups, to implement such 

channel restoration/habitat enhancement projects. Tables 7.8.3‐9 to 7.8.3‐11 (Recommended Measures to 

Protect or Enhance Habitat), specify actions to address adverse impacts of channel incision on salmonid 

habitat quantity and quality, and to accomplish habitat enhancement goals for flow, temperature, and 

fish passage for steelhead.   

Individual landowners or coalitions may work with “third parties” to develop and implement sediment 

pollutant control programs. With regard to achievement of actions to protect or enhance baseflow, fish 

passage, habitat complexity, and stream temperature, the effectiveness of the recommended actions 

specified in Tables 7.8.3‐9 through 7.8.3‐11, will be evaluated as part of the adaptive implementation 

program.  

Agricultural Water Quality Control Program Costs 

Implementation measures for grazing lands and vineyards constitute an agricultural water quality 

control program and therefore, consistent with California Water Code requirements (Section 13141), the 

cost of this program is estimated herein.  This cost estimate includes the cost of implementing all actions 

to reduce sediment discharges and enhance habitat complexity as specified in the implementation plan, 

and is based on costs associated with technical assistance and evaluation, project design, and 

implementation of actions needed to achieve the TMDL. In estimating costs, the Water Board has 
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assumed that owners of agricultural businesses own 75 percent of total land area on hillside parcels, and 

95 percent of the land along Sonoma Creek and lower reaches of its tributaries. Based on these 

assumptions, the estimated total cost for program implementation for agricultural sources is $1.3‐to‐2.3 

million per year throughout the 20‐year implementation period. More than three‐quarters of these 

potential costs are associated with addressing channel incision and enhancing habitat conditions (to 

reverse the impacts of channel incision) in Sonoma Creek and its tributaries. Considering potential 

benefits to the public in terms of ecosystem functions, aesthetics, recreation, and water quality, it is 

anticipated that at least 75 percent of the cost of these actions will be paid for with public funds. 

Therefore, the total cost to agricultural businesses associated with efforts to reduce sediment supply and 

enhance habitat in Sonoma Creek is $300,000‐$600,000 per year over the 20‐year implementation period. 

Evaluation and Monitoring  
In collaboration with stakeholders in the watershed, Water Board staff will develop a detailed monitoring 

program to assess progress of TMDL attainment and provide a basis for reviewing and revising TMDL 

elements or implementation actions. As an initial milestone, by fall 2011, the Water Board and watershed 

partners will complete monitoring plans to evaluate: a) attainment of water quality targets; and b) 

suspended sediment and turbidity conditions. Initial data collection, based on the protocols established in 

these monitoring plans is anticipated to begin in the winter of 2011‐2012. 

As a whole, the monitoring program will be designed to: 

1. Assess channel response and progress towards achieving water quality targets. In‐channel effectiveness 
monitoring will be conducted to evaluate: a) progress toward achieving water quality targets, 

and b) channel response to management measures and natural processes. Parameters that will be 

monitored to assess progress toward achieving water quality targets are streambed permeability, 

pool filling, and percent fines composition of the substrate. The number of sites to be monitored 

will be selected based on availability/presence of the applicable habitat feature (i.e., spawning 

gravels and pools), as well as the number of samples needed to have a high degree of statistical 

confidence in estimated values. Frequency of monitoring should be once every five years, at a 

minimum, for streambed permeability and pool filling. If resources are available, desired 

monitoring frequency for all TMDL target parameters is once every two to three years. Pool 

filling should be monitored every two to three years to allow a trend analysis. The Water Board 

may establish alternative water quality parameters and/or numeric target values at a future date 

as part of the adaptive implementation process, when/if information becomes available to 

conclude with a high degree of confidence that one or more alternative parameters or target 

values provide a superior basis for determining attainment of water quality objectives for 

sediment, and the protection of fisheries‐related beneficial uses. 

2. Further evaluate potential impacts of suspended sediment and related turbidity.  To further study 
potential impacts of suspended sediment and related turbidity, monitoring of turbidity should 

continue. The Sonoma Ecology Center maintains a continuous and automated monitoring station 

at the Sonoma Valley Watershed Station in Eldridge, CA. Monitoring of suspended sediment 

should continue to further understanding of turbidity and suspended sediment concentrations in 

ambient conditions, and during and after storms. Turbidity/suspended sediment data should be 

analyzed to determine the length of time it takes for turbidity levels to drop to pre‐storm levels 

after a storm event.  

It is expected that as sediment reduction and habitat enhancement measures (including reducing 

channel incision) are undertaken, suspended sediment concentrations and turbidity levels will 

decrease. This expectation should be confirmed with continued turbidity monitoring. In addition, 
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turbidity monitoring can provide information regarding the effectiveness of sediment reduction 

measures because it is a sensitive measure of the effects of land use on streams. 

3. Assess whether required sediment reduction measures are undertaken. Implementation monitoring will 

be conducted by landowners or designated agents, per the compliance monitoring and reporting 

provisions of applicable waivers of WDRs, WDRs, and NPDES permits.  

4. Evaluate effectiveness of selected sediment reduction measures (both structural and management‐related). 
The Water Board will conduct upslope effectiveness monitoring to evaluate sediment delivery to 

channels from land use activities and natural processes. The first sediment source analysis update 

will occur by 2020, when sediment delivery associated with human activities may be reduced by 

25 percent or more. A subsequent update may occur, assuming the water quality targets for 

sediment are not already achieved, by 2025, when sediment supply associated with human 

activities may be reduced by 40 percent or more. An additional goal for future updates of the 

source analysis is to reduce uncertainty associated with estimates of sediment delivery rates.  

5. Evaluate effectiveness of recommended habitat enhancement measures and assess progress towards goals of 
the Habitat Enhancement Plan. The Water Board and local partners should monitor habitat 

complexity‐related water quality indicators to assess progress towards achievement of a balanced 

sediment budget (where the amount of fine and course sediment input to a given channel reach is 

equal to the amount that is transported downstream).  

Monitoring should occur to determine whether there is an increasing trend in the percent of the 

length of mainstem of Sonoma Creek, and in the lower alluvial reaches of its tributaries, that 

attain the following conditions: 

a. The bankfull channel width‐to depth ratio is > 12:1. 

b. The average spacing between alluvial and/or forced gravel bars within the active channel is <  

7 times the width of the bankfull channel. 

c. Available shear stress at bankfull flow does not exceed the amount required to initiate 

motion of the streambed by more than approximately 20 percent. 

d. Floodplain width is > 4 times bankfull channel width. 

Monitoring should also assess whether there is: 

e) An increasing trend through time in the mean area and frequency of riffles and gravel bars 

within the mainstem channel; and 

f) A decreasing trend through time in the percent of the length of the mainstem of Sonoma 

Creek, and in the lower alluvial reach of its tributaries, where banks or bed are hardened, 

and/or where constructed levees contribute to channel instability. 

The information gained from monitoring will guide adaptive implementation. 

7.8.3.6 Adaptive Implementation 
In concert with the monitoring program, described above, the Sonoma Creek Watershed Sediment TMDL 

and Habitat Enhancement Plan will be regularly updated. Results of in‐progress or anticipated studies 

that enhance understanding of the population status of steelhead trout in the Sonoma Creek watershed, 

and/or factors controlling those populations, may also trigger changes to the plan and TMDL. At a 

minimum, data in response to the following questions will be considered to guide research and 

monitoring efforts and focus each subsequent update of the TMDL. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 

7- 115  

Key Questions to be considered in the course of Adaptive Implementation: 
• What is the population status of steelhead in the watershed? Is there an increase in the number or 

percentage of steelhead that survive past the juvenile rearing life stage as sediment reduction and 

habitat enhancement measures are implemented?  An improved understanding of the current 

status of steelhead populations in the Sonoma Creek watershed is essential for guiding adaptive 

updates to the management actions recognized in this plan. Two types of monitoring data may 

be needed to evaluate the current population status in the watershed: 1) “smolt” production and 

sizes, and 2) adult spawning run‐size. Smolt refers to the life stage when juvenile salmonids 

migrate from freshwater to the ocean. These two types of monitoring would provide a basis for 

assessing the influences of ocean and freshwater rearing habitat on steelhead run‐size. 

• Are Sonoma Creek and its tributaries progressing toward TMDL targets as expected? If there has 

not been adequate progress, how might the implementation actions, targets or allocations be 

modified? 

• What are expected benefits of various actions to enhance habitat for steelhead? Which actions, 

and in which locations, would enhancement measures have the most benefit and be the most 

cost‐effective? 

• Are the specified sediment reduction measures and recommended habitat enhancement 

measures resulting in an improving trend in channel stability? 

• What effect will climate change have on hydrology, sediment transport, and habitat for the 

watershed’s aquatic species? Is there evidence that TMDL implementation actions, together with 

climate change, may affect Bay tidal habitats? How will climate change effect the outcome of 

required and recommended measures, and how should these measured be adjusted in response? 

• Are there new data or information available that warrants revision of water quality targets, 

allocations, or implementation measures?
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Table 7.8.3-4 Required and Trackable TMDL Implementation Measures for Sediment Discharges Associated with 
Vineyards1 

Performance Standards Actions 
Implementing 
Parties 

Completion Dates 

Submit a Report of Waste Discharge2 to the 
Water Board that provides, at a minimum, the 
following:  a description of the vineyard; 
identification of site-specific erosion control 
measures needed to achieve performance 
standard(s) specified in this table; and a 
schedule for implementation of identified 
erosion control measures. 
 
OR 
 
Implement farm plan certified under Fish 
Friendly Farming Environmental Certification 
Program or other farm plan certification 
program approved as part of a WDR waiver 
policy. All dischargers applying for coverage 
under a WDR waiver policy also will be required 
to file a notice of intent (NOI) for coverage, and 
to comply with all conditions of the WDR waiver 
policy 4. 
 

Vineyard owner 
and/or operator June 2014 

Comply with applicable waste discharge 
requirements (WDRs) or waiver of WDRs.   

Vineyard owner 
and/or operator 

As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of WDRs 

Surface Erosion associated with vineyards: Comply with 
the Sonoma County Vineyard Erosion and Sediment Control 
Ordinance (Sonoma County Code, Chapter 30, Article V) 
and minimize erosion from existing vineyards; and 
 
Roads:  Design, construct, and maintain rural roads to 
minimize road-related sediment delivery to stream channels; 
and 
 
Gullies and/or shallow landslides: Promote natural 
recovery and minimize human-caused increases in 
sediment delivery from unstable areas;  and 
 
Effectively attenuate significant increases in storm 
runoff. Runoff from vineyards shall not cause or contribute 
to downstream increases in rates of bank or bed erosion. 
 

Report progress on implementation of site 
specific erosion control measures.3 

Vineyard owner 
and/or operator 

As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of WDRs 

1.As needed to achieve TMDL allocations and consistent with the State Board’s Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program  
2 Or compliance with applicable conditional waivers of WDRs that may be adopted by the Water Board. 
3 Reports may be submitted individually or jointly through a recognized third party. 
4 This Basin Plan amendment recognizes farm plans certified under the Fish Friendly Farming Environmental Certification Program as effective with regard to control of pollutant discharges associated 
with vineyards. Additional conditions will be required under a General WDR and/or waiver program consistent with the State Board’s Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source 
Pollution Control Program, and/or as needed to avoid potentially significant environmental impacts. 
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Table 7.8.3-5 Required TMDL Implementation Measures for Sediment Discharges Associated with Grazing 

Source(s) and Performance Standard(s) Actions 
Implementing 
Parties 

Completion Dates 

Submit a Report of Waste 
Discharge1 to the Water Board 
that provides, at a minimum, the 
following:  description of the 
property; identification of site-
specific erosion control measures 
to achieve performance 
standard(s) specified in this table; 
and a schedule for 
implementation of identified 
erosion control measures. 

Landowner and/or 
ranch operator June 2014 

Comply with applicable waste 
discharge requirements (WDRs) 
or waiver of WDRs.   

Landowner and/or 
ranch operator 

As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of WDRs 

Surface erosion associated with livestock 
grazing: Attain or exceed minimal residual dry 
matter values consistent with University of 
California Division of Agriculture and Natural 
Resources guidelines;  and  
 
Roads:  Design, construct, and maintain rural 
roads to minimize road-related sediment delivery 
to stream channels; and 
 
Gullies and/or shallow landslides: Promote 
natural recovery and minimize human-caused 
increases in sediment delivery from unstable 
areas. Report progress on 

implementation of site specific 
erosion control measures.2 

Landowner and/or 
ranch operator 

As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of WDRs 
 

1 Or compliance with applicable conditional waivers of WDRs that may be adopted by the Water Board. 
2These reports may be prepared individually or jointly or through a recognized third party.  
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Table 7.8.3-6 Required TMDL Implementation Measures for Sediment Discharges Associated with Rural Lands1,  

Sources and  
Performance Standards Actions 

Implementing 
Parties 

Completion Dates 

Submit a Report of Waste Discharge2 to 
the Water Board that provides, at a 
minimum, the following:  description of the 
property; identification of site-specific 
erosion control measures to achieve 
performance standard(s) specified in this 
table; and a schedule for implementation 
of identified erosion control measures. 

 
Landowners  

June 2014 
 
 

Comply with applicable Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) or waiver of 
WDRs.   

Landowners  As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of WDRs 

Roads: Design, construct, and 
maintain rural roads to minimize 
road-related sediment delivery to 
stream channels ; and 
 
Gullies and/or shallow landslides: 
Promote natural recovery, and 
minimize human caused increases 
in sediment delivery from unstable 
areas. 

Report progress on implementation of site 
specific erosion control measures.3 Landowners   As specified in applicable 

WDRs or waiver of WDRs 

1. Rural lands include: non-farmed and non-grazing portions of parcels >10 acres that contain one or more residences, and/or a winery; vacant residential parcels >10 acres; 
and/or portions of 10-acres or larger parcels with secondary vineyard, orchard, and/or grazing. Parcels smaller than 10 acres, but that are identified by Water Board staff as 
posing a threat to water quality, may also be required to implement the specified actions. 

2. Or compliance with applicable conditional waivers of WDRs that may be adopted by the Water Board 
3. These reports may be prepared individually or jointly or through a recognized third party. 
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Table 7.8.3-7 Required TMDL Implementation Measures for Sediment Discharges associated with Parks  
 and Open Space, and/or Municipal Public Works 

Landowner 
Type 

Sources and  
Performance Standards Actions 

Implementing 
Parties 

Completion Dates 

Submit a Report of Waste Discharge1 to Water Board 
that provides, at a minimum, the following:  
description of the road network and/or segments; 
identification of erosion and sediment control 
measures to achieve performance standard(s) 
specified in this table; and a schedule for 
implementation of identified control measures.  For 
paved roads, erosion and sediment control actions 
could primarily focus on road crossings to meet the 
performance standard. 
 
Adopt and implement best management practices for 
maintenance of unimproved (dirt/gravel) roads, and 
conduct a survey of stream-crossings associated with 
paved public roadways, and develop a prioritized 
implementation plan for repair and/or replacement of 
high priority crossings/culverts to reduce road-related 
erosion and protect stream-riparian habitat 
conditions. 

Sonoma County Stormwater 
Management Program 
(SWMP) 
 
State of California, 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation 
 
State of California, 
Department of Transportation 
 
County of Sonoma 
Transportation and Public 
Works 

June 2014 

Comply with applicable Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) or waiver of WDRs.   Landowners  

As specified in 
applicable WDRs or 
waiver of WDRs, 
and/or the SWMP 
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Roads: Design, construct, and 
maintain rural roads to minimize 
road-related sediment delivery to 
stream channels; and 
 
Gullies and/or shallow 
landslides: Promote natural 
recovery, and minimize human 
caused increases in sediment 
delivery from unstable areas. 

Report progress on development and implementation 
of best management practices to control road-related 
erosion.2 

Landowners  

As specified in 
applicable WDRs or 
waiver of WDRs, 
and/or SWMP 

1 Or compliance with applicable conditional waivers of WDRs that may be adopted by the Water Board. 
2These reports may be prepared individually or jointly or through a recognized third party. 
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 Table 7.8.3-8 Required TMDL Implementation Measures for Sediment Discharges associated with Urban Land Uses 

Source 
 
Performance Standards 
 

Actions 
Implementing 
Parties 

Completion Dates 

Construction 
Stormwater Runoff 

Control and minimize sediment 
and erosion from construction 
sites through appropriate use of 
Best Management Practices. 

Comply with the requirements of the 
General Permit for Discharges of 
Storm Water Associated with 
Construction Activity (NPDES 
Permit No. CAS000002) or updated 
versions of the Construction 
General Permit. 
 
Develop, maintain, and implement a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) that describes BMPs 
to be used to control erosion and 
sedimentation.  
 
Develop and implement a sediment 
monitoring plan if the construction 
site discharges directly to Sonoma 
Creek or its tributaries. 
 

Owners or 
Operators of Sites 
under Construction 

As specified in the 
Construction General 
Permit (NPDES Permit No. 
CAS000002) 

Industrial 
Stormwater Runoff 

Control discharges from industrial 
facilities to the standard of “best 
available technology 
economically achievable” and the 
“best conventional pollutant 
control technology”. 

Comply with the requirements of the 
General Permit for Discharges of 
Stormwater Associated with 
Industrial Activities (NPDES Permit 
No. CAS000001). 
 
Develop a SWPPP and monitoring 
plan to identify sources of pollutants 
(including sediment) and the means 
to control them to reduce 
stormwater pollution. 

Owners or 
Operators of 
Industrial Facility 
Sites 

As specified in the 
Industrial Stormwater 
General Permit (NPDES 
Permit No. CAS000001) 
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Reduce discharge of pollutants, 
including sediment, to the 
maximum extent practicable 
(MEP)1 
 

Comply with approved stormwater 
management plans. 
 
Comply with Municipal Stormwater 
Permit (NPDES Permit No. 
CAS000004). 
 
 

Sonoma County 
Water Agency, 
County of Sonoma, 
City of Sonoma, 
Sonoma 
Developmental 
Center, and any 
other designated 
entities 

As specified in approved 
stormwater management 
plan and in applicable 
NPDES permit (NPDES 
Permit No. CAS000004). 

Municipal 
Stormwater 
Runoff 

Attenuate peak flows and 
durations from new and 
redevelopment projects to MEP 
standards. 

Amend and implement stormwater 
management plans to control peak 
flow rates and durations 

Sonoma County 
Water Agency, 
County of Sonoma, 
City of Sonoma, 
Sonoma 
Developmental 
Center, and any 
other designated 
entities 

No later than June 2014 

State Highways 
Stormwater 
Runoff 

Control runoff from state 
highways and associated 
construction activities. 

Comply with the Caltrans Statewide 
Stormwater Permit (NPDES Permit 
No. CAS000003). 

California 
Department of 
Transportation 
(Caltrans) 

As specified in applicable 
NPDES permit (NPDES 
Permit No. CAS000003). 

1 MEP is the performance standard specified in Section 402(p) of the Clean Water Act. What constitutes MEP evolves with technology and feasibility, and therefore may change in the 
future. As of 2008, we consider MEP to be those standards specified in the Phase I Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit Revised Tentative Order (NPDES Permit No. CAS612008, 
provision C.3). 
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Table 7.8.3-9 Recommended Actions to Reduce Sediment Load and Enhance Habitat Complexity in Sonoma Creek and 
its Tributaries 

Recommended Action Management Objective(s) Actions Implementing Parties Completion Dates 
and Notes 

Prevent and Reduce 
Channel Incision 

Reduce rates of sediment 
delivery (associated with 
incision and associated 
bank erosion) to channels, 
by 80 percent. 
 
Enhance channel habitat as 
needed to support self-
sustaining run of steelhead 
and enhance the overall 
health of the native fish 
community. 
 
Stabilize channel banks 
and riparian areas to 
reduce sediment loads from 
landslides. 

 
Develop and prioritize 
channel restoration projects 
to address unstable areas, 
based on level of incision 
and/or landslide instability. 

Landowners and/or 
designated agents, and 
reach-based stewardships  

Comply with conditions 
of Clean Water Act 
Section 401 
certifications 
 

Enhance Physical Habitat 
Structure 

Enhance quality of rearing 
habitat for juvenile 
salmonids by increasing 
riparian canopy, large 
woody debris, and 
frequency and depth of pool 
habitat. 

Develop, prioritize, and 
implement plans to 
increase channel 
complexity, including 
increasing riparian canopy, 
pool habitat, and large 
woody debris. 

Landowners and/or 
designated agents, and 
reach-based stewardships 

 

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 

7- 123  

Table 7.8.3-10 Recommended Actions to Protect or Enhance Baseflow 

Recommended 
Action 

Management 
Objective Action(s) Implementing Parties Schedule/Notes 

Enhance 
Summer Base 
Flows 

Maintain suitable 
conditions for 
juvenile rearing, 
and smolt 
migration to 
Sonoma Creek 
estuary. 

Implement a groundwater 
management plan to: 1) maintain 
groundwater levels for the support 
of beneficial uses, 2) increase water 
recycling and conservation in order 
to enhance summer base-flows, 3) 
identify and protect groundwater 
recharge areas, 4) enhance the 
recharge of groundwater where 
appropriate; and 5) protect against 
adverse interactions between 
groundwater and surface water 
flows. 
 
Identify potential groundwater 
recharge areas and develop pilot 
projects. 

Sonoma County Water Agency, 
Valley of the Moon Water District, City 
of Sonoma, Basin Advisory Panel1, 
and interested collaborators 

The Sonoma Valley 
Groundwater 
Management Plan2 was 
adopted by the Sonoma 
County Water Agency in 
November 2007. The 
plan includes an 
implementation schedule 
to achieve recommended 
actions to protect or 
enhance baseflow.  

1The Basin Advisory Panel was formed to act as the groundwater management plan stakeholder group for the Sonoma Valley Basin  
2 The Sonoma Valley Groundwater Management Plan (developed by the Sonoma County Water Agency, Valley of the Moon Water District, and 
City of Sonoma) is a non-regulatory plan aimed at locally managing, protecting, and enhancing groundwater resources.   
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Table 7.8.3-11 Recommended Actions to Restore to Fish Passage 

Recommended 
Action 

Management 
Objective(s) Action(s) Implementing Parties Schedule/Notes 

Design, replace or retrofit road 
crossings to allow fish passage 
according to fish-friendly guidance 
such as those developed by 
FishNet 4C, Department of Fish 
and Game, or other appropriate 
entity with expertise in salmonid 
habitat restoration. 
 

Local public agencies, 
watershed groups and 
landowners  

 

Address Fish 
Passage Barriers 

No significant structural 
impediments to 
salmonid migration or 
passage in mainstem 
or key tributaries. 
 
Reduce the number of 
stream miles 
inaccessible to fish. Develop, prioritize, and implement 

plans to remove identified barriers 
to fish passage. 

Local public agencies, 
watershed groups, and 
landowners 
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7.8.4 Napa River Sediment Reduction and Habitat Enhancement Plan 
The goals of the Napa River Sediment Reduction and Habitat Enhancement Plan (Plan) are to: 

• Conserve the steelhead trout population 

• Establish a self‐sustaining Chinook salmon population  

• Enhance the overall health of the native fish community 

• Enhance the aesthetic and recreational values of the river and its tributaries 

To achieve these goals, specific actions are needed to: 

• Attain and maintain suitable gravel quality and diverse streambed topography in freshwater 

reaches of Napa River and its tributaries  

• Protect and/or enhance base flows in tributaries and the mainstem of the Napa River 

• Reduce the number and significance of human‐made structures in channels that block or impede 

fish passage 

• Maintain and/or decrease summer water temperatures in tributaries to the Napa River 

The following sections establish:  

1. A sediment total maximum daily load (TMDL) defining the allowable amount of sediment that 

can be discharged into the Napa River, expressed as a percentage of the natural background 

sediment delivery rate to channels 

2. An implementation plan to achieve the TMDL and related habitat enhancement goals 

7.8.4.1 Problem Statement 
Steelhead and salmon populations in the Napa River and its tributaries have declined substantially since 

the late 1940s. Results of recent analyses of fisheries and sediment sources indicate that:  

1.  Spawning and juvenile rearing habitat for salmon and steelhead are adversely affected 
by high concentrations of fine sediment (primarily sand) deposited in the bed of the Napa 
River and its tributaries.  

Successful reproduction by salmon and steelhead depends on adequate flow through streambed 

gravels (permeability) in order for eggs to hatch and larvae to grow. As the concentration of fine 

sediment (primarily sand) in the streambed increases, permeability decreases, which in turn 

increases egg and larval mortality, and ultimately causes a decrease in the number of young fish 

that emerge from the streambed. Similarly, as the concentration of sand in the streambed 

increases, the frequency and extent of streambed scour is intensified, further increasing mortality 

between spawning and emergence by washing eggs and/or larvae out of the bed during common 

high flow events.  

Even small increases in the concentration of fine sediment in the streambed may degrade the 

quality of rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead and salmon. Young steelhead need open spaces 

between clusters of large cobbles and boulders in order to escape high flows and predation 

during the winter. Similarly, as the concentration of fine sediment in the streambed increases, 

growth and survival of juvenile steelhead and salmon decreases as a consequence of lower 

biomass of aquatic insect prey species, and increasing activity level, aggressive behavior, and 

attacks between juvenile salmon and steelhead as they compete for food.   
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2.  Channel incision has greatly reduced the quantity and quality of spawning and 
rearing habitat for Chinook salmon in Napa River watershed. Habitat losses as a result of 
incision exert a significant negative influence on freshwater growth and survival of juvenile 
salmon, and therefore, on the number of Chinook salmon that ultimately return to spawn.   

Channel incision, the progressive lowering over time of streambed elevation as a result of net 

erosion, has lowered the streambed of the mainstem of the Napa River by more than two meters 

since the start of the current episode of incision, which began sometime after 1965. As a result, 

habitat is being degraded. The channel has become isolated from its flood plain and there has 

been a large reduction in the size and frequency of riffles, gravel bars, side channels, and sloughs. 

These habitats provide essential spawning and juvenile rearing habitat for Chinook salmon. 

Human activities that have contributed to channel incision in the River, including (but not 

necessarily limited to) levee building, development projects that have increased peak runoff 

during storms, construction of large tributary dams, straightening of some mainstem channel 

reaches, filling of side channels, historical gravel mining, dredging to reduce flood risk, and 

intensive removal of large woody debris.   

3.  Low flows and stressful water temperatures during the spring and dry season, and fish 
migration barriers exert a significant negative influence on the number (and fitness) of 
juvenile steelhead that migrate to the ocean from the watershed, and as such, on the number of 
adults that successfully return to spawn.   

Drifting aquatic insects produced in riffles often are the primary source of food for juvenile 

steelhead. Low or no flow over riffles during the spring and dry season greatly reduces this food 

source. An association between low and/or negative growth rates in juvenile steelhead and poor 

baseflow persistence was documented in the summer and fall of 2001 in Napa River watershed. 

Summer water temperatures in tributaries also are often stressful to juvenile steelhead, likely 

contributing to poor growth rates that were documented. If low growth rates in summer are not 

mitigated by high rates of growth during other times of the year, significant reductions in 

survival rates during all subsequent life stages may result. 

Poor access to and from potential spawning and rearing habitat due to man‐made structures built 

in channels (e.g., dams, road crossings, weirs, etc.) and human water uses have reduced the size 

of the steelhead run in the Napa River watershed. For example, approximately 30 percent of the 

land area in the Napa River watershed drains into over 400 on‐channel reservoirs.   

Due to excess erosion and sedimentation in the Napa River watershed, the narrative water quality 

objectives for sediment and settleable material are not being met, and cold freshwater habitat, wildlife 

habitat, fish spawning, recreation, and preservation of rare and endangered species beneficial uses are 

impaired. In addition, channel incision has reduced the quantity of gravel bars, riffles, side channels, and 

sloughs, which threatens Chinook salmon and other fish and aquatic wildlife species. Channel incision is 

a controllable water quality factor that is contributing to a violation of the narrative water quality 

objective for population and community ecology. 

7.8.4.2 Numeric Targets  
Meeting the numeric targets listed in Table 7.8.4‐1 will allow water quality in the Napa River and its 

tributaries to achieve the Basin Plan’s narrative water quality objectives for sediment, settleable material, 

and population and community ecology.  
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Table 7.8.4-1. TMDL sediment targets for the Napa River and its Tributaries 

Spawning gravel permeability  Median value ≥ 7000 cm/hra 

Streambed scour  Mean depth of scour ≤ 15 cmb 

a Target applies to all potential spawning sites for steelhead and salmon in the Napa River and its tributaries, excluding those 
upstream of municipal water supply reservoirs.    
 

b Target applies to the response of the streambed to peak flows less than the bankfull event at all potential spawning sites for 
salmon in gravel-bedded reaches of: 1) mainstem Napa River; and 2) alluvial reaches of tributaries where streambed slope is 
between 0.001 and 0.02. Potential spawning sites can be identified based on the following: 1) dominant substrate size in the 
streambed surface layer is between 8 and 128 mm; 2) minimum surface area of gravel deposit is 0.2 square meters in 
tributaries and 1.0 square meter in mainstem Napa River; or 3) located within mainstem Napa River at a riffle head, pool tail, 
and/or pool margin or in tributary reaches where streambed    slope < 0.03, or in tributary reaches where streambed slope > 
0.03 in pool tails, backwater pools, and/or in gravel deposits associated with flow obstructions (e.g., woody debris, boulders, 
banks, etc.). 
 

7.8.4.3 Sources  
Field inventories conducted throughout the watershed provide credible estimates of the rates and sizes of 

sediment delivered to Napa River watershed channels between 1994 and 2004. Based on this work, and 

application of channel and reservoir mapping, the Water Board concludes that: 

• 1.  More than half of fine sediment delivered to Napa River during the 1994–2004 period is 

associated with land use activities, including roads, human‐caused channel incision, 

vineyards, intensive historical livestock grazing, and urban stormwater runoff.   

• 2.  In addition to its prominence in the sediment budget, channel incision is the primary 

agent for isolation of the channel from its flood plain and a reduction in the quantity and 

frequency of spawning and rearing habitat for salmon and steelhead in Napa River and the 

lower reaches of its tributaries. 

• 3.  Channel sediment loads vary greatly depending upon nature of underlying bedrock or 

sediment deposits, land use activities, and the location of dams. 

• 4.  Thirty percent of the watershed drains into reservoirs constructed in tributary channels. 

These reservoirs capture all of the gravel and sand, and most of the finer sediment input to 

upstream channels. Nonetheless, anthropogenic activities, downstream of dams, are 

contributing enough sediment such that the fine sediment load is substantially elevated in 

the Napa River downstream of the reservoirs. 

Mean annual sediment delivery rate to channels is estimated to have been  272,000 metric tons per year 

during the period from 1994 to 2004, which when considered in relation to the land area draining into the 

Napa River at Soda Creek (e.g., 584 km2), equals  466 metric tons per km2 per year (Table 7.8.4‐2). The 

natural background rate of sediment delivery during this period, absent dams and human‐caused erosion 

is estimated to have been 252 metric tons per km2 per year, which is calculated from Table 7.8.4‐2 as 

follows: 
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48,000 metric tons/year–sediment deposited in tributary reservoirs 

7,000 metric tons/year–sediment discharged through dams on tributaries 

92,000 metric tons/year–input to channels downstream of reservoirs 

147,000 metric tons/year 

 

147,000 metric tons/584 km2–land area draining to Napa R. at Soda Creek 

=252 metric tons/km2/year 

Therefore total sediment load in the Napa River at Soda Creek is estimated to have been 185 percent of 

natural background (e.g., 466/252 = 185%) during 1994‐2004. Table 7.8.4‐2 breaks down the sediment 

sources to the Napa River, with annual average rate calculated at Soda Creek over the 10‐year study 

period.  

Table 7.8.4-2.  Mean Annual Sediment Delivery to Napa River at Soda Creek (1994-
2004)  

Source  Estimated Mean Annual  
Delivery Rate  

(metric tons/yr) 
Land areas upstream of dams (fine sediment discharged 
from reservoirs) 

 

 Natural Processes  7,000 

 Human Actions  11,000 

Land areas downstream of dams   

 Natural Processes:  92,000 

 Human Actions:   

o Channel incision and associated bank erosion  37,000 

o Road-related sediment delivery (all processes)  55,000 

o Surface erosion associated with vineyards and/or 
livestock grazing 

 
37,000 

o Gullies and shallow landslides associated with 
vineyards, and/or intensive historical grazing  

 
30,000 

o Urban stormwater runoff and wastewater 
discharges 

2,500 

TOTAL  272,000 

Notes: Drainage area for Napa River at Soda Creek = 584 km2. Estimates above do not include sediment deposited 
and retained in tributary reservoirs, which includes all gravel and sand, and most of the finer sediment input to 
channels located upstream of the reservoirs.  Approximately 104,000 metric tons per year of sediment are deposited 
in tributary reservoirs, 48,000 metric tons per year of which is derived from natural processes (Above estimates are 
rounded to the nearest thousand). 
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7.8.4.4 Total Maximum Daily Load and Allocations 
The Napa River sediment TMDL is established at 185,000 metric tons per year, which is approximately 

125 percent of natural background load (based on sediment load estimates from the 1994‐2004 period) 

calculated at Soda Creek. Natural background load depends upon natural processes, and varies 

significantly.  Therefore, the TMDL and allocations are expressed both in terms of sediment mass and 

percent of natural background. The percentage based TMDL, 125% of natural background, applies 

throughout the watershed. In order to achieve the TMDL, controllable sediment delivery resulting from 

human actions needs to be reduced by approximately 50 percent from current proportion of the total load 

(Tables 7.8.4‐3a and 7.8.4‐3b). TMDL attainment will be evaluated at the confluence of Napa River with 

Soda Creek, which approximates the downstream boundary of freshwater habitat for salmon and 

steelhead.  Attainment of the TMDL will be evaluated over a 5‐to‐10‐year averaging period.  

Because dams trap almost all upstream sediment inputs to channels, natural sediment input to channels 

downstream of dams equals only 62 percent of the total natural background load (e.g., amount that 

would have been input to Napa River absent dams and human caused erosion). Almost 50 percent of the 

TMDL can be allocated to human‐caused sources. The TMDL equal to 125 percent of natural background 

load, can be achieved if human‐related sources are reduced to the level of the allocations shown in Tables 

7.8.4‐3a and 7.8.4‐3b).  
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Table 7.8.4-3a. Load Allocations 

Load during 1994-2004 Load allocations 
Source category 

  Metric 
tons/year 

Percentage 
of Natural 

Background

Estimated 
reductions  

needed 
(percentage) 

Metric 
tons/year 

Percentage 
of Natural 

Background
Land areas upstream 
of dams  

 Natural processes 7,000 4.8 0 7,000 4.8 

 Human actions 11,000 7.5 51 5,000 3.6 

Land areas 
downstream of dams  

 Natural processes 92,000 63 0 92,000 63 
 Human actions:      

o Channel incision 
and associated 
bank erosion 

37,000 25 51 18,000 12 

o Roads 55,000 38 51 27,000 18 
o Surface erosion 

associated with 
vineyards and 
grazing 

37,000 25 51 18,000 12 

o Gullies and 
shallow 
landslides 
associated with 
vineyards, 
and/or intensive 
historical 
grazing 

30,000 20 51 15,000 10 

TOTAL 269,000   182,000 123 
Note: Above estimates for loads, percent reductions, and allocations are rounded to two significant figures 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 

7- 131  

Table 7.8.4-3b. Wasteload Allocations for Urban Runoff and Wastewater Discharges 

Current Load Wasteload Allocations 
Point Source 

Category Metric 
tons/year 

Percentage of 
Natural 

Background 

Reductions 
needed 

(percentage) Metric 
tons/year 

Percent of 
Natural 

Background 
Construction 
Stormwater-
NPDES Permit 
No. CAS000002 

500 0.3 0 500 0.3 

Municipal 
Stormwater 
NPDES Permit 
No. CAS000004 

800 0.5 0 800 0.5 

Industrial 
Stormwater 
NPDES Permit 
No. CAS000001 

500 0.3 0 500 0.3 

Caltrans 
Stormwater- 
NPDES Permit 
No. CAS000003 

600 0.4 0 600 0.4 

Wastewater Treatment Plant Dischargesa 
City of St. Helena 
NPDES Permit 
No. CA0038016 

30 <0.1 0 30 <0.1 

Town of 
Yountville/CA 
Veteran’s Home 
NPDES Permit 
No. CA0038121 

30 <0.1 0 30 <0.1 

City of Calistoga 
NPDES Permit 
No. CA0037966 

40 <0.1 0 40 <0.1 

TOTAL 2500 2  2500 2 
a. For wastewater treatment plant discharges, compliance with existing permit effluent limit of 30 mg/L of TSS is  
    consistent with these wasteload allocations 
Note:  Above estimates for loads, percent reductions, and allocations are rounded to two significant figures 
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7.8.4.5 Implementation Plan 
The actions described below, including the processes by which sediment and runoff control practices are 

proposed and implemented, are necessary to achieve TMDL targets and allocations and habitat 

enhancement goals. In addition, actions specified in this plan are expected to enhance steelhead run size 

and facilitate establishment of a self‐sustaining Chinook salmon run. 

Regulatory Tools 
The only point sources of sediment identified in Tables 7.8.4‐2 and 7.8.4‐3b are those associated with 

urban stormwater runoff (e.g., municipal stormwater, runoff from State highways, and industrial and 

construction discharges) and wastewater treatment plants, which are regulated by NPDES permits. Table 

7.8.4‐4 shows implementation measures required of these sources. 

The state’s Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control 

Program requires regulation of nonpoint source discharges using the Water Board’s administrative 

permitting authorities, including waste discharge requirements (WDRs), waiver of WDRs, Basin Plan 

Discharge Prohibitions, or some combination of these. Consistent with this policy, Tables 7.8.4‐4a – 4d 

specify actions and performance standards by nonpoint source category, as needed to achieve TMDL 

sediment targets and allocations in Napa River watershed. The Water Board will consider adopting 

conditions for waiving WDRs that apply to the nonpoint sources (vineyards, grazing, roads, etc.) listed in 

Tables 7.8.4‐4a – 4d, address all pollutants of concern, protect all beneficial uses, and balance the 

agricultural, environmental, recreational, and residential needs of the watershed.  

Table 7.8.4-4 TMDL Implementation Measures for Sediment Discharges Associated 
with Urban Stormwater Runoff and Wastewater Discharges 

Source Category Actions Implementing Parties 

Urban stormwater runoff and 
wastewater discharges 

Comply with 
applicable 
NPDES permits 

Napa County, City of Napa, Town of 
Yountville, City of St. Helena, City of 
Calistoga, City of American Canyon, State of 
California, Department of Transportation, 
California Veterans’ Home, owners or 
operators of industrial facilities and 
construction projects > 1 acre 

Problems associated with channel incision, related rapid bank erosion, and loss of essential habitat 

features, reflect and integrate multiple historical and ongoing disturbances, some of which are local and 

direct, and others that are indirect and distal. Effectively addressing these issues will require cooperative 

and coordinated actions by multiple landowners, working with public agencies, over significant distances 

along the river. The most effective means of controlling channel incision and reducing related fine 

sediment delivery to the river is a channel restoration program that re‐establishes width‐to‐depth ratios 

and sinuosity values conducive to formation of alternate bars and a modest flood plain. The Water Board 

will work with stakeholders along the Napa River, through local stewardship groups, to implement such 

channel restoration/habitat enhancement projects. Tables 7.8.4‐5a to 7.8.4‐5d (Recommended Measures to 

Protect or Enhance Habitat), specify actions to address adverse impacts of channel incision on salmon 
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habitat quantity and quality, and to accomplish habitat enhancement goals for flow, temperature, and 

fish passage for steelhead and salmon.   

Individual landowners or coalitions may work with “third parties” to develop and implement sediment 

pollutant control programs. With regard to achievement of actions to protect or enhance baseflow, fish 

passage, habitat complexity, and stream temperature, the effectiveness of the recommended actions 

specified in Tables 7.8.4‐5a through 7.8.4‐5d, will be evaluated as part of the adaptive implementation 

program.  

Minimization of Potential Impacts to Sensitive Natural Communities 
In order to minimize potential impacts to sensitive natural communities that may not be fully protected 

through County regulations, Basin Plan amendment compliance actions will not be required or approved 

beyond the development footprint authorized by local land‐use authorities in any of the following 

sensitive natural communities within the Napa River watershed:  

• Redwood forest 

• Ponderosa Pine alliance 

• Tanbark Oak alliance 

• Oregon white oak woodland 

• Mixed serpentine chaparral  

• Wet meadow grasses NFD super alliance. 

Locations for these sensitive natural communities and/or land‐cover types in the Napa River watershed 

can be determined by review of the Vegetation Map of Napa County, California (Thorne et al., 2004; 

http://cain.ice.ucdavis.edu/regional/napavegmap/), the Baseline Data Report (Chapter 4, Jones & Stokes, 

2005) and/or the California Natural Diversity Database (http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/). 
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Table 7.8.4-4a  Required and Trackable TMDL Implementation Measures for Sediment Discharges Associated with Vineyards1  

Land Use 
Category Performance Standards Actions 

Implementing 
Parties 

Completion Dates 

Surface Erosion associated with vineyards: 
Control excessive rates of sediment delivery to 
channels resulting from vineyard surface erosion5; 
and 
 
Roads: Road-related sediment delivery to channels ≤ 
500 cubic yards per mile per 20-year period; and 
 
Gullies and/or shallow landslides: Accelerate 
natural recovery and prevent human-caused 
increases in sediment delivery from unstable areas; 
and 
 
Effectively attenuate significant increases in 
storm runoff, so that the runoff from vineyards shall 
not cause or contribute to downstream increases in 
rates of bank or bed erosion. 
 
 

Submit a Report of Waste Discharge2 (RoWD) 
to the Water Board that provides, at a 
minimum, the following:  a description of the 
vineyard; identification of site-specific erosion 
control measures needed to achieve 
performance standard(s) specified in this 
table; and a schedule for implementation of 
identified erosion control measures. 
 
Or 
 
Develop and begin implementing a farm plan 
certified under Fish Friendly Farming 
Environmental Certification Program or other 
farm plan certification program, approved as 
part of a waiver of WDRs.  All dischargers 
applying for coverage under a waiver of WDRs 
also will be required to file a notice of intent 
(NOI) for coverage, and to comply with all 
conditions of the WDR waiver.4 
 

Vineyard owner 
and/or operator October 2014 

 Comply with applicable waste discharge 
requirements (WDRs) or waiver of WDRs.   

Vineyard owner 
and/or operator 

As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of WDRs 

Vi
ne

ya
rd

s 
 

 Report progress on implementation of site 
specific erosion control measures.3 

Vineyard owner 
and/or operator 

As specified in applicable 
WDRs or waiver of WDRs 

1To achieve TMDL allocations and consistent with the Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program (State Board, 2004).  
2Or compliance with applicable conditional waivers of WDRs that may be adopted by the Water Board. 
3Reports may be submitted individually or jointly through a recognized third party. 
4Additional conditions may be required under a General WDR and/or waiver program consistent with the Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Non-Point Source 
Control Program (State Board 2004), and/or as needed to avoid potentially significant environmental impacts. 
5Napa County Conservation Regulations (County Code, Chapter 18.108) are effective in the control of excessive rates of sediment delivery resulting from vineyard surface 
erosion.  Rates of sediment delivery are  “excessive” when the predicted soil loss rate exceeds the tolerable soil loss rate (T), calculations as described in “The Universal Soil 
Loss Equation, Special Applications for Napa County, California” (USDA, 1994). 
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Table 7.8.4-4b  Required TMDL Implementation Measures for Sediment Discharges Associated with Grazing1 

Land Use 
Category Performance Standards Actions 

Implementing 
Parties 

Completion Dates 

Submit a Report of Waste 
Discharge2 to the Water Board 
that provides, at a minimum, the 
following:  description of the 
property; identification of site-
specific erosion control measures 
to achieve performance 
standard(s) specified in this table; 
and a schedule for 
implementation of identified 
erosion control measures. 

Landowner and/or 
ranch operator October 2014 

Comply with applicable waste 
discharge requirements (WDRs) 
or waiver of WDRs.   

Landowner and/or 
ranch operator 

As specified in 
applicable WDRs 
or waiver of WDRs 

G
ra

zi
ng

 

Surface erosion associated with livestock 
grazing: Attain or exceed minimal residual dry 
matter values consistent with University of 
California Division of Agriculture and Natural 
Resources Guidelines4;  and  
 
Roads: Road-related sediment delivery to 
channels ≤ 500 cubic yards per mile per 20-year 
period; and 
 
Gullies and/or shallow landslides: Gullies 
and/or shallow landslides: Accelerate natural 
recovery and prevent human-caused increases in 
sediment delivery from unstable areas. Report progress on 

implementation of site specific 
erosion control measures.3 

Landowner and/or 
ranch operator 

As specified in 
applicable WDRs 
or waiver of WDRs 
 

1To achieve TMDL allocations and consistent with the Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program (State Board, 2004).  
2Or compliance with applicable conditional waivers of WDRs that may be adopted by the Water Board. 
3These reports may be prepared individually or jointly or through a recognized third party. 
4 University of California 2002, California guidelines for residual dry matter (RDM) management on coastal and foothill annual rangelands. Rangeland Monitoring Series Publication 8092.
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Table 7.8.4-4c  Required TMDL Implementation Measures for Sediment Discharges Associated with Rural Lands1, 3 

Land Use 
Category 

 
Performance Standards Actions 

Implementing 
Parties 

Completion Dates 

Submit a Report of Waste 
Discharge2 to the Water Board that 
provides, at a minimum, the 
following:  description of the 
property; identification of site-
specific erosion control measures 
to achieve performance standard(s) 
specified in this table; and a 
schedule for implementation of 
identified erosion control measures. 

Landowners  
  
October 2014 
 

Comply with applicable Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDRs) 
or waiver of WDRs.   

Landowners  
As specified in 
applicable WDRs or 
waiver of WDRs 

R
ur

al
 L

an
ds

 

Roads: Road-related sediment 
delivery to channels ≤ 500 cubic 
yards per mile per 20-year period; 
and 
 
Gullies and/or shallow 
landslides: Accelerate natural 
recovery and prevent human-
caused increases in sediment 
delivery from unstable areas. 

Report progress on implementation 
of site specific erosion control 
measures.4 

Landowners   
As specified in 
applicable WDRs or 
waiver of WDRs 

1To achieve TMDL allocations and consistent with the Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program (State Board, 2004).    
2Or compliance with applicable conditional waivers of WDRs that may be adopted by the Water Board. 
3Rural lands, per Napa County definition include: non-farmed and non-grazing portions of parcels >10-ac that contain one or more residences  
  and/or a winery; vacant residential parcels >10-acres; and/or portions of 10-acre or larger parcels with secondary vineyard, orchard, and/or grazing 
4These reports may be prepared individually or jointly or through a recognized third party. 
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Table 7.8.4-4d  Required TMDL Implementation Measures for Sediment Discharges associated with Parks  
and Open Space, and/or Municipal Public Works1 

Landowner 
Type 

 
Performance Standards Actions 

Implementing 
Parties 

Completion 
Dates 

Submit a Report of Waste Discharge2 to Water 
Board that provides, at a minimum, the 
following:  description of the road network 
and/or segments; identification of erosion and 
sediment control measures to achieve 
performance standard(s) specified in this table; 
and a schedule for implementation of identified 
control measures.  For paved roads, erosion 
and sediment control actions could primarily 
focus on road crossings to meet the 
performance standard. 
 
Adopt and implement best management 
practices for maintenance of unimproved 
(dirt/gravel) roads, and conduct a survey of 
stream-crossings associated with paved public 
roadways, and develop a prioritized 
implementation plan for repair and/or 
replacement of high priority crossings/culverts 
to reduce road-related erosion and protect 
stream-riparian habitat conditions. 

Napa County Stormwater 
Management Program  
 
State of California, 
Department of Parks and 
Recreation 
 
State of California, 
Department of 
Transportation 

October 2014 

Comply with applicable Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) or waiver of WDRs.   Landowners  

As specified in 
applicable WDRs 
or waiver of 
WDRs, and/or the 
SWMP 

 
PA

RK
S 

AN
D 

O
PE

N 
SP

AC
E 

AN
D 

PU
BL

IC
 W

O
RK

S 

Roads: Road-related sediment 
delivery to channels ≤ 500 cubic 
yards per mile per 20-year 
period2; and 
 
Gullies and/or shallow 
landslides: Accelerate natural 
recovery and prevent human-
caused increases in sediment 
delivery from unstable areas. 

Report progress on development and 
implementation of best management practices 
to control road-related erosion.3 

Landowners  

As specified in 
applicable WDRs 
or waiver of 
WDRs, and/or 
SWMP 

1To achieve TMDL allocations and consistent with the Policy for Implementation and Enforcement of the Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program (State Board, 2004).   
2Or compliance with applicable conditional waivers of WDRs that may be adopted by the Water Board. 
3These reports may be prepared individually or jointly or through a recognized third party. 
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Table 7.8.4-5a  Recommended Actions to Reduce Sediment Load and Enhance Habitat Complexity in Napa River and its Tributaries 

Stressor Management Objective(s) Actions Implementing Parties Completion Dates and 
Notes 

Habitat degradation as a 
result of mainstem Napa River 
and lower reaches of its larger 
tributaries incising. 

Reduce rates of sediment 
delivery (associated with 
incision and accelerated bank 
erosion) to channels, by 50 
percent. 
 
Enhance channel habitat as 
needed to support self-
sustaining run of Chinook 
salmon and enhance the 
overall health of the native fish 
community. 

Develop and implement plans 
to enhance stream-riparian 
habitat conditions, and reduce 
fine sediment supply in 
mainstem Napa River and 
lower tributary reaches. 

Landowners and/or designated 
agents, and reach-based 
stewardships  

Comply with conditions of 
Clean Water Act Section 
401 certifications 
(implementation of 
Rutherford Project 
completed by fall 2017, 
other projects by 2027)  

Habitat degradation as a 
result of reduction in large 
woody debris in stream 
channels. 

Enhance quality of rearing 
habitat for juvenile salmonids. 

Develop and implement 
performance standards for 
protection of ecologically 
significant large woody debris 
in stream channels. 

Napa County Stormwater 
Management Program and 
State Department of Parks and 
Recreation 

Performance standards 
will be developed by Fall 
2010, and implemented 
by Fall 2011 
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Table 7.8.4-5b Recommended actions to protect or enhance baseflow 

Stressor Management 
Objective Action(s) Implementing Parties Schedule/Notes 

Local, State, and federal agencies 
to participate in a cooperative 
partnership to develop a plan for 
joint resolution of water supply 
reliability and fisheries conservation 
concerns. 

Local municipalities working with 
Water Board, State Water Board 
(Division of Water Rights), National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration Fisheries Service 
(NOAA), and California Department 
Fish and Game (DFG) 

Adopt plan by Fall 2012 
 

Install and maintain dial-up water-
level gage programs and implement 
public education program in 10 key 
tributaries for steelhead. 

Local public agencies Accomplish by Spring   
2012 

Develop water-level guidelines to 
support juvenile salmonid rearing 
and migration. 

Local public agencies  Adopt guidelines by 
Spring  2012 

Low flows during 
dry season 

Maintain suitable 
conditions for 
juvenile rearing, 
and smolt 
migration to Napa 
River estuary. 

Conduct water rights compliance 
survey to protect fish and water 
rights. 

State Water Board(Division of Water 
Rights) 

Schedule per consultation 
with National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric 
Administration Fisheries 
Service (NOAA), 
California Department 
Fish and Game (DFG), 
and Water Board 
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Table 7.8.4-5c  Recommended Actions to Restore to Fish Passage 

Stressor 
Management 
Objective(s) 

Action(s) Implementing Parties Schedule/Notes 

Enhance conditions for adult and 
juvenile salmon and juvenile 
steelhead passage at Zinfandel 
Lane. 

Local public agencies and 
landowners  

Project completed by Fall 
2012 

Restore passage for adult and 
juvenile steelhead to-and-from York 
Creek upstream of Upper Dam. 

City of St. Helena 
Schedule to be determined 
based on consultation with 
NOAA, and DFG 

Structures in 
channels  that 
block or impede 
fish migration 
(note: flow-
related barriers 
are addressed 
above) 

No significant structural 
impediments to 
salmonid migration in 
mainstem or in 10 key 
tributaries for steelhead 
(including but not 
limited to the following): 
Dry, Milliken, Redwood, 
Sulphur, and York.   
 
Designation of 
remaining tributaries 
will be determined in 
consultation with Napa 
County RCD, CDFG, 
NOAA Fisheries, and 
USEPA. 

Identify and develop a plan to 
remedy all significant structural 
impediments to salmonid migration 
in ten key steelhead tributaries 
(including York). 

Local public agencies and 
landowners 

Complete comprehensive 
fish passage surveys in 10 
key tributaries by Fall 
2012. Schedule for barrier 
remediation to be 
determined based on 
consultation with NOAA 
and DFG 
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Table 7.8.4-5d  Recommended Actions to Protect and/or Enhance Stream Temperature 

Stressor Management 
Objective(s) Action(s) Implementing Parties Schedule/Notes 

Protect and/or enhance 
baseflow.  As described in Table 7.8.4-5b As indicated in Table 7.8.4-5b As described in Table 

7.8.4-5b 

Enhance amount of 
ecologically significant 
large woody debris in 
channels. 

As described in Table 7.8.4-5a As indicated in Table 7.8.4-5a As described in Table 
7.8.4-5a Stressful 

summer water 
temperatures in 
tributaries 

Enhance potential shade 
along riparian corridors. 

Implement management actions 
to accelerate recovery of native 
riparian tree species. 

As indicated in Tables 7.8.4-4a 
to 4d. 

As described in Tables 
7.8.4-4a to 4d. 
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Agricultural Water Quality Control Program Costs 
Implementation measures for grazing lands and vineyards constitute an agricultural water quality 

control program and therefore, consistent with California Water Code requirements (Section 13141), the 

cost of this program is estimated herein. This cost estimate includes the cost of implementing all actions 

to reduce sediment discharges and enhance habitat complexity as specified in the implementation plan, 

and is based on costs associated with technical assistance and evaluation, project design, and 

implementation of actions needed to achieve the TMDL. In estimating costs, the Water Board has 

assumed that owners of agricultural businesses (e.g., grape growers and ranchers), within the 

unincorporated area, own 75 percent of total land area on hillside parcels, and 95 percent of the land 

along Napa River and lower reaches of its tributaries.  Based on these assumptions, we estimate total cost 

for program implementation for agricultural sources could be $1.9‐to‐3.4 million per year throughout the 

20‐year implementation period.  More than two‐thirds of these potential costs are associated with 

reducing sediment discharges and enhancing habitat conditions (to address channel incision) in Napa 

River. Considering potential benefits to the public in terms of ecosystem functions, aesthetics, recreation, 

and water quality, it is anticipated that at least 75 percent of the cost of these actions will be paid for with 

public funds. Therefore, the total cost to agricultural businesses associated with efforts to reduce 

sediment supply and enhance habitat in Napa River is $800,000 to $1.7 million per year.   

7.8.4.5 Evaluation and Monitoring  
Three types of monitoring are specified to assess progress toward achievement of numeric targets and 

load allocations for sediment: 

• 1)  Implementation monitoring to document that required sediment control and habitat 

enhancement actions are implemented 

• 2)  Upslope effectiveness monitoring to evaluate effectiveness of sediment control actions in 

reducing rates of sediment delivery to channels 

• 3)  In‐channel effectiveness monitoring (e.g., spawning gravel permeability and redd scour) 

to evaluate channel response to management actions and natural processes 

Implementation monitoring will be conducted by landowners or designated agents. The purpose of this 

type of monitoring is to document that sediment control and/or habitat enhancement actions specified 

herein actually occur.    

The Water Board will conduct upslope effectiveness monitoring to evaluate sediment delivery to 

channels from land use activities and natural processes. The first update will occur on or before the fall of 

2017, when sediment delivery associated with land use activities should be reduced by 25 percent or 

more. A subsequent update may occur, assuming the numeric targets for sediment are not already 

achieved, on or before the fall of 2022, when sediment supply associated with land use activities should 

be reduced by 37 percent or more. 

In‐channel effectiveness monitoring should be conducted by local government agencies with scientific 

expertise and demonstrated capability in working effectively with private property owners (to gain 

permissions for access), as needed to develop a representative sample of stream habitat conditions, in 

relation to sediment supply and transport within the watershed. In addition, the Water Board will 

conduct in‐channel effectiveness monitoring as part of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program. 

In‐channel effectiveness monitoring needs to include measurements of redd scour and spawning gravel 

permeability to evaluate attainment of water quality objectives for sediment, settleable material, and 

population and community ecology. To establish a high level of statistical confidence in estimated values, 
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spawning gravel permeability will need to be measured at 150 or more potential spawning sites located 

in ten‐or‐more tributaries, and 50 or more potential spawning sites in the mainstem of the Napa River.  

Redd scour will need to be measured in the mainstem Napa River at approximately 30 or more potential 

spawning sites, with 4 or more scour measurements per spawning site. Desired frequency for 

measurement of permeability and redd scour is once every two to three years. At a minimum, repeat 

surveys will be conducted once every five years.    

In addition to the above described monitoring program to evaluate attainment of numeric targets for 

sediment, the Water Board will monitor turbidity and residual pool volume. Monitoring will be 

conducted in a subset of the channel reaches where spawning gravel permeability and/or redd scour are 

measured. Stream temperature and baseflow persistence will be monitored as part of the Surface Water 

Ambient Monitoring Program.  

7.8.4.6 Adaptive Implementation 
In concert with the monitoring program, described above, the Napa River Sediment Reduction and 

Habitat Enhancement Plan and TMDL will be regularly updated. Results of in‐progress or anticipated 

studies that enhance understanding of the population status of steelhead trout and Chinook salmon in 

Napa River watershed, and/or factors controlling those populations, may also trigger changes to the plan 

and TMDL. At a minimum, data in response to the following questions will be considered to guide 

research and monitoring efforts and focus each subsequent update of the TMDL. 

Key Questions to be considered in the course of Adaptive Implementation: 
1. What is the population status of steelhead and salmon in the watershed? An improved understanding of the 

status of steelhead and salmon populations in the Napa River watershed is essential for guiding adaptive 

updates to the management actions recognized in this plan. 

Two types of monitoring data may be needed to evaluate the population status of steelhead in the Napa 

River watershed: 1) “smolt” production and sizes, and 2) adult spawning run‐size. Smolt refers to the life 

stage when juvenile salmon and trout migrate from freshwater to the ocean. Estimates of smolt 

production and sizes, and inter‐annual variation in these parameters, can provide a strong basis for 

evaluating population status of ocean migrating species of trout and salmon, and influence of freshwater 

rearing habitat conditions on number of adults that successfully return to spawn. At least five years of 

monitoring (trapping) of ocean migrating smolts are needed to evaluate current steelhead population 

status. In addition to smolt trapping, three or more years of monitoring data are needed to estimate the 

number of adult steelhead returning to spawn. This information, when combined with estimates of smolt 

production and sizes, would provide a basis for assessing the influences of ocean and freshwater habitat 

on steelhead run‐size, for validating smolt production estimates and predictions regarding ocean 

survival, and ultimately for evaluating the status of the steelhead population in the watershed. 

A similar monitoring program is needed to evaluate the population status of the Chinook salmon in the 

Napa River watershed. Such a program might include the following elements: 1) adult spawning run‐size 

and genetic structure; 2) smolt production; and 3) egg survival from spawning to emergence (emergence 

trapping). During the past two years, the Napa County Resource Conservation District has conducted 

surveys to estimate the number of adult salmon returning to spawn. These surveys should continue for at 

least three more years, both to estimate the number of spawners and inter‐annual variations, and to 

collect fin clips, as needed to evaluate origins of the spawning adults (e.g., returning adults or strays from 

hatcheries or other streams). The hypothesis that Chinook salmon experience very high rates of mortality 

during all freshwater life stages in the Napa River watershed, could be confirmed or rejected through 
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direct monitoring of egg survival to emergence (emergence trapping), fry survival and growth, and smolt 

trapping.    

2. What are expected benefits of various actions to enhance habitat for steelhead and salmon? For steelhead, the 
results of in‐progress studies of juvenile growth and survival will enhance understanding of the 

significance of dry season base flow and temperature as potential limiters on steelhead run‐size.  Other 

information needed to refine the understanding of primary constraints on steelhead population size 

includes the following: a) comprehensive fish passage evaluations in all key tributaries that provide 

potential habitat for steelhead; b) dry season water‐level monitoring in the same tributaries conducted 

over two‐or‐more consecutive years; and c) field surveys to evaluate winter rearing habitat quantity and 

quality. Given the above sources of information, it may be possible to accurately predict relative increases 

(high, medium, low) in smolt production associated with various management actions (e.g., baseflow 

enhancement, fish passage enhancement, reduction in fine sediment supply, etc.) in various locations 

throughout the watershed.  

Key information sources needed to refine understanding of primary controls on Chinook salmon 

population size include egg survival‐to‐emergence and controls (e.g., redd scour, gravel permeability), 

fry survival and growth, and number and sizes of juvenile salmon migrating to the ocean. To this end, 

pre‐and‐post project monitoring associated with the proposed Rutherford channel enhancement project 

may provide an opportunity to determine the amount and types of habitat enhancement actions needed 

to support a self‐sustaining run of Chinook salmon, and to enhance the overall health of the native fish 

community within the watershed. Key parameters that might be monitored to evaluate fisheries’ 

response to channel enhancement could include: a) changes in quantity, quality, and frequency of key 

habitat types (e.g., riffles, pools, side channels, gravel bars); b) spawning gravel permeability and scour; c) 

base flow persistence and temperature; and d) relative abundance of native and introduced fish species.   

7.9 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT STRATEGIES AND TMDLS FOR THE SUISUN BASIN (SEE 
FIGURE 2-9) 
This section intentionally left blank. 

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  32 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



7-1 

CHAPTER 7 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT 
STRATEGIES INCLUDING TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY 
LOADS 
Water�Quality�Attainment�Strategies�(WQAS)�including�Total�Maximum�Daily�Loads�(TMDLs)�deemed�
necessary�and�appropriate�to�ensure�attainment�and�maintenance�of�water�quality�standards�in�the�
Region�are�presented�in�this�chapter.�

7.1 Region-Wide Water Quality Attainment Strategies And TMDLs 

7.1.1 Water Quality Attainment Strategy and TMDL for Diazinon and Pesticide-related 
Toxicity in Urban Creeks 
The�following�sections�establish�a�water�quality�attainment�strategy�and�TMDL�for�diazinon�and�
pesticide�related�toxicity�in�the�Region’s�urban�creeks,�including�actions�and�monitoring�necessary�to�
implement�the�strategy.�The�term�“pesticides,”�as�used�here,�refers�to�substances�(or�mixtures�of�
substances)�intended�for�defoliating�plants,�regulating�plant�growth,�or�preventing,�destroying,�repelling,�
or�mitigating�pests�that�may�infest�or�be�detrimental�to�vegetation,�humans,�animals,�or�households,�or�be�
present�in�any�agricultural�or�nonagricultural�environment.�The�term�“urban�creeks,”�as�used�here,�refers�
to�freshwater�streams�that�flow�through�urban�areas,�including�incorporated�cities�and�towns�and�
unincorporated�areas�with�similar�land�use�intensities.�This�strategy�applies�to�all�San�Francisco�Bay�
Region�urban�creeks.�

The�numeric�targets,�allocations,�and�implementation�plan�described�below�are�intended�to�ensure�that�
urban�creeks�meet�applicable�water�quality�standards�established�to�protect�and�support�beneficial�uses.�
This�strategy�will�also�reduce�pesticide�concentrations�in�the�Bay�resulting�from�urban�creek�flows.�The�
effectiveness�of�the�implementation�actions,�the�monitoring�undertaken�to�track�progress�toward�meeting�
the�targets,�and�the�most�current�scientific�understanding�pertaining�to�pesticide�related�toxicity�will�be�
periodically�reviewed,�and�the�strategy�will�be�adapted�as�necessary�to�reflect�changing�conditions�and�
information.�

7.1.1.1 Problem Statement 
In�1998,�a�number�of�the�Region’s�urban�creeks�were�placed�on�the�303(d)�list�of�impaired�waters�due�to�
toxicity�attributed�to�diazinon.�In�the�early�1990s,�many�urban�creek�water�samples�collected�from�
selected�creeks�throughout�the�Region�were�toxic�to�aquatic�organisms.�Studies�found�that�pesticides,�
particularly�diazinon,�caused�the�toxicity.�The�303(d)�listings�were�based�on�observed�toxicity,�diazinon�
detections,�and�similarities�among�the�Region’s�urban�pesticide�use�profiles.�

When�pesticide�related�toxicity�occurs�in�urban�creek�water,�creeks�do�not�meet�the�narrative�toxicity�
objective.�When�pesticide�related�toxicity�occurs�in�sediment,�the�creeks�also�do�not�meet�the�narrative�
sediment�objective.�Likewise,�when�creek�water�or�sediment�is�toxic,�creeks�do�not�meet�the�narrative�
population�and�community�ecology�objective.�Urban�creek�waters�that�fail�to�meet�these�objectives�are�not�
protective�of�cold�and�warm�freshwater�habitats.�
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Although�U.S.�EPA�phased�out�urban�diazinon�applications�at�the�end�of�2004,�other�pesticides�may�now�
pose�potential�water�quality�and�sediment�quality�concerns�because�they�are�used�as�diazinon�
replacements�and�because�pesticide�regulatory�programs,�as�currently�implemented,�allow�pesticides�to�
be�used�in�ways�that�threaten�water�quality.�

7.1.1.2 Numeric Targets 
The�numeric�targets�below�interpret�the�applicable�narrative�objectives�in�terms�of�quantitatively�
measurable�water�quality�parameters.�Meeting�these�pesticide�related�toxicity�and�diazinon�concentration�
targets�will�protect�cold�and�warm�freshwater�habitats.�These�targets�shall�be�met�at�all�urban�creek�
locations,�including�those�near�storm�drain�outfalls�where�urban�runoff�enters�receiving�waters.�

Pesticide-Related Toxicity 
The�toxicity�targets�are�expressed�in�terms�of�acute�toxic�units�(TUa)�and�chronic�toxic�units�(TUc).�The�
targets�are�as�follows:�pesticide�related�acute�and�chronic�toxicity�in�urban�creek�water�and�sediment,�as�
determined�through�standard�toxicity�tests,�shall�not�exceed�1.0�TUa�or�1.0�TUc,�where�TUa�=�100/NOAEC�
and�TUc�=�100/NOEC.�“NOAEC”�refers�to�the�“no�observed�adverse�effect�concentration,”�which�is�the�
highest�tested�concentration�of�a�sample�that�causes�no�observable�adverse�effect�(i.e.,�mortality)�to�
exposed�organisms�during�an�acute�toxicity�test.�For�purposes�of�this�strategy,�“NOEC”�refers�to�the�“no�
observable�effect�concentration,”�which�is�the�highest�tested�concentration�of�a�sample�that�causes�no�
observable�effect�to�exposed�organisms�during�a�chronic�toxicity�test.�NOAEC�and�NOEC�are�both�
expressed�as�the�percentage�of�a�sample�in�a�test�container�(e.g.,�an�undiluted�sample�has�a�concentration�
of�100%).�In�both�cases,�an�observable�effect�must�be�statistically�significant.�For�purposes�of�this�strategy,�
an�undiluted�ambient�water�or�sediment�sample�that�does�not�exhibit�an�acute�or�chronic�toxic�effect�that�
is�significantly�different�from�control�samples�on�a�statistical�basis�shall�be�assumed�to�meet�the�relevant�
target.�

The�above�definitions�of�TUa�and�TUc�apply�only�to�ambient�conditions�in�the�context�of�this�diazinon�and�
pesticide�related�toxicity�strategy.�If�toxicity�exists�in�urban�creeks�but�pesticides�do�not�cause�or�
contribute�to�the�toxicity,�these�targets�do�not�apply.�Moreover,�the�numeric�toxicity�targets�do�not�limit�
the�Water�Board’s�authority�to�evaluate�attainment�of�the�narrative�objectives�through�other�appropriate�
means.�

Diazinon 
The�diazinon�concentration�target�is�as�follows:�diazinon�concentrations�in�urban�creeks�shall�not�exceed�
100�ng/l�as�a�one�hour�average.�The�target�addresses�both�acute�and�chronic�diazinon�related�toxicity.�

7.1.1.3  Sources 
Pesticides,�including�diazinon,�enter�urban�creeks�through�urban�runoff.�Most�urban�runoff�flows�
through�storm�drains�owned�and�operated�by�the�Region’s�municipalities,�industrial�dischargers,�large�
institutions�(e.g.,�campuses),�construction�dischargers,�and�the�California�Department�of�Transportation�
(Caltrans).�Urban�runoff�contains�pesticides�as�a�result�of�pesticides�being�manufactured,�formulated�into�
products,�and�sold�through�distributors�and�retailers�to�businesses�and�individuals�who�apply�them�for�
structural�pest�control,�landscape�maintenance,�agricultural,�and�other�pest�management�purposes.�
Factors�that�affect�pesticide�concentrations�in�urban�creeks�include�the�amount�used,�the�chemical�and�
physical�properties�of�the�pesticide�and�its�product�formulation,�the�sites�of�use�(e.g.,�landscaping,�turf,�or�
paved�surfaces),�and�irrigation�practices�and�precipitation.�In�the�San�Francisco�Bay�Region,�ants�are�the�
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most�common�pest�problem�for�which�pesticides�are�used.�Argentine�ants�are�an�introduced�species.�
Pesticide�use�by�structural�pest�control�professionals�and�use�of�products�sold�over�the�counter�can�be�
among�the�greatest�contributors�of�pesticides�in�urban�runoff.�

7.1.1.4 Total Maximum Daily Load 
The�assimilative�capacity�of�the�Region’s�urban�creeks�for�diazinon�and�pesticide�related�toxicity�is�the�
amount�of�diazinon�and�pesticide�related�toxicity�they�can�receive�without�exceeding�water�quality�
standards.�For�urban�creeks�to�assimilate�diazinon�and�other�pesticide�discharges�and�meet�water�quality�
standards,�the�targets�must�be�met.�Rather�than�establishing�a�mass�based�TMDL�to�attain�the�targets,�this�
TMDL�is�expressed�in�concentration�units.�The�TMDL�is�equal�to�the�targets.�

The�targets�rely�on�a�conservative�approach�that�provides�an�implicit�margin�of�safety�to�account�for�any�
lack�of�knowledge�concerning�the�relationship�between�the�allocations�and�water�quality.�Weather�and�
seasons�affect�creek�flows�and�pesticide�loads,�concentrations,�and�toxicity.�By�expressing�the�targets�in�
terms�of�toxicity�and�diazinon�concentrations,�the�inherent�pesticide�mass�loads�automatically�reflect�
seasonal�and�other�critical�conditions�as�creek�conditions�change.�

7.1.1.5 Allocations 
The�TMDL�is�allocated�to�all�urban�runoff,�including�urban�runoff�associated�with�municipal�separate�
storm�sewer�systems,�Caltrans�facilities,�and�industrial,�construction,�and�institutional�sites.�The�
allocations�are�expressed�in�terms�of�toxic�units�and�diazinon�concentrations,�and�are�the�same�as�the�
numeric�targets�and�the�TMDL.�

7.1.1.6 Implementation 
The�cornerstone�of�this�strategy�is�pollution�prevention.�Pesticide�related�toxicity�in�the�Region’s�urban�
creeks�is�to�be�eliminated�and�prevented�by�using�pest�management�alternatives�that�protect�water�
quality�and�by�not�using�pesticides�that�threaten�water�quality.�This�can�best�be�accomplished�through�
the�rigorous�application�of�integrated�pest�management�techniques�and�the�use�of�less�toxic�pest�control�
methods.�The�term�“integrated�pest�management,”�as�used�here,�refers�to�a�process�that�includes�setting�
action�thresholds,�monitoring�and�identifying�pests,�preventing�pests,�and�controlling�pests�when�
necessary.�Integrated�pest�management�meets�the�following�conditions:�

� Pest�control�practices�focus�on�long�term�pest�prevention�through�a�combination�of�techniques,�
such�as�biological�control,�habitat�manipulation,�and�modification�of�cultural�practices;��

� Pesticides�are�used�only�after�monitoring�indicates�that�they�are�needed;��

� Treatments�are�made�with�the�goal�of�removing�only�the�target�pest;�and��

� Pesticides�are�selected�to�minimize�risks�to�human�health,�beneficial�and�non�target�organisms,�
and�the�environment,�including�risks�to�aquatic�habitats.��

The�term�“less�toxic�pest�control,”�as�used�here,�refers�to�the�use�of�pest�control�strategies�selected�to�
minimize�the�potential�for�pesticide�related�toxicity�in�water�and�sediment.��

Strategy�implementation�will�focus�on�three�areas:�(1)�regulatory�programs,�(2)�education�and�outreach,�
and�(3)�research�and�monitoring.�Regulatory�programs�will�prevent�pollution�by�using�existing�
regulatory�tools�to�ensure�that�pesticides�are�not�applied�in�a�manner�that�results�in�discharges�that�
threaten�urban�creek�uses.�Education�and�outreach�programs�will�focus�on�decreasing�demand�for�
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pesticides�that�threaten�water�quality,�while�increasing�awareness�of�alternatives�that�pose�less�risk�to�
water�quality.�Research�will�fill�existing�information�gaps,�and�monitoring�will�be�used�to�measure�
implementation�progress�and�success.�The�actions�described�below�are�intended�to�address�these�strategic�
goals.�

When�pesticide�related�toxicity�occurs�in�urban�creeks,�many�entities�share�responsibility�for�the�
discharge,�and�therefore�many�entities�share�responsibility�for�implementing�actions�to�ensure�that�
pesticide�related�toxicity�does�not�threaten�water�quality.�Although�the�allocations�apply�to�all�urban�
runoff,�responsibility�for�attaining�the�allocations�is�not�the�sole�responsibility�of�urban�runoff�
management�agencies,�whose�authority�to�regulate�pesticide�use�is�constrained.�Actions�to�be�
implemented�by�regulatory�agencies,�urban�runoff�management�agencies,�and�other�entities�are�listed�
below.�The�agencies�with�the�broadest�authorities�to�oversee�pesticide�use�and�pesticide�discharges�
include�U.S.�EPA,�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation,�and�the�Water�Board.�Regulatory�
and�non�regulatory�actions�are�needed�to�ensure�that�pesticide�use�does�not�result�in�discharges�that�
cause�or�contribute�to�toxicity�in�urban�creeks.�Implementing�these�actions�is�expected�to�ensure�
attainment�of�the�allocations.�Many�entities�are�already�implementing�these�actions.�Actions�that�can�be�
required�through�NPDES�permits�are�already�in�some�permits�and�shall�be�incorporated�into�all�
applicable�NPDES�permits�when�the�permits�are�reissued�or�by�other�regulatory�actions�if�appropriate.�
Voluntary�actions�should�commence�immediately,�and�inter�agency�coordination�is�already�underway.�

Water Board Actions 
The�role�of�the�Water�Board�is�to�encourage,�monitor,�and�enforce�implementation�actions,�and�to�lead�by�
example.�The�Water�Board�will�implement�the�following�actions�related�to�regulatory�programs:�

� Track�U.S.�EPA�pesticide�evaluation�and�registration�activities�as�they�relate�to�surface�water�
quality�and�share�monitoring�and�research�data�with�U.S.�EPA;��

� When�necessary,�request�that�U.S.�EPA�coordinate�implementation�of�the�Federal�Insecticide,�
Fungicide,�and�Rodenticide�Act�and�the�Clean�Water�Act;��

� Encourage�U.S.�EPA�to�fully�address�urban�water�quality�concerns�within�its�pesticide�
registration�process;��

� Work�with�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation,�County�Agricultural�
Commissioners,�and�the�Structural�Pest�Control�Board�to�ensure�that�pesticide�applications�result�
in�discharges�that�comply�with�water�quality�standards;��

� Interpret�water�quality�standards�for�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�and�
County�Agricultural�Commissioners,�and�assemble�available�information�(such�as�monitoring�
data)�to�assist�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�and�County�Agricultural�
Commissioners�in�taking�actions�necessary�to�protect�water�quality;�and��

� Use�authorities�(e.g.,�through�permits�or�waste�discharge�requirements)�to�require�
implementation�of�best�management�practices�and�control�measures�to�minimize�pesticide�
discharges�to�urban�creeks.��

The�Water�Board�will�implement�the�following�actions�related�to�outreach�and�education:�

� Encourage�integrated�pest�management�and�less�toxic�pest�management�practices;��

� Encourage�grant�funding�for�activities�likely�to�reduce�pesticide�discharges,�promote�less�toxic�
pest�management�practices,�or�otherwise�further�the�goals�of�this�implementation�plan;�and��
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� Encourage�pilot�demonstration�projects�that�show�promise�for�reducing�pesticide�discharges�
throughout�the�Region.��

The�Water�Board�will�implement�the�following�actions�related�to�research,�monitoring,�and�overall�
program�coordination:�

� Promote�and�support�studies�to�address�critical�data�needs�(see�Adaptive�Implementation,�
below);�and��

� Assist�municipalities�and�others�implementing�this�strategy�by�convening�stakeholder�forums�to�
coordinate�implementation.��

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Actions 
U.S.�EPA�is�responsible�for�implementing�the�Federal�Insecticide,�Fungicide,�and�Rodenticide�Act�and�the�
Clean�Water�Act.�U.S.�EPA�is�therefore�responsible�for�ensuring�that�both�federal�pesticide�laws�and�
water�quality�laws�are�implemented.�U.S.�EPA�should�exercise�its�authorities�to�ensure�that�foreseeable�
pesticide�applications�do�not�cause�or�contribute�to�water�column�or�sediment�toxicity�in�the�Region’s�
waters.�Because�some�pesticides�pose�water�quality�risks,�U.S.�EPA�should�implement�the�following�
actions:�

� Continue�internal�coordination�efforts�to�ensure�that�pesticide�applications�and�resulting�
discharges�comply�with�water�quality�standards�and�avoid�water�quality�impairment�(i.e.,�restrict�
uses�or�application�practices�to�manage�risks);��

� Continue�and�enhance�education�and�outreach�programs�to�encourage�integrated�pest�
management�and�less�toxic�pest�control;�and��

� Complete�studies�to�address�critical�data�needs�(see�Adaptive�Implementation,�below).��

California Department of Pesticide Regulation Actions 
Like�the�Water�Board,�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�is�part�of�the�California�
Environmental�Protection�Agency.�It�regulates�pesticide�product�sales�and�use�within�California�pursuant�
to�the�California�Food�and�Agricultural�Code.�When�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�
evaluates�whether�to�register�a�pesticide�product,�it�must�give�special�attention�to�the�potential�for�
environmental�damage,�including�interference�with�attainment�of�water�quality�standards.�The�California�
Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�is�mandated�to�protect�water�quality�from�environmentally�harmful�
pesticide�materials,�which�should�include�pesticides�used�such�that�their�runoff�violates�water�quality�
standards.�The�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�should�also�recognize�pesticides�used�such�
that�their�runoff�poses�a�reasonable�potential�to�violate�water�quality�standards�to�be�potentially�harmful�
and�take�preventive�action�to�address�foreseeable�risks.�The�Water�Board�will�assist�the�California�
Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�in�identifying�pesticides�that�could�harm�water�quality.�

The�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�must�endeavor�to�mitigate�adverse�effects�of�
pesticides�that�endanger�the�environment,�such�as�existing�or�reasonably�foreseeable�pesticiderelated�
violations�of�water�quality�standards.�If�a�pesticide�product�has�a�demonstrated�serious�uncontrollable�
adverse�effect,�mitigation�may�include�canceling�its�registration.�Mitigation�is�also�warranted�to�avoid�
existing�and�reasonably�foreseeable�serious�uncontrolled�adverse�effects.�The�Water�Board�will�notify�the�
California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�whenever�it�obtains�information�concerning�actual�or�
potential�water�quality�standard�violations�so�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�can�
implement�appropriate�protective�actions.�
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To�be�effective,�this�strategy�relies�on�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�to�use�its�
authorities�in�concert�with�the�Water�Board.�Consistent�with�its�authorities,�the�California�Department�of�
Pesticide�Regulation�should�implement�the�following�actions:�

� Work�with�the�Water�Board�to�identify�pesticides�applied�in�urban�areas�in�such�a�manner�that�
runoff�does�or�could�cause�or�contribute�to�water�quality�standard�violations;��

� Condition�registrations,�as�appropriate,�to�require�registrants�to�provide�information�necessary�to�
determine�the�potential�for�their�products�to�cause�or�contribute�to�water�quality�standard�
violations�and�to�implement�actions�necessary�to�prevent�violations;��

� Continue�and�enhance�efforts�to�evaluate�the�potential�for�registered�pesticide�products�to�cause�
or�contribute�to�water�quality�standard�violations�(the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�
Regulation�need�not�wait�for�the�Water�Board�to�evaluate�potential�water�quality�effects);��

� Implement�actions�to�eliminate�pesticide�related�water�quality�standard�violations�caused�by�
registered�pesticides;��

� Implement�actions�to�prevent�potential�pesticide�related�water�quality�standard�violations�before�
they�occur;��

� Notify�U.S.�EPA�of�potential�deficiencies�in�product�labels�for�products�that�threaten�water�
quality;��

� Continue�and�enhance�education�and�outreach�programs�to�encourage�integrated�pest�
management�and�less�toxic�pest�control�(work�with�County�Agricultural�Commissioners,�urban�
runoff�management�agencies,�and�the�University�of�California�Statewide�Integrated�Pest�
Management�Program�to�coordinate�activities);��

� Continue�and�enhance�efforts�to�prevent�the�introduction�of�new�exotic�pests�to�the�Region;�and��

� Complete�studies�to�address�critical�data�needs�(see�Adaptive�Implementation,�below).��

Collaboration within the California Environmental Protection Agency 
As�sister�agencies�within�the�California�Environmental�Protection�Agency,�the�Water�Board�and�the�
California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�should�coordinate�pesticide�and�water�quality�regulation�
in�the�Region.�In�1997,�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�and�the�State�Water�Resources�
Control�Board�entered�into�a�management�agency�agreement.�The�California�Department�of�Pesticide�
Regulation�agreed�to�ensure�that�compliance�with�numeric�and�narrative�water�quality�objectives�is�
achieved.�The�State�and�Regional�Water�Boards�retained�responsibility�for�interpreting�compliance�with�
narrative�water�quality�objectives.�In�light�of�the�agreement,�the�Water�Board�and�the�California�
Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�should�work�together�to�eliminate�recurrences�of�water�quality�
standard�violations�and�prevent�potential�future�violations.�In�consultation�with�the�California�
Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation,�the�Water�Board�will�implement�the�following�actions:�

� Gather�and�review�available�information�to�identify�pesticides�most�likely�to�run�off�into�urban�
creeks�and�cause�or�contribute�to�water�quality�standard�violations;��

� Identify�evaluation�criteria�that�can�be�used�to�discern�whether�water�quality�standards�are�met�
(e.g.,�water�quality�objectives,�targets,�monitoring�benchmarks,�or�other�criteria);��

� Evaluate�available�information�to�determine�whether�water�quality�standards�are�met�and,�if�so,�
whether�circumstances�suggest�that�future�violations�are�likely;�and��
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� Notify�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�and�County�Agricultural�
Commissioners�if�water�quality�standard�violations�exist�or�are�likely�to�exist�in�the�future�due�to�
pesticide�discharges,�thereby�enabling�these�agencies�to�implement�appropriate�actions�and�
assisting�them�in�ensuring�that�their�regulatory�programs�adequately�protect�water�quality.��

In�consultation�with�the�Water�Board,�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�should�
implement�the�following�actions:�

� When�available�information�is�insufficient�to�conclude�whether�water�quality�standards�are�met,�
work�with�the�Water�Board�to�identify�information�needed�to�evaluate�the�potential�for�pesticide�
discharges�to�cause�or�contribute�to�water�quality�standard�violations;��

� Obtain�information�necessary�to�determine�whether�water�quality�standards�are�or�are�likely�to�
be�met�from�pesticide�product�registrants,�U.S.�EPA,�and�other�sources�(conservative�[i.e.,�
protective]�assumptions�may�be�used�to�fill�information�gaps);��

� Evaluate�whether�water�quality�standards�are�likely�to�be�met�(e.g.,�consider�pesticide�use,�
toxicity,�application�sites�and�techniques,�runoff�potential,�and�environmental�persistence;�
estimate�foreseeable�water�and�sediment�pesticide�concentrations;�and�consider�Water�Board�
evaluation�criteria);��

� When�pesticide�discharges�are�or�are�likely�to�cause�or�contribute�to�water�quality�standard�
violations,�identify�and�evaluate�possible�corrective�actions�(using�the�Water�Board’s�evaluation�
criteria)�and�implement�those�needed�to�ensure�that�water�quality�standards�will�be�met;�and��

� When�available�information�suggests�that�pesticide�discharges�appear�likely�to�cause�or�
contribute�to�water�quality�standard�violations�in�the�future�(assuming�standards�are�currently�
met),�identify�and�evaluate�possible�preventive�actions�and,�commensurate�with�the�weight�of�the�
evidence,�implement�those�actions�needed�to�ensure�that�water�quality�standards�will�be�met.��

Sometimes,�a�pesticide�by�pesticide�approach�may�be�counterproductive,�particularly�if�existing�pesticide�
problems�are�likely�to�be�replaced�by�new�pesticide�problems.�As�appropriate,�the�California�Department�
of�Pesticide�Regulation�may�evaluate�several�pesticides�at�once�if�related�to�a�specific�application�method,�
application�site�of�concern,�or�other�shared�factor.�

During�adaptive�implementation�reviews�(see�“Adaptive�Implementation,”�below),�the�Water�Board�will�
consider�the�extent�to�which�inter�agency�collaboration�is�sufficient�to�address�water�quality�concerns.�If�
necessary,�the�Water�Board�will�notify�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�of�deficiencies�
and�could�consider�the�need�to�use�its�own�regulatory�authorities�to�control�pesticide�discharges.�

County Agricultural Commissioners’ Actions 
County�Agricultural�Commissioners�are�the�local�enforcement�agents�for�the�California�Department�of�
Pesticide�Regulation.�They�provide�local�enforcement�of�applicable�pesticide�laws�and,�when�necessary�to�
address�local�circumstances�(e.g.,�localized�toxicity�in�an�urban�creek),�can�adopt�local�regulations�(subject�
to�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�approval)�that�govern�the�conduct�of�pest�control�
operations�and�the�records�and�reports�of�those�operations.�County�Agricultural�Commissioners�should�
implement�the�following�actions:�

� Continue�and�enhance�enforcement�related�to�illegal�sale�or�use�of�pesticides,�including�pesticides�
sold�over�the�counter;��

� Continue�to�enforce�the�phase�out�of�diazinon�products�and�any�new�regulations�affecting�
pesticide�applications�and�their�water�quality�risks;��
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� Continue�and�enhance�efforts�to�prevent�the�introduction�of�new�exotic�pests�to�the�Region;��

� Provide�outreach�and�training�to�pest�control�licensees�regarding�water�quality�issues�as�part�of�
pest�control�business�license�registration�and�inspection�programs;�and��

� Work�with�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation,�urban�runoff�management�
agencies,�and�the�University�of�California�Statewide�Integrated�Pest�Management�Program�to�
coordinate�education�and�outreach�programs�to�minimize�pesticide�discharges.��

Structural Pest Control Board Actions  
The�Structural�Pest�Control�Board�is�responsible�for�licensing�structural�pest�control�professionals.�The�
Structural�Pest�Control�Board�requires�training�and�examinations�to�maintain�a�license�to�practice�
structural�pest�control,�and�regulates�the�advertising�practices�of�structural�pest�control�businesses.�The�
Structural�Pest�Control�Board�should�implement�the�following�actions:�

� Through�licensing�and�other�authorities,�work�to�ensure�that�structural�pest�control�practices�
result�in�discharges�that�comply�with�water�quality�standards;��

� Work�to�develop�a�mechanism�through�which�consumers�can�determine�which�structural�pest�
control�providers�offer�services�most�likely�to�protect�water�quality;�and��

� Work�to�enhance�initial�and�continuing�integrated�pest�management�training�for�structural�pest�
control�licensees.��

University of California Actions 
The�University�of�California�Statewide�Integrated�Pest�Management�Program�promotes�pest�management�
education�and�outreach�throughout�California.�The�University�of�California�should�implement�the�
following�actions:�

� Continue�and�enhance�educational�efforts�targeting�urban�pesticide�users�to�promote�integrated�
pest�management�and�less�toxic�pest�management�practices;��

� Continue�to�encourage�and�support�efforts�to�identify�and�improve�new�less�toxic�pest�
management�strategies�for�the�urban�environment;��

� Continue�to�serve�as�a�resource�for�information�on�alternative�pest�management�practices�that�
protect�water�quality�and�develop�publications�others�can�use�to�support�outreach�activities;��

� Continue�to�train�University�of�California�Master�Gardeners�to�help�disseminate�information�
about�integrated�pest�management�and�pest�management�alternatives�that�protect�water�quality;�
and��

� Work�with�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation,�County�Agricultural�
Commissioners,�and�urban�runoff�management�agencies�to�coordinate�education�and�outreach�
programs�to�minimize�pesticide�discharges.��

Urban Runoff Management Agencies and Similar Entities Actions  
NPDES�permits�for�urban�runoff�management�agencies�and�similar�entities�responsible�for�controlling�
urban�runoff�(e.g.,�industrial�facilities,�construction�sites,�California�Department�of�Transportation�
facilities,�universities,�and�military�installations)�shall�require�implementation�of�best�management�
practices�and�control�measures.�Urban�runoff�management�agencies’�and�similar�entities’�respective�
responsibilities�for�addressing�these�allocations�and�targets�will�be�satisfied�by�complying�with�the�
requirements�set�forth�below�and�permit�related�requirements�based�on�them.�
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Requirements�in�each�NPDES�permit�issued�or�reissued�and�applicable�for�the�term�of�the�permit�shall�be�
based�on�an�updated�assessment�of�control�measures�intended�to�reduce�pesticides�in�urban�runoff.�
Control�measures�implemented�by�urban�runoff�management�agencies�and�other�entities�(except�
construction�and�industrial�sites)�shall�reduce�pesticides�in�urban�runoff�to�the�maximum�extent�
practicable.�Control�measures�for�construction�and�industrial�sites�shall�reduce�discharges�based�on�Best�
Available�Technology�Economically�Achievable.�All�permits�shall�remain�consistent�with�the�section�of�
this�chapter�titled�“Surface�Water�Protection�and�Management—Point�Source�Control���Stormwater�
Discharges.”�These�requirements�shall�be�included�in�permits�no�later�than�five�years�after�the�effective�
date�of�this�strategy.�If�these�requirements�prove�inadequate�to�meet�the�targets�and�allocations,�the�
Water�Board�will�require�additional�control�measures�or�call�for�additional�actions�by�others�until�the�
targets�and�allocations�are�attained.�

The�following�general�requirements�shall�be�implemented�through�NPDES�permits�issued�or�reissued�for�
urban�runoff�discharges:�

� Reduce�reliance�on�pesticides�that�threaten�water�quality�by�adopting�and�implementing�policies,�
procedures,�or�ordinances�that�minimize�the�use�of�pesticides�that�threaten�water�quality�in�the�
discharger’s�operations�and�on�the�discharger’s�property;��

� Track�progress�by�periodically�reviewing�the�discharger’s�pesticide�use�and�pesticide�use�by�its�
hired�contractors;��

� Train�the�discharger’s�employees�to�use�integrated�pest�management�techniques�and�require�that�
they�rigorously�adhere�to�integrated�pest�management�practices;��

� Require�the�discharger’s�contractors�to�practice�integrated�pest�management;�and��

� Study�the�effectiveness�of�the�control�measures�implemented,�evaluate�attainment�of�the�targets,�
identify�effective�actions�to�be�taken�in�the�future,�and�report�conclusions�to�the�Water�Board.��

The�following�education�and�outreach�requirements�shall�also�be�implemented�through�NPDES�permits�
issued�or�reissued�for�urban�runoff�discharges:�

� Undertake�targeted�outreach�programs�to�encourage�communities�within�a�discharger’s�
jurisdiction�to�reduce�their�reliance�on�pesticides�that�threaten�water�quality,�focusing�efforts�on�
those�most�likely�to�use�pesticides�that�threaten�water�quality;��

� Work�with�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation,�County�Agricultural�
Commissioners,�and�the�University�of�California�Statewide�Integrated�Pest�Management�
Program�to�coordinate�education�and�outreach�programs�to�minimize�pesticide�discharges.��

� Encourage�public�and�private�landscape�irrigation�management�that�minimizes�pesticide�runoff;�
and��

� Facilitate�appropriate�pesticide�waste�disposal,�and�conduct�education�and�outreach�to�promote�
appropriate�disposal.��

The�following�monitoring�and�reporting�requirements�shall�also�be�implemented�through�NPDES�
permits�issued�or�reissued�for�urban�runoff�discharges:�

� Monitor�diazinon�and�other�pesticides�discharged�in�urban�runoff�that�pose�potential�water�
quality�threats�to�urban�creeks;�monitor�toxicity�in�both�water�and�sediment;�and�implement�
alternative�monitoring�mechanisms,�if�appropriate,�to�indirectly�evaluate�water�quality�as�
described�below�(see�Monitoring,�below);��

� Disseminate�monitoring�data�to�appropriate�regulatory�agencies;�and��
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� Contribute�to�studies�to�address�critical�data�needs�(see�Adaptive�Implementation,�below).��

The�following�requirements�related�to�regulatory�programs�shall�also�be�implemented�through�NPDES�
permits�issued�or�reissued�for�urban�runoff�discharges:�

� Track�U.S.�EPA�pesticide�evaluation�and�registration�activities�as�they�relate�to�surface�water�
quality�and,�when�necessary,�encourage�U.S.�EPA�to�coordinate�implementation�of�the�Federal�
Insecticide,�Fungicide,�and�Rodenticide�Act�and�the�Federal�Clean�Water�Act�and�to�
accommodate�water�quality�concerns�within�its�pesticide�registration�process;��

� Assemble�and�submit�information�(such�as�monitoring�data)�as�needed�to�assist�the�California�
Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�and�County�Agricultural�Commissioners�in�ensuring�that�
pesticide�applications�within�the�Region�comply�with�water�quality�standards;�and��

� Report�violations�of�pesticide�regulations�(e.g.,�illegal�handing)�to�County�Agricultural�
Commissioners.��

The�actions�above�may�be�implemented�by�individual�urban�runoff�management�entities,�jointly�by�two�
or�more�entities�acting�in�concert,�or�cooperatively�through�a�regional�approach,�as�appropriate.�

NPDES�permits�issued�or�reissued�for�industrial,�construction,�and�California�Department�of�
Transportation�facilities�shall�implement�the�general�requirements�and�education�and�outreach�
requirements�listed�above�and�monitoring�requirements�as�appropriate.�

Private Entities Actions  
Most�pesticides�do�not�occur�naturally�in�the�environment;�they�are�manufactured.�Pesticide�
manufacturers�and�formulators�sell�products�to�distributors�and�retailers,�who�sell�them�to�the�pesticide�
users�who�apply�them.�These�private�entities�should�implement�the�following�actions�to�prevent�
pesticide�related�toxicity�in�urban�creeks:�

� Pesticide�manufacturers�and�formulators�should�minimize�potential�pesticide�discharges�by�
developing�and�marketing�products�designed�to�avoid�discharges�that�exceed�water�quality�
standards.�(Many�manufacturers�successfully�market�such�products.)�They�should�also�undertake�
studies�to�address�critical�data�needs�(see�Adaptive�Implementation,�below);��

� Distributors�and�retailers�should�offer�point�of�sale�information�on�less�toxic�alternatives.�They�
should�also�offer�and�promote�less�toxic�alternatives�to�customers;��

� Pest�control�advisors�should�recommend�integrated�pest�management�strategies�so�pesticides�
that�could�threaten�water�quality�are�used�only�as�a�last�resort;�and��

� Pesticide�users�(e.g.,�private�citizens,�professional�pesticide�applicators,�school�districts,�transit�
districts,�and�mosquito�abatement�and�vector�control�districts)�should�adopt�integrated�pest�
management�and�less�toxic�pest�control�techniques�so�pesticide�applications�do�not�contribute�to�
pesticide�runoff�and�toxicity�in�urban�creeks.��

7.1.1.7 Monitoring 
Monitoring�is�needed�to�demonstrate�target�attainment�and�to�track�and�evaluate�the�effectiveness�of�
strategy�implementation.�Diazinon�monitoring�needs�to�demonstrate�that�diazinon�concentrations�meet�
the�target.�When�the�concentrations�consistently�drop�below�the�target,�such�monitoring�may�no�longer�
be�needed.�However,�because�other�pesticides�will�continue�to�be�applied�in�urban�areas,�the�need�to�
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monitor�for�water�and�sediment�toxicity—and�sometimes�specific�pesticides—will�likely�remain�well�after�
achieving�the�diazinon�concentration�target.�

A�number�of�programs�monitor�pesticide�concentrations�and�toxicity�in�the�Region’s�waters,�including�
the�Water�Board’s�Surface�Water�Ambient�Monitoring�Program,�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�
Regulation’s�Surface�Water�Protection�Program,�and�the�Regional�Monitoring�Program�for�Trace�
Substances.�Municipal�storm�water�NPDES�permits�may�also�require�dischargers�to�characterize�their�
discharges�and�receiving�waters.�This�can�involve�monitoring�toxicity�and�specific�pollutants,�like�
diazinon,�in�storm�drain�systems�and�urban�creeks.�

Monitoring Requirements 
Monitoring�requirements�shall�be�implemented�through�NPDES�permits�issued�or�reissued�for�urban�
runoff�discharges.�Urban�runoff�management�agencies�shall�undertake�monitoring�efforts�related�to�
pesticides�and�toxicity.�They�shall�design�and�implement�a�monitoring�program�to�answer�the�following�
questions:�

� Is�the�diazinon�concentration�target�being�met?��

� Are�the�toxicity�targets�being�met?��

� Is�toxicity�observed�in�urban�creeks�caused�by�a�pesticide?��

� Is�urban�runoff�the�source�of�any�observed�toxicity�in�urban�creeks?��

� How�does�observed�pesticide�related�toxicity�in�urban�creeks�(or�pesticide�concentrations�
contributing�to�such�toxicity)�vary�in�time�and�magnitude�across�urban�creek�watersheds,�and�
what�types�of�pest�control�practices�contribute�to�such�toxicity?��

� Are�actions�already�being�taken�to�reduce�pesticide�discharges�sufficient�to�meet�the�targets,�and�
if�not,�what�should�be�done�differently?��

The�monitoring�program�may�be�developed�by�individual�urban�runoff�management�agencies,�jointly�by�
two�or�more�agencies�acting�in�concert,�or�cooperatively�through�a�regional�approach.�Designing�the�
program�shall�involve�characterizing�watersheds,�selecting�representative�creeks,�identifying�sample�
locations,�developing�sampling�plans,�and�selecting�appropriate�analytical�tests�of�water�and�sediment.�
Chemical�and�toxicity�tests�shall�be�conducted�on�urban�creek�water�and�sediment.�At�a�minimum,�tests�
shall�be�used�to�measure�the�following:�

� Water�column�toxicity;��

� Sediment�toxicity;��

� Diazinon�concentrations�in�water�(until�the�diazinon�concentration�target�is�met�consistently);�
and��

� Concentrations�of�other�pesticides�that�pose�potential�water�quality�and�sediment�quality�threats,�
as�feasible.��

Sampling�frequency,�timing,�and�number�of�samples�shall�be�adequate�to�answer�the�monitoring�
questions�above�and�any�others�set�forth�for�the�monitoring�program.�

Additional�types�of�monitoring�tools�may�be�used�to�support�and�optimize�conventional�water�and�
sediment�monitoring.�For�example,�monitoring�in�storm�drain�systems�or�near�application�sites�may�be�
useful�in�selecting�creek�sampling�strategies�because�pesticide�concentrations�are�easier�to�detect�nearer�to�
the�pesticide�application�site.�Efforts�to�monitor�parameters�that�can�serve�as�surrogates�or�indicators�of�
pesticide�related�water�quality�conditions�may�moderate�the�need�for�more�comprehensive�water�quality�
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monitoring.�While�some�toxicity�and�pollutant�monitoring�will�always�be�necessary,�extensive�monitoring�
will�be�less�important�if�other�information�is�collected�that�can�be�used�to�evaluate�the�potential�for�
toxicity�or�specific�pollutants�to�occur�in�water.�Alternative�monitoring�information�can�also�help�focus�
water�quality�monitoring�efforts�and�mitigation�actions.�Such�monitoring�could�include�reviewing�
pesticide�sales�and�use�data�for�the�Region,�pesticide�fate�and�transport�data,�and�public�attitudes�
regarding�pesticides�and�water�quality.�If�undertaken,�such�monitoring�may�seek�to�answer�the�following�
questions:�

� What�pesticides�pose�the�greatest�water�quality�risks?��

� How�is�the�use�of�such�pesticides�changing?��

� Are�existing�actions�effective�in�reducing�pesticide�discharges�that�threaten�water�quality?��

� What�approach�is�best�for�monitoring�toxicity�and�pesticides�in�urban�creek�water�and�sediment?��

Monitoring Benchmarks 
To�determine�whether�measured�or�predicted�pesticide�concentrations�in�water�are�cause�for�concern,�
monitoring�benchmarks�are�needed.�Ideally,�water�quality�criteria�would�be�used;�however,�water�quality�
criteria�do�not�exist�for�most�pesticides.�In�the�absence�of�water�quality�criteria,�a�monitoring�benchmark�
may�be�calculated�as�follows.�Such�a�monitoring�benchmark�is�not�a�water�quality�objective�unless�
adopted�as�such�by�the�Water�Board.�Where�valid�tests�have�determined�four�day�LC50�values�for�aquatic�
organisms�(the�concentration�that�kills�one�half�of�the�test�organisms),�a�monitoring�benchmark�may�be�
calculated�by�dividing�the�lowest�LC50�value�measured�by�the�appropriate�benchmark�factor�from�
Table�7.1.1�1�(typically�14�or�less�for�a�registered�pesticide).�

Monitoring�Benchmark�=�Lowest�LC50�÷�Benchmark�Factor�

Where�multiple�LC50�measurements�are�available,�the�lowest�“genus�mean�acute�value”�may�be�used�in�
place�of�the�lowest�LC50.�The�term�“genus�mean�acute�value,”�as�used�here,�refers�to�the�geometric�mean�
of�the�available�“species�mean�acute�values”�within�a�genus.�The�term�“species�mean�acute�value,”�as�
used�here,�refers�to�the�geometric�mean�of�available�four�day�LC50�values�for�each�species.�Other�available�
information�regarding�the�pesticide�(such�as�its�potential�for�sub�lethal�effects)�may�also�be�considered�to�
determine�if�lower�monitoring�benchmarks�are�appropriate�to�reflect�attainment�of�the�narrative�
objectives.�Table�7.1.1�1�is�not�intended�for�deriving�monitoring�benchmarks�for�sediment�tests.�
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Table 7.1.1-1 Benchmark Factors 

Number of Data Requirements Satisfied a Benchmark Factor b 

2 16 

3 14 

4 14 

5 12 

6 10 

7 8 
Notes:  
a U.S. EPA water quality criteria guidelines require data for at least eight taxonomic families to derive water quality criteria. 
b These values apply only when both daphnid and salmonid toxicity data are available.  U.S. EPA typically requires such data to 

register a pesticide. 

When�monitoring�data�demonstrate�that�pesticide�concentrations�exceed�monitoring�benchmarks,�the�
information�will�be�considered�during�periodic�reviews�undertaken�as�part�of�adaptive�implementation�
(see�below).�When�pesticide�concentrations�exceed�monitoring�benchmarks,�the�Water�Board�may�
consider�such�information�in�determining�compliance�with�the�narrative�toxicity,�sediment,�and�
population�and�community�ecology�objectives.�The�Water�Board�may�also�seek�additional�toxicity�data�to�
derive�water�quality�criteria.�The�Water�Board�may�inform�other�regulatory�agencies�(e.g.,�the�California�
Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation)�about�the�potential�threat�to�water�quality�and�seek�action�to�prevent�
water�quality�impairment.�

7.1.1.8 Adaptive Implementation 
Adaptive�implementation�entails�taking�immediate�actions�commensurate�with�available�information,�
reviewing�new�information�as�it�becomes�available,�and�modifying�actions�as�necessary�based�on�the�new�
information.�Taking�immediate�action�allows�progress�to�occur�while�more�and�better�information�is�
collected�and�the�effectiveness�of�current�actions�is�evaluated.�Table�7.1.1�2�lists�specific�actions�the�Water�
Board�will�use�to�track�its�progress�and�an�implementation�timeframe.��

Table 7.1.1-2:  Water Board Implementation Measure Tracking 

Action  Schedule 
Summarize pesticide regulatory activities as they relate to water quality, and identify 
opportunities to advise pesticide regulatory oversight agencies regarding future 
actions 

Annually 

Summarize research and monitoring data for pesticide regulatory oversight 
agencies and others, and determine where to focus future monitoring efforts based 
on critical data needs 

Annually 

Describe urban pesticide use trends and identify pesticides likely to affect water 
quality 

Annually 

Notify pesticide regulatory oversight agencies if water quality standard violations 
exist or are likely to exist in the future due to pesticide discharges 

At least annually 

Identify waters impaired by pesticide-related toxicity and waters where there is a 
potential for impairment 

Biennially 
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Action  Schedule 
Meet or correspond with pesticide regulatory oversight agencies regarding their 
roles in protecting water quality 

At least annually 

Place required actions in NPDES stormwater permits No later than five 
years from 
effective date of 
strategy 

Report implementation status to Water Board Annually 

Periodic Review 
The�Water�Board�will�review�this�strategy�approximately�every�five�years.�The�reviews�will�be�
coordinated�through�the�Water�Board’s�continuing�planning�program�and�will�provide�opportunities�for�
stakeholder�participation.�If�any�modifications�are�needed,�they�will�be�incorporated�into�the�Basin�Plan.�
At�a�minimum,�the�following�focusing�questions�will�be�used�to�conduct�the�reviews.�Additional�focusing�
questions�will�be�developed�in�collaboration�with�stakeholders�during�each�review.�

� Are�changes�in�urban�creek�conditions�moving�toward�improvements�in�water�quality�(e.g.,�
toward�target�attainment)?��

� If�it�is�unclear�whether�there�is�progress,�how�should�monitoring�efforts�be�modified�to�measure�
trends?��

� If�there�has�not�been�adequate�progress,�how�might�the�implementation�actions�or�allocations�be�
modified�to�improve�progress?��

� Is�there�new�information�that�suggests�the�need�to�modify�the�targets,�allocations,�or�
implementation�actions?��

� If�so,�how�should�the�strategy�be�modified?��

During�the�periodic�reviews,�the�Water�Board�will�consider�newly�available�information�regarding�such�
topics�as�market�trends,�monitoring�results,�tools�for�risk�evaluation,�outreach�effectiveness,�and�
regulatory�actions.�

Additional Sources 
As�the�strategy�is�implemented,�additional�sources�of�pesticide�related�toxicity�may�emerge,�either�as�the�
result�of�a�new�discharge�or�a�new�pesticide�being�applied.�In�such�situations,�the�allocations�for�
additional�sources�shall�be�the�same�as�those�for�the�existing�sources�unless�the�Water�Board�finds�these�
allocations�to�be�inappropriate�or�chooses�to�refine�the�strategy�in�some�other�manner.�

Critical Data Needs 
Various�types�of�information�and�tools�are�needed�to�adequately�evaluate�the�risks�associated�with�
pesticide�runoff.�To�the�extent�possible,�the�pesticide�industry�should�shoulder�the�burden�of�collecting�
this�information�and�developing�appropriate�tools.�At�times,�however,�the�citizens�of�the�Region�(as�
represented�by�the�Water�Boards,�the�urban�runoff�management�agencies,�and�others)�should�lead�by�
example.�Therefore,�the�pesticide�industry�should�undertake�and�others�should�support�and�promote�the�
following�actions:�

� Conduct�surveillance�monitoring�of�surface�waters�and�sediment�and�publicly�report�the�results;��
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� Develop�publicly�available�and�commercially�viable�analytical�methods�to�detect�ecologically�
relevant�concentrations�of�pesticides�that�pose�water�quality�risks;��

� Develop�procedures�that�can�be�used�to�identify�potential�causes�of�toxicity�in�water�and�
sediment�(e.g.,�Toxicity�Identification�Evaluation�procedures);��

� Complete�publicly�available�studies�that�characterize�the�fate�and�transport�of�pesticides�applied�
in�urban�areas;��

� Develop�and�adopt�evaluation�methods�(e.g.,�quantitative�fate�and�transport�models)�for�urban�
pesticide�applications,�including�applications�to�impervious�surfaces;�and��

� Complete�publicly�available�studies�to�support�the�development�of�water�quality�criteria�for�
pesticides�in�water�and�sediment.��

7.2 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT STRATEGIES AND TMDLS FOR SAN FRANCISCO 
BAY AND BAY SEGMENTS 

7.2.1 Water Quality Attainment Strategy to Support Copper Site-specific Objectives for 
San Francisco Bay, and Nickel Site-specific Objectives for South San Francisco Bay  
The�Water�Quality�Attainment�Strategy�(WQAS)�for�copper�in�all�San�Francisco�Bay�segments�(see�Figure�
7.2.1�1)�and�nickel�in�South�San�Francisco�Bay�is�designed�to�prevent�water�quality�degradation�and�
ensure�attainment�of�the�copper�and�nickel�site�specific�objectives�(SSOs).�This�section�describes�the�
details�of�the�WQAS�and�how�the�Water�Board�will�use�its�regulatory�authority�to�implement�this�
strategy.�

The�four�elements�of�the�WQAS�are:�

� Control�measures/actions�to�minimize�the�discharge�of�copper�(from�wastewater�treatment�
plants,�urban�runoff,�anti�fouling�boat�paints,�and�lagoons�to�ensure�that�significant�copper�
sources�are�properly�managed)��

� Statistically�based�water�quality��triggers��and�a�receiving�water�monitoring�program�that�would�
initiate�additional�control�measures/actions�if�the��triggers��are�exceeded�

� Metal�translators�that�will�be�used�to�compute�copper�and�nickel�effluent�limits�for�the�municipal�
wastewater�treatment�plants�discharging�to�South�San�Francisco�Bay�

� Metal�translators�that�will�be�used�to�compute�copper�effluent�limits�for�municipal�and�industrial�
wastewater�treatment�plants�that�discharge�to�deep�water�(see�Section�4.6.1�for�definition)�north�
of�the�Dumbarton�Bridge�

7.2.1.1 Background 
All�San�Francisco�Bay�segments�(see�Figure�7.2.1�01)�meet�water�quality�objectives�for�copper�and�nickel.�
Since�the�mid�1980s,�because�of�effective�treatment�and�successful�pollution�prevention�and�source�
control�efforts,�substantial�reductions�in�metal�loading�to�San�Francisco�Bay�segments�have�been�
achieved.�Other�sources�that�are�difficult�to�manage�such�as�urban�runoff�(which�includes�copper�from�
automobile�brake�pads),�historical�deposits�of�copper�in�the�Bay�sediments,�and�natural�sources�of�copper�
are�among�the�dominant�contributions�to�current�ambient�water�concentrations.�SSOs�(see�Chapter�3)�for�
dissolved�copper�in�all�Bay�segments�(and�nickel�in�South�San�Francisco�Bay)�have�been�derived�using�
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toxicity�data�representing�site�specific�conditions�in�all�San�Francisco�Bay�segments,�and�these�SSOs�fully�
protect�San�Francisco�Bay�beneficial�uses.�

�
Figure 7.2.1-1 Segments of San Francisco Bay showing location of Hayward Shoals as 

a line connecting Little Coyote Point and the Oakland Airport. 
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7.2.1.2 Implementation Plan and Monitoring Program 
This�section�discusses�the�actions�and�ambient�monitoring�program�needed�to�ensure�continued�
attainment�of�the�copper�site�specific�objectives�throughout�San�Francisco�Bay�and.�ensure�that�copper�
sources�are�properly�managed�so�ambient�copper�levels�do�not�increase�due�to�potential�increases�in�
loading�of�copper�to�San�Francisco�Bay.�The�implementation�plan�also�calls�for�requirements�in�NPDES�
permits�to�support�investigations�to�resolve�three�key�areas�of�remaining�technical�uncertainty�regarding�
copper:�urban�tributary�loads�and�trends;�toxicity�to�benthic�organisms;�and�possible�effects�on�the�
olfactory�system�of�salmonids.��

Control Measures for Urban Runoff Management Agencies  
The�NPDES�permits�for�urban�runoff�management�agencies�shall�require�the�implementation�of�best�
management�practices�and�copper�control�measures�designed�to�prevent�urban�runoff�discharges�from�
causing�or�contributing�to�exceedances�of�copper�water�quality�objectives.�Requirements�in�each�permit�
issued�or�reissued�and�applicable�for�the�term�of�the�permit�shall�be�based�on�an�updated�assessment�of�
control�measures�intended�to�reduce�copper�in�stormwater�runoff�to�the�maximum�extent�practicable.�
Urban�runoff�management�agencies�must�implement�control�measures�targeting:�vehicle�brake�pads,�
architectural�copper,�copper�pesticides,�and�industrial�copper�use.�Additionally,�these�permits�shall�
contain�requirements�to�conduct�or�cause�to�be�conducted:�monitoring�of�copper�loading�to�the�Bay�at�
locations�and�frequency�sufficient�to�track�loading�trends;�and�technical�studies�to�investigate�possible�
copper�sediment�toxicity�and�sublethal�effects�on�salmonids.�

If�an�ambient�trigger�concentration�in�any�San�Francisco�Bay�segment�(see�Ambient�Monitoring�Program,�
below)�is�exceeded,�all�urban�runoff�management�agencies�discharging�to�that�segment�shall�submit�a�
report�to�the�Water�Board�that�describes�best�management�practices�that�are�currently�being�implemented�
and�additional�measures,�with�a�schedule,�that�will�be�implemented�to�prevent�their�copper�discharges�
from�causing�or�contributing�to�the�exceedance.�

Control Measures for Wastewater Treatment Facilities  
The�management�measures�for�municipal�and�industrial�wastewater�treatment�facilities�will�be�
implemented�through�their�individual�NPDES�permits,�which�shall�include�the�following�elements:�

� Water�quality�based�effluent�limits�(WQBELs)�computed�from�the�SSOs.��

� Baseline�Program�of�pollution�prevention�measures.�

� Requirement�to�conduct�or�cause�to�be�conducted�technical�studies�to�investigate�possible�copper�
sediment�toxicity�and�sublethal�effects�on�salmonids.�

� Effluent�Monitoring�and�Reporting.��

The�baseline�pollution�prevention�measures�for�wastewater�facilities�include:��

� Evaluate�copper�sources�(all�municipal�and�industrial�facilities)�

� Confirm�industrial�facility�compliance�with�local�pre�treatment�copper�limits�(municipal�facilities�
only)�

� Control�municipal�water�supply�pipeline�corrosion�from�commercial�and�residential�sources�
(municipal�facilities�only)�
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More�advanced,�facility�specific�pollution�prevention�measures�shall�be�implemented�by�facilities�that�
exceed�a�copper�effluent�limit�due�to�increased�copper�influent�loading�compared�to�the�previous�year’s�
performance.�Additionally,�if�an�ambient�trigger�concentration�(see�Ambient�Monitoring�Program,�below)�
is�exceeded,�each�municipal�and�industrial�wastewater�facility�discharging�to�that�segment�of�the�Bay�
shall�evaluate�the�history�of�its�facility’s�effluent�copper�concentrations.��Those�facilities�with�increasing�
copper�effluent�trends�shall�develop�and�implement�plans�to�control�these�increasing�levels.�

Metal Translators 
An�important�regulatory�element�of�the�WQAS�is�the�specification�of�metal�translators.�Water�quality�
objectives�for�copper�and�nickel�are�expressed�as�dissolved�metal�concentrations.�Effluent�limits�for�the�
wastewater�dischargers’�treatment�facilities�are�expressed�as�total�metal�concentrations�and�must�be�
calculated�according�to�the�procedure�outlined�in�the�“Policy�for�Implementation�of�Toxics�Standards�for�
Inland�Surface�Waters,�Enclosed�Bays,�and�Estuaries�of�California.”�Therefore,�for�metals�like�copper�and�
nickel,�the�calculation�of�an�effluent�limit�requires�the�use�of�a�ratio�of�total�to�dissolved�metals�called�the�
metal�translator.�

South�San�Francisco�Bay�copper�and�nickel�translators�were�developed�using�a�regression�relationship�
between�the�translators�and�total�suspended�solids�(TSS).�The�translators�were�computed�by�evaluating�
the�upper�95�percent�confidence�interval�regression�relationship�at�the�median�TSS�value�for�South�San�
Francisco�Bay.�For�this�reason,�there�is�a�single�translator�value�for�each�metal�(Table�7.2.1�1).�The�higher�
translators�that�result�from�using�the�upper�confidence�level�regression�result�in�lower�numeric�effluent�
limits�and�provide�an�additional�measure�of�protection�of�beneficial�uses.���

There�is�not�a�strong�relationship�between�TSS�and�translators�for�the�segments�of�the�Bay�north�of�the�
Dumbarton�Bridge.�There�are�geographic�differences�in�computed�translators�between�the�northernmost�
segments�and�those�in�the�southern�segments�the�Bay.��In�such�cases,�median�and�90th�percentile�
translators�can�be�computed�from�available�data�for�use�in�computing�average�monthly�and�maximum�
daily�effluent�limits,�respectively.�The�translators�in�Table�7.2.1�2�apply�only�to�deepwater�wastewater�
discharges�to�San�Francisco�Bay�because�the�available�translator�data�are�not�representative�of�shallow�
water�discharge�(defined�as�those�wastewater�discharges�that�have�been�granted�an�exception�to�the�
prohibition�against�wastewater�discharges�into�non�tidal�water,�dead�end�sloughs�or�at�any�point�that�
wastewater�does�not�receive�dilution�of�at�least�10:1)�locations.��Shallow�water�wastewater�dischargers�
must�develop�translators�applicable�to�the�discharge�location�at�the�time�of�permit�reissuance.�

Table 7.2.1-1 Translators Applicable to South San Francisco Bay Municipal 
Wastewater Discharges for Copper and Nickel 

Bay Segments 
Copper Translator For 

Effluent Limit 
Calculation 

Nickel Translator For Effluent Limit 
Calculation 

South San Francisco Bay 0.53 0.44 
�
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�

Table 7.2.1-2 Translators Applicable to Other San Francisco Bay Municipal and 
Industrial Wastewater Deep Water Discharges for Copper 

Bay Segments 

Copper Translator For 
Average Monthly 

Effluent Limit 
Calculation 

Copper Translator For Maximum 
Daily Effluent Limit Calculation 

Suisun Bay  
San Pablo Bay 

0.38 0.66 

Central San Francisco Bay 
Lower San Francisco Bay 0.73 0.87 

Copper From Anti-Fouling Boat Paint 
Paints�applied�to�boats�and�ships�to�control�unwanted�“fouling”�growth�on�their�hulls�often�contain�
copper�based�biocides.�In�San�Francisco�Bay,�there�are�major�ports,�industrial�piers,�and�dozens�of�
marinas.��Boats�and�ships�coated�with�copper�containing�biocides�may�release�copper�directly�into�the�
Bay�during�storage,�operation,�and�in�water�maintenance.���

The�Water�Board�is�relying�on�the�authority�of�the�California�Department�of�Pesticide�Regulation�(DPR)�
to�regulate�the�pesticidal�use�of�copper�in�antifouling�paints�such�that�water�quality�objectives�will�be�
attained.�The�Water�Board�will�work�with�DPR�as�it�executes�its�regulatory�strategy�for�biocides�in�marine�
antifouling�coatings,�which�includes�monitoring�to�evaluate�water�quality�impacts�and�review�of�
registration�status.���

Control Measures for Lagoons  
There�are�many�managed�lagoons�that�are�hydraulically�connected�to�the�Bay.��Because�of�nutrient�
loading�and�stagnant�conditions,�excessive�growth�of�aquatic�plants�and�algae�can�cause�nuisance�
conditions.��In�addition�to�mechanical�harvesting,�copper�based�algaecides�are�used�to�control�nuisance�
plant�and�algae�growth.��The�application�of�these�algaecides�is�permitted�under�the�State�Water�Board’s�
Statewide�General�NPDES�Permit�(Order�No.�2004�0009�DWQ)�for�discharges�of�aquatic�pesticides�to�
surface�waters.�The�Water�Board�recognizes�coverage�under�the�general�permit�as�being�sufficient�to�
ensure�that�application�of�copper�pesticides�to�lagoons�shall�not�cause�or�contribute�to�violations�of�the�
water�quality�objectives.���

Ambient Monitoring Program 
The�implementation�plan�establishes�copper�control�measures�in�order�to�prevent�increases�in�ambient�
dissolved�copper�concentrations.�Ambient�concentrations�of�copper�in�the�Bay�have�remained�essentially�
unchanged�from�1993�through�2006�and�are�not�expected�to�increase�in�the�future.�In�order�to�determine�
systematically�if�ambient�concentrations�have�increased,�specific�copper�concentration�triggers�are�
compared�to�data�collected�through�the�Regional�Monitoring�Program�for�Trace�Substances�(RMP).�This�
is�accomplished�by�calculating�every�year�the�three�year�rolling�mean�of�RMP�copper�concentrations�in�
segments�of�the�Bay.�These�rolling�mean�concentrations�will�be�compared�to�trigger�concentration�values�
for�each�segment.��The�trigger�concentrations�(shown�in�Table�7.2.1�3)�were�calculated�in�order�to�detect�a�
change�(from�2003�concentrations)�in�dissolved�copper�concentration�of�about�1��g/L�with�a�statistical�
power�of�99%.��If�the�trigger�concentration�is�exceeded�in�any�Bay�segment,�the�Water�Board�will�
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investigate�causes�of�the�exceedance�and�potential�control�options�and�require�wastewater�and�urban�
runoff�dischargers�to�that�segment�to�investigate�whether�they�have�caused�or�contributed�to�the�
exceedance�and,�if�so,�to�identify�and�submit�a�plan�and�schedule�to�implement�controls�to�resolve�their�
contribution�to�the�exceedance.��

The�Water�Board�will�assess�the�continued�appropriateness�of�the�SSOs�for�San�Francisco�Bay�should�
conditions�change�in�Bay�water�quality.�Dissolved�organic�carbon�(DOC)�will�be�used�as�a�surrogate�
measure�of�the�protective�effect�of�Bay�water�against�copper�water�column�toxicity.�An�analysis�and�
evaluation�of�trends�in�DOC�data�collected�through�the�RMP�will�determine�whether�or�not�additional�
water�column�toxicity�tests�are�needed�to�confirm�that�the�SSOs�are�protective.�In�addition,�the�Water�
Board�will�evaluate�sediment�copper�concentration�and�sediment�toxicity�data�collected�through�the�RMP�
to�assess�possible�effects�related�to�copper�accumulation�in�Bay�sediments.�The�need�for�a�reevaluation�of�
the�SSOs�or�other�regulatory�actions�will�be�established�through�the�triennial�review�of�the�Basin�Plan.�

Table 7.2.1-3 Dissolved Copper (�g/L) Trigger Concentrations at 99% Statistical 
Power 

Bay Segment (or portion thereof) Trigger Level (�g/L) 

Suisun Bay 2.8 

San Pablo Bay 3.0 

Central San Francisco Bay 
Lower San Francisco Bay (north Hayward Shoals) 

2.2 

Lower San Francisco Bay (south of Hayward Shoals) 3.6 

South San Francisco Bay 4.2 

7.2.2 San Francisco Bay Mercury TMDL 
The�following�sections�establish�the�allowable�annual�mercury�load�(Total�Maximum�Daily�Load�
[TMDL])�to�San�Francisco�Bay,�and�actions�and�monitoring�necessary�to�implement�the�TMDL.��The�
numeric�targets,�allocations,�and�associated�implementation�plan�will�ensure�that�all�San�Francisco�Bay�
segments�attain�applicable�water�quality�standards,�including�the�mercury�water�quality�objectives�set�
forth�in�Table�3�3B,�established�to�protect�and�support�beneficial�uses.�

The�TMDL�allocations�and�implementation�plan�focus�on�controlling�the�amount�of�mercury�that�reaches�
the�Bay�and�identifying�and�implementing�actions�to�minimize�mercury�bioavailability.�The�organic�form�
of�mercury�(methylmercury)�is�toxic�and�bioavailable,�but�information�on�ways�of�controlling�
methylmercury�production�is�limited.�However,�this�is�an�area�of�active�research�and�strategies�for�
controlling�this�process�are�forthcoming.�The�effectiveness�of�implementation�actions,�monitoring�to�track�
progress�toward�targets,�and�the�scientific�understanding�pertaining�to�mercury�will�be�periodically�
reviewed�and�the�TMDL�may�be�adapted�as�warranted.�

7.2.2.1 Problem Statement 
San�Francisco�Bay�is�impaired�because�mercury�contamination�is�adversely�affecting�existing�beneficial�
uses,�including�sport�fishing,�preservation�of�rare�and�endangered�species,�and�wildlife�habitat.�Mercury�
concentrations�in�San�Francisco�Bay�fish�are�high�enough�to�threaten�the�health�of�humans�who�consume�
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them.�In�addition,�mercury�concentrations�in�some�bird�eggs�harvested�from�the�shores�of�San�Francisco�
Bay�are�high�enough�to�account�for�abnormally�high�rates�of�eggs�failing�to�hatch.��

In�the�context�of�this�TMDL,�“San�Francisco�Bay”�refers�to�the�following�water�bodies:�

� Sacramento/San�Joaquin�River�Delta�(within�San�Francisco�Bay�region)�

� Suisun�Bay�

� Carquinez�Strait�

� San�Pablo�Bay�

� Richardson�Bay�

� Central�San�Francisco�Bay�

� Lower�San�Francisco�Bay�

� South�San�Francisco�Bay�(including�the�Lower�South�Bay)�

This�TMDL�also�addresses�the�following�mercury�impaired�water�bodies�that�exist�within�the�water�
bodies�listed�above:���

� Castro�Cove�(part�of�San�Pablo�Bay)�

� Oakland�Inner�Harbor�(part�of�Central�San�Francisco�Bay)�

� San�Leandro�Bay�(part�of�Central�San�Francisco�Bay)�

7.2.2.2 Numeric Targets 
TMDL�numeric�targets�interpret�narrative�and/or�numeric�water�quality�standards,�including�beneficial�
uses�and�water�quality�objectives.�To�protect�humans�who�consume�Bay�fish,�the�average�fish�tissue�
mercury�concentration�for�a�commonly�consumed�fish�species�is�specified�below�as�a�human�health�
target.�To�protect�wildlife�and�rare�and�endangered�species,�the�average�fish�tissue�mercury�concentration�
in�fish�consumed�by�piscivorous�birds�is�specified�below�as�a�wildlife�target.�The�goal�of�this�target�is�that�
controllable�water�quality�factors�not�cause�detrimental�mercury�concentrations�in�San�Francisco�Bay�
wildlife,�which�is�consistent�with�the�bioaccumulation�objective�in�Chapter�3.�To�achieve�the�human�
health�and�wildlife�targets�and�to�attain�water�quality�standards,�the�Baywide�suspended�sediment�
mercury�concentration�target�is�0.2�mg�mercury�per�kg�dry�sediment.���

The�Regional�Monitoring�Program�(RMP)�conducts�monitoring�relevant�to�evaluating�progress�toward�
meeting�the�sediment�and�human�health�and�wildlife�targets.�The�following�passages�describe�acceptable�
approaches�to�evaluate�progress�toward�meeting�the�targets.�Other�approaches�can�be�considered�during�
adaptive�implementation�reviews.�

Suspended Sediment Target 
The�suspended�sediment�target�(0.2�mg�mercury�per�kg�dry�sediment)�shall�be�compared�to�the�annual�
median�Bay�suspended�sediment�mercury�concentration�found�through�RMP�monitoring.�The�suspended�
sediment�mercury�concentration�shall�be�computed�as�the�difference�between�total�and�dissolved�
mercury�concentration�in�a�water�sample�(at�each�location)�divided�by�the�suspended�sediment�
concentration�for�that�same�sample.�
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Human Health Target  
The�human�health�target�is�a�fish�tissue�mercury�concentration�(0.2�mg�mercury�per�kg�fish�tissue).�This�
target�applies�to�average�wet�weight�fish�tissue�muscle�concentrations�in�60�cm�long�striped�bass.�The�
RMP�conducts�fish�tissue�sampling�and�analysis�in�San�Francisco�Bay�every�three�years.��Progress�toward�
attainment�of�the�human�health�target�shall�be�evaluated�by�tracking�mercury�concentrations�in�striped�
bass,�a�commonly�consumed�sport�fish�with�relatively�high�mercury�concentrations.�Striped�bass�are�
routinely�caught�in�three�size�ranges:��45�59�cm�(small),�60�82�cm�(medium),�and�larger�than�82�cm�(large).�
To�provide�sufficient�data�to�evaluate�the�target,�striped�bass�in�the�small�and�medium�size�ranges�should�
be�caught�and�analyzed.�The�best�functional�relationship�between�mercury�concentration�and�length�shall�
be�established�for�the�fish�caught,�and�the�resulting�equation�of�fit�shall�be�evaluated�at�60�cm�to�compute�
the�mercury�concentration�to�compare�to�the�human�health�target.�The�RMP�tracks�mercury�
concentrations�in�other�San�Francisco�Bay�sportfish,�such�as�halibut�and�jack�smelt.�This�information�will�
be�used�to�assess�overall�trends�and�human�health�risks.�

Wildlife Target  
The�wildlife�target�is�a�fish�tissue�mercury�concentration�(0.03�mg�mercury�per�kg�fish).�This�target�
applies�to�average�wet�weight�whole�fish�concentrations�in�3–5�cm�length�fish.��

The�RMP�is�developing�a�long�term�monitoring�program�to�evaluate�mercury�concentrations�in�small�fish�
typically�consumed�by�birds,�including�by�the�California�least�tern.�Progress�toward�attainment�of�the�
wildlife�target�will�be�evaluated�by�tracking�mercury�concentrations�in�3–5�cm�long�Bay�fish.�The�RMP�is�
also�collaborating�with�the�U.S.�Fish�and�Wildlife�Service�on�long�term�monitoring�and�analysis�of�bird�
egg�mercury�concentrations.��

7.2.2.3 Sources and Losses 
During�the�California�Gold�Rush,�cinnabar�mines�in�the�Central�Coast�Ranges�produced�the�mercury�
used�to�extract�gold�from�the�Sierra�Nevada�foothills.��Mercury�was�later�mined�and�used�to�produce�
munitions,�electronics,�and�health�care�and�commercial�products.���

The�year�2003�estimate�of�total�mercury�inputs�to�the�San�Francisco�Bay�is�about�1220�kg/yr.�The�sources�
of�mercury�in�San�Francisco�Bay�include�bed�erosion�(about�460�kg/yr),�the�Central�Valley�watershed�
(about�440�kg/yr),�urban�stormwater�runoff�(about�160�kg/yr),�the�Guadalupe�River�watershed�(about�
92�kg/yr),�direct�atmospheric�deposition�(about�27�kg/yr),�non�urban�stormwater�runoff�(about�25�kg/yr),�
and�wastewater�discharges�(about�18�kg/yr).�There�is�a�potential�that�mercury�may�enter�the�Bay�from�
Bay�margin�contaminated�sites�and�abandoned�mercury�mines�outside�the�Guadalupe�watershed.�An�
evaluation�of�these�potential�sources�is�addressed�below�under�Mercury�TMDL�Implementation.�

Using�box�models�for�sediment�and�mercury�inputs�and�outputs�to�and�from�San�Francisco�Bay,�the�2003�
estimate�for�San�Francisco�Bay�mercury�losses�is�approximately�1700�kg/yr.�Mercury�leaves�the�Bay�by�
transport�to�the�Pacific�Ocean�via�the�Golden�Gate,�the�net�result�of�dredging�and�disposal�(in�Bay�and�
upland),�and�other�losses.����

7.2.2.4 Allocations 
Tables�7.2.2�1�through�7.2.2�5�present�load�and�wasteload�allocations�for�San�Francisco�Bay�mercury�
sources.�Table�7.2.2�1�presents�load�and�wasteload�allocations�by�source�category�and�the�2003�estimated�
annual�loads.�Tables�7.2.2�2�through�7.2.2�5�contain�wasteload�allocations�for�individual�wastewater�and�
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urban�stormwater�discharges�to�San�Francisco�Bay.�When�summed,�the�individual�allocations�equal�the�
category�totals�for�urban�stormwater�and�wastewater�shown�in�Table�7.2.2�1.���

Table 7.2.2-1 Mercury Load and Wasteload Allocations By Source Category 

Source 
2003 Mercury Load 

(kg/yr) 
Allocation 

(kg/yr) 
Bed erosiona 460 220 

Central Valley Watershed 440 330 

Urban Stormwater Runoff 160 82 

Guadalupe River Watershed (mining legacy) 92b 2 

Atmospheric deposition 27 27 

Non-urban stormwater runoff 25 25 

Wastewater (municipal and industrial) 18 12 

Sediment dredging and disposalc net loss 
� �

0 
��ambient��

concentration�
Notes:  
a Bed erosion occurs as mercury buried in Bay sediment becomes available for biological uptake when overlying sediment erodes. 
b This load does not account for mercury captured in ongoing sediment removal programs conducted in the watershed. 
c Sediment dredging and disposal often moves mercury-containing sediment from one part of the Bay to another. The dredged 

sediment mercury concentration generally reflects ambient conditions in San Francisco Bay sediment. This allocation is both 
mass-based and concentration-based. The allocation will be implemented by confirming both that the combined effect of dredging 
and disposal continues to be a net loss and that the mercury concentration of dredged material disposed in the Bay must be at or 
below the Baywide ambient mercury concentration. This allocation ensures that this source category continues to represent a net 
loss of mercury.   

�
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Table 7.2.2-2 Individual Wasteload Allocations for Mercury in Urban Stormwater 
Discharges 

Entity 
NPDES 
Permit 

Allocation 
(kg/yr)a 

Load 
Reduction 
(kg/yr)b 

Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution 
Prevention Program  

CAS029718 23 21 

Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program  CAS029831 20 19 

Contra Costa Clean Water Program  CAS029912 11 11 

San Mateo County Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Program  

CAS029921 8.4 8.0 

Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District  CAS612006 1.6 1.6 

Fairfield-Suisun Urban Runoff Management 
Program 

CAS612005 1.6 1.5 

American Canyon  CAS612007 0.14 0.13 

Sonoma County area c CAS000004 1.6 1.5 

Napa County area c CAS000004 1.6 1.5 

Marin County area c CAS000004 3.3 3.2 

Solano County area c CAS000004 0.81 0.77 

San Francisco County area c,d CAS000004 8.8 8.4 

    

Total  82e 78e 
Notes: 
a Allocations implicitly include all current and future permitted discharges within the geographic boundaries of municipalities and 

unincorporated areas including, but not limited to, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) roadways and non-roadway 
facilities and rights-of-way, atmospheric deposition, public facilities, properties proximate to stream banks, industrial facilities, and 
construction sites.   

b This column contains calculated load reductions relative to the estimated 2003 urban stormwater runoff annual load that are 
consistent with attaining the wasteload allocation.   Demonstration of such load reductions is an alternative manner of showing 
compliance with the allocations. 

c Includes unincorporated areas and all municipalities in the county that are in the Region and drain to the Bay.  The statewide 
municipal stormwater general permit issued by the State Water Resources Control Board covers these municipalities. 

d This urban stormwater runoff load estimate does not account for treatment provided by San Francisco’s combined sewer system. 
The treatment provided by the Bayside facilities (NPDES permit CA0037664) will be credited toward meeting the allocation and 
load reduction.   

e These totals differ slightly from the column sum due to rounding. 
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Table 7.2.2-3 Individual Wasteload Allocations for Mercury in Municipal Wastewater 
Discharges 

Permitted Entity (Bold type 
indicates advanced treatment) 

NPDES Permit 
2000–2003 

Load  
(kg/yr) 

Interim 
Allocation 

(kg/yr) 

Final 
Allocation 

(kg/yr) 
American Canyon, City of CA0038768 0.12 0.095 0.095 

California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, Angel Island State 
Park 

CA0037401 0.013 0.013 0.013 

Benicia, City of CA0038091 0.088 0.088 0.088 

Burlingame, City of CA0037788 0.089 0.089 0.089 

Calistoga, City of CA0037966 0.016 0.016 0.016 

Central Contra Costa Sanitary 
District CA0037648 2.23 1.8 1.3 

Central Marin Sanitation Agency CA0038628 0.18 0.15 0.11 

Delta Diablo Sanitation District CA0038547 0.31 0.25 0.19 

East Bay Dischargers Authority CA0037869 3.6 2.9 2.2 

Dublin-San Ramon Services District (CA0037613) 
Hayward Shoreline Marsh (CA0038636) 
Livermore, City of (CA0038008) 
Union Sanitary District, wet weather (CA0038733) 

East Bay Municipal Utilities District CA0037702 2.6a 2.1 1.5 

East Brother Light Station CA0038806 0.00001 0.000012 0.000012 

Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District CA0038024 0.22 0.17 0.17 

Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary 
District CA0037851 0.17 0.13 0.10 

Marin County Sanitary District, 
Paradise Cove CA0037427 0.00055 0.00055 0.00055 

Marin County Sanitary District, 
Tiburon CA0037753 0.0099 0.0099 0.0099 

Millbrae, City of CA0037532 0.052 0.052 0.052 

Mountain View Sanitary District CA0037770 0.034 0.034 0.034 

Napa Sanitation District CA0037575 0.28 0.23 0.17 

Novato Sanitary District CA0037958 0.079 0.079 0.079 

Palo Alto, City of CA0037834 0.38 0.31 0.31 

Petaluma, City of CA0037810 0.063 0.063 0.063 

Pinole, City of CA0037796  0.055 0.055 0.055 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



7-26 

Permitted Entity (Bold type 
indicates advanced treatment 

NPDES Permit 
2000–2003 

Load  
(kg/yr) 

Interim 
Allocation 

(kg/yr) 

Final 
Allocation 

(kg/yr) 
Contra Costa County, Port Costa 
Wastewater Treatment Plant CA0037885 0.00072 0.00072 0.00072 

Rodeo Sanitary District CA0037826 0.060 0.060 0.060 

Saint Helena, City of CA0038016 0.047 0.047 0.047 

San Francisco, City and County of, 
San Francisco International Airport 
WQCP 

CA0038318 0.032 0.032 0.032 

San Francisco, City and County of, 
Southeast Plant CA0037664 2.7 2.1 1.6 

San Jose/Santa Clara WPCP CA0037842 1.0 0.80 0.80 

San Mateo, City of CA0037541 0.32 0.26 0.19 

Sausalito-Marin City Sanitary 
District CA0038067 0.078 0.078 0.078 

Seafirth Estates CA0038893 0.00036 0.00036 0.00036 

Sewerage Agency of Southern 
Marin CA0037711 0.13 0.10 0.076 

Sonoma Valley County Sanitary 
District CA0037800 0.041 0.041 0.041 

South Bayside System Authority CA0038369 0.53 0.42 0.32 

South San Francisco/San Bruno 
WQCP CA0038130 0.29 0.24 0.18 

Sunnyvale, City of CA0037621 0.15 0.12 0.12 

US Naval Support Activity, 
Treasure Island WWTP CA0110116 0.026 0.026 0.026 

Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control 
District CA0037699 0.57 0.46 0.34 

West County Agency, Combined 
Outfall CA0038539 0.38c 0.30 0.23 

Yountville, Town of CA0038121 0.040 0.040 0.04 

Total  17 b 14 b 11 b 
Notes: 
a This allocation includes wastewater treatment and all wet weather facilities. 
b Total differs slightly from the column sum due to rounding. 
c Mercury monitoring data quality concerns pertaining to this discharger will need to be addressed during the next review.   

�
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Table 7.2.2-4 Individual Wasteload Allocations for Mercury in Petroleum Refinery 
Wastewater Discharges 

Permitted Entity NPDES Permit Allocation (kg/yr)

Chevron Products Company CA0005134 0.34 

ConocoPhillips CA0005053 0.13 

Martinez Refining Co. (formerly Shell) CA0005789 0.22 

Ultramar, Golden Eagle  CA0004961 0.11 

Valero Refining Company CA0005550 0.08 

Total  0.9 
�

Table 7.2.2-5 Individual Wasteload Allocations for Mercury in Industrial (Non-
Petroleum Refinery) Wastewater Dischargesc 

Permitted Entity NPDES Permit Allocation (kg/yr)

C&H Sugar Co. CA0005240 0.0013 

Crockett Cogeneration CA0029904 0.0047 

The Dow Chemical Company CA0004910 0.041 

General Chemical a CA0004979 0.21 

GWF Power Systems, Site I CA0029106 0.0016 

GWF Power Systems, Site V CA0029122 0.0025 

Hanson Aggregates, Amador Street CA0030139 0.000005 

Hanson Aggregates, Olin Jones Dredge Spoils Disposal CA0028321 0.000005 

Hanson Aggregates, Tidewater Ave. Oakland CAA030147 0.000005 

Pacific Gas and Electric, East Shell Pond CA0030082 0.00063 

Pacific Gas and Electric, Hunters Point Power Plant CA0005649 0.020 

Rhodia, Inc. CA0006165 0.011 

San Francisco, City and Co., SF International Airport 
Industrial WTP 

CA0028070 0.051 

Southern Energy California, Pittsburg Power Plant CA0004880 0.0078 

Southern Energy Delta LLC, Potrero Power Plant CA0005657 0.0031 

United States Navy, Point Molate CA0030074 0.013 

USS-Posco CA0005002 0.045 

Total  0.4 b 
Notes: 
a Data quality concerns pertaining to this discharger will need to be addressed during the next review. 
b Total differs slightly from the column sum due to rounding. 
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c Wasteload allocations for industrial wastewater discharges do not include mass from once-through cooling water. The Water 
Board will apply intake credits to once-through cooling water as allowed by law. 

7.2.2.5 Total Maximum Daily Load 
The�mercury�TMDL�for�San�Francisco�Bay�is�the�sum�of�the�load�and�wasteload�allocations,�700�kg/yr.�
The�Bay�will�attain�applicable�water�quality�standards�for�mercury�when�the�overall�mercury�load�is�
reduced�to�the�TMDL�and�mercury�methylation�control�measures�are�implemented.���

A�TMDL�must�include�a�margin�of�safety�to�account�for�any�lack�of�knowledge�concerning�the�
relationship�between�load�and�wasteload�allocations�and�water�quality.�This�TMDL’s�targets�and�
allocations�rely�on�conservative�assumptions,�which�thereby�provide�an�implicit�margin�of�safety.�The�
adaptive�approach�to�implementation�provides�an�additional�margin�of�safety.���

There�is�no�evidence�that�mercury�contamination�in�San�Francisco�Bay�is�worse�at�any�particular�time�of�
year.�Therefore,�the�TMDL�and�allocation�scheme�do�not�have�a�seasonal�component.���

7.2.2.6 Mercury TMDL Implementation 
The�San�Francisco�Bay�mercury�TMDL�implementation�plan�has�four�objectives:��(1)�reduce�mercury�
loads�to�achieve�load�and�wasteload�allocations,�(2)�reduce�methylmercury�production�and�consequent�
risk�to�humans�and�wildlife�exposed�to�methylmercury,�(3)�conduct�monitoring�and�focused�studies�to�
track�progress�and�improve�the�scientific�understanding�of�the�system,�and�(4)�encourage�actions�that�
address�multiple�pollutants.�The�plan�establishes�requirements�for�dischargers�to�reduce�or�control�
mercury�loads�and�identifies�actions�necessary�to�better�understand�and�control�methylmercury�
production.�In�addition,�it�addresses�potential�mercury�sources�and�describes�actions�necessary�to�
manage�risks�to�Bay�fish�consumers.�The�adaptive�implementation�section�describes�the�method�and�
schedule�for�evaluating�and�adapting�the�TMDL�and�implementation�plan�as�needed�to�assure�water�
quality�standards�are�attained.���

Mercury Source Control Actions 
This�section,�organized�by�mercury�source�categories,�specifies�actions�required�to�achieve�allocations�and�
implement�the�TMDL.���

Central Valley Watershed  
The�Central�Valley�Regional�Water�Quality�Control�Board�(Central�Valley�Water�Board)�is�developing�
mercury�TMDLs�for�several�mercury�impaired�water�bodies�in�its�region�that�drain�to�San�Francisco�Bay.�
The�Central�Valley�Water�Board�staff�is�currently�developing�a�mercury�TMDL�for�portions�of�the�Delta�
within�the�Central�Valley�region�designed�to�meet�the�Central�Valley�watershed’s�load�allocation.�This�
Delta�mercury�TMDL�is�scheduled�for�consideration�as�a�Basin�Plan�Amendment�by�the�Central�Valley�
Water�Board�by�December�2006.���

Attainment�of�the�load�allocation�shall�be�assessed�as�a�five�year�average�annual�mercury�load�by�one�of�
two�methods.��First,�attainment�may�be�demonstrated�by�documentation�provided�by�the�Central�Valley�
Water�Board�that�shows�a�net�110�kg/yr�decrease�in�total�mercury�entering�the�Delta�from�within�the�
Central�Valley�region.��Alternatively,�attainment�of�the�load�allocation�may�be�demonstrated�by�
multiplying�the�flow�weighted�suspended�sediment�mercury�concentration�by�the�sediment�load�
measured�at�the�RMP�Mallard�Island�monitoring�station.�If�sediment�load�estimates�are�unavailable,�the�
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load�shall�be�assumed�to�be�1,600�million�kg�of�sediment�per�year.�The�mercury�load�fluxing�past�Mallard�
Island�will�be�less�than�or�equal�to�330�kg/yr�after�attainment�of�the�allocation.�

The�allocation�for�the�Central�Valley�watershed�should�be�achieved�within�20�years�after�the�Central�
Valley�Water�Board�begins�implementing�its�TMDL�load�reduction�program.��Studies�need�to�be�
conducted�to�evaluate�the�time�lag�between�the�remediation�of�mercury�sources�and�resulting�load�
reductions�from�the�Delta.�An�interim�loading�milestone�of�385�kg/yr�of�mercury,�halfway�between�the�
current�load�and�the�allocation,�should�be�attained�ten�years�after�implementation�of�the�Central�Valley�
Delta�TMDL�begins.�This�schedule�will�be�reevaluated�as�the�load�reduction�plans�are�implemented.�

Urban Stormwater Runoff 
The�wasteload�allocations�shown�in�Table�7.2.2�2�shall�be�implemented�through�the�NPDES�stormwater�
permits�issued�to�urban�runoff�management�agencies�and�the�California�Department�of�Transportation�
(Caltrans).�The�urban�stormwater�runoff�allocations�implicitly�include�all�current�and�future�permitted�
discharges,�not�otherwise�addressed�by�another�allocation,�and�unpermitted�discharges�within�the�
geographic�boundaries�of�urban�runoff�management�agencies�(collectively,�“source�category”)�including,�
but�not�limited�to,�Caltrans�roadway�and�non�roadway�facilities�and�rights�of�way,�atmospheric�
deposition,�public�facilities,�properties�proximate�to�stream�banks,�industrial�facilities,�and�construction�
sites.��

The�allocations�for�this�source�category�should�be�achieved�within�20�years,�and,�as�a�way�to�measure�
progress,�an�interim�loading�milestone�of�120�kg/yr,�halfway�between�the�current�load�and�the�allocation,�
should�be�achieved�within�ten�years.�If�the�interim�loading�milestone�is�not�achieved,�NPDES�permitted�
entities�shall�demonstrate�reasonable�and�measurable�progress�toward�achieving�the�10�year�loading�
milestone.�

The�NPDES�permits�for�urban�runoff�management�agencies�shall�require�the�implementation�of�best�
management�practices�and�control�measures�designed�to�achieve�the�allocations�or�accomplish�the�load�
reductions�derived�from�the�allocations.�In�addition�to�controlling�mercury�loads,�best�management�
practices�or�control�measures�shall�include�actions�to�reduce�mercury�related�risks�to�humans�and�
wildlife.�Requirements�in�each�permit�issued�or�reissued�and�applicable�for�the�term�of�the�permit�shall�be�
based�on�an�updated�assessment�of�control�measures�intended�to�reduce�pollutants�in�stormwater�runoff�
to�the�maximum�extent�practicable�and�remain�consistent�with�the�section�of�this�chapter�titled�“Surface�
Water�Protection�and�Management—Point�Source�Control—Stormwater�Discharges.”�The�following�
additional�requirements�are�or�shall�be�incorporated�into�NPDES�permits�issued�or�reissued�by�the�Water�
Board�for�urban�runoff�management�agencies.���

1. Evaluate�and�report�on�the�spatial�extent,�magnitude,�and�cause�of�contamination�for�locations�
where�elevated�mercury�concentrations�exist;�

2. Develop�and�implement�a�mercury�source�control�program;�

3. Develop�and�implement�a�monitoring�system�to�quantify�either�mercury�loads�or�loads�reduced�
through�treatment,�source�control,�and�other�management�efforts;�

4. Monitor�levels�of�methylmercury�in�discharges;��

5. Conduct�or�cause�to�be�conducted�studies�aimed�at�better�understanding�mercury�fate,�transport,�
and�biological�uptake�in�San�Francisco�Bay�and�tidal�areas;��
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6. Develop�an�equitable�allocation�sharing�scheme�in�consultation�with�Caltrans�(see�below)�to�
address�Caltrans�roadway�and�non�roadway�facilities�in�the�program�area,�and�report�the�details�
to�the�Water�Board;�

7. Prepare�an�annual�report�that�documents�compliance�with�the�above�requirements�and�
documents�either�mercury�loads�discharged,�or�loads�reduced�through�ongoing�pollution�
prevention�and�control�activities;�and�

8. Demonstrate�progress�toward�(a)�the�interim�loading�milestone,�or�(b)�attainment�of�the�
allocations�shown�in�Table�7.2.2�2,�by�using�one�of�the�following�methods:�

o Quantify�the�annual�average�mercury�load�reduced�by�implementing�(a)�pollution�
prevention�activities,�and�(b)�source�and�treatment�controls.�The�benefit�of�efforts�to�
reduce�mercury�related�risk�to�wildlife�and�humans�should�also�be�quantified.��The�
Water�Board�will�recognize�such�efforts�as�progress�toward�achieving�the�interim�
milestone�and�the�mercury�related�water�quality�standards�upon�which�the�allocations�
and�corresponding�load�reductions�are�based.��Loads�reduced�as�a�result�of�actions�
implemented�after�2001�(or�earlier�if�actions�taken�are�not�reflected�in�the�2001�load�
estimate)�may�be�used�to�estimate�load�reductions.���

o Quantify�the�mercury�load�as�a�rolling�five�year�annual�average�using�data�on�flow�and�
water�column�mercury�concentrations.�

o Quantitatively�demonstrate�that�the�mercury�concentration�of�suspended�sediment�that�
best�represents�sediment�discharged�with�urban�runoff�is�below�the�suspended�sediment�
target.�

Once�the�Water�Board�accepts�that�a�requirement�has�been�completed�by�an�urban�runoff�management�
agency,�it�need�not�be�included�in�subsequent�permits�for�that�agency.��These�requirements�apply�to�
municipalities�covered�by�the�statewide�municipal�stormwater�general�permit�(issued�by�the�State�Water�
Resources�Control�Board)�five�years�after�the�effective�date�of�the�San�Francisco�Bay�mercury�TMDL.���

Urban�runoff�management�agencies�have�a�responsibility�to�oversee�various�discharges�within�the�
agencies’�geographic�boundaries.��However,�if�it�is�determined�that�a�source�is�substantially�contributing�
to�mercury�loads�to�the�Bay�or�is�outside�the�jurisdiction�or�authority�of�an�agency�the�Water�Board�will�
consider�a�request�from�an�urban�runoff�management�agency�which�may�include�an�allocation,�load�
reduction,�and/or�other�regulatory�requirements�for�the�source�in�question.�

Within�the�jurisdiction�of�each�urban�runoff�management�agency,�Caltrans�is�responsible�for�discharges�
associated�with�roadways�and�non�roadway�facilities.��Consequently,�Caltrans�shall�be�required�to�
implement�the�following�actions:��

1. Develop�and�implement�a�system�to�quantify�mercury�loads�or�loads�reduced�through�control�
actions;�

2. Prepare�an�annual�report�that�documents�mercury�loads�or�loads�reduced�through�control�
actions;�and�

3. Develop�an�equitable�allocation�sharing�scheme�that�reflects�Caltrans�load�reduction�
responsibility�in�consultation�with�the�urban�runoff�management�agencies,�and�report�the�details�
to�the�Water�Board.�Alternatively,�Caltrans�may�choose�to�implement�load�reduction�actions�on�a�
watershed�or�regionwide�basis�in�lieu�of�sharing�a�portion�of�an�urban�runoff�management�
agency’s�allocation.��In�such�a�case,�the�Water�Board�will�consider�a�separate�allocation�for�
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Caltrans�for�which�they�may�demonstrate�progress�toward�attaining�an�allocation�or�load�
reduction�in�the�same�manner�mentioned�previously�for�municipal�programs.�

Guadalupe River Watershed (Mining Legacy) 
In�the�near�term,�the�effort�underway�to�develop�the�Guadalupe�River�Watershed�Mercury�TMDL�will�be�
the�mechanism�used�to�implement�and�track�progress�toward�achieving�the�load�allocation.��Ultimately,�
the�Water�Board�expects�the�implementation�plan�for�the�Guadalupe�River�Watershed�Mercury�TMDL�to�
integrate�implementation�efforts�relative�to�that�TMDL�with�those�implementation�efforts�for�the�San�
Francisco�Bay�mercury�TMDL.�

The�Guadalupe�River�Watershed�Mercury�TMDL�will�provide�a�watershed�wide�mercury�management�
strategy.�Efforts�are�already�underway�in�the�watershed�to�take�early�actions�to�reduce�mercury�loads,�
and�more�are�planned.�A�high�priority�for�the�watershed�based�strategy�is�to�control�upper�watershed�
sources�associated�with�the�mining�legacy�to�avoid�compromising�actions�taken�in�the�lower�watershed.�
The�strategy�will�include�measures�that�prevent�mercury�laden�sediment�from�reaching�the�Bay,�either�by�
removal�or�by�preventing�their�transport�to�the�Bay.�The�strategy�will�also�feature�measures�intended�to�
reduce�methylmercury�production�and�risks�to�human�health�and�wildlife.�An�essential�component�of�the�
strategy�will�also�involve�testing�and�evaluation�of�new�techniques�and�control�measures,�the�benefits�of�
that�may�apply�throughout�the�Bay.�As�the�mercury�load,�methylation,�and�reductions�resulting�from�
these�efforts�are�quantified�by�the�dischargers�identified�through�the�Guadalupe�River�Watershed�
Mercury�TMDL�process,�the�Water�Board�will�consider�how�the�reductions�achieved�will�be�counted�
toward�fulfillment�of�the�load�reductions�required�to�meet�the�Guadalupe�River�watershed�load�
allocation.�

The�Guadalupe�River�watershed�mining�legacy�mercury�load�allocation�is�expected�to�be�attained�within�
20�years�after�the�Water�Board�begins�implementing�the�Guadalupe�River�Watershed�Mercury�TMDL.�As�
a�way�to�measure�progress,�an�interim�loading�milestone�of�47�kg/yr�of�mercury,�halfway�between�the�
current�load�and�the�allocation,�should�be�achieved�within�ten�years.�If�the�interim�loading�milestone�is�
not�achieved,�dischargers�shall�make�reasonable�and�measurable�progress�toward�achieving�the�ten�year�
load�reduction�through�implementation�of�the�watershed�wide�strategy.�

Progress�toward�(a)�the�interim�loading�milestone,�or�(b)�attainment�of�the�allocation,�shall�be�
demonstrated�by�the�dischargers�identified�through�the�Guadalupe�River�Watershed�TMDL�using�one�of�
the�methods�listed�below:��

� Quantify�the�annual�average�mercury�load�reduced�by�implementing�(a)�pollution�prevention�
activities,�(b)�source�and�treatment�controls,�and�(c)�if�applicable,�other�efforts�to�reduce�
methylation�or�mercury�related�risks�to�humans�and�wildlife�consistent�with�the�watershed�
based�strategy.�The�Water�Board�will�recognize�loads�reduced�resulting�from�activities�
implemented�after�1996�(or�earlier�if�actions�taken�are�not�reflected�in�the�2001�load�estimate)�to�
estimate�load�reductions.���

� Quantify�the�mercury�load�as�a�rolling�five�year�annual�average�using�data�on�flow�and�water�
column�mercury�concentrations.���

� Quantitatively�demonstrate�that�the�mercury�concentration�of�suspended�sediment�that�best�
represents�sediment�discharged�from�the�watershed�to�San�Francisco�Bay�is�below�the�suspended�
sediment�target.���
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Municipal Wastewater 
The�individual�municipal�wastewater�wasteload�allocations�shown�in�Table�7.2.2�3�shall�be�implemented�
via�individual�mass�limits�and�an�aggregate�mass�limit�that�is�the�sum�of�the�individual�allocations,�11�
kg/yr.�The�Water�Board�will�issue�a�San�Francisco�Bay�watershed�mercury�NPDES�permit�to�all�
dischargers�listed�in�Table�7.2.2�3�to�implement�the�individual�and�aggregate�mass�limits.�

The�wasteload�allocations�for�this�source�category�shall�be�achieved�within�20�years,�and,�as�a�way�to�
measure�progress,�interim�individual�allocations�equal�to�a�20�percent�reduction�from�2000�2003�annual�
mass�discharge�levels�shall�be�achieved�within�10�years.�These�interim�allocations,�shown�in�Table�7.2.2�3,�
shall�be�implemented�via�individual�mass�limits�and�an�aggregate�mass�limit�that�is�the�sum�of�the�
individual�interim�allocations,�14�kg/yr.�During�the�initial�ten�years,�individual�mass�limits�shall�be�the�
2000�2003�annual�mass�discharge�levels�shown�in�Table�7.2.2�3,�and�the�aggregate�mass�limit�is�the�sum�of�
these�individual�mass�discharge�levels.���

If�any�aggregate�mass�limit�is�exceeded,�the�Water�Board�will�pursue�enforcement�actions�against�those�
individual�dischargers�whose�mass�discharges�exceed�their�individual�mass�limits.�

The�mass�limits�and�the�following�requirements�shall�be�incorporated�into�the�watershed�NPDES�permit�
for�municipal�wastewater�dischargers:��

� Develop�and�implement�effective�programs�that�include�but�are�not�limited�to�pollution�
prevention�to�control�mercury�sources�and�loading,�a�plan�and�schedule�of�actions�and�
effectiveness�measures�applicable�for�the�term�of�the�permit,�based�on�identification�of�the�largest�
and�most�controllable�sources�and�an�updated�assessment�of�source�control�measures�and�
wastewater�treatment�technologies�(the�level�of�effort�shall�be�commensurate�with�the�mercury�
load�and�performance�of�the�facility)�and�quantify�the�mercury�load�avoided�or�reduced;�

� Develop�and�implement�effective�programs�to�reduce�mercury�related�risks�to�humans�and�
wildlife�and�quantify�risk�reductions�resulting�from�these�activities;�

� Comply�with�water�quality�based�effluent�limitations,�to�be�elaborated�through�the�permit,�that�
are�consistent�with�the�assumptions�and�requirements�of�the�mercury�wasteload�allocation;�

� Track�individual�facility�and�aggregate�wastewater�loads�and�the�status�of�source�control�and�
pollution�prevention�activities;�

� Monitor�levels�of�methylmercury�in�discharges;��

� Conduct�or�cause�to�be�conducted�studies�aimed�at�better�understanding�mercury�fate,�transport,�
the�conditions�under�which�mercury�methylation�occurs,�and�biological�uptake�in�San�Francisco�
Bay�and�tidal�areas;��

� Conduct�or�cause�to�be�conducted�studies�to�evaluate�the�presence�or�potential�for�local�effects�on�
fish,�wildlife,�and�rare�and�endangered�species�in�the�vicinity�of�wastewater�discharges;�and�

� Prepare�an�annual�report�that�documents�mercury�loads�from�each�facility,�mercury�and�
methylmercury�effluent�concentrations,�and�ongoing�source�control�activities,�including�mercury�
loads�avoided�through�control�actions.�

The�watershed�NPDES�permit�shall�also�specify�conditions�that�apply�to�each�individual�facility.�These�
conditions�are�intended�to�minimize�the�potential�for�adverse�effects�in�the�immediate�vicinity�of�
discharges�and�to�ensure�that�municipal�wastewater�facilities�maintain�proper�operation,�maintenance,�
and�performance.�If�a�facility�exceeds�its�individual�mercury�load�allocation�as�a�12�month�rolling�average�
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or�an�effluent�mercury�trigger�concentration,�it�shall�be�required�to�report�the�exceedance�in�its�individual�
Self�Monitoring�Report,�implement�a�corrective�action�plan,�and�to�submit�a�report�within�60�days�that:�

� Evaluates�the�cause�of�the�trigger�or�mass�exceedances;�

� Evaluates�the�effectiveness�of�existing�pollution�prevention�or�pretreatment�programs�and�
methods�for�preventing�future�exceedances;�

� Evaluates�the�feasibility�and�effectiveness�of�technology�enhancements�to�improve�plant�
performance;��

� Evaluates�other�measures�for�preventing�future�exceedances,�depending�on�the�cause�of�an�
exceedance;�and�

� Includes�an�action�plan�and�time�schedule�to�correct�and�prevent�trigger�exceedances.��

Effluent�mercury�trigger�concentrations�for�secondary�treatment�facilities�are�a�daily�maximum�of�
0.065��g/l�total�mercury�and�monthly�average�of�0.041��g/l�total�mercury.�For�advanced�treatment�
facilities,�effluent�mercury�trigger�concentrations�are�a�daily�maximum�of�0.021��g/l�total�mercury�and�a�
monthly�average�of�0.011��g/l�total�mercury.���

The�Water�Board�will�pursue�enforcement�action�against�dischargers�that�do�not�respond�to�exceedances�
of�triggers�or�do�not�implement�reasonable�actions�to�correct�and�prevent�trigger�exceedances.�
Determination�of�reasonable�actions�will�be�based�on�an�updated�assessment�of�source�control�measures�
and�wastewater�treatment�technologies�applicable�for�the�term�of�each�issued�or�reissued�permit.�

Industrial Wastewater 
The�individual�wasteload�allocations�for�the�industrial�wastewater�discharges�from�the�five�Bay�Area�
petroleum�refineries�(Chevron,�ConocoPhillips,�Martinez�Refining�Co.,�Ultramar�Golden�Eagle,�and�
Valero)�listed�in�Table�7.2.2�4,�and�the�individual�wasteload�allocations�for�all�other�industrial�wastewater�
facilities�listed�in�Table�7.2.2�5�shall�be�implemented�via�individual�mass�limits�and�an�aggregate�mass�
limit�that�is�the�sum�of�the�individual�allocations,�1.3�kg/yr.�If�the�aggregate�mass�limit�is�exceeded,�the�
Water�Board�will�pursue�enforcement�actions�against�those�individual�dischargers�whose�mass�
discharges�exceed�their�individual�mass�limits.�

The�mass�limits�and�the�following�requirements�shall�be�incorporated�into�NPDES�permits�for�all�
industrial�wastewater�dischargers:��

� Develop�and�implement�effective�programs�to�control�mercury�sources�and�loading�including�
demonstration�that�discharge�levels�represent�good�performance�based�on��an�updated�
assessment�of�source�control�measures�and�wastewater�treatment�technologies�(the�level�of�effort�
will�be�commensurate�with�the�mercury�load�and�performance�of�the�facility)�and�quantify�the�
mercury�load�avoided�or�reduced;�

� Develop�and�implement�effective�programs�to�reduce�mercury�related�risks�to�humans�and�
wildlife�and�quantify�the�risk�reductions�resulting�from�these�activities;�

� Comply�with�water�quality�based�effluent�limitations,�to�be�elaborated�through�the�permit,�that�
are�consistent�with�the�assumptions�and�requirements�of�the�mercury�wasteload�allocation;�

� Monitor�levels�of�methylmercury�in�discharges;��

� Conduct�or�cause�to�be�conducted�studies�aimed�at�better�understanding�mercury�fate,�transport,�
the�conditions�under�which�mercury�methylation�occurs,�and�biological�uptake�in�San�Francisco�
Bay�and�tidal�areas;��
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� Conduct�or�cause�to�be�conducted�studies�to�evaluate�the�presence�or�potential�for�local�effects�on�
fish,�wildlife,�and�rare�and�endangered�species�in�the�vicinity�of�wastewater�discharges;�and�

� Prepare�an�annual�report�that�documents�mercury�loads�from�each�facility,�mercury�and�
methylmercury�effluent�concentrations,�and�ongoing�source�control�activities,�including�mercury�
loads�avoided�through�control�actions.�

The�NPDES�permits�for�industrial�facilities�shall�also�specify�conditions�that�apply�to�each�individual�
facility.�These�conditions�are�intended�to�minimize�the�potential�for�adverse�effects�in�the�immediate�
vicinity�of�discharges�and�to�ensure�that�industrial�wastewater�facilities�maintain�proper�operation,�
maintenance,�and�performance.��If�a�facility�exceeds�its�individual�mercury�load�allocation�as�a�12�month�
rolling�average�or�an�effluent�mercury�trigger�concentration,�it�shall�be�required�to�report�the�exceedance�
in�its�individual�Self�Monitoring�Report,�implement�a�corrective�action�plan,�and�submit�a�report�within�
60�days�that:�

� Evaluates�the�cause�of�the�trigger�or�mass�exceedances;�

� Evaluates�the�effectiveness�of�existing�pollution�prevention�or�pretreatment�programs�and�
methods�for�preventing�future�exceedances;�

� Evaluates�the�feasibility�and�effectiveness�of�technology�enhancements�to�improve�plant�
performance;�

� Evaluates�other�measures�for�preventing�future�exceedances,�depending�on�the�cause�of�an�
exceedance;�and�

� Includes�an�action�plan�and�time�schedule�to�correct�and�prevent�trigger�exceedances.��

Effluent�mercury�trigger�concentrations�are�a�daily�maximum�of�0.062��g/l�total�mercury�and�monthly�
average�of�0.037��g/l�total�mercury.����

The�Water�Board�will�pursue�enforcement�action�against�dischargers�that�do�not�respond�to�exceedances�
of�triggers�or�do�not�implement�reasonable�actions�to�correct�and�prevent�trigger�exceedances.�
Determination�of�reasonable�actions�will�be�based�on�an�updated�assessment�of�source�control�measures�
and�wastewater�treatment�technologies�applicable�for�the�term�of�each�issued�or�reissued�permit.�

Bay�Area�petroleum�refineries�shall�be�required�to�work�collaboratively�with�the�Water�Board�to�
investigate�the�environmental�fate�of�mercury�in�crude�oil�and�report�findings�to�the�Water�Board�within�
five�years�of�the�effective�date�of�the�San�Francisco�Bay�mercury�TMDL�implementation�plan.��These�
requirements�may�be�implemented�via�the�Water�Board’s�authority�under�Section�13267�of�the�California�
Water�Code�or�petroleum�refinery�wastewater�NPDES�permits.�The�report�shall�address�two�key�
questions:��

1. What�are�the�potential�pathways�by�which�crude�oil�mercury�could�be�discharged�to�the�Bay�from�
Bay�Area�petroleum�refining�facilities?���

2. What�are�the�annual�mercury�loads�associated�with�these�discharge�pathways?��

Sediment Dredging and Disposal 
The�allocation�for�sediment�dredging�and�disposal�is�both�mass�based�and�concentration�based.�The�
mercury�concentration�in�dredged�material�disposed�of�in�the�Bay�shall�not�exceed�the�99th�percentile�
mercury�concentration�of�the�previous�10�years�of�Bay�sediment�samples�collected�through�the�Regional�
Monitoring�Program�(excluding�stations�outside�the�Bay�like�the�Sacramento�River,�San�Joaquin�River,�
Guadalupe�River�and�Standish�Dam�stations).�Prior�to�disposal,�the�material�shall�be�sampled�and�
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analyzed�according�to�the�procedures�outlined�in�the�2001�U.S.�Army�Corps�of�Engineers�document�
“Guidelines�for�Implementing�the�Inland�Testing�Manual�in�the�San�Francisco�Bay�Region.”�All�in�Bay�
disposal�of�dredged�material�shall�comply�with�the�Dredging�and�Disposal�of�Dredged�Sediment�
program�described�in�Chapter�4�and�the�Long�Term�Management�Strategy�for�the�Placement�of�Dredged�
Material�in�the�San�Francisco�Bay�Region.�

The�process�of�dredging�and�disposing�of�dredged�material�in�the�Bay�may�enhance�biological�uptake�
and�methylmercury�exposure.�To�address�this�concern,�permitted�dredging�and�disposal�operations�shall�
demonstrate�that�their�activities�are�accomplished�in�a�manner�that�does�not�increase�bioavailability�of�
mercury.�As�part�of�this�demonstration,�the�Waste�Discharge�Requirements�for�such�operations�shall�
include�requirements�to�conduct�or�cause�to�be�conducted�studies�to�better�understand�how�their�
operations�affect�mercury�fate,�transport,�and�biological�uptake.�

Atmospheric Deposition 
Mercury�that�deposits�directly�on�the�Bay�surface�and�the�surrounding�watershed�is�attributed�to�both�
remote�and�local�sources.�The�extent�to�which�these�sources�can�be�controlled�is�unknown�and�the�Water�
Board’s�authority�to�control�such�sources�is�limited.�The�load�allocation�does�not�allow�an�increase�of�
current�loads,�and�does�not�require�a�reduction�from�this�source�category�at�this�time.�Recent�scientific�
studies�suggest�that�mercury�newly�deposited�from�the�atmosphere�may�be�more�available�for�biological�
uptake�than�mercury�already�present�in�an�aquatic�system.�As�such,�the�following�implementation�efforts�
need�to�be�undertaken�to�evaluate�the�significance�of�atmospheric�deposition�and�the�feasibility�of�load�
reductions:��

� The�U.S.�Environmental�Protection�Agency�should�investigate�the�significance�of�atmospheric�
deposition�and�actively�pursue�national�and�international�efforts�to�reduce�the�amount�of�
mercury�released�through�combustion�of�fossil�fuels;�and�

� The�Bay�Area�Air�Quality�Management�District�should�conduct�a�local�mercury�emissions�
inventory,�investigate�the�significance�of�local�mercury�air�emissions,�evaluate�the�effectiveness�of�
existing�control�measures�and�the�feasibility�of�additional�controls.��

If�local�air�sources�are�found�to�contribute�substantially�to�atmospheric�deposition�loading�to�the�Bay�and�
its�surrounding�watershed,�the�Water�Board�will�consider�assigning�allocations�and�load�reductions�to�
individual�air�sources�and�work�with�the�Bay�Area�Air�Quality�Management�District�to�ensure�allocations�
are�achieved.�

New Mercury Sources 
As�the�TMDL�is�implemented,�new�sources�of�mercury�may�emerge�either�as�the�result�of�a�new�facility�
applying�for�a�discharge�permit�or�as�a�result�of�a�new�source�being�discovered.��The�Water�Board�will�
consider�establishing�a�load�or�wasteload�allocation�for�a�new�mercury�source�under�any�of�the�following�
circumstances:�

� The�allocation�from�one�or�more�existing�sources�of�the�same�category�(e.g.,�municipal�
wastewater)�will�be�reduced�by�an�amount�equal�to�the�new�allocation;�or�

� The�Water�Board�finds�that�the�magnitude�of�the�new�allocation�is�negligible�compared�to�load�
reductions�from�all�sources�that�will�have�been�realized�prior�to�establishing�the�new�allocation;�
or�

� The�allocation�is�for�a�previously�unquantified�discharge�of�mercury�from�a�source�category�that�
does�not�already�have�an�allocation.�
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This�section�specifies�actions�required�for�sources�that�are�potentially�either�discharging�mercury�or�
enhancing�methylmercury�production�in�the�Bay.�

Mercury Mines 
Local�inactive�mercury�mines�shall�be�addressed�through�continued�implementation�of�the�Mines�and�
Mineral�Producers�Discharge�Control�Program�(Mines�Program)�described�in�Chapter�4.��The�key�
regulatory�component�of�this�established�program�is�that�property�owners�of�inactive�and�active�mine�
sites�that�discharge�stormwater�contaminated�by�contact�with�any�overburden,�raw�material,�
intermediate�products,�finished�products,�byproducts,�or�waste�products�are�required�to�comply�with�
NPDES�industrial�stormwater�regulations.�Under�the�Mines�Program,�the�Water�Board�has�the�authority�
to�issue�individual�industrial�permits�or�allow�the�discharger�to�obtain�coverage�under�the�industrial�
stormwater�general�permit�issued�by�the�State�Water�Resources�Control�Board.��For�those�mines�that�are�
not�currently�meeting�the�conditions�set�forth�in�the�Mines�Program,�responsible�parties�shall�attain�
compliance�within�five�years�of�the�effective�date�of�the�San�Francisco�Bay�mercury�TMDL�
implementation�plan.�

Bay Margin Contaminated Sites   
A�number�of�former�industrial�and�military�sites�that�contain�mercury�enriched�sediment�surround�the�
Bay.�Available�data�are�insufficient�at�this�time�to�determine�whether�these�sites�may�be�discharging�to�
the�Bay.�While�the�load�these�sites�contribute�to�the�Bay�may�be�small�relative�to�known�sources,�these�
sites�may�pose�local�threats.�As�such,�cleanup�of�these�sites�is�a�Water�Board�priority�and�many�cleanups�
are�underway.�The�Water�Board�will�require�parties�responsible�for�Bay�margin�contaminated�sites�to:�

1. Quantify�mercury�mass�on�site�such�that�the�upper�95%�confidence�limit�of�the�mean�value�is�no�
more�than�20%�higher�than�the�estimated�mean;�

2. Determine�seasonal�and�spatial�patterns�of�total�mercury�and�methylmercury�in�sediments�on�
site;�

3. Estimate�future�mercury�mass�on�site�and�patterns�of�contamination�after�planned�remediation�
efforts�are�complete;�

4. Determine�seasonal�patterns�of�total�mercury�and�methylmercury�in�the�water�column�at�the�site;�

5. Collect�prey�items�for�local�fish�and�birds�and�assess�mercury�concentrations;�and�

6. Quantify�rate�of�sediment�accretion�or�erosion�at�the�site.�

These�requirements�shall�be�incorporated�into�relevant�site�cleanup�plans�within�five�years�of�the�effective�
date�of�the�San�Francisco�Bay�mercury�TMDL,�and�the�actions�shall�be�fully�implemented�within�ten�years�
of�the�effective�date�of�this�TMDL.���

Wetlands 
Wetlands�may�contribute�substantially�to�methylmercury�production�and�biological�exposure�to�mercury�
within�the�Bay.��Plans�for�extensive�wetland�restoration�in�the�San�Francisco�Bay�region�raise�the�concern�
that�mercury�methylation�may�increase,�thereby�increasing�the�amount�of�mercury�entering�the�food�web.��
Implementation�tasks�related�to�wetlands�focus�on�managing�existing�wetlands�and�ensuring�that�new�
constructed�wetlands�are�designed�to�minimize�methylmercury�production�and�subsequent�transfer�to�
the�food�web.���
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The�Water�Board�issues�Waste�Discharge�Requirements�and�Clean�Water�Act�Section�401�certifications�
that�set�forth�conditions�related�to�Bay�filling�and�the�construction�and�management�of�wetlands.��To�
implement�the�San�Francisco�Bay�mercury�TMDL,�the�Waste�Discharge�Requirements�and�Section�401�
certifications�for�wetland�projects�shall�include�provisions�that�the�restored�wetland�region�be�designed�
and�operated�to�minimize�methylmercury�production�and�biological�uptake,�and�result�in�no�net�increase�
in�mercury�or�methylmercury�loads�to�the�Bay.�Additionally,�projects�must�include�pre��and�post�
restoration�monitoring�to�demonstrate�compliance.�There�is�much�active�research�on�mercury�cycling�in�
wetlands.�Information�about�how�to�manage�wetlands�to�suppress�or�minimize�mercury�methylation�will�
be�adaptively�incorporated�into�this�implementation�plan�as�it�becomes�available.�

Risk Management  
The�mercury�problem�in�San�Francisco�Bay�may�take�decades�to�solve.�However,�there�are�activities�that�
should�be�undertaken�immediately�to�help�manage�the�risk�to�consumers�of�mercury�contaminated�fish.�
In�this�effort,�the�Water�Board�will�work�with�the�California�Office�of�Environmental�Health�Hazard�
Assessment,�the�California�Department�of�Health�Services,�and�dischargers�that�pursue�risk�management�
as�part�of�their�mercury�related�programs.�The�risk�management�activities�will�include�the�following:��

� Providing�multilingual�fish�consumption�advice�to�the�public�to�help�reduce�methylmercury�
exposure�through�community�outreach,�broadcast�and�print�media,�and�signs�posted�at�popular�
fishing�locations;��

� Regularly�informing�the�public�about�monitoring�data�and�findings�regarding�hazards�of�eating�
mercury�contaminated�fish;�and�

� Performing�special�studies�needed�to�support�health�risk�assessment�and�risk�communication.���

� Investigate�ways�to�address�public�health�impacts�of�mercury�in�San�Francisco�Bay/Delta�fish,�
including�activities�that�reduce�actual�and�potential�exposure�of�and�mitigate�health�impacts�to�
those�people�and�communities�most�likely�to�be�affected�by�mercury�in�San�Francisco�Bay�caught�
fish,�such�as�subsistence�fishers�and�their�families.�

Adaptive Implementation  
The�Water�Board�will�adapt�the�TMDL�to�incorporate�new�and�relevant�scientific�information�such�that�
effective�and�efficient�actions�can�be�taken�to�achieve�TMDL�goals.�Approximately�every�five�years,�the�
Water�Board�will�review�the�San�Francisco�Bay�mercury�TMDL�and�evaluate�new�and�relevant�
information�from�monitoring,�special�studies,�and�scientific�literature.�The�reviews�will�be�coordinated�
through�the�Water�Board’s�continuing�planning�program�and�will�provide�opportunities�for�stakeholder�
participation.�Any�necessary�modifications�to�the�targets,�allocations,�or�implementation�plan�will�be�
incorporated�into�the�Basin�Plan.�At�a�minimum,�the�following�focusing�questions�will�be�used�to�conduct�
the�reviews.�Additional�focusing�questions�will�be�developed�in�collaboration�with�stakeholders�during�
each�review.�

1. Is�the�Bay�progressing�toward�TMDL�targets�as�expected?�If�it�is�unclear�whether�there�is�
progress,�how�should�monitoring�efforts�be�modified�to�detect�trends?�If�there�has�not�been�
adequate�progress,�how�might�the�implementation�actions�or�allocations�be�modified?�

2. What�are�the�loads�for�the�various�source�categories,�how�have�these�loads�changed�over�time,�
and�how�might�source�control�measures�be�modified�to�improve�load�reduction?�

3. Is�there�new,�reliable,�and�widely�accepted�scientific�information�that�suggests�modifications�to�
targets,�allocations,�or�implementation�actions?�In�particular,�is�there�new�evidence�regarding�
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methylmercury�that�might�justify�a�methylmercury�TMDL�or�allocation,�either�in�addition�to�or�
instead�of�the�total�mercury�TMDL�and�allocations?�If�so,�how�should�the�TMDL�be�modified?�

4. Are�effective�risk�management�activities�in�place�to�reduce�human�and�wildlife�exposure�to�
methylmercury?���If�not,�how�should�these�activities�be�modified�or�enhanced?�

5. Do�prey�fish�monitoring�data�confirm�that�TMDL�load�allocations�are�adequate�to�attain�the�
wildlife�target?�

6. Are�mercury�mine�and�Bay�margin�contaminated�site�cleanups�proceeding�as�expected?�Are�any�
additional�actions�needed�to�protect�water�quality?�

Using�available�data,�the�load�and�wasteload�allocations�were�determined�on�the�basis�of�their�sufficiency�
to�achieve�water�quality�standards.�As�part�of�the�adaptive�implementation�process,�the�Water�Board�will�
review�the�TMDL�as�a�whole�and�determine�whether�new�evidence�suggests�revisions�of�specific�load�
and�wasteload�allocations�that�will�result�in�more�strategic,�efficient,�and�cost�effective�achievement�of�
water�quality�standards.For�example,�as�reliable�information�becomes�available�regarding�methylation�
control�or�the�relative�bioavailability�of�sources,�the�Water�Board�will�consider�adjusting�allocations�to�
implement�the�TMDL�more�effectively.�The�Water�Board�may�also�consider�revising�implementation�
requirements�and/or�resulting�permit�requirements�if�such�changes�are�consistent�with�the�assumptions�
and�requirements�of�the�allocations�and�the�cumulative�effect�of�such�changes�will�ensure�attainment�of�
water�quality�standards.�

Achievement�of�the�allocations�for�three�of�the�largest�source�categories�(Central�Valley�Watershed,�
Urban�Stormwater�Runoff,�Guadalupe�River�Watershed)�is�projected�to�take�20�years,�with�an�interim�10�
year�milestone�of�fifty�percent�achievement.�Approximately�10�years�after�the�effective�date�of�the�TMDL�
or�any�time�thereafter,�the�Water�Board�will�consider�modifying�the�schedule�for�achievement�of�the�load�
allocations�for�a�source�category�or�individual�discharger�provided�that�they�have�complied�with�all�
applicable�permit�requirements�and�all�of�the�following�have�been�accomplished�relative�to�that�source�
category�or�discharger:�

� A�diligent�effort�has�been�made�to�quantify�mercury�loads�and�the�sources�of�mercury�and�
potential�bioavailability�of�mercury�in�the�discharge;��

� Documentation�has�been�prepared�that�demonstrates�that�all�technically�and�economically�
feasible�and�cost�effective�control�measures�recognized�by�the�Water�Board�as�applicable�for�that�
source�category�or�discharger�have�been�fully�implemented,�and�evaluates�and�quantifies�the�
comprehensive�water�quality�benefit�of�such�measures;�

� A�demonstration�has�been�made�that�achievement�of�the�allocation�will�require�more�than�the�
remaining�10�years�originally�envisioned;�and��

� A�plan�has�been�prepared�that�includes�a�schedule�for�evaluating�the�effectiveness�and�feasibility�
of�additional�control�measures�and�implementing�additional�controls�as�appropriate.��

Achievement�of�the�wasteload�allocations�for�municipal�wastewater�dischargers�is�required�within�20�
years,�and�interim�allocations�within�10�years.�The�interim�allocations�are�expected�to�be�attained�though�
aggressive�pollution�prevention�and�other�cost�effective�mercury�reduction�methods.�The�final�wasteload�
allocations�are�expected�to�be�attained�through�wastewater�treatment�system�improvements�and/or�
implementation�of�a�pollutant�offset�program.�Approximately�10�years�after�the�effective�date�of�the�
TMDL�or�any�time�thereafter,�the�Water�Board�will�consider�modifying�the�schedule�for�achievement�of�
the�wasteload�allocations�or�revisions�to�wasteload�allocations�if:�
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� The�State�Board�has�not�established�a�pollutant�offset�program�that�can�be�implemented�within�
the�20�years�required�to�achieve�final�wasteload�allocations;.��

� It�can�be�demonstrated�that�all�reasonable�and�feasible�efforts�have�been�taken�to�reduce�mercury�
loads;�and�

� It�can�be�demonstrated�that�no�adverse�local�effects�will�result.�

At�approximately�20�years�after�the�start�of�implementation�and�after�taking�the�steps�regarding�schedule�
modification�listed�above,�if�a�source�category�or�individual�discharger�cannot�demonstrate�achievement�
of�its�allocation,�despite�implementation�of�all�technically�and�economically�feasible�and�cost�effective�
control�measures�recognized�by�the�Water�Board�as�applicable�for�that�source�category�or�discharger,�the�
Water�Board�will�consider�revising�the�allocation�scheme�provided�that�any�resulting�revisions�ensure�
water�quality�standards�are�attained.�

Load�and�wasteload�allocations�have�been�assigned�to�individual�entities.��However,�assigning�loads�by�
watersheds�could�be�a�useful�approach�for�managing�pollutant�loads,�particularly�if�net�environmental�
benefits�can�be�realized.�A�watershed�based�allocation�program�would�only�involve�watersheds�in�the�
San�Francisco�Bay�region�that�drain�to�the�Bay.��Such�an�approach�could�involve�urban�runoff�
management�programs,�wastewater�facilities,�and�other�dischargers�in�a�watershed�accepting�joint�
responsibility�for�load�reductions.��An�acceptable�watershed�allocation�program�may�include�incentives�
for�agencies�to�implement�load�reduction�activities�and�account�for�avoided�mercury�loads�as�well�as�
incentives�for�strategic�removal�or�sequestration�of�mercury�already�in�the�system.��Credits�could�be�used�
to�offset�annual�loads�and�attain�allocations�for�multiple�sources.��In�addition,�the�Water�Board�will�
encourage�and�consider�a�pilot�mercury�mass�offset�program�if�it�is�demonstrated�that�such�a�program�is�
a�more�cost�effective�and�efficient�means�of�achieving�water�quality�standards,�and�the�relative�potential�
for�mercury�from�different�sources�to�enter�the�food�web�and�the�potential�for�adverse�local�impacts�have�
been�evaluated.��These�programs�should�recognize�and�reward�ongoing�efforts�that�are�above�and�
beyond�those�required�by�this�TMDL.�Until�such�programs�are�established,�the�Water�Board�will�consider�
mercury�source�control�and�risk�reduction�activities�on�a�case�by�case�basis�to�determine�how�they�
contribute�toward�achievement�of�TMDL�goals.�The�Water�Board�will�also�include�in�any�new�or�
modified�NPDES�permit�a�reopener�to�implement�a�pollutant�offset�program�when�it�is�established.��

7.2.3 San Francisco Bay Polychlorinated Biphenyls TMDL 
The�following�sections�establish�the�TMDL�for�total�polychlorinated�biphenyls�including�dioxin�like�PCBs�
congeners�(hereinafter�referred�to�as�PCBs)�for�the�San�Francisco�Bay.�The�associated�numeric�target,�
allocations,�and�implementation�plan�are�designed�to�ensure�attainment�of�beneficial�uses�and�water�
quality�objectives�for�the�San�Francisco�Bay.�

7.2.3.1 Problem Statement 
All�segments�of�the�San�Francisco�Bay�have�been�identified�as�impaired�due�to�elevated�levels�of�PCBs�in�
sport�fish.�Neither�the�narrative�water�quality�objective,�which�states�that�controllable�water�quality�
factors�shall�not�cause�a�detrimental�increase�in�toxic�substances�found�in�bottom�sediments�or�aquatic�
life,�nor�the�numeric�water�quality�objective�of�0.00017��g/L�total�PCBs�in�water�is�attained�in�the�San�
Francisco�Bay.�The�existing�beneficial�use�for�commercial�and�sport�fishing�is�not�fully�supported.��

This�TMDL�addresses�impairment�of�San�Francisco�Bay�segments�by�PCBs.�In�the�context�of�this�TMDL,�
“San�Francisco�Bay”�refers�to�all�of�the�following�water�bodies:�
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� Sacramento/San�Joaquin�Delta�(within�Region�2)�

� Suisun�Bay�

� Carquinez�Strait�

� San�Pablo�Bay�

� Richardson�Bay�

� San�Francisco�Bay,�Central��

� San�Francisco�Bay,�Lower�(including)�

o Central�Basin,�San�Francisco�

o Mission�Creek�

o Oakland�Inner�Harbor�(Fruitvale�site)��

o Oakland�Inner�Harbor�(Pacific�Dry�Dock�Yard�1�site)�San�Francisco�Bay,�South�

This�TMDL�is�intended�to�achieve�protection�of�the�commercial�and�sport�fishing�beneficial�use�and�to�the�
extent�that�other�beneficial�uses�are�affected�by�PCBs,�the�TMDL�will�also�ensure�protection�of�other�
beneficial�uses,�specifically,�preservation�of�rare�and�endangered�species,�estuarine�habitat�and�wildlife�
habitat.�

7.2.3.2 Numeric Target 
The�numeric�target�(also�referred�to�as�the�TMDL�target)�to�protect�both�human�health�and�wildlife�is�an�
average�fish�issue�concentration�of�10�micrograms�total�PCBs�per�kilogram�of�typically�consumed�fish,�on�
a�wet�weight�basis�(10��g/kg�wet�weight).�Attainment�of�the�total�PCBs�fish�tissue�numeric�target�will�also�
protect�human�health�and�wildlife�for�dioxin�like�PCBs.��

Attainment�of�the�fish�tissue�target�for�PCBs�in�San�Francisco�Bay�will�be�initially�evaluated�by�comparing�
the�average�total�PCBs�concentrations�in�the�edible�portion�of�two�fish�species,�white�croaker�(size�class,�
20�to�30�centimeters�in�length)�and�shiner�surfperch�(size�class,�10�to�15�centimeters�in�length)�to�the�
target.�Comparison�of�the�fish�target�against�these�two�species�of�fish�is�considered�to�be�protective�and�
provides�a�margin�of�safety�for�the�TMDL,�because�PCBs�concentrations�in�these�species�are�the�highest�of�
the�fish�species�measured�and�sport�recreational�fishers�likely�consume�a�variety�of�fish�species,�including�
those�species�with�lower�PCBs�concentrations.��As�part�of�the�adaptive�implementation�of�this�TMDL,�the�
Water�Board�will�require�the�collection�of�additional�information�regarding�recreational�and�subsistence�
fishers’�patterns�of�consumption�and�evaluate�if�fish�species�other�than�white�croaker�and�shiner�
surfperch�should�be�considered�to�evaluate�attainment�of�the�target.�

The�number�of�fish�samples�collected�to�determine�compliance�with�the�target�will�be�based�on�guidance�
described�in�USEPA’s�Guidance�for�Assessing�Chemical�Contaminant�Data�for�Use�in�Fish�Advisories�
(EPA�823�B�00�007)�and�on�the�statistical�power�needed�to�demonstrate�trends�in�total�PCBs�concentration�
over�time.� 

7.2.3.3 Sources  
Sources�of�PCBs�to�fish�and�the�water�column�of�San�Francisco�Bay�fall�into�two�categories:�(1)�external�
sources�including�atmospheric�deposition,�Central�Valley�inflow,�municipal�and�industrial�wastewater�
discharges,�and�urban�and�non�urban�stormwater�runoff;�and�(2)�internal�sources,�including�movement�
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or�release�of�PCBs�already�in�San�Francisco�Bay�sediments,�specifically,�dredging�and�in�Bay�disposal�of�
dredged�sediment,�erosion�of�bay�bottom�sediment�containing�PCBs�(bed�erosion),�and�in�Bay�
contaminated�sediment�sites.�These�sources�and�estimates�of�associated�loads�are�shown�in�Table�7.2.3�1.�
Decreases�of�PCBs�in�San�Francisco�Bay�occur�via�out�of�Bay�dredge�material�disposal,�natural�
attenuation,�and�outflow�through�the�Golden�Gate.��

Table 7.2.3-1 PCBs Sources and Current Loads to San Francisco Bay 

Source Category PCBs Loads  

 Kilograms per year 
  

External  

Direct Atmospheric Deposition Net Loss 

Central Valley Watershed 11 

Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 2.3 

Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 0.035 

Urban and Non Urban Stormwater Runoff 20 

Total 33a 

  

Internal  

Sediment Dredging and Disposal Net Loss 

Bed Erosion Not Quantified 

In-Bay Contaminated Sediment Not Quantified 

  
a. Total differs from column sum due to rounding 

7.2.3.4 Total Maximum Daily Load 
The�TMDL�for�PCBs�in�San�Francisco�Bay�is�10�kg/year.�Calculation�of�the�TMDL�is�based�on�two�models:�
a�food�web�PCBs�bioaccumulation�model�and�a�long�term�fate�mass�balance�model.�The�model�results�
predict�that�attainment�of�the�numeric�target�will�occur�when�the�total�PCBs�concentration�in�surface�
sediments�in�the�Bay�declines�to�one��g/kg,�which�will�be�achieved�when�loads�from�external�sources�are�
reduced�to�10�kg/year.�

7.2.3.5 Load and Wasteload Allocations 
Load�allocations�are�presented�in�Table�7.2.3�2�for�source�categories.�Individual�wasteload�allocations�for�
municipal�wastewater�dischargers�and�industrial�wastewater�dischargers�are�presented�in�Table�7.2.3�3�
and�Table�7.2.3�4.�Individual�wasteload�allocations�for�stormwater�runoff�to�county�based�watersheds�are�
presented�in�Table�7.2.3�5.�
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Table 7.2.3-2 Load and Wasteload Allocations 

Source Category Allocations  

 Kilograms per year 
  

External  

Direct Atmospheric Deposition 0 a 

Central Valley Watershed 5 

Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 2 

Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 0.035 

Stormwater Runoff 2 

Stormwater Runoff Treatment by 
Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 

1 

  

Total 10b

a. Zero allocation reflects overall net loss to the atmosphere 
b. Total differs from column sum due to rounding 
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Table 7.2.3-3 Individual Wasteload Allocations For Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 

Permitted Entity 
NPDES 
Permit 

Allocations 

  kilograms per year 
American Canyon, City of CA0038768 0.002 

Benicia, City of CA0038091 0.009 

Burlingame, City of CA0037788 0.01 

Calistoga, City of CA0037966 0.002 

Central Contra Costa Sanitary District CA0037648 0.1 

Central Marin Sanitation Agency CA0038628 0.04 

Delta Diablo Sanitation District CA0038547 0.04 

East Bay Dischargers Authority 
Dublin-San Ramon Services District (CA0037613) 
Hayward Shoreline Marsh (CA0037702) 
Livermore, City of (CA0038008) 
Union Sanitary District, Wet Weather (CA0038733) 

CA0037869 0.3 

East Bay Municipal Utilities District CA0037702 0.3 

East Brother Light Station CA0038806 0.00030 

Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District CA0038024 0.05 

Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District CA0037851 0.01 

Marin County Sanitary District, Paradise Cove CA0037427 0.00003 

Marin County Sanitary District, Tiburon CA0037753 0.002 

Millbrae, City of CA0037532 0.007 

Mt. View Sanitary District CA0037770 0.007 

Napa Sanitation District CA0037575 0.04 

Novato Sanitary District CA0037958 0.02 

Palo Alto, City of CA0037834 0.09 

Petaluma, City of CA0037810 0.02 

Pinole, City of CA0037796  0.009 

Contra Costa County, Port Costa Wastewater Treatment 
Plant 

CA0037885 
0.0001 

Rodeo Sanitary District CA0037826 0.002 

Saint Helena, City of CA0038016 0.001 

San Francisco, City and County of,  
San Francisco International Airport WQCP CA0038318 0.002 

San Francisco, City and County of, Southeast Plant CA0037664 0.3 

San Jose/Santa Clara WPCP CA0037842 0.4 
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Permitted Entity 
NPDES 
Permit 

Allocations 

  kilograms per year 
San Mateo, City of CA0037541 0.04 

Sausalito-Marin City Sanitary District CA0038067 0.005 

Seafirth Estates CA0038893 0.00001 

Sewerage Agency of Southern Marin CA0037711 0.01 

Sonoma Valley County Sanitary District CA0037800 0.01 

South Bayside System Authority CA0038369 0.06 

South San Francisco/San Bruno WQCP CA0038130 0.03 

Sunnyvale, City of CA0037621 0.05 

US Naval Support Activity, Treasure Island WWTP CA0110116 0.002 

Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control District CA0037699 0.05 

West County Agency, Combined Outfall CA0038539 0.05 

Yountville, Town of CA0038121 0.001 

   

Total  2a

a)�Total�differs�from�column�sum�due�to�rounding� � �
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Table 7.2.3-4 Individual Wasteload Allocations for Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 

Permitted Entity NPDES Permit Allocationsa 

  kilograms per year 

   

C&H Sugar and Crockett Community Services 
District. 

CA0005240 
0.00006 

Chevron Products Company CA0005134 0.003 

ConocoPhillips CA0005053 0.0006 

Crockett Cogeneration LP, and Pacific Crockett 
Energy, Inc. 

CA0029904 
0.0006 

General Chemical CA0004979 0.0009 

GWF Power Systems, Site I CA0029106 0.0001 

GWF Power Systems, Site V CA0029122 0.0001 

Hanson Aggregates, Amador Street CA0030139 0.00003 

Hanson Aggregates, Olin Jones Dredge  
Spoils Disposal 

CA0028321 0.00003 

Hanson Aggregates, Tidewater Ave., Oakland CA0030147 0.00003 

Morton Salt CA0005185 0.00008 

Pacific Gas and Electric, East Shell Pond CA0030082 0.00003 

Rhodia, Inc. CA0006165 0.0003 

San Francisco, City and Co., SF International 
Airport Industrial WTP CA0028070 0.002 

Shell Oil Products US and Equilon Enterprises 
LLC 

CA0005789 
0.002 

Mirant Delta LLC, Pittsburg Power Plant CA0004880 0.0008 

Mirant Potrero LLC, Potrero Power Plant CA0005657 0.0003 

Tesoro Refining and Marketing Company  CA0004961 0.002 

The Dow Chemical Company CA0004910 0.0006 

USS-Posco CA0005002 0.02 

Valero Refining Company CA0005550 0.0007 

   

Total  0.035b

   
a. Wasteload allocations for industrial wastewater dischargers do not include mass from once-through cooling water. The 

Water Board will apply intake credits to once-through cooling water as allowed by law. 
b. Total differs from column sum due to rounding 
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Table 7.2.3-5 County-Based Watershed Wasteload Allocations for 
Stormwater Runoff  

Countyb Allocationsa 

 
kilograms per 

year 
  

Alameda  0.5 

Contra Costa  0.3 

Marin  0.1 

Napa 0.05 

San Franciscoc 0.2 

San Mateo  0.2 

Santa Clara  0.5 

Solano  0.1 

Sonoma 0.05 

  

Total 2
� �

a. Allocations�implicitly�include�all�current�and�future�permitted�discharges�within�the�geographic�boundaries�of�
municipalities�and�unincorporated�areas�within�the�County.�Examples�of�discharges�include�but�are�not�limited�to�
California�Department�of�Transportation�(Caltrans)�roadways�and�non�roadway�facilities�and�rights�of�way,�atmospheric�
deposition,�public�facilities,�properties�proximate�to�stream�banks,�industrial�facilities,�and�construction�sites.��

b. Includes�unincorporated�areas�and�all�municipalities�in�the�county�that�drain�to�the�Bay�and�are�part�of�the�San�Francisco�
Bay�Region.�

c. Does�not�account�for�treatment�provided�by�San�Francisco’s�combined�sewer�system.�The�treatment�provided�by�the�City�
and�County�of�San�Francisco’s�Southeast�Plant�and�Northpoint�Wet�Weather�Facility�(NPDES�permit�CA0037664)�will�be�
credited�toward�meeting�the�allocation�and�load�reduction.��

7.2.3.6 Implementation Plan 
The�implementation�plan�includes�three�general�implementation�categories:�control�of�external�loadings�
of�PCBs�to�the�Bay,�control�of�internal�sources�of�PCBs�within�the�Bay,�and�actions�to�manage�risks�to�Bay�
fish�consumers.�In�addition,�the�plan�includes�monitoring�to�measure�attainment�of�the�numeric�target�
and�load�allocations,�and�measuring�implementation�progress.�The�plan�will�be�implemented�in�phases�
via�an�adaptive�implementation�strategy�founded�on�requiring�actions�in�each�category�based�on�the�
current�state�of�knowledge�of�PCBs�sources�and�control�measures,�while�also�conducting�studies�to�
improve�our�understanding�of�PCBs�sources,�control�options,�and�fate�in�the�environment.�

External Sources 
This�section,�organized�by�source�categories,�specifies�actions�required�to�achieve�allocations�and�
implement�the�TMDL.�
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Central Valley Watershed 
Sediments�entering�the�Bay�from�the�Central�Valley�have�lower�concentrations�of�PCBs�than�in�Bay�
sediment.�Major�mass�loading�events�that�occur�during�episodic�high�flow�conditions�generally�flow�
directly�out�of�the�Bay�through�the�Golden�Gate.�It�is�anticipated�that�the�Central�Valley�allocation�will�be�
attained�through�natural�attenuation.�

Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 
Wasteload�allocations�shall�be�implemented�through�NPDES�permits�that�require�implementation�of�best�
management�practices�to�maintain�optimum�treatment�performance�for�solids�removal�and�the�
identification�and�management�of�controllable�sources.�NPDES�permits�shall�include�effluent�limits�based�
on�current�performance�and�a�requirement�for�quantification�of�PCBs�loads�to�the�Bay�in�order�to�
determine�attainment�of�the�wasteload�allocations.�Compliance�with�effluent�limits�shall�be�determined�
using�a�Title�40,�Code�of�Federal�Regulations,�Part�136�analytical�method�(effective�as�of�April�25,�2007).�
In�addition,�municipal�and�industrial�wastewater�dischargers�will�be�required�to�support�actions�to�
reduce�the�health�risks�of�people�who�eat�PCBs�contaminated,�San�Francisco�Bay�fish�and�to�conduct�or�
cause�to�be�conducted�monitoring,�and�studies�to�fill�critical�data�needs�identified�in�the�adaptive�
implementation�section.�

It�is�the�Water�Board’s�intent�to�implement�individual�wasteload�allocations�via�numeric�water�quality�
based�effluent�limitations�for�PCBs�in�NPDES�permits.�These�limits�shall�represent�individual�
dischargers’�PCBs�loads,�consistent�with�the�underlying�assumptions�and�requirements�of�the�wasteload�
allocations.�In�the�absence�of�actual�discharge�performance�data�sufficient�to�calculate�such�limits,�the�
Water�Board�will�apply�appropriate�uncertainty�factors�to�the�individual�wasteload�allocations.�

Dischargers�shall�also�be�required�to�conduct�sufficient�monitoring�of�their�effluent,�which�accounts�for�
discharge�variability�and�blended�effluent,�to�enable�calculation�of�current�PCBs�loading.�These�
requirements�will�be�implemented�via�NPDES�permits�or�the�Water�Board’s�authority�under�Section�
13267�of�the�California�Water�Code,�such�that�monitoring�begins�no�later�than�January�2009�and�is�
completed�in�a�timely�manner.�

Stormwater Runoff 
Stormwater�runoff�wasteload�allocations�shall�be�achieved�within�20�years�and�shall�be�implemented�
through�the�NPDES�stormwater�permits�issued�to�stormwater�runoff�management�agencies�and�the�
California�Department�of�Transportation�(Caltrans).�The�urban�stormwater�runoff�wasteload�allocations�
implicitly�include�all�current�and�future�permitted�discharges,�not�otherwise�addressed�by�another�
allocation,�and�unpermitted�discharges�within�the�geographic�boundaries�of�stormwater�runoff�
management�agencies�including,�but�not�limited�to,�Caltrans�roadway�and�non�roadway�facilities�and�
rights�of�way,�atmospheric�deposition,�public�facilities,�properties�proximate�to�stream�banks,�industrial�
facilities,�and�construction�sites.��

Requirements�in�each�NPDES�permit�issued�or�reissued,�shall�be�based�on�an�updated�assessment�of�best�
management�practices�and�control�measures�intended�to�reduce�PCBs�in�urban�stormwater�runoff.�
Control�measures�implemented�by�stormwater�runoff�management�agencies�and�other�entities�(except�
construction�and�industrial�sites)�shall�reduce�PCBs�in�stormwater�runoff�to�the�maximum�extent�
practicable.�Control�measures�for�construction�and�industrial�sites�shall�reduce�discharges�based�on�best�
available�technology�economically�achievable.�All�permits�shall�remain�consistent�with�Section�4.8���
Stormwater�Discharges.�
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In�the�first�five�year�permit�term,�stormwater�permittees�will�be�required�to�implement�control�measures�
on�a�pilot�scale�to�determine�their�effectiveness�and�technical�feasibility.�In�the�second�permit�term,�
stormwater�permittees�will�be�required�to�implement�effective�control�measures,�that�will�not�cause�
significant�adverse�environmental�impacts,�in�strategic�locations,�and�to�develop�a�plan�to�fully�
implement�control�measures�that�will�result�in�attainment�of�allocations,�including�an�analysis�of�costs,�
efficiency�of�control�measures�and�an�identification�of�any�significant�environmental�impacts.�Subsequent�
permits�will�include�requirements�and�a�schedule�to�implement�technically�feasible,�effective�and�cost�
efficient�control�measures�to�attain�allocations.�If,�as�a�consequence,�allocations�cannot�be�attained,�the�
Water�Board�will�take�action�to�review�and�revise�the�allocations�and�these�implementation�requirements�
as�part�of�adaptive�implementation.�

In�addition,�stormwater�permittees�will�be�required�to�develop�and�implement�a�monitoring�system�to�
quantify�PCBs�urban�stormwater�runoff�loads�and�the�load�reductions�achieved�through�treatment,�
source�control�and�other�actions;�support�actions�to�reduce�the�health�risks�of�people�who�consume�PCBs�
contaminated�San�Francisco�Bay�fish;�and�conduct�or�cause�to�be�conducted�monitoring,�and�studies�to�fill�
critical�data�needs�identified�in�the�adaptive�implementation�section.�

Stormwater�runoff�management�agencies�have�a�responsibility�to�oversee�various�discharges�within�the�
agencies’�geographic�boundaries.�However,�if�it�is�determined�that�a�source�is�substantially�contributing�
to�PCBs�loads�to�the�Bay�or�is�outside�the�jurisdiction�or�authority�of�an�agency�the�Water�Board�will�
consider�a�request�from�an�stormwater�runoff�management�agency�which�may�include�an�allocation,�load�
reduction,�and/or�other�regulatory�requirements�for�the�source�in�question.�

Urban Stormwater Runoff Treatment by Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 
Routing�of�urban�stormwater�runoff�through�municipal�wastewater�treatment�facilities�may�be�an�
efficient�means�of�reducing�PCBs,�and�other�particle�associated�contaminant�loads�to�the�Bay.�This�load�
allocation�shall�be�implemented�through�a�permit.�Within�five�years�of�adoption�of�this�TMDL,�the�Water�
Board�will�consider�issuance�of�a�permit�under�which�municipal�wastewater�dischargers�can�apply�for�a�
portion�of�this�reserved�allocation.��

Internal Sources 

In-Bay PCB-Contaminated Sites 
A�number�of�former�industrial�and�military�sites�adjacent�to�PCBs�enriched�sediment�are�found�
throughout�the�Bay.�This�TMDL�does�not�require�any�specific�party�to�implement�new�actions�for�in�Bay�
PCB�contaminated�sites.�However,�cleanup�of�these�sites�is�a�Water�Board�priority�and�many�cleanups�are�
underway.�The�Water�Board�will�maintain�an�inventory�of�contaminated�sites�and�continue�to�set�
priorities�for�investigating�and�remediating�the�sites.�The�existing�list�of�in�Bay�PCB�contaminated�sites�
referred�to�in�this�TMDL�is�based�on�data�collected�under�the�Bay�Protection�Toxic�Cleanup�Program,�
which�identified�sites�with�total�PCBs�in�sediment�that�exceed�180��g/kg.�This�TMDL�does�not�set�a�
cleanup�level�for�total�PCBs�in�sediment.�The�fish�tissue�target�of�10��g/kg�and�the�sediment�goal�of�one�
ug/kg�are�not�cleanup�standards,�nor�should�they�be�considered�appropriate,�or�relevant,�and�applicable�
requirements�(ARARs)�or�a�“to�be�considered”�ARAR�under�the�National�Contingency�Plan,�40�CFR�Part�
300�et.�Seq.�or�the�1986�Superfund�Amendments�and�Reauthorization�Act.�An�analysis�of�the�feasibility,�
technical�practicability,�and�potential�environmental�impacts�of�individual�clean�up�actions�is�currently�
required�prior�to�conducting�cleanup�of�contaminated�in�Bay�sediment�overseen�by�the�Water�Board�and�
the�Department�of�Toxic�Substances�Control�and�will�continue�to�be�required,�not�withstanding�this�
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TMDL.�The�Water�Board�has�the�authority�to�approve,�disapprove�or�condition�these�projects�to�minimize�
adverse�environmental�impacts�while�achieving�the�goals�of�environmental�cleanup.�

The�Water�Board�will�coordinate�cleanup�actions�with�the�U.S.�EPA�and�the�Department�of�Toxic�
Substances�Control,�and�advise�them�that�the�fish�tissue�target�and�sediment�goal�do�not�constitute�
cleanup�standards�for�ARARs.�The�Water�Board�will�issue�cleanup�orders�as�necessary.�The�Water�Board�
will�require�responsible�parties�for�each�specific�Bay�margin�contaminated�site�to:�

1) Estimate�the�pre�cleanup�and�post�cleanup�vertical�and�lateral�extent�of�PCBs�in�Bay�
sediments;�

2) Estimate�the�pre�cleanup�and�post�cleanup�mass�of�PCBs�in�Bay�sediments;�

3) Quantify�rate(s)�of�sediment�accretion,�erosion�or�natural�attenuation;�

4) Implement�on�land�source�control�measures,�if�necessary,�to�ensure�that�on�land�sources�of�
PCBs�do�not�further�contaminate�in�Bay�sediments;�

5) Evaluate�post�cleanup,�the�residual�risks�to�humans�and�wildlife;�

6) Support�actions�to�reduce�the�health�risks�of�people�who�consume�PCBs�contaminated�San�
Francisco�Bay�fish;�

7) Conduct�or�cause�to�be�conducted�studies�to�fill�critical�data�needs�identified�in�the�Adaptive�
Implementation�section.�

These�requirements�shall�be�incorporated�into�relevant�site�investigation�plans�within�five�years�of�the�
effective�date�of�this�TMDL,�and�the�actions�shall�be�fully�implemented�within�ten�years�of�the�effective�
date�of�this�TMDL�or�as�agreed�to�in�the�individual�site�investigation�plan.�

Navigational Dredging 
The�PCBs�concentration�in�dredged�material�disposed�of�in�the�Bay�shall�not�exceed�the�99th�percentile�
PCBs�concentration�of�the�previous�10�years�of�Bay�sediment�samples�collected�through�the�RMP�
(excluding�stations�outside�the�Bay�like�the�Sacramento�River,�San�Joaquin�River,�Guadalupe�River�and�
Standish�Dam�stations).�Prior�to�disposal,�the�material�shall�be�sampled�and�analyzed�according�to�the�
procedures�outlined�in�the�2001�U.S.�Army�Corps�of�Engineers�document�“Guidelines�for�Implementing�
the�Inland�Testing�Manual�in�the�San�Francisco�Bay�Region.”�All�in�Bay�disposal�of�dredged�material�
shall�comply�with�Section�4.20,�entitled�Dredging�and�Disposal�of�Dredged�Sediment,�including�the�Long�
Term�Management�Strategy.�Additionally,�dredged�material�dischargers�will�be�required�to�conduct�or�
cause�to�be�conducted�studies�to�fill�critical�data�needs�identified�in�the�Adaptive�Implementation�section.�

Risk Management  
Load�reductions�and�attainment�of�the�numeric�target�to�support�fishing�in�the�Bay�as�a�beneficial�use�will�
take�time�to�achieve.�However,�there�are�actions�that�should�be�undertaken�prior�to�achievement�of�the�
numeric�fish�tissue�target�to�help�manage�the�risk�to�consumers�of�PCBs�contaminated�fish.�The�Water�
Board�will�work�with�the�California�Office�of�Environmental�Health�Hazard�Assessment,�the�California�
Department�of�Toxic�Substances�Control,�the�California�Department�of�Public�Health,�dischargers,�and�
interested�parties�to�pursue�risk�management�strategies.�The�risk�management�activities�will�include�the�
following:��

� Investigating�and�implementing�actions�to�address�the�public�health�impacts�of�PCBs�in�San�
Francisco�Bay/Delta�fish,�including�activities�that�reduce�the�actual�and�potential�exposure�of,�and�
mitigate�health�impacts�to,�people�and�communities�most�likely�to�be�consuming�PCB�
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contaminated�fish�from�San�Francisco�Bay,�such�as�recreational�and�subsistence�fishers�and�their�
families;�

� Providing�multilingual�fish�consumption�advice�to�the�public�to�help�reduce�PCBs�exposure�
through�community�outreach,�broadcast�and�print�media,�and�signs�posted�at�popular�fishing�
locations;��

� Regularly�informing�the�public�about�monitoring�data�and�findings�regarding�hazards�of�eating�
PCB�contaminated�fish;�and�

� Conducting�special�studies�needed�to�support�health�risk�assessment�and�risk�communication,�
including�the�collection�of�additional�information�regarding�recreational�and�subsistence�fishers’�
patterns�of�consumption.�

7.2.3.7 Critical Data Needs 
Additional�data�and�other�information�will�be�needed�to�assess�both�the�progress�toward�attainment�of�
the�fish�tissue�target�and�to�evaluate�the�need�for�modifications�to�the�implementation�plan,�TMDL,�
and/or�allocations.�Dischargers�will�be�required�to�conduct�or�cause�to�be�conducted�the�following�studies�
to�fill�critical�data�needs.�

� PCBs�mass�budget�modeling�and�food�web�model�improvements�–�Model�refinements�to�
improve�our�ability�to�predict�recovery�rates�of�the�Bay�from�impairment�by�PCBs,�to�help�
strategically�focus�implementation�actions�on�those�actions�with�the�most�potential�for�success,�
and�to�help�better�our�understanding�of�the�role�in�Bay�PCBs�contaminated�sites�play�in�the�Bay’s�
recovery.�

� Rate�of�natural�attenuation�of�PCBs�in�the�Bay�environments�–A�better�understanding�of�local�
rates�of�natural�attenuation�in�order�to�predict�with�more�certainty�the�recovery�time�of�the�Bay.�

Monitoring  
Monitoring�to�demonstrate�progress�toward�attainment�of�the�TMDL�target�shall�be�conducted�by�
maintaining�discharger�funded�RMP�monitoring�of�PCBs�in�San�Francisco�Bay�fish,�sediments,�and�water�
at�a�spatial�scale�and�frequency�to�track�trends�in�the�decline�of�PCBs�in�the�Bay.�Monitoring�of�load�
allocations�to�demonstrate�progress�towards�attainment�shall�be�conducted�by�municipal�and�industrial�
wastewater�dischargers�and�stormwater�permittees�as�discussed�in�external�sources�above.�

Continued�regular�monitoring�of�PCB�loads�from�the�Central�Valley�and�other�tributaries�to�the�Bay�shall�
be�conducted�by�maintaining�discharger�funded�RMP�monitoring�in�order�to�provide�information�on�the�
long�term�decline�of�PCBs�to�the�Bay�and�to�confirm�the�assumption�that�Central�Valley�loads�are�being�
reduced�due�to�natural�attenuation.�Monitoring�of�loads�allocated�to�other�sources�will�be�considered�as�
part�of�the�RMP�special�studies.�

Adaptive Implementation  
Adaptive�implementation�entails�taking�actions�commensurate�with�the�existing,�available�information,�
reviewing�new�information�as�it�becomes�available,�and�modifying�actions�as�necessary�based�on�the�new�
information.�Taking�action�allows�progress�to�occur�while�more�and�better�information�is�collected�and�
the�effectiveness�of�current�actions�is�evaluated.�Accordingly,�this�TMDL�will�be�implemented�in�phases�
starting�with�actions�described�in�each�source�category,�risk�management,�monitoring,�and�critical�data�
needs�section�above�with�subsequent�modifications�and�phases�based�on�improved�knowledge�of�PCBs�
sources,�control�measures,�and�fate�in�the�environment.�
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The�Water�Board�will�adapt�the�TMDL�and�implementation�plan�to�incorporate�new�and�relevant�
scientific�information�such�that�effective�and�efficient�measures�can�be�taken�to�achieve�the�allocations�
and�numeric�fish�tissue�target.�The�Water�Board�staff�will�present�an�annual�progress�report�to�the�Water�
Board�on�implementation�of�the�TMDL�that�includes�evaluation�of�new�and�relevant�information�that�
becomes�available�through�implementation�actions,�monitoring,�special�studies,�and�the�scientific�
literature.�Within�ten�years�of�the�effective�date�of�the�TMDL,�Water�Board�will�consider�a�Basin�Plan�
amendment�that�will�reflect�and�incorporate�the�data�and�information�that�is�generated�in�the�intervening�
years.�The�Water�Board�will�consider�amending�the�PCBs�TMDL�and�implementation�plan�as�necessary�
to�ensure�attainment�of�water�quality�standards�in�a�timely�manner�while�considering�the�financial�and�
environmental�consequences�of�new�control�measures.�

In�particular,�achievement�of�the�allocations�for�stormwater�runoff,�which�is�projected�to�take�20�years,�
will�be�challenging.�Consequently,�the�Water�Board�will�consider�modifying�the�schedule�for�
achievement�of�the�load�allocations�for�stormwater�runoff�provided�that�dischargers�have�complied�with�
all�applicable�permit�requirements�and�accomplished�all�of�the�following:�

� A�diligent�effort�has�been�made�to�quantify�PCBs�loads�and�the�sources�of�PCBs�in�the�discharge;��

� Documentation�has�been�prepared�that�demonstrates�that�all�technically�and�economically�
feasible�and�cost�effective�control�measures�recognized�by�the�Water�Board�have�been�fully�
implemented,�and�evaluates�and�quantifies�the�PCBs�load�reduction�of�such�measures;�

� A�demonstration�has�been�made�that�achievement�of�the�allocation�will�require�more�than�the�
remaining�10�years�originally�envisioned;�and��

� A�plan�has�been�prepared�that�includes�a�schedule�for�evaluating�the�effectiveness�and�feasibility�
of�additional�control�measures�and�implementing�additional�controls�as�appropriate.�

7.3 WATER QUALITY ATTAINMENT STRATEGIES AND TMDLS FOR THE MARIN COASTAL 
BASIN (SEE FIGURE 2-3) 

7.3.1 Tomales Bay Watershed Pathogens TMDL 
The�overall�goal�of�the�Tomales�Bay�Watershed�Pathogens�Total�Maximum�Daily�Load�(TMDL)�is�to�
ensure�protection�of�water�contact�recreational�uses�and�Bay�shellfish�harvesting,�thereby�minimizing�
human�exposure�to�disease�causing�pathogens.�The�following�sections�establish�a�density�based�
pathogens�TMDL�for�Tomales�Bay�and�its�tributaries,�and�actions�and�monitoring�necessary�to�implement�
theTMDL.�The�TMDL�defines�allowable�density�based�water�quality�bacteria�concentrations�and�
prohibits�the�discharge�of�human�waste.�The�associated�implementation�plan�specifies�the�actions�
necessary�to�protect�and�restore�beneficial�uses.�This�TMDL�strives�to�achieve�a�balance�that�allows�
human�activities�including�agriculture,�recreation,�commercial�fishing�and�aquaculture,�and�residential�
use�to�coexist�and�also�restores�and�protects�water�quality.�As�outlined�in�the�adaptive�implementation�
section,�the�effectiveness�of�implementation�actions,�monitoring�to�track�progress�toward�targets,�and�the�
scientific�understanding�pertaining�to�pathogens�will�be�periodically�reviewed�and�the�TMDL�may�be�
adapted�as�warranted.�

In�addition�to�pathogens,�animal�and�human�waste�contain�nutrients�that�pose�a�threat�to�aquatic�
ecosystem�beneficial�uses.�Tomales�Bay,�Walker�Creek,�and�Lagunitas�Creek�are�listed�as�impaired�by�
excess�nutrients.�Human�and�animal�wastes�may�also�contain�other�harmful�constituents�such�as�steroids�
and�pharmaceuticals.�In�addition�to�protecting�pathogen�impaired�beneficial�uses�such�as�shellfish�
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harvesting,�water�contact�recreation,�and�non�contact�water�recreation,�by�eliminating�the�discharge�of�
human�waste�and�controlling�the�discharge�of�animal�waste,�this�TMDL�will�also�protect�aquatic�
ecosystem�beneficial�uses�such�as�marine�habitat,�estuarine�habitat,�cold�and�warm�freshwater�habitat,�
and�wildlife�habitat�from�other�harmful�constituents�found�in�human�and�animal�waste.�

7.3.1.1 Problem Statement 
Monitoring�results�for�Tomales�Bay�and�its�main�tributaries�(Lagunitas,�Walker,�and�Olema�creeks)�
indicate�that�these�waters�exceed�bacteria�water�quality�objectives�for�shellfish�harvesting�and�
recreational�waters�(Table�3�1)�and,�as�such,�are�impaired�by�pathogens.�The�presence�of�pathogens�is�
inferred�from�high�concentrations�of�fecal�coliform�bacteria�(a�commonly�used�indicator�of�human�
pathogenic�organisms).�Pathogen�pollution�is�adversely�affecting�existing�beneficial�uses,�which�include�
shellfish�harvesting�(i.e.,�sport�and�commercial�oyster,�clam,�and�mussel�harvesting),�water�contact�
recreation�(i.e.,�swimming,�fishing)�and�non�contact�water�recreation�(i.e.,�boating,�kayaking).�

This�TMDL�addresses�the�following�pathogen�impaired�water�bodies�in�the�Tomales�Bay�Watershed:�

� Tomales�Bay��

� Lagunitas�Creek��

� Walker�Creek��

� Olema�Creek��

7.3.1.2 Sources 
If�not�properly�managed,�the�following�Tomales�Bay�Watershed�sources�have�the�potential�to�discharge�
pathogens�to�surface�waters:�on�site�sewage�disposal�systems�(OSDSs),�small�wastewater�treatment�
facilities�and�sewage�holding�ponds,�boat�discharges,�grazing�lands,�dairies,�equestrian�facilities,�and�
municipal�runoff.�Pathogens�sources�are�identified�based�on�elevated�coliform�bacteria�levels�
downstream�of�identified�land�uses�or�facilities�and�from�documentation�of�inadequately�treated�human�
waste�discharges.�

� The�Walker�Creek�watershed�is�dominated�by�grazing�lands.�Coliform�bacteria�levels�and�
coliform�loads�from�the�Walker�Creek�watershed�are�extremely�high�during�storm�periods�and�a�
significant�coliform�source�to�Tomales�Bay.��

� High�coliform�levels�detected�in�storm�drains�indicate�that�municipal�runoff�is�a�pathogens�
source.��

� High�coliform�levels�and�loads�downstream�of�residential�homes�and�equestrian�facilities�suggest�
that�failing�septic�systems,�municipal�runoff,�and�equestrian�facilities�are�coliform�sources.��

� The�Water�Board�regulates�ten�small�wastewater�treatment�facilities�and�sewage�holding�ponds�
and�prohibits�direct�discharges�from�these�facilities�into�Tomales�Bay�or�its�tributaries.�Four�
facilities�have�holding�ponds�and�are�permitted�to�discharge�treated�effluent�to�irrigation�fields�in�
the�dry�season.�The�other�six�wastewater�treatment�facilities�utilize�leach�fields�for�dispersing�
treated�effluent.�Accidental�malfunctions,�including�the�breaching�of�ponds,�a�break�in�a�sewage�
line,�or�land�application�when�soil�is�saturated�or�it�is�raining,�could�result�in�discharge�of�
untreated�or�partially�treated�effluent.�Therefore,�these�facilities�are�considered�potential�sources.��

In�addition�to�the�above�sources,�warm�blooded�mammals�and�birds�that�reside�in�the�watershed�and�Bay�
produce�coliform�bacteria.�During�non�storm�periods�Tomales�Bay�coliform�levels�are�typically�below�the�

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



7-53 

water�quality�objectives�for�shellfish�harvesting�waters,�indicating�that�in�Bay�wildlife�such�as�seals�and�
birds�are�not�significant�sources.�Approximately�30%�of�the�lands�draining�to�Tomales�Bay�are�open�space�
forested�lands.�Water�quality�monitoring�of�a�watershed�on�the�western�shoreline�of�Tomales�Bay�with�
minimal�human�influences�suggests�that�waters�draining�open�space�areas�are�below�tributary�bacteria�
water�quality�objectives�and�therefore�terrestrial�wildlife�are�nota�significant�source.�

7.3.1.3 Numeric Targets 
Table�7.3.1�1�contains�the�numeric�water�quality�targets�for�the�Tomales�Bay�Watershed�Pathogens�
TMDL.�The�coliform�bacteria�targets�are�based�on�fecal�coliform�bacteria�concentrations�aimed�at�
protecting�shellfish�harvesting�and�contact�and�non�contact�water�recreation�beneficial�uses.�These�
density�based�numeric�targets�define�bacterial�densities�associated�with�minimal�risk�to�humans�and�are�
the�same�as�the�water�quality�objectives�contained�in�Table�3�1.�The�Tomales�Bay�targets�are�intended�to�
protect�the�most�sensitive�beneficial�use,�shellfish�harvesting.�The�tributary�targets�are�intended�to�protect�
recreational�uses.�An�additional�numeric�target�for�Tomales�Bay�is�expressed�as�the�number�of�days�
commercial�shellfish�growing�areas�are�subjected�to�harvest�closures�due�to�elevated�water�column�
bacteria�densities.�Consistent�with�the�definition�of�“threatened�conditions”�in�the�California�Shellfish�
Protection�Act,�Tomales�Bay�shellfish�growing�areas�shall�not�be�closed�for�harvest�for�more�than�30�days�
per�calendar�year.�The�California�Department�of�Health�Services�requires�shellfish�growing�areas�to�close�
for�harvesting�when�24�hour�and�10�day�rainfall�totals�exceed�established�thresholds.�Rainfall�thresholds�
are�established�based�on�the�relationship�between�rainfall�and�observed�fecal�coliformlevels�in�Bay�waters�
and�shellfish.�

In�addition,�no�human�waste�(raw�sewage�or�inadequately�treated�waste)�shall�be�discharged�to�Tomales�
Bay�or�its�tributaries.�The�no�human�waste�discharge�target�is�consistent�with�Discharge�Prohibitions�5�
and�15,�contained�in�Table�4�1.�This�target�is�necessary�because�human�waste�is�a�significant�source�of�
pathogenic�organisms,�including�viruses;�and�attainment�of�fecal�coliform�targets�alone�may�not�
sufficiently�protect�human�health.�The�coliform�bacteria�targets,�in�combination�with�the�human�waste�
discharge�prohibitions�and�the�shellfish�harvesting�closure�targets,�are�the�basis�for�the�TMDL�and�load�
allocations,�and�fully�protect�beneficial�uses.�

�

Table 7.3.1-1 Water Quality Targetsa for Tomales Bay and Its Tributaries 
 

Zero discharge of human waste 

Shellfish harvest closures < 30 days/year 

Coliform Bacteria Levels 
(Expressed as Most Probable Number [MPN] of fecal coliforms per 100 mL of water) 

Tomales Bay 
Median < 14 b and 90th percentile < 43 c 

Tomales Bay Tributaries 
Log mean <200 b and 90th percentile < 400 c 

a. These targets are applicable year-round 
b. Based on a minimum of five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30-day period 
c. No more than 10% of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 
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7.3.1.4 Total Maximum Daily Load 
Table�7.3.1�2�lists�the�Tomales�Bay�Watershed�Pathogens�TMDL.�The�TMDL�consists�of�the�density�based�
coliform�bacteria�TMDL�targets.�The�TMDL�ensures�protection�of�water�contact�recreational�uses�and�Bay�
shellfish�harvesting,�thereby�minimizing�human�exposure�to�disease�causing�pathogens.�

Table 7.3.1-2 Total Maximum Daily Load of Pathogens Indicators for Tomales Bay 
and its Tributaries 

Waterbody 
Indicator 
Parameter 

TMDL 

(Most Probable Number (MPN) of fecal coliforms 
per 100 mL of water) 

Tomales Bay Fecal coliform 
Median < 14 a 
90th Percentile < 43 b 

Major Tributaries: 
 Walker Creek 
 Lagunitas Creek 
 Olema Creek 

Fecal coliform 
Log mean <200 a 
90th percentile < 400 b 

a. Based on a minimum of five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30-day period. 
b. No more than 10% of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 

7.3.1.5 Load Allocations 
TMDL�targets�are�an�interpretation�of�water�quality�standards,�whereas�TMDL�allocations�specify�the�
amount�(or�concentration)�of�a�pollutant�that�can�be�discharged�to�a�waterbody�such�that�standards�are�
attained�in�both�the�receiving�waterbody�and�all�downstream�waters.�Table�7.3.1�3�presents�density�based�
load�allocations�for�Tomales�Bay�watersheds�pathogens�source�categories�that�implement�tributary�
targets,�and�Table�7.3.1�4�presents�allocations�to�major�tributaries,�where�they�discharge�to�Tomales�Bay,�
and�implement�the�Bay�targets.�Load�allocations�to�the�tributaries�reflect�the�highest�fecal�coliform�
concentrations�that�can�be�discharged�while�still�attaining�and�maintaining�the�Bay�shellfish�harvesting�
water�quality�objectives.�All�entities�in�a�watershed�are�responsible�for�meeting�their�source�category�
allocation�(Table�7.3.1�3)�and�the�applicable�geographic�based�allocations�(Table�7.3.1�4).�

Discharging�entities�will�not�be�held�responsible�for�uncontrollable�coliform�discharges�originating�from�
wildlife.�If�wildlife�contributions�are�determined�to�be�the�cause�of�exceedances,�the�TMDL�targets�and�
allocation�scheme�will�be�revisited�as�part�of�the�adaptive�implementation�program.�The�discharge�of�
human�waste�is�prohibited.�All�sources�of�human�waste�have�an�allocation�of�zero.�Nonpoint�source�
runoff�containing�coliform�bacteria�of�animal�and�wildlife�origin,�at�levels�that�do�not�result�in�
exceedances�of�water�objectives,�does�not�constitute�wastewater�with�particular�characteristics�of�concern�
to�beneficial�uses.�Therefore,�animal��and�wildlife�associated�discharges,�in�compliance�with�the�
conditions�of�this�TMDL,�do�not�constitute�a�violation�of�applicable�discharge�prohibitions.�

7.3.1.6 Implementation Plan 

The�Tomales�Bay�Watershed�Pathogens�TMDL�Implementation�Plan�builds�upon�previous�and�ongoing�
successful�efforts�to�reduce�pathogen�loads�in�Tomales�Bay�and�its�tributaries.�The�plan�requires�actions�
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consistent�with�the�California�Water�Code�(CWC�13000�et�seq.),�the�state’s�Nonpoint�Source�Pollution�
Control�Program�Plan�(CWC�Section�13369),�the�Policy�for�Implementation�and�Enforcement�of�the�
Nonpoint�Source�Pollution�Control�Program�(State�Water�Resources�Control�Board.�2004.�Policy�for�
Implementation�and�Enforcement�of�the�Nonpoint�Source�Pollution�Prevention�Control�Program),�and�
human�waste�discharge�prohibitions�(Prohibitions�5�and�15,�Table�4�1).�

This�plan�specifies�required�implementation�measures�(Table�7.3.1�5)�for�each�of�the�source�categories�
(Table�7.3.1�3).�These�implementation�measures�include�evaluation�of�operating�practices,�development�of�
comprehensive�site�specific�pathogens�control�measures�and�an�implementation�schedule�for�such�
management�measures,�and�submittal�of�progress�reports�documenting�actions�undertaken.�Progress�
reports�may�be�submitted�directly�to�the�Water�Board�or,�if�designated,�through�third�parties.�These�
progress�reports�will�serve�as�documentation�that�source�reduction�measures�are�being�implemented.�
While�third�parties�may�provide�valuable�assistance�to�TMDL�implementation,�the�discharger�is�the�
entity�responsible�for�complying�with�the�specified�regulations�and�regulatory�controls.�Responsible�
parties�within�each�source�category�are�required�to�implement�the�measures�as�specified�in�Table�7.3.1�5.�
The�numeric�targets�and�load�allocations�are�not�directly�enforceable.�For�purpose�of�demonstrating�
attainment�of�applicable�allocations,�responsible�parties�will�only�be�responsible�for�compliance�with�
specified�implementation�measures�and�applicable�waste�discharge�requirements�or�waiver�conditions.
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Table 7.3.1-3 Density-Based Pollutant Wasteload and Load Allocationsa for  
Dischargers of Pathogens in Tomales Bay Watershed  

Wasteload and Load Allocations 

Fecal Coliform (MPN/100 mL) 

For Direct Discharges to 
the Bay 

For Discharges to Major 
Tomales Bay Tributaries 

Categorical 

Pollutant Source 

Medianb 
90th 

Percentilec  
Log Meanb  

Onsite Sewage Disposal 
Systems 0 0 

 
0 

Small Wastewater Treatment 
Facilities 0 0 

 
0 

Boat Discharges 0 0 N/A 

Grazing Lands <14 <43 
 
< 200  

Dairies <14 <43 < 200 

Equestrian Facilities <14 <43 < 200  

Municipal Runoff <14 <43 < 200  

Open space lands (terrestrial 
wildlife) d  <14 <43 < 200 

In-Bay Background (marine 
wildlife) d <14 <43 N/A 

a. These allocations are applicable year-round.  Wasteload allocations apply to any sources (existing or future) subject to 
regulation by a NPDES permit. 
b. Based on a minimum of five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30-day period. 
c. No more than 10% of total samples during any 30-day period may exceed this number. 
d. Open space lands and the Bay contain wildlife and are therefore recognized as potential source areas. These areas are not 
believed to be a significant source of pathogens and their contribution is considered natural background; therefore, no 
management measures are required. 
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Table 7.3.1-4 Density-Based Pollutant Load Allocations for Tomales Bay Tributaries 
  

Tributary 

Allocation 

Fecal Coliform (MPN/100 mL) 

Log Mean 

Walker Creek at Highway 1 Bridge 95a 

Lagunitas Creek at Green Bridge 95a 

a. Based on a minimum of five consecutive samples equally spaced over a 30-day period. 
The�state’s�Policy�for�Implementation�and�Enforcement�of�the�Nonpoint�Source�Pollution�Control�
Program�requires�that�current�and�proposed�nonpoint�source�discharges�are�regulated�under�waste�
discharge�requirements�(WDRs),�waiver�of�waste�discharge�requirements,�Basin�Plan�prohibitions,�or�
some�combination�of�these�tools.�Table�7.3.1�5�describes�the�method�that�will�be�used�to�regulate�
dischargers�in�each�source�category.�The�Water�Board�has�established�conditions�for�waiving�WDRs�for�
dairies.�The�Water�Board�intends�to�work�with�stakeholders�to�develop�similar�waiver�conditions�for�
grazing�lands�and�equestrian�facilities�by�2009.
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Table 7.3.1-6 Regulatory Framework for Discharges by Source Category 

Source Category  Regulatory Tool 

On-site Sewage Disposal Systems (OSDS) Waivera of Waste Discharge Requirements 
Prohibition of Human Waste Discharge 

Small Wastewater Treatment Facilities Individual Waste Discharge Requirements 
Prohibition of Human Waste Discharge 

Boat Discharges Prohibition of Human Waste Discharge  

Grazing Lands  Waivera of Waste Discharge Requirements  

Dairies Waivera of Waste Discharge Requirements or 
Individual WDRs, as appropriate 

Equestrian Facilities Waivera of Waste Discharge Requirements 

Municipal Runoff NPDES Permit  

a Water Board retains the option of requiring individual waste discharge requirements or compliance with a discharge 
prohibition, as appropriate. 

Agricultural Water Quality Control Program Costs 
The�implementation�measures�for�grazing�lands�and�dairies�constitute�an�agricultural�water�quality�
control�program�and�therefore,�consistent�with�California�Water�Code�requirements�(Section�13141),�the�
cost�of�the�program�is�estimated�herein.�The�total�program�implementation�cost�for�these�agricultural�
sources�is�estimated�to�range�between�$900,000�–�$2�million�per�year�over�the�next�10�years.�The�estimated�
cost�will�be�shared�by�Tomales�Bay�watershed�grazing�lands�operators�(approximately�150).�This�estimate�
includes�the�cost�of�implementing�animal�waste�control�and�grazing�management�measures�and�is�based�
on�costs�associated�with�technical�assistance�and�evaluation,�installation�of�water�troughs,�and�cattle�
control�fencing�along�all�streams.�The�program�cost�estimate�may�be�high�as�it�does�not�account�for�
implementation�actions�already�underway�or�areas�that�may�not�require�fencing.�Besides�fencing,�other�
acceptable�methods�of�managing�livestock�access�to�streams�are�not�included�in�this�cost�estimate�due�to�
variability�in�costs�and�site�specific�applicability.�Potential�financing�sources�include�federal�and�state�
water�quality�grants�and�federal�agricultural�grants.�

Evaluation and Monitoring 
Dischargers,�stakeholders,�and�Water�Board�staff�will�conduct�water�quality�monitoring�to�evaluate�fecal�
coliform�concentration�trends�in�Tomales�Bay�and�its�tributaries.�Five�years�after�TMDL�adoption,�the�
Water�Board�will�evaluate�monitoring�results�and�assess�progress�made�toward�attaining�TMDL�targets�
(Table�7.3.1�1)�and�load�allocations�(Table�7.3.1�3�and�Table�7.3.1�4).�

In�2009�and�approximately�every�five�years�after�the�adoption�of�the�TMDL,�the�Water�Board�will�
evaluate�site�specific,�sub�watershed�specific,�and�watershed�wide�compliance�with�the�trackable�
implementation�measures�specified�in�Table�7.3.1�5.�In�evaluating�compliance�with�the�trackable�
implementation�measures,�the�Water�Board�will�consider�the�level�of�participation�of�each�source�
category�as�well�as�individual�dischargers�(as�documented�by�Water�Board�staff�or�third�parties).�

If�a�discharger�demonstrates�that�all�implementation�measures�have�been�undertaken�or�that�it�is�
infeasible�to�meet�their�allocation�due�to�wildlife�contributions,�the�Water�Board�will�consider�revising�
allocations�as�appropriate.�If�source�control�actions�are�fully�implemented�throughout�the�Watershed�and�
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the�TMDL�targets�are�not�met,�the�Water�Board�may�consider�re�evaluating�or�revising�the�TMDL�and�
allocations.�If,�on�the�other�hand,�the�required�actions�are�not�fully�implemented,�or�are�partially�
implemented,�the�Water�Board�may�consider�regulatory�or�enforcement�action�against�parties�or�
individual�dischargers�not�in�compliance.�

The�California�Department�of�Health�Services,�working�in�consultation�with�the�Shellfish�Technical�
Advisory�Committee,�is�encouraged�to�periodically�evaluate,�beginning�in�2009,�shellfish�harvest�closure�
guidelines�and�the�relationship�between�precipitation,�runoff,�coliform�levels,�and�water�quality�
exceedances.�

In�order�to�assess�water�quality�improvements�and�obtain�additional�information�for�further�refinement�
of�the�TMDL,�Water�Board�staff�and�stakeholders�will�collaborate�in�monitoring�efforts.�The�main�
objectives�of�the�Monitoring�Program�are�to:�

� Assess�attainment�of�TMDL�targets;��

� Evaluate�spatial�and�temporal�water�quality�trends�in�the�Bay�and�its�tributaries;��

� Further�identify�significant�pathogens�source�areas;��

� Evaluate�coliform�levels�and�loadings�to�the�Bay�at�the�terminus�of�major�tributaries.��

� Collect�sufficient�data�to�calibrate�and�validate�the�Bay�hydrodynamic�model�to�observed�
coliform�levels;�and��

� Collect�sufficient�data�to�prioritize�implementation�efforts�and�assess�the�effectiveness�of�
implementation�actions.��

Table�7.3.1�7�outlines�the�locations,�constituents,�sampling�frequency,�analytical�methods,�and�the�
sampling�entities�for�a�baseline�water�quality�monitoring�program.�Additional�monitoring�will�be�
conducted�as�needed�if�funds�are�available.�The�Water�Board,�in�coordination�with�the�sampling�entities�
and�interested�third�parties,�such�as�National�Park�Service,�California�Department�of�Health�Services,�
commercial�shellfish�growers,�the�Inverness�Public�Utility�District,�and�the�Salmon�Protection�and�
Watershed�Network�will�implement�this�long�term�water�quality�monitoring�program.�All�water�quality�
monitoring�(including�Quality�Assurance�and�Quality�Control�procedures)�will�be�performed�pursuant�to�
the�State�Water�Board’s�Quality�Assurance�Management�Plan�for�the�Surface�Water�Ambient�Monitoring�
Program.�
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Table 7.3.1-7 Baseline Water Quality Monitoring Program 

Constituent Location Frequency Sampling Entities 

Tomales Bay 

Fecal Coliforma California 
Department Health 
Services designated 
primary water quality 
monitoring stations  

Weekly for five weeks 
beginning in January; 
Monthly March – 
December 
 
Weekly for five weeks 
during summer months 
 

Shellfish Growers 

Tributaries 

Fecal coliform 
Stream Flow 

Olema Creek 
(tributary to 
Lagunitas) 
 
 

Weekly for five weeks 
beginning in January; 
Monthly March - 
December  
 
Weekly for five weeks 
during summer months 
 

National Park Service 

Fecal coliform West Shore 
tributaries 

Same as above Inverness Public Utilities 
District  

Fecal coliform East Shore 
tributaries 

Same as above Water Board 

Fecal coliform 
Stream Flow 

Lagunitas Creek Same as above Water Board, Salmon 
Protection and Watershed 
Network 

Fecal coliform 
Stream Flow  

Walker Creek Same as above Water Board 

a. E. coli monitoring may be used in the future to assess general water quality trends and exceedances. If E. coli is 
used, a Tomales Bay specific correlation factor linking fecal coliform and E. coli levels will need to be established.   

Adaptive Implementation 
Approximately�every�five�years,�the�Water�Board�will�review�the�Tomales�Bay�Watershed�Pathogens�
TMDL�and�evaluate�new�and�relevant�information�from�monitoring,�special�studies,�and�scientific�
literature.�The�reviews�will�be�coordinated�through�the�Water�Board’s�continuing�planning�program�and�
will�provide�opportunities�for�stakeholder�participation.�Any�necessary�modifications�to�the�targets,�
allocations,�or�implementation�plan�will�be�incorporated�into�the�Basin�Plan.�In�evaluating�necessary�
modifications,�the�Water�Board�will�favor�actions�that�reduce�sediment�and�nutrient�loads,�pollutants�for�
which�the�Tomales�Bay�Watershed�is�also�impaired.�At�a�minimum,�the�following�questions�will�be�used�
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1. Introduction 

This Staff Report presents the supporting documentation for a proposed Basin Plan amendment 
that will be considered by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco 
Bay Region (Water Board) that establishes a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and 
implementation plan for Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs), including PCBs with dioxin-like 
properties, for all of San Francisco Bay. The TMDL is based on attainment of a fish tissue target 
PCBs concentration protective of human health, wildlife, and aquatic life. This report contains 
the results of analyses of PCBs impairment assessments, sources and loadings, linkage 
analyses, load reductions, and implementation actions. 

The Clean Water Act requires California to adopt and enforce water quality standards to protect 
San Francisco Bay. The Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Region (Basin 
Plan) delineates these standards, which include beneficial uses of waters in the Region, 
numeric and narrative water quality objectives to protect those uses, and provisions to enhance 
and protect existing water quality (antidegradation). The California Toxics Rule (CTR) is the 
basis for the numeric water quality criteria for PCBs in San Francisco Bay. Section 303(d) of the 
Clean Water Act requires states to compile a list of “impaired” water bodies that do not meet 
water quality standards and to establish a TMDL for the pollutant that causes impairment. The 
proposed TMDL and implementation plan are designed to resolve PCBs impairment in all 
segments of San Francisco Bay. 

For the purpose of the report, all segments of San Francisco Bay include the portion of the 
Sacramento and San Joaquin Delta in the San Francisco Bay Region, and all portions and 
contiguous tidal zones of Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait, San Pablo Bay, Richardson Bay, 
Central Bay, Lower Bay and South Bay. Throughout this report, the terms San Francisco Bay 
and Bay are inclusive of all these segments.  

This report provides the rationale and the technical basis for the required TMDL elements and 
associated implementation plan. This report meets the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), including the preparation of a checklist (Appendix A) for 
adopting Basin Plan amendments and serves in its entirety as a substitute CEQA environmental 
document. It builds on earlier reports on sources and loadings (June, 2000), impairment 
assessment (June, 2001) and a Project Report (January 2004). It also builds on the Draft Staff 
Report (June 23, 2007 version) that was circulated for a 60-day public review period and 
testimony hearing that was held on September 12, 2007, and the Revised Draft Staff Report 
(December 3,, 2007 version) that was circulated for a 45-day public review. This report was 
developed with consideration of stakeholder input, including incorporation of comments received 
on the Project Report and comments received on the Draft Staff Report and Revised Draft Staff 
Report, and has been updated with new information. 

The process for establishing a TMDL includes compiling and considering available data and 
information, conducting appropriate analyses relevant to defining the impairment problem, 
identifying sources, and allocating responsibility for actions to resolve the impairment. This 
report is organized into sections that reflect background information, the key elements of the 
TMDL process, and regulatory analyses required to adopt the amendment.  

In addition, the scientific basis of the Basin Plan amendment was subjected to external scientific 
peer review. This step is required under §57004 of the Health and Safety Code, which specifies 
that an external review is required for work products that serve as the basis for a rule, 
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“…establishing a regulatory level, standard, or other requirements for the protection of public 
health or the environment.” The scientific basis of the PCBs TMDL, as presented in the Staff 
Report, was evaluated by two peer reviewers, Prof. David O. Carpenter, M.D., and Prof. Kevin 
J. Farley, who concluded that the scientific basis of the proposed Basin Plan amendment is 
based on sound scientific knowledge, methods, and practices.  

Section 2 presents the problem statement that the project is based on and defines the project, 
why it is necessary and its objectives. Section 3 presents information about the physical setting 
of San Francisco Bay, including climate, hydrology, geology and biology. Section 4 discusses 
the chemistry and historical use of PCBs. Section 5 provides a discussion of the water quality 
standards that are applicable to San Francisco Bay. Section 6 presents the results of the 
impairment assessment that identified adverse impacts to beneficial uses in the Bay.  

Section 7 presents our understanding of the sources of loading of PCBs to the Bay. Sources 
and loading are identified as internal or external to the Bay. Internal sources reflect the current 
reservoir of PCBs found in sediments or the water column. External sources reflect loads 
coming into the Bay, for example, from urban runoff or wastewater treatment plants.  

Section 8 presents the derivation of the numeric target. Section 9 presents the linkage analysis 
which describes the relationship between PCBs sources and the proposed target, and estimates 
the bay’s capacity to assimilate PCBs while still meeting the numeric fish tissue targets. Section 
10 presents the proposed TMDL and the allocations of the TMDL to external sources.  

Section 11 presents the Implementation Plan which includes actions and requirements deemed 
necessary to implement the external source allocations and actions to manage internal sources 
of PCBs. It specifies monitoring activities to demonstrate attainment of allocations and the 
numeric target. It also presents an adaptive implementation strategy to review implementation 
progress and to evaluate any new information generated, which may lead to improved 
implementation actions, and refinement of the TMDL, the numeric target or the allocations in the 
future.  

Section 12 presents the results of CEQA analyses including an environmental impact 
assessment and an evaluation of alternatives to the proposed Basin Plan amendment. Section 
13, References, lists all the information sources cited and relied upon in preparation of this 
report.  
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2. Project Definition 
This section presents the problem statement upon which the proposed Basin Plan amendment 
project is based. It also presents the project definition and objectives which form the basis of the 
assessment required by the CEQA. 

2.1 Problem Statement 

All San Francisco Bay segments were initially placed on the California 303(d) list in 1998 for 
total PCBs and dioxin-like PCBs due to an interim health advisory for fish consumption. The 
1998 listing applies to the following Bay segments: Sacramento and San Joaquin Delta, Suisun 
Bay, Carquinez Strait, San Pablo Bay, Richardson Bay, Central Bay, Lower Bay and South Bay. 
The 303(d) list was revised in 2002 to include specific locations in the Lower Bay segment. 
These listing were sustained on the 2006 303(d) list version (Table 1; Figure 1). This TMDL 
applies to all Bay segments.  

As further discussed in the Impairment Assessment in Section 6, water quality objectives that 
are not attained include the narrative water quality objective which states that controllable water 
quality factors shall not cause a detrimental increase in toxic substances found in bottom 
sediments or aquatic life and the numeric water quality criterion of 0.00017 ug/L total PCBs in 
water. The existing beneficial use that is not fully supported due to elevated PCBs levels in fish 
is commercial and sport fishing. However, this TMDL is designed to ensure protection of all 
beneficial uses of the Bay including but not limited to preservation of rare and endangered 
species, estuarine habitat, and wildlife habitat.  

 

Table 1-San Francisco Bay Water Segments on 2006 303(d) List for PCBs 

Water Body Names Hydrologic 
Unit 

Total Water Body Size 
(acres) 

   
Sacramento/San Joaquin Delta 207.100 41,736 
Suisun Bay 207.100 27,498 
Carquinez Strait 207.100 5,657 
San Pablo Bay 206.100 68,349 
Richardson Bay 203.130 2,439 
San Francisco Bay, Central 203.120 70,992 
San Francisco Bay, Lower (including) 204.100 79,293 

Central Basin, San Francisco 204.400 40 
Mission Creek 204.400 8.5 
Oakland Inner Harbor (Fruitvale site)  204.200 0.93 
Oakland Inner Harbor (Pacific Dry-Dock Yard 1 site) 204.200 1.8 

San Francisco Bay, South 205.100 21,669 
   

(2006 CWA Section 303(d) list) 

2.2 Project Definition 

The project is the adoption of a proposed Basin Plan Amendment to establish a TMDL and a 
phased implementation plan to attain PCBs water quality standards in all segments of San 
Francisco Bay. The Water Board is obligated under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act to 
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develop a TMDL for San Francisco Bay to address PCBs impairment. The following 
components form the basis of the proposed regulatory provisions and define the project:  

1. Numeric target for PCBs concentrations in fish tissue of 10 ug/kg. 
2. Total maximum average yearly PCBs loads to San Francisco Bay of 10 kg/year. 
3. Allocation of the total maximum average yearly PCBs load among the various external 

PCBs sources to San Francisco Bay. 
4. Plan to implement the TMDL that includes actions to reduce PCBs loads to achieve 

external load allocations and actions to manage internal sources of PCBs in San 
Francisco Bay.    

5. Monitoring program to evaluate progress in meeting the numeric target and load 
allocations.  

6. Plan and schedule for studies to improve technical understanding relevant to the PCBs 
TMDL and implementation plan, and for reviewing progress toward meeting targets, 
implementing actions and evaluating continued appropriateness and effectiveness of 
actions. 
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Figure 1-San Francisco Bay Embayments 
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2.3 Project Objectives 

The proposed Basin Plan Amendment is intended to reduce existing and future PCBs 
discharges to San Francisco Bay associated with controllable water quality factors. Controllable 
water quality factors are those resulting from human activities that can influence water quality 
and be reasonably controlled through prevention, mitigation, or restoration. Specific objectives 
of the project are as follows:  

1. Attain numeric PCB water quality criteria and the narrative bioaccumulative water quality 
objective established for the Bay in as short a time frame as feasible. 

2. Protect beneficial uses of San Francisco Bay including but not limited to sport fishing 
and wildlife habitat. 

3. Set target(s) to attain relevant water quality standards in all parts of the Bay. 

4. Reduce loading of PCBs to the Bay from external sources and reduce uptake from 
sediments. 

5. Continue to make use of the experience and expertise of the Water Board and its 
stakeholder community regarding local watersheds and PCBs sources. 

6. Initiate actions to reduce PCBs discharges, while continuing to accommodate new 
information on PCBs fate in the environment. 

7. Establish a decision-making framework where management actions evolve to adapt to 
future knowledge or conditions. 

8. Favor actions that have a multi-contaminant benefit and promote efficiencies in water 
quality regulation and resource management. 

9. Avoid actions that will have unreasonable costs relative to their environmental benefits. 

10. Comply with the antidegradation requirements of State Board Resolution No. 68-16 and 
federal antidegradation regulations (40 CRF 131.12).  

11. Base decisions on readily available information on ambient conditions, PCBs loads, fish 
consumption patterns, and PCBs fate and effects. 

12. Consider site-specific factors relating to PCBs sources, ambient conditions, watershed 
characteristics, and response to management actions. 

13. Avoid arbitrary decisions and speculation when computing loads, setting targets, setting 
allocations, determining implementation actions, and defining a margin of safety. 

14. When selecting from a range of options, select an environmentally protective option as a 
means of building an implicit margin of safety into the TMDL. 

15. Consider natural, seasonal, and inter-annual variability in determining the manner of 
implementing the load allocations. 

16. Avoid imposing regulatory requirements more stringent than necessary to meet the 
targets designed to attain water quality standards. 

17. Provide details of an implementation plan that includes: a description of the nature of 
actions necessary to meet allocations and targets and thereby achieve water quality 
standards; a schedule for actions to be taken; and a description of monitoring to be 
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undertaken to determine progress toward meeting allocations, targets and water quality 
objectives.   

18. Provide interim risk management programs to protect recreational sport fishing anglers  

19. Comply with the Clean Water Act requirement to adopt a TMDL for a 303 (d) listed 
impaired water body. 
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3. Setting 

San Francisco Bay is located on the Central Coast of California and marks a natural 
topographic separation between the northern and southern coastal mountain ranges. The Bay 
functions as the only drainage outlet for waters of the Central Valley.  

Because of its highly dynamic and complex environmental conditions, the Bay system supports 
an extraordinarily diverse and productive ecosystem. The basin’s deepwater channels, 
tidelands, and marshlands provide a wide variety of habitats that have become increasingly vital 
to the survival of several plant and animal species. The basin sustains communities of crabs, 
clams, fish, birds and other aquatic life and serves as an important wintering site for migrating 
waterfowl. 

3.1 Physical Setting 

San Francisco Bay is a large coastal embayment receiving fresh water from Central Valley 
rivers via the Delta and from local small tributaries (Figure 2). The Bay is relatively shallow with 
an average depth of around 6 meters and a median depth of about 2 meters at mean lower low 
water (Conomos, 1979). Narrow channels 10 to 20 meters deep incise broad expanses of the 
Bay floor. Deeper sections of channels such as the Golden Gate (110 meters) and Carquinez 
Strait (27 meters) are topographic constrictions where depths are maintained by scouring from 
tidal currents. Due to the extent of shallow areas, seasonal winds cause significant sediment 
resuspension and movement in the Bay.  

The Bay is subdivided in segments: Sacramento and San Joaquin Delta, Suisun Bay, Carquinez 
Strait, San Pablo Bay, Richardson Bay, Central Bay, Lower Bay and South Bay. The northern 
reach of the San Francisco Bay (Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait, and San Pablo Bay) is partially 
to well-mixed while the South Bay (Lower and South Bay) is a tidally oscillating lagoon. The 
Central Bay is most influenced by water exchange with the ocean.  

3.2 Climate 

The climate of San Francisco Bay plays an important role in determining the environmental 
conditions found in the Bay. The Bay has a Xeric (Mediterranean) moisture regime 
characterized by cool, dry summers and mild, wet winters. The amount and timing of 
precipitation, air temperature, and wind patterns influence the Bay’s freshwater inflow, salinity, 
currents, and suspended sediment concentrations.  

The sun affects the Bay by promoting photosynthesis and warming the shallow areas, which in 
turn influences carbon dynamics in the water column and sediments. Carbon dynamics and the 
formation of humic substances (natural organic matter) influence the partitioning of PCBs in 
aquatic environments between sediments, water, and biota.  
 
The Bay is subjected to strong southwest summer winds. These strong winds exert stress on 
the water surface, which generates waves. Wind-generated waves resuspend sediments 
creating turbid conditions and dispersing sediments throughout the Bay, thereby affecting 
movement of PCBs in the Bay. Waves also tend to mix and aerate the water, which also 
influences carbon fluxes in the Bay.  
 
PCBs mainly partition into the organic carbon phase such as the organic matter in sediments, or 
into the lipid fraction of biota. A better understanding of sediment movement and organic carbon 
fluxes is essential to understanding distribution and long-term fate of PCBs in the Bay. Our 
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ability to predict the fate of PCBs on a fine scale will require improved understanding of 
sediment movement and carbon flux throughout the Bay.  
 

Figure 2-San Francisco Bay Region 

3.3 Hydrology 

Freshwater inflows, tidal mixing, and their interactions largely determine variations in the 
hydrology of the Bay. Hydrology has profound effects on biota that live in the Bay because it 
determines the salinity in different portions of the Bay.  
 
The Bay receives 90 percent of its fresh water inflows from streams and rivers draining the 
Central Valley watershed and about 10 percent from local tributaries surrounding the Bay 
(SFEP, 1992a). The Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers carry about 60 percent of the state 
runoff draining around 152,500 square kilometers (km2) or 40 percent of California’s surface 
area (Conomos et al., 1985). Of the fresh water flows entering the Bay from the Central Valley 
watershed, the Sacramento River typically accounts for 80 percent, the San Joaquin River 15 
percent, and smaller rivers and streams the remainder.  
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The northern reach of the Bay (comprised of Suisun Bay, Carquinez Strait, and San Pablo Bay) 
is geographically and hydrologically distinct from the Central and South Bays. The northern 
reach is a partially to well-mixed waterbody (depending on the season) that is dominated by 
seasonally varying delta inflow. The South Bay is a tidally oscillating, lagoon-type Bay, where 
variations are determined by water exchange with the northern reach and the ocean. Water 
residence times are much longer in the South Bay than in the North Bay.  
 
Response time of the Bay to PCBs source control will depend on the sediment hydrodynamics 
of the Bay, such as its rate of flushing, sediment dynamics, and the variability in inflow. The 
effect of these parameters over a long time scale needs to be accounted for in determining the 
long-term fate of PCBs in the Bay. 

3.4 Geology 

San Francisco Bay is located within the Coast Ranges of California. The Coast Ranges are 
characterized by northwest trending longitudinal mountain ranges and valleys formed by faulting 
and folding (Howard, 1979).  
 
In aquatic environments, PCBs are mainly associated with sediments. Therefore, understanding 
past, current, and future sedimentation and sediment movement is essential for predicting the 
fate and transport of PCBs in the Bay.  
 
Delta inflow from the Central Valley watershed is the major source of new sediment input into 
the Bay. Most new sediment (approximately 80 percent) originates in the Sacramento-San 
Joaquin River drainage and enters primarily as suspended load during the high winter inflows. 
Much of the winter sediment load from the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers initially settles 
out in San Pablo Bay. During the low flow summer months, wind-generated waves and tidal 
currents resuspend the previously deposited sediment and redistribute it over a wider area. 
 
The Bay’s sediment mass balance was greatly altered by the advent of hydraulic mining in the 
Sierras in the late 1800’s. The resulting large increase in sediment loads to the Bay due to 
hydraulic gold mining affected both the mudflat and sub-tidal areas (SFEP, 1992a). Deposition 
of fine sediments originally raised mud elevations several meters in Suisun Bay, and the 
elevation of mud migrated as a "mud wave" to San Pablo Bay and the Central Bay over the past 
century. During the time of highest PCBs production and use, the continual deposition of 
sediment buried PCBs being released into the Bay from land and maritime-based activities. 
Therefore, a large reservoir of PCBs was created in the Bay sediments.  
 
Recent studies indicate that, in portions of the Bay, sediments are eroding (Jaffe et al., 1998). 
Sediments deposited during the period of Bay Area industrialization are now being uncovered 
due to a decrease of sediments entering the Bay from the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers. 
This erosion could uncover contaminated sediments, resulting in increased availability of PCBs 
to the food web. Even if all current PCBs sources to the Bay are eliminated, exposure of 
historically contaminated sediment may turn out to be a significant PCBs source to organisms. 
 
Sediment dynamics influence the distribution, transport and fate of PCBs in the Bay. Bathymetry 
is a factor affecting sediment dynamics. Broad shallows incised by narrow channels 
characterize San Pablo Bay, Suisun Bay, and the South Bay. These shallower areas are more 
prone to wind-generated currents and sediment resuspension and deposition than deeper 
areas, such as the Central Bay. Near-shore shallow areas are likely repositories of larger 
reservoirs of PCBs, due to their proximity to historical land-based industrial activities.  
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Currents created by tides, freshwater inflows, and winds cause erosion and transport of 
sediments in the Bay. Tidal currents are usually the dominant observed currents in the Bay. 
Generally, tides appear to have a significant influence on sediment resuspension during the 
more energetic spring tide when water column sediment concentrations naturally increase.  
 
Strong seasonal winds create circulation and mixing patterns and add to tide- and river-induced 
current forces. It has been estimated that about 160 million cubic yards (mcy) of sediments are 
resuspended annually from shallow areas of the Bay by wind-generated waves (U.S. ACE, 
1998), while 8 to 10 mcy enter the Bay from the Central Valley watershed and 4 to 8 mcy leave 
the Bay through the Golden Gate (Table 2). These estimates of sediment inputs have been 
updated (Schoellhamer et al., 2005), but these relative estimates are used to illustrate the 
substantial degree of sediment resuspension compared to gains and losses. These are the only 
estimates of sediment resuspension volumes. By comparison, between 2001 and 2005, an 
average of 1.8 mcy of dredged sediments was disposed in the Bay as a result of maintenance 
dredging activities between 2001 and 2005 (DMMO, 2006). The current estimate of the 
sediment budgets indicates a net loss of 2.4 mcy of sediments from the Bay (Schoellhamer et 
al., 2005). 
 

Table 2-Sediment Movement in San Francisco Bay 

Pathway Sediment Volume 
(106 cu yd) 

  
Inflow from Central Valley 6.9-8.1 
Inflow from other tributaries 1.1-2.4 
Outflow through the Golden Gate 4.2-8.1 
Resuspension 160 
  

(U.S. ACE, 1998) 
 
Our understanding of sediment dynamics is based on general Bay-wide models. These models 
are based on Bay-wide averages and do not consider site-specific PCB-Contaminated sites in 
the near-shore environment.  

3.5 Biology 

Many species of birds, fish, and mammals regularly reside in the Bay, including a number of 
endangered, threatened, and rare wildlife species. The Bay supports a diversity of habitat types 
resulting in a diversity of wildlife species. High food productivity in different habitats types allow 
some species to achieve substantial numbers. Tidal salt marshes and open waters sustain 
aquatic plants and phytoplankton that feeds the Bay food web. 
 
Open Waters 
Open waters include various habitat types, such as subtidal waters and sloughs. Open waters 
support benthic and pelagic invertebrates, fish, waterbirds, and seals. Invertebrates serve as 
prey for large fish populations representing several different trophic levels, including Pacific 
herring, northern anchovy, Pacific sardine, staghorn sculpin, several species of perch, English 
sole, and California halibut. Many of these fish species in turn serve as prey to piscivorous birds 
such as the Forster’s tern, California least tern, American white pelican, brown pelican, and 
double-crested cormorant. Waterfowl such as greater scaup, lesser scaup, canvasbacks, and 
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surf scoters dive for bivalves, crustaceans, and other invertebrates in shallower open waters. 
Bird diversity in the open Bay waters is fairly low, as the species of birds that can exploit the 
subtidal areas are limited to those that can forage from the air (e.g., terns) or under water (e.g., 
scoters) and those that can swim.  
 
Sloughs and channels provide important habitat for large numbers of benthic and pelagic 
invertebrates and fish. These organic-rich channels serve as important nurseries and feeding 
areas for estuarine fish. Diving ducks generally avoid the smaller tidal channels but are found in 
abundance, particularly during their non-breeding season, near the mouths of the larger 
sloughs, and in open waters. Terns often forage in the larger channels, and several species of 
herons and egrets forage in the shallower channels for fish. Many shorebirds feed along the 
exposed flats along tidal channels at low tide, as do rails and other tidal marsh birds. 
 
The Bay’s open water provides shallow and deep-water habitat throughout San Francisco Bay. 
Sediments in these areas range from clays to sand. The dominant plants are phytoplankton, 
green algae and blue green algae (SFEP, 1992b). Extensive phytoplankton growth in the water 
column occurs in Suisun, San Pablo and South Bays. Open waters also provide habitat for 
benthic (bottom dwelling) organisms, fish, and birds. Other important habitats include mudflats, 
tidal and brackish marsh, and wetlands. Large numbers of benthic organisms, such as clams, 
worms, mussels, shrimps, and crabs, reside in these habitats. Bay-dwelling fish, such as shiner 
surfperch, white croaker, and jacksmelt, are known to feed on these benthic organisms (Goals 
Project, 2000).  
 
The makeup of benthic communities varies highly both spatially and over time (SFEP, 1992b; 
Thompson et al., 2000). A better understanding of the factors controlling benthic community 
composition and dynamics would further our understanding of the food web in general, and the 
uptake and transfer of PCBs in the food web. Benthic organisms are a large part of the diet for 
the Bay fish species with the highest PCBs concentration (Roberts et al., 2002). Modeling of 
PCBs in the food web of in the Bay has been performed providing a linkage between PCBs 
concentrations in sediment, water and biota (Gobas and Wilcockson, 2003; Gobas and Arnot, 
2005). 
 
Mudflats 
Intertidal mudflats are expanses of minimally vegetated to unvegetated mud in the lower marsh 
zone. Most of this habitat occurs just beyond the edge of fully vegetated wetlands, and between 
channels and edges of wetlands within sloughs. Shallow waters generally cover mudflats during 
high tide, but they are uncovered at low tide. Narrow mudflats occur along the edges of the tidal 
sloughs and channels, while larger mudflats occur at the mouths of sloughs and along the edge 
of the Bay. 
 
Mudflats support a large community of diatoms, worms, shellfish, and algae. Organic debris 
from tidal marshes, phytoplankton, algae, and diatoms are responsible for the large numbers of 
benthic invertebrates on mudflats. Crustaceans, polychaete worms, gastropod and bivalve 
mollusks, and other invertebrates live on or just below the surface of the mud. During high tides, 
mudflats provide foraging habitat for many species of fishes and wading birds. During low tides, 
large numbers of shorebirds feed in the mudflats. These mudflats are a key reason for the 
importance of the San Francisco Bay Area to West Coast shorebird populations.  
 
Smaller channels in brackish and salt marshes are the favored feeding areas for the state and 
federally endangered California clapper rail. Shorebirds, gulls, terns, American white pelicans, 
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and ducks often use exposed mudflats as roosting or loafing areas when available, as do Pacific 
harbor seals. When the tides rise, most of these birds return to roosting areas in salt ponds or 
other alternate habitats; the seals move to open waters. 
 
The state and federally endangered salt marsh harvest mouse, the salt marsh wandering shrew, 
and the California vole reside where pickleweed is present. California clapper rails nest in 
cordgrass, denser stands of pickleweed, and marsh gumplant, in both salt and brackish tidal 
marshes.  
 
Tidal marshes are important to the aquatic components of the Bay’ overall ecosystem, not just 
to the species that reside and/or feed there. Organic debris from tidal marshes forms much of 
the foundation of the Bay food web. 
 
Brackish Marsh 
Brackish marshes occur in the low-to-mid intertidal reaches of sloughs and creeks draining into 
the Bay. Their vegetation is subject to tidal inundation diluted by freshwater flows.  
 
The vegetation in brackish marsh habitat is dominated by plant species adapted to intermediate 
(brackish) salinities, including short bulrushes such as alkali bulrush and saltmarsh bulrush. 
Other plants found in brackish marshes include alkali heath, cattails, spearscale, and 
pickleweed. Large patches of the invasive pepperweed also occur within the terraced areas in 
these middle reaches.  
 
Brackish marshes support many of the wildlife species that use salt marsh and freshwater 
marsh habitats. Brackish marshes are particularly important for anadromous fish (migrating from 
saline to fresh water to spawn) and catadromous fish (migrating from fresh to saline water to 
spawn) and invertebrates such as shrimp. 
 
Most terrestrial and wetland wildlife species are tolerant of a range of salinities, and are affected 
more by habitat structure and food availability than by salinity. Brackish marshes support most 
of the bird species occurring in both salt and freshwater marshes. California clapper rails occur 
in brackish marshes, and likely breed in these marshes. The often taller, denser vegetation in 
brackish marshes supports large densities of breeding song sparrows, saltmarsh common 
yellowthroats, and marsh wrens, and large numbers of Virginia rails and soras during migration 
and winter. 
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4. Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

PCBs are a class of organic compounds produced as complex mixtures for a variety of uses, 
including dielectric fluids in capacitors and transformers. PCBs were manufactured 
commercially by the Swann Chemical Company beginning in 1929. Monsanto acquired the 
process in 1935 and continued PCBs production until 1977 (Erickson, 1997).  
 
In the United States, discovery of PCBs as ubiquitous environmental contaminants led to their 
initial regulation under the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) in 1976. In 1978, Congress 
banned the manufacture, processing, and distribution in commerce of PCBs. Use of PCBs was 
restricted to totally enclosed applications, and non-totally enclosed applications were only 
allowed with the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) exemptions. In 
1979, U.S. EPA passed regulations that defined totally enclosed applications as intact, non-
leaking electrical equipment. U.S. EPA banned the manufacture and distribution in commerce of 
materials containing any detectable PCBs in 1984 (Erickson, 1997).  
 
Although PCBs uses have been phased out since the ban, large quantities have remained in 
use, and some PCBs are still in use today (Table 3). Therefore, the potential for continued 
PCBs release to the environment remains. It is not known how much unreported PCBs are still 
being used today nor how much were used in the past in a manner such that they could be 
currently released to the environment.  
 

Table 3-Self Reporting of PCBs Uses in the Bay Area (1999) 

http://www.epa.gov/opptintr/pcb/xform.htm  
 

4.1  Chemical Structure 

PCBs are a family of chlorinated organic compounds formed by two benzene rings linked by a 
single carbon-carbon bond (Figure 3). Various degrees of substitution of chlorine atoms for 
hydrogen are possible on the remaining 10 benzene carbons. There are 209 possible 
arrangements of chlorine atoms on the biphenyl group. Each individual arrangement or 
compound is called a congener. Groups of congeners with the same number of chlorine atoms 
are called homologs. Thirteen of the 209 congeners are known to show toxic responses similar 
to those caused by 2,3,7,8 tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD), the most toxic dioxin compound 
(Van den Berg et al, 1998). 

Company City Number of 
Transformers 

PCBs Mass 
(kg) 

    
USS-POSCO Industries Pittsburg 65 141,494 
Quebecor Printing San Jose, Inc. San Jose 5 32,094 
NASA Moffett Field 17 7,052 
Gaylord Container Corp Antioch 2 6,078 
General Chemical Pittsburg 3 4,800 
Rhodia Inc. Martinez 4 3,356 
DOT Maritime Administration Suisun Bay Reserve Fleet Benicia 3 1,048 
Macaulay Foundry, Inc. Berkeley 1 913 
Stanford Linear Accelerator Center Menlo Park 1 1 
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Figure 3-Structure of PCB Molecule 

 
PCBs were mainly marketed as Aroclors in the United States. Aroclors are mixtures of 
congeners with varying numbers of chlorine atoms (Table 4). Aroclors were the most abundant 
PCBs mixtures manufactured and used in the United States. The numbering scheme for 
Aroclors is based on their structure and mixture: the first two digits represent the number of 
carbon atoms (12) while the second two numbers denote the percent chlorine by weight. Aroclor 
1016 is an exception and has a chlorine weight content of 40 to 42 percent (ATSDR, 2000).  
 
 

Table 4-Percentage of PCB Homolog in Aroclors 

Aroclor 
Homolog 

1016 1221 1232 1242 1248 1254 1260 
        
Biphenyl  10      
Mono-CBs 2 50 26 1 -- -- -- 
Di-CBs 19 35 29 13 1 -- -- 
Tri-CBs 57 4 24 45 21 1 -- 
Tetra-CBs 22 1 15 31 49 15 -- 
Penta-CBs -- -- -- 10 27 53 12 
Hexa-CBs -- -- -- -- 2 26 42 
Hepta-CBs -- -- -- -- -- 4 38 
Octa-CBs -- -- -- -- -- -- 7 
Nona-CBs -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 
Deca-CBs -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 
        

(ATSDR, 2000) 
 
Although the congener compositions of manufactured Aroclors are known, the fate of the 
various congeners in the environment is not as well understood. Fate and stability of congeners 
vary with the degree and location of chlorination, making source identification of environmental 
PCBs difficult. 
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4.2 Chemical and Physical Properties 

PCB congeners vary markedly in their chemical and physical properties depending on the 
degree and position of chlorination. Important properties such as non-flammability, low electrical 
conductivity, high thermal stability, and high boiling point, make PCBs highly stable and 
persistent in the environment. PCBs are also soluble in non-polar organic solvents and 
biological lipids, hence their tendency to bioaccumulate in living organisms.  
 
PCBs are generally resistant to degradation, and are strongly resistant to acids and alkalis. 
PCBs have a low solubility, low volatility (small Henry’s Law constant), and increasing affinity for 
organic matter (increasing log Kow) with increasing chlorination (Table 5). Note that organic 
compounds with a log Kow greater than 3.5 are considered to have a large potential to 
bioaccumulate (U.S. EPA, 1985). Biodegradation rates of PCBs also vary greatly depending on 
the degree and location of chlorination, and redox conditions (ATSDR, 2000). 
 
PCB congeners exhibit of range of properties, which affect their fate and residence time in the 
environment. Solubility of PCBs in water generally decreases with increased chlorination (Table 
5). PCBs adsorption to sediment, denoted by increasing Kow, generally increases with 
increasing degree of chlorination (Table 6) or increasing sediment organic carbon concentration 
(ATDSR, 2000). PCBs in aquatic systems are therefore usually found in much greater mass in 
the sediments than in the water column. Increasing log Kow is accompanied by an increase in 
the tendency to bioaccumulate in aquatic organisms. Bioconcentration factor (BCF) increases a 
thousand-fold when going from monochlorobiphenyl to decachlorobiphenyl. Evaporation rates 
decrease with increasing degree of chlorination (Table 6). In general, the lower chlorinated PCB 
congeners are removed faster from the aquatic environment than the more chlorinated PCBs as 
the lower chlorinated congeners are not sorbed as strongly to sediments and are more readily 
volatilized.  
 

Table 5-Selected Properties of PCBs as Aroclors 

Aroclor Density 
(g/cm3) 

Solubility 
(mg/L) Log Kow 

Henry's Law Constant 
(atm-m3/mole) 

     
1016 1.37 0.42 5.6 2.9 x 10-4 

1221 1.18 0.59 4.7 3.5 x 10-3 

1232 1.26 0.45 5.1 No Data 
1242 1.38 0.34 5.6 5.2 x 10-4 

1248 1.44 0.06 6.2 2.8 x 10-3 

1254 1.54 0.06 6.5 2.0 x 10-3 

1260 1.62 0.08 6.8 4.6 x 10-3 

1262 1.64 0.05 No Data No Data 
1268 1.81 0.3 No Data No Data 
     

Kow = Octanol-water partitioning coefficient (increasing number indicates decreasing water solubility) 
(ATSDR, 2000) 
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Table 6-Selected Properties of PCBs as Homologs 

(Erickson, 1997) 
 
The biggest reservoir of PCBs in aquatic systems is sediments rather than the water column. As 
the tendency of PCBs to adsorb to sediments increases with increasing log Kow, their 
persistence in surface waters increases. This property enhances the importance of bottom-
dwelling organisms in the food-web transfer of PCBs. This is also the case for decreasing water 
solubility and decreasing volatility (decreasing vapor pressure). Many physical and chemical 
factors affect this persistence and transfer, ultimately limiting our ability to predict the fate and 
transport of PCBs in aquatic environments. 

4.3 Production and Uses  

PCBs were produced in very large quantities both within and outside the United States. 
Although their uses in capacitors and transformers are well known, PCBs were used in a wide 
variety of applications including some involving direct contact with the environment.  

Production 
In the United States, commercial PCBs production started in 1929 and continued until 1977 
(ATSDR, 2000). The estimated total commercial production of PCBs in the United States 
ranged from 610 million to 635 million kilograms (kg). Most of domestic uses of PCBs were 
Aroclors produced in the U.S. with only 1.4 million kg of PCBs imported. U.S. production peaked 
in 1970 at 39 million kg. 
 
PCBs mixtures were manufactured in other countries under many different trade names; these 
include Clophen (Germany), Fenclor (Italy), Kaneclor (Japan), Sovol (former USSR) and 
Phenoclor (France). Fenchlor DK is a product of interest as it is comprised solely of 
decachlorinated biphenyl (Congener #209) and was used in investment casting (Erickson, 
1997).  
 
The Monsanto Chemical Company produced approximately 99 percent of PCBs used by U.S. 
industry. Prior to ceasing production, up to 200,000 kgs of PCBs products per year were 
imported into the U.S. (ATSDR, 2000). Importation of PCBs continued after U.S. production was 
banned until January 1, 1979. However, U.S. EPA permitted 16 companies that filed exemption 
petitions to continue to import and use PCBs after the ban on importation. 

Isomer 
Group 

Melting 
Point (oC) 

Vapor 
Pressure 

(Pa) 

Water 
Solubility at 
25oC (g/m3) 

log Kow
Approximate 
BCF in Fish 

Approximate 
Evaporation Rate at 

25oC (g/m2hour) 
       

Biphenyl 71 4.9 9.3 4.3 1000 0.92 
MonoCB 25-78 1.1 4 4.7 2500 0.25 
DiCB 24-149 0.24 1.6 5.1 6300 0.065 
TriCB 28-87 0.054 0.65 5.5 1.6 x 104 0.017 
TetraCB 47-180 0.012 0.26 5.9 4.0 x 104 4.2 x 10-3 

PentaCB 76-124 2.6 x 10-3 0.099 6.3 1.0 x 105 1.0 x 10-3 

HexaCB 77-150 5.8 x 10-4 0.038 6.7 2.5 x 105 2.5 x 10-4 

HeptaCB 122-149 1.3 x 10-4 0.014 7.1 6.3 x 105 6.2 x 10-5 

OctaCB 159-162 2.8 x 10-5 5.5 x 10-3 7.5 1.6 x 106 1.5 x 10-5 

NonaCB 183-206 6.3 x 10-6 2.0 x 10-3 7.9 4.0 x 105 3.5 x 10-6 

DecaCB 306 1.4 x 10-6 7.6 x 10-4 8.3 1.0 x 107 8.5 x 10-7 
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Between 1957 and 1977, 52 percent of the Aroclors produced consisted of Aroclor 1242 and 13 
percent were its replacement, Aroclor 1016 (Table 7). Aroclor 1016 production was started in 
1970, as it was believed to be less harmful to the environment than Aroclor 1242 (Erickson, 
1997). Although frequently reported in environmental samples, the more chlorinated Aroclors 
1248, 1254 and 1260 comprised only 7, 16 and 11 percent of the PCBs mixtures produced. This 
high frequency of detection of more chlorinated PCBs may be due to the preferential loss of 
lower chlorinated PCB congeners from the environment. 
 

Table 7-Relative Production of Aroclors in the United States (1957-1977) 

PCBs Mixture Percent of 
Production 

  
Aroclor 1016 13 
Aroclor 1221 1 
Aroclor 1232 <1 
Aroclor 1242 52 
Aroclor 1248 7 
Aroclor 1254 16 
Aroclor 1260 11 
Aroclor 1262 1 
Aroclor 1268 <1 
  

(U.S. EPA, 1996) 
Use 
PCBs mixtures were most commonly used as dielectric fluid in electrical equipment such as 
transformers and capacitors (EIP, 1997). PCBs uses can be divided into three different 
categories: completely closed systems (electrical equipment such as capacitors and 
transformers), nominally closed systems (e.g., vacuum pumps and hydraulic transfer systems), 
and open-ended applications (e.g., paints, adhesives, pesticide extenders, inks, and 
plasticizers). In addition, PCBs had a vast number of other uses, through their inclusion as 
components in products such as building materials (paints, caulks and sealants), greases, oils, 
carbonless copy paper, and as ballast in fluorescent lights (Table 8). For example, PCB-
containing paints and building sealants were used extensively at Department of Defense (DOD) 
and Department of Energy (DOE) facilities (U.S. Navy, 2006a; Poland et al., 2001). PCBs have 
also been detected in up to half the paints and sealants of buildings constructed between 1950 
and 1980 in Switzerland (Kohler et al., 2005), Sweden (Astebro et al., 2000), and Australia 
(CFEMU no date). Based on the results of these studies, PCBs removal programs from building 
materials have been implemented in these countries. PCBs have been used and are still in use 
in non-liquid forms in building materials (U.S. EPA, 1999a), including as aquatic paints in fish 
hatcheries (WDEC, 2006; Cornwall, 2005). However, the extent of PCB-containing materials 
use in Bay area buildings, as well as the potential of these materials to be released and 
transported to the Bay, has not been determined.  
 
Prior to 1974, PCBs were used in both closed and open-ended applications. After 1974, open-
ended uses of PCBs mixtures were discontinued. One exception was the use of PCBs 209 
(decachlorobiphenyl) as filler for investment casting waxes. About 200 tons of PCBs were 
imported from France and Italy for this use in 1974. The production of PCBs-containing 
capacitors and transformers ended in January 1979. The life expectancy of transformers and 
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capacitors is decades. In-place capacitors and transformers may still remain significant potential 
sources of PCBs to the environment. U.S. EPA maintains a database of current volumes of 
PCBs used in the United States. The database only contains uses that have been reported 
voluntarily. A query of this U.S. EPA database showed significant ongoing use, almost 200,000 
kg, in the San Francisco Bay Area (Table 3).  
 
PCBs industrial use and manufacture has created on-land and in-Bay contaminated area in the 
San Francisco region. Remediation and control of PCBs releases from these sites may be 
necessary to restore the Bay’s beneficial uses. In addition, the role of widespread open-ended 
PCBs uses needs to be addressed to ensure that the implementation actions are successful.  
 

Table 8-Selected List of PCBs Uses 

Category Use 
  
Electrical Uses Transformers and Capacitors 
 Voltage Regulator (power lines) 
 Starting Aid (single phase motors) 
 Power Factor Correction (rectifier, AC induction motor, furnaces) 
 Consumer Electrical Items (refrigerators, televisions, washing 

machines) 
 Water Well Pumps 
 Lamp Ballast (fluorescent, high intensity discharge) 
 Switch Gear 
 Manufacturing Machinery (capacitors, transformers, associated 

switchgear) 
 PCB Contaminated Mineral Oils (transformer changeout) 
Non-Electrical Uses Printing Inks and Pastes 
 Carbonless Copy Paper 
 Pumps 
 Hydraulic Fluids 
 Heat Transfer Fluids 
 Flame Retardant 
 Air Compressor Lubricants 
 Plasticizer in paints, resins, synthetic rubber, surface coatings, wax, 

sealants, waterproofing compound, glues and adhesives 
 Pesticides (as extenders) 
 Cutting Oil (microscope slide oil) 
PCB Contaminated Solids Wiping Rags 
 Safety Equipment 
 Machinery 
 Soil, Gravel, Asphalt, Sediment 
  
(EIP, 1997) 
 

Disposal 
U.S. EPA first promulgated rules in 1978 specifying that liquids containing >0.05 percent (500 
mg/kg) PCBs could only be disposed of by incineration in specially permitted facilities, and all 
non-liquid PCBs mixtures >0.05 percent could only be disposed in specially permitted landfills. 
In 1979, the regulated PCBs content was lowered to 0.005 percent, or 50 mg/kg. Regulations 
did not apply to disposal of PCBs dielectric fluid in small capacitors (<3 lbs.) commonly found in 
fluorescent light ballasts due to the impracticality of regulating the one billion ballasts installed in 
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fluorescent light fixtures throughout the U.S. Disposal and management of PCBs is further 
regulated under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The Clean Water Act 
(CWA) regulates the discharge of PCBs-laden wastewater into U.S. waters.  

4.4 Quantitation 

Historically, PCBs have been quantified as Aroclor mixtures by comparing environmental 
samples to pure unweathered Aroclor standards. This method’s ability to correctly quantify 
PCBs has been questioned (U.S. EPA, 1996), due to the changes (weathering) Aroclor mixtures 
undergo in the environment. Analytical methods are now being used to quantify individual PCB 
congeners (Erickson, 1997). These new methods for quantifying PCB congeners in soils and 
tissue matrices are performed on a relatively routine basis. Low-level analysis of PCB 
congeners in water at detection limits that allow comparison to U.S. EPA criterion are still non-
routine, can have poor precision, and are relatively expensive.  
 
U.S. EPA established the PCBs water quality criterion for the protection of aquatic life based on 
the sum of Aroclors, and for the protection of human health based on total PCBs, e.g., the sum 
of all congeners, or isomers or homologs or Aroclor analyses (U.S. EPA, 2000b). In order to 
utilize all readily available data, in this report we define total PCBs as any of the following: 
 

• Sum of Aroclors; 
• Sum of the individual congeners routinely quantified by the Regional Monitoring 

Program (RMP) or a similar congener sum; or 
• Sum of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 18 congeners 

converted to total Aroclors (NOAA, 1993). A comparison of the sum of 18 NOAA 
congeners converted to Aroclor with quantified sums of Aroclors shows relatively good 
correlation (Figure 4) in one study.  

 
This is a broad designation of total PCBs that can introduce data comparability issues. 
However, for the purpose of estimating PCBs loads, sources and reservoirs, the introduced 
error will likely be small compared to the range of PCBs concentrations found in the Bay. PCBs 
concentrations in Bay sediments commonly vary by three to four orders of magnitude: Bay 
ambient sediments have about 4.6 micrograms per kilogram (µg/kg) PCBs, while areas 
considered contaminated can have PCBs concentrations ranging from 1,000-10,000 µg/kg and 
up. In addition, PCBs concentrations in sources, reservoirs and biota vary by several orders of 
magnitude in the Bay. Therefore, the use of data, obtained by different methodologies, is 
justifiable for the purpose of this report. Where possible, water PCBs concentrations were 
quantified using similar analytical methods, permitting better data comparability.  
 
All data collected for the development of this TMDL are congener based. We recommend that 
ongoing PCBs data collection activities in the Bay analyze for a suite of congeners. Specifically, 
Regional Board staff promotes the analysis of a congener list comparable to that quantified by 
the RMP to facilitate data comparability for long-term trend analysis. Typically, PCBs are 
measured as Aroclors using U.S. EPA method 8082 or U.S. EPA method 608 for wastewater. 
These are routine, relatively inexpensive, methods employed by most laboratories. However, 
the reporting limits for sediments (about 20 µg/kg) and water (about 0.5 µg/L) with these 
methods are significantly greater than current ambient concentrations in the Bay and discharged 
wastewater. In the last few years, more laboratories have started using U.S. EPA method 1668 
for the analysis of PCBs in sediment and water. Using this method, reporting limits achieved for 
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sediment (50 ng/kg) and water (100 pg/L) have environmental significance. Therefore we use 
method 1668 for the monitoring of ambient conditions in San Francisco Bay. 
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Figure 4-Correlation of PCBs Quantified as Aroclors and Aroclors Calculated 

 from Congener Data (data from SFPUC, 2002) 
Regression Line Represents each Organizations Respective Methodology for 

Quantifying Total Aroclors from Congener Data. 
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5.  Applicable Water Quality Standards  

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act requires the State of California to identify waters not 
meeting water quality standards. Water quality standards consist of three parts: beneficial uses, 
water quality objectives, and antidegradation.  
 

Designated or Beneficial Use - A specific desired use appropriate to the waterbody, 
termed a designated use (beneficial use in California). A beneficial use describes the 
goal of the water quality standard. It is stated in a written, qualitative form, but the 
description is as specific as possible. 
 
Water Quality Criterion or Objective - A criterion that can be measured to establish 
whether the designated use is being achieved (objective in California). A water quality 
criterion or objective represents the condition of the waterbody that supports a 
designated use. The designated or beneficial use is a description of a desired endpoint 
for the waterbody, and the criterion or objective is a measurable or narrative indicator 
that is a surrogate for determining attainment of the beneficial use.  
 
Antidegradation Policy - An antidegradation policy (under both Federal and California 
regulations) ensuring that water quality will be maintained at a level protecting beneficial 
uses.  

 
The beneficial use impaired by PCBs in the Bay is described as follows: 
 

Ocean, commercial, and sport fishing (COMM) 
Uses of water for commercial or recreational collection of fish, shellfish, or other 
organisms in oceans, bays, and estuaries, including, but not limited to, uses involving 
organisms intended for human consumption or bait purposes. 
 

 
The applicable water quality objectives include the narrative objective for bioaccumulative 
substances in San Francisco Bay. This narrative objective states: “Many pollutants can 
accumulate on particles, in sediment, or bioaccumulate in fish and other aquatic organisms. 
Controllable water quality factors shall not cause a detrimental increase in toxic substances 
found in bottom sediments or aquatic life. Effects on aquatic organisms, wildlife, and human 
health will be considered.” This narrative water quality objective is applicable to both total PCBs 
and dioxin-like PCBs. 
 
Two applicable numeric water quality standards for total PCBs are promulgated at 40 Code of 
Federal Regulation Section 131.38, also known as the California Toxics Rule (CTR). These 
standards include the saltwater criterion continuous concentration (CCC) of 30 nanograms per 
liter (ng/L) for the protection of aquatic life and its uses from chronic toxicity, and the human 
health criterion of 170 picograms per liter (pg/L) for the protection from consumption of aquatic 
organisms. These criteria apply to total PCBs, defined as the sum of all Aroclors, or all 
congeners or homologs or isomers, and were derived to protect against adverse effects due to 
PCBs in water. PCBs concentration in the Bay waters are generally below the CCC water 
quality standard, indicating that current conditions are protective of aquatic life from chronic 
toxicity. We therefore propose to use the more protective human health criterion as the 
applicable water quality standard for the PCBs TMDL. This criterion was derived to protect the 
general population from an increased risk of no more than one in a million. This criterion was 
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developed using a bioconcentration factor (BCF) approach with an upper bound potency factor 
reflective of high risk and persistence. However, in the development of this criterion it is 
explicitly recognized that it is not as protective of sub-populations that consume greater 
quantities of fish than the general population, and that subsistence fish consumers may only be 
protected from an increased risk of one in ten thousand. The CTR does not promulgate a 
separate numeric water quality criterion for dioxin-like PCBs.  

Both the narrative and numeric water quality objectives are intended to protect beneficial uses 
related to human health (COMM). The narrative water quality objective is also intended to 
protect wildlife beneficial uses of the Bay, including: 

Estuarine habitat (EST) 
Uses of water that support estuarine ecosystems, including, but not limited to, 
preservation or enhancement of estuarine habitats, vegetation, fish, shellfish, or wildlife 
(e.g., estuarine mammals, waterfowl, shorebirds), and the propagation, sustenance, and 
migration of estuarine organisms. 
 
Preservation of rare and endangered species (RARE) 
Uses of waters that support habitats necessary for the survival and successful 
maintenance of plant and animal species established under state and federal law as 
rare, threatened or endangered. 

 
Wildlife habitat (WILD) 
Uses of water that support wildlife habitats, including, but not limited to, the preservation 
and enhancement of vegetation and prey species used by wildlife, such as waterfowl. 
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6. Impairment Assessment 
All segments of San Francisco Bay were placed on the 303(d) list for PCBs due to an interim 
health advisory for fish consumption. The advisory was based on elevated PCBs concentrations 
in fish tissue collected in 1994 that may cause a detrimental human health effect for people 
consuming fish caught in the Bay. Follow-up studies in 1997 and 2000 confirmed the presence 
of PCBs in Bay fish tissue at concentrations that may be harmful to fish consumers. As such, 
the narrative water quality objective for bioaccumulative substances that is protective of these 
beneficial uses is not attained. This is also deemed impairment of COMM beneficial uses with 
regards to commercial and sport fishing in the Bay, and of EST, RARE and WILD with regards 
to bioaccumulation.  
 
Consumption of PCBs-contaminated fish is considered a primary source of human exposure in 
locations where fish consumption (i.e. sports and subsistence fishing) and PCBs contamination 
are significant. A related probable exposed population is breast-fed children whose mothers 
consume PCBs-contaminated fish. The evaluation of the health effects of PCBs mixtures is 
complicated by their complex congener composition (ATSDR, 2000). There is evidence that 
PCB-health risks increase with increased chlorination because more highly chlorinated PCBs 
are retained more efficiently in fatty tissues (U.S. EPA, 1997a). Observed effects in humans 
have ranged from mild reactions to serious health consequences. However, individual PCB 
congeners have widely varying potencies for producing a variety of adverse biological effects 
including hepatotoxicity, developmental toxicity, immunotoxicity, neurotoxicity, and 
carcinogenicity. 
 
PCBs mixtures have been classified as probable human carcinogens (U.S. EPA, 1997a). This is 
based on studies that have found liver tumors in rats exposed to Aroclors 1260, 1254, 1242, 
and 1016. Evaluation of the animal data indicates that PCBs with 54 percent chlorine content 
induces a higher yield of liver tumors in rats than other PCBs mixtures (ATSDR, 2000).  
 
The CTR numerical criterion was derived for the protection of human health from the 
consumption of aquatic organisms, and as such exceedances of this criterion result in the 
impairment of the COMM beneficial uses. However, evidence that wildlife may be affected by 
PCBs exists as bird egg PCBs concentrations that have been measured at levels near the 
effects threshold (Schwarzbach et al., 2001).  
 
The following sections present the data used to evaluate PCBs impairment of beneficial uses of 
the Bay. A review of readily available PCBs concentration data for benthic organisms and fish 
tissue is included, as well as water column PCBs concentrations. 

6.1 Benthic Organisms 

Several agencies use bivalves to measure the presence of bioaccumulative substances in the 
water column (NOAA, 1993; Stephenson et al., 1995). Because bivalves integrate water column 
concentrations of bioaccumulative substances over time, they are useful in identifying 
geographical areas needing further investigation. 
 
The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) initiated the California Mussel Watch 
Program to measure bioaccumulation in bivalves placed at specific locations throughout the 
Bay. The long-term bivalve data shows a significant decrease of PCBs concentration in mussels 
deployed off Point Pinole and Treasure Island between 1977 and 1992 (Stephenson et al., 
1995). The bivalve deployment program was continued and expanded by the RMP. RMP data 
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indicate a continued decrease in PCBs concentration in bivalves placed near Yerba Buena 
Island from 1980 to 1996 (Gunther et al., 1999).  
 

                (http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/programs/smw/index.html and http://www.sfei.org ) 
 
Over time, the frequency of deployed bivalves with tissue PCBs concentration less than the 
screening level of 70 nanograms per gram (ng/g) dry-weight (SFEI, 2000a) has increased 
(Figure 5), indicating potential improvement of the Bay relative to PCBs. Interpretation of bivalve 
data is limited, however, due to changing analytical procedures over time.  
 
PCBs tissue concentrations of intertidal benthic organisms have been measured at 
concentrations up to 700 ng/g wet weight (PRC, 1996) near Hunter’s Point Shipyard. 
Unfortunately, this study combined all species collected within an area and did not measure 
PCBs concentrations in collocated sediments. Note, however, that the maximum tissue 
concentration is much greater than the currently used level of concerns for fish tissue and for 
deployed bivalves. In a subsequent investigation at Hunter’s Point Shipyard, PCBs 
concentrations up to 13,000 ng/g dry weight were measured in polychaete worm tissue 
collected in the South Basin (U.S. Navy, 2005). The biota were collected at a known PCBs-
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Figure 5-PCBs in Bivalves Deployed in San Francisco Bay (1993-2003) 
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contaminated sites in the Bay where sediment PCBs concentrations are several orders of 
magnitude greater than those in ambient sediments. 
 
PCBs concentrations seem to be declining over time in deployed bivalves, but are still 
measured at concentrations causing concern. Other benthic organisms, collected at 
contaminated sites, are often orders of magnitude greater than the screening level, and could 
be significant sources of PCBs to fish in the Bay.  

6.2 Fish Tissue Studies 

In 1994, fish were collected throughout the Bay and analyzed for a suite of contaminants 
including PCBs (SF RWQCB, 1995). All fish species collected in the 1994 study had tissue 
PCBs concentrations exceeding the calculated screening level of 3 ng/g wet weight (SF 
RWQCB, 1995). Based on these PCBs concentrations, as well as elevated concentrations of 
other contaminants, measured in this fish study, the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) issued an interim fish consumption advisory for all of San Francisco Bay 
(OEHHA, 1994). The OEHHA advisory is listed as interim because more information is needed 
about PCBs (and other contaminants) concentrations in fish in San Francisco Bay and fish 
PCBs concentrations that are protective of human health. Note that nationwide, there are 873 
advisory listings for PCBs in surface water (U.S. EPA, 2005). OEHHA is currently reviewing this 
interim health advisory (OEHHA, 1999). This review includes consideration of newly collected 
Bay fish PCBs concentration data (SFEI, 1999a; Greenfield et al., 2003; Davis et al., 2006). 
OEHHA will also be considering survey results of San Francisco Bay sport fish consumers and 
their level of fish consumption (SFEI, 2000a). 
 
In 1997 and 2000, the RMP collected and analyzed Bay fish for contaminant concentrations 
(Greenfield et al., 2003; SFEI, 1999b, Davis et al., 2006). As part of these studies, the screening 
level for fish tissue PCBs concentration was recalculated based on an updated cancer slope 
factor of 2 (U.S. EPA, 1997a); the resulting screening level was 23 ng/g wet-weight (SF 
RWQCB, 1995). We recalculated this screening level using local fish consumption habits (SFEI, 
2000a). We used a 95th percentile upper bound estimate of the local consumption rate for fish-
consuming anglers of 32 grams fish per day rather than a consumption rate for the general 
population of the Bay area which would be smaller. This conservative estimate constitutes, in 
effect, a margin of safety for the TMDL, implicitly recognizing the long-term goal of increasing 
the viability of fish consumption and commercial harvest from the Bay. The screening level is 
calculated as follows: 
 

( )[ ] CRBWCSFRLSVc // ∗=   (Equation 1) 

 
where, 
 
SVc = Screening value for a carcinogen in mg/kg 
RL = Maximum acceptable risk level, 10–5 or one in 100,000  
CSF = Oral cancer slope factor, upper bound estimate is 2 (mg/kg-day)-1 
BW = Mean body weight of the population (70 kg) 
CR = Fish consumption rate by all consumers based on a four-week recall, 32 g/day  
 
The calculated screening level is 10 ng/g wet-weight. This screening level applies directly to the 
attainment of the COMM beneficial uses. As will be discussed in Section 9.1, this screening 
level is equivalent to a sediment PCBs concentration of 1 ng/g. The screening level is therefore 
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also be protective of the EST, RARE, and WILD beneficial uses as U.S. EPA (1997b) calculated 
a screening level for the protection of wildlife of 160 ng/g PCBs in sediment. Using the same 
method and assumptions, a dioxin toxic equivalent (TEQ) screening level of 0.14 pg/g dioxin is 
calculated for PCBs with dioxin-like properties. 
 
Fish tissue PCBs concentrations in all white croaker and shiner perch exceeded the screening 
level by an order of magnitude in the four years for which data were collected (Figure 6). Three 
other fish species had a high frequency of screening level exceedances: sturgeon, jacksmelt 
and striped bass. Two other species’ contaminant concentrations had a low frequency of 
screening level exceedances: halibut and leopard shark. In shiner surfperch and white croaker, 
PCBs tissue concentrations are noticeably more elevated than in the other fish species, in large 
part due to the higher lipid content of these fish (SFEI, 1999b).  
 
Regional differences in fish tissue PCBs concentrations are noticeable, especially in the 1997 
data. In the 1997 data, elevated fish tissue PCBs concentrations are noticeable in the Oakland 
inner harbor for the three fish species shown in Figure 7: jacksmelt, surfperch and white 
croaker. This is not unexpected as several contaminated sites are located in the Oakland inner 
harbor (Batelle, 1988; BPTCP, 1998). In 2000, elevated PCBs concentrations are also 
noticeable for surfperch in the Oakland inner harbor as well as in San Leandro Bay, another 
area known to have elevated sediment PCBs concentrations (Daum et al., 2000). Elevated fish 
tissue concentrations in certain locations may reflect a localized diet of benthic organisms 
residing in contaminated sediments.  
 
PCBs concentrations in white croaker tissue collected in the Oakland Inner Harbor showed a 
seasonal trend (Figure 8) with higher concentrations in summer and fall and lower 
concentrations in winter and spring (Greenfield et al., 2003). The trend was correlated with lipid 
content of the white croaker, and a relation of PCBs concentrations with reproductive activity 
has been hypothesized (Greenfield et al., 2003). Based on these results, we consider that 
relying on white croaker PCBs data collected in summer is adequate for long-term trend 
monitoring as it reflects the season with the higher PCBs concentrations in fish. This seasonal 
trend will need to be verified for other fish species of concern. 
 
Long-term trends indicate that PCBs tissue concentrations have decreased in shiner surfperch 
since 1965 (Risebrough, 1995). Unfortunately, data limitations make it difficult to resolve more 
recent trends of fish tissue PCBs concentrations. For white sturgeon, there does not appear to 
be a decrease in PCBs concentrations over the last 20 years (Greenfield et al., 2003).  
 
A possible approach for estimating the risk from environmental exposure to PCBs is to use the 
toxic equivalency factor (TEF) method (ATSDR, 2000). This approach looks at the potency of 
PCBs mixtures by comparing the toxicity of a individual dioxin-like PCB congener relative to that 
of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzop-dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD), the most toxic and studied of the dioxins. 
Toxicity is calculated as the ratio of the individual PCB congener to that of 2,3,7,8 TCDD that is 
given a toxicity of 1 (Ahlborg et al., 1994). The contribution of each congener to dioxin-like 
toxicity (Table 9) is calculated by multiplying their environmental concentrations by its toxic 
equivalent factor (TEF) and summing to get a dioxin toxic equivalent (TEQ).  
 
A fish tissue screening value for TEQ of 0.14 pg/g was calculated using the same methodology 
as that for total PCBs. That is, we used the same equation with the same values for risk level, 
body weight, and fish consumption rates. However, we used a cancer slope factor of 156,000, 
specific to dioxin-like PCBs (U.S. EPA, 2000d). In some cases, the TEQ was calculated using 
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only three PCB congeners, numbers 77, 126 and 169. However the TEQ from these three 
congeners usually comprises more than 80 percent of the TEQ from all PCB congeners with 
dioxin like toxicity. The screening value is exceeded in shiner surfperch, striped bass and white 
croaker (Figure 9).  
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Figure 6-PCBs Concentrations in San Francisco Bay Fish. (Source www.sfei.org) 
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Figure 7-PCBs Concentrations in Selected San Francisco Bay Fish Tissues (1994, 1997, 
2000 and 2003). Screening Level is 10 ng/g Wet weight. (Source www.sfei.org) 
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Table 9-PCB Dioxin Toxic Equivalent Factors (Van den Berg, 1998) 

IUPAC NAME TEF 

   
PCB-77 3,3',4,4'-Tetrachlorobiphenyl 0.0001 
PCB-81 3,4,4',5-Tetrachlorobiphenyl 0.0001 
PCB-105 2,3,3',4,4'-Pentachlorobiphenyl 0.0001 
PCB-114 2,3,4,4',5-Pentachlorobiphenyl 0.0005 
PCB-118 2,3',4,4',5-Pentachlorobiphenyl 0.0001 
PCB-123 2,3',4,4',5'-Pentachlorobiphenyl 0.0001 
PCB-126 3,3',4,4',5-Pentachlorobiphenyl 0.1 
PCB-156 2,3,3',4,4',5-Hexachlorobiphenyl 0.0005 
PCB-157 2,3,3',4,4',5'-Hexachlorobiphenyl 0.0005 
PCB-167 2,3',4,4',5,5'-Hexachlorobiphenyl 0.00001 
PCB-169 3,3',4,4',5,5'-Hexachlorobiphenyl 0.01 
PCB-170 2,2’,3,3’,4,4’,5-Heptachlorobiphenyl 0.0001 
PCB-180 2,2’,3,4,4’,5,5’-Heptachlorobiphenyl 0.00001 
PCB-189 2,3,3',4,4',5,5'-Heptachlorobiphenyl 0.0001 
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Figure 8-Seasonal Variation of PCBs Concentrations in White Croaker 
Adapted from Greenfield et al. (2005) 
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Figure 9- PCB Dioxin Toxic Equivalent (pg/g) in Selected San Francisco Bay Fish (1994, 1997, 
2000) (source www.sfei.org) 

 

6.3 Aqueous PCBs concentrations 

As previously discussed, U.S. EPA has promulgated a water quality criterion for total PCBs of 
170 pg/L (U.S. EPA, 2000b). Over a nine-year period of monitoring at San Francisco Bay 
monitoring stations (Figure 10), the PCBs water quality criterion was almost always exceeded 
(Figure 11; Figure 12). In the South Bay and the mouth of the Petaluma River, the water quality 
criterion was exceeded in 100 percent of the samples. Samples from all other in-Bay RMP 
sampling locations exceeded the criterion nearly 100 percent of the time. There are no apparent 
increasing or decreasing trends in water column PCBs concentrations over this time period, so 
the Bay can be considered at steady state with respect to PCBs concentrations.  
 
The San Joaquin and Sacramento River monitoring stations did not exceed the criterion as 
often than those in-Bay locations. The criterion was exceeded fewer than 50 percent of the time 
at only one monitoring station: the Golden Gate located outside the Bay. Elevated in-Bay water 
column PCBs concentrations can therefore be attributed to Bay Area sources, whether from 
ongoing discharge of PCBs to the Bay or remobilization of PCBs already in Bay sediments.  
 
There is a high frequency of water column exceedances of the PCBs water quality criterion. Yet, 
as was discussed in sections 6.1 and 6.2, benthic organisms and fish have elevated PCBs in 
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areas where sediments also have elevated PCBs concentrations. In order to lower the fish 
tissue PCBs concentrations to the screening level, the TMDL focuses on PCBs in sediments.  
 

 
Figure 10-Regional Monitoring Program Sampling Stations (1993-2001) 
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Figure 11-Water Column PCBs Concentrations in San Francisco Bay  

Fixed Stations (1993-2003) 
Red line is the applicable water quality standard of 170 pg/L (based on data from http://www.sfei.org)  
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Figure 12-Water Column PCBs Concentrations in San Francisco Bay-Random Design 

Red line is the applicable water quality objective of 170 pg/L.
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7.  Reservoirs, Sources and Loads, and Movement of PCBs  

Since the onset of production in 1929, PCBs have been introduced to the environment through 
land disposal (legal and illegal), accidental spills and leaks, incineration of PCBs or other 
organic materials in the presence of chlorine, pesticide applications, surface coatings such as 
paints and caulks, and wastewater discharge. Diffusion of PCBs from localized areas with high 
PCBs concentrations has resulted in widespread low-level background concentrations across 
the globe (Erickson, 1997).  
 
In the following sections, we present our understanding of PCBs distribution in the Bay, along 
with estimates of sources and loads. We have assessed current PCBs mass in the water 
column and sediments, as well as the loads from direct atmospheric deposition, Central Valley 
watershed inputs, municipal and industrial wastewaters, and stormwater runoff to the Bay. We 
also present our understanding of in-Bay PCB-contaminated sites, but can not estimate their 
role as sources to the water column and biota.   

7.1 Environmental Reservoirs 

Due to potentially large historical releases of PCBs to the Bay, an estimate of PCBs reservoirs 
is needed to put current PCBs loads in perspective. Two environmental reservoirs of PCBs exist 
in the Bay: the water column and the sediments. As discussed below, the mass of PCBs in 
sediments is much greater than in the water column. However, it is important to note that a 
numeric criterion exists for water but not for sediments. This is important since the potential for 
sediments to be resuspended and supply PCBs to the water column is significant, as well as the 
ability for sediment to supply PCBs directly to biota.  
 
Water Column 
SFEI (2007) calculated a Bay-wide PCBs concentration of 430 pg/L from RMP data collected 
between 2002 and 2006. Based on this water column concentration and a water volume of 
5,500 million m3 for the Bay, they estimate a PCBs mass of 2.4 kg in the water column (SFEI, 
2007). 
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Figure 13-PCBs Concentrations with Depth in Sediments from Two North Bay Locations  
(USGS, 1999) 

Sediments 
For the purposes of this report, we separated Bay sediments into two categories: ambient and 
contaminated. Sediments considered ambient are from locations distant from known sources of 
contamination and have PCBs concentrations that cannot be statistically differentiated from 
other sediments collected in similar environments. Sediments considered representative of 
contamination are usually located near-shore, close to potential sources of contamination and 
have concentrations often several orders of magnitude greater than ambient sediments. 
 
In 1992, the United States Geological Survey (USGS) collected ambient sediment cores in 
Richardson Bay and San Pablo Bay (Fuller et al., 1999). Radioisotopes were used to determine 
deposition chronologies of the sediments, which were compared to the chemical concentrations 
as a function of depth. PCBs concentrations were relatively constant to a depth of 25 to 50 
centimeters (cm), corresponding to deposition since the early 1980s. A sharp increase in PCBs 
concentrations was observed below those depths, with maximum concentrations corresponding 
to deposition in the 1970s (Figure 13).  
 
Total masses of PCBs per unit area for the entire depth of the cores were calculated to be 1,400 
nanograms per square centimeter (ng/cm2) and 4,100 ng/cm2 for Richardson Bay and San 
Pablo Bay respectively (Venkatesan et al., 1999). Extrapolating the core results to the entire 
Bay, we estimate based on an estimated surface area of 1,285 km2 that the total PCBs mass in 
ambient sediments ranges from 18,000 to 52,000 kg (Table 10). This range is based on the 
results from sediment cores collected far from known on-land PCBs use areas, and may under-
represent total PCBs in the Bay. Yet, sediments represent a PCBs reservoir four to five orders 
of magnitude larger than the 2.4 kg in the water column. 
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Table 10-Estimated Total PCBs Mass in Bay Sediments Based on USGS Core Data 

Depth Total PCBs Total PCBs in Estuary Location 
(m) (ng/cm2) (kg) 

    
Richardson Bay 0.75 1,391 18,000 
San Pablo Bay 1.25 4,069 52,000 
    

 
Alternatively, the total mass of PCBs in ambient sediments can be estimated using the mean 
concentration of PCBs in sediments of 4.6 μg/kg (SFEI, 2007). Again using an area of 1,285 
km2 for the Bay and a depth of 1 meter to cover the depth to which PCBs are usually found. 
Assuming that Bay sediments are 55 percent solid by weight (range from 40 to 80%), we can 
estimate total PCBs in sediments. Sediment volumes are converted to sediment dry mass as 
follows: 
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    (Equation 2) 

 
 
where, 
 
Ms = the dry mass of sediments in kg, 
x = the percent solid per unit mass sediment, 
ρw = the density of water (1kg/L), 
ρs = the particle density of sediments (2.65 kg/L for aluminosilicates), 
and Vt = the volume of sediments. 
 
The dry mass of sediment is then converted to PCBs mass for a range of sediment PCBs 
concentrations. This gives an estimate of 4,300 kg of total PCBs in ambient sediments of the 
Bay (Table 11), which is lower than the results based on the USGS cores (Table 10). 
 
There are specific in-Bay locations where sediment PCBs concentrations are much higher than 
in the rest of the Bay (BPTCP, 1998) that we refer to as PCBs-contaminated sites. Data were 
collected at these sites (Table 12, Figure 14) to satisfy different regulatory requirements, and 
are therefore not readily comparable. For example, sampling densities and methods often vary 
between regulatory programs. Several of the sites (e.g. Cerrito Creek) were identified under the 
Bay Protection and Toxic Clean-up Program (BPTCP) and the sampling consists of one or a few 
surface grab samples. The Vallejo Ferry terminal site was identified during sampling and 
analysis for a dredging project and corresponds to one composite sample collected from several 
deep cores. Hunters Point Shipyard and Seaplane Lagoon at the Alameda Naval Air Station are 
Superfund sites regulated under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA). They have a much higher sampling density than most other 
sediment sites in the Bay. Other sites were investigated as part of scientific studies, such as in 
San Leandro Bay, or remedial investigations of on-land contaminated sites, such as the 
Emeryville crescent. At the Oyster Point site, remedial actions have already been undertaken. 
Regardless of the differences in methodology used for collecting these data, the listed sites 
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have sediment PCBs concentrations several orders of magnitude greater than those considered 
ambient. These highly elevated PCBs concentrations could be contributing significant PCBs 
mass to the Bay’s biota. PCBs concentrations in sediment dwelling biota can be correlated to 
PCBs concentrations in sediments (Figure 15). Potential contribution of PCBs to biota from 
these contaminated sediments needs to be further evaluated, and likely needs to be reduced to 
lower the fish tissue PCBs concentrations.  
 

Table 11-Estimated Total PCBs Mass in Bay Sediments Based on Ambient PCBs 
Concentrations 

Sediment PCB Concentrations SurfaceArea Depth Total PCBs 
(µg/kg) (km2) (m) (kg) 

4.6 1,285 1 4,300 
11 1,285 1 12,000 
22 1,285 1 24,000 
35 1,285 1 38,000 
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Table 12-PCBs-Contaminated Sites in the Bay 

 

Bay 
Segment Location 

Maximum Sediment 
PCBs concentrations 

(µg/kg) 
References 

Suisun Bay Peyton Slough >200 BPTCP (1998) 

San Pablo 
Bay 

Vallejo Ferry Terminal >1,000 MEC (1996), Regional Board File 
No.2128.03 

Richmond 
Harbor/Potrero Point 

>10,000 Hart Crowser (1993), BPTCP (1998), 
Battelle (1994) 

Stege Marsh >1,000,000 BPTCP (1998), PERL(1999), URS 
(2000a), URS (2002a) 

Richardson Bay >200 EDAW (1997); ABT (1998) 
Cerrito Creek >200 BPTCP (1998) 
Cordonices Creek >200 BPTCP (1998) 
Emeryville Crescent >1,000 TetraTech (1993) 
Oakland Army Base >1,000 Arcadis (2004) 
Oakland Harbor >200 Battelle (1988), BPTCP (1998), EVS 

et al. (1998) 
San Leandro Bay >1,000 BPTCP (1998), Daum et al., (2000), 

Regional board File No. 2199.9018A 
Alameda Naval Air 
Station Seaplane Lagoon 

>1,000 BPTCP (1998), US Navy (1999), 
Battelle et al. (2001) Battelle 2005) 

Islais Creek >200 BPTCP (1998), SFPUC (2002) 
Mission Creek >200 BPTCP (1998), SFPUC (2002) 
Yosemite Creek  
Hunters Point Shipyard 

>10,000 BPTCP (1998), SFPUC (2002), PRC 
(1996) Navy (2004), Battelle et al. 
(2004) 

Oyster Point >1,000 MEC (1990), Treadwell and Rollo 
(1995), URS (2000b) 

Central Bay 

San Francisco Airport >1,000 BPTCP (1998), URS (1999) 

South Bay Redwood City Harbor >1,000 MEC (1997), ABT (1997) 

Lower South 
Bay 

Moffett Federal Airfield 
NASA Ames 

>10,000 PRC and Montgomery Watson 
(1997) 

 Guadalupe Slough 
San Jose 

>200 ESA (1988) 
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Figure 14-PCBs-Contaminated Sites in the Bay 
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Figure 15-PCBs Concentrations in Sediment and Bent-Nosed Clam (Macoma nasuta) 

Tissue Following Bioaccumulation Testing, Seaplane Lagoon, Alameda NAS 
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7.2 External Sources  

As previously discussed, sediments are the largest PCBs reservoir in the Bay and may 
contribute significant PCBs mass to biota. However, these sediments correspond to only one 
pathway of PCBs loadings to the Bay. As part of developing this TMDL, all known and potential 
sources and loads of PCBs to the Bay must be considered. In this section, we present our 
current understanding of sources and estimates of the loads from the following sources:  
 

• Direct atmospheric deposition 
• Central Valley watershed (Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers) 
• Municipal and industrial wastewater discharges 
• Runoff and local tributaries 

Direct Atmospheric Deposition 
PCBs have been detected in remote regions of the world, far from known areas of PCBs use, 
indicating that atmospheric movement and deposition of PCBs can be significant sources of 
PCBs to surface waters (Erickson, 1997). Conversely, PCBs can also be lost from surface 
waters to the atmosphere by volatilization. In some instances, loss of PCBs to the atmosphere 
can account for the largest removal of PCBs from surface water (Jeremiason et al., 1994). 
 
Deposition of PCBs from the atmosphere occurs either directly to surface waters, or indirectly in 
the watershed. PCBs deposited in the watershed may then be transported to the Bay via 
stormwater runoff discharges. The San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) has completed a 
study of the direct deposition of PCBs to the Bay from the atmosphere (SFEI, 2005; Tsai et al., 
2002). Indirect contributions of PCBs to the Bay from the atmosphere were not quantified, but 
are included in the loadings estimates for urban and non-urban stormwater runoff. Direct PCBs 
loads to the Bay are estimated to be 0.5 kg/yr (SFEI, 2007), but loss to the atmosphere is 
estimated at 7.4 kg/yr resulting in a net loss (Table 13). However, PCBs loss from the Bay to the 
atmosphere is accounted for in the mass budget model and is quantified in the prediction of 
attainment of the target. 

Table 13-Estimated PCBs Mass Associated with Dredge Material Disposal (2001-2005) 

Disposal Site Total Volume 
2001-2005 (cu yd) 

Average Volume 
(cu yd/yr) 

Average Annual Estimated 
PCB Mass (kg/yr) 

    
In-Bay Disposal 8,900,000 1,800,000 4.6 
Ocean (SF-DODS) Disposal 3,800,000 760,000 -2.0 
Upland/Wetland Reuse 8,100,000 1,600,000 -4.1 
    

Net Loss     -6.1 

 
These load estimates are small compared to load estimates for water bodies elsewhere in the 
United States and may need to be revised. However, it is very likely that loads to the Bay 
currently are, and have always been, much lower than loads to eastern United States water 
bodies due to regional wind patterns that typically come from the ocean pushing locally 
generated airborne PCBs inland and the fact that there have been historically lower uses of 
PCBs in the Bay area. Finally, it is recognized that water-atmosphere transfers have greatly 
declined over the last three decades. 
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Central Valley Watershed 
PCBs concentrations in the Sacramento and San Joaquin rivers have been monitored by the 
RMP for over ten years. Based on the concentrations measured by the RMP, we had previously 
estimated that about 40 kg of PCBs entered the Bay each year from the Central Valley. More 
recently, PCBs loads entering the Bay from the Central Valley have been estimated for the 
years 2002 and 2003 (Leatherbarrow et al., 2005). Annual loads of PCBs were estimated at 6.0 
± 2.0 and 23 ± 18 kg for years 2002 and 2003, respectively. The load estimates are based on 
measured flow-weighted mean PCBs concentrations ranging from 200 to 6,700 pg/L with a 
median concentration of 600 pg/L. SFEI calculated annual PCBs mass loadings using Central 
Valley water discharge data at Mallard Island from the Department of Water Resources 
(Interagency Ecological Program) using a mass balance approach and the DAYFLOW model 
(SFEI, 2007). These annual load estimates may be at the lower end of the range of annual 
loads as these years were drier years with lower sediment inflow from the Central Valley 
(Leatherbarrow et al., 2005). For the TMDL, we are using the SFEI derived average load of 11 
kg/yr, derived from five years of data, as the loading to the Bay from the Central Valley (SFEI, 
2007). 
 
Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 
There are a number of municipal and industrial wastewater discharges into San Francisco Bay 
(Figure 16 and Figure 17). Municipal wastewater discharges are located throughout the Bay 
(Figure 16), while the major industrial wastewater discharges take place in the north Bay 
segments (Figure 17) where ambient PCBs water concentrations are some of lowest in the Bay.  
 
Municipal and industrial wastewater discharges to surface waters are controlled through waste 
discharge requirements issued as federal National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permits. Selected municipal wastewater dischargers (Publicly Owned Treatment 
Works or POTWs) and petroleum refineries have quantified PCBs in their wastewaters using 
U.S. EPA method 1668 to achieve lower detection limits (SFEI, 2001b; 2002a; 2002b). 
Wastewaters from the POTWs with secondary treatment have an average PCBs concentration 
of 3,600 pg/L (Table 14), while wastewaters from POTWs with advanced treatment have an 
average PCBs concentration of 210 pg/L (Table 15). Wastewaters from petroleum refineries in 
the North Bay had an average PCBs concentration of 270 pg/L (Table 16), similar to that in the 
POTWs with advanced treatment, while other industrial wastewater dischargers had an average 
concentration of 1900 pg/L. 
 
Using average daily flows from the POTWs and industries, including refineries, and the average 
PCBs concentrations in wastewaters from each category, we estimate that municipal and 
industrial wastewater discharges annually contribute 2.3 kg and 0.035 kg of PCBs to the Bay  
respectively.  
 
Urban and non-Urban Stormwater Runoff 
Municipal urban stormwater runoff management agencies measured sediment PCBs 
concentrations within their urban and non-urban stormwater runoff conveyance systems in the 
summers of 2000 and 2001 (ACCWP, 2001; ACCWP 2002a, ACCWP 2002b; KLI, 2001; KLI, 
2002). The purpose of these studies was to determine whether PCBs are evenly distributed and 
discharged from stormwater conveyance systems or whether PCBs-contaminated sites exist 
within watersheds. These studies also attempted to evaluate whether runoff conveyances are 
sources of PCBs in themselves. The studies also examined whether specific locations within 
watersheds are contributing to ongoing PCBs discharge to the Bay via stormwater conveyance 
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systems due to historical or current activities at those locations. Finally, loads of PCBs from 
runoff to the Bay were estimated based on the sediment PCBs concentrations and estimated 
loadings of sediments to the Bay.  
 

 
Figure 16-Municipal Wastewater Dischargers in San Francisco Bay 
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Figure 17-Selected Industrial Wastewater Dischargers in San Francisco Bay 

 

Table 14-PCBs Concentrations in Wastewater from Municipal 
Dischargers with Secondary Treatment  

PCBs (pg/L) POTW December-00 February-01 
East Bay Municipal Utility District 7,900 5,700 
Central Costa Costa County Sanitary District 1,100 1,400 
East Bay Dischargers Authority 4,700 3,700 
City and County of San Francisco 2,200 2,700 
Millbrae NA 2,600 

 NA = Not Analyzed   
 (SFEI, 2002a) 

Table 15-PCBs Concentrations in Wastewater from Water Municipal 
Dischargers with Advanced Treatment 

PCBs (pg/L) POTW 
November-99 February-00 April-00 July-00 

Fairfield-Suisun 250 NA 130 NA 
Palo Alto 310 310 320 240 
San Jose/Santa Clara 190 170 170 190 
Sunnyvale 200 190 120 160 

(SFEI, 2001b) 
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Table 16-PCBs Concentrations in Wastewater from Industrial Dischargers 

Facility PCBs (pg/L)
Southern Energy California LLC, 1000 
Potrero Power Plant 370 
  260 
  130 
Southern Energy California LLC, 830 
 Pittsburg Power Plant 72 
C&H Sugar Co. 860 
  3700 
The DOW Chemical Co. 1800 
  660 
San Francisco, City and Co.,  5600 
SF International Airport Industrial WTP 4300 
  3400 
  3400 
Chevron Products Company, Richmond Refinery 650 
 570 
ConocoPhillips, San Francisco Refinery 170 
 380 
Shell Oil Products US and Martinez Refining Company, 280 
Shell Martinez Refinery 150 
Tesoro Refining & Marketing Co, Golden Eagle Refinery 110 
 150 
Valero Refining Company, Valero Benicia Refinery 170 
 85 

(SFEI, 2002b) 
 
The urban and non-urban stormwater runoff study found sediment PCBs concentrations ranging 
from the low µg/kg level to the tens of thousands of µg/kg level. Sediment sampling locations 
were selected to reflect a variety of land use categories (Figure 18 and Figure 19). Sediment 
PCBs concentrations were statistically greater in areas of industrial, commercial and residential 
land use than in open space, clearly showing that PCBs were not evenly distributed across 
watersheds. Eleven of 209 locations had PCBs concentrations greater than 1,000 μg/kg (Figure 
20), while 125 locations had PCBs concentrations greater than in-Bay ambient sediments which 
have PCBs concentrations of 4.6 µg/kg. Pilot studies of these urban stormwater runoff 
conveyance systems contaminated sites indicate that only in some cases can the PCBs be 
traced back to current or historical on-land activities (ACCWP, 2002a, ACCWP, 2002b; 
CCCWP, 2002; San Jose and EOA, 2002; SMCSTPPP, 2002). Elevated PCBs concentrations 
in the urban and industrial landscapes were expected due to the widespread use of PCBs both 
in closed and open applications (Table 8), such as transformers or capacitors that may have 
leaked hydraulic fluids, lubricants, and plasticizers, as well as its uses in building materials. 
PCBs in open space land use area were also expected due to the known role of atmospheric 
transport and deposition of PCBs around the world, as well as the direct application of PCBs to 
the environment in various processes (Section 4.3), such as pesticide extenders. 
 
At several locations with elevated sediment PCBs concentrations, follow-up case studies were 
conducted to attempt to locate the source of PCBs to the stormwater conveyance system 
(CCCWP, 2002; San Jose and EOA, 2002; SMCSPPP, 2003; SMCSPPP, 2004). These case 
studies were successful on only some occasions to identify a potential source of PCBs to the 
stormwater conveyance system. In another study (Kleinfelder, 2006), targeted sampling for 
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PCBs in soils and sediments the public right-of-way was performed within an industrial 
watershed with elevated PCBs in storm drain sediments. Sampling locations were based on an 
analysis of current and past business, followed by inspections for compliance with the industrial 
general NPDES permit under which the business operate. This investigation was able to detect 
a number of potential sources of PCBs within the watershed at a larger frequency than in a 
randomly determined sampling scheme performed alongside. This study showed a need to 
target PCBs source and treatment controls to current and historical industrial watersheds. 
 
PCBs loads for the Guadalupe River have been estimated to be from 0.7 to 1.2 kg/yr between 
2003 and 2005 (McKee et al., 2005). SFEI extrapolated these loads to small urban tributaries 
and estimated a total load of 20 kg/yr (SFEI, 2007). We use this total load estimate for 
combined urban and non-urban stormwater runoff. The contribution to the total load from non-
urban runoff is much smaller than that from urban runoff since the mean sediment concentration 
in open spaces is about 2 µg/kg, whereas it is about 500 µg/kg in urban spaces (KLI, 2002). 
 

 
Figure 18-Sediment Sampling Locations in Stormwater Runoff Conveyance Systems 

(2000) (Source KLI, 2001) 
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Figure 19-Sediment Sampling Locations in Stormwater Runoff Conveyance Systems (2001) 

(Source KLI, 2002) 
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Figure 20-Sediment PCBs Concentrations Distribution in Urban Conveyance Systems  

(2000-2001) 

7.3 Internal Sources 

As discussed in Section 7.1, bottom sediments are the largest environmental reservoir of PCBs 
in the Bay. In general, the water column PCBs mass is mostly associated with suspended 
sediments. Deposition of suspended sediments and re-suspension of bottom sediments are 
therefore important processes controlling the mass of PCBs in Bay water. Continual mixing of 
bottom sediments from wave action or other disturbances, such as mixing by organisms 
(bioturbation) or erosion of bedded sediments, can provide an ongoing supply of PCBs to the 
water column and biota. The large mass of PCBs in sediment denotes the importance of 
sediment dynamics in predicting the fate and distribution of PCBs throughout the Bay. In this 
section, we look at two processes affecting the bioavailability of sediment-bound PCBs. First, 
PCBs in the “active” sediment layer are considered because of their potential to be resuspended 
along with sediment and their potential for uptake by bottom dwelling aquatic organisms 
(bioavailability). Second, dredging activities are also considered because they can potentially 
cause previously buried PCBs to become bioavailable.  
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Active Sediment Layer 
A sediment active layer can be defined many different ways based on the biophysical 
mechanism and reference timeframe of interest. In this report, the active layer is defined as the 
Bay sediments that are in contact with biota or that can be resuspended into the water column.  
 
In one study, radioisotope dating indicated a mixing depth of about 10 cm on a timeframe of 
several months in Richardson Bay (Fuller et al., 1999). Biological and physical mixing within the 
sediment column was further substantiated by burrow worms found to a depth of 12 to 15 cm. In 
San Pablo Bay, the depth of the active layer was difficult to measure, as sediments at this site 
are believed to have undergone episodes of rapid deposition and scouring. Worms have also 
been observed to a depth of one to two feet in the area offshore of Hunter’s Point Shipyard 
(U.S. Navy, 2005). 
 
In this report, we define the active layer as the top 15 cm of sediments in the Bay, in order to be 
consistent with modeling performed on the long-term fate of PCBs in the Bay. Although there is 
uncertainty as to the exact depth of the active layer (Davis, 2003), using 15 cm is appropriate to 
get an order of magnitude estimate of PCBs mass in the active layer because we are interested 
in the relative masses of PCBs in the various reservoirs and load categories. Using this depth 
and a mean sediment PCBs concentration of 4.6 µg/kg, we estimate that a PCBs mass of 650 
kg resides in the active sediment layer of the Bay, with potentially a maximum between 3,100 
and 4,900 kg. This mass is an order of magnitude greater than PCBs sources and loads 
discussed in Section 7. The large mass of PCBs in the active layer, as compared to the annual 
loads, is likely to affect recovery of the Bay even after load reductions have been implemented. 
 
Navigational Dredging  
Maintenance dredging of Bay sediments is an ongoing activity where sediment is removed from 
navigation channels and is disposed of at either designated in-Bay locations (Figure 21) or out 
of the Bay. Between 2001 and 2005, an annual average of 1.8 million cubic yards per year of 
dredged sediments were disposed of at in-Bay disposal sites (DMMO, 2006) while an average 
of about 2.4 million cubic yards of dredged sediments were removed annually from the Bay.  
Using five year annual averages, we can estimate the mass of PCBs disposed of in and out of 
the Bay. We converted sediment volumes to dry mass using the equation given in Section 7.1. 
Using mean ambient PCBs concentrations commonly found in the Bay (4.6 µg/kg), we estimate 
that, each year about 4.6 kg of PCBs are disposed of in the Bay at dredged sediment disposal 
sites. During the same period, placement of dredged sediment at either upland sites or the deep 
ocean disposal site removes about 6.1 kg of PCBs per year from the Bay, resulting in a net loss 
of about 6.1 kg of PCBs each year. However, the large volume of sediment placed upland 
originates from the 50-foot deepening project by the Port of Oakland. This is a one-time 
deepening project that does not qualify as maintenance dredging. It is unlikely that this high 
volume will be maintained after completion of this dredging project. Future upland beneficial 
reuse and deep ocean disposal will need to obtain sediments from maintenance dredging 
projects represented mainly by in-Bay disposal volumes. This will result in much smaller 
volumes taken out of Bay. These are small PCBs masses compared to that in the surface layer 
(650 kg), but are on the same scale as the loads discussed in Section 7. Furthermore, note that 
natural processes are believed to annually re-suspend much larger volumes of sediments 
(Table 2) and could potentially be mobilizing a significantly larger mass of PCBs. 
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Figure 21-Dredged Sediment Disposal Sites for San Francisco Bay Region 

 

7.4 Summary of PCBs Sources and Loads 

Comparing the various load categories, excluding in-Bay sediments, the two major sources of 
PCBs mass to the Bay come from the Delta and urban stormwater runoff (Figure 22; Table 17) 
As discussed in Section 7.2, sediments from the Central Valley watershed carry a large mass of 
PCBs but are lower in concentrations than in-Bay sediments, potentially helping to reduce the 
current impact of PCBs on the Bay by burying more contaminated sediments. Therefore, 
implementation of the TMDL should focus primarily on reducing sediment PCBs concentrations 
by controlling sources in urban stormwater runoff as well as controlling the release of PCBs 
from contaminated sediments in the Bay.  
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 7. Reservoirs, Sources and Loads, and Movement of PCBs  

San Francisco Bay PCBs TMDL Staff Report  Page 51 
February 2008 

 
In summary, PCBs are found mostly in the central and southern portion of the Bay (Figure 23) 
generally in or near areas associated with historical industrial activities. Therefore, we should 
focus implementation to these on land areas and the remediation of the nearby in-Bay areas 
most impacted by PCBs discharges. 
 

Table 17 - Synopsis of PCBs Loads to San Francisco Bay 

Source Category Current PCBs Loads 
(kg/yr) 

  
Atmospheric Net Loss  
Central Valley Watershed 11 
Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 2.3 
Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 0.035 
Urban and Non-Urban Stormwater Runoff 20 
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Figure 22-Sources and Loads of PCBs to San Francisco Bay 
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Figure 23-Overview of in-Bay and on-Land Sediment PCBs Concentrations 
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8.  Numeric Target  

A numeric target is a measurable condition that demonstrates attainment of water quality 
standards. A numeric target can be a numeric water quality objective, a numeric interpretation of 
a narrative objective, or a numeric measure of some other factor necessary to meet water 
quality standards. In this report, we propose a fish tissue PCBs numeric target.  
 
The fish tissue numeric target provides for the attainment of the desired conditions that support 
the beneficial uses currently impaired. Fish tissue PCBs concentrations are the direct cause of 
impairment of beneficial uses. The CTR water quality criterion for PCBs is a surrogate measure 
of impairment as it is derived for the protection of human health based on the risk from eating 
fish caught in the Bay. This PCBs TMDL focuses on fish tissue PCBs concentrations, as this is 
the direct measurement of impairment of commercial (COMM) beneficial uses. We expect lower 
bioaccumulation will also protect estuarine (EST) and wildlife (RARE, WILD) beneficial uses. 
Fish tissue PCBs concentrations are currently being monitored as part of the RMP, and 
therefore progress towards attaining the fish tissue numeric target is directly monitored.  

 8.1 Fish Tissue Target 

As noted above, fish tissue PCBs concentrations are the direct cause of impairment of 
beneficial uses. Therefore, the proposed numeric target for the PCBs TMDL is a fish tissue 
PCBs concentration. The proposed fish tissue numeric target for PCBs is based on a calculated 
screening level developed using standard protocol (U.S. EPA, 2000c). The screening level is 
defined as concentrations of PCBs in fish above which there are potential health concerns. The 
screening level for PCBs is calculated using Equation 1 (Section 7.1). 
 
We calculated the screening level for a risk of one extra cancer case for an exposed population 
of 100,000 over a 70-year lifetime, using a mean body weight of 70 kg, a slope factor of 2 
(mg/kg-day)-1, and a mean daily consumption rate of 0.032 kg/day. The consumption rate is the 
95th percentile upper bound estimate of fish intake reported by all Bay fish-consuming anglers 
(SFEI, 2000a). The fish tissue screening level calculated based on these numbers is 10 ng/g. 
This represents about a ten-fold reduction in fish tissue PCBs concentrations from current 
levels. This numeric fish tissue target is applicable to fish collected in summer and fall seasons, 
when fish tissue concentrations are most elevated (Figure 8), in consideration of seasonality. 
 
The screening value protective of Bay sport fish consumer is calculated using the upper 95th 
percentile consumption rate of all consumers, 32 g/day. All consumers reflect a subpopulation of 
Bay area residents that catch and consume sport fish which is a subset of the fisher category. 
The general population includes all Bay area residents, including those that do not catch or 
consume sport fish. As was discussed earlier about the derivation of the CTR criterion for PCBs, 
the water column criterion was not derived to protect subpopulations at the same risk level as 
the general population. We have therefore used a 10-5 risk level to derive the fish tissue numeric 
target of 0.010 mg/kg. This numeric target is also more protective than the 10-5 risk level since 
an upper bound consumption rate, rather than the mean, was used for this subpopulation. The 
numeric target is protective of those consuming ten times more fish, 320 g/day, at a 10-4 risk. 
This is a greater consumption rate than the maximum reported in the fish consumption study, 
based on a four-week recall. Finally, it is reasonable to assume that this numeric target is 
protective, at a 10-5 risk level, of the general population as only a small fraction of the overall 
population catch and consume fish in the Bay. Therefore, this fish tissue numeric target is 
protective of the general population and the most exposed population of the Bay area and is 
consistent with the CTR criterion. Attainment of the fish tissue target is consistent with the 
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narrative bioaccumulation water quality objective in the Basin Plan in that it results in removal of 
the detrimental effects of elevated PCBs in fish. 
 
Attainment of the fish tissue numeric target is also consistent with the CTR criterion. 
Bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) are the ratios of a substance’s concentration in tissue of an 
aquatic organism to its concentration in the ambient water (BAFwater=Ctissue/Cwater), where both 
the organism and its food are exposed and the ratio does not change substantially over time, 
which seems applicable to the Bay. Once developed, BAFs can be used to either predict future 
fish tissue concentrations based on water concentrations or inversely water column 
concentrations using fish tissue concentrations. We have calculated BAFs for PCBs in the entire 
Bay as well as individual segments of the Bay using RMP fish tissue data collected in 1994, 
1997, and 2000, and RMP water column data collected from 1993 through 2001 (Table 18). 
Using these BAF values, we calculated an expected concentration of PCBs in the water column 
when the fish tissue numeric target is met. The model calculations predict that the CTR water 
quality standard will be attained upon attainment of the fish tissue numeric target for PCBs.  
 
The CTR numeric criterion is only a surrogate measure of conditions affecting fish tissue 
concentration. Site-specific conditions, such as water depth and magnitude of PCBs 
contamination of sediments, may affect fish tissue PCBs concentrations to a larger extent than 
water column PCBs concentrations. Measures to attain the PCBs fish tissue numeric target will 
focus on reductions of pollutant mass loads and contaminated site cleanups, rather than on 
avoidance of exceedances of concentration-based water quality standards. A decreased input 
of PCBs into the Bay will result in the reduction of PCBs concentrations in sediments and a 
decrease in PCBs available for uptake by biota. 
 
Attainment of the fish tissue target for PCBs in San Francisco Bay will be evaluated using white 
croaker (size class, 20 to 30 centimeters in length) and shiner surfperch (size class, 10 to 15 
centimeters in length). These two fish species are selected as the measure of attainment of the 
target for three reasons. First, these two fish species have the highest PCBs concentrations of 
all fish monitored in the Bay (Figure 6), which is expected as they are both benthic feeders. 
Second, they live near shore for at least part of the year and are caught from piers and jetties 
where recreational fishing is most likely to happen. Finally, the food model predicts that 
attainment of the fish tissue target for white croaker and shiner surfperch will result in attainment 
of the target for all other fish species currently monitored in the Bay. Comparison of the numeric 
target to these fish species constitutes an implicit margin of safety as sport fishers do not limit 
their fish consumption to these species (SFEI, 2000a) Rather, sport fishers consume a variety of 
fish species including many with lower PCB concentrations. Attainment of the fish tissue target 
in these two species ensures attainment of the fish tissue target for all Bay species sport fishers 
consume, and provides a implicit margin of safety as these other species consumed will have 
lower PCBs concentration than the fish tissue target. 
 
The Water Board will continue to evaluate attainment of the fish tissue target and require the 
collection of additional information concerning Bay sport fish patterns of consumption and 
evaluate if fish species other than white croaker and shiner surfperch should be considered to 
evaluate attainment of the target. The average PCBs concentrations in the edible portion of 
these species will be used to determine attainment of the PCBs target following the methods 
currently in use by the RMP to ensure consistency and data comparability. The number of fish 
samples collected to determine compliance with the target will be based on guidance described 
in U.S. EPA’s Guidance for Assessing Chemical Contaminant Data for Use in Fish Advisories 
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(EPA 823-B-00-007) and will be based on the desired statistical power needed to demonstrate 
differences over time.  
 
Attainment of the PCBs fish tissue numeric target is also expected to result in removal of 
impairment of the Bay by dioxin-like PCBs. In Figure 24 we show the regression of calculated 
TEQ from dioxin-like PCBs to that of total PCBs in fish tissue caught in the Bay. The regression 
shows that a decrease of fish tissue PCBs concentrations to the fish tissue numeric target of 10 
ng/g will result in a decrease of TEQ to the TEQ screening level of 0.14 pg/g.  
 

Table 18- Bioaccumulation Factors and Estimated Water Column PCBs Concentrations upon 
Attainment of the Fish Tissue Target for White Croaker 

Waterbody White Croaker Shiner Surfperch 

 BAFa 
Water PCBs 

Concentration 
(pg/L) 

BAFa 
Water PCBs 

Concentration 
(pg/L) 

     
Entire Bay 0.224 49 0.160 69 
Central Bay 0.572 19 0.424 26 
North Bay 0.259 43 0.089 123 
South Bay 0.498 22 0.090 122 
     
a)BAFs were calculated from pg/L in water and ng/g wet weight in fish 
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Figure 24 - Regression of Dioxin-Like PCBs Total Equivalent Toxicity by Total PCBs 
Concentrations in Fish 

8.2 Antidegradation 

A numeric target must be consistent with antidegradation policies as described in 40 CFR 
131.12 and SWRCB Resolution 68-16. Antidegradation policies are intended to protect 
beneficial uses by ensuring that water quality will be maintained at the highest levels. 
 
The fish tissue numeric target is designed to implement the narrative water quality objective for 
bioaccumulation. This numeric target is intended to achieve beneficial uses of the Bay, 
specifically relating to the consumption of sport fish by humans. As such, it is consistent with the 
established numeric water quality criterion for total PCBs. Since PCBs concentrations in 
sediment and fish tissue currently exceed the narrative bioaccumulation objective, attaining the 
numeric target will improve current water quality conditions. Therefore, the numeric target is 
consistent with the antidegradation policies. 
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9. Linkage Analysis 

The TMDL linkage analysis is used to connect PCBs loads to the numeric target protective of 
beneficial uses in the Bay. This linkage analysis can be accomplished in a variety of ways. One 
common approach has been to use numerical models. Water quality models for TMDL 
development are typically classified as either watershed (pollutant load) models or as waterbody 
(pollutant response) models (NRC, 2001). A watershed model relates pollutant loads to a 
waterbody as a function of land use and helps allocate the TMDL among sources. A waterbody 
model is used to predict pollutant concentrations and other responses in the waterbody as a 
function of the pollutant load. Other models are used to set numerical targets such as food-web 
models that link sources to biological receptors.  
 
PCBs uptake by biota from sediment is well documented in the scientific literature. In a shallow 
bay with a large sediment PCBs reservoir, such as San Francisco Bay, this is the most important 
pathway for PCBs bioaccumulation in fish. Therefore, reducing PCBs concentrations in Bay 
sediments is the most effective means of reducing fish tissue PCBs concentrations. In this TMDL, 
we use a food web model to translate the fish tissue numeric target to a corresponding sediment 
concentration. We then use a waterbody (mass budget) model to predict the long-term fate of 
PCBs in the Bay and determine the external load of PCBs that will attain the sediment 
concentration goal resulting in attainment of the fish tissue numeric target.  
 
The mass budget model and food web model represent the linkage between load reductions and 
attainment of the fish tissue numeric target, as well as between the cause of impairment and the 
sources of PCBs. Based on the insights provided by these two models, we first present a 
conceptual model of our understanding of PCBs fate and movement between environmental 
reservoirs (Figure 25). Figure 25 depicts the conceptual linkage between sources, reservoirs 
(compartments) and receptors. In this figure, we have used larger arrows and bold text to highlight 
the sources and processes that we consider important. The left side of Figure 25 represents the 
mass budget model providing the linkage between the sources, reservoirs and processes. The 
right side of the conceptual model highlights the food-web model providing the linkage between 
PCBs reservoirs and aquatic receptors. We consider urban stormwater runoff and releases from 
current or historical activities as the most significant sources of PCBs to the Bay. PCBs in Bay 
sediments are likely to function as the major source of PCBs to biota. We consider the major 
mechanism of PCBs uptake by fish to result from foraging on bottom dwelling organisms (benthic 
organisms) living in sediment.  

9.1 Food Web Bioaccumulation Modeling 

PCBs impairment of the Bay is related to PCBs fish tissue concentrations. In order to implement 
the most effective load reductions, it is critical to understand the important factors and sources 
causing PCBs bioaccumulation in fish. There are two general approaches for developing a linkage 
between PCBs concentrations in water, sediment and biota (U.S. EPA, 2000c; U.S. EPA, 2000d). 
First, there is an empirical approach where one generates data to calculate bioaccumulation 
factors (BAFs) and biota-sediment accumulation factors (BSAFs). BAFs are the ratios of a 
substance’s concentration in aquatic organisms to ambient water concentrations, taking the 
organism’s trophic level into consideration. BSAFs are the ratios of concentrations in aquatic 
organisms compared to sediment concentrations. The second approach is to develop an 
equilibrium or kinetic biological food web model that considers mechanistic aspects of 
bioaccumulation and describes the chemical reactions and physicochemical processes taking 
place. These two modeling approaches are complimentary as the empirical data can be used to 
verify, or calibrate, the food web model results.  
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SFEI has developed a food web model based on Gobas (1993) and Morrison et al. (1997). Bay-
specific data have shown that the fish species of concern have a diet consisting mainly of benthic 
organisms (Roberts et al., 2002), suggesting the importance of sediment PCBs as a source of 
PCBs to fish. This model predicts that the most sensitive endpoint is the protection of human 
health from the consumption of white croaker, and that attainment of conditions that result the fish 
tissue numeric target will be protective of wildlife. The model mathematically links the 
concentrations of PCBs in aquatic organisms and their prey to water and sediment PCBs 
concentrations via the food web as depicted in Figure 26 (Gobas and Arnot, 2005). Using this 
model, we can associate a specific PCBs concentration in fish to that in sediment, the main 
compartment of PCBs in aquatic environments, and water. Starting with the numeric fish tissue 
target of 10 ng/g, the model yields a corresponding concentration of 1 µg/kg PCBs in sediment. 
This sediment PCBs concentration goal is lower than the sediment concentration deemed 
protective of wildlife of 160 µg/kg total PCBs (U.S. EPA, 1997b), and is therefore considered to 
result in attainment of all beneficial uses currently impaired by PCBs. Model results validate the 
sediment PCBs concentration goal as protective of wildlife in San Francisco Bay. The food web 
model specifically predicts that this sediment goal will also be protective of wildlife, such as harbor 
seals, and birds such as cormorants and terns. 

 
 

 

Figure 25-Conceptual Model of PCBs Movement and Fate in San Francisco Bay 
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This sediment goal is equivalent to reducing the total mass of PCBs in the active layer (of 0.15 m) 
of the entire Bay to about 160 kg. This represents a ten-fold decrease of PCBs concentrations in 
ambient sediments and fish tissue. The need to reduce ambient sediment PCBs concentrations by 
an order of magnitude to attain the 1 µg/kg sediment concentration goal is not unexpected. 
Empirical models such as biota-sediment accumulation factor (BSAF) are based on a one to one 
relationship between sediment and fish tissue PCBs concentrations. As discussed in Section 6.2, 
fish tissue concentrations are also an order of magnitude greater than the fish tissue numeric 
target for certain species. Hence the need for a ten-fold reduction in sediment to attain the fish 
tissue numeric target is not surprising. However, this sediment goal should not be interpreted as a 
clean-up goal, rather it is the long-term sediment PCBs concentration that will be attained after 
reduction of external loads, some targeted action on internal reservoirs of PCBs, and degradation 
or burial of PCBs in Bay sediments. 
 

 
Figure 26-Food Web Model for San Francisco Bay (Gobas and Arnot, 2005) 

 

9.2 Mass Budget Model 

A mass budget model allows the exploration of different PCBs load reduction scenarios on the 
long-term fate of PCBs. SFEI developed a simple mass budget model for PCBs (Davis, 2003) that 
treats the Bay as a single box with two environmental reservoirs: water and sediment (Figure 27). 
This model includes eight processes of PCBs input and loss: burial in deep sediment, degradation, 
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external loadings, outflow to the ocean, tidal mixing, exchange with the atmosphere, natural 
attenuation, and transfer between sediments and water.  
 
Reduction of the external load to10 kg/year is needed to attain a PCBs mass in the Bay of 160 kg 
which is equivalent to the PCBs sediment goal of 1 µg/kg. The mass budget model predicts that 
current external PCBs loads to the Bay of about 34 kg/year will delay the attainment of the 160 kg 
goal for 100 years (Figure 28). Reduction of current external loads to 20 kg/yr results in a more 
rapid reduction of PCBs in the active layer, attaining the goal in about 70 years. An external load of 
10 kg/yr attains the 160 kg mass in about 30 years. The mass budget model predictions highlight 
the importance of reducing current external loads of PCBs to the Bay. Achieving these load 
reductions, along with cleanup of in-Bay sediment PCB-contaminated sites, will form the core of 
the TMDL implementation strategy. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 27-Mass Balance Model for PCBs in San Francisco Bay (Davis, 2003) 
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Figure 28-Predicted Long-Term Mass of PCBs in Active Sediment Layer under Different Loading 
Conditions (SFEI, 2007) 
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10. Total Maximum Daily Load and Allocations 

The total maximum daily load (TMDL) is the maximum quantity of a pollutant that can enter a 
waterbody and attain water quality standards. The TMDL is allocated amongst the various 
sources of the pollutant. 

 10.1 Total Maximum Daily Load  

The PCBs TMDL is 10 kg/yr and represents the assimilative capacity of the Bay. This TMDL 
necessitates achieving a load reduction of about 24 kg/yr to reduce total PCBs in the Bay active 
layer to 160 kg in about 30 years (Figure 28). This is equivalent to achieving the sediment PCBs 
concentration goal of 1 µg/kg, which will result in attainment of the fish tissue target of 10 µg/kg. 
 
The TMDL is expressed as an average annual rather than as a daily load for several related 
reasons. First, the TMDL is derived from a mass budget model that depicts the long term 
(decadal) fate of PCBs. This model uses daily time steps derived by averaging annual load 
estimates, as the loadings data are not refined enough to provide discrete daily loads and 
therefore do not reflect variability in the data. Future data collection to verify attainment of the 
TMDL will also be collected on an annual timeframe, due to the large cost associated with these 
types of data. Therefore a TMDL is needed based on annual loads for comparison purposes. 
Also, the response of fish tissue PCBs concentrations to PCBs load reductions is not 
instantaneous. Even with immediate or rapid attainment of the sediment goal, there would be 
delay in attainment of the numeric fish tissue target, due to the time required for depuration 
(shedding from body) of PCBs by biota to occur. Finally, the TMDL is expressed as an average 
annual load because the natural variability in quantifying PCBs loads is much greater than the 
expected rate of load reductions. Long-term averaging of the loads is necessary to dampen out 
the variability in the data.  

10.2 Categorical Load and Wasteload Allocations 

We propose to allocate the TMDL (Figure 29, Table 19) among the existing external sources: 
direct atmospheric deposition, Central Valley watershed, wastewater dischargers, and urban 
and non-urban stormwater runoff. A portion of the TMDL is also allocated to potential future 
stormwater treatment by municipal wastewater dischargers.  The linkage analysis shows that 
the fish tissue target can be achieved with reduction of external loads to the TMDL of 10 kg/yr. 
As such, internal sources are not assigned load allocations. However, reduction of internal loads 
will lead to an increased rate of recovery of beneficial uses. Sediment dredging and disposal, 
which results in an on-going net loss of PCBs from the Bay is expected to continue to decrease 
in-Bay disposal volumes and increase out-of-Bay disposal based on goals established in the 
“Long Term Management Strategy for the Placement of Dredged Material in The San Francisco 
Bay Region” (U.S. ACE, 1998). Therefore, sediment dredging is expected to continue to remove 
PCBs from the Bay. In addition, remediation of in-Bay contaminated sediment is expected to 
decrease potential loadings from this other internal source.  
 
The following sections present the basis of the allocation for each source category. 

10.3 Wasteload Allocations 

Wasteload allocations apply to all NPDES permitted discharges to the Bay, including municipal 
and industrial wastewater dischargers, and municipal stormwater (urban and non-urban 
stormwater runoff) discharges. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 10. Total Maximum Daily Load and Allocations  

San Francisco Bay PCBs TMDL Staff Report  Page 63 
February 2008 

Table 19-PCBs Load and Wasteload Allocations to San Francisco Bay 

Source Category Allocations  

 Kilograms per year 
  
Direct Atmospheric Deposition 0a 
Central Valley Watershed 5 
Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 2 
Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 0.035 
Stormwater Runoff 2 
Reserved for stormwater treatment by 
municipal wastewater dischargers 1 
  
Total 10b 

 
 a Zero allocation reflects overall net loss to the atmosphere 
 b. Total differs from column sum due to rounding. 
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Figure 29-Loads and Allocations of PCBs to San Francisco Bay 
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Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Dischargers  
Municipal and industrial wastewater NPDES permitted facilities discharge a small fraction of the 
total PCBs load to the Bay. In general, municipal and industrial wastewater dischargers operate 
at a high level of performance and remove PCBs via solids reduction treatment processes. The 
wasteload allocations for municipal wastewater dischargers total 2 kg/yr, which reflects the 
current estimated aggregate load to the nearest kg/yr. Although this is lower than our actual 
estimate of 2.3 kg/yr, it reflects the anticipated decreases in current loadings expected from 
implementation actions and degradation of PCBs in sources to wastewater systems. The 
wasteload allocations for industrial facilities total 0.035 kg/yr, which reflects estimated current 
loads.  
 
Individual wasteload allocations are specified for each municipal and industrial wastewater 
dischargers in Table 20 and Table 21, respectively. We have insufficient or no data to calculate 
wasteload allocations for individual facilities based on individual facility performance at this time. 
Therefore, individual load allocations are based on each facility’s fraction of the total yearly 
wastewater discharged from this source category using average annual flow data from 1999 
through 2002. The resulting individual wasteload allocations do not represent individual facility 
actual discharge performance and do not account for variability in discharge performance. As 
part of the adaptive implementation plan of this TMDL, we will use data generated through 
implementation of the TMDL to review and revise individual allocations for Water Board 
consideration that account for actual performance. 
 
Stormwater Runoff 
Existing PCBs loads from stormwater runoff are estimated at 20 kg/yr. The proposed total 
wasteload allocation for stormwater runoff is 2 kg/yr. It reflects the resulting PCBs load when all 
sediment in stormwater runoff has a concentration of 1 µg/kg, the sediment PCBs concentration 
goal, assuming the sediment loads used to calculate the current PCBs load do not change. 
Sediment load estimates vary from 870,000 tons (SFEI, 2007), 930,000 tons (Krone, 1979), to 
1,500,000 tons (Schoellhamer et al., 2005). Due to the uncertainty in these estimates and until 
they are refined, we will use 2,000,000 tons as an upper bound estimate of maximum sediment 
yields from local tributaries to calculate the stormwater wasteload allocations, resulting in 2 
kg/yr. 
 
Individual county-based watershed wasteload allocations for stormwater runoff are presented in 
Table 22. This total wasteload allocation is based on the aggregate allocation of 2 kg/yr and the 
fraction of the Bay-side year 2000 population residing in each permitted entity (USCB, 2000). 
Wasteload allocations for stormwater runoff apply to all NPDES permitted municipal stormwater 
discharges (Table 22). These allocations apply to unincorporated areas and all municipalities in 
the county that drain to the Bay and are part of the San Francisco Bay Region. They implicitly 
include all current and future permitted discharges within the geographic boundaries of 
municipalities and unincorporated areas within each county. Examples of discharges include but 
are not limited to California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) roadways and non-roadway 
facilities and rights-of-way, atmospheric deposition, public facilities, properties proximate to 
stream banks, industrial facilities, and construction sites. The San Francisco allocation does not 
account for treatment provided by San Francisco’s combined sewer system. The wet weather 
treatment provided by the City and County of San Francisco’s Southeast Plant (NPDES permit 
CA0037664) and the Northpoint Wet Weather Facility will be credited toward meeting the 
allocation.  
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Urban Stormwater Runoff Treatment by Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 
A potential means to reduce urban stormwater runoff PCBs loads will be to strategically 
intercept and route runoff to municipal wastewater treatment systems. We propose a separate 
wasteload allocation for discharges associated with urban stormwater runoff treatment via 
municipal wastewater treatment systems, since such actions will result in increased PCBs loads 
from municipal wastewater dischargers, and the proposed individual wasteload allocations for 
municipal wastewater dischargers reflect current performance levels. We propose a wasteload 
allocation of 0.9 kg/yr, which is the difference between the TMDL of 10 kg/yr and the sum of the 
other proposed wasteload and load allocations. 
 

Table 20-Individual Municipal Wastewater Wasteload Allocations  

Permitted Entity NPDES 
Permit Allocations 

  kilograms per year 

American Canyon, City of CA0038768 0.002 
Benicia, City of CA0038091 0.009 
Burlingame, City of CA0037788 0.01 
Calistoga, City of CA0037966 0.002 
Central Contra Costa Sanitary District CA0037648 0.1 
Central Marin Sanitation Agency CA0038628 0.04 
Delta Diablo Sanitation District CA0038547 0.04 
East Bay Dischargers Authority 

Dublin-San Ramon Services District (CA0037613) 
Hayward Shoreline Marsh (CA0037702) 
Livermore, City of (CA0038008) 
Union Sanitary District, Wet Weather (CA0038733) 

CA0037869 0.3 

East Bay Municipal Utilities District CA0037702 0.3 
East Brother Light Station CA0038806 0.00030 
Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District CA0038024 0.05 
Las Gallinas Valley Sanitary District CA0037851 0.01 
Marin County Sanitary District, Paradise Cove CA0037427 0.00003 
Marin County Sanitary District, Tiburon CA0037753 0.002 
Millbrae, City of CA0037532 0.007 
Mt. View Sanitary District CA0037770 0.007 
Napa Sanitation District CA0037575 0.04 
Novato Sanitary District CA0037958 0.02 
Palo Alto, City of CA0037834 0.09 
Petaluma, City of CA0037810 0.02 
Pinole, City of CA0037796  0.009 
Contra Costa County, Port Costa Wastewater Treatment 
Plant 

CA0037885 
0.0001 

Rodeo Sanitary District CA0037826 0.002 
Saint Helena, City of CA0038016 0.001 
San Francisco, City and County of,  
San Francisco International Airport WQCP CA0038318 0.002 

San Francisco, City and County of, Southeast Plant CA0037664 0.3 
San Jose/Santa Clara WPCP CA0037842 0.4 
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Permitted Entity NPDES 
Permit Allocations 

  kilograms per year 
San Mateo, City of CA0037541 0.04 
Sausalito-Marin City Sanitary District CA0038067 0.005 
Seafirth Estates CA0038893 0.00001 
Sewerage Agency of Southern Marin CA0037711 0.01 
Sonoma Valley County Sanitary District CA0037800 0.01 
South Bayside System Authority CA0038369 0.06 
South San Francisco/San Bruno WQCP CA0038130 0.03 
Sunnyvale, City of CA0037621 0.05 
US Naval Support Activity, Treasure Island WWTP CA0110116 0.002 
Vallejo Sanitation & Flood Control District CA0037699 0.05 
West County Agency, Combined Outfall CA0038539 0.05 
Yountville, Town of CA0038121 0.001 
   
Total  2a 

   
a)Total differs from column sum due to rounding 

Table 21 - Individual Industrial Wasteload Allocations to San Francisco Bay 

Permitted Entity NPDES Permit Allocations a 

  kilograms per year 
   
C&H Sugar and Crockett Community Services District CA0005240 0.00006 
Chevron Products Company CA0005134 0.003 
ConocoPhillips CA0005053 0.0006 
Crockett Cogeneration LP, and Pacific Crockett Energy, 
Inc 

CA0029904 
0.0006 

General Chemical CA0004979 0.0009 
GWF Power Systems, Site I CA0029106 0.0001 
GWF Power Systems, Site V CA0029122 0.0001 
Hanson Aggregates, Amador Street CA0030139 0.00003 
Hanson Aggregates, Olin Jones Dredge  
Spoils Disposal 

CA0028321 0.00003 

Hanson Aggregates, Tidewater Ave., Oakland CA0030147 0.00003 
Morton Salt CA0005185 0.00008 
Pacific Gas and Electric, East Shell Pond CA0030082 0.00003 
Rhodia, Inc. CA0006165 0.0003 
San Francisco, City and Co., SF International Airport 
Industrial WTP CA0028070 0.002 
Shell Oil Products US and Equilon Enterprises LLC CA0005789 0.002 
Mirant Delta LLC, Pittsburg Power Plant CA0004880 0.0008 
Mirant Potrero LLC, Potrero Power Plant CA0005657 0.0003 
Tesoro Refining and Marketing Company  CA0004961 0.002 
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Permitted Entity NPDES Permit Allocations a 

  kilograms per year 
The Dow Chemical Company CA0004910 0.0006 
USS-Posco CA0005002 0.02 
Valero Refining Company CA0005550 0.0007 
   
Total  0.035b 

   
a) Wasteload allocations for industrial wastewater dischargers do not include mass from once-through cooling waters. 
The Water Board will apply intake credits for once through cooling as allowed by law. 
b) Total differs from column sum due to rounding. 

10.4 Load Allocations 

In this section, we present the load allocations for nonpoint source discharges of PCBs including 
direct atmospheric deposition and the Central Valley watershed. Allocations focus on 
controllable loads of PCBs. Assessment of PCBs load reductions from sources considered 
uncontrollable will continue as part of the implementation of the TMDL. 
 
Direct Atmospheric Deposition 
PCBs freely exchange between the Bay and the atmosphere through both deposition and 
volatilization. Currently, PCBs escape to the atmosphere from the Bay at a greater rate than 
they are deposited from the atmosphere, resulting in a net loss of PCBs. As such, the proposed 
allocation to direct atmospheric deposition is zero. This load allocation is limited to PCBs that 
deposit directly into the Bay. Atmospheric PCBs deposited in the watershed, and indirectly 
washed into the Bay with runoff are not included in this source category.  However, the PCBs 
concentrations in non-urban stormwater conveyances from open space areas are low and 
include indirect loads from atmospheric deposition onto the landscape (KLI, 2002). Therefore, 
the indirect load from atmospheric deposition in commercial and industrial areas is also 
estimated to be small, contributing minimally to stormwater runoff discharges.  
 

Table 22 - County-Based Watershed Wasteload Allocations for Stormwater Runoff 

County Population Allocations 

  (kilograms / year) 
   
Alameda  1,440,000 0.5 
Contra Costa  790,000 0.3 
Marin  240,000 0.1 
Napa 120,000 0.05 
San Francisco 630,000 0.2 
San Mateo  600,000 0.2 
Santa Clara  1,600,000 0.5 
Solano  290,000 0.1 
Sonoma 110,000 0.05 
   
Total  2 
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Central Valley Watershed 
PCBs loads from the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers are significant. However, this load 
results from the large volume of sediments carried into the Bay at low sediment PCBs 
concentrations, although the sediment PCBs concentrations are generally greater than the 
sediment PCBs goal. Current estimates of sediment loads to the Bay are around 1.2 millions 
tons (Leatherbarrow et al., 2005; Schoellhamer et al., 2005). If all of this sediment from the 
Central Valley had a concentration equal to the sediment goal, the resulting PCBs loads from 
the Central Valley would be 1.2 kg/y. However, based on natural attenuation with a half life of 56 
years (Davis, 2003), loads will not be reduced to this level in the next 100 years (Figure 30). 
However, natural attenuation will lower the Central Valley load to 5 kg/yr in about 40 years. As 
this load reduction will result in attainment of the TMDL, we propose using 5 kg/yr as the load 
allocation to the Central Valley watershed. 

10.5 Margin of Safety and Seasonality 

A margin of safety needs to be incorporated into the TMDL to account for uncertainty in 
understanding the relationship between pollutant discharges and water quality impacts (U.S. 
EPA, 1991). The margin of safety can be incorporated in the TMDL either explicitly or implicitly 
(U.S. EPA, 2000a). Making and documenting conservative assumptions used in the TMDL 
analysis provides an implicit margin of safety. The purpose of the margin of safety is to ensure, 
given the uncertainties in developing the TMDL, that the beneficial uses currently impaired are 
restored.  
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Figure 30-Natural Attenuation of Central Valley PCB Loads 
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For the PCBs TMDL, we are incorporating an implicit margin of safety. We have used a  
conservative approach to derive the fish tissue numeric target. We used a high-end value, the 
95th percentile consumption rate, rather than the average consumption rate allowed by U.S. 
EPA (2000c). Therefore, the fish tissue numeric target proposed in this TMDL is as protective as 
possible following U.S. EPA methodology and should provide additional protection to human 
health from fish consumption. In addition, the wasteload allocation reserved for urban 
stormwater runoff treatment via municipal wastewater treatment systems is not expected to be 
fully utilized for several years. In the meantime, we intend to regularly review the effectiveness 
of implementation actions in meeting the numeric target and revise, as necessary, the proposed 
load and wasteload allocations. We also propose to monitor attainment of the numeric target 
and to reevaluate the appropriateness of the currently proposed fish tissue numeric target and 
associated total PCBs sediment concentration goal.  
 
Seasonal variation also needs to be considered when developing a TMDL. As was discussed in 
Section 6.2, PCBs concentrations in white croaker tissue collected in the Oakland Inner Harbor 
showed a seasonal trend with higher concentrations in summer and fall, and lower 
concentrations in winter and spring. This trend does not correlate with the expected higher total 
loading of PCBs to the Bay during the winter associated with stormwater and Central Valley 
runoff. We account for this seasonal trend by applying the fish tissue target to fish collected in 
the summer. In this manner, attainment of the fish tissue numeric target in the season when fish 
are most impacted will also be protective at other times of the year.  
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11.  Implementation  

Success of the PCBs TMDL requires an adaptive management approach to implementation 
actions. Adaptive implementation is a cyclical process in which TMDL plans and actions are 
regularly assessed for their achievement of water quality standards (NRC, 2001). Adaptive 
implementation simultaneously makes progress toward achieving water quality standards 
through implementing actions while relying on monitoring and experimentation to reduce 
uncertainty and refine future implementation actions. 
 
The adaptive implementation process consists of the development of a plan that includes early 
implementation actions based on existing knowledge that have a reasonable probability of 
success and an overview of options for future actions. For PCBs in the Bay, the immediate or 
early implementation actions are not expected to completely eliminate the Bay impairment. 
Therefore, future actions must be evaluated based on continued monitoring and response to the 
early implementation actions, as well as based on well-designed studies used for model 
refinement.  
 
This implementation plan includes three general implementation categories: control of external 
loadings of PCBs to the Bay, control of internal sources of PCBs within the Bay, and actions to 
manage risks to Bay fish consumers. In addition, the monitoring section describes monitoring 
required to measure attainment of the numeric target, water quality objectives and to measure 
implementation progress towards attainment of the load and wasteload allocations. The 
adaptive implementation section describes the method and schedule for evaluating and 
adapting the TMDL and implementation plan as needed to assure water quality standards are 
attained based on new information, studies to fill information gaps, and tracking and evaluation 
of actions.  

11.1. External Sources 

The following sections outline the proposed approach to adaptive implementation for mass 
reductions of PCBs loads from external sources. 
 
Direct Atmospheric Deposition 
There is a net removal of PCBs from the Bay through the atmosphere and consequent air-borne 
transport. No foreseeable actions can be taken to accelerate this loss of PCBs from the Bay. In 
the long-term, this loss will diminish as PCBs mass in the Bay is reduced and the numeric target 
is attained. A reevaluation of PCBs input and loss from the atmosphere may be needed in the 
future as part of reevaluation of the long term fate and transport of PCBs in the Bay, or if current 
implementation actions do not cause a rapid enough trend towards attainment of the target. 
 
Central Valley Watershed 
Sediments entering the Bay from the Central Valley have lower PCBs concentrations than in-
Bay sediment, and major PCBs mass loading events that occur during episodic high flow events 
mostly flow directly out of the Bay through the Golden Gate. There are very limited locations 
with PCBs impairment of waters within the Central Valley watershed. The allocation will be 
attained through anticipated natural attenuation of PCBs in the Central Valley watershed.   
Verification of ongoing loads and load reductions will be a regular component of the Regional 
Monitoring Program. 
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Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Dischargers  
Wasteload allocations for municipal and industrial wastewater discharges reflect current PCBs 
loads. Loads are expected to diminish as sources of PCBs to wastewater treatment systems 
diminish over time. Wasteload allocations will be implemented through NPDES permits that 
require implementation of best management practices (BMPs) to maintain optimum treatment 
performance for solids removal and to identify and manage controllable sources. Developing 
effluent limits for PCBs that accurately reflect treatment system performance require a 
substantial data set that accounts for system variability of a difficult to measure pollutant that is 
present at very low levels (See Section 5.2). The primary PCBs treatment mechanism is solids 
removal, and as such, ongoing attainment of suspended solids effluent limits provides a 
surrogate indicator of PCBs control. In addition to maintaining optimum solids removal 
performance, wastewater dischargers should evaluate whether there are any controllable 
sources of PCBs to their systems (e.g., industrial uses of equipment that contain PCBs).  
 
Effluent limits in NPDES permits will be based on current performance; however, it’s not feasible 
to calculate such limits as this time. The wasteload allocations were derived from a limited data 
set used to estimate the total PCBs annual load to San Francisco Bay from all wastewater 
discharges. The data set was limited due to the technical difficulty and associated costs of 
measuring very low concentrations of PCBs in wastewater. Furthermore, the individual 
allocations, which were based on each facility’s fraction of the total yearly wastewater 
discharged to the Bay, do not represent actual performance of individual dischargers. 
Consequently, implementation of the individual wasteload allocations as effluent limits is not 
feasible at this time. NPDES permits will require individual facilities to collect data in order to 
calculate daily or monthly average effluent limits that are consistent with the annual load 
allocations, and possibly recalculation of individual wasteload allocations based on these data. 
However, calculation of these limits is not feasible at this time. Implementation of the wasteload 
allocations is further complicated by the lack of a low-detection level analytical method that can 
be used for compliance determinations. The level of quantification achievable with the 
regulatory analytical methods promulgated under 40 CFR 136 (US EPA Method 608) is 0.5 
µg/L. Accordingly, compliance with effluent limits in NPDES permits will be determined using 
this approved method.  
 
NPDES permits will require quantification of PCBs loads using a lower detection level method 
such as Method 1668A. This method was used to derive the loading estimates that are the 
basis of the allocations. However, as noted above, there are technical difficulties and high 
analytical costs ($1,000 to $1,200 per sample) associated with measuring very low 
concentrations of PCBs in wastewater. Another complication is that the daily, monthly, and even 
annual variability of PCBs in wastewater is unknown. Consequently, calculation of limits that 
account for variability may require several years of data. Also, if individual performance data 
result in effluent limits that are not consistent with individual wasteload allocations established 
with this TMDL, then the Water Board will take action to revise the individual allocations as part 
of the adaptive implementation plan. 
 
We also propose a separate wasteload allocation for discharges associated with urban 
stormwater runoff treatment via municipal wastewater treatment systems. This allocation will be 
implemented through a permit that will allow municipal wastewater dischargers to apply for a 
portion of this reserved allocation. Although we recognize that the capacity and opportunity for 
existing systems to receive stormwater runoff may be limited, we expect that there will be 
strategic opportunities to do so. 
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In addition to controlling PCBs sources and discharges, municipal and industrial wastewater 
dischargers will be required to support actions to manage the health risks associated with the 
consumption of PCBs-contaminated Bay fish by people that recreationally fish, and to conduct 
or cause to be conducted monitoring, and studies to fill critical data needs identified in the 
Adaptive Implementation section.  
 
Stormwater Runoff 
The stormwater runoff wasteload allocations shown in Table 22 will be implemented through 
NPDES stormwater permits issued to urban runoff management agencies. The stormwater 
runoff allocations implicitly include all current and future permitted discharges, not otherwise 
addressed by another allocation, and unpermitted discharges within the geographic boundaries 
of urban runoff management agencies including, but not limited to, California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) roadway and non-roadway facilities and rights-of-way, atmospheric 
deposition, public facilities, properties proximate to stream banks, industrial facilities, and 
construction sites.  
 
Substantial load reductions are required to attain wasteload allocations. In addition to reductions 
due to natural attenuation, urban runoff management agencies can reduce PCBs loads by 
preventing PCBs sources from contaminating sediment or by reducing the amount of 
contaminated sediment discharged to the bay. Urban runoff management agencies can prevent 
contamination through various source control and pollution prevention activities, including 
remediation of on-land PCBs contaminated soils and control of releases of PCBs from electrical 
or other equipment, building materials and waste during demolition/remodeling, or other 
sources. In addition, urban stormwater PCBs loads can be reduced through capture, detention, 
and removal of highly contaminated sediment, and possibly by urban storm water treatment, 
including routing of PCBs contaminated runoff to wastewater treatment systems. Substantial 
infrastructure improvements are expected to result from implementation of construction and new 
development runoff permit requirements. These requirements, which promote controls such as 
planting vegetative buffers around impervious surfaces, may effectively control urban sediment 
discharges. Many of these actions also have the potential benefit of reducing other particle-
associated pollutant loads in addition to PCBs.  
 
Remediation of on-land PCBs-contaminated soils and effective PCBs prevention or removal 
infrastructure improvements will take several years to pilot test, evaluate, and then plan, design 
and implement on a scale sufficient to substantially reduce PCBs loads. As such, we propose a 
20-year schedule for attaining the wasteload allocations. Requirements in each NPDES permit 
issued or reissued and applicable for the five-year term of the permit will be based on an 
updated assessment of best management practices, and control measures intended to reduce 
PCBs in urban runoff to the maximum extent practicable. This is consistent with the Water 
Board’s phased approach towards attainment of water quality objectives in waters that receive 
stormwater discharges from urban areas described in Section 4.8 of the Basin Plan.  
 
There are already efforts underway to gain insights regarding opportunities for load reductions. 
NPDES permit requirements will call for progressive implementation of PCBs control measures. 
Specific best management practices (BMPs) and control measures to be considered include:  

• Abatement of PCBs in runoff from areas with elevated PCBs in soils/sediments 

o Investigate on-land PCBs contaminated soils and/or sediments – PCBs are a known 
historical contaminant in soils and sediments throughout the region, both in private and 
public properties, and public rights-of-ways. Although many contaminated sites have 
undergone remediation, it is likely that PCBs contaminated sites remain and continue to 
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contribute PCBs to stormwater. Stormwater runoff management agencies are expected 
to conduct, or cause to be conducted by other agencies or responsible parties, 
identification of on-land sites with PCBs contamination, such as private properties, public 
rights-of-ways, and stormwater conveyances. Stormwater runoff management agencies 
would be expected to report investigation results, including identifying potentially 
contaminated properties and/or responsible parties to the Water Board and/or DTSC, 
and/or in some instances to local agencies with authority to conduct oversight of 
hazardous materials. The Water Board, DTSC, or local agency would be expected to 
follow up on further investigation and oversee any necessary abatement. 

o Improve system design, operation, and maintenance to increase fine sediment—PCBs 
are mainly transported within the stormwater conveyances attached to sediments. Many 
routine maintenance BMPs exist and are currently in use to control the discharge of 
sediments to the Bay from urban stormwater runoff, such as storm drain inlets, detention 
basins and street sweeping. Urban runoff management agencies are expected to 
implement increased routine sediment control measures within the stormwater 
conveyances in locations that will result in increased reduction of PCBs loads. 

o Strategic runoff treatment retrofits – There are many sediment control BMPs, such as 
sand (or other media) filtration devices or multi-chamber treatment trains, that have not 
been evaluated or implemented for their ability to reduce PCBs loads in urban 
environments. As such, urban runoff management agencies are expected to investigate 
and implement as necessary new sediment treatment control measures within 
stormwater conveyances. 

o Urban stormwater runoff treatment via municipal wastewater treatment systems—
Opportunities to route dry weather and/or wet weather flows from storm drain systems to 
wastewater systems should be investigated, pilot tested, and implemented where 
feasible. This includes consideration of dry weather flows, including possible street 
washing flows, and wet weather flows, particularly first flush flows. 

 
• Abatement of PCBs in runoff from all areas 

o Control/oversee removal and disposal of PCBs-containing equipment—PCBs-containing 
equipment remains in use with varying degrees of regulatory oversight depending on 
equipment type and PCBs concentration. Containment of the PCBs varies depending on 
equipment uses and regulatory oversight. These materials may therefore be released to 
the environment and enter stormwater conveyances. As such, urban runoff management 
agencies are expected to conduct industrial inspections to identify and cause 
replacement of PCBs-containing equipment remaining in the urban environment.  

o Control/manage removal and disposal of PCBs from building materials and waste during 
demolition/remodeling – PCBs-containing building materials remain in use with little 
regulatory oversight. With aging, or construction or demolition activities, these materials 
may be released to the environment and enter stormwater conveyances. As such, urban 
runoff management agencies are expected to conduct or cause to be conducted a 
program to manage PCBs in building materials through their inspection programs. 

 
These BMPs and control measures are expected to be implemented in phases as NPDES 
permits are issued and reissued. In the first five-year permit term, stormwater permittees will be 
required to implement control measures on a pilot scale to determine their effectiveness and 
technical feasibility. Permit requirements will include the following: 
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• Ensure that industrial inspectors can identify PCBs or PCB-containing equipment during 
inspections. 

• Conduct pilot studies to evaluate the presence of PCBs in building materials (e.g. caulks 
and adhesives) and develop BMPs to prevent PCBs from being released into the 
environment during building demolition and renovation. 

• Conduct pilot studies to develop and implement best management practices (BMPs) and 
control measures where areas where elevated PCBs are detected in storm drain sediments, 
e.g., street cleaning, on-site treatment, investigate on land PCBs-contaminated soils and/or 
sediments and diversion of stormwater for treatment by wastewater treatment facilities.  

• Evaluate the effectiveness of the BMPs and control measures and any environmental 
impacts associated with their implementation as part of the pilot studies.  

 
The second five-year term permit requirements will be based on the knowledge gained during 
the first permit term and will call for strategic implementation of the BMPs and control measures 
identified as effective and that will not cause significant adverse environmental impacts based 
on the pilot studies conducted during the first permit term. The second term permit will also 
require development of a plan to fully implement control measures that will result in attainment 
of allocations, including an analysis of costs, efficiency of control measures and an identification 
of any significant environmental impacts.  
 
Subsequent permits will include requirements and a schedule to implement technically feasible, 
effective and cost efficient control measures to attain allocations. If as a consequence, 
allocations cannot be attained, the Water Board will take action to review and revise the 
allocations and these implementation requirements as part of adaptive implementation. 
 
In addition to controlling PCBs sources and discharges, urban stormwater management 
agencies will be required to develop and implement a monitoring system to quantify PCBs loads 
and the loads reduced through treatment, source control and other actions. The current limited 
monitoring of PCBs loads from local tributaries by the RMP is not sufficient to quantify PCBs 
loads from urban stormwater runoff and the loads reduced from urban stormwater runoff control 
actions. The Water Board will encourage and accept a region-wide design via augmentation of 
the current RMP as a means of developing and implementing the required PCBs loads 
monitoring. 
 
Urban stormwater management agencies will also be required to support actions to manage the 
health risks of consuming PCBs-contaminated Bay fish; and conduct or cause to be conducted 
monitoring, and studies to fill critical data needs identified in the Adaptive Implementation 
section. 
 
Urban runoff management agencies have a responsibility to oversee various discharges within 
the agencies’ geographic boundaries. However, if it is determined that a source is substantially 
contributing to PCBs loads to the Bay or is outside the jurisdiction or authority of an agency the 
Water Board will consider a request from an urban runoff management agency which may 
include an allocation, load reduction, and/or other regulatory requirements for the source in 
question. 
 
Urban Stormwater Runoff Treatment by Municipal Wastewater Dischargers 
Routing of urban stormwater runoff through municipal wastewater treatment facilities is a means 
of reducing PCBs, and other particle-associated pollutant loads to the Bay. The wasteload 
allocation for stormwater runoff treatment via municipal wastewater treatment systems provides 
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an incentive to implement this control measure.  As described previously, proposed 
implementation requirements for municipal wastewater and urban stormwater runoff discharges 
include investigating the feasibility and PCB-removal efficiency of intercepting and routing and 
treating urban stormwater runoff via wastewater treatment systems, and implementing this 
control measure where feasible.  
 
A wastewater discharger that accepts urban stormwater runoff will be provided an augmentation 
of its individual wasteload allocation that accounts for the resulting load increase. The Water 
Board will consider either amending individual NPDES permits or adopting a separate NPDES 
permit as an implementing mechanism for this wasteload allocation that would allow wastewater 
dischargers opportunity to apply for a portion of this wasteload allocation to account for an 
increase in load associated with treating urban stormwater runoff.  

11.2. Internal Sources 

Internal sources of PCBs have not been allocated a load. However, we expect reductions in the 
mass of PCBs from these source categories based on sediment removal activities or other 
treatment controls. Reduction of the in-Bay PCBs mass will help accelerate the recovery of the 
Bay from its current impairment, by driving the overall sediment PCBs concentration towards the 
sediment concentration goal of 1 µg/kg. 
 
The following sections outline the proposed adaptive implementation approach to control 
internal sources of PCBs.  
 
In-Bay PCB-Contaminated Sites 
A number of former and current on-shore industrial and military facilities, and associated PCBs-
contaminated in-Bay sediments, exist throughout the Bay. Data are not available for every site 
to determine whether it is currently discharging to the Bay or contributing significantly to the 
impairment of the Bay. The State Board adopted a statewide Consolidated Cleanup Plan (Water 
Code Section 13394) in 2004. Some of the sites listed in Table 12 of this report are identified in 
the Statewide Consolidated Cleanup Plan. While past and/or current loads of PCBs from these 
sites to the Bay are difficult to quantify, potentially bioavailable PCBs in off-shore sediments 
pose a threat to human health and the environment. As such, cleanup of these sites is a Water 
Board priority and many cleanups are underway. The Water Board will maintain an inventory of 
contaminated sites (see Table 12) and continue to set priorities for investigating and 
remediating the sites. Prioritization of contaminated sites may result in identifying sites where 
additional information is needed to determine future actions, as well as sites where sufficient 
information is available to determine the need for no further actions. Our initial screening 
focused on identification of in-Bay sites where sediment PCBs concentrations exceeded 180 
ug/kg (Table 23). The Water Board will coordinate clean-up actions with U.S. EPA and the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, and issue clean-up orders as necessary. Table 23 
provides the status of cleanup at these sites.  
 
The proposed approach to cleanup PCBs contaminated sites is consistent with existing efforts. 
This TMDL will not result in new requirements for selecting site clean-up levels and remedial 
options. Rather, setting of clean-up levels at contaminated sites will continue to follow current 
guidance (e.g. DTSC, 1996; U.S. EPA, 1997c; U.S. EPA, 1998) and continue to be derived on a 
site- specific basis. The sediment goal derived in this TMDL is not a de facto clean-up level for 
contaminated sites not should it be interpreted as an applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirement (ARAR), or a to be determined (tbd) ARAR, rather it represents the desired 
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conditions that when achieved throughout the Bay will result in attainment of beneficial uses of 
the Bay.  
 

Table 23- In-Bay PCBs Contaminated Sites 

In-Bay contaminated site remediation Lead Agency Status 
   
Work Completed   

Emeryville Crescent  Water Board Completed 
Oyster Point/Shearwater (20,100 cyds removed) Water Board Completed  
Peyton Slough Water Board Completed 
Redwood City Harbor  U.S. ACE Completed 
Former Hamilton Army Airbase – Coastal Salt Marsh Water Board  Completed 
Moffett Field/NASA Ames-Northern Channel U.S. EPA Completed 

Work In Progress   

Yosemite Slough Channel Water Board  Site Investigation 
Alameda Naval Air Station Seaplane Lagoon  U.S. EPA Record of Decision 
Hunter’s Point Shipyard U.S. EPA Feasibility Study in preparation 
Moffett Field/NASA Ames-Site 25 U.S. EPA Feasibility Study in review 
Oakland Army Base  DTSC  
Richmond Harbor/Potrero Point  DTSC  

Stege Marsh  DTSC PCBs Interim Removal Action 
completed under Water Board lead 

   

Work Not Started   

Cerrito Creek   
Cordonices Creek   
Guadalupe Slough   
Mission Creek   
Oakland Harbor    
Richardson Bay   
San Francisco Airport    
San Leandro Bay   
Vallejo Ferry Terminal    
   
 
 
Contaminated site investigations and evaluation of remedial activities will occur due to existing 
regulations whether or not called for in this TMDL. Parties responsible for PCBs contaminated 
sediment sites will continue to be required to gather the following information: 
 

1. Estimate the pre-cleanup and post-cleanup vertical and lateral extent of PCBs in Bay 
sediments; 

2. Estimate the pre-cleanup and post-cleanup mass of PCBs in Bay sediments; 
3. Quantify rate(s) of sediment accretion, erosion or natural attenuation; 
4. Implement on-land source control measures, if necessary, to ensure that on-land 

sources of PCBs do not further contaminate in-Bay sediments; 
5. Evaluate, post-cleanup, the residual risks to humans and wildlife; 
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6. Support actions to reduce the health risks of people who consume PCBs-contaminated 
San Francisco Bay fish; 

7. Conduct or cause to be conducted studies to fill critical data needs identified in the 
Adaptive Implementation section. 
 

If not already completed, these requirements will be incorporated into individual site cleanup 
plans within five years of the effective date of this TMDL, with full implementation of the actions 
within ten years of the effective date of this TMDL or as agreed to in the individual site cleanup 
plan. 
 
Navigational Dredging 
Maintenance dredging involves the removal of sediments from navigation channels and the 
disposal of this sediment at different permitted sites. Dredged sediment from the Bay can be 
disposed of at upland sites, at in-Bay disposal sites, or at a deep-ocean disposal site (U.S. EPA 
and U.S. ACE, 1999a; U.S. EPA and U.S. ACE, 1999b). The Long Term Management Strategy 
for the Disposal of Dredged Material in the San Francisco Bay Region (LTMS) seeks to reduce 
the total volume of in-Bay disposal from about 2,000,000 cubic yards per year (yd3/yr) to 
approximately 1,000,000 yd3/yr within about 10 years (U.S. ACE, 2001). The lower in-Bay 
dredge material disposal will result in a net removal of PCBs from the Bay. 
 
In order to ensure that buried PCBs are not being spread out through the Bay via dredge 
material disposal at dispersive sites, sediments disposed of in Bay should have total PCBs 
concentrations no greater than that in ambient surface sediments in the Bay.  To provide this 
assurance, we propose that the PCBs concentration in dredged material disposed of in the Bay 
not exceed the 99th percentile total PCBs concentration of the previous 10 years of Bay surface 
sediment samples collected through the RMP (excluding stations outside the Bay like the 
Sacramento River, San Joaquin River, Guadalupe River and Standish Dam stations). Prior to 
disposal, the material should be sampled and analyzed according to the procedures outlined in 
the 2001 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers document “Guidelines for Implementing the Inland 
Testing Manual in the San Francisco Bay Region.” All in-Bay disposal of dredged material shall 
comply with the Dredging and Disposal of Dredged Sediment program described in Section 4.20 
of the Basin Plan and the Long Term Management Strategy for the Disposal of Dredge Material 
in San Francisco Bay.  
 
In addition to controlling PCBs sources and discharges, dredged material dischargers will be 
required to support actions to reduce the health risks of people consuming PCBs-contaminated 
Bay fish, and to conduct or cause to be conducted studies to fill critical data needs identified in 
the Adaptive Implementation section.  

11.3. Risk Management 

Load reductions and consequent attainment of the numeric target to support fishing in the Bay 
as a beneficial use will take time to achieve. However, there are actions that should be 
undertaken immediately to help manage the risk to consumers of PCBs-contaminated fish. The 
Water Board will work with the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, 
the California Department of Toxic Substances Control, the California Department of Health 
Services, and dischargers to pursue risk management strategies. The risk management 
activities will include the following:  
• Investigate and implement actions to address public health impacts of PCBs in San 

Francisco Bay/Delta fish, including activities that reduce actual and potential exposure of 
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and mitigate health impacts to those people and communities most likely to be affected by 
PCBs in San Francisco Bay caught fish, such as sport and subsistence fishers and their 
families; 

• Provide multilingual fish-consumption advice to the public to help reduce PCBs exposure 
through community outreach, broadcast and print media, and signs posted at popular fishing 
locations; 

• Regularly inform the public about monitoring data and findings regarding hazards of eating 
PCBs-contaminated fish; and 

• Perform special studies needed to support health risk assessment and risk communication.  

11.4. Critical Data Needs 

Data and other information are needed to assess both the progress toward attainment of the 
numeric fish tissue target and to inform the adaptive implementation of the TMDL. Dischargers 
will therefore be required to support the following studies to fill critical data needs. 
 

• PCBs mass budget modeling and food web model improvements – Model refinements 
are needed to improve our ability to predict recovery rates of the Bay from impairment by 
PCBs, and to help focus implementation actions on those with the most potential for 
success. Better models could lead to a recalculation of the TMDL, and revised load and 
wasteload allocations. The TMDL will be revised if improved models predict that the 
current TMDL will not result in attainment of the fish tissue target. Improved models will 
also help evaluate whether implemented actions are effective and sufficient, and could 
direct the need for different or expanded implementation action. Models are also needed 
to improve our understanding of the role in-Bay PCBs-contaminated sites play in the 
Bay’s recovery. 

• Rate of natural attenuation of PCBs in the Bay environments – Natural attenuation is a 
component of the implementation of the TMDL. Attenuation rates greatly affect model 
prediction of recovery of the Bay from PCBs impairment. A better understanding of local 
rates of natural attenuation is needed in order to predict with more certainty the recovery 
time of the Bay, and to inform whether more, less or different implementation actions are 
needed. A refined understanding of the PCBs natural attenuation rate in water and 
sediment could lead to revised load and wasteload allocations. Specifically, load 
allocations to the Central Valley and navigational dredging currently rely on natural 
reduction of PCBs and new findings could result in load reduction actions 
implementation.  

11.5. Monitoring 

Monitoring is needed to demonstrate progress toward attainment of allocations and the numeric 
target. The discharger-funded RMP currently monitors PCBs in San Francisco Bay fish, 
sediments, and water. The Water Board will call on dischargers to support the RMP to monitor 
PCBs in fish (as specified in the numeric target), in sediments and water, at a spatial scale and 
frequency to track trends in the decline of PCBs and to demonstrate attainment of the numeric 
fish tissue target and sediment concentration goal. Monitoring will provide information on the 
progress in attaining the TMDL target, and therefore the success of actions implemented. Long 
term data are needed to verify the recovery rate of the Bay, and compare this with a model 
predicted recovery rate. These efforts will also inform whether the actions implemented are 
effective in reducing PCBs to the TMDL target or whether further actions are required. A refined 
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understanding of long term PCBs concentration trend data in water, sediment and biota could 
lead to a recalculation of the TMDL, and revised load and wasteload allocations. 
 
Monitoring of load allocations to demonstrate progress towards attainment shall be conducted 
by municipal and industrial wastewater dischargers and by urban runoff stormwater agencies. 
The RMP also conducts regular monitoring of PCBs loads from the Central Valley and some 
limited monitoring of PCBs loads from local tributaries. The current limited monitoring of PCBs 
loads from local tributaries by the RMP is not sufficient to quantify PCBs loads from urban 
stormwater runoff or the loads reduced from urban stormwater management control actions. As 
described in the discussion of implementation of Central Valley allocations, the Water Board will 
also call on dischargers, via the RMP, to verify ongoing loads and load reductions to allow 
evaluation of trends in the loads of PCBs from the Central Valley watershed and to confirm that 
loads are being reduced due to natural attenuation. 

11.6. Adaptive Implementation 

Adaptive implementation entails taking immediate actions commensurate with available 
information, reviewing new information as it becomes available, and modifying actions as 
necessary based on the new information. Taking immediate action allows progress to occur 
while more and better information is collected, and the effectiveness of current actions is 
evaluated (NRC, 2001). In this manner, this TMDL will be implemented in phases starting with 
actions described in each source category, risk management, monitoring, and critical data 
needs section above with subsequent modifications and phases based on improved knowledge 
of PCBs sources, control measures, and fate in the environment. In particular, there are four 
principal ongoing activities that may necessitate TMDL adaptation.  
 
First, the ongoing monitoring being conducted through the Regional Monitoring Program will 
allow us to improve our understanding of the rate of natural attenuation and recovery and our 
understanding of patterns of PCB concentrations in tissue and sediment. Interpretation of these 
data may result in improved ways of expressing TMDL targets or of evaluating them using 
monitoring data. 
 
Second, there are ongoing efforts to improve understanding of the fate and transport of PCBs in 
the Bay and to model the relevant biological, physical and chemical processes. Improved 
modeling capabilities combined with bathymetric and sediment core data allow us to better 
predict how the Bay will respond to management actions and changing conditions. This will, in 
turn, inform the need to adapt implementation schedules. 
 
Third, we will continue to pursue clean-up of in-Bay contaminated sites. By evaluating the 
degree to which in-Bay contaminated sites can be remediated and evaluating the resultant 
impact on PCB levels in the Bay and its biota, we will gain valuable insights relevant to 
determining the pace at which the beneficial uses of the Bay will be restored. 
 
Last, the success of the TMDL depends in large part on concerted efforts to locate and evaluate 
opportunities to control on-land PCB sources and the PCB load conveyed to the Bay via urban 
stormwater runoff.  The progressive approach for addressing this challenge is described in the 
stormwater runoff implementation section above in more detail. 
 
We will be assessing progress in each of these four areas on a continuing basis to determine if 
the quantity and quality of emerging information are sufficient to warrant adaptation of the 
TMDL. 
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The Water Board will adapt the TMDL and implementation plan to incorporate new and relevant 
scientific information such that effective and efficient measures can be taken to achieve the 
TMDL allocations and numeric fish tissue target. The Water Board, via an annual report by 
Water Board staff on TMDL implementation progress, will evaluate new and relevant information 
from implementation actions, monitoring, special studies, and scientific literature. Within ten 
years of the effective date of the TMDL, any necessary modifications to the targets, allocations, 
or implementation plan will be incorporated into the Basin Plan. The Water Board will make new 
information available to the public and will allow opportunities for public participation regarding 
the results of the periodic review of the TMDL, attainment of load allocations, attenuation of 
PCBs, or revised TMDL derivations. 
 
The Water Board will adapt the TMDL and implementation plan to incorporate new and relevant 
scientific information such that effective and efficient measures can be taken to achieve the 
allocations and numeric fish tissue target. The Water Board staff will present an annual progress 
report to the Water Board on implementation of the TMDL that includes evaluation of new and 
relevant information that becomes available through implementation actions, monitoring, special 
studies, and the scientific literature, and within ten years of the effective date of the TMDL, the 
Water Board will consider amending the PCBs TMDL and implementation plan as necessary to 
ensure attainment of water quality standards in a timely manner while considering the financial 
and environmental consequences of new control measures. 
 
In particular, achievement of the allocations for stormwater runoff, which is projected to take 20 
years, will be challenging. Consequently, the Water Board will consider modifying the schedule 
for achievement of the load allocations for stormwater runoff provided that dischargers have 
complied with all applicable permit requirements and all of the following have been 
accomplished relative to that source category or discharger: 
 
• A diligent effort has been made to quantify PCBs loads and the sources of PCBs in the 

discharge;  
• Documentation has been prepared that demonstrates that all technically and economically 

feasible and cost effective control measures recognized by the Water Board as applicable 
for that source category or discharger have been fully implemented, and evaluates and 
quantifies the comprehensive water quality benefit of such measures; 

• A demonstration has been made that achievement of the allocation will require more than 
the remaining ten years originally envisioned; and  

• A plan has been prepared that includes a schedule for evaluating the effectiveness and 
feasibility of additional control measures and implementing additional controls as 
appropriate.  
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12. Regulatory Analyses 

This section provides the regulatory analyses required to adopt the Basin Plan 
amendment to establish the PCBs TMDL. It includes a discussion of the results of an 
environmental impact analysis and a discussion of economic considerations. The 
environmental impact analysis is required under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) when the Water Board adopts a Basin Plan amendment under the Water 
Board’s certified regulatory program (California Public Resources Code § 15251 [g]). 
The environmental analysis also satisfies Public Resources Code § 21159 which applies 
when adopting rules or regulations requiring installation of pollution control equipment, 
compliance with a performance standard, or treatment requirement. It evaluates the 
reasonably foreseeable environmental impacts of the methods of compliance with the 
implementation plan in Section 11, and describes the reasonably foreseeable and 
feasible mitigation measures that could be used to reduce significant environmental 
impacts. The discussion of economic considerations is provided in accordance with 
Public Resources Code § 21159 [a] [3] [c] which requires an analysis of economic 
factors related to costs of implementation of the new rules or regulations. This Staff 
Report, including the CEQA checklist and these analyses, constitute a substitute 
environmental document.  
 
The results of the assessment of environmental impacts and economic considerations 
show that the Basin Plan amendment is not likely to result in long-term, significant 
impacts and will not cause immediate, large scale expenditures by the entities required 
to implement the PCBs TMDL. Many of the actions identified in the Basin Plan 
amendment to implement the PCBs TMDL are built on existing efforts to improve 
management of urban runoff, treatment of wastewater, and to remediate upland and in-
Bay PCBs-contaminated sites. Many of the actions will be implemented in a phased 
manner after pilot studies are conducted to evaluate those specific BMPs or control 
measures that are effective both from a load reduction perspective and from a cost 
perspective. This section analyzes environmental impacts for many of the potential 
individual projects that may be developed to implement the PCBs TMDL to the extent 
such impacts can be identified at this time. At such time as individual projects are 
proposed, the impacts of those individual projects will be evaluated as to location, 
specific technologies, size, quantity, feasibility and any mitigation necessary to address 
the identified environmental impacts. These project-specific impacts are too speculative 
to evaluate at this time. We anticipate that these projects would be required to mitigate 
any potential environmental impacts. Mitigation measures that are both feasible and 
already in common use as standard industry practice, are discussed in this analysis of 
environmental impacts and are expected to reduce all potentially significant impacts to 
less than significant levels. 

12.1. Environmental Impact Analysis: CEQA Compliance 

The Water Board is the lead agency responsible for evaluating the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed Basin Plan amendment to establish the PCBs 
TMDL and implementation plan for San Francisco Bay. To accomplish this evaluation, a 
standard CEQA checklist was prepared (Appendix A) along with an explanation of the 
results of the analysis. It includes a discussion of the potential environmental impacts as 
well as mitigation measures that would be used to eliminate or reduce the impacts. 
Because the Water Board cannot mandate adoption of any specific compliance method, 
the analysis provided here should be viewed as comparable to a Tier 1 environmental 
impact review. It does not and cannot present detailed analysis of project-specific 
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impacts at specific locations in the San Francisco Bay watershed, since such projects 
have yet to be defined, and thus, any analysis would be speculative at this time. Our 
assessment evaluates likely impacts of reasonably foreseeable means of compliance 
and the reasonably foreseeable mitigation measures that would reduce any potentially 
significant impacts. 

12.2. Project Description 

Sections 2.2 and 3 of this Staff Report present the project definition, objectives and 
environmental setting that provide the basis for the CEQA evaluation. The project is 
composed of a Basin Plan Amendment that includes a TMDL of 10 kg/yr for San 
Francisco Bay based on a numeric target for fish tissue (10 ug/kg) protective of human 
health and wildlife beneficial uses and allocates the TMDL among the various external 
sources. This target is based on evaluating the lifetime incremental cancer risk of one in 
a 100,000 for an adult recreational sport fisher. It is derived from assuming a 70 kilogram 
person, consuming on average 32 grams of fish caught in San Francisco Bay per day, 
over a lifetime of 70 years. The fish consumption rate of 32 g/day is based on a San 
Francisco Bay survey (SFEI 2000a). This consumption rate represents the 95th 
percentile upper bound estimate of consumption for local sport fish consumers based on 
their four-week recall of eating Bay-caught fish. 
 
The Basin Plan amendment includes: a plan to implement the TMDL using a phased 
approach; a monitoring program to evaluate progress towards achievement of the target; 
and a plan and schedule for additional studies to improve our technical understanding 
relevant to the PCBs TMDL and implementation plan. It also requires reviewing progress 
toward meeting targets, implementing actions, and evaluating continued appropriateness 
and effectiveness of actions. The phasing of the implementation plan involves 
conducting pilot studies and/or feasibility studies for some actions, prior to requiring 
those actions to be undertaken. The proposed implementation schedule also provides a 
realistic timeframe in which to complete the tasks required by the TMDL and a timeframe 
to evaluate the need for modifications to the TMDL and the implementation plan. 
 

12.3.  Project Objectives 

The primary objective of the project is to achieve the PCBs fish tissue target specified by 
the TMDL in order to restore the currently impaired beneficial uses of commercial and 
sport fishing in the Bay.  
 
The objectives of the project with respect to PCBs, which are most relevant to the 
analyses of environmental impacts and alternatives, are listed below (the entire list is 
found in Section 2.2): 
 
• Attain numeric PCBs water quality criteria and the bioaccumulative narrative water 

quality objective established for the Bay in as short a time frame as feasible. 
• Protect beneficial uses of the Bay related to sport fishing and wildlife  
• Provide interim risk management programs to protect recreational sport fishing 

anglers.  
• Set target(s) to attain relevant water quality objectives in all parts of the Bay. 
• Avoid imposing regulatory requirements more stringent than necessary to meet the 

targets designed to attain water quality standards. 
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• Reduce loading of PCBs to the Bay from external sources. 
• Comply with the Clean Water Act requirement to adopt a TMDL for a 303 (d) listed 

impaired water body. 
• Initiate actions to reduce PCBs discharges, while continuing to accommodate new 

information on PCBs fate in the environment. 

12.4.  Reasonably Foreseeable Methods of Compliance 

Implementation Plan requirements not evaluated in this CEQA analysis 
Some of the TMDL implementation plan requirements of the Basin Plan amendment are 
not evaluated in this Section of the Report because they are requirements that do not 
cause a direct physical change in the environment or a reasonably foreseeable indirect 
physical change in the environment. Those requirements include evaluations of potential 
actions, monitoring, participation in additional research to fill critical data needs, and 
development of public outreach and human health risk management programs. 
 
Implementation Plan requirements evaluated in this CEQA analysis  
Implementation measures that are reasonably foreseeable methods of compliance that 
result in a physical change in the environment are reviewed in this analysis. An 
explanation of what is evaluated in this analysis is provided below and organized by 
source category. 
 
External Sources 
 
Wastewater and Stormwater Implementation 
The implementation plan for the TMDL is considered a phased plan because many of 
the actions necessary to achieve the TMDL allocations will require an evaluation as part 
of a pilot study or feasibility study prior to implementation. Many of the actions that are 
required to achieve reductions in PCBs loading to the Bay will be required as part of an 
NPDES permit for municipal and industrial wastewater dischargers or stormwater runoff 
management agencies.  
 
The NPDES permit requirements for urban stormwater runoff would be implemented in a 
phased approach. The first five years of TMDL implementation are anticipated to include 
pilot studies that will test a variety of control measures in order to implement measures 
that will achieve load allocations in the most effective and cost-efficient manner. The 
second five-year permitting period will feature strategic implementation of those 
measures found to be effective through pilot testing conducted in the first permit term. In 
10 years, it is expected that the permit would require a schedule for full implementation 
of the technically practicable, effective and cost efficient BMPs and control measures to 
the maximum extent practicable. It is speculative at this time to identify specific individual 
projects that will be implemented based on the results of the pilot studies. Instead we 
have has compiled a general list of reasonably foreseeable compliance measures that 
may be considered as part of a pilot study or may eventually be implemented to attain 
the load allocations identified in the Basin Plan amendment for the external sources of 
municipal and industrial wastewater, and urban stormwater runoff.  
 
The general list of reasonably foreseeable means of compliance evaluated in this 
environmental impact analysis for these source categories includes the following: 
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• Removal and disposal of PCBs-containing equipment 
• Removal and disposal of PCBs from building materials 
• Removal and disposal of PCBs residuals in sewer lines 
• Survey and remediation of contaminated soil or sediment in public rights-of-way, 

wastewater conveyances, and private properties 
• Increased street cleaning (includes sweeping or washing) 
• Storm drain and inlet maintenance (above and beyond normal practices) 
• Construction, operation, and maintainance of facilities/units to intercept, divert and 

treat storm water (e.g., on-site system retrofits including detention basins, infiltration 
basins, sand filters, bioretention drainage areas etc.) 

• Strategically routing/diverting stormwater to POTWs (i.e., municipal wastewater 
treatment plants)  for treatment  

 
These measures are evaluated in this environmental analysis without much detail as to 
location, size or number, or location-specific feasibility, since they will be evaluated in 
the future as part of the pilot projects undertaken by the dischargers. BMPs and control 
measures to be evaluated as part of a pilot study include both potentially new activities 
as well as augmentation of existing actions. For example, the number and extent of 
projects to remove and dispose of PCBs-containing equipment and building materials 
containing PCBs is currently unknown. Storm drain maintenance and street cleaning are 
all conducted as part of normal municipal stormwater programs. They are included in 
this analysis because adoption of the PCBs TMDL may increase their frequency. 
 
Pilot studies will be required under a future NPDES stormwater permit to evaluate the 
feasibility of the construction, operation, and maintenance of new facilities to intercept, 
divert, and treat stormwater. Therefore, the number and locations of these projects are 
uncertain. No specific type of project is required; rather this is an implementation 
measure that could be selected if strategically feasible in some locations. The pilot 
studies are intended to analyze the environmental impacts of implementing these types 
of measures. 
 
No specific project to route stormwater to a wastewater treatment plant is currently 
required. Studies are underway by the San Francisco Estuary Institute under funding 
from the State Water Resources Control Board to investigate opportunities, i.e., 
locations of PCB-contaminated stormwater runoff occurring in the vicinity of pump 
stations. Based on the results of these studies, pilot projects could be pursued by the 
stormwater management agencies or municipal wastewater treatment facilities. 
 
Central Valley 
No actions for the Central Valley watershed load allocations are required other than 
monitoring, and thus, there are no reasonably foreseeable compliance measures to 
evaluate here.  
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Internal Sources 
 
In-Bay Contaminated Hot Spots 
There are no load allocations to internal sources, therefore no new actions are explicitly 
required of any regulated party by this TMDL for in-Bay PCB-contaminated hot spots.  
Projects to remediate in-Bay PCB-contaminated sediments have been completed in 
some locations, are in-progress at others, and may occur in the future for sites identified 
in Table 23 of this Report.  
 
The environmental impacts of cleanup activities at some of the sites that were identified 
as part of the Bay Protection Toxic Cleanup Program were analyzed in a programmatic 
level environmental evaluation by the State Water Resources Control Board during 
development of the Consolidated Toxic Hot Spots Clean Up Plan (SWRCB, 2003). The 
environmental evaluation concluded that the action of adoption of the Consolidated 
Cleanup Plan by the SWRCB will not result in significant adverse impacts. Any adverse 
environmental effects that may occur due to remediation under the proposed Plan would 
be substantially the same as environmental effects of remediation if the Plan is not 
adopted. This is because the regulatory framework requiring remediation and the 
regulatory framework protecting the environment against adverse affects of remediation, 
are unchanged by the adoption of the proposed Plan. In other words, the Plan will 
neither affect the requirements for remediation nor the way in which the environment is 
protected against adverse effects through permitting, CEQA, Waste Discharge 
Requirements, Cleanup Orders, etc. This is also true in the case of this PCBs TMDL. 
 
Remediation of PCBs-contaminated hot spots may support attainment of the fish tissue 
target and TMDL, based on decreases in the mass of PCBs in localized in-Bay surface 
sediments. Despite the fact that these actions are not required by this Basin Plan 
amendment, there may be a fair argument that such actions may occur due to the 
project or may receive greater attention and resources from state, federal or local 
agencies and thus the number of projects in an active stage at any given time may be 
accelerated, thus the environmental impacts of selected potential remedial alternatives 
that involve a potential physical change in the environment are evaluated in this section. 
This analysis is a general evaluation of environmental impacts that could occur due to 
remediation of PCBs contaminated sediment. A feasibility study is anticipated to be 
required prior to implementing any remedial alternative. Some potential remedial 
alternatives, such as monitored natural recovery, are not evaluated here because they 
do not involve a physical change in the environment. The fact that they are not evaluated 
in this report has no bearing on their potential effectiveness as a remedial alternative. 
 
Detailed clean-up plans would also require an assessment of environmental impacts that 
would be conducted by the lead agency at time of review and approval. These projects 
could be carried out under the authority of the Water Board, DTSC, US EPA, or in some 
cases local agencies. In each case, the lead agency is responsible for ensuring 
environmental impacts are avoided, minimized, and mitigated. 
 
The reasonably foreseeable means of compliance evaluated in this environmental 
impact analysis for this source category include the following: 
• Remediation of contaminated sediment with dredging and appropriate disposal 
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• Remediation of contaminated sediment with dredging, appropriate disposal, and 
capping of residual contamination in-situ 

 
Navigational Dredging 

There is no load allocated to navigational dredging, instead the TMDL implementation 
plan establishes a methodology to determine whether sediments dredged to support 
navigation could be disposed of in-Bay. Application of the methodology to navigational 
dredging project could result in less material being allowed to be disposed of in-Bay over 
time if the ambient concentration of PCBs in sediments decreases. A Basin Plan 
amendment adopted by the Water Board, and approved by State Board on November 6, 
2007, sets a long-term overall goal for in-Bay disposal of dredged material at designated 
in-Bay disposal sites at one mcy (or less) per year to be attained step-wise over a 12-
year period. This goal requires a reduction of in-Bay disposal. The environmental 
impacts of reductions in-Bay disposal were evaluated in the Long Term Management 
Strategy for Dredged Material Environmental Impact Statement/Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Report (US EPA 1996) and was identified as being more 
environmentally beneficial than allowing in-Bay disposal. Navigation dredged material 
not disposed of in-Bay is likely to be taken to the deep ocean disposal site. The 
environmental impacts of the implementation plan actions for navigational dredging are 
therefore not further evaluated in this analysis. 
 

12.5.  Regulatory Framework 

Agencies with permit review or approval authority over the implementation of reasonably 
foreseeable means of compliance include the following: 
 
San Francisco Bay Water Board 
Issues Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certifications required to conduct 
dredging or filling of waters of the U.S., including San Francisco Bay;  NPDES permits, 
WDRs and Cleanup and Abatement Orders for discharges that pollute or threaten to 
pollute surface or groundwater, and other orders as necessary to enforce the Porter 
Cologne Water Quality Control Act of 1969.  
 
Bay Conservation and Development Commission  
Permits actions subject to the San Francisco Bay Plan; issues consistency 
determinations with the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990. 
 
The Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Issues orders in accordance with Chapter 6.8 of Division 20 of the California Health and 
Safety Code. 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
Issues Clean Water Act section 404 permits for dredging and fill projects in navigable 
waters. 
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Conducts section 7 consultation for effects to listed federal species. 
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National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration/National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NOAA/NMFS) 
Conducts section 7 consultation for effects to migratory and endangered fish species 
  
California Department of Fish and Game 
Provides section 2081 consultation for effects to listed species. 
 
Municipalities/Counties 
Issue building and/or grading permits; enforce of noise ordinances 
 

12.6 Environmental Checklist 

A significant impact is defined by CEQA as “a substantial, or potentially substantial, 
adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by a project 
including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical 
or aesthetic significance” (14 CCR Title 14, Chapter 3, Article 20, Section 15382. Our 
analysis, prepared using the CEQA checklist (Appendix A), identified some potentially 
significant environmental impacts in the areas of air quality, biological resources, 
hydrology and water quality, noise, and utilities and service systems. 
 
Mitigation Measures 
Although some potentially significant impacts have been identified, recommended 
mitigation measures, many of which are mandatory conditions of local, state, and federal 
regulations and permits, (see Section 12.5, e.g., mitigation requirements of the Water 
Board’s 401 Water Quality permits) will eliminate entirely or reduce these impacts to a 
“Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” level. As used in this analysis and as 
defined by CEQA (Article 20, Section 15370), mitigation can be divided into four types: 
 

1. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or part of an action. 
2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 

implementation. 
3. Rectifying or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 

operations during the life of the action. 
4. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 

environments. 
 
It is likely that all of these mitigation strategies will be used alone or in a variety of 
combinations to address specific impacts associated with individual projects developed 
as means of compliance with the Basin Plan amendment. 
 
It should be noted that the Water Board will not require any actions or projects to 
implement the PCBs TMDL that would lead to significant, permanent, negative impacts 
on the environment. Furthermore, we anticipate that all potentially significant 
environmental impacts will be mitigated to less than significant levels either through the 
Water Board’s regulatory and permitting authorities or under those of other agencies 
with jurisdiction in relevant areas, such as U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. 
EPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), NOAA/NMFS, Occupational Health and 
Safety Administration (OSHA), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (U.S. ACE), California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), California Department of Toxic Substances 
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Control (DTSC), and San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC). 
 
Results of the Environmental Analysis 
The CEQA checklist (Appendix A) summarizes the results of the analysis of potential 
environmental impacts associated with the reasonably foreseeable means of compliance 
with the PCBs TMDL as proposed in the Basin Plan amendment. The standard CEQA 
rating system, which was used here, includes four designations of the level of 
significance. They are: Potentially Significant (PS), Less than Significant (LTS), Less 
than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated (LTSM), and No Impact (NI). Table 24 
presents those environmental impacts determined to be potentially significant before 
mitigation and the associated mitigation measures. A discussion of the environmental 
impact categories on the checklist, level of significance, and recommended mitigation 
measures follows the summary table. 
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Table 24-Summary of Potentially Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 

Reasonably Foreseeable 
Compliance Measures 

Evaluated 

Environmental 
Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Level of 

Significance 
With 

Mitigation 
3. AIR QUALITY 
      3-B Contribute to Air Quality Violation 
 
On-Land 

• Construct, operate, and 
maintain facilities/units 
to intercept, divert, and 
treat stormwater  

• Remediation of PCBs-
contaminated soil or 
sediment from public 
rights-of-way, storm 
water conveyances, and 
private property 

• Increased street Cleaning 
(washing and/or 
sweeping) 

• Storm drain and inlet 
maintenance 

• Strategically route 
stormwater to POTWs 
for treatment 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Impacts:  

• Short-term increase 
in particulates (PM-
10) from vehicle 
exhaust 

• Short-term increase 
in photo-chemical 
smog constituents 
from vehicle 
exhaust 

• Construction-
related dust 

• Diesel exhaust 
(nuisance odors) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
On-Land 

Implementation of established BMPs and site-
control measures to control and minimize dust 
include, but not limited to: 
• Spray down construction sites with water or 

soil stabilizers 
• Cover all hauling trucks 
• Maintain adequate freeboard on haul trucks 
• Limit vehicle speed in unpaved work areas 
• Suspend work during periods of high wind or 

air quality restrictions 
• Install temporary windbreaks 
• Use of low sulfur or emulsified diesel fuel to 

reduce constituents of photo-chemical smog 
• Use of soot traps on diesel equipment to reduce 

particulates 
 
Additional BMPs for removal of PCBs-containing 
equipment/building materials: 

• Use covered dust chutes for removal of 
material 

• Create a Soil Management Plan 
• Test and monitor on-site air quality 

 
 
 
 

 
LTSM 
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Reasonably Foreseeable 
Compliance Measures 

Evaluated 

Environmental 
Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Level of 

Significance 
With 

Mitigation 
In-Bay 

• Dredge contaminated 
sediment with offsite 
disposal (all methods) 

 

 
Impacts: 

• Short-term increase 
in airborne 
particulates (PM-
10) from barge and 
equipment exhaust 

• Short-term increase 
in photo-chemical 
smog constituents 
from barge and 
equipment exhaust 

 

 
PS 

 
 

In-Bay 
• Use of electric-powered excavating equipment 

and barges in place of diesel-fueled equipment 
and barges 

• Use of low sulfur or emulsified diesel fuel to 
reduce constituents of photo-chemical smog 

• Use of soot traps on diesel equipment to reduce 
particulates 

 

 
LTSM 

4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
     4-A, C and D Substantial adverse effect on special status species, federally protected wetlands and substantially interfere with migratory fish 
 
In Bay  

• Dredge contaminated 
sediment (all methods) 

 
 

 
Impacts: 

• Disturbance of 
near-shore tidal 
wetlands 

• Short-term habitat 
disturbances such as 
vegetation removal, 
noise, presence of 
humans 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
PS 

 
In-Bay 
Mitigation measures include: 

• Use of electric dredging equipment (noise 
reduction) 

• Use of clamshell buckets and silt screens to 
minimize re-suspension of sediment  

• Vibration dampening material on equipment 
• Adherence to established state and federal 

policies for “No Net Loss” of wetlands 
• Adherence to policy to avoid, minimize, 

mitigate for projects involving wetlands 
• Adherence to Water Board permit 

requirements, USFWS, NOAA/NMFS, CDFG 
consultation requirements 

• BMPs to minimize project footprint 
• Pre-construction survey for endangered or 

sensitive species 
• Presence of trained on-site biological monitors 
• Training for construction personnel to 

 
LTSM 

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 12. Regulatory Analyses  

San Francisco Bay PCBs TMDL Staff Report  Page 91 
December June 2007 
   

Reasonably Foreseeable 
Compliance Measures 

Evaluated 

Environmental 
Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Level of 

Significance 
With 

Mitigation 
 
 

recognize and avoid sensitive species 

8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
     8-A Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 
 
In-Bay 

• Dredge PCBs-
contaminated sediment 
with off-site disposal 

• Dredge (partial) and cap 
remainder in situ 

 
Impacts: 

• Short term 
violations of water 
quality objectives 
due to sediment 
resuspension or 
creation of decant 
water 

 

 
PS 

 
In-Bay 
Mitigation measures include: 

• Comply with requirements of water quality 
certification or waste discharge requirements 

• Installation of temporary sheet pile enclosure or 
silt curtains 

• Treatment or proper disposal of decant water 

 
LTSM 

11. NOISE  
     11-A and B Expose people to noise or groundborne vibration in excess of local ordinances or other standards 
 
On Land 

• Removal and disposal of 
PCBs-containing 
equipment 

• Removal and disposal of 
PCBs-containing 
building materials 

• Removal and disposal of 
PCBs residuals in sewer 
lines 

• Remediation of 
contaminated soil or 
sediment from public 
rights-of-way, storm 
water conveyances, and 
private property 

• Construct, operate, and 
maintain facilities/units 

 
Impacts: 

• Short-term noise 
related to 
construction 
activities and use of 
heavy equipment 
for all projects 
involving 
construction and 
removal and 
hauling of 
equipment/material 
from buildings 

 
 
 
 
 

 
PS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
On Land 
Mitigation measures include: 

• Compliance with local noise ordinances 
(typical standards include blackouts prohibiting 
use of heavy equipment on Sundays, early 
morning hours and evenings all week, and on 
holidays) 

• Use of noise dampening material or barriers 
around equipment 

• Engine and pneumatic exhaust controls 
• Locating equipment as far as practical from 

noise-sensitive areas 
• Selecting haul routes that affect the lowest 

number of people 
 
 
 
 

 
LTSM 
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Reasonably Foreseeable 
Compliance Measures 

Evaluated 

Environmental 
Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Level of 

Significance 
With 

Mitigation 
to intercept, divert, and 
treat stormwater 

• Strategically route 
stormwater to POTWs 

 
In-Bay 

• Dredge PCBs-
contaminated sediment 
with off-site disposal 

• Dredge (partial) and cap 
remainder in situ 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Impacts: 

• Use of heavy 
equipment during 
dredging and 
hauling activities 
could cause short-
term, localized 
noise  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

PS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
In-Bay 
Mitigation measures include:  

• Compliance with local noise ordinances 
(typical standards include blackouts prohibiting 
use of heavy equipment on Sundays, early 
morning hours and evenings all week, and on 
holidays) 

• Use of noise dampening material or barriers 
around equipment 

• Engine and pneumatic exhaust controls 
• Locating equipment as far as practical from 

noise-sensitive areas 
• Selecting haul routes that affect the lowest 

number of people 
 

 
 
 
 
 

LTSM 
 
 

11. NOISE 
     11-D Substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise in vicinity of project 
 
On Land 

• Removal and disposal of 
PCBs-containing 
equipment 

• Removal and disposal of 
PCBs-containing 
building materials 

• Removal and disposal of 
PCBs residuals in sewer 
lines 

• Remediation of 
contaminated soil or 

 
Impacts: 

• Short-term, 
intermittent noise 
from use of heavy 
equipment during 
construction or 
remediation 
activities 

 
 
 
 

 
PS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
On Land 
Mitigation measures include:  

• Compliance with local noise ordinances 
(typical standards include blackouts prohibiting 
use of heavy equipment on Sundays, early 
morning hours and evenings all week, and on 
holidays) 

• Use of noise dampening material or barriers 
around equipment 

• Engine and pneumatic exhaust controls 
• Locating equipment as far as practical from 

noise-sensitive areas 

 
LTSM 
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Reasonably Foreseeable 
Compliance Measures 

Evaluated 

Environmental 
Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Level of 

Significance 
With 

Mitigation 
sediment from public 
rights-of-way, storm 
water conveyances, and 
private property 

• Construct, operate, and 
maintain facilities/units 
to intercept, divert, and 
treat storm water 

• Strategically Route 
Stormwater to POTWs 

 
In-Bay 

• Dredge contaminated 
sediment (all methods) 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

• Selecting haul routes that affect the lowest 
number of people 

• Compliance with work window restrictions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-Bay 
Mitigation measures include: 

• Compliance with local noise ordinances 
(typical standards include blackouts prohibiting 
use of heavy equipment on Sundays, early 
morning hours and evenings all week, and on 
holidays) 

• Use of noise dampening material or barriers 
around equipment 

• Engine and pneumatic exhaust controls 
• Locating equipment as far as practical from 

noise-sensitive areas 
 

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
     16-B Require or result in construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of facilities, construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects 
 
On-Land 

• Removal and disposal of 
PCBs residuals in sewer 
lines 

• Construct facilities/units 
to intercept, divert, and 
treat stormwater 

 
Impacts: 

• Projects to remove 
PCBs residuals 
from sewer lines 
may, in a limited 
number of cases, 
include replacement 

 
PS 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
On Land 
Mitigation measures include: 

• Compliance with existing, applicable zoning, 
land-use, permitting requirements of all 
agencies (local, state, and federal) 

• Use of standard construction BMPs to avoid 
and minimize environmental impacts 

 
LTSM 
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Reasonably Foreseeable 
Compliance Measures 

Evaluated 

Environmental 
Impacts 

Level of 
Significance 

Before 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Level of 

Significance 
With 

Mitigation 
• Strategically route 

stormwater to POTWs 
 

 

of some sections of 
the line 

• Some dischargers 
may strategically 
select sites where 
feasible to intercept 
and divert storm 
water to POTWs. 
Construction is 
likely to be limited 
to interception 
devices and 
pipelines 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 

16. Utilities and Service Systems 
     16-C Require or result in construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects 
 
On Land 

• Construction of facilities 
to intercept and divert 
urban stormwater runoff 

• Strategically route 
stormwater to POTWs 

 

 
Impacts: 

• Impacts related to 
construction 
activities as 
described above 

 

 
PS 

 
On Land 
Mitigation measures include: 

• Compliance with existing, applicable zoning, 
land-use, permitting requirements of all 
agencies (local, state, and federal) 

• Use of standard construction BMPs to avoid 
and minimize environmental impacts 

 

 
LTSM 
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Discussion of Environmental Impacts and Mitigation by Checklist Category 
In this section, we present the rationale for the ratings of environmental impacts listed in the 
CEQA checklist (Appendix A) and Table 24-Summary of Potentially Significant Environmental 
Impacts and Mitigation Measures 
. The following sections are numbered to match the checklist. 
 
1. Aesthetics 

There are no known or reasonably foreseeable impacts to aesthetic values as a result of 
compliance with the proposed Basin Plan amendment. Significant impacts to aesthetics would 
involve introduction of new elements that are substantially out of character with existing land 
uses or would obscure or alter scenic vistas or occur within a designated scenic area. There are 
no impacts of this type associated with the reasonably foreseeable means of compliance with 
the Basin Plan amendment as projects will be implemented in urban industrial areas. Some 
projects may occur adjacent to the San Francisco Bay. Construction impacts associated with 
activities along the shoreline may include sheet pile installation, removal of vegetation, sediment 
stabilization or pipeline installation; these impacts are all short-term activities with no long-term 
impacts to aesthetic resources. 
 
2. Agricultural Resources 

There are no known or reasonably foreseeable impacts to agricultural resources as a result of 
compliance with the proposed Basin Plan amendment. Significant impacts would occur if a 
project substantially affected agricultural lands or production processes. The reasonably 
foreseeable methods of compliance with Basin Plan amendment will be implemented in urban, 
industrial areas where there are essentially no agricultural land uses. 
 
3. Air Quality 

The impacts of a project to air quality in the Bay Area are assessed in relation to guidelines set 
by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD 1999) as well as in relation to 
federal standards established by the Clean Air Act. The air pollutants of greatest concern in the 
Bay area include ozone and inhalable particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) 
The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is currently classified as a nonattainment area for both 
the state and federal ozone standards, and for state PM10 standards. 
 
In the case of implementation activities related to the PCBs TMDL, emissions of air pollutants 
are primarily associated with construction activities. Given the temporal aspect of such projects, 
all reasonably foreseeable impacts would be short-term. Construction activities emissions are 
included in the emission inventory that is the basis for regional air quality plans and are not 
expected to impede attainment or maintenance of ozone or carbon monoxide standards in the 
Bay Area (BAAQMD 1999). Even if emissions are greater than anticipated they would be 
mitigated as discussed below.  
 
The other pollutant of greatest concern related to construction and possible remediation work is 
fine particulate matter (<PM10), which is related to activities such as excavation, grading, vehicle 
travel on paved and unpaved surfaces, and vehicle and equipment emissions. Construction-
related emissions of PM10 vary depending on a variety of factors including the level of activity, 
specific operations taking placing, equipment being used, and local soil and weather conditions. 
Although particulate matter is closely associated with diesel exhaust, it is also formed from tire 
wear and road dust. However, despite the variability of these influences, the BAAQMD has 
identified numerous BMPs that are feasible control measures to significantly reduce emissions 
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of PM10 from construction projects. In addition, as of mid-2006, California law requires that all 
highway diesel fuel sold in the state be Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel (ULSD), which is compatible with 
existing, in-use vehicles. This formulation also contributes to significant reductions in particulate 
matter emissions. We anticipate use of this fuel and implementation of BMPs would be required 
as necessary for projects associated with implementation of the PCBs TMDL. Specific areas of 
impact and mitigation are described below. 
 
Implementation measures for the PCBs TMDL could lead to projects or other activities with 
impacts to air quality in the following area as listed on the CEQA checklist: 
 
Would the project: 
Impact 3-B: Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected 
air quality violation. 
 
These impacts are rated as potentially significant, but less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. 
 
On Land 
Impacts: Implementation measures for the PCBs TMDL may include removal of PCB-containing 
equipment from buildings or other industrial facilities and disposal at appropriate offsite 
locations. Remediation projects may also be implemented to remove contaminated soils or 
sediments from public rights-of-way, private property, and sewer lines. Such projects would 
involve the use of heavy equipment during remediation or hauling and disposal of materials. 
 
Some dischargers responsible for urban runoff/stormwater may decide to conduct additional 
street cleaning, including street sweeping and washing, or installation of new filtration systems 
for storm drains. Activities of this type could require more frequent operation of street cleaning 
machinery than under current maintenance schedules. This increase in maintenance could 
impact air quality on a short-term, periodic basis. Impacts from construction of other possible 
control measures, e.g., facilities/units to intercept, divert and treat stormwater may also occur 
but are expected to be short term in nature and the number and locations of such projects would 
be speculative, as the feasibility and specific nature of these projects will be evaluated by 
dischargers through pilot studies. 
 
In addition, in a limited number of instances, dischargers may opt to construct facilities to divert 
stormwater to municipal wastewater treatment facilities. This is only likely to be undertaken 
where strategically feasible, such as in locations where municipal wastewater treatment facilities 
are proximate to areas with significant amounts of PCBs in urban runoff. These efforts would 
involve construction of pipelines connecting the storm collection system to municipal wastewater 
treatment facilities. 
 
The implementation measures for the PCBs TMDL described above could contribute to two 
main types of air quality impacts: increased input of PM10 (as described above) from dust (in 
construction areas) and diesel exhaust emissions as well as an increase in vehicle exhaust 
emissions that contain air pollutants known to contribute to photo-chemical smog, i.e., ozone, 
cause annoyance odors, and potentially irritate respiratory systems (particularly in sensitive 
individuals). The impacts would result from use of heavy equipment during construction and 
construction activities and from increases in street cleaning, as well. Construction-related 
impacts would be short-term; impacts associated with increases in street cleaning would also be 
short-term and minimal, but would occur on a regular basis. 
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Mitigation: Use of standard BMPs should reduce these impacts to less than significant levels. 
For particulate matter, the BMPs include, but are not limited to: spraying of construction and 
staging areas to control dust; covering all hauling trucks and maintaining adequate freeboard; 
using electric equipment when possible; ceasing construction activities during periods of high 
wind or episodes of poor air quality as identified by BAAQMD; using covered dust chutes for 
removal of building materials or equipment; developing and implementing soil management 
plans at all construction sites, and ongoing testing and monitoring to detect and eliminate 
airborne release of PCBs during remediation activities. Measures to mitigate vehicle exhaust 
emissions include use of construction and maintenance equipment with lower emission engines, 
use of soot traps or diesel particulate filters, and use of emulsified or low sulfur diesel fuel. Over 
time, vacuum-assisted street sweepers could be incorporated into municipal maintenance 
vehicle fleets, which generate less dust during operation than conventional street sweeping 
equipment. 
 
 
In-Bay 
Impacts: Remediation of PCBs-contaminated hot spots located along the margins of the Bay 
may result in short term impacts to air quality. These activities may involve the use of diesel-
powered dredging equipment and barges to transport the dredged material. On a localized, 
short-term basis, this equipment could contribute particulate matter as well as some of the 
ozone precursors. In addition, disposal of material from remediation of in-Bay contaminated hot 
spots would most likely be disposed of at upland facilities. Upland disposal could also result in 
increased use of diesel-fueled trucks, which would increase the release of exhaust emissions 
with particulates (including PM10) and the constituents of photo-chemical smog. 
 
Mitigation: It is anticipated that standard BMPs would reduce these impacts to less than 
significant levels. Measures to mitigate vehicle exhaust and equipment emissions include use of 
construction and maintenance equipment with lower emission engines, use of soot traps or 
diesel particulate filters, and use of emulsified or low sulfur diesel fuel. For large-scale dredging 
project near-shore, use of electric-powered excavating equipment and barges would 
significantly reduce equipment and vehicle emissions of both particulates and pollutants without 
a consequent loss of performance.  
 
4. Biological Resources 

Impacts to biological resources would be considered significant if the project caused substantial 
adverse effects directly or indirectly on a special status species (e.g., listed threatened or 
endangered) or candidate species. Similarly, substantial adverse impacts to sensitive natural 
communities, including wetlands, are considered significant impacts due to the potential 
presence of endangered species. Conflicts with various resource policies and plans, such as 
Natural Community Conservation Plans, Habitat Conservation Plans, or local tree protection 
ordinances, if substantial, could also be considered significant impacts. 
 
Implementation of the TMDL for PCBs could lead to projects or activities with impacts to 
biological resources in three areas as listed on the CEQA checklist: 
 
Would the project: 
Impact 4-A Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local, regional 
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plans, policies, regulations or by California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. 
 
Impact 4-B Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
 
Impact 4-C Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including. but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. 
 
These impacts are rated potentially significant for in-Bay projects as explained below. There are 
no known reasonably foreseeable impacts to biological resources from on-land projects; this 
rating is also explained below. 
 
On Land 
There are no reasonably foreseeable impacts to biological resources from implementation of the 
PCBs TMDL at on-land sites. Although removal of soil and sediment could occur as part of land-
based implementation activities, PCBs are normally found in highly urbanized, industrial areas 
where the presence of sensitive native species and habitats such as wetlands is improbable. As 
a result, removal of soil and sediment, PCBs-contaminated equipment and building materials, or 
other remediation activities at on-land sites are unlikely to disturb any rare or sensitive species 
or habitats. Implementation measures developed to intercept, and treat stormwater or to divert, 
urban stormwater runoff to municipal wastewater treatment systems are only likely to occur at 
strategic locations in highly urbanized areas where urban runoff is identified as a source of 
PCBs or wastewater treatment facilities are in close proximity, which is most likely to be in urban 
industrial areas. Given these factors, on-land projects have no reasonably foreseeable impacts 
to biological resources. 
 
In-Bay 
Impacts: Implementation of the PCBs TMDL at in-Bay locations could include remediation of 
sites with PCBs-contaminated sediments. One approach to site remediation dredging is to 
remove contaminated sediment with offsite disposal or partial dredging combined with capping 
the remainder in-situ. In-Bay projects to remove PCBs-contaminated sediment would occur in 
near-shore areas, in sub-tidal or intertidal habitats or in some cases may include sensitive tidal 
marsh habitat. The size of these projects varies but is generally limited to less than 10 acres. 
Benthic macroinvertebrate community impacts in sub-tidal or intertidal habitats are generally 
short-lived. These communities are not considered to be a sensitive natural community. In 
marine environments, recolonization of stable benthic communities occurs in 3-5 years. In the 
San Francisco Bay, benthic communities are subject to perturbations due to the effects of 
salinity changes, wind-wave action and other Bay phenomenon. Changes in community 
structure occur naturally and therefore remedial dredging small areas of the Bay is not 
considered a significant environmental impact on biological resources. In addition, one of the 
reasons some of these sites are on the list of contaminated hot spots, other than because of 
PCBs, is because toxicity was identified as a concern for the benthic community. 
 
Dredging for remediation of in-Bay contaminated sediment could cause potential impacts to 
sensitive anadromous fish species such as sturgeon and coho salmon. Impacts are also 
possible from removal of tidal marsh vegetation and disrupting waterfowl and other wildlife, 
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including endangered species that inhabit such ecosystems through short-term noise and 
disturbance caused by the presence of humans.  
 
Mitigation: Use of BMPs, and compliance with resource agency requirements, including 
USFWS, NOAA/NMFS and CDFG, as part of formal or informal consultations required prior to 
issuance of Clean Water Act 401 water quality certifications by the Water Board and 404 
dredging and filling permits should mitigate potentially significant impacts related to dredging of 
sediment contaminated by PCBs to less than significant levels. Specific mitigation measures 
include adherence to established work windows to time of dredging activities to avoid key 
seasonal activity of anadromous fish and bird species that inhabit near shore areas either 
seasonally or year round; use of electric dredge equipment; use of environmental (closed) 
clamshell buckets on dredges; and noise dampening material on equipment. Electric-powered 
dredging equipment has been used for San Francisco Bay dredging projects, such as in the 
Oakland Harbor. However, this technology is only feasible if the amount of material to be 
removed is very large and the site is close to shore. Projects that disrupt tidal marshes would be 
required to mitigate for the temporal and any long-term potential losses. 
 
Any or all of these mitigation measures could be imposed on projects through the regulatory 
authority of the Water Board, under the Clean Water Act 401 water quality certification 
requirements. Therefore impacts to biological resources from in-Bay dredging projects would be 
mitigated to less than significant levels with mitigation incorporated. 
 
5. Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources encompass archeological, traditional, and built environment resources 
including, buildings, other structures, objects, districts, and sites. Significant impacts to cultural 
resources would occur if a project caused substantial adverse changes or destroyed cultural, 
historical, or archeological resources or disturbed human remains. 
 
Implementation of the PCBs TMDL could lead to projects or activities with impacts to cultural 
resources in two areas as listed on the CEQA checklist: 
 
Would the project:  
Impact 5-B Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5. 
 
Impact 5-D Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. 
 
These impacts are rated as less than significant as explained below. 
 
On Land 
Impacts: Implementation measures for the PCBs TMDL could include construction of 
facilities/units to intercept, divert and treat urban stormwater runoff; strategic routing of 
stormwater to POTWs, and removal of soil and sediment from PCBs-contaminated sites. 
Grading and excavation would affect near-surface soils in previously disturbed soils or artificial 
fill. Activities would not affect native soil or areas of high archeological sensitivity. Therefore 
these impacts are rated as less than significant. 
 
In Bay 
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Impacts: Implementation of the PCBs TMDL could include dredging with offsite disposal and 
dredging combined with capping the remainder in-situ at sites identified as contaminated by 
PCBs. Such activities are most likely to be located in Bay-margin or near-shore areas adjacent 
to former industrial areas. It is possible, though unlikely, that dredging activities to remove 
PCBs-contaminated sediment in near-shore locations could uncover previously unmapped 
cultural resources, such as archeological sites. 
 
6. Geology and Soils 

Significant impacts to geology and soils would occur if a project exposed people or structures to 
potential, substantial adverse effects related to rupture of a known earthquake fault, other 
seismic events, or landslides. Significant impacts would also occur is a project caused 
substantial erosion or was located in areas with unsuitable soils or landslide-prone conditions. 
There are no known or reasonably foreseeable impacts to geology and soils as a result of 
reasonably feasible compliance measures to implement the PCBs TMDL. It is unlikely that 
agencies or other entities responsible for implementing this TMDL would select projects or 
project locations that would place people or structures at risk from seismic hazards or landslides 
or would develop projects requiring construction at sites with unsuitable soils. 
 
7. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

This category refers to chemicals that have been discharged to the environment that may 
adversely impact the environment or human health and safety. Soil and groundwater impacted 
by such chemicals are also included classification. Significant impacts would occur if a project 
led to increased hazards to the public or environment from transport, handling, or emissions of 
such materials or if projects are located near airports and listed hazardous materials sites. 
 
Implementation of the TMDL for PCBs could lead to projects or activities with impacts related to 
hazards and hazardous materials in the following three areas as listed on the CEQA checklist: 
 
Would the project: 
Impact 7-B Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment. 
 
Impact 7-C Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. 
 
Impact 7-D Be located on a site with is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment. 
 
These impacts are rated as less than significant as explained below. 
 
On Land 
Impacts: Actions to implement the PCBs TMDL would include handling and transport of 
equipment, building materials, soil and sediment containing PCBs or other potentially hazardous 
material. To protect people and the environment from potential impacts from PCBs-containing 
material they would be handled, transported, and stored in accordance with applicable laws and 
regulations. 
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Project workers and supervisors are required to comply with applicable Occupational of Health 
and Safety Administration (OSHA) training requirements for site clean-up personnel. In addition, 
site-specific health and safety plans would be prepared in accordance with Title 8, California 
Code of Regulations, §5L92 and Title 29, § 1910.120 of the Federal Code of Regulations, which 
govern site clean-up. 
 
In-Bay 
Impacts: There are also potential remediation projects at numerous sites within the Bay that 
have been identified as ‘hot-spots’ containing PCBs-contaminated sediment. These are also 
under the regulatory oversight of the Water Board, ACOE, U.S. EPA, DTSC, and BCDC. These 
sites were listed as toxic hot spots; the sediments are contaminated, but the available data 
indicate they are not at hazardous levels. Most of the available data for PCBs contaminant 
levels in bay sediments indicate levels below the hazardous waste designation level of >50 
ppm. Many of these sites have other contaminants identified as co-occurring in the sediment; 
these other contaminants are also generally at levels that are not considered hazardous. 
Additional site investigation activities are necessary to better understand some of these sites, 
and feasibility studies would also be required, thus analyzing for the potential that some 
hazardous materials may be associated with these sites is speculative at this time. 
 
To protect people and the environment from potential impacts from PCBs-contaminated 
sediment, the sediment would be handled, transported, and stored in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations. 
 
Project workers and supervisors are required to comply with applicable Occupational of Health 
and Safety Administration (OSHA) training requirements for site clean-up personnel. In addition, 
site-specific health and safety plans would be prepared in accordance with Title 8, California 
Code of Regulations, §5L92 and Title 29, § 1910.120 of the Federal Code of Regulations, which 
govern site clean-up. 
 
8. Hydrology and Water Quality 

Significant impacts to hydrology and water quality would occur if a project substantially alters 
existing drainage patterns, alters the course of a river or steam, violates water quality standards, 
or creates or contributes to runoff that would exceed local stormwater drainage systems. 
Significant impacts would also occur if a project placed housing or other structures within the 
100-year flood plain, or exposed people or structures to significant risks from flooding, seiches, 
or tsunamis. There are no known, reasonably foreseeable impacts to hydrology and water 
quality from the PCBs TMDL as explained below. 
 
Would the project: 
Impact 8 – B Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would 
drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits 
have been granted? 
 
On Land 
Implementation of the PCBs TMDL may include remediation projects involving removal of 
PCBs-contaminated soil and sediment. These projects could include activities such as 
excavation and backfill. They would not result in permanent changes to drainage patterns. In 
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addition, because PCBs-contamination is most closely associated with their use in equipment 
such as transformers and building materials in older, highly urbanized, industrial areas, they are 
unlikely to occur in areas where hydrological changes or proximity to streams is of concern. 
Furthermore, the purpose of the PCBs TMDL and implementation plan is to attain water quality 
standards. 
 
In-Bay 
Remediation projects to remove PCBs-contaminated sediment through dredging are on-going in 
a number of locations along the Bay margin; some sites are the subject of feasibility studies and 
others are at different stages of remediation. These projects are being undertaken under 
regulatory programs other than the PCBs TMDL and are not required by this TMDL. To the 
extent that the existing pace of cleanup is affected by this TMDL, it is anticipated that any new 
remediation activities for sites not currently being worked on could result in potentially significant 
impacts to water quality due to resuspension of contaminated sediments in the water column. 
 
Mitigation: Projects to remediate PCBs-contaminated sediment in hot spot sites through 
dredging or partial dredging and capping, would require a water quality certification under 
Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, or waste discharge requirements issued by the Water 
Board and permit conditions to ensure that there are no violations of water quality. Examples of 
mitigation measures include the use of temporary sheet pile enclosures to prevent tidal action or 
deployment of silt curtains to protect water quality. In addition decant water resulting from 
hydraulic dredging activities would need to be treated prior to discharge into the environment or 
properly disposed of. Potentially localized short term impacts would be mitigated by these 
actions. In addition, these types of remediation activities are expected to result in improved 
water quality in the long-term. Therefore, impacts to hydrology and water quality from in-Bay 
dredging projects would be mitigated to less than significant levels with mitigation incorporated. 
 
9. Land Use and Planning 

Significant impacts to land use and planning would occur if a project physically divided a 
community, conflicted with a land use plan, policy or regulation, or caused conflict with a habitat 
conservation plan. There are no projects related to the PCBs TMDL that would be of a type or 
scale to cause any impacts in this category. Projects anticipated by the PCBs TMDL 
implementation plan would occur in urban or industrial areas or on the Bay margin and are not 
expected to result in substantial changes to established communities or land use patterns. 
Impacts to land use and planning are expected to be less than significant. Pilot studies to 
evaluate stormwater control measures, such as use of detention basins, will be conducted by 
land use agencies, i.e., municipalities and counties, and compatibility with land use will be 
evaluated as part of those pilot/feasibility studies. It is not reasonably foreseeable that large 
scale implementation of stormwater detention basins will occur as a result of this TMDL as it not 
feasible in a densely populated urban areas. The locations of such control measures are not 
specifically required by this project, and therefore, analyzing the impacts would be speculative 
at this time. 
 
10. Mineral Resources 

Significant impacts to mineral resources would occur if a project resulted in the loss of a mineral 
resource of value locally, regionally, or statewide. There are no projects related to the PCBs 
TMDL that would be of a type or scale to cause any impacts in this category. None of the PCBs-
contaminated sites are known to occur on land identified as a mineral resource of local, 
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regional, or statewide significance. There are no known or reasonably foreseeable impacts to 
mineral resources as a result of compliance with the PCBs TMDL. 
 
11. Noise  

Significant impacts from noise would occur if a project exposed people to noise or groundborne 
vibration in excess of excess of established standards in a local general plan or noise ordinance 
or resulted in substantial permanent increase to ambient noise levels. Significant impacts can 
also occur if a project causes substantial temporary or periodic increases in noise or if a project 
is located in the vicinity of an airport and would expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels.  
 
Reasonably foreseeable means of compliance with the PCBs TMDL at on land locations include 
projects for removal and disposal of PCBs-containing equipment and building materials; 
remediation of PCBs-contaminated soil or sediment in public rights-of-way; storm water 
conveyances; and private property; increased street cleaning (sweeping and washing); storm 
drain and inlet maintenance above what is currently done. Other possible means of compliance 
include projects to construct, operate, and maintain facilities/units to intercept, divert, and treat 
stormwater (e.g., pipelines, detention basins, underground sand filters). For in-Bay control of 
sources of PCBs, potential means of compliance include projects to dredge PCBs-contaminated 
sediment. These projects could employ a variety of methods including dredging combined with 
capping. A small percentage of material removed by these projects may require disposal at 
approve facilities at upland sites. Noise impacts related to the TMDL are primarily short-term 
and related to construction activities. 
 
According to the Federal Transit Administration’s guidelines for evaluation of noise and 
groundborne vibration associated with construction activities, assessments of noise and 
vibration during construction are dependent upon a number of factors. These include proximity 
to sensitive receptors (schools, museums, some types of parks), characteristics of the soil and 
rock substrate to transmit vibration, sound-proofing characteristics of buildings, and the degree 
of noise already present in an area. It is difficult to determine the extent of noise impacts since 
site-specific factors are not currently known. In addition, impacts also vary based on the type of 
equipment used and the number of pieces of equipment operated simultaneously. The 
discussion below is, therefore, general in nature. However, with implementation of industry 
standard mitigation, we anticipate that all noise impacts could be mitigated to less than 
significant levels. 
 
Implementation of the PCBs TMDL could lead to projects or activities with impacts related to 
noise in three areas as listed on the CEQA checklist: 
 
Would the project result in: 
Impact 11-A Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 
 
Impact 11-B Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise? 
 
Impact 11-D A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project? 
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Impacts 11-A and 11-D are rated as potentially significant, but less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated as explained below. Impact 11-B is less than significant and is also 
explained below. 
 
 
On Land: 
Impacts: Projects involving remediation of PCBs-contaminated sites, including removal of 
equipment or building materials; construction of facilities to treat or intercept and divert 
stormwater; and clean PCBs-contaminated sewer lines could cause short-term, localized noise 
impacts. 
 
Mitigation: Individual projects with noise impacts would be subject to applicable local permitting 
requirements and noise ordinances. Local agencies require implementation of standard 
construction BMPs to reduce noise impacts, and include, but are not limited to practices such as 
restrictions on operating hours and use buffer materials around/on machinery. In some cases, 
use of hydraulic or electric equipment could be substituted for noisier diesel equipment. Newer 
equipment, which emits less noise, could also be used. For particularly loud or lengthy activities, 
temporary noise buffers could be installed. 
 
In-Bay: 
Impacts: Dredging activities to remove PCBs-contaminated sediment from near shore or Bay 
margin locations could produce potentially significant noise-related impacts because they may 
involve the use of sheet pile to dewater work areas. Installation of sheet pile may produce short-
term, potentially significant noise impacts. 
 
Mitigation: Individual projects with noise impacts would be subject to applicable local permitting 
requirements and noise ordinances. Local agencies require implementation of standard 
construction BMPs to reduce noise impacts, such as restrictions on operating hours, for 
example, typical standards include blackouts prohibiting use of heavy equipment on Sundays, 
early mornings and evenings all week, and on holidays). Buffer materials around/on machinery 
and engine and pneumatic exhaust controls could be used to control noise. In some cases, use 
of electric powered dredging equipment may be possible as a substitute for noisier diesel 
machinery. 
 
12. Population and Housing 

Significant impacts to population and housing would occur if a project substantially encouraged 
population growth, displaced substantial numbers of people from existing housing necessitating 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. There are no projects related to the PCBs 
TMDL that would involve construction or removal of housing or bring large numbers of people to 
the Bay Area. There are no known or reasonably foreseeable impacts to population and housing 
as a result of compliance with the PCBs TMDL. 
 
13. Public Services 

Significant impacts to public services would occur if a project resulted in substantial physical 
impacts as a result of requirements for increased public services such as police, fire protection, 
schools, or other public facilities. There are no projects related to the PCBs TMDL of a type that 
would increase the need for police or fire services. There are no known impacts to public 
services as a result of the PCBs TMDL. 
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14. Recreation 

Significant impacts to recreation would occur if a project increased the use of existing park 
facilities such that physical impacts occurred of if a project included construction or expansion of 
park facilities leading to physical impacts. Actions to implement the PCBs TMDL would not 
affect use of parks or other recreational facilities or lead to physical impacts to them. There are 
no known impacts to recreation as a result of the PCBs TMDL. 
 
15. Transportation and Traffic 

Significant impacts to transportation and traffic would occur if a project caused a substantial 
increase in traffic in relation to existing traffic load/capacity of the existing street system, 
exceeded established level of service standards, resulted in change in air traffic patterns, lead 
to increases in road-related hazards, resulted in inadequate emergency access or parking. 
 
Assessment of transportation and traffic impacts normally requires extensive study of the project 
area, existing traffic patterns, loads, and level of service standards. In this programmatic review, 
such detailed analyses are not possible, since specific projects have not yet been developed. 
However, Water Board staff anticipates that some reasonably foreseeable means of compliance 
with the PCBs TMDL could result in impacts to as identified below. 
 
Implementation of the PCBs TMDL could lead to projects or activities with impacts to 
transportation and traffic in two areas as listed on the CEQA checklist:  
 
Impact 15-A Cause an increase in traffic substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and 
capacity of the street system. 
 
Impact 15-B Exceed either individually or cumulatively a level of service standard established by 
county congestion management agency for designated roads and highways. 
 
These impacts are rated as less than significant as explained below. 
 
On Land 
Impacts: Projects to implement the TMDL could include construction of facilities to treat 
stormwater or to strategically divert stormwater to municipal wastewater treatment facilities for 
treatment. It could also result in projects for remediation or removal of PCBs-containing 
equipment and building materials. Remediation projects could be developed to remove soils and 
sediments from public rights of way, wastewater conveyances (in some limited locations), and 
private property. Finally, some dischargers may increase the frequency of maintenance of storm 
drain inlets and filtration systems as well as street cleaning (sweeping and washing). 
 
Movement of personnel to and from work sites and hauling of equipment and materials to or 
from such construction or remediation sites as well as hauling of contaminated in-Bay 
sediments to upland disposal facilities, could potentially result in short-term impacts to traffic. 
Increases in the frequency of street cleaning and maintenance activities at storm drain inlets or 
filters could result in a minor increase in traffic. 
 
The location, routes, and scale of such projects and activities are currently unknown and thus 
the impacts of any individual project would be speculative. However, standard industry practices 
require a traffic management plan, which includes measures such as strategic route selection 
and carefully planned timing for haul-truck traffic, traffic impacts would be minimized. Other 
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traffic, such as from street cleaning, would add only very small volumes of traffic that would not 
affect levels of service, roadway networks, or parking capacity. We anticipate that impacts to 
traffic and transportation would be less than significant levels. 
 
 
In-Bay 
As described above, site remediation at in-Bay locations may produce some material that does 
not meet new standards for in-Bay disposal. In that case, this material is most likely to be 
transported to appropriate on-land sites, possibly increasing traffic. However, given the small 
percentage of material likely to be involved and the ability to control timing and route to minimize 
effects, this is impacts is considered less than significant.  
 
16. Utilities and Service Systems 
Significant impacts to utilities and service systems would occur if a project exceeded 
wastewater treatment standards, required construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities, new or expanded storm water drainage facilities, or a project’s water needs exceeded 
existing resources or entitlements. Significant impacts would also occur if a project was not 
served by a landfill with sufficient capacity or the project failed to comply with federal, state, or 
local regulations for solid waste. 
 
Implementation of the PCBs TMDL could lead to projects or activities with impacts to utilities 
and service systems in three areas as listed on the CEQA checklist: 
 
Would the project: 
Impact 16-B Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects. 
 
Impact 16-C Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects. 
 
These impacts are rated as potentially significant, but less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated as explained below. 
 
On Land 
Impacts: Projects to implement the PCBs TMDL could include construction of new facilities to 
intercept or treat stormwater or to divert stormwater runoff to municipal wastewater facilities for 
treatment. While it is not anticipated that retrofits to stormwater drainage systems, construction 
of new stormwater treatment control measures, or diversion to POTWs, would be significant, 
construction of any of these facilities could be viewed as potentially significant. The number and 
location of projects of this type is currently unknown. Pilot studies to evaluate stormwater control 
measures will be conducted by stormwater management agencies. In addition, the 
implementation plan calls for pilot studies to evaluate the feasibility of routing stormwater to 
POTWs, and this would be conducted by individual stormwater agencies or municipal 
wastewater districts. 
 
Mitigation: Mitigation for these projects is linked to careful site selection. The implementation 
plan notes that interception and diversion of stormwater is an option that could be employed 
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where strategically feasible, such as areas where stormwater systems and municipal treatment 
facilities or conveyances are close together. The benefits of this are lowered cost and lowered 
potential environmental impacts.  
 
The specific mitigation measures could include, but are not limited to, pre-construction BMPS, 
such as appropriate site selection and environmentally-friendly design; during construction, the 
use of standard construction BMPs appropriate to the conditions at a site; and for the project as 
a whole, measures appropriate to offset impacts, such as habitat restoration or enhancement, 
contributions to mitigation banks, etc. 
 
In-Bay 
This category is not applicable to in-Bay projects. 
 

12.7. Mandatory Findings of Significance 

The results of this analysis demonstrate that the means of compliance with TMDL for PCBs in 
San Francisco Bay and its Implementation Plan will not have any reasonably foreseeable 
potentially significant impacts on the environment that cannot be mitigated to less than 
significant levels. 
 
With implementation of mitigation measures identified in the environmental checklist and 
required by federal, state, and local laws and regulations, impacts having a potential to degrade 
the environment would be reduced to less than significant levels. 
 
Pursuant to Section 13360 of the Water Code, the Water Board cannot mandate which 
compliance measures responsible agencies may choose to adopt or which mitigation measures 
they would employ for projects to implement the PCBs TMDL that do have potentially significant 
impacts. However, the Water Board anticipates that appropriate mitigation measures, which are 
already widely in use and considered consistent with industry standards, be applied as 
necessary, in order to avoid and reduce as well as mitigate potential environmental impacts. 
These measures should ensure that impacts are reduced to less than significant levels. Since 
the decision to perform these measures is strictly within the responsibility and jurisdiction of the 
individual implementing agencies, such measures can and should be adopted by these 
agencies (Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 15091 (a) (2)). 
 

12.8.  Cumulative Impacts and Other Analyses 

 
Cumulative Impact Analysis 
This section provides an analysis of the significant cumulative impacts of the proposed Basin 
Plan amendment (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130). Cumulative impacts refers to “two or more 
individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or 
increase other environmental impacts.” 
 
The cumulative impact that results from several closely related projects is the change in the 
environment that results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely 
related past, present and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. In this case, these 
are the impacts from non-TMDL required municipal and private projects to reduce PCBs that 
would occur in the watershed during the period of implementation of the TMDL. 
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Approach to Cumulative Impact Analysis 
The areas of cumulative impacts analyzed in this section include: 1) the program level 
cumulative impacts and 2) the project level cumulative impacts. On the program level, 
the PCBs TMDL is one of several TMDLs planned or already adopted to address impairment in 
the San Francisco Bay. Other adopted or planned future TMDLs for San Francisco are 
considered in this program cumulative analysis. On the project level, the full environmental 
analysis of individual projects is the purview of the implementing counties/municipalities, 
POTWs or other agencies with approval authority. The cumulative impact analysis included here 
entails consideration of other stormwater control measures implemented in the past and 
present, planned future upgrades of wastewater treatment plants, and past, present and future 
cleanup actions for in-Bay contaminated hot spots.  
 
Adoption of the Basin Plan amendment is intended to facilitate implementation of the TMDL.  
However the requirements identified in the TMDL implementation plan are generally 
implemented through NPDES permits, waste discharge requirements or other regulatory tools. 
Agencies other than the Water Board will likely use regulatory and non-regulatory tools in 
implementing the PCBs TMDL. The Basin Plan amendment would be cumulatively beneficial to 
the environment in terms of some resource areas. Conceptually, the impacts associated with 
improving water quality through the TMDL, if occurring with other construction projects, could 
contribute to temporary cumulative effects to air quality, noise or traffic impacts that would not 
occur with only one project.  
 
Overall the cumulative effect is to provide an environmental benefit to the San Francisco Bay 
and achieve compliance with existing adopted water quality standards established by the U.S. 
EPA and this Water Board. 
 
Program Cumulative Impacts 
The Water Board has adopted one TMDL for San Francisco Bay. The Mercury TMDL for San 
Francisco Bay (adopted by the Water Board on August 9, 2006 and by the State Board on July 
17, 2007) was developed due to impairments from mercury. Many of the reasonably 
foreseeable methods of compliance for one TMDL are the same as or similar to those that will 
be used to address other pollutants through the implementation of other TMDLs. In terms of 
stormwater, best management practices and control measures that are applicable to PCBs are 
likely to be similar measures to those being implemented for mercury in the urban watershed. 
On-land control measures for mercury also target mine sites in the watershed and would 
therefore be conducted in addition to on-land control measures for PCBs. The potential 
implementation strategies discussed in this document for the PCBs TMDL are likely relevant to 
the implementation of other TMDLs for the San Francisco Bay.  
 
In addition, TMDLs for selenium, legacy pesticides, and dioxins other than dioxin-like PCBs, are 
in development for the San Francisco Bay and a TMDL for pathogens is in development for 
Richardson Bay. 
 
Project Cumulative Impacts 
Specific TMDL projects must be environmentally evaluated and cumulative impacts 
considered as the implementing municipality or agency designs and sites the project. 
However, as examples, TMDL projects and other construction activities may result in 
cumulative effects. 
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With regards to cleanup of PCB-contaminated hot spots, the TMDL requires only the collection 
of information about in-Bay contaminated hot spots; it does not require other actions at these 
sites and does not set cleanup standards to be achieved at these sites. Investigation and 
cleanup of contaminated in-Bay hot spots are already underway at many sites in the Bay 
without the adoption of the TMDL. The one part per billion sediment goal is not a cleanup goal 
or regulatory standard. Thus, the one part per billion sediment goal will not require a large-scale, 
bay-wide mass removal of contaminated sediments from in-Bay hot spots. Table 23 lists the 
sites where cleanup of contaminated in-Bay sediments sites have occurred in the past, those 
that are in the process of being addressed, and sites where some studies may have been 
completed but no plans currently exist for any actions to be taken. Since the TMDL does not call 
for specific actions to be taken, and it is unclear whether actions will be taken in the future at 
sites where work has yet to be started, an evaluation of the cumulative environmental impacts is 
speculative. However, to the degree enough information may be available to provide a general 
response, they are provide below by subject category. 
 
Air Quality  
Implementation of the PCB TMDL Program may cause additional emissions of ozone 
precursors, PM10, and slightly elevated levels of carbon monoxide during construction activities. 
Emissions of PM10 resulting from implementation of TMDL compliance measures may exceed 
the thresholds established by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), and 
therefore the TMDL, in conjunction with all other construction activity, may contribute to the 
region's nonattainment status. However, the BAAQMD CEQA guidelines (BAAQMD 1999) state 
that cumulative impacts should be determined based on an individual project’s consistency with 
applicable local General Plans and whether it would affect conformance of the General Plan 
with the regional air quality plan. The majority of the implementation measures under 
consideration as reasonably foreseeable means of compliance with the TMDL do not result in 
operational activities that would increase emissions in the areas due to an increase in 
population or vehicular traffic that would be sustained over time.  
 
The control measure that might increase vehicular traffic is street sweeping/cleaning and storm 
drain maintenance. Past and current stormwater control measures focus on street sweeping 
and litter/debris removal, which results in vehicular traffic.  This TMDL would increase the 
amount of vehicular traffic in an incidental fashion as the areas that would be subject to 
increased street sweeping are geographically small and limited to industrial, former industrial or 
small adjacent residential areas of municipalities and the cumulative impacts due to the 
individual impacts from this project when considered with the impacts from existing street 
sweeping activities are not anticipated to be significant.   
 
The cumulative impacts to emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases are not 
anticipated to be significant. Cleanup actions taken at in-Bay contaminated hot spots in the past, 
present, or planned for the future involve dredging for PCB contaminated sediments in sites 
smaller than 10 acres and the list of contaminated hot spots has only 21 sites listed (Table 23). 
Removal actions conducted or planned at contaminated hot spots in the bay to-date range from 
a few thousand cubic yards to less than 100,000 cubic yards (Battelle 2005, U.S. Navy 2006b, 
U.S. Navy, 2007 and URS, 2002a). Construction activities at these sites may create short-term 
impacts. However, these activities do not occur simultaneously and are located in different parts 
of San Francisco Bay. It takes a number of years to evaluate and select a remedial alternative 
and thus it is unlikely that multiple projects will be occurring simultaneously. Therefore, the 
cumulative impact of these projects are not anticipated to be significant. In addition, these types 
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of construction activities are accounted for in the BAAQMD’s emissions inventory in the regional 
air quality plan.  
 
Biological Resources 
Many of the compliance measures required under the TMDL are located in urban, industrial 
areas, do not impact sensitive habitats or biological resources. Where in-Bay contaminated hot 
spot cleanups conducted in the past have had the potential to impact biological resources, they 
have been required to mitigate by waste discharge requirements or 401 water quality 
certifications for the temporary impacts to sensitive wetlands and to monitor to ensure site 
vegetation and habitat restoration. In addition, mitigation measures for the protection of listed or 
endangered species are required where applicable. For example, construction is required to 
operate outside of nesting seasons and during migratory fish passage windows. These 
mitigation measures are required by any agency with approval authority for the cleanup actions.  
 
The cumulative impacts to biological resources, i.e., destruction or damage to healthy benthic 
communities due to the excavation of PCBs-contaminated sediment from in-Bay PCB 
contaminated hot spots are not anticipated to be significant. Cleanup actions taken at in-Bay 
contaminated hot spots in the past have involved dredging for PCB contaminated sediments in 
sites smaller than 10 acres and the list of contaminated hot spots has only 21 sites listed (Table 
23).  Benthic macroinvertebrate community impacts in sub-tidal or intertidal habitats are 
generally short-lived; these communities have the ability to recolonize in a few years and are not 
considered to be a sensitive natural community. In San Francisco Bay, changes in benthic 
community structure occur naturally and therefore remedial dredging of small areas of the Bay 
is not considered a significant environmental impact on biological resources. 
 
Cultural Resources 
Implementation of the PCBs TMDL is not expected to contribute to a cumulative loss of cultural 
resources in the San Francisco Bay area. The activities related to past, present or future contol 
of external loading of PCBs to San Francisco Bay or remediation of In-Bay PCB-contaminated 
hot spots are not known, or likely, to contain cultural resources that would be lost or contribute 
to a cumulative loss or to impact historic districts in the Bay area.  
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
Projects to cleanup on-land contamination and in-Bay contamination from PCBs in soils and 
sediment have been on-going in the San Francisco Bay area since the ban was enacted on 
PCBs. The greatest concern is in the safe transport and treatment, storage and disposal of 
hazardous materials. The implementation of the PCBs TMDL and all other cumulative projects 
must comply with the applicable laws and regulation pertaining to public safety in the transport, 
treatment, storage and disposal of hazardous materials. Thus, cumulative impacts would be 
less than significant. In addition, addressing sources of these contaminants in the environment 
has a cumulatively positive impact on the environment. 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
Implementation of the PCBs TMDL is expected to result in long-term improvement in water 
quality by reducing the potential for introduction of PCBs into San Francisco Bay. Other TMDLs 
are addressing other pollutants responsible for impairing water quality in San Francisco Bay, 
and thus, the cumulative impact of other program, as well as specific, projects constructed to 
meet Clean Water Act requirements, have resulted in long-term improvements in water quality 
and are expected to continue this improvement. 
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Land Use and Planning  
The cumulative impacts to land use and planning and landfill capacity are not anticipated to be 
significant. Cleanup actions taken at in-Bay contaminated hot spots in the past have involved 
dredging for PCBs-contaminated sediments in sites smaller than 10 acres, and the list of 
contaminated hot spots has only 21 sites listed (Table 23). Cleanups conducted in the past or 
planned for the future for remediation of contaminated hot spots have occurred in the vicinity of 
industrial sites, brownfields, redevelopment sites and former military bases.  There has been 
sufficient land available to process hydraulically dredged sediments prior to off-site disposal at 
landfills. There has also been adequate landfill capacity in the past, and in some cases, the 
dried sediment was clean enough to be used as alternate daily cover at landfills. In some cases, 
material was allowed to be managed upland at industrial sites or remain in-Bay, if properly 
managed, i.e., capped and isolated in place.   
 
The TMDL does not envision the use of multiple, large detention basins capable of treating all 
Bay area stormwater. Much of the available land in the Bay Area has been developed for 
housing, industrial or commercial purposed. Stormwater management agencies are required to 
conduct pilot studies to evaluate the effectiveness of such control measures prior to strategically 
implementing them.  Therefore, there is no basis to conclude that the proposed project would 
result in cumulative impacts to land use. 
 
Noise  
Construction activities associated with the implementation of the PCBs TMDL in combination 
with other noise-generating sources may exacerbate noise conditions in some locations, 
however, these impacts are short term in nature. Most noise is associated with traffic. Noise 
levels from construction activities, once completed, would return to current levels. Other 
activities, such as street sweeping, are expected to occur intermittently, over small geographical 
areas and be of short term duration. Overall, with mitigation, the activities resulting from the 
PCBs TMDL would not be expected to contribute considerably to a cumulative noise impact. 
 
Transportation and Circulation  
Implementation of control measures will create additional short terms increases during 
construction and maintenance. Implementation, after successful completion of the initial pilot 
studies, will likely be staggered over time and will occur in a few locations throughout the 
watershed. This decreases the likelihood that these projects cumulatively will cause significant 
impacts. The PCBs TMDL would require implementation of control measures and best 
management practices in locations within the watershed where existing land use indicates a 
historical use of PCBs.  Most of the implementation measures, for example, additional street 
sweeping, are unlikely to create significant cumulative impacts.  
 
Existing stormwater runoff permits currently require the installation of control measures at new 
developments or redevelopment projects. Some cities in the Bay area are actively requiring 
construction of stormwater control measures as part of new development projects. These 
control measures are generally smaller elements of much larger construction projects, 
residential subdivisions, commercial high rises, and these larger projects require a consideration 
of the permanent impacts to traffic and transportation. The stormwater control measures are 
thus inconsequential to these projects. 
 
Overall, it is anticipated that implementation of the TMDL is unlikely to create cumulatively 
permanent, significant additions to traffic or transportation. 
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Utilities and Service Systems 
Implementation of the PCBs TMDL would not increase water use. There is the possibility that 
strategically routing of stormwater to wastewater treatment plants would increase the amount of 
wastewater processed by these plants. However, the requirement of the TMDL is to evaluate 
the feasibility of this type of approach with an emphasis on using currently available existing 
capacity at municipal treatment plants. Therefore no significant additions to wastewater 
treatment plants are expected. The addition to the plant facilities would be limited to 
construction of pipelines or pumping capacity to route the stormwater. A few wastewater 
treatment plants in the Bay Area are planning upgrades to their facilities, improving their 
capacity or collection system rehabilitation. Some of these facilities have analyzed the 
environmental impacts of these activities and others are still in the planning stages. All these 
projects are anticipated to conform with their General Plans. It is not anticipated that 
construction to support routing of stormwater will create a significant impact on available 
services. 
 
Growth Inducement 
Approval and implementation of the proposed Basin Plan amendment would have no direct 
effect on growth inducement.  Implementation of the PCBs TMDL would not directly or indirectly 
foster economic or population growth or the construction of additional housing. The project does 
not require the construction of additional capacity at wastewater treatment plants that might be 
considered to indirectly foster growth. 
 
Significant Irreversible Changes in the Environment 
Approval and implementation of the proposed Basin Plan amendment would result in the 
irretrievable commitment of petroleum products to fuel vehicles and equipment and the creation 
of some greenhouse gases that might be viewed as contributing to significant irreversible 
environmental changes already occurring globally.  
 

12.9.  Alternatives Analysis 

The discussion that follows evaluates four alternatives to the proposed Basin Plan amendment 
establishing the PCBs TMDL. It presents a brief evaluation of each alternative. None of the 
alternatives evaluated significantly lessen the environmental impacts of the proposed project. 
The proposed project is not expected to result in significant impacts that cannot be mitigated 
and thus it is not reasonable to look to other alternatives to lessen significant impacts. Some of 
the alternatives do meet some of project’s objectives. However, they generally result in 
attainment of water quality objectives in a longer period of time and thus do not meet one of the 
primary objectives which is attainment of water quality objectives in the shortest time frame 
possible.  In addition, there would be a longer period of time during which the environmental 
impact of exposure to Bay fish contaminated with PCBs would continue. The proposed project is 
thus the preferred alternative.  
 

No-Project Alternative 

The “No-Project” alternative means that the Water Board would not adopt the Basin Plan 
amendment that establishes the numeric fish tissue target and associated PCBs TMDL, 
allocations, implementation plan, monitoring requirements, or special studies. A “No-Project” 
alternative would not set targets, nor would monitoring be required to demonstrate achievement 
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of those targets or protection of beneficial uses. The Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) may 
continue to collect and evaluate data on the status and trends of PCBs in San Francisco Bay.  
 
The “No-Project” alternative is anticipated to achieve some of the objectives of the proposed 
project, including protection of the beneficial uses for sport fishing and wildlife habitat. As seen 
in Figure 28, the Bay is projected to recover without the project due to natural attenuation of 
PCBs in the environment. However, it would take nearly 100 years to attain the desired 
condition, about 60 years more than if the proposed project alternative is implemented. The “No-
Project” alternative would delay recovery of the Bay and attainment of beneficial uses by about 
60 years, and unduly prolong the associated impacts to Bay sports fish consumers. This 
alternative would unnecessarily maintain human health risk to Bay sport fish consumers for a 
longer time than under the proposed project. Thus, it would not meet the objective of attaining 
water quality objectives in as short a time frame as feasible. 
 
Finally, the “No-Project” alternative would not lessen the environmental impacts over the 
proposed project because 1) other regulatory programs already require many of the actions and 
the associated environmental impacts of the proposed project, and 2) the environmental 
impacts of exposure to PCBs contaminated Bay fish would continue for a longer period of time 
than with the proposed project and there would be no measures to address risk management of 
the potential health impacts of consuming PCB-contaminated Bay fish. 

Alternative TMDL of 20 kg/yr 

We considered doubling the TMDL to 20 kg/yr, using the same long-term mass balance model 
used to set the proposed TMDL. A higher TMDL of 20 kg/yr would result in higher load and 
wasteload allocations for each source category. This alternative will result in attainment of the 
TMDL target in about 70 years. This alternative would delay recovery of the Bay and attainment 
of beneficial uses by about 30 years, and unduly prolong the associated impacts to Bay sports 
fish consumers. This alternative would unnecessarily maintain human health risk to Bay sport 
fish consumers for a longer time than under the proposed project. Under this alternative, we 
could assign a higher load allocation to the Central Valley, resulting in earlier attainment of the 
allocations. However, wasteload allocations for industrial and municipal wastewater would 
remain the same, as they are set at current performance. Therefore, the proposed 
implementation actions for industrial and municipal wastewater dischargers would remain the 
same and the associated environmental impacts would remain the same.  The stormwater 
wasteload allocations would likely increase under this alternative. However, there would still be 
a need for load reductions from stormwater discharges, maintaining the requirements for 
stormwater agencies to evaluate and implement PCBs source and treatment control BMPs 
through pilot studies as in the proposed project. Requirements for in-bay contaminated sites, 
special studies, monitoring, dredgers, and risk management would remain the same as in the 
proposed project under this alternative. This alternative would not significantly change 
environmental impacts compared to the proposed project. As the implementation actions would 
remain the same under this alternative, i.e., implementation requirements for wastewater, 
stormwater, Central Valley, in-bay contaminated sites, special studies, monitoring, navigational 
dredging, and risk management in the first phase of implementation would remain the same.  

Alternative Based on Equal Percentage Load Reductions  

Under this alternative, we could propose load and wasteload allocations based on an equal 
percentage reduction from each source category to achieve the TMDL of 10kg/yr. This 
alternative would result in a higher wasteload allocation to stormwater, and lower allocations to 
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all other source categories. Figure 31 below presents the proposed equal percentage load 
reductions. 
 
This alternative is not acceptable for several reasons. First, this alternative allows stormwater, 
the highest controllable source of PCBs in the watershed, to continue to discharge PCBs in 
sediment at concentrations above the sediment goal. This is anticipated to delay recovery of the 
Bay from impairment and attainment of beneficial uses. The environmental impacts of exposure 
to PCBs contaminated Bay fish would continue for a longer period of time than with the 
proposed project. Increased stormwater load allocations would not relieve the need for 
implementation of source and treatment control BMPs for PCBs to the maximum extent 
practicable. As such, it would be speculative to contend that there would be either increased or 
reduced environmental impacts associated with increased stormwater load allocations. Third, 
this alternative would place a large financial burden on industrial and municipal wastewater 
treatment plants. Most treatment plants would need to upgrade to advanced treatment 
technology to lower PCBs loads to meet the wasteload allocations under this alternative. This 
would require a large capital investment for wastewater treatment plants upgrades to achieve 
small load reductions and potential increased environmental impacts to air quality and noise due 
to the facility upgrades. Requirements for in-bay contaminated sites, special studies, status and 
trend monitoring, navigational dredging, and risk management would remain the same as in the 
proposed project under this alternative and thus any relevant environmental impacts would be 
the same.   
 
This alternative would not significantly change environmental impacts compared to the 
proposed project.  Increased stormwater wasteload allocations would still require load 
reductions from stormwater discharges, maintaining the requirements for stormwater agencies 
to evaluate and implement PCBs source and treatment control BMPs through pilot studies as in 
the proposed project. It would be speculative to contend that there would be either increased or 
reduced environmental impacts associated with increased stormwater load allocations. 
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Figure 31-Current Loads, Proposed Allocations and Equal Percentage Reduction Alternative 
Allocation 

Lowest Possible Cost Alternative 

Under this alternative, we would propose a TMDL that would attain the project objectives at the 
lowest possible costs. This alternative would establish a TMDL and set a fish tissue target but 
would limit implementation to existing on-going implementation actions and monitoring 
requirements. No new implementation actions, special studies, or pilot studies to evaluate 
stormwater control measures would be required under this alternative.  
 
As with the “No Project” alternative, the lowest possible cost alternative would achieve some of 
the objectives of the proposed project, including protection of the beneficial uses for sport 
fishing and wildlife habitat. As seen in Figure 28, the Bay is projected to recover without the 
project due to natural attenuation of PCBs in the environment. However, it would take nearly 
100 years to attain the desired condition, about 60 years more than if the proposed project 
alternative is implemented. The “No-Project” alternative would delay recovery of the Bay and 
attainment of beneficial uses by about 60 years, and unduly prolong the associated impacts to 
Bay sports fish consumers. This alternative would unnecessarily maintain human health risk to 
Bay sport fish consumers for a longer time than under the proposed project. Thus, it would not 
meet the objective of attaining water quality objectives in as short a time frame as possible. 
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Finally, the lowest possible cost alternative would not lessen the environmental impacts over the 
proposed project because: 1) other regulatory programs already require many of the actions 
and the associated environmental impacts of the proposed project, and 2) the environmental 
impacts of exposure to PCBs contaminated Bay fish would continue for a longer period of time 
than with the proposed project and there would be no measures to address risk management of 
the potential health impacts of consuming PCB-contaminated Bay fish.    

12.10. Economic Considerations Related to Potential Implementation Plan Actions 

The California Environmental Quality act requires that whenever a Water Board adopts a rule 
that requires the installation of pollution control equipment or establishes a performance 
standard or treatment requirement, it must conduct an environmental analysis of reasonably 
foreseeable means of compliance. This analysis must take into account a reasonable range of 
factors, including economics. This proposed Basin Plan Amendment for the PCBs TMDL 
includes performance standards (e.g., targets and allocations). This part of the Staff Report 
discusses the reasonably anticipated costs associated with implementation methods and 
monitoring that might result from the proposed Basin Plan amendment. 
 
Discussion of Costs  
The costs of implementation actions are difficult to estimate because the PCBs TMDL 
implementation plan applies to the entire nine-county, Bay-wide region and applies to numerous 
public agencies as well as individual dischargers all of which have a variety of ways to comply 
with the plan and will be guided in selecting those implementation measures by their technical 
needs and budgetary constraints. Thus it is difficult to anticipate which implementation 
measures are most likely to be adopted. Furthermore, phased pilot or feasibility studies will be 
used to identify and evaluate the feasibility (which includes relative costs and effectiveness) of 
most compliance measures. These assessments need to be completed before the dischargers 
select which action or combination of actions will be most effective and appropriate to their 
allocations. Also, as mentioned previously, many of the implementation measures are part of 
ongoing programs, and will only result in incremental increases to costs of existing programs. 
 
These factors result in the likelihood that short-term costs will be modest. In the longer term, 
achieving the proposed allocations set by the TMDL may be more substantial for some 
dischargers. However, the implementation plan and schedule provide an opportunity to analyze 
alternative means of compliance and time to identify and secure adequate funding. 
Furthermore, because PCBs adhere to soil as do numerous other pollutants such as PBDEs, 
PAHs, chlorinated legacy pesticides, and heavy metals, efforts to reduce PCBs loads to the Bay 
will produce multi-pollutant reduction benefits. Thus, some of the costs to comply with this 
TMDL will also result in compliance with other TMDLs and regulatory requirements for those 
other pollutants. 
 
This discussion provides an overview of the relative costs for each of the source categories that 
are required to implement new actions, or increased actions to attain allocations or 
implementation requirements. Cost information is based on similar work performed elsewhere 
and the best professional judgment of Water Board staff. All costs discussed below are rough 
estimates and only provide an order-of-magnitude characterization of costs. The main focus of 
the implementation plan is on control of PCBs in stormwater. Thus, the largest implementation 
costs are anticipated to result from implementation of the stormwater runoff allocation portion of 
the TMDL. 
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The following provides an overview: 
 
Municipal and Industrial Wastewater Dischargers 
Wastewater dischargers are required to maintain optimum treatment performance for solids 
removal and identify and manage controllable sources, i.e., maintain their existing performance. 
Existing overall annual wastewater management costs exceed $500 million to control all 
pollutants in wastewater, including PCBs.  
 
The costs of implementing the TMDL are considered to be incidental increases associated with 
identifying and managing controllable sources. For municipalities, we expect this effort would be 
part of existing pollution prevention and source control programs and new costs would be 
minimal. Industrial facilities are already required to manage their use of PCBs. Use of PCBs is 
allowed in enclosed containers such as in transformers and capacitors. However, as this 
equipment ages, it must be removed and replaced with PCBs-free products. There will be some 
new costs associated with conducting or causing to conduct monitoring and special studies to fill 
critical data gaps and to participate in risk management activities (see discussion below).  
 
Stormwater Runoff Dischargers 
The costs of attaining load reductions above and beyond natural attenuation may be substantial. 
Five California municipalities and one metropolitan area with stormwater programs that were 
demonstrating meaningful progress toward maximum extent practicable compliance were 
surveyed for their stormwater compliance costs in the 2002/2003 time frame (SWRCB, 2005). 
Annual cost per household for the six stormwater programs surveyed ranged from $18 to $46. 
The City of Fremont, included in this cost survey, has costs estimated at $46 per household. 
The majority of these program costs were for street sweeping and litter/debris removal. We 
estimate Bay Area municipalities currently spend approximately $100 million per year to 
manage urban stormwater runoff (assuming 2.5 million households and average fees of $40 per 
year per household). An upper bound estimate of the cost of complying with stormwater control 
requirements for all pollutants, including PCBs, can be thought of in terms of the costs of 
treating wastewater in the Bay area. The load allocations in the TMDL for stormwater and 
wastewater are equal. The current cost of treating wastewater, $500 million annually, results in 
wastewater loads that are equal to what the Basin Plan amendment allocates for stormwater. 
We consider $500 million to be the reasonable cost estimate to the stormwater runoff 
management agencies annually. The $500 million would translate into average fees of $200 per 
year per household. 
 
The TMDL implementation plan calls for dischargers to conduct pilot studies of best 
management practices and control measures. Based on these studies the effective, cost-
efficient control measures will be implemented through NPDES permits. It is anticipated that the 
overall costs are likely to be less than $500 million per year.  
 
These include:  

• Removal and disposal of PCBs from building materials 
• Remediation of contaminated soil or sediment in public rights-of-way, wastewater 

conveyances, and private property 
• Street cleaning (includes sweeping or washing) 
• Storm drain and inlet maintenance (above and beyond normal practices) 
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• Construction, operation, and maintenance of facilities/units to intercept, divert, and treat 
urban stormwater runoff (e.g., detention basins, wetlands, underground sand filters, 
swales) 

• Diversion of urban storm water runoff to wastewater treatment 

To provide further perspective on costs, we expect that facilities which treat urban stormwater 
runoff will have the highest costs of these options. As discussed in the Implementation Plan 
section of this report, we anticipate dischargers’ pilot studies will include consideration of 
strategic runoff treatment in areas with elevated PCBs in soils/sediments, such as older 
industrial urban areas. Underground sand filters, such as the Austin sand filter, are likely retrofit 
treatment unit candidates in these areas. Typically the Austin sand filter system is designed to 
handle runoff from drainage areas up to 50 acres (U.S. EPA, 1999b), and Caltrans has 
considered these filters for treatment of highway runoff and has estimated the cost of installing 
the Austin sand filter unit at around $240,000 (Caltrans, 2004). The Ettie Street pump station 
drainage area in Oakland, CA, which encompasses 100 acres, is one of the industrial urban 
areas that drain to the Bay that have high levels of PCBs in storm drain sediments. In the case 
of Ettie Street watershed, installing Austin sand filters to treat the entire drain area would cost 
less than $5 million, based on the above figures. Assuming there are about 20 Ettie Street-like 
watersheds that have high levels of PCBs in storm drain sediments that drain to the Bay, the 
cost of installing these sand filters would be around $100 million. Annual costs for maintaining 
sand filter systems 
average about 5 percent of the initial construction (U.S. EPA, 1999b). These are rough 
estimates, but they likely represent the order of magnitude of costs of retrofit treatment units.   
 
The proposed implementation plan and schedule provides opportunity to analyze alternative 
means of compliance and allows time for urban stormwater runoff agencies to secure 
reasonable funding. There will be some new costs associated with conducting or causing to 
conduct monitoring and special studies to fill critical data gaps and to participate in risk 
management activities (see discussion below.) 
 
Navigational Dredging and Disposal 
The proposed sediment dredging and disposal implementation actions are based on the Long 
Term Management Strategy for the Placement of Dredged Material in the San Francisco Bay 
Region (U.S. ACE 1998) that is already being implemented. We estimate the current annual 
costs of dredging and dredged sediment disposal exceeds $50 million per year. Although the 
LTMS is expected to result in substantial costs over time as less dredged material is disposed of 
in the bay and more is disposed of in the ocean or at upland sites, little or no new costs should 
be incurred as a result of this PCBs TMDL and implementation plan, because the overall goal of 
the LTMS is to limit in-Bay disposal and to the degree the TMDL requires less in-Bay disposal it 
is furthering the LTMS program’s overall goals. There will be some new costs associated with 
conducting or causing to conduct monitoring and special studies to fill critical data gaps and to 
participate in risk management activities (see discussion below). 
 
In-Bay Contaminated Sediment 
A number of sites within the Bay have already been cleaned up or are currently undergoing 
remediation or feasibility studies to determine the type and level of clean-up required. The costs 
per site vary significantly; a few past and planned projects are discussed below. 
 
In 2001, remedial actions, including dredging three feet of PCB and metal contaminated 
sediment and placement of an underwater isolation cap were completed for the offshore portion 
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of the former U.S. Steel property in South San Francisco (URS, 2002b). A total of 20,100 cubic 
yards of sediment were removed from San Francisco Bay at this site. 14,100 cubic yards were 
dredged from the subtidal area and 6,000 cubic yards were removed using land-based 
equipment from the intertidal area. The majority of the sediments were taken to a landfill for 
disposal. The cost of this cleanup was estimated to be about $12 million for three acres. 
 
A Draft Final Feasibility Study for Parcel F (offshore PCB-contaminated sediments) completed 
for Hunters Point Shipyard (U.S. Navy, 2007) evaluated a range of alternatives from no action, 
to complete removal and off-site disposal and included a number of alternatives and a mix of 
remedial actions, including focused removal, off-site disposal and monitored natural recovery.  
Other than no action, the costs of conducting some level of active remediation were from 
$13,060,000 to $42,630,000. The costs included base costs, including costs for remedial design 
and construction, as well as future costs for 30 years of operation and maintenance. The costs 
of monitored natural recovery, an element of multiple remedial alternatives, were considered to 
include the costs of deed restrictions, (documentation, posting and enforcement) baseline 
monitoring, (bathymetric survey and sediment core sampling using a vibracore sampler (30 
samples) and annual monitoring over a 30 year period. 
 
A Final Feasibility Study for Seaplane Lagoon at Alameda Point (Battelle 2005) to address 
PCBs and cadmium and other contaminants in subtidal sediments evaluated a range of 
remedial alternatives, including but not limited to, no action, monitored natural recovery with 
institutional controls, isolation capping, dredging/dewatering and off-site disposal and focused 
dredging/upland confinement.  Other than no action, the costs of conducting some level of 
active remediation were from $2,280,106 to $40,947,000. The costs included base costs, 
including costs for remedial design and construction, as well as future costs for 30 years of 
operation and maintenance. The Water Board and other regulatory agencies signed a Record of 
Decision in 2005 (U.S. Navy 2006b) with the U.S. Navy, agreeing to the selected remedial 
alternative of dredging, dewatering, and off-site disposal at a 30-year net present value of 
$24,600,000.  The remedy calls for dredging 63,000 cubic yards of contaminated sediment over 
approximately a 6-acre area. Even though there are and will be substantial costs associated 
with completing existing and new clean-ups, these sites will be subject to clean-up with or 
without this TMDL and therefore little or no new costs are anticipated as a result of this TMDL 
as the costs of cleanup would be driven by other regulatory programs.  
 
Monitoring and Special Studies 
The Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) conducted by the San Francisco Estuary Institute 
collects much of the data that are required as part of the ongoing assessment of the health of 
the Bay. The RMP is jointly funded by municipal and industrial wastewater dischargers.The 
current budget for the program is $3.4 million, which includes monitoring of PCBs and other 
pollutants in water, sediment, and fish throughout the Bay. Maintaining this effort should be 
sufficient to track attainment of the TMDL target and recovery of the Bay. In addition, the RMP 
also conducts regular monitoring of PCBs loads from the Central Valley and limited monitoring 
of PCBs loads from local tributaries. Additional monitoring will be necessary to sufficiently 
quantify loads from urban stormwater runoff and the loads reduced from urban stormwater 
runoff control actions. As with the control measures, this loads monitoring would also address 
other pollutants of concern such as heavy metals, pesticides, and petroleum hydrocarbons. This 
additional monitoring could cost $500 thousand to $1 million per year.  
 
There are critical data needs to improve our understanding of PCBs fate and transport, 
particularly PCBs in Bay sediments. Also, a better understanding of the rate of natural 
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attenuation of PCBs in Bay environments is needed to predict with more certainty the recovery 
time of the Bay, and to inform on the need for more, less or different implementation actions. 
We estimate these costs, which would be shared by all source category dischargers, urban 
stormwater dischargers, and dredgers, would total approximately $1 to 3 million, some of which 
would be accounted for within the existing RMP. These costs include the costs of collecting 
information regarding pollutants other than PCBs that are the subject of study by the RMP. 
 
Risk Management 
The risk management activities range from conducting studies to support health risk 
assessment and risk communication associated with eating Bay fish, providing outreach and 
advice to the general public and regular consumers of Bay fish, and investigating and 
implementing direct actions that reduce the actual and potential exposure of, and mitigate health 
impacts to, people and communities most likely to be consuming PCBs-contaminated fish from 
San Francisco Bay. Responsibility and costs associated with these activities will be shared 
among the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control, the California Department of Health Services, 
dischargers, community-based organizations, and the Water Board. Although the direct risk 
reduction, studies, outreach efforts and mitigation actions have yet to be determined, they will 
likely cost in the range of $100 thousand to $1 million dollars per year. Some of these costs are 
likely to be incurred without this TMDL as the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL and mercury 
watershed NPDES permit require similar risk management activities. 
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11/15/04 1                           Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology, Version 8 

RAPID TRASH ASSESSMENT PROTOCOL 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region 
 
Monitoring Design.  The rapid trash assessment can be used for a number of purposes, such as ambient 
monitoring, evaluation of management actions, determination of trash accumulation rates, or comparing sites 
with and without public access.  Ambient monitoring efforts should provide information at sites distributed 
throughout a waterbody, and several times a year to characterize spatial and temporal variability.  Additionally, 
the ambient sampling design should document the effects of episodes that affect trash levels such as storms or 
community cleanup events.  Pre- and post-project assessments can assist in evaluating the effectiveness of 
management practices ranging from public outreach to structural controls, or to document the effects of public 
access on trash levels in waterbodies (e.g., upstream/downstream).  Such evaluations should consider trash 
levels over time and under different seasonal conditions.  Revisiting sites where trash was collected during 
previous assessments enables the determination of accumulation rates.  This methodology was developed for 
sections of wadeable streams, but can be adapted to shorelines of lakes, beaches, or estuaries.  Ultimately, the 
monitoring design will strongly affect the usefulness of any rapid trash assessment information. 
 
Site Definition.  Upon arrival at a designated monitoring site, a team of two people or more defines or verifies a 
100-foot section of the stream or shoreline to analyze, associated with a sampling location or station.  When a 
site is first established, it is recommended that the 100-foot distance be accurately measured.  The length should 
be measured not as a straight line, but as 100 feet of the actual stream or shore length, including sinuous curves.  
Where possible, the starting and ending points of the survey should be easily identified landmarks, such as an 
oak tree or boulder, and noted on the worksheet (“Upper/Lower Boundaries of Reach”), or documented using a 
global positioning system (GPS), so that future assessments are made at the same location.  The team should 
confer and document the upper boundary of the banks to be surveyed, based on evaluation of whether trash can 
be carried to the water body by wind or water (e.g., an upper terrace in the stream bank).  The team documents 
the location of the high water line based on site-specific physical indicators, such as a debris line found in the 
riparian vegetation along the stream channel.  If the high water line cannot be determined, it is suggested that 
bankfull height be documented, noting that the high water line could not be determined.  Trash located below 
the high water line can be expected to move into the streambed or be swept downstream during the next winter 
season.  Visually extend all boundaries in order to encompass the 100’ section.  Defining site characteristics will 
facilitate the comparison of trash assessments conducted at the same site at different times of the year. 
 
Survey.  It is highly recommended that all trash items within an assessed site be picked up, so that the site can 
be revisited and re-assessed for impairment and usage patterns.  A survey, including notes and scoring, will take 
approximately one to two hours based on how trash-impacted the site is and how many people are working 
together.  The first time a site is assessed, the process will generally take longer than on subsequent visits.  
Begin the survey at the downstream end of the selected reach so that trash can be seen in the undisturbed stream 
channel.  Tasks can be divided according to the number of team members.  In one scenario of a team with two 
members, one team member begins walking along the bank or in the water (wear waders) at the edge of the 
stream or shore, looking for trash on the bank up to the upper bank boundary, and above and below the high 
water line.  This person picks up trash and tallies the items on the trash assessment worksheet as either above or 
below the high water line based on the previously determined boundary.  The other person walks in the 
streambed and up and down the opposite bank, picking up and calling out specific trash items found in the water 
body and on the opposite bank both above and below the high water line, for the tally person to mark down 
appropriately on the trash assessment sheet.  All team members pick up the trash items as they are found.  Keep 
in mind that the person tallying will not be able to pick up nearly as much trash as the other team members.  All 
team members make sure to avoid injuries by using gloves.  Avoid touching trash with unprotected hands!   
 
The person tallying the trash indicates on the sheet whether the trash was found above the high water line on the 
bank, or below the high water line either on the bank or in the stream (i.e., tally dots or circles (•) for above high 
water line, tally lines (|) for below).  If it is evident that items have been littered, dumped, or accumulated via 
downstream transport, make a note in the designated rows near the bottom of the tally sheet - this will help when 
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assessing scores.  A trash grabber, metal kitchen tongs, or a similar tool should be used to help pick up trash.  Be 
sure to look under bushes, logs, and other plant growth to see if trash has accumulated underneath.  The ground 
and substrate should be inspected to ensure that small items such as cigarette butts and pieces of broken glass or 
Styrofoam are picked up and counted.  The tally count is an important indicator of trash impairment and should 
be used in conjunction with the total score to assist in site comparisons.  It is important not to miss items that 
can affect human health such as diapers, fecal matter, and needles; these items can strongly affect the total score.   
 
Once the team is finished with the tallying, use the tally sheet margins to count up two totals for each trash item 
line, one total for items found above the high water line, and one total for items found below the high water line.  
Now sum the totals of above and below for each trash category, and write in next to each trash category.  Be 
sure to complete the worksheets before leaving the site while everything is still fresh in the memory.  The team 
should discuss each parameter and agree on a score based on a discussion of the condition categories.  Discuss 
and document possible influential factors affecting trash levels at the site, such as a park, school, or nearby 
residences or businesses.  Within each trash parameter, narrative language is provided to assist with choosing a 
condition category. The worksheet provides a range of numbers within a given category, allowing for a range of 
conditions encountered in the field.  For instance, trash located in the water leads to lower scores than trash 
above the high water line.  Not all specific trash conditions mentioned in the narratives need to be present to fit 
into a specific condition category (e.g., “site frequently used by people”), nor do the narratives describe all 
possible conditions.  Scores of “0” should be reserved for the most extreme conditions.  Once the scores are 
assigned for the six categories, sum the final score and include specific notes about the site at the end of the 
sheet.  A site should be assessed several times in a given year, during different seasons, to characterize the 
variability and persistence of trash occurrence for water quality assessment purposes.  
 
Trash Assessment Parameters.  The rapid trash assessment includes a range of parameters that capture the 
breadth of issues associated with trash and water quality.  The first two parameters focus on qualitative and 
quantitative levels of trash, the second two parameters estimate actual threat to water quality, and the last two 
parameters represent how trash enters the water body at a site, either through on-site activities or downstream 
accumulation. 
 

1. Level of Trash.  This assessment parameter is intended to reflect a qualitative “first impression” of the 
site, after observing the entire length of the reach.  Sites scoring in the “poor” range are those where 
trash is one of the first things noticeable about the waterbody.  No trash should be obviously visible at 
sites that score in the “optimal” range.   

 
2. Actual Number of Trash Items Found.  Based on the tally of trash along the 100-foot stream reach, 

total the number of items both above and below the high water line, and choose a score within the 
appropriate condition category based on the number of tallied items.  Where more than 100 items have 
been tallied, assign the following scores: 5: 101-200 items; 4: 201-300 items; 3: 301-400 items; 2: 401-
500 items; 1: 501-600 items; 0: over 600 items.  Use similar guidelines to assign scores in other 
condition categories. 

 
Sometimes items are broken into many pieces.   Fragments with higher threat to aquatic life such as 
plastics should be individually counted, while paper and broken glass, with lower threat and/or mobility, 
should be counted based on the parent item(s).  Broken glass that is scattered, with no recognizable 
original shape, should be counted individually.  The judgment of whether to count all fragments or just 
one item also depends on the potential exposure to downstream fish and wildlife, and waders and 
swimmers at a given site.  Concrete is trash when it is dumped, but not when it is placed.  Consider 
tallying only those items that would be removed in a restoration or cleanup effort.  

 
3. Threat to Aquatic Life.  As indicated in the technical notes, below, certain characteristics of trash 

make it more harmful to aquatic life.  If trash items are persistent in the environment, buoyant 
(floatable), and relatively small, they can be transported long distances and be mistaken by wildlife as 
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food items.  Larger items can cause entanglement.  Some discarded debris may contain toxic substances.  
All of these factors are considered in the narrative descriptions in this assessment parameter. 

 
4. Threat to Human Health.  This category is concerned with items that are dangerous to people who 

wade or swim in the water, and with pollutants that could accumulate in fish in the downstream 
environment, such as mercury.  The worst conditions have the potential for presence of dangerous 
bacteria or viruses, such as with medical waste, diapers, and human or pet waste. 

 
5. Illegal Dumping and Littering.  This assessment category relates to direct placement of trash items at 

a site, with “poor” conditions assigned to sites that appear to be dumping or littering locations based on 
adjacent land use practices or site accessibility. 

 
6. Accumulation of Trash.  Trash that accumulates from upstream locations is distinguished from 

dumped trash by indications of age and transport.  Faded colors, silt marks, trash wrapped around roots, 
and signs of decay suggest downstream transport, indicating that the local drainage system facilitates 
conveyance of trash to water bodies, in violation of clean water laws and policies. 

 
Technical Notes on Trash and Water Quality 
 
Trash is a water pollutant that has a large range of characteristics of concern.  Not all litter and debris delivered 
to streams are of equal concern to water quality.  Besides the obvious negative aesthetic effects, most of the 
harm of trash in surface waters is imparted to aquatic life in the form of ingestion or entanglement.  Some 
elements of trash exhibit significant threats to human health, such as discarded medical waste, human or pet 
waste, and broken glass.  Also, some household and industrial wastes may contain toxic substances of concern 
to human health and wildlife, such as batteries, pesticide containers, and fluorescent light bulbs that contain 
mercury.  Larger trash such as discarded appliances can present physical barriers to natural stream flow, causing 
physical impacts such as bank erosion.  From a management perspective, the persistence and accumulation of 
trash in a waterbody are of particular concern, and signify a priority area for prevention of trash discharges.  
Also of concern are trash “hotspots” where illegal dumping, littering, and/or accumulation of trash occur. 
 
Rapid Trash Assessment.  Trash assessment includes a visual survey of the waterbody (e.g., streambed and 
banks) and adjacent areas from which trash elements can be carried to the waterbody by wind, water, or gravity.  
The delineation of these adjacent areas is site-specific and requires some judgment and documentation.  The 
rapid trash assessment worksheet is designed to represent the range of effects that trash has on the physical, 
biological, and chemical integrity of water bodies, in accordance with the goals of the Clean Water Act and the 
California Water Code.  The worksheet also provides a record for evaluation of the management of trash 
discharges, by documenting sites that receive direct discharges (i.e., dumping or littering) and those that 
accumulate trash from upstream locations. 
 
Trash Characteristics of Concern.  For aquatic life, buoyant (floatable) elements tend to be more harmful than 
settleable elements, due to their ability to be transported throughout the waterbody and ultimately to the marine 
environment.  Persistent elements such as plastics, synthetic rubber and synthetic cloth tend to be more harmful 
than degradable elements such as paper or organic waste.  Glass and metal are less persistent, even though they 
are not biodegradable, because wave action and rusting can cause them to break into smaller pieces.  Natural 
rubber and cloth can degrade but not as quickly as paper (U.S. EPA, 2002).  Smaller elements such as plastic 
resin pellets (a by-product of plastic manufacturing) and cigarette butts are often more harmful to aquatic life 
than larger elements, since they can be ingested by a large number of small organisms which can then suffer 
malnutrition or internal injuries.  Larger plastic elements such as plastic grocery bags are also harmful to larger 
aquatic life such as sea turtles, which can mistake the trash for floating prey and ingest it, leading to starvation 
or suffocation.  Floating debris that is not trapped and removed will eventually end up on the beaches or in the 
ocean, repelling visitors and residents from the beaches and degrading coastal and open ocean waters. 
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Trash in water bodies can threaten the health of people who use them for wading or swimming.  Of particular 
concern are the bacteria and viruses associated with diapers, medical waste (e.g., used hypodermic needles and 
pipettes), and human or pet waste.  Additionally, broken glass or sharp metal fragments in streams can cause 
puncture or laceration injuries.  Such injuries can then expose a person’s bloodstream to microbes in the 
stream’s water that may cause illness.  Also, some trash items such as containers or tires can pond water and 
support mosquito production and associated risks of diseases such as encephalitis and the West Nile virus. 
 
Leaf litter is trash when there is evidence of intentional dumping.  Leaves and pine needles in streams provide a 
natural source of food for organisms, but excessive levels due to human influence can cause nutrient imbalance 
and oxygen depletion in streams, to the detriment of the aquatic ecosystem.  Clumps of leaf litter and yard waste 
from trash bags should be treated as trash in the water quality assessment, and not confused with natural inputs 
of leaves to streams.  If there is a question in the field, check the type of leaf to confirm that it comes from a 
nearby riparian tree.  In some instances, leaf litter may be trash if it originates from dense ornamental stands of 
nearby human planted trees that are overloading the stream’s assimilative capacity for leaf inputs.  Other 
biodegradable trash, such as food waste, also exerts a demand on dissolved oxygen, but aquatic life is unlikely 
to be adversely affected unless the dumping of food waste is substantial and persistent at a given location. 
 
Wildlife impacts due to trash occur in creeks, lakes, estuaries, and ultimately the ocean.  The two primary 
problems that trash poses to wildlife are entanglement and ingestion. Marine mammals, turtles, birds, fish, and 
crustaceans all have been affected by entanglement in or ingestion of floatable debris. Many of the species most 
vulnerable to the problems of floatable debris are endangered or threatened by extinction.  
 
Entanglement results when an animal becomes encircled or ensnared by debris. It can occur accidentally, or 
when the animal is attracted to the debris as part of its normal behavior or out of curiosity.  Entanglement is 
harmful to wildlife for several reasons.  Not only can it cause wounds that can lead to infections or loss of limbs; 
it can also cause strangulation or suffocation.  In addition, entanglement can impair an animal's ability to swim, 
which can result in drowning, or in difficulty in moving, finding food, or escaping predators (U.S. EPA, 2001).   
 
Ingestion occurs when an animal swallows floatable debris. It sometimes occurs accidentally, but usually 
animals feed on debris because it looks like food (i.e., plastic bags look like jellyfish, a prey item of sea turtles).  
Ingestion can lead to starvation or malnutrition if the ingested items block the intestinal tract and prevent 
digestion, or accumulate in the digestive tract, making the animal feel "full" and lessening its desire to feed.  
Ingestion of sharp objects can damage the mouth, digestive tract and/or stomach lining and cause infection or 
pain.  Ingested items can also block air passages and prevent breathing, thereby causing death (U.S. EPA, 2001). 
 
Common settled debris includes glass, cigarettes, rubber, construction debris and more.  Settleables are a 
problem for bottom feeders and dwellers and can contribute to sediment contamination.  Larger settleable items 
such as automobiles, shopping carts, and furniture can redirect stream flow and destabilize the channel.   
 
In conclusion, trash in water bodies can adversely affect humans, fish, and wildlife.  Not all water quality effects 
of trash are equal in severity or duration, thus the trash assessment methodology was designed to reflect a range 
of trash impacts to aquatic life, public health, and aesthetic enjoyment.  When considering the water quality 
effects of trash while conducting a trash assessment, remember to evaluate individual items and their buoyancy, 
degradability, size, potential health hazard, and potential hazards to fish and wildlife.  Utilize the narratives in 
the worksheet, refer to the technical notes and trash parameter descriptions in the text as needed, and select your 
scores after careful consideration of actual conditions. 
 
References: 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2001.  Draft Assessing and Monitoring Floatable Debris. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2002.  The Definition, Characterization and Sources of Marine Debris. 
Unit 1 of Turning the Tide on Trash, a Learning Guide on Marine Debris.   
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WATERSHED/STREAM: _______________________________   DATE/TIME: _______________ 
MONITORING GROUP, STAFF: _________________________  SAMPLE ID:  _______________ 
SITE DESCRIPTION (Station Name, Number, etc.):  ______________________________________ 
 

 CONDITION CATEGORY 
Trash 
Assessment 
Parameter 

Optimal Sub optimal Marginal Poor 

1. Level of 
Trash 

On first glance, no trash 
visible.  Little or no 
trash (<10 pieces) 
evident when streambed 
and stream banks are 
closely examined for 
litter and debris, for 
instance by looking 
under leaves. 

On first glance, little or 
no trash visible. After 
close inspection small 
levels of trash (10-50 
pieces) evident in 
stream bank and 
streambed. 

Trash is evident in low 
to medium levels (51-
100 pieces) on first 
glance.  Stream, bank 
surfaces, and riparian 
zone contain litter and 
debris.  Evidence of site 
being used by people: 
scattered cans, bottles, 
food wrappers, 
blankets, clothing. 

Trash distracts the eye on first 
glance.  Stream, bank 
surfaces, and immediate 
riparian zone contain 
substantial levels of litter and 
debris (>100 pieces).  
Evidence of site being used 
frequently by people: many 
cans, bottles, and food 
wrappers, blankets, clothing. 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
2. Actual 
Number of 
Trash Items 
Found 

0 to 10 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach.  

11 to 50 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach. 

51 to 100 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach. 

Over 100 trash items found 
based on a trash assessment of 
a 100-foot stream reach. 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
3. Threat to 
Aquatic Life 

Trash, if any, is mostly 
paper or wood products 
or other biodegradable 
materials.   
 
Note: A large amount of 
rapidly biodegradable 
material like food waste 
creates high oxygen 
demand, and should not 
be scored as optimal. 

Little or no (<10 pieces) 
transportable, 
persistent, buoyant litter 
such as: hard or soft 
plastics, Styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette butts.   
Presence of settleable, 
degradable, and non-
toxic debris such as 
glass or metal. 

Medium prevalence 
(10-50 pieces) of 
transportable, 
persistent, buoyant litter 
such as: hard or soft 
plastics, Styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette butts 
Larger deposits (< 50 
pieces) of settleable 
debris such as glass or 
metal. Any evidence of 
clumps of deposited 
yard waste or leaf litter. 

Large amount (>50 pieces) of 
transportable, persistent, 
buoyant litter such as: hard or 
soft plastics, balloons, 
Styrofoam, cigarette butts; 
toxic items such as batteries, 
lighters, or spray cans; large 
clumps of yard waste or 
dumped leaf litter; or large 
amount (>50 pieces) of 
settleable glass or metal. 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
4. Threat to 
Human 
Health 

Trash contains no 
evidence of bacteria or 
virus hazards such as 
medical waste, diapers, 
pet or human waste. No 
evidence of toxic 
substances such as 
chemical containers or 
batteries. No ponded 
water for mosquito 
production. No 
evidence of puncture 
and laceration hazards 
such as broken glass or 
metal debris. 

No bacteria or virus 
hazards or sources of 
toxic substances, but 
small presence (<10 
pieces) of puncture and 
laceration hazards such 
as broken glass and 
metal debris.  No 
presence of ponded 
water in trash items 
such as tires or 
containers that could 
facilitate mosquito 
production. 

Presence of any one of 
the following: 
hypodermic needles or 
other medical waste; 
used diaper, pet waste, 
or human feces; any 
toxic substance such as 
chemical containers, 
batteries, or fluorescent 
light bulbs (mercury). 
Medium prevalence 
(10-50 pieces) of 
puncture hazards. 

Presence of more than one of 
the items described in the 
marginal condition category, 
or high prevalence of any one 
item (e.g. greater than 50 
puncture or laceration 
hazards). 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
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 CONDITION CATEGORY 
Trash 
Assessment 
Parameter 

Optimal Sub optimal Marginal Poor 

5. Illegal 
Dumping  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Illegal 
Littering 

D: No evidence of 
illegal dumping.  No 
bags of trash, no yard 
waste, no household 
items placed at site to 
avoid proper disposal, 
no shopping carts. 
 
 
 
 
 
L: Any trash is 
incidental litter (< 5 
pieces) or carried 
downstream from 
another location. 

D: Some evidence of 
illegal dumping.  
Limited vehicular 
access limits the 
amount of potential 
dumping, or material 
dumped is diffuse 
paper-based debris. 
 
 
 
 
L: Some evidence of 
litter within creek and 
banks originating from 
adjacent land uses (<10 
pieces). 

D: Presence of one of 
the following: furniture, 
appliances, shopping 
carts, bags of garbage 
or yard waste, coupled 
with vehicular access 
that facilitates in-and-
out dumping of 
materials to avoid 
landfill costs.  
 
 
L: Prevalent (10-50 
pieces) in-stream or 
shoreline littering that 
appears to originate 
from adjacent land uses. 

D: Evidence of chronic 
dumping, with more than 
one of the following items: 
furniture, appliances, 
shopping carts, bags of 
garbage, or yard waste.  Easy 
vehicular access for in-and-
out dumping of materials to 
avoid landfill costs.   
 
 
 
L: Large amount (>50 pieces) 
of litter within creek and on 
banks that appears to 
originate from adjacent land 
uses. 

D-SCORE 10          9 8           7           6 5         4        3 2        1        0 
L-SCORE 10          9 8           7           6 5         4        3 2        1        0 
6. Accum-
ulation of 
Trash 

There does not appear 
to be a problem with 
trash accumulation from 
downstream transport.  
Trash, if any, appears to 
have been directly 
deposited at the stream 
location. 

Some evidence (<10 
pieces) that litter and 
debris have been 
transported from 
upstream areas to the 
location, based on 
evidence such as silt 
marks, faded colors or 
location near high water 
line. 

Evidence that (10 to 50 
pieces) trash is carried 
to the location from 
upstream, as evidenced 
by its location near high 
water line, siltation 
marks on the debris, or 
faded colors. 

Trash appears to have 
accumulated in substantial 
quantities at the location 
based on delivery from 
upstream areas, and is in 
various states of degradation 
based on its persistence in the 
waterbody.  Over 50 items of 
trash have been carried to the 
location from upstream.  

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
 
Total Score _______________   
 
SITE DEFINITION: 
UPPER/LOWER BOUNDARIES OF REACH: ___________________________________________ 
HIGH WATER LINE: _______________________________________________________________ 
UPPER EXTENT OF BANKS OR SHORE: ______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
NOTES: 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TRASH ITEM TALLY (Tally with (•) if found above high water line, and (|) if below) 
PLASTIC                       # Above___ # Below____ METAL                           # Above___ # Below____ 

Plastic Bags Aluminum Foil 
Plastic Bottles Aluminum or Steel Cans 
Plastic Bottle Caps Bottle Caps  
Plastic Cup Lid/Straw Metal Pipe Segments 
Plastic Pipe Segments  Auto Parts (specify below) 
Plastic Six-Pack Rings Wire (barb, chicken wire etc.) 
Plastic Wrapper Metal Object 
Soft Plastic Pieces  LARGE (specify below) # Above___ # Below____ 
Hard Plastic Pieces Appliances 
Styrofoam cups pieces Furniture 
Styrofoam Pellets Garbage Bags of Trash 
Fishing Line Tires 
Tarp  Shopping Carts 
Other (write-in) Other (write-in) 

BIOHAZARD                 # Above___ # Below____ TOXIC                             # Above___ # Below____
Human Waste/Diapers Chemical Containers 
Pet Waste Oil/Surfactant on Water 
Syringes or Pipettes Spray Paint Cans 
Dead Animals Lighters 
Other (write-in) Small Batteries 

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS#Above___#Below__ Vehicle Batteries 
Concrete (not placed) Other (write-in) 
Rebar BIODEGRADABLE      # Above___ # Below____ 
Bricks Paper 
Wood Debris Cardboard 
Other (write-in) Food Waste 

MISCELLANEOUS       # Above___ # Below____ Yard Waste (incl. trees) 
Synthetic Rubber Leaf Litter Piles 
Foam Rubber Other (write-in) 
Balloons GLASS                             # Above___ # Below____
Ceramic pots/shards Glass bottles 
Hose Pieces Glass pieces 
Cigarette Butts FABRIC AND CLOTH  # Above___# Below____ 
Golf Balls Synthetic Fabric 
Tennis Balls Natural Fabric (cotton, wool) 
Other (write-in) Other (write-in) 

Total pieces Above:                                        Below:                                        Grand total:  
Tally all trash in above rows; make notes below as needed to facilitate scoring. 
Littered: 
Dumped: 
Downstream Accumulation: 
SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OF ITEMS FOUND:________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Introduction 

This quality assurance program plan (QAPrP) serves as an umbrella document for use by each 

of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program’s (SWAMP’s) contributing projects. It 

describes the program’s quality system in terms of organizational structure; the functional 

responsibilities of management and staff; the lines of authority; and the interfaces for those 

planning, implementing, and assessing all activities conducted.  

Purpose 

This QAPrP identifies the quality assurance (QA) and quality control (QC) procedures of 

SWAMP. Its primary purpose is to: 

• Ensure that SWAMP activities adhere to the QA policies in the State Water Resources 

Control Board’s (State Board’s) draft quality management plan (QMP); 

• Specify the quality systems of SWAMP; and 

• Serve as a guidance document for projects that are required to be or desire to be 

SWAMP-comparable  

This document applies to the collection of surface water ambient monitoring data, and 

addresses neither ambient groundwater data, nor effluent data collected as part of National 

Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting or waste discharge requirements. 

Instead, use of this QAPrP is:  

• Required for SWAMP-funded projects 

• Required for state programs with a SWAMP-comparability mandate 

• Encouraged for projects external to SWAMP 

Comparability 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) defines comparability as the measure of 

confidence with which one data set, element, or method can be considered as similar to 

another. Comparability is an especially important consideration with SWAMP data, which 

represents a wide variety of objectives, organizations, and procedures over many years. To 

minimize the effect of this variability, SWAMP has established certain universal guidelines that 

must be adopted by those seeking or requiring SWAMP comparability. 
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Functionally, SWAMP comparability is defined as adherence to two key programmatic 

documents: this QAPrP, and the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Information 

Management Plan. The latter document addresses the database component of SWAMP 

comparability. It is independent of this QAPrP, and is maintained and implemented by the Data 

Management Team (DMT) at the Moss Landing Marine Laboratories (MLML).  

Additional information on QA and data management comparability is available online or through 

the SWAMP Help Desk (see Appendix G: Online Resources). 

Waiver System 

While certain universal requirements are the foundation of SWAMP comparability, such 

requirements may conflict with the unique objectives of each project contributor. At the 

discretion of the SWAMP Coordinator, a waiver may be obtained for project-relevant 

adjustments to programmatic requirements.  Waiver applications must be submitted in writing to 

the SWAMP QA Team (QAT), and must detail why the specified requirement is not applicable to 

the project’s quality objectives. The SWAMP Coordinator, in conjunction with the QAT, 

determines whether or not each waiver will be granted. All associated correspondences are 

archived by the SWAMP QAT for a period of five years. The standard operating procedure 

(SOP): Waiver System for the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Quality Assurance 

Program Plan is currently under development.  
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Group A: Program Management 

Element A1: Title and Approval Sheet 

Program Title  State of California's Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program  

Lead Organization California State Water Resources Control Board  

   Office of Information Management and Analysis 

Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Unit 

1001 "I" St, 15th Floor 

Sacramento, CA  95814 

Primary Contact Emilie Reyes, Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Coordinator  

Phone Number: 916-341-5556 

Email Address: ereyes@waterboards.ca.gov 

Effective Date September 1, 2008 

 

Approvals 

The approvals below were submitted separately, preventing their inclusion in this signature 

block. Instead, they appear in Appendix H: Approval Signatures of this document. Originals are 

kept on file by the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring (SWAMP) Quality Assurance Team (QAT) 

according to Element A9: Documents and Records. 

   
 
Emilie Reyes, State Water Resources Control Board, Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 
Coordinator, Office of Information Management and Analysis, Surface Water Ambient Monitoring 
Program Unit 

_______________________________On File_________________________       ________July 15, 2008_______ 
Signature          Date 

William Ray, State Water Resources Control Board, Quality Assurance Office Manager, Office of 
Information Management and Analysis  

_______________________________On File_________________________       ________July 14, 2008_______ 
Signature          Date 
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Beverly H. van Buuren, Moss Landing Marine Laboratories, Surface Water Ambient Monitoring 
Program Quality Assurance Officer, Quality Assurance Research Group 

_______________________________On File_________________________       ________July 21, 2008_______ 
Signature          Date 

Rich Fadness, Quality Assurance Officer (or Designee), 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 1 (North Coast Region)  
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Element A3: Distribution List 

While this quality assurance program plan (QAPrP) will be publicly available online, it will be 

officially distributed to Surface Water Ambient Monitoring (SWAMP) representatives from the State 

Water Resources Control Board (State Board) and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

(Regional Boards), contractors under state master contracts, and other organizations. Associated 

contact information follows in Table 1: Primary Contact Information for Surface Water Ambient 

Monitoring Program Representatives. 

Table 1: Primary Contact Information for Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Representatives 

 

State Water Resources Control Board  
Contact Information Organization’s Mailing Address 
Main Contact: Emilie Reyes State Water Resources Control Board 
Position: SWAMP Coordinator Office of Information Management and Analysis  
Phone: 916-341-5556 1001 “I” Street, 15th Floor 
Email: ereyes@waterboards.ca.gov Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

Main Contact: William Ray State Water Resources Control Board 
Position: QA Program Manager Office of Information Management and Analysis 
Phone: (916) 341-5583 1001 “I” Street, 15th Floor 
Email: bray@waterboards.ca.gov Sacramento, CA 95814 

 

Regional Water Quality Control Boards  
Contact Information Organization’s Mailing Address 
Main Contact: Rich Fadness RWQCB/Region 1  
Position:  Engineering Geologist (North Coast Region) 
Phone: (707) 576-6718 5550 Skylane Boulevard, Suite A 
Email: rfadness@waterboards.ca.gov 
 
Main Contact:Rebecca Fitzgerald 
Position: Environmental Scientist 
Phone: (707) 576-2650 
Email: rfitzgerald@waterboards.ca.gov 
 

Santa Rosa, CA  95403 

QA Officer: Rich Fadness  

 

Main Contact: Karen Taberski RWQCB/Region 2  
Position: Environmental Scientist (San Francisco Bay Region) 
Phone: (510) 622-2424 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Email: ktaberski@waterboards.ca.gov Oakland, Ca. 94612 
  
QA Officer: Wil Bruhns 
Phone: (510) 622-2327 
Email: wbruhns@waterboards.ca.gov 

 

Main Contact: Karen Worcester RWQCB/Region 3  
Position: Environmental Scientist (Central Coast Region) 
Phone: (805) 549-3333 895 Aerovista Place, Suite 101 
Email: kworcester@waterboards.ca.gov San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
  
QA Officer: Karen Worcester  
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Main Contact: Michael Lyons RWQCB/Region 4  
Position: Environmental Scientist (Los Angeles Region) 
Phone: (213) 576-6718 320 West Fourth Street, Suite 200 
Email: mlyons@waterboards.ca.gov Los Angeles, CA 90013 
  
QA Officer: Jau Ren Chen  
Phone: (213) 576-6656  
Email: jrchen@waterboards.ca.gov  

 

Main Contact: Jeanne Chilcott RWQCB/Region 5 – Sacramento Office (Main) 
Position: Senior Environmental Scientist (Central Valley Region) 
Phone: (916) 464-4788 11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200 
Email: jchilcott@waterboards.ca.gov Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-6114 
  
QA Officer: Leticia Valadez  
Phone: (916) 464-4634  
Email: lvaladez@waterboards.ca.gov  

 

Main Contact: Jeanne Chilcott 
Position: Senior Environmental Scientist 
Phone: (916) 464-4788 
Email: jchilcott@waterboards.ca.gov 

RWQCB/Region 5 – Sacramento Office (Lower)  
(Central Valley Region) 
11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-6114 

  
QA Officer: Leticia Valadez  
Phone: (916) 464-4634  
Email: lvaladez@waterboards.ca.gov  

 

Main Contact: Jeanne Chilcott RWQCB/Region 5 – Sacramento Office (San Joaquin) 
Position: Senior Environmental Scientist (Central Valley Region) 
Phone: (916) 464-4788 11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200 
Email: jchilcott@waterboards.ca.gov Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-6114 
  
QA Officer: Leticia Valadez  
Phone: (916) 464-4634  
Email: lvaladez@waterboards.ca.gov  

Main Contact: Dennis Heimann RWQCB/Region 5 – Redding Office  
Position: Environmental Scientist (Central Valley Region) 
Phone: (530) 224-4851 415 Knollcrest Drive, Suite 100 
Email: dheimann@waterboards.ca.gov Redding, CA  96002 
  
QA Officer: Leticia Valadez  
Phone: (916) 464-4634  
Email: lvaladez@waterboards.ca.gov  
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Main Contact: Steven Hulbert RWQCB/Region 5 – Fresno Office  
Position: Environmental Scientist (Central Valley Region) 
Phone: (559) 444-2502 1685 "E" Street 
Email: shulbert@waterboards.ca.gov Fresno, CA 93706-2007 
  
QA Officer: Leticia Valadez  
Phone: (916) 464-4634  
Email: lvaladez@waterboards.ca.gov  

 

Main Contact: Thomas Suk RWQCB/Region 6  
Position: Environmental Scientist (Lahontan Region) 
Phone: (530) 542-5419 2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard 
Email: tsuk@waterboards.ca.gov South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 
  
QA Officer: Bruce Warden  
Phone: (530) 542-5416  
Email: bwarden@waterboards.ca.gov  

 

Main Contact: Doug Vu RWQCB/Region 7  
Position: Environmental Scientist (Colorado River Basin Region) 
Phone: (760) 776-8944 73-720 Fred Waring Drive, Suite 100 
Email: dvu@waterboards.ca.gov Palm Desert, CA 92260 
  
QA Officer: Jeff Geraci 
Phone: (760) 346-7491 
Email: jgeraci@waterboards.ca.gov 

 

 

Main Contact: Pavlova Vitale RWQCB/Region 8  
Position: Environmental Scientist (Santa Ana Region) 
Phone: (951) 782-4920 3737 Main Street, Suite 500 
Email: pvitale@waterboards.ca.gov Riverside, CA  92501-3339 
  
QA Officer: Pavlova Vitale  

 

Main Contact: Cynthia Gorham-Test RWQCB/Region 9 
Position: Environmental Scientist (San Diego Region) 
Phone: (858) 637-7139 9174 Sky Park Court, Suite 100 
Email: ctest@waterboards.ca.gov San Diego, CA 92124-1324 
  
QA Officer: Dat Quach  
Phone: (858) 467-2978  
Email: dquach@waterboards.ca.gov  

 

San José State University Foundation  
Contact Information Organization’s Mailing Address 
Main Contact: Russell Fairey Marine Pollution Studies Laboratory 
Position: Program Manager Moss Landing Marine Laboratories 
Phone: (831) 771-4161 7544 Sandholt Road 
Email: fairey@mlml.calstate.edu Moss Landing, CA 95039 

Main Contact: Cassandra Lamerdin Marine Pollution Studies Laboratory 
Position: Data Management Coordinator Moss Landing Marine Laboratories 
Phone: (831) 771-4163 7544 Sandholt Road 
Email: clamerdin@mlml.calstate.edu Moss Landing, CA 95039 
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Main Contact: Beverly H. van Buuren Quality Assurance Research Group 
Position: SWAMP Quality Assurance Officer Moss Landing Marine Laboratories 
Phone: (206) 297-1378 PO Box 46425 
Email: bvanbuuren@mlml.calstate.edu Seattle, WA 98146 

 

Main Contact: Amara F. Vandervort Quality Assurance Research Group 
Position: SWAMP Quality Assurance 
Coordinator 

Moss Landing Marine Laboratories 
PO Box 46425 

Phone: (206) 362-1930 Seattle, WA 98146 
Email: avandervort@mlml.calstate.edu  

 

Department of Fish and Game - Granite Canyon 
Contact Information Organization’s Mailing Address 
Main Contact: Max Puckett 
Position: Director 
Phone: (707) 768-1999 
Email: mpuckett@hughes.net 

Granite Canyon Aquatic Pollution Studies Laboratory 
California Department of Fish & Game 
c/o 4580 Blufftop Lane  
Hydesville, CA  95547 

University of California at Davis 
Contact Information Organization’s Mailing Address 
Main Contact: John Hunt Marine Pollution Studies Laboratory 
Position: Coordinator University of California at Davis 
Phone: (831) 624-0947 34500 Coast Route 1 
Email: jwhunt@ucdavis.edu Monterey, CA 93940 
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Element A4: Program/Task Organization 

Program Management 

The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) is administered by the State Water 

Resources Control Board (State Board). However, responsibility for implementation of regional 

monitoring activities often resides with the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional 

Boards) that have jurisdiction over specific geographical areas of the state (See Figure 1: Regional 

Water Quality Control Board Jurisdictions). Statewide monitoring programs are implemented at the 

state level in coordination with the regions. SWAMP monitoring is conducted through State Board 

master contracts and Regional Board monitoring contracts.  

Figure 1: Regional Water Quality Control Board Jurisdictions 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Regional Board 1: North Coast Region 
Regional Board 2: San Francisco Bay Region 
Regional Board 3: Central Coast Region 
Regional Board 4: Los Angeles Region 
Regional Board 5: Central Valley Region 
 (5a): Redding Office 
 (5b): Sacramento Office 
 (5c): Fresno Office 
Regional Board 6: Lahontan Region 
 (6a): South Lake Tahoe Office 
 (6b): Victorville Office 
Regional Board 7: Colorado River Basin Region 
Regional Board 8: Santa Ana Region 
Regional Board 9: San Diego Region 

 

Coordination of SWAMP is achieved through monthly meetings of the SWAMP Roundtable, which 

consists of State and Regional Board representatives, as well as representatives from other 

agencies and organizations. Roundtable members provide programmatic, technical, and logistical 

support, as well as guidance on SWAMP’s implementation. The Roundtable also makes 

recommendations to the State Board regarding annual SWAMP budget allocations. This is done 

through a majority vote or, lacking a majority, the approval of the SWAMP Coordinator. An 

organizational chart of SWAMP is provided in Figure 2 below. 

Quality Assurance 

In December 2002, the SWAMP Quality Assurance (QA) Program was formalized to develop and 

implement the quality systems specified in the Quality Assurance Management Plan for the State of 

California’s Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (2002). The program consists of quality 
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assurance representatives from the State and Regional Boards, as well as contractors from the 

Moss Landing Marine Laboratories (MLML). 

State Water Resources Control Board 

Ultimately, SWAMP’s quality system is overseen by the State Board’s QA Program. As part of its 

SWAMP oversight, this program:  

• Creates, implements, and maintains the State Board’s draft quality management plan 

(QMP); 

• Ensures that SWAMP operates in a manner consistent with the State Board’s QMP;  

• Formally reviews SWAMP’s quality system every three years (see Element C2: Reports to 

Management); 

• Ensures that SWAMP operates in a manner consistent with Scientific Panel and Review 

Committee (SPARC) reports (see Element C2: Reports to Management);  

• Coordinates with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and CalEPA as 

necessary; and 

• Reviews and approves this quality assurance program plan (QAPrP) 

Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
Some components of SWAMP’s QA system are implemented at the Regional Board level. Each of 

these tasks is managed by the Regional Board’s QA representative to SWAMP  - a role often 

assumed by the region’s primary SWAMP contact (see Element A3: Distribution List). As part of its 

SWAMP involvement, this program: 

• Creates, implements, and maintains regional QA documents, as necessary; 

• Provides general and SWAMP-specific QA guidance; 

• Monitors the effectiveness of project- and region-specific QA activities; 

• Monitors and participates in QA and technical training; and  

• Reviews and approves this QAPrP 

Moss Landing Marine Laboratories 
SWAMP’s QA Program is implemented primarily by its QA Team (QAT), which is staffed by the QA 

Research Group at MLML. This group consists of a QA Officer, QA Coordinator, and QA 

Specialists. The QA Officer leads, while the QA Coordinator manages QA Specialists in completing 
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required tasks. These include, but are not limited to:  

• Quality document creation, implementation, and maintenance;  

• State and Regional Board consultation;  

• SWAMP Roundtable representation; 

• Regional and laboratory audits; and  

• Quality system training  

The SWAMP QAT operates at the programmatic level, and is therefore completely independent of 

data production. This relationship is shown in Figure 2: Organizational Chart of the Surface Water 

Ambient Monitoring Program.  
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Figure 2: Organizational Chart of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program ogram 

  

State Board SWAMP Technical, Contract, and Scientific Managers 
Dawit Tadesse, Toni Marshall, Vera Williams, George Nichol 

           SWAMP Roundtable 

Master Contract with San José State University Foundation  
Russell Fairey (Contract Manager) 

SWAMP Quality Assurance Program 
Beverly H. van Buuren (Quality Assurance Officer) 

Subcontract to University of California at Davis  
John Hunt (Contract Manager) 

Contracts from Regional Board  
to Private & Public Organizations  

Region 1 
North Coast  

Rich 
Fadness 
Rebecca 
Fitzgerald 

Region 2 
San Francisco Bay 

Karen Taberski 

Region 3 
Central Coast 

Karen Worcester 

Region 4 
Los Angeles 

Michael Lyons 

Region 5  
Central Valley  

Jeanne Chilcott 

Region 6 
Lahontan  
Tom Suk 

Region 7 
 Colorado River Basin  

Doug Vu 

Region 8  
Santa Ana 

Pavlova Vitale 

Region 9 
San Diego 

Cynthia Gorham-
Test 

San Joaquin 
Jeanne Chilcott 

Fresno  
Jeanne Chilcott 

Lower Sacramento 
Jeanne Chilcott 

Upper Sacramento 
Dennis Heiman 

State Board Quality Assurance Program  
William Ray (Program Manager) 

Scientific Panel and Review Committee State Board Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Unit 
Emilie Reyes (SWAMP Coordinator) 

SWAMP Data Management Program 
Russell Fairey (Data Management Program Manager)  

SWAMP Field and Analytical Contractual Services 

Amara F. Vandervort (Quality Assurance Coordinator) Cassandra Lamerdin (Data Management Coordinator) 
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Element A5: Problem Definition/Background 

In 1999, the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) was proposed in California 

Assembly Bill (AB) 982 to integrate existing water quality monitoring activities of the State Water 

Resources Control Board (State Board) and its nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

(Regional Boards). 

Monitoring conducted under SWAMP was initially proposed to include a combination of statewide 

monitoring and site-specific monitoring. Statewide monitoring examines the status and trends in 

water quality. Site-specific monitoring employs a more targeted monitoring approach to better 

characterize clean and problem locations. Currently, only the site-specific monitoring portion of this 

program is being implemented.  
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Element A6: Program/Task Description 

The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) is a statewide monitoring effort 

designed to assess the conditions of surface waters throughout the State of California. Ambient 

monitoring refers to any activity in which information about the status of the physical, chemical, and 

biological characteristics of the environment is collected to answer specific questions about the 

status and trends in those characteristics. For the purposes of SWAMP, ambient monitoring refers 

to these activities as they relate to the characteristics of water quality.  

SWAMP also hopes to capture monitoring information collected under other programs of the State 

Water Resources Control Board (State Board) and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

(Regional Boards). This includes, but is not limited to Board programs such as the State's Total 

Maximum Daily Load (TMDL), Nonpoint Source (NPS), and Watershed Project support programs. 

SWAMP does not conduct effluent or discharge monitoring, which is covered under National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits and waste discharge requirements.  

 

SWAMP is administered by the State Board. Responsibility for implementation of monitoring 

activities resides with the nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards that have jurisdiction over 

their specific geographical areas of the state (see Element A4: Program/Task Organization).  
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Element A7: Quality Objectives and Criteria for Measurement 
Data 
 
In coordination with the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board), each Regional Water 

Quality Control Board (Regional Board) establishes monitoring priorities for the water bodies within 

its jurisdiction. The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) compiles data from 

California’s nine Regional Boards.  This monitoring is performed in accordance with protocols and 

methodologies laid out in this quality assurance program plan (QAPrP). SWAMP seeks to meet the 

following four objectives: 

• Create an ambient monitoring program that addresses all of California’s hydrologic units 

using consistent and objective monitoring, sampling, and analytical methods; consistent 

data quality assurance (QA) protocols; and centralized data management.  

• Document ambient water quality conditions in potentially clean and polluted areas. The 

scale for these assessments ranges from site-specific to statewide. 

• Identify specific water quality problems preventing the State Board, the Regional Boards, 

and the public from realizing beneficial uses of water in targeted watersheds. 

• Provide data to evaluate the overall effectiveness of regulatory water quality programs in 

protecting beneficial uses of California’s waters. 

Three of these SWAMP objectives relate to documenting water quality conditions and identifying 

problem areas where beneficial uses are not being attained. In as much as state standards provide 

the benchmark for such assessments, the analytical methods employed should be sufficient to 

allow the evaluation of SWAMP against state standards (e.g., the California Toxic Rule, Regional 

Board Basin Plans, and the California Ocean Plan).  

The remaining objective, consistency in SWAMP monitoring, is achieved through the application of 

universal measurement quality objectives (MQOs – see Appendix A: Measurement Quality 

Objectives). As defined by the U.S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), these are acceptance 

criteria for the quality attributes such as precision, accuracy, and sensitivity.  Adherence to SWAMP 

MQOs ensures that data generated by the program will be of known and documented quality. 

SWAMP offers a waiver system for instances where mandated MQOs conflict with a project’s 

objectives (see Introduction).  
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Element A8: Special Training and Certification 

Training 
Organizations and individuals involved in the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 

(SWAMP) are expected to have familiarity with the quality documents described in this quality 

assurance program plan (QAPrP). SWAMP has also developed training tools to ensure data 

comparability among program participants. Information about tool availability is published on the 

SWAMP web site (see Appendix G: Online Resources).  

Projects operating under their own QAPP must describe personnel training and its documentation 

in Element A8: Special Training and Certifications. Such training may apply to technical or 

administrative protocols, and should be provided prior to the initiation of any procedure. Training 

strategies and documentation will be evaluated during SWAMP regional and laboratory audits.   

Permits  
All SWAMP participants must obtain appropriate permission for their field activities. California 

Scientific Collecting Permits from the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) must be obtained for all 

biological collections. These permits must be in possession during all collection activities. Additional 

permits for collecting threatened or endangered species may also be required.  During the planning 

stages of any project, SWAMP participants are to request permission from landowners to access 

sites on private property. Keys may be needed to access certain locations on government property.  
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Element A9: Documents and Records  

The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) Quality Assurance (QA) Program 

utilizes quality documents and records at the state, regional, programmatic, and project levels, as 

well as the laboratory and field levels. This element describes the creation, maintenance, and 

archival of each of these documents. Per the Government Paperwork Elimination Act of 1998, 

SWAMP encourages the use of electronic signatures, maintenance, and submission when 

practical. 

As appropriate, updates to SWAMP QA documents are communicated to program participants 

using the following process: 

1. The interested party issues a memo to the SWAMP QA Team (QAT) describing and 
justifying the proposed update. 

2. Once finalized, the memo is officially approved by the SWAMP Coordinator. 

3. Approved updates are presented publicly online at the Moss Landing Marine Laboratories’ 
SWAMP website (see Appendix G: Online Resources). 

4. Approved updates are presented to the SWAMP Roundtable by the SWAMP QAT. 

5. As requested, approved updates are presented via email by the SWAMP QAT. 

SWAMP participants interested in these email updates must register for the “SWAMP Water Quality 

Monitoring” portion of the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board’s) online mailing list 

(see Appendix G: Online Resources). 

State Water Resources Control Board Documents and Records 

State Water Resources Control Board Quality Management Plan 
The State Board’s draft quality management plan (QMP) proposes five policies that are pertinent to 

SWAMP and incorporated by reference: 

• All State Board and Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) programs 

generating, using, or receiving environmental data will adhere to the policies outlined in the 

State Board’s draft QMP. 

• All data generated by or for the State Board and the Regional Boards will be of known and 

documented quality.   
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• Environmental data submitted to the State Board and the Regional Boards by other 

agencies, contractors, grant recipients, and regulated parties will be of known and 

documented quality.   

• The intended use of environmental data and the level of data quality necessary to support 

decisions will be established by State Board and Regional Board staff prior to the design 

and initiation of all data collection activities. 

• Adequate resources and staff will be provided by the State Board and the Regional Boards 

to meet the QA and quality control (QC) requirements of the State Board’s draft QMP. 

SWAMP Documents and Records 

The SWAMP Quality Assurance Program Plan 
This Quality Assurance Program Plan (QAPrP) was created and is maintained by the SWAMP 

QAT. Updates to this plan must be approved and signed by the SWAMP Coordinator, the State 

Board QA Officer, The SWAMP QA Officer, and the QA Officer or designee of each Regional 

Board. It is to be revised every five years, or when major changes to SWAMP’s mission or 

organization occur. The document is publicly available online (See Appendix G: Online Resources), 

and replaces the Quality Assurance Management Plan for the State of California’s Surface Water 

Ambient Monitoring Program (Puckett 2002). 

Currently, this document’s scope retains the chemistry focus seen in the original plan. However, 

bioassessment and toxicity testing will receive full coverage in future iterations of this QAPrP. In the 

meantime, toxicity testing is addressed in Appendix A: Measurement Quality Objectives, while 

bioassessment is addressed in the standard operating procedure (SOP): Collecting Benthic 

Macroinvertebrate Samples and Associated Physical and Chemical Data for Ambient 

Bioassessments in California, and on the State Board’s SWAMP website (see Appendix G: Online 

Resources).  

SWAMP Regional Reports 
The SWAMP Data Management Team (DMT) and QAT have created templates for the QA section 

of each annual SWAMP Regional Report (see Appendix G: Online Resources). These templates 

include a narrative and table to ensure consistent presentation and reporting of QA information. 

Both templates should be incorporated into the report, but each region may determine their 

location. They may be included in the body of the report or as an appendix. 

Regions requiring assistance with their annual report may contact the DMT or QAT. They should 
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submit a list of datasets (by fiscal year) to be incorporated in the report and an estimated 

completion date for the narrative. The availability of assistance is dependent on the workload at the 

time of request. 

Standard Operating Procedures 
SWAMP creates a variety of scientific, technical, and administrative standard operating procedures 

(SOPs) for use by program staff and data contributors. SWAMP SOPs are based on the 

recommendations of U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Quality System document QA/G-

6: Guidance for Preparing Standard Operating Procedures (EPA 2001b - see Appendix G: Online 

Resources). 

Signature approval by the SWAMP QA Officer indicates that a program SOP has been both 

reviewed and approved by the SWAMP Coordinator. Whenever procedures are changed, SWAMP 

SOPs are updated and re-approved. SOPs are also systematically reviewed on a periodic basis to 

ensure that policies and procedures remain current and appropriate. Current SOPs are publicly 

available online (see Appendix G: Online Resources). These include: 

• Collecting Benthic Macroinvertebrate Samples and Associated Physical and Chemical Data 

for Ambient Bioassessments in California (February 2007)  

• Conducting Field Measurements and Field Collections of Water and Bed Sediment Samples 

in the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (October 15, 2007) 

• Data Loading And Verification Of The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Database 

(March 3, 2005)  

• Field Data Verification Of The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Database 

(January 1, 2005) 

• Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Quality Assurance Program Contract 

Laboratory Data Verification And Validation (March 11, 2005)  

• Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Quality Assurance Program On-Site Systems 

Assessment for Contract Laboratories (March 3, 2005) 

• Toxicity Data Verification Of The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Database 

(March 3, 2005) 

The following SOPs are in the draft stage, and will be officially released upon completion: 

• Division of Financial Assistance Quality Assurance Project Plan Review  
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• Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Quality Assurance Program Corrective Action  

• Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Quality Assurance Program Data Classification 

System  

• Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Quality Assurance Program On-Site Systems 

Assessment For  Regional Boards  

• Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Review and Approval Procedure for Monitoring 

Plans and Research Proposals  

• Waiver System for the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program Quality Assurance 

Program Plan  

Retired SOPs are removed from circulation and electronically archived by the SWAMP QAT for a 

minimum of five years. 

Project Documents and Records 

Quality Assurance Project Plans 
Applicable components of the above programmatic documents may then be incorporated into a 

quality assurance project plan (QAPP). A QAPP is a document that describes the intended 

technical activities and project procedures that will be implemented to ensure that the results will 

satisfy the stated performance or acceptance criteria.  

A QAPP is required for certain large, ongoing, or special projects conducted by the Regional 

Boards or contractors under SWAMP. Each must reference this QAPrP in their generation of a 

project-specific QAPP. To streamline this process, SWAMP encourages the use of EPA Quality 

System document QA/G-5: Guidance for Quality Assurance Project Plans (EPA 2001c), as well as 

its own standardized review checklist, online QAPP template, and SWAMP Advisor Expert System 

(see Appendix G: Online Resources). 

Prior to sample collection or field measurements, The SWAMP QAT evaluates each QAPP against 

a program-specific checklist and related EPA guidance. The products of this review include the 

completed checklist, a related narrative, and consultation pertaining to necessary corrective 

actions. Regardless of their scope, QAPPs completing this standardized review process may then 

be applied to SWAMP’s common end use. Each QAPP is to be distributed according to its own 

Element A3: Distribution List. Project management must remove retired QAPPs from circulation 

before physically or electronically storing them for a minimum of five years. 
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Other Project Documents and Records 
Prior to sample collection or field measurements, project contributors may reference this QAPrP in 

their generation of a project-specific field sampling plan, and sampling and analysis plan. These 

documents are then evaluated using the peer-review process described in the SWAMP SOP: 

Review and Approval Procedure for Monitoring Plans and Research Proposals (see Appendix G: 

Online Resources). In this process, the SWAMP Coordinator selects a pair of independent 

reviewers with expertise reflecting the submitted document. The document is then accepted, or re-

reviewed following the resolution of outstanding issues. 

Laboratory and Field Documents and Records 

Standard Operating Procedures 
Each SWAMP data producer is required to use an established method, or create and maintain 

SOPs that detail their own technical and administrative protocols. While no specific SOP content or 

format is mandated by SWAMP, assistance is available in the form of EPA Quality System 

document QA/G-6: Guidance for Preparing Standard Operating Procedures (EPA 2001b - see 

Appendix G: Online Resources). 

Laboratory and field SOPs must follow the approval and maintenance processes of the 

programmatic SOPs described above. 
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Group B: Data Generation and Acquisition 

Element B1: Sampling Process Design 

Given the number and variety of projects contributing to the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring 

Program (SWAMP), it is not appropriate to mandate a specific sampling design at the programmatic 

level. Instead, Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) SWAMP Work Plans outline 

each region’s overall goals for the program. These include: 

• Details of specific monitoring objectives for the year  

• A summary of existing information regarding water bodies to be sampled during the year 

• Site-specific lists of all planned monitoring locations 

• Planned measurement parameters for monitoring 

• A site-specific summary of planned sampling frequencies for the year 

Annual SWAMP Work Plans are available on the State Water Resources Control Board’s (State 

Board’s) SWAMP web page (see Appendix G: Online Resources). For projects operating under a 

quality assurance project plan (QAPP), project-specific sampling design information may be found 

in Element B1: Sampling Process Design. 
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Element B2: Sampling Methods 

The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) involves the collection of samples for a 

variety of analytes in water, sediment, tissue, and biota. Collections are conducted by multiple 

organizations using a variety of sampling protocols.  

In the interest of programmatic comparability, SWAMP participants may reference the California 

Department of Fish and Game - Marine Pollution Studies Laboratory (DFG-MPSL) standard 

operating procedure (SOP), Conducting Field Measurements and Field Collections of Water and 

Bed Sediment Samples in the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program. This SOP is not 

required by SWAMP, and is provided for informational purposes only.  

Bioassessment sampling must be conducted according to the SOP: Collecting Benthic 

Macroinvertebrate Samples and Associated Physical and Chemical Data for Ambient 

Bioassessments in California.  

Both SOPs are available according to Appendix G: Online Resources. For projects operating under 

a quality assurance project plan (QAPP), project-specific sampling procedure information may be 

found in Element B2: Sampling Methods. 
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Element B3: Sample Handling and Custody 

Proper handling of water, sediment, tissue, and biological samples is essential to the production of 

Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) data. Appendix B: Sample Handling 

identifies recommended sample containers, volumes, and preservations, as well as holding time 

requirements.  For projects operating under a quality assurance project plan (QAPP), related 

information may be found in Element B1: Sampling Handling and Custody. 

Additional technical information may be found in the California Department of Fish and Game - 

Marine Pollution Studies Laboratory (DFG-MPSL) standard operating procedure (SOP), Conducting 

Field Measurements and Field Collections of Water and Bed Sediment Samples in the Surface 

Water Ambient Monitoring Program. This SOP is not required by SWAMP, and is provided for 

informational purposes only.  

Bioassessment sampling must be conducted according to the SOP: Collecting Benthic 

Macroinvertebrate Samples and Associated Physical and Chemical Data for Ambient 

Bioassessments in California. Both SOPs are available according to Appendix G: Online 

Resources.  
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Element B4: Analytical Methods 

The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) compiles data from a wide variety of 

projects – each with differing data needs. Consequently, it would be inappropriate for the program 

to mandate specific analytical methods for field or laboratory use. Instead, the program has adopted 

a performance-based approach to promote comparability.  

Measurement Quality Objectives 

One component of SWAMP-comparability is adherence to a common set of measurement quality 

objectives (MQOs). The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) defines MQOs as 

acceptance criteria for the quality attributes measured by project data quality indicators such as 

precision, bias, representativeness, completeness, comparability, and sensitivity. SWAMP-specific 

MQOs are defined in Appendix A: Measurement Quality Objectives. 

Reporting Limits 

Another key component of SWAMP comparability is the application of reporting limits that are 

universal to all program participants. A reporting limit is the minimum value below which chemistry 

data are documented as non-detected. In SWAMP, these values are assigned on an analyte- and 

matrix-specific basis (see Appendix C: Reporting Limits). 

It is apparent that program-mandated reporting limits may fit the objectives of some projects, while 

placing unnecessary restrictions on others. As a result, SWAMP participants must establish their 

own RLs as part of project planning. These values should reflect their own unique objectives, and 

may be based on analytical methods, method detection limits (MDLs), or expected levels of target 

analyte. If a project’s RLs exceed those presented in Appendix C, a waiver must be completed 

there is no need to obtain a waiver as described in the introduction to this document.1 

 

 

                         
1 Please see the October 8, 2008 addendum Retraction of Programmatic Reporting Limits (Appendix J: Document Addenda) 
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Element B5: Quality Control 

This element describes the various laboratory and field quality control samples associated with 

Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) data. Coverage below does not imply a 

programmatic requirement. Rather, necessary quality control (QC) samples, frequency 

requirements, and control limits are defined in Appendix A: Measurement Quality Objectives. 

Laboratory Quality Control  
Laboratory QC samples must satisfy SWAMP measurement quality objectives (MQOs) and 

frequency requirements. MQOs are specified in Appendix A: Measurement Quality Objectives. 

Frequency requirements are provided on an analytical batch level. SWAMP defines an analytical 

batch as 20 or fewer samples and associated quality control that are processed by the same 

instrument within a 24-hour period (unless otherwise specified by method). Details regarding 

sample preparation are method- or standard operating procedure- (SOP-) specific, and may consist 

of extraction, digestion, or other techniques. 

Calibration and Working Standards 
All calibration standards must be traceable to a certified standard obtained from a recognized 

organization. If traceable standards are not available, procedures must be implemented to 

standardize the utilized calibration solutions (e.g., comparison to a certified reference material 

(CRM – see below). Standardization of calibration solutions must be thoroughly documented, and is 

only acceptable when pre-certified standard solutions are not available.  

Working standards are dilutions of stock standards prepared for daily use in the laboratory. Working 

standards are used to calibrate instruments or prepare matrix spikes, and may be prepared at 

several different dilutions from a common stock standard. Working standards are diluted with 

solutions that ensure the stability of the target analyte. Preparation of the working standard must be 

thoroughly documented such that each working standard is traceable back to its original stock 

standard. Finally, the concentration of all working standards must be verified by analysis prior to 

use in the laboratory.  

Instrument Calibration 
Prior to sample analysis, utilized instruments must be calibrated following the procedures outlined 

in the relevant analytical method or SOP. Each method or SOP must specify acceptance criteria 

that demonstrate instrument stability and an acceptable calibration. If instrument calibration does 

not meet the specified acceptance criteria, the analytical process is not in control and must be 

halted. The instrument must be successfully recalibrated before samples may be analyzed.  
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Calibration curves will be established for each analyte covering the range of expected sample 

concentrations. Only data that result from quantification within the demonstrated working calibration 

range may be reported unflagged by the laboratory. Quantification based on extrapolation is not 

acceptable. Data reported outside of the calibration range must be flagged as “Detected not 

Quantified”. Alternatively, if the instrumentation is linear over the concentration ranges to be 

measured in the samples, the use of a calibration blank and one single standard that is higher in 

concentration than the samples may be appropriate. Samples outside the calibration range will be 

diluted or concentrated, as appropriate, and reanalyzed. 

Initial Calibration Verification  
The initial calibration verification (ICV) is a mid-level standard analyzed immediately following the 

calibration curve. The source of the standards used to calibrate the instrument and the source of 

the standard used to perform the ICV must be independent of one another. This is usually achieved 

by the purchase of standards from separate vendors. Since the standards are obtained from 

independent sources and both are traceable, analyses of the ICV functions as a check on the 

accuracy of the standards used to calibrate the instrument. The ICV is not a requirement of all 

SOPs or methods, particularly if other checks on analytical accuracy are present in the sample 

batch.  

Continuing Calibration Verification  
Continuing calibration verification (CCV) standards are mid-level standards analyzed at specified 

intervals during the course of the analytical run. CCVs are used to monitor sensitivity changes in 

the instrument during analysis. In order to properly assess these sensitivity changes, the standards 

used to perform CCVs must be from the same set of working standards used to calibrate the 

instrument. Use of a second source standard is not necessary for CCV standards, since other QC 

samples are designed to assess the accuracy of the calibration standards. Analysis of CCVs using 

the calibration standards limits this QC sample to assessing only instrument sensitivity changes. 

The acceptance criterion and required frequency for CCVs are detailed in Appendix A: 

Measurement Quality Objectives. If a CCV falls outside the acceptance limits, the analytical system 

is not in control, and immediate corrective action must be taken.  

Data obtained while the instrument is out of control is not reportable, and all samples analyzed 

during this period must be reanalyzed. If reanalysis is not an option, the original data must be 

flagged with the appropriate qualifier and reported. A narrative must be submitted listing the results 

that were generated while the instrument was out of control, in addition to corrective actions that 

were applied.  
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Laboratory Blanks 
Laboratory blanks (also called extraction blanks, procedural blanks, or method blanks) are used to 

assess the background level of target analyte resulting from sample preparation and analysis. 

Laboratory blanks are carried through precisely the same procedures as the field samples. For both 

organic and inorganic analyses, a minimum of at least one laboratory blank must be prepared and 

analyzed in every analytical batch. Some methods may require more than one laboratory blank with 

each analytical run.  

Acceptance criteria for laboratory blanks are detailed in Appendix A: Measurement Quality 

Objectives. Blanks that are too high require corrective action to bring the concentrations down to 

acceptable levels. This may involve changing reagents, cleaning equipment, or even modifying the 

utilized methods or SOPs.  

Although acceptable laboratory blanks are important for obtaining results for low-level samples, 

improvements in analytical sensitivity have pushed detection limits down to the point where some 

amount of analyte will be detected in even the cleanest laboratory blanks. The magnitude of the 

blanks must be evaluated against the concentrations of the samples being analyzed and against 

project objectives.  

Reference Materials and Demonstration of Laboratory Accuracy 
Evaluation of the accuracy of laboratory procedures is achieved through the preparation and 

analysis of reference materials with each analytical batch. Ideally, the reference materials selected 

are similar in matrix and concentration range to the samples being prepared and analyzed. The 

acceptance criteria for reference materials are listed in Appendix A: Measurement Quality 

Objectives.  

The accuracy of an analytical method can be assessed using CRMs only when certified values are 

provided for the target analytes. When possible, reference materials that have certified values for 

the target analytes should be used. This is not always possible, and often times certified reference 

values are not available for all target analytes. Many reference materials have both certified and 

non-certified (or reference) values listed on the certificate of analysis. Certified reference values are 

clearly distinguished from the non-certified reference values on the certificate of analysis.   

Reference Materials vs. Certified Reference Materials 
The distinction between a reference material and a certified reference material does not involve 

how the two are prepared, rather with the way that the reference values were established. Certified 

values are determined through replicate analyses using two independent measurement techniques 

for verification. The certifying agency may also provide “non-certified or “reference” values for other 
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target analytes. Such values are determined using a single measurement technique that may 

introduce bias.  

When available, it is preferable to use reference materials that have certified values for all target 

analytes. This is not always an option, and therefore it is acceptable to use materials that have 

reference values for these analytes. 

Note: Standard Reference Materials (SRMs) are essentially the same as CRMs. The term 

“Standard Reference Material” has been trademarked by the National Institute of Standards and 

Technology (NIST), and is therefore used only for reference materials distributed by NIST.  

Laboratory Control Samples 
While reference materials are not available for all analytes, a way of assessing the accuracy of an 

analytical method is still required. Laboratory control samples (LCSs) provide an alternate method 

of assessing accuracy. An LCS is a specimen of known composition prepared using contaminant-

free reagent water or an inert solid spiked with the target analyte at the midpoint of the calibration 

curve or at the level of concern. The LCS must be analyzed using the same preparation, reagents, 

and analytical methods employed for regular samples. If an LCS needs to be substituted for a 

reference material, the acceptance criteria are the same as those for the analysis of reference 

materials. These are detailed in Appendix A: Measurement Quality Objectives. 

Prioritizing Certified Reference Materials, Reference Materials, and Laboratory Control 
Samples 
Certified reference materials, reference materials, and laboratory control samples all provide a 

method to assess the accuracy at the mid-range of the analytical process. However, this does not 

mean that they can be used interchangeably in all situations. When available, SWAMP requires the 

analysis of one certified reference material per analytical batch. Certified values are not always 

available for all target analytes. If no certified reference material exists, reference values may be 

used. If no reference material exists for the target analyte, an LCS must be prepared and analyzed 

with the sample batch as a means of assessing accuracy. 

The hierarchy is as follows: analysis of a CRM is favored over the analysis of a reference material, 

and analysis of a reference material is preferable to the analysis of an LCS. Substitution of an LCS 

is not acceptable if a certified reference material or reference material is available. 

Matrix Spikes 
A matrix spike (MS) is prepared by adding a known concentration of the target analyte to a field 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 
Quality Assurance Program Plan                              Page 34 of 189 
09/01/08 
sample, which is then subjected to the entire analytical procedure. Matrix spikes are analyzed in 

order to assess the magnitude of matrix interference and bias present. Because matrix spikes are 

analyzed in pairs, the second spike is called the matrix spike duplicate (MSD). The MSD provides 

information regarding the precision of the matrix effects. Both the MS and MSD are split from the 

same original field sample.  

In order to properly assess the degree of matrix interference and potential bias, the spiking level 

should be approximately 2-5x the ambient concentration of the spiked sample. To establish spiking 

levels prior to sample analysis, laboratories should review any relevant historical data. In many 

instances, the laboratory will be spiking samples blind and will not meet a spiking level of 2-5x the 

ambient concentration.  

In addition to the recoveries, the relative percent difference (RPD) between the MS and MSD is 

calculated to evaluate how matrix affects precision. The MQO for the RPD between the MS and 

MSD is the same regardless of the method of calculation. These are detailed in Appendix A: 

Measurement Quality Objectives.  

Recovery data for matrix spikes provides a basis for determining the prevalence of matrix effects in 

the samples collected and analyzed for SWAMP. If the percent recovery for any analyte in the MS 

or MSD is outside of the limits specified in Appendix A: Measurement Quality Objectives, the 

chromatograms (in the case of trace organic analyses) and raw data quantitation reports should be 

reviewed. Data should be scrutinized for evidence of sensitivity shifts (indicated by the results of the 

CCVs) or other potential problems with the analytical process. If associated QC samples (reference 

materials or LCSs) are in control, matrix effects may be the source of the problem. If the standard 

used to spike the samples is different from the standard used to calibrate the instrument, it must be 

checked for accuracy prior to attributing poor recoveries to matrix effects. 

Laboratory Duplicates  
In order to evaluate the precision of an analytical process, a field sample is selected and prepared 

in duplicate. Specific requirements pertaining to the analysis of laboratory duplicates vary 

depending on the type of analysis. The acceptance criteria for laboratory duplicates are specified in 

Appendix A: Measurement Quality Objectives. 

Laboratory Duplicates vs. Matrix Spike Duplicates 
Although the laboratory duplicate and matrix spike duplicate both provide information regarding 

precision, they are unique measurements. Laboratory duplicates provide information regarding the 

precision of laboratory procedures. The matrix spike duplicate provides information regarding how 
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the matrix of the sample affects both the precision and bias associated with the results. It also 

determines whether or not the matrix affects the results in a reproducible manner. Because the two 

concepts cannot be used interchangeably, it is unacceptable to analyze only an MS/MSD when a 

laboratory duplicate is required. 

Replicate Analyses 
For the purpose of SWAMP, replicate analyses are distinguished from duplicate analyses based 

simply on the number of involved analyses. Duplicate analyses refer to two sample preparations, 

while replicate analyses refer to three or more. Analysis of replicate samples is not explicitly 

required by SWAMP. 

Surrogates 
Surrogate compounds accompany organic measurements in order to estimate target analyte losses 

during sample extraction and analysis. The selected surrogate compounds behave similarly to the 

target analytes, and therefore any loss of the surrogate compound during preparation and analysis 

is presumed to coincide with a similar loss of the target analyte.  

Surrogate compounds must be added to field and QC samples prior to extraction, or according to 

the utilized method or SOP. Surrogate recovery data is to be carefully monitored. If possible, 

isotopically labeled analogs of the analytes are to be used as surrogates.  The SWAMP 

recommended surrogates for pollutant-matrix combinations are provided in the tables in Appendix B 

of this document. 

Internal Standards 
To optimize gas chromatography mass spectrometry (GC-MS) and Inductively Coupled Plasma 

Mass Spectrometry (ICP-MS) analyses, internal standards (also referred to as “injection internal 

standards”) may be added to field and QC sample extracts prior to injection. Use of internal 

standards is particularly important for analysis of complex extracts subject to retention time shifts 

relative to the analysis of standards. The internal standards can also be used to detect and correct 

for problems in the GC injection port or other parts of the instrument. The analyst must monitor 

internal standard retention times and recoveries to determine if instrument maintenance or repair or 

changes in analytical procedures are indicated. Corrective action is initiated based on the judgment 

of the analyst. Instrument problems that affect the data or result in reanalysis must be documented 

properly in logbooks and internal data reports, and used by the laboratory personnel to take 

appropriate corrective action. Performance criteria for internal standards are established by the 

method or laboratory SOP. 
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Dual-Column Confirmation  
Due to the high probability of false positives from single-column analyses, dual column confirmation 

should be applied to all gas chromatography and liquid chromatography methods that do not 

provide definitive identifications. It should not be restricted to instruments with electron capture 

detection (ECD). 

Dilution of Samples 
Final reported results must be corrected for dilution carried out during the process of analysis. In 

order to evaluate the QC analyses associated with an analytical batch, corresponding batch QC 

samples must be analyzed at the same dilution factor. For example, the results used to calculate 

the results of matrix spikes must be derived from results for the native sample, matrix spike, and 

matrix spike duplicate analyzed at the same dilution. Results derived from samples analyzed at 

different dilution factors must not be used to calculate QC results.  

Laboratory Corrective Action 
Failures in laboratory measurement systems include, but are not limited to: instrument malfunction, 

calibration failure, sample container breakage, contamination, and QC sample failure. If the failure 

can be corrected, the analyst must document it and its associated corrective actions in the 

laboratory record and complete the analysis. If the failure is not resolved, it is conveyed to the 

respective supervisor who should determine if the analytical failure compromised associated 

results. The nature and disposition of the problem must be documented in the data report that is 

sent to the SWAMP Project Manager. Specific laboratory corrective actions are detailed in 

Appendix D: Corrective Action. 

Field Quality Control  

Field QC results must meet the SWAMP MQOs and frequency requirements specified in Appendix 

A: Measurement Quality Objectives, where frequency requirements are provided on a sample batch 

level. SWAMP defines a sample batch as 20 or fewer field samples prepared and analyzed with a 

common set of QC samples.  

Specific field quality control samples may also be required by the method or SOP selected for 

sample collection and analysis. If SWAMP MQOs conflict with those prescribed in the utilized 

method or SOP, the more rigorous of the objectives must be met. 

Travel Blanks  
Travel blanks are used to determine if there is any cross-contamination of volatile constituents 

between sample containers during shipment from the field to the laboratory. One volatile organic 
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analysis (VOA) sample vial with reagent water known to be free of volatile contaminants is 

transported to the site with the empty sample containers. The list of volatile organic compounds 

(VOCs) includes methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE); and benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes 

(BTEX). This vial must be handled like a sample (but never opened) and returned to the laboratory 

with the other samples. Travel blanks are not required (unless explicitly required by the utilized 

method or SOP), but are encouraged as possible and appropriate. 

Equipment Blanks  
Equipment blanks are generated by the personnel responsible for cleaning sampling equipment. 

Equipment blanks must be analyzed before the equipment is shipped to the sampling site. In order 

to accommodate any necessary corrective action, equipment blank results should be available well 

in advance of the sampling event. 

To ensure that sampling equipment is contaminant-free, water known to be low in the target 

analyte(s) must be processed though the equipment as during sample collection. The specific type 

of water used for blanks is selected based on the information contained in the relevant sampling or 

analysis methods. The water must be collected in an appropriate sample container, preserved, and 

analyzed for the target analytes (in other words, treated as an actual sample). 

The inclusion of field blanks is dependent on the requirements specified in the relevant MQO 

tables, or in the sampling method or SOP. Typically, equipment blanks are collected when new 

equipment, equipment that has been cleaned after use at a contaminated site, or equipment that is 

not dedicated for surface water sampling is used. An equipment blank must be prepared for metals 

in water samples whenever a new lot of filters is used. 

Field Blanks 
A field blank is collected to assess potential sample contamination levels that occur during field 

sampling activities. Field blanks are taken to the field, transferred to the appropriate container, 

preserved (if required by the method), and treated the same as the corresponding sample type 

during the course of a sampling event. The inclusion of field blanks is dependent on the 

requirements specified in the relevant MQO tables or in the sampling method or SOP.  

Field blanks for other media and analytes should be conducted upon initiation of sampling. If field 

blank performance is acceptable, further collection and analysis of field blanks should be performed 

on an as-needed basis. Acceptable levels for field blanks are specified in Appendix A: 

Measurement Quality Objectives. 
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The water used for field blanks must be free of target analyte(s) and appropriate for the analysis 

being conducted.  

Field Duplicates 
Field samples collected in duplicate provide precision information as it pertains to the sampling 

process. The duplicate sample must be collected in the same manner and as close in time as 

possible to the original sample. This effort is to attempt to examine field homogeneity as well as 

sample handling, within the limits and constraints of the situation. 

Field Corrective Action 
The field organization is responsible for responding to failures in their sampling and field 

measurement systems. If monitoring equipment fails, personnel are to record the problem 

according to their documentation protocols. Failing equipment must be replaced or repaired prior to 

subsequent sampling events. It is the combined responsibility of all members of the field 

organization to determine if the performance requirements of the specific sampling method have 

been met, and to collect additional samples if necessary. Associated data is entered into the 

SWAMP Information Management System (IMS) and flagged accordingly. Specific field corrective 

actions are detailed in Appendix D: Corrective Actions. 
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Element B6: Instrument/Equipment Testing, Inspection, and 
Maintenance 

The wide variety of contributing instruments and equipment make it inappropriate for the Surface 

Water Ambient Monitoring program (SWAMP) to mandate specific procedures for testing, 

inspection, and maintenance. Instead, the program defers to the manufacturer guidelines 

accompanying each field and laboratory device.  

For projects operating under a quality assurance project plan (QAPP), Element B6: 

Instrument/Equipment Testing, Inspection, and Maintenance addresses more specific aspects of 

these systems and their associated documentation, assessment, and corrective action. 
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Element B7: Instrument/Equipment Calibration and Frequency 

The wide variety of contributing instruments and equipment make it inappropriate for the Surface 

Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) to mandate universal calibration requirements for the 

field or laboratory. Instead, the program defines these requirements on an analyte- and matrix- 

specific basis (see Appendix A: Measurement Quality Objectives). 

For projects operating under a quality assurance project plan (QAPP), Element B7: 

Instrument/Equipment Calibration and Frequency addresses more specific aspects of these 

processes and their associated documentation, assessment, and corrective action. 
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Element B8: Inspection/Acceptance of Supplies and 
Consumables 

The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) Quality Assurance (QA) Program does 

not oversee the execution of procurement activities conducted by SWAMP participants. Purchases 

of goods and services made by State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) and Regional 

Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) must follow the rules for purchasing found in the 

State Board’s Contract Information Manual, and applicable purchasing rules set forth by the 

Department of General Services.  

Contracts Requesting Laboratory Analytical Services 
A significant portion of contracted services will involve the collection, processing, and analysis of 

environmental samples. Since the information generated from these activities is critical, generated 

data must meet the requirements of this quality assurance program plan. This must be reflected in 

each statement of work (SOW), and helps define acceptance criteria for the services performed.  

In addition, individual projects must indicate requirements, technical specifications, evaluation 

criteria, and certifications necessary to meet and fulfill a contract. For projects operating under a 

quality assurance project plan (QAPP), these details must be communicated to potential 

contractors in Element B8: Inspection and Acceptance of Supplies and Consumables. Many of 

these project-specific requirements are communicated to potential contractors in the SOW that is 

included as part of a request for proposal (RFP). Each RFP defines the minimum qualifications 

necessary to be awarded the contract, in addition to the requirements that must be fulfilled in order 

for the submitted work to be considered acceptable.  

Project details must be documented on a standard contract form, with attachments, which is 

reviewed and approved by the appropriate State or Regional Board Manager. Changes to contracts 

undergo the same review and approval sequence. Contract Managers must attend beginning and 

refresher training in order to receive and maintain Contract Manager status. 

Whether it is to be made at the State or Regional Board, procurement of the requested laboratory 

services must be undertaken by the Contract Manager, according to State Board policy and 

regulations detailed in the Board’s Contract Information Manual. The procurement process is 

documented in the contract file pertaining to the particular action. 

Laboratory services contracts must have QA and quality control (QC) requirements integrated into 

the SOW.  The existence of any quality management plans (QMPs), QAPPs, sampling and analysis 
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plans, or field sampling plans pertinent to the work requested is communicated to the contractor. 

The State Board QA Program reviews contract language and is often part of the proposal review 

team. When subcontractors are involved, the prime contractor must maintain responsibility. 

Therefore, there is no direct oversight responsibility by the Contract Manager. 

Contracts Requesting Data Quality Support Services 
State and Regional Board personnel must seek services from qualified vendors for data quality 

support, such as statistical consulting and performance test samples. All contractual requirements 

noted above are to be followed, including the establishment of quality criteria in the work statement. 

Review and assessment of compliance with all contractual quality criteria must also be as above. 

Grant Agreements with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
The State and Regional Boards are to adhere to all U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

contractual requirements, especially those calling for data quality planning documents.  

Grant Recipient Agreements 
State and Regional Board staff members oversee the disbursement of grant and bond funds for 

projects to improve or remediate water quality. As above, all contracts must stipulate quality 

planning documents and adherence to applicable State or Regional Board quality planning 

documents. The State Board QA Program will review and approve these planning documents, and 

oversee their implementation by the grant or bond recipient. 

Oversight of Quality 
The Contract Manager for the contract or grant must establish inspection and acceptance criteria 

into contract SOWs or work plans. They are responsible for oversight and for ensuring that products 

delivered meet contract or grant requirements. 

Oversight of the contractor’s QA and QC products is accomplished mainly by the efforts of the State 

Board QA Program. This body reviews contractor quality planning documents to ensure that State 

and Regional Board policy and contractual QA requirements are being met. The State Board QA 

Program generates comments on contractor documents, which are then provided, with State Board 

QA Program Manager approval, to the Contract Manager responsible for the particular contract or 

work assignment. These individuals then relay review feedback to the contractor and track the 

contractor’s response.  
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Element B9: Non-Direct Measurements 

Water quality monitoring data from sources other than Surface Water Ambient Monitoring 

Program- (SWAMP-) funded monitoring activities will not be entered into the information 

management system (IMS) database. Future programmatic funding and staffing provisions may 

allow for the inclusion of this data. 

However, the use of non-direct measurements is highly encouraged in SWAMP planning efforts 

to produce annual work plans, and for SWAMP data assessment and interpretation activities. 

Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) SWAMP staff must use their 

professional discretion when using data for such purposes. When possible, these data are 

obtained in electronic format and reviewed in their raw form by automated data editing 

procedures. These data are also reviewed by Regional Board SWAMP staff before data 

reduction and interpretation. 

Non-direct measurements may also be produced by a calculation involving multiple direct 

measurements. The involved project or organization must maintain and implement a procedure 

for the verification of these calculations. This procedure ensures that a consistent calculation is 

used and that results are transcribed correctly.  
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Element B10: Data Management 

SWAMP Information Management System 
One major challenge in conducting a statewide monitoring effort is the development of a unified 

data system. In many cases, Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) participants 

have previously developed data management systems of their own, or for their own specific 

objectives. These systems vary in the types of data captured, the software systems in which 

they are stored, and the degree of data documentation. In order to meet the SWAMP goal of 

centralized data management, a cooperative Information Management System (IMS) is 

necessary to ensure that collected data can be shared effectively among participants. 

The IMS has been developed in recognition that SWAMP represents an initial effort toward data 

standardization among regions, agencies, and laboratories; and that adopted protocols may 

later be used for other purposes beyond this program. The system was constructed primarily to 

serve Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) staff and technical committees, 

but it has also been designed to supply data to non-project scientists and the interested public. 

The SWAMP IMS database is maintained by the Data Management Team (DMT) at the Moss 

Landing Marine Laboratories (MLML). The IMS is the central depository of all data collected for 

SWAMP. It is the ultimate goal of the DMT to:  

• Provide standardized data management;  

• Provide data of known and documented quality;  

• Make information available to all stakeholders in a timely manner;  

• Facilitate the use of data for decision-making processes; and 

• Create and document systems that ensure data comparability 

It is also a goal of SWAMP to be as "paperless" as possible, and to develop a database that will 

allow internet access to all parties interested in the data, findings, and technical reports 

produced through program studies.  

Process 
Laboratory and field data and associated quality control (QC) is submitted in standardized 

formats to the DMT for loading into the IMS using automated loading programs. Once data are 

loaded onto the temporary side of the centralized database, the DMT, along with Regional 

Board staff, check the field and laboratory information for completeness against the contractual 

requirements for a given project year. The DMT also confirms that station information, including 
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National Hydrography Dataset (NHD); CalWater v2.21; and Regional Water Board Basin Plan 

numbers, target latitudes, and longitudes, are complete.  

Finally, the DMT verifies all SWAMP data according to three SWAMP standard operating 

procedures (SOPs): Field Data Verification of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 

Database, Data Loading and Verification of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 

Database, and Toxicity Data Verification of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 

Database (see Appendix G: Online Resources). Data verification SOPs for biological 

assessments and tissue will be introduced as these data types and procedures are finalized in 

the SWAMP IMS.  

Data is verified against the measurement quality objectives (MQOs) presented in this QAPrP, 

rather than those found in methods, SOPs, or approved quality assurance project plan (QAPP).  

Based on the SWAMP SOP: Data Classification System, a summary compliance code (i.e., 

Compliant, Estimated, Historical, or Rejected) is then assigned to each individual data result in 

the database. The DMT also performs routine checks to ensure that all data on the temporary 

and permanent sides of the database are comparable at a global and an analytical batch level. 

These processes are detailed in this document’s Element D1: Data Review, Verification, and 

Validation; and Element D2: Verification and Validation Methods.   

After the previous steps are completed, data is transferred to the permanent side of the IMS and 

checked for transfer completeness and accuracy. It is then available for assessment and 

interpretive reporting by Regional and State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) staff.  

Features 
The IMS is based on a centralized data storage model. A centralized system was selected 

because SWAMP is an integrated program, and the typical data user is interested in obtaining 

synoptic data sets from discrete hydrologic units or large geographical regions of the state. A 

distributed system linked through a server or series of file transfer protocol (FTP) sites would 

require sophisticated tools to enable user access. There is also valid concern over the difficulty 

of maintaining a linked-distributed system for an extended number of years. Current budget 

allocations make the centralized system a more achievable model for handling data in SWAMP. 

The centralized IMS was developed using standardized data transfer protocols (SDTPs) for data 

exchange, and Data Entering/Editing Forms for field data and observations. The SDTPs detail 

the information to be submitted with each sample collection or sample processing element, the 
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units and allowable values for each parameter, and the order in which that information will be 

submitted. They ensure that data submitted by the participants are comparable and easily 

merged without significant effort or assumptions by the organization responsible for maintaining 

the centralized data system.  

The SWAMP IMS is organized through a relational structure. The central database is called the 

replicate master and contains a temporary and permanent side. The relational structure involves 

the use of multiple data tables linked through one or more common fields or primary keys. A 

relational structure minimizes the possibility of data loss by allowing data created at different 

times (e.g., laboratory data vs. field data) to be entered at the time of data production. This 

relational structure also minimizes redundant data entry by allowing data that are recorded only 

once (e.g., station location) to be entered into separate tables rather than to be repeated in 

every data record.  

The data table structure of the SWAMP IMS was designed around a sample-driven model. One 

distinct feature of this database captures a target position of the station (latitude/longitude) that 

is stored in the Geometry table while still capturing an “actual” position of each sample. This is 

important because many different organizations will be occupying a station at different times to 

collect different samples. The IMS structure is designed with surface water, bed sediment, 

tissue, and biological assessment sampling in mind. However, it also captures information 

collected at multiple depths in the water column more commonly observed in marine and 

freshwater lake sampling systems. In addition, the IMS contains data tables for toxicity, physical 

habitat, and tissue compositing data.   

This effort includes monitoring information from many existing data pools (see Figure 3: The 

Interactions of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program).  
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Figure 3: The Interactions of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 
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General Structure 
The SWAMP IMS currently contains 100 data tables: 50 entry-level data tables and 50 

permanent-level data tables, both containing similar content. The main table is the Sample 

table, which includes a single data record for each sampling event. Samples created can be 

laboratory samples (laboratory-generated), analytical samples (field-generated), field 

observations, or field results.  This sample is linked in a “one:many” relationship with all 

subsequent data tables.   

The combination of the fields StationCode, EventCode, ProtocolCode SampleDate, 

AgencyCode and Project Code ensures that each record in the Sample table is unique. Sample 

records need to be linked with all results data and thus become the foundation of the SWAMP 

IMS. In the chemistry results table, all analytical data are captured at the level of the individual 

replicate, rather than in a summarized form. Toxicity data are stored with statistical summaries 

as well as with the individual replicates. 

Form Entry/Editing Protocols 
Key enterers of data (limited number per Regional Board or contracted entity) enter field data 

into a replicate of the central SWAMP IMS on data entry and editing forms provided to them by 

the DMT. Limited analytical data can also be entered through the form entry system. The DMT 
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provides training and support for use of these forms. The individual replicates are synchronized 

with the central SWAMP IMS. Recommended QC for form entry includes the key enterer 

confirmation of at least 20% of data, and range checks of the Field Results table. Data are next 

submitted to the DMT for synchronization to the replicate master. 

Standardized Data Transfer Protocols 
The data formats for the SDTP table submissions are detailed in the Required Lab Format 

Training document (see Appendix G: Online Resources). These data formats include lookup 

lists that are required in order for the data to be loaded into the IMS. The DMT works with 

analytical laboratories on an individual basis to make this process as seamless as possible. 

Fields for summary QC information are also included. 

Upon receipt, the DMT updates a data submission log to document the data received from each 

submitting organization. The DMT then initiates a series of error checks to ensure that data 

meet SWAMP and project measurement quality objectives (MQOs), contain all required fields, 

have encoded valid values from constrained lookup lists where specified, and are in correct 

format (e.g., text in text fields, values in numeric fields). If there are a limited number of minor 

errors, the DMT makes the necessary changes. These changes are only made with the consent 

of the data generator, with a list sent back to the data generator documenting the changes. If 

there are numerous errors, or corrections that are difficult to implement, the DMT sends the data 

file back to the submitting organization with a list of necessary corrections. The submitting 

organization makes the corrections and resubmits the file to the DMT, who will subject the file to 

error checking once again. Each of these paths is documented by the DMT as part of the 

submittal tracking process.  

Schedule 
The schedule for data submission varies by data type. Data collected in the field is due first, 

while data produced through laboratory analysis is produced on a schedule consistent with 

nominal laboratory processing times. Key data enterers provide their data to the DMT so that 

there is sufficient time for the DMT to resolve any data discrepancies, and to ensure that the 

data are in the proper format for the addition of the batch input data.   

Data Sheets 
To assist organizations in meeting the data entry forms and improving the efficiency of data 

input, the DMT has created a series of data sheets. While these sheets follow closely with the 

data entry forms, data gatherers are not required to use them (see Appendix G: Online 
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Resources). 

California Environmental Data Exchange Network 
SWAMP data are publicly available on a web interface through the California Environmental 

Data Exchange Network (CEDEN - see Appendix G: Online Resources). SWAMP’s data 

contributions to CEDEN are facilitated by its own IMS.  

At least twice annually, SWAMP uploads data for incorporation into CEDEN. After data is 

transferred from the SWAMP database, the DMT verifies that the transfer occurred without 

errors. CEDEN is a collaborative data sharing effort among multiple agencies and data 

providers, with no one entity responsible for all aspects of the system. Instead, data quality is 

the responsibility of each individual data provider and program. No formal quality oversight 

occurs within CEDEN.  

The State Board is currently developing a “tiered” system that will define and categorize data 

from participating programs and projects. When the system is complete, each data submission 

will include a code that reflects the rigor and documentation of its associated quality control, 

verification, and validation. CEDEN will not assign these data codes. Instead, they will be 

assigned by the submitting program or project based on State Board guidance. 
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Group C: Assessment and Oversight  
 

Element C1: Assessments and Response Actions  

Regional and Laboratory Audits 
The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) Quality Assurance Team (QAT) 

performs periodic quality system assessments of the program’s master contract laboratories 

and nine contributing Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Boards). A desktop 

assessment may be scheduled in lieu of an onsite assessment. To promote consistency among 

multiple assessors, a standardized checklist is completed by each before being compiled into a 

single document.  

Communication 
Six weeks in advance, the lead assessor or a designee notifies the involved contract laboratory 

or Regional Board of their intent to audit. They may then request materials for a desktop 

assessment - a remote audit of hardcopy or electronic quality documents and materials. The 

desktop assessment may stand alone, or may precede an onsite assessment.  

The onsite assessment adheres to an agenda and includes an opening meeting, a review of 

quality processes and systems, and a closing meeting. The onsite assessment involves an 

evaluation of procedures, personnel, equipment, and facilities against the requirements of this 

quality assurance program plan (QAPrP). 

Assessment Summary 
Following a regional or laboratory assessment, the lead assessor compiles notes and checklists 

into a single document. This summary details findings, observations, and recommendations; 

supporting evidence for each; and references to this SWAMP QAPrP or other applicable 

requirements. It is acceptable for the assessment report to include recommendations for 

corrective actions and their associated due dates. 

Assessment Response 
The assessed organization is then required to prepare a written response to the evaluation. An 

assessment response includes detailed plans for corrective actions and due dates for 

completion of those corrective actions. Corrective actions must be well documented, and must 

include a follow-up plan to ensure the effectiveness of each action. 
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Upon receipt, the completed assessment response is reviewed by the lead assessor and the 

SWAMP QA Officer. If the response is satisfactory, the lead assessor sends a letter of 

acceptance. If the response is not satisfactory, the lead assessor or the SWAMP QA Officer 

contacts the organization to work toward an acceptable response. Assessment summaries 

remain confidential, and are only available to the SWAMP QA Team (QAT), the SWAMP 

Coordinator, and the assessed organization. Completed documents will be electronically 

archived by the SWAMP QAT for a minimum of five years (see Element A9: Documents and 

Records).  
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Element C2: Reports to Management 

Quality Assurance Reports 

Following each year of monitoring, a Quality Assurance Report will be prepared by the Surface 

Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) Quality Assurance Team (QAT). This report will 

provide updates on program documents, assessments, corrective actions, and quality control 

(QC), as well as proposed activities for the upcoming year. It will be submitted to the State 

Water Resources Control Board (State Board) Quality Assurance (QA) Program for 

incorporation into its annual report to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Quality 

Assurance Reports will be electronically archived by the SWAMP QAT for a minimum of five 

years. In addition, the QAT holds regular internal meetings that are summarized to the SWAMP 

Roundtable.  

Scientific Panel and Review Committee 
In response to a request from the State Board, SWAMP has organized an external scientific 

panel, the Scientific Planning and Review Committee (SPARC), to review study design, 

approaches, and indicators. SPARC comprises independent scientific and technical experts 

including, but not limited to, representatives from federal and state agencies and academics 

with expertise in fields such as monitoring program management, monitoring design, ecology, 

chemistry, QA, pathogens, toxicology, and statistics. Reports from SPARC’s triennial meetings 

are available online (see Appendix G: Online Resources). 

State Board Review 
Every three years, the State Board’s QA Program Manager formally reviews SWAMP’s quality 

system. Their report is issued six months following each SPARC meeting, and uses these 

meetings and the State Board’s draft quality management plan (QMP) as a basis for its content. 

If a quality system failure is identified within SWAMP, the State Board QA Program Manager 

meets with SWAMP’s Coordinator and QA Officer to create a mutually acceptable resolution.  

The resolution is retained by the State Board QA Program in a policy, memorandum of 

agreement, or planning document.  Follow-up is performed by the State Board QA Program to 

ensure that the resolution reached has been implemented. 

Corrective Action File 
Within SWAMP, corrective action is required in response to administrative or technical failures 

at the programmatic level. Any corrective action required of program staff is implemented and 
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documented according to SWAMP standard operating procedure (SOP) Corrective Action. 

Summarily, the party reporting the corrective action must complete a standardized form. Upon 

review of this form, the SWAMP QA Officer may revise proposed corrective actions as 

appropriate. Once the corrective action is approved, the SWAMP QAT will issue a 

memorandum to the SWAMP Coordinator, the State Board QA Program Manager, the SWAMP 

Roundtable, or directly affected parties as appropriate. The QAT will then initiate a follow-up 

review of corrective actions approximately six months after the memorandum is issued.  

A copy of the corrective action must be kept on file by the reporting party for at least two years. 

In addition, an electronic logbook of all completed corrective action forms will be maintained by 

the SWAMP QAT. The resulting file is reviewed at least annually, and is archived by the QAT for 

a minimum of five years. Corrective actions are included in the scope of each annual Quality 

Assurance Report. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 
Quality Assurance Program Plan                              Page 54 of 189 
09/01/08 

Group D: Data Validation and Usability 
 

Element D1: Data Review, Verification, and Validation 

Review of Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) data consists of two discrete 

steps: verification and validation.  

Data Verification is the process of evaluating the correctness, conformance, compliance, and 

completeness of a specific data set against method, procedural, or contractual requirements. In 

SWAMP, data verification is the responsibility of Regional Water Quality Control Board 

(Regional Board) staff, the Data Management Team (DMT), and the reporting laboratory or field 

organization.   

Data Validation is an analyte- and sample-specific process that evaluates the information after 

the verification process to determine analytical quality and any limitations. In SWAMP, data 

validation is the responsibility of the QA Team (QAT) and the Regional Board reporting the data.  

Procedures for data verification and validation are detailed in Element D2: Verification and 

Validation Methods. Related corrective actions and reporting procedures are described in Group 

C: Assessment and Oversight of this document. Associated standard operating procedures 

(SOPs) can be found online at (see Appendix G: Online Resources). 

Ultimately, verified and validated data is stored in the SWAMP Information Management System 

(IMS), which includes both a temporary and permanent side. Data on the temporary side 

remains inaccessible via the web but is accessible to State Water Resources Control Board 

(State Board) and Regional Board staff. Compilation and interpretation of this temporary data is 

made possible through Microsoft Access features, as well as specialized tools developed by the 

DMT. Data on the permanent side of the IMS will be accessible to the public through a web 

interface (see Appendix G: Online Resources).
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Element D2: Verification and Validation Methods 

Verification and validation of data entered into the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 

(SWAMP) Information Management System (IMS) is the shared responsibility of the submitting 

party, the Data Management Team (DMT), and the Quality Assurance Team (QAT). These 

processes are detailed in this quality assurance program plan (QAPrP), the SWAMP Database 

Training Manual, and various SWAMP standard operating procedures (SOPs) referenced below 

and in Appendix G: Online Resources. While these SOPs detail specific tasks performed during 

the verification and validation processes, responsibility for these tasks is generally assigned as 

follows: 

• Contract laboratories and field organizations are ultimately responsible for the 

verification and validation of the data they generate.  

• The SWAMP DMT is responsible for performing a cursory verification of the submitted 

data. This process is described in this QAPrP element and in each of the SWAMP data 

verification SOPs. 

• The SWAMP QAT is responsible for analyzing trends in data, and for updating SWAMP 

verification and validation procedures as appropriate. 

Verification Scope 

SWAMP performs two levels of data verification: cursory verification and full verification. These 

processes are defined as follows: 

Cursory Verification 

This level of verification involves the review of Microsoft Excel files submitted by laboratories 

and field organizations. Specifics of the cursory verification are dependent on the type of data 

submitted, and are detailed in the relevant SOPs. Cursory verification is performed by the 

SWAMP DMT on all data submitted to the IMS. 

Full Verification 
Full data verification includes the entire scope of cursory verification, with the addition of 

hardcopy data package verification. These packages include summarized data as well as 

supporting raw data. Full verification is applied to a statistical representation of IMS data, and is 

currently performed by the participating laboratory or field organization. Time and budget 

constraints prevent hardcopy data packages from being submitted to the SWAMP DMT.  
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Field Data Verification 

Following field data entry, it must be reviewed by the submitting agency according to the 

SWAMP SOP: Field Data Verification of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 

Database. The query database provided by the SWAMP Data Management Team (DMT) is a 

tool that can be used to complete this process (see Appendix G: Online Resources).  

Laboratory Data Verification 

It is the responsibility of laboratories to report data that is comparable to SWAMP measurement 

quality objectives (MQOs - see Appendix A: Measurement Quality Objectives), and to the 

required SWAMP data formats available online (see Appendix G: Online Resources). 

Laboratories are responsible for the accuracy of data submitted to the DMT. The submitting 

entity is expected to follow the SWAMP SOP: Contract Laboratory Data Verification and 

Validation for chemical analyses and Toxicity Data Verification of the Surface Water Ambient 

Monitoring Program Database for toxicity testing.  

Information Management System Data Verification 

The DMT transfers temporary data to the permanent side of the IMS according to the SWAMP 

SOP Data Loading and Verification of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 

Database. Data is held on the temporary side of the database until the verification procedures 

outlined in the SWAMP SOPs have been conducted. Following verification, the data is moved to 

the permanent side of the SWAMP IMS. 

Data Validation 

Laboratories and field organizations are responsible for confirming that submitted data meets 

the criteria specified in this QAPrP. After data is loaded into the temporary side of the IMS, The 

DMT again reviews it against SWAMP criteria associated with the following: 

• Completeness 

• Holding times 

• Matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates (MS/MSDs)  

• Laboratory duplicates  

• Surrogates  

• Certified reference material (CRMs)  

• Laboratory control samples (LCSs)   
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• Method blanks 

• Field QC samples  

• Reporting limits (RLs)  

Focused Data Assessment 

The SWAMP QAT conducts focused assessments of data on the permanent side of the IMS. 

Assessment procedures are detailed in the SWAMP SOP Surface Water Ambient Monitoring 

Program Quality Assurance Program Database Systems Assessment (see Appendix G: Online 

Resources). 

The assessment begins by sorting data that has been flagged as “Estimated” in the IMS. This 

data is further sorted by QA Code, revealing trends in data qualification. Trends are then further 

investigated by sorting each QA Code category by the following headings: 

• Date 

• Region 

• Laboratory 

• Matrix 

• Analyte 

Results of these routine investigations may suggest the need for additional sorting (e.g., 

season). Trends noted within IMS data may include holding time violations, QC sample failures, 

and missing QC samples. 
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Element D3: Reconciliation with User Requirements  

During the development of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP), the State 

Water Resources Control Board (State Board) and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 

(Regional Boards) focused on site-specific monitoring to better characterize problem sites or 

clean locations (reference sites) that meet the needs of the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 

and other core regulatory programs.  

In addition, SWAMP data contributes to a variety of reports. These reports provide an analysis 

and interpretation of collected data; and include fact sheets, data reports, quality assurance 

reports, interpretative reports, and the 305(b)/303(d) Integrated Report. Technical reports have 

written descriptions of the study design; methods used; graphical, statistical, and textual 

descriptions of data; and data interpretation, including comparisons to relevant water quality 

goals. Technical reports summarized in fact sheets capture key findings in a more readable 

format. Ultimately, SWAMP end-users must ensure that program data is of the appropriate type, 

quantity, and quality for its intended purpose. 
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Appendix A: Measurement Quality Objective Tables 
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Introduction 
Tables A1-A25 below identify all parameters currently compiled by the Surface Water Ambient 

Monitoring Program (SWAMP). These tables are divided by analytical category, and therein by 

analyte. Each relevant quality control (QC) sample type is identified, as well as its associated 

frequency requirements and measurement quality objectives (MQOs). Element B5: Quality 

Control defines and summarizes field and laboratory QC samples.  

• When available, SWAMP requires the analysis of one certified reference material 

(CRM) per analytical batch. However, certified values are not always available for all 

target analytes. If no CRM exists, reference values may be used. If no reference value 

exists for the target analyte, a laboratory control sample (LCS) must be prepared and 

analyzed with the sample batch as a means of assessing accuracy. Substitution of an 

LCS is not acceptable if a certified reference material or reference material is available. 

• Although the laboratory duplicate and matrix spike duplicate (MSD) both provide 

information regarding precision, they are unique measurements. Laboratory duplicates 

provide information regarding the precision of the laboratory procedures. The MSD 

provides information regarding how the matrix of the sample affects both the precision 

and bias associated with the results. It also determines whether or not the matrix affects 

the results in a reproducible manner. Because the two concepts cannot be used 

interchangeably, it is unacceptable to analyze only an MSD pair when a laboratory 

duplicate is required. 

• Completeness is a measure of the amount of valid data obtained from a measurement 

system as compared to the expected amount - usually expressed as a percentage. The 

theoretical MQO of 100% must be corrected for inevitable data loss (e.g., analyst error, 

insufficient sample volume, shipping difficulty, field conditions, data rejection). Because 

it is universal, SWAMP’s completeness MQO of 90% does not appear in the following 

analyte-specific tables. 

• Percent moisture should be reported with each batch of sediment and tissue samples. 

Percent lipids should be reported with each batch of organic tissue samples. Sediment 

and bivalve tissue data must be reported on a dry weight basis. Fish tissue data must 

be reported on a wet weight basis. 

• The formulas below may be used to calculate results for the specified quality control 

samples. 
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Reference Materials and Laboratory Control Samples 
 

 

    
% recovery= vanalyzed

×100
vcertified

Where: 

vanalyzed: the analyzed concentration of the reference material or laboratory control 

sample (LCS) 

 vcertified: the certified concentration of the reference material or LCS 

 

Matrix Spikes 

    
% recovery=

vMS− vambient( )
vspike

×100
 

Where: 

 vMS: the concentration of the spiked sample 

 vambient: the concentration of the original (unspiked) sample 

 vspike: the concentration of the spike added 

 

Matrix Spike Duplicates 

 

    
RPD =

vMS− vMSD( )
mean

×100 

There are two different ways to calculate this RPD, depending on how the samples are spiked.  

1) The samples are spiked with the same concentration of analyte. In this case, 
vMS: the concentration for the matrix spike 

vMSD: the concentration of the matrix spike duplicate 

mean: the mean of the two concentrations (MS + MSD) 

2) The samples are spiked with differing concentrations of analyte. In this case, 
vMS: the recovery associated with the matrix spike 

vMSD: the recovery associated with matrix spike duplicate 
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mean: the mean of the two recoveries (recoveryMS + recoveryMSD) 

 
Laboratory Duplicates and Field Duplicates 
 

 

    
RPD =

vsample − vduplicate( )
mean

×100
 

Where: 

 vsample: the concentration of the original sample  

 vduplicate: the concentration of the duplicate sample  

 mean: the mean concentration of both samples 

 

Replicate Analyses 

 

    
RSD =  Stdev(v1, 2,....,vn)

mean
v

×100

Where: 

Stdev(v1,v2,…,vn): the standard deviation of the values (concentrations) of the replicate 

analyses. 

mean: the mean of the values (concentrations) of the replicate analyses. 

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 
Quality Assurance Program Plan                              Page 64 of 189 
09/01/08 

 

Table A1: Measurement Quality Objectives* - Conventional Analytes in Water 

Laboratory Quality Control Frequency of Analysis Measurement Quality Objective 

Calibration Standard 
Per analytical method or manufacturer’s 

specifications 
Per analytical method or manufacturer’s 

specifications 

Continuing Calibration 
Verification 

Per 10 analytical runs 80-120% recovery 

Laboratory Blank 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent  <RL for target analyte 

Reference Material 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent 80-120% recovery 

Matrix Spike 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent  80-120% recovery  

Matrix Spike Duplicate 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 
whichever is more frequent (chlorophyll: 

n/a) 

80-120% recovery 
RPD<25% for duplicates 

Laboratory Duplicate 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent  (chlorophyll: 
per method) 

RPD<25% (n/a if native concentration of 
either sample<RL) 

Internal Standard 
Accompanying every analytical run as 

method appropriate Per method 

Field Quality Control Frequency of Analysis Measurement Quality Objective 

Field Duplicate 5% of total project sample count RPD<25% (n/a if native concentration of 
either sample<RL) 

Field Blank, Travel Blank, 
Equipment Blank 

Per method <RL for target analyte  

*Unless method specifies more stringent requirements 
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Table A2: Measurement Quality Objectives* – Conventional Analytes in Water – 
Solids 

Laboratory Quality Control Frequency of Analysis Measurement Quality Objective 

Calibration Standard 
Per analytical method or manufacturer’s 

specifications 
Per analytical method or manufacturer’s 

specifications 

Laboratory Blank 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent  <RL for target analyte 

Laboratory Duplicate 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent 
RPD<25% (n/a if native concentration of 

either sample<RL) 

Field Quality Control Frequency of Analysis Measurement Quality Objective 

Field Duplicate 5% of total project sample count RPD<25% (n/a if native concentration of 
either sample<RL) 

Field Blank, Equipment 
Blank 

Per method <RL for target analyte  

*Unless method specifies more stringent requirements 
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Table A3: Measurement Quality Objectives* – Conventional Analytes in Water - 
Pathogens 

Laboratory Quality Control Frequency of Analysis Measurement Quality Objective 

Calibration 
Check temperatures in incubators twice 

daily with a minimum of 4 hours between 
each reading  

Per analytical method or manufacturer’s 
specifications 

Filter Sterility Check 
Perform one filter sterility check each 

day samples are analyzed No growth on filter 

Laboratory Blank Per batch of bottles or reagents No growth on filter 

Filtration Blank 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent No growth on filter 

Reference Material 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent 80-120% recovery 

Positive Control 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent 80-120% recovery 

Negative Control 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent No growth on filter 

Laboratory Duplicate 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent 
RPD<25% (n/a if native concentration of 

either sample<RL) 

Field Quality Control Frequency of Analysis Measurement Quality Objective 

Field Duplicate 
5% of total project sample count 

(coliforms: one per 25 tube dilution tests) 

RPD<25% (n/a if native concentration of 
either sample<RL; coliforms: within 95% 
confidence interval as defined by IDEXX 

Laboratories) 

Field Blank, Travel Blank, 
Equipment Blank 

Per method Blanks<RL for target analyte  

*Unless method specifies more stringent requirements 
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Table A4: Measurement Quality Objectives* - Conventional Analytes in Sediments 

Laboratory Quality Control Frequency of Analysis Measurement Quality Objective 

Calibration Standard 
Per analytical method or manufacturer’s 

specifications 
Per analytical method or 

manufacturer’s specifications 

Continuing Calibration 
Verification 

Per 10 analytical runs (as applicable) 80-120% recovery 

Laboratory Blank 
TOC only: one per analytical batch (n/a for 

others) <RL or <30% of lowest sample 

Reference Material 
TOC only: one per 20 samples or per 
analytical batch, whichever is more 

frequent (n/a for others) 
80-120% recovery 

Matrix Spike n/a n/a 

Matrix Spike Duplicate n/a n/a 

Laboratory Duplicate One per analytical batch RPD<25% (n/a if native 
concentration of either sample<RL) 

Surrogate or Internal 
Standard 

n/a n/a 

Field Quality Control Frequency of Analysis Measurement Quality Objective 

Field Duplicate 5% of total project sample count RPD<25% (n/a if native 
concentration of either sample<RL) 

Field Blank, Travel Blank, 
Equipment Blank 

Per method <RL or <30% of lowest sample 

*Unless method specifies more stringent requirements 
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Table A5: Measurement Quality Objectives* – Inorganic Analytes in Water, 
Sediment, and Tissue 

Laboratory Quality Control Frequency of Analysis Measurement Quality Objective 

Calibration Standard 
Per analytical method or manufacturer’s 

specifications 
Per analytical method or 

manufacturer’s specifications 

Continuing Calibration 
Verification 

Per 10 analytical runs 80-120% recovery 

Laboratory Blank 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent <RL for target analyte 

Reference Material 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent 
75-125% recovery (70-130% for 

MMHg) 

Matrix Spike 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent  
75-125% recovery (70-130% for 

MMHg) 

Matrix Spike Duplicate 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent  
75-125% recovery (70-130% for 

MMHg); RPD<25% 

Laboratory Duplicate 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent  

RPD<25% (n/a if native 
concentration of either 

sample<RL) 

Internal Standard 
Accompanying every analytical run when 

method appropriate 60-125% recovery 

Field Quality Control Frequency of Analysis Measurement Quality Objective 

Field Duplicate 5% of total project sample count 

RPD<25% (n/a if native 
concentration of either 

sample<RL), unless otherwise 
specified by method  

Field Blank, Equipment 
Blank 

Per method Blanks<RL for target analyte 

*Unless method specifies more stringent requirements 
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Table A6: Measurement Quality Objectives* – Volatile Organic Compounds in 
Water and Sediment 

Laboratory Quality Control Frequency of Analysis 
Measurement Quality 

Objective 

Calibration Standard 
Per analytical method or manufacturer’s 

specifications 
Per analytical method or 

manufacturer’s specifications 

Continuing Calibration 
Verification 

Per 12 hours 
RF for SPCCs same as initial 

calibration;  RF of CCVs must be 
within 20% of initial calibration 

Laboratory Blank 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent <RL for target analyte 

Reference Material 

Method Validation: as many as required to 
assess accuracy and precision of method before 
routine analysis of samples; Routine Accuracy 
Assessment: per 20 samples or per analytical 

batch (preferably blind) 

70-130% recovery if certified; 
otherwise 50-150% recovery 

Matrix Spike 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent 

50-150% recovery, or based on 
3x the standard deviation of 
laboratory's actual method 

recoveries 

Matrix Spike Duplicate 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, 

whichever is more frequent RPD<25%  

Laboratory Duplicate Per method Per method 

Surrogate or Internal 
Standard 

Per method Per method 

Field Quality Control Frequency of Analysis 
Measurement Quality 

Objective 

Field Duplicate 5% of total project sample count Per method 

Field Blank, Travel Blank, 
Equipment Blank 

Per method <RL for target analyte 

*Unless method specifies more stringent requirements 
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Table A7: Measurement Quality Objectives* – Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds 
in Water and Sediment  

Laboratory Quality Control Frequency of Analysis 
Measurement Quality 

Objective 

Calibration Standard 
Per analytical method or manufacturer’s 

specifications 
Per analytical method or 

manufacturer’s specifications 

Continuing Calibration 
Verification 

Per 12 h 

RF for SPCCs same as initial 
calibration;  RF of CCVs must 

be within 20% of initial 
calibration 

Laboratory Blank 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, whichever 

is more frequent <RL for target analyte 

Reference Material 

Method Validation: as many as required to assess 
accuracy and precision of method before routine 

analysis of samples; Routine Accuracy 
Assessment: per 20 samples or per analytical 

batch (preferably blind) 

70-130% recovery if certified; 
otherwise, 50-150% recovery 

Matrix Spike 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, whichever 

is more frequent 

50-150% recovery, or based on 
3x the standard deviation of 
laboratory's actual method 

recoveries 

Matrix Spike Duplicate 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, whichever 

is more frequent RPD<25%  

Laboratory Duplicate Per method Per method 

Surrogate or Internal 
Standard 

Per method Per method 

Field Quality Control Frequency of Analysis 
Measurement Quality 

Objective 

Field Duplicate 5% of total project sample count Per method 

Field Blank, Travel Blank, 
Equipment Blank 

Per method <RL for target analyte 

*Unless method specifies more stringent requirements 
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Table A8: Measurement Quality Objectives* – Synthetic Organic Compounds in 
Water, Sediment and Tissue 

Laboratory Quality 
Control 

Frequency of Analysis 
Measurement Quality 

Objective 

Calibration Standard 
Per analytical method or manufacturer’s 

specifications 
Per analytical method or 

manufacturer’s specifications 

Continuing Calibration 
Verification 

Per 10 analytical runs 

Water: 85-115% recovery 
Sediment: 85-115% recovery 

Tissue: 75-125% 
 

Laboratory Blank 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, whichever 

is more frequent <RL for target analytes 

Reference Material 

Method Validation: as many as required to assess 
accuracy and precision of method before routine 

analysis of samples; Routine Accuracy 
Assessment: per 20 samples or per analytical 

batch (preferably blind) 

70-130% recovery if certified; 
otherwise, 50-150% recovery 

Matrix Spike 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, whichever 

is more frequent 

50-150% recovery, or based on 
3x the standard deviation of 
laboratory's actual method 

recoveries 

Matrix Spike Duplicate 
Per 20 samples or per analytical batch, whichever 

is more frequent RPD<25% 

Laboratory Duplicate Per method 

Water: RPD<25% (n/a if native 
concentration of either 

sample<RL) 
Sediment: Per method 

Tissue: Per method 

Surrogate or Internal 
Standard 

Per method Per method 

Field Quality Control Frequency of Analysis 
Measurement Quality 

Objective 

Field Duplicate 5% of total project sample count Per method 

Field Blank, Travel 
Blank, Equipment Blank 

Per method <RL for target analytes 

* Unless method specifies more stringent requirements. ELISA results must be assessed against kit requirements 
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Table A9: Measurement Quality Objectives* - Toxicity Testing (General) 

Negative Controls Frequency of Analysis Control Limits 

Laboratory Control 
Water 

Laboratory Control Water consistent with Section 7 of the 
appropriate EPA method must be tested with each analytical 

batch. 

Laboratory Control Water must 
meet all test acceptability criteria 
(Please refer to Section 7 of the 
EPA manuals) for the species of 

interest. 

Conductivity 
Control Water 

A conductivity control must be tested with each analytical batch 
when the conductivity of any freshwater ambient sample 

approaches the species’ tolerance for conductivity per method. 

Follow EPA guidance on 
interpreting data. 

Additional Control 
Water 

Additional method blanks are required whenever manipulations 
are performed on one or more of the ambient samples within 

each analytical batch (e.g. pH adjustments, continuous aeration, 
etc.). 

No statistical difference between the 
laboratory control water and each 
additional control water within an 

analytical batch. 

Sediment Control 
Sediment Control consistent with those described in Section 7 of 

the EPA manual must be tested with each analytical batch of 
sediment toxicity tests. 

Sediment Control must meet all 
data acceptability criteria (Please 

refer to Section 7 of the EPA 
manuals) for the species of interest. 

Positive Controls Frequency of Analysis Control Limits 

Reference 
Toxicant Tests 

Reference Toxicant Tests must be conducted monthly for 
species that are raised within a laboratory. Reference 

Toxicant Test must be conducted per analytical batch for 
species from commercial supplier settings. Reference 

Toxicant Tests must be conducted concurrently for test 
species or broodstocks that are field collected. 

Last plotted data point must be 
within 2 SD of the cumulative mean 
(n=20). (Reference toxicant tests that 
fall outside of recommended control 

chart limits are evaluated to determine 
the validity of associated effluent and 

receiving water tests. An out of control 
reference toxicant test result does not 
necessarily invalidate associated test 

results. More frequent and/or 
concurrent reference toxicant testing 

may be advantageous if recent 
problems have been identified in 

testing.) 
Field Quality 

Control 
Frequency of Analysis Control Limits 

Field Duplicate 5% of total project sample count According to method 

Field Blanks Per method or project requirements 

No statistical difference between the 
laboratory control water (or 

sediment control) and the field blank 
within an analytical batch 

Equipment Blanks Per method or project requirements 

No statistical difference between the 
Laboratory Control Water and the 

Equipment Blank within an 
analytical batch 

*Unless method specifies more stringent requirements. 

The measurement quality objectives for water quality parameters (pH, dissolved oxygen, conductivity, temperature, unionized ammonia, 
salinity, alkalinity and hardness) are detailed in the Field Measurement and Conventional Analytes tables of this Appendix. 

In special cases where the criteria listed in the following tables cannot be met, EPA minimum criteria may be followed. The affected data 
should be qualified accordingly. 

Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 

Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.  The reviewer should consider the degree of the deviation and the potential or observed impact of the deviation on the 
test result before rejecting or accepting a test result is valid.  For example, if dissolved oxygen is measured below 4.0 mg/L in one test 
chamber, the reviewer should consider whether any observed mortality in that test chamber corresponded with the drop in dissolved oxygen.

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 
Quality Assurance Program Plan                              Page 73 of 189 
09/01/08 

Table A10: Measurement Quality Objectives - 7-Day Pimephales promelas 
Survival and Growth Toxicity Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/821/R-02/013 (Test Method 1000.0) or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 

Test Acceptability Criteria* 80% or greater survival in controls and an average dry weight per surviving 
organism in control chambers equals or exceeds 0.25 mg  

Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static renewal (required) 

Age at Test Initiation Newly-hatched larvae <24hoursold.  If shipped, <48hours old with a 24-hour age 
range 

Replication at Test Initiation 4 (minimum) 
Organisms/Replicate 10 (minimum) 
Food Source Newly-hatched Artemia nauplii (<24hoursold) 
Renewal Frequency Daily 
Test Duration 7 days 
Endpoints Survival and biomass 
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 25 ± 1.0 °C (+/- 3 °C required) 
Light Intensity 10 – 20 µE/m2/s or 50 – 100 ft-c 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size >500 mL or per method specific requirements 
Replicate Volume >250 mL or per method specific requirements 
Feeding Regime < 2 times per day 
Laboratory Control Water Moderately hard water prepared in accordance with EPA protocols 
Minimum Sample Volume 7 L for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 

Minimum Significant Difference 

<30% MSD  
If the percent minimum significant difference (PMSD) measured for the test exceeds the upper 
criterion and toxicity is found at the permitted receiving water concentration (RWC) based upon 
the value of the effect concentration estimate (NOEC or LOEC), then the test shall be accepted, 
unless other test review steps raise serious doubts about its validity. If toxicity is not found at the 
permitted RWC based upon the value of the effect concentration estimate (NOEC or LOEC) and 
the PMSD measured for the test exceeds the upper PMSD bound, then the test shall not be 
accepted, and a new test must be conducted promptly on a newly collected sample. 

Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, SC, pH, and temperature measurement per sample and per dilution 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample (recommended) 
Initial Hardness and Alkalinity One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One DO and one pH measurement per sample 

Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement and per sample and per dilution 
(one DO per renewal) 

Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.0 - 8.6 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 

Conductivity Controls  Per method - recommend including appropriate controls when sample 
conductivities are below 100 or above 2500 µS/cm  

Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Conductivity Tolerance <3000 µS/cm 
Relevant Media Water column 
Sample Container Type Amber glass or plastic (per method) 
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field,  0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time <48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
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**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A11: Measurement Quality Objectives - Chronic Ceriodaphnia dubia 
Toxicity Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/821/R-02/013 (Test Method 1002.0) or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 

Test Acceptability Criteria* 
80% or greater survival of al control organisms and an average of 15 or more 
young per surviving female. 60% of the surviving control females must produce 
three broods.  

Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static renewal (required) 
Age at Test Initiation <24 hours old and all released within an 8-h period 
Replication at Test Initiation >10  
Organisms/Replicate One ( assigned using blocking by known parentage)  
Food Source YCT and Selenastrum or comparable food 
Renewal Frequency Daily  
Test Duration <8 days 
Endpoints Survival and reproduction 
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 25 ± 1.5 °C (+/- 3 °C required) 
Light Intensity 10 – 20 µE/m2/s OR 50 – 100 ft-c 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size 20 - 40 mL 
Replicate Volume >15 mL  
Feeding Regime Daily 
Laboratory Control Water Moderately hard water prepared in accordance with EPA protocols 
Minimum Sample Volume 2 L for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 

Minimum Significant Difference 

<47% MSD 
If the percent minimum significant difference (PMSD) measured for the test exceeds the upper 
criterion and toxicity is found at the permitted receiving water concentration (RWC) based upon 
the value of the effect concentration estimate (NOEC or LOEC), then the test shall be accepted, 
unless other test review steps raise serious doubts about its validity. If toxicity is not found at the 
permitted RWC based upon the value of the effect concentration estimate (NOEC or LOEC) and 
the PMSD measured for the test exceeds the upper PMSD bound, then the test shall not be 
accepted, and a new test must be conducted promptly on a newly collected sample. 

Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, SC, pH, and temperature measurement per sample and per dilution 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Initial Hardness and Alkalinity One measurement per sample 

Daily Water Chemistry Two DO , one pH and  one temperature per 24-h period in one sample per 
concentration and in the control 

Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement per sample and per dilution (One 
DO per renewal) 

Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.0 - 8.6 mg/L 
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 

Conductivity Controls  Include appropriate controls when sample conductivities are <100 or >2000 
µS/cm 

Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Conductivity Tolerance 2500 µS/cm 
Relevant Media Water column 
Sample Container Type Amber glass 
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time <48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 
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*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A12: Measurement Quality Objectives - 96-Hour (48- and 24-Hour) 
Ceriodaphnia dubia Toxicity Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/821/R-02/012 (Test Method 2002.0) or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* >90% survival in controls 
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static non-renewal or static renewal 
Age at Test Initiation <24hours 
Replication at Test Initiation >4  
Organisms/Replicate >5  
Food Source YCT and Selenastrum or comparable food 
Renewal Frequency Daily (unless otherwise specified by method) 
Test Duration 96hours(48hoursor 24hoursoptional) 
Endpoints Survival 
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 25 ± 1 °C (+/- 3 °C required)  
Light Intensity 10 – 20 µE/m2/s OR 50 – 100 ft-c 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size 20 - 40 mL 
Replicate Volume >15 mL  
Feeding Regime Feed while holding prior to test and 2hoursprior to test solution renewal  
Laboratory Control Water Moderately hard water prepared in accordance with EPA protocols 
Minimum Sample Volume 1 L 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference No MSD available 
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, SC, pH, and temperature measurement per sample and per dilution 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Initial Hardness and Alkalinity One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One DO and one temperature measurement per sample 

Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement per sample and per dilution (One 
DO per renewal) 

Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.0 - 8.6 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 

Conductivity Controls  Include appropriate controls when sample conductivities are <100 or >2500 
µS/cm 

Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Conductivity Tolerance <2500 µS/cm 
Relevant Media Water column 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time < 48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A13: Measurement Quality Objectives - 10-Day Hyalella azteca Water 
Toxicity Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/821/R-02/013 (Test Method 1002.0) or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* 90% or greater survival in controls 
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static renewal 
Age at Test Initiation 7 – 14 days old 
Replication at Test Initiation 5 
Organisms/Replicate 10 
Food Source YCT 
Renewal Frequency 80% renewal on Day 5 
Test Duration 10 days 
Endpoints Survival 
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 23 ± 1.0 °C 
Light Intensity 500 - 1000 lux 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size 300 mL 
Replicate Volume 100 mL water 
Feeding Regime 1.5 mL YCT every other day 
Laboratory Control Water Moderately hard water prepared in accordance with EPA protocols 
Minimum Sample Volume 1L 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference No MSD available 
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, SC, pH, and temperature measurement per sample and per dilution 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Initial Hardness and Alkalinity One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry Temperature 

Final Water Chemistry One DO, EC, pH, and temperature measurement and per sample and per 
dilution (DO, EC, pH per renewal) 

Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.7 - 8.92 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 

Conductivity Controls  Include appropriate controls when sample conductivities are below or above 
levels in method 

Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Conductivity Tolerance <15 ppt 
Relevant Media Water 
Sample Container Type Amber glass 
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field; 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory; dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time <48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A14: Measurement Quality Objectives - 10-Day Hyalella azteca Sediment 
Toxicity Tests  

Method Recommendation 
EPA/600/R-99/064 (Test Method 100.1) or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* Mean control survival of >80% and measurable growth in the controls 
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Whole sediment toxicity test with renewal of overlying water 
Age at Test Initiation 7 – 14 days old 
Replication at Test Initiation 8 
Organisms/Replicate 10 
Food Source YCT 
Renewal Frequency Twice daily 
Test Duration 10 days 
Endpoints Survival and growth 
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 23 ± 1.0 °C 
Light Intensity 500 - 1000 lux 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size 300 mL 
Replicate Volume Sediment volume 100 mL; Overlying water volume 175 mL 
Feeding Regime Daily  
Laboratory Control Water Moderately hard water prepared in accordance with EPA protocols 

Sediment Control Control sediment as listed in method (Control sediment should follow EPA 
requirements for formulated sediments)  

Minimum Sample Volume 6 L for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference No MSD available 
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, SC, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Initial Hardness and Alkalinity One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One DO and one temperature measurement per sample 
Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.7 - 8.92 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 

Conductivity Controls  Include appropriate controls when sample conductivities are below or above 
levels listed in method 

Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Conductivity Tolerance <15 ppt 
Relevant Media Sediment 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 

Holding Time < 14 days (recommended) or <8 weeks (required) @ 0 - 6 °C; dark; Do not 
freeze 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A15: Measurement Quality Objectives - 96-Hour Selenastrum 
capricornutum Growth Toxicity Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/821/R-02/013 (Test Method 1003.0) or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 

Test Acceptability Criteria* 
Mean cell density of at least 1 X 106 cells/mL in the controls and variability (CV%) among 
control replicates less than or equal to 20% (non-EDTA: Mean cell density of at least 1 X 
106 cells/mL in the controls; and variability (CV%) among control replicates 
less than or equal to 20% (required) 

Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static non-renewal 
Age at Test Initiation 4 - 7 days 
Replication at Test Initiation 10,000 cells/mL (recommended) 
Organisms/Replicate >4  
Food Source n/a 
Renewal Frequency None 
Test Duration 96 h 
Endpoints Growth  
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 25 ± 1 °C (+/- 3 °C required) 
Light Intensity 86 ± 8.6 µE/m2/s OR 400 ± 40 ft-c 
Photoperiod  Continuous Illumination (“cool white” fluorescent lighting) 
Test Chamber Size 125 mL or 250 mL 
Replicate Volume 50 mL or 100 mL 
Feeding Regime None 
Nutrient Media Media prepared in accordance with EPA protocols 
EDTA Addition EDTA required per method 
Laboratory Control Water Moderately hard water prepared in accordance with EPA protocols 
Minimum Sample Volume 1 L for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 

Minimum Significant Difference 

<29% MSD 
If the percent minimum significant difference (PMSD) measured for the test exceeds the upper 
criterion and toxicity is found at the permitted receiving water concentration (RWC) based upon 
the value of the effect concentration estimate (NOEC or LOEC), then the test shall be accepted, 
unless other test review steps raise serious doubts about its validity. If toxicity is not found at the 
permitted RWC based upon the value of the effect concentration estimate (NOEC or LOEC) and 
the PMSD measured for the test exceeds the upper PMSD bound, then the test shall not be 
accepted, and a new test must be conducted promptly on a newly collected sample. 

Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, SC, pH, and temperature measurement per sample and per dilution 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Initial Hardness and Alkalinity One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One pH and one temperature measurement per sample 

Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement and per sample and per dilution (One DO per 
renewal) 

Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.0 - 8.6 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 
Conductivity Controls  Include appropriate controls when sample conductivities are <100 or >2000 µS/cm 
Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Conductivity Tolerance <3000 µS/cm 
Relevant Media Water column 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time < 48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
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results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A16: Measurement Quality Objectives - 7-Day Atherinops affinis Larval 
Survival and Growth Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/600/R-95/136 (Test Method 1006.0) or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* ≥80% survival in controls, 0.85 mg average weight of control larvae (9 days old) 
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static renewal 
Age at Test Initiation 9 – 15 days post-hatch 
Replication at Test Initiation 5  
Organisms/Replicate 5  
Food Source Newly-hatched Artemia nauplii 
Renewal Frequency Daily 
Test Duration 7 days 
Endpoints Survival and biomass 
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 20 ± 1.0 °C 
Light Intensity 10 – 20 µE/m2/s OR 50 – 100 ft-c 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size 600 mL 
Replicate Volume 200 mL 
Feeding Regime Twice daily 

Laboratory Control Water Dilution water should be 1-µ  filtered natural seawater of hyper-saline brine 
prepared from uncontaminated natural sweater plus reagent water 

Minimum Sample Volume 8 L for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference <25% MSD for survival and <50% MSD for growth 
Reference Toxicant Results LC50 with copper must be ≤205 µg/L 
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, SC, pH, and temperature measurement per sample and per dilution 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Initial Salinity One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One temperature measurement per sample 

Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement and per sample and per dilution 
(One DO per renewal) 

Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.0 - 9.0 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 
Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Salinity Tolerance 5 – 36‰ 
Relevant Media Water column 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time <48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A17: Measurement Quality Objectives - 10-Day Ampelisca abdita Sediment 
Toxicity Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/600/R-94/025 or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* Minimum mean control survival of 90% in the controls 
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Whole sediment toxicity test, static 
Size at Test Initiation 3 – 5 mm (no mature males of females) 
Replication at Test Initiation 4 (minimum) 
Organisms/Replicate 20 
Food Source Do not feed 
Renewal Frequency None 
Test Duration 10 days 
Endpoints Survival  
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 20 ± 1.5 °C 
Light Intensity 500 – 1000 lux 
Photoperiod  Continuous luminance 
Test Chamber Size 1 L 
Replicate Volume Sediment volume 175 mL; Overlying water volume 800 mL 
Feeding Regime Do not feed 

Laboratory Control Water Clean, natural seawater diluted to the appropriate salinity with distilled (or 
similar) water 

Sediment Control Control sediment listed in method (Control sediment should follow EPA 
requirements for formulated sediments)  

Minimum Sample Volume 2 L for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference No MSD available 
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, salinity, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One temperature measurement per sample 
Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 6.45 - 7.8 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 
Conductivity Controls  n/a 
Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Salinity Tolerance Overlying water salinity should be >10‰ 
Relevant Media Sediment 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 

Holding Time < 14 days (recommended) or <8 weeks (required) @ 0 - 6 °C; dark; Do not 
freeze 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A18: Measurement Quality Objectives - 10-Day Eohaustorius estuarius 
Sediment Toxicity Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/600/R-94/025 or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* Minimum mean survival of 90% in controls 
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Whole sediment toxicity test, static 
Size at Test Initiation 3 – 5 mm (no mature males of females) 
Replication at Test Initiation 4 (minimum) 
Organisms/Replicate 20 
Food Source Do not feed 
Renewal Frequency None 
Test Duration 10 days 
Endpoints Survival  
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 15 ± 1.0 °C 
Light Intensity 500 – 1000 lux 
Photoperiod  Continuous luminance 
Test Chamber Size 1 L 
Replicate Volume Sediment volume 175 mL; Overlying water volume 800 mL 
Feeding Regime Do not feed 

Laboratory Control Water Clean, 1-µ  filtered natural seawater diluted to the appropriate salinity with 
distilled (or similar) water 

Sediment Control Control sediment listed in method (Control sediment should follow EPA 
requirements for formulated sediments)  

Minimum Sample Volume 2 L for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference No MSD available 
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, salinity, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One temperature measurement per sample 
Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 6.45 - 7.8 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 
Conductivity Controls  n/a 
Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Salinity Tolerance Overlying water salinity should be 0 - 34% 
Relevant Media Sediment 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 

Holding Time < 14 days (recommended) or <8 weeks (required) @ 0 - 6 °C; dark; Do not 
freeze 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A19: Measurement Quality Objectives - 48-Hour Haliotis rufescens Larval 
Development Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/600/R-95/136 (Test Method 995) or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* ≥80% normal shell development in the controls 
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static non-renewal 
Age at Test Initiation n/a 
Replication at Test Initiation 5 – 10 per mL 
Organisms/Replicate 5 
Food Source Do not feed 
Renewal Frequency None 
Test Duration 48 h 
Endpoints Normal shell development  
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 15 ± 1.0 °C 
Light Intensity 10 µE/m2/s or 50 ft-c 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size 600 mL 
Replicate Volume 200 mL or per method 
Feeding Regime Do not feed 

Laboratory Control Water Dilution water should be 1-µ  filtered natural seawater of hyper-saline brine 
prepared from uncontaminated natural seawater plus reagent water 

Minimum Sample Volume 2 L for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference <20% MSD 
Reference Toxicant Results Larval development NOEC (statistical significant effect) must be <56 µg/L zinc  
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, salinity, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One temperature measurement per sample 
Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.0 - 8.5 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 
Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Salinity Tolerance 31 - 36‰ 
Relevant Media Water column, pore water 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time < 48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 
Quality Assurance Program Plan                              Page 86 of 189 
09/01/08 

Table A20: Measurement Quality Objectives - 7-Day Holmesimysis costata Growth 
and Survival Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/600/R-95/136 (Test Method 1007.0) or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* ≥75% survival, average dry weight ≥0.40 µg in the controls 
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static renewal 
Age at Test Initiation 3 - 4 days post-hatch juveniles 
Replication at Test Initiation 5 
Organisms/Replicate 5 
Food Source Newly hatched Artemia nauplii (< 24hoursold) 
Renewal Frequency 75% renewal at 48hoursand 96 h 
Test Duration 7 days 
Endpoints Survival and biomass 
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 15 ± 1.5 °C 
Light Intensity 10 – 20 µE/m2/s OR 50 – 100 ft-c 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size 1000 mL 
Replicate Volume 200 mL 
Feeding Regime Twice per day 

Laboratory Control Water Dilution water should be 1-µ filtered natural seawater of hyper-saline brine 
prepared from uncontaminated natural seawater plus reagent water 

Minimum Sample Volume 3 L for one-time grab sample        
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference <40% MSD for survival and <50 µg MSD for growth 
Reference Toxicant Results Survival and growth NOECs must be <100 µg/L with zinc 
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 

Initial Water Chemistry One DO, SC, pH, salinity and temperature measurement per sample and per 
dilution 

Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One temperature measurement per sample 

Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement  per sample and per dilution (One 
DO per renewal) 

Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.0 - 8.5 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 
Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Salinity Tolerance 32 - 36‰ 
Relevant Media Water column 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time < 48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A21: Measurement Quality Objectives - 48-hour Mytilus galloprovincialis 
Embryo-Larval Development Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/600/R-95/136 or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* ≥50% survival,  ≥90% of those must have normal shell development 
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static non-renewal 
Age at Test Initiation Within 4hoursof fertilization 
Replication at Test Initiation 4 
Organisms/Replicate 150 – 300 (15-30/mL) 
Food Source Do not feed 
Renewal Frequency None 
Test Duration 48 h 
Endpoints Survival of normal live prossidoconch larvae  
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 15 ± 1.5 °C 
Light Intensity 10 – 20 µE/m2/s OR 50 – 100 ft-c 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size 20 mL 
Replicate Volume 10 mL 
Feeding Regime Do not feed 

Laboratory Control Water Dilution water should be 1-µ filtered natural seawater of hyper-saline brine 
prepared from uncontaminated natural seawater plus reagent water 

Minimum Sample Volume 1000 mL for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference <25% MSD  
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, salinity, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One temperature measurement per sample 
Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range >4.0 
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 
Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Salinity Tolerance 28 - 36‰ 
Relevant Media Water column, pore water 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time < 48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A22: Measurement Quality Objectives - 96-Hour Strongylocentrotus 
purpuratus Embryo Development Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/600/R-95/136 or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* ≥80% normal shell development in the controls 
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static non-renewal 
Age at Test Initiation Not available 
Replication at Test Initiation 250 embryos 
Organisms/Replicate 4 
Food Source Do not feed 
Renewal Frequency None 
Test Duration 96 h 
Endpoints Normal development; survival can be included  
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 15 ± 1.0 °C 
Light Intensity 10 – 20 µE/m2/s OR 50 – 100 ft-c 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size 30 mL 
Replicate Volume 10 mL 
Feeding Regime Do not feed 

Laboratory Control Water Dilution water should be 1-µ filtered natural seawater of hyper-saline brine 
prepared from uncontaminated natural seawater plus reagent water 

Minimum Sample Volume 1 L for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference <25% MSD  
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, salinity, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One temperature measurement per sample 
Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.0 - 8.5 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 
Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Salinity Tolerance 32 - 36‰ 
Relevant Media Water column, pore water 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time <48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.   
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Table A23: Measurement Quality Objectives - 20-Minute Strongylocentrotus 
purpuratus Fertilization Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/600/R-95/136 or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* ≥70% egg fertilization and appropriate sperm counts in controls 
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static non-renewal 
Age at Test Initiation n/a 
Replication at Test Initiation 4 

Organisms/Replicate ~1,120 eggs from not more than four females and <3,360,000 sperm from not 
more than four males per test tube 

Food Source Do not feed 
Renewal Frequency None 
Test Duration 40 min (20 min plus 20 min) 
Endpoints Fertilization of egg  
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 12 ± 1.0 °C 
Light Intensity 10 – 20 µE/m2/s OR 50 – 100 ft-c 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size 16 x 100 or 16 x 125 mm 
Replicate Volume 5 mL 
Feeding Regime Do not feed 

Laboratory Control Water Dilution water should be 1-µ  filtered natural seawater of hyper-saline brine 
prepared from uncontaminated natural seawater plus reagent water 

Minimum Sample Volume 1 L for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference <25% MSD  
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, salinity, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One temperature measurement per sample 
Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.0 - 9.1 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 
Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Salinity Tolerance 31 - 36‰ 
Relevant Media Water column, pore water 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time < 48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.  
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Table A24: Measurement Quality Objectives - 48-Hour Macrocystis pyrifera 
Germination and Germ-Tube Length Tests 

Method Recommendation 
EPA/600/R-95/136 (Test Method 1009.0) or validated and SWAMP-approved alternative method 
Data Acceptability Requirements 
Parameter Criteria 
Test Acceptability Criteria* ≥70% germination in the controls, ;≥10 µm germ-tube length in the controls  
Data Qualification 
Test Conditions Required 
Test Type Static non-renewal 
Age at Test Initiation n/a 
Replication at Test Initiation 5 
Organisms/Replicate 7500 spores/mL of test solution 
Food Source Do not feed 
Renewal Frequency None 
Test Duration 48 h 
Endpoints Germination and germ-tube length  
Test Conditions Recommended** 
Temperature Range 15 ± 1.0 °C 
Light Intensity 50 ± 10 µE/m2/s 
Photoperiod  16 hours of ambient laboratory light, 8 hours dark 
Test Chamber Size 600 mL 
Replicate Volume 200 mL 
Feeding Regime Do not feed 

Laboratory Control Water Dilution water should be 1-µ filtered natural seawater of hyper-saline brine 
prepared from uncontaminated natural seawater plus reagent water 

Minimum Sample Volume 2 L for one-time grab sample 
Sensitivity Performance Criteria 
Minimum Significant Difference <20% MSD  
Reference Toxicant Results NOEC must be <35 µg/L in the reference toxicant test 
Water Chemistry 
Test Parameter Required Frequency 
Initial Water Chemistry One DO, salinity, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Initial Unionized Ammonia One measurement per sample 
Daily Water Chemistry One temperature measurement per sample 
Final Water Chemistry One DO, pH, and temperature measurement per sample 
Test Parameter Recommended Criteria 
Initial DO Range 4.0 - 8.5 mg/L  
Initial pH Range 6.0 - 9.0 
Sample Handling/Collection 
Test Parameter Recommended Conditions 
Species’ Salinity Tolerance 32 - 36‰ 
Relevant Media Water column 
Sample Container Type Amber glass  
Sample Preservation Wet or blue ice in field, 0 - 6 °C refrigeration in laboratory, dark at all times 
Sample Receipt Temperature 0 - 6 °C 
Holding Time < 48 hours@ 0 - 6 °C; dark 

*Test data are reviewed to verify that the test acceptability criteria (TAC) requirements for a valid test have been met.  Any test not meeting 
the minimum test acceptability criteria is considered invalid.  All invalid tests must be repeated with the newly collected sample. 
**Deviations from the summary of recommended test conditions must be evaluated on a project-specific basis to determine the validity of test 
results. Deviations from recommended conditions may or may not invalidate a test result, depending on the degree of the departure and the 
objective of the test.  
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Table A25: Measurement Quality Objectives* - Field Measurements** 

Water Quality 
Parameter 

Recommended Device Units Resolution 
Reporting  

Limit 
“Electronic Specs” 

Accuracy** 

Depth Stadia Rod/Staff Gauge m 0.01 0.02 n/a 

Dissolved 
Oxygen 

Polarographic or 
Luminescence 

Quenching 
mg/L 0.1 

 
0.2 
 

± 0.2 

pH Electrode None 0.1 n/a ± 0.2 

Salinity 
Refractometer or 
Conductivity Cell ‰ 2 2 ± 2 

Specific 
Conductivity 

Conductivity Cell µS/cm 1 2 ± 2 

Temperature Thermistor or Bulb °C 0.1 or 0.5 n/a ± 0.1 

Total 
Chlorophyll 

Optical Fluorescence 
Chlorophyll Probe µg/L 0.1 n/a n/a 

Turbidity 
Portable Turbidimeter or 

Optical Probe NTU 1 5 ± 1 

Velocity Flow Meter ft/s 0.05 0.1 
Follow 

manufacturer’s 
instructions 

* Unless method specifies more stringent requirements 
** This table may not include all field analyses. Please refer to method or manufacturer instructions for guidance 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix B: Sample Handling 
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Table B1: Sampling and Preservation - Conventionals in Water  

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Alkalinity 
(as CaCO3)  

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 300 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 14 days 

Ammonia 
 (as N)  

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 500 mL 

Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark. Samples may 
be preserved with 2 mL 

of H2SO4 per L 

48 hours; 28 days if acidified 

Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 

mg/L 4-L cubitainer 4000 mL 

Add 1 g FAS crystals per 
liter if residual Cl present; 
Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 

the dark 

48 hours 

Boron mg/L 

Polyethylene Bottles 
Only plastic apparatus 
should be used when 
the determinations of 
boron and silica are 

critical.  

600 mL Acidify with (1+1) HNO3 
to pH <2 6 months 

Calcium mg/L 

Polyethylene Bottles 
Glass or plastic filtering 

apparatus are 
recommended to avoid 
possible contamination.  

 

600 mL Acidify with (1+1) HNO3 
to pH <2 6 months 

Chemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(Titrametric)  

mg/L 

1-L cubitainer Collect 
the samples in glass 

bottles, if possible. Use 
of plastic containers is 

permissible if it is 
known that no organic 

contaminants are 
present in the 

containers.  

1000 mL 

Preserve to pH <2 with 
~2 mL of conc. H2SO4; 

Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 

28 days Biologically active 
samples should be tested as 
soon as possible. Samples 

containing settleable 
material must be well mixed, 
preferably homogenized, to 

permit removal of 
representative aliquots.  

Chloride mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 300 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 28 days 

Chlorophyll a 
Pheophytin a 

μg/L Please refer to method 
requirements 500 mL 

Centrifuge or filter as 
soon as possible after 

collection. If processing 
must be delayed, hold 

samples on ice or at 6 ◦C 
and store in the dark. 

Samples must be frozen or 
analyzed within 4 hours of 
collection. Filters can be 

stored frozen for 28 days.   

Cyanide mg/L 1-L cubitainer 1000 mL 

Preserve to pH>12 with ~ 
2 mL 1:1 NaOH, Add 0.6 
g C6H8O6 if residual Cl 

present; Cool to 6 ◦C and 
store in the dark 

14 days 
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Table B1: Sampling and Preservation - Conventionals in Water (continued)  

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Volume

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Fluoride mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 300 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 28 days 

Hardness  
(as CaCO3)  

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 300 mL 
Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 

the dark. Acidify with 
HNO3 to pH<2 

6 months  

Iron mg/L Please refer to method 
requirements 600 mL 

Cool to 6 ◦C and acidify 
with (1+1) HNO3 to pH 

<2 
6 months 

Kjeldahl Nitrogen 
(Total) 

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 600 mL 
Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 

the dark. Acidify with 
H2SO4 to pH<2 

7 days or 28 days if acidified 

Magnesium mg/L 

Polyethylene Bottles 
Glass or plastic filtering 

apparatus are 
recommended to avoid 
possible contamination.  

600 mL Acidify with (1+1) HNO3 
to pH <2 6 months  

Nitrate  
(as N)  

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 300 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 

48 hours unless calculated 
from nitrate + nitrite (as N) 
and nitrite (as N) analyses 

Nitrate + Nitrite  
(as N) 

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 150 mL 
Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 

the dark. Acidify with 
H2SO4 to pH<2  

48 hours or 28 days if 
acidified  

Nitrite  
(as N)  

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 150 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 48 hours 

Oil and Grease 
(HEM) 

mg/L 

1-L glass jar (w/Teflon 
lined lid and rinsed with 
hexane or methylene 

chloride) 

1000 mL 

Preserve to pH <2 with 
~2 mL of conc. H2SO4 

Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 

28 days 

Organic Carbon 
(Total)  

mg/L 40-mL glass vial 40 mL 

Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark. If analysis is to 

occur more than two 
hours after sampling, 

acidify (pH < 2) with HCl 
or H2SO4. 

28 days 
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Table B1: Sampling and Preservation - Conventionals in Water (continued) 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Volume

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Organic Carbon 
(Dissolved)  

mg/L 40-mL glass vial 40 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 28 days 

Orthophosphate 
(Total, as P)  

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 150 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 48 hours 

Orthophosphate 
(Dissolved, as P) 
Soluble Reactive 
Phosphorus  

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 150 mL 
Filter within 15 minutes 

of collection; Cool to 6 ◦C 
and store in the dark 

48 hours 

Perchlorate μg/L Plastic or glass 300 mL Protect from temperature 
extremes 28 days 

Phenols mg/L 1-L glass jar w/ Teflon 
lined lid 1000 mL 

Preserve to pH <2 with 
~2 mL of concentrated 

H2SO4; Cool to 6 ◦C and 
store in the dark 

Samples must be extracted 
within 7 days of collection, 

and analyzed within 28 days 
of extraction.   

 

Phosphorus 
 (Total, as P) 

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 300 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 28 days 

Phosphorus 
(Dissolved, as P) 

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 300 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 28 days 

Potassium mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 600 mL Acidify with (1+1) HNO3 
to pH <2 6 months  

Silica  mg/L 

Only plastic apparatus 
should be used when 
the determinations of 
boron and silica are 

critical.  

300 mL Acidify with (1+1) HNO3 
to pH <2.  6 months 

Specific 
Conductivity 

μS/cm Polyethylene Bottles 500 mL 

Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark If analysis is not 

completed within 24 
hours of sample 

collection, sample should 
be filtered through a 0.45 
micron filter and stored in 

the dark at 6 °C.  

28 days 
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Table B1: Sampling and Preservation - Conventionals in Water (continued) 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Volume

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Sulfate mg/L Polyethylene Bottles 300 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 28 days 

Sodium mg/L 

Polyethylene Bottles 
Glass or plastic filtering 

apparatus are 
recommended to avoid 
possible contamination.  

600 mL Acidify with (1+1) HNO3 
to pH <2.  6 months  

Turbidity NTU Polyethylene Bottles 300 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 48 hours 
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Table B2: Sampling and Preservation - Conventionals in Water - Solids 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Fixed & 
Volatile 
Dissolved 
Solids  
(500-550 ◦C) 

mg/L Please refer to 
method. None Specified 

Refrigeration or icing to 
6°C, to minimize 
microbiological 

decomposition of solids is 
recommended. 

24 hours, maximum 7 days 

Suspended 
Sediment 
Concentration 

mg/L 
125-mL amber glass 
jar or Polyethylene 

Bottles* 
125 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 

the dark 7 days 

Total 
Dissolved 
Solids 

mg/L Polyethylene Bottles* 1000 mL Cool to 6 ◦C and store in 
the dark 7 days 

Total 
Suspended 
Solids 
(103-105 ◦C) 

mg/L 
500-mL amber glass 
jar or Polyethylene 

Bottles* 
1000 mL 

Refrigeration or icing to 
6°C, to minimize 
microbiological 

decomposition of solids, 
is recommended. 

7 days 

Volatile 
Suspended 
Solids 

mg/L Please refer to 
method. None Specified 

Refrigeration or icing to 
6°C, to minimize 
microbiological 

decomposition of solids is 
recommended.  

Analysis must begin as soon as 
possible.  
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Table B3: Sampling and Preservation - Conventionals in Water - Pathogens 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

 Required Holding 
Time 

 
E. Coli 

MPN/100 
mL 

Factory-sealed, pre-
sterilized, disposable 
Whirlpak bags or 125 
mL sterile plastic (high 
density polyethylene or 

polypropylene) 
container 

100 mL 

Sodium thiosulfate is 
pre-added to the 
containers in the 

laboratory (chlorine 
elimination). 

Cool to 6 ◦C in the 
dark. 

24 hours (6 hours for regulatory 
data)   

Enterococcus colonies/100 
mL 

Factory-sealed, pre-
sterilized, disposable 
Whirlpak bags or 125 
mL sterile plastic (high 
density polyethylene or 

polypropylene) 
container 

100 mL 

Sodium thiosulfate is 
pre-added to the 
containers in the 

laboratory (chlorine 
elimination). 

Cool to 6 ◦C in the 
dark. 

24 hours (6 hours for regulatory 
data) 

Fecal Coliform MPN/100 
mL 

Factory-sealed, pre-
sterilized, disposable 
Whirlpak bags or 125 
mL sterile plastic (high 
density polyethylene or 

polypropylene) 
container 

100 mL 

Sodium thiosulfate is 
pre-added to the 
containers in the 

laboratory (chlorine 
elimination). 

Cool to 6 ◦C in the 
dark. 

24 hours (6 hours for regulatory 
data) 

Total Coliform MPN/100 
mL 

Factory-sealed, pre-
sterilized, disposable 
Whirlpak bags or 125 
mL sterile plastic (high 
density polyethylene or 

polypropylene) 
container 

100 mL 

Sodium thiosulfate is 
pre-added to the 
containers in the 

laboratory (chlorine 
elimination). 

Cool to 6 ◦C in the 
dark. 

24 hours (6 hours for regulatory 
data) 

Streptococcus MPN/100 
mL 

Factory-sealed, pre-
sterilized, disposable 
Whirlpak bags or 125 
mL sterile plastic (high 
density polyethylene or 

polypropylene) 
container 

100 mL 

Sodium thiosulfate is 
pre-added to the 
containers in the 

laboratory (chlorine 
elimination). 

Cool to 6 ◦C in the 
dark. 

24 hours (6 hours for regulatory 
data) 
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Table B4: Sampling and Preservation - Conventionals in Sediment  

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Volume

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Sediment Grain 
Size Analysis 

% fines, 
gravel, sand, 
silt, and clay 
(Wentworth 

scale) 

125-mL clear glass jar; 
pre-cleaned** 125 mL 

Cool to 6 ◦C in the dark 
up to 28 days. Do not 

freeze 
Please refer to method 

Sediment Total 
Organic Carbon 

%OC (dry 
weight) 

125-mL clear glass jar; 
pre-cleaned* 125 mL Cool to 6 ◦C in the dark 

up to 28 days** Please refer to method 

 Moisture %  125-mL to 250-mL clear 
glass jar; pre-cleaned* 200 g*** 

Please refer to the 
method associated with 

the target analyte or 
parameter 

Please refer to the 
method associated 

with the target 
analyte or 
parameter 

*Sediment samples for TOC and grain size analysis can be combined in one 250-mL clear glass jar, and sub-sampled at the 
laboratory in order to utilize holding time differences for the two analyses. If this is done, the 250 mL combined sediment sample 
must be refrigerated only (not frozen) at 6 ◦C for up to 28 days, during which time the sub-samples must be aliquoted in order to 
comply with separate storage requirements (as shown above). 

**Sediment samples for sediment TOC analysis can be held at 6 ◦C for up to 28 days, and must be analyzed within this 28 day 
period, but can be frozen at any time during the initial 28 days, for up to 1 year maximum at -20 ◦C. 

***Split taken from sample for chemistry analyses 
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Table B5: Sampling and Preservation - Conventionals in Tissue 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume* 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Lipids % 125-mL to 250-mL clear 
glass jar; pre-cleaned** 200 g 

Please refer to the 
method associated with 

the target analyte 

Please refer to the 
method associated 

with the target 
analyte 

Moisture %  125-mL to 250-mL clear 
glass jar; pre-cleaned** 200 g 

Please refer to the 
method associated with 

the target analyte 

Please refer to the 
method associated 

with the target 
analyte 

*Split taken from sample for chemistry analyses 
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Table B6: Sampling and Preservation - Inorganic Analytes in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Copper 
Lead 
Manganese 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Zinc 

(Total) 

μg/L 60-mL acid-cleaned 
polyethylene bottle 60 mL 

Cool to 6 ◦C in the dark; 
Acidify to pH<2 with pre-
tested HNO3 within 48 

hours 

6 months at room 
temperature following 

acidification 

Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Copper 
Lead 
Manganese 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Zinc 

(Dissolved) 

μg/L 60-mL acid-cleaned 
polyethylene bottle 60 mL 

Filter within 15 minutes 
of collection; Cool to 6 ◦C 

in the dark; Acidify to 
pH<2 with pre-tested 
HNO3 within 48 hours 

6 months at room 
temperature after 
filtration and/or 

acidification 

Mercury  
(Total) 

ng/L 250-mL glass or acid-
cleaned Teflon bottle 250 mL 

Cool to 6 ◦C in the dark; 
Acidify to 0.5% with pre-

tested HCl within 48 
hours 

6 months at room 
temperature following 

acidification 

Mercury 
(Dissolved) 

ng/L 250-mL glass or acid-
cleaned Teflon bottle 250 mL 

Filter within 15 minutes 
of collection; Cool to 6 ◦C 

in the dark; Acidify to 
0.5% with pre-tested HCl 

within 48 hours 

6 months at room 
temperature after 
filtration and/or 

acidification 

Methylmercury 
(Total) 

ng/L 250-mL glass or acid-
cleaned Teflon bottle 250 mL 

Cool to 6 ◦C in the dark; 
Acidify to 0.5% with pre-

tested HCl within 48 
hours; If salinity is >0.5 
ppt, acidify with H2SO4 

6 months at room 
temperature following 

acidification 

Methylmercury 
(Dissolved) 

ng/L 250-mL glass or acid-
cleaned Teflon bottle 250 mL 

Cool to 6 ◦C in the dark; 
Filter and acidify to 0.5% 

with pre-tested HCl 
within 48 hours. If salinity 
is >0.5 ppt, acidify with 

H2SO4 

6 months at room 
temperature after 
filtration and/or 

acidification 

Hexavalent 
Chromium (Filtered) 

μg/L 600-mL polyethylene 
or glass bottle 600 mL Cool to 6 ◦C in the dark 24 hours, must notify 

lab in advance 
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Table B7: Sampling and Preservation - Inorganic Analytes in Sediment 

Analyte Units  
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Copper 
Lead 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Zinc 

mg/kg 
60-mL I-Chem 300 or 200 
series clear glass jar with 

Teflon lid-liner  
100 g Cool to 6 ◦C and in the 

dark  

1 year at -20 ◦C; 
Samples must be 
analyzed within 14 

days of collection or 
thawing. 

Methylmercury 
mg/kg 

60-mL I-Chem 300 or 200 
series clear glass jar with 

Teflon lid-liner  
100 g Freeze to ≤-20 °C 

immediately 1 year 
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Table B8: Sampling and Preservation - Inorganic Analytes in Tissue 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation* 

Required 
Holding 

Time 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Cadmium 
Chromium 
Copper 
Lead 
Manganese 
Nickel 
Selenium 
Silver 
Zinc 

μg/g 

Polyethylene bags, Teflon sheets in 
Ziplock bags, or  I-Chem 300 or 200 
series clear  glass jars with Teflon 

lined lids; acid-cleaned polyethylene 
jars if only sampling for trace metals 

20-50 g 
Cool to 6 °C within 24 
hours, then freeze to 

≤-20 °C 
1 year at -20 °C;  

Mercury μg/g Teflon sheets in Ziplock bags, or 
glass jars with Teflon lined lids 20-50 g 

Cool to 6 °C within 24 
hours, then freeze to 

≤-20 °C 
1 year at -20 °C;  

Methylmercury μg/g Teflon sheets in Ziplock bags, or 
glass jars with Teflon lined lids 20-50 g 

Cool to 6 °C within 24 
hours, then freeze to 

≤-20 °C 
1 year at -20 °C;  

*Fish to be reported in wet weight; all other tissues to be reported in dry weight
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Table B9: Sampling and Preservation - Volatile Organic Compounds in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding 

Time 
1,1-Dichloroethane 
1,1-Dichloroethylene 
1,1-Dichloropropene 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane (DBCP) 
1,2-Dibromoethane 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
1,2-Dichloroethane 
1,2-Dichloropropane 
1,2-cis-Dichloroethylene 
1,2-trans-Dichloroethylene 
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
1,3-Dichloropropane 
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 
2-Chlorotoluene 
2,2-Dichloropropane 
4-Chlorotoluene 
Benzene 
Bromobenzene 
Bromochloromethane 
Bromodichloromethane 
Bromoform 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chlorobenzene 
Chloroform 
Dibromochloromethane 
Dibromomethane 
Ethylbenzene 
Fluorobenzene 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE) 
m/p-Xylene 
Naphthalene 
n-Butylbenzene 
n-Propylbenzene 
o-Xylene   
p-Isopropyltoluene 
sec-Butylbenzene 
tert-Butylbenzene 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethylene 
Xylene, total 
 

ug/L 40-mL VOA vials 120 mL (three VOA 
vials) 

All vials are pre-
acidified (50% HCl 
or H2SO4) at lab 
before sampling.  

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark. 

14 days at 6 
°C, dark, and 

pH< 2; 
7 days at 6 °C, 
dark, for non-

acidified 

Recommended Surrogate (% Recovery) 

4-Bromofluorobenzene, Chlorobenzene-d5, Dibromofluoromethane, Toluene-d8 
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Table B10: Sampling and Preservation - Volatile Organic Compounds in Sediment 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding 

Time 
1,1-Dichloroethane 
1,1-Dichloroethylene 
1,1-Dichloropropene 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane, (DBCP) 
1,2-Dibromomethane 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
1,2-Dichloroethane 
1,2-Dichloropropane 
1,2-cis-Dichloroethylene 
1,2-trans-Dichloroethylene 
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
1,3-Dichloropropane 
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 
2-Chlorotoluene 
2,2-Dichloropropane 
4-Chlorotoluene 
Benzene 
Bromobenzene 
Bromochloromethane 
Bromodichloromethane 
Bromoform 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chlorobenzene 
Chloroform 
Dibromochloromethane 
Dibromomethane 
Ethylbenzene 
Fluorobenzene 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE) 
m/p-Xylene 
n-Butylbenzene 
n-Propylbenzene 
Naphthalene 
o-Xylene 
p-Isopropyltoluene 
sec-Butylbenzene  
tert-Butylbenzene  
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethylene 
Xylene, total 

ng/g 

250-mL I-Chem 300-
series amber glass 
jar with Teflon lid-
liner; Pre-cleaned. 

200 g 
 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark 

1 year at -20 
°C; Samples 

must be 
analyzed 
within 14 
days of 

collection or 
thawing. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

1,2-Dichloromethane-d4, 4-Bromofluorobenzene, Chlorobenzene-d5, Dibromofluoromethane, Toluene-d8 
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Table B11: Sampling and Preservation - Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds* in 
Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 
2-Chloronaphthalene 
2-Chlorophenol 
2-Methylnaphthalene 
2-Methylphenol 
2-Nitroaniline 
2-Nitrophenol 
2,4-Dichlorophenol 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 
2,4-Dinitrophenol 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
3-Nitroaniline 
3,4-Methylphenol 
4-Bromophenylphenylether 
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 
4-Chloroaniline 
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 
4-Nitroaniline 
4-Nitrophenol 
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 
Butyl benzyl phthalate 
Carbazole 
Dibenzofuran 
Diethyl phthalate 
Dimethyl phthalate 
Di-n-butyl phthalate 
Di-n-octyl phthalate 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Hexachlorobutadiene 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
Hexachloroethane 
Isophorone 
Nitrobenzene 
n-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 
Pentachlorophenol 
Phenol 
Xylene, total 

μg/L 

1000-mL I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL (Each 
sample type requires a 

separate 1000-mL 
container) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark. 

 

Samples must be 
extracted within 7 
days of collection 

and analyzed within 
40 days of 
extraction. 

Recommended Surrogate (% Recovery) 

2-Fluorobiphenyl, 2-Fluorophenol, 2,4,6-Tribromophenol, Nitrobenzene-d5, Phenol-d6, Terphenyl-d14 

*Information on polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons may be found in Table B16.
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Table B12: Sampling and Preservation - Semi-Volatile Organic Compounds in 
Sediment 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
2-Chloronaphthalene 
2-Chlorophenol 
2-Nitroaniline 
2-Nitrophenol 
2,4-Dichlorophenol 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 
2,4-Dinitrophenol 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
3-Nitroaniline 
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 
4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 
4-Chloroaniline 
4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 
4-Nitroaniline 
4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Anthracene 
Benz[a]anthracene 
Benzo[a]pyrene 
Benzo[b]fluoranthene 
Benzo[g,h,i]perylene 
Benzo[k]fluoranthene 
Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 
Bis(2-chloroisopropyl)ether 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 
Carbazole 
Chrysene 
Dibenzofuran 
Diethyl phthalate 
Dimethyl phthalate 
Di-n-butyl phthalate 
Naphthalene 
Nitrobenzene 
n-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 
Pentachlorophenol 
Phenanthrene 
Phenol 
Pyrene 
Xylene, total 

ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

200 g Cool to 6 °C in the dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 
days of collection or 

thawing and analyzed 
within 40 days of 

extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

2-Fluorobiphenyl, 2-Fluorophenol, 2,4,6-Tribromophenol, Nitrobenzene-d5, Phenol-d6, Terphenyl-d14 
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Table B13: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Polychlorinated Biphenyls as Congeners/Aroclor) in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Volume

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

PCB 5 
PCB 8 
PCB 15 
PCB 18 
PCB 27 
PCB 28 
PCB 29 
PCB 31 
PCB 33 
PCB 44 
PCB 49 
PCB 52 
PCB 56 
PCB 60 
PCB 66 
PCB 70 
PCB 74 
PCB 87 
PCB 137 
PCB 138 
PCB 141 
PCB 149 
PCB 151 
PCB 153 
PCB 156 
PCB 157 
PCB 158 
PCB 170 
PCB 174 
PCB 177 
PCB 180 
PCB 183 
PCB 187 
PCB 189 
PCB 194 
PCB 195 
PCB 200 
PCB 201 
PCB 203 
PCB 206 
PCB 209 
Aroclor 1248 
Aroclor 1254 
Aroclor 1260 

μg/L 
1000-mL I-Chem 200-

Series amber glass 
bottle, with Teflon lid-liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to 6 °C in the dark.  

Samples must be 
extracted within 7 days 

of collection and 
analyzed within 40 days 

of extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

PCB 209 
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Table B14: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Polychlorinated Biphenyls as Congeners/Aroclor) in Sediment 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time

PCB 8 
PCB 18 
PCB 27 
PCB 28 
PCB 29 
PCB 31 
PCB 33 
PCB 44 
PCB 49 
PCB 52 
PCB 56 
PCB 60 
PCB 66 
 
PCB 70 
PCB 74 
PCB 87 
PCB 95 
PCB 97 
PCB 99 
PCB 101 
PCB 105 
PCB 110 
PCB 114 
PCB 118 
PCB 128 
PCB 137 
PCB 138 
PCB 141 
PCB 149 
PCB 151 
PCB 153 
PCB 156 
PCB 157 
PCB 158 
PCB 170 
PCB 174 
PCB 177 
PCB 180 
PCB 183 
PCB 187 
PCB 189 
PCB 194 
PCB 195 
PCB 200 
PCB 201 
PCB 203 
PCB 206 
PCB 209 
Aroclor 1248 
Aroclor 1254 
Aroclor 1260 

ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series amber 
glass jar with Teflon lid 

liner 

500 g 
(two jars) Cool to 6 °C in the dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 
days of collection or 

thawing and 
analyzed within 40 
days of extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

PCB 207 
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Table B15: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Polychlorinated Biphenyl Congeners/Aroclor) in Tissue 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended  
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time

PCB 8 
PCB 18 
PCB 27 
PCB 28 
PCB 29 
PCB 31 
PCB 33 
PCB 44 
PCB 49 
PCB 52 
PCB 56 
PCB 60 
PCB 66 
PCB 70 
PCB 74 
PCB 87 
PCB 95 
PCB 97 
PCB 99 
PCB 101 
PCB 105 
PCB 110 
PCB 114 
PCB 118 
PCB 128 
PCB 137 
PCB 138 
PCB 141 
PCB 149 
PCB 151 
PCB 153 
PCB 156 
PCB 157 
PCB 158 
PCB 170 
PCB 174 
PCB 177 
PCB 180 
PCB 183 
PCB 187 
PCB 189 
PCB 194 
PCB 195 
PCB 200 
PCB 201 
PCB 203 
PCB 206 
PCB 209 
Arochlor 1248 
Arochlor 1254 
Arochlor 1260 

ng/g 
Polyethylene bags (Teflon 

sheets in zip bags) or glass 
jars with Teflon lids 

200 g Cool to 6 °C 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 
days of collection or 

thawing and 
analyzed within 40 
days of extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

PCB 207 
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Table B16: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding 

Time 
1-Methylfluorene 
1-Methylnaphthalene 
1-Methylphenanthrene 
2-Methylfluoranthene 
2-Methylnaphthalene  
2,3,5-Trimethylnaphthalene 
2,6-Dimethylnaphthalene 
3,6-Dimethylphenanthrene 
4-Methyldibenzothiophene 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Anthracene 
Benz(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(e)pyrene 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
C1-Chrysenes 
C1-Dibenzothiophenes 
C1-Fluorenes 
C1-Fluoranthene/ Pyrenes 
C1-Naphthalenes 
C1-Phenanthrene/ Anthracene 
C2-Chrysenes 
C2-Dibenzothiophenes 
C2-Fluorenes 
C2-Naphthalenes 
C2-Phenanthrene/Anthracene 
C3-Chrysenes 
C3-Dibenzothiophenes 
C3-Fluorenes 
C3-Naphthalenes 
C3-Phenanthrene/ Anthracene 
C4-Naphthalenes 
C4-Phenanthrene/ Anthracene 
Chrysenes 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzothiophene 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene 
Naphthalene 
Perylene 
Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 

μg/L 
1000-mL I-Chem 200-

Series amber glass bottle, 
with Teflon lid-liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes require 
additional sample 

bottles) 

Cool to 6 °C in the dark.  

Samples must 
be extracted 

within 7 days of 
collection and 

analyzed within 
40 days of 
extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

Acenaphthene-d10, Benz(a)anthracene-D12, Benzo(g,h,i)perylene-D12, Biphenyl-D10, Naphthalene-d8, Perylene-d12, 
Phenanthrene-d10, Pyrene-d10 
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Table B17: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Sediment 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding 

Time 
1-Methylfluorene 
1-Methylnaphthalene 
1-Methylphenanthrene 
2-Methylfluoranthene 
2-Methylnaphthalene 
2,3,5-Trimethylnaphthalene 
2,6-Dimethylnaphthalene 
3,6-Dimethylphenanthrene 
4-Methyldibenzothiophene 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Anthracene 
Benz(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(e)pyrene 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
Chrysene 
C1-Chrysenes 
C1-Dibenzothiophenes 
C1-Fluorenes 
C1-Fluoranthene/ Pyrenes 
C1-Naphthalenes 
C1-Phenanthrene/ Anthracene 
C2-Chrysenes 
C2-Dibenzothiophenes 
C2-Fluorenes 
C2-Naphthalenes 
C2-Phenanthrene/ Anthracene 
C3-Chrysenes 
C3-Dibenzothiophenes 
C3-Fluorenes 
C3-Naphthalenes 
C3-Phenanthrene/ Anthracene 
C4-Phenanthrene/ Anthracene 
C4-Naphthalenes 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzothiophene 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene 
Naphthalene 
Perylene 
Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 

ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

500 g 
(two jars) Cool to 6 °C in the dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 
extracted within 

14 days of 
collection or 
thawing and 

analyzed within 
40 days of 
extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates  (% Recovery) 

Acenaphthene-d10, Benz(a)anthracene-D12, Benzo(g,h,i)perylene-D12, Biphenyl-D10, Naphthalene-d8, Perylene-d12, 
Phenanthrene-d10, Pyrene-d10 
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Table B18: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons) in Tissue 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding 

Time 
1-Methylfluorene 
1-Methylnaphthalene 
1-Methylphenanthrene 
2-Methylfluoranthene 
2-Methylnaphthalene 
2,3,5-Trimethylnaphthalene 
2,6-Dimethylnaphthalene 
3,6-Dimethylphenanthrene 
4-Methyldibenzothiophene 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Anthracene 
Benz(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(e)pyrene 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
C1-Chrysenes 
C1-Dibenzothiophenes 
C1 Fluoranthene/ Pyrenes 
C1-Fluorenes 
C1-Naphthalenes 
C1-Phenanthrene/ 
Anthracene 
C2-Chrysenes 
C2-Dibenzothiophenes 
C2-Fluorenes 
C2-Naphthalenes 
C2-Phenanthrene/ 
Anthracene 
C3-Chrysenes 
C3-Dibenzothiophenes 
C3-Fluorenes 
C3-Naphthalenes 
C3-Phenanthrene/ 
Anthracene 
C4-Naphthalenes 
C4-Phenanthrene/ 
Anthracene 
Chrysene 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzothiophene 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene 
Naphthalene 
Perylene 
Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 

ng/g 

Polyethylene bags 
(Teflon sheets in zip 

bags) or glass jars with 
Teflon lids 

200 g Cool to 6 °C 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 
days of collection or 

thawing and 
analyzed within 40 
days of extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

Acenaphthene-d10, Benz(a)anthracene-D12, Benzo(g,h,i)perylene-D12, Biphenyl-D10, Naphthalene-d8, Perylene-d12, 
Phenanthrene-d10, Pyrene-d10 
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Table B19: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Organochlorine Pesticides) in Water 

Analyte Units
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Aldrin 
cis-Chlordane 
trans-Chlordane 
Chlordene 
Dacthal 
DDD (o,p') 
DDD (p,p') 
DDE  (o,p') 
DDE (p,p') 
DDMU (p,p') 
DDT (o,p') 
DDT (p,p') 
Dieldrin 
Endosulfan I 
Endosulfan II 
Endosulfan sulfate 
Endrin 
Endrin Aldehyde 
Endrin Ketone 
Alpha-HCH  
Beta-HCH  
Delta-HCH 
Gamma-HCH 
Heptachlor 
Heptachlor epoxide 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Methoxychlor 
Mirex 
cis-Nonachlor 
trans-Nonachlor 
Oxadiazon 
Oxychlordane 
Tedion 
Toxaphene 

μg/L 

1000-mL I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to ≤6 °C in the 
dark; pH 5-9.  

Samples must be 
extracted within 7 days of 
collection and analyzed 

within 40 days of 
extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

Dibromoocta-fluorobiphenyl 
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Table B20: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Organochlorine Pesticides) in Sediment  

Analyte Units
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Aldrin  
cis-Chlordane 
trans-Chlordane 
Dacthal 
DDD (o,p') 
DDD (p,p') 
DDE (o,p') 
DDE (p,p') 
DDMU (p,p') 
DDT (o,p') 
DDT (p,p') 
Dieldrin 
Endosulfan I 
Endosulfan II 
Endosulfan sulfate 
Endrin 
Alpha-HCH 
Beta-HCH   
Delta-HCH 
Gamma-HCH 
Heptachlor 
Heptachlor epoxide 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Methoxychlor 
Mirex 
Nonachlor, cis 
Nonachlor, trans 
Oxadiazon 
Oxychlordane 
Tedion 
Toxaphene 

ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

500 g 
(two jars) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark 

1 year at -20 °C; Samples 
must be extracted within 
14 days of collection or 
thawing and analyzed 

within 40 days of 
extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

PCB 207, Dibromooctafluorobiphenyl, DDD (p,p’), DBCE 
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Table B21: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Organochlorine Pesticides) in Tissue 

Analyte Units
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Aldrin  
cis-Chlordane 
trans-Chlordane 
Dacthal 
DDD (o,p') 
DDD (p,p') 
DDE (o,p') 
DDE (p,p') 
DDMU ( p,p') 
DDT (o,p') 
DDT (p,p') 
Dieldrin 
Endosulfan I 
Endosulfan II 
Endosulfan sulfate 
Endosulfan sulfate 
Endrin 
Alpha-HCH 
Beta-HCH   
Gamma-HCH 
Heptachlor 
Heptachlor  
epoxide 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Methoxychlor 
Mirex 
cis-Nonachlor 
trans-Nonachlor 
Oxadiazon 
Oxychlordane 
Tedion 
Toxaphene 

ng/g 

Polyethylene bags 
(Teflon sheets in zip 

bags) or glass jars with 
Teflon lids 

200 g Cool to 6 °C 

1 year at -20 °C; Samples 
must be extracted within 
14 days of collection or 
thawing and analyzed 

within 40 days of 
extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

PCB 207, Dibromoocta fluorobiphenyl, DDD (p,p’), DBCE 
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Table B22: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Wastewater Organochlorine Pesticides) in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Chlorothalonil 
PCNB 

ug/L 

1000-mL I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to ≤6 °C in the 
dark; pH 5-9.  

Samples must be 
extracted within 7 days of 
collection and analyzed 

within 40 days of 
extraction. 
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Table B23: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Wastewater Organochlorine Pesticides) in Sediment 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Chlorothalonil ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

500 g 
(two jars) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 days 
of collection or thawing 
and analyzed within 40 

days of extraction. 

PCNB ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

500 g 
(two jars) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 days 
of collection or thawing 
and analyzed within 40 

days of extraction. 
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Table B24: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Organophosphate Pesticides) in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Aspon 
Azinphos ethyl 
Carbophenothion 
Chlorfenvinphos 
Chlorpyrifos 
Chlorpyrifos 
methyl 
Ciodrin 
Coumaphos 
Demeton-S 
Diazinon 
Naled 
Dichlofenthion 
Dichlorvos 
Dicrotophos 
Dimethoate 
Dioxathion 
Disulfoton 
Ethion 
Famphur 
Fenchlorophos 
Fenitrothion 
Fensulfothion 
Fenthion 
Fonofos 
Azinphos methyl 
Leptophos 
Malathion 
Methidathion 
Parathion, ethyl 
Parathion, methyl 
Molinate 
Phorate 
Mevinphos 
Phosmet 
Phosphamidon 
Ethoprop 
Sulfotep 
Bolstar 
Terbufos 
Tetrachlorvinphos 
Thiobencarb 
Thionazin 
Tokuthion 
Merphos 
Trichlorfon 
Trichloronate 

μg/L 

1000-mL I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to ≤6 °C in the 
dark; pH 5-9.  

Samples must be extracted 
within 7 days of collection 

and analyzed within 40 
days of extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

Triphenyl phosphate 
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Table B25: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Organophosphate Pesticides) in Sediment 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Chlorpyrifos 
Chlorpyrifos methyl 
Diazinon 
Dichlofenthion 
Dieldrin 
Dioxathion 
Ethion 
Fecnchlorphos 
Fenitrothion 
Fonofos 
Malathion 
Parathion, ethyl 
Parathion, methyl 
Phosphamidon 
Ethoprop 
Sulfotep 
Thionzion 
Tokuthion 
Merphos 
Trichloronate 

ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

500 g 
(two jars) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 
days of collection or 

thawing and analyzed 
within 40 days of 

extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

Triphenyl phosphate 
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Table B26: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Organophosphate Pesticides) in Tissue  

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Chlorpyrifos 
Chlorpyrifos 
Methyl 
Diazinon 
Dichlofenthion 
Dioxathion 
Ethion 
Fenchchlorphos 
Fenitrothion 
Fenofos 
Malathion 
Parathion, Ethyl 
Parathion, 
Methyl 
Phosphamidon 
Ethoprop 
Sulfotep 
Thionazin 
Tokuthion 
Merphos 
Trichloronate 

ng/g 

Polyethylene bags 
(Teflon sheets in zip 

bags) or glass jars with 
Teflon lids 

200 g Cool to 6 °C 

1 year at -20 °C; Samples 
must be extracted within 14 
days of collection or thawing 
and analyzed within 40 days 

of extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

Triphenyl phosphate 
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Table B27: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds (Diesel 
Range Organics) in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Diesel Range 
Organics 

ug/L 

1000-mL  I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark.  

Samples must be extracted 
within 7 days of collection 

and analyzed within 40 
days of extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

σ - Terphenyl 
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Table B28: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds (Diesel 
Range Organics) in Sediment  

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Diesel Range 
Organics 

ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

500 g 
(two jars) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 days 
of collection or thawing 
and analyzed within 40 

days of extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

Σ - Terphenyl 
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Table B29: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Pyrethroids/Pyrethrins) in Water  

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Volume

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding 

Time 
Bifenthrin 
Cyfluthrin, Total 
Cypermethrin, Total 
Deltamethrin 
Esfenvalerate/ Fenvalerate, 
Total 
lambda-Cyhalothrin, Total 
cis-Permethrin 
trans-Permethrin 

ug/L 

1000-mL I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to 6 °C in the dark.  

Samples must 
be extracted 

within 7 days of 
collection and 

analyzed within 
40 days of 
extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

Dibromoocta-fluorobiphenyl 
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Table B30: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Pyrethroids/Pyrethrins) in Sediment 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding 

Time 
Bifentrhin 
Cyfluthrin, Total 
Cypermethrin, Total 
Deltamethrin, Total 
Esfenvalerate/ Fenvalerate, 
Total 
Lambda-cyhalothrin, Total  
cis-Permethrin 
trans-Permethrin 

ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

500 g 
(two jars) Cool to 6 °C in the dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must 
be extracted 

within 14 days 
of collection or 
thawing and 

analyzed within 
40 days of 
extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

Dibromooctafluorobiphenyl 
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Table B31: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds (Phenols) 
in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Pentachloro-
phenol 

ug/L 

1000-mL I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to ≤6 °C in the 
dark; pH 5-9.  

Samples must be 
extracted within 7 days of 
collection and analyzed 

within 40 days of 
extraction. 

2,3,5,6-
Tetrachlorophenol 

ug/L 

1000-mL I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark.  

Samples must be 
extracted within 7 days of 
collection and analyzed 

within 40 days of 
extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

2,4,6-Trimethylphenol 
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Table B32: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Glyphosate) in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Glyphosate ug/L 

1000-mL I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark.  

6 months at -20 °C; 
Samples must be analyzed 
within 7 days of collection 

or thawing 

AMPA ug/L 

1000-mL I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark.  

6 months at -20 °C; 
Samples must be analyzed 
within 7 days of collection 

or thawing 
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Table B33: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Surfactants) in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Nonlyphenol 
Nonylphenol-ethoxylate 

ug/L 

1000-mL  I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to 6 °C in the dark.  

Samples must be 
extracted within 7 

days of collection and 
analyzed within 40 
days of extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

2,4,6-Trimethylphenol 
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Table B34: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Surfactants) in Sediment 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation* 

Required 
Holding Time 

Nonylphenol 
Nonylphenol-ethoxylate 

ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

500 g 
(two jars) Cool to 6 °C in the dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 
days of collection or 

thawing and analyzed 
within 40 days of 

extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

2,4,6-Trimethylphenol 

*Unless otherwise specified by method 
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Table B35: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Surfactants) in Tissue 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation* 

Required 
Holding Time 

Nonylphenol 
Nonylphenol-ethoxylate 

ng/g 

Polyethylene bags 
(Teflon sheets in zip 

bags) or glass jars with 
Teflon lids 

200 g Cool to 6 °C in the dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 
days of collection or 

thawing and analyzed 
within 40 days of 

extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

2,4,6-Trimethylphenol 

*Unless otherwise specified by method 
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Table B36: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Carbamate Pesticides) in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Aldicarb 
Captan 
Carbaryl 
Carbofuran 
Diuron 
Linuron 
Methiocarb 
Methomyl 

ug/L 

1000-mL I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to ≤6 °C in the 
dark; pH 5-9.  

Samples must be extracted 
within 7 days of collection 

and analyzed within 40 
days of extraction. 
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Table B37: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Triazines) in Water 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 

Recommended 
Sample 
Volume 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Ametryn 
Atraton 
Atrazine 
Prometon 
Prometryn 
Propazine 
Secbumeton 
Simazine 
Simetryn 
Terbuthylazine 
Terbutryn 

ug/L 

1000-mL I-Chem 200-
Series amber glass 

bottle, with Teflon lid-
liner 

1000 mL/per individual 
analyses (QC samples 

or other analytes 
require additional 
sample bottles) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark.  

Samples must be extracted 
within 7 days of collection 

and analyzed within 40 
days of extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

Triphenyl phosphate 
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Table B38: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Organotins) in Sediment 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

Dibutyltin ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

500 g 
(two jars) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 days 
of collection or thawing 
and analyzed within 40 

days of extraction. 

Tributlytin ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

500 g 
(two jars) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 days 
of collection or thawing 
and analyzed within 40 

days of extraction. 
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Table B39: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Organotins) in Tissue 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

Dibutyltin ng/g 

Polyethylene bags 
(Teflon sheets in zip 

bags) or glass jars with 
Teflon lids 

200 g Cool to 6 °C 

1 year at -20 °C; Samples must 
be extracted within 14 days of 

collection or thawing and 
analyzed within 40 days of 

extraction. 

Tributlytin ng/g 

Polyethylene bags 
(Teflon sheets in zip 

bags) or glass jars with 
Teflon lids 

200 g Cool to 6 °C 

1 year at -20 °C; Samples must 
be extracted within 14 days of 

collection or thawing and 
analyzed within 40 days of 

extraction. 
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Table B40: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Polybrominated Diphenyl Ethers) in Sediment 

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required 
Holding Time 

PBDE 17 
PBDE 28 
PBDE 47 
PBDE 66 
PBDE 85 
PBDE 99 
PBDE 100 
PBDE 138 
PBDE 153 
PBDE 154 
PBDE 183 
PBDE 190 

ng/g 

Pre-cleaned 250-mL I-
Chem 300 Series 

amber glass jar with 
Teflon lid liner 

500 g 
(two jars) 

Cool to 6 °C in the 
dark 

1 year at -20 °C; 
Samples must be 

extracted within 14 days 
of collection or thawing 
and analyzed within 40 

days of extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

DDD (p,p’) 
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Table B41: Sampling and Preservation - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
(Polybrominated Diphenyl Ethers) in Tissue  

Analyte Units 
Recommended 

Container 
Recommended 
Sample Mass 

Recommended 
Preservation 

Required Holding 
Time 

PBDE 17 
PBDE 28 
PBDE 47 
PBDE 66 
PBDE 100 
PBDE 99 
PBDE 85 
PBDE 154 
PBDE 153 
PBDE 138 
PBDE 183 
PBDE 190 

ng/g 

Polyethylene bags 
(Teflon sheets in zip 

bags) or glass jars with 
Teflon lids 

200 g Cool to 6 °C 

1 year at -20 °C; Samples must 
be extracted within 14 days of 

collection or thawing and 
analyzed within 40 days of 

extraction. 

Recommended Surrogates (% Recovery) 

DDD (p,p’) 
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Table B42: Sampling and Preservation - Field Measurementsa 

Water 
Quality 

Parameter 

Points 
Per 

Calibrationb 

Pre-Measurement 
Calibration Adjustment 

Frequency e 

Accuracy Check 
(Post-Calibration 

Check) 
Frequency 

Allowable Drift 
(Measurement 
Accuracy)c, d, e 

Depth 2 n/a Quarterly ± 0.02 or 2% 

Dissolved 
Oxygen 

1 
Before every monitoring 

day (and more often when 
changing elevation) 

After every 
monitoring day or 

next morning 
± 0.5 or 10% 

pH 2 Before every monitoring 
day 

Every evening or next 
morning ± 0.2 

Salinity 2 Per drift rate (instrument-
specific) 

Per drift rate 
(instrument-specific ± 4 or 10% 

Specific 
Conductivity 

2 Per manufacturer’s 
instructions  

Per manufacturer’s 
instructions  ± 4 or 10% 

Temperature 2 n/a Once annually ± 0.5 or 10% 

Total 
Chlorophyll 

Follow 
manufacturer’s 

instructions  

Per manufacturer’s 
instructions  

Per manufacturer’s 
instructions  

Follow manufacturer’s 
instructions 

Turbidity 2 Per manufacturer’s 
instructions  

Per manufacturer’s 
instructions  ± 2 or 10% 

Velocity 
Follow 

manufacturer’s 
instructions  

Per manufacturer’s 
instructions  

Per manufacturer’s 
instructions  

Follow manufacturer’s 
instructions 

a: This table may not include all field analyses. Please refer to method or manufacturer instructions for guidance 
b: Unless otherwise specified by method or manufacturer instructions. 
c: Manufacturers often provide accuracy specifications that relate to the intrinsic capabilities of the instrument. These must not be 
confused with measurement output or drift between two consecutive calibration adjustments.  
d: Unit or percentage, whichever is greater  
e: Recalibration is recommended if an elevation change of 500 feet occurs (especially for Dissolved Oxygen). 
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Appendix C: Reporting Limits 
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Table C1: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Conventionals in Water 

Analyte Water  
(mg/L)* 

Ammonia (as N) 0.1 
Biochemical Oxygen Demand 2 

Boron 0.010 
Chloride 0.25 

Chlorophyll a Pheophytin a 0.002 
Chemical Oxygen Demand (titrametric) 5 

Cyanide not listed 
Dissolved Phosphorus (as P) not listed 

Fluoride 0.123 
Iron 0.02 

Nitrate (as N) 0.01 
Nitrate + Nitrite (as N) 0.1 

Nitrite (as N) 0.01 
Oil and Grease (HEM) 1.4 

Organic Carbon (Dissolved) 0.6 
Organic Carbon (Total) 0.6 
Orthophosphate (as P) 0.01 

Phenols not listed 
Silica 0.1 

Sulfate 1.0 
Specific Conductivity 2.5 μS/cm 

Total Alkalinity (as CaCO3) 1 
Total Calcium 0.05 

Total Hardness (as CaCO3) 1 
Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 0.5 

Total Magnesium 0.02 
Total Phosphorus (as P) not listed 

Total Potassium 0.1 
Total Sodium 0.1 

Turbidity 0.5 ntu 
*Unless otherwise noted 
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Table C2: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Conventionals - Aqueous Solids 

Analyte Solids  
(mg/L) 

Fixed & Volatile Dissolved Solids (500 C) 550 C 5.0 
Suspended Sediment Concentration 0.5 

Total Dissolved Solids 10 
Total Suspended Solids  (103-105 ◦C) 0.5 

Volatile Suspended Solids 1.0 
 

 

Table C3: SWAMP Reporting Limits – Conventionals - Pathogens 

Analyte MPN/100 mL* 
Pathogens – E. Coli 2 

Pathogens – Enterococcus  1 colonies/100 mL 
Pathogens –Fecal Coliform 2 
Pathogens – Total Coliform 2 
Pathogens - Streptococcus not listed 

*Unless otherwise noted 
 

Table C4: SWAMP Reporting Limits – Conventionals - Solids 

Analyte Solids 
Sediment Grain Size Analysis 1% 

Sediment Total Organic Carbon 0.01% OC 
%Moisture n/a 

%Lipids n/a 
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Table C5: SWAMP Reporting Limits – Inorganic Analytes 

Analyte Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(mg/kg) 

Tissue  
(mg/kg) 

Aluminum 0.3 0.3 0.3 
Arsenic 0.3 0.3 0.3 

Cadmium 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Chromium 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Copper 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Lead 0.01 0.01 0.01 

Manganese 0.01 0.01 0.01 
Mercury 0.0002 0.03 0.03 

Methylmercury 0.00005 0.00002 0.0100 
Nickel 0.02 0.02 0.02 

Selenium 0.30  0.10 0.30 
Silver 0.02 0.02 0.02 
Zinc 0.10 0.10 0.10 
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Table C6: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Volatile Organics 

Analyte Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(mg/kg) 

1,1-Dichloroethane 
1,1-Dichloroethylene 
1,1-Dichloropropene 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 

1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 

1,2 -Dibromoethane 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
1,2-Dichloroethane 

1,2-Dichloropropane 
1,2-cis-Dichloroethylene 

1,2-trans-Dichloroethylene 
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene, 

1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane 
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 

1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
1,3-Dichloropropane 

1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 

2-Chlorotoluene 
2,2-Dichloropropane 

4-Chlorotoluene 
Benzene 

Bromobenzene 
Bromochloromethane 

Bromodichloromethane 
Bromoform 

Carbon tetrachloride 
Chlorobenzene 

Chloroform 
Dibromochloromethane 

Dibromomethane 
Ethylbenzene 

Fluorobenzene 
Hexachlorobutadiene 

Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl tert-butyl ether(MTBE) 

m/p-Xylene 
Naphthalene 

n-Butylbenzene 
n-Propylbenzene 

0.08 
 

20 
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Table C6: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Volatile Organics (continued)  

Analyte Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(mg/kg) 

o-Xylene 
p-Isopropyltoluene 
sec-Butylbenzene 
tert-Butylbenzene 

Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 

Trichloroethylene 
Total Xylene 

0.08 
 

20 
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Table C7: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Semi-Volatile Organics 

Analyte 
Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(mg/kg) 

1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 
2-Chloronaphthalene 

2-Chlorophenol 
2-Methylnaphthalene 

1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
2-Methylphenol 
2-Nitroaniline 
2-Nitrophenol 

2,4-Dichlorophenol 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 
2,4-Dinitrophenol 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 

2,4,5-Trichlorophenol 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 

2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
3-Nitroaniline 

3,4-Methylphenol 
4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether 

4-Chloro-3-methylphenol 
4-Chloroaniline 

4-Chlorophenyl phenyl ether 
4-Nitroaniline 
4-Nitrophenol 

4,6-Dinitro-2-methylphenol 
Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 
Anthracene 

Benz[a]anthracene 
Benzo[a]pyrene 

Benzo[b]fluoranthene 
Benzo[g,h,i]perylene 
Benzo[k]fluoranthene 

Bis(2-chloroethoxy)methane 
Bis(2-chloroethyl) ether 

Bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate 
Butyl benzyl phthalate 

Carbazole 
Chrysene 

Dibenzofuran 
Diethyl phthalate 

Dimethyl phthalate 
Di-n-butyl phthalate 

10 
 

0.3 
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Table C7: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Semi-Volatile Organics (continued) 

Analyte Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(mg/kg) 

Di-n-octyl phthalate 
Hexachlorobenzene 
Hexachlorobutadiene 

Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
Hexachloroethane 

Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene 
Isophorone 

Naphthalene 
Nitrobenzene 

n-Nitrosodi-n-propylamine 
Pentachlorophenol 

Phenanthrene 
Phenol 
Pyrene 

Total Xylenes 

10 
 

0.3 
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Table C8: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls as Congeners/Aroclor Compounds 

Analyte Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(ng/g) 

Tissue 
(ng/g) 

PCB 5 
PCB 8 

PCB 15 
PCB 18 
PCB 27 
PCB 28 
PCB 29 
PCB 31 
PCB 33 
PCB 44 
PCB 49 
PCB 52 
PCB 56 
PCB 60 
PCB 66 
PCB 70 
PCB 74 
PCB 87 
PCB 95 
PCB 97 
PCB 99 
PCB 101 
PCB 105 
PCB 110 
PCB 114 
PCB 118 
PCB 128 
PCB 137 
PCB 138 
PCB 141 
PCB 149 
PCB 151 
PCB 153 
PCB 156 
PCB 157 
PCB 158 
PCB 170 
PCB 174 
PCB 177 
PCB 180 
PCB 183 

0.002 
 

0.2 
 

0.4 
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Table C8: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls as Congeners/Aroclor Compounds (continued) 

Analyte Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(ng/g) 

Tissue 
(ng/g) 

PCB 187 0.002 0.2 0.4 
PCB 189 1.0 10 20 
PCB 194 0.002 0.2 0.4 
PCB 195 0.002 0.2 0.4 
PCB 200 0.002 0.2 0.4 
PCB 201 0.002 0.2 0.4 
PCB 203 0.002 0.2 0.4 
PCB 206 0.002 0.2 0.4 
PCB 209 0.002 0.2 0.4 

Aroclor 1248 2.5 25 50 
Aroclor 1254 1.0 10 20 
Aroclor 1260 1.0 10 20 
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Table C9: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons 

Analyte Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(ng/g) 

Tissue 
(ng/g) 

1-Methylfluorene 
1-Methyl-naphthalene 

1-Methyl-phenanthrene 
2-Methylfluoranthene 
2-Methyl-naphthalene  

2,3,5-Trimethyl-naphthalene 
2,6-Dimethyl-naphthalene 

3,6-Dimethyl-phenanthrene 
4-Methyl-dibenzothiophene 

Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 

Anthracene 
Benz(a) anthracene 

Benzo(a) pyrene 
Benzo(b) fluoranthene 

Benzo(e) pyrene 
Benzo(g,h,i) perylene 
Benzo(k) fluoranthene 

Biphenyl 
C1-Chrysenes 

C1-Dibenzo-thiophenes 
C1-Fluorenes 

C1-Fluoranthene/ Pyrenes 
C1-Naphthalenes 

C1-Phenanthrene/ Anthracene 
C2-Chrysenes 

C2-Dibenzo-thiophenes 
C2-Fluorenes 

C2-Naphthalenes 
C2-Phenanthrene/ Anthracene 

C3-Chrysenes 
C3-Dibenzo-thiophenes 

C3-Fluorenes 
C3-Naphthalenes 

C3-Phenanthrene/ Anthracene 
C4-Naphthalenes 

C4-Phenanthrene/ Anthracene 
Chrysenes 

Dibenz(a,h) anthracene 
Dibenzo-thiophene 

Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 

10 
 

20 
 

100 
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Table C9: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Synthetic Organic Compounds 
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (continued)  

Analyte Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(ng/g) 

Tissue 
(ng/g) 

Indeno(1,2,3-c,d) pyrene 
Naphthalene 

Perylene 
Phenanthrene 

Pyrene 

10 
 

20 
 

100 
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Table C10: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Synthetic Organic Compounds -
Organochlorine Pesticides 

Analyte Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(ng/g) 

Tissue 
(ng/g) 

Aldrin 0.002 1 2 
alpha-HCH  0.002 1 2 

cis-Chlordane 0.002 2 4 
beta-HCH  0.002 2 4 

trans-Chlordane 0.002 2 4 
Dacthal 0.002 2 4 

DDD (o,p') 0.002 2 4 
DDD (p,p') 0.002 2 4 
DDE  (o,p') 0.002 2 4 
DDE  (p,p') 0.002 2 4 

DDMU (p,p') 0.002 3 6 
DDT (o,p') 0.002 3 6 
DDT (p,p') 0.005 5 10 
delta-HCH 0.002 2 4 

Dieldrin 0.002 2 4 
Endosulfan I 0.002 2 4 
Endosulfan II 0.002 10 20 

Endosulfan sulfate 0.002 10 20 
Endrin 0.002 2 4 

Endrin Aldehyde 0.005 n/a n/a 
Endrin Ketone 0.005 n/a n/a 
 gamma-HCH 0.002 1 2 

Heptachlor 0.002 2 4 
Heptachlorepoxide 0.002 1 2 

Hexachlorobenzene 0.001 0.3 0.6 
Methoxychlor 0.002 5 10 

Mirex 0.002 3 6 
cis-Nonachlor 0.002 2 4 

trans-Nonachlor 0.002 1 2 
Oxadiazon 0.002 3 6 

Oxychlordane 0.002 1 2 
Tedion 0.002 2 4 

Toxaphene n/a 20 40 
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Table C11: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Synthetic Organic Compounds - 
Organophosphate Pesticides 

Analyte Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(ng/g) 

Tissue 
(ng/g) 

Aspon 0.050 n/a n/a 
Azinphos ethyl 0.050 n/a n/a 

Carbophenothion 0.050 n/a n/a 
Chlorfenvinphos 0.050 n/a n/a 

Chlorpyrifos 0.050 2         4 
Chlorpyrifos methyl 0.050 n/a n/a 

Ciodrin 0.050 n/a n/a 
Coumaphos 0.050 n/a n/a 
Demeton-s 0.050 n/a n/a 
Diazinon 0.050 20 40 

Naled 0.050 n/a n/a 
Dichlofenthion 0.050 n/a n/a 

Dichlorvos 0.050 n/a n/a 
Dicrotophos 0.050 n/a n/a 
Dimethoate 0.050 n/a n/a 
Dioxathion 0.050 n/a n/a 
Disulfoton 0.050 n/a n/a 

Ethion 0.050 6 12 
Famphur 0.050 n/a n/a 

Fenchlorophos 0.050 n/a n/a 
Fenitrothion 0.050 n/a n/a 

Fensulfothion 0.050 n/a n/a 
Fenthion 0.050 n/a n/a 
Fonofos 0.050 n/a n/a 

Azinphos methyl 0.050 n/a n/a 
Leptophos 0.050 n/a n/a 
Malathion 0.050 n/a n/a 

Methidathion 0.050 n/a n/a 
Parathion, ethyl 0.050 2 4 

Parathion, methyl 0.050 4 8 
Molinate 0.050 n/a n/a 
Phorate 0.050 n/a n/a 

Mevinphos 0.050 n/a n/a 
Phosmet 0.050 n/a n/a 

Phosphamidon 0.050 n/a n/a 
Ethoprop 0.050 n/a n/a 
Sulfotep 0.050 n/a n/a 
Bolstar 0.050 n/a n/a 

Terbufos 0.050 n/a n/a 
Tetrachlorvinphos 0.050 n/a n/a 

Thiobencarb 0.050 n/a n/a 
Thionazin 0.050 n/a n/a 
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Table C11: SWAMP Reporting Limits - Synthetic Organic Compounds - 
Organophosphate Pesticides (continued)  

Analyte Water  
(μg/L) 

Sediment 
(ng/g) 

Tissue 
(ng/g) 

Tokuthion 0.050 n/a n/a 
Merphos 0.050 n/a n/a 

Trichlorfon 0.050 n/a n/a 
Trichloronate 0.050 n/a n/a 
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Table D1: Corrective Action - Conventional Analytes (Water) 

Laboratory Quality Control Corrective Action 
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Calibration Standard 
Affected samples and associated quality control must be reanalyzed following successful 
instrument recalibration. 

Initial/Continuing Calibration 
Verification 

The analysis must be halted, the problem investigated, and the instrument recalibrated. 
All samples after the last calibration verification must be reanalyzed. 

Laboratory Blank 

The sample analysis must be halted, the source of the contamination investigated, the 
samples along with a new laboratory blank prepared and/or re-extracted, and the sample 
batch and fresh laboratory blank reanalyzed. If reanalysis is not possible due to sample 
volume, flag associated samples as estimated. 

Reference Material 
Affected samples and associated quality control must be reanalyzed following instrument 
recalibration. 

Matrix Spike 

The spiking level should be approximately 2-5 times the ambient concentration of the 
spiked sample. Appropriately spiked results should be compared to the matrix spike 
duplicate to investigate matrix interference. If matrix interference is suspected, the matrix 
spike result must be qualified. 

Matrix Spike Duplicate 

The spiking level should be approximately 2-5 times the ambient concentration of the 
spiked sample. Appropriately spiked results should be compared to the matrix spike 
duplicate to investigate matrix interference. If matrix interference is suspected and 
reference material recoveries are acceptable, the matrix spike duplicate result must be 
qualified. 

Laboratory Duplicate 
For duplicates with a heterogeneous matrix or ambient levels below the reporting limit, 
failed results may be qualified. Other failures should be reanalyzed as sample volume 
allows. 

Internal Standard 
As method requires. The instrument must be flushed with rinse blank. If, after flushing, 
the responses of the internal standards remain unacceptable, the analysis must be 
terminated and the cause of drift investigated. 

Field Quality Control Corrective Action 

Field Duplicate 
For duplicates with a heterogeneous matrix or ambient levels below the reporting limit, 
failed results may be qualified. All failures should be communicated to the project 
coordinator, who in turn will follow the process detailed in the method. 

Field Blank, Travel Blank, 
Equipment Blank 

If contamination of the field blanks and associated samples is known or suspected, the 
laboratory should qualify the affected data, and notify the project coordinator, who in turn 
will follow the process detailed in the method. 
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Table D2: Corrective Action - Conventional Analytes (Total Solids, Suspended 
Sediment Concentration, and Percent Lipids) 

Laboratory Quality Control Corrective Action 

Calibration Standard n/a 

Initial/Continuing Calibration 
Verification 

n/a 

Laboratory Blank Please refer to method requirements. 

Reference Material Please refer to method requirements. 

Matrix Spike n/a 

Matrix Spike Duplicate n/a 

Laboratory Duplicate* 
For duplicates with a heterogeneous matrix or ambient levels below the reporting limit, 
failed results may be qualified. Other failures should be reanalyzed as sample volume 
allows. A matrix spike duplicate may not be analyzed in place of a laboratory duplicate. 

Internal Standard n/a 

Field Quality Control Corrective Action 

Field Duplicate 
For duplicates with a heterogeneous matrix or ambient levels below the reporting limit, 
failed results may be qualified. All failures should be communicated to the project 
coordinator, who in turn will follow the process detailed in the method. 

Field Blank, Travel Blank, 
Equipment Blank 

If contamination of the field blanks and associated samples is known or suspected, the 
laboratory should qualify the affected data, and notify the project coordinator, who in turn 
will follow the process detailed in the method. 

*Not applicable to suspended sediment concentration analyses 
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Table D3: Corrective Action - Inorganic Chemistry 

Laboratory Quality Control Corrective Action 

Calibration Standard 
Affected samples and associated quality control must be reanalyzed following successful 
instrument recalibration 

Initial/Continuing Calibration 
Verification 

The analysis must be halted, the problem investigated, and the instrument recalibrated if 
necessary. If deemed appropriate, all samples after the last acceptable continuing 
calibration verification may be reanalyzed. 

Laboratory Blank 

The sample analysis must be halted, the source of the contamination investigated, the 
samples along with a new laboratory blank prepared and/or re-extracted, and the sample 
batch and fresh laboratory blank reanalyzed. If reanalysis is not possible due to sample 
volume, flag associated samples as estimated. 

Reference Material 
If deemed appropriate, affected samples and associated quality control may be 
reanalyzed following instrument recalibration. 

Matrix Spike 

The spiking level should be approximately 2-5 times the ambient concentration of the 
spiked sample. Appropriately spiked results should be compared to the matrix spike 
duplicate to investigate matrix interference. If matrix interference is suspected, the matrix 
spike result must be qualified. 

Matrix Spike Duplicate 

The spiking level should be approximately 2-5 times the ambient concentration of the 
spiked sample. Appropriately spiked results should be compared to the matrix spike 
duplicate to investigate matrix interference. If matrix interference is suspected and 
reference material recoveries are acceptable, the matrix spike duplicate result must be 
qualified. 

Laboratory Duplicate 
For duplicates with a heterogeneous matrix or ambient levels below the reporting limit, 
failed results may be qualified. Other failures should be reanalyzed as sample volume 
allows. 

Internal Standard 
As method requires. The instrument must be flushed with rinse blank. If, after flushing, 
the responses of the internal standards remain unacceptable, the analysis must be 
terminated and the cause of drift investigated. 

Field Quality Control Corrective Action 

Field Duplicate 
For duplicates with a heterogeneous matrix or ambient levels below the reporting limit, 
failed results may be qualified. All failures should be communicated to the project 
coordinator, who in turn will follow the process detailed in the method. 

Field Blank, Equipment Blank 
If contamination of the field blanks and associated samples is known or suspected, the 
laboratory should qualify the affected data, and notify the project coordinator, who in turn 
will follow the process detailed in the method. 
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Table D4: Corrective Action - Organic Chemistry 

Laboratory Quality Control Corrective Action 

Calibration Standard 
Affected samples and associated quality control must be reanalyzed following successful 
instrument recalibration. 

Initial/Continuing Calibration 
Verification 

The analysis must be halted, the problem investigated, and the instrument recalibrated. All 
samples after the last acceptable continuing calibration verification must be reanalyzed. 

Laboratory Blank 

The sample analysis must be halted, the source of the contamination investigated, the 
samples along with a new laboratory blank prepared and/or re-extracted, and the sample 
batch and fresh laboratory blank reanalyzed. If reanalysis is not possible due to sample 
volume, flag associated samples as estimated. 

Reference Material 
Affected samples and associated quality control must be reanalyzed following instrument 
recalibration. 

Matrix Spike 

The spiking level should be approximately 2-5 times the ambient concentration of the spiked 
sample. Appropriately spiked results should be compared to the matrix spike duplicate to 
investigate matrix interference. If matrix interference is suspected, the matrix spike result 
must be qualified. 

Matrix Spike Duplicate 

The spiking level should be approximately 2-5 times the ambient concentration of the spiked 
sample. Appropriately spiked results should be compared to the matrix spike duplicate to 
investigate matrix interference. If matrix interference is suspected and reference material 
recoveries are acceptable, the matrix spike duplicate result must be qualified.  

Laboratory Duplicate 
For duplicates with a heterogeneous matrix or ambient levels below the reporting limit, failed 
results may be qualified. Other failures should be reanalyzed as sample volume allows. 

Internal Standard 
Analyze as appropriate per method. Troubleshoot as appropriate. If, after trouble-shooting, 
the responses of the internal standards remain unacceptable, the analysis must be 
terminated and the cause of drift investigated. 

Surrogate 
Analyze as appropriate per method. All affected results should be qualified. The analytical 
method or quality assurance project plan must detail procedures for updating surrogate 
measurement quality objectives. 

Field Quality Control Corrective Action 

Field Duplicate 
For duplicates with a heterogeneous matrix or ambient levels below the reporting limit, failed 
results may be qualified. All failures should be communicated to the project coordinator, who 
in turn will follow the process detailed in the method. 

Field Blank, Travel Blank, 
Equipment Blank 

If contamination of the field blanks and associated samples is known or suspected, the 
laboratory should qualify the affected data, and notify the project coordinator, who in turn will 
follow the process detailed in the method.  
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Table D5: Corrective Action - Toxicity Testing 

Negative Controls Corrective Action 

Laboratory Control Water 

If tested with in-house cultures, affected samples and associated quality control must be 
retested within 24 hours of test failure.  If commercial cultures are used, they must be 
ordered within 16 hours of test failure for earliest possible receipt, and retests must be 
initiated within 8 hours of receipt.  The laboratory should try to determine the source of 
contamination, document the investigation, and document steps taken to prevent 
recurrence. 

Conductivity Control Water Affected samples and associated quality control must be qualified. 

Additional Control Water 

A water sample that has similar qualities to the test sample may be used as an additional 
control based on the objectives of the study. Results that show statistical differences from 
the laboratory control should be qualified. The laboratory should try to determine the 
source of contamination, document the investigation, and document steps taken to 
prevent recurrence. This is not applicable for TIE method blanks. 

Laboratory Control Sediment 

Affected samples and associated quality control must be re-tested within 24 hours of test 
failure if tested with in-house cultures. If commercial cultures are used, they must be 
ordered within 16 hours of test failure for earliest possible receipt, and re-tests must be 
initiated within 8 hours of receipt. The laboratory should try to determine the source of 
contamination, document the investigation, and document steps taken to prevent 
recurrence. 

Additional Control Sediment 

A sediment sample that has similar qualities to the test sample may be used as an 
additional control based on the objectives of the study. Results that show statistical 
differences from the laboratory control should be qualified. The laboratory should try to 
determine the source of contamination, document the investigation, and document steps 
taken to prevent recurrence. 

Positive Controls Corrective Action 

Reference Toxicant Tests If LC50 exceeds +/- two standard deviations of the running mean of the last 20 reference 
toxicant tests, the test should be qualified or repeated. 

Field Quality Control Corrective Action 

Field Duplicate 

For duplicates with a heterogeneous matrix, results that do not meet SWAMP criteria 
should be qualified. All field duplicate results that do not meet SWAMP criteria should be 
communicated to the project coordinator, who in turn will notify the sampling team so that 
the source of contamination can be identified and corrective measures taken prior to the 
next sampling event. 

Field Blanks 

If contamination of the field blanks and associated samples is known or suspected, the 
laboratory should qualify the affected data and notify the project coordinator, who in turn 
will notify the sampling team so that the source of contamination can be identified and 
corrective measures taken prior to the next sampling event. 

Equipment Blanks 

If contamination of the field blanks and associated samples is known or suspected, the 
laboratory should qualify the affected data and notify the project coordinator, who in turn 
will notify the sampling team so that the source of contamination can be identified and 
corrective measures taken prior to the next sampling event. 
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Table D6: Corrective Action - Field Measurements 

Field Quality Control Corrective Action 

Depth, Dissolved Oxygen, pH, 
Salinity, Specific 

Conductance, Temperature, 
Turbidity, Velocity 

The instrument should be recalibrated following its manufacturer’s cleaning and 
maintenance procedures. If measurements continue to fail measurement quality 
objectives, affected data should not be reported and the instrument should be 
returned to the manufacturer for maintenance. All troubleshooting and corrective 
actions should be recorded in the calibration and field data logbooks. 
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Appendix E: Glossary  
 

Unless otherwise noted, the following definitions are from the Environmental Protection Agency’s Glossary 
of Quality-Related Terms: http://www.epa.gov/quality/glossary.htm 

Accuracy 

The closeness or agreement of the observed value or test response to 
the true or acceptable reference value or the test response from a 
reference method. It is influenced by both random error (precision) 
and systematic error (bias). The terms “bias” and “precision” are often 
used in lieu of “accuracy”.  

Analytical Batch  
SWAMP QA Program Definition 

A group of 20 or fewer samples and associated quality control that is 
processed by the same instrument within a 24-hour period (unless 
otherwise specified by method). An analytical batch may comprise 
multiple sample batches.  

Analytical Run 
SWAMP QA Program Definition 

The quantification of a single discrete sample or its associated quality 
control.  

Assessment 
A general evaluation process used to evaluate the performance, 
effectiveness and processes of a management and/or technical 
system.  

Batch 
The collection of samples of the same group which is to be analyzed 
in one test run or inspected together within a specific time limit and 
traceable as a unit.  

Bias 

The constant or systematic distortion of a measurement process that 
manifests itself as a persistent positive or negative deviation from the 
known or true value. This can result from improper data collection, 
poorly calibrated analytical or sampling equipment, or limitations or 
errors in analytical methods and techniques.  

Blank 
A specimen that is intended to contain none of the analytes of interest 
and which is subjected to the usual analytical or measurement 
process to establish a zero baseline or background value.  

Calibration 

A comparison of a measurement standard, instrument, or item with 
one having higher accuracy to detect, quantify, and record any 
inaccuracy or variation; the process by which an instrument setting is 
adjusted based on response to a standard to eliminate the inaccuracy. 

Calibration Standard 
Reference solution of known value used to correct an instrument 
reading.  

Certified Reference Material 
SWAMP QA Program Definition 

A substance whose property values are certified by a procedure which 
establishes its traceability and uncertainty at a stated level of 
confidence. 

Comparability 
A measure of the confidence with which one data set, element, or 
method can be considered as similar to another.  

Completeness 
A measure of the amount of valid data obtained from a measurement 
system.  
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Continuing Calibration 
Verification 
SWAMP QA Program Definition 

A periodic standard used to assess instrument drift between 
calibrations.  

Control Limit 

The variation in a process data set expressed as plus/minus standard 
deviations from the mean, generally placed on a chart to indicate the 
upper and lower acceptable ranges of process data and to judge 
whether the process is in or out of statistical limitations.  

Corrective Action 
Any measures taken to rectify conditions adverse to quality and/or to 
eliminate the causes of an existing nonconformity, defect, or other 
undesirable situation in order to prevent reoccurrence.  

Data Validation 

An analyte- and sample-specific process that evaluates the 
information after the verification process (i.e., determination of 
method, procedural, or contractual compliance) to determine 
analytical quality and any limitations.  

Data Verification 
The process of evaluating the completeness, correctness, and 
conformance/compliance of a specific information set against the 
method, procedural, or contractual specifications for that activity.  

Equipment Blank 

An aliquot of reagent water that is subjected in the laboratory to all 
aspects of sample collection and analysis, including contact with all 
sampling devices and apparatus. The purpose of the equipment blank 
is to determine if the sampling devices and apparatus for sample 
collection have been adequately cleaned before they are shipped to 
the field site. An acceptable equipment blank must be achieved before 
the sampling devices and apparatus are used for sample collection.  

Field Blank 

A clean analyte-free sample which is carried to the sampling site and 
then exposed to sampling conditions, returned to the laboratory, and 
treated as an environmental sample. This blank is used to provide 
information about contaminants that may be introduced during sample 
collection, storage, and transport.  

Field Duplicate  
(Co-located) 

An independent specimen collected from the same point in time and 
space as the previous specimen.  

Field Duplicate (Subsample) 
A test specimen that is homogenized before being divided into two or 
more portions with the same laboratory analyzing all portions.  

Field Measurements 
Those activities associated with performing analyses or 
measurements in the habitat being examined.  

Holding Time 
SWAMP QA Program Definition 

The period of time a sample may be stored following collection, 
preservation, extraction, or analysis. While exceeding the holding time 
does not necessarily negate the veracity of analytical results, it 
causes the qualification of any data not meeting all of the specified 
acceptance criteria.  

Indicators 
Items, elements, or measures used to determine or identify a basic 
condition or how well a process or program is meeting its objectives.  
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Initial Calibration Verification 
SWAMP QA Program Definition 

A standard used to assess instrument drift at the beginning of an 
analytical batch. 

Intercomparison 

An exercise in which samples are prepared and split by a reference 
laboratory, then analyzed by one or more testing laboratories and the 
reference laboratory. The intercomparison, with a reputable laboratory 
as the reference laboratory, serves as the best test of the precision 
and accuracy of the analyses at natural environmental levels.  

Interference 
An element, compound, or other matrix effect present in a sample 
which disturbs the detection of a target analyte leading to inaccurate 
concentration results for the target analyte.  

Internal Standard 

Pure analyte(s) added to a sample, extract, or standard solution in 
known amount(s) and used to measure the relative responses of other 
method analytes that are components of the same sample or solution. 
The internal standard must be an analyte that is not a sample 
component.  

Laboratory Blank 

An aliquot of reagent water that is treated exactly as a sample 
including exposure to all glassware, equipment, solvents, reagents, 
internal standards, and surrogates that are used with samples. The 
laboratory blank is used to determine if method analytes or 
interferences are present in the laboratory environment, the reagents, 
or the apparatus.  

Laboratory Duplicate 
Two or more representative portions taken from one homogeneous 
sample by the analyst and analyzed in the same testing facility.  

Laboratory Control Sample 

A specimen of known composition prepared using contaminant-free 
reagent water, or an inert solid, that is spiked with the analyte of 
interest at the midpoint of the calibration curve or at the level of 
concern; and then analyzed using the same preparation, reagents, 
and analytical methods employed for regular specimens and at the 
intervals set in the Quality Assurance Project Plan.  

Matrix 

The material of which the sample is composed or the substrate 
containing the analyte of interest, such as drinking water, waste water, 
air, soil/sediment, biological material, etc. Also called medium or 
media.  

Matrix Spike 

A test specimen prepared by adding a known concentration of the 
target analyte to a specified amount of a specific homogenized 
specimen where an estimate of the target concentration is available 
and subjected to the entire analytical protocol.  

Matrix Spike Duplicate 
A sample prepared simultaneously as a split with the matrix spike 
sample with each specimen being spiked with identical, known 
concentrations of targeted analyte.  

Measurement Quality 
Objectives 

The individual performance or acceptance goals for the individual 
Data Quality Indicators such as precision or bias.  

Method A procedure, technique, or tool for performing a scientific activity.  
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Method Blank 

A blank prepared to represent the sample matrix as closely as 
possible and analyzed exactly like the calibration standards, samples, 
and quality control (QC) samples. Results of method blanks provide 
an estimate of the within-batch variability of the blank response and 
an indication of bias introduced by the analytical procedure.  

Method Detection Limit 
The minimum concentration of an analyte that undergoes the entire 
measurement process and can be reported with a stated level of 
confidence that the analyte concentration is greater than zero. 

Non-Direct Measurements 
Data obtained from existing sources rather than measured or 
generated directly. 

Parameter 
A statistical quantity, usually unknown, such as a mean or a standard 
deviation, which characterizes a population or defines a system.  

Performance-Based 
Measurement System  

 A set of processes wherein the data needs, mandates, or limitations 
of a program or project are specified and serve as criteria for selecting 
appropriate methods to meet those needs in a cost-effective manner.  

Precision 
A measure of mutual agreement between two or more individual 
measurements of the same property, obtained under similar 
conditions.  

Quality Assurance 

An integrated system of management activities (planning, 
implementation, assessment, reporting, and quality improvement) that 
focuses on providing confidence in the data or product by ensuring 
that it is of the type and worth needed and expected by the client.  

Quality Assurance Officer 

The individual designated within an organization having management 
oversight and responsibilities for planning, documenting, coordinating, 
and assessing the system effectiveness for ensuring the value of the 
work.  

Quality Assurance Project 
Plan 

A document that describes the intended technical activities and 
project procedures that will be implemented to ensure that the results 
of the work to be performed will satisfy the stated performance or 
acceptance criteria. The amount of information presented and the 
planned activities to ensure the value of the work will vary according 
the type of study and the intended use of the data.  

Quality Assurance Program 
Plan 

A document describing in comprehensive detail the necessary 
decisions and decision criteria to be used by an overall regulatory 
program.  

Quality Management Plan 

A document that describes an organization’s system in terms of its 
organizational structure, policy and procedures, staff functional 
responsibilities, lines of authority, and interfaces for those planning, 
implementing, documenting, and assessing all activities conducted.  

Reference Material 
SWAMP QA Program Definition 

A substance whose properties are sufficiently homogeneous and 
established to be used for calibration and measurement.  

Reporting Limit 
The minimum value below which data are documented as non-
detected. 
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Sample Batch 
Twenty or fewer field samples prepared and analyzed with a common 
set of quality assurance samples. 

Sensitivity  
The capability of a method or instrument to discriminate between 
measurement responses representing different levels of a variable of 
interest.  

Spike 
A known quantity of an analyte added to a sample for the purpose of 
determining recovery or efficiency (analyst spikes), or for quality 
control (blind spikes).  

Split  
Two or more representative portions taken from one specimen in the 
field or in the laboratory and analyzed by different analysts, methods, 
or laboratories.  

Standard Deviation 
The measure of the dispersion or imprecision of a series of accepted 
results around the average, equal to the square root of the variance.  

Standard Operating 
Procedure 

A written document that details the method for an operation, analysis, 
or action with thoroughly prescribed techniques and steps and that is 
officially approved as the method for performing certain routine or 
repetitive tasks.  

Surrogate 
A pure substance with properties that mimics the analyte of interest 
(organics only) and which is unlikely to be found in environmental 
samples. It is added into a sample before sample preparation.  

Travel Blank 
SWAMP QA Program Definition 

Analyte-free water placed in the same type of container as its 
associated field samples. It may be pre-preserved prior to shipment, 
but is not opened during the sample collection. Consequently, it helps 
isolate contamination associated with sample transport.  

Working Standard 
SWAMP QA Program Definition A dilution of a stock standard. 
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Appendix F: List of Abbreviations and Acronyms 

 
AB   Assembly Bill  

ASTM   American Society for Testing and Materials 

BDAT   Bay, Delta, and Tributaries Project 

BTEX   Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene, and Xylenes  

CCV   Continuing Calibration Verification 

CEDEN California Environmental Data Exchange Network 

CRM   Certified Reference Material 

CWA   Clean Water Act    

DFG   Department of Fish and Game 

DI   Deionized 

DIT   Division of Information Technology 

DO   Dissolved Oxygen 

DOC   Dissolved Organic Carbon 

DMT   Data Management Team 

DWR   Department of Water Resources 

EC   Electrical Conductivity 

EDTA   Ethylenediaminetetraacetic Acid 

EPA   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

FTP   File Transfer Protocol 

GC   Gas Chromatography 

GC-ECD  Gas Chromatography-Electron Capture Detection 

GC-MS  Gas Chromatography – Mass Spectrometry 

HEM   Hexane-Extractable Material 

ICP-MS  Inductively Coupled Plasma-Mass Spectrometry  
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ICV   Initial Calibration Verification 

IEP   Interagency Ecological Program 

IMS   Information Management System 

LCS   Laboratory Control Sample 

LOEC   Lowest Observed Effects Concentration 

MDL   Method Detection Limit 

MLML   Moss Landing Marine Laboratories 

MPN   Most Probable Number 

MQO   Measurement Quality Objective 

MS   Matrix Spike 

MSD   Matrix Spike Duplicate 

MTBE   Methyl Tert-Butyl Ether 

n/a   Not Applicable 

NHD   National Hydrography Dataset 

NIST   National Institute of Standards and Technology 

NOEC   No Observed Effects Concentration 

NPDES  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

OIMA   Office of Information Management and Analysis 

PAH   Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons 

PBDE   Polybrominated Diphenyl Ethers 

PCB   Polychlorinated Biphenyls 

PMSD   Percent Minimum Significant Difference 

ppm   Parts per Million  

ppb   Parts per Billion  

ppt   Parts per Trillion  

QA Quality Assurance 
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QAPP   Quality Assurance Project Plan 

QAPrP   Quality Assurance Program Plan 

QC   Quality Control 

QMP   Quality Management Plan 

RF   Response Factor 

RFP   Request for Proposal 

RL   Reporting Limit 

RPD   Relative Percent Difference 

RSD   Relative Standard Deviation 

RWC   Receiving Water Concentration 

RWQCB  Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SCCWRP  Southern California Coastal Research Project 

SDTP   Standardized Data Transfer Protocols 

SFEI   San Francisco Estuary Institute 

SOP   Standard Operating Procedure 

SOW   Statement of Work 

SPARC  Scientific Planning and Review Committee 

SPCC   System Performance Check Compounds 

SRM   Standard Reference Material 

SRWP   Sacramento River Watershed Program 

STORET  Storage and Retrieval 

SWAMP  Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 

SWRCB  State Water Resources Control Board 

TAC   Test Acceptability Criteria 

TMDL   Total Maximum Daily Load 

TOC   Total Organic Carbon 
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TRL   Target Reporting Limit 

UCD   University of California at Davis 

USGS   U.S. Geological Survey 

VOA   Volatile Organic Analysis 

VOC   Volatile Organic Compound 

YCT   Yeast, Cerophyl®, and Trout Chow 
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Appendix G: Online Resources 

Hosted by the State Water Resources Control Board 

State Board SWAMP Page: 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/  
Launch page to program guidelines, documents, and links 

SWAMP Quality Assurance Program Plan: 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/qapp.shtml 
This QAPrP and associated appendices in Adobe PDF and Microsoft Word formats 

SWAMP Quality Assurance:  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/qapp.shtml  
SWAMP quality assurance homepage and links 

SWAMP Email List:  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/resources/email_subscriptions/swrcb_subscribe.shtml 
Subscriptions to the online mailing lists of various State Board efforts 

SWAMP Advisor:  

http://swamp.waterboards.ca.gov/swamp/qapp_advisor/  
Online tool for SWAMP QAPP creation 

Hosted by the Moss Landing Marine Laboratories 

SWAMP Standard Operating Procedures: 

http://mpsl.mlml.calstate.edu/swsops.htm 
SWAMP data management and quality assurance SOPs 

SWAMP Quality Assurance Comparability: 

http://mpsl.mlml.calstate.edu/swqacompare.htm 
Guidelines, links, and a Help Desk pertaining to SWAMP quality assurance comparability 

SWAMP Data Management Comparability: 

http://mpsl.mlml.calstate.edu/swdbcompare.htm 
Guidelines, links, and a Help Desk pertaining to SWAMP data management comparability 

SWAMP Information Management System Documentation: 

http://mpsl.mlml.calstate.edu/swdbase.htm 
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Documents pertaining to SWAMP IMS guidelines and training 

SWAMP Data Submission Documentation:  

http://mpsl.mlml.calstate.edu/swdataformats.htm 
Documents pertaining to SWAMP IMS data submission formats and conventions 

Regional SWAMP Report Templates:  

http://mpsl.mlml.calstate.edu/SWAMP_Regional_Report_QA_Section_Template_022908.doc 
Narrative and tabular templates for the QA section of regional SWAMP reports 

Hosted Externally 

Bay, Delta, and Tributaries Project: 

http://bdat.ca.gov/Php/ceden 
Centralized data sharing network for SWAMP data 

EPA Quality System Documents: 

http://www.epa.gov/quality/qa_docs.html 
Agency-wide Guidance and Requirements documents for internal and external quality systems 
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Appendix H: Approval Signatures 
 
The following approvals were submitted separately, preventing their inclusion in the signature 

block in Element A1: Title and Approval Sheet of this document. Originals are kept on file by the 

Surface Water Ambient Monitoring (SWAMP) Quality Assurance Team (QAT) according to 

Element A9: Documents and Records. 
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Appendix J: Document Addenda 
 
This quality assurance program plan (QAPrP) is formally revised at least every five years, and is 

reviewed and updated on an annual basis. Updates necessitated between these reviews are 

communicated via the addenda included in this appendix. This table summarizes the addenda 

that appear chronologically in the following page(s). 
 

Addendum Date Subject Summary 

October 8, 2008 Reporting Limits 
Programmatic reporting limit (RL) 

requirements are temporarily retracted 
while a new system is developed. 
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S.Ct. 2778

Supreme Court of the United States

CHEVRON, U.S.A., INC., Petitioner,

V.

NATURAL RESOURCES

DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC., et al.

AMERICAN IRON AND STEEL

INSTITUTE, et al., Petitioners,

V.

NATURAL RESOURCES

DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC., et al.

William D. RUCKELSHAUS, Administrator,

Environmental Protection Agency, Petitioner,
V.

NATURAL RESOURCES

DEFENSE COUNCIL, INC., et al.*

Nos. 82-1005, 82-1247 and 82-1591. Argued
Feb. 29, 1984. Decided June 25, 1984.

Rehearing Denied Aug. 16, 1984.

See 468 U.S. 1227, 105 S.Ct. 28, 29.

Petition was filed for review of order of the Enviromnental
Protection Agency. The Court of Appeals, 685 F.2d 718,
vacated regulations, and certiorari was granted. The Supreme
Court, Justice Stevens, held that Environmental Protection
Agen6y regulation allowing states to treat all pollution-
emitting devices within same industrial grouping as though
they were encased within single "bubble" was based on
permissible construction of term "stationary source" in Clean

Air Act Amendments.

Reversed.

Syllabus al

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 impose certain
requirements on States **2779 that have not achieved
the national air quality standards established by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) pursuant to

earlier legislation, including the requirement that such
"nonattainment" States establish a permit program regulating
"new or modified major stationary sources" of air pollution.
Generally, a permit may not be issued for such sources unless

stringent conditions are met. EPA regulations promulgated
in 1981 to implement the permit requirement allow a State
to adopt a plantwide definition of the term "stationary
source," under which an existing plant that contains several
pollution-emitting devices may install or modify one piece
of equipment without meeting the permit conditions if the
alteration will not increase the total emissions from the plant,

thus allowing a State to treat all of the pollution-emitting
devices within the same industrial grouping as though they
were encased within a single "bubble." Respondents filed a
petition for review in the Court of Appeals, which set aside
the regulations embodying the "bubble concept" as contrarY
to law. Although recognizing that the amended Clean Air
Act does not explicitly define what Congress envisioned as
a "stationary source" to which the permit program should
apply, and that the issue was not squarely addressed in the
legislative history, the court concluded that, in view of the
purpose of the nonattainment program to improve rather
than merely maintain air quality, a plantwide definition was
"inappropriate," while stating it was mandatory in programs
designed to maintain existing air quality.

Held: The EPA's plantwide definition is a permissible
construction of the statutory term "stationary source." Pp.
2781-2793.

(a) With regard to judicial review of an agency's construction
of the statute which it administers, if Congress has not directly

spoken to the precise question at issue, the question for the
court is whether the *838 agency's answer is based on a
permissible construction of the statute. Pp. 2781-2783.

(b) Examination of the legislation and its history supports
the Court of Appeals' conclusion that Congress did not have
a specific intention as to the applicability of the "bubble
concept" in these cases. Pp. 2783-2786.

(c) The legislative history of the portion of the 1977
Amendments dealing with nonattaimnent areas plainly
discloses that in the permit program Congress sought to
accommodate the conflict between the economic interest
in permitting capital improvements to continue and the
environmental interest in improving air quality. Pp.

2786-2787.

(d) Prior to the 1977 Amendments, the EPA had used
a plantwide defmition of the term "source," but in 1980
the EPA ultimately adopted a regulation that, in essence,
applied the basic reasoning of the Court of Appeals here,
precluding use of the "bubble concept" in nonattainment
States' programs designed to enhance air quality. However,
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when a new administration took office 1981, the EPA, in
promulgating the regulations involved here, reevaluated the
various arguments that had been advanced in connection with
the proper definition of the term "source" and concluded
that the term should be given the plantwid6 definition in
nonattainment areas. Pp. 2787-2790.

(e) Parsing the general terms in the text of the amended
Clean Air Act-particularly the provisions of §§ 302(j) and
111(a)(3) pertaining to the definition of "source"-does not
reveal any actual intent of Congress as to the issue in
these cases. To the extent any congressional "intent" can
be discerned from the statutory language, it would appeat
that the listing of overlapping, illustrative terms was intended
to enlarge, rather than to confine, the scope of the EPA's
power to regulate particular sources in order to effectuate
the policies of the Clean Air Act. Similarly, the legislative
history is consistent with the **2 780 view that the EPA
should have broad discretion in implementing the policies
of the 1977 Amendments. The plantwide definition is fully
consistent with the policy of allowing reasonable economic
growth, and the EPA has advanced a reasonable explanation
for its conclusion that the regulations serve environmental
objectives as well. The fact that the EPA has from time to time

changed its interpretation of the term "source" does not lead
to the conclusion that no deference should be accorded the
EPA's interpretation of the statute. An agency, to engage in
informed rulemaking, must consider varying interpretations
and the wisdom of its policy on a continuing basis.
Policy arguments concerning the "bubble concept" should
be addressed to legislators or administrators, not to judges.
The EPA's interpretation of the statute here represents a
reasonable accommodation of manifestly competing interests

and is entitled to deference. Pp. 2790-2793.

222 U.S.App.D.C. 268, 685 F.2d 718 (1982), reversed.

Attorneys and Law Finns

Deputy Solicitor General Bator argued the cause for
petitioners in all cases. With him on the briefs for

petitioner. in No. 82-1591 were Solicitor General Lee,
Acting Assistant Attorney General Habicht, Deputy Assistant
Attorney General Walker, Mark I. Levy, Anne S. Almy,
William F. Pedersen, and Charles S. Carter. Michael H.
Salinsky and Kevin M Fong filed briefs for petitioner in No.
82-1005. Robert A. Emmett, David Ferber, Stark Ritchie,
Theodore L. Garrett, Patricia A. Barald, Louis E. Tosi,
William L. Patberg, Charles F. Lettow, and Barton C. Green

filed briefs for petitioners in No. 82-1247.

*839 David D. Doniger argued the cause and filed a brief
for respondents.t>»
-I- Briefs of amici curiae urging reversal were filed for
the American Gas Association by John A. Myler; for the
Mid-America Legal Foundation by John M Cannon, Susan
W. Wanat, and Ann P. Sheldon; and for the Pacific Legal
Foundation by Ronald A. Zumbrun and Robin L. Rivett.
A brief of amici curiae urging affirmance was filed for
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania et al. by LeRoy S.
Zimmerman, Attorney General of Pennsylvania, Thomas Y.
Au, Duane Woodard, Attorney General of Colorado, Richard
L. Griffith, Assistant Attorney General, Joseph I. Lieberman,

Attorney General of Connecticut, Robert A. Whitehead, Jr.,
Assistant Attorney General, James S. Tierney, Attorney
General of Maine, Robert Abrams, Attorney General of
New York, Marcia J. Cleveland and Mao; L. Lyndon,
Assistant Attorneys General, Irwin I. Kimmelman, Attorney
General of New Jersey, John J. Easton, Jr., Attorney General

of Vermont, Merideth Wright, Assistant Attorney General,
Bronson C. La Follette, Attorney General of Wisconsin, and
Maryann Sumi, Assistant Attorney General.
James D. English, Mary-Win O'Brien, and Bernard Kleiman
filed a brief for the United Steelworkers of America, AFL-
CIO-CLC, as amicus curiae.

Opinion

Justice STEVENS delivered the opinion of the Court.

In the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977, Pub.L. 95-95, 91
Stat. 685, Congress enacted certain requirements applicable

*840 to States that had not achieved the national air
quality standards established by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) pursuant to earlier legislation. The amended
Clean Air Act required these "nonattaimnent" States to
establish a permit program regulating 'new or modified
major stationary sources" of air pollution. Generally, a permit
may not be issued for a new or modified major stationary

source unless several stringent conditions are met. 1 The EPA

regulation promulgated to implement this permit requirement

allows a State to adopt a plantwide defmition of the term

"stationary source." 2 Under this definition, an existing plant

that contains several pollution-emitting devices may install
or modify one piece of equipment without meeting the
permit conditions if the alteration will not increase the
total emissions from the plant. The question presented by
these cases is whether EPA's decision to allow States to
treat all of the pollution-emitting devices within the same
industrial grouping as though they were encased within a
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single "bubble" is based on a reasonable construction of the
statutory term "stationary source."

The EPA regulations containing the plantwide definition of
the term stationary source were promulgated on October

*841 14, 1981. 46 Fed.Reg, 50766. Respondents 3 filed
a timely petition for review in the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit pursuant to 42

U.S.C. § 7607(b)(1). 4 The Court of Appeals "2781 set
aside the regulations. Natural Resources Defense Council,
Inc. v. Gorsuch, 222 U.S.App.D.C. 268, 685 F.2d 718 (1982).

The court observed that the relevant part of the amended
Clean Air Act "does not explicitly define what Congress
envisioned as a 'stationary source, to which the permit
program ... should apply," and further stated that the precise
issue was not "squarely addressed in the legislative history."
Id., at 273, 685 F.2d, at 723. In light of its conclusion
that the legislative history bearing on the question was "at
best contradictory," it reasoned that "the purposes of the
nonattaimnent program should guide our decision here." Id.,

at 276, n. 39, 685 F.2d, at 726, n. 39.5 Based on two of its
precedents concerning the applicability of the bubble concept

to certain Clean Air Act programs, 6 the court stated that
the bubble concept was "mandatory" in programs designed
merely to maintain existing air quality, but held that it was
"inappropriate" in programs enacted to improve air quality.
Id., at 276, 685 F.2d, at 726. Since the purpose of the permit
*842 program-its "raison d'être," in the court's view-was to

improve air quality, the court held that the bubble concept was

inapplicable in these cases under its prior precedents. Ibid.
It therefore set aside the regulations embodying the bubble
concept as contrary to law. We granted certiorari to review
that judgment, 461 U.S. 956, 103 S.Ct. 2427, 77 L.Ed.2d 1314

(1983), and we now reverse.

1 The basic legal error of the Court of Appeals was to
adopt a static judicial definition of the term "stationary
source" when it had decided that Congress itself had not
commanded that definition. Respondents do not defend the

legal reasoning of the Court of Appeals. 7 Nevertheless,

since this Court reviews judgments, not opinions, 8 we must

determine whether the Court of Appeals' legal error resulted
in an erroneous judgment on the validity of the regulations.

II

2 3 4 When a court reviews an agency's construction
of the statute which it administers, it is confronted with two
questions. First, always, is the question whether Congress
has directly spoken to the precise question at issue. If the
intent of Congress is clear, that is the end of the matter;
for the court, *843 as well as the agency, must give effect

to the unambiguously expressed intent of Congress. 9 If,

however, **2782 the court determines Congress has not
directly addressed the precise question at issue, the court does

not simply impose its own construction on the statute, 113
as would be necessary in the absence of an administrative
interpretation. Rather, if the statute is silent or ambiguous
with respect to the specific issue, the question for the court
is whether the agency's answer is based on a permissible

construction of the statute. 11

5 "The power of an administrative agency to administer a
congressionally created ... program necessarily requires the
formulation of policy and the inaking of rules to fill any
gap left, implicitly or explicitly, by Congress." Morton v.
Ruiz, 415 U.S. 199, 231, 94 S.Ct. 1055, 1072, 39 L.Ed.2d
270 (1974)., If Congress has explicitly left a gap for the
agency to fill, there is an express delegation *844 of
authority to the agency to elucidate a specific provision of
the statute by regulation. Such legislative regulations are
given controlling weight unless they are arbitrary, capricious,

or manifestly contrary to the statute. 12 Sometimes the
legislative delegation to an agency on a particular question
is implicit rather than explicit. In such a case, a court may
not substitute its own construction of a statutory provision for
a reasonable interpretation made by the administrator of an

agency. 13

6 We have long recognized that considerable weight should
be accorded to an executive department's construction of a

statutory scheme it is entrusted to administer, 14 and the
principle of deference to administrative interpretations.

"has been consistently followed by this Court whenever
decision as to the meaning or reach of a statute has
involved reconciling conflicting policies, and a fail **2783
understanding of the force of the statutory policy in the given

situation has depended upon more than ordinary knowledge
respecting the matters subjected to agency regulations. See,
e.g., National Broadcasting Co. v. United States, 319 U.S.
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190 [63 S.Ct. 997, 87 L.Ed. 1344]; Labor Board v. Hearst
Publications, Inc., 322 U.S. 111 [64 S.Ct. 851, 88 L.Ed.
1170]; *845 Republic Aviation Corp. v. Labor Board,
324 U.S. 793 [65 S.Ct. 982, 89 L.Ed. 1372]; Securities &
Exchange Comm'n v. Chenery Corp., [332] 322 U.S. 194
[67 S.Ct. 1575, 91 .L.Ed. 1995]; Labor Board v. Seven-Up
Bottling Co., 344 U.S. 344 [73 S.Ct. 287, 97 L.Ed. 377].

"... If this choice represents a reasonable accommodation of
conflicting policies that were committed to the agency's care
by the statute, we should not disturb it unless it appears from
the statute or its legislative history that the accommodation is

not one that Congress would have sanctioned." United States
v. Shimer, 367 U.S. 374, 382, 383, 81 S.Ct. 1554, 1560, 1561,

6 L.Ed.2d 908 (1961).
Accord Capital Cities Cable, Inc. v. Crisp, 467 U.S. 691,
699-700, 104 S.Ct. 2694, 2700-2701, 81 L.Ed.2d 580 (1984).

In light of these well-settled principles it is clear that the Court

of Appeals misconceived the nature of its role in reviewing
the regulations at issue. Once it determined, after its own
examination of the legislation, that Congress did not actually

have an intent regarding the applicability of the bubble
concept to the permit program, the question before it was
not whether in its view the concept is "inappropriate" in the
general context of a program designed to improve air quality,
but whether the Administrator's view that it is appropriate in
the context of this particular program is a reasonable one.
Based on the examination of the legislation and its history
which follows, we agree with the Court of Appeals that
Congress did not have a specific intention on the applicability

of the bubble concept in these cases, and conclude that the
EPA's use of that concept here is a reasonable policy choice
for the agency to make.

III

In the 1950's and the 1960's Congress enacted a series
of statutes designed to encourage and to assist the States
in curtailing air pollution. See generally Train v. Natural
Resources Defense Council, Inc., 421 U.S. 60, 63-64, 95
S.Ct. 1470, 1474-1475, 43 L.Ed.2d 731 (1975). The Clean
Air Amendments of 1970, Pub.L. 91-604, 84 Stat. 1676,
"sharply increased federal authority and responsibility *846
in the continuing effort to combat air pollution," 421 U.S.,
at 64, 95 S.Ct., at 1474, but continued to assign "primary
responsibility for assuring air quality" to the several States, 84

Stat. 1678. Section 109 of the 1970 Amendments directed the

EPA to promulgate National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Inc., 467 U.S. 837 (1984)

20,507

(NAAQS's) 15 and § 110 directed the States to develop plans
(SIP's) to implement the standards within specified deadlines.

In addition, § 111 provided that major new sources of
pollution would be required to conform to technology-based
performance standards; the EPA was directed to publish a
list of categories of sources of pollution and to establish
new source performance standards (NSPS) for each. Section
111(e) prohibited the operation of any new source in violation

of a performance standard.

Section 111(a) defined the terms that are to be used in setting
and enforcing standards of performance for new stationary
sources. It provided:

"For purposes of this section:

"(3) The term 'stationary source' means any building,
structure, facility, or installation which emits or may emit any

air pollutant." 84 Stat. 1683.

**2784 In the 1970 Amendments that definition was not
only applicable to the NSPS program required by § 111,
but also was made applicable to a requirement of § 110
that each state implementation plan contain a procedure for
reviewing the location of any proposed new source and
preventing its construction if it would preclude the attainment

or maintenance of national air quality standards. 16

In due course, the EPA promulgated NAAQS's, approved
SIP's, and adopted detailed regulations governing NSPS's
*847 for various categories of equipment. In one of its

programs, the EPA used a plantwide definition of the
term "stationary source." In 1974, it issued NSPS's for the
nonferrous smelting industry that provided that the standards

would not apply to the modification of major smelting units
if their increased emissions were offset by reductions in other

portions of the same plant. 17

Nonattainment

The 1970 legislation provided for the attainment of primary
NAAQS's by 1975. In many areas of the country, particularly

the most industrialized States, the statutory goals were not

attained. 18 In 1976, the 94th Congress was confronted
with this fundamental problem, as well as many others
respecting pollution control. As always in this area, the
legislative struggle was basically between interests seeking
strict schemes to reduce pollution rapidly to eliminate its
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social costs and interests advancing the economic concern
that strict schemes would retard industrial development
with attendant social costs. The 94th Congress, confronting
these competing interests, was unable to agree on what
response was in the public interest: legislative proposals to
deal with nonattainmenfailed to command the necessary

consensus. 19

In light of this situation, the EPA published an Emissions
Offset Interpretative Ruling in December 1976, see 41
Fed.Reg. 55524, to "fill the gap," as respondents put it, until
Congress acted. The Ruling stated that it was intended to
*848 address "the issue of whether and to what extent

national air quality standards established under the Clean Air
Act may restrict or prohibit growth of major new or expanded
stationary air pollution sources." Id., at 55524-55525. In
general, the Ruling provided that "a major new source may
locate in an area with air quality worse than a national
standard only if stringent conditions can be met." Id., at
55525. The Ruling gave primary emphasis to the rapid

attainment of the statute's environmental goals. 20 Consistent

with that emphasis, the construction of every new source
in nonattainment areas had to meet the "lowest achievable
emission rate" under the current state of the art for that type
of facility. See Ibid. The 1976 Ruling did not, however,

explicitly adopt or reject the "bubble concept." 21

**2785 IV

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1977 are a lengthy,
detailed, technical, complex, and comprehensive response to

a major social issue. A small portion of the statute-91 Stat.
*849 745-751 (Part D of Title I of the amended Act, 42

U.S.C. §§ 7501-7508)-expressly deals with nonattainment
areas. The focal point of this controversy is one phrase in that

portion of the Amendments. 22

Basically, the statute required each State in a nonattainment
area to prepare and obtain approval of a new SIP by July 1,
1979. In the interim those States were required to comply
with the EPA's interpretative Ruling of December 21, 1976.
91 Stat. 745. The deadline for attainment of the primary
NAAQS's was extended until December 31, 1982, and in
some cases until December 31, 1987, but the SIP's were
required to contain a number of provisions designed to

achieve the goals as expeditiously as possible. 23

*850 Most significantly for our purposes, the statute
provided that each plan shall

"(6) require permits for the construction and operation of
new or modified major stationary sources in accordance with
section 173...." Id., 747.

Before issuing a permit, § 173 requires (1) the state agency
to determine that there will be sufficient emissions reductions
in the region to offset the emissions from the new source
and also to allow for reasonable further progress toward
attainment, or that the increased emissions will not exceed
an allowance for growth established pursuant to § 172(b)(5);
(2) the applicant to certify that his other sources in the State
are in compliance with the SIP, (3) the agency to determine
that the applicable SIP is otherwise being implemented, and
(4) the proposed source to comply with the lowest achievable

emission rate (LAER). 24

**2786 *851 The 1977 Amendments contain no specific
reference to the "bubble concept." Nor do they contain a
specific definition of the term "stationary source," though
they did not disturb the definition of "stationary source"
contained in § 111(a)(3), applicable by the terms of the Act to

the NSPS program. Section 302(j), however, defines the term

"major stationary source" as follows:

"(j) Except as otherwise expressly provided, the terms 'major
stationary source' and 'major emitting facility' mean any
stationary facility or source of air pollutants which directly
emits, or has the potential to emit, one hundred tons per year

or more of any air pollutant (including any major emitting
facility or source of fugitive emissions of any such pollutant,
as determined by rule by the Administrator)." 91 Stat. 770.

V

The legislative history of the portion of the 1977 Amendments

dealing with nonattainment areas does not contain any
specific comment on the "bubble concept" or the question
whether a plantwide definition of a stationary source is
permissible under the permit program. It does, however,
plainly disclose that in the permit program Congress sought
to accommodate the conflict between the economic interest
in permitting capital improvements to continue and the
environmental interest in improving air quality. Indeed, the
House Committee Report identified the economic interest as
one of the "two main puiposes" of this section of the bill. It
stated:

"Section 117 of the bill, adopted during full committee
markup establishes a new section 127 of the Clean Air
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Act. The section has two main purposes: (1) to allow
reasonable economic growth to continue in an area while
making reasonable further progress to assure attainment of
the standards by a fixed date; and (2) to allow *852 States

greater flexibility for the former purpose than EPA's present
interpretative regulations afford.

"The new provision allows States with nonattainment areas to

pursue one of two options. First, the State may proceed under

EPA's present 'tradeoff or 'offset' ruling. The Administrator
is authorized, moreover, to modify or, amend that ruling in
accordance with the intent and purposes of this section.

"The State's second option would be to revise its

implementation plan in accordance with this new provision."

H.R.Rep. No. 95-294, p. 211 (1977), U.S.Code Cong. &

Admin.News 1977, pp. 1077, 1290. 25

The portion of the Senate Committee Report dealing with
nonattainment areas states generally that it was intended
to "supersede the EPA administrative approach," and that
expansion should be permitted if a State could "demonstrate
that these facilities can be accommodated within its overall
plan to provide for attainment of air quality standards."
S.Rep. No. 95-127, "2787 p. 55 (1977). The Senate Report
notes the value of "case-by-case review of each new or
modified major source of pollution that seeks to locate in a
region exceeding an ambient standard," explaining that such
a review "requires matching reductions from existing sources

against *853 emissions expected from the new source in
order to assure that introduction of the new source will not
prevent attainment of the applicable standard by the statutory
deadline." Ibid. This description of a case-by-case approach
to plant additions, which emphasizes the net consequences of
the construction or modification of a new source, as well as its

impact on the overall achievement of the national standards,
was not, however, addressed to the precise issue raised by
these cases.

Senator Muskie made the following remarks:

"I should note that the test for determining whether a new
or modified source is subject to the EPA interpretative
regulation [the Offset Ruling]-and to the permit requirements
of the revised implementation plans under the conference
bill-is whether the source will emit a pollutant into an area
which is exceeding a national ambient air quality standard
for that pollutant-or precursor. Thus, a new source is still
subject to such requirements as 'lowest achievable emission
rate' even if it is constructed as a replacement for an older

facility resulting in a net reduction from previous emission
levels.

"A source-including an existing facility ordered to convert
to coal-is subject to all the nonattaimnent requirements as
a modified source if it makes any physical change which
increases the amount of any air pollutant for which the
standards in the area are exceeded." 123 Cong.Rec. 26847
(1977).

VI

As previously noted, prior to the 1977 Amendments, the
EPA had adhered to a plantwide definition of the term
"source" under a NSPS program. After adoption of the
1977 Amendments, proposals for a plantwide definition were
considered in at least three formal proceedings.

In January 1979, the EPA considered the question whether the

same restriction on new construction in nonattainment areas
that had been included in its December 1976 Ruling *854

should be required in the revised SIP's that were scheduled
to go into effect in July 1979. After noting that the 1976
Ruling was ambiguous on the question "whether a plant with
a number of different processes and emission points would
be considered a single source," 44 Fed.Reg. 3276 (1979), the
EPA, in effect, provided a bifurcated answer to that question.
In those areas that did not have a revised SIP in effect by July
1979, the EPA rejected the plantwide definition; on the other
hand, it expressly concluded that the plantwide approach
would be permissible in certain circumstances if authorized
by an approved SIP. It stated:

"Where a state implementation plan is revised and
implemented to satisfy the requirements. of Part D,
including the reasonable further progress requirement, the
plan requirements for major modifications may exempt
modifications of existing facilities that are accompanied
by intrasource offsets so that there is no net increase in
emissions. The agency endorses such exemptions, which
would provide greater flexibility to sources to effectively

manage their air emissions at least cost." Ibid. 26

**2788 *855 In April, and again in September 1979, the
EPA published additional comments in which it indicated
that revised SIP's could adopt the plantwide definition of
source in nonattainment areas in certain circumstances. See
id., at 20372, 20379, 51924, 51951, 51958. On the latter
occasion, the EPA made a formal rulemaking proposal that
would have permitted the use of the "bubble concept" for
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new installations within a plant as well as for modifications
of existing units. It explained:

" 'Bubble' Exemption: The use of offsets inside the same
source is called the 'bubble.' EPA proposes use of the
definition of 'source' (see above) to limit the use of the bubble

under nonattainment requirements in the following respects:

"i. Part D SIPs that include all requirements needed to assure
reasonable further progress and attaimnent by the deadline
under section 172 and that are being carried out need not
restrict the use of a plantwide bubble, the same as under the
PSD proposal.

"ii. Part D SIPs that do not meet the requirements
specified must limit use of the bubble by including a
definition of 'installation' as an identifiable piece of process

equipment." 27

*856 Significantly, the EPA expressly noted that the word
"source" might be given a plantwide definition for some
purposes and a narrower definition for other purposes. It
wrote:

"Source means any building structure, facility, or installation
which emits or may emit any regulated pollutant. 'Building,
structure, facility or installation' means plant in PSD
areas and in nonattainment areas except where the growth
prohibitions would apply or where no adequate SIP exists or

is being carried out." Id., at 51925. 28

The EPA's summary of its proposed Ruling discloses a
flexible rather than rigid definition of the term "source" to
implement various policies and programs:

"In summary, EPA is proposing two different ways to define
source for different kinds of NSR programs:

"(1) For PSD and complete Part D SIPs, review would apply
only to plants, with an unrestricted plant-wide bubble.

"(2) For the offset ruling, restrictions on construction, and
incomplete Part D SIPs, review would apply to both plants
and individual pieces of process equipment, causing the plant-
wide bubble not to apply for new and modified major pieces
of equipment.

"In addition, for the restrictions on construction, EPA is
proposing to defme 'major modification' so as to prohibit
the bubble entirely. Finally, an alternative discussed but not
favored is to have only pieces of process equipment reviewed,

resulting in no plant-wide bubble and allowing minor pieceS
of equipment to escape **2789 NSR *857 regardless of
whether they are within a major plant." Id., at 51934.

In August 1980, however, the EPA adopted a regulation
that, in essence, applied the basic reasoning of the Court
of Appeals in these cases. The EPA took particular note of
the two then-recent Court of Appeals decisions, which had
created the bright-line rule that the "bubble concept" should
be employed in a program designed to maintain air quality but

not in one designed to enhance air quality. Relying heavily

on those cases, 29 EPA adopted a dual definition of "source"
for nonattainment areas that required a permit whenever a
change in either the entire plant, or one of its components,
would result in a significant increase in emissions even if the
increase was completely offset by reductions elsewhere in the

plant. The EPA expressed the opinion that this interpretation
was "more consistent with congressional intent" than the
plantwide definition because it "would bring in more sources
or modifications for review," 45 Fed.Reg. 52697 (1980), but
its primary legal analysis was predicated on the two Court of

Appeals decisions.

In 1981 a new administration took office and initiated a
"Government-wide reexamination of regulatory burdens and
complexities." 46 Fed.Reg. 16281. In the context of that
*858 review, the EPA reevaluated the various arguments

that had been advanced in connection with the proper
definition of the term "source" and concluded that the term
should be given the same definition in both nonattaimnent
areas and PSD areas.

In explaining its conclusion, the EPA first noted that the
definitional issue was not squarely addressed in either
the statute or its legislative history and therefore that
the issue involved an agency "judgment as how to best
carry out the Act." Ibid. It then set forth several reasons
for concluding that the plantwide definition was more
appropriate. It pointed out that the dual definition "can
act as a disincentive to new investment and modernization
by discouraging modifications to existing facilities" and
"can actually retard progress in air pollution control by
discouraging replacement of older, dirtier processes or pieces
of equipment with new, cleaner ones." Ibid. Moreover, the
new definition "would simplify EPA's rules by using the
same definition of 'source' for PSD, nonattainment new
source review and the construction moratorium. This reduces

confusion and inconsistency." Ibid. Finally, the agency
explained that additional requirements that remained in place
would accomplish the fundamental purposes of achieving
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attainment with NAAQS's as expeditiously as possible. 30
These conclusions were **2790 expressed *859 in a
proposed rulemaking in August 1981 that was formally
promulgated in October. See id., at 50766.

VII

7 In this Court respondents expressly reject the basic
rationale of the Court of Appeals' decision. That court
viewed the statutory definition of the term "source" as
sufficiently flexible to cover either a plantwide definition,
a narrower definition covering each unit within a plant,
or a dual definition that could apply to both the entire
"bubble" and its components. It interpreted the policies of
the statute, howeyer, to mandate the plantwide definition in
programs designed to maintain clean air and to forbid it in
programs designed to improve air quality. Respondents place
a fundamentally different construction on the statute. They
contend that the text of the Act requires the EPA to use a dual

definition-if either a component of a plant, or the plant as a
whole, emits over 100 tons ofpollutant, it is a major stationary

source. They thus contend that the EPA rules adopted in 1980,

insofar as they apply to the maintenance of the quality of clean

air, as well as the 1981 rules which apply to nonattainment

areas, violate the statute. 31

Statutory Language

The definition of the term "stationary source" in § 111(a)
(3) refers to "any building, structure, facility, or installation"
which emits air pollution. See supra, at 2784. This definition
is applicable only to the NSPS program by the express terms
of the statute; the text of the statute does not make this
definition *860 applicable to the permit program. Petitioners
therefore maintain that there is no statutory language even
relevant to ascertaining the meaning of stationary source
in the permit program aside from § 302(j), which defines
the term "major stationary source." See supra, at 2786. We
disagree with petitioners on this point.

The definition in § 302(j) tells us what the word "major"
means-a source must emit at least 100 tons of pollution
to qualify-but it sheds virtually no light on the meaning
of the term "stationary source." It does equate a source
with a facility-a "major emitting facility" and a "major
stationary source" are synonymous under § 302(j). The
ordinary meaning of the term "facility" is some collection of
integrated elements which has been designed and constructed

to achieve some purpose. Moreover, it is certainly no affiont

to common English usage to take a reference to a major
facility or a major source to connote an entire plant as opposed

to its constituent parts. Basically, however, the language of §
302(j) simply does not compel any given interpretation of the
term "source."

Respondents recognize that, and hence point to § 111(a)
(3). Although the definition in that section is not literally
applicable to the permit program, it sheds as much light on the

meaning of the word "source" as anything in the statute. 32 As

respondents point out, use of the words "building, structure,
facility, or installation," as the definition of source, could be
read to impose the permit conditions on an individual building

that is a part of a plant. 33 A "word may have a character
of its own not to be submerged by its association." *861
Russell Motor Car Co. v. United States, 261 U.S. 514, 519,
43 S.Ct. 428, 429, 67 L.Ed. 778 (1923). On the other hand,
the meaning of a word must be ascertained in the context of
achieving particular objectives, and the words associated with

it may **2791 indicate that the true meaning of the series
is to convey a common idea. The language may reasonably
be interpreted to impose the requirement on any discrete,
but integrated, operation which pollutes. This gives meaning
to all of the terms-a single building, not part of a larger
operation, would be covered if it emits more than 100 tons
of pollution, as would any facility, structure, or installation.
Indeed, the language itself implies a "bubble concept" of
sorts: each enumerated item would seem to be treated as if it
were encased in a bubble. While respondents insist that each
of these terms must be given a discrete meaning, they also
argue that § 111(a)(3) defines "source" as that term is used in
§ 302(j). The latter section, however, equates a source with
a facility, whereas the former defines "source" as a 'facility,
among other items.

We are not persuaded that parsing of general terms in the

text of the statute will reveal an actual intent of Congress. 34

*862 We know full well that this language is not dispositive;

the terms are overlapping and the language is not precisely
directed to the question of the applicability of a given term
in the context of a larger operation. To the extent any
congressional "intent" can be discerned from this language, it
would appear that the listing of overlapping, illustrative terms
was intended to enlarge, rather than to confine, the scope of
the agency's power to regulate particular sources in order to
effectuate the policies of the Act.

Legislative History
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In addition, respondents argue that the legislative history and

policies of the Act foreclose the plantwide definition, and that
the EPA's interpretation is not entitled to deference because it
represents a sharp break with prior interpretations of the Act.

Based on our examination of the legislative history, we agree
with the Court of Appeals that it is unilluminating. The
general remarks pointed to by respondents "were obviously
not made with this narrow issue in mind and they cannot be
said to demonstrate a Congressional desire...." Jewell Ridge
Coal Corp. v. Mine Workers, 325 U.S. 161, 168-169, 65
S.Ct. 1063, 1067-1068, 89 L.Ed. 1534 (1945). Respondents'
argument based on the legislative history relies heavily on
Senator Muskie's observation that a new source is subject

to the LAER requirement. 35 But the full statement is
ambiguous and like the text of § 173 itself, this comment
does not tell us what a new source is, much less that it is
to have an inflexible definition. We find that the legislative
history as a whole is silent on the precise issue before us. It is,

however, consistent with the view that the EPA should have
broad discretion in implementing the policies of the 1977
Amendments.

*863 More importantly, that history plainly identifies the
policy concerns that motivated the enactment; the plantwide
definition is fully consistent with one of those concerns
**2792 -the allowance of reasonable economic growth-and,

whether or not we believe it most effectively implements
the other, we must recognize that the EPA has- advanced a
reasonable explanation for its conclusion that the regulations
serve the environmental objectives as well. See supra, at
2789-2790, and n. 29; see also supra, at 2788, n. 27. Indeed,
its reasoning is supported by the public record developed

in the rulemaking process, 36 as well as by certain private

studies. 37

Our review of the EPA's varying interpretations of the
word "source"-both before and after the 1977 Amendments-
convinces us that the agency primarily responsible for
administering this important legislation has consistently
interpreted it flexibly-not in a sterile textual vacuum, but in
the context of implementing policy decisions in a technical
and complex arena. The fact that the agency has from time to
time changed its interpretation of the term "source" does not,

as respondents argue, lead us to conclude that no deference
should be accorded the agency's interpretation of the statute.
An initial agency interpretation is not instantly carved in
stone. On the contrary, the agency, to engage in informed
rulemaking, must consider varying interpretations *864 and

the wisdom of its policy on a continuing basis. Moreover,
the fact that the agency has adopted different definitions
in different contexts adds force to the argument that the
definition itself is flexible, particularly since Congress has
never indicated any disapproval of a flexible reading of the
statute.

Significantly, it was not the agency in 1980, but rather the
Court of Appeals that read the statute inflexibly to command a

plantwide definition for programs designed to maintain clean

air and to forbid such a definition for programs designed to
improve air quality. The distinction the court drew may well
be a sensible one, but our labored review of the problem
has surely disclosed that it is not a distinction that Congress
ever articulated itself, or one that the EPA found in the
statute before the courts began to review the legislative work
product. We conclude that it was the Court of Appeals,
rather than Congress or any of the decisionmakers who are
authorized by Congress to administer this legislation, that
was primarily responsible for the 1980 position taken by the
agency.

Policy

The arguments over policy that are advanced in the parties'
briefs create the impression that respondents are now waging
in a judicial forum a specific policy battle which they
ultimately lost in the agency and in the 32 jurisdictions opting

for the "bubble concept," but one which was never waged
in the Congress. Such policy arguments are more properly

addressed to legislators or administrators, not to judges.38

*865 In these cases, the Administrator's interpretation
represents a reasonable accommodation of manifestly
competing in **2793 terests and is entitled to deference: the

regulatory scheme is technical and complex, 39 the agency

considered the matter in a detailed and reasoned fashion, 40

and the decision involves reconciling conflicting policies. 41
Congress intended to accommodate both interests, but did not

do so itself on the level of specificity presented by these cases.

Perhaps that body consciously desired the Administrator to
strike the balance at this level, thinking that those with great
expertise and charged with responsibility for administering
the provision would be in a better position to do so; perhaps it
simply did not consider the question at this level; and perhaps

Congress was unable to forge a coalition on either side of the
question, and those on each side decided to take their chances
with the scheme devised by the agency. For judicial purposes,

it matters not which of these things occurred.

fatIN 2011 Thomson Reuters. No cim 'o ongnai U.S. Government Works.



Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837 (1984)

104 S.Ct. 2778, 21 ERC 1049, 81 L.Ed.2d 694, 14 Envtl. L. Rep. 20,507

Judges are not experts in the field, and are not part of either
political branch of the Government. Courts must, in some
cases, reconcile competing political interests, but not on the
basis of the judges' personal policy preferences. In contrast,
an agency to which Congress has delegated policy-making
responsibilities may, within the limits of that delegation,
properly rely upon the incumbent administration's views of
wise policy to inform its judgments. While agencies are
not directly accountable to the people, the Chief Executive
is, and it is entirely appropriate for this political branch of
the Government to make such policy choices-resolving the
competing interests which Congress itself either inadvertently

did not resolve, or intentionally left to be resolVed by the
*866 agency charged with the administration of the statute

in light of everyday realities.

When a challenge to an agency construction of a statutory
provision, fairly conceptualized, really centers on the wisdom
of the agency's policy, rather than whether it is a reasonable
choice within a gap left open by Congress, the challenge must

fail. In such a case, federal judges-who have no constituency-
have a duty to respect legitimate policy choices made by
those who do. The responsibilities for assessing the wisdom
of such policy choices and resolving the struggle between
competing views of the public interest are not judicial ones:

"Our Constitution vests such responsibilities in the political
branches." TVA v. Hill, 437 U.S. 153, 195, 98 S.Ct. 2279,
2302, 57 L.Ed.2d 117 (1978).

We hold that the EPA's definition of the term "source"
is a permissible construction of the statute which seeks
to accommodate progress in reducing air pollution with
economic growth. "The Regulations which the Administrator
has adopted provide what the agency could allowably view
as ... [an] effective reconciliation of these twofold ends...."
United States v. Shimer, 367 U.S., at 383, 81 S.Ct., at 1560.

The judgment of the Court of Appeals is reversed.

It is so ordered.

Justice MARSHALL and Justice REHNQUIST took no part
in the consideration or decision of these cases.

Justice O'CONNOR took no part in the decision of these
cases.
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Footnotes
US Reports Title: Chevron U.S.A. Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc.

al The syllabus constitutes no part of the opinion of the Court but has been prepared by the Reporter of Decisions for the convenience

of the reader. See United States v. Detroit Lumber Co., 200 U.S. 321, 337, 26 S.Ct. 282, 287, 50 L.Ed. 499.

Section 172(b)(6), 42 U.S.C. § 7502(b)(6), provides:

"The plan provisions required by subsection (a) shall-

"(6) require permits for the construction and operation of new or modified major stationary sources in accordance with section 173

(relating to permit requirements)." 91 Stat. 747.

2 "(0 'Stationary source' means any building, structure, facility, or installation which emits or may emit any air pollutant subject to

regulation under the Act.

"(ii) 'Building, structure, facility, or installation' means all of the pollutant-emitting activities which belong to the same industrial

grouping, are located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties, and are under the control of the same person (or persons
under common control) except the activities of any vessel." 40 CFR §§ 51.18(j)(1)(i) and (ii) (1983).

3 National Resources Defense Council, Inc., Citizens for a Better Environment, Inc., and North Western Ohio Lung Association, Inc.

4 Petitioners, Chevron U.S.A. Inc., American Iron and Steel Institute, American Petroleum Institute, Chemical Manufacturers
Association, Inc., General Motors Corp., and Rubber Manufacturers Association were granted leave to intervene and argue in support

of the regulation.

The court remarked in this regard:

"We regret, of course, that Congress did not advert specifically to the bubble concept's application to various Clean Air Act programs,

and note that a further clarifying statutory directive would facilitate the work of the agency and of the court in their endeavors to
serve the legislators' will." 222 U.S.App.D.C., at 276, n. 39, 685 F.2d, at 726, n. 39.

6 Alabama Power Co. v. Costle, 204 U.S.App.D.C. 51, 636 F.2d 323 (1979); ASARCO Inc. v. EPA, 188 U.S.App.D.C. 77, 578 F.2d

319 (1978).
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7 Respondents argued below that EPA's plantwide definition of "stationary source" is contrary to the terms, legislative history, and
purposes of the amended Clean Air Act. The court below rejected respondents' arguments based on the language and legislative
history of the Act. It did agree with respondents contention that the regulations were inconsistent with the purposes of the Act, but

did not adopt the construction of the statute advanced by respondents here. Respondents rely on the arguments rejected by the Court
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312 U.S. 405, 408, 61 S.Ct. 656, 658, 85 L.Ed. 917 (1941); LeTulle v. Scofield, 308 U.S. 415, 421, 60 S.Ct. 313, 316, 84 L.Ed. 355

(1940); Langnes v. Green, 282 U.S. 531, 533-539, 51 S.Ct. 243, 244-246, 75 L.Ed. 520 (1931).
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Commissioner, 311 U.S. 55, 59, 61 S.Ct. 95, 97, 85 L.Ed. 36 (1940); Williams v. Norris, 12 Wheat. 117, 120, 6 L.Ed. 571 (1827);

McClung v. Silliman, 6 Wheat 598, 603, 5 L.Ed. 340 (1821).

The judiciary is the final authority on issues of statutory construction and must reject administrative constructions which are contrary

to clear congressional intent. See, e.g., FEC v. Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, 454 U.S. 27, 32, 102 S.Ct. 38, 42,
70 L.Ed.2d 23 (1981); SEC v. Sloan, 436 U.S. 103, 117-118, 98 S.Ct. 1702, 1711-1712, 56 L.Ed.2d 148 (1978); FMC v. Seatrain

Lines, Inc., 411 U.S. 726, 745-746, 93 S.Ct. 1773, 1784-1785, 36 L.Ed.2d 620 (1973); Volkswagenwerk v. FMC, 390 U.S. 261,

272, 88 S.Ct. 929, 935, 19 L.Ed.2d 1090 (1968); NLRB v. Brown, 380 U.S. 278, 291, 85 S.Ct. 980, 988, 13 L.Ed.2d 839 (1965);
FTC v. Colgate-Palmolive Co., 380 U.S. 374, 385, 85 S.Ct. 1035, 1042, 13 L.Ed.2d 904 (1965); Social Security Board v. Nierotko,

327 U.S. 358, 369, 66 S.Ct. 637, 643, 90 L.Ed. 718 (1946); Burnet v. Chicago Portrait Co., 285 U.S. 1, 16, 52 S.Ct. 275, 281, 76

LEd. 587 (1932); Webster v. Luther, 163 U.S. 331, 342, 16 S.Ct. 963, 967, 41 L.Ed. 179 (1896). If a court, employing traditional
tools of statutory construction, ascertains that Congress had an intention on the precise question at issue, that intention is the law

and must be given effect.

10 See generally, R. Pound, The Spirit of the Common Law 174-175 (1921).

11 The court need not conclude that the agency construction was the only one it permissibly could have adopted to uphold the
construction, or even the reading the court would have reached if the question initially had arisen in a judicial proceeding. FEC
v. Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, 454 U.S., at 39, 102 S.Ct., at 46; Zenith Radio Corp. v. United States, 437 U.S.

443, 450, 98 S.Ct. 2441, 2445, 57 L.Ed.2d 337 (1978); Train v. Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 421 U.S. 60, 75, 95 S.Ct.

1470, 1479, 43 L.Ed.2d 731 (1975); Udall v. Tallman, 380 U.S. 1, 16, 85 S.Ct. 792, 801, 13 L.Ed.2d 616 (1965); Unemployment

Compensation Comm'n v. Aragon, 329 U.S. 143, 153, 67 S.Ct. 245, 250, 91 L.Ed. 136 (1946); McLaren v. Fleischer, 256 U.S. 477,

480-481, 41 S.Ct. 577, 577-578, 65 L.Ed. 1052 (1921).

12 See, e.g., United States v. Morton, 467 U.S. 822, 834, 104 S.Ct. 2769, 2776, 81 L.Ed.2d 680 (1984) Schweiker v. Gray Panthers, 453

U.S. 34, 44, 101 S.Ct. 2633, 2640, 69 L.Ed.2d 460 (1981); Batterton v. Francis, 432 U.S. 416, 424-426, 97 S.Ct. 2399, 2404-2406,

53 L.Ed.2d 448 (1977); American Telephone & Telegraph Co. v. United States, 299 U.S. 232, 235-237, 57 S.Ct. 170, 172-173,
81 L.Ed. 142 (1936).

13 E.g., INS v. Jong Ha Wang, 450 U.S. 139, 144, 101 S.Ct. 1027, 1031, 67 L.Ed.2d 123 (1981); Train v. Natural Resources Defense

Council, Inc., 421 U.S., at 87, 95 S.Ct., at 1485.

14 Aluminum Co. of America v. Central Lincoln Peoples' Util. Dist., 467 U.S. 380, 389, 104 S.Ct. 2472, 2479-2480, 81 L.Ed.2d 301

(1984); Blum v. Bacon, 457 U.S. 132, 141, 102 S.Ct. 2355, 2361, 72 L.Ed.2d 728 (1982); Union Electric Co. v. EPA, 427 U.S.
246, 256, 96 S.Ct. 2518, 2525, 49 L.Ed.2d 474 (1976); Investment Company Institute v. Camp, 401 U.S. 617, 626-627, 91 S.Ct.
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NLRB v. Hearst Publications, Inc., 322 U.S. 111, 131, 64 S.Ct. 851, 860, 88 L.Ed. 1170 (1944); McLaren v. Fleischer, 256 U.S., at

480-481, 41 S.Ct., at 577-578; Webster v. Luther, 163 U.S., at 342, 16 S.Ct., at 967; Brown v. United States, 113 U.S. 568, 570-571,

S.Ct. 648, 649-650, 28 L.Ed. 1079 (1885); United States v. Moore, 95 U.S. 760, 763, 24 L.Ed. 588 (1878); Edwards' Lessee v.

Darby, 12 Wheat. 206, 210, 6 L.Ed. 603 (1827).

15 Primary standards were defined as those whose attainment and maintenance were necessary to protect the public health, and
secondary standards were intended to specify a level of air quality that would protect the public welfare.

16 See §§ 110(a)(2)(D) and 110(a)(4).

17 The Court of Appeals ultimately held that this plantwide approach was prohibited by the 1970 Act, see ASARCO Inc., 188
U.S.App.D.C., at 83-84, 578 F.2d, at 325-327. This decision was rendered after enactment of the 1977 Amendments, and hence the

standard was in effect when Congress enacted the 1977 Amendments.

18 See Report of the National Commission on Air Quality, To Breathe Clean Air, 3.3-20 through 3.3-33 (1981).

19 Comprehensive bills did pass both Chambers of Congress; the Conference Report was rejected in the Senate. 122 Cong.Rec.
34375-34403, 34405-34418 (1976).

20 For example, it stated:
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"Particularly with regard to the primary NAAQS's, Congress and the Courts have made clear that economic considerations must be
subordinated to NAAQS achievement and maintenance. While the ruling allows for some growth in areas violating a NAAQS if the

net effect is to insure further progress toward NAAQS achievement, the Act does not allow economic growth to be accommodated

at the expense of the public health." 41 Fed.Reg. 55527 (1976).

21 In January 1919, the EPA noted that the 1976 Ruling was ambiguous concerning this issue:

"A number of commenters indicated the need for a more explicit definition of `source.'. Some readers found that it was unclear under

the 1976 Ruling whether a plant with a number of different processes and emission points would be considered a single source. The

changes set forth below define a source as 'any structure, building, facility, equipment, installation, or operation (or combination
thereof) which is located on one or more contiguous or adjacent properties and which is owned or operated by the same person (or

by persons under common control.' This definition precludes a large plant from being separated into individual production lines for

purposes of determining applicability of the offset requirements." 44 Fed.Reg. 3276.

22 Specifically, the controversy in these cases involves the meaning of the term "major stationary sources" in § 172(b)(6) of the Act,

42 U.S.C. § 7502(b)(6). The meaning of the term "proposed source" in § 173(2) of the Act, 42 U.S.C. § 7503(2), is not at issue.

23 Thus, among other requirements, § 172(b) provided that the SIP's shall-

"(3) require, in the interim, reasonable further progress (as defined in section 171(1)) including such reduction in emissions from

existing sources in the area as may be obtained through the adoption, at a minimum, of reasonably available control technology;

"(4) include a comprehensive, accurate, current inventory of actual emissions from all sources (as provided by nile of the
Administrator) of each such pollutant for each such area which is revised and resubmitted as frequently as may be necessary to
assure that the requirements of paragraph (3) are met and to assess the need for additional reductions to assure attainment of each

standard by the date required under paragraph (1);

"(5) expressly identify and quantify the emissions, if any, of any such pollutant which will be allowed to result from the construction

and operation of major new or modified stationary sources for each such area; ...

"(8) contain emission limitations, schedules of compliance and such other measures as may be necessary to meet the requirements

of this section." 91 Stat. 747.

Section 171(1) provided:

"(1) The term 'reasonable further progress' means annual incremental reductions in emissions of the applicable air pollutant
(including substantial reductions in the early years following approval or promulgation of plan provisions under this part and section

110(a)(2)(I) and regular reductions thereafter) which are sufficient in the judgment of the Administrator, to provide for attainment

of the applicable national ambient air quality standard by the date required in section 172(a)." Id., at 746.

24 Section 171(3) provides:

"(3) The term 'lowest achievable emission rate' means for any source, that rate of emissions which reflects-

"(A) the most stringent emission limitation which is contained in the implementation plan of any State for such class 'or category of

source, unless the owner or operator of the proposed source demonstrates that such limitations are not achievable, or

"(B) the most stringent emission limitation which is achieved in practice by such class or category of source, whichever is more

stringent. "In no event shall the application of this term permit a proposed new or modified source, to emit any pollutant in excess

of the amount allowable under applicable new source standards of performance."

The LAER requirement is defined in terms that make it even more stringent than the applicable new source performance standard

developed under § 111 of the Act, as amended by the 1970 statute.

25 During the floor debates Congressman Waxman remarked that the legislation struck

"a proper balance between environmental controls and economic growth in the dirty air areas of America.... There is no other
single issue which more clearly poses the conflict between pollution control and new jobs. We have determined that neither need

be compromised....

"This is a fair and balanced approach, which will not undermine our economic vitality, or impede achievement of our ultimate
environmental objectives." 123 Cong.Rec. 27076 (1977).

The second "main purpose" of the provision-allowing the States "greater flexibility" than the EPA's interpretative Ruling-as well

as the reference to the EPA's authority to amend its Ruling in accordance with the intent of the section, is entirely consistent with

the view that Congress did not intend to freeze the definition of "source" contained in the existing regulation into a rigid statutory

requirement.

26 In the same Ruling, the EPA added:

"The above exemption is permitted under the SIP because, to be approved under Part D, plan revisions due by January 1979 must

contain adopted measures assuring that reasonable further progress will be made. Furthermore, in most circumstances, the measures

adopted by JanuarY 1979 must be sufficient to actually provide for attainment of the standards by the dates required under the Act,
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and in all circumstances measures adopted by 1982 must provide for attainment. See Section 172 of the Act and 43 FR 21673-21677

(May 19, 1978). Also, Congress intended under Section 173 of the Act that States would have some latitude to depart from the
strict requirements of this Ruling when the State plan is revised and is being carried out in accordance with Part D. Under. a Part D

plan, therefore, there is less need to subject a modification of an existing facility to LAER and other stringent requirements if the
modification is accompanied by sufficient intrasource offsets so that there is no net increase in emissions." 44 Fed.Reg. 3277 (1979).

27 Id., at 51926. Later in that Ruling, the EPA added:

"However, EPA believes that complete Part D SIPs, which contain adopted and enforceable requirements sufficient to assure
attainment, may .apply the approach proposed above for PSD, with plant-wide review but no review of individual pieces of
equipment. Use of only a plant-wide definition of source will permit plant-wide offsets for avoiding NSR of new or modified pieces

of equipment. However, this is only appropriate once a SIP is adopted that will assure the reductions in existing emissions necessary

for attainment. See 44 FR 3276 col. 3 (January 16, 1979). If the level of emissions allowed in the SIP is low enough to assure
reasonable further progress and attainment, new construction or modifications with enough offset credit to prevent an emission

increase should not jeopardize attainment." Id., at 51933.

28 In its explanation of why the use of the "bubble concept" was especially appropriate in 'preventing significant deterioration (PSD)

in clean air areas, the EPA stated: "In addition, application of the bubble on a plant-wide basis encourages voluntary upgrading of

equipment, and growth in productive capacity." Id., at 51932.

29 "The dual definition also is consistent with Alabama Power and ASARCO. Alabama Power held that EPA had broad discretion
to define the constituent terms of 'source' so as best to effectuate the purposes of the statute. Different definitions of 'source' can

therefore be used for different sections of the statute....

"Moreover, Alabama Power and ASARCO taken together suggest that there is a distinction between Clean Air Act programs
designed to enhance air quality and those designed only to maintain air quality....

"Promulgation of the dual definition follows the mandate of Alabama Power, which held that, while EPA could not define 'source'

as a combination of sources, EPA had broad discretion to define `building,"structure,' facility,' and 'installation' so as to best
accomplish the purposes of the Act." 45 Fed.Reg. 52697 (1980).

30 It stated:

"5. States will remain subject to the requirement that for all nonattainment areas they demonstrate attainment of NAAQS as
expeditiously as practicable and show reasonable further progress toward such attainment. Thus, the proposed change in the
mandatory scope of nonattainment new source review should not interfere with the fundamental purpose of Part D of the Act.

"6. New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) will continue to apply to many new or modified facilities and will assure use of the

most up-to-date pollution control techniques regardless of the applicability of nonattainment area new source review.

"7. In order to avoid nonattainment area new source review, a major plant undergoing modification must show that it will not
experience a significant net increase in emissions. Where overall emissions increase significantly, review will continue to be
required." 46 Fed.Reg. 16281 (1981).

31 "What EPA may not do, however, is define all four terms to mean only plants. In the 1980 PSD rules, EPA did just that. EPA
compounded the mistake in the 1981 rules here under review, in which it abandoned the dual definition." Brief for Respondents

29, n. 56.

32 We note that the EPA in fact adopted the language of that definition in its regulations under the permit program. 40 CFR §§ 51.18(j)

(1)(i), (ii) (1983).

33 Since the regulations give the States the option to define an individual unit as a source, see 40 CFR § 51.18(j)(1) (1983), petitioners

do not dispute that the terms can be read as respondents suggest.

34 The argument based on the text of § 173, which defines the permit requirements for nonattainment areas, is a classic example of
circular reasoning. One of the permit requirements is that "the proposed source is required to comply with the low6st achievable

emission rate" (LAER). Although a State may submit a revised SIP that provides for the waiver of another requirement-the "offset

condition"-the SIP may not provide for a waiver of the LAER condition for any proposed source. Respondents argue that the
plantwide definition of the term "source" makes it unnecessary for newly constructed units within the plant to satisfy the LAER

requirement if their emissions are offset by the reductions achieved by the retirement of older equipment. Thus, according to
respondents, the plantwide definition allows what the statute explicitly prohibits-the waiver of the LAER requirement for the newly

constructed units. But this argument proves nothing because the statute does not prohibit the waiver unless the proposed new unit

is indeed subject to the permit program. If it is not, the staiute does not impose the LAER requirement at all and there is no need

to reach any waiver question. In other words, § 173 of the statute merely deals with the consequences of the defmition of the term

"source" and does not define the term.
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35 See supra, at 2787. We note that Senator Muskie was not critical of the EPA's use of the "bubble concept" in one NSPS program

prior to the 1977 amendments. See ibid.

36 See, for example, the statement of the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, pointing out that denying a
source owner flexibility in selecting options made it "simpler and cheaper to operate old, more polluting sources than to trade up...."

App. 128-129.
37 "Economists have proposed that economic incentives be substituted for the cumbersome administrative-legal framework. The

objective is to make the profit and cost incentives that work so well in the marketplace work for pollution control.... [The 'bubble'

or 'netting' concept] is a first attempt in this direction. By giving a plant manager flexibility to find the places and processes within

a plant that control emissions most cheaply, pollution control can be achieved more quickly and cheaply." L. Lave & G. Omenn,
Cleaning Air: Reforming the Clean Air Act 28 (1981) (footnote omitted).

38 Respondents point out if a brand new factory that will emit over 100 tons of pollutants is constructed in a nonattainment area, that

plant must obtain a permit pursuant to § 172(b)(6) and in order to do so, it must satisfy the § 173 conditions, including the LAER
requirement. Respondents argue if an old plant containing several large emitting units is to be modernized by the replacement of

one or more units emitting over 100 tons of pollutant with a new unit emitting less-but still more than 100 tons-the result should be

no different simply because "it happens to be built not at a new site, but within a pre-existing plant." Brief for Respondents 4.

39 See e.g., Aluminum Co. of America v. Central Lincoln Peoples' Util. Dist., 467 U.S., at 390, 104 S.Ct., at 2480 (1984).

40 See SEC v. Sloan, 436 U.S., at 117, 98 S.Ct., at 1711; Adamo Wrecking Co. v. United States, 434 U.S. 275, 287, n. 5, 98S.Ct. 566,

574, n. 5, 54 L.Ed.2d 538 (1978); Skidmore v. Swift & Co., 323 U.S. 134, 140, 65 S.Ct. 161, 164, 89 L.Ed. 124 (1944).

41 See Capital Cities Cable, Inc. v. Crisp, 467 U.S. at 699-700, 104 S.Ct. at 2700-2701; United States v. Shimer, 367 U.S. 374, 382,

81 S.Ct. 1554, 1560, 6 L.Ed.2d 908 (1961).
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United States Court of Appeals, 

Ninth Circuit. 
DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE and The 

Sierra Club, Petitioners, 
v. 

Carol M. BROWNER, in her official ca-
pacity as Administrator of the United 

States Environmental Protection Agen-
cy, Respondent. 

City of Tempe, Arizona; City of Tucson, 
Arizona; City of Mesa, Arizona; Pima 
County, Arizona; and City of Phoenix, 

Arizona, Intervenors-Respondents. 
 

No. 98-71080. 
Argued and Submitted Aug. 11, 1999. 

Decided Sept. 15, 1999. 
 

Environmental organizations sought 
review of Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) decision to issue National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permits to five municipalities, 
for their separate storm sewers, without 
requiring numeric limitations to ensure 
compliance with state water-quality 
standards. The Court of Appeals, Gra-
ber, Circuit Judge, held that: (1) organi-
zations had standing; (2) municipal 
storm-sewer discharges did not have to 
strictly comply with state water-quality 
standards; but (3) EPA had discretion to 
require that municipal discharges comp-
ly with such standards. 
 

Petition denied. 
 

West Headnotes 
 
[1] Environmental Law 149E 651 

 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EXIII Judicial Review or Interven-
tion 
            149Ek649 Persons Entitled to 
Sue or Seek Review; Standing 
                149Ek651 k. Cognizable Inter-
ests and Injuries, in General. Most Cited 
Cases  
     (Formerly 199k25.15(4.1) Health and 
Environment) 
 

For purpose of statute authorizing 
any interested person to seek judicial 
review of Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) decision issuing or deny-
ing any National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit, 
“any interested person” means any per-
son that satisfies the injury-in-fact re-
quirement for Article III standing. 
U.S.C.A. Const. Art. 3, § 2, cl. 1; Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act Amend-
ments of 1972, § 509(b)(1)(F), 33 
U.S.C.A. § 1369(b)(1)(F). 
 
[2] Environmental Law 149E 652 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EXIII Judicial Review or Interven-
tion 
            149Ek649 Persons Entitled to 
Sue or Seek Review; Standing 
                149Ek652 k. Organizations, 
Associations, and Other Groups. Most 
Cited Cases  
     (Formerly 199k25.15(4.1) Health and 
Environment) 
 

Environmental organizations had 
standing to seek judicial review of Envi-
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ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) de-
cision to issue National Pollution Dis-
charge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permits for municipalities' storm sewers 
based on allegation that organizations' 
members used and enjoyed ecosystems 
affected by storm water discharges and 
sources thereof governed by the per-
mits. U.S.C.A. Const. Art. 3, § 2, cl. 1; 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972, § 509(b)(1)(F), 33 
U.S.C.A. § 1369(b)(1)(F). 
 
[3] Environmental Law 149E 220 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek215 Administrative Agen-
cies and Proceedings 
                149Ek220 k. Permit and Certi-
fication Proceedings. Most Cited Cases  
     (Formerly 199k25.7(13.1), 
199k25.7(11) Health and Environment) 
 

Although best practicable control 
technology (BPT) requirement for Na-
tional Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permits takes into ac-
count issues of practicability, the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA) also 
is under a specific obligation to require 
that level of effluent control which is 
needed to implement existing water 
quality standards without regard to the 
limits of practicability. Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972, §§ 301(b)(1)(A, C), 402(a)(1), 33 
U.S.C.A. §§ 1311(b)(1)(A, C), 
1342(a)(1). 
 
[4] Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 

            149Ek194 Permits and Certifica-
tions 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pol-
lutants. Most Cited Cases  
     (Formerly 199k25.7(13.1) Health and 
Environment) 
 

Water Quality Act amendments to 
the Clean Water Act do not require mu-
nicipal storm-sewer discharges to strictly 
comply with state water-quality stan-
dards, in order to obtain National Pollu-
tion Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit, but instead prescribe 
separate standard requiring reduction of 
discharge of pollutants to maximum ex-
tent practicable, in view of Act's distinc-
tion between municipal and industrial 
discharges. Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act Amendments of 1972, §§ 
301(b)(1)(C), 402(p)(3)(B)(iii), 33 
U.S.C.A. §§ 1311(b)(1)(C), 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). 
 
[5] Statutes 361 219(1) 
 
361 Statutes 
      361VI Construction and Operation 
            361VI(A) General Rules of Con-
struction 
                361k213 Extrinsic Aids to 
Construction 
                      361k219 Executive Con-
struction 
                          361k219(1) k. In Gener-
al. Most Cited Cases  
 

Questions of congressional intent 
that can be answered with traditional 
tools of statutory construction are still 
firmly within the province of the courts 
under Chevron, which governs review of 
an agency's interpretation of a statute. 
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[6] Statutes 361 188 
 
361 Statutes 
      361VI Construction and Operation 
            361VI(A) General Rules of Con-
struction 
                361k187 Meaning of Lan-
guage 
                      361k188 k. In General. 
Most Cited Cases  
 
Statutes 361 205 
 
361 Statutes 
      361VI Construction and Operation 
            361VI(A) General Rules of Con-
struction 
                361k204 Statute as a Whole, 
and Intrinsic Aids to Construction 
                      361k205 k. In General. 
Most Cited Cases  
 

Using traditional tools of statutory 
construction when interpreting a statute, 
courts look first to the words that Con-
gress used, and, rather than focusing 
just on the word or phrase at issue, 
courts look to the entire statute to de-
termine Congressional intent. 
 
[7] Statutes 361 195 
 
361 Statutes 
      361VI Construction and Operation 
            361VI(A) General Rules of Con-
struction 
                361k187 Meaning of Lan-
guage 
                      361k195 k. Express Men-
tion and Implied Exclusion. Most Cited 
Cases  
 

Where Congress includes particular 
language in one section of a statute but 

omits it in another section of the same 
act, it is generally presumed that Con-
gress acts intentionally and purposely in 
the disparate inclusion or exclusion. 
 
[8] Environmental Law 149E 197 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifica-
tions 
                149Ek197 k. Conditions and 
Limitations. Most Cited Cases  
     (Formerly 199k25.7(10.1) Health and 
Environment) 
 

Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) is not prohibited from requiring, 
under Clean Water Act, that municipal 
storm-sewer discharges strictly comply 
with state water-quality standards, but 
has discretion to determine appropriate 
pollution controls. Federal Water Pollu-
tion Control Act Amendments of 1972, § 
402(p)(3)(B)(iii), 33 U.S.C.A. § 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). 
 
*1160 Jennifer Anderson and David Ba-
ron, Arizona Center for Law in the Public 
Interest, Phoenix, Arizona, for the peti-
tioners. 
 
Alan Greenberg, Attorney, U.S. Depart-
ment of Justice, Environment & Natural 
Resources Division, Denver, Colorado, 
for the respondent. 
 
Craig Reece, Phoenix City Attorney's 
Office, Phoenix, Arizona; Stephen J. 
Burg, Mesa City Attorney's Office, Mesa, 
Arizona; Timothy Harrison, Tucson City 
Attorney's Office, Tucson, Arizona; Har-
lan C. Agnew, Deputy County Attorney, 
Tucson, Arizona; and Charlotte Benson, 
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Tempe City Attorney's Office, Tempe, 
Arizona, for the intervenors-
respondents. 
 
*1161 David Burchmore,Squire, Sand-
ers & Dempsey, Cleveland, Ohio, for 
amici curiae. 
 
Petition to Review a Decision of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. EPA No. 
97-3. 
 
Before: NOONAN, THOMPSON, and 
GRABER, Circuit Judges. 
 
GRABER, Circuit Judge: 

Petitioners challenge the Environ-
mental Protection Agency's (EPA) deci-
sion to issue National Pollution Dis-
charge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permits to five municipalities, for their 
separate storm sewers, without requiring 
numeric limitations to ensure com-
pliance with state water-quality stan-
dards. Petitioners sought administrative 
review of the decision within the EPA, 
which the Environmental Appeals Board 
(EAB) denied. This timely petition for re-
view ensued. For the reasons that fol-
low, we deny the petition. 
 
FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACK-

GROUND 
Title 26 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1) autho-

rizes the EPA to issue NPDES permits, 
thereby allowing entities to discharge 
some pollutants. In 1992 and 1993, the 
cities of Tempe, Tucson, Mesa, and 
Phoenix, Arizona, and Pima County, 
Arizona (Intervenors), submitted applica-
tions for NPDES permits. The EPA pre-
pared draft permits for public comment; 
those draft permits did not attempt to 
ensure compliance with Arizona's water-

quality standards. 
 

Petitioner Defenders of Wildlife ob-
jected to the permits, arguing that they 
must contain numeric limitations to en-
sure strict compliance with state water-
quality standards. The State of Arizona 
also objected. 
 

Thereafter, the EPA added new re-
quirements: 
 

To ensure that the permittee's activi-
ties achieve timely compliance with 
applicable water quality standards 
(Arizona Administrative Code, Title 18, 
Chapter 11, Article 1), the permittee 
shall implement the [Storm Water 
Management Program], monitoring, 
reporting and other requirements of 
this permit in accordance with the time 
frames established in the [Storm Water 
Management Program] referenced in 
Part I.A.2, and elsewhere in the permit. 
This timely implementation of the re-
quirements of this permit shall consti-
tute a schedule of compliance autho-
rized by Arizona Administrative Code, 
section R18-11-121(C). 

 
The Storm Water Management Pro-

gram included a number of structural 
environmental controls, such as storm-
water detention basins, retention basins, 
and infiltration ponds. It also included 
programs to remove illegal discharges. 
 

With the inclusion of those “best 
management practices,” the EPA de-
termined that the permits ensured com-
pliance with state water-quality stan-
dards. The Arizona Department of Envi-
ronmental Quality agreed: 
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The Department has reviewed the re-
ferenced municipal NPDES storm-
water permit pursuant to Section 401 
of the Federal Clean Water Act to en-
sure compliance with State water qual-
ity standards. We have determined 
that, based on the information pro-
vided in the permit, and the fact sheet, 
adherence to provisions and require-
ments set forth in the final municipal 
permit, will protect the water quality of 
the receiving water. 

 
On February 14, 1997, the EPA is-

sued final NPDES permits to Interve-
nors. Within 30 days of that decision, 
Petitioners requested an evidentiary 
hearing with the regional administrator. 
See 40 C.F.R. § 124.74. Although Peti-
tioners requested a hearing, they con-
ceded that they raised only a legal issue 
and that a hearing was, in fact, unne-
cessary. Specifically, Petitioners raised 
only the legal question whether the 
Clean Water Act (CWA) requires numer-
ic limitations to ensure strict compliance 
with state water-quality standards; they 
did not raise the factual question wheth-
er the management practices that the 
EPA chose would be effective. 
 

*1162 On June 16, 1997, the region-
al administrator summarily denied Peti-
tioners' request. Petitioners then filed a 
petition for review with the EAB. See 40 
C.F.R. § 124.91(a). On May 21, 1998, 
the EAB denied the petition, holding that 
the permits need not contain numeric 
limitations to ensure strict compliance 
with state water-quality standards. Peti-
tioners then moved for reconsideration, 
see 40 C.F.R. § 124.91(i), which the 
EAB denied. 
 

JURISDICTION 
[1][2] Title 33 U.S.C. § 1369(b)(1)(F) 

authorizes “any interested person” to 
seek review in this court of an EPA deci-
sion “issuing or denying any permit un-
der section 1342 of this title.” “Any inter-
ested person” means any person that 
satisfies the injury-in-fact requirement 
for Article III standing. See Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, Inc. v. EPA, 
966 F.2d 1292, 1297 (9th Cir.1992) 
[NRDC II ]. It is undisputed that Petition-
ers satisfy that requirement. Petitioners 
allege that “[m]embers of Defenders and 
the Club use and enjoy ecosystems af-
fected by storm water discharges and 
sources thereof governed by the above-
referenced permits,” and no other party 
disputes those facts. See Lujan v. De-
fenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 565-
66, 112 S.Ct. 2130, 119 L.Ed.2d 351 
(1992) (“[A] plaintiff claiming injury from 
environmental damage must use the 
area affected by the challenged activi-
ty.”); see also NRDC II, 966 F.2d at 
1297 (“NRDC claims, inter alia, that [the] 
EPA has delayed unlawfully promulga-
tion of storm water regulations and that 
its regulations, as published, inade-
quately control storm water contami-
nants. NRDC's allegations ... satisfy the 
broad standing requirement applicable 
here.”). 
 

Intervenors argue, however, that 
they were not parties when this action 
was filed and that this court cannot re-
dress Petitioners' injury without them. 
Their real contention appears to be that 
they are indispensable parties under 
Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 19. We 
need not consider that contention, how-
ever, because in fact Intervenors have 
been permitted to intervene in this action 
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and to present their position fully. In the 
circumstances, Intervenors have suf-
fered no injury. 
 

DISCUSSION 
A. Standard of Review 

The Administrative Procedures Act 
(APA), 5 U.S.C. §§ 701-06, provides our 
standard of review for the EPA's deci-
sion to issue a permit. See American 
Mining Congress v. EPA, 965 F.2d 759, 
763 (9th Cir.1992). Under the APA, we 
generally review such a decision to de-
termine whether it was “arbitrary, capri-
cious, an abuse of discretion, or other-
wise not in accordance with law.” 5 
U.S.C. § 706(2)(A). 
 

On questions of statutory interpreta-
tion, we follow the approach from Che-
vron U.S.A. Inc. v. Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 
104 S.Ct. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984). 
See NRDC II, 966 F.2d at 1297 (so hold-
ing). In Chevron, 467 U.S. at 842-44, 
104 S.Ct. 2778, the Supreme Court de-
vised a two-step process for reviewing 
an administrative agency's interpretation 
of a statute that it administers. See also 
Bicycle Trails Council of Marin v. Bab-
bitt, 82 F.3d 1445, 1452 (9th Cir.1996) 
(“The Supreme Court has established a 
two-step process for reviewing an agen-
cy's construction of a statute it adminis-
ters.”). Under the first step, we employ 
“traditional tools of statutory construc-
tion” to determine whether Congress 
has expressed its intent unambiguously 
on the question before the court. Che-
vron, 467 U.S. at 843 n. 9, 104 S.Ct. 
2778. “If the intent of Congress is clear, 
that is the end of the matter; for the 
court, as well as the agency, must give 
effect to the unambiguously expressed 

intent of Congress.” Id. at 842-43, 104 
S.Ct. 2778 (footnote omitted). If, instead, 
Congress has left a gap for the adminis-
trative agency to fill, we proceed to step 
two. See id. at 843, 104 S.Ct. 2778. At 
step two, we must uphold the adminis-
trative regulation unless it is “arbitrary, 
capricious, or manifestly contrary to the 
statute.” Id. at 844, 104 S.Ct. 2778. 
 
*1163 B. Background 

The CWA generally prohibits the 
“discharge of any pollutant,” 33 U.S.C. § 
1311(a), from a “point source” into the 
navigable waters of the United States. 
See 33 U.S.C. § 1362(12)(A). An entity 
can, however, obtain an NPDES permit 
that allows for the discharge of some 
pollutants. See 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1). 
 

[3] Ordinarily, an NPDES permit im-
poses effluent limitations on such dis-
charges. See 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1) 
(incorporating effluent limitations found 
in 33 U.S.C. § 1311). First, a permit-
holder “shall ... achiev [e] ... effluent limi-
tations ... which shall require the appli-
cation of the best practicable control 
technology [BPT] currently available.” 33 
U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(A). Second, a per-
mit-holder “shall ... achiev[e] ... any 
more stringent limitation, including those 
necessary to meet water quality stan-
dards, treatment standards or schedules 
of compliance, established pursuant to 
any State law or regulations (under au-
thority preserved by section 1370 of this 
title).” 33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(C) (em-
phasis added). Thus, although the BPT 
requirement takes into account issues of 
practicability, see Rybachek v. EPA, 904 
F.2d 1276, 1289 (9th Cir.1990), the EPA 
also “is under a specific obligation to re-
quire that level of effluent control which 
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is needed to implement existing water 
quality standards without regard to the 
limits of practicability,” Oklahoma v. 
EPA, 908 F.2d 595, 613 (10th Cir.1990) 
(internal quotation marks omitted), rev'd 
on other grounds sub nom. Arkansas v. 
Oklahoma, 503 U.S. 91, 112 S.Ct. 1046, 
117 L.Ed.2d 239 (1992). See also Ack-
els v. EPA, 7 F.3d 862, 865-66 (9th 
Cir.1993) (similar). 
 

The EPA's treatment of storm-water 
discharges has been the subject of 
much debate. Initially, the EPA deter-
mined that such discharges generally 
were exempt from the requirements of 
the CWA (at least when they were un-
contaminated by any industrial or com-
mercial activity). See 40 C.F.R. § 125.4 
(1975). 
 

The Court of Appeals for the District 
of Columbia, however, invalidated that 
regulation, holding that “the EPA Admin-
istrator does not have authority to ex-
empt categories of point sources from 
the permit requirements of § 402 [33 
U.S.C. § 1342].” Natural Resources De-
fense Council, Inc. v. Costle, 568 F.2d 
1369, 1377 (D.C.Cir.1977). “Following 
this decision, [the] EPA issued proposed 
and final rules covering storm water dis-
charges in 1980, 1982, 1984, 1985 and 
1988. These rules were challenged at 
the administrative level and in the 
courts.” American Mining Congress, 965 
F.2d at 763. 
 

Ultimately, in 1987, Congress 
enacted the Water Quality Act amend-
ments to the CWA. See NRDC II, 966 
F.2d at 1296 (“Recognizing both the en-
vironmental threat posed by storm water 
runoff and [the] EPA's problems in im-

plementing regulations, Congress 
passed the Water Quality Act of 1987 
containing amendments to the CWA.”) 
(footnotes omitted). Under the Water 
Quality Act, from 1987 until 1994,FN1 
most entities discharging storm water 
did not need to obtain a permit. See 33 
U.S.C. § 1342(p). 
 

FN1. As enacted, the Water 
Quality Act extended the exemp-
tion to October 1, 1992. Congress 
later amended the Act to change 
that date to October 1, 1994. See 
Pub.L. No. 102-580. 

 
Although the Water Quality Act gen-

erally did not require entities discharging 
storm water to obtain a permit, it did re-
quire such a permit for discharges “with 
respect to which a permit has been is-
sued under this section before February 
4, 1987,” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(2)(A); dis-
charges “associated with industrial activ-
ity,” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(2)(B); dis-
charges from a “municipal separate 
sewer system serving a population of 
[100,000] or more,” 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(p)(2)(C) & (D); and “[a] discharge 
for which the Administrator ... deter-
mines that the stormwater discharge 
contributes to a violation of a water qual-
ity standard or is a significant contributor 
of pollutants to waters of the United 
States,” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(2)(E). 
 

*1164 When a permit is required for 
the discharge of storm water, the Water 
Quality Act sets two different standards: 
 

(A) Industrial discharges 
 

Permits for discharges associated 
with industrial activity shall meet all 
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applicable provisions of this section 
and section 1311 of this title. 

 
(B) Municipal discharge 

 
Permits for discharges from munici-

pal storm sewers- 
 

(i) may be issued on a system or 
jurisdiction-wide basis; 

 
(ii) shall include a requirement to 

effectively prohibit non-stormwater 
discharges into the storm sewers; 
and 

 
(iii) shall require controls to reduce 

the discharge of pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable, includ-
ing management practices, control 
techniques and system, design and 
engineering methods, and such other 
provisions as the Administrator ... de-
termines appropriate for the control 
of such pollutants. 

 
33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3) (emphasis 

added). 
 
C. Application of Chevron 

[4] The EPA and Petitioners argue 
that the Water Quality Act is ambiguous 
regarding whether Congress intended 
for municipalities to comply strictly with 
state water-quality standards, under 33 
U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(C). Accordingly, 
they argue that we must proceed to step 
two of Chevron and defer to the EPA's 
interpretation that the statute does re-
quire strict compliance. See Zimmerman 
v. Oregon Dep't of Justice, 170 F.3d 
1169, 1173 (9th Cir.1999) (“At step two, 
we must uphold the administrative regu-
lation unless it is arbitrary, capricious, or 

manifestly contrary to the statute.”) (cita-
tion and internal quotation marks omit-
ted), cert. denied, 531 U.S. 1189, 121 
S.Ct. 1186, 149 L.Ed.2d 103, 68 USLW 
3129 (1999). 
 

Intervenors and amici, on the other 
hand, argue that the Water Quality Act 
expresses Congress' intent unambi-
guously and, thus, that we must stop at 
step one of Chevron. See, e.g., National 
Credit Union Admin. v. First Nat'l Bank & 
Trust Co., 522 U.S. 479, 118 S.Ct. 927, 
938-39, 140 L.Ed.2d 1 (1998) ( “Be-
cause we conclude that Congress has 
made it clear that the same common 
bond of occupation must unite each 
member of an occupationally defined 
federal credit union, we hold that the 
NCUA's contrary interpretation is im-
permissible under the first step of Che-
vron.”) (emphasis in original); Sierra 
Club v. EPA, 118 F.3d 1324, 1327 (9th 
Cir.1997) (“Congress has spoken clearly 
on the subject and the regulation vi-
olates the provisions of the statute. Our 
inquiry ends at the first prong of Che-
vron.”). We agree with Intervenors and 
amici: For the reasons discussed below, 
the Water Quality Act unambiguously 
demonstrates that Congress did not re-
quire municipal storm-sewer discharges 
to comply strictly with 33 U.S.C. § 
1311(b)(1)(C). That being so, we end 
our inquiry at the first step of the Che-
vron analysis. 
 

[5][6] “[Q]uestions of congressional 
intent that can be answered with ‘tradi-
tional tools of statutory construction’ are 
still firmly within the province of the 
courts” under Chevron. NRDC II, 966 
F.2d at 1297 (citation omitted). “Using 
our ‘traditional tools of statutory con-
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struction,’ Chevron, 467 U.S. at 843 n. 9, 
104 S.Ct. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694, when 
interpreting a statute, we look first to the 
words that Congress used.” Zimmer-
man, 170 F.3d at 1173 (alterations, cita-
tions, and internal quotation marks omit-
ted). “Rather than focusing just on the 
word or phrase at issue, we look to the 
entire statute to determine Congres-
sional intent.” Id. (alterations, citations, 
and internal quotation marks omitted). 
 

As is apparent, Congress expressly 
required industrial storm-water dis-
charges to comply with the requirements 
of 33 U.S.C. § 1311. See 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(p)(3)(A) (“Permits for discharges 
associated with industrial activity shall 
meet all applicable provisions of this 
section and section 1311 of this title.”) 
(emphasis added). By incorporation, 
then, industrial*1165 storm-water dis-
charges “shall ... achiev[e] ... any more 
stringent limitation, including those ne-
cessary to meet water quality standards, 
treatment standards or schedules of 
compliance, established pursuant to any 
State law or regulation (under authority 
preserved by section 1370 of this title).” 
33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(C) (emphasis 
added); see also Sally A. Longroy, The 
Regulation of Storm Water Runoff and 
its Impact on Aviation, 58 J. Air. L. & 
Com. 555, 565-66 (1993) (“Congress 
further singled out industrial storm water 
dischargers, all of which are on the high-
priority schedule, and requires them to 
satisfy all provisions of section 301 of 
the CWA [33 U.S.C. § 1311].... Section 
301 further mandates that NPDES per-
mits include requirements that receiving 
waters meet water quality based stan-
dards.”) (emphasis added). In other 
words, industrial discharges must comp-

ly strictly with state water-quality stan-
dards. 
 

Congress chose not to include a sim-
ilar provision for municipal storm-sewer 
discharges. Instead, Congress required 
municipal storm-sewer discharges “to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable, including 
management practices, control tech-
niques and system, design and engi-
neering methods, and such other provi-
sions as the Administrator ... determines 
appropriate for the control of such pollu-
tants.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). 
 

[7] The EPA and Petitioners argue 
that the difference in wording between 
the two provisions demonstrates ambi-
guity. That argument ignores precedent 
respecting the reading of statutes. Ordi-
narily, “[w]here Congress includes par-
ticular language in one section of a sta-
tute but omits it in another section of the 
same Act, it is generally presumed that 
Congress acts intentionally and pur-
posely in the disparate inclusion or ex-
clusion.” Russello v. United States, 464 
U.S. 16, 23, 104 S.Ct. 296, 78 L.Ed.2d 
17 (1983) (citation and internal quotation 
marks omitted); see also United States 
v. Hanousek, 176 F.3d 1116, 1121 (9th 
Cir.1999) (stating the same principle), 
petition for cert. filed, 68 USLW 3138 
(Aug. 23, 1999). Applying that familiar 
and logical principle, we conclude that 
Congress' choice to require industrial 
storm-water discharges to comply with 
33 U.S.C. § 1311, but not to include the 
same requirement for municipal dis-
charges, must be given effect. When we 
read the two related sections together, 
we conclude that 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) does not require mu-
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nicipal storm-sewer discharges to comp-
ly strictly with 33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(C). 
 

Application of that principle is signifi-
cantly strengthened here, because 33 
U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B) is not merely si-
lent regarding whether municipal dis-
charges must comply with 33 U.S.C. § 
1311. Instead, § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) rep-
laces the requirements of § 1311 with 
the requirement that municipal storm-
sewer dischargers “reduce the dis-
charge of pollutants to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, including management 
practices, control techniques and sys-
tem, design and engineering methods, 
and such other provisions as the Admin-
istrator ... determines appropriate for the 
control of such pollutants.” 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). In the circumstances, 
the statute unambiguously demonstrates 
that Congress did not require municipal 
storm-sewer discharges to comply strict-
ly with 33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(C). 
 

Indeed, the EPA's and Petitioners' in-
terpretation of 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) would render that pro-
vision superfluous, a result that we pre-
fer to avoid so as to give effect to all 
provisions that Congress has enacted. 
See Government of Guam ex rel. Guam 
Econ. Dev. Auth. v. United States, 179 
F.3d 630, 634 (9th Cir.1999) (“This court 
generally refuses to interpret a statute in 
a way that renders a provision super-
fluous.”), as amended, 1999 WL 604218 
(9th Cir. Aug.12, 1999). As all parties 
concede, § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) creates a 
lesser standard than § 1311. Thus, if § 
1311 continues to apply to municipal 
storm-sewer discharges,*1166 the more 
stringent requirements of that section 
always would control. 

 
Contextual clues support the plain 

meaning of § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii), which 
we have described above. The Water 
Quality Act contains other provisions 
that undeniably exempt certain dis-
charges from the permit requirement al-
together (and therefore from § 1311). 
For example, “[t]he Administrator shall 
not require a permit under this section 
for discharges composed entirely of re-
turn flows from irrigated agriculture.” 33 
U.S.C. § 1342(l )(1). Similarly, a permit 
is not required for certain storm-water 
runoff from oil, gas, and mining opera-
tions. See 33 U.S.C. § 1342(l )(2). Read 
in the light of those provisions, Con-
gress' choice to exempt municipal 
storm-sewer discharges from strict com-
pliance with § 1311 is not so unusual 
that we should hesitate to give effect to 
the statutory text, as written. 
 

Finally, our interpretation of § 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) is supported by this 
court's decision in NRDC II. There, the 
petitioner had argued that “the EPA has 
failed to establish substantive controls 
for municipal storm water discharges as 
required by the 1987 amendments.” 
NRDC II, 966 F.2d at 1308. This court 
disagreed with the petitioner's interpre-
tation of the amendments: 
 

Prior to 1987, municipal storm water 
dischargers were subject to the same 
substantive control requirements as 
industrial and other types of storm wa-
ter. In the 1987 amendments, Con-
gress retained the existing, stricter 
controls for industrial storm water dis-
chargers but prescribed new controls 
for municipal storm water discharge. 
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Id. (emphasis added). The court 
concluded that, under 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii), “Congress did not 
mandate a minimum standards ap-
proach. ” Id. (emphasis added). The 
question in NRDC II was not whether § 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) required strict com-
pliance with state water-quality stan-
dards, see 33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(C). 
Nonetheless, the court's holding applies 
equally in this action and further sup-
ports our reading of 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(p). 
 

In conclusion, the text of 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(p)(3)(B), the structure of the Water 
Quality Act as a whole, and this court's 
precedent all demonstrate that Con-
gress did not require municipal storm-
sewer discharges to comply strictly with 
33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(C). 
 
D. Required Compliance with 33 U.S.C. 
§ 1311(b)(1)(C) 

[8] We are left with Intervenors' con-
tention that the EPA may not, under the 
CWA, require strict compliance with 
state water-quality standards, through 
numerical limits or otherwise. We disag-
ree. 
 

Although Congress did not require 
municipal storm-sewer discharges to 
comply strictly with § 1311(b)(1)(C), § 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) states that “[p]ermits 
for discharges from municipal storm 
sewers ... shall require ... such other 
provisions as the Administrator ... de-
termines appropriate for the control of 
such pollutants.” (Emphasis added.) 
That provision gives the EPA discretion 
to determine what pollution controls are 
appropriate. As this court stated in 
NRDC II, “Congress gave the adminis-

trator discretion to determine what con-
trols are necessary.... NRDC's argument 
that the EPA rule is inadequate cannot 
prevail in the face of the clear statutory 
language.” 966 F.2d at 1308. 
 

Under that discretionary provision, 
the EPA has the authority to determine 
that ensuring strict compliance with state 
water-quality standards is necessary to 
control pollutants. The EPA also has the 
authority to require less than strict com-
pliance with state water-quality stan-
dards. The EPA has adopted an interim 
approach, which “uses best manage-
ment practices (BMPs) in first-round 
storm water permits ... to provide for the 
attainment of water quality standards.” 
The EPA applied that approach to the 
permits at issue here. Under 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii), the EPA's choice to 
include*1167 either management prac-
tices or numeric limitations in the per-
mits was within its discretion. See 
NRDC II, 966 F.2d at 1308 (“Congress 
did not mandate a minimum standards 
approach or specify that [the] EPA de-
velop minimal performance require-
ments.”). In the circumstances, the EPA 
did not act arbitrarily or capriciously by 
issuing permits to Intervenors. 
 

PETITION DENIED. 
 
C.A.9,1999. 
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Environmental, municipal, and industry groups 
brought petitions for review of Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) rule mandating that 
discharges from small municipal storm sewers and 
construction sites be subject to National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting 
requirements. On denial of rehearing, the Court of 
Appeals, James R. Browning, Circuit Judge, held 
that: (1) EPA had authority to impose rule; (2) rule 
did not violate the Tenth Amendment; (3) rule 
improperly failed to provide for review of notices of 
intent and public participation in NPDES permitting 
process; (4) EPA's failure to designate industrial 
sources of storm water pollution for permitting 
requirements was not arbitrary and capricious; (5) 
challenge to rule's exclusion of forest roads was not 
time-barred; (6) forestry trade association lacked 
standing to challenge rule; (7) EPA properly 

consulted with state and local officials; (8) sites 
subject to rule were properly designated; and (9) 
EPA properly retained authority to designate future 
sources of storm water pollution for regulation. 
 
Petitions for review granted in part and denied in 
part. 
 
Tallman, Circuit Judge, filed opinion concurring in 
part and dissenting in part, and would have granted 
petition for rehearing. 
 
Opinion, 319 F.3d 398, vacated. 
West Headnotes 
[1] Environmental Law 149E 176 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek174 Substances, Sources, and Activities 
Regulated 
                149Ek176 k. Sewage and Sewers. Most 
Cited Cases 
 
 Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pollutants. Most 
Cited Cases 
Storm sewers are established “point sources” subject 
to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permitting requirements under Clean Water 
Act (CWA). Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972, § 101 et seq., 33 U.S.C.A. § 
1251 et seq. 
 
[2] Environmental Law 149E 175 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek174 Substances, Sources, and Activities 
Regulated 
                149Ek175 k. In General. Most Cited Cases 
Diffuse runoff, such as rainwater that is not 
channeled through point source, is considered 
“nonpoint source” pollution and is not subject to 
federal regulation under Clean Water Act (CWA). 



344 F.3d 832 Page 2
344 F.3d 832, 57 ERC 1039, 33 Envtl. L. Rep. 20,269, 03 Cal. Daily Op. Serv. 8398, 2003 Daily Journal D.A.R. 
10,479 
(Cite as: 344 F.3d 832) 

© 2007 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works. 

Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972, § 101 et seq., 33 U.S.C.A. § 1251 et seq. 
 
[3] Constitutional Law 92 976 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92VI Enforcement of Constitutional Provisions 
            92VI(C) Determination of Constitutional 
Questions 
                92VI(C)2 Necessity of Determination 
                      92k976 k. Resolution of Non-
Constitutional Questions Before Constitutional 
Questions. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k46(1)) 
Court of Appeals avoids considering constitutionality 
of a rule if an issue may be resolved on narrower 
grounds. 
 
[4] Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pollutants. Most 
Cited Cases 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
interpretation of rule promulgated under Clean Water 
Act (CWA), whereby EPA would require that 
discharges from small municipal storm sewers and 
construction sites be subject to National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting 
requirements, was reasonable, and thus EPA acted 
within its statutory mandate in formulating permit 
program under rule; even though permitting was not 
included on statutory list of elements for EPA's 
comprehensive program to regulate small sewer 
systems, list was non-exclusive, and statutory 
language requiring imposition of permits for 
“municipal storm sewers” was reasonably interpreted 
to extend to small systems. Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act Amendments of 1972, § 402(p)(6), 33 
U.S.C.A. § 1342(p)(6). 
 
[5] Environmental Law 149E 197 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek197 k. Conditions and Limitations. 
Most Cited Cases 
Minimum measures set forth by rule as conditions for 
issuance of stormwater discharge permit to operator 

of small municipal storm sewers did not exceed 
authority of Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
under Clean Water Act (CWA), as statute's list of 
elements for regulatory program was nonexclusive, 
and rule included at least one alternative to minimum 
measures. Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972, § 402(p)(6), 33 U.S.C.A. § 
1342(p)(6); 40 C.F.R. §§ 122.26(d), 122.26, 
122.33(b)(1), 122.34(b), (d)(1)(i). 
 
[6] States 360 4.16(3) 
 
360 States 
      360I Political Status and Relations 
            360I(A) In General 
                360k4.16 Powers of United States and 
Infringement on State Powers 
                      360k4.16(3) k. Surrender of State 
Sovereignty and Coercion of State. Most Cited Cases 
Under the Tenth Amendment, the Federal 
Government may not compel States to implement, by 
legislation or executive action, federal regulatory 
programs. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 10. 
 
[7] States 360 4.16(3) 
 
360 States 
      360I Political Status and Relations 
            360I(A) In General 
                360k4.16 Powers of United States and 
Infringement on State Powers 
                      360k4.16(3) k. Surrender of State 
Sovereignty and Coercion of State. Most Cited Cases 
Under the Tenth Amendment, the federal government 
may not force the States to regulate third parties in 
furtherance of a federal program. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 10. 
 
[8] States 360 4.16(1) 
 
360 States 
      360I Political Status and Relations 
            360I(A) In General 
                360k4.16 Powers of United States and 
Infringement on State Powers 
                      360k4.16(1) k. In General. Most Cited 
Cases 
Protections of Tenth Amendment, whereby federal 
government may not compel States to implement 
federal regulatory programs by legislation or 
executive action, nor force the States to regulate third 
parties in furtherance of a federal program, extend to 
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municipalities. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 10. 
 
[9] United States 393 82(2) 
 
393 United States 
      393VI Fiscal Matters 
            393k82 Disbursements in General 
                393k82(2) k. Aid to State and Local 
Agencies in General. Most Cited Cases 
While federal government may not compel them to 
do so, it may encourage States and municipalities to 
implement federal regulatory programs; for example, 
the federal government may make certain federal 
funds available only to those States or municipalities 
that enact a given regulatory regime. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 10. 
 
[10] States 360 4.16(3) 
 
360 States 
      360I Political Status and Relations 
            360I(A) In General 
                360k4.16 Powers of United States and 
Infringement on State Powers 
                      360k4.16(3) k. Surrender of State 
Sovereignty and Coercion of State. Most Cited Cases 
The crucial proscribed element under the Tenth 
Amendment, as to federal government's ability to 
have states implement federal programs, is coercion; 
the residents of the State or municipality must retain 
the ultimate decision as to whether or not the State or 
municipality will comply with the federal regulatory 
program, but as long as the alternative to 
implementing a federal regulatory program does not 
offend the Constitution's guarantees of federalism, 
the fact that the alternative is difficult, expensive, or 
otherwise unappealing is insufficient to establish a 
Tenth Amendment violation. U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 
10. 
 
[11] Environmental Law 149E 166 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek163 Constitutional Provisions, Statutes, 
and Ordinances 
                149Ek166 k. Validity. Most Cited Cases 
 
 States 360 4.16(3) 
 
360 States 
      360I Political Status and Relations 

            360I(A) In General 
                360k4.16 Powers of United States and 
Infringement on State Powers 
                      360k4.16(3) k. Surrender of State 
Sovereignty and Coercion of State. Most Cited Cases 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) rule 
promulgated under Clean Water Act (CWA), 
whereby discharges from small municipal storm 
sewers and construction sites were subject to 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permitting requirements, did not 
wrongfully compel municipalities to regulate third 
parties under federal law as condition of receiving 
permit to operate, as would contravene Tenth 
Amendment; although one means of obtaining permit 
would require municipality to adopt various 
enforcement procedures, permit applicants retained 
option of applying for Alternative Permit. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 10; Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972, § 101 et seq., 33 U.S.C.A. 
§ 1251 et seq.; 40 C.F.R. §§ 122.26(d), 122.34. 
 
[12] Constitutional Law 92 1681 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XVIII Freedom of Speech, Expression, and 
Press 
            92XVIII(F) Politics and Elections 
                92k1681 k. Political Speech, Beliefs, or 
Activity in General. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k90.1(4)) 
 
 Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pollutants. Most 
Cited Cases 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adoption of 
“Public Education” and “Illicit Discharge” Minimum 
Measures within rules governing discharges from 
small municipal storm sewers and construction sites, 
whereby such discharges would be subject to 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permitting requirements under Clean Water 
Act (CWA), did not wrongfully compel 
municipalities to deliver EPA's political messages, 
and thus did not violate municipalities' free speech 
rights under First Amendment; requiring providers of 
storm sewers that discharged into national waters to 
educate public about impacts of storm water 
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discharge, and to inform affected parties, including 
public, about hazards of improper waste disposal fell 
short of compelling political speech, since they did 
not dictate specific ideological message. U.S.C.A. 
Const.Amend. 1; Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972, § 101 et seq., 33 U.S.C.A. 
§ 1251 et seq. 
 
[13] Administrative Law and Procedure 15A 

395 
 
15A Administrative Law and Procedure 
      15AIV Powers and Proceedings of 
Administrative Agencies, Officers and Agents 
            15AIV(C) Rules and Regulations 
                15Ak392 Proceedings for Adoption 
                      15Ak395 k. Notice and Comment, 
Sufficiency. Most Cited Cases 
In determining whether notice to interested parties 
was adequate under informal rulemaking strictures of 
Administrative Procedure Act (APA) when final 
regulation has varied from proposal, court must 
consider whether new round of notice and comment 
would have provided first opportunity for interested 
parties to offer comments that could have persuaded 
agency to modify its ruling. 5 U.S.C.A. § 553. 
 
[14] Environmental Law 149E 218 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek215 Administrative Agencies and 
Proceedings 
                149Ek218 k. Notice and Comment. Most 
Cited Cases 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) adoption of 
Alternative Permit option within rules governing 
discharges from small municipal storm sewers and 
construction sites, whereby such discharges would be 
subject to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permitting requirements under 
Clean Water Act (CWA), properly complied with 
minimum notice and comment procedures required in 
informal rulemaking under Administrative Procedure 
Act (APA), since Alternative Permit option was 
logical outgrowth of comments received by EPA in 
response to proposed rule, and option contained no 
elements that were not part of proposed rule, even 
though it was configured differently. 5 U.S.C.A. § 
553; Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972, § 101 et seq., 33 U.S.C.A. § 
1251 et seq. 

 
[15] Environmental Law 149E 662 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EXIII Judicial Review or Intervention 
            149Ek662 k. Ripeness. Most Cited Cases 
Challenge to Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) rule allowing operators of small municipal 
storm sewers to pursue general permit option to meet 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirements under Clean Water Act 
(CWA) was ripe for review, as issue did not involve 
merits of any specific permit but was purely one of 
statutory interpretation that would not benefit from 
further factual development; issue specifically was 
whether EPA accomplished the substantive controls 
for municipal stormwater that Congress mandated in 
the CWA. Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972, § 402(p), 33 U.S.C.A. § 
1342(p). 
 
[16] Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pollutants. Most 
Cited Cases 
General permitting scheme of Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) rules governing discharges 
from small municipal storm sewers and construction 
sites, whereby such discharges would be subject to 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) requirements under Clean Water Act 
(CWA), improperly allowed sewer system operators 
to design storm water pollution control programs 
without adequate regulatory and public oversight, and 
thus contravened CWA, since permitting scheme did 
not require EPA to review content of dischargers' 
notices of intent, and did not contain express 
requirements for public participation in NPDES 
permitting process. Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972, § 402(p)(3), 33 U.S.C.A. 
§ 1342(p)(3); 40 C.F.R. § 122.34. 
 
[17] Administrative Law and Procedure 15A 

413 
 
15A Administrative Law and Procedure 
      15AIV Powers and Proceedings of 
Administrative Agencies, Officers and Agents 
            15AIV(C) Rules and Regulations 
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                15Ak412 Construction 
                      15Ak413 k. Administrative 
Construction. Most Cited Cases 
 
 Administrative Law and Procedure 15A 753 
 
15A Administrative Law and Procedure 
      15AV Judicial Review of Administrative 
Decisions 
            15AV(D) Scope of Review in General 
                15Ak753 k. Theory and Grounds of 
Administrative Decision. Most Cited Cases 
Court of Appeals normally defers to an agency's 
interpretations of its own regulations, but it may 
decline to defer to the post hoc rationalizations of 
appellate counsel. 
 
[18] Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pollutants. Most 
Cited Cases 
Failure of Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
to designate industrial sources of storm water 
pollution for discharge permit program, whereby 
such discharges would become subject to National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
requirements, was not arbitrary and capricious, and 
thus did not violate Clean Water Act (CWA); rather 
than designating industrial discharge sources on 
nationwide basis under NPDES program, EPA 
sought to establish local and regional designation 
authority for such sources. Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act Amendments of 1972, § 101 et seq., as 
amended, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1251 et seq. 
 
[19] Environmental Law 149E 671 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EXIII Judicial Review or Intervention 
            149Ek668 Time for Proceedings 
                149Ek671 k. Accrual, Computation, and 
Tolling. Most Cited Cases 
Petitioners' challenge to failure of Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) to regulate stormwater 
drainage from forest roads did not have to be raised 
either when EPA initially promulgated silviculture 
regulations excluding certain silvicultural activities 
from National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permitting requirements, or when 

EPA considered amending such regulations but 
chose not to do so, and challenge was thus not time-
barred, to extent that present challenge was made to 
EPA's decision not to address forest roads under 
later-enacted portion of Clean Water Act (CWA) 
directed to municipal and industrial stormwater 
discharges. Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972, §§ 402(p), 509(b)(1), 33 
U.S.C.A. §§ 11342(p), 1369(b)(1); 40 C.F.R. § 
122.27(b)(1). 
 
[20] Environmental Law 149E 641 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EXIII Judicial Review or Intervention 
            149Ek636 Administrative Decisions or 
Actions Reviewable in General 
                149Ek641 k. Water Pollution. Most Cited 
Cases 
Petitioners' comments during rulemaking process in 
connection with Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) rule governing municipal and industrial 
stormwater discharges pursuant to Clean Water Act 
(CWA) were not so inadequate as to preclude 
appellate court jurisdiction to hear petitioners' 
subsequent challenge to rule's failure to address 
stormwater drainage from forest roads; comments 
comprised two paragraphs, with footnotes, stating 
objections and providing support, EPA was aware of 
forest road sedimentation problem at time of 
rulemaking, and EPA responded to comments 
without disputing that problem was serious. Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, § 
402(p), 33 U.S.C.A. § 1342(p). 
 
[21] Environmental Law 149E 652 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EXIII Judicial Review or Intervention 
          149Ek649 Persons Entitled to Sue or Seek 
Review; Standing 
                149Ek652 k. Organizations, Associations, 
and Other Groups. Most Cited Cases 
Forestry and paper association lacked sufficient 
standing to challenge Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) rule mandating that discharges from 
small municipal storm sewers and construction sites 
be subject to National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permitting 
requirements under Clean Water Act (CWA), since 
association's interest in avoiding future regulation of 
forest roads was not actually or imminently affected 
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by rule at issue. Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972, § 101 et seq., 33 U.S.C.A. § 
1251 et seq. 
 
[22] Environmental Law 149E 220 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek215 Administrative Agencies and 
Proceedings 
                149Ek220 k. Permit and Certification 
Proceedings. Most Cited Cases 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in 
promulgating rule mandating that discharges from 
small municipal storm sewers and construction sites 
be subject to National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permitting 
requirements, properly consulted with state and local 
officials, and thus did not violate Clean Water Act 
(CWA); draft of first report pertaining to proposed 
rule was circulated to states and municipalities, EPA 
regional offices, professional associations and other 
stakeholders, and rule was revised based upon 
comments received. Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972, § 402(p), 33 U.S.C.A. § 
1342(p). 
 
[23] Environmental Law 149E 652 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EXIII Judicial Review or Intervention 
            149Ek649 Persons Entitled to Sue or Seek 
Review; Standing 
                149Ek652 k. Organizations, Associations, 
and Other Groups. Most Cited Cases 
 
 Environmental Law 149E 654 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EXIII Judicial Review or Intervention 
            149Ek649 Persons Entitled to Sue or Seek 
Review; Standing 
                149Ek654 k. Government Entities, 
Agencies, and Officials. Most Cited Cases 
Home builders' association and municipalities 
possessed sufficient standing to challenge designation 
by Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) of 
municipal storm sewers and construction sites for 
regulation under Clean Water Act (CWA), whereby 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permits would be required for discharges 
by such entities, since association and municipalities 

were able to allege procedural harm from purported 
lack of notice or from effects of regulation itself. 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972, § 101 et seq., 33 U.S.C.A. § 1251 et seq. 
 
[24] Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pollutants. Most 
Cited Cases 
Designation by Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) of municipal storm sewers to be subject to 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permitting requirements, according to areas 
defined by Census Bureau as “urbanized,” was not 
arbitrary and capricious, as would violate Clean 
Water Act (CWA), since EPA articulated reasoned 
basis for its conclusion that Census Bureau's 
designation was correlated to actual levels of 
pollution runoff in storm water; record evidence 
demonstrated compelling and widespread 
relationship between urban storm water runoff and 
deleterious impacts on water quality. Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, § 
402(p), 33 U.S.C.A. § 1342(p). 
 
[25] Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pollutants. Most 
Cited Cases 
Decision by Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) to subject construction sites disturbing 
between one and five acres of land to National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permitting requirements was not arbitrary and 
capricious, as would violate Clean Water Act 
(CWA); record evidence included numerous studies 
of sedimentation from construction sites, which EPA 
specifically reviewed in promulgating challenged 
regulation, and EPA's extrapolation of data from 
studies involving larger sites had reasonable basis. 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972, § 402(p), 33 U.S.C.A. § 1342(p). 
 
[26] Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
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      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pollutants. Most 
Cited Cases 
Allowance by Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) of regulatory waivers for small construction 
sites not likely to cause adverse water quality 
impacts, as would exempt such sites from National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit requirements, was not arbitrary and 
capricious, as would violate Clean Water Act 
(CWA); EPA's waiver approach promoted fairness 
and efficiency in permitting process, and did not 
create presumption applicable to evidentiary hearing. 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972, § 101 et seq., 33 U.S.C.A. § 1251 et seq. 
 
[27] Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pollutants. Most 
Cited Cases 
Decision by Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) to subject small construction sites to National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permitting requirements was consistent with its 
decisions to exempt other potential storm water 
runoff sources from such requirements, 
notwithstanding alleged lack of quantifiable data 
regarding runoff, and thus was not arbitrary and 
capricious, as would violate Clean Water Act 
(CWA); record evidence demonstrated that 
construction sites of all sizes had greater erosion rates 
than almost any other land use, and thus were not 
similarly situated to potential polluters that EPA 
chose not to regulate. Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act Amendments of 1972, § 101 et seq., 33 
U.S.C.A. § 1251 et seq. 
 
[28] Environmental Law 149E 175 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek174 Substances, Sources, and Activities 
Regulated 
                149Ek175 k. In General. Most Cited Cases 
Language in Clean Water Act (CWA) conferring 
authority to Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
to regulate “a discharge” determined to threaten 
water quality does not preclude EPA from 

designating entire categories of discharge sources for 
regulation. Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972, § 402(p), 33 U.S.C.A. § 
1342(p). 
 
[29] Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pollutants. Most 
Cited Cases 
Residual designation authority retained by 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for 
subjecting storm water discharge sites to future 
regulation under National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permitting system was 
not ultra vires as to Clean Water Act (CWA); 
applicable statutory sections authorized designation 
of class of discharges to be identified on case-by-
case, location-specific bases by NPDES permitting 
authority, consistent with comprehensive program to 
protect water quality. Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act Amendments of 1972, § 402(p), 33 
U.S.C.A. § 1342(p). 
 
[30] Constitutional Law 92 2419 
 
92 Constitutional Law 
      92XX Separation of Powers 
            92XX(B) Legislative Powers and Functions 
                92XX(B)4 Delegation of Powers 
                      92k2410 To Executive, Particular 
Issues and Applications 
                          92k2419 k. Environment and Natural 
Resources. Most Cited Cases 
      (Formerly 92k62(10)) 
 
 Environmental Law 149E 196 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek196 k. Discharge of Pollutants. Most 
Cited Cases 
Residual designation authority retained by 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for 
subjecting storm water discharge sites to future 
regulation under National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permitting system 
under Clean Water Act (CWA) did not effect 
unconstitutional delegation of legislative power, 



344 F.3d 832 Page 8
344 F.3d 832, 57 ERC 1039, 33 Envtl. L. Rep. 20,269, 03 Cal. Daily Op. Serv. 8398, 2003 Daily Journal D.A.R. 
10,479 
(Cite as: 344 F.3d 832) 

© 2007 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works. 

since such authority manifested statutory directive to 
restore and maintain chemical, physical and 
biological integrity of national waters. U.S.C.A. 
Const. Art. 1, § 1; Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act Amendments of 1972, § 402(p), 33 U.S.C.A. § 
1342(p). 
 
[31] Environmental Law 149E 218 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek215 Administrative Agencies and 
Proceedings 
                149Ek218 k. Notice and Comment. Most 
Cited Cases 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provided 
proper notice and comment for rule allowing agency 
to retain residual designation authority subjecting 
categories of storm water discharge sites to future 
regulation under National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permitting system 
under Clean Water Act (CWA), even though 
proposed rule would have only allowed such 
designation on case-by-case basis, since final rule 
was logical outgrowth of comments received by 
EPA; elements in proposed rule explicitly envisioned 
categorical designation of sources at watershed level. 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972, § 402(p), 33 U.S.C.A. § 1342(p). 
 
[32] Administrative Law and Procedure 15A 

405.5 
 
15A Administrative Law and Procedure 
      15AIV Powers and Proceedings of 
Administrative Agencies, Officers and Agents 
            15AIV(C) Rules and Regulations 
                15Ak404 Form 
                      15Ak405.5 k. Economic or Social 
Impact Statement. Most Cited Cases 
Under Regulatory Flexibility Act (RFA), federal 
agency must prepare regulatory flexibility analysis 
and assessment of economic impact of proposed rule 
on small business entities, unless agency certifies that 
proposed rule will not have significant economic 
impact on a substantial number of small entities, and 
provides a factual basis for that certification. 5 
U.S.C.A. § 604. 
 
[33] Environmental Law 149E 220 
 
149E Environmental Law 

      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek215 Administrative Agencies and 
Proceedings 
                149Ek220 k. Permit and Certification 
Proceedings. Most Cited Cases 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), in 
promulgating rule subjecting categories of storm 
water discharge sites to National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permitting 
requirements under Clean Water Act (CWA), 
reasonably certified that rule would not have 
significant economic impact on small business 
entities, as required under Regulatory Flexibility Act 
(RFA); EPA convened small business advocacy 
review panel before publishing notice of proposed 
rule, and included provisions in rule designed to 
minimize impacts on such entities. 5 U.S.C.A. § 604; 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972, § 101 et seq., 33 U.S.C.A. § 1251 et seq. 
 
*839Victoria Clark, EnvironmentalDefenseCenter, 
Santa Barbara, CA, for petitioner 
EnvironmentalDefenseCenter, Inc. 
Andrew G. Frank and Arlene Yang, Paul, Weiss, 
Rifkind, Wharton & Garrison, New York, NY, and 
Nancy K. Stoner, Natural Resources Defense 
Council, Washington, DC, for intervenor National 
Resources Defense Council, Inc. 
R. Timothy McCrum, Ellen B. Steen, and Donald J. 
Kochan, Crowell & Moring, Washington, DC, for 
petitioners American Forest & Paper Association and 
National Association of Home Builders. 
Steven P. Quarles and J. Michael Klise, Crowell & 
Moring, Washington, DC, and William R. Murray, 
American Forest & Paper Association, Washington, 
DC, for petitioner American Forest & Paper 
Association. 
Jim Mathews and Clarence Joe Freeland, Mathews & 
Freeland, Austin, TX, for petitioner Texas Cities 
Coalition on Stormwater. 
Sydney W. Falk, Jr. and William D. Dugat III, 
Bickerstaff, Heath, Smiley, Pollan, Kever & 
McDaniel, Austin, TX, for petitioner Texas Counties 
Storm Water Coalition. 
John C. Cruden, Daniel M. Flores and Kent E. 
Hanson, United States Department of Justice, 
Washington, DC, and Stephen J. Sweeny, United 
States Environmental Protection Agency, 
Washington, DC, for respondent United States 
Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
On Petition for Review of an Order of the 
Environmental Protection Agency. EPA No. Clean 



344 F.3d 832 Page 9
344 F.3d 832, 57 ERC 1039, 33 Envtl. L. Rep. 20,269, 03 Cal. Daily Op. Serv. 8398, 2003 Daily Journal D.A.R. 
10,479 
(Cite as: 344 F.3d 832) 

© 2007 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works. 

Water 40 CFR. 
 
Before BROWNING, REINHARDT, and 
TALLMAN, Circuit Judges. 
Opinion by Judge JAMES R. BROWNING; Partial 
Concurrence and Partial Dissent by Judge 
TALLMAN. 
 

ORDER AND OPINION 
 

ORDER 
 
The opinion and dissent filed in this case on January 
14, 2003, and published at 319 F.3d 398 are vacated. 
They are replaced by the Opinion and Dissent filed 
today. 
 
With the filing of the new Opinion and Dissent, the 
panel has voted to deny the petitions for rehearing 
and the petition for rehearing en banc. (Judge 
Tallman would grant the petition for rehearing filed 
by *840 the Environmental Protection Agency.) The 
full court has been advised of the new Opinion, new 
Dissent, and petition for rehearing en banc. No judge 
has requested a vote on the petition for rehearing en 
banc. Fed. R.App. P. 35. 
 
The petitions for rehearing and the petition for 
rehearing en banc are DENIED. The clerk is 
instructed not to accept for filing any new petitions 
for rehearing or petitions for rehearing en banc in this 
case. 
 
Each party shall bear its own costs in this appeal. 
 

OPINION 
JAMES R. BROWNING, Circuit Judge. 
Petitioners challenge a rule issued by the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency pursuant to 
the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. §§ 1251-1387, to 
control pollutants introduced into the nation's waters 
by storm sewers. 
 
Storm sewers drain rainwater and melted snow from 
developed areas into water bodies that can handle the 
excess flow. Draining stormwater picks up a variety 
of contaminants as it filters through soil and over 
pavement on its way to sewers. Sewers are also used 
on occasion as an easy (if illicit) means for the direct 
discharge of unwanted contaminants. Since storm 
sewer systems generally channel collected runoff into 
federally protected water bodies, they are subject to 

the controls of the Clean Water Act. 
 
In October of 1999, after thirteen years in process, 
the Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) 
promulgated a final administrative rule (the “Phase II 
Rule”FN1 or “the Rule”) under § 402(p) of the Clean 
Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p), mandating that 
discharges from small municipal separate storm 
sewer systems and from construction sites between 
one and five acres in size be subject to the permitting 
requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (“NPDES”), 33 U.S.C. §§ 
1311(a), 1342. EPA preserved authority to regulate 
other harmful stormwater discharges in the future. 
 

FN1. The “Phase II Rule” reviewed here is 
the product of the second stage of EPA's 
two-phase stormwater rulemaking effort. 
The “Phase I Rule,” governing larger-scale 
stormwater discharges, was issued in 1990 
and reviewed by this court in Natural Res. 
Def. Council v. EPA, 966 F.2d 1292 (9th 
Cir.1992). 

 
In the three cases consolidated here, petitioners and 
intervenors challenge the Phase II Rule on twenty-
two constitutional, statutory, and procedural grounds. 
We remand three aspects of the Rule concerning the 
issuance of notices of intent under the Rule's general 
permitting scheme, and a fourth aspect concerning 
the regulation of forest roads. We affirm the Rule 
against all other challenges. 
 

I. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

A. The Problem of Stormwater Runoff 
 
Stormwater runoff is one of the most significant 
sources of water pollution in the nation, at times 
“comparable to, if not greater than, contamination 
from industrial and sewage sources.”FN2 Storm sewer 
waters carry suspended metals, sediments, algae-
promoting nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorus), 
floatable trash, used motor oil, raw sewage, 
pesticides, and other toxic contaminants into streams, 
rivers, lakes, *841 and estuaries across the United 
States.FN3 In 1985, three-quarters of the States cited 
urban stormwater runoff as a major cause of 
waterbody impairment, and forty percent reported 
construction site runoff as a major cause of 
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impairment.FN4 Urban runoff has been named as the 
foremost cause of impairment of surveyed ocean 
waters.FN5 Among the sources of stormwater 
contamination are urban development, industrial 
facilities, construction sites, and illicit discharges and 
connections to storm sewer systems.FN6 
 

FN2. Richard G. Cohn-Lee and Diane M. 
Cameron, Urban Stormwater Runoff 
Contamination of the Chesapeake Bay: 
Sources and Mitigation,THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONAL, 
Vol. 14, p. 10, at 10 (1992); see also Natural 
Res. Def. Council, 966 F.2d at 1295 (citing a 
study by the Nationwide Urban Runoff 
Program). 

 
FN3.Regulation for Revision of the Water 
Pollution Control Program Addressing 
Storm Water, 64 Fed. Reg. 68,722, 68,724, 
68,727 (Dec. 8, 1999) (codified at 40 C.F.R. 
pts. 9, 122, 123, and 124). 

 
FN4.Id. at 68,726. 

 
FN5.Id. 

 
FN6.Id. at 68,725-31. 

 
B. Stormwater and the Clean Water Act 

 
Congress enacted the Clean Water Act in 1948 to 
“restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the Nation's waters.” 33 U.S.C. 
§ 1251(a) (originally codified as the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, 62 Stat. 1155). The Clean 
Water Act prohibits the discharge of pollutants from 
a “point source”FN7 into the waters of the United 
States without a permit issued under the terms of the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, 33 
U.S.C. §§ 1311(a), 1342, which requires dischargers 
to comply with technology-based pollution 
limitations (generally according to the “best available 
technology economically achievable,” or “BAT” 
standard). 33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(2)(A). NPDES 
permits are issued by EPA or by States that have 
been authorized by EPA to act as NPDES permitting 
authorities. 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)-(b). The permitting 
authority must make copies of all NPDES permits 
and permit applications available to the public, 33 
U.S.C. §§ 1342(j), 1342(b)(3); state permitting 
authorities must provide EPA notice of each permit 

application, 33 U.S.C. § 1342(b)(4); and a permitting 
authority must provide an opportunity for a public 
hearing before issuing any permit, 33 U.S.C. §§ 
1342(a)(1), 1342(b)(3); cf.33 U.S.C. § 1251(e) 
(requiring public participation). 
 

FN7. A point source is “any discernible, 
confined and discrete conveyance, including 
but not limited to any pipe, ditch, channel, 
tunnel, conduit, well, discrete fissure, 
container, rolling stock, concentrated animal 
feeding operation, or vessel or other floating 
craft, from which pollutants are or may be 
discharged.” 33 U.S.C. § 1362(14). 

 
[1][2] Storm sewers are established point sources 
subject to NPDES permitting requirements. Natural 
Res. Def. Council v. Costle, 568 F.2d 1369, 1379 
(D.C.Cir.1977) (holding unlawful EPA's exemption 
of stormwater discharges from NPDES permitting 
requirements); Natural Res. Def. Council v. EPA, 
966 F.2d 1292, 1295 (9th Cir.1992).FN8 In 1987, to 
better regulate pollution conveyed by stormwater 
runoff, Congress enacted Clean Water Act § 402(p), 
33 U.S.C. § 1342(p), “Municipal and Industrial 
Stormwater Discharges.” Sections 402(p)(2) and 
402(p)(3) mandate NPDES permits for stormwater 
discharges “associated with industrial activity,” 
discharges from large and medium-sized municipal 
storm sewer systems, and certain other discharges. 
Section 402(p)(4) sets out a timetable for 
promulgation of the first of a *842 two-phase overall 
program of stormwater regulation. Id. at § 
1342(p)(2)-(4); Natural Res. Def. Council, 966 F.2d 
at 1296. In 1990, pursuant to § 402(p)(4), EPA 
issued the Phase I Rule regulating large discharge 
sources.FN9 
 

FN8. Diffuse runoff, such as rainwater that 
is not channeled through a point source, is 
considered nonpoint source pollution and is 
not subject to federal regulation. Oregon 
Natural Desert Ass'n v. Dombeck, 172 F.3d 
1092, 1095 (9th Cir.1998). 

 
FN9.National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Permit Application 
Regulations for Stormwater Discharges, 55 
Fed. Reg. 47,990 (Nov. 16, 1990) (codified 
at 40 C.F.R. pt. 122-124). The Phase I rule 
was challenged in this court in Natural Res. 
Def. Council, 966 F.2d at 1292. We held, 
inter alia, that EPA must impose deadlines 
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for permit approvals, id. at 1300, that EPA's 
decision to regulate construction sites only 
over five acres in size was arbitrary and 
capricious, id. at 1306, and that EPA did not 
act capriciously in defining “municipal,” id. 
at 1304, or in placing differently-sized 
municipalities on different permitting 
schedules, id. at 1301. 

 
C. The Phase II Stormwater Rule 

 
In Clean Water Act § 402(p), Congress also directed 
a second stage of stormwater regulation by ordering 
EPA to identify and address sources of pollution not 
covered by the Phase I Rule. Section 402(p)(1) 
placed a temporary moratorium (expiring in 1994) on 
the permitting of other stormwater discharges 
pending the results of studies mandated in § 
402(p)(5) to identify the sources and pollutant 
content of such discharges and to establish 
procedures and methods to control them as 
“necessary to mitigate impacts on water quality.” 33 
U.S.C. § 1342(p)(5). Section 402(p)(6) required that 
EPA establish “a comprehensive program to 
regulate” these stormwater discharges “to protect 
water quality,” following the studies mandated in § 
402(p)(5) and consultation with state and local 
officials. Id. at § 1342(p)(6). 
 
EPA proposed the Phase II Rule in January of 
1998.FN10 In October, 1999, Congress passed 
legislation precluding EPA from promulgating the 
new Rule until EPA submitted an additional report to 
Congress supporting certain anticipated aspects of the 
Rule.FN11EPA was also required to publish its report 
in the Federal Register for public comment. Pub. L. 
No. 106-74, § 431(c), 113 Stat. at 1097. Later that 
month, EPA submitted the required (“Appropriations 
Act”) study and promulgated the Rule.FN12 
 

FN10.Proposed Regulations for Revision of 
the Water Pollution Control Program 
Addressing Storm Water Discharges, 63 
Fed. Reg. 1536 (proposed Jan. 9, 1998). 

 
FN11.Pub. L. No. 106-74, § 431(a), 113 
Stat. 1047, 1096 (1999) ( “Appropriations, 
2000-Department of Veterans Affairs and 
Housing and Urban Development, and 
Independent Agencies”). 

 
FN12.Regulations for Revision of the Water 

Pollution Control Program Addressing 
Storm Water Discharges, 64 Fed. Reg. 
68,722 (Dec. 8, 1999) (codified at 40 C.F.R. 
pts. 9, 122, 123, and 124). 

 
Under the Phase II Rule, NPDES permits are required 
for discharges from small municipal separate storm 
sewer systems (“small MS4s”) and stormwater 
discharges from construction activity disturbing 
between one and five acres (“small construction 
sites”). 40 C.F.R. §§ 122.26(a)(9)(i)(A)-(B). Small 
MS4s may seek permission to discharge by 
submitting an individualized set of best-management 
plans in six specified categories, id. at § 122.34, 
either in the form of an individual permit application, 
or in the form of a notice of intent to comply with a 
general permit. Id. at § 122.33(b). Small MS4s may 
also seek permission to discharge through an 
alternative process, under which a permit may be 
sought without requiring the operator to regulate third 
parties, id. at §§ 122.33(b)(2)(ii), 122.26(d).FN13 
Small construction sites may *843 apply for 
individual NPDES permits or seek coverage under a 
promulgated general permit. Id. at § 122.26(c). EPA 
also preserved authority to regulate other categories 
of harmful stormwater discharges on a regional, as-
needed basis. Id. at § 122.26(a)(9)(i)(C)-(D). 
 

FN13. The Rule also allows a small MS4 to 
be regulated under an individual NPDES 
permit covering a nearby large or medium 
MS4, with provisions adapted to address the 
small MS4. 40 C.F.R. § 122.33(b)(3). 

 
D. Facial Challenges to the Phase II Rule 

 
The Rule was challenged in the Fifth, Ninth, and 
D.C. Circuits in three separate actions ultimately 
consolidated before the Ninth Circuit. 
 
The Texas Cities Coalition on Stormwater and the 
Texas Counties Stormwater Coalition (collectively, 
“the Municipal Petitioners”) assert that EPA lacked 
authority to require permitting, that its promulgation 
of the Rule was procedurally defective, that the Rule 
establishes categories that are arbitrary and 
capricious, and that the Rule impermissibly requires 
municipalities to regulate their own citizens in 
contravention of the Tenth Amendment and to 
communicate a federally mandated message in 
contravention of the First Amendment. The Natural 
Resources Defense Council (“NRDC”) intervened on 
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behalf of EPA. 
 
EnvironmentalDefenseCenter, joined by petitioner-
intervenor NRDC (“the Environmental Petitioners”), 
asserts that the regulations fail to meet minimum 
Clean Water Act statutory requirements because they 
constitute a program of impermissible self-regulation, 
fail to provide required avenues of public 
participation, and neglect to address stormwater 
runoff associated with forest roads and other 
significant sources of runoff pollution. 
 
The American Forest & Paper Association 
(“AF&PA”) and the National Association of Home 
Builders (“the Industrial Petitioners”) assert that 
promulgation of the Rule was procedurally defective 
and violated the Regulatory Flexibility Act, that 
EPA's retention of authority to regulate future 
sources of runoff pollution is ultra vires, and that the 
decision to regulate discharge from construction sites 
one to five acres in size is arbitrary and capricious. 
NRDC again intervened on behalf of EPA. 
 
We have jurisdiction pursuant to section 509(b)(1) of 
the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1369(b)(1) 
(assigning review of EPA effluent and permitting 
regulations to the Federal Courts of Appeals). 
 

II. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

A. The Permit Requirements 
 
[3] The Municipal Petitioners' primary contention is 
that the Phase II Rule compels small MS4s to 
regulate citizens as a condition of receiving a permit 
to operate, and that EPA lacks both statutory and 
constitutional authority to impose such a requirement. 
Because we avoid considering constitutionality if an 
issue may be resolved on narrower grounds, Greater 
New Orleans Broadcasting Ass'n v. United States, 
527 U.S. 173, 184, 119 S.Ct. 1923, 144 L.Ed.2d 161 
(1999), we first ask whether the Phase II Rule is 
supported by statutory authority. 
 

1. Statutory Authority 
 
[4] The Municipal Petitioners assert that the statutory 
command in Clean Water Act § 402(p)(6) that EPA 
develop a “comprehensive program to regulate” 
small MS4s did not authorize a program based on 

NPDES permits. Petitioners argue that because § 
402(p)(6) explicitly indicates elements that the 
program may *844 contain (performance standards, 
guidelines, etc.) without mentioning “permits,” 
Congress must have intended that the program 
exclude permitting.FN14 
 

FN14. The text of that section reads: “Not 
later than October 1, 1993, [EPA], in 
consultation with state and local officials, 
shall issue regulations (based on the results 
of the studies conducted under paragraph 
(5)) which designate stormwater 
discharges, other than those discharges 
described in paragraph (2), to be regulated to 
protect water quality and shall establish a 
comprehensive program to regulate such 
designated sources. The program shall, at a 
minimum, (A) establish priorities, (B) 
establish requirements for State stormwater 
management programs, and (C) establish 
expeditious deadlines. The program may 
include performance standards, guidelines, 
guidance, and management practices and 
treatment requirements, as appropriate.” 33 
U.S.C. § 1342(p)(6). 

 
The fact that “permitting” is not included on a 
statutory list of elements that the program “may” 
include is not determinative, because the list is 
manifestly nonexclusive. The only constraints are 
that the § 402(p)(6) regulations be based on the § 
402(p)(5) studies, that they be issued in consultation 
with state and local officials, and that-“at a 
minimum”-they establish priorities, requirements for 
state stormwater management programs, and 
expeditious deadlines, and constitute a 
comprehensive program “to protect water quality.” 
33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(6). EPA was free to adopt any 
regulatory program, including a permitting program, 
that included these elements. See Chevron, U.S.A. v. 
Natural Res. Def. Council, 467 U.S. 837, 842-43, 104 
S.Ct. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984) (deference to an 
agency's reasonable interpretation is required unless 
Congress expressed its intent unambiguously). It is 
more reasonable to interpret congressional silence 
about permits as an indication of EPA's flexibility 
not to use them than as an outright prohibition.FN15 
 

FN15. The lesser category of “permits” may 
also be implied by the inclusion of 
“performance standards” in the list of 
possible program features. 
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The Municipal Petitioners further contend that their 
interpretation is supported by the structure of § 
402(p), which expressly requires permits for large 
and medium sized MS4s in a separate section, § 
402(p)(3)(B).FN16 However, as EPA counters, the 
language in § 402(p)(3) requiring permits for 
municipal storm sewers may be interpreted to apply 
both to Phase I and Phase II MS4s. Moreover, as 
respondent-intervenor NRDC notes, the mere 
existence of the § 402(p)(1) permitting moratorium, 
designed to apply only to Phase II dischargers, 
necessarily implies that EPA has the authority to 
require permits from these sources after the 1994 
expiration of the moratorium. 
 

FN16. “Where Congress includes particular 
language in one section of a statute but 
omits it in another section of the same Act, it 
is generally presumed that Congress acts 
intentionally and purposely in the disparate 
inclusion or exclusion.” Bates v. United 
States, 522 U.S. 23, 29-30, 118 S.Ct. 285, 
139 L.Ed.2d 215 (1997). 

 
Since there would have been no need to establish a 
permitting moratorium for these sources if the 
sources could never be subject to permitting 
requirements, petitioners' interpretation violates the 
bedrock principle that statutes not be interpreted to 
render any provision superfluous. See Burrey v. 
Pacific Gas & Elec. Co., 159 F.3d 388, 394 (9th 
Cir.1998). EPA's interpretation of its mandate under 
§ 402(p)(6) was reasonable and EPA acted within its 
statutory authority in formulating the Phase II Rule as 
a permitting program. 
 

2. The Tenth Amendment 
 
The Municipal Petitioners contend that the Phase II 
Rule on its face compels *845 operators of small 
MS4s to regulate third parties in contravention of the 
Tenth Amendment. We conclude that the Rule does 
not violate the Tenth Amendment, because it directs 
no unconstitutional coercion. 
 
The Phase II Rule contemplates several avenues 
through which a small MS4 may obtain permission to 
discharge. First, if the NPDES Permitting Authority 
overseeing the small MS4 has issued an applicable 
general permit, the small MS4 may submit a notice of 
intent wherein the small MS4 agrees to comply with 

the terms of the general permit and specifies plans for 
implementing six “Minimum Measures” designed to 
protect water quality. 40 C.F.R. §§ 122.33(b)(1), 
122.34(d)(1)(i), 122.34(b). Second, the small MS4 
may apply for an individual permit under 40 C.F.R. § 
122.34, which would again require compliance with 
the six Minimum Measures. Id. at §§ 122.33(b)(2)(i), 
122.34(a), 122.34(b). Third, under an “Alternative 
Permit” option, the small MS4 may apply for an 
individualized permit under 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(d), 
the permitting program established by the Phase I 
Rule for large and medium-sized MS4s. Id. at §§ 
122.33(b)(2)(ii), 122.26(d).FN17 
 

FN17. The Phase II Rule also allows a small 
MS4 to be regulated under an NPDES 
permit covering a nearby large or medium-
sized MS4, with provisions adapted to 
address the small MS4. 40 C.F.R. § 
122.33(b)(3). 

 
[5] The Minimum Measures mentioned above require 
small MS4s to implement programs for: (1) 
conducting public education and outreach on 
stormwater impacts, id. at § 122.34(b)(1); (2) 
engaging public participation in the development of 
stormwater management programs, id. at § 
122.34(b)(2); (3) detecting and eliminating illicit 
discharges to the MS4, id. at § 122.34(b)(3); (4) 
reducing pollution to the MS4 from construction 
activities disturbing one acre or more, id. at § 
122.34(b)(4); (5) minimizing water quality impacts 
from development and redevelopment activities that 
disturb one acre or more, id. at § 122.34(b)(5); and 
(6) preventing or reducing pollutant runoff from 
municipal activities, id. at § 122.34(b)(6).FN18 
 

FN18. The Municipal Petitioners argue that 
the Minimum Measures exceed EPA's 
statutory authority under § 402(p) of the 
Clean Water Act. We disagree. The list of 
elements for a regulatory program that 
appears in § 402(p)(6) is nonexclusive, and 
EPA's adoption of the Minimum Measures 
represents a permissible interpretation of its 
authority under § 402(p)(6). See Chevron, 
467 U.S. at 843-44, 104 S.Ct. 2778. 
The Municipal Petitioners argue that EPA is 
not entitled to Chevron deference, and that 
the Minimum Measures must be rejected 
absent a clear statement of congressional 
intent that EPA enact the Minimum 
Measures. The Municipal Petitioners argue 
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that this clear statement requirement arises 
because there are “significant constitutional 
questions” about the permissibility of the 
Minimum Measures under the Tenth 
Amendment, and because the Minimum 
Measures alter “the federal-state framework 
by permitting federal encroachment upon a 
traditional state power.” Solid Waste Agency 
of N. Cook County v. Army Corps of Eng'rs, 
531 U.S. 159, 173, 121 S.Ct. 675, 148 
L.Ed.2d 576 (2001). 
As we explain, because the Phase II Rule 
includes at least one alternative to the 
Minimum Measures, i.e., the option of 
seeking a permit under 40 C.F.R. § 
122.26(d), the Minimum Measures do not 
present significant Tenth Amendment 
problems demanding a clear statement of 
congressional intent. Nor does the Phase II 
Rule alter the federal-state balance. To the 
contrary, the option of seeking a permit 
under 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(d) maintains 
precisely the same federal-state balance as 
existed prior to the Phase II Rule. See, e.g., 
Natural Res. Def. Council v. EPA, 966 F.2d 
1292 (9th Cir.1992) (reviewing Phase I 
Rule); Natural Res. Def. Council v. Costle, 
568 F.2d 1369, 1379 (D.C.Cir.1977) 
(denying EPA authority to exempt MS4s 
from regulation under the Clean Water Act). 
Furthermore, even if a clear statement of 
congressional intent were necessary, § 
402(p) of the Clean Water Act is replete 
with clear statements that Congress intended 
EPA to require MS4s either to obtain 
NPDES permits or to stop discharging 
stormwater. 

 
*846 The Municipal Petitioners contend that the 
measures regulating illicit discharges, small 
construction sites, and development activities 
unconstitutionally compel small MS4 operators to 
regulate third parties, i.e., upstream dischargers. The 
Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination measure 
requires that a permit seeker prohibit non-
stormwater discharges to the MS4 and implement 
appropriate enforcement procedures. 40 C.F.R. § 
122.34(b)(3)(ii)(B).FN19 The Construction Site 
Stormwater Runoff Control measure requires a 
permit seeker to implement and enforce a program to 
reduce stormwater pollutants from small 
construction sites. Id. at §§ 122.34(b)(4)(i)-(ii).FN20 It 
mandates erosion and sedimentation controls, site 

plan reviews that take account of water quality 
impacts, site inspections, and the consideration of 
public comment, and requires that construction site 
operators implement erosion, sedimentation, and 
waste management best management practices. Id. 
The Post-Construction/New Development measure 
requires permit seekers to address post-construction 
runoff from new development and redevelopment 
projects disturbing one acre or more. Id. at § 
122.34(b)(5)(ii)(B).FN21 
 

FN19. This subsection provides that permit 
seekers must, “[t]o the extent allowable 
under State, Tribal, or local law, effectively 
prohibit, through ordinance or other 
regulatory mechanism, non-stormwater 
discharges into your storm sewer systems 
and implement appropriate enforcement 
procedures and actions....”40 C.F.R. § 
122.34(b)(3)(ii)(B). 

 
FN20. This subsection provides that permit 
seekers “must develop, implement, and 
enforce a program to reduce pollutants in 
any storm water runoff to your small MS4 
from construction activities that result in a 
land disturbance of greater than or equal to 
one acre.... [The] program must include the 
development and implementation of, at a 
minimum: (A) An ordinance or other 
regulatory mechanism to require erosion and 
sediment controls, as well as sanctions to 
ensure compliance, to the extent allowable 
under State, Tribal, or local law; (B) 
Requirements for construction site operators 
to implement appropriate erosion and 
sediment control best management practices; 
(C) Requirements for construction site 
operators to control waste such as discarded 
building materials, concrete truck washout, 
chemicals, litter, and sanitary waste at the 
construction site that may cause adverse 
impacts to water quality; (D) Procedures for 
site plan review which incorporate 
consideration of potential water quality 
impacts; (E) Procedures for receipt and 
consideration of information submitted by 
the public, and (F) Procedures for site 
inspection and enforcement control 
measures.” 40 C.F.R. §§ 122.34(b)(4)(i)-(ii). 

 
FN21. This subsection provides that permit 
seekers must “[u]se an ordinance or other 
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regulatory mechanism to address post-
construction runoff from new development 
and redevelopment projects [disturbing one 
acre or more] to the extent allowable under 
State, Tribal or local law.” 40 C.F.R. §§ 
122.34(b)(5)(ii)(B). 

 
Noting that most MS4s are operated by municipal 
governments, and that “[t]he drainage of a city in the 
interest of the public health and welfare is one of the 
most important purposes for which the police power 
can be exercised,”New Orleans Gaslight Co. v. 
Drainage Comm'n, 197 U.S. 453, 460, 25 S.Ct. 471, 
49 L.Ed. 831 (1905), the Municipal Petitioners argue 
that requiring operators of small MS4s to implement 
“through ordinance or other regulatory mechanism” 
the regulations required by the Minimum Measures 
contravenes the Tenth Amendment. See, e.g., New 
York v. United States, 505 U.S. 144, 188, 112 S.Ct. 
2408, 120 L.Ed.2d 120 (1992). 
 
EPA counters that the Phase II Rule does not violate 
the Tenth Amendment because operators of small 
MS4s may opt to avoid the Minimum Measures by 
seeking a permit under the Alternative Permit *847 
option, 40 C.F.R. § 122.33(b)(2)(ii).FN22 
 

FN22.EPA and NRDC also argue that the 
Minimum Measures are facially 
constitutional, and that the Phase II Rule 
presents no Tenth Amendment difficulties 
because operators of small MS4s may avoid 
stormwater regulation entirely by electing 
not to discharge stormwater into federal 
waters in the first place. In light of our 
holding with regard to the Alternative 
Permit option, we do not consider these 
arguments. 

 
[6][7][8] Under the Tenth Amendment, “the Federal 
Government may not compel States to implement, by 
legislation or executive action, federal regulatory 
programs.” Printz v. United States, 521 U.S. 898, 
925, 117 S.Ct. 2365, 138 L.Ed.2d 914 (1997); see 
also New York, 505 U.S. at 188, 112 S.Ct. 2408. 
Similarly, the federal government may not force the 
States to regulate third parties in furtherance of a 
federal program. See Reno v. Condon, 528 U.S. 141, 
151, 120 S.Ct. 666, 145 L.Ed.2d 587 (2000) 
(upholding a federal statutory scheme because it 
“does not require the States in their sovereign 
capacity to regulate their own citizens”). These 
protections extend to municipalities. See, e.g., Printz 

521 U.S. at 931 n. 15, 117 S.Ct. 2365. 
 
[9][10] However, while the federal government may 
not compel them to do so, it may encourage States 
and municipalities to implement federal regulatory 
programs. See New York, 505 U.S. at 166-68, 112 
S.Ct. 2408. For example, the federal government may 
make certain federal funds available only to those 
States or municipalities that enact a given regulatory 
regime. See, e.g., South Dakota v. Dole, 483 U.S. 
203, 205-08, 107 S.Ct. 2793, 97 L.Ed.2d 171 (1987) 
(upholding federal statute conditioning state receipt 
of federal highway funds on state adoption of 
minimum drinking age of twenty-one). The crucial 
proscribed element is coercion; the residents of the 
State or municipality must retain “the ultimate 
decision” as to whether or not the State or 
municipality will comply with the federal regulatory 
program. New York, 505 U.S. at 168, 112 S.Ct. 2408. 
However, as long as “the alternative to implementing 
a federal regulatory program does not offend the 
Constitution's guarantees of federalism, the fact that 
the alternative is difficult, expensive or otherwise 
unappealing is insufficient to establish a Tenth 
Amendment violation.” City of Abilene v. EPA, 325 
F.3d 657, 662 (5th Cir.2003). 
 
[11] With the Phase II Rule, EPA gave the operators 
of small MS4s a choice: either implement the 
regulatory program spelled out by the Minimum 
Measures described at 40 C.F.R. § 122.34(b), or 
pursue the Alternative Permit option and seek a 
permit under the Phase I Rule as described at 40 
C.F.R. § 122.26(d). Thus, unless § 122.26(d) itself 
offends the Constitution's guarantees of federalism, 
the Phase II Rule does not violate the Tenth 
Amendment. 
 
Pursuing a permit under the Alternative Permit option 
does require permit seekers, in their application for a 
permit to discharge, to propose management 
programs that address substantive concerns similar to 
those addressed by the Minimum Measures. See40 
C.F.R. § 122.26(d). However, § 122.26(d) lists the 
requirements for an application for a permit to 
discharge, not the requirements of the permit itself. 
Therefore, nothing in § 122.26(d) requires the 
operator of an MS4 to implement a federal regulatory 
program in order to receive a permit to discharge, 
because nothing in § 122.26(d) specifies the contents 
of the permit that will result from the application 
process. 
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City of Abilene, 325 F.3d 657, provides a helpful 
illustration. The cities of Abilene and Irving, Texas, 
have populations between 100,000 and 250,000, and 
so were *848 required to apply for permits under the 
Phase I Rule, 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(d). City of Abilene, 
325 F.3d at 659-60. Under § 122.26(d) the cities were 
required to submit proposed stormwater 
management programs. Id. at 660. They negotiated 
the terms of those programs with EPA, and EPA 
eventually presented the cities with proposed 
management permits that contained conditions 
requiring the implementation of stormwater 
regulatory programs, and potentially requiring the 
regulation of third parties. Id. But, as the Fifth Circuit 
noted, this did not mean that the cities had no choice 
but to implement a federal regulatory program. 
Instead: 
The Cities filed comments objecting to those 
conditions, and negotiations continued until the EPA 
offered the Cities the option of pursuing numeric 
end-of-pipe permits, which would have required the 
Cities to satisfy specific effluent limitations rather 
than implement management programs. The Cities 
declined this offer, electing to continue negotiations 
on the management permits. 
 
Id. The Fifth Circuit rejected the cities' contention 
that the resulting permits violated the Tenth 
Amendment by requiring the cities to regulate third 
parties according to federal standards. Id. at 661-63. 
Because the cities chose to pursue the management 
permits despite the fact that EPA provided them with 
an option for obtaining permits that would not have 
involved implementing a management program or 
regulating third parties, no unconstitutional coercion 
occurred. Id. at 663. The ultimate decision to 
implement the federal program remained with the 
cities. 
 
Any operator of a small MS4 that wishes to avoid the 
Minimum Measures may seek a permit under § 
122.26(d), and, as City of Abilene demonstrates, 
nothing in § 122.26(d) will compel the operator of a 
small MS4 to implement a federal regulatory 
program or regulate third parties, because § 122.26(d) 
specifies application requirements, not permit 
requirements. Therefore, by presenting the option of 
seeking a permit under § 122.26(d), the Phase II Rule 
avoids any unconstitutional coercion. The Municipal 
Petitioners' claim that the Phase II Rule violates the 
Tenth Amendment therefore fails. 
 

3. The First Amendment and the Minimum 

Measures 
 
The Municipal Petitioners contend that the Public 
Education and Illicit Discharge Minimum Measures 
compel municipalities to deliver EPA's political 
message in violation of the First Amendment. The 
Phase II Rule's “Public Education and Outreach” 
Minimum Measure directs regulated small MS4s to 
“distribute educational materials to the community ... 
about the impacts of stormwater discharges on water 
bodies and the steps the public can take to reduce 
pollutants in stormwater runoff.” 40 C.F.R. § 
122.34(b)(1)(i). The “Illicit Discharge Detection and 
Elimination” measure requires regulated small MS4s 
to “[i]nform public employees, businesses, and the 
general public of hazards associated with illegal 
discharges and improper disposal of waste.” 40 
C.F.R. § 122.34(b)(3)(ii)(D). 
 
[12] The Municipal Petitioners argue that the First 
Amendment prohibits EPA from compelling small 
MS4s to communicate messages that they might not 
otherwise wish to deliver. They further contend that 
EPA's interpretation of § 402(p) as authorizing these 
Measures does not warrant Chevron deference 
because it raises serious constitutional issues, but that 
even if deference were given, the resulting rule is 
unconstitutional because neither Congress nor EPA 
may dictate the speech of MS4s. They contend that 
municipalities are protected by the First Amendment, 
*849Pacific Gas & Elec. v. Public Utilities Comm'n, 
475 U.S. 1, 8, 106 S.Ct. 903, 89 L.Ed.2d 1 (1986) ( 
“Corporations and other associations, like 
individuals, contribute to the [discourse] that the First 
Amendment seeks to foster....”), which applies as 
much to compelled statements of “fact” as to those of 
“opinion.” Riley v. Nat'l Fed. of the Blind, 487 U.S. 
781, 797-98, 108 S.Ct. 2667, 101 L.Ed.2d 669 
(1988). 
 
We conclude that the purpose of the challenged 
provisions is legitimate and consistent with the 
regulatory goals of the overall scheme of the Clean 
Water Act, cf. Glickman v. Wileman Bros. & Elliott, 
Inc., 521 U.S. 457, 476, 117 S.Ct. 2130, 138 L.Ed.2d 
585 (1997), and does not offend the First 
Amendment.FN23 The State may not constitutionally 
require an individual to disseminate an ideological 
message, Wooley v. Maynard, 430 U.S. 705, 713, 97 
S.Ct. 1428, 51 L.Ed.2d 752 (1977), but requiring a 
provider of storm sewers that discharge into national 
waters to educate the public about the impacts of 
stormwater discharge on water bodies and to inform 
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affected parties, including the public, about the 
hazards of improper waste disposal falls short of 
compelling such speech.FN24 These broad 
requirements do not dictate a specific message. They 
require appropriate educational and public 
information activities that need not include any 
specific speech at all. A regulation is facially 
unconstitutional only when every possible reading 
compels it, Meinhold v. U.S. Dep't of Def., 34 F.3d 
1469, 1476 (9th Cir.1994),FN25 but this is clearly not 
the case here. 
 

FN23. We decline to address two further 
arguments raised by EPA: first, that 
municipalities do not receive full First 
Amendment protections, under Muir v. 
Alabama Educational Television 
Commission, 688 F.2d 1033, 1038 n. 12 (5th 
Cir.1982) (en banc) (“Government 
expression, being unprotected by the First 
Amendment, may be subject to legislative 
limitation which would be impermissible if 
sought to be applied to private expression 
....”), and Aldrich v. Knab, 858 F.Supp. 
1480, 1491 (W.D.Wash.1994) (holding that 
“unlike private broadcasters, the state itself 
does not enjoy First Amendment rights”), 
and second, that even if the First 
Amendment were fully applicable, the Phase 
II regulations would satisfy them because 
MS4s may avoid the compulsion to speak by 
seeking a permit under the Alternative 
option, 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(d)(2)(iv), rather 
than under the Minimum Measures. 

 
FN24. As a subsidiary matter, we note that it 
also falls short of compelling the MS4 to 
“regulate” third parties in contravention of 
the Tenth Amendment. Dispensing 
information to facilitate public awareness 
about safe disposal of toxic materials 
constitutes “encouragement,” not regulation. 

 
FN25. “When the constitutional validity of a 
statute or regulation is called into question, 
it is a cardinal rule that courts must first 
determine whether a construction is possible 
by which the constitutional problem may be 
avoided.” Meinhold, 34 F.3d at 1476. 

 
As in Zauderer v. Office of Disciplinary Counsel of 
the Sup. Ct. of Ohio, 471 U.S. 626, 105 S.Ct. 2265, 
85 L.Ed.2d 652 (1985), where the Supreme Court 

upheld certain disclosure requirements in attorney 
advertising, “[t]he interests at stake in this case are 
not of the same order as those discussed in Wooley 
[invalidating a law requiring that drivers display the 
motto ‘Live Free or Die’ on New Hampshire license 
plates] ... and Barnette [forbidding the requirement 
that public school students salute the flag because the 
State may not impose on the individual ‘a ceremony 
so touching matters of opinion and political 
attitude’].” Id. at 651. EPA has not attempted to 
“prescribe what shall be orthodox in politics, 
nationalism, religion, or other matters of opinion or 
force citizens to confess by word or act their faith 
therein.” West Virginia State Bd. of Ed. v. Barnette, 
319 U.S. 624, 642, 63 S.Ct. 1178, 87 L.Ed. 1628 
(1943). 
 
*850 Informing the public about safe toxin disposal 
is non-ideological; it involves no “compelled 
recitation of a message” and no “affirmation of 
belief.” PruneYard Shopping Ctr. v. Robins, 447 U.S. 
74, 88, 100 S.Ct. 2035, 64 L.Ed.2d 741 (1980) 
(upholding state law protecting petitioning in malls 
and noting that “Barnette is inapposite because it 
involved the compelled recitation of a message 
containing an affirmation of belief”). It does not 
prohibit the MS4 from stating its own views about 
the proper means of managing toxic materials, or 
even about the Phase II Rule itself. Nor is the MS4 
prevented from identifying its dissemination of 
public information as required by federal law, or 
from making available federally produced 
informational materials on the subject and identifying 
them as such. 
 
Even if such a loosely defined public information 
requirement could be read as compelling speech, the 
regulation resembles another regulation that the 
Supreme Court has held permissible. In Glickman, 
521 U.S. 457, 117 S.Ct. 2130, 138 L.Ed.2d 585, the 
Court upheld a generic advertising assessment 
promulgated by the Department of Agriculture on 
behalf of California tree fruit growers because the 
order was consistent with an overall regulatory 
program that did not abridge protected speech: 
Three characteristics of the regulatory scheme at 
issue distinguish it from laws that we have found to 
abridge the freedom of speech protected by the First 
Amendment. First, the marketing orders impose no 
restraint on the freedom of any producer to 
communicate any message to any audience. Second, 
they do not compel any person to engage in any 
actual or symbolic speech. Third, they do not compel 
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the producers to endorse or to finance any political or 
ideological views. Indeed, since all of the 
respondents are engaged in the business of marketing 
California nectarines, plums, and peaches, it is fair to 
presume that they agree with the central message of 
the speech that is generated by the generic program. 
 
Id. at 469-70, 117 S.Ct. 2130 (footnotes omitted). 
Here, as in Glickman, the Phase II regulations impose 
no restraint on the freedom of any MS4 to 
communicate any message to any audience. They do 
not compel any specific speech, nor do they compel 
endorsement of political or ideological views. And 
since all permittees are engaged in the handling of 
stormwater runoff that must be conveyed in 
reasonably unpolluted form to national waters, it is 
similarly fair to presume that they will agree with the 
central message of a public safety alert encouraging 
proper disposal of toxic materials.FN26 The Phase II 
regulation departs only from the second element in 
the Glickman analysis, because the public 
information requirement may compel a *851 
regulated party to engage in some speech at some 
time; but unlike the offensive messages in Maynard 
and Barnette (and even the inoffensive advertising 
messages at issue in Glickman) that speech is not 
specified by the regulation.FN27 
 

FN26. In its most recent treatment of 
compelled speech, the Supreme Court held 
that a generic advertising campaign violated 
free speech where the message was specific 
and antagonistic to the preferred advertising 
message of the plaintiff, and the regulation 
compelling participation was not part of a 
broader regulatory apparatus already 
constraining the plaintiff's autonomy in the 
relevant arena. United States Dep't. of 
Agriculture v. United Foods, 533 U.S. 405, 
410-17, 121 S.Ct. 2334, 150 L.Ed.2d 438 
(2001). The court distinguished this 
advertising program from the one in 
Glickman on the latter point: “[t]he program 
sustained in Glickman differs from the one 
under review in a most fundamental respect. 
In Glickman the mandated assessments for 
speech were ancillary to a more 
comprehensive program restricting market 
autonomy.” Id. at 411, 121 S.Ct. 2334. 
Although the Phase II Rule is not an 
advertising or marketing regulation, it 
constitutes a “comprehensive program” 
restricting the autonomy of MS4s in the 

relevant arena of controlling toxic 
discharges to storm sewers that drain to U.S. 
waters. 

 
FN27. In deciding the similar question of 
whether a regulation impermissibly 
compelled speech by requiring 
manufacturers of mercury-containing 
products to inform consumers how to 
dispose safely of the toxic material, the 
Second Circuit held that “mandated 
disclosure of accurate, factual, commercial 
information does not offend the core First 
Amendment values of promoting efficient 
exchange of information or protecting 
individual liberty interests.” Nat'l Elec. 
Mfrs. Ass'n v. Sorrell, 272 F.3d 104, 114 (2d 
Cir.2001). What speech may follow from the 
Phase II directive will not be “commercial” 
in the same sense that manufacturer labeling 
is, but it will be similar in substance to 
Sorrell to the extent that it informs the 
public how to dispose safely of toxins. We 
think the policy considerations underlying 
the commercial speech treatment of labeling 
requirements, see, e.g., the Federal Cigarette 
Labeling and Advertising Act, 15 U.S.C. §§ 
1333-39, apply similarly in the context of 
the market-participant municipal storm 
sewer provider. 

 
The public information requirement does not 
impermissibly compel speech, and nothing else in the 
Phase II Rule offends the First Amendment.FN28 The 
Rule does not compel a recitation of a specific 
message, let alone an affirmation of belief. To the 
extent MS4s are regulated by the public information 
requirement, the regulation is consistent with the 
overall regulatory program of the Clean Water Act 
and the responsibilities of point source dischargers. 
 

FN28. The Alternative option contains a 
public education requirement that is similar 
but even less specific, and therefore even 
less burdensome, than the requirements in 
the Minimum Measures. See§ 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(6) (requiring permit 
seekers to propose programs to counter 
illicit discharges, including a “description of 
educational activities, public information 
activities, and other appropriate activities to 
facilitate the proper management and 
disposal of used oil and toxic materials”). 
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4. Notice and Comment on the Alternative Permit 

Option 
 
The Municipal Petitioners contend that, in adopting 
the Alternative Permit option, EPA did not comply 
with the minimum notice and comment procedures 
required in informal rulemaking by the 
Administrative Procedures Act (“APA”), 5 U.S.C. § 
553. The APA requires an agency to publish notice of 
a proposed rulemaking that includes “either the terms 
or substance of the proposed rule or a description of 
the subjects and issues involved.” Id. at § 553(b)(3). 
 
[13] We have held that a “final regulation that varies 
from the proposal, even substantially, will be valid as 
long as it is ‘in character with the original proposal 
and a logical outgrowth of the notice and comments.’ 
” Hodge v. Dalton, 107 F.3d 705, 712 (9th Cir.1997). 
In determining whether notice was adequate, we 
consider whether the complaining party should have 
anticipated that a particular requirement might be 
imposed. The test is whether a new round of notice 
and comment would provide the first opportunity for 
interested parties to offer comments that could 
persuade the agency to modify its rule. Am. Water 
Works Ass'n v. EPA, 40 F.3d 1266, 1274 
(D.C.Cir.1994). 
 
The Municipal Petitioners argue that the Alternative 
Permit option is not a logical outgrowth of EPA's 
proposed rule because, although numerous 
alternatives were discussed in the Preamble to the 
proposed rule, 63 Fed. Reg. at 1554-1557, the 
Alternative Permit option eventually adopted was 
not. EPA counters that the proposed rule included a 
supplementary alternative permitting system based on 
concepts similar to those in the Minimum *852 
Measures, including “simplified individual permit 
application requirements.”FN29EPA contends that the 
Alternative Permit option was a logical outgrowth of 
the comments it received on the proposal expressing 
concern that the Minimum Measures might violate 
the Tenth Amendment. 64 Fed. Reg. at 68,765. 
 

FN29. Municipal Petitioners concede that 
“simplified individual permit application 
requirements” were discussed, but they 
contend that the permit requirements 
discussed are not sufficiently similar to 
those promulgated to establish a logical 
outgrowth. 

 
[14] The Alternative Permit option passes the Hodge 
test. The proposed rule suggested an individualized 
permitting option to be developed in response to 
comments during the notice and comment period. 
The Alternative option contains no elements that 
were not part of the original rule, even if they are 
configured differently in the final rule. Petitioners 
had, and took, their opportunity to object to the 
aspects of the Rule that they did not support in their 
comments on the Minimum Measures. 
 

B. The General Permit Option and Notices of 
Intent 

 
The Environmental Petitioners contend that the 
general permitting scheme of the Phase II Rule 
allows regulated small MS4s to design stormwater 
pollution control programs without adequate 
regulatory and public oversight, and that it 
contravenes the Clean Water Act because it does not 
require EPA to review the content of dischargers' 
notices of intent and does not contain express 
requirements for public participation in the NPDES 
permitting process. 
 
In reviewing a federal administrative agency's 
interpretation of a statute it administers, we first 
determine whether Congress has expressed its intent 
unambiguously on the question before the court. See 
Chevron, 467 U.S. 837, 842-44, 104 S.Ct. 2778, 81 
L.Ed.2d 694 (“If the intent of Congress is clear, that 
is the end of the matter; for the court, as well as the 
agency, must give effect to the unambiguously 
expressed intent of Congress.”). “If, instead, 
Congress has left a gap for the administrative agency 
to fill, we proceed to step two. At step two, we must 
uphold the administrative regulation unless it is 
arbitrary, capricious, or manifestly contrary to the 
statute.” Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner, 191 F.3d 
1159, 1162,amended by197 F.3d 1035 (9th Cir.1999) 
(citations and internal quotations omitted). 
 
[15] We conclude that the Phase II General Permit 
option violates the Clean Water Act's requirement 
that permits for discharges “require controls to reduce 
the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable,”33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). We also 
conclude that the Phase II General Permit option 
violates the Clean Water Act because it does not 
contain express requirements for public participation 
in the NPDES permitting process. We remand these 
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aspects of the Phase II Rule.FN30 
 

FN30.EPA argues that the Environmental 
Petitioner's challenge is not ripe for review 
because “the question of whether some 
general permit somewhere might fail to 
assure that pollutants are reduced to the 
maximum extent practicable is not ripe for 
review.” But we are not addressing the 
merits of any specific permit. Rather, the 
question before us “is purely one of 
statutory interpretation that would not 
benefit from further factual development of 
the issues presented.” Whitman v. American 
Trucking, 531 U.S. 457, 479, 121 S.Ct. 903, 
149 L.Ed.2d 1 (2001). Specifically, we are 
addressing whether EPA, in promulgating 
the Phase II Rule, has accomplished the 
substantive controls for municipal 
stormwater that Congress mandated in § 
402(p) of the Clean Water Act. As we held 
in Natural Resources Defense Council v. 
EPA, 966 F.2d at 1296-97, 1308, this 
question is ripe for review. 

 
*8531. Phase II General Permits and Notices of 

Intent 
 
Primary responsibility for enforcement of the 
requirements of the Clean Water Act is vested in the 
Administrator of the EPA. 33 U.S.C. § 1251(d); see 
also33 U.S.C. § 1361(a) (“The Administrator [of 
EPA] is authorized to prescribe such regulations as 
are necessary to carry out his functions under this 
chapter.”). The Clean Water Act renders illegal any 
discharge of pollutants not specifically authorized by 
a permit. 33 U.S.C. § 1311(a) ( “Except in 
compliance with this section and [other sections 
detailing permitting requirements] of this title, the 
discharge of any pollutant by any person shall be 
unlawful.”). Under the Phase II Rule, dischargers 
may apply for an individualized permit with the 
relevant permitting authority, or may file a “Notice of 
Intent” (“NOI”) to seek coverage under a “general 
permit.” 40 C.F.R. § 122.33(b). 
 
A general permit is a tool by which EPA regulates a 
large number of similar dischargers. Under the 
traditional general permitting model, each general 
permit identifies the output limitations and 
technology-based requirements necessary to 
adequately protect water quality from a class of 
dischargers. Those dischargers may then acquire 

permission to discharge under the Clean Water Act 
by filing NOIs, which embody each discharger's 
agreement to abide by the terms of the general 
permit. Because the NOI represents no more than a 
formal acceptance of terms elaborated elsewhere, 
EPA's approach does not require that permitting 
authorities review an NOI before the party who 
submitted the NOI is allowed to discharge. General 
permitting has long been recognized as a lawful 
means of authorizing discharges. Natural Res. Def. 
Council v. Costle, 568 F.2d 1369 (D.C.Cir.1977). 
 
The Phase II general permitting scheme differs from 
the traditional general permitting model. The Clean 
Water Act requires EPA to ensure that operators of 
small MS4s “reduce the discharge of pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable.” 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(p)(3)(B). To ensure that operators of small 
MS4s achieve this “maximum extent practicable” 
standard, the Phase II Rule requires that each NOI 
contain information on an individualized pollution 
control program that addresses each of the six general 
criteria specified in the Minimum Measures; thus, 
according to the Phase II Rule, submitting an NOI 
and implementing the Minimum Measures it contains 
“constitutes compliance with the standard of reducing 
pollutants to the ‘maximum extent practicable.’ ” 40 
C.F.R. § 122.34(a). 
 
Because a Phase II NOI establishes what the 
discharger will do to reduce discharges to the 
“maximum extent practicable,” the Phase II NOI 
crosses the threshold from being an item of 
procedural correspondence to being a substantive 
component of a regulatory regime. The text of the 
Rule itself acknowledges that a Phase II NOI is a 
permit application that is, at least in some regards, 
functionally equivalent to a detailed application for 
an individualized permit. See, e.g.,40 C.F.R. § 
122.34(d)(1) (“In your permit application (either a 
notice of intent for coverage under a general permit 
or an individual permit application), you must 
identify and submit to your NPDES permitting 
authority the following information....”). For this 
reason, EPA rejected the possibility of providing a 
“form NOI” to Phase II permittees, explaining that 
“[w]hat will be required on an MS4's NOI ... is more 
extensive than what is usually required on *854 an 
NOI, so a ‘form’ NOI for MS4s may be impractical.” 
64 Fed. Reg. at 68,764. 
 

2. Failure to Regulate 
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The Environmental Petitioners argue that, by 
allowing NPDES authorities to grant dischargers 
permits based on unreviewed NOIs, the Rule creates 
an impermissible self-regulatory system.FN31 
Petitioners contend the Rule impermissibly fails to 
require that the permitting authority review an NOI to 
assure compliance with Clean Water Act standards, 
including the standard that municipal stormwater 
pollution be reduced to “the maximum extent 
practicable.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). See40 
C.F.R. § 123.35 (setting out requirements for 
permitting authorities, but not requiring review of 
NOI); 64 Fed. Reg. at 68,764 (“EPA disagrees that 
formal approval or disapproval by the permitting 
authority is needed”). 
 

FN31. Petitioners suggest that EPA should 
be held to the standard it espoused to 
procure judicial approval for the Phase I 
program. In 1991, responding to NRDC's 
assertion that the Phase I Rule failed to set 
“hard criteria” for review of MS4 
stormwater programs, EPA responded that 
“inadequate proposals will result in the 
denial of permit applications.” Respondent's 
Brief at 67, Natural Res. Def. Council v. 
EPA, 966 F.2d 1292 (9th Cir.1992) (Nos. 
91-70200, 91-70176, & 90-70671). 
Petitioners contend that this court relied on 
that representation in ruling for EPA on that 
issue. Natural Res. Def. Council v. EPA, 
966 F.2d at 1308 n. 17 (“Individual NPDES 
permit writers ... will decide whether 
application proposals are adequate....”). 

 
EPA maintains that the Phase II permit system is 
fully consistent with the authorizing statute. It 
contends that § 402(p)(6) granted EPA flexibility in 
designing the Phase II “comprehensive program,” 
and notes that while the statute does not require 
general permits, neither does it preclude them. EPA 
contends that Congress delegated the task of 
designing the program to EPA, and that EPA 
reasonably adopted a “flexible version” of the 
NPDES permit program to suit the unique needs of 
the Phase II program. It disputes that the general 
permit program creates “paper tigers,” especially 
since EPA, States, and citizens may initiate 
enforcement actions. Finally, EPA argues that the 
Rule does not create a self-regulatory program, but 
that even if it did, nothing in § 402(p)(6) precludes 
such a program. 
 

Reviewing the Phase II Rule under the first step of 
Chevron, we note that the plain language of § 402(p) 
of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p), 
expresses unambiguously Congress's intent that EPA 
issue no permits to discharge from municipal storm 
sewers unless those permits “require controls to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable.” 
 
Phase II general permits will likely impose 
requirements that ensure that operators of small 
MS4s comply with many of the standards of the 
Clean Water Act. Thus, general permits issued under 
Phase II will ordinarily contain numerous substantive 
requirements, just as did the permits issued under 
Phase I. See40 C.F.R. §§ 123.35 & 123.35(a) (“§ 
123.35 As the NPDES Permitting Authority for 
regulated small MS4s, what is my role? (a) You must 
comply with the requirements for all NPDES 
permitting authorities under Parts 122, 123, 124 and 
125 of this chapter.”); see also40 C.F.R. § 122.28 
(outlining requirements for NPDES authorities 
issuing general permits). And every operator of a 
small MS4 who files an NOI under Phase II “must 
comply with other applicable NPDES permit 
requirements, standards, and conditions established in 
*855 the ... general permit.” See40 C.F.R. §§ 122.34 
& 122.34(f). 
 
[16] However, while each Phase II general permit 
will likely ensure that operators of small MS4s 
comply with certain standards of the Clean Water 
Act, they will not “require controls to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable.” According to the Phase II Rule, the 
operator of a small MS4 has complied with the 
requirement of reducing discharges to the “maximum 
extent practicable” when it implements its 
stormwater management program, i.e., when it 
implements its Minimum Measures. 40 C.F.R. § 
122.34(a); see also64 Fed. Reg. at 68753 (stating 
EPA's anticipation that limitations more stringent 
that the minimum control measures “will be 
unnecessary”). Nothing in the Phase II regulations 
requires that NPDES permitting authorities review 
these Minimum Measures to ensure that the measures 
that any given operator of a small MS4 has decided 
to undertake will in fact reduce discharges to the 
maximum extent practicable.FN32 
 

FN32. That the Rule allows a permitting 
authority to review an NOI is not enough; 
every permit must comply with the 
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standards articulated by the Clean Water 
Act, and unless every NOI issued under a 
general permit is reviewed, there is no way 
to ensure that such compliance has been 
achieved. 
The regulations do require NPDES 
permitting authorities to provide operators 
of small MS4s with “menus” of 
management practices to assist in 
implementing their Minimum Measures, 
see40 C.F.R. § 123.35(g), but again, nothing 
requires that the combination of items that 
the operator of a small MS4 selects from this 
“menu” will have the combined effect of 
reducing discharges to the maximum extent 
practicable. 
Nor is the availability of citizen enforcement 
actions a substitute for EPA's enforcement 
responsibility, especially because, as 
discussed below, the Rule does not require 
that NOIs be publicly available. Absent 
review on the front end of permitting, the 
general permitting regulatory program loses 
meaning even as a procedural exercise. 

 
See40 C.F.R. § 123.35 (“As the NPDES Permitting 
Authority for regulated small MS4s, what is my 
role?”). Therefore, under the Phase II Rule, nothing 
prevents the operator of a small MS4 from 
misunderstanding or misrepresenting its own 
stormwater situation and proposing a set of 
minimum measures for itself that would reduce 
discharges by far less than the maximum extent 
practicable. 
 
In fact, under the Phase II Rule, in order to receive 
the protection of a general permit, the operator of a 
small MS4 needs to do nothing more than decide for 
itself what reduction in discharges would be the 
maximum practical reduction. No one will review 
that operator's decision to make sure that it was 
reasonable, or even good faith.FN33 Therefore, as the 
Phase II Rule stands, EPA would allow permits to 
issue that would do less than require controls to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable.FN34See*85664 Fed. Reg. at 68753 
(explaining that the minimum control measures will 
protect water quality if they are “properly 
implemented”). We therefore must reject this aspect 
of the Phase II Rule as contrary to the clear intent of 
Congress. Cf. Natural Res. Def. Council, 966 F.2d at 
1305 (rejecting as arbitrary and capricious a 
permitting system that allowed regulated industrial 

stormwater dischargers to “self-report” whether they 
needed permit coverage). 
 

FN33.EPA identifies no other general 
permitting program that leaves the choice of 
substantive pollution control requirements to 
the regulated entity, and we are not 
persuaded by the analogy it urges to the 
traditional model of general permitting 
(where NOIs routinely are not reviewed), 
because, as we have noted, the Phase II 
general permit model is substantially 
dissimilar. 

 
FN34. In its petition for rehearing, EPA 
argues for the first time that because the 
regulations require NPDES Permitting 
Authorities to include in general permits 
“any additional measures necessary” to 
ensure that the maximum extent practicable 
standard is met, 40 C.F.R. §§ 123.35(h)(1), 
123.35(f) (incorporating by reference the 
“maximum extent practicable” requirement 
of 40 C.F.R. §§ 122.34(a)), 122.34(f) 
(requiring small MS4s to comply with 
additional measures), the Phase II Rule 
ensures that discharges will be reduced to 
the maximum extent practicable. 
The trouble with EPA's reasoning is that the 
Phase II Rule defines the “maximum extent 
practicable” standard in such a way that no 
“additional measures” will ever be necessary 
under § 123.35(h)(1). While a Permitting 
Authority may impose additional measures, 
nothing compels it to do so because, merely 
by implementing the best management 
practices that the operator of a small MS4 
has chosen for itself, that small MS4 will 
already have met the “maximum extent 
practicable” standard. See40 C.F.R. § 
122.34(a). 

 
Involving regulated parties in the development of 
individualized stormwater pollution control 
programs is a laudable step consistent with the 
directive to consult with state and local authorities in 
the development of the § 402(p)(6) comprehensive 
program. But EPA is still required to ensure that the 
individual programs adopted are consistent with the 
law. Our holding should not prevent the Phase II 
general permitting program from proceeding mostly 
as planned. Our holding does not preclude regulated 
parties from designing aspects of their own 
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stormwater management programs, as contemplated 
under the Phase II Rule. However, stormwater 
management programs that are designed by regulated 
parties must, in every instance, be subject to 
meaningful review by an appropriate regulating 
entity to ensure that each such program reduces the 
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable. We therefore remand this aspect of the 
Rule. 
 

3. Public Participation 
 
The Environmental Petitioners contend that the Phase 
II Rule fails to provide for public participation as 
required by the Clean Water Act, because the public 
receives neither notice nor opportunity for hearing 
regarding an NOI. The EPA replies on the one hand 
by arguing that NOIs are not “permits” and therefore 
are not subject to the public availability and public 
hearing requirements of the Clean Water Act, and on 
the other hand by arguing that the combination of the 
public involvement minimum measure, 40 C.F.R. § 
122.34(b)(2), the Federal Freedom of Information 
Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552, and state freedom of information 
acts would fulfill any such requirements if NOIs were 
permits. 
 
Reviewing the Phase II Rule under Chevron step one, 
we conclude that clear Congressional intent requires 
that NOIs be subject to the Clean Water Act's public 
availability and public hearings requirements. The 
Clean Water Act requires that “[a] copy of each 
permit application and each permit issued under [the 
NPDES permitting program] shall be available to the 
public,”33 U.S.C. § 1342(j), and that the public shall 
have an opportunity for a hearing before an permit 
application is approved, 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1). 
Congress identified public participation rights as a 
critical means of advancing the goals of the Clean 
Water Act in its primary statement of the Act's 
approach and philosophy. See33 U.S.C. § 1251(e); 
see also Costle v. Pacific Legal Found., 445 U.S. 
198, 216, 100 S.Ct. 1095, 63 L.Ed.2d 329 (1980) 
(noting the “general policy of encouraging public 
participation is applicable to the administration of the 
NPDES permit program”). EPA has acknowledged 
that technical issues relating to the issuance of 
NPDES permits should be decided in “the most open, 
accessible forum possible,*857 and at a stage where 
the [permitting authority] has the greatest flexibility 
to make appropriate modifications to the permit.” 44 
Fed. Reg. 32,854, 32,885 (June 7, 1979). 
 

As we noted above, under the Phase II Rule it is the 
NOIs, and not the general permits, that contain the 
substantive information about how the operator of a 
small MS4 will reduce discharges to the maximum 
extent practicable. Under the Phase II Rule, NOIs are 
functionally equivalent to the permit applications 
Congress envisioned when it created the Clean Water 
Act's public availability and public hearing 
requirements. Thus, if the Phase II Rule does not 
make NOIs “available to the public,” and does not 
provide for public hearings on NOIs, the Phase II 
Rule violates the clear intent of Congress. EPA's first 
argument-that NOIs are not subject to the public 
availability and public hearings requirements of the 
Clean Water Act-therefore fails. 
 
We therefore reject the Phase II Rule as contrary to 
the clear intent of Congress insofar as it does not 
provide for public hearings on NOIs as required by 
33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1). However, Congress has not 
directly addressed the question of what would 
constitute an NOI being “available to the public” as 
required by 33 U.S.C. § 1342(j). Under Chevron step 
two, we must defer to EPA's interpretation of 
“available to the public” unless it is arbitrary, 
capricious, or manifestly contrary to the statute. 
 
[17]EPA argues that the NOIs are “available to the 
public” as a result of the combined effects of the 
public participation minimum measures, and of 
federal and state freedom of information acts. This 
argument is unconvincing. First, the public 
participation Minimum Measure only requires 
dischargers to design a program minimally consistent 
with State, Tribal, and local requirements. 40 C.F.R. 
§ 122.34(b)(2). Second, the federal Freedom of 
Information Act only applies to documents that are 
actually in EPA's possession, not to documents that 
are in the possession of state or tribal NPDES 
authorities, see40 C.F.R. § 2 (providing EPA's policy 
for releasing documents under the federal Freedom of 
Information Act), and nothing in the Phase II Rule 
provides that EPA obtain possession of every NOI 
that is submitted to a NPDES permitting authority. 
See40 C.F.R. § 123.41(a) (making information 
provided to state NPDES authorities available to 
EPA only upon request). Thus, under the Phase II 
Rule, NOIs will only “be available to the public” 
subject to the vagaries of state and local freedom of 
information acts. We conclude that EPA's 
interpretation of 33 U.S.C. § 1342(j), as embodied in 
the provisions of the Phase II Rule providing for the 
public availability of NOIs, is manifestly contrary to 
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the Clean Water Act, which contemplates greater 
scope, greater certainty, and greater uniformity of 
public availability than the Phase II Rule provides. 
We therefore reject this aspect of the Phase II 
Rule.FN35 
 

FN35.EPA argues for the first time in its 
petition for rehearing that NOIs will be 
publicly available under 40 C.F.R. § 
122.34(g)(2). Addressing operators of 
regulated small MS4s, this section provides: 
“You must make your records, including a 
description of your storm water management 
program, available to the public at 
reasonable times during regular business 
hours.” While this section does seem to 
provide for the public availability of a small 
MS4's records, we are troubled that nothing 
in EPA's initial briefs indicated that EPA 
considered NOIs to be subject to this 
section. We normally defer to an agency's 
interpretations of its own regulations, but we 
may decline to defer to the post hoc 
rationalizations of appellate counsel. See, 
e.g., Martin v. Occupational Safety and 
Health Review Commission, 499 U.S. 144, 
150, 156, 111 S.Ct. 1171, 113 L.Ed.2d 117 
(1991). If EPA intends this section to 
provide for the public availability of NOIs-
for example because it intends NOIs to be 
among the records subject to this section-it 
may clarify on remand. 

 
*858 In sum, we conclude that EPA's failure to 
require review of NOIs, which are the functional 
equivalents of permits under the Phase II General 
Permit option, and EPA's failure to make NOIs 
available to the public or subject to public hearings 
contravene the express requirements of the Clean 
Water Act. We therefore vacate those portions of the 
Phase II Rule that address these procedural issues 
relating to the issuance of NOIs under the Small MS4 
General Permit option, and remand so that EPA may 
take appropriate action to comply with the Clean 
Water Act. 
 

C. Failure to Designate 
 
We reject the Environmental Petitioners' contention 
that EPA's failure to designate for Phase II regulation 
serious sources of stormwater pollution, including 
certain industrial (“Group A”) sources and forest 
roads, was arbitrary and capricious. See Marsh v. 

Oregon Natural Res. Council, 490 U.S. 360, 378, 109 
S.Ct. 1851, 104 L.Ed.2d 377 (1989).FN36 
 

FN36. Agency determinations based on the 
record are reviewed under the “arbitrary and 
capricious” standard. 5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A). 
The standard is narrow and the reviewing 
court may not substitute its judgment for 
that of the agency. Marsh, 490 U.S. at 378, 
109 S.Ct. 1851. However, the agency must 
articulate a rational connection between the 
facts found and the conclusions made. 
Washington v. Daley, 173 F.3d 1158, 1169 
(9th Cir.1999). The reviewing court must 
determine whether the decision was based 
on a consideration of the relevant factors 
and whether there has been a clear error of 
judgment. Marsh, 490 U.S. at 378, 109 S.Ct. 
1851. The court may reverse under the 
“arbitrary and capricious” standard only if 
the agency: 
has relied on factors which Congress has not 
intended it to consider, entirely failed to 
consider an important aspect of the problem, 
offered an explanation for its decision that 
runs counter to the evidence before the 
agency, or is so implausible that it could not 
be ascribed to a difference in view or the 
product of agency expertise. 
Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n, 463 U.S. at 43, 
103 S.Ct. 2856. 

 
1. “Group A” Facilities 

 
In addition to the small MS4s and construction sites 
ultimately designated for regulation under the Phase 
II Rule, EPA evaluated a variety of other point-
source discharge categories for potential Phase II 
regulation. One group of dischargers (referred to as 
the “Group A” facilities) included sources that “are 
very similar, or identical” to regulated stormwater 
discharges associated with industrial activity that 
were not designated for Phase I regulation for 
administrative reasons unrelated to their 
environmental impacts.FN3764 Fed. Reg. at 
68,779.EPA estimates that Group A includes 
approximately 100,000 facilities, including auxiliary 
facilities and secondary activities (“e.g., maintenance 
of construction equipment and vehicles, local 
trucking for an unregulated facility such as a grocery 
store,”id.) and facilities intentionally omitted from 
Phase I designation (“e.g., publicly owned treatment 
works with a design flow of less than 1 million 
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gallons per day, landfills that have not received 
industrial waste,”id.). 
 

FN37.EPA explains that the Group A 
facilities were not regulated with the other 
Phase I sources because EPA used Standard 
Industrial Classification Index (SIC) codes 
in defining the universe of regulated 
industrial activities: “By relying on SIC 
codes, a classification system created to 
identify industries rather than environmental 
impacts from these industries [sic] 
discharges, some types of storm water 
discharges that might otherwise be 
considered ‘industrial’ were not included in 
the existing NPDES storm water program.” 
64 Fed. Reg. at 68,779. 

 
*859 The Environmental Petitioners contend that 
EPA should have designated the Group A facilities 
for categorical Phase II regulation after finding (1) 
that stormwater discharges from these facilities are 
the same as those from the industrial sources 
regulated under Phase I, and (2) that such discharges 
may cause “adverse water quality impacts.” Id. 
Petitioners argue that these findings, and EPA's 
failure to provide individualized analysis regarding 
whether any specific source category within Group A 
requires regulation, render EPA's decision not to 
regulate any of these sources under the Rule arbitrary 
and capricious. They maintain that EPA's “line-
drawing,” which regulates some pollution sources but 
leaves nearly identical sources unregulated without 
any persuasive rationale, is necessarily arbitrary and 
capricious. See Natural Res. Def. Council, 966 F.2d 
at 1306 (EPA's decision not to regulate construction 
sites smaller than five acres was arbitrary when EPA 
provided no data to justify the five-acre threshold and 
admitted that unregulated sites could have significant 
water quality impacts). 
 
Petitioners argue that § 402(p)(6) at least required 
EPA to make findings with respect to individual 
Group A categories, and that data collected from 
Phase I permit applications could be used to evaluate 
the pollutant potential of the identical Group A 
sources. They contend that these findings should 
have sufficed as a basis for designating at least some 
Group A sources, and that EPA's conclusion that it 
lacked adequate nationwide data upon which to 
designate any of these sources is not supported by the 
record evidence. Comparing EPA's identification of 
the serious polluting potential of some of these 

sources with its statutory mandate under § 402(p)(6) 
“to protect water quality,” they argue that EPA fails 
even the forgiving standard of arbitrary and 
capricious review in that it has “offered an 
explanation for its decision that runs counter to the 
evidence before [it]” and “is so implausible that it 
could not be ascribed to a difference in view or the 
product of agency expertise.” See Motor Vehicle 
Mfrs., 463 U.S. at 43, 103 S.Ct. 2856. 
 
EPA maintains that it considered Group A facilities' 
similarity to already regulated sources as only one of 
several criteria that it used in designating sources for 
regulation under Phase II, 64 Fed. Reg. at 68,780, 
and that sources that appear “similarly situated” 
under one criterion are not necessarily similarly 
situated under all. EPA asserts that nothing in § 
402(p)(6) implied a responsibility to make 
individualized findings regarding each Group A 
subcategory, and it maintains that it simply lacked 
sufficient data to support nationwide designation of 
the Group A facilities. EPA notes that, after failing to 
receive requested comment providing such data, it 
proposed instead “to protect water quality” by 
allowing regional regulation of problem Group A 
facilities under the residual designation authority. 
EPA contends that agencies must be afforded 
deference in determining the data necessary to 
support regulatory decisionmaking and that it 
reasonably determined the quantum of data it would 
need to support the designation of additional sources 
on a nationwide basis. See Sierra Club v. EPA, 167 
F.3d 658, 662 (D.C.Cir.1999). 
 
[18] We conclude that sufficient evidence supports 
EPA's decision not to designate Group A sources on 
a nationwide basis, and instead to establish local and 
regional designation authority to account for these 
sources and protect water quality. Although we are 
troubled by the purely administrative basis for the 
distinction between facilities regulated under the 
Phase I Rule and the Group A facilities *860 that 
remain unregulated under Phase II,FN38EPA's choice 
of the Phase I standard for designation is not the issue 
before us. Before us is whether EPA acted arbitrarily 
in declining to designate the Group A sources on a 
nationwide basis under the Phase II Rule, and we 
cannot say that it did. 
 

FN38. As discussed in footnote 37, Group A 
facilities were not regulated with other 
Phase I industrial sources based on a 
government coding system used to 
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distinguish different types of industry 
(without reference to their similar 
environmental impacts). See64 Fed. Reg. at 
68,779. 

 
EPA has articulated a rational connection between 
record facts indicating insufficient data to 
categorically regulate Group A facilities and its 
corresponding conclusion not to do so, and we defer 
to that decision. See Washington v. Daley, 173 F.3d 
1158, 1169 (9th Cir.1999). In the text of the Rule, 
EPA explains that the process behind its decision not 
to nationally designate Group A sources for Phase II 
regulation focused not only on the likelihood of 
contamination from a source category, but also on the 
sufficiency of national data about each category and 
whether pollution concerns were adequately 
addressed by existing environmental regulations.FN39 
We cannot say that EPA relied on factors Congress 
had not intended it to consider, that it failed to 
consider an important aspect of the problem, or that 
its rationale is implausible. See Motor Vehicle Mfrs., 
463 U.S. at 43, 103 S.Ct. 2856. Nor did EPA's 
decision run counter to the evidence before it. Id. The 
Environmental Petitioners allege that its decision not 
to regulate Group A facilities runs counter to 
evidence that similar sources are highly polluting, but 
as EPA considered evidence beyond those 
similarities that persuaded it not to regulate, we 
cannot say that EPA's decision is unsupported by the 
record. Nothing in § 402(p)(6) unambiguously 
requires EPA to evaluate the Group A source 
categories individually, and we defer to EPA's 
interpretation of the statute it is charged with 
administering. See Royal Foods Co. v. RJR Holdings, 
252 F.3d 1102, 1106 (9th Cir.2001). 
 

FN39. “In identifying potential categories of 
sources for designation in today's notice, 
EPA considered designation of discharges 
from Group A and Group B facilities. EPA 
applied three criteria to each potential 
category in both groups to determine the 
need for designation: (1) The likelihood for 
exposure of pollutant sources included in 
that category, (2) whether such sources were 
adequately addressed by other 
environmental programs, and (3) whether 
sufficient data were available at this time on 
which to make a determination of potential 
adverse water quality impacts for the 
category of sources. As discussed 
previously, EPA searched for applicable 

nationwide data on the water quality impacts 
of such categories of facilities....” 
“EPA's application of the first criterion 
showed that a number of Group A and B 
sources have a high likelihood of exposure 
of pollutants.... Application of the second 
criterion showed that some categories were 
likely to be adequately addressed by other 
programs.” 
“After application of the third criterion, 
availability of nationwide data on the 
various storm water discharge categories, 
EPA concluded that available data would 
not support any such nationwide 
designations. While such data could exist on 
a regional or local basis, EPA believes that 
permitting authorities should have flexibility 
to regulate only those categories of sources 
contributing to localized water quality 
impairments.... If sufficient regional or 
nationwide data become available in the 
future, the permitting authority could at that 
time designate a category of sources or 
individual sources on a case-by-case basis.” 
64 Fed. Reg. at 68,780. 

 
2. Forest Roads 

 
The Environmental Petitioners also contend that EPA 
arbitrarily failed to regulate forest roads under the 
Rule despite clear evidence in the record 
documenting the need for stormwater pollution 
control *861 of drainage from these roads. Petitioners 
again contend that this agency action is arbitrary, 
because EPA has offered an explanation for its 
decision that runs counter to the evidence before it. 
 
Petitioners point to EPA's own conclusion that forest 
roads “are considered to be the major source of 
erosion from forested lands, contributing up to 90 
percent of the total sediment production from forestry 
operations.”FN40 They note that both unimproved 
forest roads and construction sites create large 
expanses of non-vegetated soil subject to 
stormwater erosion, and argue that construction site 
data thus also support regulation of forest roads. 
Petitioners observe that EPA has cited no contrary 
evidence indicating that forest roads are not sources 
of stormwater pollutant discharges to U.S. waters, 
and they argue that Phase II regulation is necessary 
“to protect water quality,” because proper planning 
and road design can minimize erosion and prevent 
stream sedimentation. Petitioners note that this court 
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has previously held that, in the absence of such 
“supportable facts,” EPA is not entitled to the usual 
assumption that it has “rationally exercised the duties 
delegated to it by Congress.” Natural Res. Def. 
Council, 966 F.2d at 1305. 
 

FN40.Guidance Specifying Management 
Measures For Sources of Nonpoint 
Pollution in Coastal Waters,EPA guidance 
paper 840-B-93-001c (Jan. 1993), available 
at http:// 
www.epa.gov/owow/nps/mmgi/index.html 
(last visited Sept. 18, 2002) (“Coastal 
Waters”). 

 
[19]EPA's response is that we have no jurisdiction to 
hear this challenge, chiefly because, it believes, the 
challenge is time-barred by Clean Water Act § 
509(b)(1), 33 U.S.C. § 1369(b)(1) (providing that 
“application for review shall be made within 120 
days from the date of [agency action]”). EPA 
promulgated silviculture regulations in 1976 that 
exclude from NPDES permit requirements certain 
silvicultural activities that EPA determined constitute 
non-point source activities, including “surface 
drainage, or road construction and maintenance from 
which there is natural runoff.” 40 C.F.R. § 
122.27(b)(1).FN41EPA asserts that the exclusion 
applies to forest roads in general, not only to 
“construction” and “maintenance”-an assertion 
disputed by Petitioners-and that any challenge to the 
decision not to regulate forest roads should have been 
brought within 120 days of the promulgation of that 
rule. See33 U.S.C. § 1369(b)(1). 
 

FN41. The provision provides in full as 
follows: 
Silvicultural point source means any 
discernible, confined and discrete 
conveyance related to rock crushing, gravel 
washing, log sorting, or log storage facilities 
which are operated in connection with 
silvicultural activities and from which 
pollutants are discharged into waters of the 
United States. The term does not include 
non-point source silvicultural activities such 
as nursery operations, site preparation, 
reforestation and subsequent cultural 
treatment, thinning, prescribed burning, pest 
and fire control, harvesting operations, 
surface drainage, or road construction and 
maintenance from which there is natural 
runoff. However, some of these activities 

(such as stream crossing for roads) may 
involve point source discharges of dredged 
or fill material which may require a CWA 
section 404 permit (See 33 CFR 209.120 
and part 233). 
40 C.F.R. § 122.27(b)(1). 

 
EPA's argument might be more persuasive if 
Petitioners' contention could be understood 
essentially as a direct challenge to the 1976 
silviculture regulations, but this is not the case. Even 
were we to assume that EPA exempted forest roads 
from NPDES permit requirements in 1976 under 40 
C.F.R. § 122.27(b)(1), that would not resolve the 
question whether EPA should have addressed forest 
roads in its “comprehensive program ... to protect 
*862 water quality” under § 402(p)(6), because § 
402(p)(6) was not enacted until 1987. Petitioners 
challenge EPA's decision not to regulate under the 
new portion of the statute, not the decision not to 
regulate under other provisions that were in effect 
earlier. 
 
EPA argues in the alternative that Petitioners should 
have sought judicial review when EPA considered 
amending § 122.27(b)(1)-to delete the language that 
it asserts renders forest roads non-point sources-but 
then determined not to make the amendment. 
However, we are aware of no statute or legal doctrine 
providing that a party's failure to challenge an 
agency's decision not to amend its rules in one 
proceeding deprives the party of the right to 
challenge, in a contemporaneous proceeding, the 
promulgation of an entire new rule which could have, 
but did not, provide the full relief the party seeks. 
Assuming that EPA is correct that § 122.27(b)(1) 
defines forest roads as non-point sources, both the 
Phase II Rule proceedings and the proceedings in 
which the proposed amendment to § 122.27(b)(1) 
was considered and rejected were proper proceedings 
in which to raise the issue whether discharges from 
forest roads should be regulated. Petitioners chose to 
raise the issue in their comments to the proposed 
Phase II Rule, because they believed that Clean 
Water Act § 402(p)(6) mandates the regulation of 
forest roads. They did not lose their right to challenge 
the final Phase II Rule's failure to regulate forest 
roads simply because they did not also raise a 
challenge to EPA's failure to adopt an amendment to 
§ 122.27(b)(1) that the agency initially proposed. 
(We note, incidentally, that it appears that even a 
successful challenge to § 122.27(b)(1) would likely 
not have achieved the objective the Environmental 
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Petitioners sought: it would only have allowed case-
by-case coverage for forest roads, and not for overall 
coverage.) 
 
[20] Finally, EPA suggests that Petitioners' 
comments during the Phase II rulemaking process 
were too short to create jurisdiction in this court to 
hear this challenge. However, EPA exaggerates the 
slightness of those comments, which comprised two 
paragraphs, with footnotes, stating objections and 
providing support. We also agree with Petitioners 
that EPA was aware of the forest road sedimentation 
problem at the time of the rulemaking.FN42 Indeed, 
EPA responded to the comments without disputing 
that the problem is serious. 3 EPA, Response to 
Public Comments 8 (Oct. 29, 1999). Rather, the 
agency relied on 40 C.F.R. § 122.27(b)(1), indicating 
that it was barred from acting under the Phase II Rule 
by § 122.27(b)(1). 
 

FN42. Nonpoint Source Pollution: The 
Nation's Largest Water Quality Problem, 
EPA841-F-96-004A (“Pointer # 1”) (“The 
latest National Water Quality Inventory 
indicates that agriculture is the leading 
contributor to water quality impairments, 
degrading 60 percent of the impaired river 
miles and half of the impaired lake acreage 
surveyed by states, territories, and tribes.”). 

 
EPA does not seriously address the merits of 
Petitioners' objections to the Rule in its brief to this 
court. Instead, EPA relies almost entirely on its 
assertion that we lack jurisdiction to decide this 
question. It does, however, strongly imply that its 
failure to adopt its own proposed amendment in the 
proceeding pertaining to § 122.27(b)(1) relieves it of 
its obligation to consider including forest roads in the 
Phase II Rule proceedings. We reject any such 
contention. Petitioners' assertion that § 402(p)(6) 
requires that the Phase II Rule contain provisions 
regulating forest roads necessitates a response from 
EPA on the merits. 
 
*863 Having concluded that the objections of the 
Environmental Petitioners are not time-barred, and 
that we have jurisdiction to hear them, but that EPA 
failed to consider those objections on the merits, we 
remand this issue to the EPA, so that it may consider 
in an appropriate proceeding Petitioners' contention 
that § 402(p)(6) requires EPA to regulate forest 
roads. EPA may then either accept Petitioners' 
arguments in whole or in part, or reject them on the 

basis of valid reasons that are adequately set forth to 
permit judicial review. 
 

D. AF&PA's Standing 
 
The American Forestry & Paper Association 
(AF&PA), a national trade association representing 
the forest, pulp, paperboard, and wood products 
industry, is one of the two Industry Petitioners 
asserting the remaining claims.FN43 Before 
considering these challenges, however, we consider 
whether AF&PA has standing to raise them. 
 

FN43. The Municipal Petitioners join in 
asserting the “regulatory basis” claim at Part 
II(F)(1). 

 
EPA argues that AF&PA lacks standing because it 
cannot show that it represents entities that suffer a 
cognizable injury under the Phase II Rule as 
promulgated. EPA argues that the interests of 
AF&PA entities might have supported standing had 
EPA decided to regulate forest roads as Phase II 
stormwater dischargers, but since EPA declined to 
do so, none of AF&PA's members are currently 
subject to the Rule. AF&PA contends that its 
members have a cognizable legal interest in the Rule 
because they risk becoming subject to regulation at 
any future time under the continuing designation 
authority. 
 
[21] We agree that AF&PA lacks standing. A 
claimant meeting Article III standing requirements 
must show that “(1) it has suffered an ‘injury in fact’ 
...; (2) the injury is fairly traceable to the challenged 
action of the defendant; and (3) it is likely, as 
opposed to merely speculative, that the injury will be 
redressed by a favorable decision.” Friends of the 
Earth v. Laidlaw Envtl. Servs. (TOC), 528 U.S. 167, 
180-81, 120 S.Ct. 693, 145 L.Ed.2d 610 (2000). 
Standing requires an injury that is “actual or 
imminent, not ‘conjectural or hypothetical.’ ” Lujan 
v. Defenders of Wildlife, 504 U.S. 555, 560, 112 S.Ct. 
2130, 119 L.Ed.2d 351 (1992). AF&PA's interest in 
avoiding future regulation of forest roads is not 
actually or imminently threatened by any potential 
result in this case. No ripe claim about misuse of the 
residual authority to regulate forest road discharge, or 
any other kind of discharge, is before the court. 
Should members of AF&PA become subject to Phase 
II regulation through subsequent administrative 
action, it will have standing to challenge those 
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actions at that time. In the meanwhile, we proceed to 
the merits of the remaining claims on behalf of 
AF&PA's co-petitioner, the National Association of 
Home Builders, which has established its standing to 
raise them. 
 

E. Consultation with State and Local Officials 
 
The Industry Petitioners contend that EPA failed to 
consult with the States on the Phase II Rule as 
required by § 402(p)(5), which instructs EPA to 
conduct studies “in consultation with the States,” and 
§ 402(p)(6), which instructs the Administrator to 
issue regulations based on these studies “in 
consultation with State and local officials.” 33 U.S.C. 
§§ 1342(p)(5)-(6). We conclude that EPA satisfied 
its statutory duty of consultation. See Marsh, 490 
U.S. at 378, 109 S.Ct. 1851. 
 
*864 Petitioners concede several instances in which 
EPA circulated drafts of the Phase II Rule to state 
and local authorities, but argue that these 
consultations were meaningless because (1) the 
reports were circulated too far in advance of the 
actual rulemaking, (2) the rulemaking wrongfully 
proceeded based on other sources of input, (3) 
standard APA notice and comment procedures could 
not suffice because Congress must have intended 
something more when it added the consultation 
requirements to the language of § 402, and (4) 
consultation at the final stage of rulemaking was 
inadequate because comment was sought on the final 
report only after it had been submitted to Congress 
and the Phase II Rule had been promulgated. 
Petitioners provide examples of state feedback that 
allegedly went unheeded by EPA in its promulgation 
of the final Rule. 
 
EPA maintains that it consulted extensively with 
States and localities in developing the Phase II Rule, 
discharging its obligations under §§ 402(p)(5) & (6). 
EPA contends that the comments Petitioners cite as 
unheeded by EPA demonstrate that EPAdid consult 
with States concerning the Rule, even if some States 
did not concur in EPA's ultimate conclusion, and that 
the final rule adopted a good measure of the 
flexibility sought by state representatives. EPA 
argues that Industry Petitioners cannot complain that 
consultation was inadequate simply because it did not 
result in the adoption of Petitioners' preferred views. 
 
EPA also disputes Petitioners' allegation that while 

EPA did comply with the terms of the 1999 
Appropriations Act (requiring EPA to defend the 
proposed Phase II Rule before Congress and then 
publish the final report for public comment), it 
demonstrated its failure to adequately consult by 
publishing the report for public comment after the 
Phase II Rule had been formally promulgated, 
rendering any subsequent public comment 
meaningless. EPA counters that these actions do not 
indicate that it failed to satisfy Congress's directive 
that it consult with state and local officials, because 
EPA had engaged in extensive consultation before 
Congress requested the Appropriations Act report, 
and Congress did not require further consultation 
when it conditioned promulgation of the Rule only on 
the submission of this final report. EPA claims that 
while Congress required it to publish the report after 
its submission, public comment on the report was not 
required before promulgation, and that the statutory 
deadline structure rendered any other interpretation 
impossible. 
 
[22] We conclude that the overall record indicates 
EPA met its statutory duty of consultation. A draft of 
the first report was circulated to States, EPA regional 
offices, the Association of State and Interstate Water 
Pollution Control Administrators (“ASIWPCA”), and 
other stakeholders in November, 1993, and was 
revised based on comments received. EPA 
established the Urban Wet Weather Flows Federal 
Advisory Committee (“FACA Committee”), 
balancing membership between EPA's various 
outside stakeholder interests, including 
representatives from States, municipalities, Tribes, 
commercial and industrial sectors, agriculture, and 
environmental and public interest groups. 64 Fed. 
Reg. 68,724. The 32 members of the Phase II FACA 
Subcommittee, reflecting the same balance of 
interests, met fourteen times over three years and 
state and municipal representatives provided 
substantial input regarding the draft reports, the 
ultimate Phase II Rule, and the supporting 
data.FN44Id.EPA*865 instituted the Phase II 
Subcommittee meetings in addition to the standard 
APA notice and comment procedures, which EPA 
also followed. 
 

FN44. NRDC argues that this claim is not 
only meritless for the reasons stated by 
EPA, but also frivolous, since industry 
petitioner National Association of Home 
Builders, as a member of the FACA Phase II 
Subcommittee, participated in and affirmed 



344 F.3d 832 Page 30
344 F.3d 832, 57 ERC 1039, 33 Envtl. L. Rep. 20,269, 03 Cal. Daily Op. Serv. 8398, 2003 Daily Journal D.A.R. 
10,479 
(Cite as: 344 F.3d 832) 

© 2007 Thomson/West. No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works. 

that such consultation took place. 
 
The fact that the Rule did not conform to Petitioners' 
hopes and expectations does not bear on whether 
EPA adequately consulted state and local officials. 
Although required to consult with States and 
localities, EPA was free to chart the substantive 
course it saw fit. EPA was not required to consult 
with States on the Appropriations Act report. Even if 
EPA should have sought further comment at that late 
stage, failure to do so does not outweigh the evidence 
demonstrating extensive consultation and cooperation 
with local authorities on development of the Rule. 
 

F. Designation of Certain Small MS4s and 
Construction Sites 

 
The Industry Petitioners contend that, in designating 
certain small MS4s and construction sites for 
regulation under the Phase II Rule, EPA failed to 
adhere to the statutorily required regulatory basis and 
misinterpreted record evidence. We disagree. 
 

1. Regulatory Basis 
 
The Industry Petitioners and the Municipal 
Petitioners contend that EPA violated the statutory 
command to base the Phase II regulations on § 
402(p)(5) studies. We review EPA's interpretation of 
its statutory authority under the Chevron standard, 
467 U.S. at 842-44, 104 S.Ct. 2778, and affirm. 
 
Petitioners argue that the studies mandated by § 
402(p)(5) were intended to provide the sole 
substantive basis for the “comprehensive program” 
envisioned in § 402(p)(6), but that EPA also (and 
thus improperly) based its designation of small MS4s 
and construction sites on (1) public comment 
received in the aftermath of judicial invalidation of 
the scope of construction sites regulated by the Phase 
I Rule,FN45 and (2) additional research discussed in 
the Preamble to the Phase II Rule.FN46 
 

FN45.See Natural Res. Def. Council, 966 
F.2d at 1306 (remanding EPA's decision to 
regulate only construction sites disturbing 
more than five acres, after EPA had initially 
proposed to regulate all sites disturbing 
more than one acre). 

 
FN46. The Industry Petitioners contend that 
EPA lacked authority to issue the Phase II 

regulation of construction sites based on a 
process EPA itself characterized as 
“separate and distinct” from the 
development of the Report to Congress. 64 
Fed. Reg. at 68,732. They add that the Phase 
II Rule was not “based on” the 1999 Report 
ultimately requested by Congress in the 
Appropriations Act, since EPA's report in 
response was released on the very day that 
the final Phase II Rule was published. 

 
EPA contends that the statute did not require it to 
base its designations exclusively on the § 402(p)(5) 
studies, and that it was in fact required to take 
account of information from other sources in 
promulgating the regulations. It argues that it based 
the Phase II Rule on conclusions reported in the § 
402(p)(5) studies, but then appropriately supported 
these results with data described in the additional 
study requested by Congress in the Appropriations 
Act, comments submitted during the statutorily 
required notice-and-comment process, and other 
available information. To read the authorizing statute 
as limiting reliance to the § 402(p)(5) studies, EPA 
claims, would preclude it from relying on 
recommendations received through the separate, 
post-study requirement to “consult with State and 
local officials” under *866 § 402(p)(6), and through 
the notice and comment process mandated by the 
APA, 5 U.S.C. § 553(b). 
 
Respondent-intervenor NRDC adds that the Phase II 
Rule is consistent with the § 402(p)(5) studies 
reported in 1995, and moreover, that the Industry 
Petitioners lack standing to raise the “regulatory 
basis” claim because they cannot show the requisite 
injury. See Friends of the Earth, 528 U.S. at 180-81, 
120 S.Ct. 693. 
 
a. Standing.Industry PetitionersFN47 contend that they 
have suffered injury in fact, because their members 
are now either automatically regulated by the 
permitting requirements or subject to future 
regulation (under the residual authority, discussed 
below) that otherwise would not have been 
authorized, and that this is a direct result of EPA's 
failure to adhere to the framework of the 1995 
Report, which allegedly would have precluded these 
aspects of the Rule. NRDC contends that the Industry 
Petitioners lack standing because they cannot show 
that being subject to NPDES permitting is the causal 
result of the procedural injury they urge, and because 
they cannot base standing on hypothetical injury that 
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may arise in the future. 
 

FN47. Since we have already determined 
that AF & PA lacks standing to raise any of 
its claims, see Section D above, this 
discussion pertains to the remaining Industry 
Petitioner, National Association of Home 
Builders. 

 
NRDC argues that the injuries Petitioners allege are 
not consistent with the guidelines laid out in Friends 
of the Earth, 528 U.S. at 180-81, 120 S.Ct. 693. It 
insists that Petitioners' only possible claims of injury 
from the alleged “regulatory basis” violation are 
purported harm to members caused by the final Phase 
II Rule itself or harm to members caused by EPA's 
alleged failure to provide adequate notice of future 
regulatory requirements in the 1995 Report. 
However, NRDC contends that Petitioners have not 
suffered the requisite injury, because they had actual 
notice that EPA might regulate small construction 
sites, 63 Fed. Reg. at 1583, and they can show no 
chain of causation linking their alleged injury from 
the Rule itself to the actions challenged here. 
 
NRDC's causation argument is complex. Although 
the Petitioners purport to challenge EPA's failure to 
follow all of the 1995 Report's recommendations in 
the final Phase II Rule, NRDC contends, they are 
really challenging the subsequent proceedings 
through which EPA developed the final Rule. Even if 
there were some unlawful variance between the 1995 
report and final rule, NRDC continues, the cause of 
that variance would have been some failure to abide 
by rulemaking standards during administrative 
proceedings that produced the text of the final Rule-
not EPA's attention to sources of input other than the 
1995 Report. NRDC maintains that these intervening 
acts of rulemaking (e.g., Phase II Subcommittee 
activities and the notice-and-comment process) break 
the requisite chain of causation between EPA's 
alleged failure to adhere to recommendations in the 
1995 report and the flaws Petitioners allege in the 
Phase II Rule, which NRDC claims would have been 
due to “purportedly unlawful EPA decisions on the 
merits during the subsequent administrative 
proceedings.” See Northside Sanitary Landfill v. 
Thomas, 804 F.2d 371, 381-84 (7th Cir.1986) 
(finding no standing to challenge EPA statements 
concerning the fate of a hazardous waste facility 
when subsequent state administrative acts, not EPA 
comments, would determine the facility's actual fate). 
 

[23] We note that NRDC's standing arguments apply 
equally to the Municipal Petitioners, who can also 
assert only the *867 harms resulting to members 
from the Rule itself or from a lack of notice, and that 
we are thus not only considering the standing of the 
Industry Petitioners but also that of the Municipal 
Petitioners to raise the “regulatory basis” claim.FN48 
That established, we find standing for both. 
 

FN48. Although the issue of Municipal 
Petitioners' standing has not been raised by 
the parties, we are obliged to consider it to 
determine whether the case-or-controversy 
requirement of Article III is satisfied. See, 
e.g., Boeing Co. v. Van Gemert, 444 U.S. 
472, 488 n. 4, 100 S.Ct. 745, 62 L.Ed.2d 676 
(1980); Juidice v. Vail, 430 U.S. 327, 331, 
97 S.Ct. 1211, 51 L.Ed.2d 376 (1977). 

 
NRDC essentially argues that petitioners lack 
standing because (1) they cannot show that being 
subject to NPDES permitting is the causal result of 
the procedural injury they urge, (2) they cannot claim 
any actual notice injury from the alleged procedural 
wrong because notice was actually given, and (3) 
they cannot claim standing based on hypothetical 
injury that may (or may not) arise from future 
regulation under the residual authority. We can 
readily agree with the latter two contentions. As 
discussed above, the “actual injury” requirement of 
Article III standing precludes judicial consideration 
of exactly the kind of hypothetical harm the Industry 
Petitioners allege may follow from use of Phase II 
authority for future designations of regional sources. 
Friends of the Earth, 528 U.S. at 180-81, 120 S.Ct. 
693. If future Phase II designations cause identifiable 
injury to Petitioners, they will then be free to pursue 
that ripe claim. And because EPA clearly issued 
notice to all regulated parties that they may be subject 
to regulation under the proposed rule, 63 Fed. Reg. at 
1568 (MS4s) and 1582 (construction), petitioners 
cannot show injury from lack of actual notice. 
 
However, NRDC's causation argument is less 
persuasive. NRDC correctly argues that the 
petitioners cannot establish a definite chain of 
causation between the EPA's alleged failure to limit 
their regulatory basis to the § 402(p)(5) studies and 
the fact that they now must obtain permits. But this 
will almost always be true of petitions challenging an 
agency's failure to abide by statutory procedural 
requirements. Because all administrative 
decisionmaking following an alleged procedural 
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irregularity could always be considered an 
intervening factor breaking the chain of causation, 
NRDC's interpretation of the requisite chain of 
causation would dubiously shield administrative 
decisions from procedural review. 
 
For this reason, we have held that the failure of an 
administrative agency to comply with procedural 
requirements in itself establishes sufficient injury to 
confer standing, even though the administrative result 
might have been the same had proper procedure been 
followed. City of Davis v. Coleman, 521 F.2d 661, 
671 (9th Cir.1975) (agency's failure to comply with 
National Environmental Policy Act's procedural 
requirements constituted injury sufficient to support 
standing of a geographically related plaintiff 
regardless of potentially similar regulatory outcome). 
In City of Davis, we noted that the standing inquiry 
represents “a broad test, but because the nature and 
scope of environmental consequences are often 
highly uncertain before study we think it an 
appropriate test.” Id. A plaintiff who shows that a 
causal relation is “probable” has standing, even if the 
chain cannot be definitively established. Johnson v. 
Stuart, 702 F.2d 193, 195-96 (9th Cir.1983) (school 
students and their parents had standing to challenge a 
statute that limited the texts that might be selected for 
teaching, even *868 though it could not be shown 
whether any specific book had been rejected under 
this statute or for other reasons). 
 
The Supreme Court has also acknowledged that 
standing may be established by harm resulting 
indirectly from the challenged acts, Warth v. Seldin, 
422 U.S. 490, 504-05, 95 S.Ct. 2197, 45 L.Ed.2d 343 
(1975), and that causation may be established if the 
plaintiff shows a good probability that, absent the 
challenged action, the alleged harm would not have 
occurred, Arlington Heights v. Metro. Hous. Dev. 
Corp., 429 U.S. 252, 262-64, 97 S.Ct. 555, 50 
L.Ed.2d 450 (1977). 
 
Thus, although the petitioners cannot show with 
certainty that the alleged “regulatory basis” violation 
caused them to be wrongfully subjected to Phase II 
permitting requirements, we hold that they have 
alleged a procedural injury sufficient to support their 
standing to bring the claim. 
 
b. Merits.Although we resolve the standing issue in 
favor of the petitioners, we nevertheless affirm the 
Rule against their claim that EPA violated procedural 
constraints implied by the authorizing statute, § 

402(p)(6). 
 
Congress intended EPA to use all sources of 
information in developing a comprehensive program 
to protect water quality to the maximum extent 
practicable. The statute unambiguously required EPA 
to base its regulations both on the § 402(p)(5) studies 
and on consultation with state and local officials. 
Congress enacted § 402 with full knowledge that 
EPA would also be required to take account of public 
comments during the notice and comment phase of 
administrative rulemaking prescribed by the 
APA.FN49 
 

FN49. Even if the statute were ambiguous, 
we would defer to EPA's reasonable 
interpretation. Chevron, 467 U.S. at 843-44, 
104 S.Ct. 2778. 

 
2. MS4s in Urbanized Areas 

 
The Municipal Petitioners contend that the 
designation of small MS4s for Phase II regulation 
according to Census Bureau defined areas of 
population density (“urbanized areas”) is arbitrary 
and capricious. They argue that EPA has not 
established that the Census Bureau's designation of 
urbanized areas is correlated with actual levels of 
pollution runoff in stormwater, and that EPA 
adopted the designations simply for administrative 
convenience. We affirm, because the record reflects a 
reasoned basis for EPA's decision. See Marsh, 490 
U.S. at 378, 109 S.Ct. 1851. 
 
Conceding that the Preamble cites studies purporting 
to establish “a high correlation between the degree of 
development/urbanization and adverse impacts on 
receiving waters due to stormwater,”64 Fed. Reg. at 
68,751, the Municipal Petitioners nevertheless 
contend that the record contains no “demonstrably 
correlated, quantified basis on which EPA may 
reasonably have concluded that any particular 
population, or any population density, per se 
establishes that all urban areas having that same 
characteristic in gross are necessarily appropriate for 
inclusion as Phase II sources.” Pointing to Leather 
Industries of America v. EPA, 40 F.3d 392, 401 
(D.C.Cir.1994) (rejecting as arbitrary EPA's 
regulation of pollutant levels in the absence of data 
supporting a relationship between the caps and level 
of risk), Petitioners argue that EPA simply assumed 
the relationship Congress contemplated it would 
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establish by the § 402(p)(5) studies. 
 
EPA responds that it extensively documented the 
relationship between urbanization and harmful water 
quality impacts from stormwater runoff, pointing to 
its findings that the degree of surface imperviousness 
in an area directly corresponds *869 to the degree of 
harmful downstream pollution from stormwater 
runoff, 64 Fed. Reg. at 68,724-27, and that it 
articulated a rational connection between these record 
facts and its decision to designate small MS4s 
serving areas of high population density (“urbanized 
areas”) to protect water quality. 
 
[24] We treat EPA's decision with great deference 
because we are reviewing the agency's technical 
analysis and judgments, based on an evaluation of 
complex scientific data within the agency's technical 
expertise. See Baltimore Gas & Elec. Co. v. NRDC, 
462 U.S. 87, 103, 103 S.Ct. 2246, 76 L.Ed.2d 437 
(1983); see also Chem. Mfrs. Ass'n v. EPA, 919 F.2d 
158, 167 (D.C.Cir.1990) (“It is not the role of courts 
to ‘second-guess the scientific judgments of the 
EPA....’ ”). We conclude that the record supports 
EPA's choice. 
 
The statute simply called upon EPA to “designate 
stormwater discharges,” other than those designated 
in Phase I, “to be regulated to protect water quality.” 
33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(6). EPA did so, based on record 
evidence showing a compelling and widespread 
correlation between urban stormwater runoff and 
deleterious impacts on water quality. Petitioners' 
assertion that EPA failed to establish a “quantified” 
basis for its designation is inapposite. The statute did 
not require EPA to establish with pinpoint precision 
a numeric population threshold within urbanized 
areas that would justify regulation under Phase II. In 
areas implicating technical expertise and judgment, 
courts do not require “perfect stud[ies]” or data. 
Sierra Club, 167 F.3d at 662. EPA satisfied the 
Leather Industries standard by adopting a threshold 
consistent with the criterion of “protecting water 
quality,” and did not assume, but instead sufficiently 
documented, the relationship between urbanization 
and harmful stormwater discharge. 
 

3. Small Construction Sites 
 
Industry and Municipal Petitioners also argue that 
EPA's decision to regulate under Phase II all 
construction sites disturbing between one and five 

acres of land (“small construction sites”) is arbitrary 
and unsupported by the record. We do not agree. See 
Marsh, 490 U.S. at 378, 109 S.Ct. 1851. 
 
a. Record Evidence. Municipal Petitioners claim that 
EPA arrived at the one-acre standard based not on 
factual findings in the record but instead as a reaction 
to the earlier Ninth Circuit remand of the Phase I 
five-acre designation. They allege that the one-acre 
standard is no more based on supporting data than the 
rejected five-acre standard, and is thus quantitatively 
arbitrary. 
 
Industry Petitioners argue that EPA's findings do not 
support regulation of all small construction sites, but 
indicate only that small construction sites, taken 
cumulatively, may cause effects similar to large sites 
in a given area. They contend that EPA's conclusion 
that adverse effects are possible under certain 
circumstances cannot support categorical designation 
of all small construction sites nationwide, and that the 
Rule is arbitrary because (1) it is based on an analysis 
that fails to take account of the frequency of negative 
impacts, (2) it fails to take account of acknowledged 
factors that determine whether small construction 
activities cumulatively cause harm (such as the 
degree of development in a watershed at any given 
time), and (3) EPA has acknowledged that the actual 
water quality impact of construction sites of all sizes 
varies widely from area to area depending on 
climatological, geological, geographical,*870 and 
hydrological influences.FN50 
 

FN50. The Industrial Petitioners argue that 
although the Phase I authorizing statute 
required EPA to regulate all sources 
associated with “industrial activity,” 
Congress expressly directed that the Phase II 
regulatory program be focused on sources 
that require regulation “to protect water 
quality.” They assert that because EPA's 
rule ignores the variability of water quality 
impacts nationwide, the Rule is not 
appropriately targeted on the protection of 
water quality. 

 
Industry Petitioners further contend that the record 
does not support the designation of small sites, 
because almost all of the technical papers EPA relied 
on focused on larger sites or failed to take account of 
size,FN51 and because the lack of an adequate factual 
basis for nationwide regulation of small sites makes 
the Phase II Rule arbitrary and capricious. Am. 
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Petroleum Inst. v. EPA, 216 F.3d 50, 58 
(D.C.Cir.2000) (invalidating a solid waste rule 
because EPA“failed to provide a rational explanation 
for its decision” declining to exclude oilbearing waste 
waters from the statutory definition of solid waste). 
 

FN51. Petitioners heavily critique two 
studies relied on by EPA that dealt 
specifically with the water quality impacts 
of small construction sites, noting that one 
concludes it is impossible to generalize 
about the impacts of small sites, Lee H. 
MacDonald, Technical Justification for 
Regulating Construction Sites 1-5 Acres in 
Size, July 22, 1997, and that the other 
merely concludes that small sites “can have” 
significant effects if erosion controls are not 
implemented, David W. Owens, et al., Soil 
Erosion from Small Construction Sites. 
Petitioners contend that the latter study was 
managed with no erosion controls, 
intentionally producing worst-case sediment 
runoff and unreasonable estimates of actual 
sediment yields for small sites nationwide. 
EPA vigorously defends the studies. 

 
EPA maintains that construction sites regulated 
under the Phase II Rule degrade water quality across 
the United States and that the administrative record 
unambiguously documents that harm. EPA disputes 
Petitioners' assertion that it failed to establish the 
need to regulate small sites nationwide, but also 
contends that it is not required to base every 
administrative decision on a precise quantitative 
analysis. See Sierra Club, 167 F.3d at 662 (“EPA 
typically has wide latitude in determining the extent 
of data-gathering necessary to solve a problem.”). 
 
EPA also disputes petitioners' assertions that data 
from studies involving larger construction sites are 
irrelevant to the Phase II Rule. EPA explains that 
discharges of sediment due to erosion are the result of 
the interaction of several factors including soils, 
slope, precipitation, and vegetation: 
For construction sites that are one acre or more, none 
of the environmental factors contributing to sediment 
discharges is dependent on the size of the site 
disturbed. A one-acre site can have the same 
combination of soils, slope, degree of disturbance and 
precipitation as a 100-acre site, and consequently can 
lose soil at the same rate ... and discharge sediments 
in the same concentrations ... as a 100-acre site. 
 

EPA contends that it is thus reasonable to extrapolate 
data about small sites from studies of larger ones-and 
that such an extrapolation may even be forgiving, 
since small sites are currently less likely to have 
effective erosion and sedimentation control plans.FN52 
 

FN52. NRDC adds that notwithstanding the 
clear interest of the National Association of 
Home Builders (“NAHB,” one of the 
Industry Petitioners), NAHB's multi-year 
participation in the FACA Phase II 
Subcommittee Small Construction and No-
Exposure Sites Work Group, and NAHB's 
own submission of detailed comments on 
the proposed Rule, NAHB failed to enter 
into the administrative record any study 
contradicting the proposition that small 
construction sites cause water quality 
problems. NRDC points to the record's 
showing that NAHB had itself proposed that 
regulation of construction sites of two acres 
or greater was appropriate, and contends that 
this is thus not a dispute over whether small 
construction sites should be regulated on a 
nationwide basis, but instead a technical 
disagreement over whether EPA should 
establish a one-acre threshold or a different 
threshold on a similar small scale. 

 
*871 Indeed, EPA argues that although adverse 
water quality impacts of small construction sites have 
been widely recognized, effective local erosion and 
sedimentation control programs have not been 
adopted in many areas.FN53 Though not all watersheds 
are currently adversely effected by small construction 
sites,FN54EPA notes that the Phase II Rule acts “to 
protect water quality” both remedially and 
preventively, and argues that it need not quantify the 
cumulative effects of discharges from these sites or 
identify all watersheds that are currently harmed 
before acting to limit pollution from small sites.FN55 
 

FN53. Whitney Brown and Deborah Caraco, 
Controlling Stormwater Runoff Discharges 
from Small Construction Sites: A National 
Review, Task 5 Final Report submitted by 
the Center for Watershed Protection to the 
EPA Office of Wastewater Management, 
March 1997, IP E.R. 633, 643. 

 
FN54.EPA adds that operators of small sites 
in areas unlikely to suffer adverse impacts 
may apply for a permit waiver if little or no 
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rainfall is expected during the period of 
construction (the “rainfall erosivity waiver”) 
or if regulation is unnecessary based on a 
location-specific evaluation of water quality 
(the “water quality waiver”). 64 Fed. Reg. at 
68,776. 

 
FN55.EPA also implies permission to 
regulate for potential cumulative impacts of 
small sites from the past directive of this 
court. When the Phase I industrial discharge 
regulations were challenged, we found no 
record data to support that rule's exemption 
of construction activities on less than five 
acres and held that small sites did not 
categorically qualify for a de minimis 
exemption because “even small construction 
sites can have a significant impact on local 
water quality.” Natural Res. Def. Council, 
966 F.2d at 1306. 

 
[25] We reverse under the arbitrary and capricious 
standard only if the agency has relied on factors 
Congress did not intend it to consider, entirely failed 
to consider an important aspect of the problem, 
offered an explanation for its decision contrary to the 
evidence before the agency, or is so implausible that 
it could not be ascribed to a difference in view or the 
product of agency expertise. Motor Vehicle Mfrs. 
Ass'n, 463 U.S. at 43, 103 S.Ct. 2856. Petitioners' 
contention that EPA relied on factors Congress did 
not intend it to consider was rejected in our earlier 
discussion of the regulatory basis challenge. They 
submit no evidence that EPA failed to consider an 
important aspect of the problem. We cannot say that 
EPA's designation of small construction sites is 
implausible (especially given the support of twenty-
some-odd studies of sedimentation from construction 
sites that EPA reviewed in promulgating the 
challenged regulations, 64 Fed. Reg. 68,728-31). We 
could remand this aspect of the Rule only if, as the 
petitioners urge, EPA's explanation for its decision to 
regulate small construction sites were contrary to the 
record evidence, and it is not. 
 
Petitioners' primary contention is that evidence in the 
record suggests it is not possible to provide an 
explicit, quantitative link between small construction 
sites and an adverse effect on water quality. But even 
if this were so, EPA's decision to regulate 
preventively small construction sites “to protect 
water quality” is not inconsistent with the record. 
Petitioners contend that EPA's reliance on data from 

studies of large construction sites is insufficient to 
support EPA's designation of small sites, but EPA 
has adequately supported its contention that experts 
can reasonably*872 extrapolate projected water 
quality impacts from large to small sites. We apply 
the substantial evidence standard when reviewing the 
factual findings of an agency, Dickinson v. Zurko, 
527 U.S. 150, 156-58, 119 S.Ct. 1816, 144 L.Ed.2d 
143 (1999),FN56 and find it satisfied here. 
 

FN56. The “substantial evidence” standard 
requires a showing of such relevant evidence 
as a reasonable mind might accept as 
adequate to support a conclusion. Edlund v. 
Massanari, 253 F.3d 1152, 1156 (9th 
Cir.2001). 

 
Moreover, EPA is not required to conduct the 
“perfect study.” Sierra Club, 167 F.3d at 662. We 
defer to an agency decision not to invest the 
resources necessary to conduct the perfect study, and 
we defer to a decision to use available data unless 
there is no rational relationship between the means 
EPA uses to account for any imperfections in its data 
and the situation to which those means are applied. 
Id.; Am. Iron & Steel Inst. v. EPA, 115 F.3d 979, 
1004 (D.C.Cir.1997). The record indicates a reasoned 
basis for EPA's decision that regulating small 
construction sites was necessary “to protect water 
quality” as required by § 402(p)(6). 
 
[26]b. Waivers.Industry Petitioners further contend 
that EPA's allowance of regulatory waivers for small 
construction sites not likely to cause adverse water 
quality impacts inappropriately supplements the 
permitting regulations. 
 
Petitioners argue that EPA has the burden of 
establishing a comprehensive program to control 
sources as necessary to protect water quality, and that 
shifting the burden to individual contractors, 
businesses, and homeowners to prove they do not 
harm water quality falls short of meeting this 
statutory obligation. Citing National Mining 
Association v. Babbitt, 172 F.3d 906, 910 
(D.C.Cir.1999), they argue that EPA's rebuttable 
regulatory presumption of water quality impact from 
small construction activity is unreasonable because 
the agency has established no scientific likelihood 
that any given small site will affect water quality. 
EPA defends the waiver approach as fair and 
efficient, and argues that the Industrial Petitioners are 
confusing arguments about the limits of presumptions 
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in evidentiary hearings conducted under the APA.FN57 
 

FN57.EPA further argues that even if the 
waiver provision were properly 
characterized as an evidentiary presumption, 
it should be sustained because the record 
demonstrates that the presumed fact of the 
water quality impact of small sites is more 
likely true than not. 

 
EPA is correct; the Phase II Rule creates no 
presumption applicable to an evidentiary hearing, and 
a regulation creating exemptions by waiver is 
reviewed under the familiar arbitrary and capricious 
standard. The use of waivers to allow permit 
exemptions for small sites unlikely to cause adverse 
impacts is reasonable under that standard. 
 
[27]c. Consistency.Industry Petitioners also argue 
that EPA's decision to regulate all small construction 
sites under the Phase II Rule is arbitrary and 
capricious because EPA applied a different standard 
in regulating small construction projects than it 
applied to other potential sources of stormwater 
runoff subject to Phase II regulation. 
 
Petitioners contend that EPA decided not to 
designate other potential sources identified in the § 
402(p)(5) studies because it determined that there are 
not “sufficient data ... available at this time on which 
to make a determination of potential adverse water 
quality impacts for the category of sources.” 64 Fed. 
Reg. at 68,780. Petitioners contend this standard 
should have been applied to small construction sites 
as well, but EPA opted to *873 regulate these 
sources despite an alleged lack of coherent data on 
small site impacts as a general category. 
 
EPA counters, once again, that it did have adequate 
data to regulate small construction sites. It contends 
that construction sites of all sizes have greater 
erosion rates than almost any other land use, and thus 
are not similarly situated to the potential polluters 
that EPA chose not to regulate at this time.FN58 These 
sources include secondary industrial activities (for 
example, maintenance of construction equipment or 
local trucking for an unregulated facility such as a 
grocery store) and other unregulated commercial 
activities (for example, car and truck rental 
facilities).64 Fed. Reg. at 68,779.EPA reports that it 
decided not to categorically regulate these potential 
sources based both on available data about water 

quality impacts and on the extent to which potentially 
adverse water quality impacts are mitigated by 
existing regulations to which these sources are 
already subject. Id. at 68,780. 
 

FN58.EPA notes that the Phase II Rule 
empowers regional permitting authorities to 
regulate local sources of these types known 
to be responsible for harmful water quality 
impacts via the continuing “residual 
designation” authority (an aspect of the Rule 
that Petitioners also challenge). 

 
We find no error. See Marsh, 490 U.S. at 378, 109 
S.Ct. 1851. EPA acted reasonably in designating all 
small construction sites for Phase II regulation, and 
Industry Petitioners point to no record evidence that 
the nature of pollutant contributions from small 
construction site discharge is sufficiently similar to 
pollutants from the non-regulated sources to support 
the analogy they seek to draw. New Orleans Channel 
20 v. FCC, 830 F.2d 361, 366 (D.C.Cir.1987) (an 
agency does not act irrationally when it treats parties 
differently, unless the parties are similarly situated). 
Sufficient evidence supports EPA's conclusion that 
small construction sites are not similar enough to 
these “other sources” to support petitioner's 
challenge. 
 
G. Continuing (“Residual”) Designation Authority 
 
The Industry Petitioners argue that EPA acted 
improperly in retaining authority to designate future 
sources of stormwater pollution for Phase II 
regulation as needed to protect federal waters. We 
disagree. 
 
The Phase II Rule preserves authority for EPA and 
authorized States to designate currently unregulated 
stormwater dischargers as requiring permits under 
the Rule if future circumstances indicate that they 
warrant regulation “to protect water quality” under 
the terms of § 402(p)(6). 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(a)(9). In 
the Phase II Preamble, EPA explains this aspect of 
the Rule: 
Under today's rule, EPA and authorized States 
continue to exercise the authority to designate 
remaining unregulated discharges composed entirely 
of stormwater for regulation on a case-by-case 
basis.... Individual sources are subject to regulation if 
EPA or the State, as the case may be, determines that 
the stormwater discharge from the source 
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contributes to a violation of a water quality standard 
or is a significant contributor of pollutants to waters 
of the United States. This standard is based on the 
text of section CWA 402(p). In today's rule, EPA 
believes, as Congress did in drafting section CWA 
402(p)(2)(E), that individual instances of 
stormwater discharge might warrant special 
regulatory attention, but do not fall neatly into a 
discrete, predetermined category. Today's rule 
preserves the regulatory authority*874 to 
subsequently address a source (or category of 
sources) of stormwater discharges of concern on a 
localized or regional basis. 
 
64 Fed. Reg. 68,781. The text of the Rule requires a 
discharger to obtain a permit if the NPDES permit 
authority determines that “stormwater controls are 
needed for the discharge based on wasteload 
allocations that are part of ‘total maximum daily 
loads' (TMDLsFN59) that address the pollutant(s) of 
concern” or that “the discharge, or category of 
discharges within a geographic area, contributes to a 
violation of a water quality standard or is a 
significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the 
United States.”40 C.F.R. §§ 122.26(a)(9)(i)(C)-(D). 
 

FN59. TMDLs are pollutant loading limits 
established by NPDES permitting authorities 
under the Clean Water Act for waters that do 
not meet a water quality standard due to the 
presence of a pollutant. See33 U.S.C. § 
1313(d). 

 
1. Statutory Authority 

 
The Industry Petitioners contend that this “residual” 
designation authority, which would allow a NPDES 
permitting authority to require at any future time a 
permit from any stormwater discharge not already 
regulated, is ultra vires. Although they concede that 
Congress authorized case-by-case designation in § 
402(p)(2)(E),FN60 they argue that this authority 
attached only during the permitting moratorium that 
ended in 1994, prior to the Phase II rulemaking. They 
object that EPA has impermissibly designated a 
category of “not yet identified” sources and preserved 
authority to regulate them on a case-by-case basis 
indefinitely into the future.FN61 
 

FN60. This section enables a NPDES 
permitting authority to designate for 
regulation: “[a] discharge for which the 

Administrator or the State, as the case may 
be, determines that the stormwater 
discharge contributes to a violation of a 
water quality standard or is a significant 
contributor of pollutants to waters of the 
United States.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(2)(E). 

 
FN61. Notably, Industry Petitioner NAHB 
itself took the position during Phase II 
Subcommittee proceedings that the power to 
designate additional sources survived the 
promulgation of the Phase II Rule. In a 1996 
comment letter to EPA, NAHB asserted its 
understanding that “[t]he permitting 
authority still reserves the right to designate 
additional sources if they are shown to be a 
contributor of water quality impairment.” 
NRDC Supplemental Excerpts of Record at 
58. 

 
[28] Petitioners contend that § 402(p)(6)FN62 cannot 
rescue the residual authority because it does not 
authorize case-by-case identification of discharges to 
be regulated, and that Congress, had it intended 
otherwise, would have included language in § 
402(p)(6) similar to the case-by-case authority 
explicitly granted in § 402(p)(2)(E).FN63 They also 
contend that *875 continuing authority to designate 
sources based on waste load allocations that are part 
of TMDLs exceeds the scope of authority in § 
402(p)(2), which nowhere mentions TMDLs. Finally, 
they argue that the categorical designation authorized 
by § 402(p)(6) is only permissible when based on the 
§ 402(p)(5) studies and carried out in consultation 
with state and local authorities, but that the Rule 
allows future designations based on agency discretion 
unaccompanied by adequate demonstration that the 
source itself is a significant threat to water quality. 
 

FN62. The full text of § 402(p)(6), which 
specifically authorizes the Phase II program, 
reads: “Not later than October 1, 1993, the 
Administrator, in consultation with State and 
local officials, shall issue regulations (based 
on the results of the studies conducted under 
paragraph (5)) which designate stormwater 
discharges, other than those discharges 
described in paragraph (2), to be regulated to 
protect water quality and shall establish a 
comprehensive program to regulate such 
designated sources. The program shall, at a 
minimum, (A) establish priorities, (B) 
establish requirements for State stormwater 
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management programs, and (C) establish 
expeditious deadlines. The program may 
include performance standards, guidelines, 
guidance, and management practices and 
treatment requirements, as appropriate.” 33 
U.S.C. § 1342(p)(6). 

 
FN63. Petitioners further argue that even if 
EPA could preserve the case-by-case 
authority conferred in § 402(p)(2)(E), that 
section confers authority only to regulate “a 
discharge” determined to threaten water 
quality, not a category of discharges. 
However, we agree with respondent-
intervenor NRDC's argument that § 
402(p)(2)(E) does not preclude EPA from 
designating entire categories of sources. 
Petitioners' argument follows from its 
reliance on the fact that § 402(p)(2)(E) 
refers to “discharge” in the singular rather 
than the plural to conclude that EPA may 
only designate sources meeting the § 
402(p)(2)(E) description on a case-by-case 
basis. But all five of the § 402(p)(2)(5) 
categories refer to “discharge” in the 
singular, even in reference to discharges 
clearly intended for categorical regulation, 
like “a discharge from a municipal separate 
storm sewer system serving a population of 
250,000 or more.” 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(p)(2)(C). The error in petitioners' 
interpretation is exposed by 1 U.S.C. § 1, 
which provides that “[i]n determining the 
meaning of any Act of Congress, unless the 
context indicates otherwise-words importing 
the singular include and apply to several 
persons, parties, or things.” 

 
EPA counters that § 402(p)(6) authorized the 
designation, made on the basis of statutorily required 
sources of input and in consultation with the States, 
of a third class of discharges to be identified on 
location-specific bases by the NPDES permitting 
authority. EPA contends that Petitioners mistake the 
source of its authority for continuing designations as 
arising only from § 402(p)(2), discounting the full 
scope of its authority under § 402(p)(6). EPA argues 
that it permissibly interpreted § 402(p)(6) as allowing 
the residual designation authority because its 
language does not expressly preclude it, and because 
such authority is consistent with (and arguably 
required by) that section's mandate to establish a 
“comprehensive program” to protect water quality 

from adverse stormwater discharges. EPA maintains 
that the structure of § 402(p) reflects “Congress' 
intent to assure regulation of all problematic 
stormwater discharges as expeditiously as 
reasonably possible-not to limit EPA to a one-time-
only opportunity to designate discharges for 
regulation.” 
 
[29] We review EPA's interpretation of the statute it 
administers with deference, Royal Foods Co., 252 
F.3d at 1106, and affirm this aspect of the Phase II 
Rule as a legitimate exercise of regulatory authority 
conferred by § 402(p). The residual designation 
authority is grounded both on § 402(p)(6), which 
broadly authorizes a comprehensive program to 
protect water quality, and on § 402(p)(2)(5), which 
authorizes case-by-case designation of certain 
polluters and categories of polluters. 
 
While not a blank check, § 402(p)(6) authorizes a 
comprehensive program that allows regional 
designation of polluting discharges that compromise 
water quality locally, even if they have not been 
established as compromising water quality nationally 
at the time Phase II was promulgated. In allowing 
continuing designation authority, EPA permissibly 
designated a third category of dischargers subject to 
Phase II regulation-those established locally as 
polluting U.S. waters-following all required studies 
and consultation with state and local officials. EPA 
reasonably determined that discharges other than 
those from small MS4s and construction sites were 
likely to require regulation “to protect water quality” 
in satisfaction of the § 402(p)(6) mandate. EPA 
reasonably determined that, although it lacked 
sufficient data to support nationwide, categorical*876 
designation of these sources, particularized data 
might support their designations on a more localized 
basis. EPA reasonably interpreted § 402(p)(6) as 
authorizing regional designation of sources and 
regional source categories, based on water quality 
standards including TMDLs. 
 
Petitioners' § 402(p)(2)(5) argument (that EPA could 
not draw support for the residual designation 
authority from § 402(p)(2)(5) because such authority 
expired in 1994) is contradicted by the plain language 
of the statute. Respondent-intervenor NRDC 
correctly notes that § 402(p)(1) sets forth a permitting 
moratorium for stormwater discharges prior to 1994, 
and that § 402(p)(2) exempts certain categories of 
sources from that permitting moratorium, including 
those to be regulated on a case-by-case basis under § 
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402(p)(2)(5). Specifically, the statute provides that 
the 1994 date “shall not apply” to the five categories 
of discharges listed in § 402(p)(2). The termination of 
a moratorium that “shall not apply” to the continuing 
designation authority under § 402(p)(2)(5) cannot 
rescind EPA's authority to regulate sources in that 
category. Nothing in § 402(p) suggests that authority 
to designate these sources ends at any time, and EPA 
remains free to designate § 402(p)(2)(E) dischargers. 
 
Finally, although Petitioners may be legitimately 
concerned that a permitting authority may designate a 
source without adequately establishing its eligibility, 
this issue must be addressed in the context of an 
actual case or controversy. Whether a NPDES 
authority may impose permitting requirements on a 
discharger without an adequate finding of polluting 
activity is not yet ripe for judicial review. Thomas v. 
Anchorage Equal Rights Comm'n, 220 F.3d 1134, 
1141 (9th Cir.2000) (“A concrete factual situation is 
necessary to delineate the boundaries of what conduct 
the government may or may not regulate.”). 
 

2. Nondelegation Doctrine 
 
[30] Industry Petitioners contend that EPA's 
interpretation of § 402(p) to allow the residual 
designation authority must be rejected because it 
would render the statute unconstitutional under the 
nondelegation doctrine. We deny petitioners' claim, 
both because it is not properly raised and because it 
rests on an interpretation explicitly overturned by the 
United States Supreme Court. 
 
Petitioners base their contention on American 
Trucking Ass'ns v. EPA, 175 F.3d 1027, 1034 
(D.C.Cir.1999),FN64 in which the D.C. Circuit 
remanded a regulation under the nondelegation 
doctrine because, although EPA had applied 
reasonable factors in establishing the air quality 
standards in question, the agency had articulated no 
“intelligible principle” to channel its application of 
these factors. Id. Petitioners argue that if § 402(p) 
authorizes a NPDES permitting authority to require 
Phase II permitting of any stormwater source 
deemed to be a “significant contributor” of pollutants 
to U.S. waters, then that grant of authority likewise 
constitutes an unconstitutional delegation of 
legislative authority because-as did the American 
Trucking delegation-it “leaves [EPA] free to pick any 
point” at which a regulatory burden will attach. Id. at 
1037. 

 
FN64. This case was reversed in relevant 
part by the Supreme Court in Whitman v. 
Am. Trucking Ass'ns, 531 U.S. 457, 476, 121 
S.Ct. 903, 149 L.Ed.2d 1 (2001). 

 
However, in reversing American Trucking, the 
Supreme Court rejected the notion that an agency has 
the power to interpret a statute so as to either save it 
from being, or transform it into, an unconstitutional 
delegation. *877Whitman v. Am. Trucking Ass'ns, 
531 U.S. 457, 473, 121 S.Ct. 903, 149 L.Ed.2d 1 
(2001). Whether a statute delegates legislative power 
“is a question for the courts, and an agency's 
[interpretation] has no bearing upon the answer.” Id. 
Petitioner's argument to the contrary rests on the very 
reasoning in American Trucking that was overturned 
in Whitman. The relevant question is not whether 
EPA's interpretation is unconstitutional, but whether 
the statute itself is unconstitutional-a challenge 
Industry Petitioners do not raise. 
 
But even if the challenge were properly raised, § 
402(p) would, like the Clean Air Act standard-setting 
provision at issue in Whitman, survive constitutional 
review. The Supreme Court has upheld against 
nondelegation attacks many similar statutes 
establishing nonquantitative standards. Am. Power & 
Light Co. v. SEC, 329 U.S. 90, 104, 67 S.Ct. 133, 91 
L.Ed. 103 (1946) (upholding statute giving SEC 
authority to modify corporate structures so that they 
are not “unduly or unnecessarily complicate[d]” and 
do not “unfairly or inequitably distribute voting 
power among security holders”); Yakus v. United 
States, 321 U.S. 414, 419-20, 423-27, 64 S.Ct. 660, 
88 L.Ed. 834 (1944) (upholding statute giving agency 
power to set prices that “will be generally fair and 
equitable”). In Yakus, the Court held that a statutory 
command to “effectuate the purposes” of the overall 
statutory scheme withstood scrutiny. Id. Section 
402(p)(6)'s directive “to protect water quality” 
summarizes the central purpose of the Clean Water 
Act, “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, 
and biological integrity of the Nation's waters,”33 
U.S.C. § 1251(a). It establishes a determinate 
criterion of the kind the Supreme Court upheld in 
Yakus and American Power & Light. 
 

3. Notice and Comment 
 
[31] Industry Petitioners also contend that, to the 
extent it allows the designation of entire categories of 
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sources, rather than individual sources, the residual 
designation authority violates the APA, 5 U.S.C. § 
553(b)(3), because EPA did not provide public notice 
that it was considering such a rule. Ober v. EPA, 84 
F.3d 304, 315 (9th Cir.1996) (invalidating EPA rule 
where it deviated from proposal); Shell Oil Co. v. 
EPA, 950 F.2d 741, 746-47 (D.C.Cir.1991). 
Petitioners contend that while the proposed rule 
would have allowed case-by-case designation where 
an authority “determines that the discharge 
contributes to a violation,”63 Fed. Reg. at 1635 
(proposing 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(a)(9)(i)(D)), the final 
rule authorizes case-by-case designation where “the 
discharge, or category of discharges within a 
geographic area, contributes to a violation,”40 C.F.R. 
§ 122.26(a)(9)(i)(D). 
 
EPA notes that it had proposed to promulgate 
continuing designation authority in some form, and 
points to elements in the proposed rule that explicitly 
envision the categorical designation of sources at the 
local/watershed level.FN65 
 

FN65. “[T]oday's proposal would encourage 
[voluntary] control of stormwater 
discharges ... unless the discharge (or 
category of discharges) is individually or 
locally designated as described in the 
following section. The necessary data to 
support designation could be available on a 
local, regional, or watershed basis and 
would allow the NPDES permitting 
authority to designate a category of sources 
or individual sources on a case-by-case 
basis. If sufficient nationwide data 
[becomes] available in the future, EPA 
could at that time designate additional 
categories of industrial or commercial 
sources on a national basis. EPA requests 
comment on the three-pronged analysis used 
to assess the need to designate additional 
industrial or commercial sources and invites 
suggestions regarding watershed-based 
designation.” 63 Fed. Reg. at 1588. 

 
*878 According to the “logical outgrowth” standard, 
a final regulation must be “in character with the 
original proposal and a logical outgrowth of the 
notice and comments.” Hodge, 107 F.3d at 712. EPA 
emphasized that it was considering continuing 
designations based on watershed data rather than 
designating these sources on a national basis, and 
invited comment regarding this proposal. 63 Fed. 

Reg. at 1536. This supports the necessary relationship 
between the proposed and final rule. 
 

H. Regulatory Flexibility Act 
 
The Industry Petitioners contend that the Phase II 
Rule will impose substantial compliance costs on 
their members and other small entities, but that EPA 
failed to conduct the analysis required by the 
Regulatory Flexibility Act (“RFA”), 5 U.S.C. §§ 601-
11. They argue that EPA seeks to excuse its 
noncompliance by falsely certifying that the Rule 
does not have a significant impact on a substantial 
number of small entities. 64 Fed. Reg. at 68,800. We 
are not persuaded. 
 
[32] The RFA requires a federal agency to prepare a 
regulatory flexibility analysis and an assessment of 
the economic impact of a proposed rule on small 
business entities, 5 U.S.C. § 604, unless the agency 
certifies that the proposed rule will not have a 
“significant economic impact on a substantial number 
of small entities” and provides a factual basis for that 
certification, id. at § 605; N.W. Mining Ass'n v. 
Babbitt, 5 F.Supp.2d 9, 15-16 (D.D.C.1998). 
 
EPA did certify that the Phase II Rule would not 
yield “significant impacts,” 64 Fed. Reg. at 68,800, 
but Petitioners contend this certification is erroneous 
because (1) EPA treats as “not significant” costs that 
are in fact significant, and (2) EPA failed to account 
for the entire universe of small entities affected 
(including small home construction contractors) and 
all significant costs to those entities. They urge that 
the failure to consider a significant segment of the 
affected small entity community requires invalidation 
of the Rule, citing North Carolina Fisheries Ass'n v. 
Daley, 27 F.Supp.2d 650, 659 (E.D.Va.1998) 
(certification failed to comply with RFA where 
agency ignored several categories of affected small 
entities), and Northwest Mining, 5 F.Supp.2d at 15 
(RFA was violated where improper definition of 
small entity excluded analysis of affected entities). 
 
EPA maintains that its certification was appropriate, 
and, moreover, that it has already voluntarily 
followed the additional RFA procedures that the 
Industry Petitioners now request. EPA argues that 
Petitioners have incorrectly specified the costs that 
the small entities they represent will bear, referring 
erroneously to EPA's total annual compliance costs 
estimates for all entities, rather than to costs 
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estimated for small entities as defined under the RFA. 
EPA maintains that it did consider economic impacts 
on small home construction contractors who might be 
denied discharge permits, and that it evaluated the 
annual costs of Phase II compliance associated with 
any land disturbance between one and five acres. 64 
Fed. Reg. at 68,800-01. 
 
Respondent-intervenor NRDC contends that 
Petitioners' reliance on measures of the aggregate 
impact of the Rule on small entities to determine 
compliance with the threshold test under the RFA 
fails as a matter of law because aggregate measures 
are not consistent with the statutory language setting 
out that test. NRDC notes that the plain language of § 
605(b) sets out a three-component test indicating that 
EPA need not perform a regulatory flexibility 
analysis if it finds that the proposed *879 rule will 
not have: (1) “a significant economic impact” on (2) 
“a substantial number” of (3) “small entities.” 5 
U.S.C. § 605(b). NRDC contends that EPA satisfied 
the statutory test, and that Petitioners' interpretation, 
which rewrites the test to omit the “substantial 
number” component, is erroneous. 
 
[33] We believe NRDC correctly interprets the 
statute, Marsh, 490 U.S. at 378, 109 S.Ct. 1851, and 
that EPA reasonably certified that the Phase II Rule 
would not have a significant economic impact in 
compliance with the Regulatory Flexibility Act. We 
also conclude that, even if EPA had failed to 
properly comply with the procedural requirements of 
the RFA, its actual assessment of the Rule's economic 
impacts renders any defective compliance harmless 
error. In granting relief under RFA § 611, a court 
may order an agency “to take corrective action 
consistent with” the RFA and APA, including 
remand to the agency, 5 U.S.C. § 611(a)(4)(A), but 
EPA has already conducted the economic analyses 
Petitioners seek when it convened the “Small 
Business Advocacy Review Panel” before publishing 
notice of the proposed rule. 64 Fed. Reg. at 68,801. 
That Panel evaluated the Rule and considered the 
comments of small entities on a number of issues, 
consistent with the procedures described in RFA § 
603. Id. Appendix 5 of EPA's preamble to the 
proposed rule explained provisions that had been 
designed to minimize impacts on small entities, based 
on advice and recommendations from the Panel. 63 
Fed. Reg. 1615, 64 Fed. Reg. 68,811. Modifications 
for small entities included alternative compliance and 
reporting mechanisms responsive to the resources of 
small entities, simplified procedures, performance 

rather than design standards, and waivers. 
 
Any hypothetical noncompliance would thus have 
been harmless, since the available remedy would 
simply require performance of the economic 
assessments that EPA actually made. Like the Notice 
and Comment process required in administrative 
rulemaking by the APA, the analyses required by 
RFA are essentially procedural hurdles; after 
considering the relevant impacts and alternatives, an 
administrative agency remains free to regulate as it 
sees fit. We affirm the Rule against this 
challenge.FN66 
 

FN66. Our consideration of the issue at all 
may be gratuitous, since petitioners failed to 
submit timely comment disputing the 
adequacy of EPA's consideration of 
economic impacts on small businesses 
proposed at 63 Fed. Reg. at 1605-07.United 
States v. L.A. Tucker Truck Lines, 344 U.S. 
33, 37, 73 S.Ct. 67, 97 L.Ed. 54 (1952) 
(“[C]ourts should not topple over 
administrative decisions unless the 
administrative body not only has erred but 
has erred against objection made at the time 
appropriate under its practice.”). 

 
III. 

 
CONCLUSION 

 
We conclude that the EPA's failure to require review 
of NOIs, which are the functional equivalents of 
permits under the Phase II General Permit option, and 
its failure to make NOIs available to the public or 
subject to public hearings contravene the express 
requirements of the Clean Water Act. We therefore 
remand these aspects of the Small MS4 General 
Permit option so that EPA may take appropriate 
action to comply with the Clean Water Act. We also 
remand so that EPA may consider in an appropriate 
proceeding the Environmental Petitioners' contention 
that § 402(p)(6) requires EPA to regulate forest 
roads. We affirm all other aspects of the Phase II 
Rule against the statutory, administrative, and 
constitutional challenges raised in this action. 
 
*880 Petitions for Review GRANTED IN PART and 
DENIED IN PART. 
TALLMAN, Circuit Judge, concurring in part and 
dissenting in part: 
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I concur in most of the majority's opinion, but I 
dissent from Section II.B, which remands the Phase 
II Rule because its system of general permits is 
“arbitrary and capricious.” I believe EPA's design of 
a system of general permits supported by notices of 
intent was a reasonable exercise of EPA's 
administrative discretion. We must give deference to 
EPA's interpretation of the laws it is charged with 
enforcing, so long as EPA's reading of those laws is 
permissible. Because EPA acted reasonably in 
designing a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (“NPDES”) based on general permits and 
supported by NOIs, I respectfully dissent from the 
court's decision to remand this portion of the Phase II 
Rule. 
 

I 
 
As the majority concedes, we evaluate EPA's 
interpretation of the Clean Water Act with deference. 
Majority Op. 13796. If Congress's intent is unclear as 
to whether a system of general permits supplemented 
by NOIs is allowed, we simply ask “whether EPA's 
interpretation is permissible.” Ober v. Whitman, 243 
F.3d 1190, 1193 (9th Cir.2001). 
 

II 
 
As an initial matter, then, we must ask if Congress 
was clear in its intent concerning the propriety of a 
system of general permits augmented by NOIs. 
 
Five legislative commands guide this inquiry. First, 
33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(6) charges EPA with creating a 
system to regulate stormwater discharges. Plainly, 
nothing in this section speaks to whether EPA may 
utilize a general permit approach in regulating 
stormwater discharge. 
 
Second, 33 U.S.C. § 1311(a) makes it illegal to 
discharge pollutants “except as in compliance” with 
several sections of the Clean Water Act. Again, 
nothing in this section addresses whether EPA may 
make use of general permits reinforced by NOIs. 
 
Third, 33 U.S.C. § 1342 in general (as opposed to the 
limited charge in section 1342(p)(6) discussed above) 
authorizes EPA to issue NPDES permits, provided 
that the permits satisfy several conditions. But 
nothing in section 1342 prohibits the use of a system 
of general permits. 
 

Fourth, the Clean Water Act mandates that “a copy of 
each permit application and each permit issued 
under” the NPDES permitting program be made 
available to the public for inspection and 
photocopying. 33 U.S.C. § 1342(j). The Act does not 
elaborate on this naked requirement. There is no 
explanation of the manner in which NPDES permits 
and applications are to be made publicly available. 
Nor does the Act define what constitutes a “permit” 
that would trigger these requirements. 
 
And fifth, the Clean Water Act authorizes the 
issuance of an NPDES “permit” “after opportunity 
for public hearing.” 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1). The Act 
does not provide a definition of “permit,” nor does it 
further detail what triggers the requirement of a 
public hearing. 
 
In short, the Clean Water Act fails to address the 
propriety of a general permit system, or whether 
NOIs ought to be considered “permits.” Therefore, 
we should uphold EPA's creation of a system of 
general permits buttressed by NOIs so long as it is 
“permissible.” See *881Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. 
Natural Resources Defense Council, 467 U.S. 837, 
843-44, 104 S.Ct. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984). Our 
duty to defer to EPA in such a situation is based on 
sound policy. Given the overwhelming challenge and 
complexity of the programs administered by federal 
agencies today, it is sensible to trust agencies with 
the design of those programs so long as the programs 
are reasonable interpretations of congressional 
mandates. 
 
The central issues regarding EPA's general permit 
system are whether the Clean Water Act allows such 
a system and whether NOIs should be considered 
“permits.” The resolution of these issues requires a 
complicated weighing of policies (e.g., administrative 
streamlining vs. robust inquiry) that is precisely what 
agencies are designed to do and courts are without 
the resources or expertise to do. “[I]f the statute is 
silent or ambiguous with respect to the specific issue, 
the question for the court is whether the agency's 
answer is based on a permissible construction.” 
Chevron, 467 U.S. at 843, 104 S.Ct. 2778. 
 

III 
 
The Phase II Rule promulgates a system of general 
permits. EPA contemplated that these general 
permits will be issued on a watershed basis, with 
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individual stormwater dischargers then filing NOIs 
to operate under general permits. The federal 
regulations implementing this system repeatedly 
emphasize that “[t]he use of general permits, instead 
of individual permits, reduces the administrative 
burden of permitting authorities, while also limiting 
the paperwork burden on regulated parties.” 64 Fed. 
Reg. 68,722, 68,737, 68,762 (Dec. 8, 1999). 
 
The use of a general permit system for the 
administration of the NPDES system has been 
considered and approved before. In NRDC v. Costle, 
568 F.2d 1369 (D.C.Cir.1977), the District of 
Columbia Circuit considered a challenge to EPA's 
regulations under the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act, which was the precursor to the Clean 
Water Act. In Costle,EPA sought approval of its 
design for the NPDES system. EPA had issued 
regulations exempting broad categories of point 
sources from the requirement that an NPDES permit 
be obtained before discharging into federal waters. 
Part of EPA's rationale in creating the exempted 
categories was that otherwise EPA would be 
overwhelmed by the administrative burden of issuing 
NPDES permits. Id. at 1377-79. The Costle court 
affirmed the lower court's rejection of these 
exemptions because the legislation in question 
plainly required that all point sources obtain some 
kind of NPDES permit. Id. But in rejecting EPA's 
regulations, the Costle court discussed the options 
available to EPA in promulgating an NPDES system 
that was considerate of the enormous burden such a 
system could impose on EPA. Id. at 1380-81. In 
particular, the court recommended “the use of area or 
general permits. The Act allows such techniques. 
Area-wide regulation is one well-established means 
of coping with administrative exigency.” Id. at 1381 
(emphasis added). 
 
Against this backdrop, EPA's creation of a general 
permit system was entirely permissible. And if the 
creation of a general permit system is permissible, 
then it does not matter whether NOIs are given a 
public airing. 
 
The majority contends that the general permit system 
prevents EPA from fulfilling its duty to make sure 
that municipalities do not discharge pollutants in 
violation of the Clean Water Act. The majority 
reasons that by failing to require EPA review of 
NOIs, the Rule fails to ensure that a regulated MS4's 
stormwater pollution control program will satisfy 
the Clean Water Act requirement that the MS4 

“reduce*882 discharges to the maximum extent 
practicable.” Majority Op. 855. But the majority's 
analysis ignores the effects of the general permit. By 
filing an NOI, a discharger obligates itself to comply 
with the limitations and controls imposed by the 
general permit under which it intends to operate. 
EPA mandates that all permits (including general 
permits) condition their issuance on satisfaction of 
pollution limitations imposed by the Clean Water 
Act. 40 C.F.R. § 122.44. In particular, EPA requires 
permits to satisfy the restrictions imposed by Clean 
Water Act section 307(a). Id. at § 122.44(b)(1). 
Therefore, the general permit imposes the obligations 
with which the discharger must comply (including 
applicable Clean Water Act standards), and EPA's 
decision not to review every NOI is not a failure to 
insure compliance with the Clean Water Act. 
 
The majority also objects to EPA's general permit 
system because it fails to allow for sufficient public 
participation in the NOIs. Majority Op. 856-858. The 
majority's position fails to give deference to EPA and 
imposes the majority's own wishes instead. EPA 
would have been justified in creating a system 
entirely reliant on general or area permits. Its 
imposition of NOIs is an indulgence to certain policy 
prerogatives, namely public involvement and the 
collection of additional information. But the power to 
create a general permit system necessarily implies the 
power to require subordinate steps for NOIs that do 
not quite reach the level of inquiry associated with 
actual permits. 
 

IV 
 
We function as an adjudicator of disputes, not as a 
policy-making body. Where an agency promulgates 
rules after a deliberative process, it is incumbent 
upon us to respect the agency's decisions or else risk 
trivializing the function of that agency. In this case, 
EPA made a permissible decision to create a general 
permit program supported by NOIs. Therefore, I 
respectfully dissent from Section II.B of the 
majority's opinion. 
 
C.A.9 (Cal.),2003. 
Environmental Defense Center, Inc. v. U.S. E.P.A. 
344 F.3d 832, 57 ERC 1039, 33 Envtl. L. Rep. 
20,269, 03 Cal. Daily Op. Serv. 8398, 2003 Daily 
Journal D.A.R. 10,479 
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The National Resources Defense Council, Inc. challenged
authority of the Enviromnental Protection Agency

Administrator to exempt categories of point sources from
permit requirements of the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments of 1972. The United States District Court
for the District of Columbia, Thomas A. Flannery, J., 396
F.Supp. 1393, granted summary judgment to the NRDC
and the Administrator and others appealed. The Court of
Appeals, Leventhal, Circuit Judge, held that: (1) legislative
history shows that National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System permit is the only means by which discharger may
escape total prohibition of discharges from point sources
found in FWPCA; (2) national effluent limitations need not
be uniform as precondition for NPDES program to include
pollution from agricultural, silvicultural, and storm runoff

point sources, and while technological or administrative
infeasibility of such limitations may warrant adjustments
in permit program it does not authorize Administrator to
exclude relevant point sources; (3) where numeric effluent
limitations are infeasible, permit conditions may proscribe
industry practices that aggravate problems of point source
pollution as well as require monitoring and reporting of
effluent level; and (4) a number of administrative devices,
including general or area permits are available to aid EPA
in practical administration of NPDES program, and FWPCA,
however tight in some respects, leaves some leeway to EPA in

interpretation of that statute and affords agency some means
to consider matters of feasibility.

Affirmed in accordance with opinion.

MacKinnon, Circuit Judge, filed a concurring opinion.

*13 70 **148 Syllabus by the Court

The National Resources Defense Council, Inc. (NRDC)
challenged the authority of the EPA Administrator to exempt
categories of point sources from the permit requirements of s
402 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments

of 1972, 33 U.S.C. s 1342 (Supp. V 1975). On appeal from a
grant of summary judgment to NRDC, held:

1. The legislative history makes clear that Congress
intended the National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit to be the only means by which a
discharger may escape the total prohibition of discharges
from point sources found in FWPCA s 301(a), 33 U.S.C. s
1311(a) (Supp. V 1975).

2. It is not necessary that national effluent limitations be
uniform as a precondition for the NPDES program to include
pollution from agricultural, silvicultural, and storm water
runoff point sources. The technological or administrative
infeasibility *1371 **149 of such limitations may warrant
adjustments in the permit program, but it does not authorize
the Administrator to exclude the relevant point source from
the NPDES program.

3. Where numeric effluent limitations are infeasible, permit
conditions may proscribe industry practices that aggravate
the problems of point source pollution as well as require
monitoring and reporting of effluent levels.

4. A number of administrative devices, including general
or area permits, are available to aid EPA in the practical
administration of the NPDES program. The FWPCA,
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however tight in some respects, leaves some leeway to EPA
in the interpretation of that statute and, in that regard, affords
the agency some means to consider matters of feasibility.
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Before BAZELON, Chief Judge, and LEVENTHAL and
MacKINNON, Circuit Judges.

Opinion

Opinion for the Court filed by LEVENTHAL, Circuit Judge.

Concurring Opinion filed by MacKINNON, Circuit Judge.

LEVENTHAL, Circuit Judge:

In 1972 Congress passed the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act Amendments (hereafter referred to as the "FWPCA" or

the "Act" 1 ). It was a dramatic response to accelerating
environmental degradation of rivers, lakes and streams in this
country. The Act's stated goal is to eliminate the discharge of

pollutants into the Nation's waters by 1985. This goal is to be
achieved through the enforcement of the strict timetables and
technology-based effluent limitations established by the Act.

The FWPCA sets up a permit program, the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), as the primary

means of enforcing the Act's effluent limitations. 2 At issue in

this case is the authority *1372 **150 of the Administrator
of the Environmental Protection Agency to make exemptions
from this permit component of the FWPCA.

Section 402 of the FWPCA, 33 U.S.C. s 1342 (Supp. V
1975), provides that under certain circumstances the EPA
Administrator "may . . . issue a permit for the discharge of
any pollutant" notwithstanding the general proscription of
pollutant discharges found in s 301 of the Act. 33 U.S.C.
s 1311 (Supp. V 1975). The discharge of a pollutant is
defined in the FWPCA as "any addition of any pollutant to
navigable waters from any point source" or "any addition
of any pollutant to the waters of the contiguous zone or the
ocean from any point source other than a vessel or floating
craft." 33 U.S.C. s 1362(12) (Supp. V 1975). In 1973 the
EPA Administrator issued regulations that exempted certain
categories of "point sources" of pollution from the permit

requirements of s 402. 3 The Administrator's purported
authority to make such exemptions turns on the proper
interpretation of s 402.

A "point source" is defmed in s 502(14) as "any discernible,
confined and discrete conveyance, including but not limited
to any pipe, ditch, channel, tunnel, conduit, well, discrete
fissure, container, rolling stock, concentrated animal feeding
operation, or vessel or other floating craft, from which

pollutants are or may be discharged." 4

The 1973 regulations exempted discharges from a number
of classes of point sources from the permit requirements of
s 402, including all silvicultural point sources; all confined
animal feeding operations below a certain size; all irrigation
return flows from areas of less than 3,000 contiguous acres or
3,000 noncontiguous acres that use the same drainage system;

all nonfeedlot, nonirrigation agricultural point sources;
and separate storm sewers containing only storm nmoff
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uncontaminated by any industrial or commercial activity. 5

The EPA's *1373 **151 rationale for these exemptions is
that in order to conserve the Agency's enforcement resources
for more significant point sources of pollution, it is necessary
to exclude these smaller sources of pollutant discharges from

the permit program.

The National Resources Defense Council, Inc. (NRDC)
sought a declaratory judgment that the regulations are
unlawful under the FWPCA. Specifically, NRDC contended
that the Administrator does not have authority to exempt any
class of point source from the permit requirements of s 402. It

argued that Congress in enacting ss 301, 402 of the FWPCA
intended to prohibit the discharge of pollutants from all point
sources unless a permit had been issued to the discharger
under s 402 or unless the point source was explicitly exempted
from the permit requirements by statute. The District Court
granted NRDC's motion for summary judgment. It held that
the FWPCA does not authorize the Administrator to exclude
any class of point sources from the permit program. NRDC
v. Train, 396 F.Supp. 1393 (D.D.C.1975). The EPA has
appealed to this court. It is joined on appeal by a number of
defendant-intervenors, National Forest Products Association
(NFPA), National Milk Producers Federation (NMPF), and

the Colorado River Conservation District. 6

This case thus presents principally a question of statutory
interpretation. EPA also argues that even if Congress intended

to include the pertinent categories in the permit program, the
regulations exempting them should be upheld on a doctrine
of administrative infeasibility, i. e., the regulations should be

upheld as a deviation from the literal terms of the FWPCA
that is necessary to permit the Agency to realize the principal

objectives of the Act.

I. LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

The principal purpose of the .FWPCA is "to restore and
maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity

of the Nation's waters." 7 The Act's ultimate objective, to
eliminate the discharge of pollutants into navigable waters
by 1985, is to be achieved by means of two intermediate
steps. As of July 1, 1977, all point sources other than publicly

owned treatment works were to have achieved effluent
limitations that require application of the "best practicable

control technology." 8 These same point sources must reduce
their effluent discharges by July 1, 1983, to meet limitations

determined by application of the "best available technology

economically achievable" for each category of point source. 9

The technique for enforcing these effluent limitations is
straightforward. Section 301(a) of the FWPCA provides:

Except as in compliance with this section and
sections 302, 306, 307, 318, 402, and 404 of
this Act, the discharge of any pollutant by any

person shall be unlawful. 10

Appellants concede that if the regulations are valid, it must
be because they are authorized *1374 **152 by s 402;
none of the other sections listed in s 301(a) afford grounds for

relieving the exempted point sources from the prohibition of

s 301. 11

Section 402 provides in relevant part that the Administrator
may, after opportunity for public hearing, issue a permit for
the discharge of any pollutant, or combination of pollutants,
notwithstanding section 301(a), upon condition that such
discharge will meet either all applicable requirements under
sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, and 403 of this Act, or prior

to the taking of the necessary implementing actions relating
to all such requirements, such conditions as the Administrator
determines are necessary to carry out the provisions of this
Act.

The NPDES permit program established by s 402 is central to

the enforcement of the FWPCA. It translates general effluent
limitations into the specific obligations of a discharger. As
this court noted in NRDC v. Train, 166 U.S.App.D.C. 312,
315, 510 F.2d 692, 695 (1975), the Act "relies primarily on a
permit program for the achievement of effluent limitations . . .

to attain its goals." The comments inifloor debates of Senator
Muskie, the leading Congressional sponsor of the Act, makes

this clear. 12

The appellants argue that s 402 not only gives the
Adnlinistrator the discretion to grant or refuse a permit, but
also gives him the authority to exempt classes of point sources

from the permit requirements entirely. They argue that this
interpretation is sup.ported by the legislative history of s 402

and the fact that unavailability of this exemption power would
place unmanageable administrative burdens on the EPA.

1 Putting aside for the moment the appellants' administrative

infeasibility argument, we agree with the District Court that
the legislative history makes clear that Congress intended the

NPDES permit to be the only means by which a discharger
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from a point source may escape the total prohibition of s
301(a). This intention is evident in both Committee Reports.

In discussing s 301 the House Report stressed:

Any discharge of a pollutant without a permit
issued by the Administrator under section 318,

or by the Administrator or the State under
section 402 or by the Secretary of the Army
under section 404 is unlawful. Any discharge
of a pollutant not in compliance with the
conditions or limitations of such a permit is

also unlawful. 13

The Senate Report echoed this interpretation:

(Section 301) clearly establishes that the discharge of
pollutants is unlawful. Unlike its predecessor program which
permitted the discharge of certain amounts of pollutants under

the conditions described above, this legislation would clearly

establish that no one has the right *1375 **153 to pollute
that pollution continues because of technological limits, not
because of any inherent rights to use the nation's waterways
for the purpose of disposing of wastes.

The program proposed by this Section will be implemented
through permits issued in Section 402. The Administrator will

have the capability and the mandate to press technology and
economics to achieve those levels of effluent reduction which
he believes to be practicable in the first instance and attainable

in the second. 14

2 The EPA argues that since s 402 provides that "the
Administrator may . . . issue a permit for the discharge of
any pollutant" (emphasis added), he is given the discretion
to exempt point sources from the permit requirements
altogether. This argument, as to what Congress meant by
the word "may" in s 402, is insufficient to rebut the plain
language of the statute and the committee reports. We say
this with due awareness of the deference normally due "the
construction of a new statute by its implementing agency."
NRDC v. Train, 166 U.S.App.D.C. at 326, 510 F.2d at 706;
see Zuber v. Allen, 396 U.S. 168, 192, 90 S.Ct. 314, 24
L.Ed.2d 345 (1969); Udall v. Tallman, 380 U.S. 1, 16, 85
S.Ct. 792, 13 L.Ed.2d 616 (1965). The use of the word "may"

in s 402 means only that the Administrator has discretion
either to issue a permit or to leave the discharger subject to
the total proscription of s 301. This is the natural reading, and
the one that retains the fundamental logic of the statute.

Under the EPA's interpretation the Administrator would have
broad discretion to exempt large classes of point sources from
any or all requirements of the FWPCA. This is a result that
the legislators did not intend. Rather they stressed that the
FWPCA was a tough law that relied on explicit mandates to
a degree uncommon in legislation of this type. A statement
of Senator Jennings Randolph of 1-/Vest Virginia, Chairman of

the Senate Committee responsible for the Act, is illustrative.

I stress very strongly that Congress has become very specific
on the steps it wants taken with regard to environmental
protection. We have written into law precise standards
and definite guidelines on how the environment should be
protected. We have done more than just provide broad
directives for administrators to follow. . . .

In the past, too many of our environmental laws have
contained vague generalities. What we are attempting to do
now is provide laws that can be administered with certainty
and precision. I think that is what the American people expect

that we do. 15

There are innumerable references in the legislative history
to the effect that the Act is founded on the "basic premise
that a discharge of pollutants without a permit is unlawful
and that discharges not in compliance with the limitations

and conditions for a permit are unlawful." 16 Even when
infeasibility arguments were squarely raised, *1376 **154

the legislature declined to abandon the permit requirement. 17

We stand by our previous interpretation of the Act's scheme
for the enforcement of effluent limitations:

After dates set forth in (s 301(b)), a person must obtain
a permit and comply with its terms in order to discharge
any pollutant. The conditions of the permit must assure that
any discharge complies with the applicable requirements
of numerous sections including the effluent limitations of
section 301(b).
NRDC v. Train, 166 U.S.App.D.C. at 316, 510 F.2d at 696
(emphasis added; footnotes omitted).

We also note that all the Supreme Court decisions referring
to s 402 view the permit as the only means by which a point
source polluter can avoid the ban on discharges found in s
301. Strictly speaking these expressions may be dicta, for they

do not touch directly on the interpretation of s 402. But they
are at least a considered reading of what the Act appears to
mean.
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In Train v. Colorado Public Interest Research Group,
Inc., 426 U.S. 1, 96 S.Ct. 1938, 48 L.Ed.2d 434 (1976),
Justice Marshall characterized the enforcement scheme of the

FWPCA as follows:

(E)ffluent limitations are enforced through a
permit program. The discharge of "pollutants"
into water is unlawful without a permit issued
by the Administrator of the EPA or, if a State
has developed a program that complies with
the FWPCA, by the State. . . .

Id. at 7, 96 S.Ct. at 1941 (footnote omitted).

In EPA v. State Water Resources Control Board, 426 U.S.
200, 96 S.Ct. 2022, 48 L.Ed.2d 578 (1976), the issue was
whether federal installations were subject to state NPDES
programs. Justice White's majority opinion describes NPDES

at 205, 96 S.Ct. at 2025 (footnote omitted):

Under NPDES, it is unlawful for any person
to discharge a pollutant without obtaining
a permit and complying with its terms.

An NPDES permit serves to transform

generally applicable effluent limitations and
other standards including those based on
water quality into the obligations (including
a timetable for compliance) of the individual
discharger, and the Amendments provide for
direct administrative and judicial enforcement

of permits.

In E. I. du Pont de Nemours v. Train, 430 U.S. 112, 97
S.Ct. 965, 51 L.Ed.2d 204 (1977), the Court held that under
FWPCA the EPA can set uniform effluent limitations through

industry-wide regulations rather than develop them on an
individual basis during the permit issuance process. But the
Court, per Justice Stevens, clearly indicated *1377 **155
that those limitations were translated into obligations of the
discharger through their inclusion in an NPDES permit. Id. at

119-20, 97 S.Ct. 965.

The wording of the statute, legislative history, and precedents

are clear: the EPA Administrator does not have authority
to exempt categories of point sources from the permit
requirements of s 402. Courts may not manufacture for an
agency a revisory power inconsistent with the clear intent
of the relevant statute. In holding that the FPC does not
have authority to exempt the rates of small producers from

regulation under the Natural Gas Act, the Supreme Court
observed:

It is not the Court's role . . . to overturn
congressional assumptions embedded into the
framework of regulation established by the
Act. This is a proper task for the Legislature
where the public interest may be considered
from the multifaceted points of view of the
representational process.

FPC v. Texaco, Inc., 417 U.S. 380, 400, 94 S.Ct. 2315, 2327,
41 L.Ed.2d 141 (1974).

II. ADMINISTRATIVE INFEASIBILITY

The appellants have stressed in briefs and at oral argument
the extraordinary burden on the EPA that will be imposed by
the above interpretation of the scope of the NPDES program.
The spectre of millions of applications for permits is evoked
both as part of appellants' legislative history argument that
Congress could not have intended to impose such burdens
on the EPA and as an invitation to this court to uphold
the regulations as deviations from the literal terms of the
FWPCA necessary to permit the agency to realize the general
objectives of that act. During oral argument we asked for
supplemental briefs so that the appellants could expand on
their infeasibility arguments. We consider EPA's infeasibility
contentions in turn.

A. Uniform National Effluent Limitations

EPA argues that the regulatory scheme intended under
Titles III and IV of the FWPCA requires, first, that the

Administrator establish national effluent limitations 18 and,
second, that these limitations be incorporated in the individual

permits of dischargers. EPA argues that the establishment of
such limitations is simply not possible with the type of point
sources involved in the 1973 regulations, which essentially
involve the discharge of runoff i. e., wastewaters generated by

rainfall that drain over terrain into navigable waters, picking
up pollutants along the way.

There is an initial question, to.what extent point sources are
involved in agricultural, silvicultural, and storm sewer runoff.

The definition of point source in s 502(14), including the
concept of a ',discrete conveyance", suggests that there is
room here for some exclusion by interpretation. We discuss
this issue subsequently. Meanwhile, we assume that even
taking into account what are clearly point sources, there is
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a problem of infeasibility which the EPA properly opens for

discussion.

EPA contends that certain characteristics of runoff pollution
make it difficult to promulgate effluent limitations for most
of the point sources exempted by the 1973 regulations:

The major characteristic of the pollution problem which is
generated by runoff. . . . is that the owner of the discharge
point . . . has no control over the quantity of the flow
or the nature and amounts of the pollutants picked up by
the runoff. The amount of flow obviouslYi is unpredictable
because it results from the duration and intensity of the
rainfall event, the topography, the type of ground cover
and the saturation point of the land due to any previous
*1378 **156 rainfall. Similar factors affect the types of

pollutants which will be picked up by that runoff, including
the type of farming practices employed, the rate and type
of pesticide and fertilizer application, and the conservation
practices employed . . .

An effluent limitation must be a precise number in order for it

to be an effective regulatory tool; both the discharger and the
regulatory agency need to have an identifiable standard upon
which to determine whether the facility is in compliance. That

was the principal of the passage of the 1972 Amendments.

Federal Appellants' Memorandum on "Impossibility" at 7-8
(footnote omitted). Implicit in EPA's contentions is the
premise that there must be a uniform effluent limitation prior
to issuing a permit. That is not our understanding of the law.

In NRDC -v. Train, we described the interrelationship of the
effluent limitations and the NPDES permit program, 166
U.S.App.D.C. at 327, 510 F.2d at 707 (footnotes omitted):

The Act relies on effluent limitations on individual
point sources as the "basis of pollution prevention and
elimination." . . . Section 301(b) contains a broad description
of phase one and phase two effluent limitations, to be
achieved by July 1, 1977 and July 1, 1983, respectively.
The limitations established under section 301(b) are to be
imposed upon individual point sources through permits issued

under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) established by section 402. Those permits are
to contain schedules which will assure phased compliance
with the effluent limitations no later than the final dates
set forth in section 301(b). Section 304(b) calls for the
publication of regulations containing guidelines for effluent
limitations for classes and categories of point sources. These
guidelines are intended to assist in the establishment of

section 301(b) limitations that will provide uniformity ih the
permit conditions imposed on similar sources within the same
category by diverse state and federal permit authorities.

As noted in NIWC v. Train, the primary purpose of
the effluent limitations and guidelines was to provide
uniformity among the federal and state jurisdictions enforcing
the NPDES program and prevent the "Tragedy of the

Commons" 19 that might result if jurisdictions can compete
for industry and development by providing more liberal
limitations than their neighboring states. 166 U.S.App.D.C. at
329, 510 F.2d at 709. The effluent limitations were intended
to create floors that had to be respected by state permit
programs.

But in NRDC v. Train it was also recognized that
permits could be issued before national effluent limitations
were promulgated and that permits issued subsequent to
promulgation of uniform effluent limitations could be
modified to take account of special characteristics of
subcategories of point sources.

Prior to the promulgation of effluent
limitations under section 301, the director
of a state program is instructed merely to
impose such terms and conditions in each
permit as he determines are necessary to carry
out the provisions of the Act. Once *1379

"157 an effluent limitation is established,
however, the state director and the regional
EPA Administrator are required to apply
the specified, uniform effluent limitations,
modified only as necessary to take account of
fimdamentally different factors pertaining to
particular point sources within a given class
or category. Any variation in the uniform
limitations adopted for specific dischargers
must be approved by the Administrator.

166 U.S.App.D.C. at 330, 510 F.2d at 710 (footnotes
omitted).

Another passage in NRDC v. Train touches on the
infeasibility problem. We noted that "(t)he statutory
framework is not so tightly drawn as to require guidelines
for each and every class and category of point source
regardless of the need for uniform guidelines or to mandate
that all guidelines be published prior to December 31 (1974)
regardless of their quality or the burden that task would place
upon the agency." Id. at 320-21, 510 F.2d at 710-11. In
that case this court fully appreciated that technological and
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administrative constraints might prevent the Administrator
from developing guidelines and corresponding uniform
numeric effluent limitations for certain point sources anytime

in the near future. The Administrator was deemed to have
the burden of demonstrating that the failure to develop
the guidelines on schedule was due to administrative
or technological infeasibility. 166 U.S.App.D.C. at 333,
510 F.2d at 713. Yet the underlying teaching was that
technological or administrative infeasibility was a reason for
adjusting court mandates to the minimum extent necessary

to realize the general objectives of the Act. 20 It is a number

of steps again to suggest that these problems afford the
Administrator the authority to exempt categories of point
sources from the NPDES program entirely.

With time, experience, and technological development, more
point sources in the categories that EPA has now classed
as exempt may be amenable to national effluent limitations
achieved through end-of-pipe technology or other means of
pollution control. EPA has noted its own success with runoff

from mining operations:

EPA has found that in the area of runoff
from mining operations, there is sufficient
predictability because of a longer history of
regulation and the relatively confined nature
of the operations that numerical limitations
can be established. Thus, consistent with
EPA's position stated earlier that it will expand

the permit program where its capability
of establishing effluent limitations allows,
appropriate limitations have been created and
the permit program expanded.

Federal Appellants' Memorandum on "Impossibility" at 8.

3 In sum, we conclude that the existence of uniform
national effluent limitations is not a necessary precondition
for incorporating into the NPDES program pollution from
agricultural, silvicultural, and storm water runoff point
sources. The technological or administrative infeasibility of
such limitations may result in adjustments in the permit
programs, as will be seen, but it does not authorize the
Administrator to exclude the relevant point source from the
NPDES program.

B. Alternative Permit Conditions under s 402(a)

EPA contends that even if it is possible to issue permits
without national effluent limitations, *1380 **158 the
special characteristics of point sources of runoff pollution

make it infeasible to develop restrictions on a case-by-case
basis. EPA's implicit premise is that whether limitations are
promulgated on a class or individual source basis, it is still
necessary to articulate any limitation in terms of a numerical
effluent standard. That is not our understanding.

4 Section 402 provides that a permit may be issued
upon condition "that such discharge will meet either all
applicable requirements under sections 301, 302, 306, 307,
308 and 403 of this Act, or prior to taking of necessary
implementing actions relating to all such requirements, such
conditions as the Administrator determines are necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Act." 33 U.S.C. s 1342(a)
(Supp. V 1975) (emphasis added). This provision gives EPA
considerable flexibility in framing the permit to achieve a
desired reduction in pollutant discharges. The permit may
proscribe industry practices that aggravate the problem of

point source pollution. 21

EPA's counsel caricatures the matter by stating that
recognition of any such authority would give EPA the power
"to instruct each individual farmer on his farming practices."

Federal Appellants Memorandum on "Impossibility" at 12.
Any limitation on a polluter forces him to modify his conduct
and operations. For example, an air polluter may have a
choice of installing scrubbers, burning different fuels or
reducing output. Indeed, the authority to prescribe limits
consistent with the best practicable technology may be
tantamount to prescribing that technology. Of course, when
alternative techniques are available, Congress intended to
give the discharger as much flexibility as possible in choosing

his mode of compliance. See, e. g., H.Rep.No.92-911, 92d
Cong., 2d Sess. 107, reprinted in Legislative History at
794. We only indicate here that when numerical effluent
limitations are infeasible, EPA may issue permits with
conditions,designed to reduce the level of effluent discharges
to acceptable levels. This may well mean opting for a gross
reduction in pollutant discharge rather. than the fine-tuning
suggested by numerical limitations. But this ambitious statute

is not hospitable to the concept that the appropriate response
to a difficult pollution problem is not to try at all.

It may be appropriate in certain circumstances for the EPA
to require a permittee simply to monitor and report effluent

levels; EPA manifestly has this authority. 22 Such permit
conditions might be desirable where the full extent of the
pollution problem is not known.

C. General Permits
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Finally, EPA argues that the number of permits involved in
the absence of an exemption authority will simply overwhelm

the Agency. Affidavits filed with the District Court indicate,
for example, that the number of silviculture point sources
may be over 300,000 and that there are approximately

100,000 separate storm sewer point sources. 23 We are
and must be sensitive to *1381 **159 EPA's concerns
of an intolerable permit load. But the District Court and
the various parties have suggested devices to mitigate the
burden to accommodate within a practical regulatory scheme
Congress's clear mandate that all point sources have permits.
All that is required is that EPA makes full use of its
interpretational authority. The existence of a variety of
options belies EPA's infeasibility arguments.

5 Section 402 does not explicitly describe the necessary
scope of a NPDES permit. The most significant requirement
is that the permit be in compliance with limitation sections of
the Act described above. As a result NRDC and the District
Court have suggested the use of area or general permits. The
Act allows such techniques. Area-wide regulation is one well-

established means of coping with administrative exigency.
An instance is area pricing for natural gas producers, which
the Supreme Court upheld in Permian Basin Area Rate Cases,

390 U.S. 747, 88 S.Ct. 1344, 20 L.Ed.2d 312 (1968).24
A more dramatic example is the administrative search
warrant, which may be issued on an area basis despite the
normal Fourth Amendment requirement of probable cause for
searching specific premises. Camara v. Municipal Court, 387

U.S. 523, 87 S.Ct. 1727, 18 L.Ed.2d 930 (1967).

In response to the District Court's order, EPA promulgated
regulations that make use of the general permit device. 42
Fed.Reg. 6846-53 (Feb. 4, 1977). The general permit is
addressed to a class of point source dischargers, subject to
notice and opportunity for public hearing in the geographical

area covered by the permit. Although we do not pass on
the validity of the February, 1977, regulations, they serve to

dilute an objection of wholesale infeasibility. 25

Our approach is not fairly subject to the criticism that it
elevates form over substance that the end result will look very

much like EPA's categorical exemption. It is the function of
the courts to require agencies to comply with legislative intent

when that intent is clear, and to leave it to the legislature to

make adjustments when the result is counterproductive. 26 At

the same time, where intent on an issue is unclear, *1382
**160 we are instructed to afford the administering agency

the flexibility necessary to achieve the general objectives of
the Act. Weinberger v. Bentex Pharmaceuticals, Inc., 412
U.S. 645, 653, 93 S.Ct. 2448, 37 L.Ed.2d 235 (1973); United
States v. Southwestern Cable Co., 392 U.S. 157, 177-78, 88
S.Ct. 1994, 20 L.Ed.2d 1001 (1968); Permian Basin Area
Rate Cases, 390 U.S. 747, 780, 88 S.Ct. 1344, 20 L.Ed.2d
312 (1968). These lines of authority conjoin in our approach.
We insist, as the Act insists, that a permit is necessary; the
Administrator has no authority to exempt point sources from
the NPDES program. But we concede necessary flexibility.
in the shaping of the permits that is not inconsistent with the
clear terms of the Act.

There is also a very practical difference between a general.
permit and an exemption. An exemption tends to become
indefinite: the problem drops out of sight, into a pool of
inertia, unlikely to be recalled in the absence of crisis or a
strong political ,protagonist. In contrast, the general or area
permit approach forces the Agency to focus on the problems
of specific regions and requires that the problems of the
region be reconsidered at least every five years, the maximum

duration of a permit.27

D. Other Interpretational Powers

6 Many of the intervenor-appellants appear to argue that
the District Court should be reversed because the categories
exempted by EPA are nonpoint sources and are not, in fact,

point sources. 28 We agree with the District Court "that the
power to define point and nonpoint sources is vested in EPA
and should be reviewed by the court only after opportunity
for full agency review and examination." 396 F.Supp. at
1396. The only issue precisely confronted by all the parties
and properly framed for our consideration is whether the
Administrator has authority to exempt point sources from the
NPDES program. We also think that we should, for similar
reasons, not consider at this time the appropriate definition of

"discharge of any pollutant" as used in s 402. The American
Iron and Steel Institute as amicus curiae has pressed upon
us the argument that the term "discharge" as used in s 402
was intended to encompass only "volitional flows" that add
pollutants to navigable waters. Most forms of runoff, it is
argued, do not involve volitional flows.

7 We assume that FWPCA, however tight in some respects,
leaves some leeway to EPA in the interpretation of that
statute, and in that regard affords the Agency some means to

consider matters of feasibility. However, for reasons already
noted, we do not consider these particular contentions as to
interpretation on the merits.
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III. CONCLUSION

8 As the Supreme Court recently stated in a FWPCA case,
"(t)he question . . .is **161 *1383 not what a court thinks
is generally appropriate to the regulatory process, it is what
Congress intended . . .." E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co.
v. Train, 430 U.S. 112, 138, 97 S.Ct. 965, 980, 51 L.Ed.2d
204 (1977). We find a plain Congressional intent to require
permits in any situation of pollution from point sources. We
also discern an intent to give EPA flexibility in the structure
of the permits, in the form of general or area permits. We are
aware that Congress hoped that more of the NPDES permit

program would be administered by the states at this point. 29

But it also made provision for continuing EPA administration.

Imagination conjoined with determination will likely give
EPA a capability for practicable administration. If not, the
remedy lies with Congress.

So ordered.

MacKINNON, Circuit Judge, concurring:

I concur in the very sound and practical construction set forth

in the foregoing opinion. Any person concerned with the

actual application and enforcement of laws would necessarily
be concerned by the application of the relevant legislation to
all point sources in agriculture and particularly to irrigated
agriculture. Concern would also lie in the congressional
admission that present technology is inadequate to enable
our citizens to meet the standards and deadlines the Act
imposes; in passing the law, Congress was relying on the
future "invention (of) new and imaginative developments

that will allow us to meet the objectives of our bill." 1 In
gambling parlance, Congress in enacting the law was "betting

on the come." It is relying on our citizens in the near future
to develop the complex technology to meet all the law's
standards and objectives on time. The difficulty with that
approach is that the hopes of Congress in this respect, like
that of any gambler, might not be realized. The agency in this
case, however, has shown that it takes a realistic view of both
the situation and the task of meeting the difficult requirements

and objectives of the Act. I sincerely hope that the ability
of the agency to issue section 402 permits including general

area permits 2 will permit it to meet the present and future
compliance problems posed by the Act in a practical way.

Parallel Citations
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Footnotes
For convenience the court will refer to this case hereafter as NRDC v. Costle (Runoff Point Sources).

33 U.S.C. ss 1251-1376 (Supp. V 1975). Although characterized in the official title as "amendments", the 1972 FWPCA actually

substitutes its provisions for thoae of the pre-1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act as amended, id. ss 1151-1175 (1970).

2 This case deals with s 402 of the FWPCA, 33 U.S.C. s 1342 (Supp. V 1975), which sets out the permitting authority of the EPA
Administrator as well as that of the states under EPA-approved state permit programs. The Secretary of the Army also has a
permitting authority in certain circumstances. Under s 404 of the FWPCA, 33 U.S.C. s 1344 (Supp. V 1975), he may issue permits

for the discharge of dredged or fill material into navigable waters.

3 40 C.F.R. s 125.4 (1975). See 38 Fed.Reg. 18000-04 (1973).

4 33 U.S.C. s 1362(14) (Supp. V 1975).

5 40 C.F.R. s 125.4 (1975):

The following do not require an NPDES permit:

(1) Uncontrolled discharges composed entirely of storm runoff when these discharges are uncontaminated by any industrial or
commercial activity, unless the particular storm runoff discharge has been identified by the Regional Administrator, the State water

pollution control agency or an interstate agency as a significant contributor of pollution. (It is anticipated that significant contributors

of pollution will be identified in connection with the development of plans pursuant to section 303(e) of the Act. This exclusion

applies only to separate storm sewers. Discharges from combined sewers and bypass sewers are not excluded.)

(j) Discharges of pollutants from agricultural and silvicultural activities, including irrigation return flow and runoff from orchards,

cultivated crops, pastures, rangelands, and forest lands, except that this exclusion shall not apply to the following:

(1) Discharges from animal confinement facilities, if such facility or facilities contain, or at any time during the previous 12 months

contained, for a total of 30 days or more, any of the following types of animals at or in excess of the number listed for each type
of animal:

(i) 1,000 slaughter and feeder cattle;

(ii) 700 mature dairy cattle (whether milkers or dry cows);

(iii) 2,500 swine weighing over 55 pounds;
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(iv) 10,000 sheep;
(v) 55,000 turkeys;
(vi) If the animal confinement facility has continuous overflow watering, 100,000 laying hens and broilers;
(vii) If the animal confinement facility has liquid manure handling systems, 30,000 laying hens and broilers;

(viii) 5,000 ducks;
(2) Discharges from animal confinement facilities, if such facility or facilities contain, or any time during the previous 12 months

contained for a total of 30 days or more, a combination of animals such that the sum of the following numbers is 1,000 or greater:the

number of slaughter and feeder cattle multiplied by 1.0, plus the number of mature dairy cattle multiplied by 1.4, plus the number

of swine weighing over 55 pounds multiplied by 0.4, plus the number of sheep multiplied by 0.1;

(3) Discharges from aquatic animal production facilities;

(4) Discharges of irrigation return flow (such as tailwater, tile drainage, surfaced ground water flow or bypass water), operated by

public or private organizations or individuals, if: (1) There is a point source of discharge (e. g., a pipe, ditch, or other defined or
discrete conveyance, whether natural or artificial) and; (2) the return flow is from land areas of more than 3,000 contiguous acres,

or 3,000 non-contiguous acres which use the same drainage system; and

(5) Discharges from any agricultural or silvicultural activity which have been identified by the Regional Administrator or the Director

of the State water pollution control agency or interstate agency as a significant contributor of pollution.

6 Briefs as amicus curiae were filed by the American Iron and Steel Institute, the State of Texas, and the State of Washington,
Department of Natural Resources.

7 .33 U.S.C. s 1251(a) (Supp. V 1975).

8 33 U.S.C. s 1311(b)(1)(A) (Supp. V 1975).

9 Id. s 1311(b)(2)(A).

10 Id. s 1311(a).

11 Section 302, 33 U.S.C. s 1312 (Supp. V 1975), permits the Administrator to set water quality related effluent limitations or control

strategies where technology-based limitations are inadequate. Section 306, 33 U.S.C. s 1316 (Supp. V 1975), instructs the EPA
Administrator to promulgate standards of performance for new sources of pollution constructed after those standards are proposed.

Section 307, 33 U.S.C. s 1317 (Supp. V 1975), gives the EPA Administrator the authority to issue generally applicable effluent
standards with respect to toxic substances and to require pretreatment of some pollutants before their introduction into treatment
works. By virtue of s 318, 33 U.S.C. s 1328 (Supp. V 1975), the Administrator may "permit the discharge of a specific pollutant or

pollutants under controlled conditions associated with an approved aquaculture project under Federal or State supervision." Section

404, 33 U.S.C. s 1344 (Supp. V 1975), gives the Secretary of the Army authority to issue permits for the discharge of dredged or
fill material into the navigable waters at specified disposal sites.

12 "The Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency is authorized to regulate discharge of pollutants through the use of

an expanded permit program." 117 Cong.Rec. 38800 (1971) (Senator Muskie) (emphasis added), reprinted in 2 Environmental
Policy Div., Congressional Reference Serv., A Legislative History of the Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, at 1259

(Senate Public Works Comm. Print 1973) (hereinafter cited as Legislative History).

13 H.Rep.No.92-911, 92d Cong., 2d Sess. 100 (1972), reprinted in Legislative History at 787.

14 S.Rep.No.92-414, 92d Cong., 1st Sess. 42 (1971), reprinted in Legislative History at 1460; U.S.Code Cong. & Admin.News 1972,

pp. 3668, 3709.

15 117 Cong.Rec. 38805 (1971), reprinted in Legislative History at 1272. See also the comments of Senator Montoya on the original

Senate bill.

Your committee has placed before you a tough bill. This body and this Nation would not have it be otherwise. Our legislation
contains an important principle of psychology: Men seldom draw the best from themselves unless pressed by circumstances and

deadlines. This bill contains deadlines and it imposes rather tough standards on industry, municipalities, and all other sources of
pollution. Only under such conditions are we likely to press the technological threshold of invention into new and imaginative
developments that will allow us to meet the objectives stated in our bill.

117 Cong.Rec. 38808 (1971), reprinted in Legislative History at 1278.

16 118 Cong.Rec. 10215 (1972) (Rep. Clausen), reprinted in Legislative History at 378. See, e. g., H.R.Rep.No.92-911 92d Cong.,

2d Sess. 100 (1972), reprinted in Legislative History at 787; S.Rep.No.92-414; 92d Cong., 1st Sess. 42-43 (1971), reprinted in
Legislative History at 1460-61; 118 Cong.Rec. 10661 (1972) (Rep. Podell), reprinted in Legislative History at 574.

17 The House rejected an amendment designed to avoid the problems of including irrigation return flows in the permit program.
Congressman Teno Roncalio of Wyoming offered an amendment on the floor of the House that would have explicitly exempted
irrigated agriculture from the NPDES permit program.

Mr. RONCALIO.
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I offer my amendment so that a serious omission to H.R. 11896 can be corrected before we end up with a law that would be virtually

impossible to enforce. My amendment would specifically exempt irrigated agriculture from sections 301(a), 302 and 304 of the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act.

I think my colleagues will agree that the type of salinity problems created by irrigation runoff are simply not as alarming as the
more common pollutants discharged by industrial and municipal facilities. Substantial salinity concentrations have little effect on

recreational use of water or its suitability for the propagation of fish.

My amendment is necessary, Mr. Chairman, because at the present time we could not enforce pollution control on irrigation systems.

It is virtually impossible to trace pollutants to specific irrigation lands, making these pollutants a nonpoint source in most cases.
Second, we do not have the technology to deal with irrigation runoff (as contrasted to industrial pollution) and if we begin making

laws to control something that cannot be handled with our given technological knowledge, we will be doing many thousand farmers

and ranchers a great disservice. In fact, we will be doing the Federal Government a great disservice if we actually pass a Federal

water pollution control bill that cannot be fully enforced.

118 Cong.Rec. 10764-65 (1972), reprinted in Legislative History at 651. The amendment was rejected.

18 See FWPCA s 502(11), 33 U.S.C. s 1362(11) (Supp. V 1975):

The term "effluent limitation" means any restriction established by a State or the Administrator on quantities, rates, and
concentrations of chemical, physical, biological, and other constituents which are discharged from point sources into navigable
waters, the waters of the contiguous zone, or the ocean, including schedules of compliance.

19 As one commentator has recently written:
The Tragedy of the Commons arises in noncentralized decisionmaking under conditions in which the rational but independent pursuit

by each decisionmaker of its own self-interest leads to results that leave all decisionmakers worse off than they would have been

had they been able to agree collectively on a different set of policies.

Stewart, Pyramids of Sacrifice? Problems of Federalism in Mandating State Implementation of National Environmental Policy, 86

Yale L.J. 1196, 1211 (1977). The classic account of the Tragedy of the Commons can be found in Hardin, The Tragedy of the
Commons, 162 Science 1243 (1968). Hardin makes the point in the context of sheep-grazing. Put simply, even over-simply, Hardin

shows that if no one is authorized to set limits to preserve open pasture land as a whole, allowing sheep to graze on that land may

lead to serious overgrazing, as each herdsman thinks only of his own advantage. The solution lies in some mandate, from above or

by agreement, with sanctions to compel conformance.

20 In NRDC v. Train, this court stated:

A federal equity court may exercise its discretion to give or withhold its mandate in furtherance of the public interest, including
specifically the interest in effectuating the congressional objective incorporated in regulatory legislation.'We think the court may

forebear the issuance of an order in those cases where it is convinced by the official involved that he has in good faith employed the

utmost diligence in discharging his statutory responsibilities. The sound discretion of an equity court does not embrace enforcement

through contempt of a party's duty to comply with an order that calls him "to do an impossibility."

166 U.S.App.D.C. at 333, 510 F.2d at 713 (footnotes omitted). For reasons stated in this opinion, we conclude that to require the
EPA Administrator to include silvicultural, agricultural, and storm sewer point sources in the NPDES program is not to require

him "to do an impossibility."

21 That Congress did not regard numeric effluent limitations as the only permissible limitation on a discharger is supported by s 302(a)

of the Act, 33 U.S.C. s 1312(a) (Supp. V 1975):

Whenever, in the judgment of the Administrator, discharges of pollutants from a point source or group of point sources, with the
application of effluent limitations required under (s 301(b) of the Act), would interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that

water quality in a specific portion of the navigable waters which shall assure protection of public water supplies, agricultural and
industrial uses, and the protection and propagation of a balanced population of shellfish, fish and wildlife, and allow recreational

activities in and on the water, effluent limitations (including alternative effluent control strategies ) for such point source or sources

shall be established which can reasonably be expected to contribute to the attainment or maintenance of such water quality.

The emphasis has been added.

22 FWPCA s 402(a)(3), (b)(2)(B), 33 U.S.C. s 1342(a)(3), (b)(2)(B) (Supp. V 1975). EPA concedes that it has this authority. Federal

Appellants' Memorandum on "Impossibility" at 14.

23 Affidavit of William H. McCredie, Director, Industrial Forestry, of the NFPA; Affidavit of Walter G. Gilbert, Chief of the Municipal

Operations Branch, Municipal Waste Water Systems Div., EPA Office of Air and Water Programs.

24 In Permian Basin the Supreme Court observed:

The Commission has asserted, and the history of producer regulation has confirmed, that the ultimate achievement of the
Commission's regulatory purposes may easily depend upon the contrivance of more expeditious administrative methods. The
Commission believes that the elements of such methods may be found in area proceedings. "(C)onsiderations of feasibility and
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practicality are certainly germane" to the issues before us... . We cannot, in these circumstances, conclude that Congress has given
authority inadequate to achieve with reasonable effectiveness the purposes for which it has acted.

390 U.S. at 777, 88 S.Ct. at 1365.

25 It is also of some, albeit limited, significance that the House Committee on Government Operations found EPA's administrative
problems with applying the permit program to animal feedlots "grossly exaggerated." It was of the opinion that the Administrator

did not have authority to exempt point sources from the NPDES program. H.Rep.No.93-1012, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 15-30 (1974).

26 The Supreme Court recently reiterated this instruction in Union Electric Co. v. EPA, 427 U.S. 246, 96 S.Ct. 2518, 49 L.Ed.2d 474

(1976). There the Court held that the EPA Administrator could not consider claims of technological or economic infeasibility when

approving state implementation plans under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970, 42 U.S.C. ss 1857a-18571 (1970). Such claims

were held only to be cognizable by the states in the plan design stage or by the Administrator when drawing up compliance orders.

Justice Marshall, writing for the Court, emphasized that federal courts are not to ignore clear expressions of Congressional intent

in order to accommodate claims of technological oneconomic infeasibility.

Allowing such claims to be raised by appealing the Administrator's approval of an implementation plan . . . would frustrate
congressional intent. It would permit a proposed plan to be struck down as infeasible before it is given a chance to work, even though

Congress clearly contemplated that some plans would be infeasible when proposed. And it would permit the Administrator or a
federal court to reject a State's legislative choices in regulating air pollution, even though Congress plainly left with the States, so

long as the national standards were met, the power to determine which sources would be burdened by regulation and to what extent.

Technology forcing is a concept somewhat new to our national experience and it necessarily entails certain risks. But Congress
considered those risks in passing the 1970 Amendments and decided that the dangers posed by uncontrolled air pollution made them

worth taking. Petitioner's theory would render that considered legislative judgment a nullity, and that is a result we refuse to reach.

427 U.S. at 268-69, 96 S.Ct. at 2531 (footnote omitted). See also Wilderness Society v. Morton, 156 U.S.App.D.C. 121, 171, 479

F.2d 842, 892 (1973), cert. denied, 411 U.S. 917, 93 S.Ct. 1550, 36 L.Ed.2d 309 (quoting United States v. City and County of San

Francisco, 310 U.S. 16, 31-32, 60 S.Ct. 749, 84 L.Ed. 1050 (1940): " 'We cannot accept the contention that administrative rulings

such as those relied on can thwart the plain purpose of a valid law.' ")

27 33 U.S.C. s 1342(a)(3), (bX1XB) (Supp. V 1975).

28 This appears to be the position of the Colorado River Water Conservation District and the NFPA with respect to silvicultural
activities, and NIvIPF, less obviously, with respect to small dairy farms.

We would put in the same category EPA's contention that the exempt categories are best handled under the areawide waste treatment

management planning process of s 208 of the FWPCA, 33 U.S.C. s 1288 (Supp. V 1975). By its terms that section is concerned with

areawide waste treatment plans that identify and control "agriculturally and silviculturally related non-point sources of pollution."

Id. s 1288(b)(2)(F).

29 See, e. g., 118 Cong.Rec. 10235 (1972) (Rep. Ichord) reprinted in Legislative History at 428.

Comments of Senator Montoya, 117 Cong.Rec. 38808 (1971), quoted in court's opinion at 12, reprinted in Legislative History at

1278.

2 As an example, an area permit with appropriate conditions and modifications could issue for the agricultural point sources within

the Grand River Irrigation District, or the watershed of the Roaring Fork River and tributaries, etc.
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United States Court of Appeals, 

Ninth Circuit. 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, 

INC.; Santa Monica Baykeeper, Plain-
tiffs–Appellants, 

v. 
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES; Los Angeles County 

Flood Control District; Michael Antonovich, in his 
official capacity as Supervisor; Yvonne Burke, in her 
official capacity as Supervisor; Gloria Molina, in her 
official capacity as Supervisor; Zev Yaroslavsky, in 
his official capacity as Supervisor; Dean D. Efsta-

thiou, in his official capacity as Acting Director of Los 
Angeles County Department of Public Works; Don 
Knabe, in his official capacity as Supervisor, Defen-

dants–Appellees. 
 

No. 10–56017. 
Argued and Submitted Dec. 10, 2010. 

Filed March 10, 2011. 
 
Background: Environmental organizations brought 
action against California municipal entities, alleging 
that they were discharging urban stormwater runoff 
into navigable waters in violation of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act). The United 
States District Court for the Central District of Cali-
fornia, Howard Matz, J., entered a partial final judg-
ment in favor of defendants, and plaintiffs appealed. 
 
Holdings: The Court of Appeals, M. Smith, Circuit 
Judge, held that: 
(1) exceedance detected through mass-emissions 
monitoring was a National Pollution Discharge Eli-
mination System (NPDES) permit violation that gave 
rise to liability of municipalities for contributing 
stormwater discharges into navigable waters, and 
(2) evidence established that flood control district was 
discharging pollutants from storm sewer systems to 
the Los Angeles River and San Gabriel River in vi-
olation of NPDES permit, but did not establish that 
district was responsible for exceedances detected in 
the Santa Clara River and Malibu Creek. 

  
Affirmed in part, reversed in part, and remanded. 

 

West Headnotes 
 
[1] Environmental Law 149E 682 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EXIII Judicial Review or Intervention 
            149Ek677 Scope of Inquiry on Review of 
Administrative Decision 
                149Ek682 k. Water pollution. Most Cited 
Cases  
 

Court interprets the unambiguous language con-
tained in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES), and reviews a permit's provisions 
and meaning as it would any contract or legal docu-
ment. Federal Water Pollution Control Act, § 402, 33 
U.S.C.A. § 1342. 
 
[2] Environmental Law 149E 206 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek204 Compliance and Enforcement 
                149Ek206 k. Violations and liability in 
general. Most Cited Cases  
 

Exceedance detected through mass-emissions 
monitoring was a National Pollution Discharge Eli-
mination System (NPDES) permit violation that gave 
rise to liability of municipalities for contributing 
stormwater discharges into navigable waters in viola-
tion of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean 
Water Act). Federal Water Pollution Control Act, § 
402, 33 U.S.C.A. § 1342. 
 
[3] Environmental Law 149E 206 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek204 Compliance and Enforcement 
                149Ek206 k. Violations and liability in 
general. Most Cited Cases  
 

Evidence that the Los Angeles River and San 
Gabriel River mass-emission stations were in concrete 
portions of municipal separate storm sewer systems 
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controlled by county flood control district established 
that district was discharging pollutants from storm 
sewer systems to the Los Angeles River and San Ga-
briel River in violation of National Pollution Dis-
charge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, but 
evidence did not establish that district was responsible 
for exceedances detected in the Santa Clara River and 
Malibu Creek; polluted stormwater from the storm 
sewer systems was added to the Los Angeles and San 
Gabriel rivers, and because the mass-emissions sta-
tions, as the appropriate locations to measure com-
pliance, for those two rivers were located in a section 
of the storm sewer systems owned and operated by the 
district, when pollutants were detected, they had not 
yet exited the point source into navigable waters, and, 
as such, there was no question that district controlled 
the polluted stormwater at the time it was measured 
and caused or contributed to the exceedances when 
that water was again discharged to the rivers. Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act, § 301(a), 33 U.S.C.A. § 
1311(a); 40 C.F.R. § 122.2. 
 
*1236 Aaron Colangelo, Esquire, Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Washington, D.C.; Daniel Cooper, 
Esquire, Lawyers for Clean Water, San Francisco, 
CA, for plaintiffs-appellants Natural Resources De-
fense Council, Inc. and Santa Monica Baykeeper. 
 
Andrea Sheridan Ordin, Esquire, Judith A. Fries, 
Esquire, Laurie Dods, Esquire, Los Angeles County 
Department of County Counsel, Los Angeles, CA; 
Howard Gest, Esq., David W. Burhenn, Esq., Burhenn 
& Gest LLP, Los Angeles, CA, for defen-
dants-appellees County of Los Angeles, et al. 
 
Appeal from the United States District Court for the 
Central District of California, Howard Matz, District 
Judge, Presiding. D.C. No. 
2:08–cv–01467–AHM–PLA. 
 
Before: HARRY PREGERSON, and MILAN D. 
SMITH, JR., Circuit Judges, and H. RUSSEL 
HOLLAND, Senior District Judge.FN* 
 

FN* The Honorable H. Russel Holland, Se-
nior United States District Judge for the 
District of Alaska, sitting by designation. 

 
OPINION 

M. SMITH, Circuit Judge: 
Plaintiffs–Appellants Natural Resources Defense 

Council and Santa Monica Baykeeper appeal the dis-
trict court's grant of summary judgment in favor of 
two municipal entities that Plaintiffs allege are dis-
charging polluted stormwater in violation of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act (the Clean Water 
Act, Act, or CWA), 86 Stat. 816, codified as amended 
at 33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq. Plaintiffs contend that 
Defendants–Appellees County of Los Angeles 
(County) and Los Angeles County Flood Control 
District (District) are discharging polluted urban 
stormwater runoff collected by municipal separate 
storm sewer systems (ms4) into navigable waters in 
Southern California. The levels of pollutants detected 
in four rivers—the Santa Clara River, the Los Angeles 
River, the San Gabriel River, and Malibu Creek (col-
lectively, the Watershed Rivers)—exceed the limits 
allowed in a National Pollutant Discharge*1237 Eli-
mination System (NPDES) permit which governs 
municipal stormwater discharges in the County. Al-
though all parties agree that numerous water-quality 
standards have been exceeded in the Watershed Riv-
ers, Defendants contend that there is no evidence 
establishing their responsibility for, or discharge of, 
stormwater carrying pollutants to the rivers. The dis-
trict court agreed with Defendants and entered a par-
tial final judgment. 
 

We conclude that the district court erred with 
respect to the evidence of discharges by the District 
into two of the Watershed Rivers—the Los Angeles 
River and San Gabriel River. Specifically, Plaintiffs 
provided evidence that the monitoring stations for the 
Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers are located in a 
section of ms4 owned and operated by the District 
and, after stormwater known to contain stan-
dards-exceeding pollutants passes through these 
monitoring stations, this polluted stormwater is dis-
charged into the two rivers. Accordingly, Plaintiffs 
were entitled to summary judgment on the District's 
liability for discharges into the Los Angeles River and 
San Gabriel River, and therefore we reverse the dis-
trict court's grant of summary judgment in favor of the 
District on these claims. 
 

Plaintiffs, however, failed to meet their eviden-
tiary burden with respect to discharges by the District 
into the Santa Clara River and Malibu Creek. Plain-
tiffs did not provide evidence sufficient for the district 
court to determine if stormwater discharged from an 
ms4 controlled by the District caused or contributed to 
pollution exceedances located in these two rivers. 
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Similarly, Plaintiffs did not delineate how stormwater 
from ms4s controlled by the County caused or con-
tributed to exceedances in any of the Watershed Riv-
ers. Accordingly, we affirm the district court's grant of 
summary judgment in favor of the Defendants on 
these claims. 
 

FACTUAL AND PROCEDURAL BACK-
GROUND 

I. Stormwater Runoff in Los Angeles County 
 
A. The MS4 
 

Stormwater runoff is surface water generated by 
precipitation events, such as rainstorms, which flows 
over streets, parking lots, commercial sites, and other 
developed parcels of land. Whereas natural, vegetated 
soil can absorb rainwater and capture pollutants, 
paved surfaces and developed land can do neither. 
When stormwater flows over urban environs, it col-
lects “suspended metals, sediments, algae-promoting 
nutrients (nitrogen and phosphorus), floatable trash, 
used motor oil, raw sewage, pesticides, and other toxic 
contaminants[.]” Envtl. Def. Ctr., Inc. v. EPA, 344 
F.3d 832, 840 (9th Cir.2003). This runoff is a major 
contributor to water pollution in Southern California 
rivers and the Pacific Ocean and contributes to the 
sickening of many ocean users each year. 
 

The County is a sprawling 4,500 square-mile 
amalgam of populous incorporated cities and signifi-
cant swaths of unincorporated land. The District is a 
public entity governed by the Los Angeles County 
Board of Supervisors and the Department of Public 
Works. The District is comprised of 84 cities and 
some unincorporated areas of the County. The County 
and the District are separate legal entities. 
 

In the District, stormwater runoff is collected by 
thousands of storm drains located in each municipality 
and channeled to a storm sewer system. The munici-
palities in the District operate ms4s FN1 to collect and 
*1238 channel stormwater. The County also operates 
an ms4 for certain unincorporated areas. Unlike a 
sanitary sewer system, which transports municipal 
sewage for treatment at a wastewater facility, or a 
combined sewer system, which transports sewage and 
stormwater for treatment, ms4s contain and convey 
only untreated stormwater. See 40 C.F.R. § 
122.26(a)(7), (b)(8). In the County, municipal ms4s 
are “highly interconnected” because the District al-

lows each municipality to connect its storm drains to 
the District's extensive flood-control and storm-sewer 
infrastructure (the MS4).FN2 That infrastructure in-
cludes 500 miles of open channels and 2,800 miles of 
storm drains. The length of the [MS4] system, and the 
locations of all storm drain connections, are not 
known exactly, as a comprehensive map of the storm 
drain system does not exist. While the number and 
location of storm drains are too numerous to cata-
logue, it is undisputed that the MS4 collects and 
channels stormwater runoff from across the County. 
That stormwater is channeled in the MS4 to various 
watercourses including the four Watershed Rivers at 
the heart of this litigation: the Los Angeles River, the 
San Gabriel River, the Santa Clara River, and Malibu 
Creek. The Watershed Rivers drain into the Pacific 
Ocean at Santa Monica Bay, Los Angeles Harbor, and 
Long Beach Harbor. 
 

FN1. Under Federal Regulations, an ms4 is: 
 

a conveyance or system of conveyances 
(including roads with drainage systems, 
municipal streets, catch basins, curbs, 
gutters, ditches, man-made channels, or 
storm drains): 

 
(i) Owned or operated by a State, city, 
town, borough, county, parish, district, 
association, or other public body ... having 
jurisdiction over disposal of sewage, in-
dustrial wastes, storm water, or other 
wastes, including special districts under 
State law such as a sewer district, flood 
control district or drainage district, or 
similar entity ... 

 
(ii) Designed or used for collecting or 
conveying storm water; 

 
(iii) Which is not a combined sewer; and 

 
(iv) Which is not part of a Publicly Owned 
Treatment Works (POTW).... 

 
40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(8). 

 
FN2. Throughout this Opinion, reference is 
made to both “ms4” and “the MS4.” The 
former is a generic reference to municipal 
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separate storm sewer systems without regard 
to their particular location, while the latter 
specifically refers to the flood control and 
storm-sewer infrastructure described supra 
that exists in the County and is controlled by 
the District. 

 
The gravamen of Plaintiffs' action is that by al-

lowing untreated and heavily-polluted stormwater to 
flow unabated from the MS4 into the Watershed 
Rivers, and eventually into the Pacific Ocean, De-
fendants have violated the Clean Water Act. 
 
B. The Clean Water Act and NPDES Permit 

The Clean Water Act is the nation's primary wa-
ter-pollution-control law. The Act's purpose is “to 
restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and bio-
logical integrity of the Nation's waters.” 33 U.S.C. § 
1251(a). “To serve those ends, the Act prohibits ‘the 
discharge of any pollutant by any person’ unless done 
in compliance with some provision of the Act.” S. Fl. 
Water Mgmt. Dist. v. Miccosukee Tribe of Indians, 
541 U.S. 95, 102, 124 S.Ct. 1537, 158 L.Ed.2d 264 
(2004) (quoting 33 U.S.C. § 1311(a)). “Discharge of a 
pollutant” is defined as “any addition of any pollutant 
to navigable waters from any point source[.]” 33 
U.S.C. § 1362(12); see Comm. to Save Mokelumne 
River v. East Bay Mun. Util. Dist., 13 F.3d 305, 308 
(9th Cir.1993) (characterizing “discharge” as “ 
‘add[ing]’ pollutants from the outside world to na-
vigable water”). 
 

Under the Clean Water Act, ms4s fall under the 
definition of “point sources.” 33 U.S.C. § 1362(14). A 
point source is “any discernible, confined and discrete 
*1239 conveyance, including but not limited to any 
pipe, ditch, channel, tunnel, conduit, well, discrete 
fissure, container, rolling stock, concentrated animal 
feeding operation, or vessel or other floating craft, 
from which pollutants are or may be discharged.” 33 
U.S.C. § 1362(14). 
 

A person or entity wishing to add pollutants to 
navigable waters must comply with the NPDES, 
which “requires dischargers to obtain permits that 
place limits on the type and quantity of pollutants that 
can be released into the Nation's waters.” Miccosukee 
Tribe, 541 U.S. at 102, 124 S.Ct. 1537; 33 U.S.C. § 
1342(a), (p). The Act “generally prohibits the ‘dis-
charge of any pollutant’ ... from a ‘point source ’ into 
the navigable waters of the United States' ” unless the 

point source is covered by an NPDES permit. De-
fenders of Wildlife v. Browner, 191 F.3d 1159, 1163 
(9th Cir.1999) (quoting 33 U.S.C. §§ 1311(a), 
1362(12)(A)) (emphasis added); see also Arkansas v. 
Oklahoma, 503 U.S. 91, 101–02, 112 S.Ct. 1046, 117 
L.Ed.2d 239 (1992) (describing NPDES permitting 
system). An NPDES permit requires its holder—the 
“permittee”—to follow the requirements of numerous 
Clean Water Act provisions, see 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a), 
which include effluent limitations, water-quality 
standards, water monitoring obligations, public re-
porting mechanisms, and certain discharge require-
ments. See id. §§ 1311, 1312, 1314, 1316, 1317, 1318, 
1343. 
 

The Act uses two water-quality-performance 
standards, by which a discharger of water may be 
evaluated—“effluent limitations” and “water quality 
standards.” Arkansas v. Oklahoma, 503 U.S. at 101, 
112 S.Ct. 1046 (citing 33 U.S.C. §§ 1311, 1313, 
1314); see also Sierra Club v. Union Oil Co. of Calif., 
813 F.2d 1480, 1483 (9th Cir.1987), vacated on other 
grounds, 485 U.S. 931, 108 S.Ct. 1102, 99 L.Ed.2d 
264 (1988), reinstated, 853 F.2d 667 (9th Cir.1988). 
An effluent limitation is “any restriction established 
by a State or the [Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) ] Administrator on quantities, rates, and con-
centrations of chemical, physical, biological, and 
other constituents which are discharged from point 
sources into navigable waters....” 33 U.S.C. § 
1362(11). An effluent-limitation guideline is deter-
mined in light of “ ‘the best practicable control tech-
nology currently available.’ ” Union Oil, 813 F.2d at 
1483 (quoting 33 U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(A)). 
 

Water-quality standards “are used as a supple-
mentary basis for effluent limitations, so that numer-
ous dischargers, despite their individual compliance 
with technology-based limitations, can be regulated to 
prevent water quality from falling below acceptable 
levels.” Union Oil, 813 F.2d at 1483 (citing EPA v. 
Calif. ex rel. State Water Res. Control Bd., 426 U.S. 
200, 205 n. 12, 96 S.Ct. 2022, 48 L.Ed.2d 578 (1976) 
(hereafter EPA v. Calif.)). Water-quality standards are 
developed in a two-step process. First, the EPA, or 
state water authorities establish a waterway's “bene-
ficial use.” Natural Res. Def. Council, Inc. v. EPA, 16 
F.3d 1395, 1400 (4th Cir.1993); see also Cal. Water 
Code § 13050(f) (“ ‘Beneficial uses' of the waters of 
the state that may be protected against quality degra-
dation include, but are not limited to, domestic, mu-
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nicipal, agricultural and industrial supply; power 
generation; recreation; aesthetic enjoyment; naviga-
tion; and preservation and enhancement of fish, wild-
life, and other aquatic resources or preserves.”). Once 
the beneficial use is determined, water quality criteria 
that will yield the desired water conditions are for-
mulated and implemented. See NRDC v. EPA, 16 F.3d 
at 1400; see also 33 U.S.C. § 1313(a), (c)(2)(A); 40 
C.F.R. § 131.3(i) (“Water quality standards are pro-
visions of State or Federal law which consist of a 
designated use or uses for the waters of the United 
States and water quality criteria*1240 for such waters 
based upon such uses.”). 
 

Unlike effluent limitations, which are promul-
gated by the EPA to achieve a certain level of pollu-
tion reduction in light of available technology, wa-
ter-quality standards emanate from the state boards 
charged with managing their domestic water re-
sources. See Arkansas v. Oklahoma, 503 U.S. at 101, 
112 S.Ct. 1046. The EPA gives the states guidance in 
drafting water-quality standards and “state authorities 
periodically review water quality standards and secure 
the EPA's approval of any revisions in the standards.” 
Id. 
 

The EPA has authorized the State of California to 
develop water-quality standards and issue NPDES 
permits. Under the Porter–Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act, California state law designates the State 
Water Resources Control Board and nine regional 
boards as the principal state agencies for enforcing 
federal and state water pollution law and for issuing 
permits. See Cal. Water Code §§ 13000, 13001, 
13140, 13240, 13370, 13377. Beginning in 1990, the 
California State Water Resources Control Board for 
the Los Angeles Region (the Regional Board) issued 
an NPDES permit (the Permit) to cover stormwater 
discharges by the County, the District, and 84 incor-
porated municipalities in the County (collectively the 
Permittees or Co–Permittees). FN3 See City of Arcadia 
v. State Water Res. Control Bd., 191 Cal.App.4th 156, 
119 Cal.Rptr.3d 232, 240–41 (2010). The Permit was 
renewed in 1996, 2001, 2006, and 2007. 
 

FN3. “Co-permittee means a permittee to a 
NPDES permit that is only responsible for 
permit conditions relating to the discharge 
for which it is operator.” 40 C.F.R. § 
122.26(b)(1). 

 

The Permit is divided into two broad sections: 
findings by the Regional Board and an order autho-
rizing and governing the Permittees' discharges (Or-
der). The findings cover many introductory and 
background subjects, including a history of NPDES 
permitting in the County; applicable state and federal 
laws governing stormwater discharges; studies con-
ducted by the County and researchers about the dele-
terious effects of polluted stormwater; coverage and 
implementation provisions; and guidelines for ad-
ministrative review of Permit provisions. The Permit 
covers “all areas within the boundaries of the Permit-
tee municipalities ... over which they have regulatory 
jurisdiction as well as unincorporated areas in Los 
Angeles County within the jurisdiction of the Re-
gional Board.” In total, the Permit governs municipal 
stormwater discharge across more than 3,100 square 
miles of land in the County. 
 

The Permit relates the many federal and state 
regulations governing stormwater discharges to 
Southern California's watercourses. Among these 
regulations is the Water Quality Control Plan for the 
Los Angeles Region (the Basin Plan). Under Califor-
nia law, the regional boards' “water quality plans, 
called ‘basin plans,’ must address the beneficial uses 
to be protected as well as water quality objectives, and 
they must establish a program of implementation.” 
City of Arcadia, 119 Cal.Rptr.3d at 240 (quoting City 
of Burbank v. State Water Res. Control Bd., 35 Cal.4th 
613, 26 Cal.Rptr.3d 304, 108 P.3d 862, 865 (2005) 
(citing Cal. Water Code § 13050(j))). The Permit 
provides that “[t]he Basin Plan designates beneficial 
uses of receiving waters and specifies both narrative 
and numerical water quality objectives for the re-
ceiving water in Los Angeles County.” “Receiving 
waters” are defined as “all surface water bodies in the 
Los Angeles Region that are identified in the Basin 
Plan.” “Permittees are to assure that storm water 
*1241 discharges from the MS4 shall neither cause 
nor contribute to the exceedance of water quality 
standards and objectives nor create conditions of 
nuisance in the receiving waters, and that the dis-
charge of non-storm water to the MS4 has been ef-
fectively prohibited.” The Permit incorporates and 
adopts the Basin Plan, which sets limits on bacteria 
and contaminants for the receiving waters of Southern 
California. The water-quality standards limit, among 
other pollutants, the levels of ammonia, fecal coliform 
bacteria, arsenic, mercury, and cyanide in Southern 
California's inland rivers. 
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The Permit contains myriad prohibitions and 

conditions regarding discharges into and from the 
MS4. Under Part 1, the Permittees are directed to 
“effectively prohibit non-storm water discharges into 
the MS4 and watercourses” unless allowed by an 
NPDES permit. Under Part 2, titled “Receiving Water 
Limitations,” “discharges from the MS4 that cause or 
contribute to the violation of the Water Quality Stan-
dards or water quality objectives are prohibited.” The 
“Water Quality Standards and Water Quality Objec-
tives” are defined in the Permit as “water quality cri-
teria contained in the Basin Plan, the California Ocean 
Plan, the National Toxics Rule, the California Toxics 
Rule, and other state or federal approved surface water 
quality plans. Such plans are used by the Regional 
Board to regulate all discharges, including storm water 
discharges.” 
 

The Permit provides that Permittees “shall 
comply” with the MS4 discharge prohibitions 
“through timely implementation of control measures 
and other actions to reduce pollutants in the discharges 
in accordance with [the Los Angeles Storm-water 
Quality Management Program (SQMP) ] and its 
components and other requirements of this Order....” 
The SQMP includes “descriptions of programs, col-
lectively developed by the Permittees in accordance 
with provisions of the NPDES Permit, to comply with 
applicable federal and state law.” The Permit sets out a 
procedure to ensure Permittee compliance when any 
water-quality standards are breached: 
 

a) Upon a determination by either the Permittee or 
the Regional Board that discharges are causing or 
contributing to an exceedance of an applicable 
Water Quality Standard, the Permittee shall 
promptly notify and thereafter submit a Receiving 
Water Limitations (RWL) Compliance Report ... to 
the Regional Board that describes [Best Manage-
ment Practices (BMPs) ] that are currently being 
implemented and additional BMPs that will be im-
plemented to prevent or reduce any pollutants that 
are causing or contributing to the exceedances of 
Water Quality Standards. 

 
... 

 
c) Within 30 days following the approval of the 
RWL Compliance Report, the Permittee shall revise 
the SQMP and its components and monitoring 

program to incorporate the approved modified 
BMPs that have been and will be implemented, an 
implementation schedule, and any additional mon-
itoring required. 

 
d) Implement the revised SQMP and its components 
and monitoring program according to the approved 
schedule. 

 
... So long as the Permittee has complied with the 
procedures set forth above and is implementing the 
revised SQMP and its components, the Permittee 
does not have to repeat the same procedure for 
continuing or recurring exceedances of the same 
receiving water limitations unless directed by the 
Regional Board to develop additional BMPs. 

 
When a violation arises, a Permittee must adhere 

to the procedures in its Compliance Report until the 
exceedances abate. 
 

*1242 The Permit requires the Permittees, inter 
alia, to reduce pollution in stormwater to the “maxi-
mum extent practicable [ (MEP) ].” Each Permittee is 
vested with the “necessary legal authority” to prohibit 
discharges to the MS4, and is directed to develop 
stormwater and urban runoff ordinances for its juris-
diction. 
 

The Permit has both self-monitoring and pub-
lic-reporting requirements, which include: (1) moni-
toring of “mass emissions” at seven mass emission 
monitoring stations; (2) Water Column Toxicity 
Monitoring; (3) Tributary Monitoring; (4) Shoreline 
Monitoring; (5) Trash Monitoring; (6) Estuary 
Sampling; (7) Bioassessment; and (8) Special Studies. 
 

This case concerns high levels of pollutants, par-
ticularly heavy metals and fecal bacteria, identified by 
mass-emissions monitoring stations for the four 
Watershed Rivers (the Monitoring Stations). 
Mass-emissions monitoring measures all constituents 
present in water, and the readings give a cumulative 
picture of the pollutant load in a waterbody. Accord-
ing to the Permit, the purpose of mass-emissions 
monitoring is to (1) estimate the mass emissions from 
the MS4, (2) assess trends in the mass emissions over 
time, and (3) determine if the MS4 is contributing to 
exceedances of Water Quality Standards by compar-
ing results to the applicable standards in the Basin 
Plan. The Permit establishes that the Principal Per-
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mittee, which is the District, shall monitor the 
mass-emissions stations. The Permit requires that 
mass-emission readings be taken five times per year 
for the Watershed Rivers. 
 

The Los Angeles River and San Gabriel River 
Monitoring Stations are located in a channelized 
portion of the MS4 that is owned and operated by the 
District. See Excerpts of Record at 11; see also Dist. 
Ct. Docket No. 101: Declaration of Aaron Colangelo 
Ex. N: Deposition of Mark Pestrella at 476–78. The 
Los Angeles River Monitoring Station is located in 
the City of Long Beach in “a concrete lined trape-
zoidal channel.” FN4 The Los Angeles River Moni-
toring Station measures “total upstream tributary 
drainage” of 825 square miles, as the Los Angeles 
River is the largest watershed outlet in the County. 
The San Gabriel River Monitoring Station is located 
in Pico Rivera and measures an upstream tributary 
watershed of 450 square miles. 
 

FN4. “Section Two: Site Descriptions,” Los 
Angeles Cnty. Dept. of Pub. Works, availa-
ble at http:// dpw. lacounty. gov/ wmd/ 
npdes/ 9899_ report/ Site Desc. pdf (last ac-
cessed Mar. 2, 2011); see also “Section Two: 
Site Descriptions,” Los Angeles Cnty. Dept. 
of Pub. Works, available at http:// dpw. la-
county. gov/ wmd/ NPDES/ 2006– 07_ re-
portECTION% 202.PDF (LAST AC-
CESSED MAR. 2, 2011). 

 
The Malibu Creek Monitoring Station is not lo-

cated within a channelized portion of the MS4 but at 
an “existing stream gage station” near Malibu Canyon 
Road. It measures 105 miles of tributary watershed. 
The Santa Clara River Monitoring Station is located 
in the City of Santa Clara and measures an upstream 
tributary area of 411 square miles.FN5 
 

FN5. “Section Two: Site Descriptions,” Los 
Angeles Cnty. Dept. of Pub. Works, availa-
ble at http:// dpw. lacounty. gov/ wmd/ 
NPDES/ 2006– 07_ report ECTION% 
202.PDF (LAST ACCESSED MAR. 2, 
2011). 

 
C. Water–Quality Exceedances in the Watershed 
Rivers 

Between 2002 and 2008, the four Monitoring 
Stations identified hundreds of exceedances of the 

Permit's water-quality standards. These water-quality 
exceedances are not disputed. For instance, moni-
toring for the Los Angeles and San Gabriel Rivers 
showed 140 separate exceedances. These included 
high levels of aluminum,*1243 copper, cyanide, fecal 
coliform bacteria, and zinc in the rivers. Further, 
ocean monitoring at Surfrider Beach showed that 
there were 126 separate bacteria exceedances on 79 
days, including 29 days where the fecal coliform 
bacteria limit was exceeded. 
 

The District admits that it conveys pollutants via 
the MS4, but contends that its infrastructure alone 
does not generate or discharge pollutants. According 
to Defendants, the District conveys the collective 
discharges of the numerous “up-sewer” municipali-
ties. Moreover, Defendants identify thousands of 
permitted dischargers whose pollutants are reaching 
the Watershed Rivers: 
 

(1) Los Angeles River watershed: (a) at least 1,344 
NPDES-permitted industrial and 488 construction 
stormwater dischargers allowed to discharge during 
the time period relevant to the case; (b) three 
wastewater treatment plants; and (c) 42 separate 
incorporated cities within the Los Angeles River 
watershed discharging into the river upstream of the 
mass emission station. 

 
(2) San Gabriel River watershed: (a) at least 276 
industrial and 232 construction stormwater dis-
chargers during the relevant time period; (b) at least 
20 other industrial dischargers that were specifically 
permitted to discharge pollutants in excess of the 
water quality standards at issue in this action; (c) 
two wastewater treatment plants; and (d) 21 sepa-
rate incorporated cities discharging into the wa-
tershed upstream of the mass emission station. 

 
(3) Santa Clara River watershed: (a) eight dis-
chargers permitted by industrial wastewater dis-
charge permits where the limits in the permit al-
lowed discharges of pollutants at concentrations 
higher than the water quality standards which 
plaintiffs contend were exceeded; (b) approximately 
26 industrial and 187 construction stormwater dis-
chargers; and (c) the Saugus Wastewater Reclama-
tion Plant. 

 
(4) Malibu Creek watershed: (a) seven industrial 
wastewater dischargers; and (b) at least five per-
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mitted discharges under the general industrial 
stormwater permit and at least 16 construction sites 
permitted to discharge under the general construc-
tion stormwater permit. 

 
II. Proceedings before the District Court 

Based on data self-reported by Defendants, 
Plaintiffs catalogued the water-quality exceedances in 
the Watershed Rivers. Beginning on May 31, 2007, 
Plaintiffs sent a series of notice letters to Defendants 
concerning these exceedances. On March 3, 2008, 
based on these purported violations, Plaintiffs com-
menced this citizen-enforcement action. After the 
district court dismissed certain elements of Plaintiffs' 
initial complaint because notice of the Permit viola-
tions was defective, Plaintiffs sent Defendants an 
adequate notice letter on July 3, 2008. 
 

Plaintiffs filed the First Amended Complaint 
(Complaint) on September 18, 2008. In the Complaint, 
Plaintiffs assert six causes of action under the Clean 
Water Act. Only the first four of Plaintiffs' claims, 
which relate to the exceedances in the Watershed 
Rivers, and which the district court designated the 
“Watershed Claims,” are before us. The first three 
Watershed Claims allege that, beginning in 2002 or 
2003, the District and the County caused or contri-
buted to exceedances of water-quality standards in the 
Santa Clara River (Claim 1), the Los Angeles River 
(Claim 2), and the San Gabriel River (Claim 3), in 
violation of 33 U.S.C. §§ 1311(a), 1342(p). The fourth 
Watershed Claim alleges that, beginning in 2002, 
Defendants caused or contributed to exceed-
ances*1244 of the water quality standards and vi-
olated the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) limits 
in Malibu Creek. Plaintiffs' four Watershed Claims 
each rest on the same premise: (1) the Permit sets 
water-quality limits for each of the four rivers; (2) the 
mass-emissions stations have recorded exceedances of 
those standards; (3) an exceedance is non-compliance 
with the Permit and, thereby, the Clean Water Act; and 
(4) Defendants, as holders of the Permit and operators 
of the MS4, are liable under the Act. 
 

Before the district court, Plaintiffs moved for 
partial summary judgment on two of the Watershed 
Claims: the Los Angeles River and San Gabriel River 
exceedances. Defendants cross-moved for summary 
judgment on all four Watershed Claims. 
 

In a March 2, 2010 Order, the district court denied 

each cross-motion for summary judgment on the 
Watershed Claims. NRDC v. County of Los Angeles, 
No. 08 Civ. 1467(AHM), 2010 WL 761287 (C.D.Cal. 
Mar.2, 2010), amended on other grounds, 2011 WL 
666875 (C.D.Cal. Jan.27, 2011). Although the district 
court accepted Plaintiffs' arguments that the Permit 
“clearly prohibits ‘discharges from the MS4 that cause 
or contribute to the violation of Water Quality Stan-
dards or water quality objectives,’ ” 2010 WL 761287, 
at *6, and that mass-monitoring stations “are the 
proper monitoring locations to determine if the MS4 
is contributing to exceedances [of the Water Quality 
Standards or water quality objectives,]” id., the district 
court held that Plaintiffs were attempting to establish 
liability without presenting evidence of who was re-
sponsible for the stormwater discharge. The district 
court observed that although “the District is respon-
sible for the pollutants in the MS4” at the time they 
pass the mass-emissions stations, “that does not nec-
essarily determine the question of whether the water 
passing by these points is a ‘discharge’ within the 
meaning of the Permit and the Clean Water Act.” Id. at 
*7. Unable to decipher from the record where the MS4 
ended and the Watershed Rivers begin, or whether any 
upstream outflows were contributing stormwater to 
the MS4, the district court stated that “Plaintiffs would 
need to present some evidence ( monitoring data or an 
admission) that some amount of a stan-
dards-exceeding pollutant is being discharged though 
at least one District outlet.” Id. at *8. 
 

Following supplemental briefing, the district 
court again determined that “Plaintiffs failed to 
present evidence that the standards-exceeding pollu-
tants passed through the Defendants' MS4 outflows at 
or near the time the exceedances were observed. Nor 
did Plaintiffs provide any evidence that the mass 
emissions stations themselves are located at or near a 
Defendant's outflow.” The district court thereupon 
entered summary judgment for Defendants on all four 
Watershed Claims. 
 

Under Fed.R.Civ.P. 54(b), the district court en-
tered a partial final judgment on the Watershed Claims 
because they were “factually and legally severable” 
from the other claims and “[t]he parties and the Court 
would benefit from appellate resolution of the central 
legal question underlying the watershed claims: what 
level of proof is necessary to establish defendants' 
liability.” Plaintiffs timely appeal. 
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JURISDICTION AND STANDARD OF REVIEW 
We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. 

 
We review the district court's grant of summary 

judgment in a Clean Water Act enforcement action de 
novo. Assoc. to Protect Hammersley, Eld, and Totten 
Inlets v. Taylor Res., Inc., 299 F.3d 1007, 1009 (9th 
Cir.2002) (citing *1245Waste Action Project v. Dawn 
Mining Corp., 137 F.3d 1426, 1428 (9th Cir.1998)). 
 

DISCUSSION 
Determining whether the County or the District 

violated the Permit's conditions, and thereby the Clean 
Water Act, requires us to examine whether an ex-
ceedance at a mass-emission monitoring station is a 
Permit violation, and, if so, whether it is beyond dis-
pute that Defendants discharged pollutants that caused 
or contributed to water-quality exceedances. 
 
I. Whether Exceedances at Mass–Emission Sta-
tions Constitute Permit Violations 

“The Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of 
pollutants into navigable waters, prohibiting their 
discharge unless certain statutory exceptions apply.” 
Russian River Watershed Protection Comm. v. City of 
Santa Rosa, 142 F.3d 1136, 1138 (9th Cir.1998) (cit-
ing 33 U.S.C. § 1311(a)). One such exception is for 
discharges by entities or individuals who hold NPDES 
permits. Id. The NPDES permitting program is the 
“centerpiece” of the Clean Water Act and the primary 
method for enforcing the effluent and water-quality 
standards established by the EPA and state govern-
ments. Am. Iron & Steel Inst. v. EPA, 115 F.3d 979, 
990 (D.C.Cir.1997); see also Nw. Envtl. Advocates v. 
City of Portland, 56 F.3d 979, 986–90 (9th Cir.1995) 
(“Citizen suits to enforce water quality standards ef-
fectuate complementary provisions of the CWA and 
the underlying purpose of the statute as a whole.”); 
Friends of the Everglades v. S. Fla. Water Mgmt. 
Dist., 570 F.3d 1210, 1225 (11th Cir.2009) (citing 
Nat'l Wildlife Fed'n v. Gorsuch, 693 F.2d 156, 175–76 
(D.C.Cir.1982) (“There is indeed some basis in the 
legislative history for the position that Congress 
viewed the NPDES program as its most effective 
weapon against pollution.”)). 
 

[1] To decipher the meaning and enforceability of 
NPDES permit terms, we interpret the unambiguous 
language contained in the permit. Russian River, 142 
F.3d at 1141. We review a permit's provisions and 
meaning as we would any contract or legal document. 

See Nw. Envtl. Advocates, 56 F.3d at 982. As de-
scribed supra, the Permit prohibits MS4 discharges 
into receiving waters that exceed the Water Quality 
Standards established in the Basin Plan and elsewhere. 
Specifically, Section 2.1 provides: “[D]ischarges from 
the MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of 
Water Quality Standards or water quality objectives 
are prohibited.” Section 2.2 of the Permit reads: 
“Discharges from the MS4 of storm water, or 
non-storm water, for which a Permittee is responsible 
for, shall not cause or contribute to a condition of 
nuisance.” 
 

[2] Nevertheless, Defendants contend that ex-
ceedances observed at mass-emissions stations cannot 
establish liability on behalf of any individual Permit-
tee. Their argument in this respect, as we discuss more 
thoroughly infra, relies heavily on their belief that the 
record is bereft of evidence connecting Defendants to 
the water-quality exceedances. Defendants also assert 
that the mass-emissions stations are “neither designed 
nor intended” to measure the compliance of any Per-
mittee and, therefore, cannot form the basis for a 
Permit violation. Defendants also argue that municipal 
compliance with an NPDES stormwater permit cannot 
be reviewed under the same regulatory framework as a 
private entity or individual. In support of this conten-
tion, Defendants cite to a 1990 EPA rule: 
 

When enacting this provision, Congress was aware 
of the difficulties in regulating discharges from 
municipal separate storm sewers solely through 
traditional end-of-pipe treatment and intended for 
*1246 EPA and NPDES States to develop permit 
requirements that were much broader in nature than 
requirements which are traditionally found in 
NPDES permits for industrial process discharges or 
POTWs. The legislative history indicates, munici-
pal storm sewer system “permits will not necessar-
ily be like industrial discharge permits.” Often, an 
end-of-the-pipe treatment technology is not appro-
priate for this type of discharge. 

 
Brief of Appellees 33 (quoting “National Pollu-

tant Discharge Elimination System Permit Applica-
tion Regulations for Storm Water Discharges,” 55 
Fed.Reg. 47,990, 48,037–38 (Nov. 16, 1990)). 
 

As we detail infra, neither the statutory devel-
opment of the Clean Water Act nor the plain language 
of EPA regulations supports Defendants' arguments 
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that NPDES permit violations are less enforceable or 
unenforceable in the municipal-stormwater context. In 
fact, since the inception of the NPDES, Congress has 
expanded NPDES permitting to bring municipal dis-
chargers within the Clean Water Act's coverage. 
 
A. Regulating MS4 Operators 

The NPDES permitting program originated in the 
1972 amendments to the Clean Water Act. Pub.L. 
92–500, § 2, 86 Stat. 88, reprinted in 1972 
U.S.C.C.A.N. 3668 (codified as amended at 33 U.S.C. 
§ 1342). At the time, the NPDES program was viewed 
“as the primary means of enforcing the Act's effluent 
limitations.” Natural Res. Def. Council v. Costle, 568 
F.2d 1369, 1371 (D.C.Cir.1977); see also Natural Res. 
Def. Council, Inc. v. EPA, 966 F.2d 1292, 1295 (9th 
Cir.1992) (examining statutory history of 1972 
amendments to the Clean Water Act) (hereafter NRDC 
v. EPA ). The permitting program is codified at Sec-
tion 402 of the Clean Water Act. 33 U.S.C. § 1342. In 
1973, the EPA promulgated regulations categorically 
exempting “discharges from a number of classes of 
point sources ... including ... separate storm sewers 
containing only storm runoff uncontaminated by any 
industrial or commercial activity.” Costle, 568 F.2d at 
1372 (citing 40 C.F.R. § 125.4 (1975)). The EPA's 
exemption of certain point sources, including ms4s, 
from Section 402's blanket requirement was invali-
dated by the United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia Circuit in Costle. Id. at 1376–77. 
The Costle court highlighted that “[t]he wording of the 
[CWA], legislative history, and precedents are clear: 
the EPA Administrator does not have authority to 
exempt categories of point sources from the permit 
requirements of § 402.” Id. at 1377. 
 

In the ten-year period following the Costle deci-
sion, the EPA did not promulgate regulations ad-
dressing discharges by ms4 operators. See NRDC v. 
EPA, 966 F.2d at 1296 (citing “National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Permit Application 
Regulations for Storm Water Discharges; Application 
Deadlines,” 56 Fed.Reg. 56,548 (1991)). In 1987, 
after continued nonfeasance by the EPA, Congress 
enacted the Water Quality Act amendments to the 
Clean Water Act to regulate stormwater discharges 
from, inter alia, ms4s. See Defenders of Wildlife, 191 
F.3d at 1163 (“Ultimately, in 1987, Congress enacted 
the Water Quality Act amendments to the CWA.”); 
NRDC v. EPA, 966 F.2d at 1296 (“Recognizing both 
the environmental threat posed by storm water runoff 

and EPA's problems in implementing regulations, 
Congress passed the Water Quality Act of 1987[.]”) 
(internal citations omitted); see also 55 Fed.Reg. 
47,994 (“[P]ermits for discharges from municipal 
separate storm sewer systems must require controls to 
reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable, and where necessary water quali-
ty-based controls, and must include a requirement to 
effectively prohibit non-storm water*1247 discharges 
into the storm sewers. Furthermore, EPA in consulta-
tion with State and local officials must develop a 
comprehensive program to designate and regulate 
other storm water discharges to protect water quali-
ty.”). 
 

The principal effect of the 1987 amendments was 
to expand the coverage of Section 402's permitting 
requirements. NRDC v. EPA, 966 F.2d at 1296. Sec-
tion 402(p) established a “phased and tiered approach” 
for NPDES permitting. Nw. Envtl. Def. Ctr. v. Brown, 
617 F.3d 1176, 1193 (9th Cir.2010) (citing 33 U.S. § 
1342(p)(2)). “The purpose of this approach was to 
allow EPA and the states to focus their attention on the 
most serious problems first.” NRDC v. EPA, 966 F.2d 
at 1296. “Phase I” included “five categories of 
stormwater discharges,” deemed “the most significant 
sources of stormwater pollution,” who were required 
to obtain an NPDES permit for their stormwater dis-
charge by 1990. Brown, 617 F.3d at 1193 (citing 33 
U.S. § 1342(p)(2)). The five categories of the most 
serious discharge were: 
 

(p) Municipal and industrial stormwater discharges 
 

... 
 

(2) ... 
 

... 
 

(A) A discharge with respect to which a permit 
has been issued under this section before Febru-
ary 4, 1987. 

 
(B) A discharge associated with industrial activ-
ity. 

 
(C) A discharge from a municipal separate storm 
sewer system serving a population of 250,000 or 
more. 
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(D) A discharge from a municipal separate storm 
sewer system serving a population of 100,000 or 
more but less than 250,000. 

 
(E) A discharge for which the Administrator or 
the State, as the case may be, determines that the 
stormwater discharge contributes to a violation of 
a water quality standard or is a significant con-
tributor of pollutants to waters of the United 
States. 

 
33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(2) (emphases added). Of the 

five categories of Phase I dischargers required to ob-
tain the first permits, two are ms4 operators: munici-
palities with populations over 250,000, and munici-
palities with populations between 100,000 and 
250,000. Id. § 1342(p)(2)(C)-(D). Indeed, as noted 
supra, the Permit at issue here was first authorized in 
1990 pursuant to the 1987 amendments. 
 

Rather than regulate individual sources of runoff, 
such as churches, schools and residential property 
(which one Congressman described as a potential 
“nightmare”),FN6 and as regulations prior to 1987 
theoretically required, Congress put the NPDES per-
mitting requirement at the municipal level to ease the 
burden of administering the program. Brown, 617 F.3d 
at 1193. That assumption of municipal control is 
found in the Permit at issue here—Part 3.G.2 of the 
Permit states that “Permittees shall posses adequate 
legal authority to ... [r]equire persons within their 
jurisdiction to comply with conditions in Permittee's 
ordinances, permits, contracts, model programs, or 
orders (i.e. hold dischargers to its MS4 accountable for 
their contributions of pollutants and flows.)[.]” 
 

FN6. See 131 Cong. Rec. 15616, 15657 (Jun. 
13, 1985) (Statement of Sen. Wallop) (“[The 
regulations] can be interpreted to require 
everyone who has a device to divert, gather, 
or collect stormwater runoff and snowmelt to 
get a permit from EPA as a point source.... 
Requiring a permit for these kinds of 
stormwater runoff conveyance systems 
would be an administrative nightmare.”). 

 
Defendants' position that they are subject to a less 

rigorous or unenforceable *1248 regulatory scheme 
for their storm-water discharges cannot be reconciled 
with the significant legislative history showing Con-

gress's intent to bring ms4 operators under the 
NPDES-permitting system. Even the selectively ex-
cerpted regulatory language Defendants present to 
us—“Congress was aware of the difficulties in regu-
lating discharges from municipal separate storm 
sewers ... [and] intended for EPA and NPDES States 
to develop permit requirements that were much 
broader in nature than requirements which are tradi-
tionally found in NPDES permits”—does not support 
Defendants' view. Indeed, this excerpt is but one pa-
ragraph from a longer section titled, “Site–Specific 
Storm Water Quality Management Programs for Mu-
nicipal Systems.” 55 Fed.Reg. 48,037–38. The quoted 
language follows a paragraph which reads: 
 

Section 402(p)(3)(iii) of the CWA mandates that 
permits for discharges from municipal separate 
storm sewers shall require controls to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable (MEP), including management practic-
es, control techniques and systems, design and en-
gineering methods, and such other provisions as the 
Director determines appropriate for the control of 
such pollutants. 

 
55 Fed.Reg. 48,038 (emphasis added). The use of 

such language—employing “mandates” and com-
mands to regulate—hardly supports Defendants' no-
tion that NPDES permits are unenforceable against 
municipalities for their stormwater discharges. 
Moreover, the paragraphs that follow the excerpt 
explain why developing system-wide controls to 
manage municipal stormwater is preferable to con-
trolling pollution through end-of-pipe effluent tech-
nologies. Id. The regulations highlight that “Congress 
recognized that permit requirements for municipal 
separate storm sewer systems should be developed in a 
flexible manner to allow site-specific permit condi-
tions to reflect the wide range of impacts that can be 
associated with these discharges.” Id. Rather than 
evincing any intent to treat permitting “differently” for 
municipalities, the EPA merely explains why state 
authorities that issue permits should draft site-specific 
rules, as the Regional Board did here, and why wa-
ter-quality standards may be preferable over 
more-difficult-to-enforce effluent limitations. Avoid-
ing wooden permitting requirements and granting 
states flexibility in setting forth requirements is not 
equivalent to immunizing municipalities for storm-
water discharges that violate the provisions of a per-
mit. 
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B. Enforcement of Mass–Emissions Violations 

Part and parcel with Defendants' argument that 
they are subject to a relaxed regulatory structure is 
their view that the Permit's language indicates that 
mass-emissions monitoring is not intended to be 
enforced against municipal dischargers. Defendants 
claim that measuring water-quality serves only an 
hortatory purpose—as Defendants state, “the mass 
emission monitoring program ... neither measures nor 
was designed to measure any individual permittee's 
compliance with the Permit.” This proposition, which 
if accepted would emasculate the Permit, is unsup-
ported by either our case law or the plain language of 
the Permit conditions. 
 

“The plain language of CWA § 505 authorizes 
citizens to enforce all permit conditions.” Nw. Envtl. 
Advocates, 56 F.3d at 986 (emphasis in original). We 
used these words, and emphasized “all ” permit con-
ditions, because the language of the Clean Water Act 
is clear in its intent to guard against all sources and 
superintendents of water pollution and “clearly con-
templates citizen suits to enforce ‘a permit or condi-
tion thereof.’ ” Id. (citing 33 U.S.C. § 1365(f)(2), 
(f)(6)); see also *1249W. Va. Highlands Conservancy, 
Inc. v. Huffman, 625 F.3d 159, 167 (4th Cir.2010) (“In 
other words, the statute takes the water's point of view: 
water is indifferent about who initially polluted it so 
long as pollution continues to occur.”). 
 

We have previously addressed, and rejected, 
municipal attempts to avoid NPDES permit enforce-
ment. In Northwest Environmental Advocates, we 
considered a citizen-suit challenging the City of 
Portland's operation of a combined sewer system 
which periodically overflowed and discharged raw 
sewage into two rivers. 56 F.3d at 981–82. The plain-
tiffs brought suit on the basis of an NPDES permit 
condition which “prohibit[ed] any discharges that 
would violate Oregon water quality standards.” Id. at 
985. Reviewing the history of the 1972 amendments 
and the Supreme Court's decision in PUD No.1 of 
Jefferson County v. Washington Department of 
Ecology, 511 U.S. 700, 114 S.Ct. 1900, 128 L.Ed.2d 
716 (1994), we recognized that Congress had autho-
rized enforcement of state water-quality standards, 
lest municipalities be immunized on the technicality 
that not all water standards can be expressed as ef-
fluent limitations. Id. at 988–89. The overflows from 
the Portland sewer system were “caused primarily by 

uncontrollable events—i.e., the amount of stormwater 
entering the system[.]” Id. at 989. Because the total 
amount of water entering and leaving the sewer sys-
tem was unknown, it was impossible to articulate 
effluent standards which would “ensure that the gross 
amount of pollution discharged [would] not violate 
water quality standards.” Id. Only by enforcing the 
water-quality standards themselves as the limits could 
the purpose of the CWA and the NPDES system be 
effectuated. Id. at 988–90. Indeed, we noted that prior 
to the 1972 incorporation of effluent limitations, the 
Clean Water Act depended entirely on enforcement 
based on water-quality standards. Id. at 986. How-
ever, troubled by the “ ‘almost total lack of enforce-
ment’ ” under the old system, Congress added the 
effluent limitation standards “not to supplant the old 
system” but to “improve enforcement.” Id. at 986 
(quoting S.Rep. No. 414, 92d Cong., 2d Sess. 2 
(1972), reprinted in 1972 U.S.C.C.A.N. 3668, 3671). 
 

Moreover, the plain language of the Permit 
countenances enforcement of the water-quality stan-
dards when exceedances are detected by the various 
compliance mechanisms, including mass-emissions 
monitoring. First, the Permit incorporates and adopts 
the Basin Plan, which sets the water-quality standards 
for bacteria and contaminants for the receiving waters 
of Southern California, including the Watershed Riv-
ers. The Permit then sets out a multi-part monitoring 
program for those standards, the goals of which ex-
plicitly include “[a]ssessing compliance with this 
Order[.]” “Compliance” under the Clean Water Act 
primarily means adhering to the terms and conditions 
of an NPDES permit. EPA v. Calif., 426 U.S. at 223, 
96 S.Ct. 2022 (“Thus, the principal means of enforc-
ing the pollution control and abatement provisions of 
the Amendments is to enforce compliance with a 
permit.”). The first monitoring program listed in the 
Permit is “Mass Emissions.” While Defendants are 
correct in noting that mass-emissions monitoring has 
as one of its goals “estimat[ing] the mass emissions 
from the MS4,” Defendants fail to mention that 
another goal, listed just below “estimating,” is 
“[d]etermin[ing] if the MS4 is contributing to ex-
ceedances of Water Quality Standards.” 
 

Part 6.D of the Permit, titled “Duty to Comply,” 
lays any doubts about municipal compliance to rest: 
“Each Permittee must comply with all terms, re-
quirements, and conditions of this Order. Any viola-
tion of this order constitutes a violation of the *1250 
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Clean Water Act ... and is grounds for enforcement 
action, Order termination, Order revocation and reis-
suance, denial of an application for reissuance; or a 
combination thereof[.]” This unequivocal language is 
unsurprising given that all NPDES permits must in-
clude monitoring provisions ensuring that permit 
conditions are satisfied. See 33 U.S.C. § 1318(a)(A) 
(“[T]he Administrator[of the EPA] shall require the 
owner or operator of any point source to (i) establish 
and maintain such records, (ii) make such reports, (iii) 
install, use, and maintain such monitoring equipment 
or methods (including where appropriate, biological 
monitoring methods), [and] (iv) sample such efflu-
ents (in accordance with such methods, at such loca-
tions, at such intervals, and in such manner as the 
Administrator shall prescribe)[.]”); 40 C.F.R. § 
122.44(i)(1) (specifying the monitoring requirements 
for compliance, “mass ... for each pollutant limited in 
the permit,” and volume of effluent discharged); 
Ackels v. EPA, 7 F.3d 862, 866 (9th Cir.1993) (“[T]he 
Act grants EPA broad authority to require NPDES 
permitees to monitor, at such intervals as the Admin-
istrator shall prescribe, whenever it is required to carry 
out the objectives of the Act.”). 
 

Our prior case law emphasizes that NPDES per-
mit enforcement is not scattershot—each permit term 
is simply enforced as written. See Union Oil, 813 F.2d 
at 1491 (“It is unclear whether the court intended to 
excuse these violations under the upset defense or 
under a de minimis theory. In either event, the district 
court erred. The Clean Water Act and the regulations 
promulgated under it make no provision for ‘rare’ 
violations.”); see also United States v. CPS Chem. 
Co., 779 F.Supp. 437, 442 (D.Ark.1991) (“For en-
forcement purposes, a permittee's [Discharge Moni-
toring Reports] constitute admissions regarding the 
levels of effluents that the permittee has discharged.”). 
As we explained in Union Oil, Congress structured the 
CWA to function by self-monitoring and 
self-reporting of violations to “ ‘avoid the necessity of 
lengthy fact finding, investigations, and negotiations 
at the time of enforcement.’ ” 813 F.2d at 1492 
(quoting S.Rep. No. 414, 92d Cong., 1st Sess. 64, 
reprinted in 1972 U.S.C.C.A.N. 3668, 3730). When 
self-reported exceedances of an NPDES permit occur, 
the Clean Water Act allows citizens to bring suit to 
enforce the terms of the Permit. 
 

In sum, the Permit's provisions plainly specify 
that the mass-emissions monitoring is intended to 

measure compliance and that “[a]ny violation of this 
Order” is a Clean Water Act violation. The Permit is 
available for public inspection to aid this purpose. 
Accordingly, we agree with the district court's deter-
mination that an exceedance detected through 
mass-emissions monitoring is a Permit violation that 
gives rise to liability for contributing dischargers. 
 
II. Evidence of Discharge 

We next turn to the factual issue on which the 
district court granted summary judgement in favor of 
Defendants—whether any evidence in the record 
shows Defendants discharged stormwater that caused 
or contributed to water-quality violations. The district 
court determined that a factual basis was lacking: 
 

Plaintiffs failed to present evidence that the stan-
dards-exceeding pollutants passed through the De-
fendants' MS4 outflows at or near the time the ex-
ceedances were observed. Nor did Plaintiffs provide 
any evidence that the mass emissions stations 
themselves are located at or near a Defendant's 
outflow. Plaintiffs do represent in their supple-
mental briefing that their monitoring data reflects 
sampling conducted at or near Defendants' out-
flows.... However, the declarations on which Plain-
tiffs *1251 rely do not clearly indicate that the 
sampling in question was conducted at an outflow 
(as opposed to in-stream). 

 
... 

 
In short, Plaintiffs have failed to follow the Court's 
instructions and present data which could establish 
that “standards-exceeding pollutants ... passed 
through Defendants' MS4 outflows at or near the 
time the exceedances were observed.” That the 
pollutants must have passed through an outflow is 
key because, as the Court found in the March 2 
Order, standards-exceeding pollutants must have 
passed through a County or District outflow in order 
to constitute a discharge under the Clean Water Act 
and the Permit. 

 
Plaintiffs have argued throughout this litigation 

that the measured exceedances in the Watershed Riv-
ers ipso facto establish Permit violations by Defen-
dants. Because these points are designated in the 
Permit for purposes of assessing “compliance,” this 
argument is facially appealing. But the Clean Water 
Act does not prohibit “undisputed” exceedances; it 
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prohibits “discharges” that are not in compliance with 
the Act (which means in compliance with the 
NPDES). See 33 U.S.C. § 1311(a); see also Micco-
sukee Tribe, 541 U.S. at 102, 124 S.Ct. 1537. While it 
may be undisputed that exceedances have been de-
tected, responsibility for those exceedances requires 
proof that some entity discharged a pollutant. Indeed, 
the Permit specifically states that “discharges from the 
MS4 that cause or contribute to the violation of the 
Water Quality Standards or water quality objectives 
are prohibited.” 
 

“[D]ischarge of pollutant” is defined as “any ad-
dition of any pollutant to navigable waters from any 
point source[.]” 33 U.S.C. § 1362(12). Under the 
Clean Water Act, the MS4 is a “Point Source.” See 33 
U.S.C. § 1342(p)(2), 1362(14). “Navigable waters” is 
used interchangeably with “waters of the United 
States.” See Headwaters, Inc. v. Talent Irrigation 
Dist., 243 F.3d 526, 532 (9th Cir.2001). Those terms 
mean, inter alia, “[a]ll waters which are currently 
used, were used in the past, or may be susceptible to 
use in interstate or foreign commerce, including all 
waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the 
tide[.]” 40 C.F.R. § 122.2. The Watershed Rivers are 
all navigable waters. 
 

[3] Thus, the primary factual dispute between the 
parties is whether the evidence shows any addition of 
pollutants by Defendants to the Watershed Rivers. 
Defendants contend that the “District does not gener-
ate any of the pollutants in the system, but only 
transports them from other permitted and 
non-permitted sources.” Moreover, Defendants con-
tend that by measuring mass-emissions downstream 
from where the pollutants entered the sewer system, it 
is not possible to pinpoint which entity, if any, is re-
sponsible for adding them to the rivers. In the words of 
the district court, there is no evidence that “stan-
dards-exceeding pollutants ... passed through Defen-
dants' MS4 outflows at or near the time the exceed-
ances were observed.” Plaintiffs counter that the 
monitoring stations are downstream from hundreds of 
miles of storm drains which have generated the pol-
lutants being detected. To Plaintiffs, it is irrelevant 
which of the thousands of storm drains were the 
source of polluted stormwater—as holders of the 
Permit, Defendants bear responsibility for the detected 
exceedances. 
 

Resolving this dispute over whether Defendants 

added pollutants depends heavily on the level of ge-
nerality at which the facts are viewed. At the broadest 
level, all sides agree with basic hydrology—upland 
water becomes polluted as it runs over urbanized land 
and begins a downhill flow, first through municipal 
storm drains, then into the MS4 which carries the 
water (and *1252 everything in it) to the Watershed 
Rivers, which flow into the Pacific Ocean. More 
narrowly, it is, as Plaintiffs concede, impossible to 
identify the particular storm drains that had, for in-
stance, some fecal bacteria which contributed to a 
water-quality violation. Ultimately, each side fails to 
rebut the other's arguments. Defendants ignore their 
role as controllers of thousands of miles of MS4 and 
the stormwater it conveys FN7 by demanding that 
Plaintiffs engage in the Sisyphean task of testing par-
ticular storm drains in the County for the source of 
each pollutant. Likewise, Plaintiffs did not enlighten 
the district court with sufficient evidence for certain 
claims and assumed it was obvious to anyone how 
stormwater makes its way from a parking lot in Pa-
sadena into the MS4, through a mass-emissions sta-
tion, and then to a Watershed River. 
 

FN7. Defendants' untenable position about 
their responsibility for discharges is con-
firmed by the testimony of their Rule 
30(b)(6) witness: 

 
Question: What if those flows [which ex-
ceeded water-quality standards] were so 
polluted with oil and grease that they were 
on fire as they came out of the system? 
Would your view be the same, that the 
District is not contributing to exceedances? 

 
Answer: That the system the District 
maintains is not contributing to, yes. 

 
Despite shortcomings in each side's arguments, 

there is evidence in the record showing that polluted 
stormwater from the MS4 was added to two of the 
Watershed Rivers: the Los Angeles River and San 
Gabriel River. Because the mass-emissions stations, 
as the appropriate locations to measure compliance, 
for these two rivers are located in a section of the MS4 
owned and operated by the District, when pollutants 
were detected, they had not yet exited the point source 
into navigable waters. As such, there is no question 
over who controlled the polluted stormwater at the 
time it was measured or who caused or contributed to 
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the exceedances when that water was again discharged 
to the rivers—in both cases, the District. As a matter 
of law and fact, the MS4 is distinct from the two na-
vigable rivers; the MS4 is an intra-state man-made 
construction—not a naturally occurring Watershed 
River. See Headwaters, 243 F.3d at 533 (“The EPA 
has interpreted ‘waters of the United States' to include 
‘intrastate lakes, rivers, streams (including intermit-
tent streams) ... the use, degradation, or destruction of 
which would affect or could affect interstate or foreign 
commerce’ and ‘tributaries of [those] waters.’ ”) 
(quoting 40 C.F.R. § 122.2(c), (e)). At least some 
outfalls for the MS4 were downstream from the 
mass-emissions stations. See 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(9) 
(“Outfall means a point source ... at the point where a 
municipal separate storm sewer discharges to waters 
of the United States....”). The discharge from a point 
source occurred when the still-polluted stormwater 
flowed out of the concrete channels where the Mon-
itoring Stations are located, through an outfall, and 
into the navigable waterways. We agree with Plaintiffs 
that the precise location of each outfall is ultimately 
irrelevant because there is no dispute that MS4 even-
tually adds storm-water to the Los Angeles and San 
Gabriel Rivers downstream from the Monitoring 
Stations. 
 

Although the District argues that merely channe-
ling pollutants created by other municipalities or in-
dustrial NPDES permittees should not create liability 
because the District is not an instrument of “addition” 
or “generation,” FN8 the Clean Water Act does not 
distinguish between those *1253 who add and those 
who convey what is added by others—the Act is in-
different to the originator of water pollution. As Judge 
Wilkinson of the Fourth Circuit cogently framed it: 
“[The Act] bans ‘the discharge of any pollutant by any 
person’ regardless of whether that ‘person’ was the 
root cause or merely the current superintendent of the 
discharge.” Huffman, 625 F.3d at 167 (emphasis 
added). “Point sources” include instruments that 
channel water, such as “any pipe, ditch, channel, 
tunnel, conduit, well, discrete fissure, container, roll-
ing stock, concentrated animal feeding operation, or 
vessel or other floating craft, from which pollutants 
are or may be discharged.” 33 U.S.C. § 1362(14) 
(emphasis added). The EPA's regulations further spe-
cify that ms4 operators require permits for channeling: 
“Discharge of a pollutant ... includes additions of 
pollutants into waters of the United States from: sur-
face runoff which is collected or channelled by man; 
discharges through pipes, sewers, or other con-

veyances owned by a State[or] municipality.” 40 
C.F.R. § 122.2 (emphasis added). “[M]ost urban ru-
noff is discharged through conveyances such as sep-
arate storm sewers or other conveyances which are 
point sources under the CWA. These discharges are 
subject to the NPDES program.” 55 Fed.Reg. 47,991. 
Finally, the Supreme Court stated in Miccosukee Tribe 
that “the definition of ‘discharge of a pollutant’ con-
tained in § 1362(12) ... includes within its reach point 
sources that do not themselves generate pollutants.” 
541 U.S. at 105, 124 S.Ct. 1537 (emphasis added). 
 

FN8. This issue does not usually arise in 
Clean Water Act litigation because it is gen-
erally assumed that ms4s “discharge” 
stormwater. See, e.g., Miss. River Revival v. 
Adm'r, E.P.A., 107 F.Supp.2d 1008, 1009 
(D.Minn.2000) (“These lawsuits involve the 
discharge of storm water into the Mississippi 
River through the Cities' storm sewers. Thus, 
and this is not in dispute, the storm water 
discharge is subject to the NPDES permitting 
requirements.”). 

 
Accordingly, the district court erred in stating that 

“Plaintiffs have not provided the Court with the ne-
cessary evidence to establish that the Los Angeles 
River and the San Gabriel River below the mass 
emissions monitoring stations are bodies of water that 
are distinct from the MS4 above these monitoring 
stations.” In light of the evidence that the Los Angeles 
River and San Gabriel River mass-emission stations 
are in concrete portions of the MS4 controlled by the 
District, it is beyond dispute that the District is dis-
charging pollutants from the MS4 to the Los Angeles 
River and San Gabriel River in violation of the Permit. 
Thus, Plaintiffs are entitled to summary judgment on 
Claims 2 and 3. 
 

However, we agree with the district court that, as 
the record is currently constituted, it is not possible to 
mete out responsibility for exceedances detected in the 
Santa Clara River and Malibu Creek (Claims 1 and 4). 
Like the district court, we are unable to identify the 
relationship between the MS4 and these 
mass-emissions stations. From the record, it appears 
that both monitoring stations are located within the 
rivers themselves. Plaintiffs have not endeavored to 
provide the Court with a map or cogent explanation of 
the interworkings or connections of this complicated 
drainage system. We recognize that both the Santa 
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Clara and Malibu Creek Monitoring Stations are 
downstream from hundreds or thousands of storm 
drains and MS4 channels. It is highly likely, but on 
this record nothing more than assumption, that pol-
luted stormwater exits the MS4 controlled by the 
District and the County, and flows downstream in 
these rivers past the mass-emissions stations. To es-
tablish a violation, Plaintiffs were obligated to spell 
out this process for the district court's consideration 
and to spotlight how the flow of water from an ms4 
“contributed” to a water-quality exceedance detected 
at the Monitoring Stations. See, e.g., *1254Nicholas 
Acoustics & Specialty Co. v. H & M Constr. Co., 695 
F.2d 839, 846–47 (5th Cir.1983) (“We wish to em-
phasize most strongly that it is foolhardy for counsel 
to rely on a court to find disputed issues of material 
fact not highlighted by counsel's paperwork; a party 
that has suffered the consequences of summary 
judgment below has a definite and specific duty to 
point out the thwarting facts.... Judges are not fer-
rets!”). Contrary to Plaintiffs' contention, this would 
not require independent sampling of the District's 
outfalls. Indeed, simply ruling out the other contri-
butors of stormwater to these two rivers or following 
up to vague answers given by Defendants' witnesses 
could have satisfied Plaintiffs' evidentiary obligation. 
In the alternative, prior to commencing actions like 
this one, Plaintiffs could heed the district court's 
sensible observation and, for purposes of their evi-
dentiary burden, “sample from at least one outflow 
that included a standards-exceeding pollutant[.]” 
 

Finally, for all four Watershed Rivers, the record 
is silent regarding the path stormwater takes from the 
unincorporated land controlled by the County to the 
Monitoring Stations. The district court correctly 
demanded evidence for the County's liability, which 
Plaintiffs did not proffer. 
 

In sum, Plaintiffs were entitled to summary 
judgment on Claims 2 and 3 against the District for the 
Los Angeles River and San Gabriel River because (1) 
the Monitoring Stations for these two rivers are lo-
cated in a portion of the MS4 owned and operated by 
the District, (2) these Monitoring Stations detected 
pollutants in excess of the amount authorized by the 
NPDES permit, and (3) this polluted water “dis-
charged” into the Los Angeles River and San Gabriel 
River. The Plaintiffs, however, have not met their 
burden on summary judgment for their other claims 
because they did not provide the district court with 

evidence that the MS4 controlled by the District 
“discharged” pollutants that passed through the 
Monitoring Stations in the Santa Clara River and 
Malibu Creek, or that ms4s controlled by the County 
“discharged” pollutants that passed through the 
Monitoring Stations in any of the four rivers in 
question. 
 

CONCLUSION 
The district court's judgment for Defendant Dis-

trict on Claims 2 and 3 of the First Amended Com-
plaint is REVERSED, and this matter is REMANDED 
to the district court for further proceedings consistent 
with this opinion. The district court's grant of sum-
mary judgment for Defendant District on Claims 1 and 
4, and for Defendant County on all Watershed Claims, 
is AFFIRMED. 
 

AFFIRMED IN PART, REVERSED IN 
PART, and REMANDED. 
 

Each party shall bear its own costs on appeal. 
 
C.A.9 (Cal.),2011. 
Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. County of 
Los Angeles 
636 F.3d 1235, 11 Cal. Daily Op. Serv. 3086, 2011 
Daily Journal D.A.R. 3665 
 
END OF DOCUMENT 
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Protection Agency's (EPA's) Clean Water Act storm water
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Circuit Judge, held that: (1) the EPA's failure to include
deadlines for permit approval or denial and compliance
consistent with Clean Water Act was arbitrary and capricious,

although injunctive relief was not .warranted; (2) EPA's
definition of municipal separate storm sewer serving a
population was not arbitrary and capricious; and (3) EPA rule

excluding various types of light industry and construction
sites of less than five acres from application of rule was
arbitrary and capricious.

Petition for review granted in part and denied in part.

O'Scannlain, Circuit Judge, filed an opinion concurring in part

and dissenting in part.

Attorneys and Law Firms

*1294 Robert W. Adler, Natural Resources Defense
Council, Washington, D.C., for petitioner.

Daniel S. Goodman, U.S. Dept. ofJustice, Washington, D.C.,

for respondent.

*1295 Petition for Review of a Rule Promulgated by the
Environmental Protection Agency.

Before PREGERSON, FERGUSON, and O'SCANNLAIN,
Circuit Judges.

Opinion

FERGUSON, Senior Circuit Judge:

The Natural Resources Defense Councll ("NRDC")
challenges aspects of the Environmental Protection Agency's
("EPA") recent Clean Water Act storm water discharge

rule. 1 NRDC argues that the deadlines contained in the rule
and the scope of its coverage are unlawful under section
402(/), (p) of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1342(/), (p).
We grant partial relief

I. BACKGROUND

In 1972 Congress enacted significant amendments to the

Clean Water Act ("CWA"), 2 33 U. S .C. §§ 1251-1387
(1988), "to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and
biological integrity of the Nation's waters." 33 U.S.C. §
1251(a). One major focus of the CWA is the control of
"point source" pollution. A "point source" is "any discernible,

confined and discrete conveyance, including but not limited
to any pipe, ditch, channel ... from which pollutants are
or may be discharged." 33 U.S.C. § 1362(14). The CWA
also established the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System ("NPDES"), requiring permits for any discharge of
pollutants from a point source pursuant to section 402 of the
CWA, 33 U.S.C. § 1342. The CWA empowers EPA or an
authorized state to conduct an NPDES permitting program.
33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)-(b). Under the program, as long as
the permit issued contains conditions that implement the
requirements of the CWA, the EPA may issue a permit for
discharge of any pollutant. 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).

This case involves runoff from diffuse sources that eventually

passes through storm sewer systems and is thus subject to the

NPDES permit program. See National Pollutant Discharge
EliminatiOn System Permit Application Regulations for
Storm Water Discharges; Application Deadlines, 56 Fed.Reg.

56,548 (1991). One recent study concluded that pollution
from such sources, including runoff from urban areas,
construction sites, and agricultural land, is now a leading

cause of water quality impairment. 55 Fed.Reg. at 47,991. 3

A. Efforts to Regulate Storm Water Discharge.

Following the enactment of the CWA amendments in 1972,
EPA promulgated NPDES permit regulations exempting a
number of classes of point sources, including uncontaminated

storm water discharge, on the basis of "administrative
infeasibility," i.e., the extraordinary administrative burden
imposed on EPA should it have to issue permits for possibly
millions of point sources of runoff. Natural Resources

WestLawNexr © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. GovernMent Works.
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Defense Council v. Cost le, 568 F.2d 1369, 1372 & n. 5, 1377

(D.C.Cir.1977). NRDC *1296 challenged the exemptions.
Relying on the language of the statute, its legislative
history and precedent, the D.C. Circuit held that the EPA
Administrator did not have the authority to create categorical
exemptions from regulation. Id. at 1379. However, the court
acknowledged the agency's discretion to shape permits in
waysnot-inconsistent-with-the-clear terms of the Act." Id.
at 1382.

Following this litigation, EPA promulgated regulations
covering storm water discharges in 1979, 1980 and 1984. 56
Fed.Reg. 56,548. NRDC challenged various aspects of these
rules both at the administrative level as well as in the courts.

Recognizing both the environmental threat posed by

storm water runoff4 and EPA's problems in implementing

regulations, 5 Congress passed the Water Quality Act of

1987 6 containing amendments to the CWA ("the 1987
amendments"), portions of which set up a new scheme
for regulation of storm water runoff. Section 402(p), as
amended, established deadlines by which certain storm water

dischargers must apply for permits, the EPA or states must act

on permits and dischargers must implement their permits. See

Appendix A. The Act also set up a moratorium on permitting
requirements for most storm water discharges, which ends on

October 1, 1992. There are five exceptions that are required
to obtain permits before that date:

(A) A discharge with respect to which a permit has been
issued under this section before February 4, 1987.

(B) A discharge associated with industrial activity.

(C) A discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer
system serving a population of 250,000 or more.

(D) A discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer
system serving a population of 100,000 or more but less than

250,000.

(E) A discharge for which the Administrator or the State, ...
determines that the storm water discharge contributes to
a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant
contributor of pollutants to the waters of the United States.

CWA § 402(p)(2); 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(2).

Section 402(p) also outlines an incremental or "phase-in"
approach to issuance of storm water discharge permits. The
purpose of this approach was to allow EPA and the states

to focus their attention on the most serious problems first.
133 Cong.Rec. 991 (1987). Section 402(p) requires EPA to
promulgate rules regulating permit application procedures in
a staggered fashion.

Responding to the 1987 amendments requiring the EPA
to issue permit application requirements for storm water
discharges associated with industrial activities and large
municipalities, the EPA issued final rules on November 16,
1990, almost two years after its deadline ("the November
1990 rule"). 55 Fed.Reg. at 47,990. EPA issued amended
rules on March 21, 1991 ("the March 1991 rule"). 56 Fed.Reg.

at 12,098. It is to portions of these rules that NRDC objects.

B. Jurisdiction.

We have jurisdiction pursuant to CWA § 509(b)(1), 33 V.S.C.

§ 1369(b)(1). Section 509(b)(1) describes six types of actions

by the EPA administrator that are subject to review in the
court of appeals. Although the parties do not specify the
section upon which they rely, § 509(b)(1)(F), 33 U.S.C. §
1369(b)(1)(F) allows the court to review *1297 the issuance
or denial of a permit under CWA § 402, 33 U.S.C. § 1342.
The court also has the power to review rules that regulate the

underlying permit procedures. NRDC v. EPA, 656 F.2d 768,
775 (D.C.Cir.1981); cf. E.I,DuPont de Nemours & Co. v.
Train, 430 U.S. 112, 136, 97 S.Ct. 965, 979, 51 L.Ed.2d 204
(1977). NRDC filed timely petitions for review of the final
rules at issue here pursuant to CWA § 509(b)(1), 33 U.S.C.
1369(b)(1).

C. Standing.

Any "interested person" may seek review of designated
actions of the EPA Administrator. 33 U.S.C. § 1369(b)
(1). This court has held that the injury-in-fact rule for
standing of Sierra Club v. Morton, 405 U.S. 727, 733,
92 S.Ct. 1361, 1365, 31 L.Ed.2d 636 (1972) covers the
"interested person" language. Trustees for Alaska v. EPA,
749 F.2d 549, 554 (9th Cir.1984) (adopting the analysis in
Montgomery Environmental Coalition v. Costle, 646 F.2d
568, 578 (D.C.Cir.1980)). A petitioner under Sierra Club
must suffer adverse affects to her economic interests or
lalesthetic and environmental well-being." Sierra Club,
405 U.S. at 734, 92 S.Ct. at 1366. Intervenors are various
industry and trade groups subject to regulation under the
rules at issue. NRDC claims, inter alia, that EPA has delayed

unlawfully promulgation of storm water regulations and
that its regulations, as published, inadequately control storm

water contaminants. NRDC's allegations and the potential
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economic impact of the rules on the intervenors satisfy the
broad standing requirement applicable here.

II. DISCUSSION

A. Standard of Review.

5 U.S.C. § 706(2)(A) (1988)authonzes the court-to "sel aside
agency action ... found to be ... arbitrary, capricious, an abuse

of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law." Under

this standard a court must find a "rational connection between

the facts found and the choice made." Sierra Pacific Indus.,
866 F.2d 1099, 1105 (9th Cir.1989) (citing Motor Vehicle
Mfrs. Assin v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29, 43,

103 S.Ct. 2856, 2866, 77 L.Ed.2d 443 (1983)). The court must

decide whether the agency considered the relevant factors and

whether there has been a clear error of judgment. Citizens to
Preserve Overton Park, Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402, 416, 91
S.Ct. 814, 823, 28 L.Ed.2d 136 (1971).

On questions of statutory construction, courts must carry
out the unambiguously expressed intent of Congress. If a
statute is "silent or ambiguous with respect to the specific
issue, the question for the court is whether the agency's
answer is based on a permissible construction of the statute."
Chevron USA. Inc. v. Natural Resources Defense Council
Inc., 467 U.S. 837, 843, 104 S.Ct. 2778, 2782, 81 L.Ed.2d
694 (1984). Congress may leave an explicit gap, thus
delegating legislative authority to an agency subject to the
arbitrary and capricious standard. Id. at 843-44, 104 S.Ct.
at 2781-82. If legislative delegation is implicit, courts must
defer to an agency's statutory interpretation as long as it is
reasonable. Id. at 844, 104 S.Ct. at 2782. This is because
an agency has technical expertise as well as the authority to

reconcile conflicting policies. See id. Nevertheless, questions
of congressional intent that can be answered with "traditional
tools of statutory construction" are still firmly within the
province of the courts. INS v. Cardoza-Fonseca, 480 U.S.
421, 447-48, 107 S.Ct. 1207, 1221, 94 L.Ed.2d 434 (1987).

B. EPA's Extension of Statutory Deadlines.

1. Background.

NRDC challenges EPA's extension of certain statutory
deadlines in the November 1990 and March 1991 rules.
The statutory, scheme calls for EPA to consider permit
applications from the most serious sources of pollutants
first: industrial dischargers and large municipal separate

storm sewer systems ("large systems"). 7 The statute required

EPA to establish regulations *1298 for permit application
requirements for these two groups by February 4, 1989; to
receive applications for permits one year later, February 4,
1990; and to approve or deny the permits by February 4, 1991.

Permittees may be given up to three years to comply with
their permits. CWA § 402(p)(4)(A), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(4)
(A). Medium sized municipal separate storm sewer systems
("medium systems") (those serving a population of 100,000
or more but less than 250,000) are on a similar schedule,
except that the deadlines are two years later. CWA § 402(p)
(4)(B), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(4)(B). The temporary statutory
exemption for all storm water sources expires on October 1,
1992. CWA § 402(p)(1), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(1). EPA states

that discharges from municipal separate storm sewer systems
serving a population ofunder 100,000 are to be regulated after

that date.

The EPA rules at issue changed the statutory deadlines as
follows:

Deadlines pursuant to

CWA § 402(p) 8

EPA

Deadlines 9

Discharge Deadline Deadline for Application
type to issue

rules
application and
approval of permits

deadlines

Industrial 2/4/89 2/4/90-applications due See below
2/4/91-approval due

Large municipal systems 2/4/89 2/4/90-application's due Part 1-
2/4/91-approval 11/18/91

Part 2-
11/16/92

Medium municipal systems 2/4/91 2/4/92-applications due Part 1-
2/4/93-approval due 5/18/92
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Individual
due 11/18/91

EPA Application Deadlines for "Industrial Activity" Dischargers

Group
Part 1-9/30/91; Part 2-10/1/92

As the chart illustrates, EPA made other elaborations on
the statutory scheme in addition to extending the deadlines.
Medium and large municipal systems and industrial

dischargers are now subject to a two-part application process.

55 Fed.Reg. at 48,072. The November 1990 rules allow
industrial dischargers to apply for either individual or group

permits. *1299 Id. at 48,066-67. The March 1991 rules
further extended the deadline for part 1 of the group industrial

discharger permits to September 30, 1991.10 56 Fed.Reg.
at 12,098. A final rule published on April 2, 1992 extended
the deadline for the part 2 group application for industrial
dischargers from May 18, 1992 to October 1, 1992. 57
Fed.Reg. at 11,394. The EPA rules at issue contain neither
deadlines for final EPA or state approval of permits nor
deadlines for compliance with the permit terms.

Seeking to compel the EPA to conform to the statutory
scheme, NRDC asks this court:

a) to declare unlawful EPA's failure to issue certain of the
storm water permitting regulations by February 4, 1989 and
EPA's extension of certain statutory deadlines;

b) to enjoin EPA from granting future extensions of the
deadlines;

c) to compel EPA to include deadlines for permit approval or
denial and permit compliance consistent with the statute; and

d) to compel EPA to require that medium and small municipal

systems meet the same deadlines as large systems.

2. Discussion.

a. Request for Declaratory Relief.

NRDC asks the court to (1) declare unlawful EPA's failure
to issue storm water permitting regulations by February 4,
1989; and (2) declare unlawful EPA's extension of deadlines
for submission of permit applications by large and medium
systems and individual industrial dischargers.

Part 2-
5/17/93

1 A request for declaratory relief-in a challenge-to an agency

action is ripe for review if the action at issue is final and
the questions involved are legal ones. Public Util. Dist. No.
1 v. Bonneville Power Admin., 947 F.2d 386, 390 n. 1 (9th
Cir.1991) (citations omitted), cert. denied, 503 U.S. 1004,
112 S.Ct. 1759, 118 L.Ed.2d 422 (1992). Here, the agency
regulations are final. See 55 Fed.Reg. at 47,990, 56 Fed.Reg.

at 12,096. The question of whether the EPA is bound by the
statutory scheme set by Congress is a legal one. The request
for declaratory relief is therefore ripe for consideration by this

court.

2 The granting of declaratory relief "rests in the sound
discretion of the [ ] court exercised in the public interest."
10A Charles A. Wright, Arthur R. Miller & Mary K. Kane,
Federal Practice & Civil Procedure § 2759, a 645 (1983).
The guiding principles are whether a judgment will clarify
and settle the legal relations at issue and whether it will
afford relief from the uncertainty and controversy giving rise

to the proceedings. McGraw-Edison Co. v. Preformed Line
Products Co., 362 F.2d 339, 342 (9th Cir.) (citing Borchard,
Declaratory Judgments 299 (2d ed. 1941)), cert. denied, 385
U.S. 919, 87 S.Ct. 229, 17 L.Ed.2d 143 (1966). A court
declaration delineates important rights and responsibilities
and can be "a message not only to the parties but also
to the public and has significant educational and lasting
importance." Bilbrey by Bilbrey v. Brown, 738 F.2d 1462,
1471 (9th Cir.1984). Because of the importance of the
interests and the principles at stake, we. grant declaratory
relief.

3 EPA does not have the authority to ignore unambiguous
deadlines set by Congress. Delaney v. EPA, 898 F.2d 687,
691 (9th Cir.), cert. denied, 498 U.S. 998, 111 S.Ct. 556,
112 L.Ed.2d 563 (1990). In arguing against injunctive relief,
EPA points to cases recognizing factors indicating that
equitable relief may be inappropriate. See, e.g., In re Barr
Laboratories, Inc., 930 F.2d 72, 74 (D.C.Cir.) (agency's
choice of priorities is an important factor in considering
whether to grant equitable relief), cert. denied, 502 U.S.
906, 112 S.Ct. 297, 116 L.Ed.2d 241 (1991); Natural
Resources Defense Council v. Train, 510 F.2d 692, 712
(D.C.Cir.1975) (court may need to give *1300 agency
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some leeway'due to budgetary commitments or technological
problems); Environmental Defense Fund v. Thomas, 627
F.Supp. 566, 569-70 (D.D.C.1986) (EPA's good faith is a
factor). None of these factors militates against an award of
declaratory relief. They do not grant an executive agency
the authority to bypass explicit congressional deadlines.
The deadlines are not aspirational-Congress set them and
expected compliance. See 132-Cong.Rec. 32,381-82-(remarks

of Senator Stafford, commenting on EPA delay and the
establishment of statutory deadlines as "outside dates.") This
court must uphold adherence to the law, and cannot condone
the failure of an executive agency to conform to express
statutory requirements. For these reasons, we grant NRDC's
request for declaratory relief. EPA's failure to abide by the
statutory deadlines is unlawful.

b. Request for Injunction.

NRDC asks the Court to enjoin the EPA from further
extensions for permit applications from municipal and
industrial dischargers. Injunctions are an extraordinary
remedy issued at a court's discretion when there is a
compelling need. 11 Charles A. Wright & Arthur R. Miller,
Federal Practice & Procedure § 2942, at 365, 368-69 (1973).

We decline to enjoin the EPA on discretionary grounds.

4 Injunctive relief could involve extraordinary supervision
by this court. Injunctive relief may be inappropriate where
it requires constant supervision. Id. at 376. At issue are
deadlines for the three major categories of dischargers,
each of which has a two-part application. The permitting
process will go on for several years. While recognizing the
importance of the interests involved, we nevertheless decline
to engage in the active management of such a remedy.

5 In this situation, we must operate on the assumption that an

agency will follow the dictates of Congress and the court. As
noted above, the EPA does not have the authority to predicate

future rules or deadlines in disagreement with this opinion.
See Allegheny General Hosp. v. NLRB, 608 F.2d 965, 970
(3rd Cir.1979). We presume that the EPA will duly perform
its statutory duties. See Upholstered Furniture Action Council

v. California Bureau of Home Furnishing, 442 F.Supp. 565,
568 (E.D.Ca1.1977) (three judge court). Because we decline
to take on potentially extensive supervision of the EPA,
Congress may need to find other ways to ensure compliance

if the agency is recalcitrant.

c. Deadlines for Permit Approval and Compliance.

NRDC requests that the court compel EPA to revise the rules
to include deadlines for permit approval or denial and permit
compliance consistent with the statute. Section 402(p)(4)(A)
calls for the EPA to issue or deny permits for industrial and
large municipalities by February 4, 1991, which is one year
after the applications are submitted, and states that lalny
such permit shall provide for compliance as expeditiously
as practicable, but in no event later than 3 years after the'
date of the issuance of such permit." CWA § 402(p)(4)(A),
33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(4)(A). The statute sets out a similar
schedule for medium municipalities, except that the deadlines

are two years later. CWA § 402(p)(4)(B), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)

(4)(B).

6 The regulations promulgated by the EPA contain neither
final approval deadlines nor compliance deadlines for
industrial dischargers or medium and large municipalities.
55 Fed.Reg. at 48,072. By failing to regulate final approval
and compliance, EPA has omitted a key component of the
statutory scheme. To ensure adherence to the statutory time
frame, especially in the face of deadlines already missed, the

regulated community must be informed of these deadlines.
EPA's failure to include these important deadlines is an
arbitrary and capricious exercise of its responsibility to issue
regulations pursuant to the statute.

We see no need for additional delay while supplemental
regulations are issued. Given the extraordinary delays already

encountered, EPA must avoid further delay. *1301 The
regulations should inform the regulated community of the

statute's outside dates for compliance. 11 See CWA § 402(p)
(4)(A)-(B), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(4)(A)-(B).

d. Timeline for Small and Medium Systems.

7 The parties disagree on when small systems (those serving

a population of less than 100,000) should be regulated.
As noted above, the temporary statutory exemption for
all storm water sources expires on October 1, 1992. The
statute requires EPA to establish a comprehensive program
to regulate point sources subject to the moratorium, such as
small municipalities, by that date. CWA § 401(p)(1), (6), 33

U.S.C. § 1342(p)(1), (6).

Pointing to a perceived statutory gap, NRDC argues that
small systems should be subject to the same permitting
schedule applicable to medium systems, to assure that they
are regulated when the permitting moratorium ends on
October 1, 1992. However, the plain language of the statute
prohibits this. Section 402(p)(1) forbids requiring a permit for
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entities not listed as exceptions (such as small municipalities)

before October 1, 1992. Yet the deadline for part 1 of the
application for medium systems is currently May 18, 1992.
55 Fed.Reg. at 48,072.

Even if NRDC is correct that EPA is not proceeding so that
regulations will be in place on October 1, 1992, we cannot
ignore the plain language of the statute by adopting NRDC's

solution. The CWA does not require regulation of such
systems prior to expiration of the moratorium. We therefore
reject NRDC's proposal that small systems be put on the same

schedule as medium ones.

8 NRDC asks the court to put the medium systems
on the same schedule as the large systems, in order to
achieve closer compliance with the timeline set out in §
402(p)(4)(B). However, EPA's current schedule for medium
systems, although delayed, is still within the statutory scheme

in its relation to the schedule for large systems. That
is, Congress placed the medium systems on a staggered
permitting schedule to start two years after the large systems
and industrial users. The EPA schedule now has medium
municipal system applications due six months after the
applications for the large municipal systems. 55 Fed.Reg.
at 48,072. For this reason, the current deadline for medium
municipalities does not appear to be unreasonable despite the

unlawful delay.

C. Exclusion of Certain Sources from Regulation.

1. Definition of "Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
System."

Section 402(p) refers to "municipal separate storm sewer
system[s] serving a population" of a specified size. CWA §
402(p)(2)(C), (D), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(2)(C), (D). NRDC
contends that EPA's definition of this term violates the plain
language of the statute, fails to take into account the statutory

definition of the word "municipality" and is arbitrary and
capricious because the agency considered improper factors
when it defmed the term. All of this, according to NRDC,
results in an impermissible narrowing of the municipalities
covered by the first two rounds of permitting.

The 1987 amendments to the CWA did not contain definitions

of "municipal" or "separate storm sewer system," but the
CWA amendments enacted in 1972 defined "municipality" as

follows:

[e]xcept as otherwise specifically provided,
when used in this chapter .... (4) The term

"municipality" means a city, town, borough,
county, parish, district, association, or other
public body created by or pursuant to State
law and having jurisdiction over disposal of
sewage, industrial wastes, or other wastes, or
an Indian tribe or an authorized Indian tribal
organization, or a designated and approved
*7302 management agency under section

1288 of this title [33 U.S.C. § 1288].

33 U.S.C. § 1362.

In the November 1990 regulations, the EPA defined
"municipal separate storm sewer" as: "a conveyance or
system of conveyances ... [o]wned or operated by a State, city,

town, borough, county, parish, district, association or other
public body...." 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,065 (to be codified at 40
C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(8)). This definition echoes the language
of 33 U.S.C. § 1362(4). However, when defining large and
medium municipal separate storm sewer systems serving a
population of a specified size, EPA brought in other factors.

- 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,064 (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. § 1222.26(b)

(4), (7)). EPA defines medium and large separate storm sewer

systems using two main categories:

1) separate storm sewer systems located in an incorporated
place with the requisite population, and

2) separate storm sewer systems located in unincorporated,
urbanized portions of counties containing the requisite

- population (as listed in Appendices H and I to the
rule), excluding those municipal separate sewers located
in incorporated places, townships or towns within such

counties. 12 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,064. NRDC opposes this
defmition for municipal separate storm sewer systems for the
reasons explained below.

First, NRDC argues that according to the definitional
section cited above and principles of statutory construction,
general definitions apply wherever the defmed term appears
elsewhere in the law. -See 33 U.S.C. § 1362 ("[e]xcept
as otherwise specifically provided" the definitions apply
throughout the act); Sierra Club v. Clark, 755 F.2d 608, 613
(8th Cir.1985). NRDC argues that the scope of the statutory
definition of "municipality" in 33 U.S.C. § 1362(4) and the
scope of the phrase "municipal separate storm sewer system

serving a population" are the same. NRDC thus proposes that

the correct defmition is a system of conveyances owned or
operated by the full range of entities described at 33 U.S.C.
§ 1362(4), (cities, towns, etc.) with populations within the
ranges designated at § 402(p)(2), i.e., 250,000 or more for
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large systems and between 100,000 and 250,000 for medium

systems.

However, we do not believe that -the entire phrase used in
the act, "municipal separate storm sewer system serving a
population of [a specified size]" can be equated with the
term "municipality" in the manner that NRDC proposes. The

act contains no defmition of either "system" or "serving a
population." The word "system" is particularly ambiguous in

the context of storm sewers. 13 We therefore agree with EPA

that there is no single, plain meaning for the disputed words.

Because the term is ambiguous, we must look first to
whether Congress addressed the issue in another way. See
Abourezk v. Reagan, 785 F.2d 1043, 1053 (D.C.Cir.1986)
( " [i]f the court finds that Congress had a specific intent ...,
the court stops there and enforces that intent regardless
of the agency's interpretation") (citing Chevron U.S.A. Inc.
v. Natural Resources Defense Council Inc., 467 U.S. 837,
842-43 & n. 9, 104 S.Ct. 2778, 2781 & n. 9, 81 L.Ed.2d
694 (1984)), affd by an equally divided court, 484 U.S. 1,
108 S.Ct. 252, 98 L.Ed.2d 1 (1987). The legislative history
is not illuminating. Although it explains that a purpose of the

permitting scheme was to attack the most serious sources of

discharge first, 14 this general goal is not helpful in discerning

the specific meaning of "municipal separate storm sewer
system serving a population." Without clear guidance from
Congress, we turn to the agency's justifications *1303 for its
choices in the face of NRDC's objections.

NRDC claims that EPA's defmition is arbitrary and capricious

because EPA considered improper factors, including its own
work load, the incorporation status of municipalities, and
urban density. "[A]n agency rule would be arbitrary and
capricious if the agency has relied on factors which Congress

has not intended it to consider, entirely failed to consider an
important aspect of the problem, offered an explanation for its

decision that runs counter to the evidence before the agency,
or is so implausible that it could not be ascribed to a difference

in view or the product of agency expertise." Motor Vehicle
Mfrs. Ass'n v. State Farm Mut. Auto Ins., 463 U.S. 29, 43, 103

S.Ct 2856, 2866, 77 L.Ed.2d 443 (1983).

EPA's final definition took into account many issues and
concerns of the regulated community. See 55 Fed.Reg. at
48,039. EPA considered eight different options for defining
large and medium municipal separate storm sewer systems.
55 Fed.Reg. at 48,038-43. EPA considered focusing on
ownership or operation of a system by an incorporated
place, but found that this approach did not take into

account systems operated by flood control districts, state
transportation systems, or concerns relating to watershed
management. It instead fashioned a multi-faceted approach.
This choice of approach is not unreasonable.

NRDC challenges EPA's consideration of incorporation as
a factor. It claims that limiting regulation to incorporated
places of the appropriate size excludes portions of 378
counties that contain over 100,000 people. NRDC essentially

contends that because counties are a type of municipality,
storm water conveyances in all counties with populations over

100,000 should come within the definition of either medium
or large municipal separate storm sewer systems. We have
already rejected NRDC's claim that the definition of regulated

"systems" must include conveyances in all "municipalities."

EPA's use of incorporation as a factor is not arbitrary
and capricious or inconsistent with the statute. The agency
proceeded on the reasonable assumption that cities possess
the police powers needed effectively to control land use
within their borders. See 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,039, 48,043.
The first major category within the definition of regulated
"systems," municipal separate storm sewers located within
incorporated places having the requisite population, is

reasonable.

NRDC questions EPA's second major category, which covers
storm sewers located in unincorporated urbanized areas
of counties with the designated population, but excludes
conveyances located in incorporated places with populations
under 100,000 within those counties. The exclusion, however,

has a legitimate statutory basis. The statute prohibits EPA
from requiring permits for systems serving under 100,000
persons prior to October 1, 1992. CWA § 402(0(1), 33 U.S.C.

§ 1342(p)(1). EPA reasonably concluded that conveyances
within small incorporated places should be considered parts
of small systems limited to those incorporated places,
rather than parts of larger systems serving whole counties.
EPA's definition attempts to capture population centers
of over 100,000' (by including urbanized, unincorporated
areas) without violating the congressional stricture against
regulation of areas with populations under 100,000 (thus
excluding incorporated areas of less than 100,000 within a
county).

In arriving at its definition of "municipal separate storm sewer

systems serving" a designated population, EPA investigated
numerous options and considered comments from a range of
viewpoints. We find "a rational connection between the facts
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found and the choices made." Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass'n, 463

U.S. at 43, 103 S.Ct. at 2866.

NRDC objects to EPA's use of 1980 census data and EPA's
definition of urban density. While it appears that NRDC has
solid arguments as to why it would be preferable to use
1990 census figures and adopt its method of determining
urban density, our role is not to determine whether EPA
has chosen the best among all possible *1304 methods.
We can only determine if its choices are rational. EPA
chose the 1980 census data because it was the most widely
available decennial census data at the time of rule formulation

and promulgation. Neither this choice nor its use of the
Census Bureau's defmition of urbanized area is arbitrary and

capricious.

EPA took agency work load into account in arriving at
its definition. 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,039. NRDC objects on
the basis that Congress considered the issue of work load
when it developed the "phase-in" approach and allowed
permit applications on a system- or jurisdiction-wide basis.
However, this broad congressional scheme does not prohibit
further consideration of EPA's work load as one among many

factors in its attempt to fashion a workable program.

9 In summary, NRDC's argument that the phrase "municipal

separate storm sewer system serving a population" has the
plain meaning NRDC proposes is not persuasive. Although
EPA's definition in the face of the statute's ambiguity is
complex, if not convoluted, it is not arbitrary and capricious,
and we therefore reject NRDC's request that the definition be

declared invalid.

2. EPA Exemption for Light Industry.

10 NRDC challenges the portion of the EPA rule excluding
various types of "light industry" from the defmition of
"discharge associated with industrial activity."

Under CWA § 402(p)(2)(B), a "discharge associated with
industrial activity" is an exception to the permit moratorium.
In the November rule, EPA modified the statutory scheme
by drawing distinctions among light and heavy industry
and considering actual exposure to industrial materials.
Although the statute does not define "associated with
industrial activity," the EPA definition excludes industries
it considers more comparable to retail, commercial or
service industries. The excluded categories are manufacturers

of pharmaceuticals, paints, varnishes, lacquers, enamels,
machinery, computers, electrical equipment, transportation
equipment, glass products, fabrics, furniture, paper board,

food processors, printers, jewelry, toys and tobacco products.
55 Fed.Reg. at 48,008. These types of facilities need apply
for permits only if certain work areas or actual materials are
exposed to storm water. Id. EPA justifies these exemptions
on the assumption that most of the activity at these types of
manufacturers takes place indoors, and that emissions from
stacks, use of unhoused manufacturing equipment, outside
material-storage or disposalTand generation of-large-amounts

of dust and particles will all be minimal. 55 Fed.Reg. at
48,008.

Thus, EPA considers actual exposure to certain materials or
stormwater for the light industry categories, but does not
consider actual exposure for the other industrial categories.
After careful review of the statutory language and the record,
we conclude that this distinction is impermissible.

We note that the language "discharges associated with
industrial activity" is very broad. The operative word
is "associated." It is not necessary that storm water be
contaminated or come into direct contact with pollutants; only

association with any type of industrial activity is necessary.

There is a brief discussion of the issue in the legislative
history: "[a] discharge is associated with industrial activity
if it is directly related to manufacturing, processing or raw
materials storage areas at an industrial plant. Discharges
which do not meet this definition include those discharges
associated with parking lots and administrative and employee

buildings." 133 Cong.Rec. 985 (1987); see also 132

Cong.Rec. 31,968 (1986) (same). EPA argues that the words
"directly related" indicate Congress's intent to require permits

for only those materials that come in contact with industrial
materials. See 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,007. However, the examples

given-parking lots and administrative buildings-indicate that
the intent was to exclude only those facilities or parts of a
facility that are completely non-industrial.

EPA's definition follows the language quoted above: "Storm
water discharge associated with industrial activity means the

*1305 discharge from any conveyance which is used for
collecting and conveying stormwater and which is directly
related to manufacturing, processing or raw materials storage

areas at an industrial plant." 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(14).
EPA applies this definition differently depending on type
of industry. EPA bases its regulation of industrial activity
on Standard Industrial Classification ("SIC") categories. For
most of the industrial SIC categories (identified at 40 C.F.R.

§ 122.26(b)(i-x)), the EPA definition includes all stormwater

discharges from plant yards, access roads and rail lines,
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material handling sites, storage and disposal sites, shipping
and receiving areas, and manufacturing buildings. 40 C.F.R.
§ 122.26(b)(14). However, for. the "light industry" categories

identified in 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(14)(xi), stonnwater must
be actually exposed to raw materials, by-products, waste, etc.,

before permitting is required.

EPA justifies this difference on the ground that for "light
industry," industrial activity will take place indoors, and that
generation of large amounts of particles and emissions will
be minimal. There is nothing in the record submitted to the
Court however, which supports this assumption. See, e.g., 55
Fed.Reg. at 48,008. Without supportable facts, we are unable
to rely on our usual assumption that the EPA has rationally
exercised the duties delegated to it by Congress. To exempt
these industries from the normal permitting process based
on an unsubstantiated assumption about the this group of
facilities is arbitrary and capricious.

In addition, by designating these light industries as a group
that need only apply for permits if actual exposure occurs,
EPA impermissibly alters the statutory scheme. The statute
did set up a similar approach for oil, gas, and mining
industries. However, no other classes of industrial activities
are subject to the more lenient "actual exposure" test. To
require actual exposure entirely shifts the burden in the
permitting scheme. Most industrial facilities will have to
apply for permits and show the EPA or state that they
are in compliance. Light industries will be relieved from
applying for permits unless actual exposure occurs. The
permitting scheme then will work only if these facilities self-

report, or the EPA searches out the sources and shows that
exposure is occurring. We do not know the likelihood of
either self-reporting or EPA inspection and monitoring of
light industries, and the regulations appear to contemplate
neither for these industries. For this reason, the proposed
regulation is also arbitrary and capricious.

In conclusion, we hold that the rule for light industries is
arbitrary and capricious, vacate the rule, and remand for
further proceedings.

3. Exclusion of Construction Sites of Less than Five
Acres.

11 NRDC challenges the exemption for construction sites
of less than five acres. EPA concedes that the construction
industry should be subject to storm water permitting because
at a high level of intensity, construction is equivalent
to other regulated industrial activities. 55 Fed.Reg. at
48,033. Construction sites can pollute with soil sediments,

phosphorus, nitrogen, nutrients from fertilizers, pesticides,
petroleum products, construction chemicals and solid wastes.
Id. EPA states that such substances can be toxic to aquatic
organisms, and affect water used for drinking and recreation.
Id.

Following its characterization of construction sites as suitable

for regulation, EPA defined its task as determining "an
acreage limit [ ] appropriate for identifying sites that amount

are (sic) to industrial activity." 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,036. EPA
originally proposed regulations that exempted operations
that disturb less than one acre of land and 'are not part
of a common plan of development or sale. 55 Fed.Reg.
at 48,035-36. In response to comments by the regulated
community about the administrative burden presented by
the regulation, EPA increased the exemption to five acres.
55 Fed.Reg. at 48,036. EPA also noted that larger sites
will involve heavier equipment for removing vegetation and
bedrock than smaller sites. Id. at 48,036.

*1306 We find that EPA's rationale for increasing the limit
from one to five acres inadequate and therefore arbitrary and
capricious. EPA cites no information to support its perception

that construction activities on less than five acres are non-
industrial in nature.

12 EPA also claims agency power, inherent in statutory
schemes, to make categorical exemptions when the result is
de minimis. Alabama Power Co. v. Costle, 636 F.2d 323, 360

(D.C.Cir.1979). However, if construction activity is industrial

in nature, and EPA concedes that it is, EPA is not free
to create exemptions from permitting requirements for such
activity. See Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v.
Costle, 568 F.2d 1369, 1377 (D.C.Cir.1977) (once Congress
has delineated an area that requires permits, EPA is not free
to create exemptions).

Further; we find the de minimis principle inapplicable
here. The de minimis exemption is only available where
a regulation would "yield a gain of trivial or no value."
Alabama Power Co., supra, at 361. Because of the lack of
data, we cannot know whether exempting sites of less than
five acres will indeed have only a de minimis effect.

The de minimis concept is based on the principle that the
law does not concern itself with trifling matters. Id. at 360.
We question its applicability in a situation such as this where
the gains from application of the statute are being weighed
against administrative burdens to the regulated community.
See id. at 366-361 (implied authority to make cost-benefit
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decisions must derive from statute, and not general de minimis

doctrine).

Further, EPA's claim that the five-acre exemption is de
minimis is contradicted by the admission that even small
construction sites can have a significant impact on local water
quality. The EPA acknowledges. that "[o]ver a short period
of time, construction sites can contribute more sediment to
streams than was previously deposited over several decades."
55 Fed.Reg. at 48,033. Without data supporting the expanded
exemption, we owe no deference to EPA's line-drawing. We
thus hold that EPA's choice of a five-acre limit is arbitrary
and capricious, invalidate that portion of the rule exempting
construction sites of five acres or less from permitting
requirements, and remand for further proceedings.

4. Exemption for oil and gas activities.

The 1987 amendments created an exemption from the permit
requirement for uncontaminated runoff from mining, oil
and gas facilities. See Appendix, CWA § 402(1 )(2), 33
U.S.C. §§ 1342(1 )(2). Section 402(1 )(2) states that a permit
is not required for discharges of storm water runoff from
mining, oil or gas operations composed entirely of flows
from conveyance systems used for collecting precipitation
runoff and "which are not contaminated by contact with, or
do not come into contact with any overburden, raw material,
intermediate products, finished product, byproduct, or waste
products". NRDC claims that the November 1990 rule sets up

an impermissible standard for determining contamination at
oil and gas facilities. The relevant portion of the rule states
that at these facilities, an operator is not required to submit a
permit application unless the facility has had a discharge of a

reportable quantity 15 since November 1987, or contributes to

a violation of a water quality standard. 55 Fed.Reg. 48,067 (to

be codified at 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(c)(1)(iii)). A facility which
has had a release of oil or a hazardous substance in excess
of RQs since *1307 1987 must submit a permit application.
Id.; 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,029-30.

NRDC claims that oil and gas operations should be subject

to the stricter standards which apply to mining operations. 16

It also objects to EPA's use of RQs as the only test
for contamination of runoff from oil and gas storm water
dischargers, claiming it is inconsistent with the legislative
history. We conclude that the legislative history does not
support NRDC's position.

The conference report states:

[P]ermits are not required where stormwater
runoff is diverted around mining operations
or oil and gas operations and does not
come in contact with overburden, raw
material, product, or process wastes. In
addition, where stormwater runoff is not
contaminated by contact with such materials,
as determined by the administrator, permits
are also not required. With respect to

oil or grease or hazardous substances,
the determination of whether stonnwater
is "contaminated by contact with" such
materials, as established by the Administrator,

shall take into consideration whether these
materials are present in such stormwater
runoff in excess of reportable quantities under
section 311 of the Clean Water Act ..., or in
the case of mining operations, above natural
background levels.

H.R.Rep. No. 1004, 99th Cong., 2d Sess., at 151 (emphasis
added).

13 Thus, the EPA Administrator has discretion to determine

whether or not storm water runoff at an oil, gas or mining
operation is contaminated with two types of materials: (1)
overburden, raw material, product, or process wastes and
(2) oil, grease or hazardous substances. The report sets out
factors for the Administrator to consider in determining
contamination for the latter group of pollutants.

NRDC first claims that because section 402(0(2) treats
oil, gas and mining together, the EPA rule must do the
same. NRDC's second objection is based on its interpretation

of the language in the conference report. Because the
conference report lists RQs as only one factor to be taken into
consideration, NRDC insists EPA cannot make it the only
factor to measure contamination for oil and gas facilities.

Both of these arguments must fail in light of the conference
report, which gives the Administrator discretion to determine
when contamination has occurred with respect to the
substances listed in the statute, i.e., overburden, raw
materials, waste products, etc. See CWA § 402(0(2). The
conference report states that the Administrator shall take
certain factors into account, but the report is clear that the
determination of whether storm water is contaminated is
within the Administrator's discretion.
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NRDC argues that the remarks of certain congressmen during

congressional debate show that the mining, oil, and gas
exemptions were to apply only if the discharges were entirely

free of contaminants. We find these examples less persuasive

than the clear language of the conference report. Moreover,
in light of the discretion granted the Administrator in the
conference report, we cannot say that the rule as promulgated

is an arbitrary and capricious exercise of that discretion.

NRDC also contends that Congress intended that EPA
consider reportable quantities only in determining if a
discharge is contaminated with oil, grease, or hazardous
substances. Other pollutants, according to NRDC, must be
found to contaminate the discharge if they exceed background

levels.

EPA did not, in fact, limit itself to reportable quantities
in determining which oil or gas facilities must apply for a
permit. The rule requires a permit for any facility which
"[c]ontributes to a violation of a water quality standard."
40 C.F.R. § 122.26(c)(1)(iii)(C). This requirement addresses
contamination with substances other than oil and hazardous
substances. We find no support in the statute or the
legislative history for NRDC's claim that, with respect
*1308 to these substances, levels above background must

be considered "contamination." The conference report quoted

above requires consideration of background levels of any
pollutant only with respect to mining operations.

D. Lack of Controls for Municipal Storm Water
Discharge.

14 NRDC contends that EPA has failed to establish
substantive controls for municipal storm water discharges as
required by the 1987 amendments. Because Congress gave
the administrator discretion to determine what controls are
necessary, NRDC's argument fails.

Prior to 1987, municipal storm water dischargers were subject

to the same substantive control requirements as industrial
and other types of storm water. In the 1987 amendments,
Congress retained the existing, stricter controls for industrial

storm water dischargers but prescribed new controls for
municipal storm water discharge. CWA § 402(p)(3)(A), (B),

33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(A)-(B). The Act states that permits
for discharges from municipal storm sewers:

(i) may be issued on a system- or jurisdiction-wide basis;

(ii) shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-
storm water discharges into the storm sewers; and

(iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including
management practices, control techniques and system, design
and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the
Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the
control of such pollutants.

Section 402(p)(3)(B), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B) (emphasis
added).

NRDC charges that the EPA regulations accomplish neither
of the goals above, i.e., they do not effectively prohibit
non-storm water discharges nor do they require the controls
described in ¶ (iii), above. NRDC argues that Congress
granted the moratorium precisely to give EPA the opportunity

to develop new, substantive standards for storm water
control of municipal sources and instead EPA wrote vague
regulations containing no minimum criteria or performance

standards. 17 However, the language in ¶ (iii), above, requires

the Administrator or a state to design controls. Congress
did not mandate a minimum standards approach or specify
that EPA develop minimal performance requirements. NRDC

also claims that the testing requirements are inadequate
because there is only limited sampling at a limited number
of sites. However, we must defer to EPA on matters such as
this, where EPA has supplied a reasoned explanation of its
choices. See 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,049.

NRDC's argument that the EPA rule is inadequate cannot
prevail in the face of the clear statutory language and our
standard of review. Congress could have written a statute
requiring stricter standards, and it did not. We therefore reject

NRDC's argument that EPA's storm water control regulations

fail to comply with the statute. 18

E. Lack of Notice and Comment on the Approval of Part
1 of Industrial Group Storm Water Applications.

NRDC objects to the lack of opportunity for notice and
comment before EPA approval of part 1 of group applications

for industrial dischargers. Each member of a proposed group

must submit part 1 of the application. 19 If EPA approves
part 1, only *1309 a small subset of the member facilities
need submit part 2 of the application. 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,072
(to be codified at 40 C.F.R. 122.26(e)(2)). NRDC claims that

because approval of part 1 waives the requirement of filing
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part 2 for most members of a group, EPA's decision on part 1

is equivalent to a "rule" requiring notice and comment from
the public. The issue thus presented is whether EPA's decision

on a part 1 group permit application is a "rule" as defined

in 5 U.S.C. § 551(4) (1988)20 requiring public notice and
opportunity to comment under 5 U.S.C. § 553 (1988), or is
otherwise subject to the notice and comment requirement.

Because approval of a part 1 application is essentially a
factual determination, we hold that EPA's group' permit
application process for industrial dischargers is not invalid by

its failure to provide for notice and comment.

III. CONCLUSION

15 NRDC argues that approval or disapproval of a part 1
application requires public comment because it has "general
applicability" pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 551(4) and because
it will have a "palpable effect" in that it will relieve the
majority of entities in the group from submitting data in
part 2 of the application. NRDC cites NRDC v. EPA, 683
F.2d 752 (3rd Cir.1982) and Council of Southern Mountains,
Inc. v. Donovan, 653 F.2d 573 (D.C.Cir.1981) in support
of its argument. Both cases involved the postponement of
regulations. See NRDC, 683 F.2d at 753-54, 764 (indefinite
postponement of effective ,clate of final amendments to
regulations dealing with the discharge of toxic pollutants
requires notice and comment because it has a substantial
impact on the public and the industry); Council of Southern
Mountains, Inc., 653 F.2d at 575, 580 n. 28 (deferral of
implementation of regulations requiring coal operators to
supply life-saving equipment ordinarily would require notice
and comment because it has a "palpable effect" upon the
industry and the public).

We find these cases to be distinguishable. Both involve
the postponement of rules of general applicability to an
entire industry, or to a large class of pollutants. In contrast,
although the part 1 application process will relieve some
entities from the need to furnish further data, the decision
is specific to a particular permit application and approval
of a preliminary application will not implement, interpret or
prescribe any general law or policy pursuant to 5 U.S.C. §
551(4). Rulemaking ordinarily involves "broad judgments,
legislative in nature rather than the resolution of a particular
dispute of facts." Washington Utilities & Transportation
Com'n v. Federal Communication Commission, 513 F.2d
1142, 1160 (9th Cir.1975), cert. denied, 423 U.S. 836, 96
S.Ct. 62, 46 L.Ed.2d 54 (1975). The decision to approve a part

1 permit application, although it may affect a large number
of applicants, is nevertheless focused on a specific factual
question: whether the application adequately designates a
representative smaller group subject to the more extensive
data gathering requirements in part 2 of the application.
See 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,028. Because the decision involves a
discrete, factual issue, the better view is that it is neither a rule

nor otherwise subject to the notice and comment requirement.

In summary, we grant and deny relief as follows:

1.. "Deadlines" issue. We grant the request for declaratory
relief and deny the request for injunctive relief. We deny the
request to place small, medium and large municipalities on
the same permitting schedule. We hold that EPA's failure
to include deadlines for permit approval or denial and
compliance consistent with CWA § 402(p) is arbitrary and
capricious.

2. Exclusion of Sources from Regulation. We uphold the
definition of "municipal *1310 separate storm sewers
serving a population." We hold that the exemption for
construction sites of less than five acres is arbitrary and
capricious and remand for further proceedings. Based on the
record before us, we vacate that portion of the rule regulating

"light industry" and remand for further proceedings.

3. Other issues. We uphold the rule as to oil and gas operations

and storm water control. We further hold that EPA approval
of part 1 of a group application for an industrial discharger is

not a rule requiring notice and comment from the public.

Petition for Review GRANTED IN PART and DENIED IN
PART.

APPENDIX A

CWA § 402, 33 USCA § 1342

(1) Limitation on permit requirement

..
(2) Stormwater runoff from oil, gas, and mining
operations

The Administrator shall not require a permit under this
section, nor shall the Administrator directly or indirectly
require any State to require a permit, for discharges of
stormwater runoff from mining operations or oil and gas
exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations
or transmission facilities, composed entirely of flows which
are from conveyances or systems of conveyances (including
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but not limited to pipes, conduits, ditches, and channels)
used for collecting and conveying precipitation runoff and
which are not contaminated by contact with, or do not come
into contact with, any overburden, raw material, intermediate
products, finished product, byproduct, or waste products
located on the site of such operations.

(ii) shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-
stormwater discharges into the storm sewers; and

(iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including
management practices, control techniques and system, design
and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the

(p) Municipal and industrial stormwater discharges

(1) General rule

Prior to October 1, 1992, the Administrator or the State (in
the case of a permit program- approved under this section)
shall not require a permit under this section for discharges
composed entirely of stormwater.

(2) Exceptions

Paragraph (1) shall not apply with respect to the following
stormwater discharges:

(A) A discharge with respect to which a permit has been
issued under this section before February 4, 1987.

(B) A discharge associated with industrial activity.

(C) A discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer
system serving a population of 250,000 or more.

(D) A discharge from a municipal separate storm sewer
system serving a population of 100,000 or more but less than

250,000 .

(E) A discharge for which the Administrator or the State, as
the case may be, determines that the stormwater discharge
contributes to a violation of a water quality standard or is a
significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the United
States.

(3) Permit requirements

(A) Industrial discharges

Permits for discharges associated with industrial activity shall

meet all applicable provisions of this section and section 1311

of this title.

(B) Municipal discharge

Permits for discharges from municipal storm sewers-

(i) may be issued on a system- or jurisdiction-wide basis;

Administrator or *1311 the State determines appropriate for
the control of such pollutants.

(4) Permit application requirements

(A) Industrial and large municipal discharges

Not later than 2 years after February 4, 1987, the
Administrator shall establish regulations setting forth the
permit application requirements for stormwater discharges
described in paragraphs (2)(B) and (2)(C). Applications for
permits for such discharges shall be filed no later than 3 years

after February 4, 1987. Not later than 4 years after February
4, 1987, the Administrator or the State, as the case may be,
shall issue or deny each such permit. Any such permit shall
provide for compliance as expeditiously as practicable, but in
no event later than 3 years after the date of issuance of such
permit.

(B) Other municipal discharges

Not later than 4 years after February 4, 1987, the
Administrator shall establish regulations setting forth the
permit application requirements for stormwater discharges
described in paragraph (2)(D). Applications for permits for
such discharges shall be filed no later than 5 years after
February 4, 1987. Not later than 6 years after February 4,
1987, the Administrator or the State, as the case may be, shall

issue or deny each such permit. Any such permit shall provide

for compliance as expeditiously as practicable, but in no event

later than 3 years after the date of issuance of such permit.

(5) Studies

The Administrator, in consultation with the States, shall
conduct a study for the purposes of-

(A) identifying those stormwater discharges or classes of
stormwater discharges for which permits are not required
pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2) of this subsection;

(B) determining, to the maximum extent practicable, the
nature and extent of pollutants in such discharges; and
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(C) establishing procedures and methods to control
stormwater discharges to the extent necessary to mitigate
impacts on water quality.

Not later than October 1, 1988, the Administrator shall submit

to Congress a report on the results of the study described in
subparagraphs (A) and (B). Not later than October 1, 1989,

I am not convinced that. the statute requires EPA to set
these deadlines as part of the permit application process. The
provision at issue reads, in relevant part:

(4) Permit application requirements

(A) Industrial and large municipal discharges

the Administrator shall submit to Congress a report on the
results of the study described in subparagraph (C).

(6) Regulations

Not later than October 1, 1992, the Administrator, in
consultation with State and local officials, shall issue
regulations (based on the results of the studies conducted
under paragraph (5)) which designate stormwater discharges,
other than those discharges described in paragraph (2), to
be regulated to protect water quality and shall establish
a comprehensive program to regulate such designated
sources. The program shall, at a minimum, (A) establish
priorities, (B) establish requirements for State stormwater
management programs, and (C) establish expeditious

deadlines. The program may include performance standards,

guidelines, guidance, and management practices and

treatment requirements, as appropriate.

O'SCANNLAIN, Circuit Judge, concurring in part and
dissenting in part:

I concur in Parts I, II.A, II.C.1, II.C.4, II.E, and much
of Part II.B of the majority opinion. I dissent from Part
II.B.2.c, directing EPA to issue supplemental regulations. I
dissent also from- Parts II.C.2 and II.C.3, in which the court

invalidates EPA's exclusion of storm water discharges from
certain light industrial and small construction sites from the
definition of "discharges associated with industrial activity."
Finally, I concur in the result, but not the reasoning, of
Part ED, holding that EPA has not acted unlawfully by
failing to include specific control requirements in the permit

application regulations.

* 1312 I

The majority holds that EPA has violated statutory

requirements by failing to set dates for approval of, and
compliance with, permits as part of its permit application
program. Ante at 1300. Despite the holding in Part II.B.2.b
that injunctive relief is inappropriate (with which I agree), the

majority in Part II.B.2.c orders EPA to issue supplemental
regulations setting such deadlines immediately.

Not later than 2 years after February 4, 1987, the
Administrator shall establish regulations setting forth the
permit application requirements for stormwater discharges
described in paragraphs (2)(B) and (2)(C). Applications for
permits for such discharges shall be filed no later than 3 years

after February 4, 1987. Not later than 4 years after February
4, 1987, the Administrator or the State, as the case may be,
shall issue or deny each such permit. Any such permit shall
provide for compliance as expeditiously as practicable, but in
no event later than 3 years after the date of issuance of such
permit.

(B) Other municipal discharges

Not later than 4 years after February 4, 1987, the

Administrator shall establish regulations setting forth the
permit application requirements for stormwater discharges
described in paragraph (2)(D). Applications for permits for
such discharges shall be filed no later than 5 years after
February 4, 1987. Not later than 6 years after February 4,
1987, the Administrator or the State, as the case may be, shall

issue or deny each such permit. Any such permit shall provide

for compliance as expeditiously as practicable, but in no event

later than 3 years after the date of issuance of such permit.

CWA § 402(p)(4); 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(4) (1988):

While the statute establishes a time line EPA must follow, it
does not, in my view, require that EPA include the deadline
for permit approval in the permit application regulations. I
agree that, given EPA's past delays and the fact that the
statutory dates for issuance or denial of permits are now long
past, it is appropriate for this court to declare that the statute
requires EPA to issue or deny permits within one year of the
application deadline. I do not, however, see that any purpose

is served by requiring EPA to issue supplemental regulations

setting out these deadlines, and I doubt our authority to do so.

With respect to compliance deadlines, the statute

contemplates that such deadlines will be set in individual
permits as they are issued. See CWA § 402(p)(4)(A), (B)
("Any such permit shall provide for compliance...."). Each
permit must contain a compliance deadline, which may not
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exceed three years from the date of issuance. Nothing in the
statute requires EPA to establish compliance deadlines now,
before any permits have been issued. Accordingly, in my
view, NRDC's challenge to the lack of compliance deadlines

in EPA's current regulations is premature. I therefore dissent
from Part II.B.2.c of the majority opinion.

II

I dissent also from Parts II.C.2 and II.C.3. In my view, EPA's

definition of "discharge associated with industrial activity" is
a reasonable construction of an ambiguous statute, entitled to
deference. While my colleagues acknowledge that we may
not overturn an agency rule that represents a "permissible
construction" of a statute, ante at 1297 (quoting Chevron,
U.S.A., Inc. v. NRDC, 467 U.S. 837, 843, 104 S.Ct. 2778,
2781, 81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984)), they fail to apply that axiom.

A

EPA's rule excludes from the permitting requirement certain

light industry facilities at which "areas where material
handling equipment or activities, raw materials, intermediate

*1313 products, final products, waste materials, byproducts,
or industrial machinery" are not exposed to storm water. See
40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(14). EPA determined that discharges
from such facilities do not fall within the definition of
"discharges associated with industrial activity." In my view,
this determination was reasonable.

The majority concedes that the statute does not define
"discharge associated with industrial activity." Ante at 1304.
The operative phrase, as my colleagues note, is "associated
with." See id For purposes of evaluating the light industry
exemption, I concede that manufacturing falls within the
generally accepted meaning of "industrial activity," and
that many of the facilities exempted by the EPA rule
are manufacturers. Nonetheless, that concession does not
compel the conclusion that discharges from such facilities are

"associated with industrial activity."

The majority concludes, without explanation, that the phrase

"discharges associated with industrial activity" is "very
broad." Ante at 1304. Neither the plain meaning of the term
"associated" nor the legislative history of the statute support
this conclusion. "Associated with" means closely related
to or connected with. See Webster's Ninth New Collegiate
Dictionwy 110 (1986). To the extent it casts any light on the
subject, the legislative history supports a narrow reading of

the phrase "associated with." Four members of the House, in

the course of floor, debates on the measure both before and
after President Reagan's veto, explained that:

[a] discharge is associated with industrial
activity if it is directly related to

manufacturing, processing or raw materials
storage areas at an industrial plant.

Discharges which do not meet this definition
include those discharges associated with
parking lots and administrative and employee
buildings.

133 Cong.Rec. 985 (1987) (statement of Rep.

Hammerschmidt) (emphasis added). The underscored
language suggests that Congress intended to regulate only
discharges directly related to certain activities at industrial
facilities. EPA's interpretation, that discharges are "directly
related" to these activities only if storm water may reasonably

be expected to come into contact with them before its
discharge, is eminently logical.

The majority opinion interprets the exclusion of parking lots

as an expression of congressional intent "to exclude only
those facilities or parts of a facility that are completely
nonindustrial." Ante at 1304. My colleagues' reliance on the
second sentence of the statement quoted above to establish
this intent, however, is misplaced. The sentence relied on
cannot assist us in our search for the meaning of "associated
-with" because it employs that very term. Moreover, it does not

pretend to establish an exhaustive list of areas excluded from
regulation. Legislators listed discharges from parking lots and

administrative and employee buildings as among those not
directly related to industrial activity; no one suggested that
only discharges associated with those structures were to be
excluded.

EPA's defmition is consistent with the plain words of the
statute and, to the extent any intent is discernible, the
congressional intent. EPA has defined the term "storm
water discharge associated with industrial activity" to cover
only those discharges reasonably expected to come into
contact with industrial activities. A large number of facilities
automatically fall within EPA's definition and are required to

*1314 apply for permits. Because facilities falling within
certain specified classifications under the Standard Industrial
Classification manual generally conduct their operations
entirely indoors, minimizing the likelihood of contact with
storm water, EPA has not automatically included them
within the regulations. However, these facilities are required
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to apply for permits if "areas where material handling
equipment or activities, raw materials, intermediate products,
final products, waste materials, byproducts, or industrial
machinery at these facilities are exposed to storm water."
40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(14). If a storm water discharge is
. in fact directly related to or associated with the industrial
activity carried on at a facility falling within the light industry

category, the facility must obtain a permit. 2

In my view, the statute's treatment of oil and gas facilities
supports EPA's reading of the term "associated with industrial

activity." Congress specifically exempted from the permit
requirement discharges from oil and gas facilities and
mining operations which have not come in contact with
raw materials, finished products, or waste products. CWA
§ 402(0(2). This section indicates a congressional intent to
exempt uncontaminated discharges which have not come
into contact with "industrial activities" from regulation.
For oil, gas, and mining operations, Congress in this
section supplied a specific, and quite limited, defmition of
"industrial activities." For other facilities, that definition was

left to the discretion of-EPA, which has adopted a much
broader definition, encompassing contact with such things as
industrial machinery and materials handling equipment. See

40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(14).

I do not mean to suggest that the majority's construction of the

statute is untenable. It may even be preferable to the reading
chosen by the agency. Nonetheless, in my view the statute is

ambiguous and the legislative history does not demonstrate
any clear congressional intent. The question before this court,

therefore, is not whether "the agency construction was the
only one it permissibly could have adopted" or even whether
it is the "reading the court would have reached if the question

initially had arisen in a judicial proceeding." Chevron, U.S.A.

v. NRDC, 467 U.S. 837, 843 n. 11, 104 S.Ct. 2778, 2782 n. 11,

81 L.Ed.2d 694 (1984). We need only inquire if the agency's
construction is a permissible one. Id. at 843, 104 S.Ct. at 2781.

EPA's definition falls well within permissible bounds, and
should be upheld.

Although the issue is closer, I also am not persuaded
that EPA's exemption for construction sites under five
acres should be struck down. EPA has not conceded that
"construction activity is industrial in nature."Ante at 1306. In

the preamble to its final rule, EPA noted that "Construction
activity at a high level of intensizy is comparable to other

activity that is traditionally viewed as industrial, such as

natural resource extraction."3 55 Fed.Reg. 48,033 (1990)
(emphasis added). EPA explained that it was "attempting
to focus [regulation] only on those construction activities
*1315 that resemble industrial activity." 55 Fed.Reg. at

48,035 (emphasis added).

Neither NRDC nor the majority point to anything -in
the statute or the legislative history that would require
the agency to define "industrial activity" as including all
construction operations. Accordingly, I believe deference is
due EPA's definition, provided it is not arbitrary, capricious,
or manifestly contrary to the statute. Chevron, U.S.A., 467
U.S. at 844, 104 S.Ct. at 2782.

In trying to determine when construction should be
treated as industrial activity, EPA considered a number of
possible approaches. See 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,035. Exempting
construction that would be completed within a certain
designated time frame was deemed inappropriate, because the

work could be both intensive and expansive but nonetheless
take place over a short period of time. Basing the limit on
quantity of soil removed was also rejected as not relating to
the amount of land surface disturbed. EPA finally settled on
the surface area disturbed by the construction project as a
feasible and appropriate mechanism for "identifying sites that

are [sic] amount to industrial activity." 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,036.

Having determined that not all construction amounts to
industrial activity, and that the appropriate basis for

differentiation is land area disturbed, EPA then had to
determine where to draw the line. Initially, EPA proposed to
exempt all construction operations disturbing less than one
acre of land, as well as single family residential projects
disturbing less than five acres. 53 Fed.Reg. 49,431 (1988). In
the final rule, however, EPA adopted a five-acre minimum
for all construction projects. 55 Fed.Reg. 48,066 (1990); 40
C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(14)(x).

Admittedly, the final rule contains little in the way of
justification for treating two-acre sites differently than five-
acre ones, but that does not necessarily make it arbitrary
and capricious. Line-drawing is often difficult. NRDC was
apparently willing to accept EPA's proposed one-acre/five-
acre rule. Although NRDC now challenges the blanket five-
acre rule, it offers no evidence that sites excluded from
the permitting requirement constitute "industrial activity."
In such absence of any evidence in the record undermining
EPA's conclusion on an issue squarely within its expertise, I

believe the rule must be upheld. 4
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III

Finally, while I concur in the result reached by the majority
in Part II.D, rejecting NRDC's claim that EPA has unlawfully

failed to require substantive controls on municipal discharges,

I disagree with the majority's reasoning. In my view, NRDC's
claim is premature, and we should decline to address its
merits.

NRDC contends that the 1987 amendments require EPA
to establish substantive controls for municipal storm water
discharges. In support of this argument, NRDC relies on
CWA § 402(p)(3)(B), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p)(3)(B), which
provides:

Permits for discharges from municipal storm sewers-

(ii) shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-
stormwater discharges into the storm sewers; and

(iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants

to the maximum extent practicable....

This section refers only to permits, and says nothing about
permit applications. Because EPA has yet to issue any

Footnotes
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations for Storm Water Discharges, 55 Fed.Reg. 47,990

(1990) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. § 122.26); National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit Application Regulations
for Storm Water Discharges; Application Deadline for Grouii Applications, 56 Fed.Reg. 12,098 (1991) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R.

§ 122.26(e)).

The Act is popularly known as the Clean Water Act or the Federal Water Pollution Control Act. 33 U.S.C. § 1251. For more
background on the CWA, see EPA v. State Water Resources Control Bd, 426 U.S. 200, 202-09, 96 S.Ct. 2022, 2023-26, 48 L.Ed.2d

578 (1976); Sierra Club v. Union Oil of California, 813 F.2d 1480, 1483 (9th Cir.1987), vacated on other grounds, 485 U.S. 931,

108 S.Ct. 1102, 99 L.Ed.2d 264 (1988); and Natural Resources Defense Council v. Train, 510 F.2d 692, 695-97 (D.C. Cir.1975).

3 The Nationwide Urban Runoff Program (NURP) conducted from 1978 through 1983 found that urban runoff from residential,
commercial and industrial areas produces a quantity of suspended solids and chemical oxygen demand that is equal to or greater

than that from secondary treatment sewage plants. 55 Fed.Reg. at 47,991. A significant number of samples tested exceeded water
quality criteria for one or more pollutants. Id. at 47,992. Urban runoff is adversely affecting 39% to 59% of the harvest-limited

shellfish beds in the waters off the East Coast, West Coast and in the Gulf of Mexico. 56 Fed.Reg. at 56,548.

4 See 132 Cong. Rec. 32,381 (1986).

Senator Stafford, speaking in favor of the conference report for the Water Quality Act, noted that "EPA should have developed

this program long ago. Unfortunately, it did not. The conference substitute provides a short grace period during which EPA and
the States generally may not require permits for municipal separate storm sewers." 132 Cong. Rec. 32,381 (1986). Senator Chafee

stated "[t]he Agency has been unable to move forward with a [storm water discharge control] program, because the current law did

not give enough guidance to the Agency. This provision provides such guidance, and I expect EPA to move rapidly to implement

this control program." 133 Cong. Rec. 1,264 (1987).

Pub.L. No. 100-4, 101 Stat. 7 (1987) (codified as amended in scattered sections of 33 U.S.C.).

Large municipal systems are those serving a population of 250,000 or more. § 402(p)(2)(C).

1

permits, NRDC's claim on this point is premature. In the
absence of any indication to the contrary, we must assume that
any permit issued will comply with all applicable statutory
requirements. The statute does not require that EPA detail
the substantive controls to be imposed when establishing
permit application requirements. Accordingly, I would reject

NRDC's claim without *1316 reaching the issue of the
Administratorls-discretion-in-selecting-those controls.

IV

In sum, I join much of my colleagues' opinion. However,
I would not require EPA to issue supplemental regulations
detailing the time line for issuance of and compliance with
permits, and I would uphold EPA's definition of "discharge
associated with industrial activity." Finally, I would reject
NRDC's claim that EPA is required to detail control measures

in the permit application regulations on the grounds that
the statute requires control measures only in the permits
themselves.

Parallel Citations
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8 Since NRDC filed this action, Congress has passed certain legislation affecting some of the deadlines at issue. Congress ratified
the date of September 30, 1991 for part 1 of group applications for industrial dischargers. See Dire Emergency Supplemental
Appropriations Act of 1991, Pub.L. No. 102-27, § 307, 105 Stat. 130, 152 (1991).
Section 1068 of the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 ("ISTEA") clarifies the deadlines for storm water

discharges associated with industrial activity from facilities owned or operated by a municipality. Pub.L. No. 102-240, § 1068,
105 Stat.1914, 2007 (1991). ISTEA deadlines are being reviewed in a separate case. Nothing in this opinion should be viewed as
requiring EPA to comply with. deadlines that have been altered or superseded by the ISTEA.

9 See 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,071-722 (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(e)); 67 Fed.Reg. at 12,100 (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(e)

(2)(iii)). EPA changed certain of these deadlines after this case was submitted. These changes are the subject of a separate case.

The EPA rules at issue set no date for final approval or denial of applications from municipal or industrial dischargers, nor for
compliance by these regulated entities. See 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,072.

10 NRDC initially claimed that this extension was unlawful because it was granted without proper notice and comment. However,
Congress approved this extended deadline in a supplemental appropriations bill. Dire Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act

of 1991, Pub.L. No. 102-27 § 307, 105 Stat. 130, 152 (1991). This Act moots the procedural and substantive challenge to this
extended deadline.

11 In addition, pursuant to the statute, compliance deadlines applicable to each facility shall be contained in its permit.

12 The rule also permits the Administrator to include certain other systems as part of a medium or large system due to the physical

interconnections between the systems, their locations, or certain other factors. See 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(4)(iii), (iv) and (b)(7)

(iii), (iv).
13 Storm sewers located within the boundaries of a city might be part of a state highway system, a flood control district, or a system

operated by the state or county. See 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,041. .

14 See, e.g., 133 Cong. Rec. 991 (1987) (statement of Rep. Stangeland).

15 "Reportable Quantities" (RQs) are not effluent guidelines setting up permissible limits for pollutants. Rather, they are quantities the

discharge of which "may be harmful to the public health or welfare of the United States." CWA § 311(b)(4), 33 U.S.C. § 1321(b)

(4). EPA has established RQs for a large number of substances, pursuant to both CWA section 311, 33 U.S.C. § 1321, and the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act ("CERCLA") section 102, 42 U.S.C. § 9602. See 40

C.F.R. Parts 110, 117, 302. The operator of any vessel or facility which releases the RQ of any substance must immediately notify

the National Response Center. See, e.g., 40 C.F.R. § 110.10.

16 Operators of mines must submit permit applications whenever storm water discharges come into contact with overburden, waste

products, etc. 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(c)(1)(iv).

17 The requirements for permit applications are set forth at 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(d). Individual NPDES permit writers (EPA or state
officials) will decide whether application proposals are adequate. Applicants must submit information on source control methods

and estimate the annual pollutant load reduction to be achieved from their proposed management programs, but they are not required

to achieve any specified level of reduction of any pollutants. See 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,070-71.

18 We base our holding on NRDC's challenge to the regulations at issue. Whether a specific permit complies with the requirements of

section 402(p)(3)(B) would, of course, be another matter not controlled by this decision.

19 Part I must include the identity of the group's participants, a description of the participants' industrial activities, a list of significant

materials exposed to precipitation and the identity of the subset of the group's members who will submit quantitative data in part

2 of the application. 55 Fed.Reg. at 48,067.

20 A rule means "the whole or part of an agency statement of general or particular applicability and future effect designed to implement,

interpret, or prescribe law or policy or describing the organization, procedure, or practice requirements of an agency...." 5 U.S.C.

§ 551(4).

1 This statement was repeated verbatim by Reps. Stangeland and Snyder. 133 Cong. Rec. at 991-92; 132 Cong. Rec. at 31,959, 31,964

(1986). Rep. Rowland offefed a slight variation on the theme:

One of the discharge categories is "a discharge associated with an industrial activity." A discharge is not considered to be associated

with industrial activity unless it is directly related to manufacturing, processing, or raw materials storage areas at an industrial plant.

Such discharges include [sic] those from parking lots and administrative areas and employee buildings.

132 Cong. Rec. at 31,968. Rep. Rowland apparently misspoke; he probably meant, like the other legislators who addressed the topic,

to say "[s]uch discharges do not include" those from parking lots.

2 Thus, nothing turns on the assumption, attacked by my colleagues as unsupported by the record, ante at 1304, that industrial activities

at this category of facilities will take place largely indoors. Where the assumption does not hold true, the permit requirement applies

with full force. I also note that NRDC has pointed us to no evidence undermining EPA's assumption.
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Unlike my colleagues, I decline to assume that EPA will not carry out its responsibility to identify and to require permits of facilities

where industrial activities are in fact exposed to storm water, or that such facilities will ignore their statutoiy duty to apply for

permits. Should that occur, a lawsuit challenging EPA's failure to enforce its regulations might well be in order. An unsubstantiated

suspicion that EPA may not vigorously enforce its regulations, however, does not make those regulations arbitrary or capricious.

3 EPA did admit that "[e]ven small construction sites may have a significant negative impact on water quality in localized areas," 55
Fed.Reg. at 48,033. In the absence of any indication of what EPA meant by "small," however, that statement does not undermine

EPA's exemption of sites under five acres.

4 Because I conclude that the rule falls within the permissible bounds of the statutory definition of "discharges associated with
industrial activity," I need not consider the applicability of the de minimis exception.
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Background: Building industry association filed 
petition for writ of mandate against regional and state 
water control boards, challenging issuance of 
comprehensive municipal stormwater sewer permit, 
as including water quality standard provisions which 
allegedly were too stringent and impossible to satisfy, 
and so violative of federal Clean Water Act standard. 
Environmental groups intervened as defendants. The 
Superior Court, San Diego County, Wayne L. 
Peterson, J., denied petition. Association appealed. 
 
Holding: The Court of Appeal, Haller, J., held that 
waterboards were not prohibited by Clean Water 
Act “maximum extent practicable” standard of 
stormwater pollutant abatement from including 
provisions in permit which required that 
municipalities comply with state water quality 
standards. 
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HALLER, J. 
*871 This case concerns the environmental 
regulation of municipal storm sewers that carry 
excess water runoff to lakes, lagoons, rivers, bays, 
and the ocean. The waters flowing through these 
sewer systems have accumulated numerous harmful 
pollutants that are then discharged into the water 
body without receiving any treatment. To protect 
against the resulting water quality impairment, 
federal and state laws impose regulatory controls on 
storm sewer discharges. In particular, municipalities 
and other public entities are required to obtain, and 
comply with, a regulatory permit limiting the 
quantity and quality of water runoff that can be 
discharged from these storm sewer systems. 
 
In this case, the California Regional Water Control 
Board, San Diego Region, (Regional WaterBoard) 
conducted numerous public hearings and then issued 
a comprehensive municipal storm sewer permit 
governing 19 local public entities. Although these 
entities did not bring an administrative challenge to 
the permit, one business organization, the Building 
Industry Association of San Diego County (Building 
Industry), filed an administrative appeal with the 
State Water Resources Control Board (State 
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WaterBoard). After making some modifications to 
the permit, the State WaterBoard denied the appeal. 
Building Industry then petitioned for a writ of 
mandate in the superior court, asserting numerous 
claims, including that the permit violates state and 
federal law because the permit provisions are too 
stringent and impossible to satisfy. Three 
environmental groups intervened as defendants in the 
action. After a hearing, the trial court found Building 
Industry failed to prove its claims and entered 
judgment in favor of the administrative agencies (the 
WaterBoards) and the intervener environmental 
groups. 
 
On appeal, Building Industry's main contention is 
that the regulatory permit violates federal law 
because it allows the WaterBoards to impose 
municipal storm sewer control measures more 
stringent than a federal standard known as 
“maximum extent practicable.” (**13133 U.S.C. § 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii).)FN2 In the published portion of this 
opinion, we reject this contention, and conclude the 
WaterBoards had the authority to include a permit 
provision requiring compliance with state water 
quality standards. In the unpublished portion of the 
opinion, we find Building Industry's additional 
contentions to be without merit. We affirm the 
judgment. 
 

FN2. Further statutory references are to title 
33 of the United States Code, unless 
otherwise specified. 

 
I. Summary of Relevant Clean Water Act Provisions 

 
Before setting forth the factual background of this 
particular case, it is helpful to summarize the federal 
and state statutory schemes for regulating municipal 
storm sewer discharges.FN3 
 

FN3. The systems that carry untreated urban 
water runoff to receiving water bodies are 
known as “[m]unicipal separate storm 
sewer” systems (40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(8)), 
and are often referred to as “MS4s” (40 
C.F.R. § 122.30). For readability, we will 
identify these systems as municipal storm 
sewers. To avoid confusion in this case, we 
will generally use descriptive names, rather 
than initials or acronyms, when referring to 
parties and concepts. 

 

A. Federal Statutory Scheme 
 
When the United States Congress first enacted the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act in 1948, the 
Congress relied primarily on state and local 
enforcement efforts to remedy water pollution 
problems. (Middlesex Cty. Sewerage Auth. v. Sea 
Clammers (1981) 453 U.S. 1, 11, 101 S.Ct. 2615, 69 
L.Ed.2d 435;Tahoe-Sierra Preservation Council v. 
State Water Resources Control Bd. (1989) 210 
Cal.App.3d 1421, 1433, 259 Cal.Rptr. 132.) 
However, by the early 1970's, it became apparent that 
this reliance on local enforcement was ineffective and 
had resulted in the “accelerating environmental 
degradation of rivers, lakes, and streams....”(Natural 
Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. Costle 
(D.C.Cir.1977) 568 F.2d 1369, 1371(Costle ); see 
EPA v. State Water Resources Control Board (1976) 
426 U.S. 200, 203, 96 S.Ct. 2022, 48 L.Ed.2d 578.) 
In response, in 1972 Congress substantially amended 
this law by mandating compliance with various 
minimum technological effluent standards 
established by the federal government and creating a 
comprehensive regulatory scheme to implement these 
laws. (See EPA v. State Water Resources Control 
Board, supra, 426 U.S. at pp. 204-205, 96 S.Ct. 
2022.) The objective of this law, now commonly 
known as the Clean Water Act, was to “restore and 
maintain the chemical, physical, and biological 
integrity of the Nation's waters.”(§ 1251(a).) 
 
The Clean Water Act employs the basic strategy of 
prohibiting pollutant emissions from “point sources” 
FN4 unless the party discharging the pollutants obtains 
a permit, known as an NPDESFN5 permit. (See EPA 
v. State Water Resources Control Board, supra, 426 
U.S. at p. 205, 96 S.Ct. 2022.) It is “unlawful *873 
for any person to discharge a pollutant without 
obtaining a permit and complying with its terms.” 
(Ibid.; § 1311(a); see **132Costle, supra, 568 F.2d at 
p. 1375.) An NPDES permit is issued by the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) or by 
a state that has a federally approved water quality 
program. (§ 1342(a), (b); EPA v. State Water 
Resources Control Board, supra, 426 U.S. at p. 209, 
96 S.Ct. 2022.) Before an NPDES is issued, the 
federal or state regulatory agency must follow an 
extensive administrative hearing procedure. (See 40 
C.F.R. §§ 124.3, 124.6, 124.8, 124.10; see generally 
Wardzinski et al., National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Permit Application and Issuance 
Procedures, in The Clean Water Act Handbook 
(Evans edit., 1994) pp. 72-74 (Clean Water Act 
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Handbook).) NPDES permits are valid for five years. 
(§ 1342(b)(1)(B).) 
 

FN4. The Clean Water Act defines a “point 
source” to be “any discernible, confined and 
discrete conveyance, including but not 
limited to any pipe, ditch, channel, tunnel, 
conduit, well, discrete fissure, container, 
rolling stock, concentrated animal feeding 
operation, or vessel or other floating craft, 
from which pollutants are or may be 
discharged.”(§ 1362(14).) 

 
FN5.NPDES stands for National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System. 

 
Under the Clean Water Act, the proper scope of the 
controls in an NPDES permit depends on the 
applicable state water quality standards for the 
affected water bodies. (See Communities for a Better 
Environment v. State Water Resources Control Bd. 
(2003) 109 Cal.App.4th 1089, 1092, 1 Cal.Rptr.3d 
76.) Each state is required to develop water quality 
standards that establish “ ‘the desired condition of a 
waterway.’ ” (Ibid.) A water quality standard for any 
given water segment has two components: (1) the 
designated beneficial uses of the water body; and (2) 
the water quality criteria sufficient to protect those 
uses. (Ibid.) As enacted in 1972, the Clean Water Act 
mandated that an NPDES permit require compliance 
with state water quality standards and that this goal 
be met by setting forth a specific “effluent 
limitation,” which is a restriction on the amount of 
pollutants that may be discharged at the point source. 
(§§ 1311, 1362(11).) 
 
Shortly after the 1972 legislation, the EPA 
promulgated regulations exempting most municipal 
storm sewers from the NPDES permit requirements. 
(Costle, supra, 568 F.2d at p. 1372; see Defenders of 
Wildlife v. Browner (9th Cir.1999) 191 F.3d 1159, 
1163(Defenders of Wildlife ).) When environmental 
groups challenged this exemption in federal court, the 
Ninth Circuit held a storm sewer is a point source and 
the EPA did not have the authority to exempt 
categories of point sources from the Clean Water 
Act's NPDES permit requirements. (Costle, supra, 
568 F.2d at pp. 1374-1383.) The Costle court rejected 
the EPA's argument that effluent-based storm sewer 
regulation was administratively infeasible because of 
the variable nature of storm water pollution and the 
number of affected storm sewers throughout the 
country. (Id. at pp. 1377-1382.) Although the court 

acknowledged the practical problems relating to 
storm sewer regulation, the court found the EPA had 
the flexibility under the Clean Water Act to design 
regulations that would overcome these problems. (Id. 
at pp. 1379-1383.) 
 
*874 During the next 15 years, the EPA made 
numerous attempts to reconcile the statutory 
requirement of point source regulation with the 
practical problem of regulating possibly millions of 
diverse point source discharges of storm water. 
(Defenders of Wildlife, supra, 191 F.3d at p. 1163; 
see Gallagher, Clean Water Act in Environmental 
Law Handbook (Sullivan edit., 2003) p. 300 
(Environmental Law Handbook); Eisen, Toward a 
Sustainable Urbanism: Lessons from Federal 
Regulation of Urban Stormwater Runoff (1995) 48 
Wash. U.J. Urb. & Contemp. L. 1, 40-41(Regulation 
of Urban Stormwater Runoff).) 
 
Eventually, in 1987, Congress amended the Clean 
Water Act to add provisions that specifically 
concerned NPDES permit requirements for storm 
sewer discharges. (§ 1342(p); see **133Defenders of 
Wildlife, supra,  191 F.3d at p. 1163;Natural 
Resources Defense Council v. U.S. E.P.A. (1992) 966 
F.2d 1292, 1296.) In these amendments, enacted as 
part of the Water Quality Act of 1987, Congress 
distinguished between industrial and municipal storm 
water discharges. With respect to industrial storm 
water discharges, Congress provided that NPDES 
permits “shall meet all applicable provisions of this 
section and section 1311 [requiring the EPA to 
establish effluent limitations under specific 
timetables] ....” (§ 1342(p)(3)(A).) With respect to 
municipal storm water discharges, Congress clarified 
that the EPA had the authority to fashion NPDES 
permit requirements to meet water quality standards 
without specific numerical effluent limits and instead 
to impose “controls to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable ....” (§ 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii); see Defenders of Wildlife, supra, 
191 F.3d at p. 1163.) Because the statutory language 
pertaining to municipal storm sewers is at the center 
of this appeal, we quote the relevant portion of the 
statute in full: 
“(B) Permits for discharges from municipal storm 
sewers- 
“(i) may be issued on a system- or jurisdiction-wide 
basis; 
“(ii) shall include a requirement to effectively 
prohibit non-stormwater discharges into the storm 
sewers; and 
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“(iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, 
including management practices, control techniques 
and system, design and engineering methods, and 
such other provisions as the Administrator or the 
State determines appropriate for the control of such 
pollutants.”(§ 1342(p)(3)(B).) 
 
To ensure this scheme would be administratively 
workable, Congress placed a moratorium on many 
new types of required stormwater permits until 1994 
(§ 1342(p)(1)), and created a phased approach to 
necessary municipal *875 stormwater permitting 
depending on the size of the municipality (§ 
1342(p)(2)(D)). (See Environmental Defense Center, 
Inc. v. U.S. E.P.A. (9th Cir.2003) 344 F.3d 832, 841-
842.) 
 

B. State Statutory Scheme 
 
Three years before the 1972 Clean Water Act, the 
California Legislature enacted its own water quality 
protection legislation, the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne Act), seeking to 
“attain the highest water quality which is 
reasonable....” (Wat.Code, § 13000.) The Porter-
Cologne Act created the State WaterBoard to 
formulate statewide water quality policy and 
established nine regional boards to prepare water 
quality plans (known as basin plans) and issue 
permits governing the discharge of waste. (Wat.Code, 
§§ 13100, 13140, 13200, 13201, 13240, 13241, 
13243.) The Porter-Cologne Act identified these 
permits as “waste discharge requirements,” and 
provided that the waste discharge requirements must 
mandate compliance with the applicable regional 
water quality control plan. (Wat.Code, §§ 13263, 
subd. (a), 13377, 13374.) 
 
Shortly after Congress enacted the Clean Water Act 
in 1972, the California Legislature added chapter 5.5 
to the Porter-Cologne Act, for the purpose of 
adopting the necessary federal requirements to ensure 
it would obtain EPA approval to issue NPDES 
permits. (Wat.Code, § 13370, subd. (c).) As part of 
these amendments, the Legislature provided that the 
state and regional waterboards“shall, as required or 
authorized by the [Clean Water Act], issue waste 
discharge requirements ... which apply and ensure 
compliance with all applicable provisions **134 [of 
the Clean Water Act], together with any more 
stringent effluent standards or limitations necessary 
to implement water quality control plans, or for the 

protection of beneficial uses, or to prevent nuisance.” 
(Wat.Code, § 13377.)Water Code section 13374 
provides that “[t]he term ‘waste discharge 
requirements' as referred to in this division is the 
equivalent of the term ‘permits' as used in the [Clean 
Water Act].” 
 
California subsequently obtained the required 
approval to issue NPDES permits. (WaterKeepers 
Northern California v. State Water Resources 
Control Bd. (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 1448, 1453, 126 
Cal.Rptr.2d 389.) Thus, the waste discharge 
requirements issued by the regional waterboards 
ordinarily also serve as NPDES permits under federal 
law. (Wat.Code, § 13374.) 
 

II. The NPDES Permit at Issue in this Case 
 
Under its delegated authority and after numerous 
public hearings, in February 2001 the Regional 
WaterBoard issued a 52-page NPDES permit *876 
and Waste Discharge Requirements (the Permit) 
governing municipal storm sewers owned by San 
Diego County, the San Diego Unified Port District, 
and 18 San Diego-area cities (collectively, 
“Municipalities”).FN6 The first 10 pages of the Permit 
contain the Regional WaterBoard's detailed factual 
findings. These findings describe the manner in 
which San Diego-area water runoff absorbs 
numerous harmful pollutants and then is conveyed by 
municipal storm sewers into local waters without any 
treatment. The findings state that these storm sewer 
discharges are a leading cause of water quality 
impairment in the San Diego region, endangering 
aquatic life and human health. The findings further 
state that to achieve applicable state water quality 
objectives, it is necessary not only to require 
municipalities to comply with existing pollution-
control technologies, but also to require compliance 
with applicable “receiving water limits” (state water 
quality standards) and to employ an “iterative 
process” of “development, implementation, 
monitoring, and assessment” to improve existing 
technologies. 
 

FN6. Under the Clean Water Act, entities 
responsible for NPDES permit conditions 
pertaining to their own discharges are 
referred to as “copermittees.” (40 C.F.R. § 
122.26(b)(1).) For clarity and readability, we 
shall refer to these entities as Municipalities. 
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Based on these factual findings, the Regional 
WaterBoard included in the Permit several overall 
prohibitions applicable to municipal storm sewer 
discharges. Of critical importance to this appeal, 
these prohibitions concern two categories of 
restrictions. First, the Municipalities are prohibited 
from discharging those pollutants “which have not 
been reduced to the maximum extent practicable.... ” 
FN7 (Italics added). Second, the Municipalities are 
**135 prohibited from discharging pollutants “which 
cause or contribute to exceedances of receiving water 
quality objectives ...” and/or that “cause or contribute 
to the violation of water quality standards....” This 
second category of restrictions (referred to in this 
opinion as the “Water Quality Standards provisions”) 
essentially provide that a Municipality may not 
discharge pollutants if those pollutants would cause 
the receiving water body to exceed the applicable 
water quality standard. It is these latter restrictions 
that are challenged by Building Industry in this 
appeal. 
 

FN7. The Permit does not precisely define 
this phrase, and instead, in its definition 
section, contains a lengthy discussion of the 
variable nature of the maximum extent 
practicable concept, referred to as MEP. A 
portion of this discussion is as follows: 
“[T]he definition of MEP is dynamic and 
will be defined by the following process 
over time: municipalities propose their 
definition of MEP by way of their [local 
storm sewer plan]. Their total collective and 
individual activities conducted pursuant to 
the [plan] becomes their proposal for MEP 
as it applies both to their overall effort, as 
well as to specific activities (e.g., MEP for 
street sweeping, or MEP for municipal 
separate storm sewer maintenance). In the 
absence of a proposal acceptable to the 
[Regional WaterBoard], the [Regional 
WaterBoard] defines MEP.”The definition 
also identifies several factors that are 
“useful” in determining whether an entity 
has achieved the maximum extent 
practicable standard, including 
“Effectiveness,” “Regulatory Compliance,” 
“Public Acceptance,” “Cost,” and 
“Technical Feasibility.” 

 
*877 Part C of the Permit (as amended) qualifies the 
Water Quality Standards provisions by detailing a 
procedure for enforcing violations of those standards 

through a step-by-step process of “timely 
implementation of control measures ...,” known as an 
“iterative” process. Under this procedure, when a 
municipality “caus[es] or contribute[s] to an 
exceedance of an applicable water quality standard,” 
the municipality must prepare a report documenting 
the violation and describing a process for 
improvement and prevention of further violations. 
The municipality and the regional waterboard must 
then work together at improving methods and 
monitoring progress to achieve compliance. But the 
final provision of Part C states that “Nothing in this 
section shall prevent the [Regional WaterBoard] 
from enforcing any provision of this Order while the 
[municipality] prepares and implements the above 
report.” 
 
In addition to these broad prohibitions and 
enforcement provisions, the Permit requires the 
Municipalities to implement, or to require businesses 
and residents to implement, various pollution control 
measures referred to as “best management practices,” 
which reflect techniques for preventing, slowing, 
retaining or absorbing pollutants produced by 
stormwater runoff. These best management practices 
include structural controls that minimize contact 
between pollutants and flows, and non-structural 
controls such as educational and public outreach 
programs. The Permit also requires the Municipalities 
to regulate discharges associated with new 
development and redevelopment and to ensure a 
completed project will not result in significantly 
increased discharges of pollution from storm water 
runoff. 
 

III. Administrative and Trial Court Challenges 
 
After the Regional WaterBoard issued the Permit, 
the Building Industry, an organization representing 
the interests of numerous construction-related 
businesses, filed an administrative challenge with the 
State WaterBoard. Although none of the 
Municipalities joined in the administrative appeal, 
Building Industry claimed its own independent 
standing based on its assertion that the Permit would 
impose indirect obligations on the regional building 
community. (See Wat.Code, § 13320 [permitting any 
“aggrieved person” to challenge regional 
waterboard action].) Among its numerous 
contentions, Building Industry argued that the Water 
Quality Standards provisions in the Permit require 
strict compliance with state water quality standards 
beyond what is “practicable” and therefore violate 
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federal law. 
 
In November 2001, the State WaterBoard issued a 
written decision rejecting Building Industry's appeal 
after making certain modifications to the Permit. 
(Cal. Wat. Resources Control Bd. Order WQ2001-15 
(Nov. 15, 2001).) Of particular relevance here, the 
State WaterBoard modified the Permit to make clear 
that the iterative enforcement process applied to the 
Water Quality Standards provisions in the Permit. 
But *878 the State WaterBoard did not delete the 
Permit's provision stating**136 that the Regional 
WaterBoard retains the authority to enforce the 
Water Quality Standards provisions even if a 
Municipality is engaged in this iterative process. 
 
Building Industry then brought a superior court 
action against the WaterBoards, challenging the 
Regional Board's issuance of the Permit and the State 
WaterBoard's denial of Building Industry's 
administrative challenge.FN8 Building Industry 
asserted numerous legal claims, including that the 
WaterBoards: (1) violated the Clean Water Act by 
imposing a standard greater than the “maximum 
extent practicable” standard; (2) violated state law by 
failing to consider various statutory factors before 
issuing the Permit; (3) violated the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by failing to 
prepare an environmental impact report (EIR); and 
(4) made findings that were factually unsupported. 
 

FN8. Several other parties were also named 
as petitioners: Building Industry Legal 
Defense Foundation, California Business 
Properties Association, Construction 
Industry Coalition for Water Quality, San 
Diego County Fire Districts Association, 
and the City of San Marcos. However, 
because these entities were not parties in the 
administrative challenge, the superior court 
properly found they were precluded by the 
administrative exhaustion doctrine from 
challenging the administrative agencies' 
compliance with the federal and state water 
quality laws. Although these entities were 
named as appellants in the notice of appeal, 
they are barred by the exhaustion doctrine 
from asserting appellate contentions 
concerning compliance with federal and 
state water quality laws. However, as to any 
other claims (such as CEQA), these entities 
are proper appellants. For ease of reference 
and where appropriate, we refer to the 

appellants collectively as Building Industry. 
 
Three environmental organizations, San Diego 
BayKeeper, Natural Resources Defense Council, and 
California CoastKeeper (collectively, Environmental 
Organizations), requested permission to file a 
complaint in intervention, seeking to uphold the 
Permit and asserting a direct and substantial 
independent interest in the subject of the action. Over 
Building Industry's objections, the trial court 
permitted these organizations to file the complaint 
and enter the action as parties-interveners. 
 
After reviewing the lengthy administrative record and 
the parties' briefs, and conducting an oral hearing, the 
superior court ruled in favor of the WaterBoards and 
Environmental Organizations (collectively, 
respondents). Applying the independent judgment 
test, the court found Building Industry failed to meet 
its burden to establish the State WaterBoard abused 
its discretion in approving the Permit or that the 
administrative findings are contrary to the weight of 
the evidence. In particular, the court found Building 
Industry failed to establish the Permit requirements 
were “impracticable under federal law or 
unreasonable under state law,” and noted that there 
was evidence showing the Regional WaterBoard 
considered many practical aspects of the regulatory 
*879 controls before issuing the Permit. Rejecting 
Building Industry's legal arguments, the court also 
stated that under federal law the WaterBoards had 
the discretion “to require strict compliance with water 
quality standards” or “to require less than strict 
compliance with water quality standards.” The court 
also sustained several of respondents' evidentiary 
objections, including to documents relating to the 
legislative history of the Clean Water Act. 
 
Building Industry appeals, challenging the superior 
court's determination that the Permit did not violate 
the federal Clean Water Act. In its appeal, Building 
Industry does not reassert its claim that the Permit 
violates state law, except for its contentions 
pertaining to CEQA. 
 

DISCUSSION 
 

I. Standard of Review 
 
[1] A party aggrieved by a final decision of the State 
WaterBoard may obtain review of the decision by 
filing a timely **137 petition for writ of mandate in 
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the superior court. (Wat.Code, § 13330, subd. (a).) 
Code of Civil Procedure section 1094.5 governs the 
proceedings, and the superior court must exercise its 
independent judgment in examining the evidence and 
resolving factual disputes. (Wat.Code, § 13330, subd. 
(d).) “In exercising its independent judgment, a trial 
court must afford a strong presumption of correctness 
concerning the administrative findings, and the party 
challenging the administrative decision bears the 
burden of convincing the court that the administrative 
findings are contrary to the weight of the evidence.” 
(Fukuda v. City of Angels (1999) 20 Cal.4th 805, 817, 
85 Cal.Rptr.2d 696, 977 P.2d 693.) 
 
[2][3][4][5][6] In reviewing the trial court's factual 
determinations on the administrative record, a Court 
of Appeal applies a substantial evidence standard. 
(Fukuda v. City of Angels, supra, 20 Cal.4th at p. 
824, 85 Cal.Rptr.2d 696, 977 P.2d 693.) However, in 
reviewing the trial court's legal determinations, an 
appellate court conducts a de novo review. (See 
Alliance for a Better Downtown Millbrae v. Wade 
(2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 123, 129, 133 Cal.Rptr.2d 
249.) Thus, we are not bound by the legal 
determinations made by the state or regional agencies 
or by the trial court. (See Yamaha Corp. of America 
v. State Bd. of Equalization (1998) 19 Cal.4th 1, 7-8, 
78 Cal.Rptr.2d 1, 960 P.2d 1031.) But we must give 
appropriate consideration to an administrative 
agency's expertise underlying its interpretation of an 
applicable statute.FN9(Ibid.) 
 

FN9. We note that in determining the 
meaning of the Clean Water Act and its 
amendments, federal courts generally defer 
to the EPA's statutory construction if the 
disputed portion of the statute is ambiguous. 
(See Chevron U.S.A. v. Natural Res. Def. 
Council, Inc. (1984) 467 U.S. 837, 842-844, 
104 S.Ct. 2778, 81 L.Ed.2d 694(Chevron ).) 
However, the parties do not argue this same 
principle applies to a state agency's 
interpretation of the Clean Water Act. 
Nonetheless, under governing state law 
principles, we do consider and give due 
deference to the WaterBoards' statutory 
interpretations in this case. (See Yamaha 
Corp. of America v. State Bd. of 
Equalization, supra, 19 Cal.4th at pp. 7-8, 
78 Cal.Rptr.2d 1, 960 P.2d 1031.) 

 
*880 II. WaterBoards' Authority to Enforce Water 

Quality Standards in NPDES Permit 

 
Building Industry's main appellate contention is very 
narrow. Building Industry argues that two provisions 
in the Permit (the Water Quality Standards 
provisions) violate federal law because they prohibit 
the Municipalities from discharging runoff from 
storm sewers if the discharge would cause a water 
body to exceed the applicable water quality standard 
established under state law.FN10 Building Industry 
contends that under federal law the “maximum extent 
practicable” standard is the “exclusive” measure that 
may be applied to municipal storm sewer discharges 
and a regulatory agency may not require a 
Municipality to comply with a state water quality 
standard if the required controls exceed a “maximum 
extent practicable” standard. 
 

FN10. These challenged Permit provisions 
state “Discharges from [storm sewers] 
which cause or contribute to exceedances of 
receiving water quality objectives for 
surface water or groundwater are 
prohibited” (Permit, § A.2), and “Discharges 
from [storm sewers] that cause or contribute 
to the violation of water quality standards ... 
are prohibited” (Permit, § C.1). 

 
In the following discussion, we first reject 
respondents' contentions that Building Industry 
waived these arguments by failing to raise a 
substantial evidence challenge to the court's factual 
findings and/or **138 to reassert its state law 
challenges on appeal. We then focus on the portion of 
the Clean Water Act (§ 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii)) that 
Building Industry contends is violated by the 
challenged Permit provisions. On our de novo review 
of this legal issue, we conclude the Permit's Water 
Quality Standards provisions are proper under federal 
law, and Building Industry's legal challenges are 
unsupported by the applicable statutory language, 
legislative purpose, and legislative history. 
 

A. Building Industry Did Not Waive the Legal 
Argument 

 
Respondents (the WaterBoards and Environmental 
Organizations) initially argue that Building Industry 
waived its right to challenge the Permit's consistency 
with the maximum extent practicable standard 
because Building Industry did not challenge the trial 
court's factual findings that Building Industry failed 
to prove any of the Permit requirements were 
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“impracticable” or “unreasonable.” 
 
In taking this position, respondents misconstrue the 
nature of Building Industry's appellate contention 
challenging the Water Quality Standards provisions. 
Building Industry's contention concerns the scope of 
the authority given to the Regional WaterBoard 
under the Permit terms. Specifically, *881 Building 
Industry argues that the Regional WaterBoard does 
not have the authority to require the Municipalities to 
adhere to the applicable water quality standards 
because federal law provides that the “maximum 
extent practicable” standard is the exclusive standard 
that may be applied to storm sewer regulation. This 
argument-concerning the proper scope of a regulatory 
agency's authority-presents a purely legal issue, and 
is not dependent on the court's factual findings 
regarding the practicality of the specific regulatory 
controls identified in the Permit. 
 
Respondents alternatively contend that Building 
Industry waived its right to challenge the propriety of 
the Water Quality Standards provisions under federal 
law because the trial court found the provisions were 
valid under state law and Building Industry failed to 
reassert its state law challenges on appeal. Under the 
particular circumstances of this case, we conclude 
Building Industry did not waive its rights to 
challenge the Permit under federal law. 
 
Although it is well settled that the Clean Water Act 
authorizes states to impose water quality controls that 
are more stringent than are required under federal law 
(§ 1370; see PUD No. 1 of Jefferson Cty. v. 
Washington Dept. of Ecology (1994) 511 U.S. 700, 
705, 114 S.Ct. 1900, 128 L.Ed.2d 716;Northwest 
Environmental Advocates v. Portland (9th Cir.1995) 
56 F.3d 979, 989), and California law specifically 
allows the imposition of controls more stringent than 
federal law (Wat.Code, § 13377), the WaterBoards 
made a tactical decision in the superior court to assert 
the Permit's validity based solely on federal law, and 
repeatedly made clear they were not seeking to 
justify the Permit requirements based on the Boards' 
independent authority to act under state law. On 
appeal, the WaterBoards continue to rely primarily 
on federal law to uphold the Permit requirements, and 
their assertions that we may decide the matter based 
solely on state law are in the nature of asides rather 
than direct arguments. On this record, it would be 
improper to rely solely on state law to uphold the 
challenged Permit provisions. 
 

B. The Water Quality Standards Requirement Does 
Not Violate Federal Law 

 
[7] We now turn to Building Industry's main 
substantive contention on appeal-**139 that the 
Permit's Water Quality Standards provisions (fn.10, 
ante ) violate federal law. Building Industry's 
contention rests on its interpretation of the 1987 
Water Quality Act amendments containing NPDES 
requirements for municipal storm sewers. The portion 
of the relevant statute reads: “(B) Permits for 
discharges from municipal storm sewers ... [¶] ... [¶] 
(iii) shall require controls to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, 
including management practices, control techniques 
and *882 system, design and engineering methods, 
and such other provisions as the [EPA] Administrator 
or the State determines appropriate for the control of 
such pollutants.”(§ 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii), italics added.) 
 

1. Statutory Language 
 
Focusing on the first 14 words of subdivision (iii), 
Building Industry contends the statute means that the 
maximum extent practicable standard sets the upper 
limit on the type of control that can be used in an 
NPDES permit, and that each of the phrases 
following the word “including ” identify examples of 
“maximum extent practicable” controls. (§ 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii), italics added.) Building Industry 
thus reads the final “and such other provisions” 
clause as providing the EPA with the authority only 
to include other types of “maximum extent 
practicable” controls in an NPDES storm sewer 
permit. 
 
Respondents counter that the term “including” refers 
only to the three identified types of pollution control 
procedures-(1) “management practices”; (2) “control 
techniques”; and (3) “system, design and engineering 
methods”-and that the last phrase, “and such other 
provisions as the Administrator or the State 
determines appropriate for the control of such 
pollutants,” provides the EPA (or the approved state 
regulatory agency) the specific authority to go 
beyond the maximum extent practicable standard to 
impose effluent limitations or water-quality based 
standards in an NPDES permit. In support, 
respondents argue that because the word “system” in 
section 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) is singular, it necessarily 
follows from parallel-construction grammar 
principles that the word “system” is part of the phrase 
“system, design and engineering methods” rather 
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than the phrase “control techniques and system.” 
Under this view and given the absence of a comma 
after the word “techniques,” respondents argue that 
the “and such other provisions” clause cannot be 
fairly read as restricted by the “maximum extent 
practicable” phrase, and instead the “and such other 
provisions” clause is a separate and distinct clause 
that acts as a second direct object to the verb 
“require” in the sentence. (§ 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii).) 
 
Building Industry responds that respondents' 
proposed statutory interpretation is “not logical” 
because if the “and such other provisions” phrase is 
the direct object of the verb “require,” the sentence 
would not make sense. Building Industry states that 
“permits” do not generally “require” provisions; they 
“include” or “contain” them. 
 
As a matter of grammar and word choice, 
respondents have the stronger position. The second 
part of Building Industry's proposed interpretation-
“control techniques and system, design, and 
engineering methods”-without a comma after the 
word “techniques” does not logically serve as a *883 
parallel construct with the “and such other 
provisions” clause. Moreover, we disagree that the 
“and such other provisions” clause cannot be a direct 
object to the word “require.” (§ 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii).) 
Although it is not the clearest way of articulating the 
concept, the language of section 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) 
does communicate the basic**140 principle that the 
EPA (and/or a state approved to issue the NPDES 
permit) retains the discretion to impose “appropriate” 
water pollution controls in addition to those that 
come within the definition of “ ‘maximum extent 
practicable.’ ” (Defenders of Wildlife, supra, 191 
F.3d at pp. 1165-1167.) We find unpersuasive 
Building Industry's reliance on several statutory 
interpretation concepts, ejusdem generis, noscitur a 
sociis, and expressio unius est exclusion alterius, to 
support its narrower statutory construction. 
 
2. Purpose and History of Section 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) 

 
[8][9] Further, “[w]hile punctuation and grammar 
should be considered in interpreting a statute, neither 
is controlling unless the result is in harmony with the 
clearly expressed intent of the Legislature.” (In re 
John S. (2001) 88 Cal.App.4th 1140, 1144, fn. 1, 106 
Cal.Rptr.2d 476; see Estate of Coffee (1941) 19 
Cal.2d 248, 251, 120 P.2d 661.) If the statutory 
language is susceptible to more than one reasonable 
interpretation, a court must also “look to a variety of 

extrinsic aids, including the ostensible objects to be 
achieved, the evils to be remedied, the legislative 
history, public policy, contemporaneous 
administrative construction, and the statutory scheme 
of which the statute is a part.” (Nolan v. City of 
Anaheim (2004) 33 Cal.4th 335, 340, 14 Cal.Rptr.3d 
857, 92 P.3d 350.) 
 
The legislative purpose underlying the Water Quality 
Act of 1987, and section 1342(p) in particular, 
supports that Congress intended to provide the EPA 
(or the regulatory agency of an approved state) the 
discretion to require compliance with water quality 
standards in a municipal storm sewer NPDES permit, 
particularly where, as here, that compliance will be 
achieved primarily through an iterative process. 
 
Before section 1342(p) was enacted, the courts had 
long recognized that the EPA had the authority to 
require a party to comply with a state water quality 
standard even if that standard had not been translated 
into an effluent limitation. (See EPA v. State Water 
Resources Control Board, supra, 426 U.S. at p. 205, 
fn. 12, 96 S.Ct. 2022;PUD No. 1 of Jefferson Cty. v. 
Washington Dept. of Ecology, supra, 511 U.S. at p. 
715, 114 S.Ct. 1900;Northwest Environmental 
Advocates v. Portland (9th Cir.1995) 56 F.3d 979, 
987;Natural Resources Defense Council v. 
U.S.E.P.A. (9th Cir.1990) 915 F.2d 1314, 1316.) 
Specifically, section 1311(b)(1)(C) gave the 
regulatory agency the authority to impose “any more 
stringent limitation including those necessary to meet 
water quality standards,” and section 1342(a)(2) 
provided that “[t]he [EPA] Administrator shall *884 
prescribe conditions for [NPDES] permits to assure 
compliance” with requirements identified in section 
1342(a)(1), which encompass state water quality 
standards. The United States Supreme Court 
explained that when Congress enacted the 1972 
Clean Water Act, it retained “[w]ater quality 
standards ... as a supplementary basis for effluent 
limitations, ... so that numerous point sources despite 
individual compliance with effluent limitations, may 
be further regulated to prevent water quality from 
falling below acceptable levels....”(EPA v. State 
Water Resources Control Board, supra, 426 U.S. at 
p. 205, fn. 12, 96 S.Ct. 2022; see also Arkansas v. 
Oklahoma (1992) 503 U.S. 91, 101, 112 S.Ct. 1046, 
117 L.Ed.2d 239.) 
 
There is nothing in section 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii)'s 
statutory language or legislative history showing that 
Congress intended to eliminate this discretion when it 
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amended the Clean Water Act in 1987. **141 To the 
contrary, Congress added the NPDES storm sewer 
requirements to strengthen the Clean Water Act by 
making its mandate correspond to the practical 
realities of municipal storm sewer regulation. As 
numerous commentators have pointed out, although 
Congress was reacting to the physical differences 
between municipal storm water runoff and other 
pollutant discharges that made the 1972 legislation's 
blanket effluent limitations approach impractical and 
administratively burdensome, the primary point of 
the legislation was to address these administrative 
problems while giving the administrative bodies the 
tools to meet the fundamental goals of the Clean 
Water Act in the context of stormwater pollution. 
(See Regulation of Urban Stormwater Runoff, supra, 
48 Wash.U.J. Urb. & Contemp. L. at pp. 44-46; 
Environmental Law Handbook, supra, at p. 300; 
Clean Water Act Handbook, supra, at pp. 62-63.) In 
the 1987 congressional debates, the Senators and 
Representatives emphasized the need to prevent the 
widespread and escalating problems resulting from 
untreated storm water toxic discharges that were 
threatening aquatic life and creating conditions 
dangerous to human health. (See Remarks of Sen. 
Durenberger, 133 Cong. Rec. 1279 (Jan. 14, 1987); 
Remarks of Sen. Chaffee, 133 Cong. Rec. S738 
(daily ed. Jan 14, 1987); Remarks of Rep. 
Hammerschmidt, 133 Cong. Rec. 986 (Jan. 8, 1987); 
Remarks of Rep. Roe, 133 Cong. Rec. 1006, 1007 
(Jan. 8, 1987); Remarks of Sen. Stafford, 132 Cong. 
Rec. 32381, 32400 (Oct. 16, 1986).) This legislative 
history supports that in identifying a maximum extent 
practicable standard Congress did not intend to 
substantively bar the EPA/state agency from 
imposing a more stringent water quality standard if 
the agency, based on its expertise and technical 
factual information and after the required 
administrative hearing procedure, found this standard 
to be a necessary and workable enforcement 
mechanism to achieving the goals of the Clean Water 
Act. 
 
To support a contrary view, Building Industry relies 
on comments by Minnesota Senator David 
Durenberger during the lengthy congressional *885 
debates on the 1987 Water Quality Act 
amendments.FN11 (132 Cong. Rec. 32400 (Oct. 16, 
1986); 133 Cong. Rec. S752 (daily ed. Jan. 14, 
1987).) In the cited portions of the Congressional 
Record, Senator Durenberger states that NPDES 
permits “shall require controls to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 

practicable. Such controls include management 
practices, control techniques and systems, design and 
engineering methods, and such other provisions, as 
the Administrator determines appropriate for the 
control of pollutants in the stormwater discharge.” 
(Ibid.) When viewing these statements in context, it 
is apparent that the Senator was merely paraphrasing 
the words of the proposed statute and was not 
intending to address the issue of whether the 
maximum extent practicable standard was a 
regulatory ceiling or whether he believed the 
proposed amendments limited the EPA's existing 
discretion.FN12 
 

FN11. We agree with Building Industry that 
the trial court's refusal to consider this 
legislative history on the basis that it was not 
presented to the administrative agencies was 
improper. However, this error was not 
prejudicial because we apply a de novo 
review standard in interpreting the relevant 
statutes. 

 
FN12. In the cited remarks, Senator 
Durenberger in fact expressed his 
dissatisfaction with the EPA's prior attempts 
to regulate municipal storm sewers. He 
pointed out, for example, that “[r]unoff from 
municipal separate storm sewers and 
industrial sites contain significant values of 
both toxic and conventional pollutants,” and 
that despite the Clean Water Act's “clear 
directive,” the EPA “has failed to require 
most stormwater point sources to apply for 
permits which would control the pollutants 
in their discharge.” (133 Cong. Rec. 1274, 
1279-1280 (daily ed. Jan. 14, 1987).) 

 
**142 Building Industry's reliance on comments 
made by Georgia Representative James Rowland, 
who participated in drafting the 1987 Water Quality 
Act amendments, is similarly unhelpful. During a 
floor debate on the proposed amendments, 
Representative Rowland noted that cities have 
“millions of” stormwater discharge points and 
emphasized the devastating financial burden on cities 
if they were required to obtain a permit for each of 
these points. (133 Cong. Rec. 522 (daily ed. Feb. 3, 
1987).) Representative Rowland then explained that 
the amendments would address this problem by 
“allow[ing] communities to obtain far less costly 
single jurisdictionwide permits.” (Ibid.) Viewed in 
context, these comments were directed at the need for 
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statutory provisions permitting the EPA to issue 
jurisdiction-wide permits thereby preventing 
unnecessary administrative costs to the cities, and do 
not reflect a desire to protect cities from the cost of 
complying with strict water quality standards when 
deemed necessary by the regulatory agency. 
 

3. Interpretations by the EPA and Other Courts 
 
Our conclusion that Congress intended section 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) to provide the regulatory agency 
with authority to impose standards stricter than a 
“maximum extent practicable” standard is consistent 
with interpretations by *886 the EPA and the Ninth 
Circuit. In its final rule promulgated in the Federal 
Register, the EPA construed section 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) as providing the administrative 
agency with the authority to impose water-quality 
standard controls in an NPDES permit if appropriate 
under the circumstances. Specifically, the EPA stated 
this statutory provision requires “controls to reduce 
the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable, and where necessary water quality-based 
controls....” (55 Fed.Reg. 47990, 47994 (Nov. 16, 
1990), italics added.) We are required to give 
substantial deference to this administrative 
interpretation, which occurred after an extensive 
notice and comment period. (See ibid.; Chevron, 
supra, 467 U.S. at pp. 842-844, 104 S.Ct. 2778.) 
 
The only other court that has interpreted the “such 
other provisions” language of section 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) has reached a similar conclusion. 
(Defenders of Wildlife, supra, 191 F.3d at pp. 1166-
1167.) In Defenders of Wildlife, environmental 
organizations brought an action against the EPA, 
challenging provisions in an NPDES permit 
requiring several Arizona localities to adhere to 
various best management practice controls without 
requiring numeric effluent limitations. (Id. at p. 
1161.) The environmental organizations argued that 
section 1342(p) did not allow the EPA to issue 
NPDES permits without requiring strict compliance 
with effluent limitations. (Defenders of Wildlife, 
supra, at p. 1161.)Rejecting this argument, the Ninth 
Circuit found section 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii)'s statutory 
language “unambiguously demonstrates that 
Congress did not require municipal storm-sewer 
discharges to comply strictly” with effluent 
limitations. (Defenders of Wildlife, supra, at p. 1164.) 
 
But in a separate part of the opinion, the Defenders of 
Wildlife court additionally rejected the reverse 

argument made by the affected municipalities (who 
were the interveners in the action) that “the EPA may 
not, under the [Clean Water Act], require strict 
compliance with state water-quality standards, 
through numerical limits or otherwise.” (Defenders of 
Wildlife, supra, 191 F.3d at p. 1166.) The court 
stated: “Although Congress did not require**143 
municipal storm-sewer discharges to comply strictly 
with [numerical effluent limitations], § 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii) states that ‘[p]ermits for discharges 
from municipal storm sewers ... shall require ...such 
other provisions as the Administrator ... determines 
appropriate for the control of such pollutants.’ 
(Emphasis added.) That provision gives the EPA 
discretion to determine what pollution controls are 
appropriate.... [¶] Under that discretionary provision, 
the EPA has the authority to determine that ensuring 
strict compliance with state water-quality standards 
is necessary to control pollutants. The EPA also has 
the authority to require less than strict compliance 
with state water-quality standards.... Under 33 U.S.C. 
§ 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii), the EPA's choice to include 
either management practices or numeric limitations 
in the permits was within its discretion. [Citations.]” 
(Defenders of Wildlife, supra, 191 F.3d at pp. 1166-
1167, second italics added.) Although dicta, this *887 
conclusion reached by a federal court interpreting 
federal law is persuasive and is consistent with our 
independent analysis of the statutory language.FN13 
 

FN13. Building Industry's reliance on two 
other Ninth Circuit decisions to support a 
contrary statutory interpretation is 
misplaced. (See Natural Res. Def. Council, 
Inc. v. U.S.E.P.A., supra, 966 F.2d at p. 
1308;Environmental Defense Center, Inc. v. 
U.S. E.P.A. (9th Cir.2003) 344 F.3d 832.) 
Neither of these decisions addressed the 
issue of the scope of a regulatory agency's 
authority to exceed the maximum extent 
practicable standard in issuing NPDES 
permits for municipal storm sewers. 

 
To support its interpretation of section 
1342(p)(3)(B)(iii), Building Industry additionally 
relies on the statutory provisions addressing nonpoint 
source runoff (a diffuse runoff not channeled through 
a particular source), which were also part of the 1987 
amendments to the Clean Water Act. (§ 1329.) In 
particular, Building Industry cites to section 
1329(a)(1)(C), which states, “The Governor of each 
State shall ... prepare and submit to the [EPA] 
Administrator for approval, a report which ... [¶] ... 
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[¶] describes the process ... for identifying best 
management practices and measures to control each 
[identified] category ... of nonpoint sources and ... to 
reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, the level 
of pollution resulting from such category....” (Italics 
added.) Building Industry argues that because this 
“nonpoint source” statutory language expressly 
identifies only the maximum extent practicable 
standard, we must necessarily conclude that Congress 
meant to similarly limit the storm sewer point source 
pollution regulations to the maximum extent 
practicable standard. 
 
The logic underlying this analogy is flawed because 
the critical language in the two statutory provisions is 
different. In the nonpoint source statute, Congress 
chose to include only the maximum extent 
practicable standard (§ 1329(a)(1)(C)); whereas in 
the municipal storm sewer provisions, Congress 
elected to include the “and such other provisions” 
clause (§ 1342(p)(3)(B)(iii)). This difference leads to 
the reasonable inference that Congress had a different 
intent when it enacted the two statutory provisions. 
Moreover, because of a fundamental difference 
between point and nonpoint source pollution, 
Congress has historically treated the two types of 
pollution differently and has subjected each type to 
entirely different requirements. (See Pronsolino v. 
Nastri (9th Cir.2002) 291 F.3d 1123, 1126-1127.) 
Given this different treatment, it would be improper 
to presume Congress intended to apply the same 
standard in both statutes. Building Industry's citation 
to comments during the 1987 congressional debates 
regarding nonpoint source regulation does **144 not 
support Building Industry's contentions. 
 

*888 4. Contention that it is “Impossible” for 
Municipalities to Meet Water Quality Standards 

 
We also reject Building Industry's arguments woven 
throughout its appellate briefs, and emphasized 
during oral arguments, that the Water Quality 
Standards provisions violate federal law because 
compliance with those standards is “impossible.” The 
argument is not factually or legally supported. 
 
[10][11] First, there is no showing on the record 
before us that the applicable water quality standards 
are unattainable. The trial court specifically 
concluded that Building Industry failed to make a 
factual showing to support this contention, and 
Building Industry does not present a proper appellate 
challenge to this finding sufficient to warrant our 

reexamining the evidence. All judgments and orders 
are presumed correct, and persons challenging them 
must affirmatively show reversible error. (Walling v. 
Kimball (1941) 17 Cal.2d 364, 373, 110 P.2d 58.) A 
party challenging the sufficiency of evidence to 
support a judgment must summarize (and cite to) all 
of the material evidence, not just the evidence 
favorable to his or her appellate positions. (In re 
Marriage of Fink (1979) 25 Cal.3d 877, 887-888, 160 
Cal.Rptr. 516, 603 P.2d 881;People v. Dougherty 
(1982) 138 Cal.App.3d 278, 282, 188 Cal.Rptr. 123.) 
Building Industry has made no attempt to comply 
with this well established appellate rule in its briefs. 
 
In a supplemental brief, Building Industry attempted 
to overcome this deficiency by asserting that “[t]he 
record clearly establishes that [the Water Quality 
Standards provisions] are unattainable during the 
period the permit is in effect.” This statement, 
however, is not supported by the proffered citation or 
by the evidence viewed in the light most favorable to 
the respondents. Further, the fact that many of the 
Municipalities' storm sewer discharges currently 
violate water quality standards does not mean that the 
Municipalities cannot comply with the standards 
during the five-year term of the Permit. Additionally, 
Building Industry's assertions at oral argument that 
the trial court never reached the “impossibility” issue 
and/or that respondents' counsel conceded the issue 
below are belied by the record, including the trial 
court's rejection of Building Industry's specific 
challenge to the proposed statement of decision on 
this very point.FN14 
 

FN14. Because we are not presented with a 
proper appellate challenge, we do not 
address the trial court's factual 
determinations in this case concerning 
whether it is possible or practical for a 
Municipality to achieve any specific Permit 
requirement. 

 
[12] We reject Building Industry's related argument 
that it was respondents' burden to affirmatively show 
it is feasible to satisfy each of the applicable Water 
Quality Standards provisions. The party challenging 
the scope of an administrative permit, such as an 
NPDES, has the burden of *889 showing the agency 
abused its discretion or its findings were unsupported 
by the facts. (See Fukuda v. City of Angels, supra, 20 
Cal.4th at p. 817, 85 Cal.Rptr.2d 696, 977 P.2d 
693;Huntington Park Redevelopment Agency v. 
Duncan (1983) 142 Cal.App.3d 17, 25, 190 Cal.Rptr. 
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744.) Thus, it was not respondents' burden to 
affirmatively demonstrate it was possible for the 
Municipalities to meet the Permit's requirements. 
 
Building Industry alternatively contends it was not 
required to challenge the facts underlying the trial 
court's determination that the Permit requirements 
were feasible**145 because the court's determination 
was wrong as a matter of law. Specifically, Building 
Industry asserts that a Permit requirement that is 
more stringent than a “maximum extent practicable” 
standard is, by definition, “not practicable” and 
therefore “technologically impossible” to achieve 
under any circumstances. Building Industry relies on 
a dictionary definition of “practicable,” which 
provides that the word means “ ‘something that can 
be done; feasible,’ ” citing the 1996 version of 
“Webster's Encyclopedic Unabridged Dictionary.” 
 
This argument is unpersuasive. The federal maximum 
extent practicable standard it is not defined in the 
Clean Water Act or applicable regulations, and thus 
the Regional WaterBoard properly included a 
detailed description of the term in the Permit's 
definitions section. (See ante, fn. 7.) As broadly 
defined in the Permit, the maximum extent 
practicable standard is a highly flexible concept that 
depends on balancing numerous factors, including the 
particular control's technical feasibility, cost, public 
acceptance, regulatory compliance, and effectiveness. 
This definition conveys that the Permit's maximum 
extent practicable standard is a term of art, and is not 
a phrase that can be interpreted solely by reference to 
its everyday or dictionary meaning. Further, the 
Permit's definitional section states that the maximum 
extent practicable standard “considers economics and 
is generally, but not necessarily, less stringent than 
BAT.”(Italics added.) BAT is an acronym for “best 
available technology economically achievable,” 
which is a technology-based standard for industrial 
storm water dischargers that focuses on reducing 
pollutants by treatment or by a combination of 
treatment and best management practices. (See Texas 
Oil & Gas Ass'n v. U.S. E.P.A. (5th Cir.1998) 161 
F.3d 923, 928.) If the maximum extent practicable 
standard is generally “less stringent” than another 
Clean Water Act standard that relies on available 
technologies, it would be unreasonable to conclude 
that anything more stringent than the maximum 
extent practicable standard is necessarily impossible. 
In other contexts, courts have similarly recognized 
that the word “practicable” does not necessarily mean 
the most that can possibly be done. (See Nat. Wildlife 

Federation v. Norton (E.D.Cal.2004) 306 F.Supp.2d 
920, 928, fn. 12 [“[w]hile the meaning of the term 
‘practicable’ in the [Endangered Species Act] is not 
entirely clear, the term does not simply equate to 
‘possible’ ”]; *890Primavera Familienstiftung v. 
Askin (S.D.N.Y.1998) 178 F.R.D. 405, 409 [noting 
that “impracticability does not mean impossibility, 
but rather difficulty or inconvenience”].) 
 
We additionally question whether many of Building 
Industry's “impossibility” arguments are premature 
on the record before us. As we have explained, the 
record does not support that any required control is, 
or will be, impossible to implement. Further, the 
Permit allows the Regional WaterBoard to enforce 
water quality standards during the iterative process, 
but does not impose any obligation that the Board do 
so. Thus, we cannot determine with any degree of 
certainty whether this obligation would ever be 
imposed, particularly if it later turns out that it is not 
possible for a Municipality to achieve that standard. 
 
Finally, we comment on Building Industry's repeated 
warnings that if we affirm the judgment, all affected 
Municipalities will be in immediate violation of the 
Permit because they are not now complying with 
applicable water quality standards, subjecting them to 
immediate and substantial civil penalties, and leading 
to a potential “shut down” of public operations. 
These doomsday arguments are unsupported. The 
Permit makes clear that Municipalities**146 are 
required to adhere to numerous specific controls 
(none of which are challenged in this case) and to 
comply with water quality standards through “timely 
implementation of control measures” by engaging in 
a cooperative iterative process where the Regional 
WaterBoard and Municipality work together to 
identify violations of water quality standards in a 
written report and then incorporate approved 
modified best management practices. Although the 
Permit allows the regulatory agencies to enforce the 
water quality standards during this process, the 
WaterBoards have made clear in this litigation that 
they envision the ongoing iterative process as the 
centerpiece to achieving water quality standards. 
Moreover, the regulations provide an affected party 
reasonable time to comply with new permit 
requirements under certain circumstances. (See 40 
C.F.R. § 122.47.) There is nothing in this record to 
show the Municipalities will be subject to immediate 
penalties for violation of water quality standards. 
 
We likewise find speculative Building Industry's 
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predictions that immediately after we affirm the 
judgment, citizens groups will race to the courthouse 
to file lawsuits against the Municipalities and seek 
penalties for violation of the Water Quality Standards 
provisions.FN15 As noted, the applicable laws provide 
time for an affected entity to comply with new 
standards. Moreover, although we do not reach the 
enforcement issue in this case, we note the *891 
Permit makes clear that the iterative process is to be 
used for violations of water quality standards, and 
gives the Regional WaterBoard the discretionary 
authority to enforce water quality standards during 
that process. Thus, it is not at all clear that a citizen 
would have standing to compel a municipality to 
comply with a water quality standard despite an 
ongoing iterative process. (See § 1365(a)(1)(2).) 
 

FN15. The Clean Water Act allows a citizen 
to sue a discharger to enforce limits 
contained in NPDES permits, but requires 
the citizen to notify the alleged violator, the 
state, and the EPA of its intention to sue at 
least 60 days before filing suit, and limits 
the enforcement to nondiscretionary agency 
acts. (See § 1365(a)(1)(2).) 

 
III. 

 
FN* See footnote 1, ante. 

 
DISPOSITION 

 
Judgment affirmed. Appellants to pay respondents' 
costs on appeal. 
 
WE CONCUR: BENKE, Acting P.J., and AARON, 
J. 
Cal.App. 4 Dist.,2004. 
Building Industry Ass'n of San Diego County v. State 
Water Resources Control Bd. 
124 Cal.App.4th 866, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d 128, 34 Envtl. 
L. Rep. 20,149, 04 Cal. Daily Op. Serv. 10,694, 2004 
Daily Journal D.A.R. 14,492 
 
END OF DOCUMENT 
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City of Burbank v. State Water Resources Control 
Bd. 
Cal.,2005. 
 

Supreme Court of California 
CITY OF BURBANK, Plaintiff and Appellant, 

v. 
STATEWATER RESOURCES CONTROL 
BOARD et al., Defendants and Appellants. 

City of LosAngeles, Plaintiff and Respondent, 
v. 

StateWater Resources Control Board et al., 
Defendants and Appellants. 

Nos. S119248, B151175, B152562. 
 

April 4, 2005. 
Rehearing Denied June 29, 2005.FN* 

 
FN*Brown, J., did not participate therein. 

 
Background: Cities filed petitions for writs of 
mandate challenging pollutant limitations in 
wastewater discharge permits issued by regional 
water quality control boards. The Superior Court, 
LosAngeles County, Nos. BS060957 and 
BS060960,Dzintra I. Janavs, J., set aside permits. 
Regional board and statewater resources control 
board appealed. The Court of Appeal consolidated 
the cases and reversed. The Supreme Court granted 
review, superseding the opinion of the Court of 
Appeal. 
 
Holdings: The Supreme Court, Kennard, J., held 
that: 
 
(1) regional board may not consider economic factors 
as justification for imposing pollutant restrictions in 
wastewater discharge permit which are less stringent 
than applicable federal standards, and 
 
(2) when imposing more stringent pollutant 
restrictions that those required by federal law, 
regional board may take economic factors into 
account. 
 
Judgment of Court of Appeal affirmed, and matter 
remanded. 
 

Brown, J., filed concurring opinion. 
 
Opinion, 4 Cal.Rptr.3d 27, superseded. 
West Headnotes 
[1] Environmental Law 149E 165 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek163 Constitutional Provisions, Statutes, 
and Ordinances 
                149Ek165 k. Purpose. Most Cited Cases 
Clean Water Act is a comprehensive water quality 
statute designed to restore and maintain the chemical, 
physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's 
waters. Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972, § 101 et seq., as amended, 33 
U.S.C.A. § 1251 et seq. 
 
[2] Environmental Law 149E 197 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek197 k. Conditions and Limitations. 
Most Cited Cases 
 
 States 360 18.31 
 
360 States 
      360I Political Status and Relations 
            360I(B) Federal Supremacy; Preemption 
                360k18.31 k. Environment; Nuclear 
Projects. Most Cited Cases 
Regional water quality control board may not 
consider economic factors as justification for 
imposing pollutant restrictions in wastewater 
discharge permit which are less stringent than 
applicable federal standards, despite statute directing 
board to take such factors into consideration, because 
the federal constitutional supremacy clause requires 
state law to yield to federal law. U.S.C.A. Const. Art. 
6, cl. 2; Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972, §§ 101 et seq., 301(a), 
(b)(1)(B, C), 402(a)(1, 3), as amended, 33 U.S.C.A. 
§§ 1251 et seq., 1311(a), (b)(1)(B, C), 1342(a)(1, 3); 
West's Ann.Cal.Water Code §§ 13000 et seq., 
13241(d), 13263, 13377. 
See 4 Witkin, Summary of Cal. Law (9th ed. 1987) 
Real Property, §§ 68, 69; 8 Miller & Starr, Cal. Real 
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Estate (3d ed. 2001) § 23:54; Cal. Jur. 3d, Pollution 
and Conservation Laws, § 126. 
[3] Statutes 361 181(1) 
 
361 Statutes 
      361VI Construction and Operation 
            361VI(A) General Rules of Construction 
                361k180 Intention of Legislature 
                      361k181 In General 
                          361k181(1) k. In General. Most 
Cited Cases 
 
 Statutes 361 184 
 
361 Statutes 
      361VI Construction and Operation 
            361VI(A) General Rules of Construction 
                361k180 Intention of Legislature 
                      361k184 k. Policy and Purpose of Act. 
Most Cited Cases 
When construing any statute, the court's task is to 
determine the Legislature's intent when it enacted the 
statute so as to adopt the construction that best 
effectuates the purpose of the law. 
 
[4] States 360 18.5 
 
360 States 
      360I Political Status and Relations 
            360I(B) Federal Supremacy; Preemption 
                360k18.5 k. Conflicting or Conforming 
Laws or Regulations. Most Cited Cases 
Under the federal Constitution's supremacy clause, a 
state law that conflicts with federal law is without 
effect. U.S.C.A. Const. Art. 6, cl. 2. 
 
[5] Environmental Law 149E 197 
 
149E Environmental Law 
      149EV Water Pollution 
            149Ek194 Permits and Certifications 
                149Ek197 k. Conditions and Limitations. 
Most Cited Cases 
When imposing more stringent pollutant restrictions 
in a wastewater discharge permit than those required 
by federal law, a regional water quality control board 
may take into account the economic effects of doing 
so. Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments 
of 1972, §§ 101 et seq., 101(b), 510, as amended, 33 
U.S.C.A. §§ 1251 et seq., 1251(b), 1370; West's 
Ann.Cal.Water Code §§ 13000 et seq., 13241(d), 
13263, 13377. 

 
***305Bill Lockyer, Attorney General, Manuel M. 
Medeiros, State Solicitor General, Richard M. Frank 
and Tom Greene, Chief Assistant Attorneys General, 
Mary E. Hackenbracht, Assistant Attorney General, 
Marilyn H. Levin, Gregory J. Newmark and David S. 
Beckman, Deputy Attorneys General, for Defendants 
and Appellants. 
David S. Beckman, LosAngeles, and Dan L. Gildor, 
Berkeley, for Natural Resources Defense Counsel, 
Butte Environmental Council, California Coastkeeper 
Alliance, CalTrout, Clean Water Action, Clean Water 
Fund, Coalition on the Environment and Jewish Life 
of Southern California, Coast Action Group, Defend 
the Bay, Ecological Rights Foundation, Environment 
in the Public Interest, Environmental Defense Center, 
Heal the Bay, LosAngeles Interfaith Environment 
Council, Ocean Conservancy, Orange County 
Coastkeeper, San Diego Baykeeper, Santa Barbara 
Channelkeeper, Santa Monica Baykeeper, Southern 
California Watershed Alliance, Ventura Coastkeeper, 
Waterkeeper Alliance, Waterkeepers Northern 
California, Westside Aquatics, Inc., and Wishtoyo 
Foundation as Amici Curiae on behalf of Plaintiffs 
and Appellants. 
Downey, Brand, Seymour & Rohwer, Downey 
Brand, Melissa A. Thorme, Sacramento, Jeffrey S. 
Galvin, Nicole E. Granquist and Cassandra M. 
Ferrannini, Sacramento, for Plaintiffs and Appellants. 
Dennis A. Barlow, City Attorney, and Carolyn A. 
Barnes, Assistant City Attorney, for Defendant and 
Appellant City of Burbank. 
Rockard J. Delgadillo, City Attorney, and 
Christopher M. Westhoff, Assistant City Attorney, 
for Plaintiff and Appellant City of LosAngeles. 
Rutan & Tucker and Richard Montevideo, Costa 
Mesa, for Cities of Baldwin Park, Bell, Cerritos, 
Diamond Bar, Downey, Gardena, Montebello, 
Monterey Park, Paramount, Pico Rivera, Rosemead, 
San Gabriel, San Marino, Santa Fe Springs, Sierra 
Madre, Signal Hill, Temple City and West Covina, 
the California Building Industry Association and the 
Building Industry Legal Defense Foundation as 
Amici Curiae on behalf of Plaintiffs and Appellants. 
Stoel Rives and Lawrence S. Bazel, San Francisco, 
for Western Coalition of Arid States as Amicus 
Curiae on behalf of Plaintiffs and Appellants. 
Richards, Watson & Gershon and John J. Harris, 
LosAngeles, for the League of California Cities as 
Amicus Curiae on behalf of Plaintiffs and Appellants. 
***306 Squire, Sanders & Dempsey, Joseph A. 
Meckes, San Francisco; David W. Burchmore; and 
Alexandra Dapolito Dunn, for Association of 
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Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies as Amicus Curiae 
on behalf of Plaintiffs and Appellants. 
Lewis, Brisbois, Bisgaard & Smith and B. Richard 
Marsh, LosAngeles, for County Sanitation Districts 
of LosAngeles County as Amicus Curiae on behalf 
of Plaintiffs and Appellants. 
Fulbright & Jaworski, Colin Lennard, Patricia Chen, 
LosAngeles; Archer Norris and Peter W. McGaw, 
Walnut Creek, for California Association of 
Sanitation Agencies as Amicus Curiae on behalf of 
Plaintiffs and Appellants. 
KENNARD, J. 
*618**864 Federal law establishes national water 
quality standards but allows the states to enforce their 
own water quality laws so long as they comply with 
federal standards. Operating within this federal-state 
framework, California's nine Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards establish water quality policy. They 
also issue permits for the discharge of treated 
wastewater; these permits specify the maximum 
allowable concentration of chemical pollutants in the 
discharged wastewater. 
 
The question here is this: When a regional board 
issues a permit to a wastewater treatment facility, 
must the board take into account the facility's costs of 
complying with the board's restrictions on pollutants 
in the wastewater to be discharged? The trial court 
ruled that California law required a regional board to 
weigh the economic burden on the facility against the 
expected environmental benefits of reducing 
pollutants in the wastewater discharge. The Court of 
Appeal disagreed. On petitions by the municipal 
operators of three wastewater treatment facilities, we 
granted review. 
 
We reach the following conclusions: Because both 
California law and federal law require regional 
boards to comply with federal clean water standards, 
and because the supremacy clause of the United 
States Constitution requires state law to yield to 
federal law, a regional board, when issuing a 
wastewater discharge permit, may not consider 
economic factors to justify imposing pollutant 
restrictions that are less stringent than the applicable 
federal standards require. When, however, a regional 
board is considering whether to make the pollutant 
restrictions in a wastewater discharge permit more 
stringent than federal law requires, California law 
allows the board to take into account economic 
**865 factors, including the wastewater discharger's 
cost of compliance. We remand this case for further 
proceedings to determine whether the pollutant 

limitations in the permits challenged here meet or 
exceed federal standards. 
 

*619I. STATUTORY BACKGROUND 
 
The quality of our nation's waters is governed by a 
“complex statutory and regulatory scheme ... that 
implicates both federal and state administrative 
responsibilities.” (PUD No. 1 of Jefferson County v. 
Washington Department of Ecology (1994) 511 U.S. 
700, 704, 114 S.Ct. 1900, 128 L.Ed.2d 716.) We first 
discuss California law, then federal law. 
 

A. California Law 
 
In California, the controlling law is the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act (Porter-Cologne 
Act), which was enacted in 1969. (Wat.Code, § 
13000 et seq., added by Stats.1969, ch. 482, § 18, p. 
1051.) FN1 Its goal is “to attain the highest water 
***307 quality which is reasonable, considering all 
demands being made and to be made on those waters 
and the total values involved, beneficial and 
detrimental, economic and social, tangible and 
intangible.”(§ 13000.) The task of accomplishing this 
belongs to the StateWater Resources Control Board 
(State Board) and the nine Regional Water Quality 
Control Boards; together the State Board and the 
regional boards comprise “the principal state 
agencies with primary responsibility for the 
coordination and control of water quality.”(§ 13001.) 
As relevant here, one of those regional boards 
oversees the LosAngeles region (the LosAngeles 
Regional Board).FN2 
 

FN1. Further undesignated statutory 
references are to the Water Code. 

 
FN2. The LosAngeles water region 
“comprises all basins draining into the 
Pacific Ocean between the southeasterly 
boundary, located in the westerly part of 
Ventura County, of the watershed of Rincon 
Creek and a line which coincides with the 
southeasterly boundary of LosAngeles 
County from the ocean to San Antonio Peak 
and follows thence the divide between San 
Gabriel River and Lytle Creek drainages to 
the divide between Sheep Creek and San 
Gabriel River drainages.”(§ 13200, subd. 
(d).) 
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Whereas the State Board establishes statewide policy 
for water quality control (§ 13140), the regional 
boards “formulate and adopt water quality control 
plans for all areas within [a] region” (§ 13240). The 
regional boards' water quality plans, called “basin 
plans,” must address the beneficial uses to be 
protected as well as water quality objectives, and they 
must establish a program of implementation. (§ 
13050, subd. (j).) Basin plans must be consistent with 
“state policy for water quality control.”(§ 13240.) 
 

B. Federal Law 
 
[1] In 1972, Congress enacted amendments (Pub.L. 
No. 92-500 (Oct. 18, 1972) 86 Stat. 816) to the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. § 
1251 et seq.), which, as amended in 1977, is 
commonly known as the Clean *620 Water Act. The 
Clean Water Act is a “comprehensive water quality 
statute designed ‘to restore and maintain the 
chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the 
Nation's waters.’ ”(PUD No. 1 of Jefferson County v. 
Washington Dept. of Ecology, supra, 511 U.S. at p. 
704, 114 S.Ct. 1900, quoting 33 U.S.C. § 1251(a).) 
The Act's national goal was to eliminate by the year 
1985 “the discharge of pollutants into the navigable 
waters” of the United States. (33 U.S.C. § 
1251(a)(1).) To accomplish this goal, the Act 
established “effluent limitations,” which are 
restrictions on the “quantities, rates, and 
concentrations of chemical, physical, biological, and 
other constituents”; these effluent limitations allow 
the discharge of pollutants only when the water has 
been satisfactorily treated to conform with federal 
water quality standards. (33 U.S.C. §§ 1311, 
1362(11).) 
 
Under the federal Clean Water Act, each state is free 
to enforce its own water quality laws so long as its 
effluent limitations are not “less stringent” than those 
set out in the Clean Water Act. (33 U.S.C. § 1370.) 
This led the California Legislature in 1972 to amend 
the state's Porter-Cologne Act “to ensure consistency 
with the requirements for state programs 
implementing the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act.”(§ 13372.) 
 
**866 Roughly a dozen years ago, the United States 
Supreme Court, in Arkansas v. Oklahoma (1992) 503 
U.S. 91, 112 S.Ct. 1046, 117 L.Ed.2d 239, described 
the distinct roles of the state and federal agencies in 
enforcing water quality: “The Clean Water Act 
anticipates a partnership between the States and the 

Federal Government, animated by a shared objective: 
‘to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and 
biological integrity of the Nation's waters.’ 33 U.S.C. 
§ 1251(a). Toward ***308 this end, [the Clean Water 
Act] provides for two sets of water quality measures. 
‘Effluent limitations' are promulgated by the 
[Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)] and 
restrict the quantities, rates, and concentrations of 
specified substances which are discharged from point 
sources.FN3 See §§ 1311, 1314. ‘[W]ater quality 
standards' are, in general, promulgated by the States 
and establish the desired condition of a waterway. 
See § 1313. These standards supplement effluent 
limitations ‘so that numerous point sources, despite 
individual compliance with effluent limitations, may 
be further regulated to prevent water quality from 
falling below acceptable levels.’ EPA v. California ex 
rel. State Water Resources Control Bd., 426 U.S. 
200, 205, n. 12, 96 S.Ct. 2022, 2025, n. 12, 48 
L.Ed.2d 578 (1976). 
 

FN3. A “point source” is “any discernable, 
confined and discrete conveyance” and 
includes “any pipe, ditch, channel ... from 
which pollutants ... may be discharged.” (33 
U.S.C. § 1362(14).) 

 
*621 “The EPA provides States with substantial 
guidance in the drafting of water quality standards. 
See generally 40 CFR pt. 131 (1991) (setting forth 
model water quality standards). Moreover, [the Clean 
Water Act] requires, inter alia, that state authorities 
periodically review water quality standards and 
secure the EPA's approval of any revisions in the 
standards. If the EPA recommends changes to the 
standards and the State fails to comply with that 
recommendation, the Act authorizes the EPA to 
promulgate water quality standards for the State. 33 
U.S.C. § 1313(c).” (Arkansas v. Oklahoma, supra, 
503 U.S. at p. 101, 112 S.Ct. 1046.) 
 
Part of the federal Clean Water Act is the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), 
“[t]he primary means” for enforcing effluent 
limitations and standards under the Clean Water Act. 
(Arkansas v. Oklahoma, supra, 503 U.S. at p. 101, 
112 S.Ct. 1046.) The NPDES sets out the conditions 
under which the federal EPA or a state with an 
approved water quality control program can issue 
permits for the discharge of pollutants in wastewater. 
(33 U.S.C. § 1342(a) & (b).) In California, 
wastewater discharge requirements established by the 
regional boards are the equivalent of the NPDES 
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permits required by federal law. (§ 13374.) 
 
With this federal and state statutory framework in 
mind, we now turn to the facts of this case. 
 

II. FACTUAL BACKGROUND 
 
This case involves three publicly owned treatment 
plants that discharge wastewater under NPDES 
permits issued by the LosAngeles Regional Board. 
 
The City of LosAngeles owns and operates the 
Donald C. Tillman Water Reclamation Plant (Tillman 
Plant), which serves the San Fernando Valley. The 
City of LosAngeles also owns and operates the 
LosAngeles-Glendale Water Reclamation Plant 
(LosAngeles-Glendale Plant), which processes 
wastewater from areas within the City of LosAngeles 
and the independent cities of Glendale and Burbank. 
Both the Tillman Plant and the LosAngeles-Glendale 
Plant discharge wastewater directly into the 
LosAngeles River, now a concrete-lined flood 
control channel that runs through the City of 
LosAngeles, ending at the Pacific Ocean. The State 
Board and the LosAngeles Regional Board consider 
the LosAngeles River to be a navigable water of the 
United States for purposes of the federal Clean Water 
Act. 
 
The third plant, the Burbank Water Reclamation 
Plant (Burbank Plant), is owned and operated by the 
City of Burbank,***309 serving residents and 
businesses within that city. The Burbank Plant 
discharges wastewater into the Burbank Western 
Wash, which drains into the LosAngeles River. 
 
*622 All three plants, which together process 
hundreds of millions of gallons of sewage **867 
each day, are tertiary treatment facilities; that is, the 
treated wastewater they release is processed 
sufficiently to be safe not only for use in watering 
food crops, parks, and playgrounds, but also for 
human body contact during recreational water 
activities such as swimming. 
 
In 1998, the LosAngeles Regional Board issued 
renewed NPDES permits to the three wastewater 
treatment facilities under a basin plan it had adopted 
four years earlier for the LosAngeles River and its 
estuary. That 1994 basin plan contained general 
narrative criteria pertaining to the existing and 
potential future beneficial uses and water quality 

objectives for the river and estuary.FN4 The narrative 
criteria included municipal and domestic water 
supply, swimming and other recreational water uses, 
and fresh water habitat. The plan further provided: 
“All waters shall be maintained free of toxic 
substances in concentrations that are toxic to, or that 
produce detrimental physiological responses in 
human, plant, animal, or aquatic life.” The 1998 
permits sought to reduce these narrative criteria to 
specific numeric requirements setting daily maximum 
limitations for more than 30 pollutants present in the 
treated wastewater, measured in milligrams or 
micrograms per liter of effluent.FN5 
 

FN4. This opinion uses the terms “narrative 
criteria” or descriptions, and “numeric 
criteria” or effluent limitations. Narrative 
criteria are broad statements of desirable 
water quality goals in a water quality plan. 
For example, “no toxic pollutants in toxic 
amounts” would be a narrative description. 
This contrasts with numeric criteria, which 
detail specific pollutant concentrations, such 
as parts per million of a particular substance. 

 
FN5. For example, the permits for the 
Tillman and LosAngeles-Glendale Plants 
limited the amount of fluoride in the 
discharged wastewater to 2 milligrams per 
liter and the amount of mercury to 2.1 
micrograms per liter. 

 
The Cities of LosAngeles and Burbank (Cities) filed 
appeals with the State Board, contending that 
achievement of the numeric requirements would be 
too costly when considered in light of the potential 
benefit to water quality, and that the pollutant 
restrictions in the NPDES permits were unnecessary 
to meet the narrative criteria described in the basin 
plan. The State Board summarily denied the Cities' 
appeals. 
 
Thereafter, the Cities filed petitions for writs of 
administrative mandate in the superior court. They 
alleged, among other things, that the LosAngeles 
Regional Board failed to comply with sections 13241 
and 13263, part of California's Porter-Cologne Act, 
because it did not consider the economic burden on 
the Cities in having to reduce substantially the 
pollutant content of their discharged wastewater. 
They also alleged that compliance with the pollutant 
restrictions set out in the NPDES permits issued by 
the regional *623 board would greatly increase their 
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costs of treating the wastewater to be discharged into 
the LosAngeles River. According to the City of 
LosAngeles, its compliance costs would exceed $50 
million annually, representing more than 40 percent 
of its entire budget for operating its four wastewater 
treatment plants and its sewer system; the City of 
Burbank estimated its added costs at over $9 million 
annually, a nearly 100 percent increase above its $9.7 
million annual budget for wastewater treatment. 
 
***310 The State Board and the LosAngeles 
Regional Board responded that sections 13241 and 
13263 do not require consideration of costs of 
compliance when a regional board issues a NPDES 
permit that restricts the pollutant content of 
discharged wastewater. 
 
The trial court stayed the contested pollutant 
restrictions for each of the three wastewater treatment 
plants. It then ruled that sections 13241 and 13263 of 
California's Porter-Cologne Act required a regional 
board to consider costs of compliance not only when 
it adopts a basin or water quality plan but also when, 
as here, it issues an NPDES permit setting the 
allowable pollutant content of a treatment plant's 
discharged wastewater. The court found no evidence 
that the LosAngeles Regional Board had considered 
economic factors at either stage. Accordingly, the 
trial court granted the Cities' petitions for writs of 
mandate, and it ordered the LosAngeles Regional 
Board to vacate the contested restrictions on 
pollutants in the wastewater discharge permits issued 
to the three municipal plants here and to conduct 
hearings **868 to consider the Cities' costs of 
compliance before the board's issuance of new 
permits. The LosAngeles Regional Board and the 
State Board filed appeals in both the LosAngeles and 
Burbank cases.FN6 
 

FN6. Unchallenged on appeal and thus not 
affected by our decision are the trial court's 
rulings that (1) the LosAngeles Regional 
Board failed to show how it derived from 
the narrative criteria in the governing basin 
plan the specific numeric pollutant 
limitations included in the permits; (2) the 
administrative record failed to support the 
specific effluent limitations; (3) the permits 
improperly imposed daily maximum limits 
rather than weekly or monthly averages; and 
(4) the permits improperly specified the 
manner of compliance. 

 

The Court of Appeal, after consolidating the cases, 
reversed the trial court. It concluded that sections 
13241 and 13263 require a regional board to take into 
account “economic considerations” when it adopts 
water quality standards in a basin plan but not when, 
as here, the regional board sets specific pollutant 
restrictions in wastewater discharge permits intended 
to satisfy those standards. We granted the Cities' 
petition for review. 
 

*624III. DISCUSSION 
 

A. Relevant State Statutes 
 
The California statute governing the issuance of 
wastewater permits by a regional board is section 
13263, which was enacted in 1969 as part of the 
Porter-Cologne Act. (See 26 Cal.Rptr.3d pp. 306-
307, 108 P.3d p. 865,ante.) Section 13263 provides in 
relevant part: “The regional board, after any 
necessary hearing, shall prescribe requirements as to 
the nature of any proposed discharge [of 
wastewater]. The requirements shall implement any 
relevant water quality control plans that have been 
adopted, and shall take into consideration the 
beneficial uses to be protected, the water quality 
objectives reasonably required for that purpose, other 
waste discharges, the need to prevent nuisance, and 
the provisions of Section 13241.”(§ 13263, subd. (a), 
italics added.) 
 
Section 13241 states: “Each regional board shall 
establish such water quality objectives in water 
quality control plans as in its judgment will ensure 
the reasonable protection of beneficial uses and the 
prevention of nuisance; however, it is recognized that 
it may be possible for the quality of water to be 
changed to some degree without unreasonably 
affecting beneficial uses. Factors to be considered by 
a regional board in establishing water quality 
objectives shall include, but not necessarily be 
limited to, all of the following: 
 
***311 “(a) Past, present, and probable future 
beneficial uses of water. 
 
“(b) Environmental characteristics of the 
hydrographic unit under consideration, including the 
quality of water available thereto. 
 
“(c) Water quality conditions that could reasonably 
be achieved through the coordinated control of all 
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factors which affect water quality in the area. 
 
“(d) Economic considerations. 
 
“(e) The need for developing housing within the 
region. 
 
“(f) The need to develop and use recycled water.” 
(Italics added.) 
 
The Cities here argue that section 13263's express 
reference to section 13241 requires the LosAngeles 
Regional Board to consider section 13241's listed 
factors, notably “[e]conomic considerations,” before 
issuing NPDES permits requiring specific pollutant 
reductions in discharged effluent or treated 
wastewater. 
 
[2]*625 Thus, at issue is language in section 13263 
stating that when a regional board “prescribe[s] 
requirements as to the nature of any proposed 
discharge” of treated wastewater it must “take into 
consideration” certain factors including “the 
provisions of Section 13241.” According to the 
Cities, this statutory language requires that a regional 
board make an independent evaluation of the section 
13241 factors, including “economic considerations,” 
before restricting the pollutant content in an NPDES 
permit. This was the view expressed in the trial 
court's ruling. The Court of Appeal rejected that 
view. It held that a regional board need consider the 
section 13241 factors only when it adopts a basin or 
water quality plan, but not when, as in this case, it 
issues a wastewater discharge **869 permit that sets 
specific numeric limitations on the various chemical 
pollutants in the wastewater to be discharged. As 
explained below, the Court of Appeal was partly 
correct. 
 

B. Statutory Construction 
 
[3] When construing any statute, our task is to 
determine the Legislature's intent when it enacted the 
statute “so that we may adopt the construction that 
best effectuates the purpose of the law.” (Hassan v. 
Mercy American River Hospital (2003) 31 Cal.4th 
709, 715, 3 Cal.Rptr.3d 623, 74 P.3d 726;Esberg v. 
Union Oil Co. (2002) 28 Cal.4th 262, 268, 121 
Cal.Rptr.2d 203, 47 P.3d 1069.) In doing this, we 
look to the statutory language, which ordinarily is 
“the most reliable indicator of legislative intent.” 
(Hassan, supra, at p. 715, 3 Cal.Rptr.3d 623, 74 P.3d 

726.) 
 
As mentioned earlier, our Legislature's 1969 
enactment of the Porter-Cologne Act, which sought 
to ensure the high quality of water in this state, 
predated the 1972 enactment by Congress of the 
precursor to the federal Clean Water Act. Included in 
California's original Porter-Cologne Act were 
sections 13263 and 13241. Section 13263 directs 
regional boards, when issuing wastewater discharge 
permits, to take into account various factors, 
including those set out in section 13241. Listed 
among the section 13241 factors is “[e]conomic 
considerations.” (§ 13241, subd. (d).) The plain 
language of sections 13263 and 13241 indicates the 
Legislature's intent in 1969, when these statutes were 
enacted, that a regional board consider the cost of 
compliance when setting effluent limitations in a 
wastewater discharge permit. 
 
Our construction of sections 13263 and 13241 does 
not end with their plain statutory language, however. 
We must also analyze them in the context of the 
statutory scheme of which they are a part. 
***312(State Farm Mutual Automobile Ins. Co. v. 
Garamendi (2004) 32 Cal.4th 1029, 1043, 12 
Cal.Rptr.3d 343, 88 P.3d 71.) Like sections 13263 
and 13241, section 13377 is part of the Porter-
Cologne Act. But unlike the former two statutes, 
section 13377 was *626 not enacted until 1972, 
shortly after Congress, through adoption of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments, 
established a comprehensive water quality policy for 
the nation. 
 
[4]Section 13377 specifies that wastewater discharge 
permits issued by California's regional boards must 
meet the federal standards set by federal law. In 
effect, section 13377 forbids a regional board's 
consideration of any economic hardship on the part 
of the permit holder if doing so would result in the 
dilution of the requirements set by Congress in the 
Clean Water Act. That act prohibits the discharge of 
pollutants into the navigable waters of the United 
States unless there is compliance with federal law (33 
U.S.C. § 1311(a)), and publicly operated wastewater 
treatment plants such as those before us here must 
comply with the act's clean water standards, 
regardless of cost (see id., §§ 1311(a), (b)(1)(B) & 
(C), 1342(a)(1) & (3)). Because section 13263 cannot 
authorize what federal law forbids, it cannot 
authorize a regional board, when issuing a 
wastewater discharge permit, to use compliance costs 
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to justify pollutant restrictions that do not comply 
with federal clean water standards.FN7 Such a 
construction of section 13263 would not only be 
inconsistent with federal law, it would also be 
inconsistent with the Legislature's **870 declaration 
in section 13377 that all discharged wastewater must 
satisfy federal standards.FN8 This was also the 
conclusion of the Court of Appeal. Moreover, under 
the federal Constitution's supremacy clause (art. VI), 
a state law that conflicts with federal law is “ 
‘without effect.’ ” (Cipollone v. Liggett Group, Inc. 
(1992) 505 U.S. 504, 516, 112 S.Ct. 2608, 120 
L.Ed.2d 407;Dowhal v. SmithKline Beecham 
Consumer Healthcare (2004) 32 Cal.4th 910, 923, 12 
Cal.Rptr.3d 262, 88 P.3d 1.) To comport with the 
principles of federal supremacy, California law 
cannot authorize this *627 state's regional boards to 
allow the discharge of pollutants into the navigable 
waters of the United States in concentrations ***313 
that would exceed the mandates of federal law. 
 

FN7. The concurring opinion misconstrues 
both state and federal clean water law when 
it describes the issue here as “whether the 
Clean Water Act prevents or prohibits the 
regional water board from considering 
economic factors to justify pollutant 
restrictions that meet the clean water 
standards in more cost-effective and 
economically efficient ways.” (Conc. Opn. of 
Brown, J., post, 26 Cal.Rptr.3d p. 314, 108 
P.3d at p. 871, some italics added.) This case 
has nothing to do with meeting federal 
standards in more cost effective and 
economically efficient ways. State law, as 
we have said, allows a regional board to 
consider a permit holder's compliance cost 
to relax pollutant concentrations, as 
measured by numeric standards, for 
pollutants in a wastewater discharge permit. 
(§§ 13241 & 13263.) Federal law, by 
contrast, as stated above in the text, 
“prohibits the discharge of pollutants into 
the navigable waters of the United States 
unless there is compliance with federal law 
(33 U.S.C. § 1311(a)), and publicly operated 
wastewater treatment plants such as those 
before us here must comply with the 
[federal] act's clean water standards, 
regardless of cost (see id., §§ 1311(a), 
(b)(1)(B) & (C), 1342(a)(1) & (3)).” (Italics 
added.) 

 

FN8. As amended in 1978, section 13377 
provides for the issuance of waste discharge 
permits that comply with federal clean water 
law “together with any more stringent 
effluent standards or limitations necessary to 
implement water quality control plans, or for 
the protection of beneficial uses, or to 
prevent nuisance.” We do not here decide 
how this provision would affect the cost-
consideration requirements of sections 
13241 and 13263 when more stringent 
effluent standards or limitations in a permit 
are justified for some reason independent of 
compliance with federal law. 

 
Thus, in this case, whether the LosAngeles Regional 
Board should have complied with sections 13263 and 
13241 of California's Porter-Cologne Act by taking 
into account “economic considerations,” such as the 
costs the permit holder will incur to comply with the 
numeric pollutant restrictions set out in the permits, 
depends on whether those restrictions meet or exceed 
the requirements of the federal Clean Water Act. We 
therefore remand this matter for the trial court to 
resolve that issue. 
 

C. Other Contentions 
 
The Cities argue that requiring a regional board at the 
wastewater discharge permit stage to consider the 
permit holder's cost of complying with the board's 
restrictions on pollutant content in the water is 
consistent with federal law. In support, the Cities 
point to certain provisions of the federal Clean Water 
Act. They cite section 1251(a)(2) of title 33 United 
States Code, which sets, as a national goal “wherever 
attainable,” an interim goal for water quality that 
protects fish and wildlife, and section 1313(c)(2)(A) 
of the same title, which requires consideration, 
among other things, of waters' “use and value for 
navigation” when revising or adopting a “water 
quality standard.” (Italics added.) These two federal 
statutes, however, pertain not to permits for 
wastewater discharge, at issue here, but to 
establishing water quality standards, not at issue here. 
Nothing in the federal Clean Water Act suggests that 
a state is free to disregard or to weaken the federal 
requirements for clean water when an NPDES permit 
holder alleges that compliance with those 
requirements will be too costly. 
 
[5] At oral argument, counsel for amicus curiae 
National Resources Defense Council, which argued 
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on behalf of California's State Board and regional 
water boards, asserted that the federal Clean Water 
Act incorporates state water policy into federal law, 
and that therefore a regional board's consideration of 
economic factors to justify greater pollutant 
concentration in discharged wastewater would 
conflict with the federal act even if the specified 
pollutant restrictions were not less stringent than 
those required under federal law. We are not 
persuaded. The federal Clean Water Act reserves to 
the states significant aspects of water quality policy 
(33 U.S.C. § 1251(b)), and it specifically grants the 
states authority to “enforce any effluent limitation” 
that is not “less stringent ” than the federal standard 
(id.§ 1370, italics added). It does not prescribe or 
restrict the factors that a state may consider when 
exercising this reserved authority, and thus it does not 
prohibit *628 a state-when imposing effluent 
limitations that are more stringent than required by 
federal law-from taking into account the economic 
effects of doing so. 
 
Also at oral argument, counsel for the Cities asserted 
that if the three municipal wastewater treatment 
facilities ceased releasing their treated wastewater 
into the concrete channel that makes up the 
LosAngeles River, it would (other than during the 
rainy season) contain no water at all, and thus would 
not be a “navigable water” of the **871 United States 
subject to the Clean Water Act. (See Solid Waste 
Agency v. United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(2001) 531 U.S. 159, 172, 121 S.Ct. 675, 148 
L.Ed.2d 576 [“The term ‘navigable’ has at least the 
import of showing us what Congress had in mind as 
its authority for enacting the CWA: its traditional 
jurisdiction over waters that were or had been 
navigable in fact or which could reasonably be so 
made.”].) It is unclear when the Cities first raised this 
issue. The Court of Appeal did not discuss it in its 
opinion, and the Cities did not seek rehearing on this 
ground. (See ***314Cal. Rules of Court, rule 
28(c)(2).) Concluding that the issue is outside our 
grant of review, we do not address it. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 
Through the federal Clean Water Act, Congress has 
regulated the release of pollutants into our national 
waterways. The states are free to manage their own 
water quality programs so long as they do not 
compromise the federal clean water standards. When 
enacted in 1972, the goal of the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act Amendments was to eliminate 

by the year 1985 the discharge of pollutants into the 
nation's navigable waters. In furtherance of that goal, 
the LosAngeles Regional Board indicated in its 1994 
basin plan on water quality the intent, insofar as 
possible, to remove from the water in the LosAngeles 
River toxic substances in amounts harmful to 
humans, plants, and aquatic life. What is not clear 
from the record before us is whether, in limiting the 
chemical pollutant content of wastewater to be 
discharged by the Tillman, LosAngeles-Glendale, 
and Burbank wastewater treatment facilities, the 
LosAngeles Regional Board acted only to implement 
requirements of the federal Clean Water Act or 
instead imposed pollutant limitations that exceeded 
the federal requirements. This is an issue of fact to be 
resolved by the trial court. 
 

DISPOSITION 
 
We affirm the judgment of the Court of Appeal 
reinstating the wastewater discharge permits to the 
extent that the specified numeric limitations on 
chemical pollutants are necessary to satisfy federal 
Clean Water Act requirements for treated wastewater. 
The Court of Appeal is directed to remand this *629 
matter to the trial court to decide whether any 
numeric limitations, as described in the permits, are 
“more stringent” than required under federal law and 
thus should have been subject to “economic 
considerations” by the LosAngeles Regional Board 
before inclusion in the permits. 
 
WE CONCUR: GEORGE, C.J., BAXTER, 
WERDEGAR, CHIN, and MORENO, JJ.Concurring 
Opinion by BROWN, J. 
I write separately to express my frustration with the 
apparent inability of the government officials 
involved here to answer a simple question: How do 
the federal clean water standards (which, as near as I 
can determine, are the state standards) prevent the 
state from considering economic factors? The 
majority concludes that because “the supremacy 
clause of the United States Constitution requires state 
law to yield to federal law, a regional board, when 
issuing a wastewater discharge permit, may not 
consider economic factors to justify imposing 
pollutant restrictions that are less stringent than 
applicable federal standards require.” (Maj. opn., 
ante, 26 Cal.Rptr.3d at p. 306, 108 P.3d at p. 864.) 
That seems a pretty self-evident proposition, but not a 
useful one. The real question, in my view, is whether 
the Clean Water Act prevents or prohibits the 
regional water board from considering economic 
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factors to justify pollutant restrictions that meet the 
clean water standards in more cost-effective and 
economically efficient ways. I can see no reason why 
a federal law-which purports to be an example of 
cooperative federalism-would decree such a result. I 
do not think the majority's reasoning is at fault here. 
Rather, the agencies involved seemed to have worked 
hard to make this simple question impenetrably 
obscure. 
 
A brief review of the statutory framework at issue is 
necessary to understand my concerns. 
 

***315**872I. Federal Law 
 
“In 1972, Congress enacted the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act (33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.), 
commonly known as the Clean Water Act (CWA) 
[Citation.] ... [¶] Generally, the CWA ‘prohibits the 
discharge of any pollutant except in compliance with 
one of several statutory exceptions. [Citation.]’ ... 
The most important of those exceptions is pollution 
discharge under a valid NPDES [National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System] permit, which can be 
issued either by the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA), or by an EPA-approved state permit 
program such as California's. [Citations.] NPDES 
permits are valid for five years. [Citation.] [¶] Under 
the CWA's NPDES permit program, the states are 
required to develop water quality standards. 
[Citations.] A water quality standard ‘establish[es] 
the desired condition of a waterway.’ [Citation.] A 
water quality standard for any *630 given waterway, 
or ‘water body,’ has two components: (1) the 
designated beneficial uses of the water body and (2) 
the water quality criteria sufficient to protect those 
uses. [Citations.] [¶] Water quality criteria can be 
either narrative or numeric. [Citation.]” 
(Communities for a Better Environment v. State 
Water Resources Control Bd. (2003) 109 Cal.App.4th 
1089, 1092-1093, 1 Cal.Rptr.3d 76.) 
 
With respect to satisfying water quality standards, “a 
polluter must comply with effluent limitations. The 
CWA defines an effluent limitation as ‘any restriction 
established by a State or the [EPA] Administrator on 
quantities, rates, and concentrations of chemical, 
physical, biological, and other constituents which are 
discharged from point sources into navigable waters, 
the waters of the contiguous zone, or the ocean, 
including schedules of compliance.’ [Citation.] 
‘Effluent limitations are a means of achieving water 
quality standards.’ [Citation.] [¶] NPDES permits 

establish effluent limitations for the polluter. 
[Citations.] CWA's NPDES permit system provides 
for a two-step process for the establishing of effluent 
limitations. First, the polluter must comply with 
technology-based effluent limitations, which are 
limitations based on the best available or practical 
technology for the reduction of water pollution. 
[Citations.] [¶] Second, the polluter must also comply 
with more stringent water quality-based effluent 
limitations (WQBEL's) where applicable. In the 
CWA, Congress ‘supplemented the “technology-
based” effluent limitations with “water quality-
based” limitations “so that numerous point sources, 
despite individual compliance with effluent 
limitations, may be further regulated to prevent water 
quality from falling below acceptable levels.’ ” 
[Citation.] [¶] The CWA makes WQBEL's applicable 
to a given polluter whenever WQBEL's are 
‘necessary to meet water quality standards, treatment 
standards, or schedules of compliance, established 
pursuant to any State law or regulations....' 
[Citations.] Generally, NPDES permits must conform 
to state water quality laws insofar as the state laws 
impose more stringent pollution controls than the 
CWA. [Citations.] Simply put, WQBEL's implement 
water quality standards.” (Communities for a Better 
Environment v. State Water Resources Control Bd., 
supra, 109 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1093-1094, 1 
Cal.Rptr.3d 76, fns. omitted.) 
 
This case involves water quality-based effluent 
limitations. As set forth above, “[u]nder the CWA, 
states have the primary role in promulgating water 
quality standards.” (Piney Run Preservation Ass'n v. 
Commrs. of Carroll Co. (4th Cir.2001) 268 F.3d 255, 
265, fn. 9.)“Under the CWA, the water quality 
standards referred to in section 301 [see 33 U.S.C. § 
1311] are primarily the states' 
handiwork.”***316(American Paper Institute, Inc. v. 
U.S. Envtl. Protection Agency (D.C.Cir.1993) 996 
F.2d 346, 349(American Paper ).) In fact, upon the 
1972 passage of the CWA, “[s]tate water quality 
standards in effect at the time ... were deemed to be 
the initial water quality benchmarks for CWA 
purposes.... The states were to revisit and, if *631 
necessary, revise those initial standards at least once 
every three years.” (American Paper, at p. 349.) 
Therefore, “once a water quality standard has been 
promulgated, section 301 of the CWA requires all 
NPDES permits for point sources to incorporate 
discharge limitations necessary to satisfy that 
standard.” (American Paper, at p. 350.) Accordingly, 
it appears that in most instances, **873 state water 
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quality standards are identical to the federal 
requirements for NPDES permits. 
 

II. State Law 
 
In California, pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act (Wat.Code, § 13000 et seq.; 
Stats.1969, ch. 482, § 18, p. 1051; hereafter Porter-
Cologne Act), the regional water quality control 
boards establish water quality standards-and therefore 
federal requirements for NPDES permits-through the 
adoption of water quality control plans (basin plans). 
The basin plans establish water quality objectives 
using enumerated factors-including economic 
factors-set forth in Water Code section 13241. 
 
In addition, as one court observed: “The Porter-
Cologne Act ... established nine regional boards to 
prepare water quality plans (known as basin plans) 
and issue permits governing the discharge of waste. 
(Wat.Code, §§ 13100, 13140, 13200, 13201, 13240, 
13241, 13243.) The Porter-Cologne Act identified 
these permits as ‘waste discharge requirements,’ and 
provided that the waste discharge requirements must 
mandate compliance with the applicable regional 
water quality control plan. (Wat.Code, §§ 13263, 
subd. (a), 13377, 13374.)[¶] Shortly after Congress 
enacted the Clean Water Act in 1972, the California 
Legislature added Chapter 5.5 to the Porter-Cologne 
Act, for the purpose of adopting the necessary federal 
requirements to ensure it would obtain EPA approval 
to issue NPDES permits. (Wat.Code, § 13370, subd. 
(c).) As part of these amendments, the Legislature 
provided that the state and regional water boards 
‘shall, as required or authorized by the [Clean Water 
Act], issue waste discharge requirements ... which 
apply and ensure compliance with all applicable 
provisions [of the Clean Water Act], together with 
any more stringent effluent standards or limitations 
necessary to implement water quality control plans, 
or for the protection of beneficial uses, or to prevent 
nuisance.’ (Wat.Code, § 13377.)Water Code section 
13374 provides that ‘[t]he term “waste discharge 
requirements” as referred to in this division is the 
equivalent of the term “permits” as used in the [Clean 
Water Act].’ [¶] California subsequently obtained the 
required approval to issue NPDES permits. 
[Citation.] Thus, the waste discharge requirements 
issued by the regional water boards ordinarily also 
serve as NPDES permits under federal law. 
(Wat.Code, § 13374.)” (Building Industry Assn. of 
San Diego County v. State Water Resources Control 
Bd. (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 866, 875, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d 

128.) 
 
*632 Applying this federal-state statutory scheme, it 
appears that throughout this entire process, the Cities 
of Burbank and LosAngeles (Cities) were unable to 
have economic factors considered because the 
LosAngeles Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(Board)-the body responsible to enforce the statutory 
framework-failed to comply with its statutory 
mandate. 
 
***317 For example, as the trial court found, the 
Board did not consider costs of compliance when it 
initially established its basin plan, and hence the 
water quality standards. The Board thus failed to 
abide by the statutory requirement set forth in Water 
Code section 13241 in establishing its basin plan. 
Moreover, the Cities claim that the initial narrative 
standards were so vague as to make a serious 
economic analysis impracticable. Because the Board 
does not allow the Cities to raise their economic 
factors in the permit approval stage, they are 
effectively precluded from doing so. As a result, the 
Board appears to be playing a game of “gotcha” by 
allowing the Cities to raise economic considerations 
when it is not practical, but precluding them when 
they have the ability to do so. 
 
Moreover, the Board acknowledges that it has 
neglected other statutory provisions that might have 
provided an additional opportunity to air these 
concerns. As set forth above, pursuant to the CWA, 
“[t]he states were to revisit and, if necessary, revise 
those initial standards at least once every three years-
a process commonly known as triennial review. 
[Citation.] Triennial reviews consist of public 
hearings in which current water quality standards are 
examined to assure that they ‘protect the public 
health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and 
serve the purposes' of the Act. [Citation.] 
Additionally, the CWA **874 directs states to 
consider a variety of competing policy concerns 
during these reviews, including a waterway's ‘use and 
value for public water supplies, propagation of fish 
and wildlife, recreational purposes, and agricultural, 
industrial, and other purposes.’”(American Paper, 
supra, 996 F.2d at p. 349.) 
 
According to the Cities, “[t]he last time that the 
narrative water quality objective for toxicity 
contained in the Basin Plan was reviewed and 
modified was 1994.” The Board does not deny this 
claim. Accordingly, the Board has failed its duty to 
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allow public discussion-including economic 
considerations-at the required intervals when making 
its determination of proper water quality standards. 
 
What is unclear is why this process should be viewed 
as a contest. State and local agencies are presumably 
on the same side. The costs will be paid by taxpayers 
and the Board should have as much interest as any 
other agency in fiscally responsible environmental 
solutions. 
 
*633 Our decision today arguably allows the Board 
to continue to shirk its statutory duties. The majority 
holds that when read together, Water Code sections 
13241, 13263, and 13377 do not allow the Board to 
consider economic factors when issuing NPDES 
permits to satisfy federal CWA requirements. (Maj. 
opn., ante, 26 Cal.Rptr.3d at pp. 311-312, 108 P.3d at 
pp. 869-870.) The majority then bifurcates the issue 
when it orders the Court of Appeal “to remand this 
matter to the trial court to decide whether any 
numeric limitations, as described in the permits, are 
‘more stringent’ than required under federal law and 
thus should have been subject to ‘economic 
considerations' by the LosAngeles Regional Board 
before inclusion in the permits.” (Id. at p. 314, 108 
P.3d at p. 871.) 
 
The majority overlooks the feedback loop established 
by the CWA, under which federal standards are 
linked to state-established water quality standards, 
including narrative water quality criteria. (See 33 
U.S.C. § 1311(b)(1)(C); 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(d)(1) 
(2004).) Under the CWA, NPDES permit 
requirements include the state narrative criteria, 
which are incorporated into the Board's basin plan 
under the description “no toxins in toxic amounts.” 
As far as I can determine, NPDES permits***318 
designed to achieve this narrative criteria (as well as 
designated beneficial uses) will usually implement 
the state's basin plan, while satisfying federal 
requirements as well. 
 
If federal water quality standards are typically 
identical to state standards, it will be a rare instance 
that a state exceeds its own requirements and 
economic factors are taken into consideration.FN1 In 
light of the Board's initial failure to consider costs of 
compliance and its repeated failure to conduct 
required triennial reviews, the result here is an 
unseemly bureaucratic bait-and-switch that we should 
not endorse. The likely outcome of the majority's 
decision is that the Cities will be economically 

burdened to meet standards imposed on them in a 
highly questionable manner.FN2 In these times of tight 
fiscal budgets, it is difficult to imagine imposing 
additional financial burdens on municipalities 
without at least allowing them to present alternative 
views. 
 

FN1. (But see In the Matter of the Petition 
of City and County of San Francisco, San 
Francisco Baykeeper et al. (Order No. WQ 
95-4, Sept. 21, 1995) 1995 WL 576920.) 

 
FN2. Indeed, given the fact that “water 
quality standards” in this case are composed 
of broadly worded components (i.e., a 
narrative criteria and “designated beneficial 
uses of the water body”), the Board 
possessed a high degree of discretion in 
setting NPDES permit requirements. Based 
on the Board's past performance, a proper 
exercise of this discretion is uncertain. 

 
Based on the facts of this case, our opinion today 
appears to largely retain the status quo for the Board. 
If the Board can actually demonstrate that only the 
precise limitations at issue here, implemented in only 
one way, will achieve the desired water standards, 
perhaps its obduracy is justified. That case has yet to 
be made. 
 
*634 Accordingly, I cannot conclude that the 
majority's decision is wrong. The analysis **875 may 
provide a reasonable accommodation of conflicting 
provisions. However, since the Board's actions “make 
me wanna holler and throw up both my hands,” FN3 I 
write separately to set forth my concerns and concur 
in the judgment-dubitante.FN4 
 

FN3. Marvin Gaye (1971) “Inner City 
Blues.” 

 
FN4. I am indebted to Judge Berzon for this 
useful term. (See Credit Suisse First Boston 
Corp. v. Grunwald (9th Cir.2005) 400 F.3d 
1119 (conc. opn. of Berzon, J.).) 

Cal.,2005. 
City of Burbank v. State Water Resources Control 
Bd. 
35 Cal.4th 613, 108 P.3d 862, 26 Cal.Rptr.3d 304, 60 
ERC 1470, 35 Envtl. L. Rep. 20,071, 05 Cal. Daily 
Op. Serv. 2861, 2005 Daily Journal D.A.R. 3870 
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challenge the procedure by which municipal storm sewer
permit was issued by regional water quality control board,
the conditions imposed by permit, and the expense of permit
requirements. The Superior Court, San Bernardino County,
No. RCV 071613, Shahla Sabet, J., sustained without leave to

amend the demurrer of State Water Resources Control Board
to entire action, sustained demurrer as to four causes of action
and granted motion to strike of the regional board, and denied

petition for writ of mandate. City appealed.

Holdings: The Court of Appeal, Gaut, J., held that:

1 State Water Resources Control Board was not a proper party

in lawsuit;
2 regional water qUality control board could move to strike
less than all causes of action;
3 substantial evidence supported regional water quality
control board's findings in issuing permit; and
4 permit requirements were not overly prescriptive.

Affirmed.
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Opinion

GAUT, J.

*1379 OPINION

1. Introduction

This case involves environmental regulation of municipal
storm sewers that carry excess water runoff to the Santa
Ana River as it passes through San Bernardino County on
its way to the Pacific Ocean. Federal and state laws impose
regulatory controls on storm sewer discharges. Municipalities

are required to obtain and comply with a federal regulatory
permit limiting the quantity and quality of water runoff that
can be discharged from these storm sewer systems.

In this instance, the Regional Water Quality Control Board for

the Santa Ana Region (the Regional Board) conducted public
hearings and then issued a comprehensive 66-page municipal
storm sewer permit governing 18 local *1380 public entities.

Two permittees, the City of Rancho Cucamonga and the City
of Upland, among others, filed an administrative appeal with

the State Water Resources Control Board (the State Board.)
The State Board summarily dismissed the appeal. The Cities

of Rancho Cucamonga and Upland 1 then filed a petition for
writ of mandate and complaint against the State Board and
the Regional Board.

The trial court sustained without leave to amend the demurrer
of the State Board to the entire action. It sustained the
demurrer as to four causes of action and granted the motion
to strike of the Regional Board. After a hearing, the trial court

denied the petition for writ of mandate.

Both procedurally and substantively, the City of Rancho
Cucarnonga challenges the conditions imposed by the

NPDES 2 Permit and Waste Discharge Requirements (the
2002 permit). It contends the procedure by which the
2002 permit was adopted was not legal, that the 2002
permit's conditions are not appropriate for the area, and that
the permit's requirements are too expensive. Because we
conclude the permit was properly adopted and its conditions
and requirements are appropriate, we reject these contentions.

2. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

YNexr © 2011 Thomson uters. No daim to original U Government Works.
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California cases have repeatedly explained the complicated
web of federal and state laws and regulations concerning
water pollution, especially storm sewer discharge into the
public waterways. (City of Burbank v. State Water Resources
Control Bd. (2005) 35 Ca1.4th 613, 619-621, 26 Cal.Rptr.3d
304, 108 P.3d 862 (Burbank); Building Industry Assn. of San
Diego County v. State Water Resources Control Board (2004)

124 Cal.App.4th 866, 872-875, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d 128 (Building
Industry ); Communities for a Better Environment v. State
Water Resources Control Board (2003) 109 Cal.App.4th
1089, 1092-1094, 1 Cal.Rptr.3d 76 (Communities );, **453
WaterKeepers Northern California v. State Water Resources
Control Board (2002) 102 Cal.App.4th 1448, 1451-1453, 126

Cal.Rptr.2d 389 (WaterKeepers )).

For purposes of this case, the important point is described
by the California Supreme Court in Burbank: "Part of the
federal Clean Water Act [33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq.] is the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES),
[t]he primary means' for enforcing effluent limitations and

standards under the Clean Water Act. *1381 (Arkansas v.
Oklahoma [(1992) 503 U.S. 91, 101, 112 S.Ct. 1046, 117
L.Ed.2d 239.] ) The NPDES sets out the conditions under
which the federal EPA or a state with an approved water
quality control program can issue permits for the discharge
of pollutants in wastewater. (33 U.S.C. § 1342(a) & (b).) In
California, wastewater discharge requirements established by
the regional boards are the equivalent of the NPDES permits

required by federal law. (§ 13374.)" (Burbank, supra, 35
Ca1.4th at p. 621, 26 Cal.Rptr.3d 304, 108 P.3d 862.)

California's Porter-Cologne Act (Wat.Code, § 13000 et seq.)
establishes a statewide program for water quality control.
Nine regional boards, overseen by the State Board, administer

the program in their respective regions. (Wat.Code, §§ 13140,

13200 et seq., 13240, and 13301.) Water Code sections 13374

and 13377 authorize the Regional Board to issue federal
NPDES permits for five-year periods. (33 U.S.C. § 1342,
subd. (b)(1)(B).)

As discussed more fully in part 6 below, the state-

issued NPDES permits are subject to the informal

hearing procedures set forth for administrative adjudications.
(Gov.Code, § 11445.10 et seq.; Cal.Code Regs., tit. 23, § 647

et seq.) The issuance of permits is specifically excluded from
the procedures for administrative regulations and rulemaking.

(Gov.Code, §§ 11340 et seq., 11352.)

3. Factual and Procedural Background

The Regional Board issued the first NPDES permit for
San Bernardino County in 1990. The principal permittee
was the San Bernardino Flood Control District (the

District). The 1990 permit required the permittees to
develop and implement pollution control measures, using
"best management practices" and monitoring programs, to
eliminate illegal discharges and connections, and to obtain
any necessary legal authority to do so. The management
programs could be existing or new.

In 1993, the District developed the NPDES Drain Area
Management Program (DAMP).

The second NPDES permit was issued in 1996 and was
based on the Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) prepared
by the principal permittee and co-permittees, including
Rancho Cucamonga. The 1996 permit proposed extending
the existing program, which included inspections of industrial

and commercial sources; policies for development and
redevelopment; better public education; and implementation
of a monitoring program. It offered a commitment to reduce
pollutants to the "maximum extent practicable."

In 2000, the pennittees submitted another ROWD to renew
their NPDES permit. The 2000 ROWD proposed continuing
to implement and develop water quality management and
monitoring programs.

*1382 Based on the 2000 ROWD, the Regional Board
staff created five successive drafts of the 2002 permit,
incorporating written comments by Rancho Cucamonga
and others and comments made during two public
workshops. Some of the comments addressed the economic
considerations of anticipated prohibitive compliance costs.

The notice of the public hearing to consider adoption of the
2002 permit hearing **454 announced: "relevant Regional
Board files are incorporated into the record;" the governing
procedures were those for an informal hearing procedure
as set forth in "Title 23, California Code of Regulations,
Section 647 et seq.;" and "Hearings before the Regional
Water Board are not conducted pursuant to Government
Code section 11500 et seq.," the alternative formal hearing
procedure for administrative adjudication. The notice was
mailed to all permittees. The accompanying "fact sheet,"
which was publicly circulated, offered further information
about the conduct and nature of the hearing and the legal and

wNe © 2 11 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 2
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factual grounds for the Regional Board's recommendation to

adopt the 2002 permit.

The informal public hearing was conducted on April 26,
2002. Neither Rancho Cucamonga nor any of the permittees
objected to the form or substance of the hearing. Ultimately,
after a staff presentation and testimony, including a statement
from Rancho Cucamonga's counsel, the Regional Board
adopted the 2002 permit. After the State Board dismissed
their administrative appeal, Rancho Cucamonga and Upland
filed the instant action.

The operative pleading is the second amended petition for
writ of mandate and complaint. The petition alleges that
the State Board and the Regional Board acted illegally
and in excess of their jurisdiction in developing, adopting
and implementing the 2002 permit. Based on 26 pages of
general allegations, the petition asserts eight causes of action,

alleging the State Board and the Regional Board violated
sections 13241, 13263, and 13360 of the Water Code (the
Porter-Cologne Act); the California Environmental Quality
Act (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.); the California
Administrative Procedure Act (Gov.Code, §§ 11340-11529);

the California Constitution; and the Federal Clean Water Act;

and seeking declaratory and injunctive relief.

The State Board successfully opposed the action on demurrer.
The Regional Board eliminated four causes of action, the
fourth, fifth, seventh, and eighth by demurrer and motion to
strike. On the remaining four causes of action, the trial court

found in favor of the Regional Board.

*1383 4. State Board's Demurrer

1 Rancho Cucamonga maintains the trial court should not
have sustained the demurrer of the State Board without leave

to amend because the State Board is the ultimate authority
on state-issued NPDES permits, and, therefore, was properly

joined as a party: "Because the State Board has for all
intents and purposes adopted the rules and policies of general
application upon which the Permit is based, it is clearly a
proper party to this action."

The difficulty with Rancho Cucamonga's theory of liability
against the State Board is, to quote Gertrude Stein about
the City of Oakland, "There is no there there." (Gertrude
Stein, Everybody's Autobiography.) In other words, Rancho

Cucamonga's allegations against the State Board lack
any substance. Instead, Rancho Cucamonga launches an
unspecific attack on the State Board without identifying any

particular problems. The petition makes the unexceptional
allegation that the State Board formulates general water
control policy which it implements and enforces through
regional boards. It also alleges the State Board has not
complied with the Administrative Procedure Act but it
does not identify any objectionable policies or how there
is no compliance. Instead the petition complains about a
State Board letter directing that all NPDES permits follow
consistent principles regarding Standard Urban Storm Water
Mitigation **455 Plans. Additionally, the petition maintains
the 2002 permit included new reporting requirements and
increased costs of compliance.

But the foregoing allegations did not articulate any improper
State Board conduct. The 2002 permit, issued by the Regional

Board and not by the State Board, is not subject to formal
rule-making procedures. (Gov.Code, § 11352, subd. (b).)
The State Board's letter, explaining a precedential decision
concerning mitigation plans, is not an example of formal rule-

making. (Gov.Code, § 11425.60, subd. (b).) By dismissing
Rancho Cucamonga's administrative appeal concerning the
2002 permit, the State Board declined to become involved and

the Regional Board's decision to issue the permit became final

and subject to judicial review. (People ex rel Cal. Regional
Wat. Ouality Control Bd. v. Barry (1987) 194 Cal.App.3d
158, 177, 239 Cal.Rptr. 349.) But the State Board was
not made a proper party by reason of its dismissal of the
administrative appeal.

Furthermore, even if Rancho Cucamonga had identified any
cognizable claim against the State Board, it would have been
barred by the 30-day statute of limitations for challenging
an improperly adopted State Board regulation or order.
(Wat.Code, § 13330; Gov.Code, § 11350.)

*1384 We hold the trial court properly sustained without
leave to amend the State Board's demurrer to the second
amended petition for writ of mandate and complaint.

5. Standard of Review for Petition for Writ of Mandate

2 In deciding a petition for writ of mandate, the trial
court exercises its independent judgment. (Code Civ. Proc.,
§ 1094.5, subd. (c); Wat.Code, § 13330, subd. (d); Building
Industry, supra, 124 Cal.App.4th at p. 879, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d
128.) But, "[i]n exercising its independent judgment, a
trial court must afford a strong presumption of correctness
concerning the administrative findings, ... Because the trial
court ultimately must exercise its own independent judgment,

that court is free to substitute its own findings after first
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giving due respect to the agency's findings." (Fukuda v. City
of Angels (1999) 20 Ca1.4th 805, 817-818, 85 Cal.Rptr.2d
696, 977 P.2d 693 (Fukuda).)

3 4 On appeal, the reviewing court determines whether
substantial evidence supports the trial court's factual

determinations. (Fukuda, supra, 20 Ca1.4th at p. 824, 85
Cal.Rptr.2d 696, 977 P.2d 693; Building Industry, supra,
124 Cal.App.4th at p. 879, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d 128.) The trial
court's legal determinations receive a de novo review with
consideration being given to the agency's interpretations of its

own statutes and regulations. (Building Industry, supra, at p.

879, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d 128; Nasha L.L.C. v. City of Los Angeles

(2004) 125 Cal.App.4th 470, 482, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d 772.)

6. Rancho Cucarnonga's Objections to the
Administrative Record and Lack of Notice

5 The notice of the administrative hearing for adoption of the

2002 permit included the statement that the Regional Board's
files would be incorporated as part of the record. Before
trial on the writ petition, Rancho Cucamonga attempted to
raise an onmibus objection to the entire administrative record

and a specific objection to four documents, three studies
about marine pollution and one economic study. The trial
court ruled the objections had been waived by not making
them before or at the time of the hearing. Applying the
presumption of administrative regularity, we affirm the trial
court's evidentiary ruling. (Mason v. Office of Administrative

**456 Hearings (2001) 89 Cal.App.4th 1119, 1131, 108
Cal.Rptr.2d 102.)

The reasons given by Rancho Cucamonga as to why the trial
court should have sustained its objections to all or part of the
administrative record are that it did not waive its objections
to the record because Rancho Cucamonga did not know
the hearing was adjudicative; the Regional Board did not
provide *1385 notice of an informal hearing (Gov.Code, §
11445.30); and Rancho Cucamonga never had an opportunity

to object to the administrative record.

6 As noted previously, Government Code section 11352,
subdivision (b), makes the issuance of an NPDES permit
exempt from the rulemaking procedures of the Administrative

Procedure Act. Permit issuance is a quasi-judicial, not a
quasi-legislative, rule-making proceeding: "The exercise of
discretion to grant or deny a license, permit or other type
of application is a quasi-judicial function." (Sommerfield v.
Helmick (1997) 57 Cal.App.4th 315, 320, 67 Cal.Rptr.2d 51;

City of Santee v. Superior Court (1991) 228 Cal.App.3d 713,

718, 279 Cal.Rptr. 22.)

Instead, the Regional Board correctly followed the
administrative adjudication procedures (Gov.Code, §

11445.10 et seq.) and the companion regulations at California

Code of Regulations, Title 23, sections 647-648.8 for
informal adjudicative public hearings. These procedures were

announced in the notice of hearing which also stated that
Government Code section 11500 et seq., governing formal
administrative adjudication hearings, would not apply, thus
satisfying Government Code section 11445.30 requiring
notice of an informal hearing procedure. At the time of the
hearing, Rancho Cucamonga did not object to the informal
procedure. Rancho Cucamonga's effort to argue that federal
notice requirements (40 C.F.R. § 124.8, subd. (b)(6)(ii)
(2005)) should also have been followed fails because this
involved a state-issued NPDES permit adopted according to
California procedures.

Because Rancho Cucamonga was given notice that the
hearing on the permit would proceed as an informal
administrative adjudication, it cannot successfully argue it
was relieved of the obligation to object to the administrative
record at the time of the hearing. An informal administrative
adjudication contemplates liberality in the introduction of
evidence. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, §§ 648,_ subd. (d)
and 648.5.1.) If Rancho Cucamonga wished to object
to the informal hearing procedures, including the liberal
introduction of evidence, it should have raised its objections
as provided by statute and regulation before or at the time
of the hearing (Gov.Code, §§ 11445.30, 11445.40, and
11445.50; Cal. Code Regs., tit. 23, § 648.7), not a year later
in the subsequent civil proceeding.

7 . Economic Considerations

for Issuance of NPDES Permit

Rancho Cucamonga's next assignment of error is that the
Regional Board failed to consider the economic impact of the

requirements of the 2002 permit by not conducting a cost-
benefit analysis. Rancho Cucamonga relies on the California
Supreme Court's Burbank opinion, in which the court held:
"When ... a regional board is considering whether to make
the pollutant restrictions in a wastewater discharge permit
more stringent than federal law *1386 requires, California
law allows the board to take into account economic factors,
including the wastewater discharger's cost of compliance."
(Burbank, supra, 35 Ca1.4th at p. 618, 26 Cal.Rptr.3d 304, 108

P.3d 862.) Rancho Cucamonga contends that the 2002 permit
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exceeds federal requirements and that, therefore, this case
should be remanded for a consideration of ""457 economic
factors. (See ibid.; Wat.Code, § 13241, subd. (d).)

The two problems with this argument are the trial court found
there was no evidence that the 2002 permit exceeded federal
requirements and Rancho Cucamonga does not explain now
how it does so. There was also evidence that the 2002 permit
was based on a fiscal analysis and a cost-benefit analysis.
In the absence of the foundational predicate and in view
of evidence that cost was considered, Rancho Cucamonga's
contention on this point fails.

7 We also reject Rancho Cucarnonga's related procedural
argument that the Regional Board's motion to strike was
impermissible as piecemeal adjudication. (Regan Roofing
v. Superior Court (1994) 24 Cal.App.4th 425, 432-436, 29
Cal.Rptr.2d 413, Lilienthal & Fowler v. Superior C'ourt
(1993) 12 Cal.App.4th 1848, 1851-1855, 16 Cal.Rptr.2d
458.) It is well recognized a court may strike all or part of a
pleading as it did in this instance. (Code Civ. Proc., §§ 431.10

and 436; PH II, Inc. v. Superior Court (1995) 33 Cal.App.4th

1680, 1682-1683, 40 Cal.Rptr.2d 169.)

8. Substantial Evidence

8 Rancho Cucamonga also challenges the trial court's
independent factual determination that sufficient evidence
supports the findings of the Regional Board. Rancho
Cucamonga's main contention is that the 2002 permit was not

distinctively crafted for San Bernardino County but, instead,
copied a similar permit for other counties without identifying
any particular water quality impairment in San Bernardino
County caused by the permittees. In other words, no evidence

in the record supports issuance of the 2002 permit and the trial

court did not identify any such evidence in its statement of
decision.

One problem with Rancho Cucamonga's foregoing argument
is that the, Clean Water Act requires an NPDES permit to be
issued for any storm sewer discharge, whether there is any
actual impairment in a particular region. (33 U.S.C. § 1342;
Communities, supra, 109 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1092-1093, 1
Cal.Rptr.3d 76.) Therefore, Rancho Cucamonga's contention
that the permit fails to identify impaired water bodies in the
region is beside the point.

In its statement of decision, the trial court discussed the
inadequacy of the arguments and evidence cited by Rancho
Cucamonga and concluded: "The San Bernardino Permit

is based in part on the Basin Plan for this region. It is
*1387 also based on the permittees' own reports and

monitoring within this region.... It incorporates the permittees'

management program, which is unique to these cities and
county." The trial court included a citation to the 1993
DAMP report's "Geographic Description of the Drainage
Area," which discusses the specific conditions present in San
Bernardino County.

On appeal, Rancho Cucamonga faults the trial court for
not presenting a more detailed description of the evidence
supporting the issuance of the permit. We do not think the
trial court, or this court, must bear that burden.

9 First, lamn agency may ... rely upon the opinion of
its staff in reaching decisions, and the opinion of staff
has been recognized as constituting substantial evidence.
(Coastal Southwest Dev. Corp. v. California Coastal Zone
Conservation Corn. (1976) 55 Cal.App.3d 525, 535-536,
127 Cal.Rptr. 775.)" (Browning-Ferris Industries v. City

Council (1986) 181 Cal.App.3d 852, 866, 226 Cal.Rptr. 575.)

Here the Regional Board adopted the recommendation of
its staff in issuing the permit. And, as the record shows,
the staff s recommendation was based on the previous 1990
and 1996 permits, the 1993 DAMP **458 report and the
2000 ROWD, the permittees' application for renewal of the
1996 permit, as well as more general water quality factors.
The evidence contradicts Rancho Cucamonga's assertion, that
"the Regional Board simply copied verbatim the NPDES
Permit for North Orange County, a coastal region with
markedly different water quality conditions and problems."

As part of the trial court's consideration of the petition
for writ of mandate, Rancho Cucamonga and the Regional
Board directed the court to review specific items of evidence
contained in the administrative record. In its opposing brief,
the Regional Board offered a detailed account of the evidence

supporting the issuance of the permit. The trial court indicated

it had reviewed the parties' submissions before ruling. It
discussed the evidence at the hearing on the petition and
referred to it in its statement of decision. (Lala v. Maiorana
(1959) 166 Cal.App.2d 724, 731, 333 P.2d 862.) Rancho
Cucamonga had the burden of showing the Board abused its
discretion or its findings were not supported by the facts.
(Building Industry, supra, 124 Cal.App.4th at pp. 887-888,
22 Cal.Rptr.3d 128.) To the extent it attempted to do so at the

trial court level, it was not successful.

This court has independently reviewed the record with
particular attention to the evidence as emphasized by the
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parties. We do not, however, find it incumbent upon us
or the trial court to review the many thousands of pages
submitted on appeal and identify the particular evidence that
constitutes substantial evidence. Instead, we deem the trial
court's findings sufficient and not affording any grounds for
reversal. (Building Industry, supra, 124 Cal.App.4th at p. 888,

22 Cal.Rptr.3d 128; see Weisz Trucking Co., Inc. v. Emil
R. Wohl *1388 Construction (1970) 13 Cal.App.3d 256,
264, 91 Cal.Rptr. 489, citing Perry v. Jacobsen (1960) 184
Cal.App.2d 43, 50, 7 Cal.Rptr. 177.)

9. Safe Harbor Provision

10 As it did repeatedly below, Rancho Cucamonga
maintains the 2002 permit violates section 402(k) of the Clean

Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1342, subd. (k)), because the permit
does not include "safe harbor" language, providing that, if a
pennittee is in full compliance with the terms and conditions
of its permit, it cannot be found in violation of the Clean
Water Act. (United States Public Interest Research Group v.

Atlantic Salmon of Maine, LLC (1st Cir.2003) 339 F.3d 23,
26; EPA v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (1976) 426
U.S. 200, 205, 96 S.Ct. 2022, 48 L.Ed.2d 578.) The trial court

found there was no statutory right to a "safe harbor" provision
to be included as the term of the permit. We agree.

This seems like much ado about nothing because 33 U.S.C.
§ 1342, subdivision (k), already affords Rancho Cucamonga
the protection it seeks: "Compliance with a permit issued
pursuant to this section shall be deemed compliance, for
purposes of sections 1319 and 1365 of this title, with sections
1311, 1312, 1316, 1317, and 1343 of this title, except any
standard imposed under section 1317 of this title for a toxic
pollutant injurious to human health." Rancho Cucamonga
does not cite any persuasive authority as to why this statutory
protection had to be duplicated as a provision in the 2002
permit.

Furthermore, the 2002 permit complied with the State Board's

Water Quality Order No. 99-05, a precedential decision
requiring NPDES permits to omit "safe harbor" language
used in earlier permits. A permit without "safe harbor"
language was upheld in **459 Building Industry, supra, 124
Cal.App.4th at p. 877, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d 128. The trial court did

not err.

10. Maximum Extent Practicable

Rancho Cucamonga protests that the 2002 permit's discharge
limitations/prohibitions exceed the federal requirement that
storm water dischargers should "reduce the discharge of
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable." (33 U.S.C. §
1342, subd. (p)(3)(B)(iii).) The trial court, however, found
there was no evidence presented that the 2002 permit
exceeded federal requirements. Because there is no evidence,
the issue presented is hypothetical and, therefore, premature.
(Building Industry, supra, 124 Cal.App.4th at p. 890, 22
Cal.Rptr.3d 128.)

Additionally, as Rancho Cucamonga recognizes, Building
Industry rejected the contention that a "regulatory permit
violates federal law because it allows the Water. Boards
to impose municipal storm sewer control measures more
*1389 stringent than a federal standard known as.

'maximum extent practicable.' [Citation.] [Fn. omitted.]
[W]e ... conclude the Water Boards had the authority to
include a permit provision requiring compliance with state
water quality standards." (Building Industry, supra, 124
Cal.App.4th at p. 871, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d 128.) The Burbank
case, allowing for consideration of economic factors when
federal standards are exceeded, does not alter the analysis in
this case where there was no showing that federal standards
were exceeded and where there was evidence that economic
factors were considered. Furthermore, like the permit in
Building Industry, the 2002 permit contemplates controlling
discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable
through a "cooperative iterative process where the Regional
Water Board and Municipality work together to identify
violations of water quality standards." (Building, supra, at p.
889, 22 Cal.Rptr.3d 128.) The 2002 permit does not exceed
the maximum extent practicable standard.

11. The Requirements of the 2002 Permit

11 Rancho Cucamonga lastly complains the requirements of
the 2002 perniit are "overly prescriptive," illegally dictating
the trimmer of compliance and improperly delegating to the
permittees the inspection duties of the State Board and the
Regional Board. Rancho Cucamonga's arguments contradict
the meaning and spirit of the Clean Water Act.

In creating a permit system for dischargers from municipal
storm sewers, Congress intended to implement actual
programs. (Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v.

Costle (D.C.Cir.1977) 568 F.2d 1369, 1375.) The Clean
Water Act authorizes the imposition of permit conditions,
including: "management practices, control techniques and
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system, design and engineering methods, and such other
provisions as the Administrator of the State determines
appropriate for the control of such pollutants." (33 U.S.C. §
1342, subd. (p)(3)(B)(iii).) The Act authorizes states to issue
permits with conditions necessary to carry out its provisions.
(33 U.S.C. § 1342, subd. (a)(1).) The permitting agency has
discretion to decide what practices, techniques, methods and
other provisions are appropriate and necessary to control the
discharge of pollutants. (NRDC v. EPA (9th Cir.1992) 966
F.2d1292, 1308.) That is what the Regional Board has created

in the 2002 permit.

Rancho Cucamonga's reliance on Water Code section 13360
is misplaced because that code section involves enforcement
and implementation of state water quality law, (Wat.Code,
§ 13300 et seq.) not compliance with the Clean Water Act
(Wat.Code, § 13370 et seq.) The federal law "460 preempts
the state law. (Burbank, supra, 35 Ca1.4th at p. 626, 26
Cal.Rptr.3d 304, 108 P.3d 862.) The Regional Board must
comply with federal law requiring detailed conditions for
NPDES permits.

*1390 Furthermore, the 2002 permit does afford the
permittees discretion in the manner of compliance. It

is the permittees who design programs for compliance,
implementing best management practices selected by the
permittees in the DAMP report and approved by the Regional
Board. Throughout the permit, the permittees are granted,
considerable autonomy and responsibility in maintaining
and enforcing the appropriate legal authority; inspecting
and maintaining their storm drain systems according to
criteria they develop; establishing the priorities for their
own inspection requirements; and establishing programs for
new development. The development and implementation of
programs to control the discharge of pollutants is left largely
to the permittees.

More particularly, we agree with the Regional Board that
the permit properly allocated some inspection duties to
the pennittees. As part of their ROWD application for a
permit, the permittees proposed to "Conduct Inspection,
Surveillance, and Monitoring. Carry out all inspections,
surveillance, and monitoring procedures necessary to

determine compliance and noncompliance with permit
conditions including the prohibition on illicit discharges to the

municipal storm drain system." The ROWD also discussed
continuing existing inspection programs.

Footnotes

1 Upland is not a party to this appeal.

Water Code section 13383 provides that as part of compliance

with the Clean Water Act, the Regional Board may establish
inspection requirements for any pollutant discharger. Federal
law, either expressly or by implication, requires NPDES
permittees to perform inspections for illicit discharge
prevention and detection; landfills and other waste facilities;
industrial facilities; construction sites; certifications of no
discharge; non-stormwater discharges; permit compliance;
and local ordinance compliance. (40 C.F.R. 122.26, subds.
(d), (g); 33 U.S.C. § 1342, subd. (p)(3)(B)(ii).) Permittees
must report annually on their inspection activities. (40 C.F.R.

§ 122.42, subd. (c)(6) (2005).)

Rancho Cucamonga claims it is being required to conduct
inspections for facilities covered by other state-issued
general permits. Rancho Cucamonga and the other permittees

are responsible for inspecting construction and industrial
sites and commercial facilities within their jurisdiction
for compliance with and enforcement of local municipal
ordinances and permits. But the Regional Board continues to
be responsible under the 2002 NPDES permit for inspections
under the general permits. The Regional Board may conduct
its own inspections but permittees must still enforce their own

laws at these sites. (40 C.F.R. § 122.26, subd. (d)(2) (2005))

*1391 12. Disposition

Rancho Cucamonga is the only of the original 18 permittees
still objecting to the 2002 NPDES permit. It has not
successfully demonstrated that substantial evidence does not
support the trial court's factual determinations or the trial
court erred in its interpretation and application of state and
federal law.

We affirm the judgment and order the prevailing parties to
recover their costs on appeal.

HOLLENHORST, Acting P.J., and RICHLI, J., concur.
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2 The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System.
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CITY OF RICHMOND, Plaintiff and Appellant,

V.

COMMISSION ON STATE MANDATES,

Defendant and Respondent; DEPARTMENT OF
FINANCE, Real Party in Interest and Respondent.

No. Co26835.
Court of Appeal, Third District, California.

May 28, 1998.

SUMMARY

A city filed an administrative mandamus action against the
Commission on State Mandates, seeking a determination
that an amendment to Lab. Code, § 4707, making local
safety members of the Public Employees' Retirement System

(PERS) eligible for both PERS and workers' compensation
death benefits, was a state mandate to which the city was
entitled to reimbursement under Cal. Const., art. XIII B, § 6,
which applies when a state law establishes a new program
or higher level of service payable by local governments.
The amendment eliminated local safety members of PERS
from the coordination provisions for death benefits payable
under workers' compensation and under PERS, whereby
survivors of a local safety member of PERS who are killed
in the line of duty receive both a death benefit under
workers' compensation and a special death benefit under
PERS, instead of only the latter. The trial court denied the
petition, finding that the amendment created an increased cost

but not an increased level of service by local governments.
(Superior Court of Sacramento County, No. 96CS03417,
James Timothy Ford, Judge.)

The Court of Appeal affirmed. The court held that although
the amendment increased the cost of providing services,
that could not be equated with requiring an increased level
of service, and did not constitute a new program. Neither
did the amendment impose a unique requirement on local
governments that was not applicable to all residents and
entities within the state. The amendment merely made
the workers' compensation death benefit requirements as
applicable to local governments as they are to private
employers. Local entities are not entitled to reimbursement

for all increased costs mandated by state law, but only those
costs iesulting from a new program or an increased level of
service imposed upon them by the state. Although a law is
addressed only to local governments and imposes new costs
on them, it may still not be a reimbursable state mandate.
The court also held that assembly bill analyses stating that the

amendment was a reimbursable state mandate (Cal. Const.,
art. XIII B, § 6), were irrelevant to the issue. The Legislature
has entrusted the determination of what constitutes a state
mandate to the Commission on State Mandates, subject to
judicial review, and has provided that the initial determination

by Legislative Counsel is not binding on the commission.
(Opinion by Morrison, J., with Puglia, P. J., and Nicholson,
J., concurring.)

HEADNOTES

Classified to California Digest of Official Reports

(1) Administrative Law § 138--Judicial Review and Relief--
Appellate Court-- Standard--Decision of Commission on
State Mandates.

Under Gov. Code, § 17559, a proceeding to set aside
a decision of the Commission on State Mandates on
a claim may be commenced on the ground that the
commission's decision was not supported by substantial
evidence. Where the scope of review in the trial court
is whether the administrative decision is supported by
substantial evidence, review on appeal is generally the same.
However, the appellate court independently reviews the
superior court's legal conclusions as to the meaning and effect

of constitutional and statutory provisions. The question of
whether a law is a state-mandated program or a higher level
of service under Cal. Const., art. XIII B, § 6, is a question of
law that is reviewed de novo.

(2a, 2b, 2c) State of California § 11--Fiscal Matters--
Reimbursement for State Mandates--Workers' Compensation
Death Benefits Payable to Local Safety Members.

An amendment to Lab. Code, § 4707, to eliminate local
safety members of the Public Employees' Retirement System

(PERS) from the coordination provisions for death benefits
payable under workers' compensation and under PERS,
whereby the survivors of a local safety member of PERS
who is killed in the line of duty receive both a death benefit
under workers' compensation and a special death benefit
under PERS, instead of only the latter, did not mandate a
new program or higher level of service on local governments,

requiring a subvention of funds to reimburse the local
government under Cal. Const., art. X111 B, § 6. Although
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the amendment increased the cost of providing services, that
could not be equated with requiring an increased level of
service, and did not constitute a new program. Neither did it
impose a unique requirement on local governments that was
not applicable to all residents and entities within the state. The
amendment merely made the workers' compensation death
benefit requirements as applicable to local governments as
they are to private employers.

(3a, 3b) State of California § 11--Fiscal Matters--

Reimbursement for State Mandates--Purpose.
Cal. Const., art. XIII B, § 6, which requires a subvention
of funds to reimburse local governments when a state law
mandates a new program or higher level of service on local
governments, was intended to require reimbursement to local
agencies for the costs involved in carrying out functions
peculiar to government, not for expenses incurred by local
agencies as an incidental impact of laws that apply generally

to all state residents and entities. Although a law is addressed
only to local governments and imposes new costs on them, it

may still not be a reimbursable state mandate.

[See 9 Witkin, Summary of Cal. Law (9th ed. 1989) Taxation,

§ 123A.]

(4) Statutes § 43--Construction--Aids--Legislative
Analysis--Reimbursement for State Mandates--Legislative
Intent.
Assembly bill analyses of an amendment to Lab. Code, §
4707, making local safety members of the Public Employees'
Retirement System (PERS) eligible for both PERS and
workers' compensation death benefits, stating that it was a
reimbursable state mandate (Cal. Const., art. XIII B, § 6),
were irrelevant to the issue. The Legislature has entrusted
the determination of what constitutes a state mandate to the
Commission on State Mandates, subject to judicial review
(Gov. Code, §§ 17500, 17559) and has provided that the
initial determination by legislative counsel is not binding on
the commission (Gov. Code, § 17575).

COUNSEL

Nossaman, Guthner, Knox & Elliott, Robert J. Sullivan,
Stephen P. Wilman, John T. Kennedy and Scott N.
Yamaguchi for Plaintiff and Appellant.
Dwight L. Herr, County Counsel (Santa Cruz), Ronald R.
Ball, City Attorney (Carlsbad), Michael G. Colantuono, City
Attorney (Cudahay), William B. Conners, City Attorney
(Monterey), Jonathan B. Stone, City Attorney (Montebello),

Daniel' J. McHugh, City Attorney (Redlands), Jeffrey G.
Jorgensen, City Attorney (San Luis Obispo), Brian Libow,
City Attorney (San Pablo), Howard, Rice, Nemerovski,
Canady & Falk and Richard C. Jacobs as Amici Curiae on
behalf of Plaintiff and Appellant.
Gary D. Hori and Shawn D. Silva for Defendant and
Respondent.
Daniel E. Lungren, Attorney General, Linda A.

Cabatic, Assistant Attorney General, Marsha Bedwell and
Shelleyanne W. L. Chang, Deputy Attorneys General, for
Real Party in Interest and Respondent. *1.193

MORRISON, J.

Chapter 478 of the Statutes of 1989 (chapter 478) amended
Labor Code section 4707 to eliminate local safety members
of the Public Employees' Retirement System (PERS) from
the coordination provisions for death benefits payable under
workers' compensation and under PERS. As a result, the
survivors of a local safety member of PERS who is killed in
the line of duty receives both a death benefit under workers'
compensation and a special death benefit under PERS, instead

of only the latter. This proceeding presents the question
whether chapter 478 mandates a new program or higher level

of service on local governments, requiring a subvention of
funds to reimburse the local government under article XIII
B section 6 of the California Constitution. We conclude that
chapter 478 is not a state mandate requiring reimbursement
and affirm the judgment.

Factual and Procedural Background

The workers' compensation system provides for death
benefits payable to the deceased employee's survivors. (Lab.
Code, § 4700 et seq.) There are also preretirement death
benefits under PERS. (Gov. Code, § 21530 et seq.) There
is a special death benefit under PERS if the death was
industrial and the deceased was a patrol, state peace officer/
firefighter, state safety officer, state industrial, or local safety
member. (Gov. Code, § 21537.) Labor Code section 4707
provides a coordination or offset for workers' compensation
death benefits when the special death benefit under PERS
is payable. In such cases, no workers' compensation death
benefit, other than burial expenses, is payable, except that
if the PERS special death benefit is less than the workers'
compensation death benefit, the difference is paid as a
workers' compensation death benefit. The total death benefit
is equal to the greater of the PERS special death benefit or
the workers' compensation benefit, not the combination of the

two death benefits.
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Commission and the Department of Finance, as real parties
in interest, responded. The court denied the petition, finding
chapter 478 created an increased cost but not an increased
level of service by local governments.

Prior to 1989, Labor Code section 4707 provided in part:
"No benefits, except reasonable expenses of burial ... shall
be awarded under this division on account of the death of
an employee who is a member of the Public Employees'
Retirement System unless it shall be determined that a special

death benefit ... will not be paid by the Public Employees'
Retirement System to the widow or children under 18 years
of age, of the deceased, on account of said death, but if the
total death allowance paid to said widow and children shall
be less than the benefit otherwise payable under this division
such widow and children shall be entitled, under this division,

to the difference." (Stats. 1977, ch. 468, § 4, pp. 1528-1529.)

*1194

Chapter 478 amended Labor Code section 4707 to make
technical changes, to provide the death benefit is payable to
the surviving spouse rather than to the widow, and to add
subdivision (b). Subdivision (b) of Labor Code section 4707
reads: "The limitation prescribed by subdivision (a) shall
not apply to local safety members of the Public Employees'
Retirement System." (Stats. 1989, ch. 478, § 1, p. 1689.)

In 1992, David Haynes, a police officer for the City of
Richmond (Richmond), was killed in the line of duty. Officer
Haynes was a local safety member of PERS. His wife and
children received the PERS special death benefit; they also
received a death benefit under workers' compensation.

Richmond filed a test claim with the Commission on
State Mandates (the Commission), contending chapter 478

created a state-mandated local cost. Richmond sought
reimbursement of the cost of the workers' compensation
death benefit, estimated to be $295,432. As part of its test
claim, Richmond included legislative history of chapter 478,
purporting to show a legislative intent to create a reimbursable

state mandate.

The Commission denied the test claim. It found that chapter
478 dealt with workers' compensation benefits and case law
held that workers' compensation laws are laws of general
application and not subject to section 6 of article XIII B of
the California Constitution. It noted the legislative history
containing analyses that chapter 478 was a state mandate had

been prepared before the issuance of City of Sacramento v.
State of California (1990) 50 Ca1.3d 51 [266 Cal.Rptr. 139,

785 P.2d 522].

Richmond filed a petition for a writ of administrative mandate

under Code of Civil Procedure section 1094.5, seeking to
compel the Commission to approve its claim. Both the

Discussion

(1) Under Government Code section 17559, a proceeding
to set aside the Commission's decision on a claim may be
commenced on the ground that the Commission's decision
is not supported by substantial evidence. Where *1195 the
scope of review in the trial court is whether the administrative

decision is supported by substantial evidence, our review
on appeal is generally the same. (County of Los Angeles
v. Commission on State Mandates (1995) 32 Cal.App.4th
805, 814 [38 Cal.Rptr.2d 304].) However, we independently
review the superior court's legal conclusions as to the meaning

and effect of constitutional and statutory provisions. (City of
San Jose v. State of California (1996) 45 Cal.App.4th 1802,
1810 [53 Cal.Rptr.2d 521].) The question of whether chapter
478 is a state-mandated program or higher level of service
under article XIII B, section 6 of the California Constitution
is a question of law we review de novo. (45 Cal.App.4th at
p. 1810.)

With certain exceptions not relevant here, "Whenever the
Legislature or any state agency mandates a new program or
higher level of service on any local government, the state
shall provide a subvention of funds to reimburse such local
government for the costs of such program or increased level
of service ...." (Cal. Const. art. XIII B, § 6, (hereafter referred

to as section 6).)

In County of Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43
Ca1.3d 46 [233 Cal.Rptr. 38, 729 P.2d 202], the Supreme
Court considered whether laws increasing the amount
employers, including local governments, had to pay in certain
workers' compensation benefits were a reimbursable "higher
level of service" under section 6. The court looked to the
intent of the voters in adopting the constitutional provision
by initiative. (43 Ca1.3d at p. 56.) Noting that the phrase
"higher level of service" is meaningless alone, the court
found it must be read in conjunction with the phrase "new
program." The court concluded, "that the drafters and the
electorate had in mind the commonly understood meanings of
the term-programs that carry out the governmental function
of providing services to the public, or laws which, to
implement a state policy, impose unique requirements on.
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local governments and do not apply generally to all residents
and entities in the state." (Ibid.)

(2a) Richmond contends chapter 478 meets both tests to
qualify as a program under section 6. Richmond contends
increased death benefits are provided to generate a higher
quality of local safety officers and thus provide the public
with a higher level of service. Richmond argues that
providing increased death benefits to local safety workers is
analogous to providing protective clothing and equipment for
fire fighters. In Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist. v. State
of California (1987) 190 Cal.App.3d 521 [234 Cal.Rptr. 795],

executive orders requiring updated protective clothing and
equipment for firefighters were found to be reimbursable state

mandates under section 6. The executive orders applied only
to fire protection, a peculiarly governmental function. The
court noted that police and fire *1196 protection are two of
the most essential and basic functions of local government.
(190 Cal.App.3d at p. 537.) Richmond urges that since
chapter 478 applies only to local safety members, it is also
a state mandate directed to a peculiarly local governmental
function.
In Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist. v. State of California,
supra, 190 Cal.App.3d 521, the executive order required
updated equipment for the fighting of fires. The use of this
equipment would result in more effective fire protection
and thus would provide a higher level of service to the
public. Here chapter 478 addresses death benefits, not the
equipment used by local safety members. Increasing the cost
of providing services cannot be equated with requiring an
increased level of service under a section 6 analysis. A higher

cost to the local government for compensating its employees
is not the same as a higher cost of providing services to
the public. (City of Anaheim v. State of California (1987)
189 Cal.App.3d 1478, 1484 [235 Cal.Rptr. 101] [temporary
increase in PERS benefit to retired employees which
resulted in higher contribution rate by local government
was not a program or service under section 6].) In County
of Los Angeles v. State of California, supra, 43 Ca1.3d
46, the increase in certain workers' compensation benefits
resulted in an increase in the cost to local governments of
providing services. Nonetheless, the Supreme Court found
no "higher level of service" under section 6. Similarly, a
new requirement for mandatory unemployment insurance
for local government employees, an increase in the cost of
providing services, was not a "new program" or "higher level

of service" in City of Sacramento v. State of Caljbrnia, supra,

50 Ca1.3d 51, 66-70. Chapter 478 fails to meet the first test of

a "program" under section 6.

Richmond urges chapter 478 meets the second test of
a program under section 6 because it imposed a unique
requirement on local governments that was not applicable
to all residents and entities within the state. (County of
Los Angeles v. State of California, supra, 43 Ca1.3d 46,
56.) Richmond argues that only local governments have
"local safety members" and chapter 478 required double
death benefits, both PERS and workers' compensation, for
this specific group of employees. By requiring double death
benefits for local safety members, chapter 478 imposed a
unique requirement on local fovemment.

The Commission takes a different view of chapter 478.
First, it argues that chapter 478 addresses an aspect of
workers' compensation law, which, under County of Los
Angeles v. State of Califbrnia, supra, 43 Ca1.3d 46, is a
law of general application to which section 6 does not
apply. The Commission argues chapter 478 imposes no
unique requirement; it merely *1197 eliminates the previous
exemption from providing workers' compensation death
benefits to local safety members. As such, chapter 478 simply

puts local government employers on the same footing as all
other nonexempt employers, requiring that they provide the
workers' compensation death benefit. That chapter 478 affects

only local government does not compel the conclusion that
it imposes a unique requirement on local government. The
Commission contends Richmond's view of chapter 478 is too
narrow; the law must be considered in its broader context.
While Richmond's argument has surface appeal, we conclude
the Commission's view is the correct one. Section 6 was
designed to prevent the state from forcing programs on local

government. (3a) "[T]he intent underlying section 6 was
to require reimbursement to local agencies for the costs
involved in carrying out functions peculiar to government,
not for expenses incurred by local agencies as an incidental
impact of laws that apply generally to all state residents
and entities. Laws of general application are not passed by
the Legislature to 'force' programs on localities." (County of
Los Angeles v. State of California, supra, 43 Ca1.3d at pp.
56-57.) "The goals of article XIII B, of which section 6 is
a part, were to protect residents from excessive taxation and
government spending. [Citation.] Section 6 had the additional

purpose of precluding a shift of financial responsibility for
carrying out governmental functions from the state to local
agencies which had had their taxing powers restricted by the
enactment of aAicle XIII A in the preceding year and were ill

equipped to take responsibility for any new programs. Neither

of these goals is frustrated by requiring local agencies to
provide the same protections to their employees as do private
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employers. Bearing the costs of salaries, unemployment
insurance, and workers' compensation coverage-costs which
all employers must bear-neither threatens excessive taxation
or governmental spending, nor shifts from the state to a local

agency the expense of providing governmental services. "(Id

at p. 61.)

Although a law is addressed only to local governments
and imposes new costs on them, it may still not be a
reimbursable state mandate. In City of Sacramento v. State
of California, supra, 50 Ca1.3d 51, the Legislature enacted
a statute requiring local governments to participate in the
state's unemployment insurance system on behalf of their
employees. Local entities made a claim for reimbursement.
First, the Supreme Court found that like an increase in
workers' compensation benefits, a requirement to provide
unemployment insurance did not compel new or increased
"service to the public" at the local level. (Id. at pp. 66-67.) The

court next addressed whether the new law imposed a unique
requirement on local governments.

"Here, the issue is whether costs unrelated to the provision
of public services are nonetheless reimbursable costs of
government, because they are *1198 imposed on local
governments 'unique[ly]; and not merely as an incident of
compliance with general laws. State and local governments,
and nonprofit corporations, had previously enjoyed a
special exemption from requirements imposed on most
other employers in the state and nation. Chapter 2/78
merely eliminated the exemption and made these previously
exempted entities subject to the general rule. By doing so,
it may have imposed a requirement 'new' to local agencies,
but that requirement was not 'unique.' [if] The distinction
proposed by plaintiffs would have an anomalous result. The
state could avoid subvention under County of Los Angeles
standards by imposing new obligations on the public and
private sectors at the same time. However, if it chose to
proceed by stages, extending such obligations first to private

entities, and only later to local governments, it would have to
pay. This was not the intent of our recent decision." (City of
Sacramento v. State of California, supra, 50 Ca1.3d 51, 68-69,

italics in original.)
Richmond argues that Labor Code section 4707, prior
to chapter 478, was not an exemption from workers'
compensation, relying on JoneS v. Kaiser Industries Corp.
(1987) 43 Ca1.3d 552 [237 Cal.Rptr. 568, 737 P.2d 771].
In Jones, the plaintiff, a city police officer, was killed in
a traffic accident while on duty. His survivors brought suit
against the city, contending it has created and maintained a
dangerous condition at the intersection where the accident

occurred. Plaintiffs argued their suit was not barred by the
exclusivity provisions of workers' compensation because
they did not receive a workers' compensation death benefit
under Labor Code section 4707. The court rejected this
argument. First, plaintiffs did receive a benefit under workers'

compensation in the form of burial expenses. Further, Labor
Code section 4707 was designed not to exclude plaintiffs from

receiving workers' compensation benefits, but to assure they
received the maximum benefit under either PERS or workers'
compensation. (43 Ca1.3d at p. 558.)

Under Jones Kaiser Industries Corp., supra, 43 Ca1.3d
552, one receiving a special death benefit under PERS
rather than the workers' compensation death benefit is not
considered exempt from workers' compensation for purposes
of its exclusivity provisions, precluding a suit against the
employer for negligence. This conclusion does not affect the
analysis that chapter 478, by removing the offset provisions
for employers of local safety members, merely makes local
governments "indistinguishable in this respect from private
employers." (County of Los Angeles v. State of Cal(ornia,
supra, 43 Ca1.3d at p. 58.)

(2b) Richmond's error is in viewing chapter 478 from the
perspective of what the final result is, rather than from the
perspective of what the law mandates. ( 3b) "We recognize
that, as is made indisputably clear from *1199 the language
.of the constitutional provision, local entities are not entitled
to reimbursement for all increased costs mandated, by state
law, but only those costs resulting from a new program or
an increased level of service imposed upon them by the
state." (Lucia Mar Unified School Dist. v. Honig (1988) 44
Ca1.3d 830, 835 [244 Cal.Rptr. 677, 750 P.2d 318].) ( 2c)
While the result of chapter 478 is that local safety members
of PERS now are eligible for two death benefits and local
governments will have to fund the workers' compensation
benefit, chapter 478 does not mandate double death benefits.
Instead, it merely eliminates the offset provisions of Labor
Code section 4707. In this regard, the law makes the workers'
compensation death benefit requirements as applicable to
local governments as they are to private employers. It imposes

no "unique requirement" on local governments.

Further, the view that the Legislature was proceeding by
stages in enacting chapter 478 finds support in the history of
the nearly identical predecessor to chapter 478, Assembly Bill

No. 1097 (1987-1988 Reg. Sess.). Assembly Bill No. 1097
was passed in 1988, but was vetoed by the Governor. While
the fmal version of Assembly Bill No. 1097 was virtually
identical to chapter 478 in adding subdivision (b) to Labor
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Code section 4707 (Assern. Bill No. 1097 (1987-1988 Reg.
Sess.) as amended Mar. 22, 1988), the bill was very different
when it began. The initial version of Assembly Bill No. 1097
repealed Labor Code section 4707 in its entirety. (Assem. Bill

No. 1097 (1987-1988 Reg. Sess.) introduced Mar. 2, 1987.)
The next version made Labor Code section 4707 applicable
only to state members of PERS. (Assem. Bill No. 1097
(1987-1988 Reg. Sess.) as amended June 15, 1987.) The final
version left Labor Code section 4707 applicable to all but
local safety members of PERS.

II

(4) As part of its test claim, Richmond included portions of
the legislative history of chapter 478 to show the Legislature

intended to create a state mandate. This history includes
numerous bill analyses by legislative committees that state
the bill creates a state-mandated local program.

Government Code section 17575 requires the Legislative
Counsel to determine if a bill mandates a new program or
higher level of service under section 6. If the Legislative
Counsel determines the bill will mandate a new program or
higher level of service under section 6, the bill must contain
a section specifying that reimbursement shall be made from
the state mandate fund, that there is no mandate, or that the
mandate is being disclaimed. (Gov. Code, § 17579.) The
Legislative Counsel found that chapter 478 imposed *1200
state-mandated local program. The enacted statute provided:
"Notwithstanding Section 17610 of the Government Code,
if the Commission on State Mandates determines that this
act contains costs mandated by the state, reimbursement to
local agencies and school districts for those costs shall be
made pursuant to Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of
Division 4 of Title 2 of the Government Code. If the statewide

cost of the claim for reimbursement does not exceed one
million dollars ($1,000,000), reimbursement shall be 'made
from the State Mandates Claims Fund." (Stats. 1989, ch. 478,
§ 2, p. 1689.)

One analysis concluded this language was technically
deficient because it does not contain a specific

acknowledgment that the bill is a state mandate.

Reimbursement could not be made until the Commission held

a hearing on a test claim. The analysis concluded it "should
not be a serious problem because the information provided
in this analysis could also be provided to the Commission
on State Mandates if any local agency submits a claim for
reimbursement to that Commission."

Another analysis suggested including an appropriation to
avoid the necessity of the Commission having to determine
that the bill was a mandate.

Richmond argues this legislative history shows the

Legislature intended chapter 478 to be a state mandate and
that it should be considered in making that determination.
Amici curiae submitted a brief urging that case law holding
that legislative history is irrelevant to the issue of whether
there is a state-mandated new program or higher level of

service under section 6 is wrongly decided. 2 Amici curiae
argue that the intent of the Legislature should control.
They further note that the legislative history of chapter 478
shows that the initial opposition of the League of California
Cities was dropped after the bill was amended to ensure
reimbursement, and that the Governor signed the bill after
he had vetoed a similar one that was not considered a state
mandate. Arnici curiae argue that to ignore the widespread
understanding that the bill created a state mandate would
undermine the legislative process.

In County of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates,
supra, 32 Cal.App.4th 805, plaintiff sought reimbursement
for costs incurred under Penal Code section 987.9 for
providing certain services to indigent criminal defendants.
Plaintiff argued the Legislature's initial appropriation of funds

to cover the costs incurred under Penal Code section 987.9
was a final and *1201 unchallengeable determination that
section 987.9 constituted a state mandate. The court rejected
this argument. "The findings of the Legislature as to whether
section 987.9 constitutes a state mandate are irrelevant." (32
Cal.App.4th at p. 818.)

The court, relying on Kinlaw v. State of California (1991)
54 Ca1.3d 326 [285 Cal.Rptr. 66, 814 P.2d 1308], found
the Legislature had created a comprehensive and exclusive
procedure for implementing and enforcing section 6. (County

of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates, supra,
32 Cal.App.4th at pp. 818-819.) This procedure is set forth
in Govermnent Code section 17500 et seq. "[T]he statutory
scheme contemplates that the Commission, as a quasi-judicial

body, has the sole and exclusive authority to adjudicate
whether a state mandate exists. Thus, any legislative findings
are irrelevant to the issue of whether a state mandate
exists, and the Commission properly determined that no state
mandate existed." (32 Cal.App.4th at p. 819.)

In City of San Jose v. State of California, supra, 45
Cal.App.4th 1802, 1817-1818, the court relied upon County
of Los Angeles v. Commission on State Mandates, supra,
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32 Cal.App.4th 805, in rejecting the argument that the
determination by Legislative Counsel that a bill imposed a
state mandate was entitled to deference.

Amici curiae contend these cases are wrong because they
ignore the cardinal rules of statutory construction that courts
must construe statutes to conform to the purpose and intent
of lawmakers and that the intent of the Legislature should be
ascertained to effectuate the purpose of the law.

Amici curiae are correct that " 'the objective of statutory
interpretation is to ascertain and effectuate legislative

intent.' [Citationl" (Trope v. Katz (1995) 11 Ca1.4th 274,
280 [45 Cal.Rptr.2d 241, 902 P.2d 259].) Where such intent
iS not clear from the language of the statute, we May
resort to extrinsic aids, including legislative history. (People
v. Coronado (1995) 12 Ca1.4th 145, 151 [48 Cal.Rptr.2d
77, 906 P.2d 1232].) Here, however, the issue is not the
interpretation of Labor Code section 4707. The parties agree .
it requires that the survivors of local safety members killed
due to an industrial injury receive both the §pecial death
benefit under PERS and the workers' compensation death
benefit. Rather, the issue is whether section 6 requires
reimbursement for the costs incurred by local governments

under chapter 478. The Legislature has entrusted that
determination to the Commission, subject to judicial review.
(Gov. Code, §§ 17500, 17559.) It has provided that the initial
determination by Legislative Counsel is not binding on the
Commission. (Id., § 17575.) Indeed, the language of chapter
478 recognizes that the determination of whether the bill is
a state mandate lies with *1202 the Commission. It reads,
"if the Commission on State Mandates determines that this
act contains costs mandated by the state, ..." (Stats. 1989, ch.

478, § 2, p. 1689, italics added.) While the legislative history
of chapter 478 may evince the understanding or belief of the
Legislature that chapter 478 created a state mandate, such
understanding or belief is irrelevant to the issue of whether a
state mandate exists. (County of Los Angeles v. Commission

on State Mandates, supra, 32 Cal.App.4th 805, 819.)

Disposition

The judgment is affirmed.

Puglia, P. J., and Nicholson, J., concurred.
Appellant's petition for review by the Supreme Court was
denied August 19, 1998. *1203

Footnotes
1 " 'Test claim means the first claim filed with the commission alleging that a particular statute or executive order imposes costs

mandated by the state." (Gov. Code, § 17521.)

The California State Association of Counties, and the Cities of Carlsbad, Cuaahy, Montebello, Monterey, Redlands, San Luis Obispo

and San Pablo filed an amici curiae brief in support of Richmond.
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826 P.2d 730
Supreme Court of California,

In Bank.

FARMERS INSURANCE

EXCHANGE et al., Petitioners,
V.

The SUPERIOR COURT of Los

Angeles County, Respondent.

The PEOPLE, Real Party in Interest.

No. So16912. April 6, 1992.

People, through Attorney General, brought suit against
insurers under Unfair Business Practices Act for refusal to
offer good driver discount policies to all eligible applicants.,
The Superior Court, Los Angeles County, No. C753955,
Robert M. Mallano, J., found that People were barred from
proceeding for failure to exhaust administrative remedies
available under Insurance Code but that People could proceed

under Business and Professions Code despite separate
statutory enforcement scheme. Writ of mandate was sought.
The Court of Appeal affirmed. Appeal was taken. The
Supreme Court, Lucas, C.J., held that: (1) absent legislation
clearly addressing whether court could exercise discretion
under primary jurisdiction doctrine, court could exercise that
discretion and decline to hear suit until administrative process

had been invoked and completed, and (2) prior resort to
administrative process was required to determine whether
insurers' refusal to offer good driver discount policy violated
Business and Professions Code.

Judgment of Court of Appeal reversed with directions.

Mosk, J., filed dissenting opinion.

Attorneys and Law Firms

***489 *381 **732 Barger & Wolen, Royal F. Oakes,
Larry M. Golub, Linda C. Johnson and Richards D. Barger,
Los Angeles, for petitioners.

No appearance for respondent.
John K. Van de Kamp and Daniel E. Lungren, Attys. Gen.,
Andrea Sheridan Ordin, Chief Asst. Atty. Gen., Michael J.
Strumwasser, Fredric D. Woocher and Herschel T. Elkins,
Asst. Attys. Gen., Albert Norman Sheldon, Ronald A. Reiter
and M. Howard Wayne, Deputy Attys. Gen., for real party in

interest.

Gary T. Yancey, Dist. Atty., Contra Costa, Gary E. Koeppel,
Deputy Dist. Atty., Martinez, Gail K. Hillebrand, Nettie Y.
Hoge, San Francisco, Paul E. Lee, Los Angeles, and Robert
Fellmeth, San Diego, as amici curiae on behalf of real party
in interest.

Opinion

LUCAS, Chief Justice.

The People, through the Attorney General (real party in
interest), filed suit against various insurers (petitioners)
under the Unfair Practices Act (Bus. & Prof.Code, §
17000 et seq.). We granted review to `decide whether this
judicial action should be stayed under the doctrine of
"primary jurisdiction" pending administrative action by the
Commissioner of the Department of Insurance (hereafter
sometimes the Commissioner). (See Ins.Code, § 1858 et
seq.; all further statutory references are to this code unless
otherwise indicated.)

We conclude that in the absence of legislation clearly
addressing whether a court may exercise discretion under
the primary jurisdiction doctrine, a court may exercise
such discretion and may decline to hear a suit until the
administrative process has been invoked and completed. We

, hold that prior resort to the administrative process is required
in the circumstances of this case and that the trial court abused

its discretion in concluding otherwise.

I. Facts and Procedure

The People filed a two-count complaint alleging petitioners
violated sections 1861.02 and 1861.05, enacted by the voters

in November 1988 as part of Proposition 103, by refusing
to offer a "Good Driver Discount policy" to all eligible
applicants.

In their first cause of action, the People claim that since
November 1989, petitioners ***490 **733 have violated
the above provisions by: (i) refusing to offer and *382

sell a Good Driver Discount policy to any person who meets
the standards of section 1861.025 (see § 1861.02, subd.
(b)(1); (ii) refusing to charge persons who qualify for the
Good Driver Discount policy a rate "at least 20% below the
rate the insured would otherwise have been charged for the
same coverage" (see § 1861.02, subd. (b)(2)); (iii) unlawfully

using the absence of insurance as a criterion for determining
eligibility for a Good Driver Discount policy, and generally,
for the setting of automobile insurance rates and premiums
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(see § 1861.02, subd. (c)); and (iv) "unfairly discriminating
in eligibility and rates for insurance for persons who qualify
under the statutory criteria for a Good Driver Discount
policy" (see § 1861.05, subd. (a)).

Under the first cause of action the People seek an order
pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure section 526, enjoining
petitioners from violating section 1861.02, subdivisions (b)
(1), (b)(2), and (c), and section 1861.05, subdivision (a).

The second cause of action-which is the subject of this
proceeding-incorporates the allegations of the first count,
and asserts: "The violations of sections 1861.02 and 1861.05
as set forth above constitute unlawful and unfair business
practices, in violation of Business and Professions Code
section 17200."

Under the second cause of action the complaint seeks the
injunctive relief described above pursuant to Business and
Professions Code section 17204, a $2,500 civil penalty
against each petitioner for each violation of law pursuant
to Business and Professions Code section 17206, and "such
other relief as this Court deems just and proper."

1 Petitioners demurred to both causes of action on the
ground, inter alia, that the People's suit was precluded by
their failure to pursue and exhaust administrative remedies.
The trial court sustained the demurrer as to the first cause
of action (the Insurance Code claim), concluding that under
County of Los Angeles v. Farmers Ins. Exchange (1982)
132 Cal.App.3d 77, 85-87, 182 Cal.Rptr. 879, the People
were barred from proceeding because they failed to exhaust
administrative remedies available under the Insurance Code.

The People do not contest this ruling. 1

As to the second cause of action (the Business and Professions

Code claim), however, the court overruled the demurrer,
concluding that under *383 People v. McKale (1979) 25
Ca1.3d 626, 159 Cal.Rptr. 811, 602 P.2d 731, the People
may proceed under the Business and Professions Code "even

though there is a separate statutory scheme for enforcement
of [Insurance Code] section 1861.02."

Petitioners sought a writ of mandate in the Court of
Appeal challenging the propriety of this latter ruling. In an
unpublished opinion, the Court of Appeal agreed with the
trial court. It reasoned that "exhaustion of administrative
remedies" is not required before an action under section
17200 of the Business and Professions Code may be
prosecuted because (i) the People's second cause of action
seeks a remedy that is "merely cumulative" to administrative

remedies sought in the first count, and (ii) the courts can more

promptly resolve the issues in this case than can the Insurance

Commissioner.

As noted, we conclude prior resort to the administrative
process is appropriate in these circumstances, and we
therefore reverse the decision of the Court of Appeal.

II. The Statutory Schemes

A. The Unfair Practices Act

2 The Unfair Practices Act is found in "1'491 **734

Business and Professions Code, section 17000 et seq. Section

17200 of the Business and Professions Code broadly defines
"unfair competition" as, inter alia, any "unlawful, unfair or
fraudulent business practice...." "Unlawful business activity"
proscribed under section 17200 includes " 'anything that can
properly be 'called a business practice and that at the same
time is forbidden by law.' " (Barquis v. Merchants Collection
Assn. (1972) 7 Ca1.3d 94, 113, 101 Cal.Rptr. 745, 496 P.2d
817 [hereafter Barquis].) As the People observe in their brief
on the merits, "[i]n essenCe, an action based on Business
and Professions Code section 17200 to redress an unlawful
business practice 'borrows' violations of other laws and
treats these violations, when committed pursuant to business
activity, as unlawful practices independently actionable under

section 17200 et seq. and subject to the distinct remedies
provided thereunder."

Section 17205 of the Business and Professions Code states:
"Unless otherwise expressly provided, the remedies or
penalties provided by this chapter are cumulative to each
other and to the remedies or penalties available under all
other laws of this state." (Italics added.) Section 17204 of
the Business and Professions Code authorizes the Attorney
General to prosecute an action to enjoin violations of
section 17200 of the Business and Professions Code. Finally,
Business and Professions Code section 17206 provides for a
$2,500 civil penalty for each violation of section 17200.

*384 The People's complaint under section 17200 of the
Business and Professions Code is grounded on asserted
violations of four provisions of the McBride-Grunsky
Insurance Regulatory Act of 1947 (McBride Act) (Stats.1947,

ch. 805, §§ 1-7, pp. 1896-1908), which is set out in the
Insurance Code, division 1, part 2, chapter 9. We will
briefly outline the relevant provisions of the McBride Act
before analyzing the People's action under the Business and
Professions Code.
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B. The McBride Act

As modified by the voters through the initiative process, and
by the Legislature through various amendments, the McBride
Act presently is found in sections 1851 through 1861.16 of
the Insurance Code.

1. Provisions for Administrative Hearings and Judicial

Review

Section 1858 establishes an administrative scheme under
which lajny person aggrieved by any rate charged, rating
plan, rating system, or underwriting rule ... may" file a
complaint with the Insurance Commissioner. (Id., subd.

(a).) 2 If, after considering the insurer's response, the
commissioner finds the complaint states "probable cause"
of a violation of the McBride Act, the commissioner "shall
proceed as provided in Section 1858.1." (§ 1858, subd. (c).)

Section 1858.1 sets out procedures for the commissioner's
investigation and resolution of the complaint. If the
commissioner determines there is "good cause" to believe an

insurer's rating scheme fails to comply with the requirements
of the chapter, he or she "shall give notice in writing to
that insurer, ... stating therein in what manner and to what
extent that noncompliance is alleged to exist and specifying
therein a reasonable time ... in which that noncompliance
may be corrected, and specifying therein the amount of any
penalty that may be due...." (Id., 1st par.) The section also
sets out procedures to be followed by an insurer to contest
the allegation of noncompliance, or, inter alia, to enter into a

consent order. (Id, 2d par.)

***492 **735 Section 1858.2 sets out procedures
for public hearings on disputed issues and requires the
commissioner to issue a decision within 60 days after
*385 submission following a hearing. Sections 1858.3

through 1858.5 concern powers granted the commissioner,
monitoring Of complaints, and suspension of an insurer's
license for noncompliance with the commissioner's orders.
Sections 1858.07 and 1859.1 set out monetary penalties
for an insurer's failure to comply with statutory rate-setting
provisions, or the commissioner's orders.

Finally, section 1858.6 provides for judicial review following

lalny finding, ... ruling or order made by the commissioner
under this chapter ... in accordance with the provisions of the

Code of Civil Procedure."

2. Relevant Substantive Provisions

Various substantive sections of the McBride Act were
significantly augmented and altered by the voters in
November 1988. (See CalFarm Ins. Co. v. Deukmejian
(1989) 48 Ca1.3d 805, 258 Cal.Rptr. 161, 771 P.2d 1247.) The

following sections are relevant here:

Section 1861.02, subdivision (b)(1) (hereafter section

1861.02(b)(1)), provides, inter alia, that all persons who
meet specified criteria set out in section 1861.025 "shall be
qualified to purchase a Good Driver Discount policy from the

insurer of his or her choice." Section 1861.02, subdivision (b)

(2) (hereafter section 1861.02(b)(2)), requires that the "rate
charged for a Good Driver Discount policy shall ... be at
least 20 #low the rate the insured would otherwise have
been charged for the same coverage." Under subdivision
(c) of section 1861.02 (hereafter section 1861.02(c)), "Whe
absence of prior automobile insurance coverage, in and of
itself, shall not be a criterion for determining eligibility for
a Good Driver Discount policy, or generally for automobile
rates, premiums, or insurability." Finally, section 1861.05,
subdivision (a) (hereafter section 1861.05(a)) states, "[n]o
rate shall be approved or remain in effect which is ... unfairly
discriminatory or otherwise in violation of this chapter." (As

noted above, the People claim petitioners have violated all

four provisions since November 1989.) 3

The voters in 1988 also repealed various sections

that had previously exempted the business of insurance
from this state's antitrust laws (see *386 former §§
1850-1850.3, 1853, 1853.6, 1853.7), and added section
1861.03, subdivision (a), which provides: "The business of
insurance shall be subject to the laws of California applicable

to any other business, including, but not limited to, ...

the antitrust and unfair business practices laws (Parts 2
(commencing with section 16600) and 3 (commencing with
Section 17500) of Division 7 of the Business and Professions

Code)." Part 2 of the Business and Professions Code contains

section 17200, the basis of the People's action in this case.

III. The Primary Jurisdiction Doctrine

A. Development of the Doctrine

The judicially created doctrine of "primary jurisdiction" (also

referred to as the doctrine of "prior resort" 4 or "preliminary

jurisdiction" 5 ), originated in Texas & Pac. Ry. v. Abilene
Cotton Oil Co. (1907) 204 U.S. 426, 27 S.Ct. 350, 51
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L.Ed. 553 (hereafter Abilene), and as explained below, most
***493 **736 of the development of the doctrine has

occurred in the federal courts.

1. Abilene

In Abilene, supra, 204 U.S. 426, 27 S.Ct. 350, a shipper sued
a railroad in state court under the common law to recover
alleged unreasonable amounts charged for transporting
interstate freight. Such common law suits had been regularly
entertained before enactment of the Interstate Commerce Act
(Commerce Act) and creation of the Interstate Commerce
Commission (ICC) in 1887. (204 U.S. at p. 436, 27 S.Ct.
at p. 353.) Under the Commerce Act, Congress granted the
ICC power to hear such complaints by shippers, and to order
reparations to those injured. (Id, at p. 438, 27 S.Ct. at p. 354.)

Despite provisions of the Commerce Act allowing a litigant to

elect between administrative enforcement of statutory rights

and judicial enforcement of common law rights, 6 the high
court declined to allow the common law suit in the first
instance. Instead, it ruled that in order to promote unifonnity

and *387 consistency of rate regulations, the shipper
"must ... primarily invoke redress through the Interstate
Commerce Commission...." (Id., at p. 448, 27 S.Ct. at p.
358.) The court explained that "if, without previous action
by the Commission, power might be exerted by courts
and juries generally to determine the reasonableness of an
established rate, it would follow that unless all courts reached

an identical conclusion a uniform standard of rates in the
future would be impossible, as the standard would fluctuate
and vary, depending on the divergent conclusions reached
as to reasonableness by the various courts called upon to
consider the subject as an original question." (Id., at p. 440,
27 S.Ct. at p. 355.)

The court concluded that the act should be construed to allow

only those judicial actions that seek "redress of such wrongs
as can, consistently with the context of the act, be redressed
by courts without previous action by the Commission, and,
therefore, does not imply the power in a court to primarily
hear complaints concerning wrongs of the character of the one

here complained of." (Abilene, supra, 204 U.S. at p. 442, 27

S.Ct. at p. 356; see also id., at p. 446, 27 S.Ct. at p. 357.) 7

2. Merchants

The doctrine of Abilene, supra, 204 U.S. 426, 27 S.Ct. 350,
was refmed and clarified in Merchants, supra, 259 U.S. 285,
42 S.Ct. 477, another case in which a shipper attempted to
press suit against a railway to recover asserted overcharges.

Justice Brandeis, speaking for the court, allowed the state
court suit to proceed because the issue presented in that
case-i.e., the proper interpretation of a tariff-was one of
***494 **737 law and neither involved disputed facts,

nor required the exercise of expertise possessed by the ICC.
The court explained, "Preliminary resort to the Commission
[is necessary when] ... the enquiry is essentially one of fact
and of discretion in technical matters; and uniformity can be

secured only if its determination is left to the Commission.
Moreover, *388 that determination is reached ordinarily
upon voluminous and conflicting evidence, for the adequate
appreciation of which acquaintance with many intricate facts
of transportation is indispensable; and such acquaintance
is commonly to be found only in a body of experts. But
what construction shall be given to a railroad tariff presents
ordinarily a question of law which does not differ in character

from those presented when the construction of any other
document is in dispute." (Idl, at p. 291, 42 S.Ct. at p. 479.)

3. Western Pacific

In a third railroad shipping case, United States v. Western
Pac. R. Co. (1956) 352 U.S. 59, 77 S.Ct.161, 1 L.Ed.2d
126 (hereafter Western Pacific ), the shipper (the United
States government) filed suit in the Court of Claims to
recover alleged overcharges. The issue presented was similar

to that in Merchants, supra, 259 U.S. 285, 42 S.Ct. 477,
i.e., the construction of a railroad tariff. Specifically, the
question posed was whether shipments of steel bomb cases
filled with napalm gel should be classified as "incendiary
bombs" (subject to a high first-class tariff rate) or merely
"gasoline in steel drums" (subject to a lower, fifth-class rate).

The high court considered the factors articulated in Abilene,
supra, 204 U.S. 426, 27 S.Ct. 350, and Merchants, supra,
259 U.S. 285, 42 S.Ct. 477, i.e., (i) "the desirable uniformity
which would obtain if initially a specialized agency passed on

certain types of administrative questions" (Western Pacific,
supra, 352 U.S. at p. 64, 77 S.Ct. at p. 165), and (ii) the
need to secure "the expert and specialized knowledge of the
agencies involved." (Ibid.) The court asserted that the term
"incendiary bomb," as used in the tariff regulations, posed a
question of construction that "involves factors 'the adequate
appreciation of which' presupposes an 'acquaintance with
many intricate facts of transportation' " possessed by the ICC.

(Western Pacific, supra, 352 U.S. at p. 66, 77 S.Ct. at p. 166,

quoting Merchants, supra, 259 U.S. at p. 291, 42 S.Ct. at p.
479.) Accordingly, the court concluded, "in the circumstances

here presented the question of tariff construction, as well as
that of the reasonableness of the tariff as applied, was within
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the exclusive primary jurisdiction of the Interstate Commerce
Commission." (Western .Pac(ic, supra, 352 U.S. at p. 63, 77
S.Ct. at p. 165.)

4. Nader

A more recent high court case illustrates both procedural and
substantive aspects of the primary jurisdiction doctrine. In
Nader v. Allegheny Airlines (1976) 426 U.S. 290, 96 S.Ct.
1978, 48 L.Ed.2d 643 (hereafter Nader ), the plaintiff filed
a common law tort action for fraudulent misrepresentation
*389 against an airline that sold him a confirmed ticket on

an overbooked flight, causing the plaintiff to miss his flight.
Like the statute at issue in Abilene, supra, 204 U.S. 426, 27
S.Ct. 350, the relevant section of the Federal Aviation Act
(49 U.S.C. § 1381) provided, " [n]othing contained in this
chapter shall in any way abridge or alter the remedies now
existing at common law or by statute, but the provisions of
this chapter are in addition to such remedies.' " (Nader, supra,

426 U.S. at p. 298, 96 S.Ct. at p. 1984, quoting that act; see
ante, p. 493, fn. 6 of 6 Cal.Rptr.2d, p. 736, fn. 6 of 826 P.2d.)

The United States District Court entertained the suit and
entered judgment for the plaintiff, but the United States
Court of Appeals for. the District of Columbia, applying
the primary jurisdiction doctrine, reversed and remanded
for administrative fmdings on, inter alia, the common law
claim. It took judicial notice that the Civil Aeronautics Board
(Board) was then considering the same challenges to carriers'

overbooking practices in an ongoing rulemaking proceeding,
and held that before the plaintiff would be allowed to proceed

with his misrepresentation action, the ***495 **738

Board should be allowed to consider whether the challenged

practices fell within its power to investigate complaints and
issue cease-and-desist orders. (Nader v. Allegheny Airlines,
Inc. (D.C.Cir.1975) 512 F.2d 527, 546.) Accordingly, the
court of appeals instructed the district court to stay further
action on the plaintiffs misrepresentation claim pending the

outcome of the rulemaking proceeding. (Id, at p. 552.) 8

The high court reversed. Initially, it observed that there was
no "irreconcilable conflict between the statutory scheme and

the persistence of common-law remedies." (Nader, supra,
426 U.S. 290, 299, 96 S.Ct. 1978, 1984) and that "[u]nder the

circumstances, the common-law action and the statute ... may

coexist." (Id., at p. 300, 96 S.Ct. at p. 1985.)

The court then proceeded to apply the primary jurisdiction
doCtrine. It noted that under the administrative scheme at
issue, individual consumers were "not even entitled" to

initiate proceedings before the Board. (Nader, supra, 426
U.S. at p. 302, 96 S.Ct. at p. 1986.) The fact that the plaintiff in

the case before it had no authority to bring an administrative
action, *390 however, did not resolve the court's primary
jurisdiction inquiry. Instead, the court relied on Western
Pacific, supra, 352 U.S. 59, 77 S.Ct. 161, and other primary
jurisdiction cases, in determining whether "considerations of
uniformity in regulation and of technical expertise ... call
for prior reference to the Board." (Nader, supra, 426 U.S.
at p. 304, 96 S.Ct. at p. 1987.) It concluded the proposed
misrepresentation action posed no challenge to uniformity
of regulation (id, at pp. 304-305, 96 S.Ct. at p. 1987), and
that "[t]he standards to be applied in an action for fraudulent
misrepresentation are within the conventional competence of
the courts, and the judgment of a technically expert body is
not likely to be helpful in the application of these standards
to the facts of this case." (Id, at pp. 305-306, 96 S.Ct. at
pp. 1987-1988.) Accordingly, the court held prior resort to
the administrative process was not required, and hence the
plaintiffs "tort action should not be stayed pending reference

to the Board...." (Id., at p. 307, 96 S.Ct. at p. 1988.)

B. The Primary Jurisdiction and Exhaustion Doctrines
Compared

Petitioners assert throughout their briefs that the People
should be required to "exhaust" their administrative remedies

before pursuing their civil action in this case. As suggested
above and explained below, the applicable principle in this
case is the primary jurisdiction doctrine, not the exhaustion
doctrine.

Petitioners' mischaracterization is understandable because
courts have often confused the two closely related concepts
(see, e.g., 2 Cooper, supra, at pp. 572-573). "Both are
essentially doctrines of comity between courts and agencies.
They are two sides of the timing coin: Each determines
whether an action may be brought in a court or whether
an agency proceeding, or further agency proceeding, is
necessary." (Schwartz, Administrative Law (1984) § 8.23, p.

485.)

3 In Western Pacific, supra, 352 U.S. 59, 77 S.Ct.
161, the high court explained: " 'Exhaustion' applies
where a claim is cognizable in the first instance by an
administrative agency alone; judicial interference is withheld
until the administrative process has run its course. 'Primary
jurisdiction,' on the other hand, applies where a claim is
originally cognizable in the courts, and comes into play
whenever enforcement of the claim requires the resolution
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of issues which, under a regulatory ***496 **739

scheme, have been placed within the special competence
of an administrative body; in such a case the judicial
process is suspended pending referral of such issues to the
administrative body for its views." (Id., at pp. 63-64, 77 S.Ct.

at p. 165, italics added; see also Schwartz, supra, § 8.23 at p.

486 ["Exhaustion applies where an agency *391 alone has
exclusive jurisdiction over a case; primary jurisdiction where
both a court and an agency have the legal capacity to deal with

the matter."].)

As noted above, count 1 of the People's complaint presented
a question of exhaustion of administrative remedies; the
People attempted to litigate Insurance Code claims over
which the Insurance Commissioner has been given exclusive
jurisdiction without first invoking and completing the
available administrative process set out in the Insurance
Code. (See ante, p. 490, fn. 1 of 6 Cal.Rptr.2d, p. 733, fn.
1 of 826 P.2d.) By contrast, count 2 of the complaint-the
only count before us now-presents a different issue. The
Business and Professions Code claim in count 2 is "originally

cognizable in the courts," and thus it triggers application of
the primary jurisdiction doctrine.

C. Policy Considerations Underlying the Primary
Jurisdiction and Exhaustion Doctrines

The policy reasons behind the two doctrines are similar and
overlapping. The exhaustion doctrine is principally grounded

on concerns favoring administrative autonomy (i.e., courts
should not interfere with an agency determination until the
agency has reached a fmal decision) and judicial efficiency
(i.e., overworked courts should decline to intervene in an
administrative dispute unless absolutely necessary). (See
2 Cooper, supra, at p. 573; Schwartz, supra, § 8.30 at
p. 503; Koch, Administrative Law and Practice (1985) §
10.22, p. 177.) As explained above, the primary jurisdiction
doctrine advances two related policies: it enhances court
decisionmaking and efficiency by allowing courts to take
advantage of administrative expertise, and it helps assure
uniform application of regulatory laws. (See Western Pacific,

supra, 352 U.S. at pp. 64-65, 77 S.Ct. at p. 165; 2
Cooper, supra, at p. 563; Schwartz, supra, § 8.24 at pp.
487-488; Koch, supra, § 10.23 at pp. 179-180; Modjeska,
Administrative Law Practice and Procedure (1982) p. 204.)

4 No rigid formula exists for applying the primary
jurisdiction doctrine (Western Pacific, supra, 352 U.S. 59, 64,

77 S.Ct. 161, 165). Instead, resolution generally hinges on a
court's determination of the extent to which the policies noted

above are implicated in a given case. (Ibid.; 2 Cooper, supra,

at pp. 564-570, and cases discussed.)9 This discretionary
approach *392 leaves courts with considerable flexibility to
avoid application of the doctrine in appropriate situations, as

required by the interests of justice. 10

IV. Whether the Legislature has Precluded Application of
the Primary Jurisdiction Doctrine in Actions Filed Under

Section 17200 of the Business and Professions Code

5 The People suggest that the Legislature, by establishing
"cumulative" admin **740 istrative ***497 (§ 1858 et
seq.) and civil (Bus. & Prof.Code, § 17200) "remedies"
for the alleged violation of sections 1861.02 and 1861.05,
has precluded courts from applying the primary jurisdiction
doctrine .in a case filed under the Business and Professions
Code. In support, they cite City of Susanville v. Lee C. Hess
Co. (1955) 45 Ca1.2d 684, 290 P.2d 520 (hereafter Susanville

), which states: "where a statute provides an administrative
remedy and also provides an alternative judicial remedy the
rule requiring exhaustion of the administrative remedy has no

application if the person aggrieved and having both remedies

afforded him by the same statute, elects to use the judicial
one." (Id, at p. 689, 290 P.2d 520, citing Scripps etc. Hospital

v. Cal. Emp. Corn. (1944) 24 Ca1.2d 669, 673-674, 151 P.2d
109 (hereafter Scripps ); see also Abelleira v. District Court
of Appeal (1941) 17 Ca1.2d 280, 292, 109 P.2d 942 (hereafter

Abelleira ) ["where an administrative remedy is provided by
statute, relief must be sought from the administrative body
and this remedy exhausted before the courts will act"].)

Contrary to the People's suggestions, we do not view the
cited cases as addressing the primary jurisdiction doctrine. All

three cases applied the exhaustion of remedies .doctrine, and

not the primary jurisdiction doctrine. 11 *393 Moreover, to
the extent the People may be understood to assert that the
analysis of Scripps, supra, 24 Ca1.2d 669, 151 P.2d 109,
and Susanville, supra, 45 Ca1.2d 684, 290 P.2d 520, should
control here by analogy, we fmd those cases inapposite.
Scrzpps, supra, makes it clear that the trial court properly
declined to dismiss an employer's action for its failure to
exhaust an available, "alternative" administrative remedy, but

nowhere does it address the primary jurisdiction question,
namely, whether the trial court had authority to (i) entertain
a civil action, and (ii) in ***498 **741 the exercise of
its discretion under the judicially created primary jurisdiction

doctrine, stay the judicial proceedings pending action by the
administrative agency (see ante, p. 495, fn. 8 of 6 Cal.Rptr.2d,

p. 738, fn. 8 of 826 P.2d). The same is true of Susanville,
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12szTra. Accordingly, we do not read the cited cases as
prohibiting a court from exercising its discretion under the
primary jurisdiction doctrine merely because "alternative" or

"cumulative" administrative *394 and civil remedies are

made available to a plaintiff.13 We conclude instead as
follows:

6 7 If the Legislature establishes a scheme under which
a court is prohibited from exercising discretion under the
doctrine of primary jurisdiction, a court must honor the
legislative scheme, and may not decline to adjudicate a suit
on the basis that available administrative processes should
first be invoked and completed. If, however, the Legislature
does not preclude a court from exercising its discretion under
the primary jurisdiction doctrine, a court may do so and, in
appropriate cases, may decline to adjudicate a suit until the
administrative process has been invoked and completed.

Accordingly, the threshold question we must decide is
whether the Legislature established a scheme that precludes
a court from exercising discretion under the primary
jurisdiction doctrine. For the reasons set out below, we
conclude the legislative scheme at issue here does not
address the primary jurisdiction issue, and a court thus is
free to exercise its discretion to determine whether to stay
proceedings in this suit pending action by the Insurance
Commissioner.

The People assert that section 1861.03, subdivision (a)

(which, as noted above, 14 provides that the insurance
industry is subject to, inter alia, Business and Professions
Code section 17200 et seq.) "neither restricts the use of
section 17200 in insurance cases nor requires the use
of administrative procedures within the Department of
Insurance for the implementation of section 17200 or the
adjudication of any violations...."

8 We agree that section 1861.03 does not condition a suit
under Business and Professions Code section 17200 on prior
resort to the administrative process under the Insurance Code.

Indeed, it does not speak to that issue at all. It merely modifies

preexisting law, to provide, in essence, that insurers are
subject to the unfair business practices laws in addition to
preexisting regulations under the McBride Act, as amended.

Section 1861.03 discloses no legislative preference for, or
against, permitting a court to exercise its discretion under
the primary jurisdiction doctrine to stay judicial proceedings
pending action by the Insurance Commissioner.

9 The People advance a similar argument with respect
to Business and Professions Code section 17205, which,
as noted above, states: "Unless *395 otherwise expressly
provided, the remedies or penalties provided by this chapter
are cumulative to each other and to the remedies or penalties
available under all other laws of this state." We conclude,
however, that the "unfair competition" remedy provided
under Business and Professions Code section 17205 also
fails to disclose legislative intent one way or the other on
the question presented here, namely, whether the Legislature

***499 **742 intended to preclude a court from exercising
discretion under the primary jurisdiction doctrine in a suit
filed under Business and Professions Code section 17200.
Instead, section 17205 merely reflects legislative intent that
the remedy under Business and Professions Code section
17200 not displace any other remedy that might exist.

10 We base our construction of section 17205 of the
Business and Professions Code not merely on the language
of that section viewed in isolation, but on the scheme of the
Unfair Practices Act as a whole. As noted above, section
17200 of the Business and Professions Code defines "unfair
competition" very broadly, to include " 'anything that can
properly be called a business practice and that at the same
time is forbidden by law.' " (Barquis, supra, 7 Ca1.3d 94,
113, 101 Cal.Rptr. 745, 496 P.2d 817.) Because it sweeps so
broadly, the Unfair Practices Act applies to many situations
in which no administrative process is available to address
the challenged practice. Thus there is nothing from which
we can conclude that the Legislature intended to preclude
a court presented with a suit under the Unfair Practices
Act from exercising discretion under the primary jurisdiction

doctrine, in situations in which the practice challenged is
one over which an administrative agency may also exercise
jurisdiction. Instead, as with section 1861.03, subdivision
(a), we conclude the Unfair Practices Act, and Business
and Professions Code section 17205 in particular, discloses
no legislative intent to preclude a court from exercising
discretion under the primary jurisdiction doctrine before
entertaining a civil action under section 17200 of the Business

and Professions Code. It follows that we may consider
whether to stay judicial proceedings pending action by the
Insurance Commissioner in this case.

V. Recent Application of the
Primary Jurisdiction Doctrine

Recently we applied primary jurisdiction principles in Rojo v.

Kliger (1990) 52 Ca1.3d 65, 276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801 P.2d 373
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(Rojo ), in which the plaintiff asserted (i) statutory violations
of the Fair Employment and Housing Act (Gov.Code, § 12900

et seq., hereafter the FEHA), and (ii) common law violations
(intentional infliction of emotional distress, and wrongful
discharge in contravention of public policy). Instead of
submitting her claims to the administrative body established
under the FEHA, the plaintiff in Rojo filed a civil suit.

*396 We held exhaustion of available remedies under the
FEHA necessary before a plaintiff may proceed with statutory

claims under that act (Rojo, supra, 52 Ca1.3d at pp. 83-84,

276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801 P.2d 373), but we found prior resort 15

unnecessary before a plaintiff may proceed with a civil suit
based on common law claims for damages resulting from sex
discrimination in employment (id, at pp. 84-88, 276 Cal.Rptr.

130, 801 P.2d 373). A review of the factors motivating this
latter holding assists our analysis in the present case.

We held prior resort to the administrative process unnecessary

for two reasons. First, we explained, "the FEHA does
not have a 'pervasive and self-contained system of
administrative procedure' [citation] for general regulation
or monitoring of employer-employee relations so as to
assess or prevent discrimination or related wrongs in the
employment.context...." (Rojo, supra, 52 Cal.3d at pp. 87-88,

276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801 P.2d 373.) Second, "the factual issues

in an employment discrimination case [are not] of a complex

or technical nature beyond the usual competence of the
judicial system." (Id., at p. 88, 276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801 P.2d
373.) We concluded, "[w]ith all due respect to the efficiency
and expertise the [administrative agency] bring[s] to bear
in investigating and determining statutory discrimination
cases, and the salutory effect [it has] on the settlement and
disposition of such cases, these are not cases having such
a paramount ***NV "*"743 need for specialized agency
fact-finding expertise as to require [prior resort to and]
exhaustion of administrative remedies before permitting an
aggrieved person to pursue his or her related nonstatutory
claims and remedies in court." (Ibid)

VI. Application of the Primary
Jurisdiction Doctrine in This Case

Our analysis in Rojo, supra, 52 Cal.3d 65, 276 Cal.Rptr.
130, 801 P.2d 373, informs the result in this case. First,
as explained above (ante, pp. 491-492 of 6 Cal.Rptr.2d,
pp. 734-735 of 826 P.2d), the Insurance Commissioner has
at his disposal a "pervasive and self-contained system of

administrative procedure" to deal with the precise questions
involved herein.

11 Second, and more important, based on the allegations
in the People's complaint, there is good reason to require
that these administrative procedures be invoked here. As we
explain below, we conclude that considerations of judicial
economy, and concerns for uniformity in application of
the complex insurance regulations here involved, strongly
militate in favor of a stay to await action by the Insurance
Commissioner in the present case.

In Rojo, supra, 52 Ca1.3d 65, 276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801
P.2d 373, we reasoned that in light of the nature of the
common law action involved in that case, the agency had
no special expertise that would warrant prior resort to its
procedures. By contrast, other *397 courts have observed
that questions involving insurance ratemaking pose issues for
which specialized agency fact-finding and expertise is needed

in order to both resolve complex factual questions and provide

a record for subsequent judicial review. As noted in Karlin
v. Zalta (1984) 154 Cal.App.3d 953, 986, 201 Cal.Rptr. 379,
"[the Insurance Commissioner's] determination with respect
to controverted rates could not only be of inestimable value to

a court should trial be inevitable, but might eliminateThe need

for a trial, or might resolve major elements of dispute." (See
also County of Los Angeles v. Farmers Ins. Exchange, supra,
132 Cal.App.3d 77, 87, 182 Cal.Rptr. 879 ["the Insurance
Commissioner and the Depai talent of Insurance possess
sophisticated bodies of expertise in this field which make
them particularly able to handle these matters"].)

The People assert the claims at issue here "involve relatively
simple factual determinations which do not require the
detailed examination of experts within the Department of
Insurance." To support this view of their complaint, they
assert, for the first time in briefs filed in this court, that
their action is in reality one to preclude Farmers Insurance
Exchange from refen-ing persons who meet the criteria for
a Good Driver Discount policy to Mid-Century Insurance
Company, a "substandard" insurer that is part of the Farmers

Group, but which charges rates "substantially higher" than

Farmers for the same coverage. 16

12 We cannot accept the People's recharacterization of
their complaint. The complaint filed in superior court makes

no mention of any alleged improper referral plan between
Farmers and Mid-Century, and, although it was clearly

possible for the People to do so, 17 the complaint does
***MI **744 not on its face allege the factual claim that
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the People now advance. Instead, the complaint tracks *398
the specific language of four of the numerous Insurance
Code provisions that relate to Good Driver Discount policies.

Taken at face value, the People's complaint alleges violations
of specific statutory eligibility rules governing such policies,
and violations of the statutory rules for rates under those
policies.

We conclude that in determining whether it is appropriate
to issue a stay of judicial proceedings in order to permit
administrative action under the primary jurisdiction doctrine,
we must confine our analysis to the complaint as written.
A review of the allegations in the People's complaint
demonstrates the "paramount need for specialized agency
fact-finding expertise" in this case. (Rojo, supra, 52 Ca1.3d at

p. 88, 276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801 P.2d 373.)

The gravamen of the People's action under section 17200
of the Business and Professions Code is alleged violation
of three specific "Good Driver Discount policy" provisions
of section 1861.02(b) and 1861.02(c), and the "unfairly
discriminatory rates" provision of section 1861.05(a). In
order to decide whether petitioners have violated the cited
subdivisions of section 1861.02, it must be determined
whether petitioners refused to offer discount policies to those
who qualified for such a policy; refused to charge rates at
least 20 percent below the rate that would otherwise have
been charged; and used the absence of prior automobile
insurance coverage, "in and of itself," to determine eligibility
for a Good Driver Discount policy, or to establish rates
and premiums. In order to decide whether petitioners have
violated section 1861.05, it must be determined whether they
employed an "unfairly discriminatory" rate. The resolution
of these questions mandates exercise of expertise presumably

possessed by the Insurance Commissioner, and poses a risk
of inconsistent application of the regulatory statutes if courts
are forced to rule on such matters without benefit of the views
of the agency charged with regulating the insurance industry.

13 First, in determining eligibility for Good Driver Discount

policies, section 1861.02(b)(1) specifies that the criteria set
out in section 1861.025 are to be used. That section in
turn addresses the eligibility of persons who have been
involved in accidents during the prior three years, and who
were "principally at fault." (§ 1861.025, subd. (b)(1), (b)
(4).) The statute further provides, as to both criteria, "[t]he
commissioner shall adopt regulations setting guidelines to
be used by insurers for their determination of fault for
the purposes *399 of [these] paragraph[s]." (§ 1861.025,
subd. (b)(4); see Cal.Code Regs., tit. 10, ch. 5, subch,

4.7, § 2632.13.1.) It seems clear to us that the Insurance
Commissioner is best suited initially to determine whether
his or her own regulations pertaining to eligibility have been
faithfully adhered to by an insurer.

Similarly, the determination of whether a given Good
Driver Discount policy comports with the "20 percent
discount" provision of the statute also calls for exercise
of administrative expertise preliminary to judicial review.
Inevitably, analysis of the People's claim will require
"a searching inquiry into the factual complexities of
[automobile] insurance ratemaking and the conditions of that

market during the turbulent time here involved." (Karlin
v. Zalta, supra, 154 Cal.App.3d 953, 983, 201 Cal.Rptr.
379.) To address the People's claim, one must inquire into
the insurer's ratemaking process in order to determine what
the rate would be for a given driver without the discount.
Thereafter one must discern whether the rate offered on a
given Good Driver Discount policy is 20 percent ***502
**745 below what the insured would otherwise have been

charged. As we have observed, the question of insurance
rate regulation has "traditionally commanded administrative
expertise applied to controlled industries." (Chicago Title Ins.

Co. v. Great Western Financial Corp. (1968) 69 Ca1.2d 305,
323, 70 Cal.Rptr. 849, 444 P.2d 481.)

14 There is no reason to conclude otherwise in the present
case; we think it is plain that a court attempting to determine
whether a given Good Driver Discount policy meets the
statutory 20 percent discount requirements should have the
benefit of the Insurance Commissioner's expert assessment
of that issue. In addition, we note that section 1861.02,
subdivision (e), provides, "The commissioner shall adopt
regulations implementing this section and insurers may
submit applications pursuant to this article which comply with

those regulations...." (Italics added; see Cal.Code Regs., tit.
10, ch. 5, subch. 4.7, § 2632.1 et seq.) As above, it seems
clear that the Insurance Commissioner, rather than a court,
is best suited initially to determine whether his or her own
regulations pertaining to compliance have been faithfully

adhered to by an insurer. 18

15 Finally, and for the same reasons, the determination
whether petitioners employed rates that are "unfairly

discriminatory" also calls for exercise of administrative
expertise preliminary to judicial review. In practice,

resolution of the "unfairly discriminatory rate" question
will turn in many instances on determination of the above
discussed rate-setting provisions of *400 the Insurance
Code. It is readily apparent that a court would benefit
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immensely, and uniformity of decisions would be greatly
enhanced, by having an expert administrative analysis
available before attempting to grapple with such a potentially

broad-ranging and technical question of insurance law. 19

Accordingly, we reject the People's assertion that because
eventual recourse to the courts is likely in this case, nothing
is to be gained by requiring prior resort to the administrative
process involved here. As we said in Westlake Community
Hosp. v. Superior Court (1976) 17 Ca1.3d 465, 476, 131
Cal.Rptr. 90, 551 P.2d 410, "even if ... ultimate resort to
the courts [is] inevitable [citation], the prior administrative
proceeding will still promote judicial efficiency by unearthing

the relevant evidence and by providing a record which the
court may review." In addition, we reject any suggestion
that the interests of justice militate against a requirement of
prior resort in this case. (See ante, p. 496, fns. 9 & 10 of 6
Cal.Rptr.2d, p. 739, fns. 9 & 10 of 826 P.2d.) The People do
not assert that the administrative remedies available from the
Insurance Commissioner are "inadequate," and we dismiss
as unsupported conjecture the suggestion that prior resort
to the administrative process will unduly delay or frustrate
resolution of the issues presented in the People's complaint.

The cases cited by the People (People v. McKale, supra,
25 Ca1.3d 626, 159 Cal.Rptr. 811, 602 P.2d 731; People
v. Los Angeles Palm, Inc. (1981) 121 Cal.App.3d 25, 175
Calaptr. 257; and People v. Casa Blanca Convalescent
Homes, Inc. (1984) 159 Cal.App.3d 509, 206 Cal.Rptr. 164),
do not require a contrary result. In McKale, supra, 25 Ca1.3d
626, 159 Cal.Rptr. 811, 602 P.2d 731, we held that although

a specific ***503 **746 statutory remedy existed for a
violation of the Mobilehome Park Act (Health & Saf.Code,
§ 18200 et seq.), a civil action for unfair competition under
Business and Professions Code section 17200 et seq. was
proper. Los Angeles Palm, Inc., supra, 121 Cal.App.3d 25,
175 Cal.Rptr. 257, allowed an action under section 17200 et
seq. of the Business and Professions Code although the Labor

Code provided a remedy for the harm alleged. Casa Blanca
Convalescent Homes, Inc., supra, 159 Cal.App.3d 509, 206
Cal.RPtr. 164, recognized the Attorney General's right to sue

under Business and Professions Code section 17200 et seq.
based on conduct also regulated by the Department of Health

Services under Health and Safety Code, section 1417 et seq.
All three cases, however, are inapposite.

*401 Each decision focused on whether -not when -the
People may bring an unfair competition action. At most,
they may be read as implicitly holding that, based on the
allegations involved in those matters, prior resort to available

administrative processes was unnecessary on the facts of
each case. None of the cases stands for the proposition that
actions brought under the Business and Professions Code are,

as a matter of law, outside the application of the primary
jurisdiction doctrine.

Finally, we reject the People's unsupported and novel
claim that because the Attorney General is the chief law
enforcement officer of the state, actions filed by him should
not be subject to the primary jurisdiction doctrine. The
reasons supporting the doctrine apply to private citizens and
the Attorney General alike, and the two classes of plaintiffs
should be treated equally. The primary jurisdiction doctrine
evolved for the benefit of courts and administrative agencies,

and unless precluded by the Legislature, it may be invoked
whenever a court concludes there is a ."paramount need for
specialized agency fact-finding expertise." (Rojo, supra, 52

Ca1.3d at p. 88, 276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801 P.2d 373.) 20

VII. Conclusion

We conclude, based on the complaint as it stands, that
a paramount need for specialized agency review militates
in favor of imposing a requirement of prior resort to
the administrative process, and as noted above we reject
any suggestion that the interests of justice militate against
application of a prior resort requirement in this case.

Accordingly, the judgment of the Court of Appeal is reversed
with directions to issue a writ of mandate directing the
superior court to stay judicial proceedings in this case and
retain the matter on the court's docket pending proceedings
before the Insurance Commissioner (see, e.g., Tank Car Corp.

v. Terminal Co., supra, 308 U.S. 422, 432-433, 60 S.Ct.
325, 331; Shernoff v. Superior Court, supra, 44 Cal.App.3d
406, 408-409, 118 Cal.Rptr. 680), and to closely monitor the
progress of the adMinistrative proceedings to ensure against
unreasonable delay of the People's civil action (see, e.g.,
Shernoff v. Superior Court, *402 supra, 44 Cal.App.3d
406, 408, 118 Cal.Rptr. 680; Red Lake Band of Chippewa
Indians v. Barlow (8th Cir.1988) 846 F.2d 474, 476-477; see
generally Rohr Industries v. Wash. Metro Area Transit Auth.

(D.C.Cir.1983) 720 F.2d 1319, 1326-1327).

PANELLI, KENNARD, ARABIAN, BAXTER and
GEORGE, JJ., concur.

***504 MOSK, Justice, dissenting.
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I dissent. California has never recognized the doctrine of
primary jurisdiction, and ririor authority in this state is in
conflict with that concept. Even if this court should decide
at some time to judicially legislate that theory, the facts
involved in this case, and the dilatory result, do not justify
its application. Finally, there are sound reasons of policy
for holding that the question whether petitioners violated the
Unfair Practices Act (Bus. & Prof.Code, § 17000 et seq.)
should be decided by a court initially rather than by successive

determinations by the Commissioner of the Department of
Insurance (Insurance Commissioner) and a court.

No decision in this state has ever forthrightly applied the
doctrine of primary jurisdiction, and the three California cases

to which the majority refer and attempt to distinguish are in
direct conflict with that doctrine. (City of Susanville v. Lee
C. Hess Co. (1 955) 45 Ca1.2d 684, 290 P.2d 520 (Susanville

); Scripps etc. Hospital v. Cal. Einp. Com. (1944) 24 Ca1.2d

669, 151 P.2d 109 (Scripps ); McKee v. Bell-Carter Olive
Co. (1986) 186 Cal.App .3 d 1230, 231 Cal .Rptr. 304 (McKee

1).) Each holds that in a situation like the matter before us,
in which a litigant is afforded the choice whether to bring a
proceeding before an administrative body or to file an action

in court, the litigant may choose either remedy, and is not
required to resort initially to the agency for the vindication
of his or her rights. The holdings in these cases are in direct
conflict with the majority's determination that a court has
discretion whether or not to exercise jurisdiction under these

circumstances.

*403 If anything, the present case is an even stronger vehicle

than the cited cases for application of the well-established
rule relied on therein. The statutes in those cases (with
the exception of McKee ), merely granted the right to an
administrative determination or to a court action. They did
not contain language like section 17205 of the Business and
Professions Code, which provides explicitly that the remedies

under the Unfair Practices Act are "cumulative" to those
granted under any other laws.

The majority opinion declares that the three cases cited
applied "the exhaustion of remedies doctrine, and not
the primary jurisdiction doctrine." I disagree with this
characterization of the cases. In fact, all three cases refused
to apply the exhaustion doctrine because the Legislature
had given the aggrieved party a choice of remedies. As the
majority opinion concedes, the exhaustion doctrine applies

when the administrative agency alone has initial jurisdiction
to hear the matter. In all three cases cited above-as well as in
the present case-both the agency and a court had such power,
and therefore the exhaustion doctrine did not apply. The
majority simply refuse to adhere to the prevailing theory on
which those cases were decided, i.e., that it is for the litigant

to choose which forum to utilize in these circumstances.

The opinion attempts to distinguish Scripps on the ground that

it did not "address the primary jurisdiction question" because
it failed to decide whether a court has authority to exercise
its discretion to stay judicial proceedings pending action
by an administrative agency. In fact, the ***505 **748

Scripps court's holding can only be read as prohibiting the
exercise of such discretion. After stating the rule that a
litigant may choose the forum in which to bring the action
if the Legislature has provided alternative remedies, Scripps
declares that "it is not for the courts to add conditions to the
exercise of [the right to bring an action in court] which are not

imposed by the statute." (24 Ca1.2d at p. 674, 151 P.2d 109.) I

cannot read this holding as anything but a determination that
a court does not have the power to require a litigant to first
resort to an administrative remedy when a statute provides a
choice whether to do so or to bring a court action.

As for Susanville, which the majority attempt to distinguish
on the same ground as Scripps, it holds that the rule requiring

exhaustion of administrative remedies has "no application"
if the aggrieved person is granted alternative remedies and
elects to use judicial means. (45 Ca1.2d at p. 689, 290 P.2d
520.) This amounts to a determination that a court cannot
compel a litigant to resort to the process of an administrative
agency if one has been granted the right to sue in court.

The majority state, regarding McKee, that they do not to read
the opinion in that case as suggesting that the availability of
cumulative remedies bars *404 application of the primary
jurisdiction doctrine. In my view, there is no other way to read

the decision. The McKee opinion recites the general rule of
Scripps, and then concludes that because the administrative
proceeding and the court action are cumulative remedies,
plaintiff is not required to exhaust administrative remedies.
(186 Cal.App.3d 1230 at p. 1246, 231 Cal.Rptr. 304.) A party

who has been granted the right to bring a court action cannot

be compelled to exhaust administrative remedies, if either
course is open under the law.

The only case cited by the majority which they claim applied

the doctrine of primary jurisdiction in California, is Rojo v.
Kliger (1990) 52 Ca1.3d 65, 276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801 P.2d 373
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(Rojo). However, as the majority must recognize, Rojo refers

not to that doctrine but to exhaustion of remedies. There, the
plaintiffs filed a civil action seeking damages for employment

discrimination. We held that they should not be required
to exhaust their remedies before the Fair Employment and
Housing Commission, employing reasoning generally used
to determine whether a party should be required to exhaust
administrative remedies. (See e.g., Karlin v. Zalta (1984) 154

Cal.App.3d 953, 983, 201 Cal.Rptr. 379.)

If it should be deemed advisable to adopt a judge-made
doctrine of primary jurisdiction in this state, the majority
should state forthrightly that they do so, -instead of futilely
attempting to distinguish cases which are incompatible with
the existence of that doctrine.

II

Even if the primary jurisdiction principle should become
applicable in California, it would not apply under the
circumstances of this case.

The majority state several grounds for requiring the People
to bring this proceeding before the Insurance Commissioner.

First, relying on the reasons advanced in Rojo, they
assert that here, unlike in that case, the administrative
agency has "a 'pervasive and self-contained system of
administrative procedure' to deal with the precise questions
involved herein." In support of this proposition, they
cite sections of the Insurance Code that prescribe the
procedure for the investigation and resolution of complaints
regarding allegations of unfair rates. That is, notice and
hearing, proceedings to contest the allegations made by
the complainant, and provisions for appeal. But the Fair
Employment and Housing Commission in Rojo had similar
powers. (52 Ca1.3d at p. 72, 276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801
P.2d 373.) I dispute the majority's assertion that the
administrative procedures for challenging rates before the
Insurance Commissioner are "pervasive," for we have found

in a case as recently decided as Rojo that similar procedures

do not meet that description.

*405 Nor do I agree with the second ground offered by the
majority as the justification for requiring that the People resort

***506 first to **749 a determination of the issues raised
in their complaint by the Insurance Commissioner, i.e., that
his expertise is required to resolve the issues. Unlike Karlin
v. Zalta, supra, 154 Cal.App.2d 953, 983, 201 Cal.Rptr. 379,
on which the majority rely, the issues raised by the People
are not "singularly within the technical competence of the

Insurance Commissioner through the enlistment of agency
resources." The question whether an insured is entitled to a
"good driver" discount depends on whether the driver was
involved in an accident during the prior three years, and was

"principally at fault." The insurer makes the determination of
fault under guidelines issued by the commissioner. (Ins.Code,

§ 1861.025, subd. (b)(4).) A court in its fact-finding role is at
least as qualified as the commissioner to determine whether
an insurer has followed those guidelines. (Cf. Gt. No. Ry. v.
Merchants Elev. Co. (1922) 259 U.S. 285, 291, 42 S.Ct. 477,

479, 66 L.Ed. 943, refusing to apply the primary jurisdiction
doctrine because "what construction shall be given to a
railroad tariff presents ordinarily a question of law....") This
determination of facts cannot be said to be within the special
"technical competence," of the Insurance Commissioner. It is

significant that he makes no such claim in this case.

Once the question of fault is decided, it is necessary
to ascertain whether the required discount has been
afforded. The majority assert that this determination calls
for a "searching inquiry into the factual complexities of
[automobile] insurance ratemaking." I disagree. The issue
here is not whether the insurer charged a reasonable rate
or one which complies with statutory requirements for such
a rate, but whether the rate charged is below what the
insurer would have charged without the discount. The answer

to that is clear under the circumstances of this case. No
determination whether the discount was afforded is required
by either the Insurance Commissioner or a court because it
is undisputed that the "good driver" discount provisions have
not been implemented. It follows that the rate charged is in
excess of the rate which would have been charged without the 1

discount.

The majority claim also that uniformity of decision will be
enhanced by an administrative determination of the issues
raised in the People's complaint before a court attempts to
grapple with "such a broad-ranging and technical question of
insurance law." But the question whether a driver is entitled
to a "good driver" discount under the guidelines adopted by
the commissioner involves the application of those guidelines

to the circumstances of a particular case. I fail to see how
uniformity of decision will be promoted by a preliminary
determination of the issue by the commissioner since the fault

of each driver depends on the facts relating to a specific *406

driving record, and application of the guidelines thereto.
Those are typical decisions made by a court rather than an
administrative agency.
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III

Furthermore, there are persuasive policy reasons which
militate against application of the primary jurisdiction
doctrine in this case.

First, it will not promote judicial economy. In Rojo, we
reasoned that a determination by the administrative agency of

the issues raised in the complaint would have no beneficial
impact on the judicial system because the case must in any
event still enter the "judicial pipeline." (52 Ca1.3d at p.
88, 276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801 P.2d 373.) This rationale also
applies here. If, as occurred in Shernoff v. Superior Court,
supra, 44 Cal.App.3d 406, 118 Cal.Rptr. 680, the Insurance
Commissioner declines to exercise his jurisdiction to decide
the issues raised in this proceeding-as he indicates he is
likely to do by his support of the Attorney General herein-
the courts will not receive the assistance from administrative
determination of the issues which the majority claim as
the justification for application of the primary jurisdiction
doctrine.

Moreover, as we also observed in Rojo, requiring the agency
to decide the matter would limit the resources available to
it for resolution of cases within its jurisdiction. It is no
secret that the Insurance Commissioner ***507 **750

is understaffed and overburdened with litigation relating
to Proposition 103. The Department of Insurance agrees.
It supports the position of the People in this case on the
ground that the Insurance Commissioner cannot reasonably
be expected to respond to all allegations of violations of
the Unfair Practices Act, and that requiring the exhaustion

of administrative remedies would weaken or destroy the
effectiveness of remedies granted thereunder.

By providing in Proposition 103 that both the Insurance
Commissioner and the People should have the power to
enforce the "good driver" provisions, the voters clearly
intended that the People have the right to obtain an
expeditious determination before a court whether an insurer
is complying with those provisions. They did not contemplate

dilatory proceedings and successive decisions on the same
issue by the Insurance Commissioner and subsequently by the

courts. The holding of the majority violates this intent.

Finally, the opinion dismisses summarily as "unsupported
conjecture" the claim that prior resort to the administrative
process will unduly delay or frustrate resolution of the issues

presented by the People. As the majority concede, however,
expense to litigants and delay are factors which militate
against application of the doctrine. (See United States v.
McDonnell Douglas *407 Corp. (8th Cir.1984) 751 F.2d
220, 224; Mississippi Power & Light Co. v. United States Gas

Pipe Line Co. (5th Cir.1976) 532 F.2d 412, 419; cf. Rojo,
supra, 52 Ca1.3d 65, 88, 276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801 P.2d 373.)

It is now three and one-half years since Proposition 103 was
enacted, and the voters are still waiting for the enforcement
of the discount insurers are required to afford to good
drivers. The majority fail to justify the significant and
unnecessary delay which their holding is certain to cause in
the enforcement of this key provision of Proposition 103.

I would affirm the judgment of the Court of Appeal.

Parallel Citations

2 Ca1.4th 377, 826 P.2d 730

Footnotes

1 This 'conclusion appears correct. Pursuant to the Insurance Code, the People's claims under that code are exclusively the province

of the Insurance Commissioner. (§ 1860.2 ["The ... enforcement of this chapter shall be governed solely by the provisions of this

chapter."]; § 1858 et seq. [setting out procedures for administrative determination of rate and ratemaking issues].) Judicial review

is of course available to challenge those administratilie determinations (see §§ 1858.6, 1861.09), but such review may be obtained

only after the available administrative procedures have been invoked and exhausted (see post, p. 497, fn. 11 of 6 Cal.Rptr.2d, p.

740, fn. 11 of 826 P.2d).

2 It is clear that the Attorney General, on behalf of the People, may initiate or intervene in such a complaint. (§ 1861.10, subd. (a)

["Any person may initiate or intervene in any proceeding permitted or established pursuant to this chapter, challenge any action of

the commissioner under this article, and enforce any provision of this article"].)

As an alternative to the complaint procedure, section 1858.1, paragraph one, allows the commissioner to initiate proceedings by
providing the insurer with written notice of noncompliance.

3 Effective September 1990, and operative January 1, 1991, the Legislature added section 1861.16, subdivision (b), which states:

"An agent or representative representing one or more insurers having common ownership or operating in California under common

management or control shall offer, and the insurer shall sell, a good driver discount policy to a good driver from an insurer within
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4
5

6

7

9

10

11

that common ownership, management, or control group, which offers the lowest rates for that coverage. This requirement applies

notwithstanding the underwriting guidelines of any of those insurers or the underwriting guidelines of the common ownership,
management, or control group...." (Stats.1990, ch. 1185, § 2, subd. (b) [No. 6 Deering's Adv.Legis.Service, p. 4450].)

See 2 Cooper, State Administrative Law (1965), 561-562 (hereafter Cooper).

See, e.g., Gt. No. Ry. v. Merchants Elev. Co. (1922) 259 U.S. 285, 42 S.Ct. 477, 66 L.Ed. 943 (hereafter Merchants ).

Section 9 of the Commerce Act stated: " '[A]ny person or persons claiming to be damaged by any common carrier subject to the
provisions of this act may either make a complaint to the Commission ... or may bring suit in his or their own behalf for therecovery

of the damages for which such common carrier may be liable under the provisions of this act ...; but such person shall not have the

right to pursue both of said remedies, and must in each case elect which one of the two methods of procedure herein provided for

he or they will adopt....' " (204 U.S. at pp. 438-439, 27 S.Ct. at p. 354, quoting the Commerce Act.) The statute also provided in
section 22, " 'Nothing in this act ... shall in any way abridge or alter the remedies now existing at common law or by statute, but the

provisions of this act are in addition to such remedies.' " (204 U.S. at p. 446, 27 S.Ct. at pp. 357-358, quoting the Commerce Act.)

Subsequent cases applying the primary jurisdiction doctrine have refrained from holding that courts have no power to entertain a

civil suit, and have instead viewed the question as one of timing. Thus, as Professor Davis observed, "the law of primary jurisdiction

almost always answers the question when a court may act, not the question whether it may act...." (4 Davis, Administrative Law (2d

ed. 1983) § 22:1, p. 82, italics in original; accord, 2 Cooper, supra, at p. 562 ["The doctrine does not operate to remove these issues

completely from the sphere of judicial action; its operation is, rather, to determine whether the initial consideration of the matter
should be by a court or by an agency. If it is held that the doctrine is applicable, and prior resort to the agency is required, the case

may still (in appropriate instances) be considered by the courts subsequent to the administrative determination."]; accord, Shernoff

v. Superior Court (1975) 44 Cal.App.3d 406, 409, 118 Cal.Rptr. 680; ssee also post, p. 495, fn. 8 of 6 Cal.Rptr.2d, p. 738, fn. 8of
826 P.2d [discussing stay procedure under the primary jurisdiction doctrine].)

The stay procedure employed by the court of appeal in Nader was consistent with prior high court cases involving the primary
jurisdiction doctrine. In Tank Car Corp. v. Terminal Co. (1940) 308 U.S. 422, 433, 60 S.Ct. 325, 331, 84 L.Ed. 361, the court
concluded: "When it appeared in the course of the litigation that an administrative problem, committed to the Commission, was

involved, the court should have stayed its hand pending the Commission's determination of the lawfulness and reasonableness of
the practices under the terms of the Act. There should not be a dismissal but ... the cause should be held pending the conclusion

of an appropriate administrative proceeding." (Citation omitted; accord, Shernoff v. Superior Court, supra, 44 Cal.App.3d 406,
408-409, 118 Cal.Rptr. 680.)

Although this approach focuses on the benefits to be gained by courts (e.g., efficiency and uniform application of regulatory laws) and

agencies (e.g., autonomy) under the primary jurisdiction doctrine, courts have also appropriately considered the alleged "inadequacy"

of administrative remedies, and other factors affecting litigants, in determining whether the interests of justice militate against
application of the doctrine in a particular case. (See, e.g., 2 Cooper, supra, at p. 570 ["[o]ccasionally, prior resort is excused on the

grounds that the administrative remedy would be plainly inadequate"]; Koch, supra, (1990 supp.) at p. 147 ["courts should consider

the expense anddelay to litigants before invoking the [primary jurisdiction] doctrine"].)

Other state courts have declined to treat the doctrine of primary jurisdiction as an "inflexible mandate." Instead, the doctrine "is
predicated on an attitude of judicial self-restraint, and is applied when the court believes that considerations of policy recommend

that the issue be left to the administrative agency for initial determination.... The state courts have made it plain ... that the application

of the requirement involves the exercise of judicial discretion." (2 Cooper, supra, at pp. 564-565.)

In Abelleira, supra, 17 Ca1.2d 280, 109 P.2d 942, numerous longshoremen registered for unemployment benefits, and an
administrative tribunal of the California Employment Commission ruled in their favor. Before exercising their statutory right to
appeal the referee's decision to the Employment Commission itself, various employers sought writ relief from the referee's decision

in the courts. (Id., at pp. 283-285, 109 P.2d 942.) We explained that before the commission had an opportunity to rule on the
employers' appeal, the employers had "no right to demand an extraordinary writ from a court" (id, at p. 292, 109 P.2d 942), and

stated, "where an administrative remedy is provided by statute, relief must be sought from the administrative body and this remedy

exhausted before the courts will act." (Ibid., italics added.)

Scripps, supra, 24 Cal.2d 669, 151 P.2d 109, concerned an employer's claim that it was exempt from the obligation to make
unemployment insurance contributions. After receiving an unfavorable ruling from the Employment. Commission, but before

exercising its statutory right to have its claim reheard before the "entire commission," the employer paid the challenged taxes and

filed legal actions in court to recover the amounts paid. We noted that whereas one section of the applicable statute provided for
a rehearing before the entire commission, another section of the same act provided that any employer could pay the contribution,

and then bring a legal action for recovery. (Scripps, supra, 24 Ca1.2d at p. 673, 151 P.2d 109.) We found the Legislature did not

intend the administrative rehearing remedy to be "a necessary precedent to the use of the other remedy expressly given by the

statute" (ibid.), and reasoned that the "usual rule" ofAbelleira, supra, 17 Ca1.2d 280, 109 P.2d 942, did not apply when "alternative"
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remedies are made available by statute, because "it is not for the courts to add conditions to the exercise of that right which are not

imposed by the statute." (Scripps, supra, 24 Ca1.2d at p. 674, 151 P.2d 109.) We concluded, "the court correctly refused to grant

the motion[ ] to dismiss." (Ibid.)
Susanville, supra, 45 Ca1.2d 684, 290 P.2d 520, followed Scripps. After the City Council of Susanville accepted a contractor's bid

for public works, it rescinded the award, and accepted another bid. The applicable statute gave both the contractor and the city a
right to bring a civil action to determine the " 'validity of the proceedings [before the council] and the thereto.' " (Sus anville, supra,

45 Ca1.2d at p. 688, 290 P.2d 520.) The city initiated a proceeding under the above section, and the trial court ruled on the merits

that the city had acted properly. In response to the contractor's appeal of the trial court's ruling, the city asserted the contractor "
'lost all right it might have had to object to the rescinding action taken by the council ... because it had never appealed to the city

council, that is to say, had not exercised its right to administrative remedies....' " (45 Ca1.2d at p. 689, 290 P.2d 520.) We rejected

the point on the ground that the applicable statute granted "alternative" judicial and administrative remedies to the contractor, and

accordingly, under Scripps, supra, " 'the rule requiring exhaustion of administrative remedies has no application.' " (Susanville,
supra, 45 Ca1.2d at p. 689, 290 P.2d 520.)

12 A more recent case, McKee v. Bell-Carter Olive Co. (1986) 186 Cal.App3d 1230, 231 Cal.Rptr. 304, concerned a common law action

for breach of contract. The court observed that "cumulative" administrative remedies were provided under the Food and Agricultural

Code, and held, on the basis of Susanville, supra, 45 Ca1.2d 684, 689, 290 P.2d 520, that "exhaustion" of the administrative remedy

was unnecessary. (McKee, supra, 186 Cal.App.3d at pp. 1239-1246, 231 Cal.Rptr. 304.) We do not read McKee, supra, as suggesting

that the availability of "cumulative" administrative remedies bars application of the primary jurisdiction doctrine in a civil action.

13 Contrary to assertions of amicus curiae for the People, this conclusion is not in conflict with, but is consistent with, the high court's

analysis in Nader, supra, 426 U.S. 290, 300-301, 96 S.Ct. 1978, 1985. (See ante, p. 495 of 6 Cal.Rptr.2d, p. 738 of 826 P.2d.)

14 Section 1861.03, subdivision (a) is quoted, ante, at page 492 of 6 Cal.Rptr.2d, page 735 of 826 P.2d.

15 As have other state and federal courts in other contexts, we referred to "exhaustion" of administrative remedies in this portion ofRojo

although we were in fact considering a question of prior resort to administrative procedures under the primary jurisdiction doctrine.

16 The People's brief reads as follows: "In the months following the November 8, 1989[,] operative date for section 1861.02, the
Attorney General received reports regarding widespread violations of the good driver provisions of that section. Notably, defendant

Farmers Insurance was refusing to sell good driver discount insurance policies to persons who meet the definition of a good driver.

Instead, Farmers referred those persons to defendant Mid-Century Insurance Company, a substandard company that is part of the
Farmers Group [and] which charged substantially higher rates than Farmers for the same coverage. In the belief that defendants

were failing to comply with the statute's requirements, the Attorney General, on March 2, 1990, filed the instant complaint pursuant

to Business and Professions Code section 17200."

17 Over four months before the People's complaint was filed in this case, the Insurance Commissioner filed a "Notice ofNoncompliance

Pursuant to Insurance Code Section 1858.1" against Farmers Insurance Exchange and Mid-Century Insurance Company alleging,

inter alia, that "Farmers and Mid-Century Insurance Company ... agreed that [certain applicants] who apply for insurance from
Farmers would be offered and issued a policy in Mid-Century only and would not be offered or issued a policy in Farmers." The

record also discloses that two days after the People's complaint was filed in this matter, the Insurance Commissioner filed another

"Notice of Noncompliance" against Farmers Insurance Exchange, alleging the underwriting rules "made or used by Farmers ... do

not comply with the requirements of ... section 1861.02(b)(1) and California Code of Regulations, Title 10, Chapter 5, subchapter
4.7." The notice alleges the commissioner "is informed and believes" that Farmers has refused, and continues to refuse to issue
Good Driver Discount policies to various groups of persons who otherwise qualified under the provisions of the Insurance Code.

18 For similar reasons, the determination of whether petitioners have used the absence of prior insurance "in and of itself' as "a criterion

for determining eligibility for a Good Driver Discount policy, or generally for automobile rates, premiums, or insurability," also
calls for exercise of administrative expertise preliminary to judicial review.

19 Shortly before oral argument the Insurance Commissioner, in a letter to the court, expressed his views that (i) we should not require

"exhaustion" of Insurance Code claims in "all" cases filed under the Business and Professions Code; and (ii) we should not require

prior resort to the administrative process in the present case. As explained above, we agree that the "exhaustion" rule does not apply

to the claims at issue here; but as also explained above, we conclude prior resort to the administrative process is required because

the People's complaint demonstrates the "paramount need for specialized agency fact-fmding expertise" in this case. (Rojo, supra,

52 Cal.3d at p. 88, 276 Cal.Rptr. 130, 801.P.2d 373.)

20 Similarly, we reject the assertion of amicus curiae, the District Attorney of Contra Costa County, that district attorneys lack standing

to bring administrative actions before the Insurance Commissioner, and thus a district attorney who wishes to prosecutb a Business

and Professions Code action against an insurer should be allowed to do so without regard to the primary jurisdiction doctrine.

Application of the doctrine does not depend on the civil litigant's ability to bring an administrative action; instead, the doctrine may

be applied so long as the administrative agency itself has the authority to initiate administrative action. (See Nader, supra, 426 U.S.

© 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 15
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826 P.2d 730, 6 Cal.Rptr.2d 487

1

at pp. 302-304, 96 S.Ct. at pp. 1986-1987 [undertaking primary jurisdiction analysis although plaintiff was not entitled to bring
administrative action].) As observed, ante, page 491 of 6 Cal.Rptr.2d, page 735 of 826 P.2d, footnote 2, the Insurance Commissioner

has'authority to initiate action under the Insurance Code.

The only California case cited by the majority that even mentions the primary jurisdiction theory is Shernoff v. Superior Court

(1975) 44 Cal.App.3d 406, 118 Cal.Rptr. 680. There, the plaintiffs filed an action against numerous insurers, alleging that they had
conspired to fix rates. The trial court issued a stay "on a theory of primary jurisdiction, a theory which assumed that for reasons of

comity the Insurance Commissioner should be given the first oppoftunity" to act on the allegations. (Id. at p. 408, 118 Cal.Rptr. 680.)

The Court of Appeal vacated the stay order, holding that the plaintiffs were not required to exhaust their administrative remedies

because the Insurance Commissioner did not have the power to grant damages, the relief sought by the plaintiffs. In the course of
its discussion, the court stated that the "doctrine of primary jurisdiction does not permanently foreclose judicial action but rather it

provides the appropriate administrative agency with an opportunity fô act if it so chooses. At most, the commissioner's jurisdiction

is 'primary,' not 'exclusive,' and in this instance he has chosen not to exercise it." (Id. at p. 409, 118 Cal.Rptr. 680.)

End of Document © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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HAZON-INY DEVELOPMENT,
INC., Plaintiff and Respondent,

v.
KATHLEEN UNKEFER, Defendant and Appellant.

HAZON-INY DEVELOPMENT,
INC., Plaintiff and Respondent,

v.
MARILYN MERKEN, Defendant and Appellant.

HAZON-INY DEVELOPMENT,
INC., Plaintiff and Respondent,

v.
RAY DOUGHERTY, Defendant and Appellant.

HAZON-INY DEVELOPMENT,
INC., Plaintiff and Respondent,

v.
PATRICIA WOJEWOCKI et

al., Defendants and Appellants.

Civ. A. No. 14594., Civ. A. No. 14595.,
Civ. A. No. 14596., Civ. A. No. 14597.

Appellate Department, Superior
Court, Los Angeles County, California.

Dec 4, 1980.

SUMMARY

A city rent control board denied a landlord's petition for
an order declaring that the landlord had a vested right to
convert its apartment house into condominiums by virtue of
the city planning commission's approval of a tentative tract
map for such conversion and by virtue of a permit by the
city building department allowing the landlord to perform
work to comply with the conditions for approval of the
tentative tract map that was issued a day before the city's
rent control charter amendment went into effect. The landlord
then brought unlawful detainer actions against its apartment
house tenants. Each of the tenants set up as an affirmative
defense that plaintiff had failed to comply with the city's rent
control law by not first obtaining a permit from the board
authorizing the removal of its apartment house from the rental
housing market as provided by the city's rent control charter
amendment, and that plaintiff was thus barred from evicting
the tenants under the city's rent control law. The trial court
made orders adjudicating all issues involved in each unlawful

detainer action. The issues in each case were determined in
favor of the landlord except as to the reasonable value of the
rental, the damages, and the attorneys' fees. (Municipal Court
for the Santa Monica Judicial District of Los Angeles County,
Civ. A. Nos. 53549, 53550, 53551, and 53552, Joseph W.
Chandler, Judge.)

The appellate department of the superior court reversed. It
held that the trial court's determination the landlord had
either complied with the city's rent control law or was not
subject to that law constituted reversible error in that the court
acted in excess of its jurisdiction in allowing the landlord to
collaterally attack the order of the city rent control board,
which was a quasi-judicial administrative body. It further held
that the landlord's remedy was not to challenge the order of the
board in the unlawful detainer actions, but rather to challenge
that order by administrative mandamus. (Opinion by Ibànez,
P. J., with Bigelow, J., concurring.)

HEADNOTES

Classified to California Digest of Official Reports

(1) Landlord and Tenant § 171--Unlawful Detainer--
Jurisdiction--Collateral Attack on Rent Control Board's
Order.
The trial court's determination that plaintiff in unlawful
detainer actions against its apartment house tenants had
either complied with or was not subject to a city's rent
control law, which required obtaining a permit from the
city's rent control board before bringing such an action,
constituted reversible error, where the city rent control board
had in effect previously ruled to the contrary in denying the
landlord's petition for a declaration the landlord had a vested
right to proceed with converting its apartment house into
condominiums. The court acted in excess of its jurisdiction in
permitting the landlord to collaterally attack the order of the
board, which was a quasi-judicial administrative body. The
landlord's remedy was not to challenge the order of the board
in the unlawful detainer actions, but rather to challenge that
order by administrative mandamus.

[See Cal.Jur.3d, Courts, §§ 101, 102; Am.Jur.2d, Courts, §
30.]

COUNSEL

Matthew B. F. Biren, David Koppelman and Sroloff & Biren
for Defendants and Appellants.
William A. Ross and Richard W. Lyman, Jr., for Plaintiff and
Respondent.

http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=1981108823&pubNum=227&originatingDoc=I43f8f631fa9911d99439b076ef9ec4de&refType=TG&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentToggle&contextData=(sc.Folder*cid.9bfc4d163bf84977a69e95b35ca2819c*oc.UserEnteredCitation)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=0284136147&pubNum=0122393&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Folder*cid.9bfc4d163bf84977a69e95b35ca2819c*oc.UserEnteredCitation)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=0284136150&pubNum=0122393&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Folder*cid.9bfc4d163bf84977a69e95b35ca2819c*oc.UserEnteredCitation)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=0107491219&pubNum=0113390&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Folder*cid.9bfc4d163bf84977a69e95b35ca2819c*oc.UserEnteredCitation)
http://www.westlaw.com/Link/Document/FullText?findType=Y&serNum=0107491219&pubNum=0113390&originationContext=document&vr=3.0&rs=cblt1.0&transitionType=DocumentItem&contextData=(sc.Folder*cid.9bfc4d163bf84977a69e95b35ca2819c*oc.UserEnteredCitation)


Hazon-Iny Development, Inc. v. Unkefer, 116 Cal.App.3d Supp. 1 (1980)

172 Cal.Rptr. 191

 © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works. 2

Robert M. Myers and David R. Pettit as Amici Curiae.

IBÀNEZ, P. J.

This is a consolidated appeal by the defendants, who were
tenants of the plaintiff, from judgments against them in
unlawful detainer actions. We reverse each judgment on the
ground that the court below acted in excess of its jurisdiction
in permitting the plaintiff to collaterally attack the orders of a
quasi-judicial administrative body, namely, the Santa Monica
Rent Control Board (Board).

The appeals are on clerk's transcripts. We rely upon the
admissions made by the parties in their appellate briefs. (6
Witkin, Cal. Procedure (2d ed. 1971) Appeal, § 428.) We take
judicial notice of the Rent Control Act of the City of Santa
Monica (City), as well as its rent control board regulations
(Regulations). (Evid. Code, § 459.)

The plaintiff was t owner of a 14-unit apartment building and
defendants were its tenants. A chronology of the events which
preceded the judgments in unlawful detainer is as follows: On
March 19, 1979, the planning commission of the City acted
on plaintiffs application to convert its apartment building
into a condominium by approving tentative tract map. On
April 9, 1979, the building department of the City issued
a permit allowing the plaintiff to perform work to comply
with the conditions for approval of the tentative tract map.
The following day, April 10, 19, the rent control charter
amendment of the City went into effect. On June 261979, the
plaintiff commenced work under the permit; the work was
stopped when on July 2, 1979, the City issued a stop notice.

Plaintiff next filed a petition for an order by the Board to
have it declare that plaintiff had a vested right to proceed in
converting its *4  property into condominiums. The petition
was denied and findings were made by the Board on August

2, 1979. 1  On July 20, 1979, one day after the Board's oral
denial of its petition, plaintiff had 30-day notices terminating
the tenancies served on its tenants, the defendants here. On
their failure to vacate, unlawful detainer actions were filed
on September 19, 1979. (1)Each defendant, by answer to
the complaint, set up the following affirmative defense: that
plaintiff had failed to comply with the City's rent control law
by not first obtaining a permit from the Board authorizing

the removal of its apartment building from the rental housing
market as provided for by section 1803, subdivision (t) City's
rent control charter amendment; hence, plaintiff was barred
from evicting defendants under section 1806, subdivision (i)

of the rent control law. 2  On november 19, 1979, the trial
court made orders adjudicating “all issues involved” in each
unlawful detainer action. The issues in each case were in
favor of the plaintiff except as to the reasonable value of
determination was made that the plaintiff had either complied
with the trial court erred. the remedy of the plaintiff was
not to challenge that order by administrative mandamus. This
was plaintiff's proper remedy. (Code Civ. Proc., § 1094.5.)
(See Selby Realty Co. v. City of San Buenaventura (1973)
10 Cal.3d 110, 123-124 [109 Cal.Rptr. 9, 514 P.2d 111];
Scott v. City of Indian Wells (1972) 6 Cal.3d 541, 546 [99
Cal.Rptr. 745, 492 P.2d 1137]; Pfeiffer v. City of La Mesa
(1977) 69 Cal.App.3d 74 [137 Cal.Rptr. 804]; Subriar v. City
of Bakersfield (1976) 59 Cal.App.3d 175 [130 Cal.Rptr. 853].
See also, Deering, C. Administrative Mandamus (Cont. Ed.
Bar 1966) Administrative Mandamus as Exclusive Remedy,
§ 3.1, p. 21.)
The municipal court was without jurisdiction to entertain
applications for extraordinary writs of administrative
mandamus. ( *5  Cal. Const. art. VI, § 10; Code Civ. Proc., §
86; Witkin, Cal. Procedure (2d ed. 1971) Extraordinary Writs,
§ 130.)

The trial court fell into error by permitting the plaintiff to
collaterally attack the order of the Board. Administrative
decisions are not subject to collateral attack. ( Nelson v.
Oro Loma Sanitary District (1950) 101 Cal.App.2d 349,
357-358 [225 P.2d 573].) The plaintiff will not be permitted
to circumvent the established avenue of mandamus review by
seeking a judicial review in the municipal court of its claim

to a vested right under the rental control law. 3

In view of the conclusion that we have reached, it becomes
unnecessary to consider defendants' other contentions of
error.

The unlawful detainer judgments, and each of them, are
reversed.

A petition for a rehearing was denied December 24, 1980. *6

Footnotes
1 A ruling favorable to plaintiff's petition would establish that its apartment building was not subject to the rent control act and

consequently plaintiff could proceed with its plans to convert its property into condominiums. The reverse would be so in the event

of an unfavorable response to Plaintiff's petition.
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2 Section 1806 of the rent control l provided as follows: “No landlord shall bring any action to recover possession or be granted

recovery of possession of a control rental unit unless: ....)

The landlord seeks to recover possession to demolish or otherwise remove the controlled rental unit from rental residential housing

use after having obtained all permits from [the City] ....”

3 The recent decision in Vargas v. Municipal Court (1978) 22 Cal.3d 902 [150 Cal.Rptr. 918, 587 P.2d 714], does not compel a

different holding. Under the facts in Vargas, supra., the court held that e municipal court did not exceed its jurisdiction by proceeding

in an unlawful retainer action while a related administrative proceeding was pending. Unlike Vargas, in the instant appeals the

administrative action of the board was a condition precedent permitting the plaintiff to remove the apartment building from the rental

market for the purpose of condominium conversion; moreover, in the instant appeals, the administrative decision was substantially

final before the plaintiff elected to proceed with its unlawful detainer actions rather than to seek administrative mandamus review

of the disputed board decision.

End of Document © 2011 Thomson Reuters. No claim to original U.S. Government Works.
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101 Cal.App.2d 349, 225 P.2d 573

W. W. NELSON et al., Appellants,
v.

ORO LOMA SANITARY DISTRICT OF
ALAMEDA COUNTY et al., Respondents.

Civ. No. 14365.
District Court of Appeal, First
District, Division 1, California.

Dec. 22, 1950.

HEADNOTES

(1) Improvements-Public § 30--Reassessment.
A finding of the assessing board that the original assessment
and bonds issued by a sanitary district under the Municipal
Improvement Act of 1913 (Deering's Gen. Laws, Act 5215)
were irregularly levied and unenforceable, and that the board
therefore had jurisdiction to make a reassessment, cannot,
in the absence of allegations of fraud or arbitrary action,
be successfully questioned in a collateral proceeding, where
the landowners affected did not appear and protest at the
reassessment hearings.

See 19 Cal.Jur. 221.

(2) Improvements-Public § 30--Reassessment.
The power of the assessing board to make a reassessment
under the Municipal Improvement Act of 1913 is not limited
to the contingencies that a court has found that the original
assessment proceedings are invalid or unenforceable or that a
demand for reassessment has been made by property owners
to bondholders.

(3) Improvements-Public § 30--Reassessment.
Although the Municipal Improvement Act of 1913 provides
that a reassessment shall be made on the demand of
bondholders or in the event of an adverse court decision, the
Legislature did not thereby intend to deprive the assessing
board of the power to make a reassessment on its own motion
in accordance with applicable statutory provisions.

(4) Improvements-Public § 30--Reassessment.
In making a reassessment under the Municipal Improvement
Act of 1913, the board is not bound by the original estimate

for cost of doing the work, but may proceed on the basis of a
new estimate exceeding the original one.

SUMMARY

APPEAL from a judgment of the Superior Court of Alameda
County. Donald K. Quayle, Judge. Affirmed.

Action for declaratory and injunctive relief. Judgment for
defendants affirmed.
COUNSEL

John F. O'Sullivan for Appellants.
Kirkbride, Wilson, Harzfeld & Wallace for Respondents.

BRAY, J.

In a representative action for declaratory relief to declare
void a reassessment levied, and to enjoin the issuance of
bonds thereon by defendant sanitary district, the court held
the reassessment and bonds valid. Plaintiffs appeal from the
judgment in favor of defendants.

Question Presented

The primary question is whether the trial court and this court
may go behind the board's finding of jurisdiction to make the
reassessment.

Facts

In 1945, the district, in order to acquire rights of way and
construct certain storm drainage work and improvements,
levied an assessment of $118,501.86 against the property of
plaintiffs and approximately five hundred other landowners
within a special assessment district. Of this sum, $12,720.64
was paid in cash and the balance, $105,781.82 was raised
by *351  the issuance of bonds. The assessment was
levied and the bonds issued under the provisions of the
Municipal Improvement Act of 1913, Act 5215, Deering's
General Laws. Contracts were let for the doing of the
work. As frequently happens in public work, the cost of
the project exceeded the estimates and the amount raised by
the assessment. It is unnecessary to detail the reasons. The
district paid out of its general fund the sum of $71,084.55
over and above the amount of the assessment. To recover this
amount for its general fund the district made the reassessment
under attack here. This reassessment was made pursuant to
section 18 of the 1913 act. No attack is made on the regularity
of the reassessment proceedings so far as the mechanical
steps and procedures required are concerned. It is claimed,
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however, that the reassessment is void as the board had
no jurisdiction to levy a reassessment for the reason that
the original assessment proceedings were valid. The trial
court found the reassessment valid and that bonds might be
issued thereon; that the amounts of the reassessment were not
arbitrary, discriminatory or unfair; that plaintiffs are barred
from obtaining relief because of failure to appear and protest
at the reassessment hearings; that this action is barred by
sections 6 and 18 of the Municipal Improvement Act of 1913.

Applicable Sections of Improvement Acts

Section 18 of the 1913 act provides that the original
assessment shall be recorded in the office of the district
engineer of the district “in the manner and with like force and
effect as provided in the Improvement Act of 1911 and the
Improvement Bond Act of 1915, and the assessment therefor
shall have the priority, and the proceedings shall be subject
to all of the curative clauses and powers of reassessments,
provided in those acts. ...” (Emphasis added.) Pursuant to this
section the district followed the reassessment provisions of
the 1911 and 1915 acts as they then existed. The Improvement
Acts of 1911 and 1915 have been incorporated into the

Streets and Highways Code. *  Some of the pertinent portions
follow: Section 5500 provides: “If any assessment heretofore
or hereafter made, issued or filed in the office of the clerk is
void or unenforceable for any cause or if bonds have been
or are issued to represent or be secured by any assessments
and such issuance was or is not effective through the curative
provisions *352  in relation thereto, or any curative act that
may be passed by the Legislature in relation thereto to make
them valid and enforceable, then, in any of such events a
reassessment therefor may be issued.” Section 5501 provides:
“The true intent and meaning of this chapter is to make the
cost and expense of any work made through an attempted
compliance with this division payable by the real estate
benefited by such work by making a reassessment therefor.”
Section 5502 will be discussed later. Then follow sections
setting forth the reassessment proceedings. Section 5366
provides for an appeal by any interested person to the district
board from a reassessment. (While it does not specifically
refer to reassessments, it includes them.) Section 5367
authorizes the board upon such appeal to correct or amend
the assessment in any particular. Section 5368 provides: “All
the decisions and determinations of the legislative body, upon
notice and hearing as aforesaid, shall be final and conclusive
upon all persons entitled to appeal to the legislative body,
as to all errors, informalities, and irregularities which the
legislative body might have avoided, or have remedied during

the progress of the proceedings or which it can at that time
remedy.”

If bonds are to be issued upon an assessment and after
notice is given and a hearing had of protests, section 8596
provides: “If at the hearing the legislative body determines
that any assessment is void and unenforceable, it shall order
a reassessment. ...”

Section 8702 is practically identical with section 5500 except
that the last sentence of section 8702 does not appear in
section 5500. That sentence reads: “The reassessment shall
be made upon the demand of the owner or holder of bonds
aggregating one-third of the principal amount outstanding and
shall be made in the manner and form provided by the law
pursuant to which the work was done.”

Jurisdiction of Board

(1) In resolution 354, entitled “Directing Making of
Reassessment,” the board found that the original assessment
and bonds issued thereon were irregularly levied and
unenforceable. Plaintiffs contend that the record of the
original assessment proceedings shows on its face that the
assessment and the bonds issued thereon were valid and
enforceable, and hence the board did not have jurisdiction
to make a reassessment. (The trial court found the particular
steps taken by the board in the original assessment
proceedings, but made *353  no finding as to their validity.)
Defendants contend that the board's finding of jurisdiction
is final and conclusive in a collateral attack of this kind,
particularly against one who failed to protest the reassessment
proceedings. Thus, we are required to decide whether in
the absence of allegations of fraud or arbitrary action, the
courts in a collateral attack may go behind the jurisdictional
finding of the board. The authorities hold that the courts may
not do so. The early case of People v. Hagar, 52 Cal. 171,
was an action to collect an assessment levied by a swamp
land district. In upholding the trial court in striking from
the answers of the property owners who were contesting
the assessments, certain denials of facts found by the board
of supervisors in establishing the district, which facts the
superior court found to be jurisdictional, the latter court stated
that it was the duty of the board to pass upon these facts and
having done so its judgment is conclusive, stating (p. 183):
“These were jurisdictional facts which the Board necessarily
determined in approving the petition, and its action is not open
to attack in a collateral action. 'Whenever the jurisdiction of
a Court not of record depends on a fact which the Court is
required to ascertain and settle by its decision, such decision,
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if the Court has jurisdiction of the parties, is conclusive, and
not subject to any collateral attack.' (Freeman on Judgments,
sec. 523; Bigelow on Estoppel, p. 142.)” This rule was
followed in Spaulding v. North San Francisco Homestead
etc. Assn., 87 Cal. 40 [24 P. 600, 25 P. 249], in an action
brought by an assignee of a street contractor against a property
owner to recover the amount of an assessment for the grading
of a street under the act of April 1, 1872. That act provided
that no grading could be ordered by the supervisors unless
a majority of the frontage of lots fronting on the proposed
work was represented in the petition. The petition upon which
the board acted was uncertain on its face as to whether a
majority of the frontage was so represented. At the trial, the
defendant offered to prove that the fact was that a majority
were not represented. The trial court refused to admit the
proof. On appeal, it was held that the action was proper; that
in spite of the uncertainty of the allegations of the petition
it was sufficient to give the board of supervisors jurisdiction
to act upon it, and the determination by the board of the
jurisdictional facts is conclusive against collateral attack. The
court then refers to a provision in the act providing *354  a
method for property owners to object and that the action of
the board thereon “ 'shall be final and conclusive.'
“This provision is intended to enable parties in interest to
reach any irregularity or defect in the petition itself, or matter
connected with the granting of it, and to be their only remedy.
There is no evidence here that appellant ever availed itself of
the opportunity thus given to be heard. It therefore waived all
objections to the form of and the granting of the petition.” (P.
46.) This holding is important in our case because of similar
provisions in the three acts involved.

In People v. Los Angeles, 133 Cal. 338 [65 P. 749], an action
in quo warranto was brought to declare void the proceedings
of the city council in annexing certain territory to the city.
It was contended that the petition for annexation was not
signed by the requisite number of electors. The court held
that the jurisdiction of the council to act depended upon the
petition being signed by the requisite number of electors;
that this was a question of fact to be determined by the
council, and its determination was conclusive, saying (p.
342): “ 'An inferior board may determine conclusively its
own jurisdiction or power, by adjudicating the existence of
facts, upon the existence of which its jurisdiction or power
depends. ...' ”

A case directly in point is Godber v. City of Pasadena, 206
Cal. 90 [273 P. 30]. There the city levied an assessment
under the procedure provided by the 1903 Street Opening
Act. It later passed a resolution declaring the assessment

invalid and proceeded to make a reassessment. Plaintiff, a
property owner affected, sought to enjoin the enforcement of
the reassessment on the ground (the same as here) that the first
assessment was a valid one. After pointing out a provision
in the 1903 act (similar to provisions in the acts involved
here) to the effect that the confirmation of the reassessment
by the city council “ 'shall be a final determination of all
matters relating to the actual benefits derived or to be derived
from the improvement by the respective lots ...' ” the court
said: “Appellant seems to overlook the fact that the court may
take only a restricted view of the action of the city directors.
We are required to look, therefore, upon the last action of
the board with the same complacency that we would have
looked upon the first assessment had there been no attempt
to rescind it. The rules of law which guide the court in a
proceeding of this character are well settled and are relied
upon by both parties. The controlling principle, in a word,
is that every *355  intendment must be indulged that can
be in favor of the final action of the city directors and all
doubts resolved in favor of the validity of the action so taken.
The court will not hear the opinions of witnesses and other
evidence in any subsequent issue involving the assessment in
order to determine whether or not it can plainly see that the
action taken by the municipality was or was not correct, but
the court can only view such facts as appear on the record
of the proceedings taken in the light of those further facts of
which we may take judicial notice [Citations].” (P. 93.)

Plaintiffs mainly rely on two cases, one of which is In re
Madera Irrigation Dist., 92 Cal. 296 [28 P. 272, 675, 27
Am.St.Rep. 106, 14 L.R.A. 755]. There, the board of directors
of the Madera Irrigation District filed in the superior court
a petition for confirmation of their proceedings for the issue
and sale of certain bonds of the district. That court confirmed
the legality of the proceedings and bonds. Certain property
owners appealed, contending, among other things, (1) that the
bond required to accompany the petition for the formation
of the district was so defective as to deprive the board of
supervisors of jurisdiction to proceed. As to this the court said
(p. 329): “The bond which was presented, although informal,
was not invalid, and was of binding obligation upon those
who had signed it. In such a case the determination of its
sufficiency by the board of supervisors was as conclusive
as their determination respecting the pecuniary responsibility
of its signers, or the amount for which the bond should be
given.” Plaintiffs can derive no comfort from this holding.
(2) That the superior court did not require the district to
prove that the petition for formation of the district was signed
by the requisite number of property owners, but allowed
in evidence the record of the board's proceedings which
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contained a finding to that effect and refused to permit the
introduction in evidence of the petition itself. The Supreme
Court held that this action of the trial court was error, stating
(p. 332): “Whether a petition had been presented to the
board of supervisors of such a character as to give to that
board jurisdiction to act in accordance with the provisions
of the law in question, was an issue before the court to
be determined by competent evidence. A declaration by the
board of supervisors that such a petition had been presented,
even though such declaration was spread upon their records
was not competent evidence in this proceeding as it was
only hearsay. No board or tribunal can obtain jurisdiction by
its own *356  recital that it has jurisdiction.” However, the
action in that case was a direct attack on the action of the
board where here it is a collateral attack. The proceedings
there were under the act of 1889 which expressly declared that
the court alone (and not the board as in our case) should have
power and jurisdiction to examine and determine the validity
of all proceedings. The court further stated that this was not
a collateral proceeding but a direct attack and compared it to
a quo warranto proceeding in holding that the burden was on
the district to prove the validity of its organization. The court
expressly recognized the fact that the rule might be different
in a collateral proceeding by saying (p. 332): “It may be held
that when the question of such jurisdiction arises in some
collateral proceeding, the act of the board in recognition of
the sufficiency of the petition would be presumptive of such
sufficiency. ...”
The other case mainly relied on by plaintiffs is Raisch Imp.
Co. v. Bonslett, 28 Cal.App. 649 [153 P. 747] (Supreme Court
denied a hearing). In 1910 the board of trustees of the town of
Antioch, under the provisions of section 20 of the Vrooman
Act, passed an ordinance accepting certain streets after their
improvement under that act. Section 20 provided, in effect,
that whenever any street had been constructed in a certain
manner and had sewer, gas pipes and water pipes laid therein,
such street could be accepted by the council by ordinance. The
ordinance recited that gas pipes had been laid in the streets
in question. It was an admitted fact in the case that the gas
pipes had not been laid. In 1914 the board passed another
ordinance stating that the recital in the 1910 ordinance was
untrue and therefore the board was without jurisdiction to
pass an ordinance accepting said streets, and repealed said
ordinance. The board then initiated certain proceedings for
the improvement of some of the streets mentioned in the 1910
ordinance. Under these proceedings a contract for doing the
work was awarded to petitioner. Respondent superintendent
of streets refused to sign the contract, basing his refusal
upon the ground that having accepted the streets in the 1910

ordinance the board was without jurisdiction to order another
improvement of the streets at the property owners' expense.
Petitioner then sought a writ of mandate to compel him to
sign. The court stated that the only question was the validity of
the 1910 ordinance; that the jurisdiction of municipalities to
improve streets at the property owners' expense was a limited
one and under section 20 of the Vrooman Act required that
*357  gas pipes be actually laid in a street before the city

could accept it. *  In answer to the respondent's contention that
the courts are bound by the recital in the ordinance the court
relied upon the statement in In re Madera Irrigation District,
supra (92 Cal. 296): “No board or tribunal can properly
obtain jurisdiction by its own recital that it has jurisdiction.”
But, as pointed out in People v. Los Angeles, supra, p. 343
(133 Cal. 338), the situation in the In re Madera case was
a peculiar one. There the act under which the proceedings
to confirm the district's bonds was brought provided “that
'the court shall have power and jurisdiction to examine and
determine the legality and validity of ... each and all the
proceedings for the organization of said district, ... from and
including the petition for the organization of the district.'
” (Emphasis added.) The court there found that the petition
was not signed by a majority as the law required. Thus it
appears that the In re Madera proceeding was a direct attack
on the proceedings and the language concerning jurisdiction
was proper. “The proceeding was special, and was so declared
by the act.” (People v. Los Angeles, supra, at p. 343 [133 Cal.
338].) Hence the court in the Raisch case considered the attack
on the ordinance as a direct and not a collateral attack. An
examination of the cases in California concerning the finality
of the findings of tribunals of the type here shows that it is
only where the lack of jurisdiction appears on the face of
the proceedings that a collateral attack may be made, as, for
example, where the record shows that the statutory notice of
a required hearing has not been given. The word jurisdiction
is a much misused one. These tribunals have jurisdiction of
the proceedings if the statutory steps have been taken, and
then have the authority to pass upon the facts requisite to
support the final action taken. If the board makes a wrong
determination of those facts, the remedy is by a direct appeal
from that determination. In many cases, as in the acts involved
here, an appeal to the board is provided, and in all cases,
of course, there may be a direct appeal to the courts. In our
case, plaintiffs did not avail themselves of either remedy, nor
did they appear at the board hearings. An examination of the
various acts involved shows that it was the intention of the
Legislature to make the board's action as to the determination
of facts final. Thus under the 1911 act a hearing *358  on the
reassessment must be had, and notice thereof given. Section
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5501 states: “The true intent and meaning of this chapter is
to make the cost and expense of any work made through
an attempted compliance with this division payable by the
real estate benefited by such work by making a reassessment
therefor.” Section 5003 provides: “This division shall be
liberally construed in order to effectuate its purposes. No
error, irregularity, informality, and no neglect or omission of
any officer, in any procedure taken under this division, which
does not directly affect the jurisdiction of the legislative body
to order the work or improvement, shall avoid or invalidate
such proceeding or any assessment for the cost of work done
thereunder. The exclusive remedy of any person affected
or aggrieved thereby shall be by appeal to the legislative
body in accordance with the provisions of this division.”
Section 8620 of the 1915 act which provides the procedure
for issuance of the bonds provides: “All of the decisions and
determinations of the legislative body upon the objections and
matters submitted at the hearing, shall be final and conclusive
upon all persons who were entitled to appear at the hearing.”
Section 8594 provides that any owner of property affected
by the assessment may appear and “set forth his objections,
or any reason which he may have why bonds should not
be issued upon the security of the unpaid assessments. He
may show any act or determination done or made in the
proceeding whereby he is aggrieved and any act or thing
done in the proceeding which may be irregular, defective,
erroneous or faulty, and may set forth what assessments are
unpaid and what assessments have been paid. If he claims that
the legislative body does not have jurisdiction to issue the
bonds he shall set forth the ground upon which his contention
is made.” (Emphasis added.)
While, of course, jurisdiction in the strict sense cannot
be obtained by a mere recital, it is apparent from the
above sections that the Legislature intended the board's
determination to be final. As said in People v. Los Angeles,
supra, at p. 342 (133 Cal. 338), in quoting from Wells
on Jurisdiction, section 61: “ 'Where the jurisdiction of
even an inferior court is dependent on a fact which that
court is required to ascertain and settle by its decision,
such decision is held conclusive.' ” See, also, Godber v.
City of Pasadena, supra (206 Cal. 90). The language in
19 California Jurisprudence, page 221, although referring
to other street improvement acts, applies here: “Upon the
hearing, the council sits as a quasi *359  court of appeal,
and may confirm, modify or correct the assessment or it
may order a new assessment. Action by the council is final
and conclusive, unless it be shown that the council refused
to decide, upon the merits, objections urged against an
assessment, and, instead thereof, willfully based its order

upon illegal considerations which were inconsistent with
making an assessment in proportion to benefits to be derived
from the improvement, and which in effect amounted to fraud
upon the rights of the property owners.”

It must be pointed out that the finality of the board's findings
may be questioned where it is directly charged that its action
was the result of fraud. (See Cake v. City of Los Angeles,
164 Cal. 705 [130 P. 723].) Here there is no such charge in
the complaint. Plaintiffs contend that some of the language
of their complaint indicates such a charge. However, an
examination of the complaint discloses a complete absence
of the particularity of allegations of fraud which the law
requires, and which are necessary in order that the trial court
might find on the subject.

Prior Proceedings

Plaintiffs contend that the trial court found that the prior
proceedings were valid. The court found the steps taken by
the board in the original assessment proceedings. However,
it did not find that these steps constituted a valid assessment
proceeding. Assuming, however, that the findings could be
interpreted as plaintiffs interpret them, they do not change the
situation for the reason, as pointed out before, that the court
had no power to go behind the finding of the board that those
proceedings were invalid.

Conditions for Reassessment

(2) In interpreting the reassessment provisions, plaintiffs
contend, in effect, that a board has no authority to make a
reassessment unless (1) a court has found that the assessment
proceedings are invalid or unenforceable, or (2) that a demand
for reassessment has been made by property owners or
bondholders. This contention is based upon the fact that in
some of the provisions for reassessment it is provided that
reassessments shall be made in the above contingencies.
However, the right to make the reassessment is not confined
exclusively to those situations. Section 8702 provides that
if any assessment is void or unenforceable for any cause,
or if the issuance of bonds thereon is not effective through
the curative provisions *360  to make them valid and
enforceable, then a reassessment may be made. It shall be
made upon the demand of one-third of the bondholders.
Section 5500 provides that if the assessment is void or
unenforceable or if the issuance of bonds is ineffectual a
reassessment may be issued. Section 5501 then sets forth
that the true intent of the chapter is to make the cost of any
work through an attempted compliance with the provisions
of the division payable by the real estate benefited by the
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work by making a reassessment therefor. Section 5502 (one
of the sections upon which plaintiffs rely for their contention)
provides that a reassessment shall be made (1) on the request
of certain bondholders: (2) when a court has declared the
assessment or bonds, or the lien thereof, or the contract for
doing the work, void or unenforceable. ( 3) It is obvious
from a reading of the above sections that in providing that a
reassessment shall be made on the demand of bondholders
or in the event of an adverse court decision, the Legislature
did not intend to deprive the board of the right on its own
motion under the authority granted by the sections stating that
reassessment may be made, to make such reassessment. Gray
v. Lucas, 115 Cal. 430 [47 P. 354], and Westall v. Altschul,
126 Cal. 164 [58 P. 458], cited by plaintiffs, are not in point.
In both cases the court was considering street improvement
acts which confined the right of reassessment to a situation
where a court had first determined the original assessments
to be illegal.

Cost of Work

(4) The $71,084.55 for which the reassessment was made
exceeded to that extent the original estimate for doing the
work. Likewise, some of the costs incurred were not included

in the original specifications. Plaintiffs contend that nothing
can be included in the reassessment that was not in the original
estimate for doing the work or in the specifications. Under
present conditions, to hold that a reassessment cannot be
made for the cost in excess of the original estimate would
practically prohibit the doing of any public work. In the face
of ever changing costs of labor and materials, it is almost
impossible to estimate accurately the cost of a particular
improvement. Moreover, unforeseen difficulties frequently
arise in the doing of the work, and changes must be made
in the specifications. Undoubtedly the Legislature had this
in mind when it enacted section 5501 making the cost and
expense of the work payable by the real estate benefited.
The basis of the reassessment is the existence of a completed
work. (See Cowart v. Union *361  Paving Co., 216 Cal. 375,
382 [14 P.2d 764].) Moreover, as to the items considered
in making the reassessment, plaintiffs' exclusive remedy is
“by appeal to the legislative body in accordance with the
provisions of this division.” (§ 5003.) (See §§ 5368, 8620.)
The judgment is affirmed.

Peters, P. J., and Wood (Fred B.), J., concurred.

Footnotes
* The 1911 act is found in sections 5000 through 6794, Streets and Highways Code; the 1915 act in sections 8500 through 8851.

* The act provided for an alternative not applicable to the facts of the case.
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LONG BEACH UNIFIED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT, Plaintiff and Appellant, 

v. 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA et al., De-

fendants and Appellants; MARK H. 
BLOODGOOD, as Auditor-Controller, 
etc., et al., Defendants and Respon-

dents. 
 

No. B033742. 
 

Court of Appeal, Second District, Divi-
sion 5, California. 

Nov. 15, 1990. 
 

SUMMARY 
A school district filed a claim with the 

state Board of Control asserting that its 
expenditures related to its efforts to alle-
viate racial and ethnic segregation in its 
schools had been mandated by the state 
through an executive order (in the form 
of regulations issued by the state De-
partment of Education) and were reim-
bursable pursuant to former Rev. & Tax. 
Code, § 2234, and Cal. Const., art. XIII 
B, § 6. The board approved the claim, 
but the Legislature deleted the re-
quested funding from an appropriations 
bill and enacted a “finding” that the ex-
ecutive order did not impose a state-
mandated local program. The district 
then filed a petition to compel reim-
bursement pursuant to Code Civ. Proc., 
§ 1085, and a complaint for declaratory 
relief. The trial court ruled that the doc-
trines of administrative collateral estop-
pel and waiver prevented the state from 
challenging the board's decisions. The 
court's judgment in favor of the district 
identified certain funds previously ap-

propriated by the Legislature as “rea-
sonably available” for reimbursement of 
the claimed expenditures. (Superior 
Court of Los Angeles County, No. 
C606020, Robert I. Weil, Judge.) 
 

The Court of Appeal modified the 
trial court's decision by striking as 
sources of reimbursement the Special 
Fund for Economic Uncertainties “or 
similarly designated accounts,” and by 
including charging orders against certain 
funds appropriated through subsequent 
budget acts. The court affirmed the 
judgment as so modified and remanded 
to the trial court to determine whether at 
the time of its order, there were, in the 
funds from which reimbursement could 
properly be paid, unexpended, unen-
cumbered funds sufficient to satisfy the 
judgment. The court held that since the 
doctrines of collateral estoppel and 
waiver were inapplicable to the facts of 
the case, the trial court should have al-
lowed the state to challenge the board's 
decisions. However, the court also held 
that the executive order required local 
school boards to provide a higher level 
of service than is required constitution-
ally or by case law and that the order 
was a reimbursable state mandate pur-
suant to Cal. Const., art. XIII B, § 6. The 
court further held that former Rev. & 
Tax. Code, § 2234, did not provide re-
imbursement of the subject claim. (Opin-
ion by Lucas, P. J., with Ashby and 
Boren, JJ., concurring.) 
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(1a, 1b, 1c, 1d) Judgments § 88--
Collateral Estoppel--Finality of Judg-
ment--Administrative Order--Where Ap-
peal Still Possible. 

In an action by a school district 
against the state to compel the state to 
reimburse the district for expenditures 
related to its efforts to alleviate racial 
and ethnic segregation, the doctrine of 
administrative collateral estoppel was 
inapplicable and did not prevent the 
state from litigating whether the state 
Board of Control properly considered the 
subject claim and whether the claim was 
reimbursable. The board had approved 
the claim but the Legislature had deleted 
the requested funding from an appro-
priations bill. The board's decisions were 
administratively final, for collateral es-
toppel purposes, since no party re-
quested reconsideration within the ap-
plicable 10-day period, and no statute or 
regulation provided for further consid-
eration of the matter by the board. How-
ever, a decision will not be given collat-
eral estoppel effect if an appeal has 
been taken or if the time for such appeal 
has not lapsed. The applicable statute of 
limitations for review of the board's deci-
sions was three years, and the school 
district's action was filed before this pe-
riod lapsed. 
 
(2) Judgments § 88--Collateral Estoppel-
-Finality of Judgment. 

Collateral estoppel precludes a party 
from relitigating in a subsequent action 
matters previously litigated and deter-
mined. The traditional elements of col-
lateral estoppel include the requirement 
that the prior judgment be “final.” 
 
(3a, 3b) Administrative Law § 81--
Judicial Review and Relief--Finality of 

Administrative Action--For Collateral Es-
toppel Purposes. 

Finality for the purposes of adminis-
trative collateral estoppel may be under-
stood as a two-step process: the deci-
sion must be final with respect to action 
by the administrative agency, and the 
decision must have conclusive effect. A 
decision attains the requisite administra-
tive finality when the agency has ex-
hausted its jurisdiction and possesses 
no further power to reconsider or rehear 
the claim. To have conclusive effect, the 
decision must be free from direct attack. 
 
(4) Limitation of Actions § 30--
Commencement of Period. 

A statute of limitations commences 
to run at the point where a cause of ac-
tion accrues and a suit may be main-
tained thereon. 
 
(5a, 5b, 5c) Estoppel and Waiver § 23--
Waiver--State's Right to Contest Board 
of Control's Findings as to State-
mandated Costs. 

In an action by a school district 
against the state to compel the state to 
reimburse the district for expenditures 
related to its efforts to alleviate racial 
and ethnic segregation, the doctrine of 
waiver did not preclude the state from 
contesting the state Board of Control's 
previous findings that the subject claim 
was reimbursable (the Legislature sub-
sequently deleted the requested funding 
from an appropriations bill). The statute 
of limitations applicable to an appeal by 
the state from the board's decisions had 
not run at the time the state raised its 
affirmative defenses in the district's ac-
tion, and this assertion of defenses was 
inconsistent with an intent on the state's 
part to waive its right to contest the 
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board's decisions. 
 
(6) Estoppel and Waiver § 19--Waiver--
Requisites. 

A waiver occurs when there is an ex-
isting right, actual or constructive knowl-
edge of its existence, and either an ac-
tual intention to relinquish it, or conduct 
so inconsistent with an intent to enforce 
the right as to induce a reasonable belief 
that it has been waived. Ordinarily the 
issue of waiver is a question of fact that 
is binding on the appellate court if the 
determination is supported by substan-
tial evidence. However, the question is 
one of law when the evidence is not in 
conflict and is susceptible of only one 
reasonable inference. 
 
(7) Estoppel and Waiver § 6--Equitable 
Estoppel--Challenge to State Board of 
Control's Findings as to State-mandated 
Costs--Absence of Confidential Rela-
tionship. 

In an action by a school district 
against the state to compel the state to 
reimburse the district for expenditures 
related to its efforts to alleviate racial 
and ethnic segregation, the state was 
not equitably estopped from challenging 
the state Board of Control's decisions 
finding that the subject claim was reim-
bursable as a state-mandated cost (the 
Legislature subsequently deleted the 
requested funding from an appropria-
tions bill). In the absence of a confiden-
tial relationship, the doctrine of equitable 
estoppel is inapplicable where there is a 
mistake of law. There was no confiden-
tial relationship, and since the statute of 
limitations did not bar the state from liti-
gating the mandate and reimbursability 
issues, the doctrine was inapplicable. 
 

(8) Appellate Review § 145--Function of 
Appellate Court--Questions of Law. 

On appeal by the state in an action 
by a school district to compel the state to 
reimburse the district for expenditures 
related to its efforts to alleviate racial 
and ethnic segregation, the appellate 
court's conclusion that the trial court 
erred in failing to consider the merits of 
the state's challenge to the state Board 
of Control's decisions that the subject 
claims were reimbursable as state-
mandated costs did not require that the 
matter be remanded to the trial court for 
a full hearing, since the question of 
whether a cost is state-mandated is one 
of law. 
 
(9a, 9b, 9c) Schools § 4--School Dis-
tricts; Financing; Funds-- Reimburse-
ment of State-mandated Costs--
Desegregation Expenditures. 

A school district was entitled to reim-
bursement pursuant to Cal. Const., art. 
XIII B, § 6 (reimbursement of local gov-
ernments for state-mandated costs or 
increased levels of service), for expendi-
tures related to its efforts to alleviate ra-
cial and ethnic segregation in its 
schools, since an executive order (in the 
form of regulations issued by the state 
Department of Education) required a 
higher level of service and constituted a 
state mandate. The requirements of the 
order went beyond constitutional and 
case law requirements in that they re-
quired specific actions to alleviate seg-
regation. Although under Cal. Const., 
art. XIII B, § 6, subd. (c), the state has 
discretion whether to reimburse pre-
1975 mandates that are either statutes 
or executive orders implementing stat-
utes, it cannot be inferred from this ex-
ception that reimbursability is otherwise 
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dependent on the form of the mandate. 
Further, the district's claim was not de-
feated by Gov. Code, §§ 17561 and 
17514, limiting reimbursement to certain 
costs incurred after July 1, 1980, the ef-
fective date of Cal. Const., art. XIII B, 
since the limitations contained in those 
sections are confined to the exception 
contained in Cal. Const., art. XIII B, § 6, 
subd. (c). 
 
(10) State of California § 11--Fiscal Mat-
ters--Reimbursement to Local Govern-
ments for State-mandated Costs. 

The subvention requirement of Cal. 
Const., art. XIII B, § 6 (reimbursement of 
local governments for state-mandated 
costs or increased levels of service), is 
directed to state-mandated increases in 
the services provided by local agencies 
in existing “programs.” The drafters and 
electorate had in mind the commonly 
understood meaning of the term-
programs that carry out the governmen-
tal function of providing services to the 
public, or laws that, to implement a state 
policy, impose unique requirements on 
local governments and do not apply 
generally to all residents and entities in 
the state. 
[See Cal.Jur.3d, State of California, § 
78; 9 Witkin, Summary of Cal. Law (9th 
ed. 1989) Taxation, § 123.] 
(11) Constitutional Law § 13--
Construction of Constitutions--Language 
of Enactments. 

In construing a constitutional provi-
sion enacted by the voters, a court must 
determine the intent of the voters by first 
looking to the language itself, which 
should be construed in accordance with 
the natural and ordinary meaning of its 
words. 
 

(12) State of California § 11--Fiscal Mat-
ters--Reimbursement to Local Govern-
ments for State-mandate Costs--
Executive Order as Mandate. 

In Cal. Const., art. XIII B, § 6 (reim-
bursement of local governments for 
state-mandated costs or increased lev-
els of service), “mandates” means “or-
ders” or “commands,” concepts broad 
enough to include executive orders as 
well as statutes. The concern that 
prompted the inclusion of § 6 in art. XIII 
B was the perceived attempt by the state 
to enact legislation or adopt administra-
tive orders creating programs to be ad-
ministered by local agencies, thereby 
transferring to those agencies the fiscal 
responsibility for providing services that 
the state believed should be extended to 
the public. It is clear that the primary 
concern of the voters was the increased 
financial burdens being shifted to local 
government, not the form in which those 
burdens appeared. 
 
(13) Administrative Law § 88--Judicial 
Review and Relief--Exhaustion of Ad-
ministrative Remedies--Claim by School 
District for Reimbursement of State-
mandated Costs. 

A school district did not fail to ex-
haust its administrative remedies in 
seeking reimbursement for expenditures 
related to its efforts to alleviate racial 
and ethnic segregation, based on its 
claim that the expenditures were man-
dated by a state executive order, where 
the state Board of Control approved the 
district's reimbursement claim, even 
though the state Commission on State 
Mandates subsequently succeeded to 
the functions of the board and the district 
never made a claim to the commission. 
The board's decisions in favor of the dis-
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trict became administratively final before 
the commission was in place, and there 
was no evidence that the commission 
did not consider these decisions by the 
board to be final. Although the commis-
sion was given jurisdiction over all 
claims that had not been included in a 
local government claims bill enacted be-
fore January 1, 1985, the subject claim 
was included in such a bill (which was 
signed into law only after the recom-
mended appropriation was deleted). 
Under the statutory scheme, the district 
pursued the only relief that a disap-
pointed claimant at such a juncture 
could pursue-an action in declaratory 
relief to declare an executive order void 
or unenforceable and to enjoin its en-
forcement. There was no requirement to 
seek further administrative review. 
 
(14) Courts § 20--Subject Matter Juris-
diction--When Issue May Be Raised. 

Lack of subject matter jurisdiction 
may be raised at any time. 
 
(15a, 15b) Schools § 4--School Districts; 
Financing; Funds-- Reimbursement of 
State-mandated Costs--Desegregation 
Expenditures-- Applicability of Statute 
Requiring Reimbursement of Subse-
quently Mandated Costs. 

A school district was not entitled to 
reimbursement on the basis of former 
Rev. & Tax. Code, § 2234 (reimburse-
ment of school district for costs it is in-
curring that are subsequently mandated 
by a state), for expenditures related to 
its efforts to alleviate racial and ethnic 
segregation in its schools, since the ex-
ecutive order (in the form of regulations 
issued by the state Department of Edu-
cation) that required the district to take 
specific actions to alleviate segregation 

fell outside the purview of § 2234. The 
“subsequently mandated” provision of § 
2234 originally was contained in sec-
tions that set forth specific date limita-
tions, and the Legislature likewise in-
tended to limit claims made pursuant to 
§ 2234. The use of the language “sub-
sequently mandated” merely describes 
an additional circumstance in which the 
state will reimburse costs. Since the ex-
ecutive order fell outside the January 1, 
1978, limits set by Rev. & Tax. Code, § 
2207.5, Rev. & Tax. Code, § 2234, did 
not provide reimbursement to the dis-
trict. 
 
(16) Statutes § 39--Construction--Giving 
Effect to Statute--Conformation of Parts. 

A statute should be construed with 
reference to the whole system of law of 
which it is a part in order to ascertain the 
intent of the Legislature. The legislative 
history of the statute may be considered 
in ascertaining legislative design. 
 
(17a, 17b, 17c) Constitutional Law § 40-
-Distribution of Governmental Powers--
Judicial Power--Appropriation of Funds--
Reimbursement of State-mandated 
Costs. 

In an action by a school district 
against the state to compel the state to 
reimburse the district for expenditures 
related to its efforts to alleviate racial 
and ethnic segregation, the trial court's 
award of reimbursement to the district, 
on the ground that the district's expendi-
tures were mandated by an executive 
order, from appropriated funds and 
specified budgets and accounts did not 
constitute an invasion of the province of 
the Legislature or a judicial usurpation of 
the republican form of government 
guaranteed by U.S. Const., art. IV, § 4, 
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except insofar as it designated the Spe-
cial Fund for Economic Uncertainties as 
a source for reimbursement. The speci-
fied line item accounts for the Depart-
ment of Education, the Commission on 
State Mandates, and the Reserve for 
Contingencies and Emergencies pro-
vided funds for a broad range of activi-
ties similar to those specified in the ex-
ecutive order and thus were reasonably 
available for reimbursement. However, 
remand to the trial court was necessary 
to determine whether these sources 
contained sufficient unexhausted funds 
to cover the award. 
 
(18) Constitutional Law § 40--
Distribution of Governmental Powers--
Judicial Power--Appropriation of Funds. 

A court cannot compel the Legisla-
ture either to appropriate funds or to pay 
funds not yet appropriated. However, no 
violation of the separation of powers 
doctrine occurs when a court orders ap-
propriate expenditures from already ex-
isting funds. The test is whether such 
funds are reasonably available for the 
expenditures in question. Funds are 
“reasonably available” for reimburse-
ment of local government expenditures 
when the purposes for which those 
funds were appropriated are generally 
related to the nature of costs incurred. 
There is no requirement that the appro-
priation specifically refer to the particular 
expenditure, nor must past administra-
tive practice sanction coverage from a 
particular fund. 
 
(19) Appellate Review § 162--
Modification--To Add Charge Order. 

An appellate court is empowered to 
add a directive that a trial court order be 
modified to include charging orders 

against funds appropriated by subse-
quent budgets acts. 
 
(20) Schools § 4--School Districts; Fi-
nancing; Funds--Reimbursement of 
State-mandated Costs--Desegregation 
Expenditures--Effect of Legislative Find-
ing That Costs Not State-mandated. 

A school district was entitled to reim-
bursement pursuant to Cal. Const., art. 
XIII B, § 6 (reimbursement of local gov-
ernments for state-mandated costs or 
increased levels of service), for expendi-
tures related to its efforts to alleviate ra-
cial and ethnic segregation in its 
schools, notwithstanding that after the 
state Board of Control approved the dis-
trict's reimbursement claim, the Legisla-
ture enacted a “finding” that the execu-
tive order requiring the district to under-
take desegregation activities did not im-
pose a state-mandated local program. 
Unsupported legislative disclaimers are 
insufficient to defeat reimbursement. 
The district had a constitutional right to 
reimbursement, and the Legislature 
could not limit that right. 
 
(21) Schools § 4--School Districts; Fi-
nancing; Funds--Reimbursement of 
State-mandated Costs--Desegregation 
Expenditures--Department of Education 
Budget as Source. 

In an action by a school district 
against the state to compel the state to 
reimburse the district for expenditures 
related to its efforts to alleviate racial 
and ethnic segregation, the trial court, 
after finding that the executive order re-
quiring the district to undertake deseg-
regation activities was a reimbursable 
state mandate, did not err in ordering 
reimbursement to take place in part from 
the state Department of Education 



  
 

Page 7

225 Cal.App.3d 155, 275 Cal.Rptr. 449, 64 Ed. Law Rep. 182 
(Cite as: 225 Cal.App.3d 155) 

© 2011 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 

budget. Logic dictated that department 
funding be the initial and primary source 
for reimbursement: given the fact that 
the executive order was issued by the 
department, the evidence overwhelm-
ingly supported the trial court's finding of 
a general relationship between the de-
partment budget items and the reim-
bursable expenditures. 
 
(22) Interest § 8--Rate--Reimbursement 
of School District's State-mandated 
Costs. 

In an action by a school district 
against the state to compel the state to 
reimburse the district for expenditures 
related to its efforts to alleviate racial 
and ethnic segregation, the trial court, 
after finding that the executive order re-
quiring the district to undertake deseg-
regation activities was a reimbursable 
state mandate, did not err in awarding 
the district interest at the legal rate (Cal. 
Const., art. XV, § 1, par. (2)), rather than 
at the rate of 6 percent per annum pur-
suant to Gov. Code, § 926.10. Gov. 
Code, § 926.10, is part of the California 
Tort Claims Act (Gov. Code, § 900 et 
seq.), which provides a statutory 
scheme for the filing of claims against 
public entities for alleged injuries. It 
makes no provision for claims for reim-
bursement for state-mandated expendi-
tures. 
 
(23) Schools § 4--School Districts; Fi-
nancing; Funds--Reimbursement of 
State-mandated Costs--Desegregation 
Expenditures--County Fines and Forfei-
tures Funds as Source. 

In an action by a school district 
against the state to compel the state to 
reimburse the district for expenditures 
related to its efforts to alleviate racial 

and ethnic segregation, the trial court, 
after finding that the executive order re-
quiring the district to undertake deseg-
regation activities was a reimbursable 
state mandate, did not err in determining 
that moneys in the Fines and Forfeiture 
Funds in the custody and possession of 
the county auditor-controller for transfer 
to the state treasury were not reasona-
bly available for reimbursement pur-
poses. There was no evidence in the re-
cord showing the use of those funds 
once they were transmitted to the state, 
nor was there any evidence indicating 
that those funds were then reasonably 
available to satisfy the district's claim. It 
could not be concluded as a matter of 
law that a general relationship existed 
between the funds and the nature of the 
costs incurred pursuant to the executive 
order. Further, there was no ground on 
which the funds could be made available 
to the district while in the possession of 
the auditor-controller. 
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LUCAS, P. J. 

Introduction 
Long Beach Unified School District 

(LBUSD) filed a claim with the Board of 
Control of the State of California 
(Board), asserting that certain expendi-
tures related to its efforts to alleviate ra-
cial and ethnic segregation in its schools 
had been mandated by the state through 
regulations (Executive Order) issued by 
the Department of Education (DOE) and 
were *164 reimbursable pursuant to 
former Revenue and Taxation Code 
section 2234 and article XIII B, section 6 
of the California Constitution. The Board 
eventually approved the claim and re-
ported to the Legislature its recommen-
dation that funds be appropriated to 
cover the statewide estimated costs of 
compliance with the Executive Order. 
When the Legislature deleted the re-
quested funding from an appropriations 
bill, LBUSD filed a petition to compel re-
imbursement (Code Civ. Proc., § 1085) 
and complaint for declaratory relief. The 
trial court held that the doctrines of ad-
ministrative collateral estoppel and 
waiver prevented the state from chal-
lenging the decisions of the Board, and 
it gave judgment to LBUSD. It also ruled 
that certain funds previously appropri-
ated by the Legislature were “reasona-
bly available” for reimbursement of the 
claimed expenditures, subject to audit 
by the state Controller. 
 

We conclude that the doctrines of 
collateral estoppel and waiver are inap-
plicable to the facts of this case. How-
ever, we determine as a question of law 
that the Executive Order requires local 
school boards to provide a higher level 
of service than is required either consti-

tutionally or by case law and that the 
Executive Order is a reimbursable state 
mandate pursuant to article XIII B, sec-
tion 6 of the California Constitution. We 
also decide that former Revenue and 
Taxation Code section 2234 does not 
provide for reimbursement of the claim. 
 

Based on uncontradicted evidence, 
we modify the decision of the trial court 
regarding which budget line item ac-
count numbers provide “reasonably 
available” funds to reimburse LBUSD for 
appropriate expenditures under the 
claim. We further modify the decision to 
include charging orders against funds 
appropriated by subsequent budget 
acts. Finally, we remand the matter to 
the trial court to determine whether at 
the time of its order unexpended, unen-
cumbered funds sufficient to satisfy the 
judgment remained in the approved 
budget line item account numbers. The 
trial court must resolve this same issue 
with respect to the charging order. 
 

Background and Procedural History 
The California Property Tax Relief 

Act of 1972 (Stats. 1972, ch. 1406, § 1, 
p. 2931) limited the power of local gov-
ernmental entities to levy property taxes. 
It also mandated that when the state re-
quires such entities to provide a new 
program or higher level of service, the 
state must reimburse those costs. Over 
time, amendments to the California 
Constitution and numerous legislative 
changes impacted both the right and 
procedure for obtaining reimbursement. 
*165  
 

Sometime prior to September 8, 
1977, LBUSD, at its option, voluntarily 
began to incur substantial costs to alle-
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viate the racial and ethnic segregation of 
students within its jurisdiction. 
 

On or about the above date, DOE 
adopted certain regulations which added 
sections 90 through 101 to title 5 of the 
California Administrative Code, effective 
September 16, 1977. We refer to these 
regulations as the Executive Order. 
 

The Executive Order and related 
guidelines for implementation required 
in part that school districts which identi-
fied one or more schools as either hav-
ing or being in danger of having segre-
gation of its minority students “shall, no 
later than January 1, 1979, and each 
four years thereafter, develop and adopt 
a reasonably feasible plan for the alle-
viation and prevention of racial and eth-
nic segregation of minority students in 
the district.” 
 

On or about June 4, 1982, LBUSD 
submitted a “test claim” (Claim) FN1 to 
the Board for reimbursement of 
$9,050,714-the total costs which LBUSD 
claimed it had incurred during fiscal 
years 1977-1978 through 1981-1982 for 
activities required by the Executive Or-
der and guidelines. LBUSD cited former 
Revenue and Taxation Code section 
2234 as authority for the requested re-
imbursement, asserting that the costs 
had been “subsequently mandated” by 
the state. FN2 
 

FN1 Former Revenue and Taxa-
tion Code section 2218 defines 
“test claim” as “the first claim filed 
with the State Board of Control al-
leging that a particular statute or 
executive order imposes a man-
dated cost on such local agency 

or school district.” (Stats. 1980, 
ch. 1256, § 7, p. 4249.) 

 
FN2 All statutory references are 
to the Revenue and Taxation 
Code unless otherwise stated. 

 
Former section 2234 provided: “If 
a local agency or a school district, 
at its option, has been incurring 
costs which are subsequently 
mandated by the state, the state 
shall reimburse the local agency 
or school district for such costs 
incurred after the operative date 
of such mandate.” (Stats. 1980, 
ch. 1256, § 11, pp. 4251-4252.) 

 
The Board denied the Claim on the 

grounds that it had no jurisdiction to ac-
cept a claim filed under section 2234. 
LBUSD petitioned superior court for re-
view of the Board decision. (Code Civ. 
Proc., § 1094.5.) That court concluded 
the Board had jurisdiction to accept a 
section 2234 claim and ordered it to 
hear the matter on its merits. The Board 
did not appeal this decision. 
 

On February 16, 1984, the Board 
conducted a hearing to consider the 
Claim. LBUSD presented written and 
oral argument that the Claim was reim-
bursable pursuant to section 2234 and, 
in addition, under article XIII B, section 6 
of the California Constitution. DOE and 
the State Department *166 of Finance 
(Finance) participated in the hearing. FN3 
The Board concluded that the Executive 
Order constituted a state mandate. On 
April 26, 1984, the Board adopted pa-
rameters and guidelines proposed by 
LBUSD for reimbursement of the ex-
penditures. No state entity either sought 
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reconsideration of the Board decisions, 
available pursuant to former section 
633.6 of the California Administrative 
Code, FN4 or petitioned for judicial re-
view. FN5 
 

FN3 The DOE recommended that 
the Claim be denied on the 
grounds that the requirements of 
the Executive Order were consti-
tutionally mandated and court or-
dered and because the Executive 
Order was effective prior to Janu-
ary 1, 1978 (issues discussed 
post). However, counsel for the 
DOE expressed dismay that 
school districts which had volun-
tarily instituted desegregation 
programs had been having prob-
lems receiving funding from the 
Legislature, while schools which 
had been forced to do so had 
been receiving “substantial 
amounts of money.” 

 
A spokesman from Finance re-
called there had been some 
doubt whether the Board had ju-
risdiction to hear a 2234 claim. 
He stated that, assuming the 
Board did have jurisdiction, the 
Executive Order contained at 
least one state mandate, which 
possibly consisted of administra-
tive kinds of tasks related to the 
identification of “problem areas 
and the like.” 

 
FN4 Former section 633.6 of the 
California Administrative Code 
(now renamed California Code of 
Regulations) provided in relevant 
part: “(b) Request for Reconsid-
eration. [¶] (1) A request for re-

consideration of a Board determi-
nation on a specific test claim ... 
shall be filed, in writing, with the 
Board of Control, no later than 
ten (10) days after any determi-
nation regarding the claim by the 
Board ....” (Title 2, Cal. Admin. 
Code) 

 
FN5 Former section 2253.5 pro-
vided: “A claimant or the state 
may commence a proceeding in 
accordance with the provisions of 
Section 1094.5 of the Code of 
Civil Procedure to set aside a de-
cision of the Board of Control on 
the grounds that the board's deci-
sion is not supported by substan-
tial evidence. The court may or-
der the board to hold another 
hearing regarding such claim and 
may direct the board on what ba-
sis the claim is to receive a re-
hearing.” (Stats. 1978, ch. 794, § 
8, p. 2551.) 

 
In December 1984, pursuant to for-

mer section 2255, the Board reported to 
the Legislature the number of mandates 
it had found and the estimated statewide 
costs of each mandate. With respect to 
the Executive Order mandate, the Board 
adopted an estimate by Finance that re-
imbursement of school districts, includ-
ing LBUSD, for costs expended in com-
pliance with the Executive Order would 
total $95 million for fiscal years 1977-
1978 through 1984-1985. The Board 
recommended that the Legislature ap-
propriate that amount. 
 

Effective January 1, 1985, the Com-
mission on State Mandates (Commis-
sion) succeeded to the functions of the 
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Board. (Gov. Code, §§ 17525, 17630.) 
 

On March 4, 1985, Assembly Bill No. 
1301 was introduced. It included an ap-
propriation of $95 million to the state 
controller “for payment of claims of 
school districts seeking reimbursable 
state-mandated costs incurred pursuant 
to [the Executive Order] ....” On June 27, 
the Assembly amended the bill by delet-
ing this $95 million appropriation and 
adding a *167 “finding” that the Execu-
tive Order did not impose a state-
mandated local program. FN6 On Sep-
tember 28, 1985, the Governor ap-
proved the bill as amended. 
 

FN6 Former Section 2255 pro-
vided in part: “(b) If the Legisla-
ture deletes from a local govern-
ment claims bill funding for a 
mandate imposed either by legis-
lation or by a regulation ..., it may 
take one of the following courses 
of action: (1) Include a finding 
that the legislation or regulation 
does not contain a mandate ....” 
(Stats. 1982, ch. 1638, § 7, p. 
6662.) 

 
On June 26, 1986, LBUSD petitioned 

for writ of mandate (Code Civ. Proc., § 
1085) and filed a complaint for declara-
tory relief against defendants State of 
California; Commission; Finance; DOE; 
holders of the offices of State Controller 
and State Treasurer and holder of the 
office of Auditor-Controller of the County 
of Los Angeles, and their successors in 
interest. LBUSD requested issuance of 
a writ of mandate commanding the re-
spondents to comply with section 2234 
(fn. 2, ante) FN7 and, in an amended peti-
tion, its successor, Government Code 

section 17565, and with California Con-
stitution, article XIII B, section 6. FN8 It 
further requested respondents to reim-
burse LBUSD $24,164,593 for fiscal 
years 1977-1978 through 1982-1983, 
$3,850,276 for fiscal years 1983-1984 
and 1984-1985, and accrued interest, 
for activities mandated by the Executive 
Order. 
 

FN7 The language of 
Government Code section 17565 
is nearly identical to that of 
section 2234 (fn. 2, ante), and 
provides: “If a local agency or a 
school district, at its option, has 
been incurring costs which are 
subsequently mandated by the 
state, the state shall reimburse 
the local agency or school district 
for those costs incurred after the 
operative date of the mandate.” 
(Stats. 1986, ch. 879, § 10, p. 
3043.) 

 
FN8 Article XIII B, section 6 pro-
vides in pertinent part: “Whenever 
the Legislature or any state 
agency mandates a new program 
or higher level of service on any 
local government, the state shall 
provide a subvention of funds to 
reimburse such local government 
for the costs of such program or 
increased level of service ....” 

 
The trial court let stand the conclu-

sion of the Board that the Executive Or-
der constituted a reimbursable state 
mandate and ruled in favor of LBUSD. 
No party requested a statement of deci-
sion. 
 

The judgment stated that the Execu-
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tive Order constituted a reimbursable 
state mandate which state entities could 
not challenge because of the doctrines 
of administrative collateral estoppel and 
waiver. It provided that certain previ-
ously appropriated funds were “ 'rea-
sonably available' ” to reimburse LBUSD 
for its claimed expenditures, applicable 
interest, and court costs. The judgment 
also stated that funds denominated the 
“Fines and Forfeitures Funds,” under the 
custody of the Auditor-Controller of the 
County of Los Angeles, were not rea-
sonably available. The judgment further 
decreed that the State Controller re-
tained the right to audit the claims and 
records of LBUSD to verify the amount 
of the reimbursement award sum. *168  
 

State respondents (State) and DOE 
separately filed timely notices of appeal, 
and LBUSD cross-appealed. FN9 
 

FN9 Although an “Amended No-
tice to Prepare Clerk's Transcript” 
filed by DOE on April 11, 1988, 
requests the clerk of the superior 
court to incorporate in the record 
its notice of appeal filed April 1, 
1988, this latter document does 
not appear in the record before 
us, and the original apparently is 
lost within the court system. Re-
spondent LBUSD received a copy 
of the notice on April 4, 1988. 

 
Discussion 

State asserts that neither the doc-
trine of collateral estoppel nor the doc-
trine of waiver is applicable to this case, 
the costs incurred by LBUSD are not re-
imbursable, and the remedy authorized 
by the trial court is inconsistent with 
California law and invades the province 

of the Legislature, a violation of article 
IV, section 4 of the United States Consti-
tution. 
 

The thrust of the DOE appeal is that 
its budget is not an appropriate source 
of funding for the reimbursement. 
 

LBUSD has argued in its cross-
appeal that an additional source of fund-
ing, the “Fines and Forfeiture Funds,” 
should be made available for reim-
bursement of its costs and, in supple-
mentary briefing, requests this court to 
order a modification of the judgment to 
include as “reasonably available fund-
ing” specific line item accounts from the 
1988-1989 and 1989-1990 state budg-
ets. 
 

I. State Not Barred From Challenging 
Decisions of the Board 

A. Administrative Collateral Estoppel 
(1a) State first contends that the doc-

trine of administrative collateral estoppel 
is not applicable to the facts of this case 
and does not prevent State from litigat-
ing whether the Board properly consid-
ered the subject claim and whether the 
claim is reimbursable. 
 

(2) Collateral estoppel precludes a 
party from relitigating in a subsequent 
action matters previously litigated and 
determined. ( Teitelbaum Furs, Inc. v. 
Dominion Ins. Co., Ltd. (1962) 58 Cal.2d 
601, 604 [ 25 Cal.Rptr. 559, 375 P.2d 
439].) The traditional elements of collat-
eral estoppel include the requirement 
that the prior judgment be “final.” (Ibid.) 
 

(3a) Finality for the purposes of ad-
ministrative collateral estoppel may be 
understood as a two-step process: (1) 
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the decision must be final with *169 re-
spect to action by the administrative 
agency (see Code Civ. Proc., § 1094.5, 
subd. (a)); and (2) the decision must 
have conclusive effect ( Sandoval v. Su-
perior Court (1983) 140 Cal.App.3d 932, 
936-937 [ 190 Cal.Rptr. 29]). 
 

A decision attains the requisite ad-
ministrative finality when the agency has 
exhausted its jurisdiction and possesses 
“no further power to reconsider or rehear 
the claim. [Fn. omitted.]” ( Chas. L. Har-
ney, Inc. v. State of California (1963) 
217 Cal.App.2d 77, 98 [ 31 Cal.Rptr. 
524].) (1b) In the case at bar, former 
section 633.6 of the Administrative Code 
provided a 10-day period during which 
any party could request reconsideration 
of any Board determination (fn. 4, ante). 
The Board decided on February 16, 
1984, that the Executive Order consti-
tuted a state mandate, and on April 26, 
1984, it adopted parameters and guide-
lines for the reimbursement of the 
claimed expenditures. No party re-
quested reconsideration, no statute or 
regulation provided for further consid-
eration of the matter by the Board (see, 
e.g., Olive Proration etc. Com. v. Agri. 
etc. Com. (1941) 17 Cal.2d 204, 209 [ 
109 P.2d 918]), and the decisions be-
came administratively final on February 
27, 1984, and May 7, 1984, respectively 
FN10 ( Ziganto v. Taylor (1961) 198 
Cal.App.2d 603, 607 [ 18 Cal.Rptr. 
229]). 
 

FN10 We take judicial notice pur-
suant to Evidence Code section 
452, subdivision (h), that Febru-
ary 26, 1984, and May 6, 1984, 
fall on Sundays. 

 

(3b) Next, the decision must have 
conclusive effect. (Sandoval v. Superior 
Court, supra, 140 Cal.App.3d 932, 936-
937.) In other words, the decision must 
be free from direct attack. ( People v. 
Sims (1982) 32 Cal.3d 468, 486 [ 186 
Cal.Rptr. 77, 651 P.2d 321].) A direct 
attack on an administrative decision may 
be made by appeal to the superior court 
for review by petition for administrative 
mandamus. (Code Civ. Proc., § 1094.5.) 
(1c) A decision will not be given collat-
eral estoppel effect if such appeal has 
been taken or if the time for such appeal 
has not lapsed. ( Sandoval v. Superior 
Court, supra, 140 Cal.App.3d at pp. 936-
937; Producers Dairy Delivery Co. v. 
Sentry Ins. Co. (1986) 41 Cal.3d 903, 
911 [ 226 Cal.Rptr. 558, 718 P.2d 920].) 
The applicable statute of limitations for 
such review in the case at bar is three 
years. ( Carmel Valley Fire Protection 
Dist. v. State of California (1987) 190 
Cal.App.3d 521, 534 [ 234 Cal.Rptr. 
795]; Green v. Obledo (1981) 29 Cal.3d 
126, 141, fn. 10 [ 172 Cal.Rptr. 206, 624 
P.2d 256].) (4) A statute of limitations 
commences to run at the point where a 
cause of action accrues and a suit may 
be maintained thereon. ( Dillon v. Board 
of Pension Comm'rs. (1941) 18 Cal.2d 
427, 430 [ 116 P.2d 37, 136 A.L.R. 
800].) 
 

(1d) In the instant case, State's 
causes of action accrued when the 
Board made the two decisions adverse 
to State on February 16 and April 26, 
1984, *170 as discussed. State did not 
request reconsideration, and the deci-
sions became administratively final on 
February 27 and May 7, 1984. FN11 For 
purposes of discussion, we will assume 
the applicable three-year statute of limi-
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tations period for the two Board deci-
sions commenced on February 28 and 
May 8, 1984, and ended on February 28 
and May 8, 1987. FN12 LBUSD filed its 
petition for ordinary mandamus (Code 
Civ. Proc., § 1085) and complaint for 
declaratory relief on June 26, 1986. At 
that point, the limitations periods had not 
run against State and the Board deci-
sions lacked the necessary finality to 
satisfy that requirement of the doctrine 
of administrative collateral estoppel. FN13 
 

FN11 We do not address the con-
tention of LBUSD that State failed 
to exhaust its administrative 
remedies ( Abelleira v. District 
Court of Appeal (1941) 17 Cal.2d 
280, 292 [ 109 P.2d 942, 132 
A.L.R. 715]; Morton v. Superior 
Court (1970) 9 Cal.App.3d 977, 
982 [ 88 Cal.Rptr. 533]) and 
therefore State cannot assert its 
affirmative defenses in response 
to the petition and complaint of 
the school district. Traditionally, 
the doctrine has been raised as a 
bar only with respect to the party 
seeking judicial relief, not against 
the responding party (ibid.); we 
have found no case holding oth-
erwise. 

 
FN12 If State had sought recon-
sideration and its request been 
denied, or if its request had been 
granted but the matter again de-
cided in favor of LBUSD, the 
Board decision would have been 
final 10 days after the Board ac-
tion, and at that point the statute 
would have commenced to run 
against State. 

 

FN13 State argues that its statute 
of limitations did not commence 
until the legislation was enacted 
without the appropriation (Sept. 
28, 1985), citing Carmel Valley 
Fire Protection Dist. v. State of 
California, supra, 190 Cal.App.3d 
at page 548. However, Carmel 
Valley held that the claimant does 
not exhaust its administrative 
remedies and cannot come under 
the court's jurisdiction until the 
legislative process is complete, 
which occurred in that case when 
the legislation was enacted with-
out the subject appropriations. At 
that point, Carmel Valley rea-
soned, the state had breached its 
duty to reimburse, and the claim-
ant's right of action in traditional 
mandamus accrued. (Ibid.) How-
ever, Carmel Valley decided, as 
do we in the case at bar, that the 
state's statute of limitations com-
menced on the date the Board 
made decisions adverse to its in-
terests. (Id. at p. 534.) 

 
In addition, we see no reason to 
permit State to rely on the fortui-
tous actions of the Legislature, an 
independent branch of govern-
ment, to bail it out of obligations 
established in the distant past by 
state agents-especially given the 
lengthy three-year statute of limi-
tations. (Compare, e.g., Gov. 
Code, § 11523 [mandatory time 
limit within which to petition for 
administrative mandamus can be 
30 days after last day on which 
administrative reconsideration 
can be ordered]; Lab. Code, § 
1160.8, and Jackson & Perkins 
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Co. v. Agricultural Labor Rela-
tions Board (1978) 77 Cal.App.3d 
830, 834 [ 144 Cal.Rptr. 166] [30 
days from issuance of board or-
der even if party has filed a mo-
tion to reconsider].) 

 
B. Waiver 

(5a) State also asserts that the doc-
trine of waiver is not applicable. 
 

(6) A waiver occurs when there is “an 
existing right; actual or constructive 
knowledge of its existence; and either 
an actual intention to relinquish it, or 
conduct so inconsistent with an intent to 
enforce the right as to induce *171 a 
reasonable belief that it has been 
waived. [Citations.]” ( Carmel Valley Fire 
Protection Dist. v. State of California, 
supra, 190 Cal.App.3d at p. 534.) Ordi-
narily, the issue of waiver is a question 
of fact which is binding on the appellate 
court if the determination is supported 
by substantial evidence. ( Napa Asso-
ciation of Public Employees v. County of 
Napa (1979) 98 Cal.App.3d 263, 268 [ 
159 Cal.Rptr. 522].) However, the ques-
tion is one of law when the evidence is 
not in conflict and is susceptible of only 
one reasonable inference. ( Glendale 
Fed. Sav. & Loan Assn. v. Marina View 
Heights Dev. Co. (1977) 66 Cal.App.3d 
101, 151-152 [ 135 Cal.Rptr. 802].) 
 

(5b) In the instant case, the right to 
contest the findings of the Board is at 
issue, and there is no dispute that the 
state was aware of the existence of this 
right. As discussed, the statute of limita-
tions had not run when State raised its 
affirmative defenses, and during this 
time State could have filed a separate 
petition for administrative mandamus. 

(7)(5c) State's assertion of its affirmative 
defenses during this period is inconsis-
tent with an intent to waive its right to 
contest the Board decisions, and there-
fore the doctrine of waiver is not appli-
cable. FN14 
 

FN14 LBUSD contends that State 
should be equitably estopped 
from challenging the Board deci-
sions. In the absence of a confi-
dential relationship, the doctrine 
of equitable estoppel is inappli-
cable where there is a mistake of 
law. ( Gilbert v. City of Martinez 
(1957) 152 Cal.App.2d 374, 378 [ 
313 P.2d 139]; People v. Stuyve-
sant Ins. Co. (1968) 261 
Cal.App.2d 773, 784 [ 68 
Cal.Rptr. 389].) There is no confi-
dential relationship herein, and 
since we conclude as a matter of 
law and contrary to the trial court 
that the statute of limitations does 
not bar State from litigating the 
mandate and reimbursability is-
sues, the doctrine is inapplicable. 

 
II. Issue of State Mandate 

(8) Ordinarily, our conclusion that the 
trial court erred in failing to consider the 
merits of the State's challenge to the de-
cisions of the Board would require that 
the matter be remanded to the trial court 
for a full hearing. However, because the 
question of whether a cost is state man-
dated is one of law in the instant case 
(cf. Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist. v. 
State of California, supra, 190 
Cal.App.3d at p. 536), we now decide 
that the expenditures are reimbursable 
pursuant to article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution and that no relief 
is available under section 2234. FN15 
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*172  
 

FN15 We invited State, DOE, and 
LBUSD to submit additional brief-
ing on the following issues: “1. 
Can it be determined as a ques-
tion of law whether sections 90 
through 101 of Title 5 of the Cali-
fornia Administrative Code [Ex-
ecutive Order] constitute a state 
mandate within the meaning of 
article XIII B, section 6 of the 
California Constitution? 2. Do the 
above sections constitute such 
mandate?” State and LBUSD 
submitted additional argument; 
DOE declined the invitation. 

 
A. Recovery Under Article XIII B, Sec-

tion 6 
(9a) On November 6, 1979, Califor-

nia voters passed initiative measure 
Proposition 4, which added article XIII B 
to the state Constitution. This measure, 
a corollary to the previously passed 
Proposition 13 (art. XIII A, which re-
stricts governmental taxing authority), 
placed limits on the growth of state and 
local government appropriations. It also 
provided reimbursement to local gov-
ernments for the costs of complying with 
certain requirements mandated by the 
state. LBUSD argues that section 6 of 
this provision is an additional ground for 
reimbursement. 
 

1. The Executive Order Requires a 
Higher Level of Service 

In relevant part article XIII B, section 
6 (Section 6) provides: “Whenever the 
Legislature or any state agency man-
dates a new program or higher level of 
service on any local government, the 
state shall provide a subvention of funds 

to reimburse such local government for 
the costs of such program or increased 
level of service ....” (10) The subvention 
requirement of Section 6 “is directed to 
state mandated increases in the ser-
vices provided by local agencies in ex-
isting 'programs.' ” ( County of Los An-
geles v. State of California (1987) 43 
Cal.3d 46, 56 [ 233 Cal.Rptr. 38, 729 
P.2d 202].) “[T]he drafters and the elec-
torate had in mind the commonly under-
stood meanings of the term-programs 
that carry out the governmental function 
of providing services to the public, or 
laws which, to implement a state policy, 
impose unique requirements on local 
governments and do not apply generally 
to all residents and entities in the state.” 
(Ibid.) 
 

(9b) In the instant case, although 
numerous private schools exist, educa-
tion in our society is considered to be a 
peculiarly governmental function. (Cf. 
Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist. v. 
State of California, supra, 190 
Cal.App.3d at p. 537.) Further, public 
education is administered by local agen-
cies to provide service to the public. 
Thus public education constitutes a “pro-
gram” within the meaning of Section 6. 
 

State argues that the Executive Or-
der does not mandate a higher level of 
service-or a new program-because 
school districts in California have a con-
stitutional duty to make an effort to 
eliminate racial segregation in the public 
schools. In support of its argument, 
State cites Brown v. Board of Education 
(1952) 347 U.S. 483, 495 [98 L.Ed. 873, 
881, 74 S.Ct. 686, 38 A.L.R.2d 1180]; 
Jackson v. Pasadena City School Dis-
trict (1963) 59 Cal.2d 876, 881 [ 31 
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Cal.Rptr. 606, 382 P.2d 878]; Crawford 
v. Board of Education (1976) 17 Cal.3d 
280 [ 130 Cal.Rptr. 724, 551 P.2d 28] 
and cases cited therein; and 
*173National Assn. for Advancement of 
Colored People v. San Bernardino City 
Unified Sch. Dist. (1976) 17 Cal.3d 311 [ 
130 Cal.Rptr. 744, 551 P.2d 48]. These 
cases show that school districts do in-
deed have a constitutional obligation to 
alleviate racial segregation, and on this 
ground the Executive Order does not 
constitute a “new program.” However, 
although school districts are required to 
“ 'take steps, insofar as reasonably fea-
sible, to alleviate racial imbalance in 
schools regardless of its cause [ ]' ” ( 
Crawford, supra, at p. 305, italics omit-
ted, citing Jackson), the courts have 
been wary of requiring specific steps in 
advance of a demonstrated need for in-
tervention (Crawford, at pp. 305-306; 
Jackson, supra, at pp. 881-882; Swann 
v. Board of Education (1971) 402 U.S. 1, 
18-21 [28 L.Ed.2d 554, 567-570, 91 
S.Ct. 1267]). On the other hand, courts 
have required specific factors be con-
sidered in determining whether a school 
is segregated ( Keyes v. School District 
No. 1, Denver, Colo. (1973) 413 U.S. 
189, 202-203 [37 L.Ed.2d 548, 559-560, 
93 S.Ct. 2686]; Jackson, supra, at p. 
882). 
 

The phrase “higher level of service” 
is not defined in article XIII B or in the 
ballot materials. ( County of Los Angeles 
v. State of California, supra, 43 Cal.3d 
46, 50.) A mere increase in the cost of 
providing a service which is the result of 
a requirement mandated by the state is 
not tantamount to a higher level of ser-
vice. (Id., at pp. 54-56.) However, a re-
view of the Executive Order and guide-

lines shows that a higher level of service 
is mandated because their requirements 
go beyond constitutional and case law 
requirements. Where courts have sug-
gested that certain steps and ap-
proaches may be helpful, the Executive 
Order and guidelines require specific 
actions. For example, school districts 
are to conduct mandatory biennial racial 
and ethnic surveys, develop a “reasona-
bly feasible” plan every four years to al-
leviate and prevent segregation, include 
certain specific elements in each plan, 
and take mandatory steps to involve the 
community, including public hearings 
which have been advertised in a specific 
manner. While all these steps fit within 
the “reasonably feasible” description of 
Jackson and Crawford, the point is that 
these steps are no longer merely being 
suggested as options which the local 
school district may wish to consider but 
are required acts. These requirements 
constitute a higher level of service. We 
are supported in our conclusion by the 
report of the Board to the Legislature re-
garding its decision that the Claim is re-
imbursable: “[O]nly those costs that are 
above and beyond the regular level of 
service for like pupils in the district are 
reimbursable.” 
 

2. The Executive Order Constitutes a 
State Mandate 

For the sake of clarity we quote 
Section 6 in full: “Whenever the Legisla-
ture or any state agency mandates a 
new program or higher level of service 
on any local government, the state shall 
provide a subvention of funds to *174 
reimburse such local government for the 
costs of such program or increased level 
of service, except that the Legislature 
may, but need not, provide such subven-
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tion of funds for the following mandates: 
[¶] (a) Legislative mandates requested 
by the local agency affected; [¶] (b) Leg-
islation defining a new crime or chang-
ing an existing definition of a crime; or 
[¶] (c) Legislative mandates enacted 
prior to January 1, 1975, or executive 
orders or regulations initially implement-
ing legislation enacted prior to January 
1, 1975.” (Italics added.) This amend-
ment became effective July 1, 1980. 
(Art. XIII B, § 10.) Again, the Executive 
Order became effective September 16, 
1977. 
 

State argues there is no constitu-
tional ground for reimbursement be-
cause (a) with reference to the language 
of exception (c) of Section 6, the Execu-
tive Order is neither a statute nor an ex-
ecutive order or regulation implementing 
a statute; (b) recent legislation limits re-
imbursement to certain costs incurred 
after July 1, 1980, the effective date of 
the constitutional amendment; and (c) 
LBUSD failed to exhaust administrative 
procedures for reimbursement of 
Section 6 claims (Gov. Code, § 17500 et 
seq.). We conclude that recovery is 
available under Section 6. 
 

(a) Form of Mandate 
State argues the Executive Order is 

not a state mandate because, with ref-
erence to exception (c) of Section 6, it is 
neither a statute nor an executive order 
implementing a statute. 
 

(11) In construing the meaning of 
Section 6, we must determine the intent 
of the voters by first looking to the lan-
guage itself ( County of Los Angeles v. 
State of California, supra, 43 Cal.3d 46, 
56), which “ 'should be construed in ac-

cordance with the natural and ordinary 
meaning of its words.' [Citation.]” ( ITT 
World Communications, Inc. v. City and 
County of San Francisco (1985) 37 
Cal.3d 859, 865 [ 210 Cal.Rptr. 226, 693 
P.2d 811].) The main provision of 
Section 6 states that whenever the Leg-
islature or any state agency “mandates” 
a new program or higher level of ser-
vice, the state must provide reimburse-
ment. (12) We understand the use of 
“mandates” in the ordinary sense of “or-
ders” or “commands,” concepts broad 
enough to include executive orders as 
well as statutes. As has been noted, 
“[t]he concern which prompted the inclu-
sion of section 6 in article XIII B was the 
perceived attempt by the state to enact 
legislation or adopt administrative orders 
creating programs to be administered by 
local agencies, thereby transferring to 
those agencies the fiscal responsibility 
for providing services which the state 
believed should be extended to the pub-
lic.” ( County of Los Angeles v. State of 
California, supra, 43 Cal.3d at p. 56.) It 
is clear that the primary concern of the 
voters was the increased financial *175 
burdens being shifted to local govern-
ment, not the form in which those bur-
dens appeared. 
 

We derive support for our interpreta-
tion by reference to the ballot summary 
presented to the electorate. (Cf. Amador 
Valley Joint Union High Sch. Dist. v. 
State Bd. of Equalization (1978) 22 
Cal.3d 208, 245-246 [ 149 Cal.Rptr. 239, 
583 P.2d 1281].) The legislative analyst 
determined that the amendment would 
limit the rate of growth of governmental 
appropriations, require the return of 
taxes which exceeded amounts appro-
priated, and “[r]equire the state to reim-
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burse local governments for the costs of 
complying with 'state mandates.' ” The 
term “state mandates” was defined as 
“requirements imposed on local gov-
ernments by legislation or executive or-
ders.” (Italics added; Ballot Pamp., Pro-
posed Amend. to Cal. Const. with argu-
ments to voters, Special Statewide Elec. 
(Nov. 6, 1979) p. 16.) 
 

(9c) Although exception (c) of 
Section 6 gives the state discretion 
whether to reimburse pre-1975 man-
dates which are either statutes or execu-
tive orders implementing statutes, we do 
not infer from this exception that reim-
bursability is otherwise dependent on 
the form of the mandate. We conclude 
that since the voters provided for man-
datory reimbursement except for the 
three narrowly drawn exceptions found 
in (a), (b), and (c), there was no intent to 
exclude recovery for state mandates in 
the form of executive orders. Further, as 
State sets forth in its brief, the adoption 
of the Executive Order was “arguably 
prompted” by the decision in Crawford v. 
Board of Education, supra, 17 Cal.3d 
280, a case decided after the 1975 cut-
off date of exception (c). Since case law 
and statutory law are of equal force, 
there appears to be no basis on which to 
exclude executive orders which imple-
ment case law or constitutional law while 
permitting reimbursement for executive 
orders implementing statutes. We see 
no relationship between the proposed 
distinction and the described purposes 
of the amendment ( County Los Angeles 
v. State of California, supra, 43 Cal.3d at 
p. 56; County of Los Angeles v. Depart-
ment of Industrial Relations (1989) 214 
Cal.App.3d 1538, 1545 [ 263 Cal.Rptr. 
351]). 

 
(b) Recent Legislative Limits 

State contends that LBUSD cannot 
claim reimbursement under Section 6 
because Government Code sections 
17561 (Stats. 1986, ch. 879, § 6, p. 
3041) and 17514 (Stats. 1984, ch. 1459, 
§ 1, p. 5114) limit such recovery to man-
dates created by statutes or executive 
orders implementing statutes, and only 
for costs incurred after July 1, 1980. 
 

As discussed above, the voters did 
not intend to limit reimbursement of 
costs only to those incurred pursuant to 
statutes or executive orders implement-
ing *176 statutes except as set forth in 
exception (c) of Section 6. We presume 
that when the Legislature passed 
Government Code sections 17561 and 
17514 it was aware of Section 6 as a 
related law and intended to maintain a 
consistent body of rules. ( Fuentes v. 
Workers' Comp. Appeals Bd. (1976) 16 
Cal.3d 1, 7 [ 128 Cal.Rptr. 673, 547 P.2d 
449].) As discussed above, the limita-
tions suggested by State are confined to 
exception (c). 
 

Further, the state must reimburse 
costs incurred pursuant to mandates 
enacted after January 1, 1975, although 
actual payments for reimbursement 
were not required to be made prior to 
July 1, 1980, the effective date of Sec-
tion 6. ( Carmel Valley Fire Protection 
Dist. v. State of California, supra, 190 
Cal.App.3d at pp. 547-548; City of Sac-
ramento v. State of California (1984) 
156 Cal.App.3d 182, 191-194 [ 203 
Cal.Rptr. 258], disapproved on other 
grounds in County of Los Angeles v. 
State of California, supra, 43 Cal.3d at 
p. 58, fn. 10.) 
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(c) Administrative Procedures 

The Legislature passed Government 
Code section 17500 et seq. (Stats. 
1984, ch. 1459, § 1, p. 5113), effective 
January 1, 1985 (Stats. 1984, ch. 1459, 
§ 1, p. 5123), to aid the implementation 
of Section 6 and to consolidate the pro-
cedures for reimbursement under stat-
utes found in the Revenue and Taxation 
Code. This legislation created the 
Commission, which replaced the Board, 
and instituted a number of procedural 
changes. (Gov. Code, §§ 17525, 17527, 
subd. (g), 17550 et seq.) The Legisla-
ture intended the new system to provide 
“the sole and exclusive procedure by 
which a local agency or school district” 
could claim reimbursement. (Gov. Code, 
§ 17552.) (13) State argues that since 
LBUSD never made its claim before the 
Commission, it failed to exhaust its ad-
ministrative remedies and cannot now 
receive reimbursement under section 6. 
 

As discussed, the Board decisions 
favorable to LBUSD became administra-
tively final in 1984. The Commission 
was not in place until January 1, 1985. 
There is no evidence in the record that 
the Commission did not consider these 
decisions to be final. 
 

State argues the Commission was 
given jurisdiction over all claims which 
had not been included in a local gov-
ernment claims bill enacted before 
January 1, 1985. (Gov. Code, § 17630.) 
State is correct. However, the subject 
claim was included in such a bill, but the 
bill was signed into law after the recom-
mended appropriation had been deleted. 
Under the statutory scheme, the only 
relief offered a disappointed claimant at 

such juncture is an action in declaratory 
relief to declare a subject executive or-
der void *177 (former Rev. & Tax Code, 
§ 2255, subd. (c); Stats. 1982, ch. 1638, 
§ 7, pp. 6662-6663) or unenforceable 
(Gov. Code, § 17612, subd. (b); Stats. 
1984, ch. 1459, § 1, p. 5121) and to en-
join its enforcement. LBUSD pursued 
this remedy and in addition petitioned for 
writ of mandate (Code Civ. Proc., § 
1085) to compel reimbursement. There 
is no requirement to seek further admin-
istrative review. Indeed, to do so after 
the Legislature has spoken would ap-
pear to be an exercise in futility. 
 

We conclude that Section 6 provides 
reimbursement to LBUSD because the 
Executive Order required a higher level 
of service and because the Executive 
Order constitutes a state mandate. 
 

B. Section 2234 
As set forth in the procedural history 

of this case, the Board originally de-
clined to consider the Claim as a claim 
made under section 2234 on the ground 
that it lacked jurisdiction to do so. 
LBUSD petitioned for judicial relief, and 
the trial court held that the Board had 
jurisdiction and must consider the claim 
on its merits. The Board did not appeal 
that decision. State raised the jurisdic-
tion issue as an affirmative defense to 
the second petition for writ of mandate 
filed by LBUSD and presents it again for 
our consideration. (14) Of course, lack 
of subject matter jurisdiction may be 
raised at any time. ( Stuck v. Board of 
Medical Examiners (1949) 94 
Cal.App.2d 751, 755 [ 211 P.2d 389].) 
 

Former section 2250 provided: “The 
State Board of Control, pursuant to the 
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provisions of this article, shall hear and 
decide upon a claim by a local agency or 
school district that such local agency or 
school district has not been reimbursed 
for all costs mandated by the state as 
required by Section 2231 or 2234. [¶] 
Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, this article shall provide the sole 
and exclusive procedure by which the 
Board of Control shall hear and decide 
upon a claim that a local agency or 
school district has not been reimbursed 
for all costs mandated by the state as 
required by Section 2231 or 2234.” (Ital-
ics added; Stats. 1978, ch. 794, § 5, p. 
2549.) Given the clear, unambiguous 
language of the statute, there is no need 
for construction. ( West Covina Hospital 
v. Superior Court (1986) 41 Cal.3d 846, 
850 [ 226 Cal.Rptr. 132, 718 P.2d 119, 
60 A.L.R.4th 1257].) (15a) We conclude 
that the Board had jurisdiction to con-
sider a claim filed under former section 
2234. However, as discussed below, the 
1977 Executive Order falls outside the 
purview of section 2234. 
 

Former section 2231 provided: “(a) ... 
The state shall reimburse each school 
district only for those 'costs mandated by 
the state', as defined in *178 Section 
2207.5.” (Stats. 1982, ch. 1586, § 3, p. 
6264.) In part, former section 2207.5 de-
fines “costs mandated by the state” as 
increased costs which a school district is 
required to incur as a result of certain 
new programs or certain increased pro-
gram levels or services mandated by an 
executive order issued after January 1, 
1978. (Stats. 1980, ch. 1256, § 5, pp. 
4248-4249.) As previously stated, the 
Executive Order in the case at bar was 
issued September 8, 1977. 
 

Former section 2234, pursuant to 
which LBUSD initially filed its claim, 
does not itself contain language indicat-
ing a time limitation: “If a local agency or 
a school district, at its option, has been 
incurring costs which are subsequently 
mandated by the state, the state shall 
reimburse the local agency or school 
district for such costs incurred after the 
operative date of such mandate.” (Stats. 
1980, ch. 1256, § 11, p. 4251.) 
 

State asserts that the January 1, 
1978, limitation of sections 2231 and 
2207.5 applies to section 2234, prevent-
ing reimbursement for costs expended 
pursuant to the September 8, 1977, Ex-
ecutive Order; LBUSD argues section 
2234 is self-contained and without time 
limitation. 
 

(16) It is a fundamental rule of statu-
tory construction that a statute should be 
construed with reference to the whole 
system of law of which it is a part in or-
der to ascertain the intent of the Legisla-
ture. ( Moore v. Panish (1982) 32 Cal.3d 
535, 541 [ 186 Cal.Rptr. 475, 652 P.2d 
32]; Pitman v. City of Oakland (1988) 
197 Cal.App.3d 1037, 1042 [ 243 
Cal.Rptr. 306].) The legislative history of 
a statute may be considered in ascer-
taining legislative design. ( Walters v. 
Weed (1988) 45 Cal.3d 1, 10 [ 246 
Cal.Rptr. 5, 752 P.2d 443].) 
 

The earliest version of section 2234 
is found in former section 2164.3, subdi-
vision (f), which provided reimbursement 
to a city, county, or special district for “a 
service or program [provided] at its op-
tion which is subsequently mandated by 
the state ....” Reimbursement was lim-
ited to costs mandated by statutes or 
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executive orders enacted or issued after 
January 1, 1973. (Stats. 1972, ch. 1406, 
§ 3, pp. 2962-2963.) 
 

In 1973, section 2164.3 was 
amended to provide reimbursement to 
school districts for costs mandated by 
statutes enacted after January 1, 1973 
(subd. (a)), but it expressly excluded 
school districts from reimbursement for 
costs mandated by executive orders 
(subd. (d)). (Stats. 1973, ch. 208, § 51, 
p. 565.) Later that same year, the Legis-
lature repealed section 2164.3 (Stats. 
1973, ch. 358, § 2, p. 779) and added 
section 2231, which took over the perti-
nent *179 reimbursement provisions of 
section 2164.3 virtually unchanged. 
(Stats. 1973, ch. 358, § 3, pp. 779, 783-
784.) 
 

In 1975, the Legislature removed the 
time limitation language from section 
2231 and incorporated it into a new sec-
tion, 2207. (Stats. 1975, ch. 486, § 1.8, 
pp. 997-998.) After this change, section 
2231 then provided in pertinent part: “(a) 
The state shall reimburse each local 
agency for all 'costs mandated by the 
state', as defined in Section 2207. The 
state shall reimburse each school district 
only for those 'costs mandated by the 
state' specified in subdivision (a) of Sec-
tion 2207 ....” (Italics added; Stats. 1975, 
ch. 486, § 7, pp. 999-1000.) Subdivision 
(a) of section 2207 limited reimburse-
ment solely to costs mandated by stat-
utes enacted after January 1, 1973. 
 

At this same juncture, the Legislature 
further amended section 2231 by delet-
ing the provision for “subsequently man-
dated” services or programs and incor-
porating that provision into a new 

section, 2234 (Stats. 1975, ch. 486, § 9, 
p. 1000), the section under which 
LBUSD would eventually make its claim. 
The substance of section 2234 (see fn. 
2, ante) remained unchanged until its 
repeal in 1986. (Stats. 1977, ch. 1135, § 
8.6, p. 3648; Stats. 1980, ch. 1256, § 11, 
pp. 4251-4252; Stats. 1986, ch. 879, § 
25, p. 3045.) 
 

Next, section 2231 was amended to 
show that with regard to school districts, 
“costs mandated by the state” were now 
defined by a new section, 2207.5. 
(Stats. 1977, ch. 1135, § 7, pp. 3647-
3648.) Section 2207.5 limited reim-
bursement to costs mandated by stat-
utes enacted after January 1, 1973, and 
executive orders issued after January 1, 
1978. (Stats. 1977, ch. 1135, § 5, pp. 
3646-3647.) (No further pertinent 
amendments to section 2231 occurred; 
see Stats. 1978, ch. 794, § 1.1, p. 2546; 
Stats. 1980, ch. 1256, § 8, pp. 4249-
4250; Stats. 1982, ch. 734, § 3, p. 
2912.) The distinction between statutes 
and executive orders was preserved 
when section 2207.5 was amended in 
1980 (Stats. 1980, ch. 1256, § 5, pp. 
4248-4249) and was in effect at the time 
of the Board hearing. 
 

(15b) This survey teaches us that 
with respect to the reimbursement proc-
ess, the Legislature has treated school 
districts differently than it has treated 
other local government entities. The 
Legislature initially did not give school 
districts the right to recover costs man-
dated by executive orders; and when 
this option was made available, the ef-
fective date differed from that applicable 
to other entities. The Legislature consis-
tently limited reimbursement of costs by 
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reference to the effective dates of stat-
utes and executive orders and nothing 
indicates the state intended recovery of 
costs to be open-ended. *180  
 

Because the “subsequently man-
dated” provision of section 2234 origi-
nally was contained in sections which 
set forth specific date limitations (former 
sections 2164.3 and 2231), we conclude 
the Legislature likewise intended to limit 
claims made pursuant to section 2234. 
The use of the language “subsequently 
mandated” merely describes an addi-
tional circumstance in which the state 
will reimburse costs, provided the claim-
ant meets other requirements. Since the 
September 1977 Executive Order falls 
outside the January 1, 1978, limit set by 
section 2207.5, section 2234 does not 
provide for reimbursement to LBUSD. 
 

III. The Award 
The full text of the award as provided 

by the judgment is set forth in an appen-
dix to this opinion. In part, the judgment 
states that there are appropriated funds 
in budgets for the DOE, the Commis-
sion, the Reserve for Contingencies or 
Emergencies, and the Special Fund for 
Economic Uncertainties, “or similarly 
designated accounts” which are “ 'rea-
sonably available' ” to reimburse LBUSD 
for the state mandated costs it has in-
curred. (Appendix, pars. 3, 2.) The State 
Controller is commanded to pay the 
claims plus interest “at the legal rate” 
from the described appropriations for 
fiscal years 1984-1985 through 1987-
1988 and “subsequently enacted State 
Budget Acts.” (Appendix, par. 7.) The 
judgment declares that the deletion of 
funding for reimbursement of costs in-
curred in compliance with the Executive 

Order was invalid and unconstitutional. 
(Appendix, par. 12.) Finally, the Fines 
and Forfeiture Funds in the custody of 
the Auditor-Controller of Los Angeles 
County are held to be not reasonably 
available for reimbursement. (Appendix, 
par. 5.) 
 

A. State Position 
(17a) State contends the trial court's 

award is contrary to California law, as-
serting that it constitutes an invasion of 
the province of the Legislature and 
therefore a judicial usurpation of the re-
publican form of government guaranteed 
by the United States Constitution, Article 
IV, section 4. 
 

(18) A court cannot compel the Leg-
islature either to appropriate funds or to 
pay funds not yet appropriated. (Cal. 
Const., art. III, § 3; art. XVI, § 7; Mandel 
v. Myers (1981) 29 Cal.3d 531, 540 [ 
174 Cal.Rptr. 841, 629 P.2d 935]; 
Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist. v. 
State of California, supra, 190 
Cal.App.3d at p. 538.) However, no vio-
lation of the separation of powers doc-
trine occurs when a court orders appro-
priate expenditures from already existing 
funds. (Mandel, at p. 540; Carmel Val-
ley, at pp. 539-540.) The test is whether 
such funds are “reasonably available for 
the *181 expenditures in question ....” 
(Mandel, at p. 542; Carmel Valley, at pp. 
540-541.) Funds are “reasonably avail-
able” for reimbursement when the pur-
poses for which those funds were ap-
propriated are “generally related to the 
nature of costs incurred ....” (Carmel 
Valley, at p. 541.) There is no require-
ment that the appropriation specifically 
refer to the particular expenditure 
(Mandel at pp. 543-544, Carmel Valley 
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at pp. 540; Committee to Defend Repro-
ductive Rights v. Cory (1982) 132 
Cal.App.3d 852, 857-858 [ 183 Cal.Rptr. 
475]), nor must past administrative prac-
tice sanction coverage from a particular 
fund (Carmel Valley, at p. 540). 
 

(17b) As previously stated, the trial 
court found the subject funds were “rea-
sonably available.” No party requested a 
statement of decision, and therefore it is 
implied that the trial court found all facts 
necessary to support its judgment. ( 
Michael U. v. Jamie B. (1985) 39 Cal.3d 
787, 792-793 [ 218 Cal.Rptr. 39, 705 
P.2d 362]; Homestead Supplies, Inc. v. 
Executive Life Ins. Co. (1978) 81 
Cal.App.3d 978, 984 [ 147 Cal.Rptr. 
22].) We now examine the record to as-
certain whether substantial evidence 
supports the decision of the trial court. 
 

The Board having approved reim-
bursement under the Executive Order, 
reported to the Legislature that “[t]he 
categories of reimbursable costs in-
clude, but are not limited to: (1) volun-
tary pupil assignment or reassignment 
programs, (2) magnet schools or cen-
ters, (3) transportation of pupils to alter-
native schools or programs, (5) [sic, no 
item (4)] racially isolated minority 
schools, (6) costs of planning, recruiting, 
administration and/or evaluation, and (7) 
overhead costs.” The guidelines set out 
comprehensive steps to be taken by 
school districts in order to be in compli-
ance with the Executive Order. 
 

The peremptory writ of mandate, is-
sued the same date as the judgment, 
designated funds in specific account 
numbers and, in addition, a special fund 
as available for reimbursement. We take 

judicial notice of the relevant budget en-
actments and Government Code sec-
tions 16418 and 16419 (Evid. Code, §§ 
459, subd. (a), 452) and address these 
designations seriatim. 
 

The line item account numbers for 
the DOE for fiscal years 1984-1985 
through 1987-1988 set forth in the writ 
are as follows: 6100-001-001, 6100-001-
178, 6100-015-001, 6100-101-001, 
6100-114-001, 6100-115-001, 6100-
121-001, 6100-156-001, 6100-171-178, 
6100-206-001, 6100-226-001. 
 

An examination of the relevant 
budget acts Statutes 1985, chapter 111; 
Statutes 1986, chapter 186; Statutes 
1987, chapter 135; and final budgetary 
changes as published by the Depart-
ment of Finance for each year, shows 
*182 that appropriations in the 11 DOE 
line item account numbers have sup-
ported a very broad range of activities 
including reimbursement of costs for 
both mandated and voluntary integration 
programs, assessment programs, child 
nutrition, meals for needy pupils, partici-
pation in educational commissions, ad-
ministration costs of various programs, 
proposal review, teacher recruitment, 
analysis of cost data, school bus driver 
instructor training, shipping costs for in-
structional materials, local assistance for 
school district transportation aid, sum-
mer school programs, local assistance 
to districts with high concentrations of 
limited- and non-English-speaking chil-
dren, adult education, driver training, 
Urban Impact Aid, and cost of living in-
creases for specific programs. Further 
evidence regarding the uses of these 
funds is found in the deposition testi-
mony of William C. Pieper, Deputy Su-



  
 

Page 25

225 Cal.App.3d 155, 275 Cal.Rptr. 449, 64 Ed. Law Rep. 182 
(Cite as: 225 Cal.App.3d 155) 

© 2011 Thomson Reuters. No Claim to Orig. US Gov. Works. 

perintendent for Administration with the 
State Department of Education, who 
stated that local school districts were 
being reimbursed for the costs of deseg-
regation programs from line item ac-
count numbers 6100-114-001 and 6100-
115-001 in the 1986 State Budget Act. 
 

Comparing the requirements of the 
Executive Order and guidelines with the 
broad range of activities supported by 
the DOE budget, we conclude that the 
subject funds, although not specifically 
appropriated for the reimbursement in 
question, were generally related to the 
nature of the costs incurred. 
 

With regard to the Commission, the 
writ sets out three line item account 
numbers: 8885-001-001; 8885-101-001; 
and 8885-101-214. A review of the rele-
vant budget acts shows that the first line 
item provides funding for support of the 
Commission, and line item number 
8885-101-001 provides funding specifi-
cally for local assistance “in accordance 
with the provisions of Section 6 of Article 
XIII B of the California Constitution ....” 
(Stats. 1986, ch. 186.) Line item number 
8885-101-214 also provides funds for 
“local assistance.” Since the Commis-
sion was created specifically to effect 
reimbursements for qualifying claims, 
we conclude there is a general relation-
ship between the purpose of the appro-
priations and the requirements of the 
Executive Order. 
 

Line item 9840-001-001 of the Re-
serve for Contingencies or Emergencies 
defines “contingencies” as “proposed 
expenditures arising from unexpected 
conditions or losses for which no appro-
priation, or insufficient appropriation, 

has been made by law and which, in the 
judgment of the Director of Finance, 
constitute cases of actual necessity.” (All 
relevant budget acts.) In the instant 
case, previous to the issuance of the 
Executive Order, LBUSD could not have 
anticipated the expenditures necessary 
to bring it into compliance. Further, the 
Legislature refused to appropriate the 
necessary funds *183 to directly reim-
burse the district for these expenditures. 
The necessity exists by virtue of the writ 
and judgment issued by the trial court. 
Therefore, this line item, and three oth-
ers which also support the reserve 
(9840-001-494, 9840-001-988, 9840-
011-001) are generally related to the 
costs. FN16 
 

FN16 The costs do not come 
within past or current definitions 
of “emergency,” which are, re-
spectively, as follows. 
“[P]roposed expenditures arising 
from unexpected conditions or 
losses for which no appropriation, 
or insufficient appropriation, has 
been made by law and which in 
the judgment of the Director of 
Finance require immediate action 
to avert undesirable conse-
quences or to preserve the public 
peace, health or safety.” (Fiscal 
years 1984-1985, 1985-1986.) 
“[E]xpenditure incurred in re-
sponse to conditions of disaster 
or extreme peril which threaten 
the health or safety of persons or 
property within the state.” (Fiscal 
years 1986-1987 forward.) 

 
Finally the writ lists as sources of re-

imbursement the Special Fund for Eco-
nomic Uncertainties “or similarly desig-
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nated accounts ....” An examination of 
Government Code sections 16418 and 
16419 relating to the special fund shows 
only one use of this reserve: establish-
ment of the Disaster Relief Fund “for 
purposes of funding disbursements 
made for response to and recovery from 
the earthquake, aftershocks, and any 
other related casualty.” No evidence in 
the record indicates a general relation-
ship between this purpose and the costs 
incurred by LBUSD. We conclude, 
therefore, that this source of funding 
cannot be used for reimbursement. This 
source is stricken from the judgment. 
 

The description of further sources of 
funding as “similarly designated ac-
counts” fails to sufficiently identify these 
sources and we therefore strike this part 
of the judgment. 
 

In a supplemental brief, LBUSD re-
quests this court to take judicial notice of 
the Budget Acts of 1988-1989 (Stats. 
1988, ch. 313) and 1989-1990 (Stats. 
1989, ch. 93) pursuant to the Evidence 
Code (Evid. Code, §§ 451, subd. (a), 
452, subd. (a), 452, subd. (c), 459) and 
to order that the amounts set forth in the 
judgment and writ be satisfied from spe-
cific line item accounts in these later 
budgets and from the Special Fund for 
Economic Uncertainties. FN17 
 

FN17 LBUSD identifies the line 
items accounts as follows: DOE-
6110-001-001, 6110-001-178, 
6110-015-001, 6110-101-001, 
6110-114-001, 6110-115-001, 
6110-121-001, 6110-156-001, 
6110-171-178, 6110-226-001, 
6110-230-001; Commission-
8885-001-001, 8885-101-001, 

8885-101-214; Reserve for Con-
tingencies or Emergencies-9840-
001-001, 9840-001-494, 9840-
001-988, 9840-011-001. 

 
(19) “An appellate court is empow-

ered to add a directive that the trial court 
order be modified to include charging 
orders against funds appropriated by 
subsequent budget acts. [Citation.]” ( 
Carmel Valley, supra, 190 Cal.App.3d at 
p. 557.) (17c) We have reviewed the 
designated budget acts and conclude 
that the specified line item accounts for 
DOE, the Commission, *184 and the 
Reserve for Contingencies and Emer-
gencies provide funds for a broad range 
of activities similar to those set out 
above and therefore are generally re-
lated to the nature of the costs incurred. 
However, for the reasons previously dis-
cussed, we decline to designate the 
Special Fund for Economic Uncertain-
ties as a source for reimbursement. 
 

While we have concluded that cer-
tain line item accounts are generally re-
lated to the nature of the costs incurred, 
there must also be evidence that at the 
time of the order the enumerated budget 
items contained sufficient funds to cover 
the award. (Gov. Code, § 12440; Mandel 
v. Myers, supra, 29 Cal.3d at p. 543; 
Carmel Valley, supra, 190 Cal.App.3d at 
p. 541; cf. Baggett v. Dunn (1886) 69 
Cal. 75, 78 [ 10 P. 125]; Marshall v. 
Dunn (1886) 69 Cal. 223, 225 [ 10 P. 
399].) The record before us contains 
evidence regarding balances at various 
points in time for some of the line item 
accounts, but that evidence is primarily 
in the form of uninterpreted statistical 
data. We have not found a clear state-
ment which would satisfy this require-
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ment. Furthermore, not every line item 
was in existence every fiscal year. In 
addition, those which entered the budg-
etary process did not always survive it 
unscathed. Therefore, we remand the 
matter to the trial court to determine with 
regard to the line item account numbers 
approved above whether funds sufficient 
to satisfy the award were available at 
the time of the order. (Cf. County of Sac-
ramento v. Loeb (1984) 160 Cal.App.3d 
446, 454-455 [ 206 Cal.Rptr. 626].) If the 
trial court determines that the unex-
hausted funds remaining in the specified 
appropriations are insufficient, the trial 
court order can be further amended to 
reach subsequent appropriated funds. 
(County of Sacramento at p. 457; 
Serrano v. Priest (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d 
188, 198 [ 182 Cal.Rptr. 387].) 
 

(20) Having concluded that certain 
appropriations are generally available to 
reimburse LBUSD, we turn to an addi-
tional issue raised by State: that the 
“finding” by the Legislature that the Ex-
ecutive Order does not impose a “state-
mandated local program” prevents reim-
bursement. 
 

Unsupported legislative disclaimers 
are insufficient to defeat reimbursement. 
( Carmel Valley, supra, 190 Cal.App.3d 
at pp. 541-544.) As discussed, LBUSD, 
pursuant to Section 6, has a constitu-
tional right to reimbursement of its costs 
in providing an increased service man-
dated by the state. The Legislature can-
not limit a constitutional right. ( Hale v. 
Bohannon (1952) 38 Cal.2d 458, 471 [ 
241 P.2d 4].) 
 

B. DOE Contentions 
DOE is sympathetic to LBUSD's po-

sition. On appeal, it takes no stand on 
the issue whether the Executive Order 
constitutes a state mandate within *185 
the meaning of Section 6. (21) The 
thrust of its appeal is that, if there is a 
mandate, the DOE budget is an inap-
propriate source of funding in compari-
son with other budget line item accounts 
included in the order. 
 

We conclude to the contrary because 
logic dictates that DOE funding be the 
initial and primary source for reim-
bursement. As discussed, the test set 
forth in Mandel and Carmel Valley is 
whether there is a general relationship 
between budget items and reimbursable 
expenditures. Since the Executive Order 
was issued by DOE, it is not surprising 
that the evidence overwhelmingly sup-
ports the finding of the trial court that this 
general relationship exists with regard to 
the DOE budget. 
 

While we also have concluded that 
certain line item accounts for entities 
other than DOE are also appropriate 
sources of funding, the record does not 
provide the statistical data necessary to 
determine how far the order will reach 
with regard to these additional sources 
of support. 
 

DOE also contends that reimburse-
ment for expenditures in fiscal years 
1977-1978, 1978-1979, and 1979-1980 
cannot be awarded under Section 6 be-
cause the amendment was not effective 
until July 1, 1980. As discussed, this ar-
gument has been previously rejected. ( 
Carmel Valley Fire Protection Dist. v. 
State of California, supra, 190 
Cal.App.3d at pp. 547-548; City of Sac-
ramento v. State of California, supra, 
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156 Cal.App.3d 182, 191-194, disap-
proved on other grounds in County of 
Los Angeles v. State of California, su-
pra, 43 Cal.3d 46, 58, fn. 10.) 
 

(22) Finally, DOE contends that in-
terest should have been awarded at the 
rate of 6 percent per annum pursuant to 
Government Code section 926.10 rather 
than at the legal rate provided under 
article XV, section 1, paragraph (2) of 
the California Constitution. 
 

Government Code section 926.10 is 
part of the California Tort Claims Act 
(Gov. Code, § 900 et seq.) which pro-
vides a statutory scheme for the filing of 
claims against public entities for alleged 
injuries; it makes no provision for claims 
for reimbursement for state mandated 
expenditures. In Carmel Valley a judg-
ment awarding interest at the legal rate 
was affirmed. ( Carmel Valley Fire Pro-
tection Dist. v. State of California, supra, 
190 Cal.App.3d at p. 553.) We decline 
the invitation of DOE to apply another 
rule. 
 

C. Cross Appeal of LBUSD 
(23) LBUSD seeks reversal of that 

part of the judgment holding that monies 
in the Fines and Forfeitures Funds in the 
custody and possession of *186 cross-
respondent Auditor-Controller of the 
County of Los Angeles (County Control-
ler) for transfer to the state treasury are 
not reasonably available for reimburse-
ment of its state mandated expendi-
tures. FN18 
 

FN18 In its first amended petition, 
LBUSD listed the following code 
sections as appropriate sources 
of reimbursement: “Penal Code 

Sections 1463.02, 1463.03, 
1403.5A and 1464; Government 
Code Sections 13967, 26822.3 
and 72056; Health and Safety 
Code Section 11502; and Vehicle 
Code Sections 1660.7, 42003, 
and 41103.5.” 

 
As previously stated, funds are “rea-

sonably available” when the purposes 
for which those funds were appropriated 
are generally related to the nature of the 
costs incurred. ( Carmel Valley, supra, 
190 Cal.App.3d at pp. 540-541.) LBUSD 
does not cite, nor have we found, any 
evidence in the record showing the use 
of those funds once they are transmitted 
to the state and that those funds are 
then “reasonably available” to satisfy the 
Claim. We cannot conclude as a matter 
of law that a general relationship exists 
between those funds and the nature of 
the costs incurred pursuant to the Ex-
ecutive Order. LBUSD has failed to 
carry its burden of proof and the trial 
court correctly decided these funds were 
not “reasonably available” for reim-
bursement. 
 

Nor have we concluded that there is 
any ground on which the funds could be 
made available to LBUSD while in the 
possession of the county Auditor-
Controller. The instant case differs from 
Carmel Valley wherein we affirmed an 
order which authorized a county to sat-
isfy its claims against the state by offset-
ting fines and forfeitures it held which 
were due the state. The Carmel Valley, 
supra, 190 Cal.App.3d 521, holding was 
based on the right of offset as “a long-
established principle of equity.” (Id. at p. 
550.) That is a different standard than 
the standard of “generally related to the 
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nature of costs incurred.” In the case at 
bar there is no set-off relationship be-
tween county and LBUSD. 
 

Disposition 
We conclude that because the doc-

trines of collateral estoppel and waiver 
are inapplicable to the facts of this case, 
the trial court should have allowed State 
to challenge the decisions of the Board. 
However, we also determine, as a ques-
tion of law, that the Executive Order re-
quires local school boards to provide a 
higher level of service than is required 
constitutionally or by case law and that 
the Executive Order is a reimbursable 
state mandate pursuant to article XIII B, 
section 6 of the California Constitution. 
Former Revenue and Tax Code section 
2234 does not provide reimbursement of 
the subject claim. *187  
 

Based on uncontradicted evidence, 
we modify the decision of the trial court 
by striking as sources of reimbursement 
the Special Fund for Economic Uncer-
tainties “or similarly designated ac-
counts.” We also modify the judgment to 
include charging orders against certain 
funds appropriated through subsequent 
budget acts. 
 

We affirm the decision of the trial 
court that the Fines and Forfeitures 
Funds are not “reasonably available” to 
satisfy the Claim. 
 

Finally, we remand the matter to the 
trial court to determine whether at the 
time of its order, unexpended, unen-
cumbered funds sufficient to satisfy the 
judgment remained in the approved 
budget line item account numbers. The 
trial court is also directed to determine 

this same issue with respect to the 
charging order. 
 

The judgment is affirmed as modi-
fied. Each party is to bear its own costs 
on appeal. 
 
Ashby, J., and Boren, J., concurred. 

Appellants' petitions for review by the 
Supreme Court were denied February 
28, 1991. Lucas, C. J., did not partici-
pate therein. *188  
 

Appendix 
The superior court judgment pro-

vides in pertinent part: “It Is Ordered, 
Adjudged and Decreed That: ”1. The re-
quirements contained in Title 5, Califor-
nia Administrative Code, Sections 90-
101 constitute a reimbursable State-
mandate which cannot be challenged by 
State Respondents or Respondent DOE 
because of the doctrines of administra-
tive collateral estoppel and waiver. 
 

“2. There are appropriated funds 
from specified line items in the 1984, 
1985, 1986 and 1987 budgets which are 
'reasonably available' to reimburse Peti-
tioner for State-mandated costs it has 
occurred [sic] as a result of its compli-
ance with the requirements of Title 5, 
California Administrative Code, Sections 
90-101. 
 

“3. The funds appropriated by the 
Legislature for: 
 

“(a) the support of the Department of 
Education, including, but not limited, to 
the Department's General Fund; 
 

“(b) the Commission on State Man-
dates, including, but not limited to the 
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State Mandates Claim Fund; and 
 

“(c) the 'Reserve for Contingencies 
or Emergencies', 'Special Fund for Eco-
nomic Uncertainties' or similarly desig-
nated accounts, are 'reasonably avail-
able' and may properly be and should be 
encumbered and expended for the re-
imbursement of State-mandated costs in 
the amount of $28,014,869.00, plus ap-
plicable interest, as incurred by Peti-
tioner and as computed by Petitioner in 
compliance with Parameters and Guide-
lines adopted by the State Board of Con-
trol. 
 

“4. The law in effect at the time that 
Petitioner's claim was processed pro-
vided for the computation of a specific 
claim amount for specific fiscal years 
based on Parameters and Guidelines, or 
claiming instructions, adopted in April 
1984 and a Statewide Cost Estimate 
adopted on August 23, 1984, both of 
which are administrative actions of the 
State Board of Control which have not 
been challenged by State Respondents. 
The computations made pursuant to the 
Parameters and Guidelines and State-
wide Cost Estimate are specific and as-
certainable and subject to audit by the 
State Controller under Government 
Code section 17558. 
 

“5. The Court decrees that State 
funds entitled the 'Fines and Forfeitures 
Funds' under the custody and control of 
Respondent Bloodgood, are not rea-
sonably available for satisfaction of Peti-
tioner's claim for reimbursement of 
State-mandated costs. 
 

“6. A peremptory writ of mandamus 
shall issue under the seal of this Court, 

commanding State Respondents and 
Respondent Doe to comply with Article 
XIIIB, Section 6 of the California Consti-
tution and Government Code Section 
17565 and reimburse petitioner for: 
 

“(a) State-mandated costs in the 
amount of $24,164,593.00, incurred as a 
result of its compliance with the re-
quirements of Title 5, California Adminis-
trative Code, Sections 90-101 during fis-
cal years 1977-78 through 1982-1983, 
plus interest at the legal rate from Sep-
tember 28, 1985; and 
 

“(b) State-mandated costs in the 
amount of $3,850,276.00, incurred as a 
result of Petitioner's compliance with the 
requirements of Title 5, California Ad-
ministrative Code, Sections 90-101 dur-
ing fiscal years 1983-84 and 1984-85, 
plus interest at the legal rate from Sep-
tember 28, 1985. 
 

“7. Said peremptory writ shall com-
mand Respondent Gray Davis, State 
Controller, or his successor-in-interest, 
to pay the claims of Petitioner, plus in-
terest at the legal rate from *189 Sep-
tember 28, 1985 from the appropriations 
in the State Budget Acts for the 1984-85, 
1985-86, 1986-87 and 1987-88 fiscal 
years, and the subsequently enacted 
State Budget Acts, which include, or will 
include appropriations for: 
 

“(a) the support of the Department of 
Education, including, but not limited to 
the Department's General Fund; 
 

“(b) the Commission on State Man-
dates, including, but not limited to the 
State Mandates Claim Fund; and 
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“(c) the 'Reserve for Contingencies 
or Emergencies', Special Fund for Eco-
nomic Uncertainties' or similarly desig-
nated accounts, which are 'reasonably 
available' to be encumbered and ex-
pended for the reimbursement of State-
mandated costs incurred by Petitioner 
and further shall compel Elizabeth Whit-
ney, Acting State Treasurer, or her suc-
cessor-in-interest, to make payments on 
the warrants drawn by Respondent Gray 
Davis, State Controller upon their pres-
entation for payment by Petitioner with-
out offset or attempt to offset against 
other monies due and owing Petitioner 
until Petitioner is reimbursed for all such 
costs. 
 

“8. Said Peremptory Writ of Mandate 
also shall command Respondent Jesse 
R. Huff, Director of the State Department 
of Finance, to perform such actions as 
may be necessary to effect reimburse-
ment required by other portions of this 
Judgment, including but not limited to, 
those actions specified in Chapter 135, 
Statutes of 1987, Section 2.00, pp. 549-
553, or with respect to the Special Fund 
for Economic Uncertainties. 
 

“9. Pending the final disposition of 
this proceeding, State Respondents and 
Respondent DOE, and each of them, 
their successors in office, agents, ser-
vants and employees and all persons 
acting in concert or participation with 
them, are hereby enjoined or restrained 
from directly or indirectly expending from 
the appropriations described in Para-
graph No. 7 hereinabove any sums 
greater than that which would leave in 
said appropriations at the conclusion of 
the respective fiscal years an amount 
less than the reimbursement amounts 

claimed by Petitioner together with in-
terest at the legal rate through payment 
of said reimbursement amount. Said 
amounts are hereinafter referred to col-
lectively as the 'reimbursement award 
sum'. 
 

“10. Pending the final disposition of 
this proceeding State Respondents and 
Respondent DOE, and each of them, 
their successors in office, agents, ser-
vants and employees, and all persons 
acting in concert or participation with 
them, are hereby enjoined and re-
strained from directly or indirectly caus-
ing to revert the reimbursement award 
sum from the appropriations described 
in Paragraph No. 7 hereinabove to the 
general funds of the State of California 
and from otherwise dissipating the reim-
bursement award sum in a manner that 
would make it unavailable to satisfy this 
Court's judgment. 
 

“11. The State Respondents and Re-
spondent Doe have a continuing obliga-
tion to reimburse Petitioner for costs in-
curred in compliance with the require-
ments contained in Title 5, California 
Administrative Code, Section 90-101 in 
the fiscal years subsequent to it's [sic] 
claims for expenditures in fiscal years 
1977-78 through 1984-85 as set forth in 
the First Amended Petition, as 
amended, and the accompanying Mo-
tion For the Issuance Of A Writ Of Man-
date. 
 

“12. The deletion of funding for reim-
bursement of State-mandated costs in-
curred in compliance with Title 5, Cali-
fornia Administrative Code, Sections 90-
101 from Chapter 1175, Statutes of 
1985 was invalid and unconstitutional. 
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“13. Respondent Gray Davis, State 

Controller, shall retain the right to audit 
the claims and records of the Petitioner 
pursuant to Government Code Section 
17561(d) to verify the actual dollar 
amount of the reimbursement award 
sum. 
 

“14. The Court reserves and retains 
jurisdiction to effect any appropriate 
remedy at law or equity which may be 
necessary to enforce its judgment or or-
der. *190  
 

“15. Petitioner shall recover from 
State Respondents and Respondent 
DOE costs in this proceeding in the 
amount of 1,863.54. 
 

“Dated: 3-2, 1988 ”/s/ Weil 
 

“Robert I. Weil 
 

“Judge of The Superior Court” *191  
 
Cal.App.2.Dist. 
Long Beach Unified Sch. Dist. v. State of 
California 
225 Cal.App.3d 155, 275 Cal.Rptr. 449, 
64 Ed. Law Rep. 182 
 
END OF DOCUMENT 
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11 SAN FRANCISCO BAYKEEPER, A
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15
REGIONAL WATER QUALITY

16 CONTROL BOARD, SAN FRANCISCO
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1 This matter came on for hearing on August 21,2003, in Department 301 before the

2 Honorable James L. Warren. Michael W. Grafof the Law Offices of Thomas N. Lippe,

3 appeared as attorney for Petitioner. Deputy Attorney General Carol A. Squire appeared as

4 attorney for Respondent Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Region

5 ("Regional Board"). Nicole E. Granquist of Downey Brand LLP, appeared as attorney for Real

6 Party in Interest Contra Costa Clean Water Program, et al. John Nibbelin of the San Mateo

7 County Counsel's Office appeared as attorney for Real Party in Interest San Mateo Countywide

8 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program, et al.

9 The record of the administrative proceedings, having been received into evidence and

10 examined by the Court, and arguments having been presented, the Court took this matter under

11 submission on August 29,2003. After review ofthe evidence, in light of the arguments of

12 counsel and the applicable law, the Court rules as follows:

13 Petitioner's First Cause of Action' Fails. Petitioner failed to address this cause of action

14 in its opening brief. Even if this claim had been raised, it still would have failed as a matter of

15 law. Water quality-based effluent limitations are not required for municipal stormwater

16 discharges. 33 U.S.C. § 1342(P)(3)(B) and 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(k)(3). For municipal stormwater

17 discharges, the Permits must contain best management practices (BMPs) which reduce pollutants

18 to the maximum extent practicable. 33 U.S.C. § 1342(P)(3)(B). These Permits do contain these

19 through the Stormwater Management Plan which is incorporated into the Permits by reference.

20 In addition, the Board made the finding that having numeric effluent limitations would not be

21 feasible, and in such a case, narrative BMPs are sufficient. 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(k)(3).

22 Petitioner affirmatively dismissed the Second and Third Causes of Action during oral

23 arguments at the August 21, 2003 hearing.

24 Petitioner's Fourth Cause of Action Fails. Petitioner failed to address this cause of

25 action it in its opening brief. Even if this claim had been raised, it still would have failed as a

26 matter of law. Petitioner asserts that the Permits do not establish standards which reduce

27 pollutants to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). Petitioner argues that the Permits rely on

28
1

ORDER GRANTING PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND STATEMENT OF DECISION



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

an iterative process whereby standards will be determined in the future, instead of being part of

the Permit as approved. Petitioner cites to sections C.3 and CA ofthe Permits to illustrate its

argument. Petitioner, however, selectively quotes from these sections and fails to acknowledge

that, in both provisions, MEP standards are set forth by referring to the Stormwater Management

Plan, which is incorporated into the Permits. For example C.3 states the Dischargers "shall

implement BMPs referred to as Performance Standards in the Plan, to reduce pollutants in

stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable." These are established standards

designed to reduce pollutants to the MEP and which are part of the Permits as approved. Both

C.3 and C.4 do allow and provide for future modifications and improvements in the standards,

but this is not a failure to establish any standards at the time the Permits were approved.

Petitioner's Fifth Cause of Action Fails. Petitioner failed to address this cause of

action it in its opening brief and has therefore abandoned this argument.

Petitioner Prevails on the Sixth Cause of Action. Federal law requires that all NPDES

permits specify "[r]equired monitoring including type, intervals, and frequency sufficient to yield

data which are representative of the monitored activity." 40 C.F.R. § 122A8(b). Here, there is

no monitoring program set forth in the Permit. Instead, an annual Monitoring Program Plan is to

be prepared by the dischargers to set forth the monitoring program that will be used to

demonstrate the effectiveness of the Stormwater Management Plan. This does not meet the

regulatory requirements that a monitoring program be set forth including the types, intervals, and

frequencies of the monitoring.

Petitioner Prevails on the Seventh Cause of Action. Federal law requires that

modifications to NPDES permits go through a public notice and comment period unless the

modifications are "minor." 40 C.F.R. §§ 122.62 and 122.63. "Minor modifications" are a very

limited list of changes including such things as correcting typographical errors, increasing the

frequency of monitoring, and changing interim compliance schedules. The Permits set forth

numerous changes and revisions that can be made to the Stormwater Management Plan that need

only be approved of by the Executive Officer. These changes are then incorporated into the Plan

2
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(see C.2, C.5, and C.1 0). No public comment is required. Because the Stormwater Management

Plan is incorporated and is deemed an integral part of the Permits (Findings 6 and 7), any

changes to the Plan are actually changes to the Permits. Because these are changes to the

Permits, the notice and comment requirements must be complied with.

The areas of modifications to the Plan are not "minor." They include changing and

adding control measures, revising the Plan itself, and exempting non-stormwater discharges.

Some ofthese changes become part of the Plan upon approval of the Executive Officer. Others

become part of the Plan automatically unless the Executive Officer disapproves. By allowing

revisions and modifications to the Permits without notice and comment, the Permits violate the

federal regulations and act to exclude the public from the on-going permitting process.

Petitioner Prevails on the Eighth Cause of Action. State law prohibits the Board from

delegating its authority to issue or modify waste discharge requirements. Water Code §

13223(a)(2). Waste discharge requirements are equivalent to permits as used in the Federal

Water Pollution Control Act. Water Code § 13374. Here, the Permits unlawfully delegate to the

Executive Officer the authority to approve reports which contain substantive changes that will be

incorporated into the Permits through the Stormwater Management Plan. See C.2 and e.8. It is

true that some duties delegated to the Executive Officer are completely permissible, such as

approving the format of an annual report or reviewing a technical report. Other delegated

activities, however, are not merely administrative and actually will modify or enhance the

substantive requirements of the Permit, such as, modifications of the type of control measures a

Discharger will implement if the original best management practices are insufficient to meet

water quality standards (C.2), or approval of the Dischargers' Monitoring Plan which contain the

monitoring requirements for the Permits (C.8).

In addition, the Permits also allow the permittees to propose changes to the waste

discharge requirements that become incorporated into the Permits when the Executive Officer

fails to act. For example, the Dischargers may propose revisions to the Stormwater Management

Plan in their annual reports submitted to the Executive Officer. If these are not acted upon, they

3

ORDER GRANTING PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE AND STATEMENT OF DECISION



1 are deemed approved, and are incorporated into the Plan and into the Permit by reference (C.5).

2 The Dischargers are also allowed to submit a list of non-stormwater discharges they would like

3 to exempt from the permitting process. Again, these are deemed approved and incorporated into

4 the Plan, and thus the Permit (C.I0). These are impermissible delegations of authority of the

5 Board's authority under Water Code § 13233. In addition, it is illegal to delegate the

6 government agency's authority to the permittee. See Environmental Defense Center v. U.S.

7 EPA, (2003) 319 F.3d 398, 426-427.

8

9 For the foregoing reasons, this Court hereby issues peremptory writs of mandate ordering

10 the Regional Board to modify the NPDES Permit Nos. CAS0029921 and CAS0029912 dated

11 July 21, 1999, until the Board makes a satisfactory return to this Court showing compliance with

12 the writs.

13

14 IT IS SO ORDERED.

15

16 Dated:

17

18

By:

ames L. Warren
THE SUPERIOR COURT

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28
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I. BACKGROUND 

A. History 

In 1972, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (also referred to as the Clean Water Act [CWA]) was 
amended to provide that the discharge of pollutants to waters of the United States from any point source 
is unlawful unless the discharge is in compliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit.  The 1987 amendments to the CWA added Section 402(p), which establishes a 
framework for regulating municipal and industrial storm water discharges under the NPDES Program.  On 
November 16, 1990, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) published final regulations that 
established storm water permit application requirements for specified categories of industries.  The 
regulations provide that discharges of storm water to waters of the United States from construction 
projects that encompass five or more acres of soil disturbance are effectively prohibited unless the 
discharge is in compliance with an NPDES Permit. Regulations (Phase II Rule) that became final on 
December 8, 1999 lowered the permitting threshold from five acres to one acre.  
 
While federal regulations allow two permitting options for storm water discharges (Individual Permits and 
General Permits), the State Water Board has elected to adopt only one statewide General Permit at this 
time that will apply to most storm water discharges associated with construction activity.   
 
On August 19, 1999, the State Water Board reissued the General Construction Storm Water Permit 
(Water Quality Order 99-08-DWQ).  On December 8, 1999 the State Water Board amended Order 99-08-
DWQ to apply to sites as small as one acre. 
 
The General Permit accompanying this fact sheet regulates storm water runoff from construction sites.  
Regulating many storm water discharges under one permit will greatly reduce the administrative burden 
associated with permitting individual storm water discharges.  To obtain coverage under this General 
Permit, dischargers shall electronically file the Permit Registration Documents (PRDs), which includes a 
Notice of Intent (NOI), Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and other compliance related 
documents required by this General Permit and mail the appropriate permit fee to the State Water Board.  
It is expected that as the storm water program develops, the Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
(Regional Water Boards) may issue General Permits or Individual Permits containing more specific permit 
provisions.  When this occurs, this General Permit will no longer regulate those dischargers. 
 

B. Legal Challenges and Court Decisions 

1. Early Court Decisions 

Shortly after the passage of the CWA, the USEPA promulgated regulations exempting most storm water 
discharges from the NPDES permit requirements. (See 40 C.F.R. § 125.4 (1975); see also Natural 
Resources Defense Council v. Costle (D.C. Cir. 1977) 568 F.2d 1369, 1372 (Costle); Defenders of 
Wildlife v. Browner (9th Cir. 1999) 191 F.3d 1159, 1163 (Defenders of Wildlife).)  When environmental 
groups challenged this exemption in federal court, the District of Columbia Court of Appeals invalidated 
the regulation, holding that the USEPA “does not have authority to exempt categories of point sources 
from the permit requirements of [CWA] § 402.”  (Costle,  568 F.2d at 1377.)  The Costle court rejected the 
USEPA's argument that effluent-based storm sewer regulation was administratively infeasible because of 
the variable nature of storm water pollution and the number of affected storm sewers throughout the 
country. (Id. at 1377-82.)  Although the court acknowledged the practical problems relating to storm sewer 
regulation, the court found the USEPA had the flexibility under the CWA to design regulations that would 
overcome these problems. (Id. at 1379-83.)  In particular, the court pointed to general permits and permits 
based on requiring best management practices (BMPs). 
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During the next 15 years, the USEPA made numerous attempts to reconcile the statutory requirement of 
point source regulation with the practical problem of regulating possibly millions of diverse point source 
discharges of storm water. (See Defenders of Wildlife, 191 F.3d at 1163; see also Gallagher, Clean Water 
Act in Environmental Law Handbook (Sullivan, edit., 2003) 
p. 300 (Environmental Law Handbook); Eisen, Toward a Sustainable Urbanism:  Lessons from Federal 
Regulation of Urban Storm Water Runoff (1995) 48 Wash. U.J. Urb. & Contemp. L.1, 40-41 [Regulation of 
Urban Storm Water Runoff].) 
 
In 1987, Congress amended the CWA to require NPDES permits for storm water discharges. (See CWA 
§  402(p), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(p);  191 F.3d at 1163;  Defenders of Wildlife, Natural Resources Defense 
Council v. USEPA (9th Cir. 1992) 966 F.2d 1292, 1296.)  In these amendments, enacted as part of the 
Water Quality Act of 1987, Congress distinguished between industrial and municipal storm water 
discharges.  With respect to industrial storm water discharges, Congress provided that NPDES permits 
"shall meet all applicable provisions of this section and section 1311 [requiring the USEPA to establish 
effluent limitations under specific timetables]." (CWA § 402(p)(3)(A), 33 U.S.C. §  1342(p)(3)(A);  see also 
Defenders of Wildlife, 191 F.3d at 1163-64.)  
 
In 1990, USEPA adopted regulations specifying what activities were considered “industrial” and thus 
required discharges of storm water associated with those activities to obtain coverage under NPDES 
permits. (55 Fed. Reg. 47,990 (1990); 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(14).)  Construction activities, deemed a 
subset of the industrial activities category, must also be regulated by an NPDES permit. (40 C.F.R. § 
122.26(b)(14)(x)).  In 1999, USEPA issued regulations for “Phase II” of storm water regulation, which 
required most small construction sites (1-5 acres) to be regulated under the NPDES program. (64 Fed. 
Reg. 68,722; 40 C.F.R. § 122.26(b)(15)(i).) 
 

2. Court Decisions on Public Participation 

Two recent federal court opinions have vacated USEPA rules that denied meaningful public review of 
NPDES permit conditions.  On January 14, 2003, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals held that certain 
aspects of USEPA’s Phase II regulations governing MS4s were invalid primarily because the general 
permit did not contain express requirements for public participation. (Environmental Defense Center v. 
USEPA (9th Cir. 2003) 344 F.3d 832.)  Specifically, the court determined that applications for general 
permit coverage (including the Notice of Intent (NOI) and Storm Water Management Program (SWMP)) 
must be made available to the public, the applications must be reviewed and determined to meet the 
applicable standard by the permitting authority before coverage commences, and there must be a 
process to accommodate public hearings.  (Id. at 852-54.)  Similarly, on February 28, 2005, the Second 
Circuit Court of Appeals held that the USEPA's confined animal feeding operation (CAFO) rule violated 
the CWA because it allowed dischargers to write their own nutrient management plans without public 
review. (Waterkeeper Alliance v. USEPA (2d Cir. 2005) 399 F.3d 486.)  Although neither decision 
involved the issuance of construction storm water permits, the State Water Board’s Office of Chief 
Counsel has recommended that the new General Permit address the courts’ rulings where feasible1.   
 

                                                      
 
 
 
1 In Texas Independent Producers and Royalty Owners Assn. v. USEPA (7th Cir. 2005) 410 F.3d 964, the Seventh 
Circuit Court of Appeals held that the USEPA’s construction general permit was not required to provide the public 
with the opportunity for a public hearing on the Notice of Intent or Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.  The 
Seventh Circuit briefly discussed why it agreed with the Ninth Circuit’s dissent in Environmental Defense Center, but 
generally did not discuss the substantive holdings in Environmental Defense Center and Waterkeeper Alliance, 
because neither court addressed the initial question of whether the plaintiffs had standing to challenge the permits at 
issue.  However, notwithstanding the Seventh Circuit’s decision, it is not binding or controlling on the State Water 
Board because California is located within the Ninth Circuit. 
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The CWA and the USEPA’s regulations provide states with the discretion to formulate permit terms, 
including specifying best management practices (BMPs), to achieve strict compliance with federal 
technology-based and water quality-based standards.  (Natural Resources Defense Council v. USEPA 
(9th Cir. 1992) 966 F.2d 1292, 1308.) Accordingly, this General Permit has developed specific BMPs as 
well as numeric action levels (NALs) and numeric effluent limitations (NELs) in order to achieve these 
minimum federal standards.   In addition, the General Permit requires a SWPPP and REAP (another 
dynamic, site-specific plan) to be developed but has removed all language requiring the discharger to 
implement these plans – instead, the discharger is required to comply with specific requirements.  By 
requiring the dischargers to implement these specific BMPs, NALs, and NELs, this General Permit 
ensures that the dischargers do not “write their own permits.”   As a result this General Permit does not 
require each discharger’s SWPPP and REAP to be reviewed and approved by the Regional Water 
Boards. 
 
This General Permit also requires dischargers to electronically file all permit-related compliance 
documents.  These documents include, but are not limited to, NOIs, SWPPPs, annual reports, Notice of 
Terminations (NOTs), and numeric action level (NAL) exceedance reports.  Electronically submitted 
compliance information is immediately available to the public, as well as the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (Regional Water Board) offices, via the Internet.  In addition, this General Permit enables 
public review and hearings on permit applications when appropriate. Under this General Permit, the 
public clearly has a meaningful opportunity to participate in the permitting process.    
 
 

C. Blue Ribbon Panel of Experts and Feasibility of Numeric Effluent 
Limitations 

In 2005 and 2006, the State Water Board convened an expert panel (panel) to address the feasibility of 
numeric effluent limitations (NELs) in California’s storm water permits.  Specifically, the panel was asked 
to address: 
  
“Is it technically feasible to establish numeric effluent limitations, or some other quantifiable limit, for 
inclusion in storm water permits?  How would such limitations or criteria be established, and what 
information and data would be required?” 
 
“The answers should address industrial general permits, construction general permits, and area-wide 
municipal permits.  The answers should also address both technology-based limitations or criteria and 
water quality-based limitations or criteria.  In evaluating establishment of any objective criteria, the panel 
should address all of the following: 
 
The ability of the State Water Board to establish appropriate objective limitations or criteria; 
 
How compliance determinations would be made; 
 
The ability of dischargers and inspectors to monitor for compliance; and 
 
The technical and financial ability of dischargers to comply with the limitations or criteria.” 
  
Through a series of public participation processes (State Water Board meetings, State Water Board 
workshops, and the solicitation of written comments), a number of water quality, public process and 
overall program effectiveness problems were identified. Some of these problems are addressed through 
this General Permit.   
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D. Summary of Panel Findings on Construction Activities 

The panel’s final report can be downloaded and viewed through links at www.waterboards.ca.gov or by 
clicking 2here .   
 
The panel made the following observations: 
 
“Limited field studies indicate that traditional erosion and sediment controls are highly variable in 
performance, resulting in highly variable turbidity levels in the site discharge.” 
 
“Site-to-site variability in runoff turbidity from undeveloped sites can also be quite large in many areas of 
California, particularly in more arid regions with less natural vegetative cover and steep slopes.” 
 
“Active treatment technologies involving the use of polymers with relatively large storage systems now 
exist that can provide much more consistent and very low discharge turbidity.  However, these 
technologies have as yet only been applied to larger construction sites, generally five acres or greater.  
Furthermore, toxicity has been observed at some locations, although at the vast majority of sites, toxicity 
has not occurred.  There is also the potential for an accidental large release of such chemicals with their 
use.” 
 
“To date most of the construction permits have focused on TSS and turbidity, but have not addressed 
other, potentially significant pollutants such as phosphorus and an assortment of chemicals used at 
construction sites.” 
 
“Currently, there is no required training or certification program for contractors, preparers of soil erosion 
and sediment control Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans, or field inspectors.” 
 
“The quality of storm water discharges from construction sites that effectively employ BMPs likely varies 
due to site conditions such as climate, soil, and topography.”  
 
“The States of Oregon and Washington have recently adopted similar concepts to the Action Levels 
described earlier.” 
 
In addition, the panel made the following conclusions: 
 
“It is the consensus of the Panel that active treatment technologies make Numeric Limits technically 
feasible for pollutants commonly associated with storm water discharges from construction sites (e.g. TSS 
and turbidity) for larger construction sites.  Technical practicalities and cost-effectiveness may make these 
technologies less feasible for smaller sites, including small drainages within a larger site, as these 
technologies have seen limited use at small construction sites.  If chemical addition is not permitted, then 
Numeric Limits are not likely feasible.” 
 
“The Board should consider Numeric Limits or Action Levels for other pollutants of relevance to 
construction sites, but in particular pH.  It is of particular concern where fresh concrete or wash water from 
cement mixers/equipment is exposed to storm water.”    
 
“The Board should consider the phased implementation of Numeric Limits and Action Levels, 
commensurate with the capacity of the dischargers and support industry to respond.”  
 

                                                      
 
 
 
2 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/stormwtr/docs/numeric/swpanel_final_report.pdf 
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E. How the Panel’s Findings are Used in this General Permit 

The State Water Board carefully considered the findings of the panel and related public comments.  The 
State Water Board also reviewed and considered the comments regarding statewide storm water policy 
and the reissuance of the Industrial General Permit.  From the input received the State Water Board 
identified some permit and program performance gaps that are addressed in this General Permit.  The 
Summary of Significant Changes (below) in this General Permit are a direct result of this process. 

F. Summary of Significant Changes in This General Permit 

The State Water Board has significant changes to Order 99-08-DWQ.  This General Permit differs from 
Order 99-08-DWQ in the following significant ways:  
 
Rainfall Erosivity Waiver: this General Permit includes the option allowing a small construction site (>1 
and <5 acres) to self-certify if the rainfall erosivity value (R value) for their site's given location and time 
frame compute to be less than or equal to 5. 
 
Technology-Based Numeric Action Levels: this General Permit includes NALs for pH and turbidity. 
 
Technology-Based Numeric Effluent Limitations: this General Permit contains daily average NELs for 
pH during any construction phase where there is a high risk of pH discharge and daily average NELs 
turbidity for all discharges in Risk Level 3.  The daily average NEL for turbidity is set at 500 NTU to 
represent the minimum technology that sites need to employ (to meet the traditional Best Available 
Technology Economically Achievable (BAT)/ Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology (BCT) 
standard) and the traditional, numeric receiving water limitations for turbidity.  
 
Risk-Based Permitting Approach:  this General Permit establishes three levels of risk possible for a 
construction site.  Risk is calculated in two parts: 1) Project Sediment Risk, and 2) Receiving Water Risk.     
   
Minimum Requirements Specified: this General Permit imposes more minimum BMPs and 
requirements that were previously only required as elements of the SWPPP or were suggested by 
guidance. 
 
Project Site Soil Characteristics Monitoring and Reporting:  this General Permit provides the option 
for dischargers to monitor and report the soil characteristics at their project location.  The primary purpose 
of this requirement is to provide better risk determination and eventually better program evaluation. 
 
Effluent Monitoring and Reporting: this General Permit requires effluent monitoring and reporting for 
pH and turbidity in storm water discharges.  The purpose of this monitoring is to determine compliance 
with the NELs and evaluate whether NALs included in this General Permit are exceeded.   
 
Receiving Water Monitoring and Reporting: this General Permit requires some Risk Level 3 
dischargers to monitor receiving waters and conduct bioassessments.  
 
Post-Construction Storm Water Performance Standards:  this General Permit specifies runoff 
reduction requirements for all sites not covered by a Phase I or Phase II MS4 NPDES permit, to avoid, 
minimize and/or mitigate post-construction storm water runoff impacts.  
 
Rain Event Action Plan: this General Permit requires certain sites to develop and implement a Rain 
Event Action Plan (REAP) that must be designed to protect all exposed portions of the site within 48 
hours prior to any likely precipitation event. 
 
Annual Reporting: this General Permit requires all projects that are enrolled for more than one 
continuous three-month period to submit information and annually certify that their site is in compliance 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
5   

 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/stormwtr/docs/sw_policy_comments.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/stormwtr/indcommentsdb.html


 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
6   

 

with these requirements.  The primary purpose of this requirement is to provide information needed for 
overall program evaluation and pubic information. 
 
Certification/Training Requirements for Key Project Personnel: this General Permit requires that key 
personnel (e.g., SWPPP preparers, inspectors, etc.) have specific training or certifications to ensure their 
level of knowledge and skills are adequate to ensure their ability to design and evaluate project 
specifications that will comply with General Permit requirements. 
 
Linear Underground/Overhead Projects: this General Permit includes requirements for all Linear 
Underground/Overhead Projects (LUPs). 
 



 

II. RATIONALE 

A. General Permit Approach 

A general permit for construction activities is an appropriate permitting approach for the following 
reasons:  

1. A general permit is an efficient method to establish the essential regulatory requirements for 
a broad range of construction activities under differing site conditions;  

2. A general permit is the most efficient method to handle the large number of construction 
storm water permit applications;  

3. The application process for coverage under a general permit is far less onerous than that for 
individual permit and hence more cost effective; 

4. A general permit is consistent with USEPA's four-tier permitting strategy, the purpose of 
which is to use the flexibility provided by the CWA in designing a workable and efficient 
permitting system; and 

5. A general permit is designed to provide coverage for a group of related facilities or operations 
of a specific industry type or group of industries. It is appropriate when the discharge 
characteristics are sufficiently similar, and a standard set of permit requirements can 
effectively provide environmental protection and comply with water quality standards for 
discharges. In most cases, the general permit will provide sufficient and appropriate 
management requirements to protect the quality of receiving waters from discharges of storm 
water from construction sites.   

There may be instances where a general permit is not appropriate for a specific construction project.  A 
Regional Water Board may require any discharger otherwise covered under the General Permit to apply 
for and obtain an Individual Permit or apply for coverage under a more specific General Permit.  The 
Regional Water Board must determine that this General Permit does not provide adequate assurance that 
water quality will be protected, or that there is a site-specific reason why an individual permit should be 
required.  

B. Construction Activities Covered 

1. Construction activity subject to this General Permit: 

Any construction or demolition activity, including, but not limited to, clearing, grading, grubbing, or 
excavation, or any other activity that results in a land disturbance of equal to or greater than one acre.  
 
Construction activity that results in land surface disturbances of less than one acre if the construction 
activity is part of a larger common plan of development or sale of one or more acres of disturbed land 
surface. 
 
Construction activity related to residential, commercial, or industrial development on lands currently used 
for agriculture including, but not limited to, the construction of buildings related to agriculture that are 
considered industrial pursuant to USEPA regulations, such as dairy barns or food processing facilities.  
 
Construction activity associated with LUPs including, but not limited to, those activities necessary for the 
installation of underground and overhead linear facilities (e.g., conduits, substructures, pipelines, towers, 
poles, cables, wires, connectors, switching, regulating and transforming equipment and associated 
ancillary facilities) and include, but are not limited to, underground utility mark-out, potholing, concrete 
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and asphalt cutting and removal, trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, access road and pole/tower 
pad and cable/wire pull station, substation construction, substructure installation, construction of tower 
footings and/or foundations, pole and tower installations, pipeline installations, welding,  concrete and/or 
pavement repair or replacement, and stockpile/borrow locations.   
 
Discharges of sediment from construction activities associated with oil and gas exploration, production, 
processing, or treatment operations or transmission facilities.3 
 
Storm water discharges from dredge spoil placement that occur outside of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
jurisdiction4 (upland sites) and that disturb one or more acres of land surface from construction activity 
are covered by this General Permit.  Construction projects that intend to disturb one or more acres of la
within the jurisdictional boundaries of a CWA § 404 permit should contact the appropriate Regional Water 
Board to determine whether this permit applies to the project.   

nd 

                                                     

 

2. Linear Underground/Overhead Projects (LUPs) subject to this General Permit: 

Underground/overhead facilities typically constructed as LUPs include, but are not limited to, any 
conveyance, pipe, or pipeline for the transportation of any gaseous, liquid (including water, wastewater for 
domestic municipal services), liquescent, or slurry substance; any cable line or wire for the transmission 
of electrical energy; any cable line or wire for communications (e.g., telephone, telegraph, radio or 
television messages); and associated ancillary facilities.  Construction activities associated with LUPs 
include, but are not limited to, those activities necessary for the installation of underground and overhead 
linear facilities (e.g., conduits, substructures, pipelines, towers, poles, cables, wires, connectors, 
switching, regulating and transforming equipment and associated ancillary facilities) and include, but are 
not limited to, underground utility mark-out, potholing, concrete and asphalt cutting and removal, 
trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, access road and pole/tower pad and cable/wire pull station, 
substation construction, substructure installation, construction of tower footings and/or foundations, pole 
and tower installations, pipeline installations, welding,  concrete and/or pavement repair or replacement, 
and stockpile/borrow locations. 

 
Water Quality Order 2003-0007-DWQ regulated construction activities associated with small LUPs that 
resulted in land disturbances greater than one acre, but less than five acres.  These projects were 
considered non-traditional construction projects.  Attachment A of this Order now regulates all 
construction activities from LUPs resulting in land disturbances greater than one acre. 

 

3. Common Plan of Development or Sale 

USEPA regulations include the term “common plan of development or sale” to ensure that acreage within 
a common project does not artificially escape the permit requirements because construction activities are 
phased, split among smaller parcels, or completed by different owners/developers.  In the absence of an 
exact definition of “common plan of development or sale,” the State Water Board is required to exercise 
its regulatory discretion in providing a common sense interpretation of the term as it applies to 
construction projects and permit coverage. An overbroad interpretation of the term would render 
meaningless the clear “one acre” federal permitting threshold and would potentially trigger permitting of 

 
 
 
 
3 Pursuant to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals’ decision in NRDC v. EPA (9th Cir. 2008) 526 F.3d 591, and 
subsequent denial of the USEPA’s petition for reconsideration in November 2008, oil and gas construction activities 
discharging storm water contaminated only with sediment are no longer exempt from the NPDES program.   
4  A construction site that includes a dredge and/or fill discharge to any water of the United States (e.g., wetland, 
channel, pond, or marine water) requires a CWA Section 404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and a 
CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Regional Water Board or State Water Board. 
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almost any construction activity that occurs within an area that had previously received area-wide utility or 
road improvements.  
 
Construction projects generally receive grading and/or building permits (Local Permits) from local 
authorities prior to initiating construction activity.  These Local Permits spell out the scope of the project, 
the parcels involved, the type of construction approved, etc.  Referring to the Local Permit helps define 
“common plan of development or sale.”  In cases such as tract home development, a Local Permit will 
include all phases of the construction project including rough grading, utility and road installation, and 
vertical construction.  All construction activities approved in the Local Permit are part of the common plan 
and must remain under the General Permit until construction is completed. For custom home 
construction, Local Permits typically only approve vertical construction as the rough grading, utilities, and 
road improvements were already independently completed under the a previous Local Permit.  In the 
case of a custom home site, the homeowner must submit plans and obtain a distinct and separate Local 
Permit from the local authority in order to proceed.  It is not the intent of the State Water Board to require 
permitting for an individual homeowner building a custom home on a private lot of less than one acre if it 
is subject to a separate Local Permit. Similarly, the installation of a swimming pool, deck, or landscaping 
that disturbs less than one acre that was not part of any previous Local Permit are not required to be 
permitted.  
 
The following are several examples of construction activity of less than one acre that would require permit 
coverage: 
 

a. A landowner receives a building permit(s) to build tract homes on a 100-acre site split into 
200 one-third acre parcels, (the remaining acreage consists of streets and parkways) 
which are sold to individual homeowners as they are completed.  The landowner 
completes and sells all the parcels except for two.  Although the remaining two parcels 
combined are less than one acre, the landowner must continue permit coverage for the 
two parcels. 

b. One of the parcels discussed above is sold to another owner who intends to complete the 
construction as already approved in the Local Permit. The new landowner must file 
Permit Registration Documents (PRDs) to complete the construction even if the new 
landowner is required to obtain a separate Local Permit. 

c. Landowner in (1) above purchases 50 additional one half-acre parcels adjacent to the 
original 200-acre project. The landowner seeks a Local Permit (or amendment to existing 
Local permit) to build on 20 parcels while leaving the remaining 30 parcels for future 
development. The landowner must amend PRDs to include the 20 parcels 14 days prior 
to commencement of construction activity on those parcels.         

 

C. Construction Activities Not Covered 

1. Traditional Construction Projects Not Covered 

This General Permit does not apply to the following construction activity:  

a. Routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original 
purpose of the facility.   

b. Disturbances to land surfaces solely related to agricultural operations such as disking, 
harrowing, terracing and leveling, and soil preparation.  
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c. Discharges of storm water from areas on tribal lands; construction on tribal lands is 
regulated by a federal permit. 

d. Discharges of storm water within the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit. The Lahontan 
Regional Water Board has adopted its own permit to regulate storm water discharges 
from construction activity in the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit (Regional Water Board 
6SLT).  Owners of construction projects in this watershed must apply for the Lahontan 
Regional Water Board permit rather than the statewide Construction General Permit.  
Construction projects within the Lahontan region must also comply with the Lahontan 
Region Project Guideline for Erosion Control (R6T-2005-0007 Section), which can be 
found at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/lahontan/Adopted_Orders/2005/r6t_2005_0007.pdf  

e. Construction activity that disturbs less than one acre of land surface, unless part of a 
larger common plan of development or the sale of one or more acres of disturbed land 
surface.  

f. Construction activity covered by an individual NPDES Permit for storm water discharges.  

g. Landfill construction activity that is subject to the Industrial General Permit.  

h. Construction activity that discharges to Combined Sewer Systems.  

i. Conveyances that discharge storm water runoff combined with municipal sewage. 

j. Discharges of storm water identified in CWA § 402(l)(2), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(l)(2). 

2. Linear Projects Not Covered  

a. LUP construction activity does not include linear routine maintenance projects.  Routine 
maintenance projects are projects associated with operations and maintenance activities 
that are conducted on existing lines and facilities and within existing right-of-way, 
easements, franchise agreements, or other legally binding agreements of the discharger.  
Routine maintenance projects include, but are not limited to projects that are conducted 
to: 

i. Maintain the original purpose of the facility or hydraulic capacity. 

ii. Update existing lines5 and facilities to comply with applicable codes, standards, and 
regulations regardless if such projects result in increased capacity. 

iii. Repairing leaks.  

 
6Routine maintenance does not include construction of new  lines or facilities resulting from compliance 

with applicable codes, standards, and regulations. 
 
Routine maintenance projects do not include those areas of maintenance projects that are outside of an 
existing right-of-way, franchise, easements, or agreements.  When a project must secure new areas, 

                                                      
 
 
 
5Update existing lines includes replacing existing lines with new materials or pipes. 
6New lines are those that are not associated with existing facilities and are not part of a project to update or replace 
existing lines. 
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those areas may be subject to this General Permit based on the area of disturbed land outside the 
original right-of-way, easement, or agreement. 
 

b. LUP construction activity does not include field activities associated with the planning and 
design of a project (e.g., activities associated with route selection). 

c. Tie-ins conducted immediately adjacent to “energized” or “pressurized” facilities by the 
discharger are not considered construction activities where all other LUP construction 
activities associated with the tie-in are covered by an NOI and SWPPP of a third party or 
municipal agency.  

3. EPA’s Small Construction Rainfall Erosivity Waiver 

EPA’s Storm Water Phase II Final Rule provides the option for a Small Construction Rainfall Erosivity 
Waiver.  This waiver applies to small construction sites between 1 and 5 acres, and allows permitting 
authorities to waive those sites that do not have adverse water quality impacts. 
 
Dischargers eligible for this waiver are exempt from Construction General Permit Coverage.  In order to 
obtain the waiver, the discharger must certify to the State Water Board that small construction activity will 
occur only when the rainfall erosivity factor is less than 5 (“R” in the Revised Universal Soil Loss 
Equation).  The period of construction activity begins at initial earth disturbance and ends with final 
stabilization.  Where vegetation will be used for final stabilization, the date of installation of a practice that 
provides interim non-vegetative stabilization can be used for the end of the construction period.  The 
operator must agree (as a condition waiver eligibility) to periodically inspect and properly maintain the 
area until the criteria for final stabilization as defined in the General Permit have been met.  If use of this 
interim stabilization eligibility condition was relied on to qualify for the waiver, signature on the waiver with 
a certification statement constitutes acceptance of and commitment to complete the final stabilization 
process.  The discharger must submit a waiver certification to the State Board prior to commencing 
construction activities. 
 
USEPA funded a cooperative agreement with Texas A&M University to develop an online rainfall erosivity 
calculator.  Dischargers can access the calculator from EPA’s website at: www.epa.gov/npdes/storm 
water/cgp.  Use of the calculator allows the discharger to determine potential eligibility for the rainfall 
erosivity waiver.  It may also be useful in determining the time periods during which construction activity 
could be waived from permit coverage. 
 

D. Obtaining and Terminating Permit Coverage 

The appropriate Legally Responsible Person (LRP) must obtain coverage under this General Permit. To 
obtain coverage, the LRP or the LRP’s Approved Signatory must file Permit Registration Documents 
(PRDs) prior to the commencement of construction activity.  Failure to obtain coverage under this General 
Permit for storm water discharges to waters of the United States is a violation of the CWA and the 
California Water Code.  
 
To obtain coverage under this General Permit, LRPs must electronically file the PRDs, which include a 
Notice of Intent (NOI), Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and other documents required 
by this General Permit, and mail the appropriate permit fee to the State Water Board.  It is expected that 
as the storm water program develops, the Regional Water Boards may issue General Permits or 
Individual Permits that contain more specific permit provisions.  When this occurs, this General Permit will 
no longer regulate those dischargers that obtain coverage under Individual Permits. 
 
Any information provided to the Regional Water Board shall comply with the Homeland Security Act and 
any other federal law that concerns security in the United States; any information that does not comply 
should not be submitted. 
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The application requirements of the General Permit establish a mechanism to clearly identify the 
responsible parties, locations, and scope of operations of dischargers covered by the General Permit and 
to document the discharger’s knowledge of the General Permit’s requirements. 
 
This General Permit provides a grandfathering exception to existing dischargers subject to Water Quality 
Order No. 99-08-DWQ.   Construction projects covered under Water Quality Order No. 99-08-DWQ shall 
obtain permit coverage at Risk Level 1.  LUP projects covered under Water Quality Order No. 2003-0007-
DWQ shall obtain permit coverage at LUP Type 1.  The Regional Water Boards have the authority to 
require Risk Determination to be performed on projects currently covered under Water Quality Order No. 
99-08-DWQ and 2003-0007-DWQ where they deem necessary.   
 
LRPs must file a Notice of Termination (NOT) with the Regional Water Board when construction is 
complete and final stabilization has been reached or ownership has been transferred.  The discharger 
must certify that all State and local requirements have been met in accordance with this General Permit.  
In order for construction to be found complete, the discharger must install post-construction storm water 
management measures and establish a long-term maintenance plan.  This requirement is intended to 
ensure that the post-construction conditions at the project site do not cause or contribute to direct or 
indirect water quality impacts (i.e., pollution and/or hydromodification) upstream and downstream.  
Specifically, the discharger must demonstrate compliance with the post-construction standards set forth in 
this General Permit (Section XIII).  The discharger is responsible for all compliance issues including all 
annual fees until the NOT has been filed and approved by the local Regional Water Board. 
 

E. Discharge Prohibitions 

This General Permit authorizes the discharge of storm water to surface waters from construction activities 
that result in the disturbance of one or more acres of land, provided that the discharger satisfies all permit 
conditions set forth in the Order.  This General Permit prohibits the discharge of pollutants other than 
storm water and non-storm water discharges authorized by this General Permit or another NPDES permit. 
This General Permit also prohibits all discharges which contain a hazardous substance in excess of 
reportable quantities established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate NPDES Permit has 
been issued to regulate those discharges.  In addition, this General Permit incorporates discharge 
prohibitions contained in water quality control plans, as implemented by the nine Regional Water Boards.  
Discharges to Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) are prohibited unless covered by an 
exception that the State Water Board has approved. 
 
Non-storm water discharges include a wide variety of sources, including improper dumping, spills, or 
leakage from storage tanks or transfer areas.  Non-storm water discharges may contribute significant 
pollutant loads to receiving waters.  Measures to control spills, leakage, and dumping, and to prevent illicit 
connections during construction must be addressed through structural as well as non-structural BMPs.  
The State Water Board recognizes, however, that certain non-storm water discharges may be necessary 
for the completion of construction projects.  Authorized non-storm water discharges may include those 
from de-chlorinated potable water sources such as: fire hydrant flushing, irrigation of vegetative erosion 
control measures, pipe flushing and testing, water to control dust, uncontaminated ground water 
dewatering, and other discharges not subject to a separate general NPDES permit adopted by a region. 
Therefore this General Permit authorizes such discharges provided they meet the following conditions.   

 
These authorized non-storm water discharges must: 
 

1. be infeasible to eliminate; 

2. comply with BMPs as described in the SWPPP; 

3. filter or treat, using appropriate technology, all dewatering discharges from sedimentation 
basins; 
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4. meet the NELs and NALs for pH and turbidity; and 

5. not cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards.   

 
Additionally, authorized non-storm water discharges must not be used to clean up failed or inadequate 
construction or post-construction BMPs designed to keep materials onsite.  Authorized non-storm water 
dewatering discharges may require a permit because some Regional Water Boards have adopted 
General Permits for dewatering discharges.   
 
This General Permit prohibits the discharge of storm water that causes or threatens to cause pollution, 
contamination, or nuisance.  
 

F. Effluent Standards for All Types of Discharges 

1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 

Permits for storm water discharges associated with construction activity must meet all applicable 
provisions of Sections 301 and 402 of the CWA.  These provisions require controls of pollutant 
discharges that utilize best available technology economically achievable (BAT) for toxic pollutants and 
non conventional pollutants and best conventional pollutant control technology (BCT) for conventional 
pollutants.  Additionally, these provisions require controls of pollutant discharges to reduce pollutants and 
any more stringent controls necessary to meet water quality standards.  The USEPA has already 
established such limitations, known as effluent limitation guidelines (ELGs), for some industrial 
categories. This is not the case with construction discharges.  In instances where there are no ELGs the 
permit writer is to use best professional judgment (BPJ) to establish requirements that the discharger 
must meet using BAT/BCT technology.  This General Permit contains both narrative effluent limitations 
and new numeric effluent limitations for pH and turbidity, set using the best professional judgment (BPJ) 
equivalent to BAT and BCT (respectively).   
 
BAT/BCT technologies not only include passive systems such as conventional runoff and sediment 
control, but also treatment systems such as coagulation/flocculation using sand filtration, when 
appropriate.  Such technologies allow for effective treatment of soil particles less 0.02 mm (medium silt) in 
diameter.  The discharger must install structural controls, as necessary, such as erosion and sediment 
controls that meet BAT and BCT to achieve compliance with water quality standards.  The narrative 
effluent limitations constitute compliance with the requirements of the CWA.  
 
The numeric effluent limitations for pH and turbidity are based upon BPJ, which authorizes the State 
Water Board to issue a permit containing “such conditions as the Administrator determines are necessary 
to carry out the provisions of this Chapter” (CWA § 402(a)(1), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(a)(1).) Because the 
USEPA has not yet issued an effluent limit guideline for storm water, the State Water Board must use 
BPJ to consider the appropriate technology for the category or class of point sources, based upon all 
available information and any unique factors relating to the sources. In addition, the permitting authority 
must consider a number of factors including the cost of achieving effluent reductions in relation to the 
effluent reduction benefits, the age of the equipment and facilities, the processes employed and any 
required process changes, engineering aspects of the control technologies, non-water quality 
environmental impacts (including energy requirements), and other such other factors as the State Water 
Board deems appropriate (CWA 304(b)(1)(B)).  
 
Because the permit is an NPDES permit, there is no legal requirement to address the factors set forth in 
Water Code sections 13241 and 13263, unless the permit is more stringent than what federal law 
requires.  (See City of Burbank v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2005) 35 Cal.4th 613, 618, 627.)  
None of the requirements in this permit are more stringent than the minimum federal requirements, which 
include technology-based requirements achieving BAT/BCT and strict compliance with water quality 
standards. The inclusion of numeric effluent limitations (NELs) in the permit do not cause the permit to be 
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more stringent than current federal law.  NELs and best management practices are simply two different 
methods of achieving the same federal requirement:  strict compliance with state water quality standards.  
Federal law authorizes both narrative and numeric effluent limitations to meet state water quality 
standards. The use of NELs to achieve compliance with water quality standards is not a more stringent 
requirement than the use of BMPs.  (State Water Board Order No. WQ 2006-0012 (Boeing).) Accordingly, 
the State Water Board does not need to take into account the factors in Water Code sections 13241 and 
13263. 
 
The State Water Board has concluded that the establishment of BAT/BCT will not create or aggravate 
other environmental problems through increases in air pollution, solid waste generation, or energy 
consumption.  While there may be a slight increase in non-water quality impacts due to the 
implementation of additional monitoring or the construction of additional BMPs, these impacts will be 
negligible in comparison with the construction activities taking place on site and would be justified by the 
water quality benefits associated with compliance. 
 
Considerations related to the processes employed and the changes necessitated by the adoption of the 
BAT/BCT effluent limits have been assessed throughout the stakeholder process (e.g., the Blue Ribbon 
Panel and the March 2007 preliminary draft) and are discussed in detail in Section I.C of this Fact Sheet.   
The following sections set forth the engineering aspects of the control technologies and the rationale for 
the determination of the numeric effluents for pH and turbidity.  
 
In consideration of the costs for the establishment of BAT and BCT limits for pH and turbidity, existing 
requirements for the control of storm water pollution from construction sites have been established by 
USEPA and the previous Construction General Permit (State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ) issued 
by the State Water Board.  The General Permit establishes one, consistent set of performance standards 
for all levels and types of discharges (i.e., risk, linear utility, and ATS).The only difference is that for each 
level or type of discharge there may be more or less specific effluent limitations (e.g., the addition of  
numeric effluent limitations for turbidity applies to level/type 3 discharges).  And the numeric effluent 
limitations themselves represent a minimum technology standard.  In other words, the additional numeric 
effluent limitations, compared to the existing permit's narrative effluent limitations, do not increase 
compliance requirements; rather, they simply represent a point where one can quantitatively measure 
compliance with the lower end of the range of required technologies. Therefore, the compliance costs 
associated with the BAT/BCT numeric effluent limitations in this permit only differ by the costs required to 
measure compliance with the NELs when compared to the baseline compliance costs to comply with the 
limitations already established through EPA regulations and the existing Construction General Permit.   
 
The State Water Board estimates these measurement costs to be approximately $1000 per construction 
site for the duration of the project.  This represents the estimated cost of purchasing (or renting) 
monitoring equipment, in this case a turbidimeter (~$600) and a pH meter (~$400).  In some cases the 
costs may be higher or lower.  Costs could be lower if the discharger chooses to design and implement 
the project in a manner where effluent monitoring is likely to be avoided (e.g., no exposure during wet 
weather seasons, no discharge due to containment, etc.).  Costs could be more if the project is subject to 
many effluent monitoring events or if the discharger exceeds NALs and/or NELs, resulting in additional 
monitoring requirements.   

i. pH NEL  

Given the potential contaminants, the minimum standard method for control of pH in runoff requires the 
use of preventive measures such as avoiding concrete pours during rainy weather, covering concrete and 
directing flow away from fresh concrete if a pour occurs during rain, covering scrap drywall and stucco 
materials when stored outside and potentially exposed to rain, and other housekeeping measures. If 
necessary, pH-impaired storm water from construction sites can be treated in a filter or settling pond or 
basin, with additional natural or chemical treatment required to meet pH limits set forth in this permit.  The 
basin or pond acts as a collection point and holds storm water for a sufficient period for the contaminants 
to be settled out, either naturally or artificially, and allows any additional treatment to take place.  The 
State Water Board considers these techniques to be equivalent to BCT.   In determining the pH 
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concentration limit for discharges, the State Water Board used BPJ to set these limitations.   
 
The chosen limits were established by calculating three standard deviations above and below the mean 
pH of runoff from highway construction sites7 in California.   Proper implementation of BMPs should result 
in discharges that are within the range of 6.0 to 9.0 pH Units. 

ii. Turbidity NEL 

The Turbidity NEL of 500 NTU is a technology-based numeric effluent limitation and was developed using 
three different analyses aimed at finding the appropriate threshold to set the technology-based limit to 
ensure environmental protection, effluent quality and cost-effectiveness.  The analyses fell into three, 
main types: (1) an ecoregion-specific dataset developed by Simon et. al. (2004) 8; (2) Statewide Regional 
Water Quality Control Board enforcement data; and (3) published, peer-reviewed studies and reports on 
in-situ performance of best management practices in terms of erosion and sediment control on active 
construction sites.   
 
A 1:3 relationship between turbidity (expressed as NTU) and suspended sediment concentration 
(expressed as mg/L) is assumed based on a review of suspended sediment and turbidity data from three 
gages used in the USGS National Water Quality Assessment Program:  
 
USGS 11074000 SANTA ANA R BL PRADO DAM CA 
USGS 11447650 SACRAMENTO R A FREEPORT CA 
USGS 11303500 SAN JOAQUIN R NR VERNALIS CA 
 
The turbidity NEL represents a feasible and cost effective performance standard that is demonstrated to 
be achievable.  Although data has been collected to demonstrate that lower effluent levels may be 
achievable at some sites, staff cannot conclude at this time that a lower NEL is achievable within all the 
ecoregions of the state.  The NEL represents staff determination that the NEL is the most practicable 
based on available data. The turbidity NEL represents a bridge between the narrative effluent limitations 
and receiving water limitations. The NEL limit may be considered an interim performance standard as 
additional data becomes available for evaluation during the next permit cycle. To support this NEL, State 
Water Board staff analyzed construction site discharge information (monitoring data, estimates) and 
receiving water monitoring information. 
 
Since the turbidity NEL represents an appropriate threshold level expected at a site, compliance with this 
value does not necessarily represent compliance with either the narrative effluent limitations (as enforced 
through the BAT/BCT standard) or the receiving water limitations.  In the San Diego region, some inland 
surface waters have a receiving water objective for turbidity equal to 20 NTU.  Obviously a discharge up 
to, but not exceeding, the turbidity NEL of 500 NTU may still cause or contribute to the exceedance of the 
20 NTU standard.  Most of the waters of the State are protected by turbidity objectives based on 
background conditions. 
 

Table 1 - Regional Water Board Basin Plans, Water Quality Objectives for Turbidity 

REGIONAL 
WATER BOARD 

WQ Objective Background/Natural Maximum 
Turbidity Increase 

1 Based on 
background 

All levels 20% 

                                                      
 
 
 
7 Caltrans Construction Sites Runoff Characterization Study, 2002.  Available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/storm 
water/pdf/CTSW-RT-02-055.pdf. 
8 Simon, A., W.D. Dickerson, and A. Heins.  2004.  Suspended-sediment transport rates at the 1.5-year recurrence 
interval for ecoregions of the United States: transport conditions at the bankfull and effective discharge.  
Geomorphology 58: pp. 243-262.   
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2 Based on 
background 

> 50 NTU 10% 

3 Based on 
background 

0-50 JTU 20% 
50-100 JTU 10 NTU 
> 100 JTU 10% 

4 Based on 
background 

0-50 NTU 20% 
> 50 NTU 10% 

5 Based on 
background 

0-5 NTU 1 NTU 
5-50 NTU 20% 
50-100 NTU 10 NTU 
>100 NTU 10% 

6 Based on 
background 

All levels 10% 

7 Based on 
background 

N/A N/A 

8 Based on 
background 

0-50 NTU 20% 
50-100 NTU 10 NTU 
>100 NTU 10% 

9 Inland Surface 
Waters, 20 NTU 

  
  

   
All others, based 
on background 

  
0-50 NTU 20% 
50-100 NTU 10 NTU 
>100 NTU 10% 

 
 
Table 2 shows the suspended sediment concentrations at the 1.5 year flow recurrence interval for the 12 
ecoregions in California from Simon et. al (2004).   
 

Table 2 - Results of Ecoregion Analysis 

Ecoregion Percent of California Land Median Suspended Sediment 
Area Concentration (mg/L) 

1 9.1 874 
4 0.2 120 
5 8.8 35.6 
6 20.7 1530 
7 7.7 122 
8 3.0 47.4 
9 9.4 284 
13 5.2 143 
14 21.7 5150 
78 8.1 581 
80 2.4 199 
81 3.7 503 
Area-weighted average 1633 

 
If a 1:3 relationship between turbidity and suspended sediment is assumed, the median turbidity is 544 
NTU.   
 
The following table is composed of turbidity readings measured in NTUs from administrative civil liberty 
(ACL) actions for construction sites from 2003 - 2009.   This data was derived from the complete listing of 
construction-related ACLs for the six year period.  All ACLs were reviewed and those that included 
turbidimeter readings at the point of storm water discharge were selected for this dataset. 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ  September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
16   



 

Table 3 – ACL Sampling Data taken by Regional Water Board Staff 

WDID# Region Discharger Turbidity (NTU) 

5S Bradshaw 
Interceptor 
Section 6B 

1800  5 S34C331884 

5S Bridalwood 
Subdivision 

1670  5 S05C325110  

5S Cheyenne at 
Browns Valley 

1629  5 S48C336297 

5R Grizzly Ranch 
Construction  

1400  5 R32C314271 

6A090406008 6T El Dorado County 
Department of 
Transportation, 
Angora Creek 

97.4  

5S03C346861  5S TML 
Development, 
LLC  

1600  

6A31C325917 6T Northstar Village See Subdata  
Set 

 
Subdata Set - Turbidity for point of storm water runoff discharge at Northstar Village 
Date Turbidity 

(NTU) 
Location 
 

10/5/2006 900 Middle Martis Creek 

11/2/2006 190 Middle Martis Creek 
01/04/2007 36 West Fork, West Martis Creek 
02/08/2007 180 Middle Martis Creek 
02/09/2007 130 Middle Martis Creek 
02/09/2007 290 Middle Martis Creek 
02/09/2007 100 West Fork, West Martis Creek 
02/10/2007 28 Middle Martis Creek 
02/10/2007 23 Middle Martis Creek 
02/10/2007 32 Middle Martis Creek 
02/10/2007 12 Middle Martis Creek 
02/10/2007 60 West Fork, West Martis Creek 
02/10/2007 34 West Fork, West Martis Creek 
 
A 95% confidence interval for mean turbidity in an ACL order was constructed.  The data set used was a 
small sample size, so the 500 NTU (the value derived as the NEL for this General Permit) needed to be 
verified as a possible population mean.  In this case, the population refers to a hypothetical population of 
turbidity measurements of which our sample of 20 represents.  A t-distribution was assumed due to the 
small sample size: 
 
Mean: 512.23 NTU 
Standard Deviation: 686.85 
Margin of Error: 321.45 
Confidence Interval: 190.78 NTU (Low)  
                                    833.68 NTU (High) 
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Based on a constructed 95% confidence interval, an ACL order turbidity measurement will be between 
190.78 – 833.68 NTU.  500 NTU falls within this range.  Using the same data set, a small-sample 
hypothesis test was also performed to test if the ACL turbidity data set contains enough information to 
cast doubt on choosing a 500 NTU as a mean.  500 NTU was again chosen due to its proposed use as 
an acceptable NEL value.  The test was carried out using a 95% confidence interval.  Results indicated 
that the ACL turbidity data set does not contain significant sample evidence to reject the claim of 500 
NTU as an acceptable mean for the ACL turbidity population.   
 
There are not many published, peer-reviewed studies and reports on in-situ performance of best 
management practices in terms of erosion and sediment control on active construction sites.  The most 
often cited study is a report titled, “Improving the Cost Effectiveness of Highway Construction Site Erosion 
and Pollution Control” (Horner, Guedry, and Kortenhof 1990, 
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Research/Reports/200/200.1.htm).  In a comment letter summarizing this report 
sent to the State Water Board, the primary author, Dr. Horner, states: 
 
“The most effective erosion control product was wood fiber mulch applied at two different rates along with 
a bonding agent and grass seed in sufficient time before the tests to achieve germination. Plots treated in 
this way reduced influent turbidity by more than 97 percent and discharged effluent exhibiting mean and 
maximum turbidity values of 21 and 73 NTU, respectively. Some other mulch and blanket materials 
performed nearly as well. These tests demonstrated the control ability of widely available BMPs over a 
very broad range of erosion potential.”   
 
Other technologies studied in this report produced effluent quality at or near 100 NTU.  It is the BPJ of the 
State Water Board staff that erosion control, while preferred, is not always an option on construction sites 
and that technology performance in a controlled study showing effluent quality directly leaving a BMP is 
always easier and cheaper to control than effluent being discharged from the project (edge of property, 
etc.).  As a result, it is the BPJ of the State Water Board staff that it is not cost effective or feasible, at this 
time, for all risk level and type 3 sites in California to achieve effluent discharges with turbidity values that 
are less than 100 NTU.    
 
To summarize, the analysis showed that: (1) results of the Simon et. al dataset reveals turbidity values in 
background receiving water in California’s ecoregions range from 16 NTU to 1716 NTU (with a mean of 
544 NTU); (2) based on a constructed 95% confidence interval, construction sites will be subject to  
administrative civil liability (ACL) when their turbidity measurement falls between 190.78 – 833.68 NTU; 
and (3) sites with highly controlled discharges employing and maintaining good erosion control practices 
can discharge effluent from the BMP with turbidity values less than 100 NTU.  Therefore, the appropriate 
threshold to set the technology-based limit to ensure environmental protection, effluent quality, and cost-
effectiveness ranges from 100 NTU to over 1700 NTU.  To keep this parameter and the costs of 
compliance as low as possible, State Water Board staff has determined, using its BPJ, that it is most cost 
effective to set the numeric effluent limitation for turbidity at 500 NTU. 

a. Compliance Storm Event 

In response to public comments on the last draft and the recommendations of the expert panel, this 
General Permit contains “compliance storm event” exceptions from the technology-based NELs.  The 
rationale is that technology-based requirements are developed assuming a certain design storm (defined 
as the storm producing a rainfall amount for a specified BMPs capacity).  Compliance thresholds are 
needed for storm events above and beyond the design storms assumed to determine the technology-
based NELs.  For Risk Level 3 project sites applicable to NELs, this General Permit establishes a 
compliance storm event as the equivalent rainfall in a 5-year, 24-hour storm.  This compliance storm was 
chosen due to its relative infrequent occurrence and the fact that the runoff volume associated with it is 
not as large as a 10-year, 24-hour storm event.  The discharger shall determine this value using Western 
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9Regional Climate Center Precipitation Frequency Maps  for 5-year 24-hour storm events in Northern and 
Southern California (note that these are expressed in tenths of inches – divide by 10 to get inches). 

b. TMDLs and Waste Load Allocations 

Dischargers located within the watershed of a CWA § 303(d) impaired water body, for which a TMDL for 
sediment has been adopted by the Regional Water Board or USEPA, must comply with the approved 
TMDL if it identifies “construction activity” or land disturbance as a source of sediment.  If it does, the 
TMDL should include a specific waste load allocation for this activity/source.  The discharger, in this case, 
may be required by a separate Regional Water Board order to implement additional BMPs, conduct 
additional monitoring activities, and/or comply with an applicable waste load allocation and 
implementation schedule.  If a specific waste load allocation has been established that would apply to a 
specific discharge, the Regional Water Board may adopt an order requiring specific implementation 
actions necessary to meet that allocation.  In the instance where an approved TMDL has specified a 
general waste load allocation to construction storm water discharges, but no specific requirements for 
construction sites have been identified in the TMDL, dischargers must consult with the state TMDL 
authority10 to confirm that adherence to a SWPPP that meets the requirements of the General Permit will 
be consistent with the approved TMDL. 
 

2. Determining Compliance with Effluent Standards  

a. Technology-Based Numeric Action Levels (NALs) 

This General Permit contains technology-based NALs for pH and turbidity, and requirements for effluent 
monitoring at all Risk level 2 & 3, and LUP Type 2 & 3 sites.  Numeric action levels are essentially 
numeric benchmark values for certain parameters that, if exceeded in effluent sampling, trigger the 
discharger to take actions.  Exceedance of an NAL does not itself constitute a violation of the General 
Permit.  If the discharger fails to take the corrective action required by the General Permit, though, that 
may consititute a violation. 
 
The primary purpose of NALs is to assist dischargers in evaluating the effectiveness of their on-site 
measures.  Construction sites need to employ many different systems that must work together to achieve 
compliance with the permit's requirements.  The NALs chosen should indicate whether the systems are 
working as intended.   
 
Another purpose of NALs is to provide information regarding construction activities and water quality 
impacts.  This data will provide the State and Regional Water Boards and the rest of the storm water 
community with more information about levels and types of pollutants present in runoff and how effective 
the dischargers BMPs are at reducing pollutants in effluent.  The State Water Board also hopes to learn 
more about the linkage between effluent and receiving water quality.  In addition, these requirements will 
provide information on the mechanics needed to establish compliance monitoring programs at 
construction sites in future permit deliberations.   
 
 
 
 
 

i. pH  

                                                      
 
 
 
9 http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/pcpnfreq/nca5y24.gif & http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/pcpnfreq/sca5y24.gif . 
10 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/tmdl/tmdl.html. 
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The chosen limits were established by calculating one standard deviation above and below the mean pH 
of runoff from highway construction sites11 in California.   Proper implementation of BMPs should result in 
discharges that are within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 pH Units. 
 
The Caltrans study included 33 highway construction sites throughout California over a period of four 
years, which included 120 storm events.  All of these sites had BMPs in place that would be generally 
implemented at all types of construction sites in California. 

ii. Turbidity  

BPJ was used to develop an NAL that can be used as a learning tool to help dischargers improve their 
site controls, and to provide meaningful information on the effectiveness of storm water controls.  A 
statewide turbidity NAL has been set at 250 NTU.  
 

G. Receiving Water Limitations 

Construction-related activities that cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality standards must 
be addressed.  The dynamic nature of construction activity gives the discharger the ability to quickly 
identify and monitor the source of the exceedances. This is because when storm water mobilizes 
sediment, it provides visual cues as to where corrective actions should take place and how effective they 
are once implemented.  
 
This General Permit requires that storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges 
must not contain pollutants that cause or contribute to an exceedance of any applicable water quality 
objective or water quality standards.  The monitoring requirements in this General Permit for sampling 
and analysis procedures will help determine whether BMPs installed and maintained are preventing 
pollutants in discharges from the construction site that may cause or contribute to an exceedance of 
water quality standards.   
 
Water quality standards consist of designated beneficial uses of surface waters and the adoption of 
ambient criteria necessary to protect those uses.  When adopted by the State Water Board or a Regional 
Water Board, the ambient criteria are termed “water quality objectives.” If storm water runoff from 
construction sites contains pollutants, there is a risk that those pollutants could enter surface waters and 
cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality standards.  For that reason, dischargers should be 
aware of the applicable water quality standards in their receiving waters. (The best method to ensure 
compliance with receiving water limitations is to implement BMPs that prevent pollutants from contact with 
storm water or from leaving the construction site in runoff.)  
 
In California, water quality standards are published in the Basin Plans adopted by each Regional Water 
Board, the California Toxics Rule (CTR), the National Toxics Rule (NTR), and the Ocean Plan.   
 
Dischargers can determine the applicable water quality standards by contacting Regional Water Board 
staff or by consulting one of the following sources.  The actual Basin Plans that contain the water quality 
standards can be viewed at the website of the appropriate Regional Water Board. 
(http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/regions.html), the State Water Board site for statewide plans 
(http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/plnspols/index.html), or the USEPA regulations for the NTR and CTR (40 
C.F.R. §§ 131.36-38).  Basin Plans and statewide plans are also available by mail from the appropriate 
Regional Water Board or the State Water Board.  The USEPA regulations are available at 
http://www.epa.gov/. Additional information concerning water quality standards can be accessed through 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/stormwtr/gen_const.html. 
                                                      
 
 
 
11 Caltrans Construction Sites Runoff Characterization Study, 2002. Available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/storm 
water/pdf/CTSW-RT-02-055.pdf. 
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H. Training Qualifications and Requirements 

The Blue Ribbon Panel (BRP) made the following observation about the lack of industry-specific training 
requirements: 
 
“Currently, there is no required training or certification program for contractors, preparers of soil erosion 
and sediment control Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans, or field inspectors.” 
 
Order 99-08-DWQ required that all dischargers train their employees on how to comply with the permit,  
but it did not specificy a curriculum or certification program.  This has resulted in inconsistent 
implementation by all affected parties - the dischargers, the local governments where the construction 
activity occurs, and the regulators required to enforce 99-08-DWQ.  This General Permit requires 
Qualified SWPPP Developers and practitioners to obtain appropriate training, and makes this curriculum 
mandatory two years after adoption, to allow time for course completion.  The State and Regional Water 
Board are working with many stakeholders to develop the curriculum and mechanisms needed to develop 
and deliver the courses.  
 
To ensure that the preparation, implementation, and oversight of the SWPPP is sufficient for effective 
pollution prevention, the Qualified SWPPP Developer and Qualified SWPPP Practitioners responsible for 
creating, revising, overseeing, and implementing the SWPPP must attend a State Water Board-
sponsored or approved Qualified SWPPP Developer and Qualified SWPPP Practitioner training course. 

I. Sampling, Monitoring, Reporting and Record Keeping 

1. Traditional Construction Monitoring Requirements  

This General Permit requires visual monitoring at all sites, and effluent water quality at all Risk Level 2 & 
3 sites.  It requires receiving water monitoring at some Risk Level 3 sites.  All sites are required to submit 
annual reports, which contain various types of information, depending on the site characteristics and 
events.  A summary of the monitoring and reporting requirements is found in Table 4. 
 

Table 4 - Required Monitoring Elements for Risk Levels 

 Visual  Non-visible 
Pollutant 

Effluent  Receiving Water 

Risk Level 1 where applicable not required 
Risk Level 2 pH, turbidity not required three types required 

for all Risk Levels: As needed for all 
Risk Levels (see 
below) 

(if NEL exceeded) 
pH, turbidity and SSC  

(if NEL exceeded) pH, 
turbidity and SSC.  
Bioassessment for sites 
30 acres or larger. 

Risk Level 3 
non-storm water, 
pre-rain and post-
rain  

a. Visual 

All dischargers are required to conduct quarterly, non-storm water visual inspections.  For these 
inspections, the discharger must visually observe each drainage area for the presence of (or indications 
of prior) unauthorized and authorized non-storm water discharges and their sources.  For storm-related 
inspections, dischargers must visually observe storm water discharges at all discharge locations within 
two business days after a qualifying event.  For this requirement, a qualifying rain event is one producing 
precipitation of ½ inch or more of discharge.   Dischargers must conduct a post-storm event inspection to 
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(1) identify whether BMPs were adequately designed, implemented, and effective, and (2) identify any 
additional BMPs necessary and revise the SWPPP accordingly. Dischargers must maintain on-site 
records of all visual observations, personnel performing the observations, observation dates, weather 
conditions, locations observed, and corrective actions taken in response to the observations.   
 

b. Non-Visible Pollutant Monitoring 

This General Permit requires that all dischargers develop a sampling and analysis strategy for monitoring 
pollutants that are not visually detectable in storm water.  Monitoring for non-visible pollutants must be 
required at any construction site when the exposure of construction materials occurs and where a 
discharge can cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality objective. 
 
Of significant concern for construction discharges are the pollutants found in materials used in large 
quantities at construction sites throughout California and exposed throughout the rainy season, such as 
cement, flyash, and other recycled materials or by-products of combustion.  The water quality standards 
that apply to these materials will depend on their composition.  Some of the more common storm water 
pollutants from construction activity are not CTR pollutants.  Examples of non-visible pollutants include 
glyphosate (herbicides), diazinon and chlorpyrifos (pesticides), nutrients (fertilizers), and molybdenum 
(lubricants).  The use of diazinon and chlorpyrifos is a common practice among landscaping professionals 
and may trigger sampling and analysis requirements if these materials come into contact with storm 
water.  High pH values from cement and gypsum, high pH and SSC from wash waters, and 
chemical/fecal contamination from portable toilets, also are not CTR pollutants.  Although some of these 
constituents do have numeric water quality objectives in individual Basin Plans, many do not and are 
subject only to narrative water quality standards (i.e. not causing toxicity).  Dischargers are encouraged to 
discuss these issues with Regional Water Board staff and other storm water quality professionals. 
 
The most effective way to avoid the sampling and analysis requirements, and to ensure permit 
compliance, is to avoid the exposure of construction materials to precipitation and storm water runoff.  
Materials that are not exposed do not have the potential to enter storm water runoff, and therefore 
receiving waters sampling is not required.  Preventing contact between storm water and construction 
materials is one of the most important BMPs at any construction site.   
 
Preventing or eliminating the exposure of pollutants at construction sites is not always possible.  Some 
materials, such as soil amendments, are designed to be used in a manner that will result in exposure to 
storm water.  In these cases, it is important to make sure that these materials are applied according to the 
manufacturer’s instructions and at a time when they are unlikely to be washed away.  Other construction 
materials can be exposed when storage, waste disposal or the application of the material is done in a 
manner not protective of water quality.  For these situations, sampling is required unless there is capture 
and containment of all storm water that has been exposed.  In cases where construction materials may 
be exposed to storm water, but the storm water is contained and is not allowed to run off the site, 
sampling will only be required when inspections show that the containment failed or is breached, resulting 
in potential exposure or discharge to receiving waters. 
 
The discharger must develop a list of potential pollutants based on a review of potential sources, which 
will include construction materials soil amendments, soil treatments, and historic contamination at the site.  
The discharger must review existing environmental and real estate documentation to determine the 
potential for pollutants that could be present on the construction site as a result of past land use activities.   
 
Good sources of information on previously existing pollution and past land uses include:  
 

i. Environmental Assessments; 

ii. Initial Studies; 

iii. Phase 1 Assessments prepared for property transfers; and 
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iv. Environmental Impact Reports or Environmental Impact Statements prepared under 
the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act or the California 
Environmental Quality Act.   

 
In some instances, the results of soil chemical analyses may be available and can provide additional 
information on potential contamination.   
 
The potential pollutant list must include all non-visible pollutants that are known or should be known to 
occur on the construction site including, but not limited to, materials that: 
 

i. are being used in construction activities; 

ii. are stored on the construction site; 

iii. were spilled during construction operations and not cleaned up; 

iv. were stored (or used) in a manner that created the potential for a release of the 
materials during past land use activities; 

v. were spilled during previous land use activities and not cleaned up; or 

vi. were applied to the soil as part of past land use activities. 

c. Effluent Monitoring 

12Federal regulations  require effluent monitoring for discharges subject to NALs and NELs.  
Subsequently, all Risk Level 2 and 3 dischargers must perform sampling and analysis of effluent 
discharges to characterize discharges associated with construction activity from the entire area disturbed 
by the project.  Dischargers must collect samples of stored or contained storm water that is discharged 
subsequent to a storm event producing precipitation of ½ inch or more at the time of discharge.   

 

Table 5 - Storm Water Effluent Monitoring Requirements by Risk Level 

 Frequency Effluent Monitoring  
(Section E, below) 

Risk Level 1  when applicable non-visible pollutant parameters (if 
applicable) 

Risk Level 2  Minimum of 3 samples per day during qualifying 
rain event characterizing discharges associated 
with construction activity from the entire project 
disturbed area.  

pH, turbidity, and non-visible pollutant 
parameters (if applicable) 

Risk Level 3  Minimum of 3 samples per day during qualifying 
rain event characterizing discharges associated 
with construction activity from the entire project 
disturbed area.  

If NEL exceeded:  pH, turbidity and 
suspended sediment concentration (SSC)., 
Plus non-visible pollutant parameters if 
applicable 

 
 
 
Risk Level 1 dischargers must analyze samples for:  
 

                                                      
 
 
 
12 40 C.F.R. § 122.44. 
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i. any parameters indicating the presence of pollutants identified in the pollutant source 
assessment required in Attachment C contained in the General Permit. 

 
Risk Level 2 dischargers must analyze samples for: 
 

i. pH and turbidity; 

ii. any parameters indicating the presence of pollutants identified in the pollutant source 
assessment required in Attachment D contained in the General Permit, and 

iii. any additional parameters for which monitoring is required by the Regional Water 
Board.   

 
Risk Level 3 dischargers must analyze samples for: 
 

i. pH, turbidity and SSC; 

ii. any parameters indicating the presence of pollutants identified in the pollutant source 
assessment required in Attachment E contained in the General Permit, and 

iii. any additional parameters for which monitoring is required by the Regional Water 
Board.   

2. Linear Monitoring and Sampling Requirements 

Attachment A, establishes minimum monitoring and reporting requirements for all LUPs.  It establishes 
different monitoring requirements depending on project complexity and risk to water quality.  The 
monitoring requirements for Type 1 LUPs are less than Type 2 & 3 projects because Type 1 projects 
have a lower potential to impact water quality. 
 
A discharger shall prepare a monitoring program prior to the start of construction and immediately 
implement the program at the start of construction for LUPs.  The monitoring program must be 
implemented at the appropriate level to protect water quality at all times throughout the life of the project.   

a. Type 1 LUP Monitoring Requirements 

A discharger must conduct daily visual inspections of Type 1 LUPs during working hours while 
construction activities are occurring.  Inspections are to be conducted by qualified personnel and can be 
conducted in conjunction with other daily activities.  Inspections will be conducted to ensure the BMPs are 
adequate, maintained, and in place at the end of the construction day. The discharger will revise the 
SWPPP, as appropriate, based on the results of the daily inspections.  Inspections can be discontinued in 
non-active construction areas where soil disturbing activities have been completed and final stabilization 
has been achieved (e.g., trench has been paved, substructures have been installed, and successful final 
vegetative cover or other stabilization criteria have been met).  
 
A discharger shall implement the monitoring program for inspecting Type 1 LUPs.  This program requires 
temporary and permanent stabilization BMPs after active construction is completed. Inspection activities 
will continue until adequate permanent stabilization has been established and will continue in areas 
where re-vegetation is chosen until minimum vegetative coverage has been established.   Photographs 
shall be taken during site inspections and submitted to the State Water Board. 
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b. Type 2 & 3 LUP Monitoring Requirements 

A discharger must conduct daily visual inspections of Type 2 & 3 LUPs during working hours while 
construction activities are occurring. Inspections are to be conducted by qualified personnel and can be in 
conjunction with other daily activities.   
 
All dischargers of Type 2 & 3 LUPs are required to conduct inspections by qualified personnel of the 
construction site during normal working hours prior to all anticipated storm events and after actual storm 
events.  During extended storm events, the discharger shall conduct inspections during normal working 
hours for each 24-hour period.  Inspections can be discontinued in non-active construction areas where 
soil disturbing activities have been completed and final stabilization has been achieved (e.g., trench has 
been paved, substructures installed, and successful vegetative cover or other stabilization criteria have 
been met).   
 
The goals of these inspections are (1) to identify areas contributing to a storm water discharge; (2) to 
evaluate whether measures to reduce pollutant loadings identified in the SWPPP are adequate and 
properly installed and functioning in accordance with the terms of the General Permit; and (3) to 
determine whether additional control practices or corrective maintenance activities are needed.  
Equipment, materials, and workers must be available for rapid response to failures and emergencies.  All 
corrective maintenance to BMPs shall be performed as soon as possible, depending upon worker safety.  
 
All dischargers shall develop and implement a monitoring program for inspecting Type 2 & 3 LUPs that 
require temporary and permanent stabilization BMPs after active construction is completed.  Inspections 
will be conducted to ensure the BMPs are adequate and maintained.  Inspection activities will continue 
until adequate permanent stabilization has been established and will continue in areas where 
revegetation is chosen until minimum vegetative coverage has been established. 
 
A log of inspections conducted before, during, and after the storm events must be maintained in the 
SWPPP.  The log will provide the date and time of the inspection and who conducted the inspection.  
Photographs must be taken during site inspections and submitted to the State Water Board. 

c. Sampling Requirements for all LUP Project Types 

LUPs are also subject to sampling and analysis requirements for visible pollutants (i.e., 
sedimentation/siltation, turbidity) and for non-visible pollutants.   
 
Sampling for visible pollutants is required for Type 2 & 3 LUPs. 
 
Non-visible pollutant monitoring is required for pollutants associated with construction sites and activities 
that (1) are not visually detectable in storm water discharges, and (2) are known or should be known to 
occur on the construction site, and (3) could cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality 
objectives in the receiving waters.  Sample collection for non-visible pollutants must only be required (1) 
during a storm event when pollutants associated with construction activities may be discharged with 
storm water runoff due to a spill, or in the event there was a breach, malfunction, failure, and/or leak of 
any BMP, and (2) when the discharger has failed to adequately clean the area of material and pollutants.  
Failure to implement appropriate BMPs will trigger the same sampling requirements as those required for 
a breach, malfunction and/or leak, or when the discharger has failed to implement appropriate BMPs prior 
to the next storm event.  
 
Additional monitoring parameters may be required by the Regional Water Boards. 
 
It is not anticipated that many LUPs will be required to collect samples for pollutants not visually detected 
in runoff due to the nature and character of the construction site and activities as previously described in 
this fact sheet.  Most LUPs are constructed in urban areas with public access (e.g., existing roadways, 
road shoulders, parking areas, etc.).  This raises a concern regarding the potential contribution of 
pollutants from vehicle use and/or from normal activities of the public (e.g., vehicle washing, landscape 
fertilization, pest spraying, etc.) in runoff from the project site.  Since the dischargers are not the land 
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owners of the project area and are not able to control the presence of these pollutants in the storm water 
that runs through their projects, it is not the intent of this General Permit to require dischargers to sample 
for these pollutants.  This General Permit does not require the discharger to sample for these types of 
pollutants except where the discharger has brought materials onsite that contain these pollutants and 
when a condition (e.g., breach, failure, etc.) described above occurs.   

3. Receiving Water Monitoring 

In order to ensure that receiving water limitations are met, discharges subject to numeric effluent 
limitations (i.e., Risk Level 3, LUP Type 3, and ATS with direct discharges into receiving waters) must 
also monitor the downstream receiving water(s) for turbidity, SSC, and pH (if applicable) when an NEL is 
exceeded.  

a. Bioassessment Monitoring 

This General Permit requires a bioassessment of receiving waters for dischargers of Risk Level 3 or LUP 
Type 3 construction projects equal to or larger than 30 acres with direct discharges into receiving waters.  
Benthic macroinvertebrate samples will be taken upstream and downstream of the site’s discharge point 
in the receiving water. Bioassessments measure the quality of the stream by analyzing the aquatic life 
present. Higher levels of appropriate aquatic species tend to indicate a healthy stream; whereas low 
levels of organisms can indicate stream degradation. Active construction sites have the potential to 
discharge large amounts of sediment and pollutants into receiving waters. Requiring a bioassessment for 
large project sites, with the most potential to impact water quality, provides a snapshot of the health of the 
receiving water prior to initiation of construction activities.  This snapshot can be used in comparison to 
the health of the receiving water after construction has commenced. 
 
Each ecoregion (biologically and geographically related area) in the State has a specific yearly peak time 
where stream biota is in a stable and abundant state. This time of year is called an Index Period. The 
bioassessment requirements in this General Permit, requires benthic macroinvertebrate sampling within a 
sites index period. The State Water Board has developed a map designating index periods for the 
ecoregions in the State (see State Water Board Website).   
   
This General Permit requires the bioassessment methods to be in accordance with the Surface Water 
Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) in order to provide data consistency within the state as well as 
generate useable biological stream data.     

 

Table 6 - Receiving Water Monitoring Requirements  

 Receiving Water Monitoring Parameters 
Risk Level 1 /LUP Type 1 not required 
Risk Level 2 / LUP Type 2 not required 
Risk Level 3 / LUP Type 3 If NEL exceeded: pH (if applicable), 

turbidity, and SSC.  
Bioassessment for sites 30 acres or larger. 

 

4. Reporting Requirements 

a. NEL Violation Report 

All Risk Level 3 and LUP Type 3 dischargers must electronically submit all storm event sampling results 
to the State and Regional Water Boards, via SMARTS, no later than 5 days after the conclusion of the 
storm event.  The purpose of the electronic filing of the NEL Violation Report is to 1) inform stakeholder 
agencies and organizations and the general public, and 2) notify the State and Regional Water Boards of 
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the exceedance so that they can determine whether any follow-up (e.g., inspection, enforcement, etc.) is 
necessary to bring the site into compliance. 
 
In the event that an applicable NEL has been exceeded during a storm event equal to or larger than the 
Compliance Storm Event, Risk level 3/LUP Type 3 dischargers shall report the on-site rain gauge reading 
and nearby governmental rain gauge readings for verification. Specifically, the NEL Exceedance Report is 
required to contain: 
 

• the analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method detection limit(s) of 
each analytical parameter (analytical results that are less than the method detection 
limit are to be reported as "less than the method detection limit or <MDL");  

 
• the date, place, and time of sampling;  
 
• any visual observation (inspections);  

 
• any measurements, including precipitation; and 

 
• a description of the current BMPs associated with the effluent sample that exceeded 

the NEL and any proposed corrective actions taken. 
 

b. NAL Exceedance Report 

All Risk Level 3 and LUP Type 3 dischargers must electronically submit all storm event sampling results 
to the State and Regional Water Boards, via the electronic data system, no later than 5 days after the 
conclusion of the storm event.  In the event that any effluent sample exceeds an applicable NAL, all Risk 
Level 2 and LUP Type 2 dischargers must electronically submit all storm event sampling results to the 
State and Regional Water Boards no later than 10 days after the conclusion of the storm event. The 
Regional Water Boards have the authority to require the submittal of an NAL Exceedance Report. 
 
Specifically, the NAL Exceedance Report is required to contain: 
 

• the analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method detection limit(s) of 
each analytical parameter (analytical results that are less than the method detection 
limit are to be reported as "less than the method detection limit or <MDL");  

 
• the date, place, and time of sampling;  
 
• any visual observation (inspections);  
 
• any measurements, including precipitation; and 

 
• a description of the current BMPs associated with the effluent sample that exceeded 

the NAL and any proposed corrective actions taken. 

c. Annual Report 

All dischargers must prepare and electronically submit an annual report no later than September 1 of 
each year using the Storm water Multi-Application Reporting and Tracking System (SMARTS).  The 
Annual Report must include a summary and evaluation of all sampling and analysis results, original 
laboratory reports, chain of custody forms, a summary of all corrective actions taken during the 
compliance year, and identification of any compliance activities or corrective actions that were not 
implemented. 
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5. Record Keeping 

According to 40 C.F.R. Parts 122.21(p) and 122.41(j), the discharger is required to retain paper or 
electronic copies of all records required by this General Permit for a period of at least three years from the 
date generated or the date submitted to the State Water Board or Regional Water Boards. A discharger 
must retain records for a period beyond three years as directed by Regional Water Board.  

J. Risk Determination 

1. Traditional Projects 

a. Overall Risk Determination 

There are two major requirements related to site planning and risk determination in this General Permit.  
The project’s overall risk is broken up into two elements – (1) project sediment risk (the relative amount of 
sediment that can be discharged, given the project and location details) and (2) receiving water risk (the 
risk sediment discharges pose to the receiving waters).  
 
Project Sediment Risk: 
Project Sediment Risk is determined by multiplying the R, K, and LS factors from the Revised Universal 
Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE) to obtain an estimate of project-related bare ground soil loss expressed in 
tons/acre.  The RUSLE equation is as follows: 
 
A = (R)(K)(LS)(C)(P) 
 
Where:  A = the rate of sheet and rill erosion  
R = rainfall-runoff erosivity factor 
K = soil erodibility factor 
LS = length-slope factor 
C = cover factor (erosion controls) 
P = management operations and support practices (sediment controls) 
 
The C and P factors are given values of 1.0 to simulate bare ground conditions.   
 
There is a map option and a manual calculation option for determining soil loss.  For the map option, the 
R factor for the project is calculated using the online calculator at 
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/LEW/lewCalculator.cfm.  The product of K and LS are shown on 
Figure 1.  To determine soil loss in tons per acre, the discharger multiplies the R factor times the value for 
K times LS from the map.   
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Figure 1 -Statewide Map of K * LS 

 
 
For the manual calculation option, the R factor for the project is calculated using the online calculator at 
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/LEW/lewCalculator.cfm.  The K and LS factors are determined 
using Appendix 1. 
 
Soil loss of less than 15 tons/acre is considered low sediment risk.   
Soil loss between 15 and 75 tons/acre is medium sediment risk. 
Soil loss over 75 tons/acre is considered high sediment risk. 
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The soil loss values and risk categories were obtained from mean and standard deviation RKLS values 
from the USEPA EMAP program.  High risk is the mean RKLS value plus two standard deviations.  Low 
risk is the mean RKLS value minus two standard deviations. 
 
Receiving Water Risk: 
Receiving water risk is based on whether a project drains to a sediment-sensitive waterbody.  A 
sediment-sensitive waterbody is either 
 
on the most recent 303d list for waterbodies impaired for sediment; 
has a USEPA-approved Total Maximum Daily Load implementation plan for sediment; or 
has the beneficial uses of COLD, SPAWN, and MIGRATORY.   
 
A project that meets at least one of the three criteria has a high receiving water risk.   A list of sediment-
sensitive waterbodies will be posted on the State Water Board’s website.  It is anticipated that an 
interactive map of sediment sensitive water bodies in California will be available in the future.   
 
The Risk Levels have been altered by eliminating the possibility of a Risk Level 4, and expanding the 
constraints for Risk Levels 1, 2, and 3.  Therefore, projects with high receiving water risk and high 
sediment risk will be considered a Risk Level 3 risk to water quality. 
 
In response to public comments, the Risk Level requirements have also been changed such that Risk 
Level 1 projects will be subject to minimum BMP and visual monitoring requirements, Risk Level 2 
projects will be subject to NALs and some additional monitoring requirements, and Risk Level 3 projects 
will be subject to NELs, and more rigorous monitoring requirements such as receiving water monitoring 
and in some cases bioassessment.  
 

Table 7 - Combined Risk Level Matrix 

Combined Risk Level Matrix 

 

Sediment Risk  
Low Medium High 

Low Level 1 Level 2 
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b. Effluent Standards 

All dischargers are subject to the narrative effluent limitations specified in the General Permit.  The 
narrative effluent limitations require storm water discharges associated with construction activity to meet 
all applicable provisions of Sections 301 and 402 of the CWA.  These provisions require controls of 
pollutant discharges that utilize BAT and BCT to reduce pollutants and any more stringent controls 
necessary to meet water quality standards. 
 
Risk Level 2, and 3 dischargers are subject to numeric effluent standards comparable to the project’s risk 
to water quality.  Risk Level 2 dischargers that pose a medium risk to water quality are subject to 
technology-based NALs for pH and turbidity.  Risk Level 3 dischargers that pose a high risk to water 
quality are subject to technology-based NALs and technology-based NELs for pH and turbidity. 
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c. Good Housekeeping 

Proper handling and managing of construction materials can help minimize threats to water quality.  The 
discharger must consider good housekeeping measures for:  construction materials, waste management, 
vehicle storage & maintenance, landscape materials, and potential pollutant sources.  Examples include; 
conducting an inventory of products used, implementing proper storage & containment, and properly 
cleaning all leaks from equipment and vehicles. 

d. Non-Storm Water Management 

Non-storm water discharges directly connected to receiving waters or the storm drain system have the 
potential to negatively impact water quality.  The discharger must implement measures to control all non-
storm water discharges during construction, and from dewatering activities associated with construction.    
Examples include; properly washing vehicles in contained areas, cleaning streets, and minimizing 
irrigation runoff.  

e. Erosion Control 

The best way to minimize the risk of creating erosion and sedimentation problems during construction is 
to disturb as little of the land surface as possible by fitting the development to the terrain.  When 
development is tailored to the natural contours of the land, little grading is necessary and, consequently, 
erosion potential is lower.14  Other effective erosion control measures include: preserving existing 
vegetation where feasible, limiting disturbance, and stabilizing and re-vegetating disturbed areas as soon 
as possible after grading or construction activities.  Particular attention must be paid to large, mass-
graded sites where the potential for soil exposure to the erosive effects of rainfall and wind is great and 
where there is potential for significant sediment discharge from the site to surface waters.  Until 
permanent vegetation is established, soil cover is the most cost-effective and expeditious method to 
protect soil particles from detachment and transport by rainfall.  Temporary soil stabilization can be the 
single most important factor in reducing erosion at construction sites.  The discharger is required to 
consider measures such as: covering disturbed areas with mulch, temporary seeding, soil stabilizers, 
binders, fiber rolls or blankets, temporary vegetation, and permanent seeding.  These erosion control 
measures are only examples of what should be considered and should not preclude new or innovative 
approaches currently available or being developed.  Erosion control BMPs should be the primary means 
of preventing storm water contamination, and sediment control techniques should be used to capture any 
soil that becomes eroded.13 
 
Risk Level 3 dischargers pose a higher risk to water quality and are therefore additionally required to 
ensure that post-construction soil loss is equivalent to or less than the pre-construction levels. 

f. Sediment Control 

Sediment control BMPs should be the secondary means of preventing storm water contamination.   When 
erosion control techniques are ineffective, sediment control techniques should be used to capture any soil 
that becomes eroded.  The discharger is required to consider perimeter control measures such as: 
installing silt fences or placing straw wattles below slopes.  These sediment control measures are only 
examples of what should be considered and should not preclude new or innovative approaches currently 
available or being developed.   
 
Because Risk Level 2 and 3 dischargers pose a higher risk to water quality, additional requirements for 
the application of sediment controls are imposed on these projects.  This General Permit also authorizes 
the Regional Water Boards to require Risk Level 3 dischargers to implement additional site-specific 
                                                      
 
 
 
13 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  2007.  Developing Your Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan: A Guide 
for Construction Sites. 
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sediment control requirements if the implementation of other erosion or sediment controls are not 
adequately protecting the receiving waters. 

g. Run-on and Runoff Control 

Inappropriate management of run-on and runoff can result in excessive physical impacts to receiving 
waters from sediment and increased flows.  The discharger is required to manage all run-on and runoff 
from a project site.  Examples include: installing berms and other temporary run-on and runoff diversions. 
 
Risk Level 1 dischargers with lower risks to impact water quality are not subject to the run-on and runoff 
control requirements unless an evaluation deems them necessary or visual inspections show that such 
controls are required. 

h. Inspection, Maintenance and Repair 

All measures must be periodically inspected, maintained and repaired to ensure that receiving water 
quality is protected.  Frequent inspections coupled with thorough documentation and timely repair is 
necessary to ensure that all measures are functioning as intended. 

i. Rain Event Action Plan (REAP)  

A Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) is a written document, specific for each rain event.  A REAP should be 
designed that when implemented it protects all exposed portions of the site within 48 hours of any likely 
precipitation event forecast of 50% or greater probability. 
 
This General Permit requires Risk Level 2 and 3 dischargers to develop and implement a REAP designed 
to protect all exposed portions of their sites within 48 hours prior to any likely precipitation event.  The 
REAP requirement is designed to ensure that the discharger has adequate materials, staff, and time to 
implement erosion and sediment control measures that are intended to reduce the amount of sediment 
and other pollutants generated from the active site.  A REAP must be developed when there is likely a 
forecast of 50% or greater probability of precipitation in the project area.  (The National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) defines a chance of precipitation as a probability of precipitation of 
30% to 50% chance of producing precipitation in the project area.14 NOAA defines the probability of 
precipitation (PoP) as the likelihood of occurrence (expressed as a percent) of a measurable amount 
(0.01 inch or more) of liquid precipitation (or the water equivalent of frozen precipitation) during a 
specified period of time at any given point in the forecast area.)  Forecasts are normally issued for 12-
hour time periods.  Descriptive terms for uncertainty and aerial coverage are used as follows:   
 

Table 8 -National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Definition of Probability of 
Precipitation (PoP) 

Expressions of 
Uncertainty  

Aerial  
Coverage  PoP  

0%  none used  none used 

10%  none used  isolated 

20%  slight chance  isolated 

30-50%  chance  scattered 

                                                      
 
 
 
14 http://www.crh.noaa.gov/lot/severe/wxterms.php. 
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60-70%  likely  numerous 

80-100% none used  none used 

 
The discharger must obtain the precipitation forecast information from the National Weather Service 
Forecast Office (http://www.srh.noaa.gov/). 
 

2. Linear Projects 

a. Linear Risk Determination 

LUPs vary in complexity and water quality concerns based on the type of project. This General Permit 
has varying application requirements based on the project’s risk to water quality.  Factors that lead to the 
characterization of the project include location, sediment risk, and receiving water risk.  

 
 Based on the location and complexity of a project area or project section area, LUPs are separated into 
project types.  As described below, LUPs have been categorized into three project types.    

i. Type 1 LUPs  

Type 1 LUPs are those construction projects where: 
 

(1) 70 percent or more of the construction activity occurs on a paved surface and 
where areas disturbed during construction will be returned to preconstruction 
conditions or equivalent protection established at the end of the construction 
activities for the day, or 

 
(2) greater than 30 percent of construction activities occur within the non-paved 

shoulders or land immediately adjacent to paved surfaces, or where construction 
occurs on unpaved improved roads, including their shoulders or land immediately 
adjacent to them where: 

 
Areas disturbed during construction will be returned to pre-construction conditions or equivalent 
protection established at the end of the construction activities for the day to minimize the potential for 
erosion and sediment deposition, and 
  
Areas where established vegetation was disturbed during construction will be stabilized and re-vegetated 
by the end of project.  When required, adequate temporary stabilization Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) will be installed and maintained until vegetation is established to meet minimum cover 
requirements established in this General Permit for final stabilization. 
 
Type 1 LUPs typically do not have a high potential to impact storm water quality because (1) these 
construction activities are not typically conducted during a rain event, (2) these projects are normally 
constructed over a short period of time15, minimizing the duration that pollutants could potentially be 
exposed to rainfall; and (3) disturbed soils such as those from trench excavation are required to be 
hauled away, backfilled into the trench, and/or covered (e.g., metal plates, pavement, plastic covers over 
spoil piles) at the end of the construction day.   
 

                                                      
 
 
 
15 Short period of time refers to a project duration of weeks to months, but typically less than one year in duration. 
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Type 1 LUPs are determined during the risk assessment found in Attachment A.1 to be 1) low sediment 
risk and low receiving water risk; 2) low sediment risk and medium receiving water risk; and 3) medium 
sediment risk and low receiving water risk. 
 
 
This General Permit requires the discharger to ensure a SWPPP is developed for these construction 
activities that is specific to project type, location and characteristics. 

ii. Type 2 LUPs: 

Type 2 projects are determined to have a combination of High, Medium, and Low project sediment risk 
along with High, Medium, and Low receiving water risk.   Like Type 1 projects, Type 2 projects are 
typically constructed over a short period of time.  However, these projects have a higher potential to 
impact water quality because they:  
 

(1) typically occur outside the more urban/developed areas;  
 

(2) have larger areas of soil disturbance that are not closed or restored at the end of 
the day;  

 
(3) may have onsite stockpiles of soil, spoil and other materials;  

 
(4) cross or occur in close proximity to a wide variety of sensitive resources that may 

include, but are not limited to, steep topography and/or water bodies; and  
 

(5) have larger areas of disturbed soils that may be exposed for a longer  time 
interval  before final stabilization, cleanup and/or reclamation occurs.  

 
 This General Permit requires the discharger to develop and implement a SWPPP for these construction 
activities that are specific for project type, location and characteristics.  

iii. Type 3 LUPs: 

Type 3 projects are determined to have a combination of High and Medium project sediment risk along 
with High and Medium receiving water risk.  Similar to Type 2 projects, Type 3 projects have a higher 
potential to impact water quality because they:  
 

(1) typically occur outside of the more urban/developed areas;  
 

(2) have larger areas of soil disturbance that are not closed or restored at the end of 
the day;  

 
(3) may have onsite stockpiles of soil, spoil and other materials;  

 
(4) cross or occur in close proximity to a wide variety of sensitive resources that may 

include, but are not limited to, steep topography and/or water bodies; and  
 

(5) have larger areas of disturbed soils that may be exposed for a longer  time 
interval  before final stabilization, cleanup and/or reclamation occurs.   

 
This General Permit requires the discharger to develop and implement a SWPPP for these construction 
activities that are specific for project type, location, and characteristics. 
 

b. Linear Effluent Standards 

All LUPs are subject to the narrative effluent limitations specified in the General Permit. 
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Type 2 and 3 LUPs are subject to NELs comparable to the project type’s risk to water quality.   Type 2 
projects that pose an intermediate risk to water quality are subject to technology-based NALs for pH and 
turbidity.  Type 3 projects posing a high risk to water quality are subject to technology-based NALs and 
NELs for pH and turbidity. 

c. Linear Good Housekeeping 

Improper use and handling of construction materials could potentially cause a threat to water quality.  In 
order to ensure proper site management of these construction materials, all LUP dischargers must 
comply with a minimum set of Good Housekeeping measures specified in Attachment A of this General 
Permit.   

d. Linear Non-Storm Water Management 

In order to ensure control of all non-storm water discharges during construction, all LUP dischargers must 
comply with the Non-Storm Water Management measures specified in Attachment A of this General 
Permit.   

e. Linear Erosion Control 

This General Permit requires all LUP dischargers to implement effective wind erosion control measures, 
and soil cover for inactive areas.  Type 3 LUPs posing a higher risk to water quality are additionally 
required to ensure the post-construction soil loss is equivalent to or less than the pre-construction levels. 

f. Linear Sediment Control 

In order to ensure control and containment of all sediment discharges, all LUP dischargers must comply 
with the general Sediment Control measures specified in Attachment A or this General Permit.  Additional 
requirements for sediment controls are imposed on Type 2 & 3 LUPs due to their higher risk to water 
quality. 

g. Linear Run-on and Runoff Control 

Discharges originating outside of a project’s perimeter and flowing onto the property can adversely affect 
the quantity and quality of discharges originating from a project site.  In order to ensure proper 
management of run-on and runoff, all LUPs must comply with the run-on and runoff control measures 
specified in Attachment A of this General Permit.  Due to the lower risk of impacting water quality, Type 1 
LUPs are not required to implement run-on and runoff controls unless deemed necessary by the 
discharger. 

h. Linear Inspection, Maintenance and Repair 

Proper inspection, maintenance, and repair activities are important to ensure the effectiveness of on-site 
measures to control water quality.  In order to ensure that inspection, maintenance, and repair activities 
are adequately performed, the all LUP dischargers a re required to comply with the Inspection, 
Maintenance, and Repair requirements specified in Attachment A of this General Permit.   
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16K. ATS  Requirements 

There are instances on construction sites where traditional erosion and sediment controls do not 
effectively control accelerated erosion.  Under such circumstances, or under circumstances where storm 
water discharges leaving the site may cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard, 
the use of an Active Treatment System (ATS) may be necessary.  Additionally, it may be appropriate to 
use an ATS when site constraints inhibit the ability to construct a correctly sized sediment basin, when 
clay and/or highly erosive soils are present, or when the site has very steep or long slope lengths.17   
 
Although treatment systems have been in use in some form since the mid-1990s, the ATS industry in 
California is relatively young, and detailed regulatory standards have not yet been developed.  Many 
developers are using these systems to treat storm water discharges from their construction sites.  The 
new ATS requirements set forth in this General Permit are based on those in place for small wastewater 
treatment systems, ATS regulations from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(September 2005 memorandum “2005/2006 Rainy Season – Monitoring Requirements for Storm Water 
Treatment Systems that Utilize Chemical Additives to Enhance Sedimentation”), the Construction Storm 
Water Program at the State of Washington’s Department of Ecology, as well as recent advances in 
technology and knowledge of coagulant performance and aquatic safety. 
 
The effective design of an ATS requires a detailed survey and analysis of site conditions.  With proper 
planning, ATS performance can provide exceptional water quality discharge and prevent significant 
impacts to surface water quality, even under extreme environmental conditions. 
 
These systems can be very effective in reducing the sediment in storm water runoff, but the systems that 
use additives/polymers to enhance sedimentation also pose a potential risk to water quality (e.g., 
operational failure, equipment failure, additive/polymer release, etc.).  The State Water Board is 
concerned about the potential acute and chronic impacts that the polymers and other chemical additives 
may have on fish and aquatic organisms if released in sufficient quantities or concentrations.  In addition 
to anecdotal evidence of polymer releases causing aquatic toxicity in California, the literature supports 
this concern.18  For example, cationic polymers have been shown to bind with the negatively charged gills 
of fish, resulting in mechanical suffocation.19  Due to the potential toxicity impacts, which may be caused 
by the release of additives/polymers into receiving waters, this General Permit establishes residual 
polymer monitoring and toxicity testing requirements have been established in this General Permit for 
discharges from construction sites that utilize an ATS in order to protect receiving water quality and 
beneficial uses. 
 
The primary treatment process in an ATS is coagulation/flocculation.  ATS’s operate on the principle that 
the added coagulant is bound to suspended sediment, forming floc, which is gravitationally settled in 
tanks or a basin, or removed by sand filters.  A typical installation utilizes an injection pump upstream 
from the clarifier tank, basin, or sand filters, which is electronically metered to both flow rate and 
suspended solids level of the influent, assuring a constant dose.  The coagulant mixes and reacts with the 
influent, forming a dense floc.  The floc may be removed by gravitational setting in a clarifier tank or 
basin, or by filtration.  Water from the clarifier tank, basin, or sand filters may be routed through 
cartridge(s) and/or bag filters for final polishing.  Vendor-specific systems use various methods of dose 
control, sediment/floc removal, filtration, etc., that are detailed in project-specific documentation.  The 
                                                      
 
 
 
16 An ATS is a treatment system that employs chemical coagulation, chemical flocculation, or electrocoagulation in 
order to reduce turbidity caused by fine suspended sediment. 
17 Pitt, R., S. Clark, and D. Lake.  2006.  Construction Site Erosion and Sediment Controls: Planning, Design, and 
Performance.  DEStech Publications.  Lancaster, PA.  370pp. 
18 RomØen, K., B. Thu, and Ø. Evensen.  2002.  Immersion delivery of plasmid DNA II.  A study of the potentials of a 
chitosan based delivery system in rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) fry.  Journal of Controlled Release 85: 215-
225. 
19 Bullock, G., V. Blazer, S. Tsukuda, and S. Summerfelt.  2000.  Toxicity of acidified chitosan for cultured rainbow 
trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss).  Aquaculture 185:273-280. 
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particular coagulant/flocculant to be used for a given project is determined based on the water chemistry 
of the site because the coagulants are specific in their reactions with various types of sediments.  
Appropriate selection of dosage must be carefully matched to the characteristics of each site. 
 
ATS’s are operated in two differing modes, either Batch or Flow-Through.  Batch treatment can be 
defined as Pump-Treat-Hold-Test-Release.  In Batch treatment, water is held in a basin or tank, and is 
not discharged until treatment is complete.  Batch treatment involves holding or recirculating the treated 
water in a holding basin or tank(s) until treatment is complete or the basin or storage tank(s) is full.  In 
Flow-Through treatment, water is pumped into the ATS directly from the runoff collection system or storm 
water holding pond, where it is treated and filtered as it flows through the system, and is then directly 
discharged.  “Flow-Through Treatment” is also referred to as “Continuous Treatment.” 

1. Effluent Standards 

This General Permit establishes NELs for discharges from construction sites that utilize an ATS.  These 
systems lend themselves to NELs for turbidity and pH because of their known reliable treatment.  
Advanced systems have been in use in some form since the mid-1990s.  An ATS is considered reliable, 
can consistently produce a discharge of less than 10 NTU, and has been used successfully at many sites 
in several states since 1995 to reduce turbidity to very low levels.20   
 
This General Permit contains “compliance storm event” exceptions from the technology-based NELs for 
ATS discharges.  The rationale is that technology-based requirements are developed assuming a certain 
design storm.  In the case of ATS the industry-standard design storm is 10-year, 24-hour (as stated in 
Attachment F of this General Permit), so the compliance storm event has been established as the 10-year 
24-hour event as well to provide consistency. 

2. Training 

Operator training is critical to the safe and efficient operation and maintenance of the ATS, and to ensure 
that all State Water Board monitoring and sampling requirements are met.  The General Permit requires 
that all ATS operators have training specific to using ATS’s liquid coagulants. 
 

L. Post-Construction Requirements 

Under past practices, new and redevelopment construction activities have resulted in modified natural 
watershed and stream processes.  This is caused by altering the terrain, modifying the vegetation and soil 
characteristics, introducing impervious surfaces such as pavement and buildings, increasing drainage 
density through pipes and channels, and altering the condition of stream channels through straightening, 
deepening, and armoring.  These changes result in a drainage system where sediment transport capacity 
is increased and sediment supply is decreased.  A receiving channel’s response is dependent on 
dominant channel materials and its stage of adjustment.   
 
Construction activity can lead to impairment of beneficial uses in two main ways.  First, during the actual 
construction process, storm water discharges can negatively affect the chemical, biological, and physical 
properties of downstream receiving waters.  Due to the disturbance of the landscape, the most likely 
pollutant is sediment, however pH and other non-visible pollutants are also of great concern. Second, 
after most construction activities are completed at a construction site, the finished project may result in 
significant modification of the site’s response to precipitation.  New development and redevelopment 

                                                      
 
 
 
20 Currier, B., G. Minton, R. Pitt, L. Roesner, K. Schiff, M. Stenstrom, E. Strassler, and E. Strecker.  2006.  The 
Feasibility of Numeric Effluent Limits Applicable to Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Municipal, Industrial 
and Construction Activities.   
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projects have almost always resulted in permanent post-construction water quality impacts because more 
precipitation ends up as runoff and less precipitation is intercepted, evapotranspired, and infiltrated.   
 
General Permit 99-08-DWQ required the SWPPP to include a description of all post-construction BMPs 
on a site and a maintenance schedule.  An effective storm water management strategy must address the 
full suite of storm events (water quality, channel protection, overbank flood protection, extreme flood 
protection) (Figure 2). 
 

 
Figure 2 - Suite of Storm Events 

 
The post-construction storm water performance standards in this General Permit specifically address 
water quality and channel protection events.  Overbank flood protection and extreme flood protection 
events are traditionally dealt with in local drainage and flood protection ordinances.  However, measures 
in this General Permit to address water quality and channel protection also reduce overbank and extreme 
flooding impacts.  This General Permit aims to match post-construction runoff to pre-construction runoff 
for the 85th percentile storm event, which not only reduces the risk of impact to the receiving water’s 
channel morphology but also provides some protection of water quality.   
 
This General Permit clarifies that its runoff reduction requirements only apply to projects that lie outside of 
jurisdictions covered by a Standard Urban Storm water Management Plan (SUSMP) (or other more 
protective) post-construction requirements in either Phase I or Phase II permits. 
 
Figures 3 and 4, below, show the General Permit enrollees (to Order 99-08-DWQ, as of March 10, 2008) 
overlaid upon a map with SUSMP (or more protective) areas in blue and purple.  Areas without blue or 
purple indicate where the General Permit’s runoff reduction requirements would actually apply. 
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Figure 3 - Northern CA (2009) Counties / Cities With SUSMP-Plus Coverage 
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Figure 4 - Southern CA (2009) Counties / Cities With SUSMP-Plus Coverage 
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Water Quality:  
This General Permit requires dischargers to replicate the pre-project runoff water balance (defined as the 
amount of rainfall that ends up as runoff) for the smallest storms up to the 85th percentile storm event, or 
the smallest storm event that generates runoff, whichever is larger.  Contemporary storm water 
management generally routes these flows directly to the drainage system, increasing pollutant loads and 
potentially causing adverse effects on receiving waters.  These smaller water quality events happen much 
more frequently than larger events and generate much higher pollutant loads on an annual basis.  There 
are other adverse hydrological impacts that result from not designing according to the site’s pre-
construction water balance.  In Maryland, Klein21 noted that baseflow decreases as the extent of 
urbanization increases.  Ferguson and Suckling22 noted a similar relation in watersheds in Georgia.  On 
Long Island, Spinello and Simmons23 noted substantial decreases in base flow in intensely urbanized 
watersheds.  
 
The permit emphasizes runoff reduction through on-site storm water reuse, interception, evapo-
transpiration and infiltration through non-structural controls and conservation design measures (e.g., 
downspout disconnection, soil quality preservation/enhancement, interceptor trees).  Employing these 
measures close to the source of runoff generation is the easiest and most cost-effective way to comply 
with the pre-construction water balance standard.  Using low-tech runoff reduction techniques close to the 
source is consistent with a number of recommendations in the literature.24  In many cases, BMPs 
implemented close to the source of runoff generation cost less than end-of the pipe measures.25  
Dischargers are given the option of using Appendix 2 to calculate the required runoff volume or a 
watershed process-based, continuous simulation model such as the EPA’s Storm Water Management 
Model (SWMMM) or Hydrologic Simulation Program Fortran (HSPF). Such methods used by the 
discharger will be reviewed by the Regional Water Board upon NOT application.  
 
Channel Protection: 
In order to address channel protection, a basic understanding of fluvial geomorphic concepts is 
necessary.  A dominant paradigm in fluvial geomorphology holds that streams adjust their channel 
dimensions (width and depth) in response to long-term changes in sediment supply and bankfull 
discharge (1.5 to 2 year recurrence interval).  The bankfull stage corresponds to the discharge at which 
channel maintenance is the most effective, that is, the discharge at which the moving sediment, forming 
or removing bars, forming or changing bends and meanders, and generally doing work that results in the 
average morphologic characteristics of channels. 26 27  Lane (1955 as cited in Rosgen 1996 ) showed the 
generalized relationship between sediment load, sediment size, stream discharge and stream slope in 
Figure 5.  A change in any one of these variables sets up a series of mutual adjustments in the 
companion variables with a resulting direct change in the physical characteristics of the stream channel.   
 

                                                      
 
 
 
21 Klein 1979 as cited in Delaware Department of Natural Resources (DDNR).  2004.  Green Technology:  The 
Delaware Urban Runoff Management Approach.  Dover, DE.  117 pp. 
22 Ferguson and Suckling 1990 as cited Delaware Department of Natural Resources (DDNR).  2004.  Green 
Technology:  The Delaware Urban Runoff Management Approach.  Dover, DE.  117 pp.   
23 Center for Watershed Protection (CWP).  2000.  The Practice of Watershed Protection: Techniques for protecting 
our nation’s streams, lakes, rivers, and estuaries.  Ellicott City, MD.  741 pp.   
24 Bay Area Storm Water Management Agencies Association (BASMAA).  1997.  Start at the Source: Residential Site 
Planning and Design Guidance Manual for Storm Water Quality Protection.  Palo Alto, CA; 
McCuen, R.H. 2003 Smart Growth: hydrologic perspective. Journal of Professional Issues in Engineering Education 
and Practice. Vol (129), pp.151-154; 
Moglen, G.E. and S. Kim. 2007. Impervious imperviousness-are threshold based policies a good idea? Journal of the 
American Planning Association, Vol 73 No. 2. pp 161-171. 
25 Delaware Department of natural Resources (DDNR). 2004. Green technology: The Delaware urban Runoff 
Management Approcah. Dover, DE. 117 pp. 
26 Dunne, T and L.B. Leopold. 1978.  Water in Environmental Planning.  San Francisco W.H. Freeman and Company 
27 Rosgen. D.L.  1996.  Applied River Morphology.  Pagosa Springs.  Wildland Hydrology 
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Figure 5 - Schematic of the Lane Relationship 

After Lane (1955) as cited in Rosgen (1996) 

 

 
Stream slope multiplied by stream discharge (the right side of the scale) is essentially an approximation of 
stream power, a unifying concept in fluvial geomorphology (Bledsoe 1999).  Urbanization generally 
increases stream power and affects the resisting forces in a channel (sediment load and sediment size 
represented on the left side of the scale).   
 

28During construction, sediment loads can increase from 2 to 40,000 times over pre-construction levels.   
Most of this sediment is delivered to stream channels during large, episodic rain events.29  This increased 
sediment load leads to an initial aggradation phase where stream depths may decrease as sediment fills 
the channel, leading to a decrease in channel capacity and increase in flooding and overbank deposition.  
A degradation phase initiates after construction is completed.  
 
Schumm et. al (1984) developed a channel evolution model that describes the series of adjustments from 
initial downcutting, to widening, to establishing new floodplains at lower elevations (Figure 6).   

 

 

 

 

                                                      
 
 
 
28 Goldman S.J., K. Jackson, and T.A. Bursztynsky.  1986.  Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook.  McGraw Hill.  
San Francisco. 
29 Wolman 1967 as cited in Paul, M.P. and J.L. Meyer.  2001.  Streams in the Urban Landscape.  Annu. Rev.Ecol. 
Syst.  32: 333-365. 
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Figure 6 - Channel Changes Associated with Urbanization 

After Incised Channel Evolution Sequence in Schumm et. al 1984 
 
 
Channel incision (Stage II) and widening (Stages III and to a lesser degree, Stage IV) are due to a 
number of fundamental changes on the landscape.  Connected impervious area and compaction of 
pervious surfaces increase the frequency and volume of bankfull discharges.30  Increased drainage 
density (miles of stream length per square mile of watershed) also negatively impacts receiving stream 
channels.31  Increased drainage density and hydraulic efficiency leads to an increase in the frequency 
and volume of bankfull discharges because the time of concentration is shortened.  Flows from 
engineered pipes and channels are also often “sediment starved” and seek to replenish their sediment 
supply from the channel.   
 
Encroachment of stream channels can also lead to an increase in stream slope, which leads to an 
increase in stream power.  In addition, watershed sediment loads and sediment size (with size generally 
represented as the median bed and bank particle size, or d50) decrease during urbanization.32 This 
means that even if pre- and post-development stream power are the same, more erosion will occur in th
post-development stage because the smaller particles are less resistant (provided they are non-

e 

ohesive).   
 

                                                     

c

 
 
 
 
30 Booth, D. B. and C. R. Jackson. 1997. Urbanization of Aquatic Systems: Degradation Thresholds, 
Storm Water Detection, and the Limits of Mitigation. Journal of the American Water Resources 
Association Vol. 33, No.5, pp. 1077-1089. 
31 May, C.W.  1998.  Cumulative effects of urbanization on small streams in the Puget Sound Lowland ecoregion.  
Conference proceedings from Puget Sound Research '98 held March 12, 13 1998 in Seattle, WA; 
  Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program.  2002.  Hydromodification Management Plan 
Literature Review.  80 pp. 
32 Finkenbine, J.K., D.S. Atwater, and D.S. Mavinic.  2000.  Stream health after urbanization.  J. Am. Water Resour. 
Assoc.  36:1149-60; 
Pizzuto, J.E. W.S. Hession, and M. McBride.  2000.  Comparing gravel-bed rivers in paired urban and rural 
catchments of southeastern Pennsylvania.  Geology  28:79-82.   
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As shown in Stages II and III, the channel deepens and widens to accommodate the increased stream 
power 33and decrease in sediment load and sediment size.  Channels may actually narrow as entrained 
sediment from incision is deposited laterally in the channel.  After incised channels begin to migrate 
laterally (Stage III), bank erosion begins, which leads to general channel widening.34  At this point, a 
majority of the sediment that leaves a drainage area comes from within the channel, as opposed to the 
background and construction related hillslope contribution.  Stage IV is characterized by more aggradation 
and localized bank instability.  Stage V represents a new quasi-equilibrium channel morphology in 
balance with the new flow and sediment supply regime.  In other words, stream power is in balance with 
sediment load and sediment size.   
 
The magnitude of the channel morphology changes discussed above varies along a stream network as 
well as with the age of development, slope, geology (sand-bedded channels may cycle through the 
evolution sequence in a matter of decades whereas clay-dominated channels may take much longer), 
watershed sediment load and size, type of urbanization, and land use history.  It is also dependent on a 
channel’s stage in the channel evolution sequence when urbanization occurs.  Management strategies 
must take into account a channel’s stage of adjustment and account for future changes in the evolution of 
channel form (Stein and Zaleski 2005). 35   
 
Traditional structural water quality BMPs (e.g. detention basins and other devices used to store volumes 
of runoff) unless they are highly engineered to provide adequate flow duration control, do not adequately 
protect receiving waters from accelerated channel bed and bank erosion, do not address post-
development increases in runoff volume, and do not mitigate the decline in benthic macroinvertebrate 
communities in the receiving waters36 suggest that structural BMPs are not as effective in protecting 
aquatic communities as a continuous riparian buffer of native vegetation.  This is supported by the 
findings of Zucker and White37, where instream biological metrics were correlated with the extent of 
forested buffers.   
 
This General Permit requires dischargers to maintain pre-development drainage densities and times of 
concentration in order to protect channels and encourages dischargers to implement setbacks to reduce 
channel slope and velocity changes that can lead to aquatic habitat degradation.   
 
There are a number of other approaches for modeling fluvial systems, including statistical and physical 
models and simpler stream power models.38  The use of these models in California is described in Stein 
and Zaleski (2005).39  Rather than prescribe a specific one-size-fits-all modeling method in this permit, 
the State Water Board intends to develop a stream power and channel evolution model-based framework
to assess channels and develop a hierarchy of suitable analysis methods and management strategies. I
time, this framework may become a State Water Board water quality control policy.   

 
n 

                                                      
 
 
 
33 Hammer 1973 as cited in Delaware Department of Natural Resources (DDNR).  2004.  Green Technology:  The 
Delaware Urban Runoff Management Approach.  Dover, DE.  117 pp; 
Booth, D.B.  1990.  Stream Channel Incision Following Drainage Basin Urbanization.  Water Resour. Bull.  26:407-
417.   
34 Trimble, S.W. 1997. Contribution of Stream Channel Erosion to Sediment Yield from an Urbanizing Watershed. 
Science: Vol. 278 (21), pp. 1442-1444. 
35 Stein, E.S. and S. Zaleski.  2005.Managing runoff to protect natural stream: the latest developments on 
investigation and management of hydromodification in California.  Southern California Coastal Water Research 
Project Technical Report 475.  26 pp.    
36 Horner, R.R.  2006.  Investigation of the Feasibility and Benefits of Low-Impact Site Design Practices (LID) for the 
San Diego Region.  Available at: http://www.projectcleanwater.org/pdf/permit/case-study_lid.pdf. 
37 Delaware Department of Natural Resources (DDNR).  2004.  Green Technology:  The Delaware Urban Runoff 
Management Approach.  Dover, DE.  117 pp.   
38 Finlayson, D.P. and D.R. Montgomery.  2003.  Modeling large-scale fluvial erosion in geographic information 
systems.  Geomorphology (53), pp. 147-164).   
39 Stein, E.S. and S. Zaleski.  2005.Managing runoff to protect natural stream: the latest developments on 
investigation and management of hydromodification in California.  Southern California Coastal Water Research 
Project Technical Report 475.  26 pp.    
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Permit Linkage to Overbank and Extreme Flood Protection 
Site design BMPs (e.g. rooftop and impervious disconnection, vegetated swales, setbacks and buffers) 
filter and settle out pollutants and provide for more infiltration than is possible for traditional centralized 
structural BMPs placed at the lowest point in a site.  They provide source control for runoff and lead to a 
reduction in pollutant loads.  When implemented, they also help reduce the magnitude and volume of 
larger, less frequent storm events (e.g., 10-yr, 24-hour storm and larger), thereby reducing the need for 
expensive flood control infrastructure.  Nonstructural BMPs can also be a landscape amenity, instead of a 
large isolated structure requiring substantial area for ancillary access, buffering, screening and 
maintenance facilities.25 The multiple benefits of using non-structural benefits will be critically important as 
the state’s population increases and imposes strains upon our existing water resources.  
 
Maintaining predevelopment drainage densities and times of concentration will help reduce post-
development peak flows and volumes in areas not covered under a municipal permit.  The most effective 
way to preserve drainage areas and maximize time of concentration is to implement landform grading, 
incorporate site design BMPs and implement distributed structural BMPs (e.g., bioretention cells, rain 
gardens, rain cisterns).   
 

M. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans 

USEPA’s Construction General Permit requires that qualified personnel conduct inspections.  USEPA 
defines qualified personnel as “a person knowledgeable in the principles and practice of erosion and 
sediment controls who possesses the skills to assess conditions at the construction site that could impact 
storm water quality and to assess the effectiveness of any sediment and erosion control measures 
selected to control the quality of storm water discharges from the construction activity.”40  USEPA also 
suggests that qualified personnel prepare SWPPPs and points to numerous states that require certified 
professionals to be on construction sites at all times.  States that currently have certification programs are 
Washington, Georgia, Florida, Delaware, Maryland, and New Jersey.  The Permit 99-08-DWQ did not 
require that qualified personnel prepare SWPPPs or conduct inspections.  However, to ensure that water 
quality is being protected, this General Permit requires that all SWPPPs be written, amended, and 
certified by a Qualified SWPPP Developer.  A Qualified SWPPP Developer must possess one of the eight 
certifications and or registrations specified in this General Permit and effective two years after the 
adoption date of this General Permit, must have attended a State Water Board-sponsored or approved 
Qualified SWPPP Developer training course.  Table 9 provides an overview of the criteria used in 
determining qualified certification titles for a QSD and QSP. 

                                                      
 
 
 
40 US Environmental Protection Agency. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans for Construction Activities. 

>. <http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/swppp.cfm> and <http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/sw_swppp_guide.pdf
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Table 9 - Qualified SWPPP Developer/ Qualified SWPPP Practitioner Certification Criteria 

Certification/ Title Registered By QSD/QSP Certification Criteria 

Professional Civil 
Engineer California 

Both 

1. Approval Process           
2. Code of Ethics             
3. Accountability              
4.  Pre-requisites 

Professional 
Geologist or 
Engineering 
Geologist 

California 

Both 

1. Approval Process           
2. Code of Ethics              
3. Accountability             
4.  Pre-requisites 

Landscape 
Architect California 

Both 

1. Approval Process           
2. Code of Ethics              
3. Accountability             
4.  Pre-requisites 

Professional 
Hydrologist 

American Institute of 
Hydrology 

Both 

1. Approval Process 
2. Code of Ethics 
3. Accountability 
4.  Pre-requisites 

Certified 
Professional in 
Erosion and 
Sediment 
Control™ 
(CPESC) 

Enviro Cert International 
Inc. 

Both 

1. Approval Process 
2. Code of Ethics 
3. Accountability 
4.  Pre-requisites 
5. Continuing Education 

Certified Inspector 
of Sediment and 
Erosion ControlTM 
(CISEC) 

Certified Inspector of 
Sediment and Erosion 
Control, Inc. 

QSP 

1. Approval Process          
2. Code of Ethics              
3. Accountability             
4.  Pre-requisites              
5. Continuing Education 

Certified Erosion, 
Sediment and 
Storm Water 
Inspector™ 
(CESSWI) 

Enviro Cert International 
Inc. 

QSP 

1. Approval Process           
2. Code of Ethics              
3. Accountability             
4.  Pre-requisites              
5. Continuing Education 

Certified 
Professional in 
Storm Water 
Quality™ 
(CPSWQ) 

Enviro Cert International 
Inc. 

Both 

1. Approval Process           
2. Code of Ethics              
3. Accountability             
4.  Pre-requisites              
5. Continuing Education 

 



 

The previous versions of the General Permit required development and implementation of a SWPPP as 
the primary compliance mechanism.  The SWPPP has two major objectives: (1) to help identify the 
sources of sediment and other pollutants that affect the quality of storm water discharges; and (2) to 
describe and ensure the implementation of BMPs to reduce or eliminate sediment and other pollutants in 
storm water and non-storm water discharges.  The SWPPP must include BMPs that address source 
control, BMPs that address pollutant control, and BMPs that address treatment control.  
 
This General Permit shifts some of the measures that were covered by this general requirement to 
specific permit requirements, each individually enforceable as a permit term.  This General Permit 
emphasizes the use of appropriately selected, correctly installed and maintained pollution reduction 
BMPs.  This approach provides the flexibility necessary to establish BMPs that can effectively address 
source control of pollutants during changing construction activities.  These specific requirements also 
improve both the clarity and the enforceability of the General Permit so that the dischargers understand, 
and the public can determine whether the discharges are in compliance with, permit requirements. 
 
The SWPPP must be implemented at the appropriate level to protect water quality at all times throughout 
the life of the project.   The SWPPP must remain on the site during construction activities, commencing 
with the initial mobilization and ending with the termination of coverage under the General Permit.  For 
LUPs the discharger shall make the SWPPP available at the construction site during working hours while 
construction is occurring and shall be made available upon request by a State or Municipal inspector.  
When the original SWPPP is retained by a crewmember in a construction vehicle and is not currently at 
the construction site, current copies of the BMPs and map/drawing will be left with the field crew and the 
original SWPPP shall be made available via a request by radio or telephone.  Once construction activities 
are complete, until stabilization is achieved, the SWPPP shall be available from the SWPPP contact listed 
in the PRDs 
  
A SWPPP must be appropriate for the type and complexity of a project and will be developed and 
implemented to address project specific conditions.  Some projects may have similarities or complexities, 
yet each project is unique in its progressive state that requires specific description and selection of BMPs 
needed to address all possible generated pollutants 
 

N. Regional Water Board Authorities 

Because this General Permit will be issued to thousands of construction sites across the State, the 
Regional Water Boards retain discretionary authority over certain issues that may arise from the 
discharges in their respective regions. This General Permit does not grant the Regional Water Boards 
any authority they do not otherwise have; rather, it merely emphasizes that the Regional Water Boards 
can take specific actions related to this General Permit. For example, the Regional Water Boards will be 
enforcing this General Permit and may need to adjust some requirements for a discharger based on the 
discharger’s compliance history.   
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This Order was adopted by the State Water Resources Control 
Board on: September 2, 2009 

This Order shall become effective on:   July 1, 2010 
This Order shall expire on: September 2, 2014  

 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, that this Order supersedes Order No. 99-08-DWQ 
[as amended by Order No. 2010-0014-DWQ] except for enforcement purposes.  
The Discharger shall comply with the requirements in this Order to meet the 
provisions contained in Division 7 of the California Water Code (commencing 
with section 13000) and regulations adopted thereunder, and the provisions of 
the federal Clean Water Act and regulations and guidelines adopted thereunder. 
 
 
I, Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board, do hereby certify that this Order with all 
attachments is a full, true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the State 
Water Resources Control Board, on September 2, 2009. 
 
AYE:  Vice Chair Frances Spivy-Weber 
   Board Member Arthur G. Baggett, Jr. 
   Board Member Tam M. Doduc 
NAY:  Chairman Charles R. Hoppin 
ABSENT: None 
ABSTAIN: None 
 
             

Jeanine Townsend 
Clerk to the Board 
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Resources Control Board on: September 2, 2009 
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Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ shall expire on: September 2, 2014 
This Order, which amends Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ, was 
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that this Order amends Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ.  
Additions to Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ are reflected in blue-underline text and 
deletions are reflected in red-strikeout text. 
  
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that staff are directed to prepare and post a 
conformed copy of Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ incorporating the revisions made 
by this Order. 
 
I, Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board, do hereby certify that this Order with all 
attachments is a full, true, and correct copy of an Order adopted by the State 
Water Resources Control Board, on November 16, 2010. 
 
AYE:  Chairman Charles R. Hoppin 
  Vice Chair Frances Spivy-Weber 
   Board Member Arthur G. Baggett, Jr.  
   Board Member Tam M. Doduc 
NAY:  None 
ABSENT: None 
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
ORDER NO. 2009-0009-DWQ  

[AS AMENDED BY ORDER NO. 2010-0014-DWQ] 
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 

GENERAL PERMIT NO. CAS000002 
 

WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS 
FOR 

DISCHARGES OF STORM WATER RUNOFF ASSOCIATED WITH 
CONSTRUCTION AND LAND DISTURBANCE ACTIVITIES 

 
I. FINDINGS 
 

A. General Findings 
  
 The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) finds that: 

 
1. The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) prohibits certain discharges of 

storm water containing pollutants except in compliance with a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Title 33 
United States Code (U.S.C.) §§ 1311 and 1342(p); also referred to as 
Clean Water Act (CWA) §§ 301 and 402(p)).  The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) promulgates federal regulations to 
implement the CWA’s mandate to control pollutants in storm water 
runoff discharges.  (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) 
Parts 122, 123, and 124).  The federal statutes and regulations require 
discharges to surface waters comprised of storm water associated with 
construction activity, including demolition, clearing, grading, and 
excavation, and other land disturbance activities (except operations 
that result in disturbance of less than one acre of total land area and 
which are not part of a larger common plan of development or sale), to 
obtain coverage under an NPDES permit.  The NPDES permit must 
require implementation of Best Available Technology Economically 
Achievable (BAT) and Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology 
(BCT) to reduce or eliminate pollutants in storm water runoff.  The 
NPDES permit must also include additional requirements necessary to 
implement applicable water quality standards.  

  
2. This General Permit authorizes discharges of storm water associated 

with construction activity so long as the dischargers comply with all 
requirements, provisions, limitations and prohibitions in the permit.  In 
addition, this General Permit regulates the discharges of storm water 
associated with construction activities from all Linear 
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Underground/Overhead Projects resulting in the disturbance of greater 
than or equal to one acre (Attachment A). 

 
3. This General Permit regulates discharges of pollutants in storm water 

associated with construction activity (storm water discharges) to waters 
of the United States from construction sites that disturb one or more 
acres of land surface, or that are part of a common plan of 
development or sale that disturbs more than one acre of land surface.   

 
4. This General Permit does not preempt or supersede the authority of 

local storm water management agencies to prohibit, restrict, or control 
storm water discharges to municipal separate storm sewer systems or 
other watercourses within their jurisdictions. 

 
5. This action to adopt a general NPDES permit is exempt from the 

provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21100, et seq.), pursuant to 
Section 13389 of the California Water Code. 

 
6. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 131.12 and State Water Board Resolution No. 

68-16,1 which incorporates the requirements of § 131.12 where 
applicable, the State Water Board finds that discharges in compliance 
with this General Permit will not result in the lowering of water quality 
standards, and are therefore consistent with those provisions. 
Compliance with this General Permit will result in improvements in 
water quality. 

 
7. This General Permit serves as an NPDES permit in compliance with 

CWA § 402 and will take effect on July 1, 2010 by the State Water 
Board provided the Regional Administrator of the U.S. EPA has no 
objection.  If the U.S. EPA Regional Administrator objects to its 
issuance, the General Permit will not become effective until such 
objection is withdrawn. 

 
8. Following adoption and upon the effective date of this General Permit, 

the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Water Boards) 
shall enforce the provisions herein. 

 
9. Regional Water Boards establish water quality standards in Basin 

Plans.  The State Water Board establishes water quality standards in 
various statewide plans, including the California Ocean Plan.  U.S. 
EPA establishes water quality standards in the National Toxic Rule 
(NTR) and the California Toxic Rule (CTR).   

                                            
1 Resolution No. 68-16 generally requires that existing water quality be maintained unless degradation is 
justified based on specific findings. 
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10. This General Permit does not authorize discharges of fill or dredged 

material regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under CWA § 
404 and does not constitute a waiver of water quality certification under 
CWA § 401. 

 
11. The primary storm water pollutant at construction sites is excess 

sediment.  Excess sediment can cloud the water, which reduces the 
amount of sunlight reaching aquatic plants, clog fish gills, smother 
aquatic habitat and spawning areas, and impede navigation in our 
waterways.  Sediment also transports other pollutants such as 
nutrients, metals, and oils and greases.   

 
12. Construction activities can impact a construction site’s runoff sediment 

supply and transport characteristics.  These modifications, which can 
occur both during and after the construction phase, are a significant 
cause of degradation of the beneficial uses established for water 
bodies in California.  Dischargers can avoid these effects through 
better construction site design and activity practices. 

 
13. This General Permit recognizes four distinct phases of construction 

activities.  The phases are Grading and Land Development Phase, 
Streets and Utilities Phase, Vertical Construction Phase, and Final 
Landscaping and Site Stabilization Phase.  Each phase has activities 
that can result in different water quality effects from different water 
quality pollutants.  This General Permit also recognizes inactive 
construction as a category of construction site type. 

 
14. Compliance with any specific limits or requirements contained in this 

General Permit does not constitute compliance with any other 
applicable requirements. 

 
15. Following public notice in accordance with State and Federal laws and 

regulations, the State Water Board heard and considered all comments 
and testimony in a public hearing on 06/03/2009.  The State Water 
Board has prepared written responses to all significant comments. 

 
16. Construction activities obtaining coverage under the General Permit 

may have multiple discharges subject to requirements that are specific 
to general, linear, and/or active treatment system discharge types. 

 
17. The State Water Board may reopen the permit if the U.S. EPA adopts 

a final effluent limitation guideline for construction activities. 
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B. Activities Covered Under the General Permit 

 
18. Any construction or demolition activity, including, but not limited to, 

clearing, grading, grubbing, or excavation, or any other activity that 
results in a land disturbance of equal to or greater than one acre. 

 
19. Construction activity that results in land surface disturbances of less 

than one acre if the construction activity is part of a larger common 
plan of development or the sale of one or more acres of disturbed land 
surface. 

 
20. Construction activity related to residential, commercial, or industrial 

development on lands currently used for agriculture including, but not 
limited to, the construction of buildings related to agriculture that are 
considered industrial pursuant to U.S. EPA regulations, such as dairy 
barns or food processing facilities. 

 
21. Construction activity associated with Linear Underground/Overhead 

Utility Projects (LUPs) including, but not limited to, those activities 
necessary for the installation of underground and overhead linear 
facilities (e.g., conduits, substructures, pipelines, towers, poles, cables, 
wires, connectors, switching, regulating and transforming equipment 
and associated ancillary facilities) and include, but are not limited to, 
underground utility mark-out, potholing, concrete and asphalt cutting 
and removal, trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, access road 
and pole/tower pad and cable/wire pull station, substation construction, 
substructure installation, construction of tower footings and/or 
foundations, pole and tower installations, pipeline installations, 
welding, concrete and/or pavement repair or replacement, and 
stockpile/borrow locations. 

 
22. Discharges of sediment from construction activities associated with oil 

and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations or 
transmission facilities.2 

 
23. Storm water discharges from dredge spoil placement that occur 

outside of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction (upland sites) and 
that disturb one or more acres of land surface from construction activity 
are covered by this General Permit.  Construction sites that intend to 
disturb one or more acres of land within the jurisdictional boundaries of 

                                            
2 Pursuant to the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals’ decision in NRDC v. EPA (9th Cir. 2008) 526 F.3d 591, and 
subsequent denial of the U.S. EPA’s petition for reconsideration in November 2008, oil and gas construction 
activities discharging storm water contaminated only with sediment are no longer exempt from the NPDES 
program. 
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a CWA § 404 permit should contact the appropriate Regional Water 
Board to determine whether this permit applies to the site. 

 
C. Activities Not Covered Under the General Permit 

 
24. Routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic 

capacity, or original purpose of the facility.  
 

25. Disturbances to land surfaces solely related to agricultural operations 
such as disking, harrowing, terracing and leveling, and soil preparation.  

 
26. Discharges of storm water from areas on tribal lands; construction on 

tribal lands is regulated by a federal permit. 
 

27. Construction activity and land disturbance involving discharges of 
storm water within the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit.  The Lahontan 
Regional Water Board has adopted its own permit to regulate storm 
water discharges from construction activity in the Lake Tahoe 
Hydrologic Unit (Regional Water Board 6SLT).  Owners of construction 
sites in this watershed must apply for the Lahontan Regional Water 
Board permit rather than the statewide Construction General Permit.   

 
28. Construction activity that disturbs less than one acre of land surface, 

and that is not part of a larger common plan of development or the sale 
of one or more acres of disturbed land surface.  

 
29. Construction activity covered by an individual NPDES Permit for storm 

water discharges.  
 

30. Discharges from small (1 to 5 acre) construction activities with an 
approved Rainfall Erosivity Waiver authorized by U.S. EPA Phase II 
regulations certifying to the State Board that small construction activity 
will occur only when the Rainfall Erosivity Factor is less than 5 (“R” in 
the Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation). 

 
31. Landfill construction activity that is subject to the Industrial General 

Permit. 
 

32. Construction activity that discharges to Combined Sewer Systems. 
 

33. Conveyances that discharge storm water runoff combined with 
municipal sewage. 

 
34. Discharges of storm water identified in CWA § 402(l)(2), 33 U.S.C. § 

1342(l)(2). 
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35. Discharges occurring in basins that are not tributary or hydrologically 
connected to waters of the United States (for more information contact 
your Regional Water Board). 

 
D. Obtaining and Modifying General Permit Coverage 

 
36. This General Permit requires all dischargers to electronically file all 

Permit Registration Documents (PRDs), Notices of Termination (NOT), 
changes of information, annual reporting, and other compliance 
documents required by this General Permit through the State Water 
Board’s Storm water Multi-Application and Report Tracking System 
(SMARTS) website. 

 
37. Any information provided to the Regional Water Board shall comply 

with the Homeland Security Act and any other federal law that 
concerns security in the United States; any information that does not 
comply should not be submitted. 

 
38. This General Permit grants an exception from the Risk Determination 

requirements for existing sites covered under Water Quality Orders No. 
99-08-DWQ, and No. 2003-0007-DWQ.  For certain sites, adding 
additional requirements may not be cost effective.  Construction sites 
covered under Water Quality Order No. 99-08-DWQ shall obtain permit 
coverage at the Risk Level 1.  LUPs covered under Water Quality 
Order No. 2003-0007-DWQ shall obtain permit coverage as a Type 1 
LUP.  The Regional Water Boards have the authority to require Risk 
Determination to be performed on sites currently covered under Water 
Quality Orders No. 99-08-DWQ and No. 2003-0007-DWQ where they 
deem it necessary.  The State Water Board finds that there are two 
circumstances when it may be appropriate for the Regional Water 
Boards to require a discharger that had filed an NOI under State Water 
Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ to recalculate the site’s risk level.  These 
circumstances are: (1) when the discharger has a demonstrated 
history of noncompliance with State Water Board Order No. 99-08-
DWQ or; (2) when the discharger’s site poses a significant risk of 
causing or contributing to an exceedance of a water quality standard 
without the implementation of the additional Risk Level 2 or 3 
requirements. 

 
E. Prohibitions 

 
39. All discharges are prohibited except for the storm water and non-storm 

water discharges specifically authorized by this General Permit or 
another NPDES permit. Non-storm water discharges include a wide 
variety of sources, including improper dumping, spills, or leakage from 
storage tanks or transfer areas.  Non-storm water discharges may 
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contribute significant pollutant loads to receiving waters.  Measures to 
control spills, leakage, and dumping, and to prevent illicit connections 
during construction must be addressed through structural as well as 
non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs)3.  The State Water 
Board recognizes, however, that certain non-storm water discharges 
may be necessary for the completion of construction.   

 
40.  This General Permit prohibits all discharges which contain a 

hazardous substance in excess of reportable quantities established in 
40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate NPDES Permit has 
been issued to regulate those discharges.   

 
41. This General Permit incorporates discharge prohibitions contained in 

water quality control plans, as implemented by the State Water Board 
and the nine Regional Water Boards.   

 
42. Pursuant to the Ocean Plan, discharges to Areas of Special Biological 

Significance (ASBS) are prohibited unless covered by an exception 
that the State Water Board has approved. 

 
43. This General Permit prohibits the discharge of any debris4 from 

construction sites.  Plastic and other trash materials can cause 
negative impacts to receiving water beneficial uses.  The State Water 
Board encourages the use of more environmentally safe, 
biodegradable materials on construction sites to minimize the potential 
risk to water quality. 

 
F. Training 

 
44. In order to improve compliance with and to maintain consistent 

enforcement of this General Permit, all dischargers are required to 
appoint two positions - the Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) and the 
Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) - who must obtain appropriate 
training.  Together with the key stakeholders, the State and Regional 
Water Boards are leading the development of this curriculum through a 
collaborative organization called The Construction General Permit 
(CGP) Training Team.   

 
45. The Professional Engineers Act (Bus. & Prof. Code section 6700, et 

seq.) requires that all engineering work must be performed by a 
California licensed engineer. 

                                            
3 BMPs are scheduling of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance procedures, and other 
management practices to prevent or reduce the discharge of pollutants to waters of the United States. BMPs 
also include treatment requirements, operating procedures, and practice to control site runoff, spillage or 
leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or drainage from raw material storage. 
 
4 Litter, rubble, discarded refuse, and remains of destroyed inorganic anthropogenic waste. 
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G. Determining and Reducing Risk 
 
46. The risk of accelerated erosion and sedimentation from wind and water 

depends on a number of factors, including proximity to receiving water 
bodies, climate, topography, and soil type.   

 
47. This General Permit requires dischargers to assess the risk level of a 

site based on both sediment transport and receiving water risk.  This 
General Permit contains requirements for Risk Levels 1, 2 and 3, and 
LUP Risk Type 1, 2, and 3 (Attachment A). Risk levels are established 
by determining two factors:  first, calculating the site's sediment risk; 
and second, receiving water risk during periods of soil exposure (i.e. 
grading and site stabilization).  Both factors are used to determine the 
site-specific Risk Level(s).  LUPs can be determined to be Type 1 
based on the flowchart in Attachment A.1. 

 
48. Although this General Permit does not mandate specific setback 

distances, dischargers are encouraged to set back their construction 
activities from streams and wetlands whenever feasible to reduce the 
risk of impacting water quality (e.g., natural stream stability and habitat 
function).  Because there is a reduced risk to receiving waters when 
setbacks are used, this General Permit gives credit to setbacks in the 
risk determination and post-construction storm water performance 
standards.  The risk calculation and runoff reduction mechanisms in 
this General Permit are expected to facilitate compliance with any 
Regional Water Board and local agency setback requirements, and to 
encourage voluntary setbacks wherever practicable. 

 
49. Rain events can occur at any time of the year in California.  Therefore, 

a Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) is necessary for Risk Level 2 and 3 
traditional construction projects (LUPs exempt) to ensure that active 
construction sites have adequate erosion and sediment controls 
implemented prior to the onset of a storm event, even if construction is 
planned only during the dry season.    

 
50. Soil particles smaller than 0.02 millimeters (mm) (i.e., finer than 

medium silt) do not settle easily using conventional measures for 
sediment control (i.e., sediment basins).  Given their long settling time, 
dislodging these soils results in a significant risk that fine particles will 
be released into surface waters and cause unacceptable downstream 
impacts.  If operated correctly, an Active Treatment System (ATS5) can 
prevent or reduce the release of fine particles from construction sites.  

                                            
5 An ATS is a treatment system that employs chemical coagulation, chemical flocculation, or electro 
coagulation in order to reduce turbidity caused by fine suspended sediment. 
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Use of an ATS can effectively reduce a site's risk of impacting 
receiving waters. 

 
51. Dischargers located in a watershed area where a Total Maximum Daily 

Load (TMDL) has been adopted or approved by the Regional Water 
Board or U.S. EPA may be required by a separate Regional Water 
Board action to implement additional BMPs, conduct additional 
monitoring activities, and/or comply with an applicable waste load 
allocation and implementation schedule.  Such dischargers may also 
be required to obtain an individual Regional Water Board permit 
specific to the area.  

 
H. Effluent Standards 

 
52. The State Water Board convened a blue ribbon panel of storm water 

experts that submitted a report entitled, “The Feasibility of Numeric 
Effluent Limits Applicable to Discharges of Storm Water Associated 
with Municipal, Industrial and Construction Activities,” dated  
June 19, 2006.  The panel concluded that numeric limits or action 
levels are technically feasible to control construction storm water 
discharges, provided that certain conditions are considered.  The panel 
also concluded that numeric effluent limitations (NELs) are feasible for 
discharges from construction sites that utilize an ATS.  The State 
Water Board has incorporated the expert panel’s suggestions into this 
General Permit, which includes both numeric action levels (NALs) and 
NELs for pH and turbidity, and special numeric limits for ATS 
discharges.   

 
Numeric Effluent Limitations 

53. Discharges of storm water from construction activities may become 
contaminated from alkaline construction materials resulting in high pH 
(greater than pH 7).  Alkaline construction materials include, but are 
not limited to, hydrated lime, concrete, mortar, cement kiln dust (CKD), 
Portland cement treated base (CTB), fly ash, recycled concrete, and 
masonry work.  This General Permit includes an NEL for pH (6.0-9.0) 
that applies only at sites that exhibit a "high risk of high pH discharge."  
A "high risk of high pH discharge" can occur during the complete 
utilities phase, the complete vertical build phase, and any portion of 
any phase where significant amounts of materials are placed directly 
on the land at the site in a manner that could result in significant 
alterations to the background pH of any discharges.   

 
54. For Risk Level 3 discharges, this General Permit establishes 

technology-based, numeric effluent limitations (NELs) for turbidity of 
500 NTU. Exceedances of the turbidity NEL constitutes a violation of 
this General Permit. 
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55. This General Permit establishes a 5 year, 24 hour (expressed in inches 
of rainfall) Compliance Storm Event exemption from the technology-
based NELs for Risk Level 3 dischargers.   

 
Determining Compliance with Numeric Limitations 

56. This General Permit sets a pH NAL of 6.5 to 8.5, and a turbidity NAL of 
250 NTU.  The purpose of the NAL and its associated monitoring 
requirement is to provide operational information regarding the 
performance of the measures used at the site to minimize the 
discharge of pollutants and to protect beneficial uses and receiving 
waters from the adverse effects of construction-related storm water 
discharges.  The NALs in this General Permit for pH and turbidity are 
not directly enforceable and do not constitute NELs.   

 
57. This General Permit requires dischargers with NAL exceedances to 

immediately implement additional BMPs and revise their Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) accordingly to either prevent 
pollutants and authorized non-storm water discharges from 
contaminating storm water, or to substantially reduce the pollutants to 
levels consistently below the NALs.  NAL exceedances are reported in 
the State Water Boards SMARTS system, and the discharger is 
required to provide an NAL Exceedance Report when requested by a 
Regional Water Board. 

 
58. If run-on is caused by a forest fire or any other natural disaster, then 

NELs do not apply. 
 

59. Exceedances of the NELs are a violation of this Permit.  This General 
Permit requires dischargers with NEL exceedances to implement 
additional monitoring, BMPs, and revise their SWPPPs accordingly.   
Dischargers are required to notify the State and Regional Water 
Boards of the violation through the State Water Boards SMARTs 
system, and provide an NEL Violation Report sharing additional 
information concerning the NEL exceedance.   

 
I. Receiving Water Limitations 

 
60. This General Permit requires all enrolled dischargers to determine the 

receiving waters potentially affected by their discharges and to comply 
with all applicable water quality standards, including any more stringent 
standards applicable to a water body.  

 
J. Sampling, Monitoring, Reporting and Record Keeping 
 

61. Visual monitoring of storm water and non-storm water discharges is 
required for all sites subject to this General Permit. 
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62.  Records of all visual monitoring inspections are required to remain on-

site during the construction period and for a minimum of three years.  
 

63. For all Risk Level 3 and Risk Level 2 sites, this General Permit 
requires effluent monitoring for pH and turbidity.  Sampling, analysis 
and monitoring requirements for effluent monitoring for pH and turbidity 
are contained in this General Permit. 

 
64. Risk Level 3 sites in violation of the Numeric Effluent Limitations 

contained in this General Permit and with direct discharges to receiving 
water are required to conduct receiving water monitoring. 

 
65. For Risk Level 3 sites larger than 30 acres and with direct discharges 

to receiving waters, this General Permit requires bioassessment 
sampling before and after site completion to determine if significant 
degradation to the receiving water’s biota has occurred. 
Bioassessment sampling guidelines are contained in this General 
Permit. 

  
66. A summary and evaluation of the sampling and analysis results will be 

submitted in the Annual Reports.   
 

67. This General Permit contains sampling, analysis and monitoring 
requirements for non-visible pollutants at all sites subject to this 
General Permit. 

 
68. Compliance with the General Permit relies upon dischargers to 

electronically self-report any discharge violations and to comply with 
any Regional Water Board enforcement actions.   

 
69. This General Permit requires that all dischargers maintain a paper or 

electronic copy of all required records for three years from the date 
generated or date submitted, whichever is last.  These records must be 
available at the construction site until construction is completed.  For 
LUPs, these documents may be retained in a crew member’s vehicle 
and made available upon request. 

 
K. Active Treatment System (ATS) Requirements 

 
70. Active treatment systems add chemicals to facilitate flocculation, 

coagulation and filtration of suspended sediment particles. The 
uncontrolled release of these chemicals to the environment can 
negatively affect the beneficial uses of receiving waters and/or degrade 
water quality (e.g., acute and chronic toxicity).  Additionally, the batch 
storage and treatment of storm water through an ATS' can potentially 
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cause physical impacts on receiving waters if storage volume is 
inadequate or due to sudden releases of the ATS batches and 
improperly designed outfalls.   

 
71. If designed, operated and maintained properly an ATS can achieve 

very high removal rates of suspended sediment (measured as 
turbidity), albeit at sometimes significantly higher costs than traditional 
erosion/sediment control practices.  As a result, this General Permit 
establishes NELs consistent with the expected level of typical ATS 
performance. 

 
72. This General Permit requires discharges of storm water associated 

with construction activity that undergo active treatment to comply with 
special operational and effluent limitations to ensure that these 
discharges do not adversely affect the beneficial uses of the receiving 
waters or cause degradation of their water quality.   

 
73. For ATS discharges, this General Permit establishes technology-based 

NELs for turbidity.  
 

74. This General Permit establishes a 10 year, 24 hour (expressed in 
inches of rainfall) Compliance Storm Event exemption from the 
technology-based numeric effluent limitations for ATS discharges. 
Exceedances of the ATS turbidity NEL constitutes a violation of this 
General Permit.  

 
L. Post-Construction Requirements 

 
75. This General Permit includes performance standards for post-

construction that are consistent with State Water Board Resolution No. 
2005-0006, "Resolution Adopting the Concept of Sustainability as a 
Core Value for State Water Board Programs and Directing Its 
Incorporation," and 2008-0030, “Requiring Sustainable Water 
Resources Management.“  The requirement for all construction sites to 
match pre-project hydrology will help ensure that the physical and 
biological integrity of aquatic ecosystems are sustained.  This “runoff 
reduction” approach is analogous in principle to Low Impact 
Development (LID) and will serve to protect related watersheds and 
waterbodies from both hydrologic-based and pollution impacts 
associated with the post-construction landscape. 

 
76. LUP projects are not subject to post-construction requirements due to 

the nature of their construction to return project sites to pre-
construction conditions. 
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M. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan Requirements 
 

77. This General Permit requires the development of a site-specific 
SWPPP.  The SWPPP must include the information needed to 
demonstrate compliance with all requirements of this General Permit, 
and must be kept on the construction site and be available for review.  
The discharger shall ensure that a QSD develops the SWPPP.  

 
78. To ensure proper site oversight, this General Permit requires a 

Qualified SWPPP Practitioner to oversee implementation of the BMPs 
required to comply with this General Permit. 

 
N. Regional Water Board Authorities 

 
79. Regional Water Boards are responsible for implementation and 

enforcement of this General Permit.  A general approach to permitting 
is not always suitable for every construction site and environmental 
circumstances.  Therefore, this General Permit recognizes that 
Regional Water Boards must have some flexibility and authority to 
alter, approve, exempt, or rescind permit authority granted under this 
General Permit in order to protect the beneficial uses of our receiving 
waters and prevent degradation of water quality. 
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that all dischargers subject to this General Permit 
shall comply with the following conditions and requirements (including all 
conditions and requirements as set forth in Attachments A, B, C, D, E and F)6: 
 
II. CONDITIONS FOR PERMIT COVERAGE 
 

A. Linear Underground/Overhead Projects (LUPs) 
 

1. Linear Underground/Overhead Projects (LUPs) include, but are not 
limited to, any conveyance, pipe, or pipeline for the transportation of 
any gaseous, liquid (including water and wastewater for domestic 
municipal services), liquescent, or slurry substance; any cable line or 
wire for the transmission of electrical energy; any cable line or wire for 
communications (e.g. telephone, telegraph, radio or television 
messages); and associated ancillary facilities.  Construction activities 
associated with LUPs include, but are not limited to, (a) those activities 
necessary for the installation of underground and overhead linear 
facilities (e.g., conduits, substructures, pipelines, towers, poles, cables, 
wires, connectors, switching, regulating and transforming equipment, 
and associated ancillary facilities); and include, but are not limited to, 
(b) underground utility mark-out, potholing, concrete and asphalt 
cutting and removal, trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, access 
road and pole/tower pad and cable/wire pull station, substation 
construction, substructure installation, construction of tower footings 
and/or foundations, pole and tower installations, pipeline installations, 
welding, concrete and/ or pavement repair or replacement, and 
stockpile/borrow locations. 

 
2. The Legally Responsible Person is responsible for obtaining coverage 

under the General Permit where the construction of pipelines, utility 
lines, fiber-optic cables, or other linear underground/overhead projects 
will occur across several properties unless the LUP construction 
activities are covered under another construction storm water permit. 

 
3. Only LUPs shall comply with the conditions and requirements in 

Attachment A, A.1 & A.2 of this Order.  The balance of this Order is not 
applicable to LUPs except as indicated in Attachment A.    

 
 
 
 
 

                                            
6 These attachments are part of the General Permit itself and are not separate documents that are capable 
of being updated independently by the State Water Board. 
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B. Obtaining Permit Coverage Traditional Construction Sites 
 

1. The Legally Responsible Person (LRP) (see Special Provisions, 
Electronic Signature and Certification Requirements, Section IV.I.1) 
must obtain coverage under this General Permit. 

  
2. To obtain coverage, the LRP must electronically file Permit 

Registration Documents (PRDs) prior to the commencement of 
construction activity.  Failure to obtain coverage under this General 
Permit for storm water discharges to waters of the United States is a 
violation of the CWA and the California Water Code.   

 
3. PRDs shall consist of: 

 
a. Notice of Intent (NOI) 
b. Risk Assessment (Section VIII) 
c. Site Map 
d. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (Section XIV) 
e. Annual Fee 
f. Signed Certification Statement 
 
Any information provided to the Regional Water Board shall comply 
with the Homeland Security Act and any other federal law that 
concerns security in the United States; any information that does not 
comply should not be submitted. 
 
Attachment B contains additional PRD information.  Dischargers must 
electronically file the PRDs, and mail the appropriate annual fee to the 
State Water Board.   

 
4. This permit is effective on July 1, 2010. 
 

a. Dischargers Obtaining Coverage On or After July 1, 2010:  All 
dischargers requiring coverage on or after July 1, 2010, shall 
electronically file their PRDs prior to the commencement of 
construction activities, and mail the appropriate annual fee no later 
than seven days prior to the commencement of construction 
activities.  Permit coverage shall not commence until the PRDs and 
the annual fee are received by the State Water Board, and a WDID 
number is assigned and sent by SMARTS. 

 
b. Dischargers Covered Under 99-08-DWQ and 2003-0007-DWQ:  

Existing dischargers subject to State Water Board Order No. 99-08-
DWQ (existing dischargers) will continue coverage under 99-08-
DWQ until July 1, 2010.  After July 1, 2010, all NOIs subject to 
State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ will be terminated.  
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Existing dischargers shall electronically file their PRDs no later than 
July 1, 2010.  If an existing discharger’s site acreage subject to the 
annual fee has changed, it shall mail a revised annual fee no less 
than seven days after receiving the revised annual fee notification, 
or else lose permit coverage.  All existing dischargers shall be 
exempt from the risk determination requirements in Section VIII of 
this General Permit until two years after permit adoption.  All 
existing dischargers are therefore subject to Risk Level 1 
requirements regardless of their site’s sediment and receiving water 
risks.  However, a Regional Board retains the authority to require 
an existing discharger to comply with the Section VIII risk 
determination requirements.  

 
5. The discharger is only considered covered by this General Permit upon 

receipt of a Waste Discharger Identification (WDID) number assigned 
and sent by the State Water Board Storm water Multi-Application and 
Report Tracking System (SMARTS).  In order to demonstrate 
compliance with this General Permit, the discharger must obtain a 
WDID number and must present documentation of a valid WDID upon 
demand. 

 
6. During the period this permit is subject to review by the U.S. EPA, the 

prior permit (State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ) remains in 
effect.  Existing dischargers under the prior permit will continue to have 
coverage under State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ until this 
General Permit takes effect on July 1, 2010.  Dischargers who 
complete their projects and electronically file an NOT prior to July 1, 
2010, are not required to obtain coverage under this General Permit. 

 
7. Small Construction Rainfall Erosivity Waiver 

 
EPA’s Small Construction Erosivity Waiver applies to sites between 
one and five acres demonstrating that there are no adverse water 
quality impacts. 
 
Dischargers eligible for a Rainfall Erosivity Waiver based on low 
erosivity potential shall complete the electronic Notice of Intent (NOI) 
and Sediment Risk form through the State Water Board’s SMARTS 
system, certifying that the construction activity will take place during a 
period when the value of the rainfall erosivity factor is less than five.  
Where the LRP changes or another LRP is added during construction, 
the new LRP must also submit a waiver certification through the 
SMARTS system. 
 
If a small construction site continues beyond the projected completion 
date given on the waiver certification, the LRP shall recalculate the 
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rainfall erosivity factor for the new project duration and submit this 
information through the SMARTS system.  If the new R factor is below 
five (5), the discharger shall update through SMARTS all applicable 
information on the waiver certification and retain a copy of the revised 
waiver onsite.  The LRP shall submit the new waiver certification 30 
days prior to the projected completion date listed on the original waiver 
form to assure exemption from permitting requirements is 
uninterrupted.  If the new R factor is five (5) or above, the LRP shall be 
required to apply for coverage under this Order. 
 

8. In the case of a public emergency that requires immediate construction 
activities, a discharger shall submit a brief description of the 
emergency construction activity within five days of the onset of 
construction, and then shall submit all PRDs within thirty days. 

 
C. Revising Permit Coverage for Change of Acreage or New Ownership 

 
1. The discharger may reduce or increase the total acreage covered 

under this General Permit when a portion of the site is complete and/or 
conditions for termination of coverage have been met (See Section II.D 
Conditions for Termination of Coverage); when ownership of a portion 
of the site is sold to a different entity; or when new acreage, subject to 
this General Permit, is added to the site. 
 

2. Within 30 days of a reduction or increase in total disturbed acreage, 
the discharger shall electronically file revisions to the PRDs that 
include: 

 
a. A revised NOI indicating the new project size; 

 
b. A revised site map showing the acreage of the site completed, 

acreage currently under construction, acreage sold/transferred or 
added, and acreage currently stabilized in accordance with the 
Conditions for Termination of Coverage in Section II.D below. 

 
c. SWPPP revisions, as appropriate; and 

 
d. Certification that any new landowners have been notified of 

applicable requirements to obtain General Permit coverage.  The 
certification shall include the name, address, telephone number, 
and e-mail address of the new landowner. 

 
e. If the project acreage has increased, dischargers shall mail 

payment of revised annual fees within 14 days of receiving the 
revised annual fee notification. 
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3. The discharger shall continue coverage under the General Permit for 
any parcel that has not achieved “Final Stabilization” as defined in 
Section II.D. 

 
4. When an LRP with active General Permit coverage transfers its LRP 

status to another person or entity that qualifies as an LRP, the existing 
LRP shall inform the new LRP of the General Permit’s requirements.  
In order for the new LRP to continue the construction activity on its 
parcel of property, the new LRP, or the new LRP’s approved signatory, 
must submit PRDs in accordance with this General Permit’s 
requirements. 

 
D. Conditions for Termination of Coverage 

 
1. Within 90 days of when construction is complete or ownership has 

been transferred, the discharger shall electronically file a Notice of 
Termination (NOT), a final site map, and photos through the State 
Water Boards SMARTS system.  Filing a NOT certifies that all General 
Permit requirements have been met.  The Regional Water Board will 
consider a construction site complete only when all portions of the site 
have been transferred to a new owner, or all of the following conditions 
have been met: 

 
a. For purposes of “final stabilization,” the site will not pose any 

additional sediment discharge risk than it did prior to the 
commencement of construction activity; 
 

b. There is no potential for construction-related storm water pollutants 
to be discharged into site runoff; 
 

c. Final stabilization has been reached; 
 

d. Construction materials and wastes have been disposed of properly; 
 

e. Compliance with the Post-Construction Standards in Section XIII of 
this General Permit has been demonstrated; 
 

f. Post-construction storm water management measures have been 
installed and a long-term maintenance plan7 has been established; 
and  
 

g. All construction-related equipment, materials and any temporary 
BMPs no longer needed are removed from the site. 

                                            
7 For the purposes of this requirement a long-term maintenance plan will be designed for a minimum of five 
years, and will describe the procedures to ensure that the post-construction storm water management 
measures are adequately maintained. 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
 18  



  Order 

 
2. The discharger shall certify that final stabilization conditions are 

satisfied in their NOT.  Failure to certify shall result in continuation of 
permit coverage and annual billing. 
 

3. The NOT must demonstrate through photos, RUSLE or RUSLE2, or 
results of testing and analysis that the site meets all of the conditions 
above (Section II.D.1) and the final stabilization condition (Section 
II.D.1.a) is attained by one of the following methods: 

 
a. “70% final cover method,” no computational proof required 

 
OR: 

 
b. “RUSLE or RUSLE2 method,” computational proof required  

 
OR: 

 
c. “Custom method”, the discharger shall demonstrate in some other 

manner than a or b, above, that the site complies with the “final 
stabilization” requirement in Section II.D.1.a. 
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III. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS 

 
A. Dischargers shall not violate any discharge prohibitions contained in 

applicable Basin Plans or statewide water quality control plans.  Waste 
discharges to Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) are 
prohibited by the California Ocean Plan, unless granted an exception 
issued by the State Water Board. 
 

B. All discharges are prohibited except for the storm water and non-storm 
water discharges specifically authorized by this General Permit or another 
NPDES permit. 

 
C. Authorized non-storm water discharges may include those from de-

chlorinated potable water sources such as: fire hydrant flushing, irrigation 
of vegetative erosion control measures, pipe flushing and testing, water to 
control dust, uncontaminated ground water from dewatering, and other 
discharges not subject to a separate general NPDES permit adopted by a 
Regional Water Board.  The discharge of non-storm water is authorized 
under the following conditions: 

 
1. The discharge does not cause or contribute to a violation of any water 

quality standard; 
 

2. The discharge does not violate any other provision of this General 
Permit; 
 

3. The discharge is not prohibited by the applicable Basin Plan; 
 

4. The discharger has included and implemented specific BMPs required 
by this General Permit to prevent or reduce the contact of the non-
storm water discharge with construction materials or equipment. 
 

5. The discharge does not contain toxic constituents in toxic amounts or 
(other) significant quantities of pollutants; 
 

6. The discharge is monitored and meets the applicable NALs and NELs; 
and 
 

7. The discharger reports the sampling information in the Annual Report.  
 
If any of the above conditions are not satisfied, the discharge is not 
authorized by this General Permit.  The discharger shall notify the 
Regional Water Board of any anticipated non-storm water discharges not 
already authorized by this General Permit or another NPDES permit, to 
determine whether a separate NPDES permit is necessary. 
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D. Debris resulting from construction activities are prohibited from being 

discharged from construction sites. 
 

E. When soil contamination is found or suspected and a responsible party is 
not identified, or the responsible party fails to promptly take the 
appropriate action, the discharger shall have those soils sampled and 
tested to ensure proper handling and public safety measures are 
implemented.  The discharger shall notify the appropriate local, State, and 
federal agency(ies) when contaminated soil is found at a construction site, 
and will notify the appropriate Regional Water Board. 
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IV. SPECIAL PROVISIONS 

 
A. Duty to Comply 

 
1. The discharger shall comply with all of the conditions of this General 

Permit.  Any permit noncompliance constitutes a violation of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA) and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
and is grounds for enforcement action and/or removal from General 
Permit coverage. 

 
2. The discharger shall comply with effluent standards or prohibitions 

established under Section 307(a) of the CWA for toxic pollutants within 
the time provided in the regulations that establish these standards or 
prohibitions, even if this General Permit has not yet been modified to 
incorporate the requirement. 

 
B. General Permit Actions 

 
1. This General Permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or 

terminated for cause.  The filing of a request by the discharger for a 
General Permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or 
termination, or a notification of planned changes or anticipated 
noncompliance does not annul any General Permit condition. 

 
2. If any toxic effluent standard or prohibition (including any schedule of 

compliance specified in such effluent standard or prohibition) is 
promulgated under Section 307(a) of the CWA for a toxic pollutant 
which is present in the discharge and that standard or prohibition is 
more stringent than any limitation on the pollutant in this General 
Permit, this General Permit shall be modified or revoked and reissued 
to conform to the toxic effluent standard or prohibition and the 
dischargers so notified. 

 
C. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense 

 
It shall not be a defense for a discharger in an enforcement action that it 
would have been necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in 
order to maintain compliance with the conditions of this General Permit. 

 
D. Duty to Mitigate 

 
The discharger shall take all responsible steps to minimize or prevent any 
discharge in violation of this General Permit, which has a reasonable 
likelihood of adversely affecting human health or the environment. 
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E. Proper Operation and Maintenance 

 
The discharger shall at all times properly operate and maintain any 
facilities and systems of treatment and control (and related 
appurtenances) which are installed or used by the discharger to achieve 
compliance with the conditions of this General Permit.  Proper operation 
and maintenance also includes adequate laboratory controls and 
appropriate quality assurance procedures.  Proper operation and 
maintenance may require the operation of backup or auxiliary facilities or 
similar systems installed by a discharger when necessary to achieve 
compliance with the conditions of this General Permit. 

 
F. Property Rights 

 
This General Permit does not convey any property rights of any sort or 
any exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any injury to private 
property or any invasion of personal rights, nor does it authorize any 
infringement of Federal, State, or local laws or regulations. 

 
G. Duty to Maintain Records and Provide Information 

 
1. The discharger shall maintain a paper or electronic copy of all required 

records, including a copy of this General Permit, for three years from 
the date generated or date submitted, whichever is last.  These 
records shall be available at the construction site until construction is 
completed. 

 
2. The discharger shall furnish the Regional Water Board, State Water 

Board, or U.S. EPA, within a reasonable time, any requested 
information to determine compliance with this General Permit.  The 
discharger shall also furnish, upon request, copies of records that are 
required to be kept by this General Permit. 

 
H. Inspection and Entry 

 
The discharger shall allow the Regional Water Board, State Water Board, 
U.S. EPA, and/or, in the case of construction sites which discharge 
through a municipal separate storm sewer, an authorized representative of 
the municipal operator of the separate storm sewer system receiving the 
discharge, upon the presentation of credentials and other documents as 
may be required by law, to: 

 
1. Enter upon the discharger’s premises at reasonable times where a 

regulated construction activity is being conducted or where records 
must be kept under the conditions of this General Permit; 
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2. Access and copy at reasonable times any records that must be kept 
under the conditions of this General Permit; 

 
3. Inspect at reasonable times the complete construction site, including 

any off-site staging areas or material storage areas, and the 
erosion/sediment controls; and 

 
4. Sample or monitor at reasonable times for the purpose of ensuring 

General Permit compliance. 
 

I. Electronic Signature and Certification Requirements 
 

1. All Permit Registration Documents (PRDs) and Notices of Termination 
(NOTs) shall be electronically signed, certified, and submitted via 
SMARTS to the State Water Board.   Either the Legally Responsible 
Person (LRP), as defined in Appendix 5 – Glossary, or a person legally 
authorized to sign and certify PRDs and NOTs on behalf of the LRP 
(the LRP’s Approved Signatory, as defined in Appendix 5 - Glossary) 
must submit all information electronically via SMARTS.   

 
2. Changes to Authorization.  If an Approved Signatory’s authorization is 

no longer accurate, a new authorization satisfying the requirements of 
paragraph (a) of this section must be submitted via SMARTS prior to or 
together with any reports, information or applications to be signed by 
an Approved Signatory. 
 

3. All Annual Reports, or other information required by the General Permit 
(other than PRDs and NOTs) or requested by the Regional Water 
Board, State Water Board, U.S. EPA, or local storm water 
management agency shall be certified and submitted by the LRP or the 
LRP’s Approved Signatory.  

 
J. Certification 

 
Any person signing documents under Section IV.I above, shall make the 
following certification: 

 
"I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were 
prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system 
designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate 
the information submitted.  Based on my inquiry of the person or persons 
who manage the system or those persons directly responsible for 
gathering the information, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the 
information submitted is, true, accurate, and complete.  I am aware that 
there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including 
the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations." 
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K. Anticipated Noncompliance 

 
The discharger shall give advance notice to the Regional Water Board and 
local storm water management agency of any planned changes in the 
construction activity, which may result in noncompliance with General 
Permit requirements. 
 

L. Bypass 
 

Bypass8 is prohibited.  The Regional Water Board may take enforcement 
action against the discharger for bypass unless: 
 
1. Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury or 

severe property damage;9   
 

2. There were no feasible alternatives to bypass, such as the use of 
auxiliary treatment facilities, retention of untreated waste, or 
maintenance during normal periods of equipment downtime.  This 
condition is not satisfied if adequate back-up equipment should have 
been installed in the exercise of reasonable engineering judgment to 
prevent a bypass that could occur during normal periods of equipment 
downtime or preventative maintenance; 
 

3. The discharger submitted a notice at least ten days in advance of the 
need for a bypass to the Regional Water Board; or 
 

4. The discharger may allow a bypass to occur that does not cause 
effluent limitations to be exceeded, but only if it is for essential 
maintenance to assure efficient operation.  In such a case, the above 
bypass conditions are not applicable.  The discharger shall submit 
notice of an unanticipated bypass as required. 

 
M. Upset 
 

1. A discharger that wishes to establish the affirmative defense of an 
upset10 in an action brought for noncompliance shall demonstrate, 

                                            
8 The intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a treatment facility 
9 Severe property damage means substantial physical damage to property, damage to the treatment 
facilities that causes them to become inoperable, or substantial and permanent loss of natural resources that 
can reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a bypass.  Severe property damage does not mean 
economic loss caused by delays in production. 
 
10 An exceptional incident in which there is unintentional and temporary noncompliance the technology 
based numeric effluent limitations because of factors beyond the reasonable control of the discharger.  An 
upset does not include noncompliance to the extent caused by operational error, improperly designed 
treatment facilities, inadequate treatment facilities, lack of preventative maintenance, or careless or improper 
operation. 
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through properly signed, contemporaneous operating logs, or other 
relevant evidence that: 

 
a. An upset occurred and that the discharger can identify the cause(s) 

of the upset 
 

b. The treatment facility was being properly operated by the time of 
the upset 

 
c. The discharger submitted notice of the upset as required; and 

 
d. The discharger complied with any remedial measures required 

 
2. No determination made before an action of noncompliance occurs, 

such as during administrative review of claims that noncompliance was 
caused by an upset, is final administrative action subject to judicial 
review. 

 
3. In any enforcement proceeding, the discharger seeking to establish the 

occurrence of an upset has the burden of proof 
 

N. Penalties for Falsification of Reports 
 

Section 309(c)(4) of the CWA provides that any person who knowingly 
makes any false material statement, representation, or certification in any 
record or other document submitted or required to be maintained under 
this General Permit, including reports of compliance or noncompliance 
shall upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000 or 
by imprisonment for not more than two years or by both. 

 
O. Oil and Hazardous Substance Liability 

 
Nothing in this General Permit shall be construed to preclude the 
institution of any legal action or relieve the discharger from any 
responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties to which the discharger is or may be 
subject to under Section 311 of the CWA. 

 
P. Severability 

 
The provisions of this General Permit are severable; and, if any provision 
of this General Permit or the application of any provision of this General 
Permit to any circumstance is held invalid, the application of such 
provision to other circumstances and the remainder of this General Permit 
shall not be affected thereby. 

 
Q. Reopener Clause 
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This General Permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or 
terminated for cause due to promulgation of amended regulations, receipt 
of U.S. EPA guidance concerning regulated activities, judicial decision, or 
in accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 122.62, 122.63, 
122.64, and 124.5. 

 
R. Penalties for Violations of Permit Conditions 

 
1. Section 309 of the CWA provides significant penalties for any person 

who violates a permit condition implementing Sections 301, 302, 306, 
307, 308, 318, or 405 of the CWA or any permit condition or limitation 
implementing any such section in a permit issued under Section 402. 
Any person who violates any permit condition of this General Permit is 
subject to a civil penalty not to exceed $37,50011 per calendar day of 
such violation, as well as any other appropriate sanction provided by 
Section 309 of the CWA. 

 
2. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act also provides for civil 

and criminal penalties, which in some cases are greater than those 
under the CWA. 

 
S. Transfers 

 
This General Permit is not transferable.  

 
T. Continuation of Expired Permit 

 
This General Permit continues in force and effect until a new General 
Permit is issued or the SWRCB rescinds this General Permit.  Only those 
dischargers authorized to discharge under the expiring General Permit are 
covered by the continued General Permit. 

                                            
11 May be further adjusted in accordance with the Federal Civil Penalties Inflation Adjustment Act. 
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V. EFFLUENT STANDARDS 

 
A. Narrative Effluent Limitations 

 
1. Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges 

regulated by this General Permit shall not contain a hazardous 
substance equal to or in excess of reportable quantities established in 
40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate NPDES Permit has 
been issued to regulate those discharges. 

 
2. Dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water 

discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the 
use of controls, structures, and management practices that achieve 
BAT for toxic and non-conventional pollutants and BCT for 
conventional pollutants.   

 
B. Numeric Effluent Limitations (NELs) 
 

Table 1- Numeric Effluent Limitations, Numeric Action Levels, Test Methods, 
Detection Limits, and Reporting Units 

Parameter Test 
Method 

Discharge 
Type 

Min. 
Detection 

Limit 

Units Numeric 
Action 
Level 

Numeric 
Effluent 

Limitation 

Risk Level 2 

lower NAL = 
6.5 

upper NAL = 
8.5 

N/A 

pH 

Field test 
with 

calibrated 
portable 

instrument Risk Level 3 

0.2 pH 
units lower NAL = 

6.5 
upper NAL = 

8.5 

lower NEL = 
6.0 

upper NEL = 
9.0 

Risk Level 2 250 NTU N/A 
Turbidity EPA 

0180.1 
and/or field 

test with 
calibrated 
portable 

instrument 

Risk Level 3 
1 NTU 

250 NTU 500 NTU 

 
 

1. Numeric Effluent Limitations (NELs): 
 

a. Storm Event, Daily Average pH Limits – For Risk Level 3 
dischargers, the pH of storm water and non-storm water discharges 
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shall be within the ranges specified in Table 1 during any site phase 
where there is a "high risk of pH discharge."12 

 
b. Storm Event Daily Average Turbidity Limit – For Risk Level 3 

dischargers, the turbidity of storm water and non-storm water 
discharges shall not exceed 500 NTU. 

 
2. If daily average sampling results are outside the range of pH NELs 

(i.e., is below the lower NEL for pH or exceeds the upper NEL for pH) 
or exceeds the turbidity NEL (as listed in Table 1), the discharger is in 
violation of this General Permit and shall electronically file monitoring 
results in violation within 5 business days of obtaining the results. 

 
3. Compliance Storm Event: 

 
Discharges of storm water from Risk Level 3 sites shall comply with 
applicable NELs (above) unless the storm event causing the 
discharges is determined after the fact to be equal to or larger than the 
Compliance Storm Event (expressed in inches of rainfall).  The 
Compliance Storm Event for Risk Level 3 discharges is the 5 year,  
24 hour storm (expressed in tenths of an inch of rainfall), as 
determined by using these maps: 
 

http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/pcpnfreq/nca5y24.gif  
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/pcpnfreq/sca5y24.gif 

 

Compliance storm event verification shall be done by reporting on-site 
rain gauge readings as well as nearby governmental rain gauge 
readings. 
 

4. Dischargers shall not be required to comply with NELs if the site 
receives run-on from a forest fire or any other natural disaster. 

 
 

C. Numeric Action Levels (NALs) 
 

1. For Risk Level 2 and 3 dischargers, the lower storm event average 
NAL for pH is 6.5 pH units and the upper storm event average NAL for 
pH is 8.5 pH units.  The discharger shall take actions as described 
below if the discharge is outside of this range of pH values. 
 

                                            
12 A period of high risk of pH discharge is defined as a project's complete utilities phase, complete vertical 
build phase, and any portion of any phase where significant amounts of materials are placed directly on the 
land at the site in a manner that could result in significant alterations of the background pH of the 
discharges. 
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2. For Risk Level 2 and 3 dischargers, the NAL storm event daily average 
for turbidity is 250 NTU.  The discharger shall take actions as 
described below if the discharge is outside of this range of turbidity 
values.  

 
3. Whenever the results from a storm event daily average indicate that 

the discharge is below the lower NAL for pH, exceeds the upper NAL 
for pH, or exceeds the turbidity NAL (as listed in Table 1), the 
discharger shall conduct a construction site and run-on evaluation to 
determine whether pollutant source(s) associated with the site’s 
construction activity may have caused or contributed to the NAL 
exceedance and shall immediately implement corrective actions if they 
are needed. 

 
4. The site evaluation shall be documented in the SWPPP and 

specifically address whether the source(s) of the pollutants causing the 
exceedance of the NAL: 

 
a. Are related to the construction activities and whether additional 

BMPs are required to (1) meet BAT/BCT requirements; (2) reduce 
or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges from causing 
exceedances of receiving water objectives; and (3) determine what 
corrective action(s) were taken or will be taken and with a 
description of the schedule for completion.   
 

AND/OR: 
 

b. Are related to the run-on associated with the construction site 
location and whether additional BMPs measures are required to (1) 
meet BAT/BCT requirements; (2) reduce or prevent pollutants in 
storm water discharges from causing exceedances of receiving 
water objectives; and (3) what corrective action(s) were taken or 
will be taken with a description of the schedule for completion.   
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VI. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS 
 

A. The discharger shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized 
non-storm water discharges to any surface or ground water will not 
adversely affect human health or the environment. 
  

B. The discharger shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized 
non-storm water discharges will not contain pollutants in quantities that 
threaten to cause pollution or a public nuisance. 
 

C. The discharger shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized 
non-storm water discharges will not contain pollutants that cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of any applicable water quality objectives or 
water quality standards (collectively, WQS) contained in a Statewide 
Water Quality Control Plan, the California Toxics Rule, the National Toxics 
Rule, or the applicable Regional Water Board’s Water Quality Control Plan 
(Basin Plan).  

 
D. Dischargers located within the watershed of a CWA § 303(d) impaired 

water body, for which a TMDL has been approved by the U.S. EPA, shall 
comply with the approved TMDL if it identifies “construction activity” or 
land disturbance as a source of the pollution.  
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VII. TRAINING QUALIFICATIONS AND CERTIFICATION 

REQUIREMENTS 
 

A. General 
The discharger shall ensure that all persons responsible for implementing 
requirements of this General Permit shall be appropriately trained in 
accordance with this Section.  Training should be both formal and 
informal, occur on an ongoing basis, and should include training offered by 
recognized governmental agencies or professional organizations.  Those 
responsible for preparing and amending SWPPPs shall comply with the 
requirements in this Section VII.   
 
The discharger shall provide documentation of all training for persons 
responsible for implementing the requirements of this General Permit in 
the Annual Reports. 

 
B. SWPPP Certification Requirements 

 
1. Qualified SWPPP Developer: The discharger shall ensure that 

SWPPPs are written, amended and certified by a Qualified SWPPP 
Developer (QSD).  A QSD shall have one of the following registrations 
or certifications, and appropriate experience, as required for: 
 
a. A California registered professional civil engineer; 

 
b. A California registered professional geologist or engineering 

geologist; 
 

c. A California registered landscape architect; 
 

d. A professional hydrologist registered through the American Institute 
of Hydrology; 

 
e. A Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC) 

TM registered through Enviro Cert International, Inc.; 
 

f. A Certified Professional in Storm Water Quality (CPSWQ) TM 
registered through Enviro Cert International, Inc.; or 
 

g. A professional in erosion and sediment control registered through 
the National Institute for Certification in Engineering Technologies 
(NICET).   
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Effective two years after the adoption date of this General Permit, a 
QSD shall have attended a State Water Board-sponsored or approved 
QSD training course.   

 
2. The discharger shall list the name and telephone number of the 

currently designated Qualified SWPPP Developer(s) in the SWPPP.   
 

3. Qualified SWPPP Practitioner:  The discharger shall ensure that all 
BMPs required by this General Permit are implemented by a Qualified 
SWPPP Practitioner (QSP).  A QSP is a person responsible for non-
storm water and storm water visual observations, sampling and 
analysis.  Effective two years from the date of adoption of this General 
Permit, a QSP shall be either a QSD or have one of the following 
certifications: 

 
a. A certified erosion, sediment and storm water inspector registered 

through Enviro Cert International, Inc.; or 
 

b. A certified inspector of sediment and erosion control registered 
through Certified Inspector of Sediment and Erosion Control, Inc. 
 

Effective two years after the adoption date of this General Permit, a 
QSP shall have attended a State Water Board-sponsored or approved 
QSP training course.   

 
4. The LRP shall list in the SWPPP, the name of any Approved Signatory, 

and provide a copy of the written agreement or other mechanism that 
provides this authority from the LRP in the SWPPP. 

  
5. The discharger shall include, in the SWPPP, a list of names of all 

contractors, subcontractors, and individuals who will be directed by the 
Qualified SWPPP Practitioner.  This list shall include telephone 
numbers and work addresses.  Specific areas of responsibility of each 
subcontractor and emergency contact numbers shall also be included. 

 
6. The discharger shall ensure that the SWPPP and each amendment will 

be signed by the Qualified SWPPP Developer.  The discharger shall 
include a listing of the date of initial preparation and the date of each 
amendment in the SWPPP. 

 
VIII. RISK DETERMINATION 
 

The discharger shall calculate the site's sediment risk and receiving water risk 
during periods of soil exposure (i.e. grading and site stabilization) and use the 
calculated risks to determine a Risk Level(s) using the methodology in 
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Appendix 1.  For any site that spans two or more planning watersheds,13 the 
discharger shall calculate a separate Risk Level for each planning watershed.  
The discharger shall notify the State Water Board of the site’s Risk Level 
determination(s) and shall include this determination as a part of submitting 
the PRDs.  If a discharger ends up with more than one Risk Level 
determination, the Regional Water Board may choose to break the project 
into separate levels of implementation.   
 

 
IX. RISK LEVEL 1 REQUIREMENTS 
 
Risk Level 1 Dischargers shall comply with the requirements included in 
Attachment C of this General Permit. 
 
 
X. RISK LEVEL 2 REQUIREMENTS 

 
Risk Level 2 Dischargers shall comply with the requirements included in 
Attachment D of this General Permit. 

 
 

XI. RISK LEVEL 3 REQUIREMENTS 
 

Risk Level 3 Dischargers shall comply with the requirements included in 
Attachment E of this General Permit. 
 
 
XII. ACTIVE TREATMENT SYSTEMS (ATS) 

 
Dischargers choosing to implement an ATS on their site shall comply with all of 
the requirements in Attachment F of this General Permit. 
 

                                            
13 Planning watershed: defined by the Calwater Watershed documents as a watershed that ranges in size 
from approximately 3,000 to 10,000 acres http://cain.ice.ucdavis.edu/calwater/calwfaq.html,  
http://gis.ca.gov/catalog/BrowseRecord.epl?id=22175 . 
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XIII. POST-CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS 
 

A. All dischargers shall comply with the following runoff reduction 
requirements unless they are located within an area subject to post-
construction standards of an active Phase I or II municipal separate storm 
sewer system (MS4) permit that has an approved Storm Water 
Management Plan.      

 
1. This provision shall take effect three years from the adoption date of 

this permit, or later at the discretion of the Executive Officer of the 
Regional Board. 

 
2. The discharger shall demonstrate compliance with the requirements of 

this section by submitting with their NOI a map and worksheets in 
accordance with the instructions in Appendix 2.  The discharger shall 
use non-structural controls unless the discharger demonstrates that 
non-structural controls are infeasible or that structural controls will 
produce greater reduction in water quality impacts. 

 
3. The discharger shall, through the use of non-structural and structural 

measures as described in Appendix 2, replicate the pre-project water 
balance (for this permit, defined as the volume of rainfall that ends up 
as runoff) for the smallest storms up to the 85th percentile storm event 
(or the smallest storm event that generates runoff, whichever is larger).  
Dischargers shall inform Regional Water Board staff at least 30 days 
prior to the use of any structural control measure used to comply with 
this requirement.  Volume that cannot be addressed using non-
structural practices shall be captured in structural practices and 
approved by the Regional Water Board.  When seeking Regional 
Board approval for the use of structural practices, dischargers shall 
document the infeasibility of using non-structural practices on the 
project site, or document that there will be fewer water quality impacts 
through the use of structural practices. 

 
4. For sites whose disturbed area exceeds two acres, the discharger shall 

preserve the pre-construction drainage density (miles of stream length 
per square mile of drainage area) for all drainage areas within the area 
serving a first order stream14 or larger stream and ensure that post-
project time of runoff concentration is equal or greater than pre-project 
time of concentration.   

 

                                            
14 A first order stream is defined as a stream with no tributaries. 
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B. All dischargers shall implement BMPs to reduce pollutants in storm water 
discharges that are reasonably foreseeable after all construction phases 
have been completed at the site (Post-construction BMPs).   
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XIV. SWPPP REQUIREMENTS  
 

A. The discharger shall ensure that the Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plans (SWPPPs) for all traditional project sites are developed and 
amended or revised by a QSD.  The SWPPP shall be designed to address 
the following objectives: 

 
1. All pollutants and their sources, including sources of sediment 

associated with construction, construction site erosion and all other 
activities associated with construction activity are controlled; 

 
2. Where not otherwise required to be under a Regional Water Board 

permit, all non-storm water discharges are identified and either 
eliminated, controlled, or treated;  

 
3. Site BMPs are effective and result in the reduction or elimination of 

pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water 
discharges from construction activity to the BAT/BCT standard;  

 
4. Calculations and design details as well as BMP controls for site run-on 

are complete and correct, and 
 

5. Stabilization BMPs installed to reduce or eliminate pollutants after 
construction are completed. 

 
B. To demonstrate compliance with requirements of this General Permit, the 

QSD shall include information in the SWPPP that supports the 
conclusions, selections, use, and maintenance of BMPs. 

   
C. The discharger shall make the SWPPP available at the construction site 

during working hours while construction is occurring and shall be made 
available upon request by a State or Municipal inspector.  When the 
original SWPPP is retained by a crewmember in a construction vehicle 
and is not currently at the construction site, current copies of the BMPs 
and map/drawing will be left with the field crew and the original SWPPP 
shall be made available via a request by radio/telephone. 
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XV. REGIONAL WATER BOARD AUTHORITIES 
 

A. In the case where the Regional Water Board does not agree with the 
discharger’s self-reported risk level (e.g., they determine themselves to be 
a Level 1 Risk when they are actually a Level 2 Risk site), Regional Water 
Boards may either direct the discharger to reevaluate the Risk Level(s) for 
their site or terminate coverage under this General Permit.   

 
B. Regional Water Boards may terminate coverage under this General 

Permit for dischargers who fail to comply with its requirements or where 
they determine that an individual NPDES permit is appropriate.   

 
C. Regional Water Boards may require dischargers to submit a Report of 

Waste Discharge / NPDES permit application for Regional Water Board 
consideration of individual requirements. 

 
D. Regional Water Boards may require additional Monitoring and Reporting 

Program Requirements, including sampling and analysis of discharges to 
sediment-impaired water bodies.   

 
E. Regional Water Boards may require dischargers to retain records for more 

than the three years required by this General Permit. 
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XVI. ANNUAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 

A. All dischargers shall prepare and electronically submit an Annual Report 
no later than September 1 of each year.     

 
B. The discharger shall certify each Annual Report in accordance with the 

Special Provisions.  
 

C. The discharger shall retain an electronic or paper copy of each Annual 
Report for a minimum of three years after the date the annual report is 
filed.   

 
D. The discharger shall include storm water monitoring information in the 

Annual Report consisting of: 
 

1. a summary and evaluation of all sampling and analysis results, 
including copies of laboratory reports;  

 
2. the analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method 

detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results that 
are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as "less than 
the method detection limit");  

 
3. a summary of all corrective actions taken during the compliance year; 

 
4. identification of any compliance activities or corrective actions that 

were not implemented; 
 
5. a summary of all violations of the General Permit;  
 
6. the names of individual(s) who performed the facility inspections, 

sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements;  
 
7. the date, place, time of facility inspections, sampling, visual 

observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including 
precipitation (rain gauge); and 

 
8. the visual observation and sample collection exception records and 

reports specified in Attachments C, D, and E. 
 

E. The discharger shall provide training information in the Annual Report 
consisting of: 

 
1. documentation of all training for individuals responsible for all activities 

associated with compliance with this General Permit; 
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2. documentation of all training for individuals responsible for BMP 

installation, inspection, maintenance, and repair; and 
 

3. documentation of all training for individuals responsible for overseeing, 
revising, and amending the SWPPP. 



ATTACHMENT A 
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All Linear Underground/Overhead project dischargers who submit permit 
registration documents (PRDs) indicating their intention to be regulated under the 
provisions of this General Permit shall comply with the following:  
 
 
A. DEFINITION OF LINEAR UNDERGROUND/OVERHEAD PROJECTS 
 

1. Linear Underground/Overhead Projects (LUPs) include, but are not limited 
to, any conveyance, pipe, or pipeline for the transportation of any 
gaseous, liquid (including water and wastewater for domestic municipal 
services), liquiescent, or slurry substance; any cable line or wire for the 
transmission of electrical energy; any cable line or wire for 
communications (e.g., telephone, telegraph, radio, or television 
messages); and associated ancillary facilities.  Construction activities 
associated with LUPs include, but are not limited to, (a) those activities 
necessary for the installation of underground and overhead linear facilities 
(e.g., conduits, substructures, pipelines, towers, poles, cables, wires, 
connectors, switching, regulating and transforming equipment, and 
associated ancillary facilities); and include, but are not limited to, (b) 
underground utility mark-out, potholing, concrete and asphalt cutting and 
removal, trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, access road and 
pole/tower pad and cable/wire pull station, substation construction, 
substructure installation, construction of tower footings and/or foundations, 
pole and tower installations, pipeline installations, welding, concrete and/ 
or pavement repair or replacement, and stockpile/borrow locations. 

 
2. LUP evaluation shall consist of two tasks: 
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a. Confirm that the project or project section(s) qualifies as an LUP.  The 
State Water Board website contains a project determination guidance 
flowchart.   
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/con
stpermits.shtml 

 
b. Identify which Type(s) (1, 2 or 3 described in Section I below) are 

applicable to the project or project sections based on project sediment 
and receiving water risk. (See Attachment A.1) 
 

3. A Legally Responsible Person (LRP) for a Linear Underground/Overhead 
project is required to obtain CGP coverage under one or more permit 
registration document (PRD) electronic submittals to the State Water 
Board’s Storm Water Multi-Application and Report Tracking (SMARTs) 
system.  Attachment A.1 contains a flow chart to be used when 
determining if a linear project qualifies for coverage and to determine LUP 
Types.  Since a LUP may be constructed within both developed and 
undeveloped locations and portions of LUPs may be constructed by 
different contractors, LUPs may be broken into logical permit sections.  
Sections may be determined based on portions of a project conducted by 
one contractor.  Other situations may also occur, such as the time period 
in which the sections of a project will be constructed (e.g. project phases), 
for which separate permit coverage is possible.  For projects that are 
broken into separate sections, a description of how each section relates to 
the overall project and the definition of the boundaries between sections 
shall be clearly stated.  

 
4. Where construction activities transverse or enter into different Regional 

Water Board jurisdictions, LRPs shall obtain permit coverage for each 
Regional Water Board area involved prior to the commencement of 
construction activities.  

 
5. Small Construction Rainfall Erosivity Waiver 

 
EPA’s Small Construction Erosivity Waiver applies to sites between one 
and five acres demonstrating that there are no adverse water quality 
impacts. 

 
Dischargers eligible for a Rainfall Erosivity Waiver based on low erosivity 
potential shall complete the electronic Notice of Intent (NOI) and Sediment 
Risk form through the State Water Board’s SMARTS system, certifying 
that the construction activity will take place during a period when the value 
of the rainfall erosivity factor is less than five.  Where the LRP changes or 
another LRP is added during construction, the new LRP must also submit 
a waiver certification through the SMARTS system. 
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If a small linear construction site continues beyond the projected 
completion date given on the waiver certification, the LRP shall recalculate 
the rainfall erosivity factor for the new project duration and submit this 
information through the SMARTS system.  If the new R factor is below five 
(5), the discharger shall update through SMARTS all applicable 
information on the waiver certification and retain a copy of the revised 
waiver onsite.  The LRP shall submit the new waiver certification 30 days 
prior to the projected completion date listed on the original waiver form to 
assure exemption from permitting requirements is uninterrupted.  If the 
new R factor is five (5) or above, the LRP shall be required to apply for 
coverage under this Order. 

 
 
B. LINEAR PROJECT PERMIT REGISTRATION DOCUMENTS (PRDs) 
 

Any information provided to the Regional Water Board shall comply with the 
Homeland Security Act and any other federal law that concerns security in the 
United States; any information that does not comply should not be submitted. 
PRDs shall consist of the following: 

 
1. Notice of Intent (NOI) 

 
Prior to construction activities, the LRP of a proposed linear 
underground/overhead project shall utilize the processes and methods 
provided in Attachment A.2, Permit Registration Documents (PRDs) – 
General Instructions for Linear Underground/Overhead Projects to comply 
with the Construction General Permit. 

 
2. Site Maps  

 
LRPs submitting PRDs shall include at least 3 maps.  The first map will be 
a zoomed1 1000-1500 ft vicinity map that shows the starting point of the 
project.  The second will be a zoomed map of 1000-1500 ft showing the 
ending location of the project.   The third will be a larger view vicinity map, 
1000 ft to 2000 ft, displaying the entire project location depending on the 
project size, and indicating the LUP type (1, 2 or 3) areas within the total 
project footprint. 

 
3. Drawings 

 
LRPs submitting PRDs shall include a construction drawing(s) or other 
appropriate drawing(s) or map(s) that shows the locations of storm drain 

                                            
1  An image with a close-up/enhanced detailed view of site features that show minute details such as streets 
and neighboring structures.   
Or: An image with a close-up/enhanced detailed view of the site’s surrounding infrastructure.  
Or: An image with a close up detailed view of the project and its surroundings.   
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inlets and waterbodies2 that may receive discharges from the construction 
activities and that shows the locations of BMPs to be installed for all those 
BMPs that can be illustrated on the revisable drawing(s) or map(s).  If 
storm drain inlets, waterbodies, and/or BMPs cannot be adequately shown 
on the drawing(s) or map(s) they should be described in detail within the 
SWPPP. 

 
4. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

 
LUP dischargers shall comply with the SWPPP Preparation, 
Implementation, and Oversight requirements in Section K of this 
Attachment. 
 

5. Contact information  
 
LUP dischargers shall include contact information for all contractors (or 
subcontractors) responsible for each area of an LUP project.  This should 
include the names, telephone numbers, and addresses of contact 
personnel.  Specific areas of responsibility of each contact, and 
emergency contact numbers should also be included. 

 
6. In the case of a public emergency that requires immediate construction 

activities, a discharger shall submit a brief description of the emergency 
construction activity within five days of the onset of construction, and then 
shall submit all PRDs within thirty days. 

 
 
C. LINEAR PROJECT TERMINATION OF COVERAGE REQUIREMENTS 
 

The LRP may terminate coverage of an LUP when construction activities are 
completed by submitting an electronic notice of termination (NOT) through the 
State Water Board’s SMARTS system.  Termination requirements are 
different depending on the complexity of the LUP.  An LUP is considered 
complete when: (a) there is no potential for construction-related storm water 
pollution; (b) all elements of the SWPPP have been completed; 
(c) construction materials and waste have been disposed of properly; (d) the 
site is in compliance with all local storm water management requirements; 
and (e) the LRP submits a notice of termination (NOT) and has received 
approval for termination from the appropriate Regional Water Board office. 
 
1. LUP Stabilization Requirements 

 
The LUP discharger shall ensure that all disturbed areas of the 
construction site are stabilized prior to termination of coverage under this 
General Permit.  Final stabilization for the purposes of submitting an NOT 

                                            
2 Includes basin(s) that the MS4 storm sewer systems may drain to for Hydromodification or Hydrological 
Conditional of Concerns under the MS4 permits. 
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is satisfied when all soil disturbing activities are completed and one of the 
following criteria is met: 

 
a. In disturbed areas that were vegetated prior to construction activities of 

the LUP, the area disturbed must be re-established to a uniform 
vegetative cover equivalent to 70 percent coverage of the 
preconstruction vegetative conditions.  Where preconstruction 
vegetation covers less than 100 percent of the surface, such as in arid 
areas, the 70 percent coverage criteria is adjusted as follows:  if the 
preconstruction vegetation covers 50 percent of the ground surface, 70 
percent of 50 percent (.70 X .50=.35) would require 35 percent total 
uniform surface coverage; or  

 
b. Where no vegetation is present prior to construction, the site is 

returned to its original line and grade and/or compacted to achieve 
stabilization; or 

 
c. Equivalent stabilization measures have been employed.  These 

measures include, but are not limited to, the use of such BMPs as 
blankets, reinforced channel liners, soil cement, fiber matrices, 
geotextiles, or other erosion resistant soil coverings or treatments. 

 
2. LUP Termination of Coverage Requirements  

 
The LRP shall file an NOT through the State Water Board’s SMARTS 
system.  By submitting an NOT, the LRP is certifying that construction 
activities for an LUP are complete and that the project is in full compliance 
with requirements of this General Permit and that it is now compliant with 
soil stabilization requirements where appropriate.  Upon approval by the 
appropriate Regional Water Board office, permit coverage will be 
terminated. 

 
3. Revising Coverage for Change of Acreage  

 
When the LRP of a portion of an LUP construction project changes, or 
when a phase within a multi-phase project is completed, the LRP may 
reduce the total acreage covered by this General Permit.  In reducing the 
acreage covered by this General Permit, the LRP shall electronically file 
revisions to the PRDs that include: 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
5 



ATTACHMENT A 

 
a. a revised NOI indicating the new project size; 
 
b. a revised site map showing the acreage of the project completed, 

acreage currently under construction, acreage sold, transferred or 
added, and acreage currently stabilized. 

 
c. SWPPP revisions, as appropriate; and 
 
d. certification that any new LRPs have been notified of applicable 

requirements to obtain General Permit coverage.  The certification 
shall include the name, address, telephone number, and e-mail 
address (if known) of the new LRP. 

 
If the project acreage has increased, dischargers shall mail payment of 
revised annual fees within 14 days of receiving the revised annual fee 
notification. 

 
 
D. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS 
 

1. LUP dischargers shall not violate any discharge prohibitions contained in 
applicable Basin Plans or statewide water quality control plans.  Waste 
discharges to Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) are 
prohibited by the California Ocean Plan, unless granted an exception 
issued by the State Water Board. 
 

2. LUP dischargers are prohibited from discharging non-storm water that is 
not otherwise authorized by this General Permit.  Non-storm water 
discharges authorized by this General Permit3 may include, fire hydrant 
flushing, irrigation of vegetative erosion control measures, pipe flushing 
and testing, water to control dust, street cleaning, dewatering,4 
uncontaminated groundwater from dewatering, and other discharges not 
subject to a separate general NPDES permit adopted by a Regional Water 
Board.  Such discharges are allowed by this General Permit provided they 
are not relied upon to clean up failed or inadequate construction or post-
construction BMPs designed to keep materials on site.  These authorized 
non-storm water discharges: 

 

                                            
3 Dischargers must identify all authorized non-storm water discharges in the LUP’s SWPPP and identify 
BMPs that will be implemented to either eliminate or reduce pollutants in non-storm water discharges.  
Regional Water Boards may direct the discharger to discontinue discharging such non-storm water 
discharges if determined that such discharges discharge significant pollutants or threaten water quality. 
4Dewatering activities may be prohibited or need coverage under a separate permit issued by the Regional 
Water Boards.  Dischargers shall check with the appropriate Regional Water Boards for any required permit 
or basin plan conditions prior to initial dewatering activities to land, storm drains, or waterbodies. 
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a. Shall not cause or contribute to a violation of any water quality 
standard; 

 
b. Shall not violate any other provision of this General Permit; 
 
c. Shall not violate any applicable Basin Plan; 
 
d. Shall comply with BMPs as described in the SWPPP; 

 
e. Shall not contain toxic constituents in toxic amounts or (other) 

significant quantities of pollutants; 
 
f. Shall be monitored and meets the applicable NALs and NELs; and 
 
g. Shall be reported by the discharger in the Annual Report.  
      
If any of the above conditions are not satisfied, the discharge is not 
authorized by this General Permit.  The discharger shall notify the 
Regional Water Board of any anticipated non-storm water discharges not 
authorized by this General Permit to determine the need for a separate 
NPDES permit. 
 
Additionally, some LUP dischargers may be required to obtain a separate 
permit if the applicable Regional Water Board has adopted a General 
Permit for dewatering discharges.  Wherever feasible, alternatives, that do 
not result in the discharge of non-storm water, shall be implemented in 
accordance with this Attachment’s Section K.2 - SWPPP Implementation 
Schedule. 
 

3. LUP dischargers shall ensure that trench spoils or any other soils 
disturbed during construction activities that are contaminated5 are not 
discharged with storm water or non-storm water discharges into any storm 
drain or water body except pursuant to an NPDES permit. 

 
When soil contamination is found or suspected and a responsible party is 
not identified, or the responsible party fails to promptly take the 
appropriate action, the LUP discharger shall have those soils sampled and 
tested to ensure that proper handling and public safety measures are 

                                            
5 Contaminated soil contains pollutants in concentrations that exceed the appropriate thresholds that various 
regulatory agencies set for those substances.  Preliminary testing of potentially contaminated soils will be 
based on odor, soil discoloration, or prior history of the site's chemical use and storage and other similar 
factors.  When soil contamination is found or suspected and a responsible party is not identified, or the 
responsible party fails to promptly take the appropriate action,  the discharger shall have those soils 
sampled and tested to ensure proper handling and public safety measures are implemented. The legally 
responsible person will notify the appropriate local, State, or federal agency(ies) when contaminated soil is 
found at a construction site, and will notify the Regional Water Board by submitting an NOT at the 
completion of the project. 
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implemented. The LUP discharger shall notify the appropriate local, State, 
and federal agency(ies) when contaminated soil is found at a construction 
site, and will notify the appropriate Regional Water Board. 

 
4. Discharging any pollutant-laden water that will cause or contribute to an 

exceedance of the applicable Regional Water Board’s Basin Plan from a 
dewatering site or sediment basin into any receiving water or storm drain 
is prohibited. 

 
5. Debris6 resulting from construction activities are prohibited from being 

discharged from construction project sites. 
 
 
E. SPECIAL PROVISIONS 
 

1. Duty to Comply 
 

a. The LUP discharger must comply with all of the conditions of this 
General Permit.  Any permit noncompliance constitutes a violation of 
the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act and is grounds for enforcement action and/or removal from 
General Permit coverage. 

 
b. The LUP discharger shall comply with effluent standards or 

prohibitions established under Section 307(a) of the CWA for toxic 
pollutants within the time provided in the regulations that establish 
these standards or prohibitions, even if this General Permit has not yet 
been modified to incorporate the requirement. 

 
2. General Permit Actions 

 
a. This General Permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or 

terminated for cause.  The filing of a request by the discharger for a 
General Permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or 
termination, or a notification of planned changes or anticipated 
noncompliance does not annul any General Permit condition. 

 

                                            
6 Litter, rubble, discarded refuse, and remains of something destroyed. 
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b. If any toxic effluent standard or prohibition (including any schedule of 
compliance specified in such effluent standard or prohibition) is 
promulgated under Section 307(a) of the CWA for a toxic pollutant 
which is present in the discharge and that standard or prohibition is 
more stringent than any limitation on the pollutant in this General 
Permit, this General Permit shall be modified or revoked and reissued 
to conform to the toxic effluent standard or prohibition and the 
dischargers so notified. 

 
3. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense 

 
It shall not be a defense for an LUP discharger in an enforcement action 
that it would have been necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity 
in order to maintain compliance with the conditions of this General Permit. 

 
4. Duty to Mitigate 

 
The LUP discharger shall take all responsible steps to minimize or prevent 
any discharge in violation of this General Permit, which has a reasonable 
likelihood of adversely affecting human health or the environment. 

 
5. Proper Operation and Maintenance 

 
The LUP discharger shall at all times properly operate and maintain any 
facilities and systems of treatment and control (and related 
appurtenances) which are installed or used by the discharger to achieve 
compliance with the conditions of this General Permit and with the 
requirements of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  
Proper operation and maintenance also includes adequate laboratory 
controls and appropriate quality assurance procedures.  Proper operation 
and maintenance may require the operation of backup or auxiliary facilities 
or similar systems installed by a discharger when necessary to achieve 
compliance with the conditions of this General Permit. 

 
6. Property Rights 

 
This General Permit does not convey any property rights of any sort or 
any exclusive privileges, nor does it authorize any injury to private 
property or any invasion of personal rights, nor does it authorize any 
infringement of Federal, State, or local laws or regulations. 

 
7. Duty to Maintain Records and Provide Information 

 
a. The LUP discharger shall maintain a paper or electronic copy of all 

required records, including a copy of this General Permit, for three 
years from the date generated or date submitted, whichever is last.  
These records shall be kept at the construction site or in a crew 
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member’s vehicle until construction is completed, and shall be made 
available upon request. 

 
b. The LUP discharger shall furnish the Regional Water Board, State 

Water Board, or USEPA, within a reasonable time, any requested 
information to determine compliance with this General Permit.  The 
LUP discharger shall also furnish, upon request, copies of records that 
are required to be kept by this General Permit. 

 
8. Inspection and Entry 

 
The LUP discharger shall allow the Regional Water Board, State Water 
Board, USEPA, and/or, in the case of construction sites which discharge 
through a municipal separate storm sewer, an authorized representative of 
the municipal operator of the separate storm sewer system receiving the 
discharge, upon the presentation of credentials and other documents as 
may be required by law, to: 

 
a. Enter upon the discharger’s premises at reasonable times where a 

regulated construction activity is being conducted or where records 
must be kept under the conditions of this General Permit; 

 
b. Access and copy at reasonable times any records that must be kept 

under the conditions of this General Permit; 
 

c. Inspect at reasonable times the complete construction site, including 
any off-site staging areas or material storage areas, and the 
erosion/sediment controls; and 

 
d. Sample or monitor at reasonable times for the purpose of ensuring 

General Permit compliance. 
 

9. Electronic Signature and Certification Requirements 
 

a. All Permit Registration Documents (PRDs) and Notices of Termination 
(NOTs) shall be electronically signed, certified, and submitted via 
SMARTS to the State Water Board.  Either the Legally Responsible 
Person (LRP), as defined in Appendix 5 – Glossary, or a person legally 
authorized to sign and certify PRDs and NOTs on behalf of the LRP 
(the LRP’s Approved Signatory, as defined in Appendix 5 - Glossary) 
must submit all information electronically via SMARTS.   
 

 
b. Changes to Authorization.  If an Approved Signatory’s authorization is 

no longer accurate, a new authorization satisfying the requirements of 
paragraph (a) of this section must be submitted via SMARTS prior to or 
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together with any reports, information or applications to be signed by 
an Approved Signatory. 

 
c. All SWPPP revisions, annual reports, or other information required by 

the General Permit (other than PRDs and NOTs) or requested by the 
Regional Water Board, State Water Board, USEPA, or local storm 
water management agency shall be certified and submitted by the LRP 
or the LRP’s Approved Signatory. 

 
10. Certification 

 
Any person signing documents under Section E.9 above, shall make the 
following certification: 

 
"I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were 
prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system 
designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate 
the information submitted.  Based on my inquiry of the person or persons 
who manage the system or those persons directly responsible for 
gathering the information, to the best of my knowledge and belief, the 
information submitted is, true, accurate, and complete.  I am aware that 
there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including 
the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations." 

 
11. Anticipated Noncompliance 

 
The LUP discharger shall give advance notice to the Regional Water 
Board and local storm water management agency of any planned changes 
in the construction activity, which may result in noncompliance with 
General Permit requirements. 

 
12. Penalties for Falsification of Reports 

 
Section 309(c)(4) of the CWA provides that any person who knowingly 
makes any false material statement, representation, or certification in any 
record or other document submitted or required to be maintained under 
this General Permit, including reports of compliance or noncompliance 
shall upon conviction, be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000 or 
by imprisonment for not more than two years or by both. 

 
13. Oil and Hazardous Substance Liability 

 
Nothing in this General Permit shall be construed to preclude the 
institution of any legal action or relieve the discharger from any 
responsibilities, liabilities, or penalties to which the LUP discharger is or 
may be subject to under Section 311 of the CWA. 
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14. Severability 
 

The provisions of this General Permit are severable; and, if any provision 
of this General Permit or the application of any provision of this General 
Permit to any circumstance is held invalid, the application of such 
provision to other circumstances and the remainder of this General Permit 
shall not be affected thereby. 

 
15. Reopener Clause 

 
This General Permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or 
terminated for cause due to promulgation of amended regulations, receipt 
of USEPA guidance concerning regulated activities, judicial decision, or in 
accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 122.62, 122.63, 
122.64, and 124.5. 

 
16. Penalties for Violations of Permit Conditions 

 
a. Section 309 of the CWA provides significant penalties for any person 

who violates a permit condition implementing Sections 301, 302, 306, 
307, 308, 318, or 405 of the CWA or any permit condition or limitation 
implementing any such section in a permit issued under Section 402. 
Any person who violates any permit condition of this General Permit is 
subject to a civil penalty not to exceed $37,5007 per calendar day of 
such violation, as well as any other appropriate sanction provided by 
Section 309 of the CWA. 

 
b. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act also provides for civil 

and criminal penalties, which in some cases are greater than those 
under the CWA. 

 
17. Transfers 

 
This General Permit is not transferable. A new LRP of an ongoing 
construction activity must submit PRDs in accordance with the 
requirements of this General Permit to be authorized to discharge under 
this General Permit.  An LRP who is a property owner with active General 
Permit coverage who sells a fraction or all the land shall inform the new 
property owner(s) of the requirements of this General Permit. 

 
18. Continuation of Expired Permit 

 
This General Permit continues in force and effect until a new General 
Permit is issued or the SWRCB rescinds this General Permit.  Only those 

                                            
7 May be further adjusted in accordance with the Federal Civil Penalties Inflation Adjustment Act 
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dischargers authorized to discharge under the expiring General Permit are 
covered by the continued General Permit. 

 
 
F. EFFLUENT STANDARDS 
 

1. Narrative Effluent Limitations 
 
a. LUP dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharges and 

authorized non-storm water discharges regulated by this General 
Permit do not contain a hazardous substance equal to or in excess of 
reportable quantities established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, 
unless a separate NPDES Permit has been issued to regulate those 
discharges. 

 
b. LUP dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water 

discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the 
use of structural or non-structural controls, structures, and 
management practices that achieve BAT for toxic and non-
conventional pollutants and BCT for conventional pollutants.   
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2. Numeric Effluent Limitations (NELs) 

 
Table 1.  Numeric Effluent Limitations, Numeric Action Levels, Test Methods, Detection 

Limits, and Reporting Units 
Parameter Test 

Method 
Discharge 

Type 
Min. 

Detection 
Limit 

Units Numeric 
Action 
Level 

Numeric 
Effluent 

Limitation 

LUP Type 2 

lower NAL = 
6.5 

upper NAL = 
8.5 

N/A 

pH 

Field test 
with 

calibrated 
portable 

instrument LUP Type 3 

0.2 pH 
units lower NAL = 

6.5 
upper NAL = 

8.5 

lower NEL = 
6.0 

upper NEL = 
9.0 

LUP Type 2 250 NTU N/A 
Turbidity EPA 

0180.1 
and/or field 

test with 
calibrated 
portable 

instrument 

LUP Type 3 
1 NTU 

250 NTU 500 NTU 

 
 

a. Numeric Effluent Limitations (NELs): 
 

i Storm Event, Daily Average pH Limits – For LUP Type 3 
dischargers, the daily average pH of storm water and non-storm 
water discharges shall be within the ranges specified in Table 1 
during any project phase where there is a "high risk of pH 
discharge."8 

 
ii Storm Event Daily Average Turbidity Limit – For LUP Type 3 

dischargers, the daily average turbidity of storm water and non-
storm water discharges shall not exceed 500 NTU. 

 

                                            
8 A period of high risk of pH discharge is defined as a project's complete utilities phase, complete vertical 
build phase, and any portion of any phase where significant amounts of materials are placed directly on the 
land at the site in a manner that could result in significant alterations of the background pH of the 
discharges. 
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b. If a daily average sample result is outside the range of pH NELs (i.e., is 
below the lower NEL for pH or exceeds the upper NEL for pH) or 
exceeds the turbidity NEL (as listed in Table 1), the discharger is in 
violation of this General Permit and shall electronically file the results in 
violation within 5 business days of obtaining the results. 

 
c. Compliance Storm Event: 

 
Discharges of storm water from LUP Type 3 sites shall comply with 
applicable NELs (above) unless the storm event causing the 
discharges is determined after the fact to be equal to or larger than the 
Compliance Storm Event (expressed in inches of rainfall).  The 
Compliance Storm Event for LUP Type 3 discharges is the 5-year, 24-
hour storm (expressed in tenths of an inch of rainfall), as determined 
by using these maps: 
 

http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/pcpnfreq/nca5y24.gif  

http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/pcpnfreq/sca5y24.gif 
 

Compliance storm event verification shall be done by reporting on-site 
rain gauge readings as well as nearby governmental rain gauge 
readings. 
 

d. Dischargers shall not be required to comply with NELs if the site 
receives run-on from a forest fire or any other natural disaster. 

 
 

3. Numeric Action Levels (NALs) 
 
a. For LUP Type 2 and 3 dischargers, the lower storm event daily 

average NAL for pH is 6.5 pH units and the upper storm event daily 
average NAL for pH is 8.5 pH units.  The LUP discharger shall take 
actions as described below if the storm event daily average discharge 
is outside of this range of pH values. 

 
b. For LUP Type 2 and 3 dischargers, the storm event daily average NAL 

for turbidity is 250 NTU.  The discharger shall take actions as 
described below if the storm event daily average discharge is outside 
of this range of turbidity values.  

 
c. Whenever daily average analytical effluent monitoring results indicate 

that the discharge is below the lower NAL for pH, exceeds the upper 
NAL for pH, or exceeds the turbidity NAL (as listed in Table 1), the 
LUP discharger shall conduct a construction site and run-on evaluation 
to determine whether pollutant source(s) associated with the site’s 
construction activity may have caused or contributed to the NAL 
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exceedance and shall immediately implement corrective actions if they 
are needed. 

 
d. The site evaluation will be documented in the SWPPP and specifically 

address whether the source(s) of the pollutants causing the 
exceedance of the NAL: 

 
i Are related to the construction activities and whether additional 

BMPs or SWPPP implementation measures are required to (1) 
meet BAT/BCT requirements; (2) reduce or prevent pollutants in 
storm water discharges from causing exceedances of receiving 
water objectives; and (3) determine what corrective action(s) were 
taken or will be taken and with a description of the schedule for 
completion.   
 

AND/OR: 
 

ii Are related to the run-on associated with the construction site 
location and whether additional BMPs or SWPPP implementation 
measures are required to (1) meet BAT/BCT requirements; (2) 
reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges from 
causing exceedances of receiving water objectives; and (3) decide 
what corrective action(s) were taken or will be taken, including a 
description of the schedule for completion.   

 
 
G. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS 

 
1. LUP dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized 

non-storm water discharges to any surface or ground water will not 
adversely affect human health or the environment. 
  

2. LUP dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized 
non-storm water discharges will not contain pollutants in quantities that 
threaten to cause pollution or a public nuisance. 
 

3. LUP dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized 
non-storm water discharges will not contain pollutants that cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of any applicable water quality objectives or 
water quality standards (collectively, WQS) contained in a Statewide 
Water Quality Control Plan, the California Toxics Rule, the National Toxics 
Rule, or the applicable Regional Water Board’s Water Quality Control Plan 
(Basin Plan).  

 
 
H. TRAINING QUALIFICATIONS 
 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
16 



ATTACHMENT A 

1. General 
 
All persons responsible for implementing requirements of this General 
Permit shall be appropriately trained.  Training should be both formal and 
informal, occur on an ongoing basis, and should include training offered by 
recognized governmental agencies or professional organizations.  
Persons responsible for preparing, amending and certifying SWPPPs shall 
comply with the requirements in this Section H. 

 
2. SWPPP Certification Requirements 

 
a. Qualified SWPPP Developer: The LUP discharger shall ensure that 

all SWPPPs be written, amended and certified by a Qualified SWPPP 
Developer (QSD).  A QSD shall have one of the following registrations 
or certifications, and appropriate experience, as required for: 
 
i A California registered professional civil engineer; 

 
ii A California registered professional geologist or engineering 

geologist; 
 

iii A California registered landscape architect; 
 

iv A professional hydrologist registered through the American Institute 
of Hydrology; 

 
v A certified professional in erosion and sediment control (CPESC) TM 

registered through Enviro Cert International, Inc; 
 

vi A certified professional in storm water quality (CPSWQ)TM 
registered through Enviro Cert International, Inc.; or 
 

vii A certified professional in erosion and sediment control registered 
through the National Institute for Certification in Engineering 
Technologies (NICET).    

 
Effective two years after the adoption date of this General Permit, a 
QSD shall have attended a State Water Board-sponsored or 
approved QSD training course.   
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b. The LUP discharger shall ensure that the SWPPP is written and 

amended, as needed, to address the specific circumstances for each 
construction site covered by this General Permit prior to 
commencement of construction activity for any stage. 

 
c. The LUP discharger shall list the name and telephone number of the 

currently designated Qualified SWPPP Developer(s) in the SWPPP.   
 
d. Qualified SWPPP Practitioner:  The LUP discharger shall ensure that 

all elements of any SWPPP for each project will be implemented by a 
Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP).  A QSP is a person responsible 
for non-storm water and storm water visual observations, sampling and 
analysis, and for ensuring full compliance with the permit and 
implementation of all elements of the SWPPP.  Effective two years 
from the date of adoption of this General Permit, a QSP shall be either 
a QSD or have one of the following certifications: 

 
i A certified erosion, sediment and storm water inspector registered 

through Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control, 
Inc.; or 
 

ii A certified inspector of sediment and erosion control registered 
through Certified Inspector of Sediment and Erosion Control, Inc. 
 
Effective two years after the adoption date of this General Permit, a 
QSP shall have attended a State Water Board-sponsored or 
approved QSP training course.   

 
e. The LUP discharger shall ensure that the SWPPP include a list of 

names of all contractors, subcontractors, and individuals who will be 
directed by the Qualified SWPPP Practitioner, and who is ultimately 
responsible for implementation of the SWPPP.  This list shall include 
telephone numbers and work addresses.  Specific areas of 
responsibility of each subcontractor and emergency contact numbers 
shall also be included. 

 
f. The LUP discharger shall ensure that the SWPPP and each 

amendment be signed by the Qualified SWPPP Developer.  The LUP 
discharger shall include a listing of the date of initial preparation and 
the dates of each amendment in the SWPPP. 

 
 
I. TYPES OF LINEAR PROJECTS 
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This attachment establishes three types (Type 1, 2 & 3) of complexity for 
areas within an LUP or project section based on threat to water quality.  
Project area Types are determined through Attachment A.1. 
 
The Type 1 requirements below establish the baseline requirements for all 
LUPs subject to this General Permit.  Additional requirements for Type 2 and 
Type 3 LUPs are labeled. 

 
1. Type 1 LUPs: 

 
LUP dischargers with areas of a LUP designated as Type 1 shall comply 
with the requirements in this Attachment.  Type 1 LUPs are: 

 
a. Those construction areas where 70 percent or more of the construction 

activity occurs on a paved surface and where areas disturbed during 
construction will be returned to preconstruction conditions or equivalent 
protection established at the end of the construction activities for the 
day; or 

 
b. Where greater than 30 percent of construction activities occur within 

the non-paved shoulders or land immediately adjacent to paved 
surfaces, or where construction occurs on unpaved improved roads, 
including their shoulders or land immediately adjacent to them where: 

 
i Areas disturbed during construction will be returned to 

preconstruction conditions or equivalent protection is established at 
the end of the construction activities for the day to minimize the 
potential for erosion and sediment deposition, and  

 
ii Areas where established vegetation was disturbed during 

construction will be stabilized and re-vegetated by the end of 
project.  When required, adequate temporary stabilization BMPs 
will be installed and maintained until vegetation is established to 
meet minimum cover requirements established in this General 
Permit for final stabilization. 

 
c. Where the risk determination is as follows: 

 
i Low sediment risk, low receiving water risk, or 

 
ii Low sediment risk, medium receiving water risk, or 

 
iii Medium sediment risk, low receiving water risk 

 
 

2. Type 2 LUPs: 
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Type 2 LUPs are determined by the Combined Risk Matrix in Attachment 
A.1.  Type 2 LUPs have the specified combination of risk:     

 
d. High sediment risk, low receiving water risk, or 

 
e. Medium sediment risk, medium receiving water risk, or 

 
f. Low sediment risk, high receiving water risk 
 
Receiving water risk is either considered “Low” for those areas of the 
project that are not in close proximity to a sensitive receiving watershed, 
“Medium” for those areas of the project within a sensitive receiving 
watershed yet outside of the flood plain of a sensitive receiving water 
body, and “High” where the soil disturbance is within close proximity to a 
sensitive receiving water body.  Project sediment risk is calculated based 
on the Risk Factor Worksheet in Attachment C of this General Permit.  

 
3. Type 3 LUPs: 

 
Type 3 LUPs are determined by the Combined Risk Matrix in Attachment 
A.1.  Type 3 LUPs have the specified combination of risk: 

 
a. High sediment risk, high receiving water risk, or 

 
b. High sediment risk, medium receiving water risk, or 

 
c. Medium sediment risk, high receiving water risk 

 
Receiving water risk is either considered “Medium” for those areas of the 
project within a sensitive receiving watershed yet outside of the flood plain 
of a sensitive receiving water body, or “High” where the soil disturbance is 
within close proximity to a sensitive receiving water body.  Project 
sediment risk is calculated based on the Risk Factor Worksheet in 
Attachment C. 
 

 
J. LUP TYPE-SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. Effluent Standards 
 
a. Narrative – LUP dischargers shall comply with the narrative effluent 

standards below. 
 

i Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water 
discharges regulated by this General Permit shall not contain a 
hazardous substance equal to or in excess of reportable quantities 
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ii LUP dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water 

discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the 
use of controls, structures, and management practices that achieve 
BAT for toxic and non-conventional pollutants and BCT for 
conventional pollutants.   

 
b. Numeric – LUP Type 1 dischargers are not subject to a numeric 

effluent standard 
 

c. Numeric –LUP Type 2 dischargers are subject to a pH NAL of 6.5-8.5, 
and a turbidity NAL of 250 NTU. 
 

d. Numeric – LUP Type 3 dischargers are subject to a pH NAL of 6.5-8.5, 
and a turbidity NAL of 250 NTU.  In addition, LUP Type 3 dischargers 
are subject to a pH NEL of 6.0-9.0 and a turbidity NEL of 500 NTU. 

 
2. Good Site Management "Housekeeping" 

 
a. LUP dischargers shall implement good site management (i.e., 

"housekeeping") measures for construction materials that could 
potentially be a threat to water quality if discharged.  At a minimum, the 
good housekeeping measures shall consist of the following: 
 
i Identify the products used and/or expected to be used and the end 

products that are produced and/or expected to be produced.  This 
does not include materials and equipment that are designed to be 
outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions (i.e. poles, 
equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, bricks, etc.). 
 

ii Cover and berm loose stockpiled construction materials that are not 
actively being used (i.e. soil, spoils, aggregate, fly-ash, stucco, 
hydrated lime, etc.). 

 
iii Store chemicals in watertight containers (with appropriate 

secondary containment to prevent any spillage or leakage) or in a 
storage shed (completely enclosed). 

 
iv Minimize exposure of construction materials to precipitation (not 

applicable to materials designed to be outdoors and exposed to the 
environment). 

 
v Implement BMPs to control the off-site tracking of loose 

construction and landscape materials. 
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b. LUP dischargers shall implement good housekeeping measures for 

waste management, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the 
following: 
 
i Prevent disposal of any rinse or wash waters or materials on 

impervious or pervious site surfaces or into the storm drain system. 
 

ii Ensure the containment of sanitation facilities (e.g., portable toilets) 
to prevent discharges of pollutants to the storm water drainage 
system or receiving water. 

 
iii Clean or replace sanitation facilities and inspecting them regularly 

for leaks and spills. 
 

iv Cover waste disposal containers at the end of every business day 
and during a rain event.   

 
v Prevent discharges from waste disposal containers to the storm 

water drainage system or receiving water.  
 

vi Contain and securely protect stockpiled waste material from wind 
and rain at all times unless actively being used. 

 
vii Implement procedures that effectively address hazardous and non-

hazardous spills.   
 

viii Develop a spill response and implementation element of the 
SWPPP prior to commencement of construction activities.  The 
SWPPP shall require that: 
 
(1) Equipment and materials for cleanup of spills shall be available 

on site and that spills and leaks shall be cleaned up immediately 
and disposed of properly; and  
 

(2) Appropriate spill response personnel are assigned and trained. 
 

ix Ensure the containment of concrete washout areas and other 
washout areas that may contain additional pollutants so there is no 
discharge into the underlying soil and onto the surrounding areas.   

 
c. LUP dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for vehicle 

storage and maintenance, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the 
following: 
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i Prevent oil, grease, or fuel from leaking into the ground, storm 
drains or surface waters.  
 

ii Implement appropriate BMPs whenever equipment or vehicles are 
fueled, maintained or stored.  

 
iii Clean leaks immediately and disposing of leaked materials 

properly. 
 

d. LUP dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for landscape 
materials, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following: 
 
i Contain stockpiled materials such as mulches and topsoil when 

they are not actively being used. 
 

ii Contain fertilizers and other landscape materials when they are not 
actively being used. 
 

iii Discontinue the application of any erodible landscape material at 
least 2 days before a forecasted rain event9 or during periods of 
precipitation. 

 
iv Applying erodible landscape material at quantities and application 

rates according to manufacture recommendations or based on 
written specifications by knowledgeable and experienced field 
personnel. 

 
v Stacking erodible landscape material on pallets and covering or 

storing such materials when not being used or applied. 
 

e. LUP dischargers shall conduct an assessment and create a list of 
potential pollutant sources and identify any areas of the site where 
additional BMPs are necessary to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm 
water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.  This 
potential pollutant list shall be kept with the SWPPP and shall identify 
all non-visible pollutants which are known, or should be known, to 
occur on the construction site.  At a minimum, when developing BMPs, 
LUP dischargers shall do the following: 

 
i Consider the quantity, physical characteristics (e.g., liquid, powder, 

solid), and locations of each potential pollutant source handled, 
produced, stored, recycled, or disposed of at the site. 

 

                                            
9 50% or greater chance of producing precipitation. 
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ii Consider the degree to which pollutants associated with those 
materials may be exposed to and mobilized by contact with storm 
water. 

 
iii Consider the direct and indirect pathways that pollutants may be 

exposed to storm water or authorized non-storm water discharges.  
This shall include an assessment of past spills or leaks, non-storm 
water discharges, and discharges from adjoining areas. 

 
iv Ensure retention of sampling, visual observation, and inspection 

records. 
 

v Ensure effectiveness of existing BMPs to reduce or prevent 
pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm 
water discharges. 

 
f. LUP dischargers shall implement good housekeeping measures on the 

construction site to control the air deposition of site materials and from 
site operations.  

 
3. Non-Storm Water Management  

 
a. LUP dischargers shall implement measures to control all non-storm 

water discharges during construction.   
 

b. LUP dischargers shall wash vehicles in such a manner as to prevent 
non-storm water discharges to surface waters or MS4 drainage 
systems. 

 
c. LUP dischargers shall clean streets in such a manner as to prevent 

unauthorized non-storm water discharges from reaching surface water 
or MS4 drainage systems. 

 
4. Erosion Control 

 
a. LUP dischargers shall implement effective wind erosion control. 

 
b. LUP dischargers shall provide effective soil cover for inactive10 areas 

and all finished slopes, and utility backfill. 
 

                                            
10 Areas of construction activity that have been disturbed and are not scheduled to be re-disturbed for at 
least 14 days 
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c. LUP dischargers shall limit the use of plastic materials when more 
sustainable, environmentally friendly alternatives exist.  Where plastic 
materials are deemed necessary, the discharger shall consider the use 
of plastic materials resistant to solar degradation. 
 

5. Sediment Controls 
 

a. LUP dischargers shall establish and maintain effective perimeter 
controls as needed, and implement effective BMPs for all construction 
entrances and exits to sufficiently control erosion and sediment 
discharges from the site.   
 

b. On sites where sediment basins are to be used, LUP dischargers shall, 
at minimum, design sediment basins according to the guidance 
provided in CASQA’s Construction BMP Handbook.  

 
c. Additional LUP Type 2 & 3 Requirement:  LUP Type 2 & 3 

dischargers shall apply linear sediment controls along the toe of the 
slope, face of the slope, and at the grade breaks of exposed slopes to 
comply with sheet flow lengths11 in accordance with Table 2 below.   

 
Table 2 – Critical Slope/Sheet Flow Length Combinations 

 

Slope Percentage 
Sheet flow length not 

to exceed 
0-25% 20 feet 

25-50% 15 feet 
Over 50% 10 feet 

 
 

d. Additional LUP Type 2 & 3 Requirement:  LUP Type 2 & 3 
dischargers shall ensure that construction activity traffic to and from 
the project is limited to entrances and exits that employ effective 
controls to prevent off-site tracking of sediment.   
 

e. Additional LUP Type 2 & 3 Requirement:  LUP Type 2 & 3 
dischargers shall ensure that all storm drain inlets and perimeter 
controls, runoff control BMPs, and pollutant controls at entrances and 
exits (e.g. tire washoff locations) are maintained and protected from 
activities that reduce their effectiveness.   

 
f. Additional LUP Type 2 & 3 Requirement:  LUP Type 2 & 3 

dischargers shall inspect all immediate access roads.  At a minimum 
daily and prior to any rain event, the discharger shall remove any 

                                            
11 Sheet flow length is the length that shallow, low velocity flow travels across a site.   
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sediment or other construction activity-related materials that are 
deposited on the roads (by vacuuming or sweeping).   

 
g. Additional LUP Type 3 Requirement:  The Regional Water Board 

may require LUP Type 3 dischargers to implement additional site-
specific sediment control requirements if the implementation of the 
other requirements in this section are not adequately protecting the 
receiving waters.  

 
6. Run-on and Run-off Controls 

a. LUP dischargers shall effectively manage all run-on, all runoff within 
the site and all runoff that discharges off the site.  Run-on from off site-
shall be directed away from all disturbed areas or shall collectively be 
in compliance with the effluent limitations in this Attachment.   

 
b. Run-on and runoff controls are not required for Type 1 LUPs unless 

the evaluation of quantity and quality of run-on and runoff deems them 
necessary or visual inspections show that the site requires such 
controls. 

 
7. Inspection, Maintenance and Repair 

  
a. All inspection, maintenance repair and sampling activities at the 

discharger’s LUP location shall be performed or supervised by a QSP 
representing the discharger.  The QSP may delegate any or all of 
these activities to an employee trained to do the task(s) appropriately, 
but shall ensure adequate deployment.     
 

b. LUP dischargers shall conduct visual inspections and observations 
daily during working hours (not recorded).  At least once each 24-hour 
period during extended storm events, LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers 
shall conduct visual inspections to identify and record BMPs that need 
maintenance to operate effectively, that have failed, or that could fail to 
operate as intended.  Inspectors shall be the QSP or be trained by the 
QSP. 

 
c. Upon identifying failures or other shortcomings, as directed by the 

QSP, LUP dischargers shall begin implementing repairs or design 
changes to BMPs within 72 hours of identification and complete the 
changes as soon as possible.  

 
d. For each pre- and post-rain event inspection required, LUP 

dischargers shall complete an inspection checklist, using a form 
provided by the State Water Board or Regional Water Board or in an 
alternative format that includes the information described below.    
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e. The LUP discharger shall ensure that the checklist remains on-site or 
with the SWPPP.  At a minimum, an inspection checklist should 
include: 

 
i Inspection date and date the inspection report was written. 

 
ii Weather information, including presence or absence of 

precipitation, estimate of beginning of qualifying storm event, 
duration of event, time elapsed since last storm, and approximate 
amount of rainfall in inches. 

 
iii Site information, including stage of construction, activities 

completed, and approximate area of the site exposed.  
 

iv A description of any BMPs evaluated and any deficiencies noted.   
 

v If the construction site is safely accessible during inclement 
weather, list the observations of all BMPs:  erosion controls, 
sediment controls, chemical and waste controls, and non-storm 
water controls.  Otherwise, list the results of visual inspections at all 
relevant outfalls, discharge points, downstream locations and any 
projected maintenance activities. 

 
vi Report the presence of noticeable odors or of any visible sheen on 

the surface of any discharges.  
 

vii Any corrective actions required, including any necessary changes 
to the SWPPP and the associated implementation dates. 

 
viii Photographs taken during the inspection, if any. 

 
ix Inspector’s name, title, and signature. 
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K. STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN (SWPPP) 

REQUIREMENTS 
 

1. Objectives 
 
SWPPPs for all LUPs shall be developed and amended or revised by a 
QSD.  The SWPPP shall be designed to address the following objectives: 

 
a.  All pollutants and their sources, including sources of sediment, 

associated with construction activities associated with LUP activity are 
controlled; 

 
b.  All non-storm water discharges are identified and either eliminated, 

controlled, or treated; 
 

c.  BMPs are effective and result in the reduction or elimination of 
pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water 
discharges from LUPs during construction; and 

 
d.  Stabilization BMPs installed to reduce or eliminate pollutants after 

construction is completed are effective and maintained. 
 

2. SWPPP Implementation Schedule 
 

a. LUPs for which PRDs have been submitted to the State Water Board 
shall develop a site/project location SWPPP prior to the start of land-
disturbing activity in accordance with this Section and shall implement 
the SWPPP concurrently with commencement of soil-disturbing 
activities. 

 
b. For an ongoing LUP involving a change in the LRP, the new LRP shall 

review the existing SWPPP and amend it, if necessary, or develop a 
new SWPPP within 15 calendar days to conform to the requirements 
set forth in this General Permit. 

 
3. Availability 

 
The SWPPP shall be available at the construction site during working 
hours while construction is occurring and shall be made available upon 
request by a State or Municipal inspector.  When the original SWPPP is 
retained by a crewmember in a construction vehicle and is not currently at 
the construction site, copies of the BMPs and map/drawing will be left with 
the field crew and the original SWPPP shall be made available via a 
request by radio/telephone. 
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L. REGIONAL WATER BOARD AUTHORITIES 
 

1. Regional Water Boards shall administer the provisions of this General 
Permit.  Administration of this General Permit may include, but is not 
limited to, requesting the submittal of SWPPPs, reviewing SWPPPs, 
reviewing monitoring and sampling and analysis reports, conducting 
compliance inspections, gathering site information by any medium 
including sampling, photo and video documentation, and taking 
enforcement actions. 

 
2. Regional Water Boards may terminate coverage under this General 

Permit for dischargers who fail to comply with its requirements or where 
they determine that an individual NPDES permit is appropriate.   

 
3. Regional Water Boards may issue separate permits for discharges of 

storm water associated with construction activity to individual dischargers, 
categories of dischargers, or dischargers in a geographic area.  Upon 
issuance of such permits by a Regional Water Board, dischargers subject 
to those permits shall no longer be regulated by this General Permit. 

 
4. Regional Water Boards may direct the discharger to reevaluate the LUP 

Type(s) for the project (or elements/areas of the project) and impose the 
appropriate level of requirements.   

 
5. Regional Water Boards may terminate coverage under this General 

Permit for dischargers who negligently or with willful intent incorrectly 
determine or report their LUP Type (e.g., they determine themselves to be 
a LUP Type 1 when they are actually a Type 2).   

 
6. Regional Water Boards may review PRDs and reject or accept 

applications for permit coverage or may require dischargers to submit a 
Report of Waste Discharge / NPDES permit application for Regional 
Water Board consideration of individual requirements. 

 
7. Regional Water Boards may impose additional requirements on 

dischargers to satisfy TMDL implementation requirements or to satisfy 
provisions in their Basin Plans.  

 
8. Regional Water Boards may require additional Monitoring and Reporting 

Program Requirements, including sampling and analysis of discharges to 
sediment-impaired water bodies.   

 
9. Regional Water Boards may require dischargers to retain records for more 

than the three years required by this General Permit. 
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10. Based on an LUP’s threat to water quality and complexity, the Regional 
Water Board may determine on a case-by-case basis that an LUP, or a 
portion of an LUP, is not eligible for the linear project requirements 
contained in this Attachment, and require that the discharger comply with 
all standard requirements in this General Permit.  

 
11. The Regional Water Board may require additional monitoring and 

reporting program requirements including sampling and analysis of 
discharges to CWA § 303(d)-listed water bodies.  Additional requirements 
imposed by the Regional Water Board shall be consistent with the overall 
monitoring effort in the receiving waters.  
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M. MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 
 
Table 3.  LUP Summary of Monitoring Requirements 

Visual Inspections Sample Collection 

Pre-storm 
Event 

LUP 
Type 

  
  

Daily Site 
BMP Baseline 

Daily 
Storm 
BMP 

Post 
Storm

Storm 
Water 

Discharge 
Receiving 

Water 

Non-Visible 
(when 

applicable) 

1 X           X 

2 X X X X X   X 

3 X X X X X X X 
 
 

1. Objectives 
 
LUP dischargers shall prepare a monitoring and reporting program 
(M&RP) prior to the start of construction and immediately implement the 
program at the start of construction for LUPs.  The monitoring program 
must be implemented at the appropriate level to protect water quality at all 
times throughout the life of the project. The M&RP must be a part of the 
SWPPP, included as an appendix or separate SWPPP chapter. 

 
 

2. M&RP Implementation Schedule 
 

a. LUP dischargers shall implement the requirements of this Section at 
the time of commencement of construction activity.  LUP dischargers 
are responsible for implementing these requirements until construction 
activity is complete and the site is stabilized. 

 
b. LUP dischargers shall revise the M&RP when: 
 

i Site conditions or construction activities change such that a change 
in monitoring is required to comply with the requirements and intent 
of this General Permit. 

 
ii The Regional Water Board requires the discharger to revise its 

M&RP based on its review of the document.  Revisions may 
include, but not be limited to, conducting additional site inspections, 
submitting reports, and certifications.  Revisions shall be submitted 
via postal mail or electronic e-mail. 
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iii The Regional Water Board may require additional monitoring and 
reporting program requirements including sampling and analysis of 
discharges to CWA § 303(d)-listed water bodies.  Additional 
requirements imposed by the Regional Water Board shall be 
consistent with the overall monitoring effort in the receiving waters.  

 
3. LUP Type 1 Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

 
a. LUP Type 1 Inspection Requirements 
 

i LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that all inspections are 
conducted by trained personnel. The name(s) and contact 
number(s) of the assigned inspection personnel should be listed in 
the SWPPP. 

 
ii LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that all visual inspections are 

conducted daily during working hours and in conjunction with other 
daily activities in areas where active construction is occurring. 

 
iii LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that photographs of the site 

taken before, during, and after storm events are taken during 
inspections, and submitted through the State Water Board’s 
SMARTS website once every three rain events. 

 
iv LUP Type 1 dischargers shall conduct daily visual inspections to 

verify that:  
 

(1) Appropriate BMPs for storm water and non-storm water are 
being implemented in areas where active construction is 
occurring (including staging areas); 

 
(2) Project excavations are closed, with properly protected spoils, 

and that road surfaces are cleaned of excavated material and 
construction materials such as chemicals by either removing or 
storing the material in protective storage containers at the end 
of every construction day; 

 
(3) Land areas disturbed during construction are returned to pre-

construction conditions or an equivalent protection is used at the 
end of each workday to eliminate or minimize erosion and the 
possible discharge of sediment or other pollutants during a rain 
event. 

 
v Inspections may be discontinued in non-active construction areas 

where soil-disturbing activities are completed and final soil 
stabilization is achieved (e.g., paving is completed, substructures 
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are installed, vegetation meets minimum cover requirements for 
final stabilization, or other stabilization requirements are met). 

 
vi Inspection programs are required for LUP Type 1 projects where 

temporary and permanent stabilization BMPs are installed and are 
to be monitored after active construction is completed.  Inspection 
activities shall continue until adequate permanent stabilization is 
established and, in areas where re-vegetation is chosen, until 
minimum vegetative coverage is established in accordance with 
Section C.1 of this Attachment. 

 
b. LUP Type 1 Monitoring Requirements for Non-Visible Pollutants 

 
LUP Type 1 dischargers shall implement sampling and analysis 
requirements to monitor non-visible pollutants associated with (1) 
construction sites; (2) activities producing pollutants that are not 
visually detectable in storm water discharges; and (3) activities which 
could cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality objectives 
in the receiving waters. 

 
i Sampling and analysis for non-visible pollutants is only required 

where the LUP Type 1 discharger believes pollutants associated 
with construction activities have the potential to be discharged with 
storm water runoff due to a spill or in the event there was a breach, 
malfunction, failure and/or leak of any BMP.  Also, failure to 
implement BMPs may require sample collection.  

 
(1) Visual observations made during the monitoring program 

described above will help the LUP Type 1 discharger determine 
when to collect samples.  

 
(2) The LUP Type 1 discharger is not required to sample if one of 

the conditions described above (e.g., breach or spill) occurs and 
the site is cleaned of material and pollutants and/or BMPs are 
implemented prior to the next storm event. 

 
ii LUP Type 1 dischargers shall collect samples down-gradient from 

all discharge locations where the visual observations were made 
triggering the monitoring, and which can be safely accessed.  For 
sites where sampling and analysis is required, personnel trained in 
water quality sampling procedures shall collect storm water 
samples.  

 
iii If sampling for non-visible pollutant parameters is required, LUP 

Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that samples be analyzed for 
parameters indicating the presence of pollutants identified in the 
pollutant source assessment required in Section J.2.a.i.   
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iv LUP Type 1 dischargers shall collect samples during the first two 

hours of discharge from rain events that occur during business 
hours and which generate runoff. 

 
v LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that a sufficiently large 

sample of storm water that has not come into contact with the 
disturbed soil or the materials stored or used on-site 
(uncontaminated sample12) will be collected for comparison with 
the discharge sample.  Samples shall be collected during the first 
two hours of discharge from rain events that occur during daylight 
hours and which generate runoff. 

 
vi LUP Type 1 dischargers shall compare the uncontaminated sample 

to the samples of discharge using field analysis or through 
laboratory analysis.  Analyses may include, but are not limited to, 
indicator parameters such as:  pH, specific conductance, dissolved 
oxygen, conductivity, salinity, and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS).  

 
vii For laboratory analyses, all sampling, sample preservation, and 

other analyses must be conducted according to test procedures 
pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 136.  LUP Type 1 dischargers shall 
ensure that field samples are collected and analyzed according to 
manufacturer specifications of the sampling devices employed.  
Portable meters shall be calibrated according to manufacturer’s 
specification.   

 
viii LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that all field and/or analytical 

data are kept in the SWPPP document. 
 

c. LUP Type 1 Visual Observation Exceptions 
 

i LUP Type 1 dischargers shall be prepared to collect samples and 
conduct visual observation (inspections) to meet the minimum 
visual observation requirements of this Attachment. The Type 1 
LUP discharger is not required to physically collect samples or 
conduct visual observation (inspections) under the following 
conditions: 

 
(1) During dangerous weather conditions such as flooding and 

electrical storms; 
 

(2) Outside of scheduled site business hours. 
 

(3) When access to the site is unsafe due to storm events. 

                                            
12 Sample collected at a location unaffected by contruction activities. 
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ii If the LUP Type 1 discharger does not collect the required samples 

or visual observation (inspections) due to these exceptions, an 
explanation why the sampling or visual observation (inspections) 
were not conducted shall be included in both the SWPPP and the 
Annual Report. 

 
d. Particle Size Analysis for Risk Justification 

 
LUP Type 1 dischargers utilizing justifying an alternative project risk 
shall report a soil particle size analysis used to determine the RUSLE 
K-Factor.  ASTM D-422 (Standard Test Method for Particle-Size 
Analysis of Soils), as revised, shall be used to determine the 
percentages of sand, very fine sand, silt, and clay on the site.   

 
 

4. LUP Type 2 & 3 Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 
 

a. LUP Type 2 & 3 Inspection Requirements 
 

i LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that all inspections are 
conducted by trained personnel. The name(s) and contact 
number(s) of the assigned inspection personnel should be listed in 
the SWPPP. 

 
ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that all visual inspections 

are conducted daily during working hours and in conjunction with 
other daily activities in areas where active construction is occurring. 

 
iii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that photographs of the 

site taken before, during, and after storm events are taken during 
inspections, and submitted through the State Water Board’s 
SMARTS website once every three rain events. 

 
iv LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall conduct daily visual inspections 

to verify that appropriate BMPs for storm water and non-storm 
water are being implemented and in place in areas where active 
construction is occurring (including staging areas). 

 
v LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall conduct inspections of the 

construction site prior to anticipated storm events, during extended 
storm events, and after actual storm events to identify areas 
contributing to a discharge of storm water associated with 
construction activity.  Pre-storm inspections are to ensure that 
BMPs are properly installed and maintained; post-storm inspections 
are to assure that BMPs have functioned adequately. During 
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extended storm events, inspections shall be required during normal 
working hours for each 24-hour period.  

 
vi Inspections may be discontinued in non-active construction areas 

where soil-disturbing activities are completed and final soil 
stabilization is achieved (e.g., paving is completed, substructures 
are installed, vegetation meets minimum cover requirements for 
final stabilization, or other stabilization requirements are met). 

 
vii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall implement a monitoring program 

for inspecting projects that require temporary and permanent 
stabilization BMPs after active construction is complete.  
Inspections shall ensure that the BMPs are adequate and 
maintained.  Inspection activities shall continue until adequate 
permanent stabilization is established and, in vegetated areas, until 
minimum vegetative coverage is established in accordance with 
Section C.1 of this Attachment. 

 
viii If possible, LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall install a rain gauge 

on-site at an accessible and secure location with readings made 
during all storm event inspections.  When readings are unavailable, 
data from the closest rain gauge with publically available data may 
be used. 

 
ix LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall Include and maintain a log of the 

inspections conducted in the SWPPP.  The log will provide the date 
and time of the inspection and who conducted the inspection. 

 
b. LUP Type 2 & 3 Storm Water Effluent Monitoring Requirements  

 
Table 4.  LUP Type 2 & 3 Effluent Monitoring Requirements 

LUP Type Frequency Effluent Monitoring 

2 Minimum of 3 samples per day 
characterizing discharges 

associated with construction 
activity from the project active 

areas of construction. 

Turbidity, pH, and non-visible 
pollutant parameters (if 

applicable) 

3 Minimum of 3 samples per day 
characterizing discharges 

associated with construction 
activity from the project active 

areas of construction. 

turbidity, pH, suspended 
sediment concentrations 

(SSC)13 (only if turbidity NEL 
exceeded), plus non-visible 

pollutant parameters (if 
applicable) 

 
i LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall collect storm water grab samples 

from sampling locations characterizing discharges associated with 

                                            
13 Suspended Sediment Concentration monitoring is required for any Type 3 area that exceeds its turbidity 
NEL. 
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activity from the LUP active areas of construction.  At a minimum, 3 
samples shall be collected per day of discharge. 

 
ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall collect samples of stored or 

contained storm water that is discharged subsequent to a storm 
event producing precipitation of ½ inch or more at the time of 
discharge. 

 
iii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that storm water grab 

sample(s) obtained be representative of the flow and characteristics 
of the discharge. 

 
iv LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall analyze their effluent samples 

for: 
 

(1) pH and turbidity 
(2) Any additional parameter for which monitoring is required by the 

Regional Water Board. 
 

v LUP Type 3 dischargers that have violated the turbidity daily 
average NEL shall analyze subsequent effluent samples for 
turbidity and SSC. 

 
c. LUP Type 2 & 3 Storm Water Effluent Sampling Locations  

 
i LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall perform sampling and analysis of 

storm water discharges to characterize discharges associated with 
construction activity from the entire disturbed project or area. 

 
ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers may monitor and report run-on from 

surrounding areas if there is reason to believe run-on may 
contribute to exceedance of NALs or NELs (applicable to Type 3). 

 
iii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall select analytical test methods 

from the list provided in Table 5 below. 
 

iv LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that all storm water 
sample collection preservation and handling shall be conducted in 
accordance with the “Storm Water Sample Collection and Handling 
Instructions” below. 

 
d. LUP Type 3 Receiving Water Monitoring Requirements 

 
i In the event that an LUP Type 3 discharger violates an applicable 

NEL contained in this General Permit and has a direct discharge to 
receiving waters, the LUP discharger shall subsequently sample 
Receiving Waters (RWs) for turbidity, pH (if applicable) and  SSC. 
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ii LUP Type 3 dischargers that meet the project criteria in Appendix 3 

of this General Permit and have more than 30 acres of soil 
disturbance in the project area or project section area designated 
as Type 3, shall comply with the Bioassessment requirements prior 
to commencement of construction activity. 

 
iii LUP Type 3 dischargers shall obtain RW samples in accordance 

with the requirements of the Receiving Water Sampling Locations 
section (Section M.4.d of this Attachment). 

 
e. LUP Type 3 Receiving Water Sampling Locations 

 
i Upstream/up-gradient RW samples: LUP Type 3 dischargers 

shall obtain any required upstream/up-gradient receiving water 
samples from a representative and accessible location as close as 
possible to and upstream from the effluent discharge point. 

 
ii Downstream/down-gradient RW samples: LUP Type 3 

dischargers shall obtain any required downstream/down-gradient 
receiving water samples from a representative and accessible 
location as close as possible to and downstream from the effluent 
discharge point. 

 
iii If two or more discharge locations discharge to the same receiving 

water, LUP Type 3 dischargers may sample the receiving water at 
a single upstream and downstream location. 

 
f. LUP Type 2 & 3 Monitoring Requirements for Non-Visible Pollutants 

 
LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall implement sampling and analysis 
requirements to monitor non-visible pollutants associated with (1) 
construction sites; (2) activities producing pollutants that are not 
visually detectable in storm water discharges; and (3) activities which 
could cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality objectives 
in the receiving waters. 

 
i Sampling and analysis for non-visible pollutants is only required 

where LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers believe pollutants associated 
with construction activities have the potential to be discharged with 
storm water runoff due to a spill or in the event there was a breach, 
malfunction, failure and/or leak of any BMP.  Also, failure to 
implement BMPs may require sample collection.  

 
(1) Visual observations made during the monitoring program 

described above will help LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers 
determine when to collect samples.  
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(2) LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers are not required to sample if one of 
the conditions described above (e.g., breach or spill) occurs and 
the site is cleaned of material and pollutants and/or BMPs are 
implemented prior to the next storm event. 

 
ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall collect samples down-gradient 

from the discharge locations where the visual observations were 
made triggering the monitoring and which can be safely accessed.  
For sites where sampling and analysis is required, personnel 
trained in water quality sampling procedures shall collect storm 
water samples.  

 
iii If sampling for non-visible pollutant parameters is required, LUP 

Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that samples be analyzed for 
parameters indicating the presence of pollutants identified in the 
pollutant source assessment required in Section J.2.a.i.   

 
iv LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall collect samples during the first 

two hours of discharge from rain events that occur during business 
hours and which generate runoff. 

 
v LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that a sufficiently large 

sample of storm water that has not come into contact with the 
disturbed soil or the materials stored or used on-site 
(uncontaminated sample14) will be collected for comparison with 
the discharge sample.  Samples shall be collected during the first 
two hours of discharge from rain events that occur during daylight 
hours and which generate runoff. 

                                           

 
vi LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall compare the uncontaminated 

sample to the samples of discharge using field analysis or through 
laboratory analysis.  Analyses may include, but are not limited to, 
indicator parameters such as:  pH, specific conductance, dissolved 
oxygen, conductivity, salinity, and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS).  

 
vii For laboratory analyses, all sampling, sample preservation, and 

other analyses must be conducted according to test procedures 
pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 136.  LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall 
ensure that field samples are collected and analyzed according to 
manufacturer specifications of the sampling devices employed.  
Portable meters shall be calibrated according to manufacturer’s 
specification.   

 
viii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that all field and/or 

analytical data are kept in the SWPPP document. 

 
14 Sample collected at a location unaffected by construction activities 
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g. LUP Type 2 & 3 Visual Observation and Sample Collection Exceptions 

 
i LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall be prepared to collect samples 

and conduct visual observation (inspections) to meet the minimum 
visual observation requirements of this Attachment. Type 2 & 3 
LUP dischargers are not required to physically collect samples or 
conduct visual observation (inspections) under the following 
conditions: 

 
(1) During dangerous weather conditions such as flooding and 

electrical storms; 
 

(2) Outside of scheduled site business hours. 
 

(3) When access to the site is unsafe due to storm events. 
 
ii If the LUP Type 2 or 3 discharger does not collect the required 

samples or visual observation (inspections) due to these 
exceptions, an explanation why the sampling or visual observation 
(inspections) were not conducted shall be included in both the 
SWPPP and the Annual Report. 

 
h. LUP Type 2 & 3 Storm Water Sample Collection and Handling 

Instructions 
 

LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall refer to Table 5 below for test 
Methods, detection Limits, and reporting Units.  During storm water 
sample collection and handling, the LUP Type 2 & 3 discharger shall: 

 
i Identify the parameters required for testing and the number of 

storm water discharge points that will be sampled.  Request the 
laboratory to provide the appropriate number of sample containers, 
types of containers, sample container labels, blank chain of custody 
forms, and sample preservation instructions.   

 
ii Determine how to ship the samples to the laboratory.  The testing 

laboratory should receive samples within 48 hours of the physical 
sampling (unless otherwise required by the laboratory).  The 
options are to either deliver the samples to the laboratory, arrange 
to have the laboratory pick them up, or ship them overnight to the 
laboratory.  

 
iii Use only the sample containers provided by the laboratory to 

collect and store samples.  Use of any other type of containers 
could contaminate your samples.    
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iv Prevent sample contamination, by not touching, or putting anything 
into the sample containers before collecting storm water samples. 

 
v Not overfilling sample containers.  Overfilling can change the 

analytical results.  
 

vi Tightly screw the cap of each sample container without stripping 
the threads of the cap. 

 
vii Complete and attach a label to each sample container.  The label 

shall identify the date and time of sample collection, the person 
taking the sample, and the sample collection location or discharge 
point.  The label should also identify any sample containers that 
have been preserved.  

 
viii Carefully pack sample containers into an ice chest or refrigerator to 

prevent breakage and maintain temperature during shipment. 
Remember to place frozen ice packs into the shipping container.  
Samples should be kept as close to 4° C (39° F) as possible until 
arriving at the laboratory.  Do not freeze samples.  

 
ix Complete a Chain of Custody form for each set of samples.  The 

Chain of Custody form shall include the discharger’s name, 
address, and phone number, identification of each sample 
container and sample collection point, person collecting the 
samples, the date and time each sample container was filled, and 
the analysis that is required for each sample container. 

 
x Upon shipping/delivering the sample containers, obtain both the 

signatures of the persons relinquishing and receiving the sample 
containers. 

 
xi Designate and train personnel to collect, maintain, and ship 

samples in accordance with the above sample protocols and good 
laboratory practices. 

 
xii Refer to the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program’s 

(SWAMP) Quality Assurance Management Plan (QAMP) for more 
information on sampling collection and analysis.  See  
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/15 

QAMP Link: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/qamp.sht
ml 

 

                                            
15 Additional information regarding QAMP can be found at http://mpsl.mlml.calstate.edu/swqacompare.htm. 
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Table 5.  Test Methods, Detection Limits, Reporting Units and Applicable 
NALs/NELs 

Parameter Test 
Method 

Discharge 
Type 

Min. 
Detection 

Limit 

Reporting 
Units 

Numeric 
Action 
Levels 

Numeric 
Effluent 

Limitation 
(LUP Type 3) 

pH Field test 
with 

calibrated 
portable 

instrument 

Type 2 & 3 0.2 pH units Lower = 6.5   
upper = 8.5 

Lower = 6.0   
upper = 9.0 

Turbidity EPA 
0180.1 

and/or field 
test with 

calibrated 
portable 

instrument 

Type 2 & 3 1 NTU 250 NTU 500 NTU 

SSC ASTM 
Method D 
3977-9716

 

Type 3 if 
NEL is 

exceeded 

5 Mg/L N/A N/A 

Bioassessment (STE) 
Level I of 
(SAFIT),17 
fixed-count 
of 600 
org/sample 

 

Type 3 
LUPs > 30 

acres 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 
 

i. LUP Type 2 & 3 Monitoring Methods 
 

i  The LUP Type 2 or 3 discharger’s project M&RP shall include a 
description of the following items:   

 
(1) Visual observation locations, visual observation procedures, and 

visual observation follow-up and tracking procedures. 
 

(2) Sampling locations, and sample collection and handling 
procedures.  This shall include detailed procedures for sample 
collection, storage, preservation, and shipping to the testing lab 
to assure that consistent quality control and quality assurance is 
maintained.  Dischargers shall attach to the monitoring program 
a copy of the Chain of Custody form used when handling and 
shipping samples.  

                                            
16 ASTM, 1999, Standard Test Method for Determining Sediment Concentration in Water Samples: 
American Society of Testing and Materials, D 3977-97, Vol. 11.02, pp. 389-394 
17 The current SAFIT STEs (28 November 2006) list requirements for both the Level I and Level II 
taxonomic effort, and are located at: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/swamp/docs/safit/ste_list.pdf. When new 
editions are published by SAFIT, they will supersede all previous editions. All editions will be posted at the 
State Water Board’s SWAMP website. 
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(3) Identification of the analytical methods and related method 

detection limits (if applicable) for each parameter required in 
Section M.4.f above. 

 
ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that all sampling and 

sample preservation be in accordance with the current edition of 
"Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater" 
(American Public Health Association).  All monitoring instruments 
and equipment (including a discharger’s own field instruments for 
measuring pH and turbidity) shall be calibrated and maintained in 
accordance with manufacturers' specifications to ensure accurate 
measurements.  All laboratory analyses shall be conducted 
according to test procedures under 40 CFR Part 136, unless other 
test procedures have been specified in this General Permit or by 
the Regional Water Board.  With the exception of field analysis 
conducted by the discharger for turbidity and pH, all analyses shall 
be sent to and conducted at a laboratory certified for such analyses 
by the State Department of Health Services (SSC exception).  The 
LUP discharger shall conduct its own field analysis of pH and may 
conduct its own field analysis of turbidity if the discharger has 
sufficient capability (qualified and trained employees, properly 
calibrated and maintained field instruments, etc.) to adequately 
perform the field analysis. 

 
j. LUP Type 2 & 3 Analytical Methods 

 
LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall refer to Table 5 above for test 
Methods, detection Limits, and reporting Units. 

 
i pH:  LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall perform pH analysis on-site 

with a calibrated pH meter or pH test kit.  The LUP discharger shall 
record pH monitoring results on paper and retain these records in 
accordance with Section M.4.o, below.   

 
ii Turbidity: LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall perform turbidity 

analysis using a calibrated turbidity meter (turbidimeter), either on-
site or at an accredited lab.  Acceptable test methods include 
Standard Method 2130 or USEPA Method 180.1.  The results shall 
be recorded in the site log book in Nephelometric Turbidity Units 
(NTU).  

 
iii Suspended sediment concentration (SSC): LUP Type 3 

dischargers exceeding their NEL, shall perform SSC analysis using 
ASTM Method D3977-97. 
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iv Bioassessment: LUP Type 3 dischargers shall perform 
bioassessment sampling and analysis according to Appendix 3 of 
this General Permit. 

 
k. Watershed Monitoring Option 

 
If an LUP Type 2 or 3 discharger is part of a qualified regional 
watershed-based monitoring program the LUP Type 2 or 3 discharger 
may be eligible for relief from the monitoring requirements in this 
Attachment.  The Regional Water Board may approve proposals to 
substitute an acceptable watershed-based monitoring program if it 
determines that the watershed-based monitoring program will provide 
information to determine each discharger’s compliance with the 
requirements of this General Permit.  

 
l. Particle Size Analysis for Risk Justification 

 
LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers justifying an alternative project risk shall 
report a soil particle size analysis used to determine the RUSLE K-
Factor.  ASTM D-422 (Standard Test Method for Particle-Size Analysis 
of Soils), as revised, shall be used to determine the percentages of 
sand, very fine sand, silt, and clay on the site.   
 

m. NAL Exceedance Report 
 

i In the event that any effluent sample exceeds an applicable NAL, 
the Regional Water Boards may require LUP Type 2 & 3 
dischargers to submit NAL Exceedance Reports.   

   
ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall certify each NAL Exceedance 

Report in accordance with the Special Provisions for Construction 
Activity.  

 
iii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall retain an electronic or paper copy 

of each NAL Exceedance Report for a minimum of three years after 
the date the exceedance report is filed.   

 
iv LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall include in the NAL Exceedance 

Report: 
 

(1) the analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method 
detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results 
that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as 
“less than the method detection limit”); and 

(2) the date, place, time of sampling, visual observation 
(inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation. 
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(3) Description of the current BMPs associated with the effluent 
sample that exceeded the NAL and the proposed corrective 
actions taken. 

 
n. NEL Violation Report 

 
i All LUP Type 3 dischargers shall electronically submit all storm 

event sampling results to the State Water Board no later than 5 
days after the conclusion of the storm event. 

 
ii In the event that a LUP Type 3 discharger has violated an 

applicable NEL, the discharger shall submit an NEL Violation 
Report to the State Water Board no later than 24 hours after the 
NEL exceedance has been identified. 

   
iii The LUP Type 3 discharger shall certify each NEL Violation Report 

in accordance with the Special Provisions for Construction Activity.  
 

iv The LUP Type 3 discharger shall retain an electronic or paper copy 
of each NEL Violation Report for a minimum of three years after the 
date the violation report is filed.   

 
v The LUP Type 3 discharger shall include in the NEL Violation 

Report: 
 

(1) the analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method 
detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results 
that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as 
“less than the method detection limit”); and 

(2)  the date, place, time of sampling, visual observation 
(inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation. 

(3)  Description of the current on-site BMPs, and the proposed 
corrective actions taken to manage the NEL exceedance. 

 
vi Compliance Storm Exemption:  

In the event that an applicable NEL has been exceeded during a 
storm event equal to or larger than the Compliance Storm Event 
(see Section F.2.c of this Attachment), the LUP Type 3 discharger 
shall report the on-site rain gauge and nearby governmental rain 
gauge readings for verification. 
 

o. Monitoring Records 
 

LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that records of all storm 
water monitoring information and copies of all reports (including Annual 
Reports) required by this General Permit be retained for a period of at 
least three years.  LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers may retain records off-
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site and make them available upon request.  These records shall 
include: 
 
i The date, place, time of facility inspections, sampling, visual 

observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including 
precipitation (rain gauge); 

 
ii The individual(s) who performed the facility inspections, sampling, 

visual observation (inspections), and or measurements; 
 

iii The date and approximate time of analyses; 
 

iv The individual(s) who performed the analyses; 
 

v A summary of all analytical results from the last three years, the 
method detection limits and reporting units, the analytical 
techniques or methods used, and all chain of custody forms; 

 
vi Quality assurance/quality control records and results; 

 
vii Non-storm water discharge inspections and visual observation 

(inspections) and storm water discharge visual observation records 
(see Section M.4.a above); 

 
viii Visual observation and sample collection exception records (see 

Section M.4.g above); and 
 

ix The records of any corrective actions and follow-up activities that 
resulted from analytical results, visual observation (inspections), or 
inspections.  
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LUP Project Area or Project Section Area Type Determination 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Yes

No 

Will  
≥ 70% of the 
construction 

activity occur  
on paved  

surfaces**? 

No 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes

No

No

Yes

No 

No

No 

E 

Will the  
construction  

activity occur on 
unpaved improved 

roads, including their 
shoulders or land 

immediately  
adjacent  
to them?

 
Will > 30%  

of the construction  
activity occur within the 
non-paved shoulders or 

land immediately 
adjacent to paved  

surfaces? 

Will areas  
disturbed be  

returned to pre-
construction conditions 

or equivalent 
condition* at the end 

of the day? 
 

 
Will areas of  

established vegetation 
disturbed by the 

construction be stabilized 
and revegetated by the 

end of the project? 
 

When  
required, will  

adequate temporary 
stabilization BMPs be 

installed and maintained until 
vegetation is established to 
meet the Permit’s minimum 

cover requirements for  
final stabilization? 

 

This is a  
Project  

Type 1 LUP 

*See Definition of Terms 
** Or: “Will < 30% of the soil disturbance occur on unpaved surfaces? 

Yes 

Will areas  
disturbed  

be returned to pre-
construction conditions 

or equivalent 
condition* at the end 

of the day? 
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LUP Project Area or Project Section Area  

Type Determination 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Is the 

 project area or 
project section area 

located within a 
Sediment Sensitive 

Watershed*? 

No

E 

Receiving 
Water Risk: 

“HIGH”

Yes

No

 
Is the  

project area or section  
located within the flood 
plain or flood prone area 

(riparian zone) of a 
Sensitive Receiving 

 Water Body*? 

Receiving 
Water Risk: 
“MEDIUM”

Yes

Receiving 
Water Risk: 

“LOW” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

 

Calculate the Sediment Risk Based on Appendix 1 Risk Factor Worksheet 
Project Sediment Risk = 

“LOW”: <15 tons/acre 
“MEDIUM”: ≥ 15 and < 75 tons/acre; or 

“HIGH”: ≥ 75 tons/acre 

 * See Definition of Terms 
  

 
 PROJECT SEDIMENT RISK 

 LOW MEDIUM HIGH 
LOW Type 1 Type 1 Type 2 

MEDIUM Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 
HIGH Type 2 Type 3 Type 3 

RECEIVING  
WATER RISK 
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1. Equivalent Condition – Means disturbed soils such as those from trench excavation are required to be hauled 

away, backfilled into the trench, and/or covered (e.g., metal plates, pavement, plastic covers over spoil piles) at the 
end of the construction day. 

2. Linear Construction Activity – Linear construction activity consists of underground/ overhead facilities that 
typically include, but are not limited to, any conveyance, pipe or pipeline for the transportation of any gaseous, liquid 
(including water, wastewater for domestic municipal services), liquescent, or slurry substance; any cable line or wire 
for the transmission of electrical energy; any cable line or wire for communications (e.g., telephone, telegraph, radio 
or television messages); and associated ancillary facilities.  Construction activities associated with LUPs include, but 
are not limited to those activities necessary for the installation of underground and overhead linear facilities (e.g., 
conduits, substructures, pipelines, towers, poles, cables, wires, connectors, switching, regulating and transforming 
equipment and associated ancillary facilities) and include, but are not limited to, underground utility mark-out, 
potholing, concrete and asphalt cutting and removal, trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, access road and 
pole/ tower pad and cable/ wire pull station, substation construction, substructure installation, construction of tower 
footings and/or foundations, pole and tower installations, pipeline installations, welding, concrete and/or pavement 
repair or replacement, and stockpile/ borrow locations. 

3. Sediment Sensitive Receiving Water Body – Defined as a water body segment that is listed on EPA’s 
approved CWA 303(d) list for sedimentation/siltation, turbidity, or is designated with beneficial uses of SPAWN, 
MIGRATORY, and COLD. 

4. Sediment Sensitive Watershed – Defined as a watershed draining into a receiving water body listed on EPA’s 
approved CWA 303(d) list for sedimentation/siltation, turbidity, or a water body designated with beneficial uses 
of SPAWN, MIGRATORY, and COLD. 

 



ATTACHMENT A.2 
ATTACHMENT A.2 

PERMIT REGISTRATION DOCUMENTS (PRDs) 
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR LINEAR UNDERGROUND/OVERHEAD PROJECTS TO 

COMPLY WITH THE CONSTRUCTION GENERAL PERMIT 
 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 

Who Must Submit 
 
This permit is effective on July 1, 2010. 
 
The Legally Responsible Person (LRP) for construction activities associated with linear 
underground/overhead project (LUP) must electronically apply for coverage under this General 
Permit on or after July 1, 2010.  If it is determined that the LUP construction activities require an 
NPDES permit, the Legally Responsible Person1 (LRP) shall submit PRDs for this General Permit 
in accordance with the following: 
 
LUPs associated with Private or Municipal Development Projects 
 
1. For LUPs associated with pre-development and pre-redevelopment construction activities: 

 
The LRP must obtain coverage2 under this General Permit for its pre-development and pre-
redevelopment construction activities where the total disturbed land area of these construction 
activities is greater than 1 acre.  
 

2. For LUPs associated with new development and redevelopment construction projects: 
 

The LRP must obtain coverage under this General Permit for LUP construction activities 
associated with new development and redevelopment projects where the total disturbed land 
area of the LUP is greater than 1 acre.  Coverage under this permit is not required where the 
same LUP construction activities are covered by another NPDES permit.  

 
LUPs not associated with private or municipal new development or redevelopment projects: 

 
The LRP must obtain coverage under this General Permit on or after July 1, 2010 for its LUP 
construction activities where the total disturbed land area is greater than 1 acre.  
 
PRD Submittal Requirements 
 
Prior to the start of construction activities a LRP must submit PRDs and fees to the State Water 
Board for each LUP.   
 
New and Ongoing LUPs  
 
Dischargers of new LUPs that commence construction activities after the adoption date of this 
General Permit shall file PRDs prior to the commencement of construction and implement the 
SWPPP upon the start of construction.   
 

                                                 
1 person possessing the title of the land on which the construction activities will occur for the regulated site 
2 obtain coverage means filing PRDs for the project.  
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PERMIT REGISTRATION DOCUMENTS (PRDs) 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS (CONTINUED) 
 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 

Dischargers of ongoing LUPs that are currently covered under State Water Board Order No. 2003-
0007 (Small LUP General Permit) shall electronically file Permit Registration Documents no later 
than July 1, 2010.  After July 1, 2010, all NOIs subject to State Water Board Order No. 2003-0007-
DWQ will be terminated.  All existing dischargers shall be exempt from the risk determination 
requirements in Attachment A.  All existing dischargers are therefore subject to LUP Type 1 
requirements regardless of their project’s sediment and receiving water risks.  However, a 
Regional Board retains the authority to require an existing discharger to comply with the risk 
determination requirements in Attachment A. 
 
Where to Apply 
 
The Permit Registration Documents (PRDs) can be found at  
www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/ 
 
Fees 
 
The annual fee for storm water permits are established through the State of California Code of 
Regulations.   
 
When Permit Coverage Commences 
 
To obtain coverage under the General Permit, the LRP must include the complete PRDs and the 
annual fee.  All PRDs deemed incomplete will be rejected with an explanation as to what is 
required to complete submittal.  Upon receipt of complete PRDs and associated fee, each 
discharger will be sent a waste discharger's identification (WDID) number. 
 
 
Projects and Activities Not Defined As Construction Activity 
 
1. LUP construction activity does not include routine maintenance projects to maintain original line 

and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original purpose of the facility.  Routine maintenance projects 
are projects associated with operations and maintenance activities that are conducted on 
existing lines and facilities and within existing right-of-way, easements, franchise agreements or 
other legally binding agreements of the discharger.  Routine maintenance projects include, but 
are not limited to projects that are conducted to: 

 
• Maintain the original purpose of the facility, or hydraulic capacity. 
• Update existing lines3 and facilities to comply with applicable codes, standards and 

regulations regardless if such projects result in increased capacity. 
• Repairing leaks. 

 
Routine maintenance does not include construction of new4 lines or facilities resulting from 
compliance with applicable codes, standards and regulations. 
 

                                                 
3 Update existing lines includes replacing existing lines with new materials or pipes. 
4 New lines are those that are not associated with existing facilities and are not part of a project to update or replace existing lines. 
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PERMIT REGISTRATION DOCUMENTS (PRDs) 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS (CONTINUED) 
 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 

Routine maintenance projects do not include those areas of maintenance projects that are 
outside of an existing right-of-way, franchise, easements, or agreements.  When a project must 
acquire new areas, those areas may be subject to this General Permit based on the area of 
disturbed land outside the original right-of-way, easement, or agreement. 

 
2. LUP construction activity does not include field activities associated with the planning and 

design of a project (e.g., activities associated with route selection). 
 
3. Tie-ins conducted immediately adjacent to “energized” or “pressurized” facilities by the 

discharger are not considered small construction activities where all other LUP construction 
activities associated with the tie-in are covered by a NOI and SWPPP of a third party or 
municipal agency. 

 
 
Calculating Land Disturbance Areas of LUPs 
 
The total land area disturbed for LUPs is the sum of the: 
• Surface areas of trenches, laterals and ancillary facilities, plus 
• Area of the base of stockpiles on unpaved surfaces, plus 
• Surface area of the borrow area, plus 
• Areas of paved surfaces constructed for the project, plus 
• Areas of new roads constructed or areas of major reconstruction to existing roads (e.g. 

improvements to two-track surfaces or road widening) for the sole purpose of accessing 
construction activities or as part of the final project, plus 

• Equipment and material storage, staging, and preparation areas (laydown areas) not on paved 
surfaces, plus 

• Soil areas outside the surface area of trenches, laterals and ancillary facilities that will be 
graded, and/or disturbed by the use of construction equipment, vehicles and machinery during 
construction activities. 

 
Stockpiling Areas 
 
Stockpiling areas, borrow areas and the removal of soils from a construction site may or may not 
be included when calculating the area of disturbed soil for a site depending on the following 
conditions: 
 
• For stockpiling of soils onsite or immediately adjacent to a LUP site and the stockpile is not on a 

paved surface, the area of the base of the stockpile is to be included in the disturbed area 
calculation. 

 
• The surface area of borrow areas that are onsite or immediately adjacent to a project site are to 

be included in the disturbed area calculation. 
 
• For soil that is hauled offsite to a location owned or operated by the discharger that is not a 

paved surface, the area of the base of the stockpile is to be included in the disturbed area 
calculation except when the offsite location is already subject to a separate storm water permit. 
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PERMIT REGISTRATION DOCUMENTS (PRDs) 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS (CONTINUED) 
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• For soil that is brought to the project from an off-site location owned or operated by the 
discharger the surface area of the borrow pit is to be included in the disturbed area calculation 
except when the offsite location is already subject to a separate storm water permit. 

 
• Trench spoils on a paved surface that are either returned to the trench or excavation or hauled 

away from the project daily for disposal or reuse will not be included in the disturbed area 
calculation. 

 
If you have any questions concerning submittal of PRDs, please call the State Water Board at 
(866) 563-3107. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
PERMIT REGISTRATION DOCUMENTS (PRDs) TO COMPLY WITH THE TERMS 

OF THE GENERAL PERMIT TO DISCHARGE STORM WATER 
ASSOCIATED WITH CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 

 
GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

 
 

A. All Linear Construction Projects shall comply with the PRD requirements in 
Attachment A.2 of this Order. 

 
B. Who Must Submit 

 
Discharges of storm water associated with construction that results in the 
disturbance of one acre or more of land must apply for coverage under the 
General Construction Storm Water Permit (General Permit).  Any construction 
activity that is a part of a larger common plan of development or sale must also 
be permitted, regardless of size.  (For example, if 0.5 acre  of a 20-acre 
subdivision is disturbed by the construction activities of discharger A and the 
remaining 19.5  acres is to be developed by discharger B, discharger A must 
obtain a General Storm Water Permit for the 0.5 acre project).     
 
Other discharges from construction activities that are covered under this General 
Permit can be found in the General Permit Section II.B. 
  
It is the LRP’s responsibility to obtain coverage under this General Permit by 
electronically submitting complete PRDs (Permit Registration Documents). 
 
In all cases, the proper procedures for submitting the PRDs must be completed 
before construction can commence.   

    
C. Construction Activity Not Covered By This General Permit 

 
Discharges from construction that are not covered under this General Permit can 
be found in the General Permit Sections II.A &B.. 

 
D. Annual Fees and Fee Calculation 

 
Annual fees are calculated based upon the total area of land to be disturbed not 
the total size of the acreage owned.  However, the calculation includes all acres 
to be disturbed during the duration of the project.  For example, if 10 acres are 
scheduled to be disturbed the first year and 10 in each subsequent year for 5 
years, the annual fees would be based upon 50 acres of disturbance.  The State 
Water Board will evaluate adding acreage to an existing Permit Waste Discharge 
Identification (WDID) number on a case-by-case basis.  In general, any acreage 
to be considered must be contiguous to the permitted land area and the existing 
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SWPPP must be appropriate for the construction activity and topography of the 
acreage under consideration.  As acreage is built out and stabilized or sold, the 
Change of Information (COI) form enables the applicant to remove those acres 
from inclusion in the annual fee calculation. Checks should be made payable to:  
State Water Board.  

 
The Annual fees are established through regulations adopted by the State Water 
Board. The total annual fee is the current base fee plus applicable surcharges for 
all construction sites submitting an NOI, based on the total acreage to be 
disturbed during the life of the project. Annual fees are subject to change by 
regulation. 

 
Dischargers that apply for and satisfy the Small Construction Erosivity Wavier 
requirements shall pay a fee of $200.00 plus an applicable surcharge, see the 
General Permit Section II.B.7.  

 
E. When to Apply 

 
LRP’s proposing to conduct construction activities subject to this General Permit 
must submit their PRDs prior to the commencement of construction activity.   

 
F. Requirements for Completing Permit Registration Documents (PRDs) 

 
All dischargers required to comply with this General Permit shall electronically 
submit the required PRDs for their type of construction as defined below.  

 
G. Standard PRD Requirements (All Dischargers) 

  
1. Notice of Intent 
2. Risk Assessment (Standard or Site-Specific) 
3. Site Map 
4. SWPPP  
5. Annual Fee  
6. Certification 

 
H. Additional PRD Requirements Related to Construction Type 

 
1. Discharger in unincorporated areas of the State (not covered under an 

adopted Phase I or II SUSMP requirements) and that are not a linear project 
shall also submit a completed:  
a. Post-Construction Water Balance Calculator (Appendix 2). 

 
2. Dischargers who are proposing to implement ATS shall submit: 

a. Complete ATS Plan in accordance with Attachment F at least 14 days 
prior to the planned operation of the ATS and a paper copy shall be 
available onsite during ATS operation. 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
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b. Certification proof that design done by a professional in accordance with 
Attachment F.  

   
3. Dischargers who are proposing an alternate Risk Justification: 

a. Particle Size Analysis. 
 

I. Exceptions to Standard PRD Requirements 
  

Construction sites with an R value less than 5 as determined in the Risk 
Assessment are not required to submit a SWPPP. 

 
J. Description of PRDs 

 
1. Notice of Intent (NOI) 
  
2. Site Map(s) Includes:  

a. The project’s surrounding area (vicinity)  
b. Site layout  
c. Construction site boundaries  
d. Drainage areas  
e. Discharge locations  
f. Sampling locations  
g. Areas of soil disturbance (temporary or permanent)   
h. Active areas of soil disturbance (cut or fill)  
i. Locations of all runoff BMPs  
j. Locations of all erosion control BMPs  
k. Locations of all sediment control BMPs  
l. ATS location (if applicable)  
m. Locations of sensitive habitats, watercourses, or other features which are 

not to be disturbed  
n. Locations of all post-construction BMPs  
o. Locations of storage areas for waste, vehicles, service, loading/unloading 

of materials, access (entrance/exits) points to construction site, fueling, 
and water storage, water transfer for dust control and compaction 
practices         

 
3. SWPPPs  

A site-specific SWPPP shall be developed by each discharger and shall be 
submitted with the PRDs. 

 
4. Risk Assessment  

All dischargers shall use the Risk Assessment procedure as describe in the 
General Permit Appendix 1.  
 
a. The Standard Risk Assessment includes utilization of the following: 

i. Receiving water Risk Assessment interactive map 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
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ii. EPA Rainfall Erosivity Factor Calculator Website 
iii. Sediment Risk interactive map 
iv. Sediment sensitive water bodies list 
 

b. The Site-Specific Risk Assessment includes the completion of the hand 
calculated R value Risk Calculator 

  
5. Post-Construction Water Balance Calculator 

All dischargers subject to this requirement shall complete the Water Balance 
Calculator (in Appendix 2) in accordance with the instructions. 

 
6. ATS Design Document and Certification 

All dischargers using ATS must submit electronically their system design (as 
well as any supporting documentation) and proof that the system was 
designed by a qualified ATS design professional (See Attachment F). 

 
To obtain coverage under the General Permit PRDs must be included and completed.  
If any of the required items are missing, the PRD submittal is considered incomplete 
and will be rejected. Upon receipt of a complete PRD submittal, the State Water Board 
will process the application package in the order received and assign a (WDID) number.   
 
Questions? 
 
If you have any questions on completing the PRDs please email 
stormwater@waterboards.ca.gov or call (866) 563-3107. 

mailto:stormwater@waterboards.ca
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ATTACHMENT C 
RISK LEVEL 1 REQUIREMENTS 

 
 
A. Effluent Standards  

 
 [These requirements are the same as those in the General Permit order.] 

 
1. Narrative – Risk Level 1 dischargers shall comply with the narrative 

effluent standards listed below: 
 

a. Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water 
discharges regulated by this General Permit shall not contain a 
hazardous substance equal to or in excess of reportable quantities 
established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate 
NPDES Permit has been issued to regulate those discharges. 

 
b. Dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water 

discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the 
use of controls, structures, and management practices that achieve 
BAT for toxic and non-conventional pollutants and BCT for 
conventional pollutants.   

 
2. Numeric – Risk Level 1 dischargers are not subject to a numeric 

effluent standard. 
 

B. Good Site Management "Housekeeping" 
 
1. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement good site management (i.e., 

"housekeeping") measures for construction materials that could 
potentially be a threat to water quality if discharged.  At a minimum, 
Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement the following good 
housekeeping measures: 
 
a. Conduct an inventory of the products used and/or expected to be 

used and the end products that are produced and/or expected to be 
produced. This does not include materials and equipment that are 
designed to be outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions 
(i.e. poles, equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, 
bricks, etc.).  
 

b. Cover and berm loose stockpiled construction materials that are not 
actively being used (i.e. soil, spoils, aggregate, fly-ash, stucco, 
hydrated lime, etc.). 
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c. Store chemicals in watertight containers (with appropriate 
secondary containment to prevent any spillage or leakage) or in a 
storage shed (completely enclosed). 

 
d. Minimize exposure of construction materials to precipitation.  This 

does not include materials and equipment that are designed to be 
outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions (i.e. poles, 
equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, bricks, etc.). 

 
e. Implement BMPs to prevent the off-site tracking of loose 

construction and landscape materials. 
 

2. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping 
measures for waste management, which, at a minimum, shall consist 
of the following: 
 
a. Prevent disposal of any rinse or wash waters or materials on 

impervious or pervious site surfaces or into the storm drain system. 
 

b. Ensure the containment of sanitation facilities (e.g., portable toilets) 
to prevent discharges of pollutants to the storm water drainage 
system or receiving water. 

 
c. Clean or replace sanitation facilities and inspecting them regularly 

for leaks and spills. 
 

d. Cover waste disposal containers at the end of every business day 
and during a rain event.   

 
e. Prevent discharges from waste disposal containers to the storm 

water drainage system or receiving water.  
 

f. Contain and securely protect stockpiled waste material from wind 
and rain at all times unless actively being used. 

 
g. Implement procedures that effectively address hazardous and non-

hazardous spills.   
 

h. Develop a spill response and implementation element of the 
SWPPP prior to commencement of construction activities.  The 
SWPPP shall require that: 
 
i. Equipment and materials for cleanup of spills shall be available 

on site and that spills and leaks shall be cleaned up immediately 
and disposed of properly; and  
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ii. Appropriate spill response personnel are assigned and trained. 
 

i. Ensure the containment of concrete washout areas and other 
washout areas that may contain additional pollutants so there is no 
discharge into the underlying soil and onto the surrounding areas.   

 
3. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for 

vehicle storage and maintenance, which, at a minimum, shall consist of 
the following: 
 
a. Prevent oil, grease, or fuel to leak in to the ground, storm drains or 

surface waters.  
 

b. Place all equipment or vehicles, which are to be fueled, maintained 
and stored in a designated area fitted with appropriate BMPs. 

 
c. Clean leaks immediately and disposing of leaked materials 

properly. 
 

4. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for 
landscape materials, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the 
following: 
 
a. Contain stockpiled materials such as mulches and topsoil when 

they are not actively being used. 
 

b. Contain fertilizers and other landscape materials when they are not 
actively being used. 
 

c. Discontinue the application of any erodible landscape material 
within 2 days before a forecasted rain event or during periods of 
precipitation. 

 
d. Apply erodible landscape material at quantities and application 

rates according to manufacture recommendations or based on 
written specifications by knowledgeable and experienced field 
personnel. 

 
e. Stack erodible landscape material on pallets and covering or 

storing such materials when not being used or applied. 
 

5. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall conduct an assessment and create a list 
of potential pollutant sources and identify any areas of the site where 
additional BMPs are necessary to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm 
water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.  This 
potential pollutant list shall be kept with the SWPPP and shall identify 
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all non-visible pollutants which are known, or should be known, to 
occur on the construction site.  At a minimum, when developing BMPs, 
Risk Level 1 dischargers shall do the following: 

 
a. Consider the quantity, physical characteristics (e.g., liquid, powder, 

solid), and locations of each potential pollutant source handled, 
produced, stored, recycled, or disposed of at the site. 

 
b. Consider the degree to which pollutants associated with those 

materials may be exposed to and mobilized by contact with storm 
water. 

 
c. Consider the direct and indirect pathways that pollutants may be 

exposed to storm water or authorized non-storm water discharges.  
This shall include an assessment of past spills or leaks, non-storm 
water discharges, and discharges from adjoining areas. 

 
d. Ensure retention of sampling, visual observation, and inspection 

records. 
 

e. Ensure effectiveness of existing BMPs to reduce or prevent 
pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm 
water discharges. 

 
6. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping 

measures on the construction site to control the air deposition of site 
materials and from site operations. Such particulates can include, but 
are not limited to, sediment, nutrients, trash, metals, bacteria, oil and 
grease and organics. 

 
C. Non-Storm Water Management  

 
1. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement measures to control all non-

storm water discharges during construction.   
 

2. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall wash vehicles in such a manner as to 
prevent non-storm water discharges to surface waters or MS4 
drainage systems. 

 
3. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall clean streets in such a manner as to 

prevent unauthorized non-storm water discharges from reaching 
surface water or MS4 drainage systems. 
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D. Erosion Control 
 
1. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement effective wind erosion 

control. 
 

2. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall provide effective soil cover for inactive1 
areas and all finished slopes, open space, utility backfill, and 
completed lots. 

 
3. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall limit the use of plastic materials when 

more sustainable, environmentally friendly alternatives exist.  Where 
plastic materials are deemed necessary, the discharger shall consider 
the use of plastic materials resistant to solar degradation. 

 
E. Sediment Controls 

 
1. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall establish and maintain effective 

perimeter controls and stabilize all construction entrances and exits to 
sufficiently control erosion and sediment discharges from the site.   
 

2. On sites where sediment basins are to be used, Risk Level 1 
dischargers shall, at minimum, design sediment basins according to 
the method provided in CASQA’s Construction BMP Guidance 
Handbook.  

 
F. Run-on and Runoff Controls 

 
Risk Level 1 dischargers shall effectively manage all run-on, all runoff 
within the site and all runoff that discharges off the site.  Run-on from off 
site shall be directed away from all disturbed areas or shall collectively be 
in compliance with the effluent limitations in this General Permit.   

 
G. Inspection, Maintenance and Repair 

  
1. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall ensure that all inspection, maintenance 

repair and sampling activities at the project location shall be performed 
or supervised by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) representing 
the discharger.  The QSP may delegate any or all of these activities to 
an employee trained to do the task(s) appropriately, but shall ensure 
adequate deployment.     
 

2. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall perform weekly inspections and 
observations, and at least once each 24-hour period during extended 

                                            
1 Inactive areas of construction are areas of construction activity that have been disturbed and are not 
scheduled to be re-disturbed for at least 14 days. 
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storm events, to identify and record BMPs that need maintenance to 
operate effectively, that have failed, or that could fail to operate as 
intended.  Inspectors shall be the QSP or be trained by the QSP. 

 
3. Upon identifying failures or other shortcomings, as directed by the 

QSP, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall begin implementing repairs or 
design changes to BMPs within 72 hours of identification and complete 
the changes as soon as possible.  

 
4. For each inspection required, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall complete 

an inspection checklist, using a form provided by the State Water 
Board or Regional Water Board or in an alternative format.  
 

5. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall ensure that checklists shall remain 
onsite with the SWPPP and at a minimum, shall include: 

 
a. Inspection date and date the inspection report was written. 

 
b. Weather information, including presence or absence of 

precipitation, estimate of beginning of qualifying storm event, 
duration of event, time elapsed since last storm, and approximate 
amount of rainfall in inches. 

 
c. Site information, including stage of construction, activities 

completed, and approximate area of the site exposed.  
 

d. A description of any BMPs evaluated and any deficiencies noted.   
 

e. If the construction site is safely accessible during inclement 
weather, list the observations of all BMPs:  erosion controls, 
sediment controls, chemical and waste controls, and non-storm 
water controls.  Otherwise, list the results of visual inspections at all 
relevant outfalls, discharge points, downstream locations and any 
projected maintenance activities. 

 
f. Report the presence of noticeable odors or of any visible sheen on 

the surface of any discharges.  
 

g. Any corrective actions required, including any necessary changes 
to the SWPPP and the associated implementation dates. 

 
h. Photographs taken during the inspection, if any. 

 
i. Inspector’s name, title, and signature. 
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H. Rain Event Action Plan 
Not required for Risk Level 1 dischargers. 
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I. Risk Level 1 Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

 
Table 1- Summary of Monitoring Requirements 

Visual Inspections Sample Collection 
Pre-storm 

Event Risk 
Level 

Quarterly 
Non-
storm 
Water 

Discharge 

Baseline REAP
Daily 
Storm
BMP 

Post 
Storm

Storm 
Water 

Discharge 

Receiving 
Water 

1 X X  X X   
 

1. Construction Site Monitoring Program Requirements 
 

a. Pursuant to Water Code Sections 13383 and 13267, all dischargers 
subject to this General Permit shall develop and implement a 
written site-specific Construction Site Monitoring Program (CSMP) 
in accordance with the requirements of this Section.  The CSMP 
shall include all monitoring procedures and instructions, location 
maps, forms, and checklists as required in this section.  The CSMP 
shall be developed prior to the commencement of construction 
activities, and revised as necessary to reflect project revisions.  The 
CSMP shall be a part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), included as an appendix or separate SWPPP chapter. 

 
b. Existing dischargers registered under the State Water Board Order 

No. 99-08-DWQ shall make and implement necessary revisions to 
their Monitoring Programs to reflect the changes in this General 
Permit in a timely manner, but no later than July 1, 2010.  Existing 
dischargers shall continue to implement their existing Monitoring 
Programs in compliance with State Water Board Order No. 99-08-
DWQ until the necessary revisions are completed according to the 
schedule above. 

 
c. When a change of ownership occurs for all or any portion of the 

construction site prior to completion or final stabilization, the new 
discharger shall comply with these requirements as of the date the 
ownership change occurs.  

 
2. Objectives 

 
The CSMP shall be developed and implemented to address the 
following objectives: 

 
a. To demonstrate that the site is in compliance with the Discharge 

Prohibitions; 
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b. To determine whether non-visible pollutants are present at the 

construction site and are causing or contributing to exceedances of 
water quality objectives; 

 
c. To determine whether immediate corrective actions, additional Best 

Management Practice (BMP) implementation, or SWPPP revisions 
are necessary to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges and 
authorized non-storm water discharges; and 

 
d. To determine whether BMPs included in the SWPPP are effective 

in preventing or reducing pollutants in storm water discharges and 
authorized non-storm water discharges. 

 
3. Risk Level 1 - Visual Monitoring (Inspection) Requirements for 

Qualifying Rain Events 
 

a. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) storm 
water discharges at all discharge locations within two business 
days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain event.   

 
b. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) the 

discharge of stored or contained storm water that is derived from 
and discharged subsequent to a qualifying rain event producing 
precipitation of ½ inch or more at the time of discharge.  Stored or 
contained storm water that will likely discharge after operating 
hours due to anticipated precipitation shall be observed prior to the 
discharge during operating hours.   

 
c. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall conduct visual observations 

(inspections) during business hours only. 
 

d. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall record the time, date and rain gauge 
reading of all qualifying rain events. 

 
e. Within 2 business days (48 hours) prior to each qualifying rain 

event, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect): 
 

i. All storm water drainage areas to identify any spills, leaks, or 
uncontrolled pollutant sources.  If needed, the discharger shall 
implement appropriate corrective actions. 

 
ii. All BMPs to identify whether they have been properly 

implemented in accordance with the SWPPP. If needed, the 
discharger shall implement appropriate corrective actions. 
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iii. Any storm water storage and containment areas to detect leaks 
and ensure maintenance of adequate freeboard.   

 
f. For the visual observations (inspections) described in e.i and e.iii 

above, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall observe the presence or 
absence of floating and suspended materials, a sheen on the 
surface, discolorations, turbidity, odors, and source(s) of any 
observed pollutants.  

 
g. Within two business days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain 

event, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall conduct post rain event visual 
observations (inspections) to (1) identify whether BMPs were 
adequately designed, implemented, and effective, and (2) identify 
additional BMPs and revise the SWPPP accordingly.   

 
h. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall maintain on-site records of all visual 

observations (inspections), personnel performing the observations, 
observation dates, weather conditions, locations observed, and 
corrective actions taken in response to the observations.   

 
4. Risk Level 1 – Visual Observation Exemptions 

 
a. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall be prepared to conduct visual 

observation (inspections) until the minimum requirements of 
Section I.3 above are completed. Risk Level 1 dischargers are not 
required to conduct visual observation (inspections) under the 
following conditions: 

 
i. During dangerous weather conditions such as flooding and 

electrical storms. 
 

ii. Outside of scheduled site business hours. 
 
b. If no required visual observations (inspections) are collected due to 

these exceptions, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall include an 
explanation in their SWPPP and in the Annual Report documenting 
why the visual observations (inspections) were not conducted. 

 
5. Risk Level 1 – Monitoring Methods 

 
Risk Level 1 dischargers shall include a description of the visual 
observation locations, visual observation procedures, and visual 
observation follow-up and tracking procedures in the CSMP. 
  

6. Risk Level 1 – Non-Storm Water Discharge Monitoring 
Requirements 
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a. Visual Monitoring Requirements: 

  
i. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) each 

drainage area for the presence of (or indications of prior) 
unauthorized and authorized non-storm water discharges and 
their sources. 

 
ii. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall conduct one visual observation 

(inspection) quarterly in each of the following periods:  January-
March, April-June, July-September, and October-December.  
Visual observation (inspections) are only required during 
daylight hours (sunrise to sunset). 

 
iii. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall ensure that visual observations 

(inspections) document the presence or evidence of any non-
storm water discharge (authorized or unauthorized), pollutant 
characteristics (floating and suspended material, sheen, 
discoloration, turbidity, odor, etc.), and source.  Risk Level 1 
dischargers shall maintain on-site records indicating the 
personnel performing the visual observation (inspections), the 
dates and approximate time each drainage area and non-storm 
water discharge was observed, and the response taken to 
eliminate unauthorized non-storm water discharges and to 
reduce or prevent pollutants from contacting non-storm water 
discharges. 

 
7. Risk Level 1 – Non-Visible Pollutant Monitoring Requirements 

 
a. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall collect one or more samples during 

any breach, malfunction, leakage, or spill observed during a visual 
inspection which could result in the discharge of pollutants to 
surface waters that would not be visually detectable in storm water.  

 
b. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall ensure that water samples are large 

enough to characterize the site conditions. 
 

c. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall collect samples at all discharge 
locations that can be safely accessed. 

 
d. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall collect samples during the first two 

hours of discharge from rain events that occur during business 
hours and which generate runoff. 

  
e. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall analyze samples for all non-visible 

pollutant parameters (if applicable) - parameters indicating the 
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presence of pollutants identified in the pollutant source assessment 
required (Risk Level 1 dischargers shall modify their CSMPs to 
address these additional parameters in accordance with any 
updated SWPPP pollutant source assessment). 

 
f. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall collect a sample of storm water that 

has not come in contact with the disturbed soil or the materials 
stored or used on-site (uncontaminated sample) for comparison 
with the discharge sample.  

 
g. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall compare the uncontaminated sample 

to the samples of discharge using field analysis or through 
laboratory analysis.2 

 
h. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall keep all field /or analytical data in the 

SWPPP document. 
 

8. Risk Level 1 – Particle Size Analysis for Project Risk Justification 
 

Risk Level 1 dischargers justifying an alternative project risk shall 
report a soil particle size analysis used to determine the RUSLE K-
Factor.  ASTM D-422 (Standard Test Method for Particle-Size Analysis 
of Soils), as revised, shall be used to determine the percentages of 
sand, very fine sand, silt, and clay on the site.   

 
9. Risk Level 1 – Records 

 
Risk Level 1 dischargers shall retain records of all storm water 
monitoring information and copies of all reports (including Annual 
Reports) for a period of at least three years.  Risk Level 1 dischargers 
shall retain all records on-site while construction is ongoing.  These 
records include: 
 
a. The date, place, time of facility inspections, sampling, visual 

observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including 
precipitation. 

 
b. The individual(s) who performed the facility inspections, sampling, 

visual observation (inspections), and or measurements. 
 
c. The date and approximate time of analyses. 

 
d. The individual(s) who performed the analyses. 

                                            
2 For laboratory analysis, all sampling, sample preservation, and analyses must be conducted according to 
test procedures under 40 CFR Part 136.  Field discharge samples shall be collected and analyzed according 
to the specifications of the manufacturer of the sampling devices employed. 
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e. A summary of all analytical results from the last three years, the 

method detection limits and reporting units, and the analytical 
techniques or methods used. 

 
f. Rain gauge readings from site inspections. 

 
g. Quality assurance/quality control records and results. 
 
h. Non-storm water discharge inspections and visual observation 

(inspections) and storm water discharge visual observation records 
(see Sections I.3 and I.6 above). 

 
i. Visual observation and sample collection exception records (see 

Section I.4 above). 
 

j. The records of any corrective actions and follow-up activities that 
resulted from analytical results, visual observation (inspections), or 
inspections.  

 



ATTACHMENT D 

ATTACHMENT D 
RISK LEVEL 2 REQUIREMENTS 

 
 
A. Effluent Standards 

 
[These requirements are the same as those in the General Permit order.] 
 
1. Narrative – Risk Level 2 dischargers shall comply with the narrative 

effluent standards listed below: 
 

a. Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water 
discharges regulated by this General Permit shall not contain a 
hazardous substance equal to or in excess of reportable quantities 
established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate 
NPDES Permit has been issued to regulate those discharges. 

 
b. Dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water 

discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the 
use of controls, structures, and management practices that achieve 
BAT for toxic and non-conventional pollutants and BCT for 
conventional pollutants.   

 
2. Numeric – Risk level 2 dischargers are subject to a pH NAL of 6.5-8.5, 

and a turbidity NAL of 250 NTU. 
 

B. Good Site Management "Housekeeping" 
 
1. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement good site management (i.e., 

"housekeeping") measures for construction materials that could 
potentially be a threat to water quality if discharged.  At a minimum, 
Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement the following good 
housekeeping measures: 
 
a. Conduct an inventory of the products used and/or expected to be 

used and the end products that are produced and/or expected to be 
produced.  This does not include materials and equipment that are 
designed to be outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions 
(i.e. poles, equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, 
bricks, etc.). 
 

b. Cover and berm loose stockpiled construction materials that are not 
actively being used (i.e. soil, spoils, aggregate, fly-ash, stucco, 
hydrated lime, etc.). 
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c. Store chemicals in watertight containers (with appropriate 
secondary containment to prevent any spillage or leakage) or in a 
storage shed (completely enclosed). 

 
d. Minimize exposure of construction materials to precipitation.  This 

does not include materials and equipment that are designed to be 
outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions (i.e. poles, 
equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, bricks, etc.). 

 
e. Implement BMPs to prevent the off-site tracking of loose 

construction and landscape materials. 
 

2. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping 
measures for waste management, which, at a minimum, shall consist 
of the following: 
 
a. Prevent disposal of any rinse or wash waters or materials on 

impervious or pervious site surfaces or into the storm drain system. 
 

b. Ensure the containment of sanitation facilities (e.g., portable toilets) 
to prevent discharges of pollutants to the storm water drainage 
system or receiving water. 

 
c. Clean or replace sanitation facilities and inspecting them regularly 

for leaks and spills. 
 

d. Cover waste disposal containers at the end of every business day 
and during a rain event.   

 
e. Prevent discharges from waste disposal containers to the storm 

water drainage system or receiving water.  
 

f. Contain and securely protect stockpiled waste material from wind 
and rain at all times unless actively being used. 

 
g. Implement procedures that effectively address hazardous and non-

hazardous spills.   
 

h. Develop a spill response and implementation element of the 
SWPPP prior to commencement of construction activities.  The 
SWPPP shall require: 
 
i. Equipment and materials for cleanup of spills shall be available 

on site and that spills and leaks shall be cleaned up immediately 
and disposed of properly. 
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ii. Appropriate spill response personnel are assigned and trained. 
 

i. Ensure the containment of concrete washout areas and other 
washout areas that may contain additional pollutants so there is no 
discharge into the underlying soil and onto the surrounding areas.   

 
3. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for 

vehicle storage and maintenance, which, at a minimum, shall consist of 
the following: 
 
a. Prevent oil, grease, or fuel to leak in to the ground, storm drains or 

surface waters.  
 

b. Place all equipment or vehicles, which are to be fueled, maintained 
and stored in a designated area fitted with appropriate BMPs. 

 
c. Clean leaks immediately and disposing of leaked materials 

properly. 
 

4. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for 
landscape materials, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the 
following: 
 
a. Contain stockpiled materials such as mulches and topsoil when 

they are not actively being used. 
 

b. Contain all fertilizers and other landscape materials when they are 
not actively being used. 
 

c. Discontinue the application of any erodible landscape material 
within 2 days before a forecasted rain event or during periods of 
precipitation. 

 
d. Apply erodible landscape material at quantities and application 

rates according to manufacture recommendations or based on 
written specifications by knowledgeable and experienced field 
personnel. 

 
e. Stack erodible landscape material on pallets and covering or 

storing such materials when not being used or applied. 
 

5. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall conduct an assessment and create a list 
of potential pollutant sources and identify any areas of the site where 
additional BMPs are necessary to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm 
water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.  This 
potential pollutant list shall be kept with the SWPPP and shall identify 
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all non-visible pollutants which are known, or should be known, to 
occur on the construction site.  At a minimum, when developing BMPs, 
Risk Level 2 dischargers shall do the following: 

 
a. Consider the quantity, physical characteristics (e.g., liquid, powder, 

solid), and locations of each potential pollutant source handled, 
produced, stored, recycled, or disposed of at the site. 

 
b. Consider the degree to which pollutants associated with those 

materials may be exposed to and mobilized by contact with storm 
water. 

 
c. Consider the direct and indirect pathways that pollutants may be 

exposed to storm water or authorized non-storm water discharges.  
This shall include an assessment of past spills or leaks, non-storm 
water discharges, and discharges from adjoining areas. 

 
d. Ensure retention of sampling, visual observation, and inspection 

records. 
 

e. Ensure effectiveness of existing BMPs to reduce or prevent 
pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm 
water discharges. 

 
6. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping 

measures on the construction site to control the air deposition of site 
materials and from site operations. Such particulates can include, but 
are not limited to, sediment, nutrients, trash, metals, bacteria, oil and 
grease and organics. 
 

7. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall 
document all housekeeping BMPs in the SWPPP and REAP(s) in 
accordance with the nature and phase of the construction project.  
Construction phases at traditional land development projects include 
Grading and Land Development Phase, Streets and Utilities, or 
Vertical Construction for traditional land development projects. 

 
C. Non-Storm Water Management  

 
1. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement measures to control all non-

storm water discharges during construction.   
 

2. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall wash vehicles in such a manner as to 
prevent non-storm water discharges to surface waters or MS4 
drainage systems. 
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3. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall clean streets in such a manner as to 
prevent unauthorized non-storm water discharges from reaching 
surface water or MS4 drainage systems. 

 
D. Erosion Control 

 
1. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement effective wind erosion 

control. 
 

2. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall provide effective soil cover for inactive1 
areas and all finished slopes, open space, utility backfill, and 
completed lots. 

 
3. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall limit the use of plastic materials when 

more sustainable, environmentally friendly alternatives exist.  Where 
plastic materials are deemed necessary, the discharger shall consider 
the use of plastic materials resistant to solar degradation. 
 

E. Sediment Controls 
 

1. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall establish and maintain effective 
perimeter controls and stabilize all construction entrances and exits to 
sufficiently control erosion and sediment discharges from the site.   
 

2. On sites where sediment basins are to be used, Risk Level 2 
dischargers shall, at minimum, design sediment basins according to 
the method provided in CASQA’s Construction BMP Guidance 
Handbook. 

 
3. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall 

implement appropriate erosion control BMPs (runoff control and soil 
stabilization) in conjunction with sediment control BMPs for areas 
under active2 construction.   
 

4. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall 
apply linear sediment controls along the toe of the slope, face of the 
slope, and at the grade breaks of exposed slopes to comply with sheet 
flow lengths3 in accordance with Table 1.   

 
 

                                            
1 Inactive areas of construction are areas of construction activity that have been disturbed and are not 
scheduled to be re-disturbed for at least 14 days. 
2 Active areas of construction are areas undergoing land surface disturbance.  This includes construction 
activity during the preliminary stage, mass grading stage, streets and utilities stage and the vertical 
construction stage. 
3 Sheet flow length is the length that shallow, low velocity flow travels across a site.   
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Table 1 - Critical Slope/Sheet Flow Length Combinations 

Slope Percentage 
Sheet flow length not 

to exceed 
0-25% 20 feet 

25-50% 15 feet 
Over 50% 10 feet 

 
5. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall 

ensure that construction activity traffic to and from the project is limited 
to entrances and exits that employ effective controls to prevent offsite 
tracking of sediment.   
 

6. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall 
ensure that all storm drain inlets and perimeter controls, runoff control 
BMPs, and pollutant controls at entrances and exits (e.g. tire washoff 
locations) are maintained and protected from activities that reduce their 
effectiveness.   

 
7. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall 

inspect on a daily basis all immediate access roads daily.  At a 
minimum daily (when necessary) and prior to any rain event, the 
discharger shall remove any sediment or other construction activity-
related materials that are deposited on the roads (by vacuuming or 
sweeping).   

 
F. Run-on and Run-off Controls 

 
Risk Level 2 dischargers shall effectively manage all run-on, all runoff 
within the site and all runoff that discharges off the site.  Run-on from off 
site shall be directed away from all disturbed areas or shall collectively be 
in compliance with the effluent limitations in this General Permit.   

 
G. Inspection, Maintenance and Repair 

  
1. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that all inspection, maintenance 

repair and sampling activities at the project location shall be performed 
or supervised by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) representing 
the discharger.  The QSP may delegate any or all of these activities to 
an employee appropriately trained to do the task(s). 
 

2. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall perform weekly inspections and 
observations, and at least once each 24-hour period during extended 
storm events, to identify and record BMPs that need maintenance to 
operate effectively, that have failed, or that could fail to operate as 
intended.   Inspectors shall be the QSP or be trained by the QSP.  
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3. Upon identifying failures or other shortcomings, as directed by the 

QSP, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall begin implementing repairs or 
design changes to BMPs within 72 hours of identification and complete 
the changes as soon as possible.  

 
4. For each inspection required, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall complete 

an inspection checklist, using a form provided by the State Water 
Board or Regional Water Board or in an alternative format.  
 

5. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that checklists shall remain 
onsite with the SWPPP and at a minimum, shall include: 

 
a. Inspection date and date the inspection report was written. 

 
b. Weather information, including presence or absence of 

precipitation, estimate of beginning of qualifying storm event, 
duration of event, time elapsed since last storm, and approximate 
amount of rainfall in inches. 

 
c. Site information, including stage of construction, activities 

completed, and approximate area of the site exposed.  
 

d. A description of any BMPs evaluated and any deficiencies noted.   
 

e. If the construction site is safely accessible during inclement 
weather, list the observations of all BMPs:  erosion controls, 
sediment controls, chemical and waste controls, and non-storm 
water controls.  Otherwise, list the results of visual inspections at all 
relevant outfalls, discharge points, downstream locations and any 
projected maintenance activities. 

 
f. Report the presence of noticeable odors or of any visible sheen on 

the surface of any discharges.  
 

g. Any corrective actions required, including any necessary changes 
to the SWPPP and the associated implementation dates. 

 
h. Photographs taken during the inspection, if any. 

 
i. Inspector’s name, title, and signature. 

 
H. Rain Event Action Plan 

 
1. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 

QSP develop a Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) 48 hours prior to any 
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likely precipitation event.  A likely precipitation event is any weather 
pattern that is forecast to have a 50% or greater probability of 
producing precipitation in the project area.  The discharger shall 
ensure a QSP obtain a printed copy of precipitation forecast 
information from the National Weather Service Forecast Office (e.g., by 
entering the zip code of the project’s location at 
http://www.srh.noaa.gov/forecast).  
 

2. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 
QSP develop the REAPs for all phases of construction (i.e., Grading 
and Land Development, Streets and Utilities, Vertical Construction, 
Final Landscaping and Site Stabilization).   

 
3. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 

QSP ensure that the REAP include, at a minimum, the following site 
information: 
 
a. Site Address 
b. Calculated Risk Level (2 or 3)  
c. Site Storm Water Manager Information including the name, 

company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number 
d. Erosion and Sediment Control Provider information including the 

name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number 
e. Storm Water Sampling Agent information including the name, 

company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number 
 

4. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 
QSP include in the REAP, at a minimum, the following project phase 
information: 
 
a. Activities associated with each construction phase 
b. Trades active on the construction site during each construction 

phase 
c. Trade contractor information 
d. Suggested actions for each project phase 

 
5. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 

QSP develop additional REAPs for project sites where construction 
activities are indefinitely halted or postponed (Inactive Construction).  
At a minimum, Inactive Construction REAPs must include: 
 
a. Site Address 
b. Calculated Risk Level (2 or 3) 
c. Site Storm Water Manager Information including the name, 

company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number 
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d. Erosion and Sediment Control Provider information including the 
name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number 

e. Storm Water Sampling Agent information including the name, 
company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number 

f. Trades active on site during Inactive Construction 
g. Trade contractor information 
h. Suggested actions for inactive construction sites 

 
6. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 

QSP begin implementation and make the REAP available onsite no 
later than 24 hours prior to the likely precipitation event. 
  

7. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 
QSP maintain onsite a paper copy of each REAP onsite in compliance 
with the record retention requirements of the Special Provisions in this 
General Permit. 
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I. Risk Level 2 Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

 
Table 2- Summary of Monitoring Requirements 

Visual Inspections Sample Collection 
Pre-storm 

Event Risk 
Level 

Quarterly 
Non-
storm 
Water 

Discharge 

Baseline REAP
Daily 
Storm
BMP 

Post 
Storm

Storm 
Water 

Discharge 

Receiving 
Water 

2 X X X X X X  
 

1. Construction Site Monitoring Program Requirements 
 

a. Pursuant to Water Code Sections 13383 and 13267, all dischargers 
subject to this General Permit shall develop and implement a 
written site-specific Construction Site Monitoring Program (CSMP) 
in accordance with the requirements of this Section.  The CSMP 
shall include all monitoring procedures and instructions, location 
maps, forms, and checklists as required in this section.  The CSMP 
shall be developed prior to the commencement of construction 
activities, and revised as necessary to reflect project revisions.  The 
CSMP shall be a part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), included as an appendix or separate SWPPP chapter. 

 
b. Existing dischargers registered under the State Water Board Order 

No. 99-08-DWQ shall make and implement necessary revisions to 
their Monitoring Program to reflect the changes in this General 
Permit in a timely manner, but no later than July 1, 2010.  Existing 
dischargers shall continue to implement their existing Monitoring 
Programs in compliance with State Water Board Order No. 99-08-
DWQ until the necessary revisions are completed according to the 
schedule above. 

 
c. When a change of ownership occurs for all or any portion of the 

construction site prior to completion or final stabilization, the new 
discharger shall comply with these requirements as of the date the 
ownership change occurs.  

 
2. Objectives 

 
The CSMP shall be developed and implemented to address the 
following objectives: 
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a. To demonstrate that the site is in compliance with the Discharge 
Prohibitions and applicable Numeric Action Levels (NALs)/Numeric 
Effluent Limitations (NELs) of this General Permit. 

 
b. To determine whether non-visible pollutants are present at the 

construction site and are causing or contributing to exceedances of 
water quality objectives. 

 
c. To determine whether immediate corrective actions, additional Best 

Management Practice (BMP) implementation, or SWPPP revisions 
are necessary to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges and 
authorized non-storm water discharges. 

 
d. To determine whether BMPs included in the SWPPP/Rain Event 

Action Plan (REAP) are effective in preventing or reducing 
pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm 
water discharges. 

 
3. Risk Level 2 – Visual Monitoring (Inspection) Requirements for 

Qualifying Rain Events 
 

a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) storm 
water discharges at all discharge locations within two business 
days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain event.   

 
b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) the 

discharge of stored or contained storm water that is derived from 
and discharged subsequent to a qualifying rain event producing 
precipitation of ½ inch or more at the time of discharge.  Stored or 
contained storm water that will likely discharge after operating 
hours due to anticipated precipitation shall be observed prior to the 
discharge during operating hours.   

 
c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall conduct visual observations 

(inspections) during business hours only. 
 

d. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall record the time, date and rain gauge 
reading of all qualifying rain events. 

 
e. Within 2 business days (48 hours) prior to each qualifying rain 

event, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect): 
 

i. all storm water drainage areas to identify any spills, leaks, or 
uncontrolled pollutant sources.  If needed, the discharger shall 
implement appropriate corrective actions. 
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ii. all BMPs to identify whether they have been properly 
implemented in accordance with the SWPPP/REAP. If needed, 
the discharger shall implement appropriate corrective actions. 

 
iii. any storm water storage and containment areas to detect leaks 

and ensure maintenance of adequate freeboard.   
 

f. For the visual observations (inspections) described in c.i and c.iii 
above, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall observe the presence or 
absence of floating and suspended materials, a sheen on the 
surface, discolorations, turbidity, odors, and source(s) of any 
observed pollutants.  

 
g. Within two business days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain 

event, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall conduct post rain event visual 
observations (inspections) to (1) identify whether BMPs were 
adequately designed, implemented, and effective, and (2) identify 
additional BMPs and revise the SWPPP accordingly.   

 
h. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall maintain on-site records of all visual 

observations (inspections), personnel performing the observations, 
observation dates, weather conditions, locations observed, and 
corrective actions taken in response to the observations.   

 
4. Risk Level 2 – Water Quality Sampling and Analysis 

 
a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect storm water grab samples 

from sampling locations, as defined in Section I.5.  The storm water 
grab sample(s) obtained shall be representative of the flow and 
characteristics of the discharge. 

   
b. At minimum, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect 3 samples per 

day of the qualifying event.  
 

c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that the grab samples 
collected of stored or contained storm water are from discharges 
subsequent to a qualifying rain event (producing precipitation of  
½ inch or more at the time of discharge).   

 
Storm Water Effluent Monitoring Requirements 

 
d. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall analyze their effluent samples for: 

 
i. pH and turbidity. 
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ii. Any additional parameters for which monitoring is required by 
the Regional Water Board.  

 
5. Risk Level 2 – Storm Water Discharge Water Quality Sampling 

Locations 
 
Effluent Sampling Locations 

 
a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall perform sampling and analysis of 

storm water discharges to characterize discharges associated with 
construction activity from the entire project disturbed area. 

 

b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect effluent samples at all 
discharge points where storm water is discharged off-site.  

 

c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharge 
collected and observed represent4 the effluent in each drainage 
area based on visual observation of the water and upstream 
conditions.   

 

d. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall monitor and report site run-on from 
surrounding areas if there is reason to believe run-on may 
contribute to an exceedance of NALs or NELs. 

 
e. Risk Level 2 dischargers who deploy an ATS on their site, or a 

portion on their site, shall collect ATS effluent samples and 
measurements from the discharge pipe or another location 
representative of the nature of the discharge. 

 
f. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall select analytical test methods from 

the list provided in Table 3 below. 
 

g. All storm water sample collection preservation and handling shall 
be conducted in accordance with Section I.7 “Storm Water Sample 
Collection and Handling Instructions” below. 

 
6. Risk Level 2 – Visual Observation and Sample Collection 

Exemptions 
 

a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall be prepared to collect samples and 
conduct visual observation (inspections) until the minimum 
requirements of Sections I.3 and I.4 above are completed. Risk 

                                            
4 For example, if there has been concrete work recently in an area, or drywall scrap is exposed to the rain, a 
pH sample shall be taken of drainage from the relevant work area.  Similarly, if sediment laden water is 
flowing through some parts of a silt fence, samples shall be taken of the sediment-laden water even if most 
water flowing through the fence is clear. 
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Level 2 dischargers are not required to physically collect samples 
or conduct visual observation (inspections) under the following 
conditions: 

 
i. During dangerous weather conditions such as flooding and 

electrical storms. 
 

ii. Outside of scheduled site business hours. 
 
b. If no required samples or visual observation (inspections) are 

collected due to these exceptions, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall 
include an explanation in their SWPPP and in the Annual Report 
documenting why the sampling or visual observation (inspections) 
were not conducted. 

 
7. Risk Level 2 – Storm Water Sample Collection and Handling 

Instructions 
 

a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall refer to Table 3 below for test 
methods, detection limits, and reporting units. 

 
b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that testing laboratories will 

receive samples within 48 hours of the physical sampling (unless 
otherwise required by the laboratory), and shall use only the 
sample containers provided by the laboratory to collect and store 
samples.   

 
c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall designate and train personnel to 

collect, maintain, and ship samples in accordance with the Surface 
Water Ambient Monitoring Program’s (SWAMP) 2008 Quality 
Assurance Program Plan (QAPrP).5 

 
8. Risk Level 2 – Monitoring Methods 

 
a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall include a description of the following 

items in the CSMP:   
 

i. Visual observation locations, visual observation procedures, and 
visual observation follow-up and tracking procedures. 

 
ii. Sampling locations, and sample collection and handling 

procedures.  This shall include detailed procedures for sample 
                                            
5 Additional information regarding SWAMP’s QAPrP and QAMP can be found at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/. 
QAPrP:http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/docs/qapp/swamp_qapp_master090
108a.pdf.   
QAMP: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/qamp.shtml. 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
14 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/docs/qapp/swamp_qapp_master090108a.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/docs/qapp/swamp_qapp_master090108a.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/qamp.shtml


ATTACHMENT D 

collection, storage, preservation, and shipping to the testing lab 
to assure that consistent quality control and quality assurance is 
maintained.  Dischargers shall attach to the monitoring program 
an example Chain of Custody form used when handling and 
shipping samples.  

 
iii. Identification of the analytical methods and related method 

detection limits (if applicable) for each parameter required in 
Section I.4 above. 

 
b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that all sampling and sample 

preservation are in accordance with the current edition of "Standard 
Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater" (American 
Public Health Association).  All monitoring instruments and 
equipment (including a discharger’s own field instruments for 
measuring pH and turbidity) should be calibrated and maintained in 
accordance with manufacturers' specifications to ensure accurate 
measurements.  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that all 
laboratory analyses are conducted according to test procedures 
under 40 CFR Part 136, unless other test procedures have been 
specified in this General Permit or by the Regional Water Board.  
With the exception of field analysis conducted by the discharger for 
turbidity and pH, all analyses should be sent to and conducted at a 
laboratory certified for such analyses by the State Department of 
Health Services.  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall conduct their own 
field analysis of pH and may conduct their own field analysis of 
turbidity if the discharger has sufficient capability (qualified and 
trained employees, properly calibrated and maintained field 
instruments, etc.) to adequately perform the field analysis. 

 
9. Risk Level 2 – Analytical Methods 

 
a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall refer to Table 3 below for test 

methods, detection limits, and reporting units. 
 

b. pH:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall perform pH analysis on-site with 
a calibrated pH meter or a pH test kit.  Risk Level 2 dischargers 
shall record pH monitoring results on paper and retain these 
records in accordance with Section I.14, below.   

 
c. Turbidity: Risk Level 2 dischargers shall perform turbidity analysis 

using a calibrated turbidity meter (turbidimeter), either on-site or at 
an accredited lab.  Acceptable test methods include Standard 
Method 2130 or USEPA Method 180.1.  The results will be 
recorded in the site log book in Nephelometric Turbidity Units 
(NTU).  
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10. Risk Level 2 - Non-Storm Water Discharge Monitoring 

Requirements 
 

a. Visual Monitoring Requirements: 
  

i. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) each 
drainage area for the presence of (or indications of prior) 
unauthorized and authorized non-storm water discharges and 
their sources. 

 
ii. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall conduct one visual observation 

(inspection) quarterly in each of the following periods:  January-
March, April-June, July-September, and October-December.  
Visual observation (inspections) are only required during 
daylight hours (sunrise to sunset). 

 
iii. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that visual observations 

(inspections) document the presence or evidence of any non-
storm water discharge (authorized or unauthorized), pollutant 
characteristics (floating and suspended material, sheen, 
discoloration, turbidity, odor, etc.), and source.  Risk Level 2 
dischargers shall maintain on-site records indicating the 
personnel performing the visual observation (inspections), the 
dates and approximate time each drainage area and non-storm 
water discharge was observed, and the response taken to 
eliminate unauthorized non-storm water discharges and to 
reduce or prevent pollutants from contacting non-storm water 
discharges. 

 
b. Effluent Sampling Locations: 

 
i. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall sample effluent at all discharge 

points where non-storm water and/or authorized non-storm 
water is discharged off-site.  

 

ii. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall send all non-storm water sample 
analyses to a laboratory certified for such analyses by the State 
Department of Health Services. 

 

iii. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall monitor and report run-on from 
surrounding areas if there is reason to believe run-on may 
contribute to an exceedance of NALs. 

 
11. Risk Level 2 – Non-Visible Pollutant Monitoring Requirements 
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a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect one or more samples during 
any breach, malfunction, leakage, or spill observed during a visual 
inspection which could result in the discharge of pollutants to 
surface waters that would not be visually detectable in storm water.  

 
b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that water samples are large 

enough to characterize the site conditions. 
 

c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect samples at all discharge 
locations that can be safely accessed. 

 
d. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect samples during the first two 

hours of discharge from rain events that occur during business 
hours and which generate runoff. 

  
e. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall analyze samples for all non-visible 

pollutant parameters (if applicable) - parameters indicating the 
presence of pollutants identified in the pollutant source assessment 
required (Risk Level 2 dischargers shall modify their CSMPs to 
address these additional parameters in accordance with any 
updated SWPPP pollutant source assessment). 

 
f. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect a sample of storm water that 

has not come in contact with the disturbed soil or the materials 
stored or used on-site (uncontaminated sample) for comparison 
with the discharge sample.  

 
g. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall compare the uncontaminated sample 

to the samples of discharge using field analysis or through 
laboratory analysis.6 

 
h. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall keep all field /or analytical data in the 

SWPPP document. 
 

12. Risk Level 2 – Watershed Monitoring Option 
 

Risk Level 2 dischargers who are part of a qualified regional 
watershed-based monitoring program may be eligible for relief from the 
requirements in Sections I.5.  The Regional Water Board may approve 
proposals to substitute an acceptable watershed-based monitoring 
program by determining if the watershed-based monitoring program 

                                            
6 For laboratory analysis, all sampling, sample preservation, and analyses must be conducted 
according to test procedures under 40 CFR Part 136.  Field discharge samples shall be collected 
and analyzed according to the specifications of the manufacturer of the sampling devices 
employed. 
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will provide substantially similar monitoring information in evaluating 
discharger compliance with the requirements of this General Permit.  

 
13. Risk Level 2 – Particle Size Analysis for Project Risk Justification 

 
Risk Level 2 dischargers justifying an alternative project risk shall 
report a soil particle size analysis used to determine the RUSLE  
K-Factor.  ASTM D-422 (Standard Test Method for Particle-Size 
Analysis of Soils), as revised, shall be used to determine the 
percentages of sand, very fine sand, silt, and clay on the site.   

 
14. Risk Level 2 – Records 

 
Risk Level 2 dischargers shall retain records of all storm water 
monitoring information and copies of all reports (including Annual 
Reports) for a period of at least three years.  Risk Level 2 dischargers 
shall retain all records on-site while construction is ongoing.  These 
records include: 
 
a. The date, place, time of facility inspections, sampling, visual 

observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including 
precipitation. 

 
b. The individual(s) who performed the facility inspections, sampling, 

visual observation (inspections), and or measurements. 
 
c. The date and approximate time of analyses. 

 
d. The individual(s) who performed the analyses. 

 
e. A summary of all analytical results from the last three years, the 

method detection limits and reporting units, the analytical 
techniques or methods used, and the chain of custody forms. 

 
f. Rain gauge readings from site inspections; 

 
g. Quality assurance/quality control records and results. 
 
h. Non-storm water discharge inspections and visual observation 

(inspections) and storm water discharge visual observation records 
(see Sections I.3 and I.10 above). 

 
i. Visual observation and sample collection exception records (see 

Section I.6 above). 
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j. The records of any corrective actions and follow-up activities that 
resulted from analytical results, visual observation (inspections), or 
inspections.  

 
15. Risk Level 2 – NAL Exceedance Report 

 
a. In the event that any effluent sample exceeds an applicable NAL, 

Risk Level 2 dischargers shall electronically submit all storm event 
sampling results to the State Water Board no later than 10 days 
after the conclusion of the storm event. The Regional Boards have 
the authority to require the submittal of an NAL Exceedance 
Report.    

   
b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall certify each NAL Exceedance Report 

in accordance with the Special Provisions for Construction Activity.  
 

c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall retain an electronic or paper copy of 
each NAL Exceedance Report for a minimum of three years after 
the date the annual report is filed.   

 
d. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall include in the NAL Exceedance 

Report: 
 

i. The analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method 
detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results 
that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as 
“less than the method detection limit”). 

 
ii. The date, place, time of sampling, visual observation 

(inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation. 
 

iii. A description of the current BMPs associated with the effluent 
sample that exceeded the NAL and the proposed corrective 
actions taken.
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Table 3 – Risk Level 2 Test Methods, Detection Limits, Reporting Units and Applicable NALs/NELs 
Parameter Test Method / 

Protocol 
Discharge 

Type 
Min. 

Detection 
Limit 

Reporting 
Units 

Numeric Action 
Level 

pH Field test with 
calibrated 
portable 
instrument 

 
 

Risk Level 2 
Discharges 

0.2 pH units lower NAL = 6.5 
upper NAL = 8.5 

Risk Level 2 
Discharges 
other than 

ATS 

1 NTU 250 NTU 

Turbidity EPA 0180.1 
and/or field test 
with calibrated 
portable 
instrument For ATS 

discharges 1 NTU N/A 
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ATTACHMENT E 
RISK LEVEL 3 REQUIREMENTS 

 
A. Effluent Standards 

 
[These requirements are the same as those in the General Permit order.] 
 
1. Narrative – Risk Level 3 dischargers shall comply with the narrative 

effluent standards listed below: 
 

a. Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water 
discharges regulated by this General Permit shall not contain a 
hazardous substance equal to or in excess of reportable quantities 
established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate 
NPDES Permit has been issued to regulate those discharges. 

 
b. Dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water 

discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the 
use of controls, structures, and management practices that achieve 
BAT for toxic and non-conventional pollutants and BCT for 
conventional pollutants.   

 
2. Numeric –Risk Level 3 dischargers are subject to a pH NAL of 6.5-8.5, 

and a turbidity NAL of 250 NTU.  In addition, Risk Level 3 dischargers 
are subject to a pH NEL of 6.0-9.0 and a turbidity NEL of 500 NTU. 

 
B. Good Site Management "Housekeeping" 

 
1. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement good site management (i.e., 

"housekeeping") measures for construction materials that could 
potentially be a threat to water quality if discharged.  At a minimum, 
Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement the following good 
housekeeping measures: 
 
a. Conduct an inventory of the products used and/or expected to be 

used and the end products that are produced and/or expected to be 
produced.  This does not include materials and equipment that are 
designed to be outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions 
(i.e. poles, equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, 
bricks, etc.). 
 

b. Cover and berm loose stockpiled construction materials that are not 
actively being used (i.e. soil, spoils, aggregate, fly-ash, stucco, 
hydrated lime, etc.). 
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c. Store chemicals in watertight containers (with appropriate 
secondary containment to prevent any spillage or leakage) or in a 
storage shed (completely enclosed). 

 
d. Minimize exposure of construction materials to precipitation.  This 

does not include materials and equipment that are designed to be 
outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions (i.e. poles, 
equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, bricks, etc.). 

 
e. Implement BMPs to prevent the off-site tracking of loose 

construction and landscape materials. 
 

2. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping 
measures for waste management, which, at a minimum, shall consist 
of the following: 
 
a. Prevent disposal of any rinse or wash waters or materials on 

impervious or pervious site surfaces or into the storm drain system. 
 

b. Ensure the containment of sanitation facilities (e.g., portable toilets) 
to prevent discharges of pollutants to the storm water drainage 
system or receiving water. 

 
c. Clean or replace sanitation facilities and inspecting them regularly 

for leaks and spills. 
 

d. Cover waste disposal containers at the end of every business day 
and during a rain event.   

 
e. Prevent discharges from waste disposal containers to the storm 

water drainage system or receiving water.  
 

f. Contain and securely protecting stockpiled waste material from 
wind and rain at all times unless actively being used. 

 
g. Implement procedures that effectively address hazardous and non-

hazardous spills.   
 

h. Develop a spill response and implementation element of the 
SWPPP prior to commencement of construction activities.  The 
SWPPP shall require that: 
 
i. Equipment and materials for cleanup of spills shall be available 

on site and that spills and leaks shall be cleaned up immediately 
and disposed of properly; and  
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ii. Appropriate spill response personnel are assigned and trained. 
 

i. Ensure the containment of concrete washout areas and other 
washout areas that may contain additional pollutants so there is no 
discharge into the underlying soil and onto the surrounding areas.   

 
3. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for 

vehicle storage and maintenance, which, at a minimum, shall consist of 
the following: 
 
a. Prevent oil, grease, or fuel to leak in to the ground, storm drains or 

surface waters.  
 

b. Place all equipment or vehicles, which are to be fueled, maintained 
and stored in a designated area fitted with appropriate BMPs. 

 
c. Clean leaks immediately and disposing of leaked materials 

properly. 
 

4. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for 
landscape materials, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the 
following: 
 
a. Contain stockpiled materials such as mulches and topsoil when 

they are not actively being used. 
 

b. Contain fertilizers and other landscape materials when they are not 
actively being used. 
 

c. Discontinuing the application of any erodible landscape material 
within 2 days before a forecasted rain event or during periods of 
precipitation. 

 
d. Applying erodible landscape material at quantities and application 

rates according to manufacture recommendations or based on 
written specifications by knowledgeable and experienced field 
personnel. 

 
e. Stacking erodible landscape material on pallets and covering or 

storing such materials when not being used or applied. 
 

5. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall conduct an assessment and create a list 
of potential pollutant sources and identify any areas of the site where 
additional BMPs are necessary to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm 
water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.  This 
potential pollutant list shall be kept with the SWPPP and shall identify 
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all non-visible pollutants which are known, or should be known, to 
occur on the construction site.  At a minimum, when developing BMPs, 
Risk Level 3 dischargers shall do the following: 

 
a. Consider the quantity, physical characteristics (e.g., liquid, powder, 

solid), and locations of each potential pollutant source handled, 
produced, stored, recycled, or disposed of at the site. 

 
b. Consider the degree to which pollutants associated with those 

materials may be exposed to and mobilized by contact with storm 
water. 

 
c. Consider the direct and indirect pathways that pollutants may be 

exposed to storm water or authorized non-storm water discharges.  
This shall include an assessment of past spills or leaks, non-storm 
water discharges, and discharges from adjoining areas. 

 
d. Ensure retention of sampling, visual observation, and inspection 

records. 
 

e. Ensure effectiveness of existing BMPs to reduce or prevent 
pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm 
water discharges. 

 
6. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping 

measures on the construction site to control the air deposition of site 
materials and from site operations. Such particulates can include, but 
are not limited to, sediment, nutrients, trash, metals, bacteria, oil and 
grease and organics. 
 

7. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall 
document all housekeeping BMPs in the SWPPP and REAP(s) in 
accordance with the nature and phase of the construction project.  
Construction phases at traditional land development projects include 
Grading and Land Development Phase, Streets and Utilities, or 
Vertical Construction for traditional land development projects. 

 
C. Non-Storm Water Management  

 
1. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement measures to control all non-

storm water discharges during construction.   
 

2. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall wash vehicles in such a manner as to 
prevent non-storm water discharges to surface waters or MS4 
drainage systems. 
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3. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall clean streets in such a manner as to 
prevent unauthorized non-storm water discharges from reaching 
surface water or MS4 drainage systems. 

 
D. Erosion Control 

 
1. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement effective wind erosion 

control. 
 

2. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall provide effective soil cover for inactive1 
areas and all finished slopes, open space, utility backfill, and 
completed lots. 

 
3. Dischargers shall limit the use of plastic materials when more 

sustainable, environmentally friendly alternatives exist.  Where plastic 
materials are deemed necessary, the discharger shall consider the use 
of plastic materials resistant to solar degradation. 
 

E. Sediment Controls 
 

1. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall establish and maintain effective 
perimeter controls and stabilize all construction entrances and exits to 
sufficiently control erosion and sediment discharges from the site.   
 

2. On sites where sediment basins are to be used, Risk Level 3 
dischargers shall, at minimum, design sediment basins according to 
the method provided in CASQA’s Construction BMP Guidance 
Handbook.  

 
3. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall 

implement appropriate erosion control BMPs (runoff control and soil 
stabilization) in conjunction with sediment control BMPs for areas 
under active2 construction.   
 

4. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall 
apply linear sediment controls along the toe of the slope, face of the 
slope, and at the grade breaks of exposed slopes to comply with sheet 
flow lengths3 in accordance with Table 1. 

 
 

                                            
1 Inactive areas of construction are areas of construction activity that have been disturbed and are not 
scheduled to be re-disturbed for at least 14 days. 
2 Active areas of construction are areas undergoing land surface disturbance.  This includes construction 
activity during the preliminary stage, mass grading stage, streets and utilities stage and the vertical 
construction stage 
3 Sheet flow length is the length that shallow, low velocity flow travels across a site.   
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Table 1 - Critical Slope/Sheet Flow Length Combinations 

Slope Percentage 
Sheet flow length not 

to exceed 
0-25% 20 feet 

25-50% 15 feet 
Over 50% 10 feet 

 
 

5. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall 
ensure that construction activity traffic to and from the project is limited 
to entrances and exits that employ effective controls to prevent offsite 
tracking of sediment.   
 

6. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall 
ensure that all storm drain inlets and perimeter controls, runoff control 
BMPs, and pollutant controls at entrances and exits (e.g. tire washoff 
locations) are maintained and protected from activities that reduce their 
effectiveness.   

 
7. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall 

inspect on a daily basis all immediate access roads daily.  At a 
minimum daily (when necessary) and prior to any rain event, the 
discharger shall remove any sediment or other construction activity-
related materials that are deposited on the roads (by vacuuming or 
sweeping).   

 
8. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The Regional Water Board 

may require Risk Level 3 dischargers to implement additional site-
specific sediment control requirements if the implementation of the 
other requirements in this section are not adequately protecting the 
receiving waters.  

 
F. Run-on and Run-off Controls 

 
Risk Level 3 dischargers shall effectively manage all run-on, all runoff 
within the site and all runoff that discharges off the site.  Run-on from off 
site shall be directed away from all disturbed areas or shall collectively be 
in compliance with the effluent limitations in this General Permit.   

 
G. Inspection, Maintenance and Repair 

  
1. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that all inspection, maintenance 

repair and sampling activities at the project location shall be performed 
or supervised by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) representing 
the discharger.  The QSP may delegate any or all of these activities to 
an employee appropriately trained to do the task(s). 
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2. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall perform weekly inspections and 

observations, and at least once each 24-hour period during extended 
storm events, to identify and record BMPs that need maintenance to 
operate effectively, that have failed, or that could fail to operate as 
intended.  Inspectors shall be the QSP or be trained by the QSP. 

 
3. Upon identifying failures or other shortcomings, as directed by the 

QSP, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall begin implementing repairs or 
design changes to BMPs within 72 hours of identification and complete 
the changes as soon as possible.  

 
4. For each inspection required, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall complete 

an inspection checklist, using a form provided by the State Water 
Board or Regional Water Board or in an alternative format.  
 

5. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that checklists shall remain 
onsite with the SWPPP and at a minimum, shall include: 

 
a. Inspection date and date the inspection report was written. 

 
b. Weather information, including presence or absence of 

precipitation, estimate of beginning of qualifying storm event, 
duration of event, time elapsed since last storm, and approximate 
amount of rainfall in inches. 

 
c. Site information, including stage of construction, activities 

completed, and approximate area of the site exposed.  
 

d. A description of any BMPs evaluated and any deficiencies noted.   
 

e. If the construction site is safely accessible during inclement 
weather, list the observations of all BMPs:  erosion controls, 
sediment controls, chemical and waste controls, and non-storm 
water controls.  Otherwise, list the results of visual inspections at all 
relevant outfalls, discharge points, downstream locations and any 
projected maintenance activities. 

 
f. Report the presence of noticeable odors or of any visible sheen on 

the surface of any discharges.  
 

g. Any corrective actions required, including any necessary changes 
to the SWPPP and the associated implementation dates. 

 
h. Photographs taken during the inspection, if any. 
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i. Inspector’s name, title, and signature. 
 
 

H. Rain Event Action Plan 
 
1. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 

QSP develop a Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) 48 hours prior to any 
likely precipitation event.  A likely precipitation event is any weather 
pattern that is forecast to have a 50% or greater probability of 
producing precipitation in the project area.  The QSP shall obtain a 
printed copy of precipitation forecast information from the National 
Weather Service Forecast Office (e.g., by entering the zip code of the 
project’s location at http://www.srh.noaa.gov/forecast).  
 

2. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 
QSP develop the REAPs for all phases of construction (i.e., Grading 
and Land Development, Streets and Utilities, Vertical Construction, 
Final Landscaping and Site Stabilization).   

 
3. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 

QSP ensure that the REAP include, at a minimum, the following site 
information: 
 
a. Site Address. 
b. Calculated Risk Level (2 or 3). 
c. Site Storm Water Manager Information including the name, 

company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number. 
d. Erosion and Sediment Control Provider information including the 

name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number. 
e. Storm Water Sampling Agent information including the name, 

company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number. 
 

4. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The QSP shall include in the 
REAP, at a minimum, the following project phase information: 
 
a. Activities associated with each construction phase. 
b. Trades active on the construction site during each construction 

phase. 
c. Trade contractor information. 
d. Suggested actions for each project phase. 

 
5. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The QSP shall develop 

additional REAPs for project sites where construction activities are 
indefinitely halted or postponed (Inactive Construction).  At a minimum, 
Inactive Construction REAPs must include: 
 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
8 

http://www.srh.noaa.gov/forecast


ATTACHMENT E 

a. Site Address. 
b. Calculated Risk Level (2 or 3). 
c. Site Storm Water Manager Information including the name, 

company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number. 
d. Erosion and Sediment Control Provider information including the 

name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number. 
e. Storm Water Sampling Agent information including the name, 

company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number. 
f. Trades active on site during Inactive Construction. 
g. Trade contractor information. 
h. Suggested actions for inactive construction sites. 

 
6. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 

QSP begin implementation and make the REAP available onsite no 
later than 24 hours prior to the likely precipitation event. 
  

7. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a 
QSP maintain onsite a paper copy of each REAP onsite in compliance 
with the record retention requirements of the Special Provisions in this 
General Permit. 
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I. Risk Level 3 Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 

 
Table 2- Summary of Monitoring Requirements 

Visual Inspections Sample Collection 
Pre-storm 

Event Risk 
Level 

Quarterly 
Non-
storm 
Water 

Discharge 

Baseline REAP
Daily 
Storm
BMP 

Post 
Storm

Storm 
Water 

Discharge 

Receiving 
Water 

3 X X X X X X X4
 

 
1. Construction Site Monitoring Program Requirements 

 
a. Pursuant to Water Code Sections 13383 and 13267, all dischargers 

subject to this General Permit shall develop and implement a 
written site-specific Construction Site Monitoring Program (CSMP) 
in accordance with the requirements of this Section.  The CSMP 
shall include all monitoring procedures and instructions, location 
maps, forms, and checklists as required in this section.  The CSMP 
shall be developed prior to the commencement of construction 
activities, and revised as necessary to reflect project revisions.  The 
CSMP shall be a part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP), included as an appendix or separate SWPPP chapter. 

 
b. Existing dischargers registered under the State Water Board Order 

No. 99-08-DWQ shall make and implement necessary revisions to 
their Monitoring Program to reflect the changes in this General 
Permit in a timely manner, but no later than July 1, 2010.  Existing 
dischargers shall continue to implement their existing Monitoring 
Program in compliance with State Water Board Order No. 99-08-
DWQ until the necessary revisions are completed according to the 
schedule above. 

 
c. When a change of ownership occurs for all or any portion of the 

construction site prior to completion or final stabilization, the new 
discharger shall comply with these requirements as of the date the 
ownership change occurs.  

 
2. Objectives 

 
The CSMP shall be developed and implemented to address the 
following objectives: 

 

                                            
4 When NEL exceeded 
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a. To demonstrate that the site is in compliance with the Discharge 
Prohibitions and applicable Numeric Action Levels (NALs)/Numeric 
Effluent Limitations (NELs) of this General Permit. 

 
b. To determine whether non-visible pollutants are present at the 

construction site and are causing or contributing to exceedances of 
water quality objectives. 

 
c. To determine whether immediate corrective actions, additional Best 

Management Practice (BMP) implementation, or SWPPP revisions 
are necessary to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges and 
authorized non-storm water discharges. 

 
d. To determine whether BMPs included in the SWPPP/Rain Event 

Action Plan (REAP) are effective in preventing or reducing 
pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm 
water discharges. 

 
3. Risk Level 3 – Visual Monitoring (Inspection) Requirements for 

Qualifying Rain Events 
 

a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) storm 
water discharges at all discharge locations within two business 
days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain event.   

 
b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) the 

discharge of stored or contained storm water that is derived from 
and discharged subsequent to a qualifying rain event producing 
precipitation of ½ inch or more at the time of discharge.  Stored or 
contained storm water that will likely discharge after operating 
hours due to anticipated precipitation shall be observed prior to the 
discharge during operating hours.   

 
c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall conduct visual observations 

(inspections) during business hours only. 
 

d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall record the time, date and rain gauge 
reading of all qualifying rain events. 

 
e. Within 2 business days (48 hours) prior to each qualifying rain 

event, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect): 
 

i. all storm water drainage areas to identify any spills, leaks, or 
uncontrolled pollutant sources.  If needed, the discharger shall 
implement appropriate corrective actions. 

 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
11 



ATTACHMENT E 

ii. all BMPs to identify whether they have been properly 
implemented in accordance with the SWPPP/REAP. If needed, 
the discharger shall implement appropriate corrective actions. 

 
iii. any storm water storage and containment areas to detect leaks 

and ensure maintenance of adequate freeboard.   
 

f. For the visual observations (inspections) described in c.i. and c.iii 
above, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall observe the presence or 
absence of floating and suspended materials, a sheen on the 
surface, discolorations, turbidity, odors, and source(s) of any 
observed pollutants.  

 
g. Within two business days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain 

event, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall conduct post rain event visual 
observations (inspections) to (1) identify whether BMPs were 
adequately designed, implemented, and effective, and (2) identify 
additional BMPs and revise the SWPPP accordingly.   

 
h. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall maintain on-site records of all visual 

observations (inspections), personnel performing the observations, 
observation dates, weather conditions, locations observed, and 
corrective actions taken in response to the observations.   

 
4. Risk Level 3 – Water Quality Sampling and Analysis 

 
a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect storm water grab samples 

from sampling locations, as defined in Section I.5.  The storm water 
grab sample(s) obtained shall be representative of the flow and 
characteristics of the discharge. 

 
b. At minimum, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect 3 samples per 

day of the qualifying event.  
 

c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that the grab samples 
collected of stored or contained storm water are from discharges 
subsequent to a qualifying rain event (producing precipitation of ½ 
inch or more at the time of discharge).   

 
Storm Water Effluent Monitoring Requirements 

 
d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall analyze their effluent samples for: 

 
i. pH and turbidity. 
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ii. Any additional parameters for which monitoring is required by 
the Regional Water Board.  

 
e. Risk 3 dischargers shall electronically submit all storm event 

sampling results to the State Water Board no later than 5 days after 
the conclusion of the storm event.   

 
f. Risk Level 3 discharger sites that have violated the turbidity daily 

average NEL shall analyze subsequent effluent samples for all the 
parameters specified in Section I.4.e, above, and Suspended 
Sediment Concentration (SSC). 

 
Receiving Water Monitoring Requirements 

 
g. In the event that a Risk Level 3 discharger violates an NEL 

contained in this General Permit and has a direct discharge into 
receiving waters, the Risk Level 3 discharger shall subsequently 
sample receiving waters (RWs) for all parameter(s) required in 
Section I.4.e above for the duration of coverage under this General 
Permit.  

 
h. Risk Level 3 dischargers disturbing 30 acres or more of the 

landscape and with direct discharges into receiving waters shall 
conduct or participate in benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment 
of RWs prior to commencement of construction activity (See 
Appendix 3). 

 
i. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall obtain RW samples in accordance 

with the Receiving Water sampling location section (Section I.5), 
below. 

 
5. Risk Level 3 – Storm Water Discharge Water Quality Sampling 

Locations 
 

Effluent Sampling Locations 
 

a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall perform sampling and analysis of 
storm water discharges to characterize discharges associated with 
construction activity from the entire project disturbed area. 

 

b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect effluent samples at all 
discharge points where storm water is discharged off-site.  
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c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharge 
collected and observed represent5 the effluent in each drainage 
area based on visual observation of the water and upstream 
conditions.   

 

d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall monitor and report site run-on from 
surrounding areas if there is reason to believe run-on may 
contribute to an exceedance of NALs or NELs. 

 
e. Risk Level 3 dischargers who deploy an ATS on their site, or a 

portion on their site, shall collect ATS effluent samples and 
measurements from the discharge pipe or another location 
representative of the nature of the discharge. 

 
f. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall select analytical test methods from 

the list provided in Table 3 below. 
 

g. All storm water sample collection preservation and handling shall 
be conducted in accordance with Section I.7 “Storm Water Sample 
Collection and Handling Instructions” below. 

 
Receiving Water Sampling Locations 

 
h. Upstream/up-gradient RW samples: Risk Level 3 dischargers 

shall obtain any required upstream/up-gradient receiving water 
samples from a representative and accessible location as close as 
possible and upstream from the effluent discharge point. 

 
i. Downstream/down-gradient RW samples: Risk Level 3 

dischargers shall obtain any required downstream/down-gradient 
receiving water samples from a representative and accessible 
location as close as possible and downstream from the effluent 
discharge point. 

 
j. If two or more discharge locations discharge to the same receiving 

water, Risk Level 3 dischargers may sample the receiving water at 
a single upstream and downstream location. 

 
 
 

                                            
5 For example, if there has been concrete work recently in an area, or drywall scrap is exposed to the rain, a 
pH sample shall be taken of drainage from the relevant work area.  Similarly, if sediment-laden water is 
flowing through some parts of a silt fence, samples shall be taken of the sediment laden water even if most 
water flowing through the fence is clear. 
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6. Risk Level 3 – Visual Observation and Sample Collection 
Exemptions 

 
a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall be prepared to collect samples and 

conduct visual observation (inspections) until the minimum 
requirements of Sections I.3 and I.4 above are completed. Risk 
Level 3 dischargers are not required to physically collect samples 
or conduct visual observation (inspections) under the following 
conditions: 

 
i. During dangerous weather conditions such as flooding and 

electrical storms. 
 

ii. Outside of scheduled site business hours. 
 
b. If no required samples or visual observation (inspections) are 

collected due to these exceptions, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall 
include an explanation in their SWPPP and in the Annual Report 
documenting why the sampling or visual observation (inspections) 
were not conducted. 

 
7. Risk Level 3 – Storm Water Sample Collection and Handling 

Instructions 
 

a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall refer to Table 3 below for test 
methods, detection limits, and reporting units. 

 
b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that testing laboratories will 

receive samples within 48 hours of the physical sampling (unless 
otherwise required by the laboratory), and shall use only the 
sample containers provided by the laboratory to collect and store 
samples.   

 
c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall designate and train personnel to 

collect, maintain, and ship samples in accordance with the Surface 
Water Ambient Monitoring Program’s (SWAMP) 2008 Quality 
Assurance Program Plan (QAPrP).6 

 
 
 
 
                                            
6 Additional information regarding SWAMP’s QAPrP and QAMP can be found at 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/. 
QAPrP:http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/docs/qapp/swamp_qapp_

master090108a.pdf 
QAMP: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/qamp.shtml 
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8. Risk Level 3 – Monitoring Methods 
 

a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall include a description of the following 
items in the CSMP:   

 
i. Visual observation locations, visual observation procedures, and 

visual observation follow-up and tracking procedures. 
 

ii. Sampling locations, and sample collection and handling 
procedures.  This shall include detailed procedures for sample 
collection, storage, preservation, and shipping to the testing lab 
to assure that consistent quality control and quality assurance is 
maintained.  Dischargers shall attach to the monitoring program 
an example Chain of Custody form used when handling and 
shipping samples.  

 
iii. Identification of the analytical methods and related method 

detection limits (if applicable) for each parameter required in 
Section I.4 above. 

 
b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that all sampling and sample 

preservation are in accordance with the current edition of "Standard 
Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater" (American 
Public Health Association).  All monitoring instruments and 
equipment (including a discharger’s own field instruments for 
measuring pH and turbidity) should be calibrated and maintained in 
accordance with manufacturers' specifications to ensure accurate 
measurements.  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that all 
laboratory analyses are conducted according to test procedures 
under 40 CFR Part 136, unless other test procedures have been 
specified in this General Permit or by the Regional Water Board.  
With the exception of field analysis conducted by the discharger for 
turbidity and pH, all analyses should be sent to and conducted at a 
laboratory certified for such analyses by the State Department of 
Health Services (SSC exception).  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall 
conduct their own field analysis of pH and may conduct their own 
field analysis of turbidity if the discharger has sufficient capability 
(qualified and trained employees, properly calibrated and 
maintained field instruments, etc.) to adequately perform the field 
analysis. 

 
9. Risk Level 3 – Analytical Methods 

 
a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall refer to Table 3 below for test 

methods, detection limits, and reporting units. 
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b. pH:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall perform pH analysis on-site with 
a calibrated pH meter or a pH test kit.  Risk Level 3 dischargers 
shall record pH monitoring results on paper and retain these 
records in accordance with Section I.14, below.   

 
c. Turbidity: Risk Level 3 dischargers shall perform turbidity analysis 

using a calibrated turbidity meter (turbidimeter), either on-site or at 
an accredited lab.  Acceptable test methods include Standard 
Method 2130 or USEPA Method 180.1.  The results will be 
recorded in the site log book in Nephelometric Turbidity Units 
(NTU).  

 
d. Suspended sediment concentration (SSC): Risk Level 3 

dischargers shall perform SSC analysis using ASTM Method 
D3977-97. 

 
e. Bioassessment: Risk Level 3 dischargers shall perform 

bioassessment sampling and analysis according to Appendix 3 of 
this General Permit. 

 
10. Risk Level 3 - Non-Storm Water Discharge Monitoring 

Requirements 
 

a. Visual Monitoring Requirements: 
  

i. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) each 
drainage area for the presence of (or indications of prior) 
unauthorized and authorized non-storm water discharges and 
their sources. 

 
ii. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall conduct one visual observation 

(inspection) quarterly in each of the following periods:  January-
March, April-June, July-September, and October-December.  
Visual observation (inspections) are only required during 
daylight hours (sunrise to sunset). 

 
iii. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that visual observations 

(inspections) document the presence or evidence of any non-
storm water discharge (authorized or unauthorized), pollutant 
characteristics (floating and suspended material, sheen, 
discoloration, turbidity, odor, etc.), and source.  Risk Level 3 
dischargers shall maintain on-site records indicating the 
personnel performing the visual observation (inspections), the 
dates and approximate time each drainage area and non-storm 
water discharge was observed, and the response taken to 
eliminate unauthorized non-storm water discharges and to 
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reduce or prevent pollutants from contacting non-storm water 
discharges. 

 
b. Effluent Sampling Locations: 

 
i. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall sample effluent at all discharge 

points where non-storm water and/or authorized non-storm 
water is discharged off-site.  

 

ii. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall send all non-storm water sample 
analyses to a laboratory certified for such analyses by the State 
Department of Health Services. 

 

iii. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall monitor and report run-on from 
surrounding areas if there is reason to believe run-on may 
contribute to an exceedance of NALs or NELs. 

 
11. Risk Level 3 – Non-Visible Pollutant Monitoring Requirements 

 
a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect one or more samples during 

any breach, malfunction, leakage, or spill observed during a visual 
inspection which could result in the discharge of pollutants to 
surface waters that would not be visually detectable in storm water.  

 
b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that water samples are large 

enough to characterize the site conditions.   
 

c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect samples at all discharge 
locations that can be safely accessed. 

 
d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect samples during the first two 

hours of discharge from rain events that occur during business 
hours and which generate runoff. 

  
e. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall analyze samples for all non-visible 

pollutant parameters (if applicable) - parameters indicating the 
presence of pollutants identified in the pollutant source assessment 
required (Risk Level 3 dischargers shall modify their CSMPs to 
address these additional parameters in accordance with any 
updated SWPPP pollutant source assessment). 

 
f. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect a sample of storm water that 

has not come in contact with the disturbed soil or the materials 
stored or used on-site (uncontaminated sample) for comparison 
with the discharge sample.  
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g. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall compare the uncontaminated sample 
to the samples of discharge using field analysis or through 
laboratory analysis.7 

 
h. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall keep all field /or analytical data in the 

SWPPP document. 
 

12. Risk Level 3 – Watershed Monitoring Option 
 

Risk Level 3 dischargers who are part of a qualified regional 
watershed-based monitoring program may be eligible for relief from the 
requirements in Sections I.5.  The Regional Water Board may approve 
proposals to substitute an acceptable watershed-based monitoring 
program by determining if the watershed-based monitoring program 
will provide substantially similar monitoring information in evaluating 
discharger compliance with the requirements of this General Permit.  

 
13. Risk Level 3 – Particle Size Analysis for Project Risk Justification 

 
Risk Level 3 dischargers justifying an alternative project risk shall 
report a soil particle size analysis used to determine the RUSLE K-
Factor.  ASTM D-422 (Standard Test Method for Particle-Size Analysis 
of Soils), as revised, shall be used to determine the percentages of 
sand, very fine sand, silt, and clay on the site.   

 
14. Risk Level 3 – Records 

 
Risk Level 3 dischargers shall retain records of all storm water 
monitoring information and copies of all reports (including Annual 
Reports) for a period of at least three years.  Risk Level 3 dischargers 
shall retain all records on-site while construction is ongoing.  These 
records include: 
 
a. The date, place, time of facility inspections, sampling, visual 

observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including 
precipitation. 

 
b. The individual(s) who performed the facility inspections, sampling, 

visual observation (inspections), and or measurements. 
 
c. The date and approximate time of analyses. 

 

                                            
7 For laboratory analysis, all sampling, sample preservation, and analyses must be conducted 
according to test procedures under 40 CFR Part 136.  Field discharge samples shall be collected 
and analyzed according to the specifications of the manufacturer of the sampling devices 
employed. 
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d. The individual(s) who performed the analyses. 
 

e. A summary of all analytical results from the last three years, the 
method detection limits and reporting units, the analytical 
techniques or methods used, and the chain of custody forms. 

 
f. Rain gauge readings from site inspections. 

 
g. Quality assurance/quality control records and results. 
 
h. Non-storm water discharge inspections and visual observation 

(inspections) and storm water discharge visual observation records 
(see Sections I.3 and I.10 above). 

 
i. Visual observation and sample collection exception records (see 

Section I.6 above). 
 

j. The records of any corrective actions and follow-up activities that 
resulted from analytical results, visual observation (inspections), or 
inspections.  

 
15. Risk Level 3 – NAL Exceedance Report 

 
a. In the event that any effluent sample exceeds an applicable NAL, 

Risk Level 3 dischargers shall electronically submit all storm event 
sampling results to the State Water Board no later than 10 days 
after the conclusion of the storm event. The Regional Boards have 
the authority to require the submittal of an NAL Exceedance 
Report.    

   
b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall certify each NAL Exceedance Report 

in accordance with the Special Provisions for Construction Activity 
In this General Permit.  

 
c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall retain an electronic or paper copy of 

each NAL Exceedance Report for a minimum of three years after 
the date the annual report is filed.   

 
d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall include in the NAL Exceedance 

Report: 
 

i. The analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method 
detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results 
that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as 
“less than the method detection limit”). 
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ii. The date, place, time of sampling, visual observation 
(inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation. 

 
iii. A description of the current BMPs associated with the effluent 

sample that exceeded the NAL and the proposed corrective 
actions taken. 

 
16. Risk Level 3 – NEL Violation Report 
 

a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall electronically submit all storm event 
sampling results to the State Water Board no later than 5 days after 
the conclusion of the storm event.  

 
b. In the event that a discharger has violated an applicable NEL, Risk 

Level 3 dischargers shall submit an NEL Violation Report to the 
State Water Board within 24 hours after the NEL exceedance has 
been identified.  

  
c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall certify each NEL Violation Report in 

accordance with the Special Provisions for Construction Activity in 
this General Permit.  

 
d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall retain an electronic or paper copy of 

each NEL Violation Report for a minimum of three years after the 
date the annual report is filed.   

 
e. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall include in the NEL Violation Report: 

 
i. The analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method 

detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results 
that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as 
“less than the method detection limit”);  

 
ii. The date, place, time of sampling, visual observation 

(inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation; and 
 

iii. A Description of the current onsite BMPs, and the proposed 
corrective actions taken to manage the NEL exceedance. 

 
f. Compliance Storm Exemption - In the event that an applicable NEL 

has been exceeded during a storm event equal to or larger than the 
Compliance Storm Event, Risk level 3 discharger shall report the 
on-site rain gauge reading and nearby governmental rain gauge 
readings for verification. 
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17. Risk Level 3 – Bioassessment  
 

a. Risk Level 3 dischargers with a total project-related ground 
disturbance exceeding  30 acres shall:  

 
i. Conduct bioassessment monitoring, as described in Appendix 3. 

 
ii. Include the collection and reporting of specified in stream 

biological data and physical habitat. 
 

iii. Use the bioassessment sample collection and Quality 
Assurance & Quality Control (QA/QC) protocols developed by 
the State of California’s Surface Water Ambient Monitoring 
Program (SWAMP).8  

 
b. Risk Level 3 dischargers qualifying for bioassessment, where 

construction commences out of an index period for the site location 
shall: 

 
i. Receive Regional Board approval for the sampling exception. 

 
ii. Conduct bioassessment monitoring, as described in Appendix 3.  

 
iii. Include the collection and reporting of specified instream 

biological data and physical habitat. 
 

iv. Use the bioassessment sample collection and Quality 
Assurance & Quality Control (QA/QC) protocols developed by 
the State of California’s Surface Water Ambient Monitoring 
Program (SWAMP). 

 
OR 

 
v. Make a check payable to: Cal State Chico Foundation (SWAMP 

Bank Account) or San Jose State Foundation (SWAMP Bank 
Account) and include the WDID# on the check for the amount 
calculated for the exempted project. 

   
vi. Send a copy of the check to the Regional Water Board office for 

the site’s region. 
 

vii. Invest $7,500.00 X The number of samples required into the 
SWAMP program as compensation (upon regional board 
approval). 

 
 

8 http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/. 
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Table 3 – Risk Level 3 Test Methods, Detection Limits, Reporting Units and Applicable NALs/NELs 
Parameter Test Method / 

Protocol 
Discharge 

Type 
Min. 

Detection 
Limit 

Reporting 
Units 

Numeric Action 
Level 

Numeric Effluent 
Limitation 

pH Field test with 
calibrated 
portable 
instrument 

 
 

Risk Level 3 
Discharges 

0.2 pH units lower NAL = 6.5 
upper NAL = 8.5 

lower NEL = 6.0 
upper NEL = 9.0 

Risk Level 3 
Discharges 
other than 

ATS 

1 NTU 250 NTU 500 NTU 

Turbidity EPA 0180.1 
and/or field test 
with calibrated 
portable 
instrument 

For ATS 
discharges 1 NTU N/A 

10 NTU for Daily 
Weighted Average  

& 
20 NTU for Any Single 

Sample 
SSC ASTM Method 

D 3977-979  
Risk Level 3 

(if NEL 
exceeded)  

5 mg/L N/A N/A 

Bioassessment (STE) Level I of 
(SAFIT),10 fixed-
count of 600 
org/sample 
 

Risk Level 3 
projects> 30 

acres 
N/A N/A N/A N/A 

 
 

                                            
9 ASTM, 1999, Standard Test Method for Determining Sediment Concentration in Water Samples: 
American Society of Testing and Materials, D 3977-97, Vol. 11.02, pp. 389-394. 
10 The current SAFIT STEs (28 November 2006) list requirements for both the Level I and Level II taxonomic effort, and are located at: 
http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/swamp/docs/safit/ste_list.pdf. When new editions are published by SAFIT, they will supersede all previous editions. All editions will be 
posted at the State Water Board’s SWAMP website. 
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ATTACHMENT F: 
Active Treatment System (ATS) Requirements 

 
Table 1 – Numeric Effluent Limitations, Numeric Action Levels, Test Methods, 

Detection Limits, and Reporting Units 
Parameter Test 

Method 
Discharge 

Type 
Min. 

Detection 
Limit 

Units Numeric 
Action 
Level 

Numeric 
Effluent 

Limitation 
Turbidity 

EPA 
0180.1 

and/or field 
test with a 
calibrated  
portable 

instrument 

For ATS 
discharges 1 NTU N/A 

10 NTU for 
Daily Flow-
Weighted 
Average  

& 
20 NTU for 
Any Single 

Sample 

 
 

A. Dischargers choosing to implement an Active Treatment System (ATS) on their site 
shall comply with all of the requirements in this Attachment. 

 
B. The discharger shall maintain a paper copy of each ATS specification onsite in 

compliance with the record retention requirements in the Special Provisions of this 
General Permit. 

   
C. ATS Design, Operation and Submittals 
 

1. The ATS shall be designed and approved by a Certified Professional in Erosion 
and Sediment Control (CPESC), a Certified Professional in Storm Water Quality 
(CPSWQ); a California registered civil engineer; or any other California 
registered engineer. 

 
2. The discharger shall ensure that the ATS is designed in a manner to preclude the 

accidental discharge of settled floc1 during floc pumping or related operations. 
 
3. The discharger shall design outlets to dissipate energy from concentrated flows. 
 
4. The discharger shall install and operate an ATS by assigning a lead person (or 

project manager) who has either a minimum of five years construction storm 
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water experience or who is a licensed contractors specifically holding a California 
Class A Contractors license.2 

 
5. The discharger shall prepare an ATS Plan that combines the site-specific data 

and treatment system information required to safely and efficiently operate an 
ATS.  The ATS Plan shall be electronically submitted to the State Water Board at 
least 14 days prior to the planned operation of the ATS and a paper copy shall be 
available onsite during ATS operation.  At a minimum, the ATS Plan shall 
include: 

 
a. ATS Operation and Maintenance Manual for All Equipment. 
 
b. ATS Monitoring, Sampling & Reporting Plan, including Quality 

Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC). 
 

c. ATS Health and Safety Plan. 
 

d. ATS Spill Prevention Plan. 
 

6. The ATS shall be designed to capture and treat (within a 72-hour period) a 
volume equivalent to the runoff from a 10-year, 24-hour storm event using a 
watershed runoff coefficient of 1.0. 

 
D. Treatment – Chemical Coagulation/Flocculation 
 

1. Jar tests shall be conducted using water samples selected to represent typical 
site conditions and in accordance with ASTM D2035-08 (2003). 

 
2. The discharger shall conduct, at minimum, six site-specific jar tests (per polymer 

with one test serving as a control) for each project to determine the proper 
polymer and dosage levels for their ATS.  

 
3. Single field jar tests may also be conducted during a project if conditions warrant, 

for example if construction activities disturb changing types of soils, which 
consequently cause change in storm water and runoff characteristics.  

 
E. Residual Chemical and Toxicity Requirements 
 

1. The discharger shall utilize a residual chemical test method that has a method 
detection limit (MDL) of 10% or less than the maximum allowable threshold 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ  September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
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concentration3 (MATC) for the specific coagulant in use and for the most 
sensitive species of the chemical used. 

 
2. The discharger shall utilize a residual chemical test method that produces a 

result within one hour of sampling. 
 
3. The discharger shall have a California State certified laboratory validate the 

selected residual chemical test.   Specifically the lab will review the test protocol, 
test parameters, and the detection limit of the coagulant.  The discharger shall 
electronically submit this documentation as part of the ATS Plan.  

 
4. If the discharger cannot utilize a residual chemical test method that meets the 

requirements above, the discharger shall operate the ATS in Batch Treatment4 
mode. 

 
5. A discharger planning to operate in Batch Treatment mode shall perform toxicity 

testing in accordance with the following: 
  
a. The discharger shall initiate acute toxicity testing on effluent samples 

representing effluent from each batch prior to discharge5.  All bioassays shall 
be sent to a laboratory certified by the Department of Health Services (DHS) 
Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP).  The required field 
of testing number for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing is E113.6   

 
b. Acute toxicity tests shall be conducted with the following species and 

protocols.  The methods to be used in the acute toxicity testing shall be those 
outlined for a 96-hour acute test in “Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity 
of Effluents and Receiving Water to Freshwater and Marine Organisms, 
USEPA-841-R-02-012” for Fathead minnow, Pimephales promelas (fathead 
minnow). Acute toxicity for Oncorhynchus mykiss  (Rainbow Trout) may be 
used as a substitute for testing fathead minnows. 

 
c. All toxicity tests shall meet quality assurance criteria and test acceptability 

criteria in the most recent versions of the EPA test method for WET testing. 
 
d. The discharger shall electronically report all acute toxicity testing.   
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3 The Maximum Allowable Threshold Concentration (MATC) is the allowable concentration of residual, or dissolved, 
coagulant/flocculant in effluent.  The MATC shall be coagulant/flocculant-specific, and based on toxicity testing 
conducted by an independent, third-party laboratory.  A typical MATC would be: 
The MATC is equal to the geometric mean of the NOEC (No Observed Effect Concentration) and LOEC (Lowest 
Observed Effect Concentration) Acute and Chronic toxicity results for most sensitive species determined for the 
specific coagulant.  The most sensitive species test shall be used to determine the MATC. 
4 Batch Treatment mode is defined as holding or recirculating the treated water in a holding basin or tank(s) until 
treatment is complete or the basin or storage tank(s) is full.   
5 This requirement only requires that the test be initiated prior to discharge. 
6 http://www.dhs.ca.gov/ps/ls/elap/pdf/FOT_Desc.pdf. 
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F. Filtration 
 

1. The ATS shall include a filtration step between the coagulant treatment train and 
the effluent discharge.  This is commonly provided by sand, bag, or cartridge 
filters, which are sized to capture suspended material that might pass through the 
clarifier tanks.  

 
2. Differential pressure measurements shall be taken to monitor filter loading and 

confirm that the final filter stage is functioning properly.  
 
G. Residuals Management 
 

1. Sediment shall be removed from the storage or treatment cells as necessary to 
ensure that the cells maintain their required water storage (i.e., volume) 
capability.   

 
2. Handling and disposal of all solids generated during ATS operations shall be 

done in accordance with all local, state, and federal laws and regulations. 
 

H. ATS Instrumentation 
 

1. The ATS shall be equipped with instrumentation that automatically measures and 
records effluent water quality data and flow rate.   

 
2. The minimum data recorded shall be consistent with the Monitoring and 

Reporting requirements below, and shall include: 
 

a. Influent Turbidity  
 

b. Effluent Turbidity  
 

c. Influent pH 
 
d. Effluent pH 
 
e. Residual Chemical 
 
f. Effluent Flow rate 
 
g. Effluent Flow volume 
 

3. Systems shall be equipped with a data recording system, such as data loggers or 
webserver-based systems, which records each measurement on a frequency no 
longer than once every 15 minutes.  

   

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ  September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
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4. Cumulative flow volume shall be recorded daily. The data recording system shall 
have the capacity to record a minimum of seven days continuous data. 

 
5. Instrumentation systems shall be interfaced with system control to provide auto 

shutoff or recirculation in the event that effluent measurements exceed turbidity 
or pH.  

 
6. The system shall also assure that upon system upset, power failure, or other 

catastrophic event, the ATS will default to a recirculation mode or safe shut 
down. 

 
7. Instrumentation (flow meters, probes, valves, streaming current detectors, 

controlling computers, etc.) shall be installed and maintained per manufacturer’s 
recommendations, which shall be included in the QA/QC plan.   

 
8. The QA/QC plan shall also specify calibration procedures and frequencies, 

instrument method detection limit or sensitivity verification, laboratory duplicate 
procedures, and other pertinent procedures. 

 
9. The instrumentation system shall include a method for controlling coagulant 

dose, to prevent potential overdosing.  Available technologies include 
flow/turbidity proportional metering, periodic jar testing and metering pump 
adjustment, and ionic charge measurement controlling the metering pump. 

 
I. ATS Effluent Discharge 
 

1. ATS effluent shall comply with all provisions and prohibitions in this General 
Permit, specifically the NELs. 

 
2. NELs for discharges from an ATS:   

 
a. Turbidity of all ATS discharges shall be less than 10 NTU for daily flow-

weighted average of all samples and 20 NTU for any single sample. 
 

b. Residual Chemical shall be < 10% of MATC7 for the most sensitive species of 
the chemical used. 

 
3. If an analytical effluent sampling result is outside the range of pH NELs (i.e., is 

below the lower NEL for pH or exceeds the upper NEL for pH) or exceeds the 
turbidity NEL (as listed in Table 1), the discharger is in violation of this General 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ  September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
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Permit and shall electronically file the results in violation within 24-hours of 
obtaining the results. 

 
4. If ATS effluent is authorized to discharge into a sanitary sewer system, the 

discharger shall comply with any pre-treatment requirements applicable for that 
system.  The discharger shall include any specific criteria required by the 
municipality in the ATS Plan. 

 
5. Compliance Storm Event: 

 
Discharges of storm water from ATS shall comply with applicable NELs (above) 
unless the storm event causing the discharges is determined after the fact to be 
equal to or larger than the Compliance Storm Event (expressed in inches of 
rainfall).  The Compliance Storm Event for ATS discharges is the 10 year, 24 
hour storm, as determined using these maps: 

 
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/pcpnfreq/nca10y24.gif 
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/pcpnfreq/sca10y24.gif 

   
This exemption is dependent on the submission of rain gauge data verifying the 
storm event is equal to or larger than the Compliance Storm. 

 
J. Operation and Maintenance Plan 
 

1. Each Project shall have a site-specific Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
Manual covering the procedures required to install, operate and maintain the 
ATS.8  

 
2. The O&M Manual shall only be used in conjunction with appropriate project-

specific design specifications that describe the system configuration and 
operating parameters. 

 
3. The O&M Manual shall have operating manuals for specific pumps, generators, 

control systems,and other equipment.  
 

K. Sampling and Reporting Quality Assurance/ Quality Check (QA/QC) Plan 
 

4. A project-specific QA/QC Plan shall be developed for each project. The QA/QC 
Plan shall include at a minimum: 

 
a. Calibration – Calibration methods and frequencies for all system and field 

instruments shall be specified. 
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b. Method Detection Limits (MDLs) – The methods for determining MDLs shall 
be specified for each residual coagulant measurement method.  Acceptable 
minimum MDLs for each method, specific to individual coagulants, shall be 
specified. 

 
c. Laboratory Duplicates – Requirements for monthly laboratory duplicates for 

residual coagulant analysis shall be specified. 
 

L. Personnel Training 
 

1. Operators shall have training specific to using an ATS and liquid coagulants for 
storm water discharges in California.   

 
2. The training shall be in the form of a formal class with a certificate and 

requirements for testing and certificate renewal. 
 
3. Training shall include a minimum of eight hours classroom and 32 hours field 

training. The course shall cover the following topics: 
 

a. Coagulation Basics –Chemistry and physical processes 
 
b. ATS System Design and Operating Principles 
 
c. ATS Control Systems  
 
d. Coagulant Selection – Jar testing, dose determination, etc. 
 
e. Aquatic Safety/Toxicity of Coagulants, proper handling and safety 
 
f. Monitoring, Sampling, and Analysis 
 
g. Reporting and Recordkeeping  
 
h. Emergency Response 

 
 

M. Active Treatment System (ATS) Monitoring Requirements 
 

  Any discharger who deploys an ATS on their site shall conduct the following: 
  
1. Visual Monitoring 

 
a. A designated responsible person shall be on site daily at all times during 

treatment operations.  
 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ  September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
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b. Daily on-site visual monitoring of the system for proper performance shall be 
conducted and recorded in the project data log.  

 
i. The log shall include the name and phone number of the person 

responsible for system operation and monitoring. 
 

ii. The log shall include documentation of the responsible person’s training. 
 

2. Operational and Compliance Monitoring 
 

a. Flow shall be continuously monitored and recorded at not greater than 15-
minute intervals for total volume treated and discharged. 
 

b. Influent and effluent pH must be continuously monitored and recorded at not 
greater than 15-minute intervals. 

 
c. Influent and effluent turbidity (expressed in NTU) must be continuously 

monitored and recorded at not greater than 15-minute intervals. 
 

d. The type and amount of chemical used for pH adjustment, if any, shall be 
monitored and recorded. 

 
e. Dose rate of chemical used in the ATS system (expressed in mg/L) shall be 

monitored and reported 15-minutes after startup and every 8 hours of 
operation. 

 
f. Laboratory duplicates – monthly laboratory duplicates for residual coagulant 

analysis must be performed and records shall be maintained onsite. 
 

g. Effluent shall be monitored and recorded for residual chemical/additive levels. 
 

h. If a residual chemical/additive test does not exist and the ATS is operating in 
a batch treatment mode of operation refer to the toxicity monitoring 
requirements below. 

 
3. Toxicity Monitoring 

 
A discharger operating in batch treatment mode shall perform toxicity testing in 
accordance with the following: 

 
a. The discharger shall initiate acute toxicity testing on effluent samples 

representing effluent from each batch prior to discharge.9  All bioassays shall 
be sent to a laboratory certified by the Department of Health Services (DHS) 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ  September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
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Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP).  The required field 
of testing number for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing is E113.10  

 
b. Acute toxicity tests shall be conducted with the following species and 

protocols.  The methods to be used in the acute toxicity testing shall be those 
outlined for a 96-hour acute test in “Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity 
of Effluents and Receiving Water to Freshwater and Marine Organisms, 
USEPA-841-R-02-012” for Fathead minnow, Pimephales promelas or 
Rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss may be used as a substitute for fathead 
minnow. 

 
c. All toxicity tests shall meet quality assurance criteria and test acceptability 

criteria in the most recent versions of the EPA test method for WET testing.11 
 

4. Reporting and Recordkeeping 
 

At a minimum, every 30 days a LRP representing the discharger shall access the 
State Water Boards Storm Water Mulit-Application and Report Tracking system 
(SMARTS) and electronically upload field data from the ATS. Records must be 
kept for three years after the project is completed . 

 
5. Non-compliance Reporting 

 
a. Any indications of toxicity or other violations of water quality objectives shall 

be reported to the appropriate regulatory agency as required by this General 
Permit.  

 
b. Upon any measurements that exceed water quality standards, the system 

operator shall immediately notify his supervisor or other responsible parties, 
who shall notify the Regional Water Board. 

 
c. If any monitoring data exceeds any applicable NEL in this General Permit, the 

discharger shall electronically submit a NEL Violation Report to the State 
Water Board within 24 hours after the NEL exceedance has been identified.  

  
i. ATS dischargers shall certify each NEL Violation Report in accordance 

with the Special Provisions for Construction Activity in this General Permit.  
 

ii. ATS dischargers shall retain an electronic or paper copy of each NEL 
Violation Report for a minimum of three years after the date the annual 
report is filed.   

 
iii. ATS dischargers shall include in the NEL Violation Report: 

 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ  September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010 
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(1) The analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method 
detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results 
that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as 
“less than the method detection limit”);  

 
(2) The date, place, time of sampling, visual observation (inspections), 

and/or measurements, including precipitation; and 
 

(3) A description of the current onsite BMPs, and the proposed 
corrective actions taken to manage the NEL exceedance. 

 
iv. Compliance Storm Exemption - In the event that an applicable NEL has 

been exceeded during a storm event equal to or larger than the 
Compliance Storm Event, ATS dischargers shall report the on-site rain 
gauge reading and nearby governmental rain gauge readings for 
verification. 
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Risk Determination Worksheet 
   

 
Step 
1 Determine Sediment Risk via one of the options listed: 

  
1.  GIS Map Method - EPA Rainfall Erosivity Calculator & 
GIS map 

  
2.  Individual Method - EPA Rainfall Erosivity Calculator & 
Individual Data 

 

Step 
2 

Determine Receiving Water Risk via one of the options 
listed: 

  
1.  GIS map of Sediment Sensitive Watersheds provided 
(in development) 

  2.  List of Sediment Sensitive Watersheds provided 

 

Step 
3 Determine Combined Risk Level 
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Sediment Risk Factor Worksheet Entry 

A) R Factor 

Analyses of data indicated that when factors other than rainfall are held constant, soil loss is directly 
proportional to a rainfall factor composed of total storm kinetic energy (E) times the maximum 30-min intensity 
(I30) (Wischmeier and Smith, 1958). The numerical value of R is the average annual sum of EI30 for storm 
events during a rainfall record of at least 22 years. "Isoerodent" maps were developed based on R values 
calculated for more than 1000 locations in the Western U.S. Refer to the link below to determine the R factor for 
the project site. 

http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/LEW/lewCalculator.cfm 

R Factor Value 0

B) K Factor (weighted average, by area, for all site soils) 

The soil-erodibility factor K represents: (1) susceptibility of soil or surface material to erosion, (2) transportability 
of the sediment, and (3) the amount and rate of runoff given a particular rainfall input, as measured under a 
standard condition. Fine-textured soils that are high in clay have low K values (about 0.05 to 0.15) because the 
particles are resistant to detachment. Coarse-textured soils, such as sandy soils, also have low K values (about 
0.05 to 0.2) because of high infiltration resulting in low runoff even though these particles are easily detached. 
Medium-textured soils, such as a silt loam, have moderate K values (about 0.25 to 0.45) because they are 
moderately susceptible to particle detachment and they produce runoff at moderate rates. Soils having a high 
silt content are especially susceptible to erosion and have high K values, which can exceed 0.45 and can be as 
large as 0.65. Silt-size particles are easily detached and tend to crust, producing high rates and large volumes 
of runoff. Use Site-specific data must be submitted. 

Site-specific K factor guidance 

K Factor Value 0

C) LS Factor (weighted average, by area, for all slopes) 

The effect of topography on erosion is accounted for by the LS factor, which combines the effects of a hillslope-
length factor, L, and a hillslope-gradient factor, S. Generally speaking, as hillslope length and/or hillslope 
gradient increase, soil loss increases. As hillslope length increases, total soil loss and soil loss per unit area 
increase due to the progressive accumulation of runoff in the downslope direction. As the hillslope gradient 
increases, the velocity and erosivity of runoff increases. Use the LS table located in separate tab of this 
spreadsheet to determine LS factors. Estimate the weighted LS for the site prior to construction.  

LS Table 

LS Factor Value 0
     

Watershed Erosion Estimate (=RxKxLS) in tons/acre 0 

Site Sediment Risk Factor 
Low Sediment Risk: < 15 tons/acre 

Medium Sediment Risk:  >=15 and <75 tons/acre 
High Sediment Risk:  >= 75 tons/acre 

  

Low 
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For the GIS Map Method, the R factor for the project is calculated using the online calculator at (see cell 
to right).  The product of K and LS are shown on the figure below.  To determine soil loss in tons per acre, 
multiply the R factor times the value for K times LS from the map.   
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/LEW/lewCalculator.cfm 
 
 

 



  Appendix 1 

2009-0009-DWQ 4 September 2, 2009 

 

Receiving Water (RW) Risk Factor Worksheet Entry Score 

     
A. Watershed Characteristics yes/no   
A.1. Does the disturbed area discharge (either directly or indirectly) to a 303(d)-listed 
waterbody impaired by sediment?  (For help with impaired waterbodies please 
check the attached worksheet or visit the link below) or has a USEPA approved 
TMDL implementation plan for sediment?: 

2006 Approved Sediment-impared WBs Worksheet 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/tmdl/303d_lists2006_epa.shtml 

OR 
A.2. Does the disturbed area discharge to a waterbody with designated beneficial uses 
of SPAWN & COLD & MIGRATORY? 

http://www.ice.ucdavis.edu/geowbs/asp/wbquse.asp  

Yes High 
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  Combined Risk Level Matrix 
      

   Sediment Risk 
 Low Medium High 

Low Level 1 Level 2 

R
ec

ei
vi

ng
 W

at
er

 
R

is
k 

High Level 2 Level 3 

     

  Project Sediment Risk: Low 1 

  Project RW Risk: High 2 

  Project Combined Risk: Level 2  
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Soil Erodibility Factor (K) 
 

The K factor can be determined by using the nomograph method, which requires that a 
particle size analysis (ASTM D-422) be done to determine the percentages of sand, 
very fine sand, silt and clay.  Use the figure below to determine appropriate K value. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Erickson triangular nomograph used to estimate soil erodibility (K) factor. 
The figure above is the USDA nomograph used to determine the K factor for a soil, based on its 
texture (% silt plus very fine sand, % sand, % organic matter, soil structure, and permeability).  
Nomograph from Erickson 1977 as referenced in Goldman et. al., 1986. 
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 Average Watershed Slope (%)           

Sheet 
Flow 
Length 
(ft) 0.2 0.5 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0 8.0 10.0 12.0 14.0 16.0 20.0

<3 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.13 0.17 0.20 0.23 0.26 0.32 0.35 0.36 0.38 0.39 0.41
6 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.13 0.17 0.20 0.23 0.26 0.32 0.37 0.41 0.45 0.49 0.56
9 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.13 0.17 0.20 0.23 0.26 0.32 0.38 0.45 0.51 0.56 0.67

12 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.13 0.17 0.20 0.23 0.26 0.32 0.39 0.47 0.55 0.62 0.76
15 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.13 0.17 0.20 0.23 0.26 0.32 0.40 0.49 0.58 0.67 0.84
25 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.16 0.21 0.26 0.31 0.36 0.45 0.57 0.71 0.85 0.98 1.24
50 0.05 0.08 0.13 0.21 0.30 0.38 0.46 0.54 0.70 0.91 1.15 1.40 1.64 2.10
75 0.05 0.08 0.14 0.25 0.36 0.47 0.58 0.69 0.91 1.20 1.54 1.87 2.21 2.86

100 0.05 0.09 0.15 0.28 0.41 0.55 0.68 0.82 1.10 1.46 1.88 2.31 2.73 3.57
150 0.05 0.09 0.17 0.33 0.50 0.68 0.86 1.05 1.43 1.92 2.51 3.09 3.68 4.85
200 0.06 0.10 0.18 0.37 0.57 0.79 1.02 1.25 1.72 2.34 3.07 3.81 4.56 6.04
250 0.06 0.10 0.19 0.40 0.64 0.89 1.16 1.43 1.99 2.72 3.60 4.48 5.37 7.16
300 0.06 0.10 0.20 0.43 0.69 0.98 1.28 1.60 2.24 3.09 4.09 5.11 6.15 8.23 1
400 0.06 0.11 0.22 0.48 0.80 1.14 1.51 1.90 2.70 3.75 5.01 6.30 7.60 10.24 1
600 0.06 0.12 0.24 0.56 0.96 1.42 1.91 2.43 3.52 4.95 6.67 8.45 10.26 13.94 1
800 0.06 0.12 0.26 0.63 1.10 1.65 2.25 2.89 4.24 6.03 8.17 10.40 12.69 17.35 2

1000 0.06 0.13 0.27 0.69 1.23 1.86 2.55 3.30 4.91 7.02 9.57 12.23 14.96 20.57 2
               
               

 
 LS Factors for Construction Sites.  Table from 
Renard et. al., 1997.       
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APPENDIX 2:  
Post-Construction Water Balance Performance Standard 

Spreadsheet 
 

The discharger shall submit with their Notice of Intent (NOI) the following 
information to demonstrate compliance with the New and Re-Development Water 
Balance Performance Standard. 
 
Map Instructions 
 
The discharger must submit a small-scale topographic map of the site to show 
the existing contour elevations, pre- and post-construction drainage divides, and 
the total length of stream in each watershed area.  Recommended scales include 
1 in. = 20 ft., 1 in. = 30 ft., 1 in. = 40 ft., or 1 in = 50 ft.  The suggested contour 
interval is usually 1 to 5 feet, depending upon the slope of the terrain.  The 
contour interval may be increased on steep slopes.  Other contour intervals and 
scales may be appropriate given the magnitude of land disturbance. 
 
Spreadsheet Instructions 
 
The intent of the spreadsheet is to help dischargers calculate the project-related 
increase in runoff volume and select impervious area and runoff reduction credits 
to reduce the project-related increase in runoff volume to pre-project levels.   
 
The discharger has the option of using the spreadsheet (Appendix 2.1) or a 
more sophisticated, watershed process-based model (e.g. Storm Water 
Management Model, Hydrological Simulation Program Fortran) to determine the 
project-related increase in runoff volume.   
 
In Appendix 4.1, you must complete the worksheet for each land use/soil 
type combination for each project sub-watershed.   
 
Steps 1 through 9 pertain specifically to the Runoff Volume Calculator:   

 
Step 1:    Enter the county where the project is located in cell H3. 

 
Step 2:    Enter the soil type in cell H6. 
 
Step 3:    Enter the existing pervious (dominant) land use type in cell H7. 
 
Step 4:    Enter the proposed pervious (dominant) land use type in cell H8. 
 
Step 5:    Enter the total project site area in cell H11 or J11. 
 
Step 6:    Enter the sub-watershed area in cell H12 or J12. 
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Step 7:    Enter the existing rooftop area in cell H17 or J17, the existing non-
rooftop impervious area in cell H18 or J18, the proposed rooftop area in 
cell H19 or J19, and the proposed non-rooftop impervious area in cell 
H20 or J20 

 
Step 8: Work through each of the impervious area reduction credits and claim 

credits where applicable.  Volume that cannot be addressed using non-
structural practices must be captured in structural practices and 
approved by the Regional Water Board.   

 
Step 9: Work through each of the impervious volume reduction credits and 

claim credits where applicable.  Volume that cannot be addressed 
using non-structural practices must be captured in structural practices 
and approved by the Regional Water Board.   

 
Non-structural Practices Available for Crediting 

 
• Porous Pavement  

 
• Tree Planting 

 
• Downspout Disconnection 

 
• Impervious Area Disconnection 

 
• Green Roof 

 
• Stream Buffer 

 
• Vegetated Swales 

 
• Rain Barrels and Cisterns 

 
• Landscaping Soil Quality 
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(Step 1a) If you know the 
85th percentile storm event 
for your location enter it in 
the box below

(Step 1b) If you can not answer 1a then 
select the county where the project is 
located (click on the cell to the right for 
drop-down):    This will determine the 
average 85th percentile 24 hr. storm event 
for your site, which will appear under 
precipitation to left.                     

(Step 1c) If you would like a more percise 
value select the location closest to your 
site. If you do not recgonize any of these 
locations, leave this drop-down menu at 
location. The average value for the County 
will be used. 

Project Name: (Step 2) Indicate the Soil Type (dropdown 
menu to right):

Waste Discharge Identification 
(WDID):

(Step 3) Indicate the existing dominant 
non-built land Use Type (dropdown menu 
to right):

Date:
(Step 4) Indicate the proposed dominant 
non-built land Use Type (dropdown menu 
to right):

Sub Drainage Area Name (from 
map):

Acres

82 (Step 5) Total Project Site Area:
5.00

74
(Step 6)  Sub-watershed Area: 5.00

Percent  of total project :
Based on the County you indicated 
above, we have included the 85 
percentile average 24 hr event - P85 
(in)^ for your area.

in

The Amount of rainfall needed for 
runoff to occur (Existing runoff curve 
number -P from existing RCN (in)^)

In
 (Step 7)  Sub-watershed Conditions

P used for calculations (in) (the greater 
of the above two criteria) In Sub-watershed Area (acres)

Acres
^Available at 
www.cabmphandbooks.com Existing Rooftop Impervious Coverage

0

Existing Non-Rooftop Impervious Coverage 
0

Proposed  Rooftop Impervious Coverage 
0

Proposed Non-Rooftop Impervious 
Coverage 0

( p ) p
Credits

Porous Pavement
Tree Planting

Pre-Project Runoff Volume (cu ft) Cu.Ft.
Downspout Disconnection

Project-Related Runoff Volume 
Increase w/o credits (cu ft)

Cu.Ft.

Impervious Area Disconnection
Green Roof

Stream Buffer

Vegetated Swales

Subtotal

Subtotal Runoff Volume Reduction Credit

(Step 9)  Impervious Volume Reduction Credits

Rain Barrels/Cisterns
Soil Quality Cu. Ft.

Subtotal Runoff Volume Reduction

Total Runoff Volume Reduction Credit 

247

Proposed Development Pervious Runoff Curve Number

0.62

0.62

Optional

Runoff Curve Numbers

Complete Either

Lawn, Grass, or Pasture covering more than 75% 
of the open space

Existing Pervious Runoff Curve Number

Complete EitherOptional

Optional

Calculated Acres

Optional

You have achieved your minimum requirements

Project-Related Volume Increase 
with Credits (cu ft)

0

Design Storm

0

0.44

0

Post-Construction Water Balance Calculator

100%

Acres

5.00

5.00

Wood & Grass: <50% ground cover

User may make changes from any cell 
that is orange or brown in color  (similar 
to the cells to the immediate right). 
Cells in green are calculated for you.  

Project Information

SACRAMENTO

0.00

Cu. Ft.

Cu.Ft.

Cu. Ft.

0

0

0

00.00

0

0

0.00

0.00

Cu. Ft.

Volume (cubic feet)

0.00

0.00

0.00

0

0.00

0

0.00

Square FeetAcres
0

SACRAMENTO FAA ARPT

Low infiltration.   Sandy clay loam.  
Infiltration rate 0.05 to 0.15 inch/hr 

when wet.

Runoff Calculations

5.00Sq Ft

Sq Ft

Group C 
Soils

Cu. Ft.

0.00

0.00

0.00 0

0

0



Porous Pavement Credit Worksheet

Please fill out a porous pavement credit worksheet for each project sub-watershed.
For the PROPOSED Development:

Proposed  Porous Pavement Runoff Reduction* In SqFt. In Acres Equivalent Acres
Area of Brick without Grout on less than 12 inches of base with at least 20% void 
space over soil 0.45 0.00
Area of Brick without Grout on more than 12 inches of base with at least 20% void 
space over soil 0.90 0.00
Area of Cobbles less than 12 inches deep and over soil 0.30 0.00
Area of Cobbles less than 12 inches deep and over soil 0.60 0.00
Area of Reinforced Grass Pavement on less than 12 inches of base with at least 20% 
void space over soil 0.45 0.00
Area of Reinforced Grass Pavement on at least 12 inches of base with at least 20% 
void space over soil 0.90 0.00
Area of Porous Gravel Pavement on less than 12 inches of base with at least 20% 
void space over soil 0.38 0.00
Area of Porous Gravel Pavement on at least 12 inches of base with at least 20% void 
space over soil 0.75 0.00
Area of Poured Porous Concrete or Asphalt Pavement with less than 4 inches of 
gravel base (washed stone) 0.40 0.00
Area of Poured Porous Concrete or Asphalt Pavement with  4 to 8 inches of gravel 
base (washed stone) 0.60 0.00
Area of Poured Porous Concrete or Asphalt Pavement with  8 to 12 inches of gravel 
base (washed stone) 0.80 0.00
Area of Poured Porous Concrete or Asphalt Pavement with  12 or more  inches of 
gravel base (washed stone) 1.00 0.00

*=1-Rv** Return to Calculator
**Using Site Design Techniques to meet Development Standards for Stormwater Quality (BASMAA 2003)
**NCDENR Stormwater BMP Manual (2007)

Fill in either Acres or SqFt



Tree Planting Credit Worksheet

Tree Canopy Credit Criteria
Number of Trees 

Planted Credit (acres)
0 0.00

0.00
Square feet Under  

Canopy 

0.00

0.00 0

Return to Calculator
* credit amount based on credits from Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and South Placer Regions

Please fill out a tree canopy credit worksheet for each project sub-watershed.

Number of proposed evergreen trees to be planted (credit = number of trees x 0.005)*
Number of proposed deciduous trees to be planted (credit = number of trees x 0.0025)*

Square feet under an existing tree canopy, that will remain on the property, with an average 
diameter at 4.5 ft above grade (i.e., diameter at breast height or DBH) is LESS than 12 in 
diameter.

Please describe below how the project will ensure that these trees will be maintained.

Square feet under an existing tree canopy that will remain on the property, with an average 
diameter at 4.5 ft above grade (i.e., diameter at breast height or DBH) is 12 in diameter or 
GREATER.



Downspout Disconnection Credit Worksheet

Percentage of existing 0.00 Acres

The Stream Buffer and/or Vegetated Swale credits will not be taken in this sub-watershed area?  

Please fill out a downspout disconnection credit worksheet for each project subwatershed.  If you 
answer yes to all questions,  all rooftop area draining to each downspout will be subtracted from 
your proposed rooftop impervious coverage.    

Is the roof runoff from the design storm event fully contained in a raised bed or planter box or does 
it drain as sheet flow to a landscaped area large enough to contain the roof runoff from the design 
storm event? 

Downspout Disconnection Credit Criteria 

Do downspouts and any extensions extend at least six feet from a basement and two feet from a 
crawl space or concrete slab?

Is the area of rooftop connecting to each disconnected downspout  600 square feet or less?

of rooftop surface has disconnected 
downspouts

of rooftop surface has disconnected 50

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes No

Percentage of the proposed 0.00 Acres
p

downspouts
50

Return to Calculator

Yes

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

Yes No



Impervious Area Disconnection Credit Worksheet

Response

Percentage of existing 0.00 Acres
Percentage of the 

proposed 0.00 Acres 70

Return to Calculator

The Stream Buffer credit will not be taken in this sub-watershed area?  

non-rooftop surface area disconnected

non-rooftop surface area disconnected

Please fill out an impervious area disconnection credit worksheet for each project sub-watershed.  If you answer 
yes to all questions,  all non-rooftop impervious surface area will be subtracted from your proposed non-rooftop 
impervious coverage.   

Non-Rooftop Disconnection Credit Criteria 

Is the maximum contributing impervious flow path length less than 75 feet or, if equal or 
greater than 75 feet, is a storage device (e.g. French drain, bioretention area, gravel 
trench) implemented to achieve the required disconnection length?

Is the impervious area to any one discharge location less than 5,000 square feet?  

Yes No

Yes No

Yes No



Green Roof Credit Worksheet     

Please fill out a greenroof credit worksheet for each project sub-watershed.  If you answer yes to all 
questions, 70% of the greenroof  area will be subtracted from your proposed rooftop impervious coverage.
       
       
       

Green Roof Credit Criteria  

 

Response  

Is the roof slope less than 15% or does it have a grid to hold the substrate in 
place until it forms a thick vegetation mat?   

Has a professional engineer assessed the necessary load reserves and 
designed a roof structure to meet state and local codes?   

Is the irrigation needed for plant establishment and/or to sustain the green roof 
during extended dry periods, is the source from stored, recycled, reclaimed, or 
reused water? 

  

Percentage of 
existing  

0.0
0 Acres rooftop surface area in greenroof 

  

Percentage of the 
proposed 

0.0
0 Acres rooftop surface area in greenroof 

  

      Return to Calculator 
 



Stream Buffer Credit Worksheet     

Please fill out a stream buffer credit worksheet for each project sub-watershed.  If you answer yes to all 
questions, you may subtract all impervious surface draining to each stream buffer that has not been 
addressed using the Downspout and/or Impervious Area Disconnection credits.  
       
       
       

Stream Buffer Credit Criteria  

 

Response  

Does runoff enter the floodprone width* or within 500 feet (whichever is 
larger) of a stream channel as sheet flow**?     

Is the contributing overland slope 5% or less, or if greater than 5%, is a 
level spreader used?   

Is the buffer area protected from vehicle or other traffic barriers to reduce 
compaction?   

Will the stream buffer be maintained in an ungraded and uncompacted 
condition and will the vegetation be maintained in a natural condition?   

Percentage of 
existing  0.00 Acres 

impervious surface area draining 
into a stream buffer: 

  

Percentage of the 
proposed 0.00 Acres 

impervious surface area that will 
drain into a stream buffer: 

  

Please describe below how the project will ensure that the buffer areas 
will remain in ungraded and uncompacted condition and that the 
vegetation will be maintained in a natural condition.   

  

 Return to Calculator 

* floodprone width is the width at twice the bankfull depth.    
** the maximum contributing length shall be 75 feet for impervious area   

 



Vegetated Swale Credit Worksheet

Percentage of existing 0.00 Acres

Percentage of the proposed 0.00 Acres
Return to Calculator

Please fill out a vegetated swale worksheet for each project subwatershed.  If you answer yes to all 
questions, you may subtract all impervious surface draining to each stream buffer that has not been 
addressed using the Downspout Disconnection credit.

Vegetated Swale Credit Criteria 
Have all vegetated swales been designed in accordance with Treatment Control BMP 30 (TC-30 - 
Vegetated Swale) from the California Stormwater BMP Handbook, New Development and 
Redevelopment (available at www.cabmphandbooks.com)?

Is the maximum flow velocity for runoff from the design storm event less than or equal to 1.0 foot 
per second?  

of impervious area draining to a vegetated swale

of impervious area draining to a vegetated swale

Yes No

Yes No



Rain Barrel/Cistern Credit Worksheet

Rain Barrel/Cistern Credit Criteria Response

Total number of rain barrel(s)/cisterns 

Average capacity of rain barrel(s)/cistern(s) (in gallons)

Total capacity rain barrel(s)/cistern(s) (in cu ft) 1 0

1 accounts for 10% loss Return to Calculator

Please fill out a rain barrel/cistern  worksheet for each project sub-watershed.



Response

1.3

Sandy loams, loams

12

2.97

Return to Calculator
Table 1
Sands, loamy sands <1 6 Porosity (%) 50 94%

Will the landscaped area be lined with an impervious membrane?

What is the average depth of your landscaped soil media  meeting the above criteria (inches)?

What is the total area of the landscaped areas meeting the above criteria (in acres)?

Please fill out a soil quality worksheet for each project sub-watershed.

Will the soils used for landscaping meet the ideal bulk densities listed in Table 1 below? 1

If you answered yes to the question above, but you do not know the exact bulk density, which 
of the soil types in the drop down menu to the right best describes the top 12 inches for soils 
used for landscaping (in g/cm3).

If you answered yes to the question above, and you know the area-weighted bulk density 
within the top 12 inches for soils used for landscaping (in g/cm 3)* , fill in the cell to the right and 
skip to cell G11. If not select from the drop-down menu in G10.

Yes No

Sands, loamy sands <1.6 Porosity (%)  50.94%
Sandy loams, loams <1.4
Sandy clay loams, loams, clay loams <1.4
Silts, silt loams <1.3
Silt loams, silty clay loams <1.1
Sandy clays, silty clays, some clay 
loams (35-45% clay) <1.1
Clays (>45% clay) <1.1

http://soils.usda.gov/sqi/management/files/sq_utn_2.pdf

* To determine how to calculate density see: 
http://www.globe.gov/tctg/bulkden.pdf?sectionID=94

1 USDA NRCS. "Soil Quality Urban Technical Note 
No.2-Urban Soil Compaction". March 2000.

Mineral grains in many soils are mainly quartz and 
feldspar, so 2.65 a good average for particle 
density. To determine percent porosity, use the 
formula: Porosity (%) = (1-Bulk Density/2.65) X 
100

Yes No



APPENDIX 3 

APPENDIX 3  
Bioassessment Monitoring Guidelines 

 
Bioassessment monitoring is required for projects that meet all of the following 
criteria: 
 

1. The project is rated Risk Level 3 or LUP Type 3 
2. The project directly discharges runoff to a freshwater wadeable stream (or 

streams) that is either: (a) listed by the State Water Board or USEPA as 
impaired due to sediment, and/or (b) tributary to any downstream water 
body that is listed for sediment; and/or have the beneficial use SPAWN & 
COLD & MIGRATORY 

3. Total project-related ground disturbance exceeds 30 acres. 
 
For all such projects, the discharger shall conduct bioassessment monitoring, as 
described in this section, to assess the effect of the project on the biological 
integrity of receiving waters.  
Bioassessment shall include:  

1. The collection and reporting of specified instream biological data  
2.  The collection and reporting of specified instream physical habitat data 
 

Bioassessment Exception  
If a site qualifies for bioassessment, but construction commences out of an index 
period for the site location, the discharger shall: 

1. Receive Regional Water Board approval for the sampling exception  
2. Make a check payable to: Cal State Chico Foundation (SWAMP Bank 

Account) or San Jose State Foundation (SWAMP Bank Account) and 
include the WDID# on the check for the amount calculated for the 
exempted project.   

3. Send a copy of the check to the Regional Water Board office for the site’s 
region   

4. Invest 7,500.00 X The number of samples required into the SWAMP 
program as compensation (upon Regional Water Board approval). 

5. Conduct bioassessment monitoring, as described in Appendix 4  
6. Include the collection and reporting of specified instream biological data 

and physical habitat  
7. Use the bioassessment sample collection and Quality Assurance & 

Quality Control (QA/QC) protocols developed by the State of California’s 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP)  

  
Site Locations and Frequency 
Macroinvertebrate samples shall be collected both before ground disturbance is 
initiated and after the project is completed. The “after” sample(s) shall be 
collected after at least one winter season resulting in surface runoff has 
transpired after project-related ground disturbance has ceased. “Before” and 
“after” samples shall be collected both upstream and downstream of the project’s 

2009-0009-DWQ as amended by 2010-0014-DWQ           September 2, 2009 as modified on November 16, 2010
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discharge. Upstream samples should be taken immediately before the sites 
outfall and downstream samples should be taken immediately after the outfall 
(when safe to collect the samples). Samples should be collected for each 
freshwater wadeable stream that is listed as impaired due to sediment, or 
tributary to a water body that is listed for sediment. Habitat assessment data shall 
be collected concurrently with all required macroinvertebrate samples. 
 
Index Period (Timing of Sample Collection) 
Macroinvertebrate sampling shall be conducted during the time of year (i.e., the 
“index period”) most appropriate for bioassessment sampling, depending on 
ecoregion. This map is posted on the State Water Board’s Website: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/construction.s
html 
 
Field Methods for Macroinvertebrate Collections 
In collecting macroinvertebrate samples, the discharger shall use the “Reachwide 
Benthos (Multi-habitat) Procedure” specified in Standard Operating Procedures 
for Collecting Benthic Macroinvertebrate Samples and Associated Physical and 
Chemical Data for Ambient Bioassessments in California (Ode 2007).1  
 
Physical - Habitat Assessment Methods 
The discharger shall conduct, concurrently with all required macroinvertebrate 
collections, the “Full” suite of physical habitat characterization measurements as 
specified in Standard Operating Procedures for Collecting Benthic 
Macroinvertebrate Samples and Associated Physical and Chemical Data for 
Ambient Bioassessments in California (Ode 2007), and as summarized in the 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program’s Stream Habitat Characterization 
Form — Full Version. 
 
Laboratory Methods  
Macroinvertebrates shall be identified and classified according to the Standard 
Taxonomic Effort (STE) Level I of the Southwestern Association of Freshwater 
Invertebrate Taxonomists (SAFIT),2 and using a fixed-count of 600 organisms 
per sample. 
 
Quality Assurance 
The discharger or its consultant(s) shall have and follow a quality assurance (QA) 
plan that covers the required bioassessment monitoring. The QA plan shall 
include, or be supplemented to include, a specific requirement for external QA 
checks (i.e., verification of taxonomic identifications and correction of data where 

                                                 
1 This document is available on the Internet at: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/swamp/docs/phab_sopr6.pdf.  
http://swamp.mpsl.mlml.calstate.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2009/04/swamp_sop_bioassessment_collection_020107.pdf. 
2 The current SAFIT STEs (28 November 2006) list requirements for both the Level I and Level II taxonomic 
effort, and are located at: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/swamp/docs/safit/ste_list.pdf 
http://www.safit.org/Docs/ste_list.pdf.  When new editions are published by SAFIT, they will supersede all 
previous editions. All editions will be posted at the State Water Board’s SWAMP website. 
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errors are identified). External QA checks shall be performed on one of the 
discharger’s macroinvertebrate samples collected per calendar year, or ten 
percent of the samples per year (whichever is greater). QA samples shall be 
randomly selected. The external QA checks shall be paid for by the discharger, 
and performed by the California Department of Fish and Game’s Aquatic 
Bioassessment Laboratory. An alternate laboratory with equivalent or better 
expertise and performance may be used if approved in writing by State Water 
Board staff. 
 
Sample Preservation and Archiving 
The original sample material shall be stored in 70 percent ethanol and retained 
by the discharger until: 1) all QA analyses specified herein and in the relevant QA 
plan are completed; and 2) any data corrections and/or re-analyses 
recommended by the external QA laboratory have been implemented. The 
remaining subsampled material shall be stored in 70 percent ethanol and 
retained until completeness checks have been performed according to the 
relevant QA plan. The identified organisms shall be stored in 70 percent ethanol, 
in separate glass vials for each final ID taxon. (For example, a sample with 45 
identified taxa would be archived in a minimum of 45 vials, each containing all 
individuals of the identified taxon.) Each of the vials containing identified 
organisms shall be labeled with taxonomic information (i.e., taxon name, 
organism count) and collection information (i.e., site name/site code, waterbody 
name, date collected, method of collection). The identified organisms shall be 
archived (i.e., retained) by the discharger for a period of not less than three years 
from the date that all QA steps are completed, and shall be checked at least 
once per year and “topped off” with ethanol to prevent desiccation. The identified 
organisms shall be relinquished to the State Water Board upon request by any 
State Water Board staff. 
 
Data Submittal 
The macroinvertebrate results (i.e., taxonomic identifications consistent with the 
specified SAFIT STEs, and number of organisms within each taxa) shall be 
submitted to the State Water Board in electronic format. The State Water Board’s 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) is currently developing 
standardized formats for reporting bioassessment data. All bioassessment data 
collected after those formats become available shall be submitted using the 
SWAMP formats. Until those formats are available, the biological data shall be 
submitted in MS-Excel (or equivalent) format.3 
 
The physical/habitat data shall be reported using the standard format titled 
SWAMP Stream Habitat Characterization Form — Full Version.4 
 

                                                 
3 Any version of Excel, 2000 or later, may be used. 
4 Available at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/docs/reports/fieldforms_fullversion052908.pd
f 
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Invasive Species Prevention 
In conducting the required bioassessment monitoring, the discharger and its 
consultants shall take precautions to prevent the introduction or spread of aquatic 
invasive species. At minimum, the discharger and its consultants shall follow the 
recommendations of the California Department of Fish and Game to minimize the 
introduction or spread of the New Zealand mudsnail.5 

                                                 
5 Instructions for controlling the spread of NZ mudsnails, including decontamination methods, can be found 
at: http://www.dfg.ca.gov/invasives/mudsnail/  
More information on AIS More information on AIS 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/ais/     

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/invasives/mudsnail/
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/ais/
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Appendix 4 Sediment TMDLs 
 
Implemented Sediment TMDLs in California. Construction was listed as a source in all fo these TMDLs in relation to road construction. 
Although construction was mentioned as a source, it was not given a specific allocation amount. The closest allocation amount would be for 
the road activity management WLA.   Implementation Phase – Adoption process by the Regional Board, the State Water Resources Control 
Board, the Office of Administrative Law, and the US Environmental Protection Agency completed and TMDL being implemented. 
 
A. Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential Sources TMDL 

Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 
R1.epa.albionfinalt
mdl 

R Albion River Sedimentation Road Construction 2001 43 acres See A 
(table 6) 

 

  

 
 

B Region Type Name Pollutant 
Stressor 

Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 R1.epa.EelR-
middle.mainSed.te
mp 

R Middle Main Eel River and 
Tributaries (from Dos Rios 
to the South Fork) 
 

Sedimentation Road 
Construction 

2005-2006 521 mi2 100   

C Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 
R1.epa.EelRsouth.
sed.temp 
 

R South Fork Eel River 
 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 1999 See chart 473  

D Region Type Name Pollutant 
Stressor 

Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 
R1.epa.bigfinaltmd
l 

R Big River 
 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 2001 181 mi2 

watershed 
drainage 

TMDL = loading 
capacity = nonpoint 
sources + background = 
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 393 t mi2 yr 

E Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 R1.epa.EelR-
lower.Sed.temp-
121807-signed 
 

R Lower Eel River Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 2007 300 square-
mile 
watershed 

898  

F Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 R1.epa.EelR-
middle.Sed.temp- 

R Middle Fork Eel 
River  

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction  

12 2003 753 mi2 

(approx. 
482,000 acres) 

82 

G Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres Mi2 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 
R1.epa.EelRnorth-
Sed.temp.final-
121807-signed 

R North Fork Eel 
River 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction  

12 30 2002 289 
(180,020 
acres)  

20  

H Region Type Name Pollutant 
Stressor 

Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres  Mi2 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 R1.epa.EelR-
upper.mainSed.te
mp- 

R  Upper Main Eel River 
and Tributaries (including 
Tomki Creek, Outlet 
Creek and Lake 
Pillsbury) 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction  

12 29 2004 688 
(approx. 
440,384 
acres) 

14  
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I Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential Sources TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 
R1.epa.gualalafina
ltmdl 

R Gualala River Sedimentation  Road Construction  Not sure 300 
(191,145 
acres) 

7  

J Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres mi2 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 R1.epa.Mad-
sed.turbidity 

R Mad River Sedimentation  Road 
Construction  

12 21 2007  480  174  

K Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres mi2 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 
R1.epa.mattole.se
diment 

R Mattole River Sedimentation  Road 
Construction  

12 30 2003 296  27 or  
520+27 = 547 

L Region Type Name Pollutant 
Stressor 

Potential Sources TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed Acres 
mi2 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 
R1.epa.navarro.se
d.temp 

R Navarro River Sedimentation  Road Construction  Not sure 315 (201,600 
acres). 

50  

M Region Type Name Pollutant 
Stressor 

Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed Acres 
mi2 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1 
R1.epa.noyo.sedi
ment 

R Noyo River Sedimentation  Road 
Construction  

12 16 1999 113  (72,323 acres) 68 (three 
areas 
measured) 
Table 16 in 
the TMDL 
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N Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres mi2 

WLA 
tons mi2 yr 

1  
R1.epa.Redwoo
dCk.sed 

Cr Redwood Creek Sedimentation  Road 
Construction  

12 30 1998 278  1900  
Total allocation 

O Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres mi2 

WLA – Roads 
tons mi2 yr 

1  
R1.epa.tenmile.s
ed 

R Ten Mile River Sedimentation  Road 
Construction  

2000 120  9  

P Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres  mi2 

WLA 
management 
tons mi2 yr 

1 
R1.epa.trinity.se
d 

R Trinity River Sedimentation  Road 
Construction  

12 20 2001 2000 of 
3000 
covered in 
this TMDL 

See rows 
below 

1 Cr Horse Linto Creek Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 64 528 

1 Cr Mill creek and Tish 
Tang 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 39 210 

1 Cr Willow Creek Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 43 94 

1 Cr Campbell Creek and 
Supply Creek 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 11 1961 

1 Cr Lower Mainstem and 
Coon Creek 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 32 63 

1 R Reference 
Subwatershed 1 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 434 24 

1 Cr Canyon Creek  Sedimentation  Road 12 20 2001 64 326 
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1 New River, Big French, Manzanita, North Fork, East Fork, North Fork 
2 Dutch, Soldier, Oregon gulch, Conner Creek  
3 Big Bar, Prairie Creek, Little French Creek 
4 Swede, Italian, Canadian, Cedar Flat, Mill, McDonald, Hennessy, Quimby, Hawkins, Sharber 
5 Stuarts Fork, Swift Creek, Coffee Creek 
6 Stuart Arm, Stoney Creek, Mule Creek, East Fork, Stuart Fork, West Side Trinity Lake, Hatchet Creek, Buckeye Creek,     
7 Upper Trinity River, Tangle Blue, Sunflower, Graves, Bear Upper Trinity Mainstream, Ramshorn Creek, Ripple Creek,  Minnehaha Creek, 
Snowslide Gulch, Scorpion Creek 
8 East Fork Trinity, Cedar Creek, Squirrel Gulch 

Construction 
1 R Upper Tributaries2 Sedimentation  Road 

Construction 
12 20 2001 72 67 

1 R Middle Tributaries3 Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 54 53 

1 R Lower Tributaries4 Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 96 55 

1 Cr Weaver and Rush 
Creeks 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 72 169 

1 Cr Deadwood Creek 
Hoadley Gulch 
Poker Bar 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 47 68 

1 L Lewiston Lake Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 25 49 

1 Cr Grassvalley Creek Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 37 44 

1 Cr Indian Creek Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 34 81 

1 Cr Reading and Browns 
Creek 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 104 66 

1 Cr Reference 
Subwatersheds5 

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 235 281 

1 L, Cr Westside tributaries6 Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 93 105 

1 R, Cr, 
G 

Upper trinity7 Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 161 690 

1 R, Cr, 
G 

East Fork Tributaries8 Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 115 65 

1 R, L Eastside Tributaries9 Sedimentation  Road 
Construction 

12 20 2001 89 60 
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9 East Side Tributaries, Trinity Lake 

 

 
 

 

 

Q Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres mi2 

WLA tons mi2 
yr 

1  
R1.epa.trinity.so.sed 

R, Cr South Fork 
Trinity River 
and Hayfork 
Creek  

Sedimentation  Road 
Construction  

12 1998 Not given, 
19 miles 
long  

33 (road total) 

R Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres mi2 

WLA tons mi2 
yr 

1   
R1.epa.vanduzen.sed 

R, Cr Van Duzen 
River and 
Yager Creek 

Sedimentation  Various 12 16 1999 429 1353 total 
allocation 

1  Upper Basin Sedimentation Road 
Construction 

  7 

1  Middle Basin Sedimentation Road 
Construction 

  22 

1  Lower Basin Sedimentation Road 
Construction 

  20 

S Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres mi2 

WLA tons mi2 
yr 

6  R6.blackwood.sed Cr Blackwood 
Creek (Placer 
County) 

Bedded Sediment  Various 9 2007 11 17272  total 

T Region Type Name Pollutant Stressor Potential 
Sources 

TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed 
Acres mi2 

WLA tons mi2 
yr 

6  R6.SquawCk.sed R Squaw Creek 
(Placer 
County) 

Sedimentation 
/controllable sources 

Various – basin 
plan 
amendment 

4 13 2006 8.2 10,900 
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Adopted TMDLs for Construction Sediment Sources 

 Region Type  Name Pollutant Stressor Potential Sources TMDL 
Completion 
Date 

Watershed  
Area  mi2 

Waste load 
Allocation 
tons mi2 yr 

8 R Newport 
Bay San 
Diego 
Creek 
Watershed 

Sedimentation   
 

Construction Land 
Development 
 

1999 2.24 (1432 
acres) 

125,000 tons 
per 
Year (no 
more than 
13,000 tons 
per year 
from 
construction 
sites) 
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Appendix 4 Non Sediment TMDLs 
 
 

Region 1 Lost River-DIN and CBOD  
 

Pollutant Stressors/WLA Region 1  
Source: Cal Trans 
Construction 
TMDL Completion Date: 12 
30 2008 
TMDL Type: River, Lake 
Watershed Area= 2996 mi2 

Dissolved inorganic 
nitrogen (DIN) 

(metric tons/yr) 

Carbonaceous biochemical oxygen 
demand (CBOD) 
(metric tons/yr) 

Lost River from the Oregon 
border to Tule Lake 

.1 .2 

Tule Lake Refuge .1 .2 
Lower Klamath Refuge .1 .2 

 
Region 2 San Francisco Bay-Mercury 

 
Name Pollutant 

Stressor/WLA 
TMDL 
Completion Date 

Region 2  
Source:Non-Urban 
Stormwater Runoff 
TMDL Type: Bay 

San 
Francisco 
Bay 

Mercury 25 kg/year 08 09 2006 
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Region 4 Machado Lake Nutrients - Resolution No. 2008-006  
(Effective Date - March 11, 2009) 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
1 The compliance points for effective date interim WLAs are measured in the lake.   
2 No compliance points are specified for general construction stormwater permits for the year 5 interim WLAs and final WLAs 

 
 
 

Region 4 Ballona Creek-Metals and Selenium – Resolution No. 2007-015 
(Effective Date October 29, 2008) 

 
Wet Weather WLAs 
 

 

Copper (Cu) Lead (Pb) Selenium (Se) Zinc (Zn) 

Region 4  
Source: NPDES 
General Construction 
TMDL Completion 
Date: 10 29 2008 
TMDL Type: Creek  g/day g/day/acre g/day g/day/acre g/day g/day/acre g/day g/day/acre 

Ballona Creek 4.94E-07 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

2.20E-10 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

1.62E-06 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

7.20E-10 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

1.37E-07 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

6.10E-11 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

3.27E-06 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

1.45E-09 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L) 

General 
Construction 
Stormwater 

Permit  
WLAs 

Years After 
Effective 

Date 

Total 
Phosphorus 

(mg/L) 

Total Nitrogen           
(TKN + NO3-N + NO2-N) 

(mg/L) 

Interim WLAs1  At Effective 
Date  1.25  3.50 

Interim WLAs2 5 years  1.25  2.45 

Final WLAs2 9.5 years     0.10 1.00 



APPENDIX 4 

2009-0009-DWQ 3 September 2, 2009  

 
 
 
Wet-weather WLA Implementation  
• Within seven years of the effective date of the TMDL, the construction industry will submit the results of BMP effectiveness 

studies to determine BMPs that will achieve compliance with the final waste load allocations assigned to construction storm 
water permittees.  

• Regional Board staff will bring the recommended BMPs before the Regional Board for consideration within eight years of the 
effective date of the TMDL.  

• General construction storm water permittees will be considered in compliance with final waste load allocations if they 
implement these Regional Board approved BMPs. All permittees must implement the approved BMPs within nine years of the 
effective date of the TMDL. If no effectiveness studies are conducted and no BMPs are approved by the Regional Board within 
eight years of the effective date of the TMDL, each general construction storm water permit holder will be subject to site-
specific BMPs and monitoring requirements to demonstrate compliance with final waste load allocations.  

 
Dry-weather WLAs 
A waste load allocation of zero is assigned to all general construction storm water permits during dry weather.  
 
Dry-weather WLA Implementation 
Non-storm water flows authorized by the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (Water 
Quality Order No. 99-08 DWQ), or any successor order, are exempt from the dry-weather waste load allocation equal to zero as 
long as they comply with the provisions of sections C.3 and A.9 of the Order No. 99-08 DWQ, which state that these authorized 
non-storm discharges shall be: 

(1) infeasible to eliminate 
(2) comply with BMPs as described in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan prepared by the permittee, and  
(3) not cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards, or comparable provisions in any successor order. 
Unauthorized non-storm water flows are already prohibited by Order No. 99-08 DWQ.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



APPENDIX 4 

2009-0009-DWQ 4 September 2, 2009  

Region 4 Los Angeles River and Tributaries-Metals– Resolution No. 2007-014 
(Effective Date October 29, 2008) 

 
 

Wet Weather WLAs 
 

 

Cadmium (Cd) Copper (Cu) Lead (Pb) Zinc (Zn) 

 

kg/day g/day/acre kg/day g/day/acre kg/day g/day/acre kg/day g/day/acre 
 5.9x10 -11 x 

Daily storm 
volume (L)  

7.6x10-12 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

3.2x10-10 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

4.2x10-11 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

1.2x10-9 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

1.5x10-10 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

3.01x10-9 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L)  

3.9x10-10 x 
Daily storm 
volume (L) 

 
 
 
Wet-weather WLA Implementation  
• Within seven years of the effective date of the TMDL, the construction industry will submit the results of BMP effectiveness 

studies to determine BMPs that will achieve compliance with the final waste load allocations assigned to construction storm 
water permittees.  

• Regional Board staff will bring the recommended BMPs before the Regional Board for consideration within eight years of the 
effective date of the TMDL.  

• General construction storm water permittees will be considered in compliance with final waste load allocations if they 
implement these Regional Board approved BMPs. All permittees must implement the approved BMPs within nine years of the 
effective date of the TMDL. If no effectiveness studies are conducted and no BMPs are approved by the Regional Board within 
eight years of the effective date of the TMDL, each general construction storm water permit holder will be subject to site-
specific BMPs and monitoring requirements to demonstrate compliance with final waste load allocations.  

 
Dry-weather WLAs 
A waste load allocation of zero is assigned to all general construction storm water permits during dry weather.  
 
Dry-weather WLA Implementation 
Non-storm water flows authorized by the General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (Water 
Quality Order No. 99-08 DWQ), or any successor order, are exempt from the dry-weather waste load allocation equal to zero as 
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long as they comply with the provisions of sections C.3 and A.9 of the Order No. 99-08 DWQ, which state that these authorized 
non-storm discharges shall be: 

(1) infeasible to eliminate 
(2) comply with BMPs as described in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan prepared by the permittee, and  
(3) not cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards, or comparable provisions in any successor order. 
Unauthorized non-storm water flows are already prohibited by Order No. 99-08 DWQ.  
 

Region 4 Calleguas Creek Metals TMDL – Resolution No. 2006-012  
(Effective Date - March 26, 2007) 

 
 

Interim Limits and Final WLAs for Total Recoverable Copper, Nickel, and Selenium 
Interim limits and waste load allocations are applied to receiving water.  

 
A. Interim Limits 

Dry CMC 
(ug/L)

Dry CCC 
(ug/L)

Wet CMC 
(ug/L)

Dry CMC 
(ug/L)

Dry CCC 
(ug/L)

Wet CMC 
(ug/L)

Copper* 23 19 204 23 19 204
Nickel 15 13 (a) 15 13 (a)

Selenium (b) (b) (b) 14 13 (a)

Calleguas and Conejo Creek Revolon Slough
Constituents

 
(a) The current loads do not exceed the TMDL under wet conditions; interim limits are not required. 
(b) Selenium allocations have not been developed for this reach as it is not on the 303(d) list.   
(c) Attainment of interim limits will be evaluated in consideration of background loading data, if available.  

         
B. Final WLAs for Total Recoverable Copper, Nickel, and Selenium 

 
Dry-Weather WLAs in Water Column  
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Low Flow
Average 

Flow
Elevated 

Flow 
Low Flow

Average 
Flow

Elevated 
Flow 

Copper1 
(lbs/day)

0.04*WER -
0.02

0.12*WER -
0.02

0.18*WER -
0.03

0.03*WER 
- 0.01

0.06*WER 
- 0.03

0.13*WER -
0.02

Nickel  
(lbs/day) 

0.100 0.120 0.440 0.050 0.069 0.116

Selenium 
(lbs/day)

(a) (a) (a) 0.004 0.003 0.004

Flow 
Range

Calleguas and Conejo Creek Revolon Slough

 
1    If site-specific WERs are approved by the Regional Board, TMDL waste load allocations shall be implemented in accordance with the 

approved WERs using the equations set forth above.  Regardless of the final WERs, total copper loading shall not exceed current 
loading. 

(a)  Selenium allocations have not been developed for this reach as it is not on the 303(d) list.   
 

 
Wet-Weather WLAs  in Water Column  
 

Constituent Calleguas Creek Revolon Slough

Copper1 

(lbs/day)

(0.00054*Q^2*0.032*Q - 0.17)*WER - 
0.06 (0.0002*Q2+0.0005*Q)*WER

Nickel2 

(lbs/day) 0.014*Q^2+0.82*Q 0.027*Q^2+0.47*Q
Selenium2 

(lbs/day) (a) 0.027*Q^2+0.47*Q  
1     If site-specific WERs are approved by the Regional Board, TMDL waste load allocations shall be implemented in accordance with the 

approved WERs using the equations set forth above.   Regardless of the final WERs, total copper loading shall not exceed current 
loading.  

2     Current loads do not exceed loading capacity during wet weather.  Sum of all loads cannot exceed loads presented in the table 
(a)  Selenium allocations have not been developed for this reach as it is not on the 303(d) list.   
Q:   Daily storm volume.  
 
 

Interim Limits and Final WLAs for Mercury in Suspended Sediment 
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Interim 
(lbs/yr)

Final 
(lbs/yr)

Interim 
(lbs/yr)

Final 
(lbs/yr)

0-15,000 MGY 3.3 0.4 1.7 0.1

15,000-25,000 MGY 10.5 1.6 4 0.7

Above 25,000 MGY 64.6 9.3 10.2 1.8

Calleguas Creek Revolon Slough

Flow Range

 
MGY:  million gallons per year. 

 
In accordance with current practice, a group concentration-based WLA has been developed for all permitted stormwater 
discharges, including municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s), Caltrans, general industrial and construction stormwater 
permits, and Naval Air Weapons Station Point Mugu.  Dischargers will have a required 25%, 50% and 100% reduction in the 
difference between the current loadings and the load allocations at 5, 10 and 15 years after the effective date, respectively. 
Achievement of required reductions will be evaluated based on progress towards BMP implementation as outlined in the urban 
water quality management plans (UWQMPs).  If the interim reductions are not met, the dischargers will submit a report to the 
Executive Officer detailing why the reductions were not met and the steps that will be taken to meet the required reductions. 
 
 

Region 4 Calleguas Creek-OC Pesticides, PCBs, and Siltation (Resolution 2005-010) 
Effective Date - March 24, 2006 

Interim Requirements 
Pollutant Stressor WLA Daily Max (µg/L) WLA Monthly Ave (µg/L) 

Chlordane 1.2 0.59 
4,4-DDD 1.7 0.84 
4,4-DDE 1.2 0.59 
4,4-DDT 1.2 0.59 
Dieldrin 0.28 0.14 
PCB’s 0.34 0.17 

Region 4 Calleguas Creek 
Source: Minor NPDES point sources/WDRs
TMDL Completion Date: 3 24 2006 
TMDL Type:Creek 

Toxaphene 0.33 0.16 
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Region 4 Calleguas Creek-Calleguas Creek Toxicicity (Resolution 2005-009) 
Effective Date - March 24, 2006 

 
Minor sources include NPDES permittees other than POTWs and MS4s, discharging to the Calleguas Creek Watershed. A 
wasteload of 1.0 TUc is allocated to the minor point sources discharging to the Calleguas Creek Watershed. Additionally, the 
following wasteloads for chlorpyrifos and diazinon are established. Final WLAs apply as of March 24, 2006. 
 
 
Chlorpyrifos WLAs, ug/L 
Final WLA 
(4 day) 
0.014 
Diazinon WLAs, ug/L 
Final WLA 
Acute and Chronic 
0.10 
 

Region 4 Calleguas Creek-Salts (Resolution 2007-016) 
Effective Date – December 2, 2008 

 
 

Final Dry Weather Pollutant WLA (mg/L) 

Region 4 Calleaguas Creek 
Source Permitted Stormwater Dischargers TMDL 
Completion Date: 12 2 2008 
TMDL Type:Creek 

Critical 
Condition 
Flow Rate 

(mgd) 

Chloride 
(lb/day) 

TDS 
(lb/day) 

Sulfate 
(lb/day) 

Boron 
(lb/day) 

Simi 1.39 1738 9849 2897 12 
Las Posas 0.13 157 887 261 N/A 
Conejo 1.26 1576 8931 2627 N/A 
Camarillo 0.06 72 406 119 N/A 
Pleasant Valley (Calleguas) 0.12 150 850 250 N/A 
Pleasant Valley (Revolon) 0.25 314 1778 523 2 

Dry Weather Interim Pollutant WLA (mg/L) 

 Chloride (mg/L) TDS (mg/L) Sulfate (mg/L) Boron (mg/L) 
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Simi 230.0 1720.0 1289.0 1.3 
Las Posas 230 1720 1289 1.3 
Conejo 230  1720 1289 1.3 
Camarillo 230  1720 1289 1.3 
Pleasant Valley (Calleguas) 230 1720 1289 1.3 
Pleasant Valley (Revolon) 230 1720 1289 1.3 
 
• Dry- weather waste load allocations apply in the receiving water at the base of each subwatershed. Dry weather allocations 

apply when instream flow rates are below the 86th percentile flow and there has been no measurable precipitation in the 
previous 24 hours. 

• Because wet weather flows transport a large mass of salts at low concentrations, these dischargers meet water quality 
objectives during wet weather. No wet weather allocations are assigned. 

 
Ballona Creek Toxic Pollutants (Resolution No. 2005-008) 

Effective Date - January 11, 2006 
 

Each storm water permittee enrolled under the general construction or industrial storm water permits will receive an individual 
waste load allocation on a per acre basis, based on the acreage of their facility. 
 

Metals per Acre WLAs for Individual General 
 Construction or Industrial Storm Water Permittees (g/yr/ac)  
 Cadmium  Copper Lead Silver Zinc  
 0.1 3 4 0.1 13 
 

Organics per Acre WLAs for Individual General 
 Construction or Industrial Storm Water Permittees (mg/yr/ac) 
 Chlordane DDTs Total PCBs Total PAHs  
 0.04 0.14 2 350 
 
Waste load allocations will be incorporated into the State Board general permit upon renewal or into a watershed spec ific general 
construction storm water permit developed by the Regional Board. 

Within seven years of the effective date of the TMDL, the construction industry will submit the results of BMP effectiveness studies 
to determine BMPs that will achieve compliance with the waste load allocations assigned to construction storm water permittees.  
Regional Board staff will bring the recommended BMPs before the Regional Board for consideration within eight years of the 
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effective date of the TMDL. General construction storm water permittees will be considered in compliance with waste load 
allocations if they implement these Regional Board approved BMPs. 
 
All general construction permittees must implement the approved BMPs within nine years of the effective date of the TMDL.  If no 
effectiveness studies are conducted and no BMPs are approved by the Regional Board within eight years of the effective date of 
the TMDL, each general construction storm water permit holder will be subject to site-specific BMPs and monitoring requirements 
to demonstrate compliance with waste load allocations. 
 

 
Region 4 Marina Del Rey Harbor Toxic Pollutants TMDL (Resolution No. 2005-012) 

Effective Date March 22, 2006 
 
Each storm water permittee enrolled under the general construction or industrial storm water permits will receive an individual 
waste load allocation on a per acre basis, based on the acreage of their facility. 
 
Metals per Acre WLAs for Individual General Construction or Industrial Storm Water Permittees (g/yr/ac)  
                Copper                    Lead Zinc  
                 2.3                    3.1  10 
 

 
Organics per acre WLAs for Individual General Construction or Industrial Storm Water Permittees (mg/yr/ac)  
                   Chlordane Total PCBs   
                 0.03 1.5 
 
Waste load allocations will be incorporated into the State Board general permit upon renewal or into a watershed spec ific general 
construction storm water permit developed by the Regional Board. 

Within seven years of the effective date of the TMDL, the construction industry will submit the results of BMP effectiveness studies 
to determine BMPs that will achieve compliance with the waste load allocations assigned to construction storm water permittees.  
Regional Board staff will bring the recommended BMPs before the Regional Board for consideration within eight years of the 
effective date of the TMDL. General construction storm water permittees will be considered in compliance with waste load 
allocations if they implement these Regional Board approved BMPs. 
 
All general construction permittees must implement the approved BMPs within nine years of the effective date of the TMDL.  If no 
effectiveness studies are conducted and no BMPs are approved by the Regional Board within eight years of the effective date of 
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the TMDL, each general construction storm water permit holder will be subject to site-specific BMPs and monitoring requirements 
to demonstrate compliance with waste load allocations. 
 

Region 4 San Gabriel River and Tributaries-Metals and Selenium (EPA-established TMDL – Effective date: 3/26/07) 
 

Wet-weather allocations 
 

Waterbody Copper Lead Zinc 
San Gabriel River Reach 2*  0.8 kg/d  
Coyote Creek** 0.513 kg/d 2.07 kg/d 3.0 kg/d 
*Mass-based allocations are based on a flow of 260 cfs (daily storm volume = 6.4 x10

8 
liters) 

**Mass-based allocations are based on a flow of 156 cfs (daily storm volume = 3.8 x10
8 
liters) 

 
 
Dry-weather allocations 
 
The dry-weather copper waste load allocation for general construction storm water permittees that discharge to San Gabriel Reach 1, Coyote 
Creek, and the Estuary is zero. 
 
The dry-weather selenium allocation for general construction storm water permittees that discharge to San Jose Creek Reach 1 and Reach 2 
is 5 µg/L (total recoverable metals). 
 

 
Region 4 Upper Santa Clara River Chloride TMDL Adopted by Resolution No 2006-016 

Effective Date June 12, 2008 
 

“Other NPDES dischargers” have a chloride WLA equal to 100 mg/L.  
 
This TMDL was revised by Resolution No 2008-012, which, when it becomes effective, includes the following conditional WLAs for “Other 
minor NPDES discharges”: 
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Reach Concentration-based 
Conditional WLA for Chloride 

(mg/L)* 

 

6 150 (12-month Average), 
230 (Daily Maximum) 

 

 

5 150 (12-month Average), 
230 (Daily Maximum) 

 

 

4B 117 (3-month Average), 
230 (Daily Maximum) 

 

 
*The conditional WLAs for chloride for all point sources shall apply only when chloride load reductions and/or chloride export projects are in 
operation by the Santa Clarita Valley Sanitation District according to the implementation plan for the TMDL.  If these conditions are not met, 
WLAs shall be based on existing water quality objectives for chloride of 100 mg/L. 
 
 

Region 4 The Harbor Beaches of Ventura County-Bacteria (Adopted by Resolution No. 2007-017) 
Effective Date – December 18, 2008 

 
 
Current and future enrollees in the Statewide Construction Activity Storm Water General Permit in the Channel Islands Harbor 
subwatershed are assigned WLAs of zero (0) days of allowable exceedances of the single sample limits and the rolling 30-day 
geometric mean limits.  
 
Single Sample Limits are: 
a. Total coliform density shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. 
b. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed 400/100 ml. 
c. Enterococcus density shall not exceed 104/100 ml. 
d. Total coliform density shall not exceed 1,000/100 ml, if the ratio of fecal-to-total coliform exceeds 0.1. 
 
Rolling 30-day Geometric Mean Limits are:  
a. Total coliform density shall not exceed 1,000/100 ml. 
b. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed 200/100 ml. 
c. Enterococcus density shall not exceed 35/100 ml. 
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Los Angeles Harbor Bacteria TMDL (Adopted by Resolution No. 2004-001) 
Effective Date – March 10, 2005 

 
Current and future enrollees in the Statewide Construction Activity Storm Water General Permit in the watershed are assigned 
WLAs of zero (0) days of allowable exceedances of the single sample limits and the rolling 30-day geometric mean.  
 
Single Sample Limits are: 
a. Total coliform density shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. 
b. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed 400/100 ml. 
c. Enterococcus density shall not exceed 104/100 ml. 
d. Total coliform density shall not exceed 1,000/100 ml, if the ratio of fecal-to-total coliform exceeds 0.1. 
 
Rolling 30-day Geometric Mean Limits are:  
a. Total coliform density shall not exceed 1,000/100 ml. 
b. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed 200/100 ml. 
c. Enterococcus density shall not exceed 35/100 ml. 
 

Ballona Creek Bacteria TMDL (Adopted by Resolution No. 2006-011) 
Effective Date – April 27, 2007 

 
Current and future enrollees in the Statewide Construction Activity Storm Water General Permit in the watershed are assigned 
WLAs of zero (0) days of allowable exceedances of the single sample limits and the rolling 30-day geometric mean.  
 
Single Sample Limits are: 
a. Total coliform density shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. 
b. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed 400/100 ml. 
c. Enterococcus density shall not exceed 104/100 ml. 
d. Total coliform density shall not exceed 1,000/100 ml, if the ratio of fecal-to-total coliform exceeds 0.1. 
 
Rolling 30-day Geometric Mean Limits are:  
a. Total coliform density shall not exceed 1,000/100 ml. 
b. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed 200/100 ml. 
c. Enterococcus density shall not exceed 35/100 ml. 
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Region 4 Resolution No. 03-009 Los Angeles River and Tributaries-Nutrients 

Minor Point Sources 
Waste loads are allocated to minor point sources enrolled under NPDES or WDR permits including but not limited to Tapia WRP,  
Whittier Narrows WRP, Los Angeles Zoo WRP, industrial and construction stormwater, and municipal storm water and urban 
runoff from municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) 

 
 

Malibu Creek Attachment A to Resolution No. 2004-019R-Bacteria 
Effective date: 1 24 2006. The WLAs for permittees under the NPDES General Stormwater Construction Permit are zero (0) days 
of allowable exceedances for the single sample limits and the rolling 30-day geometric mean. 
 
Single Sample Limits are: 
a. Total coliform density shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. 
b. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed 400/100 ml. 
c. Enterococcus density shall not exceed 104/100 ml. 
d. Total coliform density shall not exceed 1,000/100 ml, if the ratio of fecal-to-total coliform exceeds 0.1. 
 
Rolling 30-day Geometric Mean Limits are:  
a. Total coliform density shall not exceed 1,000/100 ml. 
b. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed 200/100 ml. 
c. Enterococcus density shall not exceed 35/100 ml. 

Pollutant Stressor/WLA 

Total Ammonia (NH3) Nitrate-nitrogen 
(NO3-N) 

Nitrite-nitrogen 
(NO2-N) 

NO3-N + NO3-N 

Region 4   
Minor Point Sources for 
NPDES/WDR Permits 

TMDL Effective Date: 3 23 
2004 
 
TMDL Type: River 

1 Hr Ave 
mg/l 

30 Day Ave  
mg/l 

30 Day Ave  mg/l 30 Day Ave  mg/l 

LA River Above Los 
Angeles-Glendale WRP 
(LAG) 

4.7 1.6 8.0 1.0 8.0 

LA River Below LAG 8.7 2.4 8.0 1.0 8.0 
Los Angeles Tributaries 10.1 2.3 8.0 1.0 8.0 
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Region 4 Marina del Rey Harbor,  Mothers’ Beach and Back Basins  

Attachment A to Resolution No. 2003-012-Bacteria   
 

Effective date: 3 18 2004. Discharges from general construction storm water permits are not expected to be a significant source of 
bacteria. Therefore, the WLAs for these discharges are zero (0) days of allowable exceedances for the single sample limits and 
the rolling 30-day geometric mean. Any future enrollees under a general NPDES permit, general industrial storm water permit or 
general construction storm water permit within the MdR Watershed will also be subject to a WLA of zero days of allowable 
exceedances. 
 
Single Sample Limits are: 
a. Total coliform density shall not exceed 10,000/100 ml. 
b. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed 400/100 ml. 
c. Enterococcus density shall not exceed 104/100 ml. 
d. Total coliform density shall not exceed 1,000/100 ml, if the ratio of fecal-to-total coliform exceeds 0.1. 
 
Rolling 30-day Geometric Mean Limits are:  
a. Total coliform density shall not exceed 1,000/100 ml. 
b. Fecal coliform density shall not exceed 200/100 ml. 
c. Enterococcus density shall not exceed 35/100 ml. 
 

Santa Clara River Nutrients TMDL (Adopted by Resolution No. 2003-011 
Effective Date - March 23, 2004 

 
Concentration-based wasteloads are allocated to municipal, industrial and construction stormwater sources regulated under 
NPDES permits.  For stormwater permittees discharging into Reach 7, the thirty-day WLA for ammonia as nitrogen is 1.75 mg/L 
and the one-hour WLA for ammonia as nitrogen is 5.2 mg/L; the thirty-day average WLA for nitrate plus nitrite as nitrogen is 6.8 
mg/L.  For stormwater permittees discharging into Reach 3, the thirty-day WLA for ammonia as nitrogen is 2.0 mg/L and the one-
hour WLA for ammonia as nitrogen is 4.2 mg/L; the thirty-day average WLA for nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen is 8.1 mg/L. 
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Region 8 RESOLUTION NO. R8-2007- 0024 
 

Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for San Diego Creek, 
Upper and Lower Newport Bay, Orange County, California 
 

*Red= Informational WLA only, not for enforcement purposes 
 
Organochlorine Compounds TMDLs Implementation Tasks and Schedule 
 
Regional Board staff shall develop a SWPPP Improvement Program that identifies the Regional Board’s expectations with respect 
to the content of SWPPPs, including documentation regarding the selection and implementation of BMPs, and a sampling and 
analysis plan. The Improvement Program shall include specific guidance regarding the development and implementation of 
monitoring plans, including the constituents to be monitored, sampling frequency and analytical protocols. The SWPPP 
Improvement Program shall be completed by (the date of OAL approval of this BPA). No later than two months from completion 
of the Improvement Program, Board staff shall assure that the requirements of the Program are communicated to interested 
parties, including dischargers with existing authorizations under the General Construction Permit. Existing, authorized dischargers 
shall revise their project SWPPPs as needed to address the Program requirements as soon as possible but no later than (three 
months of completion of the SWPPP Improvement Program). Applicable SWPPPs that do not adequately address the 
Program requirements shall be considered inadequate and enforcement by the Regional Board shall proceed accordingly. The 
Caltrans and Orange County MS4 permits shall be revised as needed to assure that the permittees communicate the Regional 
Board’s SWPPP expectations, based on the SWPPP Improvement Program, with the Standard Conditions of Approval.  

Organochlorine Compounds 

Total DDT 
 

Chlordane Total PCBs Toxaphene 

Region 8   
NPDES Construction Permit 

TMDL Completion Date: 1 24 1995 
 
TMDL Type: River. Cr, Bay g/day g/yr g/day g/yr g/day g/yr g/day g/yr 
San Diego Creek .27 99.8 .18* 64.3* .09* 31.5* .004 1.5 
Upper Newport Bay .11 40.3 .06 23.4 .06 23.2 X X 
Lower Newport Bay .04 14.9 .02 8.6 .17 60.7 X X 
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APPENDIX 5: 
Glossary 

 
 
Active Areas of Construction 
All areas subject to land surface disturbance activities related to the project 
including, but not limited to, project staging areas, immediate access areas and 
storage areas.  All previously active areas are still considered active areas until 
final stabilization is complete.  [The construction activity Phases used in this 
General Permit are the Preliminary Phase, Grading and Land Development 
Phase, Streets and Utilities Phase, and the Vertical Construction Phase.] 
 
Active Treatment System (ATS) 
A treatment system that employs chemical coagulation, chemical flocculation, or 
electrocoagulation to aid in the reduction of turbidity caused by fine suspended 
sediment. 
 
Acute Toxicity Test  
A chemical stimulus severe enough to rapidly induce a negative effect; in aquatic 
toxicity tests, an effect observed within 96 hours or less is considered acute.   
 
Air Deposition  
Airborne particulates from construction activities.  
 
Approved Signatory 
A person who has been authorized by the Legally Responsible Person to sign, 
certify, and electronically submit Permit Registration Documents, Notices of 
Termination, and any other documents, reports, or information required by the 
General Permit, the State or Regional Water Board, or U.S. EPA.  The Approved 
Signatory must be one of the following:  
 
1. For a corporation or limited liability company: a responsible corporate officer. 

For the purpose of this section, a responsible corporate officer means: (a) a 
president, secretary, treasurer, or vice-president of the corporation in charge 
of a principal business function, or any other person who performs similar 
policy or decision-making functions for the corporation or limited liability 
company; or (b) the manager of the facility if authority to sign documents has 
been assigned or delegated to the manager in accordance with corporate 
procedures; 

 
2. For a partnership or sole proprietorship: a general partner or the proprietor, 

respectively;  
 
3. For a municipality, State, Federal, or other public agency: a principal 

executive officer, ranking elected official, city manager, council president, or 
any other authorized public employee with managerial responsibility over the 
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construction or land disturbance project (including, but not limited to, project 
manager, project superintendent, or resident engineer); 

 
4. For the military:  any military officer or Department of Defense civilian, acting 

in an equivalent capacity to a military officer, who has been designated; 
 
5. For a public university:  an authorized university official; 
 
6. For an individual:  the individual, because the individual acts as both the 

Legally Responsible Person and the Approved Signatory; or 
 
7. For any type of entity not listed above (e.g. trusts, estates, receivers):  an 

authorized person with managerial authority over the construction or land 
disturbance project. 

 
Beneficial Uses  
As defined in the California Water Code, beneficial uses of the waters of the state 
that may be protected against quality degradation include, but are not limited to, 
domestic, municipal, agricultural and industrial supply; power generation; 
recreation; aesthetic enjoyment; navigation; and preservation and enhancement 
of fish, wildlife, and other aquatic resources or preserves. 
 
Best Available Technology Economically Achievable (BAT) 
As defined by USEPA, BAT is a technology-based standard established by the 
Clean Water Act (CWA) as the most appropriate means available on a national 
basis for controlling the direct discharge of toxic and nonconventional pollutants 
to navigable waters.  The BAT effluent limitations guidelines, in general, 
represent the best existing performance of treatment technologies that are 
economically achievable within an industrial point source category or 
subcategory. 
 
Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology (BCT) 
As defined by USEPA, BCT is a technology-based standard for the discharge 
from existing industrial point sources of conventional pollutants including 
biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), total suspended sediment (TSS), fecal 
coliform, pH, oil and grease.  
 
Best Professional Judgment (BPJ) 
The method used by permit writers to develop technology-based NPDES permit 
conditions on a case-by-case basis using all reasonably available and relevant 
data. 
 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
BMPs are scheduling of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance 
procedures, and other management practices to prevent or reduce the discharge 
of pollutants.  BMPs also include treatment requirements, operating procedures, 
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and practices to control site runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal, or 
drainage from raw material storage. 
 
Chain of Custody (COC)  
Form used to track sample handling as samples progress from sample collection 
to the analytical laboratory.  The COC is then used to track the resulting 
analytical data from the laboratory to the client.  COC forms can be obtained from 
an analytical laboratory upon request. 
 
Coagulation 
The clumping of particles in a discharge to settle out impurities, often induced by 
chemicals such as lime, alum, and iron salts. 
 
Common Plan of Development 
Generally a contiguous area where multiple, distinct construction activities may 
be taking place at different times under one plan. A plan is generally defined as 
any piece of documentation or physical demarcation that indicates that 
construction activities may occur on a common plot. Such documentation could 
consist of a tract map, parcel map, demolition plans, grading plans or contract 
documents. Any of these documents could delineate the boundaries of a 
common plan area. However, broad planning documents, such as land use 
master plans, conceptual master plans, or broad-based CEQA or NEPA 
documents that identify potential projects for an agency or facility are not 
considered common plans of development. 
 
Daily Average Discharge 
The discharge of a pollutant measured during any 24-hour period that reasonably 
represents a calendar day for purposes of sampling. For pollutants with 
limitations expressed in units of mass, the daily discharge is calculated as the 
total mass of the pollutant discharged during the day. For pollutants with 
limitations expressed in other units of measurement (e.g., concentration) the 
daily discharge is calculated as the average measurement of the pollutant 
throughout the day (40 CFR 122.2). In the case of pH,  the pH must first be 
converted from a log scale.    
 
Debris 
Litter, rubble, discarded refuse, and remains of destroyed inorganic 
anthropogenic waste. 
 
Direct Discharge 
A discharge that is routed directly to waters of the United States by means of a 
pipe, channel, or ditch (including a municipal storm sewer system), or through 
surface runoff. 
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Discharger 
The Legally Responsible Person (see definition) or entity subject to this General 
Permit.  
 
Dose Rate (for ATS) 
In exposure assessment, dose (e.g. of a chemical) per time unit (e.g. mg/day), 
sometimes also called dosage. 
 
Drainage Area 
The area of land that drains water, sediment, pollutants, and dissolved materials 
to a common outlet.  
 
Effluent 
Any discharge of water by a discharger either to the receiving water or beyond 
the property boundary controlled by the discharger. 
 
Effluent Limitation 
Any numeric or narrative restriction imposed on quantities, discharge rates, and 
concentrations of pollutants which are discharged from point sources into waters 
of the United States, the waters of the contiguous zone, or the ocean. 
 
Erosion 
The process, by which soil particles are detached and transported by the actions 
of wind, water, or gravity. 
 
Erosion Control BMPs 
Vegetation, such as grasses and wildflowers, and other materials, such as straw, 
fiber, stabilizing emulsion, protective blankets, etc., placed to stabilize areas of 
disturbed soils, reduce loss of soil due to the action of water or wind, and prevent 
water pollution. 
 
Field Measurements 
Testing procedures performed in the field with portable field-testing kits or 
meters. 
 
Final Stabilization 
All soil disturbing activities at each individual parcel within the site have been 
completed in a manner consistent with the requirements in this General Permit.   
 
First Order Stream 
Stream with no tributaries. 
 
Flocculants 
Substances that interact with suspended particles and bind them together to form 
flocs.   
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Good Housekeeping BMPs 
BMPs designed to reduce or eliminate the addition of pollutants to construction 
site runoff through analysis of pollutant sources, implementation of proper 
handling/disposal practices, employee education, and other actions. 
 
Grading Phase (part of the Grading and Land Development Phase) 
Includes reconfiguring the topography and slope including; alluvium removals; 
canyon cleanouts; rock undercuts; keyway excavations; land form grading; and 
stockpiling of select material for capping operations.   
 
Hydromodification 
Hydromodification is the alteration of the hydrologic characteristics of coastal and 
non-coastal waters, which in turn could cause degradation of water resources.  
Hydromodification can cause excessive erosion and/or sedimentation rates, 
causing excessive turbidity, channel aggradation and/or degradation.   
 
Identified Organisms 
Organisms within a sub-sample that is specifically identified and counted. 
 
Inactive Areas of Construction 
Areas of construction activity that are not active and those that have been active 
and are not scheduled to be re-disturbed for at least 14 days. 
 
Index Period  
The period of time during which bioassessment samples must be collected to 
produce results suitable for assessing the biological integrity of streams and 
rivers. Instream communities naturally vary over the course of a year,and 
sampling during the index period ensures that samples are collected during a 
time frame when communities are stable so that year-to-year consistency is 
obtained. The index period approach provides a cost-effective alternative to year-
round sampling. Furthermore, sampling within the appropriate index period will 
yield results that are comparable to the assessment thresholds or criteria for a 
given region, which are established for the same index period. Because index 
periods differ for different parts of the state, it is essential to know the index 
period for your area. 
 
K Factor 
The soil erodibility factor used in the Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation 
(RUSLE).  It represents the combination of detachability of the soil, runoff 
potential of the soil, and the transportability of the sediment eroded from the soil. 
 
Legally Responsible Person 
The Legally Responsible Person (LRP) will typically be the project proponent.  
The categories of persons or entities that are eligible to serve as the LRP are set 
forth below.  For any construction or land disturbance project where multiple 
persons or entities are eligible to serve as the LRP, those persons or entities 
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shall select a single LRP.  In exceptional circumstances, a person or entity that 
qualifies as the LRP may provide written authorization to another person or entity 
to serve as the LRP.  In such a circumstance, the person or entity that provides 
the authorization retains all responsibility for compliance with the General Permit.  
Except as provided in category 2(d), a contractor who does not satisfy the 
requirements of any of the categories below is not qualified to be an LRP. 
 
The following persons or entities may serve as an LRP:  
 
1. A person, company, agency, or other entity that possesses a real property 

interest (including, but not limited to, fee simple ownership, easement, 
leasehold, or other rights of way) in the land upon which the construction or 
land disturbance activities will occur for the regulated site. 

 
2. In addition to the above, the following persons or entities may also serve as 

an LRP:   
 

a. For linear underground/overhead projects, the utility company, 
municipality, or other public or private company or agency that owns or 
operates the LUP; 

 
b. For land controlled by an estate or similar entity, the person who has day-

to-day control over the land (including, but not limited to, a bankruptcy 
trustee, receiver, or conservator);  
 

c. For pollution investigation and remediation projects, any potentially 
responsible party that has received permission to conduct the project from 
the holder of a real property interest in the land; or 

 
d. For U.S. Army Corp of Engineers projects, the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers may provide written authorization to its bonded contractor to 
serve as the LRP, provided, however, that the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers is also responsible for compliance with the general permit, as 
authorized by the Clean Water Act or the Federal Facilities Compliance 
Act. 

 
Likely Precipitation Event 
Any weather pattern that is forecasted to have a 50% or greater chance of 
producing precipitation in the project area.  The discharger shall obtain likely 
precipitation forecast information from the National Weather Service Forecast 
Office (e.g., by entering the zip code of the project’s location at 
http://www.srh.noaa.gov/forecast).  
 
Maximum Allowable Threshold Concentration (MATC) 
The allowable concentration of residual, or dissolved, coagulant/flocculant in 
effluent.  The MATC shall be coagulant/flocculant-specific, and based on toxicity 
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testing conducted by an independent, third-party laboratory.  A typical MATC 
would be: 
 
The MATC is equal to the geometric mean of the NOEC (No Observed Effect 
Concentration) and LOEC (Lowest Observed Effect Concentration) Acute and 
Chronic toxicity results for most sensitive species determined for the specific 
coagulant.  The most sensitive species test shall be used to determine the 
MATC. 
 
Natural Channel Evolution 
The physical trend in channel adjustments following a disturbance that causes 
the river to have more energy and degrade or aggrade more sediment. Channels 
have been observed to pass through 5 to 9 evolution types. Once they pass 
though the suite of evolution stages, they will rest in a new state of equilibrium. 
 
Non-Storm Water Discharges 
Discharges are discharges that do not originate from precipitation events.  They 
can include, but are not limited to, discharges of process water, air conditioner 
condensate, non-contact cooling water, vehicle wash water, sanitary wastes, 
concrete washout water, paint wash water, irrigation water, or pipe testing water. 
 
Non-Visible Pollutants 
Pollutants associated with a specific site or activity that can have a negative 
impact on water quality, but cannot be seen though observation (ex: chlorine). 
Such pollutants being discharged are not authorized. 
  
Numeric Action Level (NAL) 
Level is used as a warning to evaluate if best management practices are 
effective and take necessary corrective actions. Not an effluent limit.  
 
Original Sample Material  
The material (i.e., macroinvertebrates, organic material, gravel, etc.) remaining 
after the subsample has been removed for identification.  
 
pH 
Unit universally used to express the intensity of the acid or alkaline condition of a 
water sample.  The pH of natural waters tends to range between 6 and 9, with 
neutral being 7.  Extremes of pH can have deleterious effects on aquatic 
systems. 
 
Post-Construction BMPs 
Structural and non-structural controls which detain, retain, or filter the release of 
pollutants to receiving waters after final stabilization is attained.   
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Preliminary Phase (Pre-Construction Phase - Part of the Grading and Land 
Development Phase) 
Construction stage including rough grading and/or disking, clearing and grubbing 
operations, or any soil disturbance prior to mass grading. 
 
Project 
 
Qualified SWPPP Developer 
Individual who is authorized to develop and revise SWPPPs.   
 
Qualified SWPPP Practitioner 
Individual assigned responsibility for non-storm water and storm water visual 
observations, sampling and analysis, and responsibility to ensure full compliance 
with the permit and implementation of all elements of the SWPPP, including the 
preparation of the annual compliance evaluation and the elimination of all 
unauthorized discharges.   
 
Qualifying Rain Event 
Any event that produces 0.5 inches or more precipitation with a 48 hour or 
greater period between rain events. 
 
R Factor 
Erosivity factor used in the Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE).  The 
R factor represents the erosivity of the climate at a particular location. An 
average annual value of R is determined from historical weather records using 
erosivity values determined for individual storms. The erosivity of an individual 
storm is computed as the product of the storm's total energy, which is closely 
related to storm amount, and the storm's maximum 30-minute intensity. 
 
Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) 
Written document, specific for each rain event, that when implemented is 
designed to protect all exposed portions of the site within 48 hours of any likely 
precipitation event. 
   
Remaining Sub sampled Material  
The material (e.g., organic material, gravel, etc.) that remains after the organisms 
to be identified have been removed from the subsample for identification. 
(Generally, no macroinvertebrates are present in the remaining subsampled 
material, but the sample needs to be checked and verified using a complete 
Quality Assurance (QA) plan)  
 
Routine Maintenance  
Activities intended to maintain the original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or 
original purpose of a facility.  
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Runoff Control BMPs 
Measures used to divert runon from offsite and runoff within the site.   
 
Run-on 
Discharges that originate offsite and flow onto the property of a separate project 
site. 
   
Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation (RUSLE) 
Empirical model that calculates average annual soil loss as a function of rainfall 
and runoff erosivity, soil erodibility, topography, erosion controls, and sediment 
controls.   
 
Sampling and Analysis Plan 
Document that describes how the samples will be collected, under what 
conditions, where and when the samples will be collected, what the sample will 
be tested for, what test methods and detection limits will be used, and what 
methods/procedures will be maintained to ensure the integrity of the sample 
during collection, storage, shipping and testing (i.e., quality assurance/quality 
control protocols). 
 
Sediment 
Solid particulate matter, both mineral and organic, that is in suspension, is being 
transported, or has been moved from its site of origin by air, water, gravity, or ice 
and has come to rest on the earth's surface either above or below sea level. 
 
Sedimentation 
Process of deposition of suspended matter carried by water, wastewater, or other 
liquids, by gravity. It is usually accomplished by reducing the velocity of the liquid 
below the point at which it can transport the suspended material.  
 
Sediment Control BMPs 
Practices that trap soil particles after they have been eroded by rain, flowing 
water, or wind.  They include those practices that intercept and slow or detain the 
flow of storm water to allow sediment to settle and be trapped (e.g., silt fence, 
sediment basin, fiber rolls, etc.). 
 
Settleable Solids (SS) 
Solid material that can be settled within a water column during a specified time 
frame.  It is typically tested by placing a water sample into an Imhoff settling cone 
and then allowing the solids to settle by gravity for a given length of time.  
Results are reported either as a volume (mL/L) or a mass (mg/L) concentration. 
 
Sheet Flow 
Flow of water that occurs overland in areas where there are no defined channels 
where the water spreads out over a large area at a uniform depth. 
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Site 
 
Soil Amendment 
Any material that is added to the soil to change its chemical properties, 
engineering properties, or erosion resistance that could become mobilized by 
storm water.   
 
Streets and Utilities Phase 
Construction stage including excavation and street paving, lot grading, curbs, 
gutters and sidewalks, public utilities, public water facilities including fire 
hydrants, public sanitary sewer systems, storm sewer system and/or other 
drainage improvements. 
 
Structural Controls 
Any structural facility designed and constructed to mitigate the adverse impacts 
of storm water and urban runoff pollution 
 
Suspended Sediment Concentration (SSC)  
The measure of the concentration of suspended solid material in a water sample 
by measuring the dry weight of all of the solid material from a known volume of a 
collected water sample.  Results are reported in mg/L. 
 
Total Suspended Solids (TSS)  
The measure of the suspended solids in a water sample includes inorganic 
substances, such as soil particles and organic substances, such as algae, 
aquatic plant/animal waste, particles related to industrial/sewage waste, etc.  The 
TSS test measures the concentration of suspended solids in water by measuring 
the dry weight of a solid material contained in a known volume of a sub-sample 
of a collected water sample. Results are reported in mg/L. 
 
Toxicity 
The adverse response(s) of organisms to chemicals or physical agents ranging 
from mortality to physiological responses such as impaired reproduction or 
growth anomalies. 
 
Turbidity  
The cloudiness of water quantified by the degree to which light traveling through 
a water column is scattered by the suspended organic and inorganic particles it 
contains.  The turbidity test is reported in Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU) or 
Jackson Turbidity Units (JTU). 
 
Vertical Construction Phase 
The Build out of structures from foundations to roofing, including rough 
landscaping. 
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Waters of the United States 
Generally refers to surface waters, as defined by the federal Environmental 
Protection Agency in 40 C.F.R. § 122.2.1 
 
Water Quality Objectives (WQO) 
Water quality objectives are defined in the California Water Code as limits or 
levels of water quality constituents or characteristics, which are established for 
the reasonable protection of beneficial uses of water or the prevention of 
nuisance within a specific area. 
 
 
 
 

 
1  The application of the definition of “waters of the United States” may be difficult to determine; there are 
currently several judicial decisions that create some confusion.  If a landowner is unsure whether the 
discharge must be covered by this General Permit, the landowner may wish to seek legal advice. 
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Acronym List 

 
ASBS    Areas of Special Biological Significance 
ASTM  American Society of Testing and Materials; Standard Test 

Method for Particle-Size Analysis of Soils 
ATS      Active Treatment System 
BASMAA      Bay Area Storm water Management Agencies Association 
BAT   Best Available Technology Economically Achievable 
BCT   Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology 
BMP     Best Management Practices 
BOD   Biochemical Oxygen Demand 
BPJ    Best Professional Judgment 
CAFO     Confined Animal Feeding Operation 
CCR   California Code of Regulations 
CEQA   California Environmental Quality Act 
CFR     Code of Federal Regulations 
CGP NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges 

Associated with Construction Activities 
CIWQS     California Integrated Water Quality System 
CKD      Cement Kiln Dust  
COC   Chain of Custody 
CPESC  Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control 
CPSWQ  Certified Professional in Storm Water Quality 
CSMP     Construction Site Monitoring Program 
CTB      Cement Treated Base 
CTR       California Toxics Rule 
CWA     Clean Water Act 
CWC   California Water Code 
CWP     Center for Watershed Protection 
DADMAC  Diallyldimethyl-ammonium chloride 
DDNR     Delaware Department of Natural Resources 
DFG   Department of Fish and Game 
DHS   Department of Health Services 
DWQ   Division of Water Quality 
EC   Electrical Conductivity 
ELAP   Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program 
EPA   Environmental Protection Agency 
ESA   Environmentally Sensitive Area 
ESC   Erosion and Sediment Control 
HSPF    Hydrologic Simulation Program Fortran   
JTU   Jackson Turbidity Units 
LID    Low Impact Development 
LOEC   Lowest Observed Effect Concentration 
LRP   Legally Responsible Person 
LUP      Linear Underground/Overhead Projects 
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MATC   Maximum Allowable Threshold Concentration 
MDL   Method Detection Limits 
MRR   Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 
MS4      Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System 
MUSLE     Modified Universal Soil Loss Equation 
NAL     Numeric Action Level 
NEL     Numeric Effluent Limitation 
NICET National Institute for Certification in Engineering 

Technologies 
NOAA    National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NOEC   No Observed Effect Concentration 
NOI     Notice of Intent  
NOT     Notice of Termination 
NPDES  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRCS   Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NTR      National Toxics Rule 
NTU      Nephelometric Turbidity Units 
O&M   Operation and Maintenance 
PAC   Polyaluminum chloride 
PAM   Polyacrylamide 
PASS   Polyaluminum chloride Silica/sulfate 
POC   Pollutants of Concern 
PoP    Probability of Precipitation 
POTW  Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
PRDs    Permit Registration Documents 
PWS   Planning Watershed 
QAMP   Quality Assurance Management Plan 
QA/QC  Quality Assurance/Quality Control 
REAP    Rain Event Action Plan 
Regional Board Regional Water Quality Control Board 
ROWD    Report of Waste Discharge 
RUSLE  Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation 
RW   Receiving Water 
SMARTS    Storm water Multi Application Reporting and Tracking 
System 
SS   Settleable Solids 
SSC      Suspended Sediment Concentration 
SUSMP  Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan 
SW   Storm Water 
SWARM      Storm Water Annual Report Module 
SWAMP  Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 
SWMM  Storm Water Management Model 
SWMP    Storm Water Management Program 
SWPPP    Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
TC   Treatment Control 
TDS   Total Dissolved Solids 
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TMDL    Total Maximum Daily Load 
TSS   Total Suspended Solids 
USACOE  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USC    United States Code 
USEPA    United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USGS   United States Geological Survey 
WDID   Waste Discharge Identification Number 
WDR   Waste Discharge Requirements 
WLA   Waste Load Allocation 
WET   Whole Effluent Toxicity 
WRCC  Western Regional Climate Center 
WQBEL  Water Quality Based Effluent Limitation 
WQO   Water Quality Objective 
WQS   Water Quality Standard 
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NORTH COAST REGION (1) 
5550 Skylane Blvd, Ste. A 
Santa Rose, CA  95403 
(707) 576-2220 FAX: (707)523-0135 
 

CENTRAL COAST REGION (3) 
895 Aerovista Place, Ste 101 
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401 
(805) 549-3147 FAX: (805) 543-0397 
 

LAHONTAN REGION (6 SLT) 
2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd. 
South Lake Tahoe, CA  96150 
(530) 542-5400 FAX: (530) 544-2271 
 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION (2) 
1515 Clay Street, Ste. 1400 
Oakland, CA  94612 
(510) 622-2300 FAX: (510) 622-2640 

LOS ANGELES REGION (4) 
320 W. 4th Street, Ste. 200 
Los Angeles, CA  90013 
(213) 576-6600 FAX: (213) 576-6640 
 
 

VICTORVILLE OFFICE (6V) 
14440 Civic Drive, Ste. 200 
Victorville, CA  92392-2383 
(760) 241-6583 FAX: (760) 241-7308 

 CENTRAL VALLEY REGION (5S) 
11020 Sun Center Dr., #200 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-6114 
(916) 464-3291 FAX: (916) 464-4645 
 

COLORADO RIVER BASIN REGION (7) 
73-720 Fred Waring Dr., Ste. 100 
Palm Desert, CA  92260 
(760) 346-7491 FAX: (760) 341-6820 
 

 FRESNO BRANCH OFFICE (5F) 
1685 E St. 
Fresno, CA  93706 
(559) 445-5116 FAX: (559) 445-5910 
 

SANTA ANA REGION (8) 
3737 Main Street, Ste. 500 
Riverside, CA  92501-3339 
Phone (951) 782-4130 FAX: (951) 781-6288 
 

 REDDING BRANCH OFFICE (5R) 
415 Knollcrest Drive, Ste. 100 
Redding, CA  96002 
(530) 224-4845 FAX: (530) 224-4857 
 

SAN DIEGO REGION (9) 
9174 Sky Park Court, Ste. 100 
San Diego, CA  92123-4340 
(858) 467-2952 FAX: (858) 571-6972 
 

   
STATE WATER BOARD 
PO Box 1977 
Sacramento, CA 95812-1977 
stormwater@waterboards.ca.gov 
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FACT SHEET/RATIONALE 
TECHNICAL REPORT  

for 

ORDER NO. R2-2009-0074   

NPDES Permit No. CAS612008 

Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit 
and 

Waste Discharge Requirements 
 

for 
 

The cities of Alameda, Albany, Berkeley, Dublin, Emeryville, Fremont, Hayward, 
Livermore, Newark, Oakland, Piedmont, Pleasanton, San Leandro, and Union City, 
Alameda County, the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, 
and Zone 7 of the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, which 
have joined together to form the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program 
 
The cities of Clayton, Concord, El Cerrito, Hercules, Lafayette, Martinez, Orinda, Pinole, 
Pittsburg, Pleasant Hill, Richmond, San Pablo, San Ramon, and Walnut Creek, the towns 
of Danville and Moraga, Contra Costa County, and the Contra Costa County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District, which have joined together to form the Contra 
Costa Clean Water Program 
 
The cities of Campbell, Cupertino, Los Altos, Milpitas, Monte Sereno, Mountain View, 
Palo Alto, San Jose, Santa Clara, Saratoga, and Sunnyvale, the towns of Los Altos Hills 
and Los Gatos, the Santa Clara Valley Water District, and Santa Clara County, which 
have joined together to form the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program 
 
The cities of Belmont, Brisbane, Burlingame, Daly City, East Palo Alto, Foster City, Half 
Moon Bay, Menlo Park, Millbrae, Pacifica, Redwood City, San Bruno, San Carlos, San 
Mateo, and South San Francisco, the towns of Atherton, Colma, Hillsborough, Portola 
Valley, and Woodside, the San Mateo County Flood Control District, and San Mateo 
County, which have joined together to form the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution 
Prevention Program 
 
The cities of Fairfield and Suisun City, which have joined together to form the Fairfield-
Suisun Urban Runoff Management Program 
 
The City of Vallejo and the Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District 
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I. CONTACT INFORMATION  
 

Water Board Staff Contact:  Dale Bowyer, 1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400, Oakland, CA 
94612,  510-622-2323, 510-622-2501 (fax), email: dbowyer@waterboards.ca.gov  

The Permit and other related documents can be downloaded from the Water Board website 
at:  http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/mrp.htm 

Comments can be electronically submitted to mrp@waterboards.ca.gov. 

All documents referenced in this Fact Sheet and in the Order are available for public review 
at the Water Board office, located at the address listed above. Public records are available 
for inspection during regular business hours, from 9:00 am to 4:00 pm, Monday through 
Friday, 12 - 1 pm excluded. Per the Governor’s order calling for furloughs, the Water Board 
office will be closed the first three Fridays of each month through June 2010. To schedule 
an appointment to inspect public records, contact Melinda Wong at 510-622-2430.  

II. PERMIT GOALS AND PUBLIC PROCESS  

Goals 
The Goals for the Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit (hereinafter, the Permit) 
Development Process include: 

1. Consolidate six Phase I municipal stormwater NPDES permits into one consistent 
permit which is regional in scope.   

2. Include more specificity in NPDES permit order language and requirements. Create 
(A) required stormwater management actions, (B) a specific level of implementation 
for each action or set of actions, and (C) reporting and effectiveness evaluation 
requirements for each action sufficient to determine compliance.   

3. Incorporate the Stormwater Management Plan level of detail and specificity into the 
Permit.  Stormwater Management Plans have always been considered integral to the 
municipal stormwater NPDES permits, but have not received the level of public 
review in the adoption process necessary relative to their importance in adequate 
stormwater pollutant management implementation. 

4. Implement and enhance actions to control 303(d) listed pollutants, pollutants of 
concern, and achieve Waste Load Allocations adopted under Total Maximum Daily 
Loads. 

5. Implement more specific and comprehensive stormwater monitoring, including 
monitoring for 303(d) listed pollutants. 

Public Process 
Water Board staff conducted a series of stakeholder meetings and workshops with the 
Permittees and other interested parties to develop this Permit over the past 3 years. These 
meetings included Water Board staff, representatives of the Permittees, representatives of 

mailto:dbowyer@waterboards.ca.gov
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/mrp.htm
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environmental groups, homebuilders, private citizens, and other interested parties. The 
following is a summary of the lengthy stakeholder process. 

 (2004–2005) Water Board staff and the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association (BASMAA) agreed to develop a municipal regional stormwater permit. Board 
staff and BASMAA held monthly meetings to agree on the regional permit approach and 
developed concepts and ground rules for a Steering Committee. The Steering Committee 
for the Permit began regular monthly meetings, and there was agreement to form work 
groups to develop options for permit program components in table format. 

 (2006) Water Board staff, BASMAA, and nongovernmental groups met and discussed the 
Performance Standard (i.e., actions, implementation levels, and reporting requirements) 
tables from six workgroups. In addition to the Steering Committee, Work Group 
Stakeholder meetings focused on the six program elements to complete the Performance 
Standard Tables and discuss other issues in preparation for creating the first Draft Permit 
Provisions. Two large public workshops were held in November with all interested 
stakeholders to discuss Work Group products. 

 (2007) The Water Board held a public workshop in March to receive public input. Board 
staff distributed an Administrative Draft Permit dated May 1, 2007, held multiple meetings 
and received comment.  

(2007- 2008) On December 14, 2007, Board staff distributed the Tentative Order for a 77-
day written public comment period ending February 29, 2008. A public hearing for oral 
testimony was held on March 11, 2008. During the remainder of 2008 there were additional 
meetings with stakeholders, and Board staff worked on revisions to the Tentative Order and 
produced responses to both written comments received by February 29, 2008, and oral 
comments received at the March 11, 2008, hearing.  The Revised Tentative Order for the 
MRP was released on February 11, 2009, and a May 13, 2009, hearing before the Water 
Board was scheduled.  Written comments on the revisions to the Tentative Order were 
received until April 3, 2009. 

(2009) After the May 2009 MRP Public Hearing, Water Board staff held numerous 
meetings with the Permittees (via the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association) and other key stakeholders including Save the Bay, NRDC, the Northern 
California Homebuilders, S.F. BayKeeper and the U.S. EPA.  These meetings have been 
focused on discussion of revisions to the MRP Tentative Order in response to comments 
received, in an effort to resolve issues primarily related to Provisions C.3 New 
Development, C.8 Monitoring, C.10 Trash Load Reduction, C.11 Mercury Controls, C.12 
PCBs Controls, and C.15 Exempt Non-Stormwater Discharges.   
 

Implementation 

It is the Water Board's intent that this Permit shall ensure attainment of applicable water 
quality objectives and protection of the beneficial uses of receiving waters and associated 
habitat. This Permit requires that discharges shall not cause exceedances of water quality 
objectives nor shall they cause certain conditions to occur that create a condition of 
nuisance or water quality impairment in receiving waters. Accordingly, the Water Board is 
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requiring that these standard requirements be addressed through the implementation of 
technically and economically feasible control measures to reduce pollutants in stormwater 
discharges to the maximum extent practicable as provided in Provisions C.1 through C.15 
of this Permit and section 402(p) of the CWA. Compliance with the Discharge Prohibitions, 
Receiving Water Limitations, and Provisions of this Permit is deemed compliance with the 
requirements of this Permit. If these measures, in combination with controls on other point 
and nonpoint sources of pollutants, do not result in attainment of applicable water quality 
objectives, the Water Board may invoke Provision C.1. and may reopen this Permit 
pursuant to Provisions C.1 and C.15 of this Permit to impose additional conditions that 
require implementation of additional control measures. 

Each of the Permittees is individually responsible for adoption and enforcement of 
ordinances and policies, for implementation of assigned control measures or best 
management practices (BMPs) needed to prevent or reduce pollutants in stormwater, and 
for providing funds for the capital, operation, and maintenance expenditures necessary to 
implement such control measures/BMPs within its jurisdiction. Each Permittee is also 
responsible for its share of the costs of the area-wide component of the countywide program 
to which the Permittee belongs. Enforcement actions concerning non-compliance with the 
Permit will be pursued against individual Permittee(s) responsible for specific violations of 
the Permit. 

III. BACKGROUND 

Early Permitting Approach 
The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) was amended in 1987 to address urban stormwater 
runoff pollution of the nation’s waters. One requirement of the amendment was that many 
municipalities throughout the United States were obligated for the first time to obtain 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits for discharges of urban 
runoff from their Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4s). In response to the 
CWA amendment (and the pending federal NPDES regulations which would implement the 
amendment), the Water Board issued a municipal storm water Phase I permits in the early 
1990s.  These permits were issued to the entire county-wide urban areas of Santa Clara, 
Alameda, San Mateo and Contra Costa Counties, rather than to individual cities over 
100,000 population threshold.  The cities chose to collaborate in countywide groups, to pool 
resources and expertise, and share information, public outreach and monitoring costs, 
among other tasks. 

During the early permitting cycles, the county-wide programs developed many of the 
implementation specifics which were set forth in their Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Management Plans (Plans).  The permit orders were relatively simple documents that 
referred to the stormwater Plans for implementation details.  Often specific aspects of 
permit and Plan implementation evolved during the five year permit cycle, with relatively 
significant changes approved at the Water Board staff level without significant public 
review and comment. 
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Merging Permit Requirements and Specific Requirements Previously 
Contained in Stormwater Management Plans 
US EPA stormwater rules for Phase I stormwater permits envisioned a process in which 
municipal stormwater management programs contained the detailed BMP and specific level 
of implementation information, and are reviewed and approved by the permitting agency 
before the municipal NPDES stormwater permits are adopted.  The current and previous 
permits established a definition of a stormwater management program and required each 
Permittee to submit an urban runoff management plan and annual work plans for 
implementing its stormwater management program.  An advantage to this approach was 
that it provided flexibility for Permittees to tailor their stormwater management programs to 
reflect local priorities and needs.  However, Water Board staff found it difficult to 
determine Permittees’ compliance with the current permits, due to the lack of specific 
requirements and measurable outcomes of some required actions.  Furthermore, federal 
stormwater regulations require that modifications to stormwater management programs, 
such as annual revisions to urban runoff management plans, be approved through a public 
process.  

Recent court decisions have reiterated that federal regulations and State law require that the 
implementation specifics of Municipal Stormwater NPDES permits be adopted after 
adequate public review and comment, and that no significant change in the permit 
requirements except minor modifications can occur during the permit term without a similar 
level of public review and comment.   

This Permit introduces a modification to these previous approaches by establishing the 
stormwater management program requirements and defining up front, as part of the Permit 
Development Process, the minimum acceptable elements of the municipal stormwater 
management program.  The advantages of this approach are that it satisfies the public 
involvement requirements of both the federal Clean Water Act and the State Water Code.  
An advantage for Permittees and the public of this approach is that the permit requirements 
are known at the time of permit issuance and not left to be determined later through 
iterative review and approval of work plans.  While it may still be necessary to amend the 
Permit prior to expiration, any need to this should be minimized.   

This Permit does not include approval of all Permittees’ stormwater management programs 
or annual reports as part of the administration of the Permit.  To do so would require 
significantly increased staff resources.  Instead, minimum measures have been established 
to simplify assessment of compliance and allow the public to more easily assess each 
Permittee’s compliance.  Each Permit provision and its reporting requirements are written 
with this in mind.  That is, each provision establishes the required actions, minimum 
implementation levels (i.e., minimum percentage of facilities inspected annually, escalating 
enforcement, reporting requirements for tracking projects, number of monitoring sites, etc.), 
and specific reporting elements to substantiate that these implementation levels have been 
met.  Water Board staff will evaluate each individual Permittee’s compliance through 
annual report review and the audit process.   

The challenge in drafting the Permit is to provide the flexibility described above 
considering the different sizes and resources while ensuring that the Permit is still 
enforceable. To achieve this, the Permit frequently prescribes minimum measurable 
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outcomes, while providing Permittees with flexibility in the approaches they use to meet 
those outcomes. Enforceability has been found to be a critical aspect of the Permit. To 
avoid these types of situations, a balance between flexibility and enforceability has been 
crafted into the Permit.  

Current Permit Approach 
In the previous permit issuances, the detailed actions to be implemented by the Permittees 
were contained in Stormwater Management Plans, which were separate from the NPDES 
permits, and incorporated by reference. Because those plans were legally an integral part of 
the permits and were subject to complete public notice, review and comment, this permit 
reissuance incorporates those plan level details in the permit, thus merging the Permittees’ 
stormwater management plans into the permit in one document. This Permit specifies the 
actions necessary to reduce the discharge of pollutants in stormwater to the maximum 
extent practicable, in a manner designed to achieve compliance with water quality standards 
and objectives, and effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into municipal storm 
drain systems and watercourses within the Permittees’ jurisdictions. This set of specific 
actions is equivalent to the requirements that in past permit cycles were included in a 
separate stormwater management plan for each Permittee or countywide group of 
Permittees. With this permit reissuance, that level of specific compliance detail is integrated 
into permit language and is not a separate document. 

The Permit includes requirements for the following components: 

• Municipal Operations  
• New Development and Redevelopment 
• Industrial and Commercial Site Controls 
• Illicit Discharge and Elimination 
• Construction Site Controls 
• Public Information and Outreach 
• Water Quality Monitoring 
• Pesticides Toxicity Controls  
• Trash Reduction 
• Mercury Controls 
• PCBs Controls 
• Copper Controls 
• Polybrominated Diphenyl Ethers (PBDE), Legacy Pesticides, and Selenium 
• Exempt and Conditionally Exempt Discharges 

IV. ECONOMIC ISSUES  
 

Economic discussions of urban runoff management programs tend to focus on costs 
incurred by municipalities in developing and implementing the programs. This is 
appropriate, and these costs are significant and a major issue for the Permittees. However, 
when considering the cost of implementing the urban runoff programs, it is also important 
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to consider the alternative costs incurred by not fully implementing the programs, as well as 
the benefits which result from program implementation.  

It is very difficult to ascertain the true cost of implementation of the Permittees’ urban 
runoff management programs because of inconsistencies in reporting by the Permittees. 
Reported costs of compliance for the same program element can vary widely from 
Permittee to Permittee, often by a very wide margin that is not easily explained.57 Despite 
these problems, efforts have been made to identify urban runoff management program 
costs, which can be helpful in understanding the costs of program implementation.  

In 1999, United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) reported on multiple 
studies it conducted to determine the cost of urban runoff management programs. A study 
of Phase II municipalities determined that the annual cost of the Phase II program was 
expected to be $9.16 per household. USEPA also studied 35 Phase I municipalities, finding 
costs to be similar to those anticipated for Phase II municipalities, at $9.08 per household 
annually.58  

A study on program cost was also conducted by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (LARWQCB), where program costs reported in the municipalities’ annual 
reports were assessed. The LARWQCB estimated that average per household cost to 
implement the MS4 program in Los Angeles County was $12.50.  

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) also commissioned a study 
by the California State University, Sacramento to assess costs of the Phase I MS4 program. 
This study is current and includes an assessment of costs incurred by the City of Encinitas 
in implementing its program. Annual cost per household in the study ranged from $18-46, 
with the City of Encinitas representing the upper end of the range.59 The cost of the City of 
Encinitas’ program is understandable, given the City’s coastal location, reliance on tourism, 
and consent decree with environmental groups regarding its program. For these reasons, as 
well as the general recognition the City of Encinitas receives for implementing a superior 
program, the City’s program cost can be considered as the high end of the spectrum for 
Permittee urban runoff management program costs.  

It is important to note that reported program costs are not all attributable to compliance with 
MS4 permits. Many program components, and their associated costs, existed before any 
MS4 permits were issued. For example, street sweeping and trash collection costs cannot be 
solely or even principally attributable to MS4 permit compliance, since these practices have 
long been implemented by municipalities. Therefore, true program cost resulting from MS4 
permit requirements is some fraction of reported costs. The California State University, 
Sacramento study found that only 38% of program costs are new costs fully attributable to 
MS4 permits. The remainder of program costs were either pre-existing or resulted from 
enhancement of pre-exiting programs.60 The County of Orange found that even lesser 
amounts of program costs are solely attributable to MS4 permit compliance, reporting that 
the amount attributable to implement its Drainage Area Management Plan, its municipal 

 
57 LARWQCB, 2003. Review and Analysis of Budget Data Submitted by the Permittees for Fiscal Years 2000-2003.p.2 
58 Federal Register / Vol. 64, No. 235 / Wednesday, December 8, 1999 / Rules and Regulations. P. 68791-68792. 
59 State Water Board, 2005. NPDES Stormwater Cost Survey. P. ii 
60 Ibid. P. 58. 
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stormwater permit requirements, is less than 20% of the total budget. The remaining 80% is 
attributable to pre-existing programs.61  

It is also important to acknowledge that the vast majority of costs that will be incurred as a 
result of implementing the Order are not new. Urban runoff management programs have 
been in place in this region for over 15 years. Any increase in cost to the Permittees will be 
incremental in nature.  

Urban runoff management programs cannot be considered in terms of their costs only. The 
programs must also be viewed in terms of their value to the public. For example, household 
willingness to pay for improvements in fresh water quality for fishing and boating has been 
estimated by USEPA to be $158-210.62 This estimate can be considered conservative, since 
it does not include important considerations such as marine waters benefits, wildlife 
benefits, or flood control benefits. The California State University, Sacramento study 
corroborates USEPA’s estimates, reporting annual household willingness to pay for 
statewide clean water to be $180.63 When viewed in comparison to household costs of 
existing urban runoff management programs, these household willingness to pay estimates 
exhibit that per household costs incurred by Permittees to implement their urban runoff 
management programs remain reasonable.  

Another important way to consider urban runoff management program costs is to consider 
the implementation cost in terms of costs incurred by not improving the programs. Urban 
runoff in southern California has been found to cause illness in people bathing near storm 
drains.64  A study of south Huntington Beach and north Newport Beach found that an 
illness rate of about 0.8% among bathers at those beaches resulted in about $3 million 
annually in health-related expenses.65   Extrapolation of such numbers to the beaches and 
other water contact recreation in San Francisco Bay and the tributary creeks of the region 
could result in huge expenses to the public.  

Urban runoff and its impact on receiving waters also places a cost on tourism. the 
California Division of Tourism has estimated that each out-of-state visitor spends $101.00 a 
day.   The experience of Huntington Beach provides an example of the potential economic 
impact of poor water quality. Approximately 8 miles of Huntington Beach were closed for 
two months in the middle of summer of 1999, impacting beach visitation and the local 
economy.  

Finally, it is important to consider the benefits of urban runoff management programs in 
conjunction with their costs. A recent study conducted by USC/UCLA assessed the costs 
and benefits of implementing various approaches for achieving compliance with the MS4 
permits in the Los Angeles Region. The study found that non-structural systems would cost 
$2.8 billion but provide $5.6 billion in benefit. If structural systems were determined to be 
needed, the study found that total costs would be $5.7 to $7.4 billion, while benefits could 

 
61 County of Orange, 2000. A NPDES Annual Progress Report. P. 60. More current data from the County of Orange is 

not used in this discussion because the County of Orange no longer reports such information. 
62 Federal Register / Vol. 64, No. 235 / Wednesday, December 8, 1999 / Rules and Regulations. P. 68793. 
63 State Water Board, 2005. NPDES Stormwater Cost Survey. P. iv. 
64 Haile, R.W., et al, 1996. An Epidemiological Study of Possible Adverse Health Effects of Swimming in Santa 

Monica Bay. Santa Monica Bay Restoration Project. 
65 Los Angeles Times, May 2, 2005. Here’s What Ocean Germs Cost You: A UC Irvine Study Tallies the Cost of 

Treatment and Lost Wages for Beachgoers Who Get Sick. 
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reach $18 billion.66 Costs are anticipated to be borne over many years – probably ten years 
at least. As can be seen, the benefits of the programs are expected to considerably exceed 
their costs. Such findings are corroborated by USEPA, which found that the benefits of 
implementation of its Phase II storm water rule would also outweigh the costs.67   

V. LEGAL AUTHORITY  

The following statutes, regulations, and Water Quality Control Plans provide the basis for 
the requirements of Order No. R2-2009-0074: CWA, California Water Code (CWC), 40 
CFR Parts 122, 123, 124 (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit 
Application Regulations for Storm Water Discharges, Final Rule), Part II of 40 CFR Parts 
9, 122, 123, and 124 (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System – Regulations for 
Revision of the Water Pollution Control Program Addressing Storm Water Discharges; 
Final Rule), Water Quality Control Plan – Ocean Waters of California (California Ocean 
Plan), Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan), 40 CFR 
131Water Quality Standards; Establishment of Numeric Criteria for Priority Toxic 
Pollutants for the State of California; Rule (California Toxics Rule), and the California 
Toxics Rule Implementation Plan.  

The legal authority citations below generally apply to directives in Order No. R2-2009-
0074, and provide the Water Board with ample underlying authority to require each of the 
directives of Order No. R2-2009-0074..  Legal authority citations are also provided with 
each permit provision in this Fact Sheet.  

CWA 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) – The CWA requires in section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) that permits for 
discharges from municipal storm sewers “shall include a requirement to effectively prohibit 
non-stormwater discharges into the storm sewers.”  

CWA 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) – The CWA requires in section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) that permits for 
discharges from municipal storm sewers “shall require controls to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including management practices, control 
techniques and system, design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the 
Administrator or the State determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants.”  

40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B,C,E, and F) – Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(i)(B,C,D,E, and F) require that each Permittee’s permit application “shall 
consist of: (i) Adequate legal authority. A demonstration that the applicant can operate 
pursuant to legal authority established by statute, ordinance or series of contracts which 
authorizes or enables the applicant at a minimum to: […] (B) Prohibit through ordinance, 
order or similar means, illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer; (C) Control 
through ordinance, order or similar means the discharge to a municipal separate storm 
sewer of spills, dumping or disposal of materials other than storm water; (D) Control 
through interagency agreements among co-applicants the contribution of pollutants from 
one portion of the municipal system to another portion of the municipal system; (E) Require 
compliance with condition in ordinances, permits, contracts or orders; and (F) Carry out all 

 
66 LARWQCB, 2004. Alternative Approaches to Stormwater Control. 
67 Federal Register / Vol. 64, No. 235 / Wednesday, December 8, 1999 / Rules and Regulations. P. 68791. 
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inspection, surveillance and monitoring procedures necessary to determine compliance and 
noncompliance with permit conditions including the prohibition on illicit discharges to the 
municipal separate storm sewer.”  

40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv) – Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv) requires  “a 
comprehensive planning process which involves public participation and where necessary 
intergovernmental coordination, to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable using management practices, control techniques and system, design and 
engineering methods, and such other provisions which are appropriate. The program shall 
also include a description of staff and equipment available to implement the program. […] 
Proposed programs may impose controls on a system wide basis, a watershed basis, a 
jurisdiction basis, or on individual outfalls. […] Proposed management programs shall 
describe priorities for implementing controls.”  

40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A -D) – Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A -
D) require municipalities to implement controls to reduce pollutants in urban runoff from 
new development and significant redevelopment, construction, and commercial, residential, 
industrial, and municipal land uses or activities. Control of illicit discharges is also 
required.  

CWC 13377 – CWC section 13377 requires that “Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this division, the state board or the regional boards shall, as required or authorized by the 
CWA, as amended, issue waste discharge requirements and dredged or fill material permits 
which apply and ensure compliance with all applicable provisions of the act and acts 
amendatory thereof or supplementary, thereto, together with anymore stringent effluent 
standards or limitation necessary to implement water quality control plans, or for the 
protection of beneficial uses, or to prevent nuisance.”  

Order No. R2-2009-0074 is an essential mechanism for achieving the water quality 
objectives that have been established for protecting the beneficial uses of the water 
resources in the San Francisco Bay Region. Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 
122.44(d)(1) requires MS4 permits to include any requirements necessary to “achieve water 
quality standards established under CWA section 303, including State narrative criteria for 
water quality.” The term “water quality standards” in this context refers to a water body’s 
beneficial uses and the water quality objectives necessary to protect those beneficial uses, 
as established in the Basin Plan.  

State Mandates 
This Permit does not constitute an unfunded local government mandate subject to 
subvention under Article XIIIB, Section (6) of the California Constitution for several 
reasons, including, but not limited to, the following. First, this Permit implements federally 
mandated requirements under CWA section 402, subdivision (p)(3)(B). (33 U.S.C. 
§ 1342(p)(3)(B).)  This includes federal requirements to effectively prohibit non-
stormwater discharges, to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable, and to include such other provisions as the Administrator or the State 
determines appropriate for the control of such pollutants. Federal cases have held that these 
provisions require the development of permits and permit provisions on a case-by-case 
basis to satisfy federal requirements. (Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. USEPA 
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(9th Cir. 1992) 966 F.2d 1292, 1308, fn. 17.) The authority exercised under this Permit is 
not reserved state authority under the CWA’s savings clause (cf. Burbank v. State Water 
Resources Control Bd. (2005) 35 Cal.4th 613, 627-628 [relying on 33 U.S.C. § 1370, which 
allows a state to develop requirements that are not less stringent than federal 
requirements]), but instead, is part of a federal mandate to develop pollutant reduction 
requirements for MS4. To this extent, it is entirely federal authority that forms the legal 
basis to establish the permit provisions. (See, City of Rancho Cucamonga v. Regional 
Water Quality Control Bd.-Santa Ana Region (2006) 135 Cal.App.4th 1377, 1389; Building 
Industry Association of San Diego County v. State Water Resources Control Bd. (2004) 
124 Cal.App.4th 866, 882-883.) 

Likewise, the provisions of this Permit to implement total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) 
are federal mandates. The CWA requires TMDLs to be developed for waterbodies that do 
not meet federal water quality standards. (33 U.S.C. § 1313(d).) Once USEPA or a state 
develops a TMDL, federal law requires that permits must contain effluent limitations 
consistent with the assumptions of any applicable WLA. (40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B).) 

Second, the local agencies’ (Permittees’) obligations under this Permit are similar to, and in 
many respects less stringent than, the obligations of nongovernmental dischargers who are 
issued NPDES permits for stormwater discharges. With a few inapplicable exceptions, the 
CWA regulates the discharge of pollutants from point sources (33 U.S.C. § 1342) and the 
Porter-Cologne regulates the discharge of waste (Water Code, section 13263), both without 
regard to the source of the pollutant or waste. As a result, the costs incurred by local 
agencies to protect water quality reflect an overarching regulatory scheme that places 
similar requirements on governmental and nongovernmental dischargers. (See County of 
Los Angeles v. State of California (1987) 43 Cal.3d 46, 57-58 [finding comprehensive 
workers compensation scheme did not create a cost for local agencies that was subject to 
state subvention].) 

The CWA and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act largely regulate stormwater 
with an even hand, but to the extent that there is any relaxation of this evenhanded 
regulation, it is in favor of the local agencies. Except for MS4s, the CWA requires point 
source dischargers, including discharges of stormwater associated with industrial or 
construction activity, to comply strictly with water quality standards. (33 U.S.C. 
§ 1311(b)(1)(C), Defenders of Wildlife v. Browner (1999) 191 F.3d 1159, 1164-1165 
[noting that industrial stormwater discharges must strictly comply with water quality 
standards].) As discussed in prior State Water Board decisions, this Permit does not require 
strict compliance with water quality standards. (SWRCB Order No. WQ 2001-15, p. 7.) 
The Permit, therefore, regulates the discharge of waste in municipal stormwater more 
leniently than the discharge of waste from nongovernmental sources. 

Third, the Permittees have the authority to levy service charges, fees, or assessments 
sufficient to pay for compliance with this Permit. The fact sheet demonstrates that 
numerous activities contribute to the pollutant loading in the MS4. Permittees can levy 
service charges, fees, or assessments on these activities, independent of real property 
ownership. (See, e.g., Apartment Association of Los Angeles County, Inc. v. City of Los 
Angeles (2001) 24 Cal.4th 830, 842 [upholding inspection fees associated with renting 
property].) The ability of a local agency to defray the cost of a program without raising 
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taxes indicates that a program does not entail a cost subject to subvention. (County of 
Fresno v. State of California (1991) 53 Cal.3d 482, 487-488.) 

Fourth, the Permittees have requested permit coverage in lieu of compliance with the 
complete prohibition against the discharge of pollutants contained in CWA section 301, 
subdivision (a) (33 U.S.C. § 1311(a)) and in lieu of numeric restrictions on their discharges. 
To the extent Permittees have voluntarily availed themselves of the Permit, the program is 
not a state mandate. (Accord County of San Diego v. State of California (1997) 15 Cal.4th 
68, 107-108.) Likewise, the Permittees have voluntarily sought a program-based municipal 
stormwater permit in lieu of a numeric limits approach. (See City of Abilene v. USEPA 
(5th Cir. 2003) 325 F.3d 657, 662-663 [noting that municipalities can choose between a 
management permit or a permit with numeric limits].) The Permittees’ voluntary decision 
to file a report of waste discharge proposing a program-based permit is a voluntary decision 
not subject to subvention. (See Environmental Defense Center v. USEPA (9th Cir. 2003) 
344 F.3d 832, 845-848.) 

Fifth, the Permittees’ responsibility for preventing discharges of waste that can create 
conditions of pollution or nuisance from conveyances that are within their ownership or 
control under State law predates the enactment of Article XIIIB, Section (6) of the 
California Constitution. 

This Permit is based on the federal CWA, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
(Division 7 of the CWC, commencing with Section 13000), applicable State and federal 
regulations, all applicable provisions of statewide Water Quality Control Plans and Policies 
adopted by the State Water Board, the Basin Plan, the California Toxics Rule, and the 
California Toxics Rule Implementation Plan.  

Discussion: In 1987, Congress established CWA Amendments to create requirements for 
storm water discharges under the NPDES program, which provides for permit systems to 
regulate the discharge of pollutants. Under the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, 
the State Water Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Water Boards) have 
primary responsibility for the coordination and control of water quality, including the 
authority to implement the CWA. Porter-Cologne (section 13240) directs the Water Boards 
to set water quality objectives via adoption of Basin Plans that conform to all state policies 
for water quality control. As a means for achieving those water quality objectives, Porter-
Cologne (section 13243) further authorizes the Water Boards to establish waste discharge 
requirements (WDRs) to prohibit waste discharges in certain conditions or areas. Since 
1990, the Water Board has issued area-wide MS4 NPDES permits. The Permit will re-issue 
Order Nos. 99-058, 99-059, 01-024, R2-2003-0021, R2-2003-0034 to comply with the 
CWA and attain water quality objectives in the Basin Plan by limiting the contributions of 
pollutants conveyed by urban runoff. Further discussions of the legal authority associated 
with the prohibitions and directives of the Permit are provided in section V. of this 
document.  

This Permit supersedes NPDES Permit Nos. CAS029718, CAS029831, CAS029912, 
CAS029921, CAS612005, and CAS612006.  
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Basin Plan 
The Urban Runoff Management, Comprehensive Control Program section of the Basin Plan 
requires the Permittees to address existing water quality problems and prevent new 
problems associated with urban runoff through the development and implementation of a 
comprehensive control program focused on reducing current levels of pollutant loading to 
storm drains to the maximum extent practicable. The Basin Plan comprehensive program 
requirements are designed to be consistent with federal regulations (40 CFR Parts 122-124) 
and are implemented through issuance of NPDES permits to owners and operators of MS4s. 
A summary of the regulatory provisions is contained in Title 23 of the California Code of 
Regulations at section 3912. The Basin Plan identifies beneficial uses and establishes water 
quality objectives for surface waters in the Region, as well as effluent limitations and 
discharge prohibitions intended to protect those uses. This Permit implements the plans, 
policies, and provisions of the Water Board’s Basin Plan. 

Statewide General Permits  
The State Water Board has issued NPDES general permits for the regulation of stormwater 
discharges associated with industrial activities and construction activities. To effectively 
implement the New Development (and significant redevelopment) and Construction 
Controls, Illicit Discharge Controls, and Industrial and Commercial Discharge Controls 
components in this Permit, the Permittees will conduct investigations and local regulatory 
activities at industrial and construction sites covered by these general permits. However, 
under the CWA, the Water Board cannot delegate its own authority to enforce these general 
permits to the Permittees. Therefore, Water Board staff intends to work cooperatively with 
the Permittees to ensure that industries and construction sites within the Permittees’ 
jurisdictions are in compliance with applicable general permit requirements and are not 
subject to uncoordinated stormwater regulatory activities. 

Regulated Parties  
Each of the Permittees listed in this Permit owns or operates a MS4, through which it 
discharges urban runoff into waters of the United States within the San Francisco Bay 
Region. These MS4s fall into one or more of the following categories: (1) a medium or 
large MS4 that services a population of greater than 100,000 or 250,000 respectively; or (2) 
a small MS4 that is “interrelated” to a medium or large MS4; or (3) an MS4 which 
contributes to a violation of a water quality standard; or (4) an MS4 which is a significant 
contributor of pollutants to waters of the United States.  

Permit Coverage 
The Permittees each have jurisdiction over and maintenance responsibility for their 
respective MS4s in the Region.  Federal, State or regional entities within the Permittees’ 
boundaries, not currently named in this Permit, operate storm drain facilities and/or 
discharge stormwater to the storm drains and watercourses covered by this Permit. The 
Permittees may lack jurisdiction over these entities. Consequently, the Water Board 
recognizes that the Permittees should not be held responsible for such facilities and/or 
discharges. The Water Board will consider such facilities for coverage under NPDES 
permitting pursuant to USEPA Phase II stormwater regulations. Under Phase II, the Water 
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Board intends to permit these federal, State, and regional entities through use of a Statewide 
Phase II NPDES General Permit. 

Discussion: Section 402 of the CWA prohibits the discharge of any pollutant to waters of 
the United States from a point source, unless that discharge is authorized by a NPDES 
permit. Though urban runoff comes from a diffuse source, it is discharged through MS4s, 
which are point sources under the CWA. Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(a) (iii) 
and (iv) provide that discharges from MS4s, which service medium or large populations 
greater than 100,000 or 250,000 respectively, shall be required to obtain a NPDES permit. 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(a)(v) also provides that a NPDES permit is 
required for “A [storm water] discharge which the Director, or in States with approved 
NPDES programs, either the Director or the USEPA Regional Administrator, determines to 
contribute to a violation of a water quality standard or is a significant contributor of 
pollutants to waters of the United States.” Such sources are then designated into the 
program.  

VI. PERMIT PROVISIONS 

A. Discharge Prohibitions 
Prohibition A.1. Legal Authority – CWA 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) – The CWA requires in 
section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii) that permits for discharges from municipal storm sewers “shall 
include a requirement to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into the storm 
sewers.” 

Prohibition A.2. Legal Authority – San Francisco Bay Basin Plan, 2006 Revision, 
Chapter 4 Implementation, Table 4-1, Prohibition  7. 

B. Receiving Water Limitations 
Receiving Water Limitation B.1.  Legal Authority – Receiving Water Limitations are 
retained from previous Municipal Stormwater Runoff NPDES permits.  They reflect 
applicable water quality standards from the Basin Plan. 

Receiving Water Limitation B.2.  Legal Authority – Receiving Water Limitations are 
retained from previous Municipal Stormwater Runoff NPDES permits.  They reflect 
applicable water quality standards from the Basin Plan. 

C. Provisions 
C.1. Compliance with Discharge Prohibitions and Receiving Water 

Limitations 
Legal Authority 
Broad Legal Authority: CWA sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), CWC section 
13377, and Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B, C, E, and F) 
and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv).  
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Specific Legal Authority: The Water Board’s Water Quality Control Plan for 
the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan) contains the following waste 
discharge prohibition: “The discharge of waste to waters of the state in a manner 
causing, or threatening to cause a condition of pollution, contamination, or 
nuisance as defined in California Water Code Section 13050, is prohibited.”  

California Water Code section 13050(l) states “(1) ‘Pollution’ means an 
alteration of the quality of waters of the state by waste to a degree which 
unreasonably affects either of the following:  (A) The water for beneficial uses. 
(B) Facilities which serve beneficial uses. (2) ‘Pollution’ may include 
“contamination.”  

California Water Code section 13050(k) states “’Contamination’ means an 
impairment of the quality of waters of the state by waste to a degree which 
creates a hazard to public health through poisoning or through the spread of 
disease. ‘Contamination’ includes any equivalent effect resulting from the 
disposal of waste, whether or not waters of the state are affected.”  

California Water Code section 13050(m) states “’Nuisance’ means anything 
which meets all of the following requirements: (1) Is injurious to health, or is 
indecent or offensive to the senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property, 
so as to interfere with the comfortable enjoyment of life or property. (2) Affects 
at the same time an entire community or neighborhood, or any considerable 
number of persons, although the extent of the annoyance or damage inflicted 
upon individuals may be unequal. (3) Occurs during, or as a result of, the 
treatment or disposal of wastes.”  

California Water Code section 13241 requires each water board to “establish 
such water quality objectives in water quality control plans as in its judgment 
will ensure the reasonable protection of beneficial uses and the prevention of 
nuisance […].”  

California Water Code Section 13243 provides that a water board, “in a water 
quality control plan or in waste discharge requirements, may specify certain 
conditions or areas where the discharge of waste, or certain types of waste, will 
not be permitted.”  

California Water Code Section 13263(a) provides that waste discharge 
requirements prescribed by the water board implement the Basin Plan.  

Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A -D) require 
municipalities to implement controls to reduce pollutants in urban runoff from 
commercial, residential, industrial, and construction land uses or activities.  

Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(A -D) require 
municipalities to have legal authority to control various discharges to their MS4.  

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1) requires municipal storm water 
permits to include any requirements necessary to “[a]chieve water quality 
standards established under section 303 of the CWA, including State narrative 
criteria for water quality.”  
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Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i) requires NPDES permits to 
include limitations to “control all pollutants or pollutant parameters (either 
conventional, nonconventional, or toxic pollutants) which the Director 
determines are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have 
reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any State 
water quality standard, including State narrative criteria for water quality.”  

State Water Resources Control Board (“State Water Board”) Order WQ 1999-
05, is a precedential order requiring that municipal stormwater permits achieve 
water quality standards and water quality standard based discharge prohibitions 
through the implementation of control measures, by which Permittees’ 
compliance with the permit can be determined. The State Water Board Order 
specifically requires that Provision C.1 include language that Permittees shall 
comply with water quality standards based discharge prohibitions and receiving 
water limitations through timely implementation of control measures and other 
actions to reduce pollutants in the discharges.  State Water Board Order WQ 
2001-15 refines Order 1999-05 by requiring an iterative approach to compliance 
with water quality standards that involves ongoing assessments and revisions.
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C.2. Municipal Operations 
Legal Authority 
The following legal authority applies to Provision C.2: 

Broad Legal Authority: CWA sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), California Water 
Code (CWC) section 13377, and Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(i)(B, C, E, and F) and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv). 

Specific Legal Authority: Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(1) requires, “A description of maintenance activities and a 
maintenance schedule for structural controls to reduce pollutants (including 
floatables) in discharges from municipal separate storm sewers.” 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(3) requires, “A 
description for operating and maintaining public streets, roads and highways and 
procedures for reducing the impact on receiving waters of discharges from 
municipal storm sewer systems, including pollutants discharged as a result of 
deicing activities.” 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(4) requires, “A 
description of procedures to assure that flood management projects assess the 
impacts on the water quality of receiving waterbodies and that existing structural 
flood control devices have been evaluated to determine if retrofitting the device 
to provide additional pollutant removal from storm water is feasible.” 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(5) requires, “A 
description of a program to monitor pollutants in runoff from operating or closed 
municipal landfills or other treatment, storage or disposal facilities for municipal 
waste, which shall identify priorities and procedures for inspections and 
establishing and implementing control measures for such discharges.” 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(6) requires, “A 
description of a program to reduce to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants 
in discharges from municipal separate storm sewers associated with the 
application of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizer which will include, as 
appropriate, controls such as educational activities, permits, certifications, and 
other measures for commercial applicators and distributors, and controls for 
application in public right-of-ways and at municipal facilities.” 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i) requires NPDES permits to 
include limitations to “control all pollutants or pollutant parameters (either 
conventional, nonconventional, or toxic pollutants) which the Director 
determines are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have 
reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any State 
water quality standard, including State narrative criteria for water quality.” 
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Fact Sheet Findings in Support of Provision C.2 
C.2-1 Municipal maintenance activities are potential sources of pollutants unless 

appropriate inspection, pollutant source control, and cleanup measures are 
implemented during routine maintenance works to minimize pollutant 
discharges to storm drainage facilities. 

Sediment accumulated on paved surfaces, such as roads, parking lots, parks, 
sidewalks, landscaping, and corporation yards, is the major source of point 
source pollutants found in urban runoff. Thus, Provision C.2 requires the 
Permittees to designate minimum BMPs for all municipal facilities and 
activities as part of their ongoing pollution prevention efforts as set forth in this 
Permit. Such prevention measures include, but are not limited to, activities as 
described below. The work of municipal maintenance personnel is vital to 
minimize stormwater pollution, because personnel work directly on municipal 
storm drains and other municipal facilities. Through work such as inspecting 
and cleaning storm drain drop inlets and pipes and conducting municipal 
construction and maintenance activities upstream of the storm drain, municipal 
maintenance personnel are directly responsible for preventing and removing 
pollutants from the storm drain. Maintenance personnel also play an important 
role in educating the public and in reporting and cleaning up illicit discharges. 

C.2-2 Road construction and other activities can disturb the soil and drainage patterns 
to streams in undeveloped areas, causing excess runoff and thereby erosion and 
the release of sediment. In particular, poorly designed roads can act as man-
made drainages that carry runoff and sediment into natural streams, impacting 
water quality. 

Provision C.2 also requires the Permittees to implement effective BMPs for the 
following rural works maintenance and support activities: (a) Road design, 
construction, maintenance, and repairs in rural areas that  prevent and control 
road-related erosion and sediment transport; (b)Identification and prioritization 
of rural roads maintenance on the basis of soil erosion potential, slope 
steepness, and stream habitat resources; (c) Road and culvert construction 
designs that do not impact creek functions. New or replaced culverts shall not 
create a migratory fish passage barrier, where migratory fish are present, or lead 
to stream instability; (d) Development and implement an inspection program to 
maintain roads structural integrity and prevent impacts on water quality; (e) 
Provide adequate maintenance of rural roads adjacent to streams and riparian 
habitat to reduce erosion, replace damaging shotgun culverts, re-grade roads to 
slope outward where consistent with road engineering safety standards, and 
install water bars; and (f) When replacing existing culverts or redesigning new 
culverts or bridge crossings use measures to reduce erosion, provide fish 
passage and maintain natural stream geomorphology in a stable manner.  

Road construction, culvert installation, and other rural maintenance activities 
can disturb the soil and drainage patterns to streams in undeveloped areas, 
causing excess runoff and thereby erosion and the release of sediment. Poorly 
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designed roads can act as preferential drainage pathways that carry runoff and 
sediment into natural streams, impacting water quality. In addition, other rural 
public works activities, including those the BMP approach would address, have 
the potential to significantly affect sediment discharge and transport within 
streams and other waterways, which can degrade the beneficial uses of those 
waterways. This Provision would help ensure that these impacts are 
appropriately controlled. 

Specific Provision C.2 Requirements 
Provision C.2.a-f. (Operation and Maintenance of Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
Systems (MS4) facilities) requires that the Permittees implement appropriate pollution 
control measures during maintenance activities and to inspect and, if necessary, clean 
municipal facilities such as conveyance systems, pump stations, and corporation yards, 
before the rainy season. The requirements will assist the Permittees to prioritize tasks, 
implement appropriate BMPs, evaluate the effectiveness of the implemented BMPs, and 
compile and submit annual reports. 

Provision C.2.d. (Stormwater Pump Stations) In late 2005, Board staff investigated the 
occurrence of low salinity and dissolved oxygen conditions in Old Alameda Creek 
(Alameda County) and Alviso Slough (Santa Clara County) in September and October 
of 2005.  Board staff became aware of this problem in their review of receiving water 
and discharge sampling conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey as part of its routine 
monitoring on discharges associated with the former salt ponds managed by the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service in Santa Clara County and the California Department of Fish 
and Game in Alameda County.  

In the case of Old Alameda Creek, discharge of black-colored water from the Alvarado 
pump station to the slough was observed at the time of the data collection on September 
7, 2005, confirming dry weather urban runoff as the source of the documented 
violations of the 5 mg/L dissolved oxygen water quality objective.  Such conditions 
were measured again on September 21, 2005. 

On October 17, 2005, waters in Alviso Slough were much less saline than the salt ponds 
and had the lowest documented dissolved oxygen of the summer, suggesting a dry 
weather urban runoff source.  The dissolved oxygen sag was detected surface to bottom 
at 2.3 mg/L at a salinity of less than 1 part per thousand (ppt), mid-day, when oxygen 
levels should be high at the surface.  The sloughs have a typical depth of 6 feet.  

 
Board staff’s investigations of these incidents, documented in a memorandum,68 found 
that “storm water pump stations, universally operated by automatic float triggers, have 
been confirmed as the cause in at least one instance, and may represent an overlooked 
source of controllable pollution to the San Francisco Bay Estuary and its tidal sloughs. . 
. the discharges of dry weather urban runoff from these pump stations are not being 

                                                 
68  Internal Water Board Memo dated December 2, 2005:  “Dry Weather Urban Weather Urban Runoff Causing or 

Contributing to Water Quality Violations:  Low Dissolved Oxygen (DO) in Old Alameda Creek and Alviso 
Slough” 
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managed to protect water quality, and [that] surveillance monitoring has detected 
measurable negative water quality consequences of this current state of pump station 
management.” 

Pump station discharges of dry weather urban runoff can cause violations of water 
quality objectives.  These discharges are controllable point sources of pollution that are 
virtually unregulated.  The Water Board needs a complete inventory of dry weather 
urban runoff pump stations and to require BMP development and implementation for 
these discharges now.  In the long term, Water Board staff should prioritize the sites 
from the regional inventory for dry weather diversion to sanitary sewers and encourage 
engineering feasibility studies to accomplish the diversions in a cost-effective manner.  
Structural treatment alternatives should be explored for specific pump stations. 

To address the short term goals identified in the previous paragraph, Provision C.2.g. 
requires the Permittees to implement the following measures to reduce pollutant 
discharges to stormwater runoff from Permittee-owned or operated pump stations: 

1. Establish an inventory of pump stations within each Permittee’s jurisdiction, 
including pump station locations and key characteristics, and inspection 
frequencies. 

2. Inspect these pump stations regularly, but at least two times a year, to address water 
quality problems, including trash control and sediment and debris removal. 

3. Inspect trash racks and oil absorbent booms at pump stations in the first business 
day after ¼-inch within 24 hours and larger storm events. Remove debris in trash 
racks and replace oil absorbent booms, as needed. 
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C.3. New Development and Redevelopment 

Legal Authority 
Broad Legal Authority: CWA Sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), CWA Section 
402(a), CWC Section 13377, and Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(i)(B, C, E, and F), 40 CFR 131.12, and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv). 

Fact Sheet Findings in Support of Provision C.3 
C.3-1 Urban development begins at the land use planning phase; therefore, this phase 

provides the greatest cost-effective opportunities to protect water quality in new 
development and redevelopment. When a Permittee incorporates policies and 
principles designed to safeguard water resources into its General Plan and 
development project approval processes, it has taken a critical step toward the 
preservation and most of local water resources for current and future 
generations. 

C.3-2 Provision C.3. is based on the assumption that Permittees are responsible for 
considering potential stormwater impacts when making planning and land use 
decisions. The goal of Provision C.3. is for Permittees to use their planning 
authority to include appropriate source control, site design, and stormwater 
treatment measures to address both soluble and insoluble stormwater runoff 
pollutant discharges and prevent increases in runoff flow from new 
development and redevelopment projects.  This goal is to be accomplished 
primarily through the implementation of low impact development (LID) 
techniques. Neither Provision C.3. nor any of its requirements are intended to 
restrict or control local land use decision-making authority. 

C.3-3 Certain control measures implemented or required by Permittees for urban 
runoff management might create a habitat for vectors (e.g., mosquitoes and 
rodents) if not properly designed or maintained. Close collaboration and 
cooperative efforts among Permittees, local vector control agencies, Water 
Board staff, and the State Department of Public Health are necessary to 
minimize potential nuisances and public health impacts resulting from vector 
breeding. 

C.3-4 The Water Board recognized in its Policy on the Use of Constructed Wetlands 
for Urban Runoff Pollution Control (Resolution No. 94-102) that urban runoff 
treatment wetlands that are constructed and operated pursuant to that Resolution 
and are constructed outside a creek or other receiving water are stormwater 
treatment systems and, as such, are not waters of the United States subject to 
regulation pursuant to Sections 401 or 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. 
Water Board staff is working with the California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to identify how 
maintenance for stormwater treatment controls required under permits such as 
this Permit can be appropriately streamlined, given CDFG and USFWS 
requirements, and particularly those that address special status species. This 
Permit requires Permittees to ensure that constructed wetlands installed by 



Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit   NPDES No. CAS612008 
Order No. R2-2009-0074  Appendix I:  Fact Sheet 
 

Fact Sheet Page App I-24 Date:  October 14, 2009 

Regulated Projects are consistent with Resolution No. 94-102 and the operation 
and maintenance requirements contained therein.  

C.3-5 The Permit requires Permittees to ensure that onsite, joint, and offsite 
stormwater treatment systems and HM controls installed by Regulated Projects 
are properly operated and maintained for the life of the projects.  In cases where 
the responsible parties for the treatment systems or HM controls have worked 
diligently and in good faith with the appropriate state and federal agencies to 
obtain approvals necessary to complete maintenance activities for the treatment 
systems or HM controls, but these approvals are not granted, the Permittees  
shall be considered by the Water Board to be in compliance with Provision 
C.3.h.iii. of the Permit. 

Specific Provision C.3 Requirements 
Provision C.3.a. (New Development and Redevelopment Performance Standard 
Implementation) sets forth essentially the same legal authority, development review and 
permitting, environmental review, training, and outreach requirements that are 
contained in the existing permits. This Provision also requires the Permittees to 
encourage all projects not regulated by Provision C.3., but that are subject to the 
Permittees’ planning, building, development , or other comparable review, to include 
adequate source control and site design measures, which include discharge of 
appropriate wastestreams to the sanitary sewer, subject to the local sanitary agency’s 
authority and standards.  Lastly, this Provision requires Permittees to revise, as 
necessary, their respective General Plans to integrate water quality and watershed 
protection with water supply, flood control, habitat protection, groundwater recharge, 
and other sustainable development principles and policies.  Adequate implementation 
time has been allocated to Provisions C.3.a.i.(6)-(8), which may be considered new 
requirements. 

Provision C.3.b. (Regulated Projects) establishes the different categories of new 
development and redevelopment projects that Permittees must regulate under Provision 
C.3. These categories are defined on the basis of the land use and the amount of 
impervious surface created and/or replaced by the project because all impervious 
surfaces contribute pollutants to stormwater runoff and certain land uses contribute 
more pollutants. Impervious surfaces can neither absorb water nor remove pollutants as 
the natural, vegetated soil they replaced can. Also, urban development creates new 
pollution by bringing higher levels of car emissions that are aerially deposited, car 
maintenance wastes, pesticides, household hazardous wastes, pet wastes, and trash, 
which can all be washed into the storm sewer. 

Provision C.3.b.ii.(1) lists Special Land Use Categories that are already regulated 
under the current stormwater permits. Therefore, extra time is not necessary for 
the Permittees to comply with this Provision, so the Permit Effective Date is set as 
the required implementation date.  For these categories, the impervious surface 
threshold (for classification as a Regulated Project subject to Provision C.3.) will 
be decreased from the current 10,000 ft2 to 5,000 ft2 beginning two years from the 
Permit Effective Date. These special land use categories represent land use types 
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that may contribute more polluted stormwater runoff. Regulation of these special 
land use categories at the lower impervious threshold of 5,000 square feet is 
considered the maximum extent practicable and is consistent with State Board 
guidance, court decisions, and other Water Boards’ requirements.  In the 
precedential decision contained in its WQ Order No. 2000-11, the State Board 
upheld the SUSMP (Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan) requirements 
issued by the Los Angeles Water Board’s Executive Officer on March 8, 2000, 
and found that they constitute MEP for addressing pollutant discharges resulting 
from Priority Development Projects. The State Board re-affirmed that SUSMP 
requirements constitute MEP in their Order WQ 2001-15.  Provision C.3.b.ii.(1)’s 
requirement that development projects in the identified Special Land Use 
Categories adding and/or replacing > 5000 ft2 of impervious surface shall install 
hydraulically sized stormwater treatment systems is consistent with the SUSMP 
provisions upheld by the State Board.  Provision C.3.b.ii.(1) is also consistent 
with Order No. R9-2007-0001 issued by the San Diego Water Board, Order Nos. 
R4-2009-0057 and R4-2001-182 issued by the Los Angeles Water Board, Order 
No. 2009-0030 issued by the Santa Ana Water Board, and State Board’s Order 
WQ 2003-0005 issued to Phase II MS4s.  Under Order WQ 2003-0005, Phase II 
MS4s with populations of 50,000 and greater must apply the lower 5000 ft2 
threshold for requiring stormwater treatment systems by April 2008.  The MRP 
allows two years from the MRP effective date for the Permittees to implement the 
lower 5000 ft2 threshold for the special land use categories, three and half years 
later than the Phase II MS4s. However, the additional time is necessary for the 
Permittees to revise ordinances and permitting procedures and conduct training 
and outreach. 

This Provision contains a “grandfathering” clause, which allows any private 
development project in a special land use category for which a planning 
application has been deemed complete by a Permittee on or before the Permit 
effective date to be exempted from the lower 5,000 square feet impervious surface 
threshold (for classification as a Regulated Project) as long as the project 
applicant is diligently pursuing the project.  Diligent pursuance may be 
demonstrated by the project applicant’s submittal of supplemental information to 
the original application, plans, or other documents required for any necessary 
approvals of the project by the Permittee.  If during the time period between the 
Permit effective date and the required implementation date of December 1, 2011, 
for the 5000 square feet threshold, the project applicant has not taken any action 
to obtain the necessary approvals from the Permittee, the project will then be 
subject to the lower 5000 square feet impervious surface threshold specified in 
Provision C.3.b.ii.(1).   

For any private development project in a special land use category with an 
application deemed complete after the Permit effective date, the lower 5000 
square feet impervious surface threshold (for classification as a Regulated Project) 
shall not apply if the project applicant has received final discretionary approval 
for the project before the required implementation date of December 1, 2011 for 
the 5000 square feet threshold. 
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Previous stormwater permits also used the “application deemed complete” date as 
the date for determining Provision C.3. applicability, but it was tied to the 
implementation date for new requirements and not the Permit effective date.  The 
Permit Streamlining Act requires that a public agency must determine whether a 
permit application is complete within 30 days after receipt; if the public agency 
does not make this determination, the application is automatically deemed 
complete after 30 days.  Data we have collected from audits and file reviews as 
well as reported to us by Permittees confirm that in many cases, the development 
permit applications have indeed not been reviewed for compliance with Provision 
C.3. requirements and yet have automatically been deemed complete 30 days after 
the application submittal date.  As soon as the Permit is adopted, there is certainty 
about any new requirements that must be implemented during the Permit term.  
Therefore, the “application deemed complete” date should only be used to exempt 
projects that have reached this milestone by the Permit effective date and not 
years later at a new requirement’s implementation date.  However, this change 
requires consideration of those applications that are deemed complete after the 
Permit effective date.  Because there is certainty with regard to new requirements 
as soon as the Permit becomes effective, we have tied the “final discretionary 
approval” date to a new requirement’s implementation date for determining 
whether to exempt the projects with applications deemed complete after the 
Permit effective date.  After a project receives “final discretionary approval” it 
would be too late in the permitting process to implement new requirements, 
particularly since this type of approval requires actions by city councils or boards 
of supervisors.  Therefore, the “grandfathering” language is a hybrid that makes 
use of both the “application deemed complete” date and the “final discretionary 
approval” date, two known and recognized milestones in development planning. 

As for private projects, public projects should be far enough along in the design 
and approval process to warrant being grandfathered and essentially exempted 
from complying with the lower 5000 ft2 threshold when it becomes effective.  
Previous stormwater permits grandfathered projects that only had funds 
committed by the new threshold’s effective date, which was too early because 
projects can be held for years before design can begin, well after funding 
commitments have been made. Conversely, application of the grandfathering 
exemption to projects that have construction scheduled to begin by the threshold 
effective date (or 2 years after the MRP effective date) may be too late in the 
permitting process to implement new threshold requirements, particularly since 
this type of approval requires actions by city councils or boards of supervisors. 
Therefore, the Permit provides the grandfathering exemption for projects that 
have construction set to begin within 1 year of the threshold effective date (or 3 
years after the MRP effective date). 

Provisions C.3.b.ii.(2)-(3) describe land use categories that are already regulated 
under the current stormwater permits; therefore, extra time is not necessary for the 
Permittees to comply with these Provisions and the implementation date is the 
Permit effective date. Because the Vallejo Permittees do not have post-
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construction requirements in their current stormwater permit, the Permit allows an 
extra year for them to comply with these Provisions. 

Provision C.3.b.ii.(4) applies to road projects adding and/or replacing 10,000 ft2 
of impervious surface, which include the construction of new roads and sidewalks 
and bicycle lanes built as part of the new roads; widening of existing roads with 
additional traffic lanes; and construction of impervious trails that are greater than 
10 feet wide or are creekside (within 50 feet of the top of bank).  Although 
widening existing roads with bike lanes and sidewalks increases impervious 
surface and therefore increases stormwater pollutants because of aerial deposition, 
they have been excluded from this Provision because we recognize the greater 
benefit that bike lanes and sidewalks provide by encouraging less use of 
automobiles.  Likewise, this Provision also contains specific exclusions for: 
sidewalks built as part of a new road and built to direct stormwater runoff to 
adjacent vegetated areas; bike lanes built as part of a new road but not 
hydraulically connected to the new road and built to direct stormwater runoff to 
adjacent vegetated areas; impervious trails built to direct stormwater runoff to 
adjacent vegetated areas, or other non-erodible permeable areas, preferably away 
from creeks or towards the outboard side of levees; and sidewalks, bike lanes, or 
trails constructed with permeable surfaces. 

In the case of road widening projects where additional lanes of traffic are added, 
the 50% rule also applies.  That is, the addition of traffic lanes resulting in an 
alteration of more than 50 percent of the impervious surface of an existing street 
or road that was not subject to Provision C.3, the entire project, consisting of all 
existing, new, and/or replaced impervious surfaces, must be included in the 
treatment system design (i.e., stormwater treatment systems must be designed and 
sized to treat stormwater runoff from the entire street or road that had additional 
traffic lanes added). 

Where the addition of traffic lanes results in an alteration of less than 50 percent 
of the impervious surface of an existing street or road that was not subject to 
Provision C.3, only the new and/or replaced impervious surface of the project 
must be included in the treatment system design (i.e., stormwater treatment 
systems must be designed and sized to treat stormwater runoff from only the new 
traffic lanes).  However, if the stormwater runoff from the existing traffic lanes 
and the added traffic lanes cannot be separated, any onsite treatment system must 
be designed and sized to treat stormwater runoff from the entire street or road. If 
an offsite treatment system is installed or in-lieu fees paid in accordance with 
Provision C.3.e., the offsite treatment system or in-lieu fees must address only the 
stormwater runoff from the added traffic lanes.   

Because road widening and trail projects belong to a newly added category of 
Regulated Projects, adequate implementation time has been included as well as 
“grandfathering” language.  (See discussion under Provision C.3.b.ii.(1).) 

Provision C.3.b.iii. requires that the Permittees cumulatively complete 10 pilot 
“green street” projects within the Permit term.  This Provision was originally 
intended to require stormwater treatment for road rehabilitation projects on 
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arterial roads that added and/or replaced > 10,000 ft2 of impervious surface. We 
acknowledge the logistical difficulties in retrofitting roads with stormwater 
treatment systems as well as the funding challenges facing municipalities in the 
Bay Area.  However, we are aware that some cities have or will have funding for 
“green street” retrofit projects that will provide water quality benefits as well as 
meet broader community goals such as fostering unique and attractive 
streetscapes that protect and enhance neighborhood livability, serving to enhance 
pedestrian and bike access, and encouraging the planting of landscapes and 
vegetation that contribute to reductions in global warming.  Therefore, instead of 
requiring post-construction treatment for all road rehabilitation of arterial streets, 
this Provision requires the completion of 10 pilot “green street” projects by the 
Permittees within the Permit term.  These projects must incorporate LID 
techniques for site design and treatment in accordance with Provision C.3.c. and 
provide stormwater treatment pursuant to Provision C.3.d. and must be 
representative of the three different types of streets:  arterial, collector, and local.   
To ensure equity and an even distribution of projects, at least two pilot projects 
must be located in each of the following counties:  Alameda, Contra Costa, San 
Mateo, and Santa Clara.  Parking lot projects are acceptable as pilot projects as 
long as both parking lot and street runoff is addressed.  Because these are pilot 
projects, we have not specified a minimum or maximum size requirement and the 
details of which cities will have these projects are to be determined by the 
Permittees. 

Provision C.3.c (Low Impact Development (LID)) recognizes LID as a cost-
effective, beneficial, holistic, integrated stormwater management strategy69. The goal 
of LID is to reduce runoff and mimic a site’s predevelopment hydrology by 
minimizing disturbed areas and impervious cover and then infiltrating, storing, 
detaining, evapotranspiring, and/or biotreating stormwater runoff close to its source.  
LID employs principles such as preserving and recreating natural landscape features 
and minimizing imperviousness to create functional and appealing site drainage that 
treat stormwater as a resource, rather than a waste product.  Practices used to adhere 
to these LID principles include measures such as preserving undeveloped open 
space, rain barrels and cisterns, green roofs, permeable pavement, and biotreatment 
through rain gardens, bioretention units, bioswales, and planter/tree boxes. 

This Provision sets forth a three-pronged approach to LID with source control, site 
design, and stormwater treatment requirements. The concepts and techniques for 
incorporating LID into development projects, particularly for site design, have been 
extensively discussed in BASMAA’s Start at the Source manual (1999) and its 
companion document, Using Site Design Techniques to Meet Development 
Standards for Stormwater Quality (May 2003), as well as in various other LID 
reference documents. 

Provision C.3.c.i.(1) lists source control measures that must be included in all 
Regulated Projects as well as some that are applicable only to certain types of 

 
69 USEPA, Reducing Stormwater Costs through Low Impact Development (LID) Strategies and Practices 
(Publication Number EPA 841-F-07-006, December 2007) http://www.epa.gov/owow/nps/lid/costs07) 
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businesses and facilities. These measures are recognized nationwide as basic, 
effective techniques to minimize the introduction of pollutants into stormwater 
runoff. The current stormwater permits also list these methods; however, they are 
encouraged rather than required. By requiring these source control measures, this 
Provision sets a consistent, achievable standard for all Regulated Projects and 
allows the Board to more systematically and fairly measure permit compliance. 
This Provision retains enough flexibility such that Regulated Projects are not 
forced to include measures inappropriate, or impracticable, to their projects. This 
Provision does not preclude Permittees from requiring additional measures that 
may be applicable and appropriate. 

Provision C.3.c.i.(2)(a) lists site design elements that must be implemented at all 
Regulated Projects. These design elements are basic, effective techniques to 
minimize pollutant concentrations in stormwater runoff as well as the volume and 
frequency of discharge of the runoff. On the basis of the Board staff’s review of 
the Permittees’ Annual Reports and CWA section 401 certification projects, these 
measures are already being done at many projects. One design element requires 
all Regulated Projects to include at least one site design measure from a list of six 
which includes recycling of roof runoff, directing runoff into vegetated areas, and 
installation of permeable surfaces instead of traditional paving. All these 
measures serve to reduce the amount of runoff and its associated pollutants being 
discharged from the Regulated Project.   

Provision C.3.c.i.(2)(b) requires each Regulated Project to treat 100% of the 
Provision C.3.d. runoff with LID treatment measures onsite or with LID treatment 
measures at a joint stormwater treatment facility.  LID treatment measures are 
harvesting and re-use, infiltration, evapotranspiration, or biotreatment.  A 
properly engineered and maintained biotreatment system may be considered only 
if it is infeasible to implement harvesting and re-use, infiltration, or 
evapotranspiration at a project site.  Infeasibility may result from conditions 
including the following: 
• Locations where seasonal high groundwater would be within 10 feet of the 

base of the LID treatment measure. 
• Locations within 100 feet of a groundwater well used for drinking water. 
• Development sites where pollutant mobilization in the soil or groundwater is a 

documented concern. 
• Locations with potential geotechnical hazards. 
• Smart growth and infill or redevelopment sites where the density and/or 

nature of the project would create significant difficulty for compliance with 
the onsite volume retention requirement. 

• Locations with tight clay soils that significantly limit the infiltration of 
stormwater. 

This Provision recognizes the benefits of harvesting and reuse, infiltration and 
evapotranspiration and establishes these methods at the top of the LID treatment 
hierarchy.  This Provision also acknowledges the challenges, both institutional 
and technical, to providing these LID methods at all Regulated Projects.  There 
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are certainly situations where biotreatment is a valid LID treatment measure and 
this Provision allows Permittees the flexibility to make this determination so that 
Regulated Projects are not forced to include measures inappropriate or 
impracticable to the project sites. However, Permittees are required to submit a 
report within 18 months of the Permit effective date and prior to the required 
implementation date on the criteria and procedures that Permittees will employ to 
determine when harvesting and re-use, infiltration, or evapotranspiration is 
feasible and infeasible at a Regulated Project site.  The Permittees are also 
required to submit a second report two years after implementing the new LID 
requirements that documents their experience with determining the feasibility and 
infeasibility of harvesting and reuse, infiltration, and evapotranspiration at 
Regulated Project sites.  This report shall also discuss barriers, including 
institutional and technical site specific constraints, to implementation of 
infiltration, harvesting and reuse, or evapotranspiration and proposed strategies 
for removing these identified barriers. 

This Provision specifies minimum specifications for biotreatment systems to be 
considered as LID treatment and requires Permittees to develop soil media 
specifications.  Because this Provision recognizes green roofs as biotreatment 
systems for roof runoff, it also requires Permittees to develop minimum 
specifications for green roofs. 

Provision C.3.c.ii. establishes the implementation date for the new LID 
requirements of Provision C.3.c.i. to be two years after the Permit effective date.  
Grandfathering language consistent with Provision C.3.b.ii.(1) has been included 
in this Provision to exempt private development projects (that are far along in 
their permitting and approval process) and public projects (that are far along in 
their funding and design) from the requirements of Provision C.3.c.i. 

Provision C.3.d (Numeric Sizing Criteria for Stormwater Treatment Systems) lists the 
hydraulic sizing design criteria that the stormwater treatment systems installed for 
Regulated Projects must meet. The volume and flow hydraulic design criteria are the 
same as those required in the current stormwater permits. These criteria ensure that 
stormwater treatment systems will be designed to treat the optimum amount of 
relatively smaller-sized runoff-generating storms each year. That is, the treatment 
systems will be sized to treat the majority of rainfall events generating polluted runoff 
but will not have to be sized to treat the few very large annual storms as well. For many 
projects, such large treatment systems become infeasible to incorporate into the 
projects. Provision C.3.d. also adds a new combined flow and volume hydraulic design 
criteria to accommodate those situations where a combination approach is deemed most 
efficient. 

Provision C.3.d.iv. defines infiltration devices and establishes limits on the use of 
stormwater treatment systems that function primarily as infiltration devices The 
intent of the Provision is to ensure that the use of infiltration devices, where 
feasible and safe from the standpoint of structural integrity, must also not cause or 
contribute to the degradation of groundwater quality at the project sites. This 
Provision requires infiltration devices to be located a minimum of 10 feet 
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(measured from the base) above the seasonal high groundwater mark and a 
minimum of 100 feet horizontally away from any known water supply wells, 
septic systems, and underground storage tanks with hazardous materials, and 
other measures to ensure that any potential threat to the beneficial uses of ground 
water is appropriately evaluated and avoided. 

Provision C.3.e (Alternative or In-Lieu Compliance with Provision C.3.c.) recognizes 
that not all Regulated Projects may be able to install LID treatment systems onsite 
because of site conditions, such as existing underground utilities, right-of-way 
constraints, and limited space.  

Provision C.3.e.i.  In keeping with LID concepts and strategies, we expect new 
development projects to provide LID treatment onsite and to allocate the 
appropriate space for these systems because they do not have the site limitations 
of redevelopment and infill site development in the urban core. However, this 
Provision does not restrict alternative compliance to redevelopment and infill 
projects because the Permittees have requested flexibility to make the 
determination of when alternative compliance is appropriate.  Based on the lack 
of offsite alternative compliance projects installed during the current stormwater 
permit terms, it seems that having to find offsite projects is already a great 
disincentive.  Therefore, this Provision allows any Regulated Project to provide 
LID treatment for up to 100% of the required Provision C.3.d. stormwater runoff 
at an offsite location or pay equivalent in-lieu fees to provide LID treatment at a 
Regional Project, as long as the offsite and Regional Projects are in the same 
watershed as the Regulated Project. 

For the LID Treatment at an Offsite Location alternative compliance option, 
offsite projects must be constructed by the end of construction of the Regulated 
Project.  We acknowledge that a longer timeframe may be required to complete 
construction of offsite projects because of administrative, legal, and/or 
construction delays.  Therefore, up to 3 years additional time is allowed for 
construction of the offsite project; however, to offset the untreated stormwater 
runoff from the Regulated Project that occurs while construction of the offsite 
project is taking place, the offsite project must be sized to treat an additional 10% 
of the calculated equivalent quantity of both stormwater runoff and pollutant 
loading for each year that it is delayed.  Permittees have commented that for 
projects that are delayed, requiring treatment of an additional (10-30)% of 
stormwater runoff may result in costly re-design of treatment systems.  In those 
cases, payment of in-lieu fees to provide the additional treatment at a Regional 
Project is a viable alternative.   

For the Payment of In-Lieu Fees to a Regional Project alternative compliance 
option, the Regional Project must be completed within 3 years after the end of 
construction of the Regulated Project.  We acknowledge that a longer timeframe 
may be required to complete construction of Regional Projects because they may 
involve a variety of public agencies and stakeholder groups and a longer planning 
and construction phase.  Therefore, the timeline for completion of a Regional 
Project may be extended, up to 5 years after the completion of the Regulated 
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Project, with prior Water Board Executive Officer approval.  Executive Officer 
approval will be granted contingent upon a demonstration of good faith efforts to 
implement the Regional Project, such as having funds encumbered and applying 
for the appropriate regulatory permits. 

Provision C.3.e.ii. (Special Projects) When considered at the watershed scale, 
certain types of smart growth, high density, and transit-oriented development can 
either reduce existing impervious surfaces, or create less “accessory” impervious 
areas and auto-related pollutant impacts.  Incentive LID treatment reduction 
credits approved by the Water Board may be applied to these types of Special 
Projects.  
This Provision requires that by December 1, 2010, Permittees shall submit a 
proposal to the Water Board containing the following information: 

• Identification of the types of projects proposed for consideration of LID 
treatment reduction credits and an estimate of the number and cumulative 
area of potential projects during the remaining term of this permit for each 
type of project.. 

• Identification of institutional barriers and/or technical site specific 
constraints to providing 100% LID treatment onsite that justify the allowance 
for non-LID treatment measures onsite. 

• Specific criteria for each type of Special Project proposed, including size, 
location, minimum densities, minimum floor area ratios, or other appropriate 
limitations. 

• Identification of specific water quality and environmental benefits provided 
by these types of projects that justify the allowance for non-LID treatment 
measures onsite. 

• Proposed LID treatment reduction credit for each type of Special Project and 
justification for the proposed credits. The justification shall include 
identification and an estimate of the specific water quality benefit provided 
by each type of Special Project proposed for LID treatment reduction credit. 

• Proposed total treatment reduction credit for Special Projects that may be 
characterized by more than one category and justification for the proposed 
total credit. 

Provision C.3.f (Alternative Certification of Adherence to Numeric Sizing Criteria for 
Stormwater Treatment Systems) allows Permittees to have a third-party review and 
certify a Regulated Project’s compliance with the hydraulic design criteria in Provision 
C.3.d. Some municipalities do not have the staffing resources to perform these technical 
reviews. The third-party review option addresses this staffing issue. This Provision 
requires Permittees to make a reasonable effort to ensure that the third-party reviewer 
has no conflict of interest with regard to the Regulated Project being reviewed. That is, 
any consultant, contractor or their employees hired to design and/or construct a 
stormwater treatment system for a Regulated Project can not also be the certifying third 
party. 
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Provision C.3.g. (Hydromodification Management, HM) requires that certain new 
development projects manage increases in stormwater runoff flow and volume so that 
post-project runoff shall not exceed estimated pre-project runoff rates and durations, 
where such increased flow and/or volume is likely to cause increased potential for 
erosion of creek beds and banks, silt pollutant generation, or other adverse impacts on 
beneficial uses due to increased erosive force. 

Background for Provision C.3.g.  Based on Hydrograph Modification Management 
Plans prepared by the Permittees, the Water Board adopted hydromodification 
management (HM) requirements for Alameda Permittees (March 2007), Contra Costa 
Permittees (July 2006), Fairfield-Suisun Permittees (March 2007), Santa Clara 
Permittees (July 2005), and San Mateo Permittees (March 2007). Within Provision 
C.3.g, the major common elements of these HM requirements are restated. Attachments 
B–F contain the HM requirements as adopted by the Water Board, with some changes 
to correct minor errors and to provide consistency across the Region.  Attachment F 
contains updated HM requirements for the Santa Clara Permittees. Permittees will 
continue to implement their adopted HM requirements; where Provision C.3.g. 
contradicts the Attachments, Provision C.3.g. shall be implemented.  Additional 
requirements and/or options contained in the Attachments, above and beyond what is 
specified in Provision C.3.g., remain unaltered by Provision C.3.g.  In all cases, the HM 
Standard must be achieved. 

The Alameda, Santa Clara and San Mateo Permittees have adapted the Western 
Washington Hydrology Model70 for modeling runoff from development project sites, 
sizing flow duration control structures, and determining overall compliance of such 
structures and other HM control structures (HM controls) in controlling runoff from the 
project sites to manage hydromodification impacts as described in the Permit. The 
adapted model is called the Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM).71 All Permittees may 
use the BAHM if its inputs reflect actual conditions at the project site and surrounding 
area, including receiving water conditions. As Permittees gain experience in designing 
and operating HM controls, the Programs may make adjustments in the BAHM to 
improve its function in controlling excess runoff and managing hydromodification 
impacts. Notification of all such changes shall be given to the Water Board and the 
public through such mechanism as an electronic email list. 

The Contra Costa Permittees have developed sizing charts for the design of flow 
duration control devices.  Attachment C requires the Contra Costa Permittees to conduct 
a monitoring program to verify the performance of these devices. Following the 
satisfactory conclusion of this monitoring program, or conclusion of other study(s) that 
demonstrate devices built according to Attachment C specifications satisfactorily 
protect streams from excess erosive flows, the Water Board intends to allow the use of 
the Contra Costa sizing charts, when tailored to local conditions, by other stormwater 
programs and Permittees. Similarly, any other control strategies or criteria approved by 
the Board would be made available across the Region. This would be accomplished 

 
70    http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/wwhm_training/wwhm/wwhm_v2/instructions_v2.html 
71 See www.bayareahydrologymodel.org , Resources. 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/wwhm_training/wwhm/wwhm_v2/instructions_v2.html
http://see/
http://www.bayareahydrologymodel.org/
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through Permit amendment or in another appropriate manner following appropriate 
public notification and process. 

The Fairfield-Suisun Permittees have developed design procedures, criteria, and sizing 
factors for infiltration basins and bioretention units. These procedures, criteria, and 
sizing factors have been through the public review process already, and are not subject 
to public review at this time. Water Board staff’s technical review found that the 
procedures, criteria, and sizing factors are acceptable in all ways except one: they are 
based on an allowable low flow rate that exceeds the criteria established in this Permit. 
Fairfield-Suisun Permittees may choose to change the design criteria and sizing factors 
to the allowable criterion of 20 percent of the 2-year peak flow, and seek Executive 
Officer approval of the modified sizing factors. This criterion, which is greater than the 
criterion allowed for other Bay Area Stormwater Countywide Programs, is based on 
data collected from Laurel and Ledgewood Creeks and technical analyses of these site-
specific data. Following approval by the Executive Officer and notification of the public 
through such mechanism as an email list-serve, project proponents in the Fairfield-
Suisun area may meet the HM Standard by using the Fairfield-Suisun Permittees’ 
design procedures, criteria, and sizing factors for infiltration basins and/or bioretention 
units. 

Attachments B and F allow the Alameda and Santa Clara Permittees to prepare a user 
guide to be used for evaluating individual receiving waterbodies using detailed methods 
to assess channel stability and watercourse critical flow. This user guide would reiterate 
and collate established stream stability assessment methods that have been presented in 
these Programs’ HMPs, which have undergone Water Board staff review and been 
made available for public review. After the Programs have collated their methods into 
user guide format, received approval of the user guide from the Executive Officer, and 
informed the public through such process as an email list-serve, the user guide may be 
used to guide preparation of technical reports for: implementing the HM standard using 
in-stream or regional measures; determining whether certain projects are discharging to 
a watercourse that is less susceptible (from point of discharge to the Bay) to 
hydromodification (e.g., would have a lower potential for erosion than set forth in this 
Permit);  and/or determining if a watercourse has a higher critical flow and project(s) 
discharging to it are eligible for an alternative Qcp72 for the purpose of designing on-
site or regional measures to control flows draining to these channels (i.e., the act
threshold of erosion-causing critical flow is higher than 10 percent of the 2-year pre-
project flow). 

The Water Board recognizes that the collective knowledge of management of erosive 
flows and durations from new and redevelopment is evolving, and that the topics listed 
below are appropriate topics for further study. Such a study may be initiated by Water 
Board staff, or the Executive Officer may request that all Bay Region municipal 
stormwater Permittees jointly conduct investigations as appropriate. Any future 

 
72 Qcp is the allowable low flow discharge from a flow control structure on a project site. It is a means of 

apportioning the critical flow in a stream to individual projects that discharge to that stream, such that cumulative 
discharges do not exceed the critical flow in the stream.  
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proposed changes to the Permittees’ HM provisions may reflect improved 
understanding of these issues: 

• Potential incremental costs, and benefits to waterways, from controlling a 
range of flows up to the 35- or 50-year peak flow, versus controlling up to the 
10-year peak flow, as required by this Permit; 

• The allowable low-flow (also called Qcp and currently specified as 10–20 
percent of the pre-project 2-year runoff from the site) from HM controls; 

• The effectiveness of self-retaining areas for management of post-project flows 
and durations; and/or 

• The appropriate basis for determining cost-based impracticability of treating 
stormwater runoff and controlling excess runoff flows and durations. 

Within Attachments B-F, this Permit allows for alternative HM compliance when on-
site and regional HM controls and in-stream measures are not practicable. Alternative 
HM compliance includes contributing to or providing mitigation at other new or 
existing development projects that are not otherwise required by this Permit or other 
regulatory requirements to have HM controls. The Permit provides flexibility in the 
type, location, and timing of the mitigation measure. The Board recognizes that 
handling mitigation funds may be difficult for some municipalities because of 
administrative and legal constraints. The Board intends to allow flexibility for project 
proponents and/or Permittees to develop new or retrofit stormwater treatment or HM 
control projects within a broad area and reasonable time frame. Toward the end of the 
Permit term, the Board will review alternative projects and determine whether the 
impracticability criteria and options should be broadened or made narrower. 

Provision C.3.g.i. defines the subset of Regulated Projects that must install 
hydromodification controls (HM controls). This subset, called HM Projects, are 
Regulated Projects that create and/or replace one acre or more of impervious 
surface and are not specifically excluded within Attachments B–F of the Permit. 
Within these Attachments, the Permittees have identified areas where the 
potential for single-project and/or cumulative development impacts to creeks is 
minimal, and thus HM controls are not required. Such areas include creeks that 
are concrete-lined or significantly hardened (e.g., with concrete) from point of 
discharge and continuously downstream to their outfall into San Francisco Bay; 
underground storm drains discharging to the Bay; and construction of infill 
projects in highly developed watersheds.73 

Provision C.3.g.ii. establishes the standard hydromodification controls must 
meet. The HM Standard is based largely on the standards proposed by Permittees 
in their Hydrograph Modification Management Plans.  The method for calculating 
post-project runoff in regards to HM controls is standard practice in Washington 
State and is equally applicable in California.   

 
73 Within the context of Provision C.3.g., “highly developed watersheds; refer to catchments or sub-catchments that 

are 65 percent impervious or more. 
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Provision C.3.g.iii. identifies and defines three methods of hydromodification 
management. 

Provision C.3.g.iv. sets forth the information on hydromodification management 
to be submitted in the Permittees’ Annual Reports.  

Provision C.3.g.v. requires the Vallejo Permittees to develop a 
Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP), because the Vallejo Permittees 
have not been required to address HM impacts to date. Vallejo’s current permit 
was issued by USEPA and does not require the Vallejo Permittees’ to develop an 
HMP.  The Vallejo Permittees may choose to adopt and implement one or a 
combination of the approaches in Attachments B–F. 

Provision C.3.h (Operation and Maintenance of Stormwater Treatment Systems) 
establishes permitting requirements to ensure that proper maintenance for the life of the 
project is provided for all onsite, joint, and offsite stormwater treatment systems 
installed. The Provision requires Permittees to inspect at least 20% of these systems 
annually, at least 20% of all vault-based systems annually, and every treatment system 
at least once every 5 years.  Requiring inspection of at least 20% of the total number of 
treatment and HM controls serves to prevent failed or improperly maintained systems 
from going undetected until the 5th year.  We have the additional requirement to inspect 
at least 20% of all installed vault-based systems because they require more frequent 
maintenance and problems arise when the appropriate maintenance schedules are not 
followed.  Also, problems with vault systems may not be as readily identified by the 
projects’ regular maintenance crews.  Neither of these inspection frequency 
requirements interferes with the Permittees’ current ability to prioritize their inspections 
based on factors such as types of maintenance agreements, owner or contractor 
maintained systems, maintenance history, etc.  This Provision also requires the 
development of a database or equivalent tabular format to track the operation and 
maintenance inspections and any necessary enforcement actions against Regulated 
Projects and submittal of Reporting Table C.3.h., which requires standard information 
that should be collected on each operation and maintenance inspection. We require this 
type of information to evaluate a Permittee’s inspection and enforcement program and 
to determine compliance with the Permit.  Summary data alone without facility-specific 
inspection findings does not allow us to determine whether Permittees are doing timely 
follow-up inspections at problematic facilities and taking appropriate enforcement 
actions. 

Stormwater treatment system maintenance has been identified as a critical aspect of 
addressing urban runoff from Regulated Projects by many prominent urban runoff 
authorities, including CASQA, which states that “long-term performance of BMPs 
[stormwater treatment systems] hinges on ongoing and proper maintenance.”74  USEPA 
also stresses the importance of BMP [stormwater treatment system] maintenance, 

 
74 California Stormwater Quality Association, 2003. Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook – New 

Development and Redevelopment, p. 6-1. 
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stating that “Lack of maintenance often limits the effectiveness of stormwater structure 
controls such as detention/retention basins and infiltration devices.”75 

Provision C.3.i. (Required Site Design Measures for Small Project and Detached 
Single-Family Homes Projects) introduces new requirements on single-family home 
projects that create and/or replace 2500 square feet or more of impervious surface and 
small development projects that create and/or replace > 2500 ft2 to <10,000 ft2 
impervious surface (collectively over the entire project). A detached single-family home 
project is defined as the building of one single new house or the addition and/or 
replacement of impervious surface to one single existing house, which is not part of a 
larger plan of development.   

This Provision requires these  projects to select and implement one or more stormwater 
site design measures from a list of six. These site design measures are basic methods to 
reduce the amount and flowrate of stormwater runoff from projects and provide some 
pollutant removal treatment of the runoff that does leave the projects. Under this 
Provision, only projects that already require approvals and/or permits under the 
Permittees’ current planning, building, or other comparable authority are regulated. 
Hence this Provision does not require Permittees to regulate small development and 
single-family home projects that would not otherwise be regulated under the Permittees’ 
current ordinances or authorities. Water Board staff recognizes that the stormwater 
runoff pollutant and volume contribution from each one of these projects may be small; 
however, the cumulative impacts could be significant. This Provision serves to address 
some of these cumulative impacts in a simple way that will not be too administratively 
burdensome on the Permittees.  To assist these small development and single-family 
home projects, this Provision also requires the Permittees to develop standard 
specifications for lot-scale site design and treatment measures. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
75 USEPA. 1992. Guidance Manual for the Preparation of Part II of the NPDES Permit Application for Discharges 

from Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems. EPA 833-B-92-002. 
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C.4. Industrial and Commercial Site Controls  
Legal Authority 

Broad Legal Authority: CWA sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), CWC section 
13377, and Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B, C, D, E, and 
F) and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv). 

Specific Legal Authority: Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C) requires, “A description of a program to monitor and control 
pollutants in storm water discharges to municipal systems from municipal 
landfills, hazardous waste treatment, disposal and recovery facilities, industrial 
facilities that are subject to section 313 of title III of the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and industrial facilities that the 
municipal permit applicant determines are contributing a substantial pollutant 
loading to the municipal storm sewer system.” 

Specific Provision C.4. Requirements 

Provision C.4.a (Legal Authority for Effective Site Management) 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(A) provides that each Permittee 
must demonstrate that it can control “through ordinance, permit, contract, order or 
similar means, the contribution of pollutants to the municipal storm sewer by storm 
water discharges associated with industrial activity and the quality of storm water 
discharged from site of industrial activity.” This section also describes requirements for 
effective follow-up and resolution of actual or threatened discharges of either polluted 
non-stormwater or polluted stormwater runoff from industrial/commercial sites. 

Provision C.4.b (Inspection Plan) 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(C)(1) provides that Permittees 
must “identify priorities and procedures for inspections and establishing and 
implementing control measures for such discharges.”  The Permit requires Permittees to 
implement an industrial and commercial site controls program to reduce pollutants in 
runoff from all industrial and commercial sites/sources. 

Provision C.4.b.ii.(1)  (Commercial and Industrial Source Identification) 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(ii) provides that Permittees 
“Provide an inventory, organized by watershed of the name and address, and a 
description (such as SIC codes) which best reflects the principal products or 
services provided by each facility which may discharge, to the municipal separate 
storm sewer, storm water associated with industrial activity.” 

USEPA requires “measures to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges to 
municipal separate storm sewers from municipal landfills, hazardous waste 
treatment, disposal and recovery facilities, industrial facilities that are subject to 
section 313 of title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 
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1986 (SARA).”76  USEPA “also requires the municipal storm sewer Permittees to 
describe a program to address industrial dischargers that are covered under the 
municipal storm sewer permit.”77  To more closely follow USEPA’s guidance, 
this Permit also includes operating and closed landfills, and hazardous waste 
treatment, disposal, storage and recovery facilities. 

The Permit requires Permittees to identify various industrial sites and sources 
subject to the General Industrial Permit or other individual NPDES permit. 
USEPA supports the municipalities regulating industrial sites and sources that are 
already covered by an NPDES permit: 

Municipal operators of large and medium municipal separate storm 
sewer systems are responsible for obtaining system-wide or area 
permits for their system’s discharges. These permits are expected 
to require that controls be placed on storm water discharges 
associated with industrial activity which discharge through the 
municipal system. It is anticipated that general or individual 
permits covering industrial storm water discharges to these 
municipal separate storm sewer systems will require industries to 
comply with the terms of the permit issued to the municipality, as 
well as other terms specific to the Permittee.78 

And: 

Although today’s rule will require industrial discharges through 
municipal storm sewers to be covered by separate permit, USEPA 
still believes that municipal operators of large and medium 
municipal systems have an important role in source identification 
and the development of pollutant controls for industries that 
discharge storm water through municipal separate storm sewer 
systems is appropriate. Under the CWA, large and medium 
municipalities are responsible for reducing pollutants in discharges 
from municipal separate storm sewers to the maximum extent 
practicable. Because storm water from industrial facilities may be a 
major contributor of pollutants to municipal separate storm sewer 
systems, municipalities are obligated to develop controls for storm 
water discharges associated with industrial activity through their 
system in their storm water management program.79 

Provision C.4.b.ii.(5) (Inspection Frequency) 
USEPA guidance80  says, “management programs should address minimum 
frequency for routine inspections.” The USEPA Fact Sheet—Visual Inspection81 
says, “To be effective, inspections must be carried out routinely.” 

 
76 Federal Register. Vol. 55, No. 222, Friday, November 16, 1990. Rules and Regulations. P. 48056. 
77 Ibid. 
78 Federal Register. Vol. 55, No. 222,  Friday, November 16, 1990, Rules and Regulations. P. 48006. 
79 Ibid. P. 48000 
80 USEPA. 1992. Guidance 833-8-92-002, section 6.3.3.4 “Inspection and Monitoring”. 
81 USEPA. 1999. 832-F-99-046, “Storm Water Management Fact Sheet – Visual Inspection”. 
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Provision C.4.c (Enforcement Response Plan) requires the Permittees to establish an 
Enforcement Response Plan (ERP) that ensures timely response to actual or potential 
stormwater pollution problems discovered in the course of industrial/commercial 
stormwater inspections. The ERP also provides for progressive enforcement of 
violations of ordinances and/or other legal authorities. The ERP will provide guidance 
on the appropriate use of the various enforcement tools, such as verbal and written 
notices of violation, when to issue a citations, and require cleanup requirements, cost 
recovery, and pursue administrative or and criminal penalties. All violations must be 
corrected in a timely manner with the goal of correcting them before the next rain event 
but no longer than 10 business days after the violations are discovered.  

Provision C.4.d (Staff Training) section of the Permit requires the Permittees to 
conduct annual staff trainings for inspectors. Trainings are necessary to keep inspectors 
current on enforcement policies and current MEP BMPs for industrial and commercial 
stormwater runoff discharges. 
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C.5. Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination 

Legal Authority 
The following legal authority applies to section C.5: 

 
Broad Legal Authority: CWA sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), CWC section 
13377, and Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B, C, D, E, and 
F) and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv). 

Specific Legal Authority: Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(1)(iii)(B)(1) provides that the Permittee shall include in their 
application, “the location of known municipal storm sewer system outfalls 
discharging to waters of the United States.” 

Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(1)(iii)(B)(5) provides that the 
Permittee shall include in their application, “The location of major structural 
controls for storm water discharge (retention basins, detention basins, major 
infiltration devices, etc.” 

Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B) provides that the 
Permittee shall have, “adequate legal authority to prohibit through ordinance, 
order or similar means, illicit discharges to the municipal separate storm sewer.” 

Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B) provides that the 
Permittee shall, “Carry out all inspection, surveillance and monitoring 
procedures necessary to determine compliance and noncompliance with permit 
conditions including the prohibition on illicit discharges to the municipal 
separate storm sewer.” 

Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B) requires, “shall be 
based on a description of a program, including a schedule, to detect and remove 
(or require the discharger to the municipal storm sewer to obtain a separate 
NPDES permit for) illicit discharges and improper disposal into the storm 
sewer.” 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(1) requires, “a program, 
including inspections, to implement and enforce an ordinance, orders or similar 
means to prevent illicit discharges to the municipal storm sewer system.” 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(2) requires, “a 
description of procedures to conduct on-going field screening activities during 
the life of the permit, including areas or locations that will be evaluated by such 
field screens.” 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(3) requires, “procedures 
to be followed to investigate portions of the separate storm sewer system that, 
based on the results of the field screen, or other appropriate information, indicate 
a reasonable potential of containing illicit discharges or other sources of non-
storm water.” 
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Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(4) requires, “a 
description of procedures to prevent, contain, and respond to spills that may 
discharge into the municipal separate storm sewer.” 

Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(5) requires, “a 
description of a program to promote, publicize, and facilitate public reporting of 
the presence of illicit discharges or water quality impacts associated with 
discharges from municipal separate storm sewers.” 

Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(7) requires, “a 
description of controls to limit infiltration of seepage from municipal sanitary 
sewers to municipal separate storm sewer systems where necessary.” 

Fact Sheet Findings in Support of Provision C.5 
C.5-1 Illicit and inadvertent connections to MS4 systems result in the discharge of 

waste and chemical pollutants to receiving waters. Every Permittee must have 
the ability to discover, track, and clean up stormwater pollution discharges by 
illicit connections and other illegal discharges to the MS4 system. 

C.5-2 Illicit discharges to the storm drain system can be detected in several ways. 
Permittee staff can detect discharges during their course of other tasks, and 
business owners and other aware citizens can observe and report suspect 
discharges. The Permittee must have a direct means for these reports of 
suspected polluted discharges to receive adequate documentation, tracking, 
and response through problem resolution. 

Specific Provision C.5 Requirements 

Provision C.5.a (Legal Authority) requires each Permittee have adequate legal 
authority to effectuate cessation, abatement, and/or clean up of non-exempt non-
stormwater discharges per Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B). 
Illicit and inadvertent connections to MS4 systems result in the discharge of waste and 
chemical pollutants to receiving waters. Every Permittee must have the ability to 
discover, track, and clean up stormwater pollution discharges by illicit connections and 
other illegal discharges to the MS4 system. 

Provision C.5.b (ERP) requires Permittees to establish an ERP that ensures timely 
response to illicit discharges and connections to the MS4 and provides progressive 
enforcement of violations of ordinances and/or other legal authorities. This section also 
requires Permittees to establish criteria for triggering follow-up investigations. 
Additional language has been added to this section to clarify the minimum level of 
effort and time frames for follow-up investigations when violations are discovered. 
Timely investigation and follow up when action levels are exceeded is necessary to 
identify sources of illicit discharges, especially since many of the discharges are 
transitory. The requirements for all violations to be corrected before the next rain event 
but no longer than 10 business days when there is evidence of illegal non-stormwater 
discharge, dumping, or illicit connections having reached municipal storm drains is 
necessary to ensure timely response by Permittees. 
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Provision C.5.c (Spill and Dumping Response, Complaint Response, and 
Frequency of Inspections) Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(4) 
requires, “a description of procedures to prevent, contain, and respond to spills that may 
discharge into the municipal separate storm sewer.” This Provision of the Permit 
requires the Permittees to establish and maintain a central point of contact including 
phone numbers for spill and complaint reporting. Reports from the public are an 
essential tool in discovering and investigating illicit discharge activities. Maintaining 
contact points will help ensure that there is effective reporting to assist with the 
discovery of prohibited discharges. Each Permittee must have a direct means for these 
reports of suspected polluted discharges to receive adequate documentation, tracking, 
and response through problem resolution. 

Provision C.5.d (Control of Mobile Sources)  requires each Permittee to develop and 
implement a program to reduce the discharge of pollutants from mobile businesses.  The 
purpose of this section is to establish oversight and control of pollutants associated with 
mobile business sources to the MEP. 

Provision C.5.e (Collection System Screening and MS4 Map Availability) Federal 
NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(3) requires, “procedures to be followed 
to investigate portions of the separate storm sewer system that, based on the results of 
the field screen, or other appropriate information, indicate a reasonable potential of 
containing illicit discharges or other sources of non-storm water.” This Provision of the 
Permit requires the Permittees to conduct follow up investigations and inspect portions 
of the MS4 for illicit discharges and connections. Permittees shall implement a program 
to actively seek and eliminate illicit connections and discharges during their routine 
collection system screening and during screening surveys at strategic check points. 
Additional wording has been added to this section to clarify and ensure that all 
appropriate municipal personnel are used in the program to observe and report these 
illicit discharges and connections when they are working the system. 

This section also requires the Permittees to develop or obtain a map of their entire MS4 
system and drainages within their jurisdictions and provide the map to the public for 
review. As part of the permit application process federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(1)(iii)(B)(1) and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(1)(iii)(B)(5) specify that dischargers must 
identify the location of any major outfall that discharges to waters of the United States, 
as well as the location of major structural controls for stormwater discharges. A major 
outfall is any outfall that discharges from a single pipe with an inside diameter of 36 
inches or more or its equivalent (discharge from a single conveyance other than a 
circular pipe which is associated with a drainage area of more than 50 acres) or; for 
areas zoned for industrial activities, any pipe with a diameter of 12 inches or more or its 
equivalent (discharge from other than a circular pipe associated with a drainage area of 
2 acres or more). The permitting agency may not process a permit until the applicant 
has fully complied with the application requirements.82 If, at the time of application, the 
information is unavailable, the Permit must require implementation of a program to 
meet the application requirements.83 The requirement in this Provision of the Permit for 

 
82 40 CFR 124.3 (applicable to state programs, see section 123.25). 
83 40 CFR. 122.26(d)(1)(iv)(E). 
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Permittees to prepare maps of the MS4 system will help ensure that Permittees comply 
with federal NPDES permit application requirements that are more than 10 years old. 

Provision C.5.f (Tracking and Case Follow-up) section of the Permit requires 
Permittees to track and monitor follow-up for all incidents and discharges reported to 
the complaint/spill response system that could pose a threat to water quality. This 
requirement is included so Permittees can demonstrate compliance with the ERP 
requirements of Section C.5.b and to ensure that illicit discharge reports receive 
adequate follow up through to resolution. 
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C.6. Construction Site Control  

Legal Authority 
 

The following legal authority applies to section C.6: 
 

Broad Legal Authority: CWA sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), CWC section 13377, and 
Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B, C, D, E, and F) and 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(iv). 

 
Specific Legal Authority: Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(D) 
requires, “A description of a program to implement and maintain structural and non-
structural best management practices to reduce pollutants in storm water runoff from 
construction sites to the municipal storm sewer system.” 

 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(D)(1) requires, “A description of 
procedures for site planning which incorporate consideration of potential water quality 
impacts.” 

 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(D)(2) requires, “A description of 
requirements for nonstructural and structural best management practices.” 

 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(D)(3) requires, “A description of 
procedures for identifying priorities for  inspecting sites and enforcing control measures 
which consider the nature of the construction activity, topography, and the 
characteristics of soils and receiving water quality.” 

 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(D)(4) requires, “A description of 
appropriate educational and training measures for construction site operators.” 

 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(A) provides that each Permittee 
must demonstrate that it can control, “through ordinance, permit, contract, order or 
similar means, the contribution of pollutants to the municipal storm sewer by storm 
water discharges associated with industrial activity and the quality of storm water 
discharged from site of industrial activity.” 

 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14) provides that, “The following 
categories of facilities are considered to be engaging in ‘industrial activity’ for the 
purposes of this subsection: […] (x) Construction activity including cleaning, grading 
and excavation activities […].” 

 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i) requires NPDES permits to include 
limitations to, “control all pollutants or pollutant parameters (either conventional, non-
conventional, or toxic pollutants) which the Director determines are or may be 
discharged at a level which will cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute 
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to an excursion above any State water quality standard, including State narrative criteria 
for water quality.” 

 
Fact Sheet Findings in Support of Provision C.6. 

C.6-1 Vegetation clearing, mass grading, lot leveling, and excavation expose soil to 
erosion processes and increase the potential for sediment mobilization, runoff 
and deposition in receiving waters. Construction sites without adequate BMP 
implementation result in sediment runoff rates that greatly exceed natural 
erosion rates of undisturbed lands, causing siltation and impairment of 
receiving waters. 

C.6-2 Excess sediment can cloud the water, reducing the amount of sunlight 
reaching aquatic plants, clog fish gills, smother aquatic habitat and spawning 
areas, and impede navigation in our waterways. Sediment also transports other 
pollutants such as nutrients, metals, and oils and grease. Permittees are on-site 
at local construction sites for grading and building permit inspections, and 
also have in many cases dedicated construction stormwater inspectors with 
training in verifying that effective BMPs are in place and maintained. 
Permittees also have effective tools available to achieve compliance with 
adequate erosion control, such as stop work orders and citations. 

C.6-3 Mobilized sediment from construction sites can flow into receiving waters. 
According to the 2004 National Water Quality Inventory84, States and Tribes 
report that sediment is one of the top 10 causes of impairment of assessed 
rivers and streams, next to pathogens, habitat alteration, organic enrichment or 
oxygen depletion, nutrients, metals, etc.. Sediment impairs 35,177 river and 
stream miles (14% of the impaired river and stream miles). Sources of 
sedimentation include agriculture, urban runoff, construction, and forestry. 
Sediment runoff rates from construction sites, however, are typically 10 to 20 
times greater than those of agricultural lands, and 1,000 to 2,000 times greater 
than those of forest lands. During a short period of time, construction sites can 
contribute more sediment to streams than can be deposited naturally during 
several decades.85  

 
Specific Provision C.6 Requirements 

Provision C.6.a. Legal Authority for Effective Site Management. Federal NPDES 
regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(A) requires that each Permittee demonstrate that it 
can control “through ordinance, permit, contract, order or similar means, the 
contribution of pollutants to the municipal storm sewer by storm water discharges 
associated with industrial activity and the quality of storm water discharged from site of 
industrial activity.” This section of the Permit requires each Permittee to have the 

                                                 
84  http://www.epa.gov/owow/305b/2004report/2004_305Breport.pdf 
85  USEPA. December 2005. Stormwater Phase II Final Rule Fact Sheet Series – Construction Site Runoff Control 

Minimum Control Measure. EPA 833-F-00-008. Fact Sheet 2.6. 
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authority to require year-round, seasonally and phase appropriate effective erosion 
control, run-on and runoff control, sediment control, active treatment systems, good site 
management, and non stormwater management through all phases of site grading, 
building, and finishing of lots.  All Permittees should already have this authority.  
Permittees shall certify adequacy of their respective legal authority in the 2010 Annual 
Report. 

 
Inspectors should have the authority to take immediate enforcement actions when 
appropriate. Immediate enforcement will get the construction site’s owner/operator to 
quickly implement corrections to violations, thereby minimizing and preventing threats 
to water quality. When inspectors are unable to take immediate enforcement actions, the 
threat to water quality continues until an enforcement incentive is issued to correct the 
violation. In its Phase II Compliance Assistance Guidance, USEPA says that, 
“Inspections give the MS4 operator an opportunity to provide additional guidance and 
education, issue warnings, or assess penalties.”86 To issue warnings and assess penalties 
during inspections, inspectors must have the legal authority to conduct enforcement. 

 
Provision C.6.b. Enforcement Response Plan (ERP). This section requires each 
Permittee to develop and implement an escalating enforcement process that serves as 
reference for inspection staff to take consistent actions to achieve timely and effective 
corrective compliance from all public and private construction site owners/operators. 
Under this section, each Permittee develops its own unique ERP tailored for the specific 
jurisdiction; but all ERPs must make it a goal to correct all violations before the next 
rain event but no longer than 10 business days after the violations are discovered.  In a 
few cases, such as slope inaccessibility, it may require longer than 10 days before crews 
can safely access the eroded area.  The Permittees’ tracking data need to provide a 
rationale for the longer compliance timeframe. 

 
Water Board staff has noted deficiencies in the Permittees’ enforcement procedures and 
implementation during inspections. The most common issues found were that 
enforcement was not firm and appropriate to correct the violation, and that repeat 
violations did not result in escalated enforcement procedures. USEPA supports 
enforcement of ordinances and permits at construction sites stating, “Effective 
inspection and enforcement requires […] penalties to deter infractions and intervention 
by the municipal authority to correct violations.”87 In addition, USEPA expects permits 
issued to municipalities to address “weak inspection and enforcement.”88 For these 
reasons, the enforcement requirements in this section have been established, while 
providing sufficient flexibility for each Permittee’s unique stormwater program. 

 
Provision C.6.c. Best Management Practices Categories. This section requires all 
Permittees to require all construction sites to have year-round seasonally appropriate 
effective Best Management Practices (BMPs) in the following six categories: (1) 

 
 
86  USEPA. 2000. 833-R-00-002, Storm Water Phase II Compliance Assistance Guide, P.4-31 
87 USEPA. 1992. Guidance 833-8-92-002. Section 6.3.2.3. 
88 Federal Register. Vol. 55, No. 222, Friday, November 16, 1990. Rules and Regulations. p. 48058. 
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erosion control, (2) run-on and runoff control, (3) sediment control, (4) active treatment 
systems, (5) good site management, and (6) non stormwater management.  These BMP 
categories are listed in the State General NPDES Permit for Stormwater Discharges 
Associated with Construction Activities (General Construction Permit). The Water 
Board staff decided it was too prescriptive and inappropriate to require a specific set of 
BMPs that are to be applicable to all sites.  Every site is different with regards to terrain, 
soil type, soil disturbance, and proximity to a waterbody.  The General Construction 
Permit recognizes these different factors and requires site specific BMPs through the 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan that addresses the six specified BMP categories.  
This Permit allows Permittees the flexibility to determine if the BMPs for each 
construction site are effective and appropriate. This Permit also allows the Permittees 
and the project proponents the necessary flexibility to make immediate decisions on 
appropriate, cutting-edge technology to prevent the discharge of construction pollutants 
into stormdrains, waterways, and right-of-ways.  Appropriate BMPs for the different 
site conditions can be found in different handbooks and manuals. Therefore, this Permit 
is consistent with the General Construction Permit in its requirements for BMPs in the 
six specified categories.   

 
Vegetation clearing, mass grading, lot leveling, and excavation expose soil to erosion 
processes and increase the potential for sediment mobilization, runoff and deposition in 
receiving waters. Construction sites without adequate BMP implementation result in 
sediment runoff rates that greatly exceed natural erosion rates of undisturbed lands, 
causing siltation and impairment of receiving waters. This can even occur in 
conjunction with unexpected rain events during the so-called dry-season.  Although 
rare, significant rains can occur in the San Francisco Bay Region during the dry season.  
Therefore, Permittees should ensure that construction sites have materials on hand for 
rapid rain response during the dry season. 

 
Normally, stormwater restrictions on grading should be implemented during the wet 
season from October 1st through April 30th. Section C.6.c.ii.(1).d of the Permit requires, 
“project proponents to minimize grading during the wet season and scheduling of 
grading with seasonal dry weather periods to the extent feasible.” If grading does occur 
during the wet season, Permittees shall require project proponents to (1) implement 
additional BMPs as necessary, (2) keep supplies available for rapid response to storm 
events, and (3) minimize wet-season, exposed, and graded areas to the absolute 
minimum necessary.  

 
Slope stabilization is necessary on all active and inactive slopes during rain events 
regardless of the season, except in areas implementing advanced treatment. Slope 
stabilization is also required on inactive slopes throughout the rainy season. These 
requirements are needed because unstabilized slopes at construction sites are significant 
sources of erosion and sediment discharges during rainstorms. “Steep slopes are the 
most highly erodible surface of a construction site, and require special attention.”89 
USEPA emphasizes the importance of slope stabilization when it states, “slope length 

 
89  Schueler, T., and H. Holland. 2000. Muddy Water In—Muddy Water Out? The Practice of Watershed Protection. p. 6. 
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and steepness are key influences on both the volume and velocity of surface runoff. 
Long slopes deliver more runoff to the base of slopes and steep slopes increase runoff 
velocity; both conditions enhance the potential for erosion to occur.”90 In lieu of 
vegetation preservation or replanting, soil stabilization is the most effective measure in 
preventing erosion on slopes. Research has shown that effective soil stabilization can 
reduce sediment discharge concentrations up to six times, as compared to soils without 
stabilization.91 Slope stabilization at construction sites for erosion control is already the 
consensus among the regulatory community and is found throughout construction BMP 
manuals and permits. For these reasons, Permittees must ensure that slope stabilization 
is implemented on sites, as appropriate. 

 
It is also necessary that Permittees ensure that construction sites are revegetated as early 
as feasible. Implementation of revegetation reduces the threat of polluted stormwater 
discharges from construction sites. Construction sites should permanently stabilize 
disturbed soils with vegetation at the conclusion of each phase of construction.92 A 
survey of grading and clearing programs found one-third of the programs without a time 
limit for permanent revegetation, “thereby increasing the chances for soil erosion to 
occur.”93 USEPA states “the establishment and maintenance of vegetation are the most 
important factors to minimizing erosion during development.”94  

 
To ensure the MEP standard and water quality standards are met, advanced treatment 
systems may be necessary at some construction sites.  In requiring the implementation 
of advanced treatment for sediment at construction sites, Permittees should consider the 
site’s threat to water quality. In evaluating the threat to water quality, the following 
factors shall be considered: (1) soil erosion potential; (2) the site’s slopes; (3) project 
size and type; (4) sensitivity of receiving waterbodies; (5) proximity to receiving 
waterbodies; (6) non-stormwater discharges; and (7) any other relevant factors. 
Advanced treatment is a treatment system that employs chemical coagulation, chemical 
flocculation, or electro coagulation in order to reduce turbidity caused by fine 
suspended sediment.95  Advanced treatment consists of a three part treatment train of 
coagulation, sedimentation, and polishing filtration. Advanced treatment has been 
effectively implemented extensively in the other states and in the Central Valley Region 
of California.96 In addition, Water Board’s inspectors have observed advanced 
treatment being effectively implemented at both large sites greater than 100 acres, and 
at small, 5-acre sites. Advanced treatment is often necessary for Permittees to e
that discharges from construction sites are not causing or contributing to a violation of 
water quality standa

 
90 USEPA. 1990. Sediment and Erosion Control: An Inventory of Current Practices. p. II-1. 
91 Schueler, T., and H. Holland. 2000. “Muddy Water In—Muddy Water Out?” The Practice of Watershed 

Protection. p. 5. 
92 Ibid. 
93 Ibid. p. 11. 
94 USEPA. 1990. Sediment and Erosion Control: An Inventory of Current Practices. p. II-1. 
95  SWCRB. September 2, 2009.  NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with 

Construction and Land Disturbance Activities – Order No. 2009-0009-DWQ. 
96 SWRCB. 2004. Conference on Advanced Treatment at Construction Sites. 
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Provision C.6.d. Plan Approval Process. This section of the Permit requires the 
Permittees to review project proponents’ stormwater management plans for compliance 
with local regulations, policies, and procedures. USEPA states that it is often easier and 
more effective to incorporate stormwater quality controls during the site plan review 
process or earlier.97 In the Phase I stormwater regulations, USEPA states that a primary 
control technique is good site planning.98 USEPA goes on to say that the most efficient 
controls result when a comprehensive stormwater management system is in place.99 To 
determine if a construction site is in compliance with construction and grading 
ordinances and permits, USEPA states that the “MS4 operator should review the site 
plans submitted by the construction site operator before ground is broken.”100 Site plan 
review aids in compliance and enforcement efforts since it alerts the “MS4 operator 
early in the process to the planned use or non-use of proper BMPs and provides a way 
to track new construction activities.”101 

 
Provision C.6.e. (Inspections) The Water Board allows flexibility on the exact legal 
authority language, ERP, and BMPs required on a site. This section of the Permit pulls 
together the accountability of the whole Provision through regular inspections, 
consistent enforcement, and meaningful tracking.  These three elements will help ensure 
that effective construction pollutant controls are in place in order to minimize 
construction polluted runoff to the stormdrain and waterbodies.   

 
Currently, Annual Reports show that some Permittees provide no information on its 
construction inspection and enforcement programs; some Permittees only provide 
information on pre rainy season inspections; another group of Permittees conduct 
inspections through December and provide just the date each site was inspected; yet 
another group of Permittees provides a very brief summary of their respective overall 
inspection program; and there is a small group of Permittees who report meaningful 
inspection and enforcement information.  Inspections of construction sites by Water 
Board staff have noted deficiencies in stormwater inspections and enforcement.  
Therefore, this section clearly identifies the level of effort necessary by all Permittees to 
minimize construction pollutant runoff into stormdrains and ultimately, waterbodies. 

 
This section requires monthly inspections during the wet season of all construction sites 
disturbing one or more acre of land and at all high priority sites as determined by the 
Permittee or the Water Board as significant threats to water quality.  Inspections shall 
focus on the adequacy and effectiveness of the site specific BMPs implemented for the 
six BMP categories.  Permittees shall implement its ERP and require timely corrections 
of all actual and potential problems observed.  All violations must be corrected in a 
timely manner with the goal of correcting them before the next rain event but no longer 

 
97 USEPA. 2000. Storm Water Phase II Compliance Assistance Guide. EPA 833-R-00-002. Section 6.3.2.1. 
98 Federal Register. Vol. 55, No. 222, Friday, November 16, 1990. Rules and Regulations. p. 48034. 
99 Ibid. 
100 USEPA. 2000. Storm Water Phase II Compliance Assistance Guide. EPA 833-R-00-002. Section 4.6.2.4,  

pp. 4–30. 
101 Ibid. pp. 4–31. 
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than 10 business days after the violations are discovered.  All inspections shall be 
recorded on a written or electronic inspection form, and also tracked in an electronic 
database or tabular format. The tracked information provides meaningful data for 
evaluating compliance.  An example tabular format is included as Table 6 – 
Construction Inspection Data.  Submittal of this Table is not required in each Annual 
Report but encouraged. Each Permittee will need to use the information in the electronic 
database or tabular format to compile  its Annual Reports.  The Executive Officer may 
require that the tracked information be submitted electronically or in a tabular format.  
When required, Permittees shall submit that data within 10-working days of the 
requirement. The recommended submittal format is in Table 6 – Construction 
Inspection Data. 

 
Provision C.6.f. Staff Training. This section of the Permit requires Permittees to 
conduct annual staff trainings for municipal staff. These trainings have been found to be 
extremely effective means to educate inspectors and to inform them of any changes to 
local ordinances and state laws. Trainings provide valuable opportunity for Permittees 
to network and share strategies used for effective enforcement and management of 
erosion control practices.  

 



Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit   NPDES No. CAS612008 
Order No. R2-2009-0074  Appendix I:  Fact Sheet 
 

Fact Sheet Page App I-52 Date:  October 14, 2009 

Table 6 – Construction Inspection Data 
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Longer 

Compliance Time 

Panoramic 
Views 

9/30/08 Dry 0 Written Notice 
    x         Driveway not 

stabilized         

Panoramic 
Views 

10/15/08 Dry 0.5   
              

  
x     

50' of driveway 
rocked. 

Panoramic 
Views 

11/15/08 Rain 3 Stop Work 

x   x       x 

Uncovered graded lots 
eroding; Sediment 
entering a stormdrain 
that didn't have 
adequate protection. 

      

  

Panoramic 
Views 

11/15/08 Drizzling 0.25   
              

  
x     

Lots blanketed.  Storm 
drains pumped.  Street 
cleaned. 

Panoramic 
Views 

12/1/08 Dry 4 Verbal 
Warning         x     

Porta potty next to 
stormdrain. x     

Porta potty moved 
away from stormdrain. 

Panoramic 
Views 

1/15/08 Rain 3.25 Written 
Warning 

x         x   

Fiber rolls need 
maintenance; Tire 
wash water flowing 
into street 

      

  

Panoramic 
Views 

1/25/09 Dry 0   
              

  
x     

Fiber rolls replaced. 
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Problem(s) Observed Resolution 

Facility/Site 
Inspected 

Inspection 
Date 

Weather 
During 

Inspection 

Inches of 
Rain 

Since Last 
Inspection

Enforcement 
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Level 
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Specific Problem(s) 
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ix
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ca
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En
fo

rc
em

en
t Comments/  

Rationale for 
Longer 

Compliance Time 

Panoramic 
Views 

2/28/09 Rain 2.4 Stop Work 

x   x       x 

Slope erosion control 
failed.  Fiber rolls at 
the bottom of the hill 
flattened.  Sediment 
laden discharge 
skipping protected 
stormdrains and 
entering unprotected 
stormdrains. 

      

  

Panoramic 
Views 

2/28/09 Rain 0.1   

              

  

  x   

Fiber rolls replaced.  
Silt fences added. 
More stormdrains 
protected.  Streets 
cleaned.  Slope too 
soggy to access. 

Panoramic 
Views 

3/15/09 Dry 1 Citation with 
Fine         x   x 

Paint brush washing 
not designated x     

Street and storm 
drains cleaned. Slopes 
blanketed. 

Panoramic 
Views 

4/1/09 Dry 0.5 Citation with 
Fine             x 

Concrete washout 
overflowed; Evidence 
of illicit discharge 

      
  

Panoramic 
Views 

4/15/09 Dry 0   
              

  
x     

Concrete washout 
replaced; Storm drain 
and line cleaned. 
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C.7. Public Information and Outreach 

Legal Authority 
 

The following legal authority applies to section C.7: 
 

Broad Legal Authority: CWA sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), CWC section 
13377, and Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B, C, E, and F) 
and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv). 

 
Specific Legal Authority: Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(A)(6) requires, “A description of a program to reduce to the 
maximum extent practicable, pollutants in discharges from municipal separate 
storm sewers associated with the application of pesticides, herbicides, and 
fertilizer which will include, as appropriate, controls such as educational 
activities, permits, certifications, and other measures for commercial applicators 
and distributors, and controls for application in public right-of-ways and at 
municipal facilities.” 

 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(5) requires , “a 
description of a program to promote, publicize, and facilitate public reporting of 
the presence of illicit discharges or water quality impacts associated with 
discharges from municipal separate storm sewers.” 

 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(6) requires, “A 
description of educational activities, public information activities, and other 
appropriate activities to facilitate the proper management and disposal of used 
oil and toxic materials.” 

 
Fact Sheet Finding in Support of Provision C.7. 

C.7-1 An informed and knowledgeable community is critical to the success of a 
stormwater program since it helps ensure greater support for the program as the 
public gains a greater understanding of stormwater pollution issues. 

C.7-2 An informed community also ensures greater compliance with the program as 
the public becomes aware of the personal responsibilities expected of them and 
others in the community, including the individual actions they can take to 
protect or improve the quality of area waters. 

C.7-3 The public education programs should use a mix of appropriate local strategies 
to address the viewpoints and concerns of a variety of audiences and 
communities, including minority and disadvantaged communities, as well as 
children.102  

                                                 
102  USEPA.  2000.  Storm Water Phase II Compliance Assistance Guide.  EPA 833-R-00-002. 
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C.7-4 Target audiences should include (1) government agencies and official to achieve 
better communication, consistency, collaboration, and coordination at the 
federal, state, and local levels and (2) K-12/Youth Groups.103 

C.7-5 Citizen involvement events should make every effort to reach out and engage all 
economic and ethnic groups.104 

 
Specific Provision C.7 Requirements 

Provision C.7.a.  Storm Drain Inlet Marking. Storm drain inlet marking is a long-
established program of outreach to the public on the nature of the storm drain system, 
providing the information that the storm drain system connects directly to creeks and 
the Bay and does not receive treatment. Past public awareness surveys have 
demonstrated that this BMP has achieved significant impact in raising awareness in the 
general public and meets the MEP standard as a required action. Therefore, it is 
important to set a goal of ensuring that all municipally-maintained inlets are legible 
labeled with a no dumping message. If storm drain marking can be conducted as a 
volunteer activity, it has additional public involvement value. 

Provision C.7.b.  Advertising Campaigns. Use of various electronic and/or print 
media on trash/litter in waterways and pesticides. Advertising campaigns are long-
established outreach management practices.  Specifically, the Bay Area Management 
Agencies Association (BASMAA) already implements an advertising campaign on 
behalf of the Permittees.  While the Permittees have been successful at reaching certain 
goals for its Public Information/Participation programs, it must continue to increase 
public awareness of specific stormwater issues.  This Permit also requires a pre-
campaign survey and a post-campaign survey.  These two surveys will help identify and 
quantify the audiences’ knowledge, trends, and attitudes and/or practices; and to 
measure the overall population awareness of the messages and behavioral changes.   

Provision C.7.c.  Media Relations. Public service media time is available and allows 
the Permittees to leverage expensive media purchases to achieve broader outreach 
goals. 

Provision C.7.d.  Stormwater Point of Contact. As the public has become more 
aware, citizens are more frequently calling their local jurisdictions to report spills and 
other polluting behavior impacting stormwater runoff and causing non-stormwater 
prohibited discharges. Permittees are required to have a centralized, easily accessible 
point of contact both for citizen reports and to coordinate reports of problems identified 
by Permittee staff, permitting follow-up and pollution cleanup or prevention. Often the 
follow-up, cleanup, and/or prevention provide the opportunity to educate the immediate 
neighborhood through established public outreach mechanisms such as distributing door 
hangers in the neighborhood describing the remedy for the problem discovered.  
Permittees already have existing published stormwater point of contacts. 

                                                 
103  State Water Board.  1994.  Urban Runoff Technical Advisory Committee Report and Recommendations. 

Nonpoint Source Management Program. 
104   USEPA. 2000. Storm Water Phase II Compliance Assistance Guide. EPA 833-R-00-002. 
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Provision C.7.e.  Public Outreach Events.  Staffing tables or booths at fairs, street 
fairs or other community events are a long-established outreach mechanism employed 
by Permittees to reach large numbers of citizens with stormwater pollution prevention 
information in an efficient and convenient manner.  These have been ongoing in the 
Region for several municipal stormwater permit cycles and are MEP outreach actions.  
Permittees shall continue with such outreach events utilizing appropriate outreach 
materials, such as printed materials, newsletter/journal articles, and videos.  Permittees 
shall also utilize existing community outreach events such as the Bringing Back the 
Natives Garden Tour. 

Provision C.7.f.  Watershed Stewardship Collaborative Efforts. Watershed and 
Creek groups are comprised of active citizens, but they often need support from the 
local jurisdiction and certainly need to coordinate actions with Permittees such as flood 
districts and cities. 

Provision C.7.g.  Citizen Involvement Events. Citizen involvement and volunteer 
efforts both accomplish needed creek cleanups and restorations, and serve to raise 
awareness and provide outreach opportunities. These have been ongoing in the Region 
for several municipal stormwater permit cycles and are MEP outreach actions. 

In previous municipal stormwater permits, Public Information/Participation 
encompassed both Citizen Involvement Events and Public Outreach Events.  Citizen 
Involvement Events are important because they provide the community opportunities to 
actively practice being good stewards of our environment.  Therefore, this Permit 
separates out the Public Outreach Events from the Citizen Involvement Events to ensure 
that citizens in all Bay Area communities are given the opportunity to be involved.  In 
addition, the Permit allows Permittees to claim both Public Outreach and Citizen 
Involvement credits if the event contains significant elements of both.  The combined 
specified number of events for Public Outreach and Citizen Involvement are very close 
to current performance standards and/or level of effort for respective Public 
Information/Participation Programs. 

Provision C.7.h.  School-Age Children Outreach. Outreach to school children has 
proven to be a particularly successful program with an enthusiastic audience who are 
efficient to reach. School children also take the message home to their parents, 
neighbors, and friends.  In addition, they are the next generation of decision makers and 
consumers. 

Provision C.7.i.  Outreach to Municipal Officials. It is important for Permittee staff 
to periodically inform Municipal Officials of the permit requirements and also future 
planning and resource needs driven by the permit and stormwater regulations. 
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C.8. Water Quality Monitoring 
Legal Authority 

 
Broad Legal Authority: CWA sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii); CWC section 
13377; Federal  
NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv) 

 
Specific Legal Authority: Permittees must conduct a comprehensive 
monitoring program as required under Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 
122.48, 40 CFR 122.44(i), 40 CFR 122.26.(d)(1)(iv)(D), and 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(ii)-(iv). 

 
Fact Sheet Findings in Support of Provision C.8 

C.8-1 In response to questions regarding the type of water quality-based effluent 
limitations that are most appropriate for NPDES stormwater permits, and 
because of the nature of stormwater discharges, USEPA established the 
following approach to stormwater monitoring: 

Each storm water permit should include a coordinated and cost-
effective monitoring program to gather necessary information to 
determine the extent to which the permit provides for attainment of 
applicable water quality standards and to determine the appropriate 
conditions or limitations for subsequent permits. Such a monitoring 
program may include ambient monitoring, receiving water assessment, 
discharge monitoring (as needed), or a combination of monitoring 
procedures designed to gather necessary information.105 

 
According to USEPA, the benefits of stormwater runoff monitoring 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Providing a means for evaluating the environmental risk of stormwater 
discharges by identifying types and amounts of pollutants present; 

• Determining the relative potential for stormwater discharges to contribute 
to water quality impacts or water quality standard violations; 

• Identifying potential sources of pollutants; and 
• Eliminating or controlling identified sources more specifically through 

permit conditions.106 

C.8-2 Provision C.8 requires Permittees to conduct water quality monitoring, 
including monitoring of receiving waters, in accordance with 40 CFR 
122.44(i) and 122.48. One purpose of water quality monitoring is to 
demonstrate the effectiveness of the Permittees’ stormwater management 

                                                 
105 USEPA. 1996. Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations in Stormwater 

Permits. Sept. 1, 1996. http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/swpol.pdf  
106 USEPA. 1992. NPDES Storm Water Sampling Guidance Document. EPA/833-B-92-001. 

http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/swpol.pdf
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actions pursuant to this Permit and, accordingly, demonstrate compliance with 
the conditions of the Permit. Other water quality monitoring objectives under 
this Permit include: 

• Assess the chemical, physical, and biological impacts of urban runoff on 
receiving waters; 

• Characterize stormwater discharges; 
• Assess compliance with Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) and 

Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) in impaired waterbodies; 
• Assess progress toward reducing receiving water concentrations of 

impairing pollutants; 
• Assess compliance with numeric and narrative water quality objectives 

and standards; 
• Identify sources of pollutants; 
• Assess stream channel function and condition, as related to urban 

stormwater discharges; 
• Assess the overall health and evaluate long-term trends in receiving water 

quality; and 
• Measure and improve the effectiveness of the Permittees’ urban runoff 

control programs and the Permittees’ implemented BMPs. 
 
C.8-3 Monitoring programs are an essential element in the improvement of urban 

runoff management efforts. Data collected from monitoring programs can be 
assessed to determine the effectiveness of management programs and 
practices, which is vital for the success of the iterative approach, also called 
the “continuous improvement” approach, used to meet the MEP standard. 
When water quality data indicate that water quality standards or objectives are 
not being met, particular pollutants, sources, and drainage areas can be 
identified and targeted for urban runoff management efforts. The iterative 
process in Provision C.1, Water Quality Standards Exceedances, could 
potentially be triggered by monitoring results. Ultimately, the results of the 
monitoring program must be used to focus actions to reduce pollutant 
loadings to comply with applicable WLAs, and protect and enhance the 
beneficial uses of the receiving waters in the Permittees’ jurisdictions and the 
San Francisco Bay. 

C.8-4 Water quality monitoring requirements in previous permits were less detailed 
than the requirements in this Permit. Under previous permits, each program 
could design its own monitoring program, with few permit guidelines. A 
decision by the California Superior Court107 regarding two of the programs’ 
permits stated: 

Federal law requires that all NPDES permits specify “[r]equired 
monitoring including type, intervals, and frequency sufficient to yield 

 
107  San Francisco Baykeeper vs. Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, Consolidated 

Case No. 500527, filed Nov. 14, 2003. 
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data which are representative of the monitored activity.”  40 C.F.R. § 
122.48(b). Here, there is no monitoring program set forth in the 
Permit. Instead, an annual Monitoring Program Plan is to be prepared 
by the dischargers to set forth the monitoring program that will be 
used to demonstrate the effectiveness of the Stormwater Management 
Plan. This does not meet the regulatory requirements that a monitoring 
program be set forth including the types, intervals, and frequencies of 
the monitoring. 

The water quality monitoring requirements in Provision C.8 comply with 40 
CFR 122.44(i) and 122.48(b), and the Superior Court decision. 

C.8-5 The Water Quality Monitoring Provision is intended to provide answers to 
five fundamental management questions, outlined below. Monitoring is 
intended to progress as iterative steps toward ensuring that the Permittees’ can 
fully answer, through progressive monitoring actions, each of the five 
management questions: 

• Are conditions in receiving waters protective, or likely to be protective, of 
beneficial uses? 

• What is the extent and magnitude of the current or potential receiving 
water problems? 

• What is the relative urban runoff contribution to the receiving water 
problem(s)? 

• What are the sources of urban runoff that contribute to receiving water 
problem(s)? 

• Are conditions in receiving waters getting better or worse? 

C.8-6 On April 15, 1992, the Water Board adopted Resolution No. 92-043 directing 
the Executive Officer to implement the Regional Monitoring Program for San 
Francisco Bay. Subsequent to a public hearing and various meetings, Board 
staff requested major permit holders in the Region, under authority of CWC 
section 13267, to report on the water quality of the Estuary. These permit 
holders, including the Permittees, responded to this request by participating in 
a collaborative effort through the San Francisco Estuary Institute. This effort 
has come to be known as the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring 
Program for Trace Substances (RMP). The RMP involves collection and 
analysis of data on pollutants and toxicity in water, sediment and biota of the 
Estuary. The Permittees are required to continue to report on the water quality 
of the Estuary, as presently required. Compliance with the requirement 
through participation in the RMP is considered to be adequate compliance. 

C.8-7 The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) is a statewide 
monitoring effort, administered by the State Water Board, designed to assess 
the conditions of surface waters throughout California. One purpose of 
SWAMP is to integrate existing water quality monitoring activities of the 
State Water Board and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards, and to 
coordinate with other monitoring programs. Provision C.8 contains a 
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framework, referred to as a regional monitoring collaborative, within which 
Permittees can elect to work cooperatively with SWAMP to maximize the 
value and utility of both the Permittees’ and SWAMP’s monitoring resources. 

C.8-8 In 1998 BASMAA published Support Document for Development of the 
Regional Stormwater Monitoring Strategy,108 a document describing a 
possible strategy for coordinating the monitoring activities of BASMAA 
member agencies. The document states: 

BASMAA’s member agencies are connected not only by geography but 
also by an overlapping set of environmental issues and processes and a 
common regulatory structure. It is only natural that the evolution of 
their individual stormwater management programs has led toward 
increasing amounts of information sharing, cooperation, and 
coordination. 

This same concept is found in the optional provision for Permittees to form a 
regional monitoring collaborative. Such a group is meant to provide 
efficiencies and economies of scale by performing certain tasks (e.g., planning, 
contracting, data quality assurance, data management and analysis, and 
reporting) at the regional level. Further benefits are expected from closer 
cooperation between this group, the Regional Monitoring Program, and 
SWAMP. 

C.8-9 This Permit includes monitoring requirements to verify compliance with 
adopted TMDL WLAs and to provide data needed for TMDL development 
and/or implementation. This Permit incorporates the TMDLs’ WLAs adopted 
by the Water Board as required under CWA section 303(d). 

C.8-10 SB1070 (California Legislative year 2005/2006) found that there is no single 
place where the public can go to get a look at the health of local waterbodies. 
SB1070 also states that all information available to agencies shall be made 
readily available to the public via the Internet. This Permit requires water 
quality data to be submitted in a specified format and uploaded to a 
centralized Internet site so that the public has ready access to the data. 

 
Specific Provision C.8 Requirements 
Each of the components of the monitoring provision is necessary to meet the objectives 
and answer the questions listed in the findings above. Justifications for each monitoring 
component are discussed below. 

Provision C.8.a.  Compliance Options. Provision C.8.a. provides Permittees options 
for obtaining monitoring data through various organizational structures, including use 
of data obtained by other parties. This is intended to 

                                                 
108 EcoAnalysis, Inc. & Michael Drennan Assoc., Inc., Support Document for Development of the Regional 

Stormwater Monitoring Strategy, prepared for Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association, March 
2, 1998. 
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• Promote cost savings through economies of scale and elimination of redundant 
monitoring by various entities; 

• Promote consistency in monitoring methods and data quality; 
• Simplify reporting; and 
• Make data and reports readily publicly available. 

In the past, each Stormwater Countywide Program has conducted water quality 
monitoring on behalf of its member Permittees, and some data were collected by wider 
collaboratives, such as the Regional Monitoring Program. In this Permit, all the 
Stormwater Countywide Programs are encouraged to work collaboratively to conduct 
all or most of the required monitoring and reporting on a region-wide basis. For each 
monitoring component that is conducted collaboratively, one report would be prepared 
on behalf of all contributing Permittees; separate reports would not be required from 
each Program. Cost savings could result also from reduced contract and oversight hours, 
fewer quality assurance/quality control samples, shared sampling labor costs, and 
laboratory efficiencies. 

 
Provision C.8.b.  San Francisco Estuary Receiving Water Monitoring. The San 
Francisco Estuary is the ultimate receiving water for most of the urban runoff in this 
region. For this reason and because of the high value of its beneficial uses, Provision 
C.8.b requires focused monitoring on the Estuary to continue. Since the mid-1990s, 
Permittees have caused this monitoring to be conducted by contributing financially and 
with technical expertise, to the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program for 
Trace Substances. Provision C.8.b requires such monitoring to continue.  

 
Provisions C.8.c. & C.8.e.ii.  Status Monitoring and Long-Term Monitoring.  Status 
Monitoring and Long-Term Monitoring serve as surrogates to monitoring the discharge 
from all major outfalls, of which the Permittees have many. By sampling the sediment 
and water column in urban creeks, the Permittees can determine where water quality 
problems are occurring in the creeks, then work to identify which outfalls and land uses 
are causing or contributing to the problem. In short, Status and Long-Term Monitoring 
are needed to identify water quality problems and assess the health of streams; they are 
the first step in identifying sources of pollutants and an important component in 
evaluating the effectiveness of an urban runoff management program. 

 
Provisions C.8.c.i. and C.8.e.iii. Parameters and Methods 
Status & Long-Term parameters and methods reflect current accepted practices, based 
on the knowledge and experience of personnel responsible for water quality monitoring, 
including state and Regional SWAMP managers, Permittee representatives, and citizen 
monitors. Many Status and Long-Term Monitoring parameters are consistent with 
parameters the Permittees have been monitoring to date. The following parameters are 
new for some of the Permittees: 

• Biological Assessment—to provide site-specific information about the health 
and diversity of freshwater benthic communities within a specific reach of a 
creek, using standard procedures developed and/or used by the State Water 
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Resources Control Board Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program.109 It 
consists of collecting samples of benthic communities and conducting a 
taxonomic identification to measure community abundance and diversity, which 
is then compared to a reference creek to assess benthic community health. This 
monitoring can also provide information on cumulative pollutant 
exposure/impacts because pollutant impacts to the benthic community 
accumulate and occur over time. 

• Chlorine—to detect a release of potable water or other chlorinated water 
sources, which are toxic to aquatic life. 

• Nutrients—recent monitoring data indicate nutrients, which can increase algal 
growth and decrease dissolved oxygen concentrations, are present in significant 
concentrations in Bay area creeks. 

• Toxicity and Pollutants in Bedded Sediment—to determine the presence of, and 
identify, chemicals and compounds that bind to sediment in a creek bed and are 
toxic to aquatic life. 

• Pathogen Indicators—to detect pathogens in waterbodies that could be sources 
of impairment to recreational uses at or downstream of the sampling location. 

• Stream Survey (stream walk and mapping)—to assess the overall physical 
health of the stream and to gain information potentially useful in interpreting 
monitoring results. 

 
In consideration of economic impacts to Permittees, the minimum number of Status & 
Long-Term samples (“Minimum # Sample Sites” columns in Tables 8.1 and 8.3) reflects 
the Programs’ populations, not waterbody size. Permittees must select exact sample 
locations that will yield adequate information on the status of their waterbodies; in some 
cases, additional sampling above the minimum might be necessary. 

 
Provisions C.8.c.ii. and C.8.e.iii. Frequency 
Status Monitoring continues to be an annual requirement for the Permittees, except for two 
much smaller Permittees, Fairfield-Suisun and Vallejo. In considering costs, the frequency 
of Status Monitoring is established at twice per Permit term for Fairfield-Suisun, and once 
per Permit term for Vallejo. It is common for Permit terms to be extended through a lengthy 
Permit reissuance process. Thus, these frequencies are considered the minimum; costs are 
minimized while data necessary for successful stormwater management are obtained. 

Long-Term Monitoring is required every second year (biennially), rather than annually, in 
order to balance data needs and Permittee costs. To further reduce costs, the Fairfield-
Suisun and Vallejo Permittees have no Long-Term Monitoring requirements. 

 
Provisions C.8.c.iii. and C.8.e.ii. Locations 
Status Monitoring is to be conducted on a rotating-watershed basis, in similar fashion to 
the Statewide SWAMP. Provision C.8.c.iii. identifies the major waterbodies, and 
Permittees are to select which of these waterbodies will be sampled during the Permit 

 
109 Ode, P.R. 2007. Standard Operating Procedures for Collecting Macroinvertebrate Samples and Associated 

Physical and Chemical Data for Ambient Bioassessments in California, California State Water Resources 
Control Board Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP), as subsequently revised. 



Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit   NPDES No. CAS612008 
Order No. R2-2009-0074  Appendix I:  Fact Sheet 
 

Fact Sheet Page App I-63 Date:  October 14, 2009 

term. The exact sample locations within each waterbody are critical in terms of 
determining the monitoring program’s effectiveness. If correctly sited, the stations are 
expected to be very useful in answering the monitoring program’s management 
questions and meeting its goals. For this reason, Provision C.8.c.iii. requires sample 
locations to be based on surrounding land use, likelihood of urban runoff impacts, 
existing data gaps, and similar considerations. This will help maximize the utility of the 
sample locations, while also providing the Permittees with adequate flexibility to 
ultimately choose practical Status Monitoring locations. 

 
Long-Term Monitoring is to be conducted at fixed stations, which are intended to be 
lower reaches of urban creeks. This monitoring is intended to help assess progress 
toward reducing receiving water concentrations of impairing pollutants, among other 
purposes. Provision C.8.e.ii. establishes the waterbodies on which to locate fixed 
stations, and suggests that fixed stations be co-located with SWAMP fixed stations so 
that Permittees can use SWAMP data to fulfill some of their monitoring requirements. 
However, Permittees may select alternate locations based on their knowledge of such 
factors as site access and stream characteristics and provided that similar data types, 
data quality, and data quantity are collected. 

Provision C.8.d.  Monitoring Projects. Monitoring Projects are necessary to meet 
several water quality monitoring objectives under this Permit, including characterize 
stormwater discharges; identify sources of pollutants; identify new or emerging 
pollutants; assess stream channel function and condition; and measure and improve the 
effectiveness of Stormwater Countywide Programs and implemented BMPs. In 
consideration of economic impacts to Permittees, the number of Monitoring Projects 
required reflects the Permittees’ populations. 

 
Provision C.8.d.i. Stressor/Source Identification 
Minimizing sources of pollutants that could impair water quality is a central purpose of 
urban runoff management programs. Monitoring which enables the Permittees to 
identify sources of water quality problems aids the Permittees in focusing their 
management efforts and improving their programs. In turn, the Permittees’ programs 
can abate identified sources, which will improve the quality of urban runoff discharges 
and receiving waters. This monitoring is needed to address the management question, 
“What are the sources to urban runoff that contribute to receiving water problems?” 

 
When Status or Long-Term Monitoring results indicate an exceedance of a water 
quality objective, toxicity threshold, or other “trigger”, Permittees must identify the 
source of the problem and take steps to reduce any pollutants discharged from or 
through their municipal storm sewer systems. This requirement conforms to the process, 
outlined in Provision C.1., of complying with the Discharge Prohibition and Receiving 
Water Limitations. If multiple “triggers” are identified through monitoring, Permittees 
must focus on the highest priority problems; a cap on the total number of source 
identification projects conducted within the Permit term is provided to cap Permittees’ 
potential costs. 
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Provision C.8.d.ii. BMP Effectiveness Investigation 
U.S. EPA’s stated approach to NPDES stormwater permitting uses BMPs in first-round 
permits, and expanded or better-tailored BMPs in subsequent permits, where necessary, 
to provide for the attainment of water quality standards.110 The purpose of this 
monitoring project is to investigate the effectiveness of one currently in-use BMP to 
determine how it might be improved. Permittees may choose the particular stormwater 
treatment or hydromodification control BMP to investigate. As with other monitoring 
requirements, Permittees may work collaboratively to conduct one investigation on a 
region-wide basis, or each stormwater countywide program may conduct an 
investigation. 

 
Provision C.8.d.iii. Geomorphic Project 
The physical integrity of a stream’s bed, bank and riparian area is integral to the 
stream’s capacity to withstand the impacts of discharged pollutants, including chemical 
pollutants, sediment, excess discharge volumes, increased discharge velocities, and 
increased temperatures. At present, various efforts are underway to improve 
geomorphic conditions in creeks, primarily through local watershed partnerships. In 
addition, local groups are undertaking green stormwater projects with the goal of 
minimizing the physical and chemical impacts of stormwater runoff on the receiving 
stream. Such efforts ultimately seek to improve the integrity of the waterbodies that 
receive urban stormwater runoff. 

 
The purpose of the Geomorphic Project is to contribute to these ongoing efforts in each 
Stormwater Countywide Program area. Permittees may select the geomorphic project 
from three categories specified in the Permit. 

 
C.8.e.  Pollutants of Concern111 Monitoring. Federal CWA section 303(d) TMDL 
requirements, as implemented under the CWC, require a monitoring plan designed to 
measure the effectiveness of the TMDL point and nonpoint source control measures and 
the progress the waterbody is making toward attaining water quality objectives. Such a 
plan necessarily includes collection of water quality data. Provision C.8.e. establishes a 
monitoring program to measure of the effectiveness of TMDL control measures in 
progressing toward WLAs. Locations, parameters, methods, protocols, and sampling 
frequencies for this monitoring are specified. A sediment delivery estimate/budget is 
also required to improve the Permittees’ estimates of their loading estimates. In 
addition, a workplan is required for estimating loads and analyzing sources of emerging 
pollutants, which are likely to be present in urban runoff, in the next Permit term. 

 
C.8.f.  Citizen Monitoring and Participation. CWA section 101(e) and 40 CFR Part 
25 broadly require public participation in all programs established pursuant to the 
CWA, to foster public awareness of environmental issues and decision-making 
processes. Provision C.8.f. is intended to do the following: 

 
110 USEPA. 1996. Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations in Stormwater 

Permits. Sept. 1, 1996. http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/swpol.pdf  
111 See section C.9, C.11, C.12, and C.13 of this Fact Sheet for more information on Pollutants of Concern. 

http://www.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/swpol.pdf
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• Support current and future creek stewardship efforts by providing a framework 
for citizens and Permittees to share their collective knowledge of creek 
conditions; and 

• Encourage Permittees to use and report data collected by creek groups and other 
third-parties when the data are of acceptable quality. 

 
C.8.g.  Reporting. CWC section 13267 provides authority for the Water Board to 
require technical water quality reports. Provision C.8.g. requires Permittees to submit 
electronic and comprehensive reports on their water quality monitoring activities to (1) 
determine compliance with monitoring requirements; (2) provide information useful in 
evaluating compliance with all Permit requirements; (3) enhance public awareness of 
the water quality in local streams and the Bay; and (4) standardize reporting to better 
facilitate analyses of the data, including for the CWA section 303(d) listing process. 
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C.9. – C.14.  Pollutants of Concern including Total Maximum Daily 
Loads 

 
Provisions C.9 through C.14 pertain to pollutants of concern, including those for which 
TMDLs are being developed or implemented.  

 
Legal Authority 

 
The following legal authority applies to provisions C.9 through C.14: 

 
Broad Legal Authority: CWA sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), CWC section 13377, and 
Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B, C, E, and F) and 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(iv). 

 
Specific Legal Authority: Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1) requires 
municipal stormwater permits to include any requirements necessary to, “[a]chieve 
water quality standards established under section 303 of the CWA, including State 
narrative criteria for water quality.” 

 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i) requires NPDES permits to include 
limitations to, “control all pollutants or pollutant parameters (either conventional, 
nonconventional, or toxic pollutants) which are or may be discharged at a level which 
will cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any 
State water quality standard, including State narrative criteria for water quality.” 

 
Basin Plan Requirements: Section 4.8 of the Region’s Water Quality Control Plan 
(Basin Plan) requires that stormwater permits include requirements to prevent or reduce 
discharges of pollutants that cause or contribute to violations of water quality 
objectives. In the first phase, the Water Board requires implementation of technically 
and economically feasible control measures to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the 
MEP. If this first phase does not result in attainment of water quality objectives, the 
Water Board will consider permit conditions that might require implementation of 
additional control measures. For example, the control measures required as a result of 
TMDLs may go beyond the measures required in the first phase of the program. 

 
General Strategy for Sediment-Bound Pollutants (Mercury, PCBs, legacy 
pesticides, PBDEs) 

 
The control measures for mercury are intended to implement the urban runoff 
requirements stemming from TMDLs for this pollutant. The control measures required 
for PCBs are intended to implement those that are consistent with control measures in 
the PCBs TMDL implementation plan that has been approved by the Water Board and 
is pending approval by the State Board, the Office of Administrative Law, and U.S. 
EPA. The urban runoff management requirements in the PCBs TMDL implementation 
plan call for permit-term requirements based on an assessment of controls to reduce 
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PCBs to the MEP, and that is the intended approach of the required provisions for all 
pollutants of concern. Many of the control actions addressing PCBs and mercury will 
result in reductions of a host of sediment-bound pollutants, including legacy pesticides, 
mercury, PBDEs, and PCBs. The strategy for these pollutants is to use PCBs control 
guide decisions concerning where to focus effort, but implementation of the control 
efforts would taken into account the benefits for controlling other pollutants of concern. 
Further, because many of the control strategies addressing these pollutants of concern 
are relatively untested, the Water Board will implement control measures in the 
following modes: 

1. Full-scale implementation throughout the region. 
2. Focused implementation in areas where benefits are most likely to accrue. 
3. Pilot-testing in a few specific locations. 
4. Other: This may refer to experimental control measures, Research and 

Development, desktop analysis, laboratory studies, and/or literature review. 
 

The logic of such categorization is that, as actions are tested and confidence is gained 
regarding level of experience and confidence in the control measure’s effectiveness, the 
control measure may be implemented with a greater scope. For example, an untested 
control measure for which the effectiveness is uncertain may be implemented as a pilot 
project in a few locations during this permit term. If benefits result, and the action is 
deemed effective, it will be implemented in subsequent permit terms in a focused 
fashion in more locations or perhaps fully implemented throughout the Region, 
depending upon the nature of the measure. On the other hand there may be some 
control measures in which there is sufficient confidence, on the basis of prior 
experience, that the control action should be implemented in all applicable locations 
and/or situations. By conducting actions in this way and gathering information about 
effectiveness and cost, we will advance our understanding and be able to perform an 
updated assessment of the suite of actions that will constitute MEP for the following 
permit term. In fact, in additional to implementing control measures, gathering the 
necessary information about control measure effectiveness is a vital part of what needs 
to be accomplished by Permittees during this permit term. In the next permit term, 
control measures will be implemented on the basis of what we learn in this term, and 
we will, thus, achieve iterative refinement and improvement through time. 

 
Background on Specific Provisions: Provisions C.9 through C.14 contain both 
technology-based requirements to control pollutants to the MEP and water quality 
based requirements to prevent or reduce discharges of pollutants that may cause or 
contribute to violations of water quality standards. Provisions C.9 and C.11 of the 
Permit incorporate requirements for the two TMDLs that have been fully approved and 
are effective for the Permittees. These TMDLs are for pesticide-related toxicity in 
urban creeks and mercury in San Francisco Bay. Additionally, Provision C.12 contains 
measures that address PCBs. The Regional Water Board has adopted a PCB TMDL, but 
it is still pending approval by State Board, the Office of Administrative Law, and U.S. 
EPA.  This PCBs TMDL includes requirements that would be consistent with this 
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provision. Finally, Provision C.13 contains measures to implement the copper site-
specific objective in San Francisco Bay. 

 
Where a TMDL has been approved, NPDES permits must contain effluent limitations 
and conditions consistent with the requirements and assumptions in the TMDL.112 
Effluent limitations are generally expressed in numerical form. However, USEPA 
recommends that for NPDES-regulated municipal and small construction stormwater 
discharges, effluent limitations should be expressed as BMPs or other similar 
requirements rather than as numeric effluent limitations.113 Consistent with USEPA’s 
recommendation, this section implements WQBELs expressed as an iterative BMP 
approach capable of meeting the WLAs in accordance with the associated compliance 
schedule. The Permit’s WQBELs include the numeric WLA as a performance standard 
and not as an effluent limitation. The WLA can be used to assess if additional BMPs 
are needed to achieve the TMDL Numeric Target in the waterbody. 

 

 
112 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B) 
113 USEPA, 2002. Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) for Storm 

Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on Those WLAs. P. 4. 
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C.9. Pesticides Toxicity Control  

Fact Sheet Findings in Support of Provision C.9. 

C.9-1 This Permit fulfills the Basin Plan amendments the Water Board adopted that 
establish a Water Quality Containment Strategy and TMDL for diazinon and 
pesticide-related toxicity for Bay Area urban creeks on November 16, 2005, 
and approved by the State Water Board on November 15, 2006. The Water 
Quality Containment Strategy requires urban runoff management agencies to 
minimize their own pesticide use, conduct outreach to others, and lead 
monitoring efforts. Control measures implemented by urban runoff 
management agencies and other entities (except construction and industrial 
sites) shall reduce pesticides in urban runoff to the MEP. 

C.9-2 (Allocations): The TMDL is allocated to all urban runoff, including urban 
runoff associated with MS4s, Caltrans facilities, and industrial, construction, 
and institutional sites. The allocations are expressed in terms of toxic units 
and diazinon concentrations. 

Specific Provision C.9 Requirements  
 

C.9 provisions fully implement the TMDL for Urban Creeks Pesticide Toxicity. All C.9 
provisions are stated explicitly in the implementation plan for this TMDL. Permittees 
are encouraged to coordinate activities with the Urban Pesticide Pollution Prevention 
Project, the Urban Pesticide Committee, and other agencies and organizations.  The 
Urban Pesticide Pollution Prevention (UP3) Project has been funded by a grant from the 
State Water Board and its goal is to prevent water pollution from urban pesticide use. 
The Urban Pesticides Committee serves as an information clearinghouse and as a forum 
for coordinating pesticide TMDL implementation. 

 
The UP3 Project provides resources and information on integrated pest management 
(IPM) and tools to municipalities to support their efforts to reduce municipal pesticide 
use and to conduct outreach to their communities on less-toxic methods of pest control. 
In addition, it provides technical assistance to municipalities to encourage the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency and the California Department of Pesticide 
Regulation to prevent water quality problems from pesticides. It also maintains and 
manages the  Urban Pesticides Committee, a statewide network of agencies, nonprofits, 
industry, and other stakeholders that are working to solve water quality problems from 
pesticides.  

 
Specific tools provided by the UP3 Project that relate to permit requirements include: 

• Guidance and resources to help agencies create contracts and bid documents for 
structural pest management services that help them meet their integrated pest 
management goals 

• IPM policies and ordinances 
• IPM training workshops and materials 
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• Outreach program design resources 
• Resources for evaluating effectiveness  

 
Provisions C.9.a through C.9.d are designed to insure that integrated pest management 
(IPM) is adopted and implemented as policy by all municipalities. IPM is a pest control 
strategy that uses an array of complementary methods: natural predators and parasites, 
pest-resistant varieties, cultural practices, biological controls, various physical 
techniques, and pesticides as a last resort. If implemented properly, it is an approach 
that can significantly reduce or eliminate the use of pesticides. The implementation of 
IPM will be assured through training of municipal employees and the requirement that 
municipalities only hire IPM-certified contractors. 

 
Provision C.9.e requires that municipalities (through cooperation or participation with 
BASMAA) track and participate in pesticide regulatory processes like the USEPA 
pesticide evaluation and registration activities related to surface water quality, and the 
California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) pesticide evaluation activities. 
The goal of these efforts is to encourage both the state and federal pesticide regulatory 
agencies to accommodate water quality concerns within the pesticide regulation or 
registration process. Through these efforts, it could be possible to prevent pesticide-
related water quality problems from happening by affecting which products are brought 
to market. 

 
Provision C.9.g is critical to the success of municipal efforts to control pesticide-related 
toxicity. Future permits must be based on an updated assessment of what is working and 
what is not. With every provision comes the responsibility to assess its effectiveness 
and report on these findings through the permit. The particulars of assessment will 
depend on the nature of the control measure. 

 
Provision C.9.h directs the municipalities to conduct outreach to consumers at point of 
purchase and provide targeted information on proper pesticide use and disposal, 
potential adverse impacts on water quality, and less toxic methods of pest prevention 
and control. One way in which this can be accomplished is for the Permittees to 
participate in and provide resources for the “Our Water, Our World” program 
(www.ourwaterourworld.org) or a functionally equivalent pesticide use reduction 
outreach program. The “Our Water, Our World” program has developed a Web site 
with many resources, “to assist consumers in managing home and garden pests in a way 
that helps protect” the environment. 

 
 
 
 

http://www.ourwaterourworld.org/
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C.10. Trash Load Reduction  

Legal Authority 
The following legal authority applies to section C.10: 

 
Broad Legal Authority: CWA sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), CWC section 
13377, and Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B, C, D, E, and 
F) and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv). 

 
Specific Legal Authority: Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B) requires, “shall be based on a description of a program, 
including a schedule, to detect and remove (or require the discharger to the 
municipal storm sewer to obtain a separate NPDES permit for) illicit discharges 
and improper disposal into the storm sewer.” 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(2) requires, “a 
description of procedures to conduct on-going field screening activities during 
the life of the permit, including areas or locations that will be evaluated by such 
field screens.” 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(3) requires, “a 
description of procedures to be followed to investigate portions of the separate 
storm sewer system that, based on the results of the field screen, or other 
appropriate information, indicate a reasonable potential of containing illicit 
discharges or other sources of non-storm water.” 

Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(4) requires, “a 
description of procedures to prevent, contain, and respond to spills that may 
discharge into the municipal separate storm sewer.” 

San Francisco Bay Basin Plan, Chapter 4 – Implementation, Table 4-1 
Prohibitions, Prohibition 7, which is consistent with the State Water Board’s 
Enclosed Bays and Estuaries Policy, Resolution 95-84, prohibits the discharge 
of rubbish, refuse, bark, sawdust, or other solid wastes into surface waters or at 
any place where they would contact or where they would be eventually 
transported to surface waters, including flood plain areas. This prohibition was 
adopted by the Water Board in the 1975 Basin Plan, primarily to protect 
recreational uses such as boating. 

Fact Sheet Findings in Support of Provision C.10 
C.10-1 Trash and litter are a pervasive problem near and in creeks and in San 

Francisco Bay. Controlling trash is one of the priorities for this Permit 
reissuance not only because of the trash discharge prohibition, but also 
because trash and litter cause particularly major impacts on our enjoyment 
of creeks and the Bay. There are also significant impacts on aquatic life and 
habitat in those waters and eventually to the global ocean ecosystem, where 
plastic often floats, persists in the environment for hundreds of years, if not 
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forever, concentrates organic toxins, and is ingested by aquatic life. There 
are also physical impacts, as aquatic species can become entangled and 
ensnared and can ingest plastic that looks like prey, losing the ability to feed 
properly. 

For the purposes of this provision, trash is defined to consist of litter and 
particles of litter. Man made litter is defined in California Government Code 
section 68055.1 (g): Litter means all improperly discarded waste material, 
including, but not limited to, convenience food, beverage, and other product 
packages or containers constructed of steel, aluminum, glass, paper, plastic, 
and other natural and synthetic materials, thrown or deposited on the lands 
and waters of the state, but not including the properly discarded waste of the 
primary processing of agriculture, mining, logging, sawmilling, or 
manufacturing. 

C.10-2 Data collected by Water Board staff using the SWAMP Rapid Trash 
Assessment (RTA) Protocol,114 over the 2003–2005 period,115 suggest that 
the current approach to managing trash in waterbodies is not reducing the 
adverse impact on beneficial uses. The levels of trash in the waters of the 
San Francisco Bay Region are alarmingly high, considering the Basin Plan 
prohibits discharge of trash and that littering is illegal with potentially large 
fines. Even during dry weather conditions, a significant quantity of trash, 
particularly plastic, is making its way into waters and being transported 
downstream to San Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean. On the basis of 85 
surveys conducted at 26 sites throughout the Bay Area, staff have found an 
average of 2.93 pieces of trash for every foot of stream, and all the trash was 
removed when it was surveyed, indicating high return rates of trash over the 
2003–2005 study period. There did not appear to be one county within the 
Region with higher trash in waters—the highest wet weather deposition 
rates were found in western Contra Costa County, and the highest dry 
weather deposition was found in Sonoma County. Results of the trash in 
waterbodies assessment work by staff show that rather than  adjacent 
neighborhoods polluting the sites at the bottom of the watershed, these 
areas, which tend to have lower property values, are subject to trash washing 
off with urban stormwater runoff cumulatively from the entire watershed. 

C.10-3 A number of key conclusions can be made on the basis of the trash 
measurement in streams: 
• Lower watershed sites have higher densities of trash. 
• All watersheds studied in the San Francisco Bay Region have high 

levels of trash. 
• There are trash source hotspots, usually associated with parks, schools, 

or poorly kept commercial facilities, near creek channels, that appear to 
contribute a significant portion of the trash deposition at lower 
watershed sites. 

 
114  SWAMP Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol,  Version 8 
115  SWAMP S.F. Bay Region Trash Report, January 23, 2007 
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• Dry season deposition of trash, associated with wind and dry season 
runoff, contributes measurable levels of trash to downstream locations. 

• The majority of trash is plastic at lower watershed sites where trash 
accumulates in the wet season. This suggests that urban runoff is a 
major source of floatable plastic found in the ocean and on beaches as 
marine debris. 

• Parks that have more evident management of trash by city staff and 
local volunteers, including cleanup within the creek channel, have 
measurably less trash pieces and higher RTA scores. 

C.10-4 The ubiquitous, unacceptable levels of trash in waters of the San Francisco 
Bay Region warrant a comprehensive and progressive program of education, 
warning, and enforcement, and certain areas warrant consideration of 
structural controls and treatment. 

C.10-5 Trash in urban waterways of coastal areas can become marine debris, 
known to harm fish and wildlife and cause adverse economic impacts.116 
Trash is a regulated water pollutant that has many characteristics of concern 
to water quality. It accumulates in streams, rivers, bays, and ocean beaches 
throughout the San Francisco Bay Region, particularly in urban areas. 

C.10-6 Trash adversely affects numerous beneficial uses of waters, particularly 
recreation and aquatic habitat. Not all litter and debris delivered to streams 
are of equal concern with regards to water quality. Besides the obvious 
negative aesthetic effects, most of the harm of trash in surface waters is 
imparted to wildlife in the form of entanglement or ingestion.117,118 Some 
elements of trash exhibit significant threats to human health, such as 
discarded medical waste, human or pet waste, and broken glass.119 Also, 
some household and industrial wastes can contain toxic batteries, pesticide 
containers, and fluorescent light bulbs that contain mercury. Large trash 
items such as discarded appliances can present physical barriers to natural 
stream flow, causing physical impacts such as bank erosion. From a 
management perspective, the persistent accumulation of trash in a 
waterbody is of particular concern, and signifies a priority for prevention of 
trash discharges. Also of concern are trash hotspots where illegal dumping, 
littering, and/or accumulation of trash occur. 

C.10-7 The narrative water quality objectives applicable to trash are Floating 
Material (Waters shall not contain floating material, including solids, 
liquids, foams, and scum, in concentrations that cause nuisance or adversely 

 
116 Moore, S.L., and M.J. Allen. 2000. Distribution of anthropogenic and natural debris on the mainland shelf of the 

Southern California Bight. Mar. Poll. Bull. 40:83-88.  
117 Laist, D. W. and M. Liffmann. 2000. Impacts of marine debris: research and management needs. Issue papers of 

the International Marine Debris Conference, Aug. 6-11, 2000. Honolulu, HI, pp. 16–29.  
118 McCauley, S.J. and K.A. Bjorndahl. 1998. Conservation implications of dietary dilution from debris ingestion: 

sublethal effects in post-hatchling loggerhead sea turtles. Conserv. Biol. 13(4):925-929.  
119 Sheavly, S.B. 2004. Marine Debris: an Overview of a Critical Issue for our Oceans. 2004 International Coastal 

Cleanup Conference, San Juan, Puerto Rico. The Ocean Conservancy.  
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affect beneficial uses), Settleable Material (Waters shall not contain 
substances in concentrations that result in the deposition of material that 
cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses), and Suspended Material 
(Waters shall not contain suspended material in concentrations that cause 
nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses). 

C.10-8 The Water Board, at its February 11, 2009 hearing, adopted a resolution 
proposing that 26 waterbodies in the region be added to the 303(d) list for 
the pollutant trash.  The adopted Resolution and supporting documents are 
contained in Attachment 10.1 – 303(d) Trash Resolution and Staff Report 
Feb 2009. 

 
Specific Provision C.10 Requirements 

 
Provision C.10. Permittees shall demonstrate compliance with Discharge Prohibition 
A.2 and trash-related Receiving Water Limitations through the timely implementation 
of control measures and other actions to reduce trash loads from municipal separate 
storm sewer systems (MS4s) by 40% by 2014, 70% by 2017, and 100% by 2022 as 
further specified below.  

C.10.a.i. Short-Term Trash Load Reduction Plan 
The Short-Term Trash Load Reduction Plan is intended to describe actions to 
incrementally reduce trash loads toward the 2014 requirement of a 40% reduction 
and eventual abatement of trash loads to receiving waters. 

C.10.a.ii. Baseline Trash Load and Trash Load Reduction Tracking Method  
In order to achieve the incremental trash load reductions in an accountable 
manner, the Permittees will propose Baseline Trash Loads and a Trash Load 
Reduction Tracking Method.  The Tracking will account for additional trash load 
reducing actions and BMPs the Permittees implement.  Permittees are also able to 
propose, with documentation, areas for exclusion from the Tracking Method 
accounting, by demonstrating that these areas already meet the Discharge 
Prohibition A.2 and have no trash loads. 

C.10.a.iii. Minimum Full Trash Capture 
Installation of full trash capture systems to prevent trash loads through the MS4 is 
MEP as demonstrated by the significant implementation of these systems 
occurring in the Los Angeles region.  The minimum full trash capture installation 
requirements in this permit represent a moderate initial step toward employing 
this tool for trash load reduction. 

C.10.b.i, ii. Trash Hot Spot Selection and Clean Up  
Trash Hot Spots must be cleaned up as an interim measure until complete 
abatement of trash loads occurs.  Eventually, with adequate source controls and 
trash loading abatement, trash hot spots will not occur in the receiving waters.  In 
addition, Permittees will be credited for trash volume removed from hot spots in 
the trash load reduction tracking.   

 



Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit   NPDES No. CAS612008 
Order No. R2-2009-0074  Appendix I:  Fact Sheet 
 

Fact Sheet Page App I-75 Date:  October 14, 2009 

C.10.b.iii. Hot Spot Assessments 
Trash Hot Spot assessments have been simplified and streamlined.  Rather than 
counting individual trash items, which can vary in size from small plastic of glass 
particles to shopping carts, volume of material removed is measured, along with 
dominant types of trash removed.  Photographs are recorded both before and after 
cleanup, to add to the record and verify cleanup. 

C.10.c. Long Term Trash Load Reduction 
Each Permittee will submit a Plan to achieve the incremental progress of 70% 
trash load reduction by 2017 during the following permit term, and the 100% 
reduction of trash loading by 2022. 

C.10.d.  Reporting   

This sub-provision sets forth the reporting required in this provision, including the 
specific submittals and reports, and the annual reporting requirements.   
 

Costs of Trash Control 
Costs for either enhanced trash management measure implementation or installation and 
maintenance of trash capture devices are significant, but when spread over several 
years, and when viewed on a per-capita basis, are reasonable.  Also, Trash capture 
devices have been installed by cities in California and in the Bay Region.   

Trash and litter are costly to remove from our aquatic resource environments.  Staff 
from the California Coastal Commission report that the Coastal Cleanup Day budget 
statewide: $200,000-250,000 for staff Coastal Commission staff, and much more from 
participating local agencies.  The main component of this event is the 18,000 volunteer-
hours which translates to $3,247,200 in labor, and so is equivalent to $3,250,000-
3,500,000 per year to clean up 903,566 pounds of trash and recyclables at $3.60 to 
$3.90 per pound.  This is one of the most cost-effective events because of volunteer 
labor and donations.  The County of Los Angeles spends $20 million per year to sweep 
beaches for trash, according to Coastal Commission staff.  

In Oakland, the Lake Merritt Institute is currently budgeted at $160,000 per year, with 
trash and litter removal from the Lake as a major task.  The budget has increased from 
about $45,000 in 1996 to current levels.   In the period of 1996-2005 the Lake Merritt 
Institute staff, utilizing significant volunteer resources, and accomplishing other 
education tasks, removed 410,859 pounds of trash from the Lake at cost of $951,725 at 
$2.3 per pound. 

The City of Oakland reports that installation of two vortex and screen separators, titled 
by their brand name of CDS units, which cost, according to the table below, $821,000 
for installations that treat tributary catchments of 192 acres before discharge to Lake 
Merritt at $4,276 per acre.  
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City of Oakland—CDS Unit Overview  9-07 
 

Existing 
CDS unit 
location 

Outfall 
number 

Treatment 
area 

(acres) 

Cost of 
implementation

 
Sizing 

Maintenance 
requirements 

 
Comments 

Intersection 
of 27th and 

Valdez 
Streets 

56* 71 

$203,000 to 
contactor; plus 
~$100,000 City 

costs 

73 cfs peak 
flow; 36” 
stormdrain; 
Unit sizing: 
18’6’6’ box 
with 
10’11”diam 
x 9’6” long 
cylinder 

Visually inspect 
CDS Unit; remove 
trash and debris 
with Hydro 
Flusher bi-
monthly 

Installed in 2006. 
Required 
relocation of 
electrical conduit. 
Water main and 
gas line were also 
in the way; the box 
was adjusted to 
accommodate 
these conflicts. 

Intersection 
of 22nd and 

Valley 
Streets 

56* 121 

$368,000 to 
contactor; plus 
~$150,000 City 

costs 

115 cfs 
peak flow; 
54” 
stormdrain; 
Unit sizing: 
18’8.5’6’ 
box with 
12’diam x 
9’6” long 
cylinder 

Visually inspect 
CDS Unit; remove 
trash and debris 
with Hydro 
Flusher bi-
monthly 

Installed in 2006. 
Installation costs 
were higher than 

anticipated. Sewer 
lines and PGE 
facilities were 

exposed that were 
not known before. 

Unit had to be 
modified and 

poured-in-place.  

 
                   *  The city is treating 192 acres or 72 percent of the 252 acres draining to outfall 56. 

 
 

Mr. Morad Sedrak, the TMDL Implementation Program Manager, Bureau of Sanitation, 
Department of Public Works, City of Los Angeles, reports that the City plans to invest 
$72 million dollars for storm drain catch basin based capture device installation primarily, 
for a City of 4 million population, for a per-capita cost of $18 dollars.  This effort is 
occurring over a span of over five years, for an annual per-capita cost of under $4.   

Mr. Sedrak reports that O&M costs are not anticipated to increase, as the City of L.A. is 
already budgeted for 3 catch basin cleanings per year.  He also states that catch basin 
inserts installed inside the catch basin in front of the lateral pipe, which have been 
certified by the Los Angeles Regional Water Board as total capture trash control devices, 
cost approximately $800 to $3,000 depending on the depth of the catch basin.  The price 
quoted includes installation and the insert is made of Stainless Steel 316.   

Furthermore, the price for catch basin opening screen covers, which are designed to 
retain trash at the street level for removal by sweepers, and also to open if there is a 
potential flooding blockage, ranges roughly from $800 to $4,500, depending on the 
opening size of the catch basin.  

The City of Los Angeles has currently spent 27 million dollars on a retrofit program to 
install catch basin devices in approximately 30% of its area, with either inserts or screens 
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or both.  Mr. Sedrak states that Los Angeles plans to spend $45 million over the next 3 
years to retrofit the remaining catch basins within the City.  The total number of catch 
basins within the City is approximately 52,000.   

Here are some links to information about the Los Angeles trash control approach: 

http://www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/program/TMDLs/trashtmdl.htm  
 
http://www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/download/pdfs/general_info/Request-
Certification-10-06.pdf) 

 
http://www.lastorhttp://www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/download/pdfs/general_info/Req
uest-Certification-10-06.pdfmwater.org/Siteorg/program/poll_abate/cbscreens.htm )  

 
http://www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/program/poll_abate/cbinserts.htm  
 
http://www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/program/poll_abate/cbscreens.htm  
 

Additional cost information on various trash capture devices are included in the Santa 
Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) BMP Trash 
Toolbox (July 2007).  The Toolbox contains cost information for both trash capture 
devices and enhanced trash management measure implementation, covers a broad range 
of options and also discusses operation and maintenance costs.  Catch basin screens are 
included with an earlier estimate by the City of Los Angeles of $44 million over 10 
years to install devices in 34,000 inlets.   

Litter booms are also discussed with an example from the City of Oakland.  The Damon 
Slough litter boom or sea curtain cost $36,000 for purchase and installation, including 
slough side access improvements for maintenance and trash removal.  Annual 
maintenance costs have been $77,000 for weekly maintenance, which includes use of a 
crane for floating trash removal.  

The costs of the full trash capture device installation required in the Order is 
significantly less than the previous tentative orders requirements for trash capture, as set 
forth in the table below.

http://www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/program/TMDLs/trashtmdl.htm
http://www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/download/pdfs/general_info/Request-Certification-10-06.pdf
http://www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/download/pdfs/general_info/Request-Certification-10-06.pdf
http://www.lastorhttp/www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/download/pdfs/general_info/Request
http://www.lastorhttp/www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/download/pdfs/general_info/Request
http://www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/program/poll_abate/cbinserts.htm
http://www.lastormwater.org/Siteorg/program/poll_abate/cbscreens.htm
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Trash Capture Cost Estimates – Final TO versus previous TOs 

Trash Capture 
Device 

Requirement 
Acres of Capture 

Cost for 
Trash 

Capture 
Installation 

Percent of 
Retail/Wholesale 

Commercial 
(ABAG 2005) 

Per capita $, 
Population = 

4,533,634 

Final TO: 
Implemented in 
Year 4 – 30% of 
Retail/Wholesale 
Commercial 

5527 $ 27,635,000 30% $6.06 

Previous TOs:  
Implement in 
Year 4, 5% of 
Urban/suburban 
land 

0.05 X 529,712 = 26,485 
(BASMAA) or 

ABAG 0.05 X 655,015 = 
32,750 

$132,425,000 
or 

$163,750,000 

5% of 
Urban/suburban 

land 

$29 
or 

$36 

 

30% X 18,426 acres = 5527 acres X $5000/acre = $27,635,000 for four counties for 
installation; maintenance will add an additional cost.  The Permittees may work 
cooperatively to achieve this capture installation requirement, and there is the potential 
for Regional revenue development.  The previous requirement was 5% of (.05 X 
655,015) (529,712 by BASMAA’s count) acres of urban land (from ABAG 2005 table) 
= 32,750 acres, ((26,486 according to BASMAA) X $5000 = $132,000,000).   
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C.11. Mercury Controls 

Fact Sheet Findings in Support of Provision C.11 

C.11-1 On August 9, 2006, the Water Board adopted a Basin Plan amendment 
including a revised TMDL for mercury in San Francisco Bay, two new water 
quality objectives, and an implementation plan to achieve the TMDL. The 
State Water Board has approved this Basin Plan amendment, and USEPA 
approval is pending.  C.11-2 through C.11-6 are components of the Mercury 
TMDL implementation plan relevant to implementation through the municipal 
stormwater permit. 

C.11-2 The 2003 load of mercury from urban runoff is 160 kg/yr, and the aggregate 
WLAs for urban runoff is 80 kg/yr and shall be implemented through the 
NPDES stormwater permits issued to urban runoff management agencies and 
Caltrans. The urban stormwater runoff allocations implicitly include all 
current and future permitted discharges, not otherwise addressed by another 
allocation, and unpermitted discharges within the geographic boundaries of 
urban runoff management agencies (collectively, source category) including, 
but not limited to, Caltrans roadway and non-roadway facilities and rights-of-
way, atmospheric deposition, public facilities, properties proximate to stream 
banks, industrial facilities, and construction sites. 

C.11-3 The allocations for this source category shall be achieved within 20 years, 
and, as a way to measure progress, an interim loading milestone of 120 kg/yr, 
halfway between the current load and the allocation, should be achieved 
within 10 years. If the interim loading milestone is not achieved, NPDES-
permitted entities shall demonstrate reasonable and measurable progress 
toward achieving the 10-year loading milestone. 

C.11-4 The NPDES permits for urban runoff management agencies shall require the 
implementation of BMPs and control measures designed to achieve the 
allocations or accomplish the load reductions derived from the allocations. In 
addition to controlling mercury loads, BMPs or control measures shall include 
actions to reduce mercury-related risks to humans and wildlife. Requirements 
in the permit issued or reissued and applicable for the term of the permit shall 
be based on an updated assessment of control measures intended to reduce 
pollutants in stormwater runoff to the MEP and remain consistent with the 
section of this chapter titled, Surface Water Protection and Management—
Point Source Control—Stormwater Discharges. 

C.11-5 The following additional requirements are or shall be incorporated into 
NPDES permits issued or reissued by the Water Board for urban runoff 
management agencies. 

a. Evaluate and report on the spatial extent, magnitude, and cause of 
contamination for locations where elevated mercury concentrations exist; 

b. Develop and implement a mercury source control program; 
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c. Develop and implement a monitoring system to quantify either mercury 
loads or loads reduced through treatment, source control, and other 
management efforts; 

d. Monitor levels of methylmercury in discharges; 

e. Conduct or cause to be conducted studies aimed at better understanding 
mercury fate, transport, and biological uptake in San Francisco Bay and 
tidal areas; 

f. Develop an equitable allocation-sharing scheme in consultation with 
Caltrans (see below) to address Caltrans roadway and non-roadway 
facilities in the program area, and report the details to the Water Board; 

g. Prepare an Annual Report that documents compliance with the above 
requirements and documents either mercury loads discharged, or loads 
reduced through ongoing pollution prevention and control activities; and 

h. Demonstrate progress toward (a) the interim loading milestone, or (b) 
attainment of the allocations shown in Individual WLAs (see Table 4-w of 
the Basin Plan  amendment), by using one of the following methods: 

(1) Quantify the annual average mercury load reduced by implementing 

i. Pollution prevention activities, and 
ii. Source and treatment controls. The benefit of efforts to reduce 

mercury-related risk to wildlife and humans should also be 
quantified. The Water Board will recognize such efforts as 
progress toward achieving the interim milestone and the mercury-
related water quality standards upon which the allocations and 
corresponding load reductions are based. Loads reduced as a result 
of actions implemented after 2001 (or earlier if actions taken are 
not reflected in the 2001 load estimate) may be used to estimate 
load reductions. 

(2) Quantify the mercury load as a rolling 5-year annual average using 
data on flow and water column mercury concentrations. 

(3) Quantitatively demonstrate that the mercury concentration of 
suspended sediment that best represents sediment discharged with 
urban runoff is below the suspended sediment target. 

C.11-6 Urban runoff management agencies have a responsibility to oversee various 
discharges within the agencies’ geographic boundaries. However, if it is 
determined that a source is substantially contributing to mercury loads to the 
Bay or is outside the jurisdiction or authority of an agency, the Water Board 
will consider a request from an urban runoff management agency that may 
include an allocation, load reduction, and/or other regulatory requirements for 
the source in question. 
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Specific Provision C.11 Requirements 
The C.11 provisions implement the mercury TMDL and follow the general approach for 
sediment-bound pollutants discussed above where we seek to build our understanding 
and level of certainty concerning control actions by implementing actions in a phased 
approach. We then expand implementation of those actions that prove effective, and 
perhaps scale back or discontinue those that are not effective. Accordingly, there are 
some provisions that will be implemented throughout the Region, some that will be 
tested on a limited basis first before making the decision to expand region-wide in the 
next permit term. Some of the measures are companion measures for efforts targeting 
PCBs. 

 
Provision C.11.a.  Mercury is found in a wide variety of consumer products (e.g., 
fluorescent bulbs) that are subject to recycling requirements. These recycling efforts are 
already happening throughout the Region, and Provision C.11.a requires promotion, 
facilitation and/or participation in these region-wide recycling efforts to increase 
effectiveness and public participation. 

 
Provision C.11.b. The remand resolution of the SF Bay Mercury TMDL made it clear 
that methyl mercury monitoring must be required of all NPDES Permittees. Methyl 
mercury is the most toxic form of mercury, and there is very little information, if any, 
regarding the concentrations of methyl mercury found in urban runoff.  The purpose of 
the monitoring required through this provision is to obtain seasonal information and to 
assess the magnitude and spatial/temporal patterns of methylmercury concentrations in 
urban runoff. 

 

Provisions C.11.c through Provision C.11.f relate to identical C.12 Provisions for 
PCBs. For each of these, sites for pilot studies will primarily be chosen on the basis of 
the potential for reducing PCB loads, but consideration will be given to mercury 
removal in the final design and implementation of the studies. For more information, 
see the fact sheet discussions for 
Provisions C.12.c, d, e, and f and Provision C.2.g. 

 
Provision C.11.g implements the TMDL requirement that Permittees measure mercury 
loads and loads reduced from program activities. There are three options for 
accomplishing this requirement: quantifying mercury loads reduced through 
implemented control measures, quantify mercury loading into the Bay from urban 
runoff, or demonstrating that the concentration of mercury on suspended sediment 
particles is below the sediment target of 0.2 ppm. It is likely that the first option will be 
chosen, and this will require development of an accounting system to establish what 
load reductions result from program activities. This will not be difficult for those 
measures that involve capture and measurement of mercury-containing sediment, but it 
will be more challenging for efforts that do not involve direct measurement. 

 
Provision C.11.h is equivalent to Provision C.12.h for PCBs and is motivated by the 
same remaining technical uncertainties. 
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Provision C.11.i requires actions that manage human health risk due to mercury and 
PCBs. These may include efforts to communicate the health risks of eating Bay fish and 
other efforts aimed at high risk-communities. 

 
Provision C.11.j requires an allocation sharing scheme to be developed in cooperation 
with Caltrans. The urban runoff TMDL allocation implicitly includes loads from 
Caltrans facilities. 
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C.12. PCBs Controls 

The C.12 provisions are consistent with the regulatory approach and 
implementation plan of the San Francisco Bay PCBs TMDL adopted by the 
Water Board. They follow the general approach for sediment-bound pollutants 
discussed above where we seek to build our understanding and level of certainty 
concerning control actions by implementing actions in a phased approach. We 
then expand implementation of those actions that prove effective, and perhaps 
scale back or discontinue those that are not effective. Accordingly, there are 
some provisions that will be implemented throughout the region, some that will 
be tested on a limited basis first before making the decision to expand region-
wide in the next permit term. 

 
Fact Sheet Findings in Support of Provision C.12 

C.12-2 On February 13, 2008, the Water Board adopted a Basin Plan amendment 
establishing a TMDL for PCBs in San Francisco Bay and an implementation 
plan to achieve the TMDL. Approval by the State Water Board and USEPA is 
pending. The following excerpts from the TMDL implementation plan are 
relevant to implementation of the municipal stormwater permit. 

“Stormwater runoff wasteload allocations shall be achieved within 20 years and 
shall be implemented through the NPDES stormwater permits issued to 
stormwater runoff management agencies and the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans). The urban stormwater runoff wasteload allocations 
implicitly include all current and future permitted discharges, not otherwise 
addressed by another allocation, and unpermitted discharges within the 
geographic boundaries of stormwater runoff management agencies including, but 
not limited to, Caltrans roadway and non-roadway facilities and rights-of-way, 
atmospheric deposition, public facilities, properties proximate to stream banks, 
industrial facilities, and construction sites.  

Requirements in each NPDES permit issued or reissued shall be based on an 
updated assessment of best management practices and control measures 
intended to reduce PCBs in urban stormwater runoff. Control measures 
implemented by stormwater runoff management agencies and other entities 
(except construction and industrial sites) shall reduce PCBs in stormwater 
runoff to the maximum extent practicable. Control measures for construction 
and industrial sites shall reduce discharges based on best available technology 
economically achievable. All permits shall remain consistent with Section 4.8 
- Stormwater Discharges. 

In the first five-year permit term, stormwater Permittees will be required to 
implement control measures on a pilot scale to determine their effectiveness 
and technical feasibility. In the second permit term, stormwater Permittees 
will be required to implement effective control measures, that will not cause 
significant adverse environmental impacts, in strategic locations, and to 
develop a plan to fully implement control measures that will result in 
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attainment of allocations, including an analysis of costs, efficiency of control 
measures and an identification of any significant environmental impacts. 
Subsequent permits will include requirements and a schedule to implement 
technically feasible, effective and cost efficient control measures to attain 
allocations. If, as a consequence, allocations cannot be attained, the Water 
Board will take action to review and revise the allocations and these 
implementation requirements as part of adaptive implementation. 

In addition, stormwater Permittees will be required to develop and implement 
a monitoring system to quantify PCBs urban stormwater runoff loads and the 
load reductions achieved through treatment, source control and other actions; 
support actions to reduce the health risks of people who consume PCBs-
contaminated San Francisco Bay fish; and conduct or cause to be conducted 
monitoring, and studies to fill critical data needs identified in the adaptive 
implementation section. 

Stormwater runoff management agencies have a responsibility to oversee 
various discharges within the agencies’ geographic boundaries. However, if it 
is determined that a source is substantially contributing to PCBs loads to the 
Bay or is outside the jurisdiction or authority of an agency the Water Board 
will consider a request from an stormwater runoff management agency which 
may include an allocation, load reduction, and/or other regulatory 
requirements for the source in question.” 

C.12-3 Some PCB congeners have dioxin-like properties.  Dioxins are persistent, 
bioaccumulative, toxic compounds that are produced from the combustion of 
organic materials in the presence of chlorine. Dioxins enter the air through 
fuel and waste emissions, including diesel and other motor vehicle exhaust 
fumes and trash incineration, and are carried in rain and contaminate soil. 
Dioxins bioaccumulate in fat, and most human exposure occurs through the 
consumption of animal fats, including those from fish.  Therefore, the actions 
targeting PCBs will likely have the simultaneous benefit of addressing a 
portion of the dioxin impairment resulting from dioxin-like PCBs. 

Specific Provision C.12 Requirements 
Provision C.12.a. PCBs were used in a variety of electrical devices and equipment, 
some of which still can be found during industrial inspections. Provision C.12.a requires 
the stormwater management agencies to ensure that industrial inspectors can identify 
PCBs or PCB-containing equipment during their inspections and make sure appropriate 
agencies are notified if they are found. There is enough experience and/or background 
knowledge about the presence of such PCB-containing equipment that this measure 
should be implemented region-wide during this permit term. 

 
Provision C.12.b.  PCBs are used in a variety of building materials like caulks and 
adhesives. PCBs contained in such materials can be liberated and transported in runoff 
during and after demolition and renovation activities. At this point, it is not known how 
extensive this type of PCB contamination is in the region. Therefore, the expectation for 
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this permit term is that Permittees conduct  pilot studies (Provision C.12.b) that includes 
evaluation of the presence of PCBs in such materials, sampling and analysis, and BMP 
development to prevent PCBs in these materials from being released into the 
environment during demolition and renovation. Conducting these pilot tests and 
reporting results will help determine if control measures for PCBs from these sources 
should be implemented in a more widespread fashion in the next permit term. 

 
Provisions C.12.c and C.12.d form the core of PCB-related efforts for this permit term, 
and these efforts are crucial for the iterative development of effective control measures 
for PCBs and other sediment-bound pollutants in future permit terms. The overarching 
purpose of these two provisions is to conduct five comprehensive pilot studies in 
locations known to contain high levels of PCBs. The pilot studies will involve a 
combination of efforts including abatement of the on-land PCB contamination 
(Provision C.12.c) as well as exploration of sediment management practices (C.12.d) 
that can be implemented by municipalities to control migration of the PCBs away from 
the source of contamination. We expect that a suite of control measures will be applied 
in these five pilot regions to determine the optimum suite of measures for controlling 
PCB contamination and preventing its transport through the storm drain system. The 
lessons learned through these pilot efforts will inform the direction of future efforts 
targeting contaminated zones throughout the Region in subsequent permit terms. 

 
Provision C.12.e.  One promising management practice for addressing a wide range of 
sediment-bound contaminants, including PCBs is on-site treatment. Provision C.12.e 
requires selection of 10 locations for pilot studies spanning treatment types as described 
in the Provision. This effort can be conducted in conjunction with Provision C.12.d such 
that on-site treatment efforts conducted as part of C.12.d can be counted toward 
accomplishing C.12.e requirements. 

 
Provision C.12.f.  Another promising management practice is the diversion of certain 
flows to the sanitary sewers to be treated by the local POTWs. Provision C.12.f requires 
an evaluation of locations for diversion pilot studies and implementation of pilot studies 
at five pump stations. This effort can be conducted in conjunction with Provision C.12.d 
such that POTW diversion efforts conducted as part of C.12.d can be counted toward 
accomplishing C.12.f requirements.  Also see discussion under Provision C.2.g. 

 
Provision C.12.g requires, consistent with the approach taken in the PCBs TMDL, 
development of a monitoring system to quantify PCBs loads and loads reduced through 
source control, treatment and other management measures. This monitoring system will 
be used to determine progress toward meeting TMDL load allocations. This system 
should establish the baseline loading or loads reduced against which to compare future 
loading and load reductions. 

 
Provision C.12.h.  There are still uncertainties surrounding the magnitude and nature of 
PCBs reaching the Bay in urban runoff and the ultimate fate of such PCBs, including 
biological uptake. Provision C.12.h requires that Permittees ensure that fate and 
transport studies of PCBs in urban runoff are completed. 
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Provision C.12.i. requires actions that manage human health risk due to mercury and 
PCBs. These may include efforts to communicate the health risks of eating Bay fish and 
other efforts aimed at high risk-communities. 
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C.13. Copper Controls 

Chronic and acute site-specific objectives (SSOs) for dissolved copper have 
been established in all segments of San Francisco Bay. The plan to implement 
the SSOs and ensure the achievement and ongoing maintenance of the SSOs in 
the entire Bay includes two types of actions for urban runoff management 
agencies. These actions from the SSO implementation are implemented through 
this permit as provisions to control urban runoff sources of copper as well as 
measures to resolve remaining technical uncertainties for copper fate and effects 
in the Bay. 

 
The control measures for urban runoff target significant sources of copper 
identified in a report produced in 2004 for the Clean Estuary Partnership.120 This 
report updated information on sources of copper in urban runoff, loading 
estimates and associated level of uncertainty, and summarized feasible control 
measures and priorities for further investigation. Accordingly, the permit 
provisions target major sources of copper including vehicle brake pads, 
architectural copper, copper pesticides, and industrial copper use. 

 
Fact Sheet Findings in Support of Provision C.13. 

C.13-1 Urban runoff is a conveyance mechanism by which copper reaches San 
Francisco Bay. 

C.13-2 Copper has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to exceedances of 
copper water quality standards in San Francisco Bay.  

C.13-3 Site specific water quality objectives for dissolved copper have already been 
adopted for South San Francisco Bay will soon be adopted for the rest of the 
Bay.   

C.13-4 The Permit requirements to control copper to the MEP are necessary to 
implement and support ongoing achievement of the site-specific water quality 
objectives.  

 
Specific Provision C.13. Requirements 
Provision C.13.a.  Copper is used as an architectural feature in roofs, gutters and 
downspouts. When these roofs are cleaned with aggressive cleaning solutions, 
substantial amounts of copper can be liberated. The provision C.13.a for architectural 
copper involves a variety of strategies ranging from BMPs to prohibition against 
discharge of these cleaning wastes to the storm drain. 

 

                                                 
120 TDC (TDC Environmental). 2004. Copper Sources in Urban Runoff and Shoreline Activities. Prepared for the 

Clean Estuary Partnership. 
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Provision C.13.b.  Copper is commonly used as an algaecide in pools, spas, and 
fountains. The provision C.13.b prohibits discharge to the storm drain of copper-
containing wastewater from such amenities. 

 
Provision C.13.c.  Vehicle brake pads are a large source of copper to the urban 
environment. There are cooperative efforts (e.g., the Brake Pad Partnership) evaluating 
the potential effects of brake wear debris on water quality. This cooperative effort could 
result in voluntary actions to reduce the amount of copper in automobile brake pads. 
However, this voluntary reduction is uncertain, and some aftermarket brake pads are 
possibly unaffected by the voluntary action. Moreover, the benefits of copper content 
reduction might be slowly realized because there is a great deal of wear debris already 
deposited on watersheds, and this wear debris will continue to be deposited as long as 
copper-containing brake pads are in use. Therefore, there might need to be additional 
measures addressing copper-containing wear debris on the part of urban stormwater 
management agencies. Provision C.13.c requires ongoing participation in the 
cooperative efforts of the Partnership. 

 
Provision C.13.d   Some industrial facilities likely use copper or have sources of 
copper (e.g., plating facilities, metal finishers, auto dismantlers).  This control measure 
requires municipalities to include these facilities in their inspection program plans.  

 
The most recent Staff Report121 for the SSOs north of the Dumbarton Bridge also 
describes several areas of remaining technical uncertainty, and Provision C.13.e 
requires studies to address these uncertainties. Two of these areas are of particular 
concern, and urban runoff management agencies are required to conduct or cause to be 
conducted studies to help resolve these two uncertainties. 

 
The first uncertainty concerns copper’s tendency, even at low concentrations, to cause a 
variety of sublethal (not resulting in death, but in impaired function) effects. The studies 
documenting such effects have, so far, been conducted in the laboratory in experiments 
modeling freshwater systems, and many of them have not yet been published. A number 
of uncertainties need to be resolved before interpretation and extension to marine or 
estuarine systems can be attempted.122 

 
The second uncertainty is that surface sediment samples have exhibited toxicity to test 
organisms at a number of sites throughout the Bay. Research has shown that sediment 
toxicity to bivalve embryos is caused by “elevated concentrations of divalent 
cations….with copper as the most probable cause of toxicity.” Additional studies are 
needed to further examine whether water and sediment toxicity tests used in the RMP 
are accurate predictors of impacts on the Bay’s aquatic and benthic communities. 

 

 
121 SFBRWQCB (San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board). 2007. Copper Site-Specific Objectives 

in San Francisco Bay: Proposed Basin Plan Amendment and Draft Staff Report. June. 
122 Ibid. 
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C.14. Polybrominated Diphenyl Ethers (PBDE), Legacy Pesticides and 
Selenium 

This section is predicated on the fact that legacy pesticides, PBDEs, and 
selenium are either known to impair or potentially impair Bay and tributary 
beneficial uses. Further, urban stormwater is a likely or potential cause or 
contributor to such impairment. The requirements for this permit term are 
primarily information gathering consistent with Provision C.1. Namely, this 
provision requires that Permittees gather information on a number of pollutants 
of concern (e.g., PBDEs, DDT, dieldrin, chlordane, selenium) for which TMDLs 
are planned or are in the early stages of development.  

 
The goals of the provisions in this section are the following: One goal is to 
determine the concentrations and distribution of these pollutants and if urban 
runoff is a conveyance mechanism associated with their possible impairment of 
San Francisco Bay.  

 
A second goal is to gather and provide information to allow calculation of 
PBDEs, legacy pesticides, and selenium loads to San Francisco Bay from urban 
runoff conveyance systems. A third goal is to identify control measures and/or 
management practices to eliminate or reduce discharges of PBDEs, legacy 
pesticides, or selenium conveyed by urban runoff conveyance systems. The 
Permittees are encouraged to work with the other municipal stormwater 
management agencies in the Bay Region to implement a plan to identify, assess, 
and manage controllable sources of these pollutants in urban runoff. The control 
actions initiated for PCBs will form the core of initial actions targeting sediment 
bound pollutants like these. It is very likely that some of these PCB control 
measures (see Provision C.12) warrant consideration for the control of sediment 
bound pollutants like PBDEs, legacy pesticides, and possibly others as well. 
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C.15. Exempted and Conditionally Exempted Discharges 

Legal Authority 
 

Broad Legal Authority: CWA section 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), CWC section 1337, and 
Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B, C, D, E, and F) and 40 CFR 
122.26(d)(2)(iv). 

 
Specific Legal Authority: Federal NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B) 
requires MS4 operators, “to detect and remove (or require the discharger to the 
municipal separate storm sewer to obtain a separate NPDES permit for) illicit 
discharges and improper disposal into the storm sewer.” 

Federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv)(B)(1) provides that the Permittees 
shall prevent all types of illicit discharges into the MS4 except for certain non-
stormwater discharges. 

Fact Sheet Findings in Support of Provision C.15. 
Prohibition A.1. effectively prohibits the discharge of non-stormwater discharges into 
the storm sewer system.  However, we recognize that certain types of non-stormwater 
discharges may be exempted from this prohibition if they are unpolluted and do not 
violate water quality standards.  Other types of non-stormwater discharges may be 
conditionally exempted from Prohibition A.1. if the discharger employs appropriate 
control measures and BMPs prior to discharge, and monitors and reports on the 
discharge. 

Specific Provision C.15. Requirements 
Provision C.15.a.  Exempted Non-Stormwater Discharges.  This section of the 
Permit identifies the types of non-stormwater discharges that are exempted from 
Discharge Prohibition A.1. if such discharges are unpolluted and do not violate water 
quality standards. If any exempted non-stormwater discharge is identified as a source of 
pollutants to receiving waters, the discharge shall be addressed as a conditionally 
exempted discharge and must meet the requirements of Provision C.15.b. 

Provision C.15.b.  Conditionally Exempted Non-Stormwater Discharges.  This 
section of the Permit identifies the types of non-stormwater discharges that are 
conditionally exempted from Discharge Prohibition A.1. if they are identified by 
Permittees or the Executive Officer as not being sources of pollutants to receiving 
waters. To eliminate adverse impacts from such discharges, project proponents shall 
develop and implement appropriate pollutant control measures and BMPs, and where 
applicable, shall monitor and report on the discharges in accordance with the 
requirements specified in Provision C.15.b. The intent of Provision C.15.b.’s 
requirements is to facilitate Permittees in regulating these non-stormwater discharges to 
the storm drains since the Permittees have ultimate responsibility for what flows in 
those storm drains to receiving waters.  For all planned discharges, the nature and 
characteristic of the discharge must be verified prior to the discharge so that effective 



Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit   NPDES No. CAS612008 
Order No. R2-2009-0074  Appendix I:  Fact Sheet 
 

Fact Sheet Page App I-91 Date:  October 14, 2009 

pollution control measures are implemented, if deemed necessary. Such preventative 
measures are cheaper by far than post-discharge cleanup efforts. 

Provision C.15.b.i.(1).  Pumped Groundwater from Non Drinking Water 
Aquifers.  These aquifers tend to be shallower than drinking water aquifers and 
more subject to contamination.  The wells must be purged prior to sample 
collection.  Since wells are purged regularly, this section of the Permit requires 
twice a year monitoring of these aquifers.  Pumped groundwater from non 
drinking water aquifers, which are owned and/or operated by Permittees who 
pump groundwater as drinking water, are conditionally exempted as long as the 
discharges meet the requirements in this section of the Permit.   

Provision C.15.b.i.(2).  Pumped Groundwater, Foundation Drains, and 
Water from Crawl Space Pumps and Footing Drains.    This section of the 
Permit encourages these types of discharges to be directed to landscaped areas or 
bioretention units, when feasible.  If the discharges cannot be directed to 
vegetated areas, it requires testing to determine if the discharge is 
uncontaminated.   Uncontaminated discharges shall be treated, if necessary, to 
meet specified discharge limits for turbidity and pH.  

Provision C.15.b.ii.  Air Conditioning Condensate. Small air conditioning units 
are usually operated during the warm weather months.  The condensate from 
these units are uncontaminated and unlikely to reach a storm drain or waters of 
the State because they tend to be low in volume and tend to evaporate or percolate 
readily. Therefore, condensate from small air conditioning units should be 
discharged to landscaped areas or the ground.  Commercial and industrial air 
conditioning units tend to produce year-round continuous flows of condensate.  It 
may be difficult to direct a continuous flow to a landscaped area large enough to 
accommodate the volume.  While the condensate tends to be uncontaminated, it 
picks up contaminates on its way to the storm drain and/or waters of the State and 
can contribute to unnecessary dry weather flows.  Therefore, discharges from new 
commercial and industrial air conditioning units should be discharged to 
landscaped areas, if they can accommodate the continuous volume, or to the 
sanitary sewer, with the local sanitary sewer agency’s approval.  If none of these 
options are feasible, air conditioning condensate can be directly discharged into 
the storm drain.  If descaling or anti-algal agents are used to treat the air 
conditioning units, residues from these agents must be properly disposed of. 

Provision C.15.b.iii.  Planned, Unplanned, and Emergency Discharges of the 
Potable Water System..  Potable water discharges contribute pollution to water 
quality in receiving waters because they contain chlorine or chloramines, two very 
toxic chemicals to aquatic life.  Potable water discharges can cause erosion and 
scouring of stream and creek banks, and sedimentation can result if effective 
BMPs are not implemented.  Therefore, appropriate dechlorination and 
monitoring of chlorine residual, pH and turbidity, particularly for planned 
discharges of potable water, are crucial to prevent adverse impacts in the 
receiving waters. 
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This section of the Permit requires Permittees to notify Water Board staff at least 
one week in advance for planned discharges of potable water with a flowrate of 
250,000 gpd or more or a total 500,000 gallons or more. These planned discharges 
must meet specified discharge benchmarks for chlorine residual, pH, and 
turbidity. 

To address unplanned discharges of potable water such as non-routine water line 
breaks, leaks, overflows, fire hydrant shearing, and emergency flushing, this 
section of the Permit requires Permittees to implement administrative BMPs such 
as source control measures, managerial practices, operations and maintenance 
procedures or other measures to reduce or prevent potential pollutants from being 
discharged during these events. This Provision also contains specific notification 
and monitoring requirements to assess immediate and continued impacts to water 
quality when these events happen.  

This section of the Permit acknowledges that in cases of emergency discharge, 
such as from firefighting and disasters, priority of efforts shall be directed toward 
life, property, and the environment, in that order.  Therefore, Permittees are 
required to implement BMPs that do not interfere with immediate emergency 
response operations or impact public health and safety. Reporting requirements 
for such events shall be determined by Water Board staff on a case-by-case basis. 

Provision C.15.b.iv.  Individual Residential Car Washing.  Soaps and 
automotive pollutants such as oil and metals can be discharged into storm drains 
and waterbodies from individual residential car washing activities.  However, it is 
not feasible to prohibit individual residential car washing because it would require 
too much resources for the Permittees to regulate the prohibition.  This section of 
the Permit requires Permittees to encourage residents to implement BMPs such as 
directing car washwaters to landscaped areas, using as little detergent as possible, 
and washing cars at commercial car washing facilities. 

Provision C.15.b.v.  Swimming Pool, Hot tub, Spa, and Fountain Water 
Discharges.   These types of discharges can potentially contain high levels of 
chlorine and copper.  Permittees shall prohibit the discharge of such waters that 
contain chlorine residual, copper algaecide, filter backwash, or other pollutants to 
the storm drains or to waterbodies.  High flow rates into the storm drain or 
waterbody could cause erosion and scouring of the stream or creek banks.  These 
types of discharges should be directed to landscaped areas large enough to 
accommodate the volume or to the sanitary sewer, with the local sanitary sewer’s 
approval.  If these discharge options are not feasible and the swimming pool, hot 
tub, spa, or fountain water discharges must enter the storm drain, they must be 
dechlorinated to non-detectable levels of chlorine and they must not contain 
copper algaecide.  Flow rate should be regulated to minimize downstream erosion 
and scouring.  We strongly encourage local sanitary sewer agencies to accept 
these types of non-stormwater discharges, especially for new and rebuilt ones 
where a connection could be achieved with marginal effort.  This Provision also 
requires Permittees to coordinate with local sanitary agencies in these efforts. 
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Provision C.15.b.v.i.  Irrigation Water, Landscape Irrigation, and Lawn or 
Garden Watering.  Fertilizers and pesticides can be washed off of landscaping 
and discharged into storm drains and waterbodies.  However, it is not feasible to 
prohibit excessive irrigation because it would require too much resource for the 
Permittees to regulate such a prohibition.  It is also not feasible for individual 
Permittees to ban the use fertilizers and pesticides.  This section of the Permit 
requires Permittees to promote and/or work with potable water purveyors to 
promote measures that minimize runoff and pollutant loading from excess 
irrigation, such as conservation programs, outreach regarding overwatering and 
less toxic options for pest control and landscape management, the use of drought 
tolerant and native vegetation, and to implement appropriate illicit discharge 
response and enforcement for ongoing, large-volume landscape irrigation runoff 
to the storm drains. 

Provision C.15.b.vii.  requires Permittees to identify and describe additional 
types and categories of discharges not listed in Provision C.15.b., that they 
propose to conditionally exempt from Prohibition A.1., in periodic submittals to 
the Executive Officer. 

Provision C.15.b.viii. establishes a mechanism to authorize under the Permit non-
stormwater discharges owned or operated by the Permittees. 
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Attachment J: Standard NPDES Stormwater Permit Provisions 

The following legal authority applies to Attachment J:  
 
Broad Legal Authority: CWA sections 402(p)(3)(B)(ii-iii), CWC section 13377, and federal 
NPDES regulations 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(i)(B, C, D, E, and F) and 40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv).  
 
Specific Legal Authority: Standard provisions, reporting requirements, and notifications are 
consistent to all NPDES permits and are generally found in federal NPDES regulation 40 CFR  
122.41.  
 
Attachment J includes Standard Provisions. These Standard Provisions ensure that NPDES 
stormwater permits are consistent and compatible with USEPA’s federal regulations. Some 
Standard Provision sections specific to publicly owned sewage treatment works are not included 
in Attachment J.  
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Fact Sheet Attachment 6.1 
 

Construction Inspection Data
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Construction Inspection Data 

 
Problem(s) Observed Resolution 

Facility/Site 
Inspected 

Inspection 
Date 

Weather 
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Inches of 
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Specific Problem(s) 
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En
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Rationale for 
Longer 

Compliance Time 

Panoramic 
Views 

9/30/08 Dry 0 Written Notice 
    x         Driveway not 

stabilized         

Panoramic 
Views 

10/15/08 Dry 0.5   
              

  
x     

50' of driveway 
rocked. 

Panoramic 
Views 

11/15/08 Rain 3 Stop Work 

x   x       x 

Uncovered graded lots 
eroding; Sediment 
entering a stormdrain 
that didn't have 
adequate protection. 

      

  

Panoramic 
Views 

11/15/08 Drizzling 0.25   
              

  
x     

Lots blanketed.  Storm 
drains pumped.  Street 
cleaned. 

Panoramic 
Views 

12/1/08 Dry 4 Verbal 
Warning         x     

Porta potty next to 
stormdrain. x     

Porta potty moved 
away from stormdrain. 

Panoramic 
Views 

1/15/08 Rain 3.25 Written 
Warning 

x         x   

Fiber rolls need 
maintenance; Tire 
wash water flowing 
into street 

      

  

Panoramic 
Views 

1/25/09 Dry 0   
              

  
x     

Fiber rolls replaced. 
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Problem(s) Observed Resolution 

Facility/Site 
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Specific Problem(s) 
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En
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t Comments/  

Rationale for 
Longer 

Compliance Time 

Panoramic 
Views 

2/28/09 Rain 2.4 Stop Work 

x   x       x 

Slope erosion control 
failed.  Fiber rolls at 
the bottom of the hill 
flattened.  Sediment 
laden discharge 
skipping protected 
stormdrains and 
entering unprotected 
stormdrains. 

      

  

Panoramic 
Views 

2/28/09 Rain 0.1   

              

  

  x   

Fiber rolls replaced.  
Silt fences added. 
More stormdrains 
protected.  Streets 
cleaned.  Slope too 
soggy to access. 

Panoramic 
Views 

3/15/09 Dry 1 Citation with 
Fine         x   x 

Paint brush washing 
not designated x     

Street and storm 
drains cleaned. Slopes 
blanketed. 

Panoramic 
Views 

4/1/09 Dry 0.5 Citation with 
Fine             x 

Concrete washout 
overflowed; Evidence 
of illicit discharge 

      
  

Panoramic 
Views 

4/15/09 Dry 0   
              

  
x     

Concrete washout 
replaced; Storm drain 
and line cleaned. 
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Fact Sheet Attachment 10.1 
 

303(d) Trash Resolution and Staff Report 
February 2009 

 
Available at 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_decisions/ad
opted_orders/2009/R2-2009-0008.pdf 

 
 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_decisions/adopted_orders/2009/R2-2009-0008.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sanfranciscobay/board_decisions/adopted_orders/2009/R2-2009-0008.pdf
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

ORDER R2-2003-0021
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS0029831

REISSUING WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR:

THE CITIES OF ALAMEDA, ALBANY, BERKELEY, DUBLIN, EMERYVILLE, FREMONT,
HAYWARD, LIVERMORE, NEWARK, OAKLAND, PIEDMONT, PLEASANTON, SAN
LEANDRO, UNION CITY, ALAMEDA COUNTY (UNINCORPORATED AREA), THE
ALAMEDA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, AND
ZONE 7 OF THE ALAMEDA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION
DISTRICT, WHICH HAVE JOINED TOGETHER TO FORM THE ALAMEDA
COUNTYWIDE CLEAN WATER PROGRAM

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, (hereinafter referred
to as the Regional Board) finds that:

FINDINGS

Finding 1: Incorporation of Fact Sheet

1. The Fact Sheet for the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program NPDES Permit Reissuance
includes cited references and additional explanatory information in support of the requirements
of this Permit. This information, including any supplements thereto, and any future response to
comments on the Revised Tentative Order, is hereby incorporated by reference.

Findings 2-3: Existing Permit

2. The Cities ofAlameda, Albany, Berkeley, Dublin, Emeryville, Fremont, Hayward, Livermore,
Newark, Oakland, Piedmont, Pleasanton, San Leandro, Union City, Alameda County
(Unincorporated area), the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, and
Zone 7 of the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (hereinafter
collectively referred to as the Permittees and individually as the Permittee) have joined together
to form the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (hereinafter referred to as the Program).

3. The Permittees are currently subject to National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit No. CAS0029831 issued by Order No. 97-030 on February 19,1997, and
modified by Order No. 99-049 on July 21, 1999.

Findings 4-5: Permit Coverage

4. The Permittees each have jurisdiction over and/or maintenance responsibility for their respective
municipal separate storm drain systems and/or watercourses in Alameda County. (See
Attachment C: Municipalities and Major Open Creeks and Waterbodies in Alameda County)

5. Federal, state or regional entities within the Permittees' boundaries, not currently named in this
Order, operate storm drain facilities and/or discharge stormwater to the storm drains and
watercourses covered by this Order. The Permittees may lack jurisdiction over these entities.
Consequently, the Regional Board recognizes that the Permittees should not be held responsible
for such facilities and/or discharges. The Regional Board will consider such facilities for
coverage in 2003 under its NPDES permitting scheme pursuant to United States Environmental
Protection Agency (US EPA) Phase II stormwater regulations. Under Phase II, the Regional
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Board intends to permit these federal, state, and regional entities either directly, or potentially
through use of a Statewide Phase II NPDES General Permit.

Findings 6-8: Permit Background

6. On August 6, 2001, the Permittees and the Program submitted a permit re-application package
that included a completed App1ication/Report of Waste Discharge for reissuance ofwaste
discharge requirements under the NPDES permit referenced in Finding 3 (hereinafter referred to
as the Permit) to discharge stormwater runoff from storm drains and watercourses under the
Permittees' jurisdictions.

7. The application requirements that the Regional Board has determined to be applicable to the
Permittees include submittal of a proposed Stormwater Quality Management Plan to reduce the
discharge of pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable (MEP) and to
effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into municipal storm drain systems and
watercourses within the Permittees' jurisdictions.

8. The application incorporated by reference the Program's 2001-2008 Stormwater Quality
Management Plan. The intent of the Stormwater Quality Management Plan is to reduce the
discharge ofpollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable, and in a manner
designed to achieve compliance with water quality standards and objectives, and effectively
prohibit non-stormwater discharges into municipal storm drain systems and watercourses within
the Permittees' jurisdictions. The Stormwater Quality Management Plan fulfills the Regional
Board's permit application requirements, and it will be improved and revised in accordance with
the provisions of this Order.

Findings 9-15: Stormwater Quality Management Plan

9. The Stormwater Quality Management Plan describes a framework for management of stormwater
discharges during the term of the Permit. The title page and table of contents ofthe Program's
2001-2008 Stormwater Quality Management Plan (Management Plan) are appended to this Order
as Attachment A. The Management Plan describes the Program's goals and objectives and the
annual reporting and program evaluation process. Performance Standards, which represent the
baseline level of effort required of each of the Permittees, are contained in Section 5 of the
Management Plan. The Performance Standards serve as a reference point upon which to base
effectiveness evaluations and consideration of opportunities for improving them.

10. The Management Plan, including the Performance Standards, is incorporated in the Permit by
reference and enforceable as such, and is considered an enforceable component of this Order.

11. Program activities are focused on the following components:

• Regulatory Compliance, Planning, Program Management
• Annual Reporting and Evaluation
• Watershed Assessment
• Monitoring and Special Studies
• Pollutants of Concern
• Public Information and Participation
• Municipal Maintenance Activities
• Illicit Discharge Controls
• Industrial and Commercial Discharge Controls
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• New Development, Significant Redevelopment, and Construction Controls

12. Through the Public Information and Participation (PIP) component, the Program provides
information to residents in order to educate them about stormwater pollution and change
behaviors that adversely affect water quality. PIP activities are conducted locally, countywide
and in collaboration with other regional agencies. The Management Plan states that, at a
minimum, annual PIP efforts must include general outreach, targeted outreach (including
outreach to municipal staffwithin each Permittees' jurisdictions), educational programs, and
citizen participation activities. The Management Plan also states that one of the PIP component
objectives is to evaluate component effectiveness ofthe PIP activities and make improvements
so as to increase effectiveness.

13. The Management Plan contains Performance Standards and supporting documents to address the
post-construction and construction phase impacts of new development and significant
redevelopment projects on stormwater quality.

14. The goal of the Industrial and Commercial Discharge Controls component is to reduce or
eliminate adverse water quality impacts from activities conducted at any industrial and
commercial site within the Permittees' jurisdictions that have a potential for significant urban
runoff pollution. The Management Plan requires each Permittee to develop a five-year Illicit
Discharge Control Action Plan (Action Plan) to reduce, control and/or otherwise address sources
of discharges. The Action Plan will ensure that each Permittee identifies high-priority areas for
inspection and investigation, regularly surveys those areas at a specified frequency, identifies
which staffwithin each Permittee will be responsible for completing field surveys, identifies how
illicit discharge control activities are documented, and ensures that appropriate enforcement is
taken for problem discharges. In short, it will serve as the framework document for each
Permittee to appropriately control illicit discharges.

15. The Program and the Permittees are committed to a process of evaluating the effectiveness and
improving the Performance Standards and plans contained in the Management Plan, which
includes seeking new opportunities to control stormwater pollution and to protect beneficial uses.
Changes and updates to control measures, Best Management Practices, and Performance
Standards will be documented in the Annual Report and, following Regional Board approval,
will be considered part of the Management Plan and an enforceable component of this Order.

Finding 16: Cooperative Effort Among Entities

16. The Program participates in, and contributes to, joint efforts with other entities, including
regulatory agencies, public benefit corporations, universities, and citizens' groups. These entities
may take a lead role in addressing particular sources because they are regional, statewide or
national in scope, because they have different skills or expertise, or because they have
appropriate regulatory authority.

Finding 17: Annual Reviews

17. The Regional Board staff will perform, in coordination with the Permittees and interested
persons, an annual performance review and evaluation of the Program, the Permittees and their
compliance activities. The reviews are a useful means of evaluating overall Program
effectiveness, implementation ofPerformance Standards, and improvement opportunities. The
following areas will be evaluated:

a. Overall Program and Permittee effectiveness and compliance;
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b. Performance Standard improvements;

c. Permittees' coordination and implementation of watershed-based management actions
(e.g., flood management, new development and construction, industrial source controls,
public information/participation, monitoring);

d. Partnership opportunities with other Bay Area stormwater programs; and

e. Consistency in meeting maximum extent practicable measures within the Program and
with other regional, statewide, and national municipal stormwater management programs.

Findings 18-25: Applicable Federal, State and Regional Regulations

18. Section 402(P) of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), as amended by the Water Quality Act of
1987, requires NPDES permits for stormwater discharges from separate municipal storm drain
systems, stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity (including construction
activities), and designated stormwater discharges which are considered significant contributors of
pollutants to waters of the United States. On November 16, 1990, US EPA published regulations
(40 CFR Part 122) which prescribe permit application requirements for municipal separate storm
drain systems pursuant to Section 402(P) of the CWA. On May 17, 1996, US EPA published an
Interpretive Policy Memorandum on Reapplication Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm
Sewer Systems (MS4s), which provided guidance on permit application requirements for
regulated MS4s.

19. The Regional Board adopted a revised Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay
Basin (Basin Plan) on June 21, 1995, which was approved by the State Water Resources Control
Board and the Office ofAdministrative Law on July 21 and November 13 of 1995, respectively.
This updated and consolidated plan represents the Regional Board's master water quality control
planning document. The Urban RunoffManagement, Comprehensive Control Program section
of the Basin Plan requires the Permittees to address existing water quality problems and prevent
new problems associated with urban runoff through the development and implementation of a
comprehensive control program focused on reducing current levels ofpollutant loading to storm
drains to the maximum extent practicable. The Basin Plan comprehensive program requirements
are designed to be consistent with federal regulations (40 CFR Parts 122-124) and are
implemented through issuance ofNPDES permits to owners and operators of storm drain
systems. A summary of the regulatory provisions is contained in Title 23 of the California Code
ofRegulations at Section 3912. The Basin Plan identifies beneficial uses and establishes water
quality objectives for surface waters in the Region, as well as effluent limitations and discharge
prohibitions intended to protect those uses. This Order implements the plans, policies, and
provisions ofthe Regional Board's Basin Plan.

20. The State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) has issued NPDES general permits for
the regulation of stormwater discharges associated with industrial activities and construction
activities. To effectively implement the New Development (and significant redevelopment) and
Construction Controls, Illicit Discharge Controls, and Industrial and Commercial Discharge
Controls components of the Management Plan, the Permittees will conduct investigations and
local regulatory activities at industries and construction sites covered by these general permits.
However, under the Clean Water Act, the Regional Board cannot delegate to the Permittees its
own authority to enforce these general permits. Therefore, Regional Board staff intend to work
cooperatively with the Permittees to ensure that industries and construction sites within the
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Permittees' jurisdictions are in compliance with applicable general permit requirements and are
not subject to uncoordinated stormwater regulatory activities.

21. The beneficial uses of Central, Lower and South San Francisco Bay, its tributary streams and
contiguous water bodies, and other water bodies within the drainage basin are listed in the Basin
Plan.

22. The Regional Board considers stormwater discharges from urban and developing areas in the San
Francisco Bay Region, such as Alameda County, to be significant sources of certain pollutants in
waters of the Region that may be causing or threatening to cause or contribute to water quality
impairment. Furthermore, as delineated on the CWA Section 303(d) list, the Regional Board has
found that there is a reasonable potential that municipal stormwater discharges may cause or
contribute to an excursion above water quality standards for: mercury, PCBs, dioxins, furans,
diazinon, dieldrin, chlordane, DDT, copper, and selenium in Central San Francisco Bay; diazinon
in all urban creeks in Alameda County; and trash and low dissolved oxygen in Lake Merritt. In
accordance with CWA Section 303(d), the Regional Board is required to establish Total
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for these pollutants to these waters in order to gradually
eliminate impairment and attain water quality standards. Therefore, certain early actions and/or
further assessments by the Permittees are warranted and required pursuant to this Order.

23. The Regional Board considers the Management Plan an essential component of an urban
watershed management plan for urbanized portions ofAlameda County, and the portions of
Alameda County that are currently being developed. The Management Plan is intended to
provide a framework for protection and restoration ofAlameda County watersheds and the
Central, Lower and South San Francisco Bay in part through effective and efficient
implementation of appropriate control measures for sources of pollutants within the watersheds.

24. The San Francisco Estuary Project, established pursuant to CWA Section 320, culminated in
June 1993 with completion of its Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP)
for the preservation, restoration, and enhancement of the San Francisco Bay-Delta Estuary. The
CCMP includes recommended actions in the areas of aquatic resources, wildlife, wetlands, water
use, pollution prevention and reduction, dredging and waterway modification, land use, public
involvement and education, and research and monitoring. Recommended actions which may, in
part, be addressed through implementation of the Permittees' Management Plan include, but are
not limited to, the following:

a. Action PO-2.1: Pursue a mass emissions strategy to reduce pollutant discharges into the
Estuary from point and nonpoint sources and to address the accumulation ofpollutants in
estuarine organisms and sediments.

b. Action PO-2.4: Improve the management and control ofurban runoff from public and
private sources.

c. Action PO-2.S: Develop control measures to reduce pollutant loadings from energy and
transportation systems.

d. Action LU-1.1: Local General Plans should incorporate watershed protection plans to
protect wetlands and stream environments and reduce pollutants in runoff.

e. Action LU-3.1: Prepare and implement Watershed Management Plans that include the
following complementary elements: 1) wetlands protection, 2) stream environment
protection, and, 3) reduction ofpollutants in runoff.
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f. Action LU-3.2: Develop and implement guidelines for site planning and Best
Management Practices.

g. Action PI-2.3: Work with educational groups, interpretive centers, decision-makers, and
the general public to build awareness, appreciation, knowledge, and understanding of the
Estuary's natural resources and the need to protect them. This would include how these
natural resources contribute to and interact with social and economic values.

25. This action to adopt an NPDES permit is exempt from the provisions ofthe California
Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 ofthe Public Resources Code, Chapter 3, Section
21100, et. seq.) in accordance with Section 13389 of the California Water Code.

Findings 26-30: Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants

26. The discharge consists of the surface runoff generated from various land uses in all the
hydrologic sub basins in the basin which discharge into watercourses, which in tum flow into
Central, Lower and South San Francisco Bay.

27. The quality and quantity ofrunoff discharges varies considerably and is affected by hydrology,
geology, land use, season, and sequence and duration ofhydrologic event. Pollutants of concern
in these discharges are certain heavy metals, excessive sediment production from erosion due to
anthropogenic activities, petroleum hydrocarbons from sources such as used motor oil, microbial
pathogens of domestic sewage origin from illicit discharges, certain pesticides associated with
the risk of acute aquatic toxicity, excessive nutrient loads which may cause or contribute to the
depletion of dissolved oxygen and/or toxic concentrations and dissolved ammonia, trash which
impairs beneficial uses including but not limited to support for aquatic life, and other pollutants
which may cause aquatic toxicity in the receiving waters.

28. Certain pollutants present in stormwater and/or urban runoff may be derived from extraneous
sources that the Permittees have limited or no direct jurisdiction over. Examples of such
pollutants and their respective sources are polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) which are
products of internal combustion engine operation and other sources; heavy metals, such as copper
from brake pad wear and zinc from tire wear; dioxins as products of combustion; mercury
resulting from atmospheric deposition; and natural-occurring minerals from local geology. All of
these pollutants, and others, may be deposited on paved surfaces, rooftops, and other impervious
surfaces as fine airborne particles, thus yielding stormwater runoff pollution that is unrelated to
the particular activity associated with a given new or redevelopment project.

29. It may be more efficient to manage airborne pollutants at their sources of release and/or through
reformulating pollutant-generating products rather than through treatment of stormwater.
However, unless restricted by jurisdictional limitations, Permittees can implement structural
treatment control measures, or require developers to implement structural treatment control
measures to reduce entry of these pollutants into stormwater and their discharge to receiving
waters.

30. Retail gasoline outlets (RGOs), commonly referred to as "gas stations," are sources for pollutants
of concern in stormwater and have been widely documented as such. The most common
pollutants ofconcern in stormwater runoff from RGOs are heavy metals, petroleum hydrocarbons
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(such as Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)), and oil and grease. l RGOs fall within the
new development and significant redevelopment projects subject to Provision C.3 of this Order,
when they meet the impervious surface thresholds within that Provision. Pursuant to Provision
C. 3., as with any other project meeting the thresholds ofthat Provision, RGOs are required to
incorporate appropriate source controls and design measures, and to appropriately treat
stormwater runoff prior to discharge to the storm drain or local water. As with any commercial
and/or industrial activity within the Permittees' jurisdictions that has the potential to discharge
pollutants in stormwater runoff, RGOs may also be subject to regulation under other sections of
the Permit and Management Plan, including the Illicit Discharge Control and Industrial and
Commercial Discharge Control sections.

Findings 31-41 in Support of Provision C.3: New Development and Redevelopment Performance
Standards

31. Urban Development Increases Pollutant Load, Volume, and Velocity ofRunoff: During urban
development two important changes occur. First, natural vegetated pervious ground cover is
converted to impervious surfaces such as paved highways, streets, rooftops, and parking lots.
Natural vegetated soil can both absorb rainwater and remove pollutants providing a very effective
natural purification process. Because pavement and concrete can neither absorb water nor
remove pollutants, the natural purification characteristics of the land are lost. Secondly, urban
development creates new pollution sources as human population density increases and brings
with it proportionately higher levels of car emissions, car maintenance wastes, municipal sewage,
pesticides, household hazardous wastes, pet wastes, trash, etc., which can be washed into the
municipal separate storm sewer system. As a result of these two changes, the runoff leaving the
developed urban area is significantly greater in volume, velocity and pollutant load than the pre
development runoff from the same area.

32. The pollutants found in urban runoff can have damaging effects on both human health and
aquatic ecosystems. In addition, the increased flows and volumes of stormwater discharged from
new impervious surfaces resulting from new development and redevelopment can significantly
impact beneficial uses of aquatic ecosystems due to physical modifications ofwatercourses, such
as bank erosion and widening ofchannels.

33. Water Quality Degradation Increases with Percent Imperviousness: The increased volume and
velocity of runoff from developed urban areas can greatly accelerate the erosion of downstream
natural channels. A number of studies have demonstrated a direct correlation between the degree
of imperviousness of an area and the degradation ofbeneficial uses of downstream receiving
waters. Significant declines in the biological integrity and physical habitat of streams and other
receiving waters have been found to occur with as little as a 10% conversion from natural to
impervious surfaces. Typical medium-density single-family horne projects range between 25 to
60% impervious. Even at very low densities, such as 1-2 housing units per acre, standard
subdivision designs can exceed the 10% imperviousness threshold that, as noted above, is
theorized to be the threshold for degradation of streams and other waters with increasing

I Retail Gasoline Outlets: New Development Design Standards for Mitigation ofStormwater Impacts - California Water
Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, and California Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region, Technical
Report, prepared by Radulescu, Swamikannu, and Hammer, 2001.
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imperviousness oftheir catchment? Studies on the impacts of imperviousness on beneficial uses
ofwaters include "Urbanization of aquatic systems: Degradation thresholds, stormwater
detection, and the limits ofmitigation," Derek B. Booth and C. Rhett Jackson, Journal of the
American Water Resources Association 33(5), Oct. 1997, pp. 1077-1089; "Urbanization and
Stream Quality Impairment," Richard D. Klein, Water Resources Bulletin 15(4), Aug. 1979, pp.
948-963; "Stream channel enlargement due to urbanization," Thomas R. Hammer, Water
Resources Research 8(6), Dec. 1972, pp. 1530- 1540; and, summaries of work on the impacts of
imperviousness, including "The Importance of Imperviousness," in Watershed Protection
Techniques 1(3), Fall 1994, pp. 100-111, and "Impervious surface coverage: The emergence of a
key environmental indicator," Chester L. Arnold et aI., Journal of the American Planning
Association 62(2), Spring 1996, pp.243-259.

34. The Permittees have encouraged developers to minimize increases in impervious surfaces
through a number of techniques such as those described in the Bay Area Stormwater
Management Agencies Association's (BASMAA's) "Start at the Source Design Guidance
Manual for Stormwater Quality Protection," 1999 edition (Start at the Source). One of the
techniques recommended by Start at the Source is to use permeable pavements to infiltrate
stormwater while still providing a stable load-bearing surface. For purposes of this Order, the
Program may submit guidelines for use of these techniques for minimizing increases in
impervious surfaces described in Start at the Source, implementation ofwhich techniques will
provide that such areas will not count toward the creation or replacement of impervious surfaces,
or may be modeled differently for the purposes of sizing post-construction stormwater treatment
controls, for approval of the Regional Board's Executive Officer.

35. Because land use planning is where urban development begins, it is the phase in which the
greatest and most cost-effective opportunities to protect water quality in new and redevelopment
exist. When a Permittee incorporates policies and principles designed to safeguard water
resources into its General Plan and development project approval processes, it has taken a far
reaching step towards the preservation of local water resources for future generations.

36. Provision C.3 is written with the assumption that the Permittees are responsible for considering
potential stormwater impacts when making planning and land use decisions. The goal of these
requirements is to address pollutant discharges and changes in runoff flows from new
development and significant redevelopment projects, through implementation ofpost
construction and treatment measures, source control, and site design measures, to the maximum
extent practicable. Neither Provision C.3 nor any of its requirements are intended to restrict or
control local land use decision-making authority.

37. For the purposes ofthis Order, the term "Redevelopment" is defined as a project on a previously
developed site that results in the addition or replacement of impervious surface, and the term
"brownfield site" means real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse ofwhich may be
complicated by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or
contaminant.

38. Opportunities to address stormwater pollution and hydrograph modification can be limited by
current local design standards and guidance. For example, such standards and guidance may

2 A discussion of imperviousness based on type of development and time ofconstruction is provided in Heaney, J.B., Pitt,
R, and Field, R. Innovative Urban Wet-Weather Flow Management Systems, 1999. USEPA Doc. No. EPAl600/R
99/029 (Chapter 2).
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reduce or prohibit opportunities to minimize impervious surfaces, minimize directly connected
impervious area, provide for small-scale detention, and implement other management measures.
Revision of current standards and guidance can result in a significantly increased ability for
project designers to minimize project impacts and can also enhance local property values,
neighborhood character, and overall quality of life. Further, revision of standards and guidance
can allow implementation of site design measures in projects to meet or help meet the numeric
sizing criteria in Provision C.3.d and/or the hydrograph modification limitation in Provision
C.3.f.

39. Certain control measures implemented or required by Permittees for urban runoffmanagement
may create a habitat for vectors (e.g., mosquitoes and rodents) ifnot properly designed or
maintained. Close collaboration and cooperative effort among Permittees, local vector control
agencies, Regional Board staff, and the State Department ofHealth Services is necessary to
minimize potential nuisances and public health impacts resulting from vector breeding.

40. Provision C.3.frequires the Permittees to prepare a Hydrograph Modification Management Plan
(HMP), for approval by the Regional Board, to manage impacts from changes to the volume and
velocity of stormwater runoff from new development and significant redevelopment projects,
where these changes can cause excessive erosion damage to downstream watercourses. Transit
village type developments within 'l4 to within 12 mile oftransit stations and/or intermodal
facilities, and projects within "Redevelopment Project Areas" (as defined by Health and Safety
Code Section 33000, et seq.) that redevelop an existing brownfield site or create housing units
affordable to persons of low or moderate income as defined by Health and Safety Code Section
50093, are excepted from the requirements ofC.3.fand the HMP. Significant change in
impervious surface or significant change in stormwater runoff volume or timing is unlikely in
these redevelopment circumstances, because these developments would be within a largely
already paved catchment, and on a site that is largely already paved or otherwise impervious.

Similarly, as specified in Provision C.3.g.v, an exemption without the requirement for
alternate, equivalent offsite treatment is allowed for the following redevelopment projects
after impracticability of including onsite treatment measures is established, where such
projects are built as redevelopment projects as defined in Finding 14, and it is clearly
demonstrated that cost of participation in alternate, equivalent offsite treatment through a
regional treatment or other equivalent water quality benefit project fund will unduly burden
the project: creation of housing units affordable to persons oflow or moderate income as
defined by Health and Safety Code Section 50093, brownfield sites, and/or transit village
type developments within 1/4 mile oftransit stations and/or intermodal facilities. Not only is
significant change in impervious surface or significant change in stormwater runoff volume
or timing unlikely in these redevelopment circumstances, but these redevelopment projects
are also likely to provide reduced water quality impacts and/or other environmental benefits
in their own right.

41. The Regional Board recognized in its "Policy on the Use of Constructed Wetlands for Urban
Runoff Pollution Control" (Resolution No. 94-102) that urban runofftreatment wetlands that are
constructed and operated pursuant to that Resolution and are constructed outside of a creek or
other receiving water, are stormwater treatment systems and, as such, are not waters of the
United States subject to regulation pursuant to Sections 401 or 404 ofthe federal Clean Water
Act. Regional Board staff is working with the California Department ofFish and Game (CDFG)
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to identify how maintenance for stormwater
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treatment controls required under permits such as this Permit can be appropriately streamlined,
given CDFG and USFWS requirements, and particularly those that address special status species.
The Permittees are expected to work diligently and in good faith with the appropriate agencies to
obtain any approvals necessary to complete maintenance activities for treatment controls. lithe
Permittees have done so, when necessary and where maintenance approvals are not granted, the
Permittees shall be considered by the Regional Board to be in compliance with Provision C.3.e of
this Order.

Finding in Support of Provision C.4: Public Information and Participation Performance
Standards

42. The implementation of a public information and participation program is a critical component of
a stormwater management program. An informed and knowledgeable community is critical to
the success of a stormwater program because it helps ensure greater support for the program as
the public gains a greater understanding for stormwater pollution issues. An informed
community also ensures greater compliance with the program as the public becomes aware of the
personal responsibilities expected ofthem and others in the community, including the individual
actions they can take to protect or improve the quality of area waters.

Finding in Support of Provision C.S: Performance Standards for Municipal Maintenance

43. Provision C.5 requires the Permittees to implement the municipal maintenance Performance
Standards as set forth in the Management Plan, including, but not limited to, activities as
described below. The work ofmunicipal maintenance personnel is vital to minimize stormwater
pollution, because personnel work directly on municipal storm drains and other municipal
facilities (e.g., roads, parking lots, sidewalks, parks, landscaping, etc.). Through work such as
inspecting and cleaning storm drain drop inlets and pipes and appropriately conducting municipal
construction and maintenance activities upstream of the storm drain, municipal maintenance
personnel are directly responsible for preventing and removing pollutants from the storm drain.
Maintenance personnel also play an important role in educating the public and in reporting and
cleaning up illicit discharges.

Finding in Support of Provision C.6: Performance Standard for Rural Public Works
Maintenance and Support

44. Provision C.6 requires the Permittees to create an effective Best Manangement Practice (BMP)
approach for the following rural public works maintenance and support activities: a) management
and/or removal of large woody debris and live vegetation from stream channels; b) streambank
stabilization projects; c) road construction, maintenance, and repairs in rural areas to prevent and
control road-related erosion; and d) environmental permitting for rural public works activities.
Road construction and other activities can disturb the soil and drainage patterns to streams in
undeveloped areas, causing excess runoff and thereby erosion and the release of sediment. In
particular, poorly designed roads can act as man-made drainages that carry water and sediment
into natural streams, impacting water quality. In addition, other rural public works activities,
including those the BMP approach would address, have the potential to significantly affect
sediment discharge and transport within streams and other waterways, which can degrade the
beneficial uses of those waterways. This Provision would help ensure these impacts are
appropriately controlled.
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Findings 45-46: Monitoring

45. Provision C.8 requires the annual and multi-year submittal and implementation of a Monitoring
Program Plan, to include monitoring of receiving waters, in accordance with 40 CFR Parts
122.44(1) and 122.48. The purpose ofthe Monitoring Program Plan is to demonstrate the
effectiveness of the Program's Management Plan and accordingly, demonstrate compliance with
the conditions ofthe Permit. On April 15, 1992, the Regional Board adopted Resolution No. 92
043 directing the Executive Officer to implement the Regional Monitoring Program for San
Francisco Bay. Subsequent to a public hearing and various meetings, Board staff requested
major permit holders in the Region, under authority of Section 13267 of California Water Code,
to report on the water quality of the Estuary. These permit holders, including the Permittees,
responded to this request by participating in a collaborative effort through the San Francisco
Estuary Institute. This effort has come to be known as the San Francisco Estuary Regional
Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP). The RMP involves collection and analysis of
data on pollutants and toxicity in water, sediment and biota ofthe Estuary. The Permittees should
continue to report on the water quality of the estuary, as presently required. Compliance with the
requirement through participation in the RMP is considered to be adequate compliance.
Alternatively, the Permittees may submit and implement an acceptable alternative monitoring
plan. Annual reports from the RMP are referenced elsewhere in this Order.

46. The Regional Board has received the Program's draft Watershed Assessment and Monitoring
Strategy for Fiscal Years 2002-2008, appended to this Order as Attachment B. The goal of this
monitoring str.ategy is to support the development and implementation of the Management Plan
and demonstrate its effectiveness along with showing the results of the Program's related
monitoring work.

Finding in Support of Provision C.9

47. Provision C.9 requires identification of the non-prohibited types of discharges that the Permittees
wish to exempt from Prohibition A. For conditionally exempted discharges which are pollutant
sources, the Provision requires the Permittees to identify and incorporate into the Management
Plan control measures to minimize the adverse impact of such sources. This Provision also
establishes a mechanism to authorize under the Permit non-stormwater discharges owned or
operated by the Permittees. The Program has developed a list ofBMPs to eliminate adverse
impacts of conditionally exempt discharges such as uncontaminated pumped groundwater,
foundation drains, water from crawl spaces pumps, footing drains and planned and unplanned
discharges from potable water sources, and water line and hydrant flushing.

Finding in Support of Provision C.lO: Water Quality-Based Requirements for Specific Pollutants
of Concern

48. This Provision requires the Permittees to implement programs to control pollutants that have the
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards, including
programs for copper, mercury, pesticides, polycholorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and dioxin-like
compounds, and sediment, pursuant to the schedule provided in the Order. In addition, pursuant
to Provision C.1 of this Order, if exceedances ofwater quality objectives persist notwithstanding
implementation ofProvisions C.2 through C.8 of this Order and the Plan, a Permittee shall report
to the Regional Board on the control measures that are being implemented to reduce the amount
ofpollutants, and develop a plan to further address the pollutants that cause impairment over
time. In response to prior Provision C.1 submissions, the Regional Board is including additional
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requirements in Provision C.10 of this Order to continue implementation ofpreviously delineated
pollutant specific control measures and identification and implementation of additional control
measures necessary to prevent or reduce discharges ofpollutants that are causing or contributing
to the exceedance ofwater quality standards.

Findings 49-50: Mercury

49. In 1998, the Regional Board met in a public hearing and adopted a CWA Section 303(d) list that
classified all of San Francisco Bay as impaired due to mercury. The Permit requires Permittees to
control mercury, which has been found by the Regional Board to have the reasonable potential to
cause or contribute to exceedances ofwater quality standards, to the maximum extent
practicable.

50. To reduce levels of mercury in stormwater discharges, the Permittees have begun to implement a
Mercury Pollutant Reduction Plan (Mercury Plan).

Finding 51: Pesticides

51. The Program conducted pioneering studies starting in 1994, determining that diazinon from
urban runoff was responsible for toxicity in urban creeks. The Permit requires the Permittees to
address pesticides, which have been found by the Regional Board to have the reasonable
potential to cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards. The Program has
submitted a proactive Diazinon Pollutant Reduction Plan, hereafter referred to as the "Pesticide
Plan." The goals ofthe Pesticide Plan and of its resulting implementing actions are to reduce or
substitute pesticide use (especially diazinon use) with less toxic alternatives.

Findings 52-55: PCBs and Dioxins

52. US EPA lists PCBs as a potential carcinogen. In addition, PCBs are suspected of having
negative impacts on the human immune system, reproductive system, nervous system, endocrine
system, and digestive system. Although their manufacture is now banned in the United States,
PCBs continue to pose a serious risk due to their persistence in the environment. PCBs
accumulate in fatty tissue. This is important to human health in that several of the more common
food fishes in the Bay (e.g., striped bass, white croaker) are marked by relatively high fat content.
The California Office ofEnvironmental Health and Hazard Assessment issued an interim fish

consumption advisory for all of San Francisco Bay, partly based on PCB concentrations found in
Bay fishes.

53. Urban runoff is highly likely to be a conveyance mechanism associated with the impairment of
San Francisco Bay for PCBs.

54. The Permit requires Permittees to control PCBs, which have been found by the Regional Board
to have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to exceedances ofwater quality standards,
to the maximum extent practicable. The Program has submitted a PCBs Pollutant Reduction
Plan. This Plan includes surveys of stream sediments to assess concentrations and loadings of
PCBs, assesses potential for ongoing discharges ofPCBs, and develops a plan to reduce
discharges ofPCBs in runoff.

55. Dioxins are persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic compounds that are produced from the combustion
of organic materials in the presence of chlorine. Dioxins enter the air through fuel and waste
emissions, including diesel and other motor vehicle exhaust fumes and trash incineration, and are
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carried in rain and contaminate soil. Dioxins bioaccumulate in fat and most human exposure
occurs through the consumption of animal fats, including those from fish.

Findings 56-58: Implementation

56. It is the Regional Board's intent that this Order shall ensure attainment of applicable water quality
objectives and protection ofthe beneficial uses of receiving waters and associated habitat. This
Order therefore includes standard requirements to the effect that discharges shall not cause
exceedances ofwater quality objectives nor shall they cause certain conditions to occur which
create a condition ofnuisance or water quality impairment in receiving waters. Accordingly, the
Regional Board is requiring that these standard requirements be addressed through the
implementation oftechnically and economically feasible control measures to reduce pollutants in
stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable as provided in Provisions C.1 through
C.10 of this Order. Compliance with the Discharge Prohibition, Receiving Water Limitations,
and Provisions ofthis Order is deemed compliance with the requirements of this Order. Ifthese
measures, in combination with controls on other point and nonpoint sources ofpollutants, do not
result in attainment of applicable water quality objectives, the Regional Board may invoke
Provision C.1 and may reopen this Permit pursuant to Provisions C.1 and C.13 of this Order to
impose additional conditions which require implementation of additional control measures.

57. It is generally not considered feasible at this time to establish numeric effluent limitations for
pollutants in municipal stormwater discharges. Instead, the provisions of this permit require
implementation ofBMPs to the maximum extent practicable to control and abate the discharge
ofpollutants in stormwater discharges.

58. The Program is organized, coordinated, and implemented based upon the "Agreement for
Implementation of the Alameda County Urban Runoff Clean Water Program," now Alameda
Countywide Clean Water Program, and referred to in this Order as the Program. The agreement
is provided as Appendix A of the Management Plan. The roles and responsibilities ofthe
Permittees are, in part, as follows:

a. The Management Committee, which includes representatives from all ofthe Permittees,
is the decision making body of the Program. It operates within the budget and policies
established by the Permittees' governing boards and councils to decide matters of budget
and policy necessary to implement the Management Plan, and provides direction to the
Program Manager and staff. The Management Committee has established subcommittees
to assist in planning and implementation of the Management Plan, and may add, modify,
or delete such groups as deemed necessary.

b. Each of the Permittees is individually responsible for adoption and enforcement of
ordinances and policies, implementation of assigned control measures/ BMPs needed to
prevent or reduce pollutants in stormwater, and for providing funds for the capital,
operation, and maintenance expenditures necessary to implement such control
measures/BMPs within its jurisdiction. Each Permittee is also responsible for its share of
the costs ofthe area-wide component of the Program as specified in the Agreement.
Except for area-wide components of the Program, enforcement actions concerning this
Order will be pursued only against the individual Permittee(s) responsible for specific
violations of this Order.
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Findings 59-64: Public Process

59. Regional Board staff has worked in cooperation with the Program to develop a Tentative Order
and the Performance Standards in the Management Plan. Regional Board staff conducted a series
ofmeetings with the Stormwater Quality Management Plan (SWQMP) coordinating committee,
a subgroup of the Program. These meetings included Regional Board staff and representatives of
the Permittees. Through this process, the SWQMP coordinating committee attempted to
identify, prioritize, and resolve issues related to the Permittees' and Program's performance, the
Management Plan, and this Order, and attempted to develop a consensus concerning the
requirements reflected herein.

60. The following is a brief summary ofpublic meetings and comment periods on versions of the
Permit's Tentative Order. Regional Board staff met with the SWQMP coordinating committee
on February 22, March 22, April 26, and May 23, 2002. The administrative draft was released on
June 6, 2002, and comments on the draft were received until June 27, 2002. Regional Board
staff met with a workgroup consisting of representatives ofthe Permittees on July 17, July 25,
August 5, and October 28,2002, and with representatives of the Natural Resources Defense
Council (NRDC) on July 18, 2002. The Permittees and Regional Board staff together conducted
three outreach workshops on the portions ofthe Tentative Order addressing new development
and redevelopment. Workshops were held on July 18, 2002, in Hayward; on July 25,2002, in
Oakland; and on July 29, 2002, in Pleasanton; and were attended by Permittee staff and other
interested parties, including consultants and builders. Regional Board staff also met on dates
including April 23, May 22, and October 30, 2002, with representatives ofthe Coastal Region
Vector Control Agencies, including representatives of the Alameda County Mosquito Abatement
District and the State Department ofHealth Services. On December 18, 2002, and January 22,
2003, the Regional Board heard testimony from the Dischargers and interested public on the
Revised Tentative Order. On January 17 and 31, and February 7 and 14,2003, Regional Board
staff conducted public meetings on the Revised Tentative Order.

The Tentative Order was released for public comments on August 21,2002, by surface mail,
electronic mails and posting on the Regional Board website. Comments on the Tentative
Order were accepted until October 9, 2002. Based on comments received, appropriate
changes were made and submitted to the Regional Board as a Revised Tentative Order for its
consideration on December 18, 2002. From December 20,2002, to January 10, 2003, the
comment period was reopened by the Regional Board to allow additional submittals relative
to projected cost ofthe amendment of Order No. 99-058 to both the Dischargers and the
development community.

61. The Regional Board has notified the Permittees and interested agencies and interested persons of
its intent to prescribe reissued waste discharge requirements and a reissued NPDES permit for
this discharge and has provided them with an opportunity for a public hearing and an opportunity
to submit their written views and recommendations.

62. The Regional Board, through public testimony in public meetings and in written form, has
received and considered all comments pertaining to this Order.

63. The Regional Board will notify interested agencies and interested persons of the availability of
reports, plans, and schedules, including Annual Reports, Work Plans, Performance Standards,
and the Management Plan, and will provide interested persons with an opportunity for a public
hearing and/or an opportunity to submit their written views and recommendations. The Regional
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Board will consider all comments and may modify the reports, plans, or schedules or may modify
this Order in accordance with applicable law. All submittals required by this Order conditioned
with acceptance by the Regional Board will be subject to these notification, comment, and public
hearing procedures.

64. This Order supercedes and rescinds Order Nos. 97-030 and 99-049.

65. This Order serves as a NPDES pennit, pursuant to CWA Section 402, or amendments thereto,
and shall become effective fifty days after the date of its adoption provided the Regional
Administrator, US EPA, Region IX, has no objections.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Permittees, in order to meet the provisions contained in Division
7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted hereunder and the provisions of the Clean
Water Act as amended and regulations and guidelines adopted hereunder, shall comply with the
following:

A. DISCHARGE PROHIBITION

The Pennittees shall, within their respective jurisdictions, effectively prohibit the discharge of non
stonnwater (materials other than stonnwater) into the stonn drain systems and watercourses. NPDES
pennitted discharges are exempt from this prohibition. Compliance with this prohibition shall be
demonstrated in accordance with Provision C.1 and C.9 of this Order. Provision C.9 describes a tiered
categorization of non-stonnwater discharges based on potential for pollutant content, which may be
discharged upon adequate assurance that the discharge contains no pollutants of concern, at
concentrations that will impact beneficial uses or cause exceedances of water quality standards.

B. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

1. The discharge shall not cause the following conditions to create a condition ofnuisance or to
adversely affect beneficial uses ofwaters of the State:

a. Floating, suspended, or deposited macroscopic particulate matter, or foam;

b. Bottom deposits or aquatic growths;

c. Alteration of temperature, turbidity, or apparent color beyond present natural background levels;

d. Visible, floating, suspended, or deposited oil or other products ofpetroleum origin; and/or

e. Substances present in concentrations or quantities which will cause deleterious effects on aquatic
biota, wildlife, or waterfowl, or which render any ofthese unfit for human consumption.

2. The discharge shall not cause or contribute to a violation of any applicable water quality standard for
receiving waters. If applicable water quality objectives are adopted and approved by the State Board
after the date ofthe adoption of this Order, the Regional Board may revise and modify this Order as
appropriate.

C. PROVISIONS

1. Water Quality Standards Exceedances

The Pennittees shall comply with Discharge Prohibition A and Receiving Water Limitations B.1 and
B.2 through the timely implementation of control measures and other actions to reduce pollutants in
the discharge in accordance with the Management Plan and other requirements of this pennit,
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including any modifications. The Management Plan shall be designed to achieve compliance with
Receiving Water Limitations B.l and B.2. If exceedance(s) of water quality standards or water
quality objectives (collectively, WQSs) persist notwithstanding implementation ofthe Management
Plan, a Permittee shall assure compliance with Discharge Prohibition A and Receiving Water
Limitations B.l and B.2 by complying with the following procedure:

a. Upon a determination by either the Permittee(s) or the Regional Board that discharges are
causing or contributing to an exceedance of an applicable WQS, the Permittee(s) shall promptly
notify and thereafter submit a report to the Regional Board that describes BMPs that are currently
being implemented and additional BMPs that will be implemented to prevent or reduce any
pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedance of WQSs. The report may be
incorporated in the annual update to the Management Plan unless the Regional Board directs an
earlier submittal. The report shall include an implementation schedule. The Regional Board
may require modifications to the report;

b. Submit any modifications to the report required by the Regional Board within 30 days of
notification;

c. Within 30 days following approval ofthe report described above by the Regional Board, the
Permittees shall revise the Management Plan and monitoring program to incorporate the
approved modified control measures that have been and will be implemented, the
implementation schedule, and any additional monitoring required; and,

d. Implement the approved revised Management Plan and monitoring program in accordance with
the approved schedule.

As long as Permittees have complied with the procedures set forth above and are implementing the
revised Management Plan, they do not have to repeat the same procedure for continuing or recurring
exceedances of the same receiving water limitations unless directed by the Regional Board to
develop additional control measures and BMPs.

2. Stormwater Quality Management Plan and Performance Standards

a. The Permittees shall implement control measures/BMPs to reduce pollutants in stormwater
discharges to the maximum extent practicable. The Management Plan shall serve as the
framework for identification, assignment, and implementation ofpractices of such control
measures/BMPs. The Management Plan contains Performance Standards that address the
following Prograni components: Public Information and Participation, Municipal Maintenance,
New Development and Significant Redevelopment, Construction Site Controls, Illicit Discharge
Controls, and Industrial and Commercial Discharge Controls. Performance Standards are
defined as the level of implementation necessary to demonstrate the control ofpollutants in
stormwater to the maximum extent practicable. The Permittees shall implement the Management
Plan, and shall subsequently demonstrate its effectiveness and provide for necessary and
appropriate revisions, modifications, and improvements to reduce pollutants in stormwater
discharges to the maximum extent practicable and as required by Provisions C.l through C.ll of
this Order.

b. The Management Plan shall be revised to adopt and incorporate any new Performance Standards
developed by the Permittees or any revised Performance Standard identified by the Permittees
through the Program's process for evaluating and improving its effectiveness or other means
described in Provision C.l. Performance Standards shall be developed or revised through a
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process which includes 1) opportunities for public participation, 2) appropriate external technical
input and criteria for the applicability, economic feasibility, design, operation, and maintenance,
and 3) measures for evaluation of effectiveness so as to achieve pollutant reduction or pollution
prevention benefits to the maximum extent practicable. New or revised Performance Standards
may be based upon special studies or other activities conducted by the Permittees, literature
review, or special studies conducted by other programs or Permittees. New or revised
Performance Standards shall include the baseline components to be accomplished and the
method to be used to verify that the Performance Standard has been achieved. The Permittees
shall incorporate newly developed or updated Performance Standards, acceptable to the
Executive Officer, into applicable annual revisions to the Management Plan and adhere to
implementation ofthe new/revised Performance Standard(s). In addition to the annual
Management Plan revisions, the Permittees shall submit a compilation of all annual Management
Plan revisions by three years after Board adoption ofthis Order, which shall serve in part as the
re-application package for the next Permit. The draft Annual Workplan required in Provision
C.6 shall identify Performance Standards that will be developed or revised for the upcoming
fiscal year. Following the addition/revision of a Performance Standard, acceptable to the
Executive Officer, the Permittees for which the Performance Standard is applicable shall adhere
to its implementation.

3. New Development and Redevelopment Performance Standards

The Permittees will continue to implement the new development and redevelopment Performance
Standards contained in the Management Plan and improve them to achieve the control of stormwater
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable in accordance with the following sections:

a. Performance Standard Implementation

The Dischargers shall continue to implement and improve, as necessary and appropriate, the
performance standards for new development and redevelopment controls detailed on Pages B
ND-1 through B-ND-6 ofthe July 1996 Management Plan.

b. Development Project Approval Process

The Permittees shall modify their project review processes as needed to incorporate the
requirements ofProvision C.3. Each Permittee shall include conditions of approval in permits
for applicable projects, as defined in Provision C.3.c, to ensure that stormwater pollutant
discharges are reduced by incorporation of treatment measures and other appropriate source
control and site design measures, and increases in runoff flows are managed in accordance with
Provision C.3.f, to the maximum extent practicable. Such conditions shall, at a minimum,
address the following goals:

i. Require a project proponent to implement site design/landscape characteristics where feasible
which maximize infiltration (where appropriate), provide retention or detention, slow runoff,
and minimize impervious land coverage, so that post-development pollutant loads from a site
have been reduced to the maximum extent practicable; and

ii. For new and redevelopment projects that discharge directly (not mixed with runoff from
other developed sites) to water bodies listed as impaired by a pollutant(s) pursuant to CWA
Section 303(d), ensure that post project runoff does not exceed pre-project levels for such
pollutant(s), through implementation ofthe control measures addressed in this provision, to
the maximum extent practicable, in conformance with Provision C.1.
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Modification ofproject review processes shall be completed by February 15, 2005.

c. Applicable Projects - New and Redevelopment Project Categories

New development and significant redevelopment projects that are subject to Provision C.3 are
grouped into two categories based on project size. While all projects regardless of size should
consider incorporating appropriate source control and site design measures that minimize
stormwater pollutant discharges to the maximum extent practicable, new and redevelopment
projects that do not fall into Group 1 or Group 2 are not subject to the requirements ofProvision
C.3. Provision C.3 shall also not apply to projects for which a privately-sponsored development
application has been deemed complete by a Permittee or, with respect to public projects, for
which funding has been committed and for which construction is scheduled by February 15,
2005.

i. Group 1 Projects
Permittees shall require Group 1 Projects to implement appropriate source control and site
design measures and to design and implement stormwater treatment measures, to reduce the
discharge of stormwater pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. Implementation of
this requirement shall begin February15, 2005. Group 1 Projects consist of all public and
private projects in the following categories:

1. Commercial, industrial, or residential developments that create one acre (43,560 square
feet) or more of impervious surface, including roof area, streets and sidewalks. This
category includes any development of any type on public or private land, which falls
under the planning and building authority of the Permittees, where one acre or more of
new impervious surface, collectively over the entire project site, will be created.

Construction of one single-family home, which is not part of a larger common plan of
development, with the incorporation of appropriate pollutant source control and design
measures, and using landscaping to appropriately treat runoff from roof and house
associated impervious surfaces (e.g., runoff from roofs, patios, driveways, sidewalks, and
similar surfaces), would be in substantial compliance with Provision C.3.

2. Streets, roads, highways, and freeways that are under the Permittees' jurisdiction and that
create one acre (43,560 square feet) or more of new impervious surface. This category
includes any newly constructed paved surface used primarily for the transportation of
automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other motorized vehicles. Excluded from this
category are sidewalks, bicycle lanes, trails, bridge accessories, guardrails, and landscape
features.

3. Significant Redevelopment projects. This category is defined as a project on a previously
developed site that results in addition or replacement, which combined total 43,560 sq ft
or more of impervious surface on such an already developed site ("Significant
Redevelopment"). Where a Significant Redevelopment project results in an increase of,
or replacement of, more than fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously
existing development, and the existing development was not subject to stormwater
treatment ineasures, the entire project must be included in the treatment measure design.
Conversely, where a Significant Redevelopment project results in an increase of, or
replacement of, less than fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously existing
development, and the existing development was not subject to stormwater treatment
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measures, only that affected portion must be included in treatment measure design.
Excluded from this category are interior remodels and routine maintenance or repair.
Excluded routine maintenance and repair includes roof or exterior surface replacement,
pavement resurfacing, repaving and road pavement structural section rehabilitation,
within the existing footprint, and any other reconstruction work within a public street or
road right-of-way where both sides of that right-of-way are developed.

ii. Group 2 Projects
The Group 2 Project definition is in all ways the same as the Group 1 Project definition
above, except that the size threshold of impervious area for new and Significant
Redevelopment projects is reduced from one acre (43,560 sq ft) of impervious surface to
10,000 square feet. Pennittees shall require Group 2 Projects to implement appropriate
source control and site design measures and to design and implement appropriate stonnwater
treatment measures to reduce stonnwater pollution to the maximum extent practicable.
Projects consisting of one single family home not part of a larger common plan of
development are excluded from the Group 2 Project definition, and therefore excluded from
the requirement to implement appropriate stonnwater treatment measures. Implementation of
this requirement shall begin by August 15,2006, at which time the definition of Group 1
Projects is changed to include all Group 2 Projects.

iii. Proposal for Alternative Group 2 Project Definition
The Program and/or any Pennittee may propose, for approval by the Regional Board, an
Alternative Group 2 Project definition, with the goal that any such alternative definition aim
to ensure that the maximum created impervious surface area is treated for the minimum
number ofprojects subject to Pennittee review. Any such proposal shall contain supporting
infonnation about the Pennittees' development patterns, and sizes and numbers of proposed
projects for several years, that demonstrates that the proposed definition would be
substantially as effective as the Group 2 Project definition in Provision C.3.c.ii. Proposals
may include differentiating projects subject to the Alternative Group 2 Project definition by
land use, by focusing solely on the techniques recommended by Start at the Source for
documented low pollutant loading land uses, and/or by optimum use of landscape areas
required by Pennittees under existing codes as treatment measures. Proposals may be
submitted anytime, with the understanding that the Group 2 Project definition, as described in
Provision C.3.c.ii will be upheld as the default in the absence of an approved Alternative
Group 2 Project definition.

d. Numeric Sizing Criteria For Pollutant Removal Treatment Systems

All Pennittees shall require that treatment measures be constructed for applicable projects, as
defined in Provision C.3.c, that incorporate, at a minimum, the following hydraulic sizing design
criteria to treat stonnwater runoff. As appropriate for each criterion, the Pennittees shall use or
appropriately analyze local rainfall data to be used for that criterion.

i. Volume Hydraulic Design Basis
Treatment measures whose primary mode of action depends on volume capacity, such as
detention/retention units or infiltration structures, shall be designed to treat stonnwater runoff
equal to:

1. The maximized stonnwater quality capture volume for the area, based on historical
rainfall records, detennined using the fonnula and volume capture coefficients set forth in
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Urban Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual ofPractice No. 23/ ASCE Manual of
Practice No. 87, (1998), pages 175-178 (e.g., approximately the 85th percentile 24-hour
storm runoff event); or

2. The volume of annual runoff required to achieve 80 percent or more capture, determined
in accordance with the methodology set forth in Appendix D of the California Stormwater
Best Management Practices Handbook (1993), using local rainfall data.

H. Flow Hydraulic Design Basis
Treatment measures whose primary mode of action depends on flow capacity, such as swales,
sand filters, or wetlands, shall be sized to treat:

1. 10% of the 50-year peak flow rate; or

2. The flow of runoff produced by a rain event equal to at least two times the 85th percentile
hourly rainfall intensity for the applicable area, based on historical records of hourly
rainfall depths; or

3. The flow ofrunoff resulting from a rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches per hour
intensity.

e. Operation and Maintenance of Treatment Measures

All treatment measures shall be adequately operated and maintained by complying with the
process described below. Beginning July 1, 2004, each Permittee shall implement a treatment
measures operation and maintenance (O&M) verification program (O&M Program), which shall
include the following:

i. Compilation of a list ofproperties (public and private) and responsible operators for, at a
minimum, all treatment measures implemented from the date of adoption of this Order.
Information on the location of all stormwater treatment measures shall be sent to the
Alameda County Mosquito Abatement District. In addition, the Permittees shall inspect a
subset ofprioritized treatment measures for appropriate O&M, on an annual basis, with
appropriate follow-up and correction.

ii. Verification and access assurance at a minimum shall include: where a private entity is
responsible for O&M, the entity's signed statement accepting responsibility for maintenance
until the responsibility is legally transferred to another entity, and access permission to the
extent allowable by law for representatives of the Permittee, local vector control district, and
Regional Board staff strictly for the purpose of O&M verification for the specific stormwater
treatment system to the extent allowable by law; and, for all entities, either:

1. A signed statement from the public entity assuming post-construction responsibility for
treatment measure maintenance and that the treatment measures meet all local agency
design standards; or

2. Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement requiring the buyer or lessee to assume
responsibility for O&M consistent with this provision, which conditions, in the case of
purchase and sale agreements, shall be written to survive beyond the close of escrow; or

3. Written text in project conditions, covenants and restrictions (CCRs) for residential
properties assigning O&M responsibilities to the home owners association for O&M of
the treatment measures; or
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4. Any other legally enforceable agreement or mechanism that assigns responsibility for the
maintenance of treatment measures.

iii. O&M Reporting: the Permittees shall report on their O&M Program in each Annual Report,
starting with the Annual Report to be submitted September 2005. The Annual Report shall
contain a description ofthe organizational structure of the Permittee's O&M Program; an
evaluation ofthat O&M Program's effectiveness; summary of any planned improvements in
O&M Program; and a list or summary of treatment measures that have been inspected that
year with inspection results.

iv. The Program shall submit by June 1,2004, a vector control plan for Executive Officer
approval, after consultation with the appropriate vector control agencies. The plan shall
include design guidance for treatment measures to prevent the production ofvectors,
particularly mosquitoes, and provide guidance on including vector abatement concerns in
O&M and verification inspection activities.

v. The Permittees are expected to work diligently and in good faith with the appropriate state
and federal agencies to obtain any approvals necessary to complete maintenance activities for
stormwater treatment measures. If the Permittees have done so, and maintenance approvals
are not granted, where necessary, the Permittees shall be deemed by the Regional Board to be
in compliance with this Provision.

f. Limitation on Increase of Peak Stormwater Runoff Discharge Rates

i. The Permittees shall manage increases in peak runoff flow and increased runoff volume, for
all Group 1 Projects where such increased flow and/or volume is likely to cause increased
erosion of creek beds and banks, silt pollutant generation, or other impacts to beneficial uses.
Such management shall be through implementation of a Hydrograph Modification

Management Plan (HMP). The HMP, once approved by the Regional Board, shall be
implemented so that post-project runoff shall not exceed estimated pre-project rates and/or
durations, where the increased stormwater discharge rates and/or durations will result in
increased potential for erosion or other significant adverse impacts to beneficial uses,
attributable to changes in the amount and timing of runoff. The term duration in this
Provision is defined as the period that flows are above a threshold that causes significant
sediment transport and may cause excessive erosion damage to creeks and streams.

ii. Provision C.3.f.i does not apply to new development and significant redevelopment projects
where the project discharges stormwater runoff into creeks or storm drains where the
potential for erosion or other impacts to beneficial uses, is minimal. Such situations may
include discharges into creeks that are concrete-lined or significantly hardened (e.g., with rip
rap, sackrete, etc.) downstream to their outfall in San Francisco Bay, underground storm
drains discharging to the Bay, and construction of infill projects in highly developed
watersheds, where the potential for single-project and/or cumulative impacts is minimal.
Guidelines for identification of such situations shall be included as a part of the HMP.
However, plans to restore a creek reach may re-introduce the applicability ofHMP controls,
and would need to be addressed in the HMP.

iii. The HMP may identify conditions under which some increases in runoffmay not have a
potential for increased erosion or other impacts to beneficial uses. Reduced controls or no
controls on peak stormwater runoff discharge rates and/or durations may be appropriate in
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those cases, subject to the conditions in the HMP. In the absence ofinfonnation
demonstrating that changes in post-development runoff discharge rates and durations will not
result in increased potential for erosion or other adverse impacts to beneficial uses, the HMP
requirements shall apply.

iv. The HMP proposal, at a minimum, shall include:

1. A review ofpertinent literature;
2. A protocol to evaluate potential hydrograph change impacts to downstream watercourses

from proposed projects;
3. An identification of the rainfall event below which these standards and management

requirements apply, or range of rainfall events to which these requirements apply;
4. A description ofhow the Pennittees will incorporate these requirements into their local

approval processes, or the equivalent; and,
5. Guidance on management practices and measures to address identified impacts.

The Pennittees may prioritize which individual watersheds the HMP would initially apply to,
if it were demonstrated in the HMP that such prioritization is appropriate.

The Pennittees may work appropriately with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution
Prevention Program and/or other Bay Area stonnwater programs as part of completing these
requirements. For example, the Pennittees may wish to expand on the literature review being
completed by the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Program under its pennit, rather than
authoring their own literature review from scratch. While such cooperation is encouraged, it
shall not be grounds for delaying compliance beyond the schedule set forth herein.

v. The identified maximum rainfall event or rainfall event range may be different for specific
watersheds, streams, or stream reaches. Individual Pennittees may utilize the protocol to
detennine a site- or area-specific rainfall event or event range standard.

vi. The HMP's evaluation protocols, management measures, and other infonnation may include
the following:

1. Evaluation of the cumulative impacts of urbanization of a watershed on stonnwater
discharge and stream morphology in the watershed;

2. Evaluation of stream fonn and condition, including slope, discharge, vegetation,
underlying geology, and other infonnation, as appropriate;

3. Implementation ofmeasures to minimize impervious surfaces and directly connected
impervious area in new development and redevelopment projects;

4. Implementation ofmeasures including stonnwater detention, retention, and infiltration;
5. Implementation ofland use planning measures (e.g., stream buffers and stream restoration

activities, including restoration-in-advance of floodplains so that floodplains will be able
to handle the anticipated increased flows, revegetation, use ofless-impacting facilities at
the point(s) ofdischarge, etc.) to allow expected changes in stream channel cross
sections, stream vegetation, and discharge rates, velocities, and/or durations without
adverse impacts to stream beneficial uses;

6. A mechanism for pre- vs. post-project assessment to detennine the effectiveness of the
HMP and to allow amendment of the HMP, as appropriate; and,

7. Other measures, as appropriate.
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vii. Equivalent limitation of peak flow impacts: The Permittees may develop an equivalent
limitation protocol, as part of the HMP, to address impacts from changes in the volumes,
velocities, and/or durations ofpeak flows through measures other than control of those
volumes and/or durations. The protocol may allow increases in peak flow and/or durations,
subject to the implementation of specified design, source control, and/or treatment control
measures and land planning practices that take into account expected stream change (e.g.,
increases in the cross-sectional area of stream channel) resulting from changes in discharge
rates and/or durations, while maintaining or improving beneficial uses ofwaters.

viii. The Permittees as a group shall complete the HMP according to the schedule below. All
required documents shall be submitted for approval by the Executive Officer, based on the
criteria set forth in this Order, except the HMP, which shall be submitted for approval by the
Regional Board. Development and implementation status shall be reported in the Permittees'
Annual Reports, which shall also provide a summary of projects incorporating measures to
address this Provision and the measures used.

1. February 15, 2004: Submit a detailed workplan and schedule for completion of the
literature review, development of a protocol to identify an appropriate limiting storm,
development of guidance materials, and other required information;

2. February 15, 2004: Submit literature review;

3. November 15,2004: Submit a draft HMP, including the analysis that identifies the
appropriate limiting storm and the identified limiting storm event(s) or event range(s);

4. May 15, 2005: Submit the HMP for Regional Board approval; and,

5. Upon approval by the Regional Board, implement the approved HMP, which shall include
the requirements of this Provision. Prior to approval of the HMP by the Regional Board,
the early implementation ofmeasures likely to be included in the HMP shall be
encouraged by the Permittees.

g. Alternative Compliance Based on Impracticability and Requiring Compensatory
Mitigation

i. The Permittees may establish a program under which a project proponent may request
alternative compliance with the requirement in Provision C.3.c. to install treatment measures
onsite for a given project, upon an appropriate showing of impracticability, and with a
provision to treat offsite an equivalent surface area, pollutant loading or quantity of
stormwater runoff, or provide other equivalent water quality benefit, such as stream
restoration or other activities that limit or mitigate impacts from excessive erosion or
sedimentation. The offsite location of this equivalent stormwater treatment, or water quality
benefit, shall be where no other requirement in Provision C.3.c for treatment exists, and
within the same stormwater runoff drainage basin and treating runoff discharging to the same
receiving water, where feasible. Under this Provision, enhancements of existing mitigation
projects are acceptable. The Permittees should specifically define the basis for
impracticability or infeasibility, which may include situations where onsite treatment is
technically feasible, but excessively costly, as determined by set criteria.

ii. Regional Solutions: The alternative compliance may allow a project proponent to
participate in a regional or watershed-based stormwater treatment facility, without a showing
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of impracticability at the individual project site, ifthe regional or watershed- based
stormwater treatment facility discharges into the same receiving water, where feasible.

iii. The Program is encouraged to propose a model alternative compliance program on behalf of
the Permittees, for approval by the Regional Board, and for potential adoption and
implementation by the Permittees.

iv. The alternative compliance program proposal should state the criteria for granting
alternatives from the requirement to install treatment measures onsite; criteria for
determining impracticability or infeasibility; and criteria for use of regional or watershed
based stormwater treatment facilities. The proposal should also describe how the project
sponsor will provide equivalent water quality benefits or credit to an alternative project or to
a regional or watershed treatment facility and tracking mechanisms to support the reporting
requirements set forth in Provision C.3.g.vi below.

v. An exemption without the requirement for alternate, equivalent offsite treatment is allowed
for the following redevelopment projects after impracticability of including onsite treatment
measures is established, where such projects are built as redevelopment projects as defined in
Finding 14, and it is clearly demonstrated that cost ofparticipation in alternate, equivalent
offsite treatment through a regional treatment or other equivalent water quality benefit project
fund will unduly burden the project: creation ofhousing units affordable to persons of low or
moderate income as defined by Health and Safety Code Section 50093, brownfield sites,
and/or transit village type developments within 1/4 mile of transit stations and/or intermodal
facilities.

vi. Reporting: Each year, as part of its Annual Report, each Permittee shall provide a list of
alternative projects and exemptions it granted. For each project and exemption, the
following information shall be provided:
1. Name and location of the project for which the alternative project or exemption was

granted;
2. Project type (e.g., restaurant, residence, shopping center) and size;
3. Area or percent of impervious surface in the project's final design;
4. Reason for granting the alternative project or exemption, including, for those projects

granted an exemption without the requirement for alternate, equivalent offsite treatment, a
demonstration that cost of such equivalent offsite treatment unduly burdened the project;

5. Terms ofthe alternative project or exemption; and,
6. The offsite stormwater treatment project receiving the benefit, and the date of completion

ofthe project.

vii. Interim Alternative Compliance Program: In the event that an alternative compliance
program has not been proposed by the Program and/or a Permittee, approved by the Regional
Board, or implemented by a particular Permittee by the date of implementation of Group 1
Projects, provision for an interim alternative to the requirement to install treatment measures
onsite may be granted by a Permittee. An interim alternative compliance project may be
granted ifthe project proponent (1) demonstrates onsite impracticability due to extreme
limitations of space for treatment and lack ofbelow grade surface treatment options, and (2)
presents sufficient assurance ofproviding equivalent offsite stormwater pollutant and/or
volume treatment at another location within the drainage basin, for which construction of
stormwater treatment measures is not otherwise required, discharging into the same receiving
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water, where feasible. The Permittee shall be responsible for assuring that equivalent offsite
treatment has occurred for any use of this interim alternative compliance, within six months
ofproject construction, and shall report the basis of onsite impracticability and the nature of
equivalent offsite treatment for each project in its Annual Report. Any equivalent offsite
treatment that does not include construction of stormwater treatment measures must be
approved by the Executive Officer, based on the criteria set forth in this Order. This interim
alternative compliance clause will be void when Regional Board approves the alternative
compliance program described in Provision C3.g.i-iv, above.

h. Alternative Certification of Adherence to Design Criteria for Stormwater Treatment
Measures

In lieu of conducting detailed review to verify the adequacy ofmeasures required pursuant to
Provisions C.3.d, a Permittee may elect to accept a signed certification from a Civil Engineer or a
Licensed Architect or Landscape Architect registered in the State of California, or another
Permittee that has overlapping jurisdictional project permitting authority, that the plan meets the
criteria established herein. The Permittee should verify that each certifying person has been
trained on treatment measure design for water quality not more than three years prior to the
signature date, and that each certifying person understands the groundwater protection principles
applicable to the project site (see Provision C.3.i: Limitations on Use of Infiltration Treatment
Measures). Training conducted by an organization with stormwater treatment measure design
expertise (e.g., a university, American Society of Civil Engineers, American Society of
Landscape Architects, American Public Works Association, or the California Water Environment
Association) may be considered qualifying.

i. Limitations on Use of Infiltration Treatment Measures - Infiltration and Groundwater
Protection

In order to protect groundwater from pollutants that may be present in urban runoff, treatment
measures that function primarily as infiltration devices (such as infiltration basins and infiltration
trenches not deeper than their maximum width) shall meet, at a minimum, the following
conditions:

i. Pollution prevention and source control measures shall be implemented at a level appropriate
to protect groundwater quality at sites where infiltration devices are to be used;

ii. Use of infiltration devices shall not cause or contribute to degradation of groundwater water
quality objectives;

iii. Infiltration devices shall be adequately maintained to maximize pollutant removal
capabilities;

iv. The vertical distance from the base of any infiltration device to the seasonal high
groundwater mark shall be at least 10 feet. Note that some locations within the Permittees'
jurisdiction are characterized by highly porous soils and/or a high groundwater table; in these
areas treatment measure approvals should be subject to a higher level of analysis (e.g.,
considering the potential for pollutants such as on-site chemical use, the level ofpretreatment
to be achieved, and similar factors);

v. Unless stormwater is first treated by a means other than infiltration, infiltration devices shall
not be recommended as treatment measures for areas of industrial or light industrial activity;
areas subject to high vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic on main
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roadway or 15,000 or more average daily traffic on any intersecting roadway); automotive
repair shops; car washes; fleet storage areas (bus, truck, etc.); nurseries; and other high threat
to water quality land uses and activities as designated by each Permittee; and,

vi. Infiltration devices shall be located a minimum of 100 feet horizontally from any water
supply wells.

j. Site Design Measures Guidance and Standards Development

i. The Permittees shall review their local design standards and guidance for opportunities to
make revisions that would result in reduced impacts to water quality and beneficial uses of
waters. In this event, the Permittees shall make any such revisions and implement the
updated standards and guidance, as necessary.

Areas of site design that may be appropriate to address include the following, which are
offered as examples:

1. Minimize land disturbance;

2. Minimize impervious surfaces (e.g., roadway width, driveway area, and parking lot area),
especially directly connected impervious areas;

3. Minimum-impact street design standards for new development and redevelopment,
including typical specifications (e.g., neo-traditional street design standards and/or street
standards recently revised in other cities, including Portland, Oregon, and Vancouver,
British Columbia);

4. Minimum-impact parking lot design standards, including parking space maximization
within a given area, use of landscaping as a stormwater drainage feature, use ofpervious
pavements, and parking maxima;

5. Clustering of structures and pavement;

6. Typical specifications or "acceptable design" guidelines for lot-level design measures,
including:

• Disconnected roof downspouts to splash blocks or "bubble-ups;"

• Alternate driveway standards (e.g., wheelways, unit pavers, or other pervious
pavements); and,

• Microdetention, including landscape detention and use of cisterns (may also be
considered treatment measures);

7. Preservation of high-quality open space;

8. Maintenance and/or restoration of riparian areas and wetlands as project amenities,
including establishing vegetated buffer zones to reduce runoff into waterways, allow for
stream channel change as a stream's contributing watershed urbanizes, and otherwise
mitigate the effects of urban runoff on waters and beneficial uses of waters (may also be
considered treatment measures); and,

9. Incorporation of supplemental controls to minimize changes in the volume, flow rate,
timing, and duration of runoff, for a given precipitation event or events. These changes
include cumulative hydromodification caused by site development. Measures may
include landscape-based measures or other features to reduce the velocity of, detain,
and/or infiltrate stormwater runoff (may also be considered treatment measures).
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ii. The standards and guidance review shall be completed according to the schedule below. A
summary ofreview, revision, and implementation status shall be submitted for acceptance by
the Executive Officer and reported in the Pennittees' Annual Reports, beginning with the
Annual Report due September 15, 2005.

1. No later than August 15,2003: The Pennittees shall submit a detailed workplan and
schedule for completion of the review of standards and guidelines, any proposed revisions
thereto and any implementation of revised standards and guidance;

2. No later than November 15,2004: The Pennittees shall submit a draft review and
analysis of local standards and guidance, opportunities for revision, and any proposed
revised standards and guidance; and,

3. No later than November 15, 2005: The Pennittees shall incorporate any revised standards
and guidance into their local approval processes and shall fully implement the revised
standards and guidance.

k. Source Control Measures Guidance Development

The Pennittees shall, as part of their improvement process, submit enhanced new development
and significant redevelopment Perfonnance Standards, which summarize source control
requirements for such projects to limit pollutant generation, discharge, and runoff, to the
maximum extent practicable. Examples of source control measures may include the following,
which are offered as examples:

i. Indoor mat/equipment wash racks for restaurants, or covered outdoor wash racks plumbed to
the sanitary sewer;

ii. Covered trash and food compactor enclosures with a sanitary sewer connection for dumpster
drips and designed such that run-on to trash enclosure areas is avoided;

iii. Sanitary sewer drains for swimming pools;

iv. Sanitary drained outdoor covered wash areas for vehicles, equipment, and accessories;

v. Sanitary sewer drain connections to take fire sprinkler test water;

vi. Stonn drain system stenciling;

vii. Landscaping that minimizes irrigation and runoff, promotes surface infiltration where
appropriate, minimizes the use ofpesticides and fertilizers, and where feasible removes
pollutants from stonnwater runoff; and,

viii. Appropriate covers, drains, and storage precautions for outdoor material storage areas,
loading docks, repair/maintenance bays, and fueling areas.

A model enhanced new development and significant redevelopment source control Perfonnance
Standard and proposed workplan for its implementation shall be submitted by August 15,2004.
Implementation shall begin no later than February 15, 2005, and the status shall thereafter be
reported in the Pennittees' Annual Reports beginning with the Annual Report due September 15,
2005, which shall also provide appropriate detail on projects reflecting the application of the
enhanced Perfonnance Standards consistent with Provision C.3.b, above.

I. Update General Plans
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At the next scheduled update/revision of its General Plan, each Permittee shall confirm that it has
incorporated water quality and watershed protection principles and policies into its General Plan
or equivalent plan, to the extent necessary, to require implementation ofthe measures required by
Provision C.3 for applicable development projects. These principles and policies shall be
designed to protect natural water bodies, reduce impervious land coverage, slow runoff, and
where feasible, maximize opportunities for infiltration ofrainwater into soil. Such water quality
and watershed 'protection principles and policies may include the following, which are offered as
examples:

i. Minimize the amount of impervious surfaces and directly connected impervious surfaces in
areas ofnew development and redevelopment and where feasible maximize on-site
infiltration of runoff;

ii. Implement pollution prevention methods supplemented by pollutant source controls and
treatment. Use small collection strategies located at, or as close as possible to, the source
(i.e., the point where water initially meets the ground) to minimize the transport of urban
runoff and pollutants offsite and into a municipal separate storm sewer system;

iii. Preserve, and where possible, create or restore areas that provide important water quality
benefits, such as riparian corridors, wetlands, and buffer zones. Encourage land acquisition
and/or conservation easement acquisition of such areas;

iv. Limit disturbances of natural water bodies and natural drainage systems caused by
development including roads, highways, and bridges;

v. Prior to making land use decisions, utilize methods available to estimate increases in
pollutant loads and flows resulting from projected future development. Require
incorporation of structural and non-structural treatment measures to mitigate the projected
increases in pollutant loads and flows;

vi. Avoid development of areas that are particularly susceptible to erosion and sediment loss; or
establish development guidance that identifies these areas and protects them from erosion and
sediment loss; and,

vii. Reduce pollutants associated with vehicles and increased traffic resulting from development.

If amendments of General Plans are determined to be legally necessary to allow for
implementation of any aspect ofProvision C.3, such amendments shall occur by the
implementation date of the corresponding component of the Provision. If legally necessary
General Plan amendments cannot occur by the implementation date because of CEQA
requirements or other constraints imposed by the laws applicable to amending General Plans,
the Permittee shall report this to the Executive Officer as soon as possible, and no later than in
the Annual Report due more than six months in advance ofthe implementation date. Should
changes to implementation dates to enable a Permittee to comply with CEQA and General Plan
legal requirements be necessary, the Permittee shall recommend a new implementation date for
approval by the Regional Board.

ID. Water Quality Review Processes

When Permittees conduct environmental review ofprojects in their jurisdictions, the Permittees
shall evaluate water quality effects and identify appropriate mitigation measures. This
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requirement shall be implemented by May 15, 2004. Questions that evaluate increased pollutants
and flows from the proposed project include the following, which are offered as examples:

i. Would the proposed project result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters?
Consider water quality parameters such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and other
typical stormwater pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic
organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances, and trash).

ii. Would the proposed project result in significant alteration of receiving water quality during
or following construction?

iii. Would the proposed project result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased
runoff?

iv. Would the proposed project create a significant adverse environmental impact to drainage
patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or volumes?

v. Would the proposed project result in increased erosion in its watershed?

vi. Is the project tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the CWA Section
303(d)? If so, will it result in an increase in any pollutant for which the water body is already
impaired?

vii. Would the proposed project have a potentially significant environmental impact on surface
water quality, to marine, fresh, or wetland waters?

viii. Would the proposed project have a potentially significant adverse impact on groundwater
quality?

ix. Will the proposed project cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or
groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation ofbeneficial uses?

x. Will the project impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat?

n. Reporting, including Pesticide Reduction Measures

The Permittees shall demonstrate compliance with the requirements ofProvision C.3 by
providing in their Annual Reports the information described in Table 1, beginning with the dates
shown in Table 1 and continuing thereafter. In addition, the following information shall be
collected for Annual Report submittal, beginning upon the date of adoption ofthis Order:

1. For all new development and significant redevelopment projects which meet the Group 1 or
Group 2 definitions in Provision C.3.c, collect and report the name or other identifier, type of
project (using the categories in Provision C.3.c), site acreage or square footage, and square
footage ofnew impervious surface.

11. For projects that must implement treatment measures, report which treatment measures were
used and numeric-sizing criteria employed, the O&M responsibility mechanism including
responsible party, site design measures used, and source control measures required. This
information shall also be reported to the appropriate local vector control district, with
additional information of access provisions for vector control district staff. This reporting
shall begin in the Annual Report following the implementation date specified in Provision
C.3.c.
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iii. A summary of the types ofpesticide reduction measures required for those new development
and significant redevelopment projects to be addressed under Provision C.3.c, and the
percentage of such new development and significant redevelopment projects for which
pesticide reduction measures were included. These measures are required under Provision
C.10.c, and relate directly to Provision C.3 requirements.

The Permittees may utilize their Annual Reports to highlight their budget constraints and suggest
reprioritization of any Program activities in order to achieve the most cost effective overall
Program.

o. Implementation Schedule

The Permittees shall implement the requirements ofProvisions C.3.b through C.3.n according to
the schedule in Table 2.

4. Public Information and Participation Performance Standards

The Program shall develop a specific workplan with the Permittees based on Section 3. Task 5 of the
PIP component of the Management Plan to evaluate the effectiveness of the PIP component and
report on this on-going evaluation starting September 2004 for the 2003-2004 Annual Report, and
annually thereafter. Effectiveness may be measured through direct or indirect means, such as
observation ofbehavior; surveys; and/or analysis of available data on public involvement in or in
response to PIP activities.

5. Performance Standards for Municipal Maintenance

The Program shall implement municipal maintenance performance standards as set forth in the
Management Plan.

6. Performance Standard for Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support

For the purpose of this provision, rural means any watershed or portion thereof that remains
undeveloped or with primarily agricultural, grazing or open space uses, and drains to unchannelized
streams. The Program shall develop, within one year after the adoption of this Order, Performance
Standards, appropriate training and technical assistance requirements, and annual reporting
requirements for the following rural public works maintenance and support activities: a)
management and/or removal of large woody debris and live vegetation from stream channels; b)
streambank stabilization projects; and, c) road construction, maintenance, and repairs in rural areas
to prevent and control road-related erosion. In addition, Permittees shall develop: d) education and
guidance on permitting requirements for rural public works activities so as to stress the importance
ofproper planning and construction.

7. Annual Reports and Workplans

a. Annual Reports

The Permittees shall submit an Annual Report to the Regional Board by September 15 of each
year, documenting the status of the Program's and the Permittees' activities during the previous
fiscal year, including the results of a qualitative assessment of activities implemented by the
Permittees, and the performance of tasks contained in the Management Plan.

The Annual Report shall include a compilation of deliverables and milestones completed during
the previous twelve-month period, as described in the Management Plan. In either the Annual
Reports or the Workplans, the Permittees shall propose pertinent updates, improvements, or
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revisions to the Management Plan, which shall be complied with under this Order unless
disapproved by the Executive Officer or acted upon in accordance with Provision C.12. As part
of the Annual Report process, each Permittee shall evaluate the effectiveness of the activities
completed during the reporting period.

Direct and indirect measures of effectiveness may include, but are not limited to, conformance
with established Performance Standards, quantitative monitoring to assess the effectiveness of
control measures, measurements or estimates ofpollutant load reductions, detailed accounting of
Program accomplishments, funds expended, or staff hours utilized. Methods to improve
effectiveness in the implementation of tasks and activities, including development of new, or
modification of existing, Performance Standards, shall be identified through the Program's
review and improvement process, where appropriate. The Annual Report information shall be
adequate to describe each Permittee's compliance status with respect to the provisions oftms
Order, and the required actions under the Management Plan and the Annual Workplans.

i. Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements for Public Information and Participation
The level of implementation ofPIP activities shall be reported annually. The Program will
report on the implementation of its specific workplan to evaluate effectiveness of the PIP
component starting in September 2004 for the 2003-2004 Annual Report, and annually
thereafter. This evaluation will be included in the General Program deliverables for General
Program activities and in the deliverables by Permittees for activities thatwere conducted by
individual Permittees.

ii. Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements for Illicit Discharge Controls
The goal of the Illicit Discharge Controls component is to identify and eliminate non
permissible non-stormwater discharges associated with illegal dumping or illicit connections
to the storm drain system.

Enhanced annual reporting for this Program component shall, at a minimum, include:

1. Training and coordination of staff most likely to encounter illicit discharges; and

2. Identification and follow-up for all illicit discharges and problem areas identified within
each Permittee's jurisdiction, including number ofresponses to reports of potential impacts to
water quality, complaints, spills, and other similar reports. These should be, at a minimum,
characterized as to report source, nature of the report, location of the event, reported source of
pollutants, and follow-up and investigation, if any. For any actual non-compliance or
threatened non-compliance noted during the investigation of the report, the nature of follow
up will be reported, through resolution of the noted issue, up to and including enforcement
action.

iii. Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements for Industrial and Commercial Discharge
Controls
The goal of the Industrial and Commercial Discharge Controls component is to reduce or
eliminate adverse water quality impacts from activities conducted at any industrial and
commercial site within the Permittees' jurisdictions that have a potential for significant urban
runoff pollution. Performance measures for this Program component are in the Management
Plan.

Frequency of inspection of a given site or category of industry or commercial business with a
potential to impact stormwater may vary depending upon known or anticipated threats to
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water quality, but should not be less frequent than once in five years. Inspection frequency
can be reduced for sites that demonstrate a history of compliance or exhibit little threat to
water quality, and increased for sites that demonstrate non-compliance, or exhibit significant
threat to water quality.

Permittees shall report a summary of inspection activity for any non-compliance noted during
an inspection, the nature of follow-up through resolution of the noted issue, up to and
including enforcement action.

b. Annual Workplans and Updates

By 100 days from the adoption of this order and on March 1st of each year thereafter" the
Permittees shall submit draft Workplans and Updates that describe the proposed implementation
ofthe Management Plan for the next fiscal year in areas described below.

The Workplans and Updates shall consider the status of implementation of current year activities
and actions of the Permittees, problems encountered, and proposed solutions, and shall address
any comments received from the Executive Officer on the previous year's Annual Report. The
Workplans and Updates shall include clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules for
implementation ofProgram and Permittee actions for the next fiscal year.

The Workplans and Updates shall be deemed to be final and incorporated into the Management
Plan and this Order as of June 1 unless previously determined to be unacceptable by the
Executive Officer. The Permittees shall address any comments or conditions of acceptability
received from the Executive Officer on their draft Workplans and Updates prior to the
submission oftheir Annual Report on September 15, at which time the modified Workplans and
Updates shall be deemed to be incorporated into the Management Plan and this Order unless
disapproved ofby the Executive Officer.

i. Performance Standards and Monitoring Plan Updates

Any proposal for development of new, or modification of existing, Performance Standards in
accordance with Provision Co2.b, as well as alternative monitoring activities as required in
Provision e.8, shall be reported in the workplans.

ii. Public Information and Participation

By 100 days from the adoption of this order, the Program shall submit a specific workplan to
evaluate the effectiveness of the PIP component.

iii. Industrial and Commercial Discharge Controls Program

Each Permittee, except the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
and Zone 7 of the Alameda County Flood Control District, shall submit an annual update to
its five-year Industrial and Commercial Business Inspection Plan (Inspection Plan) with the
following information:
1. Estimated number of facilities to be inspected listed by type ofbusiness or geographical

sector as outlined in the Inspection Plan; and,
2. Estimated number ofhigh priority facilities to be inspected on a yearly basis based on

priorities described in Inspection Plan.
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The range of industrial and commercial businesses that will require regular inspection is not
limited to those industrial sites that are required to obtain coverage under the State Board's
Industrial Stormwater NPDES General Permit.

c. One-time Reports and Five-Year Inspection and Illicit Discharge Control Action Plans

In addition to Annual Reports and Annual Updates, the Permittees shall provide the following
information by 100 days of adoption of this order:

i. Illicit Discharge Controls
Each Permittee will develop a five-year Illicit Discharge Control Action Plan to reduce,
control and/or otherwise address sources ofdischarge. Performance measures for this
program area are in the Management Plan.

Permittees shall describe the specific procedures they use to follow-up on non-compliance.

Permittees shall identify an alternate publicized number to report illicit discharges in addition
to 911.

Proposed changes to the five-year Illicit Discharge Control Action Plan shall be submitted
annually through subsequent workplans.

ii. Industrial and Commercial Discharge Controls Program
Each Permittee, except the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District
and Zone 7 ofthe Alameda County Flood Control District, shall submit a five-year Industrial
and Commercial Business Inspection Plan (Inspection Plan) containing the following
information:

1. Estimate of total number of Industrial and Commercial sites requiring inspection, within
each Permittee's jurisdiction, for the five-year period;

2. A list oftypes ofbusiness within the Permittee's jurisdiction with an estimate ofthe
number ofbusinesses in each category;

3. A description of the process for prioritizing inspections and rationale for inspecting a
business or business type more frequently or before another business or business type.
Each Permittee will explain criteria used for designating a business as high priority. If
any geographical areas are to be targeted for yearly inspections because of their high
potential for stormwater pollution, these areas should be indicated in the Inspection Plan,
with optional maps indicating priority zoning, if any, in each Permittees' jurisdiction;

4. A description ofPermittee's procedures for follow-up inspections, enforcement actions or
referral to another agency, including appropriate time periods of action; and,

5. An Annual Update detailing inspection activities for the next fiscal year shall be due by
March 1 of the year following the submission of each Annual Report. The Annual
Update shall be subject to the due dates and Executive Officer approvals stated in
Provision C.7.b and reporting requirements further listed in Provision C.7.b.iii.

Each Permittee shall also submit a description of a data management system that the
Permittee maintains to track changes in industrial and commercial sites, as well as inspection
and enforcement activity of these sites.

8. Monitoring Program

a. The Permittees shall implement a Monitoring Program that supports the development and
implementation and demonstrates the effectiveness of the Management Plan and related work
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conducted by the Program among other goals. The Monitoring Program shall be a multi-year
receiving waters monitoring plan designed to achieve the following objectives:

• Characterization of representative drainage areas and stormwater discharges, including land
use characteristics pollutant concentrations and mass loadings;

• Assessment of existing or potential adverse impacts on beneficial uses caused by pollutants
of concern in stormwater discharges, including an evaluation of representative receiving
waters;

• Identification ofpotential sources ofpollutants of concern found in stormwater discharges;
and,

• Evaluation of effectiveness of representative stormwater pollution prevention or control
measures.

The Monitoring Program shall include the following:

1. Provision for conducting and reporting the results of special studies conducted by the
Permittees which are designed to determine effectiveness ofBMPs or control measures,
define a Performance Standard or assess the adverse impacts of a pollutant or pollutants on
beneficial uses.

11. Provisions for conducting watershed monitoring activities including: identification ofmajor
sources ofpollutants of concern; evaluation of the effectiveness of control measures and
BMPs; and use ofphysical, chemical and biological parameters and indicators as appropriate.

111. Identification and justification of representative sampling locations, frequencies and methods,
suite ofpollutants to be analyzed, analytical methods, and quality assurance procedures.
Alternative monitoring methods in place of these (special projects, financial participation in
regional, state, or national special projects or research, literature review, visual observations,
use of indicator parameters, recognition and reliance on special studies conducted by other
programs, etc.) may be proposed with justification.

b. Multi-Year Monitoring and Assessment Plan. In conjunction with the submissions required by
Provision C.I 0, the Permittees shall submit, by 100 days of adoption of this order, a multi-year
monitoring plan, acceptable to the Executive Officer, designed to comply with these Monitoring
Program requirements. The monitoring and assessment plan shall include provisions for
monitoring Central and South/Lower San Francisco Bay by participating in the San Francisco
Estuary Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances or an acceptable alternative
monitoring program.

c. Annual Monitoring Program Plan. The Permittees shall submit, by 100 days from the adoption
of this order and on March I st of each year thereafter, an annual monitoring program plan,
acceptable to the Executive Officer, that includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and
schedules for implementation ofmonitoring activities for the next fiscal year designed to comply
with these Monitoring Program requirements.

9. Non-Stormwater Discharges

a. Exempted Discharges
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In carrying out Prohibition A ofthis Order, the following non-stormwater discharges are not
prohibited unless they are identified by the Permittees or the Executive Officer as sources of
pollutants to receiving waters:

1. Flows from riparian habitats or wetlands;
11. Diverted stream flows;

111. Springs;
IV. Rising ground waters; and
v. Uncontaminated groundwater infiltration.

If any of the above categories of discharges, or sources of such discharges, are identified as
sources of pollutants to receiving waters, then such categories or sources shall be addressed as
conditionally exempted discharges in accordance with Provision e.9.b.

b. Conditionally Exempted Discharges

The Program has developed control measures to eliminate adverse impacts of certain
conditionally exempted discharges as listed in the Findings (uncontaminated pumped
groundwater, foundation drains, water from crawl spaces pumps, footing drains and planned and
unplanned discharges from potable water sources, and water line and hydrant flushing). The
following non-stormwater discharges are not prohibited if they are identified by either the
Permittees (and incorporated into the Management Plan) or the Executive Officer as not being
sources ofpollutants to receiving waters or if appropriate control measures to prevent or
eliminate adverse impacts of such sources are developed and implemented under the
Management Plan in accordance with Provision e.9.c:

1. Uncontaminated pumped groundwater;
11. Foundation drains;

111. Water from crawl space pumps;
IV. Footing drains;
v. Air conditioning condensate;

VI. Irrigation water;
V11. Landscape irrigation;

Vlll. Lawn or garden watering;
IX. Planned and unplanned discharges from potable water sources;
x. Water line and hydrant flushing;

Xl. Individual residential car washing; and
X11. Discharges or flows from emergency fire fighting activities;

The Permittees shall identify and describe the categories of discharges listed in Provision C.9.b
that they wish to exempt from Prohibition A in periodic submissions to the Executive Officer.
For each such category, the Permittees shall identify and describe as necessary and appropriate to
the category either documentation that the discharges are not sources of pollutants to receiving
waters or circumstances in which they are not found to be sources ofpollutants to receiving
waters. Otherwise, the Permittees shall describe control measures to eliminate adverse impacts
of such sources, procedures and Performance Standards for their implementation, procedures for
notifying the Regional Board of these discharges, and procedures for monitoring and record
management. Permittees shall resubmit appropriate revised and/or additional control measures
whenever there is a change in the quality of the discharge. For example, the use of recycled
water for irrigation shall lead to the implementation of additional control measures in order to
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reduce chlorine levels before releasing the discharge to the stonn drain system. Such
submissions shall be deemed to be incorporated into the Management Plan unless disapproved by
the Executive Officer or acted on in accordance with Provision C.12 and the NPDES pennit
regulations.

c. Permit Authorization for Exempted Discharges

1. Discharges ofnon-stonnwater from sources owned or operated by the Pennittees are
authorized and pennitted by this Order, iftheyare in accordance with the conditions of this
Provision and the Management Plan.

11. The Regional Board may require dischargers ofnon-stonnwater other than the Pennittees to
apply for and obtain coverage under an NPDES pennit and comply with the control measures
developed by the Pennittees pursuant to this Provision. Non-stonnwater discharges that are
in compliance with such control measures may be accepted by the Pennittees and are not
subject to Prohibition A.

111. The Pennittees may propose, as part of their annual updates to the Management Plan under
Provision C.7 of this Order, additional categories ofnon-stonnwater discharges to be
included in the exemption to Prohibition A. Such proposals are subject to approval by the
Regional Board in accordance with the NPDES pennit regulations.

10. Water Quality-Based Requirements for Specific Pollutants of Concern

In accordance with Provision C.l and Finding 22 of this Order, the Pennittees shall implement
control programs for pollutants that have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to
exceedances ofwater quality standards. These control programs shall include the following:

a. Control Program for Copper

The Pennittees have submitted a Copper Pollutant Reduction Plan (PRP) that includes a general
strategy to monitor the concentration of copper in stonnwater runoff and lists BMPs that may be
used to reduce copper discharges. The program will further refine the Copper PRP by providing
detailed descriptions of activities in each fiscal year. The refined PRP shall be included in the
Program's submittal of the Annual Workplan by 100 days of adoption of this Order, and
evaluations and results shall be reported in the Annual Reports.

b. Control Program for Mercury

The Mercury Pollutant Reduction Plan (Mercury Plan) shall be refined to include all of the
following:

1. Development and adoption ofpolicies, procedures, and/or ordinances calling for:

• The reduction ofmercury from controllable sources in urban runoff to the maximum
extent practicable, including the identification ofmercury-containing products used by
the Pennittees and a schedule for their timely phase out where appropriate; and

• Coordination with solid waste management agencies to ensure maximum recycling of
fluorescent lights and/or establishment of "take back" programs for the public collection
ofmercury-containing household products (potentially including thennometers and other
gauges, batteries, fluorescent and other lamps, switches, relays, sensors and thennostats);
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11. A schedule for assisting the Regional Board staff in conducting an assessment of the
contribution of air pollution sources to mercury in the Permittees' urban runoff (potentially
including an identification of significant mercury air emission sources, an inventory of
relevant mercury air emissions and a review of options for reducing or eliminating mercury
air emissions);

iii. Assessment of the sediment mercury concentrations and percentage of fine material at the
base ofkey watersheds, above the tide line;

IV. A public education, outreach and participation program designed to reach residential,
commercial and industrial users or sources ofmercury-containing products or emissions; and,

v. Participation with other organizations to encourage the electric light bulb manufacturing
industry to reduce mercury associated with the disposal of fluorescent lights through product
reformulation.

The Mercury Plan shall be refined and incorporated in the Program's submittal ofthe Annual
Workplan by 100 days of adoption of this order. The Mercury Plan shall refine the schedule for
implementation that Permittees are currently working under. To facilitate the development of
the actions specified above, the Permittees may coordinate with publicly owned treatment works
and other agencies to develop cooperative plans and programs.

c. Control Program for Pesticides

To address the impairment of urban streams by diazinon and other pesticides, the Permittees
shall continue to implement and refine the previously submitted Diazinon Pollutant Reduction
Plan (Pesticide Plan) to address their own use ofpesticides including diazinon, other lower
priority pesticides no longer in use such as chlordane, dieldrin and DDT, and the use of such
pesticides by other sources within their jurisdictions. The Permittees may coordinate with
agencies and organizations such as the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association
or the Urban Pesticide Committee. The Pesticide Plan shall include a schedule for
implementation and a mechanism for reviewing and amending the plan, as necessary, in
subsequent years. The refined Pesticide Plan shall be resubmitted for approval to the Executive
Officer by 100 days of adoption of this order.

i. Pesticide Use by Permittees
The Pesticide Plan shall include a program to quantitatively identify each Permittee's
pesticide use by preparing a periodically updated inventory ofpesticides used by all internal
departments, divisions, and other operational units as applicable to each Permittee. Schools
and special district operations shall be included in the Pesticide Plan to the full extent of each
Permittee's authority. The Permittees shall adopt and verifiably implement policies,
procedures, and/or ordinances requiring the minimization ofpesticide use and the use of
integrated pest management (IPM) techniques in the Permittees' operations ifthey have not
already done so. The policies, procedures, and/or ordinances shall include: 1) commitments
to reduce use, phase-out, and ultimately eliminate use ofpesticides that cause impairment of
surface waters, and 2) commitments to not increase the Permittees' use of organophosphate
pesticides without justifying the necessity and minimizing adverse water quality impacts. The
Permittees shall implement training programs for their employees who use pesticides,
including pesticides available over the counter. These programs shall address pesticide
related surface water toxicity, proper use and disposal of such pesticides, and least toxic
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methods ofpest prevention and control, including IPM. The Pesticide Plan shall be subject
to updating via the Pennittees' improvement process.

ii. Other Pesticide Sources
To address other pesticide users within the Pennittees' jurisdictions (including schools and
special district operations that are not owned or operated by the Pennittees), the Pesticide
Plan shall include the following elements:

1. Public education and outreach programs. Such programs shall be designed for residential
and commercial pesticide users and pest control operators. These programs shall provide
targeted infonnation concerning proper pesticide use and disposal, potential adverse
impacts on water quality, and alternative, least toxic methods ofpest prevention and
control, including IPM. These programs shall also target pesticide retailers to encourage
the sale of least toxic alternatives and to facilitate point-of-sale public outreach efforts.
These programs may also recognize local least toxic pest management practitioners.

2. Mechanisms to discourage pesticide use at new development sites. Such mechanisms
shall encourage the consideration ofpest-resistant landscaping and design features,
minimization of impervious surfaces, and incorporation of stonnwater detention and
retention techniques in the design, landscaping, and/or environmental reviews of
proposed development projects. Education programs shall target individuals responsible
for these reviews and focus on factors affecting water quality impainnent.

3. Coordination with household hazardous waste collection agencies. The Pennittees shall
support, enhance, and help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal.

lll. Other Pesticide Activities
The Pennittees shall work with municipal stonnwater management agencies in the Bay Area
and other parties with interest in or responsibilities for reducing pesticide-related toxicity in
surface water (for example, with the Urban Pesticide Committee) to assess which pesticide
products, uses and past uses pose the greatest risks to surface water quality. Along with
incorporating this infonnation into the programs described above, the Pennittees shall
encourage US EPA, the California Department ofPesticide Regulation (DPR), and pesticide
manufacturers to understand the adverse impacts of pesticides on urban creeks, monitor US
EPA and DPR activities related to the registration of diazinon products and uses, and actively
encourage US EPA, DPR, and pesticide manufacturers to eliminate, refonnulate, or otherwise
curtail, to the extent possible, the sale and use ofpesticides that pose substantial risks to
surface water quality (e.g., when there is a high potential for runoff).

The Program shall also work with the Regional Board and other agencies in developing a
TMDL for diazinon in impaired urban creeks. The Program will participate in stakeholder
forums and collaborative technical studies necessary to assist the Regional Board in
completing the TMDL. These studies may include, but shall not be limited to, additional
diazinon monitoring and toxicity testing.

d. Control Program for Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) and Dioxin Compounds

The Pennittees shall work with other municipal stonnwater management agencies in the Bay
Area to implement a plan to identify, assess, and manage controllable sources ofPCBs and
dioxin-like compounds found in urban runoff (PCBs/Dioxin Plan). The PCBs/Dioxin Plan shall
include actions to:
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1. Characterize the representative distribution of PCBs and dioxin-like compounds in the urban
areas ofAlameda County to detennine: a) what concentrations and what types ofPCBs and
dioxin-like compounds are present in urban runoff, b) how such PCBs or dioxin-like
compounds are distributed in urban areas, and c) whether stonn drains or other surface
drainage pathways are sources ofPCBs or dioxin-like compounds in themselves, or whether
there are specific locations within urban watersheds where prior or current uses result in land
sources contributing to discharges ofPCBs or dioxin-like compounds to San Francisco Bay
via urban runoff conveyance systems;

11. Provide infonnation to allow calculation ofPCBs and dioxin-like compound loads to San
Francisco Bay from urban runoff conveyance systems;

iii. Identify control measures and/or management practices to eliminate or reduce discharges of
PCBs or dioxin-like compounds conveyed by urban runoff conveyance systems in Alameda
County;

IV. Implement actions to eliminate or reduce discharges ofPCBs or dioxin-like compounds from
urban runoff conveyance systems from controllable sources (if any); and,

v. Develop a long-tenn management plan for eliminating and reducing PCB discharges.

VI. Action Plan: The PCBs/Dioxin Plan shall describe specific steps to be taken by the
Pennittees for implementing any emission reduction strategies to the MEP standard. The
Plan shall note the specific actions to be taken, identify the agency(ies) responsible for
implementation, and include a timeline for the completion of each action item. The portion
of the PCB/Dioxin Plan addressing action areas d.i and d.ii shall be implemented forthwith
for PCBs. The workplan that was submitted for PCBs addressing action areas d.i, d.ii, and
d.iii, including a schedule for implementation, shall be refined and submitted, acceptable to
the Executive Officer, by June 1,2003. A workplan addressing areas d.i and d.ii for dioxin
like compounds shall be submitted, acceptable to the Executive Officer, by March 1, 2004.
The portion of the PCB/Dioxin Plan addressing action area d.iv, including a schedule for
implementation, shall be submitted, acceptable to the Executive Officer, within one year after
adoption ofthis Order for PCBs and within eighteen months after adoption of this Order for
dioxin-like compounds; implementation shall begin no later than one year and six months
after adoption ofthis Order for PCBs and two years after adoption ofthis Order for dioxin
like compounds, although implementation of early action priorities should take place before
that date. The Pennittees may coordinate with other stonnwater programs and/or other
organizations to implement cooperative plans and programs to facilitate implementation of
the specified actions.

e. Control Program for Sediment

The Pennittees shall conduct an analysis of excess sediment impainnent in urban streams and
assess management practices that are currently being implemented and additional management
practices that will be implemented to prevent or reduce excess sediment impainnent in urban
creeks, and implement any additional management practices necessary to prevent or reduce
excess sediment impainnent in urban creeks.

11. Watershed Management

The Pennittees shall implement watershed management measures based on identification ofrelevant
watershed characteristics (land imperviousness, conditions of creeks, land uses, etc.) and
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identification of control measures and other actions in the Management Plan that are appropriately
implemented on a watershed basis with the recognition that there may be unique values, problems,
goals, and strategies specific to individual watersheds. Watershed management measures also seek
to develop and implement the most cost effective approaches to solving identified problems and to
coordinate these activities with other related programs.

a. The Permittees shall submit to the Regional Board, within a year after adoption of this Order, a
report concerning the integration of watershed management activities into the Management Plan.
The Program may submit this report on behalfof the Permittees. The report shall, at a minimum:

1. Identify the watersheds that are relevant to each Permittee;

11. Identify key characteristics related to urban runoff in each watershed and program elements
related to such characteristics;

111. Provide a priority listing of watersheds to be assessed and a schedule for conducting such
assessments, including: 1) investigating beneficial uses and causes of impairment,
2) reviewing, compiling, and disseminating environmental data, and 3) developing and
implementing strategies for controlling adverse impacts of land use on beneficial uses;

IV. Assess each Permittee's implementation of watershed management activities; and,

v. Outline steps needed for improvement in addressing priorities within each watershed.

b. The Program should also work with Regional Board staffto apply a regulatory strategy that
allows the Permittees to find ways to coordinate with other agencies within a specific watershed
to protect beneficial uses.

12. Modifications to the Management Plan

It is anticipated that the Management Plan may need to be modified, revised, or amended from time
to time to respond to changed conditions and to incorporate more effective approaches to pollutant
control. Requests for changes may be initiated by the Executive Officer or by the Permittees. Minor
changes may be made with the Executive Officer's approval and will be brought to the Regional
Board as information items and the Permittees and interested parties will be notified accordingly. If
proposed changes imply a major revision of the Program, the Executive Officer shall bring such
changes before the Regional Board as permit amendments and notify the Permittees and interested
parties accordingly.

13. Modifications to this Order

This Order may be modified, or alternatively, revoked or reissued, prior to the expiration date as
follows:

a. To address significant changed conditions identified in the technical reports required by the
Regional Board that were unknown at the time of the issuance ofthis Order;

b. To incorporate applicable requirements of statewide water quality control plans adopted by the
State Board or amendments to the Basin Plan approved by the State Board; or

c. To comply with any applicable requirements, guidelines, or regulations issued or approved under
Section 402(P) of the CWA, if the requirement, guideline, or regulation so issued or approved
contains different conditions or additional requirements not provided for in this Order. The
Order as modified or reissued under this paragraph shall also contain any other requirements of
the CWA then applicable.
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14. Each of the Pennittees shall comply with all parts of the Standard Provisions contained in Appendix
A of this Order.

15. This Order expires on February 19,2008, five years from the date of adoption of this Order by the
Regional Board. The Pennittees must file a Report of Waste Discharge in accordance with Title 23,
California Code ofRegulations, not later than 180 days in advance of such date as application for
reissuance of waste discharge requirements.

16. Order Nos. 97-030 and 99-049 are hereby rescinded.

I, Loretta K. Barsamian, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct
copy of an Order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay
Region, on February 19, 2003.

~.!n~
Executive Officer

APPENDICES: PROVISION C.3 REQUIREMENTS:
Table 1. Summary ofAnnual and One-Time Reporting Requirements
Table 2. Implementation Schedule
STANDARD PROVISIONS

ATTACHMENT A - Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program Stonnwater Quality Management
Plan - Title Page and Table of Contents

ATTACHMENT B - Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Strategy for Fiscal Years 2002-2008

ATTACHMENT C - Municipalities and Major Open Creeks and Waterbodies in Alameda County



Table 1: Summary of Annual and One-Time Reporting Requirements
Provision Information to Report Date

C.3.b List of any modifications made to development project approval 2004 & 2005
Project process Annual Reports

Approval
Process Modification of project review processes completed Feb. 15,2005

C.3.c.iii Optional: Propose an Alternative Group 2 Project definition No deadline

C.3.e Details of O&M verification program: organizational structure, Beginning with

O&M evaluation, proposed improvements, list/# of inspections and 2005

follow-up Annual Report

C.3.f Submit a detailed workplan and schedule Feb. 15,2004

Peak Submit literature review Feb. 15,2004

Runoff Submit draft Hydrograph Modification Management Plan (HMP) Nov. 15,2004

Limitation Submit final HMP for Regional Board approval May 15, 2005

C.3.g Name and location of alternative project or exemption; In each Annual

Alternative Project type and size; Area or percent impervious surface; Report;

Compliance Reason for granting the alternative project or exemption; Begin the year an
Terms of the alternative project or exemption; alternative
The stormwater treatment project or regional project receiving project granted
the benefit, and the date of completion of the project.

C.3.h List the projects certified by someone other than a Discharger In each Annual
Alternate employee Report

Certification

C.3.j Summarize the status of review, revision, and implementation of In each Annual

Site Design Site Design Measures Guidance and standards Report

Guidance Submit workplan and schedule for revision of guidance August 15,2003

Submit draft proposal of revised standards and guidance Nov. 15,2004

Summarize how any revisions to site design standards and/or Beginning with

guidance have been incorporated into local approval process 2005 Annual
Report

C.3.k Submit draft conditions of approval document for source control August 15,2004

Source measures

Control Summarize how any revisions to source control measures Beginning with

guidance document have been implemented 2005 Annual
Report

C.3.l Summarize any revisions to General Plans that direct land-use In Annual
General decisions and require implementation of consistent water quality Reports

Plan protection measures for development projects

C.3.n List new development and redevelopment projects by name, type In each Annual

Reporting of project (using the categories in Provision C.3.c.), site acreage Report following
or square footage, square footage ofnew impervious surface. implementation
Where applicable, report treatment measures and numeric sizing
criteria used, O&M responsibility mechanism, site design
measures used, and source control measures required
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Provision Action Implementation
Date

C.3.b Modify development project approval process as needed February 15,2005

C.3.c Require stormwater treatment measures at Group 1 Projects February 15,2005

Project Require stormwater treatment measures at Group 2 Projects in August 15,2006
Categories addition to Group 1 Projects

Optional: Propose an Alternative Group 2 Project definition No deadline

C.3.e Implement an O&M verification program for Group 1 Projects July 1,2004

O&M

Begin reporting on O&M verification program in Annual Annually, beginning
Report with Annual Report

to be submitted
September 2005

Vector Control Plan June 1,2004

C.3.f Submit a detailed workplan and schedule February 15,2004

Peak Submit literature review February 15,2004

Runoff Submit draft HMP November 15,2004

Limitation Submit final HMP for Regional Board approval May 15,2005

Implement HMP Following Regional
Board approval

C.3.g Report on any alternative project or exemption(s) granted by Begin the year an
Alternative the Discharger in Annual Report, due September of each year alternative project
Compliance granted

C.3.j Submit workplan and schedule for completion of review, August 15,2003

Site Design revision, and implementation of design standards and guidance

Submit draft proposal of revised standards and guidance Nov. 15,2004

Incorporate revisions into local process and fully implement Nov. 15,2005
site design standards and guidance

C.3.k Submit draft conditions of approval document for source August 15,2004
Source control measures

Control Implement source control measures guidance document February 15,2005

C.3.l Confirm that any water quality and watershed protection By Implementation
General principles and policies necessary to implement measures Date of
Plans required by Provision C.3. for applicable development projects corresponding action

have been incorporated into General Plan or equivalent plan

C.3.m Revise Environmental Review Processes as needed to evaluate May 15,2004
water quality impacts of stormwater runoff from new
development and significant redevelopment

C.3.n See Table 1 See Table 1
Reporting



CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

August 1993

STANDARD PROVISIONS AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

For

NPDES SURFACE WATER DISCHARGE PERMITS

A. GENERAL PROVISIONS

1. Neither the treatment nor the discharge of pollutants shall create a pollution,
contamination, or nuisance as defined by Section 13050 of the California Water
Code.

2. All discharges authorized by this Order shall be consistent with the terms and
conditions of this Order.

3. Duty to Comply

a. If a toxic effluent standard or prohibition (including any schedule of
compliance specified in such effluent standard or prohibition) is established
under Section 307(a) of the Clean Water Act, or amendments thereto, for a
toxic pollutant which is present in the discharge authorized herein and such
standard or prohibition is more stringent than any limitation upon such
pollutant in a Board adopted Order, discharger must comply with the new
standard or prohibition. The Board will revise or modify the Order in
accordance with such toxic effluent standard or prohibition and so notify the
discharger.

b. If more stringent applicable water quality standards are approved pursuant to
Section 303 of the Clean Water Act, or amendments thereto, the discharger
must comply with the new standard. The Board will revise and modify this
Order in accordance with such more stringent standards.

c. The filing of a request by the discharger for a permit modification, revocation
and reissuance, or termination, or a notification of planned changes or
anticipated noncompliance does not stay any permit condition. [40 CFR
122.41(£)]

4. Duty to Mitigate

The discharger shall take all reasonable steps to mlmmlze or prevent any
discharge in violation of this order and permit which has a reasonable likelihood



d. To photograph, sample, and monitor, at reasonable times for the purpose of
assuring compliance with the order and permit or as otherwise authorized by
the Clean Water Act, any substances or parameters at any locations. [40 CFR
122.41(i)]

11. Permit Actions

This Order and Permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated in
accordance with applicable State and/or Federal regulations. Cause for taking
such action includes, but is not limited to any of the following:

a. Violation of any term or condition contained in the Order and Permit;

b. Obtaining the Order and Permit by misrepresentation, or by failure to disclose
fully all relevant facts;

c. Endangerment to public health or environment that can only be regulated to
acceptable levels by order and permit modification or termination; and

d. Any condition that requires either a temporary or permanent reduction or
elimination of the authorized discharge.

12. Duty to Provide Information

The discharger shall furnish, within a reasonable time, any information the Board
may request to determine whether cause exists for modifying, revoking and
reissuing, or terminating the permit. The discharger shall also furnish to the
Board, upon request, copies of records required to be kept by its permit. [40 CFR
122.41(h)]

13. Bypass (the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a
treatment facility) is prohibited. The Board may take enforcement action against
the discharger for plant bypass unless:

a. Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury, or severe
property damage. (Severe property damage means substantial physical
damage to property, damage to the treatment facilities that causes them to
become inoperable, or substantial and permanent loss ofnatural resources that
can reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a bypass. Severe
property damage does not mean economic loss caused by delays in
production.);

b. There were no feasible alternatives to the bypass, such as the use of auxiliary
treatment facilities, retention of untreated wastes, or maintenance during
normal periods of equipment down time. This condition is not satisfied if
adequate back-up equipment should have been installed in the exercise of



which may result in non-storm water discharges from the facility. The SWPP Plan
shall include, at a minimum, the following items:

a. A topographical map (or other acceptable map if a topographical map is
unavailable), extending one-quarter mile beyond the property boundaries of
the facility, showing: the wastewater treatment facility process areas, surface
water bodies (including springs and wells), and the discharge point(s) where
the facility's storm water discharges to a municipal storm drain system or
other points to waters of the State. The requirements of this paragraph may be
included in the site map required under the following paragraph if appropriate.

b. A site map showing:
i. Storm water conveyance, drainage, and discharge structures;
ii. An outline of the storm water drainage areas for each storm water

discharge point;
iii. Paved areas and buildings;
iv. Areas of pollutant contact with storm water or release to storm water,

actual or potential, including but not limited to outdoor storage, and
process areas, material loading, unloading, and access areas, and waste
treatment, storage, and disposal areas;

v. Location of existing storm water structural control measures (i.e., berms,
coverings, etc.);

vi. Surface water locations, including springs and wetlands;
vii. Vehicle service areas.

c. A narrative description of the following:
i. Wastewater treatment process activity areas;
ii. Materials, equipment, and vehicle management practices employed to

minimize contact of significant materials of concern with storm water
discharges;

iii. Material storage, loading, unloading, and access areas;
iv. Existing structural and non-structural control measures (if any) to reduce

pollutants in storm water discharge;
v. Methods of on-site storage and disposal of significant materials.

d. A list of pollutants that have a reasonable potential to be present in storm
water discharge in significant quantities.

3. Storm Water Management Controls

The SWPP Plan shall describe the storm water management controls appropriate
for the facility and a time schedule for fully implementing such controls. The
appropriateness and priorities of controls in the SWPP Plan shall reflect identified
potential sources of pollutants. The description of storm water management
controls to be implemented shall include, as appropriate:



g. Employee Training

Employee training programs shall inform all personnel responsible for
implementing the SWPP Plan. Training should address spill response, good
housekeeping, and material management practices. New employee and
refresher training schedules should be identified.

h. Inspections

All inspections shall be done by trained personnel. Material handling areas
shall be inspected for evidence of, or the potential for, pollutants entering
storm water discharges. A tracking or follow up procedure shall be used to
ensure appropriate response has been taken in response to an inspection.
Inspections and maintenance activities shall be documented and recorder.
Inspection records shall be retained for five years.

1. Records

A tracking and follow-up procedure shall be described to ensure that adequate
response and corrective actions have been taken in response to inspections.

4. An annual facility inspection shall be conducted to verify that all elements of the
SWPP Plan are accurate and up to date. This results of this review shall be
reported in the annual report to the Board on October 1 of each year.

C. SLUDGE MONITORING AND REPORTING

1. When sewage sludge is either sent to a landfill or applied to land as a soil
amendment it should be monitored as follows:

a. Sewage sludge disposal shall be monitored at the following frequency:

Metric tons sludge/365 days

0-290
290-1500
1500-15,000
Over 15,000

(Metric tons are on a dry weight basis)

Frequency

Once per year
Quarterly
Six times per year
Once per month

b. Sludge shall be monitored for the following constituents:

Land Application: As, Cd, Cr, Cu, Hg, Mo, Ni, Pb, Se, Zn
Municipal Landfill: Paint filter test (pursuant 40 CFR 258)



a. The discharger shall, within ninety (90) days of the effective date of this
permit, submit to the Board for approval a description of the existing
safeguards provided to assure that, should there be reduction, loss, or failure
of electric power, the discharger shall comply with the terms and conditions of
its Order. Such safeguards may include alternate power sources, standby
generators, retention capacity, operating procedures or other means. A
description of the safeguards provided shall include an analysis of the
frequency, duration, and impact of power failures experienced over the past
five years on effluent quality and on the capability of the discharger to comply
with the terms and conditions of the Order. The adequacy of the safeguards is
subject to the approval of the Regional Board.

b. Should the Board not approve the existing safeguards, the discharger shall,
within ninety (90) days of having been advised by the Board that the existing
safeguards are inadequate, provide to the Board and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency a schedule of compliance for providing safeguards such

. that in the event of reduction, loss, or failure of electric power, the permittee
shall comply with the terms and conditions of this permit. The schedule of
compliance shall, upon approval of the Board Executive Officer, become a
condition ofthe Order.

c. If the discharger already has approved plan(s), the plan shall be revised and
updated as specified in the plan or whenever there has been a material change
in design or operation. A revised plan shall be submitted to the Board within
ninety (90) days of the material change.

3. POTW facilities subject to this order and permit shall be supervised and operated
by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade pursuant to Division 4,
Chapter 14, Title 23 of the California Code ofRegulations.

E. GENERAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

1. Signatory Requirements

a. All reports required by the order and permit and other information requested
by the Board or USEPA Region 9 shall be signed by a principal executive
officer or ranking elected official of the discharger, or by a duly authorized
representative of that person. [40 CFR 122.22(b)]

b. Certification

All reports signed by a duly authorized representative under Provision E.l.a.
shall contain the following certification:



appropriate, on preventive (failsafe) and contingency (cleanup) plans for
controlling accidental discharges, and for minimizing the effect of such events.
The technical report or updated revisions should:

a. Identify the possible sources of accidental loss, untreated or partially treated
waste bypass, and polluted drainage. Loading and storage areas, power
outage, waste treatment unit outage, and failure of process equipment, tanks
and pipes should be considered.

b. Evaluate the effectiveness of present facilities and procedures and state when
they became operational.

c. Predict the effectiveness of the proposed facilities and procedures and provide
an implementation schedule containing interim and final dates when they will
be constructed, implemented, or operational.

This Board, after review of the technical report or updated revisions, may
establish conditions which it deems necessary to control accidental discharges
and to minimize the effects of such events. Such conditions may be
incorporated as part of this Order, upon notice to the discharger. If the
discharger already has an approved planes) he shall update them as specified in
the planes).

6. Compliance Reporting

a. Planned Changes

The discharger shall file with the Board a report of waste discharge at least
120 days before making any material change or proposed change in the
character, location or volume of the discharge.

b. Compliance Schedules

Reports of compliance or noncompliance with, or any progress reports on,
interim and final compliance dates contained in any compliance schedule shall
be submitted within 10 working days following each scheduled date unless
otherwise specified within this order and permit. If reporting noncompliance,
the report shall include a description of the reason for failure to comply, a
description and schedule of tasks necessary to achieve compliance and an
estimated date for achieving full compliance. A final report shall be
submitted within 10 working days of achieving full compliance, documenting
full compliance

c. Anticipated Non-compliance

All POTWs must provide adequate notice to the Board of:



2. Any violation of the permit constitutes violation of the California Water Code and
regulations adopted hereunder and the provisions of the Clean Water Act, and is
the basis for enforcement action, permit termination, permit revocation and
reissuance, denial of an application for permit reissuance; or a combination
thereof.

3. The Board may impose administrative civil liability, may refer a discharger to the
State Attorney General to seek civil monetary penalties, may seek injunctive relief
or take other appropriate enforcement action as provided in the California Water
Code or federal law for violation ofBoard orders.

4. It shall not be a defense for a discharger in an enforcement action that it would
have been necessary to halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain
compliance with the conditions of this order and permit.

5. A discharger seeking to establish the occurrence of any upset (See Definitions, G.
24) has the burden of proof. A discharger who wishes to establish the affirmative
defense of any upset in an action brought for noncompliance shall demonstrate,
through properly signed contemporaneous operating logs, or other relevant
evidence that:

a. an upset occurred and that the permittee can identify the cause(s) or the upset;

b. the permitted facility was being properly operated at the time of the upset;

c. the discharger submitted notice of the upset as required in paragraph E.6.d.;
and

d. the discharger complied with any remedial measures required under AA.

No determination made before an action for noncompliance, such as during
administrative review of claims that noncompliance was caused by an upset, is
final administrative action subject to judicial review.

In any enforcement proceeding, the discharger seeking to establish the
occurrence of any upset has the burden ofproof. [40 CFR 122Al(n)]

G. DEFINITIONS

1. Bypass means the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of
treatment facility.

2. Daily discharge means:



a. Pollutants which create a fire or explosion hazard in the POTW;

b. Pollutants which will cause corrosive structural damage to the POTW, or
wastewaters with pH lower than 5.0 pH units, unless the facilities are
specifically designed to accommodate such wastewater;

c. Solid or viscous pollutants in amounts which will cause obstruction to the
flow in the POTW resulting in interference;

d. Any pollutant, including oxygen-demanding pollutants (e.g., BOD) released
into the wastewater system at a flow rate and/or pollutant concentration which
will cause interference with the POTW.

e. Heat in amounts which will inhibit biological activity in the POTW and result
in interference, or heat in such quantities that the temperature at the POTW

treatment plant exceeds 400 C (1040 P) unless the works is designed to
accommodate such heat or the Board approves alternate temperature limits.

10. Indirect discharger means a non-domestic discharger introducing pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment and disposal system.

11. Initial dilution is the process which results in the rapid and irreversible turbulent
mixing ofwastewater with receiving water around the point ofdischarge.

12. Mass emission rate is obtained from the following calculation for any calendar
day:

N
Mass emission rate (lb/day) = 8.345 (L QiCi)

N i=1

N
Mass emission rate (kg/day) = 3.785 (L QiCi)

N i=1

In which 'N' is the number of samples analyzed in any calendar day. 'Qi' and 'Ci'

are the flow rate (MGD) and the constituent concentration (mg/L), respectively,
which are associated with each of the 'N' grab samples which may be taken in any
calendar day. If a composite sample is taken, 'Ci' is the concentration measured in

the composite sample and 'Qi' is the average flow rate occurring during the period

over which samples are composited. The daily concentration measured over any
calendar day of all constituents shall be determined from the flow- weighted
average of the same constituents in the combined waste streams as follows:

N



20. Toxic pollutant means any pollutant listed as toxic under Section 307(a)(1) of the
Clean Water Act or under 40 CFR S401.15.

21. Total Identifiable Chlorinated hydrocarbons (TICR) shall be measured by
summing the individual concentrations of DDT, DDD, DDE, aldrin, BRC,
chlordane, endrin, heptachlor, lindane, dieldrin, PCBs and other identifiable
chlorinated hydrocarbons.

22. Severe property damage means substantial physical damage to property, damage
to the treatment facilities which causes them to become inoperable or substantial
and permanent loss of natural resources which can reasonably be expected to
occur in the absence of a bypass or overflow. It does not mean economic loss
caused by delays in production.

23. Untreated waste is defined as raw wastewater.

24. Upset means an exceptional incident in which there is unintentional temporary
noncompliance with effluent technology based permit limitations in the order and
permit because of factors beyond the reasonable control of the discharger. It does
not include noncompliance to the extent caused by operational error, improperly
designed treatment facilities, inadequate treatment facilities, lack of preventive
maintenance, or careless or improper operation.

25. Waste, waste discharge, discharge of waste, and discharge are used
interchangeably in this order and permit. The requirements of this order and
permit are applicable to the entire volume of water, and the material therein,
which is disposed of to surface and ground waters of the State of California.
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I. Il'ITRODUCTlON Al'ID SCOPE

ACCWP's NPDES permit responsibilities include collecting information on stormwater
pollution, the condition of receiving waters, and other data necessary to address problems caused
by urban runoff. This document provides an overview of the Program's long-term strategy for
monitoring and assessment activities. The Introduction reviews basic tenninology and the
relation between the Program's organizational framework and the Regional Board's guidance.
The "Roadmap" in Part II provides summary tables of the Program's current and planned
activities towards assessing the conditions of individual watersheds or groups of similar
\\'atersheds. Part III includes task summaries that describe the objectives and scope of individual
tasks or activities planned for the period through June 2008, with references for further
background and task information in Part IV.

I.A General objectives/or Watershed Assessmell1 and Monitoring/Special Studies

ACCWP's Stom1water Quality Management Plan distributes data and infom1ation gathering
activities among two program components:

• Watershed Assessment focuses on landscape-level attributes of watersheds and streams,
and beneficial uses or management issues that are more specifically tied to the physical,
biological or social conditions in individual watersheds

• Monitoring and Special Studies focus on pollutants and problems that are more
unifom1ly distributed in urbanized areas, or for which the most relevant geographical
scale for study and management is larger than individual watersheds.

These components are closely interconnected and their relative roles will continue to evolve
within the framework of the Plan and this strategy.

I.B Relation to objectives in BMRS and RWQCB conceptual strategy

Regional Board staff guidance for "monitoring" in the broad sense includes both of these
components. The scope and objectives of monitoring and assessment activities have been
refined through a number of initiatives including the RMAS, SWAMP and the BMRS. The
Regional Board's most recent conceptual strategy is based on the design of its SWAMP studies
and uses several categories depending on the spatial extent, type of pollutant or stressor and level
of detail and data quality required. Table I outlines the objectives for the two ACCWP
components and relates them to the terminology used by the Regional Board concept. In
general,

• Watershed Assessment includes many basic screening activities of Tier 1, wh'ich
identify the presence or extent ofpotential problems. It also includes some of the more
detailed Tier 2 assessments and studies involved in hypothesis testing or investigations of
local problems in specific watersheds. It also includes GIS-based data management and
interpretation

• Monitoring/Special Studies primarily addresses loadings to San Francisco Bay,
Pollutants of Concern, and evaluation and design of BMPs. Regional priorities will be
increasingly addressed through participation in the WQASP. Most of the data
management and adaptive development of workplans is currently in this component,
although that is likely to change over time.

ACCWP \\'AMS long Tcnn StraIC!!)' DrafioOS07a sm02 1
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Table fa Watnshed Assessment 6-year objt't'th'es and "'\'03 Workplan

Task Number and objectives for 1"\'2002-1"\'2008 1<'\'2002-2003 Tasks Reeional Board conceptual
monitorln,. rlrmrnt"

WA-I. De\ll'lop and maintain a GIS resource fur watrrsh..d infurmatlun: • Continue mapping suppon for characlerizalion & Back~round and support fur:

Provide basic delineation and mapping of all watersheds and significant management planning in pilot walersheds
Watershed Assessment for Tier I.•

waterbodies; including land cover types, impervious cover, channel • improve coverages on channel condition and Tier 2 detailed assessmenl
condition and riparian corridor condition. recommend priori lies for field confirmation information for selected watersheds

• Integrate existing data for rainfall and surface/ground hydrology • Identify other high-priority data needs to support Sources and Loadings

Map sensitive areas for wildlife, fisheries and erosion/sediment processes long-term watershed assessmenl and planning for
Data analysis and hypothesis• New Development requirements
development for further assessment• Coordinate data sharing with Regional Doard, eoperminees and other

Improve data sharing & coordination with Regional and monitoringresource management agencies •
Board and Alameda County

Source identification

WA-2. Use a variety of Indicators to assess the condition of strums and • Conduct 2nd year of CSIlP sampling in 4 target Watershed Assessment Tier I
watersheds: creeks; work with regional partners on standards for

Rapid Diological Assessmentprotocols. data analysis and reference condition• Establish expected range of macroinvertebrate indices consitent with
development. Visual Physical Assessmentmaintaining beneficial uses, and apply as screening tool

Select & test additional indicators for local usc. including • Coordinate development of creek indicators with Photodocumentation• Stream I'rotection Policy and other regionalphotodocumentation.
initialives. (Some water quality sereening)

• Provide on-call resourees and training to citilen monitoring groups and
Provide on-call resources and Iraining 10 co-local watershed partners, promoting improved and consistenl approaches •

to watershed assessment permillees, citizen moniloring groups and olher
walershed partners.

• Review ways 10 expand pholodocumenlation
beyond Irash assessmenl (see also MS-3 )

WA-J. Provide unful watershed Information to the Pro~rllm and othrr • I>evclop strategy for assessment of human health Support management actions
watershed stakeholders: risks for light contact recreation, using palhogen

Support further studies to test

• Provide guidance on use ofcontact recreation indiclllnrs testing lind other available tools
hypotheses and suggest actions

• Assist/pal1icipate in local watershed pilot projects lind lIssessments • Supponlocal pilot projects or mel1lhcr agencies' Identify sources
activities for moniloring. watershed assessment and

• Develop ACCWP website resourees for watershed maps and creek planning.
information, and

• I'rl'flare watershed lIlaps and olher crl"ek information
for dIsplay nn i\CCWI' wl"hsite.

I\('CWI' WAMS '-ong TertiI Slralegy OraO·IIKII7a KI1I112 2
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Tahle Ib Monitoring and Special S'udie~ 6-year ohjeclive~ and !'VOJ Workp'an

Ta~k Number and objectives for FV2002-FV200H FV2002-200J Tasks Ret!lonal Board concep'ua'
monltorlnt! e'ement~

MS-I. Chuuterlze and .raek pollutant5 of euncern In urban runoff: • Support RMP and WQASP Support RMI' for SF Bay water

• Contribution to Regiona' Monitoring rrogram • Conduct sediment monitoring in watersheds quality

Contribution for Water Quality Allainment Stmtegies rrogmm • Sample storm events wilh antecedent dry Sources and Loadings issues•
weather Water Quality screening• Sediment monitoring to eharacterile and track mercury. PCBs.

organochlorine pesticides & other sediment pollul;II1ts at watershed siles. • Develop a rilot semiannual screening point Data analysis and hypothesis
Continue annual sediment monitoring at I or 2 selected index sites per moniloring design for general water quality development for further monitoring
dran "Monitoring Program 2002-2006" pammeters. supplemented by data on selected and management actions

I)evelop and imrlement a sereeningprogram for ambient water quality
contaminants and physical indicators.

Identify sourees•
characteri7.3tion • Review past temperature logging datasets and

explore appropriate sites/applications for other Coordinate with Tier 2 assessments

• Stormwater sampling for metals. dialinon. toxicity at Castro Valley Creck in a few representative walersheds
per dran "Monitoring rrogram 2002-200(," continuous moniloring

• Continue additions/relinements to lixed-station database. coordinate dala • Add dialinon data to database: develop protocol for

sharing with Reg. Board and SWAMI' incorporation of incidental grab samples in to
datahase.

MS-2. Evaluate the effectiveness of urban run"ff 8Mrs: • Review local nMrS for leaf & liller. identify Evaluate 8MI' effectiveness

• Conduct ~iat studies focusing on TMDL priorily pollutants or "threat" potential areas for pilot al'fllications ofnew BMPs
Develop hypotheses for further

pollutants and their sourees. • Support design guidance and liMP development work

• Support New and Redevelopment requirements

MS-J. Provide tec:hnlcallnformaUon on mana~ement Issue5 Inv,,'vln~ • Develop and test trash assessmenl strategy Tier 2 assessments-relate
urban runoff: management issues to detailed

• Conduct ~ial studies to address data gaps or management issues physical. chemical or biological

concerning pollutants of concem and urban runoff impacts. May include:
evaluations

nay toxicity. trash and sedimentation problems. human health risks Detailed source identilications for

Provide miscellaneous techflical on-call support as needed. POes•
MS-4. Coordinate with RMr. BASMAA .nd WQASP: Onglling Develop hypothescs

• rarticif'ate in nASMAA Monitoring Commillce. RMr technical review. Adapt Dnnual monitoring plans
WQASP MOU eommillees. other regional stakeholder disCllssiol1~.

I\ccwr Wl\MS I.,,"~Term Slmtel!Y I>rafl-lIKn7" KI7I02 3
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II. ROADMAP

II.A Overview o/past activities

The monitoring component was initiated in 1988 by a Task Force that was a precurson of the
Program. Wet and dry weather monitoring was conducted at 16 fixed stations to estimate
nonpoint source loads from Alameda County to San Francisco Bay, and evaluate the effect of
stonnwater on the receiving waters of the Bay. Fixed station monitoring was continued after this
initial characterization period, as part of efforts to improve a regional stonnwater database.
During its first S-year pennit in 1991-1996, the Program also conducted special studies to
characterize pollutant occurrence and reduction in the Demonstration Urban Stonnwater
Treatment (DUST) Marsh and evaluated other BMPs. The Program also continued previous
toxicity testing and conducted a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) in the San Lorenzo
Creek watershed. During the second pennit period (1996-200 I) the Program conducted
extensive studies of the insecticide diazinon, which TIE evidence suggested as the likely cause
of toxicity in urban creeks.

In August 1996 the Regional Board staff requested that the Program redirect monitoring
resources away from fixed-station, wet-weather monitoring and towards increased watershed
assessment and long-term monitoring plans for creeks and other waterbodies. A focused
Watershed Management Plan was included in the second Stonn Water Management Plan, and
pilot activities included training and supervision of volunteer monitors in San Leandro Creek. In
1999 a pilot watershed assessment project was begun in the San Lorenzo Creek watershed by the
District. The Program also provided technical assistance to city watershed managers for
monitoring and assessment in the Lake Merritt (Oakland) and Laguna Creek (Fremont)
watersheds.

A GIS-based Watershed Inventory was initiated in 2000 to support mapping and data
management needs for improved assessment data from all watersheds. Because of topographic
and development patterns in Alameda County, the assessment strategy will be organized by
Watershed Assessment Units (WAUs). Similar to the Planning Watersheds used for SWAMP,
WAUs either contain groups of similar small Bay Plain watersheds or are subdivisions of the
large Alameda Creek watershed (Figure 1). Within each WAU, individual focus watersheds
represent typical conditions and/or areas of special interest (Table 2). Past monitoring and
assessment infonnation by the Program and related agencies are summarized in Table 3.

II.B Planned activities

The Program developed a discussion document (Gunther et. a1. 2000) recommending that the
rationale for monitoring and assessment be linked more strongly to a series of priority
management questions. The proposed strategy reflects these concerns and also two
organizational trends: a) increasing regional coordination ofdata collection for Pollutants of
Concern; and b) increasing involvement in watershed-based management by member agencies
in partnership with community groups and other organizations. The distribution of planned data
collection activities among WAUs is outlined in Table 4, with references to task descriptions in
Section III.

ACCWP \\'AMS Long Tcnn Stratcgy Drafl'()807a 817102 4
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o Alameda County boundary

f-.lajor highways

Watershed Assessment Units

I - I'onh of Bay Bridge

2 • Oakland South of Bay Bridge

. 3 - San Leandro Creek

4 • San Lorenzo Creek

- 5 • Hayward and Lower Alameda Creek

-.- 6 • Northern Alameda Creek

I -; 7· Southern Alameda Creek

8 • Mission I Laguna 10
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10 MIles

----_._------ -----_._--------~-------_.

Figure 1. Watershed Assessment Units
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Table 2a. Watershed Assessment Units in western Ahuncd~l County.

focus creeks have
mostly open channels

8---_.._-_.- -----,

Laguna Creek,
Mission Creek
Lake Elizabeth

Mlsslon-Laguna INotes

____ 1 ..__ _L._

54J

Castro Valley
(urhan) Crow
Creek (mixed)
San Lorenzo
Creek, Don Castro

________ .Res~ryQir I I I I

San Leandro
Creek

2

Sausal Creek
Lake Merritt
(Arroyo Viejo)

1

Codomiees
Strawberry
(l. Temescal)

---------- -- ------

Watershed Assess. Unit

WAU ~;~~ - -----\north .Of Bay \Oakland, south 15an Leandro San Lorenzo Hayward to
Bridge of Bay Bridge Creek Creek Lower

_ __ __ ____ Alameda
Old Alameda
Creek, Crandall
Creek, Lower
Alameda Creek

focus watersheds or
representative
waterbodles

I I I ------

culverts; small
catchments
direct to Bay
«10 sq. mil

-------1 -- -_.
culverts; small
catchmenls direcl
to Bay «IOsq.
mil

Dominant Channel Type
(in Bay plain or valley noor,
hill reaches typically more
open! natural, esp. to south)

Cbara~ter:h;ti.(:s-----f------- --- ------- -1---- -- - ------- .----------- -------. ---
5lz.~_<!-q_~IL_ 22 __ __ __ 42__ _ _ 69·__ 4~_______ ~1____ __ 73 ·not a_~_~it~inCount¥.
Dominant Land Uses urban pre-t950 urban pre-1951l urban mostly mixed urban-rural mixed urban mixed urban Remote Sensing for

pre-1950 (grazing) impervious estimales,
(Iower)__ 20() 1-0_2 ~

earth channel concrete channel earth channel earth channel Preliminary eSlimates
(fmgmenled via GIS/ photo
nOlI ural in upper analysis 2002
valleys)

-----...---- I --I- - _h __ - -.- --- ----~------- _m_ --- 1- - -------- I -- -- -------1- 1- -----
Italics = not listed in
1995 Basin Plan,
hypothetical

COLD, REC-I- REC-I-2, SPWN, FRSH, MIGR, COLD, FRSI-f, COLD? GWR. COLD, REC-I-2,
2, SPWN, WARM,WILD REC-I-2, GWR. MIGR. MIGR. MUN. SPWN, WARM,
WARM, WILD (Lake Merritt); SPWN. MUN, REC-I-2, REC-l. SPWN. WILD (Lake
(l. Temescal); COLD. REC-l. WARM, WILD SPWN, WARM, WARM. WILD Elizabeth); COLD.
COLD. REC-l. SPWN. WARM. (includes Lake WILD (includes REC-l. SPWN.
SPWN. WARM. WILD (creeks) Chabot) reservoirs) WARM, WILD

-.------- -+-W1l,lLf.c.r.~e",sL ._____ . _ _ ._ _ .__ ___ . (C.r.Cf_/g) I I

urban runolT, urban mnoff, urban runolT, urban runolT, urban nlOolT, new urban runolT, new
recreation, recreation, dam, crosion/ development, development,
community community community scdimentation, erosionl erosion/
involvement in involvement in involvcment in animal facilities, sedimentlltion, sedimentation,
restoratibn restoration restoration reservoirs/dams, recreation, recreation.

(creeks); also stcelhead hahilat, community community
nutrienls. other lisheries involvement at involvement in
pathogcns (LM) Lower Alameda restoration

Main Issues
(tentative list)

Beneficial Uses
(existing or potential)

Developable open land
Index (tenlalive) _

low low low mcdium-high Medium medium
..-.~- "_. _._----_._-~-_.__ .-

verify in 2002 using
GIS_&p'annin~l\ata_
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Table 2b. Watershed Assessment Units in eastern AI~IIl1('d~1 County.
. _-~ ----.- .._.._-._----

Watershed Assessment UnitI 6

WAU name Alameda Creek-

. _... ---- ..... -"-' ._- ----:lnort'!e~-- ... -....
focus watersheds or Arroyo Mocho. Arroyo
representative waterbodles La Laguna (Arr. Las

Positas, Lake Del Valle)

7

Alameda Creek
southern

Alameda Creek (San
Antonio Reservoir)

Notes

focus creeks have mostly
open channels

I I 1----
··1 .. _.--_.,-_ .•_-..-

G.ba.~acterjslic!t _
~~zeJ~m~) J4~.__._.... 12_~~~__
Dominant Land Uses !;.ral (ranch, famling). rural

and urban
_._.- ..... _ ..... --. 1-·-------_··_·
Dominant Channel Type learth channel (nalural
(in Bay plain or valley Ooor; hill
reaches typically more open!
natural, esp. to south)

.. _- -_._--- ._--~._----_... __..- _.- -----
Beneficial Uses AGR, COLD, GWR. AGR'!. COLD. FRSII.
(existing or potential) MIGR, MUN, REC-I-2, GWR, MIGR, MUN,

SPWN, WARM, WILD REC-I-2, SPWN.
WARM. WILD
(includes reservoirs)

·nol a11_ ~ilhin~.?~~ly_. __
Remote Sensing for
impervious eSlimales.
2001-02 . _
Preliminary eslimales via
GIS! pholo analysis 2002

erosion.
reservoirs!dams.
grazing. sleelhead
habitat. olher fisheries

urban runoff, new
development. erosion!
sedimentation, grazing,
mines, groundwaler
recharge. drinking
water, other fisheries

(tentative list)
.--- - .-----. I ..-----l------·---·---·

Main Issues

.__ . '---'-- ._-~.. _-----_._.

~~:~~:~~~~:~en_~~r:- .__J~~~ _ medium-high verify in 2002 using GIS
& planning dala
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Table 3a. Status of Monitoring and Assessments organized by Watershed Assessment Units in western Alameda County.

Notes

8

,Mission-Laguna

2

Oakland, south of
Bay Bridge

1

north of Bay
Bridge

-. --_.--",--- .._----
Watershed Assess. Unit

WAUname

3 4 5

isan leand", isan lorenzo jHayward to
i I Lower

I I f -------t------4- . . Afamed~ I I I

Also fixed station
monitoring in all
ACHU's 1989-1995

·volunteer/education
al protocols for
grabs

. ----1.-_" ... J

4 siles 2001

(Malh-Science
Nucleus, 2000-0 I)

I --------·---------/City 2001

j

I

I
I
i
t

(USGS I
I

historical)

----. -. - ----~------ I
ACCWP and FCD
use CSBP in spring;
FOSausal (Friends)

. .___ =r[lQdjfi~cl biQsJJIY_ey
Resource assessment Resource
2002· assessment

includes review of
__ .Leidy data

WCCand
Friends of
SLC1995-97,
continuing , __ --------------
(RWQCB-Iead 5 sites 2001; FCD
pilot,2 sites 2-3 sites 199H-2000
2000-01; )

(RWQClJ-lead IMonthlY WQ grabs
Ipilot 2000-02) (FC~, 1995-9H);

eonhnuous
temperature logging
(FCO, 2000-02)

------t .- -- -----.-.----- - ----- .. --.-----
Lake Merrill- Monthly
grabs (FCD, 1996-97);
continuous monitoring
(FCD 199x)

(Friends of 5
Creeks, 200J)

-----_. 0 I , __,__

BI~i~gical-Physlcal: Resource o;ki~~d cr~~k; .--------r,wcc 1996,- -- Population surveys
Fish community and assessment resouree inventory, ',Resource and habitat mapping
habitat 2002· 199R assessment (FCD, 2001) -

1
2002

• i
I I
I I

I J(USGS, Castro Valley
I :& San Lorenzo)
! I
I I

____ . __ . .1._____ __ I

Geophysical _
Stream morphology_ .
Vegetation
Flow

Codomices
Friends of5
Creeks
continuous
monitoring
200t

Chemical-Physical, baslc\(FriendS of 5
screening by volunteers Creeks·)

Tier 1 -Screening
le_v~1 I 1---· -- -- --
Chemical-Physical
Parameters

(Friends of Sausal
Creek, 199R-200'·;
LM by Oakland Tech

~;ssessme-";t. I -1~~~~0~~~-F6sausal,
macrolnvertebrate 2 sites bimonthly

screening 199R-2001

I I t I -'----------t I I I
i

Notes: a) Data collection by ACCWP unless otherwise noted in parelltheses ()_ b) FCD - Alameda Coullly Flood Control amI Water Conservation District
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Table 3a. continued

I I ------

-------+-1-------l----- ---

Crandall Creek
_____J994:2(; I 1-----.---...

Castro Valley Creek
·2000-02 time interval
.cllIl1(losiles _
:Castm Valley Creek
11)95-1)7 II) events.
191)9-2000 2 events

. ---i----·

1 ..• _

: I site 2001
I
i

: I site 2000~OI·~j-~ites 2ooo~oi ---13 sites 2000; 2 sites I 1-----

1...... · .....-.-. . 12091 I I -----.
,J sites 200 I 2 sites 2000; 2 sites

____________ 2001
6 sites 2001

--.t-

t
PAH sediment survey

Diazinon in stormwater

..- ---------T---------··------..
Geomorphic and .
Sediment
Source Analysls_

Toxicity

!
I

1
1•.--._..•

:Castro Valley.

[San Lorcn~o 1995 '"_"_1~_'_ .I I -----
:(SFEI channel morphology (USGS Alameda Cr.

I i~~:'~::'~~;;;arr;n~;~ "";:nt;~f;F~O~ __
Tier_3.:tMDU.p-~llutalJtl S.Of..C()....Cer:r"-.samp'·ing _" I ... ... .L __....
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Table 3b. Status of Monitoring and Assl.'ssments or~anizcd by W:ttcrshed Assessment Units in eastern Alameda County.

-- --------------1

_, ,__ , ._. __ ~ J

Notes

._--_.. " .._-- _.•.-----_._-

Also fixed station
monitoring in all WAU's
1989-1995

ACCWP and FCD use
CSBP in spring;
FOSausal (Friends) =
modified biosurvey
Resource assessment
includes review of Leidy
data _

·volunteer/educational
protocols for grabs

Resource assessmcnl
2002· (also SFPUq

------- --- ------------1

_ JUSGS) _

7

- ,Alameda Creek
southern

-- _._---- ......• ---_ ..- -'- --'_ .. - --
Watershed Assessment Unit 6

WAU name Alameda Creek
northern

~ " ,- .._--. -_.._- _.. -_ .._.. ~.~.-. - ........_..._-_.•.... --

..._..-- ..-. .__.....-- ..._".,......•-.,. - --- •... ._. ~ ...

T.i~L1~Scree!l1"g_LJlty~L 1------------
Chemical-Physical (RWQCB-Iead
Parameters pilol 2000-02 in

Arroyo Las
Posilas)

---_._-
Chemical-Physical, basic (Amador Valley
screening by volunteers HS·)

Bloassessment-
macrolnvertebrate

---
Biological-Physical: Fish Resource
community and habitat asscssmcnl 2002·

GeoPhyslcal __
Sta:eaa:n_ OlorphQjogy
VegeJaUor}

~--_.-

J:1Q.w (U....s.Q.s.._at~le_sJ _

Noles: a) Dala eolleclion by ACCWP unless olherwise n(lled in parenlheses ( )_ h) FeD = Alameda Counly Flood Control and Waler Conscrvalion Dislricl
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Table 3b. continued

..----,,0 __."'_

--- ---------------.--4

----- .- - -------------\

--_. _._----- - -

._---_. - ---~--------- ._ ..
._--- -_ .. ~~._ ..._-_ .. __.__.- --

-
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ssite

ssite
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- -- . -._- ._.__._._--- -----.-.._--_._.- ..._--_._- --
Watershed_AssessmeoLUnlt ____________.___ 6 ______ - --,,-- 7
WAU name Alameda Creek- Alameda Cree

t---- o.Q-'1b~rn so_uthe.r:n ____.

f------- --- .-

Tier 2-More_Fo_C_lIs~d. --- -------_ .._-
ContaminantChemJst'Y_ --------- -----_ .. _-
Nutrients-- --- _._._-_.~- -

~athoger:ts --- --- ------ ---
Toxicity. _____

- --_.----_.-
Geomorphic and Sediment USGS Alameda
Source Analysis Cr_ sediment study

for FC!))

- --

Tier 3-TMDUPoliutants of Concern sampling
Hg/PCB sediment survey I site 2000-0 t included in Nile

t------ ------ --- (~j19s); -_. -_._---- _..-
f:fg/PCB$o_urceJlJv~s~lg~tlo_" --- ---_._--
PAH sediment survey I site 2000-0 I included in Nile

f--- lliik~) ------
Chlorinated pesticides I site 2000-01 included in Nile
$~dime!1L___ lliiJ~J -- .._------ ._---

C.opper illstorm\V~leJ ----- .---_._---- ..

Qlalj!lolJjlJ.~t91!rl~V!a~r '------ ---.
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Table 4a. ACCWP Planned Monitorin~and Assessment ~.crivities in western Alameda County
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g

)---

003 similar to 2002 sites. limited sampling at selected ind
sites in 2003-2006
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Table 4b. ACCWP Planned Monitorin~and Assessment activities in eastern Alameda County
- - - -_.- .._.__ . -----_._. __._-_.

Watershed Assessment Unit

WAUname
6 7

Alameda Creek- jAlameda Creek-
northern southern----------IIf------- ..--.--.. -.----

Fy02-o4 Task 10

.------.-... -·--·--·----1

MS-1.4 sampling

WA-2.1 sampling
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--_._-----_.-1------

._-_.._. -- - , .._-----._._--
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.-.-_ .....--._- ·1 ....- -. __I ._._. .~-__.------ ... .. _
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Hg(~CB_sedim~nt.survey .__ __ .. _._.__.__ _. ._._. MS::1.2.MS~.1.6 _
Hg/PCB Sou[ce investigCit!On..- __._ ._._. ._ _ .__ ___. .._._.__ MS-2.1..or CE~_
Chlorinated pesticides & PAH 1 siJe 2002002? included in Niles site MS-1.2. MS-1.6
in sediment_. . . . __... ...
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Ill. PLA!'\!'\ED TASKS AND ACTIVITIES

This section describes subtasks for the tasks listed in Table 1. The objective and long-term
strategy for each subtask is given for the Plan period (July 2001-June 2008) followed by specific
activities projected for FY02-04. Ongoing programmatic tasks not included in this section
include planning, management and reponing for each component, along with evaluation and
updating of this strategy. Monitoring of the implementation of other Program activities will be
addressed primarily through reponing of the respective components, although some special
studies may be performed at the request of other Program subcommittees.

lILA Watershed Assessment

Task WA-l: Develop and maintain a GIS resource for watershed information

WA-I.l Watershed Inventory: Provide base layers and basic map products for watershed
assessment activities of Program, member agencies and interested public.
Long-term: Map base information (watersheds, landcover/landuse, creeks and
channels) and assessment data (screening data, fisheries habitat and other biological
indicators, watershed project areas) for all WAUs.
FY 02-04: Complete preliminary mapping of initial group of pilot watersheds
(including Codornices, Sausal, San Lorenzo, Old Alameda and Laguna Creeks);
refine existing information and fill data gaps for channel condition and riparian zone
characterization. Identify additional priority watersheds for mapping.

W:\-1.2 Watershed assessment planning: Develop a framework for ongoing coordination
and planning of watershed assessment, and prepare Multi-Year plan.
Long-term: Evaluate assessment status, interpret data at landscape level, adapt
watershed assessment strategy as needed. Coordinate assessment planning and
information with Regional Board staff and other agencies.
FY 02-04: Develop plan for incorporating new data; Identify needs and priorities
and consult with the local co-permittees or other watershed panners

Task WA-2: Use a variety of indicators to assess the condition of streams and watersheds

WA-2.l Indicators of creek health: Develop and test indicators of general watershed
condition.
Long-term: Rotate Rapid Bioassessment macroinvertebrate surveys through
relatively natural stream reaches in all WAUs. Support regional coordination for
protocol standards, data sharing and biocriteria development, subject to funding by
BASMAA or other sources. Develop and test a strategy for use of screening-level
flow and physical habitat indicators.
FY 02-04: Continue macroinvertebrate community sampling in SausaI, San Lorenzo
and Mission-Laguna watersheds; begin rotation to one new watershed. Outline a
strategy for applying flow or other physical indicators of stream function, in
coordination with release of Stream Protection Policy and other regional initiatives.

ACCWP WAMS long Term Strategy Draft.()807a 8/7/02 14
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WA-2.2 Volunteer Monitoring: Increase the participation of community stakeholders in
watershed stewardship and assessment, and improve coordination of volunteer
groups with agencies and other stakeholders.
Long-tenn: Provide resources and training to citizen monitoring groups that are
working with local watershed partners. Increase visibility and effectiveness by
working with Watershed Assessment Resource Center (WARC) or other regional
infonnation sources.
FY02-04: Continue support of Talks in the Hallway to strengthen community
involvement and interest in assessment issues; explore use of community volunteers
to supplement macroinvertebrate field sampling or trash assessment.

Task WA-3: Provide useful watershed infonnation to the Program and other watershed
stakeholders

\VA-3.] Indicators of Contact Recreation: Improve ability to assess risks to human health
from light (non-swimming) contact recreation or activity in creeks.
Long-tenn: Provide guidance and information on microbial risks to human health
to assist watershed managers. Identify potential alternative indicators and explore
strategies for monitoring pathogens or other indicators.
FY02-04: Continue support of Lake Merritt fecal colifonn monitoring, and identify
any other priority areas for monitoring. Use 2002 review to draft guidance or
model fact sheets for municipal staff and local creek or community groups on
existing tools and approaches to risk assessment.

W:\-3.2 On-call watershed support: Support watershed management efforts led by
Program member agencies.
Long-tenn: Conduct local pilot projects or assist member agencies in conducting
watershed inventory and planning.
FY02-04: Pilot field checks of hypothetical reaches identified in Fisheries Resource
Assessment Refine draft Watershed Framework to provide guidance on watershed
based management to municipal staff and other local groups. Identify candidate
watersheds for focused technical support.

WA-3.3 Website support: Disseminate infonnation about Alameda County watersheds and
background on local watershed issues.
Long-tenn: Provide local watershed atlas and information resource to the.public,
creek groups and watershed stakeholders. Improve interactive response and
coordination with other regional resources such as Oakland Museum and Contra
Costa Water Web.
FY02-04: Augment watershed maps and other creek information for new section of
ACCWP website to be launched mid-2002. Increase accessibility of monitoring and
assessment data.
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I1I.B .Mollitorillg and Special Studies

Task 1\15-1: Characterize and track pollutants of concern which are found in urban runoff and
have been identified as possible sources of impainnent.

1\15-1.1

1\1S-1.2

:\15-1.3

:\15-1.4

1\15-1.5

Rl\JP contribution: Comply with Regional Board requirements and assist with the
accomplishment of the RMP's objectives to provide regional characterization of
pollution in the Bay.
Ongoing: Contribution for required panicipation in Regional Monitoring Program,

TMDL data collection: Characterize watershed occurrences of Pollutants of
Concern.
Long-tenn: Program-lead surveys or studies complementing TMDLs or CEP.
FY02-04: Continue sediment sampling and reponing for Pollutants of Concern in
sediment, including Mercury, PCB and organochlorine pesticides, as requested by
Regional Board staff.

Baseline trend monitoring: assess long-tenn trends in selected Pollutants of
Concern in creeks.
Long-tenn: Conduct stonnwater and sediment sampling as reconunended by
Gunther and Bernstein (2001): a) mercury, PCB, PAH and organochlorine
pesticides in watershed sediments, where not already covered by TMDL or CEP
sampling; b) "before and after" fixed-station stonnwater sampling for copper and
diazinon at Castro Valley Creek, supplemented by toxicity testing.
FY02-04: Continue stonnwater monitoring in for copper; may be augmented for
FY 04 subject to funding of Brake Pad Pannership fate and transpon modeling.

Water Quality screening: Provide general assessment of water quality conditions
in stream reaches.
Long-tenn: Establish a screening strategy for water quality parameters in creeks;
coordinate with physical/visual indicators and trash assessments.
FY02-04: conduct pilot screening at 10-15 sites distributed among WAUs,
semiannually near end of wet and dry seasons. Screen for general parameters
(temperature, pH, conductivity, DO, turbidity)and also selected chemical parameters
(anunonia, nitrate, chlorine, copper, hardness, TSS). Incorporate toxicity-testing or
continuous temperature monitoring at selected sites and explore candidate sites for
multiparameter continuous monitoring.

Stormwater database: Improve management and interpretation of countywide
pollutant monitoring data.
Long-tenn: Continue additions and refinements to existing Access relational
database ofpast fixed-station sampling data; coordinate with SWAMP and other
data management fonnats.
FY 02-04 Incorporate additional data types, refine queries and user interface,
explore analyses of long-tenn and spatial trends.
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1'1S-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership: Support and participate in Clean Estuary Partnership.
.Ongoing: Contributions to CEP under tenns ofMOU and guidance committees.

Task MS-2: Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runofTBMPs

1'1S-2.1

!\1S-2.2

Target pollutant special studies: characterize details of distribution and impacts
for Pollutants of Concern, test hypotheses.
Long-tenn: Conduct studies of Pollutants of concern, including investigation of
potential sources in high priority watersheds. May also include identification or
refinement of specific control measures. To be coordinated with CEP.
FY02-04: Visual and photo assessments of trash in waterbodies, supported by more
detailed inventory at selected sites; review copper sources to stonnwater in Alameda
County.

Support New Development stormwater controls: provide technical infonnation
needed to support implementation of design standards for New/Re-development as
required in new pennit.
Long-tenn: Conduct studies as needed, such as hydrological/geomorphological
analyses, prototype design scenarios, BMP evaluations
FY02-04: Develop model design criteria and support HMP development.

Task 1\1S-3: Provide technical infonnation on management issues involving urban runoff

:\IS-3.1

MS-3.2

Special studies: Address data gaps or management issues concerning pollutants of
concern and urban runoff impacts.
Ongoing: as needed, including planning and needs assessment.

On-call technical support: Miscellaneous technical support as needed.

Task MS-4: Coordinate planning and reporting with related monitoring efforts

MS-4.1 Coordinate with RMP, BASMAA and CEP: maximize effective use of
monitoring resources through coordination of effort among BASMAA member
agencies, the RMP and CEP.
Ongoing: Attend BASMAA Monitoring Committee meetings, participate·in RMP
technical review and other special purpose technical or stakeholder discussions.

17
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD

SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

ORDER No. R2-2007-0025
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS0029831

AMENDMENT REVISING ORDER NO. R2-2003-0021 FOR:

FOR THE CITIES OF ALAMEDA, ALBANY, BERKELEY, DUBLIN, EME~YVILLE,FREMONT,

HAYWARD, LIVERMORE, NEWARK, OAKLAND, PIEDMONT, PLEASANTON, SAN LEANDRO,
UNION CITY, ALAMEDA COUNTY (UNINCORPORATED AREA), THE ALAMEDA COUNTY FLOOD

CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, AND ZONE 7 OF THE ALAMEDA COUNTY

FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT, WHICH HAVE JOINED TOGETHER TO

FORM THE ALAMEDA COUNTYWIDE CLEAN WATER PROGRAM.

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, hereinafter
referred to as the Board, finds that:

Findings

1. Incorporation of related documents: The Fact Sheet for this Order includes cited references and
additional explanatory informatiol1 in support of the requirements of this amendment. This
information, including any supplements thereto, and any futllre response to comments on the
Order, is incorporated herein by this reference.

Existing Orders

2. The Cities ofAlameda, Albany, Berkeley, Dublin, Emeryville, Fremont, Hayward, Livermore,
Newark, Oakland, Piedmont, Pleasanton, San Leandro, Union City, Alameda County
(Unincorporated area), the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District, and
Zone 7 of the Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (hereinafter
collectively referred to as the Permittees and individually as the Permittee) have joined together
to form the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (hereinafter referred to as the Program).

3. On February 19, 2003, the Board re-issued waste discharge requirements (NPDES Permit No.
CAS0029831, Order No. R2-2003-0021, hereinafter Permit) under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimitlation System (NPDES) to the Program to discharge stormwater runoff from
storm drains and watercourses within -the Permittees' jurisdictions by complying with the Permit
and implementing the Permit's associated Stormwater Management Plan (hereinafter Plan).
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Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) Report

4. On May 15, 2005, the Program submitted its Hydromodification Management Planl (HMP) as
required under this Permit. The intent of the HMP is to reduce the hydromodification impacts
from stormwater discharges from certain development projects within the..Permittees'
jurisdictions. This Order amends the Permit to approve key provisions of the HMP, which are
incorporated into this Order.

5. The Program has adapted the Western Washington Hydrology Model2 for modeling runoff from
development project sites, sizing flow dllration control structures and determining overall
compliance of such structures and other hydromodification control structures (HM controls) in
controlling runoff from the project sites to manage hydromodification impacts as described in the
Order. The adapted model is called the Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM)3

• As Permittees
gain experience in designing and operating HM controls, the Program may make adjustments in
the BAHM to improve its function in controlling excess runoff and managing hydromodification
impacts. Notification of all such changes shall be given to the Board and the public through such
mechanism as an email list-serve.

6. This Order allows Permittees to prepare a User Guide to be used for evaluating individual
receiving waterbodies using detailed methods to assess channel stability and watercOllrse critical
flow. This User Guide would reiterate al1d collate established stream stability assessment
methods that have been presented in the Program's HMP, which has llndergone Water Board
staff review and been made available for public review (see Footnote 1). After the Program has
collated its methods into User Guide format, received approval of the User Guide from the
Executive Officer, and informed the public through SUCll process as an email list-serve, the User
Gllide may be used to guide preparation of technical reports for: implementing the HM standard
USitlg in-stream or regional measures; determining whether certain projects are discharging to a
watercourse that is less susceptible (from point of discharge to the Bay) to hydromodification
(e.g., would have a lower potential for erosion than set forth in this Order); and/or determining if
a watercourse has a higher critical flow and project(s) discharging to it are eligible for an
alternative QCp4 for the purpose of designing onsite or regiol1al measures to control flows
draining to these channels (Le., the actual threshold of erosion-causing critical flow is higher
than 10% of the 2-year pre-project flow).

7. The Board recognizes that the collective knowledge of managemel1t of erosive flows and
durations from new and redevelopment is evolving, and that the topics listed below are
appropriate topics for further study. Such study may be initiated by Board staff, or the Executive

1 Draft Hydrograph Modification Management Plan, Parts A and B, prepared by the Alameda County Public Works
Agency, November 15,2004. Available at http://www.cleanwaterprogram.org/uploads/ACCWP HMP PartA 5
IS-OS.pdf.
2 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wg/storn1water/wwhm training/wwhm/wwhm v2/instructions v2.html

3 The Bay Area Hydrology Model- A Tool for Analyzing Hydromodification Effects ofDevelopment Projects and
Sizing Solutions, Bicknell, J., D. Beyerlein, A. Feng, September 26, 2006. Available at
http://www.scvurppp-w2k.com/permit_c3_docslBicknell-Beyerlein-Feng_CASQA_Paper_9-26-06.pdf
4 Qcp is the allowable low flow discharge from a flow control structure on a project site. It is a means of
apportioning the critical flow in a stream to individual projects that discharge to that stream, such that cumulative
discharges do not exceed the critical flow in the stream.
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Officer may request that all Bay Region municipal stormwater permittees jointly conduct
investigations as appropriate. Any future proposed changes to the Permittees' HM provisions
may reflect improved understanding of these issues:

• potential incremental costs, and benefits to waterways, from controlling a range of flows up
to the 35 or 50-year peak flow, versus controlling up to the 10-year peak flow, as required by
this Order;

• the allowable low-flow (also called Qcp and currently specified as 10% of the pre-project 2
year runoff from the site) from hydromodification control units;

• the effectiveness of "self-retaining areas" for management ofpost-project flows and
durations; and/or

• the appropriate basis for determining cost-based impracticability of treating stormwater
runoff and controlling excess runoff flows and durations.

8. On July 12, 2006, the Board issued Order No. R2-2006-0050, amending the Contra Costa Clean
Water Program's (CCCWP) NPDES Permit No. CAS0029912 to include requirements to control
excess stormwater runoff flows and durations from new and redevelopment. The Order allowed
the use of sizing charts to design flow duration control devices, and required CCCWP to conduct
a specific monitoring program to verify the performance of these devices. Following the
satisfactory conclusion of this monitoring program, or conclusion of other study(s) that
demonstrate devices built according to the CCCWP specifications satisfactorily protect streams
from excess erosive flows, the Board intends to allow the use of the CCCWP sizing charts, when
tailored to local conditions, by other stormwater Programs and Permittees. Similarly, any other
control strategies or criteria approved by the Board would be made available across the Region.
This would be accomplished through Permit amendment or in another appropriate manner
following appropriate public notification and process.

9. This Order allows for alternative compliance when on-site and regional HM controls and in
stream measures are not practicable. Alternative compliance includes contributing to or
providing mitigation at other new or existing development projects that are not otherwise
required to have HM controls. The Order provides flexibility in the type, location, and timing of
the mitigation measure in Provision C.3.f.ix.d. The Board recognizes that handling mitigation
funds may be difficult for some mUl1icipaiities due to administrative and legal constraints. The
Board intends to allow flexibility for project proponents and/or Permittees to develop new or
retrofit stormwater treatment or HM control projects within a broad area and reasonable
timeframe. Toward the end of the Permit term, the Board will review alternative projects and
determine whether the impracticability criteria and options should be broadened or made
narrower.

10. The Board strongly encourages land use planning agencies and developers to carefully consider,
early in the development planning process, the potential impacts on water quality and beneficial
uses of new development projects. The Board strongly discourages modifying watercourses to
adapt to increased flows and durations of runoff, except in limited circumstances where
avoidance or other natural alternatives are not feasible and where the watercourse is in a
degraded conditiol1. In these limited circumstances, project proponents should first demonstrate
that hydromodification has been minimIzed to the extent practicable by minimizing increases in
flows and durations of runoff from the site. Second, the project proponents should demonstrate
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that mitigation measures have been employed to the maximum extent practicable to mitigate
hydromodification impacts. Following the hierarchy of avoidance, mininlization, and mitigation
of hydromodification impacts, project proponents should document that there will be no adverse
effects to water quality or beneficial uses.

11. Certain control measures implemented or required by Permittees for urban nlnoff managenlent
may create a habitat for vectors (e.g., mosquitoes) if not properly designed or maintained. Close
collaboration and cooperative effort among Permittees, local vector control agencies, Board staff,
and the State Department of Health Services is necessary to minimize potential nuisances and
public health impacts resulting from vector breeding.

12. The Board recognized in its "Policy on the Use of Constructed Wetlands for Urban Runoff
Pollution Control" (Resolution No. 94-102) that urban runoff treatment wetlands that are
constructed and operated pllrsuant to that Resolution and are constructed outside of a creek or
other receiving water, are stormwater treatment systems and, as such, are not waters of the State
and United States subject to regulation pursuant to Sections 401 or 404 of the federal Cleal1
Water Act. Board staff is working with the California Department ofFish and Game (CDFG)
and u.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to identify how maintenance for stormwater
controls required ul1der orders such as this Order can be appropriately streamlined, given CDFG
and USFWS requirements, and particularly those that address special status species. The
Pernlittees are expected to work diligently and in good faith with the appropriate agencies to
obtain any approvals necessary to complete maintenance activities for treatment controls. If the
Permittees have done so, when necessary al1d where maintenal1ce approvals are not granted by
the agencies, the Permittees shall be considered by the Board to be in compliance with Provision
C.3.e of the Pernlit.

Applicable Federal, State, and Regional Regulations

13. Pursuant to 40 CFR Sections 124.5(c)(2) and 122.62, only tll0se conditions to be modified by
this amendment shall be reopened with this amendment. All other aspects of the existing Permit
shall remain in effect and are not subject to modification by this amendment.

14. Provisions C.12 and C.13 of the Permit anticipated that the Permit may need to be modified from
time to time to respond to new information, changed conditions, and to incorporate more
effective approaches to pollutant control. Amending the Permit to require additional, more
effective and stringent requirements is consistent with State and federal law for permit
modifications.

15. Under Section 13389 of the California Water Code this action to modify an NPDES permit is
exempt from the provisions of Chapter 3 of CEQA.
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Notification to Permittees and Interested Parties

16. The Permittees and interested agencies and persons have been notified of the Board's intent to
modify waste discharge requirements for the existing discharge and have been provided
opportunities for public meetings and to submit their written views and recommendations.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Permittees, in order to meet the provisions contained in
Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted hereunder and the provisions of the
Clean Water Act as amended and regulations and guidelines adopted hereunder, shall comply with
the following revisiol1S:

Provision C.3.f. of Order No. 2003-0021 is hereby modified and amended as follows:

C.3.f. Limitation on Increase of Peak Stormwater Runoff Discharge Rates

1. No later than 90 days after adoption of this Order, the Permittees shall comply with
the reqllirements set forth in this permit amendment.

ii. Hydromodification Management (HM) Standard
Stormwater discharges from applicable new development and redevelopmentS projects
shall not cause an increase in the erosion potential of ~he receiving stream over the pre
project (existing) condition. Increase in runoff flow and volunle shall be managed so
that post-project runoff shall not exceed estimated pre-project rates and durations, where
such increased flow and/or volume is likely to cause increased potential for erosion of
creek beds and banks, silt pollutant generation, or other adverse impacts to beneficial
uses due to increased erosive force. Such management shall be through implementation
of the hydromodification requirements of this Provision and in Attachment A below.

iii. HM Control Areas
Applicable projects (see Provision C.3.f.iv. below) shall be required to meet the HM
Standard when such projects are located in HM control areas shown in Attachment A.
Plans to re'store a creek reach may re-introduce the applicability ofHM requirements; in
these instances, Permittees may add, but shall ~ot delete, areas of applicability
accordingly.

iv. Applicable Projects
A new development or redevelopment project in which the combined amounts of
impervious sllrface created and replaced totals one acre or more shall be required to meet
the HM Standard unless it falls into one of the exempt categories stated in Provision
C.3.c. Permittees shall require project proponents of exempt categories a. - d. (below) to
incorporate site design/landscape characteristics which maximize infiltration (where
appropriate), provide retention or detention, slow runoff, and minimize impervious land
coverage (Le., use hydrologic source controls6

) to the maximum extent practicable. For

S Redevelopment is defined in Finding 37 ofOrder No.. R2-2003-0021.

6 Hydrologic source controls are design techniques that minimize and/or slow the rate of stormwater runoff from the
site.
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each oftl1ese categories, the definition, description, and/or limitations stated in Provision
C.3.c., including any changes in futllre amendments/reissuances, shall apply.
a. Projects consisting of one single-family home that are not part of the larger common

plan of development;
b. Sidewalks, bicycle lanes, trails, bridge accessories, guardrails, and landscape features

associated with streets, roads, highways, or freeways llnder the Permittees'
jurisdictions;

c. Transit village type of development;
d. A project witl1in a "Redevelopment Project Area" that redevelops an existing

brownfield site, or the portion of a project that creates housing units affordable to
persons of low or moderate income.

v. Requiren1ents for Applicable Redevelopment Projects
Redevelopment projects in HM Control Areas in which the combined amOllnts of
impervious surface created and replaced totals one acre or more, and which are not
exempt under Provision C.3.f.iv. above, shall be reqllired to meet the following
requiremel1ts:

a. No Increase in Impervious Surface
A redevelopment project may be exempted from the HM standard if a comparison of
the project design to the pre-project condition shows the project will not increase
impervious area and also will not increase the efficiency of drainage collection and
conveyance compared with the pre-project condition. The pre- and post-project
comparison shall include all of the following:
1. Assessment of site opportunities and constraints to reduce imperviousness and

retain or detain site drainage;
2. Description ofproposed design features and surface treatments used to minimize

imperviousness;
3. Inventory and accounting of existing and proposed in1pervious areas; and
4. A qualitative comparison of pre-project to post-project efficiency of drainage

collection and conveyance that demonstrates that hydrologic source controls will
be incorporated into the project to the maximum extent practicable. 7

b. Increase in Impervious Surface
Where a redevelopment project results in an increase of impervious sllrface, the HM
Standard shall apply to the entire redevelopment project.

7 In addition to reviewing the site plan to detemline that opportunities for incorporating hydrologic source control
measures are maximized, an appropriate way to make this demonstration is by demonstrating that the time of
concentration is not decreased.
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vi. Types ofHM Controls
Projects shall meet the HM Standard by use of on-site control measures, regional control
measures, in-stream measures, or a combination thereof.

vii. On-site and Regional Control Design Criteria
a. On-site HM controls are flow duration control structures and hydrologic source

controls8 that collectively result in the HM Standard being met at the point(s) where
stormwater runoff discharges from the project site.

b. Regional HM controls are flow duration control structures that collect stormwater
nlnoff discharge from multiple projects (each of which should incorporate hydrologic
source control measures as well) and are designed such that the HM Standard is met
for all the projects at the point where the regional HM control discharges.

c. Range offlows to control: Flow duration controls shall be designed such that post
project stonnwater discharge rates and durations match pre-froject discharge rates
and durations from 10% of the pre-project 2-year peak flow up to the pre-project 10
year peak flow, except where the lower endpoint of this range is modified as
described in C.3.f.vii.e.

d. Goodness offit criteria: The post-project flow duration curve shall not deviate above
the pre-project flow duration curve by more than 10% over more than 10% of the
length of the curve corresponding to the range of flows to control.

e. Allowable low flow rate: Flow control structures may be designed to discharge
stormwater at a very low rate that does not threaten to erode the receiving water body.
This flow rate (also called "Qcp") shall be no greater than 10% of the pre-project 2
year peak flow unless a modified value is substantiated by analysis of actual channel
resistance in accordance with an approved User Guide as described in Attachment A.

f. Standard HM modeling: On-site and regional control meaSllres designed using tIle
Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM) and site-specific input data shall be considered
to meet the HM Standard. Such use must be consistent with directions and options
set forth in the most current BARM User's Manual 10 • Permittees shall demonstrate
to the satisfaction of the Executive Officer that any modifications of the BARM made
(per Finding 5) are consistent with the requirements of this Provision.

g. Alternate HM modeling and design: The project proponent may use a continuous
simulation hydrologic computer model 11 to simulate pre-project and post-project
runoff and to design HM controls. To use this method, the project proponent shall
compare the pre-project and post-project model OlltPllt for a rainfall record of at least

8 Hydrologic source control measures are design techniques that minimize and/or slow the rat.e of stormwater runoff
from the site.

9 Where referred to in this Order, the 2-year peak flow is determined using a flood frequency analysis based on
USGS Bulletin 17 B to obtain the flow peak statistically expected to occur at 2 year intervals. In this analysis, the
entire record ofhourly rainfall data (e.g., 35-50 years of data) is run through a continuous simulation model
(footnote &ill, the annual peak flows are identified, rank ordered, and the 2 year flow is generated.
10 The Bay Area Hydrology Model- A Tool for Analyzing Hydromodification Effects ofDevelopment Projects and
Sizing Solutions, Bicknell, J., D. Beyerlein, A. Feng, September 26,2006. Available at
http://www.scvurppp-w2k.com/permit_c3_docs/Bicknell-Beyerlein-Feng_CASQA_Paper_9-26-06.pdf
11 Such models include USEPA's Hydrograph Simulation Program-Fortran (HSPF), US Army Corps ofEngineers
hydrologic Engineering Center-Hydrologic Modeling System (HEC-HMS), and USEPA's Surface Water M- Model
(SWMM).
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30 years, and shall show that all applicable performance criteria in C.3.f.vii. (a-e
above) are met.

VIII. In-Stream Measures Design Criteria
In-stream measures shall be an option only where a stream is already impacted by erosive
flows and shows evidence of excessive sediment, erosion, deposition, or is a hardened
channel.

In-stream measures involve modifying the receiving stream channel slope and geometry
so that the stream can convey the new flow regime without increasing the potential for
erosion and aggradation. In-stream meaSllres are intended to improve channel stability
and prevent erosion by reducing the erosive forces imposed on the channel boundary.

In-stream measures, or a combination of in-stream and on-site controls, shall be desiglled
to achieve the HM Standard from the point where the project(s) discharge(s) to the stream
to the mouth of the stream. Designing in-stream controls requires a hydrologic and
geomorphic evaluation (including longitudinal profile) of the stream system downstream
and upstream of the project. This entails computing creek flows at several locations
within a stream system and the work done on the stream channels before and after the
project is built. A continuous hydrologic model is required as well as geometric and
geomorphic data at each location. As with all in-stream activities, other regulatory
permits/certifications are reqllired and must be obtained by the project proponent. 12

ix. Impracticability Provisioll
Where conditions (e.g., extreme space limitations) prevent a project from meeting the
HM Standard for a reasonable cost, and where the project's runoff callnot be directed to a
regional HM control within a reasonable timeframe, and where an in-stream meaSllre is
not practicable, the project shall use (1) site design for hydrologic source control, and (2)
stormwater treatment measures that collectively minimize, slow, and detain 13 runoff to
the nlaximum extent practicable. In addition, the project proponent shall provide for or
contribute financially to an alternative HM project as set forth below:
a. Reasonable cost: To show that the HM Standard callnot be met at a reasonable cost,

the project proponent must demonstrate that the total cost to comply with both the
HM standard and the C.3.d. treatment reqllirement exceeds 2% of the project
construction cost, excluding land costs. Costs of HM and treatment control measures
shall not include land costs, soil disposal fees, hauling, contaminated soil testing,
mitigation, disposal, or other normal site enhancement costs such as landscaping or
grading that are required for other development pllrposes.

b. Regional HM controls: A regional HM control shall be considered available if tIlere
is a planned location for the regional HM control and if an appropriate funding
mechanism for a regional HM control is in place by the time ofproject construction.

c. In-stream measures practicability: In-stream measures shall be considered
practicable when an in-stream meaSllre for the project's watershed is planned and an

12 In-stream control projects require a Stream Alteration Agreement from the State Department ofFish & Game, a
Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the US Army Corps ofEngineers, and a Section 401 certification from the
Water Board. Early discussion on the acceptability of an in-stream modification is necessary to avoid project delays
or redesign.
13 Stormwater treatment measures that detain runoff are generally those that filter runoff through soil or other
media, and include bioretention units, bioswales, basins, planter boxes, tree wells, nledia filters, and green roofs.
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appropriate funding mechanism for an in-stream measure is in place by the time of
project construction.

d. Financial contribution to an alternative HMproject: The difference between 2% of
the project construction costs and the cost of the treatment measures at the site (both
costs as described in Provision C.3.f.ix.a.) shall be contribllted to all alternative HM
project, such as a stormwater treatment retrofit, HM retrofit, regional control
measure, or in-stream measure that is not otherwise required by the Board or other
reg~latory agency. Preference shall be given to projects discharging, in this order, to
the same tributary, main stem, watershed, then in the same municipality or county.

x. Record Keeping
Permittees shall collect and retain the following information for all projects subject to
HM requirements:
a. Site plans identifying impervious areas, surface flow directions for the entire site,

and location(s) ofHM measures;
b. For projects using standard sizing charts, a summary of sizing calculations used;
c. For projects using the BAHM, a listing of model inputs;
d. For projects using custom modeling, a summary of the modeling calculations with

corresponding graph showing curve matching (existing, post-project, and post
project with HM controls curves);

e. For projects using the Impracticability Provision, a listing of all applicable costs
and a brief description of the alternative HM project (name, location, date of start
up, entity responsible for maintenance);

f. A listing, summary,fand date of modifications made to the BAHM, including
technical rationale.

I, Bruce H. Wolfe', Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San
Francisco Bay Region, on March 14, 2007.

Bruce H. Wolfe
Executive Officer

Attachment A: Hydrograph Modification Management Standard - HM Control Areas
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Attachment A:

Hydrograph Modification Management Standard 
HM Control Areas
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The areas ofHM applicability in Alameda County are shown on the map14 below. To assist
location and evaluation ofproject applicability, the susceptibility map depicts a number of
features including:

• hardened channels and culverts at least 24 inches in diameter (green solid or dashed lines); .
• natural channels (red lines);
• boundaries of major watersheds (light blue lines); and
• surface streets and highways (gray or black~ lines).

These data are of varying age, precision and accuracy and are not intended for legal description
or engineering design. Watersheds extending beyond the County boundaries are shown for
illustration purposes only. Project proponents are responsible for verifying and describing actual
conditions of site location and drainage.

The map is color-coded as follows:

Solid pink areas: Solid pink designates hilly areas, where high slopes (greater than 25%) occur.
The HM Standard and all associated requirements apply in areas shown in solid pink on the map.
In this area, the HM Standard does not apply if a project proponent demonstrates that all project
runoffwill flow through enclosed storm drains, existing concrete culverts, or fully hardened
(with bed and banks continuously concrete-lined) channels to the tidal area shown in light gray.

Purple/red hatched areas: These are upstream of areas where hydromodification impacts are
of concern due to factors such as bank instability, sensitive 11abitat, or restoration projects. The
HM Standard and all associated requirements apply in areas shown in pllrple/red (printer
dependant) hatch marking on the map. Projects in these areas may be subject to additional
agency reviews related to hydrologic, habitat or other watershed-specific concerns.

Solid white areas: Solid white designates the land area between the hills and the tidal zone.
This area may be susceptible to hydromodification unless the site is connected to storm drains
that discharge to the tidal area. The HM Standard and all associated requirements apply to
projects in solid white areas unless a v:roject proponent demonstrates that all project runoff will
flow through fully hardened channels 5. Short segments of engineered earthen channels (length
less than 10 "times the maximum width of trapezoidal cross-section) can be considered resistant
to erosion if located downstream of a concrete channel of similar or greater length and
comparable cross-sectional dimensions. Plans to restore a hardened channel may affect the HM
Standard applicability in this area.

Solid gray areas: Solid gray designates areas where streams or channels are tidally influenced
or primarily depositional near their outfall in San Francisco Bay. The HM Standard does not
apply to projects in this area. Plans to restore a hardened channel may affect the HM Standard
applicability in this area.

Dark gray, Eastern County area: Dark gray designates the portion of eastern Alameda COllnty
that lies outside of the discharge area of this NPDES permit. This area is in the Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board's jurisdiction.

14 The watercourses potentially susceptible to hydromodification impacts are identified based on an assessment
approach developed by Balance Hydrologies (2003).
15 In this paragraph, "fully hardened channels" include enclosed storm drains, existing concrete culverts, or channels
whose bed and banks are continuously concrete-lined to the tidal area shown in light gray on the map.
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Potential Exceptions to Map Designations

The Program may choose to prepare a User Guide 16 to be used for evaluating individual
receiving waterbodies using detailed methods to assess channel stability and watercourse critical
flow. This User Guide would reiterate and collate established stream stability assessment
methods that have been presented in the Program's HMP. 17 After the Program has collated its
methods into User Guide format, received approval of the User Guide from the Executive
Officer,18 and informed the public through such process as an email list-serve, the User Guide
may be used to guide preparation of technical reports for: implementing the HM standard using
in-stream or regional measures as described in C.3.f.viii above; determining whether certain
projects are discharging to a watercourse that is less susceptible (from point of discharge to the
Bay) to hydromodification (e.g., would have a lower potential for erosion than set forth in these
requirements); and/or determining if a watercourse has a higher critical flow and project(s)
discharging to it are eligible for an alternative Qcp for the purpose of designing onsite or regional
measures to control flows draining to these channels (Le., the actual threshold of erosion-causing
critical flow is higher than 10% of the 2-year pre-project flow). In no case shall the design value
ofQcp exceed 50% of the 2-year pre-project flow.

16 The User Guide may be offered under a different title.
17 The Program's lIMP has undergone Water Board staff review and been subject to public notice and comment.
18 The User Guide will not introduce a new concept, but rather reformat existing methods; therefore, Executive
Officer approval is appropriate. See also Finding 6.

Order No. R2-2007-025 Page 12 of 12







 
 

Attachment  55 



CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

ORDER NO. 99-059
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS0029921

REISSUING WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR:

CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (C/CAG) OF SAN MATEO
COUNTY, SAN MATEO COUNTY, TOWN OF ATHERTON, CITY OF BELMONT,
CITY OF BRISBANE, CITY OF BURLINGAME, TOWN OF COLMA, CITY OF
DALY CITY, CITY OF EAST PALO ALTO, CITY OF FOSTER CITY, CITY OF
HALF MOON BAY, TOWN OF HILLSBOROUGH, CITY OF MENLO PARK, CITY
OF MILLBRAE, CITY OF PACIFICA, TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY, CITY OF
REDWOOD CITY, CITY OF SAN BRUNO, CITY OF SAN CARLOS, CITY OF SAN
MATEO, CITY OF SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, AND THE TOWN OF WOODSIDE,
which have joined together to form the SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE STORMWATER
POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region
(hereinafter referred to as the Regional Board) finds that:

1. City County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, San Mateo County,
and the 20 cities and towns in the County, which include the Town ofAtherton, City
ofBelmont, City ofBrisbane, City ofBurlingame, Town of Colma, City ofDaly City,
City ofEast Palo Alto, City ofFoster City, City ofHalf Moon Bay, Town of
Hillsborough, City ofMenlo Park, City ofMillbrae, City ofPacifica, Town ofPortola
Valley, City ofRedwood City, City of San Bruno, City of San Carlos, City of San
Mateo, City of South San Francisco, and the Town ofWoodside (hereinafter
Dischargers) have joined together to form the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Program (hereinafter STOPPP). STOPPP submitted an NPDES
permit application package for re-issuance ofwaste discharge requirements under the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to discharge stormwater
runoff from storm drains and watercourses that its members own and/or operate.

2. The Dischargers each have jurisdiction over and/or maintenance responsibility for
their respective municipal separate storm drain systems and/or watercourses that they
own and/or operate in San Mateo County. The discharge consists ofthe surface
runoff generated from various land uses in all the hydrologic sub-basins which
discharge into water courses which in tum flow into South and Lower San Francisco
Bay from the east side of the county or the Pacific Ocean from the west side. The
quality and quantify of these discharges varies considerably and is affected by
hydrology, geology, land use, season, and sequence and duration ofhydrologic
events. Pollutants of concern in these discharges are certain heavy metals, excessive
sediment production due to anthropogenic activities, petroleum hydrocarbons from
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sources such as used motor oil, microbial pathogens of domestic sewage and from
illicit discharges, certain pesticides associated with the risk of acute aquatic toxicity,
excessive nutrient loads which cause or contribute to the depletion of dissolved
oxygen and/or toxic concentrations of dissolved ammonia, and other pollutants that
may cause aquatic toxicity in the receiving water.

3. The total population of San Mateo County is approximately 715,000 according to an
estimate prepared by the California Department ofFinance. San Mateo County
encompasses approximately 445 square miles of land on a peninsula bordering San
Francisco Bay on the east and the Pacific Ocean on the west. Named east side
drainage basins include: Canada de Guadalupe, Colma Creek, San Bruno Creek, Mills
Creek, Sanchez Creek, San Mateo Creek, Pulgas Creek, Laurel Creek, Belmont
Creek, Cordilleras Creek, Redwood Creek, and San Francisquito Creeks. There are
also three lagoons on the east side of San Mateo County which receive stormwater
runoff: San Mateo, Foster City, and Redwood City. The major west side drainage
basins include San Pedro, Pilarcitos, Purisima, Tunitas, Pomponio, San Gregorio, and
Pescadero Creeks.

4. Section 402(P) of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) requires NPDES permits for
stormwater discharges from separate municipal storm drain systems, stormwater
discharges associated with industrial activity (including construction activities), and
designated stormwater discharges that are considered significant contributors of
pollutants to waters ofthe United States. On November 16, 1990, the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (hereinafter US EPA) published regulations (40
CFR Part 122) which prescribe permit application requirements for municipal
separate storm drain systems pursuant to Section 402(P) of the CWA.

5. The application requirements that the Regional Board has determined to be applicable
to the Dischargers include submittal of a proposed Stormwater Management Plan to
reduce the discharge ofpollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable
and to effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into municipal storm drain
systems and watercourses within the Dischargers' jurisdiction that they own and/or
operate.

6. The permit application submitted by the Dischargers includes STOPPP's Stormwater
Management Plan (hereinafter referred to as Plan), that describes a framework for
management of stormwater discharges during the term of this permit. The Title Page,
Table of Contents, Executive Summary, and Performance Standards ofthe Plan are
attached to this Order. The Plan describes STOPPP's goals and objectives, legal
authorities, management structure, and funding, the annual reporting and program
evaluations process, approach to watersheds and monitoring, and Performance
Standards. The chapters of the Plan include the following elements: a) Municipal
Government Maintenance Activities; b) Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls;
c) Public Information and Participation; d) New Development and Construction
Controls; and e) Watershed and Monitoring. Appendices include: a) General Program
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Work Plans and Budgets for Fiscal YearI 1998/99 and 1999/00; b) Performance
Standards; and c) List ofMunicipal Stormwater Ordinances and General Program
Agreements.

7. The Plan and modifications or revisions to the Plan that are approved in accordance
with Provision C.13 and C.14 of this Order, and future fiscal year Program Work
Plans to be submitted in accordance with the Plan and Provision C.5 of this Order and
are an integral and enforceable component of this Order.

8. Performance Standards, which represent the level of effort required of each ofthe
Dischargers in the Plan, are contained Appendix B of the Plan. The specification of
Performance Standards also simplifies the task of determining if a Discharger is
putting forth a level of effort that will control pollutants in stormwater discharges to
the maximum extent practicable.

9. Each of the Dischargers is individually responsible for adopting and enforcing
ordinances, implementing assigned best management practices (BMPs) to prevent or
reduce pollutants in stormwater, and providing funds for capital, operation, and
maintenance expenditures necessary to implement such BMPs for the storm drain
system that it owns and/or operates. Assigned BMPs to be implemented by each
Discharger are listed in the Performance Standards in Appendix B of the Plan.
Enforcement actions concerning this Order will, wherever possible, be pursued only
against the individual Discharger(s) responsible for specific violations of this Order.

10. The Regional Board adopted a revised Water Quality Control Plan for the San
Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan) on June 21, 1995. This updated and consolidated
plan represents the Regional Board's master water quality control planning document.
The State Water Resources Control Board and the Office ofAdministrative Law
approved the revised Basin Plan on July 21 and November 13 of 1995, respectively.
A summary of the regulatory provisions is contained in Title 23 of the California
Code ofRegulations at Section 3912. The Basin Plan identifies beneficial uses and
water quality objectives for surface waters in the Region, as well as effluent
limitations and discharge prohibitions intended to protect those uses. This Order
implements the plans, policies, and provisions of the Board's Basin Plan.

11. The beneficial uses ofLower and South San Francisco Bay, the Pacific Ocean,
tributary steams, contiguous water bodies, and other water bodies within the drainage
basins are listed in the Basin Plan.

12. The Regional Board considers stormwater discharges from the urban and developing
areas in the San Francisco Bay Region, including San Mateo County, to be significant
sources ofpollutants. Furthermore, the Regional Boards finds that there is a
reasonable potential that municipal stormwater discharges may cause or contribute to

I The fiscal year begins on July 1st and ends on June 30th.
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an excursion above water quality standards for: a) copper, nickel, mercury, dioxin
like compounds, DDT, dieldrin, chlordane, and PCBs into Lower and South San
Francisco Bay; b) sediment in Pescadero Creek, San Francisquito Creek, and San
Gregorio Creek basins; c) diazinon in San Francisquito Creek, San Mateo Creek, and
in Lower and South San Francisco Bay.

13. It is not feasible at this time to establish numeric effluent limitations for pollutants in
municipal storm water discharges. Instead, the provisions of this permit require
implementation ofBest Management Practices (BMPs) to control and abate the
discharge ofpollutants in storm water discharges.

14. The San Francisco Estuary Project, established pursuant to CWA Section 320,
culminated in June of 1993 with completion of its Comprehensive Conservation and
Management Plan (CCMP) for the preservation, restoration, and enhancement of the
San Francisco Bay-Delta Estuary. The CCMP includes recommended actions in the
areas of aquatic resources, wildlife, wetlands, water use, pollution prevention and
reduction, dredging and waterway modification, land use, public involvement and
education, and research and monitoring. Recommended action which may, in part, be
addressed through implementation of the Dischargers' Plan include, but are not
limited to, the following:

• Action PO-2.1: Pursue a mass emission strategy to reduce pollutant discharges
into the Estuary from point and non-point sources and to address the accumulation
of pollutants in estuarine organisms and sediments.

• Action PO-2.4: Improve the management and control ofurban runoff from public
and private sources.

• Action PO-2.5: Develop BMPs to reduce pollutant loading from energy and
transportation.

• Action LV-1.1: Local General Plans should incorporate watershed protection
plans to protect wetlands and stream environments and reduce pollutants in
runoff.

• Action LV-3.1: Prepare and implement Watershed Management Plans that include
the complementary elements: 1) wetlands protection; 2) stream environment
protection; and 3) reduction ofpollutants in runoff.

• Action LV-3.2: Develop and implement guidelines for site planning and Best
Management Practices.

15. It is the Regional Board's intent that this Order shall ensure attainment of applicable
water quality objectives and protection ofbeneficial uses ofreceiving waters. This
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Order therefore includes requirements to the effect that discharges shall not cause or
contribute to violations ofwater quality objectives nor shall they cause certain
conditions to occur that create a condition ofnuisance or water quality impairment in
receiving waters. Accordingly, the Regional Board is requiring that these
requirements be addressed through the implementation ofBMPs to reduce pollutants
in stormwater as provided in Provisions C.1 through C.17 of this Order.

16. The Regional Board considers the Plan to be equivalent to a watershed management
plan for the urbanized portions of San Mateo County, as the Plan outlines effective
and efficient implementation of appropriate BMPs for the most important sources of
pollutants within the watersheds. In addition, this Order will phase in additions to the
Dischargers stormwater pollution prevention activities that will address integrated
pest management, and, for applicable Dischargers, lagoon management, and rural
public works maintenance activities.

17. Federal, state, regional or local, entities within the Dischargers' boundaries, not
currently named in this Order, operate storm drain facilities and/or discharge
stormwater to the storm drains and watercourses covered by this Order. The
Dischargers may lack legal jurisdiction over these entities under the state and federal
constitutions. Consequently, the Regional Board recognizes that the Dischargers
should not be held responsible for such facilities and/or discharges. The Regional
Board's Executive Officer entered into an agreement with the City/County
Association of Governments in June 1994 that Regional Board staffwill take the lead
in regulating stormwater runoff from the following: 1) Publicly Owned Treatment
Works, 2) municipal landfills, and 3) the San Francisco International Airport. The
definition of separate municipal storm drain facilities in the Federal Stormwater
Regulations may result in state or regional entities within San Mateo County, not
currently named in this Order, being designated as medium municipalities. Federal
agencies are not subject to municipal stormwater requirements although they may be
permitted as industrial dischargers.

18. The action to adopt a NPDES permit is exempt from the provisions ofthe California
Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 of the Public Resources Code, Chapter 3,
Section 21100, et. seq.) in accordance with Section 13389 of the California Water
Code.

19. The Regional Board will notify interested agencies and persons of the availability of
reports, plans, and schedules, including Annual Reports, Work Plans, Performance
Standards, and the Plan, and will provide them with an opportunity for a public
hearing and/or opportunity to submit written views and recommendations. The
Regional Board will consider all comments and may modify the reports, plans, or
schedules or may modify this Order in accordance with the NPDES permit
regulations. All submittals required by this Order conditioned with acceptance by the
Executive Officer will be subject to these notifications, comment, and public hearing
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procedures.

20. The Regional Board has notified the Dischargers and interested agencies and
interested persons of its intent to prescribe reissued waste discharge requirements and
a reissued NPDES for this discharge and has provided them with an opportunity for a
public hearing and an opportunity to submit their written views and
recommendations.

21. The Regional Board, at a properly noticed public meeting, heard and considered all
comments pertaining to the discharge.

22. It is the intention of the Regional Board that this Order supersedes Order No. 93-106.

23. This Order serves as a NPDES permit, pursuant to CWA Section 402, or amendments
thereto, and shall become effective ten days after the date of its adoption provided the
Regional Administrator, USEPA, Region IX, has no objection.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Dischargers, in order to meet the provisions
contained in Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted thereunder
and the provisions of the Clean Water Act as amended and regulations and guidelines
adopted thereunder, shall comply with the following:

A. Discharge Prohibitions

1. The Dischargers shall, within their respective jurisdictions, effectively prohibit the
discharge of non-stormwater (materials other than stormwater) into their storm drain
systems and watercourses that they own and/or operate. NPDES permitted discharges
are exempt from this prohibition. Non-polluted discharges are also exempt from this
prohibition. Some examples of non-polluted discharges are landscape irrigation
runoff that is not polluted with silt, fertilizer, herbicides or pesticides, non-polluted
groundwater pumped discharge and once-through non-contact cooling water which
has lost chorine residual. Compliance with this prohibition shall be demonstrated in
accordance with Provision C.12 of this Order. Provision C.12 describe a tiered
categorization ofnon-stormwater discharges based on potential for pollutant content.

2. The discharge of stormwater from a facility or activity that causes or contributes to a
violation ofReceiving Water Limitations is prohibited.

B. Receiving Water Limitations

1. The discharge shall not cause the following conditions to create a condition of
nuisance or to adversely affect beneficial uses of waters of the State:

a. Floating, suspended, or deposited macroscopic matter, or foam;
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b. Bottom deposits or aquatic growths;

c. Alterations of temperature, sediment load, nutrient load, dissolved oxygen which
cause significant adverse impacts to native aquatic biota;

d. Visible, floating, suspended, or deposited oil or products ofpetroleum origin; and/or

e. Substances present in concentrations or quantities which cause deleterious effects on
aquatic biota, wildlife, or waterfowl, or which render any of these unfit for human
consumption.

2. The discharge shall not cause or contribute to a violation of any applicable water
quality standard for receiving waters contained in the California Ocean Plan or the
Regional Board's Basin Plan. If different applicable water quality standards are
adopted after the date of adoption of this Order, the Board may revise and modify this
Order as appropriate.

C. Provisions

1. The Dischargers shall comply with Discharge Prohibition A.2 and Receiving Water
Limitations B.l and B.2 through the timely implementation of control measures and
other actions to reduce pollutants in the discharge in accordance with the Stormwater
Management Plan (Plan) and other requirements of this permit including any
modifications. The Plan shall be designed to achieve compliance with Receiving
Water Limitations B.l and B.2. If exceedance(s) of water quality standards or water
quality objectives (collectively WQSs) persist notwithstanding implementation of the
Plan, a Discharger shall assure compliance with Discharge Prohibition A.2 and
Receiving Water Limitations B.l and B.2 by complying with the following
procedure:

• Upon a determination by either the Discharger(s) or the Regional Board that
discharges are causing or contributing to an exceedance of an applicable
WQS, the Discharger(s) shall promptly notify and thereafter submit a report to
the Regional Board that describes BMPs that are currently being implemented
and additional BMPs that will be implemented to prevent or reduce any
pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedance of WQSs. The
report may be incorporated in the annual update to the Plan unless the
Regional Board directs an earlier submittal. The report shall include an
implementation schedule. The Regional Board may require modifications to
the report;

• Submit any modifications to the report required by the Regional Board within
30 days of notification;



• Within 30 days following approval of the report described above by the
Regional Board, the Dischargers shall revise the Plan and monitoring program
to incorporate the approved modified Control measures that have been and
will be implemented, the implementation schedule, and any additional
monitoring required;

• Implement the revised Plan and monitoring program in accordance with the
approved schedule.

So long as Dischargers have complied with the procedures set forth above and are
implementing the revised Plan, they do not have to repeat the same procedure for
continuing or recurring exceedances of the same receiving water limitations unless
directed by the Regional Board to develop additional Control measures.

2. In accordance with Provision C.1 and Finding 12, the dischargers shall submit a
report to the Regional Board on exceedances ofWQS for copper, nickel, mercury,
PCBs, dioxin-like compounds, DDT, dieldrin, chlordane, diazinon, and sediment. A
draft scope ofwork acceptable to the Executive officer and outline for the report(s)
shall be submitted by September 1, 1999. An interim draft report shall be submitted
by March 1,2000, and a final report shall be submitted by September 1,2000. The
reports shall include (but are not necessarily be limited to):

a) Identification ofpotential sources for pollutants listed above that are found in
stormwater discharges;

b) Evaluation of effectiveness ofBMPs that are currently being implemented and
additional BMPs that will be implemented to prevent or reduce the above listed
pollutants that may be causing or contributing to the exceedance of WQSs;

c) Characterization of representative drainage areas and stormwater discharges,
including land-use characteristics, pollutant concentrations, forms, and loadings;

d) A pollution prevention and control measures plan for pollutants listed above that
is acceptable to the Executive Officer, which assigns responsibilities and
establishes time schedules to implement pollutant reduction and control measures
beginning no later than July 1,2001. Upon approval by the Executive Officer, the
revised control measures plan shall be incorporated into the Stormwater
Management Plan.

3. Stormwater Management Plan: The Dischargers shall implement BMPs to reduce
pollutants in stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable. The Plan
shall serve as the framework for identification, assignment, and implementation of
BMPs. The Dischargers shall immediately begin implementing the Plan and shall
subsequently demonstrate its effectiveness and provide for necessary and appropriate
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revisions, modifications, and improvements to reduce pollutants in stormwater
discharges to the maximum extent practicable and as required by Provisions C.1
through C.17 of this Order.

4. Performance Standards: The Plan incorporates Performance Standards developed by
the Dischargers. Performance Standards are intended to define the level of
implementation necessary to demonstrate the reduction ofpollutants in stormwater to
the maximum extent practicable. Through a continuous improvement process, the
dischargers will modify and improve current performance standards, as needed, to
achieve reduction ofpollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable.

5. Annual Reports: The dischargers shall submit an Annual Report, by September 1, of
each year, documenting the status of the Program's and the Dischargers' activities
during the previous fiscal year, including the results of a qualitative field level
assessment of activities implemented by the Dischargers, and the performance of
tasks contained in the Plan. The Annual Report shall include a compilation of
deliverables and milestones completed as described in the Plan. In each Annual
Report, the Dischargers may propose pertinent updates, improvements, or revisions to
the Plan, which shall be complied with under this Order unless disapproved by the
Executive Officer or acted upon in accordance with Provision C.15. As part of the
Annual Report preparation process, each of the Dischargers shall conduct an overall
evaluation of the effectiveness of its applicable activities described in the Plan. Direct
and indirect measures of effectiveness may include, but are not limited to,
conformance with established Performance Standards, quantitative monitoring to
assess the effectiveness ofBMPs, measurements of estimates ofpollutant load
reductions, detailed accounting ofProgram accomplishments, funds expended, and
staff hours utilized. Methods to improve effectiveness in the implementation of tasks
and activities, including development modification of existing Performance Standards
and/or development ofnew performance standards shall be identified where
appropriate.

6. The Dischargers shall submit a Mid-Fiscal Year Report, by March 1 of each year,
consisting of draft work plans for the Program for the following two fiscal years.
The Executive Officer may also require Discharger-specific work plans from any
Discharger who appears to need a more methodical method ofplanning for and
implementing the Performance Standards and other requirements of this Order. The
work plans shall consider the status of implementation of current year activities and
actions of the Dischargers, problems encountered, and proposed solutions, and shall
address any comments received from the Executive Officer on the previous year's
Annual Report. The work plans shall include clearly defined tasks, responsibilities,
and schedule for implementation ofProgram actions for the following two fiscal
years; these work plans should be similar to those for fiscal years 1998/99 and
1999/00 contained in Appendix A ofthe Plan. The work plans should also consider
the development ofnew, or modifications of existing Performance Standards.
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7. The Program's work plans shall be deemed to be final and incorporated into the Plan
and enforceable under this Order as of July I of each year unless determined to be
unacceptable by the Executive Officer. The Dischargers shall address any comments
or conditions of acceptability received from the Executive Officer on the Program's
work plans prior to the submission of their Annual Report on September I of each
year, or at an earlier date if so specified by the Executive Officer, at which time the
work plans shall be deemed to be incorporated into the Plan and this Order unless
disapproved ofby the Executive Officer.

8. Monitoring Program: The Dischargers shall submit, by March 1 of each year, an
annual Monitoring Program Plan acceptable to the Executive Officer that supports the
development and implementation and demonstrates the effectiveness of their Plan.
The Monitoring Program Plan shall be designed to achieve the following objectives:

• Characterization of representative drainage areas and stormwater discharges,
including land-use characteristics, pollutant concentrations, and mass loadings;

• Assessment of existing or potential adverse impacts on beneficial uses caused by
pollutants of concern in stormwater discharges, including an evaluation of
representative receiving waters;

• Identification ofpotential sources of pollutants of concern found in stormwater
discharges; and

• Evaluation of effectiveness of representative stormwater pollution prevention or
control measures.

The Monitoring Program Plan shall include the following:

a. Provisions for conducting and reporting the results of special studies conducted by the
STOPPP or Dischargers which are designed to determine effectiveness ofbest
management practice or control measures, define a Performance Standard or assess
the adverse impact of a pollutant or pollutants on beneficial uses.

b. Provisions for conducting watershed monitoring activities including: identification of
major sources ofpollutants of concern; evaluation of the effectiveness of control
measures and best management practices; and use ofphysical, chemical, and
biological parameters and indicators as appropriate.

c. Identification and justification ofrepresentative sampling locations, frequencies and
methods, suite ofpollutants to be analyzed, analytical methods, and quality assurance
procedures. Alternative monitoring methods in place of these (special projects,
financial participation in regional, state, or national special proj ects or research,
literature review, visual observations, use of indicator parameters, recognition and
reliance on special studies conducted by other programs, etc.) may be proposed with
justification. Alternative monitoring methods may include participation in Bay Area
Stormwater Management Agencies Association's Monitoring Programs or Projects.
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9. The Dischargers shall prepare and implement additional Performance Standards as
follows:

a. All of the Dischargers shall develop jointly by June 30, 2000 Performance Standards
for integrated pest management for use by the municipalities when they conduct pest
control activities, and for public outreach and education. The work plan for FY
2000/01 that will be submitted by March 1, 2000 shall provide for any training and
technical assistance needed to help the municipalities begin to implement these
Performance Standards.

b. The County of San Mateo and the Cities/Towns ofHalf Moon Bay, Menlo Park,
Pacifica, Portola Valley, and Woodside shall develop jointly by June 30, 2000,
Performance Standards, annual training and technical assistance needs, and annual
reporting requirements for the following rural public works maintenance and support .
activities: a) management and/or removal of large woody debris and live vegetation
from channels; b) streambank stabilization proj ects; c) road construction,
maintenance, and repairs in rural areas to prevent and control road-related erosion;
and d) environmental permitting for rural public works activities.

c. The Cities ofFoster City, San Mateo, and Redwood City shall develop jointly by June
30,2001 a consistent and complete set ofPerformance Standards that address proper
lagoon design, the use of integrated pest management in place of complete reliance
upon herbicide application (including the use of copper containing products as an
algaecide), and source control and management ofnutrient, sediment, and pathogens.

10. Watershed Management Initiative for San Francisquito Creek: East Palo Alto, Menlo
Park, Woodside, Portola Valley, and the County of San Mateo shall develop and
implement an erosion control and prevention plan, and a diazinon toxicity reduction plan.
A draft scope ofwork and outline for the report(s) shall be submitted by September 1,
2000. Interim draft report(s) shall be submitted by March 1, 2001, and final report(s)
shall be submitted by September 1, 2001. The final report(s) shall include a schedule for
implementation of the planes). In addition to, and to facilitate the development of the
reports specified above, the dischargers shall coordinate with and participate in the
development of the watershed assessment and management plan for San Franciscquito
Creek watershed and the Santa Clara basin that is being developed through the Santa
Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative.

11. Coastal Watershed Erosion Control and Prevention Strategy: The County of San
Mateo shall develop and implement a road and trail erosion control and prevention
strategy for Gazos Creek, Pescadero Creek, and San Gregorio Creek basins. A draft
scope of work and outline for the technical report(s) shall be submitted by September 1,
2000. An interim draft report shall be submitted by March 1, 2001, and a final report
shall be submitted by September 1, 2001. The final report(s) shall include a schedule for
implementation of the planes).
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12. a. Non-Stormwater Discharges (Exempted Discharges): In carrying out Discharge
Prohibition A.l of this Order, the following non-stormwater discharges are not prohibited
unless they are identified by the Discharger or the Executive Officer as sources of
pollutants to receiving waters:

• flows from riparian habitats or wetlands;
• diverted stream flows;
• springs; and
• rising groundwater.

If any of the above categories of discharges, or sources of such discharges, are
identified as sources of pollutants to receiving waters, then such categories or sources
shall be addressed as conditionally exempted discharges in accordance with Provision
C.12.b.

b. Conditionally Exempted Discharges: The following non-stormwater discharges are
not prohibited if they are either identified by the Discharger or the Executive Officer
as not being sources ofpollutants to receiving waters or if appropriate control
measures to eliminate adverse impacts of such sources are developed and
implemented under the Stormwater Management Plan in accordance with Provision
C.12.c.:

• uncontaminated pumped groundwater;
• dechlorinated swimming pool waters;
• foundation drains;
• water from crawl space pumps;
• footing drains;
• air conditioning condensate;
• irrigation water;
• landscape irrigation;
• lawn or garden watering;
• planned and unplanned discharges from potable water sources;
• water line and hydrant flushing;
• individual residential car washing; and
• discharges or flows from emergency fire fighting activities.

c. The Discharger shall identify and describe the categories of discharges listed in
C.12.b that they wish to exempt from Prohibition A.l in periodic submissions to the
Executive Officer. For each such category, the Discharger shall identify and describe
as necessary and appropriate to the category either documentation that the discharges
are not sources of pollutants to receiving waters or circumstances in which they are
not found to be sources of pollutants to receiving waters. Otherwise, the Discharger
shall describe control measures to eliminate adverse impacts of such sources,
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procedures and Performance Standards for their implementation, procedures for
notifying the Board of these discharges, and procedures for monitoring and record
management. Such submissions shall be deemed to be incorporated into the Plan
unless disapproved by the Executive Officer or acted on in accordance with Provision
C.13 and the NPDES permit regulations.

d. Permit Authorization for Exempted Discharges

1. Discharges ofnon-stormwater from sources owned or operated by the Discharger
are authorized and permitted by this Order, if they are in accordance with the
conditions of this provision and the Plan.

ii. The Board may require dischargers ofnon-stormwater other than the Discharger
to apply for and obtain coverage under an NPDES permit and comply with the
control measures developed by the Discharger pursuant to Provision C.12. Non
stormwater discharges that are in compliance with such control measures may be
accepted by the Discharger and are not subject to Prohibition A.I.

iii. The Discharger may propose, as part of their annual updates to the Plan under
Provision C.S ofthis Order, additional categories ofnon-stormwater discharges to
be included in the exemption to Discharge Prohibition A.I. Such proposals are
subject to approval only by modification of this permit.

13. It is anticipated that the Plan may need to be modified, revised, or amended from time
to time to respond to changed conditions and to incorporate more effectively
approaches to pollutant control. Requests for changes may be initiated by the
Executive Officer or by the Dischargers. Minor changes may be made with the
Executive Officer's approval and will be brought to the Regional Board as
information items and the Dischargers and interested parties will be notified
accordingly. Ifproposed changes imply a major revision ofthe Program, the
Executive Officer shall bring such changes before the Regional Board as permit
amendments and notify the Dischargers and interested parties accordingly.

14. This Order may be modified, or alternatively, revoked or reissued, prior to the
expiration date as follows: a) to address significant changed conditions identified in
the technical reports required by the Regional Board which were unknown at the time
of the issuance of this Order; b) to incorporate applicable requirements of statewide
water quality control plans adopted by the State Board or amendments to the Basin
Plan approved by the State Board; or c) to comply with any applicable requirements,
guidelines, or regulations issued or approved under Section 402(P) of the CWA, if the
requirement, guideline, or regulation so issued or approved contains different
conditions or additional requirements not provided for in this Order. The Order as
modified or reissued under this paragraph shall also contain any other requirement of
the CWA then applicable.
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15. Each of the Dischargers shall comply with all parts of the Standard Provisions
contained in Appendix A ofthis Order.

16. This Order expires on July 21,2004. The Dischargers must file a Report of Waste
Discharge in accordance with Title 23, California Code ofRegulations, not later than
180 days in advance of such date as application for reissuance ofwaste discharge
requirements.

17. Order No. 93-106 is hereby rescinded.

I, Loretta K. Barsamian, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full,
true, and correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, on July 21, 1999.

Loretta K. Barsamian
Executive Officer
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Fact Sheet

SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE
STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM

ORDER NO. 99-059
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS 0029921

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

1515 CLAY STREET, 14TH FLOOR
OAKLAND, CA 94612

I. Stonnwater Program Description

The City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County, San Mateo County,
Town ofAtherton, City ofBelmont, City ofBrisbane, City ofBurlingame, Town of
Colma, City ofDaly City, City of East Palo Alto, City ofFoster City, City ofHalf Moon
Bay, Town ofHillsborough, City ofMenlo Park, City ofMillbrae, City ofPacifica, Town
ofPortola Valley, City ofRedwood City, City of San Bruno, City of San Carlos, City of
San Mateo, City of South San Francisco, and the Town ofWoodside (hereinafter referred
to as Dischargers) have joined together to fonn the San Mateo Countywide Stonnwater
Pollution Prevention Program (hereinafter referred to as the Program); and have applied
to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region
(hereinafter Regional Board) for re-issuance ofWaste Discharge Requirements and re
issuance of its National Pollutant Discharge Elimination (NPDES) pennit to discharge
stonn water runoff from the municipal stonn drain systems that they own and/or operate,
by implementing a Stonn Water Management Plan (hereinafter Plan).

The Plan consists of a series of activities designed to implement and evaluate control
measures to reduce the discharge ofpollutants in stonn water runoff to the maximum
extent practicable and to effectively prohibit non-stonn water discharges into municipal
stonn drain systems. The activities include actions in the following areas: Program
Management; Annual Reporting and Evaluation; Monitoring; Public Infonnation and
Participation; Watershed Management; Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls; and New
Development and Construction Controls.

A Tentative Order has been prepared which would re-issue NPDES Pennit No.
CA0029921 and Waste Discharge Requirements to the Dischargers. The Regional Board
will consider adoption of the Tentative Order at a public hearing which will be held on
July 21, 1999 at 9:30 AM in the first floor auditorium at the State Building located at
1515 Clay Street in Oakland, CA. The Tentative Order, comments received, and related
documents may be inspected and copied at the Regional Board's office. For further
infonnation contact Michael Napolitano at (510) 622-2397.



A description of the discharge, general rationale for development and implementation of
the storm water management program, and specific rationale for permit prohibitions,
receiving water limitations, and provisions follow.

II. Discharge Description and Location

The Dischargers have jurisdiction over and/or maintenance responsibility for storm drains
and watercourses that they own and/or operate in San Mateo County (See attached
location and political jurisdiction map). The discharge consists of storm water generated
in all hydrologic sub-basins which drain into watercourses which in tum flow into Lower
and South San Francisco Bay from the east side of the county or to the Pacific Ocean on
the west side. The quality of the discharge varies considerably and is affected by
hydrologic, geologic, land use, season, and sequence and duration ofhydrologic events.
The major pollutants of concern expected in the discharge are heavy metals, excessive
sediment and nutrient loads, petroleum hydrocarbons, microbial pathogens, and
pesticides.

III. General Rationale

1. Water Quality Control Plan, San Francisco Bay Basin, June 21, 1995 (Basin Plan).

2. The Urban Runoff Management, Comprehensive Control Program section of the
Basin Plan requires the Dischargers to address existing water quality problems and
prevent new problems associated with urban runoff through the development and
implementation of a comprehensive control program focused on reducing current
levels ofpollutant loading to storm drains to the maximum extent practicable. The
Basin Plan comprehensive program requirements are designed to be consistent with
federal regulations (40 CFR 122-124) and are implemented through issuance of
NPDES permits to owners and operators of storm drain systems. The Dischargers,
having jurisdiction over and/or maintenance responsibility for municipally-owned and
operated storm drains and water courses within their boundaries, have assumed
responsibility for complying with the Basin Plan's requirements. The permit
recognizes submittal of the Plan as the Dischargers' Comprehensive Control Program
and requires implementation of the Plan.

3. The Basin Plan identifies the beneficial uses ofwaters and establishes water quality
objectives necessary to protect these beneficial uses which apply to certain receiving
waters within the Dischargers' boundaries. These water quality objectives serve as
receiving water limitations for waters that receive discharges of pollutants.

4. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) as amended by the Water
Quality Act of 1987 (hereinafter CWA) Section 402(P) requires municipalities of
100,000 population or greater which have discharges from municipal separate storm
sewer systems to obtain NPDES permit coverage for these discharges. Permits are
also required for discharges that are determined to contribute to a violation of a water
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quality standard (objective) or are a significant contributor ofpollutants. Section
402(P) provides that pennits may be issued on a system-wide basis, shall include a
requirement effectively prohibiting non-stonn water discharges to stonn sewers, and
shall require controls to reduce the discharge ofpollutants to the maximum extent
practicable. The United States Environmental Protection Agency (hereinafter US
EPA) promulgated regulations on November 16, 1990 on NPDES pennit application
requirements including the development of stonn water management programs for
municipal stonn water discharges. The Dischargers' application and pennit satisfy
the intent of the Section 402(P) requirements.

5. Federal Code ofRegulations, Title 40 - Protection ofEnvironment, Chapter 1,
Environmental Protection Agency, Subchapter D, Water Programs, Parts 122-125
(hereinafter referred to as 40 CFR specific Part number) contain promulgated
regulation pertaining to the NPDES application pennit conditions and program
requirements.

IV. Specific Rationale

1. Discharge Prohibition A.1 and A.2: These prohibitions reflect the CWA Section
402(P) requirement of effectively prohibiting non-stonn water discharges to stonn
sewers. Effectively prohibiting means that non-stonn water discharges shall be
specifically regulated by an NPDES pennit or that the discharge is not considered
waste or does not contain constituents of concern, in which case an NPDES pennit
would not be required.

2. Receiving Water Limitations B.1 and B.2: The receiving water limitations are the
applicable water quality objectives and standards contained in the Basin Plan.
Freshwater objectives apply to rivers, creeks, and other freshwater bodies within the
basin. Marine water quality objectives apply to the Pacific Ocean, Lower and South
San Francisco Bay, and the portions of the Bay's tributaries where the salinity of the
water is suitable for marine aquatic life.

3. Provision C.1: This provision states the essential theme of the pennit that the
Dischargers are expected to demonstrate compliance with Discharge Prohibition A.2
and Receiving Water Limitations B.1 and B.2 through the timely implementation of
control measures, management practices, and other actions to reduce pollutants in
discharges in accordance with their Plan. This standard of treatment is prescribed in
40 CFR 122.26(d)(2)(iv). If the Regional Board or Discharger(s) detennine that the
discharges are causing or contributing to an exceedence of an applicable water quality
standard, the Discharger(s) need to submit a report describing what BMPs are
currently being implemented and what additional BMPs will be implemented to
reduce the pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedance ofwater
quality standards. Preparation, implementation, and iterative improvement of an
effective Plan are thus, the essential means of achieving and evaluating compliance.
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4. Provision C. 2: The Regional Boards has found that there is a reasonable potential
that municipal stormwater discharges may be causing or contributing to an excursion
above water quality standards for: a) copper, nickel, mercury, dioxin-like compounds,
DDT, dieldrin, chlordane, and PCBs into Lower and South San Francisco Bay; b)
sediment in Pescadero Creek, San Francisquito Creek, and San Gregorio Creek
basins; and c) diazinon in San Francisquito Creek, San Mateo Creek, and Lower and
South San Francisco Bay (Finding 12). Therefore the dischargers are legally required
to submit a report that describes BMPs that are currently being implemented and
additional BMPs that will be implemented to prevent or reduce the above listed
pollutants that may be causing or contributing to the exceedance ofWQSs (see
provision C.2 for specific requirements for reporting). This provision is a narrative
water quality-based effluent limitation that will ensure that the discharges do not
cause or contribute to impairment of these water bodies.

5. Provision C.3 and C.4: These provisions require the implementation of the
Dischargers' Plan and Performance Standards and essentially incorporate the Plan,
including the Performance Standards, into the permit, thus making its implementation
enforceable. It also establishes, in conjunction with Provision C.1, the Plan and
Performance Standards as the focal points of the permit. As such, the Plan, including
the Performance Standards, is considered a living document that will change and
improve with time. Specifically, all other plans required by the permit are expected to
be incorporated into the Plan.

6. Provision C.5 through C.7: These provisions require submittal ofAnnual and Mid
Fiscal Year Reports. The information required in the Annual and Mid-Fiscal Year
Reports is equivalent to that required in storm water regulations pursuant to 40 CFR
122.41(1) and the Basin Plan. The elements of the Annual and Mid-Fiscal Year
Reports will ensure that programs and performance standards are developed and
implemented and will allow evaluation of compliance with permit conditions. The
Annual Report also provides a focus to review, update, or revise the Plan on an
annual basis. Provision C.5 establishes a process for submittal of two-year Work
Plans by the Dischargers that detail specific tasks and actions to be implemented on a
fiscal year basis.

7. Provision C.8: This provision requires the annual submittal and implementation of a
Monitoring Program Plan in accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122.44(1) and 122.48
which demonstrates the effectiveness of the Plan and accordingly, demonstrates
compliance with the conditions of the permit. Rather than requiring specific types,
locations, and frequencies ofmonitoring activities, this provision establishes
objectives for implementing the Monitoring Program Plan. This is intended to
provide flexibility and efficiency in determining specific monitoring activities while
establishing a basis for determining effectiveness of monitoring activities.
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8. Provision C.9: This provision establishes a time schedule for the Dischargers to
develop and implement additional performance standards for integrated pest
management for use by the municipalities when they conduct pest control activities,
and for public outreach and education. Regional Board staffhave found that the
pesticide diazinon is a pollutant of concern in urban creeks in the Bay Area.

This provision also requires that selected municipalities with maintenance
responsibilities in more rural areas to develop and implement performance standards
for rural public works maintenance activities. Four of the selected municipalities are
located in the watershed of San Francisquito Creek, which the State and Regional
Boards have listed as impaired by sedimentation. All of the municipalities listed
contain water bodies that support steelhead trout, which are Federally, listed as
threatened. Pescadero Creek, San Gregorio Creek, and Gazos Creek basins in
unincorporated portions of San Mateo County are listed as top priority basins for
restoration of coho salmon which are State-listed as endangered and Federally listed
as threatened. Pescadero Creek and San Gregorio Creek are also listed by the State
and Regional Boards as impaired by sedimentation.

This provision also requires that the three municipalities that operate lagoon systems
develop jointly performance standards for lagoon management. One ofthe problems
associated with the operation of lagoons is the use of copper containing products as an
algaecide. This provision also reflects the Regional Board staff s efforts to integrate
the requirements of the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments and the goals
ofthe San Francisco Bay Estuary Project's Comprehensive Conservation and
Management Plan's goals into storm water NPDES permits.

9. Provision C.l 0: This provision requires that municipalities within the San
Francisquito Creek basin develop and implement an erosion control and prevention
plan and a diazinon toxicity reduction plan in response to the listing of San
Francisquito Creek basin as impaired by sediment and diazinon.

10. Provision C.ll: Pescadero Creek, San Gregorio Creek, and Gazos Creek basins in
unincorporated portions of San Mateo County are listed as top priority basins for
restoration of coho salmon which are State-listed as endangered and Federally listed
as threatened. Pescadero Creek and San Gregorio Creek are also listed by the State
and Regional Boards as impaired by sedimentation. Excess sedimentation is thought
to be an significant factor that is limiting the survival and reproduction of coho
salmon and steelhead trout in each of the above named basins. Therefore the County
of San Mateo is required to develop and implement a road and trail erosion control
and prevention plan.

11. Provision C.12: This provision requires identification of discharges of the non
prohibited types that the Dischargers wish to exempt from Prohibition A.l. For
conditionally exempted discharges which are pollutant sources, the Dischargers shall
identify and incorporate into the Plan control measures to minimize the adverse
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impact of such sources. This provision also establishes a mechanism to authorize
under the permit non-storm water discharges owned or operated by the Dischargers.

12. Provisions C.13 and C.14: The permit conditions have been designed to allow
maximum flexibility in developing and implementing programs. The permit
conditions may need to be modified as new information is developed and the permit
programs mature to address changed conditions. Modifications to the permit will be
made pursuant to 40 CFR Parts 122.62, 122.63, and 124.5.

13. Provision C.15: Standard provisions are based on 40 CFR Part 122.41. They include
a duty to comply with the conditions ofthe permit, a duty to provide information,
inspection rights by the Regional Board, signatory requirements, certification of
documents, reporting requirements, and penalties for violation ofpermit conditions.

14. Provisions C.16 and C.1?: NPDES permits shall be effective for a fixed term not to
exceed five years pursuant to 40 CFR 122.46. Upon revision the previously issued
permit, Order No. 93-106, is rescinded.

V. Written Comments

Interested persons are invited to submit written comments on the revised Tentative Order.
Comments must be received in the Regional Board Offices by 5 PM on
July 9,1999 or they will not be considered.

Comments should be sent to:

Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay Street, 14th Floor
Oakland, California 94612
ATTN: Mike Napolitano

Or

FAX: (510) 622-2460
e-mail: mbn@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

ORDER - R2-2003-0023
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS0029921

AMENDMENT REVISING PROVISION C.3 OF ORDER NO. 99-059 FOR:

CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (C/CAG) OF SAN MATEO COUNTY,
SAN MATEO COUNTY, TOWN OF ATHERTON, CITY OF BELMONT, CITY OF BRISBANE,
CITY OF BVRLINGAME, TOWN OF COLMA, CITY OF DALY CITY, CITY OF EAST PALO
ALTO, CITY OF FOSTER CITY, CITY OF HALF MOON BAY, TOWN OF HILLSBOROUGH,
CITY OF MENLO PARK, CITY OF MILLBRAE, CITY OF PACIFICA, TOWN OF PORTOLA
VALLEY, CITY OF REDWOOD CITY, CITY OF SAN BRUNO, CITY OF SAN CARLOS, CITY
OF SAN MATEO, CITY OF SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, AND THE TOWN OF WOODSIDE,
which have joined together to form the SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE STORMWATER
POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM.

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (hereinafter
referred to as the Regional Board) finds that:

FINDINGS

Finding 1: Incorporation of Fact Sheet
1. The Fact Sheet for the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program

NPDES Permit Amendment includes cited references and additional explanatory information
in support of the requirements of this Amendment. This information, including any
supplements thereto, and any future response to comments on the Revised Tentative Order, is
hereby incorporated by reference.

Findings 2-3: Existing Permit
2. The Regional Board adopted Order No. 99-059 on July 21, 1999, reissuing waste discharge

requirements under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
for the City and County Association of San Mateo County, San Mateo County, and the
twenty cities and towns in the County, as named above; hereinafter referred to collectively as
the Dischargers and individually as the Discharger.

3. Order No. 99-059 recognizes the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Program's (hereinafter STOPPP) Stormwater Management Plan (Management Plan) as the
Dischargers' comprehensive control program and requires implementation of the
Management Plan, which describes a framework for management of stormwater discharges.
The 1999 Management Plan describes the Program's goals and objectives and contains
Performance Standards, which represent the baseline level of effort required of each of the
Dischargers. The Management Plan contains Performance Standards for five different
stormwater management components, including new development and significant
redevelopment activities.
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Finding 4: Basis for Reopening the Permit for Amendment
4. This Order amends existing Order No. 99-059 for Waste Discharge Requirements, NPDES

Permit No. CAS0029921 (the "Existing Permit"), to require additional treatment controls to
limit stormwater pollutant discharges associated with certain new development and
significant redevelopment projects. Pursuant to applicable state and federal law, including
without limitation Water Code § 13263 and 40 CFR § 123.25(a), the Board may modify the
Existing Permit to require additional and more stringent controls during the term of the
Existing Permit. Provision C.13 of Order No. 99-059 anticipated that amendments, revisions
and modifications to the Management Plan and Existing Permit would be necessary from
time to time, and provided direction that changes requiring major revisions of the
Management Plan shall be brought before the Regional Board as permit amendments. This
Order is consistent with Provision C.13 of Order No. 99-059.

The additional treatment controls are appropriate to impose now to better reflect, and be
consistent with, the current level ofprotection being instituted elsewhere in the Region, State
and country to satisfy the Clean Water Act's requirement to control discharges ofpollutants
to the maximum extent practicable. For instance, other states and regions require that
stormwater treatment measures are sized to treat an optimal volume or flow rate of
stormwater runoff based on local precipitation, that the treatment measures be adequately
maintained, and that the damaging effects of increased runoff peak flows and durations also
be addressed, in addition to runoffpollutant impacts.

Finding 5: Applicable Federal, State and Regional Regulations

5. This action to modify an NPDES permit is exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 of the Public Resources Code, Chapter 3, Section
21100, et. seq.) in accordance with Section 13389 of the California Water Code.

Findings 6-18: Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants

6. Urban Development Increases Pollutant Load, Volume, and Velocity ofRunoff: During
urban development two important changes occur. First, natural vegetated pervious ground
cover is converted to impervious surfaces such as paved highways, streets, rooftops, and

.parking lots. Natural vegetated soil can both absorb rainwater and remove pollutants
providing a very effective natural purification process. Because pavement and concrete can
neither absorb water nor remove pollutants, the natural purification characteristics of the land
are lost. Secondly, urban development creates new pollution sources as human population
density increases and brings with it proportionately higher levels of car emissions, car
maintenance wastes, municipal sewage, pesticides, household hazardous wastes, pet wastes,
trash, etc., which can be washed into the municipal separate storm sewer system. As a result
of these two changes, the runoff leaving the developed urban area is significantly greater in
volume, velocity and pollutant load than the pre-development runoff from the same area.

7. Certain pollutants present in stormwater and/or urban runoff may be derived from extraneous
sources that the Dischargers have limited or no direct jurisdiction over. Examples of such
pollutants and their respective sources are: PAHs which are products of internal combustion
engine operation and other sources; heavy metals, such as copper from brake pad wear and
zinc from tire wear; dioxins as products of combustion; mercury resulting from atmospheric
deposition; and natural-occurring minerals from local geology. All of these pollutants, and
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others, may be deposited on paved surfaces and roof-tops as fine airborne particles, thus
yielding stormwater runoff pollution that is umelated to the particular activity or use
associated with a given new or redevelopment project. However, Dischargers can implement
treatment control measures, or require developers to implement treatment control measures,
to reduce entry of these pollutants into stormwater and their discharge to receiving waters.

8. Retail gasoline outlets (RGOs), commonly referred to as "gas stations," are hot spots for
pollutants ofconcern in stormwater and have been widely documented as such. The most
common pollutants of concern in stormwater runoff from RGOs are heavy metals, petroleum
hydrocarbons (such as Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PARs)), and oil and grease.!
RGOs fall within the new development and significant redevelopment projects subject to
Provision C.3 of this Order, when they meet the impervious surface thresholds within that
Provision. Pursuant to Provision C.3, as with any other project meeting the thresholds of that
Provision, RGOs are required to incorporate appropriate source controls and design
measures, and to appropriately treat stormwater runoff prior to discharge to the storm drain or
local water. As with any commercial and/or industrial activity within the Dischargers'
jurisdictions that has the potential to discharge pollutants in stormwater runoff, RGOs may
also be subject to regulation under other sections of the Existing Permit and incorporated
Management Plan, including the Illicit Discharge Control and Industrial and Commercial
Discharge Control sections.

9. The pollutants found in urban runoff can have damaging effects on both human health and
aquatic ecosystems. In addition, the increased flows and volumes of stormwater discharged
from new impervious surfaces resulting from new development and redevelopment can
significantly impact beneficial uses of aquatic ecosystems due to physical modifications of
watercourses, such as bank erosion and widening of channels.

10. Water Quality Degradation Increases with Percent Imperviousness: The increased volume
and velocity of runoff from developed urban areas can greatly accelerate the erosion of
downstream natural channels. A number of studies have demonstrated a direct correlation
between the degree of imperviousness of an area and the degradation ofbeneficial uses of
downstream receiving waters. Significant declines in the biological integrity and physical
habitat of streams and other receiving waters have been found to occur with as little as a 10%
conversion from natural to impervious surfaces. Typical medium-density single-family home
projects range between 25 to 60% impervious. Even at very low densities, such as 1-2
housing units per acre, standard subdivision designs can exceed the 10% imperviousness
threshold that, as noted above, is theorized to be the threshold for degradation of streams and
other waters with increasing imperviousness.2 Studies on the impacts of imperviousness on
beneficial uses ofwaters include "Urbanization of aquatic systems: Degradation thresholds,
stormwater detection, and the limits ofmitigation," Derek B. Booth and C. Rhett Jackson,
Journal of the American Water Resources Association 33(5), Oct. 1997, pp. 1077-1089;

I Retail Gasoline Outlets: New Development Design Standards for Mitigation ofStormwater Impacts - California Water
Quality Control Board, Los Angeles Region, and California Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region, Technical
Report, prepared by Radulescu, Swamikannu, and Hammer, 2001.
2 A discussion ofimperviollsness based on type ofdevelopment and time of construction is provided in Heaney, J.B., Pitt,
R, and Field, R. Innovative Urban Wet-Weather Flow Management Systems, 1999. USEPA Doc. No. EPAl6001R
99/029 (Chapter 2).
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"Urbanization and Stream Quality Impainnent," Richard D. Klein, Water Resources Bulletin
15(4), Aug. 1979, pp. 948-963; "Stream channel enlargement due to urbanization," Thomas
R. Hammer, Water Resources Research 8(6), Dec. 1972, pp. 1530- 1540; and, summaries of
work on the impacts of imperviousness, including "The Importance of Imperviousness," in
Watershed Protection Techniques 1(3), Fall 1994, pp. 100-111, and "Impervious surface
coverage: The emergence of a key environmental indicator," Chester L. Arnold et a!.,
Journal of the American Planning Association 62(2), Spring 1996, pp. 243-259.

11. The Dischargers have encouraged developers to minimize increases in impervious surfaces
through a number of techniques such as those described in the Bay Area Stonnwater
Management Agencies Association's (BASMAA's) "Start at the Source Design Guidance
Manual for Stonnwater Quality Protection," 1999 edition (Start at the Source). One of the
techniques recommended by Start at the Source is to use penneab1e pavements to infiltrate
stonnwater while still providing a stable load-bearing surface. For purposes of this Order,
STOPPP may submit guidelines for use of these techniques for minimizing increases in
impervious surfaces described in Start at the Source, implementation ofwhich will provide
that such areas will not count toward the creation or replacement of impervious surfaces, or
may be modeled differently for the purposes of sizing post-construction stonnwater treatment
controls, for approval by the Executive Officer.

12.Because land use planning is where urban development begins, it is the phase in which the
greatest and most cost-effective opportunities to protect water quality in new and
redevelopment exist. When a Discharger incorporates policies and principles designed to
safeguard water resources into its General Plan and development project approval processes,
it has taken a far-reaching step towards the preservation of local water resources for future
generations.

13.The revised Provision C.3 is written with the assumption that the Dischargers are responsible
for considering potential stonnwater impacts when making planning and land use decisions.
The goal of these requirements is to address pollutant discharges and changes in runoff flows
from new development and significant redevelopment projects, through implementation of
post-construction and treatment measures, source control, and site design measures, to the
maximum extent practicable. Neither Provision C.3 nor any of its requirements are intended
to restrict or control local land use decision-making authority.

14.For the purposes of this Order, the tenn "Redevelopment" is defined as a project on a
previously developed site that results in the addition or replacement of impervious surfaces,
and the tenn "brownfield site" means real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of
which may be complicated by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance,
pollutant, or contaminant.

IS.Opportunities to address stonnwater pollution and hydrograph modification can be limited by
current local design standards and guidance. For example, such standards and guidance may
reduce or prohibit opportunities to minimize impervious surfaces, minimize directly
connected impervious area, provide for small-scale detention, and implement other
management measures. Revision of current standards and guidance can result in a
significantly increased ability for project designers to minimize project impacts and can also
enhance local property values, neighborhood character, and overall quality oflife. Further,
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revision of standards and guidance can allow implementation of site design measures in
projects to meet or help meet the numeric sizing criteria in Provision C.3.d and/or the
hydrograph modification limitation in Provision C.3.f.

I6.Certain control measures implemented or required by the Dischargers for urban runoff
management may create a habitat for vectors (e.g., mosquitoes and rodents) ifnot properly
designed or maintained. Close collaboration and cooperative effort between Dischargers,
local vector control agencies, Regional Board staff, and the State Department of Health
Services is necessary to minimize potential nuisances and public health impacts resulting
from vector breeding.

I7.Provision C.3.frequires the Dischargers to prepare a Hydrograph Modification Management
Plan (HMP), for approval by the Regional Board, to manage impacts from changes to the
volume and velocity of stormwater runoff from new development and significant
redevelopment projects, where these changes can cause excessive erosion damage to
downstream watercourses. Transit village type developments within '!4 to within ~ mile of
transit stations and/or intermodal facilities, and projects within "Redevelopment Project
Areas" (as defined by Health and Safety Code Section 33000, et. seq.) that redevelop an
existing brownfield site or create housing units affordable to persons of low or moderate
income as defined by Health and Safety Code Section 50093, are excepted from the
requirements ofC.3.f. and the HMP. Significant change in impervious surface or significant
change in stormwater runoff volume or timing is unlikely in these redevelopment
circumstances, because the development would be within a largely paved catchment, and on a
site that is largely paved or otherwise impervious.

Similarly, as specified in Provision C.3.g.v, an exemption without the requirement for
alternate, equivalent offsite treatment is allowed for the following redevelopment projects
after impracticability of including onsite treatment measures is established, where such
projects are built as redevelopment projects as defined in Finding 14, and it is clearly
demonstrated that cost ofparticipation in alternate, equivalent offsite treatment through a
regional treatment or other equivalent water quality benefit project fund will unduly burden
the project: creation of housing units affordable to persons oflow or moderate income as
defined by Health and Safety Code Section 50093, brownfield sites, and/or transit village
type developments within '!4 mile of transit stations and/or intermodal facilities. Not only is
significant change in impervious surface or significant change in stormwater runoff volume
or timing unlikely in these redevelopment circumstances, but these development proj ects are
also likely to provide reduced water quality impacts and/or other environmental benefits in
their own right.

IS.The Regional Board recognized, in its "Policy on the Use of Constructed Wetlands for Urban
Runoff Pollution Control" (Resolution No. 94-102), that urban runoff treatment wetlands that
are constructed and operated pursuant to that Resolution and are constructed outside of a
creek or other receiving water, are stormwater treatment systems and, as such, are not waters
ofthe United States subject to regulation pursuant to Sections 401 or 404 of the federal Clean
Water Act. Regional Board staff is working with the California Department ofFish and
Game (CDFG) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to identify how maintenance
for stormwater treatment controls required under permits such as this Permit can be
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appropriately streamlined, given CDFG and USFWS requirements, and particularly those that
address special status species. The Dischargers are expected to work diligently and in good
faith with the appropriate agencies to obtain any approvals necessary to complete
maintenance activities for stormwater treatment and runoff controls. If the Dischargers have
done so, where necessary and maintenance approvals are not granted, the Dischargers shall be
deemed by the Regional Board to be in compliance with Provision C.3.e of this Order.

Findings 19 - 20: Notification to Dischargers and Interested Public Parties

19.The Dischargers and interested agencies and persons have been notified of the Regional
Board's intent to modify waste discharge requirements for the existing discharge and have
been provided opportunities for public meetings and the opportunity to submit their written
views and recommendations. The following is a brief summary of public meetings and
comment periods on versions of the Tentative Order:

Public Meetings and Outreach Events:

The Dischargers and Regional Board staff together conducted an outreach workshop on the
Tentative Order and the updated new development and redevelopment requirements. This
workshop was held on March 29, 2002, and was attended by Discharger staff and other
interested parties. The Executive Officer and Regional Board staff also met with the San
Mateo County City Managers' Association on May 17, 2002, to advise them of the updated
new development and redevelopment requirements. Regional Board staff also met on dates
including April 23, May 22, and October 30, 2002, with representatives ofthe Coastal
Region Vector Control Agencies, which includes San Mateo County. On September 12,
2002, the Assistant Executive Officer spoke to City/County Association of Governments of
San Mateo County representatives and elective officials at their regular monthly meeting,
about the status of the updated new development and redevelopment requirements and
addressed questions raised by the officials.

Other public outreach activities also have included:

• On March 8, 2001, the Association ofBay Area Governments (ABAG) hosted a seminar
for elected officials, municipal planning directors and public works directors, and other
public on upcoming regulatory approaches to controlling stormwater pollution from new
and redevelopment projects;

• On January 10,2002, ABAG, the Regional Board, BASMAA, BCDC, and the City of
Oakland hosted a seminar for local and regional government officials, city managers,
county administrators, municipal planning directors and public works directors, and other
public on stormwater pollution control measures and successful redevelopment strategies
to ensure clean runoff from development projects;

• On March 21, 2002, the Executive Officer spoke to ABAG's Executive Board, which
included elected officials from San Mateo County, about the status of updated regulations
for stormwater control measures for new and redevelopment projects; and

• On June 5, 2002, the Regional Board's South Bay Watershed Management Division
Chief spoke to ABAG's Regional Planning Committee, which included elected officials
from San Mateo County, about the status of updated regulations for stormwater control
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measures for new and redevelopment projects, and addressed questions raised by officials
at the March 21, 2002, presentation to ABAG's Executive Board.

• On December 18,2002, and January 22,2003, the Regional Board heard testimony from
the Dischargers and interested public on the Revised Tentative Order.

• On January 17 and 31, and February 7 and 14, 2003, Regional Board staff conducted
public meetings on the Revised Tentative Order.

Review and Comment Periods:

• June 13, 2002 - July 26, 2002: Administrative Draft circulated to the Dischargers for
comments.

• August 22, 2002 - October 9, 2002: Tentative Order circulated to the Dischargers, the
general public and interested parties for comments.

• December 20, 2002 - January 10, 2003; Comment period reopened by the Regional
Board to allow additional submittals relative to projected cost of the amendment of Order
No. 99-059 to both the Dischargers and the development community.

20.The Regional Board, through public testimony in public meetings and in written form, has
received and considered all comments pertaining to the amendment of Order No. 99-059.

Finding 21: Renumbering of Existing Provisions within Order No. 99-059

21.Provision C.3 of Order No. 99-059 stipulates Stormwater Management Plan requirements.
Upon adoption ofthis Order, Provision C.3 will address New Development and
Redevelopment Performance Standards, and existing provisions C.3 - C.17 will be
renumbered C.4 - C.18 in the Existing Permit.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Dischargers, in order to meet the provisions contained in
Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted hereunder and the provisions
ofthe Clean Water Act as amended and regulations and guidelines adopted hereunder, shall
comply with the following:

Provision C.3. New Development and Redevelopment Performance Standards

The Dischargers will continue to implement the new development and redevelopment
Performance Standards contained in the Management Plan and improve them to achieve the
control of stormwater pollutants to the maximum extent practicable in accordance with the
following sections:

a. New Development and Redevelopment Performance Standard Implementation:

The Dischargers shall continue to implement and improve, as necessary and appropriate, the
Performance Standards for new development and redevelopment controls detailed on Pages



Order No. R2-2003-0023 8 STOPPP Permit

B-ND-1 through B-ND-4 of the July 1999 Management Plan. In addition, the Dischargers
shall implement the following Performance Standards:

1. Each Discharger shall ensure access to treatment measures to San Mateo Mosquito and
Vector Control District staff; and

11. Each Discharger shall provide educational materials to municipal staff, developers,
contractors, construction site operators, and owner/builders, early in the planning process
and as appropriate.

b. Development Project Approval Process:

The Dischargers shall modify their project review processes as needed to incorporate the
requirements ofProvisioil C.3. Each Discharger shall include conditions of approval in permits
for applicable projects, as defined in Provision C.3.c, to ensure that stormwater pollutant
discharges are reduced by incorporation of treatment measures and other appropriate source
control and site design measures, and increases in runoff flows are managed in accordance with
Provision C.3.f, to the maximum extent practicable. Such conditions shall, at a minimum,
address the following goals:

i. Require a project proponent to implement site design/landscape characteristics where feasible
which maximize infiltration (where appropriate), provide retention or detention, slow runoff,
and minimize impervious land coverage, so that post-development pollutant loads from a site
have been reduced to the maximum extent practicable; and

ii. For new and redevelopment projects that discharge directly (not mixed with runoff from
other developed sites) to water bodies listed as impaired by a pollutant(s) pursuant to Clean
Water Act Section 303(d), ensure that post-project runoff does not exceed pre-project levels
for such pollutant(s), through implementation of the control measures addressed in this
provision, to the maximum extent practicable, in conformance with Provision C.1.

Modification of projectreview processes shall be completed by February 15,2005.

c. Applicable Projects - New and Redevelopment Project Categories:

New development and significant redevelopment projects that are subject to Provision C.3. are
grouped into two categories based on project size. While all projects regardless of size should
consider incorporating appropriate source control and site design measures that minimize
stormwater pollutant discharges to the maximum extent practicable, new and redevelopment
projects that do not fall into Group 1 or Group 2 are not subject to the requirements ofProvision
C.3. Provision C.3. shall also not apply to projects for which a privately sponsored development
application has been deemed complete by a Discharger or, with respect to public projects, for
which funding has been committed and for which construction is scheduled by February 15,
2005.

i. Group 1 Projects:

Dischargers shall require Group 1 Projects to implement appropriate source control and site
design measures and to design and implement stormwater treatment measures, to reduce the
discharge of stormwater pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. Implementation of
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this requirement shall begin February 15,2005. Group 1 Projects consist of all public and
private projects in the following categories:

1. Commercial, industrial, or residential developments that create one acre (43,560 square
feet) or more ofimpervious surface, including roofarea, streets and sidewalks. This
category includes any development of any type on public or private land, which falls under
the planning and building authority ofthe Dischargers, where one acre or more ofnew
impervious surface, collectively over the entire project site, will be created. Construction of
one single-family horne, which is not part of a larger cornmon plan of development, with
the incorporation of appropriate pollutant source control and design measures, and using
landscaping to appropriately treat runoff from roof and house-associated impervious
surfaces (e.g., runoff from roofs, patios, driveways, sidewalks, and similar surfaces),
would be in substantial compliance with Provision C.3.

2. Streets, roads, highways, andfreeways that are under the Dischargers'jurisdiction and
that create one acre (43,560 square feet) or more ofnew impervious surface. This category
includes any newly constructed paved surface used primarily for the transportation of
automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other motorized vehicles. Excluded from this
category are sidewalks, bicycle lanes, trails, bridge accessories, guardrails, and landscape
features.

3. Significant Redevelopment projects. This category is defined as a project on a previously
developed site that results in addition or replacement, which combined total 43,560 ft? or
more of impervious surface on such an already developed site ("Significant
Redevelopment"). Where a Significant Redevelopment project results in an increase of,
or replacement of, more than fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously
existing development, and the existing development was not subject to stormwater
treatment measures, the entire project must be included in the treatment measure design.
Conversely, where a Significant Redevelopment project results in an increase of, or
replacement of, less than fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously existing
development, and the existing development was not subject to stormwater treatment
measures, only that affected portion must be included in treatment measure design.
Excluded from this category are interior remodels and routine maintenance or repair.
Excluded routine maintenance and repair include roof or exterior surface replacement,
pavement resurfacing, repaving and road pavement structural section rehabilitation within
the existing footprint, and any other reconstruction work within a public street or road
right-of-way where both sides ofthat right-of-way are developed.

ii. Group 2 Projects:

The Group 2 Project definition is in all ways the same as the Group 1 Project definition
above, except that the size threshold of impervious area for new and Significant
Redevelopment projects is reduced from one acre (43;560 ft2) of impervious surface to
10,000 square feet. Dischargers shall require Group 2 Projects to implement appropriate
source control and site design measures and to design and implement appropriate storrnwater
treatment measures, to reduce storrnwater pollution to the maximum extent practicable.
Projects consisting ofone single family home not part of a larger cornmon plan of
development are excluded from the Group 2 Project definition, and therefore excluded from
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the requirement to implement appropriate stormwater treatment measures. Implementation of
this requirement shall begin by August 15, 2006, at which time the definition of Group 1
Project is changed to include all Group 2 Projects.

iii. Proposal for Alternative Group 2 Project Definition: The Program and/or any Discharger
may propose, for approval by the Regional Board, an Alternative Group 2 Project definition,
with the goal that any such alternative definition aim to ensure that the maximum created
impervious surface area is treated for the minimum number ofprojects subject to Discharger
review. Any such proposal shall contain supporting information about the Dischargers'
development patterns, and sizes and numbers ofproposed projects for several years, that
demonstrates that the proposed definition would be substantially as effective as the Group 2
Project definition in Provision C.3.c.ii. Proposals may include differentiating projects subject
to the Alternative Group 2 Project definition by land use, by focusing solely on the
techniques recommended by Start at the Source for documented low pollutant loading land
uses, and/or by optimum use of landscape areas required by Dischargers under existing codes
as treatment measures. Proposals may be submitted anytime, with the understanding that the
Group 2 Project definition, as described in Provision C.3.c.ii will be upheld as the default in
the absence of an approved Alternative Group 2 Project definition.

d. Numeric Sizing Criteria For Pollutant Removal Treatment Systems:

All Dischargers shall require that treatment measures be constructed for applicable projects, as
defined in Provision C.3.c, that incorporate, at a minimum, the following hydraulic sizing design
criteria to treat stormwater runoff. As appropriate for each criterion, the Dischargers shall use or
appropriately analyze local rainfall data to be used for that criterion.

i. Volume Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment measures whose primary mode of action
depends on volume capacity, such as detention/retention units or infiltration structures, shall
be designed to treat stormwater runoff equal to:

1. The maximized stormwater capture volume for the area, based on historical rainfall
records, determined using the formula and volume capture coefficients set forth in Urban
RunoffQuality Management. WEF '\/0111101 afPractice No. 23/ASCE Manual ofPractice
No. 87, (1998), pages 175-178 (c.g .. al'p:,1:\imately the 85th percentile 24-hour storm
runoff event); or

2. The volume of annual runoff required to achieve 80 percent or more capture, determined
in accordance with the methodology set forth in Appendix D of the California
Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook, (1993), using local rainfall data.

ii. Flow Hydraulic Desi.gn Basis: Treatment measures whose primary mode of action depends
on flow capacity, such as swales, sand filters, or wetlands, shall be sized to treat:

1. 10% of the 50-year peak flow rate; or

2. the flow of runoff produced by a rain event equal to at least two times the 85th percentile
hourly rainfall intensity for the applicable area, based on historical records ofhourly
rainfall depths; or

3. the flow of runoff resulting from a rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches per hour
intensity.
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e. Operation and Maintenance of Treatment Measures:

All treatment measures must be adequately operated and maintained by complying with the
process described below. Beginning July 1, 2004, each Discharger shall implement a treatment
measures operation and maintenance (O&M) verification program (O&M Program), which shall
include the following:

i. Compiling a list of properties (public and private) and responsible operators for, at a
minimum, all treatment measures implemented from the date of adoption of this Order.
Information on the location of all stormwater treatment measures shall be sent to the local
vector control district. In addition, the Dischargers shall inspect a subset of prioritized
treatment measures for appropriate O&M, on an annual basis, with appropriate follow-up and
correction.

ii. Verification and access assurance shall at a minimum include: Where a private entity is
responsible for O&M, the entity's signed statement accepting responsibility for maintenance
until the responsibility is legally transferred to another entity; and access permission for
representatives of the Discharger, local vector control district, and Regional Board staff
strictly for the purpose of O&M verification for the specific stormwater treatment system to
the extent allowable by law; and, for all entities, either:

1. A signed statement from the public entity assuming post-construction responsibility for
treatment measure maintenance and that the treatment measure meets all local agency
design standards; or

2. Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement requiring the buyer or lessee to assume
responsibility for O&M consistent with this provision, which conditions, in the case of
purchase and sale agreements, shall be written to survive beyond the close of escrow; or

3. Written text in project conditions, covenants and restrictions (CCRs) for residential
properties assigning O&M responsibilities to the home owners association for O&M of
the treatment measures; or

4. Any other legally enforceable agreement or mechanism that assigns responsibility for the
maintenance ofpost-construction treatment measures.

iii. O&M Reporting: The Dischargers shall report on their O&M Program in each Annual
Report, starting with the Annual Report to be submitted September, 2005. The Annual
Report shall contain: a description of the organizational structure of the Discharger's O&M
Program; an evaluation of that O&M Program's effectiveness; summary of any planned
improvements to the O&M Program; and a list or summary of treatment measures that have
been inspected that year with inspection results.

iv. The program shall submit by June 1, 2004, a vector control plan for Executive Officer
approval, after consultation with the appropriate vector control agencies. The plan shall
include design guidance for treatment measures to prevent the production ofvectors,
particularly mosquitoes, and provide guidance on including vector abatement concerns in
O&M and verification inspection activities.

v. The Dischargers are expected to work diligently and in good faith with the appropriate state
and federal agencies to obtain any approvals necessary to complete maintenance activities for
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stormwater treatment measures. If the Dischargers have done so, and maintenance approvals
are not granted, where necessary, the Dischargers shall be deemed by the Regional Board to
be in compliance with this Provision.

f. Limitation on Increase of Peak Stormwater Runoff Discharge Rates:

i. The Dischargers shall manage increases in peak runoff flow and increased runoff volume, for
all Group 1 Projects, where such increased flow and/or volume is likely to cause increased
erosion of creek beds and banks, silt pollutant generation, or other waterbody impacts to
beneficial uses due to increased erosive force. Such management shall be through
implementation of a Hydrograph Modification Management Plan (HMP). The HMP, once
approved by the Regional Board, shall be implemented so that post-project runoff shall not
exceed estimated pre-project rates and/or durations, where the increased stormwater
discharge rates and/or durations will result in increased potential for erosion or other
significant adverse impacts to beneficial uses, attributable to changes in the amount and
timing of runoff. The term duration in this Provision is defined as the period that flows are
above a threshold that causes significant sediment transport and may cause excessive erosion
damage to creeks and streams.

H. Provision C.3.f.i does not apply to new development and significant redevelopment projects
where the project discharges stormwater runoff into creeks or storm drains where the
potential for erosion or other impacts to beneficial uses, is minimal. Such situations may
include discharges into creeks that are concrete-lined or significantly hardened (e.g., with rip
rap, sackrete, etc.) downstream to their outfall in San Francisco Bay or the Pacific Ocean,
underground storm drains discharging to the Bay or Ocean, and construction of infill projects
in highly developed watersheds, where the potential for single-project and/or cumulative
impacts is minimal. Guidelines for identification of such situations shall be included as a
part ofthe HMP. However, plans to restore a creek reach may re-introduce the applicability
ofHMP controls, and would need to be addressed in the HMP.

iii. The HMP may identify conditions under which some increases in runoff may not have a
potential for increased erosion or other impacts to beneficial uses. Reduced controls or no
controls on peak stormwater runoff discharge rates and/or durations may be appropriate in
those cases, subject to the conditions in the HMP. In the absence of information
demonstrating that changes in post-development runoff discharge rates and durations will not
result in increased potential for erosion or other adverse impacts to beneficial uses, the HMP
requirements shall apply.

iv. The HMP proposal, at a minimum, shall include:

1. A review ofpertinent literature;

2. A protocol to evaluate potential hydrograph change impacts to downstream watercourses
from proposed projects;

3. An identification of the rainfall event below which these standards and management
requirements apply, or range of rainfall events to which these requirements apply;

4. A description of how the Dischargers will incorporate these requirements into their local
approval processes, or the equivalent; and,
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5. Guidance on management practices and measures to address identified impacts.

The Dischargers may prioritize which individual watersheds the HMP would initially apply
to, if it is demonstrated in the HMP that such prioritization is appropriate.

The Dischargers may work appropriately with the Santa Clara VaHey Urban Runoff Pollution
Prevention Program and other Bay Area storm water programs as part of completing these
requirements. For example, the Dischargers may wish to expand on the literature review
being completed by the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Program under its Permit, rather
than authoring their own literature review from scratch. While such cooperation is
encouraged, it shall not be grounds for delaying compliance beyond the schedule set forth
herein.

v. The identified maximum rainfall event or rainfall event range may be different for specific
watersheds, streams, or stream reaches. Individual Dischargers may utilize the protocol to
determine a site- or area-specific rainfall event or event range standard.

vi. The HMP's evaluation protocols, management measures, and other information may include
the following:

1. Evaluation of the cumulative impacts of urbanization of a watershed on stormwater
discharge and stream morphology in the watershed;

2. Evaluation of stream form and condition, including slope, discharge, vegetation,
underlying geology, and other information, as appropriate;

3. Implementation ofmeasures to minimize impervious surfaces and directly connected
impervious area in new development and redevelopment projects;

4. Implementation ofmeasures including stormwater detention, retention, and infiltration;

5. Implementation of land use planning measures (e.g., stream buffers and stream restoration
activities, including restoration-in-advance of floodplains, revegetation, use of less
impacting facilities at the point(s) of discharge, etc.) to allow expected changes in stream
channel cross sections, stream vegetation, and discharge rates, velocities, and/or durations
without adverse impacts to stream beneficial uses;

6. A mechanism for pre- vs. post-project assessment to determine the effectiveness of the
HMP and to allow amendment of the HMP, as appropriate; and,

7. Other measures, as appropriate.

vii. Equivalent limitation of peak flow impacts: The Dischargers may develop an equivalent
limitation protocol, as part of the HMP, to address impacts from changes in the volumes,
velocities, and/or durations ofpeak flows through measures other than control of those
volumes and/or durations. The protocol may allow increases in peak flow and/or durations,
subject to the implementation of specified design, source control, and/or treatment measures
and land planning practices that take into account expected stream change (e.g., increases in
the cross-sectional area of stream channel) resulting from changes in discharge rates and/or
durations, while maintaining or improving beneficial uses ofwaters.

viii. The Dischargers as a group shall complete the HMP according to the schedule below. All
required documents shall be submitted for approval by the Executive Officer, based on the
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criteria set forth in this Order, except the HMP, which shall be submitted for approval by the
Regional Board. Development and implementation status shall be reported in the
Dischargers' Annual Reports, which shall also provide a summary of projects incorporating
measures to address this Provision and the measures used.

1. February 15,2004: Submit a detailed workplan and schedule for completion of the
literature review, development of a protocol to identify an appropriate limiting storm,
development of guidance materials, and other required information;

2. February 15, 2004: Submit literature review;

3. November 15, 2004: Submit a draft HMP, including the analysis that identifies the
appropriate limiting storm and the identified limiting storm event(s) or event range(s);

4. May 15,2005: Submit the HMP for Regional Board approval; and,

5. Upon approval by the Regional Board, implement the approved HMP, which shall
include the requirements of this Provision. Prior to approval of the HMP by the Regional
Board, the early implementation ofmeasures likely to be included in the HMP shall be
encouraged by the Dischargers.

g. Alternative Compliance Based on Impracticability and Requiring Compensatory
Mitigation:

i. The Dischargers may establish a program under which a project proponent may request
alternative compliance with the requirement in Provision C.3.c to install treatment measures
onsite for a given project, upon an appropriate showing of impracticability, and with
provision to treat offsite an equivalent surface area, pollutant loading or quantity of
stormwater runoff, or provide other equivalent water quality benefit, such as stream
restoration or other activities that limit or mitigate impacts from excessive erosion or
sedimentation. The offsite location of this equivalent stormwater treatment, or water quality
benefit, shall be where no other requirement in Provision C.3.c. for treatment exists, and
within the same stormwater runoff drainage basin and treating runoff discharging to the same
receiving water, where feasible. Under this Provision, enhancements of existing mitigation
projects are acceptable. The Dischargers should specifically define the basis for
impracticability or infeasibility, which may include situations where onsite treatment is
technically feasible, but excessively costly, as determined by set criteria.

ii. Regional Solutions: The alternative compliance program may allow a project proponent to
participate in a regional or watershed-based stormwater treatment facility, without a showing
of impracticability on the individual project site, if the regional or watershed-based
stormwater treatment facility discharges into the same receiving water, where feasible.

iii. The Program is encouraged to propose a model alternative compliance program on behalfof
the Dischargers, for approval by the Regional Board, and for potential adoption and
implementation by the Dischargers.

iv. The alternative compliance program proposal should state the criteria for granting
alternatives from the requirement to install treatment measures onsite; criteria for
determining impracticability or infeasibility; and criteria for use of regional or watershed
based stormwater treatment facilities. The proposal should also describe how the project
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sponsor will provide equivalent water quality benefits or credit to an alternative project or to
a regional or watershed-based treatment facility and tracking mechanisms to support the
reporting requirements set forth in Provision C.3.g.v below.

v. An exemption without the requirement for alternate, equivalent offsite treatment is allowed
for the following redevelopment projects after impracticability of including onsite treatment
measures is established, where such projects are built as redevelopment projects as defined in
Finding 14, and it is clearly demonstrated that cost ofparticipation in alternate, equivalent
offsite treatment through a regional treatment or other equivalent water quality benefit project
fund will unduiy burden the project: creation of housing units affordable to persons of low or
moderate income as defined by Health and Safety Code Section 50093, brownfield sites,
and/or transit village type developments within '!4 mile oftransit stations and/or intermodal
facilities.

vi. Reporting: Each year, as part of its Annual Report, each Discharger shall provide a list of the
alternative projects and exemptions it granted. For each project and exemption, the following
information shall be provided:

1. Name and location of the project for which the alternative project or exemption was
granted;

2. Project type (e.g., restaurant, residence, shopping center) and size;

3. Area or percent of impervious surface in the project' s final design;

4. Reason for granting the alternative project or exemption, including, for those projects
granted an exemption without the requirement for alternate, equivalent offsite treatment,
a demonstration that cost of such equivalent offsite treatment unduly burdened the
project;

5. Terms of the alternative project or exemption; and,

6. The offsite stormwater treatment project receiving the benefit, and the date ofcompletion
of the project.

vii. Interim Alternative Compliance Program: In the event that an alternative compliance
program has not been proposed by the Program and/or a Discharger, approved by the
Regional Board, or implemented by a particular Discharger by the date of implementation of
Group 1 Projects, provision for an interim alternative to the requirement to install treatment
measures onsite may be granted by a Discharger. An interim alternative compliance project
may be granted if the project proponent (1) demonstrates onsite impracticability due to
extreme limitations of space for treatment and lack ofbelow grade surface treatment options,
and (2) presents sufficient assurance of providing equivalent offsite stormwater pollutant
and/or volume treatment at another location within the drainage basin, for which construction
of stormwater treatment measures is not otherwise required, discharging into the same
receiving water, where feasible. The Discharger shall be responsible for assuring that
equivalent offsite treatment has occurred for any use of this interim alternative compliance
program, within six months of project construction, and shall report the basis of onsite
impracticability and the nature of equivalent offsite treatment for each project in its Annual
Report. Any equivalent offsite treatment that does not include construction of stormwater
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treatment measures must be approved by the Executive Officer based on the criteria set forth
in this Order. This interim alternative compliance clause will be void when the Regional
Board approves the alternative compliance program described in Provision C.3.g.i-vi, above.

h. Alternative Certification of Adherence to Design Criteria for Stormwater Treatment
Measures:

In lieu of conducting detailed review to verify the adequacy ofmeasures required pursuant to
Provisions C.3.d, a Discharger may elect to accept a signed certification from a Civil Engineer or
a Licensed Architect or Landscape Architect registered in the State of California, or another
Discharger that has overlapping jurisdictional project permitting authority, that the plan meets the
criteria established herein. The Discharger should verify that each certifying person has been
trained on treatment measures design for water quality not more than three years prior to the
signature date, and that each certifying person understands the groundwater protection principles
applicable to the project site (see Provision C.3.i, Limitations on Use of Infiltration Treatment
Measures). Training conducted by an organization with stormwater treatment measure design
expertise (e.g., a university, American Society of Civil Engineers, American Society of
Landscape Architects, American Public Works Association, or the California Water Environment
Association) may be considered qualifying.

i. Limitations on Use of Infiltration Treatment Measures - Infiltration and Groundwater
Protection:

In order to protect groundwater from pollutants that may be present in urban runoff, treatment
measures that function primarily as infiltration devices (such as infiltration basins and infiltration
trenches not deeper than their maximum width) shall meet, at a minimum, the following
conditions:

i. Pollution prevention and source control measures shall be implemented at a level appropriate
to protect groundwater quality at sites where infiltration devices are to be used;

ii. Use of infiltration devices shall not cause or contribute to degradation ofgroundwater water
quality objectives;

iii. Infiltration devices shall be adequately maintained to maximize pollutant removal
capabilities;

iv. The vertical distance from the base of any infiltration device to the seasonal high
groundwater mark shall be at least 10 feet. Note that some locations within the Dischargers'
jurisdiction are characterized by highly porous soils and/or a high groundwater table; in these
areas, treatment measures approvals should be subject to a higher level of analysis (e.g.,
considering the potential for pollutants such as on-site chemical use, the level ofpretreatment
to be achieved, and similar factors);

v. Unless stormwater is first treated by a means other than infiltration, infiltration devices shall
not be recommended as treatment measures for areas of industrial or light industrial activity;
areas subject to high vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic on main
roadway or 15,000 or more average daily traffic on any intersecting roadway); automotive
repair shops; car washes; fleet storage areas (bus, truck, etc.); nurseries; and other high threat
to water quality land uses and activities as designated by each Discharger; and,
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vi. Infiltration devices shall be located a minimum of 100 feet horizontally from any known
water supply wells.

j. Site Design Measures Guidance and Standards Development:

i. The Dischargers shall review their local design standards and guidance for opportunities to
make revisions that would result in reduced impacts to water quality and beneficial uses of
waters. In this event, the Dischargers shall make any such revisions and implement the
updated standards and guidance, as necessary.

Areas of site design that may be appropriate to address include the following, which are
offered as examples:

1. Minimize land disturbance;

2. Minimize impervious surfaces (e.g., roadway width, driveway area, and parking lot area),
especially directly connected impervious areas;

3. Minimum-impact street design standards for new development and redevelopment,
including typical specifications (e.g., neo-traditional street design standards and/or street
standards recently revised in other cities, including Portland, Oregon, and Vancouver,
British Columbia);

4. Minimum-impact parking lot design standards, including parking space maximization
within a given area, use oflandscaping as a stormwater drainage feature, use of pervious
pavements, and parking maxima;

5. Clustering of structures and pavement;

6. Typical specifications or "acceptable design" guidelines for lot-level design measures,
including:

• Disconnected roof downspouts to splash blocks or "bubble-ups;"

• Alternate driveway standards (e.g., wheelways, unit pavers, or other pervious
pavements); and,

• Microdetention, including landscape detention and use of cisterns (may also be
considered treatment measures);

7. Preservation ofhigh-quality open space;

8. Maintenance and/or restoration of riparian areas and wetlands as project amenities,
including establishing vegetated buffer zones to reduce runoff into waterways, allow for
stream channel change as a stream's contributing watershed urbanizes, and otherwise
mitigate the effects ofurban runoff on waters and beneficial uses of waters (may also be
considered treatment measures); and,

9. Incorporation of supplemental controls to minimize changes in the volume, flow rate,
timing, and duration of runoff, for a given precipitation event or events. These changes
include cumulative hydromodification caused by site development. Measures may
include landscape-based measures or other features to reduce the velocity of, detain,
and/or infiltrate stormwater runoff (may also be considered treatment measures).
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ii. The standards and guidance review shall be completed according to the schedule below. A
summary of review, revision, and implementation status shall be submitted for acceptance by
the Executive Officer and reported in the Dischargers' Annual Reports, beginning with the
Annual Report due September 15, 2005.

1. No later than August 15, 2003: The Dischargers shall submit a detailed workplan and
schedule for completion of the review of standards and guidelines, any proposed revisions
thereto and any implementation ofrevised standards and guidance;

2. No later than November 15, 2004: The Dischargers shall submit a draft review and
analysis of local standards and guidance, opportunities for revision, and any proposed
revised standards and guidance; and,

3. No later than November 15, 2005: The Dischargers shall incorporate any revised
standards and guidance into their local approval processes and shall fully implement the
revised standards and guidance.

k. Source Control Measures Guidance Development:

The Dischargers shall, as part of their continuous improvement process, submit enhanced new
development and significant redevelopment Perfonnance Standards that summarize source
control requirements for such projects to limit pollutant generation, discharge, and runoff, to the
maximum extent practicable.

Examples of source control measures may include the following, which are offered as examples:

i. Indoor mat/equipment wash racks for restaurants, or covered outdoor wash racks plumbed to
the sanitary sewer;

ii. Covered trash and food compactor enclosures with a sanitary sewer connection for dumpster
drips and designed such that run-on to trash enclosure areas is avoided;

iii. Sanitary sewer drains for swimming pools;

iv. Sanitary drained outdoor covered wash areas for vehicles, equipment, and accessories;

v. Sanitary sewer drain connections to take fire sprinkler test water;

vi. Stonn drain system stenciling;

vii. Landscaping that minimizes irrigation and runoff, promotes surface infiltration where
appropriate, minimizes the use ofpesticides and fertilizers, and where feasible removes
pollutants from stonnwater runoff; and,

viii. Appropriate covers, drains, and storage precautions for outdoor material storage areas,
loading docks, repair/maintenance bays, and fueling areas.

A model enhanced new development and significant redevelopment source control Performance
Standard and proposed workplan for its implementation shall be submitted by August 15, 2004.
Implementation shall begin no later than February 15, 2005, and the status shall thereafter be
reported in the Dischargers' Annual Reports, beginning with the Annual Report due September
15,2005, which shall also provide appropriate detail on projects reflecting the application of the
enhanced Performance Standards consistent with Provision C.3.b, above.
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I. Update General Plans:

If necessary (and only to the extent which is necessary) in order to be able to require
implementation of the measures required by Provision C.3 for applicable development projects, at
the next scheduled update/revision of its General Plan, each Discharger shall confirm that it has
incorporated water quality and watershed protection principles and policies into its General Plan
or equivalent plan. These principles and policies shall be designed to protect natural water
bodies, reduce impervious land coverage, slow runoff, and where feasible, maximize
opportunities for infiltration of rainwater into soil. Such water quality and watershed protection
principles and policies may include the following, which are offered as examples:

i. Minimize the amount of impervious surfaces and directly connected impervious surfaces in
areas of new development and redevelopment and where feasible maximize on-site infiltration
ofrunoff;

ii. Implement pollution prevention methods supplemented by pollutant source controls and
treatment. Use small collection strategies located at, or as close as possible to, the source (i.e.,
the point where water initially meets the ground) to minimize the transport of urban runoff and
pollutants offsite and into a municipal separate storm sewer system;

iii. Preserve, and where possible, create or restore areas that provide important water quality
benefits, such as riparian corridors, wetlands, and buffer zones. Encourage land acquisition
and/or conservation easement acquisition of such areas;

iv. Limit disturbances ofnatural water bodies and natural drainage systems caused by development
including roads, highways, and bridges;

v. Prior to making land use decisions, utilize methods available to estimate increases in pollutant
loads and flows resulting from projected future development. Require incorporation of
structural and non-structural treatment measures to mitigate the projected increases in pollutant
loads and flows;

vi. Avoid development of areas that are particularly susceptible to erosion and sediment loss; or
establish development guidance that identifies these areas and protects them from erosion and
sediment loss; and,

vii. Reduce pollutants associated with vehicles and increased traffic resulting from development.

Ifamendments ofGeneral Plans are determined to be legally necessary to allow for implementation
ofany aspect ofProvision C.3, such amendments shall occur by the implementation date of the
corresponding component of the Provision. If legally necessary General Plan amendments cannot
occur by the implementation date because ofCEQA requirements or other constraints imposed by
the laws applicable to amending General Plans, the Dischargers shall report this to the Executive
Officer as soon as possible, and no later than in the Annual Report due more than six months in
advance ofthe implementation date. Should changes to implementation dates to enable a
Discharger to comply with CEQA and General Plan legal requirements be necessary, the
Dischargers shall recommend a new implementation date for approval by the Regional Board.
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m. Water Quality Review Processes:

When Dischargers conduct environmental review ofprojects in their jurisdictions, the
Dischargers shall evaluate water quality effects and identify appropriate mitigation measures.
This requirement shall be implemented by May 15, 2004. Questions that evaluate increased
pollutants and flows from the proposed project include the following, which are offered as
examples:

i. Would the proposed project result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters?
Consider water quality parameters such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity and other
typical stormwater pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic
organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances, and trash).

ii. Would the proposed project result in significant alteration ofreceiving water quality during or
following construction?

iii. Would the proposed project result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased
runoff?

iv. Would the proposed project create a significant adverse environmental impact to drainage
patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or volumes?

v. Would the proposed project result in increased erosion in its watershed?

vi. Is the project tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the Clean Water Act
Section 303(d) list? Ifso, will it result in an increase in any pollutant for which the water body
isalreadyimparred?

vii. Would the proposed project have a potentially significant environmental impact on surface
water quality, to marine, fresh, or wetland waters?

viii. Would the proposed project have a potentially significant adverse impact on ground water
quality?

ix. Will the proposed project cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or
groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation ofbeneficial uses?

x. Will the project impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat?

n. Reporting:

The Dischargers shall demonstrate compliance with the requirements of Provision C.3 by
providing in their Annual Reports the information described in Table 1, beginning with the dates
shown in Table 1 and continuing thereafter. In addition, the following information shall be
collected for annual report submittal, beginning upon the date of adoption of this Order, unless
otherwise specified below.

i. For all new development and Significant Redevelopment projects which meet the Group
1 or Group 2 definitions in Provision C.3.c, collect and report the name or other
identifier, type of project (using the categories in Provision C.3.c), site acreage or square
footage, and square footage of new impervious surface.

ii. For projects that must implement treatment measures, report which treatment measures
were used and numeric-sizing criteria employed, the O&M responsibility mechanism
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including responsible party, site design measures used, and source control measures
required. This reporting shall begin in the Annual Report following the implementation
date specified in Provision C.3.c. This information shall also be reported to the
appropriate local vector control district, with additional information of access provisions
for vector control district staff. .

The Dischargers may utilize their Annual Reports to highlight their budget constraints and
suggest reprioritization of any Program activities in order to achieve the most cost effective
overall Program.

o. Implementation Schedule:

The Dischargers shall implement the requirements ofProvisions C.3.b through C.3.n
according to the schedule in Table 2.

I, Loretta K. Barsamian, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of an Order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San
Francisco Bay Region, on February 19, 2003.

Loretta K. Barsamian
Executive Officer

ATTACHMENTS - Table 1: Summary of Annual and One-Time Reporting Requirements
Table 2: Implementation Schedule
Location and Political Jurisdiction Map
Basin Watersheds Map



Table 1: Summary of Annual and One-Time Reporting Requirements
Provision Information to Report Date

C.3.b List of any modifications made to development project approval 2004 & 2005
Project process Annual Reports

Approval
Process Modification ofproject review processes completed Feb. 15,2005

C.3.c.iii Optional: Propose an Alternative Group 2 Project definition No deadline

C.3.e Details of O&M verification program: organizational structure, Beginning with

O&M evaluation, proposed improvements, list/# of inspections and 2005

follow-up Annual Report

C.3.f Submit a detailed workplan and schedule Feb. 15,2004

Peak Submit literature review Feb. 15,2004

Runoff Submit draft Hydrograph Modification Management Plan (HMP) Nov. 15,2004

Limitation Submit final HMP for Regional Board approval May 15,2005

C.3.g Name and location of alternative project or exemption; In each Annual

Alternative
Project type and size; Area or percent impervious surface; Report;

Compliance
Reason for granting the alternative project or exemption; Begin the year an
Terms of the alternative project or exemption; alternative
The stormwater treatment project or regional project receiving

project granted
the benefit, and the date of completion of the project.

C.3.h List the projects certified by someone other than a Discharger In each Annual
Alternate employee Report

Certification

C.3.j Summarize the status of review, revision, and implementation of In each Annual

Site Design
Site Design Measures Guidance and standards Report

Guidance Submit workplan and schedule for revision of guidance August 15,2003

Submit draft proposal of revised standards and guidance Nov. 15,2004

Summarize how any revisions to site design standards and/or Beginning with

guidance have been incorporated into local approval process 2005 Annual
Report

C.3.k Submit draft conditions of approval document for source control August 15,2004

Source measures

Control Summarize how any revisions to source control measures Beginning with

guidance document have been implemented 2005 Annual
Report

C.3.l Summarize any revisions to General Plans that direct land-use In Annual
General decisions and require implementation of consistent water quality Reports

Plan protection measures for development projects

C.3.n List new development and redevelopment projects by name, type In each Annual

Reporting ofproject (using the categories in Provision C.3.c.), site acreage Report following
or square footage, square footage ofnew impervious surface. implementation
Where applicable, report treatment measures and numeric sizing
criteria used, O&M responsibility mechanism, site design
measures used, and source control measures required
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Provision Action Implementation

Date

C.3.b Modify development project approval process as needed February 15,2005

C.3.c Require stormwater treatment measures at Group 1 Projects February 15,2005

Project Require stormwater treatment measures at Group 2 Projects in August 15,2006
Categories addition to Group 1 Projects

Optional: Propose an Alternative Group 2 Project definition No deadline

C.3.e Implement an O&M verification program for Group 1 Projects July 1,2004

O&M

Begin reporting on O&M verification program in Annual Annually, beginning
Report with Annual Report

to be submitted
September 2005

Vector Control Plan June 1,2004

C.3.f Submit a detailed workplan and schedule February 15,2004

Peak Submit literature review February 15,2004

Runoff Submit draft HMP November 15,2004

Limitation Submit final HMP for Regional Board approval May 15,2005

Implement HMP Following Regional
Board approval

C.3.g Report on any alternative project or exemption(s) granted by Begin the year an
Alternative the Discharger in Annual Report, due September of each year alternative project
Compliance granted

C.3.j Submit workplan and schedule for completion of review, August 15, 2003

Site Design revision, and implementation of design standards and guidance

Submit draft proposal of revised standards and guidance Nov. 15,2004

Incorporate revisions into local process and fully implement Nov. 15,2005
site design standards and guidance

C.3.k Submit draft conditions of approval document for source August 15,2004
Source control measures

Control Implement source control measures guidance document February 15,2005

C.3.! Confirm that any water quality and watershed protection By Implementation
General principles and policies necessary to implement measures Date of
Plans required by Provision C.3. for applicable development projects corresponding action

have been incorporated into General Plan or equivalent plan

C.3.m Revise Environmental Review Processes as needed to evaluate May 15,2004
water quality impacts of stormwater runoff from new
development and significant redevelopment

C.3.n See Table 1 See Table 1
Reporting
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

ORDER NO. R2-2004-0060
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS0029921

AMENDMENT REVISING ORDER NO. 99-059, AS AMENDED, FOR:

CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERJ\ijVIENTS (C/CAG) OF SAN MATEO
COUNTY, SAN MATEO COUNTY, TOWN OF ATHERTON, CITY OF BELMONT,
CITY OF BRISBANE, CITY OF BURLINGAME, TOWN OF COLMA, CITY OF
DALY CITY, CITY OF EAST PALO ALTO, CITY OF FOSTER CITY, CITY OF
HALF MOON BAY, TOWN OF HILLSBOROUGH, CITY OF MENLO PARK, CITY
OF MILLBRAE, CITY OF PACIFICA, TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY, CITY OF
REDWOOD CITY, CITY OF SAN BRUNO, CITY OF SAN CARLOS, CITY OF SAN
MATEO, CITY OF SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, AND THE TOWN OF WOODSIDE,
which have joined together to form the SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE STORMWATER
POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM.

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region
(hereinafter referred to as the Regional Water Board or Board), finds that:

FINDINGS

1. Incorporation of Fact Sheet: The Fact Sheet for the San Mateo Countywide
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program NPDES Permit Amendment includes cited
references and additional explanatory information in support of the requirements of
this Amendment. This information, including any supplements thereto, and any
future response to comments on the Tentative Order, is hereby incorporated by
reference.

2. Existing Orders:

• The Regional Water Board adopted Order No. 99-059 (the Permit) on July 21,
1999, reissuing waste discharge requirements under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) for C/CAG, San Mateo County and the
twenty cities and towns in the County, as named above (hereinafter referred to
collectively as the Dischargers and individually as the Discharger).

• On February 19, 2003,.the Regional Water Board adopted Order No. R2-2003
0023, adding Provision C.3 (New and Redevelopment Component) to the Permit.

3. In August 1999, the San Francisco BayKeeper and Just Economics for Environmental
Health filed petitions for review of Order No. 99-059 by the State Water Resources
Control Board (the State Board). After careful consideration, the State Board
dismissed the petitions on April 4, 2001.



Tentative Order Amending Order No. 99-059
Page 2

4. In 2001, San Francisco BayKeeper filed a lawsuit in San Francisco County Superior
Court challenging the Regional Water Board's adoption of the Permit. On November
14,2003, the Court upheld the permit on most counts; however, it issued a Writ of
Mandate requiring the Board to amend the Permit in compliance with the Court's
Statement of Decision, which held:

(a) The Permit fails to include a monitoring program and must therefore specify
required monitoring including type, interval, and frequency sufficient to yield data
which are representative of the monitored activity;

(b) Because the Stormwater Management Plan (Plan) is incorporated and is deemed
an integral part of the Permit, modifications to the Plan are modifications to the
Permit and have to go through a public notice and comment process; and

(c) The Regional Water Board, not the Executive Officer, must approve substantive
modifications to the Plan.

This Order is therefore necessary to amend the Permit and to comply with the Court's
Writ ofMandate.

5. In accordance with the Permit provisions, there have been some administrative
revisions to the Plan that were not subjected to a public process and Board action
contrary to the Court's Statement ofDecision. Therefore, this Order formally
rescinds and vacates those unauthorized Plan revisions, which are described in the
separate order referenced below. The Board will act to formally adopt these revisions
and any pending requests for Plan revisions by a separate order to be considered at
the same hearing date this amendment is considered for adoption.

6. The Dischargers' monitoring program plans, which include programmatic monitoring
and watershed assessment and monitoring, are outlined in Attachment A (Monitoring
Program Plan) of this amendment. This amendment will add the Monitoring
Requirements to the Permit, as required by the Court. As part of the Permit
reissuance process, the Monitoring Requirements will be re-eva1uated and revised as
necessary to provide data representative of the stormwater discharge.

7. This action to modify an NPDES permit is exempt from the provisions ofthe
California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 of the Public Resources Code,
Chapter 3, Section 21100, et.seq.) in accordance with Section 13389 of the California
Water Code.

8. The Dischargers and interested agencies and persons have been notified of the Water
Board's intent to modify waste discharge requirements for the existing discharge and
have been provided opportunities for public meetings and to submit their written
views and recommendations.
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9. The numbering of the provisions of Order No. 99-059 was shifted from C.3 - C.17 to
C.4 - C.18 when Provision C.3 was added by Order No. R2-2003-0023 in 2003. This
amendment employs the revised numbering.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Dischargers, in order to meet the provisions
contained in Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted
hereunder and the provisions of the Clean Water Act as amended and regulations
and guidelines adopted hereunder, shall comply with the following revisions:

Any and all administrative changes to the Plan that have been made under the terms of
the Permit that were not made subject to a public process or Board action, but should
have been, are hereby rescinded and vacated and the following Permit provisions are
modified as follows and shown in redline/strike-out format:

Finding 19 of Order No. 99-059: The Regional Board will notify interested agencies and
persons of the availability of reports, plans, and schedules, including Annual Reports,
Work Plans, Performance Standards, and the Plan, and will provide them with an
opportunity for a public hearing and/or opportunity to submit written views and
recommendations. The Regional Board will consider all comments and may modify
the reports, plans, or schedules or may modify this order in accordance with the
NPDES permit regulations. All submittals required by this Order conditioned with
acceptance by the Executive Officer vAll be subj sct to these notifications, comment,
and public hearing procedures.

C.2 In accordance with Provision C.l and Finding 12, the dischargers shall submit a
report to the Regional Board on exceedances ofWQS for copper, nickel, mercury, .
PCBs, dioxin-like compounds, DDT, dieldrin, chlordane, diazinon, and sediment. A
draft scope ofwork acceptable to the Executive officer and outline for the report(s)
shall be submitted by September 1, 1999. An interim draft report shall be submitted
by March 1,2000, and a final report shall be submitted by September 1,2000. The
reports shall include (but are not necessarily be limited to):

a) Identification of potential sources for pollutants listed above that are found in
stormwater discharges;

b) Evaluation of effectiveness of BMPs that are currently being implemented and
additional BMPs that will be implemented to prevent or reduce the above listed
pollutants that may be causing or contributing to the exceedance of WQSs;

c) Characterization of representative drainage areas and stormwater discharges,
including land-use characteristics, pollutant concentrations, forms, and loadings;

d) A pollution prevention and control measures plan for pollutants listed above-that
is acceptable to the Executive Officer, which assigns responsibilities and
establishes time schedules to implement pollutant reduction and control measures
beginning no later than July 1, 2001. Upon approval by the Executive Officer
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Regional Board, the revised control measures plan shall be incorporated into the
Stormwater Management Plan, in accordance with C.14.

C.6 (formerly C.S). Annual Reports: The dischargers shall submit an Annual Report,
by September I of each year, documenting the status ofthe Program's and the
Dischargers' activities during the previous fiscal year, including the results of a
qualitative field level assessment ofactivities implemented by the Dischargers, and
the performance of tasks contained in the Plan. The Annual Report shall include a
compilation of deliverables and milestones completed as described in the Plan. In
each Annual Report, the Dischargers may propose pertinent updates, improvements,
or revisions to the Plan, which the Regional Board shall act shall be complied ',vith
under this Order unless disapproved by the Executive Officer or acted upon in
accordance with Provision C14. As part ofthe Annual Report preparation process,
each of the Dischargers shall conduct an overall evaluation of the effectiveness of its
applicable activities described in the Plan. Direct and indirect measures of
effectiveness may include, but are not limited to, conformance with established
Performance Standards, quantitative monitoring to assess the effectiveness ofBMPs,
measurements of estimates ofpollutant load reductions, detailed accounting of
Program accomplishments, funds expended, and staff hours utilized. Methods to
improve effectiveness in the implementation of tasks and activities, including
development modification of existing Performance Standards and/or development of
new performance standards shall be identified where appropriate.

C.8 (formerly C.7). The Executive Officer may approve the Program's Annual Report
format; however, as set forth in Provision C.6, the Regional Board shall act on
Annual Reports that propose to modify the Plan as Plan modifications in accordance
with Provision C14. The Program's work plans shall be deemed to be final and
incorporated into the Plan and enforceable under this Order as of July 1 of each year
unless determined to be unacceptable by the Executive Officer. The Dischargers
shall address any comments or conditions of acceptability received from the
Executive Officer on the Program's work plans prior to the submission of their
Annual Report on September 1 ofeach year, or at an earlier date if so specified by the
Executive Officer, at which time thevlork plans shall be deemed to be incorporated
into the Plan and this Order unless disapproved of by the Executive Officer.

C.9 (formerly C.8). The Dischargers shall comply with the Monitoring Requirements
provided in Attachment A of this Order, which is incorporated herein by this
reference. Reports on the progress and results of the Monitoring Requirements shall
be submitted yearly with the Annual Reports. Monitoring Program: The Dischargers
shall submit, by March 1 of each year, an annual Monitoring Program Plan acceptable
to the Executive Officer that supports the development and implementation and
demonstrates the effectiveness of their Plan. The Monitoring Program Plan shall be
designed to achieve the follovling objectives:

oCharacterization of representative drainage areas and stormv/ater discharges, including
land use characteristics, pollutant concentrations, and mass loadings;
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OAssessment of existing or potential adverse impacts on beneficial uses caused by
pollutants of concern in stormwater discharges, including an evaluation of
representative receiving \vaters;

oIdentification of potential sources of pollutants of concern found in stormwater
discharges; and

oEvaluation of effectiveness of representative storm\vater pollution prevention or control
measures.

The Monitoring Program Plan shall include the follo'Ning:

a.Provisions for conducting and reporting the results of special studies conducted by the
8TOPPP or Dischargers which are designed to determine effectiveness of best
management practice or control measures, define a Performance 8tandard.or assess
the adverse impact of a pollutant or pollutants on beneficial uses.

b.Provisions for conducting watershed monitoring activities including: identification of
major sources of pollutants of concern; evaluation of the effectiveness of control
measures and best management practices; and use of physical, chemical, and
biological parameters and indicators as appropriate.

c.Identification and justification of representative sampling locations, frequencies and
methods, suite of pollutants to be analyzed, analytical methods, and quality assurance
procedures. Alternative monitoring methods in place of these (special projects, financial
participation in regional, state, or national special projects or research, literature review,
visual observations, use of indicator parameters, recognition and reliance on special
studies conducted by other programs, etc.) may be proposed with justification.
Alternative monitoring methods may include participation in Bay Area 8tormwater
Management Agencies Association's Monitoring Programs or Projects.

C.13 (formerly C.12). a. Non-Stormwater Discharges (Exempted Discharges): In carrying
out Discharge Prohibition A.I of this Order, the following non-stormwater discharges
are not prohibited unless they are identified by the Discharger or the Regional Board
E)(ecutive Officer as sources of pollutants to receiving waters:

• flows from riparian habitats or wetlands;
• diverted stream flows;
• springs; and
• rising groundwater.

If any of the above categories of discharges, or sources of such discharges, are
identified as sources of pollutants to receiving waters, then such categories or sources
shall be addressed as conditionally exempted discharges in accordance with Provision
C.12.b C.B.b.

b. Conditionally Exempted Discharges: The following non-stormwater discharges are
not prohibited if they are either identified by the Discharger or the Regional Board
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Executive Officer as not being sources of pollutants to receiving waters or if
appropriate control measures to eliminate adverse impacts of such sources are
developed and implemented under the Stormwater Management Plan in accordance
with Provision C.13.c.C.12.c.:

• uncontaminated pumped groundwater;
• dechlorinated swimming pool waters;
• foundation drains;
• water from crawl space pumps;
• footing drains;
• air conditioning condensate;
• irrigation water;
• landscape irrigation;
• lawn or garden watering;
• planned and unplanned discharges from potable water sources;
• water line and hydrant flushing;
• individual residential car washing; and
• discharges or flows from emergency fire fighting activities.

c. The Discharger shall identify and describe the categories of discharges listed in
C.13.bC.12.b that they wish to exempt from Prohibition A.l in periodic submissions
to the Regional BoardExecutive Officer. For each such category, the Discharger shall
identify and describe as necessary and appropriate to the category either
documentation that the discharges are not sources ofpollutants to receiving waters or
circumstances in which they are not found to be sources ofpollutants to receiving
waters. Otherwise, the Discharger shall describe control measures to eliminate
adverse impacts of such sources, procedures and Performance Standards for their
implementation, procedures for notifying the Board of these discharges, and
procedures for monitoring and record management. The Regional Board shall act on
S§.uch submissions and incorporate any approved exempted categories and control
and implementation measures shall be deemed to be incorporated into the Plan unless
disapproved by the Executive Officer or acted on in accordance with Provision
C.14~ and the NPDES permit regulations.

d. Permit Authorization for Exempted Discharges

1. Discharges ofnon-stormwater from sources owned or operated by the Discharger
are authorized and permitted by this Order, ifthey are in accordance with the
conditions of this provision and the Plan.

11. The Board may require dischargers of non-stormwater other than the Discharger
to apply for and obtain coverage under an NPDES permit and comply with the
control measures developed by the Discharger pursuant to Provision C.13~.
Non-stormwater discharges that are in compliance with such control measures
may be accepted by the Discharger and are not subject to Prohibition A.I.
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iii. The Discharger may propose, as part of their annual updates to the Plan under
Provision C.6 ofthise Order, additional categories of non-stormwater discharges
to be included in the exemption to Discharge Prohibition A.l. Such proposals are
subject to approval only by modification of this permit.

C.14 (formerly C.13). It is anticipated that the Plan may need to be modified, revised, or
amended from time to time to respond to new information, changed conditions and to
incorporate more effectively approaches to pollutant control. Requests for changes
may be initiated by the Executive Officer or by the Dischargers. Any such changes to
the Plan, which is an integral and enforceable part of this Order as set forth in finding
No.7 of Order No. 99-059, will be made in accordance with applicable State and
federal regulations for permit modifications. Minor changes may be made with the
Executive Officer's approval and will be brought to the Regional Board as
information items and the Dischargers and interested parties vlill be notified
accordingly. Ifproposed changes involve major revision of the Program, the

Executive Officer shall bring such changes before the Regional Board as permit
amendments and notify the Dischargers and interested parties accordingly.

I, Bruce H. Wolfe, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true,
and correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, San Francisco Bay Region, on July 21,2004.

Attachment A: Monitoring Program Plan
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Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program

San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program
Monitoring Program Plan for Fiscal Year 2004/05

March 1,2004

This FY 2004/05 Monitoring Program Plan for the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program (STOPPP) was developed in accordance with Provision C.B. of STOPPP's
NPDES permit and STOPPP's Generalized Five-Year Monitoring Program Plan, Fiscal Years
2002/03 through 2006/07, June 28, 2002. The Watershed Assessment and Monitoring (WAM)
component of STOPPP supports the implementation of other program components. The
activities under this component help STOPPP's municipalities select stormwater pollution
prevention and control BMPs by evaluating the effectiveness of existing and proposed BMPs.
The current emphasis is to assess representative watersheds in San Mateo County and
ajdress pollutants of concern thought to impair water quality. The primary goals of STOPPP's
WAM activities are to:

• Assess water quality conditions in representative watersheds in San Mateo County,
evaluate stormwater impacts and help solve creek drainage basin-specific water quality
impairment problems.

• Assess whether specific stormwater pollutants potentially have adverse impacts on
water quality in San Mateo County creeks and/or San Francisco Bay, and, as
appropriate. develop plans to address these pollutants of concern.

• Evaluate the effectiveness of existing stormwater pollution prevention and control Best
Management Practices (BMPs) and recommend improvements and appropriate
applications. .

STOPPP's approach emphasizes undertaking focused studies to achieve specific objectives
rather than conducting routine monitoring of pollutant concentrations in stormwater runoff.
STOPPP will implement scientifically sound and cost-effective studies designed to meet the
above goals within a reasonable time period, consistent with available bUdgets. STOPPP will
also continue to participate in regional programs that are cost-effective and help STOPPP meet
the above goals.

STOPPP's FY 2004/05 monitoring program plan is divided into the following major areas:

• Watershed Assessment
• Specific Pollutants of Concern
• Regional Collaborative Efforts
• Coordination and Regulatory Compliance
• Data Management

The following sections describe these areas.

C:\My Documents\SMSTOPPP\NPDES Permit\Amendment 2\Documenls\annual monitoring plan (04.05)2.doc
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WATERSHED ASSESSMENT

Background

Regional Board staff developed a Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy (RMAS) for
watershed assessment in the Bay area. The purpose of the RMAS is to improve the technical
basis of the Regional Board's policies and regulatory actions. The specific regulatory focus of
the RMAS is to help the Regional Board complete biennial water quality assessments under the
Clean Water Act's 305(b) and 303(d) requirements. The RMAS endorses a multi-faceted
monitoring approach, including incorporation of bioassessment data and physical
measurements into Regional Board decision making, as supported by the 1997 USEPA 305(b)
guidelines. As originally conceived, the RMAS is intended to be carried out in a phased
approach, beginning with "pilot-scale implementation in selected watersheds," and establishing
a rotating basin approach that will eventually result in "comprehensive assessment of surface
and ground waters in the San Francisco Bay Region."

The Regional Board is implementing the RMAS by assessing selected pilot watersheds in the
Bay Area. This assessment of "Board-lead" watersheds is partly funded by the state Surface
Waters Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). The Regional Board is also relying on local
agencies to help implement the RMAS in "Partner-lead" pilot watersheds. STOPPP has and
continues to participate in the RMAS by assessing urban runoff-related characteristics of
representative watersheds in San Mateo County. Assessments typically focus on using
environmental indicators (e.g., benthic macroinvertebrate assemblages) to help characterize the
functional attributes of creeks and potential for stormwater impacts. Data on physical, biological
and chemical parameters are collected as appropriate. STOPPP may also perform special
studies such as the evaluation of specific BMPs.

The overall goal is to characterize impacts to typical urban watersheds in San Mateo County.
This data will support informed selection of stormwater management measures, recognizing that
individual watersheds may have unique problems that require approaches tailored to local
conditions. STOPPP will continue to develop and evaluate cost-effective methods to address
water quality problems'in specific watersheds. This will necessitate collaborating with other
agencies and organizations (e.g., local watershed stakeholder groups) in a watershed's
jurisdiction to leverage limited resources.

Work Planned During FY 2004/05

During FY 2004/05, STOPPP will perform watershed assessment fieldwork in the Cordilleras
Creek watershed, compile existing information on an additional watershed, and continue trash
assessment/control activites.

Cordilleras Creek Watershed

Table 1 summarizes the field activities that STOPPP will perform in the Cordilleras Creek
watershed during FY 2004/05. These activities include chemical analysis and bioassay of grab
water samples, field instrument measurements (Le., pH, temperature, conductivity, dissolved
oxygen and velocity), rapid bioassessment, and physical habitat assessment. STOPPP will
conduct the rapid bioassessment and physical habitat assessment using protocols outlined in
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the California Stream Bioassessment Procedure.

Table 1. FY 2004/05 Field Monitoring Activities in the Cordilleras Creek Watershed

Type Activity ! Number of Parameters Frequency/Interval
Sample
Sites

Watershed Bioassessment 6 Macroinvertebrate One episode
characterization, and physical assemblages and (spring).
assessment of habitat physical habitat
receiving waters assessment. characteristics.
and impacts to
beneficial uses. Creek water 3 Temperature, pH, Three episodes

quality testing. conductivity, dissolved (summer, wet
oxygen, velocity, season and spring).
organophosphate
pesticides, metals,1
hardness, SCC, and
aquatic toxicity. 2

1 - The following metals will be analyzed for (total and dissolved): AI, Cr, Mn, NI, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se, and Hg
(total only).
2 - Aquatic toxicity will be assessed using a three-species bioassay. The three species are: Ceriodaphnia dubia
(water flea), Pimephales promelas (fathead minnow) and Selenastrum capricornutum (green alga).

Additional San Mateo County Watershed

STOPPP will characterize an additional San Mateo County watershed based on available
existing data (e.g., water quality, land use, geomorphology, physical habitat, imperviousness
and channel modification). Based on the existing data, a monitoring program will be designed
for future implementation.

Trash Control

STOPPP will continue developing and implementing strategies to assess and manage trash in
urban water bodies in San Mateo County. The scope of this work will be developed based on
the results of STOPPP's FY 2003/04 trash control program and the results of related programs
by other Bay Area stormwater management agencies.

SPECIFIC POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN

Background

The recent emphasis on addressing certain pollutants thought to impair Bay Area surface
waters has led the Regional Board to require new assistance from Bay Area municipal
stormwater programs, The following pollutants of concern are listed in STOPPP's NPDES
permit: PCBs, mercury, diazinon, DOTs, chlordane, dieldrin, sediment, dioxins, copper and
nickel. An overview of STOPPP's activities related to specific pollutants of concern is presented
in STOPPP's revised Pollutant Prevention and Control Measures Plan.
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Work Planned During FY 2004/05

During FY 2004/05, STOPPP will develop a plan with new pollutant-specific monitoring and
control programs. The new programs will build on STOPPP's past accomplishments in
controlling pollutants of concern and existing pollutant-specific control activities. STOPPP will
also continue to participate in various collaborative efforts to address pollutants of concern
(please see the next section on regional collaborative efforts).

REGIONAL COLLABORATIVE EFFORTS

Participation in regional efforts to monitor water quality and solve water quality impairment
problems remains an important aspect of STOPPP's WAM component. During FY 2004/05
STOPPP will continue to:

• Coordinate its monitoring activities with other Bay Area Stormwater Management
Agency Association (BASMAA) member agencies through participation in BASMAA's
Monitoring Committee and selected work groups (e.g., PCBs). STOPPP will also
continue to provide funding to BASMAA, which helps fund efforts such as the Brake Pad
Partnership.

• - Provide funding to the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP), a joint effort of the Regional
Board, the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies, and BASMAA. The three parties are
collaborating to guide and assist the development of TMDLs and other strategies to
address water quality impairments by pollutants of concern in the San Francisco
Estuary. STOPPP also participates in meetings of the CEP's Technical Committee,
which oversees the CEP's research, monitoring, and other technical endeavors.
STOPPP will also continue to help fund a staff to represent BASMAA in the CEP PCBs
work group.

• Provide funding to the San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) for expenditures on the
San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP). The RMP monitors
contaminant concentrations in water, sediments, and fish and shellfish tissue in San
Francisco Bay and Delta, together known as the San Francisco Estuary. Ultimately, the
goal of the RMP is to provide information on how contaminant concentrations in the
estuary are responding to pollution prevention and reduction measures and thus if the
financial resources devoted to these efforts are improving water quality. STOPPP will
also continue to continue to help fund a staff to represent BASMAA in the RMP Sources,
Pathways and Loadings Work Group.

• STOPPP will continue to provide funding to the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate
Bioassessment Information Network. This regional effort is helping coordinate Bay Area
benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment efforts and develop standards for interpreting
and applying the results in the context of watershed assessment and management.

COORDINATION AND REGULATORY COMPLIANCE

As in -the past, STOPPP's Watershed and Monitoring Subcommittee will meet regularly to
oversee STOPPP's watershed assessment and monitoring activities. STOPPP will also submit

C:\My Document5\SMSTOPPP\NPDES Permit\Amendment 2\Documents\annual monitoring plan (04-05)2.doc
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the following reports and plans to the Regional Board, as required by STOPPP's NPDES permit:

• Annual report, including the WAM component section.
• Mid-fiscal year report, including WAM component work plans and budgets.
• Annual Monitoring Program Plan.

STOPPP's current watershed assessment and monitoring strategy is outlined in STOPPP's
Generalized Five-year Monitoring Program Plan, which covers the period from FY 2002103 to
FY 2006/07. During FY 2004/05, STOPPP will prepare a new multi-year monitoring program
plan that revises and extends this plan. Implementation of the new multi-year plan is anticipated
to begin in FY 2005/06, superceding the last two years of the existing five-year plan.

DATA MANAGEMENT

STOPPP will continue to document the results of all monitoring activities, including watershed
assessments and studies related to specific pollutants, in project reports submitted to the
Regional Board. STOPPP has also developed a desktop Geographic Information System (GIS)
to store and compile monitoring data and related information. This data management tool has
many uses, including spatial visualization and analysis of data, and is especially well suited to
watershed management. Current data layers for San Mateo County in STOPPP's GIS include:

• USGS base maps with features such as topography.
• Municipal boundaries.
• Land use.
• Aerial orthophotographs of selected areas.
• Creeks and other waterbodies.
• Streets, roads and highways.
• Drainage boundaries, creek channel modifications and imperviousness of selected

watersheds. .
• Sediment sampling locations for the Joint Stormwater Agency Project sediment survey.
• Geologic, riparian habitat value and stream classification data for the San Pedro Creek

watershed..

STOPPP will continue to expand and refine the GIS during FY 2004-05 and future years.

C:\My Documents\SMSTOPPP\NPDES PermitlAmendment 2\Documents\annual monitoring plan (04-05)2.doc
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San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP)
Programmatic Monitoring

Type of Monitored Parameters Frequency Documentation Reporting
Activity Methods Interval

_._--_._.

Street sweeping Curb miles swept and volume or weight of material removed. Whenever STOPPP's monthly Submitled CIS p<1rt
streets are municipal maintenance of Annual Report
swept record keepinq forms

Street sweeping Removal rate of swept material (volume or weight of material Calculated Table in Annual Report Submitled <IS P<1rt
removed per mile swept). annually of Annual Rcp.9.r_t_

Removal of material Number of storm drain inlets inspected. number of inlets cleaned. Whenever STOPPP's monthly Submitled as part
from storm drain length of conveyances 1 inspected and/or cleaned, and volume these activities municipal maintenance of Annual Report
system and/or weiqht of material removed. are conducted record keepinq forms
Leaf and litter control Amount of material removed and for litter this also includes the Whenever STOPPP's monthly Submitled <IS P<1rt

amount disposed from litter collection receptacles located in public these activities municipal maintenance of Annual Report
areas. such as in parks and along streets in commercial areas. are conducted record keeping forms

Municipal pesticide Description of activities to implement the Pesticide Usage and Annually STOPPP's deliverable Submitted as part
use Integrated Pest Management performance standards. This will forms of Annual Report

include whether any organophosphate pesticides were used, and
if so, why, and what best management practices were used to
minimize the amount used.

Training municipal Number of municipal staff who have attended IPM training offered Annually STOPPP's deliverable Submitted as P<1rt
staff on use of by STOPPP. forms of Annual Report
integrated pest
management (/PM)
Control of stormwater Number of businesses inspected. number of stormwater Whenever a STOPPP's Stormwater Submitted as P<lrt
pollutants from violations2

, enforcement actions, follow-up actions. violation business is Inspections & Violations of Annual Report
commercial and corrected, and date of violation correction. inspected Summary forms
industrial businesses
Activities to find illicit Field activities conducted including number of established location Whenever field STOPPP's Illicit Submitted as part
discharges visited and number of calls received from public, other agencies. activity is Discharge Inspection of Annual Report

and municipality's maintenance crews about illicit discharges undertaken or Quarterly Summary
found. notification Report Forms

1 Conveyances include v-ditches, stonn drain lines, channels. creeks. and culverts.
2 Violations are delined as either the discharge of pollutants due to pollutant exposure to rainfall mnolTor the discharge ofnon-stonnwater materials that arc disallowed by
STOPPP's NPDES penni\.
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Type of Monitored Parameters Frequency Documentation Reporting
Activity Methods Interval

received

Control of illicit For each illicit discharge found. information on the source of illicit Whenever an STOPPP's Illicit Submitted as Pilrt
discharges discharge, type of illicit discharge. and follow up activities illicit discharge Discharge Source of Annual Report

undertaken to stop the illicit discharge, including enforcement is found Identification Forms
actions taken and informational material distributed

Activities to educate Description of community outreach events held or participated in Whenever an STOPPP's deliverable Submitted as pilrt
residents about to educate residents about stormwater pollution problems and event is held or forms of Annual Report
stormwater solutions including the proper management and disposal of used participated in.

oil and toxic materials.
Status of maintaining Information confirming that storm drain inlet stencils/signs are Annually STOPPP's deliverable Submitted as pilrt
storm drain stencils being maintained as they wear out. forms of Annual Report
~orsigns

Training municipal Information on the number of municipat staff that have completed Annually STOPPP's deliverable Submitted as Pi'lrt
staff on construction this training each year and the number that have certificates of forms of Annual Report
site inspections completion from this training within the past three years

(certificates are Qood for three years).
Control of erosion Information on names of active construction sites inspected to Prior to wet STOPPP's List of Submitted as Pi'lrt
from construction sites evaluate the adequacy of erosion and sedimentation controls in season starting Active Construction of Annual Report
in preparation for wet preparation for wet season. dates of inspection. and corrective in summer/fall Sites forms
season actions. if any, that were needed. 2004

-- . f Information on all new development and significant redevelopment Annually STOPPP's deliverable Submitted as pilrtIncorporatton 0
stormwater quality projects equal to or greater than five acres and on three other forms of Annual Report
controls into representative projects from each municipality regarding location,
requirements for new type of project. acreage. status, site design and stormwater
development projects treatment measures and construction controls.
Amounts of For each project where 10.000 square feet or more of impervious Annually STOPPP's deliverable Submitted as part
impervious surface surface will have been created. added. and/or replaced, forms of Annual Report
being constructed information on the name of the project. type of projects. site size,

and amount of newlv constructed impervious surface.
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Watershed Assessment and Monitoring

Environmental Monitoring and Assessment - FYs 2003/04 and 2004/05

1 - During FY 2002/03, STOPPP funded two episodes (spring and summer) of testing water samples from San Mateo Creek for organophosphate pesticides and aquatic toxicity_

2 - During FY 2002/03, STOPPP performed one episode (spring) of testing water samples from San Pedro Creek for organophosphate pesticides and aquatic toxicity.

3 - The following metals will be analyzed for (total and dissolved): AI, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd. Pb, As, Se, Hg (total only).

Frequency/Interval
---

Type Activity Location Number of Parameters
Sample
Sites

FY 2003/04

Watershed Bioassessment and San Mateo 6 Macroinvertebrate One episode (spring
characterization, physical habitat Creek assemblages, physical habitat 2004).
assessment of receiving assessment. watershed. characteristics.
waters and impacts to .-

beneficial uses. Creek water quality 3 Temperature, pH, conductivity, One episode (wet
testing. dissolved oxygen, velocity, season 2003/04).1

organophosphate pesticides,
aquatic toxicity.

~

Creek water quality San Pedro 3 Temperature, pH, conductivity, Two episodes
testing. Creek flow, organophosphate (summer 2003 and wet

watershed. pesticides, aquatic toxicity. season 2003/04).2

Evaluation of pollutant Embedded Colma Creek, 3 PCBs congeners, mercury, total One episode (fall
sources and control sediment testing Colma. organic carbon, percent 2003).
measures. and land use moisture and particle size.

research.
FY 2004/05

Watershed Bioassessment and Cordilleras 6 Macroinvertebrate One episode (spring
characterization, physical habitat Creek assemblages, physical habitat 2005).
assessment of receiving assessment. watershed. characteristics.
waters and impacts to
beneficial uses. Creek water quality 3 Temperature, pH, conductivity, Three episodes

testing. dissolved oxygen, velocity, (summer, wet season
organophosphate pesticides, and spring).
metals , hardness, suspended
sediment concentration, aquatic
toxicity. ---



San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP)

Watershed Assessment and Monitoring
Regional Environmental Monitoring and Assessment

FYs 2003104 and 2004105

Type Activity location Number of Parameters Frequencyllnterval
Sample Sites

Pollutants of concern and Provide funding and program San Francisco Please refer Numerous water, sediment, and Please refer to RMP work
assessment of receiving representation to Regional Monitoring Estuary. to RMP work biota parameters. plans. For more
waters and impacts to Program (RMP). plans. information see:
beneficial uses. www.sfeLorg/rmp

Watershed Provide fee-based funding to Surface San Francisco Please refer Macroinvertebrate Please refer to SWAMP
characterization, Water Ambient Monitoring Program Bay Area. to SWAMP assemblages, physical habitat work plans. For more
pollutants of concern, (SWAMP)/Regional Monitoring and work plans. characteristics, general water information see:
and assessment of Assessment Strategy (RMAS). quality, trash, water and www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2

receiving waters and sediment pollutants, pathogens,

impacts to beneficial nutrients and toxicity.

uses.

Pollutants of concern and Provide funding and/or program San Francisco Please refer Pollutants of concern. Please refer to CEP work
evaluation of BMP representation to Clean Estuary Bay Area. to CEPwork plans. For more

. effectiveness. Partnership (CEP). plans. information see:
www.cleanestuary.org
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San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP)

Watershed Assessment and Monitoring

Support of Existing Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Activities, Evaluation of Existing Data and Planning.

FYs 2003/04 and 2004/05

Type of Activity Associated Location

FY 2003/04

Provide in-kind staff support to Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information (BAMBI) network. San Francisco Bay Area.

Compilation and evaluation of existing data. Cordilleras Creek watershed.

Survey of municipal staff knowledge of trash management practices and problem areas. Countywide.

Compilation and evaluation of existing data on sediment management practices and evaluation. Countywide.

Collaboration with other BASMAA programs to compile and evaluate information on dioxins and urban NA
runoff, including an evaluation of potential control measures.

FY 2004/05

Provide in-kind staff support to Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information (BAMBI) network. San Francisco Bay Area.

Perform activities related to trash control and/or monitoring. To be determined.

Compilation and evaluation of existing data. Bayside watershed to be determined.

Prepare a new mUlti-year monitoring plan. Countywide.

Prepare a new monitoring and management plan for pollutants of concern. Countywide.
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Fact Sheet

SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE
STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM

ORDER NO. R2-2004-0060
AMENDMENT OF NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS0029921

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

1515 CLAY STREET, 14TH FLOOR
OAKLAND, CA 94612

I. Permit History

A. City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) of San Mateo County, San
Mateo County, Town of Atherton, City ofBelmont, City of Brisbane, City of
Burlingame, Town ofColma, City ofDaly City, City of East of Palo Alto, City of
Foster City, City of Half Moon Bay, Town of Hillsborough, City of Menlo Park,
City ofMillbrae, City ofPacifica, Town ofPortola Valley, City ofRedwood City,
City of San Bruno, City of San Carlos, City of San Mateo, City of South San
Francisco, and the Town ofWoodside (hereinafter Dischargers), have joined
together to form the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Program (hereinafter Program). On July 21, 1999, the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board for the San Francisco Bay Region (hereinafter referred to
as the Regional Board) re-issued waste discharge requirements (NPDES Permit
No. CAS0029921, Order No. 99-059, hereinafter Permit) under the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to the Program to discharge
stormwater runoff from storm drains and watercourses within the Dischargers'
jurisdictions by complying with the Permit and implementing the Permit's
associated Stormwater Management Plan (hereinafter Plan).

B. On February 19, 2003, the Regional Board adopted Order No. R2-2003-0023,
amending Provision C.3 (New and Redevelopment Component) of the Permit.

C. Order Nos. 99-059 and R2-2003-0023 recognize the Program's Plan as the
Dischargers' comprehensive control program and requires implementation of the
Plan. The Plan describes a framework for management of stormwater discharges.
Pursuant to Provisions in Order No. 99-059, the 1999 Plan has been
administratively modified since then and describes the Program's goals and
objectives and contains Performance Standards, which represent the baseline level
of effort required of each of the Dischargers. The Plan contains Performance
Standards for five different stormwater management components, including
watershed assessment and monitoring.

D. In August 1999, the San Francisco BayKeeper and Just Economics for
Environmental Health filed petitions for review of Order No. 99-059 by the State



Water Resources Control Board (the State Board). After careful consideration,
the State Board dismissed the petitions on April 4, 2001.

II. Discharge Description and Location:

The Dischargers have jurisdiction over and/or maintenance responsibility for
storm drains and watercourses that they own and/or operate in San Mateo County.
The discharge consists of stormwater generated in all hydrologic sub-basins
which drain into watercourses which in tum flow into Lower and South San
Francisco Bay from the east side of the county or to the Pacific Ocean on the west
side. The quality of the discharge varies considerably and is affected by
hydrologic, geologic, land use, season, and sequence and duration of hydrologic
events.

III.. Rationale for Amendment of NPDES Permit No. CAS0029921

A. In 2001, San Francisco BayKeeper filed a lawsuit in San Francisco County
Superior Court challenging the Regional Board's adoption of the Permit. On
November 14,2003, the Court upheld the permit on most counts; however, it
issued a Writ of Mandate requiring the Board to amend the Permit in compliance
with the Court's Statement ofDecision, which held:

1. The Permit fails to include a monitoring program and must therefore specify
required monitoring including type, interval, and frequency sufficient to yield
data which are representative of the monitored activity;

2. Because the Stormwater Management Plan (Plan) is incorporated and is
deemed an integral part of the Permit, modifications to the Plan are
modifications to the Permit and have to go through a public notice and
comment process; and

3. The Regional Board, not the Executive Officer, must approve substantive
modifications to the Plan.

This Order is therefore necessary to amend the Permit and to comply with the
Court's Writ of Mandate.

B. In response to the November 14,2003, Court Decision, this Order therefore
amends existing Order No. 99-059, as amended in 2003, NPDES Permit No.
CAS0029921 (the Permit) to:

1. Specify the monitoring requirements, including type, interval, and frequency
sufficient to yield data which are representative of the monitored activity;

2. Add language that requires all modifications to the Permit, including the Plan,
undergo a public notice and comment process in accordance with applicable
law; and

2



3. Remove language that delegates authority to the Executive Officer to approve
substantive modifications to the Plan, and specify instead that the Regional
Board approve all such modifications.

Additionally, the Order rescinds and vacates any and all past administrative
changes to the Plan that have been made under the terms of the Permit that were
not subject to a public process or Board action, as the Court held that changes to
the Plan must be subject to public notice and comment and that the Executive
Officer may not approve amendments to the Permit, which would include the
Plan.

C. Pursuant to 40 CFR sections 124.5.c.2 and 122.62 only those conditions to be
modified by this amendment shall be reopened with this amendment. All other
aspects of the existing permit shall remain in effect and are not subject to
modification by this amendment.

IV. Written Comments

The formal written comment period for this Tentative Order to amend an existing
Permit was closed at 5 PM on June 18, 2004. The initial Tentative Order was
public noticed in February 2004, and Baykeeper commented upon it. The
Dischargers also submitted minor editorial comments on the Tentative Order.
The Tentative Order and response was considered by the Board at its July 21,
2004,meeting.

Contact for this Order:

Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay Street, 14th Floor

. Oakland, California 94612
Attn.: Habte Kifle

Or

FAX: (510) 622-2460
E-mail: hk@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov

V. Public Hearing

The Board adopted Order No. R2-2004-0060 at its July 21, 2004, meeting. The
meeting was held at:

3



July 21, 2004
9:00 A.M.

Elihu M. Harris Building
First Floor Auditorium
1515 Clay Street
Oakland, CA 94612

VI. Additional Opportunities to Comment on NPDES Permit No. CAS0029921

The purpose of this pennit amendment is to comply with a court order. At this
time, it is not the Regional Board's intention to open discussion on the adequacy
of the current pennit requirements. However, this pennit is up for reissuance in
2004. There will be opportunities in the following months (dates and times to be
announced) for the public to comment on the substance of the pennit, in
preparation for the pennit reissuance. For more infonnation, and to be placed on
a notification list for this process, please contact Habte Kifle at (510) 622-2371,
e-mail: hk@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov.
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAl., WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

ORDER NO. R2-2004-0062
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS0029921

AMENDMENT REVISING ORDER NO. 99-059, AS AMENDED, FOR:

CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERJWIENTS (C/CAG) OF SAN MATEO
COUNTY, SAN MATEO COUNTY, TOWJ~ OF ATHERTON, CITY OF BELMONT,
CITY OF BRISBANE, CITY OF BURLINGAME,TO~ OF COLMA, CITY OF
DALY CITY, CITY OF EAST PALO ALTO, CITY OF FOSTER CITY, CITY OF
HALF MOON BAY, TO~OF HILLSBOROUGH, CITY OF MENLO PARK, CITY
OF MILLBRAE, CITY OF PACIFICA,TO~ OF PORTOLA VALLEY, CITY OF
REDWOOD CITY, CITY OF SAN BRUNO, CITY OF SAN CARLOS, CITY OF SAN
MATEO, CITY OF SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, AND THETO~ OF WOODSIDE,
which have joined together to form the SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE STORMWATER
POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM.

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region
(hereinafter referred to as the Regional Water Board or Board), finds that:

FINDINGS

1. Incorporation of Fact Sheet: The Fact Sheet for the San Mateo Countywide
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program NPDES Permit Amendment includes cited
references and additional explanatory information in support of the requirements of
this Amendment. This information, including any supplements thereto, and any
future response to comments on the Tentative Order, is hereby incorporated by
reference.

2. Existing Orders:

• The Regional Water Board adopted Order No. 99-059 (the Permit) on July 21,
1999, reissuing waste discharge requirements under the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) for C/CAG, San Mateo County and the
twenty cities and towns in the County, as named above (hereinafter referred to
collectively as the Dischargers and individually as the Discharger).

• On February 19,2003, the Regional Water Board adopted Order No. R2-2003
0023, adding Provision C.3 (New and Redevelopment Component) to the Permit.

• On July 21,2004, the Regional Water Board adopted Order No. R2-2004-0060,
modifying the Permit as it relates to monitoring and amendments to the
Stormwater Management Plan (Plan) and the Permit, in response to the San
Francisco Superior Court's Writ ofMandate and Statement ofDecision. The



Tentative Order Amending Order No. 99-059
Page 2

Board also vacated administratively approved amendments to the Plan because
such approvals were granted contrary to the process sanctioned by the Court.

3. Basis for Amending the Permit:

Consistent with the requirements of the Permit, there have been changes to the Plan
since its adoption in 1999. Those changes were approved by administrative action or
inaction without a formal circulation process for public review or comments. On
November 14,2003, the San Francisco County Superior Court issued a Writ of
Mandate and Statement ofDecision that held that the Plan must be amended by
Board, not Executive Officer, action and that modifications to the Plan, as an integral
part ofthe Permit, must be subject to public notice and comment. Thus, the
administrative changes to the Plan have effectively been invalidated by the Court, and
the Board formally invalidated those changes by Order No. R2-2004-0060 referenced
above. This Order then brings the invalidated administrative approvals, and any
pending requests for administrative approvals, to the Water Board for consideration
and adoption.

4. The Water Board finds that these modifications of the Plan, previously approved
either directly or indirectly by the Executive Officer, are appropriate and consistent
with the Plan and Order No. 99-059.

5. This action to modify an NPDES permit is exempt from the provisions of the
California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 ofthe Public Resources Code,
Chapter 3, Section 21100, et.seq.) in accordance with Section 13389 of the California
Water Code.

6. The Dischargers and interested agencies and persons have been notified ofthe Water
Board's intent to modify waste discharge requirements for the existing discharge and
have been provided opportunities for public meetings and to submit their written
views and recommendations.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Dischargers, in order to meet the provisions
contained in Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted
hereunder and the provisions of the Clean Water Act as amended and regulations
and guidelines adopted hereunder, shall comply with the following revisions:

The following changes to the Plan (and hence Permit) that are summarized in the table
below (and attached hereto) are hereby approved:



Tentative Order Amending Order No. 99-059
Page 3

Summary of Modifications to the Stormwater Management Plan since the Adoption of
Order No. 99-059 as Amended

Requirements Technical Content Submittal Executive Officer
Date Approval Date

Provision Co2 Pollutant Prevention and Control Measures 6/29/01 as 2/19/02
Plan Revised Accepted along

1120/04 with 2000/2001
Annual Report

Provision C.2 Integrated Pest Management Control Plan1 Revised on 6/28/02
3/28/02

Provision C.l O(c) Performance Standards for Management of Revised on 5/21/02
(Formerly C.9(c)) Lagoons in Cities of Foster City, Redwood 3/14/02

City, and San Mateo
Provision C.13 BMPs and Implementation ofProcedures 3/16/01 as 2/19/02
(Formerly C.12) for Conditionally Exempted Discharges as revised on Accepted along

revised 1120/04, including Attachment A 1120/04 with 200112002
Annual Report

Improvements Performance Standards for Storm Drain 8/21102 8/12/03
Facilities as revised Accepted along

on 1114/03 with 2002/2003
Annual Report

I, Bruce H. Wolfe, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true,
and correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control
Board, San Francisco Bay Region, on July 21, 2004.

lMa~-----H--
Bruce H. Wolfe
Executive Offic

Attachments

1 "For NPDES permit compliance purposes the tasks in this plan are only applicable to the specific
pesticides listed in Provision C.2, i.e., DDT, dieldrin, chlordane, and diazinon."
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM
POLLUTANT PREVENTION AND CONTROL MEASURES PLAN

REVISED

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (hereinafter
referred to as the Regional Board) adopted a reissued National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permit for the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Program (STOPPP) on July 21, 1999 (hereinafter referred to as the reissued NPDES permit).
Finding 12 of the reissued NPDES permit states:

... the Regional Board finds that there is a reasonable potential that municipal stormwater
discharges may cause or contribute to an excursion above water quality standards for: a)
copper, nickel, mercury, dioxin-like compounds, DDT, dieldrin, chlordane, and PCBs into Lower
and South San Francisco Bay; b) sediment in Pescadero Creek, San Francisquito Creek, and
San Gregorio Creek basins; c) diazinon in San Francisquito Creek, San Mateo Creek, and in
Lower and South San Francisco Bay.

Provision C.2 of the NPDES permit reissued in July 1999 required that STOPPP prepare a
Pollutant Prevention and Control Measures Plan to address the above potentially impairing
pollutants. STOPPP previously developed and submitted to t~e Regional Board such a plan
(dated June 29, 2001). This revised Pollutant Prevention and Control Measures Plan
(hereinafter referred to as the Plan) describes STOPPP's current pollutant-specific activities (FY
2003/04), and it extends the activities through the end of FY 2004/05.

The following sections briefly summarize activities in the Plan related to specific pollutants of
concern. Table 1 summarizes annual planning-level budgets for STOPPP's General Program
components to implement the Plan. Tables 2 through 6 summarize STOPPP's pollutant-specific
General Program activities, planning-level budgets and schedules for each of STOPPP's
components.

All Pollutants of Concern

STOPPP's strategy to address all of the pollutants of concern includes providing funding and
program representation to regional collaborative efforts. These include the Bay Area
Stormwater Management Agencies Association (which supports the Brake Pad Partnership to
address copper), the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program and the Clean
Estuary Partnership.

In addition, in FY 2004/05 (the final year of this Plan) STOPPP will prepare a new plan for
controlling specific pollutants of concern and begin implementing the new plan FY 2005/06.

PCBs

STOPPP's Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subcommittee (WAM) will continue to
address PCBs (Table 2) by performing a PCBs and mercury field investigation during FY
2003/04 in Colma Creek, Colma. This case study is part of the process of attempting·to identify
controllable sources of PCBs and mercury and beginning to develop and implement potential
strategies to reduce discharges of these pollutants of concern from municipal storm drains.
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Mercury

STOPPP's Public Information/Participation Subcommittee (PIP), Commercial/industrial/lilicit
Discharge Subcommittee (CII) and WAM will continue to address mercury. Activities include:

• Performing a PCBs and mercury field investigation during FY 2003/04 in Colma Creek,
Colma, as described in the previous section (Table 2).

• Developing a model policy for the virtual elimination of mercury for STOPPP's
municipalities to use in reducing municipal use of mercury (Table 2).

• Continuing multi-faceted outreach to residents to provide information about mercury and
encourage residents to dispose of mercury-containing products (especially fluorescent
light tubes) at San Mateo County's Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) collection
centers. The continued outreach will include newspaper and television advertising,
press releases, and updating STOPPP's website (www.flowstobay.org) to reflect any
new programs (Table 3).

• Adapting educational outreach materials for businesses to encourage fluorescent lamp
recycling. Developing educational outreach materials for businesses that remove
thermostats to encourage them to recycle mercury-containing thermostats. Developing
model language for modifying municipalities' demolition ordinances to require that all
mercury containing devices that are present in buildings being demolished are disposed
properly. Evaluating the possible importance of mercury containing non-fever
thermometers to stormwater pollution (Table 4).

• Evaluating opportunities for STOPPP through C/CAG of San Mateo County to support
and/or sponsor state legislation to encourage and/or require the recycling of fluorescent
lamps and other mercury containing products. (Table 4).

Pesticides (including Diazinon)

STOPPP's Parks and Recreation Integrated Pest Management (IPM) work group, PIP, and CII
will continue to perform activities addressing pesticides, including the following:

• Continuing multi-faceted outreach to residents on pesticides. The outreach includes
partnering with other groups to set up an IPM demonstration garden at the County Fair,
providing boilerplate articles to municipalities, postings on STOPPP's web page, press
releases and updating STOPPP's website (www.flowstobay.org) to reflect any new
activities in the program. The ongoing IPM partnership program with pesticide retailers
is expanding statewide and continues to improve with new fact sheets and more buy-in
from store participants. (Table 3).

• Targeting Pesticide Control Operators (PCOs) working in San Mateo County with a
training workshop held jointly with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution
Prevention Program about IPM and the increasing market for these services (Table 4).
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• Conducting a train the trainer session(s) for each municipality's representative so that
the representative may train his or her municipality's employees who could purchase or
apply pesticides, including over-the-counter pesticides, 'about pesticide-related surface
water toxicity, proper use and disposal of pesticides and less-toxic methods of pest
prevention and pest control and/or train municipal employees (Table 5).

• Developing guidance documents to facilitate implementation of pesticide management
policies at the local municipal level, such as purchasing/contract or specification
language for PCO services and pesticide chemicals and/or standardized forms for
documenting integrated pest management efforts (Table 5).

• Reviewing the requirements for pesticide reduction measures for new development and
significant redevelopment projects that are included in the recently reissued NPDES
permits for other stormwater programs. such as the Alameda Countywide Clean Water
Program and the Fairfield Suisun Sewer District. Identify tools or steps that will be
useful in preparing to meet these or similar requirements (Table 6).

• Including in STOPPP's 04/05 new development workshop a presentation regarding the
tools or steps that STOPPP will be taking to prepare to meet requirements for pesticide
reduction measures for new development and significant redevelopment projects and
information about landscaping design methods that minimize the need for pesticides
(Table 6).

San Mateo County Environmental Health will also continue to provide information on pesticides
and IPM in its ReNews newsletter. This newsletter is distributed at IPM Partnership stores and
as an insert to the Independent, Almanac, Half Moon Bay Review, and Pacifica Tribune
newspapers (circulation of 228,000 customers) bi-annually.

Sediment

Sediment water quality problems in San Mateo County have primarily been addressed by
STOPPP's municipalities with creeks that have been designated impaired by sediment. In
accordance with the reissued NPDES permit, San Mateo County and the CitieslTowns of Half
Moon Bay, Menlo Park, Pacifica. Portola Valley, and Woodside have developed performance
standards for rural public works maintenance activities. San Mateo County has incorporated
these standards into a manual with maintenance standards intended to meet both NPDES
requirements and the Endangered Species Act Section 4(d} Rule for steelhead and salmon.
The manual includes BMPs for roads and park maintenance activities expected to take place
during the winter, including stream bank stabilization and road-related erosion control.

General Program work to address sediment includes actions by STOPPP's WAM and New
Development Subcommittee (NOS):

• Evaluating the effectiveness of existing and proposed Best Management Practices to
prevent and control excess sediment production to creeks and recommending new
sediment management practices and/or improvements to existing practices (Table 2).

)
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• Conducting STOPPP's annual new development workshop - topics include erosion and
sed:r!ent control as well as post-construction BMPs, such as using site design, source
control and treatment measures to reduce impacts to water quality. Supporting the San
Francisco Estuary Program/Regional Board erosion and sediment control workshops.
Identifying \vays to improve the enforcement of erosion and sediment control measures
at construction sites (Table 6).

Dioxins

STOPPP's WAM has collaborated with other BASMAA programs to compile and evaluate
information on dioxins and urban runoff, including an evaluation of potential control measures
(Table 2). It is anticipated that a final report on this project will be completed during FY 2003/04.
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Table 1.
Annual Planning-level Budgets to Implement the Revised
Pollutant Prevention and Control Measures Plan

WAM PIP CII IPM ND TOTAL
fy 03/04 $204,000 $85,961 $36,000 $10,500 $16,700 $353,161
fy 04/05 $174,000 $67,477 $39,000 $10,500 $16,700 $307,677
TOTAL $378,000 $153,438 $75,000 $21,000 $33,400 $660,838

WAM - STOPPP's Watershed and Monitoring component.
PIP - STOPPP's Public Information/Participation component.
CII - STOPPP's Commercial/lndustrial/illicit Discharge component.
IPM - STOPPP's Parks and Recreation Integrated Pest Management Work Group.
NO - STOPPP's New Development component.
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Table 2. Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern

Pollutant(s) Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning level Schedule/Due
Program Date(s)
Budget

PCBs Perform PCBs/mercury field investigation case study in Colma Creek, Colma. $25,000 Perform work during fy
Mercury 03/04.

..

Sediment Continue project started in FY 02/03 to evaluate the effectiveness of existing and proposed $10,000 Perform work during fy
Best Management Practices to prevent and control excess sediment production to creeks. 03/04.
Recommend new sediment management practices and/or improvements to existing practices.

.__ .•

All Pollutants Provide funding and program representation to the Regional Monitoring Program (RMP). fy 03/04 $72,000 Contributions and
ofConcem fy 04/05 $72,000 program

representation
provided for fy 03/04
and fy 04/05.

All Pollutants Provide funding and/or program representation to the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP). fy 03/04 $82,000 Contributions and
of Concern fy 04/05 $82,000 program

representAtion
provided for fy 03/04
and fy 04/05.

Dioxins Collaborate with other BASMAA programs to compile and evaluate information on dioxins and $5,000 Perform work during fy
urban runoff, including an evaluation of potential control measures. 03/04.
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Table 2. WAM Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern (Cont.)

Pollutant(s) Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level Schedule/Due
Program. Date(s)
Budget

Mercury Develop a model policy for use by STOPPP's municipalities for the virtual elimination of $10.000 Complete model policy
mercury use by the municipalities. by June 2004.

All Pollutants Prepare a new monitoring and management plan for pollutants of concern. $20,000 Complete plan by
of Concern March 2005.
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Table:>. . 'IP Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern

Pollutant(s) Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level SchedulelDue
Program Date(s)
Budget

Mercury Coordinate with HHW on accepting mercury-containing products. -- Ongoing.
Mercury containing products currently accepted at nine HHW sites by appointment. also
accepted in Half Moon Bay, Pacifica, San Bruno, San Carlos, South San Francisco without an
appointment.

Mercury Place advertisements in County newspapers regarding mercury water quality problems and fy 03/04 $10,000 Ongoing.
encouraging residents to dispose of mercury-containing products (especially fluorescent lamp fy 04/05 $5,000
tubes) at HHW collection centers.

---
Mercury Place Public Service Announcements on local cable television regarding mercury water quality fy 03/04 $24,750 Ongoing.

problems and encouraging residents dispose of mercury-containing products (especially fy 04/05 $24,750
fluorescent lamp tubes) at HHW collection centers.

Pesticides Four IPM videos developed by Contra Costa Central Sanitary District in circulation at San -- Ongoing.
Mateo County public libraries

Pesticides Partner with San Mateo County composting program and other groups to set up an IPM - Ongoing.
demonstration garden at the County Fair.
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Table 3. PIP Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern

Pollutant(s) Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level SchedulelDue
Program Date(s)
Budg.et

Pesticides Pitch pesticide-related stories to regional media. Assist municipalities pitch stories to local fy 03/04 $900 Press releases will be
media by providing press releases. fy 04/05 $900 issued as appropriale

(e.g., regislrant
information changes.
new pesticide
ordinances).

Pesticides Provide boilerplate articles to municipalities to distribute through local newsletters and city -- Ongoing.
Mercury publications. Provide to IPM Partnership stores with other publications. Make articles

available on www.flowstobay.org as a PDF file or a link.

Pesticides Continue to participate in the IPM partnership program. Outreach materials will continue to fy 03/04 $31,746 Ongoing.
include information on the HHW program. fy 04/05 $25,432

All Pollutants Update www.f1owstobay.org website as needed with new information on pollutants of concern, fy 03/04 $18,565 Ongoing.
of Concern links and STOPPP programs. fy 04/05 $11,395

Notes:
HHW - San Mateo County Household Hazardous Waste program
IPM -Integrated Pest Management
PIP - STOPPP's Public Information/Participation Subcommittee
STOPPP - San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program
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Table 4. CII Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern

Pollutant Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level SchedulelDue
Program Date(s)
Budget

._.... _---
Mercury Adapt educational outreach materials for businesses to encourage fluorescent lamp recycling. fy 03/04 $15,000 Initiate implementation

This will include revising San Mateo County's The Very Small Quantity Generator (VSQG) fy 04/05 $15,000 of outreach by April
Program Brochure and its F/uorescent Lamps and Recycfing-A Good Combination Fact Sheet 2004 and continue
to include additional information about fluorescent lamp recycling. In addition, a Recycle through June 2005.
Fluorescent Lamps and Ballasts Fact Sheet prepared by the Oregon Environmental Council
will be adapted for use by STOPPP. Using the revised and adapted informational materials,
stormwater inspectors will distribute these informational materials to businesses to increase .
awareness of mercury contamination. fluorescent light tube recycling/proper disposal and the
benefits to businesses of recycling. In addition. develop and distribute fluorescent lamp
recycling/proper disposal cards for use by busirwss inspectors and other municipal employees.
The effectiveness of this outreach will be evaluated by changes in the amount of fluorescent
light tube recycling under San Mateo County's VSQG Program to the extent that this type of
information is tracked by the VSQG ProQram.

Mercury Add information about mercury contamination and pollution prevention on any new general CII fy 03/04 $1,000 Ongoing.
informational materials for businesses and on appropriate reprints of existing materials. if any fy 04/05 $1.000
are reprinted. The success of all of the business mercury outreach will be evaluated by
obtaining feedback from the business inspectors on the level of awareness they are finding at
businesses.

Initiate implement8tiooMercury Develop educational outreach materials for businesses that remove thermostats to encourage fy 03/04 $10,000
them to recycle mercury-containing thermostats. Develop model language for modifying fy 04/05 $10,000 of the activities to
municipalities' demolition ordinances to require that all mercury containing devices that are address controllable
present in buildings being demolished are disposed properly. Evaluate the possible importance sources of mercury by
of mercury containing non-fever thermometers to stormwater pollution, and decide whether it is April 2004 and
worthwhile pursuing the development of an educational outreach program for consumers, continue through June
possibly in conjunction with Our Water Our World's campaign. If such an educational outreach 2005. If any outreach
program is worthwhile, develop and distribute materials. materials are

developed for mNf:ury
containing non t· 'ver
thermometers, this
task would occur in fy
04/05.
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Table 4. CII Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern (Cont.)

Pollutant Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level Schedule/Due
Program Date(s)
Budget

Mercury Evaluate opportunities for STOPPP through C/CAG of San Mateo County to support and/or fy 04/05 $3,000 July 2004 through
sponsor state legislation to encourage and/or require the recycling of fluorescent lamps and June 2005.
other mercury containing products. One possible bill that C/CAG should consider supporting is
SB 511, the California Mercury Recycling Act of 2004 (Figueroa), which would require that
every manufacturer of a mercury-containing fluorescent lamp sold in the state develop a plan
to ensure that all of its mercury-containing lamps are collected, transported and recycled in ,

accordance with applicable state laws_
Pesticides Target Pesticide Control Operators (PCO) working in San Mateo County with a training fy 03/04 $10,000 The PCO training

workshop held jointly with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program fy 04/05 $10,000 workshop will be held
about integrated pest management and the increasing market for these services. Continue to in fy 03/04, and the
explore opportunities to collaborate with local schools to encour::ige the voluntary use of exploration of
integrated pest management methods. The specific activities, jf any, which might be opportunities for
undertaken with the schools, will depend on the mutual interests of STOPPP and school school outreach is
representatives. ongoing.

Notes:

, CII - STOPPP's Commercial/Industrial/Illicit Discharge Subcommittee
STOPPP - San Mateo Countywide Storrnwater Pollution Prevention Program
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Table 5. Parks and Recreation IPM Work Group Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern

Pollutant Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level SchcdulelDue
Program Date(s)
Budget

Pesticides Conduct 1) a train the trainer session(s) for each municipality's representative so that the fy 03104 $10,000 Continue to conducl
representative may train his or her municipality's employees who could purchase or apply fy 04105 $10,000 annual municipal
pesticides, including over-the-counter pesticides, about pesticide-related surface water toxicity, employee training
proper use and di~posal of pesticides and less-toxic methods of pest prevention and pest sessions thrciugh the
control andlor 2) train municipal employees. The success of this training will be measured by NPDES permit period.
the level of participation from municipalities and by their ability to use the information provided
as documented in each municipality's deliverable forms.

Pesticides Develop guidance documents to facilitate implementation of pesticide management policies at fy 03104 $500 Ongoing.
the local municipal level, such as 1) purchasinglcontract or specification language for PCO fy 04105 $500
services and pesticide chemicals andlor 2) standardized forms for documenting integrated pest
management efforts. The success of this activity will be measured by the amount of
implementation that occurs as documented in each municipality's deliverable forms.

Notes:

IPM - Integrated Pest Management
PCO - Pest Control Operator

STOPPP - San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program
WAM - STOPPP'S Watershed and Monitoring Subcommittee
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Table 6. NOS Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern

Pollutant(s) Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level SchedulelDue
Program Oate(s)
Budget

Sediment and Coordinate STOPPP's annual new development workshops. Workshop topics include erosion fy 03104 $12,000 Workshops will be
Potentially and sediment control as well as post-construction BMPs, such as using site design, source fy 04/05 $12,000 conducted annually.
Other control and treatment measures to reduce impacts to water quality. The success of the
Pollutants of workshops will be evaluated by surveying workshop participants.
Concern

Sediment Support San Francisco Estuary Program/Regional Board erosion and sediment control fy 03/04 $500 Workshops will be
workshops. The success of the support for the workshops will be evaluated by the number of fy 04/05 $500 conducted annually.
municipal staff who have completed this training and have current certifications for
Construction Site Planning and Management for Water Quality Protection.

Sediment Identify ways to improve the enforcement of erosion and sediment control measures at fy 03/04 $2,200 Each year activities
construction sites. This may include reviewing existing ordinances, making recommendations fy 04/05 $2,200 will be identified and
for improving reporting and documentation, and/or providing tools to assist municipalities conducted and
require post-construction controls. described in

STOPPP's Annual
Report.

Pesticides Review the requirements for pesticide reduction measures for new development and significant fy 03/04 $2,000 Prepare a technical
redevelopment projects that are included in the recently reissued NPDES permits for other fy 04/05 $2,000 memorandum each
stormwater programs, such as the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program and the fiscal year until
Fairfield Suisun Sewer District. Identify tools or steps that will be useful in preparing to meet STOPPP's permit is
these or similar requirements. reissued.

Pesticides Include inSTOPPP's 04/05 new development workshop a presentation regarding the tools or fy 04/05 The workshop will be
steps that STOPPP will be taking to prepare to meet requirements for pesticide reduction workshop conducted in fy 04/05.
measures for new development and significant redevelopment projects and information about budget is
landscaping design methods that minimize the need for pesticides. shown above

Notes:

BMP - Best Management Practice
NOS - STOPPP's New Development Subcommittee
STOPPP - San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program
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STOPPP's Pesticide Management Plan

The following Pesticide Management Plan describes what the General Program (Program) and
municipalities will be responsible for implementing to achieve improved education and outreach to
minimize the effects of pesticide use on municipal stormwater quality. The Plan would be implemented
starting in July 2002 and extend through the completion of the current NPDES permit period, which is July
2004. When the term "annually" is used, it means dLiring FYs 2002/03 and 2003/04.

Key:

"X
n=Primary implementer

"An = Assist with or develop guidance for implementation

"R" =Regional

"N" =Not implemented at this level

Work Plan

I. Municipal Pesticide Use
(l)

iii
GoalI.A. Eliminate all unnecessary municipal pesticide use (particularly Cl

~ c
organophosphate (OP) pesticide use) and implement Integrated Pest Management .Q

E ro Q)(IPM) techniques. 0-ro ·13 C....
OJ ·c E0 ::l 0Actions - ...
0- ~ u

I.A.1. Develop and implement a process for periodically tracking pesticide use on A X Be~in 7/02;
municipally owned or operated property. Include in the process reporting 1S report
and justification for the use of organophosphate (OP) pesticides and BMPs 9/03
employed during OP pesticide use considering STOPPp·s Performance
Standards for IPM.

I.A.2. Adopt an IPM policy and/or ordinance requiring the use of IPM techniques in A X 4/03- 12/03
the municipality's operations, minimization of pesticide use, and the
restricted use of OP pesticides only when their use is justified and adverse
water quality impacts are minimized.

I.A.3. Review and, as needed, improve STOPPP's Performance Standards for A X 6/03
Integrated Pest Management including its best management practices
(BMPs) The review will include evaluating whether the Performance
Standards' BMPs include special precautions to reduce water quality
impacts when applying pesticides.

I.A.4. Develop and implement a process to ensure that any contractor employed to A X 4/03-12/03
conduct pest control and pesticide application on municipal property
engages in pest control methods consistent with the IPM policy and/or
ordinance adopted by the municipality As part of the process STOPPP's
General Program will develop example IPM contract or specification
language for consideration by the municipalities. Specifically, municipalities
will require contractors to: a) follow the agency's IPM policy and
Performance Standards BMPs b) provide evidence of current IPM training,
when feasible; and c) provide documentation of pesticide use on agency
property to the agency in a timely manner.

lAS. Conduct a periodic agency-wide search of chemical storage areas for A X 3/03-6/03
pesticides no longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local or ASAP
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req'Jirements, and properly dispose of any such pesticides pursuant to or ASAP
appropriate waste disposal regulations.

Monitoring Mechanism 1.A.1. Document completion of tasks in annual reports. A X Annually
Use pesticide tracking process to document pesticide use. beginning

with FY02-
03 Annual

Report
(AR)

Goal LB. Raise awareness of all municipal employees and train employees who
~ c::

apply pesticides for the municipality about the municipality's IPM Policy andlor IPM co .Q
techniques as appropriate. E c.. Q)

C'tl '(3 C....
Cl 'c E20

Actions - ... :;, o C'tl
c.. ~ ()Cl

I.B.1. Ensure that employees who apply pesticides for the agency obtain the N X Annually or
appropriate training as required by the County Agricultural Commissioner as required
and the State Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR).

I.B.2. Provide tailgate-type of training on the appropriate portions of the IPM N X Annually
Policy and Performance Standards' BMPs, and the latest IPM techniques to
employees that are responsible for pesticide application.

I.B.3. Periodically (at least annually) remind employees who are not authorized N X At least
and trained to apply pesticides that if they use pesticides on municipally annually
owned or operated property, this use must be consistent with the IPM Policy
andlor ordinance requiring IPM techniques.

I.B.4. Conduct a workshop for Park and Recreation IPM municipal staff on least- X A completed
toxic pest control methods and pesticide management BMPs.

Monitoring Mechanism I.B.1. Document and evaluate effectiveness of staff A X Annually
training conducted each year (including attendance at training events) in annual beginning
reports. Use evaluation forms at the workshop to evaluate the usefulness of the with FY02-
workshop and identify follow-up topics for training. 03AR

II. Public Education and Outreach (1)

iii
Goal II.A. Increase awareness of IPM so target audiences recall less toxic pest Cl

~ c::
management messages and adopt IPM behaviors. Target audiences include co .Q
residential and commercial users, pesticide retailers, and special districts. E c.. Q)

C'tl '0 C....
Cl 'c E0 :;, 0Actions - ...c.. ~ ()

II.A 1. Implement an education and outreach campaign, which will target the X A Began
general public and include messages about less-toxic pest control and dev'mt
proper disposal. The campaign will include media coverage within San FY02-03;
Mateo County. cont. 'til

FY04-05

II.A 2. Develop simple, effective. targeted messages regarding proper pesticide X A Done;
use and disposal, effects on water quality, and IPM. (R) CI

, Funded by all Co-permittees in FY 01-02.
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I
II.A3. Prepare a;:.';:,ropriate outreach materials (e.g., fact sheets or a consumer X N Fact sheet

guide regarding pest cont,ol services) to address target groups. (R) CI; guide
FY01-02

Il.AA. Identify and attend community events and distribute outreach materials. X X Annually,
(Program will attend events strategic to the campaign.) with CI

liAS. Coordinate with local community groups, such as local gardening and X X Annually
environmental organizations. to distribute information.

ILA 6. Create, update, and publicize web sites to promote IPM and reduce X A Began
pesticide use. City-level assistance will be comprised of creating links from (R) FYOO·01;
the cities' web sites. complete

6/02;
update

annually

ILA 7. Coordinate with the Master Composters program and use their services to X N Begin
train residents. Provide IPM training and information on water quality (R) FY 01-02;
impacts of pesticide use to Master Composters as needed. continue if

effective

Il.A 8. Create and/or publicize existing IPM demonstration gardens (such as the X A Begin FY
Daly City garden and the one at the county fair). City-level assistance is 01·02
through participation at the county fair.

ILA 9. Continue to fund BASMAA Regional Media Relations Campaign featuring X A Ongoing (if
pitches to Bay Area media and responses to breaking news on pesticide- effective) .
related topics.

ILA 10. Prepare and pitch IPM stories and press releases to local media. X N Ongoing
or as

needed or
as

appropriate

ILA 11. Identify consumer publications that could include articles about IPM or less X N Begin
toxic pest management, submit articles or letters to the editor, and (R) FY 02·03
encourage them to print them.

ILA 12. Develop and implement pesticide user outreach targeting residential and X A Ongoing
commercial users, which will include continuing the IPM Store Partnership
Program. Include an evaluation component in the work plan.

II.A 13. Provide information on less toxic pest control (e.g., IPM techniques, X X Program:
municipal IPM policies, model contract language, training opportunities, etc.) FY 02·03
to neighboring special districts (e.g., SAMTrans, vector control districts, and Muni:
school districts) as appropriate. 5/03-9/03,

ongoing

ILA 14. Conduct internal outreach via electronic or hard copy communication on less N X at least
toxic pest control to employees who do not necessarily purchase or apply annually
pesticides during the course of their work (to encourage employees to use
IPM techniques away from work).

2 Funded by all Co-permittees in FY 01-02.
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Monitoring Mechanism II.A.1. Document or estimate numbers of residents X X Begin 02-
reached by outreach efforts, including events, web site promotion, municipal 03
employee outreach, and media advertising. Monitor responses to outreach efforts
through phone log documentation of calls to the municipalities.

Monitoring Mechanism II.A.2. Conduct evaluations of IPM training provided to or X N Annually;
by Master Composters. Meet with Master Composters at least annually to evaluate as needed
success of and needed improvements to joint efforts.

Goal 11.8. Educate pesticide retailers and consumers about less toxic pest control
~ c:

products and promote the sale of such products. 10 .Q
E 0. Qj
(ll '(3 a....
Cl 'c E$

Actions - e :::J o (ll

a. ~ (,)0

II.B.1. Continue to fund and participate in the BASMAA Regional IPM Partnership. X A Ongoing, if

(R) effective

II.B.2. Continue to implement cost-effective elements of the IPM Store Partnership X X ongoing, if
Program. Create and provide fact sheets and other materials to pesticide (R) effective
retailers to facilitate point-of-purchase outreach. Visit stores as necessary to
ensure ongoing participation.

II.B.3. Offer IPM training opportunities to pesticide retailer employees through X A FY 02-03:
coordination with Master r-taught educational programs. A mailer. will be ongoing if
sent to pesticide retailers with training information. effective

Monitoring Mechanism 11.8.1. Document number of participating stores, materials X A Annually
distributed and employees trained.

III. Pest Control Operators (PCGs)

~ c:
Goal III.A. Minimize pesticide use by PCOs contracted for structural pest control co .Q
and landscape maintenance. E 0. Qj

(ll '(3 a....
Cl 'c E$0 :::J o (ll

Actions - ...
a. ~ (,)0

11I.A.1. Develop a database of licensed structural and landscape maintenance X N 6/03
PCOs. update

periodically

III.A.2. Identify active PCO and landscape maintenance organization(s) in the San X N Begin
Mateo County. FY 02-03

III.A.3. Work with existing established training programs to provide IPM training to X N Completed
PCOs. (R) 7/9/01 ;

FYs 02-03
& 03-04

Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1. Document the numbers of PCOs receiving X N Annually;
presentations and/or training and pesticide use by PCOs on municipal property. beginning

with FY02-
03AR

3 Funded by all Co-permittees in FY 01-02.
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I GoalIlI.B. Require ali municipa!(ty-contracted PCDs to implement Best
r.1anagement Pract.ces (BMPs).

~ c
ro .Q

E 0- m
CIl 'u 0."-
OJ 'c E20 ::l o CIlActions - "-a.. ~ UCl

II\.B.1. Through participation in BASMAA identify and work with PCD trade X N ongoing
organization(s) to attempt to develop industry standards for BMPs to protect (R)
water quality.

III.B.2. Require PCDs contracted or operating under purchase orders issued by N X covered as
municipalities to implement BMPs through contract or other specifications. part of

Municipal
Pesticide
Use I.A.4

Monitoring Mechanism III.B.1. Document efforts to complete the above actions. X X Annually
beginning
with FY03·

04AR

IV. Commercial Businesses

~ c
GoaIIV.A. Identify categories of businesses that are large users of pesticides in co .Q
San Mateo County and target these businesses with information about pesticides. E 0- 1i>

CIl 'u 0."-
OJ 'c E20

Actions - ... ::l o ell
a.. ~ UCl

IVA1. Identify up to three categories of businesses that are the largest users of X A 6/02
pesticides in San Mateo County. Evaluate how and what information to
distribute to these business groups.

IV.A.2. Target these businesses with information about pesticide-related surface X A Begin FY
water toxicity, proper use and disposal of pesticides, less-toxic methods of 02103
pest prevention and pest control and the benefits to the business of using
these methods for controlling pests.

IVA3. Develop or adapt a boilerplate article for local business publications on X A 6/02.
pesticide related water quality issues and IPM or less-toxic pest
management. Distribute article to local business publications.

Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1. The success of this outreach will be measured by X A Annually;
the amount of decline in pesticide usage as reported to the County Agriculture beginning
Commissioner and by the publication of the pesticide article in a business oriented with FY 02-
publication. 03AR
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V. Household Hazardous Waste Collection
<I)

ro
Goal V.A. Provide pesticide disposal services through household hazardous waste 0

~ c:
(HHW) collection programs for all residents and small businesses, and encourage 10 .Q

use of these programs. E 0- Qi
C1l '(3 C.'-
Cl 'c E0 ::l 0Actions - . '-
0. :;E l)

V.A.1. Ensure that adequate pesticide disposal services exist for residents and X A ongoing
small business generators.

V.A.2. Ensure that hazardous materials "exchange" programs do not redistribute X N ongoing
organophosphate or banned pesticides.

V.A.3. Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, and help publicize X A ongoing
programs for proper pesticide disposal.

V.A.4. Provide hazardous waste disposal information to residents, through X A Periodically
distribution of materials (e.g., utility bill insert, city newsletter, community at least
events, etc.) or advertising in local media. San Mateo County will develop annually
common language for cities' adaptation and use.

Monitoring Mechanism V.A.1. Document that household hazardous waste X A Annually,
collection programs adequately serve residents and businesses and that any begin with
exchange programs do not exchange organophosphate or banned pesticides. FY 02-03

AR

Monitoring Mechanism V.A.2. Document quantities of pesticide disposal at X N Annually,
household hazardous waste collection facilities (only possible on a county-wide begin with
basis at present). FY 02-03

AR

VI. County Agricultural Commissioners

~ c:
Goal VIA Engage County.Agricuitural Commissioners in efforts to reduce pesticide 0

E 10
~applications and promote less toxic pest management alternatives. 0-

C1l '(3 C.'-
Cl 'c E20

Actions - '- ::l o C1l
0. ~ l)D

VI.A.1. Keep County Agricultural Commissioner's staff informed of STOPPP's goals X N Began
and activities and regional water quality issues through the Park and FY 00-01;
Recreation IPM Work Group meetings. ongoing

VI.A.2. Continue to encourage-involvement of County Agricultural Commissioners in X N Begin
education and outreach efforts targeting PCGs. FY 02·03

ongoing

Monitoring Mechanism VI.A.1. Document STOPPP's meetings where County X N Annually
Agricultural Commissioner's staff attended and STOPPP's efforts to work with beginning
County Agricultural Commission's staff on outreach efforts. with FY 02-

03AR
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I VII. ~cw Development
£ c:
ro .Q

Goal VII.A Minimize pesticide use at new and redevelopment sites. E Q. c:;
III 'u Q....
OJ 'c E2

Actions -
0 =' o III...
c.. :: (,)0

VII.A.1. Coordinate with municipal arborists, contract arborists or other relevant X A 6/03
municipal staff and an IPM specialist to prepare a list of pest-resistant
plants, and develop model conditions of approval for pest resistant
landscaping features and practices.

VII.A.2. Begin to implement STOPPP's recommended model New Development A X Begin
policies that include policies related to minimizing pesticide use at new and
redevelopment sites. FY 02103

VII.A.3. Consider pest-resistant landscaping and design features in the design, A X Begin
landscaping, and environmental reviews of proposed development projects. FY 02-03
Implement using VII.A.1. and VII.A.2 in a way that is consistent with
STOPPP's 2002 NPDES permit amendment.

VII.A.4. Train staff responsible for design review on pest-resistant landscaping X A Workshop
techniques and model conditions of approval (see Actions VII.A.1. through FY 03-04
VII.A.3.) and the importance of minimizing pesticide use in runoff from
development sites.

VII.A.5. Develop enhanced reporting format for documenting use of pesticide X A FY 02-
reduction measures at development sites. 03AR

Monitoring Mechanism VII.A.1. Summarize the types of pesticide reduction N X Annually,
measures required (such as by conditions of approval) for new development and beginning
significant redevelopment projects, and the percentage of new development and in FY 03-04
significant redevelopment projects for which pesticide reduction measures were AR
required.

VIII. Monitoring and Science

~ c:
Goal VilLA. Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support pesticide TMDL 0

E ro :;::
development and implementation. Q. (l)

III 'u Q....
OJ 'c E20

Actions - ... =' o III
c.. :: (.)0

VIlI.A.1. Perform pilot-scale water quality monitoring for pesticides. STOPPP is X N FY 02-03
willing to participate in a coordinated regional plan to collect data for the for pilot
diazinon TMDL, as defined in the RWQCB/BACWAIBASMAA MOU. testing
STOPPP is committed to meeting the monitoring requirements described
in Loretta Barsamian's June 28, 2002 letter to Robert Davidson according
to the time schedule and level of effort specified in its "Generalized Five-
Year Monitoring Program Plan Fiscal Years 2002/03 through 2006/07"
dated June 28, 2002.

Monitoring Mechanism VIII.A.1. Submit monitoring data and reports to the X N When
Regional Water Quality Control Board and other interested parties (such as available

I USEPA).

F ;\Sm1x\Sm13-02\Pesticides\finaISTOPPPPMP.doc
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IX. Regional Coordination
Q)

ro
Goal IX.A. Actively participate with regional organizations to communicate to the 0

~ c
U.S. EPA Office of Pesticide Programs and California Department of Pesticide 0

E it
~Regulation the need to reduce pesticide-related toxicity in Bay Area water bodies. Co

til '(3 0.....
Cl '2 E0 :::l 0Actions - ...
e.. ~ (,)

IX.B.1. Through participation in BASMAA, work with the U.S.EPA, the California X N Ongoing
Department of Pesticide Regulation, and the pesticide industry to eliminate (R)
from pesticide product labels uses of pesticides likely to unintentionally enter
surface waters and cause pollution.

Monitoring Mechanism IX.A.1. Document STOPPP's participation in BASMAA X N Annually
and successes in achieving changes in registered uses and labeling that protect beginning
water quality. with FY 03·

04AR

GoaIIX.B. Actively participate in regional coordination efforts.
~ c

E it .2
Co Q)

til '(3 0..I-
Cl '2 E20

Actions- I- :::l o til
e.. ~ (,)0

IX.B.1. Participate in the activities of BASMAA and communicate STOPPP's efforts. X N . Ongoing,
annually

IX.B.2. Collaborate through the RMP, RWQCB/BACWAIBASMAA MOU or other X N As needed
regional efforts in technical studies to support diazinon TMDL
implementation. (R)

IX.B.2. Continue to participate in the BASMAA Pesticide Work Group to evaluate X N Ongoing
implementation of and improve the Pesticide Strategy and report on the· (R)
results of the evaluation.

Monitoring Mechanism IX.B.1. Document STOPPP's attendance at regional X N Annually
meetings and completion of regional efforts. beginning

with FY
02/03 AR

X. Review and Revision of Pesticide Management Plan
Q)

ro
Goal X.A. Implement a pesticide management plan that includes appropriate goals, 0

~ c
actions, and monitoring mechanisms to reduce pesticide-related toxicity in urban

E iii .Q
runoff. Co Q)

til T5 0..I-
Cl '2 E0 :::l 0Actions - l-

e.. ~ (,)

X.A.1. Review and improve the goals, actions, and monitoring mechanisms of this X A Every two
Pesticide Management Plan considering results of self-evaluations. years
comments from Regional Board staff and other interested parties. and starting in
results of RWQCB staffs municipality performance review meetings, if any. FY03-04
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I ----

Monitoring Mechanism IX.A.1. Compiete revised work pian and i ';. :Jrt on X A Submit
completion of work pian tasks. work plan

revisions
every two

years
beginning
in March

2004; work
plan task

progress in
ARs as
listed

above.
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San Mateo Countyvvide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP)
Performance Standards for Management of Lagoons within the Cities of
Foster City, Redwood City, and San Mateo - June 2001 (rev. May 2002)

MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Lagoon Management

These performance standards apply to all lagoon management activities undertaken by a municipality
using its own staff or contractors. AlllagoQns are designed as flood control facilities, and as such are
subject to intentional periodic draw-down of operating levels in anticipation of wet-weather flows, and

. require periodic maint,enance for protection of flood control benefits.

1. GENERAL MANAGEMENT OB~IECTIVES

1. Manage the lagoon in such a manner and by such means as to provide reasonable protection of
beneficial uses, as defined in the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin
Plan).

II. LAGOON DESIGN AND IMPROVEMENTS

1. Comply with all applicable local, state, and federal requirements in connection with lagoon dredging,
shoreline alteration, or other applicable construction projects.

2. Utilize natural materials for bank protection that provide habitat for terrestrial and aquatic life in
addition to effectively preventing erosion whenever possible.

3. For new construction, use only non-chemically treated in-water. support structures, such as piers
made of metal, concrete, or synthetic wood. .

4. Use STOPPP approved best management practices (BMPs) in connection with construction
activities.

5. Future redevelopment of a lagoon should incorporate design measures that help support estuarine
(bay-like) conditions to the maximum extent possible and minimization of potential future
maintenance, which include, but are not limited to, source water supply, water exchange rates,
circulation, bank slope and bank stability, siltation control, and other measures that support aesthetic
and ecological values.

III. WATER QUALITY MONITORING AND SOURCE CONTROL

1. Each city will develop and implement a monitoring program for aquatic pesticides, consistent with
monitoring plan requirements of the Statewide General NPDES Permit for Discharges of Aquatic
Pesticides to Waters of the United States.

2. Minimize sediment and nutrient inputs through implementation of STOPPP Performance Standards
for Commercial/industrial Discharges, Illicit Discharge Elimination, Municipal Maintenance, New
Development and Construction Site Controls, and informing residents through venues described in
Section VIII of these performance standards.

3. Minimize potential of pathogens by following Performance Standards for Storm Drain Facilities,
promoting compliance with pet waste control methods through public education and code
compliance efforts, and investigating and implementing methods to discourage high concentrations
of waterfowl in public beach areas.

4. When monitoring indicates poor water quality conditions from sources other than the bay intake
water, attempt to identify the cause of the water quality problem through surveying potential



San Mateo Countyvvide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP)
Performance Standards for Management of Lagoons within the Cities of
Foster City, Red\'Jood City, and San Mateo - June 2001 (rev. May 2002)

MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Lagoon Manaqement
locations, such as shoreline areas, storm drain inlets, side streams, and identifying potentia! sources
using principles of illicit discharge investigation, including water sampling and testing if needed.

IV. PLANT NUISANCE MANAGEMENT

1. Incorporate principles of integrated pest management into lagoon plant nuisance prevention and
control strategies by employing one or more of the following control measures prior to use of
herbicides, where practicable: water exchange and circulation rates, non-toxic dyes, mechanical
harvesting and/or other practical mechanical methods, growth target thresholds for herbicide
application, and using hydraulic controls to enhance herbicide contact and contact time.

2. Each municipality shall set growth thresholds that establish action levels for plant nuisance control.
Thresholds shall be set so as to ensure that community values are protected while ensuring that use
of herbicides is minimized. An appropriate threshold ensures that herbicides will not be used prior to
there being visual evidence of growth, but at the same time ensuring that projected growth rates do
not result in routine exceedance of the threshold. (Note: There are currently no pre-emergent
herbicides licensed for aquatic use. Should a properly licensed pre-emergent product become
available in the future, an alternate type of threshold may be warranted.)

3. In cooperation with and approval of all regulatory agencies, support research and development
efforts on use of experimental technologies for lagoon plant nuisance management.

4-, Use approved herbicides that have the most potential to provide the most effective nuisance control
and have the least impact on beneficial uses.

5. Encourage municipal staff and their agents to attend professional training for continuing education in
lagoon management. .

6. Conduct visual observations by boat or from shore, at a frequency deemed prudent to help identify
emerging nuisance conditions. Such observations may include, but are not limited to, looking for
accumulation of bottom or floating algae, and spot "raking" for evidence of weed growth if not
otherwise visible.

V. APPLICATION AND HANDLING OF HERBICIDES

1. City staff and their agents will follow federal, state, and local laws and regulations with respect to
herbicide handling, use, and disposal.

2. Apply herbicides at the optimal time and conditions to maximize their effectiveness and minimize
amount applied.

3. Mix or load herbicides in a safe and prudent manner so as to minimize potential for spillage of raw or
mixed product.

4. Calibrate application equipment as needed to assure the desired application rate.

5. Mix only as much material as is necessary for treatment.



San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP)
Performance Standards for Management of Lagoons within the Cities of
Foster City, Redwood City, and San Mateo - June 2001 (rev. May 2002)

MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Lagoon Management
6. Ensure that applicators practice herbicide use safety and that applicator equipment is properly

inspected to prevent accidental leaks, spills, and hazards to applicators and the environment.

7. Herbicides shall be applied when it is found that non-herbicide control options, such as use of dyes,
water exchange, and mechanical methods, are unable to maintain plant or algae growth beneath
growth thresholds.

8. When copper based herbicides are called for, a chelated form of copper that offers the greatest
affinity for adherence to the target and least likelihood of settling to the bottom shall be used.

9. Implement herbicide storage and disposal performance standards as identified in Municipal
Maintenance Performance Standards for Pesticide Usage and Integrated Pest Management.

10. Maintain a record of all herbicide treatments, including herbicides used, general location on the
lagoon and acres treated, and application rate. At the end of each calendar year, report to the
Regional Water Quality Control Board the total quantity of each aquatic pesticide used during the
reporting year. .

VI. LITTER AND DEBRIS CONTROL

1. Minimize debris entering the lagoon by providing a sufficient number of proper litter control
receptacles in public areas, and service receptacles at a frequency that minimizes potential for
overflow, as well as protect aesthetic values.

2. Promote compliance with local ordinances and policies in connection with littering, dock
maintenance, disposal of yard waste, recycling, and other potential sources of litter and debris. This
may be accomplished through venues described in Section VIII. .

3. Inspect, service, and maintain structural litter and debris controls, such as debris curtains, trash
racks, and storm drain outfalls, at a frequency sufficient to assure effective unit operation and
efficiency.

VII. COMMUNICATION AND TRAINING

1. Representatives from each city will meet periodically to share information on lagoon management
issues, as well as to evaluate these performance standards for effectiveness, and submit proposed
changes to the Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee for comment.

2. New employees involved with lagoon maintenance, and aquatic plant nuisance control activities in
particular, will be trained on use of these lagoon performance standards and the role of the new
employee's position.

VIII. PUBLIC EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

1. At public facilities located near the lagoon, make information available about current lagoon issues
which may include, but are not limited to, how to reduce sources of pathogens, nutrients~ herbicides,
litter and debris.



San 1\1ateo County\vide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP)
Performance Standards for Management of Lagoons within the Cities of
Foster City, Redwood City, and San Mateo - June 2001 (rev. May 2002)

MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Lagoon Management

2. Conduct targeted newsletter/mailings or public service announcements promoting water pollution
prevention ,within the first year of the effective date of these performance standards, and biannually
thereafter.

3. Participate in community outreach activities coordinated by STOPPP for the purpose of
communicating STOPPP's water quality protection message.

4. Encourage public participation in stewardship of the lagoon, including promotion of volunteer
community cleanup events.

IX, ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

1. The city may develop and submit to the Regional Board a comprehensive lagoon management plan
that proposes an alternative, but comparably effective approach, to these performance standards for
managing the environmental quality of the lagoon. Any such plans containing alternative
performance standards would need to obtain the Regional Board's approval prior to being
implemented.

- ;

..........



BMPs and Implementation Procedures for
Conditionally Exempted Discharges

CON DITJONAL- BMPs IMPLEMENTATION
LV EXEMPT PROCEDURES
DISCHARGES
1. Surface Sidewalks and Plazas-All soapy washwater used to clean AIiSTOPPP
cleaners sidewalks and plazas must be discharged to the sanitary municipalities will

sewer system or landscaping. Debris must be collected and follow the BMPs for
disposed of prior to washing. This BMP does not apply to an surface cleaning that
area where there has been an oil or hazardous chemical they conduct.
spill. If surface cleaning is conducted without the use of STOPPP will support
soap and no oil or hazardous material/waste is present, all workshops/seminars
washwater may go to the storm drain. If the sidewalk or for workers in surface
plaza contains light oil, dry clean oil spots with absorbents cleaning industry to
such as kitty litter, vermiculite, sand, or absorbent mats prior ensure that they have
to cleaning. Collect and dispose of the debris. a clear understanding
Drive-throughs, Driveways, Parking Garages, Service of the requirements.
Stations- If these areas contain excess oil deposits, the STOPPP will request
procedure for cleaning, with or without soap, is as follows: that employers
(1) seal the storm drains; (2) collect and dispose of debris; train/inform new
(3) dry clean oil spots with absorbents; (4) pump wash water employees about
to a sanitary sewer system after obtaining permission from BMPs. STOPPP will
the sanitary sewer's owner. distribute educational
Building Exterior Walls- If soap is used, water must be flyers prepared by
discharged to the sanitary sewer system after obtaining BASMAA or others
permission from the sewer's owner. When washing glass or that update workers
steel buildings without the use of soap, washwater should on any changes in
be directed to unpaved surface/landscaped areas. If you are the BMPs or laws.
not using soap to clean a building that has been painted
after 1978, washwater may be directed to unpaved
landscaping. If you are cleaning buildings painted with lead-
based paints or mercury-additive paints, all storm drains
must be sealed and washwater must be pumped to a
collection tank. The wastewater and sludge may have to be
disposed of as hazardous waste.

2. Uncontami- Identify the source of the discharge. Check historical Each agency's
nated pumped records regarding potential for groundwater pollution. If designated Illicit
groundwater1 there is doubt about the quality of the groundwater, testing Discharge

for volatile, semi-volatile, or any other likely pollutants will Coordinator is
need to be conducted prior to discharge. If the discharge of responsible for
the groundwater will not cause an exceedance of a water implementing or
quality standard/objective for any pollutant, the water may overseeing the
be discharged to the municipal storm drain system. implementation of
Characterize the flow rate; if greater than 20 gpm, call your these BMPs. County
local municipality's Illicit Discharge Coordinator (list Environmental Health
available at staff will notify the
http://www.fJowstobay.org/contacts/illicitdischargecoord.html). clean up sites that it

oversees about these
BMPs.

J Anyone proposing to discharge uncontaminated pumped groundwater to land where it does not flow to a stonn drain or surface
water body may need to obtain coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board's Statewide General Waste Discharge
F:ISm3xISM33-02ISWMP Submitted VersionlAPPENDIX E\CEDrev.doc E-1 January 20, 2004



BMPs and Implementation Procedures for
dO' hConditionally Exempte ISC arqes

"':ONDITIONAL· BMPs ' Ir/IPLEMENTATlON
_Y EXEMPT

I
PROCEDURES

DISCHARGES
3. Dechlorin- i Call your local municipality's Illicit Discharge Coordinator Continue to distribute
ated swimming (see 2. for where to obtain list) if you intend to empty your educational
pool waters2 pool. If the local municipality allows the discharge of pool materials, such as

water to the municipal storm drain, you must first the Pool, Spa and
dechlorinate the pool's water. Dechlorinating a pool takes Fountain Water
only a few hours, with the use of chemicals such as sodium Disposal Guidelines
thiosulfate. Check chlorine concentrations and once the and the Landscaping,
pool water has zero measurable chlorine residual and the Gardening, and Pool
path of the discharge will not introduce further pollutants, the Maintenance trifold to
water may be discharged to the municipal storm drain, homeowners with
where municipalities allow. Manage the flow rate so that it pools, pool supply
does not create an erosion problem. Do not use copper- shops, pool
based algaecides. Alternatives may be found at pool supply contractors, and pool
stores. service/repair

workers.
4. Foundation Examine the site tOcdeterminewhether the drain water may Each municipality's
drains contact pollutants. If there is a potential for the water to Illicit Discharge

contact chemicals, such as at storage areas, a sample Coordinator is
should be tested for the chemicals of concern. The site responsible for
should also be evaluated for the possible presence of local implementing or
groundwater pollution. If a potential exists for groundwater overseeing the
pollutants to occur in the drainage water, a sample should implementation of
be tested for the chemical(s) of concern. The drain water these BMPs.
should also be visually examined for turbidity, discoloration, STOPPP will
oil or other materials. Contact your local municipality's Illicit distribute these
Discharge Coordinator (see 2. for where to obtain list) who BMPs to all of these
will decide, based on the results of the testing and visual coordinators.
examination, whether the flow should be allowed to
discharge to the municipal storm drain. If pollutants are
present which could result in an exceedance of a water
quality standard/objective for any pollutant, the drain water
must be discharged to the sanitary sewer after obtaining
permission from the sanitary sewer's owner.

5. Water from Same as "4. Foundation drains." Same as above
crawl space
pumps

6. Footing I Same as "4. Foundation drains." Same as above
drains
7. Air Small air conditioning units: Air conditioning condensate Develop and
conditionin~ should be directed to landscaped areas as a minimum BMP. distribute outreach
condensate

Requirements for Discharges to Land with a Low 'J;'hreat to Water Quality. Contact the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board for instructions.

2 Anyone proposing to discharge commercial and public swimming pool water to land where it does not flow to a storm drain or
"urface water body may need to obtain coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board's Statewide General Waste

ischarge Requirements for Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality. Contact the San Francisco Bay Regional
\Vater Quality Control Board for instructions. .
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BMPs and Implementation Procedures for
Conditionally Exempted Discharqes

CONDITIONAL- . BMPs
LY EXEMPT
DISCHARGES

Large air conditionina units: In new developments or
remodels, the condensate lines of the unit must be directed
to landscaped areas or, alternatively, connected to the
sanitary sewer system after obtaining permission from the
sanitary sewer's owner. As with smaller units, any anti-algal
or descaling agents must be properly disposed of.

IMPLEMENTATION
PROCEDURES

material to
businesses and
homeowners. This
material will
encourage
homeowners to direct
air conditioning
condensate to
landscaped areas or
to the sanitary sewer
where this is a
permissible option.

a.Landscape
irrigation

9. Irrigation
water
10. Lawn or
garden
watering
11. Planned and
unplanned

Landscape design, installation and maintenance can and
should be water efficient. Irrigation systems can avoid
runoff by matching water application rates to infiltration
rates. Systems must avoid overspray onto impervious
surfaces. Avoid overhead sprinkler irrigation of median
strips that are less than ten feet in width.4 Drip systems are
the most water efficient way to irrigate non-turf areas. Avoid
over irrigation that causes erosion. Use Integrat~d Pest
Management methods for weed and insect control. Any
pesticide application should be done at the optimal time to
maximize its effectiveness and minimize the possibility of
discharging pesticides with landscape irrigation or
stormwater runoff. Wash landscaping equipment away from
paved areas. Do not blow or rake vegetative wastes into the
street. Dispose of lawn clippings and other vegetative
wastes in waste receptacles or use as compost.

Same as "S. Landscape irrigation."

Same as "S. Landscape irrigation."

Dechlorinate potable water or under appropriate
circumstances (see Attachment A). allow potable water to

Each agencY's Illicit
Discharge
Coordinator will
coordinate with his or
her local potable
water counterpart
responsible for
implementing local
Urban Water
Management Plans.
Municipalities will
target the distribution
of educational
material to areas
known to have
significant runoff from
landscape
overwatering. The
Illicit Discharge
Coordinators will also
conduct field
investigations of
reports of significant .
runoff caused by
landscape
overwatering.
Same as above

Same as above

All STOPPP member
aqencies that are

3 Discharges of air conditioning condensate to land may trigger the need to obtain coverage under the State Water Resources
Control Board's Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality.
Contact the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board for instructions.
4 These water efficiency B\.1Ps are based on DWR's Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance adopted on January I, 1993.
F:\Sm3x\SM33-Q2ISWMP Submitted Version\APPENDIX EICEDrev.doc E-3 January 20, 2004



BMPs and Implementation Procedures for
C d D' honditionally Exempte ISC arqes

)N DITIONAL- : BMPs IMPLEMENTATION
l..Y EXEMPT PROCEDURES
DISCHARGES
discharges aerate or to discharge to a sanitary sewer system. Aeration retail water purveyors
from potable can occur when the potable water flows along a pathway will implement these
water sources 5 before entering receiving waters or is contained long enough BMPs. Water

for chlorine to dissipate. Dechlorination is generally purveyors who are
accomplished with a chemical in either liquid or tablet form. not members of
One common method is to use a five-gallon carboy STOPPP will be
equipped with a spigot to feed a dechlorinating solution into requested to submit
the potable water flow stream. The rate of discharge of the copies of their BMPs,
dechlorinating solution must be calculated based on the jf they ever discharge
strength of the dechlorinating solution and the water's flow potable water to the

I rate and chlorine residual. Another method is to lay a net or municipal storm drain
burlap bag with dechlorination tablets across the flow path system. STOPPP
or over the storm drain. The erosive potential of potable will plan additional
water discharges must be controlled using BMPs to limit the training or
erodibility of soils (such as covering the soil with plastic educational outreach
sheeting, erosion control matting, gravel, etc.) or diverting based on the
flows to areas not susceptible to erosion, e.g., the sanitary information
sewer. Sediment control BMPs include a variety of submitted.
practices, such as, using filter material to trap sediment
being discharged as part of excavation dewatering for water
line repair; using vegetative filtration or gravel check dams;
and using various other sedimentation/filtration controls.

/2. Water line Same as "11. Planned and unplanned discharges from Same as above
and hydrant potable water sources." Plus some agencies place dirt bags
flushing 5 or silt sacks over the hydrant's stream to collect sediment

that had accumulated in the water line.
13. Individual The best alternative is to wash cars at a commercial car Distribute existing
residential car wash. If washing at home, wash cars over lawn, gravel or educational, outreach
washing other areas where soapy water will not run into the street or material to residents;

storm drain. Wipe brake dust off of wheels before washing. especially in areas
Minimize the use of soap and of washwater. Do not use where significant
spray on wheel or engine cleaners where the rinse water amounts of soapy
would flow to the street or storm drain. washwater have

been found in the
street or municipal
storm drain system.

14. Discharges If there are toxic substances on the property where the fire Deterrnine better
or flows from is, foam will probably be used instead of water. After public what current
emergency fire safety and property are protected, firefighters should plug firefighting practices
fighting the storm drain system that drains the fire area to try to are as regards non-

contain any firefighting runoff water. The captured water stormwater
may then be removed for proper disposal. discharge. Develop

and distribute

s Discharges ofwater main, water storage tank, water hydrant flushing, pipelines, and tank hydrostatic testing discharges to land
.'\'here it does not flow to a stonn drain or surface water body may need to obtain coverage under the State Water Resources

':ontrol Board's Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality.
Contact the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board for instructions.
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DISCHARGES

educational, outreach
material to
firefighters, if needed.
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Draft BMPs and Implementation Procedures for
Conditionally Exempted Discharges

ATTACHMENT A

A municipality may elect, under some conditions, to use non-chemical treatment to achieve
dechlorination of potable water discharges. The following summarizes information about non
chemical treatment methods and considerations from the AWWA Research Foundation's
"Guidance Manual for Disposal of Chlorinated Water'" (Guidance Manual).

The Guidance Manual states that insufficient information is currently available to develop
comprehensive BMPs for dechlorinating water associated with the operation of water utilities.
For non-chemical treatment methods, STOPPP recommends that field testing of the
chlorine residual be conducted to verify that the non-chemical method of dechlorination
has removed chlorine residual to safe levels prior to the water entering the municipal
storm drain system or a creek. Field testing of chlorine residual would be unnecessary when
the discharge of chlorinated water would not reach a creek or storm drain, such as discharges
to the sanitary sewer or for groundwater recharge.

Retention in Holding Tanks
Background: Several utilities in the U.S. and Canada store filter backwash water and main disinfection water in
holding tanks to allow for residual chlorine decay (due to aeration, reaction with sunlight, and reaction with the
surfaces of the holding tanks) prior to discharge.
Rapidity of Dissipation: Free chlorine at 0.5 to 2 mgll concentrations typically found in distribution systems, it
would take several hours to a few days to meet regulatory discharge limits.
Combined chlorine is more stable in the environment and would take three to four times longer than free
chlorine to dissipate.
Land Application of Chlorinated Water
Background: The Guidance Manual concludes that this technique appears to be more effective for discharging
small amounts of water in locations far from storm drainages and receiving streams.
Rapidity of Dissipation: Tacoma Waters discharged water with1.2 mg of free chlorine from a hydrant at 300
gpm, as sheet flow on a semi-paved surface. After traveling 500 feet in 4 minutes and 10 secqnds, only 0.2
mg!1 reduction of chlorine had been achieved.
EBMUD conducted a test of water containing 1 - 2 mgll of combined chlorine discharged at 300 - 500 gpm as
sheet flow onto dirty gravel or pavement surfaces on a sunny day. The water had to travel at least one-half
mile to decay to safe levels for discharqe.
Discharge of Chlorinated Water for Groundwater Recharge
Background: Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) sometimes discharges chlorinated
water to dry streambeds or to land for groundwater discharge. The Guidance Manual describes this as an
acceptable practice if the water percolates before reaching surface waters. MWD always surveys the area
where the discharge will go and estimates how far it will travel based upon the quantity and discharge rate.
Rapidity of Dissipation: not applicable if the flows are all recharged sothat nothing reaches local surface
waters.
Discharging through Hay Bales and Other Natural Obstructions
Backoround: This method would be applicable for discharging planned water releases, such as filter backwash,
to hay bales o~ other obstructions to dissipate chlorine prior to the water reaching a storm drain or stream.
There may be practical difficulties in constructing such barriers, and this method may cause soil erosion.
Rapidity of Dissipation: The Guidance Manual provides no specific information; it does find that while the
chlorine demand of hay bales and other obstructions ·can be reasonably high, it may be difficult to achieve
reoulatorv discharge limits in some cases."

I A WWA Research Foundation. 2001. Guidance Manual for Disposal of Chlorinated Water
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE

I. ROUTINE INSPECTION AND
CLEANING

Inspect, and clean as necessary, storm
drainage facilities (inlets, culverts, V
ditches, pump stations, open channels,
and watercourses), at least once a year
on average unless an alternative
schedule is approved. The inspections
and needed cleaning will preferably
occur prior to the rainy season. In
calculating this average, some facilities
may be inspected more than once per
year and others less than once per year.

II. STORM DRAIN INLET AND LINE
CLEANING

Remove the maximum amount of
material at the nearest access point to
minimize discharges to watercourses.

III. OPEN CHANNEL and
WATERCOURSE CLEANING

A. Planning

1. Determine which local, regional,
state, and federal environmental
regulatory agencies I have
jurisdiction over the proposed
maintenance activities, particularly
those activities that generate
sediment, erode or alter the
streambed, and disturb special
status species. Complete the
CEQA review process, if required,
by your local agency. Submit

I Potential agency regulations include, but are not
limited to, Department of Fish and Game 1601 and
1603 Agreements, US Anny Corps of Engineers
Section 10 and Section 404 Pennits, as well as
Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401
Water Quality Certifications and Waste Discharge
Requirements.

Storm Drain Facilities

applications~ to each appropriate
agency and complete their permit
process.

2. Refer to conditions set forth in
permits, memorandum of
understandings (MOU's), and
other agreements related to
maintenance activities between
your agency and regional, state
and/or federal regulatory agencies.

3. Schedule routine maintenance
work in channels during the dry
season or in dewatered conditions
if flowing water is present.

4. Schedule routine maintenance
work to minimize the extent of site
disturbance at anyone time.

B. Cleaning Operation to Maximize
Removal and Minimize Habitat
Damage

1. Pick up debris with equipment
operated from the top of the bank
or access road, when possible.

2. When operation of equipment is
necessary in a channel use
appropriate equipment to minimize
environmental disturbance.

3. Control runoff that is transporting
trash or debris with appropriate
measures. Use berm, dam, or
temporary grates to prevent runoff
from flowing through solid waste
and picking up pollutants.

2 Applicants only need to fill out one application
fonn, if they follow the Joint Aquatic Resource
Pennit Application (JARPA) process. The fonn is
then submitted to all appropriate regulatory agencies.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAIt,"TENANCE Storm Drain Facilities

4. Use appropriate control measures d) Avoid topping 1ive willows or
for soil erosio"n, sediment and silt other trees3

, because topping
to prevent sediment transport and encourages shrubby, dense
siltation downstream of the work growth that is more flow
area. Recommended measures can resistant.
be found in Flood Control Facility
M.:.Jime17Ql1ceBest AIQ17Qgement e) Only remove vegetation that
Practices manual prepared for the could obstruct flows. Only
San Francisco Bay Area remove willows from a creek
Stormwater Management Agencies bed if they are diverting water
Association (June 2000). Monitor against a bank or obstructing
control measures for effectiveness flow. Consider leaving stumps
and repair or replace as needed. in place after trees are cut to

create essential creek habitat
5. If cleaning a "natural" creek or and to maintain bank stability.

waterway, minimize removal of If leaving the stump in place,
natural vegetation and focus on position and anchor the stump
litter and trash removal. When into the bank to minimize
natural vegetation must be movement.
removed, use the following
guidelines in creek sections with 1) Remove downed wood that is
little to no manmade loose and can be washed
improvements: downstream or that obstructs

flow or diverts flow into a
a) Use hand operated equipment, bank. Leave logs that are

(loppers, handsaws, chain parallel to creek flow and
saws, weed eaters, and other embedded in a creek's bank.
tools) to remove or trim- Stumps from fallen trees, can
vegetation where it is feasible. be left if the bank is stabilized.
Vehicles and larger machinery
should only be used as a last g) Leave small, vegetation
resort for tree or debris accumulations trapped under
removal. trees unless they are diverting

flow and causing erosion.
b) Use small vehicles and

equipment to aid in cutting and i) Deposit woody debris or

removing vegetation. vegetation collected from the
channel away from storm drain

c) Keep equipment away from inlets, drainage facilities, other
trees to avoid trunk damage watercourses and other areas

caused by equipment scarring that will cause storm-related
the trunk, and to prevent soil problems.
compaction near roots.

3 Tree is defined as vegetation with at least four (4)
inch diameter trunk at five (5) feet above grade.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Storm Drain Facilities

"

1
~

IV. RECORD KEEPING rural areas. During storm events, cover
with impermeable material and/or

1. Report the amount of material contain runoff. Drain wastev,;ater to
removed when cleaning storm the sanitary sewer or filter out
drainage facilities in monthly record pollutants or allo\';' to evaporate to
keeping forms. . prevent discharges to the storm drain

2. Document and track spill incidents and
system. Dispose of the material at an
appropriate facility.

response to spill incidents.

2. Salvage or recycle useful vegetation
V. SPILL RESPONSE debris, when possible. For example,

native trees and shrubs can be used as
1. Ifnon-hazardous materials are spilled, a brush barrier, or converted into wood

maintenance staff will contain the spill chips, then used as mulch on graded
area and clean when practical to areas. Cut willows can be used to
prevent additional discharge of revegetate an eroding bank.
pollutants into the storm drain system.

VII. EDUCATION
2. J\faintenance staff will be aware of the

municipality's around-the-clock Educate maintenance crews on
immediate response/removal performance standards related to
procedure for hazardous or unknown cleaning storm drain facilities,
materials. particularly those performance

standards for cleaning debris,.,
Establish a response/removal including vegetative debris, in open;).

procedure for non-hazardous materials storm drain channels and watercourses.
after work hours.

4. Maintenance staff will report spills to,
and work with, the municipalities'
illicit discharge coordinator to
determine the most appropriate follow
up response (e.g., track the source of
the spill and identification product
labels that have a bar code, contact
Building and Planning Departments,
send a clean-up bill to the responsible
party, etc.).

VI. DISPOSAL AND RECYCLING OF
MATERIAL

1. Store material removed from storm
drainage facilities on a concrete pad or
other type of impermeable material,
unless conditions only permit storage
on a pervious surface, e.g., remote
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Fact Sheet

SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE
STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM

ORDER NO. R2-2004-0062
AMENDMENT OF NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS0029921

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

1515 CLAY STREET, 14TH FLOOR
OAKLAND, CA 94612

I. Permit History

A. City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) of San Mateo County, San
Mateo County, Town of Atherton, City ofBelmont, City of Brisbane, City of
Burlingame, Town of Colma, City ofDaly City, City of East ofPal0 Alto, City of
Foster City, City of Half Moon Bay, Town ofHillsborough, City ofMenlo Park,
City of Millbrae, City of Pacifica, Town ofPortola Valley, City ofRedwood City,
City of San Bruno, City of San Carlos, City of San Mateo, City of South San
Francisco, and the Town of Woodside (hereinafter Dischargers), have joined
together to form the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Program (hereinafter Program). On July 21, 1999, the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board for the San Francisco Bay Region (hereinafter referred to
as the Regional Water Board or Board) re-issued waste discharge requirements
(NPDES Permit No. CAS0029921 ,Order No. 99-059, hereinafter Permit) under
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to the Program to
discharge stormwater runoff from storm drains and watercourses within the
Dischargers' jurisdictions by complying with the Permit and implementing the
Permit's associated Stormwater Management Plan (hereinafter Plan).

B. On February 19,2003, the Regional Water Board adopted Order No. R2-2003
0023 amending Provision C.3 (New and Redevelopment Component) of the
Permit. On July 21,2004, the Board adopted Order No. R2-2004-0060, amending
the Permit in response to San Francisco Superior Court's Writ ofMandate and
Statement of Decision. The amendments pertained to monitoring requirements
and the process for amending the Permit, including the Plan.

C. Order Nos. 99-059 and R2-2003-0023 recognize the Program's Plan as the
Dischargers' comprehensive control program and requires implementation of the
Plan. The Plan describes a framework for management of stormwater discharges.
Pursuant to Provisions in Order No. 99-059, the 1999 Plan has been
administratively modified since then and describes the Program's goals and
objectives and contains Performance Standards, which represent the baseline level
of effort required of each of the Dischargers. The Plan contains Performance



Standards for five different stormwater management components, including
watershed assessment and monitoring.

II. Discharge Description and Location:

The Dischargers have jurisdiction over and/or maintenance responsibility for
storm drains and watercourses that they own and/or operate in San Mateo County.
The discharge consists of stormwater generated in all hydrologic sub-basins
which drain into watercourses which in turn flow into Lower and South San
Francisco Bay from the east side of the county or to the Pacific Ocean on the west
side. The quality of the discharge varies considerably and is affected by
hydrologic, geologic, land use, season, and sequence and duration ofhydrologic
events.

III.. Rationale for Amendment of NPDES Permit No. CAS0029921

A. 1. In 2001, San Francisco BayKeeper filed a lawsuit in San Francisco County
Superior Court challenging the Regional Board's adoption of the Permit. On
November 14,2003, the Court issued a Writ ofMandate and Statement of
Decision that held that the Plan must be amended by Board, not Executive
Officer, action and that modifications to the Plan, as an integral part of the
Permit, must be subject to public notice and comment. The Board adopted
Order No. R2-2004-0060 to comply with the Court's Writ of Mandate.

2. Consistent with the requirements of the existing Permit, there have been
changes to the Plan since its adoption in 1999. Those changes were already
approved by administrative action by the Executive Officer or by inaction
without formal circulation process for public review or comments, which
process was rejected by the Court. The Court has effectively invalidated
those changes to the Plan, and the Board formally invalidated those changes
-by Order No. R2-2004-0060.

This Order therefore amends existing Order No. 99-059, as amended, to bring the
invalidated administrative approvals and any pending requests for administrative
approvals for consideration and action by the Water Board.

C. Pursuant to 40 CFR sections 124.5.c.2 and 122.62 only those conditions to be
modified by this amendment shall be reopened with this amendment. All other
aspects of the existing permit shall remain in effect and are not subject to
modification by this amendment.

IV. Written Comments

The formal written comment period for this Tentative Order to amend an existing
Permit was closed at 5 PM on June 18, 2004. The Dischargers submitted minor
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editorial comments and were incorporated to the Tentative Order where
applicable.

Contact for this Order:

Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay Street, 14th Floor
Oakland, California 94612
Attn.: Habte Kifle

Or

FAX: (510) 622-2460
e-mail: hk@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov

V. Public Hearing

The Board adopted Order No. R2-2004-0062 at its July 21, 2004, meeting. The
Board considered the Tentative Order and any proposed changes thereto based on
public comments at its public hearing that was held at:

July 21, 2004
9:00 A.M.

Elihu M. Harris Building
First Floor Auditorium
1515 Clay Street
Oakland, CA 94612

VI. Additional Opportunities to Comment on NPDES Permit No. CAS0029921

The purpose of this Permit amendment is to adopt invalidated administrative
approvals to the Plan and any pending requests for amendments to the Plan in a
manner that comports with applicable regulations. No other parts of the Permit,
including the Plan, are being reopened and reconsidered. However, this Permit is
up for reissuance in 2004. There will be opportunities in the following months
(dates and times to be announced) for the public to comment on the substance of
the rest of the Permit, in preparation for the permit reissuance. For more·
information, and to be placed on a notification list for this process, please contact
Habte Kifle at (510) 622-2371, e-mail: hk@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov.
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD 
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION 

 
ORDER No. R2-2007-0027 
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS0029921 

 
AMENDMENT REVISING ORDER NO. 99-059 FOR: 
 
CITY/COUNTY ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS (C/CAG) OF SAN MATEO COUNTY, SAN 
MATEO COUNTY, TOWN OF ATHERTON, CITY OF BELMONT, CITY OF BRISBANE, CITY OF 
BURLINGAME, TOWN OF COLMA, CITY OF DALY CITY, CITY OF EAST PALO ALTO, CITY OF 
FOSTER CITY, CITY OF HALF MOON BAY, TOWN OF HILLSBOROUGH, CITY OF MENLO PARK, 
CITY OF MILLBRAE, CITY OF PACIFICA, TOWN OF PORTOLA VALLEY, CITY OF REDWOOD 
CITY, CITY OF SAN BRUNO, CITY OF SAN CARLOS, CITY OF SAN MATEO, CITY OF SOUTH 
SAN FRANCISCO, AND THE TOWN OF WOODSIDE, WHICH HAVE JOINED TOGETHER TO FORM 
THE SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
 
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, hereinafter 
referred to as the Board, finds that: 
 
Findings 

 
1. Incorporation of related documents:  The Fact Sheet for this Order includes cited references and 

additional explanatory information in support of the requirements of this amendment.  This 
information, including any supplements thereto, and any future response to comments on the 
Order, is incorporated herein by this reference. 
 

      Existing Orders

2. The entities listed above (hereinafter referred to collectively as the Permittees and individually as 
the Permittee) have joined together to form the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution 
Prevention Program (hereinafter referred to as the Program). 

3. The Board adopted Order No. 99-059 (the Permit) on July 21, 1999, reissuing waste discharge 
requirements under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to the 
Program.  

4. On February 19, 2003, the Board adopted Order No. R2-2003-0023, amending Provision C.3 
(New Development and Redevelopment Component) of the Permit.  This Order also recognized 
and required implementation of the Program’s Stormwater Management Plan as part of the 
Permit. 

5. On July 21, 2004, the Board adopted Order Nos. R2-2004-0060 and R2-2004-0062, amending 
Order No. 99-059. 

Order No. R2-2007-0027  Page 1 of 10 



 Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) Report 

6.   On May 12, 2005, the Program submitted its Hydromodification Management Plan1 (HMP) as 
required under this Permit.  The intent of the HMP is to reduce the hydromodification impacts 
from stormwater discharges from certain development projects within the Permittees' 
jurisdictions.  This Order amends the Permit to approve key provisions of the HMP, which are 
incorporated into this Order. 

7.  The Program has contributed toward the adaptation of the Western Washington Hydrology 
Model2 for modeling runoff from development project sites, sizing flow duration control 
structures and determining overall compliance of such structures and other hydromodification 
control structures (HM controls) in controlling runoff from the project sites to manage 
hydromodification impacts as described in the Order.  The adapted model is called the Bay Area 
Hydrology Model (BAHM)3.  As Permittees gain experience in designing and operating HM 
controls, the Program may make adjustments in the BAHM to improve its function in controlling 
excess runoff and managing hydromodification impacts.  Notification of all such changes shall 
be given to the Board and the public through such mechanism as an email list-serve. 

8.   The Board recognizes that the collective knowledge of management of erosive flows and 
durations from new and redevelopment is evolving, and that the topics listed below are 
appropriate topics for further study.  Such study may be initiated by Board staff, or the Executive 
Officer may request that all Bay Region municipal stormwater permittees jointly conduct 
investigations as appropriate. Any future proposed changes to the Permittees’ HM provisions 
may reflect improved understanding of these issues: 
• potential incremental costs, and benefits to waterways, from controlling a range of flows up 

to the 35 or 50-year peak flow, versus controlling up to the 10-year peak flow, as required by 
this Order; 

• the allowable low-flow (also called Qcp4 and currently specified as 10% of the pre-project 2-
year runoff from the site) from hydromodification control units; 

• the effectiveness of “self-retaining areas” for management of post-project flows and 
durations; and/or 

• the appropriate basis for cost-based impracticability of treating stormwater runoff and 
controlling excess runoff flows and durations. 

9.   On July 12, 2006, the Board issued Order No. R2-2006-0050, amending the Contra Costa Clean 
Water Program’s (CCCWP) NPDES Permit No. CAS0029912 to include requirements to control 
excess stormwater runoff flows and durations from new and redevelopment.  The Order allowed 
the use of sizing charts to design flow duration control devices, and required CCCWP to conduct 
a specific monitoring program to verify the performance of these devices.  Following the 
satisfactory conclusion of this monitoring program, or conclusion of other study(s) that 

                                                 
1 Hydromodification Management Plan, San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program, May 
12, 2005. 
2 http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/stormwater/wwhm_training/wwhm/wwhm_v2/instructions_v2.html  
3 The Bay Area Hydrology Model – A Tool for Analyzing Hydromodification Effects of Development Projects and 
Sizing Solutions, Bicknell, J., D. Beyerlein, A. Feng, September 26, 2006.  Available at  
http://www.scvurppp-w2k.com/permit_c3_docs/Bicknell-Beyerlein-Feng_CASQA_Paper_9-26-06.pdf 
4 Qcp is the allowable low flow discharge from a flow control structure on a project site.  It is a means of 
apportioning the critical flow in a stream to individual projects that discharge to that stream, such that cumulative 
discharges do not exceed the critical flow in the stream.   
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demonstrate devices built according to the CCCWP specifications satisfactorily protect streams 
from excess erosive flows, the Board intends to allow the use of the CCCWP sizing charts, when 
tailored to local conditions, by other stormwater Programs and Permittees.  Similarly, any other 
control strategies or criteria approved by the Board would be made available across the Region.  
This would be accomplished through Permit amendment or in another appropriate manner 
following appropriate public notification. 

10.  This Order allows for alternative compliance when on-site and regional HM controls and in-
stream measures are not practicable.  Alternative compliance includes contributing to or 
providing mitigation at other new or existing development projects that are not otherwise 
required to have HM controls.  The Order provides flexibility in the type, location, and timing of 
the mitigation measure in Provision C.3.f.ix.d.  The Board recognizes that handling mitigation 
funds may be difficult for some municipalities due to administrative and legal constraints.  The 
Board intends to allow flexibility for project proponents and/or Permittees to develop new or 
retrofit stormwater treatment or HM control projects within a broad area and reasonable 
timeframe.  Toward the end of the Permit term, the Board will review alternative projects and 
determine whether the impracticability criteria and options should be broadened or made 
narrower. 

11. The Board strongly encourages land use planning agencies and developers to carefully consider, 
early in the development planning process, the potential impacts on water quality and beneficial 
uses of new development projects.  The Board strongly discourages modifying watercourses to 
adapt to increased flows and durations of runoff, except in limited circumstances where 
avoidance or other natural alternatives are not feasible and where the watercourse is in a 
degraded condition.  In these limited circumstances, project proponents should first demonstrate 
that hydromodification has been minimized to the extent practicable by minimizing increases in 
flows and durations of runoff from the site.  Second, the project proponents should demonstrate 
that mitigation measures have been employed to the maximum extent practicable to mitigate 
hydromodification impacts.  Following the hierarchy of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
of hydromodification impacts, project proponents should document that there will be no adverse 
effects to water quality or beneficial uses. 

12.  Certain control measures implemented or required by Permittees for urban runoff management 
may create a habitat for vectors (e.g., mosquitoes) if not properly designed or maintained.  Close 
collaboration and cooperative effort among Permittees, local vector control agencies, Board staff, 
and the State Department of Health Services is necessary to minimize potential nuisances and 
public health impacts resulting from vector breeding. 

13.  The Board recognized in its “Policy on the Use of Constructed Wetlands for Urban Runoff 
Pollution Control” (Resolution No. 94-102) that urban runoff treatment wetlands that are 
constructed and operated pursuant to that Resolution and are constructed outside of a creek or 
other receiving water, are stormwater treatment systems and, as such, are not waters of the State 
and United States subject to regulation pursuant to Sections 401 or 404 of the federal Clean 
Water Act. Board staff is working with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to identify how maintenance for stormwater 
controls required under orders such as this Order can be appropriately streamlined, given CDFG 
and USFWS requirements, and particularly those that address special status species.  The 
Permittees are expected to work diligently and in good faith with the appropriate agencies to 
obtain any approvals necessary to complete maintenance activities for treatment controls.  If the 
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Permittees have done so, when necessary and where maintenance approvals are not granted by 
the agencies, the Permittees shall be considered by the Board to be in compliance with Provision 
C.3.e of the Permit. 

 Applicable Federal, State, and Regional Regulations 

14. Pursuant to 40 CFR Sections 124.5(c)(2) and 122.62, only those conditions to be modified by 
this amendment shall be reopened with this amendment.  All other aspects of the existing Permit 
shall remain in effect and are not subject to modification by this amendment.  

15. Provisions C.14 and C.15 (formerly C.13 and C.14) of the Permit anticipated that the Permit may 
need to be modified from time to time to respond to new information, changed conditions, and to 
incorporate more effective approaches to pollutant control.  Amending the Permit to require 
additional, more effective and stringent requirements is consistent with State and federal law for 
permit modifications. 

16. Under Section 13389 of the California Water Code this action to modify an NPDES permit is 
exempt from the provisions of Chapter 3 of CEQA. 

 Notification to Permittees and Interested Parties

17. The Permittees and interested agencies and persons have been notified of the Board’s intent to 
modify waste discharge requirements for the existing discharge and have been provided 
opportunities for public meetings and to submit their written views and recommendations. 

 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Permittees, in order to meet the provisions contained in 
Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted hereunder and the provisions of the 
Clean Water Act as amended and regulations and guidelines adopted hereunder, shall comply with 
the following revisions: 

Provision C.3.f. of Order No. R2-2003-0023 is hereby modified and amended as follows: 
 

C.3.f.  Limitation on Increase of Peak Stormwater Runoff Discharge Rates 
 

i.    No later than 90 days after adoption of this Order, the Permittees shall comply with the 
requirements set forth in this permit amendment. 

ii.  Hydromodification Management (HM) Standard 
Stormwater discharges from applicable new development and redevelopment5 projects 
shall not cause an increase in the erosion potential of the receiving stream over the pre-
project (existing) condition.  Increase in runoff flow and volume shall be managed so that 
post-project runoff shall not exceed estimated pre-project rates and durations, where such 
increased flow and/or volume is likely to cause increased potential for erosion of creek 
beds and banks, silt pollutant generated, or other adverse impacts to beneficial uses due to 
increased erosive force. Such management shall be through implementation of the 
hydromodification requirements of this Provision and in Attachment A below. 

iii.  HM Control Areas 
Applicable projects (see Provision C.3.f.iv. below) shall be required to meet the HM 
Standard when such projects are located in the HM control areas shown in Attachment A.  

                                                 
5 Redevelopment is defined in Finding 14 of Order No. R2-2003-0023. 

Order No. R2-2007-0027  Page 4 of 10 



Plans to restore a creek reach may re-introduce the applicability of HM requirements; in 
these instances, Permittees may add, but shall not delete, areas of applicability 
accordingly. 

iv.  Applicable Projects 
A new development or redevelopment project in which the combined amounts of 
impervious surface created and replaced totals one acre or more shall be required to meet 
the HM Standard unless it falls into one of the exempt categories stated in Provision 
C.3.c.  Permittees shall require project proponents of exempt categories a. – d. (below) to 
incorporate site design/landscape characteristics which maximize infiltration (where 
appropriate), provide retention or detention, slow runoff, and minimize impervious land 
coverage (i.e., use hydrologic source controls6) to the maximum extent practicable.  For 
each of these categories, the definition, description, and/or limitations stated in Provision 
C.3.c. including any changes in future amendments/reissuances, shall apply. 
a. Projects consisting of one single-family home that are not part of the larger common 

plan of development; 
b. Sidewalks, bicycle lanes, trails, bridge accessories, guardrails, and landscape features 

associated with streets, roads, highways, or freeways under the Permittees’ 
jurisdictions; 

c.   Transit village type of development; 
d.   A project within a “Redevelopment Project Area” that redevelops an existing 

brownfield site, or the portion of a project that creates housing units affordable to 
persons of low or moderate income. 

v. Requirements for Applicable Redevelopment Projects 
Redevelopment projects in HM Control Areas in which the combined amounts of 
impervious surface created and replaced totals one acre or more, and which are not 
exempt under Provision C.3.f.iv. above, shall be required to meet the following 
requirements: 
a.  No Increase in Impervious Surface 

A redevelopment project may be exempted from the HM standard if a comparison of 
the project design to the pre-project condition shows the project will not increase 
impervious area and also will not increase the efficiency of drainage collection and 
conveyance compared with the pre-project condition. The pre- and post-project 
comparison shall include all of the following: 
1.   Assessment of site opportunities and constraints to reduce imperviousness and 

retain or detain site drainage; 
2.   Description of proposed design features and surface treatments used to minimize 

imperviousness; 
3.   Inventory and accounting of existing and proposed impervious areas; and 

                                                 
6 Hydrologic source controls are design techniques that minimize and/or slow the rate of stormwater runoff from the 
site. 
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4.   A qualitative comparison of pre-project to post-project efficiency of drainage 
collection and conveyance that demonstrates that the project will incorporate 
hydrologic source controls to the maximum extent practicable.7

b.   Increase in Impervious Surface 
Where a redevelopment project results in an increase of impervious surface, the HM 
Standard shall apply to the entire redevelopment project. 

vi.  Types of HM Controls 

Projects shall meet the HM Standard by use of on-site control measures, regional control 
measures, in-stream measures, or a combination thereof. 

vii.  On-site and Regional Control Design Criteria 
a. On-site HM controls are flow duration control structures and hydrologic source 

control measures8 that collectively result in the HM Standard being met at the 
point(s) where stormwater runoff discharges from the project site. 

b. Regional HM controls are flow duration control structures that collect stormwater 
runoff discharge from multiple projects (each of which should incorporate hydrologic 
source control measures as well) and are designed such that the HM Standard is met 
for all the projects at the point where the regional HM control discharges. 

c. Range of flows to control:  Flow duration controls shall be designed such that post-
project stormwater discharge rates and durations match pre-project discharge rates 
and durations from 10% of the pre-project 2-year peak flow9 up to the pre-project 10-
year peak flow. 

d. Goodness of fit criteria:  The post-project flow duration curve shall not deviate above 
the pre-project flow duration curve by more than 10% over more than 10% of the 
length of the curve corresponding to the range of flows to control. 

e. Allowable low flow rate:  Flow control structures may be designed to discharge 
stormwater at a very low rate that does not threaten to erode the receiving water body.  
This flow rate (also called “Qcp”) shall be no greater than 10% of the pre-project 2-
year peak flow. 

f. Standard HM modeling:  On-site and regional control measures designed using the 
Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM) and site-specific input data shall be considered 
to meet the HM Standard.  Such use must be consistent with directions and options 
set forth in the most current BAHM User’s Manual10.  Permittees shall demonstrate 

                                                 
7 In addition to reviewing the site plan to determine that opportunities for incorporating hydrologic source control 
measures are maximized, an appropriate way to make this demonstration is by demonstrating that the time of 
concentration is not decreased.  
8 Hydrologic source control measures are design techniques that minimize and/or slow the rate of stormwater runoff 
from the site.   
9 Where referred to in this Order, the 2-year peak flow is determined using a flood frequency analysis based on 
USGS Bulletin 17 B to obtain the flow peak statistically expected to occur at 2 year intervals.  In this analysis, the 
entire record of hourly rainfall data (e.g., 35-50 years of data) is run through a continuous simulation model 
(footnote 911), the annual peak flows are identified, rank ordered, and the 2 year flow is generated. 
10 The Bay Area Hydrology Model – A Tool for Analyzing Hydromodification Effects of Development Projects and 
Sizing Solutions, Bicknell, J., D. Beyerlein, A. Feng, September 26, 2006.  Available at http://www.scvurppp-
w2k.com/permit_c3_docs/Bicknell-Beyerlein-Feng_CASQA_Paper_9-26-06.pdf.  
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to the satisfaction of the Executive Officer that any modifications of the BAHM made 
(per Finding 7) are consistent with the requirements of this Provision. 

g. Alternate HM modeling and design:  The project proponent may use a continuous 
simulation hydrologic computer model11 to simulate pre-project and post-project 
runoff and to design HM controls.  To use this method, the project proponent shall 
compare the pre-project and post-project model output for a rainfall record of at least 
30 years, and shall show that all applicable performance criteria in C.3.f.vii. (a-e 
above) are met. 

viii.  In-Stream Measures Design Criteria 
In-stream measures shall be an option only where a stream is already impacted by erosive 
flows and shows evidence of excessive sediment, erosion, deposition, or is a hardened 
channel. 

In-stream measures involve modifying the receiving stream channel slope and geometry 
so that the stream can convey the new flow regime without increasing the potential for 
erosion and aggradation.  In-stream measures are intended to improve channel stability 
and prevent erosion by reducing the erosive forces imposed on the channel boundary. 

In-stream measures, or a combination of in-stream and on-site controls, shall be designed 
to achieve the HM Standard from the point where the project(s) discharge(s) to the stream 
to the mouth of the stream.  Designing in-stream controls requires a hydrologic and 
geomorphic evaluation (including longitudinal profile) of the stream system downstream 
and upstream of the project.  This entails computing creek flows at several locations 
within a stream system and the work done on the stream channels before and after the 
project is built.  A continuous hydrologic model is required as well as geometric and 
geomorphic data at each location.  As with all in-stream activities, other regulatory 
permits/certifications are required and must be obtained by the project proponent.12  

ix. Impracticability Provision 
Where conditions (e.g., extreme space limitations) prevent a project from meeting the 
HM Standard for a reasonable cost, and where the project’s runoff cannot be directed to a 
regional HM control within a reasonable timeframe, and where an in-stream measure is 
not practicable, the project shall use (1) site design for hydrologic source control, and (2) 
stormwater treatment measures that collectively minimize, slow, and detain13 runoff to 
the maximum extent practicable.  In addition, the project proponent shall provide for or 
contribute financially to an alternative HM project as set forth below: 
a. Reasonable cost:  To show that the HM Standard cannot be met at a reasonable cost, 

the project proponent must demonstrate that the total cost to comply with both the 
HM standard and the C.3.d. treatment requirement exceeds 2% of the project 

                                                 
11 Such models include USEPA’s Hydrograph Simulation Program—Fortran (HSPF), US Army Corps of Engineers 
hydrologic Engineering Center-Hydrologic Modeling System (HEC-HMS), and USEPA’s Surface Water M- Model 
(SWMM). 
12 In-stream control projects require a Stream Alteration Agreement from the State Department of Fish & Game, a 
Clean Water Act Section 404 permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers, and a Section 401 certification from the 
Water Board.  Early discussion on the acceptability of an in-stream modification is necessary to avoid project delays 
or redesign. 
13 Stormwater treatment measures that detain runoff are generally those that filter runoff through soil or other 
media, and include bioretention units, bioswales, basins, planter boxes, tree wells, media filters, and green roofs. 
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construction cost, excluding land costs.  Costs of HM and treatment control measures 
shall not include land costs, soil disposal fees, hauling, contaminated soil testing, 
mitigation, disposal, or other normal site enhancement costs such as landscaping or 
grading that are required for other development purposes. 

b. Regional HM controls:  A regional HM control shall be considered available if there 
is a planned location for the regional HM control and if an appropriate funding 
mechanism for a regional HM control is in place by the time of project construction. 

c. In-stream measures practicability:  In-stream measures shall be considered 
practicable when an in-stream measure for the project’s watershed is planned and an 
appropriate funding mechanism for an in-stream measure is in place by the time of 
project construction. 

d. Financial contribution to an alternative HM project:  The difference between 2% of 
the project construction costs and the cost of the treatment measures at the site (both 
costs as described in Provision C.3.f.ix.a.) shall be contributed to an alternative HM 
project, such as a stormwater treatment retrofit, HM retrofit, regional control 
measure, or in-stream measure.  Preference shall be given to projects discharging, in 
this order, to the same tributary, main stem, watershed, then in the same municipality, 
or county. 

x.   Record Keeping 
Permittees shall collect and retain the following information for all projects subject to 
HM requirements: 
a. Site plans identifying impervious areas, surface flow directions for the entire site, and 

location(s) of HM measures; 
b. For projects using standard sizing charts, a summary of sizing calculations used; 
c. For projects using the BAHM, a listing of model inputs; 
d. For projects using custom modeling, a summary of the modeling calculations with 

corresponding graph showing curve matching (existing, post-project, and post-project 
with HM controls curves); 

e. For projects using the Impracticability Provision, a listing of all applicable costs and a 
brief description of the alternative HM project (name, location, date of start up, entity 
responsible for maintenance); 

f. A listing, summary, and date of modifications made to the BAHM, including 
technical rationale. 

 
I, Bruce H. Wolfe, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and 
correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San 
Francisco Bay Region, on March 14, 2007. 
       
 
  
 

Bruce H. Wolfe 
Executive Officer 

 
Attachment A:  Hydrograph Modification Management Standard – HM Control Areas

Order No. R2-2007-0027  Page 8 of 10 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment A: 
 

Hydrograph Modification Management Standard –  
HM Control Areas 
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The areas of HM applicability in San Mateo County are shown on the map below.  The HM 
Standard and all associated requirements apply in areas that are shown in green on the map and 
noted in the map’s key as “areas subject to HMP.”  The other areas are exempt from the HM 
Standard because they drain to hardened channels or low gradient channels (a characteristic 
applicable to San Mateo County’s particular shoreline properties), or are located in highly 
developed areas.  Plans to restore a hardened channel may affect areas of applicability. 
 
Areas shown on the map may be modified as follows: 
 
1. Street Boundary Interpretation.  Streets are used to mark the boundary between areas where 

the HM Standard must be met and exempt areas.  Parcels located on the boundary street are 
considered within the area exempted from the hydromodification requirements. Nonetheless, 
there may be cases where the drainage from a particular parcel(s) on the boundary street 
drains westward into the hydromodification required area and, as such, any applicable project 
on such a parcel(s) would be subject to the hydromodification requirements. 

 
2. Hardened Channel to Exempt Area.  If a proposed project subject to the HM Standard is 

located in a drainage that is determined to flow only through a hardened channel or enclosed 
pipe along its entire length before emptying into a waterway in the exempt area, the project 
would be exempted from the HM Standard and its associated requirements.  The project 
proponent must demonstrate, in a statement signed by an engineer or qualified environmental 
professional, that this condition is met. 

 
3. Boundary Re-Opener.  If the municipal regional permit or future permit reissuances or 

amendments modify the types of projects subject to the hydromodification requirements, the 
appropriate location for an HMP boundary or boundaries will be re-evaluated at the same 
time. 
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

ORDER NO. 01-024
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS029718

REISSUING WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR:

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT, COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA, CITY OF
CAMPBELL, CITY OF CUPERTINO, CITY OF LOS ALTOS, TOWN OF LOS ALTOS HILLS,
TOWN OF LOS GATOS, CITY OF MILPITAS, CITY OF MONTE SERENO, CITY OF
MOUNTAIN VIEW, CITY OF PALO ALTO, CITY OF SAN JOSE, CITY OF SANTA CLARA,
CITY OF SARATOGA, AND CITY OF SUNNYVALE, which have joined together to fonn the
SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, (hereinafter
referred to as the Regional Board) finds that:

1. The Santa Clara Valley Water District (hereinafter District), County of Santa Clara, City of
Campbell, City of Cupertino, City ofLos Altos, Town of Los Altos Hills, Town ofLos Gatos,
City ofMilpitas, City ofMonte Sereno, City ofMountain View, City ofPalo Alto, City of San
Jose, City of Santa Clara, City of Saratoga, and City of Sunnyvale (hereinafter referred to as the
Dischargers) have joined together to fonn the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution
Prevention Program (hereinafter referred to as the Program) and have submitted a pennit
application (Report of Waste Discharge), dated December 21, 1999, for re-issuance of waste
discharge requirements under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to
discharge stonnwater run off from stonn drains and watercourses within the Dischargers'
jurisdictions.

2. The Dischargers are currently subject to NPDES Pennit No.CAS029718 issued by Order No. 95
180 on August 23, 1995, and modified by Order No. 99-050 on July 21, 1999.

3. The Dischargers each have jurisdiction over and/or maintenance responsibility for their
respective municipal separate stonn drain systems and/or watercourses in the Santa Clara basin.
(See attached location and political jurisdiction map.) The basin can be divided into eleven sub
basins or watersheds including the Coyote Creek watershed on the east side of the valley, the
Guadalupe River watershed which drains the south-central portion of the valley, the San
Francisquito Creek watershed which drains the northwest portion of the valley (and part of San
Mateo County), and a series of small, relatively urbanized watersheds that drain the west side of
the valley. (See attached basin watersheds map.) Discharge consists of the surface runoff
generated from various land uses in all the hydrologic sub basins in the basin which discharge
into watercourses, which in tum flow into South San Francisco Bay.

The quality and quantity of these discharges varies considerably and is affected by hydrology,
geology, land use, season, and sequence and duration of hydrologic event. Pollutants ofconcern
in these discharges are certain heavy metals, excessive sediment production from erosion due to
anthropogenic activities, petroleum hydrocarbons from sources such as used motor oil, microbial
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pathogens of domestic sewage origin from illicit discharges, certain pesticides associated with
the risk of acute aquatic toxicity, excessive nutrient loads which may cause or contribute to the
depletion of dissolved oxygen and/or toxic concentrations and dissolved ammonia, and other
pollutants which may cause aquatic toxicity in the receiving waters.

4. Section 402(P) of the federal Clean Water Act (CWA), as amended by the Water Quality Act of
1987, requires NPDES permits for stormwater discharges from separate municipal storm drain
systems, stormwater discharges associated with industrial activity (including construction
activities), and designated stormwater discharges which are considered significant contributors of
pollutants to waters ofthe United States. On November 16, 1990, the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (hereinafter US EPA) published regulations (40 CFR Part 122)
which prescribe permit application requirements for municipal separate storm drain systems
pursuant to Section 402(p) of the CWA. On May 17, 1996, USEPA published an Interpretive
Policy Memorandum on Reapplication Requirements for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
Systems (MS4s), which provided guidance on permit application requirements for regulated
MS4s.

5. This Order was developed in cooperation with the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management
Initiative (SCBWMI). The SCBWMI, in which the Program and several ofthe Dischargers are
active participants, is a stakeholder driven process that commenced in June 1996 as a pilot effort
by the Regional Board. The SCBWMI seoks to integrate regulatory and watershed programs in
the South San Francisco Bay Region. As part of this process, Regional Board staff conducted a
series of 10 meetings with the Regulatory Subgroup of the SCBWMI (which included RWQCB
staff, representatives of the Dischargers, and representatives of local environmental groups and
other interested parties), and solicited the Regulatory Subgroup's input and comments concerning
the Dischargers' permit and permit application. Through this process, the Regulatory Subgroup
attempted to identify, prioritize, and resolve issues related to the Dischargers' and Program's
performance, the Management Plan, and this permit, and attempted to develop a consensus
concerning the requirements reflected herein. This Permit also reflects the SCBWMI's
recommendations concerning the role of the Program and Dischargers in watershed management
activities in the Santa Clara Valley Basin and lower South San Francisco Bay.

6. On December 21, 1999, the Dischargers and the Program submitted a Permit Re-Application
Package that included the Program's 1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan, the Dischargers'
updated Urban Runoff Management Plans, the Program's Watershed 2000 Vision statement, l the
Dischargers' updated Memorandum of Agreement and Bylaws for Program Funding and
Management, and the Program's and Dischargers' Annual Reports for FY 1999/00 and
Workplans for FY 2000/01, which will hereinafter collectively be known as the Management
Plan. The intent of the Management Plan is to reduce the discharge of pollutants in stormwater
to the maximum extent practicable, and in a manner designed to achieve compliance with water

1 The Program's Watershed 2000 Vision, submitted as part of its December 21, 1999 Permit Re-Application Package,
contains a five-year watershed education and outreach strategy that outlines the outreach efforts of the Santa Clara Basin
Watershed Management Initiative. The strategy includes development, implementation, and evaluation of a county-wide
Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign, beginning in FY 00-01. The goals of the Campaign are to 1) educate
residents on the Santa Clara Basin watershed and how to protect it; 2) promote public involvement in watershed
stewardship; and 3) change behaviors that negatively impact the watershed.
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quality standards and objectives, and effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges into
municipal storm drain systems and watercourses within the Dischargers' jurisdictions. The
Management Plan fulfills the Regional Board's permit application requirements subject to the
condition that it will be improved and revised in accordance with the provisions ofthis Order.

7. The Management Plan describes a framework for management of stormwater discharges during
the term of this permit. The title page and table of contents of the Program's 1997 Urban Runoff
Management Plan (Management Plan) are attached to this Order. The 1997 Management Plan
describes the Program's goals and objectives, and the annual reporting and program evaluation
process. Performance Standards, which represent the baseline level of effort required of each of
the Dischargers, are contained in Appendix A of the 1997 Management Plan. The baseline
performance standards serve as a reference point upon which to base effectiveness evaluations
and consideration of opportunities for improving them.

Program activities are focused on the following elements:
• Program Management
• Annual Reporting and Evaluation
• Monitoring
• Public Agency Activities
• Public Information and Participation
• Metals Control Measures
• Watershed Management Measures
• Illicit Connection / Illegal Dumping Elimination
• Industrial and Commercial Discharges
• New Development and Construction
• Continuous Improvement

Each Discharger has developed an Urban Runoff Management Plan to reduce, control and/or
otherwise address sources of discharge. The Dischargers' Management Plans incorporate
Performance Standards that, where necessary, refine the model Performance Standards to suit
local conditions. The Dischargers' Management Plans contain local strategies for urban runoff
control, including tailored Performance Standards, workplans to implement Performance
Standards, and Best Management Practices and Standard Operating Procedures that detail how
control measures will be carried out day-to-day.

The Program participates, in and contributes to, joint efforts with other entities, including
regulatory agencies, public benefit corporations, universities, and citizens' groups. These entities
take the lead on addressing particular sources because they are regional, statewide or national in
scope, because they have different skills or expertise, or because they have appropriate regulatory
authority.

The Program will continue to build and actively participate in the SCBWMI. The Program and
several of the Dischargers are stakeholders (signatories) in the SCBWMI and provide staff
support and funding to the SCBWMI. The SCBWMI, as a stakeholder process, provides the
tools to identify community goals and issues, and facilitates the development of common ground
between stakeholders to recommend to policy-makers the actions needed to better manage
watershed resources.
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8. The Program and the Dischargers are dedicated to a process of continuous review and
improvement, which includes seeking new opportunities to control stormwater pollution and to
protect beneficial uses. Accordingly, the Program and the Dischargers will on a continuous basis
conduct and document peer review and evaluation of each relevant element of each Dischargers
program and revise activities, control measures, Best Management Practices (BMPs) and
Performance Standards. These changes will be documented in the Annual Report and will be
considered an enforceable component of this Order. These reviews provide an opportunity for
local staffto experience peer review, and to explore Bay Area, statewide and national stormwater
program models and to identify additional ways that the Program could assist local pollution
prevention efforts.

9. It is the intent ofRegional Board staff to perform, in coordination with the Dischargers and
interested persons, an annual performance review and evaluation of the Program and its
activities. The reviews are a useful means of evaluating overall Program effectiveness,
implementation ofPerformance Standards, and continuous improvement opportunities. The
following areas will be evaluated:

a. Overall Program effectiveness;

b. Performance Standard improvements;

c. Dischargers' coordination and implementation of watershed based management actions (e.g.,
flood management, new development and construction, industrial source controls, public
information/participation, monitoring);

d. Partnership opportunities with other Bay Area stormwater programs; and

e. Consistency in meeting maximum extent practicable measures within the Program and with
other Regional, Statewide, and National municipal stormwater management programs.

10. The Program is organized, coordinated, and implemented based upon a Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) and set ofBylaws signed by the Dischargers, which define roles and
responsibilities of the Dischargers. The roles and responsibilities of the Dischargers are, in part,
as follows:

a. The Management Committee, which includes representatives from all of the Dischargers, is
the decision making body of the Program. It operates within the budget and policies
established by the Dischargers' governing boards and councils to decide matters of budget
and policy necessary to implement the Management Plan, and provides direction to the
Program Manager and staff. The Management Committee has established ad hoc task groups
to assist in planning and implementation of the Management Plan, and may add, modify, or
delete such groups as deemed necessary.

b. Any party as defined within the Program MOA may act as the contracting/fiscal agent for the
Program. A contracted Program Manager is responsible for implementation of the Program's
self-monitoring activities and preparation and submittal ofProgram components of the
Annual Report and Workplans. In acting as the Program's contracting/fiscal agent, a
Discharger does not assume responsibility for the obligations assigned to other Dischargers
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by this Order. Regardless ofthe presence of a Program Manager, Dischargers remain fully
responsible for complying with all requirements ofthis permit.

c. Each of the Dischargers is individually responsible for adoption and enforcement of
ordinances and policies, implementation of assigned control measureslbest management
practices (BMPs) needed to prevent or reduce pollutants in stormwater, and for providing
funds for the capital, operation, and maintenance expenditures necessary to implement such
control measureslBMPs within their jurisdiction. Each Discharger is also responsible for its
share of the costs of the area-wide component of the Program as specified in the MOA and
Bylaws. Except for the area-wide component of the Program, enforcement actions
concerning this Order will be pursued only against the individual Discharger(s) responsible
for specific violations ofthis Order.

11. The Regional Board adopted a revised Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay
Basin (Basin Plan) on June 21, 1995, which was approved by the State Water Resources Control
Board and the Office ofAdministrative Law on July 21 and November 13 of 1995, respectively.
This updated and consolidated plan represents the Regional Board's master water quality control
planning document. A summary of the regulatory provisions is contained in Title 23 of the
California Code ofRegulations at Section 3912. The Basin Plan identifies beneficial uses and
water quality objectives for surface waters in the Region, as well as effluent limitations and
discharge prohibitions intended to protect those uses. This Order implements the plans, policies,
and provisions of the Board's Basin Plan.

12. The beneficial uses of South San Francisco Bay, its tributary streams and contiguous water
bodies, and other water bodies within the drainage basin are listed in the Basin Plan.

13. The Regional Board considers stormwater discharges from the urban and developing areas in the
San Francisco Bay Region, such as the Santa Clara Valley basin, to be significant sources of
certain pollutants in waters ofthe Region that may be causing or threatening to cause or
contribute to water quality impairment. Furthermore, as delineated on the CWA Section 303(d)
list, the Regional Board finds that there is a reasonable potential that municipal stormwater
discharges may cause or contribute to an excursion above water quality standards for: mercury,
PCBs, dioxins, furans, diazinon, dieldrin, chlordane, and DDT in South San Francisco Bay;
diazinon in Calabazas Creek, Coyote Creek, Guadalupe Creek, the Guadalupe River, Los Gatos
Creek, Matadero Creek, San Francisquito Creek, Saratoga Creek, and Stevens Creek, mercury in
the Guadalupe River, Alamitos Creek, Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and Guadalupe
Reservoir;2 and sediment in San Francisquito Creek and possibly other creeks in the Santa Clara
Basin. In accordance with CWA Section 303(d), the Regional Board is required to establish the
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) ofthese pollutants to these waters sufficient to eliminate
impairment and attain water quality standards. Therefore, certain early actions and/or further
assessments by the Dischargers are warranted and required pursuant to this Order.

2 In addition, in May 2000, the Regional Board transmitted a Report to US EPA entitled, "Watershed Management of
Mercury in the San Francisco Bay Estuary: Draft Total Maximum Daily Load." The Regional Board has listed all
segments of San Francisco Bay as impaired due to mercury pollution. The Report indicates that urban runoff serves as a
conveyance for mercury, and recommends certain actions by urban runoff programs when a mercury TMDL has been
adopted.
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In addition, pursuant to Provision C.1 of Order No. 95-180 as modified by Order No. 99-050, the
Program's and Dischargers' Annual Reports dated September 1, 1999 and September 1,2000
included delineations of control measures designed to address specific pollutants of concern in
the near term and a program of continuous improvement to further address these pollutants and
their adverse water quality impacts over time. The Regional Board has reviewed these prior
Provision C.1 submissions and, in response, is including additional requirements in Provision
e.9 ofthis Order to continue implementation ofpreviously delineated pollutant specific control
measures and identification and implementation of additional control measures necessary to
prevent or reduce discharges ofpollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedance of
water quality standards.

14. The Regional Board had made previous findings that municipal stormwater discharges from the
urban and developing areas in the San Francisco Bay Region, such as the Santa Clara Basin,
cause or contribute to excursions above water quality standards for copper and nickel in South
San Francisco Bay, south of the Dumbarton Bridge (Lower South San Francisco Bay). However,
recent studies and related actions as described below provide cause for the Regional Board to
revise the finding.

a. A cooperative effort was initiated in 1998 to establish TMDLs for copper and nickel in
Lower South San Francisco Bay. The SCBWMI established the TMDL Workgroup (TWG)
as a stakeholder group to oVersee and provide input and advice on development of the
TMDLs. The TWG included representatives from the Dischargers, Regional and State Board
staff, US EPA, San Francisco Estuary Institute, California Department ofFish and Game,
environmental groups (CLEAN South Bay and Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition), business
groups (Chamber of Commerce, Silicon Valley Manufacturing Group, and the Copper
Development Association), Silicon Valley Pollution Prevention Center, and others.

b. At its April 14, 2000 meeting the TWG approved the following reports and forwarded them
to the SCBWMI: Impairment Assessment Report and Copper Action Plan. The TWG also
approved an outline of a Nickel Action Plan.

c. The Impairment Assessment Report (dated June 2000) recommends the establishment of
site-specific objectives for Lower South San Francisco Bay in the range of 5.5 to 11.6 Ilg/l
for dissolved copper and in the range of 11.9 to 24.4 Ilg/l for dissolved nickel and concludes
that impairment ofLower South San Francisco Bay due to copper or nickel is unlikely.
Accordingly, the report recommends that copper and nickel be removed from the CWA
Section 303(d) list. The report also identifies specific areas ofuncertainty associated with
the finding that impairment is unlikely. Action Plan implementation items should address
these uncertainties.

d. The Copper Action Plan (dated June 2000) contains specific actions to be implemented by
various entities. Actions applicable to the Dischargers are described in Appendix B of this
Order. These include immediate pollution prevention Baseline actions and additional actions
that would be triggered by specific increases in ambient concentrations. The plan calls for
monitoring ofmunicipal wastewater and urban runoff copper loading and dissolved copper in
Lower South San Francisco Bay during the dry season. If the mean dissolved copper
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concentrations measured at certain specified stations3 increases from its current level of3.2
~g/l to 4.0 ~g/l or higher, Phase I actions would be triggered to further control copper
discharges. If the mean dissolved copper concentration increases to 4.4 ~g/l, Phase 2 actions
would be triggered. Such incremental increases in mean dissolved copper concentrations
shall be used solely for triggering the aforementioned actions. If dischargers into the Lower
South San Francisco Bay demonstrate that the increases in copper concentrations are due to
factors beyond their control, the Regional Board will consider eliminating or postponing
actions required under Phase 1 or Phase 2 of the Copper Action Plan.

e. The Nickel Action Plan (dated August 23, 2000) contains specific actions to be implemented
by various entities. Actions applicable to the Dischargers are described in Appendix C of
this Order. These include immediate pollution prevention Baseline actions and additional
actions that would be triggered by specific increases in ambient concentrations. The plan
calls for monitoring of municipal wastewater and urban runoff copper loading and dissolved
copper in Lower South San Francisco Bay during the dry season. If the mean dissolved
nickel concentrations measured at certain specified stations3 increases from its current level
of 3.8 ~g/l to 6.0 ~g/l or higher, Phase 1 actions would be triggered to further control nickel
discharges. If the mean dissolved nickel concentration increases to 8.0 ~g/l, Phase 2 actions
would be triggered. Such incremental increases in mean dissolved nickel concentrations
shall be used solely for triggering the aforementioned actions. If dischargers into the Lower
South San Francisco Bay demonstrate that the increases in nickel concentrations are due to
factors beyond their control, the Board will consider eliminating or postponing actions
required under Phase 1 or Phase 2 of the Nickel Action Plan.

f. Some Baseline, Phase 1, and Phase 2 actions in the Copper Action Plan and Nickel Action
Plan may require the assistance of the Regional Board to co-ordinate and assist in the efforts
of dischargers into the Lower South San Francisco Bay and other entities to limit or reduce
copper and nickel levels in the Lower South San Francisco Bay. It is the intent of the
Regional Board that its staff will to the extent practicable coordinate and assist Baseline,
Phase 1, and Phase 2 actions as identified in the Copper Action Plan and Nickel Action Plan.

g. Based upon the information contained in the Impairment Assessment Report, the Regional
Board hereby concludes that Lower South San Francisco Bay is not impaired by copper or
nickel. Therefore, it is the intent of the Regional Board to remove Lower South San
Francisco Bay from the CWA Section 303(d) list of impaired water bodies for copper and
nickel the next time the list is updated. This conclusion is based on data collected in Lower
South San Francisco Bay from 1997 to 1999 which show that the mean dissolved copper
concentration was 2.7 ~g/l (range 0.8 to 4.9 ~g/l) and that the mean dissolved nickel
concentration was 3.8 ~g/l (range 1.5 to 10.1 ~g/l) and these data are below the lowest end of
the suggested ranges for site specific objectives in the Impairment Assessment Report of 5.5
to 11.6 ~g/l for dissolved copper and 11.9 to 24.4 ~g/l for dissolved nickel.

3 Ten stations described in the Copper Action Plan are being monitored monthly during the dry season (May through
October) for dissolved copper and nickel by the Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs) that discharge to Lower
South San Francisco Bay. The results of this monitoring will be reported by the POTWs in their monthly and annual Self
Monitoring Reports submitted to the Regional Board and to the SCBWMI Regulatory Subgroup.
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h. It is the intent of the Regional Board to amend the Basin Plan to establish site-specific
objectives for copper and nickel for Lower South San Francisco Bay. Information contained
in the Impairment Assessment Report, along with other information, including information to
be developed by the Dischargers for review and consideration by the Regional Board, will be
used to establish the objectives. It is the intent of the Regional Board to establish appropriate
site-specific objectives using available state and/or federal water quality guidance and
procedures.

1. The Regional Board has adopted similar findings as those noted above in the October 2000
amendments to the NPDES permits for the POTWs that discharge to Lower South San
Francisco Bay, relative to the results and conclusion of the copper and nickel TMDL studies.

15. In Order No. 99-059 regarding the NPDES stormwater permit for the San Mateo Countywide
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP), the Regional Board required STOPPP to
develop and implement an erosion control and prevention plan for the San Francisquito Creek
watershed that drains approximately 45 square miles - 80% ofwhich lies within the boundaries
of San Mateo County. The Santa Clara Valley Water District, in partnership with the United
States Geological Survey, adjacent municipal governments, and regional and state regulatory
boards, has assumed a proactive role toward development of a sediment analysis within the San
Francisquito Creek watershed. This ongoing effort included the development of a decision
support system with community stakeholders, assisting continued development of STOPPP's
erosion control plan, and characterization ofmanagement practices. It is the Regional Board's
intent to continue to direct STOPPP to make progress on this issue, and to have the Dischargers
work cooperatively with STOPPP to build upon the efforts already initiated without assuming a
disproportionate share of the burden to resolve sediment issues is this watershed.

16. This Order contains in Provision C.5 the requirement to create an effective BMP approach for the
following rural public works maintenance and support activities: a) management and/or removal
of large woody debris and live vegetation from stream channels; b) streambank stabilization
projects; c) road construction, maintenance, and repairs in rural areas to prevent and control road
related erosion; and d) environmental permitting for rural public works activities.

17. The Management Plan contains performance standards and supporting documents to address the
post-construction and construction phase impacts of new and redevelopment projects on
stormwater quality (Planning Procedures and Construction Inspection Performance Standards).
The Dischargers will continue to implement these performance standards and continuously
improve them to the maximum extent practicable for new development as described in Provision
C.3.a. Provision C.3.b. which was in the October, 2000 Tentative Order has been removed in
this draft, and only the current performance standard for New Development Planning Procedures
from the existing permit, included in Provision C.3.a, has been retained. Provision C.3.b. will be
extensively revised and the Order will be amended to address significant changes to Provision
C.3 in the near future. The Dischargers consent to reopening the permit to address revisions to
Provision C.3. The Order will be proposed for amendment in response to comments received
and the need to address the "Cities ofBellflower, et. al." decision by the State Board (State Board
Order No. 2000-11). When the Order is re-noticed for amendment ofProvision C.3,
supplemental comments will be taken, and all comments relating to Provision C.3 will receive
appropriate response at that time.
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18. On April 15, 1992, the Board adopted Resolution No. 92-043 directing the Executive Officer to
implement the Regional Monitoring Program for San Francisco Bay. Subsequent to a public
hearing and various meetings, Board staff requested major permit holders in this region, under
authority of Section 13267 of California Water Code, to report on the water quality of the
estuary. These permit holders, including the Dischargers, responded to this request by
participating in a collaborative effort, through the San Francisco Estuary Institute. This effort has
come to be known as the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program for Trace
Substances (RMP). The RMP involves collection and analysis of data on pollutants and toxicity
in water, sediment and biota ofthe estuary. This Order specifies that the Dischargers shall
continue to participate in the RMP or shall submit and implement an acceptable alternative
monitoring plan. Annual reports from the RMP are referenced elsewhere in this Order.

19. The San Francisco Estuary Project, established pursuant to CWA Section 320, culminated in
June of 1993 with completion of its Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan
(CCMP) for the preservation, restoration, and enhancement of the San Francisco Bay-Delta
Estuary. The CCMP includes recommended actions in the areas of aquatic resources, wildlife,
wetlands, water use, pollution prevention and reduction, dredging and waterway modification,
land use, public involvement and education, and research and monitoring. Recommended
actions which may, in part, be addressed through implementation of the Dischargers'
Management Plan include, but are not limited to, the following:

a. Action PO-2.1: Pursue a mass emissions strategy to reduce pollutant discharges into the
Estuary from point and nonpoint sources and to address the accumulation of pollutants in
estuarine organisms and sediments.

b. Action PO-2.4: Improve the management and control of urban runoff from public and
private sources.

c. Action PO-2.5: Develop control measures to reduce pollutant loadings from energy and
transportation systems.

d. Action LU-1.1: Local General Plans should incorporate watershed protection plans to protect
wetlands and stream environments and reduce pollutants in runoff.

e. Action LU-3.1: Prepare and implement Watershed Management Plans that include the
following complementary elements: 1) wetlands protection; 2) stream environment
protection; and, 3) reduction ofpollutants in runoff.

f. Action LU-3.2: Develop and implement guidelines for site planning and Best Management
Practices.

g. Action PI-2.3: Work with educational groups, interpretive centers, decision-makers, and the
general public to build awareness, appreciation, knowledge, and understanding of the
Estuary's natural resources and the need to protect them. This would include how these
natural resources contribute to and interact with social and economic values.

20. On February 1, 1989, pursuant to Section 304(1) of the Clean Water Act, as amended by the
Water Quality Act of 1987, the State Water Resources Control Board included South San
Francisco Bay, below the Dumbarton Bridge (South Bay), on the 304(1)(I)(B) list of impaired
waters for the pollutants cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, silver, selenium,
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and zinc (304(1) metals) and included the Dischargers on the 304(1)(1)(C) list of point sources
discharging the listed pollutants. Order No. 90-094 served as an Individual Control Strategy
required by Section 304(1) for point sources on the 304(1)(1)(C) list. The Individual Control
Strategy was designed to produce a reduction in the discharge of toxic pollutants from
stormwater discharges sufficient, in combination with controls on point and nonpoint sources of
pollutants, to achieve applicable water quality standards no later than three years after the date of
the establishment of the Individual Control Strategy.

The Regional Board reviewed reports submitted by the Dischargers between June of 1990 and
September of 1993 and San Francisco Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances data
and found that the Dischargers made considerable progress in reducing the discharge of
pollutants, including 304(1) metals, but that the South Bay remained impaired and applicable

, water quality objectives had not been achieved. Consequently, on December 15, 1993, the
Regional Board adopted Cease and Desist Order No. 93-164 which required the Dischargers to
submit a plan identifying measures for further control of the 304(1) metals and assigning
responsibilities and time schedules for implementation of such control measures. The
Dischargers' Management Plan includes an implementation plan for Metals Control Measures.
This Order requires implementation of the Management Plan and the Metals Control Measures
and their annual evaluation and update and serves as a continuation of the Individual Control
Strategy.

21. It is the Regional Board's intent that this Order shall ensure attainment of applicable water quality
objectives and protection of the beneficial uses of receiving waters and associated habitat. This,
Order therefore includes standard requirements to the effect that discharges shall not cause
violations ofwater quality objectives nor shall they cause certain conditions to occur which
create a condition ofnuisance or water quality impairment in receiving waters. Accordingly, the
Regional Board is requiring that these standard requirements be addressed through the
implementation of technically and economically feasible control measures to reduce pollutants in
stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable as provided in Provisions C.1 through
C.10 ofthis Order. Compliance with Provisions C.1 through C.10 is deemed compliance with
the requirements of this Order. If these measures, in combination with controls on other point
and nonpoint sources ofpollutants, do not result in attainment of applicable water quality
objectives, the Regional Board will reopen this permit pursuant to Provisions C.1 and C.12 of
this Order to impose additional conditions which require implementation of additional control
measures.

22. It is generally not considered feasible at this time to establish numeric effluent limitations for
pollutants in municipal stormwater discharges. Instead, the provisions of this permit require
implementation ofBest Management Practices to control and abate the discharge ofpollutants in
stormwater discharges.

23. The Regional Board considers the Management Plan an essential component of an urban
watershed management plan for the Santa Clara Basin and its eleven sub basins or watersheds.
The Management Plan is intended to provide a framework for protection and restoration ofthe
Santa Clara Basin watersheds and the Lower South San Francisco Bay in part through effective
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and efficient implementation of appropriate control measures for the most important sources of
pollutants within the watersheds.

24. The State Board has issued NPDES general permits for the regulation of stormwater discharges
associated with industrial activities and construction activities. To effectively implement the
Industrial and Commercial Dischargers and New Development and Construction elements ofthe
Management Plan, the Dischargers will conduct investigations and local regulatory activities at
industries and construction sites covered by these general permits. However, under the Clean
Water Act, the Regional Board cannot delegate to the Dischargers its own authority to enforce
these general permits. Therefore, Regional Board staff intend to work cooperatively with the
Dischargers to ensure that industries and construction sites within the Dischargers' jurisdictions
are in compliance with applicable general permit requirements and are not subject to
uncoordinated stormwater regulatory activities.

25. Federal, state, or regional entities within the Dischargers' boundaries, not currently named in this
Order, operate storm drain facilities and/or discharge stormwater to the storm drains and
watercourses covered by this Order. The Dischargers may lack legal jurisdiction over these
entities under the state and federal constitutions. Consequently, the Regional Board recognizes
that the Dischargers should not be held responsible for such facilities and/or discharges. The
definition of discharges of stormwater in the federal NPDES regulations may result in federal,
state, or regional entities within the Santa Clara Basin, not currently named in this Order, being
subject to NPDES permitting regulations. The Regional Board will consider issuing separate
NPDES permits for such stormwater discharges to other federal, state, or regional entities within
the Dischargers' boundaries or amending this permit to include such dischargers.

26. The action to adopt a NPDES permit is exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 ofthe Public Resources Code, Chapter 3, Section
21100, et. seq.) in accordance with Section 13389 of the California Water Code.

27. The Regional Board will notify interested agencies and interested persons ofthe availability of
reports, plans, and schedules, including Annual Reports, Work Plans, Performance Standards,
and the Management Plan, and will provide interested persons with an opportunity for a public
hearing and/or an opportunity to submit their written views and recommendations. The Regional
Board will consider all comments and may modify the reports, plans, or schedules or may modify
this Order in accordance with the NPDES permit regulations. All submittals required by this
Order conditioned with acceptance by the Executive Officer will be subject to these notification,
comment, and public hearing procedures.

28. The Regional Board has notified the Dischargers and interested agencies and interested persons
of its intent to prescribe reissued waste discharge requirements and a reissued NPDES permit for
this discharge and has provided them with an opportunity for a public hearing and an opportunity
to submit their written views and recommendations.

29. The Regional Board, at a properly noticed public meeting, heard and considered all comments
pertaining to the discharge.
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30. It is the intention of the Regional Board that this Order supersedes Order Nos. 90-094,92-021,
93-164,95-180, and 99-050.

31. This Order serves as a NPDES permit, pursuant to CWA Section 402, or amendments thereto,
and shall become effective ten days after the date of its adoption provided the Regional
Administrator, US EPA, Region IX, has no objections.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Dischargers, in order to meet the provisions contained in
Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted hereunder and the provisions of
the Clean Water Act as amended and regulations and guidelines adopted hereunder, shall comply
with the following:

A. DISCHARGE PROHIBITION

The Dischargers shall, within their respective jurisdictions, effectively prohibit the discharge of
non-stormwater (materials other than stormwater) into the storm drain systems and watercourses.
NPDES permitted discharges are exempt from this prohibition. Compliance with this prohibition
shall be demonstrated in accordance with Provision C.l and C.8 ofthis Order. Provision C.8
describes a tiered categorization of non-stormwater discharges based on potential for pollutant
content.

B. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS

1. The discharge shall not cause the following conditions to create a condition of nuisance or to
adversely affect beneficial uses of waters of the State:

a. Floating, suspended, or deposited macroscopic particulate matter, or foam;

b. Bottom deposits or aquatic growths;

c. Alteration of temperature, turbidity, or apparent color beyond present natural background
levels;

d. Visible, floating, suspended, or deposited oil or other products ofpetroleum origin; and/or

e. Substances present in concentrations or quantities which will cause deleterious effects on
aquatic biota, wildlife, or waterfowl, or which render any of these unfit for human
consumption.

2. The discharge shall not cause or contribute to a violation of any applicable water quality standard
for receiving waters contained in the Regional Board Basin Plan. If applicable water quality
objectives are adopted and approved by the State Board after the date of the adoption ofthis
Order, the Regional Board may revise and modify this Order as appropriate.

C. PROVISIONS

1. The Dischargers shall comply with Discharge Prohibition A and Receiving Water Limitations
B.l and B.2 through the timely implementation of control measures and other actions to reduce
pollutants in the discharge in accordance with the Management Plan and other requirements of
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this permit, including any modifications. The Management Plan shall be designed to achieve
compliance with Receiving Water Limitations B.I and B.2. If exceedance(s) of water quality
standards or water quality objectives (collectively WQSs) persist notwithstanding
implementation of the Management Plan, a Discharger shall assure compliance with Discharge
Prohibition A.I and Receiving Water Limitations B.I and B.2 by complying with the following
procedure:

a. Upon a determination by either the Discharger(s) or the Regional Board that discharges are
causing or contributing to an exceedance of an applicable WQS, the Discharger(s) shall
promptly notify and thereafter submit a report to the Regional Board that describes BMPs
that are currently being implemented and additional BMPs that will be implemented to
prevent or reduce any pollutants that are causing or contributing to the exceedance of WQSs.
The report may be incorporated in the annual update to the Management Plan unless the

Regional Board directs an earlier submittal. The report shall include an implementation
schedule. The Regional Board may require modifications to the report;

b. Submit any modifications to the report required by the Regional Board within 30 days of
notification;

c. Within 30 days following approval of the report described above by the Regional Board, the
Dischargers shall revise the Management Plan and monitoring program to incorporate the
approved modified control measures that have been and will be implemented, the
implementation schedule, and any additional monitoring required;

d. Implement the revised Management Plan and monitoring program in accordance with the
approved schedule.

As long as Dischargers have complied with the procedures set forth above and are implementing
the revised Management Plan, they do not have to repeat the same procedure for continuing or
recurring exceedances of the same receiving water limitations unless directed by the Regional
Board to develop additional control measures and BMPs.

2. Urban Runoff Management Plan and Performance Standards

a. The Dischargers shall implement control measures and best management practices to reduce
pollutants in stormwater discharges to the maximum extent practicable. The Management
Plan shall serve as the framework for identification, assignment, and implementation of such
control measures/BMPs. The Management Plan contains Performance Standards that address
the following Program elements: Illicit Connection/Illegal Discharge Control;
Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control; Public Streets, Roads, and Highways Operation
and Maintenance; Storm Drain Operation and Maintenance; Water Utility Operation and
Maintenance; and New Development Planning Procedures and Construction Inspection.
Performance Standards are defined as the level of implementation necessary to demonstrate
the control ofpollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable. The Dischargers
shall implement the Management Plan, and shall, through its continuous improvement
process4

, subsequently demonstrate its effectiveness and provide for necessary and

4 Continuous Improvement shall be defined as seeking new opportunities for improving Program effectiveness, controlling
stormwater pollution, and, protecting beneficial uses. The Program's approach to implementing Performance Standards explicitly
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appropriate revisions, modifications, and improvements to reduce pollutants in stormwater
discharges to the maximum extent practicable and as required by Provisions C.1 through
C.10 ofthis Order.

b. The Management Plan shall be revised to adopt and incorporate any new Performance
Standards developed by the Dischargers or any revised Performance Standard identified by
the Dischargers through the Program's continuous improvement process. Performance
Standards shall be developed or revised through a process which includes 1) opportunities for
public participation, 2) appropriate external technical input and criteria for the applicability,
economic feasibility, cost effectiveness, design, operation, and maintenance, and 3) measures
for evaluation of effectiveness so as to achieve pollutant reduction or pollution prevention
benefits to the maximum extent practicable. New or revised Performance Standards may be
based upon special studies or other activities conducted by the Dischargers, literature review,
or special studies conducted by other programs or dischargers. New or revised Performance
Standards shall include the baseline components to be accomplished and the method to be
used to verify that the Performance Standard has been achieved. The Dischargers shall
incorporate newly developed or updated Performance Standards, acceptable to the Executive
Officer, into applicable annual revisions to the Management Plan and adhere to
implementation of the new/revised Performance Standard(s). ill addition to the annual
Management Plan revisions, the Dischargers shall submit a compilation of all annual
Management Plan revisions by September 1, 2004, which shall serve in part as the re
application for the next permit. The draft Annual Workplan required in Provision C.6 shall
identify any Performance Standards that will be developed or revised for the upcoming fiscal
year. Following the addition/revision of a Performance Standard, acceptable to the Executive
Officer, the Dischargers for which the Performance Standard is applicable shall adhere to its
implementation.

3. New and Redevelopment Performance Standards

The Management Plan contains performance standards and supporting documents to address
the post-construction and construction phase impacts ofnew and redevelopment projects on
stormwater quality (Planning Procedures and Construction illspection Performance
Standards). The Dischargers will continue to implement these performance standards and
continuously improve them to the maximum extent practicable in accordance with the
following sections.

a. Planning Procedures

i) The Dischargers will continue to implement and continually improve the following
performance standards for planning procedures:

1. Each Discharger shall have adequate legal authority to implement new
development control measures as part of its development plan review and
approval procedures.

acknowledges that "Maximum Extent Practicable" (MEP) is an ever evolving, flexible and advancing concept. As knowledge about
controlling urban runoff continues to evolve so does the definition ofMEP.
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2. Each Discharger shall provide developers with infonnation and guidance
materials on site design guidelines, building pennit requirements, and BMPs for
stonnwater pollution prevention early in the application process, as appropriate
for the type of project.

3. Environmental documents required for those projects that fall under CEQA or
NEPA review, such as EIRs, negative declarations, and initial study checklists,
shall address stonnwater quality impacts during the life of the project (both
significant and cumulative), required pennits, and specific mitigation measures
related to stonnwater quality.

4. Each Discharger, to the maximum extent practicable, shall require developers of
projects with significant stonnwater pollution potential5 to mitigate stonnwater
quality impacts, through proper site planning and design techniques and/or/or
addition ofpennanent post-construction stonnwater treatment control measures
("treatment controls").

5. Each Discharger shall require developers ofprojects that disturb a land area of
five acres or more to demonstrate coverage under the State General Construction
Activity StonnWater Pennit.

6. Each Discharger shall require developers ofprojects with potential for significant
erosion and planned construction activity during the wet season (as defined by
local ordinance) to prepare and implement an effective erosion and/or sediment
control plan or similar document prior to the start of the wet season.

7. Each Discharger shall require developers of projects that include installation of
pennanent structural stonnwater controls to establish and provide a method for
operation and maintenance of such structural controls.

8. Each Discharger shall ensure that municipal capital improvement projects include
stonnwater quality control measures during and after construction, as appropriate
for each project, and that contractors comply with stonnwater quality control
requirements during construction and maintenance activities.

9. Each Discharger shall provide training at least annually to its planning, building,
and public works staffs on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and
BMPs for stonnwater pollution prevention.

4. Public Information / Public Participation Basic Performance Standards

The goals of public infonnation and participation (PIIP) are to identify and change behaviors that
adversely affect water quality and to increase the understanding and appreciation of streams and
the San Francisco Bay. To meet these goals the Dischargers shall implement the January 3,2001
Watershed Education & Outreach Campaign Conceptual Plan. PIIP activities shall be conducted
locally, county-wide and in collaboration with other regional agencies. At a minimum, annual
PIIP efforts must include general outreach, targeted outreach (including outreach to municipal

5 A project with significant stormwater pollution potential is defmed as one that causes substantial or potentially
substantial adverse change in the quantity and/or quality of stormwater runoff generated from the site. (This is consistent
with the CEQA defmition of significance and currently requires professional judgment.)
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staff within each Dischargers' jurisdictions), educational programs, and citizen participation
activities designed to further the objectives and meet the requirements of this permit. Annual
Draft Workplans shall state the PIIP activities each Discharger will conduct or participate in to
meet the requirements of this provision. Both the level of implementation and the effectiveness
ofPI/P activities shall be reported annually. Effectiveness may be measured through direct or
indirect means, such as observation ofbusiness/citizen behavior; surveys; and/or analysis of
available data on public involvement in or response to PIIP activities. The implementation and
effectiveness of each PIIP activity shall be reported in the Annual Report.

5. Performance Standard for Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support

The Program shall develop by June 30, 2002, Performance Standards, annual training and
technical assistance needs, and annual reporting requirements for the following rural public
works maintenance and support activities: a) management and/or removal oflarge woody debris
and live vegetation from stream channels; b) streambank stabilization projects; c) road
construction, maintenance, and repairs in rural areas to prevent and control road-related erosion;
and d) environmental permitting for rural public works activities.

6. Annual Reports and Workplans

a. The Dischargers shall submit an Annual Report by September 15 of each year, documenting
the status of the Program's and the Dischargers' activities during the previous fiscal year,
including the results of a qualitative field level assessment of activities implemented by the
Dischargers, and the performance of tasks contained in the Management Plan.

The Annual Report shall include a compilation of deliverables and milestones completed
during the previous l2-month period, as described in the Management Plan and Annual
Workplan. In each Annual Report, the Dischargers may propose pertinent updates,
improvements, or revisions to the Management Plan, which shall be complied with under this
Order unless disapproved by the Executive Officer or acted upon in accordance with
Provision C.12. As part of the Annual Report process, each Discharger shall evaluate the
effectiveness of the activities completed during the reporting period. Direct and indirect
measures of effectiveness may include, but are not limited to, conformance with established
Performance Standards, quantitative monitoring to assess the effectiveness of control
measures, measurements or estimates ofpollutant load reductions, detailed accounting of
Program accomplishments, funds expended, or staff hours utilized. Methods to improve
effectiveness in the implementation oftasks and activities including development of new, or
modification of existing, Performance Standards, shall be identified through the Program's
continuous improvement process, where appropriate.

In each Annual Report, the Dischargers shall propose pertinent updates, improvements, or
revisions to the Management Plan, which shall be deemed to be incorporated into this Order
unless disapproved ofby the Executive Officer or acted on in accordance with Provision
C.ll.
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i. Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements for Industrial/Commercial Discharger
Control Program

The goal of industrial and commercial discharger control measures is to reduce or
eliminate adverse water quality impacts from activities conducted at any industrial and
commercial site within the Dischargers' jurisdictions which has a potential for significant
urban runoff pollution. Performance measures for this program area are in the various
program management plans, which are included in this permit by reference. Enhanced
annual reporting shall, at a minimum, include the number of inspections conducted
grouped into reasonably descriptive industry and commercial business categories. If any
actual non-compliance or threatened non-compliance is noted during the inspection, the
nature of follow-up will be reported, through resolution of the noted issue, up to and
including enforcement action. Dischargers shall describe the procedures for this program
component in the September 2001 Annual Report and begin implementing these
procedures immediately thereafter.

The range of industrial and commercial businesses that will require regular
inspection is not limited to those industrial sites that are required to obtain coverage
under the State's Industrial Stormwater NPDES General Permit. The Program shall
propose the categories of industrial and commercial businesses that the Dischargers shall
commit to inspecting, along with proposed inspection frequencies, in the September 2001
Annual Report. The Dischargers shall begin implementing these procedures immediately
thereafter.

Frequency of inspection of a given site or category of industry or commercial business
may vary depending upon known or anticipated threat to water quality, but should not be
less frequent than once in five years. Inspection frequency can be reduced for sites that
demonstrate a history of compliance or exhibit little threat to water quality, and
inspection frequency should be increased for sites that demonstrate non-compliance, or
exhibit significant threat to water quality.

ii. Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements for Illicit Connection and Illegal
Dumping Elimination Activities

The goal of illicit connection and illegal dumping control measures is to identify and
eliminate non-permissible non-stormwater discharges associated with illegal dumping or
illicit connections to the storm drain system. Performance measures for this program area
are in the various program management plans, which are included in this permit by
reference. Enhanced annual reporting for this program area shall, at a minimum, include
number of responses to reports ofpotential impacts to water quality, complaints, spills,
and other similar reports. These should be, at a minimum, characterized as to report
source, nature of the report, location of the event, reported source ofpollutants, and
follow-up and investigation, if any. In addition, for any actual non-compliance or
threatened non-compliance noted during the investigation of the report, the nature of
follow-up will be reported, through resolution ofthe noted issue, up to and including
enforcement action. Dischargers shall describe the procedures for this program
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component in the September 2001 Annual Report and begin implementing these
procedures immediately thereafter.

b. By March 1 of the year following the submission of each Annual Report, the Dischargers
shall submit draft Workplans that describe the proposed implementation of the Management
Plan and the Watersheds 2000 Vision Statement (from the NPDES Permit Re-application,
12/21/99) for the next fiscal year.

The Workplans shall consider the status of implementation of current year activities and
actions of the Dischargers, problems encountered, and proposed solutions, and shall address
any comments received from the Executive Officer on the previous year Annual Report. The
Workplans shall include clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules for
implementation ofProgram and Discharger actions for the next fiscal year. The Workplans
shall also include a proposal for development ofnew, or modification of existing,
Performance Standards in accordance with Provision C.2.b and alternative monitoring
activities as required in Provision C.7.

The Workplans shall be deemed to be final and incorporated into the Management Plan and
this Order as of July 1 unless previously determined to be unacceptable by the Executive
Officer. The Dischargers shall address any comments or conditions of acceptability received
from the Executive Officer on their draft Workplans prior to the submission of their Annual
Report on September 15, at which time the modified Workplans shall be deemed to be
incorporated into the Management Plan and this Order unless disapproved ofby the
Executive Officer.

7. Monitoring Program

a. The Dischargers shall implement a Monitoring Program that supports the development and
implementation and demonstrates the effectiveness of the Management Plan and related work
conducted through the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative. The Monitoring
Program shall be designed to achieve the following objectives:

• Characterization ofrepresentative drainage areas and stormwater discharges, including
land-use characteristics, pollutant concentrations, and mass loading;

• Assessment of existing or potential adverse impacts on beneficial uses caused by
pollutants of concern in stormwater discharges, including an evaluation ofrepresentative
receiving waters;

• Identification ofpotential sources ofpollutants of concern found in stormwater
discharges; and

• Evaluation of effectiveness of representative stormwater pollution prevention or control
measures.

The Monitoring Program shall include the following:

1. Provision for conducting and reporting the results of special studies conducted by the
Dischargers which are designed to determine effectiveness ofBMPs or control measures,
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define a Perfonnance Standard or assess the adverse impacts of a pollutant or pollutants
on beneficial uses.

11. Provisions for conducting watershed monitoring activities including: identification of
major sources ofpollutants of concern; evaluation ofthe effectiveness of control
measures and BMPs; and use ofphysical, chemical and biological parameters and
indicators as appropriate.

111. Identification and justification ofrepresentative sampling locations, frequencies and
methods, suite of pollutants to be analyzed, analytical methods, and quality assurance
procedures. Alternative monitoring methods in place of these (special projects, financial
participation in regional, state, or national special projects or research, literature review,
visual observations, use of indicator parameters, recognition and reliance on special
studies conducted by other programs, etc.) may be proposed with justification.
Alternative monitoring methods may include participation in the Bay Area Stonnwater
Management Agencies Association's Regional Monitoring Strategy and related projects.

b. Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan In conjunction with the submissions
required by Provision C.9, the Dischargers shall submit by July 1,2001, an interim draft of a
Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan, and, by March 1, 2002, a final Five-Year
Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan acceptable to the Executive Officer, designed to comply
with these Monitoring Program requirements. The Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan shall
include provisions for monitoring South San Francisco Bay by participating in the San
Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances or an acceptable
alternative monitoring program. The Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan activities shall also
be coordinated with SCBWMI assessment activities.

c. Annual Monitoring Program Plan The Dischargers shall submit by March 1 of each year
an Annual Monitoring Program Plan, acceptable to the.Executive Officer, that includes
clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules for implementation ofmonitoring
activities for the next fiscal year designed to comply with these Monitoring Program
requirements.

8. Non-Stormwater Discharges

a. Exempted Discharges In carrying out Discharge Prohibition A of this Order, the following
non-stonnwater discharges are not prohibited unless they are identified by the Dischargers or
the Executive Officer as sources ofpollutants to receiving waters:

1. Flows from riparian habitats or wetlands;
11. Diverted stream flows;

111. Springs;
IV. Rising ground waters; and
v. Uncontaminated groundwater infiltration.

If the any of the above categories of discharges, or sources of such discharges, are identified
as sources of pollutants to receiving waters, then such categories or sources shall be
addressed as conditionally exempted discharges in accordance with Provision e.8.b.
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b. Conditionally Exempted Discharges The following non-stormwater discharges are not
prohibited if they are identified by either the Dischargers (and incorporated into the
Management Plan as an Appendix) or the Executive Officer as not being sources of
pollutants to receiving waters or if appropriate control measures to prevent or eliminate
adverse impacts of such sources are developed and implemented under the Management
Plan in accordance with Provision e.8.c.:

1. Uncontaminated pumped groundwater;
11. Foundation drains;

111. Water from crawl space pumps;
IV. Footing drains;
v. Air conditioning condensate;

VI. Irrigation water;
V11. Landscape irrigation;

Vlll. Lawn or garden watering;
IX. Planned and unplanned discharges from potable water sources;
x. Water line and hydrant flushing;

Xl. Individual residential car washing; and
X11. Discharges or flows from emergency fire fighting activities.

c. The Dischargers shall identify and describe the categories of discharges listed in C.8.b that
they wish to exempt from Prohibition A in periodic submissions to the Executive Officer.
For each such category, the Dischargers shall identify and describe as necessary and
appropriate to the category either documentation that the discharges are not sources of
pollutants to receiving waters or circumstances in which they are not found to be sources of
pollutants to receiving waters. Otherwise, the Dischargers shall describe control measures to
eliminate adverse impacts of such sources, procedures and Performance Standards for their
implementation, procedures for notifying the Regional Board of these discharges, and
procedures for monitoring and record management. Such submissions shall be deemed to be
incorporated into the Management Plan unless disapproved by the Executive Officer or acted
on in accordance with Provision C.II and the NPDES permit regulations.

d. Permit Authorization for Exempted Discharges

1. Discharges ofnon-stormwater from sources owned or operated by the Dischargers are
authorized and permitted by this Order, if they are in accordance with the conditions of
this provision and the Dischargers' Management Plan.

11. The Regional Board may require dischargers of non-stormwater other than the
Dischargers to apply for and obtain coverage under a NPDES permit and comply with the
control measures developed by the Dischargers pursuant to this Provision. Non
stormwater discharges that are in compliance with such control measures may be
accepted by the Dischargers and are not subject to Prohibition A.

m. The Dischargers may propose, as part oftheir annual updates to the Management Plan
under Provision C.6 of this Order, additional categories ofnon-stormwater discharges to
be included in the exemption to Discharge Prohibition A. Such proposals are subject to
approval by the Regional Board in accordance with the NPDES permit regulations.
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9. Water Quality-Based Requirements for Specific Pollutants of Concern

In accordance with Provision C.1 and Findings 12 and 13 of this Order, the Dischargers shall
implement control programs for pollutants that have the reasonable potential to cause or
contribute to exceedances of water quality standards. These control programs shall include the
following.

a. Control Program for Copper. The Dischargers shall implement all applicable elements of
the Copper Action Plan, as presented in Appendix B, including immediate implementation of
the baseline actions of the Copper Action Plan. Detailed descriptions of activities in each
fiscal year shall be included in Annual Workplansand associated evaluations and results shall
be reported in the Annual Reports. lithe results of the monitoring referenced in Finding 14
show that mean dissolved copper concentrations have risen to 4.0 Ilg/l, the Dischargers shall
implement Phase 1 actions described in Appendix B and report on the Phase I actions in the
Annual Report required by Provision C.6. If the results ofthe monitoring referenced in
Finding 14 show that mean dissolved copper concentrations have risen to 4.4 Ilg/l, the
Dischargers shall implement Phase 2 actions described in Appendix B and report on the
Phase 2 actions in the Annual Report required by Provision C.6.

b. Control Program for Nickel. The Dischargers shall implement all applicable elements of
the Nickel Action Plan, as presented in Appendix C, including immediate implementation of
the baseline actions. Detailed descriptions of activities in each fiscal year shall be included in
Annual Workplans and associated evaluations and results shall be reported in Annual
Reports. If the results of the monitoring referenced in Finding 14 show that mean dissolved
nickel concentrations have risen to 6.0 Ilg/l, the Dischargers shall implement Phase 1 actions
described in Appendix C and report on the Phase I actions in the Annual Report required by
Provision C.6. If the results of the monitoring referenced in Finding 14 show that mean
dissolved nickel concentrations have risen to 8.0 Ilg/l, the Dischargers shall implement
Phase 2 actions described in Appendix C and report on the Phase 2 actions in the Annual
Report required by Provision C.6.

c. Control Program for Mercury. To address the impairment ofthe Guadalupe River
Watershed and San Francisco Bay for mercury, the Dischargers shall implement a mercury
pollution prevention plan (Mercury Plan) which includes:

1. Development and adoption ofpolicies, procedures, and/or ordinances calling for:

• The virtual elimination ofmercury from controllable sources in urban runoff,
including the identification ofmercury-containing products used by the Dischargers
and a schedule for their timely phase out; and

• Coordination with solid waste management agencies to ensure maximum recycling of
fluorescent lights and/or establishment of "take back" programs for the public
collection ofmercury-containing household products (potentially including
thermometers and other gauges, batteries, fluorescent and other lamps, switches,
relays, sensors and thermostats);

11. A schedule for assisting the Regional Board staff in conducting an assessment of the
contribution of air pollution sources to mercury in the Dischargers' urban runoff
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(potentially including an identification of significant mercury air emission sources, an
inventory of relevant mercury air emissions and a review of options for reducing or
eliminating mercury air emissions);

111. Assessment of the sediment mercury concentrations and percentage of fine material at the
base of key watersheds, above the tide line;

IV. A public education, outreach and participation program designed to reach residential,
commercial and industrial users or sources of mercury-containing products or emissions;
and

v. Participation with other organizations to encourage the electric light bulb manufacturing
industry to reduce mercury associated with the disposal of fluorescent lights through
product reformulation.

The Mercury Plan shall be submitted to the Executive Officer by March 1, 2002. The
Mercury Plan may be incorporated in the Program's submittal of the FY 2002/03 Workplan.
The Plan shall include a schedule for implementation, although implementation of early
action priorities should take place before the due date of the Mercury Plan, and shall include
provisions addressing training and technical assistance needed to help municipalities
implement the Mercury Plan. To facilitate the development of the actions specified above,
the Dischargers may coordinate with publicly owned treatment works and other agencies to
develop cooperative plans and programs.

d. Control Program for Pesticides. To address the impairment of urban streams by diazinon,
the Dischargers shall implement a pesticide toxicity control plan (Pesticide Plan) that
addresses their own use ofpesticides, including diazinon and other lower priority pesticides
no longer in use, such as chlordane, dieldrin and DDT, and the use of such pesticides by other
sources within their jurisdictions. The Dischargers may address this requirement by building
upon their prior submissions to the Regional Board. They may also coordinate with
BASMAA, the Urban Pesticide Committee, and other agencies and organizations.

1. Pesticide Use by Dischargers

The Pesticide Plan shall include a program to quantitatively identify each Discharger's
pesticide use by preparing a periodically updated inventory ofpesticides used by all
internal departments, divisions, and other operational units as applicable to each
Discharger. The Pesticide Plan shall include goals and implementing actions to replace
pesticide use (especially diazinon use) with least toxic alternatives. Schools and special
district operations shall be included in the Pesticide Plan to the full extent of each
Discharger's authority. The Dischargers shall adopt and verifiably implement policies,
procedures, and/or ordinances requiring the minimization ofpesticide use and the use of
integrated pest management (IPM) techniques in the Dischargers' operations. The
policies, procedures, and/or ordinances shall include 1) commitments to reduce use,
phase-out, and ultimately eliminate use ofpesticides that cause impairment of surface
waters, and 2) commitments to not increase the Dischargers' use of organophosphate
pesticides without justifying the necessity and minimizing adverse water quality impacts.
The Dischargers shall implement training programs for all municipal employees who use
or could use pesticides, including pesticides available over the counter. These programs
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shall address pesticide-related surface water toxicity, proper use and disposal of such
pesticides, and least toxic methods of pest prevention and control, including IPM. The
Pesticide Plan shall be subject to updating via the Dischargers' continuous improvement
process.

11. Other Pesticide Sources. To address other pesticide users within the Dischargers'
jurisdictions (including schools and special district operations that are not owned or
operated by the Dischargers), the Pesticide Plan shall include the following elements:

• Public education and outreach programs. Such programs shall be designed for
residential and commercial pesticide users and pest control operators. These
programs shall provide targeted information concerning proper pesticide use and
disposal, potential adverse impacts on water quality, and alternative, least toxic
methods ofpest prevention and control, including IPM. These programs shall also
target pesticide retailers to encourage the sale of least toxic alternatives and to
facilitate point-of-sale public outreach efforts. These programs may also recognize
local least toxic pest management practitioners.

• Mechanisms to discourage pesticide use at new development sites. Such mechanisms
shall encourage the consideration ofpest-resistant landscaping and design features,
minimiz?tion of impervious surfaces, and incorporation of stormwater detention and
retention techniques in the design, landscaping, and/or environmental reviews of
proposed development projects. Education programs shall target individuals
responsible for these reviews and focus on factors affecting water quality impairment.

• Coordination with household hazardous waste collection agencies. The Dischargers
shall support, enhance, and help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal.

The Pesticide Plan shall include a schedule for implementation and a mechanism for
reviewing and amending the plan, as necessary, in subsequent years. The Pesticide Plan
shall be submitted to the Executive Officer by July 1, 2001.

iii. Other Pesticide Activities

The Dischargers shall work with the Urban Pesticide Committee and other municipal
stormwater management agencies in the Bay Area to assess which diazinon products and
uses and previous uses of dieldren, chlordane, and DDT pose the greatest risks to surface
water quality. Along with incorporating this information into the programs described
above, the Dischargers shall work with the Urban Pesticide Committee and other
municipal stormwater management agencies to encourage US EPA, the California
Department ofPesticide Regulation (DPR), and pesticide manufacturers to understand the
adverse impacts of diazinon, dieldren, chlordane, and DDT on urban creeks, monitor US
EPA and DPR activities related to the registration of diazinon products and uses, and
actively encourage US EPA, DPR, and pesticide manufacturers to eliminate, reformulate,
or otherwise curtail, to the extent possible, the sale and use of diazinon when it poses
substantial risks to surface water quality (e.g., when there is a high potential for runoff).

The Dischargers shall also work with the Regional Board and other agencies in
developing a TMDL for diazinon in impaired urban creeks. The Dischargers will
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participate in stakeholder forums and collaborative technical studies necessary to assist
the Regional Board in completing the TMDL. These studies may include, but shall not be
limited to, additional diazinon monitoring and toxicity testing.

e. Control Program for Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) and Dioxin Compounds. To
determine if urban runoff is a conveyance mechanism associated with the impairment of San
Francisco Bay for PCBs and dioxin-like compounds (including, but not limited to furans)
associated with other sources, the Dischargers shall work with the other municipal
stormwater management agencies in the Bay Area to implement a plan to identify, assess,
and manage controllable sources ofPCBs and dioxin-like compound found in urban runoff,
if any (PCBs/Dioxin Plans). The PCBs/Dioxin Plan shall include actions to:

1. Characterize the representative distribution ofPCBs and dioxin-like compounds in the
urban areas of the Santa Clara basin to determine if: a) PCBs and dioxin-like compounds
are present in urban runoff, b) if any such PCBs or dioxin-like compounds are distributed
relatively uniformly in urban areas, and c) whether storm drains or other surface drainage
pathways are sources ofPCBs or dioxin-like compounds in themselves, or whether there
are specific locations within urban watersheds where prior or current uses result in land
sources contributing to discharges ofPCBs or dioxin-like compounds to San Francisco
Bay via urban runoff conveyance systems;

• for PCBs: implement forthwith

• for Dioxin-like Compounds: submit workplan by March 1,2002; implement by
October 1, 2002

11. Provide information to allow calculation ofPCBs and dioxin-like compound loads to San
Francisco Bay from urban runoff conveyance systems;

• for PCBs: implement forthwith

• for Dioxin-like Compounds: submit workplan by March 1, 2002; implement by
October 1, 2002

iii. Identify control measures and/or management practices to eliminate or reduce discharges
ofPCBs or dioxin-like compounds conveyed by urban runoff conveyance systems;

• for PCBs: submit plan with implementation schedule by June 1,2001; begin
implementation by July 1, 2001

• for Dioxin-like Compounds: submit plan with implementation schedule by March 1,
2003; begin implementation by July 1, 2003

and

IV. Implement actions to eliminate or reduce discharges ofPCBs or dioxin-like compounds
from urban runoff conveyance systems from controllable sources (if any).

• for PCBs: submit plan with implementation schedule by March 1,2002; begin
implementation by July 1, 2002
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• for Dioxin-like Compounds: submit plan with implementation schedule by March 1,
2004; begin implementation by July 1, 2004 although implementation of early action
priorities should take place before that date

The Dischargers may coordinate with other stormwater programs and/or other organizations
to implement cooperative plans and programs to facilitate implementation ofthe specified
actions.

f. Control Program for Sediment. The Dischargers shall conduct analyses of excess sediment
impairment in urban streams and assess management practices that are currently being
implemented and additional management practices that will be implemented to prevent or
reduce excess sediment impairment in urban creeks, and implement any additional
management practices necessary to prevent or reduce excess sediment impairment in urban
creeks in accordance with the following:

1. San Francisquito Creek. Submit a plan and time schedule for implementation
acceptable to the Executive Officer by September 1, 2001 to conduct a watershed analysis
of San Francisquito Creek in cooperation with the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP). The plan will provide for: (1) quantitative
characterization of sediment and water inputs to the creek; (2) relative roles of sediment
associated with natural and anthropogenic land use discharges; (3) sediment conveyance
from headwaters to the Bay, and (4) development of a rapid sediment budget.

11. San Francisquito Creek. Submit a plan and time schedule for implementation
acceptable to the Executive Officer by March 1, 2002 to conduct, in cooperation with
STOPPP, an assessment of management practices that are currently being implemented
and additional management practices that will be implemented to prevent or reduce
excess sediment impairment in urban creeks, and implement any additional management
practices necessary to prevent or reduce excess sediment impairment in San Francisquito
Creeks. Such management practices may include but are not limited to: management
and/or removal of large woody debris and live vegetation from channels; streambank
stabilization projects; road construction, operation, maintenance, and repairs to prevent
and control road-related erosion; management of construction related sediment; and
management of post-construction sediment from areas ofnew development or
redevelopment.

111. Other Creeks. Submit a report acceptable to the Executive Officer by March 1, 2002
that identifies the other creeks that may be impaired by excessive sediment production
from erosion due to anthropogenic activities.

Other Creeks. Submit a plan and time schedule for implementation acceptable to the
Executive Officer by September 1, 2002 to conduct a watershed analysis and management
practice assessment in the other creeks which may be impaired by excessive sediment
production from erosion due to anthropogenic activities.
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10. Watershed Management

The Dischargers shall implement watershed management measures based on identification of
appropriate watershed characteristics and identification of control measures and other actions in
the Management Plan that are appropriately implemented on a watershed basis with the
recognition that there may be unique values, problems, goals, and strategies specific to individual
watersheds. Watershed management measures also seek to develop and implement the most cost
effective approaches to solving identified problems and to coordinate these activities with other
related programs.

a. The Dischargers shall submit to the Regional Board by July 1, 2001 a report concerning the
integration ofwatershed management activities into the Management Plan. The report shall,
at a minimum:

1. Identify the watersheds that are relevant to each Discharger;

11. Identify key characteristics related to urban runoff in each watershed and program
elements related to such characteristics; and

111. Provide a priority listing of watersheds to be assessed and a schedule for conducting such
assessments in conjunction with the SCBWMI.

b. Consistent with the schedule submitted pursuant to Provision 10.a.iii, the Dischargers shall
submit to the Regional Board, summary assessment reports for each of the subject
watersheds, that at a minimum, include the following:

1. The Dischargers' support for the SCBWMI by, among other things: (1) investigating
beneficial uses and causes of impairment, (2) reviewing, compiling, and disseminating
environmental data, (3) developing and implementing strategies for controlling adverse
impacts of land use on beneficial uses, and (4) facilitating, implementing, and supporting
relevant SCBWMI subgroups;

11. An assessment of each Discharger's implementation ofwatershed management activities;
and,

111. A consideration of steps needed for continuous improvement in addressing priorities
within each watershed.

c. As the SCBWMI moves toward implementation, the Program and the Dischargers shall, as
appropriate, develop examples, model language and planning tools to implement
programmatic and watershed specific actions as well as facilitate the assessment of additional
watersheds. The Program should also work with Regional Board staff to apply a regulatory
strategy that allows the Dischargers to find ways to coordinate with other agencies within a
specific watershed to protect beneficial uses.

11. It is anticipated that the Management Plan may need to be modified, revised, or amended from
time to time to respond to changed conditions and to incorporate more effective approaches to

, pollutant control. Requests for changes may be initiated by the Executive Officer or by the
Dischargers. Minor changes may be made with the Executive Officer's approval and will be
brought to the Regional Board as information items and the Dischargers and interested parties
will be notified accordingly. Ifproposed changes imply a major revision of the Program, the
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Executive Officer shall bring such changes before the Regional Board as permit amendments and
notify the Dischargers and interested parties accordingly.

12. This Order may be modified, or alternatively, revoked or reissued, prior to the expiration date as
follows:

a. To address significant changed conditions identified in the technical reports required by the
Regional Board that were unknown at the time of the issuance of this Order;

b. To incorporate applicable requirements of statewide water quality control plans adopted by
the State Board or amendments to the Basin Plan approved by the State Board; or

c. To comply with any applicable requirements, guidelines, or regulations issued or approved
under Section 402(P) of the CWA, if the requirement, guideline, or regulation so issued or
approved contains different conditions or additional requirements not provided for in this
Order. The Order as modified or reissued under this paragraph shall also contain any other
requirements of the CWA then applicable.

13. Each of the Dischargers shall comply with all parts of the Standard Provisions contained in
Appendix A ofthis Order.

14. This Order expires on February 21,2006. The Dischargers must file a Report of Waste
Discharge in accordance with Title 23, California Code ofRegulations, not later than 360 days in
advance of such date as application for reissuance of waste discharge requirements.

15. Order Nos. 93-164, 95-180 and 99-050 are hereby rescinded.

I, Loretta K. Barsamian, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San
Francisco Bay Region, on February 21,2001.

I:utt-~.~
Loretta K. Barsamian
Executive Officer

APPENDIX A-

APPENDIXB -

APPENDIXC-

STANDARD PROVISIONS

COPPER CONTROL ACTIONS

NICKEL CONTROL ACTIONS

ATTACHMENTS - Location and Political Jurisdiction Map
Basin Watersheds Map



Appendix B
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Baseline Copper Control Actions!

(Based on Table 4-1 of the CODDer Action Plan

CB-l
(2 &4)

CB-2
(6)

CB-3
(11 & 35)

CB-4
(16.1 & 34)

AppendixB

Measures to reduce copper discharges from
vehicle washing operations. These shall
include outreach and education activities
targeted towards residential car washing,
washing ofvehicles at commercial and
industrial facilities; and vehicle washing by
mobile cleaners; implementation ofBMPs by
mobile cleaners; and inspections or other
mechanisms to evaluate effectiveness of these
measures.
Measures to track copper sulphate use by water
suppliers. The District shall continue to track
and report use of copper sulphate by water
suppliers in the Santa Clara Valley (includes
State & Federal Water Project).

Measures to control copper in discharges of
stormwaterfrom targeted industrial sources.
These shall include identification and
implementation of appropriate and cost
effective controls. The targeted industries
include older printed circuit board
manufacturers and metal plating facilities using
copper.

Clarify linkage with POTW Pretreatment
Programs

(C-13 & C-35/ IND-l & IND-2
Measures to quantify copper control/pollution
prevention measures and source loadings.
These shall include investigating and/or
tracking agreed upon quantification studies
concerning copper in vehicle brake pads and
field investigations to monitor long-term trends
to determine the possible linkage between
copper from brake pads and copper

SCVURPPP & Co
permittees

SCVWD

SCVURPPP & Co
permittees & industry

Possibly POTW permits
(clarify need by March
2001 as part of
SCVURPPP Work
Plan)

SCBWMIISCVURPPP
(lead party may change
depending on
quantification study
identified)

Ongoing / Action
implemented every year

Ongoing / Action
implemented every year

Begin implementation of
control measures in FY 01-02

Ongoing / Action
implemented every year

Urban Runoff and Industrial Stormwater
Permits

Reporting conducted as part of SCVURPPP and
Co-permittees Annual Reports

Urban Runoff Permit

Report tracking results as part of SCVWD Co
permittee Annual Report

Urban Runoff and Industrial
Storm water Permits

Reporting conducted as part of SCVURPPP and
Co-permittees Annual Report. Future Work
Plans wiII contain description of additional
tasks.

Develop approach to implement Area-Wide as
part ofMarch 2001 Work Plan.

SCVURPPP Continuous Improvement Process
and Annual Work Plans and/or SCBWMI Core
Group / Subgroup work plan task

SCVURPPP Work Plan (include as part of
Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan)



Appendix B
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Baseline Copper Control Actions!

(Base!lon Table 4-1 of the Copper Action Plan)

concentrations in water.

I-Provide appropriate level oflocal support for
agreed upon quantification studies

2 Investigate and/or track quantification studies
for a wide range of existing copper
control/pollution prevention measures and
sources loadings

3-Collect data and prepare annual reports on the I City ofPalo Alto
following potential indicators
• Copper content in new auto brake pads
• Total population in basin
• Auto/truck vehicle traveled in basin
• Copper sulfate (e.g. algaecide, pesticide,

industrial; chemicals) sales in basin
(aggregate basis-scaled to basin level
estimate)

• Copper content in macoma tissue at San
Point (Palo Alto)

• Reproductivity index for macoma at Sand
Point

• Benthic community assemblage at Sand
Point

February POTW Annual SMR I POTW permit amendment
(start with February 2001
report)

CB-5
(IS)

AppendixB

4-Prepare issue paper on feasibility of potential
field investigation to monitor long-term trends
between copper from brakepads and
concentration in water.

------/AUTO-I, 2 & 3
Measures to support Brake Pad Partnership
activities. These shall include providing
appropriate level oflocal support for agreed
upon Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) activities.

RWQCB/SCVURPPP FY 01-02

Ongoing / Action
implemented every year

SCVURPPP participation in

2



AppendixB
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Baseline Copper Control Actions!

(Based on Table 4-1 of the Copper Action Plan)

BPP funded for FY 00-01

CB-6
(17)

CB-7
(17.27)

AppendixB

l-Review/assess/provide input on Brake
Manufacturing Council (BMC)/BPP brakepad
wear debris research & brakepad content data.

2-Ensure that other local state and federal
players are involved appropriate on brakepads
issue as it is a widespread urban concern.

3-Assist in making research data that are in the
public domain accessible

------/AUTO-l, 2 & 3
Measures to reduce traffic congestion Review
appropriateness of transportation control
measures, prioritize reasonable measures and
identify potential efforts for further
development as part of Phase I and
implementation as part of Phase II

. (C-31/AIR-l and AIR-2)

Measures to reduce traffic congestion Establish
transportation/impervious surface "forum"

• Consider results ofVMT and
imperviousness load estimates and
control effectiveness evaluation;

l-SCVURPPP currently
tracking with funds
designated in FY 00-01
Work Plans

2-BASMAA & SWQTF
involvement on BPP
may be needed as a
Task ofRegional
Benefit

3- WMI data
management system

SCBWMI (SCVURPPP
take lead on preparing
short-term issue paper
as part ofLUS that
begins to investigate the
role of storm water
management agencies
in regional congestion
management planning
and implementation
SCBWMI (incorporate
as part of short-term
issue paper on B-6)

SCVURPPP request
BASMAA and SWQTF
participation FY 00-01

SCVURPPP incorporate
initial efforts into FY 00-0 I
Work Plan

Draft Issue paper by March 1,
2001

See CB-6 above

I-SCVURPPP Continuous Improvement
Process and Annual Work Plans (will utilize
conference results to layout potential future
direction/needs)

BASMAA Task of Regional Benefit (TRB)
(SCVURPPP recommend BASMAA consider
funding TRB to support Regional involvement
with BPP including investigation of fate and
transport)

2- BASMAA Task ofRegional Benefit
(SCVURPPP recommend BASMAA &
SWQTF consider funding to support State and
Regional involvement with BPP including
investigation of fate and transport)

3-SCVURPPP via data management efforts and
in conjunction with WMI efforts incorporate
BPP and other related and readiably available
into metadata database
CORE GROUP short-term issues (SCVURPPP
to consider possible early measures as part of
developing FY 01-02 Work Plan)

CORE GROUP short-term issue

3



AppendixB
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Baseline Copper Control Actions!

(Based on Table 4-1 of the Copper Action Plan

identify potential control efforts for
further development as part of Phase I
and implementation as part ofPhase
II

CB-8
(18 and 255

)

CB-IO
(22)

AppendixB

Measures to classifY and assess watersheds.
These shall include assisting the SCBWMI in
its continuing efforts to implement watershed
classification and assessment efforts and to
improve institutional arrangements for
watershed protection. These efforts shall
include:
• Ensuring that watershed protection is

considered in all applicable elements of
Dischargers' General Plans land use, .
circulation, open space, transportation, and
conservation, and consistency requirements;
and seek appropriate changes in state
General Plan Guidelines; and

• Ensuring that watershed protection is
considered in the California Environmental
Quality Act process.

• Continue to implement watershed
classification and assessment efforts of
SCBWMI.

(C-16, C-19 & C-31
Measures associated with utilizing the Sediment
Characteristics and Contamination
Environmental Indicator. These shall include
utilizing results of SEIDp6 Indicator #5
(Sediment Characteristics and Contamination)
to investigate development of an environmental
indicator and investigate the linkage with SFEI
sources and loading work effort.

(C-6 & C-21)

SCBWMI (with
assistance from the
SCVURPPP and Co
permittees)

SCVURPPP & Co
permittees

Ongoing / Action
implemented every year

SCVURPPP FY 01-02 Work
Plan and Multi-Year
Receiving Water Monitoring
Plan

SCVURPPP Continuous Improvement Process
and Annual Work Plans and/or SCBWMI Core
Group / Subgroup work plan task

SCVURPPP & Co-permittees as part of Permit
Annual Work Plan and Annual Report

4



AppendixB
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Baseline Copper Control Actions!

(Based on Table 4-1 of the CODDer Action Plan

CB-ll

CB-12

CB-15

CB-16

CB-17

AppendixB

Measures to improve street sweeping controls
and storm water system operation and
maintenance controls to reduce copper in
stormwater discharges. These shall include
consideration ofneed for improvements to
existing street sweeping controls and storm
water system operation and maintenance
controls and standard operating procedures for
disposal of collected materials.

C-29)
Measures to control copper discharges from
pools and spas. These shall include
maintaining existing education and outreach
programs for pools and spas.
Measures to evaluate effectiveness of
Performance Standards and identifY cost
effective modifications to reduce discharges of
copper. These shall include utilizing results of
SEIDP to evaluate effectiveness of related
SCVURPPP Performance Standards and
identify cost-effective modifications

(C-6 & C-2l)
Measures to establish an environmental
clearinghouse. These shall include assisting
the SCBWMI in establishing an information
clearinghouse and tracking and disseminating
new scientific research on copper toxicity,
loadings, fate and transport, and impairment of
aquatic ecosvstems
Measures to reduce uncertainty associated with
the Lower South San Francisco Bay
Impairment Decision. These shall include
assisting the SCBWMI in tracking and
encouraging' the investigation of several
important topics that influence uncertainty with

SCVURPPP

SCVURPPP & Co
permittees

SCVURPPP & Co
permittees

SCBWMI - CORE
Group (assistance via
SCVURPPP)

SCBWMI - Core
Group (assistance via
POTW and SCVURPPP
and Co-permittees)

Ongoing / Action
implemented every year

Ongoing / Action
implemented every year

Ongoing / Action
implemented every year

SCVURPPP FY 01-02 Work
Plan and Multi-Year
Receiving Water Monitoring
Plan

Ongoing / Action
implemented every year

Ongoing / Action
implemented every year

Consider need for improvements as part of
SCVURPPP Continuous Improvement Process

SCVURPPP & Co-permittees implementation
via URMP Performance Standards and
modification via Continuous Improvement
Process
SCVURPPP & Co-permittees Continuous
Improvement Process

Implement through watershed measures
element of SCVURPPP Permit and SCBWMI
Long-term I?ata Management Plan (connected
with resources for CB-5.3)

Begin reporting as part of SCVURPPP Annual
Report for FY 00-01
Track and encourage RMP, NOAA, USGS, etc.

5



Appendix B
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Baseline Copper Control Actions1

(Based 011 Table 4-1 «!fthe Copper ActiouPlan)

Lower South San Francisco Bay Impairment
Decision?
• Phytoplankton toxicity and movement

(Impairment Assessment Report Section
5.3.1)

• Sediment cycling
• Loading uncertainty

Encourage incorporation of appropriate
bioassessment tools into ongoing monitoring
programs to track presence of copper-sensitive
taxa in LSB.

RWQCB

Prepare issue paper on feasibility and cost of
addressing phytoplankton toxicitv questions

CB-18

CB-20

AppendixB

Measures to investigate important factors that
influence copperfate and transport. These
shall include assisting the SCBWMI in tracking
and encouraging the investigation of important
factors that influence copper and fate and
transport.
• Investigate flushing time estimates for

different wet weather conditions
• Investigate location ofnorthern boundary

condition
• Determine Cu-Ll and L2 complex

concentrations
• Investigate algal uptake/toxicity with

competing metals
Measures to revise the Copper Conceptual
Model Report findings. These shall include
assisting the SCBWMI and the POTWs that
discharge to Lower South SF Bay in revising
the Copper Conceptual Model Report
uncertainty table based on newly-available
information and producing a status report. In
particular, these activities will include revising

SCBWMI - Core
Group (assistance via
POTWand SCVURPPP
and Co-permittees)

SCBWMI (with
assistance from POTWs
and SCVURPPP & Co
permittees)

Ongoing / Action
implemented every year

Permit Application

Track and encourage RMP, NOAA, USGS, etc.

CORE GROUP short-term issue

Update as part ofNPDES Permit application
process

Possible linkage and assistance from North Bay
effort as well as RMP and RWQCB TMDL
efforts

6



CORE GROUP short-term issues (use
SCVURPPP Continuous Improvement Process
for agreed upon assistance)

the conceptual model uncertainty table based On
newly-available information as part ofthe
Dischargers' and POTWs' next NPDES permit
applications.

Appendix B
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Baseline Copper Control Actions!

(Based on Table 4-1 of the CODDer Action Plan

Measures to discourage architectural use of
copper. These shall include assistance to the
SCBWMI in the following areas:

CB-21
(26 & 31)

l-SCVURPPP & Co-permittees evaluate
feasibility of discouraging architectural use of
copper & explore feasibility of related policy

Palo Alto (Lead) FY 00-01 Work Plan SCVURPPP & Co-permittees Continuous
Improvement Process

2-Promote Green Building principles and
identify measures to investigate as part ofPhase
I

C-32)

SCBWMI (with
assistance from the
SCVURPPP and Co
permittees)

City of San Jose - Explore
feasibility of policy as part of
FY 02-03 Work Plan

1
2

3

4

5

6

7

Annual Reports ofNPDES permitted agencies (POTWs and SCVURPPP) will contain a summary of the status of all Copper Action Plan items.
Copper Dialogue control measures numbered 1,2,3,4,5,7,8,9,10,11,14, 15,21,23,24,26,28,29,31,32, and 33 are currently being conducted by the SCVURPPP & Co
permittees as defined within the URMP. The SCVURPPP & Co-permittees will continue to implement the controls as defined within the URMP and modify, as appropriate,
through the SCVURPPP & Co-permittees Continuous Improvement process. (See Appendix 2 of the CAP for a summary of the current Program activities relative to dialogue
measures.
Continuous Improvement activities identified by the Urban Runoff Permit Re-issuance Work Group as part of the SCVURPPP permit re-issuance are contained in Table 3 "Urban
Runoff Permit Re-issuance Work Group --Box 3: Summary of Continuous Improvement Items" (dated June 23, 2000).
References refer to measures identified as part of the SCVURPPP Metals Control Measures Plan (MCMP, prepared by WWC/EOA, 1997). MCMP measures are part of the 1997
SCVURPPP Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP).
These measures have largely been replaced by SCBWMI activities. Specific implementation actions are planned for inclusion in the Watershed Alternatives report & Watershed
Action Plan. The Watershed Assessment Subgroup of the SCBWMI considered the CONCUR paper as input in drafting the Watershed Alternatives paper.
The Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project (SEIDP) is part of USEPA's Environmental Indicators/Measures of success project. The SEIDP is the third
phase of EPA's program that focuses on local demonstration projects and the testing of indicators in the Walsh Ave. catchment, water quality indicators, programmatic indicators,
social indicators, and site indicators are being evaluated to gauge Program implementation. Twenty different indicators are under review.
See Table D "Task 1: Conceptual Model Report for Copper and Nickel in Lower South San Francisco Bay" final report, December 1999 (Contained in Appendix 4-2).
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AppendixB
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Phase I Copper Control Actions

Based on Table 4-2 of the CODDer Action Plan

CI-5
(23 & 24)

CI-6
(27)

CI-8

AppendixB

Evaluate street sweeping and
other design, operation and
maintenance practices to
identify potential
improvements. Prepare an
implementation plan
reflecting the priorities and
implement agreed upon Phase
I control actions.
Follow-up on relevance of
copper in diesel exhaust

Evaluate and investigate
important topics that
influence uncertainty with
Lower South SF Bay
Impairment Decision
• Phytoplankton toxicity

and movement (IAR
Section 5.3.1)

• Sediment cycling
• Loading uncertainty

SCVURPPP & Co-permittees

SCVURPPP & Co-permittees

SCBWMI - Core Group
(Assistance via POTW and /
SCVURPPP and Co
permittees)

SCVURPPP & Co-permittee Continuous Improvement
Process

SCVURPPP & Co-permittee Continuous Improvement
Process

Encourage and identify resources (coordinate with other
efforts/investigations such as those ofRMP, NOAA,
USGS, etc)

8



Appendix B
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Phase I Copper Control Actions

(Based on Table 4-2 of the Copper Action Plan)

Develop a Phase II Plan RWQCB - convene powers to
including a re-evaluation of be (see Finding 12 of the
Phase I actions POTW permit amendment)

CI-9

CI-12

Evaluate and investigate
important Factors that
Influence Copper Fate
(Potential Reduction in
Uncertainty is Moderate to
High)!
• Investigate flushing time

estimates for different
wet weather conditions

• Investigate location of
northern boundary
condition

• Determine Cu-Ll and L2
complex concentrations

Investigate algal
uptake/toxicity with
competing metals

SCBWMI - Core Group
(Assistance via POTW and /
SCVURPPP and Co
permittees)

Encourage and identify resources (coordinate with other
efforts/investigations such as those of SF Estuary
Regional Monitoring Program, NOAA, USGS, etc)

California water Code regulatory mechanisms

See Table D "Task 1: Conceptual Model Report for Copper and Nickel in Lower South San Francisco Bay" final report, December 1999 (Appendix 4-2).
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Appendix B
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Phase II Copper Control Actions

Based on Table 4-3 of the CODDer Action Plan)

CII-1
(12)
CII-2
(15 & 17.27)

CII-4
(21)
CII-5
(27)
CII-8

AppendixB

Reconsider usefulness ofmanaging storm water
through POTWs
Implement agreed upon Phase II surface control
measures (transportation/impervious/-brakepad)

Discourage use of copper-based pesticides

Implement control actions identified for copper in
diesel exhaust
Re-evaluate Phase II Plan (developed as part of
1-2) and finalize for implementation

POTWs (with assistance from
SCVURPPP and Co-permittees)
RWQCB ~onvenepowers to be
(see Finding 12 of the POTW
permit amendment)
SCVURPPP & Co-permittees

RWQCB - convene powers to be

RWQCB - convene powers to be

California Water Code regulatory
mechanisms
CWC regulatory mechanisms and
possibly other regulatory agency
mechanisms
SCVURPPP & Co-permittee
Continuous Improvement Process
Possible Regulatory and Legislative
mechanisms
California Water Code regulatory
mechanisms

10



Urban Runoff Permit

Reporting conducted as part of
SCVURPPP and Co-permittees
Annual Reports

Improve Performance Standards
and reporting via SCVURPPP
Continuous Improvement process

Workshop for municipal staff on post
construction controls for new development
and re-development.

Ongoing/Action Implemented Every Year

Support RWQCB's Annual Workshops for
contractors and municipal staff on
construction site management and
erosion/sediment controls.

SCVURPPP & Co
permittees

Co-permittees and SCVURPPP continue to
implement Performance Standards

Appendix C
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Baseline Nickel Control Actions!

(Based on Table 4-1 of the Nickel Action Plan)

Continue to implement URMP (Metals
Control Measures Plan3

):

EROSION-I Implement performance
standardsfor construction inspection.
EROSION-2 Participate in development of
region-wide training and certification
program for construction site inspectors.

NB-I

(C-9, C-IO, C-25, C-30, andC-31)

NB-2 Utilize results of SEIDP' Indicator #5
(Sediment Characteristics and
Contamination) to investigate development
of an environmental indicator and investigate
the linkage with SFEI sources and loading
work effort.

SCVURPPP & Co
permittees

SCVURPPP FY 01-02 Work Plan and multi-year
receiving water monitoring plan

SCVURPPP & Co-permittees as
part of Permit Annual Work Plan
and Annual Report

NB-5 Utilize results of SEIDP to evaluate
effectiveness of related SCVURPPP
Performance Standards and identify cost
effective modifications

SCVURPPP & Co
permittees

SCVURPPP FY 01-02 Work Plan and multi-year
receiving water monitoring plan

SCVURPPP & Co-permittees
Continuous Improvement Process

NB-7 Track and encourage a watershed model
linked to a process oriented Bay model

POTWs/SCVURPPP Ongoing!Action Implemented Every Year POTW & SCVURPPP Permits

I
2

3

4

Annual Reports ofNPDES permitted agencies (POTWs and SCVURPPP) will contain a summary of the status of all NAP items.
References refer to Continuous Improvement activities (C-9, C-I0, C-25, C-30, andC-31) identified by the Urban Runoff Permit Re-issuance Work Group as
part of the SCVURPPP permit re-issuance. "Urban Runoff Permit Re-issuance Work Group --Box 3: Summary of Continuous Improvement Items"(dated June
23,2000).
References refer to measures identified as part of the SCVURPPP Metals Control Measures Plan (MCMP, prepared by WWCIEOA, 1997). MCMP measures
are part of the 1997 SCVURPPP Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP).
The Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project (SEIDP) is part of USEPA's Environmental Indicators/Measures of success project. The
SEIDP is the third phase of EPA's program that focuses on local demonstration projects and the testing of indicators in the Walsh Ave. catchment, water
quality indicators, programmatic indicators, social indicators, and site indicators are being evaluated to gauge Program implementation. Twenty different
indicators are under review.
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Appendix C
Summary of Urban Runoff and Watershed Management Phase I Copper Control Actions

Based on Table 4-2 of the CODDer Action Plan)

(Same as CI-3) IUpdate and re-evaluate source RWQCB - convene powers to be NPDES permits and other
identification (Metals Control Measures California Water Code
Plan) for nickel and prioritize sources regulatory mechanisms
based on effectiveness evaluation of future
potential control actions

(Same as CI-12) Develop a Phase II Plan including a re- RWQCB - convene powers to be California Water Code
evaluation of Phase I actions and regulatory mechanisms
implement if Phase II trig ers are exceeded

NI-l I Prepare issue paper on the feasibility and SCVURPPP & Co-permittees Urban Runoff Permit
cost of alternative reservoir management
options

NI-2 I Prepare issue paper on the feasibility and ISCVURPPP & Co-permittees IUrban Runoff Permit
cost of additional rural trail/road controls
(follow-up to NB-l (C-9) and alternative
grazing management options)

NI-3 I Develop a Phase I Plan including an RWQCB - convene powers to be California Water Code
evaluation of the results Baseline actions regulatory mechanisms
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FIGURE 1
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FIGURE 2

Watershed Index
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The Santa Clara Valley Water District has jurisdiction over flood control channels and creeks with drainage area greater than 320 acres.
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

ORDER NO. 01-119
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS029718

AMENDMENT REVISING PROVISION C.3. OF ORDER NO. 01-024 FOR:

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT, COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA, CITY OF
CAMPBELL, CITY OF CUPERTINO, CITY OF LOS ALTOS, TOWN OF LOS ALTOS
HILLS, TOWN OF LOS GATOS, CITY OF MILPITAS, CITY OF MONTE SERENO, CITY
OF MOUNTAIN VIEW, CITY OF PALO ALTO, CITY OF SAN JOSE, CITY OF SANTA
CLARA, CITY OF SARATOGA, AND CITY OF SUNNYVALE, which have joined together to
fonn the SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION
PROGRAM

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, hereinafter
referred to as the Regional Board, finds that:

Existing Permit and Revision of Provision C.3.

1. The Regional Board adopted Order No. 01-024 on February 21,2001, reissuing waste
discharge requirements under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
pennit for the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) for
the discharge of stonnwater to South San Francisco Bay and its tributaries. The Program's
NPDES pennit is jointly issued to the thirteen Cities of Santa Clara County named above,
Santa Clara County and the Santa Clara Valley Water District, all ofwhich are Co
pennittees. These Co-permittees are referred to as the Dischargers.

2. As outlined in Finding 17 ofOrder No. 01-024, Provision C.3. of Order No. 01-024 is to be
revised in response to the "Cities ofBellflower, et. al." decision by the State Water
Resources Control Board (State Board Order No. 2000-11).

3. Order No. 01-024 recognizes the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Management Plan
(Management Plan) as the Dischargers' Comprehensive Control Program and requires
implementation ofthe Management Plan, which describes a framework for management of
stonnwater discharges. The 1997 Management Plan describes the Program's goals and
objectives and contains Perfonnance Standards, which represent the baseline level of effort
required ofeach of the Dischargers. The Management Plan contains Performance Standards
for seven different stonnwater management activities.

Nature of Discharges and Sources of Pollutants

4. Urban Development Increases Pollutant Load, Volume, and Velocity ofRunoff: During
urban development two important changes occur. First, where no urban development has
previously occurred, natural vegetated pervious ground cover is converted to impervious
surfaces such as paved highways, streets, rooftops, and parking lots. Natural vegetated soil
can both absorb rainwater and remove pollutants providing a very effective natural
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purification process. Because pavement and concrete can neither absorb water nor remove
pollutants, the natural purification characteristics of the land are lost. Secondly, urban
development creates new pollution sources as human population density increases and brings
with it proportionately higher levels ofcar emissions, car maintenance wastes, municipal
sewage, pesticides, house~old hazardous wastes, pet wastes, trash, etc., which can be washed
into the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4). As a result of these two changes, the
runoff leaving anewly developed urban area may be significantly greater in volume, velocity
and/or pollutant load than pre-development runoff from the same area.

5. Certain pollutants present in stormwater and/or urban runoffmay be derived from extraneous
sources that dischargers have limited or no direct jurisdiction over. Examples ofsuch
pollutants and their respective sources are: PAHs which are products of internal combustion
engine operation and other sources; heavy metals, such as copper from brake pad wear and
zinc from tire wear; dioxins as products of combustion; mercury resulting from atmospheric
deposition; and natural-occurring minerals from local geology. All of these pollutants, and
others, may be deposited on impervious surfaces and roof-tops as fine air-borne particles,
thus yielding stormwater runoff pollution that is unrelated to the particular activity or use
associated with a given new or redevelopment project. However, dischargers can implement
treatment control measures, or require developers to implement treatment control measures,
to reduce entry of these pollutants into stormwater and their discharge to receiving waters.

6. Pollutants present in stormwater can have damaging effects on both human health and
aquatic ecosystems. In addition, the increased flows and volumes of stormwater discharged
from new impervious surfaces resulting from new development and redevelopment can
significantly impact beneficial uses ofaquatic ecosystems due to physical modifications of
watercourses, such as bank erosion and widening of channels.

7. Water Quality Degradation Increases with Percent Imperviousness: The increased volume
and velocity of runoff from newly developed urban areas can greatly accelerate the erosion of
downstream watercourses. A number of studies have demonstrated a direct correlation
between the degree of imperviousness of an area and the degradation ofbeneficial uses of
downstream watercourses. Significant declines in the biological integrity and physical
habitat of streams and other receiving waters have been found to occur with as little as a 10%
conversion from natural to impervious surfaces. Typical medium-density single-family
home projects developed in previously unurbanized locations, range between 25 to 60%
impervious. Even at very low densities, such as 1-2 housing units per acre, some types of
subdivisions built in previously unurbanized locations can result in more than a 10% increase
in imperviousness.! Studies on the impacts of imperviousness on beneficial uses ofwaters
include "Urbanization of aquatic systems: Degradation thresholds, stormwater detection,
and the limits of mitigation," Derek B. Booth and C. Rhett Jackson, Journal of the American
Water Resources Association 33(5), Oct. 1997, pp. 1077-1089; "Urbanization and Stream
Quality Impairment," Richard D. Klein, Water Resources Bulletin 15(4), Aug. 1979, pp. 948
963; "Stream channel enlargement due to urbanization," Thomas R. Hammer, Water
Resources Research 8(6), Dec. 1972, pp. 1530- 1540; and, summaries ofwork on the impacts

!A discussion of imperviousness based on type of development and time ofconstruction is
provided in Heaney, J.B., Pitt, R, and Field, R. Innovative Urban Wet-Weather Flow
Management Systems, 1999. USEPA Doc. No. EPA/600fR-99/029 (Chapter 2).
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of imperviousness, including "The Importance of Imperviousness," in Watershed Protection
Techniques 1(3), Fall 1994, pp. 100-111, and "Impervious surface coverage: The emergence
of a key environmental indicator," Chester L. Arnold et aI., Journal ofthe American Planning
Association 62(2), Spring 1996, pp. 243-259.

Implementation

8. This Order, revising Provision C.3., is intended to enhance the Dischargers' existing
Perfonnance Standard for new development and significant redevelopment. This Order
more clearly requires a level ofimplementation ofbest management practices (BMPs),
including treatment measures in new development and significant redevelopment, that
reflects the regulatory standard ofmaximum extent practicable (MEP). This is done
through addition of requirements to more effectively incorporate source control
measures, site design principles, and structural stonnwater treatment controls in new
development and redevelopment projects in order to reduce water quality impacts of
stonnwater runoff for the life of these projects. The consistent application of such
measures is intended to greatly reduce the adverse impacts ofnew development and
redevelopment on water quality and beneficial uses by reducing stonnwater pollutant
impacts, and impacts of increases in peak runoff rate.

9. Cost-effective opportunities to protect water quality in new and redevelopment may exist
during the land use approval process. When a Discharger incorporates policies and
principles designed to safeguard water resources into its General Plan and development
project approval processes, it has taken a far-reaching step towards the preservation oflocal
water resources for future generations.

10. The revised Provision C.3. is written with the assumption that Dischargers are responsible for
considering potential stonnwater impacts when making planning and land use decisions. The
goal of these requirements is to address pollutant discharges and changes in runoff flows
from significant new and redevelopment projects, through implementation ofpost
construction treatment measures~ source control, and site design measures, to the maximum
extent practicable. Neither Provision C.3. nor any of its requirements are intended to restrict
or control local land use decision-making authority.

11. Opportunities for Dischargers to address stonnwater pollution and hydrograph modification
can be limited by their current local design standards and guidance. For example, such
standards and guidance may reduce or prohibit opportunities to minimize impervious
surfaces, minimize directly connected impervious area, provide for small-scale detention, and
implement other management measures. Depending on the existing state ofprogram
development/implementation and site-specific conditions, revision ofcurrent standards and
guidance may result in an increased ability for project designers to minimize project impacts.
Revision of standards and guidance can allow implementation of site design measures in
projects to meet or help meet the numeric sizing criteria in Provision C.3.d. and/or the
hydrograph modification limitation in Provision C.3.£

12. Provision C.3.f. requires Dischargers to prepare a Hydrograph Modification Management
Plan (HMP), for approval by the Regional Board, to manage impacts from changes to the
volume and velocity of stonnwater runoff from new development and significant
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redevelopment projects, where these changes can cause excessive erosion damage to
downstream watercourses. Transit village type developments within 1/4 mile of transit
stations, and within the 80% developed urban core ofcities, are unlikely to fall under the
requirements ofC.3.f. and the HMP. This is due to the fact that significant change in
impervious surface or significant change in stormwater runoffvolume or timing is unlikely in
this circumstance, because the development would be within a largely already paved
catchment, and on a site that is largely already paved or otherwise impervious.

13. Certain BMPs implemented or required by Dischargers for urban runoffmanagement may
create a habitat for vectors (e.g., mosquitoes and rodents) ifnot properly designed or
maintained. Close collaboration and cooperative effort between the Dischargers, local vector
control agencies, the Regional Board staff, and the State Department ofHealth Services is
necessary to identify appropriate vector control measures that minimize potential nuisances
and public health impacts resulting from vector breeding, so that Dischargers and local vector
control agencies can implement such control measures without undue adverse effects.

Public Process

14. The action to modify an NPDES Permit is exempt from the provisions of Chapter 3
(commencing with Section 21100) ofDivision 13 of the Public Resources Code [California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)] pursuant to Section 13389 of the California Water
Code.

15. The Dischargers and interested agencies and persons have been notified of the Regional
Board's intent to modify waste discharge requirements for the existing discharge and have
been provided opportunities for public meetings and the opportunity to submit their written
views and recommendations. The following is a brief summary ofpublic meetings and
comment periods on draft versions of this Order:
Oct. 13 - Nov. 13, 2000: Formal public comment period on the Tentative Order for reissuance of the Program's
entire NPDES permit. Comments were received from Co-permittees, environmental advocacy groups, and
industry, and included comments on new development provision.

Nov. 7, 2000: Regional Board staff held a stakeholder meeting during the formal public comment period to
discuss permit issues. Significant unresolved comments remained on the new development provision.

Dec. 13, 2000: Regional Board staff held a public stakeholder meeting on the new development provision.' .

Jan. 10,2001: Regional Bo~rd staffheld a public stakeholder meeting on the new development provision.

Feb. 21, 2001: The Program's NPDES permit is reissued, revision of Provision C.3. on new development is
deferred to later date.

May 7, 2001: Administrative draft ofnew development provision issued for discussion with stakeholders.

May 14, 2001: Regional Board staffheld a public stakeholder meeting on the new development provision.

May 18-June 18, 2001: Formal public comment period for the May 18 Tentative Order containing the revised
new development provision.

June 5, 2001: Regional Board staffheld a public stakeholder meeting on the new development provision.

August 6, 2001: Regional Board staffheld a public stakeholder meeting on the new development provision.

August 9 & 10, 2001: Regional Board staff spoke at Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association
conferences, "Meeting New Requirements for Stormwater Controls in New and Redevelopment Projects" in
Berkeley and Cupertino.
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August 17 - Sept. 19,2001: Formal public comment period for the August 17 Tentative Order containing the
revised new development provision.

August 27, 2001: Executive Officer and Board staff met with officials from Milpitas, City of Santa Clara, San
Jose, Sunnyvale, Palo Alto, and Santa Clara County to discuss provision revisions.

August 30, 2001: Board staffpresented a Workshop in San Jose (courtesy ofAltera Corporation) to (1) Bring
newly involved stakeholders up to date on the proposed permit amendment, and (2) Get feedback on the
specific requirements ofrevised Provision C.3., and possible provision language improvements.

Sept. 5, 2001: Board staffpresented a Workshop in San Jose (courtesy of the SCVWD) to (1) Present and
discuss example post-construction controls at development projects-how they work, how they are sized, and
other technical details, and (2) Get feedback on the technical requirements of the revised permit Provision C.3.,
and possible provision language improvements.

Sept. 14, 2001: Executive Officer and Board staffmet with officials from Milpitas, City of Santa Clara, San
Jose, Sunnyvale, Palo, Alto, Los Altos, Santa Clara County and the SCVWD to discuss provision revisions.

Sept. 20, 2001: Executive Officer gave a presentation on the new development provision to the Santa Clara
Council of Cities.

Sept. 26, 2001: Executive Officer gave a presentation on the new development provision to the Silicon Valley
Pollution Prevention Committee.

Sept. 28, 2001: Executive Officer met with officials from Milpitas, City of Santa Clara, San Jose, Sunnyvale,
and the SCVWD to discuss provision revisions.

Oct. 1, 2001: Board staff met with members of the Western States Petroleum Association to discuss their
concerns regarding regulation of retail gasoline outlets under Provision C.3.

16. The Regional Board has conducted public meetings to discuss the draft revised Provision
C.3.as follows:
Nov. 18, 2000: Regional Board meeting - Informational Workshop on the Program's Permit Reissuance,
focusing on the new development Provision C.3.

July 18, 2001: Regional Board meeting - Informational Workshop on the new development Provision C.3.
proposed Tentative Order for permit amendment.

Sept. 19,2001: Regional Board meeting - Informational Workshop on the types of stormwater treatment
controls that are appropriate for new development and significant redevelopment under Provision C.3.

17. The Regional Board, through public testimony in public meetings and in written form, has
received and considered all comments pertaining to the revision ofProvision C.3.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Dischargers, in order to meet the provisions contained
in Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted hereunder and the
provisions of the Clean Water Act as amended and regulations and guidelines adopted
hereunder, shall comply with the following:

Provision C.3. New and Redevelopment Performance Standards of Order No. 01-024 is
hereby revised to read as follows:

The Management Plan contains performance standards and supporting documents to
address the post-construction and construction phase impacts ofnew and redevelopment
projects on stormwater quality (Planning Procedures and Construction Inspection
Performance Standards). The Dischargers shall continue to implement these
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perfonnance standards and continuously improve them to the maximum extent
practicable in accordance with the following sections.

a. Performance Standard Implementation: The Dischargers shall continue to
implement and continually improve, as necessary and appropriate, the following
perfonnance standards for planning procedures:

i. Each Discharger shall have adequate legal authority to implement new
development control measures, including all requirements of this Provision C.3.,
as part of its development plan review and approval procedures, and other
appropriate new development and redevelopment permitting procedures;

ii. Each Discharger shall provide developers with infonnation and guidance
materials on site design guidelines, building permit requirements, and BMPs for
stonnwater pollution prevention early in the application process, as appropriate
for the type of project;

iii.Each Discharger shall require developers ofprojects that disturb a land area of
five acres or more to demonstrate coverage under the State's General Pennit for
Stonn Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity;

iv.Each Discharger shall require developers ofprojects with potential for significant
erosion and planned construction activity during the wet season (as defined by
local ordinance) to prepare and implement an effective erosion and/or sediment
control plan or similar document prior to the start ofthe wet season;

v. Each Discharger shall ensure that municipal capital improvement projects
include stonnwater quality control measures during and after construction, as
appropriate for each project, and that contractors comply with stonnwater quality
control requirements during construction and maintenance activities; and,

vi. Each Discharger shall provide training at least annually to its planning, building, and
public works staffs on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for
stonnwater pollution prevention.

b. Development Project Approval Process: Dischargers shall modify their project review
processes as needed to incorporate the requirements ofProvision C.3. Each Discharger
shall include conditions of approval in pennits for applicable projects, as defined in
Provision C.3.c., to ensure that pollutant discharges are reduced by incorporation of
treatment measures and other appropriate source control and site design measures, and
increases in runoff flows are managed in accordance with C.3.f., to the maximum extent

.practicable. Such conditions shall, at a minimum, address the following goals:

i. Require project proponent to implement site design/landscape characteristics where
feasible which maximize infiltration (where appropriate), provide retention or
detention, slow runoff, and minimize impervious land coverage, so that post
development pollutant loads from a site have been reduced to the maximum extent
practicable; and

ii. For new and redevelopment projects that discharge directly to water bodies listed as
impaired by a pollutant(s) pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 303(d), ensure that
post-project runoffdoes not exceed pre-project levels for such pollutant(s), through
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implementation of the control measures addressed in this provision, to the maximum
extent practicable, in conformance with Provision C.l.

Modification ofproject review processes shall be completed by July I, 2003, subject to a
workplan, submitted by March I, 2002, acceptable to the Executiye Officer, identifying
incremental progress already made and to be made toward this completion by July I,
2003. Ifno acceptable workplan is received, modification ofproject review processes
shall be completed by October 15, 2002.

c. Applicable Projects - New and Redevelopment Project Categories: New
development and significant redevelopment projects that are subject to Provision C.3. are

. grouped into two categories based on project size. New and redevelopment projects that
do not fall into Group 1 or Group 2 are not subject to the requirements ofProvision C.3.
Provision C.3. shall not apply to projects for which a privately-sponsored development
application has been deemed complete by a Discharger or, with respect to public projects,
for which funding has been committed and for which construction is scheduled by
October 15,2003.

i. Group 1 Projects: Dischargers shall require Group 1 Projects to design and
implement stormwater treatment BMPs to reduce stormwater pollution to the
maximum extent practicable. Implementation of this requirement shall begin on July
15,2003, subject to a workplan, submitted March 1,2002, acceptable to the
Executive Officer, identifying incremental progress already made and to be made
toward implementation ofC.3.c.i. by July IS, 2003. Ifno acceptable workplan is
received, implementation ofC.3.c.i. requirements shall begin on October 15,2002.
Group 1 Projects consist of all public and private projects in the following categories:

1. Commercial, industrial, or residential developments that create one acre (43,560
squarefeet) or more ofimpervious surface, including roofarea, streets and
sidewalks. This category includes any development ofany type on public or private
land, which falls under the planning and building authority ofthe Dischargers,
where one acre or more ofnew impervious surface, collectively over the entire
project site, will be created.

2. Streets, roads, highways, andfreeways that are under the Dischargers'jurisdiction
and that create one acre (43,560 squarefeet) or more ofnew impervious surface.
This category includes any newly constructed paved surface used for the
transportation ofautomobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other motorized vehicles.

3. Significant redevelopment projects. This category is defined as a project on a
previously developed site that results in addition or replacement which combined
total 43,560 it? or more of impervious surface on such an already developed site
("Significant Redevelopment"). Where a Significant Redevelopment project
results in an increase of, or replacement of, more than fifty percent ofthe
impervious surface ofa previously existing development, and the existing
development was not subject to stormwater treatment measures, the entire project
must be included in the treatment measure design. Conversely, where a
Significant Redevelopment project results in an increase of, or replacement of,
less than fifty percent of the impervious surface ofa previously existing
development, and the existing development was not subject to stormwater
treatment measures, only that affected portion must be included in treatment
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design. Excluded from this category are interior remodels and routine
maintenance or repair, including roof or exterior surface replacement and
repaving.

ii. Group 2 Projects: The Group 2 Project definition is in all ways the same as the
Group 1 Project definition above, except that the size threshold ofimpervious area for
new and Significant Redevelopment projects is reduced from one acre (43,560 ft2) to
5000 square feet. Dischargers shall require Group 2 Projects to design and implement
stormwater treatment BMPs to reduce stormwater pollution to the maximum extent
practicable. Implementation of this requirement shall begin on October 15,2004, at
which time the definition of Group 1 Project is changed to include all Group 2
Projects.

iii. Alternative Project Proposal: The Program may propose, for approval by the
Regional Board, an alternative Group 2 Project definition. Any such proposal shall
contain supporting information about the Dischargers' development patterns, and
pollutant source information, that demonstrates that the proposed definition is
comparable in effectiveness to the Group 2 Project definition (i.e., that a comparable
development area and/or pollutant loading would be addressed under the proposed
alternate definition). Proposals must be submitted by April 15, 2004, in order to be
considered by the Regional Board before the Group 2 Project implementation date in
C.3.c.ii.

d. Numeric Sizing Criteria For Pollutant Removal Treatment Systems: All Dischargers
shall require that treatment BMPs be constructed for applicable projects, as defined in
C.3.c., that incorporate, at a minimum, the following hydraulic sizing design criteria to
treat stormwater runoff. As appropriate for each criterion, the Dischargers shall use or
appropriately analyze local rainfall data to be used for that criterion.

i. Volume Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primary mode of action
depends on volume capacity, such as detention/retention units or infiltration
structures, shall be designed to treat stormwater runoff equal to:

1. the maximized stormwater quality capture volume for the area, based on historical
rainfall records, determined using the formula and volume capture coefficients set
forth in Urban RunoffQuality Management, WEF Manual ofPractice No. 23/
ASCE Manual ofPractice No. 87, (1998), pages 175-178 (e.g., approximately the
85th percentile 24-hour storm runoff event); or

2. the volume of annual runoff required to achieve 80 percent or more capture,
determined in accordance with the methodology set forth in Appendix D ofthe
California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook, (1993), using local
rainfall data.

ii. Flow Hydraulic Design Basis: Treatment BMPs whose primary mode of action
depends on flow capacity, such as swales, sand filters, or wetlands, shall be sized to
treat:
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1. 10% of the 50-year peak flow rate; or

2. the flow of runoff produced by a rain event equal to at least two times the 85th
percentile hourly rainfall intensity for the applicable area, based on histo~cal

records ofhourly rainfall depths; or

3. the flow ofrunoff resulting from a rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches per hour
intensity.

e. Operation and Maintenance of Treatment BMPs:

Each Discharger shall implement an operation and maintenance (O&M) verification
program, which shall include the following:

1. Compiling a list ofproperties (public and private) and responsible operators for all
treatment BMPs. In addition, the Dischargers shall inspect a subset ofprioritized
treatment measures for appropriate operation and maintenance, on an annual basis,
with appropriate follow-up and correction.

11. Verification at a minimum shall include: Where a private entity is responsible for
O&M, the developer's signed statement accepting responsibility for maintenance
until the responsibility is legally transferred; and either

1. A signed statement from the public entity assuming post-construction
responsibility for treatment BMP maintenance and that the BMP meets all local
agency design standards; or

2. Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement, which require the recipient to
assume responsibility for maintenance consistent with this provision; or

3. Written text in project conditions, covenants and restrictions (CCRs) for
residential properties assigning maintenance responsibilities to the Home Owners
Association for maintenance of the treatment BMPs; or

4. Any other legally enforceable agreement or mechanism that assigns responsibility
for the maintenance of post-construction treatment BMPs.

iii. O&M Reporting: The Dischargers shall report on their Treatment BMPs Operation
and Maintenance Verification program in each Annual Report. The Annual Report
shall contain: a description of the organizational structure of the Discharger's O&M
Verification program; an evaluation of the Discharger's O&M verification program's
effectiveness; summary of any planned improvements in O&M Verification; and a
list or summary of treatment BMPs that have been inspected that year with inspection
results.

f. Limitation on Increase of Peak Stormwater Runoff Discharge Rates:

i. The Dischargers shall manage increases in peak runoff flow and increased runoff
volume, for all Group I Projects, where such increased flow and/or volume can cause
increased erosion ofcreek beds and banks, silt pollutant generation, or other impacts
to beneficial uses. Such management shall be through implementation of a
Hydrograph Modification Management Plan (HMP). The HMP, once approved by
the Regional Board, will be implemented so that post-project runoff shall not exceed
estimated pre-project rates and/or durations, where the increased stormwater
discharge rates and/or durations will result in increased potential for erosion or other
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adverse impacts to beneficial uses, attributable to changes in the amount and timing
of runoff. The tenn duration in this section is defined as the period that flows are
above a threshold that causes significant sediment transport and may cause excessive
erosion damage to creeks and streams.

ii. This requirement does not apply to new development and redevelopment projects
where the project discharges stonnwater runoff into creeks or storm drains where the
potential for erosion, or other impacts to beneficial uses, is minimal. Such situations
may include discharges into creeks that are concrete-lined or significantly hardened

. (e.g., with rip-rap, sackrete, etc.) downstream to their outfall in San Francisco Bay,
underground storm drains discharging to the Bay, and construction of infill projects in
highly developed watersheds, where the potential for single-project and/or cumulative
impacts is minimal. Guidelines for identification of such situations shall be included
as a part of the HMP. However, plans to restore a creek reach may re-introduce the
applicability ofHMP controls, and would need to be addressed in the HMP.

iii. The HMP may identify conditions under which some increases in runoff may not
have a potential for increased erosion or other impacts to beneficial uses. Reduced
controls or no controls on peak stormwater runoff discharge rates and/or durations
may be appropriate in those cases, subject to the conditions in the HMP. In the
absence of information demonstrating that changes in post-development runoff
discharge rates and durations will not result in increased potential for erosion or other
adverse impacts to beneficial uses,the HMP requirements shall apply.

iv. The HMP proposal shall include:

1. A review of the pertinent literature;
2. A protocol to evaluate potential hydrograph change impacts to downstream

watercourses from proposed projects;
3. An identification of the rainfall event below which these standards and

management requirements apply, or range of rainfall events to which this
limitation applies;

4. A description ofhow the Dischargers will incorporate these requirements into
their local approval processes, or the equivalent; and

5. Guidance on management practices and measures to address identified impacts.

v. The identified maximum rainfall event or rainfall event range may be different for
specific watersheds, streams, or stream reaches. Individual Dischargers may utilize
the protocol to determine a site- or area-specific rainfall event standard.

vi. The HMP's evaluation protocols, management measures, and other information may
include the following:

,
1. Evaluation ofthe cumulative impacts ofurbanization of a watershed on

stonnwater discharge and stream morphology in the watershed;
2. Evaluation of stream form and condition, including slope, discharge, vegetation,

underlying geology, and other information, as appropriate;
3. Implementation ofmeasures to minimize impervious surfaces and directly

connected impervious area in new development and redevelopment projects;
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4. Implementation ofmeasures including stonnwater detention, retention, and
infiltration;

5. Implementation of land use planning measures (e.g., stream buffers and stream
restoration activities, including restoration-in-advance of floodplains,
revegetation, use ofless-impacting facilities at the point(s) ofdischarge, etc.) to
allow expected changes in stream channel cross sections, stream vegetation, and
discharge rates, velocities, and/or durations without adverse impacts to stream
beneficial uses;

6. A mechanism for pre- vs. post-project assessment to determine the effectiveness
of the HMP and to allow amendment of the HMP, as appropriate; and,

7. Other measures, as appropriate.

vii. Equivalent limitation of peak flow impacts: The Dischargers may develop an
equivalent limitation protocol, as part of the lIMP, to address impacts from changes
in the volumes, velocities, and/or durations ofpeak flows through measures other
than control of those volumes and/or durations. The protocol may allow increases in
peak flow and/or durations, subject to the implementation of specified BMPs and land
planning practices that take into account expected stream change (e.g., increases in
the cross-sectional area of stream channel) resulting from changes in discharge rates
and/or durations, while maintaining or improving beneficial uses ofwaters.

Vlll. The Dischargers as a group shall complete the HMP according to the schedule
below. All required documents shall be submitted acceptable to the Executive
Officer, except the HMP, which shall be submitted for approval by the Regional
Board. Development and implementation status shall be reported in the Dischargers'
Annual Reports, which shall also provide a summary ofprojects incorporating
measures to address this section and the measures used.

1. March 1, 2002: Submit a detailed workplan and schedule for completion ofthe
literature review, development of a protocol to identify an appropriate limiting
stonn, development of guidance materials, and other required infonnation;

2. September 15,2002: .Submit literature review;

3. March 1,2003: Submit a draft lIMP, including the analysis that identifies the
appropriate limiting stonn and the identified limiting stonn event(s) or event
range(s);

4. October 15, 2003: Submit the HMP for Regional Board approval; and,

5. Upon adoption by the Regional Board, implement the HMP, which shall include
the requirements ofthis measure. Prior to approval ofthe HMP by the Regional
Board, the early implementation ofmeasures likely to be included in the HMP
shall be encouraged by the Dischargers.

g. Waiver Based on Impracticability and Compensatory Mitigation:

i. The Dischargers may establish a program under which a project proponent may
request a waiver from the requirement to install treatment BMPs for a given project,
upon an appropriate showing of impracticability, and with provision to treat an
equivalent pollutant loading or quantity of stonnwater runoff, or provide other
equivalent water quality benefit. The location ofthis equivalent stonnwater treatment,
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or water quality benefit, would be where no other requirement for treatment exists,
\yithin the same stormwater runoffdrainage basin and treating runoff discharging to
the same receiving water, where feasible. The Dischargers should specifically define
the basis for impracticability or infeasibility, which may include situations where
treatment is techni~ally feasible, but excessively costly, as determined by set criteria.

ii. Regional Solutions: The waiver program may allow a project to participate in a
regional or watershed stormwater treatment facility, without a showing of
impracticability on the individual project site, if the regional or watershed
stormwater treatment facility discharges into the same receiving water, where
feasible.

iii. The Program is encouraged to propose a model waiver program on behalf of the
Dischargers, for approval by the Regional Board, and for potential adoption and
implementation by the Dischargers.

iv. The waiver program proposal should state the criteria for granting waivers;
criteria for determining impracticability or infeasibility; and criteria for use of
regional or watershed stormwater treatment facilities. The proposal should also
describe how the project sponsor will provide equivalent water quality benefits or
credit to an alternative project or to a regional or watershed treatment facility and
tracking mechanisms to support the reporting requirements set forth in Section
C.3.g.v. below.

v. Reporting: Each year, as part of its Annual Report, each Discharger shall
provide a list of the waivers it granted. For each project granted a waiver, the
following information shall be provided:

1. Name and location of the project for which the waiver was granted;
2. Project type (e.g., restaurant, residence, shopping center) and size;
3. Percent impervious surface in final design;
4. Reason for granting the waiver;
5. Terms of the waiver; and,
6. The stormwater treatment project receiving the benefit, and the date of

completion of the project.

vi. Interim Waiver: In the event that a waiver program has not been proposed by
the Program, approved by the Regional Board, or implemented by a particular
Discharger by the date of implementation of Group 1 Projects, an interim waiver
may be granted by a Discharger. An interim waiver may be granted if the project
proponent (1) demonstrates impracticability due to extreme limitations of space
for treatment and lack ofbelow grade surface treatment options, and (2) presents
assurance ofprovision of equivalent stormwater pollutant and/or volume
treatment at another location within the drainage basin, for which construction of
stormwater treatment measures is not otherwise required, discharging into the
same receiving water, where feasible. The Discharger will be responsible for
assuring that equivalent treatment has occurred for any use of this interim waiver,
within six months ofproject construction, and will report the basis of
impracticability and the nature of equivalent treatment for each project in its
Annual Report. Any equivalent treatment that does not include construction of
stormwater treatment BMPs must be approved by the Executive Officer. This
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interim waiver clause will be void when the waiver program described in C.3.g.i
iv. above is approved by the Regional Board.

h. Alternative Certification of Adherence to Design Criteria for Stormwater
Treatment Measures.: In lieu of conducting detailed review to verify the adequacy of
measures required pursuant to Provisions C.3.d. and C.3.f., a Discharger may elect to
accept a signed certification from a Civil Engineer or a Licensed Architect or Landscape
Architect registered in the State of California, or another Discharger that has overlapping
jurisdictional project pennitting authority, that the plan meets the criteria established
herein. The Discharger should verify that each certifying person has been trained on
BMP design for water quality not more than three years prior to the signature date, and
that each certifying person understands the groundwater protection principles applicable
to the project site (see Provision C.3.i. Limitations on Use ofInfiltration Treatment
Measures). Training conducted by an organization with stonnwater treatment BMP
design expertise (e.g., a university, American Society of Civil Engineers, American
Society ofLandscape Architects, American Public Works Association, or the California
Water Environment Association) may be considered qualifying.

i. Limitations on Use of Infiltration Treatment Measures - Infiltration and
Groundwater Protection: In order to protect groundwater from pollutants that may be
present in urban runoff, treatment BMPs that function primarily as infiltration devices
(such as infiltration trenches and infiltration basins) must meet, at a minimum, the
following conditions:

i. Pollution prevention and source control BMPs shall be implemented at a level
appropriate to protect groundwater quality at sites where infiltration devices are to be
used;

ii. Use ofinfiltration devices shall not cause or contribute to degradation ofgroundwater
water quality objectives;

iii. Infiltration devices shall be adequately maintained to maximize pollutant removal
capabilities;

iv. The vertical distance from the base of any infiltration device to the seasonal high
groundwater mark shall be at least 10 feet. Note that some locations within the
Dischargers' jurisdiction are characterized by highly porous soils and/or a high
groundwater table; in these areas BMP approvals should be subject to a higher level of
analysis (e.g., considering the potential for pollutants such as on-site chemical use, the
level ofpretreatment to be achieved, and similar factors);

v. Unless stonnwater is first treated by a means other than infiltration, infiltration devices
shall not be recommended for areas of industrial or light industrial activity; areas
subject to high vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic on main
roadway or 15,000 or more average daily traffic on any intersecting roadway);
automotive repair shops; car washes; fleet storage areas (bus, truck, etc.); nurseries; and
other high threat to water quality land uses and activities as designated by each
Discharger;
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vi. Infiltration devices shall be located a minimum of 100 feet horizontally from any water
supply wells.

j. Site Design Measurt:s Guidance and Standards Development:

1. The Dischargers shall review their local design standards and guidance for
opportunities to make revisions that would result in reduced impacts to water quality
and beneficial uses ofwaters. In this event, the Dischargers shall make any such
revisions and implement the updated standards and guidance, as necessary.

Areas that may be appropriate to address include the following, which are offered as
examples:

1. Minimize land disturbance;

2. Minimize impervious surfaces (e.g., roadway width, driveway area, and parking
lot area), especially directly connected impervious areas;

3. Minimum-impact street design standards for new development and
redevelopment, including typical specifications (e.g., neo-traditional street design
standards and/or street standards recently revised in other cities, including
Portland, Oregon, and Vancouver, British Columbia);

4. Minimum-impact parking lot design standards, including parking space
maximization within a given area, use of landscaping as a stormwater drainage
feature, use ofpervious pavements, and parking maxima;

5. Clustering of structures and pavement;

6. Typical specifications or "acceptable design" guidelines for lot-level design
measures, including:

• Disconnected roof downspouts to splash blocks or "bubble-ups;"

• Alternate driveway standards (e.g., wheelways, unit pavers, or other pervious
pavements); and,

• Microdetention, including landscape detention and use of cisterns.

7. Preservation of high-quality open space;

8. Maintenance and/or restoration ofriparian areas and wetlands as project
amenities, including establishing vegetated buffer zones to reduce runoff into
waterways, allow for stream channel change as a stream's contributing watershed
urbanizes, and otherwise mitigate the effects of urban runoff on waters and
beneficial uses ofwaters; and,

9. Incorporation ofsupplemental controls to minimize changes in the volume, flow
rate, timing, and duration ofrunoff, for a given precipitation event or events.
These changes include cumulative hydromodification caused by site development.
Measures may include landscape-based measures or other features to reduce the
velocity of, detain, and/or infiltrate stormwater runoff

11. The standards and guidance review shall be completed according to the schedule
below. A summary of review, revision, and implementation status shall be submitted
for acceptance by the Executive Officer and reported in the Dischargers' Annual
Reports.
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1. No later than March 1,2002: The Dischargers shall submit a detailed workplan
and schedule for completion of the review, revision, and implementation of
revised standards and guidance;

2. No later than September 15, 2003: The Dischargers shall submit a draft review
and analysis of local standards and guidance, opportunities for revision, and
proposed revised standards and guidance; and,

3. No later than September 15, 2004: The Dischargers shall incorporate any revised
standards and guidance into their local approval processes and shall be fully
implementing the revised standards and guidance.

k. Source Control Measures Guidance Development: The Dischargers shall, as part of
their continuous improvement process, submit enhanced New and Redevelopment
Performance Standards which summarize source control requirements for new and
redevelopment projects to limit pollutant generation, discharge, and runoff, to the
maximum extent practicable.

Examples of source control measures may include the following, which are offered as
examples:

i. Indoor mat/equipment wash racks for restaurants, or covered outdoor wash racks
plumbed to the sanitary sewer;

ii. Covered trash and food compactor enclosures with a sanitary sewer connection for
dumpster drips and designed such that run-on to trash enclosure areas is avoided;

iii. Sanitary sewer drains for swimming pools;

iv. Sanitary drained outdoor covered wash areas for vehicles, equipment, and
accessones;

v. Sanitary sewer drain connections to take fire sprinkler test water;

vi. Storm drain system stenciling;

vii. Landscaping that minimizes irrigation and runoff, promotes surface infiltration where
appropriate, minimizes the use ofpesticides and fertilizers, and where feasible
removes pollutants from stormwater runoff; and,

Vlll. Appropriate covers, drains, and storage precautions for outdoor material storage
areas, loading docks, repair/maintenance bays, and fueling areas.

A model enhanced Performance Standard and proposed workplans for its implementation
shall by submitted by March 1,2003. hnplementation shall begin no later than July 1,
2003, and the status shall thereafter be reported in the Dischargers' Annual Reports,
which shall also provide appropriate detail on projects reflecting the application of the
enhanced performance standards consistent with Provision C.3.b. above.

I. Update General Plans: At the next scheduled update/revisionofits General Plan
occurring after October 15,2004, each Discharger shall confirm that it has incorporated
water quality and watershed protection principles and policies into its General Plan or
equivalent plan, to the extent necessary, if any, to require implementation of the measures
required by Provision C.3. for applicable development projects. These principles and
policies shall be designed to protect natural water bodies, reduce impervious land
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coverage, slow runoff, and where feasible, maximize opportunities for infiltration of
rainwater into soiL Such water quality and watershed protection principles and policies
may include the following, which are offered as examples:

i. Minimize the amount ofimpervious surfaces and directly connected impervious
surfaces in areas ofnew development and redevelopment and where feasible maximize
on-site infiltration ofrunoff;

ii. hnplement pollution prevention methods supplemented by pollutant source controls
and treatment. Use small collection strategies located at, or as close as possible to, the
source (i.e., the point where water initially meets the ground) to minimize the transport
ofurban runoff and pollutants offsite and into an MS4;

iii. Preserve, and where possible, create or restore areas that provide important water
quality benefits, such as riparian corridors, wetlands, and buffer zones. Encourage land
acquisition ofsuch areas;

iv. Limit disturbances ofnatural water bodies and natural drainage systems caused by
development including roads, highways, and bridges;

v. Prior to making land use decisions, utilize methods available to estimate increases in
pollutant loads and flows resulting from projected future development. Require
incorporation ofstructural and non-structural BMPs to mitigate the projected increases
in pollutant loads and flows;

vi. Avoid development ofareas that are particularly susceptible to erosion and sediment
loss; or establish development guidance that identifies these areas and protects them
from erosion and sediment loss; and,·

vii. Reduce pollutants associated with vehicles and increased traffic resulting from
development.

Ifamendments of General Plans are determined to be legally necessary to allow for
implementation ofany aspect ofProvision C 3., such amendments shall occur by the
implementation date of the corresponding component ofthe Provision.

m. Water Quality Review Processes: When Dischargers conduct environmental review of
projects in their jurisdictions, the Dischargers shall evaluate water quality effects and
identify appropriate mitigation measures. This requirement shall be implemented by
March 1,2003. Questions that evaluate increased pollutants and flows from the proposed
project include the following, which are offered as examples:

i. Would the proposed project result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving
waters? Consider water quality parameters such as temperature, dissolved oxygen,
turbidity and other typical stormwater pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, pathogens,
petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding
substances, and trash).

ii. Would the proposed project result in significant alteration ofreceiving water quality
during or following construction?

iii. Would the proposed project result in increased impervious surfaces and associated
increased runoff?
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iv. Would the proposed project create a significant adverse environmental impact to
drainage patterns due to changes in runoff flow rates or volumes?

v. Would the proposed project result in increased erosion in its watershed?

vi. Is the project tributary to an already impaired water body, as listed on the Clean Water
Act Section 303(d} list? Ifso, will it result in an increase in any pollutant for which the
water body is already impaired?

vii. Would the proposed project have a potentially significant environmental impact on
surface water quality, to marine, fresh, or wetland waters?

viii. Would the proposed project have a potentially significant adverse impact on ground
water quality?

ix. Will the proposed project cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface
or groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation ofbeneficial uses?

x. Will the project impact aquatic, wetland, or riparian habitat?

n. Reporting, including Pesticide Reduction Measures: The Dischargers shall
demonstrate compliance with the requirements of Provision C.3. by providing in their
Annual Reports the information described in Table 1, beginning with the dates shown in
Table 1 and continuing thereafter. In addition, the following information shall be
collected for annual report submittal, beginning six months after adoption of this
amendment, unless otherwise specified below.

i. For all new development and significant redevelopment projects which meet the
Group 1 or Group 2 definitions in C.3.c., collect and report the name or other
identifier, type ofproject (using the categories in Provision C.3.c.), site acreage
or square footage, and square footage ofnew impervious surface. For significant
redevelopment projects, the square footage of land disturbance will be reported.

ii. For projects that must implement treatment measures, report which treatment
BMPs were used and numeric-sizing criteria employed, the operation and
maintenance responsibility mechanism including responsible party, site design
measures used, and source control measures required. This reporting shall begin
in the annual report following the implementation date specified in C.3.c.

iii. A summary of the types ofpesticide reduction measures required for those new
development and significant redevelopment projects to be addressed under Provision
C.3.c., and the percentage of such new development and significant redevelopment
projects for which pesticide reduction measures were required. These measures are
required under Provision C.9.d.ii., and relate directly to Provision C.3. requirements.

o. Implementation Schedule: The Dischargers shall implement the requirements of
Provisions C.3.b. through C.3.n. according to the schedule in Table 2.



I, Loretta K. Barsamian, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true,
and correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board,
San Francisco Bay Region, on October 17, 2001.

~t·'E~1V
Loretta K. Barsamian
Executive Officer

ATTACHMENTS:
Table 1. Summary ofAnnual and One-Time Reporting Requirements
Table 2. Implementation Schedule
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Table 1. Summary of Annual and One-Time Reporting Requirements

Provision Information to Report Date

C.3.b List of any modifications made to development project approval 2002 & 2003

Develop't process annual reports

Project
Approval Optional: Submit workplan for completion ofC.3.b. March 1, 2002
Process requirements by July 1, 2003

C.3.c.i Optional: Submit workplan identifying incremental progress March 1, 2002
Group 1 toward implementation ofC.3.c.i. requirements by July 15,2003
Workplan

C.3.c.iii Optional: Propose an alternative minimum project size April 15, 2004,
Project may submit any

Categories time

C.3.e Details of O&M verification program: organizational structure, beginning with

O&M evaluation, proposed improvements, list/# of inspections and 2003

follow-up annual report

C.3.f Submit a detailed workplan and schedule March 1, 2002

Peak Submit literature review Sept. 15,2002

Runoff Submit draft Hydrograph Modification Management Plan (HMP) March 1,2003
Limitation

Submit final HMP October 15,2003

C.3.g Name and location ofproject which was granted a waiver; In each annual

Waiver
Project type and size; Percent impervious surface; report;
Reason for granting the waiver;

Begin the year a
Terms of the waiver; waiver is granted
The stormwater treatment project or regional treatment receiving
the benefit, and the date of completion of the treatment project.

C.3.h List the projects certified by someone other than a Discharger In each annual
Alternate employee. report

Certification

C.3.j Summarize the status of review, revision, and implementation of In each annual

Site Design
Site Design Measures Guidance and standards report, as

applicable

Guidance Submit workplan and schedule for revision of guidance March 1, 2002

Submit draft proposal of revised standards and guidance Sept. 15,2003

Summarize how any revisions to site design standards and/or Sept. 15, 2004
guidance have been incorporated into local approval process

Annual report

C.3.k Submit draft conditions of approval document for source control Sept. 15,2002

Source measures

Control Summarize how any revisions to source control measures 2003

guidance document have been implemented annual report

19
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C.3.! Summarize any revisions to General Plans that direct land- Year revision is
General use decisions and require implementation of consistent made, no' later

Plan water quality protection measures for development projects than July 1,
2005

C.3.m Summarize any revisions to Environmental Review 2003 & 2004
Environ '[ Processes annual reports

Review

C.3.n List new development and redevelopment projects by name, In each annual

Reporting type ofproject (using the categories in Provision C.3.c.), report following
site acreage or square footage, square footage ofnew implementation
impervious surface.. Where applicable, report treatment
BMPs and numeric sizing criteria used, O&M responsibility
mechanism, site design measures used, and source control
measures required

Describe the pesticide reduction measures required for new In each annual
development and redevelopment projects; give percentage report
ofnew development and redevelopment projects for which
pesticide reduction measures were required

Table 2: Implementation Schedule

Provision Action Implementation
Date

C.3.b Modify development project approval process as needed July 1,2003*

C.3.c Require stormwater treatment BMPs at Group 1 Projects July 15, 2003*

Project Require stormwater treatment BMPs at Group 2 Projects October 15, 2004
Categories in addition to Group 1 Projects

Optional: Propose an alternative minimum project size April 15, 2004

C.3.e Implement an O&M verification program for Group 1 July 15, 2003

O&M Projects with structural in-ground BMPs such as sand
filters, filter inlets, detention! retention basins

Implement an O&M verification program for Group 1 October 15, 2003
Projects with landscape and all other BMPs, such as
vegetated swales, dry or wet ponds

Begin reporting on O&M verification program in Annual September 15,
Report 2003

* This implementation date is subject to submittal of an acceptable workplan by March 1, 2002. Ifno acceptable
workplan is received, the implementation date shall be October 15,2002.



Table 2: Implementation Schedule, continued

C.3.f Submit a detailed workplan and schedule March 1, 2002

Peak Submit literature review Sept. 15,2002

Runoff Submit draft HMP March 1, 2003

Limitation Submit final HMP for Regional Board approval October 15, 2003

hnplement HMP Following
Regional Board

approval

C.3.g Report on any waiver(s) granted by the Discharger in Begin the year a
Waiver Annual Report, due September 15 of each year waiver is granted

C.3.j Submit workplan and schedule for completion ofreview, March 1, 2002

Site revision, and implementation of design standards and

Design guidance

Submit draft proposal of revised standards and guidance September 15,
2003

Incorporate revisions into local process and fully September 15,
implement site design standards and guidance 2004

C.3.k Submit draft conditions of approval document for source September 15,
Source control measures 2002

Control hnplement source control measures guidance document March 1, 2003

C.3.1 Confirm that any water quality and watershed protection Next scheduled
General principles and policies necessary to implement measures update/revision to
Plans required by Provision C.3. for applicable development occur after

projects have been incorporated into General Plan or October 15,2004
equivalent plan

C.3.m Revise Environmental Review Processes as needed to March 1, 2003
evaluate water quality impacts of stormwater runoff from
new development and significant redevelopment

C.3.n See Table 1 See Table 1
Reporting
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CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD
SAN FRANCISCO BAY REGION

ORDER No. R2-2005-0035
NPDES PERMIT NO. CAS029718

AMENDMENT REVISING ORDER NO. 01-119 FOR:

SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT, COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA, CITY OF
CAMPBELL, CITY OF CUPERTINO, CITY OF LOS ALTOS, TOWN OF LOS ALTOS HILLS,
TOWN OF LOS GATOS, CITY OF MILPITAS, CITY OF MONTE SERENO, CITY OF
MOUNTAIN VIEW, CITY OF PALO ALTO, CITY OF SAN JOSE, CITY OF SANTA CLARA,
CITY OF SARATOGA, AND CITY OF SUNNYVALE, which have joined together to fonn the
SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM

The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, hereinafter referred
to as the Board, finds that:

Findings

1. Incorporation of related documents: The Fact Sheet for this Order includes cited references and
additional explanatory infonnation in support of the requirements of this amendment. This
infonnation, including any supplements thereto, and any future response to comments on the
Tentative Order, is hereby incorporated by reference.

Existing Orders

2. The Board adopted Order No. 01-024 on February 21,2001, reissuing waste discharge
requirements under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) pemlit for the
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) for the discharge of
stonnwater to South San Francisco Bay and its tributaries. The Program's NPDES pennit is
jointly issued to the thirteen cities of Santa Clara County named above, Santa Clara County and
the Santa Clara Valley Water District, all of which are Co-pennittees. These Co-pennittees are
referred to as the Dischargers.

3. Order No. 01-024 recognizes the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Management Plan
(Management Plan) as the Dischargers' Comprehensive Control Program and requires
implementation of the Management Plan, which describes a framework for management of
stonnwater discharges. The Management Plan describes the Program's goals and objectives and
contains Perfonnance Standards, which represent the baseline level of effort required of each of
the Dischargers. The Management Plan contains Perfonnance Standards for seven different
stonnwater management activities.

4. The Board adopted Order No. 01-119 on October 17,2001, which amended Provision C.3. of
Order No. 01-024 to enhance the Dischargers' existing Performance Standard for new
development and significant redevelopment. Order No. 01-024 and Order No. 01-119 are
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hereinafter collectively referred to as the Pennit. Order No. 01-119 specifically requires a level of
implementation ofbest management practices (BMPs), including source control, site design, and
structural stonnwater treatment measures in new development and significant redevelopment, that
removes pollutants from the discharge to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). This is done
through additional requirements to incorporate source control measures, site design principles, and
structural stonnwater treatment controls in new development and redevelopment projects in order
to reduce water quality impacts of stonnwater runoff for the life of these projects. The consistent
application of such measures is intended to greatly reduce the adverse impacts of new
development and redevelopment on water quality and beneficial uses by reducing storn1water
pollutant impacts, and impacts of increases in peak runoff rate.

5. In September 2003, as allowed by the Pennit, the Program proposed an alternate Group 2
definition under Provision C3.c. so as to provide consistency between the Permit and the permits
for other Bay Area Phase I municipal stonnwater permit holders (hereinafter referred to as "other
Bay Area Pennittees"). The other Bay Area Permittees include the Alameda Countywide Clean
Water Program, the Contra Costa Clean Water Program, Fairfield-Suisun Sanitary District, and the
San Mateo Stonnwater Pollution Prevention Program. Specifically, the proposed revisions
excluded specific projects from the Group 1 and 2 Project categories, increased the threshold for
implementation of C3. requirements to 10,000 square feet for Group 2 projects, allowed projects
with water quality benefits (such as stream restoration) under an alternative compliance program,
provided exemptions for certain redevelopment projects, and requested additional time for the
implementation ofC.3. requirements for Group 2 Projects by extending the date from October 15,
2004, to April 15, 2005.

6. The Board approved the alternate Group 2 definition at its October 15, 2003 meeting and directed
the Executive Officer to sign and send a Letter of Approval to the Dischargers. This Order
confonns the Group 1 and 2 Project definitions in the Permit pursuant to the Board's prior Letter
of Approval.

Amendments of this Order

Group 2 Projects

7. This Order also establishes definitions for Group 2A and 2B Projects to allow implementation to
be completed in phases by the Dischargers. The Order extends the implementation date for Group
2A projects from April 15, 2005, to within three months of adoption of this Order. This Order
also amends Provision C3.c.ii. of Order No. 01-119 to extend the implementation date for Group
2B Projects so as to provide consistency with pennits for other Bay Area Permittees.

Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) Report

8. This Order also amends the Pennit to approve key provisions of the Hydromodification
Management Plan (HMP) Final Report i required under this Pennit (hereinafter referred to as the
HMP Report), as set forth in Attachment A of this Order, and which are hereby incorporated into

I Hydromodification Management Plan Report, Final Draft, Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention
Program, April21, 2005.
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this Permit. The intent of the HMP Report is to reduce the hydromodification impacts from
stormwater discharges from certain development projects within the Dischargers' jurisdictions.
Provision C.3.f.viii of the Permit required submittal of the HMP Report by October 15,2003.
However, the Dischargers were provided an additional three months to complete the HMP Report
in order to provide the Dischargers and other Bay Area Permittees the same net amount of time to
complete an HMP Report. Subsequently, the Dischargers submitted components of their HMP
and were allowed additional time, approximately 15 more months, to resolve technical and
administrative implementation issues and complete their HMP Report.

9. The other Bay Area Permittees submitted their own HMP reports on or about May 15,2005. The
next steps include Board staff review of all the HMP reports; comments on the technical merits of
each report; collaborative meetings to encourage consistency; revision of the HMP reports as
necessary; public notice of intent to approve and require the implementation of the HMPs; and a
hearing(s) by the Board. Thus, it is expected that the other Bay Area Permittees will be required
to implement their HMPs by late 2005 or early 2006. It is the Board's intention to make all the
permit requirements and implementation dates essentially uniform for all Bay Area Permittees in
the near future.

10. The Board intends to consider making revisions of the Dischargers' HMP provisions if needed to
make the Dischargers' HMP consistent with the HMPs of other Bay area Permittees. The Board
may do this through approval of a region-wide permit, though a blanket permit amendment for all
Bay Area Permittees, or through reissuance of the Dischargers' permit accomplished in a
consistent fashion with the other Bay Area Pern1ittees.

11. The Board intends that the Executive Officer may request that all Bay Area Permittees investigate
potential incremental costs, and benefits to waterways, from controlling a range of flows up to the
50-year peak flow versus controlling up to the 1O-year peak flow, as required by this Order. Any
future revisions of the Dischargers' HMP provisions may reflect improved understanding of this
issue.

12. The Board strongly encourages land use planning agencies and developers to carefully consider,
early in the development planning process, the potential impacts on water quality and beneficial
uses ofnew development projects. The Board strongly discourages modifying watercourses to
adapt to increased flows and durations of runoff, except in limited circumstances where avoidance
or other natural alternatives are not feasible. In these limited circumstances, project proponents
first demonstrate that hydromodification has been minimized to the extent practicable by
minimizing increases in flows and durations of runoff discharge from the site. Second, the project
proponents should demonstrate that off site mitigation measures have been employed to the
maximum extent practicable to avoid hydromodification impacts. Project proponents also should
document that there will be no adverse effects to water quality or beneficial uses.

13. For the purposes of this Order, the term "Redevelopment" is defined as a project on a previously
developed site that results in the addition or replacement of impervious surface, and the tern1
"Brownfield site" means real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be
complicated by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or
contaminant.
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14. Transit village type developments within Y4 to within Y2 mile of transit stations and/or intennodal
facilities, and projects within "Redevelopment Project Areas" (as defined by Health and Safety
Code Section 33000, et seq.) that redevelop an existing Brownfield site or create housing units
affordable to persons of low or moderate income as defined by Health and Safety Code Section
50093, are excepted from the requirements of Provision C.3.f. and the HMP, and after
impracticability of including onsite treatment measures is established, from the requirement for
alternate, equivalent offsite treatment. Significant change in impervious surface or significant
change in stonnwater runoff volume or timing is unlikely in these redevelopment circumstances,
because these developments would be within a largely already paved catchment, and on a site that
is largely already paved or otherwise impervious.

15. Certain control measures implemented or required by Dischargers for urban runoff management
may create a habitat for vectors (e.g., mosquitoes and rodents) ifnot properly designed or
maintained. Close collaboration and cooperative effort among Dischargers, local vector control
agencies, Board staff, and the State Department of Health Services is necessary to minimize
potential nuisances and public health impacts resulting from vector breeding.

16. The Board recognized in its "Policy on the Use of Constructed Wetlands for Urban Runoff
Pollution Control" (Resolution No. 94-102) that urban runoff treatment wetlands that are
constructed and operated pursuant to that Resolution and are constructed outside of a creek or
other receiving water, are stonnwater treatment systems and, as such, are not waters of the United
States subject to regulation pursuant to Sections 401 or 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. Board
staffis working with the California Department ofFish and Game (CDFG) and U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) to identify how maintenance for stonnwater controls required under
orders such as this Order can be appropriately streamlined, given CDFG and USFWS
requirements, and particularly those that address special status species. The Dischargers are
expected to work diligently and in good faith with the appropriate agencies to obtain any
approvals necessary to complete maintenance activities for treatment controls. If the Dischargers
have done so, when necessary and where maintenance approvals are not granted by the agencies,
the Dischargers shall be considered by the Board to be in compliance with Provision C.3.e of the
Pennit.

Applicable Federal, State, and Regional Regulations

17. Pursuant to 40 CFR Sections l24.5.c.2 and 122.62, only those conditions to be modified by this
amendment shall be reopened with this amendment. All other aspects of the existing Pennit shall
remain in effect and are not subject to modification by this amendment.

18. Provision C.ll. of the existing Pennit anticipated that amendments, revisions and modifications to
the Management Plan and existing Pennit would be necessary from time to time, and provided
direction that changes requiring major revision of the Management Plan shall be brought before
the Board as permit amendments. This Order is consistent with Provision C.ll. of the existing
Pennit.
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19. This action to modify an NPDES permit is exempt from the provisions of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 of the Public Resources Code, Chapter 3, Section 21100,
et.seq.) in accordance with Section 13389 of the California Water Code.

Notification to Dischargers and Interested Parties

20. The Dischargers and interested agencies and persons have been notified of the Board's intent to
modify waste discharge requirements for the existing discharge and have been provided
opportunities for public meetings and to submit their written views and recommendations.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that the Dischargers, in order to meet the provisions contained in
Division 7 of the California Water Code and regulations adopted hereunder and the provisions of the
Clean Water Act as amended and regulations and guidelines adopted hereunder, shall comply with the
following revisions:

Provisions C.3.c. of Order 01-119 are hereby modified and amended as follows: additions to the
Provisions are displayed as underlined Bold type, and deletions of text are displayed as strikeout
format:

C. Provisions

3.c.i. Group 1 Projects: Dischargers shall require Group 1 Projects to design and implement
stomnyater treatment BMPs appropriate source control and site design measures and
to design and implement stormwater treatment measures, to reduce the discharge of
stormwater pollution pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. Implementation of
this requirement shall begin on July 15,2003, subject to a 'Norkplan, submitted March 1,
2002, acceptable to the Executive Officer, identifying incremental progress already made
and to be made tm,vard implementation ofG.3.cj. by July 15, 2003. Ifno acceptable
workplan is received, implementation of C.3 .cj. requirements shall begi n on October 15,
2002. Group 1 Projects consist of all public and private projects in the following
categories:

1. Commercial, industrial, or residential developments that create one acre (43,560 square
feet) or more of impervious surface, including roof area, streets, and sidewalks. This
category includes any development of any type on public or private land, which falls
under the planning and building authority of the Dischargers, where one acre or more
ofnew impervious surface, collectively over the entire project site, will be created.
Construction of one single-family home, which is not part of a larger common
plan of development, with the incorporation of appropriate pollutant source
control and design measures, and using landscaping to appropriately treat runoff
from roof and house-associated impervious surfaces (e.g., runoff from roofs,
patios, driveways, sidewalks, and similar surfaces), would be in substantial
compliance with Provision C.3.

2. Streets, road, highways, and freeways that are under the Dischargers' jurisdiction and
that create one acre (43,560 square feet) or more of new impervious surface. This
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category includes any newly constructed paved surface used primarily for the
transportation of automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other motorized vehicles.
Excluded from this category are sidewalks, bicycle lanes, trails, bridge
accessories, guardrails, and landscape features.

3. Significant Redevelopment projects. This category is defined as a project on a
previously developed site that results in addition or replacement, which combined total
43,560 ft2 or more of impervious surface on such an already developed site
("Significant Redevelopment"). Where a Significant Redevelopment project results in
an increase of, or replacement of, more than fifty percent of the impervious surface of a
previously existing development, and the existing development was not subject to
stormwater treatment measures, the entire project must be included in the treatment
measure design. Conversely, where a Significant Redevelopment project results in an
increase of, or replacement of, less than fifty percent ofthe impervious surface of a
previously existing development, and the existing development was not subject to
stormwater treatment measures, only that affected portion must be included in
treatment measure design. Excluded from this category are interior remodels and
routine maintenance or repair, including roof or exterior surface replacement and
repaving. Excluded routine maintenance and repair includes roof or exterior
surface replacement, pavement resurfacing, repaving and road pavement
structural section rehabilitation within the existing footprint, and any other
reconstruction work within a public street or road right-of-way where both sides
of that right-of-way are developed.

3.c.ii. Group 2 Projects: Group 2 Projects will be divided into two subgroups: Group
2A and 2B.

Group 2A Implementation
The Group 2A Project definition is in all ways the same as the Group I Project
definition above, except that the size threshold of impervious area for new and
Significant Redevelopment projects is reduced from one acre (43,560 fe) to~
10,000 square feet and the project is one ofthe following land use categories:
Dischargers shall require Ckoup 2 Projects to design and implement stormvlater
treatment BMPs to reduce stormv/ater pollution to the maximum extent practicable.
Implementation of this requirement shall begin on October 15, 2004, at which time the
definition ofCkoup 1 Project is changed to include all Group 2 Projects.

• Gas stations;
Auto wrecking yards;

• Loading docks and surface parking lots containing 10,000 square feet or more
of impervious surface area; and
Vehicle or equipment maintenance areas (including washing and repair),
outdoor handling or storage of waste or hazardous materials, outdoor
manufacturing area(s), outdoor food handling or processing, outdoor animal
care, outdoor horticultural activities, and various other industrial and
commercial uses where potential pollutant loading cannot be satisfactorilv
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mitigated through other post-construction source control and site design
practices.

Dischargers shall implement Provision C.3.d. with respect to Group 2A projects
as soon as the Dischargers can adopt implementing ordinances, policies and/or
guidance and, in any event, byno later than 3 months from the date of adoption of
this Order.

Group 2B Implementation
Unless the Board otherwise approves an alternative Group 2 Project definition
pursuant to the items listed below, the Group 2B Project definition will in all ways
become the same as the Group 1 Project definition above (except with respect to
implementation of Provision C.3.f.), but the size threshold of impervious area for
new and Significant Redevelopment projects will be reduced from one acre
(43,450 fe) to 10,000 square feet.

1. The Board intends to require in the next reissuance ofthe Dischargers' permit
that the Dischargers shall implement Provision C.3.d. with respect to Group 2B
projects by August 15, 2006.

2. In the event that this permit is administratively extended until August 15, 2006
or later, then the Dischargers shall implement Provision C.3.d. with respect to
Group 2B projects by August 15, 2006.

3. If the Board adopts a regional municipal stormwater permit that includes a
different deadline for implementation of Group 2B projects or a different
definition of Group 2 Projects, then that deadline and/or definition shall
supersede those implementation dates and/or definitions set forth above.

C.3.iii. Alternative Project Proposal: The Program and/or any Discharger may propose,
for approval by the Regional Board, an Alternative Group 2 Project definition, with
the goal that any such alternative definition aim to ensure that the maximum
created impervious surface area is treated for the minimum number of projects
subject to Discharger review. Any such proposal shall contain supporting
infonnation about the Dischargers' development patterns, and pollutant source
infonnation, sizes and numbers of proposed projects for several years, that
demonstrates that the proposed definition is comparable in effectiveness to would be
substantially as effective as the Group 2 Project definition (i.e., that a comparable
development area and/or pollutant loading would be addressed under the proposed
alternate definition). in Provision C.3.c.ii. Proposals may include differentiating
projects subject to the Alternative Group 2 Project definition by land use, by
focusing solely on the techniques recommended by "Start at the Source" for
documented low pollutant loading land uses, and/or by optimum use of landscape
areas required by Dischargers under existing codes as treatment measures.
Proposals must be submitted by April 15, 2004, in order to be considered by the
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Regional Board before the Group 2 Project implementation date in G.3.c.ii. Proposals
may be submitted anytime, with the understanding that the Group 2 Project
definition, as described in Provision C.3.c.ii, will be upheld as the default in the
absence of an approved Alternative Group 2 Project definition.

Provisions C.3.f. of Order 01-119 are hereby modified and amended as follows: additions to the
Provisions are displayed as underlined Bold type, and deletions of text are displayed as strikeout
fonnat.

C.3.f.
i. No later than 3 months after the date of adoption of this Order, t+he

Dischargers shall manage increases in peak runoff flow and increased runoff
volume, for all Group 1 Projects, where such increased flow and/or volume is likely
to cause increased erosion of creek beds and banks, silt pollutant generation, or
other impacts to beneficial uses. Such management shall be through
implementation of the key provisions of the a Hydromodification Management
Plan (HMP) Final Repore as set forth in Attachment A of this Order and
which are hereby incorporated into this Permit. The HMP, once approved by
the Regional Board, wHlshall be implemented so that post-project runoff shall not
exceed estimated pre-project rates and/or durations, where the increased stormwater
discharge rates and/or durations will result in increased potential for erosion or
other significant adverse impacts to beneficial uses, attributable to changes in the
amount and timing of runoff. The term duration in this section Provision is
defined as the period that flows are above a threshold that causes significant
sediment transport and may cause excessive erosion damage to creeks and streams.

T, Bruce H. Wolfe, Executive Officer, do hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and
correct copy of an order adopted by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San
Francisco Bay Region, on July 20, 2005.

&~
Executive Officer

Attachment A: Key Provisions of the HMP Report
Attachment B: Figure 1. Key Provisions of the HMP Report, Areas of Applicability

2 Hydromodification Management Plan Report, Final Report, Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention
Program, Apri121, 2005.
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Attachment A: Key Provisions of the HMP Report

Hydromodification Management Standard, Performance Criteria, and Applicabilityl

Management Standard

Stormwater discharges from any non-exempt, Group 1 development/redevelopment
project that creates or replaces one acre or more of impervious surface2 shall not cause an
increase in the erosion potential of the receiving stream over the pre-project (existing)
condition, i.e., an Erosion Potential of up to 1.0 will be maintained for stream segments
downstream of the project discharge point.

Performance Criteria

1. Projects shall meet the management standard by providing stormwater controls as needed
to maintain the pre-project stream erosion potential. Stormwater controls may include a
combination of on-site, off-site (drainage area) and in-stream measures.

2. On-site controls that are designed to provide flow duration control to the pre-project
condition are considered to meet the erosion potential management standard and comply
with the HMP.

Flow duration controls shall be designed such that post-project stormwater discharge
rates and durations match pre-project discharge rates and durations from 10% of the pre
project 2-year peak flow3 up to the pre-proj ect 10-year peak flow. 4

3. Where on-site measures are not practicable, as described in the following paragraph, for
achieving flow duration control criteria, projects shall comply with the HMP
requirements through the use of appropriate site design, source control, and treatment

I The text is excerpted from the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP)
"Hydromodification Management Plan" dated April 21, 2005 (submitted to the Executive Officer on May 2,2005),
and should be interpreted within the context of the analysis contained within the entire Hydromodification
Management Plan.
2 The HMP will continue to apply only to projects that create/replace one acre or more of impervious surface until
such time as this size threshold is changed through such mechanisms as a region-wide permit, a blanket permit
amendment for all Bay Area Permittees, or through reissuance of the Dischargers' permit accomplished in a
consistent fashion with the other Bay Area Permittees.
3 In computing Qcp, the allowable low flow discharge from a flow control structure on a project site, the original
condition of the site before development must be considered. This does not imply that the developer is being
required to provide flow controls to match pre-development conditions; rather, it is a means of apportioning the
critical flow in a stream to individual projects that discharge to that stream, such that cumulative discharges do not
exceed the critical flow in the stream.

4 The post-project flow duration curve shall not deviate above the pre-project flow duration curve by more than 10%
over more than 10% of the length of the curve.
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control measures with flow control benefits to the maximum extent practicable). In
addition, where available, off-site and/or in-stream controls must be used to meet the
management standard (see Performance Criterion #5).

The primary measure of practicability for application of this performance criterion is the
construction cost of measures required to comply with the HMP. Meeting this criterion
will be considered impracticable if the combined construction cost of both required
stormwater treatment and flow control measures6 exceeds 2% of the project construction
cost (excluding land costs). Ifa developer demonstrates that the cost to fully comply
with the HMP and other C.3. treatment requirements will exceed this cost threshold, a
determination may be made by the reviewing agency that the project shall comply with
this criterion by implementing HMP controls on-site to the MEP and contributing to an
in-stream or off-site solution, if available, up to a maximum cost for all controls of 2% of
project cost.

4. Projects located on sites less than or equal to 20 acres in size that are not part of a larger
phased development ("Small Site Project") shall comply with the HMP requirements
through the use of appropriate site design, source control, and treatment control measures
with flow control benefits to the maximum extent practicable. In addition, where
available, off-site and/or in-stream controls must be used to meet the management
standard (see Performance Criterion #5).

To demonstrate compliance with the maximum extent practicable criterion5
, Small Site

Projects may use small scale, distributed stormwater management techniques such as
bioretention facilities, infiltration trenches, filter strips, vegetated swales and Illulti
functional landscape areas to achieve treatment and flow reduction. 7 Runoff volume
reduction and time of concentrations for small-scale facilities can be computed using a
discrete storm event approach until other simplified tools based on continuous simulation
modeling are available for sizing flow control BMPs. Small Site Projects may
demonstrate that this performance criterion is being met by matching pre- and post
project runoff volume and time of concentration (based on the 2- and 10-year storms) to
theMEP.

5. Off-site (drainage area) or in-stream controls may be implemented to address potential
project impacts in lieu of or in combination with on-site controls, where an approved
plan, including an appropriate funding mechanism, is in place that accounts for the
stream changes expected to result from changes in project runoff conditions. The off-site
or in-stream controls or combination of controls shall be designed to achieve the

5 In the Dischargers' HMP, a criterion of2% of project cost (not including land cost or costs of normal site
enhancements such as landscaping or grading that is required for other purposes) is used to determine practicability
in performance criteria 3 and 4. In those cases, projects are allowed to implement flow control measures onsite to
the maximum extent practicable, with the 2% cost criterion used to define the level of effort needed to comply.
6 Costs of control measures shall not include land costs, soil disposal fees, hauling, contaminated soil testing,
mitigation, disposaL or other normal site enhancement costs such as landscaping or grading that are required for
other development purposes.

7 Other alternatives such as aboveground and underground storage devices may also be considered.
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hydromodification management standard threshold ofEp < 1.0 from the point of
discharge to the stream as far downstream as potential impacts will occur.

Operation & Maintenance

The operation and maintenance requirements ofProvision C.3.e shall apply to stormwater
controls implemented under the requirements of Provision C.3.f. 8

Conditions of Applicability

All Group 1 New and Redevelopment Projects that create or replace one acre or more of
impervious surface shall implement hydromodification controls that meet the performance
criteria above, except for the following projects:

1. Projects that do not create an increase in impervious surface over pre-project conditions.

2. Projects located within areas that drain to stream channels within the tidally influenced
area. Such areas are shown in purple on Figure 1, Attachment B.

3. Projects located within areas that drain to non-earthen stream channels that are hardened
on three sides and extend continuously upstream from the tidally influenced area. Such
areas are shown in purple on Figure 1, Attachment B. The Program will continue to
determine the accuracy of this map.

4. Projects draining to Sunnyvale East or West Channels. Such areas are shown in purple on
Figure I, Attachment B.

5. Projects draining to an underground storm drain that discharges directly to San Francisco
Bay.

6. Projects that demonstrate, upon completion of stream-specific and modeling studies that
are consistent with the method used in the HMP Report and its supporting technical
documents, that there will be no increase in potential for erosion or other adverse impact
to beneficial uses to any State Waters.

7. Projects that are less than 50 acres in total project size that are located in areas with < 65
70% impervious surface9 and 90% or more built-out, as shown in yellow on Figure 1,
Attachment B. Such projects shall be encouraged but not required to implement the
HMP.

8 See Section 7.7 of the HMP Report for further guidance on operations and maintenance.
9 The map is based on 65% impervious surface; however, impervious surface was determined from aerial
photographs taken during the summer, when foliage covered impervious surfacesc
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8. Projects that are located in areas with 2: 65-70% impervious surface I 0 and 90?/~ or morc
built-out, as shown in red on Figure 1, Attachment B. Such projects shall be encouraged
but not required to implement the HMP.

10 The map is based on 65% impervious surface; however, impervious surface was determined from aerial
photographs taken during the summer, when foliage covered impervious surfaces.
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Classification of Subwatershed and Catchment Areas
For Determining Applicability of HMP Requirements

SCVURPPP, July 20,2005

Footnotes:
1. GTE = greater than or equal to.
2. The map was developed using a threshold
of 65% impervious surface area: however,
impervious surface area was determined from
aerial photographs taken during the summer
when foliage covered some impervious surfaces.

Legend
o Municipal Boundaries

o Municipal Boundaries
• Upstream Point of Tidal Influence (MHHW)

AI Major Creeks
Reservoirs in Santa Clara Basin
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Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program 
Annual Monitoring Program Plan 

and update to the Multi-Year Monitoring and Assessment Plan 
NPDES Permit Provision C.8 

 
February 27, 2004 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP or Program) conducts data collection 
activities to monitor stormwater pollution, assess the condition of receiving waters, and study 
problems caused by urban runoff in creeks, lakes and other waterbodies, including San Francisco 
Bay.  ACCWP’s jointly funded General Program supports these activities on behalf of the 
Program’s 17 member agencies, which are joint holders (Permittees) of a stormwater discharge 
permit issued by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).    
 
In May 2003, ACCWP submitted a Multi-Year Plan for Monitoring and Assessment (MYP;  
ACCWP 2003b) to the RWQCB.  The MYP described the Program’s long-term plan for 
monitoring and assessment activities, as required by Provision C.8.b of the Program’s reissued 
Municipal Stormwater Discharge NPDES Permit (Order R2-2003-0021) adopted on February 
19, 2003 (Order;  RWQCB 2003).  Because of the adaptive nature of many special studies and 
watershed assessment activities, the MYP only provided detailed task descriptions for the first 
two years of the five-year permit period.   The MYP outlined the objectives and potential tasks 
for the remaining years in general terms, and proposed that details of subsequent years will be 
developed through annual updates. 
 
This monitoring program plan is being submitted to the RWQCB as an annual update to the 
MYP and also to comply with Provision C.8.c of the Order, which requires that  
 

The Permittees shall submit, by 100 days from the adoption of this order and on March 
1st of each year thereafter, an annual monitoring program plan, acceptable to the 
Executive Officer, that includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules for 
implementation of monitoring activities for the next fiscal year designed to comply with 
these Monitoring Program requirements.   

 
This document includes four sections: 
 

1) An overview of objectives and recently completed or ongoing activities, which 
provides context for sections 2 and 3.  

2) A detailed update on the Program’s workplan for FY03/04, originally proposed in 
Section V of the MYP. 

3) A proposed workplan and budget for FY04/05, listing tasks, responsibilities and 
estimated schedule for implementation. 

4) References, including reports and other documents recently completed or in 
preparation. 
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ACCWP Monitoring Program Plan and annual MYP update 
 

1. OVERVIEW 
ACCWP’s Stormwater Quality Management Plan for Fiscal Years 2001/02 through 2007/08 
(ACCWP 2003a) and the MYP describe two program components centered on data and 
information gathering activities:  
 
• Watershed Assessment (WA) focuses on landscape-level attributes of watersheds and 

streams, and beneficial uses or management issues that are more specifically tied to the 
physical, biological or social conditions in individual watersheds 

• Monitoring and Special Studies (MS) addresses pollutants and problems that are more 
uniformly distributed in urbanized areas, or for which the most relevant geographical scale 
for study and management is larger than individual watersheds. 

 
Each component consists of several tasks related to long-term objectives identified in the Plan.  
Annual workplans and budgets are approved by ACCWP’s Management Committee and 
implemented under the oversight of the Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subcommittee. 
 
An alternative organization of these activities is based on a series of elements or focus areas, 
grouped into three main sections of the MYP, each of which is related to specific management 
questions: 
 
• Watershed Assessment:  Are our creeks healthy?  How can we restore them?  Is it 

safe to play in the creeks?   
• Pollutants of Concern:  Is urban runoff a significant contributor of pollutants to San 

Francisco Bay? 
• Effectiveness Of Best Management Practices (BMPs):  Are Program actions making 

a difference?  
 
Table 1 summarizes activities for each of these MYP elements.  Individual rows in the table 
represent sequences of tasks in successive years, all related to a specific focus or element of the 
MYP.  Individual cells correspond to individual component tasks or portions of tasks, and the 
task identification numbers in parentheses correspond to descriptions in the component 
workplans and budgets that follow.   To provide added long-term perspective, Table 1 also 
displays selected tasks initiated in previous Fiscal Years and conceptual descriptions of follow-
up activities for FY2005/06. 
 
Activities recently completed are shown with gray shading in the table.  They include: 
 
• GIS inventory data was used to support ongoing development of a Hydromodification 

Management Plan (HMP) to assist implementation of permit provisions for New 
Development Balance Hydrologics and EIP Associates 2003;  MS-2.2-03). Documentation 
for ACCWP’s GIS dataset for landcover was completed (ACCWP 2003c;  WA-1.2-04) and 
the dataset was used to provide watershed characterization information in the Watershed 
Management Integration Report (WMIR) submitted in compliance with permit provision 
C11 (ACCWP 2004; Task WA-1.1-04). 
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ACCWP Monitoring Program Plan and annual MYP update 
 

 
• Water quality probe data from Lake Merritt was reviewed in an interpretive report (Salop 

et.al. 2004; WA-3.2-01)) at the request of the City of Oakland-sponsored Lake Merritt Water 
Quality Task Force activities.  This report explored the relationship of several environmental 
and management factors that may influence observed exceedances of dissolved oxygen.   

 
• ACCWP prepared or co-sponsored two reports concerning dioxin-like compounds:  Salop 

(2004  characterizes the occurrence of these compounds in sediment from Alameda County 
streams and channels (Task MS-1.2-03) and a BASMAA report by AMS and EOA (2004) 
provides general background and identifies potential source control options for reducing the 
amount discharged to the Bay in urban runoff (Task MS-2.1-03).   

 
• A study of source control options for achieving load reductions in mercury and PCBs in 

urban runoff (Salop and Akashah 2004; MS-MS-2.1-03) that will be required by the 
RWQCB under its Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) for these pollutants in San 
Francisco Bay.   

 
• A literature review of management measures for controlling hydromodification impacts 

discussed potential implementation considerations for conditions in Alameda County (URS 
2004; MS-2.2-03) 

 
Follow-up activities to completed work and additional ongoing activities are described in the 
following workplans.  Several of these activities may involve coordination with regional efforts 
including: 
 
• Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) conducted by the RWQCB, which 

rotates data collection to different portions of the Bay Area each year.   
• Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI), consisting of 

scientists, watershed managers, regulators and community members interested in 
development of an Index of Biological Integrity (IBI) for streams in the San Francisco Bay 
Area.  One or more IBIs might eventually be used as indicators of creek and watershed 
health.   

• Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP), a collaboration between regulators and stormwater and 
municipal dischargers that conducts scientific studies to support TMDLs and other efforts to 
improve water quality in the Bay and its watersheds. 
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ACCWP Monitoring Program Plan and annual MYP update 
 

 
Table 1.  Summary of current and planned activities according to ACCWP’s Multi-Year Plan. 
 
Focus or   
MYP element 

FY03 completed or 
ongoing 

FY04 update FY05 proposed FY06 conceptual 
plan 

Watershed Assessment (MYP Section IIC) 
Assessment 
planning 

Overview of 5 year strategy 
in MYP (MS-1.5) 

Detailed subplan, long-term 
workplan (WA-1.2) 

coordinate additional dataset 
development with HMP (WA-1.2) 

 

Physical 
characterization 

Preliminary HMP map and 
GIS data review (MS-2.2) 

Technical documentation for 
landcover dataset (WA-1.2) 

Improve channel and riparian datasets 
(WA-1.1, 1.2) 

continuing GIS 
development (WA-1.1) 

Physical 
characterization 

 review San Lorenzo pilot assessment 
to test GIS indicators (WA-3.2) 

Evaluate Sausal or Laguna data with 
GIS, coordinate with SWAMP  
(WA-3.2) 

to be determined 

Biological 
indicators 

 3-year report and detailed workplan 
(WA-2.1) 

preliminary stream classification 
(coordinate with GIS, regional efforts) 
 (WA-1.1, 2.1) 

test classification 
hypotheses  (WA-2.1) 

Biological 
indicators 

Participate in BAMBI, 
BASMAA Task of Reg. 
Benefit (WA-2.1) 

continue BAMBI participation & 
regional coordination (WA-2.1) 

BAMBI regional data review, towards 
development of Index of Biological 
Integrity (WA-2.1, MS-1.5) 

continuing  (WA-2.1) 

Biological 
indicators 

Continue sampling BMIs 
(macroinvertebrates)  
(WA-2.1) 

Coordinate BMI sampling with 
SWAMP plans, channel restoration 
projects  (WA-2.1) 

Continue sampling and identify 
further watersheds, consider relation 
of BMI and fisheries indicators  (WA-
2.1) 

rotate sampling to new 
watersheds (WA-2.1) 

Water Quality 
screening 

Pilot creek sampling   
(MS-1.4) 

continue sampling and draft 2 year 
report (MS-1.4) 

continue sampling in new watersheds 
(MS-1.4) 

continuing  (MS-1.4) 

Water Quality 
screening 

 Evaluate SOP's, coordinate 
assessment data within ACCWP and 
with SWAMP  (MS-1.5) 

to be determined  

Water Quality 
screening 

Lake Merritt probe data 
review (WA-3.2-01) 

Support or participate in further 
Lake Merritt studies (WA-3.2) 

  

Human uses & 
health risk 

Interpretation guidance   
(MS-3.1-01) 

Continuing (as WA-3.1) Identify further priorities (WA-3.1) to be determined 

Human uses & 
health risk 

Lake Merritt review       
(WA-3.1-02) 

continuing;  further monitoring & 
coordination (WA-3.1-03)  
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Focus or   
MYP element 

FY03 completed or 
ongoing 

FY04 update FY05 proposed FY06 conceptual 
plan 

Human uses & 
health risk 

Overview of contact 
recreation sites  (WA-3.1-02) 

continuing pilot monitoring or case studies as 
needed  (WA-3.1) 

to be determined 

Integrate and 
present data 

Website updates - new 
content system (WA-3.3) 

Website updates including ACCWP 
members' site (WA-3.3)  

Expand watershed assessment and 
monitoring pages (WA-3.3) 

continuing (WA-3.3) 

Integrate and 
present data 

  Watershed characterization for 
WMIR  (WA-1.1) 

To be determined    

Pollutants of Concern (MYP Section IID) 
Regional 
coordination 

CEP and RMP  
(MS-1.1, 1.6, 4.1) 

Continue CEP and RMP 
participation  (MS-1.1, 1.6, 4.1) 

Continue CEP and RMP participation 
 (MS-1.1, 1.6, 4.1) 

continuing (MS-1.1, 1.6, 
4.1) 

Distribution & 
loading 

Dioxins background 
synthesis (MS-3.1) 

no major studies;  may identify 
potential needs for additional 
pollutant studies (MS-1.2) 

Conduct additional studies as needed  
(MS-1.2, MS-3.1) 

to be determined 

Distribution & 
loading 

Dioxins reanalysis (MS-1.2)  Collect sediment archives in 
coordination with pilot study (MS-
1.2) 

Reanalysis of  archives 
to be determined 

Source ID, case 
studies 

Source ID studies in Ettie St 
and Glen Echo watersheds 
(MS-2.1) 

Assist Oakland with sampling plan 
for Ettie Street PCB abatement grant 
(WA-3.2).  

Conduct additional studies as needed  
(MS-3.1) 

 

Source ID, case 
studies 

 Design case study in Emeryville or 
San Leandro (MS-2.1) 

Conduct case study (MS-2.1) to be determined 

Identify source 
controls 

Control options review   
(MS-2.1) 

Design pilot study for testing 
estimates of pollutant removal for 
control options (MS-1.2) 

Control options pilot study on 
removal of TMDL pollutants by 
municipal and desilting practices 
(MS-1.2) 

to be determined 

Track trends Baseline stormwater 
monitoring (MS-1.3) 

Continuing, with added work for 
Brake Pad Partnership (MS-1.3, 1.7) 

Continuing (MS-1.3) Continuing (MS-1.3) 

Best Management Practices (MYP Section IIE) 
Evaluation of 
effectiveness 

 HMP Literature Review Part B (MS-
2.2) 

Evaluation of 
effectiveness 

Control options review of 
sediment management 
practices   (MS-2.1) 

Review available information:  
coordinate with CEP project 4.12 
(MS-4.1) 

Identify gaps, criteria for follow-up 
priorities--coordinate with CEP and 
SFEI grant (MS-4.1) and MS-1.2 

plan, conduct or 
cooperate with studies 
for evaluation (MS-4.1) 
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Updated FY03/04 workplan 
 

2. DETAILED WORKPLAN FOR FISCAL YEAR 2003/2004 
This section lists component tasks that are planned or underway with ACCWP funds authorized 
for Watershed Assessment and Monitoring components in FY2003/2004, followed by an 
updated budget in Table 2.  Names of responsible parties for the “Lead” column in the budget 
are abbreviated as follows: 
 

District = Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Program 
representation and administration) 

AMS  = Applied Marine Sciences, Inc. (technical consultant) 
EOA  = Eisenberg, Olivieri & Associates Inc. . (technical consultant) 
EIP   = EIP Associates .(technical consultant) 
URS  = URS Corporation. (technical consultant) 
Tbd   = to be determined 

 
 
 
Watershed Assessment 
 
Task WA-1:  Develop and maintain a GIS resource for watershed information  
 
WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory:  Analyze distribution of land cover and imperviousness for 

Watershed Assessment Units throughout Alameda County and incorporate maps and 
summaries in the WMIR.  Incorporate recent field survey information into data for 
urban creeks and flood control channels.    

 
 Objective:  Provide base layers and basic map products for watershed assessment 

activities of Program, member agencies and interested public. 
 
WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning:  Document data sources, methods and 

outstanding issues related to ACCWP Land Cover dataset.  Draft a detailed subplan 
for Long-Term Watershed Assessment describing proposed methods for stream 
classification based on available GIS data and development of indicators, and 
approach for coordinating information with other agencies and groups for assessment 
of priority watersheds list.  Prepare draft standards for data management and sharing.  

 
 Objective:  Develop a framework for ongoing coordination and planning of 

watershed assessment. 
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Task WA-2:  Use a variety of indicators to assess the condition of streams and watersheds  
 
WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health:   Continue sampling benthic macroinvertebrate 

communities at selected sites in Sausal, San Lorenzo and Mission-Laguna 
watersheds, and prepare three-year summary report for these watersheds, with 
discussion of potential for long-term tracking of channel restoration sites.   Conduct 
new sampling in Berkeley-Oakland creeks as first year of coordinated two-year data 
collection in these watersheds with SWAMP.  Facilitate third annual BAMBI 
meeting and participate in workgroup planning future activities supporting IBI 
development, including development of data management standards for  BASMAA 
agencies.  

 
 Objective:  Develop and test indicators of general watershed condition. 
 
WA-2.2 Watershed Projects Support:   Facilitate communications with community 

members and groups to work with ACCWP members and other agencies on 
volunteer monitoring and other watershed-based projects.  Includes coordination and 
referral to other regional resources such as Watershed Assessment Resource Center 
and East Bay Watershed Center at Merritt College. 

 
 Objective:  Increase the participation of community stakeholders in watershed 

stewardship and assessment, and improve coordination of volunteer groups with 
agencies and other stakeholders. 

  
Task WA-3:  Provide useful watershed information to the Program and other watershed 

stakeholders   
 
WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation:  Complete review of existing Alameda County 

data and draft guidance for municipal staff and local creek or community groups on 
monitoring and interpretation of coliform or other indicators of human health risk at 
sites with light contact recreation.  Identify possible strategies for improved 
monitoring of pathogen-related risk and provide technical assistance for local 
monitoring with appropriate indicators.  Develop preliminary map of locations with 
extensive contact recreation.  Continue support of local monitoring for coliform or 
other indicators.   

 
 Objective:  improve ability to assess risks to human health from light (non-

swimming) contact recreation or activity in creeks. 
 
WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support:   Develop GIS analyses of land cover and channel 

condition for the San Lorenzo Creek to complement the District’s recently prepared 
“report card” based on detailed watershed assessment data, and use this as basis for a 
pilot model for classifying Bay Plain watersheds as outlined by Task WA-1.2.   
Facilitate planning of water quality investigations in Lake Merritt, in coordination 
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with SWAMP and other stakeholders. Assist City of Oakland with PCB abatement 
pilot project in the Ettie St. watershed by providing technical review of sampling 
plans and commenting on project reports as needed. 

 
 Objective:  Support watershed management efforts led by Program member 

agencies. 
 
WA-3.3 Website Support:   Provide updates to existing ACCWP website and develop 

special members’ pages to support and enhance internal Program communications.  
Develop new “watersheds” section of ACCWP website and provide maps, links  and 
other information for local watersheds. 

 
 Objective:  Disseminate information about Alameda County watersheds and 

background on local watershed issues. 
 
 
Monitoring and Special Studies 
 
Task MS-1:  Characterize and track pollutants of concern that are found in urban runoff and 

have been identified as possible sources of impairment.  
 
MS-1.1 RMP contribution:  Contribution for required participation in the Regional 

Monitoring Program for Trace Substances in the San Francisco Estuary (RMP). 
 
 Objective:  Comply with Regional Board requirements and assist with the 

accomplishment of the RMP’s objectives to provide regional characterization of 
pollution in the Bay. 

 
MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring and implementation:  Design a follow-up study to refine 

estimated effectiveness of existing sediment management practices in reducing or 
avoiding loads of Pollutants of Concern from urban runoff.  This study will focus on 
routine drop inlet cleaning, street sweeping and removal of sediment from flood 
control channels and evaluate the potential of these practices for increasing the rate 
of removal for PCBs and mercury as part of the required reductions proposed for 
stormwater managers under Bay TMDLs. 

 
 Objective:  Characterize watershed occurrences of pollutants of concern and fill 

information needs for ACCWP implementation of TMDLs and other water quality 
attainment strategies. 

 
MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring for Pollutants of Concern:  Continue stormwater 

monitoring for copper during at least eight storm events in Castro Valley Creek, 
including special coordination with Task MS-1.7.  Diazinon and/or toxicity 
monitoring will be also be conducted and coordinated with regional monitoring 
recommendations being developed through the CEP. 
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 Objective:  assess long-term trends in selected Pollutants of Concern in creeks as 

recommended in draft monitoring plan (Gunther and Bernstein, 2003). 
 
MS-1.4 Water quality screening and miscellaneous monitoring:   Continue semiannual 

screening for basic water quality chemistry and selected pollutants at 10-15 sites 
distributed among different creek and channel types.  Draft a 2-year interpretive 
report and consider strategies for additional or alternative sampling such as toxicity 
testing or continuous temperature monitoring at selected sites.. 

 
 Objective:  Provide general assessment of water quality conditions in stream 

reaches. 
 
MS-1.5 Data Management and planning support:  Refine field SOPs and documentation 

for water quality screening.  Coordinate discussion of assessment data formats and 
exchange with SWAMP and other ACCWP partners.  

 
 Objective:  Improve coordination and planning for ACCWP pollutant monitoring. 
 
MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership:  Contribution to CEP as provided in MOU between 

BASMAA, BACWA, WSPA and Regional Board. 
 
 Objective:  Follow the MOU and the policies of CEP guidance committees to 

support CEP activities for controlling pollutants of concern including problem 
identification, characterization, linkage studies and development of implementation 
plans for source control and/or abatement. 

 
MS-1.7 Participate in Brake Pad Partnership Fate and Transport Studies:  conduct 

creek monitoring and provide other support to integrate Castro Valley-Creek data in 
regional fate and transport model for copper from brake wear debris as part of 
Proposition 13 grant to Brake Pad Partnership (coordinated with Task MS-1.3). 

 
 Objective:  support regional efforts to address copper loadings to the Bay. 
 
Task MS-2:  Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs  
 
MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations:  Plan case study characterizing Pollutants of 

Concern in sediments from an additional “old urban” watershed on the Bay Plain.  
Priority candidate watersheds are those with significant size and potential to 
contribute loads of legacy pollutants, such as Temescal or San Leandro Creeks.   
Depending on the degree of open channel in the watershed, sampling sites may 
include open channels, culverts or storm drain drop inlets. 

 
 Objective:  characterize details of distribution and impacts for Pollutants of Concern, 

and/or test hypotheses concerning their fate and transport. 
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MS-2.2 Studies supporting implementation of New Development permit provisions:  

Complete preliminary maps to test GIS-based method to determining areas where 
HMP controls would apply. Review pertinent literature to clarify the technical basis 
for the proposed approach to HMP development, and identify potential management 
measures for inclusion.  Prepare workplan for HMP development, and submit to 
Regional Board 

 
 Objective:  provide technical information needed to support implementation of 

design standards for New and Re-Development as required in NPDES permit. 
 
Task MS-3:  Provide technical information on management issues involving urban runoff  
 
MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies:  No allocation for FY2003/04. 
 
 Objective:  Address data gaps or management issues concerning pollutants of 

concern and urban runoff impacts.  
 
MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support:   Miscellaneous technical support as needed.  
 
Task MS-4:  Coordinate planning and reporting with related monitoring efforts  
 
MS-4.1 Coordinate with RMP, BASMAA and CEP Chair BASMAA Monitoring 

Committee meetings, represent BASMAA in CEP technical meetings and workgroup 
meetings as needed, participate in RMP technical review and other special purpose 
technical or stakeholder discussions.  Includes review and information sharing to 
support CEP project #4.12, which will develop a framework and methodology for 
evaluating the effectiveness of various BMPs in achieving load reductions for 
specific TMDL pollutants. 

 
 Objective:   maximize effective use of monitoring resources through coordination of 

effort among BASMAA member agencies, the RMP and the CEP.  
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Table 2.  FY 2003/2004 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Tasks and Budget Update 
 

 Task # Description FY 03-04 Budget  Lead 

Watershed Assessment   
 WA-1.1 Watershed Inventorya $55,000 EIP/EOA 
 WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planninga $20,000 EOA/District 
 WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health $25,000 AMS/District 
 WA-2.2 Watershed Projects Support   $2,000 District 
 WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation $10,000 Tbd 
 WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Supporta $21,000 AMS/District 
 WA-3.3 Website Support $15,000 EOA 
 WA-4.1 Reporting/component management $10,000 District 

  Component Total $158,000  
    

Monitoring & Special Studies   
 MS-1.1 RMP fee $155,000 n/a 
 MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring/implementation $20,000 AMS/District 
 MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring $20,000 District 
 MS-1.4 Water quality screening, misc. monitoring $20,000 District 
 MS-1.5 Data management and planning support $5,000 AMS/District 
 MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership contribution $100,000 n/a 
 MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations $20,000 AMS 
 MS-2.2 Studies supporting New Dev. provisions $40,000 AMS/EIP 
 MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies $0 n/a 
 MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support   $8,000 AMS 
 MS-4.1 Coordinate w/RMP, BASMAA and CEP $30,000 District 
 MS-5.1 WAMS Support $20,000 District 
 MS-5.2 Reporting/component management $25,000 District 

  Maximum Component Total $463,000 
 MS-1.7 Brake Pad Fate and Transport studies $30,000 District 

(contract) 
aIncludes deferred FY 03 funds authorized by Management Committee to cover HMP mapping tasks 
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3. PROPOSED WORKPLAN FOR FISCAL YEAR 2004/2005  
 
Watershed Assessment 
 
Task WA-1:  Develop and maintain a GIS resource for watershed information  
 
WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory:  Continue refinement of inventory data for channel condition 

and riparian zone characterization.  Analyze landcover and channel attributes of 
focus watersheds as listed in WMIR, especially high priority watersheds for 
assessment.  Develop pilot classifications of County watersheds based on available 
GIS data for land cover, channel network characteristics and riparian zone condition, 
and coordinate test with biological indicators, focusing on  Sausal, San Lorenzo, and 
Laguna Creeks.   

 
WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning:   Refine subplans for assessment of priority 

watersheds using physical and biological indicators, in coordination with other 
agencies and local stakeholders.  Coordinate the development or acquisition of 
additional data needed for developing the HMP   

 
Task WA-2:  Use a variety of indicators to assess the condition of streams and watersheds  
 
WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health:   Incorporate macroinvertebrate data from initial focus 

watersheds into test of GIS classification in Task WA-1.1.  Develop conceptual 
framework for including fish communities and other taxa in assessment data.  
Develop a rotation strategy for sampling macroinvertebrate communities in other 
priority watersheds and continue sampling as planned..   Continue work with 
BAMBI projects and facilitating regional partnerships.  

 
WA-2.2 Watershed projects assistance:   Facilitate communications with community 

members and groups to work with ACCWP members and other agencies on 
volunteer monitoring and other watershed-based projects.  Includes coordination and 
referral to other regional resources such as Watershed Assessment Resource Center 
and East Bay Watershed Center at Merritt College. 

 
Task WA-3:  Provide useful watershed information to the Program and other watershed 

stakeholders   
 
WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation:  Prepare guidance documents for municipal 

staff and local creek or community groups to manage local sites for light contact 
recreation.  Work with co-permittees and other stakeholders to pilot additional 
monitoring or case studies at light contact sites. 

 
WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support:   Provide guidance and technical support for 

watershed-based management activities by copermitteees and local groups.   Identify 
priorities and potential watersheds for additional support. 

Mon plan-update_2-27-04final Page 12 of 16 



ACCWP Monitoring Program Plan and annual MYP update 
Proposed FY04/05 workplan 

 
WA-3.3 Website Support:   Incorporate watershed indicator data and other creek 

information in new watersheds section of ACCWP website.  Identify additional 
approaches for making monitoring and assessment data available in Web format. 

 
 
Monitoring and Special Studies 
 
Task MS-1:  Characterize and track pollutants of concern that are found in urban runoff and 

have been identified as possible sources of impairment.  
 
MS-1.1 RMP contribution:  Contribution for required participation in the Regional 

Monitoring Program for Trace Substances in the San Francisco Estuary (RMP). 
 
MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring and implementation:  Conduct pilot study of municipal 

practices involving sediment removal by sampling street sweeper tailings or 
sediment cleaned from drop inlets and conveyances for PCBs, mercury and other 
pollutants of concern.  Archive additional replicates of sediment samples for 
potential further analyses. 

 
MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring for Pollutants of Concern:  Continue stormwater 

monitoring for copper and diazinon in Castro Valley Creek, attempting to sample at 
least 5 storm events.  Diazinon and/or toxicity monitoring will be coordinated with 
regional monitoring recommendations being developed through the CEP. 

 
MS-1.4 Water quality screening and miscellaneous monitoring:   Refine pilot screening 

project and develop rotation schedule for additional sites, including consideration of 
east County creeks.   

 
MS-1.5 Data Management and planning support:  Continue participation in regional 

coordination of data formats and review of joint macroinvertebrate dataset.  develop 
a conceptual plan for analyses of long-term and spatial trends data.  

 
MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership:  Contribution to CEP as provided in MOU between 

BASMAA, BACWA, WSPA and Regional Board. 
 
Task MS-2:  Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs  
 
MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations:  Conduct additional case study in selected 

watershed. 
 
MS-2.2 New Development support:  Provide coordination and technical support as needed, 

to assist development of HMP and other products required for compliance with 
permit  (Note:  most of this development activity is funded by a separate special 
budget authorized by the ACCWP Management Committee and described in 
separate workplans submitted according to C.3 provisions) 
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Task MS-3:  Provide technical information on management issues involving urban runoff  
 
MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies:  Conduct special studies as needed, subject to available 

funds. 
 
MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support:  Miscellaneous technical support as needed.  
 
Task MS-4:  Coordinate planning and reporting with related monitoring efforts  
 
MS-4.1 Coordinate with RMP, BASMAA and CEP Chair BASMAA Monitoring 

Committee meetings, represent BASMAA in CEP technical meetings and workgroup 
meetings as needed, participate in RMP technical review and other special purpose 
technical or stakeholder discussions.  Includes review and coordination with SFEI on 
Urban BMP Evaluation project that will be initiated with Proposition 13 grant 
support, and will incorporate follow-up to CEP project #4.12.. 
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Table 3.  FY 2004/2005 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Tasks and Budget  
 

 Task # Description FY 04-05 Budget  Lead 

Watershed Assessment   
 WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory $50,000 EIP/EOA 
 WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning $15,000 EOA/District 
 WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health $23,000 AMS/District 
 WA-2.2 Watershed projects assistance $3,000 District 
 WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation $10,000 Tbd 
 WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support $24,000 Tbd 
 WA-3.3 Website Support $20,000 District/Tbd 
 WA-4.1 Reporting/component management $10,000 District 

  Component Total $155,000  

Monitoring & Special Studies   
 MS-1.1 RMP estimated fee  $160,000 n/a 
 MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring/implementation $70,000 AMS/District 
 MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring $34,000 District 
 MS-1.4 Water quality screening, misc. monitoring $25,000 District/AMS 
 MS-1.5 Data management and planning support $10,000 AMS/District 
 MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership contribution $100,000 n/a 
 MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations $35,000 AMS 
 MS-2.2 New Development support $15,000 District 
 MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies $30,000 Tbd 
 MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support $8,000 Tbd 
 MS-4.1 Coordinate w/RMP, BASMAA and CEP $35,000 District 
 MS-5.1 WAMS Support $20,000 District 
 MS-5.2 Reporting/component management $27,000 District 

  Component Total $569,000 
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and update to the Multi-Year Monitoring and Assessment Plan 
NPDES Permit Provision C.8 

 
February 28, 2005 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP or Program) conducts data collection 
activities to monitor stormwater pollution, assess the condition of receiving waters, and study 
problems caused by urban runoff in creeks, lakes and other waterbodies, including San Francisco 
Bay.  ACCWP’s jointly funded General Program supports these activities on behalf of the 
Program’s 17 member agencies, which are joint holders (Permittees) of a stormwater discharge 
permit issued by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).    
 
In May 2003, ACCWP submitted a Multi-Year Plan for Monitoring and Assessment (MYP;  
ACCWP 2003a) to the RWQCB.  The MYP described the Program’s long-term plan for 
monitoring and assessment activities, as required by Provision C.8.b of the Program’s reissued 
Municipal Stormwater Discharge NPDES Permit (Order R2-2003-0021) adopted on February 
19, 2003 (Order;  RWQCB 2003).  Because of the adaptive nature of many special studies and 
watershed assessment activities, the MYP only provided detailed task descriptions for the first 
two years of the five-year permit period.   The MYP outlined the objectives and potential tasks 
for the remaining years in general terms, and specified that details of subsequent years’ activities 
will be developed through topic-specific “subplans” and annual updates. 
 
This monitoring program plan is being submitted to the RWQCB as an annual update to the 
MYP and also to comply with Provision C.8.c of the Order, which requires that  
 

The Permittees shall submit, by 100 days from the adoption of this order and on March 
1st of each year thereafter, an annual monitoring program plan, acceptable to the 
Executive Officer, that includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules for 
implementation of monitoring activities for the next fiscal year designed to comply with 
these Monitoring Program requirements.   

 
This document includes four sections: 
 

1) An overview of objectives and recently completed or ongoing activities, which 
provides context for sections 2 and 3.  

2) A detailed update on the Program’s workplan for FY04/05. 
3) A proposed workplan and budget for FY05/06, listing tasks, responsibilities and 

estimated schedule for implementation. 
4) References, including reports and other documents recently completed or in 

preparation. 
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1. OVERVIEW 
ACCWP’s Stormwater Quality Management Plan for Fiscal Years 2001/02 through 2007/08 
(ACCWP 2003b) and the MYP describe two program components centered on data and 
information gathering activities:  
 
• Watershed Assessment (WA) focuses on landscape-level attributes of watersheds and 

streams, and beneficial uses or management issues that are more specifically tied to the 
physical, biological or social conditions in individual watersheds 

• Monitoring and Special Studies (MS) addresses pollutants and problems that are more 
uniformly distributed in urbanized areas, or for which the most relevant geographical scale 
for study and management is larger than individual watersheds. 

 
Each component consists of several tasks related to long-term objectives identified in the Plan.  
Annual workplans and budgets are approved by ACCWP’s Management Committee and 
implemented under the oversight of the Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subcommittee. 
 
An alternative organization of these activities is based on a series of elements or focus areas, 
grouped into three main sections of the MYP, each of which is related to specific management 
questions: 
 
• Watershed Assessment:  Are our creeks healthy?  How can we restore them?  Is it 

safe to play in the creeks?   
• Pollutants of Concern:  Is urban runoff a significant contributor of pollutants to San 

Francisco Bay? 
• Effectiveness Of Best Management Practices (BMPs):  Are Program actions making 

a difference?  
 
Table 1 summarizes Program activities for each of these MYP elements.  Individual rows in the 
table represent sequences of tasks in successive years, all related to a specific focus or element of 
the MYP.  Individual cells correspond to individual component tasks or portions of tasks, and the 
task identification numbers in parentheses correspond to descriptions in the component 
workplans and budgets that follow.   To provide added long-term perspective, Table 1 also 
displays selected tasks initiated in previous Fiscal Years and conceptual descriptions of follow-
up activities for FY2006/07. 
 
Activities recently completed or planned for completion in FY04/05 are shown with gray 
shading in the table.  They include: 
 
• Recommendations for coordinating various indicators into ACCWP’s watershed assessment 

program (Buchan, 2004; ACCWP Task WA-1.1-04) 
• A summary report of macroinvertebrate biological assessment data collected through 2004 

(ACCWP, in prep; Task WA-2.1-05) 
• A summary report on pilot Water Quality Screening (Salop, et. al. in prep; Task MS-1.5-04) 
• An updated long-term work plan for the Watershed Assessment Component, incorporating 
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recommendations from the above documents (ACCWP, in prep; Task WA-1.2-05). 
• A Sampling and Analysis Plan for field investigation of source control options for achieving 

load reductions in mercury and PCBs in urban runoff that will be required by the RWQCB 
under its Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for these pollutants in San Francisco Bay  
(Salop and Toll, 2004; Task MS-1.2-04). 

• A report on stormwater monitoring in Castro Valley Creek (ACFCWCD 2005; Tasks MS-
1.3-05 and MS-1.7-04). 

 
Follow-up activities to completed work and additional ongoing activities are described in the  
workplans in sections 2 and 3 of this update.   
 
Related Activities 
 
ACCWP previously submitted a Watershed Management Integration Report (ACCWP 2004a), 
which included description and characterization of watersheds relevant to individual co-
permittees, as required in Provision C.11 of the Order.  Available GIS information was also 
incorporated in the Draft Hydrograph Modification Management Plan (Draft HMP, ACCWP 
2004b) submitted in accordance with Provision C.3.f. 
 
An increasing proportion of ACCWP’s monitoring and assessment activities involve 
coordination with regional initiatives, either through direct Program participation or its 
membership in the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA).  
Regional activities related to ACCWP’s Watershed Assessment and Monitoring activities 
include: 
 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) conducted by the RWQCB, which 
collects physical, chemical and biological screening data in target watersheds throughout the Bay 
Area.  SWAMP activities rotate to different portions of the Bay Area each year.  An interpretive 
report summarizing the first two years of Region 2 data will be released in 2005. 
 
Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI) consists of 
scientists, watershed managers, regulators and community members who are interested in 
developing an Index of Biological Integrity (IBI) for streams in the San Francisco Bay Area, 
based on the composition of benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) communities as an indicator of 
overall creek and watershed health.  As part of Task WA-2.1, ACCWP coordinates its protocols 
for BMI sampling and analysis with SWAMP and other BASMAA agencies to produce an 
integrated regional dataset, and participates in the BAMBI workgroup for implementing IBI 
development. ACCWP also sponsors annual BAMBI meetings and hosts a BAMBI webpage at 
http://www.bayareabugs,org 
 
Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) brings together regulators, brake pad manufacturers, stormwater 
management agencies, and environmentalists to evaluate the effects of brake wear debris as a 
source of copper to the southern part of San Francisco Bay.  The BPP’s Action Plan, funded by a 
Proposition 13 grant, includes monitoring and fate and transport studies of copper deposited in 
watersheds and in SF Bay.  ACCWP is an active partner in this effort and previously received 
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funding for stormwater monitoring data designed to support the BPP’s watershed modeling 
element.  BASMAA also provides baseline funding for a stormwater program representative on 
the BPP Steering Committee.  Website:  http://www.suscon.org/brakepad/index.asp 
 
Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) is a collaboration between regulators and stormwater and 
municipal dischargers that conducts studies to support TMDLs and other efforts to improve 
water quality in the Bay and its watersheds.  ACCWP makes annual contributions (Task MS-1.6) 
and also provides in-kind staff services for BASMAA representation (Task MS-4.1).  Major CEP 
products completed in FY04/05, which are particularly relevant to stormwater management 
concerns, include: 
 
• A series of Conceptual Model/Impairment Assessment reports summarizing the state of 

knowledge about individual Pollutants of Concern in San Francisco Bay (CEP Projects #4.29 
- Legacy Organochlorine Pesticides;  #4.30 - Diazinon and Pesticide-related Toxicity;   #4.31 
– Dioxins;  #4.32- Selenium).  Each report reviews available data against regulatory and 
screening benchmarks, evaluates potential impairment status, and discusses sources, 
environmental pathways and potential recovery processes in the Bay. 

• Technical reports supporting implementation of Site Specific Objectives to replace the 
existing water quality objectives for copper in San Francisco Bay (CEP Project #4.11).  This 
project also completed a review of copper sources from urban runoff, which lists source 
control activities that will be incorporated in future stormwater NPDES permits under a 
proposed Copper Management Strategy (TDC, 2004). 

• An Urban Creeks Monitoring Plan (part of CEP Project #4.13) supports adaptive 
management of diazinon and pesticide-related toxicity in Bay Area urban creeks in 
accordance with the RWQCB’s TMDL and Water Quality Attainment Strategy (WQAS) for 
Diazinon and Pesticide-Related Toxicity in Urban Creeks.  This plan identifies ways to 
coordinate continuing monitoring by BASMAA programs to address the objectives of the 
TMDL/WQAS document.  CEP Project #4.39 provided supplemental funds to fill gaps in 
existing monitoring programs for the FY04/05 season, including added toxicity analyses on 
ACCWP stormwater samples collected for Task MS-1.3-05. 

Website:  http://www.cleanestuary.org 
 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances in the San Francisco Estuary (RMP) 
monitors San Francisco Bay for sediment and water quality and also tests for pollutant effects in 
selected biota.  A collaboration begun in FY04/05 between the RMP and the CEP will test and 
refine a “multi-box” model of Bay pollutant dynamics, which will be used for evaluating 
management actions and tracking long-term clean up efforts for TMDL pollutants.. The RMP is 
funded by regional NPDES dischargers, including ACCWP as specified in Provision C.8.b of the 
Order (Task MS-1.1).  Website: http://www.sfei.org 
 
Regional Group Permit is currently being developed to replace the Order for ACCWP and 
other Bay Area stormwater programs.  The following workplan assumes that the general 
objectives of ACCWP’s monitoring and assessment activities will be unchanged through 
FY05/06.  Specific terminology, task organization and workplan details may be subject to 
change.  
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2. DETAILED WORKPLAN FOR FISCAL YEAR 2004/05 
This section lists component tasks that are planned or underway with ACCWP funds authorized 
for Watershed Assessment and Monitoring components in FY2004/2005, followed by an 
updated budget in Table 2.  Names of responsible parties for the “Lead” column in the budget 
are abbreviated as follows: 
 

District = Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Program 
representation and administration) 

AMS  = Applied Marine Sciences, Inc. (technical consultant) 
EOA  = Eisenberg, Olivieri & Associates Inc. . (technical consultant) 
EIP   = EIP Associates .(technical consultant) 
URS  = URS Corporation. (technical consultant) 
Tbd   = to be determined 

 
 
Watershed Assessment 
 
Task WA-1:  Develop and maintain a GIS resource for watershed information.  
 
WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory:  Continue refinement of inventory data for channel condition 

and riparian zone characterization, and coordinate with mapping needs for the Final 
HMP.  Analyze landcover and channel attributes of focus watersheds listed in 
WMIR, especially high priority watersheds for assessment.  Develop pilot 
classifications of County watersheds based on available GIS data for land cover, 
channel network characteristics and riparian zone condition, and coordinate 
evaluation of pilot with biological indicators, focusing on Sausal, San Lorenzo, and 
Laguna Creeks.   

 
 Objective:  Provide base layers and basic map products for watershed assessment 

activities of Program, member agencies and interested public. 
 
WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning:  Draft a detailed long-term Watershed 

Assessment Work Plan establishing a framework for different scales of stream 
classification based on available GIS data, and proposing further tasks for testing and 
application of physical and biological indicators for watershed assessment. The 
Work Plan will also describe approaches for coordinating watershed data with other 
agencies and groups for assessment of focus watersheds from priority list in the 
Watershed Management Integration Report, and propose standards for data 
management and sharing.  

 
 Objective:  Develop a framework for ongoing coordination and planning of 

watershed assessment. 
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Task WA-2:  Use a variety of indicators to assess the condition of streams and watersheds.  
 
WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health:  Continue sampling benthic macroinvertebrate 

communities at selected long-term sites in Sausal, San Lorenzo and Mission-Laguna 
watersheds (Group 1), and begin 2-3 year sampling for 2-3 new urban watersheds in 
Hayward area or eastern Alameda County (Group 3).  Complete summary report for 
Group 1 watersheds and other streams sampled during 2001-2004, including sites 
coordinated with SWAMP for 2004 in Berkeley and Oakland creeks (Group 2), and 
review of fisheries resource information.  Sponsor fourth annual BAMBI meeting 
and participate in workgroup for IBI development, including development of data 
management standards for BASMAA agencies.  

 
 Objective:  Develop and test indicators of general watershed condition. 
 
WA-2.2 Watershed Projects Support:  Facilitate communications with community 

members and groups to work with ACCWP members and other agencies on 
volunteer monitoring and other watershed-based projects.  Includes coordination and 
referral to other regional resources such as Watershed Assessment Resource Center 
and East Bay Watershed Center at Merritt College. 

 
 Objective:  Increase the participation of community stakeholders in watershed 

stewardship and assessment, and improve coordination of volunteer groups with 
agencies and other stakeholders. 

 
  
Task WA-3:  Provide useful watershed information to the Program and other watershed 

stakeholders.   
 
WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation:  Prepare draft guidance for municipal staff and 

local creek or community groups on monitoring and interpretation of coliform or 
other indicators of human health risk at sites with light contact recreation, 
incorporating review of existing Alameda County data (URS 2003a) and of literature 
concerning alternative indicators (URS 2003b).  Identify possible strategies for 
improved monitoring of pathogen-related risk and support local or pilot projects for 
monitoring with appropriate indicators.  Develop preliminary list and map of 
locations with extensive contact recreation.  

 
 Objective:  improve ability to assess risks to human health from light (non-

swimming) contact recreation or activity in creeks. 
 
WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support: Assist City of Oakland with PCB abatement pilot 

project in the Ettie St. watershed through supplemental sampling of potential PCB 
source locations.  Review procedures and standards for GIS data management and 
watershed mapping. 

Mon plan-update_Feb28-2005 
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 Objective: Support watershed management efforts led by Program member agencies. 
 
WA-3.3 Website Support:  Provide updates to existing ACCWP website and develop special 

members’ pages to support and enhance internal Program communications.  Develop 
expanded “watersheds” section of ACCWP website and provide maps, links and 
other information for local watersheds. 

 
 Objective:  Disseminate information about Alameda County watersheds and 

background on local watershed issues. 
 
 
Monitoring and Special Studies 
 
Task MS-1:  Characterize and track pollutants of concern that are found in urban runoff and 

have been identified as possible sources of impairment.  
 
MS-1.1 RMP contribution:  Contribution for required participation in the Regional 

Monitoring Program for Trace Substances in the San Francisco Estuary (RMP). 
 
 Objective:  Comply with Regional Board requirements and assist with the 

accomplishment of the RMP’s objectives to provide regional characterization of 
pollution in the Bay. 

 
MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring and implementation:  Prepare Sampling and Analysis Plan 

(Salop and Toll, 2004) for follow-up study to evaluate desktop estimates of 
effectiveness of existing sediment management practices in reducing or avoiding 
loads of Pollutants of Concern from urban runoff (Salop and Akashah, 2004).  
Conduct field study to investigate wastes removed from routine drop inlet cleaning, 
street sweeping and desilting of flood control channels and evaluate the potential of 
these practices for increasing the rate of removal for PCBs and mercury to address 
TMDL load reductions proposed for stormwater programs. 

 
 Objective:  Characterize watershed occurrences of pollutants of concern and fill 

information needs for ACCWP implementation of TMDLs and other water quality 
attainment strategies. 

 
MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring for Pollutants of Concern:  Continue stormwater 

monitoring for copper during at least eight storm events in Castro Valley Creek, 
including special coordination with pesticide and/or toxicity monitoring 
recommended in the CEP Urban Creeks Monitoring Plan.  Complete report for 
FY03/04 special monitoring to support Brake Pad Partnership studies of copper fate 
and transport. 

 
 Objective:  assess long-term trends in selected Pollutants of Concern in creeks as 

recommended in draft monitoring plan (Gunther and Bernstein, 2003). 
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MS-1.4 Water quality screening and miscellaneous monitoring:  Continue semiannual 

screening for basic water quality chemistry and selected pollutants at 10-15 sites 
distributed among different creek and channel types.  Complete a 2-year interpretive 
report, evaluate strategies for additional or alternative sampling such as toxicity 
testing or continuous temperature monitoring, and rotate sampling locations to 
additional urban watersheds. 

 
 Objective:  Provide general assessment of water quality conditions in stream 

reaches. 
 
MS-1.5 Data Management and planning support:  Refine field SOPs and documentation 

for water quality screening.  Coordinate discussion of assessment data formats and 
exchange with SWAMP and other ACCWP partners.  

 
 Objective:  Improve coordination and planning for ACCWP pollutant monitoring. 
 
MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership:  Contribution to CEP as provided in MOU between 

BASMAA, BACWA, WSPA and Regional Board. 
 
 Objective:  Support CEP activities for controlling pollutants of concern including 

problem identification, characterization, linkage studies and development of 
implementation plans for source control and/or abatement. 

 
 
Task MS-2:  Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs.  
 
MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations:  Plan case study characterizing Pollutants of 

Concern in sediments from an additional “old urban” watershed on the Bay Plain.  
Priority candidate watersheds are those with significant size and potential to 
contribute loads of legacy pollutants, such as Temescal or San Leandro Creeks.   
Depending on the degree of open channel in the watershed, sampling sites may 
include open channels, culverts or storm drain drop inlets. 

 
 Objective:  characterize details of distribution and impacts for Pollutants of Concern, 

and/or test hypotheses concerning their fate and transport. 
 
MS-2.2 Studies supporting implementation of New Development permit provisions:  

Provide coordination and technical management for development of assessment and 
design procedures described in the Draft HMP (ACCWP 2004b). (Note:  most of the 
HMP technical projects are funded by a separate special budget authorized by the 
ACCWP Management Committee).  

 
 Objective:  provide technical information needed to support implementation of 

design standards for New and Re-Development as required in NPDES permit. 
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Task MS-3:  Provide technical information on management issues involving urban runoff.  
 
MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies: 
 
 Objective:  Address data gaps or management issues concerning pollutants of 

concern and urban runoff impacts.  
 
MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support:  Miscellaneous technical support as needed.  
 
Task MS-4:  Coordinate planning and reporting with related monitoring efforts.  
 
MS-4.1 Coordinate with RMP, BASMAA and CEP Chair BASMAA Monitoring 

Committee meetings, represent BASMAA in CEP Technical Committee and 
workgroup meetings as needed, participate in RMP technical review and other 
special purpose technical or stakeholder discussions.  Includes review of technical 
studies and development of implementation strategies to address load reductions for 
specific TMDL pollutants. 

 
 Objective:   maximize effective use of resources through coordination of effort 

among BASMAA member agencies, the RMP and the CEP.  
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Table 2.  FY 2004/2005 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Tasks and Budget Update 
 

 Task # Description FY 04/05 Budget  Lead 

Watershed Assessment   
 WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory $33,000 EOA/District 
 WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning $32,000 EOA/District 
 WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health $23,000 AMS/District 
 WA-2.2 Watershed Projects Support   $3,000 District 
 WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation $10,000 AMS/District 
 WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support $24,000 AMS/District 
 WA-3.3 Website Support $20,000 AMS/District 
 WA-4.1 Reporting/component management $10,000 District 

  Component Total $155,000  
    

Monitoring & Special Studies   
 MS-1.1 RMP fee $157,000 n/a 
 MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring/implementation $70,000 AMS/District 
 MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring $34,000 District 
 MS-1.4 Water quality screening, misc. monitoring $25,000 District 
 MS-1.5 Data management and planning support $10,000 AMS/District 
 MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership contribution $100,000 n/a 
 MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations $35,000 AMS 
 MS-2.2 Studies supporting New Dev. provisions $16,000 AMS/District 
 MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies $30,000 n/a 
 MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support   $10,000 AMS 
 MS-4.1 Coordinate w/RMP, BASMAA and CEP $35,000 District 
 MS-5.1 WAMS Support $20,000 District 
 MS-5.2 Reporting/component management $27,000 District 

  Component Total $569,000 
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3. PROPOSED WORKPLAN FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005/2006  
 
Watershed Assessment 
 
Task WA-1:  Develop and maintain a GIS resource for watershed information.  
 
WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory:  Review and adapt proposed procedures for data collection 

of physical and habitat information and indicators of urban impact on streams, and 
conduct pilot field study in one or more focus watersheds.  Continue development of 
GIS data. 

 
WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning:  Refine subplans for assessment of priority 

watersheds using physical and biological indicators recommended in the Watershed 
Assessment Work Plan, and coordinate field data collection with other agencies and 
local stakeholders.   

 
Task WA-2:  Use a variety of indicators to assess the condition of streams and watersheds.  
 
WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health:  Continue benthic macroinvertebrate sampling in long-

term Group 1 streams and Year 2 in Group 3 watersheds.  .Incorporate 
macroinvertebrate data from initial focus watersheds in classification Task WA-1.1.  
 Continue work with BAMBI projects and regional partnership activities.  

 
WA-2.2 Watershed projects assistance:  Continue supporting community members and 

groups partnering with ACCWP members and other agencies on volunteer 
monitoring and other watershed-based projects.  Includes coordination and referral to 
other regional resources. 

 
Task WA-3:  Provide useful watershed information to the Program and other watershed 

stakeholders.   
 
WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation:  Prepare guidance documents for municipal 

staff and local creek or community groups to manage local sites for light contact 
recreation.  Work with co-permittees and other stakeholders to pilot additional 
monitoring or case studies at light contact sites. 

 
WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support:   Provide guidance and technical support for 

watershed-based management activities by copermitteees and local groups.   Identify 
priorities and potential watersheds for additional support. 

 
WA-3.3 Website Support:   Incorporate watershed indicator data and other creek 

information in new watersheds section of ACCWP website.  Identify additional 
approaches for making monitoring and assessment data available in Web format. 
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Monitoring and Special Studies 
 
 
Task MS-1:  Characterize and track pollutants of concern that are found in urban runoff and 

have been identified as possible sources of impairment.  
 
MS-1.1 RMP contribution:  Contribution for required participation in the Regional 

Monitoring Program for Trace Substances in the San Francisco Estuary (RMP). 
 
MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring and implementation:  Complete field data collection and draft 

report for evaluation of the potential for ongoing sediment management practices to 
increase the rate of removal for PCBs and mercury to address TMDL load  
reductions proposed for stormwater programs.  Archive additional replicates of 
sediment samples for potential further analyses. 

 
MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring for Pollutants of Concern:  Continue stormwater 

monitoring for copper and diazinon in Castro Valley Creek, attempting to sample at 
least 5 storm events.  Diazinon and/or toxicity monitoring will be coordinated with 
regional monitoring recommendations of the CEP Urban Creeks Monitoring Plan. 

 
MS-1.4 Water quality screening and miscellaneous monitoring:   Continue screening for 

selected parameters in urban creeks and priority watersheds. 
 
MS-1.5 Data Management and planning support:  Continue participation in regional 

coordination of data formats and review of joint macroinvertebrate dataset.  Support 
use of long-term and spatial trends data in development of a Bay Area Index of 
Biological Integrity.  

 
MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership:  Contribution to CEP as provided in MOU between 

BASMAA, BACWA, WSPA and Regional Board. 
 
 
Task MS-2:  Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs.  
 
MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations:  Conduct additional case study on potential 

discharges of legacy TMDL pollutants in a selected watershed with extensive 
industrial and commercial land use.   

 
MS-2.2 New Development support:  Provide coordination and technical support as needed, 

to assist implementation of the HMP and other new requirements related to provision 
C.3 of the Order.  (Note:  most of this development activity is funded by a separate 
special budget authorized by the ACCWP Management Committee) 
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Task MS-3:  Provide technical information on management issues involving urban runoff.  
 
MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies:  Conduct special studies as needed, subject to available 

funds. 
 
MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support:  Miscellaneous technical support as needed.  
 
 
Task MS-4:  Coordinate planning and reporting with related monitoring efforts.  
 
MS-4.1 Coordinate with RMP, BASMAA and CEP Chair BASMAA Monitoring 

Committee meetings, represent BASMAA in CEP Technical Committee and 
workgroup meetings as needed, participate in RMP technical review and other 
special purpose technical or stakeholder discussions. Participate in BASMAA’s 
review and coordination with SFEI on Proposition 13-funded project for “Regional 
Stormwater Monitoring and Urban BMP Evaluation” and other regional initiatives 
related to water quality monitoring or TMDL implementation.. 
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Table 3.  FY 2005/2006 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Tasks and Budget  
 

 Task # Description FY 05-06 Budget  Lead 

Watershed Assessment   
 WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory $50,000 EOA/District 
 WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning $15,000 EOA/District 
 WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health $26,000 AMS/District 
 WA-2.2 Watershed projects assistance $3,000 District 
 WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation $12,000 Tbd 
 WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support $24,000 Tbd 
 WA-3.3 Website Support $15,000 District/Tbd 
 WA-4.1 Reporting/component management $10,000 District 

  Component Total $155,000  

Monitoring & Special Studies   
 MS-1.1 RMP estimated fee  $160,000 n/a 
 MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring/implementation $60,000 AMS/District 
 MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring $34,000 District 
 MS-1.4 Water quality screening, misc. monitoring $25,000 District/AMS 
 MS-1.5 Data management and planning support $10,000 AMS/District 
 MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership contribution $100,000 n/a 
 MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations $50,000 AMS 
 MS-2.2 New Development support $10,000 District 
 MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies $30,000 Tbd 
 MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support $8,000 Tbd 
 MS-4.1 Coordinate w/RMP, BASMAA and CEP $35,000 District 
 MS-5.1 WAMS Support $20,000 District 
 MS-5.2 Reporting/component management $27,000 District 

  Component Total $569,000 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
The Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP or Program) conducts data collection 
activities to monitor stormwater pollution, assess the condition of receiving waters, and study 
problems caused by urban runoff in creeks, lakes and other waterbodies, including San Francisco 
Bay.  ACCWP’s jointly funded General Program supports these activities on behalf of the 
Program’s 17 member agencies, which are joint holders (Permittees) of a stormwater discharge 
permit issued by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) under 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).    
 
In May 2003, ACCWP submitted a Multi-Year Plan for Monitoring and Assessment (MYP;  
ACCWP 2003a) to the RWQCB.  The MYP described the Program’s long-term plan for 
monitoring and assessment activities, as required by Provision C.8.b of the Program’s reissued 
Municipal Stormwater Discharge NPDES Permit (Order R2-2003-0021) adopted on February 
19, 2003 (Order;  RWQCB 2003).  Because of the adaptive nature of many special studies and 
watershed assessment activities, the MYP only provided detailed task descriptions for the first 
two years of the five-year permit period.   The MYP outlined the objectives and potential tasks 
for the remaining years in general terms, and specified that details of subsequent years’ activities 
will be developed through topic-specific “subplans” and annual updates. 
 
This monitoring program plan is being submitted to the RWQCB as an annual update to the 
MYP and also to comply with Provision C.8.c of the Order, which requires that  
 

The Permittees shall submit, by 100 days from the adoption of this order and on March 
1st of each year thereafter, an annual monitoring program plan, acceptable to the 
Executive Officer, that includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules for 
implementation of monitoring activities for the next fiscal year designed to comply with 
these Monitoring Program requirements.   

 
This document includes four sections: 
 

1) An overview of objectives and recently completed or ongoing activities, which 
provides context for sections 2 and 3.  

2) A detailed update on the Program’s workplan for F/05/06. 
3) A proposed workplan and budget for FY06/07, listing tasks, responsibilities and 

estimated schedule for implementation. 
4) References, including reports and other documents recently completed or in 

preparation. 
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1. OVERVIEW 
ACCWP’s Stormwater Quality Management Plan for Fiscal Years 2001/02 through 2007/08 
(ACCWP 2003b) and the MYP describe two program components centered on data and 
information gathering activities:  
 
• Watershed Assessment (WA) focuses on landscape-level attributes of watersheds and 

streams, and beneficial uses or management issues that are more specifically tied to the 
physical, biological or social conditions in individual watersheds 

• Monitoring and Special Studies (MS) addresses pollutants and problems that are more 
uniformly distributed in urbanized areas, or for which the most relevant geographical scale 
for study and management is larger than individual watersheds. 

 
Each component consists of several tasks related to long-term objectives identified in the Plan.  
Annual workplans and budgets are approved by ACCWP’s Management Committee and 
implemented under the oversight of the Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subcommittee. 
 
An alternative organization of these activities is based on a series of elements or focus areas, 
grouped into three main sections of the MYP, each of which is related to specific management 
questions: 
 
• Watershed Assessment:  Are our creeks healthy?  How can we restore them?  Is it 

safe to play in the creeks?   
• Pollutants of Concern:  Is urban runoff a significant contributor of pollutants to San 

Francisco Bay? 
• Effectiveness Of Best Management Practices (BMPs):  Are Program actions making 

a difference?  
 
Table 1 summarizes Program activities for each of these MYP elements.  Individual rows in the 
table represent sequences of tasks in successive years, all related to a specific focus or element of 
the MYP.  Individual cells correspond to individual component tasks or portions of tasks, and the 
task identification numbers in parentheses correspond to descriptions in the component 
workplans and budgets that follow.   To provide added long-term perspective, Table 1 also 
displays selected tasks initiated in previous Fiscal Years and conceptual descriptions of follow-
up activities for FY2007/08.  Actual task priorities for Fiscal Years 06/07 and 07/08 may differ 
from those outlined here, subject to the requirements for the Municipal Regional Permit being 
developed for all Bay Area Phase 1 stormwater programs.  The general range and types of 
activities is expected to be similar, though task organization and specific descriptions may 
change. 
 
Activities recently completed or planned for completion in FY05/06 are shown with gray 
shading in the table.  They include: 
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• A draft report on potential contributions of street sweeping and other sediment removal 
practices to contribute to load reductions of mercury and PCBs in urban runoff, to address 
the load allocations set by the RWQCB under its Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for 
these pollutants in San Francisco Bay.  Field sampling was completed in February 2006 
according to a previously developed Sampling and Analysis Plan (Salop and Toll, 2004) and 
updates memos containing preliminary results were prepared for ACCWP, RWQCB and 
other interested parties. (Task MS-1.2). 

• Supplemental sampling in street right-of-ways adjacent to priority properties identified 
during Oakland’s PCB Abatement Project in the Ettie Street Pump Station watershed, with 
results reported for the city in Kleinfelder (2005);  (WA-3.2-05). 

• A summary report of macroinvertebrate biological assessment data collected through 2005 
(ACCWP, in prep; Task WA-2.1-05). 

• A summary report on pilot Water Quality Screening (Salop, et. al. in prep; Task MS-1.5-04) 
• An updated long-term work plan for the Watershed Assessment Component, incorporating 

recommendations from the above documents (ACCWP, in prep; Task WA-1.2-05). 
• Castro Valley Creek stormwater monitoring data, included in a CEP-sponsored report for 

regional FY04/05 urban creeks monitoring for pesticides and toxicity (Ruby 2005; Task MS-
1.3). 

 
Follow-up activities to completed work and additional ongoing activities are described in the  
workplans in sections 2 and 3 of this update.   
 
Related Activities 
 
ACCWP previously submitted a Watershed Management Integration Report (ACCWP 2004), 
which included description and characterization of watersheds relevant to individual co-
permittees, as required in Provision C.11 of the Order.  Available GIS information was also 
incorporated in the calibration models and data inputs for the Bay Area Hydrology Model 
(BAHM) being developed as a regional tool for implementing the Hydrograph Modification 
Management Plan (HMP, ACCWP 2005).. 
 
An increasing proportion of ACCWP’s monitoring and assessment activities involve 
coordination with regional initiatives, either through direct Program participation or its 
membership in the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA).  
Regional activities related to ACCWP’s Watershed Assessment and Monitoring activities 
include: 
 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) conducted by the RWQCB, which 
collects physical, chemical and biological screening data in target watersheds throughout the Bay 
Area.  SWAMP activities rotate to different portions of the Bay Area each year.  A statewide 
review of SWAMP program design is under way, and an interpretive report summarizing the 
first two years of Region 2 data is anticipated in 2006.  Website:  
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/swamp/ 
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Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI) consists of 
scientists, watershed managers, regulators and community members supporting development of 
an Index of Biological Integrity (IBI) for streams in the San Francisco Bay Area, which uses 
benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) community structure as an indicator of overall creek and 
watershed health.  As part of Task WA-2.1, ACCWP coordinates its protocols for BMI sampling 
and analysis with SWAMP and other BASMAA agencies to produce an integrated regional 
dataset, and participates in the BAMBI workgroup for implementing IBI development. ACCWP 
also sponsors annual BAMBI meetings and hosts a BAMBI webpage at 
http://www.bayareabugs,org 
 
Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) brings together regulators, brake pad manufacturers, stormwater 
management agencies, and environmentalists to evaluate the effects of brake wear debris as a 
source of copper to the southern part of San Francisco Bay.  The BPP’s Action Plan, funded by a 
Proposition 13 grant, includes monitoring and fate and transport studies of copper deposited in 
watersheds and in SF Bay.  ACCWP is an active partner in this effort;  as part of Task MS-4.1, 
staff reviewed BPP products including workplans for watershed and Bay modeling, and refined 
estimates of copper loadings from brake-pad and non-brake sources.  BASMAA also provides 
baseline funding for a stormwater program representative on the BPP Steering Committee.  
Website:  http://www.suscon.org/brakepad/index.asp 
 
Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) is a collaboration between regulators and stormwater and 
municipal dischargers to conduct studies supporting TMDLs and other efforts to improve water 
quality in the Bay and its watersheds.  ACCWP has provided annual contributions (Task MS-
1.6) and in-kind staff services for BASMAA representation (Task MS-4.1).  CEP partners have 
evaluated partnership effectiveness and agreed that future TMDL-related studies will be 
developed on an ad-hoc basis or through other programs such as the RMP and discharger groups. 
 Major CEP products completed or in progress during FY05/06, which are particularly relevant 
to stormwater management concerns, include: 
 
• Conceptual Model reports for individual Pollutants of Concern in San Francisco Bay, to 

update  previous TMDL reports (CEP Projects #4.24 - Mercury;  #4.25 - PCBs).  Each report 
summarizes current knowledge and identifies gaps or issues to be considered during adaptive 
management of these pollutants as part of TMDL implementation. 

• A report on potential strategies PCB reductions, to assist discussion and development of an 
Implementation Plan for the PCB TMDL (CEP Project  #4.28).  The report reviews the 
technical and regulatory framework for evaluating PCB sources and “hot spots”, and options 
for municipalities to identify responsible parties and implement reductions in PCB loads. 

• Resource documents describing potential stormwater program activities, effectiveness 
metrics and reporting intervals to be included in a Copper Management Strategy 
accompanying Site Specific water quality objectives for copper in San Francisco Bay (CEP 
Project #4.11).  Potential source control activities focus on priority copper sources listed in a 
previous CEP review, for consideration in the Municipal Regional Permit (see below). 
 

• A report on Urban Creeks Monitoring for pesticides and toxicity (CEP Project #4.39) to 
support adaptive management in accordance with the RWQCB’s TMDL and Water Quality 
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Attainment Strategy (WQAS) for Diazinon and Pesticide-Related Toxicity in Urban Creeks.  
The CEP developed a monitoring plan that coordinates continuing monitoring by BASMAA 
programs to address the objectives of the TMDL/WQAS document (Ruby, 2006), and 
provided supplemental funds to fill gaps in existing monitoring programs for the FY04/05 
season.  The report includes ACCWP’s ongoing stormwater sampling site at Castro Valley 
Creek (Task MS-1.3). 

Website:  http://www.cleanestuary.org 
 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances in the San Francisco Estuary (RMP) 
monitors San Francisco Bay for sediment and water quality and also tests for pollutant effects in 
selected biota. New special projects include initiating a network of monitoring stations on Bay 
Area refine understanding of watershed processes and loadings of pollutants of concern. The 
RMP is funded by regional NPDES dischargers, including ACCWP as specified in Provision 
C.8.b of the Order (Task MS-1.1).  Website: http://www.sfei.org 
 
Municipal Regional  Permit (MRP) is currently being developed to replace the Order for 
ACCWP and other Bay Area Phase 1 stormwater programs.  The following workplan assumes 
that the general objectives of ACCWP’s monitoring and assessment activities will be unchanged 
through FY2006/07.  Specific terminology, task organization and workplan details may  change 
according to the final provisions of the MRP.  Through Task MS-4.1, ACCWP staff have 
participated in preliminary Work Group drafting of the Monitoring element of the MRP, and will 
continue development of a companion guidance document for BASMAA.   A public workshop 
process will produce further MRP drafts and a Tentative Order planned for Water Board 
consideration in late 2006.  Website:  http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/rwqcb2/mrp.htm  
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Table 1.  Summary of current and planned activities according to ACCWP’s Multi-Year Plan. (note:  future activities subject 
to development of final proposed provisions for Municipal Regional Permit 
 
Focus or   
MYP element 

FY05 completed or 
ongoing 

FY06 update FY07 proposed* FY08 conceptual 
plan* 

Watershed Assessment (MYP Section IIC) 
Assessment 
planning 

Detailed subplan, long-term 
workplan (WA-1.2) 

Workplans for assessing Ward and 
Martin Canyon Creeks. (WA-1.2) 

Initial planning for Zeile or Crandall 
watersheds 

to be determined, subject 
to MRP 

Physical 
characterization 

Improve channel and riparian 
datasets (WA-1.1, 1.2) 

Improve channel and riparian 
datasets (WA-1.1, 1.2) 

Adapt procedures for field inventory 
of physical features, habitat (WA-1.1) 

continuing GIS 
development (WA-1.1) 

Physical 
characterization 

Evaluate Sausal and Laguna 
data with GIS data, 
coordinate with SWAMP  
(WA-3.2) 

Initiate Phase 1 rotating assessments 
for Ward and Martin Canyon, 
incorporate pilotnified Stream 
Assessment protocol (WA-1.1) 

Initiate Phase 1 rotating watershed 
assessment for Zeile or Crandall; pilot 
additional field inventory procedures 
in field as needed (WA-1.1) 

Continuing rotation 
(WA-1.1) 

Biological 
indicators 

2005 sampling and pilot 
temperature logging in Ward 
Creek;  draft 4-year summary 
report  (WA-2.1) 

Updated workplan: continue 
sampling at selected long-term sites 
and Ward Creek;  initiate sampling 
in Martin Canyon  (WA- 2.1) 

Continue sampling in Martin Canyon 
and selected long-term sites; begin 
sampling in Zeile or Crandall  (WA-
2.1) 

Continuing rotation 
(WA-2.1) 

Biological 
indicators 

continue BAMBI 
participation & regional 
coordination (WA-2.1) 

Participate in development of 
regional Index of Biological 
Integrity (WA-2.1, MS-1.5) 

Apply IBI to existing data and 
coordinate with rotating watershed 
assessments (WA-2.1) 

continuing  (WA-2.1) 

Water Quality 
screening 

Draft 2 year summary report 
& revised plan (MS-1.4) 

Begin sampling for new group of 
sites;  temperature loggers in Martin 
Canyon (MS-1.4) 

Continuing (MS-1.4) continuing  (MS-1.4) 

Water Quality 
screening 

Evaluate SOP's, coordinate 
assessment data  with 
SWAMP (MS-1.5) 

Revise design to coordinate with  
rotating watersheds and potential 
MRP priorities (MS-1.5) 

to be determined, subject to MRP to be determined 

Human uses & 
health risk 

Continuing (as WA-3.1) Identify further priorities (WA-3.1) Identify further priorities (WA-3.1) to be determined 

Human uses & 
health risk 

Overview of contact 
recreation sites  (WA-3.1-02) 

Plan pilot monitoring or case studies 
as needed  (WA-3.1) 

continuing to be determined 

Integrate and 
present data 

Castro Valley pesticide 
monitoring in CEP Urban 
Creeks report (MS-1.3, MS-
1.6) 

Complete bioassessment and water 
quality reports  (WA-2.1, MS-1.4);  
initiate annual update for ongoing 
watershed assessments (WA-3.2) 

Continue annual updates for ongoing 
watershed assessments.  Other 
reporting to be determined (WA-2.1, 
WA-3.1, MS-1.4) 

to be determined 
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Table 1 (continued) 
Focus or   
MYP element 

FY05 completed or 
ongoing 

FY06 update FY07 proposed* FY08 conceptual 
plan* 

Integrate and 
present data 

Website updates including 
ACCWP members' site (WA-
3.3)  

Expand watershed assessment and 
monitoring pages (WA-3.3) 

continuing (WA-3.3) to be determined 

Pollutants of Concern (MYP Section IID) 
Regional 
coordination 

CEP and RMP  
(MS-1.1, 1.6, 4.1) 

Continuing CEP and RMP 
participation  (MS-1.1, 1.6, 4.1) 

Continue RMP participation  (MS-1.1, 
MS-4.1) 

continuing (MS-1.1, 
MS-4.1) 

Distribution & 
loading 

Update memos on field study 
for TMDL pollutants and 
control options study (MS-
1.2) 

Draft report for field study of TMDL 
pollutants and sediment control 
options (MS-1.2) 

Develop additional studies as needed, 
subject to TMDL priorities and MRP  
(MS-1.2, MS-3.1) 

to be determined 

Source ID or case 
studies 

Support Oakland’s Ettie 
Street PCB abatement project 
(WA-3.2)  

Supplemental sampling for Ettie 
Street priority sites (WA-3.2).  

Conduct additional studies as needed  
(MS-3.1) 

 

Source ID, case 
studies 

Supplemental sampling for 
Ettie Street priority sites 
(WA-3.2).  

Design sediment study in San 
Leandro Creek(MS-2.1) 

Conduct sediment study (MS-2.1) to be determined 

Identify and test 
source controls 

Field sampling for TMDL 
pollutants and sediment 
control options (MS-1.2) 

Field sampling completed;  regional 
studies coordination meeting  
(MS-1.2) 

To be determined, subject to TMDL 
priorities and MRP (MS-1.2) 

to be determined 

Track trends Baseline stormwater 
monitoring with added CEP 
funding  (MS-1.3) 

Continuing, including QA/QC tests 
(MS-1.3) 

Continuing (MS-1.3) Continuing (MS-1.3) 

Best Management Practices (MYP Section IIE) 
Evaluation of 
effectiveness 

CEP Project 4.12 literature 
review and  report 
summarizing available 
knowledge (MS-4.12) 

Support BASMAA participation in 
Advisory group for follow-up SFEI 
Demonstration BMP project (MS-
4.1) 

Continuing. 
 

Continuing. 
 

Evaluation of 
effectiveness 

TMDL pollutants and 
sediment controls field study 
 (MS-2.1) 

Regional discussion and 
coordination meeting, development 
of MRP framework and companion 
guidance for BASMAA (MS-4.1) 

To be determined subject to MRP  To be determined 
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2. DETAILED WORKPLAN FOR FISCAL YEAR 2005/06 
This section lists component tasks that are planned or underway with ACCWP funds authorized 
for Watershed Assessment and Monitoring components in FY2004/2005, followed by an 
updated budget in Table 2.  Names of responsible parties for the “Lead” column in the budget 
are abbreviated as follows: 
 

District = Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (Program 
representation and administration) 

AMS  = Applied Marine Sciences, Inc. (technical consultant) 
BH    = Balance Hydrologics, Inc. 
EOA  = Eisenberg, Olivieri & Associates Inc. . (technical consultant) 
GC   = GeoSyntec Consultants 
NGEM = Northgate Environmental Management, Inc. 
URS  = URS Corporation. (technical consultant) 
Tbd   = to be determined 

 
 
Watershed Assessment 
 
Task WA-1:  Develop and maintain a GIS-based resource for watershed information.  
 
WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory:  Continue refinement of inventory data for channel condition 

and riparian zone characterization, and coordinate with mapping needs for the Final 
HMP.  Begin Phase I of rotating watershed assessment in Ward Creek and Martin 
Canyon Creeks, by reviewing available information and conducting additional  
reconnaissance activities. .   

 
 Objective:  Provide base GIS layers for watershed assessment activities, and develop 

more detailed data and assessment for specific priority watersheds. 
 
WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning:  Complete a detailed long-term Watershed 

Assessment Work Plan incorporating a three-year cycle for assessing individual 
watersheds.  Each rotation will include  an initial reconnaissance phase resulting in a 
monitoring design appropriate to the watershed, followed by data collection and 
development of a final assessment report integrating both quantitative and qualitative 
information obtained from available sources.  

 
 Objective:  Ongoing coordination and planning of watershed assessment. 
 
Task WA-2:  Use a variety of indicators to assess the condition of streams and watersheds.  
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WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health:  Continue sampling benthic macroinvertebrate 
communities at selected long-term sites in Sausal, San Lorenzo and Mission-Laguna 
watersheds, continue Year 2 of sampling in Ward Creek and begin the first year of  
sampling for Martin Canyon Creek.  Complete summary report for 2001-2005, and 
review of fisheries resource information.  Sponsor fifth annual BAMBI meeting and 
participate in workgroup for IBI development.  participate in conversion of ACCWP 
data to SWAMP-compatible standards and regional development of an Index of 
Biological Integrity for Bay Area streams.  

 
 Objective:  Develop and test indicators of general watershed condition. 
 
WA-2.2 Watershed Projects Support:  Facilitate communications with community 

members and groups to work with ACCWP members and other agencies on 
volunteer monitoring and other watershed-based projects.  Includes coordination and 
referral to other regional resources such as the Watershed Project, Alameda County 
Watershed Forum and East Bay Watershed Center at Merritt College. 

 
 Objective:  Increase the participation of community stakeholders in watershed 

stewardship and assessment, and improve coordination of volunteer groups with 
agencies and other stakeholders. 

 
  
Task WA-3:  Provide useful watershed information to the Program and other watershed 

stakeholders.   
 
WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation:  Complete draft guidance for municipal staff 

and local creek or community groups on monitoring and interpretation of coliform or 
other indicators of human health risk at sites with light contact recreation, 
incorporating previous reviews of existing literature and data  Identify possible 
strategies for improved monitoring of pathogen-related risk and support local or pilot 
projects for monitoring with appropriate indicators.  Develop preliminary list and 
map of locations with extensive contact recreation.  

 
 Objective:  improve ability to assess risks to human health from light (non-

swimming) contact recreation or activity in creeks. 
 
WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support: Develop menu of approaches to geomorphic 

assessment of streams, and evaluate potential applications for watershed assessment;  
 
 Objective:  Support watershed assessment and watershed management efforts by 

Program and member agencies. 
 
WA-3.3 Website Support:  Provide updates to existing ACCWP website and  implement 

special members’ pages to support and enhance internal Program communications.  
Une enhanced document management capabilities to develop expanded “watersheds” 
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section of ACCWP website and provide maps, links and other information for local 
watersheds. 

 
 Objective:  Disseminate information about Alameda County watersheds and 

background on local watershed issues. 
 
 
Monitoring and Special Studies 
 
Task MS-1:  Characterize and track pollutants of concern that are found in urban runoff and 

have been identified as possible sources of impairment.  
 
MS-1.1 RMP contribution:  Contribution for required participation in the Regional 

Monitoring Program for Trace Substances in the San Francisco Estuary (RMP). 
 
 Objective:  Comply with Regional Board requirements and assist with the 

accomplishment of the RMP’s objectives to provide regional characterization of 
pollution in the Bay. 

 
MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring and implementation:  Conduct further field sampling for 

follow-up study to refine desktop estimates of effectiveness of existing sediment 
management practices in reducing or avoiding loads of Pollutants of Concern from 
urban runoff (Salop and Akashah, 2004).  Complete sampling of wastes removed 
from routine drop inlet cleaning, street sweeping and desilting of flood control 
channels and prepare draft report evaluating the potential of these practices for 
increasing the rate of removal for PCBs and mercury to address TMDL load 
reductions proposed for stormwater programs.  Archive additional replicates of 
sediment samples for potential further analyses. 

 
 Objective:  Characterize watershed occurrences of pollutants of concern and fill 

information needs for ACCWP implementation of TMDLs and other water quality 
attainment strategies. 

 
MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring for Pollutants of Concern:  Continue stormwater 

monitoring for copper and diazinon during at least five storm events in Castro Valley 
Creek, including special coordination with pesticide and/or toxicity monitoring 
recommended in the CEP Urban Creeks Monitoring Plan.   

 
 Objective:  assess long-term trends in selected Pollutants of Concern in creeks as 

recommended in draft monitoring plan (Gunther et al., 2003). 
 
MS-1.4 Water quality screening and miscellaneous monitoring:    Complete a 2-year 

interpretive report on semiannual screening for basic water quality chemistry and 
selected pollutants at 10-15 sites distributed among different creek and channel 
types.  Pilot deployment of continuous temperature loggers in conjunction with 
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macroinvertebrate sampling sites.  Develop  revised strategies for  future screening 
design in coordination with rotating watershed assessments and discussions for the 
MRP. 

 
 Objective:  Provide general assessment of water quality conditions in Alameda 

County stream reaches. 
 
MS-1.5 Data Management and planning support:  Continue updating of field SOPs  for 

water quality screening.  Coordinate discussion of  data formats and database 
management exchange with SWAMP, BASMAA and other ACCWP partners.  

 
 Objective:  Improve documentation  and planning for ACCWP pollutant monitoring, 

and enhance coordination of regional data collection. 
 
MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership:  Contribution to CEP as provided in MOU between 

BASMAA, BACWA, WSPA and Regional Board. 
 
 Objective:  Support CEP activities for controlling pollutants of concern including 

problem identification, characterization, linkage studies and development of 
implementation plans for source control and/or abatement. 

 
 
Task MS-2:  Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs.  
 
MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations:  Plan a study of bedded sediment in Lower San 

Leandro Creek, to characterize spatial and temporal variation in local concentrations 
of mercury, PCBs and other Pollutants of Concern.  Study design will include a 
qualitative review of physical transport processes potentially affecting these 
variations in the channel and review of potential upland sources in the watershed.  

 
 Objective:  characterize details of distribution and impacts for Pollutants of Concern, 

and/or test hypotheses concerning their fate and transport. 
 
MS-2.2 Studies supporting implementation of New Development permit provisions:  

Provide coordination and technical management of projects supporting 
implementation of the HMP and other new requirements related to provision C.3 of 
the Order.   (Note:  most of this development activity is funded by a separate special 
budget authorized by the ACCWP Management Committee).  

 
 Objective:  provide technical information needed to support implementation of 

design standards for New and Re-Development as required in NPDES permit. 
 
 
Task MS-3:  Provide technical information on management issues involving urban runoff.  
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MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies: 
 
 Objective:  Address data gaps or management issues concerning pollutants of 

concern and urban runoff impacts.  
 
MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support:  Miscellaneous technical support as needed.  
 
 
Task MS-4:  Coordinate planning and reporting with related monitoring efforts.  
 
MS-4.1 Coordinate with RMP, BASMAA and CEP Chair BASMAA Monitoring 

Committee meetings, represent BASMAA in CEP Technical Committee and 
workgroup meetings as needed, participate in RMP technical review and other 
special purpose technical or stakeholder discussions such as the Brake Pad 
Partnership.  Includes review of technical studies, discussion of implementation 
strategies to address load reductions for specific TMDL pollutants, and participation 
in BASMAA’s review with SFEI of their Proposition 13-funded project for 
“Regional Stormwater Monitoring and Urban BMP Evaluation”.  Also includes 
representing BASMAA in Monitoring Work Group for development of proposed 
MRP provisions, and helping develop guidance for BASMAA agencies in 
implementing future permit provisions for monitoring and assessment. 

 
 Objective:   maximize effective use of resources through coordination of effort 

among BASMAA member agencies, the RMP and the CEP.  
 
 



ACCWP Annual Monitoring Program Plan and MYP update Page 13 of 17 
March 1, 2006  – Workplan update FY05/06 
 

Mon plan-update_3-1-06.doc 

 
Table 2.  FY 2005/2006 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Tasks and Budget Update 
 

 Task # Description FY 05/06 Budget  Lead 

Watershed Assessment   
 WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory $50,000 EOA/District 
 WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning $15,000 EOA/District 
 WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health $26,000 AMS/District 
 WA-2.2 Watershed Projects Support   $3,000 District 
 WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation $12,000 AMS/District 
 WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support $24,000 BH/District 
 WA-3.3 Website Support $15,000 AMS/District 
 WA-4.1 Reporting/component management $10,000 District 

  Component Total $155,000  
    

Monitoring & Special Studies   
 MS-1.1 RMP fee $160,000 n/a 
 MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring/implementation $55,000 AMS/GC/ 

District 
 MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring $50,000 District 
 MS-1.4 Water quality screening, misc. monitoring $25,000 District/AMS 
 MS-1.5 Data management and planning support $10,000 AMS/District 
 MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership contribution $100,000 n/a 
 MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations $45,000 AMS 
 MS-2.2 Studies supporting New Dev. provisions $10,000 AMS/District 
 MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies $22,000 URS/tbd 
 MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support   $10,000 AMS/NGEM 
 MS-4.1 Coordinate w/RMP, BASMAA and CEP $35,000 District 
 MS-5.1 WAMS Support $20,000 District 
 MS-5.2 Reporting/component management $27,000 District 

  Component Total $569,000 
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3. PROPOSED WORKPLAN FOR FISCAL YEAR 2006/2007  
 
Watershed Assessment 
 
Task WA-1:  Develop and maintain a GIS-based resource for watershed information.  
 
WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory:  Review and adapt protocols for data collection of physical 

and habitat information and indicators of urban impact on streams, for further use in 
rotating watershed assessments.  Continue development of GIS data. 

 
WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning:  Adapt subplan for rotating watershed assessment 

as needed for a new waterbody at next level of approved priority list: either Zeile or 
Crandall Creek.  Coordinate long-term watershed assessment with proposed 
requirements for new Municipal Regional Permit, as they become available.   

 
 
Task WA-2:  Use a variety of indicators to assess the condition of streams and watersheds.  
 
WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health:  Continue benthic macroinvertebrate sampling in long-

term streams and complete Year 2 in Martin Canyon.  Begin Year 1 sampling in next 
rotating watershed (either Zeile or  Crandall Creek).  Continue work with BAMBI 
projects and regional partnership activities.  

 
WA-2.2 Watershed projects assistance:  Continue supporting community members and 

groups partnering with ACCWP members and other agencies on volunteer 
monitoring and other watershed-based projects.  Includes coordination and referral to 
other regional resources. 

 
 
Task WA-3:  Provide useful watershed information to the Program and other watershed 

stakeholders.   
 
WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation:  Distribute guidance to assist municipal staff 

and local creek or community groups in managing local sites for light contact 
recreation.  Work with co-permittees and other stakeholders to pilot additional 
monitoring or case studies at light contact sites. 

 
WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support:   Provide guidance and technical support for 

watershed-based management activities by Program, copermitteees and local groups. 
  Identify priorities and potential watersheds for additional support. 

 
WA-3.3 Website Support:   Incorporate watershed indicator data and other creek 

information in new watersheds section of ACCWP website.  Identify additional 
approaches for making monitoring and assessment data available in Web format. 
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Monitoring and Special Studies 
 
Task MS-1:  Characterize and track pollutants of concern that are found in urban runoff and 

have been identified as possible sources of impairment.  
 
MS-1.1 RMP contribution:  Contribution for required participation in the Regional 

Monitoring Program for Trace Substances in the San Francisco Estuary (RMP). 
 
MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring and implementation:  Develop or participate in additional 

studies, subject to priorities set by regional TMDLs and/or proposed provisions in 
MRP.   

 
MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring for Pollutants of Concern:  Continue stormwater 

monitoring for copper and diazinon in Castro Valley Creek, attempting to sample at 
least 5 storm events and including additional QA/QC tests.  Diazinon and/or toxicity 
monitoring will be coordinated with regional monitoring recommendations of the 
CEP Urban Creeks Monitoring Plan. 

 
MS-1.4 Water quality screening and miscellaneous monitoring:   Establish revised 

waterbody list for screening and implement revised monitoring design.. 
 
MS-1.5 Data Management and planning support:  Continue participation in regional 

coordination of data formats and application of joint macroinvertebrate dataset.  to 
test and refine the  Bay Area Index of Biological Integrity.  

 
 
Task MS-2:  Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs.  
 
MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations:  Conduct sediment investigation in San Leandro 

Creek..   
 
 
Task MS-3:  Provide technical information on management issues involving urban runoff.  
 
MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies:  Conduct special studies as needed, subject to available 

funds. 
 
MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support:  Miscellaneous technical support as needed.  
 
 
Task MS-4:  Coordinate planning and reporting with related monitoring efforts.  
 
MS-4.1 Coordinate with RMP, BASMAA and CEP Continue to chair BASMAA 

Monitoring Committee meetings, represent BASMAA in  MRP Work Group and 
other regional discussions as needed,  
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Table 3.  FY 2006/2007 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Tasks and Budget  
 

 Task # Description FY 06/07 Budget  Lead 

Watershed Assessment   
 WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory $50,000 EOA/District 
 WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning $15,000 EOA/District 
 WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health $26,000 AMS/District 
 WA-2.2 Watershed projects assistance $3,000 District 
 WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation $12,000 Tbd 
 WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support $4,000 Tbd 
 WA-3.3 Website Support $10,000 District/Tbd 
 WA-4.1 Reporting/component management $10,000 District 

  Component Total $130,000  

Monitoring & Special Studies   
 MS-1.1 RMP estimated fee  $165,000 n/a 
 MS-1.2 TMDL monitoring/implementation $60,000 AMS/Tbd 
 MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring $50,000 District 
 MS-1.4 Water quality screening, misc. monitoring $20,000 District/AMS 
 MS-1.5 Data management and planning support $10,000 AMS/District 
 MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations $50,000 AMS/Tbd 
 MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies $0 Tbd 
 MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support $8,000 Tbd 
 MS-4.1 Coordinate w/RMP, BASMAA and CEP $35,000 District 
 MS-5.1 WAMS Support $20,000 District 
 MS-5.2 Reporting/component management $27,000 District 

  Component Total $445,000 
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SECTION 1  INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The Alameda Countywide Clean Water 
Program (Program) is a consortium of 
agencies within Alameda County that 
discharge stormwater to the San 
Francisco Bay.  This Stormwater Quality 
Management Plan (Plan) describes the 
Program’s approach to reducing 
stormwater pollution.   
 
There are five major sections to the Plan.  
The Background provides a brief history 
of water quality regulations. The 
Program Description describes the 
structure, accomplishments, and recent 
developments of the Program.  The 
Component Work Plans describe the 
objectives and tasks of each Program 
component.  The Pollution Reduction 
Plans describe the actions the Program 
and the member agencies will take to 
address specific pollutants that are 
impairing water quality.  Lastly, the 
Performance Standards list specific tasks 
that the member agencies are required to 
perform.    
 
The Plan for FY 2001/02 through 
2007/08 is the Program's third 
stormwater quality management plan 
and will serve as the basis of the 
Program's third stormwater discharge 
permit from the California Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, San 
Francisco Bay Region (Regional Board). 
The Plan was submitted to the Regional 
Board 180 days prior to the expiration of 
the Program’s second permit on 
February 19, 2002.  The federal Clean 
Water Act (1972) requires stormwater 
dischargers to reduce pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable.  The Plan, 
in conjunction with the permit adopted 

by the Regional Board, is designed to 
enable the consortium to meet that 
requirement. 

 
BACKGROUND 

HISTORY OF THE CLEAN 
WATER ACT 
 
By the late 1960s, urbanization and 
industrialization had taken a toll on the 
nation’s waters:  many rivers and bays 
were visibly polluted.  In response to 
growing public concern over water 
pollution, Congress passed the Clean 
Water Act (1972).  The goals of the 
Clean Water Act are to restore the 
biological, physical, and chemical 
integrity of our nation’s waters and to 
make all of our waters fishable and 
swimable.  
 
Section 402 of the Clean Water Act 
(CWA) established the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit program.  The NPDES 
permit program set nationwide 
permitting requirements for discharging 
pollutants into waterways.  The limits 
varied by category of industry and were 
based on a level of treatment that was 
achievable using the best available 
technology.  The 1987 amendments to 
the CWA required that municipal 
stormwater discharges obtain NPDES 
permit coverage.  These amendments 
required municipalities to effectively 
prohibit non-stormwater discharges to 
their storm drain systems and to 
implement controls to reduce pollutants 
in stormwater to the maximum extent 
practicable.   
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PORTER-COLOGNE WATER 
QUALITY CONTROL ACT 
 
In California, the State Water Resources 
Control Board (State Board) along with 
the nine Regional Boards has primary 
responsibility for regulating water 
quality.  The State Board has overall 
responsibility for water quality 
regulation under division 7 of the Porter-
Cologne Water Quality Control Act 
(Act).  This Act also divides the state 
into nine hydrological basins, for local 
administration of the Act by the 
semiautonomous Regional Boards with 
coordination and oversight from the 
State Board.  The Regional Boards have 
authority to regulate point source 
discharges, such as municipal 
stormwater discharges, through the 
adoption of waste discharge 
requirements under chapter 5.5 of the 
Act.  In addition, the responsibility for 
implementing the NPDES permit 
program has been delegated to the State 
Board and its local Region Boards.   

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS 
 
The implementation of the CWA has 
been very effective in cleaning up our 
nation’s waters.  The reduction of 
pollution has been particularly dramatic 
for industrial and sanitary treatment 
plant discharges.  For example, the 
amount of metals being discharged from 
these sources decreased by about 60 
percent between 1986 and 1999 (T. Wu, 
personal communication, February 
2001).  However, many of our nation’s 
waters still do not meet the goals set 
forth in the CWA.  Two approaches to 
address this problem are being 
implemented, namely, the total 
maximum daily load (TMDL) program, 

and the watershed management 
approach.   

TMDL Program 
A TMDL is an estimate of the maximum 
quantity of a pollutant that could be 
discharged to a body of water while still 
ensuring the attainment of water quality 
standards.  The TMDL program was 
established by Section 303 of the CWA.  
Congress correctly presumed that even 
after the implementation of technology 
based controls, some water bodies would 
not meet water quality standards. For 
each water body that does not meet 
applicable standards (referred to as 
“impaired”), a TMDL must be 
established.  After the TMDL is 
established, additional requirements are 
placed on sources of the pollutant so that 
the total quantity of the pollutant 
discharged to the water body from all 
sources is no greater than the established 
TMDL.   
 
In response to lawsuits, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (U. S. 
EPA) has recently initiated an intensive 
effort to develop TMDLs for all 
impaired waters.  In the San Francisco 
Bay region, TMDLs are scheduled to be 
developed for mercury, PCBs, 
chlorinated pesticides, diazinon, 
sediment, and several other pollutants.  

Watershed Management 
Approach  
A watershed is the area of land that 
drains to a specific body of water.  
USEPA defines the watershed 
management approach as having the 
following components:  problem 
identification, stakeholder involvement, 
and integrated actions. The watershed 
management approach is similar to the 
TMDL approach in that both address 
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water quality problems in a 
comprehensive manner. The difference 
between the two is that the TMDL 
approach is primarily a command and 
control approach, whereas the watershed 
management approach focuses on 
developing cooperative solutions.  Under 
the watershed management approach, 
people that live and work in a watershed 
(stakeholders) develop a consensus 
regarding the best solutions to watershed 
problems.  The watershed management 
approach can also encompass issues 
such as flood control, habitat restoration, 
and water supply, which are not 
specifically regulated by the CWA. This 
Plan describes the Program’s 
involvement in both the TMDL program 
and the watershed management 
approach. 

SUSMPs 
SUSMPs (Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plans) represent a new 
initiative by the State Board and 
Regional Boards to control the 
detrimental effects on water quality 
caused by new development and 
redevelopment.  The Los Angeles 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
initiated the use of SUSMPs, and under 
appeal to the State Board, its use was 
upheld in October 2000 as the statewide 
standard for what constitutes maximum 
extent practicable stormwater controls.  
In the Bay area SUSMPs will need to be 
tailored to fit local hydrologic and 
development conditions.   
 
The Alameda Countywide Clean Water 
Program has long implemented the 
portion of the SUSMPs requiring the use 
of BMPs.  One of the new parts is the 
requirement specifying that about 85 
percent of the volume of runoff typical 
of an average wet season must be 

treated.  Another new part will be the 
requirement to minimize the rate of 
runoff that flows from a project site in 
order to prevent increased erosion of 
creek channels.    
 
It is expected that SUSMPs will be 
increasingly used to impose 
requirements on new development and 
redevelopment that will be more specific 
and numeric.
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SECTION 2  PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 
 

MISSION, VISION, AND 
STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES 
 
Mission  
The mission of the Alameda Countywide 
Clean Water Program is to help local 
residents, businesses and municipalities 
meet the stormwater quality goals of the 
Clean Water Act.  
 
Vision   
We, the member agencies, see the 
Alameda Countywide Clean Water 
Program as an innovative, nationally 
recognized leader in efficient and 
effective stormwater management, 
protecting and preserving our natural 
water resources and the San Francisco 
Bay. 
 
Strategic Objectives: To accomplish its 
mission and vision, the Program has 
developed the following strategic 
objectives: 
• Continue our self-directed, proactive 

approach fostering trust and respect 
from regulators and business and 
environmental groups;  

• Produce tangible water quality 
improvements through expanded 
collaborations with other 
organizations; 

• Communicate a clear vision of the 
Program’s goals and objectives to 
the public, and to member agencies’ 
staff, management, and elected 
officials; and,  

• Improve communication links and 
working relationships among 
departments within member agencies 

and between the Program and 
Regional Board staff. 

PROGRAM STRUCTURE 
 
The following agencies are members of 
the Program:  the cities of Alameda, 
Albany, Berkeley, Dublin, Emeryville, 
Fremont, Hayward, Livermore, Newark, 
Oakland, Piedmont, Pleasanton, San 
Leandro, and Union City; the County of 
Alameda; the Alameda County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District 
(District); and Zone 7 of the District. 
The Program was established in 1991 
through a Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA).  The MOA established a 
General Program and individual 
programs. The General Program carries 
out activities in common on behalf of the 
member agencies. The individual 
programs are implemented by each 
member agency. A copy of the MOA is 
included in Appendix A.  
 
As part of its individual program, each 
of the member agencies is responsible 
for complying with the NPDES permit 
requirements for discharges from its 
municipally owned storm drain system.  
The NPDES permit finds that 
enforcement actions will, wherever 
possible, be pursued only against the 
individual agency responsible for the 
violation.  As an area wide activity, the 
General Program will inform any of the 
member agencies about potential 
significant permit compliance problems 
that it becomes aware of and will offer 
suggested solutions. 
 
There are eight components to the 
Program:  Planning and Regulatory 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



SECTION 2 

F:\Al2x\Al22.06\SWQMP Final\SWQMP.doc   February 19, 2003 
2 - 2 

Compliance, Watershed Assessment, 
Monitoring and Special Studies, Public 
Information and Participation, Municipal 
Maintenance Activities, New 
Development and Construction Controls, 
Illicit Discharge Controls, and 
Industrial/Commercial Discharge 
Controls.  Component objectives and 
tasks are described in Section 4.  
Individual Program activities are 
described in the Performance Standards 
(Section 5).  Each component is 
coordinated through a subcommittee that 
is composed of representatives of the 
member agencies.  All subcommittees 
report to the Management Committee 
which is the official decision making 
body for the Program.   
 
General Program activities are funded by 
the member agencies through 
contributions proportional to their area 
and population.  The General Program 
budget for fiscal year 2001-2002 is $2.1 
million.  A copy of the General Program 
component tasks and budgets for fiscal 
year 2001-2002 is included in Appendix 
B. 

PROGRAM ACHIEVEMENTS 
 
The Program has enjoyed significant 
achievements, such as, increasing public 
awareness, developing a model 
inspection program, initiating a 
watershed approach, and identifying 
diazinon as a significant stormwater 
toxicant. A few of the Program’s 
achievements are described below; other 
achievements are described in the 
component work plans. 
 
 

Public Awareness 

A major focus of the Program’s effort 
has been to raise the public’s awareness 
of stormwater pollution and the public’s 
role in preventing it.  To accomplish that 
goal the Program initiated numerous 
activities; including, (1) participated in 
the Bay Area Stormwater Management 
Agencies Association’s regional 
television advertising campaign “When 
Ants Invade,” which promoted the use of 
less toxic pest control practices and won 
a national advertising industry award; 
(2) sponsored the development of 
innovative outreach programs such as 
Bay Savers and Kids in Creeks, which 
encourage watershed awareness and 
pollution prevention among elementary 
school students; (3) distributed over 
100,000 educational brochures, fact 
sheets and promotional items; (4) 
stenciled over 10,000 drop inlets with 
the “No Dumping Drains to Bay” 
message; (5) provided over fifty 
community stewardship grants to local 
teachers and student groups, 
environmental groups, service clubs, 
homeowner associations, and other clean 
water partners; and (6) implemented two 
major point of purchase campaigns to 
educate consumers about less toxic 
alternatives to pesticides.  These efforts 
have been very successful:  in a recent 
survey of Alameda County residents, 
45% of respondents mentioned 
stormwater runoff as a major cause of 
water pollution and 74%, believed that 
their behavior could affect water 
quality.1 

Model Industrial/Commercial 
Stormwater Inspection Program 
In 1993 the Program’s municipalities 
started to conduct stormwater 
inspections combined with educational 
outreach to businesses.  Since then, more 
than 10,000 inspections have been 
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conducted.  Based on an evaluation of 
approximately 1,200 businesses 
inspected two or more times, the 
accomplishments of this inspection and 
educational effort include the following: 
1) The number of non-stormwater 
discharges decreased by about one-
fourth; 2) a decline of almost one-half 
occurred in the number of businesses 
judged to have a high potential to 
discharge pollutants to stormwater; and 
3) an increase was observed in the use of 
Best Management Practices.  In some 
ways the program has served as a model 
as judged by the use of Program’s 
municipal inspection staff in 2000 to 
help train staff from the Regional 
Boards; the Program’s receipt of a state 
grant in 1996 to develop a statewide 
inspection handbook; and the use of 
several of the inspection program’s ideas 
by other municipal stormwater programs 
in the Bay area. 

Watershed Approach 
During the past five years the Program 
has worked closely with its member 
agencies and local organizations to begin 
building successful collaborations in 
local watersheds.  The Program has 
funded the development of watershed 
maps, which have been very useful to 
community groups, and has developed a 
countywide geographic information 
system (GIS) that includes data on 
topography, soil type, impervious 
surfaces, creeks, storm drains, sanitary 
sewer lines, water quality, fisheries, and 
habitat quality.  In addition, the 
Program’s member agencies have 
provided funding to support the 
development of creek groups and have 
been participating in numerous ongoing 
watershed efforts, including, Sausal 
Creek, Alameda Creek, Laguna Creek, 
San Leandro Creek, San Lorenzo Creek, 

and Lake Merritt.  This has resulted in 
improved stewardship for these creeks 
and thousands of volunteer hours 
dedicated to advocacy, clean up, 
educational outreach, restoration and 
other improvements to water quality. 

Diazinon  
When the Program conducted its 
stormwater pollutant characterization 
effort (1990 through 1992), it was not 
anticipated that current generation 
pesticides would cause impairment of 
local creeks.  However, through the use 
of toxicity tests and toxicity 
identification evaluations, the Program 
found that diazinon, a widely used 
insecticide, was a significant cause of 
stormwater toxicity.2  That finding led to 
the eventual listing of local creeks as 
being impaired due to diazinon.  After 
determining that diazinon was a 
prevalent toxicant, the Program 
conducted several studies to determine 
the sources of diazinon in stormwater.  
One of these studies found that the 
application of diazinon in accordance 
with label directions may be responsible 
for much of the diazinon found in 
stormwater.3  The results of that study 
were cited in U. S. EPA’s recent 
assessment of diazinon that resulted in a 
national ban on the sale of diazinon for 
urban use after 2004.4 

EVOLUTION OF THE 
PROGRAM 
 

A great deal has been accomplished over 
the past ten years.  However, as the 
Program moves into its third permit, it 
faces significant challenges.  In 
particular, the listings of the bay and 
creeks as impaired by specific pollutants 
will require increased efforts to reduce 
the discharges of these pollutants in 
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stormwater prior to and as part of 
TMDLs.  The increased focus on other 
stormwater impacts to local creeks will 
also require additional effort.  

Response to Impairment 
The Regional Board conducts periodic 
reviews of data on water bodies in the 
region to determine if any pollutant is 
causing an impairment. As a result of the 
Regional Board’s 1998 review of 
existing data, the State Board and U. S. 
EPA listed San Francisco Bay as 
impaired due to several pollutants, 
including, mercury, polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs), diazinon, chlorinated 
insecticides, and copper.  Several creeks 
in Alameda County are also listed as 
impaired due to diazinon.  
 
There are often multiple sources of these 
pollutants, for example, sources may 
include industrial and sanitary 
discharges, air emissions and deposition, 
historic deposits, or stormwater 
discharges.  To address the contribution 
of these pollutants coming from 
Alameda County’s stormwater 
discharge, the Program has developed 
Pollutant Reduction Plans (see Section 
4).  These Pollutant Reduction Plans 
provide a description of the problem the 
pollutants are causing, the known or 
suspected sources of the pollutant, and 
the Program’s approach to minimizing 
its discharge of the pollutant. Also 
included is a list of tasks the Program 
will complete during the next two years 
(i.e., FY 2001/02 and 2002/03).  These 
work plans are based on our current 
understanding of the sources and the 
appropriate next steps. Beginning in 
2002, proposed tasks for future years 
will be submitted to the Board along 
with the Program’s Annual Report.   

Local Watershed Efforts 
The previous stormwater management 
plan recognized that the Program should 
investigate the watershed management 
approach as an alternative method for 
solving local environmental problems.  
In contrast to the traditional command 
and control regulatory approach, the 
watershed approach is characterized by 
collaborative planning among the 
various stakeholders in a watershed. The 
solutions derived from this approach 
typically take longer to develop, but are 
more tailored to the unique problems 
and characteristics of individual 
watersheds.  During the past five years 
the Program has worked closely with its 
member agencies and other local 
organizations to begin building 
successful collaborations in local 
watersheds. As expected, each 
watershed has a unique combination of 
environmental problems, existing 
organizations, and restoration 
opportunities, requiring a patient and 
flexible approach to developing 
solutions. 
 
This Plan commits the Program to 
continuing and expanding the use of the 
watershed management approach. In 
addition to the extensive effort that will 
be conducted under the Watershed 
Assessment component, the Program 
will conduct the following activities:  (1) 
provide support to watershed 
stewardship efforts (Public Information 
and Participation: Task 3); (2) 
incorporate results of watershed resource 
inventories into General Plan 
amendments (New Development: 
Performance Standard VII); and, (3) 
provide Program-wide coordination of 
watershed activities (Planning and 
Regulatory Compliance: Task 4). The 
Program and its member agencies will 
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also continue to work with key 
stakeholders in local watersheds to 
determine how the management of 
stormwater quality can contribute to 
local creek protection and improvement 
efforts. To guide the implementation of 
the watershed approach, the Program 
will develop a watershed framework The 
framework will lay out specific goals 
and a process for the Program’s and its 
member agencies’ participation in 
watershed management efforts.   

Increased Planning and 
Evaluation 
Work plans and performance standards 
are divided into components. As in the 
past, the implementation of each 
component will be guided by a 
subcommittee. This structure has been 
very effective at allowing the Program to 
focus on specific areas of activity.  
However, there remains a need for 
greater planning and coordination across 
components. The Program has taken a 
number of steps to address this need. 
First, to provide a Program-wide focus 
to our efforts, the Program has 
developed mission and vision statements 
as well as strategic objectives. Second, 
the Plan includes a task to establish and 
maintain a work group to provide 
Program-wide planning and coordination 
(Planning and Regulatory Compliance: 
Task 6). The work group will meet on a 
regular basis and be attended by 
representatives of the various 
subcommittees. The development and 
implementation of Pollutant Reduction 
Plans will also promote coordination 
across components.  
 
Another ongoing challenge for the 
Program, as well as for other stormwater 
management programs, is evaluating the 
effectiveness of its stormwater 

management practices.  Due to the 
tremendous variability in stormwater 
flow and the ubiquitous nature of 
stormwater pollutants, it is extremely 
difficult to detect reductions in pollutant 
concentrations.  Therefore, alternative 
evaluation methods need to be 
developed and employed.  To address 
this, the Program has begun to develop 
methods of assessment for each major 
task in the component work plans.  The 
Program will continue to develop and 
implement these methods of assessment 
over the course of the permit.  The 
Program will also conduct periodic 
Program-wide evaluations of 
effectiveness (Planning and Regulatory 
Compliance: Task 6). 
 

 Notes 
                         
1 Results of the 1999 Public Attitude and Awareness 
Survey Regarding Storm Water Pollution. 1999, 
Jenkinson Associates: Sacramento, CA. 
2 Hansen, S.R., Identity and Control of Toxicity in Storm 
Water Discharges to Urban Creeks. 1995, S.R. Hansen 
and Associates: Concord, CA.  
3 Scanlin, J. and Feng, A, Characterization of the 
Presence and Sources of Diazinon in the Castro Valley 
Creek Watershed. 1997, Alameda Countywide Clean 
Water Program: Hayward, CA. 
4 USEPA Memorandum, Water Resources Assessment 
for Diazinon. May 10, 1999, Office of Prevention, 
Pesticides and Toxic Substances, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency: Washington, D.C.  
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SECTION 3  COMPONENT OBJECTIVE AND TASKS 
 

PLANNING AND REGULATORY COMPLIANCE 

Introduction 
This component encompasses the major 
planning, regulatory compliance, 
watershed management, and 
administrative activities of the Program. 
The Policy Level Subcommittee 
oversees this component’s activities.  

Component Objectives 
1. Promote the implementation of 

effective and reasonable stormwater 
regulations by participating in 
regulatory processes.  This may 
include advocating legislation that 
benefits member agencies. 

2. Promote permit compliance by 
assisting member agencies with 
reporting and related activities.  

3. Improve Program effectiveness by 
partnering with outside 
organizations. 

4. Protect and improve the physical, 
chemical and biological integrity of 
waters in Alameda County through 
the development of watershed 
partnerships and the coordination of 
watershed management efforts. 

5. Develop and implement measures to 
effectively reduce pollutants causing 
or threatening to cause impairment. 

6. Promote Program coordination 
through Program-wide planning and 
evaluation. 

7. Provide essential management and 
legal services.  

Major Tasks 
1. Participate in the Regulatory 

Process: 

• Review and comment on draft 
legislation and proposed 
regulations affecting stormwater  

• Confer with the Regional Board 
and other stakeholders during 
reissuance or amendment of 
permit 

• Participate in TMDL 
development and implementation 
process 

• Coordinate with other storm 
water programs through the Bay 
Area Stormwater Management 
Agencies Association and the 
California Stormwater Quality 
Task Force 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include: 1) a review of 
the Program’s participation in the 
regulatory process; and 2) an 
evaluation of the effectiveness of 
that participation.  

 
2. Assist Members with Permit 

Compliance: A fundamental 
objective of the Program is to ensure 
that the member agencies comply 
with the requirements of their 
permit. The objective of this task is 
to assist member agencies with the 
reporting requirements and ensure 
that reports are submitted on 
schedule. 
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• Develop deliverable report forms 
• Compile and submit completed 

deliverable reports to the 
Regional Board by required dates 

• Review member agencies’ 
performance 

• Provide additional assistance 
with permit compliance as 
requested by member agencies, 
such as by providing orientation 
to new staff 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include: 1) a review of 
the completeness, and timeliness of 
report submittals; 2) a review of 
what the Regional Board staff needs 
included in the reporting; and 3) an 
assessment of any impediments to 
reporting as part reviewing the 
effectiveness of reporting formats 
and processes.  
 

3. Develop Partnerships: Many public 
and private organizations have 
objectives that overlap with the 
Program’s objectives, examples 
include, Alameda County Household 
Hazardous Waste Program, Green 
Business Program, and the Alameda 
County Waste Management 
Authority. By working together with 
these groups and others, the Program 
will be able to improve its cost-
effectiveness.  The Program has 
already begun to build working 
relationships with these groups and 
others. The purpose of this task is to 
expand upon those partnerships and 
to pursue opportunities to create 
additional partnerships.  

 
• Identify and prioritize issues 

where partnerships could 
significantly improve 
effectiveness 

• Seek to develop or enhance 
partnerships with public and 
private organizations that have 
similar interests 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include: 1) 
enumeration of new or expanded 
partnerships, or 2) assessment of the 
benefits of those partnerships.  

 
4. Facilitate Watershed Approach: 

The Program is engaged in 
promoting a watershed approach 
through activities within several 
components: the Watershed 
Assessment component provides 
technical assistance such as habitat 
assessments and watershed mapping; 
the Public Information and 
Participation component sponsors 
projects that increase watershed 
awareness; and, the New 
Development and Construction Site 
Controls component’s performance 
standards incorporate results of 
watershed resource inventories into 
General Plan amendments. In 
addition, throughout the county 
member agencies are participating in 
numerous watershed efforts. The 
purpose of this task is to coordinate 
and assist with these activities. 

 
• Assess roles for and develop 

relationships with potential 
watershed partners: Regional 
organization such as the East Bay 
Municipal Utility District, 
Alameda County Water District, 
East Bay Regional Park District, 
and the Urban Creeks Council 
are potential partners in several 
county watersheds.  

• Establish a work group to 
promote information exchange 
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and coordination among 
watershed efforts  

• Update Watershed Framework 
Document and implement as 
appropriate 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include: 1) the number 
of new or expanded partnerships, 
and 2) a survey of agency staff 
regarding the usefulness of the 
coordination effort. 

 
5. Support Pollutant Reduction 

Plans: The Program has developed 
measures to address specific 
pollutants that are believed to be 
causing impairment to local water 
bodies. Planning activities related to 
the implementation and evaluation of 
those Plans will be conducted under 
this task.  

   
• Implement aspects of the 

Pollutant Reduction Plans that 
fall within this component 

• Coordinate implementing and 
updating the Pollutant Reduction 
Plans 

 
Task Evaluation: Evaluation may 
include: 1) assessment of the level of 
implementation; and 2) qualitative 
assessment of effectiveness.  
 

6. Plan and Evaluate: Planning and 
evaluation are essential if the 
Program is to be effective. This task 
provides for establishing a work 

group to coordinate planning and 
evaluation across all components.  
 
• Evaluate Program performance 

and coordinate development of 
Program-wide annual work plans 

• Develop and maintain newsletter 
and website 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation 
for this task may include an 
assessment of the Program's 
planning and evaluation process. 

 
7. Provide Management Services: 

The objective of this task is to 
provide essential administrative 
services to the member agencies. 

 
• Provide Program management, 

contracting, accounting, and 
other administrative services, and 
produce reports on Program 
activities, expenditures, and 
performance 

• Facilitate the Policy and 
Management Committee 
meetings 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation 
for this task may include a review of 
the reporting processes and 
assessment of areas for possible 
improvement.   
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WATERSHED ASSESSMENT 
 

Introduction 
The Program’s objectives for monitoring 
and assessment have evolved during its 
first ten years.  Early monitoring 
emphasized testing stormwater, dry 
weather discharges and sediment to assess 
pollutant loads and stormwater impacts on 
San Francisco Bay.  
 
However, in August 1996 the Regional 
Board staff requested that the Program and 
other municipal stormwater programs in 
the region redirect their monitoring 
resources from fixed-station, wet-weather 
monitoring, to increased watershed 
assessment and long-term monitoring 
plans for creeks and other waterbodies.  
 
In November 1999 the Regional Board 
staff released the Regional Monitoring and 
Assessment Strategy (RMAS) that 
describes a regional framework and 
schedule for assessment of pilot 
watersheds by various agencies.  A letter 
sent to stormwater agencies in February 
2000 affirmed that their participation in 
the RMAS would meet the intent of 
NPDES permit’s requirements for 
assessing watersheds and estimating 
pollutant loading.  The letter supported a 
functional approach to watershed 
assessment, which would vary according 
to the conditions and beneficial uses found 
in each watershed. The Program has 
incorporated this approach into its 
Watershed Assessment component. 
 
These assessments will vary depending on 
the condition of the watershed. Functional 
assessment of relatively undeveloped 
watersheds may focus on habitat and flow 
conditions needed to sustain fishery 
resources and other creek-dependent life.  

In contrast, urbanized creeks are 
usually highly altered by land use 
changes in their watersheds, and 
assessment of such systems might 
focus on their ability to support 
existing uses, such as non-contact 
recreation and industrial water supply.  
In a report funded by the Program, 
Gunther et al. (2000) identified 
potential indicators or benchmarks for 
evaluating the condition of a creek’s 
beneficial uses.  These include 
measurements of individual pollutants, 
characterization of the amount and 
timing of creek flow, and surveys of 
diversity and composition of plant and 
animal communities living in creeks 
and adjacent riparian areas. 
 
The Program's 1996-2001 Plan 
included activities aimed at exploring 
waterbody-specific approaches for 
improving water quality and increasing 
awareness and stewardship by local 
residents.  Experiences from these 
pilot watershed activities have led to 
development of the Alameda County 
Watershed Framework. The Watershed 
Framework is a working document that 
describes potential roles for the 
Program, member agencies, and others 
in local watershed efforts. 
 
The Watershed Assessment component 
includes activities to coordinate, 
manage and present watershed-specific 
information and spatial data.  
Component tasks also include refining 
a suite of indicators of creek health 
and tailoring the content and 
presentation of data to make it more 
useful to managers and other 
stakeholders of local watershed-based 
initiatives.  Activities under the 
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Monitoring and Special Studies 
component continue to include monitoring 
pollutant trends, evaluating the 
effectiveness of BMPs, and conducting 
special studies that have regional scope or 
are applicable to multiple watersheds.  
Coordination and facilitation of 
watershed-based activities are 
incorporated into the Planning and 
Regulatory Compliance component.    

Component Objectives 
1. Develop and maintain a GIS resource 

for watershed information  
2. Use a variety of indicators to assess 

the functional condition of creeks and 
watersheds. 

3. Provide useful watershed information 
to the Program and other watershed 
stakeholders 

4. Evaluate component effectiveness 

Major Tasks 
1. Develop and Maintain GIS for 

Watershed Information:  A 
Geographical Information System 
(GIS) is the most effective way to 
manage and analyze complex and 
diverse types of watershed data.  The 
Program initiated a GIS-based 
inventory of ten pilot watersheds in FY 
2000/01, building on an existing 
system developed for the San Lorenzo 
Creek watershed by the District.  The 
objective of this task is to build a 
coordinated resource for watershed 
information that can be used by the 
Program, its member agencies and 
other watershed partners.   

• Expand available countywide 
coverages through conversion and 
data sharing with other agencies 

• Develop task list and schedule for 
adding GIS data and tools based on 

priorities of Program and local 
watershed efforts 

• Maintain and update coverages, 
metadata standards and data-
sharing agreements 

• Coordinate with Program 
members, Monitoring and other 
Program components to 
incorporate additional data 
types 

• Coordinate with the 
Monitoring and Special Studies 
component to integrate 
stormwater and sediment 
monitoring databases and 
establish protocols for linking 
rainfall and flow data 

  
Task Evaluation: The evaluation 
of this task may include 1) review 
of completeness and quality of GIS 
coverages; and 2) evaluation of 
levels of participation in data-
sharing by members and other 
agencies 
  

2. Characterize Functional 
Attributes of Creeks and 
Potential for Stormwater 
Impacts:  Beneficial uses, such as 
fisheries and wildlife, depend on 
natural ecosystem functions of 
creeks which link physical and 
chemical processes with biological 
populations of animals and plants, 
both in the creek channel and in 
the watershed as a whole.  Because 
these systems are complex, 
watershed managers seek 
quantifiable indicators that may be 
applied over a range of conditions 
to help screen and characterize 
problems.  Regional and national 
proposals for various indicators 
must be evaluated, calibrated and 
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refined for use in Alameda County 
creeks. 

• Establish expected values for 
selected biological indicators (e.g., 
macroinvertebrates and fish) in 
relatively natural channels 

• Explore ranges of application of 
additional measures of creek 
function, e.g., habitat, riparian 
buffers, and alterations to flow 
regime 

• Promote consistent, effective 
indicator application among the 
Program, its members and other 
partners including volunteer 
monitors. 

• Coordinate with regional initiatives 
and assessment strategies  

 
Task Evaluation:  The evaluation of 
this task may include 1) review of 
where various indicators have been 
applied; and 2) evaluation of 
indicators' consistency and usefulness 
in guiding management in pilot 
watersheds. 
 

3. Provide Useful Information To 
Assist Watershed Management 
Efforts: As the General Program and 
its member agencies increase their 
participation in local stakeholder 
meetings and watershed management 
groups, specialized assessment needs 
will arise.  Effective information 
presentation and data reporting may 
require tailoring to a variety of 
audiences ranging from agency 
workers to regulators and community 
groups.  Products might include 
guidance on GIS mapping approaches, 
supporting materials for grant 
applications, and "report cards" or 
descriptions of constraints and 

opportunities for watershed 
management. 

• Continue inventory and 
assessment of the pilot group of 
creek segments or lakes, and 
establish a plan for assessing 
other creeks or lakes within the 
County  

• Work with member agencies 
and other watershed 
stakeholders in mapping and 
identifying data needs for 
individual watersheds 

• Explore ways to inventory 
existing patterns of BMP 
application and other localized 
spatial data 

• Develop models for data 
presentation for different types 
of representative watersheds 

• Present watershed and other 
spatial data on the Program 
website and provide user-
friendly guidance for its use 

• Coordinate data definitions and 
data management structures 
through regular meetings with 
the Regional Board staff, 
BASMAA Monitoring 
Committee, and other partners 

• Compile assessment data 
requested by Regional Board 
staff for water quality 
assessment reports (Clean 
Water Act section 305(b)) 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation 
of this task may include 1) 
evaluation of overall assessment 
effort; and 2) review of form, 
content and distribution methods 
for assessment information 
products, with comments and 
feedback from partners and other 
data users. 
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4. Management and Evaluation of 

Component Effectiveness:  The 
Program will prepare reports, budgets 
and other items to assist with 
management and implementation of 
this component.  The effectiveness of 
implementation will be evaluated as 
part of the annual report.  Annual 
activities and work plans will be 
guided by (a) priorities and objectives 
developed under task 1; and (b) annual 
review of Watershed Management-
related tasks conducted under the 
Planning and Regulatory Compliance 
component.  Implementation of this 
component will initially focus on 
establishing a GIS resource (Task 1), 
and emphasis will gradually shift to 
providing other useful data to 
stakeholders. 

Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include 1) review of 
progress towards goals in the long-
term strategy; and 2) comments and 
feedback from Program’s Management 
Committee. 
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MONITORING AND SPECIAL STUDIES 
 

Introduction 
Since its inception, the Program has tried 
to improve its understanding of 
stormwater pollution and to develop 
effective ways to control pollutants 
through monitoring and related activities. 
It has participated in the Regional 
Monitoring Program for Trace Substances 
(RMP), which monitors water and 
sediment in the Bay, and it has also 
conducted testing of stormwater and 
sediment at an array of fixed storm drain 
and creek stations throughout the 
urbanized portion of the county.  This 
monitoring helped to identify a number of 
pollutants of concern that could be 
impairing the bay and urban creeks.  
Current knowledge about these pollutants, 
and the evolving strategies for addressing 
them, are described in Section 4 
(Pollutants of Concern) and the Pollutant 
Reduction Plans in Appendix C.   
 
In 1996, the Regional Board staff directed 
the Program to cease fixed-station wet-
weather monitoring and redirect resources 
to watershed assessment and development 
of the long-term monitoring strategy for 
creeks.  A draft plan for Long Term 
Monitoring and Assessment (Gunther et 
al., 2000) identified the need to link 
Program monitoring objectives more 
closely to beneficial uses of waters.  
Because of the wide range of watershed 
factors that can affect a waterbody's ability 
to support beneficial uses, a separate 
Watershed Assessment component has 
been developed to collect and manage 
complex spatial data.  Monitoring and 
Special Studies component tasks will 
focus on the occurrence, long-term trends 
and control strategies for pollutants of 
concern, including the development of a 

long-term monitoring work plan for 
representative urban creeks.  
 
The Program has conducted a variety 
of special studies to refine information 
needed to implement the requirements 
of previous Plans.  Examples include 
studies of the effectiveness of specific 
BMPs, the use of Toxicity 
Identification Evaluations to identify 
diazinon as a probable source of 
toxicity in urban creeks, and studies to 
better identify the sources of diazinon 
and other pollutants.   
 
The Program will continue to identify 
information gaps and conduct special 
studies on stormwater pollution to fill 
these gaps.  These studies can be 
grouped into two categories: 1) studies 
focused on the pollutants of concern 
and other widespread pollutant 
problems; and 2) studies of pollutants 
responsible for more localized 
problems, such as litter and 
construction-related discharges.  The 
implementation of BMPs to address 
pollutants that are local problems may 
need to be tailored to physical, social 
or jurisdictional conditions in specific 
watersheds.  The evaluation of the 
effectiveness of these BMPs may need 
to consider conditions as well. 

Component Objectives 
1. Improve characterization and 

tracking of pollutants of concern 
that are found in stormwater 

2. Evaluate the effectiveness of 
stormwater BMPs 

3. Provide technical information to 
member agencies about pollutants 
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that may cause localized stormwater 
problems 

4. Coordinate planning and reporting 
with related monitoring efforts 

5. Evaluate component effectiveness and 
develop ways to measure the 
Program’s effectiveness over time, 
including information on cost 
effectiveness 

Major Tasks 
1. Characterize Concentrations and 

Long-Term Trends for Pollutants of 
Concern:  Section 4 (Pollutants of 
Concern) describes several pollutants 
that the Regional Board or U.S. EPA 
have identified as causing impairment 
of the bay or local creeks.  Because the 
Regional Board needs to develop 
TMDLs for these pollutants it will 
require the Program’s assistance in 
developing information about pollutant 
loading and changes in pollutant 
concentrations that result from the 
implementation of Pollutant Reduction 
Plans (Appendix C) and TMDLs.  Past 
monitoring experience indicates that 
stormwater testing is useful for 
characterizing some constituents, and 
it will be continued at a long-term site 
on Castro Valley Creek.   The Program 
will also sample sediment from creek 
beds, which is useful for surveying the 
occurrence of pollutants that are 
associated with fine particles.  

Activities for this task are described in 
the Annual Monitoring Work Plans 
submitted to the Regional Board. In 
addition to participating in coordinated 
regional data collection, the Program 
will develop a strategy for creek 
monitoring that incorporates the 
following objectives: 

• Review existing stormwater and 
sediment data to select effective 
sampling methodologies 

• Evaluate long-term trends in 
pollutant concentrations and 
toxicity in urban runoff 

• Establish expected baseline 
concentrations of mercury, PCBs 
and targeted organochlorine 
pesticides in sediment of creeks 
and storm drains and estimate 
loadings using available total 
suspended solids and discharge 
data. 

  
The Program has a database with 
the results of the fixed-station 
stormwater and sediment 
monitoring results collected during 
1988-1995.  This database will be 
updated with pollutant data from 
relevant special studies conducted 
by the Program and other local 
entities.  Additional database 
modules for yearly rainfall patterns 
and flow history for one or more 
benchmark sites will be added to 
assist with assessment of long-term 
trends in water quality.  Objectives 
for improving data interpretation 
include: 
 

• Incorporate grab sampling, rainfall 
and other types of data into the 
existing database 

• Facilitate linkages among pollutant 
concentrations, rainfall and spatial 
GIS data 
 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation 
of this task may include review of 
the Program’s effectiveness in 
identifying long-term pollutant 
trends.  
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2. Characterize Sources and Evaluate 
BMP Effectiveness for Pollutants of 
Concern:  Sources of pollutants must 
be understood in order to develop 
effective pollutant reduction measures.  
The impairments caused by the 
Pollutants of Concern are generally 
widespread because of the ubiquitous 
nature of the pollutants and the 
transport of many of these pollutants 
through the atmosphere.  Because of 
the regional nature of these pollutants, 
the Program will need to coordinate 
closely with the Regional Board staff 
and with other BASMAA agencies.  
This task may involve a range of 
activities, including: 

• Special studies of specific 
watersheds with high pollutant 
concentrations 

• Special studies of sources or 
pathways  

• Modeling pollutant transport in 
runoff 

• Participation in coordinated 
regional studies such as the North 
Bay Copper Study 

• Participation in national pollutant 
prevention initiatives such as the 
Brake Pad Partnership 

 
Program members have implemented a 
variety of BMPs, but information 
about their effectiveness is not always 
readily available.  While the new 
permit may incorporate additional 
provisions for treating runoff from new 
development, past studies by the 
Program and other stormwater 
agencies have shown that the 
effectiveness of treatment devices 
varies according to site-specific 
conditions.  Evaluation of overall BMP 
effectiveness may necessitate 
evaluations of:  

• Structural treatment controls 
• Pollutant control tasks listed in 

the Pollutant Reduction Plans, 
such as fluorescent bulb 
recycling for mercury source 
control 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation 
of this task may include 1) tracking 
changes in the level of 
understanding of pollutant sources 
and controls; and 2) identifying 
ways to improve the effectiveness 
and application of BMPs. 

  
3. Assist Local Watershed 

Managers in Identifying 
Localized Stormwater Impacts 
and Provide Tools for 
Addressing These Impacts:  In 
contrast to the pollutants described 
in Section 4, some pollutants 
mainly affect waters nearby the 
source of the pollutant’s release.  
Some beneficial uses, such as 
contact and non-contact recreation, 
are very location specific.  
Assessing stormwater impacts on 
these beneficial uses may involve a 
variety of site-specific factors, and 
the member agencies play a large 
role in choosing which specific 
factors and management objectives 
they would like better understood 
through studies.  High-priority 
objectives identified by the 
Watershed Assessment and 
Monitoring Subcommittee include: 

• Evaluate toxicity or other 
impacts on bay fisheries 

• Characterize sediment and 
litter problems 

• Evaluate fecal coliforms and 
other indicators of human 
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health risk for light contact 
recreation areas 

• Provide technical assistance to 
local watershed managers by 
providing data and guidance 
information 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include 1) review of 
successes and limitations of various 
approaches to managing localized 
issues under different conditions; 2) 
assess feedback from the Program’s 
member agencies and other users 
about the effectiveness of Program-
produced data and guidance materials. 
  

4. Coordinate with and Support 
BASMAA and Other Regional 
Monitoring Efforts:  The Regional 
Monitoring Program (RMP) is a 
collaborative effort to monitor the 
condition and health of San Francisco 
Bay.  The Program, along with other 
NPDES-permitted dischargers, 
contributes to this effort annually.  In 
addition, the BASMAA Monitoring 
Committee has worked with the 
Regional Board staff to establish the 
following three priorities for regional 
coordination of information:  
watershed assessment; BMP 
effectiveness; and characterization of 
pollutant loads and potential sources.  
The Program’s participation in these 
regional activities increases 
opportunities for collaboration and 
coordination with other stormwater 
agencies.   

• Continue participation in the RMP 
• Participate in BASMAA 

Monitoring Committee and other 
regional monitoring groups  

• Explore monitoring 
partnerships with other 
agencies and organizations 

  
Task Evaluation: The evaluation 
of this task may include a review 
of useful information exchanged 
and partnerships that are initiated 
or enhanced. 

5. Management and Evaluation of 
Component Effectiveness:  The 
Program will prepare reports, 
budgets and other items to assist 
with management and 
implementation of this component.  
The effectiveness of 
implementation will be evaluated 
as part of the annual report.   

• Coordinate annual work plans 
to reflect the priorities of the 
Program’s Long-Term 
Monitoring Plan  

• Promote cost-effective 
monitoring by designing data 
collection to meet multiple 
monitoring objectives, where 
possible. 

• Facilitate and support the 
Watershed Assessment and 
Monitoring Subcommittee 
meetings 

 
Task Evaluation:  The evaluation 
of this task may include 1) a 
review of work plan development 
process; and 2) evaluation of 
accomplishments against Program 
objectives.  
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PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION 
 

Introduction 
Most people are unaware that the largest 
source of pollutants to local creeks, lakes 
and the bay comes from the stormwater 
that flows off the cityscape picking up 
drops of motor oil, brake pad dust, exhaust 
emissions, pesticides, dirt and litter and, in 
most cases, receiving no treatment.  These 
sources of pollutants result from the small, 
incremental and collective activities of 
everyone in Alameda County.  Public 
information and participation is one of the 
keys to preventing stormwater pollution.  
The better that everyone understands the 
importance of stormwater pollution, their 
own, often unintentional, contribution to 
the problem, and simple things that we can 
do about it, the cleaner our creeks and the 
bay will become. 
 
This component of the program focuses on 
providing information to residents in order 
to enlist their help in preventing 
stormwater pollution.  The Public 
Information and Participation 
Subcommittee oversees this component’s 
activities.  This subcommittee is also 
responsible for ensuring the consistency of 
terminology, format and style among all of 
the Program’s educational outreach 
efforts.    
 
A summary of the progress being made in 
public awareness is described in the 
Program Description Section under 
Program Achievements.   

Component Objectives 
1. Educate residents about stormwater 

pollution problems. 
 
 

2. Encourage residents to adopt less 
polluting and more 
environmentally beneficial 
behavior.   

3. Assist member agencies with 
watershed awareness efforts and 
provide stewardship opportunities. 

4. Improve public information and 
participation effectiveness through 
partnering with other 
organizations. 

5. Evaluate component effectiveness 
and make improvements.  

Major Tasks 
1. Implement Targeted Outreach:  

The Clean Water Program has been 
working with other municipal 
stormwater agencies through 
BASMAA to identify categories of 
pollutants and pollutant generating 
behavior to target as part of 
regional advertising and action 
campaigns.  This pooling of 
resources has helped to generate 
more effective campaigns than 
could be achieved by working 
independently. 

It is anticipated that future targeted 
campaigns will focus on helping to 
implement the Pollutant Reduction 
Plans for specific water quality 
impairing pollutants.  The 
pollutants that appear to be 
priorities on the Regional Board’s 
list include mercury, PCBs and 
dioxin compounds, and pesticides 
(diazinon, chlordane, dieldrin and 
DDT).  Another possibility would 
be to develop and implement a 
countywide anti-littering 
campaign.  The campaigns will 
focus primarily on targeting 
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residential sources and encouraging 
residents to prevent pollution. 

The Public Information and 
Participation (PIP) Subcommittee will 
develop and update a list of priorities 
for helping to select future campaigns.  
Criteria for the selection of priorities 
will include that a significant portion 
of the pollutant-generating behavior 
originates from residents.  It will be 
important to continue to evaluate the 
effectiveness of each campaign and not 
to focus too much on the same type of 
pollutant or category of pollutants. 

The General Program will also 
collaborate with groups such as the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District, the Alameda County Waste 
Management Authority, Home 
Builders Association of Northern 
California, and other groups to expand 
the impact of any targeted outreach. 

 
2. Continue to Reinforce General 

Outreach Messages:  Existing PIP 
materials that the PIP Subcommittee 
determines are useful enough to 
continue in circulation will be updated, 
as needed, and reprinted or produced 
for each agency to distribute and for 
distribution by the General Program on 
its website and through other methods.  
The PIP Subcommittee may choose to 
have more of the existing materials 
translated into additional languages, if 
this has been identified as an effective 
way to reach groups whose primary 
language is not English.  The 
continued reinforcement will also 
occur through increased collaboration 
with other public agencies and private 
organizations with common interests. 

 

3. Provide Educational Support 
and Watershed Stewardship 
Support:  This task will include 
helping to educate students about 
stormwater pollution prevention 
and related environmental issues.  
The General Program has actively 
supported a number of school 
focused educational endeavors, 
including Bay Savers (targeted to 
fourth graders), Kids in 
Creeks/Gardens/Watersheds 
(targeted to teachers) and Estuary 
Action Challenge.  The PIP 
Subcommittee will decide at least 
every two years which educational 
activities to support based on the 
known or expected effectiveness of 
the activity and how well it 
addresses the objectives of the PIP 
component.  

 
This task will also involve 
continued support for the 
Community Stewardship Grant 
program. 
 
Lastly, this task will include 
training for member agency staff 
responsible for PIP.  This training 
may also be expanded to include 
other targeted groups such as was 
done with the East Bay Watershed 
Management Symposium in 1998 
and Turning the Tide: Balancing 
New Development and Clean 
Waters symposium in 2001. 

 
4. Assist Member Agencies 

Implement and Improve the 
Performance Standards: This 
task will include assisting the 
member agencies to implement 
their PIP performance standards.  
This assistance may include 
undertaking any project that will 
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result in additional tools and means for 
the member agencies to better 
implement the performance standards.  
In the past this has included such 
things as purchasing kiosk displays 
and dioramas for the member agencies 
to use at public events. 
This task will also include review and, 
if needed, improvement in the 
performance standards at least every 
two years.  This review will occur as 
part of PIP Subcommittee meetings.  
The evaluation information collected 
as part of Task 5 will be used to decide 
how and where to make 
improvements. 
 

5. Manage Component and Evaluate 
and Improve Its Effectiveness:  The 
General Program will assist the PIP 
Subcommittee and its work groups to 
conduct its meetings and prepare any 
needed NPDES permit required reports 
and work plans.  This task will also 
include assisting with the development 
of annual General Program component 
work plans and budgets.   

 
The effectiveness of this component 
will be evaluated as part of the 
following types of activities, which are 
offered as examples: 

 
• Conduct a public awareness survey 

similar to the one conducted in 
2000. 

• Evaluate the information being 
submitted as part of the annual 
reports. 

• Survey member public agencies to 
obtain information about how well 
this component and the 
performance standards are 
working.  

• Evaluate the Regional Board 
staff’s reviews of the Clean Water 

Program’s performance in this 
area. 

• Review information collected 
elsewhere of tangible progress.  
This may include tracking 
changes in behavior based on 
pre and post- campaign surveys 
paid through participation in 
BASMAA. 

  
The PIP Subcommittee as part of 
developing its annual work plan 
and budget will consider 
improvements to the General 
Program at least annually. 
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MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES 
 

Introduction 
Municipal maintenance staff comprises 
one of the largest group’s of public 
employees whose everyday work 
sweeping and repairing streets, cleaning 
storm drains, and applying herbicides  
can directly help to prevent stormwater 
pollution.  In addition, the hundreds of 
maintenance field personnel play an 
essential role in reporting on illicit 
discharges and pollution problems that 
need to be fixed.  The maintenance staff 
also helped to spread the word about 
stormwater pollution prevention among its 
maintenance counterparts in other public 
agencies. 
 
The Maintenance Subcommittee, which is 
one of the oldest in the Program, is 
responsible for helping to implement this 
component’s activities.   

Component Objectives 
1. Optimize pollutant removal during 

routine maintenance activities such as 
street sweeping and maintenance of 
storm drainage facilities. 

2. Prevent or minimize discharges to 
storm drains and watercourses from 
road maintenance, parks, corporation 
yards and other publicly owned 
facilities. 

3. Provide information and education 
about the Alameda Countywide Clean 
Water Program to agency employees. 

4. Evaluate component effectiveness and 
make improvements. 

5. Facilitate reporting. 

 
 
 
 
 

Achievements 
One of the accomplishments of the 
Program has been to reach a consensus 
among the member agencies on how to 
implement the diverse activities 
involved in municipal maintenance so 
as to minimize the stormwater 
pollution.  This resulted in the 
development of performance standards 
for street cleaning; storm drainage and 
watercourse maintenance; litter 
control; road repair and maintenance; 
and corporation yard operations. 
 
One of the core maintenance areas has 
been the use of street sweeping to 
remove potential pollutants prior to 
their being flushed into local creeks 
and the bay.  All of the municipalities 
report their street sweeping and storm 
drainage cleaning activities on a 
standardized monthly form.  In Fiscal 
Year 1999/00 the collective street 
sweeping effort of all of the 
municipalities resulted in the sweeping 
of about one quarter of a million curb 
miles of street with the removal of 
over 78,000 cubic yards and 1,000 tons 
of material.  These amounts are similar 
to what has been achieved in most 
recent years, except during the El Nino 
year in 1998 when the amount of 
material removed by sweeping was 
reduced probably because the 
persistent rains flushed material away 
before it could be swept up. 
 
The Program has well attended annual 
training workshops for municipal 
maintenance staff.  During the last 
three years this training has been 
augmented creatively by the sweeper 
rodeo and similar events to 
demonstrate Best Management 
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Practices usage in an engaging manner.  In 
addition, in 2000 the Program hosted an 
educational outreach workshop that was 
attended by representatives from public 
agencies outside of the Program and by 
PG&E. 

Major Tasks 
1. Implement and Assist with 

Performance Standards: Each 
agency will implement the municipal 
maintenance performance standards 
presented in Section IV.  The 
performance standards include the 
following major activities: 

 
• Street Sweeping 
• Storm Drain Cleaning  
• Training 
• Reporting  

 
The General Program will work through 
the Maintenance Subcommittee to resolve 
implementation and consistency issues.   
 
2. Coordinate Maintenance-Related 

Activities with Other 
Subcommittees of the ACCWP, 
Other Agencies and Private 
Industries: The subcommittee will 
work with appropriate staff from other 
Subcommittees of the ACCWP, park 
and recreation departments, and other 
public agencies and private industries 
whose activities are similar to or 
potentially affect municipal 
maintenance activities to identify 
activities of concern.  Examples of 
other public agencies and private 
industries include PG&E, water 
suppliers and utilities, garbage 
collection companies, the Port of 
Oakland, golf courses, private 
recreational facilities and animal 
confinement areas. 

3. Optimize Data Management and 
Analysis: The General Program 
will optimize ongoing collection, 
recording and analysis of 
maintenance data.  This will 
include continuing to evaluate if 
the types of maintenance data 
being collected are useful and if 
other types of data should be 
collected.  Examples of potential 
studies and data analysis include 
the following: 

 
• Leaf collection programs 
• Litter abatement programs 

 
4. Outreach and Training: The 

General Program will facilitate 
outreach and training activities 
aimed at preventing discharges 
from maintenance activities, with 
direction from the Maintenance 
Subcommittee.  This includes 
selecting the appropriate forum 
(e.g., workshops, round table 
meetings, work groups, inter/intra-
agency coordination meetings, 
etc.) depending on the target 
audiences (e.g., ACCWP agencies, 
other agencies, property owners, 
residence, etc.).  The Maintenance 
Subcommittee will also coordinate 
outreach activities with other 
ACCWP Subcommittees when the 
objectives of a planned outreach 
and training activity conducted by 
the Maintenance Subcommittee 
overlap with the objectives of 
another Subcommittee.   

 
The Maintenance Subcommittee 
will identify a target audience at 
least once every two years; the 
Subcommittee will select the 
appropriate forum for the outreach 
depending on the selected audience.  
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The General Program will develop and 
update materials (such as BMP flyers, 
brochures, posters, etc.) that are needed 
to support outreach and training 
activities, as determined by the 
Maintenance Subcommittee. 

 
5. Manage Component and Evaluate 

and Improve Its Effectiveness: The 
General Program will assist the 
Maintenance Subcommittee and its 
work groups to conduct meetings and 
prepare any needed NPDES permit 
reports and work plans related to this 
component.  This includes assisting 
with the development of annual 
General Program budgets.  The 
following activities are examples of 
how the effectiveness of this 
component may be evaluated: 
 
• Survey member agencies to obtain 

information about how well this 
component and the performance 
standards are working. 

• Evaluate the information being 
submitted as part of the annual 
reports. 

• Evaluate the Regional Board 
staff’s reviews of the Clean Water 
Program’s performance in this 
area. 
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NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION CONTROLS 
 

Introduction 
New development offers a unique 
opportunity to construct projects that 
prevent stormwater pollution.  Historically 
projects were constructed by building up 
to or over culverted creeks, constructing 
drainage ways to convey runoff off of 
project sites quickly, and ignoring 
opportunities to prevent or treat 
stormwater runoff.  These developments 
lead to the destruction of flood plains and 
alterations in the natural structure and 
function of creeks, as well as to increases 
in the amount of stormwater pollution.   
 
Better ways to design and construct new 
projects have received a considerable 
amount of attention in recent years.  In 
1994 the Regional Board staff developed 
its Staff Recommendations for New and 
Redevelopment Controls for Storm Water 
Programs.   
 
The concepts in this document were used 
to develop the performance standards for 
New Development.  In 1998 the Program 
and other Bay area municipal stormwater 
programs developed through BASMAA 
the Start at the Source manual.  This 
manual describes a comprehensive 
approach to planning environmentally 
sensitive developments that minimize 
increases in the amount of impervious 
cover and combine stormwater treatment 
systems into the landscaping.  Additional 
models will be developed as part of 
meeting the new Standard Urban 
Stormwater Mitigation Plan requirements 
described in the Background Section 
under Recent Developments. 
 
 
 

Component Objectives 
1. Identify and help implement source 

controls, site design measures and 
post-construction stormwater 
pollutant and hydromodification 
controls. 

2. Assist with incorporating controls 
on impairing pollutants prior to 
and following completion of load 
and waste load allocations as part 
of a Total Maximum Daily Loads 
process. 

3. Ensure that public works 
construction and maintenance 
projects conform to the same 
standards as private projects. 

4. During construction promote the 
use of controls to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable and 
effectively control non-stormwater 
discharges. 

5. Evaluate component effectiveness 
and make improvements. 

 

Achievements 
The Clean Water Program has 
emphasized the development of tools 
to help implement this component of 
the Stormwater Quality Management 
Plan.  This included developing 
suggested Conditions of Approval for 
residential, commercial and industrial 
developments and compiling a Catalog 
of Structural Stormwater Quality 
Control Measures.  Training focused 
on Planning Commissioners and 
individual municipality planning and 
engineering staffs.  Municipalities 
have begun to implement the Start at 
the Source types of stormwater design 
measures.  This has included the use of 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Component Objectives and Tasks 

F:\Al2x\Al22.06\SWQMP Final\SWQMP.doc  February 19, 2003 
3 - 19 

grassy swales at residential, commercial, 
industrial and public works developments 
in a number of cities and the District’s 
construction and operation of a stormwater 
treatment pond draining about 500 acres of 
residential area in Fremont.  With 
assistance from the Regional Board staff, 
other areas of emphasis have included 
improving controls on erosion and 
sedimentation and preventing the releases 
of construction related discharges.   

Major Tasks 
1. Identify How To Implement Source, 

Site Design, Post-Construction 
Stormwater Treatment and 
Hydromodification Controls:  As 
part of the previous Stormwater 
Management Plan, the Clean Water 
Program emphasized the use of 
pollutant source controls and site 
planning measures, such as those 
found in the Start at the Source 
manual.  The Regional Water Quality 
Control Board and municipal planning 
staff are interested in specifying more 
clearly how source, design, treatment 
and hydromodification controls need 
to be used as part of the maximum 
extent practicable control of pollutants 
from stormwater.    

This task will include the following 
activities:  

• Review the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program’s work on implementing 
its new permit requirements that 
address these types of controls.  
This will also include identifying 
and reviewing useful approaches of 
other municipal stormwater 
programs in California and 
elsewhere.   

• Identify and work with a 
stakeholder group to develop a 

method for appropriately 
integrating pollutant and 
hydromodification controls as 
requirements for new 
development. 

• Submit the Clean Water 
Program’s agreed upon method 
for implementing pollutant and 
hydromodification controls to 
the Regional Board staff and, 
based on feedback, make any 
needed changes. 

• Identify assistance that the 
Clean Water Program’s 
member agencies will need in 
order to implement the new, 
agreed upon controls. 

• Every two years review and, if 
appropriate, improve the 
agreed upon controls based 
upon implementation 
experience and other new 
information. 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation 
of this task may include 1) 
determine whether the General 
Program was able to achieve 
consensus among the stakeholders 
regarding the new controls and 2) 
obtain feedback from the Regional 
Board staff on how well the agreed 
upon controls met its expectations. 
 

2. Help Implement Source, Site 
Design, Post Construction 
Stormwater Treatment and 
Hydromodification Controls:  
This task will include assisting the 
member agencies to implement the 
agreed upon more specific 
pollutant and hydromodification 
controls.  This may include the 
following types of activities, which 
are offered as examples: 
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• Modify and improve the 
performance standards to 
incorporate the agreed upon 
control methods. 

• Develop and update the Conditions 
of Approval, development 
guidance and review checklists. 

• Track and discuss at New 
Development Subcommittee 
meetings municipal case studies of 
new development/redevelopment 
projects that are illustrative of 
successes, problems and questions 
about the control method. 

• Develop guidance on cost-effective 
ways to implement the controls, 
such as, updating the “Project 
Worksheet for Permanent 
Stormwater Quality Controls.”  

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include: 1) assess the 
information being submitted as part of 
the annual reports; 2) obtain feedback 
from the municipalities about how 
successful the implementation of the 
controls has been; and 3) survey 
builders on how helpful the more 
specific controls and implementation 
tools have been and ways that they can 
be improved. 

 
3. Assist with the Development of 

Watershed Information and 
Facilitate Its Use:  This task will 
involve identifying the watershed 
information needs of the member 
agencies so that this information may 
be collected for use by agency 
planning and engineering staff.  The 
actual collection of most watershed 
information will be conducted as part 
of the Watershed Assessment 
component.  This task will also include 
assisting the member agencies with the 

use of watershed information that 
has been collected.  

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation 
of this task may include a survey 
of the agencies’ planning and 
engineering staffs to see how well 
their watershed information needs 
were met. 

 
4. Promote Outreach and Training: 

This task will include reinforcing 
and expanding educational 
outreach to agency planning and 
engineering staff, Planning 
Commissions, City Councils, 
builders, and builders’ consultants 
and contractors.  The next wave of 
this outreach and training will 
focus on helping everyone to 
understand and implement the 
more specific pollutant and 
hydromodification controls 
developed as part of Task 1.  This 
outreach and training will include 
the following: 
• Conduct at least one outreach 

and/or training event annually 
that is targeted to either agency 
staff or to the building industry.  
This may be conducted in 
collaboration with other 
agencies, organizations or 
groups.  

• Develop and distribute 
outreach material that goes 
beyond the trifolds that have 
been developed in the past. 

• Compile and distribute, in 
binders, to agency staff copies 
of all of the guidance and 
educational material that have 
been developed by the 
subcommittee. 

• Develop and maintain a 
mailing list of designers, 
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builders, developers that may be 
used by member agencies to do 
outreach. 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include 1) the number of 
staff trained from each of the targeted 
groups; and 2) summaries of the 
feedback obtained from recipients of 
training and outreach. 
 

5. Manage Component and Evaluate 
and Improve Its Effectiveness:  The 
General Program will assist the New 
Development Subcommittee and its 
work groups to conduct its meetings 
and prepare any needed NPDES permit 
required reports and products.  This 
task will also include assisting with the 
development of annual General 
Program work plans and budgets.  As 
part of developing the annual work 
plan and budgets, the New 
Development Subcommittee will 
consider ways to improve the General 
Program. 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include: 1) review how 
well the municipalities are meeting the 
new NPDES permit requirements that 
affect new development and 
redevelopment, this may include 
summarizing the Regional Board 
staff’s reviews of member agency 
performance in this area; and 2) review 
information collected elsewhere of 
tangible progress, such as changes in 
environmental indicators developed by 
the Stormwater Environmental 
Indicators Pilot Demonstration Project 
in Santa Clara Valley. 
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ILLICIT DISCHARGE CONTROLS 
 

Introduction 
One of the most visible reasons for having 
a Program is to eliminate pollution caused 
by materials being poured, spilled, 
dumped, washed, or discharged into the 
municipal storm drain system.  One of the 
Clean Water Act’s few explicit stormwater 
dictates is that permits include a 
“requirement to effectively prohibit non-
stormwater discharges into the storm” 
drain systems.  The federal regulations 
allow the discharge of some minor types 
of non-stormwater discharges, such as 
under specified conditions. 
 
The Program has been proactive in 
identifying and eliminating illicit 
discharges to the municipal storm drain 
system.  This has included enlisting the 
help of each agency’s municipal 
maintenance and other field staff who are 
most likely to see what is being discharged 
to the storm drain system or dumped 
where it may become waterborne.  A brief 
summary of the progress being made is 
described in the Achievements section 
below. 

Component Objectives 
1. Control illicit discharges by 

conducting field surveys of the 
municipal storm drainage conveyance 
system and identifying and eliminating 
the sources of non-stormwater 
discharges. 

2. Effectively coordinate spill response 
and clean-up with existing programs. 

3. Optimize illicit discharge control 
activities through planning and 
prioritization. 

4. Address discharges that may not be 
considered illicit if properly managed. 

5. Partner with other Subcommittees, 
agencies, and groups to increase 
public awareness on how to 
effectively and efficiently prevent 
pollutant discharges to the storm 
drains. 

Achievements 
 
The Program has conducted several 
training workshops for illicit discharge 
inspectors to improve member 
agencies’ familiarity with Best 
Management Practices for identifying 
and eliminating illicit discharges.  In 
1995 the Program developed a 
standardized form for documenting 
illicit discharge findings and controls.  
This systematic approach has helped to 
identify the predominant types of illicit 
discharges so that additional, targeted 
educational outreach could be 
undertaken.   
 
Since 1995 the member agencies have 
identified and eliminated 
approximately 5,000 illicit discharges.  
During this period the number of illicit 
discharges being found each year has 
about doubled and the number of illicit 
discharges that led to enforcement has 
approximately quadrupled.  The 
increase in the number of illicit 
discharges being found may reflect an 
improvement by illicit discharge 
inspectors, maintenance staff, outside 
agency staff and the general public in 
identifying and reporting illicit 
discharges incidents. 
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Major Tasks 
1. Implement and Assist with 

Performance Standards: Each 
agency will implement the 
performance standards specified in 
Section 5 for illicit discharge control 
activities.  The performance standards 
include the following major activities. 
• Developing a five-year Action Plan 

for conducting field surveys of the 
agency’s watershed. 

• Conducting field surveys. 
• Investigating illicit discharge 

reports and conduct appropriate 
follow-up. 

• Effectively eliminate illicit 
discharges through education and 
enforcement. 

 
The Industrial & Illicit Discharge 
Control (I&IDC) Subcommittee will 
review the performance standards at 
least every two years and make any 
needed improvements.  The General 
Program will work through the I&IDC 
Subcommittee to resolve 
implementation and consistency 
questions. 

 
2. Assist Member Agencies Comply 

with Requirements for 
Conditionally Exempt Non-
Stormwater Discharges:  The 
General Program will continue to 
facilitate compliance with non-
stormwater discharges identified in the 
NPDES permit as conditionally 
exempt from discharge prohibitions to 
the storm drains.  The General 
Program will work through the I&IDC 
Subcommittee and its work groups to 
identify effective control measures.  
The General Program will also 
facilitate the process for adding any 
non-stormwater discharges identified 

to the list of conditionally exempt 
non-stormwater discharges, and 
developing the appropriate BMPs. 
 

3. Track and Analyze Non-
stormwater Discharge Reports:  
Each agency submits quarterly 
summary reports on illicit 
discharge control activities as 
described in the performance 
standards.  The General Program 
will collect and analyze this 
information for trends and other 
useful information to better plan 
and help improve illicit discharge 
control program activities, with 
direction from the I&IDC 
Subcommittee.  For example, 
information on non-stormwater 
discharges can be used to identify 
needs for additional information or 
to develop discharge 
elimination/disposal priorities for 
categories of discharges. 
 

4. Conduct Outreach and Training:  
The General Program will facilitate 
outreach and training activities to 
prevent illicit discharges, with 
direction from the I&IDC 
Subcommittee.  This includes 
selecting the appropriate forum 
(e.g., workshops, round table 
meetings, work groups, inter/intra-
agency coordination meetings, 
etc.) depending on the target 
audiences (e.g., ACCWP agencies, 
other agencies, property owners, 
residences, etc.).  The I&IDC 
Subcommittee will also coordinate 
outreach activities with other 
ACCWP Subcommittees when the 
objectives of a planned outreach 
and training activity conducted by 
the I&IDC Subcommittee overlap 
with the objectives of another 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



SECTION 3 

F:\Al2x\Al22.06\SWQMP Final\SWQMP.doc  February 19, 2003 
3 - 24 

Subcommittee.  For example, the 
I&IDC Subcommittee will coordinate 
with the Watershed and Monitoring 
Subcommittee when conducting 
outreach activities that address 
pollutants targeted in Pollutant 
Reduction Plans.  
 
The I&IDC Subcommittee will better 
define and identify the target audience 
at least once every two years; the 
Subcommittee will select the 
appropriate forum for the outreach 
depending on the selected audience.  
The General Program will develop 
materials (such as BMP flyers, 
brochures, posters, etc.) that are 
needed to support outreach and 
training activities, as determined by 
the I&IDC Subcommittee. 

 
5. Manage Component and Evaluate 

and Improve Its Effectiveness:  The 
General Program will assist the I&IDC 
Subcommittee and its work groups to 
conduct meetings and prepare any 
needed NPDES permit reports and 
work plans related to this component.  
This includes assisting with the 
development of annual General 
Program budgets.  The following 
activities are offered as examples of 
how the effectiveness of this 
component may be evaluated. 
• Evaluate the information being 

submitted by ACCWP agencies as 
part of the annual reports. 

• Coordinate with the PIP 
Subcommittee to survey the 
general public on illicit discharges 
and BMPs to prevent the discharge 
of pollutants. 

• Evaluate the Regional Board 
staff’s reviews of the Program’s 
performance in this area. 
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INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL DISCHARGE CONTROLS 
 

Introduction 
The prevention and control of stormwater 
pollution from commercial and industrial 
businesses is one of the major activities of 
the Program.  The Program emphasizes 
educating businesses about methods to 
prevent and control stormwater pollution.  
Educational outreach to businesses has 
occurred primarily during facility 
inspections and through working with 
trade and business organizations on 
identifying appropriate Best Management 
Practices.   
 
Educational outreach materials for the 
automotive repair shops and restaurants, 
the two most common businesses 
countywide, has included the development 
of brochures, posters, and flyers. In 
addition, there are manufacturers and other 
more industrial types of businesses that are 
required to have coverage under the 
California Industrial Stormwater NPDES 
General Permit.  Since the municipalities 
are required to control any type of 
stormwater that discharges to their 
municipal storm drain system, the 
municipalities do not treat one type of 
business differently than another. 
 
The Industrial & Illicit Discharge Control 
Subcommittee is responsible for 
overseeing the implementation of this 
component and the Illicit Discharge 
Controls component. 

Component Objectives 
1. Reduce the amount of pollutants in 

stormwater runoff to the maximum 
extent practicable from industrial and 
commercial facilities. 

2. Eliminate effectively non-stormwater 
discharges from industrial and 

commercial facilities to the 
municipal storm drain system. 

3. Identify and eliminate potential 
stormwater pollution sources 
through facility inspections, 
outreach activities, and appropriate 
follow-up including enforcement. 

4. Provide incentives, both positive 
and regulatory, for businesses to 
comply with stormwater 
requirements. 

5. Evaluate component effectiveness 
and make improvements. 

 
A summary of the progress being 
made in preventing and controlling 
businesses’ contribution to stormwater 
pollution is described in the Program 
Description Section under Program 
Achievements. 

Major Tasks 
1. Implement and Assist with 

Performance Standards: Each 
agency will implement the 
performance standards specified in 
Section 5 for industrial/commercial 
discharge control activities.  The 
performance standards include the 
following major activities. 
• Developing a five-year 

Inspection Plan and an annual 
Inspection Workplan for 
conducting business 
inspections. 

• Conducting business 
inspections. 

• Conducting outreach and 
enforcement to businesses to 
obtain compliance. 
 
The five-year Inspection Plan 
is a one-time permit 
requirement.  Each agency will 
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describe its industrial and 
commercial base, as well as 
business inspection priorities and 
procedures.  The description will 
include an estimate of the number 
of industrial and commercial sites 
requiring inspection for the five-
year permit period and the 
numbers of facilities under each 
business type.   
 
The Industrial & Illicit Discharge 
Control (I&IDC) Subcommittee 
will review the performance 
standards at least every two years 
and make any needed 
improvements.  The General 
Program will work through the 
I&IDC Subcommittee to resolve 
implementation and consistency 
questions. 

 
2. Develop BMP Guidance:  With 

direction from the I&IDC 
Subcommittee, the General 
Program will develop materials to 
support illicit discharge control 
and industrial/commercial 
discharge control activities.  This 
includes identifying target 
audiences and the format (e.g., 
brochures, flyers, checklist, poster, 
etc.) of the guidance material best 
suited for the target audience. 

 
3. Track and Analyze Facility 

Inspection Reports:  Each 
municipality submits inspection 
information on the standard report 
form as described in the 
performance standards.  The 
General Program will continue to 
collect and analyze this 
information for trends and other 
useful information to better plan 
and help improve business 

inspection, outreach, and 
enforcement activities, with 
direction from the I&IDC 
Subcommittee.  For example, 
information on the potential to 
discharge pollutants can be 
used to identify priority 
businesses for the following 
year’s inspection or outreach 
activities. 

 
4. Conduct Outreach and 

Training:  The General 
Program will facilitate outreach 
and training activities to 
prevent pollutant discharges 
from business activities, with 
direction from the I&IDC 
Subcommittee.  This includes 
providing incentives, both 
education/outreach and 
enforcement, for businesses to 
comply.  The audience can 
include both agency and 
business groups or 
organizations.  The I&IDC 
Subcommittee will also 
coordinate outreach activities 
with other ACCWP 
Subcommittees when the 
objectives of a planned 
outreach and training activity 
conducted by the I&IDC 
Subcommittee overlap with the 
objectives of another 
Subcommittee. 
 
The I&IDC Subcommittee will 
identify a target audience at 
least once every two years; the 
Subcommittee will select the 
appropriate forum for the 
outreach depending on the 
selected audience. 
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5. Manage Component and 
Evaluate and Improve Its 
Effectiveness:  The General 
Program will assist the I&IDC 
Subcommittee and its work groups 
to conduct meetings and prepare 
any needed NPDES permit reports 
and work plans related to this 
component.  This includes 
assisting with the development of 
annual General Program budgets.  
The following activities are offered 
as examples of how the 
effectiveness of this component 
may be evaluated: 
• Evaluate the information being 

submitted by ACCWP agencies 
as part of the annual reports. 

• Survey businesses on how the 
effectiveness of outreach and 
inspection activities described 
in this component and its 
performance standards. 

• Evaluate the Regional Board 
staff’s reviews of the 
ACCWP’s performance in this 
area. 
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SECTION 4  POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN 
 
As a result of its 1998 assessment of 
water bodies in the Bay Area, the 
Regional Board listed San Francisco Bay 
as impaired due to the following 
pollutants:  diazinon, mercury, 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), 
copper, nickel, chlordane, DDT, 
dieldrin, and selenium.  The U.S. EPA 
subsequently added dioxin-like 
compounds as one of the bay’s impairing 
pollutants; listed several creeks in 
Alameda County as impaired by 
diazinon; and listed Lake Merritt as 
impaired due to litter and low dissolved 
oxygen.  
 
To address the contribution of these 
pollutants from stormwater, the Program 
is developing pollutant reduction plans 
(PRPs).  PRPs provide a comprehensive 
list of actions the Program will take to 
further reduce the discharge of impairing 
pollutants that are the highest priority for 
the Regional Board:  diazinon, mercury, 
copper, and PCBs (see Appendix C).  
This section of the Plan provides 
information on each of these pollutants, 
including, problem definition, sources, 
challenges, and the Program’s approach 
to reducing the level of these pollutants 
in stormwater.  Other pollutant reduction 
plans will be developed as needed.  
 

DIAZINON  

Problem Definition 
Diazinon is a widely used 
organophosphate insecticide that has 
been detected in creeks throughout the 
Bay Area.  During storm events, the 
concentration of diazinon in local creeks 
is often high enough to be toxic to some 

species of aquatic life.  For example, 
71% of stormwater samples collected 
from Bay Area creeks were lethal to a 
small crustacean, Ceriodaphnia dubia, 
and Toxicity Identification Evaluations 
(TIEs) have determined that diazinon 
was the primary cause of this toxicity 
(Katznelson, 1997).  C. dubia is a 
standard U.S. EPA test species, and 
although it is not a resident species in 
local creeks, toxicity to C. dubia 
suggests that other aquatic insects that 
inhabit local creeks could also be 
adversely affected by the presence of 
diazinon. Based on the prevalence of 
stormwater toxicity and the results of the 
TIEs, the U.S. EPA listed Alameda, San 
Leandro, and San Lorenzo creeks as 
impaired by diazinon.  
 
U.S. EPA has banned the sale of 
diazinon for urban use after 2004 due to 
concerns regarding potential 
environmental and human health 
impacts.  However, the application of 
diazinon will be allowed to continue 
until the stock of diazinon sold prior to 
the end of 2004 has been depleted.  
Therefore, the level of diazinon in 
stormwater may continue to exceed toxic 
concentrations for several years after its 
sale is banned. 
 
Diazinon is not the only insecticide 
found in Bay Area creeks.  Other 
commonly used insecticides, such as 
chlorpyrifos, carbaryl, and malathion, 
also have been detected and may be 
contributing to toxicity. As diazinon and 
other insecticides such as chlorpyrifos 
are banned, other insecticides will be 
used in their place.  The replacement 
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pesticides may cause equal or increased 
toxicity in stormwater discharges.  

Sources 
The primary source of diazinon in 
Alameda County creeks is stormwater 
runoff from urbanized areas.  Diazinon 
is applied by both professional and non-
professional applicators. About half of 
the estimated 30,000 pounds of diazinon 
used in Alameda County in 1995 was 
applied by residents who purchased the 
product at retail outlets. The remainder 
was applied by commercial pest control 
applicators.  The most common target 
pests were ants, fleas, and spiders 
(Scanlin and Cooper, 1997). 
 
Although improper use or disposal may 
account for some of the diazinon in 
stormwater, recent studies suggest that a 
major source is use in accordance with 
label directions (Scanlin and Feng, 
1997).  Only a small amount of pesticide 
causes toxicity in creeks, therefore, even 
proper use could account for the toxic 
concentrations observed.  For example, 
Scanlin and Feng (1997) often observed 
toxic concentrations in a creek where it 
was estimated that only 0.3% of the 
diazinon used in a small, urbanized 
watershed ended up in the creek.  This 
percentage of pesticide entering runoff is 
what would be expected for runoff from 
proper use.  For example, Balogh and 
Walker (1992), in a study of agricultural 
runoff, estimated the maximum runoff 
rate for most pesticides under normal 
conditions at between 0.5% and 1% of 
the total quantity applied, and initial 
results of a study to assess diazinon 
runoff from urban sites suggests that 
pesticide runoff from these sites is of 
about the same proportion as in 
agricultural applications (ACCWP).  

Challenges 
There are major regulatory, economic, 
social and technical obstacles to 
significantly reducing the level of 
insecticides in stormwater runoff. 
Following is a brief description of some 
of these obstacles. 
 
Regulatory Obstacles:  Nationally, 
insecticides are regulated under the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and 
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA).  The criterion 
for acceptability under FIFRA is that 
“the insecticide does not cause 
unreasonable adverse effects to people 
or the environment when it is used 
according to the product label directions 
and restrictions” [emphasis added].  
Under FIFRA, the economic benefit is 
weighed against the environmental 
impact when determining what is 
“unreasonable”.  Under the Clean Water 
Act, however, the water quality standard 
is much more restrictive and is stated as 
“no toxics in toxic amounts”.  The effect 
of this discrepancy is that one office of 
U.S. EPA may allow the use of an 
insecticide, while another office may 
require the development of a TMDL to 
address a water quality impairment due 
to its use.   
 
In California, the use of insecticides is 
also regulated by the California 
Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(CDPR), and with the exception of some 
very limited authority granted to the 
county agricultural commissioner, local 
government is prohibited from 
regulating insecticide use (section 
11501.1 of the California Code of 
Regulations).  
 
Economic Obstacles:  Pest control is a 
big business. Based on the estimated 
15,000 pounds of diazinon (active 
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ingredient) sold annually, retail sales in 
Alameda County are in the 
neighborhood of $250,000 annually for 
diazinon alone. In addition to retail 
sales, there are approximately 50,000 
licensed applications of diazinon for 
structural and landscape pest control in 
Alameda County every year (Scanlin 
and Cooper, 1997).  Assuming an 
average per-application cost of $50, this 
use would generate over $2 million 
annually. Considering the financial 
resources available to the pesticide 
industry, it would be difficult for the 
Program to compete effectively through 
the use of public outreach/advertising.  
 
Social Obstacles:  Some people do not 
like bugs, and view one spider or ant 
around their house as one too many.  
This strongly ingrained perception is 
difficult to alter.  Many people will still 
choose to use insecticides even if they 
are aware of the harm it causes aquatic 
ecosystems.  
 
Technical Obstacles:  Preventing the 
improper use or disposal of diazinon will 
not solve the problem. Previous and 
ongoing studies (Scanlin and Feng, 
1997; and ACCWP) indicate that a 
significant portion of diazinon applied 
according to label directions moves off-
site and eventually ends up in creeks. 
Many other insecticides migrate in a 
similar fashion. An effective solution 
must involve the development of an 
insecticide formulation that does not 
migrate from the site of application or 
one that is toxic only to the target pest.  
 
Direct treatment of runoff to reduce 
diazinon or other insecticides is 
impractical for two main reasons. It is 
difficult to treat a large volume of water 
in a short period of time as occurs during 

storm events. Furthermore, diazinon in 
its dissolved form causes toxicity and it 
is not readily removed by the usual 
filtration or settling technologies.   

Program’s Approach 
Lead by Example:  Although municipal 
use accounts for a small fraction of the 
insecticides used in the county, the 
member agencies believe they should set 
an example by ensuring that they 
minimize risk to the environment and 
human health.  Their first step is to 
conduct a review of annual insecticide 
use to determine the quantity used and 
the targeted insects.  The next step is to 
evaluate the audit results to determine if 
additional actions could be taken to 
minimize risk.  The results of the audit 
and evaluation will be submitted to the 
Regional Board.  Member agencies will 
review existing practices, policies and 
ordinances to determine where 
improvements can be made to minimize 
risk to the environment and human 
health to the maximum extent 
practicable.  If it is determined that they 
are not adequate, additional or revised 
policies or ordinances will be adopted.  
A summary of the review and 
recommended revisions will be 
submitted to the Regional Board.  
 
Outreach to Residents:  Advertising 
Campaigns over the past four years the 
Program has spent over $500,000 on 
outreach campaigns aimed at reducing 
the use of insecticides.  For example, the 
Program participated in the Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association’s (BASMAA) regional 
television advertising campaign “When 
Ants Invade,” which promoted less toxic 
pest control practices and won a national 
advertising industry award. The Program 
has also funded radio, billboard and 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



SECTION 4 

F:\Al2x\Al22.06\SWQMP Final\SWQMP.doc  February 19, 2003 
 

4 - 4 

newspaper ads. The Program will 
continue to employ various media to 
reach residential audiences and 
encourage the use of a less toxic, 
integrated pest management (IPM) 
approach.  
 
Point of Purchase Campaign The 
Program is participating in the 
innovative “Our Water, Our World” IPM 
campaign.  Through the campaign the 
Program encourages stores that sell 
insecticides to also stock and promote 
the sale of less-toxic alternatives.  Over 
20 stores in the county are currently 
participating.  The Program will 
aggressively market the IPM campaign 
to other stores with the goal of having at 
least 40 stores participating within the 
next two years. Through the distribution 
of printed material and information on 
its website, the Program will promote 
the IPM campaign to residents 
 
Distribution of Informational Material 
The Program has printed and distributed 
over 250,000 pesticide-related 
brochures, fact sheets and informational 
guides.  These materials are distributed 
by the Program and its member 
agencies.  The Program has been 
constructing and staffing a stormwater 
exhibit at the County Fair for the past 
seven years and has maintained a booth 
at the Home and Garden show twice a 
year.  Member agencies have been 
distributing material at their offices and 
at events such as watershed festivals and 
Earth Day fairs.  The Program will 
continue these activities and will also 
distribute material through its website 
(www.cleanwaterprogram.com).   
 
Outreach to Commercial Facilities:  
Some commercial facilities hire licensed 
applicators or self- apply insecticides. 

Through the Industrial/Commercial 
Discharge Control Component of the 
Program, the municipalities will conduct 
outreach to selected business sectors.  
The Program will develop or adapt 
outreach materials that are appropriate 
for specific business sectors.  These 
materials will be distributed by the 
municipalities as part of their regular 
inspection programs.  The Program 
intends to target retail food 
establishments in Fiscal Year 2001/02.  
 
Partner with Licensed Pest Control 
Applicators:  Licensed pest control 
applicators apply approximately half of 
the diazinon used in Alameda County 
(Scanlin and Cooper, 1997).  Any 
successful effort to minimize the 
environmental impact associated with 
insecticide use will need to have the 
support of the licensed applicators.  The 
Program is committed to working with 
the licensed applicators to develop an 
approach that will allow them to 
maintain their profitability and provide 
an effective service to their customers in 
a way that minimizes environmental 
impacts.  The Program will contact 
licensed applicators in the county, and 
will work (with those who are willing) to 
set up a program to minimize water 
quality impacts from structural pest 
control applications.  The Program will 
attempt to coordinate this effort with 
other programs such as the Bio-Integral 
Resource Center.  
 
Partner with Other Agencies:  County 
Agricultural Commission The Alameda 
County Agricultural Commission 
(Commission) has been very involved in 
the effort to reduce environmental 
impacts of insecticide use.  
Representatives of the Commission have 
attended the Urban Pesticide Committee 
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and other related meetings.  The 
Program will coordinate with the 
Commission in the development of 
outreach efforts, particularly for licensed 
applicators.  
 
Household Hazardous Waste There are 
three permanent household hazardous 
waste (HHW) facilities in Alameda 
County.  The Program has coordinated 
with the HHW program in the past and 
will continue to coordinate with the 
HHW program to promote the proper 
disposal of insecticides.  
 
Monitoring and Special Studies: The 
Program has taken a lead in evaluating 
the sources of diazinon in stormwater in 
the Bay Area.  In fact, one of the 
Program’s studies, Scanlin and Feng 
(1997), was cited extensively in U.S. 
EPA’s diazinon reregistration (U.S. 
EPA, 1999). The Program will continue 
its effort to provide information that will 
assist in the development of effective 
control measures. 
 
Develop an Application/Runoff Model The 
Program is in the process of developing a 
computer model of the application and runoff 
of insecticides from an urban area.  Certain 
insecticides or formulations of insecticides 
may be more likely to be transported by 
stormwater.  The SWMM-based model uses 
properties such as water solubility, vapor 
pressure, and environmental persistence to 
predict stormwater impacts of insecticide use.  
The Program believes that the model will be 
useful as a tool to evaluate the impact of 
alternative control strategies as well as in 

evaluating the potential impacts of 
insecticides that will replace diazinon. 
 
Track Trends in Diazinon 
Concentrations and Stormwater Toxicity 
The Program will continue to track 
diazinon concentrations and toxicity in 
stormwater runoff to assess the 
effectiveness of its control activities and 
monitor the effect of the diazinon ban.  
A detailed sampling plan will be 
included in the Program’s Long Term 
Monitoring Plan (draft available, August 
2001). 
 
Participate in the Regulatory Process:  
The Program will coordinate with 
BASMAA, the California Stormwater 
Quality Task Force, and the Urban 
Pesticide Committee to provide data, 
express concerns, and request 
consideration of its issues in U.S. EPA’s 
and CDPR’s insecticide registration 
decisions.  

 
 

MERCURY 

Problem Definition 
Human exposure to mercury has been 
shown to cause damage to the liver, 
kidneys, brain and central nervous 
system; resulting in loss of physical 
coordination, mental retardation 
blindness and even death. Developing 
fetuses and young children are especially 
susceptible to poisoning. 
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The National Academy of Sciences1 
(NAS) recently completed an 
independent study of the toxicological 
effects of methyl mercury to assist the 
U.S. EPA.  Fish consumption is the 
major source of human exposure to 
methyl mercury in the U.S. The study 
found that chronic, low-level prenatal 
methyl mercury exposure from maternal 
consumption of fish has been associated 
with poor performance by offspring on 
neurobehavioral tests.  The study found 
that these neurodevelopmental deficits 
are the most sensitive, well-documented 
effects of low-level, chronic exposure to 
methyl mercury.  While the majority of 
the U.S. population has a low risk of 
adverse effects from methyl mercury 
exposure, individuals who regularly 
consume fish may have high methyl 
mercury exposure and demonstrate 
observable effects.  The study also 
concluded “because of the beneficial 
effects of fish consumption, the long-
term goal needs to be a reduction in the 
concentrations of MeHg in fish rather 
than a replacement of fish in the diet by 
other foods.  In the interim, the best 
method of maintaining fish consumption 
and minimizing Hg [mercury] exposure 
is the consumption of fish known to 
have lower MeHg concentrations.”   

 
Analysis of fish tissue samples 
conducted on fish caught in the San 
Francisco Bay between 1994 and 1997 
showed that concentrations of mercury 
exceeded established screening levels, 
suggesting potential health concerns for 
consumers of Bay fishes (Davis, 1998).  
Subsequent to the 1994 fish sampling, 
the California Office of Environmental 
Health and Hazard Assessment issued an 
interim Fish Consumption Advisory for 
all of San Francisco Bay, partly based on 
mercury concentrations.  

Sources and Loadings 
Mercury is used in the manufacturing of 
such items as thermometers, fluorescent 
lamps, batteries, paints, and other 
household products. Of particular 
importance to the Bay Area is the 
presence of several large natural deposits 
of mercury within the San Francisco Bay 
watershed. Much of this mercury was 
mined during and after the Gold Rush 
for use in mining operations.  
 
The two largest sources of mercury to 
Bay waters are inflow from Central 
Valley watersheds and remobilization of 
Bay sediment, which account for 46% 
and 38% of the total load respectively 
(see Table 4-1). Much of the mercury in 

Table 4-1: Estimated Annual Loadings of Mercury to San Francisco Bay 
 

Source Estimate of Annual Load 
(kg/yr) 

  
Central Valley Watershed Sources 607 
Within Basin Watershed Sources 168 
Atmospheric Deposition 15 
Sediment Remobilization 500 
Wastewater Discharge 44 
  
Total 1304 
(Modified from Abu-Saba and Tang, 2000) 
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these two sources is a remnant of its 
historic use in amalgamating gold.  
 
The next largest category of sources of 
mercury to Bay Waters, is input from 
local watersheds, which accounts for 
approximately 13% of the total load.  
This category encompasses numerous 
sources, the largest being mercury from 
the New Almaden mining area in Santa 
Clara County that accounts for about 
30% of the load from local watersheds 
(that is, 4% of total Bay load). Other 
sources contributing to the load from 
local watersheds include air deposition 
and soil erosion. Local sources 
contributing to air deposition are not 
well quantified but significant sources 
are believed to include crematoria, 
cement processing plants, stationary and 
mobile sources of fossil fuel combustion, 
and broken fluorescent lamps.  Some 
portion of this mercury is deposited on 
urbanized surfaces in the county and 
flows to the Bay in stormwater runoff. 

Challenges 
Reducing levels of mercury in 
stormwater discharges poses a number 
of regulatory and technical challenges. 
Following is a brief description of some 
of these challenges.  
 
Regulatory Obstacles:  Many of the 
sources contributing mercury to 
stormwater runoff are beyond the control 
of local government, for example, some 
of the mercury is from global sources, 
and some is from local air sources, such 
as cement processing plants and 
crematoria that are regulated by the 
California Air Resources Board.   The 
California Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) under the 
Universal Waste Rule regulates the 

recycling and disposal of fluorescent 
lamps.  
 
Technical Obstacles:  Because mercury 
bioaccumulates in the food web, minute 
quantities of mercury in water and 
sediment can be hazardous. As with 
other pollutants, removing these minute 
quantities of mercury from a large 
volume of water in a short period of time 
poses a significant challenge.  In 
addition, standard treatment 
technologies such as detention basins 
and wetland treatment systems may 
actually increase the methylation of 
mercury.  This would exacerbate the 
problem because methyl mercury is the 
form that bioaccumulates in fish the 
most rapidly.  
 
Program’s Approach 
Focus on Fluorescent Lamps:  
Fluorescent lamps contain a small 
amount of mercury with most current 
generation lamps containing from 10 to 
21 mg/bulb.  Abu-Saba and Tang (2000) 
estimate that 13 million fluorescent 
lamps are disposed of each year in the 
Bay Area and from this 10-130 kg/year 
of mercury is released to the 
environment.  Recycling technology is 
available, and the Regional Board staff 
has concluded that the recycling of 
fluorescent lamps is “one of the most 
effective, readily implementable 
measures” to reduce the discharge of 
mercury to the Bay (Abu-Saba and 
Tang, 2000). 
Lead by Example As is the case with the 
use of insecticides, municipalities use 
only a tiny fraction of the fluorescent 
lamps used in the Bay Area.  However, 
the member agencies believe they should 
set an example for county residents and 
businesses by ensuring that they 
minimize the risk to the environment 
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and human health.  The agencies first 
step will be to conduct a review of their 
current practices regarding the recycling 
or disposal of fluorescent lamps.  The 
next step will be to evaluate the results 
of the survey to determine if these 
practices could be revised to minimize 
the risk of mercury release to the 
environment.  The results of the survey 
and evaluation will be submitted to the 
Regional Board. 
 
Outreach to Businesses The commercial 
sector is the largest user of fluorescent 
lamps. Therefore, the Program will 
target its initial outreach effort towards 
businesses.  The Program will work with 
the business community to identify 
current fluorescent lamp recycling and 
disposal practices and potential obstacles 
to increasing the level of recycling.  The 
Program plans to work with the 
commercial sector and relevant entities 
such as the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), the 
Household Hazardous Waste program, 
recycling facilities, and the Regional 
Board to minimize obstacles and provide 
incentives for recycling.  The Program 
will also develop or adopt outreach 
material and distribute it to businesses, 
either through direct mail or in 
conjunction with the municipalities’ 
Industrial/Commercial inspection 
program.  
 
Support Changes to Fluorescent Lamp 
Regulations Current regulations allow 
businesses to dispose of up to 25 
fluorescent lamps at a time as solid 
waste.  The Program will attempt to 
work with DTSC and other agencies to 
support and encourage changes to 
regulations that would promote 
increased recycling of fluorescent lamps.  

Coordinate with Green Business 
Program The Green Business Program 
(GBP) helps businesses comply with 
environmental regulations, and then go 
beyond compliance to conserve energy, 
water and other resources, and reduce 
pollution and waste 
(www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/enviro/gbus/
gb.html).  The Program has been a major 
supporter of the GBP for several years, 
and will coordinate with them to 
promote the recycling of fluorescent 
lamps at GBP facilities.  
 
Coordinate with Household Hazardous 
Waste  There are three permanent 
household hazardous waste (HHW) 
facilities in Alameda County.  The 
Program will coordinate with the HHW 
program to promote the recycling of 
fluorescent lamps and other mercury 
containing products. 
 
Other Mercury Related Efforts: 
Participate in the Regulatory Process  
The Program has been an active 
participant in the Regional Board’s 
Mercury Council and will continue to 
support the Regional Board’s effort to 
develop a reasonable approach to 
solving the mercury problem in the Bay.  
The Program will also coordinate with 
BASMAA and the California 
Stormwater Quality Task Force to 
develop or support legislation that will 
help reduce levels of mercury in the 
Bay.  
 
Track Trends in Mercury Concentrations 
in Creek Sediment  During FY 2000/01 
the Program conducted an extensive 
survey of mercury levels in creek and 
storm drain sediments throughout the 
county (Gunther, et al., 2001).  During 
FY 2001/01 the Program will conduct a 
follow up survey.  The Program will 
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continue its effort to develop 
information that will assist in the 
development of effective control 
measures. The Program is in the process 
of developing a long-term monitoring 
plan that will incorporate sediment 
sampling for mercury.  A detailed 
sampling plan will be included in the 
Program’s Long Term Monitoring Plan 
(draft available, August 2001). 

COPPER 

Problem Definition 
At very low concentrations, copper is 
beneficial to aquatic organisms, but at 
higher concentrations it can be 
extremely toxic.  This toxicity to aquatic 
life can occur at levels that are not 
harmful to humans.    
 
The Bay is currently listed as impaired 
due to copper.  However, recent studies 
have suggested that the Bay should not 
be listed as impaired, and the Regional 
Board has indicated that copper may be 
removed from the list of impairing 
pollutants on the condition that activities 
are undertaken to prevent increases in 
discharges of copper.   
 
 

Sources and Loadings 
Copper is a naturally occurring element 
that is found in many everyday items, 
including products associated with 
building construction, electronic 
equipment, automobiles, and agriculture.  
There are a number of significant 
sources for copper loadings to Bay, but 
the most significant is automotive 
vehicle usage.  Automobile emissions 
often contain small amounts of copper.  
More significantly, brake pads can 

contain as much as 20% copper by 
weight.  Recent research suggests that 
brake pad wear may be the largest single 
contributor of copper to the Bay, adding 
as much as 40% of the copper in 
stormwater runoff (Regional Water 
Quality Control Plant, 1997). 
 
Another potentially significant source of 
copper to urban runoff is from its use in 
building construction.  The use of copper 
materials in ornamental applications, 
gutters, down-spouts, roofs, and algae-
resistant treatments for shingles all have 
the potential for contributing copper to 
stormwater runoff.  Additional 
significant sources of copper loadings to 
the Bay include industrial and 
wastewater discharges; the use of copper 
in agricultural operations and water 
treatment systems; and the erosion of 
native soils, which contain small 
quantities of copper.  

Challenges 
Reducing copper levels in stormwater 
offers challenges similar to reducing 
diazinon and mercury for both source 
control and treatment.  For example, the 
largest source of copper to stormwater is 
believed to be brake-pad wear.  As local 
government agents, Program members 
are not able to regulate the 
manufacturing or use of brake pads.  
Treatment is also problematic since the 
dissolved form of copper causes toxicity 
and occasionally exceeds the chronic 
water quality standard.  As with 
diazinon, dissolved constituents cannot 
be removed by standard treatment 
technologies, which rely on filtration or 
settling of particulates.  
 
 

Program’s Approach 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



SECTION 4 

F:\Al2x\Al22.06\SWQMP Final\SWQMP.doc  February 19, 2003 
 

4 - 10 

Brake Pad Partnership: The Brake Pad 
Partnership is a nationwide effort to 
reduce the level of copper in brake pads. 
A coalition including stormwater 
programs, brake pad manufacturers, and 
the U.S. EPA are working together to 
find a solution.  The partnership was 
initiated in the Bay Area, and the 
Program was one of its initial sponsors.  
The Program continues to support the 
effort and believes it is the best approach 
to addressing the problem.  
 
Copper in Building Materials:  Barron 
(2000) estimated that 20% of the copper 
in runoff from the Palo Alto (CA) area 
was from the use of copper in building 
materials.  This was partly associated 
with a large number of luxury homes 
being constructed in that area at this 
time.  The conditions in Alameda 
County may be quite different.  
However, the Program believes that this 
source of copper is worth looking into, 
since it could be significant and is one of 
the few areas where local governments 
have the potential to initiate a source 
control effort.  The first step the 
Program will take will be to review 
construction practices in the county to 
assess their potential copper 
contribution.  Based on the results of the 
assessment, municipalities will review 
and revise their practices if appropriate.   
 
Municipal Maintenance Activities:  
Street sweeping has the potential to 
remove some of the copper from brake 
pad wear and other sources.  The 
municipalities will continue their street 
sweeping activities in accordance with 
the municipal maintenance performance 
standards.  
 
Monitoring and Special Studies:  The 
Program will continue to track the 

concentration of copper in stormwater 
runoff in accordance with its Long Term 
Monitoring Plan (draft available in 
August 2001), the Program will conduct 
field studies or literature reviews as 
necessary to assist with the development 
and implementation of control measures. 
The Program also is contributing 
funding to the North Bay Copper and 
Nickel Study to investigate the effects of 
copper on aquatic life.  

POLYCHLORINATED 
BIPHENYLS 

Problem Definition 
U.S. EPA lists Polychlorinated 
Biphenyls (PCBs) as a potential 
carcinogen.  Additionally, PCBs are 
suspected of having negative impacts on 
the human immune system, reproductive 
system, nervous system, endocrine 
system, and digestive system (additional 
health effects information available at 
http://www.epa.gov/opptintr/pcb/effects.htm). 
Although their manufacture is now 
banned in the United States, PCBs 
continue to pose a serious risk due to 
their persistence in the environment. 
 
PCBs accumulate in fatty tissue, hence 
organisms with a higher fat content will 
tend to accumulate more PCBs than 
organisms with a lower fat content.  This 
is important to human health in that 
several of the more common food fishes 
in the Bay (e.g., striped bass, white 
croaker) are marked by relatively high 
fat content.  Sampling conducted on Bay 
food fishes between 1994 and 1997 
showed that concentrations of PCBs in 
fish tissue exceeded screening values, 
suggesting potential health concerns for 
consumers of these fishes (Davis et al., 
1998).  Subsequent to the 1994 fish 
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sampling, the California Office of 
Environmental Health and Hazard 
Assessment issued an interim fish 
consumption advisory for all of San 
Francisco Bay, partly based on PCB 
concentrations found in Bay fishes.  
 
Sources and Loading 
PCBs were used in the past in a number 
of industrial and commercial 
applications; most importantly as 
coolants, lubricants, and insulators in 
electrical equipment such as 
transformers and capacitors.  
Additionally, PCBs at one time found 
many other uses in products such as 
paints, sealants, preservatives, and fire 
retardants. 

 
In the mid-1960s, questions regarding 
the widespread presence of PCBs and 
their potential health impacts began to 
raise concern.  Commercial production 
and import of PCBs into this country 
was banned by the U.S. EPA in 1979, 
though some manufacture of “closed 
system” products (having little potential 
for escape of PCBs from the system) 
was allowed to continue.  By 1984, 
virtually all manufacture and distribution 
of products containing detectable levels 
of PCBs was banned by the U.S. EPA 
(Hetzel, 2000). 
 
As with mercury, a large source of PCBs 
to the Bay water and biota is 
contaminated Bay sediment.  The 
Regional Monitoring Program’s 
sampling effort has detected areas of 
contaminated sediment adjacent to 
heavily industrialized land use.  Of 
particular interest to the Program are 
elevated concentrations found in the 
Oakland Estuary, San Leandro Bay, and 
Emeryville Crescent.  
 

Additional contaminated sediment may 
still be moving towards the Bay from 
contaminated sites within local 
watersheds.  An initial survey of creek 
and storm drain sediment conducted in 
2000 found a few sites with elevated 
concentrations (Gunther, et al., 2001).  A 
follow-up study will be conducted in 
2001 to determine if sources can be 
identified.  

Challenges 
The immediate obstacle to addressing 
PCB contamination is that the sources 
are dispersed and largely unidentified.  

Program’s Approach 
Monitoring and Special Studies:  The 
first step in addressing the discharge of 
PCBs in stormwater is to develop a 
better understanding of sources within 
the county.  To do this the Program has 
initiated a multi-year study of the level 
of PCBs in creek and storm drain 
sediments throughout the county.  A 
report on the initial round of sampling 
has been completed (Gunther et al., 
2001).  Follow-up sampling upstream of 
sites where elevated concentrations were 
found will be conducted during FY 
2001-2001.  
 
Participate in the Regulatory Process:  
The Program has been participating 
actively in the Regional Board’s TMDL 
stakeholder process and will continue to 
do so.  
 
 Notes 
                         
1 National Research Council. 2000. Toxicological 
Effects of Methylmercury. Prepublication copy. 
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SECTION 5  PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
 

Performance standards that are 
implemented by member agencies exist 
for the following five areas of the Plan: 
 
• Public Information and Participation 
• Municipal Maintenance Activities 
• New Development and Construction 

Controls 
• Illicit Discharge Controls, and 
• Industrial and Commercial 

Discharge Controls 
 
These performance standards define a 
large part of what each member agency 
must do to implement the Plan and 
comply with the NPDES permit.  In 
addition, the Plan’s Pollutant Reduction 
Plans for specific impairing pollutants 
also describe what the member agencies 
need to do to implement the Plan.  It is 
expected that agency-led activities in the 
Pollutant Reduction Plans that prove 
worthwhile for long-term 
implementation will eventually be 
integrated into the performance 
standards. 

CHANGES FROM PREVIOUS 
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
 
The following performance standards 
are generally the same as during the 
previous SWMP.  Some relatively minor 
modifications have been made to clarify 
and improve the performance standards.  
For example, the performances standards 
for Municipal Maintenance have been 
reduced and simplified by eliminating 
details about Best Management Practices 
and by retaining the more substantive 
sections that describe what the 
performance standards are intended to 
accomplish.  A more substantive change 

was to move requirements for insect 
management from these performance 
standards to the Pollutant Reduction 
Plans.  This change reflects the priority 
that will be placed on controlling the use 
of insecticides, the still developing 
approach for controlling insecticides and 
the need to involve all of the 
departments within the member agencies 
in minimizing insecticide usage.   
 
The improvements in the performance 
standards reflect the collective 
experience of everyone who has been 
implementing the performance 
standards.  Each of the proposed changes 
was discussed at length by the 
subcommittee that is directly involved in 
helping the member agencies to 
understand and implement the 
performance standards. 

OPPORTUNITY TO PROPOSE 
ALTERNATIVE PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 
 
As the Program continues to evolve, it is 
becoming increasingly important to 
recognize agency and watershed-specific 
differences.  In order to allow 
appropriate tailoring and improvement 
of the performance standards, each 
agency retains the flexibility to propose 
alternative performance standards for its 
use that will accomplish equivalent or 
better water quality improvements than 
the area-wide performance standards 
described in the subsequent sections.  
Alternative agency-specific performance 
standards must be submitted in writing 
to the Regional Board’s Executive 
Officer, and the alternative performance 
standards will not become effective until 
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approved by the Executive Officer, and 
that approval will be presumed unless it 
is rejected in writing within 90 days of 
submittal. 
 

FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT 
RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
Some of the performance standards are 
appropriate for the Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District (District) and Zone 7 of the 
District, and others are not.  For 
example, the ACFC&WCD and Zone 7 
do not conduct business inspection, nor 
do they sweep streets.  Performance 
standards that each city, the county, 
ACFC&WCD and Zone 7 are 
responsible for implementing use the 
term “agency(ies)” in the performance 
standard.  Performance standards that 
each city and the county are responsible 
for implementing, but not the District 
and Zone 7 of the District, use the term 
“municipality(ies).” 
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PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION 
 

I. PARTICIPATION IN PI/P 
SUBCOMMITTEE AND 
GENERAL PROGRAM 
ACTIVITIES 

 
1. Each agency will designate a 

person responsible for 
implementing its Public 
Information/Participation (PI/P) 
activities and for acting as a liaison 
with the PI/P Subcommittee.  This 
designated person will stay 
sufficiently informed by attending 
Subcommittee meetings or using 
other means to participate 
constructively in PI/P 
Subcommittee decisions and 
activities. 

 
2. Each agency will chair the PI/P 

Subcommittee on a rotating basis 
so that the burden of providing 
leadership for the Program is 
shared in an equitable manner 
among all of the agencies. 

 
3. Each agency will complete its PI/P 

quarter or semiannual deliverable 
reports within the schedule 
established by the General 
Program. 

 
II. INTERNAL AGENCY 

COMMUNICATION AND 
TRAINING 

 
City Staff and Officials 
 
Each agency is responsible for 
identifying, developing, and 
communicating information about the 
Program so that its clean water staff, 
new employees involved with the 
Program, agency managers, and elected 

officials are well informed about their 
role in implementing the Program and 
the Program’s requirements and 
progress.  Each agency will provide 
information at least annually to these 
targeted groups.   
 

Procedures and Training for 
Handling Telephone Calls from 
the Public about Stormwater 
 

• Each agency will have a 
procedure that it follows for 
answering and efficiently routing 
stormwater related telephone 
calls to the appropriate municipal 
staff for handling. 

 
• Agency staff assigned to 

answering or responding to 
telephone calls will be trained 
and familiar with the established 
procedures. 

 
III. USE OF PROGRAM 

OUTREACH 
 
As described in Task 5 of the PIP 
component work plan (Section 3), the 
General Program will be responsible for 
conducting surveys to evaluate the 
effectiveness of public education and 
outreach efforts implemented by the 
member agencies and by the General 
Program. 
 
Distribution of Program 
Information Pieces 
 
• Each agency will be responsible for 

identifying, in a written plan 
maintained at its offices, how it will 
distribute copies of General 
Program informational materials.  

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



SECTION 5 

F:\Al2x\Al22.06\SWQMP Final\SWQMP.doc  February 19, 2003 
 

5 - 4 

This plan will be available to the 
Regional Board upon request. 

 
• Within two years of receiving its 

allotment from the General 
Program, each agency will have the 
goal of completing distribution of 
these materials to the target 
audience.  Approximately one-half 
or more of the materials should be 
distributed within twelve months of 
receiving the allotment. 

 
• Each agency will be responsible for 

tracking its inventory of General 
Program educational materials in 
order to be able to determine the 
need to re-order. 

 
Storm Drain Inlet Stencils and 
Signs 
 

• Each municipality will have 
stenciled or in some other ways 
signed ninety percent of its 
municipality-owned storm drain 
inlets or conducted activities that 
are demonstrably equivalent in 
terms of achieving awareness by 
residents that materials should not 
be disposed down storm drains.  
Demonstrably equivalent means 
that the municipality will provide 
examples of comparable 
alternative activities or have 
available a valid survey to show 
that its residents are as aware of 
where storm drains lead as are 
residents in comparable 
communities with stencils or signs.  
A description of the demonstrably 
equivalent activities must be 
submitted in writing and approved 
in advance by the Regional Board's 
Executive Officer, and this 
approval will be presumed unless 

disapproved in writing within 90 
days of its submittal. 

 
• As a goal all stencils and signs 

installed will be maintained 
sufficiently to be readable. 

 
• In order to provide an educational 

opportunity, each municipality will 
optimize the use of local 
volunteers to assist with the 
stenciling or signage activities. 

 
IV. AGENCIES' COMMUNITY 

OUTREACH PROGRAM 
 
General Needs 
 
The community outreach activity must 
be reasonably significant in terms of 
either the level of participation of the 
member agency and/or the number of 
people reached by the event.  
 
Agencies will participate in community 
outreach activities from the areas listed 
below (under A. through F.) for the 
purpose of communicating the general 
stormwater pollution prevention 
message and complementing the General 
Program's specific message(s) for its 
targeted audience(s).  Every other year at 
least one of these activities must be from 
Category F. The following provides the 
number of different activities that will be 
participated in annually: 
 
Over 100,000 in population 
• each municipality will participate in 

eight activities;  
 
Between 50,000 and 100,000 
• each municipality will participate in 

six activities; 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Performance Standards  

F:\Al2x\Al22.06\SWQMP Final\SWQMP.doc  February 19, 2003 
 

5 - 5 

Less than 50,000; Alameda County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation 
District (District); and Zone 7 of District 

• each agency will participate in 
four activities. 

A. Participate in Existing 
Community Events 

 

 Distribute ACCWP information 
by participating in existing 
community events (fairs, 
festivals, exhibits, etc.) held 
within its or a nearby 
jurisdiction.  This participation 
may include the setting up of a 
booth, kiosk display, or other 
creative means of 
communicating the general 
stormwater pollution prevention 
message, using a specific 
message to a target group, or 
make a presentation to a local 
community service group. 

 
B. Plan/Implement New 

Community Events 
 
 Play a major role in planning and 

staging a community or citywide 
event, examples include the 
following: 
• Earth Day or other festival or 

fair; 
• Business mixer; 
• Seminar or target group; 

and/or 
• Contests. 

 
C. Contact Media and Conduct 

Advertising 
 

 Maintain local media contacts 
with local newspaper, radio, and 
television stations to be able to 
communicate the general 
stormwater pollution prevention 

message, complement the 
General Program's specific 
targeted audience(s) and 
message(s) and complement 
regional PI/P activities.  This 
local media contact may include: 
adaptation and/or development 
and distribution of stormwater 
related press releases or use of 
paid advertising including 
advertising in local telephone 
directories. 

 
D. Provide Program 

Information Through Other 
Venues 

 
 The following types of venues 

may be used: 
 - Agency newsletter; 
 - Other municipal newsletter; 
 - Local magazine; 
 - Utility bill inserts; 
 - Mailing to target group; and  
 - WebPages. 

 
E. Develop and Implement 

Integrated Outreach 
Approaches 

 

This area includes activities, such 
as the following: 
• Point of purchase display and 

giveaway; 
• Plan, create and distribute 

videos; 
• Create and stage a play; 
• Develop special displays or 

kiosks for your message 
especially interactive ones 
(such as slides in movie 
theaters); 

• Develop/implement program 
for school curriculum and 
provide equipment; 

• Support and partner with 
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other agencies to increase or 
improve pollution prevention 
capabilities (e.g., helping set 
up oil and/or antifreeze 
collection facilities); and 

• Make and place signs on 
sweepers or other vehicles; 
and 

• Place messages on workers' 
T-shirts. 

 
F. Develop Watershed 

Awareness 
 

This area includes one or more of 
the following types of activities 
that are listed as examples: 
• Identify and support a friends 

of a watershed group and 
encourage creek cleanups (or 
if this is infeasible, lagoon or 
shoreline cleanups) or adopt-
a-creek or other volunteer 
monitoring and resource 
inventorying activities. 

• Conduct a creek cleanup (or 
if this is not feasible, lagoon 
or shoreline cleanups) within 
its jurisdiction on an annual 
basis; and 

• Participate in a local event in 
its jurisdiction or neighboring 
jurisdiction as part of the 
Coastal Commission's annual 
Coastal Clean-Up Day and/or 
as part of Earth Day. 

 
Special Needs 
 
Each municipality will identify whether 
there are any special needs of some of its 
residents.  An example of a special need 
would be if a significant percentage of 
the residents are native speakers of a 
language other than English or Spanish 
who would be able to better participate 

in the municipality's stormwater 
pollution prevention efforts by having 
materials available in their native 
language.   
If a municipality has identified a special 
need not being addressed by the General 
Program, it will, on its own or in 
collaboration with other member 
agencies, develop and distribute 
translated materials or other special 
materials needed to fill the special need. 
 
V. COORDINATION WITH 

SCHOOLS  
 
1. If not being performed by others, 

each municipality will help to 
distribute to schools within its 
jurisdiction information provided 
by the General Program about its 
school outreach activities, such as, 
the Bay Savers, Kids in 
Creeks/Gardens/Marshes/Watershe
ds workshops, and community 
stewardship grants. 

 
2. The General Program will continue 

to develop and produce materials 
for outreach to schools.  Each 
municipality will make these 
materials available to schools in its 
jurisdiction, if not distributed by 
the General Program or other 
methods.  This may include each 
municipality disseminating 
information on how to obtain 
copies of these materials if this is a 
more efficient way to achieve 
distribution. 

 
3. Each municipality will also work 

with the local school district to 
encourage that appropriate 
stormwater pollution prevention 
and aquatic resource protection 
information will be taught to 
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school children within its 
jurisdiction.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



SECTION 5 

F:\Al2x\Al22.06\SWQMP Final\SWQMP.doc  February 19, 2003 
 

5 - 8 

MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE – GENERAL 
 

The following General Performance 
Standards apply to all municipal 
maintenance activities. 
 
I. SPILL RESPONSE 
 
1. If the spill is suspected to be toxic 

or hazardous materials, 
maintenance staff will call the 
public safety dispatcher, 911, 
and/or the local illicit discharge 
coordinator. 

 
2. If non-hazardous materials are 

spilled, maintenance staff will 
contain the spill area immediately 
to prevent additional discharge of 
pollutants into the storm drain 
system and clean as soon as 
practicable. 

 
3. Maintenance staff will report spills 

to, and work with, the agency’s 
illicit discharge coordinator, or 
appropriate party, to determine the 
appropriate follow up response 
(e.g., track the source of the spill 
and identify product labels that 
have a bar code identifying the 
originating agency, contact 
Building and Planning 
Departments, send a clean-up bill 
to the responsible party, etc.). 

 
II.  TRAINING 
 
 Each agency will train employees 

and contractors in the use of the 
Spill Response Performance 
Standards as appropriate.  

 
 
 
III. DISPOSAL OF WASTE 

MATERIAL AND CHEMICALS  
 

1. Each agency will ensure proper 
handling and disposal of material 
removed from streets and storm 
drainage facilities to prevent 
discharges of pollutants to surface 
waters or groundwater. 

 
2. Each agency will dispose of excess 

chemicals at an Alameda County 
Household Hazardous Waste 
Facility or other approved disposal 
location (or recycle the chemical.)  

 
3. Each agency will properly dispose 

of or recycle used 
solvents/chemicals. 

 
IV. CONTRACTORS  
 
1. Each agency shall incorporate the 

municipal maintenance 
performance standards into 
municipal contract specifications.    

 
2. Each agency shall provide 

volunteers and contractors with 
educational material describing the 
Municipal Maintenance 
Performance Standards as 
appropriate.
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MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE – STREET CLEANING 
 

I. STREET CLEANING 
FREQUENCY 

 
1. Each municipality will clean 

streets on at least a monthly 
average unless an alternative 
schedule is approved as described 
in number 2 below.  In calculating 
this average, the number of curb 
miles swept in a fiscal year divided 
by the number of curb miles within 
a municipality will equal twelve or 
greater.  The removal of cars 
should be encouraged by having a 
fixed sweeping schedule.  
Sweeping will be prioritized to 
clean the streets that have been 
found to be typically the dirtiest 
and to conduct sweeping prior to 
the rainy season. 

 
2.  If a municipality chooses to clean 

streets less than on a monthly 
average the rationale for the 
alternative standard must be 
describe in a written action plan.  
The rationale should demonstrate 
that the alternative schedule is 
equivalent in terms of protecting 
water quality as the annual average 
sweeping.  The action plan must be 
submitted to the Regional Board as 
part of the Mid Fiscal Year Report 
or the Annual Report.  The 
alternative standard will not be 
effective until approved by the 
Regional Board’s Executive 
Officer, and that approval will be 
presumed unless it is rejected in 
writing within 90 days of its 
submittal. 

 
 
 

 
II. STREET CLEANING 

OPERATION TO MAXIMIZE 
POLLUTANT REMOVAL 

 
1. Each municipality will utilize, as 

appropriate, the Street Cleaning 
BMPs to maximize pollutant 
removal during sweeping activities.  
When purchasing new sweepers, 
each municipality will review 
alternative equipment and new 
technologies to maximize pollutant 
removal.  

 
III. PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED 

WITH EFFICIENT STREET 
CLEANING 

 
 Getting Parked Cars Off Streets  
  
1. Each municipality will maintain a 

consistent sweeping schedule.  
 
2. Each Agency will utilize, as 

appropriate, the Street Cleaning 
BMPs to keep curbed areas clear 
during street cleaning. 

 
 Removing Large Accumulations of 

Leaves Just Prior to Sweeping  
 
Each municipality will have a leaf 
removal option available to 
residents. The leaf removal may be 
conducted by an entity other than 
the municipality, for example, 
curbside leaf pick up by a waste 
management company.  Each 
municipality will utilize, as 
appropriate, the Street Cleaning 
BMPs for specific leaf handling 
methods.  
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 Maintaining Trees Near Streets  
 
 Each municipality will provide 

operators with adequate resources 
to conveniently report trees 
interfering with street cleaning. 

 
IV. RECORD KEEPING 
 
1. Each municipality will track miles 

swept using a broom odometer or 
by tracking mileage only when 
cleaning (do not include mileage to 
an area). 

 
2. Each municipality will track 

volume or weight of material 
removed.    
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MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE – STORM DRAIN FACILITIES AND 
WATERCOURSES 

 

I. ROUTINE INSPECTION AND 
CLEANING 

 
1.  Each agency will inspect, and clean 

as necessary, storm drainage 
facilities (inlets, culverts, V-ditches, 
pump stations, open channels, and 
watercourses), once a year on 
average unless an alternative 
schedule is approved as described in 
number 2 below.  The inspections 
and needed cleaning will preferably 
occur prior to the rainy season.  In 
calculating this average, some 
facilities may be inspected more than 
once per year and others less than 
once per year. 

 
2.  If an agency chooses to inspect, and 

clean as necessary, storm drainage 
facilities (inlets, culverts, V-ditches, 
pump stations, open channels, and 
watercourses), less than an annual 
average the rationale for the 
alternative standard must be 
described in a written action plan.  
The rationale should demonstrate 
that the alternative schedule is 
equivalent in terms of protecting 
water quality as the annual average 
inspection.  The action plan must be 
submitted to the Regional Board as 
part of the Mid Fiscal Year Report or 
the Annual Report.  The alternative 
standard will not be effective until 
approved by the Regional Board’s 
Executive Officer, and that approval 
will be presumed unless it is rejected 
in writing within 90 days of its 
submittal. 
 
 

3.  When cleaning storm drainage 

facilities, each agency will remove 
the maximum amount of material at 
the nearest access point to minimize 
discharges to watercourses.   

 
4.  Each agency will maintain a storm 

drainage facility inspection and 
maintenance plan.  The Plan 
includes: 

 
a. Schedule for inspecting storm 

drainage facilities; 
 
b. Rational for determining when to 

clean inlets, etc.; 
 
c.  Results of an evaluation to install 

additional screens or grates near 
or in inlets to inhibit discharge of 
litter, but where flooding is not a 
concern; 

 
d. Identification of target areas that 

tend to accumulate excessive 
pollutants for cleaning and/or 
public education; and 

 
e.  Inventory of the storm drain 

system. 
 

5.  Unless provided for in an alternative 
plan approved by the Regional 
Board's Executive Officer, each 
agency will inspect twice a year 
storm drainage facilities that tend to 
accumulate excessive sediment and 
debris: prior to the rainy season to 
prevent flooding and discharge of 
pollutants and after the rainy season 
to remove sediment and debris.  

 
6. Each agency will inspect storm drain 

inlets monthly during the wet season 
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in areas suspected of containing 
illegal dumping, and clean as 
necessary.   

 
II. RECORD KEEPING 
 
1. Each agency will report the 

amount of material removed when 
cleaning storm drainage facilities 
in monthly record keeping forms. 

 
2. Each agency will document and 

track spill incidents and response 
to spill incidents either as 
described in the "Monthly Record 
Keeping Form" or as part of the 
Illicit Discharge Quarterly 
Summary Form. 

 
3. Each agency will document and 

maintain the following records 
monthly for pump stations and 
watercourses: 

 
 a. Areas/sites inspected, 
 b. Silt and vegetation removal 

practices, 
 c. Areas where man-made 

materials are removed, type 
and estimate of quantity or 
weight removed, 

 d. Disposal practices and any 
testing results, 

 e. Spill incidents and follow-up 
actions, 

 f. Application of chemicals (type 
used, areas applied), and 

g. Areas for possible 
improvements. 

 
 
 
 
III. INSPECTION AND 

MAINTENANCE 
 

1. Each agency will inspect pump 
stations after the wet season and 
develop a schedule for 
maintenance activities prior to the 
next wet season. 

 
2.  Each agency will inspect trash 

racks and oil absorbent booms 
during or after significant storms.  
Remove debris in trash racks and 
replace oil absorbent booms as 
needed. 

 
IV. PERMITS AND OTHER 

REGULATORY 
REQUIREMENTS 

 
Each agency will coordinate with 
the California Department of Fish 
and Game, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, and other agencies as 
appropriate in order to comply 
with regulatory requirements prior 
to commencing work. 
 

V. VEGETATION 
 

See procedures in the Municipal 
Maintenance BMP Manual. 
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MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE – CORPORATION YARDS AND 
AUXILIARY STORAGE AREAS 

 

I. GENERAL BMPS 
 
1. Each agency will ensure that 

necessary safety equipment and 
spill containment kits are readily 
accessible in areas where 
chemicals are used, in fueling 
areas, and in areas that have a 
potential for spills.  Each agency 
will inspect safety equipment (eye 
flushing stations, etc.) regularly to 
ensure they are operational.  

 
2. Each agency will assign one 

person the primary responsibility 
for ensuring that BMPs are 
implemented.  This person will 
also be responsible for ensuring 
that all persons using the facility 
are aware of BMPs. 

 
3. Each agency will stencil inlets to 

the storm drainage system with a 
message such as "No Dumping, 
Drains to Bay". 

 
4. Each agency will conduct facility 

surveys annually - possibly in 
conjunction with hazardous 
materials management and/or spill 
prevention inspections. 

 
5. Each agency will have a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) for each corporation 
yard. 

 
6. Each agency will inspect the yard 

routinely to ensure that there are no 
illegal discharges to the storm 
drain system and that during 
storms, pollutant discharges are 
controlled to the maximum extent 

practicable. 
 

7. Each agency will sweep the 
corporation yard.  The agency will 
dispose of material removed from 
streets and storm drainage facilities 
often to eliminate exposure to 
rainwater and runoff to the storm 
drain system. 

 
II. WASHING 

VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT 
 
1. Each agency will clean all 

vehicles/equipment on designated 
wash pad areas or off-site if needed 
so washwater drains to the sanitary 
sewer or is recycled. 

 
2. Each agency will ensure that wash 

pad area and sump are large 
enough so that all washwater 
drains to the sanitary sewer or 
recycling system.  The agency will 
re-grade area if necessary or install 
dikes to convey washwater. 

 
III. REFUSE HOLDING AREAS 
 
 Each agency will store material 

removed from storm drainage 
facilities and streets on a concrete 
or asphalt pad in a contained area.  
The agency will drain liquids to the 
sanitary sewer or allow it to 
evaporate.  If feasible, the agency 
will cover the storage area during 
the rainy season.  

 
 
IV. FUEL DISPENSING AREAS 
 
1. Each agency will store spill 
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containment kits nearby.  If spills 
occur, the agency will use dry 
methods to clean the fueling area 
and follow procedures in the 
Hazardous Materials Business Plan 
(HMBP) and/or Spill Prevention 
Control and Countermeasure Plan. 

 
2. Each agency will maintain signs 

reminding people not to "top off" 
tanks. 

 
3. Appropriate spill equipment will 

be used when mobile fueling is 
implemented. 

 
4. Each agency will cover fuel 

dispensing areas, when feasible.  
The agency will not conduct 
fueling over open ground (ground 
should be covered by concrete or 
asphalt protected with a sealant).  

  
V. CHEMICAL USAGE AND 

STORAGE 
 
1. Each agency will store paint and 

other chemicals in an approved 
covered containment area. If 55-
gallon drums containing hazardous 
materials or wastes are stored 
outside, each agency will keep 
drums in an approved containment 
area.   

 
2. Each agency will minimize use of 

chemicals.  The agency will use 
water-based paints and non-toxic 
chemicals as much as possible. 

 
 
 
VI. FLEET 

MAINTENANCE/VEHICLE 
PARKING AREAS 

 

1. Each agency will minimize leaks 
from vehicles by performing 
routine inspections, repairing 
vehicles with significant leaks, and 
employing drips pans where 
appropriate. 

 
2. Each agency will periodically dry 

sweep the area. 
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MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE – LITTER CONTROL, ROAD REPAIR 
AND GRAFFITI REMOVAL  

 
 

LITTER 
 
1. Each agency will provide an 

adequate number of litter 
receptacles in commercial areas 
and other litter source areas.  
Agencies will make every effort to 
contain litter in receptacles. 

 
2. Each agency will ensure litter 

receptacles are maintained on a 
frequent enough basis to minimize 
or prevent spillage. 

 
3. Each agency will document and 

maintain the following records 
monthly: 

 
 a. Areas targeted for litter 

removal 
 
 b. Total amount of material 

removed 
 
ROAD REPAIR 
 
I.   General  
 
1. Each agency will schedule 

excavation and road maintenance 
activities for dry weather, if 
feasible. 

 
2. Each agency will perform major 

equipment repairs at the 
corporation yard, when practical. 

 
3. When refueling or maintaining 

vehicles and equipment on-site, 
each agency will use a location 
away from storm drain inlets and 
creeks. 

4. Each agency will recycle used 

motor oil, diesel oil, concrete, 
broken asphalt, etc. whenever 
possible. 

 
5. Each agency will contain diesel oil 

used to lubricate or clean 
equipment or parts. 

 
II. ASPHALT/CONCRETE 

REMOVAL 
 

Each agency will utilize, as 
appropriate, the Road Repair 
BMPs for protecting storm drain 
inlets prior to breaking up asphalt 
or concrete.  The agencies will 
clean afterwards by sweeping up as 
much material as possible. 

 
III. PATCHING AND 

RESURFACING 
  
1. Each agency will utilize, as 

appropriate, the Road Repair 
BMPs for protecting storm drain 
inlets prior to patching and 
resurfacing activities. 

 
2. Agencies will not stockpile 

materials in streets, gutter areas or 
near storm drain inlets or creeks 
unless these areas are protected. 

 
3. Agencies will never wash excess 

material from exposed aggregate 
concrete or similar treatments into 
a street or storm drain inlet.  Each 
agency will designate an unpaved 
area for clean up and proper 
disposal of excess materials. 
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IV. EQUIPMENT CLEAN 
UP/STORAGE   

 
Each Agency will clean equipment 
at the end of the day at the 
corporation yard, when possible, 
and will cover sprayers and 
patching and paving equipment to 
prevent rainfall from contacting 
pollutants. 
 
 
GRAFFITI REMOVAL 
 
See graffiti removal BMPs in the 
Municipal Maintenance BMP 
Manual. 
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NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION SITE CONTROLS 
 

The following performance standards 
apply to all Clean Water Program 
member agencies for all construction 
activity including clearing, grading and 
excavation activities that result in the 
cumulative disturbance of 10,000 or 
greater square feet of land that would 
discharge stormwater to the municipally-
owned storm drain system.  A member 
agency may consider a project exempt 
from these performance standards if it 
would disturb less than 10,000 square 
feet of land and it does not cause 
substantial or potentially substantial 
adverse change in the quantity and/or 
quality of stormwater runoff generated 
from the site considering all four of the 
following conditions: 
• The size of the project is negligible; 
• The amount of land disturbed is 

insignificant; 
• The potential impact on stormwater 

quality and quantity is insignificant; 
and 

• The intensity of the construction 
activity is minimal. 

 
I. MEASURES AND POLICIES 

TO CONTROL THE QUALITY 
OF STORMWATER RUNOFF  

 
1. Each agency will incorporate the 

New Development 
Subcommittee’s conditions of 
approval into its standards for 
development, as appropriate. 

 
2. Each agency will document 

permanent erosion and stormwater 
quality controls, controls during 
construction, and operation and 
maintenance of structural controls 
in conditions of approval for both 
public and private projects.  Best 

management practices (BMPs) will 
be selected from appropriate 
guidance materials. 

 
3. Each agency will ensure that 

stormwater quality requirements 
are included in plans and contract 
specifications for municipal 
construction projects. 

 
4. Each agency will implement 

design guidelines and practices that 
incorporate water quality 
protection measures for both public 
and private projects. 

 
The Following Will Be Implemented 
when General Plans and Ordinances are 
Amended: 
 
1. Each agency will review and 

update General Plan policies and 
implementation measures that help 
preserve and enhance water 
quality. 

 
2. Each agency will review and 

update legal authority provided in 
erosion control and stormwater 
management and discharge control 
ordinances.  

 
II. EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES  
 
1. Each agency will provide 

educational materials (BMP flyers, 
Blueprint for a Clean Bay, etc.) to 
municipal staff, developers, 
contractors, construction site 
operators, and owner/builders, as 
appropriate.  (Requires 
coordination with the PIP 
Subcommittee.) 

2. Each agency will educate: 
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• Staff responsible for 

development application and 
plan review on stormwater 
quality issues and controls.  
Agencies will provide 
information on municipal 
design guidelines, ordinances, 
conditions of approval, contract 
specifications and protected 
sensitive areas. 

 
• Construction site inspectors on 

proper implementation and 
maintenance of erosion and 
sediment controls and 
materials/waste management 
BMPs. 

 
• Other municipal staff involved 

in development and 
redevelopment projects (e.g., 
capital improvement, public 
works, and/or building 
inspectors). 

 
3. Each agency will provide pre-

application materials containing 
information on stormwater controls 
and requirements to developers. 

 
4. Each agency will attach 

appropriate BMP information to 
building permits, as needed. 

 
III. DEVELOPMENT 

APPLICATION AND PLAN 
REVIEW  

 
1. Each agency will continue to 

evaluate the effects of development 
on stormwater runoff and wetlands 
in the CEQA process. 

 
2. Each agency will consider water 

quality impacts in the context of 

their review and possible approval 
of both public and private 
development projects. 

 
3. Agencies will require public and 

private development projects to 
include site planning and design 
techniques to prevent and 
minimize impacts to water quality.  
These may include the following: 

 
a. Minimize land disturbance. 

 
b. Minimize impervious surfaces, 

especially directly connected 
impervious areas. 
 

c. Use of clustering. 
 

d. Preservation of quality open 
space. 
 

e. Maintain (and/or restore, if 
possible) riparian areas and 
wetlands as project amenities, 
establishing vegetation buffer 
zones to reduce runoff into 
waterways. 

 
4. Each agency will require public 

and private development projects 
to include permanent stormwater 
quality controls, as appropriate, if 
sufficient site planning measures 
are not implemented or feasible. 

 
IV. EROSION AND 

SEDIMENTATION CONTROL  
 
1. Each agency will review its 

erosion control program for 
adequacy, and identify and 
implement any improvements 
needed in the following areas: 

 
a. Enforcement authority 

(grading, erosion, and/or 
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stormwater control 
ordinances). 
 

b. Minimum BMPs required. 
 

c. Training and tools for 
inspectors. 
 

d. Information for developers and 
contractors. 

 
2. As a condition of issuance of a 

grading permit, each agency will 
require developers to prepare, 
submit to the agency for review 
and approval, and implement an 
effective erosion and sediment 
control plan or similar 
administrative document that 
contains erosion and sediment 
control provisions. 

 
3. Each agency will require 

developers to provide permanent 
erosion and stormwater controls on 
plans submitted for projects. 

 
V. STATE GENERAL PERMIT  
 

Prior to construction of a project 
that disturbs ≥ 5 acres, each agency 
will require a copy of the Notice of 
Intent (NOI) sent to the State 
Water Resources Control Board for 
coverage under the Construction 
Activity Stormwater NPDES 
General Permit. 

 
The Following Will Be Implemented 
upon Adoption of the New Construction 
General Permit:1 
 
1. Prior to construction of a project 

that disturbs ≥ 1 acres, each agency 
will require a copy of the Notice of 
Intent (NOI) sent to the State 

Water Resources Control Board for 
coverage under a Construction 
Activity Stormwater NPDES 
General Permit. 

 
2. Prior to the construction of a 

project that requires the filing of an 
NOI, each agency will require a 
copy of the project’s Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP). 

 
VI. CONSTRUCTION SITE FIELD 

CONTROLS 
 
1. Each agency will require that 

project applicants prepare and 
submit a Stormwater Quality 
Protection Plan2 prior to the start of 
construction activity, to 
demonstrate that the owner, 
developer, and/or contractor has 
evaluated BMPs and provided 
those appropriate for protection of 
stormwater quality during 
construction activities. 

 
2. Each agency will coordinate 

construction inspections and 
enforcement of corrective actions 
with Regional Board staff, if 
appropriate. 

3. Each agency will inspect 
construction sites for adequacy of 
stormwater quality control 
measures on a regular basis, with 
the frequency of inspections based 
on considerations such as the size 
of the project, its potential impact 
on stormwater quality, and the 
amount of construction activity. 

 
4. For construction sites requiring 

erosion sediment control plans, 
each agency will inspect sites prior 
to the beginning of the wet season 
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each year, to ensure that measures 
have been taken to prevent erosion 
and minimize discharges of 
sediment from disturbed areas. 

 
5. For construction sites requiring 

erosion sediment control plans, 
each agency will inspect sites 
following each major storm event 
or series of events during the wet 
season of each year, to observe the 
effectiveness of erosion sediment 
control measures. 

 
6. For project site inspections, 

inspectors will: 
a. If available, review the 

Stormwater Quality Protection 
Plan prior to conducting the 
inspection. 

 
b. Inspect for and effectively 

prohibit non-stormwater 
discharges, except those 
discharges which contain no 
pollutants. 

 
c. Whenever possible, visually 

observe the quality of 
stormwater runoff after a major 
storm event. 

d. Require proper 
implementation and 
maintenance of erosion 
sediment controls and 
material/waste management 
BMPs (e.g., covering 
stockpiled materials, 
designating work and storage 
areas) to minimize the 
discharge of pollutants. 

 
e. If appropriate, document 

stormwater violations and 
corrective actions. 

 

VII. WATERSHED RESOURCE 
INVENTORY AND PLANNING  

 
These activities will be coordinated with 
the Watershed Assessment and 
Monitoring (WAM) Subcommittee. 
 
1. Each agency will develop and 

submit with the Annual Report3 an 
approach and schedule for 
conducting a watershed 
management issues assessment 
based on guidance from the 
Regional Board and guidance 
being developed by the WAM 
Subcommittee as it becomes 
available. 

 
The Following Will Be Implemented 
when General Plans and Ordinances are 
Amended: 
  
1. Each agency will consider the 

criteria for sensitive areas as 
guidance when amending their 
General Plans.   

 
2. Each agency will incorporate 

findings from the watershed 
resource inventories conducted by 
the WAM Subcommittee into 
General Plan amendments. 

 
VIII. POLICIES FOR 

MAINTAINANCE AND 
OPERATIONS OF FLOOD 
CONTROL CHANNELS 
AND WATER COURSES)  –  

 
These performance standards apply 
to all agencies that maintain creeks 
and flood control channels. 

 
Each agency will consider 
potential benefits to habitat, 
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education, recreation, and water 
quality when planning flood 
control channel maintenance and 
improvements. 

 
 
IX. SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS 

AND WORKSHOPS  
 

1. At least one representative from 
each agency will attend the 
Program’s New Development 
workshops. 

 
2. Each agency will chair the New 

Development Subcommittee on a 
rotating basis so that the burden of 
providing leadership is shared 
equitably. 

 
3. Each agency will designate a 

person responsible for 
implementing the New 
Development, Redevelopment, and 
Construction Site Controls 
Component and for acting as a 
liaison with the New Development 
Subcommittee.  This designated 
person will stay informed 
sufficiently to participate in New 
Development Subcommittee 
decisions and activities. 
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ILLICIT DISCHARGE CONTROLS 
 

I. ILLICIT DISCHARGE 
CONTROL INSPECTION 
PROGRAM –  

 
These performance standards apply 
to all agencies. 

 
1. Each agency will prepare a written 

Five-Year Action Plan that 
demonstrates the agency’s 
commitment to conducting 
effective investigation, tracking, 
and elimination of illicit discharges 
and describes the level of effort for 
conducting these activities.  The 
Action Plan will demonstrate that 
the agency has: 

 
a. Identified, verified, and 

prioritized problem areas 
for investigation and/or 
repeat inspections. 

 
b. Defined priority for 

investigation of all areas 
within their jurisdiction. 

 
c. Demonstrated commitment 

to survey high priority 
areas annually. 

 
d. Defined frequency of 

survey for second and/or 
third priority areas, until 
the entire agency’s 
drainage area has been 
inspected at least once 
during the five-year period 
of the Action Plan. 

 

e. Selected which agency or 
group will conduct the field 
surveys and estimated the 
number of labor hours 
required to implement the 
program.  When more than 
one department is involved 
with conducting field 
surveys, determined how 
illicit discharge surveys and 
follow-up activities will be 
coordinated. 

 
f. Established how activities 

will be documented. 
 
g. Adopted the minimum 

enforcement procedures. 
 
h. Developed procedures for 

enforcement or referral to 
an outside agency, 
including appropriate time 
periods for action. 

 
The Five-Year Action Plan will be 
submitted to the Regional Board by May 
30, 2003. 
 
2. Each agency will review annually 

and update as necessary its Five-
Year Action Plan.  The review will 
include an evaluation of field 
survey results from the previous 
year and an assessment of which 
types of non-stormwater 
discharges were most prevalent.  
Changes for the coming fiscal year 
will be submitted to the Regional 
Board by March 1. 

 
3. Each agency will ensure that 

designated illicit discharge 
inspectors are trained.  Agencies 
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will provide inspectors with the 
knowledge and skills necessary to 
conduct effective field 
investigations, with guidance from 
the Industrial & Illicit Discharge 
Control (I&IDC) Subcommittee 
and Regional Board staff. 

 
4. Each agency will develop or obtain 

accurate maps of the agency’s 
storm drain system including major 
drain segments, reaches, and 
outfalls within the agency’s 
jurisdiction. 

 
II. CONDUCTING FIELD 

INVESTIGATIONS  
 

These performance standards apply to all 
agencies. 
 
1. Each agency will conduct field 

investigations that include 
inspecting portions of the 
municipal storm drain system for 
potential sources of illicit 
discharges.  Inspectors will: 

 
a. Survey priority areas as 

defined in the Five-Year 
Action Plan and make 
observations.  Record 
observed or suspected dry 
weather flows. 

 
b. As possible, attempt to 

determine the type of flow 
and try to trace the flow to its 
source by following storm 
drain maps, inspecting 
manholes, and making 
surface observations.  Record 
findings. 

 
c. If the responsible party is 

identified, educate the party 
on the impacts of his or her 

actions, explain the 
stormwater requirements, and 
provide BMPs.  Initiate 
follow-up and/or enforcement 
procedures, if applicable.  
(Follow-up and enforcement 
activities are detailed further 
in Section III below.)  Record 
activities. 

 
2. Each agency will send at least one 

representative to General Program 
workshops to obtain additional 
training and share experiences with 
other agencies.  The I&IDC 
Subcommittee will annually assess 
inspector training needs. 

 
III. EVALUATING COMPLIANCE 

OF NON-STORMWATER 
DISCHARGER  

 
These performance standards apply 
to all agencies. 
 
Follow-up Activities 

 
1. Each agency will continue 

inspection and follow-up activities 
until compliance is achieved.  
Record activities. 

 
2. Agency staff will meet with the 

responsible party to discuss 
methods for eliminating the illicit 
discharge, including disposal 
options, recycling and possible 
discharge to the sanitary sewer, as 
appropriate.  Provide ACCWP 
information to the responsible 
party.  In the case of washwaters, 
refer to the incremental BMPs in 
Recommended Discharge 
Elimination/Disposal Priorities for 
Washwaters (September, 1994). 
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3. If the discharge is traced to a 
business, inspectors will coordinate 
information on the illicit discharge 
with the industrial/commercial 
discharge control program. 

 
4. The appropriate agency will begin 

enforcement procedures, if 
necessary. 

 
 Enforcement 
 
1. Agencies will conduct enforcement 

activities and report these activities 
as outlined in the Protocol for 
Reporting Enforcement Activities 
(Protocols).  These activities are 
set forth by the individual 
municipality ordinances. 

 
2. Agencies will provide inspectors 

with sufficient authority to initiate 
enforcement procedures. 

 

IV. SPILL 
REPORTS/COMPLAINTS  

 
These performance standards apply 
to all agencies. 
 
Since a network of spill response 
and clean up programs already 
exists, establishing a new and 
separate stormwater response 
program would duplicate many of 
the services already being provided 
by these programs.  The approach 
of the ACCWP illicit discharge 
control component is to 
supplement these services and 
respond to spill incidents that are 
not under the purview of 
previously existing clean-up 
programs.  Within this context, 
each agency will implement the 
following performance standards. 

 
1. Inspectors will investigate spill 

reports and/or complaints within 
their jurisdiction and record their 
activities. 

 
2. Inspectors will become familiar 

with the existing spill response and 
clean-up programs that cover the 
agency’s jurisdiction, and 
coordinate illicit discharge 
program activities with these 
existing programs. 

 
3. Through internal communication 

and public education, agencies will 
encourage the use of “911” to 
report large or hazardous spills.  If 
the use of “911” is not appropriate 
in a particular agency, establish 
and publicize an alternative 
telephone number for reporting 
spills. 
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4. Each agency will establish a 
mechanism for obtaining 
information about spill incidents so 
that source identification and 
follow-up actions can be 
conducted. 

 
5. Each agency will identify an 

appropriate role for its 
participation in spill response 
drills, in cooperation with other 
agencies or industries. 

 
V. DOCUMENTATION AND 

REPORTING  
 
These performance standards apply to all 
agencies. 
 
1. Each agency will summarize field 

investigations and follow-up 
activities using the Illicit 
Discharge Inspection Quarterly 
Summary Report form.  These 
forms will be incorporated into the 
ACCWP’s annual reports to the 
Regional Board. 

 
2. Each agency will document the 

number and types of spill incidents 
reported and responded to within 
the agency’s jurisdiction, based on 
direct calls, “911” dispatch 
records, referrals from the General 
Program, and other sources.  
(Agencies do not need to document 
automotive fluid spills for traffic 
accidents.)  This information will 
be incorporated into the ACCWP’s 
annual reports to the Regional 
Board. 

 
3. Location of field investigations and 

incidents responded to must be 
tracked and recorded internally and 
be available for Regional Board 

staff review.  This data does not 
need to be included in the 
ACCWP’s annual reports to the 
Regional Board.  

 
4. Each agency will describe training 

and coordination of staff involved 
with illicit discharges.  This 
information will be incorporated 
into the ACCWP’s annual reports 
to the Regional Board.  
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INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL DISCHARGE CONTROLS 
 

I. INDUSTRIAL AND 
COMMERCIAL BUSINESS 
INSPECTION PROGRAM  

 
These performance standards apply to all 
municipalities. 
 
1. Each municipality will prepare a 

written five-year Inspection Plan 
that describes industrial and 
commercial sectors, as well as 
business inspection procedures and 
priorities.  The five-year Inspection 
Plan will be submitted to the 
Regional Board by May 30, 2003.  

 
2. Each municipality will prepare 

annually a written Inspection 
Workplan that outlines specific 
steps the municipality will take to 
conduct effective inspections in the 
following year.  The Inspection 
Workplan will include: 
 
a. An evaluation of inspection 

results from the previous year 
to assess which industry 
types had the most impact on 
stormwater quality. 

 
b. An estimate of the number of 

facilities to be inspected in 
the coming fiscal year listed 
by type of business.  If a 
business is being inspected 
due to geographical location, 
then it will be listed by 
geographical sector. 

 

c. An estimate of the number of 
high priority facilities that 
will be inspected in the 
coming fiscal year.  The goal 
is to inspect the business 
community that has the 
potential to impact 
stormwater quality, at least 
once during the five-year 
permit period. 

 
d. As appropriate, a summary of 

efforts to coordinate 
inter/intra-agency issues. 

 
The Inspection Workplan for the 
coming fiscal year will be 
submitted to the Regional Board  
by March 1 of each year, except 
the FY 2003/4 workplan which 
will be submitted by May 30, 
2003.  

 
3. Each municipality will ensure 

facility inspectors are adequately 
trained.  This includes the 
knowledge and skills necessary to 
conduct effective stormwater 
inspections, with direction from 
the Industrial & Illicit Discharge 
Control (I&IDC) Subcommittee.  
This may include:  stormwater 
regulations and requirements 
(including the municipality’s 
ordinance, municipal stormwater 
permit, and the industrial 
stormwater general permit); the 
impacts of non-stormwater 
discharges to the storm drains; 
inspection techniques and 
procedures; follow-up and 
enforcement procedures; and 
stormwater BMPs. 
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4. Each municipality will conduct 
outreach in addition to inspection 
activities, to inform facility 
representatives about appropriate 
stormwater BMP information.  
This may be satisfied by 
responding to telephone calls from 
business representatives, making 
presentations to business groups, 
or participating in focused outreach 
efforts coordinated by the I&IDC 
Subcommittee for targeted 
business groups. 

 
5. Municipalities may coordinate 

outreach information with other 
ACCWP Subcommittees and other 
inspection programs. 

 
II. INSPECTION ACTIVITIES  
 
These performance standards apply to all 
agencies. 
 
1. Each agency will respond to 

complaints or referrals concerning 
a facility.  The response may 
include actions such as:  
interviewing the caller concerning 
the specific nature of the 
discharge; inspecting the site; 
locating any non-stormwater 
discharges to the storm drains; 
informing the facility 
representative of appropriate 
stormwater BMPs; and conducting 
follow-up measures to ensure 
compliance is achieved. 

 
2. Each municipality will update their 

list of businesses from the 
following as appropriate:  
inter/intra-agency referrals; other 
agency and department lists; 
business licenses; water/utility 
bills; etc. 

 
 
 
 
 Preparing for the Site Visit 
 

Inspectors will review existing 
information on the site and its 
regulatory history. 
 
During the Site Visit 
 
1. Inspectors will review the 

facility layout to locate the 
storm drain system and/or 
stormwater drainage path for 
storage areas, process areas, 
vehicle and heavy equipment 
wash and maintenance areas, 
and stormwater sampling 
locations, if applicable. 
 

2. Inspectors will review/inspect 
the following areas for the 
potential to discharge 
pollutants from non-stormwater 
discharges or exposure to 
runoff.  The areas that are 
inspected will depend on 
facility operations. 

 
a. Outdoor 

process/manufacturing 
areas; 
 

b. Outdoor material storage 
areas; 
 

c. Outdoor waste storage and 
disposal areas; 
 

d. Outdoor vehicle and heavy 
equipment storage and 
maintenance areas; 
 

e. Outdoor parking areas and 
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access roads; 
 

f. Equipment on rooftops; 
 

g. Outdoor wash areas; 
 

h. Outdoor drainage from 
indoor areas; and 
 

i. Stormwater conveyance 
system maintenance, and 
emergency response 
practices. 

 
3. Inspectors will collect the 

information on the most recently 
adopted Standard Stormwater 
Facility Inspection Report Form. 

 
4. Inspectors will use the facility’s 

SWPPP, if available, as a tool in 
assessing the facility’s stormwater 
pollution control activities.  This will 
not imply review or approval of the 
adequacy of the SWPPP. 

 
5. Inspectors will identify and inform 

the facility representative about 
problems and violation(s), if 
applicable.  A schedule for 
correcting problems identified during 
the inspection and a means for 
verifying its implementation will be 
coordinated between the inspector 
and the facility representative.  This 
information will also be noted on the 
inspection form. 

 
6. Inspectors will provide facility 

representatives with appropriate 
BMP information, education 
materials, and inter/intra-agency 
referrals as appropriate. 

 
7. Inspectors will obtain ongoing 

training to support inspection 

activities and to continue to improve 
program implementation.  
Inspector(s) representing each 
municipality will attend General 
Program inspector training 
workshops.  The Industrial & Illicit 
Discharge Control Subcommittee 
will annually assess inspector 
training needs. 

 
III. FACILITY COMPLIANCE 

EVALUATION  
 
These performance standards apply to all 
agencies. 

Repeat/Follow-up Inspection 
 
1. The inspector will determine if the 

facility is in compliance with the 
municipality’s stormwater 
ordinance (i.e., there are no 
unpermitted non-stormwater 
discharges and pollutant exposure 
to rain is minimized). 

 
2. Inspectors will prioritize the 

facility for re-inspection.  If a 
problem was identified during the 
inspection, inspectors will perform 
a follow-up inspection or initiate a 
self-certification process where the 
facility representative certifies in 
writing that the problem has been 
removed or corrected within the 
time specified by the inspector. 

 
3. Inspectors will begin enforcement 

procedures as appropriate. 
 

Enforcement 
 
4. Agencies will conduct enforcement 

activities and report these activities 
as outlined in the Protocol for 
Reporting Enforcement Activities 
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adopted by the Industrial & Illicit 
Discharge Control Subcommittee 
and the Management Committee.  
These activities are set forth by the 
individual agency ordinances. 

 
IV. DOCUMENTATION AND 

REPORTING  
 
These performance standards apply to all 
agencies. 
 

Each municipality will annually 
review inspection results and 
assess whether goals were met.  
The General Program will 

summarize inspection activity, 
follow-up activities, and 
enforcement action taken against 
businesses determined to be in 
non-compliance.  This review will 
be incorporated into the Program’s 
Annual Report to the Regional 
Board. 

 
 Notes 
 
1 Implement when State Board adopts a Construction 
Activity Stormwater NPDES General Permit for 
construction activities ≥ 1 acres. 
2 For projects that require a NOI, the SWPPP is 
equivalent to a Stormwater Quality Protection Plan. 
3 Approach and schedule to be submitted with the 
second Annual Report after permit adoption. 
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AGREEMENT 

 

 

PROVIDING FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THE 

ALAMEDA COUNTY URBAN RUNOFF CLEAN WATER PROGRAM 

 

 

 THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this    day of      , 1991 by and 

between the following undersigned public agencies, all which are referred to collectively 

as the Parties. 

 ALAMEDA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER CONSERVATION 

DISTRICT, a public agency of the State of California; 

Zone 7 of ALAMEDA COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER 

CONSERVATION DISTRICT, a local public agency of the State of California; 

COUNTY OF ALAMEDA, a subdivision of the State of California; 

CITY OF ALAMEDA, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

CITY OF ALBANY, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

CITY OF BERKELEY, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

CITY OF DUBLIN, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

CITY OF EMERYVILLE, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

CITY OF FREMONT, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

CITY OF HAYWARD, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

CITY OF LIVERMORE, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

CITY OF NEWARK, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

CITY OF OAKLAND, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

CITY OF PIEDMONT, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

CITY OF PLEASANTON, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 
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CITY OF SAN LEANDRO, a municipal corporation of the State of California; 

and CITY OF UNION CITY, a municipal corporation of the State of California. 

 

RECITALS 

A. The 1986 Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin 

(Basin Plan), adopted by the Regional Water Quality Control Board in 

implementation of the Federal Clean Water Act, requires that the PARTIES develop 

a Program to control the discharge of pollutants from urban runoff. 

 

 

B. In furtherance of their responsibilities pursuant to the Basin Plan, the 

PARTIES, have previously entered into a series of agreements to jointly fund the 

cost of preparing an action plan to evaluate nonpoint source pollutants, monitor 

identified pollutants and develop control measures to mitigate or reduce nonpoint 

sources of pollutants.  Collectively, the measures undertaken pursuant to the 

previous agreements and anticipated to continue pursuant to this Agreement, are 

known as the Alameda County Urban Runoff Clean Water Program (hereinafter 

“Program”).  The Program contains certain elements which provide a general 

benefit to the parties (such as monitoring, public education, program administration, 

etc.) and these elements of joint responsibility among the parties are termed the 

“General Program”.  In addition, the Program contains other elements which are an 

individual Party responsibility and which provide individual benefits (such as 

construction site controls, catch basin cleaning, and illicit and illegal connection 
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inspections, monitoring and enforcement), and these elements are termed the 

“Individual Programs”.  A description of the General and Individual Programs’ 

elements, major tasks, schedules, and budgets will be developed as part of the 

“Work Plan for Cities in Alameda County, Alameda County, and the Alameda 

County Flood Control and Water Conservation District to file for a NPDES Permit” 

dated August 24, 1990. 

 

C. The previous Agreements that have been executed are the following:  

The November 10, 1987 “Agreement Regarding Evaluation of the Non-Point 

Source of Water Pollution” and the October 17, 1989 “Agreement Regarding 

Implementation of Nonpoint Source Control Evaluation Program”.  In addition 

there is a pending agreement titled “Agreement Regarding Development of a 

Proposed Alameda County Nonpoint Source Control Management Plan” which will 

provide funding through June 1991 for implementation of the August 24, 1990 

work plan. 

 

D. The PARTIES desire to continue the Program and to enter into this 

Agreement for the purpose of ensuring continued participation, in terms of cost and 

administrative responsibilities. 

 

E. This Agreement does not amend or supersede any prior agreement 

among the PARTIES regarding the Program, but is to be read as in accord with and 
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implementation thereof. 

 

F. The Alameda County Flood Control and Water Conservation District 

(District) is a local public agency of the State of California duly organized and 

existing and empowered to conserve water and to provide maintenance and flood 

control management of the water courses and has the authority to control the 

discharge of surface waters to its facilities.  The County of Alameda and all of the 

cities therein are subdivisions of the State with authority to control the discharge 

of surface waters from their respective jurisdictions. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS: 

 

1. A Management Committee is hereby created to provide overall 

program direction, review and recommend an annual budget for approval by the 

PARTIES,  and budget oversight, all in accordance with the Alameda County 

Urban Runoff Clean Water Program.  Management Committee members, and their 

alternates, shall be appointed by the City Manager or the equivalent of the 

respective Parties and a confirming letter sent to the authorized representative of the 

District.  The Management Committee shall adopt bylaws for its governance. 

(a) Each Party to this agreement is allocated the number (or fraction 

thereof) of votes shown in Exhibit A.  This allocation of voting 

strength is based on the formulas stated in Exhibit B to the Agreement. 

(b) A quorum for the conduct of business by the Management Committee 

shall be a majority of the voting Parties to the Agreement.  The voting 

strength allocated to a Party shall not be considered in the 

determination of a quorum. 

(c) Approval of actions by the Management Committee shall require a 

two-thirds affirmative vote of all allocated votes as shown in Exhibit 

A. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



   

F:\Al2x\Al22.06\SWQMP Final\Appendix A.doc A-6 

 

No action shall be taken by the District which requires expenditures by any party 

other than the District without prior Management Committee approval. 

 

 

2. Pursuant to direction of the Management Committee, the District shall 

administer and coordinate the Program, which duties include but are not limited to: 

(a) Reapplying on behalf of the PARTIES to become co-applicants for a 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit; 

(b) Preparing draft annual budget and, periodic status reports on Program 

activities and expenditure and distributing same to PARTIES at least  

annually; 

(c) Consolidating and submitting reports prepared by the several 

PARTIES required by the NPDES permit; 

(d) Letting and administering approved consultant contracts according to 

District policies and procedures and considering other members’ 

requirements.  All consultant contracts will contain hold harmless and 

indemnity provisions and insurance requirements for the benefit of all 

PARTIES; 

(e) Conducting audits of consultant contracts in accordance with District 

policies and procedures; 

(f) Maintaining knowledge of and advising the PARTIES regarding 

current and proposed state and federal policies, regulations and 

programs that impact nonpoint source pollutant control programs; 

assisting the PARTIES in development and presentation of positions 

on these issues before local, State, and Federal agencies; 

(g) Preparing an annual report on the implementation of the Program; 

(h) Representing the PARTIES in participation in the Bay Area 

Stormwater Management Agencies Association; and  
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(i) Formally advising the appropriate State and Federal agencies of 

termination or amendment of this Agreement. 

 

 

3. The PARTIES accept and agree to perform the following duties: 

(a) Each will authorize a representative to reapply for an NPDES permit 

as co-applicants with the other Parties; 

(b) Each will fully comply with the NPDES permit conditions applicable 

to its Individual Program and its identified portion of the General 

Program; 

(c) Each will select a representative and an alternate to participate in 

Management Committee meetings and other required meetings of the 

PARTIES; 

(d) Each will fund and implement its own Individual Program, and will 

fund and implement its share of the General Program.  The District 

intends to provide funding to support new and expanded activities 

required by the General and Individual Programs for Cities locate in 

District zones with Benefit Assessment Programs.  Such funding will 

be provided to the extent that it is available and with the concurrence 

of the applicable City if it results in deferring flood control projects. 

(e) Each will provide agreed upon reports (certified under penalty of 

perjury) to the District on compliance with applicable provisions of the 

NPDES permit and program implementation. 

 

 

4. A proper accounting of funds and reports of all receipts and 

disbursements shall be made, including funds disbursed to individual parties for 

implementation of permit programs.  Upon completion of the purposes of this 

Agreement, any surplus money on hand shall be returned in proportion to the 
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contributions made.  In the event a Party terminates this Agreement, any unexpended 

portion of its share of cost funds shall be returned to it. 

 

 

5. By agreement of the PARTIES, budget allocations and voting shares 

for the General Program shall be made according to a formula which for the 

municipalities allocates proportional shares based on a 50 percent weight given to the 

area and a 50 percent weight given to the population within each municipalities’ 

jurisdiction (excluding open water and wetland areas of San Francisco Bay).  The 

attached Exhibit B provides a copy of the formulas which are used to allocate costs.  

Each Parties’ share of the General Program’s costs for fiscal year 1991/92 will be 

according to the percentages provided in Exhibit A.  Cost shares will be recalculated 

based on updated information on population and area using the formulas in Exhibit B 

for fiscal year 1992/93 and at appropriate future intervals as specified in the bylaws.  

The budget allocation for the Individual Programs shall be made directly by the 

individual responsible parties. 

 

 

 

6.  This Agreement shall have a term of six (6) years from the first day of 

April 1991, subject to automatic renewal for a five (5) year period in the absence of 

objection thereto made in writing by any Party 90 days in advance of the renewal 

date.  This Agreement shall have an additional term of six (6) years from the first day 

of April 2002, subject to an additional automatic renewal for a five (5) year period in 

the absence of objection thereto made in writing by any Party 180 days in advance of 

the renewal date. The participation of any Party to this Agreement may be terminated 

by a two-thirds affirmative vote of all allocated votes in any year in which the funds 

necessary for its continued involvement are not appropriated by its legislative body. 
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7. The PARTIES shall retain the ability to individually (or collectively) 

request permit modifications and initiate permit appeals for permit provisions to the 

extent that a provision affects an individual party or group of PARTIES. 

 

 

8. This agreement may be amended from time to time by written 

agreement of the Parties’ governing bodies representing two-thirds or more of all 

allocated votes as shown in Exhibit A. 

 

 

9. Participation in this Agreement may be terminated by any Party for 

any reason after the Party complies with all of the conditions of termination.  The 

conditions of termination include the following:  the Party shall notify all of the other 

Parties to the Agreement 90 days prior to its termination in the Agreement, the Party 

shall obtain its own NPDES permit for urban runoff, and the Party shall have its name 

deleted as a co-permittee of the Parties’ NPDES permit.  Any expenses associated 

with terminating the Agreement including but not limited to filing for and obtaining 

the individual NPDES permit and the amendment of the Parties’ NPDES permit will 

be solely the responsibility of the Party terminating its participation in the Agreement. 

 

 

10. It is understood and agreed that, pursuant to Government Code 895.4, 

each Party (“indemnitor”) shall, to the extent permitted by law, defend, indemnify 

and save harmless each other Party, and its officers and employees from all claims, 

suits or actions of every name, kind and description resulting from indemnitor’s 

performance of this Agreement, excluding any injuries, death, damage or liability 

resulting from the negligence or willful misconduct of the other Parties or their 

officers or employees. 
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Appendix B: General Program Tasks and Budget for FY 2001/02 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Program Component FY 2001/02 Budget 
Planning and Regulatory Compliance  $519,000 
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Watershed Assessment $151,000 
Monitoring and Special Studies $448,000 
Public Information/Participation $555,000 
Municipal Maintenance Activities $88,000 
New Development and Construction Site Controls $82,000 
Illicit Discharge Controls $46,000 
Industrial and Commercial Discharge Controls $124,000 
Contingency $87,000 

BUDGET TOTAL $2,100,000 
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Task Number and Description Rationale/Background 
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 
Due Date 

PRC-1. Participate in the Regulatory Process: 

• Review and comment on legislation and regulation affecting stormwater 
management.  Confer with Regional board on permit reissuance.  (Includes 
all legal assistance to the Program.)  

• Represent Program in TMDL and permit processes and on BASMAA and 
California Stormwater Quality Task Force. 

 

Previously funded under Task 2.3 (Respond to 
Regulatory Initiatives). 

Previously part of Task 2.2 (Lead and 
Represent). 

 

$99,000 

 

($59,000) 

 

($40,000) 

 
 
 

Ongoing 
 

Ongoing 
 

PRC-2. Assist with Permit Compliance:   

• Develop deliverable forms.  Compile and submit required reports to Regional 
Board.  

• Review member agencies’ performance and provide additional assistance 
with permit compliance. 

 

Previously funded under Task 2.1 (Assist with 
Compliance). 

Previously funded under Task 2.4 (Continuous 
Improvement). 

$87,000 

 

($52,000) 

 

($35,000) 

Ongoing 

PRC 3 & 4. Develop Partnerships and Facilitate Watershed Approach:   

• The purpose of this task is to expand upon existing partnerships and to 
pursue opportunities to create additional partnerships.  

• The purpose of this task is to coordinate the Program’s involvement in 
watershed management activities. 

 

Previously part of Task 2.2 (Lead and 
Represent). 

Funding transferred from Watershed 
Assessment component. 

$40,000 

 

($15,000) 

 

($25,000) 

Ongoing 

PRC 5. Control Measure Plans: 
• Implement the planning component tasks of the Control Measure Plans and 

coordinate the implementation and updating of Control Measure Plans 

 

$22,000 from Task 2.2 (Lead and Represent); 
$28,000 in additional funding. 

$50,000 Ongoing 

PRC 6. Planning and Evaluation: 
• Program planning, coordination and evaluation. 
• Newsletter and website. 

 

Previously funded under Task 2.5.1. 

Previously funded under Task 2.6 (Website and 
Newsletter). 

$57,000 

($20,000) 

($37,000) 

Ongoing 

PRC 7. Management Services 
• Program management, budgeting, contracting, accounting, and reporting. 
• Facilitate Management and Policy Level Subcommittee meetings and project 

management. 

 

Previously funded under Task 2.5.2 
(Management Services 

Previously funded under Task 2.5.1 

$101,000 

($61,000) 

 

(40,000) 

Ongoing 

PRC 8. Fees and Dues:   $85,000  
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Task Number and Description Rationale/Background 
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 
Due Date 

• Annual NPDES Permit Fee. 

• BASMAA and California SWQTF contributions 

($10,000) 

($75,000) 

Total Budget  $519,000  
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Task Number and Description Rationale/Background  
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 
Due Date 

WA-1.  Develop and maintain a GIS resource for watershed information: 

• Continue mapping of pilot watersheds, and fill high-priority data needs such 
as digital conversion of available data or maps.  Priorities and map projects 
to be developed in consultation with the local co-permittees or other 
watershed partners, and in coordination with other regional efforts. 

• Develop framework for long-term inventory of other Alameda County 
watersheds.  Identify needs and priorities for incorporating data. 

These tasks are all based on the Draft 
SWQMP, and support Objective #1 of the 
BASMAA Regional Monitoring Strategy. 

$55,000 

($45,000) 

 

 

($10,000) 

 
Ongoing 

 
 

Target completion 
January 2002 

WA-2.  Use a variety of indicators to assess the condition of streams and 
watersheds:   

• Coordinate development of creek indicators (macroinvertebrate community, 
flow or imperviousness) with the proposed Stream Protection Policy and 
other regional initiatives.  

• Provide resources and training to citizen monitoring groups that are working 
with local watershed partners.  May use services for training and technical 
assistance provided by Watershed Assessment Resource Center or other 
regional information sources. 

 $30,000 

 

($15,000) 

 

($15,000) 

Ongoing 

WA-3. Provide useful watershed information to the Program and other 
watershed stakeholders:   

• Continue testing and application of selected indicators for contact recreation 
and human health risk (e.g. microbiological, chemical); provide tools and 
guidance to co-permittees and other local managers.  

• Conduct local pilot projects or assist member agencies in conducting 
watershed inventory and planning. 

• Prepare watershed maps and other creek information for display on ACCWP 
website. 

 $56,000 

 

($16,000) 

 

($30,000) 

 

($10,000) 

Ongoing 

WA-4.  Reporting and component management:  
• Develop budgets, manage projects, compile reports, and evaluate 

component activities. 

 $10,000 

 
Ongoing 

Total Budget  $151,000  
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Task Number and Description Rationale/Background  
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 
Due Date 

MS-1.  Characterize and track pollutants of concern in urban runoff: 

 
 

• Required contribution to Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances. 

 

• Continue sediment sampling for Mercury, PCB and organochlorine 
pesticides, and investigate potential sources in high priority watersheds as 
requested by Regional Board staff to support TMDL development. 

• Review past Program fixed-station sampling data and develop statistically 
sound design for long-term monitoring plan to track metals, pesticides and 
toxicity. 

• Conduct stormwater monitoring in accordance with long-term plan. 

• Refine database of past sampling data; incorporate additional data types and 
develop queries or other user interfaces to facilitate analysis of long-term 
trends. 

These tasks are based on the Draft SWQMP, 
and support Objective #2 of the BASMAA 
Regional Monitoring Strategy.   
 
An anticipated increase in the annual RMP fee 
has been estimated at 10% for calendar year 
2002. 
 
One-time allocation for review of past data and 
preparation of long-term plan, to be updated 
after several years of sampling. 

$267,000 

 

 

($147,000) 

 

 

($50,000) 

 

($30,000) 

 
($15,000) 

 
($25,000) 

Ongoing 

 

 

 

 

 

MS-2.  Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs:  

• Conduct special studies focusing on TMDL priority pollutants and their 
sources.  These studies may include:  planning of data collection for future 
TMDLs; local source identification; identification or refinement of specific 
control measures. 

• Conduct studies to assist establishment of local design standards for 
treatment and retention of runoff from new developments and redevelopment 
areas, similar to the SUSWMP requirements being discussed in relation to 
Santa Clara's NPDES permit renewal.  

These tasks are based on the Draft SWQMP, 
and support Objective #3 of the BASMAA 
Regional Monitoring Strategy. 

 

 

ACCWP's next NPDES permit is likely to 
include similar requirements, pursuant to recent 
"Bellflower" decision.  

$75,000 

($35,000) 

 

 
 

($40,000) 

 

Ongoing 

MS-3.  Provide technical information on management issues involving 
urban runoff:   

• Conduct special studies to address data gaps or management issues 
concerning pollutants of concern and urban runoff impacts.  

• Provide miscellaneous technical on-call support as needed. 

These tasks support stormwater management 
and pollution prevention by co-permittees 

$37,000 

 
($27,000) 

 
($10,000) 

Ongoing 
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Task Number and Description Rationale/Background  
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 
Due Date 

MS-4.  Coordinate with RMP and BASMAA:   

• Participate in BASMAA Monitoring Committee, RMP technical review, other 
regional stakeholder discussions. 

 $24,000 

 

Ongoing 

MS-5.  Reporting and component management:  

• Facilitate and support Watershed Assessment and Monitoring 
Subcommittee. 

• Develop component budgets, track expenditures, conduct special studies 
needs assessment, evaluate component activities and manage component 
tasks. 

 $45,000 

($20,000) 

 

($25,000) 

 

Ongoing 

Total Budget  $448,000  
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Task Number and Description Rationale/Background  
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 
Due Date 

PI/P 1.  Implement targeted outreach:  

• Targeted campaigns will focus on helping to implement the control measure 
plans for specific water quality impairing pollutants.  The pollutants that appear 
to be priorities on the Regional Board’s list include mercury, PCBs and dioxin 
compounds, and pesticides.  The campaigns will focus primarily on targeting 
residential usage and encouraging residents to prevent pollution. 

 

 

Regional Advertising Campaign   

Local Placement of Advertising     

Collaboration with BASMAA and others 

$205,000 

 

($100,000) 

($95,000) 

($10,000) 

Ongoing 

PI/P 2. Continue to reinforce storm water messages:  

• This task supports reinforcing general and specific storm water messages. 

 

 

IPM partnership  

Media Relations 

Outreach Events 

$41,000 

($21,000) 

($10,000) 

($10,000) 

Ongoing 

PI/P 3.  Support educational and watershed-based approaches:  

• This task will provide support for programs that educate students about 
stormwater pollution (for example, Bay Savers, Kids in Creeks, or Estuary 
Action Challenge), the Community Stewardship Grants program, and outreach 
events such as the Watershed Symposium.  

 

 

 

Bay Savers    

Aquatic Outreach Institute  

Estuary Action     

Community Stewardship     

Symposium     

BAEER Fair  

$170,000 

($56,000) 

($70,000) 

($15,000) 

($17,500) 

($10,000) 

($2,500) 

Ongoing 

PI/P 4.  Support municipalities:  

• This task includes: developing and obtaining promotional materials for use by 
the municipalities; updating, reprinting, and distributing existing ACCWP 
materials; and, responding to requests for information from the public and 
member agencies. 

 

 

Materials   

Support     

$74,000 

 

($50,000) 

($24,000) 

Ongoing 

PI/P 5. Component management and evaluation:  

• This task includes: subcommittee support, component evaluation, task 
management, and the development of work plans and budgets.   

 

Subcommittee Support   $20,000 

Component Evaluation   $7,000 

Component Management  $40,000 

$67,000 

($20,000) 

($7,000) 

($40,000) 

Ongoing 

 Total Budget  $555,000  
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Task Number and Description Rationale/Background  
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 
Due Date 

MN-1.  Implement and Assist with Performance Standards:  

• Each agency will implement the performance standards for municipal 
maintenance activities.  The performance standards include the following 
major activities: 
− Street Sweeping 
− Storm Drain Cleaning  
− Conducting Training 
− Reporting  
The General Program will work through the Maintenance Subcommittee to 
resolve implementation and consistency issues.   

Performance standards are the primary method 
for implementing the SWMP and complying with 
requirements of the NPDES permit. 

$15,000 Ongoing 

MN-2.  Coordinating Maintenance-Related Activities with Other 
Subcommittees of the ACCWP, Other Agencies and Private Industries:  

• The subcommittee will work with appropriate staff from other 
Subcommittees of the ACCWP, park and recreation departments, and other 
public agencies and private industries whose activities are similar to or 
potentially affect municipal maintenance activities to identify activities of 
concern.  Examples of other public agencies and private industries include 
PG&E, water suppliers and utilities, garbage collection companies, the Port 
of Oakland, golf courses, private recreational facilities and animal 
confinement areas. private recreational facilities and construction 
contractors. 

Coordination among agencies and industries 
whose activities affect municipal maintenance 
will result in greater efficiency and effectiveness 
in meeting this component's goals. 

$15,000 Ongoing 

MN-3.  Optimize Data Management and Analysis:  

• The General Program will optimize ongoing collection, recording and 
analysis of maintenance data.  This will include continuing to evaluate if the 
types of maintenance data being collected are useful and if other types of 
data should be collected.  Examples of potential studies and data analysis 
include the following: 
− Leaf collection programs 
− Litter abatement programs. 

This task is based on the SWMP. $15,000 Ongoing 

MN-4.  Outreach and Training:  

•  The General Program will facilitate outreach and training activities aimed at 
preventing discharges from maintenance activities, with direction from the 
Maintenance Subcommittee.  This includes selecting the appropriate forum 
(e.g., workshops, round table meetings, work groups, inter/intra-agency 
coordination meetings, etc.) depending on the target audiences (e.g., 
ACCWP agencies, other agencies, property owners, residence, etc.).   

• The Maintenance Subcommittee will also coordinate outreach activities with 

Outreach activities will educate maintenance 
staff and the public about the ACCWP's goals 
related to municipal maintenance and provide 
information on how the public can help the 
municipalities achieve these goals. 

$33,000 

 

Ongoing 
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Task Number and Description Rationale/Background  
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 
Due Date 

other ACCWP Subcommittees when the objectives of a planned outreach 
and training activity conducted by the Maintenance Subcommittee overlap 
with the objectives of another Subcommittee.   

MN-5.  Manage Component and Evaluate and Improve Its Effectiveness:  

• The General Program will assist the Maintenance Subcommittee and its 
workgroups to conduct meetings and prepare any needed NPDES permit 
reports and work plans related to this component.  This includes assisting 
with the development of annual General Program budgets.  The following 
activities are examples of how the effectiveness of this component may be 
evaluated: 
− Survey member public agencies to obtain information about how well 

this component and the performance standards are working. 
− Evaluate the information being submitted as part of the annual reports. 
− Evaluate the Regional Board staff’s reviews of the Clean Water 

Program’s performance in this area. 

This task is based on the SWMP. $10,000 Ongoing 

 Total Budget  $88,000  
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Task Number and Description Rational/Background 
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 
Due Date 

ND-1.  Identify More Specific Stormwater Controls for New Development: 

• Identify and work with a stakeholder group to develop a method for integrating 
pollutant and hydromodification controls. Submit method to Regional Board 
staff and make changes based on their feedback.  

• Identify assistance needed by ACCWP agencies to implement these controls.  

This task is based on the SWMP and Regional 
Board interest in more directly specifying how 
treatment, hydromodification, source and 
design controls, will be used. 

$18,000 06-30-2002   

 

 

 

Ongoing 

ND-2.  Assist with Implementation of More Specific Stormwater Controls: 

• Perform activities identified by New Development Subcommittee as helpful to 
implementation of the new, more specific controls such as: incorporate the 
controls into performance standards; develop revised Conditions of Approval 
and other planning materials; provide information on successful 
development/redevelopment projects employing the controls and information 
on cost-effective ways to implement the controls; and assist with 
implementation of any new development control measures related to a 
specific pollutant.  

This task is based on the SWMP and municipal 
planning staff’s need to implement treatment, 
hydromodification, source and design controls.   

$18,000 Ongoing 

ND-3.  Assist Development and Facilitate Use of Watershed Information:  

• Identify watershed information needs related to New Development. 
Communicate these needs to the Watershed Monitoring and Management 
Subcommittee. 

• Facilitate municipal planning and engineering staff’s use of this information as 
it becomes available. 

This task is based on the SWMP and the 
ACCWP’s emphasis on watershed 
management.   

$3,000 

($1,000) 
 
 

($2,000) 

Ongoing 

ND-4.  Promote Outreach and Training: 

• Conduct one outreach and/or training event to a target group (agency staff or 
building industry) chosen by the New Development Subcommittee. 

• Develop and distribute outreach materials with direction from New 
Development Subcommittee.  Compile and distribute guidance and 
educational material to agency staff. 

This task is based on the SWMP.  The focus of 
training and outreach materials will be on the 
specific pollutant and hydromodification controls 
developed in Task 7.1.  

$18,000 

($10,000) 
 
 
 

($8,000) 

06-30-2002 
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Task Number and Description Rational/Background 
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 
Due Date 

ND-5.  Assist with NPDES Permit Requirements, Reports, and Budgets: 

• Provide support for monthly New Development Subcommittee meetings and 
any needed work group meetings.  Prepare reports, budgets, and other items 
to assist with implementation and documentation of this component.  Evaluate 
effectiveness of this component so that the New Development Subcommittee 
can make improvements to the General Program. 

This task is based on the SWMP and the 
ACCWP desire to implement a process of 
continuous improvement. 

$25,000 

 

 

 

 

 

Ongoing 

Total Budget  $82,000  
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Task Number and Description Rational/Background 
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 

Due Date 

ID-1.  Implement and Assist with Performance Standards: 

• Provide input and direction on the next Stormwater Management Plan and 
permit application based on comments from the I&IDC Subcommittee.1  
Review component performance standards and update as needed. 

This task is based on the SWMP. 

Performance standards are reviewed annually, 
and updated as necessary. 

$1,000 Ongoing 

 

01-01-2002 

ID-2.  Assist Member Agencies Comply with Requirements for Conditionally 
Exempt Non-Stormwater Discharges: 

• Facilitate compliance with conditionally exempt non-stormwater discharges.  
Work with the I&IDC Subcommittee to identify effective control measures.  
Facilitate process for adding new conditionally exempt non-stormwater 
discharges and developing appropriate BMPs. 

This task is based on the SWMP, the municipal 
stormwater NPDES permit, and “Table 5.  
Summary of Conditionally Exempt Discharges, 
Follow-up, and Schedule” of the ACCWP 
1997/98 Annual Report. 

$7,000 

 

 

 

 

09-15-2002 

ID-3.  Track and Analyze Non-Stormwater Discharge Reports: 

• Collect and analyze information on illicit discharge control activities reported 
in the ACCWP agencies’ quarterly summary reports.  Analyze information to 
detect trends and to improve planning and management of illicit discharge 
control program activities, with direction from the I&IDC Subcommittee.  

This task is based on the SWMP and the 
municipal stormwater NPDES permit. 

$20,000 03-15-2002  

& 

09-15-2002 

 

ID-4.  Conduct Outreach and Training: 

• Facilitate outreach and training activities to prevent illicit discharges, with 
direction from the I&IDC Subcommittee. Develop materials to support 
outreach and training activities. 

• Identify a target audience and select appropriate outreach activity at least 
once every two years. 

This task is based on the SWMP.   $12,000 

($2000) 

 
 

($10,000) 

07-01-2002 

ID-5.  Manage Component and Evaluate and Improve Its Effectiveness: 

• Assist I&IDC Subcommittee and its workgroups to conduct meetings and 
prepare NPDES permit reports, work plans and associated budgets related to 
this component.  

This task is based on the SWMP.  All agencies 
will submit their action plan using the same 
form to help ensure the information reported is 
consistent countywide. 

$6,000 12-15-2001 

03-15-2002  

& 

09-15-2002 

Total Budget  $46,000  

                                                 
1 The majority of the budget for I&IDC Subcommittee coordination of illicit discharge control consistency issues is included in Task 9.2. 
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Task Number and Description Rational/Background 
(if necessary) 

Budget Schedule/ 
Due Date 

ICD-1.  Assist with the Implementation of Business Inspections, 
Enforcement and Educational Outreach Activities: 

• Assist Agencies to implement business inspections and related performance 
standards and encourage Program-wide consistency under the auspices of 
the Industrial/Commercial & Illicit Discharge Control (I&IDC) Subcommittee 
and its work groups.   

• Review performance standards and make improvements on a biannual or 
more frequent basis.   

This task is based on SWMP.  Illicit Discharge 
Control Program coordination is incorporated 
into this budget.   

$45,000 

 

 

 

 

Ongoing 

 

 

 

 

06-30-2003 

ICD-2.  Develop BMP Guidance Materials: 

• Identify target audiences and which format to use for materials under the 
direction of the Industrial/Commercial & Illicit Discharge Control 
Subcommittee.  Produce materials. 

This task is based on SWMP.  Guidance 
materials will support both illicit discharge 
control and industrial/commercial discharge 
control activities. 

18,000 Ongoing 

ICD-3.  Track and Analyze Facility Inspection Reports: 

• Collect and analyze facility inspection report forms. Discuss findings with and 
perform additional analysis at the request of the Industrial/Commercial & Illicit 
Discharge Control Subcommittee.  

This task is based on SWMP. $20,000 Ongoing 

 

 

ICD-4.  Conduct Outreach and Training: 

• Identify a target audience (agency, business groups or industrial/ commercial 
associations), select appropriate forum for outreach under the direction of the 
Industrial/Commercial & Illicit Discharge Control Subcommittee.  Conduct 
outreach or training activity(s) on a biannual or more frequent basis. When 
common objectives exist, coordinate training or outreach events with other 
General Program subcommittees. 

This task is based on the SWMP. $15,000 06-30-2003 

ICD-5.  Assist with NPDES Permit Requirements, Reports, Budgets and 
Evaluation of Industrial Discharge Control Activities: 

• Support the meetings of the Industrial/Commercial & Illicit Discharge Control 
Subcommittee and work groups.  Prepare reports, budgets and other items 
necessary for administering this component and ensuring NPDES Permit 
compliance.  Evaluate effectiveness of component through business surveys, 
analysis of agency annual report submittals and Regional Board staff’s 
reviews.  Based on evaluation, suggest policy and procedure improvements.  

This task is based on the SWMP.   26,000 

 

Ongoing 

 

 

Total Budget  $124,000  
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Area of Activity Specific Tasks Schedule Conducted by: 

Municipal Activities    

MA-1: Survey agency use of insecticides 1) Conduct survey of insecticide use by municipal 
employees or contractors.  

2) Assess results of survey and develop a plan to 
minimize the potential for municipal use of 
insecticides to impact storm water quality.  

3) Begin implementation of recommended 
activities  

1) FY 01/02 

 

2) FY 01/02 

3) FY 01/02 

1) Municipalities/ 
Program 

2) Municipalities/ 
Program 

3) Municipalities 

MA-2: Train municipal employees who use 
insecticides about insecticide-related surface water 
toxicity, proper use and disposal of insecticides, and 
less-toxic methods of prevention and control. 

1) Conduct survey of established training 
requirements for municipal employees who use 
insecticides. Report on results. 

2) Assess results of survey and develop a plan to 
augment existing training activities. 

3) Implement training activities  

1) FY 01/02 

 

2) FY 01/02 

3) FY 01/02 

1) Municipalities/ 
Program 

2) Planning Comp. 

3) Municipalities/ 
Planning Comp. 

MA-3: Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
practices, policies, or ordinances. 

1) Review established IPM practices, policies, or 
ordinances. Determine if additional practices, 
policies or ordinances should be developed. 
Submit written report on findings and 
recommended actions to Regional Board. 

2) Compile examples of IPM practices, policies, 
and ordinances and provide to member 
agencies. Assist member agencies with 
implementation as appropriate. 

3) Implement recommendations from Task 1. 

1) FY 01/02 

2) FY 01/02 

3) FY 01/02 

1) Municipalities/ 
Program 

2) Planning Comp. 

3) Municipalities 
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Area of Activity Specific Tasks Schedule Conducted by: 

Outreach    

OR-1  Outreach to Residents: Continue to develop 
and distribute information to the general public on 
pesticide-related toxicity, proper use and disposal of 
pesticides, and less-toxic methods of pest 
prevention and pest control. 

1) Support “Our Water, Our World” point of 
purchase campaign. 

2) Develop distribution plan for insecticide related 
outreach materials.  

3) Implement distribution plan 

1) FY 01/02 
 
2) FY 01/02 
 
3) FY 01/02 

1) PI/P Comp. 
 
2) Municipalities 

and PI/P Comp. 
3) Municipalities 

and PI/P Comp. 
OR-2 Outreach to Commercial Facilities:  Provide 
information to selected businesses (e.g., 
restaurants, and supermarkets) about insecticide-
related surface water toxicity, proper use and 
disposal of insecticides, and less-toxic methods of 
prevention and control. 

1) Select business sector and develop or adopt 
outreach material 

2) Distribute Material in conjunction with 
Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program 

 

1) FY 01/02 
 
2) FY 02/03 

1) II&ID Comp. / 
Planning Comp. 

2) Municipalities 

Develop Partnerships    
DP-1 PCOs: The Program will contact licensed 
applicators in the county, and will work with those 
who are willing, to set up a program to minimize 
water quality impacts from structural pest control 
applications.   

1) Contact licensed applicators and coordinate 
development of IPM approach 

 
2) Begin implementation of IPM approach 

1) FY 01/02 
 
2) FY 02/03 

1) Planning Comp. 
 
2) Planning Comp. 

DP-2 HHW facilities:  Continue to support and 
promote household hazardous waste collection as 
an important insecticide disposal option for 
residents.  

1) HHW info on P2 Outreach material. 
2) Conduct meeting(s) with HHW staff to discuss 

additional opportunities for coordination. 
3) Begin Implementation of activities developed in 

Task 2. 
 

1) Ongoing  
2) FY 01/02 
 
3) FY 01/02 

1) PI/P Comp. 
2) Planning Comp. 
 
3) Program or 

municipalities as 
appropriate 

DP-3 Agricultural Commission:  1) Conduct meeting(s) with County Agriculture 
staff to coordinate development of outreach for 
PCOs. 

 

1)  FY 01/02 1)  Planning Comp. 
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Area of Activity Specific Tasks Schedule Conducted By 

Monitoring    
M-1:  Use monitoring and science to investigate 
local impacts and sources. 

1) Develop insecticide application/runoff model. 
 
2) Track long term trends in storm water toxicity 

and insecticide concentrations (will be included 
in long-term monitoring plan) 

1) FY 01/02 

2) Ongoing  

 

1) Monitoring 
Comp. 

2) Monitoring 
Comp. 

Regulatory    

R-1:  Participate in the pesticide regulatory 
processes as appropriate.  

1) Provide written comments to Regional Board, 
U.S. EPA and California Department of 
Pesticide Regulation as appropriate.  

2) Provide monitoring data to Regional Board, 
U.S. EPA and California Department of 
Pesticide Regulation as appropriate.  

1) Ongoing 
 
2) Ongoing 
 
 

1) Planning Comp. 
 
2) Monitoring 

Comp. 

Coordination    
C-1:  Coordinate implementation of the PRP.   1) Establish work group to coordinate 

implementation across components, develop 
reporting forms and assist municipalities. 

2)  Coordinate with BASMAA, the California Storm 
Water Quality Task Force and the Urban 
Pesticide Committee as appropriate.  

1) Ongoing 
 
2) Ongoing 

 

1) Planning Comp. 
 
2) Planning Comp. 
 

Evaluation    
V-1:  Evaluate implementation of the PRP  1) Review each of the action items and develop 

and conduct evaluations as appropriate.  
2) Report on the results of the evaluations to the 

Regional Board 

1. Annually 
 
2. Annually  

1. Planning Comp. 
 
2. Planning Comp. 
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Area of Activity Specific Tasks Schedule Conducted by: 

Municipal Activities    

MA1 Fluorescent Bulb Recycling 1) Conduct survey of fluorescent bulb recycling 
practices currently employed by municipalities.  

2) Assess potential for improvement in recycling 
practices. 

3) Implement improved practices 

1) FY 02/03 

2) FY 02/03 

3) FY 03/04 

1) Municipalities 

2) Municipalities 

3) Municipalities 

MA2- Mercury Reduction Policies/Ordinances 1) Assess feasibility of implementing purchasing 
policies to reduce the use of mercury containing 
products. 

2) Implement activities from assessment as 
appropriate.  

1) FY 02/03 

. 

2) FY 03/04 

1) Municipalities 

 

2) Municipalities 

 

Outreach    

OR1- Outreach to Businesses: Work with 
business community to increase level of fluorescent 
lamp recycling. 

1) Identify obstacles to increased fluorescent lamp 
recycling. 
2) Work with appropriate entities to try to minimize 
obstacles.  

1) FY 02/03 
2) FY 02/03 

1) Planning Comp. 
2) Planning Comp. 

OR2- Outreach to Residents: Develop and 
distribute information to the general public on 
mercury related hazards, proper use and disposal of 
mercury containing products, and mercury free 
alternatives.  

1) Develop mercury related outreach program 
2) Conduct public outreach 

1) FY 02/03 
2) FY 03/04 

1) PI/P Comp. 
2) PI/P Comp. and/or 
Municipalities 

Partner with Other Agencies    

P1- Household Hazardous Waste:  Continue to 
support and promote household hazardous waste 
collection as a mercury disposal option for 
residents.  

1)  HHW info on P2 Outreach material. 
2) Conduct meeting(s) with HHW staff to discuss 
opportunities for coordination. 
3) Begin implementation of activities developed in 
Task 2. 

1)  Ongoing  
2)  FY 01/02 
 
3)  FY 02/03 

1)  PI/P Comp. 
2)  Planning Comp. 
3)  Program or 

municipalities as 
appropriate 
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Area of Activity Specific Tasks Schedule Conducted by: 

P2- Green Business Program: 1) Evaluate funding Green Business Program 

2) Assess potential for improving Green Business 
Program's fluorescent bulb recycling component 

3) Promote Program’s and municipalities’ use of 
Green Businesses 

4) Promote public’s use of Green Businesses  

1) FY 01/02 & 
02/03 

2) FY 01/02  

3) Starting 
02/03 

4) Starting 
02/03 

1) II&ID Comp. 

2) II&ID Comp. 

3) Planning Comp. 
and Municipalities 

4) PI/P 

Regulatory Involvement    

R1:  Participate in the mercury TMDL process.  1) Attend mercury TMDL meetings as appropriate. 
2) Provide written comments to U.S. EPA and the 
Regional Board as appropriate. 
3) Support legislation to reduce mercury use. 

1) Ongoing 
2) Ongoing 
3) Ongoing 

1) Planning Comp.  
2) Planning Comp 
3) Planning Comp  

R2: Fluorescent Bulb Recycling 1) Encourage the Department of Toxic Substances 
Control to promote recycling of fluorescent bulbs 
through revisions to Universal Waste Rule. 

1) Ongoing 

 

1) Planning Comp. 

 

Monitoring    
M1:  Use monitoring and science to investigate local 
impacts and sources. 

1) Conduct survey of stream sediments to assess 
concentrations and loading of mercury. 
2) Conduct additional surveys or special studies as 
appropriate. 

1) FY 01/02 

2) As 
appropriate 

1) Monitoring Comp. 
2) Monitoring Comp. 

Coordination and Evaluation    
CE1:  Coordinate implementation of the mercury 
PRP.   

1) Coordinate implementation across components. 
2) Coordinate with BASMAA, the Regional Board, 
and U.S. EPA as appropriate. 

1) Ongoing 1) Planning Comp. 

CE2:  Evaluate implementation of the mercury PRP 1) Review each of the action items and develop and 
conduct evaluations as appropriate.  

2) Report on the results of the evaluations to the 
Regional Board 

1) Annually 
2) Annually 

1) Planning Comp. 
2) Planning Comp. 
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Area of Activity Specific Tasks Schedule Conducted by: 

Brake Pad Partnership    
B-1:  Brake Pad Partnership  1) Contribute funds to support Brake Pad Partnership 

effort. 
1) FY 01/02 & 
02/03 

1) Planning Comp.  

Municipal Activities    

MA1:  Architectural uses of copper  1) Assess feasibility and effectiveness of reducing the 
use of copper in roofs or gutters.  
2) Implement actions based on results of assessment.  

1) FY 01/02 
2) FY 02/03 

1) New Development 
and Monitoring Comp. 
2) Municipalities 

MA2: Street Sweeping  1) Continue street sweeping in accordance with Municipal 
Maintenance Performance Standard. 

1) Ongoing 1) Municipalities. 

MA3- Outreach to Businesses:  
Conduct outreach to selected business 
sector (e.g., metal finishers, pool 
maintenance, auto repair) regarding 
BMPs to reduce copper discharge.  

1) Select Business Sector and Develop Outreach 
2) Distribute material in conjunction with 
Industrial/Commercial inspection program 

1) FY 02/03 
2) FY 03/04 

1) II&ID Comp. 
2) Municipalities 

Monitoring    
M-1:  Use monitoring and science to  
investigate local impacts and sources. 

1) Track long term trends for copper concentrations in 
storm water. (Will be included in long-term monitoring 
plan.) 
2) Conduct special studies as appropriate  

1) Ongoing 

2) As appropriate  

1) Monitoring Comp. 
2) Monitoring Comp. 

Coordination    
C-1:  Coordinate implementation of the 
CMP.   

1) Coordinate implementation across components. 
2) Coordinate with BASMAA, the Brake Pad Partnership, 
and others as appropriate.  

1) Ongoing 
2) Ongoing 

1) Planning Comp. 
2) Planning Comp. 

Evaluation    
V-1:  Evaluate implementation of the CMP  1) review each of the action items and develop and 

conduct evaluations as appropriate.  
2) report on the results of the evaluations to the Regional 

Board 

1) Annually 
2) Annually  

1) Planning Comp. 
2) Planing Comp. 
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Area of Activity Specific Tasks Schedule Conducted by: 

Monitoring    
M-1:  Use monitoring and science to further 
investigate local impacts and sources. 

1) Conduct survey of stream sediments to assess 
concentrations and loadings of PCBs.  
2) Conduct follow-up activities to track sources of 
PCBs 
3) Assess potential for ongoing discharges of PCBs 
from industrial facilities or other sources. 
4) Develop a plan to reduce discharges of PCBs in 
runoff from the county. 

1)  FY 01/02 

2) FY 01/02 

3) FY 01/02 

4) FY 02/03 

1) Monitoring Comp. 
2) Monitoring Comp. 
 
3) Monitoring Comp. 
 
4) Monitoring Comp. 

Regulatory    

R-1:  Participate in the PCB TMDL process as 
appropriate.  

1) Provide written comments on draft documents 
the Regional Board as appropriate.  
2) Provide monitoring data to the Regional Board 
as appropriate.  

1) Ongoing 
2) Ongoing 

1) Planning Comp. 
2) Monitoring Comp. 

Evaluation    
V-1:  Evaluate implementation of the PRP  1) reviewing each of the action items and develop 

and conduct evaluations as appropriate.  
2) report on the results of the evaluations to the 

Regional Board 

1) Annually 
2) Annually  

1) Planning Comp. 
2) Planing Comp. 
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Boundaries of Alameda County Watershed 
Figure D-3 
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  PREFACE 

Preface 
In February 2001, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) re-issued the City of San José’s (City) National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System municipal separate storm drain systems permit1 for the discharge of 
stormwater to local waterbodies.  The permit was issued jointly to the Co-permittees of 
the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program); the Co-
permittees include 12 other cities of northern Santa Clara County, the County of Santa 
Clara, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District. 

The permit requires the submittal of an Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP).  The 
latest iteration was last submitted to Water Board in March 2002.  The permit further 
requires that the City submit a compilation of all revisions to the URMP by September 1, 
2004.  This URMP has been prepared to fulfill the City’s requirement for the revised plan 
submittal and is Chapter 11 of the Program-wide URMP. 

The URMP identifies implementation activities that will be undertaken by various City 
Departments to comply with the federal and state requirements of the stormwater permit.  
These Program Elements address specific permit provisions (so called “C” Provisions 1-
9).  Key Program Elements, including Industrial and Commercial Inspection, Illicit 
Connection and Illegal Dumping, New and Redevelopment Planning Procedures, and 
Construction Inspection, have related Performance Standards2 that define the level of 
effort needed to demonstrate control of stormwater discharges to the “maximum extent 
practicable.” 

The URMP guides implementation of permit requirements in the following ways: 

1. incorporating Performance Standards into the City’s implementation efforts; 

2. updating the City’s program strategy to ensure that municipal activities meet these 
Performance Standards; and 

3. serving as a workplan to identify tasks, deliverables, and target dates for City 
programs. 

The current permit stresses documentation of effort and effectiveness evaluation.  To 
comply with this requirement, each set of Performance Standards has related milestones, 
a five-year workplan with targeted completion dates, and identification of responsible 
City Department(s).  This structure allows the City to document actions and elicit the 
feedback needed to fulfill the continuous improvement process contemplated by the 
permit. 

This feedback loop is completed through the Annual Reporting process that details 
milestone accomplishments during the reporting period and serves to update the City’s 
                                                 
1 NPDES Permit Number CA S029718, Water Board Order No. 01-024, adopted on February 21, 2001. 
2 Performance Standards are set forth for municipal activities that have the potential to affect the quality of 
stormwater discharged into the storm drain collection system, i.e., New Development Planning procedures; 
Construction Inspection procedures; Public Streets, Roads and Highways Operation and Maintenance 
(O&M); Storm Drain System O&M; Industrial and Commercial Inspections; Illicit Connections and Illegal 
Dumping; Water Utility O&M, and Public Information and Participation.  The assumption is that its 
ownership and responsibility for system operation and maintenance places the municipality in the best 
position to control inputs to the system. 
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URMP workplan over the period of the permit.  The Co-permittee Annual Report serves 
as both an internal and external check on planned activities such that the City may 
evaluate its use of program funds, target resources, and improve integration of the 
program with evolving watershed planning efforts.   
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1.   Background 
The City of San José (City) has been charged with preserving one of the most important 
estuaries in the United States alongside a socially and economically complex urban 
community.  Some of the strategies the City has developed to meet this challenge, along 
with a detailed description of the community framework, are presented below. 

A. Community Setting 
Located at the southern end of San Francisco Bay, San José encompasses much of eastern 
Santa Clara Valley (Valley).  Framed by the Santa Cruz mountains to the southwest and 
the Diablo Range to the east, San José contains broad expanses of both valley floor and 
steep hillsides.  From the adjacent hills, a number of perennial and intermittent streams 
flow northward through the valley to South San Francisco Bay (South Bay).  These 
streams and most of San José are within the Coyote Creek Watershed and the Guadalupe 
River Watershed3.   The Coyote Creek Watershed includes the following streams: 

• Upper and lower Penitencia Creek from the Diablo Range, 

• Silver Creek, also from the Diablo Range, and 

• Fisher Creek flowing from the west side of the Coyote Valley. 

The Guadalupe River Watershed drains the southwestern side of the Valley.  Los Gatos 
and Alamitos Creeks flow from the Santa Cruz Mountains into San José’s downtown via 
the Guadalupe mainstem. 

Over the last fifty years, San José has grown from a farming community to the largest 
city in northern California and the eleventh largest city in the nation.  The relatively rapid 
shift from an agricultural economy to its current diverse manufacturing and residential 
base has brought major changes to the area’s rivers and creeks.  Urbanization has meant 
significant hydrologic modifications to the watershed.  Streams have been filled, 
culverted, and channelized.  As more impervious parking lots, roads, and rooftops were 
built, riparian vegetation was removed to accommodate increasing flows and runoff 
levels. 

B. Growth Pattern 
Understanding San José’s growth and land use patterns provides insight into the 
complexities of managing urban runoff.  Between 1950 and 2000, San José’s population 
saw a nine-fold increase, as shown in Figure 1.  The City of San José encompasses 
113,750 acres, of which approximately 89,000 acres are within the Urban Service Area 
(USA).  

To manage growth, the City instituted an “Urban Service Area” (USA) concept in its 
General Plan ‘75.  Under the USA concept, urban services, including storm sewers, are 
provided to properties within the USA but not outside it.  As a result, more recent 

                                                 
3 Hydrological areas 205.30 and 205.40, respectively. 
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residential developments have been confined to the lower foothills, infill encouraged, and 
light industry “campuses” channeled into two main zones in the north and south, along 
major freeway corridors.  The City of San Jose’s land use patterns are presented in Table 
1, including vacant land which accounts for approximately 5.3% of the total land area. 
 

Figure 1.   San Jose Population Growth 

Table 1. San Jose Incorporated Area by Land Use 
 

Land Use Category
Land Area, Acres 

(approx) Percent of Total

Residential
Single-Family 30,500 26.8%
Multi-Family 5,500 4.8%
Two-Family 2,000 1.8%
Mobile Home 750 0.7%

Subtotal 38,750 34.1%

Non-Residential
Industrial 11,000 9.7%
Commercial 4,000 3.5%

Subtotal 15,000 13.2%

Other
Roadways 17,500 15.4%
Hillsides/Open Space1 17,500 15.4%
Baylands/Wildlife Refuge1 8,500 7.5%
Parks 6,500 5.7%
Vacant 6,000 5.3%
Schools 4,000 3.5%

Subtotal 60,000 52.7%

Total 113,750 100.0%
1Category delineated July, 2004 and not within USA.  
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Runoff from urban uses typically flows untreated to storm drain inlets and is conveyed to 
the nearest stream or open channel through an outfall.  San José has approximately 
28,000 storm drain inlets, 935 miles of storm drain lines and 1,130 outfalls throughout its 
urban service area. 

The historic and current growth patterns create several challenges and opportunities for 
urban runoff management; they include: 

a) The older storm drain system infrastructure is located in San José downtown, along 
the lower mainstream of the Guadalupe, where flows are most often concentrated 
during storm events.  Undersized and aging storm drains can result in additional 
maintenance costs and problems during large rainfall events. 

 A program that addresses storm drain infrastructure needs as well as maintenance is 
key to protecting and maintaining the lower reaches of the Guadalupe River. 

b) A large proportion of the housing stock, industrial and commercial development, and 
transportation infrastructure was constructed in an era when the impacts of urban 
runoff on watercourses and aquatic habitats were not a concern.  Consequently, the 
storm drain system was designed to convey stormwater with a maximum of 
efficiency, but without any knowledge of modern environmental considerations. 

 An aggressive public education program that encompasses pollution control practices 
designed for the general public is key to curtailing contamination from entering the 
storm drains. 

c) Current development and future new development provide an excellent opportunity to 
apply pollution prevention practices during the planning and design phases of the 
project.  This will help minimize or eliminate urban runoff during construction and 
after the project is complete. 

 

C. “General Plan” Policies 
To ensure that the community’s vision is achieved, the City has also adopted, in its San 
José 2020 General Plan4, goals and policies aimed at land use and future development.  
Several of the Plan’s major goals are designed to protect the watershed resources within 
San José, including: 

Riparian Corridor and Upland Wetland Protection: Preserve, protect and 
restore riparian corridors and upland wetlands. 

Bay and Baylands Protection: Preserve and restore natural characteristics of 
the Bay and adjacent lands, and recognize the role of the Bay’s vegetation 
and water area in maintaining a healthy regional ecosystem. 

Hillside Development: Preserve the valuable natural resources of the 
hillsides. 

                                                 
4 San José 2020 General Plan, August 1994.  City of San José, Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
Department. 
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Soils and Geologic Conditions: Protect the community from the hazards of 
soil erosion, weak and expansive soils and geologic instability. 

Urban Design:  Require the highest standards of architectural and site design, and 
encourage the use of "Green Building" techniques for all development projects, both public 
and private. 

Water Resource Protection: Protect water resources because they are vital to 
the ecological and economic health of the region and its residents. 

The General Plan provides a framework from which land use policies and ordinances are 
developed and implemented.  The General Plan is updated annually and policies and 
ordinances are revised or created based on needs identified through this annual process.  
The URMP implementation process provides a channel to gather information and identify 
needed land use and/or development policies and ordinances that need to be considered 
as part of General Plan updates and implementation processes.  The URMP Annual 
Reporting process requires analysis of the City’s performance on Program Elements 
contained herein.  This analysis allows the City to identify problem areas and sources and 
propose solutions that can be linked back to policies and procedures carried out by other 
departments such as Planning, Building and Code Enforcement.  

 

D. Stormwater Management in San Jose 
When the stormwater management program began nearly 15 years ago, little was known 
or understood about how such a program might work.  The City and its co-permittees 
were among the first cities in the nation to be permitted.  The initial approach centered on 
collecting existing data and coordinating existing municipal activities.  The City’s Urban 
Runoff Management program has since evolved into a driver for a number of City 
activities and area-wide programs.   

D-1. The Permit Landscape 

The City along with the 12 other municipalities in Santa Clara County, the Santa Clara 
County, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) applied for, and were 
jointly issued, the first Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit in 19905 issued by the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB or Water Board).  To 
coordinate permit compliance, the co-permittees entered into a Memorandum of 
Agreement6 (MOA), establishing the Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution 
Control Program (the “Program,” now known as the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program) in 1990.  The Program submitted the first draft 
Stormwater Management Plan7 (SWMP) in 1991, as a means to fulfill permit 
requirements. 
                                                 
5 Regional Water Quality Control Board Order No. 90-094, issued on June 20, 1990 
6 The City Council approved entering the MOA on September 5, 1989, effective upon issuance of the 
permit.  Formal MOA approval came on June 26, 1990. 
7 Draft submitted to the RWQCB January 1, 1991.  Stormwater Management Plan.  Santa Clara Valley 
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program. 
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The 1991 SWMP contained programs for area-wide and individual discharger 
implementation of control measures.  The area-wide SWMP was administered by the 
Program and contained a variety of activities such as monitoring, model ordinance 
development, industrial discharger identification, pilot studies, and public education that 
were considered most effective if undertaken on a regional level.  At that time, the City 
entered into an agreement, which is still in effect, to provide the Program with 30% of its 
budget. 

The City’s 1991 SWMP8 focused on developing organizational capacity to implement 
control measures that could be most appropriately carried out at the municipal level.  
These control measures included: 

a) establishing an illicit connection and illegal dumping elimination program aimed at 
strengthening and enforcing regulations to control littering, improper connections to 
storm drains, and cross connections to the sanitary sewer system; 

b) initiating an inspection and permitting program focused on targeted industries; 

c) implementing public agency programs that would establish the frequency of catch 
basin cleaning, provide programs for disposal of oil and hazardous waste, and 
curbside yard debris pick-up programs; and 

d) public awareness campaigns such as storm drain inlet stenciling, and oil and waste 
recycling fact sheets. 

The second SWMP was submitted in 1995 as the permit application for the second round 
permit issued in August 1995.9  This SWMP contained a commitment to develop 
Performance Standards for each Control Measure or Program Element required in the 
permit.   

D-2. URMP Development 1997 

With the issuance of the second NPDES permit in 1995, the City was required to submit 
an updated plan detailing the following basics: 

• programs that would be implemented; 

• Performance Standards to establish a level of effort for program activities; and 

• a work plan with a schedule for completion. 
The purpose of this document is to fulfill the above requirements.  It is titled the Urban 
Runoff Management Plan (URMP) and serves as a perpetual work plan for all of the 
City-committed responsibilities.  The URMP will be updated in the co-permittee Annual 
Report every September.  The Annual Report will detail accomplishments, lessons 
learned, and needed work plan revisions to ensure compliance with the terms of the 
NPDES permit for the applicable reporting period.  

                                                 
8 City of San Jose’s Program was included in final submittal to the RWQCB: Addendum to Draft 
Stormwater Management Plan: Summary of Community Specific Activities, coordinated by the Santa Clara 
Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program. 
9 SFRWQCB Order No. 95-180 issued August 23, 1995 to the Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source 
Pollution Control Program and the municipalities as co-permittees. 
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D-3. URMP Development 2002 to Present 

With the issuance of the third NPDES permit in 200110, the City continued its previous 
reporting requirements and the purpose of the URMP remained as stated above.  The 
URMP was updated in 2002 to address new Program Elements contained in the permit in 
addition to new or revised performance standards.  Such updates covered pesticide 
management, mercury, PCBs, dioxin, and construction inspection enhancements. 

Subsequent URMP revisions are detailed in this submittal.  They include new or revised 
performance standards for New and Redevelopment Planning Procedures and to address 
Rural Public Works.  Revised or new SOPs have also been included for a host of program 
elements to conform to the revised performance standards and reflect current business 
practices. 
 
 
 

                                                 
10 SFBRWQCB Order No. 01-024 adopted February 21, 2001 to the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program and the municipalities as co-permittees and issued March 28, 2001. 
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2.   Components 
This section addresses format and contents of the URMP, the City organizational 
structure, internal and external coordination of the various Program Elements, other 
related programs, program assessment, and budget allocation. 

A. Format and Contents 
The URMP contains several Program Elements (also referred to as Control Measures); 
they are listed below and described in section B: 

1. Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping 

2. Industrial/Commercial Discharges 

3. New and Redevelopment 

4. Construction Inspection 

5. Public Streets, Roads & Highways Operations & Maintenance 

6. Storm Drain System Operations & Maintenance 

7. Water Utilities Operations & Maintenance 

8. Pesticide Management 

9. Mercury 

10. Copper & Nickel Action Plans 

11. Trash  

12. Monitoring 

13. Municipal Compliance 

14. Public Information & Participation 

Each Program Element follows a set of guidelines, as illustrated in the URMP Program 
Element Flowchart.  For applicable elements, the Performance Standard associated with a 
Program Element is used as the basis for determining permit compliance.  Other elements 
are driven by permit language. A Performance Standard is defined as “the level of 
implementation necessary to demonstrate the control of pollutants in storm water to the 
maximum extent practicable.” 

Each set of Performance Standards has related workplan tasks, a schedule of deliverables, 
and targeted completion dates.  This structure allows the City to document actions and 
elicit feedback needed to fulfill the continuous improvement process contemplated by the 
permit.  This feedback loop is completed through the annual reporting process that details 
milestone accomplishment during the reporting period. 
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Figure 2. URMP Program Element Flowchart 
 

 

Performance
Standards

Milestones

Reporting Format

Standard
Operating

Procedures
(SOPs)

Work Plans

Best Management
Practices (BMPs)

To establish the level of program effort needed to
achieve compliance.

To ensure that the implementation of control
measures and BMPs is institutionalized as part of
routine activities.

To ensure that there is a consistent understanding
and application of measures designed to reduce or
eliminate contaminants in stormwater runoff.

Legal Authorities

Guideline Purpose

To determine compliance through deliverables and
a schedule for completion.

To document planned activities needed in order to
meet performance standards.

To evaluate progress against program element
milestones annually.

To establish statutory basis for program element
implementation.

 
 

B. Coordination 
ESD’s Watershed Protection Division provides oversight of the stormwater permit and 
coordinates activities across departments.  Individual Program Elements are implemented 
in those City Departments where existing responsibilities are consistent with the work 
that is required.  For each Program Element, there is a lead group responsible for 
achieving the Performance Standard and meeting the associated “Milestone(s).”  The 
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internal (City) and external (outside agencies) coordination process for the various 
Program Elements is illustrated in Table 2 and described below. 
Table 2. URMP Coordination – City of San Jose 

PROGRAM ELEMENT DEPARTMENTS OR ESD SECTIONS OUTSIDE AGENCIES/ORGANIZATIONS 

1. Illicit Connection/Illegal 
Dumping 

ESD Watershed Enforcement 
Hazardous Incidence Team, Fire Dept 
Department of Transportation 
Planning, Building & Code Enforcement 

Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Santa Clara County DA’s Office 
Department of Fish & Game 
CA Dept of Motor Vehicles 

2. Industrial/Commercial 
Discharges 

ESD Watershed Enforcement 
Hazardous Incidence Team, Fire Dept 
ESD Source Control 

 

3. New and Redevelopment Planning, Building & Code Enforcement 
Public Works 
Redevelopment Agency 
ESD Watershed Enforcement 

 

4. Construction Inspection Public Works 
Planning, Building & Code Enforcement 
ESD Watershed Enforcement 

 

5. Public Streets, Roads & 
Highways Operations & 
Maintenance 

Department of Transportation 
General Services  
Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood 
Services 

 

6. Storm Drain Operations & 
Maintenance 

Department of Transportation 
Department of Public Works 

 

7. Water Utilities Operations & 
Maintenance 

ESD Municipal Water  

8. Pesticide Management General Services  
Department of Transportation 
Public Works 
Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood 
Services 

SCVURPPP 
 

9. Mercury General Services  
ESD Integrated Waste Management  
ESD Marketing & Communications 
 

SCVURPPP 
Clean Estuary Partnership 
Santa Clara County Household 
Hazardous Waste Program 

10. Copper & Nickel Action 
Plans 

ESD Marketing & Communications 
ESD Watershed Enforcement 
Planning, Building & Code Enforcement 

South Bay POTWs 
SCVURPPP 

11. Trash  Department of Transportation 
Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood 
Services 
General Services  
ESD Integrated Waste Management 

SCVURPPP 
Santa Clara Valley Water District 

12. Monitoring  SCVURPPP 

13. Municipal Compliance Department of Transportation 
General Services 

 

14. Public Information & 
Participation 

ESD Marketing & Communications SCVURPPP 
BASMAA, BAPPG, WMI 
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B-1. Illicit Connections/Illegal Dumping (ICID) 

The purpose of this Program Element is twofold: 
• identifying and eliminating illicit connections to the storm drain system and cross-

connection to the sanitary sewer system; and 
• prevention, detection, and clean-up of illegal discharges and dumping into the storm 

drains and streams. 

Implemented by ESD’s Watershed Enforcement, the section has two full-time staff 
equivalents and maintains special internal arrangements for response to spills and 
containment of illegal dumping incidents with the following City Departments: 
a) Fire Department’s Hazardous Incidence Team, and 
b) Department of Transportation. 
Enforcement staff consults with the Planning Division of the Department of Planning, 
Building and Code Enforcement for identification of legal code-conforming solutions to 
existing illicit connections. 

The Division routinely coordinates with the following outside agencies: 
a) Santa Clara Valley Water District; 
b) Regional Water Quality Control Board; 
c) Santa Clara County District Attorney’s Office - Environmental Crimes Unit and the 

Office of Toxics Enforcement; 
d) Department of Fish and Game; and  
e) State Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV). 

B-2. Industrial/Commercial Discharges (IND) 

This Program Element is designed to assess the compliance of San José businesses with 
federal, state, and local regulatory requirements regarding discharges to the storm drain 
system.  The Watershed Enforcement section takes the lead in conducting this program.  
Enforcement inspectors inspect more than 2,500 businesses throughout the City per year.  
Enforcement has ten full-time inspectors performing inspections of a wide variety of 
companies with the potential to impact the storm sewer system.  These include companies 
required to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) and prepare Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plans (SWPPPs) under federal and state law per the General Industrial Activity 
Stormwater Discharge Permit (GIASP) and those businesses not subject to specific 
permit requirements in targeted Standard Industrial Code (SIC) categories, such as 
restaurants, construction and others with a high exposure potential. The Enforcement 
inspectors provide the following services: 
• inspections; 
• outreach on stormwater issues and best management practices;  
• enforcement in response to municipal code violations, where needed; and 
• documentation of the above activities. 
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Ongoing coordination occurs with the City’s Hazardous Materials (Hazmat) and ESD’s 
Pretreatment Programs who conduct inspections of facilities with hazardous materials or 
industries with pretreatment requirements.   

B-3. New and Redevelopment (NRD)11 

Implementation of this program element is primarily the responsibility of the Department 
of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement (PBCE) under its Planning Division.  
Planning reviews private development projects, as well as projects proposed by the 
Redevelopment Agency, for compliance with stormwater requirements.  Public Works is 
responsible for integrating stormwater requirements into the design and implementation 
of City projects. 

Planning procedures have been established to ensure that siting, design, and engineering 
of developments conform to existing BMPs per the New and Redevelopment 
Performance Standard.  These procedures had previously been incorporated into the 
Planning Department’s permit review process in 1996.12  In response to the expanded 
requirements for new development in the 2001 permit, SCVURPPP revised the New and 
Redevelopment Performance Standard in 200313.  The City has in turn incorporated 
changes into related policies and procedures.  In October 2003, the revised City Policy on 
Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management was approved by City Council to reflect 
the new permit provisions.  These provisions require revision of guidance documents for 
use by Planning Division staff and outside developers to incorporate numeric hydraulic 
sizing criteria into stormwater treatment measures.  

The permit also requires that the City implement a program to verify the ongoing 
operation and maintenance of stormwater treatment measures.  Planning and ESD’s 
Watershed Enforcement will coordinate on this component.  Workplans for meeting these 
requirements had been initiated with the March 2002 workplan submittal and are 
ongoing.     

As implementation matures, new development provisions will impact the services and 
policies of other City departments.  ESD and Planning coordinate with the departments of 
Transportation (DOT); General Services (GS); and Parks, Recreation, and Neighborhood 
Services (PRNS) to address policy and maintenance issues.  ESD remains responsible for 
providing guidance and monitoring the Planning Division’s progress in complying with 
revised permit provisions as well as reporting progress internally through the Core 
Service Performance Measures and externally to the Water Board in the Annual Report. 

B-4. Construction Inspection (CON) 

PBCE carries out planning site reviews and referrals for construction sites deemed to 
pose a high potential to discharge sediment.  The Plan Implementation Division informs 
developers of the requirement to prevent sediment and other construction pollutants from 
entering the storm drains or the creeks, and includes the requirements as conditions in 

                                                 
11 Formerly abbreviated as NDC. 
12 Annual Report, September 1, 1996.  Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Control Program, FY 95-96. 
13 Planning Procedures for New Development and Redevelopment, SCVURPPP, December 18, 2003. 
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development permits and tentative map approvals.  Once a development project moves 
into the construction phase, the responsibility for ensuring that BMPs and erosion control 
measures are implemented falls largely to the units that inspect construction sites as part 
of their routine duties - Public Works (PW) and PBCE Building Division.  The 
Environmental Services Department performs follow up inspections for escalated 
enforcement. 

For private development projects, PW issues grading permits and requires that sites with 
high potential to discharge sediment (e.g. greater than 1 acre and/or hillside sites) to 
provide Erosion Control Plans and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs).  
As part of their inspection duties, PW inspectors are responsible for ensuring 
conformance with the City’s grading ordinance and for ensuring that private developers 
submit, and comply with, required Erosion Control Plans during grading and installation 
of infrastructure on the site.  Inspectors enforce City regulations by issuing verbal 
warnings or written Notices of Unsatisfactory Conditions, and can refer sites to ESD 
inspectors to observe and cite. 

Beginning in 2003, PBCE building inspectors identify and correct stormwater issues at 
sites where repeated inspections are a part of Building inspector responsibilities.  
Although this function excludes mechanical, electrical, and plumbing inspectors, all 
Building Division inspectors have been trained to report problems they encounter on an 
active site. 

ESD’s Watershed Enforcement inspectors assigned to the ICID program also respond to 
construction inspection referrals; these calls are treated much the same way as any ICID 
call.  Referrals come from the public and other City staff, including PBCE and PW 
inspectors.  ESD inspectors employ a tiered enforcement response plan, including 
education and cooperation (this lowest tier of enforcement response is also conducted by 
PBCE and PW inspectors), official warning notices, and penalty application - 
administrative or misdemeanor citations. 

For public projects, the responsibility for ensuring BMPs are implemented during 
construction projects falls to the Public Works divisions responsible for construction 
project management.   

ESD continues to provide training support to PW, PBCE, and ESD inspection groups and 
the development community regarding erosion control and good housekeeping BMPs. 

B-5. Public Streets, Roads and Highways Operation and Maintenance 
(PSR) 

The City’s Department of Transportation (DOT) operates and maintains, directly or 
through contractual work, the streets, roads, and traffic systems within the City limits.  
This excludes County-maintained expressways and state-maintained (Caltrans) highways 
and freeways.  This maintenance includes: 
• road repair; 
• resurfacing and reconstruction; 
• striping; and 
• maintenance of bridges and medians. 
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The goal of this program element is to further institutionalize the application of BMPs 
into SOPs for the wide range of activities associated with road maintenance and 
operations.  ESD has worked with Transportation to identify applicable BMPs and SOPs 
and provide training to field staff.  

ESD continues to provide training to Transportation staff on specific activities that could 
impact stormwater quality and good housekeeping BMPs that require continual 
implementation. 

In December 2002, a new Performance Standard for Rural Public Works (RPW) was 
added to PSR14.  The goal of the RPW Performance Standard is to minimize water quality 
impacts resulting from public works maintenance and support activities in rural areas. 

The initial list of rural public works facilities under the jurisdiction of the City of San 
Jose was compiled15 to include the largest City parks, which were reviewed for the 
following criteria: 
1. Not serviced by an integrated municipal storm drain system; and 
2. Not serviced by curbs and gutters; and 
3. Contains roads or trails that are intended to be passable for a maintenance vehicle (i.e. 

1/2 ton pick up truck or larger) 

The Departments of Transportation; General Services; and Parks, Recreation and Neigh-
borhood Services are responsible for RPW activities at the initial facilities identified.  
ESD has collaborated with the relevant departments to develop new SOPs and continues 
to support training sessions on the SOPs.   

B-6. Storm Drain System Operations and Maintenance (SDO) 

The City’s Department of Transportation (DOT) operates and maintains the storm drain 
system.  Operation and maintenance of the system include the following activities: 

a) Sweeping of City streets to prevent pollutants and debris from entering the system; 

b) Cleaning of storm drain inlets; and 

c) Removal of debris from the stormwater lines. 

Construction of new portions of the storm drain system is the responsibility of the 
Department of Public Works.  The City has a Storm Drain Improvement Masterplan that 
identifies system needs and priorities for inclusion in the five-year Capital Improvement 
Plan. 

                                                 
14 Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities, SCVURPPP, December 19, 2002. 
15 2002-2003 URMP Annual Report.  Parks identified were Almaden Lake, Alum Rock, Emma Prusch 
Farm, Guadalupe River, Kelley, Lake Cunningham, Montgomery Hill, and Overfelt Gardens. 
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B-7. Water Utility Operations and Maintenance (WUOM) 

The San José Municipal Water System (Muni Water) operates a drinking water supply 
treatment and conveyance system subject to this Performance Standard.  Muni Water is 
part of the Businesses Services Division within ESD and is responsible for developing 
the Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan (WUPPP), SOPs, and BMPs required for 
meeting this performance standard.  

The City of San Jose’s Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan (WUPPP), including 
SOPs, and BMPs, was developed in June 1999.  Muni Water staff continues to implement 
the Plan.   

B-8. Pesticide Management (PM) 

The goal of this program element is to reduce or eliminate the impact of pesticide use on 
water quality.  This program is implemented as a cooperative effort among several 
departments. The City’s General Services and Transportation Departments are 
responsible for pest, rodent and weed control at neighborhood and regional parks, road 
medians, rights of way, highway backups and streets.  The City (ESD; DOT; General 
Services; Public Works; Convention, Arts and Entertainment; and the Redevelopment 
Agency) also utilizes the services of contractors for certain turf, ornamental and structural 
pest control.  

The City has a Pesticide Management Committee (PMC) which consists of City staff 
from the following Departments: Transportation; General Services; Environmental 
Services; and Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood Services.  The PMC collaborated to 
revise the Pollution Prevention Policy16 to add a section on Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM).  City Council approved the revised policy, which solidifies the City’s commitment 
to apply IPM techniques in its approach to pest control and to require the same of 
contracted pest control operators.  The PMC developed SOPs and BMPs for City 
operations, which include IPM measures.  These departments coordinate to ensure that 
employees responsible for applying pesticides receive proper training on the IPM policy, 
SOPs and BMPs. 

In addition, ESD is responsible for coordinating outreach to the public on pesticide use.  
Most outreach activity is conducted in conjunction with the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program or other regional groups. 

B-9. Mercury (M) 

The goal of this program element is to reduce the amount of mercury in urban runoff by 
minimizing the use of mercury-containing products in municipal operations, providing 
proper disposal services for mercury-containing products for residents and small 
businesses, and participating in monitoring efforts associated with TMDL development. 

                                                 
16 A Resolution of the Council of the City of San Jose Approving the Revised City Council Policy for 
Pollution Prevention, adopted June 24, 2003.  
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In June 2003 the City revised its Pollution Prevention policy to minimize the release of 
pollutants into the water and air and reduce the generation of hazardous wastes. All City 
departments that procure and/or dispose of products and materials, or are involved in 
activities with the potential to cause water quality impairment, air pollution, or generation 
of hazardous wastes, will be responsible for implementing the provisions of this policy to 
the maximum extent practicable. 

General Services Purchasing Division is responsible for the procurement of services and 
products for the City.  Purchasing, often in cooperation with departments, establishes 
specifications for goods or services to be purchased.  ESD and Purchasing work together 
to implement the City’s Environmentally Preferable Purchasing Policy (EPPP) adopted 
by City Council in 2001.  The EPPP is purposed to “minimize the negative environmental 
impacts of the City’s activities by ensuring the procurement of services and products that 
reduce toxicity; conserve natural resources, material and energy; maximize recyclability 
and recycled content.” 

The County of Santa Clara administers the Household and Small Business Hazardous 
Waste (HHW) Program, which provides disposal of hazardous materials, including 
mercury-containing products, for residents and small businesses.  The City, including 
ESD’s Integrated Waste Management Division, supports the HHW Program activities by 
participating in coordination activities and providing a permanent space for the County to 
hold hazardous waste drop-off events. 

ESD is also responsible for coordinating outreach to the public on mercury.  Most 
outreach activity is conducted in conjunction with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program or other regional groups. 

In addition, the City has operated and maintained the National Mercury Deposition 
Network (MDN) site since January 2000, collecting samples, recording data, and sending 
both to the national MDN laboratory.  The City also continues its support of the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Monitoring Program, AB 982 TMDL Public Advisory Group, 
WMI Guadalupe River Mercury TMDL17 Workgroup, and the Clean Estuary Partnership.  
The City continues its commitment to work with the Water Board and stakeholders 
toward TMDLs that are technically defensible and feasible for implementation.   

B-10. Copper & Nickel Action Plans (CNAP) 

The purpose of this program is to implement the relevant baseline activities in the Copper 
and Nickel Action Plans.  Activities in these action plans are attributed largely to the 
South Bay POTWs and to SCVURPPP as the responsible entities.  Some activities, 
however, require specific actions by the SCVURPPP co-permittees or specified 
municipalities.  The City implements activities pursuant to implementation of the 
baseline actions included in the Copper and Nickel Action Plans.  These activities are in 
addition to those undertaken by SCVURPPP as a program. 

Generally, the measures that require implementation at the municipal level are integrated 
into ongoing program elements.  For example, outreach to industrial facilities is 

                                                 
17 Total Maximum Daily Load 
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implemented through the Industrial/Commercial Inspection Program.  ESD coordinates 
with other City departments as needed to ensure baseline activities are implemented. 

B-11. Trash (TRA) 

The purpose of this program element is to identify new and existing strategies to address 
litter problem areas having an impact on urban streams and waterways, and to respond to 
the November 14, 2001 Water Board 303(d) Staff Report which indicates an expectation 
for municipalities to assess trash impairments before the next 303 (d) listing cycle.  ESD 
is responsible for coordinating this effort and works primarily with the Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (and its co-permittees, including the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District) to assess and address problem areas. 

ESD coordinates with many City departments that administer programs providing clean-
up services in public areas that may impact creeks and waterways. The Department of 
Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services (PRNS) is responsible for administering 
the Anti-litter, Adopt-a-Park and Adopt-a-Trail programs, which recruit volunteers to 
assist with litter clean-up citywide.  PRNS, as a member of the Creek Connections Action 
Group, also assists with the coordination of Adopt-a-Creek activities including annual 
creek clean-up events. 

The General Services Department is responsible for the maintenance of parks (including 
litter removal). The Department of Transportation (DOT) administers the Adopt-a-Street 
volunteer program and is responsible for maintaining landscaped medians, roadsides, and 
storm drain inlets. 

ESD’s Integrated Waste Management Division (IWM) is responsible for managing the 
collection of garbage and recycling from residential homes and City facilities (See 
section C-1 for further details on the Solid Waste Program).  ESD also coordinates with 
PRNS, General Services, DOT and the Solid Waste Program to obtain information 
regarding trash management practices.  

B-12. Monitoring (MON) 

The City, in conjunction with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program (SCVURPPP) is required per permit provision C.7.b of NPDES Permit 
CAS029718 to submit to the Water Board, a Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring 
Plan.  The Program submitted the final version of the plan on August 5, 2002 and a draft 
revised multi-year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan on March 1, 2004.  The Plan 
covers a number of pollutant control programs required by provisions C.7 and C.9 of the 
permit. 

Additionally, the City supports ambient water quality monitoring through monetary 
contributions to SCVURPPP, the Regional Monitoring Program (RMP), and the CEP.  
City staff also chairs the Technical Committee of the CEP.  Local stream monitoring has 
largely been undertaken by SCVURPPP and the SCVWD on behalf of the Program, 
although the City provides occasional staff support and monitoring equipment.  Long-
term characterization of the water quality of the South Bay has been the function of the 
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RMP, however as part of the SJ/SC WPCP NPDES permit18 and Copper and Nickel 
Action Plans, the City carries out the required dry season monitoring for these pollutants.   

The monitoring program will continue to develop in conjunction with the Santa Clara 
Basin Watershed Management Initiative (WMI). To ensure that the WMI goals are 
addressed, ESD staff is assigned to serve on various groups, including Watershed 
Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup, Bay Monitoring and Modeling Subgroup, and 
TMDL workgroups. 

B-13. Municipal Compliance (MC) 

The City owns and operates several Corporation Yards.  Municipal facilities are required 
to comply with stormwater regulations.  Efforts to reduce contaminated discharges from 
City facilities (Corporation Yards) must be similar to those required of private 
businesses.  There are six yards that are assessed annually by ESD for stormwater 
compliance; three are managed by General Services (GS) and three are managed by the 
Department of Transportation (DOT).  The Corporation Yards are: Central Service Yard 
(GS), Mabury Yard (DOT), Main Yard (GS), Municipal (or Police) Garage (GS), South 
Yard (GS), and West Yard (DOT). 

In addition to the annual inspection conducted by ESD, GS conducts quarterly hazardous 
material inspections which include stormwater issues.  Each Corporation Yard is required 
to maintain a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 

ESD also coordinates with various departments to ensure that municipal training is 
conducted in support of the applicable program elements.  

B-14. Public Information and Public Participation (PIP) 
To meet the Permit requirements of changing specific behavior that negatively impacts 
stormwater quality and to increase the understanding and appreciation of creeks and the 
Bay, the City crafts its outreach to: 

• educate citizens on behaviors which adversely affect water quality; 
• increase understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed; 
• promote reasonable alternatives to pollutant causing behavior; and 
• provide citizens with opportunities to become involved in watershed protection. 

The City’s outreach efforts are aimed at the four audiences described in the NPDES 
Permit: General audiences, Targeted audiences, Citizen Participation and Education. 
Outreach efforts also support all other Program Elements, as required. 

The City coordinates its outreach efforts with local and regional groups, including the 
SCVURPPP, Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA), Bay 
Area Pollution Prevention Group (BAPPG), and the WMI.  The goal is to develop and 
implement consistent, effective outreach and education programs.  The City provides 
significant resources for region-wide outreach through these local and regional groups. 

                                                 
18 San Jose / Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant, NPDES Permit No. CA0037842. 
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C. Other Related Programs 
Two existing City programs that are not a part of the URMP, yet integral to urban runoff 
management, are explained below. 

C-1. Solid Waste 

The City’s solid waste programs are managed by ESD’s Integrated Waste Management 
Division (IWM).  IWM programs serve more than 285,000 households and 21,000 
businesses and institutions.  This program contracts with private companies to provide 
services that are essential to the URMP, specifically: 

• yard trimmings collection; 

• used motor oil recycling;  

• garbage, recyclables and large item collection; and 

• disposal services for the City’s street sweeping, qualified creek clean-ups, and illegal 
dumping collection programs. 

Finally, ESD supports the County of Santa Clara HHW and Conditionally Exempt Small 
Quantity Generator Hazardous Waste Disposal programs, providing City residents and 
small businesses with a means of safely disposing hazardous waste. 

C-2. Vehicle Trip Reduction 

In an effort to address traffic congestion and pollution problems, the City implemented 
several programs focused on reducing commuter trips generated by its roughly 6,700 
employees.  The Department of Transportation is responsible for planning and managing 
these programs.  Specific activities are conducted through designated transportation 
coordinators in all departments within the City. 

Major programs include: 

a) Ecopass and Subsidized Transit Passes:  This program allows unlimited use of public 
transit.  Passes are issued to participating full and part-time City employees. 

b) Guaranteed Ride Home Program:  This program assures emergency transportation for 
employees who use commute alternatives to get to work.  Taxi service is provided to 
these employees in the event that they encounter a work or personal emergency that 
requires immediate or unanticipated transportation to their home or other destinations 
related to the emergency. 
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D. Tracking and Evaluation 
ESD’s Watershed Protection (WP) Division is responsible for managing the urban runoff 
management program to achieve permit compliance.  WP is the liaison with the area-
wide SCVURPPP Management Committee, the co-permittees, and internal City 
Departments performing activities under the URMP.  Within WP, the Urban Runoff 
Section is responsible for updating and reviewing workplan activities and coordinating 
annual reporting for each Program Element. 

The URMP prescribes a framework for program implementation and identifies 
“milestones” that are to be completed by specified dates.  Annual reports identify 
milestones achieved during the fiscal year using a standard reporting format19.  The 
guiding principle for these activities is for City Departments to 1) document efforts 
undertaken; 2) provide evaluation of efforts and feedback on effectiveness of the 
activities; and 3) provide suggestions on ways to improve their programs and efforts.   
Figure 3. Continuous Improvement Cycle Flowchart 

 Establish/Update
URMP Work Plan

(March)

Suggest
Improvements

Evaluate
Effectiveness of

Efforts

Document Work
Plan Progress

Annual Report
(September)

 

                                                 
19 The standard format for annual reporting includes four subsections for each Program Element: 1) Self 
Evaluation Matrix, which provides the status of work plan activities; 2) Program Evaluation; 3) Responses 
to Water Board comments received; and 4) Additional Tables or Information as needed to demonstrate 
accomplishments or fulfills program-specific reporting requirements.  See City of San José Urban Runoff 
Management Plan, Annual Report 2002-2003. 
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E. Funding 
The City understands that addressing urban runoff problems takes long-term commitment 
and ongoing resources.  Early on in the program, a funding mechanism was developed to 
provide the financial basis for program efforts. 

In April 1991, the City Council adopted an ordinance establishing a Storm Drainage 
Service Use Charge.20  The purpose of the charge was to provide: a method for payment 
of all or any part of the cost and expense of improving the quality of storm and surface 
water runoff, the cost and expense of maintaining and operating the storm drainage 
system, and for constructing and improving the system within the City.  These fees are 
billed on the property tax bill.  Of the $14 million, a majority of funding is devoted to 
direct and indirect program costs through the City’s annual budget cycle.  This allows the 
City flexibility to adapt program funding to near-term needs.  Table 3 below gives 
approximate annual allocation of the budget21. 

The stormwater permit requires that Annual Work Plans be submitted to the Water Board 
each March in advance of the fiscal year.  This precedes conclusion of the City’s annual 
budget adoption process.  Work Plan submittals are therefore subject to City 
appropriation of funding which occurs in June of each year. 

 
Table 3. Annual Budget Allocation 
Activities City of San Jose Departments Annual Budget 
Street Cleaning & Storm Sewer O&M Transportation $ 7.6 Million 
Pollution Control & Permit Compliance (Includes 
URMP oversight, enforcement inspection 
programs, studies, training, outreach, watershed 
management activities, and other support 
activities) 

Environmental Services 
Public Works 
Planning, Building & Code 
Enforcement 

$ 5.2 Million 
Storm Sewer Improvements Storm Drain Capital Fund $ 1.8 Million 
 Total Budget $ 14.6 Million 

 
 
 
 

                                                 
20 Ordinance No. 23781, amending Chapter 15.16 of Title 15 of the San José Municipal Code, adding a new 
Part 6. 
21 Based on 2004 Funds Management Report, ESD, January 2004. 
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3.   Program Element Performance Standards 
This section sets forth the Performance Standards and the associated milestones that the 
City will work to achieve.  A Performance Standard Matrix has been included for each of 
the Program Elements identified in the NPDES permit.  The Matrix is modeled after the 
conditionally approved Performance Standards and has distinct references to the Standard 
Operating Procedures (Refer to Appendix B).  Each Performance Standard Matrix is 
preceded by an introduction of the goals of the corresponding Program Element. 
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A. Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping 
The goal of this Program Element is to identify and eliminate illicit connections (IC) to 
storm drains and illegal dumping (ID) of non-stormwater into the storm drain system. 

The ICID Program Element sets up a framework for timely response to complaints, 
referrals, and proactive investigations of ICID activities.  The ESD Watershed 
Enforcement Section is responsible for the program and coordinates its activities with 
City Departments such as Fire, Public Works, and Transportation, and outside agencies 
such as the County HazMat Team.  Inspectors in other agencies and departments may be 
in a position to observe an ICID activity in the course of their inspections.  These 
inspectors routinely refer observed problems to Watershed Enforcement for resolution. 

Environmental Inspectors within Watershed Enforcement conduct field activities and 
respond to complaints.  Environmental Inspectors have the authority to enforce Title 1, 
Chapter 1.08, of the San José Municipal Code.  They also have the authority and 
discretion to take progressive enforcement actions including issuance of inspection 
warrants, official notices of violation, and citations.  City procedures preclude direct 911 
calls; police or fire dispatchers receive calls and refer incidents to ESD.  Most other calls 
are directed to the (408) 945-3000 number.  This phone number is stenciled on the nearly 
28,000 storm drains throughout the City. 

All complaints are documented in the Environmental Enforcement Data Management 
System (EEDMS) database that is maintained by the Watershed Protection Division, in 
which Watershed Enforcement is included.  The database enables the City to characterize 
complaints by type, location, and other information, as well as summarize the status of all 
cases into a table format.  The City currently provides this information in the City’s 
Annual Report and to the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
for compilation in the Program-wide Annual Report. 

The effectiveness of activities under this Program Element is reviewed annually.  The 
following information is collected and analyses provided in the City’s Annual Report: 
analysis of types of problems identified; problem resolution; program development 
including outreach and education activities; and trends over time to support long-term 
solutions potentially including infrastructure replacement and structural retrofit. 
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ICID Performance Standard Matrix 

# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
♦ Refine and implement SOPs for responding to ICID 

complaints/referrals. 
As Needed 
(First completed in 1990)  

♦ Review effectiveness of the SOPs. Annually 

ICID 1. The City will respond to complaints regarding ICID dumping activities 
into the storm drain system and will ensure that the activity has ceased or 
is on a time schedule to cease. 

♦ Document complaint activity and follow up conducted. Annually 
♦ Maintain database to track ICID complaint information. Ongoing  

(First completed in 1990)  
♦ Target areas for monitoring based analysis and trends 

observed. 
Annually 

ICID 2. The City will conduct investigations of high priority areas.  High priority 
is defined as areas with a high potential for non-stormwater discharges to 
the City’s collection system. 

♦ Conduct investigations of the high priority areas based on 
the results of the monitoring and/or historical complaint 
information. 

Ongoing 

♦ Conduct training for ICID inspectors. Annually 
(First completed in 1990)  

ICID 3. The City will ensure that ICID Inspectors are adequately trained in 
inspection procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to 
stormwater pollution prevention. ♦ Evaluate performance of inspectors and training protocols 

and modify the training program as needed. 
Annually, in July 

♦ Audit existing outreach and technology transfer material. Annually, in August 
(first completed in 1996) 

ICID 4. The City will distribute outreach and technology transfer material 
containing applicable control measures and/or BMPs to target parties 
responsible for ICID activities. ♦ Determine the need for new and/or revised BMPs, and 

develop the material as necessary. 
Annually 

ICID 5. The City’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its SOPs in responding to complaints regarding illicit 
connections and illegal discharge dumping activities into the storm drain 
system. 

♦ Document and evaluate effectiveness of SOPs, noting 
what worked well and what needs improvement 

Annually 
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B. Industrial/Commercial Discharges 
The goal of the Industrial/Commercial Discharger (IND) Control Program Element is to 
prevent unauthorized industrial and commercial sources of pollutants from entering the 
South Bay via the storm drain system. 

Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act requires that specific types of industrial/ 
commercial facilities obtain a permit to discharge storm and non-storm water.  The State 
Water Resources Control Board, through its California Stormwater Quality Task Force, 
has developed a statewide permit known as the General Industrial Activity Stormwater 
Discharge Permit (GIASP), to regulate such discharges.  The Water Board met with the 
co-permittees and other interested stakeholders to interpret the GIASP requirements as 
applied to local industrial activities.  This process also identified additional industries 
subject to regulations.  The results of the process are reflected in the 1996 Water Board 
conditionally approved Performance Standard for Industrial/Commercial Discharger 
Control Program.  The most recent GIASP was adopted by the Water Board in 1997. 

The City has since modified its IND inspection program to reflect provisions in the City’s 
2001 stormwater permit22.  Implemented by ESD’s Watershed Enforcement Section, the 
performance standard for this program element incorporates the City’s regulation of 
industrial and commercial facilities and the City’s support of the State GIASP program.  
This performance standard defines a level of effort for facility inspection activities that 
will result in pollutant load reduction to the maximum extent practicable. 

The City supports the State’s implementation of the GIASP by inspecting new filers 
within one year, based on data available from the State.  These inspections include: 

§ verification that an NOI has been filed; 

§ verification that the facility has a SWPPP, as required; and  

§ if not in compliance with the City’s municipal code, review of BMPs and control 
measures in accordance with SWPPP. 

The City also inspects new facilities added to the inventory (based on a business license 
database and selected SIC codes) for the potential that these facilities are required to file 
for coverage under the GIASP.  Listed facilities are initially inspected to determine 
whether they pose a significant potential for discharging pollutants.  The initial inspection 
involves identification of facility pollutants, possible contributions, and recommendations 
for control measures. Facilities found to pose a significant potential for pollutant 
discharge require ongoing inspection as a City-regulated facility, regardless of the 
requirement for coverage under the GIASP. 

The potential to contribute pollution is thereafter used as a means to assign an inspection 
frequency to the facility.  Inspection frequencies are determined according to the number 
of Areas of Concern (AOCs) identified at a site during inspection.  An AOC is defined as 
a violation, or warning about a potential violation, issued to a facility during an 
inspection. 

                                                 
22 SFBRWQCB Order No. 01-024 adopted February 21, 2001 
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There are a large number of facilities that require inspection; managing and tracking the 
data for these facilities is crucial to the ongoing efficacy of the inspection program. The 
database, EEDMS, is maintained by ESD’s Watershed Protection Division and is 
frequently updated to add new facilities and delete facilities that have closed or moved.  
Facility information is obtained primarily through the City business license database.  
This information is supplemented through periodic review of yellow pages, reverse 
address directories, business directories, and inspector referrals. 

EEDMS includes such information as: 
§ number and types of facilities inspected; 
§ number of facilities required/not required to submit NOIs; 
§ numbers and types of pollution problems identified; 
§ remedial actions taken; and 
§ numbers and types of enforcement actions. 

Watershed Enforcement coordinates with other City departments and local agencies to 
implement, follow-up on, and enforce discharge requirements as needed. 
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IND Performance Standard Matrix 

# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
♦ Conduct and document initial inspections of NOI Filers 

within one year. 
Ongoing 
(First completed in 1997) 

♦ Maintain a database to track the inspection information. Ongoing 
(First completed FY 93-94) 

IND 1. NOI Filers: 
The City will conduct inspections of those facilities that have filed an NOI 
with the State and appear on a list provided by the State. 

♦ Identify new NOI filers and conduct inspection. Annually 
♦ Identify industrial facilities that conduct activities with the 

SIC codes listed. 
Annually 
(First completed FY 94-95) 

♦ Conduct and document initial inspections of industrial 
facilities with the SIC codes listed. 

Annually 
(First completed in 1997) 

♦ Maintain a database to track the inspection information. Ongoing 
(First completed FY 93-94)  

IND 2. Non Filer Investigations: 
The City will inspect industrial facilities that may be subject to general 
permit requirements but are not found on the NOI filer list provided by the 
State and that conduct activities identified by the following SIC codes: 
5015: Automobile Dismantlers 
5093: Other Recycling Industries 
3200 series: Stone Clay and Concrete Products Industry 
4100 & 4200 series: Trucking Facilities that perform on-site vehicle 

repair, maintenance or washing. 

♦ Develop a priority list of facilities targeted for inspection 
during upcoming year. 

Annually 

♦ Identify commercial facilities listed. Annually 
(First completed FY 95-96) 

♦ Maintain a database to track the inspection information. Ongoing 
(First completed FY 93-94) 

IND 3. City Regulated Facilities: 
The City will conduct inspections of City Regulated facilities identified 
below: 
Food service facilities: 
§ 2 or more AOCs* over a rolling three year time period – Every year 
§ 1 AOC over a rolling three year time period – Every two (2) years 
§ 0 AOCs over a rolling three year time period – Every three (3)years 
All Other City Regulated facilities: 
§ 2 or more AOCs over a rolling five year time period – Every year 
§ 1 AOC over a rolling five year time period – Every two (2) years 
§ 0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period – Every five (5) years 
§ 0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period with no exposure or 

potential for exposure – No further inspections 
Facilities for which a referral or ICID complaint is received: 
§ Immediately for violations and every year until they meet the above 

criteria. 
* AOC = Area of Concern 
 
 
 
 

♦ Conduct and document inspection of the various facilities 
listed. 

Annually 
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# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
♦ Develop, and update as needed, an inspection frequency 

plan. 
(First completed FY 95-96 
& Last updated in 2002) 

IND 4. Compliance: 
The City will conduct industrial/commercial inspections to determine the 
existence of discharges or potential discharges which are illegal under 
local ordinances. The facility operator will be notified of observed areas of 
concern to be corrected and/or if official action on violations is necessary, 
it will take place under local enforcement procedures.  

♦ Document enforcement actions taken as a result of 
inspections. 

Annually 

♦ Maintain a training plan. Ongoing 
(First completed in 1997)  

IND 5. Training: 
The City will ensure that industrial/commercial inspectors are adequately 
trained in inspection procedures, documentation, and enforcement related 
to stormwater pollution prevention  

♦ Conduct training for industrial/commercial inspectors. Annually 
(First completed in 1990) 

♦ Audit existing outreach and technology transfer material. Annually, in August 
(First completed in 1996) 
 

IND 6. Outreach: 
The City will help develop and distribute outreach and technology transfer 
material containing applicable control measures and/or BMPs to 
industrial/commercial facility operators responsible for IND activities. ♦ Develop and/or modify existing outreach material, as 

needed. 
Annually 

♦ Document and evaluate the effectiveness of inspection 
procedures. 

Annually IND 7. NOI Filers Effectiveness Evaluation: 
The City’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its inspections procedures and database tracking system. ♦ Document and evaluate the effectiveness of the inspection 

database tracking system. 
Annually 
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C. New and Redevelopment  
The goal of this Program Element is to institute post-construction planning and inspection 
procedures that abate water quality impacts resulting from new development.  These 
post-construction procedures are intended to minimize stormwater pollution, erosion, and 
sedimentation to the maximum extent practicable and to meet new hydraulic sizing 
requirements for projects that create or replace one or more acres of impervious surface 
effective October 15, 2003. 

The revised New and Redevelopment (NRD) Performance Standard is a high priority 
because the City anticipates a steady growth rate in the future, primarily in the form of 
infill development within the City’s Urban Service Area.  According to the City’s 
General Plan, only 5.3 percent of the City’s 113,500 acre incorporated area is vacant or 
unused and is designated for development.  The majority of the City is already developed 
and has urban services and improvements. Typical new development in San José takes 
the form of infill development by way of demolition of existing structures on small, 
developed parcels and constructing new development that increases the density and 
height on the property.  Land use decisions can impact water quality; therefore, this 
Program Element seeks to implement planning procedures and policies that minimize 
such impacts. 

Pollution prevention is achieved through the application of site design, source control and 
treatment best management practices (BMPs) during the planning review phase of both 
private development and public projects.   

The planning phase subjects proposed development projects to review for conformance 
with City policies, procedures and design guidelines.  The review ensures that project 
plans include appropriate site design, source control measures, treatment BMPs, and 
environmental mitigation in the initial stage of the project and ultimately, as part of its 
design specifications.   

The planning phase for private development is conducted by Department of Planning, 
Building, and Code Enforcement (PBCE) staff with review by other departments, 
including Public Works - Development Services Division, Fire, and Environmental 
Services.  The Architectural Engineering Division of Public Works conducts the planning 
phase for public projects.  It is during the planning phase that appropriately sized post-
construction measures that prevent ongoing pollution are incorporated into the site 
design.  Because post-construction measures must be identified during the planning 
phase, the NRD Performance Standard is focused on design review procedures and 
ensuring that 1) the City develops policies for including post-construction measures and 
mitigation (see Appendix B NRD SOPs); 2) City Planning staff and developers are aware 
of alternatives and appropriate technologies that can be used to reduce urban runoff 
pollution (see Attachment 1, NRD Work Plan)); and 3) these technologies are evaluated 
for their effectiveness.  Accordingly, the Planning Department has updated its design 
review procedures and drafted revisions to the Guidance Manual on Selection of 
Stormwater Quality Control Measures.  The Department also will continue to formulate 
new policies and ordinances as new technologies are proven effective at preventing urban 
runoff pollution.  
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The Performance Standards for Planning Procedures contained in this element were 
originally based on the Water Board’s recommendations, which incorporated the 
mandates from the following publications: 

§ EPA’s stormwater regulations23;   

§ the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments24;  and 

§ the San Francisco Bay Estuary Project’s Comprehensive Conservation and 
Management Plan25.  

These current Performance Standards are consistent with the goals and objectives of the 
NRD Activities component of SCVURPPP’s URMP.  Each Performance Standard 
element has a milestone that provides a basis for documenting performance and 
evaluating the effectiveness of the City’s planning process. 

 
 

                                                 
23 Title 40, Part 122, Code of Federal Regulations 
24 Coastal Zone Management Reauthorization Amendments of 1990, 6217 
25 San Francisco Estuary Institute.  Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan.  June 1994.  
Prepared under Cooperative Agreement #CE-009486-02 with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
by the Association of Bay Area Governments. 
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NRD Performance Standard Matrix 

# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
NRD 1. The City (Co-Permittee) will have adequate legal authority to implement 

new development control measures, including all applicable requirements 
of Provision C.3, as part of its development plan review and approval 
procedures and other appropriate new development and redevelopment 
permitting procedures (Permit Provision C.3.a.i.). 

♦ Complete review, evaluation, and modification, as 
necessary, of the existing legal authority. 

 

Done 10/03 
Revise by 04/05 

NRD 2. The City will provide developers with information and guidance materials 
on site design guidelines, building permit requirements, and BMPs for 
stormwater pollution prevention early in the application process, as 
appropriate for the type of project and location (C.3.m.). 

♦ Develop and implement a procedure to provide, early in 
the application process, the development community with 
information and guidance materials related to construction 
and post-construction activities, site design guidelines, 
and other stormwater mitigation measures. 

Ongoing 

NRD 3. The City will ensure that environmental documents required for those 
projects that fall under CEQA or NEPA review address both significant 
and cumulative stormwater quality impacts during the life for the project, 
and relevant permit requirements.  These documents include EIRs, 
negative declarations and initial study checklists. 

♦ Complete review, evaluation, and modification, as 
necessary, of the existing environmental documents. 

Ongoing 

NRD 4. The City will encourage developers of all projects subject to design review 
under its development plan review and approval procedures to consider 
incorporating appropriate source control and site design measures that 
minimize stormwater pollutant discharges to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

♦ Develop and implement a procedure to provide the 
development community with information and guidance 
materials related to site design and source control, and 
other stormwater mitigation measures. 

♦ Identify and document existing site design standards and 
guidance documents and policies and revise if necessary. 

Ongoing 
 
 
 
Ongoing 

♦ Develop and implement a procedure to provide the 
development community with information and guidance 
materials for Group 1 projects related to site design, 
source control, treatment measures, and other stormwater 
mitigation measures, including the HMP when approved 
by the Water Board. 

Ongoing 

♦ Develop criteria and checklist to aid PBCE and PW in 
determining whether a development project should be 
required to incorporate post-construction treatment control 
measures and their related operation and maintenance 
requirements. 

Done 05/04 

NRD 5. The City will require developers of Group 1 projects deemed complete26 
on or after October 15, 2003, to design and implement the following 
measures to reduce stormwater pollution to the maximum extent 
practicable: 
§ Site design shall include measures to minimize impervious land 

coverage, maximize infiltration (where appropriate and designed to 
protect groundwater quality) and provide detention or retention as part 
of landscaping where feasible (C.3.b.i. and C.3.j.); 

§ Source controls shall be required to limit pollution generation, 
discharge, and runoff as appropriate (C.3.k), including measures to 
discourage pesticide use (C.9.d.ii.); 

§ Stormwater treatment measures shall be designed in accordance with 
the numeric design criteria in Provision C.3.d. 

♦ Identify and document existing site design standards and 
guidance documents and policies and revise if necessary. 

Done 09/03 and ongoing 

                                                 
26 “Deemed completed” is defined as the date on which a development permit application is received by the City with the applicant’s signature and all fees paid. 
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# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
♦ Identify and document existing source control measures, 

guidance documents, and conditions of approval and 
revise if necessary. 

Done 09/03 and Ongoing 

♦ Propose revisions to current Policy on Post-Construction 
Urban Runoff Management as necessary to incorporate 
hydraulic sizing design criteria. 

Done 10/03.  Revise 04/05. 

§ Increases in peak runoff flow and volume shall be managed for 
appropriate projects by implementing the guidance in the Program’s 
Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) for the specific stream 
receiving the discharge, following approval of the HMP by the Water 
Board (C.3.f.)  

♦ Refine and modify development approval procedures as 
necessary to accommodate HMP implementation. 

To be revised upon 
approval of HMP. 

NRD 6. The City will require developers of projects that disturb a land area of one 
acre or more to demonstrate conformance with the State General 
Construction Activity Storm Water Permit including filing of NOI, 
development of a SWPPP, et al. 

♦ Complete review, evaluation, and modification, as 
necessary, of the existing Public Works and Planning 
procedures. 

Done FY 02-03 and 
Ongoing 

NRD 7. The City will require developers of projects with potential for significant 
erosion and planned construction activity during the wet season to prepare 
and implement an effective erosion and/or sediment control plan or similar 
document prior to the start of the wet season. 

♦ Complete review, evaluation, and modification, as 
necessary, of the existing Public Works and Planning 
procedures. 

Ongoing 

♦ Draft policy and procedures necessary for an operation 
and maintenance verification program. 

Policy done 10/03 and 
procedures drafted 06/04 

♦ Track and compile a list of priority projects inspected and 
inspection results. 

Ongoing 

♦ Draft summary of details of operation and maintenance 
verification program. 

Drafted 06/04 

NRD 8. The City will implement an operation and maintenance (O&M) 
verification program that includes: (C.3.e): 
§ Compiling a list of private and public properties and responsible 

operators for all stormwater treatment measures; 
§ Inspecting a subset of prioritized treatment measures for appropriate 

O&M, on an annual basis, with appropriate follow-up and correction; 
§ Requiring legally enforceable agreements or other mechanisms 

assigning responsibility for O&M of treatment measures. 
♦ Include as a condition of approval a requirement that 

developers of projects that include installation of 
permanent structural stormwater controls are required to 
establish and provide proof or operation and maintenance 
of such structural controls. 

Ongoing 

♦ Develop a procedure to ensure that contractors include 
stormwater quality control measures appropriate for each 
project, during and after construction. 

Ongoing NRD 9. The City will ensure that municipal capital improvement projects include 
stormwater quality control measures during and after construction, 
appropriate for each project, and that contractors comply with stormwater 
quality control requirements during construction activities and 
maintenance activi ties (C.3.a.v.). 

♦ Begin tracking required data on public projects subject to 
C3 hydraulic sizing criteria requirements for Annual 
Report. 

Ongoing 

NRD 10. The City will provide training at least annually to its planning, building, 
and public works staff on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, 
and BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention (C.3.a.vi). 

♦ Modify current training program, as appropriate, and 
implement an annual training program for Planning, 
Public Works, Building, and Transportation staff. 

Ongoing 
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D. Construction Inspection  
The new Construction Inspection Performance Standards (CON) define the level of 
implementation that the City must attain to demonstrate that its construction inspection 
program controls stormwater quality to the maximum extent practicable.  This 
performance standard forms the basis for measuring the City’s construction inspection 
and enforcement program compliance. 

Construction sites must include stormwater mitigation measures to conform to the City of 
San Jose’s NPDES permit.  City ordinance requires that a grading and drainage plan to be 
included in the project application.  An Erosion Control Plan (ECP) may be required as a 
part of the grading and drainage plan, if the project is expected to have significant erosion 
potential.  The City requires all construction sites greater than or equal to one acre to 
have a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and a copy of the Notice of 
Intent to conform to State General Permit for Construction Activities. 

For private development projects expected to have significant erosion potential, City 
project managers and engineers require pre-construction meetings to be held prior to 
September 10th.  At this meeting, the Department of Public Works (PW) project engineer 
and inspector discuss project construction schedules and erosion and sediment control 
expectations and strategies.  The developer must describe his/her erosion control plan and 
procedures; potential revisions are discussed and agreed upon.  By September 20th, a 
final erosion and sediment control plan must be submitted and approved by PW before 
wet weather operations are allowed.  Other types of private development, which will have 
some activity but are not considered to have erosion potential, are sent a letter describing 
the City’s expectations and requirements in order for work to be allowed to continue into 
the wet season.  

All public projects, which are bid and awarded by PW, require contractors to include 
stormwater control measures for the project.  This information is included in the bid 
specifications.   

Per the City’s SOPs, City construction inspectors are included in the erosion and 
sediment control review process, and their expectations (regarding grading operations, 
etc.) are conveyed to the general contractor and his/her subcontractor(s).  During 
construction, the inspectors regularly inspect the site to ensure those grading operations 
and public infrastructure installations are conducted properly per the City’s grading 
ordinance and Water Board guidance on erosion and sediment control.  Specifically for 
erosion and sediment control inspections, inspectors review milestones such as making 
sure the site is protected and progressing as expected in the erosion control plan and 
narrative approved by the PW project engineer.  All slopes and construction entrances are 
inspected regularly for stabilization.  Inlet protection, creek outfalls, and sediment basin 
construction are all assessed.  Before and after significant rainfall, all BMPs are checked 
for necessary dredging or other maintenance to ensure that they can adequately prevent 
pollutants from entering the storm sewer system or creeks.  Failing BMPs are required to 
be redesigned or repaired. 

Construction sites with inadequate erosion/sediment controls are given verbal or written 
notice of the inadequacies, according to the City’s enforcement procedures, and followed 
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up with action(s) commensurate with the risk of pollutants entering City storm drains or 
waterways.  Written notices and follow-up actions are tracked and summarized in the 
City’s Annual Report to the Water Board. 

During structural construction, housekeeping practices at construction sites are key to 
preventing pollutants from entering storm drains.  For this element, Building Code 
Inspectors from the Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement (PBCE) are 
responsible for field observation of BMP compliance.  Since these inspectors frequently 
inspect sites as part of routine building permit compliance, they are in the best position to 
identify housekeeping problems at construction sites.  Building Code Inspectors have 
been trained by Environmental Service Department’s Watershed Enforcement Inspection 
staff on how to spot poor housekeeping practices and inform developers and contractors 
of observed problems. 

The SOP for this program element includes procedures to guide the referral and transfer 
of project information between inspection staff from PBCE, PW, and the Watershed 
Enforcement (WE) inspectors.  WE inspectors are available to provide escalated 
enforcement to achieve compliance at construction sites. 
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CON Performance Standard Matrix 

# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
CON 1. The City ensures through a construction inspection program that 

construction contractors properly store, use, and dispose of construction 
materials, chemicals, and wastes at construction sites and prevent illicit 
discharges to storm drains and watercourses. 

♦ Track and document incidents of housekeeping at 
construction sites. 

Ongoing 
(First completed in 2002) 

CON 2. For development projects with significant erosion potential and planned 
construction activity during the wet season, the City ensures, through a 
construction inspection program, that erosion and/or sediment control 
measures are implemented in accordance with local ordinances and project 
conditions of approval and maintained as needed during construction. 

♦ Identify needed ordinance changes including timeline for 
revised grading ordinance. 

As Needed 
(Completed in 2003) 

CON 3. The City inspects construction sites for adequacy of stormwater quality 
control measures.  The frequency of inspections for active sites is at least 
once per month, or more frequently based on the size of the project, site 
conditions, precipitation, and the project’s potential impact on stormwater 
quality. 

♦ Document inspections of active construction sites. Ongoing 
(First completed in 2001) 
 

CON 4. Prior to the beginning of the wet season each year, the City inspects all 
sites requiring erosion and/or sediment control plans, to ensure that 
measures have been taken to minimize erosion and discharges of sediment 
from disturbed areas. 

♦ Document pre-season inspection of construction sites to 
ensure adequate implementation of winterizing BMPs, 
prior to the wet season. 

Ongoing 
(First completed in 2001) 
 

CON 5.  Construction sites with inadequate erosion/sediment controls are given 
verbal or written notice of the inadequacies, according to the City’s 
enforcement procedures, and followed up with action(s) commensurate 
with risk of pollutants entering City storm drains or waterways.  Written 
notices and follow-up actions are tracked and summarized in the City’s 
Annual Report to the Water Board. 

♦ Track and summarize notices and follow-up actions for 
annual reports. 

Annually 
(First completed in 2001) 
 

CON 6. The City provides training annually to its construction inspection staff on 
inspection procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to 
stormwater pollution prevention.  All inspectors receive training on the 
latest construction-related stormwater pollution prevention techniques and 
appropriate follow-up actions at least once every two years.  The City 
keeps documentation that inspectors have received training. 

♦ Track and document that inspectors have received 
training. 

Annually 
(First completed in 1998) 
 

CON 7. The City provides outreach materials to contractors, developers, and 
municipal staff on construction BMPs and compliance with the State 
General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. 

♦ Evaluate outreach program and make improvements, as 
necessary. 

Annually 
(First completed in 2001) 
 

CON 8. The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors 
hired to construct public works projects have adequate erosion control 
plans and use appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) adopted by 
the Department of Public Works. 

♦ Track the number of Public Works projects with these 
requirements. 

Annually 
(First completed in 1998) 
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E. Public Streets, Roads, & Highways 
Integrally connected to the City’s storm drain system are the 2,250 miles of public streets, 
roads, and highways (PSR) that are maintained by the City.  Operation and maintenance 
of these roads, sidewalks, medians, and other related structures occurs year-round 
regardless of weather conditions. 

Like the storm drain system, road surfaces are impermeable, making them an efficient 
means of channeling water and pollutants to the storm drain system.  In addition to 
surface runoff, street maintenance activities such as road repair and resurfacing, 
landscape maintenance, and road striping painting, are potential sources of stormwater 
pollution. 

Section C.2 pursuant to NPDES Permit CA S029718, requires the City to submit, to the 
Executive Officer of the Water Board, a program element that identifies control measures 
to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges from Public Streets, Roads, and Highways 
Operations and Maintenance.  “Model” Performance Standards were developed by 
SCVURPPP, including provisions to routinely remove pollutants from City streets via 
street sweeping operations, as well as to control pollutants from regular operation and 
maintenance activities by carefully controlling water runoff from work activities and 
spills. 

The City has been implementing Public Streets, Roads and Highways model BMPs and 
SOPs from the SCVURPPP Performance Standards as part of ongoing permit compliance 
efforts.  These measures and their associated work plans are designed to provide a 
measurable and systematic approach to ensure compliance with the letter and intent of the 
permit. 

In December 2002, a new Performance Standard for Rural Public Works (RPW) was 
added to the PSR program element.  The goal of RPW Performance Standard is to 
minimize the water quality impacts resulting from public works maintenance and support 
activities in rural areas. 
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PSR Performance Standard Matrix 

# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
♦ Produce SOPs and implement BMPs. (Done FY 98-99) PSR 1. The City will implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) for street, 

road, and highway operation and maintenance (O&M) activities to reduce 
pollutants in stormwater and eliminate illicit discharges to the maximum 
extent practicable. 

♦ Distribute and review SOPs annually.  Incorporate 
SOP/BMP evaluation into annual training events. 

Annually 
(First completed in 1999) 

PSR 2. The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors 
employed to perform street, road, and highway O&M activities use 
appropriate BMPs. 

♦ Train contract managers for PSR O&M contracts on 
related stormwater BMPs. 

Annually 
(First completed in 2002) 

♦ Develop a training and staff feedback curriculum. (Done FY 00-01) 
 

PSR 3. The City will provide annual training to its municipal staff in use of 
appropriate BMPs.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining 
feedback from staff on implementation and effectiveness of the BMPs and 
Control Measures. 

♦ Incorporate curriculum into tailgate meetings and other 
existing training opportunities. 

Ongoing 
(First completed in 2001) 

PSR 4. The City will inform other parties (e.g., CalTrans, County of Santa Clara, 
and public utilities) conducting jurisdictional street and highway O&M 
activities of requirements to implement pollutant reduction BMPs and 
Control Measures in stormwater to maximum extent practicable and 
eliminate illicit discharges. 

♦ Develop a procedure to inform other agencies (particularly 
PG&E and CalTrans) regarding relevant NPDES 
requirements. 

(Done FY 99-00) 

PSR 5. As part of annual review process, the City will evaluate the effectiveness 
of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and eliminating illicit 
discharges.  The review and evaluation will include input from the 
municipal maintenance staff that implement the BMPs. 

♦ Establish a procedure to evaluate and incorporate any 
needed improvements in BMPs. 

(Done FY 01-02) 

♦ Identify City-owned properties that are applicable. Ongoing 
(First completed in 2003) 

♦ Develop SOPs and BMPs for rural public works activities. (Done FY 03-04) 
 

PSR 6. The City will extend its control measure strategy for PSR to address water 
quality impacts resulting from public works maintenance and support 
activities in rural areas. 

♦ Distribute and review SOPs annually.  Incorporate 
SOP/BMP evaluation into annual training events. 

Annually 
(First completed in 2004) 
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F. Storm Drain System O&M 
The City storm drain system is designed to be an efficient means of conveying 
stormwater runoff away from City streets.  Unfortunately, any pollutants that may be 
present in stormwater runoff can also be conveyed to the creeks as well.  Pollutants can 
often bind to sediments, which can then accumulate in drain lines and catch basins.  For 
this reason the cleaning of storm drain lines and catch basins is a key activity for 
controlling pollutants. 

The City’s program for operations and maintenance reaches all 157 square miles of the 
City and includes more than 850 miles of storm drain lines and 27,900 catch basins.  The 
oldest parts of this infrastructure are in the central part of the City, along the Guadalupe 
River.  Consequently, this older portion of the system, with its limited design capacity, is 
in need of constant maintenance. 

Section C.2, pursuant to NPDES Permit CA S029718, requires the City to submit, to the 
Executive Officer of the Water Board, a program element that identifies control measures 
to reduce pollutants in stormwater discharges from Storm Drain Operations and 
Maintenance.  This program must include provisions to address inlet and line 
maintenance, solid waste management, and opportunities for structural retrofit. 

The Performance Standards developed by the SCVURPPP have set forth two levels of 
effort for routine inspection and cleaning - Tier I and Tier II.  The City has committed to 
achieving Tier II level of maintenance both as a means to control pollution and to provide 
better flood control for its citizens. 

The principle difference between Tiers I and II is the frequency of inspection and 
cleaning.  While Tier I requires that all inlets/catch basins be inspected and cleaned (as 
needed) every other year and problem areas cleaned every year, Tier II requires 
inspection and cleaning every year with Problem Areas to be cleaned more than once a 
year.  A Problem Area is defined as a storm drain inlet or catch basin and area 
surrounding the drain which floods as a result of normal rainfall or as a problem noted 
during routine inlet cleaning.  A tracking system to address and document Problem Areas 
is included in the SDO Workplan. 

For emergency response to spills and illegal dumping incidents, the Department of 
Transportation has prepared an Emergency Operations Manual.  Elements of the Manual 
set forth steps which include containment and notification of appropriate agencies 
including the Fire Department’s Hazardous Incidence Team and the ICID inspectors of 
the ESD Watershed Protection division. 
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SDO Performance Standard Matrix 

# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
SDO 1. The City will implement BMPs for the storm drain system O&M to reduce 

pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable.  Specific 
BMPs for each type of O&M activity are listed in the City’s Workplan 
BMPs and Control Measures (Appendix B). 

♦ Develop and implement an SOP and BMPs for storm 
drain system O&M that require attainment of Tier II level 
of maintenance. 

Ongoing 
(First completed in 1999) 

SDO 2. The City will develop and implement processes for tracking problem areas 
and ensuring that appropriate BMPs and SOPs will be implemented for 
storm drain operation and maintenance activities. 

♦ Develop a Storm Drain Operation & Maintenance 
procedure that includes implementation of BMPs and a 
procedure for tracking Problem Areas. 

(Done FY 99-00) 

SDO 3. The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors 
employed to perform storm drain O&M activities use the appropriate 
BMPs. 

♦ Train contract managers for SDO O&M contracts on 
related stormwater BMPs. 

Annually 
(First completed in 2002) 

♦ Deliver a training curriculum for City staff to be 
incorporated into existing training opportunities.  

Annually 
(First completed in 98-99) 

SDO 4. The City will provide annual training to its municipal staff in use of 
appropriate BMPs and/or Control Measures.  The City will also provide a 
mechanism for obtaining feedback from staff on implementation and 
effectiveness of the BMPs and Control Measures. 

♦ Create a feedback mechanism to improve implementation 
and BMP effectiveness. 

(Done FY 01-02) 

♦ Develop procedures for documenting storm drain O&M 
activities (including inspections and review/evaluation of 
BMPs).   

(Done FY 98-99) SDO 5. As part of the annual review process, the City will evaluate data regarding 
cleaning activities and unusual flows observed during inspection.  The 
review and evaluation will include consideration of storm drain structural 
retrofit. ♦ Develop measures to evaluate cleaning activities and 

future planning and design. 
Ongoing 
(First completed in 2002) 

SDO 6. As part of the annual review process, the City wi ll review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and 
eliminating illicit discharges. 

♦ Distribute and review SOPs annually.  Incorporate 
SOP/BMP evaluation into annual training events. 

Annually 
(First completed in 1999) 
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G. Water Utilities O&M 
The City’s Municipal Water System (Muni Water) serves the areas of Alviso, Evergreen, 
Edenvale, Coyote Valley, and North San José.  Muni Water supplies 26,000 customers, 
including approximately 102,000 individuals in residential, commercial, and industrial 
sectors. 

Muni Water operation and maintenance activities involve treatment, conveyance and 
storage of water.  Muni Water facilities include pumps to reservoirs, water lines, 
electrical controls, and treatment equipment.  These activities have the potential to impact 
ambient water quality. 

This Performance Standard is being implemented for water utilities operations and 
maintenance (WUOM) through several steps: 

a) identify discharges of concern; 

b) identify and evaluate control measures to reduce these discharges; 

c) develop a Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan (WUPPP), including Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) and an implementation schedule; 

d) develop a curriculum and an implementation plan for training staff and contractors on 
the WUPPP elements; 

e) develop a plan for annually evaluating the effectiveness of the WUPPP and gathering 
feed back from City staff. 

This Performance Standard only applies to the City’s Municipal Water System.  San José 
Water Company and Great Oaks, which are both privately owned and operated water 
companies, are not included in or subject to the Performance Standard.  These entities are 
responsible for their own storm water management plan, pursuant to state and federal 
requirements. 

The water supply systems subject to this Performance Standard extend from the 
Municipal Water’s source of supply to its customers’ points of connection, and include 
treated and untreated potable water supply systems, reclaimed (recycled) water supply 
systems, raw water systems, and non-potable water. 
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WUOM Performance Standard Matrix 

# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
♦ Deliver the survey of organizational units.  Annually  

(First completed in 1998) 
WUOM 1. The City will conduct an inventory of all key operations and maintenance 

activities, and identify routine and unplanned non-stormwater discharges 
from these activities.  This inventory will be conducted every three years.  
In addition, an evaluation of these activities will be done at least once a 
year. 

♦ Update list of O&M activities that result in discharges. Every 3 years.  Next 
inventory due 3/06. 
(Last completed 3/03) 

WUOM 2. The City will implement the pollution control measures identified in the 
Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan (WUPPP) to manage chlorine, 
biocides, and algaecides and prevent erosion and sedimentation. 

♦ Deliver the San Jose Municipal Water System WUPPP 
including O&M BMPs and implementation schedule. 

Annually 
(First completed in 1998) 

WUOM 3. The City will conduct annual training for applicable staff and coordinate 
WUPPP elements with water utility project planning, including applicable 
WUPPP elements (BMPs, conditions, specifications, etc., in contract and 
service agreements). 

♦ Deliver a curriculum and implementation plan for staff 
and contractor training which includes coordination of 
other performance standards. 

Annually  
(First completed in 1998) 

WUOM 4. 
 

The City will evaluate the effectiveness of the WUPPP annually, maintain 
accurate documentation, and revise, as necessary, to achieve the goals of 
the URMP. 

♦ Deliver a plan for documenting annual feedback from City 
staff responsible for implementing the WUPPP. 

Annually 
(First completed in 1999) 
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H. Pesticide Management 
The goals of the Pesticide Management program are to minimize pesticide use 
(particularly organophosphate pesticides) and to reduce the amount of pesticides in 
stormwater and landscape runoff.  These control measures apply to pest management on 
municipally owned property performed by municipal employees and/or by commercial 
applicators that contract with the municipality.  The control measures include outreach to 
other users within the City’s jurisdiction regarding less toxic pest control methods and 
proper disposal of pesticides.  

Pesticides are applied, or contracted to be applied, by the following departments: 
Transportation; General Services; Parks, Recreation & Neighborhood Services; Public 
Works; Convention, Arts & Entertainment; Environmental Services; and the 
Redevelopment Agency.  In all cases the City’s policy is to use the least toxic method 
consistent with adequate pest management.  Organophosphate pesticides (OPs) are no 
longer used by the City of San José for any purpose.  Commercial pest control services 
contracted by the City are instructed on City policy, which prohibits the use of OP 
insecticides.  Most contract services themselves no longer carry or use these products.  

As required by section C.9.d, of NPDES Permit CA S029718, the City is required to 
submit, to the Executive Officer of RWQCB, a plan for controlling pesticide use.  This 
plan includes provisions to address municipal use of pesticides, and education and 
outreach on the use of pesticides by other sources in the City jurisdiction.  The plan 
includes provisions to implement Integrated Pest Management (IPM) practices that 
minimize pesticide use and water quality impacts from pesticides.  The City’s plan is also 
consistent with the goals and objectives of the SCVURPPP Urban Runoff Management 
Plan (URMP, 1997, revised October 2000).  The basic elements of the plan include: 

- A process for tracking pesticide use on municipal property. 

- A process to ensure that contractors employed by the City adhere to IPM practices. 

- A City IPM policy. 

- Development of BMPs and SOPs for implementing an IPM policy. 

- Expansion of training, outreach, and monitoring activities to cover IPM issues and 
pesticide concerns. 

The City pesticide management plan contains provisions to discourage pesticide use at 
new development sites by encouraging pest-resistant landscaping, mi nimization of 
impervious surface and other design strategies, and education of individuals who perform 
design and environmental reviews. 
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PM Performance Standard Matrix 

# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
PM 1. The City will adopt an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) policy and/or 

ordinance requiring use of IPM techniques in the agency’s operations; and, 
minimization of pesticide use, particularly organophosphate and copper-
based pesticides, by agency staff and contractors. 

♦ Develop an ordinance section stating City IPM policy for 
inclusion in Pesticide Management Plan. 

(Done FY 02-03) 

♦ Draft a CSJ Pesticide Management Plan (PMP). (Done FY 01-02) 
 

PM 2. The City will develop and implement a Pesticide Management Plan with 
the goals of minimizing pesticide use and reducing the amount of 
pesticides in stormwater and landscape runoff to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

♦ Publish CSJ PMP in URMP. (Done FY 01-02) 

♦ Develop SOPs and BMPs for implementing IPM policy, 
with provisions that will reduce water quality impacts 
from pesticide use. 

(Done FY 02-03) PM 3. The City will develop and implement standard operating procedures 
(SOPs) and best management practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM 
Policy. 

♦ Update City URMP to incorporate model Pest 
Management Performance Standard, including description 
of legal authority (IPM policy and contract language), 
work plan elements, BMPs, and SOPs needed for 
implementation. 

(Done FY 02-03) 

♦ Ensure that employees who apply pesticides for the 
agency obtain the appropriate training required by County 
Ag. Commissioner and State DPR. 

Annually 
(First completed prior to 
2001) 

♦ Provide annual training on IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, 
and latest IPM techniques to employees within 
departments responsible for pesticide application. 

Annually 
(First completed in 2002) 
 

♦ Annually inform employees who are not authorized / 
trained to apply pesticides not to use over-the-counter 
pesticides at workplace, consistent with IPM Policy 

Annually 
(First completed in 2002) 
 

PM 4. The City will ensure that employees receive pest management training by 
implementing the following: 

a) Employees who apply pesticides for the City will obtain the appropriate 
training as required by County Ag. Commissioner and State Department 
of Pesticide Regulation (DPR); 

b) Employees within departments responsible for pesticide application will 
receive annual training on appropriate portions of City IPM Policy, SOPs, 
and BMPs, and latest IPM techniques;  

c) Employees who are not authorized to apply pesticides will be annually 
trained not to use over-the-counter pesticides at workplace, consistent with 
IPM Policy. 

 

 

 

 

 

♦ Monitoring Mechanism I.B.1.  Document and evaluate 
effectiveness of staff training conducted each year in 
annual reports. 

Annually 
(First completed in 2003) 
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# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
♦ Develop and implement a process to ensure contractors 

employed to conduct pest control/pesticide application on 
municipal property engage in methods consistent with 
City IPM policy. 

Ongoing 
(First completed in 2003) 

♦ Require through contract specifications that PCOs 
contracted for municipal applications to use pest control 
methods consistent with City’s IPM policy.  Specifically, 
require contractors to: a) follow City IPM policy, BMPs, 
and SOPs; b) provide evidence of current IPM training, 
when feasible; and c) provide documentation of pesticide 
use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

Ongoing 
(First completed in 2003) 

PM 5. The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors 
employed to conduct pest control and pesticide application on municipal 
property engage in pest control methods consistent with City IPM Policy. 
Specifically, the City wi ll require contractors to:  
follow City IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs;  
provide evidence of current IPM training, when feasible; and  
provide documentation of pesticide use on City property to the City in a 
timely manner. 

♦ Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1.  Document numbers of 
PCOs receiving presentations and/or training on pesticide 
use by PCOs on municipal property. 

Annually 
(First completed in 2001) 

♦ Increase awareness of IPM so target audiences recall less 
toxic pest management messages and adopt IPM 
behaviors.  Target audiences include residential and 
commercial users, pesticide retailers, municipal 
employees, and special districts.  (Goal) 

Annually 
(First completed in 2002) 

♦ Develop and implement education programs that target 
commercial businesses. 

Annually 
(First completed in 2002) 

♦ Monitoring Mechanism: Document or estimate numbers 
of residents reached by outreach efforts, including events, 
web promotion, municipal employee outreach, and media 
advertising.  Monitor responses to outreach efforts by 
documenting calls to the Program’s general and watershed 
campaign hotlines. 

Annually 
(First completed in 2002) 

PM 6. The City will identify in annual work plan, outreach activities it will 
conduct consistent with Program Pesticide Management Plan.  Work plan 
elements will address outreach to residential and commercial pesticide 
users, pesticide retailers, and special districts.  Information will be 
provided on less-toxic pest control practices, proper disposal of pesticides, 
and the City’s own IPM practices, as applicable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

♦ Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1.  Document outreach 
efforts targeting businesses, as recommended in the work 
plan to be developed by the Program.  Implement the 
evaluation component of the work plan. 

Annually 
(First completed in 2002)  
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# PERFORMANCE STANDARD ACTIVITIES  MILESTONE 
♦ Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, 

and publicize programs for pesticide disposal. 
Annually 
(First completed 2002) 

♦ Ensure that adequate pesticide disposal services exist for 
residents and conditionally exempt small quantity 
commercial generators. 

Annually 
(First completed 2002) 

♦ Provide hazardous waste disposal information to residents, 
through distribution of materials (e.g., utility bill insert, 
city newsletter, community events, etc.) or advertising in 
local media. 

Annually 
(First completed 2002) 

PM 7. The City will coordinate with household hazardous waste (HHW) 
collection agencies to support, enhance, and help publicize programs for 
proper pesticide disposal. 

♦ Monitoring Mechanism V.A.1.  Document that HHW 
collection programs adequately serve residents and 
businesses and that any exchange programs do not 
exchange organophosphate or banned pesticides. 

Annually 
(First completed 2002) 

♦ Develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide 
use on municipally owned property.  Include reporting and 
justification for use of OP pesticides and BMPs employed 
during OP pesticide use. 

Done FY 01-02 
Annually 
(First completed 2002) 

PM 8. The City will develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use 
on municipally-owned property. 

♦ Monitoring Mechanism I.A.1.  Document completion of 
tasks in annual reports.  Use pesticide tracking process to 
document pesticide use. 

Annually 
(First completed 2002) 

PM 9. The City will conduct periodic City-wide search of its chemical inventory 
for pesticides no longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local 
requirements.  These pesticides, if found, will be properly disposed 
pursuant to appropriate waste disposal regulations. 

♦ Conduct periodic City-wide search of chemical storage 
areas for pesticides no longer legal for application per 
EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  Properly dispose 
of any such pesticides pursuant to appropriate waste 
disposal regulations. 

Annually 
(First completed 2002) 

♦ Review and continuously improve the goals, actions, and 
monitoring mechanisms of the work plan considering 
results of self-evaluations, comments from Water Board 
staff and other interested parties, and results of local 
performance review meetings if any. 

Annually 
(First completed 2001) 

♦ Monitoring Mechanism IX.A.1.  Complete revised work 
plan that incorporates continuous improvement items, and 
report on completion of work plan tasks. 

Annually 
(First completed 2002) 

PM 10. As part of annual reporting process, the City will review and evaluate, 
with input from municipal staff, the effectiveness of its Pest Management 
Plan and IPM Policy in achieving the goals of the Plan to the maximum 
extent practicable. 

♦ Monitoring Mechanism VII.A.1.  Summarize types of 
pesticide reduction measures required (such as by 
conditions of approval) for new development and 
significant redevelopment projects, and percentage of new 
development / significant redevelopment projects for 
which pesticide reduction measures were required. (Draft 
Permit Provision C.3.n.) 

Annually 
(First completed 2002) 
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Legal Authority 
The following is a list of the City of San Jose’s legal authority and local regulations that 
are used to assist in the implementation of the URMP.  Copies of the full text of these 
ordinances, policies, and other documents are available to review during regular business 
hours at the Environmental Services Department; call (408) 945-3000 to make an 
appointment.  Ordinances can also be found on the City of San Jose’s website at 
www.sanjoseca.gov. 
 
Ordinances 
1.08.010  General Code Enforcement Authority 
1.14.010 Administrative Compliance Orders 
9.10.410   General Requirements 
9.10.510 Sidewalks and Public Ways – Duty of Owners or Occupiers of Property 
13.20.070 Depositing Articles Likely to Injure Vehicles Prohibited 
13.44.190   Water Pollution Prohibited 
15.10.200 Water Waste Prevention 
15.14.515  Discharge into Storm Drain Prohibited 
15.14.530   Protection from Accidental Discharge 
15.14.625 Garbage 
15.14.630 Oil and Grease Removal Devices 
15.14.690   Power to Inspect 
15.14.720   Civil Penalties 
17.04.300   Excavation & Grading 
17.04.430   Erosion Control 
17.04.440   Grading Inspection 
20.10.430 Construction Clean-Up 
20.10.470 Storm Water Management – Projects disturbing less than one acre 
20.10.480 Storm Water Management – Projects disturbing more than one acre 
 
General Plan Policies 
Water Resources Policies #1, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12 
Bay and Bayland Policies #1, 2, 5, 6 
Riparian Corridors and Upland Wetlands Policies #1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8 
Parks & Rec. Policy #5 
Level of Service, Storm Drainage & Flood Control Policy #12 
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Acronyms, Abbreviations, and Definitions 
 

ACRONYMS & ABBREVIATIONS 
 
BAPPG Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group 
BAASMA Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
BMPs Best Management Practices 
CalTrans California Department of Transportation 
CETA Cleaning Equipment Trade Association 
CNAP Copper/Nickel Action Plans 
CON Construction Inspection 
DMV Department of Motor Vehicles 
DOT Department of Transportation 
DPR California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 
DMV California Department of Motor Vehicles 
ESD Environmental Services Department 
EPPP Environmentally Preferable Purchasing Policy 
FY Fiscal Year 
GCASP General Construction Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit 
GIASP General Industrial Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit 
GS General Services  
HHW Household Hazardous Waste 
ICID Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping 
IND Industrial/Commercial Discharger Inspection Program 
IPM Integrated Pest Management 
M Mercury 
Marcom Marketing and Communications 
MC Municipal Compliance 
MDN Mercury Deposition Network 
MEP Maximum Extent Practicable 
MOA Memorandum of Agreement  
MON Monitoring 
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Muni Water San Jose Municipal Water System 
NRD New and Redevelopment 
NEPA National Environmental Protection Act 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination Program 
NPS Nonpoint Source Pollution 
O&M Operation and Maintenance 
OP Organophosphate pesticides 
PBCE Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
PCO Pest Control Operator 
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric 
PIP Public Information and Participation 
PM Pesticide Management 
PMC Pesticide Management Committee 
PMP Pesticide Management Plan 
PRNS Parks Recreation and Neighborhood Services 
Program SCVURPPP 
PSR Public Streets, Roads and Highways 
PW Public Works 
RDA Redevelopment Agency 
RMP Regional Monitoring Program 
RPW Rural Public Works 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) 
SCBWMI Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative 
SCC Santa Clara County 
SCVURPPP Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
SCVWD Santa Clara Valley Water District 
SDO Storm Drains Operation and Maintenance 
SFEI San Francisco Estuary Institute 
SIC Standard Industrial Classification 
SJ San Jose 
SJPD San Jose Police Department 
SOPs Standard operating Procedures 
SWMP Storm Water Management Plan 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
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The City The City of San Jose 
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 
TRA Trash 
UR Urban Runoff 
URMP Urban Runoff Management Program 
USA Urban Service Area 
WE Watershed Envorcement 
WMI SCVWMI 
WUOM Water Utilities Operations and Maintenance 
WUPPP Water Utility Pollution Prevention Program 
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DEFINITIONS 
 
ACTIVITIES Individual tasks, that when combined with others, form a Work 

Plan to achieve a Milestone for a given Performance Standard.  

ADVERSE IMPACT A detrimental effect upon water quality or beneficial uses caused 
by a discharge or loading of a pollutant or pollutants. See also 
“Impact.” 

AOC See Area of Concern. 

AREA 
OF CONCERN 

A violation based on the San Jose Municipal Code 15.14.530 
issued to a facility during a storm water inspection. 

BENEFICIAL USES Existing or potential uses of receiving waters in the permit area as 
designated by the Regional Board in the Basin Plan. 

BMP See Best Management Practice. 

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE 
(BMP) 

Activities, practices, facilities, and/or procedures that when 
implemented to their maximum efficiency will prevent or reduce 
pollutants in discharges. Examples of BMPs may include public 
education and outreach efforts, proper planning of development 
projects, proper clean out of catch basin inlets, and proper waste 
handling and disposal, among others.27 

CALIFORNIA STORM WATER 
BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE 
HANDBOOKS 

The technical manuals prepared under the direction of the 
California Stormwater Quality Association. Comprising four 
volumes -- Municipal, Industrial, New Development and 
Construction -- they provide guidance for selecting BMPs to 
reduce pollutants in storm water discharges.  The most recent 
volumes are available at www.cabmphandbooks.com.  

CITY OF SAN JOSE URBAN 
RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PLAN 
(SJURMP) 

The City of San Jose’s portion of the Countywide Urban Runoff 
Management Plan.  This section of the Management Plan forms 
the implementation program to control storm water pollution 
within the city limits. The SJURMP identifies, among others, 
specific Program Elements, Performance Standards for these 
elements, and milestones, which measure whether performance 
standards have been met. The SJURMP identifies implementation 
actions necessary to identify pollutant sources, control measures 
and management practices that will result in reduction of 
pollutants in storm water discharges to maximum extent 
practicable. San Jose’s URMP is one part of the overall URMP 
for the Santa Clara Valley. 

CITY-REGULATED FACILITY An industrial/commercial facility that is covered by the City of 
San Jose’s Urban Runoff Industrial Inspection Program. 

COMPLIANCE Meeting all applicable conditions of the State’s NPDES General 
Industrial Permit, the City of San Jose Municipal Code, Best 
Management Practices, and local standards as confirmed by a City 
inspection.  No unauthorized non-storm water discharges occur 
from the site. 

                                                 
27 This definition is derived from a compilation of Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of NPS 

Pollution in Coastal Water. 1993. USEPA & NOAA. EPA-840-B-92-002, Final NPS Guidance, 12/17/87. USEPA, 
Washington, D.C, and Los Angeles, RWQCB Order No. 96-054. 
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CONDITIONALLY EXEMPTED 
DISCHARGES 

Non-storm water discharges that need not be prohibited if 
identified by the Dischargers or the Executive Officer as not being 
sources of pollutants to receiving waters or if appropriate control 
measures to minimize the adverse impacts of such sources are 
developed and implemented under the URMP in accordance with 
Provision C.8.c. 

CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY Clearing, grading, or excavation that results in soil disturbance. 
Construction activity does not include routine maintenance to 
maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original 
purpose of the facility, nor does it include emergency construction 
activities required to immediately protect public health and safety.  

CONTROL To minimize, reduce or eliminate by technological, legal, 
contractual or other means, the discharge of pollutants from an 
activity or activities. 

CONTROL MEASURE Technically and economically feasible practices, equipment or 
other activities required to reduce and abate metals and other 
toxics as required per Waste Discharge Requirements 28 and 
issued pursuant to Section 304(l) of the Clean Water Act. 

DISPOSAL Intentional act in the placement of wastes or other materials to be 
thrown out or thrown away.  

DISTURBED AREA That area altered as a result of clearing, grading, and/or 
excavation of earth.  

ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE Measures which reflect the greatest degree of pollutant reduction 
achievable at the least amount of investment taking into 
consideration technical, design, procedural and operation and 
maintenance costs.29 

EFFECTIVENESS A direct or indirect measure or indicator of how well a program, 
plan, or BMP achieves its intended purpose. Measures or 
indicators of effectiveness include, but are not limited to, detailed 
accounting of program accomplishments, funds expended, staff 
hours utilized, field surveys, amount of pollutants reduced, 
biosurveys, and quantitative data from water quality and sediment 
sampling. 

EROSION The wearing away of land surface primarily by wind or water. 
Erosion occurs naturally as a result of weather or runoff but can 
be accelerated by many activities, including clearing, grading, or 
excavation of the land surface. 

EROSION CONTROL PLAN (ECP) A set of BMPs designed to control surface runoff and erosion to 
prevent sediment movement offsite before, during, and after 
construction-related land disturbances.  

FOOD SERVICE FACILITIES Commercial or industrial facilities that prepare food for the public 
or for institutional patrons, and use or generate grease when 
preparing this food.  “Food Service Facilities” do not include any 
facilities that do not use or generate grease in cooking or 

                                                 
28 San Francisco Regional Board Cease and Desist Order No. 93-164. 
29 This definition derived from Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in 

Coastal Water. 1993. USEPA & NOAA. EPA-840-B-92-002. 
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preparing food, such as facilities that prepare food for off-site 
cooking and consumption. 

GENERAL CONSTRUCTION 
ACTIVITY STORM WATER 
DISCHARGE PERMIT (GCASP) 

The NPDES permit adopted by the State Water Resources Control 
Board, authorizing the discharge of storm water from construction 
sites under certain conditions.  

GENERAL INDUSTRIAL 
ACTIVITY STORM WATER 
DISCHARGE PERMIT (GIASP) 

The NPDES permit adopted by the State Water Resources Control 
Board, authorizing the discharge of storm water from industrial 
sites under certain conditions. 

GOOD HOUSEKEEPING 
PRACTICE 

A common practice related to the storage, use, or clean-up of 
materials performed in a manner that minimizes the discharge of 
pollutants. Examples include purchasing only the quantity of 
materials to be used at a given time, use of alternative and less 
harmful products, cleaning up spills and leaks, and storing 
materials in a manner that will contain any leaks or spills.  

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL Any material defined as hazardous by Chapter 6.95 of the 
California Health and Safety Code. 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE Any substance designated pursuant to 40 CFR 302.  

HAZARDOUS WASTE A ‘Hazardous Substance’ or ‘Hazardous Material’ that is to be 
discharged, discarded, recycled, or processed.  

HIGH PRIORITY AREAS Areas suspected to have high incidence of Illicit 
Connection/Illegal Dumping activities based on historical 
information and results of monitoring studies. 

ILLICIT CONNECTION Any human-made conveyance that is connected to the storm drain 
system without a permit, excluding roof-drains and other similar 
type connections. Examples include channels, pipelines, conduits, 
inlets, or outlets that are connected directly to the storm drain 
system.  

ILLEGAL DISCHARGE Any discharge to the storm drain system that is prohibited under 
local, state, or federal statutes, ordinances, codes or regulations. 
This includes all non-storm water discharges except discharges 
pursuant to an NPDES permit and discharges that are exempted in 
accordance with San Jose Municipal Code Chapter 15.  

ILLEGAL DISPOSAL Any disposal, either intentional or unintentional, of material(s) or 
waste(s) that can pollute storm water or urban runoff.  

IMPACT Any actual or potential effect caused either directly or indirectly 
by the discharge of pollutants.  

INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY “Industrial activity” as defined in 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14) refers to 
11 categories of activities.  Each of these activities is required to 
obtain a NPDES permit for storm water discharges associated 
with “industrial activity” as required by 40 CFR 122.26(c). See 
also General Construction Activity Storm Water Discharge 
Permit. 

INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL 
FACILITY 

Any facility involved and/or used in the production, manufacture, 
storage, transportation, distribution, exchange or sale of goods 
and/or commodities, and any facility involved and/or used in 
providing professional and non-professional services. This 
category of facility includes, but is not limited to, any facility 
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defined by the Standard Industrial Classifications (SIC). Facility 
ownership (federal, state, municipal or private) and profit motive 
of the facility are not factors in this definition. 

INTEGRATED PEST 
MANAGEMENT (IPM) 

An ecosystem-based strategy that focuses on long-term 
prevention of pests or their damage through a combination of 
techniques such as biological control, habitat manipulation, 
modification of cultural practices, and the use of resistant 
varieties.  Pesticides are used only after monitoring indicates that 
they are needed according to established guidelines, and 
treatments are made with the goal of removing only the target 
organism.  Pest control materials are selected and applied in a 
manner that minimizes risk to human health, beneficial and non-
target organisms, and the environment. 

IPM See Integrated Pest Management. 

JURISDICTION The geographic area within the boundaries of the City of San Jose 
subject to Municipal ordinance and regulation. The term is not 
intended to include facilities which the City is preempted or 
otherwise precluded from regulating. 

LEGAL AUTHORITY The ability of the City of San Jose to impose and enforce statutes, 
ordinances, and regulations to require control of pollutant sources 
and regulate the discharge of pollutants to the storm drain system, 
and to enter into interagency agreements, contracts, and 
memoranda of understanding. These powers are derived from the 
City Charter in accordance with the General Laws of the State. 
These powers are promulgated by the City through its municipal 
codes, ordinances, and statutes duly adopted by the City Council. 

MAXIMUM EXTENT 
PRACTICABLE (MEP) 

The standard for implementation of storm water management 
programs to reduce pollutants in storm water. MEP refers to storm 
water management programs taken as a whole. The 
implementation of MEP takes into account equitable 
consideration and competing facts, including, but not limited to 
the gravity of the problem, potential or actual public health risk, 
environmental benefits, pollutant removal effectiveness, 
regulatory compliance, public acceptance, implementability, cost 
and technical feasibility.30 

MILESTONE Deliverable designed to demonstrate compliance with the 
Performance Standard.  Conventions for the description of the 
frequency include: 
- As Needed: Activity is conducted when necessary with no 

commitment to specific frequency. 
- Ongoing: Activity is conducted as a matter of routine business, 

throughout the year. 
- Annually: Activity is conducted typically once per year or 

during a season. 

MONITORING Activities, programs or tasks designed to obtain information, 

                                                 
30 Section 402(p)(3)(B)(iii) of the Clean Water Act requires that municipal permits “…shall require controls to reduce 

the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable, including management practices, control techniques 
and system design and engineering methods, and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines 
appropriate for the control of such pollutants.” 
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evaluate and/or document status of URMP measures and 
milestones. The term “monitoring” as used is primarily one of 
three types:31 
Implementation monitoring which assesses whether activities 
were carried out as planned. 
Effectiveness monitoring  which evaluates whether specific 
activities achieved the desired result. 
Project monitoring, the type of monitoring which assesses the 
impact of a particular activity or project on water quality. 

MUNICIPAL SEPARATE STORM 
SEWER SYSTEM (MS4) 

See Storm Drain System.  

NPDES See National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System.  

NATIONAL POLLUTANT 
DISCHARGE ELIMINATION 
SYSTEM (NPDES) 

A permit issued by the USEPA, SWRCB or SFBRWQCB 
pursuant to the Clean Water Act section 402(p) that authorizes 
discharges to waters of the United States and requires the 
reduction of pollutants in the discharge.  

NOI FILERS Facilities that have filed for coverage under the State’s NPDES 
General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with 
Industrial Activity. 

NON-NOI FILERS Facilities regulated under the State’s NPDES General Permit for 
Discharges of Storm Water associated with Industrial Activity 
that have not filed for coverage under this permit and have not 
applied for an individual permit and/or an exemption certification, 
when required. 

NONPOINT SOURCE (NPS) 
POLLUTION 

Pollution caused by diffuse sources normally associated with 
agricultural, silvicultural, urban runoff, and runoff from 
construction activities, etc.  Such pollution results in the human-
made or human-induced alteration of the chemical, physical, 
biological, or radiological integrity of water.  In practical terms, 
nonpoint source pollution does not result from a discharge at a 
specific, single location (such as a single pipe) but generally 
results from land runoff, precipitation, atmospheric deposition, or 
percolation.  In the past, the City of San Jose Urban Runoff 
Management Program was known as the Nonpoint Source 
Program.  The City has changed the name to more clearly convey 
the focus of the program’s efforts on urban generated pollution 
reduction. 

NON-SIGNIFICANT FACILITIES Facilities determined to be non-significant contributors to storm 
water pollution based on the number of Areas of Concern (AOC) 
the facility has been issued over a rolling 3 year (food service) or 
five year (all other City Regulated facilities) time period.  One 
AOC or less constitutes a non-significant facility.   

NON-STORM WATER DISCHARGE Any discharge to a municipal separate storm sewer that is not 
composed entirely of storm water. 

OUTREACH AND EDUCATION 
PROGRAMS 

Any planning, activities, materials, media, and other management 
practices designed to effect behavior that prevents or reduces 

                                                                                                                                                 
31 See Monitoring Guidelines to Evaluate the Effects of Forestry Activities on Stream in the Pacific Northwest and 

Alaska. 1991. L. MacDonald. USEPA, Region 10, EPA/910/9-91-001.  
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pollutants in storm water/urban runoff discharges. 

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS Level of implementation necessary to demonstrate the control of 
pollutants to the maximum extent practicable.32 

POLLUTANT Those “pollutants” defined in Section 502(6) of the federal Clean 
Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 1362(6)), or incorporated into California 
Water Code §13373. Examples of pollutants include, but are not 
limited to the following: 
- Commercial and industrial waste such as fuels, solvents, 

detergents, plastic pellets, hazardous substances, fertilizers, 
pesticides, slag, ash and sludge; 

- Metals such as cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, silver, 
zinc, and non-metals such as phosphorus and arsenic; 

- Petroleum hydrocarbons such as fuels, lubricants, surfactants, 
waste oils, solvents, coolants, and grease; 

- Excessive eroded soils, sediment, and particulate materials in 
amounts which may adversely affect the beneficial uses of the 
receiving waters, flora or fauna of the state. 

- Animal wastes 
- Substances having characteristics such as pH less than 6 or 

greater than 9, or unusual coloration or turbidity, or excessive 
levels of fecal coliform, or fecal streptococcus, or enterococcus. 

- The term “pollutant” shall not inc lude uncontaminated storm 
water, potable water or recycled water generated by a lawfully 
permitted water treatment facility. 

- The term “pollutant” also shall not include any substance 
identified in this definition if, through compliance with the best 
management practices available, the discharge of such substance 
has been eliminated to the maximum extent practicable. 

POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN Pollutants that exhibit one or more of the following 
characteristics: 
- Current loadings or historic deposits of the pollutant are 

impacting the beneficial uses of a receiving water; 
- Elevated levels of the pollutant are found in sediments of a 

receiving water and/or have the potential to bioaccumulate in 
organisms; or 

- The detectable inputs of the pollutant are at a level high enough 
to be considered potentially toxic to humans and/or flora and 
fauna. 

Pollutants of concern may be different for each receiving water. 
For South San Francisco Bay, several studies have identified 
particular “pollutants of concern” these include copper, mercury, 
nickel, silver and selenium.33 

POLLUTION PREVENTION Any planning, schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, 
implementation maintenance procedures or other management 
practices to prevent or reduce pollutants in storm water/urban 

                                                 
32 San Francisco Bay RWQCB Order 95-180. NPDES Permit No. CAS029718. 
33 Metals Control Measures Plan (Vol. 1), 1996. Prepared by Woodward-Clyde Consultants, EOA, Inc. and Michael 

Drennan Associates for the Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program. 
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runoff discharges.  

POST-CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY Permanent storm water or erosion control techniques that remain 
in place after land construction has been completed. 

POTABLE WATER SOURCES Flows from drinking water storage, supply and distribution 
systems including flows from system failures, pressure releases, 
system maintenance, well development, pump testing, fire hydrant 
flow testing; and flushing and dewatering of pipes, reservoirs, 
vaults, and wells. 

PROPER DISPOSAL The act of disposing of material(s) in a lawful manner which 
ensures the protection of water quality and beneficial uses of 
receiving waters.  

REGIONAL BOARD The Governing Board of the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board; the State agency with primary responsibility for 
the protection and maintenance of water quality. For purposes of 
this document, this means the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region. 

RECEIVING WATERS All surface water bodies within the permit area that are identified 
in the Basin Plan. 

RUNOFF Storm water and dry-weather flows from a drainage area that 
reaches a receiving or sub-surface waterbody. 

SIC See Standard Industrial Classification. 

SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board. 

SEDIMENT Organic or inorganic material carried by, or suspended in, water 
and settles to form deposits in the storm drain system or receiving 
waters.  

SIGNIFICANT EROSION 
POTENTIAL 

Risk of depositing sediment into watercourses or storm drains. 

SIGNIFICANT FACILITIES Facilities determined to be potentially significant contributors to 
storm water pollution based on the number of Areas of Concern 
(AOC) the facility has been issued over a rolling 3 year (food 
service) or five year (all other City Regulated facilities) time 
period. Two AOCs or more cons titutes a significant facility.   

SIGNIFICANT NON-COMPLIANCE One or more of the following conditions at any facility: 1) An 
unauthorized non-storm water discharge to the storm sewer; 2) 
Negligent gross failure to implement BMPs; 3) Failure to meet 
compliance schedule milestones within 90 days after a 
compliance schedule date; and 4) Any other violation or group of 
violations which the City determines will adversely effect 
receiving waters. 

SIGNIFICANT STORMWATER 
POLLUTION POTENTIAL 

A project which causes substantial or potentially substantial 
adverse change in the quantity and/or quality of storm water 
runoff generated from the site. 

SOURCE CONTROL  The primary approach to urban runoff management.  Methods 
vary depending on the type of problem, examples include: 
- Reducing or eliminating the introduction of pollutants to a land 

area.  Examples include reduced nutrient and pesticide 
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application. 
- Preventing pollutants from leaving the site during land-

disturbing activities.  Examples include construction practices 
that minimize erosion. 

- Preventing interaction between precipitation and introduced 
pollutants.  Examples include diverting runoff from areas of 
land disturbance at construction sites, and parking lots. 

- Protecting riparian habitat and other sensitive areas.  Examples 
include protection and preservation of riparian zones, 
shorelines, wetlands, and highly erosive slopes. 

- Protecting natural hydrology.  Examples include the 
maintenance of pervious surfaces in developing areas 
(conditioned based on ground-water considerations), riparian 
zone protection, and water management.34 

SOURCE MINIMIZATION Planning or operational practices that reduce the amount of 
materials used and stored at a site.  

STANDARD INDUSTRIAL 
CLASSIFICATION (SIC) 

The statistical classification standard, organized by industry, 
underlying all establishment-based federal economic statistics. 
The SIC of a particular industry is determined using the latest 
Standard Industrial Classification Manual, prepared by the federal 
Office of Management and Budget. The SIC Code is useful for 
pollution prevention programs in that similarly categorized 
industries tend to use similar processes and chemicals.  

STANDARD OPERATING 
PROCEDURES 

Routine steps or actions that, if properly carried out, reduce the 
likelihood of pollutants entering the receiving waters.  

STORM DRAIN SYSTEM Streets, gutters, conduits, natural or artificial drains, channels and 
watercourses, or other facilities that are owned, operated, 
maintained or controlled by the City of San Jose and used for the 
purpose of collecting, storing, transporting, or disposing of storm 
water. 

STORMWATER Water that originated from atmospheric moisture (rainfall or 
snowmelt) and that falls onto land, water, or other surfaces.  

STORM WATER MANAGEMENT 
PLAN (SWMP) 

The original strategy and framework submitted by the Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program to outline 
countywide efforts of all the co-permittees to comply with the 
Phase I NPDES permit. 

STORM WATER POLLUTION 
PREVENTION PLAN (SWPPP) 

A plan required of Industry and Construction Projects (disturbing 
one acre or more) by, and for which contents are specified in, the 
State of California General Permit for Storm Water Discharges 
Associated with Industrial Activities, and the General Permit for 
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activities. 
The purpose of such plans is to identify potential sources of 
pollution that can affect of the quality of storm water discharges 
from a site and to describe and ensure the implementation of 
practices to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges. 

STORM WATER/URBAN RUNOFF The part of precipitation (rainfall or snowmelt) which travels via 

                                                 
34 This definition derived from Guidance Specifying Management Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in 

Coastal Water.  1993.  USEPA & NOAA. EPA-840-B-92-002. 
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flow across a surface to the storm drain system or receiving 
waters. Examples of this phenomenon include the water that flows 
from a building’s roof or parking lot when it rains (runoff from an 
impervious surface); and the water that flows from a vegetated 
surface when rainfall is in excess of the rate at which it can 
infiltrate into the underlying soil (runoff from a pervious surface). 

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER Communications performed primarily by inspection staff, using 
outreach and education materials, in addition to any other media 
which conveys technical information on activities, practices, 
facilities, and/or procedures that meet the criteria of the Best 
Management Practices. 

TIERED ENFORCEMENT Progressive process of enforcement with escalating tiers of 
response based on the severity or persistence of a violation.  
Enforcement typically begins with voluntary approaches using 
education and cooperation.  Higher tiers entail more formal 
communication and potential financial fines or other 
administrative actions.  

TIME SCHEDULE FOR 
COMPLIANCE 

A written plan of action, including a timeline, approved by the 
City, to bring a facility into compliance with storm water 
requirements. 

TOXIC MATERIALS For the purpose of this Plan, toxic materials means any material(s) 
or combination of materials which directly or indirectly cause(s) 
either acute or chronic toxicity in the water column.  

TOXIC POLLUTANT Those “pollutants,” or combination of pollutants, defined in 
Sections 502(13) or 307(a)(1) of federal Clean Water Act (33 
U.S.C.§ 1362(13)). 

TRAINING Curricula, activities, materials, media, and other information 
pertaining to performance of one’s job, Standard Operating 
Procedures, and BMP implementation training designed to ensure 
employees understand application of measures to reduce 
pollutants in storm water/urban runoff discharges. 

URBAN RUNOFF See Storm Water/Urban Runoff. 

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

VEHICLE SERVICE FACILITIES Publicly and privately owned facilities that repair, fuel, clean, 
service or dismantle cars, trucks, boats, airplanes or other motor 
vehicles.  

WET SEASON Typically the period of rainfall from October 15 to April 15.  

WORK PLAN A set of specific activities necessary to achieve Performance 
Standard Milestones.  
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BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 
 

Best Management Practices List 

BMP – Program Element Matrix 
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Best Management Practices List 
This is a reference list of Best Management Practices, outreach and technology transfer materials used by the City of San Jose to meet 
the requirements of the Permit and the goals of the Performance Standards set out in this URMP. 
 

 
TITLE LANGUAGE 

(S) 
FORMAT  

TYPE 
TARGET 

AUDIENCE 
(MAIN) 

TARGET 
AUDIENCE (SUB) 

TARGET 
POLLUTANT 

(S) 
MESSAGE(S) SOURCE 

1. A Clear Look at Our Water English Booklet All General  Overview of water story  - where it comes from to where it ends 
up. 

SJ, ESD 

2. Auto Dismantlers Best Management 
Practices 

English Brochure Commercial Automotive  Recommended practices to assist your business in preventing 
environmental harm and unlawful discharges through pollutants 
reaching our creeks and the Bay. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

3. Auto Dismantlers Best Management 
Practices 

Spanish Brochure Commercial Automotive  Recommended practices to assist your business in preventing 
environmental harm and unlawful discharges through pollutants 
reaching our creeks and the Bay. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

4. Auto Dismantlers Best Management 
Practices 

Vietnamese Brochure Commercial Automotive  Recommended practices to assist your business in preventing 
environmental harm and unlawful discharges through pollutants 
reaching our creeks and the Bay. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

5. Auto Facts: How to Dispose of Automotive 
Fluids Correctly 

English Fact Sheet Residential Automotive Automotive 
Fluids 

Describes how to correctly recycle used motor oil. SJ, ESD, MarCom 

6. Best Management Practices for Hospitals 
and Health Care Facilities 

English Binder Commercial Hospitals   Guidelines for hospitals and health care facilities.  Practices 
include Pollution prevention measures - administrative, 
laboratories, other departments, storm drain protection, 
wastewater flow reduction, waste storage and disposal. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

7. Best Management Practices for Industrial 
Storm Water Pollution Control 

English Booklet Commercial, 
industrial 

General  BMPs for industry.  Categories such as:  Training and Education 
for Employees and Customers; Eliminating Improper Discharges 
to Storm Drains; Spill Prevention, Control, and Clean-up; Outdoor 
Process Equipment Operations and Maintenance; etc. 

Program 

8. Best Management Practices for Machine 
Shops 

English Booklet Commercial Machine Shops  Guidelines for machine shops to reduce sanitary sewer discharges 
of heavy metals  

SJ, ESD, WE 

9. Best Management Practices for Printing 
and Photoprocessing Operations 

English 24-page 
Booklet 

Commercial Printing Haz Waste Guidelines for printing and photoprocessors to reduce heavy 
metals in discharges to the sanitary sewer. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

10. Best Management Practices for the 
Construction Industry. Earth-Moving 
Activities 

English tri-fold 
pamphlet 

Commercial Construction Sediment Preventing storm drain pollution from earth-moving activities 
during construction. 1st in a series of 7. 

Program 

11. Best Management Practices for the 
Construction Industry. Fresh Concrete and 
Mortar Application 

English tri-fold 
pamphlet 

Commercial Construction Concrete Preventing stormwater pollution from masonry and paving during 
construction.  2nd in a series of 7 

Program 
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TITLE LANGUAGE 

(S) 
FORMAT  

TYPE 
TARGET 

AUDIENCE 
(MAIN) 

TARGET 
AUDIENCE (SUB) 

TARGET 
POLLUTANT 

(S) 
MESSAGE(S) SOURCE 

12. Best Management Practices for the 
Construction Industry. General 
Construction and Site Supervision 

English tri-fold 
pamphlet 

Commercial Construction  Preventing stormwater pollution from construction activities. 3rd 
in a series of 7 

Program 

13. Best Management Practices for the 
Construction Industry. Heavy Equipment 
Operation. 

English tri-fold 
pamphlet 

Commercial Construction  Preventing stormwater pollution from heavy equipment operation 
on the construction site.  4th in a series of 7 

Program 

14. Best Management Practices for the 
Construction Industry. Landscaping, 
Gardening, and Pool Maintenance. 

English tri-fold 
pamphlet 

Commercial Construction Pool Water 
Discharge, 
Copper, 
Sediment 

Preventing stormwater pollution from landscaping and swimming 
pool maintenance.  5th in a series of 7 

Program 

15. Best Management Practices for the 
Construction Industry. Painting and 
Application of Solvents and Adhesives 

English tri-fold 
pamphlet 

Commercial Construction Paint Preventing stormwater pollution from paints, solvents, and 
adhesives.  6th in a series of 7. 

Program 

16. Best Management Practices for the 
Construction Industry. Roadwork and 
Paving 

English tri-fold 
pamphlet 

Commercial Construction  Preventing stormwater pollution from roadwork.  7th in a series of 
7. 

Program 

17. Blueprint for a Clean Bay English Booklet Commercial Construction  BMPs for construction activities. Categories such as erosion 
control, general site maintenance, demolition waste, roadwork and 
pavement construction, contaminated soil and groundwater are 
included 

BASMAA via 
Program 

18. Builder's Reuse and Recycling Guide English booklet Commercial Construction  A directory of construction and demolition material recycling 
firms. 

SJ, ESD, IWM 

19. Changing the Course of California's Water 
(Lindsey Report) 

English Wire-bound 
book 

All General  Urban Runoff recent history, environmental impact, pollution 
prevention tips, and citizen call-to-action 

Lindsey Museum 

20. Clean Bay Blueprint English  22" x 34" 
Poster 

Commercial Construction  BMPs for construction activities. Included: useful phone numbers, 
material storage, spill clean-up, vehicle & equipment 
maintenance, earth-moving, erosion control, paints, solvents, 
adhesives, roadwork, pavement construction, waste disposal. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

21. Clean It! English fanfold Residential General Haz Waste Guides to safer household cleaning methods that really work.  30 
pages  

Program 

22. Construction Storm Water Pollution 
Control Compliance 

English Binder Commercial Construction  General Construction & Site Supervision; Earth-Moving 
Activities; Roadwork & Paving; Heavy Equipment Operation; 
Fresh Concrete & Mortar Application; Landscaping, Gardening & 
Pool Maintenance; Painting & Application of Solvents & 
Adhesives; Home Repair &Remodeling BMPs 

Program 

23. Controlling Ants In Your House English 8.5" x 11" 2-
sided Factsheet 

Residential General Pesticides Detection, prevention and less toxic controls of ants in the home.  Bay Area Water 
Pollution Preven-
tion Agencies 
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24. Controlling Ants In Your House (Spanish) Spanish 8.5" x 11" 2-
sided Factsheet 

Residential General Pesticides Detection, prevention and less toxic controls of ants in the home. 
Spanish language adapted from English "Controlling Ants In Your 
House". (Hormigas) 

SJ, ESD, MarCom 

25. Controlling Aphids In Your Garden English 8.5" x 11" 2-
sided Factsheet 

Residential General Pesticides Detection, tolerance, less toxic controls, prevention for aphids. 
Includes a short list of products 

Bay Area Water 
Pollution Preven-
tion Agencies 

26. Controlling Snails and Slugs In Your 
Garden 

English 8.5" x 11" 2-
sided Factsheet 

Residential General Pesticides Detection, less toxic controls, prevention for snails and slugs. 
Includes a short list of products. 

Bay Area Water 
Pollution Preven-
tion Agencies 

27. Controlling Yellowjackets Around Your 
Home 

English 8.5" x 11" 2-
sided Factsheet 

Residential General Pesticides Identification, detection, less toxic controls, prevention of yellow 
jackets. Includes a short list of products  

Bay Area Water 
Pollution Preven-
tion Agencies 

28. Cooling Towers Regulations, Pollution 
Prevention & Flow Reduction 

English Fact Sheet Commercial, 
Industrial, 
Institutional 

Cooling Tower  Fact sheet notifying cooling tower owners of ban on tri-butyl tin. 
Provides chemical management information and tips on water 
conservation. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

29. Copper Plumbing and the Health of the Bay English pamphlet Commercial Plumbing Copper Guidelines (BMPs) for plumbers working with copper pipes SJ, ESD, WE 

30. Dewatering from Construction Sites and In-
Ground Utilities Maintenance Projects 

English Booklet Commercial, 
Municipal 

Construction  Dewatering from construction sites and in-ground utilities 
maintenance projects. Applies to new construction, foundation 
work and utilities infrastructure installation or repair. Removing 
sediment from ground water and determining if contaminants are 
present. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

31. Do It Right (Spanish/English) Spanish/ 
English 

20" x 23" 
poster. 

Commercial Automotive  Clear laminated poster describing 6 practices that will prevent 
polluted water from flowing out of your workplace and into storm 
drains. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

32. Do It Right (Vietnamese/English) Vietnamese / 
English 

20" x 23" 
poster. 

Commercial Automotive  Clear laminated poster describing 6 practices that will prevent 
polluted water from flowing out of your workplace and into storm 
drains. 

SJ, ESD, W E 

33. Does Your Facility Need To Be Covered By 
The General Permit? 

English stapled sheets Industrial, 
Municipal 

General  Industrial Stormwater Permit Worksheet- Who must comply? SJ, ESD, WE 

34. Draining Pools and Spas English Quad-fold 
brochure, color  

Residential Pools And Spas  Pool Water 
Discharge, 
Copper, 
Sediment 

Informs poolownersof the correct and acceptable method for 
cleaning pools, resolving problems without using copper 
algicides, and how to drain pools or spas  

Program 
Spring 2004 

35. Estuarywise English Handbook Residential General  Handbook on the SF Bay-Delta Estuary.  Includes tips on how to 
stop pollution; recipes for household cleaners, pest controls; 
product toxicity ratings; lists of household hazwaste collection 
programs; and community-wide restoration efforts (SF Estuary 
Inst) 

Program 
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36. Get to the Root of the Problem! English Brochure Residential Plumbing Copper Copper root killer warnings SJ, ESD, WE 

37. Good Cleaning Practices To Protect Our 
Creeks And Bay 

Chinese Tri-fold 
brochure 

Commercial Restaurant FOG, Surface 
Cleaning 

BMP for restaurants and food handling facilities.  Guidelines for 
food handling,  cleaning equipment, grease handling / disposal, 
spill clean-up and pavement cleaning 

SJ, ESD, MarCom 

38. Good Cleaning Practices To Protect Our 
Creeks And Bay 

English Tri-fold 
brochure 

Commercial Restaurant FOG, Surface 
Cleaning 

BMP for restaurants and food handling facilities.  Guidelines for 
food handling,  cleaning equipment, grease handling / disposal, 
spill clean-up and pavement cleaning 

SJ, ESD, MarCom 

39. Good Cleaning Practices To Protect Our 
Creeks And Bay 

Korean Tri-fold 
brochure 

Commercial Restaurant FOG, Surface 
Cleaning 

BMP for restaurants and food handling facilities.  Guidelines for 
food handling,  cleaning equipment, grease handling / disposal, 
spill clean-up and pavement cleaning 

Program 

40. Good Cleaning Practices To Protect Our 
Creeks And Bay 

Spanish Tri-fold 
brochure 

Commercial Restaurant FOG, Surface 
Cleaning 

BMP for restaurants and food handling facilities.  Guidelines for 
food handling,  cleaning equipment, grease handling / disposal, 
spill clean-up and pavement cleaning 

SJ, ESD, MarCom 

41. Good Cleaning Practices To Protect Our 
Creeks And Bay 

Vietnamese Tri-fold 
brochure 

Commercial Restaurant FOG, Surface 
Cleaning 

BMP for restaurants and food handling facilities.  Guidelines for 
food handling,  cleaning equipment, grease handling / disposal, 
spill clean-up and pavement cleaning 

SJ, ESD, MarCom 

42. Grease Removal Devices English Flyer Business Restaurant FOG Restaurant advisory sheet regarding grease removal and disposal SJ, ESD, WE 

43. Grow It! English fanfold Residential General Pesticides, 
Fertilizers 

Guides to the less toxic garden. Control pests & plant disease 
using less-toxic methods. 30 pages. 

Program 

44. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, 
Body Work 

English Pamphlet Commercial Automotive  Body Work Program 

45. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, 
Body Work 

Spanish Brochure Commercial Automotive  Body Work SJ, ESD, WE 

46. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, 
Body Work  

Vietnamese Brochure Commercial Automotive  Body Work SJ, ESD, WE 

47. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, 
Changing Oil and Other Fluids 

English Pamphlet Commercial Automotive Automotive 
Fluids 

Changing Oil and Other Fluids Program 

48. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, 
Engine & Parts Cleaning & Radiator 
Flushing 

English Pamphlet Commercial Automotive Automotive 
Fluids 

Engine & Parts Cleaning & Radiator Flushing Program 

49. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, 
Keeping a Clean Shop 

English Pamphlet Commercial Automotive  Keeping a Clean Shop Program 

50. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, 
Tips for Managers of Vehicle Service 
Facilities 

English Pamphlet Commercial Automotive  Tips for Managers of Vehicle Service Facilities Program 

51. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, 
Washing Cars and Other Vehicles 

English Pamphlet Commercial Automotive Sediment, Oil 
& Grease 

Washing Cars and Other Vehicles Program 
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52. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, 
Washing Cars and Other Vehicles  

Spanish Brochure Commercial Automotive Sediment, Oil 
& Grease 

Washing Cars and Other Vehicles SJ, ESD, WE 

53. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, 
Washing Cars and Other Vehicles 

Vietnamese Brochure Commercial Automotive Sediment, Oil 
& Grease 

Washing Cars and Other Vehicles SJ, ESD, WE 

54. Handy Guide to Water-Saving Devices English Flyer Residential Plumbing  Information on devices to reduce water usage San Jose Water 
Co. 

55. Hazardous substances in the auto shop English Videotape Business Automotive Haz Waste Information Video regarding hazardous substances in an auto shop SJ, ESD, MarCom 

56. Hazardous Waste Disposal Program for 
Small Businesses in Santa Clara County 

English tri-fold 
brochure 

Business, 
Commercial 

General Haz Waste Description of a hazardous waste drop-off program for small 
businesses that generate less than 100 kg (27 gal or 220 lbs) of 
hazardous waste each month. 

Santa Clara Co., 
299-7300 

57. Help Prevent Illegal Dumping English / 
Spanish / 
Vietnamese 

Tri-fold 
brochure 

All General  Describes illegal dumping along creeks and roads. Provides 
guides for proper disposal of common household items: bulky 
goods, construction and remodeling debris, household hazardous 
waste, tires. 

 

58. Help Protect Your Neighbors English Brochure Residential General  Advisories regarding prevention of water pollution in the bay area 
and to the Bay. 

SJ-SCWPCP 

59. Home Maintenance Tips for a Cleaner Bay English Brochure Residential General  How to plan home maintenance projects to protect water quality. 
Topics: car washing & repair, painting & furniture striping, 
concrete, masonry & asphalt repair, pool/spa maintenance, 
housecleaning, garden care, carpet cleaning 

Program 

60. IC/ID Card for Concrete Work Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card All Construction Concrete IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from concrete work. 

Program 

61. IC/ID Card for Engine Degreasing Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card All Automotive Oil & Grease IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from engine degreasing. 

Program 

62. IC/ID Card for General Dumping Into 
Storm Drain 

Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card Residential General  IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from general dumping. 

Program 

63. IC/ID Card for Grey Water  Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card All General  IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from wash water. 

Program 

64. IC/ID Card for Hazardous Waste Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card All General Haz Waste IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from hazardous wastes. 

Program 

65. IC/ID Card for Landscape Maintenance Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card All General Sediment, 
Pesticides 

IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from landscape maintenance.  

Program 

66. IC/ID Card for Overwatering Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card All General  IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from overwatering.  

Program 

67. IC/ID Card for Painting Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card All Construction Paint IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from paints. 

Program 
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68. IC/ID Card for Residential Car Washing Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card Residential Automotive Sediment IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from residential car washing.  

Program 

69. IC/ID Card for Saw Cut Slurry Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card All Construction Sediment IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from saw cut slurry. 

Program 

70. IC/ID Card for Sediments Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card All Construction Sediment IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from construction sediments. 

Program 

71. IC/ID Card for Storing Landscape 
Materials 

Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card All Construction  IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from stored landscape materials. 

Program 

72. IC/ID Card for Vehicle Fluids Eng / Spa / 
Viet 

5.5" x 8" card All Automotive Automotive 
Fluids 

IC/ID Card listing directions for protecting storm drain and creeks 
from auto fluids dripping from vehicles. 

Program 

73. Illegal Dumping (English/Chinese) Eng / Chn Folder All General  Advisory that illegal dumping is a costly problem. SJ, ESD, MarCom 

74. Illegal Dumping Booklet 
(English/Vietnamese) 

Eng / Viet Booklet Residential General  Booklet explaining why not to illegally dump and alternatives SJ, ESD, IWM 

75. Industrial Storm Water Pollution Control 
Compliance 

English Binder All General  Contains sample Storm Water Prevention Pollution Plan, EPA 
regulations and booklet 

Program 

76. Interested Parties English Stapled Sheets Government General  Overview of NPDES Industrial Stormwater Regulations CRWQCB 

77. Keeping Fleas Off Your Pets and Out of 
Your Yard 

English 8.5" x 11" 2-
sided factsheet 

Residential General Pesticides Detection, prevention and less toxic controls of fleas in the home. Bay Area Water 
Pollution Preven-
tion Agencies 

78. Keeping It All In Tune English Quad-fold 
brochure 

Residential Automotive Automotive 
Fluids 

Provides facts on water pollution from automobiles.  Provides 
guides for reducing or preventing urban runoff pollution from 
vehicle maintenance activities. 

BASMAA 

79. Keeping It All In Tune Spanish Quad-fold 
brochure 

Residential Automotive Automotive 
Fluids 

Provides facts on water pollution from automobiles.  Provides 
guides for reducing or preventing urban runoff pollution from 
vehicle maintenance activities. 

BASMAA 

80. Landscaping while protecting our creeks 
and Bay 

English Tri-fold 
brochure 

Residential General Pesticides, 
Fertilizers 

Pollution prevention for residents doing concrete work, 
excavation, yard work. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

81. Larry's Auto Works haz. material 
management 

English Videotape Business Automotive Haz Waste Information video regarding hazardous material management at 
Larry's Auto Works. 

SJ, ESD, MarCom 

82. MERCURY in the Environment English Folder 
containing 
materials  

Business General Mercury Folder describing hazards and sources of mercury in the 
environment. 6 Card inserts describe gauges, manometers, 
barometers, vacuum gauges; switches and relays; thermometers; 
thermostats; fluorescent & HID lamps; thermostat probes. 

 

83. Mobile Cleaner Best Management Practices 
CETA 

English Stapled sheets  Commercial Mobile Cleaning  Workshop/Conference material produced by Cleaning Equipment 
Trade Association 

CETA 

84. No Dumping Flows to Bay Stencil English Stencil, plastic  Residential General  Storm drain stencil with instruction sheet; for business, industry, Program 
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or county residents and volunteer groups; the stenciling of storm 
drain inlets brings nonpoint source pollution to the attention of the 
public and is a BMP for business and industry  

85. No Dumping Flows to Bay Stencil 
(Spanish) 

Spanish Plastic stencil  Residential General  Storm drain stencil with instruction sheet; for business, industry, 
or county residents and volunteer groups; the stenciling of storm 
drain inlets brings nonpoint source pollution to the attention of the 
public and is a BMP for business and industry  

Program 

86. No Dumping Flows to Bay Stencil 
(Vietnamese) 

Vietnamese Plastic stencil  Industrial General  Storm drain stencil with instruction sheet; for business, industry, 
or county residents and volunteer groups; the stenciling of storm 
drain inlets brings nonpoint source pollution to the attention of the 
public and is a BMP for business and industry  

Program 

87. Paint--Safe Use and Disposal English Poster All Construction Paint Advice on the safe handling and disposal of paint. City of Sunnyvale 

88. Pests Bugging You? English Brochure Residential General Pesticides Addresses environmentally safe pest control.  Suggestions for 
choosing and caring for plants and pets  

Program 

89. Pests Bugging You? ?Le estan molestando 
las plagas? (Spanish) 

Spanish Brochure Residential General Pesticides Addresses environmentally safe pest control.  Suggestions for 
choosing and caring for plants and pets  

Program 

90. Please don't feed the wildlife "stickers" English Premium Institutions, 
Educational 

General  Large sticker. Intended to be used at janitor's and laboratory sinks SJ, ESD, WE 

91. Pollution From Surface Cleaning English Folder, glossy 
tri-fold 

Commercial Mobile Cleaning  For flatwork, sidewalks, plazas, building exteriors, parking areas, 
drive-throughs. Tips on proper cleaning and disposal methods. 

BASMAA 

92. Pollution Prevention Tips for Carpet 
Cleaners 

English Tri-fold 
brochure 

Commercial Mobile Cleaning  Tri-fold containing tips on what to do with carpet cleaning fluids Bay Area Waste 
Treatment 
Agencies 

93. Pollution Solution for the Automotive 
Industry 

English Pamphlet Commercial Automotive Automotive 
Fluids 

Regulations, BMPs; Poster on back side.  (Older but still good 
information) 

SJ, ESD, WE 

94. Preventing Storm Drain Pollution English 20-page 
Booklet 

Commercial, 
Industrial 

General  Guidelines for commercial and light industrial facilities. Practices 
include: cleaning, repair and maintenance, equip., storage, docks, 
landscaping, spills, training. 

SJ, ESD, WE 
May 2003 

95. Quick, What's the Best Day to Protect Our 
Bay? 

English Flyer Residential General  Suggestions for water conservation SJ, ESD, MarCom 

96. Recycle Plus--Tires English Flyer Residential Automotive Tires Recycling tires advice SJ, ESD, IWM 

97. Resources for Pollution Prevention and 
Water Conservation 

English Fact Sheet All General  Sheet with phone numbers to call for more information SJ, ESD, MarCom 

98. Restaurant Poster and Checklist English Checklist and 
Poster 

Commercial Restaurant  Letter, checklist and poster for restaurants, grocery stores, 
delicatessens, cafeterias and bakeries. Describes and illustrates 
best cleaning practices using a checklist and a poster. 

Program 

99. Safe Use and Disposal of Pesticides English Factsheet Residential General Pesticides Selection, safe use and storage, disposal of less toxic pesticides. Bay Area Water 
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8.5" x 11" 2-sided factsheet. Pollution Preven-
tion Agencies 

100. Sanitary Sewers English Brochure All General  Information explaining sewer systems and Streets and Traffic 
services. 

SJ, DoT 

101. Santa Clara County Household Hazardous 
Waste Program 

English Brochure Residential General  Describes the Santa Clara County's household hazardous waste 
program. Defines household hazardous waste. Describes how to 
dispose of these wastes. Lists other related services. 

SCC, Dept of 
Env. Health 

102. Santa Clara County Self Audit Program English Tri-fold 
brochure 

Commercial General  Describes a hazardous waste program designed for small 
businesses that generate hazardous waste. Program is currently 
for: Vehicle repair and dismantlers; dry cleaners; photoprocessors; 
chiropractors; dental; medical; veterinary businesses. 

SCC, HCMD 

103. Sawcut Slurry English Tri-fold 
brochure 

Commercial Construction  Follow this three-step procedure when saw-cutting to help protect 
the storm sewer system and the environment. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

104. Start at the Source, 1999 Edition English Book, 
paperback 

Commercial Construction  Design guidance manual for stormwater quality protection 
through post-construction practices. Includes chapters on: 
Planning and Zoning; Site Design; Drainage Systems; Landscape 
Details; and Case Studies. 

Program 

105. Street Sweeping English Brochure All General  Information on the City's street sweeping programs through the 
Dept of Streets and Traffic. 

SJ, DoT 

106. Streets & Traffic English Brochure All General  Information of customer service and assistance available through 
Dept. of Streets and Traffic. 

SJ, DoT 

107. Switching to Water-Based Solutions for 
Parts Cleaning 

English  8.5" x 11" 
Booklet, 14 
pages  

Commercial General  Tips on switching to water-based cleaners without causing water 
quality problems. Cleaning products and equipment; management 
and disposal of wastes; info to request from Vendors and Referral 
Shops; excerpts from the new BAAQMD regulations. 

BAPPG 

108. The Bay Begins at Your Front Door English Brochure, 
Color 

Residential General  Shows how materials used in our daily lives "go down the drain".  
Gives suggestions for reducing pollution in the areas of 
Household & Home Maintenance, Lawn &Garden & Automotive 
activities  

Program 

109. The Bay Begins at Your Front Door Spanish Brochure, b&w Residential General  Shows how materials used in our daily lives "go down the drain".  
Gives suggestions for reducing pollution in the areas of 
Household & Home Maintenance, Lawn &Garden & Automotive 
activities  

Program 

110. The Bay Begins at Your Front Door. Vinh 
San Francisco Bat Dau Tu Cua Truoc Cua 
Ban 

Vietnamese Brochure Residential General  Shows how materials used in our daily lives "go down the drain".  
Gives suggestions for reducing pollution in the areas of 
Household & Home Maintenance, Lawn &Garden & Automotive 
activities  

Program 

111. Tips For A Healthy Beautiful Lawn English 8.5" x 11" 4- Residential General Pesticides, Irrigation, mowing, weeding, aeration, dethatching, fertilizing, Bay Area Water 
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page Factsheet Fertilizers substituting to maintain green lawns. Pollution Preven-
tion Agencies 

112. Tired of Tires? English Postcard Residential Automotive Tires Advice regarding the proper disposal of old tires SJ, ESD, IWM 

113. To Report Storm Drain Pollution - Pads English notepad Municipal General  Short form for municipal employees to report storm drain 
pollution, 4" x 6", padded. 

SJ, ESD, WE 

114. Waste Audit Folder English Folder 
containing 
materials  

Commercial, 
Industrial 

General  Contains information for San Jose businesses on solid waste 
reduction and recycling programs  

SJ, ESD, IWM 

115. Waste Minimization for the Commercial 
Printing Industry 

English Factsheet Industrial Printing  Describes alternative management strategies to minimize 
hazardous waste, specifically for the commercial printing 
industry. (DTSC: 916-322-3670) 

DTSC, 
Technology 
Clearinghouse 

116. Wastewater Paths English Poster All General  Where does the water go? Poster showing wastewater paths to the 
Bay and to reuse. 

SJ, ESD, MarCom 

117. Wastewater Plan Check English Tri-fold 
brochure 

Commercial, 
Industrial 

General  Describes who needs a wastewater plan check and how to arrange 
for it. 

SJ, ESD, MarCom 

118. Water Policy Framework  English Document All General  City of San Jose's water policy SJ, ESD, P&P 

119. We're Stenciling Curbs! English Flyer General General  Frequently asked questions about stormwater, storm drains and 
stenciling.  1 sheet 

SJ, ESD, UR 

120. We're Stenciling Curbs! Spanish Flyer General General  Frequently asked questions about stormwater, storm drains and 
stenciling.  1 sheet 

SJ, ESD, UR 

121. When Ants Invade English Tri-fold 
brochure 

Residential General Pesticides Describes how to keep ants away without the spray. Outreach 
piece supporting the 1999 1-888-BAY-WISE campaign. 

BASMAA 

122. Where Does the Water Go? English Tri-fold 
brochure 

Commercial Mobile Cleaning  Guidelines for disposal of washwater from outdoor cleaning 
projects  

Bay Area Waste 
Treatment 
Agencies and 
Stormwater 
Agencies 

123. Wonderful Roses! English 8.5" x 11" 4-
page factsheet 

Residential General Pesticides, 
Fertilizers 

Choosing the right rose. Planting roses. Caring for your roses. 
Managing common rose pests and diseases without pesticides. 
Less-toxic chemical controls. Includes a short list of products. 

Bay Area Water 
Pollution Preven-
tion Agencies 

124. Your Shop Can Make a Difference English Booklet Commercial Automotive Automotive 
Fluids 

BMPs for vehicle service facilities.  Includes how to operate your 
shop to reduce antifreeze, heavy metals, oily wastes and other 
substances discharged into storm drains and sanitary sewers. 
(BASMAA)  

Program 
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BMP – PROGRAM ELEMENT MATRIX 10 

 BMP – Program Element Matrix  
 

# TITLE ICID IND NRD1 CON PSR SDO WUO
M PM MER CNAP TRA MC PIP 

1. A Clear Look at Our Water      N/A N/A      X 

2. Auto Dismantlers Best Management Practices (English) X X X   N/A N/A       

3. Auto Dismantlers Best Management Practices (Spanish) X X X   N/A N/A       

4. Auto Dismantlers Best Management Practices (Vietnamese) X X X   N/A N/A       

5. Auto Facts: How to Dispose of Automotive Fluids Correctly X     N/A N/A     X X 

6. Best Management Practices for Hospitals and Health Care Facilities  X    N/A N/A       

7. Best Management Practices for Industrial Storm Water Pollution Control  X X   N/A N/A     X  

8. Best Management Practices for Machine Shops  X X   N/A N/A     X  

9. Best Management Practices for Printing and Photoprocessing Operations  X    N/A N/A       

10. Best Management Practices for the Construction Industry. Earth-Moving Activities X X X X  N/A N/A       

11. Best Management Practices for the Construction Industry. Fresh Concrete and Mortar Application X X X X X N/A N/A       

12. Best Management Practices for the Construction Industry. General Construction and Site 
Supervision X  X X X N/A N/A       

13. Best Management Practices for the Construction Industry. Heavy Equipment Operation. X X X X  N/A N/A       

14. Best Management Practices for the Construction Industry. Landscaping, Gardening, and Pool 
Maintenance. X X X X  N/A N/A      X 

15. Best Management Practices for the Construction Industry. Painting and Application of Solvents 
and Adhesives X X  X X N/A N/A       

16. Best Management Practices for the Construction Industry. Roadwork and Paving X X X X X N/A N/A       

17. Blueprint for a Clean Bay X  X X X N/A N/A       

18. Builder's Reuse and Recycling Guide X X X X  N/A N/A       

19. Changing the Course of California's Water (Lindsey Report)      N/A N/A      X 

20. Clean Bay Blueprint X  X  X N/A N/A    X   

21. Clean It! X     N/A N/A      X 

                                                 
1 Formerly abbreviated as NDC 
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# TITLE ICID IND NRD1 CON PSR SDO WUO
M PM MER CNAP TRA MC PIP 

22. Construction Storm Water Pollution Control Compliance X X X  X N/A N/A       

23. Controlling Ants In Your House X     N/A N/A X     X 

24. Controlling Ants In Your House (Spanish) X     N/A N/A X     X 

25. Controlling Aphids In Your Garden X     N/A N/A X     X 

26. Controlling Snails and Slugs In Your Garden X     N/A N/A X     X 

27. Controlling Yellowjackets Around Your Home X     N/A N/A X     X 

28. Cooling Towers Regulations, Pollution Prevention & Flow Reduction  X X   N/A N/A       

29. Copper Plumbing and the Health of the Bay  X X   N/A N/A       

30. Dewatering from Construction Sites and In-Ground Utilities Maintenance Projects  X X X  N/A N/A       

31. Do It Right (Spanish/English) X X    N/A N/A     X  

32. Do It Right (Vietnamese/English) X X    N/A N/A     X  

33. Does Your Facility Need To Be Covered By The General Permit?  X    N/A N/A   X    

34. Draining Pools and Spas  X X   N/A N/A   X   X 

35. Estuarywise      N/A N/A      X 

36. Get to the Root of the Problem!   X   N/A N/A      X 

37. Good Cleaning Practices To Protect Our Creeks And Bay (Chinese)  X    N/A N/A       

38. Good Cleaning Practices To Protect Our Creeks And Bay (English)  X    N/A N/A       

39. Good Cleaning Practices To Protect Our Creeks And Bay (Korean)  X    N/A N/A       

40. Good Cleaning Practices To Protect Our Creeks And Bay (Spanish)  X    N/A N/A       

41. Good Cleaning Practices To Protect Our Creeks And Bay (Vietnamese)  X    N/A N/A       

42. Grease Removal Devices  X    N/A N/A       

43. Grow It!      N/A N/A X     X 

44. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, Body Work (English) X X    N/A N/A      X 

45. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, Body Work (Spanish) X X    N/A N/A      X 

46. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, Body Work (Vietnamese) X X    N/A N/A      X 

47. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, Changing Oil and Other Fluids X X    N/A N/A     X X 

48. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, Engine & Parts Cleaning & Radiator Flushing X X   X N/A N/A     X X 

49. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, Keeping a Clean Shop X X    N/A N/A     X X 
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50. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, Tips for Managers of Vehicle Service Facilities X X   X N/A N/A     X X 

51. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, Washing Cars and Other Vehicles (English) X X   X N/A N/A     X X 

52. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, Washing Cars and Other Vehicles (Spanish) X X    N/A N/A      X 

53. Guidelines for Vehicle Service Facilities, Washing Cars and Other Vehicles (Vietnamese) X X    N/A N/A      X 

54. Handy Guide to Water-Saving Devices   X X  N/A N/A      X 

55. Hazardous substances in the auto shop  X    N/A N/A     X  

56. Hazardous Waste Disposal Program for Small Businesses in Santa Clara County  X    N/A N/A X X     

57. Help Prevent Illegal Dumping X     N/A N/A    X  X 

58. Help Protect Your Neighbors X     N/A N/A      X 

59. Home Maintenance Tips for a Cleaner Bay X   X  N/A N/A   X   X 

60. IC/ID Card for Concrete Work X  X X X N/A N/A      X 

61. IC/ID Card for Engine Degreasing X   X  N/A N/A      X 

62. IC/ID Card for General Dumping Into Storm Drain X  X X X N/A N/A    X  X 

63. IC/ID Card for Grey Water  X   X  N/A N/A      X 

64. IC/ID Card for Hazardous Waste X  X X X N/A N/A  X    X 

65. IC/ID Card for Landscape Maintenance X   X X N/A N/A X     X 

66. IC/ID Card for Overwatering X    X N/A N/A X     X 

67. IC/ID Card for Painting X  X X  N/A N/A      X 

68. IC/ID Card for Residential Car Washing X     N/A N/A   X   X 

69. IC/ID Card for Saw Cut Slurry X  X X X N/A N/A       

70. IC/ID Card for Sediments X  X X X N/A N/A      X 

71. IC/ID Card for Storing Landscape Materials X    X N/A N/A X     X 

72. IC/ID Card for Vehicle Fluids X    X N/A N/A     X X 

73. Illegal Dumping (English/Chinese) X     N/A N/A    X  X 

74. Illegal Dumping Booklet (English/Vietnamese) X     N/A N/A    X  X 

75. Industrial Storm Water Pollution Control Compliance  X    N/A N/A       

76. Interested Parties  X X X  N/A N/A       

77. Keeping Fleas Off Your Pets and Out of Your Yard      N/A N/A X     X 
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78. Keeping It All In Tune (English) X    X N/A N/A     X X 

79. Keeping It All In Tune (Spanish) X     N/A N/A     X X 

80. Landscaping while protecting our creeks and Bay X     N/A N/A      X 

81. Larry's Auto Works haz. material management  X    N/A N/A     X  

82. MERCURY in the Environment  X    N/A N/A  X     

83. Mobile Cleaner Best Management Practices CETA X X    N/A N/A    X   

84. No Dumping Flows to Bay Stencil X X X X  N/A N/A    X  X 

85. No Dumping Flows to Bay Stencil (Spanish) X X X X  N/A N/A    X  X 

86. No Dumping Flows to Bay Stencil (Vietnamese) X X X X  N/A N/A    X  X 

87. Paint--Safe Use and Disposal X X  X X N/A N/A      X 

88. Pests Bugging You? X    X N/A N/A X     X 

89. Pests Bugging You? ?Le estan molestando las plagas? (Spanish) X     N/A N/A X     X 

90. Please don't feed the wildlife "stickers"  X    N/A N/A       

91. Pollution From Surface Cleaning X X   X N/A N/A    X  X 

92. Pollution Prevention Tips for Carpet Cleaners X X    N/A N/A       

93. Pollution Solution for the Automotive Industry  X   X N/A N/A     X  

94. Preventing Storm Drain Pollution X X    N/A N/A       

95. Quick, What's the Best Day to Protect Our Bay?      N/A N/A      X 

96. Recycle Plus--Tires      N/A N/A    X  X 

97. Resources for Pollution Prevention and Water Conservation      N/A N/A      X 

98. Restaurant Poster and Checklist X X    N/A N/A       

99. Safe Use and Disposal of Pesticides     X N/A N/A X   X  X 

100. Sanitary Sewers     X N/A N/A      X 

101. Santa Clara County Household Hazardous Waste Program      N/A N/A  X    X 

102. Santa Clara County Self Audit Program  X    N/A N/A       

103. Sawcut Slurry X  X X X N/A N/A       

104. Start at the Source, 1999 Edition   X X  N/A N/A       

105. Street Sweeping      N/A N/A      X 
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106. Streets & Traffic      N/A N/A      X 

107. Switching to Water-Based Solutions for Parts Cleaning  X    N/A N/A       

108. The Bay Begins at Your Front Door (English) X  X   N/A N/A X     X 

109. The Bay Begins at Your Front Door (Spanish) X  X   N/A N/A      X 

110. The Bay Begins at Your Front Door. Vinh San Francisco Bat Dau Tu Cua Truoc Cua Ban 
(Vietnamese) X  X   N/A N/A      X 

111. Tips For A Healthy Beautiful Lawn X     N/A N/A X     X 

112. Tired of Tires?      N/A N/A    X  X 

113. To Report Storm Drain Pollution - Pads      N/A N/A     X  

114. Waste Audit Folder  X    N/A N/A       

115. Waste Minimization for the Commercial Printing Industry  X    N/A N/A       

116. Wastewater Paths      N/A N/A      X 

117. Wastewater Plan Check  X X   N/A N/A       

118. Water Policy Framework   X    N/A N/A      X 

119. We're Stenciling Curbs! (English) X     N/A N/A      X 

120. We're Stenciling Curbs! (Spanish) X     N/A N/A      X 

121. When Ants Invade      N/A N/A X     X 

122. Where Does the Water Go? X  X   N/A N/A      X 

123. Wonderful Roses!      N/A N/A X     X 

124. Your Shop Can Make a Difference X X    N/A N/A     X  
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APPENDIX B 

Appendix B 
STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

 

Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping 

Industrial/Commercial Discharges 

New and Redevelopment 

Construction Inspection 

Public Streets, Roads & Highways Operations & Maintenance 

Storm Drain System Operations & Maintenance 

Water Utilities Operations & Maintenance 

Pesticide Management 
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ICID STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

ICID STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
This section contains specific Standard Operating Procedures for the Illicit 
Connection/Illegal Dumping Program. 
 
The various components of this section are organized as follows: 

1. Watershed Enforcement Training and Procedures Manual Table of Contents 
Enforcement Response Plan 

2. Standard Operating Procedures Flowchart 

3. ICID Investigations Enforcement Actions Flow Chart Guidelines for Enforcement 
Response 

4. Enforcement Response Plan 

5. Guidelines for Enforcement Response 

6. ICID Complaint Investigation 

7. ICID Complaint Intake SOP 
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Watershed Enforcement Training and 
Procedures Manual 

Table of Contents 
 

 

1. Enforcement Response Plan 

 

2. Enforcement Procedures 

a. Guidelines for enforcement response 

b. Administrative citations issuance 

c. Administrative citation amendment and dismissal 

d. Administrative citation appeals hearing 

e. Misdemeanor citations and court appearance 

f. Misdemeanor citation amendment 

g. Misdemeanor citation dismissal 

h. Compliance meeting 

i. Inspection warrant 

j. Official warning notice 

 

3. IND Procedures 

a. Facility Inspection Procedure 

b. Facility Inspection Report 

c. Restaurant inspection procedure 

d. Sample collection 

 

4. IC/ID Procedures 

a. IC/ID Complaint intake 
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b. IC/ID Investigations 

c. Dye testing and TV/Video inspection 

d. Leaf Blowing complaints 

e. Pool Policy 

f. Spill response and supervision of storm clean-up 

 

5. References 

a. GIASP/SIC/NOI Filers 

b. IND Inspection Guidelines 

c. ICID Investigation Guidelines 

d. SJMC – Definitions 

e. FAQ on Citations 

f. SCC – DA Referral guidelines 

g. BMP List 
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Response Driven IC/ID InspectionResponse Driven IC/ID Inspection

Standard Operating Procedures FlowchartStandard Operating Procedures Flowchart

Case/Complaint received

Inspector conducts inspection

Impacts observed?
Inspector notifies 

complainant

Case closedHazardous 
discharge?

Inspector coordinates 
with responsible party 

for abatement 

Inspector coordinates
with appropriate

 agencies for emergency
response

Inspector notifies
complainant and clerical
sends a Customer Service

Survey  form

 Responsible party in
Compliance?

Inspector uses
tiered enforcement

See
Guidelines for

Enforcement Actions
when conducting
ICID Inspections

 No

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

No
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Approval
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ICID SOPS  
3 of 10 
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ICID Investigations EnforcementICID Investigations Enforcement
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DISCLAIMER: The Watershed Enforcement Response Plan is intended solely as internal 
guidance for ESD staff.  The City of San Jose – ESD reserves the right to act in variance with the 
guidance suggested in this document, based on an analysis of the specific circumstances 
involving the violation or potential violation.  This internal guidance document may be revised 
without public notice to reflect subsequent changes in City of San Jose – ESD policies. 
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Introduction 
 
The Watershed Enforcement Response Plan (WERP) outlines the procedures followed by the 
Watershed Enforcement section staff to identify, document, and respond to violations of the San 
Jose Municipal Code relating to stormwater and urban runoff pollution.  The municipal codes used 
by the section to prevent and correct stormwater and urban runoff pollution are listed in Appendix B 
of the WERP.  Incorporated into the WERP are specific criteria by which Watershed Enforcement 
staff can determine the level of enforcement most appropriate to the nature of the violation.  

The WERP also describes the guidelines used to determine the level of enforcement action taken, 
on the basis of the gravity or seriousness of the violation and the duties of the Supervisor and 
Environmental Inspector. 

Duties of the Watershed Enforcement staff 

Duties of the Enforcement Coordinator 
The primary role of the Enforcement Coordinator (EC) is to ensure that the Watershed Enforcement 
Response Plan (WERP) is followed in a timely and consistent manner.  The Supervisor for the 
Watershed Enforcement section, or a higher- level manager overseeing that section, is the 
Enforcement Coordinator.  The Enforcement Coordinator duties include the following: 

• Reviews field reports and other documentation of inspections and violations, and makes 
a final determination on the level of enforcement to take.  Ensures that enforcement 
actions taken are consistent and timely. 

• Signs approval of administrative and misdemeanor citations. 

• Coordinates and moderates compliance meetings and the preparation of compliance 
schedules. 

• Coordinates outside agency and City and County attorneys’ enforcement referrals. 

• Reviews all written communication mailed to outside parties. 

• Compiles compliance reports for the annual urban runoff program compliance reports. 

Duties of the Enforcement Coordinator Assistant 
The primary duty of Enforcement Coordinator Assistant (ECA) is to assist the Enforcement 
Coordinator with tracking compliance issues and schedules.  The ECA has the following duties: 

• Assist in the preparing for and conducting compliance meeting.  

• Track compliance meeting schedules, written communications and deadline adherence. 

• Assist inspectors in preparing files for any court cases. 

• Prepare weekly or biweekly compliance reports, as required. 

• Assists in compiling compliance reports for the annual urban runoff program compliance 
reports. 
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Duties of the Environmental Inspector 
The primary duty of the inspector relating to this WERP is to recommend and issue the appropriate 
level of enforcement action based on the type of violation observed, using established guidelines.  
In addition to this, the following duties apply: 
 

• Document all work associated with inspecting a facility or with responding to a 
complaint. 

• Review case history for compliance. 

• Prepare and issue routine enforcement actions. 

• Schedule and arrange compliance meetings. 

• Track RPs response to verbal warnings, official warning notices (OWNs), administrative 
citations, compliance schedules, and misdemeanor citations. 

• Review all correspondence from Responsible Parties (RPs) to ensure all compliance 
issues are adequately addressed. 

• Review compliance schedules and ensure that deadlines are being met. 

• Prepare correspondence such as responses to written requests, OWNs, administrative 
citations, and compliance schedules. 

• Enter all enforcement actions into the Enforcement Action Database. 

• Collects all evidence as needed for court cases. 

 

Enforcement Action Sequence Guidelines 
The Enforcement Action Sequence Guidelines (Guidelines) in Appendices C and D provide a tiered 
approach to issuing enforcement actions to routine areas of concern.  These enforcement actions 
include education and cooperation, Official Warning Notices, Compliance Meetings, and penalty 
application through Administrative Citations and Misdemeanor Citations.  
Prior to taking any penalty application, the inspector must consult with the Enforcement 
Coordinator. The Enforcement Coordinator will ensure that the penalty proposed is consistent with 
the Guidelines and is appropriate to the level of violation. 
Multiple violations can occur during a calendar day, but only one enforcement action will be issued 
to the RP for each section of the San Jose Municipal Code violated.  If during an inspection multiple 
violations are discovered, occurring over a number of days, those violations will be grouped by day 
and each daily group of a SJMC violation will be issued an enforcement action.  

When considering the type of enforcement action to be taken, the Guidelines serve as a minimum 
standard.  Any escalation of enforcement actions will be documented on the applicable enforcement 
approval form.  This documentation will include all the details for increased enforcement. 
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Types of Enforcement Actions  

Education and cooperation is generally used for non-serious violations and is documented in the 
Urban Runoff Inspection Report or ICID Complaint Report.  This includes providing the program’s 
best management practices materials, technology transfer, and verbal instruction.  It also includes a 
verbal warning of future enforcement actions if violations are not addressed. 

An Official Warning Notice is generally issued for repetitive non-serious violations or a non-
serious discharge enters the storm drain.  It is also used for non-serious violations where the RP 
isn’t accessible. In this case the inspector notifies the RP that a violation has occurred and directs 
the RP to take corrective actions.  This notification serves as written documentation of violation, 
corrective measures and timeline for completion is provided to the RP. The Inspector may schedule 
additional inspections and/or evidence gathering, or may elect to implement more stringent 
enforcement action. The issuance of an Official Warning Notice will be documented in the case file. 
An Administrative Citation is generally issued for a serious violation or for recurrent violations.  
The Administrative Citation documents the type of violation that has occurred and directs the RP to 
implement corrective measures to return to compliance. An Administrative Citation carries a 
monetary penalty.  Table 1 lists the municipal codes used by the section to issue Administrative 
Citations. 
A Compliance Schedule is used for violations that remain uncorrected as evidence by repeated 
violations or when there is need to better communicate resolution among various stakeholders.  
Most violations do not require a Compliance Schedule.  The inspector will discuss the enforcement 
issues with the Enforcement Coordinator and the ECA.  The inspector then schedules and sets up a 
Compliance Meeting with the RP and any necessary stakeholders at the Watershed Protection 
offices.  During the meeting, a compliance schedule and timeline are established.  The Inspector 
will then draft a Compliance Schedule that includes the agreed upon schedule and timeline.  The 
compliance schedule is tracked by the inspector and reported to the ECA.  The ECA will compile a 
report on the progress of all enforcement actions to the Enforcement Coordinator.  If the timeline in 
the Compliance Schedule is not met, the case is referred to the City Attorney. 
A Misdemeanor Citation is issued when a serious or recurrent violation occurs; where there is a 
risk of flight by the RP; or an outside agency has initiated enforcement actions. Misdemeanor 
Citations can only be issued by deputized officers. The RP is directed to appear in court. At the 
discretion of the judge, monetary penalty may be issued and a criminal record is created on the RP. 

Outside Environmental Services Department Enforcement Referrals may be necessary if 
enforcement actions fail to obtain compliance or if issues impact multiple jurisdictions.  All outside 
referrals must be approved by the Enforcement Coordinator unless: 
 

• The referral does not include an enforcement element (such as calling Department of 
Transportation to pick up a can of paint, or requesting non-enforcement related information). 

• There is an emergency hazardous condition requiring the Fire Department’s immediate 
response. 

• The complaint is not watershed related and needs to be forwarded either to Code 
Enforcement, the County, other municipal agencies or Department of Transportation. 
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The Enforcement Coordinator will provide a referral to City Attorney when the following 
conditions are met: 

• There is evidence of environmental harm,  
• When enforcement actions are performed by more than one agency, or  
• When the RP still does not comply after exhausting the levels of enforcement described. 

 
The Enforcement Coordinator will provide a referral to the County District Attorney when 
enforcement actions are performed by more than one agency. 
 
Referrals to the Regional Board are conducted per the Santa Clara Urban Runoff Program 
Procedures. 
 
Enforcement Timelines 
 
Violations that discharge to the storm drain system or spills that may be washed into the storm drain 
must cease and be cleaned up immediately.    
 
Violations that do not result in or cause an imminent threat to the storm drain have ten business 
days to be corrected before proceeding to the next Level of Enforcement.   If an RP needs more 
time, they can send a written request describing the need for the time extension.  The Environmental 
Inspector will send a letter either requesting further information, or a letter approving or denying the 
extension.   Copies of all communication will be included in the case file with any written 
procedure clarifications documentation. 
 
On rare occasions an inspector may be repeatedly denied access to a site.  As a last resort, to insure 
that any violation at the site is detected and corrected, it is sometimes necessary to seek an 
inspection warrant.  An inspection warrant is a bench order from a judge, sought so that inspections 
(and any subsequent enforcement actions) occur in a timely manner. 
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SJMC # AC Fine* 

(1st offence) 

Description 

9.10.410 $100.00 No accumulation, disposal or dumping of solid waste on any private property or public place 
9.10.510 $50.00 Sidewalks, gutters and public ways – duty of owners and occupiers of property to keep free of solid waste 
15.10.200 $160.00 Water waste, or allowing water waste, is prohibited 
15.10.210 $160.00 Owners and managers have 5 days to repair leaking plumbing/irrigation systems 
15.10.220 $160.00 Water run-off prohibited except 15.10.240 (cleaning structures and surfaces) and 15.10.250 (washing vehicles) 
15.10.240 $160.00 Automatic positive self-closing valve for cleaning of structures and surfaces 
15.10.250 $160.00 Automatic positive self-closing valve when washing vehicles 
15.10.290 $25.00 No watering between 8:00 AM to 6:00 PM daylight savings time and 10:00 to 3:00 pacific time, unless using a 

bucket or automatic positive self-closing valve.  
15.14.515 $500.00 Discharge of sewage, industrial waste or other polluted waters to storm drain prohibited 
15.14.530 $500.00 Facilities must provide protection from accidental discharge to storm or sanitary sewer 
15.14.545 $500.00 No storm or other prohibited waters may be discharged to the sanitary sewer 
15.14.625 $500.00 Restaurants must pass garbage and food debris through a mechanical grinder prior to discharging to sanitary.  

Grocery stores may not discharge garbage or food debris to sanitary. 
15.14.630 $500.00 Approved oil and grease removal devices required.  Maintenance records stay on-site for 3 years.  Maintenance 

frequency must be sufficient to prevent odors, surcharge or other violations. 
20.100.430 $500.00 Construction clean up of work site at least weekly.  Public right-of-way must always be clear of dirt and debris. 
20.100.470 $500.00 (site area <1 acre.) Compliance with NPDES Storm Water Permit, including “Blueprint for a Clean Bay” 

BMPs. Submittal and compliance with Erosion Control Plan (ECP) may be required  
$500.00 1-5 

acres 
20.100.480 

$2500.00 5+ acres 

Compliance with NPDES General Construction Activities Permit  required.  Includes 
implementation (and maintain on-site) of a SWPPP, including BMPs; submittal of NOI to 
Regional Board; ECP (if required) using Construction BMPs; and submittal of NOI copy and ECP  
to City project engineer. 

Table A-1: San Jose Municipal Code Sections relating to stormwater and urban runoff 
pollution. 
These SJMC sections are also the basis for Administrative Citations issued by 
Watershed Enforcement. 
* 2nd fine in 36 month period shall be equal to 125% of above amount 
  3rd fine in 36 month period shall be equal to 150% of above amount 
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Enforcement Action Sequence Guidelines for  
Industrial/Commercial Facility Inspections 

 
 
These guidelines set forth the tiered approach for enforcement used by City of San Jose’s 
environmental inspectors. The guidelines are intended to ensure consistent application of 
enforcement actions on parties responsible for illegal discharges to the storm sewer 
system, pursuant to San Jose Municipal Code Sections and in furtherance with the IND 
performance standards as stated in the URMP.  
 
The City’s general policy is to first educate responsible parties, and provide them an 
opportunity to comply (Level 1). Where a responsible party fails or refuses to respond to 
an educational approach, or the circumstances of a violation call for it, enforcement 
actions are escalated in a stepwise fashion (Levels 2, 3). 
 
LEVEL 1 EDUCATION AND COOPERATION 
 
Inspector Action: To provide information on prevention and minimizing non-
stormwater discharges by  
 
1. Describing best management practices (brochures, fact sheets, premium items, 

technology transfer, and verbal discussion.),  
2. Identifying and documenting areas of concern and compliance date in the urban 

runoff facility inspection report, and  
3. Giving a verbal warning. 
 
Applicable situation(s):  
 
• Area of concern observed but nothing has entered into the storm drain and is 

completely cleaned up by the compliance date given by the inspector. 
• Inspector observes non-serious discharge to storm drain at first inspection, but it is 

immediately and completely cleaned up.  
 
LEVEL 2  OFFICIAL WARNING NOTICE 
 
Inspector Action: Indicate seriousness of discharge while providing information and 
an opportunity to remedy or prevent violations in the  following: 
 
1. Describing best management practices if not previously provided, (brochures, 

fact sheets, premium items, technology transfer, verbal discussion), 
2. Issuing an Official Warning Notice, and  
3. Giving a verbal warning. 
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Applicable situation(s): 
 
• Level 1 enforcement action previously issued. 
• On a follow up inspection or an inspection of a facility that has been inspected 

previously an inspector observes the same or a new area of concern. 
• RP not accessible a verbal warning but an appropriate location exists to post OWN (in 

mailbox, under windshield wiper, etc). 
 
 
LEVEL 3 PENALTY APPLICATION 
 
Inspector Action: Indicate seriousness of discharge by issuing either an 
Administration Citation or a criminal complaint/Misdemeanor Citation. 
 
Note: Administrative Citations and Misdemeanor Citations must be approved by 
the supervisor before issuing. 
 
 
A. Compliance Schedule 
 
Applicable situation(s): 
 

• Level 2 enforcement action previously issued.  
• Compliance issues are numerous and complex. 
• Discharge did not reach storm drain or it was a non-serious discharge. 
• City Attorney referral not yet necessary. 

 
B.  Administrative Citation 
 
Applicable situation(s): 
 
• Level 2 enforcement action previously issued. 
• Compliance Meeting did not bring resolution, or RP did not follow compliance 

schedule. 
• Discharge into storm sewer and the impact is serious based on quality or quantity.  

Serious impact defined as any of the following: 
1. Large quantity: 10 gallons or more. 
2. Hazardous or toxic substance in any quantity. 
3. Adversely impacts receiving storm sewer system or water body. 
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C.  Criminal Complaint/Misdemeanor Citation 
 
Applicable situation(s): 
 

• Level 2 enforcement previously issued and there is a flight risk possibility or 
immediately needs to be notified of wrongdoing. 

• Discharge causes serious impact to the storm drain sewer system and there is a 
flight risk or immediately needs to be notified of wrongdoing. 

• Enforcement action being conducted in coordination with another regulatory 
agency’s enforcement actions. 
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Enforcement Action Sequence Guidelines for 

Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping Investigations 
 

 

These guidelines set forth the tiered approach for enforcement used by City of San Jose’s 
Environmental Inspectors. The guidelines are intended to ensure consistent application 
of enforcement actions on parties responsible for illicit connections and illegal 
dumping/discharges to the storm sewer system pursuant to San Jose Municipal Code 
Sections and in furtherance with the ICID performance standard stated in the URMP.  
The City’s general policy is to initially educate responsible parties, and provide an 
opportunity to comply through clean up of the discharge [Level 1]. Where a responsible 
party fails or refuses to respond to an educational approach, or the circumstances of a 
violation call for it, enforcement actions are escalated in a stepwise fashion [Levels 2, 3]. 
 
LEVEL 1 EDUCATION AND COOPERATION 
 
Inspector Action: Provide information on prevention and minimizing non-storm 
water discharges including: 
 
1. Describing best management practices [brochures, fact sheets, premium items, 

technology transfer, and verbal discussion]. 
2. Providing verbal warning. 
3. Documenting violations in ICID Complaint Report. 
4. Referring to IND program for inclusion into facility inspection database, if 

applicable. 
 
Applicable situation(s):  
• Inspector believes an illegal discharge may have occurred, or could occur, however: 
Ø The discharge has not been observed by the inspector, and 
Ø Evidence is not conclusive, unable to determine suspects. 

• Land use or activity is considered high potential for violation. 
 
 
LEVEL 2  OFFICIAL WARNING NOTICE 
 
Inspector Action: Indicate seriousness of discharge while providing information and 
an opportunity to remedy or prevent violations in the following: 
 
1. Describing best management practices if not previously provided, (brochures, 

fact sheets, premium items, technology transfer, verbal discussion), 
2. Issuing an Official Warning Notice, and  
3. Giving a verbal warning. 
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Applicable situation(s): 

• Responsible Party fails to adequately clean up a violation after Level 1 response at the 
site. 

• A non-storm water discharge has occurred, but has not entered the storm sewer 
system or a water body. 

• First time violations of a small quality (10 gallons or less) discharge into storm drain 
and clean up has been performed adequately and immediately. 

• Already received written enforcement or verbal warning by another City department. 
 
 
LEVEL 3 PENALTY APPLICATION 
 
Inspector Action: Indicate seriousness of discharge by issuing either an 
Administration Citations or a criminal complaint/Misdemeanor Citations. 
 
 Note: Administrative Citations and Misdemeanor Citations must be approved by 
the supervisor before issuing. 
 
A. Compliance Schedule 
 
Applicable situation(s): 
 

• Level 2 enforcement action previously issued.  
• Compliance issues are numerous and complex. 
• Discharge did not reach storm drain or it was a non-serious discharge. 
• City Attorney referral not yet necessary. 

 
B.  Administrative Citation 
 
Applicable situation(s): 
 

• Level 2 enforcement action previously issued. 
• Compliance Meeting did not bring resolution, or RP did not follow compliance 

schedule. 
• Discharge into storm sewer and the impact is serious based on quality or quantity.  

Serious impact defined as any of the following: 
1. Large quantity: more than 10 gallons 
2. Hazardous or toxic substance in any quantity. 
3. Adversely impacts receiving storm sewer system or water body. 
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C.  Criminal Complaint/Misdemeanor Citation 
Applicable situation(s): 
 

• Level 2 enforcement previously issued and there is a flight risk possibility or 
immediately needs to be notified of wrongdoing. 

• Discharge causes serious impact to the storm drain sewer system and there is a 
flight risk or immediately needs to be notified of wrongdoing. 

• Enforcement action being conducted in coordination with another regulatory 
agency’s enforcement actions. 
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These guidelines set forth the tiered approach for enforcement used by City of San Jose’s 
environmental inspectors.  The guidelines are intended to ensure consistent application 
of enforcement actions on parties responsible for illegal discharges to the storm sewer 
system, pursuant to San Jose Municipal Code Sections and in furtherance of the CON 
performance standards as stated in the URMP.  
 
The City’s general policy is to first educate responsible parties, and provide them an 
opportunity to comply (Level 1).  Where a responsible party fails or refuses to respond to 
an educational approach, or the circumstances of a violation call for it, enforcement 
actions are escalated in a stepwise fashion (Levels 2, 3). 
 
 
LEVEL 1 EDUCATION AND COOPERATION 
 
Inspector Action: To provide information on prevention and minimizing non-
stormwater discharges by  
 
1. Describing best management practices (brochures, fact sheets, premium items, 

technology transfer, and verbal discussion.),  
2. Identifying and documenting areas of concern and compliance date in the 

Construction Inspection Notes Page, and  
3. Giving a verbal warning. 
 
Application situation(s):  
 
If it is raining: 
• If construction activity occurring, there is no tracking and the entrances are rocked 

(gravel laid down to stop sediment), but there is no sweeper or planned sweeping. 
• Any code violations present are immediately corrected and haven’t resulted in 

discharges to storm. 
 
If it is not raining: 
• The entrances are rocked, but there is light tracking and a sweeper is not available 

(first offense). 
• Any code violations present are immediately corrected and haven’t resulted in 

discharges to storm. 
 
 

Enforcement Action Sequence Guidelines for 

Construction Site Inspections 
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LEVEL 2  OFFICIAL WARNING NOTICE 
 
Inspector Action: Indicate seriousness of discharge while providing information and 
an opportunity to remedy or prevent violations in the following: 
 
1. Describing best management practices if not previously provided, (brochures, 

fact sheets, premium items, technology transfer, verbal discussion), 
2. Issuing an Official Warning Notice, and  
3. Giving a verbal warning. 
 
Applicable situation(s): 
 
If it is raining: 
• If there is any tracking but it is cleaned up prior to discharge of sediments to the 

storm drain. 
• Any violations present that haven’t yet resulted in a serious discharge to storm but 

cannot be immediately corrected.  Serious impact defined as any of the following: 
1. Large quantity: 10 gallons or more. 
2. Hazardous or toxic substance in any quantity. 
3. Adversely impacts receiving storm sewer system or water body. 

• Level 1 enforcement action previously issued. 
• At a follow up construction inspection or an ICID inspection the inspector observes 

the same or a new area of concern. 
• RP not accessible for a verbal warning but an appropriate location exists to post 

OWN (in mailbox, under windshield wiper, etc). 
 
If it is not raining: 
• The entrances are rocked, but there is light tracking and a sweeper is not available 

(second offense). 
• They have tracking (light or heavy) and the entrances are not rocked (first offense). 
• Any violations present that haven’t yet resulted in a serious discharge to storm but 

cannot be immediately corrected.  Serious impact defined as any of the following: 
1. Large quantity: 10 gallons or more. 
2. Hazardous or toxic substance in any quantity. 
3. Adversely impacts receiving storm sewer system or water body. 

• Level 1 enforcement action previously issued. 
• At a follow up construction inspection or an ICID inspection the inspector observes 

the same or a new area of concern. 
• RP not accessible for a verbal warning but an appropriate location exists to post 

OWN (in mailbox, under windshield wiper, etc). 
 
 
LEVEL 3 PENALTY APPLICATION 
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Inspector Action: Indicate seriousness of discharge by issuing either an 
Administration Citation or a criminal complaint/Misdemeanor Citation. 
 
Note: Administrative Citations and Misdemeanor Citations must be approved by 
the supervisor before issuing. 
 
A. Compliance Schedule 

Applicable situation(s) (not an option for addressing violations when it is raining): 

If it is not raining: 
• The entrances are rocked, but there is light tracking and a sweeper is not available 

(after two warnings). 
• They have light tracking and the entrances are not rocked (after one warning). 
• They have heavy tracking and the entrances are not rocked, and situation has not been 

resolved after an administrative citation was issued. 
• Level 2 enforcement action previously issued.  
• Compliance issues are numerous and complex. 
• Discharge did not reach storm drain or it was a non-serious discharge. 
• City Attorney referral not yet necessary. 
 
B.  Administrative Citation 
Applicable situation(s): 

If it is raining: 
• Discharge into storm sewer and the impact is serious based on quality or quantity. 
• There is any tracking of mud, and there is any discharge to an unprotected storm 

drain, gutter or other conveyance leading to the storm drain. 
• Level 2 enforcement action previously issued. 
• Compliance Meeting did not bring resolution, or RP did not follow compliance 

schedule. 
 
If it is not raining: 
• Discharge into storm sewer and the impact is serious based on quality or quantity.   
• They have heavy tracking and the entrances are not rocked (after one warning) 
• Level 2 enforcement action previously issued. 
• Compliance Meeting did not bring resolution, or RP did not follow compliance 

schedule. 
 

C.  Criminal Complaint/Misdemeanor Citation 
 
Applicable situation(s): 
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• Level 2 enforcement previously issued and there is a flight risk possibility or 
immediately needs to be notified of wrongdoing. 

• Discharge causes serious impact to the storm drain sewer system and there is a 
flight risk or immediately needs to be notified of wrongdoing. 

• Enforcement action being conducted in coordination with another regulatory 
agency’s enforcement actions. 
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Listing of Selected Watershed Enforcement Procedures 
Relating to Enforcement Actions 

 
 

Procedure 
Number 

Procedure Name 

5205 Guidelines for use of the Enforcement Response Plan 

5210 Administrative Citation Procedure: Issuance 

5211 Administrative Citation Procedure: Appeals 

5212 Administrative Citation Process: Amendment & Dismissal 

5220 Compliance Meetings and Compliance Schedules 

5230 Inspection Warrants 

5240 Official Warning Notices 

5250 Misdemeanor Citations and Court Appearances 

5251 Misdemeanor Citation Amendment Procedure 

5252 Misdemeanor Citation Dismissal Procedure 

5260 Sample Collection 

5310 Industrial Facility Inspection 

5340 Restaurant and Food Service Facility Inspections 

5362 Construction Inspection Procedures 

5420 ICID Complaint Investigations 
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Acronyms 
The following acronyms apply to the terms used in the Watershed Enforcement section’s Enforcement 
Response Plan and their various procedures. 

 

AOC Area of Concern 

AC Administrative Citation.  See “Citation, Administrative” 

BMP Best Management Practices 

CSJ City of San Jose 

C-of-C Chain of Custody 

ECP Erosion Control Plan 

WERP Enforcement Response Plan for Watershed Enforcement section 

GCASP General Construction Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit, also known as 
General Construction NPDES permit. 

GIASP General Industrial Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit, also known as General 
Industrial NPDES permit. 

ICID Illicit Connection, Illegal Dumping 

IND Industrial/Commercial Facilities 

MS4 Municipally separate storm sewer system 

NOI Notice of Intent 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

OWN Official Warning Notice 

QA/QC Quality Assurance / Quality Control 

RP Responsible Party 

Regional Board California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region.  The 
Regional Board is a part of the California State Water Resource Control Board 
(State Board). 

SCVURPPP Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

SIC Standard Industrial Classification. 

SJMC San Jose Municipal Code 

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

URMP Urban Runoff Management Plan.  See City of San Jose, Urban Runoff Management 
Plan 

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency. 

WE The Watershed Enforcement section 
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Definitions 
The following definitions apply to the terms used in the Watershed Enforcement (WE) section’s 
Enforcement Response Plan (WERP) and their various procedures.  Where applicable, definitions from the 
March 2002 City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan Report are used. 

 
  

Adverse Impact A detrimental effect upon water quality or beneficial uses caused by a discharge or 
loading of a pollutant or pollutants.  See also “Impact.” 

Area of Concern (AOC) A violation issued to a facility during an Industrial/Commercial Facility (IND) or Illicit 
Connection/Illegal Dumping (ICID) storm water inspection.   

Best Management Practice 
(BMP) 

Activities, practices, facilities, and/or procedures that when implemented to their 
maximum efficiency will prevent or reduce pollutants in discharges. For WE procedure 
purposes BMPs include runoff treatment, as well as source control and source reduction of 
potential pollutant sources.  BMPs are communicated to facilities in many ways, including 
but not limited to ICID and IND inspections (see “Tech Transfer”). 

California Regional Water 
Quality Control Board 
(Regional Board) 

The Governing Board of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board; the State 
agency with primary responsibility for the protection and maintenance of water quality.  
For purposes of WE procedures, this means the California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region. 

Catch basins Box-like underground concrete structures with openings in curbs and gutters designed to 
catch water from streets and pavements. 

Citation, Administrative  A civil financial penalty imposed by the City of San Jose for a violation of a municipal 
code. It carries no criminal charges. Fine amounts are set in the schedule of fines by 
Council resolution.  

Citation, Misdemeanor A financial and criminal penalty. Fine amounts are set in the schedule of fines by 
resolution. This citation will become part of a criminal record for the responsible party. 
Court appearance is required.   

City of San Jose Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (CSJ 
URMP) 

The CSJ portion of the County-wide Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution 
Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) Storm Water Management Plan that forms the 
implementation program to control storm water pollution within the city limits.  San 
Jose’s URMP is one part of the overall URMP for the Santa Clara Valley.  

The CSJ URMP is the work plan pursuant to section C.6.b of the CSJ MS4 NPDES 
permit, number CAS029718, Order 01-04.  WE ICID & IND inspections are part of the 
CSJ URMP. 

City Regulated Facility Industrial and commercial facilities subject to the San Jose Municipal Code (SJMC), 
including but not limited to facilities covered by the WE IND Inspection Programs. 

Compliance No unauthorized non-storm water discharges occur at the site.  Includes meeting all 
applicable conditions of: the General Construction NPDES permit (GCASP) or the 
General Industrial NPDES permit (GIASP); the SJMC; and BMPs, as confirmed by a City 
inspection 

Compliance Meeting A meeting with the Responsible Party (RP) to discuss the causes of non-compliance, 
corrective actions to achieve compliance, and a compliance schedule for the 
implementation of corrective actions. 

Compliance Schedule A written plan of corrective actions by the RP, including a timeline, approved by the City, 
to bring a facility into compliance. 
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Construction Activity Clearing, grading, or excavation that results in soil disturbance.  Construction activity 
does not include routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic 
capacity, or original purpose of the facility, nor does it include emergency construction 
activities required to immediately protect public health and safety.  

Deadfiling A quality control review for cases closed by inspectors.   

Discharge Any release, spill, leak, pump, flow, escape, dumping, or disposal of any liquid, semi-
solid or solid substance.   

Disturbed Area That area altered as a result of clearing, grading, and/or excavation of earth. 

Watershed Enforcement 
Response Plan (WERP) 

Outline of the procedures followed by WE staff to identify, document, and respond to 
urban runoff violations.  Incorporated into the WERP are specific criteria (including the 
gravity or seriousness of the violation) by which WE staff can determine the level of 
enforcement most appropriate to the nature of the violation. The WERP also describes the 
duties of the WE staff. 

Erosion The wearing away of land surface primarily by wind or water.  Erosion occurs naturally as 
a result of weather or runoff but can be accelerated by clearing, grading, or excavation of 
the land surface.  

Erosion Control Plan (ECP) A set of BMPs designed to control surface runoff and erosion to prevent sediment 
movement offsite before, during, and after construction-related land disturbances.  

Food Service facilities Comme rcial or industrial facilities that prepare food for the public or for institutional 
patrons, and use or generate grease (or other food related waste that can cause sewer 
blockages) when preparing this food.   

General Construction Activity 
Storm Water Discharge 
Permit (GCASP) 

The NPDES permit adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board, which 
authorizes the discharge of storm water from construction sites under certain conditions.  

General Industrial Activity 
Storm Water Discharge 
Permit (GIASP) 

The NPDES permit adopted by the State Water Resources Control Board which 
authorizes the discharge of storm water from industrial sites under certain conditions. 

Hazardous Material Any material defined as hazardous by Chapter 6.95 of the California Health and Safety 
Code. 

Hazardous Substance Any substance designated pursuant to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 
302 (40 CFR 302) 

Hazardous Waste A ‘Hazardous Substance’ or ‘Hazardous Material’ which is to be discharged, discarded, 
disposed, recycled, or processed.   

Illicit Connection Any human-made conveyance that is connected to the storm drain system without a 
permit, excluding roof-drains and other similar type connections.  Examples include 
channels, pipelines, conduits, inlets, or outlets that are connected directly to the storm 
drain system.  

Illicit Connection/Illegal 
Dumping (ICID) Program 

A complaint driven program where WE inspectors investigate, educate and provide 
necessary enforcement to protect the storm drain system and the watershed from illicit 
connections, illegal discharges and illegal disposals. 

Illegal Discharge Any discharge to the storm drain system that is prohibited under local, state, or federal 
statutes, ordinances, codes or regulations.  This includes all non-storm water discharges 
except discharges pursuant to an NPDES permit and discharges that are exempted in 
accordance with SJMC Chapter 15.  

Illegal Disposal/ Dumping Any disposal, either intentional or unintentional, of material(s) or waste(s) that can pollute 
storm water or urban runoff. 
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Impact Any actual or potential effect caused either directly or indirectly by the discharge of 
pollutants.   

Industrial Activity “Industrial activity” as defined in 40 CFR 122.26(b)(14) refers to 11 categories of 
activities.  Each of these activities is required to obtain a NPDES permit for storm water 
discharges associated with “industrial activity” as required by 40 CFR 122.26(c). See also 
General Industrial Activity Storm Water Discharge Permit (GIASP). 

Industrial/Commercial Facility Any facility involved and/or used in either the production, manufacture, storage, 
transportation, distribution, exchange or sale of goods and/or commodities, and any 
facility involved and/or used in providing professional and non-professional services.  
This category of facility includes, but is not limited to, any facility defined by the 
Standard Industrial Classifications (SIC). Facility ownership (federal, state, municipal or 
private) and profit motive of the facility are not factors in this definition. 

Industrial/Commercial (IND) 
Facility Program 

A scheduled inspection program for commercial and industrial facilities identified in the 
CSJ URMP to have a possible impact to the storm drain system or the watershed. 

Inspection Warrant A bench order, issued by a judge, directing a private property owner to provide 
unimpeded access for conducting investigations or making inspections.  An inspection 
warrant is needed when an inspector is denied access or is otherwise prevented from 
entering private property to conduct necessary investigations or inspections.   

Municipally Separate Storm 
Sewer System (MS4) 

See Storm Drain System.  

National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) 

A permit issued by the EPA, State Board or Regional Board pursuant to the Clean Water 
Act section 402(p) that authorizes discharges to waters of the United States and requires 
the reduction of pollutants in the discharge.   

Notice of Intent (NOI) An application by an Industrial/Commercial facility, sent to the Regional Board, asking to 
be covered under the GIASP NPDES Permit.  Certain facilities are required to either 
apply for coverage under the GIASP or obtain their own, individual NPDES permit.  The 
GIASP lists the SIC codes of facility types that must either submit an NOI or obtain 
individual NPDES permits.  An NOI application must also include a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention plan (SWPPP).  Certification of the NOI signifies that the facility 
operator intends to comply with the provisions of the General Permit.  (per GIASP Fact 
Sheet: Notification Requirements). 

NOI Filers Facilities that have filed for coverage under the State’s GIASP NPDES Permit. 

Non-NOI Filers Facilities regulated under the State’s GIASP NPDES Permit, which have not filed for 
coverage under this permit and have not applied for an individual permit and/or an 
exemption certification, when required. 

Non-Significant Facilities Facilities determined to be non-significant contributors to storm water pollution based on 
the number of Areas of Concern (AOC) the facility has been issued over a rolling 3 year 
(food service) or 5 year (all other City Regulated facilities) time period.  One AOC or less 
constitutes a non-significant facility.   

Non-Storm Water Discharge Any discharge to a municipal storm drain system that is not composed entirely of storm 
water. 

Official Warning Notice 
(OWN) 

A written notice explaining the municipal code violation and the corrective measures that 
need to be taken by the RP.  

Outfalls The end points where the CSJ storm drain systems discharge into a stream, creek, or river, 
or the Bay. 
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Pollutant Those “pollutants” defined in Section 502(6) of the federal Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. § 
1362(6)), or incorporated into California Water Code §13373.  Examples of pollutants 
include, but are not limited to the following: 

 • Commercial and industrial waste such as fuels, solvents, detergents, plastic 
pellets, hazardous substances, fertilizers, pesticides, slag, ash and sludge; 

 • Metals such as cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nic kel, silver, zinc, and non-
metals such as phosphorus and arsenic; 

 • Petroleum hydrocarbons such as fuels, lubricants, surfactants, waste oils, 
solvents, coolants, and grease; 

 • Excessive eroded soils, sediment, and particulate materials in amounts which 
may adversely affect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters, flora or fauna of 
the state. 

 • Animal wastes 

 • Substances having characteristics such as pH less than 6 or greater than 9, or 
unusual coloration or turbidity, or excessive levels of fecal coliform, or fecal 
streptococcus, or enterococcus. 

 The term “pollutant” shall not include uncontaminated storm water, potable water or 
recycled water generated by a lawfully permitted water treatment facility. 

 The term “pollutant” also shall not include any substance identified in this definition if, 
through compliance with the best management practices available, the discharge of such 
substance has been eliminated to the maximum extent practicable (MEP). MEP refers to 
the standard for implementation of storm water management programs to reduce 
pollutants in storm water. MEP refers to storm water management programs taken as a 
whole. The implementation of MEP takes into account various equitable considerations 
and competing facts. 

Post-Construction Activity Permanent storm water or erosion control techniques that remain in place after land 
construction has been completed. 

Proper Disposal The act of disposing of material(s) in a lawful manner which ensures the protection of 
water quality and beneficial uses of receiving waters.   

Responsible Party (RP) The individual who is responsible for all activities associated with the facility, or 
individual who causes the violation. 

Runoff Storm water and dry-weather flows from a drainage area that reaches a receiving or sub-
surface waterbody.  During dry weather it is typically comprised of many base flow 
components, either contaminated with pollutants, or uncontaminated. (See Stormwater 
Runoff/Urban Runoff). 

Sediment Organic or inorganic material carried by, or suspended in, water and settles to form 
deposits in the storm drain system or receiving waters.   

Serious Discharge Discharge greater than ten gallons, or a discharge of hazardous waste or toxic 
substance/pollutant. 

Significant Erosion Potential Risk of depositing sediment into watercourses or storm drains. 

Significant Facilities Facilities determined to be potentially significant contributors to storm water pollution 
based on the number of Areas of Concern (AOC) the facility has been issued over a 
rolling 3 year (food service) or five year (all other City Regulated facilities) time period.  
Two AOCs or more constitutes a significant facility.   

Significant Stormwater 
Pollution Potential 

A project that causes substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in the quantity 
and/or quality of storm water runoff generated from the site. 
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Standard industrial 
Classification (SIC) 

The statistical classification standard, organized by industry, underlying all establishment-
based federal economic statistics. The SIC of a particular industry is determined using the 
latest Standard Industrial Classification Manual, prepared by the federal Office of 
Management and Budget. The SIC Code is useful for pollution prevention programs in 
that similarly categorized industries tend to use similar processes and chemicals.  

Standard Methods  Approved methods of water analysis listed in Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR), Part 136.3.  Preservation requirements (containers, preservatives, temperature, 
etc.) should follow 40 CFR 136.3(e), Table II. If 40 CFR 136 is not applicable for some 
reason, refer to the most recent version of “Standard Methods for the Examination of 
Water and Wastewater”. 

Storm Drain System Streets, gutters, conduits, natural or artificial drains, channels and watercourses, or other 
facilities that are owned, operated, maintained or controlled by the City of San Jose and 
used for the purpose of collecting, storing, transporting, or disposing of storm water.  Also 
referred to as an MS4. 

Storm Water Water which originated from atmospheric moisture (rainfall or snowmelt) and that falls 
onto land, water, or other surfaces.   

Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 

A plan required of Industry and developments (greater than one acres) by, and for which 
contents are specified in, the State of California General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Industrial Activities, and the General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activities. The purpose of such plans is  to 
identify potential sources of pollution that can affect of the quality of storm water 
discharges from a site and to describe and ensure the implementation of practices to 
reduce pollutants in storm water discharges. 

Storm Water Runoff The part of precipitation (rainfall or snowmelt) which travels via flow across a surface to 
the storm drain system or receiving waters.  Examples of this phenomenon include the 
water that flows from a building’s roof or parking lot when it rains (runoff from an 
impervious surface); and the water that flows from a vegetated surface when rainfall is in 
excess of the rate at which it can infiltrate into the underlying soil (runoff from a pervious 
surface). 

Technology Transfer Communications performed primarily by inspection staff, using outreach and education 
materials, in addition to any other media which conveys technical information on 
activities, practices, facilities, and/or procedures that meet the criteria of the Best 
Management Practices. 

Tiered Enforcement A progressive enforcement process has three tiers: 1) voluntary compliance; 2) Incentive 
based through education and cooperation; and 3) enforcement.  Timing or use of 
additional enforcement actions would be a function of the nature of the severity of the 
case as well as the cooperation of the potentially responsible parties. 

Toxic Materials For the purpose of this Plan, toxic materials means any material(s) or combination of 
materials which directly or indirectly cause(s) either acute or chronic toxicity in the water 
column.  See “Pollutants”. 

Toxic Pollutant Those “pollutants,” or combination of pollutants, defined in Sections 502(13) or 307(a)(1) 
of federal Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C.§ 1362(13)).  See “Toxic Materials” or “Pollutants”. 

Urban Runoff See “Storm Water Runoff”, or “Runoff”. 

Verbal Warning A documented warning communicated orally to the RP directing the RP to take actions to 
correct an AOC. 

Vehicle Service Facilities Publicly and privately owned facilities that repair, fuel, clean, service or dismantle cars, 
trucks, boats, airplanes or other motor vehicles.   

Wet Season Typically the period of rainfall from October 15 to April 15.   
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5205.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides guidance to Environmental Inspectors on the decision 
process for determination of appropriate enforcement responses.  

5205.2 POLICY 

It shall be the policy of ESD that Environmental Inspectors will be familiar with this 
procedure and will use it to determine and follow appropriate level of enforcement 
response for violations of the San Jose Municipal Code (SJMC) relating to 
stormwater and urban runoff pollution.  

5205.3 DEFINITIONS 

Administrative Citation (AC) A civil financial penalty imposed by the City of San Jose for a 
violation of a municipal code. It carries no criminal charges. Fine 
amounts are set in the schedule of fines by Council resolution. 

 
Compliance Meeting A meeting with the Responsible Party to discuss the causes of non-

compliance, corrective actions to achieve compliance, and a 
compliance schedule for the implementation of corrective actions. 
 

Misdemeanor Citation A financial and criminal penalty. Fine amounts are set in the schedule 
of fines by resolution. This citation will become part of a criminal 
record for the responsible party. Court appearance is required. 
 

Official Warning Notice 
(OWN) 

A written notice explaining the municipal code violation and the 
corrective measures that need to be taken by the responsible party. 
 

Responsible Party (RP) The individual who is responsible for all activities associated with the 
facility, or individual who causes violation. 
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Verbal Warning A documented warning communicated orally to the responsible party 

directing them to take actions to correct an ‘Area of Concern’. 
 

Watershed Enforcement 
Response Plan (WERP) 

Outline of the procedures followed by WE staff to identify, document, 
and respond to stormwater and urban runoff violations.  Incorporated 
into the WERP are specific criteria (including the gravity or seriousness 
of the violation) by which WE staff can determine the level of 
enforcement most appropriate to the nature of the violation. The 
WERP also describes the duties of the WE Supervisor and WE 
Inspectors. 
 

 

5205.4 BACKGROUND 

The Watershed Enforcement Section (WE) works cooperatively with the 
community to prevent and eliminate sources of urban runoff pollution to the City’s 
storm drain system. It is the City’s general policy to initially educate responsible 
parties, and provide an opportunity to comply through site clean up and violation 
corrections for area of concerns by giving a Verbal Warning (Level 1). Where a 
responsible party (RP) fails or refuses to respond to an educational approach, or 
the circumstances of a violation call for it, enforcement actions are escalated to 
either an Official Warning Notice (Level 2) or to a Compliance Meeting, 
Administrative or Misdemeanor Citation (Level 3). 

This procedure assures uniformity of enforcement actions taken, based on the 
Watershed Enforcement Response Plan.  

5205.5 LIMITATIONS 

This policy applies to the determination of enforcement response relating to all 
violations of the San Jose Municipal Code relating to stormwater and urban runoff 
pollution. 
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5205.6 PROCEDURE 

RESPONSIBILITY ACTION 

Environmental Inspector 1. Performs site inspections according to the appropriate 
inspection procedure: 

• 5310 (Industrial/Commercial (IND) Facility 
Inspection), 

• 5420 (Illicit Connection/Illegal Discharge (ICID) 
Complaint Investigations), 

• 5340 (Food Service Facility Inspections), or 
• 5362 (Construction Inspection Procedures) 

 2. Determines if there are any violations of the SJMC 
enforced by WE.  If violations are observed, determines 
appropriate enforcement response according to guidelines 
contained in the WERP 

 3. Verbal Warnings and Official Warning Notices are issued 
in the field immediately.  Inspectors are trained on the 
appropriate use of these enforcement actions.  For the 
procedure for issuing Official Warning Notices, see 
Procedure 5240.  

 4. Compliance Meetings, if warranted, are arranged in the 
office and need supervisor approval per Procedure 5220.  
Compliance meeting are used to develop a special 
compliance schedule for the responsible party.   

 5. Administrative Citations (ACs) are processed in the office 
and mailed to the RP.  ACs require supervisor approval as 
per Procedure 5210. 

 6. AC appeals are handled as per Procedure 5211.  AC 
amendments and dismissals are handled as per Procedure 
5212.  Both procedures require supervisor approval. 
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 7. Misdemeanor Citations are completed in the field, but need 
supervisor approval prior to issuing as per Procedure 
5250. 

 8. Misdemeanor Citation amendments and dismissals also 
need supervisor approval and are to be handled as per 
Procedure 5251 and 5252, respectively. 
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5420.1 PURPOSE 
 

This procedure guides the process of ICID investigations.  Each ICID investigation 
represents a unique case and must be handled with a degree of flexibility.  However, this 
framework should be utilized in order to ensure successful execution of enforcement actions, 
should they become necessary. 
 

5420.2 POLICY 
 

It shall be the policy for Environmental Inspectors performing ICID inspections to be familiar 
with this procedure and to utilize it as the framework for ICID inspection activities.  In 
addition, Inspectors must understand and utilize inspection evaluation processes, as 
addressed in Attachment 5420-A, "Manual for Investigation and Elimination of Illegal 
Dumping." 
 

5420.3. DEFINITIONS 
 

Adverse Impact - A detrimental effect upon water quality or beneficial uses caused by a 
discharge or loading of a pollutant or pollutants.  An Impact is defined as any actual or 
potential effect caused either directly or indirectly by the discharge of pollutants. 
Deadfiling - A quality control review for cases closed by inspectors. 
Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping (ICID) Program - A complaint driven program where 
inspectors investigate, educate and provide necessary enforcement to protect the storm drain 
system and the watershed from illicit connections, illegal discharges and illegal disposals 
Responsible Party (RP)- The individual who is responsible for all activities associated with 
the facility, or individual who causes the violation. 
Serious Discharge - Discharge greater than ten gallons, or a discharge of hazardous waste 
or toxic substance/pollutant 
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5420.4 BACKGROUND 
 

Illicit connections to the Storm Sewer System and illegal disposal of materials to waterways 
are two activities addressed by the City's stormwater National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  Both of these activities involve potentially criminal 
activity and require careful adherence to stipulated investigative processes.  Failure to follow 
appropriate procedures can lead to unsupportable enforcement actions. 
 

5420.5 LIMITATIONS 
 

This policy applies to the investigation of all reported incidents of spills, dumping, disposal, or 
illicit connections to the storm sewer system. 
 

5420.6 PROCEDURE 
This process is initiated with the receipt of an incident report.  ICID Complaints are received 
and logged by clerical or other staff.  The Inspector assigned to follow-up on the complaint 
will be given the notes or called by cell-phone (see Procedure 5410). 

 

RESPONSIBILITY ACTION 

Environmental Inspector 1. Evaluate ICID complaint.  Contact complaining party 
if appropriate to clarify relevant facts (location, 
complaint details, etc)   

a. If any of the following appears probable from the 
notes, then the complaint should be prioritized for 
a same day response, if possible.  Discharge or 
disposal going into storm sewer or receiving 
waters, and the impact is serious based on: 

• A large quantity (more than 10 gallons), or 

• A Hazardous or toxic substance in any 
quantity, or 

• Adversely impacts receiving storm sewer 
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RESPONSIBILITY ACTION 
system or water body. 

b. If none of the above appears probable based on 
complaint intake notes, follow-up on complaint 
may have a lesser priority (but within 5 days of 
receiving complaint). 

 2. If ICID complaint intake notes indicate either an 
adverse impact to storm drains or receiving waters 
due to hazardous discharge; or an illegal hazardous 
waste discharge or disposal; then ensure that the 
Hazardous Incident Team (HIT) has been notified. 

3. If ICID complaint intake notes indicate a sanitary 
sewer overflow has occurred, or that cleaning or 
repair work on the storm sewer system is needed to 
mitigate an adverse impact, ensure that CSJ 
Department of Transportation has been notified. 

4. If ICID complaint intake notes indicate a serious 
discharge or disposal to a creek or stream, ensure that 
the Santa Clara Valley Water District has been 
notified. 

5. If ICID complaint intake notes indicate that a fish kill 
or similarly significant adverse impact to a receiving 
water has occurred, ensure that the State Department 
of Fish and Game has been notified. 

 6. Conduct site inspection: 

• Locate illicit connection, discharge or disposal 
location, and identify responsible party, if 
possible. 

• Evaluate impacts of event.  Impact assessment 
is addressed in Attachment 5420-A.  Notify 
other agencies as appropriate (see steps 2 
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RESPONSIBILITY ACTION 
through 5 above). 

 
 
 

• Follow Watershed Enforcement Response 
Plan (WERP), Appendix C (“Enforcement 
Action Sequence Guidelines for Illicit 
Connection and Illegal Dumping 
Investigations”), as needed for issuing on-site 
enforcement actions (issuing verbal warnings 
and Official Warning Notices).  Give 
reasonable compliance deadlines consistent 
with Attachment 5420-A and WERP. 

• Deliver guidance for site cleanup and 
remediation. 

• Fill out ICID Complaint Report form. 

 7. Perform data-entry at office.  If complaining party 
requested a follow-up call, notify them of investigation 
results as appropriate. 

8. Continue follow-up inspections until problem is 
satisfactorily resolved.  Facilities can request 
compliance date extensions in writing.  The inspector 
will evaluate and discuss these requests with the 
Supervisor for approval. 

 9. Discuss case with Supervisor as appropriate to 
determine if escalated enforcement action 
(administrative citations, referrals for criminal 
prosecution, etc) is needed, in conformance to the 
WERP. 

 10. Close Case (Note, do not close a case without 
performing a site inspection.) 
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RESPONSIBILITY ACTION 

• Complete the Investigation Report Form. 
 
 

• Complete data entry.  Prepare case for 
deadfiling after all violations are addressed and 
related follow-up inspections have occurred. 

• Submit to Supervisor for Review. 
 

Supervisor 1. Review casefile.  Refer back for follow-up inspection 
as needed. 

2. If complete, change case status in database to show 
that it is approved as complete, sign and date 
hardcopy form, and forward file to Clerical. 

 

Clerical  1. File hardcopies of case files. 
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2410.1 PURPOSE 
 

This procedure provides uniform guidelines for the receipt and recording of IC/ID 
complaints reported to the Watershed Protection Group. 
 

2410.2 POLICY 
 

It shall be the policy that all staff members of the Watershed Protection Group know and 
use this procedure for recording IC/ID complaints.  
 

2410.3 DEFINITIONS 

 
IC/ID - Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping 
NPDES - National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NPS - Non-point Source 
WPG - Watershed Protection Group 

 
2410.4 BACKGROUND 
 

Watershed Protection Group (WPG) receives numerous IC/ID complaints from a variety 
of sources.  Under the terms of the City's stormwater National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit, WPG is required to act upon these complaints to 
effectively halt the sources of pollution they represent.  WPG inspectors have only 5 
working days to respond to IC/ID cases. 
 
Proper receipt and recording of incoming IC/ID calls is the first step in effective 
management of complaint calls.  Incoming calls should be handled such that: 
§ Exact and complete information is recorded; 
§ Key pieces of information are extracted, despite the varied level of knowledge of 

callers; and 
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§ Multiple calls regarding the same incident are detected to minimize duplicate 
efforts among inspection staff. 

 
2410.5 LIMITATIONS 

This policy applies to all staff in Watershed Protection Group.  

2410.6 PROCEDURE 

STEP RESPONSIBLE ACTION 

1 Staff When acting on a request or responding to a complaint of water 
and/or another substance being discharged, determine the 
severity of the incident to properly handle the call.  Be certain the 
complaint is something that WPG handles.  If unsure, ask 
someone. 

If the situation is dangerous or detrimental to human life have 
the caller hang up and call 911. 

2 Staff Record the complaint by filling out the Complaint Report Form.  
Make sure to get as much information as possible to help ensure 
and adequate investigation. 

Use the following to guide completion of the form: 

1. Date:  the date the complaint comes in and you are filling out 
the complaint form. 

2. File #: leave blank 

3. File address: where the problem occurred. 

4. Cross street: closest cross street. 

5. Census and District: leave blank. 
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STEP RESPONSIBLE ACTION 

6. Received by: name of the person filling out the form. 

7. Ex.#: phone extension of the person filling out the form. 

8. Insp: leave blank.  This complaint will be assigned to an 
inspector (Procedure 2560). 

9. Complainant information: the name, address, and telephone 
number of the person calling in the complaint.  (This 
information is for record only and never given out to anyone 
but the inspector involved.)  Inform the caller that this 
information is confidential and for our records only. 

10. Complaint: describe the problem. 

11. License number: vehicle license plate, if applicable. 

12. Ask the caller where they had found our phone number (for 
outreach purposes). 

3 Staff Forward form for inspector response.   

If the complaint is not detrimental to life but the violation is 
critical and in progress, forward form to NPS Inspection 
Supervisor (or, if unavailable, to Clerical staff) with instruction 
that the complaint is critical.   

If the complaint is not critical, forward to Clerical with the 
instruction that the complaint is not critical. 

4 Supervisor or Clerical If the complaint is critical, determine which Inspector covers the 
district and notify that Inspector.  Inspectors carry cell phones 
and pagers.  If unable to reach the inspector, or if they are not 
on duty, call any inspector on duty to immediately refer 
complaint to field staff.  

5 Clerical If the complaint is not critical, either contact the area inspector in 
the field or leave a voice mail message indicating the receipt of a 
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STEP RESPONSIBLE ACTION 

the field or leave a voice mail message indicating the receipt of a 
new complaint and relevant information. 

6 Clerical Enter the data from form into the database. This should be 
completed within 1 business day to afford inspectors sufficient 
time to address complaint within 5 day time frame. Use the 
“check for duplicates” buttons in the database.  If a case is a 
duplicate do not enter information. Fill out a duplicate message 
form and place in the assigned inspectors box. 

7 Clerical Create a file with database printout of IC/ID Complaint Report, 
place in a red folder, and put in mail slot for area inspector. 
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Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan S September 2004 

IND STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

IND STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
This section contains specific Standard Operating Procedures for the 
Industrial/Commercial Discharges Program. 
 
The various components of this section are organized as follows: 

1. Watershed Enforcement Training and Procedures Manual Table of Contents – See 
ICID 

2. Enforcement Response Plan – See ICID 

3. Guidelines for Enforcement Response – See ICID 

4. IND Standard Operating Procedures Flowcharts 

- NOI Filer Flowchart 

- Non-NOI Filer Flowchart 

- City Regulated Facility Flowchart 

- Category Groupings Table 

- Facilities Covered by GIAS Permit 

- IND Facility Categories for City of San Jose 

- Industrial Inspections Enforcement Actions Flowchart 

5. Stormwater Facility Inspection Guidelines 
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IND  Standard Operating Procedures FlowchartIND  Standard Operating Procedures Flowchart

Potential facilities
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Inspector conducts
inspection

Impacts
observed ?

YES

NO
Inspector completes
Audit form on site

Inspector schedules
future inspections as

needed

Case filed

Inspector completes
Audit form on site
and notifies facility
to cease discharge

Facility response
adequate ?

YES

NO

Facility in
compliance?

YES

NO

Inspector uses
tiered

enforcement

Inspector monitors
implementation of
corrective actions

Inspector
conducts follow-

up inspection

See
Guidelines for

Enforcement Actions
when conducting

Industrial Inspections
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Look up the list of  NOI 
filers on the State’s  web site.

Inspect current year’s NOI  filer 
 facilities within one(1) year.
Determine status of facility .

Does the facility 
have exposure?

Refer  facility  to the  State to 
obtain an exemption certification.

No

Yes

Refine the State list to include
 only current year’s NOI filers

Determine if facility is
 Significant or Non-significant in

 City Regulated Program.

Conduct inspections according to 
inspection frequency criteria.

Significant

Non-significant

Facility goes into 
City Regulated Program

Conduct inspections according to 
inspection frequency criteria.

Enter data into database 
and file inspection reports.

Enter data into database 
and file inspection reports.

NOI Filer NOI Filer 
Flow ChartFlow Chart

No further inspections  required.
Enter data into database 
and file inspection report.

Report in Quarterly IIR 
and Annual Reports.

Report in Quarterly IIR 
and Annual Reports.

Report in Quarterly IIR 
and Annual Reports.
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Review Business license and other data to 
determine new facilities that may

 need to file a NOI based on SIC codes.

Inspect facilities within one (1) year .
Determine status of facility .

Does the facility 
have exposure?

Refer  facility  to the  State to 
obtain an exemption certification.

No

Yes

Determine if facility is
 Significant or Non-significant in

 City Regulated Program.

Conduct inspections according to 
inspection frequency criteria.

Significant

Non-significant

Facility goes into 
City Regulated Program

Conduct inspections according to 
inspection frequency criteria.

Enter data into database 
and file inspection reports.

Enter data into database 
and file inspection reports.

Non-NOI Filer Non-NOI Filer 
Flow ChartFlow Chart

No further inspections  required.
Enter data into database 
and file inspection report

Report in Quarterly IIR 
and Annual Reports.

Report in Quarterly IIR 
and Annual Reports.

Report in Quarterly IIR 
and Annual Reports.

Facility is told of requirement
 to file a NOI with the State.

Facility is referred to State as a 
Non-NOI filer in Annual report
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Review Business license and other data to 
determine new facilities that may

 need to be City Regulated based on SIC codes.

Inspect facilities within one (1) year .
Determine status of facility .

Does the facility 
have exposure? No

Yes

Determine if facility is
 Significant or Non-significant in

 City Regulated Program.

Conduct inspections according to 
inspection frequency criteria.

Significant

Non-significant

Facility goes into 
City Regulated Program

Conduct inspections according to 
inspection frequency criteria.

Enter data into database 
and file inspection reports.

Enter data into database 
and file inspection reports.

City Regulated City Regulated 
Flow ChartFlow Chart

No further inspections  required.
Enter data into database 
and file inspection report

Report in Quarterly IIR 
and Annual Reports.

Report in Quarterly IIR 
and Annual Reports.

Report in Quarterly IIR 
and Annual Reports.
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SIC # Nature of Business General Permit 

Category #  
(See Table 2)      

Program Category Program 
Category #  

(See Table 3)  
00741 Veterinary Livestock Services N/A Other - Miscellaneous 20 
00742 Veterinary Animal Specialties N/A Other - Miscellaneous 20 
00751 Livestock Services, Except Veterinary N/A Other - Miscellaneous 20 
00752 Animal Specialty Services, Except Veterinary N/A Other - Miscellaneous 20 
01429 Crushed and Broken Stone, NEC N/A Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
01741 Masonry & Other Stonework N/A Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
01742 Plastering, Drywall, Acoustical & Insulation Work N/A Construction/Building 10 
01743 Terrazo, Tile, Marble & Mosaic Work N/A Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
01771 Concrete Work N/A Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
02000 Mfg. (Bakery, Candy/Confec., Cheese, Dairy, Ice Cream, Ice,), Food 

Prep., Meat Packing Plants 
10 Food service 2 

02011 Meat Packing Plants 10 Food service 2 
02013 Sausages & Meat Products 10 Food service 2 
02015 Poultry Slaughtering, Dressing & Processing 10 Food service 2 
02080 Alcohol/Beverage/Softdrink Mfg. 10 Food service 2 
02084 Winery 10 Other - Winery 20 
02200 Apparel/Screenprinting/Silk Screening/ Textile Mill Products 10 Other - Miscellaneous 20 
02400 Wood Product Mfg. 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02421 Saw & Planing Mills 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02426 Hardwood Dimensions & Flooring Mills 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02429 Special Product Sawmills, NEC 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02431 Millwork 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02434 Wood Kitchen Cabinets 10 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02435 Hardwood Veneer & Plywood 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02436 Softwood Veneer & Plywood 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 

Table 1.   Category Groupings 
(Linking SIC #, GIAS Permit Categories, and Program/City Categories) 
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SIC # Nature of Business General Permit 
Category #  

(See Table 2)      

Program Category Program 
Category #  

(See Table 3)  
02439 Structural Wood Members, NEC 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02441 Wood Boxes 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02448 Wood Pallets & Skids 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02449 Wood Containers, NEC 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02451 Mobile Homes 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02452 Prefabricated Wood Buildings & Components 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02491 Wood Preserving 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02493 Reconstituted Wood Products 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02499 Wood Products, NEC 2 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02500 Furniture/Fixture Mg. 10 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02511 Wood Household Furniture  10 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02512 Wood Household Furniture, Upholstered 10 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02514 Metal Household Furniture 10 Misc. mfg. - Furniture 19 
02515 Mattresses & Bedsprings 10 Misc. mfg. - Furniture 19 
02517 Wood TV, Radio, Phono & Sewing Cabinets 10 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02519 Household Furniture, NEC 10 Misc. mfg. - Furniture 19 
02521 Wood Office Furniture 10 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02522 Office Funiture, Except Wood 10 Misc. mfg. - Furniture 19 
02531 Public Building & Related Furniture 10 Misc. mfg. - Furniture 19 
02541 Wood, Office & Store Fixtures 10 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02542 Partitions & Fixtures, Except Wood 10 Misc mfg -Office & Store fixtures 19 
02599 Furniture & Fixtures, NEC 10 Wood furniture & other products 17 
02600 Paper Mfg. 2 Misc. Mfg. - Paper 19 
02631 Paperboard Mills 2 Misc. Mfg. - Paper 19 
02700 Newspaper Publishing, Printing, Publishing 10 Other - Photographic/Printing 20 
02711 Newspapers: Publishing & Printing 10 Other - Photographic/Printing 20 
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(See Table 2)      
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(See Table 3)  
02721 Periodicals: Publishing & Printing 10 Other - Photographic/Printing 20 
02731 Books: Publishing & Printing 10 Other - Photographic/Printing 20 
02732 Book Printing, Not Publishing 10 Other - Photographic/Printing 20 
02759 Commercial Printing 10 Other - Photographic/Printing 20 
02791 Typesetting 10 Other - Photographic/Printing 20 
02796 Platemaking & Related Services 10 Other - Photographic/Printing 20 
02800 Chemical Mfg. (paint, cosmetics, petroleum & allied products) 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02812 Alkalies & Chlorine 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02813 Industrial Gases 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02816 Inorganic Pigments 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02819 Industrial Inorganic Chemicals, NEC 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02821 Plastics, Materials & Nonvulcanizable Elastomers 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02822 Synthetic Rubber (Vulcanized Elastomers) 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02823 Cellulosic Man-Made Fibers 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02824 Synthetic Organic Fibers, Exc. Cellulosic 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02833 Medicinal Chemicals & Botanical Products 10 Misc mfg - Medical 19 
02834 Pharmaceuticals 10 Misc mfg - Pharmaceuticals 19 
02835 Diagnostic Substances 10 Misc mfg - Medical 19 
02836 Biological Products, Exc. Diagnostic Substances 10 Misc mfg - Medical 19 
02841 Soap & Detergents 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02842 Specialties Cleaning, Polishing & Sanitation Preparations 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02843 Surface Active & Finishing Agents, Sulfonated Oils 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02844 Perfumes, Cosmetics & Toilet Preparations 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02851 Paints, Varnishes, Lacquers, Enamels 2 Paint facilites 3 
02861 Gum & Wood Chemicals 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02865 Cyclic-Crudes, Intermediates, Dyes & Organic Pigments 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
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02869 Industrial Organic Chemicals, NEC 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02873 Nitrogenous Fertilizers 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02874 Phosphatic Fertilizers 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02875 Fertilizers, Mixing Only 2 Other - Miscellaneous 20 
02879 Pesticides & Agricultural Chemicals 2 Pesticide Facilities 6 
02891 Adhesives & Sealants 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02892 Explosives 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02893 Printing Ink 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02895 Carbon Black 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02899 Chemical Preparations, NEC 2 Chemical Mfg. 18 
02911 Petroleum Refining 2 Other Petroleum Refining 20 
02951 Paving Mixtures & Blocks 2 Misc. Mfg. - Petroleum & Coal 19 
02952 Asphalt Felts & Coatings 2 Misc. Mfg. - Petroleum & Coal 19 
02992 Lubricating Oils & Greases 2 Misc. Mfg. - Petroleum & Coal 19 
02999 Products of Petroleum & Coal, NEC 2 Misc. Mfg. - Petroleum & Coal 19 
03000 Rubber & Plastic Products 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03011 Tires & Inner Tubes 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03021 Rubber & Plastic Footwear 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03052 Rubber & Plastic Hose & Belting 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03053 Gaskets, Packing & Sealing Devices 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03061 Molded, Extruded & Lathe-Cut Rubber Mechanical Goods 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03069 Fabricated Rubber Products 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03081 Plastic Unsupported Sheet & Film 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03082 Plastic Unsupported Profile Shapes 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03083 Plastic Laminated Plate & Sheet 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03084 Plastic Pipe 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
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03085 Plastic Bottles 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03086 Plastic Foam Products 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03087 Custom Compounding of Purchased Plastic Resins 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03088 Plastic Plumbing Fixtures 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03089 Plastic Products, NEC 10 Misc. Mfg. - Rubber & Plastics 19 
03111 Leather Tanning & Finishing 2 Other - Miscellaneous 20 
03200 Stone, Clay, Concrete, Cement, Concrete Plant 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03231 Glass Products Made of Purchased Glass 2 Misc. Mfg. - Glass 19 
03241 Cement, Hydraulic 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03251 Brick & Structural Clay Tile 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03253 Ceramic Tile 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03255 Clay Refractories 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03259 Structural Clay Products, NEC 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03261 China Plumbing Fixtures & Fittings 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03264 Porcelain Electrical Supplies 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03269 Pottery Products, NEC 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03271 Concrete Block & Brick 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03272 Concrete Products, Except Block & Brick 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03273 Ready-Mixed Concrete 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03274 Lime 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03275 Gypsum Products 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03281 Cut Stone Products 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03291 Abrasive Products 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03292 Asbestos Products 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03295 Minerals & Earths: Ground Or Treated 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03296 Mineral Wool 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
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03297 Nonclay Refractories 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03299 Nonmetallic Mineral Products, NEC 2 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
03312 Blast Furnaces, Coke Ovens, Steel & Rolling Mills 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03313 Electrometallurgical Products 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03315 Steel Wire Drawing & Nails & Spikes 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03316 Cold Rolled Steel Sheet, Strip & Bars 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03317 Steel Pipe & Tubes 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03321 Gray Iron Foundries 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03322 Malleable Iron Foundries 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03324 Steel Investment Foundries 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03325 Steel Foundries, NEC 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03331 Primary Smelting & Refining Of Copper 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03334 Primary Production Of Aluminum 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03339 Primary Nonferrous Metals, NEC 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03341 Secondary Smelting & Refining Of Nonferrous Metals 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03351 Rolling, Drawing & Extruding Of Copper 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03353 Aluminum Sheet, Plate & Foil 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03354 Aluminum Extruded Products 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03355 Aluminum Rolling & Drawing, NEC 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03356 Rolling, Drawing & Extruding Of Nonferrous Metals 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03357 Nonferrous Wire Drawing 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03363 Aluminum Die Castings 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03364 Nonferrous Die Castings, Exc Aluminum 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03365 Aluminum Foundries 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03366 Copper Foundries 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03369 Nonferrous Foundries: Castings, NEC 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
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03398 Metal Heat Treating 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03399 Primary Metal Products, NEC 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03400 Metal Fabrication, Metal Industries, Plating, Sheet Metal 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03411 Metal Cans 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03412 Metal Barrels, Drums, Kegs & Pails 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03429 Hardware, NEC 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03441 Fabricated Structural Steel 2 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03442 Metal Doors, Sash, Frames, Molding & Trim 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03443 Fabricated Plate Work 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03444 Sheet Metal Work 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03446 Architectural & Ornamental Metal Work 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03448 Prefabricated Metal Buildings & Components 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03449 Miscellaneous Metal Work 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03462 Iron & Steel Forgings 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03463 Nonferrous Forgings 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03469 Metal Stampings, NEC 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03471 Electroplating, Plating, Polishing, Anodizing & Coloring 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03479 Coating & Engraving, NEC 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03482 Small Arms Ammunition 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03483 Ammunition, Large 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03484 Small Arms 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03491 Industrial Valves 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03492 Fluid Power Valves & Hose Fittings 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03493 Steel Spring, Except Wire 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03494 Valves & Pipe Fittings, NEC 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03495 Wire Springs 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
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03496 Miscellaneous Fabricated Wire Products 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03497 Metal Foil & Leaf 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03498 Fabricated Pipe & Pipe Fittings 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03499 Fabricated Metal Products, NEC 10 Metal Manufacturing 8 
03500 Assembly, Machinery/Tools Mfg. 10 Machine shops 7 
03511 Steam, Gas & Hydraulic Turbines & Engines 10 Machine shops 7 
03519 Internal Combustion Engines, NEC 10 Machine shops 7 
03523 Farm Machinery & Equipment 10 Machine shops 7 
03524 Garden, Lawn Tractors & Equipment 10 Machine shops 7 
03531 Construction Machinery & Equipment 10 Machine shops 7 
03532 Mining Machinery & Equipment 10 Machine shops 7 
03533 Oil Field Machinery & Equipment 10 Machine shops 7 
03534 Elevators & Moving Stairways 10 Machine shops 7 
03535 Conveyors & Equipment 10 Machine shops 7 
03536 Hoists, Cranes & Monorails 10 Machine shops 7 
03537 Industrial Trucks, Tractors, Trailers & Stackers 10 Machine shops 7 
03540 Metalworking Machinery & Equipment 10 Machine shops 7 
03541 Machine Shops, Jobbing, Tool & Die 10 Machine shops 7 
03542 Machine Tools: Forming 10 Machine shops 7 
03543 Industrial Patterns 10 Machine shops 7 
03544 Dies, Tools, Jigs, Fixtures & Industrial Molds 10 Machine shops 7 
03545 Machine Tool Accessories 10 Machine shops 7 
03547 Rolling Mill Machinery & Equipment 10 Machine shops 7 
03548 Welding Apparatus 10 Machine shops 7 
03549 Metalworking Machinery, NEC 10 Machine shops 7 
03552 Textile Machinery 10 Machine shops 7 
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03553 Woodworking Machinery 10 Machine shops 7 
03554 Paper Industries Machinery 10 Machine shops 7 
03555 Printing Trades Machinery & Equipment 10 Machine shops 7 
03556 Food Products Machinery 10 Machine shops 7 
03559 Special Industry Machinery, NEC 10 Machine shops 7 
03561 Pumps & Pumping Equipment 10 Machine shops 7 
03562 Ball & Roller Bearings 10 Machine shops 7 
03563 Air & Gas Compressors 10 Machine shops 7 
03564 Blowers & Fans 10 Machine shops 7 
03565 Packaging Machinery 10 Machine shops 7 
03566 Speed Changers, Drives & Gears 10 Machine shops 7 
03567 Industrial Process Furnaces & Ovens 10 Machine shops 7 
03568 Mechanical Power Transmission Equipment, NEC 10 Machine shops 7 
03569 Industrial Machinery & Equipment, NEC 10 Machine shops 7 
03570 Computers (include Hardware & Software) 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03577 Computer Peripheral Equipment, NEC 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03589 Service Industry Machines, NEC 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03600 Mfg. (appliance, Electronic, Electric/Electronic Equip. semicon) 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03612 Power, Distribution & Specialty Transformers 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03624 Carbon & Graphite Products 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03629 Electrical Industrial Apparatus, NEC 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03643 Current-Carrying Wiring Devices 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03671 Radio & TV Receiving Electron Tubes 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03672 Printed Circuit Boards 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03674 Semiconductors 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03675 Electronic Capacitors 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
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03676 Electronic Resistors 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03677 Electronic Coils & Transformers 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03678 Electronic Connectors 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03679 Electronic Components, NEC 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03691 Storage Batteries 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03692 Primary Batteries: Dry & Wet 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03695 Recording Media 10 Electronic/Electrical Components 9 
03713 Truck & Business Bodies 10 Automotive 1 
03714 Motor Vehicle Parts & Accessories 10 Automotive 1 
03715 Truck Trailers 10 Automotive 1 
03716 Motor Homes 10 Automotive 1 
03721 Aircraft 10 Automotive 1 
03724 Aircraft Engines & Engine Parts 10 Automotive 1 
03728 Aircraft Parts & Equipment, NEC 10 Automotive 1 
03731 Shipbuilding & Repairing 2 Automotive 1 
03732 Boat Building & Repairing 2 Automotive 1 
03743 Railroad Equipment 10 Automotive 1 
03761 Guided Missiles and Space Vehicles 10 Automotive 1 
03769 Guided Missile/Space Vehicle Parts & Equipment, NEC 10 Automotive 1 
03792 Travel Trailers & Campers 10 Automotive 1 
03795 Tanks & Tank Components 10 Automotive 1 
03824 Fluid Meters and Counters 10 Machine shops 7 
03825 Instruments for Measuring and Testing Electricity 10 Machine shops 7 
03829 Measuring and Controlling Devices, NEC 10 Machine shops 7 
03845 Electromedical & Electrotherapeutic Apparatus 10 Misc. Mfg - Medical 19 
03851 Opthalmic Goods 10 Misc. Mfg - Medical 19 
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03940 Software, Sporting goods, Toys Mfg. 10 Misc. Mfg - Toys & Sports 19 
03993 Signs & Advertising Displays 10 Misc. Mfg - Signs 19 
03995 Burial Caskets 10 Misc. Mfg. - Caskets 19 
03999 Manufacturing Industries, NEC 10 Misc. Mfg 19 
04011 Railroads, Line-Hauling Operations 8 Transportation 11 
04013 Switching & Terminal Services 8 Transportation 11 
04111 Local & Suburban Transit 8 Transportation 11 
04119 Local Transp., Pass. Transit, Ambulance & Limousine Service 8 Transportation 11 
04120 Taxi Cab Company 8 Transportation 11 
04121 Taxi Cabs 8 Transportation 11 
04131 Intercity & Rural Bus Transportation 8 Transportation 11 
04141 Local Bus Charter Service 8 Transportation 11 
04142 Bus Charter Service, Except Local 8 Transportation 11 
04151 School Buses 8 Transportation 11 
04173 Bus Terminal & Services Facilities 8 Transportation 11 
04200 Motor Freight Transportation & Warehouse 8 Transportation 11 
04212 Trucking with repair, Courier, Delivery, Moving Company Shipping 8 Transportation 11 
04213 Trucking, Except Local 8 Transportation 11 
04214 Local Trucking With Storage 8 Transportation 11 
04215 Courier Services, Except Air 8 Transportation 11 
04225 Storage/Warehouse Facility 10 Other - Storage 20 
04226 Special Warehousing & Storage, NEC 8 Other - Storage 20 
04231 Terminal & Joint Terminal Maintenance Facilities 8 Transportation 11 
04500 Air courier, airline, Charter Service 8 Transportation Aiport 
04512 Air Trans portation, Scheduled 8 Transportation Aiport 
04513 Air Courier Services 8 Transportation Aiport 
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04522 Air Transportation, Nonscheduled 8 Transportation Aiport 
04581 Airports, Flying Fields, & Terminal Services 8 Transportation Aiport 
04612 Crude Petroleum Pipelines N/A Other - Petroleum Pipelines 20 
04613 Refined Petroleum Pipelines N/A Other - Petroleum Pipelines 20 
04941 Water Supply N/A Other - Miscellaneous 20 
04971 Irrigation Systems N/A Other - Miscellaneous 20 
04950 Sanitary Services 5 Landfills 16 
04952 Sewerage Systems 9 Other - Miscellaneous 20 
04953 Refuse Systems 4 or 5 Other - Miscellaneous or Landfills 16 or 20 
04959 Sanitary Services, NEC N/A Other - Miscellaneous 20 
05012 Automobiles & Other Motor Vehicles Wholesale N/A Automotive 1 
05013 Motor Vehicle Supplies & New Parts Wholesale N/A Automotive 1 
05014 Tires & Tubes, Wholesale N/A Automotive 1 
05015 Motor Vehicle Parts, Used Wholesale (auto dismantling to sell parts) 6 Auto Dismantlers 13 
05032 Brick, Stone & Related Construction Materials Wholesale N/A Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 14 
05051 Metal Service Centers N/A Metal Manufacturing 8 
05065 Electronic Parts & Equipment Wholesale N/A Electrical Components 9 
05082 Construction & Mining Machinery & Equipment Wholesale N/A Construction/Building 10 
05083 Farm & Garden Machinery & Equipment Wholesale N/A Construction/Building 10 
05093 Scrap and Waste Materials (includes auto dismantlers for scrap) 6 Recycling Yards 12 
05169 Chemicals & Allied Products, NEC Wholesale Distribution N/A Other - Miscellaneous 20 
05171 Petroleum Bulk Stations & Terminals 8 Transportation 11 
05198 Paints, Varnishes & Supplies Wholesale N/A Paint facilities 3 
05261 Retail Nurseries & Garden Stores N/A Construction/Building 10 
05511 Airplane/Auto Sales, Boat/Mobile Home Dealer N/A Automotive 1 
05521 Motor Vehicle Dealers (Used Only) N/A Automotive 1 
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05531 Auto Stereo, Auto Supply/Parts, Tire, Cellular/Telephone; Sales/Dealer N/A Automotive 1 
05541 Gas Station, Service Station N/A Automotive 1 
05812 Restaurant/Food Service N/A Food Service 2 
07213 Linen Supply N/A Other - Laundry 20 
07217 Carpet & Upholstery Cleaning N/A Cleaning Services 5 
07218 Industrial Launderers N/A Other - Laundry 20 
07342 Disinfecting & Pest Control Services N/A Pesticides 6 
07349 Building Cleaning & Maintenance Services, NEC N/A Cleaning Services 5 
07353 Heavy Construction Equipment Rental & Leasing N/A Construction/Building 10 
07384 Photofinishing Laboratories N/A Other - Photographic/Printing 20 
07399 Vehicle Related, NEC N/A Automotive 1 
07513 Truck Rental and Leasing, Without Drivers N/A Automotive 1 
07530 Auto Repair, Mehcanical, Diversified auto Repair N/A Automotive 1 
07532 Auto Body/Paint/Upholstery Shop, Auto Wash N/A Automotive 1 
07533 Automotive Exhaust System Repair Shops N/A Automotive 1 
07534 Tire Retreading & Repair Shops N/A Automotive 1 
07536 Automotive Glass Replacement Shops N/A Automotive 1 
07537 Automotive Transmission Repair Shops N/A Automotive 1 
07538 General Automotive Repair Shop N/A Automotive 1 
07539 Automotive Repair Shops, NEC N/A Automotive 1 
07542 Auto Wash/Polishing, Lube, Automotive N/A Automotive 1 
07549 Auto-Appraiser, Detail, Oil Change, Tow Service, Claims Adjuster N/A Automotive 1 
07692 Welding Repair N/A Other -Welding 20 
07996 Amusement Parks N/A Other -Amusement Parks 20 
08731 Commercial Physical & Biological Research N/A Other -Research 20 

   Dry Cleaners 4 
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   Corporation Yards 15 
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Table 2.  Facilities Covered by GIAS Permit* 
 

General Permit 
Category # 

General Permit Category 40 CFR* * SIC*** 

1 Facilities subject to Storm 
Water Effluent Limitations 
Guidelines, New Source 
Performance Standards, or 
Toxic Pollutant Effluent 
Standards 

411 – Cement Mfg.,   
412 – Feedlots,   
418- Fertilizer Mfg.,             
419 – Petroleum Refining,                     
422 – Phosphate Mfg.,                     
423 – Steam Electric,            
434 – Coal Mining,  
436 – Mineral Mining and 
Processing,  
440 – Ore Mining and 
Dressing,  
443 – Asphalt Emulsion. 

 

2 Manufacturing Facilities  24 (except 2434),  
26 (except 265 and 267),  
28 (except 283 and 285),  
29, 311, 32 (except 323),  
33,  
3441, and 373 

3 Oil and Gas/Mining Facilities  10-14 
4 Hazardous Waste Treatment, 

Storage, or Disposal Facilities 
  

5 Landfills, Land Application 
Sites, and Open Dumps 

  

6 Recycling Facilities  5015, 5093 
7 Steam Electric Power 

Generating Facilities 
  

8 Transportation Facilities  40, 41, 42 (except 4221-4225), 
43, 44, 45 and 5171 

9 Sewage or Wastewater 
Treatment Works 

  

10 Manufacturing Facilities where 
Industrial Materials, 
Equipment, or Activities are 
EXPOSED to Storm Water 

 20, 21, 22, 23, 2434, 25, 265, 
267, 27, 283, 285,  
30,  
31 (except 311),  
323,  
34 (except 3441),  
35,  
36, 
37 (except 373),  
38,  
39, and 4221-4225 

*    April 17, 1997 GIAS Permit’s Attachment 1 
**  40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Subchapter N - Effluent Guidelines and Standards 
(Parts 400--471) 
*** Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) Codes  
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Table 3.  IND Facility Categories for the City of San Jose 
(Developed by AHTG to use for Program-wide Reporting 

September 7, 2001 Memo’s 17 categories + 3 City categories) 
 

Category # Program Category Current AHTG Municipal Category 
1 Automotive Automotive sales, engine and body repair, gas stations, car washes, parking, 

vehicle services 
2 Food Service Eating and drinking establishments, including cafeterias, delis, bakeries, mobile 

food 
3 Paint Facilities Manufacturing and retailing  
4 Dry Cleaners Dry cleaners  
5 Cleaning Services Mobile washers, building cleaning, carpet cleaning 
6 Pesticide Facilities Manufacturing and retailing; pesticide applicators 
7 Machine Shops Industrial machinery and equipment             
8 Metal Manufacturing Metal fabricating, finishing, plating, metal work (40 CFR 413, 433) 
9 Electric/Electrical 

Components  
Manufacturing (40 CFR 469) 

10 Construction/Building Retail, trade contractors, construction, landscape and garden businesses 
11 Local Transit; Highway 

Transport  
Electric, Gas and Sanitary Services, Trucking Industries 

12 Recycling yards Assembling, breaking up, sorting and wholesale distribution of scrap and waste 
materials.  This includes auto wreckers engaged in dismantling automobiles for 
scrap. 

13 Auto Dismantlers Dismantling motor vehicles for the purpose of selling parts. 
14 Concrete/Stone/Clay 

Products 
Manufacturing cement, structural clay products, pottery, concrete and gypsum 
products, cut stone, abrasive and asbestos products, and other products from 
materials taken principally from the earth in the form of stone, clay and sand. 

15 Corporation Yards PG&E, Caltrans, School bus, VTA, Municipal 
16 Landfills  Dumps; Garbage collecting, destroying and processing; Landfill; Rubbish 

collection and disposal. 
17 Wood Furniture & Other 

Products 
Manufacturing finished articles made entirely or mainly of wood or related 
materials. 

18 Chemical Manufacturing Manufacturing/producing basic chemicals, chemical products to be used in 
further manufacture (synthetic fibers, etc.) and finished chemical products to be 
used for ultimate consumption or as materials or supplies in other industries 
(such as cosmetics, soaps, fertilizers) 

19 Misc. Manufacturing Caskets, Furniture, Glass, Jewelry/Precious Metal, Manufacturing Industries-
NEC,  Medical, Office & Store Fixtures, Paper, Petroleum & Coal, 
Pharmaceuticals, Rubber & Plastics, Signs, Toys & Sports 

20 Other Other includes: 
  Air Conditioning Services 
  Amusement Parks 
  Chiropractors 
  Commercial Areas 
  Florist 
  Hazardous Waste 
  Laboratories 
  Laundries 
  Medical and Dental Labs 
  Miscellaneous 
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Category # Program Category Current AHTG Municipal Category 
  Petroleum Pipelines 
  Petroleum Refining 
  Photographic/Printing 
  Property Management 
  Radiologists 
  Steam Electric Power Generation (per permit) 
  Storage 
  Veterinarians 
  Welding/Iron Works 
  Welding Repair 
  Winery 
  Underground Storage Tanks 

 
Note:  
1. Removed Cabinetry, Wood furniture and Miscellaneous Manufacturing (Misc. Mfg) from the 
original Program “Others” list and created the “Wood Furniture & Other Products” category and the 
Misc. Mfg category. Removed Plastics Mfg from “Others” list and placed in Misc. Mfg–Rubber & 
Plastics; Removed Pharmaceuticals Mfg from “Others” list and placed in Misc. Mfg-
Pharmaceuticals. Removed Jewelry/Precious Metal for “Others” list and placed in Misc. Mfg-
Jewelry/Precious Metal. 
2. Added “Chemical Manufacturing” category. 
3. Added to “Others” list: Air Conditioning Services, Petroleum Pipelines, Property 
Management, Steam Electric Power Generation, Welding Repair. 
4. Glossary of Abbreviations: 
• & = and 
• etc = et cetera (and so forth) 

• misc = miscellaneous 
• mfg = manufacturing 
• NEC = not elsewhere classified 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



CITY OF SAN JOSÉ  S  ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

  

 

LEVEL 1: Education and
Cooperation

Only  needs to
 improve

housekeeping ?

Did anything 
enter the 

storm drain 

Was discharge 
cleaned up 

immediately?

Been inspected
 previously?

First time 
violation?

Observe Violation(s)

Was discharge 
significant*?

LEVEL 2: Initial
Enforcement

LEVEL 3: Penalty
Application

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No
No

No

No

YesYes

No

Level 1
Action Taken?

Level 2 
Action Taken?

No

No

LEVEL 1: Education and
Cooperation

LEVEL 1: Education and
Cooperation

LEVEL 2: Initial
Enforcement

Yes

Yes

LEVEL 1: Education and
Cooperation

LEVEL 3: Penalty
Application

Non-Stormwater
 Discharge?

No

Yes

Industrial InspectionIndustrial Inspection
Enforcement ActionsEnforcement Actions

Flow ChartFlow Chart

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan S September  2004

 

 

STORM WATER FACILITY INSPECTION GUIDELINES 
(for use with SCV-NPS inspection notice) 

August 1997 
 
Section 1. General Information 
Section What To Look  For Recommended Control Measures Reference Materials  

1.1 
 
 

NOI 

>If required, ask if a Notice of Intent (NOI) for 
coverage under General Permit has been 
submitted. 
 
>Make visual verification of NOI. 
 
 

If NOI has not been filed, but is required, advise facility to contact RWQCB. Available at RWQCB 
SCV NPS-Program Storm 
Water Handbook 
Com./Ind. Inspector Workshop 
Handbook 
Calif. Storm Water BMP 
Industrial Handbook 

1.2 
 

SWPPP& 
SWMP  

>If NOI has been submitted, make visual 
verification of Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP). 
 
>Also, make visual verification of Storm 
Water Monitoring Plan (SWMP). 

If SWPPP and SWMP are required but not on site, advise facility to contact 
the RWQCB regarding NPDES requirements. 

Same as above 

PLEASE NOTE THAT THE ABOVE SECTION REFERS TO THE PRE PRINTED ITEMS ON THE FRONT OF INSPECTION NOTICE BELOW ITEM # 15. 
 
 
Section 2. Indoor Activities 
Section What To Look  For Recommended Control Measures Reference Materials  

2.1 
 

Floor 
Cleaning 

 
 
 
 

 

>Verify where floor cleaning water, wax, and 
unused stripper are disposed.  Make visual 
inspection of janitorial floor drains and sinks.  
Inspect outdoor drains and surfaces for signs of 
improper disposal of waste liquids. e.g., stains. 
 
>Verify that waste liquids from automated 
floor cleaning equipment holding tanks are 
discharged to the sanitary sewer. 

Explain to the facility representative that all janitorial and maintenance staff 
should be advised to properly dispose of all unused product and 
wastewater’s either to the sanitary sewers (within local POTW discharge 
limits), or hauled away. Discharges could be regulated under H&S, F&G, 
UFC, HMSO, SDO, or local municipal codes. 
 
 
 
Same 

SCV NPS-Program Carpet 
cleaning BMP 
CETA Mobile Washer BMP 

2.2 
 

Indoor 
Equip. 

Cleaning 

>Determine how indoor machinery, products, 
and equipment are cleaned. 
 
>Verify where waste water from equipment 
cleaning is discharged. 

Discharge to sanitary (within local POTW discharge limits) or recycle. 
If indoor equipment is taken outdoors to be washed, refer to 3.2. 
 
Consult with POTW or managed as Haz. waste (consult with local Haz. 
Waste Compliance Agency). 
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Section What To Look  For Recommended Control Measures Reference Materials  
2.3 

 
 

Indoor Mfg. 
Residues 

Spills  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

IC 

>Ask facility contact how all interior spills and 
leaks are cleaned and disposed of. Look for 
any evidence of past spills/stains on interior 
floor especially near exits/doorways. 
 
>Verify that absorbent or spill control 
materials are readily available. 
 
>Check to see if there are any manufacturing 
or process residues or dust present near any 
exterior doorways or openings where they can 
be tracked out, such as residues from grinding 
equipment, sawing equipment, washing tubs. 
 
>Investigate any suspicious interior floor 
drains and verify which sewer they connect to. 
Note that floor sinks and drains in older 
building s may have formerly been located 
outdoors but are currently located indoors due 
to past remodeling. 

Proper disposal depending on type of substance. If Haz. Waste refer to local 
Haz. Waste Compliance Agency. 
 
 
 
Appropriate absorbent materials shall be kept readily accessible and 
designated employees should be trained on proper spill response techniques. 
Consult with local Haz. Waste Agency for proper disposal of spent 
absorbent.  
Relocate machinery.  Install protective boom, dike or trough. Improve 
housekeeping. 
 
 
 
Review plumbing schematics if available. If necessary, ask operator to. 
conduct a dye test to verify connection. All interior floor drains and sumps 
should be plumbed to the sanitary sewer or closed loop treatment system. 

 
 
 
Machine Shop BMP 
 
SCV NPS-Program Vehicle 
Service Facility BMP 

 CSJ/CEA 12-19-95   INSLIST 3   
 
 
Section 3 Outdoor Activities 
Section What To Look  For Recommended Control Measures Reference Materials  

3.1 
 

Veh.& 
Equip. 
Fuel 

Dispensing 
Areas 

>Determine if there is a fuel tank(s) on site. 
 
>Determine if fuel dispensing equipment is 
exposed to storm water.  Verify dewatering 
procedures for above ground tank farms 
secondary containment areas. 
 
>Check to see if fueling or transfer of any 
chemical from one vessel to another is done 
near a storm drain. 

Some items in this section are responsibility of local Hazardous Materials or 
fire prevention agency. Refer to appropriate enforcement agencies as 
needed.  Discharges could be regulated under F&G, HMSO, UFC, or local 
municipal codes. 

 
 
Effect a method to protect all adjacent storm drains in event of spill. Keep 
absorbent material and booms readily at hand. Booms can be strategically  
placed inside storm drains to help absorb small volume spills (if it does not 
present a flood hazard). A special check valve may be installed, consult with 
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Section What To Look  For Recommended Control Measures Reference Materials  
 
>Look for  residual fuel on any part of the fuel 
dispensing equipment, surrounding pavement, 
or in adjacent storm drains. 
 
>Check that absorbent materials are readily 
available near fueling station if applicable. 

present a flood hazard). A special check valve may be installed, consult with 
Building Dept. 
 
 
 
Consult with local Haz. Waste compliance agency regarding proper disposal 
of spent absorbent. 

3.2 
 
 
 

Veh.& 
Equip. 

washing 

>Verify that floor mats equipment and 
equipment screens/filters are not washed where 
discharge could reach a storm drain (this is 
common in restaurants). 
 
>Verify if a pressure washer is used to wash  
vehicles or equipment. 
 
>Determine if vehicles are washed at site and 
where rinse water is disposed. 

See below. 
 
 
 
 
All vehicles and equipment rinse water should be discharged into approved 
sanitary sewer drain. All  waste water resulting from power washing of  
contaminated surfaces  may be subject to some type of pre-treatment prior to 
entering the sanitary sewer. Consult with local POTW.  
Recycle wash water in a closed loop system. 

SCV-NPS-Program Restaurant 
BMP 
CETA mobile washers BMP 
SCV- NPS Vehicle service BMP 

3.3 
 

Veh.& 
Equip. 
Maint. 

>Determine if vehicles are maintained at site, 
and if there are any associated impacts to any 
outdoor areas. 
 
>Inspect all outdoor drains and suspicious 
indoor drains in the vehicle maintenance area, 
if applicable. 
 
>Verify if specialized equipment is maintained 
on site (i.e. forklifts, 5th wheels, etc.). 

If leaks or drips occur under vehicles ask facility to place drip pans under 
them. 
 
 
Conduct dye test to verify proper connection. 
Insure that wash water used to clean specialized equipment is not disposed 
to the storm drain directly or indirectly. 

SCV-NPS Veh. Service facilities 
BMP 
BAASMA 
City of SV Veh. Service BMP 

3.4 
 
 

Material 
storage 

>Determine if any raw materials and their by-
products are exposed to rain water. 
 
>Determine if any (non-hazardous) raw 
materials and their by-products are transferred 
in a manner that causes impact to storm drain. 
 
>Also determine if raw material/by products 
are transferred from one package to another in 
or adjacent to any storm drains. 

Store loose materials under cover or in bermed areas if possible. 
 
 
Place protective covers or similar devices over storm drains and increase 
housekeeping in these areas. 

 

3.5 >Verify if facility stores or disposes of In cases where hazardous materials or waste storage consult with your local  
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Waste 
Storage 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, or any 
other substances at the site. 
 
>Verify if rain water can enter any double-
contained areas, and how these areas are 
drained once rain water comes into contact 
with these materials. 
 
>Determine if  transfer of hazardous materials, 
waste, or non-hazardous substances may 
potentially impact storm drain. 
 
>Determine if there are any storm drains 
adjacent to any storage areas. 

Hazardous Materials/ Waste enforcement agency and POTW. 
 
 
If non- hazardous substances are involved, general housekeeping measures 
should be implemented. Protect storm drain by relocating substance to 
covered area, berming or covering substance or installing an approved 
protective device at storm drain inlets. 
 
If Haz. Waste refer to appropriate agency. 
 
 
 
Effect method to monitor and protect storm drain inlet from accidental 
discharge. 

3.6 
 

 Con-
struction 
Activities 

>Determine if on-going or future construction 
activities are planned at the site and whether 
contractors are advised or required to protect 
storm sewer from accidental discharge. 
 
>If construction activities are current, 
determine if soil will be disturbed causing it to 
be washed into the storm drain by rain or 
landscape irrigation. 
 
>Verify that construction workers are not 
washing tools, and/or equipment adjacent to 
any storm drains. 
 
>Verify that construction materials are not 
disposed to storm drain directly or indirectly. 
 
>Ask facility rep if construction contractors are 
aware of storm drain protection measures 
applicable to their trade (i.e. concrete cutters). 

Facility shall be responsible to advise or require contractors to protect storm 
drains where applicable. Advise facility that if 5 acres or more are disturbed 
a general construction permit (NPDES) is required. 
 
 
Placement of filter fabrics in combination with swales or berms to protect 
storm drain inlets. 
 
 
 
Training programs or incorporate storm control verbage into future 
contracts. 
 
 
Construction debris and materials such as paint, mineral spirits, drywall 
compounds, adhesives, and other solvents should be properly disposed of. If 
haz. waste refer to appropriate agencies.. 
 

Available at RWQCB 
Calif. storm water BMP 
Construction handbook. 
 
 
SCV-NPS Construction BMP 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Erosion and Sediment control 
Measures, ABAG 
 
 
 
 

3.7 
 

>Determine if facility power washes pavement 
or any other exterior hard surfaces. 

Provide for adequate protection of the storm drain system. Consult listed 
BMP’S for additional info. 

CETA mobile washers BMP 
Outdoor cleaning  BMP, 
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Section What To Look  For Recommended Control Measures Reference Materials  
 

Power 
washing 

 
>Determine how exterior walls, structures, 
silos, tanks are washed and where wash water 
is disposed.  
 
>Ask facility rep if there are any power or 
steam cleaning units at the site. 

NBAPPA 

3.8 
outdoor 

equipment 
storage 

>Inspect all scrap yards, vehicle storage lots or 
areas where retired/surplus equipment is 
stored; determine where storm drains are in 
relation to these areas. 

Cover oily and soiled equipment with a leak proof cover. 
Drain all automotive related fluids prior to storage and dispose of properly. 
Drip pans 

 

3.9 
 
 

Process 
residues 

>Determine if any manufacturing process that 
creates any type of residue is done outdoors 
and if this residue can impact storm drain. 
 
>Inspect outdoor process areas. 
 
>Inspect any outdoor equipment, eg, grinders, 
saws, paint spraying, etc. 

Improve housekeeping or relocate process to a covered location. Protect 
adjacent storm drains. 
 
 
 
 
Relocate equipment to covered location or isolate adjacent storm drain 
inlets. Refer any airborne nuisances to BAAQMD. 

 

3.10 
 

Gen.House-
keeping 

>Determine general overall condition of 
facility. Is housekeeping done on regular basis?  
Are there accumu lations of debris, refuse, or 
litter present? 

Make necessary recommendations to effect a improved general 
housekeeping policy on a regular and consistent basis. 

 

3.11 
 
 
 

Irrigation 
and    

Landscape 
 
 
. 

>Determine if landscape contractors are 
properly disposing of lawn clippings and other 
vegetative wastes. 
 
>Inspect storm drains for vegetative wastes. 
 
>Inspect paving around landscaping to see if 
sprinklers are over watering and causing undue 
erosion and run-off of associated chemicals. 
 
>Check to see if pesticides, herbicides or 
fertilizers are applied to landscaping and  how 
much and how often. 
 
>Verify that landscape equipment is washed 

Have facility rep. contact the landscaping contractor to improve general 
housekeeping and to provide temporary protection of all impacted storm 
drain inlets while conducting landscape activities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Refer all pesticide/herbicide application problems to the S.C. County Ag. 
Dept. 
 
 
Filter and discharge to sanitary sewer within POTW limits. 
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properly, away from paved areas /storm drain. 

 
Section 4. Equipment 

Section What To Look  For Recommended Control Measures Reference Materials  
4.1 

 
Air 

compressor 

>Inspect  any air compressor units which are 
exposed to storm water for residual grease on 
the tank or motor surface. 
 
>Inspect area beneath air compressor bleed 
line.  Determine if any oily substance is being 
released  which could impact the storm drain. 

Relocate compressor to a covered location. Repair oil leaks. 
 
 
 
Place a catch pan below bleed valve and dispose of on a regular basis. 

SCV-NPS Industrial BMP 

4.2 
 
 

HVAC 
Chillers 
Refrig. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

>Determine if air conditioning units (generally 
found on roof) and chillers have a condensate 
line which is plumbed to a roof storm drain. 
 
>Determine if air conditioning and chille r units 
are treated with descaling or anti-algae agent. 
 
> Determine if HVAC units are annually 
flushed with any type of chemical by a 
servicing contractor. 
 
>If larger refrigeration units exist, verify where 
defrost water or condensate is discharged. 
 
>Determine if condensate from any unit comes 
into contact with pollutants when discharged. 

For existing buildings, non-contaminated discharge can go to the storm 
drain. For new development or remodel discharge will go to sanitary. 
Consult with local planning/building Dept. 
 
Facility representative is responsible to direct HVAC contractor to 
properly dispose of all flushing agent residues and by pass condensate 
line while flushing unit. 
 
 
 
 
Facility representative is responsible to ensure that defrost water does not 
come into contact with any pollutant either directly or indirectly.  
 
Same. 

same as above 

4.3 
 

Air 
scrubbers 

>Determine if air scrubbers are allowing 
particulate to deposite on any surface which 
will eventually contact rain. 
 
>Inspect wet scrubbers discharge point. 

Advise facility representative to repair air scrubbers and remove existing 
debris. A protective catch pan may be placed around scrubber if feasible. 
Refer any fall out violations/issues to BAAQMD. 
 
Wet scrubbers must discharge to the sanitary sewer. 

SCV-NPS Industrial BMP 

4.4 
 

>If facility has a basement parking lot, verify if 
rain water drains to the storm drain. 

Advise facility representative that only rain water can be pumped to 
storm drain.  Any debris surrounding  inside sump should be removed on 
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Basement  

sumps 
Inspect bottom of storm sump drain and ask 
how and it is cleaned. 
 
>Find out if floors are power washed--if so, 
how is the waste water discharged. 
 
>Determine if automotive fluid spills and/or 
drips are cleaned with absorbent. 
 
>Determine if anyone washes cars in the 
basement parking lot. This should include 
mobile auto detailers. 

regular maintenance schedule and not allowed to enter the storm drain. 
Screen mesh or filter fabric may be installed on sump grate to assist in 
protecting sump from particulate debris as long as it will not cause flood 
hazard. Consult appropriate agency regarding proper disposal of sump 
debris. 
 
Advise Facility rep. that all floor cleaning contractors must protect storm 
drain. 
 

 
 
CETA 
Mobile washers guidelines 
 
 

4.5 
 
 

Boilers 
 
 
 
 
 

>Determine if boiler blow-down discharge 
impacts any adjacent storm water inlet or 
channel, directly or indirectly. 
 
>Determine if boiler is treated with scaler or 
algaecide and if any leakage is present. 
 
>Determine if boiler vents to the roof, and if 
so, will this vapor recondense on roof and 
make contact with stormwater run-off. 

All treated boiler discharge must be discharged to the sanitary sewer or 
recycled / reuse in an approved closed loop system. 
 
 
Discharge from boiler chemical additives may meet hazardous waste 
criteria. If so, refer to local haz. waste compliance agency for proper 
storage and disposal. 
Advise facility rep. to repair condensate pipe and redirect flow to 
sanitary sewer. 

 

4.6 
 

C/B 
condition 

Inspect all catch basins and drop inlets for 
debris or other foreign material and have 
facility clean or remove debris properly. 

Advise facility rep. to clean catch basins on regular maintenance 
schedule. Attaching protective devices such as screens or filter fabric 
may be an option as long as it does not create flood or safety hazard.  
Identify all storm drains with stencil. “Do Not Dump Flows to Bay” 

 

4.7 
 

Refuse 
dumpster 

& 
compactor 

>Determine if dumpster lids are closed when 
dumpster is not in use. Verify if dumpster is 
stored near a storm drain inlet or channel and 
look for any leaks.. 
 
>If dumpster is an open-top/roll-off bin, or 
recycle bin, determine if it is covered; if it fills 
with rain water, determine how rain water is 
discharged. 
 
>Verify that plugs are installed on dumpsters 
and are not leaking. 

Have facility keep lids closed when not in use or exchange bin if it has 
no lids. Relocate dumpsters and bins away from storm drains.Repair any 
leaking dumpsters. 
 
 
Have contaminated rain water discharged to sanitary sewer if it is within 
POTW limits. Consult with POTW. 
 
 
 
Install plugs or exchange dumpsters. 
 

SCV-NPS Rest.BMP 
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>Verify that compactor leachate or associated 
hydraulic fluid does not leak into or adjacent to 
any storm drain or the pavement. 
 
>Determine if refuse hauler dumps or empties 
dumpsters or bins near a storm drain. 

 
Protect storm drain. Repair compactor. Leaked material can be absorbed 
and absorbent placed in compactor. Liquid can also go to sanitary sewer. 

4.8 
 

Cooling  
Towers 

 

>Determine if cooling towers discharge/blow 
down can directly or indirectly impact the 
storm sewer.(some towers are located on the 
roof). 
>Determine if cooling towers are treated with 
chemicals and if chemicals  are stored adjacent 
to any storm drains. 

All cooling tower discharges must be directed to the sanitary sewer. 
 
 
Refer any chemical storage problems to local Haz. Mat. enforcement 
agency. Also contact POTW. 

 

4.9 
Emg. Shwr. 

>Verify that outdoor emergency showers do 
not discharge to the storm sewer. 

Consult with POTW . Prevent contaminated water from entering the 
storm drain. 

 

4.10 
 
 

Filter 
Backflush 

>Determine if any outdoor equipment filters 
are back-flushed or back-washed at the site, 
including filters for pools and fountains 
(diatom. earth). 
 
>Check if any filters from equipment are re-
used and washed on site. How is filter medium 
disposed? 

Redirect discharge to sanitary sewer or collect and dispose of solids into 
refuse container. 
 
 
 
For commercial and institutional swimming pool facilities, refer filter 
medium disposal issues to S.C.Co. Health Dept. Consumer Protection 
Div. 

 

4.11 
 
 

Floor  
sinks/drains 

>Look for any outdoor industrial floor 
sinks/drains which may be non-original 
Installations or illicit connections. 
 
>Investigate all suspicious exterior surface 
drains or grated slot drains and verify ,if 
possible, which sewer they connect to, 
especially those drains formerly outdoors but 
now indoors or under covered structures. 

Replumb drains with proper building permits or seal drains if this will 
not cause a flood hazard. 
 
Review existing plumbing schematics or have dye tests conducted. 
 
NOTE: If facility is currently or was a fruit cannery, many of it’s outdoor 
surface drains may be connected to the sanitary sewer. 

 

4.12 
 

>Inspect area around outdoor grease 
interceptor cover and verify if rain water can 

Have facility rep. clean immediate debris and clean  this area on a 
regular basis especially after having interceptor pumped by a septic 

SCV-NPS Rest. BMP 
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Grease 
Interceptor 

Tallow 
containers 

 
 
 

carry residual grease to the storm drain. 
 
>Determine if tallow containers are stored 
where they can come into contact with run-off. 
 
>Inspector outdoor tallow containers for 
residual grease in, on or around the container. 
>Ask  facility rep if outdoor grease interceptors 
ever overflows. 

hauler. Residual grease must be collected or washed back into 
interceptor. 
Relocate to a covered area. 
 
 
Replace or exchange bins and clean on a regular basis. Refer to POTW 
for inadequate maintenance. 
Protect storm drain  relocate to a covered area. Refer to POTW for 
inadequate maintenance. 

4.13 
 

Grnd. H2O 
Treatment 
Discharge 

>Groundwater treatment discharge 
Determine if groundwater is being treated at 
the site and where it is discharged. 
 
Verify there is an NPDES permit at the site for 
discharge. 

Consult with RWQCB or SCVWD. 

 
 
For discharge to the storm drain ask if a NPDES permit has been issued. 
If discharged to sanitary ask for POTW permit. 

 

4.14 
 

Grnd. H2O 
Dewatering 

Devices 
 

>Determine if any groundwater is discharged 
from the site, and verify which sewer it 
connects to. 
> Review spill control plaintiff applicable . 
 
>Determine if pumped water contacts any 
pollutants before it is discharged. 

Uncontaminated groundwater infiltrations need not be prohibited unless 
they are identified by a public agency or the RWQCB as sources of 
pollutants to receiving waters. 
 
 
Consult with SCVWD and RWQCB. 

 

4.15 
 
 

Loading 
areas 

>Inspect all loading dock drains for any 
potential pollutant. Inspect for truck fluid 
leaks. 
 
>Check if materials that could impact storm 
drain are loaded or transferred at the dock. 
 
>Determine if docks are washed and the 
method of waste water disposal. 

Have debris from catch basins removed on a regular basis.  Protect from 
accidental spillage by placing absorbent booms or covers over drains or 
use valved inlet inserts if safe and feasible. 
 
If materials are Hazardous advise local Haz. Mat. Enforcement agency. 
 
 
Have all dock wash water diverted to the sanitary sewer or use dry clean 
methods. 

SCV-NPS Industrial BMP 

4.16 
Parking 

lot 

>Inspect parking lots associated with industrial 
and commercial activities for any excessive 
vehicle fluid leaks or spills. 

Have facility clean up spills with the three step method on a regular 
basis.(1) Sweep up particles.(2) Absorb with rags or absorbent. (3) Mop 
up area. 

SCV-NPS Veh. Service BMP 

4.17 
Ponds 

Fountains 

>Determine if there are any ponds or 
decorative fountains at the site and if their 
overflow drains are connected to the storm 

Discharge to the sanitary sewer or reuse for irrigation, this  includes all 
pool filter backwash and associated debris.  
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pools  drain directly or indirectly. 

 
>Determine if ponds or fountains are treated 
with copper-based algaecides(Shock) ,growth 
inhibitors, or other agents.. 
 
>Determine if pond or fountain filters are back 
flushed into any storm drain. (Diatom. earth) 

 
 
Consult POTW. 

Local Ordinance 

4.18 
 

Roof Vents 
& 

Equipment 

>Inspect all roof vents, exhaust hoods and 
down spouts for contaminants such as: residual 
cooking grease (Food service fac.),caustic 
sol’n, process residues. 
 
>Look for residual machinery process residues 
on roof (paper dust, saw dust, steam 
condensate). 
 
>Check for residual paint residue on roof near 
paint booth vent. Inspect wave solder roof 
vents or similar roof vents associated with 
hooded work stations. 

Excessively greasy roof vents should be  cleaned on a regular basis 
especially during the wet season. Catchment pans or trays should also be 
installed at the base of these vents if feasible.     
Repair or have duct work properly sealed. Place protective devices 
around roof storm drains which will not create a hazard. 
 
Consult with local Hazardous Material or Waste enforcement agency as 
well as BAAQMD for control measures. Have any solids properly 
disposed of and have facility rep. repair unit and clean on a regular basis. 

 

4.19 
 

R.O. 
& 

D.I. 

>Verify that reverse osmosis units (RO) reject 
water is in no way impacting the storm drain. 
 
>Verify that Deionization units (DI) are back-
flushed.>Deionization units can be 
regenerated; ask if they are regenerated on or 
off site. Reverse osmosis membranes need to 
be cleaned; ask how they clean membranes. 

Consult POTW for requirements. Divert reject water from R.O. unit to 
sanitary sewer. 
 
Divert D.I. Back flush water to the sanitary sewer. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CSJ/CEA 12-19-95  INSLIST 3 
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NRD STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

NRD STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
This section contains specific Standard Operating Procedures for the New and 
Redevelopment Program. 
 
The various components of this section are organized as follows: 

1. Responsibilities of the Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement Department -
Planning Division 

2. Responsibilities of the Public Works Department 

3. Responsibilities of the Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement Department -
Building Division 

4. NDC Standard Operating Procedures Flowchart 

5. 1997 Council Adopted Residential Design Guidelines 

6. Environmental Clearance Application 

7. Initial Study Template 

8. CEQA Guidance Document  

9. Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy 6-29 revised 10/07/2003 

10. City of San José - Memorandum 1: Response to Development Application 

11. City of San José - Memorandum 2: Response to Development Application 

12. Stormwater Runoff Data Application Form 
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Planning, Building and Code Enforcement Department - Planning Division 
The Department of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement is responsible for 
incorporating post-construction mitigation measures into new development 
projects and works with Public Works to ensure Group One projects which 
create or replace one acre or more of impervious surface are numerically sized 
in accordance with Policy 6-29.  Planning project managers are responsible 
for ensuring that the Public Works conditions for construction activities are 
incorporated into projects that require earth disturbance. 
 
1. Preliminary Review : 
 Project managers inform applicants about the post-construction 

requirements on a case-by-case basis for projects generating significant 
storm water quality impacts.  Staff determines whether the project creates 
or replaces one acre or more of impervious surface and if so, informs the 
applicant of the stormwater runoff numeric sizing requirements for 
pollutants. Providing this information at the preliminary review stage 
ensures that the applicant has ample time to incorporate appropriately 
sized post-construction mitigation measures into the design of projects. 

2. Submittal of Development Application Package: 

 The applicant prepares the appropriate application forms, including the 
stormwater runoff data application form, and required project plans 
identifying specific mitigation measures included into the project.  
Planning staff distributes the completed application to appropriate City 
departments and outside agencies including Santa Clara Valley Water 
District for review and comment. 

3. Inter-departmental Initial Project and Environmental Review: 
 Planning project managers, in consultation with the Planning Urban 

Runoff coordinator and Public Works staff, review all projects to assess 
their impact on urban-runoff for construction and post-construction 
activities.  Staff checks that projects which create or replace one acre or 
more of impervious surface include numerically size treatment BMPs in 
accordance with Policy 6-29.  Planners also review environmental 
documents such as Initial Study and Environmental Clearance application 
to assess if the project would result in a significant environmental impact 
in the area of stormwater quality. 

4. 30 Day Letter - Inform the Applicant about the NPDES Requirements: 
 Planning project managers inform applicants of specific NPDES permit 

requirements, including whether BMPs are required to be numerically 
sized, for both construction and post-construction activities within 30 days 
after the application is filed. 

5. Project Revisions: 
 Based on the City’s comments, the applicant revises project plans as 

necessary to ensure that they adequately reflect the NPDES permit 
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requirements. If numerically sized BMPs are required, staff works with 
Public Works staff to ensure the BMPs are appropriately sized and 
appropriately located. 

6. Environmental Clearance: 

 Planners in Planning’s Environmental section address stormwater quality 
issues in Environmental Impact Reports and Project Managers in 
Implementation address stormwater quality issues in Initial Studies and 
Negative Declarations.  Staff uses the Guidance document developed by 
the Program to assist in the review.  The EIR and/or the Initial Study and 
Negative Declaration document identifies mitigation measures as 
appropriate for both construction and post-construction activities. 

7. Project Approval: 

Planning project managers include specific mitigation measures as 
identified during the environmental and project review stages in the 
project as permit conditions.  Projects requiring post-construction 
mitigation measures also prepare and submit maintenance plans.  These 
permit conditions provide the City with a legal authority to implement the 
NPDES permit requirements. 

Public Works Department 
The Department of Public Works is responsible for ensuring that construction 
activities comply with the NPDES permit requirements.  Public Works 
notifies the Planning staff of each project which needs to prepare a Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and/or an Erosion Control Plan 
(ECP). 
1. Initial Project Review: 
 Public Works project managers review all projects to assess whether 

numerically sized post-construction BMPs are required and the project’s 
potential impact on urban-runoff for construction.  For all projects that 
require earth disturbance, Public Works project managers notify Planning 
staff that the project needs to prepare a SWPPP and/or an ERC.  These 
memos are incorporated into Planning’s 30-day letters. 

2. Project Revisions: 

 Based on the City’s comments, the applicant revises project plans as 
necessary to ensure that they adequately reflect the NPDES permit 
requirements. If numerically sized BMPs are required, staff checks that a 
certification document which certifies that the post-construction pollutant 
BMPs are sized in accordance with Policy 6-29, is submitted by the 
applicants’ engineer and ensures the BMPs are appropriately sized and 
appropriately located. 

3. Submittal of Grading and Street Improvements Plans: 
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 After projects receive Planning approval, the applicant submits Grading 
and Street Improvement Plans identifying specific NPS mitigation 
measures.  All Street Improvements Plans require stenciling of catch basin 
inlets. 

4. Issuance of Grading, Street Improvement Permits, and Public Works 
Clearance: 
Public Works project managers review grading and street improvement 
plans for all projects.  Depending on the location of the project and timing 
of grading, a project may be required to prepare Erosion Control Plans.  
Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, projects greater than or equal to 
one acre are also required to submit a copy of the Notice Of Intent to the 
Public Works Department.  After the Public Works requirements are 
fulfilled, the applicant receives a clearance.  The Public Works Clearance 
allows the applicant to obtain Building Permits. 
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Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement Department - Building Division 
The Building Division of the Department of Planning, Building & Code 
Enforcement reviews all plans to ensure that they comply with the uniform 
construction codes and all conditions specified in planning permits. 
1. Submittal of Building Plans: 
 Applicants submit plans to the Building Division after obtaining Planning 

and Public Works approvals. 
2. Review of Building Plans: 

 Building staff reviews the plan to ensure that the project is built in 
compliance with the uniform construction codes and all requirements as 
specified in planning permits, including numerically sized BMPs. 

3. Issuance of Building and Plumbing Permits: 
Building Division issues appropriate permits to the applicant after all 
requirements have been incorporated into the project. 
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Santa Clara Valley C.3 Stormwater Handbook 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 
 

II. Project Review Attachment II-2 – Page 1 FINAL 
F:\SC46\SC46.24\C.3. Guidance Manual\Final May 2004\Chapter 2\Attachment ii-2 DesignReviewFlowChart_May 2004.doc May 20, 2004 
 

 
SCVURPPP Typical Development Review Process  

Incorporating Provision C.3 Stormwater Requirements  
 
 

STAGE 
 
 
 
(Note: can also occur during 
Project Application stage) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Provide applicant general informa-
tion regarding C.3 requirements:  
stormwater treatment BMPs sizing 
criteria; source control measures; site 
design, pesticide reduction measures. 

Provide applicant Provision C.3 Data 
Form. Encourage applicant to reduce 
impervious surface via site design to 
minimize requirements.  

Applicant submits Project Application 
including Provision C.3 Data Form.   

Does project meet the 
minimum C.3 impervious 

area threshold?  
See Attachment II-2 

No 

! Continue with 
Standard Project 
Review Process.   
! Require consid-
eration of site design 
and source control 
measures for water 
quality protection. 

Yes 

Provide project applicant design requirements 
on stormwater treatment BMPs including 
sizing criteria and operation and maintenance 
requirements. 

Propose mitigation measures 
consistent with Provision C.3 
resulting from CEQA review 

Preliminary Review 

Planning Permit Process 

Provide guidance on interpreting 
CEQA Initial Study checklist and 
water quality impacts 

Conduct CEQA review including 
evaluation of water quality 
impacts per Provision C.3 

CEQA Compliance 
Performed in parallel with C.3 
compliance and project planning. May 
extend through project application

Provide CEQA Initial Study 
checklist 

Continued next page 
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Santa Clara Valley C.3 Stormwater Handbook 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 
 

II. Project Review Attachment II-2 – Page 2 FINAL 
F:\SC46\SC46.24\C.3. Guidance Manual\Final May 2004\Chapter 2\Attachment ii-2 DesignReviewFlowChart_May 2004.doc May 20, 2004 
 

 
SCVURPPP Typical Development Review Process 

Incorporating Provision C.3 Requirements (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Review plans for 
adequacy of 
source control 
measures 

Review plans for 
adequacy of site 
design measures  

Review plans for 
adequacy of 
pesticide reduction 
measures  

Review plans for adequacy of 
treatment controls. Make sure 
hydraulic sizing criteria are met.  
Review infiltration treatment 
devices for groundwater protection 
acceptability 

Are controls/ measures/ 
mitigation acceptable? 

Provide additional 
guidance; send back 
to applicant to 
revise and resubmit. 

No

Yes

Review proposed mechanism for 
long-term O&M of stormwater 
treatments BMPs/controls. 

Is the O&M 
mechanism 
acceptable?

No Provide additional 
guidance; send 
back to applicant to 
revise and resubmit. 

Yes 

Design/Project Review  

Continued next page 
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Santa Clara Valley C.3 Stormwater Handbook 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 
 

II. Project Review Attachment II-2 – Page 3 FINAL 
F:\SC46\SC46.24\C.3. Guidance Manual\Final May 2004\Chapter 2\Attachment ii-2 DesignReviewFlowChart_May 2004.doc May 20, 2004 
 

Prepare Conditions of Approval for site design, source 
controls, stormwater treatment BMPs, O&M, landscape 
requirements, and pesticide reduction measures. Include 
mitigation measures from CEQA review.

 
SCVURPPP Typical Development Review Process 

Incorporating Provision C.3 Requirements (continued) 
 
 

Review final impervious 
surface area and BMPs. 

Verify O&M documentation for 
treatment BMPs  (e.g., Maintenance 
Agreement, performance bond). 

Include project in database for 
conducting O&M Inspection Program

! Inspection Reports 
! Enforcement Reports 

Building Permit Process 

O & M Verification Program 

! Finalize Provision 
C.3 Data Form 

! Update Project 
Reporting Form 

Record 
! Type of stormwater 

treatment BMPs 
! Sizing method used 
! O&M mechanism and 

responsible party 
! Site design measures, 
! Source control measures 
! Pesticide reduction 

measures required 

Conduct inspection, provide follow-up 

! Project Reporting Form 
! O&M Inspection 

Reporting Forms 

Building Permits Issued 
Project Approved 

Planning Permits Issued 
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CHAPTER 15
Storm Water Pollution Control

Precipitation

DEFINITION National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit from the San Francisco Regional
Water Quality Control Board. The permit requires the
City to implement control measures to reduce storm
water pollutants from construction sites and areas of
new development.

Rain water runoff picks up pollutants from ground and
paved areas and carries them into the storm drainage
system. This type of pollution is often referred to as
storm water pollution. Primary sources of storm wa-
ter pollution include sediments from construction sites,
fluid leaks from automobiles, and herbicides and pes-
ticides from landscaped areas. Storm water pollution
is also referred to as non-point source pollution be-
cause it originates from a variety of sources as op-
posed to a single point source, such as a factory or
sewage treatment plant.

Stonn water pollutants are of major concern because
they are not treated before discharged into creeks and,
ultimately the San Francisco Bay. These pollutants
pose a serious threat to the environment, in particular
to fish and birds. Today, stonn water pollution is re-
sponsible for as much as 80% of the pollution in a
variety of waterways throughout the United States.

INTENT
Environmentally sensitive site planning and incorpo-
ration of design elements in new residential projects
can prevent storm water pollution by treating runoff
on site, reducing the volume of surface runoff, and

increasing infiltration; thereby preventing pollutants
from getting into the Bay. This chapter recommends
several site planning and design measures that can help
achieve these goals. The concept of storm water pol-
lution control is an emerging topic with new studies
and technological solutions continuing to be developed.

The primary goal of this chapter is to identify mea-
sures to ensure that storm water runoff from projects
will maintain pre-development characteristics in terms
of quantity and quality to the best extent possible.

The Federal Clean Water Act requires local munici-
palities to implement measures to control pollution
from their storm drainage system. In conformance with
these requirements, the City of San Jose obtained a
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As new policies are adopted by the City and/or other
regulatory agencies, new residential development pro-
posals should comply with their recommendations.
There are several publications that provide additional
infonnation and innovative ideas including Start at
the Source, Residential Site Planning & Design Guid-
ance Manualfor Storm Water Quality, and California
Storm Water Best Management Practice Handbook.

GUIDELINES

A. Minimization Of Hardscape Areas
The hardscape or impervious areas of a site
should be minimized in order to maximize per-
meable surfaces which absorb and biodegrade
certain toxins. This will also reduce the volume
of runoff into the storm drainage system.

Palio
. unil pavl" on ,and. paving "on". pervious con",', For detached unit projects, hardscape in

yard areas should utilize alternative sur-
faces such as raised wood decks, special
perforated paving systems or unmortared
brick, stone or tile which allows absorp-
tion at joints and reduces runoff. Similar
surface materials should be used for ar-
eas such as sideyards and entry walkways

(Fig. 15-1).

1.DriwwaJ. unit pavers on sand. gravel. turf-block. pcrvious concrru .r ,
,-

--

. paving s"'ms
. unit pavers on sand

.gravel I Wood deck
Multi-story buildings are preferred over
single-story buildings with the same floor
area, to reduce the building footprint and
maximize permeable surfaces.

2.
Fig. 15-1: Permeable surfaces are encouraged as alterna-
tives for areas traditionally paved with impervious materials.

3. Streets, driveways and parking areas
should be as small as possible within al-
lowable standards.

B. Minimize Directly Connected Impervious
Areas. Impervious areas directly connected
to the storm drain system are the greatest con-
tributor to storm water pollution. Breaks in
such areas, by means of landscaping or other
permeable surfaces, can allow absorption into
the soil and avoidance or minimization of dis-
charge into the storm drain system.

Storm Water Pollution Control
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c. Rooftop Drainage
Where practical, roof tops should drain in part
or in entirety into landscaped ar~as on site where
lot size and soil conditions are adequate to ab-
sorb such runoff. Several downspouts should
be provided to better distribute rain run off into
various areas of the adjacent landscape. Face of
curb drains which facilitate direct and unfiltered
runoff to the curb are generally discouraged.

D. Paved Area Runoff Control
For larger attached unit developments, measures
to control unfiltered runoff of paved areas should
be included in projects. The following are ex-
amples of measures which can help achieve this

goal;

Parking areas should drain into vegetative
or grassy swales that are incorporated into
large common landscaped areas within a
project or perimeter landscaping. Such
swales can filter out, absorb and biode-
grade certain toxins before the remaining
run off discharges into the storm system
(Fig. 15-2). Vegetative swales can be in-
corporated into the required perimeter
landscaping of a project.

1

Fig. 15-2: Swales should be located to filter runoff from
parking areas.

2. Small shallow water quality ponds can be
built within recreation areas to serve as
both small playfields during the dry sea-
son and storm water filtration devices dur-
ing rain periods (Fig. 15-3).

Driveways, where possible, should drain
into adjacent on-site landscaped areas.

3.

4. Other physical mitigation measures as ap-
proved by the City.

E. Minimization Of Grading
Grading which results in steeper slopes should
be minimized, to the extent possible, in order
to reduce the erosion of topsoil and increased
runoff caused by steeper slopes.

Fig. 15-3: A shallow basin can do double duty as conven-
tionallandscaping and effective biofilter.

Storm Water Pollution Control
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ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING DIVISION STAFF

RECEIPT #:

AMOUNT:

DATE:

BY:

FILE NUMBER:

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
(PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT IN INK)

ND GRANTED: EIR REQUIRED:

PROJECT
MANAGER:

ENVIRONMENTAL
COORDINATIOR:

NOTES:

I.  GENERAL INFORMATION
NAME OF APPLICANT

ADDRESS

DAYTIME PHONE NUMBER
(           )

DATE

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER

ADDRESS DAYTIME PHONE NUMBER
(           )

DATE

NAME OF DOCUMENT PREPARER  (IF DIFFERENT FROM

ABOVE) OR ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANT

ADDRESS DAYTIME PHONE NUMBER
(           )

DATE

NAME OF PROJECT

PROJECT LOCATION

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)

Note: Information regarding the Assessor’s Parcel Number can be obtained from the County Assessor’s Office, County of Santa
Clara 70 West Hedding Street, 5th Floor, San Jose, CA 95110,  Phone (408) 299-3227.

FAX NUMBER
(           )

FAX NUMBER
(           )

  STREET ADDRESS

E-MAIL ADDRESS

CITY OF SAN JOSE

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
Planning Divisions, 801 North First Street, Rm 400

San Jose, California 95110-1795
(408) 277-4576

Website: www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan
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Environmental Clearance.pm65/Applications   Rev.  6/29/2002
PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 277-8820 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATIONPage 2

PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING PLANNING INFORMATION BELOW:
Note: Information regarding General Plan, Specific Plan, and Zoning information can be obtained at the City of San Jose
Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement , 801 North First Street, Room 400, San Jose, CA 95110  Phone (408)
277-4576.

ZONING DIS-
TRICT:

GENERAL PLAN
DESIGNATION:

IS THE PROJECT CONSISTENT WITH THE ZONING AND GENERAL PLAN? (STAFF)

II.   DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT

SIZE OF THE SITE:   _____  gross acres BUILDING SQUARE FOOTAGE:  _______  square feet

NUMBER OF FLOORS: BUILDING HEIGHT: _____________________ feet

AMOUNT OF OFF-STREET PARKING PROVIDED:  _____  spaces

WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THE SITE WILL BE OCCUPIED BY BUILDINGS, PARKING/DRIVEWAYS, AND LANDSCAPING/
OPEN SPACE:

Project Site Uses Amount of Area Percentage of Total
Project Area

Building (footprint)

Parking/Driveways

Landscaping/Open Space

Total 100 %

DOES THE PROJECT PROPOSE THE DEMOLITION OR ALTERATION OF ANY EXISTING STRUCTURES ON THE
PROJECT SITE? NO YES
If yes, describe below:

FLOOR AREA RATIO:  _____________________

LIST ANY PERMITS THAT ARE REQUIRED FOR THE PROJECT FROM THE CITY OF SAN JOSE AND OTHER LOCAL,
STATE, OR FEDERAL AGENCIES (SITE DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, PLANNED DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, DEPARTMENT OF
FISH AND GAME PERMIT, ETC.):

Written Description of the Project:

LIST ANY PROFESSIONAL REPORTS PREPARED FOR THE PROJECT SITE KNOWN TO THE APPLICANT (I.E., GEO-
LOGIC, HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, ARCHAEOLOGICAL, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTS, ETC.,)
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Environmental Clearance.pm65/Applications   Rev.  6/29/2002
PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 277-8820 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

IS THE PROJECT A LAND USE PRESENTLY EXISTING IN THE SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOOD (within 500 feet of the

project site)? NO YES
HAS A COMMUNITY MEETING BEEN HELD TO DISCUSS THE PROJECT WITH NEIGHBORS?

NO YES When: _________________ # attending: _____ Notification Process: _________

If yes, indicate what issues were discussed with neighbors:

IF THE PROJECT IS RESIDENTIAL PROVIDE THE INFORMATION BELOW:

Type of units: (i.e., single-family detached, multi-family, etc.) ___________________________
Number of each type of unit: ___________________    Density per net acre: ___________
Bedroom count: __________________________  Estimated population*: ___________________
*Units x Persons per Household: SFDetached = 3.43; SFAttached = 2.88; 2-4 units = 3.12; 5+ units = 2.29; Mobile Homes =
2.23

IF THE PROJECT IS COMMERCIAL PROVIDE THE INFORMATION BELOW:

Neighborhood or Regionally oriented:  ______________________________________________
Number and type of establishments: (i.e., restaurant, department store, etc.)_________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Square footage of each:  __________________________________________________________
Number of shifts per workday: ___________   Number of employees per shift: ______________
Hours of Operation:_____________________________________    Drive-through uses:  ________________________

IF THE PROJECT IS INDUSTRIAL PROVIDE THE INFORMATION BELOW:

Number and type of establishments: ________________________________________________
Square footage of each: __________________________________________________________
Number of shifts per workday: ___________   Number of employees per shift: ______________
Hours of Operation:______________________________________________________________

IF THE PROJECT IS INSTITUTIONAL PROVIDE THE INFORMATION BELOW:

Major functions: ________________________________________________________________
Square footage and other relevant characteristics: ______________________________________
______________________________________________________________________________
Number of shifts per workday: ___________   Number of employees per shift: ______________
Service area: ___________________________________________________________________
Hours of Operation:______________________________________________________________

IF THE PROJECT IS MIXED USE, INCLUDE INFORMATION FROM ABOVE WHICH IS RELEVANT:

WILL HAZARDOUS MATERIALS BE USED AS A PART OF THE OPERATION OF ANY OF THE ESTABLISHMENTS ON
THE PROJECT SITE? NO YES
If yes, discuss below:

IF REQUIRED, HAS A HAZARDOUS MATERIALS STORAGE PERMIT BEEN OBTAINED FOR THE OPERATION OF THE
PROJECT? NO YES

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATIONPage 3

(mailing, newspaper, etc.)
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Environmental Clearance.pm65/Applications   Rev.  6/29/2002
PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 277-8820 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

IF REQUIRED, LIST THE APPROPRIATE STATE AND FEDERAL PERMITS THAT HAVE BEEN OBTAINED FOR THE USE,
HANDLING, AND STORAGE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS ON THE SITE:

DISCUSS BRIEFLY THE PHYSICAL AND ENGINEERING ASPECTS OF THE PROJECT, INCLUDING THE FOLLOWING:
Is grading or excavation contemplated? NO YES

If Yes: Cut: _________ volume in cubic yards;  depth in ____________feet max
Fill: _________ volume in cubic yards;  depth in ____________feet max

DESCRIBE EXTERIOR LIGHTING PROPOSED FOR SECURITY, PARKING LOTS, AND PEDESTRIAN PATHS, INCLUDING
TYPE OF LIGHTING, PROPOSED HEIGHT, AVERAGE FOOTCANDLE, AND PROXIMITY TO SENSITIVE RECEPTORS:

DISCUSS ANY CHANGES IN THE DRAINAGE PATTERNS, ABSORPTION RATES, AND AMOUNT OF SURFACE RUNOFF
RESULTING FROM THE PROJECT:

UTILITIES
Indicate the availability of the utilities for the project and name the utility provider below:

PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS:  INDICATE ANY PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS NECESSARY FOR THE PROJECT (DEDICATIONS,
HALF-STREETS, STOP LIGHTS, ETC.):

RESERVATION OF LAND FOR PUBLIC FACILITIES: INDICATE ANY RESERVATION OF LAND FOR PUBLIC FACILITIES
NECESSARY FOR THE PROJECT (SCHOOLS, PARKS, TRANSIT FACILITIES, ETC.):

PROJECT OBJECTIVES: INDICATE THE COMMUNITY BENEFITS DERIVED FROM THE PROJECT:

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATIONPage 4

Utility Availability Name of Provider:
Water
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Sewer
Solid Waste/Recycling
Natural Gas/Electric
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Environmental Clearance.pm65/Applications   Rev.  6/29/2002
PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 277-8820 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATIONPage 5

III.  ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

•  LIST THE CURRENT LAND USES ADJACENT TO THE PROJECT SITE (undeveloped, commercial, residential, etc.)
          North:

          East:

          South:

          West:

LAND USE

•  LIST THE CURRENT LAND USES ON THE PROJECT SITE (UNDEVELOPED, COMMERCIAL, RESIDENTIAL USES,
ETC.)

•  DOES THE PROJECT SITE CONSIST OF AGRICULTURAL LAND? NO YES
If yes, describe below the type of use (orchards, row crops, greenhouses, etc.):

•  LIST SPECIFIC LAND USES THAT WERE PREVIOUSLY ON THE SITE FOR THE LAST 5 YEARS.

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS
Note: A Geologic Report may be required for the project if it is located in a Geologic Hazards Zone.  Information regarding
geologic hazards may be obtained from the City of San Jose Public Works Department, 801 North First Street, Room 308,
San Jose, CA 95110, Phone (408) 277-5161.

•  DESCRIBE THE GEOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SITE INCLUDING TOPOGRAPHY AND ANY UNIQUE
GEOLOGIC FEATURES (I.E. ROCK OUTCROPS, ETC.)

•  LIST KNOWN FAULT(S) CLOSEST TO THE PROJECT SITE AND DISTANCE AND LOCATION IN RELATION TO THE
PROJECT SITE (E.G., SILVERCREEK FAULT LOCATED ONE MILE TO THE NORTHEAST OF THE PROJECT SITE):
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Environmental Clearance.pm65/Applications   Rev.  6/29/2002
PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 277-8820 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

•  IS ANY PART OF THE PROJECT SITE SUBJECT TO GEOLOGIC HAZARDS INCLUDING EROSION, LANDSLIDE,
LIQUEFACTION, EXPANSIVE SOILS, SUBSIDENCE OF THE LAND? NO YES
Please describe below:

•  DESCRIBE THE SOIL TYPES ON THE PROJECT SITE (I.E., CLASS I, CLASS II).

WATER RESOURCES
Note: Information regarding waterways and flooding conditions can be obtained from the City of San Jose Public Works
Department, 801 North First Street, Room 308, San Jose, CA 95110, Phone (408) 277-3133.

•  ARE THERE ANY NATURAL WATERWAYS OCCURRING ON THE PROJECT SITE OR WITHIN 300 FEET OF THE
PROJECT SITE? NO YES
If yes, discuss below the name, type of waterway and the distance to the project site:

•  LIST THE FLOOD ZONE AND PANEL NUMBER WITHIN WHICH THE PROJECT SITE IS LOCATED.

Flood Zone: _____________________________  Panel Number: _________________________

•  IS THE PROJECT SITE LOCATED WITHIN AN AREA SUBJECT TO FLOODING (I.E., WITHIN THE
100-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN): NO YES

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Note: The biological resources section may require an arborists or biotics report prepared by a qualified consultant.
Information regarding biological resources may be obtained at City of San Jose Department of Planning, Building and
Code Enforcement, 801 North First Street, Room 400, San Jose, CA 95110, Phone (408) 277-4576.

•  DESCRIBE THE BIOTIC FEATURES OF THE SITE, INCLUDING OPEN SPACES, LANDSCAPING ON THE SITE AND ANY
UNIQUE BIOLOGICAL FEATURES.

•  DOES THE SITE CONTAIN ANY KNOWN ENDANGERED THREATENED, SPECIAL STATUS ANIMAL OR PLANT SPE-

CIES? NO YES
If yes, list below:

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATIONPage 6
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Environmental Clearance.pm65/Applications   Rev.  6/29/2002
PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 277-8820 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATIONPage 7

•  DOES THE SITE CONTAIN ANY KNOWN IMPORTANT WILDLIFE BREEDING, NESTING OR FEEDING AREAS?
If yes, list below: NO YES

•  IS THERE RIPARIAN CORRIDOR HABITAT OCCURRING ON OR WITHIN 300 FEET TO THE SITE (I.E. VEGETATION
OCCURRING ALONG THE BANKS OF A WATERWAY)? NO YES
If yes, discuss below:

•  WILL THE PROJECT BE CONSTRUCTED WITHIN 100 FEET OF THE TOP OF BANK OR EDGE OF RIPARIAN VEG-
ETATION OF ANY WATER WAY? NO YES
If yes, discuss below:
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Environmental Clearance.pm65/Applications   Rev.  6/29/2002
PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 277-8820 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

•  In the table below, list any existing trees on the project site including their species, size, condition, and disposition.
Indicate if any of the trees are ordinance-size trees.  In addition, indicate trees to be removed and trees to be retained
as part of the project. If additional space is required, attach supplemental pages.

(Note:  Trees size is determined by measuring the circumference of the tree trunk at 24 inches above natural grade –
Ordinance-size trees are defined as trees measuring 56 inches in circumference at 24 inches above natural grade).

Photos of each ordinance-size tree must be submitted.  The location of all trees on the site must be specified on a site
plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATIONPage 8

Number Tree Species

Example

Size
(circumference)

Ordinance-
Size Trees

Coast Live Oak

Condition of
Tree

Tree to be
Retained

62 inches Yes Good Yes
1.

17.

13.
12.
11.
10.
9.
8.
7.
6.
5.
4.
3.
2.

20.
19.
18.

16.
15.
14.

Tree to be
Removed

No

SpeciesHeritage Tree List
Number: Address/Location: Location of Tree

on Project Site:

•  ARE THERE HERITAGE TREES ON THE PROJECT SITE? (STAFF)                NO YES
If yes, list the number of trees, size of trees and species below:
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Environmental Clearance.pm65/Applications   Rev.  6/29/2002
PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 277-8820 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATIONPage 9

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION
Note: Information regarding transportation and circulation issues can be obtained from the, City of San Jose Public Works
Department, 801 North First Street, Room 308, San Jose, CA 95110, Phone (408) 277-5161.

•  NAME AND DESCRIBE THE ROADWAYS PROVIDING ACCESS TO THE PROJECT SITE (E.G., FOUR-LANE ROAD-
WAY WITH MEDIAN, ETC.):

•  IS THE PROJECT SITE CURRENTLY SERVED BY MASS TRANSIT (I.E., BUS SERVICE, LIGHT-RAIL, ETC.):
If yes, list routes below: NO YES

•  IS THE PROJECT SITE WITHIN 2,000 FEET BY PUBLIC RIGHTS-OF-WAY OF A LIGHT RAIL STATION?
If yes, list which station: NO YES

MINERAL RESOURCES
•  DOES THE PROJECT SITE CONTAIN ANY KNOWN IMPORTANT MINERAL RESOURCES? NO YES
If yes, list below:

AIR QUALITY
Note: An air quality analysis prepared by a qualified consultant is required for any project that proposes diesel generators.
Information can be obtained from the City of San Jose Planning, Building and Code Enforcement Department, 801 North
First Street, Room 400, San Jose, CA 95110, Phone (408) 277-4576.

•  IS THE PROJECT SITE LOCATED ADJACENT TO A USE THAT GENERATES ODORS (I.E. LANDFILLS, COMPOSTING,
ETC.)? NO YES
If yes, discuss below:

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Note: Information regarding hazardous materials issues can be obtained from the City of San Jose Environmental
Services Department, 777 North First Street, Suite 400, San Jose, CA 95110, Phone (408) 277-5161.

•  ARE PESTICIDES CURRENTLY USED ON THE SITE FOR EITHER AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION OR LANDSCAPE
MAINTENANCE OPERATION? NO YES
If yes, discuss below:

•  ARE THERE ACTIVE OR ABANDONED WELLS ON THE PROJECT SITE? NO YES
If yes, discuss below:
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•  ARE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS CURRENTLY BEING USED AS A PART OF THE PRESENT BUSINESS OPERATING
ON THE SITE? NO YES
If yes, discuss below:

•  IF REQUIRED, DOES THE CURRENT OWNER/OPERATOR HAVE A HAZARDOUS MATERIALS STORAGE PERMIT?

NO YES

•  IF REQUIRED, LIST THE APPROPRIATE STATE AND FEDERAL PERMITS THAT HAVE BEEN OBTAINED FOR THE
USE, HANDLING, AND STORAGE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS FOR PREVIOUS OPERATIONS ON THE PROJECT
SITE:

•  HAS THE PROJECT SITE EVER BEEN OCCUPIED BY A GAS STATION OR AUTO REPAIR FACILITY?
NO YES

•  DOES THE SITE HAVE UNDERGROUND STORAGE OF CHEMICALS OR UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS?
    If yes, describe below the type of storage use (i.e., gasoline, diesel, etc.): NO YES

•  IS THE PROJECT SITE LISTED ON ANY LOCAL, STATE AND/OR FEDERAL REGULATORY DATABASE DUE TO

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS CONTAMINATION (STAFF):

If yes, discuss below: NO YES

•  HAVE ANY SOILS/GROUNDWATER TESTS EVER BEEN CONDUCTED ON THIS PROPERTY IN RELATION TO PO-
TENTIAL HAZARDOUS MATERIALS CONTAMINATION? NO YES
If yes, discuss below:

•  HAS THE REMEDIATION OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS EVER BEEN PERFORMED ON THE PROJECT SITE?
If yes, discuss below: NO YES

•  DOES THE PROJECT PROPOSE THE DEMOLITION OF ANY STRUCTURE THAT MAY CONTAIN HAZARDS SUCH AS
ASBESTOS OR LEAD PAINT? NO YES
if yes, discuss below:

•  HAVE BUILDINGS ON THE SITE BEEN TESTED FOR PRESENCE OF ASBESTOS AND LEAD BASED PAINT?
NO       YES
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NOISE
Note: An acoustical analysis is required for any project that exposes people to noise in excess of established Ciy or State
standards.  Information regarding noise issues can obtained from City of San Jose Department of Planning, Building and
Code Enforcement, 801 North First Street, Room 400, San Jose, CA 95110  Phone (408) 277-4576.

•  IS THE PROJECT SITE LOCATED WITHIN THE AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION PLAN NOISE ZONE (65 CNEL)?
NO YES

•  IS THE PROJECT LOCATED ADJACENT TO A MAJOR NOISE/VIBRATION SOURCE (I.E., RAILWAY, MAJOR ROAD-
WAY, ETC.)? NO YES
If yes, list below:

PUBLIC SERVICES

•  LIST THE NAME, ADDRESS AND APPROXIMATE DISTANCE OF THE NEAREST FIRE STATION:

•  IF THE PROJECT IS RESIDENTIAL PROVIDE THE INFORMATION BELOW:

LIST THE NAME, ADDRESS AND APPROXIMATE DISTANCE OF THE NEAREST ELEMENTARY, MIDDLE AND HIGH
SCHOOL:

•  LIST NAME OF NEAREST LOCAL AND REGIONAL PARKS AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES:

AESTHETICS
Note: Information regarding aesthetics can obtained from the San Jose 2020 General Plan available for review at City of
San Jose Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, 801 North First Street, Room 400, San Jose, CA
95110  Phone (408) 277-4576.

•  IS THE PROJECT SITE LOCATED ADJACENT TO A SCENIC HIGHWAY? NO YES
If yes, list below:
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CULTURAL RESOURCES
Note: Information regarding historical and archaeological resources can be obtained from the San Jose Historic Re-
sources Inventory available for review at City of San Jose Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement, 801
North First Street, Room 400, San Jose, CA 95110  Phone (408) 277-4576.

•  LIST THE NUMBER AND APPROXIMATE AGE OF ANY STRUCTURES ON THE PROJECT SITE (USE ASSESSOR'S
INFORMATION TO IDENTIFY THE DATE OF CONSTRUCTION):

•  DESCRIBE THE ARCHITECTURAL STYLE OF ANY STRUCTURES ON THE PROJECT SITE (I.E., VICTORIAN, MEDI-
TERRANEAN, COLONIAL, RANCH, SAN JOSE PROVINCIAL, ETC.):

•  ARE ANY STRUCTURES ON THE PROJECT SITE LISTED AS CITY LANDMARKS, CANDIDATE CITY LANDMARKS,
STRUCTURES OF MERIT, OR LISTED OR DETERMINED ELIGIBLE FOR LISTING ON THE NATIONAL OR CALIFORNIA
REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES? NO YES
If yes, describe below:

•  IS THE PROJECT SITE LOCATED WITHIN AN AREA OF KNOWN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY? (STAFF)
NO YES

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATIONPage 12

PREPARER’S
SIGNATURE(S)

IV.   CERTIFICATION AND DISCLOSURE STATEMENT FOR
THE APPLICATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE

The attached Application for Environmental Clearance has been prepared by ______________________ doing business
as (indicate the legal name for dba designation, such as individual, “a partnership”, “a corporation”, etc.)
______________________________________________________________________
The above-named, now has or will have the following direct or indirect economic interest in the development of, or, after
its completion, the operation of the project for which the Application for Environmental Clearance has been submitted.

I/We declare, under penalty of perjury, that the statements furnished above, and in the attached exhibits, pertaining to the
environmental information of the proposed project and to my/our economic interest or interests in that project are com-
plete, true and correct to the best of my/our knowledge and belief.

If any of the facts represented here change it is my responsibility to inform the City of San Jose.

Executed on __________________________  at _________________________, California
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TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING DIVISION STAFF

FILE NUMBER STAFF DATE
RECEIVED

DOCUMENTS

APPLICATION FORM correctly filled out

Aerial Photo (8 1/2' x 11' or 11' x 17')

2

Photographs of site and surrounding properties
Certification and Disclosure Statements signed by preparer

Site Plan (8 1/2' x 11'  or 11' x 17')
Vicinity Map (8 1/2' x 11' or 11' x 17')

2

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATION CHECK SHEET

Required
Copies

CITY OF SAN JOSE

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
Planning Divisions, 801 North First Street, Rm 400

San Jose, California 95110-1795
(408) 277-4576

Website: www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan

FEES

COUNTY ASSESSOR'S PARCEL MAP

Application Fees

Additional Charges

Environmental Fees

Record Retention Fees

Public Noticing Fee
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INSTRUCTIONS
Please prepare the application form, environmental analy-
sis, and other required information listed below and return
them, in conjunction with other required forms for your
project (i.e., Planned Development Permit/Amendment,
Conditional Use Permit/Amendment, Rezoning, etc.) by
appointment, to the Department of Planning, Building and
Code Enforcement. Applications will only be accepted for
processing if they are complete.

1. Completed Application Form.  Each application shall
be signed by the preparer of the application.  Original
signatures are required.  Two copies of the application
shall be submitted for each site.

The application must contain the following:

(a) Aerial photograph  (8 ½” x 11” or 11” x 17”)
• Minimum scale 1”= 200’
• Include a north arrow and the scale of the

photograph
• Include date of the photograph
• The site shown in the center of the photograph
• Clearly outline and identify the site

Note:   The City’s set of mylar aerial photos are located
at San Jose Blue Print, 835 W. Julian Street, San Jose,
CA 95126  Phone: (408) 295-5770

(b) Site Plan (drawn to scale) showing the proposed
project. (8 ½” X 11” or 11” X 17”)

(c)  Vicinity Map that shows the surrounding roadways,
schools, etc., (8 ½” X 11”)

• Include a north arrow

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE APPLICATION

• Site in the center of the map with North at the
top of the page

• Clearly outline and identify the site
• Name each surrounding street
• Label all land uses within 500 feet of the site

(d) Photographs of the site and surrounding properties
• Snapshots or Polaroid photos will be accepted
• Mount on (8 ½” X 11”) paper
• Identify the subject of each photograph

2. County Assessor’s Parcel Map.  Provide a copy of
the Assessor's Parcel Map (APN) showing the subject
property.  This map can be obtained from the County
Assessor's Office at 70 West Hedding Street, 5th
Floor, San Jose, CA or from the Planning Division,
City Hall, Room 400.

3. Noticing the Neighborhood.  Refer to the Public
Outreach Policy for a full description of the City's
public notification procedures.  Public Hearing notices
will be mailed for development proposals at least 10
calendar days before the date set for hearing for a
project.  Notices will be sent to all property owners
and residents within 300 feet for Very Small projects,
500 feet for Standard Development Proposals and a
minimum of 1,000 feet for large or controversial
projects as detailed in the Public Outreach Policy.

4. Fees.   An application fee, associated Public Noticing
fee(s), and the appropriate Environmental application
fees are due at the time of filing (see fee schedule).
Checks are made payable to the "City of San Jose".

CITY OF SAN JOSE

Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement
Planning Divisions, 801 North First Street, Rm 400

San Jose, California 95110-1795
(408) 277-4576

Website: www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan
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INITIAL STUDY 
 
PROJECT FILE NO.:        
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:        
 
PROJECT LOCATION: 
 
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:        ZONING:        
 
SURROUNDING LAND USES:        
 
PROJECT APPLICANT’S NAME AND ADDRESS:        
 
DETERMINATION 
 
On the basis of this initial study:  

 I find the proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a 
significant effect in this case because the project proponent has agreed to revise the project to avoid any significant 
effect.  A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.  

 I find the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT REPORT(EIR) is required. 

 

I find the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, but at least one effect has been (1) 
adequately analyzed in a previous document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and (2) addressed by mitigation 
measures based on the previous analysis as described in the attached initial study.   An EIR is required that analyzes 
only the effects that were not adequately addressed in a previous document. 

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, no further environmental 
analysis is required because all potentially significant effects have been (1) adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (2) avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier 
EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are included in the project, 
and further analysis is not required. 

 
 
 
            
Date Signature 
 

Name of Preparer:        
Phone No.:  (408) 277-4576 

  801 N. First St. Rm. 400, San José,  CA 95110  tel (408) 277-4576  fax (408) 277-3250  www.ci.san-jose.ca.us
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File No. INITIAL STUDY Page No. 2 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant With 

Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact

Information 
Sources 

 
I. AESTHETICS - Would the project: 
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     1,2 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, 
trees, rock out-croppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway? 

     1,2 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the 
site and its surroundings? 

    1,2 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?   

    1,2 

e) Increase the amount of shade in public and private open space on 
adjacent sites? 

    1,2 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES - Would the project: 
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 

Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared 
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

    1,3,4 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson 
Act contract? 

    1,3,4 

c) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to 
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to 
non-agricultural use? 

    1,3,4 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
III. AIR QUALITY - Would the project: 
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 

quality plan? 
    1,14 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation? 

    1,14 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is classified as non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds 
for ozone precursors)? 

    1,14 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?     1,14 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

    1,14 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 
a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    1,10 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any aquatic, wetland, or 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

    1,6,10 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act including, but not 
limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc., through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

    1,6 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident 
or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites? 

    1,10 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

    1,11 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation 
Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

    1,2 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 

historical resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines §15064.5? 
    1,7 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15064.5? 

    1,8 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site, or unique geologic feature? 

    1,8 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries? 

    1,8 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project: 
a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, 

including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 
     

1) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as described on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by 
the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and 
Geology Special Publication 42.) 

    1,5,24 

2) Strong seismic ground shaking? 
    1,5,24 

3) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 
    1,5,24 
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4) Landslides?     1,5,24 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?      1,5,24 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would 
become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in 
on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction 
or collapse? 

    1,5,24 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or 
property? 

    1,5,24 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are 
not available for the disposal of wastewater? 

    1,5,24 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the project: 
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 

the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
    1 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment? 

    1 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an 
existing or proposed school?  

    1 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

    1,12 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such 
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area? 

    1,2 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

    1 

g) Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    1,2 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or 
death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are 
adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands? 

    1 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project: 
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 

requirements? 
    1,15 
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b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 

with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to 
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses 
for which permits have been granted)? 

    1 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a 
manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation on-or 
off-site? 

    1 

d) Result in increased erosion in its watershed?     1 

e) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner that would result in flooding on-or off-site? 

    1 

f) Substantially alter drainage patterns due to changes in runoff 
volumes and flow rates? 

     

g) Result in increased impervious surfaces and associated increased 
runoff as specified in the NPDES permit and the City's Post 
Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy? 

     

h) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity 
of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

    1,17 

i) Result in an increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters 
such as heavy metals, pathogens, petroleum derivatives, synthetic 
organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding substances, and 
trash? 

    1,17 

j) Result in an increase in any pollutant for which the water body is 
already impaired as listed on the Clean Water Act Section 303 (d) 
list available from the State Water Resources Control Board? 

     

k) Result in alteration of receiving water quality during or following 
construction including clarity, temperature, and level of pollutants? 

     

l) Substantially alter surface water quality, or marine, fresh, or 
wetland waters as specified in the NPDES permit? 

     

m) Substantially alter ground water quality as specified in the NPDES 
permit? 

     

n) Cause or contribute to an exceedance of applicable surface or 
groundwater receiving water quality objectives or degradation of 
beneficial uses as specified in the NPDES Permit, General Plan, and 
City policy? 

     

o) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     1 

p) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a 
Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or 
other flood hazard delineation map? 

    1,9 

q) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would 
impede or redirect flood flows? 

    1,9 

r) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam? 

    1 

s) Be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     1 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
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IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?     1,2 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of 
an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not 
limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating 
an environmental effect? 

    1,2 

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan? 

    1,2 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
X. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project: 
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 

    1,2,23 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific 
plan or other land use plan? 

    1,2,23 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
XI. NOISE - Would the project result in: 
a) Exposure of persons to, or generation of, noise levels in excess of 

standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

    1,2,13,18 

b) Exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive groundborne 
vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

    1 

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

    1 

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels 
in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project? 

    1 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such 
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose people residing or 
working in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

    1 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

    1 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project: 
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for 

example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

    1,2 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    1 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

    1 
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FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES - Would the project: 
a) Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the 

provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

     

 Fire Protection?     1,2 

 Police Protection?     1,2 

 Schools?     1,2 

 Parks?     1,2 

 Other Public Facilities?     1,2 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
XIV. RECREATION 
a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and 

regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

    1,2 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have 
an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

    1,2 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
XV. TRANSPORTATION / TRAFFIC - Would the project: 
a) Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the 

existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a 
substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume 
to capacity ratio of roads, or congestion at intersections)? 

    1,2,19 

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the county congestion management agency 
for designated roads or highways? 

    1,2,19 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase 
in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial 
safety risks? 

    1,19 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp 
curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible land uses (e.g., 
farm equipment)? 

    1,19 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     1,20 

f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     1,18 

g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting 
alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

    1,2,18 

FINDINGS:        
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MITIGATION MEASURES:        
XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project: 
a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable 

Regional Water Quality Control Board? 
    1,15 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    1,2,21 

c) Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects? 

    1,17 

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded 
entitlements needed? 

    1,22 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider 
which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity 
to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments? 

    1,21 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

    1,21 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related 
to solid waste? 

    1,21 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
a) Does the project have the potential to (1) degrade the quality of the 

environment, (2) substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife 
species, (3) cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, (4) threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, (5) reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 
endangered plant or animal, or (6) eliminate important examples of 
the major periods of California history or prehistory?  

    1,10 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable? “Cumulatively considerable” means 
that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when 
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects and the 
effects of other current projects. 

    1,16 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

    1 

FINDINGS:        

MITIGATION MEASURES:        
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CHECKLIST REFERENCES 
 
1. Environmental Clearance Application – File No.       

2. San Jose 2020 General Plan 
3. USDA, Soil Conservation Service, Soil Survey of SC County, August 1968 

4. USDA, Soil Conservation Service, Important Farmlands of SC County map, June 1979 

5. State of California’s Geo-Hazard maps / Alquist Priolo Fault maps 

6. Riparian Corridor Policy Study 1994 

7. San Jose Historic Resources Inventory 

8. City of San Jose Archeological Sensitivity Maps 

9. FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map, Santa Clara County, 1986 

10. California Department of Fish & Game, California Natural Diversity Database, 2001 

11. City of San Jose Heritage Tree Survey Report 

12. California Environmental Protection Agency Hazardous Waste and Substances Sites List, 1998 

13. City of San Jose Noise Exposure Map for the 2020 General Plan 

14. BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Bay Area Air Quality Management District. April 1996, revised 1999. 

15. San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 1995 Basin Plan 

16. Final Environmental Impact Report, City of San Jose, SJ 2020 General Plan 

17. Santa Clara Valley Water District 

18. City of San Jose Title 20 Zoning Ordinance 

19. San Jose Department of Public Works 

20. San Jose Fire Department 

21. San Jose Environmental Services Department 

22. San Jose Water Company, Great Oaks Water Company 

23. California Division of Mines and Geology 

24. Cooper Clark, San Jose Geotechnical Information Maps, July 1974 

25.       

  801 N. First St. Rm. 400, San José,  CA 95110  tel (408) 277-4576  fax (408) 277-3250  www.ci.san-jose.ca.us
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ATTACHMENT II-7 
 
 

 
 
 
 

CEQA Guidance Related to Provision C.3 
 Stormwater Requirements 

 
 
• Table: CEQA Initial Study Guidance for Project Applicants 
• Additional Resources for Environmental Review Process  
• Table: Guidance for Co-Permittee Review/Modification of CEQA 

 Procedures and Local CEQA Guidance 

Santa Clara Valley 
 Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 
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SCVURPPP Guidance for Project Applicants in Addressing 
Stormwater Quality Concerns During CEQA Review 

 
The following table provides supplemental guidance to project applicants in completing the initial study 
checklist to address urban runoff water considerations during project environmental review. 

 

CEQA Guidelines Question Additional Issues to Address Stormwater Quality 
Concerns within the CEQA Initial Study Checklist 

CHECKLIST CHAPTER IV:  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

IV.b) Will the project have a substantial 
adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or US Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

The evaluation of a project’s effect on sensitive natural communities should 
encompass aquatic and wetland habitats. Consider “aquatic and wetland 
habitat” as examples of sensitive habitat.  

CHECKLIST CHAPTER VIII:  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

VIII.a) Will the project violate any water 
quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

The evaluation of a project’s compliance with water quality standards should 
consider the project’s potential effect on water bodies on the Section 303(d) 
list1, as well as the potential for conflict with applicable surface or groundwater 
receiving water quality objectives or degradation of beneficial uses.  

VIII.d) Will the project substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river, or 
substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? 

The evaluation of a project’s effect on drainage patterns should refer to the 
final approved SCVURPPP Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP), 
where applicable, to assess the significance of altering existing drainage 
patterns and to develop any mitigation measures. The evaluation of 
hydromodification effects should also consider any potential for streambed or 
bank erosion downstream from the project.  

VIII.e) Will the project create or contribute 
runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater 
drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff? 

The evaluation of a project’s potential to create or contribute runoff should 
consider whether the project meets the NPDES permit’s Group 1 or Group 2 
criteria. The response to this question will indicate how Provision C.3 
requirements will be met. Applicants must address Provision C.3 requirements 
in environmental documents for projects that meet Group 1 or Group 2 criteria. 

VIII.f) Would the project otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality? 

The evaluation of a project’s potential to degrade water quality should consider 
whether a project has the potential to result in a significant impact to surface 
water quality, marine, fresh, or wetland waters, or to groundwater quality. As 
with every category of environmental impact, effects must be considered both 
during and after construction. The evaluation of water quality impacts should 
include a description of how the project will comply with the requirements of 
SCVURPPP’s NPDES permit and the State’s Construction General Permit. 
The description should also include a statement that the project should avoid 
creation of mosquito larval sources that would subsequently require chemical 
treatment to protect human and animal health. 

 

                                                 
1 Available at: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2/tmdlmain.htm 
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Additional Potential Water Quality Impacts 
Additionally, the San Francisco Regional Board staff has expressed the concern that the following 
potential water quality impacts not be overlooked during CEQA review: 

• Seasonal creeks; 
• Stream crossing impacts; 
• Turbidity limitation for discharged water; 
• Whether increased runoff from increasing impervious surface will impact water ecology (along with 

storm drain capacity and flood control); 
• Hydrograph modification; 
• Endangered species; 
• Off-site impacts to channels; and 
• Appropriateness of runoff mitigation. 

 

 

Additional Resources for the Environmental Review Process 
Staff planners, engineers and consultants responsible for environmental reviews may find the following 
references useful for evaluating water quality impacts. 

1. San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1995 Basin Plan and Amendments: 
(http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2/basinplan.htm). 

2. Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association, Start at the Source, 1999: 
(http://www.scvurppp.org). 

3. California BMP Handbooks (New Development and Redevelopment, Construction Maintenance): 
(http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/). 

4. Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Management Program, NPDES Permit Order No. 01-024 and 
NPDES Permit Order No. 01-119: (Appendix A and http://www.scvurppp-
w2k.com/NPDES_Permit.htm) 

5. 303 (d) Impaired Water Body List and TMDLs: (http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2/tmdlmain.htm) 

6. San Jose Council Policy on Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management:  (www.ci.san-
jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan/counter/stormwater/pol_stormwater.pdf ) 

7. Santa Clara Valley Water District, Soils Data Mapping, 2003. (CDs have been provided to Co-
permittees). 

8. Santa Clara Valley Water District, Results of the Water Resources Collaborative that provides 
guidance on Water District review of projects near streams (under development): 
(http://www.valleywater.org/index.htm). 
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Guidance for Co-permittees’ Review/Modification of  

CEQA Procedures and Local CEQA Guidance 

CEQA Guidelines Question Corresponding C.3.m 
Example Question(s) Recommended Action 

CHECKLIST CHAPTER IV:  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

IV.b) Will the project have a substantial 
adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural 
community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations 
or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or US Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 

x. Will the project impact aquatic, 
wetland, or riparian habitat? 

The evaluation of a project’s effect on 
sensitive natural communities should 
encompass aquatic and wetland habitats. 
Co-permittees may revise any local 
CEQA guidance to identify “aquatic and 
wetland habitat” as examples of sensitive 
habitat. It is also recommended that Co-
permittees evaluate, as an adverse 
impact, changes to sensitive habitats that 
favor the development of mosquitoes and 
other biting flies that may pose a threat to 
public health.  

CHECKLIST CHAPTER VI:  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

VI.b) Will the project result in substantial 
soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? 

v. Will the proposed project result in 
increased erosion in its watershed? 

No change is recommended in Co-
permittees’ procedures for responding to 
Checklist question VI.b. The issue raised 
by the C.3.m example question is 
addressed under Checklist question 
VIII.d.  

CHECKLIST CHAPTER VIII:  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

VIII.a) Will the project violate any water 
quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements? 

vi. Is the project tributary to an already 
impaired water body, as listed on the 
Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list? If 
so, will it result in an increase in any 
pollutant for which the water body is 
already impaired? 

ix. Will the proposed project cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of 
applicable surface or groundwater 
receiving water quality objectives or 
degradation of beneficial uses? 

The evaluation of a project’s compliance 
with water quality standards should 
consider the project’s potential effect on 
water bodies on the Section 303(d) list, 
as well as the potential for conflict with 
applicable surface or groundwater 
receiving water quality objectives or 
degradation of beneficial uses. Co-
permittees may revise any local CEQA 
guidance to specify that these water 
quality standards be considered. 

VIII.d) Will the project substantially alter 
the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream 
or river, or substantially increase the 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site? 

iv. Will the proposed project create a 
significant adverse environmental 
impact to drainage patterns due to 
changes in runoff flow rates or 
volumes? 

v. Will the proposed project result in 
increased erosion in its watershed? 

The evaluation of a project’s effect on 
drainage patterns should refer to the final 
approved SCVURPPP 
Hydromodification Management Plan 
(HMP), where applicable, to assess the 
significance of altering existing drainage 
patterns and to develop any mitigation 
measures. The evaluation of 
hydromodification effects should also 
consider any potential for streambed or 
bank erosion downstream from the 
project. Co-permittees may revise any 
local CEQA guidance to include these 
instructions regarding the evaluation of 
hydromodification effects. 
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Guidance for Co-permittees’ Review/Modification of  
CEQA Procedures and Local CEQA Guidance 

CEQA Guidelines Question Corresponding C.3.m 
Example Question(s) Recommended Action 

VIII.e) Will the project create or 
contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted 
runoff? 

iii. Will the proposed project result in 
increased impervious surfaces and 
associated increased runoff? 

The evaluation of a project’s potential to 
create or contribute runoff should 
consider whether the project meets the 
NPDES permit’s Group 1 or Group 2 
criteria. The response to this question 
will indicate how Provision C.3 
requirements will be met. Co-permittees 
should advise applicants of the need to 
address Provision C.3 requirements in 
environmental documents for projects 
that meet Group 1 or Group 2 criteria. 

VIII.f) Would the project otherwise 
substantially degrade water quality? 

i. Would the proposed project result in an 
increase in pollutant discharges to 
receiving waters? Consider water 
quality parameters such as 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, 
turbidity and other typical stormwater 
pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, 
pathogens, petroleum derivatives, 
synthetic organics, sediment, nutrients, 
oxygen-demanding substances, and 
trash). 

ii. Would the proposed project result in 
significant alteration of receiving 
water quality during or following 
construction? 

vii. Would the proposed project have a 
potentially significant environmental 
impact on surface water quality, to 
marine, fresh, or wetland waters? 

viii. Would the proposed project have a 
potentially significant adverse impact 
on ground water quality? 

The evaluation of a project’s potential to 
degrade water quality should consider 
whether a project has the potential to 
result in a significant impact to surface 
water quality, marine, fresh, or wetland 
waters, or to groundwater quality. As 
with every category of environmental 
impact, effects must be considered both 
during and after construction. The 
evaluation of water quality impacts 
should include a description of how the 
project will comply with the 
requirements of SCVURPPP’s NPDES 
permit and the State’s Construction 
General Permit. The description should 
also include a statement that the project 
should avoid creation of mosquito larval 
sources that would subsequently require 
chemical treatment to protect human and 
animal health. 

Co-permittees may include these 
instructions in any local CEQA guidance. 
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 City of San José, California 
 
 CITY COUNCIL POLICY 

  
 

TITLE   PAGE 
1 of 10 

POLICY NUMBER 
6-29 

POST-CONSTRUCTION URBAN RUNOFF 
 MANAGEMENT 

EFFECTIVE DATE 
February 3, 1998 

REVISED DATE 
 10/07/2003 

APPROVED BY COUNCIL ACTION 
February 3, 1998, Item 9d.; October 7, 2003, Item 7.3; 
 

 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Federal Clean Water Act requires local municipalities to implement measures to 
control pollution from their storm sewer systems to the maximum extent practicable. 
Under the auspices of the Clean Water Act, as well as other Federal and State legislation 
since 1990, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has 
issued and reissued an area-wide National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES MS4) Permit to the fifteen Co-permittees of the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) for the discharge of storm water 
from urban areas in Santa Clara County. The fifteen SCVURPPP Co-permittees are the 
City of San Jose, twelve other municipalities within the Santa Clara Basin watershed 
area, the County of Santa Clara, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District.  
 
Under the provisions of the SCVURPPP Permit, each of the co-permittees, including the 
City of San Jose, is required to implement control measures/best management practices 
(BMPs) to reduce storm water pollution from new development or redevelopment 
projects to the maximum extent practicable. In October 2001, SCVURPPP Permit 
Provision C.3 (New and Redevelopment Performance Standards) was revised to require 
that certain types of new and redevelopment projects include storm water runoff 
treatment control measures; that the treatment measures be designed to treat a specified 
volume or flow of storm water runoff from the project site; and that the measures be 
maintained for the life of the project.  
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PURPOSE 
 
It is the purpose of this policy to establish an implementation framework, consistent with 
current SCVURPPP NPDES MS4 Permit requirements, for incorporating storm water 
runoff pollution control measures into new development and redevelopment projects to 
reduce storm water runoff pollution from new development and redevelopment projects 
to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
 
DEFINITIONS 
 
Brownfields Project:  A project located on abandoned, idle, or under-utilized property 
where expansion or redevelopment is complicated by real or perceived environmental 
contamination.  
 
Expansion Projects:  Projects involving a Land Use of Concern (see below) and 
proposing expansion of fifty percent (50%) or more of the previously existing built 
development, site area, or use. An Expansion Project may also include a change of use on 
an existing site when no new buildings or pavement are proposed if that change results in 
the potential for increases in the deposition of Pollutants of Concern on the site. New uses 
that require an increase in on-site surface parking or result in an increase in on-site 
vehicular traffic would meet this criterion. Changes of use to any of the major Land Uses 
of Concern described in this Policy may also be considered an Expansion Project. A 
Major Expansion is an Expansion Project that creates one acre (43,560 square feet) or 
more of impervious surface area. 
 
Impervious Surface:  Any surface on or above ground that prevents the infiltration or 
passage of water into the soil. Impervious surfaces include, but are not limited to, non-
absorbent rooftops, paved or covered patios, driveways, parking lots, paved walkways, 
compacted soil or rock, and streets. This category includes streets, roads, highways, and 
freeways that are under the City of San Jose’s jurisdiction and that create one acre (43,560 
square feet) or more of new impervious surface and any newly constructed paved surface 
used primarily for the transportation of automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other 
motorized vehicles. Excluded from this category are public sidewalks, bicycle lanes, trails, 
bridge accessories, guardrails, and landscape features. 
 
Land Uses of Concern:  Uses that have the greatest potential to contribute high levels of 
pollutant loading from Pollutants of Concern, including, but not limited to: gas stations, 
auto wrecking yards, loading docks, heavy automotive uses, and various other heavy 
industrial and commercial uses. 
 
Major Impervious Surface Area:  One acre (43,560 square feet) or more of impervious 
surface area. 
 
Major Project:  New development projects that create one acre (43,560 square feet) or 
more of impervious surface area; new streets, roads, highways and freeways built under 
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the City’s jurisdiction that create one acre (43,560 square feet) or more of impervious 
surface area; and Significant Redevelopment Projects.   
 
One Single-Family Home:  A project or project expansion consisting of one  
single-family home that is not part of a larger common plan of development. One single-
family home is excluded from the requirement to implement appropriate storm water 
runoff treatment control measures. An equivalent water quality benefit should be 
provided by the maintenance of at least one street tree or by complying with section 
20.30.440 of the City of San Jose Municipal Code, which provides limitations on the 
amount of paved surface in front setback areas. 
 
Pollutants of Concern:  Identified Pollutants of Concern in the SCVURPPP Permit 
include certain heavy metals (copper, nickel and mercury), excessive sediment 
production from erosion due to anthropogenic activities, petroleum hydrocarbons from 
sources such as used motor oil, microbial pathogens of domestic sewage origin from 
illicit discharges, the pesticides diazinon, chlordane, dieldrin and DDT, excessive nutrient 
loads which may cause or contribute to the depletion of dissolved oxygen and/or toxic 
concentrations and dissolved ammonia, and other pollutants which may cause aquatic 
toxicity in the receiving waters. 
 
Post-Construction Best Management Practice (BMP):  A method, activity, maintenance 
procedure, or other management practice designed to reduce the amount of stormwater 
pollutant loading from a site. Examples of Post-Construction BMPs include proper 
materials storage and housekeeping activities, public and employee education programs, 
and storm inlet maintenance and stenciling. 
 
Post-Construction Treatment Control Measure:  A site design measure, landscape 
characteristic or permanent storm water pollution prevention device, installed and 
maintained as part of a new development or redevelopment project, that is designed to 
reduce storm water pollutant loading from a site; is installed as part of a new 
development or redevelopment project; and is maintained in place after construction has 
been completed. Examples of runoff treatment control measures include infiltration 
devices (e.g., vegetative swales/biofilters, insert filters, and oil/water separators) or 
detention/retention measures (e.g., detention/retention ponds). Post-Construction 
Treatment Control Measures are a category of BMPs. 
 
Regional BMP or Treatment Control Measure:  Regional or municipal storm water 
detention/treatment facilities, or land acquisition/conservation programs that protect or 
enhance water quality/beneficial uses, or other specific projects/programs (or designated 
functions/components of projects/programs) that protect or enhance water 
quality/beneficial uses in a manner equivalent to that which would be provided by the 
installation of on-site measures, and that are specifically identified as eligible alternative 
compliance options in the annual Workplan submitted by the City pursuant to the 
SCVURPPP Permit. 
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Significant Redevelopment Projects:  A project on a previously developed site that 
results in addition and/or replacement of one acre (43,560 square feet) or more of 
impervious surface. Interior remodel, routine maintenance or repair, and exterior surface 
replacement or repaving are expressly excluded from this definition. Excluded from this 
category are interior remodels and routine maintenance or repair. Excluded routine 
maintenance and repair includes roof or exterior surface replacement, pavement 
resurfacing, repaving and road pavement structural section rehabilitation within the 
existing footprint, and any other reconstruction work within a public street or road right-
of-way where both sides of that right-of-way are developed. 
 
Smart Growth Projects:  A Smart Growth Project may be any one or a combination of 
the following: 
 

a. Transit Oriented Project;  

b. Project within the Urban Core;  
c. Project within a redevelopment project area, adopted pursuant to the 

Community Redevelopment Law, (Health & Safety Code §§ 33000 et seq.)  

d. Low-income, moderate- income, or senior housing project, meeting one of the 
criteria of Government Code Section 65915(b)(1) or 65915(b)(2); 

e. Brownfields Project. 
 
Total Project Cost:  Includes the construction (labor) and materials cost of the physical 
improvements proposed; but does not include land, transaction, financing, permitting, 
demolition or off-site mitigation costs. 
 
Transit Oriented Project:  A project located within 2,000 feet of an existing or planned 
light rail or bus station (not including simple bus stops that are not stations), terminal, 
project-dedicated van or bus shuttle service station, or major transfer point, or within 
3,000 feet of an existing or planned BART, heavy rail, or intermodal station, or a project 
supplying less than one-half parking space per residential dwelling unit, or ninety percent 
(90%) or less of the parking required by Tables 20-190, 20-200, and 20-210 of Title 20 of 
the City of San Jose Municipal Code where the City makes findings that a limited 
parking supply is justified by existing or planned transit opportunities. 
 
Trees Eligible for Post-Construction Treatment Control Measure Credit:  New trees 
planted within 30 feet of impervious surfaces are eligible for Post-Construction 
Treatment Control Measure Credit. 100 square feet of Credit may be given for each new 
deciduous tree, and 200 square feet of Credit may be given for each new evergreen tree 
(see minimum sizes below). Post-Construction Treatment Control Measure Credits also 
apply to existing trees kept on a site if the trees’ canopies are within 20 feet of 
impervious surfaces. The Credit is the square-footage equal to one-half of the existing 
tree canopy. No more than 25% of a site’s impervious surface can be treated through the 
use of trees. Trees required by the City of San Jose for tree removal mitigation will not 
count toward Post-Construction Treatment Control Measure Credit. Trees required by the 
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City of San Jose to fulfill the requirements of street trees will not count toward Post-
Construction Treatment Control Measure Credit. The trees selected shall be suitable 
species for the site conditions and the design intent. Trees should be relatively self-
sustaining and long- lived.  
 
To receive Post-Construction Treatment Control Measure Credit, new deciduous trees 
must be at least 24- inch box in size and at least 2 inches in diameter as measured 2 feet 
above finished grade and new evergreen trees must be at least 24-inch box in size and at 
least 6 feet tall as measured from finished grade. Trees planted to meet storm water 
treatment facility planting requirements will not also receive Post-Construction 
Treatment Control Measure Credit. 
 
The Post-Construction Treatment Control Measure Credit applies to existing trees of 4-
inch diameter or greater as measured 2 feet above finished grade. Credit is based on one 
half of the square footage of the tree canopy. Protection during construction shall be in 
the form of minimizing disruption of the root system.  
 
Urban Core:  Projects that are (1) infill development of vacant or underutilized land 
within areas that are already developed with urban uses and served with urban 
infrastructure (e.g., sanitary sewers, water, etc.) and are not located on the urban fringe; 
or (2) any area designated on the San Jose General Plan Land Use/Transportation 
Diagram for Transit Corridor Residential (20+ DU/AC), Residential Support for the Core 
(25+ DU/AC), Core Area, Neighborhood Business District, or Transit-Oriented 
Development Corridor; or (3) commercial or industrial development at a floor area ratio 
greater than 1; or (4) residential development at a density of not less than eight dwelling 
units per acre and within one-half mile of existing development meeting any of the three 
criteria above. The Urban Core includes all “Transit Oriented Projects” and designated 
Redevelopment Areas (see Health and Safety Code §§ 25000, et seq.). 
 
 
POLICY 
 
This Policy establishes that Major Projects will be required to install Post-Construction 
Treatment Control Measures meeting specified hydraulic sizing criteria, according to the 
following schedule, except where impracticable: 
 

* October 15, 2003 - Major Projects requiring a permit or other direct approval 
from the RWQCB, including Major Projects requiring RWQCB certification 
under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, and Major Projects involving Land 
Uses of Concern; 

 
∗ February 15, 2005 - all other Major Projects.  

 
This Policy also establishes the criteria for establishing impracticability and for 
evaluating Alternative Compliance Measures. 
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This Policy further establishes that projects that are not subject to Post-Construction 
Treatment Control Measure requirements should include specific measures for reducing 
storm water pollution to the maximum extent practicable if the project incorporates new 
Major Impervious Surface Area or Major Expansion of a use or built development. In 
addition, the policy establishes general guidelines and minimum BMPs for Land Uses of 
Concern. Finally, it requires that all Post-Construction Treatment Control Measures must 
be maintained to operate effectively. 
 
NUMERIC SIZING CRITERIA FOR POST-CONSTRUCTION TREATMENT 
CONTROL MEASURES 
 
Except as specified below, Major Projects shall include a Post-Construction Treatment 
Measure that incorporates, at a minimum, the following hydraulic sizing design criteria to 
treat storm water runoff from the impervious surface area of the Project. Where a 
Significant Redevelopment Project results in an increase, or replacement, of more than 
fifty percent (50%) of the impervious surface of a previously existing development, 
which was not subject to storm water control measures, the entire impervious area of the 
project site must be included in the application of the sizing criteria. Where a Significant 
Redevelopment Project results in an increase, or replacement, of not more than fifty 
percent (50%) of the impervious surface of a previously existing development, which was 
not subject to storm water control measures, only the net new impervious surface area 
must be included in the application of the sizing criteria. 
   

i. Volume Hydraulic Design Basis:  Treatment control measures whose primary 
mode of action depends on volume capacity, such as detention/retention units or 
infiltration devices (biofilters /vegetative swales, insert filters and oil/water 
separators), shall be designed to treat storm water runoff equal to: 

a. the maximized storm water quality capture volume for the area, based on 
historical rainfall records, determined using the formula and volume capture 
coefficients set forth in Urban Runoff Quality Management, WEF Manual of 
Practice No. 23/ ASCE Manual of Practice No. 87, (1998), pages 175-178 
(e.g., approximately the 85th percentile 24-hour storm runoff event); or 

b. the volume of annual runoff required to achieve 80 percent or more capture, 
determined in accordance with the methodology set forth in Appendix D of 
the California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook, (1993), 
using local rainfall data. 

 

ii. Flow Hydraulic Design Basis:  Treatment control measures whose primary mode 
of action depends on flow capacity, such as vegetative swales, sand filters, or 
wetlands, shall be sized to treat: 
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a. 10% of the 50-year peak flow rate; or  
b. the flow of runoff produced by a rain event equal to at least two times the 85th 

percentile hourly rainfall intensity for the applicable area, based on historical 
records of hourly rainfall depths; or 

c. the flow of runoff resulting from a rain event equal to at least 0.2 inches per 
hour intensity. 

 
Project applicants will be responsible for verifying the rainfall data used to meet the 
above criteria and for providing engineering certification that the criteria have been met.  
 
LIMITATIONS ON USE OF INFILTRATION TREATMENT MEASURES - 
INFILTRATION AND GROUNDWATER PROTECTION 
In order to protect groundwater from pollutants that may be present in urban runoff, 
treatment control measures that function primarily as direct infiltration devices (such as 
infiltration trenches and infiltration basins) must meet, at a minimum, the following 
conditions: 
 

i. Pollution prevention and source control BMPs shall be implemented at a level 
appropriate to protect groundwater quality at sites where infiltration devices are to 
be used; 

ii. Use of infiltration devices shall not cause or contribute to degradation of 
groundwater water quality objectives; 

iii. Infiltration devices shall be adequately maintained to maximize pollutant removal 
capabilities; 

iv. The vertical distance from the base of any infiltration device to the seasonal high 
groundwater mark shall be at least 10 feet.   

v. Unless storm water is first treated by a means other than infiltration, infiltration 
devices shall not be recommended for areas of industrial or light industrial activity; 
areas subject to high vehicular traffic (25,000 or greater average daily traffic on 
main roadway or 15,000 or more average daily traffic on any intersecting roadway); 
automotive repair shops; car washes; fleet storage areas (bus, truck, etc.); nurseries; 
or any other land use or activity which may pose a high threat to groundwater 
quality, as designated by the City; 

vi. Infiltration devices shall be located a minimum of 100 feet horizontally from any 
water supply wells. 
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ALTERNATIVES TO INSTALLATION OF POST-CONSTRUCTION 
TREATMENT CONTROL MEASURES   
At the City’s discretion, projects may provide an Alternative Measure, as defined below, 
in lieu of demonstrating compliance with the numeric sizing criteria, where installation of 
Post-Construction Treatment Control Measures are impracticable.  
 

i. Impracticability - installation of a Post-Construction Treatment Control Measure 
may be found impracticable if any one of the following conditions is shown to exist:   

a. Inadequate space or soil conditions for an on-site treatment control measure;  

b. Limitations on the ability of a treatment control measure to address pollutants 
of concern;  

c. The site is within an area where infiltration would not be permitted and 
another type of treatment is impracticable;   

d. Projected costs of the required measure (cost of labor and materials for the 
treatment measure, plus the cost of dedicating land to the treatment measures 
in lieu of otherwise allowable use) would exceed two percent (2%) of Total 
Project Costs; 

e. The project is a Smart Growth Project, or a publicly funded or sponsored 
project determined by the City to have community or environmental benefits, 
including senior or child care centers or similar projects;  

f. Installation of measures would result in the inability of the project sponsor or 
City to comply with other regulatory requirements at the federal, state and 
local levels (for example, seismic building code requirements); or 

g. Maintenance, inspection and/or monitoring measures would impose an undue 
burden on the project sponsor or City. 
 

ii.  Alternative Measures - Major Projects which are not required to install Post-
Construction Treatment Control Measures on-site must provide equivalent 
protection or enhancement of water quality/beneficial uses through one of the 
following Alternative Measures:   
a. Regional Solution.  Participation in a Regional Project or Program that has 

capacity/credit to address storm water impacts equivalent to the impacts 
produced by the subject Major Project. Where feasible, the Regional Project 
must discharge to/address the receiving waters affected by the subject Major 
Project.  

b. Water Quality Benefit Project.  In its discretion, the City may find that all 
Smart Growth Projects provide equivalent water quality benefit. For other 
projects, Alternative Measures may be found by the City to exist where the 
project sponsor documents that the development of the site itself, the nature of 
the site design, its location in the watershed and/or the proposed change in use 
protects/enhances water quality/beneficial uses such that post-project water 
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quality/beneficial uses conditions are likely to equal or exceed pre-project 
conditions.  

c. Equivalent Project - The project provides treatment for a pollutant loading or 
volume of storm water runoff that is equivalent to the treatment that would be 
provided by the otherwise required Post-Construction Control Treatment 
Measure. Equivalent projects may include off-site treatment, stream 
restoration or other activities that limit or mitigate impacts from excessive 
erosion or sedimentation.   

 
GENERAL PROVISIONS FOR ALL LAND USES 
 
All new multi- family residential and non-residential projects including new Major 
Impervious Surface Areas or projects proposing Major Expansion should include Post-
Construction Treatment Control Measures to the maximum extent practicable. For all 
projects with suitable landscape areas, vegetative swales or other biofilters are 
recommended because they are relatively economical and require limited maintenance. If 
these measures are not feasible or adequate to treat the volume or flow of runoff required 
for Major Projects, other post-construction BMPs/treatment control measures should be 
incorporated. 
 
 
MINIMUM BMPs FOR MAJOR LAND USES OF CONCERN 
 
Gas Stations or Equipment Fueling Facilities:  All new fueling stations or expansion of 
such uses should include the following BMPs. 1) Install and maintain a treatment control 
measure. 2) Pave the fueling area floors with an impermeable surface (i.e., portland 
cement concrete or equivalent smooth impervious surface). 3) Cover the fueling areas 
with a canopy or cover that extends a minimum of ten feet in each direction from each 
pump. Alternatively, cover the fueling areas with a canopy or cover that has minimum 
dimensions equal to or greater than the area within the grade break or fuel dispensing 
area. (The fuel dispensing area is defined as the area extending a minimum of 6.5 feet 
from the corner of each fuel dispenser or the length at which the hose and nozzle 
assembly may be operated plus a minimum of one foot, whichever is greater. In no case 
should the canopy or cover drain onto the fueling area.) 4) Grade the fuel area to prevent 
water draining toward the fueling area. 5) Grade the fue l area with the minimum slope 
necessary to prevent ponding. 6) Separate the fueling area from the rest of the site by a 
grade break that prevents run-on of storm water to the maximum extent practicable. 7) 
Dry sweep the fueling area routinely. 8) Stencil all on-site storm drains in conformance 
with the City’s requirements. 9) Prepare a spill cleanup plan in conformance with the 
City of San Jose Fire Code. 
 
Auto Wrecking Yards:  All new auto wrecking yards or major expansion of such uses 
should include the following: 1) install and maintain a treatment control measure; 2) pave 
all outside vehicle storage areas; 3) cover fluids drainage areas; 4) pave fluids drainage 
areas with impermeable materials; 5) construct a berm around fluids drainage areas and 
grade the site to prevent water draining toward this working area; 6) remove and store 
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batteries in conformance with the City Fire Code; and 7) prepare and execute the spill 
prevention plan in conformance with the City Fire Code. 
 
Loading Docks:  All new loading docks or major expansion of such uses should include 
the following: 1) pave the loading dock floor with an impermeable surface; 2) cover the 
loading dock; 3) grade the site to minimize run-on to and runoff from the loading area; 4) 
position roof downspouts to direct storm water away from the loading area; 5) drain 
water from the loading dock areas to the sanitary sewer, or divert and collect the water 
for ultimate discharge to the sanitary sewer; 6) equip loading dock areas draining directly 
to the sanitary sewer with a spill control valve or equivalent device that is kept closed 
during periods of operation; 7) install door skirts between the trailers and the building to 
prevent exposure of loading activities to rain. 
 
Other Unenumerated Uses of Concern:  Other Land Uses Of Concern not enumerated in 
this policy generating equivalent amounts of heavy pollutants may need to include 
specific BMPs to treat storm water pollutants. Those BMPs would be determined in 
conjunction with the development permit for the project. 
 
 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 
 
All Post-Construction Treatment Control Measures included in new projects must be 
installed, operated, and maintained by qualified personnel. On-site inlets must be 
stenciled in conformance with City requirements; and cleaned out at least once per year, 
prior to the wet season. 
 
The property owner/site manager must keep a maintenance and inspection schedule and 
record to ensure that the treatment control measures continue to operate effectively. 
Copies of this schedule and record must be provided to the City upon request, and must 
be made available for inspection at the site at all times. 
 
Trees approved for Post-Construction Control Measure Credit shall be maintained and 
protected on the site after construction and for the life of the development (until any 
approved redevelopment occurs in the future). During the life of the development, trees 
approved for Post-Construction Treatment Control Measure Credit shall not be removed 
without approval from the City. Trees that are removed or die shall be replaced within six 
(6) months with species approved by the City of San Jose. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PBCE001/Implementation/Stormwater/Policies/Post Construction/Post Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy Revised Approved 10-07-03 
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 TO: Mike Enderby, Project Manager FROM: Bill Scott  
    Urban Runoff Coordinator 
 
 SUBJECT: See Below DATE: May, 5 2004 
              

 
SUBJECT:  PDC 04-029 – Planned Development Rezoning to allow up to 636,100 square-feet of 

retail commercial use on a 55.1 gross acre site. 
   
BACKGROUND  
 

Under the provisions of both the State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board Order 
No. 01-119 and City’s Post Construction Urban Runoff-Management Policy, the proposed project 
is considered a “Signif icant Redevelopment Project.”  A Significant Redevelopment Project is 
any project on a previously developed site that results in addition and/or replacement of one acre 
(43,560 square feet) or more of impervious surface (as described by Order Provision No.C.3 c.i.3 
and on Page 4 of City’s Post Construction Urban Runoff-Management Policy).  Construction and 
post-construction best management practices and measures (BMPs), are required for new 
development or redevelopment projects to minimize pollutants and flow of runoff into the 
Municipal Sewer System (MS4) and receiving waters.  
 
As per State requirements, all Development Permit applications, as of October 15, 2003, may be 
subject to additional quantitative requirements for post construction urban runoff treatment. 
(Please see pages 4-5 of this memo for more specific information).  Also, several links to are 
provided at the end of this memorandum that will provide examples of typical treatment 
installations and detail more information regarding the benefits and disadvantages of various 
treatment controls as well as suggested maintenance techniques.  

 
SUBMITTAL ITEMS: The project should employ measures to detain and/or infiltrate water on site as 
well, as employ site design measures and source control measures to reduce the volume and velocity of 
runoff created as follows: 

 
1. Stormwater Data Sheet.  Please complete parts c. d. e. and f. of the “project size” section of the 

Stormwater Data Sheet, that is included as part of your Application. 
 
2. Increase Landscaped Areas/Minimize Directly Connected Impervious Areas. As proposed 

there is too much hardscape.  Landscaped areas should be increased.  The initial Site Plan depicts 
vast amounts of impervious surfaces (90% buildings and parking areas).  The Stormwater Data 
Sheet indicates that the project proposes to minimize connected impervious surfaces a method to 
treat stormwater runoff.   The project Site Plan, Landscape Plan and Grading and Drainage Plan 
should be revised to depict those ample landscaped areas, especially in parking areas and between 
buildings.  Not only would provision of ample landscaped areas begin to address the treatment of 
stormwater runoff but also these landscaped areas would ultimately provide a secondary benefit 
by supporting the high quality “town square” type of design commitment that was made at the 
General Plan stage.  
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3. Swales. Landscaped open space areas should be provided and swales or vegetative filters should 

be included in the landscaped open space areas. Please provide details, dimensioned and to scale, 
showing installation of all treatment controls.   Proposed maintenance information should also be 
provided.  

 
4. Parking.  Stormwater runoff will decrease under project conditions as the amount of impervious 

surfaces (buildings and pavement) decreases.  A parking structure is recommended over the vast 
expanse of paved areas as the preferred method to accommodate the required on-site parking. The 
parking structure should be connected with a pretreatment device to the sanitary sewer, and a 
permit would be required from the Water Pollution Control Plant. 

 
5. Bicycle Parking.  To minimize automobile trips, bicycle parking should be  

provided in conformance with Section 20.90 Part Four of the San Jose Zoning Ordinance. 
 
6. Roof Downspouts.   All roof downspouts should be disconnected from the storm sewer system 

and should drain into an unpaved, pervious, and appropriately landscaped areas.  Please show 
elevation details and clearly note where downspout will be disconnected and where roof runoff is 
proposed to drain. Avoid directing downspout water into an area that is too small for adequate 
drainage. Generally, downspout water drainage areas should be located at least 10 feet away from 
building foundations and retaining walls. Please consult with a professional engineer to determine 
the appropriate minimum distance requirement and consider how to protect the foundation from 
water. Building elevation details should show the downspout disconnection.  

 
7. Trees .  Trees provide an effective method for capturing rainfall (thereby reducing stormwater  

volume), reducing heat island effects, and encouraging pedestrian activity. We encourage you to 
plant as many trees as practicable. Please locate trees away from swales and other landscape areas 
that will serve as runoff detention or filtering measures. Tree roots tend to impede runoff 
infiltration into soil and the trees can suffer from the frequent inundation that is characteristic of 
swales 

 
8. Pervious Paving.  Turf block or other pervious paved surfaces should be provided to the 

maximum extent possible.   Pervious paving can be used for emergency vehicle access (EVA) 
roads, parking areas and pedestrian circulation areas.  In addition, there are often aesthetic as well 
as environmental benefits gained from use of pervious paving material in a project. For 
emergency access areas the Uniform Fire Code/902.2.2 and T-19 -State Fire Marshal, access 
roads must be all-weather surfaced and support a minimum of 69,000 lbs.  There are many 
permeable paving options that will achieve these purposes.   Please contact your urban runoff 
coordinator for assistance in selecting appropriate types of pervious paving.  

 
9. Pedestrian Circulation and Sidewalks.  Automobile trips create many of the pollutants found in 

urban runoff.  To encourage use of mass transit to the project site, we recommend pedestrian  
connections from nearby transit be designed so that they are safe and attractive. To minimize 
runoff, we   also recommend that you provide pervious paved surfaces for pedestrian connections 
to parking areas. Ungrouted unit pavers should be used for paved pedestrian areas. Pathways 
should be shaded with trees and landscaped to absorb runoff.  The feasibility of draining 
sidewalks into park strips or other landscaped areas should be discussed with Public Works. 

 
 7.  Pesticide Minimization.  Landscaping should be designed to minimize irrigation and 

runoff, promote surface infiltration where appropriate, and minimize the use of fertilizers 
and pesticides that can contribute to stormwater pollution.  
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8. Illegal Dumping to Storm Drain Inlets and Waterways.  All on-site drain inlets that are 

connected to the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) must be labeled “No Dumping—
Flows to Bay.”  Please contact the City of San Jose, Department of Public Works, at (408) 277-
5161 to obtain free stencils 

 
9. Regular Sweeping and Maintenance of Outdoor Areas.  The final Development Permit will 

require establishment of a Homeowners Association (HOA) or equivalent to provide for on-going 
maintenance. Sidewalks and parking lots must be swept regularly to prevent the accumulation of 
litter and debris. Debris resulting from pressure washing must be trapped and collected to prevent 
entry into the storm drain system. Washwater containing any cleaning agent or degreaser must be 
collected and discharged to the sanitary sewer and must not be discharged to a storm drain. The 
applicant must contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for 
specific connection and discharge requirements.   

 
10. Trash Enclosures/Loading and Storage Area. Refuse Areas.  Buildings should provide a 

covered and enclosed area for dumpsters and recycling containers. The area should be designed to 
prevent water run-on to the area and runoff from the area. Areas around trash enclosures, 
recycling areas, and food compactor enclosures should not discharge to the storm drain system. 
Any drains installed beneath dumpsters and compactors serving food service facilities should be 
connected to a grease removal device prior to discharging to the sanitary sewer. The applicant 
should contact the Water Pollution Control Plant for specific connection and discharge 
requirements. 

 
11. Loading Areas.  To the extent feasible, loading areas should be covered and graded to minimize 

run-on and runoff. Roof downspouts should be positioned to direct stormwater away from the 
loading area. Water from loading areas should be drained to the sanitary sewer, or diverted and 
collected for ultimate discharge to the sanitary sewer. The applicant should contact the Water 
Pollution Control Plant for specific connection and discharge requirements. Loading areas 
draining directly to the sanitary sewer should be equipped with a fail-safe valve, which should be 
kept closed during periods of operation. Door skirts between the trailers and the building should 
be installed to prevent exposure of loading activities to rain.  

 
12. Outdoor Equipment/Materials Storage.  Outdoor equipment and materials storage areas should 

be covered or designed to limit the potential for runoff to contact pollutants. Storage areas 
containing non-hazardous liquids should be covered by a roof and contained by berms, dikes, 
liners or vaults. The storage area may be required to drain to the sanitary sewer system. The 
applicant should contact the Water Pollution Control Plant for specific connection and discharge 
requirements. Any hazardous materials regulated by Chapter 17.68 of the San Jose Municipal 
Code on the site must be used and stored in full compliance with the City’s Hazardous Material 
Ordinance and the Hazardous Materials Management Plan for the site approved by the San Jose 
Fire Prevention Bureau. 

 
13. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). This project results in a land disturbance of 

more than one acre. Prior to the commencement of any clearing, grading, or excavation, the project 
shall comply with the State Water Resources Control Board’s National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Activities Permit as follows: 

 
a) The applicant shall develop, implement, and maintain a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

(SWPPP) to control the discharge of storm water pollutants including sediments associated with 
construction activities. 
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b) The applicant shall file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB.) 

 
Along with these documents, the applicant may also be required to prepare an Erosion Control Plan. The 
Erosion Control may include BMPs as specified in the California Storm Water Best Management 
Practice Handbook for reducing impacts on the City’s storm drainage system from construction activities. 
Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall submit copies of the NOI and Erosion 
Control Plan (if required) to the City Project Engineer, Department of Public Works, Room 308, 801 
North First Street, San Jose, California 95110-1795. To obtain an NOI application and further 
information about the Erosion Control Plan and the NPDES permit requirements, please call the 
Department of Public Works at (408) 277-5161 or the SWRCB at (916) 657-1146. The applicant shall 
maintain a copy of the most current SWPPP on site, and shall provide a copy to any City 
representative or inspector on demand. 

 
12.  Additional Information.  We recommend that you review the publications entitled Start and the 

Source and the California Stormwater Best Management Practice New Development and 
Redevelopment Handbook. These publications and other guidance documents and illustrations 
regarding installation and maintenance of urban runoff structural treatment controls at the following 
web addresses:  
 
http://www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan/counter/stormwater/index.htm 
 
 http://www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan/counter/stormwater/startatsource.pdf 

 
http://www.epa.gov/OW-OWM.html/mtb/mtbfact.htm 
 
http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/Development.asp 
 
http://www.rougeriver.com/pdfs/stormwater/tpm59.pdf 
 
Typical urban runoff treatment control installation drawings can be found in Appendix H of 
Portland’s 2002 Stormwater Management Manual viewable at the following link: 

 
http://www.cleanrivers-
pdx.org/tech_resources/smm/2002%20Stormwater%20Manual/Adobe%20Acrobat%202/S)%20Appe
ndixH-%20Supplemental%20Drawings.pdf 
 

13.BMP Limitations .  Please note that soil types, groundwater levels, geohazards such as liquefaction,  
and proximity of building foundations, are just some of the issues to be considered when choosing and 
designing a treatment control. We therefore recommend that the applicant work closely with the 
applicant’s engineers and other appropriate consultants.  
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SBCFI 
The C.3 Provision takes effect October 15th!  

 
BULLETIN UPDATE: October 10, 2003 

 
In October 2001, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issued a revised National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (NPDES MS4 
Permit) to the City of San Jose and 14 other co-permittees that have land area which drains to South 
San Francisco Bay. The other co-permittees include the County of Santa Clara, 12 other 
municipalities in the county, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District. Together, these jurisdictions 
constitute the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP). The 
revised Permit includes new stormwater discharge requirements for new development and 
redevelopment.   
 
The Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement (PBCE) is moving forward with the 
procedures to implement the new development and redevelopment requirements of Provision C.3 of the 
revised Permit for the City of San Jose. PBCE is working closely with the Redevelopment Agency, 
Environmental Services Department, Public Works Department, and other City departments in this effort. 
To facilitate implementation of the new requirements, the City Council adopted changes to the Zoning 
Ordinance and the Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy on October 7, 2003. The purpose 
of this Bulletin is to provide notice to the development community of the new ordinances, policie s, and 
procedures the City will implement of October 15, 2003.  
 

ANALYSIS 
 
1. Applicability. As of October 15, 2003, the revised NPDES MS4 Permit establishes requirements for 

certain private new and redevelopment projects, excluding those for which a development application 
has been deemed complete by the City of San Jose before October 15, 2003. These projects include: 

 
i. New commercial, industrial, or residential developments that create a total of one acre (43,560 

square feet) or more of impervious surface, including roof area, streets and sidewalks.   

ii. Significant redevelopment projects.  Any project on a previously developed site that results in 
addition or replacement of impervious surface with a combined total of one acre (43,560 square 
feet) or more is deemed a “Significant Redevelopment” project. Where an existing Significant 
Redevelopment project that was not previously subject to stormwater treatment measures results 
in an increase, or replacement of, more than fifty percent of existing impervious surfaces the 
entire project must be evaluated for compliance. Conversely, where the project results in an 
increase or replacement of less than fifty percent of existing impervious surface, only that 
affected portion must be included in treatment design. Excluded from this category are interior 
remodels, routine maintenance or repair, roof or exterior surface replacement and repaving. 
 

2. Numerically Sized Post-Construction Treatment Control Measures.  Major Projects including: 
new development projects that create one acre (43,560 square feet) or more of impervious surface 
area; new streets, roads, highways and freeways built under the City’s jurisdiction that create one acre 
(43,560 square feet) or more of impervious surface area; and Significant Redevelopment Projects will 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



PDC04-029           Page 6 of 6 
 

be required to install Post-Construction Treatment Control Measures meeting specified hydraulic 
sizing criteria, according to the following schedule, except where impracticable: 

 
• October 15, 2003 - Major Projects requiring a permit or other direct approval from the RWQCB, 

including Major Projects requiring RWQCB certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act, and Major Projects involving Land Uses of Concern; and 

 
• February 15, 2005 - all other Major Projects.  

 
3. Waiver/Alternative Compliance.  The City has adopted a waiver program as a component of the 

Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy, revised on October 7, 2003. This Policy 
establishes the criteria for establishing impracticability and for evaluating Alternative Compliance 
Measures. Where it is impracticable to install treatment facilities on a project’s site, the waiver 
program allows certain projects to pursue alternative means of dealing with the impact of storm 
runoff pollution by providing another equivalent water quality benefit. The revised Post-Construction 
Urban Runoff Management Policy is available at: 
http://www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan/counter/stormwater/index.htm 

  
4. Regional Solutions.  As a longer-term solution, the waiver/alternative compliance program may 

allow a project to participate in a regional or watershed stormwater treatment facility, without a 
showing of impracticability on the individual project site. Currently this type of regional solution is 
not an available option. 

 
5. Developers’ Input.  The City welcomes feedback from developers and other interested parties. We 

encourage you to bring your comments or questions to future Developers Roundtable meetings or you 
may contact Planning staff directly (see below). 

 
6. New Ordinances, Policies, and Guidance documents.  On October 7, 2003 City Council adopted 

revisions to the Zoning Ordinance and the Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy to 
provide consistency with the C.3 Provision, including acceptable waiver/alternative compliance 
approaches. These documents and guidance for implementing the C.3 requirements are available at 
the Planning webpage at:   

 
http://www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan/ 
 

7. PBCE contacts.     The Urban Runoff coordinator in PBCE is Bill Scott (408-277-8553, 
bill.scott@sanjoseca.gov). He reports to Jenny Nusbaum and Laurel Prevetti.  Additional City staff 
members across many departments are currently involved in interdepartmental efforts to respond to 
the new NPDES Permit requirements. 

 
8. Additional Guidance.   SCVURPPP and the Regional Board are holding workshops to provide 

training to developers on the implementation of the C.3 Provision. SCVURPPP also collaborated with 
the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agency Association (BASMAA) to publish Using Site Design 
Techniques to Meet Development Standards for Stormwater Quality, a companion volume to the 
previously published guidance manual entitled Start at the Source. Together, these two volumes 
provide step-by-step guidance for implementing the requirements of the NPDES Permit with the 
numeric sizing criteria required by the C.3 Provision.   
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801 N. First St. Rm. 400, San José,  CA 95110  tel (408) 277-4576  fax (408) 277-3250  www.sanjoseca.gov  
 

 
       

 TO: Lee Elena, Project Manager FROM: Bill Scott  
    Urban Runoff Coordinator 
 
 SUBJECT: See Below DATE: May, 6 2004 
              

 
SUBJECT:  PDC 04-031 – Planned Development Rezoning to allow up to 4,073,032 square-feet of 

commercial/industrial use and up to 3,417 single -family detached and attached residential 
units on a 312 gross acre site. 

   
BACKGROUND  
 

Under the provisions of both the State of California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQB) Order No. 01-119 and City’s Post Construction Urban Runoff-Management Policy, the 
proposed project is considered a “Significant Redevelopment Project.”  Construction and post-
construction best management practices and measures (BMPs), are required for new development 
or redevelopment projects to minimize pollutants and flow of runoff into the Municipal Sewer 
System (MS4) and receiving waters.  As per State requirements, all Development Permit 
applications, as of October 15, 2003, may be subject to additional quantitative requirements for 
post construction urban runoff treatment. (Please see pages 4-5 of this memo for more specific 
information).  Also, several links to are provided at the end of this memorandum that will provide 
examples of typical treatment installations and detail more information regarding the benefits and 
disadvantages of various treatment controls as well as suggested maintenance techniques.  

 
SUBMITTAL ITEMS: The project should employ measures to detain and/or infiltrate water on site as 
well, as employ site design measures and source control measures to reduce the volume, velocity and 
duration of runoff created as follows: 

 
1. Stormwater Data Sheet.  Please complete and submit the Stormwater Data Sheet, that is 

included as part of your Application for Planned Development Rezoning. 
 
2. On-site Detention.  Post project runoff should not exceed estimated pre-project runoff rates. The 

project should employ measures to detain and/or infiltrate water on site as well, as employ site 
design measures and source control measures to reduce the volume and velocity of runoff created. 
If the project proposes a new outfall into a waterway directly, it will require RWQCB 
certification.  Typically the RWQCB can be anticipated to impose requirements for water quality 
treatment that go beyond what the City’s NPDES Permit or the City’s ordinances and policies 
would otherwise require.   

 
3. Plans.  Please provide Site Plans, Grading and Drainage Plans and Landscape sheets that clearly 

depict types and locations of stormwater treatment control measures. Project site design for each 
phase or project component should indicate that expanses of impervious areas, such as parking 
lots and street widths have been minimized and are broken-up by ample landscaped areas.   
Additional comments will be provided once more detailed plan-set materials have been 
submitted. 
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4. Swales. Ample landscaped open space areas should be provided and swales or vegetative filters 
should be included in the landscaped open space areas. Please provide details, dimensioned and to 
scale, showing insta llation of all treatment controls.   Proposed maintenance information should 
also be provided.  

 
5. Parking Structures .  Stormwater runoff will decrease under project conditions as the amount of 

impervious surfaces (buildings and pavement) decreases.  Parking structures are recommended to 
accommodate the required on-site parking. The parking structure(s) should be connected with a 
pretreatment device to the sanitary sewer, and a permit would be required from the Water 
Pollution Control Plant. 

 
6. Bicycle Parking.  To minimize automobile trips, bicycle parking should be  

provided in conformance with Section 20.90 Part Four of the San Jose Zoning Ordinance. 
 
7. Roof Downspouts.   All roof downspouts should be disconnected from the storm sewer system 

and should drain into an unpaved, pervious, and appropriately landscaped areas.  At the Permit 
stage, please show elevation details and clearly note where downspout will be disconnected and 
where roof runoff is proposed to drain. Avoid directing downspout water into an area that is too 
small for adequate drainage. Generally, downspout water drainage areas should be located at least 
10 feet away from building foundations and retaining walls. Please consult with a professional 
engineer to determine the appropriate minimum distance requirement and consider how to protect 
the foundation from water. Building elevation details should show the downspout disconnection.  

 
8. Trees .  Trees provide an effective method for capturing rainfall (thereby reducing stormwater  

volume), reducing heat island effects, and encouraging pedestrian activity. We encourage you to 
plant as many trees as practicable. Please locate trees away from swales and other landscape areas 
that will serve as runoff detention or filtering measures. Tree roots tend to impede runoff 
infiltration into soil and the trees can suffer from the frequent inundation that is characteristic of 
swales 

 
9. Pervious Paving.  Turf block or other pervious paved surfaces should be provided to the 

maximum extent possible.   Pervious paving can be used for emergency vehicle access (EVA) 
roads, parking areas and pedestrian circulation areas.  In addition, there are often aesthetic as well 
as environmental benefits gained from use of pervious paving material in a project. For 
emergency access areas the Uniform Fire Code/902.2.2 and T-19 -State Fire Marshal, access 
roads must be all-weather surfaced and support a minimum of 69,000 lbs.  There are many 
permeable paving options that will achieve these purposes.   Please contact your urban runoff 
coordinator for assistance in selecting appropriate types of pervious paving.  

 
10. Pedestrian Circulation and Sidewalks.  Automobile trips create many of the pollutants found in 

urban runoff.  To encourage use of mass transit to the project site, we recommend pedestrian  
connections from nearby transit be designed so that they are safe and attractive. To minimize 
runoff, we   also recommend that you provide pervious paved surfaces for pedestrian connections 
to parking areas. Ungrouted unit pavers should be used for paved pedestrian areas. Pathways 
should be shaded with trees and landscaped to absorb runoff.  The feasibility of draining 
sidewalks into park strips or other landscaped areas should be discussed with Public Works. 

 
 7.  Pesticide Minimization.  Landscaping should be designed to minimize irrigation and 

runoff, promote surface infiltration where appropriate, and minimize the use of fertilizers 
and pesticides that can contribute to stormwater pollution.  
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8. Illegal Dumping to Storm Drain Inlets and Waterways .  All on-site drain inlets that are 
connected to the municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) must be labeled “No Dumping—
Flows to Bay.”  Please contact the City of San Jose, Department of Public Works, at (408) 277-
5161 to obtain free stencils 

 
9. Regular Sweeping and Maintenance of Outdoor Areas.  The final Development Permit will 

require establishment of a Homeowners Association (HOA) or equivalent to provide for on-going 
maintenance. Sidewalks and parking lots must be swept regularly to prevent the accumulation of 
litter and debris. Debris resulting from pressure washing must be trapped and collected to prevent 
entry into the storm drain system. Washwater containing any cleaning agent or degreaser must be 
collected and discharged to the sanitary sewer and must not be discharged to a storm drain. The 
applicant must contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for 
specific connection and discharge requirements.   

 
10. Trash Enclosures/Loading and Storage Area. Refuse Areas.  Buildings should provide a 

covered and enclosed area for dumpsters and recycling containers. The area should be designed to 
prevent water run-on to the area and runoff from the area. Areas around trash enclosures, 
recycling areas, and food compactor enclosures should not discharge to the storm drain system. 
Any drains installed beneath dumpsters and compactors serving food service facilities should be 
connected to a grease removal device prior to discharging to the sanitary sewer. The applicant 
should contact the Water Pollution Control Plant for specific connection and discharge 
requirements. 

 
11. Loading Areas.  To the extent feasible, loading areas should be covered and graded to minimize 

run-on and runoff. Roof downspouts should be positioned to direct stormwater away from the 
loading area. Water from loading areas should be drained to the sanitary sewer, or diverted and 
collected for ultimate discharge to the sanitary sewer. The applicant should contact the Water 
Pollution Control Plant for specific connection and discharge requirements. Loading areas 
draining directly to the sanitary sewer should be equipped with a fail-safe valve, which should be 
kept closed during periods of operation. Door skirts between the trailers and the building should 
be installed to prevent exposure of loading activities to rain.  

 
12. Outdoor Equipment/Materials Storage.  Outdoor equipment and materials storage areas should 

be covered or designed to limit the potential for runoff to contact pollutants. Storage areas 
containing non-hazardous liquids should be covered by a roof and contained by berms, dikes, 
liners or vaults. The storage area may be required to drain to the sanitary sewer system. The 
applicant should contact the Water Pollution Control Plant for specific connection and discharge 
requirements. Any hazardous materials regulated by Chapter 17.68 of the San Jose Municipal 
Code on the site must be used and stored in full compliance with the City’s Hazardous Material 
Ordinance and the Hazardous Materials Management Plan for the site approved by the San Jose 
Fire Prevention Bureau. 

 
13. No Copper, Nickel, or Zinc for Construction.  Due to the identification of these metals as  

pollutants in local waterways, the use of copper, nickel, and zinc in exterior construction 
materials such as roofing, ornamental usage, or building cladding, is strongly discouraged. 

 
14. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). This project results in a land disturbance of 

more than one acre. Prior to the commencement of any clearing, grading, or excavation, the project 
shall comply with the State Water Resources Control Board’s National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Construction Activities Permit as follows: 
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a) The applicant shall develop, implement, and maintain a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) to control the discharge of storm water pollutants including sediments associated with 
construction activities. 
 

b) The applicant shall file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB.) 

 
Along with these documents, the applicant may also be required to prepare an Erosion Control Plan. The 
Erosion Control may include BMPs as specified in the California Storm Water Best Management 
Practice Handbook for reducing impacts on the City’s storm drainage system from construction activities. 
Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall submit copies of the NOI and Erosion 
Control Plan (if required) to the City Project Engineer, Department of Public Works, Room 308, 801 
North First Street, San Jose, California 95110-1795. To obtain an NOI application and further 
information about the Erosion Control Plan and the NPDES permit requirements, please call the 
Department of Public Works at (408) 277-5161 or the SWRCB at (916) 657-1146. The applicant shall 
maintain a copy of the most current SWPPP on site, and shall provide a copy to any City 
representative or inspector on demand. 

 
15. Pool, Spa, and Fountain Discharges. Pool (including swimming pools, hot tubs, spas and   
      fountains)discharge drains should not be connected directly to the storm drain or sanitary sewer  
      system.   (Exception: Public pool discharge drains must be connected to the sanitary sewer system, per   
      County Department of Environmental Health requirements.) When draining is necessary, a hose or  
      other temporary system should be directed into a sanitary sewer clean out. The clean out should be  
      installed in a readily accessible area, such as within 10 feet of the pool. The applicant should contact  
      the Water Pollution Control Plant for specific connection and discharge requirements. 
 
16. Structural Treatment Controls.  Please provide section details, dimensioned and to scale, showing 

installation of all proposed treatment controls. Proposed maintenance information should also be  
provided. In addition, your soils and geotechnical report should address whether or not the soil 
conditions are appropriate for the runoff treatment measures being proposed. Information regarding 
the benefits and disadvantages of various treatment controls and suggested maintenance techniques 
can be found in fact sheets available as a PDF at the following web addresses: 
 
http://www.epa.gov/OW-OWM.html/mtb/mtbfact.htm 
 
http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/Development.asp 

 
17.  Additional Information.  We recommend that you review the publications entitled Start and the 

Source and the California Stormwater Best Management Practice New Development and 
Redevelopment Handbook. These publications and other guidance documents and illustrations 
regarding installation and maintenance of urban runoff structural treatment controls at the following 
web addresses:  
 
http://www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan/counter/stormwater/index.htm 
 
 http://www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan/counter/stormwater/startatsource.pdf 

 
http://www.epa.gov/OW-OWM.html/mtb/mtbfact.htm 
 
http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/Development.asp 
 
http://www.rougeriver.com/pdfs/stormwater/tpm59.pdf 
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Typical urban runoff treatment control installation drawings can be found in Appendix H of 
Portland’s 2002 Stormwater Management Manual viewable at the following link: 

 
http://www.cleanrivers-
pdx.org/tech_resources/smm/2002%20Stormwater%20Manual/Adobe%20Acrobat%202/S)%20Appe
ndixH-%20Supplemental%20Drawings.pdf 
 

18.BMP Limitations .  Please note that soil types, groundwater levels, geohazards such as liquefaction,  
and proximity of building foundations, are just some of the issues to be considered when choosing and 
designing a treatment control. We therefore recommend that the applicant work closely with the 
applicant’s engineers and other appropriate consultants.  
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SBCFI 
The C.3 Provision takes effect October 15th!  

 
BULLETIN UPDATE: October 10, 2003 

 
In October 2001, the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) issued a revised National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (NPDES MS4 
Permit) to the City of San Jose and 14 other co-permittees that have land area which drains to South 
San Francisco Bay. The other co-permittees include the County of Santa Clara, 12 other 
municipalities in the county, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District. Together, these jurisdictions 
constitute the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP). The 
revised Permit includes new stormwater discharge requirements for new development and 
redevelopment.   
 
The Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement (PBCE) is moving forward with the 
procedures to implement the new development and redevelopment requirements of Provision C.3 of the 
revised Permit for the City of San Jose. PBCE is working closely with the Redevelopment Agency, 
Environmental Services Department, Public Works Department, and other City departments in this effort. 
To facilitate implementation of the new requirements, the City Council adopted changes to the Zoning 
Ordinance and the Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy on October 7, 2003. The purpose 
of this Bulletin is to provide notice to the development community of the new ordinances, policies, and 
procedures the City will implement of October 15, 2003.  
 

ANALYSIS 
 
1. Applicability. As of October 15, 2003, the revised NPDES MS4 Permit establishes requirements for 

certain private new and redevelopment projects, excluding those for which a development application 
has been deemed complete by the City of San Jose before October 15, 2003. These projects include: 

 
i. New commercial, industrial, or residential developments that create a total of one acre (43,560 

square feet) or more of impervious surface, including roof area, streets and sidewalks.   

ii. Significant redevelopment projects.  Any project on a previously developed site that results in 
addition or replacement of impervious surface with a combined total of one acre (43,560 square 
feet) or more is deemed a “Significant Redevelopment” project. Where an existing Significant 
Redevelopment project that was not previously subject to stormwater treatment measures results 
in an increase, or replacement of, more than fifty percent of existing impervious surfaces the 
entire project must be evaluated for compliance. Conversely, where the project results in an 
increase or replacement of less than fifty percent of existing impervious surface, only that 
affected portion must be included in treatment design. Excluded from this category are interior 
remodels, routine maintenance or repair, roof or exterior surface replacement and repaving. 
 

2. Numerically Sized Post-Construction Treatment Control Measures.  Major Projects including: 
new development projects that create one acre (43,560 square feet) or more of impervious surface 
area; new streets, roads, highways and freeways built under the City’s jurisdiction that create one acre 
(43,560 square feet) or more of impervious surface area; and Significant Redevelopment Projects will 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



PDC04-031- Hitachi         Page 7 of 7 
 

be required to install Post-Construction Treatment Control Measures meeting specified hydraulic 
sizing criteria, according to the following schedule, except where impracticable: 

 
• October 15, 2003 - Major Projects requiring a permit or other direct approval from the RWQCB, 

including Major Projects requiring RWQCB certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water 
Act, and Major Projects involving Land Uses of Concern; and 

 
• February 15, 2005 - all other Major Projects.  

 
3. Waiver/Alternative Compliance.  The City has adopted a waiver program as a component of the 

Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy, revised on October 7, 2003. This Policy 
establishes the criteria for establishing impracticability and for evaluating Alternative Compliance 
Measures. Where it is impracticable to install treatment facilities on a project’s site, the waiver 
program allows certain projects to pursue alternative means of dealing with the impact of storm 
runoff pollution by providing another equivalent water quality benefit. The revised Post-Construction 
Urban Runoff Management Policy is available at: 
http://www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan/counter/stormwater/index.htm 

  
4. Regional Solutions.  As a longer-term solution, the waiver/alternative compliance program may 

allow a project to participate in a regional or watershed stormwater treatment facility, without a 
showing of impracticability on the individual project site. Currently this type of regional solution is 
not an available option. 

 
5. Developers’ Input.  The City welcomes feedback from developers and other interested parties. We 

encourage you to bring your comments or questions to future Developers Roundtable meetings or you 
may contact Planning staff directly (see below). 

 
6. New Ordinances, Policies, and Guidance documents.  On October 7, 2003 City Council adopted 

revisions to the Zoning Ordinance and the Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy to 
provide consistency with the C.3 Provision, including acceptable waiver/alternative compliance 
approaches. These documents and guidance for implementing the C.3 requirements are available at 
the Planning webpage at:   

 
http://www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/planning/sjplan/ 
 

7. PBCE contacts.     The Urban Runoff coordinator in PBCE is Bill Scott (408-277-8553, 
bill.scott@sanjoseca.gov). He reports to Jenny Nusbaum and Laurel Prevetti.  Additional City staff 
members across many departments are currently involved in interdepartmental efforts to respond to 
the new NPDES Permit requirements. 

 
8. Additional Guidance.   SCVURPPP and the Regional Board are holding workshops to provide 

training to developers on the implementation of the C.3 Provision. SCVURPPP also collaborated with 
the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agency Association (BASMAA) to publish Using Site Design 
Techniques to Meet Development Standards for Stormwater Quality, a companion volume to the 
previously published guidance manual entitled Start at the Source. Together, these two volumes 
provide step-by-step guidance for implementing the requirements of the NPDES Permit with the 
numeric sizing criteria required by the C.3 Provision.   
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PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 277-8820 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Site Development.pm65/Applications       Rev.  6/27/2002

ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR 
STORMWATER RUNOFF DATA 

 
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
San Francisco Bay Region (RWQCB), requires that the 
City of San Jose demonstrate compliance with the 
National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) Permit issued to the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP).  

In order to comply with the NPDES Permit requirements, 
the City of San Jose must provide the RWQCB with the 
following information requested below. Thank you for 
your cooperation in compliance. 
 
INSTRUCTIONS 
 
What Projects Apply? 
All applicants creating, adding, or replacing 5,000 
square feet or more of impervious surface* on the 
project site must fill out the following information and 
submit it along with their application for a Planning 
permit to the Department of Planning, Building and 
Code Enforcement, Room 400, City Hall, 801 North First 
Street, San Jose. 

What is an Impervious Surface? 
An impervious surface prevents the infiltration or 
passage of water into the soil. Impervious surfaces 
include rooftops, paved or covered patios, driveways, 
parking lots, paved walkways, and streets.  
 
For more information on the selection of Best 
Management Practices for stormwater pollution 
prevention, please refer to Start at the Source by 
BASMAA and the Guidance Manual on Selection of 
Stormwater Quality Control Measures. These 
documents are available for purchase in the Department 
of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement at Room 
400, City Hall, 801 North First Street, San Jose. You may 
also contact Jenny Nusbaum at: 
jenny.nusbaum@ci.sj.ca.us or (408) 277-4576. 
 
* DO NOT INCLUDE routine maintenance work such as 
reroofing, or resurfacing of existing paved areas, in the 
calculation of impervious surface. 
 
 

 
 
 

TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING DIVISION STAFF 
PROJECT FILE NO.: 
 

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 
 

PROJECT LOCATION 

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBER(S): 
 
APPLICANT NAME (please print) DAYTIME TELEPHONE NO: 

(            ) 
PROJECT TYPE (Check all that apply): 
 
o Residential o Commercial 
o Industrial o Public/Quasi Public 
o Agricultural o Other __________________ 

EXISTING USES ON SITE: 
 
o Residential o Commercial 
o Industrial o Public/Quasi Public 
o Agricultural o Other __________________ 
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ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR
STORMWATER RUNOFF DATA

 
PROJECT SIZE: 

a. Site size:  ______________________ sq. ft.  

b. Existing impervious surface area (includes land covered by buildings, sheds, patios/covers, parking lots, 
streets, sidewalks, paved walkways and driveways):  ______________________ sq. ft.  

c. Impervious surface area created, added, or replaced:      sq. ft.  

d. Total impervious surface area (new + existing):    sq. ft.  

e. Percent increase/replacement of impervious surface area (i.e. c/b multiplied by 100:   % 
Estimated area of land disturbance during construction:    sq. ft. 
(including clearing, grading, or excavating). 
 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: 

Will or have hazardous materials been used or stored on site? o Yes o No 
a. If yes, please provide list and quantity of materials and note previous location and proposed location on site 

plan: 
 
__________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

b. If required, has a Hazardous Materials Management Plan been approved for the site? o Yes o No 
TYPES OF STORMWATER CONTROL MEASURES:  proposed with project (please refer to item below and 
check all that apply): 
 o Stormwater Treatment o Source Control o Site Design   

SPECIFIC STORMWATER CONTROL MEASURES (Check all that apply): 
Storm water Treatment Source Controls Site Design 

o Biofilter (veg. swale/strip) 
 

o Detention basin (dry) 
 

o Detention pond (wet) 
 

o Underground detention 
 

o Media filter (sand, organic 
matter, bioretention) 
 

o Hydrodynamic device 
(commercially available in-
line treatment unit) 
 

o Infiltration trench 
 

o Porous pavement 
 

o Wetland basin 
 

o Wetland channel 
 

o Inlet filter 
 

o Other ______________ 

o Wash area/racks, drain to 
sanitary sewer 

 
o Covered dumpster area, 

drain to sanitary sewer 
 
o Swimming pool drain to 

sanitary sewer 
 
o Beneficial landscaping 

(minimizes irrigation, runoff, 
pesticides and fertilizers; 
promotes stormwater 
treatment) 

 
o Outdoor material storage 

protection 
 
o Covers and drains for 

loading docks, maintenance 
bays, and fueling areas 

 
o Maintenance (street 

sweeping, catch basin 
cleaning, etc.) 

 
o Other _______________ 

 

o Minimize land disturbance 
 

o Minimize impervious 
surfaces 
 

o Minimum impact street or 
parking lot design 
 

o Cluster structures/pavement 
 

o Disconnect downspouts 
(make sure they don’t drain 
on to paved areas) 
 

o Pervious driveway design 
 

o Microdetention in landscape 
 

o Preserve open space 
 

o Protect riparian and wetland 
areas, riparian buffers  
 

o Other ___________________ 
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Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan S September 2004 

CON STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

CON STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
This section contains specific Standard Operating Procedures for the Construction 
Inspection Program 
 
The various components of this section are organized as follows: 
 
Private Development Projects 

1. Public Works – Project Approval & Implementation 

2. Public Works – Construction Site Inspections 

3. Public Works – Handoff 

4. Building – Construction Site Inspections & Handoff 

5. Environmental Services – Construction Site Inspections 

6. Environmental Services – Feedback 

7. Citywide Coordination 
 
Public Projects 

8. Public Project Approval 

9. Public Project Inspections 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



City of San José 
Urban Runoff Management Plan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURE 
CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION PROGRAM 

 

 
 
 
 

JULY 2004 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Table of Contents 
 

INTRODUCTION......................................................................................................................... 1 

BACKGROUND ........................................................................................................................... 1 
Table 1. Construction Inspection Performance Standards ...............................................................................1 

DEFINITIONS .............................................................................................................................. 2 

OVERVIEW.................................................................................................................................. 2 
CITY ORGANIZATION.........................................................................................................................................................2 

Figure 1. Overview of Construction Inspection Program Procedures ..............................................................3 
ANNUAL INSPECTOR TRAINING ........................................................................................................................................3 

PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT ...................................................................................................... 4 
PUBLIC WORKS – PROJECT APPROVAL & IMPLEMENTATION .........................................................................................4 

Table 2. Grading Permits Requirements by Type..............................................................................................4 
Table 3. Procedure for ECP Acceptance and Implementation .........................................................................5 

PUBLIC WORKS – CONSTRUCTION SITE INSPECTIONS .....................................................................................................5 
Table 4. Procedure for Public Works Inspections .............................................................................................6 

PUBLIC WORKS – HANDOFF..............................................................................................................................................6 
Table 5. Procedure for Public Works Handoff ..................................................................................................6 

BUILDING – CONSTRUCTION SITE INSPECTIONS & HANDOFF .........................................................................................6 
Table 6. Procedure for Building Inspections & Handoff ..................................................................................7 

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES – CONSTRUCTION SITE INSPECTIONS ................................................................................7 
Table 7. Procedure for Environmental Services Inspection and Enforcement................................................8 

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES – FEEDBACK .......................................................................................................................8 
CITYWIDE COORDINATION................................................................................................................................................8 

PUBLIC PROJECTS.................................................................................................................... 9 
PUBLIC PROJECT APPROVAL.............................................................................................................................................9 
PUBLIC PROJECT INSPECTIONS..........................................................................................................................................9 

ATTACHMENTS ....................................................................................................................... 10 
Attachment 1. Public Works Inspection Report Form........................................................................................ 11 
Attachment 2. Enforcement Action Sequence Guidelines for Construction Site Inspections........................... 12 

 
 
 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



SOP – Construction Inspection Program, July 2004 Page 1 

Introduction 
The purpose of this procedure set is to minimize sediment and contaminated runoff flowing from 
construction sites into the storm drain system.  The procedures identify the responsibilities of all City 
construction inspection and building inspection personnel, to include: Public Works Inspectors; Building 
Inspectors in Planning, Building and Code Enforcement; and Environmental Services Enforcement 
Inspectors.  

Background 
Construction Inspection is one of several program element activities required under the City’s Urban 
Runoff National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.  As in the case of all program 
elements, the NPDES permit refers to Performance Standards that define “the level of implementation 
necessary to demonstrate the control of pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable.”  The 
City and other co-permittees in the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
adopted a Construction Inspection performance standard in 1996, which was revised in 2002.  This 
performance standard establishes eight guidelines as indicated below: 

Table 1. Construction Inspection Performance Standards 

CON 1 – Site Housekeeping 
The City ensures through a construction inspection program that construction contractors 
properly store, use, and dispose of construction materials, chemicals, and wastes at 
construction sites and prevent illicit discharges to storm drains and watercourses. 
CON 2 – Local Ordinance 
For development projects with significant erosion potential and planned construction activity 
during the wet season, the City ensures, through a construction inspection program, that 
erosion and/or sediment control measures are implemented in accordance with local ordinances 
and project conditions of approval and maintained as needed during construction. 
CON 3 – Construction Inspection Frequency 
The City inspects construction sites for adequacy of storm water quality control measures.  The 
frequency of inspections for active sites is at least once per month, or more frequently based on 
the size of the project, site conditions, precipitation, and the project’s potential impact on storm 
water quality. 
CON 4 – Wet Season Preparation  
Prior to the beginning of the wet season each year, the City inspects all sites requiring erosion 
and/or sediment control plans, to ensure that measures have been taken to minimize erosion 
and discharges of sediment from disturbed areas. 
CON 5 – Inspection and Site Evaluation Follow-up 
Construction sites with inadequate erosion/sediment controls are given verbal and/or written 
notice of the inadequacies, according to the City’s enforcement procedures, and followed up 
with action(s) commensurate with the risk of pollutants entering City storm drains or 
waterways.  Written notices and follow-up actions are tracked and summarized in the City’s 
Annual Report to the Regional Board. 
CON 6 – Municipal Training 
The City provides training annually to its construction inspection staff on inspection 
procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to storm water pollution prevention.  All 
inspectors receive training on the latest construction-related storm water pollution prevention 
techniques and appropriate follow up actions at least once every two years.  The City keeps 
documentation that inspectors have received training. 
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CON 7 – Outreach 
The City provides outreach materials to contractors, developers, and municipal staff on 
construction BMPs and compliance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit. 
CON 8 – Public Works Projects  
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors hired to construct 
public works projects have adequate erosion control plans and use appropriate Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) adopted by the Department of Public Works. 

Definitions 
• BMPs – Best Management Practices 

• ECP – Erosion Control Plan 

• SOPs – Standard Operating Procedures 

• Construction Inspection Personnel – All City of San Jose personnel who perform inspections of 
construction sites as a part of their duties under the Department of Public Works (DPW), Environmental 
Services Department (ESD), or Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement (PBCE). 

Overview 
City Organization 
Within the City of San Jose there are three departments primarily responsible for various aspects of 
permitting, inspection, and enforcement functions that comprise the Construction Inspection program 
element.  
 
1. Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement (PBCE) carries out planning site reviews 

and referrals for construction sites deemed to pose high potential to discharge sediment.  The Plan 
Implementation Division informs developers of the requirement to prevent sediment and other 
construction pollutants from entering the storm drains or the creeks, and includes the requirements as 
conditions in development permits and tentative map approvals.  Planning staff also conducts 
Developers’ Roundtable Workshops every six weeks to keep the development community informed 
of requirements and impending changes to the rules.  The Building Division assigns roughly 50 
building inspectors to inspect sites in the later phases of construction.  Beginning in 2003, Building 
inspectors identify and correct storm water issues at sites where repeated inspections are a part of 
Building inspector responsibilities; this function excludes mechanical, electrical, and plumbing 
inspectors.  But all inspectors have been trained to report problems they encounter on an active site.  

 
2. Department of Public Works (DPW) issues grading permits and requires that sites with high potentia l 

to discharge sediment (e.g. greater than 5 acres and/or hillside sites) to provide Erosion Control Plans 
and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs).  There are several divisions within Public 
Works that provide inspectors and engineers who visit construction sites.  These personnel are 
divided into groups that focus on various construction project specialties: landscape, public buildings, 
City-owned capital projects (roads, bridges, sewers), private residential and commercial projects, 
airport projects, and utilities.  Most sediment and erosion control issues arise from large construction 
projects, either public or private.  For that reason, the Public Works inspectors in various divisions 
integrate stormwater issues into their routine inspection duties.  In the Transportation and 
Development Services (TDS) Division, 35 inspectors and engineers are organized into six project 
teams to monitor large private projects and another 28 inspectors and engineers address roads and 
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bridges projects.  The Engineering and Construction Division includes about 31 inspectors and 
engineers dedicated to monitoring sanitary and storm sewers projects, and the Parks and Recreation 
Facilities Division has 20 project managers and 10 inspectors. 

   
3. Environmental Service Department (ESD) maintains and interprets the City’s NPDES permit and 

develops Performance Standards in cooperation with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and 
other co-permittees in the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program.  ESD also 
devotes two full time Illicit Connection / Illegal Dumping inspectors who carry out official 
enforcement actions under the Urban Runoff Construction Inspection program element.  In order to 
ensure the most prompt response at Construction sites ESD also makes its 10 Industrial & 
Commercial Program inspectors available to respond to incidents at Construction sites.  Generally, 
these inspectors are called in for enforcement action on construction sites that appear to be 
discharging sediment or other construction pollutants into the City's storm drain system or local 
creeks.   

Figure 1. Overview of Construction Inspection Program Procedures 
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Annual Inspector Training 
Inspector training covering the topics of construction site erosion control, sediment control, and 
housekeeping procedures will be conducted with support from Environmental Services Department 
(ESD) at least annually.  Inspectors need to attend the trainings at least once every two years.  On an 
annual basis, supervisory staff and field staff will review and evaluate these SOPs and any other BMPs in 
use to evaluate their effectiveness in reducing pollutants in storm water and eliminating illicit discharges.  
This review and evaluation will normally coincide with the annual municipal training on City Urban 
Runoff NPDES requirements. 
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Private Development 
Public Works – Project Approval & Implementation 
Public Works issues grading permits, with projects categorized by type according to the potential for soil 
erosion from the project site.  Fees, grading permit requirements, and wet season preparation are then 
implemented according to the project type.  The wet season is defined as beginning October 15th and 
ending April 15th the subsequent year.  A development project cannot grade a site with potential to cause 
erosion/discharge sediment during the wet season without an Erosion Control Plan (ECP), approved by a 
State-registered engineer and accepted by the City.  DPW collects an Erosion Control Plan 
review/inspection fee.  Erosion/sediment fees are due year-round and provide for inspection of sites that 
encounter rain even outside the wet season.  Table 2 summarizes how projects are categorized and what 
requirements are attributed to each type. 

Table 2. Grading Permits Requirements by Type 

PROJECT 
TYPE 

DESCRIPTION FEE REQUIREMENTS 

Type 1 

A hillside project (greater than or equal 
to 5% slope across project site) and 
project proposes movement of greater 
than or equal to 1,000 cubic yards of 
dirt, 
or 
Project site is adjacent to a watercourse 
(creek, river, or channel) and proposes 
to move greater than or equal to 1,000 
cubic yards of dirt. 

$2,500 

Erosion Control Plan to be submitted to the 
City for review and acceptance. 
A meeting of the project developer, civil 
engineer, erosion specialist (if any), and 
contractors (general /grading) with the City 
Public Works Project Engineer and City 
Public Works Inspector. 

Type 2 

A hillside project (greater than or equal 
to 5% slope across project site) and 
project proposes to move less than 
1,000 cubic yards of dirt, 
or 
Project site is adjacent to a watercourse 
and proposes to move less than 1,000 
cubic yards of dirt, 
or 
Project site is flat (less than 5% slope 
across the project site and area 
disturbed is greater than or equal to 1 
acre. 

$850 

Erosion Control Plan to be submitted to the 
City for review and acceptance. 
Project developer, civil engineer, erosion 
specialist (if any), and contractors (general 
/grading) attend a City-sponsored 
Erosion/Sediment Control Training session 
prior to the wet season. 
Type 2 projects that are adjacent to a 
watercourse may present special concerns 
and may require a meeting between the 
project developer and City Public Works 
staff. 

Type 3 
Project site is flat (less than 5% slope 
across project site) and area disturbed 
is less than 1 acre. 

$375 

Use of “Blueprint for a Clean Bay.” 
No special meetings or training sessions and 
no requirement for an Erosion Control Plan 
to be filed. 

 
Public Works staff conducts outreach prior to the wet season.  They also receive monthly certifications 
from developers indicating the status of required control measures.  Table 3 below summarizes the 
procedure for Public Works’ administration of the approval and implementation of Erosion Control Plans 
as part of the Construction Inspection Program.  
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Table 3. Procedure for ECP Acceptance and Implementation 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY ACTION 

1 Program Manager Identify development projects that will be grading during the winter season 
(October 15th to April 15th of the following year) by July 15th. 
Categorize projects by type (Type 1, 2 or 3) 

2 Program Manager 
and Project 
Engineers 

Prior to wet season, conduct outreach to development community through 
Developer Roundtable meetings. 
Send letters to Types 1, 2 and 3 project owners informing them of the erosion 
control requirements for their project.  Also attach copy of Blueprint for a 
Clean Bay to Type 3 letters.  Letter content includes: 
• Whether an ECP is required; 
• That project erosion/sediment control measures must be in place by 

October 15th; and  
• Control measures must be maintained throughout the wet season. 

3 Project Engineers Schedule a formal meeting with each Type 1 project owner/applicant, 
consultants, contractor and City Inspector. 

4 Program Manager Schedule mass training for all Type 2 project owners/applicants, consultants, 
contractors and City Inspectors.  

5 Project Engineers Review and accept Erosion Control Plans submitted for Types 1 and 2 projects. 
Request copy of NOI and SWPPP from applicable projects. 
Collect required erosion fee. 
Collect owner-required Monthly Certifications for Types 1 and 2 projects 
throughout rainy season.  The monthly certification is a written letter from the 
Developer to the City.  It must state either: a) that the project’s proposed 
control measures are in place and functioning, or b) an explanation why the 
project’s proposed control measures are not in place along with a compliance 
schedule. 

6 Program Manager Provide Chief Inspector a location map and a complete list of Types 1, 2 and 3 
projects.     
Update AMANDA with project information. 

7 Project Engineers Work closely with Project Inspectors during the winter season on erosion and 
sediment control issues. 

Public Works – Construction Site Inspections 
DPW inspectors and engineers that visit sites as members of project teams, spend a fair amount of time on 
large, complex construction sites.  Their inspections cover a very broad range of issues and they are 
frequently on-site during phases of active grading operations.  For this reason, Public Works Inspectors 
are much more actively involved in monitoring, documenting, and correcting the erosion and sediment 
control problems they observe.  Public Works Inspectors enforce City regulations by issuing verbal 
warnings or written Notices of Unsatisfactory Conditions with respect to Erosion Control Plans and 
SWPPPs.  For formal enforcement of erosion and sediment control violations, Public Works Inspectors 
can notify inspectors from Environmental Services Department (ESD) to observe and cite.  The table 
below summarizes DPW’s procedure for inspecting Construction sites. 
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Table 4. Procedure for Public Works Inspections 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY ACTION 

1 Inspectors Provide Project Engineers with plan review comments and perform pre-rainy 
season site inspections for Types 1 and 2 projects. 
Coordinate erosion and sediment control problems or deficiencies with Chief 
Inspector and Project Engineer. 
Identify and document violation of Erosion and Sediment Control requirements 
for each project. 
If a significant discharge of sediments or pollutants to a water body is observed, 
report to ESD Response Team at (408) 945-3000. 
If minor deficiency is observed, issue a Verbal Warning to contractor and 
document action taken. 
If deficiency is not corrected after Verbal Warning, issue Notice of 
Unsatisfactory Condition and if not corrected, refer violation to ESD.  Provide 
copies of notices given to Project Engineers. 
Perform inspections before and after a storm event. 
Complete weekly Inspection Reports for each project during the rainy season 
and submit to Chief Inspector.  See Attachment 1. 

2 Chief Inspector Provide bi-weekly inspection updates to Program Manager. 
 

Public Works – Handoff 
While DPW are onsite frequently during the early stages of a construction project, their involvement 
decreases as a project completes grading.  Additionally, DPW refer sites as needed to ESD for escalated 
enforcement.  The table below summarizes Public Works’ handoff of relevant inspection information to 
other departments. 

Table 5. Procedure for Public Works Handoff 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY ACTION 

1 Inspectors When referring a site to ESD, contact Enforcement staff via phone or email and 
transmit site information and inspection documentation via message or fax.   

2 Chief Inspector Provide copies of written Notices to ESD and Building for reference during 
subsequent inspections and enforcement. 

Building – Construction Site Inspections & Handoff 
In general, Building Inspectors from PBCE conduct inspections of mechanical, electrical, plumbing and 
structural systems based on building permits for new construction.  Since Building Inspectors usually visit 
sites in the latter phases of construction, after the sites have been graded, most large-scale grading and 
erosion control problems are over before the Building Inspectors arrive.  Still, as more contractors access 
a site, Building Inspectors have an opportunity to observe how “housekeeping issues” are being addressed 
at the site.  While all inspectors are trained to identify high priority construction site issues, the Building 
Inspectors who serve as “Inspectors of Record” for sites are tasked with inspecting for storm water issues 
and taking follow up actions.  Inspections are recorded on the hard copy “inspection slip” and tracked in 
the AMANDA Data Management System used by PBCE & DPW to track development related activities. 
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Table 6. Procedure for Building Inspections & Handoff 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY ACTION 

1 Supervising Inspector 
Program Manager 

Prior to rainy season, obtain list of Type 1, 2 and 3 projects from Public Works 
Program Manager.  Include other substantial projects for Step 2 notification, 
below.  

2 Inspectors/ 
Supervising Inspector 

Prior to each rainy season, deliver written notice reminding on-site job 
superintendents for applicable projects of their responsibility to take action 
limiting any polluted discharge into creeks or storm system.   
Note on inspection slip that notice was delivered, using NPDES as the 
inspection code and OK as the result.  This inspection code and result will open 
an inspection process in the AMANDA database system to allow reports and 
tracking of NPDES inspections. 

3 Inspector For large projects (which have an assigned Inspector of Record), when storm 
water site issues are observed during routine construction permit inspection, 
notify job superintendent to correct the condition and note on Inspection Notice 
that superintendent was notified.  Enter “NPDES” Code onto inspection slip, 
with the result “Correction Needed.” 
At next routine inspection of above project, “NPDES” will automatically be 
included on inspection slip as an inspection requested.  If problem is resolved, 
mark “OK” as the NPDES inspection result.  If problem is not resolved, again 
discuss with job superintendent and mark inspection result as “CN.” 
For small projects (where no further inspection is planned), when storm water 
site issues are observed, refer to ESD and annotate the inspection slip with 
NPDES and CN. 
If there is a significant discharge (e.g., cannot be stopped immediately, 
significant clean up is required, or no superintendent onsite and it is raining), 
refer to ESD. 

4 Inspector/ 
Supervising Inspector 

 

If Step 3 results in “CN”, call ESD to report observed problem as appropriate, 
and facilitate AMANDA report listing NPDES inspections and results for ESD.  
Report will include permit #, project location, address, dates of “NPDES” 
inspections and results of inspections.  ESD then follows-up for enforcement 
and the Inspection slip is annotated to reflect referral to ESD. 

Environmental Services – Construction Site Inspections 
ESD inspectors assigned to construction inspection issues respond to complaint calls; these calls are 
treated much the same way any Illicit Connection/Illegal Discharge (IC/ID) call is handled.  Calls come 
from PBCE and DPW inspectors and the public.  ESD inspectors are trained to issue tiered enforcement 
response actions: education and cooperation (this lowest tier of enforcement response is also conducted 
by PBCE and DPW inspectors), official warning notices, and penalty application – administrative or 
misdemeanor citations. 
 
Inspection response and enforcement actions are done in accordance with the adopted Watershed 
Enforcement Response Plan (WERP).  See Attachment 2: Enforcement Action Sequence Guidelines for 
Construction Site Inspections. 
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Table 7. Procedure for Environmental Services Inspection and Enforcement 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY ACTION 

1 Inspector Performs site inspections.  Documents results in Environmental Enforcement 
Data Management System. 

2 Inspector Determines if there are any violations of the city’s municipal codes.  If 
violations are observed, determines appropriate enforcement response 
according to guidelines contained in the Watershed Enforcement Response 
Plan. 
Types of enforcement response: 

Official Warning Notice A written notice explaining the municipal code 
violation and the corrective measures that need 
to be taken by the Responsible Party. 

Administrative Citation A civil financial penalty imposed by the City of 
San Jose for a violation of a municipal code.  It 
carries no criminal charges.  Fine amounts are 
set in the schedule of fines by Council 
resolution. 

Misdemeanor Citation A financial and criminal penalty.  Fine amounts 
are set in the schedule of fines by resolution.  
This citation will become part of a criminal 
record for the responsible party.  Court 
appearance is required. 

3 Supervisor Reviews administrative or misdemeanor citation with Inspector.  Discusses 
enforcement response actions to be taken or follow-up needed.  Advises 
inspector of any changes necessary. 

4 Inspector Documents violations and required corrective measures, and enforcement 
response in case file.  Closes case when all items of enforcement response have 
been addressed. 

5 Supervisor Reviews closure of cases and “dead files” if approved. 

Environmental Services – Feedback 
Once ESD has completed enforcement actions on a construction site, the Inspector reports back to the 
reporting party the outcomes of the inspection and enforcement activities.  If the party is from the public, 
then follow up is done via phone call.  If the reporting party is a DPW or Bldg Inspector, a written 
response is sent and copied to the corresponding Chief Inspector.  Response includes dates and outcomes 
of inspections, enforcement actions taken, and any scheduled follow up to be conducted by ESD. 

Citywide Coordination 
The Environmental Services Department conducts bi-weekly coordination meetings with City staff 
responsible for implementing the URMP, including the Construction Inspection Program.  Construction 
Inspections are a regular topic of these meetings, which offer an opportunity for the departments to 
discuss specific site challenges, coordination issues, and overall program performance.  Additional 
meetings are held as needed to resolve more complex issues.  For Construction Inspections, the personnel 
are: 

NAME DEPARTMENT PHONE NUMBER 
Bill Smith ESD (Coordinator) 945-5176 
Martha Trejo DPW (Chief Inspector) 998-6173 
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Timm Borden DPW (Deputy Director) 277-3236 
Bob Stevens PBCE (Chief Bldg Inspector) 277-4586 
John Mukhar ESD (Enforcement Program Manager) 945-5304 
Bhavani Yerrapotu ESD (Enforcement Supervisor, Stormwater) 945-5326 

 

Public Projects 
Public Project Approval 
Public Projects are required to follow erosion control and site clean-up measures found in City of San 
Jose Standard Specifications, July 1992.  The City is ultimately responsible for production of the SWPPP.   
For Projects where City staff prepares the SWPPP (for example, Parks Facilities), a completed SWPPP 
must be prepared prior to approval of a given project so that SWPPP requirements will be listed when the 
project is put out for bid.  The SWPPP may be prepared by a licensed engineer contracted by the City, but 
responsibility for preparation and adherence to the SWPPP will always fall under the City’s purview.  
City engineers and inspectors conduct project-specific meetings with general contractors and grading 
contractors to review, approve, and periodically revise the project’s SWPPP requirements. 
 
New provisions regarding stormwater management in the Standard Specifications and been developed 
and will take effect in FY 04-05.  These new provisions will be added to the existing Section 10-2 and 
will reinforce the responsibility of contractors on public projects to comply with storm water regulations.  
The provisions include a separate bid amount for the implementation of the SWPPP, a requirement for 
monthly certification from contractors certifying that BMPs are in place and being maintained, and the 
delay of invoice payment if such certifications are not kept current. 

Public Project Inspections 
During construction, Public Works project managers and inspectors monitor construction sites for 
adherence to the project Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  Deficiencies are corrected and 
the inspections are documented.  ESD inspectors may also identify deficiencies and are empowered to 
enforce against the contractor for failure to implement and maintain adequate BMPs. 
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Attachments 
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Attachment 1. Public Works Inspection Report Form 
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Attachment 2. Enforcement Action Sequence Guidelines for Construction Site Inspections 

Enforcement Action Sequence Guidelines for 
Construction Site Inspections 

These guidelines set forth the tiered approach for enforcement used by City of San Jose’s environmental inspectors.  The guidelines 
are intended to ensure consistent application of enforcement actions on parties responsible for illegal discharges to the storm sewer 
system, pursuant to San Jose Municipal Code Sections and in furtherance of the CON performance standards as stated in the URMP.  

The City’s general policy is to first educate responsible parties, and provide them an opportunity to comply (Level 1).  Where a 
responsible party fails or refuses to respond to an educational approach, or the circumstances of a violation call for it, enforcement 
actions are escalated in a stepwise fashion (Levels 2, 3). 

INSPECTOR ACTION APPLICATION SITUATION (IF RAINING) APPLICATION SITUATION (IF NOT RAINING) 

LEVEL 1 - EDUCATION AND COOPERATION 

To provide information on prevention 
and minimizing non-stormwater 
discharges by  
1. Describing best management 

practices (brochures, fact sheets, 
premium items, technology 
transfer, and verbal discussion.),  

2. Identifying and documenting areas 
of concern and compliance date in 
the Construction Inspection Notes 
Page, and  

3. Giving a verbal warning. 

• If construction activity occurring, there 
is no tracking and the entrances are 
rocked (gravel laid down to stop 
sediment), but there is no sweeper or 
planned sweeping. 

• Any code violations present are 
immediately corrected and haven’t 
resulted in discharges to storm. 

 

• The entrances are rocked, but there is 
light tracking and a sweeper is not 
available (first offense). 

• Any code violations present are 
immediately corrected and haven’t 
resulted in discharges to storm. 

 

LEVEL 2  - OFFICIAL WARNING NOTICE 

Indicate seriousness of discharge while 
providing information and an 
opportunity to remedy or prevent 
violations in the following: 
1. Describing best management 

practices if not previously provided, 
(brochures, fact sheets, premium 
items, technology transfer, verbal 
discussion), 

2. Issuing an Official Warning Notice, 
and  

3. Giving a verbal warning. 
 

• If there is any tracking but it is cleaned 
up prior to discharge of sediments to 
the storm drain. 

• Any violations present that haven’t yet 
resulted in a serious discharge to storm 
but cannot be immediately corrected.  
Serious impact defined as any of the 
following: 

1. Large quantity: 10 gallons or 
more. 

2. Hazardous or toxic substance in 
any quantity. 

3. Adversely impacts receiving 
storm sewer system or water 
body. 

• Level 1 enforcement action previously 
issued. 

• At a follow up construction inspection 
or an ICID inspection the inspector 
observes the same or a new area of 
concern. 

• RP not accessible for a verbal warning 
but an appropriate location exists to 
post OWN (in mailbox, under 

• The entrances are rocked, but there is 
light tracking and a sweeper is not 
available (second offense). 

• They have tracking (light or heavy) and 
the entrances are not rocked (first 
offense). 

• Any violations present that haven’t yet 
resulted in a serious discharge to storm 
but cannot be immediately corrected.  
Serious impact defined as any of the 
following: 
1. Large quantity: 10 gallons or more. 
2. Hazardous or toxic substance in 

any quantity. 
3. Adversely impacts receiving storm 

sewer system or water body. 
• Level 1 enforcement action previously 

issued. 
• At a follow up construction inspection 

or an ICID inspection the inspector 
observes the same or a new area of 
concern. 

• RP not accessible for a verbal warning 
but an appropriate location exists to 
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INSPECTOR ACTION APPLICATION SITUATION (IF RAINING) APPLICATION SITUATION (IF NOT RAINING) 

windshield wiper, etc). 
 

post OWN (in mailbox, under 
windshield wiper, etc). 

LEVEL 3 - PENALTY APPLICATION 

Indicate seriousness of discharge by 
issuing either an Administration 
Citation or a criminal 
complaint/Misdemeanor Citation. 
 

Note: Administrative Citations and 
Misdemeanor Citations must be 
approved by the supervisor before 
issuing. 

  

A. Compliance Schedule Not an option • The entrances are rocked, but there is 
light tracking and a sweeper is not 
available (after two warnings). 

• They have light tracking and the 
entrances are not rocked (after one 
warning). 

• They have heavy tracking and the 
entrances are not rocked, and situation 
has not been resolved after an 
administrative citation was issued. 

• Level 2 enforcement action previously 
issued.  

• Compliance issues are numerous and 
complex. 

• Discharge did not reach storm drain or 
it was a non-serious discharge. 

• City Attorney referral not yet 
necessary. 

B.  Administrative Citation • Discharge into storm sewer and the 
impact is serious based on quality or 
quantity.· 

• There is any tracking of mud, and there 
is any discharge to an unprotected 
storm drain, gutter or other conveyance 
leading to the storm drain. 

• Level 2 enforcement action previously 
issued. 

• Compliance Meeting did not bring 
resolution, or RP did not follow 
compliance schedule. 

• Discharge into storm sewer and the 
impact is serious based on quality or 
quantity.   

• They have heavy tracking and the 
entrances are not rocked (after one 
warning) 

• Level 2 enforcement action previously 
issued. 

• Compliance Meeting did not bring 
resolution, or RP did not follow 
compliance schedule. 

 

C.  Criminal Complaint/Misdemeanor 
Citation 

• Level 2 enforcement previously issued and there is a flight risk possibility or 
immediately needs to be notified of wrongdoing. 

• Discharge causes serious impact to the storm drain sewer system and there is a flight 
risk or immediately needs to be notified of wrongdoing. 

• Enforcement action being conducted in coordination with another regulatory 
agency’s enforcement actions. 
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PSR STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

PSR STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
This section contains specific Standard Operating Procedures for Public Streets, Roads, 
and Highways Program, which includes the Rural Public Works Program. 
 
The various components of this section are organized as follows: 
 
Department of Transportation 
 

1. Spill Control in the Field 
2. Litter/Debris Control 
3. Leak Prevention 
4. Street Sweeping 
5. Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning and Maintenance in the Field 
6. Pavement Marking Installation and Removal 
7. Landscape Chemical Application 
8. Roadway Irrigation System and Repair 
9. Pavement Maintenance 
10. SOP & BMP Annual Effectiveness Reviews 
11. BMP: Saw-Cut Procedures 

 
Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services Department 
 

12. Environmental Permitting for Rural Public Works Activities 
13. Irrigation System Repair Adjacent to Roadways & Creeks 
14. Landscape Chemical Application 
15. Leak Prevention 
16. Litter/Debris Control & Leaf Cleaning 
17. SOP & BMP Annual Effectiveness Reviews 
18. Spill Control in the Field 
19. Unpaved Roads and Trails/Embankment Maintenance and Repair 
20. Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning and Maintenance in the Field 
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CITY OF SAN JOSE 
Department of Transportation 
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01.01 
Subject: Spill Control in the Field 

Effective Date 
6/1/00 

Revised Date 
08/02/04 

 

01.01.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for using spill-cleaning equipment in the field.  Runoff pollution 
control guidance for general spill response is included in the Standard Operating Procedures for Spill 
Response for each of the City’s corporation yards.  Other related runoff pollution control guidance is 
included in the Standard Operating Procedures for Spill Response. 

01.01.2 BACKGROUND 

• Spills and leaks will occur from time to time.  Some spilled materials, such as certain paints, cleaners 
and solvents may seem harmless because they are labeled “non-toxic” or “biodegradable.”  
However, they are often far from harmless.  Many of these materials are actually poisonous to the 
plants and animals that live in our creeks and in San Francisco Bay.  Other chemicals, such as 
vehicle fuels and lubricants have long been known to be toxic.  For these reasons, spills must be 
cleaned-up as soon as possible, before they can contaminate our waterways. 

• For more information refer to City of San Jose Municipal Code 17.68.450 (Reporting Unauthorized 
Discharge) and 17.68.460 (Cleanup Responsibility). 

01.01.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation expects all of its employees to conduct their work to ensure that 
material spills in the field are avoided and that spills are responded to immediately and correctly.  The 
goal of these procedures is to ensure that spill equipment is properly used so spills are quickly and 
properly contained, picked-up, disposed of, and documented.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all 
appropriate staff and contract personnel are trained in the proper use of spill cleaning equipment and 
materials.  All Department staff are required to understand and comply with these procedures. 

01.01.4 DEFINITIONS 

Spill sizes are defined as follows:   
• Small spill: up to 5 gallons 

• Medium spill: 6-41 gallons 

• Large spill: over 42 gallons 
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Non-hazardous materials spills are defined as those involving: 
• Concrete wash water 

• Sawcut slurry 

• Dirt, sand, and other sediment 

Hazardous materials spills include, but are not limited to, the following (check the MSDS for the material if 
unsure): 
• Solvents 

• Adhesives 

• Vehicle fluids (fuels, hydraulic fluid, antifreeze, etc…) 

• Paints 

• Landscape chemicals 
 

At minimum, a spill kit shall include: 
• a U.S. DOT-approved 6-gallon bucket with a “spin” top 

• hazardous waste labels 

• three sets of “Nitrile” surgical-type gloves 

• granular absorbent material (“kitty litter’) 

• hydrophilic pads 

• “pig” blanket 

• three large plastic garbage bags 

• one shovel 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 
• Vehicle Driver/Crew Leader- person driving a truck, sweeper, paving machine, or operating other 

street maintenance equipment or a designated responsible party 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation 

• Staff Responsible for Spill - person who accidentally caused the spill 

• Department of Transportation Staff – any non-management employee of the Department of 
Transportation 
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01.01.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
Vehicle Driver/ 
Crew Leader 

Pre-departure Spill Kit Check (conduct at beginning of each shift) 
• Ensure that vehicle has spill kit  
• Check spill kit to make sure all components are present 
• Make sure lids of all spill kit containers are secure 
• Contact supervisor if spill kit is missing or incomplete  
 

1. 

Supervisory Staff • Contact GSD to request spill kit or spill cleaning equipment 
Staff Responsible for 
Spill 

For Small spills (up to 5 gallons): 
• Use appropriate personal protection before beginning clean-up ( gloves, boots, 

etc.). 
• Use “dry” methods to clean the spill-do not wash spill area with water or other 
 liquids. 
• As much as possible, clean-up and contain the spill by using “kitty litter,” rags or 
 absorbent pads. 
• Identify substance spilled (hazardous or non-hazardous).  Read the  
       container label. Refer to the MSDS if necessary. 
• Block storm drain inlets and divert flow of material away from gutters or inlets to 
 ensure spilled materials do not reach storm drain.  As necessary, use pea gravel 
 bag check dams, pig blankets and/or secure catch basin inlet with filter fabric 
• Ensure that all traffic is diverted from spilled substance by posting a sign or cone. 
• For spills on dirt areas, dig up and remove contaminated soil.   
For Medium spills (6 – 41 gallons) add: 
• Contact the Department of Transportation Dispatcher to report the spill.  If 
 applicable, provide the I.D. number of affected catch basin(s). 
• Contact Supervisory Staff. 
For Large  Hazardous spills (over 42 gallons) add: 
• Call HIT UNIT (911 or 111 on City phone), and Dispatch (x-4373). 

2. 
 

Dispatcher • Contact Department of Transportation  “Complaint Truck” to bring additional spill 
clean-up supplies to the spill site. 

2. 
 

Supervisory Staff For Medium spills (6 – 41 gallons): 
• Contact ESD Duty Inspector at 945-3000. 
For Large  spills (over 42 gallons) add: 
• Call HIT UNIT (911 or 111 on City phone). 
• Contact State Office of Emergency Services (1-800-852-7550). 

3. Staff Responsible for 
Spill 

Disposal of Spent Spill Cleaning Materials 
• Sweep up the used absorbent and place it in the spill kit bucket, or other 
 designated container.  Label the container with labels supplied in the spill kit. 
• If spill occurs in dirt area, place removed contaminated soil in spill kit bucket or 
 other designated container.  Label the container with labels supplied in the spill 
 kit. 
• If rags or absorbent pads were used, place in either the spill kit or a plastic 
 garbage bag included with the spill kit.  Label the bucket or bag with labels 
 supplied in the spill kit. 
• Bring spent spill cleaning materials to the corporation yard and place in approved 
 disposal location. 
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 Staff Responsible for 

Spill 
Spill Documentation 
• Alert supervisor to log-in spill. 

5. Supervisory Staff • Document all spill activity in spill logs (located in Hazardous Materials 
 Management Plan binder) and ensure records are kept on-site. 

6. Department of 
Transportation  Staff 

For spills witnessed off-site which are not caused by staff, contact the ESD Duty 
Inspector at 945-3000. 

 Supervisory staff General Guidance 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of spill kit materials and spill cleaning 
 procedures.      

 

01.01.6 REFERENCES 

• SJMC 17.68.450 

• SJMC 17.68.460 

• California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, “Hazardous Material Spill/Release 
Notification Guidance,” January 2002. 

• City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Public Roads, Streets and Highways 
Operation and Maintenance Performance Standards 
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01.02 

Subject:  Litter/Debris Control 

Effective Date 
06/01/00 

Revised Date 
08/02/04 

 

01.02.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling urban runoff pollution during the collection of litter 
and debris.  Guidance for cleaning spills and leaks is included in the Standard Operating Procedures for 
Spill Response and Spill Control in the Field.  The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
for each of the City’s corporation yards contains guidance on materials stockpiling and the use of 
designated debris storage areas. 

01.02.2 BACKGROUND 

Properly removing litter and debris from the City’s rights-of-way will help reduce the amount of 
contaminants discharged to the storm drain system.  Minimizing these contaminants will limit harmful 
impacts to animals and plants living in downstream creeks and San Francisco Bay. 

01.02.3 POLICY 

It is the policy of the Department of Transportation to remove litter and debris from the City right-of-
way on a continuous basis.  The goal of these procedures is to ensure that litter and debris are removed, 
transported and disposed of in ways that minimize water pollution as much as possible.  Supervisory 
staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract personnel are trained in the proper methods of 
litter and debris collection, transportation and disposal.  All Department staff are required to understand 
and comply with these procedures. 

01.02.4 DEFINITIONS 

  Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in the Department of Transportation 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation   
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01.02.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Field Staff  Litter and Debris Collection Schedule 

• The General Complaint truck crew removes non-hazardous debris in the right-of-
 way on a continuous basis. 
• Landscape Services crews remove debris from landscaped areas in the right-of-
 way on a continuous basis. 
• Blight Abatement crews remove debris from the right-of-way in five 
 Redevelopment areas on a continuous basis. 
• Blight Abatement crews empty five civic litter modules in the Paseo de San 
 Antonio twice per week. 

Field Staff Hazardous Material Response 
• If debris is suspected of being hazardous, follow the procedures contained in the 
 DOT Emergency Response Manual. 
• Contact the DOT Dispatcher to coordinate removal by the City’s HIT Unit. 

2. 
 

Dispatcher • Contact the City’s HIT Unit to remove possible hazardous debris. 
Field Staff Site Clean-Up 

• As necessary, after collecting the debris, use dry methods, such as sweeping or 
 vacuuming, to clean the collection site. 
• If leachate has leaked from civic litter modules, contact Supervisory Staff to  arrange 
for cleaning. 

3. 
 

Supervisory Staff • Contact the General Complaint Truck to arrange for leachate removal from  around 
City-maintained civic litter modules. 

• If dripped leachate is a problem around contractor-maintained litter facilities, 
 contact the ESD Integrated Waste Management, Civic Services Division, at 277-
 5533. 

4. Field Staff Transporting Litter and Debris to the Corporation Yard 
• It is important to prevent collected litter and debris from leaking or blowing out of 
 City vehicles as it is transported to the corporation yard for temporary storage. 
• Plastic, paper or other lightweight debris shall be placed under a secured tarp or 
 in an enclosed container (bag, lidded can or bucket) as it is picked-up. 
• Wet, dripping debris shall be placed in a waterproof container (bag, lidded can or 
 bucket) as it is picked-up. 

5. Field Staff Litter and Debris Disposal 
• Litter and debris shall be unloaded from the City vehicle to the designated debris 
 storage area(s) at the corporation yard (see the SWPPP for the particular corp 
 yard). 

6. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of litter and debris control  procedures. 

  

01.02.6 REFERENCES 

• City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Public Roads, Streets and Highways 
Operation and Maintenance Performance Standards 
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Section Number 
01.03 

Subject:  Leak Prevention 

Effective Date 
6/1/00 

Revised Date 
08/02/04 

 

01.03.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for minimizing leaks from vehicles and equipment.  Runoff pollution 
control guidance for spill response is included in the Standard Operating Procedures for Spill Response 
for each of the City’s corporation yards, and in the Standard Operating Procedures for Spill Response, 
Spill Control in the Field, and Vehicle and Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning in the Field. 

01.03.2 BACKGROUND 

Vehicle fuels, lubricants, pesticides and other chemicals and materials associated with street 
maintenance have long been known to be damaging to plants and animals.  Unchecked leakage from 
vehicles and equipment can cause toxic chemicals and clogging sediments to be washed into storm 
drains, creeks and San Francisco Bay.  For this reason, vehicles and equipment must be keeps in good 
working order to minimize leaks that could contaminate our waterways. 

For more information refer to City of San Jose Municipal Code 17.68.450 (Reporting Unauthorized 
Discharge) and 17.68.460 (Cleanup Responsibility). 

01.03.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation expects all of its employees to operate their vehicles and equipment 
to ensure that leaks are minimized.  The goal of these procedures is to ensure that vehicles and 
equipment routinely inspected, maintained and operated to reduce leaks as much as possible.  
Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract personnel are trained in the proper 
use of spill cleaning equipment and materials.  All Department staff are required to understand and 
comply with these procedures. 

01.03.4 DEFINITIONS 

  Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Vehicle Driver/Crew Leader - person driving a truck, paving machine, or operating other street 
maintenance equipment or their designated responsible party 

• Field Staff - any non-management employee of the Department of Transportation 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation   
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01.03.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Vehicle Driver/ 

Crew Leader 
Pre-departure Inspection (conduct at beginning of each shift) 
• Inspect pavement under and around vehicles to check for leaks. 
• Inspect equipment on vehicles to check for leaks. 
• Check spray rigs (landscape maint.) for leaks and worn hoses. 
• Inspect seals on vehicles and equipment for signs of wear or malfunction. 

Field Staff Leak Reporting 
• Report leakage from other DOT vehicles or equipment to  Supervisory staff. 
• Report leakage from other City vehicles or equipment to Supervisory staff. 

2. 
 

Supervisory staff 
 

• Contact GSD to request vehicle or equipment maintenance. 
• Report leakage from other City vehicles or equipment to Environmental 
 Enforcement at 945-3000. 

3. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of leak prevention procedures. 

  

01.03.6 REFERENCES 

• SJMC 17.68.450 

• SJMC 17.68.460 
• CalTrans Storm Water Quality Handbook Maintenance Staff Guide May 2003, Appendix B 

Activity Cut Sheets, E Family – Landscaping, Chemical Vegetation Control 
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Section Number 
1.04 

Subject:  Street Sweeping 

Effective Date 
6/1/00 

Revised Date 
08/02/04 

 

1.04.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling pollutants that can result from mechanical sweeping 
operations.  

1.04.2 BACKGROUND 

Street sweeping has been proven through numerous studies to be effective in removing non-point source 
pollutants from our streets and roadways.  Thus, the continuation of this maintenance activity is critical to 
the City achieving compliance with its NPDES permit.  If performed correctly, sweeping operations can 
maximize its effectiveness in pollutant removal. 

1.04.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation expects all of its employees to conduct their work in a manner that 
minimizes the introduction of contaminants into the storm drainage system to the greatest extent 
practicable.  The goal of these procedures is to ensure that sweeping personnel conduct their work in 
such a manner.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract personnel are 
trained in the proper use of spill cleaning equipment and materials.  All Department staff are required to 
understand and comply with these procedures. 

1.04.4 DEFINITIONS 

  Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Sweeper Driver - person driving the street sweeping vehicle 

• Heavy Equipment Staff – person or persons who are assigned the duty of retrieving debris at 
designated temporary dump site 

• Vehicle Maintenance Staff – any city employee who performs routine maintenance or cleaning of a 
sweeper 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation  
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1.04.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
Sweeper Driver 
 

Sweeper Operations 
• Use caution when encountering materials that may be hazardous.  Sweep around 

such debris and notify dispatch or SJ20 to issue work order to ensure that Hazmat 
team will be contacted. 

• Adjust brooms to achieve maximum sweeping efficiency. 
• Operate vehicle within the speed recommended by the manufacturer. 
• Check hopper frequently to prevent overloading. 

1. 

Supervisory Staff • Contact Environmental Enforcement at 945-3000 to report hazardous materials that 
are discovered by staff. 

• Conduct storm water pollution prevention awareness training for all employees 
involved in street sweeping. 

Streets and Traffic Staff Debris Storage and Pick-up 
• Properly dispose of sweeper debris only at approved dump sites 
• Dump site should be as far away from catch basin as practical, without interfering 

with passing traffic, or altering the general location of the dump site.  Minimum 
desired distance from CB is 100 feet. 

• Resweep debris area following pick-up by Heavy Equipment Driver 

2. 
 

Heavy Equipment Staff 
 

• Schedule work to ensure pick-up of sweeper debris on the same day that the debris 
was deposited on the street.  

• Transport debris to nearest City Corporation Yard and deposit in General Debris 
piles. 

• Contact sweeper driver to perform final clean-up of dumpsite. 
Sweeper Driver Sweeper Maintenance 

• Clean sweepers in an approved area to capture solid material and prevent pollutants 
from running into storm drain system.  Sweeper should never be rinsed or washed 
down in the field. 

3. 

Vehicle Maintenance 
Staff 

• Clean sweepers in an approved area to capture solid material and prevent pollutants 
from running into storm drain system 

  

1.04.6 REFERENCES 
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01.05 
Subject:  Vehicle and Equipment 

Cleaning and Maintenance in 
the Field Effective Date 

6/1/00 
Revised Date 

08/02/04 
 

01.05.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling runoff pollution from cleaning and maintaining 
vehicles and equipment in the field.  Runoff pollution control guidance for vehicle and equipment cleaning 
in the corporation yards is included in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans for each of the City’s 
corporation yards.  Other related runoff pollution control guidance is included in the Standard Operating 
Procedures for Concrete Installation; Pavement Repair; Landscape Chemical Application; Leak 
Prevention; Spill Response and Spill Control in the Field. 

01.05.2 BACKGROUND 

Many vehicle fuels, lubricants, pesticides and other chemicals used for street maintenance are known to 
be toxic to animals and plants.  When these materials drip on to paved surfaces, they can be 
inadvertently washed to storm drains and find their way to downstream creeks and the San Francisco 
Bay.  To minimize possible contamination of our waterways, routine vehicle and equipment cleaning and 
maintenance should occur only in the corporation yards, where they can be serviced in areas that do not 
discharge to storm drains.  Field servicing of vehicles and equipment shall be conducted only if, by not 
doing so, there is a risk of spills or leaks. 

01.05.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation expects all of its employees to conduct their work to minimize spills 
and leaks.  The goal of these procedures is to identify when it is appropriate to clean or maintain 
vehicles or equipment in the field.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract 
personnel are trained to limit the field servicing of vehicles and equipment.  All Department staff are 
required to understand and comply with these procedures. 

01.05.4 DEFINITIONS 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Equipment Operator – person driving truck, sweeper, paving machine, or other vehicle or using 
DOT equipment or tools 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation 

• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in the Department of Transportation 
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01.05.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Equipment Operator Paving Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning 

• Major routine vehicle cleaning shall be done in the corporation yards. 
• The paving box shall be cleaned over the work area. 
• Diesel shall not be used on the dump trucks hauling hot asphalt concrete. 
• Extreme caution shall be used when using diesel or citrus cleaner in the field.  
• Make sure an approved spill kit is on-hand prior to beginning cleaning. 
• Diesel used for tool and equipment cleaning shall be transported to the job site in 
 an approved fuel container. 
• Use a funnel to transfer spent cleaner back in to the approved fuel container. 
• Spent diesel shall be disposed of to the designated 55-gallon drum in the 
 corporation yard.  
• Used citrus cleaner shall be disposed of to the debris transfer pile. 
• In the event of a diesel spill, follow the SOP for Spill Control in the Field. 

2. Field Staff Concrete Finishing Tool Cleaning 
• When possible, concrete finishing tools shall be cleaned in the corporation yard 
• Follow the SOP for Handling and Disposal of Concrete and Cement. 
• If concrete-finishing tools must be cleaned in the field, the wash water shall be 
 taken back to the corporation yard for proper disposal. 
• Concrete rinse water shall not be drained to gutters or catch basins 
• If concrete rinse water is spilled, follow SOP for Spill Control in the Field. 

Field Staff Other DOT Equipment Cleaning 
• Landscape chemical spray equipment shall not be cleaned in the field.  All 
 cleaning shall occur in the corporation yard. 
• Pavement marking equipment shall not be cleaned in the field.  All cleaning shall 
 occur in the corporation yard. 
• If unsure if field cleaning is permitted, contact the Supervisory staff. 

3. 

Supervisory Staff • If unsure if field cleaning is permitted, contact the ESD Duty Inspector at  
945-3000. 

Equipment Operator Vehicle or Equipment Maintenance: 
• Routine maintenance shall occur in the corporation yards. 
• If there is a vehicle or equipment breakdown, evaluate whether continuing to 
 operate the machinery in its malfunctioning condition would result in a potential 
 leakage risk. 
• If there is no leakage risk from doing so, return malfunctioning machinery to 
 corporation yard for repair. 
• If malfunctioning machinery would result in a leakage risk if moved, evaluate if 
 field servicing would reduce this risk. 
• If servicing malfunctioning machinery in the field would be less of a leakage risk 
 than driving it back to the corporation yard, fix equipment at the job site. 
• If field servicing is necessary and the driver or operator is not able to do so, call 

Supervisory staff for assistance. 

4. 

Supervisory Staff • Contact GSD to request assistance with field servicing vehicle or equipment. 
• If spill occurs, follow the SOP for Spill Control in the Field. 

5. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of vehicle and equipment cleaning and 
 maintenance procedures.      
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01.05.6 REFERENCES 

• City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Public Roads, Streets and Highways Operation and 
Maintenance Performance Standards 
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01.06 
Subject: Pavement Marking Installation 

and Removal 
Effective Date 

6/1/00 
Revised Date 

08/02/04 
 

01.06.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling runoff pollution that could occur during pavement 
marking installation and removal.  Other related runoff pollution control guidance is included in the South 
Yard Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and the Standard Operating Procedures for 
Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning and Maintenance in the Field, Leak Prevention and Spill 
Control in the Field. 

01.06.2 BACKGROUND 

Pavement marking installation involves the use of paints, solvents and/or adhesives.  The removal of 
pavement markings may generate paint chips and sediment.  Many of the chemicals used in these 
activities are poisonous to the plants and animals that live in our creeks and in San Francisco Bay.  In 
addition, sediments may clog fish spawning grounds and otherwise damage wildlife habitats.  To 
minimize possible harm to our waterways, every effort should be made to minimize the amount these 
materials entering the storm drain system during pavement marking installation and removal. 

01.06.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation expects all of its employees to conduct their work to minimize the 
introduction of contaminants into the storm drainage system.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all 
appropriate staff and contract personnel receive training on these procedures.  All Department staff are 
required to understand and comply with these procedures. 

01.06.4 DEFINITIONS 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Field Staff – person installing or removing the pavement marking 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation 
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01.06.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Field Staff Pavement Marking Installation 

• Prior to leaving the South Yard, check vehicles and equipment for leaks (per 
 SOPs for Leak Prevention). 
• Prior to leaving the South Yard, make sure a spill kit is on each painting truck. 
• All paint loading shall occur in the South Yard. 
• In the event of a spill, follow the procedures in the DOT Spill Response Manual 
 and the SOPs for Spill Control in the Field. 
• Clean up and dispose of all waste per the applicable MSDS. 
• Any paint chips dislodged from the legend stencils shall be vacuumed or swept 
 up, placed in a plastic bag or other secure container and taken back to the South 
 Yard for proper disposal (see the South Yard SWPPP regarding designated 
 disposal location). 

Field Staff Pavement Marking Removal 
• Although lead paint is no longer used, if the paint to be removed is yellow and 
 could have been installed prior to 1973, it might contain lead.  Contact 
 supervisory staff to have paint tested for lead. 
• Lead-free grindings resulting from the removal of pavement legends or striping 
 shall be vacuumed or swept up, placed in a plastic bag or other secure container 
 and taken back to the South Yard for proper disposal. 
• If paint contains lead, sweep or blow all grindings into plastic bags.  Label bags 
 to identify them as containing lead.  Return bags to the South Yard for proper 
 disposal. 

2. 
 

Supervisory Staff • Contact HIT UNIT to arrange for lead testing and, as necessary, disposal of lead-
bearing grindings. 

3. Field Staff Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning and Maintenance 
• All vehicle cleaning and maintenance shall occur in the corporation yard (per the 

SOPs for Vehicle and Equipment and Cleaning and Maintenance in the Field). 
• Legend stencil cleaning shall be done at the South Yard in a designated location 

that is covered and where the wash water is directed to the sanitary sewer (see the 
South Yard SWPPP). 

4. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of pavement marking installation and 
 removal procedures.      

 

01.06.6 REFERENCES 

• City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Public Roads, Streets and Highways 
Operation and Maintenance Performance Standards 
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Subject: Landscape Chemical 

Application 
Effective Date 

6/1/00 
Revised Date 

08/02/04 
 

01.07.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling runoff pollution from the application of herbicides, 
pesticides and fertilizers.  Other related runoff pollution control guidance is included in the Standard 
Operating Procedures for Spill Control in the Field and Leak Prevention. 

01.07.2 BACKGROUND 

Many herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers are toxic to the plants and animals that live in our creeks and 
in San Francisco Bay.  For this reason, these chemicals must be stored, mixed and applied carefully to 
minimize contamination of our waterways. 

01.07.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation expects all of its employees to conduct their work to minimize the 
introduction of contaminants into the storm drainage system.  It is recognized that the State of California 
regulates the application of these chemicals.  The goal of these procedures is raise the awareness of 
landscape chemical applicators as to the impacts of their activities on water quality and local wildlife so 
that adverse impacts are minimized.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract 
personnel receive training on these procedures.  All Department staff are required to understand and 
comply with these procedures. 

01.07.4 DEFINITIONS 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Field Staff – person mixing and applying herbicides, pesticides or fertilizers 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation 
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01.07.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Field Staff Equipment Maintenance 

• Check fuel level in equipment at the beginning of the shift.   
• When possible, fuel equipment at the corporation yard.   
• If fueling must be done in the field, do so away from gutters and storm drain 
 inlets. 
• Calibrate the spray rig at the beginning and middle of each shift. 
• Clean spray equipment at a designated location at the corporation yard, not in the 
 field. 

Field Staff Chemical Mixing and Application 
• Mix only as much of the particular landscaping chemical as is needed for the 
 specific application. 
• Mix landscaping chemicals in the landscaping, away from catch basins and 
 gutters. 
• Apply landscaping chemicals only as specified on the label. 
• Avoid applying fertilizer during wet weather. 
• Remove fertilizer inadvertently applied to paved areas by sweeping or rinsing it to 
 landscaping (away from catch basins). 
• In the event of a spill, follow the SOP for Spill Control in the Field. 

2. 

Supervisory Staff • In the event of a spill, follow the SOP for Spill Control in the Field 
3. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 

• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of landscape chemical application 
 procedures. 

 

 

01.07.6 REFERENCES 

CalTrans Storm Water Quality Handbook Maintenance Staff Guide May 2003, Appendix B Activity Cut Sheets, 
E Family – Landscaping, Chemical Vegetation Control 
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Section Number 

01.08 
Subject: Roadway Irrigation System 

Repair 
Effective Date 

6/1/00 
Revised Date 

08/02/04 
 

01.08.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling runoff pollution from roadway irrigation system 
repair.  Other related runoff pollution control guidance is included in the Standard Operating Procedures 
for Spill Control in the Field. 

01.08.2 BACKGROUND 

Irrigation system breakdowns and repair frequently generate mud and debris.  If these contaminants are 
discharged to the storm drain system, they may be harmful to animals and plants living in downstream 
creeks and San Francisco Bay.  Sediments may clog fish spawning grounds and otherwise damage 
wildlife habitats.  To minimize possible harm to our waterways, when repairing the City’s irrigation 
systems, every effort should be made to minimize the amount of sediment and debris entering the storm 
drain system. 

01.08.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation expects all of its employees to conduct their work to minimize the 
introduction of contaminants into the storm drainage system.  The goal of these procedures is to guide 
technicians to inspect the affected storm drain system and clean up after the irrigation system is repaired.  
Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract personnel receive training on these 
procedures.  All Department staff are required to understand and comply with these procedures. 

01.08.4 DEFINITIONS 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Field Staff – person performing the irrigation system repair 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation 
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01.08.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Field Staff General Response 

• Valve off water to the broken line as soon as possible. 
• Repair the system as soon as the break is noticed. 
• Prevent dislodged soil from entering catch basins.  If necessary, use pea gravel 
 bag check dams, pig blankets and/or block catch basin inlet with filter fabric 
• Pour muddy water bailed from repair location into the adjacent landscaping.  If 
 possible, bail to bucket or drum to settle before draining.  Do not pour muddy 
 water in the gutter or catch basin. 

2. Field Staff Storm Drain System Inspection 
• If repair involves pipe blow-out and occurs during wet weather, check for 
 excessive loose soil in gutter or on pavement.  Loose soil should be removed from 
 these areas and stockpiled under a tarp, if it is raining. 
• After the repair is finished check the downstream catch basin(s) for accumulated 
 mud and debris. 

Field Staff Storm Drain System Cleaning 
• As necessary, based on the storm drain inspection, remove mud and debris from 
 the gutter and/or catch basins. 
• If field staff suspects that mud had flowed  into the downstream storm drain pipe, 
 contact the Supervisory staff to arrange additional clean-up. 
• Replace dislodged soil in hole after irrigation system has been repaired. 

3. 

Supervisory Staff • As necessary, arrange for “Vactor” truck to clean storm drain lines downstream 
 of repair site. 

4. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of roadway irrigation system repair 
 procedures.      

 

 

01.08.6 REFERENCES 

CalTrans Storm Water Quality Handbook Maintenance Staff Guide May 2003, Appendix B Activity Cut Sheets, 
E Family – Landscaping, Irrigation Line Repairs 
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Section Number 
01.09 

Subject:  Pavement Maintenance 

Effective Date 
6/1/00 

Revised Date 
08/02/04 

 

01.09.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling pollutants that can result from pavement 
maintenance activities, including crack and joint repair, chip seal, pothole repair and removal and 
replacement of asphalt concrete. 

01.09.2 BACKGROUND 

Pavement maintenance involves the grinding, removal and placement of construction and native material.  
These operations have the potential to generate mud and other construction debris.  If these 
contaminants are discharged to the storm drain system, they may be harmful to animals and plants living 
in downstream creeks and San Francisco Bay.  Sediments may clog fish spawning grounds and 
otherwise damage wildlife habitats.  To minimize possible harm to our waterways, when performing 
pavement maintenance, every effort should be made to minimize the amount of sediment and debris 
entering the storm drain system. 

01.09.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation expects all of its employees to conduct their work in a manner that 
minimizes the introduction of contaminants into the storm drainage system to the greatest extent 
practicable.  The goal of these procedures is to ensure that pavement maintenance personnel conduct 
their work in such a manner.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract 
personnel are trained in the proper use of spill cleaning equipment and materials.  All Department staff 
are required to understand and comply with these procedures. 

01.09.4 DEFINITIONS 

  Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Maintenance Personnel – any person performing crack and joint repair, chip seal, pothole repair 
and removal and replacement of asphalt concrete or other pavement maintenance activities. 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation   
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01.09.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
Maintenance Personnel 
 

General Pavement Maintenance Operations 
• Perform a pre and post-operational check of all equipment used to observe any 

failures of the equipment that could result in the spillage of fluids or materials  
• Prior to performing work, inspect work area and protect affected drainage systems, 

especially Drainage Inlets and manhole covers, where loose asphalt concrete and 
pavement materials can cause sediment and/or toxicity problems.  Take precautions 
not to spill or dispose of any material into these facilities. 

• Place drip pans or other absorbent material under paving equipment when not in 
use.  

• Do not leave paving or removed material along the side of the roadway for extended 
periods of time to prevent rain water from leaching sediment or other pollutants into 
the storm drain sewer. 

• Prior to cleaning equipment in field, ensure that a spill kit is readily available. 
• When cleaning equipment, use an appropriate container to capture and excess 

material or solvent. 
• If a leak or spill does occur, initiate proper clean-up.  Refer to Spill Response SOP. 

1. 

Supervisory Staff • Conduct storm water pollution awareness training for all employees involved in this 
operation 

2. Maintenance Personnel Pothole Repair 
• Avoid pothole repairs in wet weather, when possible.  It is recognized that during 

periods of rain, emergency pothole repairs must be performed to minimize vehicle 
hazards.  If these circumstances arise, use products that can be applied in wet 
weather that do not run upon contact with rain water. 

• Regularly repair potholes to reduce sediment loading. 
3. 
 

Maintenance Personnel Removal and Replacement of Asphalt Concrete 
• Collect and recycle removed asphalt material whenever possible. 
• Properly dispose of old asphalt and/or grindings when not recycled 
• Avoid repair work during wet weather conditions 

Maintenance Personnel Chip Seal 
• Cover or dike drainage affected inlets if necessary 
• Thoroughly sweep up loose aggregate with power sweeper.  Two separate sweeps 

should be scheduled for every pavement zone: one occurring within 72 hours after 
the placement of the Chip Seal, and one, approximately 30-60 days following the 
placement of the Chip Seal.  

• Check all DI’s within the pavement area to ensure that rock and/or other 
construction debris has not been deposited.  If necessary, remove grate and clean. 

4. 

Supervisory Staff • Upon completion of the final sweep, notify Drainage Inlet Cleaning Crew to begin 
work on DI’s within pavement area using Vactor vehicles. 

  

01.09.6 REFERENCES 
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Section Number 
1.10 

Subject: SOP & BMP Annual 
              Effectiveness Reviews 

Effective Date 
06/30/02 

Revised Date 
08/02/04 

 

1.10.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for the annual review of the effectiveness of Department of 
Transportation (DOT) Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) and Best Management Practices (BMP) 
for storm water pollution prevention. 

1.10.2 BACKGROUND 

DOT maintains and uses a number of SOPs and/or BMPs aimed at preventing or limiting pollutants from 
entering the storm drain system as a result of vehicle operations, maintenance work on roads and storm drain 
systems, or from application of landscape chemicals.  Pollutants of concern are asphaltic compounds, fuels, 
lubricants, solvents, cleaners, sediment, herbicides, fertilizers and pesticides, litter, debris, and illegally dumped 
hazardous materials.  These SOPs include, but are not limited to, procedures for: 
• Pavement Maintenance Operations 
• Field Cleaning Paving Vehicles and Equipment 
• Handling and Disposal of Concrete/Cement 
• Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance 
• Roadway Irrigation System Repair 
• Landscape Chemical Application 
• Leak Prevention 
• Litter/Debris Control 
• Pavement Marking Installation and Removal 
• Street Sweeping 
• Spill Clean-up 
• Infrastructure Maintenance Division Storm Drain System Problem Area Report 
 

1.10.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) expects all of its employees to conduct their work in a manner 
that minimizes the introduction of contaminants into the storm drain system to the greatest extent 
practicable.  The goal of these procedures is to ensure that DOT crews have up-to-date and accurate 
BMPs and SOPs for storm water pollution prevention.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate 
staff and contract personnel are trained in the proper use of the applicable BMPs and SOPs for their job 
duties.  All Department staff are required to understand and comply with these procedures. 
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1.10.4 DEFINITIONS 

• Supervisory Staff – management staff in DOT 

• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in DOT 

• Equipment Operator – person driving truck, paving machine, or other vehicle or using DOT 
equipment or tools 

• Heavy Equipment Staff – person or persons who are assigned the duty of retrieving debris at 
designated temporary dump sites 

• Maintenance Personnel – any person performing crack and joint repair, chip seal, pothole repair, and 
removal and replacement of asphalt concrete or other pavement maintenance activities 

• Sweeper Driver – person driving the street sweeping vehicle 

• Vehicle Driver/Crew Leader – person driving a truck, sweeper, paving machine, or operating other 
street maintenance equipment or a designated responsible party or parties 

• BMPs – Best Management Practices 

• SOPs – Standard Operating Procedures 

• ESD – Environmental Services Department. 

 

1.10.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
Supervisory staff, Field 
staff, and ESD staff 
 

• On an annual basis, DOT supervisory staff and field staff will review and evaluate 
the effectiveness of DOT SOPs and any other BMPs in use in reducing pollutants in 
storm water and eliminating illicit discharges.  This review and evaluation will 
normally occur as a part of the annual municipal training on City Urban Runoff 
NPDES requirements.  This training is conducted by ESD staff in the May/June time 
frame. 

1. 

ESD staff • During training, feedback will be gathered from affected DOT supervisory and field 
staff.  The feedback will be circulated and evaluated by ESD and DOT supervisory 
staff.  Any proposed changes to SOPs and BMPs resulting from this process will go 
through the ESD Watershed Analysis Division and the DOT Street Services 
Division for approval. 

2. 
 

ESD staff • A summary of the findings and results of this process will be described in the City 
of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan Annual Report which is submitted in 
September of each year. 

  

1.10.6 REFERENCES 
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CITY OF SAN JOSE - MEMORANDUM 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 TO: Terry Murdock FROM:   James A. Leitner 
  Don Schulz 
 
 SUBJECT: BMP: SAW-CUT PROCEDURES DATE: June 4, 1999 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
APPROVED:       DATE:  
 
Thank you for you comments on our proposed BMP distributed on March 22, 1999.  Your resourcefulness and 
creativity have helped us to create a BMP that attains both high acceptance from the crews and greater 
effectiveness in pollutant removal. Below is our latest iteration of the BMP.  It shall apply to all asphalt and 
PCC saw-cutting operations. Please review the procedures and guidelines for controlling saw cutting slurry. 
 
For all saw-cutting operations, the following rules apply: 
 

• The saw cut operator and his crew are responsible for any contamination reaching the storm inlet 
system. 

 
• Never saw during a rain event or if rain is forecasted. 

 
• Use burlap sacks filled with approved material.  Place burlap bags in the prevailing flow direction.  

If practical place burlap sacks just before storm inlets.  
 

• Avoid the use of sandbags as they contribute to storm inlet siltation. Approved fill material for the 
bags include pea gravel, and drain rock.  The choice of material should consider whether the crew 
wishes to dam saw-cut slurry, or filter it.  Field experience has shown that drain rock ¾” or larger 
tends to provide little visible filtration. 

 
For most paving operations, the following guidelines are to be followed: 
 

• Continually monitor water passing through the sacks to assure it is clear and clean.  Create second 
sack barrier if first isn't adequate.  Likewise, create a third barrier if first two don’t clean up the 
water. Bring adequate number of pre-made burlap sacks for anticipated number of check dams.  
Any water that leaves the site via a drainage inlet or past the last check dam shall be monitored 
for clarity. 

 
• Upon completion of saw-cutting, sweep slurry residue on the street into piles.  Allow liquids to 

drain toward curb and gather remaining solids with hand tools for disposal at the Service Yards.  
Use a vacuum to collect any remaining residue. 

 
• Once liquid has dissipated from the slurry at the curb and gutter, pick up solids with a shovel.  

Vacuum any remaining residue. 
 

• Saw cut slurry may be directed to alligatored area only if that pavement section is to be 
immediately excavated and removed. 

 
• Survey site to ensure that site is no longer contaminated.  Repeat any steps above if necessary. 
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Terry Murdock, Don Schulz 
BMP: Saw-cut Procedures 
June 3, 1999 
Page 2 
 
Sawcutting may be performed under conditions that do not permit the construction of check dams.  These 
conditions include high traffic conditions, and inadequate distance to a catch basin to perform proper filtration.  
Under these circumstances, our department recommends the following procedure: 
 

• Construct dam around the catch basin or at nearest practical location. 
 
• Immediately remove all slurry material from the saw-cut area by following behind the saw-cut 

operator with a vacuum cleaner 
 

• Collected slurry shall be stored and transported in 55 gallon drums or other approved containers. 
 

• Collected slurry shall be returned to the Service Yards for proper decanting. 
 
Under our procedures, crews will be asked to collect and dispose of slurry waste.  If slurry is concentrated or 
mostly solid, debris may be dumped directly onto the “dirty rubble” pile.  If slurry has a high water content, the 
following procedure should be followed: 
 

• Slurry should be allowed to rest for at least 24 hours or more to allow silt to settle from the liquid. 
 

• Upon completion of the Service Yard Capital Improvement Project, sanitary sewer facilities will 
be available for decanting slurry at all of the Streets and Traffic service yards.  Ultimately, all 
decanting should be directed to a sanitary sewer.  At present, all decanting at the Mabury Yard 
shall be to the sanitary sewer via a manhole located directly behind the wash rack. When 
decanting into sanitary sewer lines, crews shall continue to employ check dams to prevent 
blockage of sanitary lines with silt.  However, when decanting directly into a wash rack, no check 
dams are necessary.  In either case, decanting should cease as soon as fluid turns cloudy.  
Remaining slurry can be disposed onto the “dirty rubble” pile. 

 
• Until sanitary facilities are completed, settled slurry may be decanted into storm facilities. Decant 

clear water off top of waste receptacle at the yard using a siphon pump. If water is to be directed 
toward the storm sewer, place a drain rock check dam along curb and gutter to prevent accidental 
spillage from reaching storm inlet.  As soon as the siphon fluid turns cloudy, stop decanting and 
deposit remaining slurry onto the “dirty rubble” pile. 

 
Please comment on the proposed procedures.   Upon approval by Environmental Services, this procedure will 
become an attachment to the Paving Operations BMP.  Please contact me at x5503 or Raymond Ho of my 
staff at x2571 for your reaction to this procedure proposal. 
 
 
 
 
      
 JAMES A. LEITNER,  

 Senior Civil Engineer 
 Street Services Division 
JAL: rh       
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C:  Paul Ledesma, ESD 
 Klay Lund, ESD 
 Kevin O’Connor 
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CITY OF SAN JOSE 
Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 

 

STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
Page 

1 of 3 
Section Number 

04.13 
Subject: Environmental Permitting for 

Rural Public Works Activities 
 Effective Date 

01/01/04 
Revised Date 

N/A 
 

04.13.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instruction for when an environmental permit or written exemption is 
required for Rural Public Works (RPW) activities. 

04.13.2 BACKGROUND 

Rural Public Works activities have the potential to generate various pollutants such as mud, 
construction/repair debris, wood chips, pruning debris and leaves, etc.  If these contaminants are 
discharged to the storm drain system or directly into waterways, they may be harmful to animals 
and plants living in downstream creeks and San Francisco Bay.  Sediments may clog fish 
spawning grounds and otherwise damage wildlife habitats.  To minimize possible harm to our 
waterways, when performing RPW activities, every effort should be made to minimize the 
amount of sediment and debris entering the storm drain system or waterways. 

04.13.3 POLICY 

Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services expects all of its employees to conduct their work 
in such a way as to minimize the introduction of contaminants into the storm drainage system 
and waterways. The goal of this procedure is to ensure that necessary environmental permits are 
acquired when PRNS staff or contractors are performing RPW activities.  The permitting process 
will help minimize, to the maximum extent practicable, the impacts of the activities on water 
quality.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract personnel receive 
training on this procedure.  All Department staff are required to understand and comply with this 
procedure. 

04.13.4 DEFINITIONS 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 
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04.13.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Supervisory Staff Permits or Written Exemptions 

Permits or written exemptions shall be obtained prior to performing planned work such 
as culvert replacements, slide repairs, bank stabilization, etc.  Maintenance supervisors 
shall keep in their possession copies of permits for work being performed under their 
supervision 
 
Permits or written exemptions are required for work involving any of the following: 
A) Discharge or placement of any structure within the banks of the stream or channel 

(including rip rap, concrete or asphalt, and woody material) 
B) Dredging, removal or modification of any structure, fill, sediment, large woody 

debris or vegetation within the banks of the stream or channel 
C) Any work that potentially alters the habitat of any endangered species (including 

streams, tributaries, lakes, ponds, certain ditches, beaches, wetlands, marshes, 
banks, riparian areas, and upland areas) 

 
NOTE:  Emergency conditions may require that work be performed prior to obtaining 
written permits or exemptions.  Maintenance managers and/or supervisors shall 
complete report forms for emergency work involving any of the elements described in 
A-C above.  Forms shall document that emergency work was performed in response to 
valid conditions and should be submitted to the proper regulatory agencies.  The City is 
subject to enforcement action by one or more of the environmental agencies, listed 
below, if work performed is found to be unnecessary.  Forms shall be forwarded to 
the appropriate internal authority at the earliest opportunity and not more than three 
working days after completion of work. 
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Supervisory Staff Jurisdiction of Various Agencies 

The jurisdiction of the various agencies that must be contacted in response to work 
performed in areas identified in step 1 above are as follows: 
A) Regional Water Quality Control Board 

1. Certification under section 401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) is required 
whenever project activities require a Federal permit (such as an Army Corps 
of Engineers nationwide permit or individual permit issued under Section 404 
of the CWA for a discharge to waters of the U.S.  Discharges may include 
landfill, rip rap slope protection, bridge piers, outfall structures, etc. 

2. Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR’s) are required for all proposed 
discharges above and below ordinary high water, that may impact beneficial 
uses of Waters of the State.  For some discharges, it is possible to obtain 
waiver of WDR.  “Fill”, and thus structures, are considered discharges. 

B) U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
1. Certification under Section 404 of the CWA is required for discharges of 

dredge or fill material into waters of the U.S. 
2. Certification under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act is required for 

structures or work affecting navigable waters of the U.S. 
C) California Department of Fish and Game 

1. Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreements are required for work in any 
riparian corridor, even if no actual work is performed in the stream channel. 

D) Santa Clara Valley Water District 
1. Encroachment permits are required for any work within 50 feet of a 

watercourse in Santa Clara County, or for work that will result in the 
discharge of water to a watercourse.  (NOTE: The District’s Ordinance 83-2 
is being revised and an increase in the width of the corridor within which 
encroachment permits are required is being considered) 

E) Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) 
1. Approval is required for all work in or within 100 feet of the San Francisco 

Bay. 

2. 

Supervisory Staff General Guidelines 
• Schedule maintenance and repair activities for dry weather. 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of environmental permitting for RPW 

activities procedures.      
• In the event of a spill, follow the SOP Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01). 

04.13.6 REFERENCES 

City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Rural Public Works Maintenance and 
Support Activities Performance Standards 
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Section Number 

04.08 
Subject: Irrigation System Repair 

Adjacent to Roadways & 
Creeks Effective Date 

01/01/04 
Revised Date 

N/A 
 

04.08.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling runoff pollution from irrigation system repair 
adjacent to roadways & creeks.  Other related runoff pollution control guidance is included in the 
Standard Operating Procedure Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01). 

04.08.2 BACKGROUND 

Irrigation system breakdowns and repair frequently generate mud and debris.  If these contaminants are 
discharged to the storm drain system, they may be harmful to animals and plants living in downstream 
creeks and San Francisco Bay.  Sediments may clog fish spawning grounds and otherwise damage 
wildlife habitats.  To minimize possible harm to our waterways, when repairing the City’s irrigation 
systems, every effort should be made to minimize the amount of sediment and debris entering the storm 
drain system. 

04.08.3 POLICY 

Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services expects all of its employees to conduct their work to 
minimize the introduction of contaminants into the storm drainage system.  The goal of this procedure is 
guide technicians to inspect the affected storm drain system and clean up after the irrigation system is 
repaired.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract personnel receive training 
on this procedure.  All Department staff are required to understand and comply with this procedure. 

04.08.4 DEFINITIONS 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Field Staff – person performing the irrigation system repair 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 
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04.08.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Field Staff General Response 

• Valve off water to the broken line as soon as possible. 
• Repair the system as soon as the break is noticed. 
• Prevent dislodged soil from entering catch basins.  If necessary, use pea gravel 
 bag check dams, pig blankets and/or block catch basin inlet with filter fabric 
• Pour muddy water bailed from repair location into the adjacent landscaping.  If 
 possible, bail to bucket or drum to settle before draining.  Do not pour muddy 
 water in the gutter or catch basin. 

2. Field Staff Storm Drain System Inspection 
• If repair involves pipe blow-out and occurs during wet weather, check for 
 excessive loose soil in gutter or on pavement.  Loose soil should be removed from 
 these areas and stockpiled under a tarp, if it is raining. 
• After the repair is finished check the downstream catch basin(s) for accumulated 
 mud and debris. 

Field Staff Storm Drain System Cleaning 
• As necessary, based on the storm drain inspection, remove mud and debris from 
 the gutter and/or catch basins. 
• If field staff suspects that mud had flowed into the downstream storm drain pipe, 
 contact the Supervisory staff to arrange additional clean-up. 
• Replace dislodged soil in hole after irrigation system has been repaired. 

3. 

Supervisory Staff • As necessary, arrange for “Vactor” truck to clean storm drain lines downstream 
 of repair site. 

4. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of roadway irrigation system repair 
 procedures. 
• In the event of a spill, follow the SOP Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01). 

 

 

04.08.6 REFERENCES 

CalTrans Storm Water Quality Handbook Maintenance Staff Guide May 2003, Appendix B Activity Cut Sheets, 
E Family – Landscaping, Irrigation Line Repairs 
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Section Number 

04.07 
Subject: Landscape Chemical 

Application 

 Effective Date 
01/01/04 

Revised Date 
N/A 

 

04.07.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling runoff pollution from the application of herbicides, 
pesticides and fertilizers.  Other related runoff pollution control guidance is included in the Standard 
Operating Procedures Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01) and Leak Prevention (Section 
#04.03). 

04.07.2 BACKGROUND 

Many herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers are toxic to the plants and animals that live in our creeks and 
in San Francisco Bay.  For this reason, these chemicals must be stored, mixed and applied carefully to 
minimize contamination of our waterways. 

04.07.3 POLICY 

Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services expects all of its employees to conduct their work to 
minimize the introduction of contaminants into the storm drainage system.  It is recognized that the State 
of California regulates the application of these chemicals.  The goal of this procedure is to raise the 
awareness of landscape chemical applicators as to the impacts of their activities on water quality and 
local wildlife so that adverse impacts are minimized.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate 
staff and contract personnel receive training on this procedure.  All Department staff are required to 
understand and comply with this procedure. 

04.07.4 DEFINITIONS 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Field Staff – person mixing and applying herbicides, pesticides or fertilizers 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 
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04.07.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Field Staff Equipment Maintenance 

• Check fuel level in equipment at the beginning of the shift.   
• When possible, fuel equipment at the corporation yard.   
• If fueling must be done in the field, do so away from gutters and storm drain 
 inlets. 

• Calibrate the spray rig at the beginning and middle of each shift. 
• Clean spray equipment at a designated location at the corporation yard, away from 

storm drains, and not in the field. 
Field Staff Chemical Mixing and Application 

• Mix only as much of the particular landscaping chemical as is needed for the 
 specific application. 
• Mix landscaping chemicals in the landscaping, away from storm drains and 
 gutters. 
• Apply landscaping chemicals only as specified on the label. 
• Avoid applying fertilizer during wet weather. 
• Remove fertilizer inadvertently applied to paved areas by sweeping or rinsing it to 

landscaping (away from storm drains).  Fertilizer should be removed as soon as 
possible, but definitely before sprinkler/irrigation use or a storm event. 

• In the event of a spill, follow the SOP Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01) 

2. 

Supervisory Staff • In the event of a spill, follow the SOP Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01) 
3. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 

• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of landscape chemical application 
 procedures. 

 

 

04.07.6 REFERENCES 

CalTrans Storm Water Quality Handbook Maintenance Staff Guide May 2003, Appendix B Activity Cut Sheets, 
E Family – Landscaping, Chemical Vegetation Control 
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Section Number 
04.03 

Subject:  Leak Prevention 

 Effective Date 
01/01/04 

Revised Date 
N/A 

 

04.03.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for minimizing leaks from vehicles and equipment.  Runoff pollution 
control guidance for spill response is included in the Standard Operating Procedures for Spill Response 
for each of the City’s corporation yards, and in the Standard Operating Procedures Spill Control in 
the Field (Section #04.01), and Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning in the Field (Section #04.05). 

04.03.2 BACKGROUND 

Vehicle fuels, lubricants, pesticides and other chemicals and materials associated with street 
maintenance have long been known to be damaging to the environment, plants and animals.  Unchecked 
leakage from vehicles and equipment can cause toxic chemicals and clogging sediments to be washed 
into storm drains, creeks and San Francisco Bay.  For this reason, vehicles and equipment must be 
keeps in good working order to minimize leaks that could contaminate our waterways. 

For more information refer to City of San Jose Municipal Code 17.68.450 (Reporting Unauthorized 
Discharge) and 17.68.460 (Cleanup Responsibility). 

04.03.3 POLICY 

Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services expects all of its employees to operate their vehicles and 
equipment to ensure that vehicle engine and equipment leaks are minimized.  The goal of this procedure 
is to ensure that vehicles and equipment are routinely inspected, maintained, and operated to reduce 
leaks as much as possible.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract 
personnel are trained in the proper use of spill cleaning equipment and materials.  All Department staff 
are required to understand and comply with this procedure. 

04.03.4 DEFINITIONS 

  Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Vehicle Driver/Crew Leader - person driving a truck, or operating other Parks, Recreation, & 
Neighborhood Services equipment or their designated responsible party 

• Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services Staff - any non-management employee of Parks, 
Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services   
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04.03.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Vehicle Driver/ 

Crew Leader 
Pre-departure Inspection (conduct at beginning of each shift) 
• Inspect pavement under and around vehicles to check for leaks. 
• Inspect equipment on vehicles to check for leaks. 
• Check spray rigs (landscape maint.) for leaks and worn hoses. 
• Inspect seals on vehicles and equipment for signs of wear or malfunction. 

Parks, Recreation, & 
Neighborhood Services 
Staff 

Leak Reporting 
• Report leakage from other Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services vehicles or 

equipment to Supervisory staff. 
• Report leakage from other City vehicles or equipment to Supervisory staff. 

2. 
 

Supervisory staff 
 

• Contact GSD to request vehicle or equipment maintenance. 
• Report leakage from other City vehicles or equipment to Environmental 
 Enforcement at 945-3000. 

3. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of leak prevention procedures. 
• In the event of a spill, follow the SOP Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01). 

  

04.03.6 REFERENCES 

• SJMC 17.68.450 

• SJMC 17.68.460 
• CalTrans Storm Water Quality Handbook Maintenance Staff Guide May 2003, Appendix B 

Activity Cut Sheets, E Family – Landscaping, Chemical Vegetation Control 
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Section Number 
04.02 

Subject:  Litter/Debris Control & Leaf 
Cleaning 

Effective Date 
01/01/04 

Revised Date 
N/A 

 

04.02.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling urban runoff pollution during the collection of litter, 
debris, and leaves.  Guidance for cleaning spills and leaks is included in the Standard Operating 
Procedure Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01). 

04.02.2 BACKGROUND 

Properly removing litter, debris, and leaves from the City’s park lands will help reduce the amount of 
contaminants discharged to the storm drain system.  Minimizing these contaminants will limit harmful 
impacts to animals and plants living in downstream creeks and San Francisco Bay. 

04.02.3 POLICY 

It is the policy of Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services to remove litter, debris, and leaves from 
the City park lands on a continuous basis.  The goal of this procedure is to ensure that litter, debris, and 
leaves are removed, transported and disposed of in ways that minimize water pollution as much as 
possible.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract personnel are trained in 
the proper methods of litter, debris, and leaf collection, transportation and disposal.  All Department 
staff are required to understand and comply with this procedure. 

04.02.4 DEFINITIONS 

  Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services  

• DOT – Department of Transportation  

 

04.02.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Field Staff  Litter, Debris, and Leaf Collection 

• The DOT General Complaint truck crew removes non-hazardous debris in the right-
of-way on a continuous basis. 

• Park maintenance crews remove debris and leaves from park lands. 
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Field Staff Hazardous Material Response 

• If debris is suspected of being hazardous, contact the DOT Dispatcher (x4373) to 
coordinate removal by the City’s HIT Unit (911, or 111 on City phone). 

• Dispose of hazardous material/waste properly, according to all federal, state, and 
local regulations. 

2. 
 

Dispatcher • Contact the City’s HIT Unit to remove possible hazardous debris. 
3. 
 

Field Staff Site Clean-Up 
• As necessary, after collecting the debris, use dry methods, such as sweeping or 
 vacuuming, to clean the collection site. 

4. Field Staff Transporting Litter, Debris, and Leaves to the Corporation Yard 
• It is important to prevent collected litter, debris, and leaves from leaking or blowing 

out of City vehicles as it is transported to the corporation yard for temporary 
storage. 

• Plastic, paper or other lightweight debris shall be placed in an enclosed container 
(e.g. bag, lidded can or bucket) or secured in such a way so as not to fly out of the 
vehicle.  If necessary, place debris under a secure tarp. 

• Wet, dripping debris shall be placed in a waterproof container (bag, lidded can or 
 bucket) as it is picked-up. 

5. Field Staff Litter, Debris, and Leaf Disposal 
• Litter, debris and leaves shall be unloaded from the City vehicle to the designated 

debris storage area(s) at the corporation yard. 
6. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 

• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of litter, debris, and leaf control procedures. 
• In the event of a spill, follow the SOP Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01). 

  

04.02.6 REFERENCES 

• City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Rural Public Works Maintenance and 
Support Activities Performance Standards 
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Section Number 
4.10 

Subject: SOP & BMP Annual 
              Effectiveness Reviews 

Effective Date 
01/01/2004 

Revised Date 
N/A 

 

04.10.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for the annual review of the effectiveness of Parks, Recreation, & 
Neighborhood Services (PRNS) Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) and Best Management Practices 
(BMP) for storm water pollution prevention. 

04.10.2 BACKGROUND 

Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services maintains and uses a number of SOPs and/or BMPs aimed at 
preventing or limiting pollutants from entering the storm drain system as a result of vehicle operations, 
maintenance work on roads and storm drain systems, or from application of landscape chemicals.  Pollutants of 
concern are fuels, lubricants, solvents, cleaners, sediment, herbicides, fertilizers and pesticides, litter, debris, 
and illegally dumped hazardous materials.  These SOPs include, but are not limited to, procedures for: 
 
• Spill Control in the Field 
• Litter/Debris Control & Leaf Cleaning 
• Leak Prevention 
• Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning and Maintenance in the Field 
• Landscape Chemical Application 
• Irrigation System Repair Adjacent to Roadways & Creeks 
• SOP & BMP Annual Effectiveness Reviews 
• Unpaved Roads and Trails/Embankment Maintenance 
• Environmental Permitting for Rural Public Works Activities 
 

04.10.3 POLICY 

Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services expects all of its employees to conduct their work in a 
manner that minimizes the introduction of contaminants into the storm drain system to the greatest extent 
practicable.  The goal of this procedure is to ensure that PRNS crews have up-to-date and accurate 
BMPs and SOPs for storm water pollution prevention.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate 
staff and contract personnel are trained in the proper use of the applicable BMPs and SOPs for their job 
duties.  All Department staff are required to understand and comply with this procedure. 

04.10.4 DEFINITIONS 

• Supervisory Staff – management staff in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services  

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
Subject: SOP & BMP Annual 
              Effectiveness Reviews 

Page 
2 of 2 

 
• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 

• Equipment Operator – person driving truck, or other vehicle or using Parks, Recreation, & 
Neighborhood Services equipment or tools 

• Maintenance Personnel – any person performing crack and joint repair, chip seal, pothole repair, and 
removal and replacement of asphalt concrete or other pavement maintenance  

• BMPs – Best Management Practices 

• SOPs – Standard Operating Procedures 

• ESD – Environmental Services Department. 

 

04.10.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
Supervisory staff, Field 
staff, and ESD staff 
 

• On an annual basis, Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services supervisory staff 
and field staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness of PRNS SOPs and any 
other BMPs in use in reducing pollutants in storm water and eliminating illicit 
discharges.  This review and evaluation will normally occur as a part of the annual 
municipal training on City Urban Runoff NPDES requirements.   

1. 

ESD staff • During training, feedback will be gathered from affected Parks, Recreation, & 
Neighborhood Services supervisory and field staff.  The feedback will be circulated 
and evaluated by ESD and PRNS supervisory staff.  Any proposed changes to 
SOPs and BMPs resulting from this process will go through the ESD Urban Runoff 
PRNS for approval. 

2. 
 

ESD staff • A summary of the findings and results of this process will be described in the City 
of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan Annual Report, which is submitted in 
September of each year. 

  

04.10.6 REFERENCES 
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04.01 
Subject: Spill Control in the Field 

 Effective Date 
01/01/04 

Revised Date 
N/A 

 

04.01.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for using spill-cleaning equipment in the field.  Runoff pollution 
control guidance for general spill response is included in the Standard Operating Procedures for Spill 
Response for each of the City’s corporation yards. 

04.01.2 BACKGROUND 

• Spills and leaks will occur from time to time.  Some spilled materials, such as certain paints, cleaners 
and solvents may seem harmless because they are labeled “non-toxic” or “biodegradable.”  
However, they are often far from harmless.  Many of these materials are actually poisonous to the 
plants and animals that live in our creeks and in San Francisco Bay.  Other chemicals, such as 
vehicle fuels and lubricants have long been known to be toxic.  For these reasons, spills must be 
cleaned-up as soon as possible, before they can contaminate our waterways. 

• For more information refer to City of San Jose Municipal Code 17.68.450 (Reporting Unauthorized 
Discharge) and 17.68.460 (Cleanup Responsibility). 

04.01.3 POLICY 

Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services expects all of its employees to conduct their work to 
ensure that material spills in the field are avoided and that spills are responded to immediately and 
correctly.  The goal of this procedure is to ensure that spill equipment is properly used so spills are 
quickly and properly contained, picked-up, disposed of, and documented.  Supervisory staff shall 
ensure that all appropriate staff and contract personnel are trained in the proper use of spill cleaning 
equipment and materials.  All Department staff are required to understand and comply with this 
procedure. 

04.01.4 DEFINITIONS 

Spill sizes are defined as follows:   
• Small spill: up to 5 gallons 

• Medium spill: 6-41 gallons 

• Large spill: over 42 gallons 
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Non-hazardous materials spills include, but are not limited to, those involving: 
• Concrete pour wash water 

• Sawcut slurry 

• Dirt, sand, and other sediment in areas where they are not intended to be. 

Hazardous materials spills include, but are not limited to, the following (check the MSDS for the material if 
unsure): 
• Solvents 

• Adhesives 

• Vehicle fluids (fuels, hydraulic fluid, antifreeze, etc…) 

• Paints 

• Landscape chemicals 
 

At minimum, a spill kit should be located in each vehicle engaged in activities that could result in a spill (e.g. 
pesticide application) and at the Corporation Yard, and shall include: 
• a U.S. DOT-approved 6-gallon bucket with a “spin” top 

• hazardous waste labels 

• three sets of “Nitrile” surgical-type gloves 

• granular absorbent material (“kitty litter’) 

• hydrophilic pads 

• “pig” blanket 

• three large plastic garbage bags 

• one shovel 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 
• Vehicle Driver/Crew Leader- person driving a truck, or operating other Parks, Recreation, & 

Neighborhood Services maintenance equipment or a designated responsible party 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 

• Staff Responsible for Spill - person who accidentally caused the spill 

• Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services Staff – any non-management employee of Parks, 
Recreation, & Neighborhood Services  
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04.01.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
Vehicle Driver/ 
Crew Leader 

Pre-departure Spill Kit Check (conduct at beginning of each shift) 
• Ensure that vehicle has spill kit  - this applies to vehicles engaged in activities that 

could result in spills (e.g.. pesticide application) 
• Check spill kit to make sure all components are present 
• Make sure lids of all spill kit containers are secure 
• Contact supervisor if spill kit is missing or incomplete (in order to have the 

necessary items ordered) 

1. 

Supervisory Staff • Contact GSD to request spill kit or spill cleaning equipment 
Staff Responsible for 
Spill 

For Small spills (up to 5 gallons): 
• Use appropriate personal protection before beginning clean-up (gloves, boots, etc.). 
• Use “dry” methods to clean the spill. Do not wash spill area with water or other 

liquids. 
• As much as possible, clean-up and contain the spill by using “kitty litter,” rags or 

absorbent pads. 
• Identify substance spilled (hazardous or non-hazardous).  Read the container label. 

Refer to the MSDS if necessary. 
• Block storm drain inlets and divert flow of material away from gutters or inlets to 

ensure spilled materials do not reach storm drain.  As necessary, use pea gravel bag 
check dams, pig blankets and/or secure catch basin inlet with filter fabric 

• Ensure that all traffic is diverted from spilled substance by posting a sign or cone. 
• For spills on dirt areas, dig up and remove contaminated soil and dispose of 

properly, according to all federal, state, and local regulations. 
• Report spill to Supervisory Staff. 
For Medium spills (6 – 41 gallons) add: 
• Contact the DOT Dispatcher to report the spill.  If applicable, provide the I.D. 

number of affected catch basin(s). 
• Contact Supervisory Staff. 
For Large  Hazardous spills (over 42 gallons) add: 
• Call HIT UNIT (911 or 111 on City phone), and DOT Dispatch (x-4373). 
• Contact Supervisory Staff. 

2. 
 

Dispatcher • Contact DOT “Complaint Truck” to bring additional spill clean-up supplies to the 
spill site. 

 Supervisory Staff For Medium spills (6 – 41 gallons): 
• Contact ESD Duty Inspector at 945-3000 to report spill. 
For Large  spills (over 42 gallons) add: 
• Call HIT UNIT (911 or 111 on City phone) to report spill. 
• Contact State Office of Emergency Services (1-800-852-7550) to report spill. 
• Contact ESD Duty Inspector at 945-3000 to report spill. 
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Staff Responsible for 
Spill 

Disposal of Spent Spill Cleaning Materials 
• Sweep up the used absorbent and place it in the spill kit bucket, or other designated 

container.  Label the container with labels supplied in the spill kit. 
• If spill occurs in dirt area, place removed contaminated soil in spill kit bucket or 

 other designated container.  Label the container with labels supplied in the spill 
kit. 

• If rags or absorbent pads were used, place in either the spill kit or a plastic garbage 
bag included with the spill kit.  Label the bucket or bag with labels supplied in the 
spill kit. 

• Bring spent spill cleaning materials to the corporation yard and place in approved 
disposal location. 

3. 

Staff Responsible for 
Spill 

Spill Documentation 
• Alert supervisor to log-in spill. 

4. Supervisory Staff Spill Documentation 
• Document all spill activity in spill logs (located in Hazardous Materials Management 

Plan binder) and ensure records are kept on-site. 
5. Parks, Recreation, & 

Neighborhood Services 
Staff 

For spills witnessed off-site, which are not caused by staff, contact the ESD Duty 
Inspector at 945-3000 to report spill. 

6. Supervisory staff General Guidance 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of spill kit materials and spill cleaning 

procedures. 

 
 

04.01.6 REFERENCES 

• SJMC 17.68.450 

• SJMC 17.68.460 

• California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, “Hazardous Material Spill/Release 
Notification Guidance,” January 2002. 

• City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Rural Public Works Maintenance 
and Support Activities Performance Standards 
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Subject: Unpaved Roads and 

Trails/Embankment 
Maintenance and Repair Effective Date 

01/01/04 
Revised Date 

N/A 
 

04.12.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling runoff pollution from the maintenance and/or repair 
of unpaved roads and trails/embankments.  Other related runoff pollution control guidance is included in 
the Standard Operating Procedures for Spill Control in the Field and Leak Prevention. 

04.12.2 BACKGROUND 

Unpaved road and trail/embankment maintenance and/or repair involves the removal and placement of 
construction and native material.  These operations have the potential to generate mud and other 
construction debris.  If these contaminants are discharged to the storm drain system, they may be 
harmful to animals and plants living in downstream creeks and San Francisco Bay.  Sediments may clog 
fish spawning grounds and otherwise damage wildlife habitats.  To minimize possible harm to our 
waterways, when performing unpaved road and trail/embankment maintenance and/or repair, every 
effort should be made to minimize the amount of sediment and debris entering the storm drain system or 
going directly into waterways. 

04.12.3 POLICY 

Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services expects all of its employees to conduct their work to 
minimize the introduction of contaminants into the storm drainage system. The goal of these procedures 
is to ensure that maintenance and/or repairs of unpaved roads and trails/embankments are conducted in 
a manner that minimizes, to the maximum extent practicable, the impacts of the activities on water 
quality.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract personnel receive training 
on these procedures.  All Department staff are required to understand and comply with these 
procedures. 

04.12.4 DEFINITIONS 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 

• DOT – Department of Transportation 
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04.12.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Field Staff Pro-active Maintenance 

• Inspect drainage facilities, including cross drains, on a regular basis to ensure that 
sufficient drainage is provided during storm periods, so that runoff diverted onto 
slopes does not cause erosion.  Report and remediate any observed erosion 
problems as soon as possible. 

• Place gravel bags at storm drain catch basins to control sediment from entering the 
storm drains. 

• Place straw bales at the trailheads where mudslides might otherwise have occurred 
(e.g. Inspiration Trail, stairs behind Youth Science Institute) 

• Install water bars along sections of erosion-prone trails. 
• Ensure that erosion prevention and sediment control is provided for storm drain 

outfalls. 
2. Field Staff Road, Trail/Embankment Maintenance and Repairs 

1. Erosion Prevention and Sediment Controls 
• Conduct routine visual observations of road and trail conditions. 
• When a roadway, trail and/or embankment problem is noted, notify supervisor 

that DOT may need to be consulted regarding the need for debris clearing and 
repairs. 

• Maintain vegetative cover on medians and embankments to prevent soil 
erosion, trap pollutants and slow the rate of storm water runoff.  Adjust mowing 
heights to allow substantial stubble.  Leave clippings in place or apply mulch as 
additional cover. 

• For roadside areas with exposed soils, vegetate the area, preferably with a mulch 
or binder that will hold soils in place while the vegetation is establishing.  
Native vegetation should be used if possible. 

• If vegetation cannot be established immediately, apply temporary erosion 
control mats/blankets, straw, or gravel as appropriate. 

• If sediment is already eroded and mobilized in roadside areas, temporary 
controls should be installed.  These may include: sediment control fences, 
fabric-covered triangular dikes, gravel-filled burlap bags, etc. 

• Use measures that break the slopes to reduce the problems associated with 
concentrated flow volumes and runoff velocities. 

• Avoid moving large quantities of earth.  If large quantities must be moved, such 
as when regrading is necessary to repair or reconfigure an embankment, make 
sure sediment controls are used. 
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Field Staff Road, Trail/Embankment Maintenance and Repairs (cont.) 

2. Vegetation Controls 
• Preserve existing vegetation to the maximum extent practicable within a riparian 

corridor in order to provide erosion prevention and sediment control, watershed 
protection, habitat protection, landscape beautification, dust control, pollution 
control and shade cover.  Existing vegetation may be modified if restoring the 
riparian corridor with native vegetation species. 

• Keep removed vegetation, including clippings, chips, and pruning debris away 
from storm drain inlets and watercourses. 

• When loading or chipping brush into a parked truck, do not leave leaves, twigs, 
chips, or other debris in the gutter or shoulder. 

• When working on a slope, avoid loosening soil that could erode into drainage 
systems.  Loosen only the amount of soil needed to remove the vegetation. 

• Avoid loosening soil or removing vegetation when rain is expected. 
• Avoid using machinery on slopes greater than 30% whenever possible. 
• Minimize the use of heavy equipment on saturated soils. 

3. Maintenance Activities Unique to Unpaved Rural Roads  
• Perform regular inspection to determine if grading is needed to maintain smooth 

drivable surfaces that are adequately sloped to drain water from the surface 
without creating erosion problems.  Choose appropriate grading, crowning, 
inslope or outslope, and drainage for road sections. 

• Consider using additional road surface drainage such as rolling dips, water 
bars, water bars/breaks or open-top culverts, to safely remove runoff that 
consistently builds up on the road surface or inside ditch. 

• Monitor for soft spots or areas of poor subsurface drainage in subgrade.  Fill 
and re-compact holes in subgrade.  Provide subsurface drainage if needed. 

• Monitor and re-grade rolling dips if needed. 
• Clean ditch and re-build berm for water bars, as needed. 
• Monitor open-top culverts after storms and clean as needed. 
• Monitor for potholes, washboarding, and areas of poor surface drainage on 

gravel surface roads.  Re-slope, smooth, and compact where necessary. 
• Water, fertilize, re-seed and mo w vegetative surface treatments when necessary. 
• Re-apply mulches and fabric surface treatments as needed. 
• Monitor fords after storms.  Repair as needed. 

 

Supervisory Staff • Consult with DOT regarding the need for debris clearing and roadway, trail and/or 
embankment repair.  When necessary, make appropriate arrangements for DOT 
services. 

• Schedule maintenance and repair activities for dry weather. 
• Ensure all appropriate permits or written exemptions are acquired, as necessary, for 

work being conducted by field staff or contractors. 
• In the event of a spill, follow the SOP for Spill Control in the Field 
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04.12.6 REFERENCES 

City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support 
Activities Performance Standards 
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Subject:  Vehicle and Equipment 

Cleaning and Maintenance in 
the Field Effective Date 

01/01/04 
Revised Date 

N/A 
 

04.05.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling runoff pollution from cleaning and maintaining 
vehicles and equipment in the field.  Runoff pollution control guidance for vehicle and equipment cleaning 
in the corporation yards is included in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans for each of the City’s 
corporation yards.  Other related runoff pollution control guidance is included in the Standard Operating 
Procedures Landscape Chemical Application (Section #04.07); Leak Prevention (Section #04.03); 
Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01). 

04.05.2 BACKGROUND 

Many vehicle fuels, lubricants, pesticides and other chemicals used for street maintenance are known to 
be toxic to the environment, animals and plants.  When these materials drip on to paved surfaces, they 
can be inadvertently washed to storm drains and find their way to downstream creeks and the San 
Francisco Bay.  To minimize possible contamination of our waterways, routine vehicle and equipment 
cleaning and maintenance should occur only in designated areas within the corporation yards, where 
they can be serviced in areas that do not discharge to storm drains.  In corporation yards where no 
wash rack is available, vehicles should be washed in dirt areas, which have no potential for wash water 
runoff to storm drains or waterways.  Field servicing of vehicles and equipment shall be conducted only 
if, by not doing so, there is a risk of spills or leaks. 

04.05.3 POLICY 

Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services expects all of its employees to conduct their work to 
minimize spills and leaks.  The goal of this procedure is to identify when it is appropriate to clean or 
maintain vehicles or equipment in the field.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and 
contract personnel are trained to limit the field servicing of vehicles and equipment.  All Department staff 
are required to understand and comply with this procedure. 

04.05.4 DEFINITIONS 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Equipment Operator – person driving truck, or other vehicle or using Parks, Recreation, & 
Neighborhood Services equipment or tools 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 

• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood Services 
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04.05.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
Equipment Operator/ 
Field Staff 

Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning 
• Major routine equipment cleaning shall be done in the corporation yards. 
• Landscape chemical spray equipment shall not be cleaned in the field.  All 
 cleaning shall occur in the corporation yard. 
• Vehicles that haul garbage shall not be cleaned in the field.  All cleaning shall occur 

in the corporation yard. 
• In the event of a spill, follow the SOP Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01). 
• If unsure if field cleaning is permitted, contact the Supervisory staff. 

3. 

Supervisory Staff • If unsure if field cleaning is permitted, contact the ESD Duty Inspector at  
945-3000. 

Equipment Operator/ 
Field Staff 

Vehicle or Equipment Maintenance: 
• Routine maintenance shall occur in the corporation yards. 
• If there is a vehicle or equipment breakdown, evaluate whether continuing to 
 operate the machinery in its malfunctioning condition would result in a potential 
 leakage risk. 
• If there is no leakage risk from doing so, return malfunctioning machinery to 
 corporation yard for repair. 
• If malfunctioning machinery would result in a leakage risk if moved, evaluate if 
 field servicing would reduce this risk. 
• If servicing malfunctioning machinery in the field would be less of a leakage risk 
 than driving it back to the corporation yard, fix equipment at the job site. 
• If field servicing is necessary and the driver or operator is not able to do so, call 

Supervisory staff for assistance. 

4. 

Supervisory Staff • Contact GSD to request assistance with field servicing vehicle or equipment. 
• If spill occurs, follow the SOP Spill Control in the Field (Section #04.01). 

5. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of vehicle and equipment cleaning and 
 maintenance procedures.  

04.05.6 REFERENCES 

• City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support 
Activities Performance Standards 
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Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan S September 2004 

SDO STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

SDO STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
This section contains specific Standard Operating Procedures for the Municipal Storm 
Drain Operations & Maintenance Program. 
 
The various components of this section are organized as follows: 

1. Spill Control in the Field 

2. Litter/Debris Control 

3. Leak Prevention 

4. Vehicle Equipment Cleaning and Maintenance in the Field 

5. SOP & BMP Annual Effectiveness Reviews 

6. Infrastructure Maintenance Division Storm Drain System Problem Area Report 
(IMSPAR) 
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Section Number 

01.01 
Subject: Spill Control in the Field 

Effective Date 
6/1/00 

Revised Date 
08/02/04 

 

01.01.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for using spill-cleaning equipment in the field.  Runoff pollution 
control guidance for general spill response is included in the Standard Operating Procedures for Spill 
Response for each of the City’s corporation yards.  Other related runoff pollution control guidance is 
included in the Standard Operating Procedures for Spill Response. 

01.01.2 BACKGROUND 

• Spills and leaks will occur from time to time.  Some spilled materials, such as certain paints, cleaners 
and solvents may seem harmless because they are labeled “non-toxic” or “biodegradable.”  
However, they are often far from harmless.  Many of these materials are actually poisonous to the 
plants and animals that live in our creeks and in San Francisco Bay.  Other chemicals, such as 
vehicle fuels and lubricants have long been known to be toxic.  For these reasons, spills must be 
cleaned-up as soon as possible, before they can contaminate our waterways. 

• For more information refer to City of San Jose Municipal Code 17.68.450 (Reporting Unauthorized 
Discharge) and 17.68.460 (Cleanup Responsibility). 

01.01.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation expects all of its employees to conduct their work to ensure that 
material spills in the field are avoided and that spills are responded to immediately and correctly.  The 
goal of these procedures is to ensure that spill equipment is properly used so spills are quickly and 
properly contained, picked-up, disposed of, and documented.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all 
appropriate staff and contract personnel are trained in the proper use of spill cleaning equipment and 
materials.  All Department staff are required to understand and comply with these procedures. 

01.01.4 DEFINITIONS 

Spill sizes are defined as follows:   
• Small spill: up to 5 gallons 

• Medium spill: 6-41 gallons 

• Large spill: over 42 gallons 
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Non-hazardous materials spills are defined as those involving: 
• Concrete wash water 

• Sawcut slurry 

• Dirt, sand, and other sediment 

Hazardous materials spills include, but are not limited to, the following (check the MSDS for the material if 
unsure): 
• Solvents 

• Adhesives 

• Vehicle fluids (fuels, hydraulic fluid, antifreeze, etc…) 

• Paints 

• Landscape chemicals 
 

At minimum, a spill kit shall include: 
• a U.S. DOT-approved 6-gallon bucket with a “spin” top 

• hazardous waste labels 

• three sets of “Nitrile” surgical-type gloves 

• granular absorbent material (“kitty litter’) 

• hydrophilic pads 

• “pig” blanket 

• three large plastic garbage bags 

• one shovel 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 
• Vehicle Driver/Crew Leader- person driving a truck, sweeper, paving machine, or operating other 

street maintenance equipment or a designated responsible party 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation 

• Staff Responsible for Spill - person who accidentally caused the spill 

• Department of Transportation Staff – any non-management employee of the Department of 
Transportation 
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01.01.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
Vehicle Driver/ 
Crew Leader 

Pre-departure Spill Kit Check (conduct at beginning of each shift) 
• Ensure that vehicle has spill kit  
• Check spill kit to make sure all components are present 
• Make sure lids of all spill kit containers are secure 
• Contact supervisor if spill kit is missing or incomplete  
 

1. 

Supervisory Staff • Contact GSD to request spill kit or spill cleaning equipment 
Staff Responsible for 
Spill 

For Small spills (up to 5 gallons): 
• Use appropriate personal protection before beginning clean-up ( gloves, boots, 

etc.). 
• Use “dry” methods to clean the spill-do not wash spill area with water or other 
 liquids. 
• As much as possible, clean-up and contain the spill by using “kitty litter,” rags or 
 absorbent pads. 
• Identify substance spilled (hazardous or non-hazardous).  Read the  
       container label. Refer to the MSDS if necessary. 
• Block storm drain inlets and divert flow of material away from gutters or inlets to 
 ensure spilled materials do not reach storm drain.  As necessary, use pea gravel 
 bag check dams, pig blankets and/or secure catch basin inlet with filter fabric 
• Ensure that all traffic is diverted from spilled substance by posting a sign or cone. 
• For spills on dirt areas, dig up and remove contaminated soil.   
For Medium spills (6 – 41 gallons) add: 
• Contact the Department of Transportation Dispatcher to report the spill.  If 
 applicable, provide the I.D. number of affected catch basin(s). 
• Contact Supervisory Staff. 
For Large  Hazardous spills (over 42 gallons) add: 
• Call HIT UNIT (911 or 111 on City phone), and Dispatch (x-4373). 

2. 
 

Dispatcher • Contact Department of Transportation  “Complaint Truck” to bring additional spill 
clean-up supplies to the spill site. 

2. 
 

Supervisory Staff For Medium spills (6 – 41 gallons): 
• Contact ESD Duty Inspector at 945-3000. 
For Large  spills (over 42 gallons) add: 
• Call HIT UNIT (911 or 111 on City phone). 
• Contact State Office of Emergency Services (1-800-852-7550). 

3. Staff Responsible for 
Spill 

Disposal of Spent Spill Cleaning Materials 
• Sweep up the used absorbent and place it in the spill kit bucket, or other 
 designated container.  Label the container with labels supplied in the spill kit. 
• If spill occurs in dirt area, place removed contaminated soil in spill kit bucket or 
 other designated container.  Label the container with labels supplied in the spill 
 kit. 
• If rags or absorbent pads were used, place in either the spill kit or a plastic 
 garbage bag included with the spill kit.  Label the bucket or bag with labels 
 supplied in the spill kit. 
• Bring spent spill cleaning materials to the corporation yard and place in approved 
 disposal location. 
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 Staff Responsible for 

Spill 
Spill Documentation 
• Alert supervisor to log-in spill. 

5. Supervisory Staff • Document all spill activity in spill logs (located in Hazardous Materials 
 Management Plan binder) and ensure records are kept on-site. 

6. Department of 
Transportation  Staff 

For spills witnessed off-site which are not caused by staff, contact the ESD Duty 
Inspector at 945-3000. 

 Supervisory staff General Guidance 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of spill kit materials and spill cleaning 
 procedures.      

 

01.01.6 REFERENCES 

• SJMC 17.68.450 

• SJMC 17.68.460 

• California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services, “Hazardous Material Spill/Release 
Notification Guidance,” January 2002. 

• City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Public Roads, Streets and Highways 
Operation and Maintenance Performance Standards 
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Section Number 
01.02 

Subject:  Litter/Debris Control 

Effective Date 
06/01/00 

Revised Date 
08/02/04 

 

01.02.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling urban runoff pollution during the collection of litter 
and debris.  Guidance for cleaning spills and leaks is included in the Standard Operating Procedures for 
Spill Response and Spill Control in the Field.  The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
for each of the City’s corporation yards contains guidance on materials stockpiling and the use of 
designated debris storage areas. 

01.02.2 BACKGROUND 

Properly removing litter and debris from the City’s rights-of-way will help reduce the amount of 
contaminants discharged to the storm drain system.  Minimizing these contaminants will limit harmful 
impacts to animals and plants living in downstream creeks and San Francisco Bay. 

01.02.3 POLICY 

It is the policy of the Department of Transportation to remove litter and debris from the City right-of-
way on a continuous basis.  The goal of these procedures is to ensure that litter and debris are removed, 
transported and disposed of in ways that minimize water pollution as much as possible.  Supervisory 
staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract personnel are trained in the proper methods of 
litter and debris collection, transportation and disposal.  All Department staff are required to understand 
and comply with these procedures. 

01.02.4 DEFINITIONS 

  Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in the Department of Transportation 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation   
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01.02.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Field Staff  Litter and Debris Collection Schedule 

• The General Complaint truck crew removes non-hazardous debris in the right-of-
 way on a continuous basis. 
• Landscape Services crews remove debris from landscaped areas in the right-of-
 way on a continuous basis. 
• Blight Abatement crews remove debris from the right-of-way in five 
 Redevelopment areas on a continuous basis. 
• Blight Abatement crews empty five civic litter modules in the Paseo de San 
 Antonio twice per week. 

Field Staff Hazardous Material Response 
• If debris is suspected of being hazardous, follow the procedures contained in the 
 DOT Emergency Response Manual. 
• Contact the DOT Dispatcher to coordinate removal by the City’s HIT Unit. 

2. 
 

Dispatcher • Contact the City’s HIT Unit to remove possible hazardous debris. 
Field Staff Site Clean-Up 

• As necessary, after collecting the debris, use dry methods, such as sweeping or 
 vacuuming, to clean the collection site. 
• If leachate has leaked from civic litter modules, contact Supervisory Staff to  arrange 
for cleaning. 

3. 
 

Supervisory Staff • Contact the General Complaint Truck to arrange for leachate removal from  around 
City-maintained civic litter modules. 

• If dripped leachate is a problem around contractor-maintained litter facilities, 
 contact the ESD Integrated Waste Management, Civic Services Division, at 277-
 5533. 

4. Field Staff Transporting Litter and Debris to the Corporation Yard 
• It is important to prevent collected litter and debris from leaking or blowing out of 
 City vehicles as it is transported to the corporation yard for temporary storage. 
• Plastic, paper or other lightweight debris shall be placed under a secured tarp or 
 in an enclosed container (bag, lidded can or bucket) as it is picked-up. 
• Wet, dripping debris shall be placed in a waterproof container (bag, lidded can or 
 bucket) as it is picked-up. 

5. Field Staff Litter and Debris Disposal 
• Litter and debris shall be unloaded from the City vehicle to the designated debris 
 storage area(s) at the corporation yard (see the SWPPP for the particular corp 
 yard). 

6. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of litter and debris control  procedures. 

  

01.02.6 REFERENCES 

• City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Public Roads, Streets and Highways 
Operation and Maintenance Performance Standards 
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01.03 

Subject:  Leak Prevention 

Effective Date 
6/1/00 

Revised Date 
08/02/04 

 

01.03.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for minimizing leaks from vehicles and equipment.  Runoff pollution 
control guidance for spill response is included in the Standard Operating Procedures for Spill Response 
for each of the City’s corporation yards, and in the Standard Operating Procedures for Spill Response, 
Spill Control in the Field, and Vehicle and Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning in the Field. 

01.03.2 BACKGROUND 

Vehicle fuels, lubricants, pesticides and other chemicals and materials associated with street 
maintenance have long been known to be damaging to plants and animals.  Unchecked leakage from 
vehicles and equipment can cause toxic chemicals and clogging sediments to be washed into storm 
drains, creeks and San Francisco Bay.  For this reason, vehicles and equipment must be keeps in good 
working order to minimize leaks that could contaminate our waterways. 

For more information refer to City of San Jose Municipal Code 17.68.450 (Reporting Unauthorized 
Discharge) and 17.68.460 (Cleanup Responsibility). 

01.03.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation expects all of its employees to operate their vehicles and equipment 
to ensure that leaks are minimized.  The goal of these procedures is to ensure that vehicles and 
equipment routinely inspected, maintained and operated to reduce leaks as much as possible.  
Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract personnel are trained in the proper 
use of spill cleaning equipment and materials.  All Department staff are required to understand and 
comply with these procedures. 

01.03.4 DEFINITIONS 

  Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Vehicle Driver/Crew Leader - person driving a truck, paving machine, or operating other street 
maintenance equipment or their designated responsible party 

• Field Staff - any non-management employee of the Department of Transportation 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation   

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
Subject: Leak Prevention Page 

2 of 2 

 
01.03.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Vehicle Driver/ 

Crew Leader 
Pre-departure Inspection (conduct at beginning of each shift) 
• Inspect pavement under and around vehicles to check for leaks. 
• Inspect equipment on vehicles to check for leaks. 
• Check spray rigs (landscape maint.) for leaks and worn hoses. 
• Inspect seals on vehicles and equipment for signs of wear or malfunction. 

Field Staff Leak Reporting 
• Report leakage from other DOT vehicles or equipment to  Supervisory staff. 
• Report leakage from other City vehicles or equipment to Supervisory staff. 

2. 
 

Supervisory staff 
 

• Contact GSD to request vehicle or equipment maintenance. 
• Report leakage from other City vehicles or equipment to Environmental 
 Enforcement at 945-3000. 

3. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of leak prevention procedures. 

  

01.03.6 REFERENCES 

• SJMC 17.68.450 

• SJMC 17.68.460 
• CalTrans Storm Water Quality Handbook Maintenance Staff Guide May 2003, Appendix B 

Activity Cut Sheets, E Family – Landscaping, Chemical Vegetation Control 
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Section Number 

01.05 
Subject:  Vehicle and Equipment 

Cleaning and Maintenance in 
the Field Effective Date 

6/1/00 
Revised Date 

08/02/04 
 

01.05.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for controlling runoff pollution from cleaning and maintaining 
vehicles and equipment in the field.  Runoff pollution control guidance for vehicle and equipment cleaning 
in the corporation yards is included in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans for each of the City’s 
corporation yards.  Other related runoff pollution control guidance is included in the Standard Operating 
Procedures for Concrete Installation; Pavement Repair; Landscape Chemical Application; Leak 
Prevention; Spill Response and Spill Control in the Field. 

01.05.2 BACKGROUND 

Many vehicle fuels, lubricants, pesticides and other chemicals used for street maintenance are known to 
be toxic to animals and plants.  When these materials drip on to paved surfaces, they can be 
inadvertently washed to storm drains and find their way to downstream creeks and the San Francisco 
Bay.  To minimize possible contamination of our waterways, routine vehicle and equipment cleaning and 
maintenance should occur only in the corporation yards, where they can be serviced in areas that do not 
discharge to storm drains.  Field servicing of vehicles and equipment shall be conducted only if, by not 
doing so, there is a risk of spills or leaks. 

01.05.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation expects all of its employees to conduct their work to minimize spills 
and leaks.  The goal of these procedures is to identify when it is appropriate to clean or maintain 
vehicles or equipment in the field.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate staff and contract 
personnel are trained to limit the field servicing of vehicles and equipment.  All Department staff are 
required to understand and comply with these procedures. 

01.05.4 DEFINITIONS 

Responsibilities are defined as follows: 

• Equipment Operator – person driving truck, sweeper, paving machine, or other vehicle or using 
DOT equipment or tools 

• Supervisory Staff  - management staff in the Department of Transportation 

• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in the Department of Transportation 
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01.05.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
1. Equipment Operator Paving Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning 

• Major routine vehicle cleaning shall be done in the corporation yards. 
• The paving box shall be cleaned over the work area. 
• Diesel shall not be used on the dump trucks hauling hot asphalt concrete. 
• Extreme caution shall be used when using diesel or citrus cleaner in the field.  
• Make sure an approved spill kit is on-hand prior to beginning cleaning. 
• Diesel used for tool and equipment cleaning shall be transported to the job site in 
 an approved fuel container. 
• Use a funnel to transfer spent cleaner back in to the approved fuel container. 
• Spent diesel shall be disposed of to the designated 55-gallon drum in the 
 corporation yard.  
• Used citrus cleaner shall be disposed of to the debris transfer pile. 
• In the event of a diesel spill, follow the SOP for Spill Control in the Field. 

2. Field Staff Concrete Finishing Tool Cleaning 
• When possible, concrete finishing tools shall be cleaned in the corporation yard 
• Follow the SOP for Handling and Disposal of Concrete and Cement. 
• If concrete-finishing tools must be cleaned in the field, the wash water shall be 
 taken back to the corporation yard for proper disposal. 
• Concrete rinse water shall not be drained to gutters or catch basins 
• If concrete rinse water is spilled, follow SOP for Spill Control in the Field. 

Field Staff Other DOT Equipment Cleaning 
• Landscape chemical spray equipment shall not be cleaned in the field.  All 
 cleaning shall occur in the corporation yard. 
• Pavement marking equipment shall not be cleaned in the field.  All cleaning shall 
 occur in the corporation yard. 
• If unsure if field cleaning is permitted, contact the Supervisory staff. 

3. 

Supervisory Staff • If unsure if field cleaning is permitted, contact the ESD Duty Inspector at  
945-3000. 

Equipment Operator Vehicle or Equipment Maintenance: 
• Routine maintenance shall occur in the corporation yards. 
• If there is a vehicle or equipment breakdown, evaluate whether continuing to 
 operate the machinery in its malfunctioning condition would result in a potential 
 leakage risk. 
• If there is no leakage risk from doing so, return malfunctioning machinery to 
 corporation yard for repair. 
• If malfunctioning machinery would result in a leakage risk if moved, evaluate if 
 field servicing would reduce this risk. 
• If servicing malfunctioning machinery in the field would be less of a leakage risk 
 than driving it back to the corporation yard, fix equipment at the job site. 
• If field servicing is necessary and the driver or operator is not able to do so, call 

Supervisory staff for assistance. 

4. 

Supervisory Staff • Contact GSD to request assistance with field servicing vehicle or equipment. 
• If spill occurs, follow the SOP for Spill Control in the Field. 

5. Supervisory staff General Guidelines 
• Ensure all appropriate staff are aware of vehicle and equipment cleaning and 
 maintenance procedures.      
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01.05.6 REFERENCES 

• City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan, 2002, Public Roads, Streets and Highways Operation and 
Maintenance Performance Standards 
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Section Number 
1.10 

Subject: SOP & BMP Annual 
              Effectiveness Reviews 

Effective Date 
06/30/02 

Revised Date 
08/02/04 

 

1.10.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for the annual review of the effectiveness of Department of 
Transportation (DOT) Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) and Best Management Practices (BMP) 
for storm water pollution prevention. 

1.10.2 BACKGROUND 

DOT maintains and uses a number of SOPs and/or BMPs aimed at preventing or limiting pollutants from 
entering the storm drain system as a result of vehicle operations, maintenance work on roads and storm drain 
systems, or from application of landscape chemicals.  Pollutants of concern are asphaltic compounds, fuels, 
lubricants, solvents, cleaners, sediment, herbicides, fertilizers and pesticides, litter, debris, and illegally dumped 
hazardous materials.  These SOPs include, but are not limited to, procedures for: 
• Pavement Maintenance Operations 
• Field Cleaning Paving Vehicles and Equipment 
• Handling and Disposal of Concrete/Cement 
• Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance 
• Roadway Irrigation System Repair 
• Landscape Chemical Application 
• Leak Prevention 
• Litter/Debris Control 
• Pavement Marking Installation and Removal 
• Street Sweeping 
• Spill Clean-up 
• Infrastructure Maintenance Division Storm Drain System Problem Area Report 
 

1.10.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) expects all of its employees to conduct their work in a manner 
that minimizes the introduction of contaminants into the storm drain system to the greatest extent 
practicable.  The goal of these procedures is to ensure that DOT crews have up-to-date and accurate 
BMPs and SOPs for storm water pollution prevention.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all appropriate 
staff and contract personnel are trained in the proper use of the applicable BMPs and SOPs for their job 
duties.  All Department staff are required to understand and comply with these procedures. 
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1.10.4 DEFINITIONS 

• Supervisory Staff – management staff in DOT 

• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in DOT 

• Equipment Operator – person driving truck, paving machine, or other vehicle or using DOT 
equipment or tools 

• Heavy Equipment Staff – person or persons who are assigned the duty of retrieving debris at 
designated temporary dump sites 

• Maintenance Personnel – any person performing crack and joint repair, chip seal, pothole repair, and 
removal and replacement of asphalt concrete or other pavement maintenance activities 

• Sweeper Driver – person driving the street sweeping vehicle 

• Vehicle Driver/Crew Leader – person driving a truck, sweeper, paving machine, or operating other 
street maintenance equipment or a designated responsible party or parties 

• BMPs – Best Management Practices 

• SOPs – Standard Operating Procedures 

• ESD – Environmental Services Department. 

 

1.10.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
Supervisory staff, Field 
staff, and ESD staff 
 

• On an annual basis, DOT supervisory staff and field staff will review and evaluate 
the effectiveness of DOT SOPs and any other BMPs in use in reducing pollutants in 
storm water and eliminating illicit discharges.  This review and evaluation will 
normally occur as a part of the annual municipal training on City Urban Runoff 
NPDES requirements.  This training is conducted by ESD staff in the May/June time 
frame. 

1. 

ESD staff • During training, feedback will be gathered from affected DOT supervisory and field 
staff.  The feedback will be circulated and evaluated by ESD and DOT supervisory 
staff.  Any proposed changes to SOPs and BMPs resulting from this process will go 
through the ESD Watershed Analysis Division and the DOT Street Services 
Division for approval. 

2. 
 

ESD staff • A summary of the findings and results of this process will be described in the City 
of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan Annual Report which is submitted in 
September of each year. 

  

1.10.6 REFERENCES 
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Section Number 
2.01 

Subject:   Infrastructure Maintenance 
                Division Storm Drain System 

Problem Area Report 
(IMSPAR) 

Effective Date 
06/30/02 

Revised Date 
N/A 

 

2.01.1 PURPOSE 

This procedure provides instructions for reporting, recording, and evaluating problem areas within the 
Storm Drain System.  

2.01.2 BACKGROUND 

During the course of routine and emergency storm drain inlet clean-out operation and street sweeping 
operations, City maintenance crews have the opportunity to observe problems affecting the flow or quality of 
storm water entering the City’s Storm Drain System.  Pollutants of concern are asphaltic compounds, fuels, 
lubricants, solvents, cleaners, sediment, herbicides, fertilizers and pesticides, litter, debris, and illegally dumped 
hazardous materials. 

2.01.3 POLICY 

The Department of Transportation (DOT) expects all of its employees to conduct their work in a manner 
that minimizes the introduction of contaminants into the storm drain system to the greatest extent 
practicable.  The goal of these procedures is to ensure that DOT crews recognize and report problem 
areas within the Storm Drain System to their supervisor.  Supervisory staff shall ensure that all 
appropriate staff and contract personnel are trained in the proper reporting of problem areas, and will 
record problem areas reported in the Infrastructure Maintenance Division Storm Drain System Problem 
Area Report (IMSPAR) spreadsheet.  All Department staff are required to understand and comply with 
these procedures. 

2.01.4 DEFINITIONS 

• Supervisory Staff – management staff in DOT 

• Field Staff – non-supervisory laborers in DOT 

• Equipment Operator – person driving truck, paving machine, or other vehicle or using DOT 
equipment or tools 

• SOPs – Standard Operating Procedures 

• DPW – Department of Public Works 

• ESD – Environmental Services Department 
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2.01.5 PROCEDURES 

STEP RESPONSIBILITY CONTROL MEASURES 
Field staff 
 

• Maintenance crews will be encouraged to report to their supervisors any persistent 
or unusual problems observed within the Storm Drain System.  Reportable problems 
include but are not limited to: 
Ø Chronic or unusual blockages of the Storm Drain lines or inlets caused by 

leaf fall, trash, tree roots, or structural problems. 
Ø Large and continual accumulations of excess mud and sediment in 

gutters, Storm Drain lines or inlets. 
Ø Accumulations of cement in gutters and Storm Drain inlets. 
Ø Evidence of large amounts of trash and litter being passed into and 

through the Storm Drain system. 
Ø Any evidence of illegal dumping of hazardous chemicals, oil, paint, or solvents. 

1. 

Supervisory Staff • Enter reports of problem areas into the IMSPAR spreadsheet.  Data entry will 
include: 
Ø Date 
Ø Location 
Ø Nature of Problem 

• If the problem is of an urgent nature, such as the report of a large flow of sediment 
to the storm drain or a potentially toxic chemical spill, the supervisor shall ensure 
that appropriate emergency services are notified immediately: 
Ø HIT Unit (911 or 111 on City phone) 
Ø State Office of Emergency Services (1-800-852-7550) 
Ø ESD Duty Inspector (945-3000) 

Supervisory Staff • Annually, in June, DOT will produce the IMSPAR. 2. 
 Division Managers, 

Senior Engineers, and 
Maintenance 
Superintendents from 
DOT, ESD Watershed 
Analysis staff, and DPW 
staff 

• Review the annual IMSPAR for indications that any portion of the Storm Drain 
System is in need of structural refit or upgrade to prevent excess passage of trash, 
sediment or other pollutants.   

• The data will also be reviewed for indications that greater emphasis on pollution 
prevention enforcement or outreach efforts may need to be performed in a given 
drainage area. 

  

2.01.6 REFERENCES 
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Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan S September 2004 
 

WUOM STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

WUOM STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
This section contains specific Standard Operating Procedures for the Water Utility 
Operation and Maintenance Program. 
 
The various components of this section are organized as follows: 

1. Types of Discharges 

2. Standard Operating Procedure Sheets for Planned and Unplanned Discharges 

3. Discharge Activity Checklists 

4. City contact information 
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WUO&M Standard Operating Procedures 

 
This section describes Standard Operating Procedures for each water utility discharge activity 
with urban runoff pollution potential.  These procedures were established June, 1999, and are 
contained in the City’s Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Discharge Pollution 
Prevention Plan. 
 
A Types of Discharges 
 
For planning for water utility activities and record-keeping, discharges are categorized as being 
either planned or unplanned.  Planned discharges are those that occur routinely or can be 
scheduled.  Unplanned discharges are those which are expected to occur, but the exact timing 
may not be known.  Unplanned discharges may be sudden or accidental.     
 
B Standard Operating Procedure Sheets 
 
Each SOP is contained on a single sheet and includes one or more BMP.  SOPs describe the 
pollutants of concern and the equipment and methods/BMPs needed to control pollution 
resulting from the activity.  Beginning on page 16, these sheets are arranged in alphabetical 
order by discharge activity name.   
 
The BMPs are designed to reduce, or eliminate, pollutants from water utility operations and 
maintenance discharge activities.  BMPs rely on site specific approaches to pollution control, 
depending upon the field conditions and characteristics of the discharge to make a 
determination.  Permanent modifications may eliminate the need for implementing BMPs.  
The, Water Utility Discharges BMP Selection Matrix on page 7, summarizes the BMP(s) 
required for a particular discharge activity. 
 
SOPs sheets have been prepared for the following discharge activities:  
 

PLANNED DISCHARGES 
Artesioning Wells 
Hydrant Flushing 
Pressure Release Valve/Blow-Offs 
Tank Cleaning 
Water Meter Testing 
Well First Flush-To-Waste Cycle 
Well Rehabilitation and Maintenance 

UNPLANNED DISCHARGES 
Main/Service Line Break 
Sheared Hydrants 
Sump/Vault Pumping 
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C Discharge Activity Checklists 
 
To assist with record-keeping and activity planning, checklists are provided for both 
planned and unplanned discharges (see pages 10-13). Completion of a checklist  is required 
for discharges of more than 50,000 gallons or smaller discharges having a turbidity of more 
than 50 NTU and/or chemical additives with concentrations in excess of those in drinking 
water.  Both the Planned and Unplanned Discharge Activity checklists prompt the user to 
note the BMPs used, any monitoring conducted and to assess BMP effectiveness.  The 
Planned Discharge Checklist also provides guidance for identifying discharge options, 
selecting the BMPs to be used and briefing staff on the discharge requirements.  The 
original of each completed checklist shall be retained by Muni Water and a copy sent to the 
Watershed Analysis Section of the City's Environmental Services Department. 
 
D City Contact Information 
 
Table 2, Contact Information, on page 14, lists the title and name of those with 
knowledgeable staff, their telephone number, their area of expertise and/or responsibility 
and instances when they should be called.  These contact people can provide guidance on  
technical and procedural questions and in case of a discharge emergency. 
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PLANNED DISCHARGE ACTIVITY CHECKLIST 
For Water Utility Operation and Maintenance 

 
For discharges with one or more of the following: volumes greater than 50,000 gallons; turbidity>50 
NTU; chemical additives with concentrations higher than  in drinking water. 

 
Location:  _____________________________________ 
Zone:  ________________________________________ 
Date of Discharge:  ________________________________________ 
Name of Person Completing Form: ___________________________ 
Date Form Completed:_____________ 
 
ο CIRCLE THE NUMBER NEXT TO THE DISCHARGE ACTIVITY: 
 
Treated Water: 
1. Hydrant flushing 
2. Pressure release valve blow-

offs 
3. Meter testing in the field 
4. Reservoir (tank) cleaning

Groundwater: 
1. Well rehab./maint. 
2. Well first-flush-to-waste 

Recycled (Reclaimed) Water: 
1. Reservoir (tank) cleaning 
2. Meter testing in the field 
2. Pump station operation discharges 
3. Blow-offs 

 
ο IDENTIFY THE DISCHARGE OPTION(S) TO BE USED FOR THIS ACTIVITY: 

 
ο Reuse water 
ο Dust control  
ο Irrigation 
ο Construction compaction    
ο Discharge to the sanitary sewers 
ο Discharge to the storm drain system or a creek using applicable control measures as described below. 
ο Other:________________________________________ 

 
ο IDENTIFY THE CONTROL MEASURES TO BE USED: 

 
Check all of the control measures that apply: 
ο Check and clean flow path/catch basin 
ο Discharge to landscaping 
ο Protect landscaping (visqueen and/or plywood)      
ο Discharge to sanitary sewer 
ο Filter bag/silt sack at catch basins/discharge lines 
ο Filter fabric at catch basins 
ο Sand bags/gravel berms or booms at catch basins 
ο Energy dissipation (incl. using utility truck wheel well) 
ο Settling ponds 
ο Surface/passive aeration (for N. San Jose or Edenvale discharges only) 
ο Chemical chlorine neutralization (in N. San Jose Zone or Edenvale Zone) 
ο Chemical neutralization of chloramine (in Evergreen Zone) 
ο Analytical water quality testing for suspected pollutants (attach results when obtained)   

 ο Other:  ________________________________________ 

 
ο BRIEF STAFF ON THE SELECTED DISCHARGE OPTIONS, BMPS, AND CONTROL MEASURES 
 
ο PROCEED WITH NECESSARY NOTIFICATIONS:   ο Not Applicable  

Who (name and organization):__________________; When:________(a.m./p.m.) 

Who (name and organization):__________________; When:________(a.m./p.m.) 

Who (name and organization):__________________; When:________(a.m./p.m.) 
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PLANNED DISCHARGE ACTIVITY CHECKLIST (cont.) 

For Water Utility Operation and Maintenance 
 
 
ο INSTALL CONTROL MEASURES 

 
ο CARRY OUT THE DISCHARGE ACTIVITY IN ACCORDANCE WITH STANDARD OPERATING  PROCEDURES: 

 
ο Time begun:____________   ο Time ended:__________ 
ο Estimated actual discharge rate:______________ 
ο Estimated actual discharge volume:______________ 
ο Monitor the control measure(s) (see below)  

                         
ο CLOSE THE OPERATION: 

 
ο Remove the control measure(s) 
ο Inspect flow path for erosion damage and/or sediment deposition 
ο Inspect the receiving stream, if practical, for erosion damage or sediment deposition  
ο Cleanup: 

ο Remove/dispose of collected sediments and debris  ο Remove all materials used  
                in discharge operation 

 
ο MONITORING RECORD: 

 
DISCHARGE WATER 

 
TIME 

INSPECTED 

 
CONTROL MEASURES 

 
TIME 

INSPECTED 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
ο NOTES REGARDING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONTROL MEASURES: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
ο BMP EVALUATION (problems encountered, suggested improvements, or other items which maybe used 

to improve the BMP): 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Send Copies to:  ο Supervisor (original)  
     ο ESD, Environmental Enforcement Division 
     ο Others:_______________________________________________ 
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UNPLANNED DISCHARGE ACTIVITY CHECKLIST 

For Water Utility Operations and Maintenance 
 
For discharges with one or more of the following: volumes greater than 50,000 gallons; turbidity>50 
NTU; chemical additives with concentrations higher than in drinking water. 

 
Location: _____________________________________ 
Zone:  ________________________________________ 
Date of Discharge:  ________________________________________ 
Name of Person Completing Form: ___________________________ 
Date Form Completed:_____________ 
 
ο APPLICABILITY:   

ο Water main/service breaks     
ο Sheared hydrants 

ο Artesioning wells 
ο Sump/vault pumping 

ο Other: ____________________________________________________ 
 
ο PROCEDURE: 

ο As applicable, stop the discharge as soon as possible 
ο Inspect flow path 
ο Remove potential pollutants from the flow path 
ο If the repairs or corrective actions will cause additional discharge of water, then:  
 
ο   Install BMP Control Measure(s): 

ο Sediment Control:  
   ο Discharge to sanitary ο Filter bag/silt sack at catch basins  

 ο Filter bag/silt sack at catch ο Sand bags/gravel/berms/booms  
  basins/discharge lines  at catch basins 

ο Other:___________________ ο Settling pond
ο Erosion Control: 

ο Discharge to landscaping 
ο Protect landscaping with visqueen and/or plywood 
ο Other:______________________________________________ 

ο Dechlorination/dechloramination:  
Method: ________________________________________________ 

ο Other BMP(s) (describe):   _____________________________________ 
 
ο DISCHARGE OPERATION: 

ο Time Began: ______________ ο   Time Ended: ______________ 
ο Estimated Discharge Rate: _____________  g.p.m. or c.f.s. 
ο Monitoring: (see back) 

 
ο CLOSE OPERATION: ο Removed Sediment/Debris ο Removed Control Measures 

ο Inspected Receiving Storm Drain and/or Stream 
ο NOTIFICATIONS:  

ο Who: ______________________________________   When:___________ (a.m./p.m.) 
ο Who: ______________________________________   When:___________ (a.m./p.m.) 
ο Who: ______________________________________   When:___________ (a.m./p.m.) 
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UNPLANNED DISCHARGE ACTIVITY CHECKLIST (CONT.) 
For Water Utility Operations and Maintenance 

 
 
 
ο MONITORING RECORD: 

 
DISCHARGE WATER 

 
TIME 

INSPECTED 

 
CONTROL MEASURES 

 
TIME 

INSPECTED 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
ο NOTES REGARDING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONTROL MEASURES: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
ο BMP EVALUATION (problems encountered, suggested improvements, or other items which maybe used 

to improve the BMP) : 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Send Copies to:   
ο   Supervisor (original)   
ο   Environmental Services Department, Environmental Enforcement Division 
ο   Others:  _______________________________________________________ 
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 TABLE 2 
 

 City of San Jose 
 CONTACT INFORMATION 

 
Title/Name 

 
When to Notify 

 
Location Day 

Phone 
Pager Cellular 24-Hour 

Phone 
E-Mail 

Stand-by Supervisor 
(per on-call schedule) 

1. Rescheduling discharges to avoid 
potential pollution 

2. Questions about BMP use /SOPs 

SJ Muni 
Water 

(see 24 hr 
phone) 

277-4123 
#0445 

--- 277-4123 
#0445 

--- 

Jim Irving,  
Supervisor of 
Muni Water Division 

1. Coordination with ESD, Public 
Works or other divisions 

2. Questions about record-keeping 
3. Need for water quality testing 
4. Inspection of P.O. work 
5. Questions about training 
6. Recommended BMP 

modifications 
7. Need for Discharge Inventory 

SJ Muni 
Water 

277-5180 
or 
277-2557 

994-0237 981-5086 
 

277-4123 
#0445 
 

Jim.Irving@ci.sj.
ca.us 

Environ. Enforcement: 
On-Duty Staff 

1. Discharge options SJ ESD 945-3000   945-3000  

Bill Smith, Associate 
Environmental Services 
Specialist, Watershed 
Analysis Section 

1.Recommended BMP modifications 
2. WUDPPP revisions 
3. Questions about Performance 

Standard  
4. Record-keeping and annual 

reporting 

SJ ESD 945-3054  
 

 
 

 
 

BillSmith@ci.sj.c
a.us 

Mansour Nasser, Senior 
Civil Engineer 

1. Coordination with SJ Muni Water 
2. Inspection of contracted CIPs or 

work by private contractor on City 
water lines 

3. Questions about BMPs use /SOPs 
4. Questions about record-keeping 

SJ Muni 
Water 

277-3671 
or  
277-2558 
 

944-8170 
 

 
 

 
 

Mansour.Nasser
@ci.sj.ca.us 
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ARTESIONING WELLS 

 
Pollutants of Concern:  Sediment from erosion 
Equipment:  N/A 
Methodology:   
For wells draining to an adjacent creek channel: 

1. Inspect the discharge point at the creek end of the storm drain line at least every six 
months for evidence of erosion problems 

2. As needed, replace or augment existing rip-rap or other permanent erosion control 
measures 

  
Record-Keeping 

1. If control measures are required for erosion problems, Muni Water staff shall 
complete the Planned Discharges Checklist to document the discharge 
location, BMPs used, date of BMP installation, flow volume, duration of BMP 
use (if applicable), BMP effectiveness at controlling erosion and ease of BMP 
use.
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HYDRANT FLUSHING 

 
Pollutants of Concern:  Sediment from erosion, turbidity, wash-off of materials on 
adjacent pavement 
Equipment:  Flushing tubes, valve wrenches, safety equipment, utility truck 
Methodology: 

1. Set up safety equipment and traffic control. 
2. Check and clear flow path between hydrant and downstream catch basin(s) 

• Manually clear large debris items, if any 
• Sweep leaves and/or litter 
• If area contains significant pollutant potential, clean area by sweeping or 

using shop vac  (or reschedule flushing/flow testing to follow City street 
sweeping schedule) 

• Clean out catch basins if flow will be impeded by existing material inside 
or on grate 

• Place litter and debris in City truck for proper disposal 
3. Park city utility truck on pavement so that a wheel well is opposite the hydrant 

outlet 
4. Install the flushing tubes 
5. Look for turbidity.  As necessary: 

• Install silt sacks in downstream catch basin(s), or 
• Install sand bags or booms around downstream catch basin(s) 

6. Direct flow toward the utility truck wheel well to keep flow from discharging 
across street and causing erosion and traffic problems. 

7. Continue flowing fire hydrant until discharge is clear (however, ensure that the 
flow volume from each hydrant discharge is less than 50,000 gallons by adjusting 
flushing frequency, if necessary) 

8. After flushing or testing is completed, inspect the flow path and catch basin(s) and 
remove any remaining debris for proper disposal 

 
Record-Keeping 

1. Record duration of flushing on Fire Hydrant Maintenance Program form 
(Attachment A) 

2. If the turbidity concentration of the discharge requires use of sediment control 
measures,  Muni Water staff shall complete the Planned Discharges Checklist 
to document the discharge location, BMPs used, date of BMP installation, 
flow volume, duration of BMP use (if applicable), BMP effectiveness at 
sediment control and ease of BMP use. 
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ATTACHMENT 'A' 

 
City of San Jose 

Municipal Water System Division 
 

FIRE HYDRANT MAINTENANCE PROGRAM 
 
 

 
Hydrant ID #  _________________________________ 
 
Hydrant Location: ______________________ _______ 
 
Date Flushed  ___________           ________________ 
 
Main Size:  ___________________________________ 
 
 
 
Remarks:________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________
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Main or Service Line Break 

 
Pollutants of Concern:  Sediment from erosion, chlorine/chloramine 
Equipment:  Backhoe, dump truck, utility truck, compressor, tamper, jack hammer, 
repair clamp, safety equipment 
Methodology: 

1. Set up safety equipment and traffic control 
2. Stop the flow of water as soon as possible.  Application of this BMP is secondary 

to action necessary to stop the flow of water and protect public safety. 
3. Isolate the area of the break 
4. Check and clear the flow path 
5. Notify affected residents and businesses of the interruption of the water supply 
6. Call Underground Service Alert (USA) Locates before digging 
7. Proceed with repairs, using appropriate BMPs for erosion and sediment control 

• Erosion control BMPs may include (but are not limited to) identifying and 
protecting landscaped areas using plywood or visqueen 

• Sediment control BMPs may include (but are not limited to): 
a. Filter fabric under catch basin grates 
b. Silt sacks in catch basins 
c. Sand bags, gravel berms or booms around catch basins 

8. If the discharge is located in the North San Jose and the discharge is anticipated to 
be greater than 50,000 gallons, use chlorine controls, which may include (but are 
not limited to): 
• Surface or passive aeration 
• Chemical neutralization of chlorine 

9. If the discharge is located in the Evergreen Zone and is anticipated to be greater 
than 50,000 gallons, neutralize chloramine using sodium thiosulfate or sodium 
bisulfite, according to AWWA standards (C652).  

10. After the break has been repaired, inspect the flow path and catch basins and 
remove any remaining debris for proper disposal. 

 
Record-Keeping 

After the line break has been repaired, if the turbidity concentration of the 
discharge required the use of sediment control measures or the discharge was 
greater than 50,000 gallons, Muni Water staff shall complete the Unplanned 
Discharges Checklist to document the discharge location, BMPs used, date of 
BMP installation, flow volume, duration of BMP use (if applicable), BMP 
effectiveness at diverting contaminants from the discharge and ease of BMP use. 
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Pressure Release Valve/Blow-Offs 

 
Pollutants of Concern:  Sediment from erosion, turbidity, wash-off of materials on 
adjacent pavement  
Equipment:  Blow-off tube, valve wrenches, safety equipment 
Methodology: 

1. Set up safety equipment and traffic control 
2. Check and clear flow path between release valve and downstream catch basin 

• Manually clear large debris items, if any 
• Sweep leaves and/or litter 
• Call for a sweeper if area contains significant pollutant potential (or 

reschedule blow-off discharge to follow sweeping schedule) 
• Clean out catch basins if flow will be impeded by existing material inside or 

on grate 
• Place litter and debris in City truck for proper disposal 

3. Install the blow-off  tubes 
4. Evaluate for turbidity problems. As necessary: 

• Install sand bags or booms around the downstream catch basin, or  
• Install silt sacks in the downstream catch basin 

5. Direct flow to pavement 
6. After the valve has been blown-off, inspect the flow path and catch basin and 

remove any remaining debris for proper disposal 
 
 

Record-Keeping 
If the turbidity concentration of the discharge requires use of sediment control 
measures, Muni Water staff shall complete the Planned Discharges Checklist to 
document the discharge location, BMPs used, date of BMP installation, flow 
volume, duration of BMP use (if applicable), BMP effectiveness at erosion and 
sediment control and ease of BMP use. 
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Sheared Hydrants  

(8 "wet barrel" type at Towers, Lexann and Silvercreek Roads) 
 

Pollutants of Concern:  Sediment from erosion, turbidity, chlorine/chloramine 
Equipment:  Valve wrenches, safety equipment 
Methodology: 

1. Set up safety equipment and traffic control 
2. Stop the flow of water as soon as possible.  Application of this BMP is secondary 

to action necessary to stop the flow of water and protect public safety. 
3. Isolate the hydrant 
4.  Check and clear the flow path, if possible 
5. Proceed with repair and if practical, use appropriate BMPs for erosion and 

sediment control 
• Erosion control BMPs may include (but are not limited to) identifying and 

protecting landscaped areas using plywood or visqueen 
• Sediment control BMPs may include (but are not limited to): 

a. Filter fabric under catch basin grates 
b. Silt sacks in catch basins 
c. Sand bags, gravel berms or booms around catch basins 

6. After the break has been repaired, inspect the flow path and catch basins and 
remove any remaining debris for proper disposal 

 
Record-Keeping 

After the hydrant has been repaired, if the turbidity concentration of the discharge 
required the use of sediment control measures or the discharge was greater than 
50,000 gallons, Muni Water staff shall complete the Unplanned Discharges 
Checklist to document the discharge location, BMPs used, date of BMP 
installation, flow volume, duration of BMP use (if applicable), BMP effectiveness 
at diverting contaminants from the discharge and ease of BMP use. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



CITY  OF SAN JOSE S ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

WUO&M SOPS 14 of 18 

 
Sump/Vault Pumping 

 
Pollutants of Concern:  Sediment from erosion, turbidity, wash-off of materials on adjacent 
pavement, and groundwater contaminants (hydrocarbons, solvents, etc.) 
Equipment:  Pump, safety equipment 
Methodology: 

1. Set up safety equipment and traffic control 
2. Open the sump or vault and, as feasible: 

• Estimate the discharge volume 
• Observe if the water could contain chemical contaminants 

a. Visual:  discoloration, oily sheen, floating material 
b. Smell:  gasoline, solvents, hydrogen sulfide, other 

• If observations indicate no contamination, skip to Item 5, below 
3. If contamination is suspected but the source is unknown, delay the pumping operation to 

sample and test the water.  Contact the supervisor regarding the need for interrupting 
operations and for analytical testing. 

4. If analytical testing determines that the water is contaminated, contact the Environmental 
Service Department at 945-3000 regarding discharge options (such as possible discharge 
to the sanitary sewer or other options) 
• If permissible and physically possible, pump contaminated water to sanitary sewer 
• If it is not possible to discharge to a sanitary manhole or clean-out for regulatory or 

physical reasons, pump the water to a tank truck or other sealed container and 
transport it to a disposal site authorized to accept it 

5. If the discharge is not contaminated as determined by visual and olfactory observation: 
• Evaluate the standing water for turbidity problems. As necessary use: 

a. Filter fabric under the catch basin grate 
b. Silt sacks on the outlet line or in the catch basin 
c. Sand bags, gravel berms or booms around the catch basin 

• Check and clear flow path between hydrant and downstream catch basin(s) 
a. Manually clear large debris items, if any 
b. Sweep leaves and/or litter 
c. Clean out catch basins if flow blocked by existing material inside or on grate 
d. Place litter and debris in City truck for proper disposal 

• Set-up the sump pump to discharge to the pavement, making sure that the flow is not 
causing an erosion problem 

• After pumping is completed, inspect the flow path and catch basin and remove any 
remaining debris for proper disposal 

 
Record-Keeping 

1. If analytical water quality testing was required due to possible chemical 
contamination,  City staff responsible for water sampling shall document 
sampling date, discharge location and testing results. 

2. After the sump or vault has been pumped, if runoff pollution control measures 
were required, Muni Water staff shall complete the Unplanned Discharges 
Checklist to document discharge location, BMPs used, date of BMP installation, 
flow volume, duration of BMP use (if applicable), BMP effectiveness at 
diverting contaminants from the discharge and ease of BMP use. 
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Tank Cleaning 

 
Pollutants of Concern:  Turbidity, chlorine/chloramine 
Equipment:  Per Contractor 
Methodology:   

1. Chlorine control BMPs are required if the discharge volume is >50,000 gallons. 
2. Sediment control BMPs are required if the turbidity of the discharge is >50 NTU. 
3. Include a contract provision requiring the contractor to submit a plan to the City 

explaining the use of appropriate turbidity and/or chlorine control BMPs. 
4. Direct the contractor to review the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution 

Prevention Plan model Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Discharge 
Pollution Prevention Plan: 
• Chlorine/Chloramine BMPs could include (but are not limited to) surface or 

passive aeration or chemical neutralization of chlorine/chloramine (follow 
AWWA standards for sanitizing covered reservoirs) 

• Turbidity BMPs could include (but are not limited to) using silt sacks or a 
temporary settling basin 

5. Staff from Muni Water will inspect work for compliance with BMP plan and/or 
need to modify plan 

 
 

Record-Keeping 
1. Muni Water staff shall complete the Planned Discharges Checklist to 

document the discharge location, BMPs used, date of BMP installation, flow 
volume, duration of BMP use (if applicable), BMP effectiveness at diverting 
contaminants from the discharge and ease of BMP use. 
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Water Meter Testing (2" and larger) 

 
Pollutants of Concern:  Sediment from erosion and wash-off of materials on adjacent 
pavement 
Equipment:  Test trailer, wrenches, fire hydrant hose, test port pipe fitting, ladder, gas 
detection equipment, safety equipment 
Methodology:   

1. Set up safety equipment and traffic control 
2. Check and clear flow path between water meter and downstream catch basin 

• Manually clear large debris items, if any 
• Sweep leaves and/or litter 
• Call for a sweeper if area contains significant pollutant potential (or 

reschedule blow-off discharge to follow sweeping schedule) 
• Clean out catch basins if flow will be impeded by existing material inside or 

on grate 
• Place litter and debris in City truck for proper disposal 

3. Direct flow to pavement away from landscaping 
4. After testing the meter, inspect the flow path and catch basin and remove any 

remaining debris for proper disposal 
 
 

Record-Keeping 
Not applicable-flow volumes and chemical concentrations  below thresholds.
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Well First Flush-to-Waste Cycle 

 
Pollutants of Concern:  Turbidity and erosion 
Staff:  One staff person to inspect/sample 
Equipment:  Prepared sample bottle 
Methodology:   
For wells draining to an adjacent creek channel: 

1. Inspect the discharge point at the creek end of the storm drain line at least every 
six months for evidence of erosion problems. 

2. As needed, replace or augment existing rip-rap or other permanent erosion control 
measures. 

For all wells: 
1. If a turbidity problem (such as from iron bacteria) is anticipated from the 

discharge due to low groundwater table or well maintenance problem, sample and 
test the well water to determine the turbidity concentration and whether the well 
should be  kept in service. 

2. If the turbidity is >50 NTU and the well must be kept in service, direct the first 
flush discharge to a temporary settling basin or to the sanitary sewer 

• Consider modifying the start-up cycle of the well to run more frequently 
and for a longer period to reduce the build-up of contaminants 

• If modifying the start-up cycle does not clear-up the turbidity problem, 
temporary shallow settling basins may be installed in unpaved areas 
adjacent to the well 
a. Size the pond(s)to hold 3,000-4,500 gallons for each well discharged 
b. Construct the ponds using low dirt berms (8-12" tall) to allow for 

quick evaporation 
c. After the discharge evaporates, dispose of the remaining debris to a 

landfill 
• If it is not possible to install a temporary settling basin, consider 

discharging to the sanitary sewer.  Prior to beginning any discharge to the 
sanitary sewer, contact the Water Pollution Control Plant at 945-3000. 

   
Record-Keeping 

1. If control measures are required for turbidity problems, Muni Water staff shall 
complete the Planned Discharges Checklist to document the discharge 
location, BMPs used, date of BMP installation, flow volume, duration of BMP 
use (if applicable), BMP effectiveness at erosion control and diverting 
contaminants from the discharge and ease of BMP use. 

2. The City staff responsible for inspection shall complete the Planned 
Discharges Checklist to document the discharge location, BMPs used, date of 
BMP installation, flow volume, duration of BMP use (if applicable), BMP 
effectiveness at diverting contaminants from the discharge and ease of BMP 
use. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



CITY  OF SAN JOSE S ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

WUO&M SOPS 18 of 18 

 
Well Rehabilitation and Maintenance 

 
Pollutants of Concern:  Chlorine and turbidity 
Equipment:  Per contractor 
Methodology:   

1. Chlorine control BMPs are required if the discharge volume is >50,000 gallons or 
if the chlorine concentration is >1.5 mg/l. 

2. Include a contract provision requiring the contractor to submit a plan to the City 
explaining the use of appropriate turbidity and/or chlorine control BMPs.   
• Direct the contractor to review the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution 

Prevention Plan Model Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Discharge 
Pollution Prevention Plan 

• Chlorine BMPs could include (but are not limited to) surface or passive 
aeration or chemical neutralization of chlorine  

• Turbidity BMPs could include (but are not limited to) the use of silt sacks, 
flow diversion to settling ponds, or discharge to the sanitary sewer 

• Prior to beginning any discharge to the sanitary sewer, contact the Water 
Pollution Control Plant  

3. Depending on the nature of the contracted work, a Public Works or a Muni Water 
inspector will check work for compliance with BMP plan and/or need to modify 
plan 

 
Record-Keeping 

1. The City staff responsible for inspection shall complete the Planned 
Discharges Checklist to document the discharge location, BMPs used, date of 
BMP installation, flow volume, duration of BMP use (if applicable), BMP 
effectiveness at diverting contaminants from the discharge and ease of BMP 
use. 
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Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan S September 2004 

PM STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

PM STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
 
This section contains specific Standard Operating Procedures for the Pesticide 
Management Program. 
 
The various components of this section are organized as follows: 

1. Providing the City’s Integrated Pest Management(IPM) Policy to Contractors 
Who Perform Pesticide Application Work on Municipal Property 

2. City Of San Jose Integrated Pest Management Best Management Practices and 
Standard Operating Procedures 
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06/30/03                                                         PROVIDING THE CITY’S IPM POLICY TO CONTRACTORS 

City of San Jose 
Integrated Pest Management 

Standard Operating Procedure 
 

Providing the City’s Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM) Policy to Contractors Who Perform Pesticide 

Application Work on Municipal Property 
 
 
Purpose:  To ensure that all contractors employed by the City who perform pesticide 
application work on municipal property are provided with a copy of the City’s IPM policy. 
 
Responsible Party:  All City personnel that administer City contracts that include pesticide 
application work on municipal property. 
 
 
Methodology: 
The City’s IPM policy is provision number four of the City’s Pollution Prevention Policy (Council 
Policy number 4-5).  The City’s contract managers can choose from the following methods to 
ensure that a contractor who performs pesticide application work on municipal property is 
provided with a copy of the City’s IPM policy: 
 
1. Include a copy of the City’s IPM policy in the contractor solicitation documents, e.g., 

Request for Proposal or Request for Quote. 
2. Include a copy of the City’s IPM policy in the specifications of the contract. 
3. Meet with the contractor and review the City’s IPM policy. 
4. Mail a copy of the City’s IPM policy to the contractor. 
 
Contract managers must document that a contractor has received the City’s IPM policy. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
This document has been compiled to assist personnel performing pest 
management and/or pesticide application on City property, including contractors, 
in the use of integrated pest management.   
 
On an annual basis, supervisory staff and field staff from affected City Departments will 
review the effectiveness of these SOPs and any other BMPs in use in order to evaluate 
their effectiveness in reducing pollutants in storm water and eliminating illicit discharges.  
This review and evaluation will normally occur as a part of annual municipal training on 
City Urban Runoff NPDES requirements.  The Environmental Services Department 
(ESD) in conjunction with the affected City Departments normally conducts this training 
in the May/June timeframe. 
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II. DEFINITIONS 
BEST MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICE (BMP) 

Activities, practices, facilities, and/or procedures that 
when implemented to their maximum efficiency will 
prevent or reduce pollutants in discharges.  Examples of 
BMPs may include public education and outreach efforts, 
proper planning of development projects, proper clean out 
of catch basin inlets, and proper waste handling and 
disposal, among others. 
 

CITY DEPARTMENT Any department of the City of San Jose and includes any 
pesticide applicator hired by a City department to apply 
pesticides on City property. 
 

CONTRACT A binding written agreement, including but not limited to, a 
contract, lease, permit, license, or easement between a 
person, firm, corporation or other entity, and a City 
department, which grants a right to use or occupy property 
of the City of San Jose for a specified purpose or 
purposes. 
 

CONTRACTOR A person, firm, corporation or other entity that enters into 
a contract with the City of San Jose. 
 

DEFOLIATING Includes killing or artificially accelerating the drying of 
plant tissues, with or without causing abscission. 
 

DOT Department of Transportation – City of San Jose. 
 

EQUIPMENT 
OPERATOR 

City personnel driving truck, or other vehicle or using City 
equipment or tools. 
 

ESD Environmental Services Department – City of San Jose. 
 

FIELD STAFF Non-supervisory personnel in the DOT, PRNS, GS, and/or 
PW. 
 

FUNGI Parasitic plants which have no leaves, flowers, or 
chlorophyll (mildews, molds, rusts, mushrooms) and 
reproduce by means of spores. 
 

FUNGICIDE Any substance that kills fungi or inhibits the growth or 
reproduction of spores. 
 

GS General Services Department – City of San Jose. 
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INSECTS Any animal within the class of animals which are known 
as "Insecta" or any similar animal such as a centipede, 
spider, mite, tick, or louse. 
 

INTEGRATED PEST 
MANAGEMENT (IPM) 

An ecosystem-based strategy that focuses on long-term 
prevention of pests or their damage through a 
combination of techniques such as biological control, 
habitat manipulation, modification of cultural practices, 
and the use of resistant varieties.  Pesticides are used 
only after monitoring indicates that they are needed 
according to established guidelines, and treatments are 
made with the goal of removing only the target organism.  
Pest control materials are selected and applied in a 
manner that minimizes risk to human health, beneficial 
and non-target organisms, and the environment. 
 

MAINTENANCE 
PERSONNEL 

Any person monitoring threshold levels, taking 
preventative or corrective actions, or applying a pesticide. 
 

MAXIMUM EXTENT 
PRACTICABLE 
(MEP) 

The standard for implementation of storm water 
management programs to reduce pollutants in storm 
water.  MEP refers to storm water management programs 
taken as a whole.  The implementation of MEP takes into 
account equitable consideration and competing facts, 
including, but not limited to the gravity of the problem, 
potential or actual public health risk, environmental 
benefits, pollutant removal effectiveness, regulatory 
compliance, public acceptance, implementability, cost and 
technical feasibility. 
 

MOLLUSK Any invertebrate animal having a soft body typically 
covered by a shell. 
 

NATIONAL 
POLLUTANT 
DISCHARGE 
ELIMINATION 
SYSTEM (NPDES) 

A permit issued by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency, State Water Resources Control Board 
or San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board pursuant to the Clean Water Act section 402(p) that 
authorizes discharges to waters of the United States and 
requires the reduction of pollutants in the discharge. 
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PEST Any of the following that is, or is liable to become, 
dangerous or detrimental to the agricultural or 
nonagricultural environment of the state: 
(a) Any insect, predatory animal, rodent, nematode, or 

weed. 
(b) Any form of terrestrial, aquatic, or aerial plant or 

animal, virus, fungus, bacteria, or other microorganism 
(except   viruses, fungi, bacteria, or other 
microorganisms on or in living man or other living 
animals). 

(c) Anything that the director, by regulation, declares to be 
a pest. 

 
PESTICIDE Means pesticide as defined in Section 12753 or Chapter 2 

of Division 7 of the California Food and Agriculture Code -  
Pesticide includes any of the following: 
(a) Any spray adjuvant. 
(b) Any substance, or mixture of substances which is 

intended to be used for defoliating plants, regulating 
plant growth, or for preventing, destroying, repelling, 
or mitigating any pest, as defined in Section 12754.5, 
which may infest or be detrimental to vegetation, 
man, animals, or households, or be present in any 
agricultural or nonagricultural environment 
whatsoever. 

 
PERSONAL 
PROTECTIVE 
EQUIPMENT (PPE) 

Means apparel and devices worn to minimize human body 
contact with pesticides or pesticide residues that must be 
provided by an employer and are separate from, or in 
addition to, work clothing. PPE may include, chemical 
resistant suits, chemical resistant gloves, chemical 
resistant footwear, respiratory protection devices, 
chemical resistant aprons, chemical resistant headgear, 
protective eyewear, or a coverall (one- or two-piece 
garment). 
 

PRNS Department of Parks, Recreation, & Neighborhood 
Services – City of San Jose. 
 

PW Department of Public Works – City of San Jose. 
 

RODENT All members of the order Rodentia and all rabbits and 
hares. 
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SPRAY ADJUVANT Any wetting agent, spreading agent, deposit builder, 
adhesive, emulsifying agent, deflocculating agent, water 
modifier, or similar agent, with or without toxic properties 
of its own, which is intended to be used with another 
pesticide as an aid to the application or effect of the other 
pesticide, and sold in a package that is separate from that 
of the pesticide other than a spray adjuvant with which it is 
to be used. 
 

STANDARD 
OPERATING 
PROCEDURE (SOP) 

Routine steps or actions, that if properly carried out, 
reduce the likelihood of pollutants entering the receiving 
waters. 
 

SUPERVISORY 
STAFF 

Management staff in the DOT, PRNS, GS, and/or PW. 

URBAN RUNOFF/ 
STORM WATER 

The part of precipitation (rainfall or snowmelt) which 
travels via flow across a surface to the storm drain system 
or receiving waters.  Examples of this phenomenon 
include the water that flows from a building’s roof or 
parking lot when it rains (runoff from an impervious 
surface); and water that flows from vegetated surface 
when rainfall is in excess of the rate at which it can 
infiltrate into the underlying soil (runoff from a pervious 
surface). 
 

WEED Any plant out of place. 
(a) Broadleaf weed is a dicot plant (two or more leaves). 
(b) Grassy weed is a monocot plant (one leaf or more 

from a central source). 
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III. IPM Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
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Integrated Pest Management 
Best Management Practice 

 
 

 
IPM is an ecosystem-based strategy that focuses on long-term prevention of 
pests or their damage through a combination of techniques such as biological 
control, habitat manipulation, modification of cultural practices, and resistant 
varieties.  Pesticides are used only after monitoring indicates they are needed 
according to established guidelines and treatments are made with the goal of 
removing only the target organism.  Pest control materials are selected and 
applied in a manner that minimizes risks to human health, beneficial and non-
target organisms, and the environment. 
 
Understanding pest characteristics and needs is essential to implementing IPM 
effectively.  Pests seek habitats that provide basic needs such as air, moisture, 
food, and shelter.  Pest populations can be prevented or controlled by creating 
inhospitable environments, by removing some of the basic elements pest need to 
survive, or by simply blocking their access into buildings. Pests may also be 
managed by other methods such as sanitation, traps, vacuums, or pesticides.  
An understanding of what pests need in order to survive is essential before 
action is taken. Pest-prevention measures reduce the need for pesticide 
applications and include sanitation and structural repair, employing physical and 
mechanical controls such as screens, traps, weeders, air doors, vacuums, etc. 
 
• Sanitation - Removal or reduction of food source. Removing conditions that 

attract or favor the infestation. 
 
• Physical Exclusion - Selective caulking of cracks and crevices to eliminate 

pest accessibility, avenues of access or hiding areas, or items brought into a 
building that may have been stored. 

 
• Mechanical/Biological Controls - Concentrate on monitoring and controlling 

threshold levels using pheromone, sticky traps, or HEPA filter vacuum.  
Introducing or enhancing pests’ natural enemies may also be a tactic in this 
area. 

 
• Chemical Treatments - Many different kinds of pesticides are currently 

available for use against structural pests. An appropriate application uses the 
least toxic and most effective and efficient technique and material.  Due to 
their potentially toxic nature, these materials should be applied by qualified 
applicators in a manner to ensure maximum efficiency, with minimal hazard. 
Where required, pesticides should be applied when occupants are not 
present in areas where they may be exposed to materials applied.  Re-entry 
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into the affected area will be allowed according to the instructions on the 
pesticide labels.  Where required, posting will be done. 

 
Inspection, Identifying, and Monitor  
An IPM program consists of a cycle of inspecting, identifying, monitoring, 
evaluating, and choosing the appropriate method of control. Inspection and 
accurate identification of pests are vital steps in IPM to ensure tha t control 
methods will be effective.  Once the pest has been identified and the source of its 
activity pinpointed, habitat modifications—primarily, exclusion, repair, and 
sanitation efforts—may greatly reduce the prevalence of the pest.  Monitoring 
includes inspecting areas for pest evidence, entry points, food, water, and 
harborage sites, and estimating pest population levels.  The information gained 
through monitoring is evaluated to determine whether the action threshold has 
been exceeded and what can be done in the way of prevention. 
 
Action Threshold Level  
These are the levels of pest populations or site environment conditions that 
require remedial action. The pest manager and the occupants of the structure set 
the action threshold. It is determined by deciding, based on the sensitivities of the 
structure’s occupants, how many pests can be tolerated. The presence of some 
pests does not, in itself, necessarily require action. 
 
When pest populations exceed pre-set action thresholds, action must be taken.  
Precise recommendations or actions to achieve specific results are an essential 
part of an IPM program.  Specific recommendations, including an explanation of 
the benefits, should be based on the evaluation of all available data obtained 
through inspecting, identifying, and monitoring. 
 
Recommendation of Pest Control Vendor for Action Plan of Control   
The State Department of Pesticide Regulation or the County Department of 
Agriculture can provide information on pesticide applicator certification.  
 
Pest control firms should work with the pest manager and the responsible 
building manager to solve pest control problems.  The contract should specify the 
use of IPM principles and practices in meeting pest management objectives. 
Contracts should be written to provide expected results.  Pest management 
objectives specific to the site should be jointly developed, agreed upon, and 
written into the contract.  Any special health concerns (such as for individuals 
with allergies) should be noted and reflected in the pesticides that can be utilized, 
or excluded from use. 
 
Training of Building Personnel 
Education is a vital component of pest management.  All occupants of a building 
must understand the basic concepts of IPM and who to contact with questions or 
problems.  Staff needs to understand how their own behavior helps alleviate or 
contributes to pest problems.  Specific instructions should be provided on what to 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



                                                                       11                                            REVISED 02/26/04 

do and what not to do.  For example, staff should not bring and use pesticides of 
their own on City sites.  Only designated qualified personnel should apply 
pesticide products, including those purchased at a retail store.  Educating and 
training staff is important to the success of an in-house IPM program. 
 
Training Points for Inside Sites: 
 

Typical Pests: 
Mice, rats, cockroaches, ants, flies, wasps, hornets, yellow jackets, spiders, 
microorganisms, termites, carpenter ants, and other wood-destroying insects.  
 
Entryways:  
Doorways, overhead doors, windows, holes in exterior walls, openings around 
pipes, electrical fixtures, or ducts. 
 
• Keep doors shut when not in use. 
• Place weather stripping on doors. 
• Caulk and seal openings in walls. 
• Install or repair screens. 
• Install air curtains. 
• Keep vegetation, shrubs, and wood mulch at least one (1) foot away from 

structures. 
 
Offices: 
Offices, cubicles, hallways, conference rooms. 
 
• Allow food and beverages only in designated areas. 
• If indoor plants are present, keep them healthy.  When small insect 

infestations appear, remove them manually. 
• Keep areas as dry as possible by removing standing water and water 

damaged or wet materials. 
• Routinely clean areas, removing dust and debris, and emptying waste 

receptacles as needed. 
• Frequently vacuum carpeted areas. 
 
Food Preparation and Serving Areas: 
Dining room, main kitchen, break rooms, snack area, vending machines, and 
food storage rooms. 
 
• Store food and waste in containers that are inaccessible to pests.  Containers 

must have tight lids and be made of plastic, glass, or metal.  Waste should be 
removed at the end of each day. 

• Place screens on vents, windows, and floor drains to prevent cockroaches 
and other pests from using unscreened ducts or vents as pathways. 
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• Create inhospitable living conditions for pests by reducing the availability of 
food and water—remove food debris, sweep up all crumbs, fix dripping 
faucets and leaks, and dry out wet areas. 

• Improve cleaning practices, including promptly cleaning food preparation 
equipment after use and removing grease accumulation from vents, ovens, 
and stoves.  Use caulk or paint to seal cracks and crevices. 

• Capture rodents by using mechanical or glue traps. (Note: Mechanical traps, 
including glueboards, used in rodent control must be checked daily.  Dispose 
of killed or trapped rodents within 24 hours. 

 
Rooms and Areas with Extensive Plumbing: 
Bathrooms, rooms with sinks, locker rooms, dishwasher rooms, swimming pools, 
and greenhouses. 
 
• Promptly repair leaks and correct other plumbing problems to deny pests 

access to water. 
• Routinely clean floor drains, strainers, and grates.  Seal pipe chases. 
• Keep areas dry.  Avoid conditions that allow formation of condensation.  

Areas that never dry out are conducive to molds and fungi.  Increasing 
ventilation may be necessary. 

• Store paper products or cardboard boxes away from moist areas and direct 
contact with the floor or the walls.  This practice allows for ease in inspection. 

 
Maintenance Areas: 
Boiler room, mechanical room, janitorial-housekeeping areas, and pipechases. 
 
• After use, promptly clean mops and mop buckets; dry mop buckets and hang 

mops vertically on rack above floor drain. 
• Allow eating only in designated areas. 
• Clean trashcans regularly, use plastic liners in trashcans, and use secure lids. 
• Keep areas clean and dry as possible, and remove debris. 
 
Applying Pesticides 
All pesticides used in the U.S. must be EPA registered, and the registration 
number must be listed on the label. Although EPA registers pesticides for use 
within the United States, the pesticide must also be registered for use in 
California by the Department of Pesticide Regula tion.  The fact that a particular 
product is registered does not mean that it is “safe” under all conditions of use. 
Read and follow the pesticide label directions, know how to apply and handle 
these chemicals, and try to minimize the exposure to children, adults, and other 
non-target species.   
 
The following general recommendations should minimize exposure to people and 
other non-target species when the application of pesticides is being considered: 
 
• Read and follow label instructions. 
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• Choose a pesticide that is labeled for the specific site, intended for the pest 
you are trying to control, and as target specific as possible, rather than broad 
spectrum. 

• Determine the right amount of pesticide to purchase and use. 
• Use a spot-treatment method of application when pesticide treatments are 

required.  Treat only the obviously infested areas.  This procedure helps 
conserve predators and parasites needed to reduce future pest populations 
and increases the time between outbreaks. 

• Limit the use of sprays, foggers, or volatile formulations.  Instead use bait and 
crack and crevice application when possible.  Look for crack and crevice label 
instructions on how to apply the pesticide.  These treatments maximize the 
exposure of the pest to the pesticide while minimizing pesticide exposure for 
the occupants. 

• Place all rodenticides, for rats and mice, either in locations not accessible to 
children and non-target species or in tamper resistant bait boxes.  Securely 
lock or fasten shut the lids of all bait boxes.  Place bait in the baffle-protected 
feeding chamber of the box.  Never place bait in the runway of the box. 

• Where required, apply when occupants are not present or in areas where 
they will not be exposed to the material applied.  Note any re-entry time limits 
listed on the label, and be aware that some residues can remain long after 
application. 

• Use proper protective clothing or equipment when applying pesticides, per the 
pesticide label and all regulations. 

• Properly ventilate areas after pesticide application per label requirements. 
• Where required, notify building occupants of upcoming pesticide applications. 
• After applying, store and/or dispose of unused pesticides properly. 
• Keep copies of current pesticide labels, consumer information sheets, 

MSDSs, and pesticide use records. 
 
Evaluation of Results After Control Steps  
Evaluate results to determine if pest management objectives are reached.   The 
City must evaluate the results of practicing IPM to determine if pest management 
objectives have been met. Accurate records of inspecting, identifying, and 
monitoring activities show changes in the site environment (reduced availability 
of food, water, or shelter), physical changes (exclusion and repairs), pest 
population changes (increased or reduced numbers, older or younger pests), or 
changes in the amount of damage or loss. 
 
Record Keeping  
Keep written records of all aspects of the program. 
Successful practice of IPM relies on accurate record keeping. Keeping accurate 
records leads to better decision-making and more efficient procurement.  
Accurate records of inspecting, identifying, and monitoring activities show 
changes in the site environment (reduced availability of food, water, or shelter), 
physical changes (exclusion and repairs), pest population changes (increased or 
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reduced numbers, older or younger pests), or changes in the amount of damage 
or loss. 
 
A complete and accurate pest management log should be maintained for each 
property and kept in the office of the pest manager.  Pesticide use records should 
also be maintained to meet State, County and local regulatory requirements. The 
logbook should contain the following items: 
 
• A copy of the Pest Management Plan and service schedule for the property. 
• A copy of the current EPA-registered label and the current MSDS for each 

pesticide product used on City property. 
• Pest surveillance data sheets, which record, in a systematic fashion, the type 

and number of pests or other indicators of pest population levels revealed by 
the monitoring program for the site.  Examples include date, number, location 
and rodent species trapped or carcasses removed as well as a date, number, 
and location of new rat burrows observed. 

• A diagram noting the location of pest activity, including the location of all 
traps, trapping devices, and bait stations in or around the site. 

 
 
 
References: 
• University of California Statewide Integrated Pest Management Project 

website 
• EPA, Office of Pesticide Programs - Pest Control in the School Environment: 

Adopting Integrated Pest Management.  August 1993. 
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IV.  IPM STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES (SOPs) 
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Integrated Pest Management 
Standard Operating Procedure 

 
1. Aquatic Weed Control 
 
Purpose:   
To control broadleaf and grassy weeds on City property and minimize use of 
pesticides to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
List of Pesticides Commonly Used:   
Reward, Aquamaster 
 
Responsible Party:   
All City personnel as well as contract personnel applying pesticides for City public 
projects or on City property. 
 
 
Methodology: 
In order to control weeds on City property that contain water the following procedures 
will be used. 
• Establish threshold level of acceptance. 
• Create safe water ways that contain plant and animal in City facilities. 
• Use less toxic controls such as cultural practices and aeration. 
• Use pesticides only if population exceeds threshold level or at discretion of 

supervisor. 
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Integrated Pest Management 
Standard Operating Procedure 

 
2. Weed Control 
 
Purpose:   
To control broadleaf and grassy weeds on City property and minimize use of 
pesticides to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
List of Pesticides Commonly Used:   
Reward, Dimension,Karmex DF, Pendulum WDG, 3.3Ec, 2G, Ronstar G, Scythe, 
Surflan A.S.,Trimec, MSMA, Grassgetter, Weedhoe, Aquamaster, Manage, Roundup 
Pro, Roundup Pro Dry, Turflon ester, 
 
Responsible Party:   
All City personnel as well as contract personnel applying pesticides for City public 
projects or on City property. 
 
 
Methodology: 
In order to control weeds in city facilities the following procedures will be used. 
• Establish threshold level of acceptance. 
• Create safe play areas, & sports fields, medians and right of way areas. 
• Use less toxic controls such as cultural practices such as aeration and fertilization. 

water 
• Use pesticides only if population exceeds threshold level, or at discretion of 

supervisor. 
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Integrated Pest Management 

Standard Operating Procedure 
 

3. Disease Control 
 
Purpose:   
To control fungi caused disease damage on City property and minimize use of 
pesticides to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
List of Pesticides Commonly Used:   
None used at this time. 
 
 
Responsible Party:   
All City personnel as well as contract personnel applying pesticides for City public 
projects or on City property. 
 
 
Methodology: 
In order to control fungal diseases (i.e. Powdery Mildew, Anthracnose, etc.) on City 
property the following procedures will be used. 
• Establish threshold level of acceptance. 
• Use plant species and varieties that resist pests and diseases. 
• Use cultural practices i.e., sanitation, cultivation, fertilization, pruning, mowing, and 

irrigation that reduce pest and disease problems. 
• Routinely monitor for damage symptoms, particularly following weather patterns, 

which favor the disease.  
• Accurately identify the disease problem. 
• Use pesticides only if damage exceeds the acceptable threshold level, or at the 

discretion of supervisor. 
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Integrated Pest Management 
Standard Operating Procedure 

 
4. Insect Control 
 
Purpose:   
To control unacceptable insect populations (i.e. scale, aphids, tussock moth, etc.) on 
City property and minimize use of pesticides to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
List of Pesticides Commonly Used:   
Orthene, Talstar, Conserve, Imidacloprid (Merit), Niban, Deltagard, BP 300, Dormant 
Oil, Superior Oil 
 
Responsible Party:   
All City personnel as well as contract personnel applying pesticides for City public 
projects or on City property. 
 
 
Methodology: 
In order to control insect populations on City property the following procedures will be 
used. 
• Establish threshold level of acceptance. 
• Determine location of insect habitats and pathways. 
• Monitor for insect presence by honeydew excretions underneath tree canopy, egg 

masses on plant material, etc. 
• Remove all sources of food and water available to insect populations. Clean the 

facility. 
• Seal cracks and crevices in walls, floors, and ceilings as necessary. 
• Monitor for beneficial insect presence or apply bacteria material, or dormant oil for 

control. 
• Use less toxic controls first when feasible. 
• Use pesticides only if population exceeds threshold level or at discretion of 

supervisor. 
• For Tulip trees (Liriodendron tulipifera), apply Imidacloprid or other recommended 

pesticide by soil injection while trees are dormant in January. 
• Spray Tulip trees with Dormant Oil prior to bud break in March. 
• Spray Tulip trees with Superior Oil plus Imidacloprid or other recommended Caution 

rated insecticide in May/June only if threshold level of a substantial buildup of 
honeydew under the tree canopy is exceeded. 
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Integrated Pest Managment 
Standard Operating Procedure 

 
5. Roach Control 
 
Purpose:   
To control cockroach populations on City property and minimize use of pesticides to 
the maximum extent practicable. 
 
List of Pesticides Commonly Used:   
Conquer EC; Maxforce Stations; Maxforce Gel; Drione dust 
 
Responsible Party:   
All City personnel as well as contract personnel applying pesticides for City public 
projects or on City property. 
 
 
Methodology: 
In order to control cockroaches on City property the following procedures will be used. 
• Establish threshold level of acceptance. 
• Determine location of roach habitats and pathways. 
• Remove all sources of food and water available to roach populations.  Clean the 

facility. 
• Seal cracks and crevices in walls, floors and ceilings.  
• Set traps in cockroach pathways, check regularly, keep track of numbers of 

roaches trapped and direction of travel to establish location of roach populations.  
• Use less toxic controls first – when feasible.  
• Use pesticides only if population exceeds threshold level, or at discretion of 

supervisor, or if threats to human health exist.  
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Integrated Pest Management 
Standard Operating Procedure 

 
6. Wasp Control 
 
Purpose:   
To control wasp populations on City property and minimize use of pesticides to the 
maximum extent practicable. 
 
List of Pesticides Commonly Used:   
Drione dust; Talstar FMC 
 
Responsible Party:   
All City personnel as well as contract personnel applying pesticides for City public 
projects or on City property. 
 
 
Methodology: 
In order to control wasps on City property the following procedures will be used. 
• Establish threshold level of acceptance. 
• Determine location of wasp habitats and pathways. 
• Remove all sources of food and water available to wasp populations.  Clean the 

facility. 
• Seal cracks and crevices in walls, floors and ceilings.  
• Set traps in wasp inhabited areas, check regularly, keep track of numbers of wasps 

trapped. 
• Use less toxic controls first – when feasible.  
• Use pesticides only if population exceeds threshold level, or at discretion of 

supervisor, or if threats to human health exist.  
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Integrated Pest Management 
Standard Operating Procedure 

 
7. Mollusks Control 
 
Purpose:   
To control snails & slugs on City property and minimize use of pesticides to the 
maximum extent practicable. 
 
List of Pesticides Commonly Used:   
Deadline 
 
Responsible Party:   
All City personnel as well as contract personnel applying pesticides for City public 
projects or on City property. 
 
 
Methodology: 
In order to control snails & slugs on City property the following procedures will be 
used. 
• Establish threshold level of acceptance. 
• Create safe play areas, medians and right of way areas. 
• Use less toxic controls such as cultural practices such as timing of irrigation. 
• Use pesticides only if population exceeds threshold level or at discretion of 

supervisor. 
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Integrated Pest Management 
Standard Operating Procedure 

 
8. Vertebrate Control 
 
Purpose:   
To control vertebrate populations (i.e. gophers, moles, ground squirrels, etc.) on City 
property and minimize use of pesticides to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
List of Pesticides Commonly Used:   
Fumitoxin; P.C.Q. Rodent Bait, Strychnine 
 
Responsible Party:   
All City personnel as well as contract personnel applying pesticides for City public 
projects or on City property. 
 
 
Methodology: 
In order to control vertebrates on City property the following procedures will be used. 
• Establish threshold level of acceptance. 
• Determine location of vertebrate habitats and pathways. 
• Remove all sources of food and water available to vertebrate populations.  Clean 

the facility. 
• Seal cracks and crevices in walls, floors and ceilings.  
• Set traps in vertebrate pathways, check regularly, keep track of numbers of 

vertebrates trapped and direction of travel to establish location of vertebrate 
populations. 

• Use less toxic controls first – when feasible.  
• Use pesticides only if population exceeds threshold level, or at discretion of 

supervisor, or if threats to human health exist.  
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Integrated Pest Management 
Standard Operating Procedure 

 
9. Mouse and Rat Control 
 
Purpose:   
To control Mouse and Rat populations on City property and minimize use of pesticides 
to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
List of Pesticides Commonly Used:   
Contrac; P.C.Q. Rodent Bait 
 
Responsible Party:   
All City personnel as well as contract personnel applying pesticides for City public 
projects or on City property. 
 
 
Methodology: 
In order to control Mouse and Rat on City property the following procedures will be 
used. 
• Establish threshold level of acceptance. 
• Determine location of Mouse and Rat habitats and pathways. 
• Remove all sources of food and water available to Mouse and Rat populations.  

Clean the facility. 
• Seal cracks and crevices in walls, floors and ceilings.  
• Set traps in Mouse and Rat pathways, check regularly, keep track of numbers of 

Mouse and Rat trapped and direction of travel to establish location of Mouse and 
Rat populations.  

• Use less toxic controls first – when feasible.  
• Use pesticides only if population exceeds threshold level, or at discretion of 

supervisor, or if threats to human health exist.  
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Attachment 1 
2004-2005 WORK PLANS 

 
 
The attached work plans were submitted to the Water Board on March 1, 2004 and have 
not been revised to conform wholly to the proposed September 2004 Urban Runoff 
Management Plan.  Future work plans will be revised to reflect the 2004 URMP. 
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 FY 04/05 WORK PLANS 1 INTRODUCTION - REVISED 3/04 

Introduction 

 
 
This compilation of annual work plans for the City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan 
(URMP) has been developed for FY 2004-2005 pursuant to Section C.6.b of the City’s 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES permit (No. CAS029718), Order 01-024.  The 
work plans include tasks, responsibilities, and schedules needed to implement the program 
elements in the URMP.  The Environmental Services Department coordinates development and 
review of the work plans in cooperation with staff from all affected City departments. 
 
The Permit requires that annual work plans be submitted to the Regional Board by March 1 of 
each year.  This submission precedes completion of the City’s annual budget development and 
approval process.  While the work plans are developed using the best available information 
regarding budget forecasts, all activities in the work plans are subject to the approval of funding 
by the City Council in June of each year. 
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 FY 04/05 WORK PLANS 3 ICID WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/04 

Illicit Connection / Illegal Dumping 

ICID Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2.  The City’s 
Environmental Inspectors continue to conduct ICID investigations. 

ICID 1 - Response to Complaints 
The City of San Jose will respond to complaints regarding IC/ID dumping activities into the 
storm drain system and will ensure that the activity has ceased or is an allowable discharge. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Update database system to track IC/ID complaint information. Done FY 02-03 ESD-WE 

B. Document to RWQCB annually the number of IC/ID complaints that 
City received, & that activity has ceased or is an allowable discharge. 

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Document to the RWQCB annually follow-up activities from each 
IC/ID complaint response. (Table 1 in the Annual Report) 

Annually ESD-WE 

D. Review effectiveness of standard operating procedures for responding 
to IC/ID complaints. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Work with SCVURPPP to refine administrative procedure for 
providing referrals to the Regional Board. 

6/03 

6/30/05 

ESD-WE, 
Program 

F. Revise standard operating procedures to incorporate results of ICID 
1E. 

6/03 

6/30/05 

ESD-WE, 
Program 

ICID 2 - Investigations 
The City of San Jose will conduct investigations of high priority areas. High Priority is defined 
as areas with a high potential for non-storm water discharges to the City’s collection system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify high priority areas, primary types & sources of IC/ID 
pollution based on complaints, historical inspection records, inspector 
knowledge and monitoring information. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 1. Perform GIS analysis on frequently occurring IC/ID sources 
and/or types. 

FY 03-04 ESD-UR 

B. Conduct investigations of high priority areas based on ICID 2A. Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Document to the RWQCB that high priority areas have been 
conducted, per Table 2 in revised reporting format. 

Annually ESD-WE 
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ICID 3 - Inspector Training 
The City of San José will ensure that IC/ID inspectors are adequately trained in inspection 
procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to storm water pollution prevention. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct annual training for IC/ID inspectors. Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Provide and document on-the-job training and other training 
opportunities, such as inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Review inspection training protocols to identify new training 
opportunities, approaches, and materials. 

Annually ESD-WE 

ICID 4 - Outreach and Technology Transfer 
The City of San Jose will distribute outreach and technology transfer material containing 
applicable control measures and/or BMPs to target parties responsible for IC/ID activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and/or modify existing outreach material, as needed, based 
on report developed under ICID 4B 

Ongoing, as 
needed 

ESD-WE 

B. Determine need for new outreach and technology transfer material by 
getting feedback from inspectors regarding 1) continuing problem 
activities 2) discharge types and 3) monitoring and complaint data, 4) 
usefulness of existing outreach and technology transfer material. 

Ongoing ESD – 
MarComm 

ESD-UR 

C. Document to RWQCB that outreach technology transfer material and/ 
or BMPs have been distributed; tracked in Urban Runoff database. 

Annually ESD-UR 

D. Develop and implement standard operating procedures to gather 
customer feedback on IC/ID services. 

Development 
Done FY 02-03 

Implementation 
Ongoing 

ESD-WE 

ICID 5 - SOPs Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its SOPs in responding to complaints regarding illicit connections and illegal discharge 
dumping activities into the storm drain system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate effectiveness of SOPs Annually ESD-WE  

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 
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 FY 04/05 WORK PLANS 5 IND WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/04 

Industrial & Commercial Dischargers 

IND Work Plan 

Pursuant to permit provision C.2, the City continues to conduct Industrial and Commercial 
facility inspections based on the new inspection frequency schedule and collect the information 
needed to meet enhanced reporting requirements.  Some activity descriptions have been revised 
to match practices adopted in 2002. 

IND 1 - Notice of Intent (NOI) Filers 
The City of San José will conduct inspections of those facilities that have filed an NOI with the 
State and appear on a list provided by the State.   

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Annually, obtain NOI filer database from State with annual 
information, review information and identify new NOI facilities for 
inspection next year. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document initial inspections of NOI Filers within one 
year using the inspector checklist form to determine exposure and 
whether the facility constituted a significant or non-significant 
potential threat to discharge pollutants to the storm drain collection 
system; assign a future inspection frequency to each facility 
accordingly. Document whether the facility had submitted an NOI, 
and whether a SWPPP and a SWMP were on site.   

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Conduct & document annual inspections of facilities determined to be 
Significant Facilities have exposure in accordance with inspection 
frequency schedule. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Collect information during inspections on the potential for storm 
water pollution at industrial and commercial facilities in order to 
determine the appropriate inspection frequency for the various 
facilities 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Conduct & document inspections of facilities that need to file an NOI 
at least once every five years for facilities determined to be Non-
Significant have exposure in accordance with inspection frequency 
schedule.  Enter inspection information from the inspector facility 
audit form onto the database. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

F. Collect information during inspections on the potential for storm 
water pollution at industrial and commercial facilities in order to 
determine the appropriate inspection frequency for the various 
facilities 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

G. Update the database to track the inspection information from the 
inspector checklist and to include all NOI filer SIC codes required by 
the Industrial Activities Storm Water General Permit 

Ongoing ESD-WE 
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IND 2 - Non-Filer Investigations 
The City of San José will inspect industrial facilities that may be subject to general permit 
requirements but are not found on the NOI filer list provided by the State. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify industrial facilities that conduct activities with the SIC codes 
listed in the IND SOPs. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Develop a list of facilities targeted for inspection during upcoming 
year that may be subject to general permit requirements for NOI 
based on business licenses, etc.   

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Conduct and document initial inspections of industrial facilities with 
the SIC codes listed referenced in IND 2A, using the inspector 
checklist form to document whether the facility constituted a 
significant or non-significant potential threat to discharge pollutants 
to the storm drain collection system, whether the facility had 
submitted an NOI, and whether a SWPPP and a SWMP were on site. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct & document annual inspections of facilities determined to be 
Significant Facilities in accordance with implementation schedule. 
Add the facility to appropriate database(s) and assign an inspection 
frequency. If the facility inspected is determined to need to file an 
NOI and is not able to provide an NOI, SWPPP or SWMP, refer to 
the RWQCB. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Work with the Program’s Industrial Inspection Ad Hoc TG on an 
Administrative procedure for providing referrals to the Regional 
Board and document providing referrals to the Regional Board for 
facilities with significant problems. 

6/30/03 

Pending 
Implementation 

by Program 

ESD-WE,  
ESD-UR 

IND 3 - City Regulated Facilities 
The City of San José will conduct inspections of City Regulated facilities as identified below: 

Type Frequency 

Food service facilities 2 or more AOCs* over a rolling three year time period - Every year 
1 AOC over a rolling three year time period – Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling three year time period - Every three (3)years 

All Other City Regulated 
facilities 

2 or more AOCs* over a rolling five year time period – Every year  
1 AOC over a rolling five year time period – Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period but have exposure – Every five (5) 
years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period with no exposure or potential for 
exposure – No further inspections  

Facilities for which a 
referral or ICID 
complaint is received 

As soon as practicable for violations and every year until they meet the above 
criteria.  

*Area of Concern (AOC) =  A violation based on the San Jose Municipal Code 15.14.530 issued to a facility during 
a storm water inspection. 
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 FY 04/05 WORK PLANS 7 IND WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/04 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Determine industrial/commercial facilities identified in the IND SOPs 
for inspection in each FY. 

Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated facilities, other 
than food service facilities, at least once every five (5) years in 
accordance with the inspection frequency schedule. If determined to 
have no impact or no potential for pollution, will not be scheduled for 
future inspection. 

Ongoing ESD-WE  

C. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated food service 
facilities at least once every three (3) years.  Initial approved 
performance standards require inspections every three years. If 
determined to have no impact or no potential for pollution, will not be 
scheduled for future inspection. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document inspections for which a referral or complaint 
was received within one year. After the inspections, enter the 
information from the inspector facility inspection report onto the 
database. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Develop a database to track the inspection information from the 
inspector facility inspection report. 

Done FY 02-03 ESD-WE 

 1. Implement new Environmental Enforcement Data 
Management System 

FY 03-04 ESD-WE 

F. Revise database to track inspection information from inspector 
facility inspection report and to include new industrial program 
categories. 

As Needed ESD-WE 

G. For B, C, D, and E, collect information during inspections on the 
potential for storm water pollution at City Regulated facilities in 
order to determine the appropriate inspection frequency for the 
various facilities. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

H. Develop an inspection frequency plan to track frequency of 
inspections.  Implement & update, as needed, the inspection 
frequency plan. 

Development: 
Done FY 01-02 

Implementation 
As Needed 
Ongoing 

Updated as 
needed 

ESD-WE 

IND 4 - Compliance 
The City of San José will conduct industrial/commercial inspections to determine the existence 
of discharges or threatened discharges, which are illegal under local ordinances. The facility 
operator will be notified of observed areas of concern to be corrected and/or if official action on 
violations is necessary, it will take place under local enforcement procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document facilities that have enforcement actions, and the type of 
enforcement actions, conducted for the existence of discharges or 

Ongoing ESD-WE 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

threatened discharges that are illegal under local ordinances. 

IND 5 - Training 
The City of San José will ensure that industrial/commercial inspectors are adequately trained in 
inspection procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to storm water pollution 
prevention.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop training procedures. Done ESD-WE 

B. Conduct initial training based on the training procedures for new 
industrial/commercial inspectors. 

As Needed ESD-WE 

C. Provide on-the-job training and other training opportunities such as 
industrial/commercial inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

IND 6 - Outreach 
The City of San Jose will help develop and distribute outreach and technology transfer material 
containing applicable control measures and/or BMPs to industrial/commercial facility operators 
responsible for IND activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify and list existing outreach and technology transfer material 
(See Appendix C, Matrix C2). Distribute applicable outreach and 
technology transfer material to industrial/commercial facility 
operators per Appendix C, Table 2. Document to the RWQCB that 
outreach and technology transfer material and/or BMPs have been 
distributed, as needed, to industrial/commercial facility operators. 

Annually 

Distribution: 
Ongoing 

ESD-UR 

B. Determine usefulness of outreach and technology transfer materials 
by obtaining feedback from industrial/ commercial facilities.  Obtain 
feedback from inspectors about the effectiveness of existing outreach 
and technology transfer material. 

As Needed ESD-UR 

IND 7 - NOI Filers Effectiveness Evaluation  

The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its NOI Filers inspections procedures and database tracking system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of NOI Filers inspections 
procedures.   

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of the NOI Filers database 
tracking system. 

Annually ESD-WE 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

C. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 
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Monitoring 

MON Work Plan 

The City, in conjunction with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program (SCVURPPP) has submitted, to the RWQCB, a Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan required per permit provision C.7.b. The final version of the plan was submitted 
March 1, 2002.  The Multi-Year Plan covers a number of pollutant control programs required by 
C.7 and C.9 provisions of the permit.  The City continues to support Program staff in the 
implementation of the plan by commenting on annual plans, providing guidance for sampling 
within the City, and participating in the Watershed Analysis Ad Hoc Task Group. 

The 2001 C.9 permit provisions require implementation of control programs for Copper, Nickel, 
Mercury, Pesticides, PCBs, and Dioxin-like compounds.  The City continues to support and 
assist the Program efforts to address these control and monitoring efforts.  Additionally, the City 
is actively involved as stakeholder and workgroup member for the Guadalupe Mercury TMDL 
effort, and will continue to contribute and comment on products and reports generated by 
Baywide TMDLs for copper, nickel, mercury and PCBs.  

PCB Control Program 
Analytical characterization work to support the PCB Control Program, required under provision 
C.9.e, has been completed.  The Program is currently working on next steps with BAASMA and 
CEP.   

Initial PCB analysis was performed on sediments found in selected urban storm drain systems. 
At this point, no known controllable sources of PCBs have been identified.  Results of the 
follow-up analytical work have been reviewed and further sampling work to identify controllable 
sources was undertaken in October and November of 2002.  The final PCB control plan approach 
was submitted by the SCVURPPP Program by July 1, 2002. In addition, the City continues to 
implement activities described in "Next Steps" from the Year Two PCB Case Study Report 
submitted to the Regional Board in July 2003. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify sampling sites that may contain PCB contaminated sediment 
based on land use, anecdotal information, and suitability of the site 
for data collection.  

Done, 6/00  

B. Conduct initial sampling at four sites determined by Task A. Done 

10/00 & 3/01 

 

C. Prepare and submit to the Program a case study report for drainage 
areas associated with initial PCB sampling.   

Done  10/01  

D. Conduct a second round of sampling at 10 additional sites selected for 
follow up study.  

Done  11/01  

E. Submit a report on second-year watershed characterization studies to 
h i l b d

Done FY 01-02  
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

the regional board.  

F. Complete draft work plan with additional actions related to 
identifying PCBs sources & implementing controls & schedule for 
their completion. 

Done FY 01-02  

G. Begin implementation of final PCB Control Plan upon approval. TBD 

Done FY 02-03 
& Ongoing 

ESD 

Dioxin-like Compound Control Program 
Characterization of dioxins based on existing data has begun Program-wide.  The Program is 
collaborating with Alameda County who has already initiated an investigatory program for 
Dioxin-like compounds.  

This Dioxin-like Compound Control Program will develop procedures to identify, assess, and 
manage controllable sources of Dioxin-like compounds found in urban runoff. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Characterize distribution of Dioxin-like compounds in the urban 
runoff system based on existing data.  

Done FY 01-02  

B. Begin implementation of SCVURPPP plan to characterize 
distribution of Dioxins. 

In Progress at 
Program Level 

 

C. Submit plan that identifies control measures / management practices 
to eliminate or reduce discharges of Dioxins, if needed.   

TBD  

Sediment Control Program 
The City’s sediment control program falls predominantly within the Construction Inspection 
(CON) section of this work plan.  Sediment monitoring activities also continue in conjunction 
with the SCVURPPP Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 

Pilot Monitoring Programs 
In addition to the above listed control programs, the City concluded activities performed in 
support for the two Monitoring Pilot Programs that were begun in 1997.  These pilot programs 
generated data that helped develop the follow-on programs of IND 6 (outreach to industrial and 
commercial dischargers) and the SCVURPPP Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 

MON 1 - Industrial Storm Water Monitoring Pilot Program 
This program sampled key industrial sites to determine the significance of metal contaminate 
storm water discharges associated with industrial activities.  The ultimate objective from this 
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project of educating industrial and commercial dischargers about developing and implementing 
SWPPPs and BMPs has now been turned over to the Industrial and Commercial Dischargers 
section of this workplan under item IND 6. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review data used to estimate the industrial contribution of pollutants 
to storm system in MCMP.   

Done, 5/97  

B. Identify monitoring objectives based on issues identified in Task A. 
Select industry group.  

Done, 6/97  

C. Identify willing industry participants.  Review site SWPPPs. Done, 7/97  

D. Design sampling program for industry sites identified per Task C. Done, 8/97  

E. Conduct sampling during first 30 minutes of effective storm events. Done, 4/98  

F. Analyze data per the program objectives. Done, 5/98  

G. Develop guidance for industry to improve SWPPP implementation 
and monitoring.  

Done, 6/98  

Provide technology transfer information and training to industry and 
municipal inspectors.  

Done FY 01-02 
Ongoing as part 

of IND 6 

 

1. Identify facilities for general outreach/awareness programs   

2. Develop education materials for general outreach programs.  
Identify appropriate forum for outreach efforts. 

  

3. Train trade organizations in Industrial Activities Storm Water 
General Permit requirements. Gain involvement developing 
outreach programs.  Conduct outreach. 

  

4. Identify industrial facilities for focused BMP development.   

5. Gain participation of trade organizations in identifying significant 
pollutant sources and developing appropriate BMPs. 

  

H. 

6. Conduct program to develop BMPs and measure effectiveness.   

MON 3 - First Flush Monitoring Program 
First flush discharge areas along The Coyote Creek and Guadalupe River were monitored for 
three wet seasons.  The City provided data to the Program for analysis and comparison to other 
data in June of 2002.  The Program submitted a final report to the Regional Board in 2003; it was 
included as appendix C-2 in the Program's 02-03 Annual Report. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify sampling sites based on land use, and suitability of the site 
for data collection.  

Done, 6/97  

B. Train staff on sampling procedures, protocols and safety measures.  Done, 9/97  

C. Collect representative samples from first effective rainfall and every 
opportune rainfall event of the season.  

Done 
4/98 thru 4/00 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

D. Analyze each season’s data to characterize runoff constituents.   Done 
6/98 thru 6/00 

 

E. Provide screen of analysis to further identify location and extent of 
pollutants for source control and outreach efforts. 

Done 
7/98 thru 6/00 

 

F. Based on analysis, provide information for targeting sampling.  Done FY 02-03  

G. Compare results with other sites, regional monitoring efforts, trends 
and other data to provide indication of relative magnitude of pollutant 
problem. 

Done FY 02-03  

H. Explore modeling approaches to characterize water quality in the 
watershed and target additional monitoring efforts.  

Done FY 02-03  

I. Provide data to SCVURPPP Program as part of 5-Year Monitoring 
Program. 

Done FY 02-03  
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New and Redevelopment 

NDC Work Plan 

The New and Redevelopment C.3 provision in the NPDES permit of the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) requires all dischargers covered by 
the permit, including the City, to modify their project review processes as needed to incorporate 
conditions of approval in permits for applicable projects, as defined in the provision, to ensure 
that pollutant discharges are reduced by incorporation of treatment measures and other 
appropriate source control and site design measures, and increases in runoff flow are managed in 
accordance with the provision to the maximum extent practicable.   

The City met the October 15, 2003 deadline for beginning implementation of hydraulic sizing 
requirements for stormwater treatment BMPs.  Implementation of these requirements will be 
phased in for additional projects during 04-05.  The City will begin implementation of peak flow 
control requirements, as required in the permit, following approval of a SCVURPPP 
Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) by the Regional Board.  

NDC 1 - Legal Authority 

The City of San José has and will continue to evaluate the adequacy of its legal authority to 
implement new development control measures as it considers modifications to its development 
plan review and approval procedures. 

  
NDC 2 - Guidance to Developers 

The development community is provided with guidance on post construction measures as early 
in the application process as possible. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft necessary revision(s) to Guidance Manual on Selection of 
Stormwater Quality Control Measures to allow incorporation of 
hydraulic sizing design criteria and provide to developers.  

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Provide development community with revised information and 
guidance materials concerning any adopted on site design, building 
permit requirements and hydraulic sizing design criteria and 
maintenance requirements for BMPs for stormwater treatment 
measures 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Coordinate w/ development community on proposed hydraulic 
sizing criteria for structural stormwater treatment measures and 
any proposed revisions to Guidance Manual and policy through 
workshops and regular meetings. 

6/30/03 
Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Develop guidance material regarding maintenance responsibilities 
for any adopted structural stormwater treatment measures 
requirements. 

6/30/03 
Done FY 02-03 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, Program 
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NDC 3 - CEQA Requirements 

Environmental documents required for those projects that fall under CEQA or NEPA review, 
such as EIRs, negative declarations, and initial study checklists, will address:  

1) Storm water quality impacts for land development during construction and after construction 
has been completed (both significant and cumulative),  

2) Required permits, and  
3) Specific mitigation measures related to storm water quality. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and evaluate the City’s Environmental Review procedures to 
improve the review for water quality impacts and identification of 
mitigation measures.  (Provision C.3.m.) 

03/01/03 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Identify areas where new or additional water quality review 
processes and related documents or checklist questions are needed 
and propose schedule for revision.  

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Implement any necessary revisions to water quality questions and 
procedures, if needed.  

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Report on revisions made to environmental review processes.  FY 02-03 
Annual Report 

Annually 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NDC 4 - Project Mitigation Measures and Provision. C.3. design requirements 
implementation 

Developers of projects with significant storm water pollution potential will be required by the 
City of San José to mitigate storm water quality impacts to the maximum extent practicable, 
through proper site planning and design techniques and/or addition of permanent storm water 
quality control measures  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Propose revisions to current Policy on Post-Construction Urban 
Runoff Management as necessary to incorporate hydraulic sizing 
design criteria.  

7/01/03 

Done FY 03-04 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Revise policy as needed for Group 2 & HMP implementation 4/15/05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Review and modify development permit approval procedures as 
necessary for adopted revisions.  

7/01/03 

Done FY 03-04 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Develop criteria & checklist to aid Department of Planning, 
Building & Code Enforcement & Department of Public Works 
planners & engineers in determining whether a development 
project should be required to incorporate post-construction 
treatment control measures & their related operation and 
maintenance requirements. 

7/01/03 

Done FY 02-03 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Draft standard conditions of approval as necessary to ensure 
l i d i f d i ll i f l

7/01/03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

proper selection, design of and installation of structural 
stormwater treatment measures per Provision C.3.b., c., d. 

Done FY 02-03 RDA 

 3. Draft standard conditions of approval as necessary to ensure 
proper maintenance of structural stormwater treatment measures. 
(Provision C.3.e.) 

7/01/03 

Done FY 02-03 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Refine and modify development approval procedures as 
needed to accommodate HMP and Group 2 implementation 

4/15/05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Implement any new adopted development conditions of approval, and 
procedures to developments with significant storm water pollution 
potential. (Provision C.3.b.) 

7/01/03 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Collect data on the projects for enhanced annual reporting. Produce a 
list of projects and data tracked for the last two years and provide to 
SCVURPPP for analysis. (Prov. C.3.c.) 

FY 02-03  
Annually 
thereafter  

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Draft post-construction treatment BMP certification procedures. 
(Provision C.3.h) 

07/01/03 

Done FY 03-04 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Evaluate implementing an alternative certification program and 
develop one if deemed necessary. (Provision C.3.h.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

G. First report to City Council on Alternatives Program. (Provision 
C.3.g.) 

6/30/03 

Done FY 03-04 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

H. Develop list of Annual Reporting requirements from Provision C.3.  
Design data tracking needs and protocols. 

06/30/03 

Done FY 02-03 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Compile a list of new development and redevelopment projects by 
name, type of project, site acreage, site acreage or square footage, 
square footage of new impervious surface, treatment BMPs and 
numeric sizing criteria used for applicable projects.  Also, the 
source control measures required and pesticide reduction 
measures.  

FY 03-04  
Annually 
thereafter 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Track name and location of projects in the Alternatives Program, 
project type and size, percent impervious surface, reason for 
granting waiver, terms of waiver, equivalent benefit provided, 
alternative treatment project or regional project receiving the 
benefit and date of completion of the alternative treatment project 
or regional project. 

FY 03-04  
Annually 
thereafter 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

I. Participate on SCVURPPP’s Hydromodification Management Plan 
work group and develop procedures for limiting peak stormwater 
runoff discharge rates from development projects. (Provision C.3.f.) 

HMP due  
10/03 

Ongoing as 
Needed 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

J. Review the design standards and guidance for opportunities to make 
revisions that would result in reduced impacts to water quality and 
summarize how they were incorporated into approval procedures.  
Such revisions are listed in Provision C.3.j. 

6/30/04 
Annually 
thereafter 

Due 9/15/03 
Done FY 03-04 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Identify and document existing site design standards and guidance 
documents and policies. 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2. Compile a Report on Site Design Measures and Revised 
Standards: Identify areas where new or additional site design 
measures are needed and propose timeline for revision. 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Revise Site Design Measures and Standards, if necessary.  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

K. Review the existing source control measures contained in site design 
standards, guidance documents and conditions of approval for 
opportunities to limit storm water pollution. (Provision C.3.k.) 

6/30/03 
Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Identify and document existing source control measures, guidance 
documents, and conditions of approval. 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Compile a Report on Existing Source Control Measures: Identify 
areas where new or additional source control measures are needed 
and propose timeline for revision of conditions of approval and 
guidance 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Revise conditions of approval and guidance, if needed.  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

L. Review General Plan and revise as necessary to incorporate water 
quality and watershed protection principles and policies, and 
summarize revisions made. (Provision C.3.l.) 

7/1/05 PBCE 

 1. Identify and document existing General Plan principles and 
policies.  Compile a Report on Existing General Plan principles 
and policies. 

 PBCE 

 2. Identify areas where new or additional General Plan principles or 
policies are needed and propose timeline for revision, if needed. 

 PBCE 

 3. Make revisions to General Plan principles and policies, if needed, 
per work plan. 

 PBCE 

M. Develop & propose enhanced reporting format for documenting use 
of pesticide reduction measures at development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. & C.9.ii.) 

Done 
 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Based on City’s Pesticide Management Plan, establish criteria for 
tracking percentage of new development projects for which 
pesticide reduction measures were required & begin tracking. 
(Provision C.3.n. & C.9.d.ii) 

6/30/03 
Done FY 03-04 
Implementation 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NDC 5 - Developer Conformance with State Requirements 

Developers of projects that disturb a land area of five one acres or more are required by the City 
to demonstrate conformance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit 
including filing of NOI, development of a SWPPP, et al. (Note: beginning in 1/03, the 
applicable land area changed from 5 acres to one acre or more.)   

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Include as condition of approval for projects that disturb a land area 
of one acre or more, a requirement to demonstrate coverage under the 

Ongoing PBCE, PW, RDA
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. 

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. Annual Report PBCE, PW, RDA

C. Review, evaluate, and modify, as necessary, existing Planning 
procedures & conditions of approval to incorporate change in 
applicable land area to one acre or more starting 01/03. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE 

NDC 6 - Developer Erosion Control Plans 

Developers of projects with potential for significant erosion and planned construction activity 
during the wet season are required by the City of San José to prepare and implement an effective 
erosion and/or sediment control plan or similar document prior to the start of the wet season. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Include as a condition of approval for applicable projects a 
requirement to prepare and implement an erosion and sediment 
control plan. 

Ongoing PBCE, PW, RDA

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. Ongoing PBCE, PW, RDA

NDC 7 - Operation and Maintenance for Structural Storm Water Controls 

Developers of projects that include installation of permanent structural storm water controls are 
required by the City of San José to establish and provide a method for operation and 
maintenance of such structural controls. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with SCVURPPP to revise NDC 7 Performance Standard. 
develop guidance for implementing O&M Program.  

06/30/03 

Done FY 02-03 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Draft policy and procedures for an operation and maintenance 
verification program. 

10/15/02 
Policy Drafed 
Done FY 02-03 

Procedures 
6/30/04 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Draft summary of details of operation and maintenance verification 
program: organizational structure, evaluation, proposed 
improvements, inspections and follow-up, including criteria for 
setting priorities. (Provision C.3.e.) 

6/30/03 

6/30/04 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Include as a condition of approval a requirement that developers of 
projects that include installation of permanent structural storm water 
controls are required to establish and provide proof of operation and 
maintenance of such structural controls.  

 Done FY 03-04  
Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 1. Develop model permit conditions with fact sheets to include in 
use permits where appropriate. Develop procedures for verifying 
maintenance of post-construction treatment BMP will be 
maintained. 

3/01/03 
Done FY 02-03 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. In-ground BMPs 7/15/03 

Done FY 02-03 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Landscape and all others 10/15/03 

Done FY 02-03 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Compile a list of projects & responsible operators subject to C.3.e. 
provision. 

FY 03-04  
Annually 
thereafter 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Track and compile a list of priority properties inspected and 
inspection results. (Provision C.3.e.iii.) 

Ongoing 
thereafter 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Revise Determine criteria for setting priorities for inspection of 
structural stormwater treatment measures & inspection frequency. 

03/30/03 

6/30/04 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise Develop local inspection program for verification of 
proper O & M. 

06/30/03 

6/30/04 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NDC 8 - Applicability to Public Projects 

The City of San José will include storm water quality control measures during and after 
construction, appropriate for each municipal capital improvement project, and that contractors 
comply with storm water quality control requirements during construction activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a process to ensure that municipal capital 
improvement projects install structural storm water quality control 
measures as necessary. 

07/01/03 

Done FY 02-03 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Participate on SCVURPPP work group tasked with developing a 
technical guidance document for use by municipal staff to ensure 
that the document includes standard specifications and details, 
sizing methodologies, & model conditions of approval acceptable 
for use in City projects as necessary. (Provision C.3.b. & d.) 

6/30/03 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Review and revise Redevelopment Agency Project approval 
Request for Proposal procedures as necessary to comply with 
revised Provision C.3. requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

07/01/03 

6/30/04 

PBCE, RDA 

 3. Review and Revise Public Works Capital Improvement Project 
approval procedures and Road Improvement Project approval 
procedures as necessary to comply with revised Provision C.3. 
requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

07/01/03 

Done FY 02-03 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Review, evaluate, and modify the procedures, as necessary. 07/01/03 
As needed 
thereafter 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2002 

 

 FY 04/05 WORK PLANS 21 NDC WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/04 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

C. Begin tracking required data on the public projects subject to 
Provision C.3. hydraulic sizing criteria requirements for Annual 
Report.  

07/01/03 

Done FY 03-04 

PBCE, PW, RDA

D. Monitor development of City’s Green Building program for 
opportunities to discourage architectural use of copper in 
development projects (Prov. C.9.a.) and to incorporate urban runoff 
considerations. 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NDC 9 - City Staff Training 

Key City staff is trained on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for 
storm water pollution prevention annually. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide training to Planning and Public Works staff on planning 
procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for storm water 
pollution prevention. (Provision C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Provide training to Redevelopment Agency and Department of 
Transportation staff on planning procedures, policies, design 
guidelines, and BMPs for storm water pollution prevention. 
(Provision C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, DOT 

C. Revise the training protocol to incorporate any newly adopted 
Provision C.3. permit requirements and related revised procedures.  

7/01/03 

As Needed 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Train staff responsible for design review on pest-resistant landscaping 
techniques and model conditions of approval and the importance of 
minimizing pesticide use in runoff from development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. and Provision C.9.d.ii) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NDC 10 - Development Plan Review and Approval Procedures Effectiveness Evaluation 

The City of San Jose will review and evaluate the effectiveness of its development plan review 
and approval procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in review and 
approval process. 

Annually  
 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually  
 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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Construction Inspection 

CON Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2.  The control measures 
discussed in this work plan apply to both private development projects and municipal public 
works construction projects.  These control measures are implemented at construction project 
sites as part of the City’s construction inspection and enforcement program.   

FY 04-05 will be the second full year of implementation for the Standard Operating Procedure 
(SOP) for Construction Inspections that was developed for the 03-04 season.  This new SOP 
includes the method by which PB&CE Building Division Inspectors address housekeeping 
measures at construction sites, in addition to the established roles of Environmental Services and 
Public Works inspectors.   

FY 04-05 will also be the first season of implementation for the new language that was added as 
Sections 10-2 and 20-5.06 in the City of San Jose Department of Public Work’s Standard 
Specifications.  Revised in January 2004, these specifications include a separate bid amount for 
the implementation of the SWPPP, monthly certification from contractors certifying that BMPs 
are in place and being maintained, and the delay of invoice payment if such certifications are not 
kept current.  

CON 1 - Site Housekeeping 
The City ensures through a construction inspection program that construction contractors 
properly store, use, and dispose of construction materials, chemicals, and wastes at construction 
sites and prevent illicit discharges to storm drains and watercourses.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. PB&CE Building Division Inspectors develop SOPs to address 
housekeeping measures at construction sites. 

6/02  
Done FY 03-04 

PBCE-Bldg 

 

B. Develop hand-off procedure for transferring project information and 
status to ensure Building Inspectors are informed of project site data 
collected by Public Works Inspectors. 

6/02  
Done FY 03-04 

PBCE-Bldg,  
PW  
ESD 

C. Track & document incidents of housekeeping issues at construction 
sites. 

Ongoing  PBCE-Bldg,  
PW  

ESD-WE 

CON 2 - Local Ordinance 
For development projects with significant erosion potential and planned construction activity 
during the wet season, the City ensures, through a construction inspection program, that erosion 
and/or sediment control measures are implemented in accordance with local ordinances and 
project conditions of approval and maintained as needed during construction. 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review existing legal authority to conduct and enforce construction 
site inspections, if necessary revise.  

Done FY 02-03  

B. Identify needed ordinance changes Done FY 02-03  

 1. Identify timeline for revised grading ordinance Done FY 02-03  

C. Develop SOPs & conduct training for inspection of construction sites 
requiring erosion control plans before wet season.  Include 
enforcement (see Environmental Engineering Enforcement 
Procedures) 

Annually PW 
ESD-UR 
ESD-WE 

CON 3 - Construction Inspection Frequency 
The City inspects construction sites for adequacy of storm water control measures.  The 
frequency of inspections for active sites is at least once per month, or more frequently based on 
size of project, site conditions, precipitation, & project’s potential impact on storm water quality.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review construction inspection procedures to incorporate 
performance standards requirements for monthly inspections into 
SOPs. 

Done FY 02-03 

 

 

B. Document inspections of active construction sites. Annually  PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD 

 1. Evaluate use of Amanda system for tracking inspection 
information. 

06/30/04 PW  
PBCE-Bldg 

ESD 

C. Evaluate the effectiveness of the construction inspection program and 
make improvements, as necessary. 

Done FY 01-02 PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD 

CON 4 - Wet Season Preparation  

Prior to the beginning of the wet season each year, the City inspects all sites requiring erosion 
and/or sediment control plans, to ensure that measures have been taken to minimize erosion and 
discharges of sediment from disturbed areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and revise, as needed, procedures for Public Works staff 
regarding wet season construction requirements. 

As Needed 

 

PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD 

 1. Develop and implement revised standard specifications for public 
j

FY 03-04 PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF TDS
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

projects. Ongoing PRF, TDS 

B. Document pre-season inspection of construction sites to ensure 
adequate implementation of winterizing BMPs, prior to the wet 
season. 

Annually PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

CON 5 - Inspection and Site Evaluation Follow-up 
Construction sites with inadequate erosion/sediment controls are given verbal and/or written 
notice of the inadequacies, according to the City’s enforcement procedures, and followed up with 
action(s) commensurate with the risk of pollutants entering City storm drains or waterways.  
Written notices and follow-up actions are tracked and summarized in the City’s Annual Report to 
the Regional Board. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft and implement procedures for follow-up actions and graduated 
levels of enforcement, to be used on construction sites. 

Done FY 02-03 PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD 

B. Track and summarize notices and follow-up actions for annual 
reports. 

Annually  PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD 

C. Evaluate the feasibility of increasing the # of staff with the authority 
to issue enforcement actions. 

6/30/03 

FY 03-04 

PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD 

CON 6 - Municipal Training 
The City provides training annually to its construction inspection staff on inspection procedures, 
documentation, and enforcement related to storm water pollution prevention.  All inspectors 
receive training on the latest construction-related storm water pollution prevention techniques 
and appropriate follow up actions at least once every two years.   The City keeps documentation 
that inspectors have received training. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Revise training curriculum to incorporate revised notice and follow-
up requirements and graduated levels of enforcement. 

Develop training materials to address wet season construction and 
housekeeping. 

Develop training materials to address dry season construction and 
housekeeping. 

6/03 

Done FY 02-03 

ESD-UR 
ESD-WE 

PW 
PBCE-Bldg 

Also 
Program & 
RWQCB 

B. Develop training schedule and staff feedback plan regarding 
i i d

6/03 ESD-UR 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

inspection procedures. Done FY 02-03 

C. Conduct training for Public Works, ESD, and Building Inspection 
staff on new standard operating procedures for erosion control plan 
review inspection process (at least once every 2 years). 

Conduct training of Planning, Building & Code Enforcement-
Building Division inspectors regarding housekeeping BMPs.  

Train DPW & PBCE inspectors on new SOPs for inspection during 
wet season. 

Train DPW & PBCE inspectors on new SOPs for inspection during 
dry season. 

Ongoing ESD-UR 
ESD-WE 

PW 
PBCE-Bldg 

Also 
Program & 
RWQCB 

D. Track and document that inspectors have received training. Annually ESD-UR 

E. Evaluate the training curriculum and frequency and improvements, as 
necessary. 

Annually  ESD-UR 

CON 7 - Outreach 
The City provides outreach materials to contractors, developers, and municipal staff on 
construction BMPs and compliance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review outreach/technology transfer materials and make 
improvements, as necessary 

Annually  ESD-UR 
ESD-WE 

 1. Develop outreach materials to address wet season construction. 6/03 

Done FY 02-03 

ESD-UR 
ESD-WE 

B. Review SOPs for distributing outreach/technology transfer material 
by inspectors. 

6/03 

Done FY 02-03 

ESD-UR 
ESD-WE 

C. Conduct outreach sessions to development community. 6/03 

Ongoing, Q2 

ESD-UR 
ESD-WE 

PW 
PBCE-Bldg 

Also 
Program & 
RWQCB 

D. Document outreach to development community. Annually ESD-UR 

E. Evaluate outreach program and make improvements, as necessary.  Annually  ESD-UR 
ESD-WE 

PW 
PBCE-Bldg 
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CON 8 - Public Works Projects  
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors hired to construct 
public works projects have adequate erosion control plans and use appropriate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) adopted by the Department of Public Works. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop & conduct training for Public Works capital improvement 
project staff (Architectural Engineering Design & Construction and  
Streets, Bridges & Sewers Design and Construction) on contract 
language & enforcement.  

Done FY 02-03 
Annually 

PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

ESD 

B. Track the number of Public Work projects with these requirements 6/03 

Annually 

PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

 

CON 9 - Construction Inspection Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San Jose will review and evaluate effectiveness of its construction inspection SOPs 
and BMPs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in construction 
inspection SOPs and BMPs. 

Annually  PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually  PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 
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Public Streets, Roads, & Highways 

PSR Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2.   

Training will continue to cover the SOPs and appropriate BMPs for Department of 
Transportation activities with the highest potential for storm water pollution.  These activities 
include spill response, resurfacing, sealing and patching, saw-cutting, street sweeping, landscape 
chemical application, concrete installation, pavement stripping, legend removal, and catch basin 
inspection after irrigation repair.  BMP effectiveness evaluation from crew members is obtained 
during the training sessions.   

Rural Public Works SOPs were written in FY 03-04 and staff training related to storm water 
pollutant reduction during operations and maintenance activities in the City’s regional and 
neighborhood parks and other “rural areas” is scheduled for the current fiscal year.  This training 
will be conducted annually for the near term. 

PSR 1 - Implementation of BMPs 
The City of San José will implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) for street, road, and 
highway operation and maintenance (O&M) activities to reduce pollutants in storm water and 
eliminate illicit discharges to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify BMPs currently used by staff as well as areas where BMPs 
still need to be developed per baseline model. 

Done DOT, ESD 

B. Audit areas beyond the scope of the baseline model. Done DOT, ESD 

C. Develop additional BMPs based on audit results as needed. Done DOT, ESD 

D. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. Done DOT, ESD 

E. Create plan to integrate BMPs and SOPs into training program. Done DOT, ESD 

F. Deleted  Deleted   

G. Update BMPs as indicated. Annually DOT, ESD 
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PSR 2 - Contractor Use of BMPs 
The City of San José will develop & implement a process to ensure that contractors employed to 
perform street, road, & highway O&M activities use appropriate BMPs adopted by the agency. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Contract managers for public street, road, and highway O&M 
contracts will be trained on related storm water BMPs annually.  

Done FY 02-03  
Annually 

DOT, ESD 

B. Investigate the development of standard contract language for PSR 
maintenance activities. 

6/30/04 DOT, ESD 

PSR 3 - City Staff Annual Training 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in the use of appropriate 
BMPs.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback from staff on the 
implementation and effectiveness of the BMPs and Control Measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training goals by reviewing level of use of BMPs by staff. Done DOT, ESD 

B. Identify training opportunities. Annually DOT, ESD 

C. Create training modules for affected City staff and contractors 
formatted for available training opportunities. 

Done FY 01-02 

As needed 

DOT, ESD 

 

D. Create collateral material based on training modules. Done FY 01-02 

As needed 

DOT, ESD 

E. Schedule training with affected supervisors. Annually DOT, ESD 

 1.  Improve the focus of the training on the specific BMPs used by 
a section. 

6/30/04 DOT, ESD 

PSR 4 - Notification of Public Agencies 
The City of San José will inform other parties (e.g., CalTrans, the County of Santa Clara, and 
public utilities) conducting street, road, and highway O&M activities within its jurisdiction of the 
requirements to implement BMPs and Control Measures to reduce pollutants in storm water to 
the maximum extent practicable and eliminate illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify conditions under which another agency will be notified of 
City O&M operations. 

Done  

B. Draft notification procedure. Deferred  

C. Review and comment from internal and external stakeholders. Deferred  

D. Distribute final policy to internal & external organizations & Deferred  
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

agencies. 

PSR 5 - BMP Effectiveness Reviews 
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in storm water and eliminating illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft procedure for annual effectiveness reporting, including sub-
procedures for gathering feedback from affected supervisors and for 
modifications to BMPs & SOPs as necessary. 

Done FY 01-02  DOT, ESD 

 1. Review Procedures for annual effectiveness evaluation.  
Consider obtaining feedback from supervisors on how to 
assess BMP effectiveness and the use of training sessions with 
staff as an opportunity to evaluate BMPs and SOPs. 

FY 04-05 DOT, ESD 

B. Review and comment on draft procedure from stakeholders. Done FY 01-02 DOT, ESD 

C. Distribute final procedure to stakeholders. Done FY 01-02 DOT, ESD 

PSR 6 - Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
The goal of the Rural Public Works Performance Standard is to minimize the water quality 
impacts resulting from public works maintenance and support activities in rural areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify rural public works facilities that are under City of San Jose 
jurisdiction. (reworded for clarity) 

Identify City-owned properties that are applicable under the 
RPW performance standard. 

6/30/03 

Done FY 02-03 

PRNS, GS, DOT, 
ESD 

 1.  Evaluate the feasibility of using GIS information to identify 
additional applicable properties, if any.  

6/30/04 PRNS, GS, DOT, 
ESD 

B. Develop or adapt Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for rural public works activities. 

12/31/03 

Done FY 03-04 

PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

C. Provide annual training on appropriate SOPs/BMPs to City staff that 
perform rural public works operations & maintenance activities. 

3/31/04 PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

D. Through contract specifications, require contractors hired by the City 
to use appropriate SOPs/BMPs when performing rural public works 
construction or maintenance. 

6/30/05 PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

E. Annually conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the rural 
public works program, report the results in the Urban Runoff Annual 
Report.  Identify items for continuous improvement. 

Begin  
w/FY 03-04 

Annually 

PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 
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Storm Drain System Operation & Maintenance 

SDO Work Plan 

The Department of Transportation Standard Operating Procedures for catch basin cleaning and 
Problem Area reporting continues to be the focus of crew training.  A map overlay has been 
created on Geographic Information System (GIS) that assigns serial numbers to each of the 
City’s more than 27,000 storm drain inlets.  This map overlay is currently in use as a means to 
facilitate problem area reporting in the Storm Drain system. 

SDO 1B indicates that the City is performing Tier II inspection and cleaning for catch basins.  
Severe budget constraints in the coming year may require that the City perform inspection and 
cleaning to some modified version of Tier II in FY 04-05.  

SDO 1 - O&M BMP Implementation 
The City of San José will implement best management practices (BMPs) for the storm drain 
system operation and maintenance (O&M) to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum 
extent practicable.  Specific BMPs for each type of O&M activity will be those listed in the 
City’s Work Plan BMPs and Control Measures (Section 3). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Audit BMPs. Annually DOT, ESD 

B. Implement an annual inspection and cleaning work plan to achieve a 
Tier 2 level review. 

Done 
Ongoing 

DOT 

C. Create procedure for collecting data on Problem Areas from City 
field personnel. 

Done  

D. Review and revise procedure for collecting data on Problem Areas 
from City field personnel. 

Done FY 01-02 

 

 

E. Create plan for coordinating data tracking between ICID & Storm 
Drain Management System databases. Include analysis of data to 
identify trends for targeting solutions. 

Done FY 01-02  

F. Review and revise plan for coordinating data tracking between ICID 
& Storm Drain Management System databases. Include analysis of 
data to identify trends for targeting solutions. 

Done FY 01-02  

G. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. Done  

H. Create any additional required BMPs, including structural controls. Done 

Ongoing as 
Needed 

DOT, ESD 

I. Develop SOPs based on BMPs and other programs or solutions 
identified by database analysis including revision of Problem Area 
list. 

Done 

Ongoing as 
Needed 

DOT, ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

J. Create plan integrating BMPs and SOPs into training program. Done 

Ongoing as 
Needed 

DOT, ESD 

K. Allocate appropriate resources for supporting work plan Deleted  
FY 03-04 

 

SDO 2 - Problem Tracking and Process Improvement 
The City of San José will develop and implement processes for tracking problem areas and 
ensuring that appropriate BMPs and SOPs will be implemented for storm drain operation and 
maintenance activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Determine reporting requirements, including tracking Problem Areas. Done  

B. Create criteria for collecting data from City field personnel for the 
purposes of determining Problem Areas. 

Done  

C. Develop procedures for documenting frequency, nature, and type of 
recurring problem.  Coordinate the data from ICID & Storm Drain 
Management System databases. 

Done  

D. Create procedure for data reports to be used to update Problem Area 
list. Include process and criteria for analyzing ICID trends. 

Done FY 01-02  

E. Revise documentation and problem area reporting procedure to 
improve reporting performance. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

F. Produce Problem Area report. Done FY 01-02 
Annually  

DOT 

G. Create plan for addressing Problem Areas through ICID enforcement/ 
education activities, additional BMP development, program 
development or retrofit. 

Done FY 02-03  
 

 

H. Implement work plan Deleted  
FY 03-04 
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SDO 3 - Contractor Use of BMPs 
All City SDO O&M is conducted in-house, and City staff receives BMP/SOP training annually. 
The only time storm drain maintenance might be contracted out would be for a rare flood 
emergency situation.  The City has standard specifications that cover storm drain BMPs for 
construction activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Contract managers for storm drain construction contracts will be 
trained on related storm water BMPs annually.  

Done FY 02-03 
Annually 

DOT, ESD 

SDO 4 - Staff Training and BMP Feedback 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in use of appropriate 
BMPs and/or Control Measures.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback 
from staff on implementation and effectiveness of BMPs and Control Measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training goals by reviewing training needs of other 
performance standards. 

Done  

B. Provide training prior to the rainy season. 

Improve the focus of the training on the specific BMPs used by a 
section. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

C. Create training modules for affected City staff formatted for available 
training opportunities. 

Done FY 01-02 
Ongoing as 

Needed 

DOT, ESD 

D. Produce schedule for training. Done FY 01-02  
Annually 

DOT, ESD 

SDO 5 - Data Analysis 
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will evaluate data regarding cleaning 
activities and unusual flows observed during inspection.  The review and evaluation will include 
consideration of storm drain structural retrofit. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft procedure for annual review and evaluation of data. Done FY 01-02   

B. Include provisions for monitoring of trash as a part of routine outfall 
inspection.   

Evaluated  
FY 02-03  

 

C. Review and comment from stakeholders. Done FY 01-02   

D. Distribute final procedure to stakeholders. Done FY 02-03  
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SDO 6 - BMP Effectiveness Reviews 

As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in storm water and eliminating illicit 
discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review with supervisors to get feedback and information on how 
to assess BMP effectiveness. 

6/30/04 DOT, ESD 

B. Use annual training sessions with staff as an opportunity to 
evaluate the effectiveness of BMPs & SOPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 
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Pesticide Management Workplan 

PM Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.9.d.  Progress continues 
with implementing pest control BMPs and training staff on Integrated Pest Management  (IPM) 
techniques.  An IPM Policy was adopted in June 2003, as part of the City’s Pollution Prevention 
Policy. 

PM 1 - Integrated Pest Management 
The City will adopt an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) policy and/or ordinance requiring use 
of IPM techniques in the agency’s operations; and, minimization of pesticide use, particularly 
organophosphate and copper-based pesticides, by agency staff and contractors. 

# Activity Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop a section stating City IPM policy for inclusion in Pesticide 
Management Plan. 

6/03 
Done FY 02-03 

 

PM 2 - Pesticide Management Plan 
The City will develop and implement a Pesticide Management Plan that will minimize pesticide 
use and reduce the amount of pesticides in storm water and landscape runoff to the maximum 
extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft a City of San Jose Pesticide Management Plan. Done FY 01-02  

B. Submit plan for City Manager approval. Done FY 01-02  

C. Publish City Management Plan in URMP. Done FY 01-02  

PM 3 - IPM SOPs and BMPs 
The City will develop and implement standard operating procedures (SOPs) and best 
management practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM Policy 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop a list of pest specific SOPs & BMPs for implementing IPM 
policy. 

Done FY 01-02  

B. For each type of pest problem identified, seek model SOPs and BMPs 
from published literature. 

Done FY 01-02   

C. Incorporate or develop appropriate IPM measures into City SOPs & 
BMPs.   

6/03 
Done FY 02-03 

GS, DOT, ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

Ongoing as 
Needed 

D. Update City URMP to incorporate model Pest Management 
Performance Standard, including description of legal authority (IPM 
policy & contract language), work plan elements, BMPs, & SOPs 
needed for implementation. 

6/03  

Done FY 02-03 

ESD 

PM 4 - City Employee Training 
The City will ensure that employees receive pest management training by implementing the 
following: 
1. Employees who apply pesticides for the City will obtain the appropriate training as required 
by County Ag. Commissioner and State Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR); 

2. Employees within departments responsible for pesticide application will receive annual 
training on appropriate portions of City IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest IPM 
techniques;  

3. Employees who are not authorized to apply pesticides will be annually trained not to use over-
the-counter pesticides at workplace, consistent with IPM Policy. 

4. Annual internal outreach will be conducted to employees, who do not necessarily purchase or 
apply pesticides during their course of work, on less toxic pest control and to encourage 
employees to use IPM techniques away from work. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Ensure that employees who apply pesticides for the agency obtain 
appropriate training required by County Ag. Commissioner & State 
DPR. 

Annually GS, DOT 

B. Provide annual training on IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest 
IPM techniques to employees within departments responsible for 
pesticide application.  Include in training, annually informing 
employees who are not authorized / trained to apply pesticides not to 
use over-the-counter pesticides at workplace, consistent with IPM 
Policy. 

Done FY 01-02 
Annually 

 

GS, DOT, ESD 

 1. Develop and integrate an IPM policy (approved June 2003) 
training into pesticide applicator training.  

12/03 GS, DOT, ESD 

C. Monitoring Mechanism I.B.1.  Document and evaluate effectiveness 
of staff training conducted each year in annual report. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD 

 1. Develop and implement a class evaluation/survey for IPM 
training classes conducted by City staff.  

12/03 GS, DOT, ESD 

D. Public Education & Outreach Task II.A.14  Conduct internal outreach 
on less toxic pest control to employees who do not necessarily 
purchase of or apply pesticides during the course of their work (to 
encourage employees to use IPM techniques away from work). 

Done FY 02-03 
Annually 

ESD 
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PM 5 - Contractor Pesticide Management Requirements 
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors employed to conduct 
pest control and pesticide application on municipal property engage in pest control methods 
consistent with City IPM Policy. Specifically, the City will require contractors to:  

• follow City IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs;  

• provide evidence of current IPM training, when feasible; and  

• provide documentation of pesticide use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a process to ensure contractors employed to 
conduct pest control/pesticide application on municipal property 
engage in methods consistent with City IPM policy. 

6/03  

Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

B. Develop a list of all contractors employed by the City who perform 
pest application work. 

Done FY 01-02  
 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

 1. Review and update list of contractors.  6/30/04 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

C. Implement a procedure to provide to each contractor a copy of the 
City IPM policy developed in Activity 2.A. above 

6/03 

Done, FY 02-03 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

D. Identify pest specific SOPs and BMPs, developed in Activity 3.B 
above, that are appropriate in each contractor’s case. 

6/03  GS, DOT, ESD 

E. Require City contracted PCOs to implement appropriate BMPs 
through contract specifications. 

 

6/03  

Deleted 
See PM 5.F 

 

F. Require through contract specifications that PCOs contracted for 
municipal applications: a) follow City IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs; 
b) provide evidence of current IPM training, when feasible; and c) 
provide documentation of pesticide use on City property to the City in 
a timely manner. 

6/03 

Ongoing 

GS 

G. Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1.  Document numbers of PCOs 
receiving presentations and/or training on pesticide use by PCOs on 
municipal property. 

6/03  
Annually 
thereafter 

GS, ESD 
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PM 6 - Pesticide Management Outreach 
The City will identify outreach activities it will conduct consistent with Program Pesticide 
Management Plan.  Work plan elements will address outreach to residential and commercial 
pesticide users, pesticide retailers, and special districts.  Information will be provided on less-
toxic pest control practices, proper disposal of pesticides, and the City’s own IPM practices, as 
applicable. 
 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Increase awareness of IPM so target audiences recall less toxic pest 
management messages and adopt IPM behaviors.  Target audiences 
include residential pesticide users, professional pest control 
businesses, customers of professional pest control businesses, 
pesticide retailers, school districts, and other special districts. 

Annually  ESD 

B. Prepare IPM stories and press releases to local media. Annually  ESD 

C. In conjunction with Program, provide information on less toxic pest 
control (e.g., IPM techniques, municipal IPM policies, model contract 
language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring special districts 
(e.g., VTA, sanitary and utility districts, open space districts, vector 
control districts, and school districts) as appropriate. 

6/03 

Pending 
Implementation 

by Program 

ESD 

D. Create & provide fact sheets & materials to pesticide retailers to 
facilitate point-of-purchase outreach to support IPM Store Partnership 
Program. 

Annually 
Ongoing 

ESD 

E Identify, Develop and implement education programs that target 
commercial businesses. 

Done; Ongoing ESD 

F Monitoring Mechanism: Document or estimate numbers of residents 
reached by outreach efforts, including events, web promotion, 
municipal employee outreach, and media advertising.  Monitor 
responses to outreach efforts by documenting calls to the Program’s 
general and watershed campaign hotlines. 

Annually ESD 

G Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1.  Document outreach efforts 
targeting businesses, recommended in the work plan, to be developed 
by the Program. Implement evaluation component of the work plan. 

Annually ESD 

PM 7 - HHW Pesticide Disposal 
The City will coordinate with household hazardous waste (HHW) collection agencies to support, 
enhance, and help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, and 
publicize programs for pesticide disposal. 

Annually ESD 

B. Verify that adequate pesticide disposal services exist for residents and Done FY 01-02 ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

conditionally exempt small quantity commercial generators. Annually  

C. Provide hazardous waste disposal information to residents, through 
distribution of materials (e.g., utility bill insert, city newsletter, 
community events, etc.) or advertising in local media. 

Annually ESD 

D. Monitoring Mechanism V.A.1.  Document that HHW collection 
programs adequately serve residents and businesses and that any 
exchange programs do not exchange organophosphate or banned 
pesticides. 

Annually ESD 

PM 8 - City Pesticide Use Tracking 
The City will develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use on municipally-owned 
property. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a pilot pesticide tracking process for 
Diazinon and Chlorpyriphos products. 

Done FY 01-02  
Annually 

 

B As part of the PMP, develop and implement a process for tracking 
pesticide use on municipally owned property. Include reporting and 
justification for use of OP pesticides and BMPs employed during OP 
pesticide use. 

6/03 

Done, FY 02-03 

Ongoing 

GS, DOT,ESD 

 1.  Evaluate feasibility of implementing electronic data 
management system for pesticide use. 

12/31/04 GS, DOT, ESD 

C. Monitoring Mechanism I.A.1.  Use pesticide tracking process to 
document pesticide use in annual reports. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

PM 9 - City Pesticide Inventory Search 
The City will conduct periodic citywide search of its chemical inventory for pesticides no longer 
legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  These pesticides, if found, will 
be properly disposed pursuant to appropriate waste disposal regulations 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. All Departments conduct Citywide search of chemical storage areas 
for pesticides no longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or 
local requirements.  Properly dispose of any such pesticides pursuant 
to appropriate waste disposal regulations. 

Annually GS, DOT 
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PM 10 - Pesticide Management Plan / IPM Policy Review 
As part of annual reporting process, The City will review and evaluate, with input from 
municipal staff, the effectiveness of its Pest Management Plan and IPM Policy in achieving the 
goals of the Plan to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and continuously improve goals, actions, and monitoring 
mechanisms of the work plan considering results of self-evaluations, 
comments from Regional Board staff and other interested parties, and 
results of local performance review meetings if any. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

B. Monitoring Mechanism IX.A.1.  Complete revised work plan that 
incorporates continuous improvement items, and report on 
completion of work plan tasks. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

C. Monitoring Mechanism VII.A.1.  Summarize types of pesticide 
reduction measures required (such as by conditions of approval) for 
new development & significant redevelopment projects, & percentage 
of new development/ significant redevelopment projects for which 
pesticide reduction measures were required. (Draft Permit Provision 
C.3.n.) 

Annually PW, RDA, ESD 
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Mercury Workplan 

M Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.9.c.  In 2003, the Program 
approved a Guidelines document on the management of mercury-containing products by a 
municipal agency.  The City will continue to implement management practices consistent with 
the guidelines. 

The timing for outreach efforts regarding fluorescent tube recycling will be tailored to coincide 
with the County’s implementation of a retail store drop-off program for fluorescent tubes.  

M 1 - Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products  
The City will eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing products and 
establish proper disposal methods for products that cannot be eliminated. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Complete and report results of survey of mercury-containing products 
used by City departments. 

Done FY 02-03 
 

ESD 

 1. Conduct a follow-up Mercury-containing product survey FY 03-04 ESD 

B. Develop a mercury policy requiring the virtual elimination of 
mercury from controllable sources in urban runoff from agency 
operations. 

Done FY 02-03 ESD, GS, DOT 

C. Implement SCVURPPP guidelines for mercury-containing products 
reduction and management.  These guidelines will include a schedule 
for the timely phase-out of mercury-containing products identified for 
virtual elimination as well as reporting requirements, possibly to track 
recycling, replacement, & reduction in use of mercury-containing 
products. 

FY 03-04 

Ongoing 

ESD, GS, DOT 

D. Monitoring Mechanism I.  Document completion of tasks in annual 
reports.  Use mercury-containing product reporting guidelines (to be 
developed). 

Annually ESD 

M 2 - Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
The City will Provide mercury-containing product disposal services through household 
hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents and small businesses, and encourage 
use of these programs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide mercury-containing products disposal services for residents 
and small businesses. 

Ongoing ESD-IWM 

B. Work with HHW collection agencies to develop and help publicize 6/30/04 ESD, Program 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

fluorescent light recycling program to ensure maximum recycling. Ongoing 
 

M 3 - Monitoring and Science 
The City will participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support mercury TMDL 
development and implementation, including assessment of air pollution sources of mercury and 
concentrations of mercury in sediment. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP), including the Mercury Deposition Network Pilot Study.  
Continue to actively participate in the RMP steering committee and 
technical review committee.  
     -  The City of San Jose will continue to provide in-kind services 
for the maintenance of the Mercury Deposition Network site near San 
Jose. 

Ongoing ESD 

M 4 - Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 
Actively participate in regional, state, and federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in 
the amount of mercury in urban runoff and air emissions. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL development and 
implementation including the Santa Clara Basin WMI Guadalupe 
River Mercury TMDL Workgroup. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Support & participate in WMI Watershed Action Plan development. Ongoing ESD 

M 5 - Public Education and Outreach 
Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing products and available non-
mercury containing alternatives.  Target audiences include residential, commercial, and 
industrial users and municipal employees. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to develop and begin to implement a fluorescent 
light recycling outreach program to educate residential users and 
encourage proper disposal of fluorescent lights. 

FY 03-04 ESD 

B. Work with Program to develop and begin to implement a fluorescent 
light recycling outreach program to educate small businesses and 
conditionally exempt small quantity generators and encourage proper 
disposal of fluorescent lights. 

FY 03-04 ESD 

C. Coordinate with municipal inspectors to integrate mercury outreach FY 03-04 ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

to industrial businesses into their existing routine pretreatment, source 
control, and/or hazardous materials inspection processes. 

D. Develop and distribute “tailgate safety meeting cards” about mercury 
to inspectors and other municipal employees.  (The Program will first 
review the product developed by the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District 
when it is made available to the Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group 
(BAPPG).) 

TBD ESD 

E. Attend community events and distribute outreach materials. 

See Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary 

As Needed 
Ongoing 

ESD 

F. Monitoring Mechanism V.B.  Document and evaluate each outreach 
activity, including the target audience and number of residents and/or 
businesses reached. 

Annually ESD, Program 
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Water Utilities Operations & Maintenance 

WUO&M Work Plan 

The City’s Water Utility program is ongoing and is implemented pursuant to permit provision 
C.2. 

WUO&M 1 - Inventory of O&M Activities 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct an inventory of all-key operations 
and maintenance activities, and identify routine and unplanned non-storm water discharges from 
these activities.  This inventory will be conducted every three years and evaluated at least once a 
year. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review current procedures for operations and maintenance. 3/03  
Annually 

ESD-Muni 

B. Three-year update of list. 3/03 
Every 3 years 

Next Due 3/06 

ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 2 - Implementation of WUPPP 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will implement the pollution control measures 
identified in the Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan (WUPPP) to manage chlorine, biocides, 
and algaecides and prevent erosion and sedimentation. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement WUPPP/Report on activities Annually ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 3 - Staff Training and Contractor WUPPP Compliance 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct annual training for municipal staff 
and coordinate WUPPP elements with water utility project planning, including WUPPP elements 
(BMPs, conditions, specifications, etc., in contract and services agreements).  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop training program. Done 
11/98 

ESD-Muni 

B. Implement training program. Annually ESD-Muni 
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WUO&M 4 - WUPPP Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will evaluate the effectiveness of the WUPPP 
annually.  Maintain accurate documentation and revise the WUPPP as necessary. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop evaluation program. Annually ESD-Muni 

B. Provide progress and update report to Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program. 

Annually ESD-Muni 
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Public Information / Participation 
Formerly Residential Outreach and Education (ROE) 

PIP Work Plan 

For FY 2004-2005, the City’s PI/P work plan will focus on the following objectives: 

1. Provide support for Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) and Santa 
Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) activities.  This will be 
done primarily through participation in the Watershed Education and Outreach (WE&O) Ad 
Hoc Task Group, and participation in the WMI Communications and Outreach Subgroup.   

2. Support watershed awareness through classroom education programs by participating in the 
WE&O Schools Work Group, the Alviso Environmental Education Center (EEC) Work 
Group, the City’s Youth Watershed Education Team (YWET), and to the general public by 
promoting community-based involvement, such as the biannual creek cleanups conducted 
through the Creek Connections Action Group.   

 
Training and Outreach  
Other sections of this work plan contain elements related to training and outreach to specific 
target audiences.  They can be found at ICID 4, IND 6, CON 7, NDC 2, PM 6, M 5, and CNAP-
CB-1.  For a list of Outreach Activities, see Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary.  
Training that is specifically for municipal staff is listed as part of the Municipal Compliance 
section of the Work Plans. 

PI/P 1 - Public Awareness 
The City of San José will promote general citizen awareness regarding the functions of the storm 
drain system, pathways and sources of urban runoff pollution to the South Bay watershed, 
behaviors that adversely affect water quality, what a watershed is, and activities citizens can 
participate in to learn about and benefit the watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify, support and participate in appropriate community events to 
further general public awareness.  

 ESD 

 1. Work with Program events work group, and WE&O ad hoc Task 
Group. 

Ongoing  ESD, Program 

B. Support, and/or develop and implement school and youth education 
programs.  Projects include: 

 

 

 

 

 1. Participate in WE&O Schools work group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 2. Participate in the Alviso Education Center work group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 3. Participate in City Education programs such as the Youth 
Watershed Education Team, Rangers in Schools, etc. 

Ongoing  ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

C. Give presentations upon request that focus on storm water messages 
to elementary through college grade levels, neighborhood groups, 
etc. 

As Needed ESD 

D. Participate in WMI Outreach, and coordinate WMI outreach with 
Watershed Watch and Program efforts. 

Ongoing ESD, WMI, 
Program 

 1. Participate in Watershed Watch campaign. Ongoing ESD, Program 

PI/P 2 - Targeted Outreach 
The City of San José will develop and implement targeted residential outreach and education 
campaigns, based on identification of up to two high priority pollutants, to effectively reduce 
pollutant-causing behaviors and promote Best Management Practices. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify General Residential practices contributing to stormwater 
pollution. Identify reasonable alternatives to pollutant causing 
behavior. 

 ESD, Program 

 1. Review surveys and applicable reports Ongoing ESD 

 2. Review 945-3000 hotline calls information Ongoing ESD 

 3. Meet with inspectors to discuss and document residential 
outreach needs 

Ongoing ESD 

 4. Prepare report identifying residential outreach needs and tasks Annually ESD 

B. Identify ICID practices and target audience(s) contributing to 
pollution.  

 ESD 

 1. Review ICID reports Ongoing ESD 

 2. Review 945-3000 hotline calls information Ongoing ESD 

 3. Meet with ICID inspectors to discuss and document outreach 
needs 

Ongoing ESD 

 4. Prepare report identifying ICID outreach needs and tasks Annually ESD-Marcom 

C. Promote selected residential and ICID messages through regional 
activity (e.g. Program PIP, BASMAA PIP, BAPPG Spanish radio ad 
messages, Media Relations PSAs) 

 

 

 

 

 1. Report on targeted residential and ICID outreach activity Annually ESD-Marcom 

 2. Participate in the Program’s Pesticide and Mercury ad hoc task 
groups. 

Ongoing ESD, Program 
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PI/P 3 - Citizen Involvement Programs 
The City of San José will support and/or develop and implement citizen involvement programs 
designed to increase citizen understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Support and/or develop involvement opportunities for San Jose 
residents  

  

 1. Participate in creek clean-ups on a bi-annual basis through in-kind 
staff support for the Creek Connections Action Group. 

 ESD, PRNS 

 • Fall creek cleanup Coastal Cleanup 
Day,  Q1  
FY 03-04 

ESD, PRNS 

 • Spring creek Cleanup National Rivers 
Day, Q4  
FY 03-04 

ESD, PRNS 

B Promote WMI’s Public Participation Opportunities list.   

 1. Report on actions promoting Public Participation Opportunities 
list. 

Annually  ESD 

PI/P 4 - Outreach Evaluation 
The City of San José will develop and implement evaluation and feedback mechanism(s) to 
determine the effectiveness of outreach and education campaigns and evaluate changes in citizen 
awareness and understanding. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement selected evaluation tools.  ESD 

 1. Work with Program, WMI, and Watershed Watch AHTG to Plan 
for Program's Watershed watch campaign follow-up Survey 

Triennially-   
FY 03-04 06-07 

ESD, Program 

 2. Report on survey and evaluation activity during the report period Annually  ESD 

B. Annually review, modify and report on outreach plans based on 
effectiveness results. 

 ESD 

 1. Produce written report on effectiveness of outreach activities 
conducted in prior fiscal year. 

Annually ESD 
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Municipal Compliance 

During FY 2002-2003, the City began developing new policies regarding Integrated Pest 
Management and mercury containing product use and disposal.  These efforts were added to the 
City of San Jose URMP work plan in the Pesticide Management (PM) and Mercury (M) sections.  
For this reason, those items have been deleted from this section. 

Municipal training continues to be a key element for most program elements.  Specific program 
elements that include municipal training activities include ICID 3, IND 5, NDC 9, CON 2, CON 
6, CON 8, PSR 2, PSR 3, PSR 6, SDO 3, SDO 4, PM 4, and WUO&M 3.  For a list of planned 
training activities, see Attachment B: Municipal Training Schedule. 

Municipal Training 
Municipal Training is a critical function of the City’s NPDES Permit.  Municipal compliance is 
dependent on the level and quality of the training provided. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training needs. Annually  ESD-UR 

B. Develop curricula. Done 6/02 
As Needed 

ESD-UR 

 

C. Conduct training Annually ESD-UR 

Municipal Facilities Assessment and Compliance 
Municipal facilities are required to comply with storm water regulations. Efforts to reduce 
contaminated discharges from City facilities must be similar to those required of private 
businesses.  While many elements for permit compliance are in place, the City requires a 
systematic approach to City facilities compliance at the level of effort required in the URMP. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct Corp Yard assessments and inspections. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

 1. Conduct Citywide meeting to discuss Hazardous Material, 
Safety, and Storm water issues for City corporation yards (up 
to two times per year). 

Annually GS, ESD, DOT, 
Fire, Police 

B. Municipal Facilities SWPPPs. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

C. Develop and formalize policies to develop proper disposal of mercury 
containing products. 

Superseded by M Work Plan 

Deleted  
FY 03-04 
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Integrated Pest Management 
Assist with development of performance standards for integrated pest management for municipal 
use and comply with requirements developed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist with performance standard development. Done FY 01-02  

B. Coordinate implementation of performance standards. 

Superseded by PM Work Plan. 

Deleted  
FY 03-04 

 

C. Create and update existing policies and ordinances. 

Superseded by PM Work Plan. 

Deleted  
FY 03-04 
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Copper / Nickel Action Plans 

CNAP Work Plan 

This element is implemented pursuant to provisions C.9.a and b of the stormwater permit.  
Activities in the copper and nickel action plans are attributed largely to the South Bay POTWs 
and to SCVURPPP as the responsible entities.  Some activities, however, require specific actions 
by the SCVURPPP co-permittees or specified municipalities.  Summarized here are activities 
pursuant to implementation of the baseline actions included in the Copper and Nickel Action 
Plans.  These are in addition to those undertaken by SCVURPPP as a program.  A complete 
update on implementation of the Action Plans can be found in the SCVURPPP Annual Report. 

CB-1 - Vehicle Washing Operations 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Have member of San Jose team trained to lead mobile cleaners 
certification seminar. 

Done FY 02-03  

B. Support Program in hosting mobile cleaners certification seminar. 

 

6/30/04 

Done FY 03-04 
Next FY 05-06 

ESD 

 1. Promote list of certified mobile cleaning service providers. Ongoing ESD 

C. Distribute coupons in support of Program partnership with Western 
Car Wash Association. 

9/30/03 

Done FY 03-04 

Continue in  
FY 04-05 pending 
implementation by

Program. 

ESD 

D. Develop and distribute charity car wash outreach material. Done FY 02-03  

CB-3 - Industrial Discharges 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to discuss results of CSJ outreach efforts and 
potentially develop improvements to the IND Performance Standard. 

6/30/04 ESD 

B. Publish BMP info on copper from roof vents. Done FY 01-02 ESD 

C. Continue Distribution of info regarding copper from roof vents.  
Develop BMP for distribution and mail to permitted industries. 

3/31/04 ESD 

 1.  Follow up with pertinent dischargers to evaluate need for 
additional effort. 

6/30/05 ESD-WE 

D. Continue NOI Filers project. Ongoing ESD-WE 
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CB-6 - Reducing Traffic Congestion 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Summarize San Jose efforts that address traffic congestion 
management. 

6/30/04 ESD 
PBCE Planning 

CB-8 - Watershed Assessments and New Development 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. See NDC section for details on San Jose implementation of C.3 
permit provisions. 

  

CB-11 - Street Sweeping and Storm System O&M 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Track quantitative data on the tons of material removed and disposed 
of and other relevant street sweeping program data. 

6/30/04 

Annually 

ESD-IWM 
DOT 

CB-12 - Pools and Spas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with SCVURPPP to develop outreach material directed at pool 
owners. 

Done FY 02-03  

B. Work with SCVURPPP to develop and implement distribution plan 
for the pool materials. 

6/30/04 ESD 

C. Distribute outreach materials at events, public counters, and post on 
City website. 

6/30/04 

Ongoing 

ESD 

CB-21 - Architectural Use of Copper 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue to discourage architectural use of copper during Planning 
application review.  

Ongoing PBCE-Planning 

B. Continue to monitor progress of San Jose Green Building program to 
identify opportunities for discouraging architectural use of copper.  

Ongoing PBCE-Planning
ESD-UR 
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NB-1 – Discharges from Construction sites 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. See NDC and CON program elements for activities that address 
erosion control. 

Ongoing  
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 FY 04/05 WORK PLANS 59 TRA WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/04 

Trash 

TRA Work Plan 

This program element has been added for FY 04-05 and is being implemented in support of 
the Program’s Trash Work Plan dated March 1, 2003.  The City’s strategy is to inventory 
and evaluate current trash management practices and to maximize or tailor the most effective 
ones for ongoing implementation. The City’s activities will focus on assistance with the 
development of an evaluation strategy, implementation of trash evaluations, and the 
implementation or refinement of trash management practices. 

TRA 1 - Inventory, Document and Evaluate Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Complete Program survey of existing trash management practices. Done FY 03-04 ESD 

TRA 2 - Document and Map Known Trash Problem Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify data sources and information showing the location of known 
trash problem areas (e.g., trash complaints/ incidents and eradication 
efforts. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD, GS, PRNS 

B. Compile trash problem location data/information and submit to 
Program for conversion to coordinates for GIS mapping.  

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

TRA 3 - Conduct Trash Evaluations 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to select trash evaluation methodology. 4/30/04 ESD 

B. Assist Program with planning and organizing of training workshop 
for municipal staff. 

5/31/04 ESD 

C. Participate in the Training Workshop. 5/31/04 ESD 

D. Identify which entities will conduct trash evaluations (e.g. municipal 
staff, volunteer groups, etc.). 

  

E. Conduct trash evaluations and submit to Program staff.   

 1. Coyote Watershed 12/31/04 ESD 

 2. Remaining San Jose locations FY 05-06 ESD 
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TRA 4 - Develop Standardized Documentation and Reporting Format 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to develop a reporting format to document trash 
management activities in Annual Reports. 

6/30/04 ESD 

TRA 5 - Document and Analyze Evaluation Results; Identify and Prioritize Trash Problem 
Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist Program staff with the documentation and analysis of trash 
evaluation results. 

12/31/04 ESD 

B. Identify high priority trash areas using trash evaluation results.   

 1. Coyote Watershed 12/31/04 ESD 

 2. Remaining San Jose locations FY 05-06 ESD 

TRA 6 - Identify and Implement Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify reasonable trash management practices to address high 
priority areas (in TRA 7B). 

Ongoing  

(Start 7/31/04) 

ESD, PRNS, GS 

B. Begin implementation or refinement of trash management practices at 
high priority areas to the maximum extent practicable. 

Ongoing 

(Start 1/31/05) 

ESD, PRNS, GS 

C. Document and report implementation of trash management actions. 7/31/05 ESD 

TRA 7 - Review and Update Performance Standards Relevant to Trash Management  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist with the review and update of existing standards that address 
BMPs or control measures relevant to trash management. 

4/30/05 ESD 
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 FY 04/05 WORK PLANS 61 PERMIT REAPPLICATION - REVISED 3/04 

Permit Reapplication 

This work plan element has been added for FY 04-05. 
Provision C.14 of the permit stipulates that the current permit expires on February 21, 2006 and 
that the Dischargers must file for reapplication not later than 360 prior to that, or by February 26, 
2005. 

Permit Reapplication Preparation 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Compile all changes to URMP as part of reapplication for next 
permit. (C.2.b) 

9/1/04 ESD 

B. Participate in permit development and negotiation processes. Beginning 

02/01/05 

ESD 
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 FY 04/05 WORK PLANS 63 ATTACHMENT A: OUTREACH ACTIVITIES SUMMARY - REVISED 3/04 

Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary 

# Activity Outreach 
Type 

Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date Evaluation Mechanism 

  = General Outreach,  = Targeted Outreach,  = Citizen Involvement,  = Education 
1. Storm Drain Stenciling 

San Jose Conservation Corps to stencil approximately 5,000 storm drain inlets throughout the 
City with the appropriate neighborhood creek name and 945-3000 hotline number. 

 FY 04-05  

2. Regional partnerships 
Participate in BAPPG Spanish Radio campaign, BASMAA/BACWA Media Relations campaign, 
Clean Estuary Partnership, etc. 

 PI/P 2.C FY 04-05  

3. Classic Car Wash Promotion (PROGRAM) 
Support Watershed Watch campaign’s Classic Car Wash promotion 

 CNAP, CB-1 TBD ♦ Materials distributed 

4. Program Event Support 
As needed, staff Watershed Watch Booth and/or provide outreach materials to select 
Watershed Watch Campaign events. 

 PIP 1.A. As needed ♦ Materials distributed 

5. Website Revisions 
Complete revisions to the Watershed Protection website 

 FY 04-05  

6. BMP Reprints 
Reprint selected Outreach materials as needed 

 FY 04-05  

7. Print “Preventing Storm Drain Pollution” BMP in two languages 
Print run for Spanish and Vietnamese language versions of this Brochure 

: 
Commercial 

FY 04-05  

8. Home and Garden Show(s) 
Attend and distribute information 

:  
Residential 

PI/P 1.A. 
PM 6.A. 

Spring 05 ♦ # People talked to 
♦ Materials distributed 

9. Industrial Users Academy 
Give stormwater, Pollution prevention and GIASP compliance information to industries 
permitted to the Water Pollution Control Plant 

:  
Plant-permitted 

Industries 

IND 6.A. 
PI/P 1.A. 

FY 04-05 ♦ Participant surveys 

10. Outreach to Development Community 
PW & ESD staffs to conduct training on erosion and sediment control for private developers of 

: 
Developers 

CON 7.C. 
NDC 2 

FY 04-05 ♦ Participant surveys 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



CITY OF SAN JOSÉ    ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

 ATTACHMENT A: OUTREACH ACTIVITIES SUMMARY - REVISED 3/04 64  

# Activity Outreach 
Type 

Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date Evaluation Mechanism 

  = General Outreach,  = Targeted Outreach,  = Citizen Involvement,  = Education 
type 2 projects.  PBCE Planning and PW also conduct roundtable meetings with developers 
where information regarding stormwater requirements is shared. 

11. IPM Store Partnership (PROGRAM) 
Create & provide fact sheets & materials to pesticide retailers to facilitate point-of-purchase 
outreach to support IPM Store Partnership Program.  There are currently nine stores in San 
Jose participating in the IPM store partnership. 

 PM 6.D. FY 04-05 dates 
TBD 

 

12. Vehicle Maintenance Outreach 
Investigate partnering with existing City outreach on Traffic Safety to carry vehicle maintenance 
messages 

 ICID 4 FY 04-05  

13. Mercury Outreach 
Investigate opportunities to include mercury messages in the City’s residential newsletter, 
participation in the Home Show events, and support the County’s Universal Waste Take-back 
Pilot Program 

 M5 
PIP 2.C. 

FY 04-05  

14. Coastal Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with County-wide effort 

 PI/P 3.A. Fall 04 ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Amount picked up 

15. National Rivers Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with County-wide effort 

 PI/P 3.A. Spring 05 ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Amount picked up 

16. Requests for Brochures 
Distribute outreach materials upon request 

 PI/P 1.A. FY 04-05  

17. Wacky Watersheds Workshops 
Present South Bay Water Connections curriculum to middle school educators within San 
Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant service area. The educators will also receive a 
tour of the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. 

 PI/P 1.B. TBD ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Follow-up call of 

attendees 

18. Water Awareness Program 
Also called Rangers in Schools. Presentations focusing on Pollution Prevention. It’s Wet It’s 
Wild It’s Water! Curriculum distributed to teachers. 

 PI/P 1.B. 
PI/P 1.C. 

FY 04-05 ♦ Survey of teachers 
♦ Survey of students  

19. Slow the Flow 
Grant to Don Edwards Alviso Environmental Education Center to host 9 different types of 
events: special events, interpretive programs, teacher orientation, field trips, in-class 
presentations, outreach presentations, workshops, special visits and interpretive displays. 

 FY 04-05 ♦ Done by Grantee 
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 FY 04/05 WORK PLANS 65 ATTACHMENT A: OUTREACH ACTIVITIES SUMMARY - REVISED 3/04 

# Activity Outreach 
Type 

Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date Evaluation Mechanism 

  = General Outreach,  = Targeted Outreach,  = Citizen Involvement,  = Education 
20. Youth Watershed Education Grants 

Grant program for educators 
 FY 04-05 ♦ Audit of projects 

21. High School Activities 
Select and pilot feasible approaches to high school education 

 FY 04-05  

22. Additional ZunZun Presentations 
Additional 50 ZunZun presentations in San Jose, contingent on Grant approval 

 PI/P 1.B. FY 04-05  

23. IPM Outreach 
Prepare IPM stories and press releases for local media.   
Investigate opportunities to include IPM messages in the City’s outreach to businesses. 

 PM 6.B. 
PM 6.E. 

FY 04-05  
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Attachment B: Municipal Training Schedule 

PS ID # TOPIC SPONSORED OR HELD BY DEPT/DIVISION/SECTION ATTENDING # 
SESSIONS 

TENTATIVE 
FY 04/05 
SCHEDULE 

ICID 3A & 3B Construction Inspection Training ESD Watershed Enforcement ESD Watershed Enforcement 1 10/04 
ICID 3A & 3B Annual Training for IC/ID 

Inspectors 
ESD Watershed Enforcement ESD Watershed Enforcement 1 06/04 

IND 5C Training for IND Inspectors ESD Watershed Enforcement ESD Watershed Enforcement 1 06/04 
CON 2C Wet Weather Construction Site 

Preparation & Inspection 
DPW, ESD PW 2 9/04 

CON 6C Construction Site Planning and 
Management For Water Quality 
Protection 

SCVURPPP & Regional Board PW, ESD, PB&CE, PRNS  9/04 

CON 6C SOPs for inspections during wet 
and dry season to include 
procedures for erosion control plan 
review inspection process 

DPW, ESD PW Inspections, PBCE Building 
Inspectors 

 9/04 

CON 7C Erosion & Sediment Control 
Training for Type 2 Private 
Development Projects 

DPW & ESD Private Developers, PW, ESD  9/04 

CON 8A Erosion Control Information To Be 
Included In Contract Language For 
Capital Improvement Projects 
Training For PW Construction 
Project Management  

PW & ESD PW   TBD 

NDC 9A, 9B, & 9D NPDES C.3 Training Various PBCE, PW, RDA, ESD   
PSR 2A DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 

Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, 
Sanitary & Sewers  

2 10/04 

PSR 3C & 3E Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Training 

DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/04 

PSR 6C Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Training – Rural Public Works 

PRNS, ESD PRNS 2 03/04 

SDO 3A DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 2 10/04 
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 FY 04/05 WORK PLANS 67 ATTACHMENT B: MUNICIPAL TRAINING SCHEDULE - REVISED 3/04 

PS ID # TOPIC SPONSORED OR HELD BY DEPT/DIVISION/SECTION ATTENDING # 
SESSIONS 

TENTATIVE 
FY 04/05 
SCHEDULE 

Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, 
Sanitary & Sewers  

SDO 4B & 4C Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Training 

DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/04 

PM 4A Worker Safety training per DPR 
requirements 

GS, ESD, Target Specialty 
Products 

DOT, GS, PRNS, ESD 
 

1 12/04 

PM 4B Training on IPM Policy & 
Techniques. 

GS, ESD DOT, GS, PRNS, ESD 
 

1 12/04 

WUO&M 3B Water Utility Operation & 
Maintenance Discharge Training 

ESD (Muni Water) Muni Water Operations & Maintenance 
Crews 

 12/04 
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Glossary 

 
AHTG Ad Hoc Task Group 
BMP Best Management Practices 
CAO City Attorney’s Office 
CEP Clean Estuary Partnership 
DOT Department of Transportation 
ESD Environmental Services Department 
ESD-MarComm Marketing & Communication Section 
ESD-Muni City of San Jose Municipal Water System 
ESD-UR Urban Runoff Section 
ESD-WE Watershed Enforcement Section 
GS General Services Department 
HHW Household Hazardous Waste 
PBCE Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
POTW Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
PRNS Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services 
PW Public Works Department 
PW-AE Architectural Engineering Division of PW 
PW-ECS Engineering and Construction Services Division of PW 
PW-PRF Parks and Recreational Facilities Division of PW 
PW-TDS Transportation & Development Services of PW 
RDA Redevelopment Agency 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SCVURPPP or 
Program 

Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

SOP Standard Operating Procedure 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program 
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 
URMP Urban Runoff Management Plan 
WMI Watershed Management Initiative 
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CITYOF~
SAN]OSE
CAPI'OO. OF SILICON VAllEY

February 22, 2005

Environmental Services Department
WATERSHED PROTECTION

Dr. Adam W. Olivieri
Program Manager
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program
699 Town & Country Village
Sunnyvale, CA 94086

Subject: Submittal of FY 2005-06 Work Plan for the Urban Runoff Management Plan

Dear Dr. Olivieri:

Attached is the annual work plan for the City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP)
for FY 2005-2006 pursuant to Section C.6.b of the City's Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
NPDES permit (No. CAS0297l8), Order 01-024. This submittal should be included as part of the
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program's March 1, 2005 Work Plan
submittal to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region.

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel
properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or
persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of
knowledge and belief, true, accurate and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment of knowing
violations.

If you have any questions regarding these work plans, please contact Melody Tovar of my staff at
(408) 382-8845.

Sincerely,

Randol . Shipes
Deputy Director
Environmental Services Department
Watershed Protection Division

End: FY 2005-2006 Work Plan

3099 N First Street. San Jose, CA 95134. tel (408) 945-3000. fax (408) 382-8888 • www.sanjoseca.gov
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 FY 05/06 WORK PLANS 1 INTRODUCTION - REVISED 3/05 

Introduction 

 
 
This compilation of annual work plans for the City of San José Urban Runoff Management Plan 
(URMP) has been developed for FY 2005-2006 pursuant to Section C.6.b of the City’s 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES permit (No. CAS029718), Order 01-024.  The 
work plans include tasks, responsibilities, and schedules needed to implement the program 
elements in the URMP.  The Environmental Services Department coordinates development and 
review of the work plans in cooperation with staff from all affected City departments. 
 
The Permit requires that annual work plans be submitted to the Water Board by March 1 of each 
year.  This submission precedes completion of the City’s annual budget development and 
approval process.  While the work plans are developed using the best available information 
regarding budget forecasts, all activities in the work plans are subject to the approval of funding 
by the City Council in June of each year. 
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 FY 05/06 WORK PLANS 3 ICID WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/05 

Illicit Connection / Illegal Dumping 

ICID Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2 and C.6.a.ii.  The City’s 
Environmental Inspectors located within the Environmental Services Department, Watershed 
Protection Division continue to conduct ICID investigations. 

ICID 1 - Response to Complaints 
The City of San José will respond to complaints regarding IC/ID dumping activities into the 
storm drain system and will ensure that the activity or is on a time schedule to cease. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Update database system to track IC/ID complaint information. Done FY 03-04 ESD-WE 

B. Document complaint activity, the number of IC/ID complaints that 
the City received, and that the activity has ceased or is an allowable 
discharge. 

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Document to the Water Board annually follow-up activities from each 
IC/ID complaint response. 

Annually ESD-WE 

D. 1. Review effectiveness of standard operating procedures for 
responding to IC/ID comp laints. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

 2. Refine and implement standard operating procedures for 
responding to ICID complaints/referrals. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Work with SCVURPPP to refine administrative procedure for 
providing referrals to the Water Board. 

Pending 
Implementation by 

Program 

ESD-WE, 
Program 

F. Refine and implement standard operating procedures to incorporate 
results of ICID 1E. 

Pending 
Implementation by 

Program 

ESD-WE, 
Program 

ICID 2 - Investigations of High Priority Areas 
The City of San José will conduct investigations of high priority areas. High Priority is defined 
as areas with a high potential for non-storm water discharges to the City’s collection system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Target areas for monitoring by identifying high priority areas, 
primary types and sources of IC/ID pollution based on complaints, 
historical inspection records, inspector knowledge, and monitoring 
information. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 1. Perform GIS analysis on frequently occurring IC/ID sources 
and/or types. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD-UR 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Conduct investigations of high priority areas based on ICID 2A. Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Document to the Water Board that investigations of high priority 
areas have been conducted. 

Annually ESD-WE 

ICID 3 - Inspector Training 
The City of San José will ensure that IC/ID inspectors are adequately trained in inspection 
procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution prevention. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct annual training for IC/ID inspectors. Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Provide and document on-the-job training and other training 
opportunities, such as inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Review inspection training protocols to identify new training 
opportunities, approaches, and materials. 

Annually ESD-WE 

ICID 4 - Outreach and Technology Transfer 

The City of San José will distribute outreach and technology transfer material containing 
applicable control measures and/or BMPs to target parties responsible for IC/ID activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Determine need for new and/or revised outreach and technology 
transfer material by getting feedback from inspectors regarding 1) 
continuing problem activities; 2) discharge types; 3) monitoring and 
complaint data; and 4) usefulness of existing outreach and technology 
transfer material. 

Ongoing ESD-MarComm 

ESD-UR 

B. Develop, audit and/or modify existing outreach material, as needed, 
based on report developed under ICID 4A. 

Ongoing, as 
needed 

ESD-WE 

C. Document to Water Board that outreach technology transfer material 
and/or BMPs have been distributed. 

Annually ESD-UR 

D. Develop and implement standard operating procedures to gather 
customer feedback on IC/ID services. 

Development 
Done FY 02-03 

Implementation 
Ongoing 

ESD-WE 
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ICID 5 - SOPs Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its SOPs in responding to complaints regarding illicit connections and illegal discharge 
dumping activities into the storm drain system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate effectiveness of SOPs. Annually ESD-WE  

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 
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Industrial & Commercial Dischargers 

IND Work Plan 

Pursuant to permit provision C.2, the City continues to conduct Industrial and Commercial 
facility inspections based on an inspection frequency schedule and collect the information 
needed to meet enhanced reporting requirements.   

IND 1 - Notice of Intent (NOI) Filers  
The City of San José will conduct inspections of those facilities that have filed an NOI with the 
State and appear on a list provided by the State.   

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Annually, obtain NOI filer database from State with annual 
information, review information and identify new NOI facilities for 
inspection the following year. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document initial inspections of NOI Filers within one 
year using the inspector checklist form to determine exposure and 
assign a future inspection frequency to each facility accordingly. 
Document whether the facility had submitted an NOI, and whether a 
SWPPP and a SWMP were on site.   

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Conduct and document annual inspections of facilities determined to 
have exposure  in accordance with inspection frequency schedule. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document inspections of facilities that need to file an 
NOI at least once every five years and in accordance with the 
inspection frequency schedule identified in IND 3.   

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Maintain the database to track the inspection information from the 
inspector checklist and to include all NOI filer SIC codes required by 
the Industrial Activities Stormwater General Permit. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

IND 2 - Non-Filer Investigations  
The City of San José will inspect industrial facilities that may be subject to general permit 
requirements but are not found on the NOI filer list provided by the State and that conduct 
activities identified by the following SIC codes: 

5015:  Automobile Dismantlers 
5093:  Other Recycling Industries 
3200 series:  Stone, Clay and Concrete Products Industry 

4100 & 4200 series:  Trucking Facilities that perform on-site vehicle repair, maintenance or 
washing. 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify industrial facilities that conduct activities with the SIC codes 
listed in the IND SOPs. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Develop a list of facilities targeted for inspection during upcoming 
year that may be subject to general permit requirements for NOI 
based on business licenses, etc.   

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Conduct and document initial inspections of industrial facilities with 
the SIC codes listed referenced in IND 2A, using the inspector 
checklist form to document whether the facility constituted a potential 
threat to discharge pollutants to the storm drain collection system, 
whether the facility had submitted an NOI, and whether a SWPPP 
and a SWMP were on site.  Maintain database. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct & document annual inspections of facilities determined to 
have exposure in accordance with implementation schedule. Add the 
facility to appropriate database(s) and assign an inspection frequency. 
If the facility inspected is determined to need to file an NOI and is not 
able to provide an NOI, SWPPP or SWMP, refer to the RWQCB. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Work with the Program’s Industrial Inspection Ad Hoc TG on an 
Administrative procedure for providing referrals to the Water Board 
and document providing referrals to the Water Board for facilities 
with significant problems. 

Pending 
Implementation 

by Program 

ESD-WE,  
ESD-UR 

IND 3 - City Regulated Facilities 

The City of San José will conduct inspections of City Regulated commercial facilities as 
identified below: 

Type Frequency 

Food service facilities 2 or more AOCs* over a rolling three year time period - Every year 
1 AOC over a rolling three year time period – Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling three year time period - Every three (3)years 

All Other City Regulated 
facilities  

2 or more AOCs* over a rolling five year time period – Every year  
1 AOC over a rolling five year time period – Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period but have exposure – Every five (5) 
years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period with no exposure or potential for 
exposure – No further inspections  

Facilities for which a 
referral or ICID 
complaint is received 

As soon as practicable for violations and every year until they meet the above 
criteria.  

*Area of Concern (AOC) = A violation based on the San José Municipal Code 15.14.530 issued to a facility 
during a stormwater inspection. 

 
# Activities Compliance 

Date 
Responsible 

Party 
A. Determine industrial/commercial facilities identified in the IND SOPs 

for inspection in each FY. 
Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated facilities, other 
than food service facilities, at least once every five (5) years in 

Ongoing ESD-WE  
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

accordance with the inspection frequency schedule. If determined to 
have no impact or no potential for pollution, will not be scheduled for 
future inspection. 

C. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated food service 
facilities at least once every three (3) years.  Initial approved 
performance standards require inspections every three years.  

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document inspections for which a referral or complaint 
was received within five days of complaint received and second 
inspection within one year.  

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Develop a database to track the inspection information from the 
inspector facility inspection report. 

Done FY 02-03 ESD-WE 

 1. Implement new Environmental Enforcement Data Management 
System 

Done FY 03-04 ESD-WE 

F. Maintain database to track inspection information from inspector 
facility inspection report and to include new industrial program 
categories. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

G. For B, C, D, and E, collect information during inspections on the 
potential for stormwater pollution at City Regulated facilities in order 
to determine the appropriate inspection frequency for the various 
facilities. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

H. Develop an inspection frequency plan to track frequency of 
inspections.  Implement & update, as needed, the inspection 
frequency plan. 

Development: 
Done FY 01-02 

Implementation 
Ongoing 

Updated as 
needed 

ESD-WE 

IND 4 - Compliance 

The City of San José will conduct industrial/commercial inspections to determine the existence 
of discharges or potential discharges which are illegal under local ordinances. The facility 
operator will be notified of observed areas of concern to be corrected and/or if official action on 
violations is necessary, it will take place under local enforcement procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document facilities that have enforcement actions and the type of 
enforcement actions conducted for the existence of discharges or 
threatened discharges that are illegal under local ordinances. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

IND 5 - Training 
The City of San José will ensure that industrial/commercial inspectors are adequately trained in 
inspection procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution 
prevention.  
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct annual training for IND inspectors. Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Maintain a training plan and provide and document on-the-job 
training and other training opportunities such as 
industrial/commercial inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Review inspection training protocols to identify new training 
opportunities, approaches, and materials. 

Annually ESD-WE 

IND 6 - Outreach 
The City of San José will help develop and distribute outreach and technology transfer material 
containing applicable control measures and/or BMPs to industrial/commercial facility operators 
responsible for IND activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify and list existing outreach and technology transfer material.  Annually  ESD-UR 

B. Distribute applicable outreach and technology transfer material to 
industrial/commercial facility operators. Document to the RWQCB 
that outreach and technology transfer material and/or BMPs have 
been distributed, as needed, to industrial/commercial facility 
operators.   

Distribution: 
Ongoing 

See PIP Program 
Element in 

Annual Report 

ESD-UR 

C. Determine usefulness of outreach and technology transfer materials 
by obtaining feedback from industrial/commercial facilities.  Obtain 
feedback from inspectors about the effectiveness of existing outreach 
and technology transfer material and develop and/or modify existing 
outreach material. 

As Needed ESD-UR 

IND 7 - NOI Filers Effectiveness Evaluation  
The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its inspections procedures and database tracking system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of NOI Filers inspections 
procedures.   

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of the NOI Filers database 
tracking system. 

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 
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New and Redevelopment 

NRD Work Plan 

The New and Redevelopment C.3 provision in the NPDES permit of the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) requires all dischargers covered by 
the permit, including the City, to modify their project review processes as needed to incorporate 
conditions of approval in permits for applicable projects, as defined in the provision, to ensure 
that pollutant discharges are reduced by incorporation of treatment measures and other 
appropriate source control and site design measures, and increases in runoff flow are managed in 
accordance with the provision to the maximum extent practicable.   

The City began phased implementation of hydraulic (also referred to as numeric) sizing 
requirements for stormwater treatment BMPs in conformance with Policy 6-29 on October 15, 
2003.  The City will begin implementation of peak flow control requirements, as required in the 
permit, following approval of a SCVURPPP Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) by the 
Water Board.  

NRD 1 - Legal Authority 

The City of San José will have adequate legal authority to implement new development control 
measures, including all applicable requirements of Provision C.3, as part of its development 
plan review and approval procedures and other appropriate new development and 
redevelopment permitting procedures (Provision C.3.a.i). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Revise Municipal Code to ensure adequate legal authority to 
implement new development control measures (C.3.a.i). 

As Needed. PBCE, ESD, PW 

NRD 2 - Guidance to Developers  

The City will provide developers with information and guidance materials on site design 
guidelines, building permit requirements, and BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention, as 
appropriate for the type of project and location. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. 1.  Draft necessary revisions to Guidance Manual on Selection of 
Stormwater Quality Control Measures to allow incorporation of 
hydraulic sizing design criteria and provide to developers. 

Done FY 02-03 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2.  Refine Guidance Manual on Selection of Stormwater Quality 
Control Measures to incorporate HMP measures, as necessary. 

Pending  

B. Provide development community with revised information and 
guidance materials concerning any adopted on site design, building 
permit requirements, hydraulic sizing design criteria and HMP 
criteria, and maintenance requirements for BMPs for stormwater 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

treatment measures. 

 1. Coordinate w/development community on proposed hydraulic 
sizing criteria for structural stormwater treatment measures, HMP 
criteria and any proposed revisions to Guidance Manual and 
policy through workshops and regular meetings. 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Update guidance material regarding maintenance responsibilities 
for any HMP measures. 

Pending PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, Program 

NRD 3 - CEQA Requirements 

The City will ensure that environmental documents required for those projects that fall under 
CEQA and NEPA review address both significant and cumulative stormwater quality impacts 
during the life of the project, and relevant permit requirements.  These documents included EIRs, 
negative declarations and initial study checklists (C.3.m). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and evaluate the City’s Environmental Review procedures to 
improve the review for water quality impacts and identification of 
mitigation measures.  (Provision C.3.m.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1.  Identify areas where new or additional water quality review 
processes and related documents or checklist questions are needed 
and propose schedule for revision. 

Done FY 02-03 
and Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2.  Refine and update areas where new or additional water quality 
related mitigation measures may be needed. 

FY 05-06  

B. Report on revisions made to environmental review processes.  Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 4 - Project Mitigation Measures and Design Requirements  

The City will encourage developers of all projects subject to design review under its 
development plan review and approval procedures to consider incorporating appropriate source 
control and site design measure that minimize stormwater pollutant discharges to the maximum 
extent practicable.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Revise current Policy on Post-Construction Urban Runoff 
Management as necessary to incorporate minimum BMP 
requirements for all projects.  

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Review and modify development permit approval procedures for 
adopted revisions as necessary.  

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Review the design standards and guidance for opportunities to make 
revisions that would result in reduced impacts to water quality and 
summarize how they were incorporated into approval procedures.   

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

D. Review the existing source control measures contained in site design 
standards, guidance documents and conditions of approval for 
opportunities to limit stormwater pollution. (Provision C.3.k.) 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Review General Plan and revise as necessary to incorporate water 
quality and watershed protection principles and policies, and 
summarize revisions made. 

Ongoing as 
necessary 

PBCE 

F. Review the design standards and guidance for opportunities to make 
revisions as necessary that would result in reduced impacts to water 
quality and summarize how they were incorporated into approval 
procedures.  Such revisions are listed in Provision C.3.j. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Identify and document existing site design standards and guidance 
documents and policies. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise Site Design Measures and Standards, as necessary. Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 5 - Group 1, 2 and HMP Project Requirements  
The City will require developers of Group 1 projects deemed complete on or after October 15, 
2003, to design and implement the following measures to reduce stormwater pollution to the 
maximum extent practicable in conformance with Policy 6-29: 

• Site design shall include measures to minimize impervious land coverage, maximize 
infiltration (where appropriate and designed to protect groundwater quality) and provide 
detention or retention as part of landscaping where feasible (C3.b.i and C.3.j); 

• Source controls shall be required to limit pollution generation, discharge, and runoff as 
appropriate (C.3.k), including measures to discourage pesticide use (C.9.d.ii); 

• Stormwater treatment measures shall be designed in accordance with the numeric design 
criteria in Provision C.3.d; 

• Increases in peak runoff flow and volume shall be managed for appropriate projects by 
implementing the guidance in the Program’s Hydromodification Plan (HMP) for the 
specific stream receiving the discharge, following approval of the HMP by the Water 
Board (C.3.f). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. 1. Propose revisions to current Policy 6-29 on Post-Construction 
Urban Runoff Management as necessary to incorporate hydraulic 
sizing design criteria. 

Done FY 03-04 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise current Policy 6-29 on Post-Construction Urban Runoff 
Management as necessary to incorporate hydraulic sizing design 
criteria. 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Revise policy as needed for Group 2 implementation. FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Revise policy as needed for HMP implementation Pending PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Develop list of Annual Reporting requirements from Provision C.3.  
Design data tracking needs and protocols. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Compile a list of new development and redevelopment projects by 
name, type of project, site acreage or square footage, square 
footage of new impervious surface, treatment BMPs and numeric 
sizing criteria used for applicable projects.  Also, the source 
control measures required and pesticide reduction measures.  

Annually  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Revise and update permitted alternatives to numeric sizing through 
Alternative Measures Program in Policy 6-29. 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Report to City Council on Alternative Measures Program 
revisions in Policy 6-29. (Provision C.3.g.) 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Track name and location of projects in the Alternative Measures 
Program, project type and size, percent impervious surface, reason 
for granting waiver, terms of waiver, equivalent benefit provided, 
alternative treatment project or regional project receiving the 
benefit and date of completion of the alternative treatment project 
or regional project (Provision C.3.g). 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 

 3. Report to City Council on projects approved with numeric sizing 
alternatives through Alternative Measures Program. (Provision 
C.3.g.) 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Draft post-construction treatment BMP certification procedures. 
(Provision C.3.h) 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

  1. Track name and location of projects subject to certification. 
(Provision C.3.h.) 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Participate on SCVURPPP’s Hydromodification Management Plan 
work group and develop procedures for limiting peak stormwater 
runoff discharge rates from development projects. (Provision C.3.f.) 

Ongoing  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

F. 1.  Review and modify development permit approval procedures and 
standard operating procedures as necessary to incorporate 
requirements for: 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 FY 05-06   
 c. HMP Pending  

 2.  Update and refine criteria & checklist to aid Department of 
Planning, Building & Code Enforcement & Department of Public 
Works planners & engineers in determining whether a 
development project should be required to incorporate post-
construction treatment control measures & their related operation 
and maintenance requirements as necessary. 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 FY 05-06   
 c. HMP Pending  

 3.  Update and refine standard conditions of approval as necessary to 
ensure proper selection, design of and installation of structural 
stormwater treatment measures per Provision C.3.b.,c.,d as 
necessary. 

  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 FY 05-06   
 c. HMP Pending  

G. Develop & propose enhanced reporting format for documenting use 
of pesticide reduction measures at development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. & C.9.ii.) 

Done FY 03-04 
 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Based on City’s Pesticide Management Plan, establish criteria for 
tracking percentage of new development projects for which 
pesticide reduction measures were required & begin tracking. 
(Provision C.3.n. & C.9.d.ii) 

Done FY 03-04 
 Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

H. Implement any new adopted development conditions of approval, and 
procedures to developments with significant stormwater pollution 
potential. (Provision C.3.b.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 6 - Developer Conformance with State Requirements 

The City will require developers of projects that disturb a land area of one acre or more to 
demonstrate conformance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit 
including filing of NOI, development of a SWPPP, et al.   

# Acti vities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Include as condition of approval for projects that disturb a land area 
of one acre or more, a requirement to demonstrate coverage under the 
State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. 

Ongoing PBCE, PW, RDA 

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. Annually. 

See CON 
Program Element 
in Annual Report. 

PBCE, PW, RDA 

NRD 7 - Developer Erosion Control Plans  

The City will required developers of projects with potential for significant erosion and planned 
construction activity during the wet season to prepare and implement an effective erosion and/or 
sediment control plan or similar document prior to the start of the wet season. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Include as a condition of approval for applicable projects a 
requirement to prepare and implement an erosion and sediment 
control plan. 

Ongoing PBCE, PW, RDA 

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. Annually.  

See CON 
Program Element 
in Annual Report  

PBCE, PW, RDA 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



CITY OF SAN JOSÉ  S  ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

 NRD WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/05 16  

NRD 8 - Operation and Maintenance for Structural Stormwater Controls 

The City will implement an operation and maintenance (O&M) verification program that 
includes (C.3.e): 

• Compiling a list of private and public properties and responsible operators for all 
stormwater treatment measures;  

• Inspecting a subset of prioritized treatment measures for appropriate O&M, on an 
annual basis, with appropriate follow-up and correction; 

• Requiring legally enforceable agreements or other mechanisms assigning responsibility 
for O&M of treatment measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with SCVURPPP to develop guidance for implementing O&M 
Program.   

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. 1. Draft summary of details of operation and maintenance verification 
program:  organizational structure, evaluation, proposed 
improvements, inspections and follow-up, including criteria for 
setting priorities. (Provision C.3.e) 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise and update draft summary of details of operation and 
maintenance verification program: organizational structure, 
evaluation, proposed improvements, inspections and follow-up, 
including criteria for setting priorities as necessary. (Provision 
C.3.e.) 

FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. 1.  Include as a condition of approval a requirement that developers of 
projects that include installation of permanent structural 
stormwater controls are required to establish and provide proof of 
operation and maintenance of such controls. 

Done FY 03-04 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise and update condition of approval requirement that 
developers of projects that include installation of permanent 
structural stormwater controls are required to establish and 
provide proof of operation and maintenance of such structural 
controls as necessary. 

FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Develop model permit conditions with BMP fact sheets to include 
in use permits where appropriate.  

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Compile a list of projects & responsible operators subject to C.3.e. 
provision. 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Track and compile a list of priority properties inspected and 
inspection results. (Provision C.3.e.iii.) 

Ongoing  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Determine criteria for setting priorities for inspection of structural 
stormwater treatment measures & inspection frequency. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Update and revise criteria for setting priorities for inspection of 
structural stormwater treatment measures & inspection frequency 
as necessary. 

FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Develop local inspection program for verification of proper O&M. Done FY 02-03 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 4. Update and revise local inspection program for verification of 
proper O & M as necessary. 

FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 9 - Applicability to Public Projects 

The City will ensure municipal capital improvement projects include stormwater quality 
control measures during and after construction, appropriate for each project, and that that 
contractors comply with stormwater quality control requirements during construction activities 
and maintenance activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a process to ensure that municipal capital 
improvement projects install structural stormwater quality control 
measures as necessary. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Participate on SCVURPPP work group tasked with developing a 
technical guidance document for use by municipal staff to ensure 
that the document includes standard specifications and details, 
sizing methodologies, & model conditions of approval acceptable 
for use in City projects as necessary. (Provision C.3.b. & d.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Review and revise Redevelopment Agency Project Request for 
Proposal procedures as necessary to comply with revised 
Provision C.3. requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

Done FY 03-04 ESD, PBCE, 
RDA 

 3. Review and Revise Public Works Capital Improvement Project 
approval procedures and Road Improvement Project approval 
procedures as necessary to comply with revised Provision C.3. 
requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Review, evaluate, and modify the procedures, as necessary. As needed  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Begin tracking required data on the public projects subject to 
Provision C.3. hydraulic sizing criteria requirements for Annual 
Report.  

Done FY 03-04 

Ongoing 

PBCE, PW, RDA 

D. Monitor development of City’s Green Building program for 
opportunities to discourage architectural use of copper in 
development projects (Provision C.9.a.) and to incorporate urban 
runoff considerations. 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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NRD 10 - City Staff Training 

The City will provide training at least annually to its planning, building, and public works staff 
on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater pollution 
prevention (C.3.a.vi). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide training to Planning and Public Works staff on planning 
procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater 
pollution prevention. (Provision C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Provide training to Redevelopment Agency and Department of 
Transportation staff on planning procedures, policies, design 
guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention. (Provision 
C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, DOT 

C. Revise the training protocol to incorporate any newly adopted 
Provision C.3. permit requirements and related revised procedures.  

As Needed PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Train staff responsible for design review on pest-resistant landscaping 
techniques and model conditions of approval and the importance of 
minimizing pesticide use in runoff from development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. and Provision C.9.d.ii) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 11 - Development Plan Review and Approval Procedures Effectiveness Evaluation 

The City of San José will review and evaluate the effectiveness of its development plan review 
and approval procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in review and 
approval process. 

Annually  
 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually  
 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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Construction Inspection 

CON Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2.  The control measures 
discussed in this work plan apply to both private development projects and municipal public 
works construction projects.  These control measures are implemented at construction project 
sites as part of the City’s construction inspection and enforcement program.   
FY 05-06 will be the third full year of implementation for the Standard Operating Procedure 
(SOP) for Construction Inspections that was developed for the 03-04 season.  This SOP includes 
the method by which PBCE Building Division Inspectors address housekeeping measures at 
construction sites, in addition to the established roles of Environmental Services and Public 
Works inspectors.  Inspection staff from the three departments work together to monitor 
compliance at construction sites. 

CON 1 - Site Housekeeping 
The City ensures through a construction inspection program that construction contractors 
properly store, use, and dispose of construction materials, chemicals, and wastes at construction 
sites, and prevent illicit discharges to storm drains and watercourses.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Track and document incidents of housekeeping issues at construction 
sites. 

Ongoing  PBCE-Bldg,  
PW, ESD-W E 

CON 2 - Local Ordinance 

For development projects with significant erosion potential and planned construction activity 
during the wet season, the City ensures, through a construction inspection program, that erosion 
and/or sediment control measures are implemented in accordance with local ordinances and 
project conditions of approval and maintained as needed during construction. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Maintain a program for identifying and conditioning projects with 
significant erosion potential and planned wet season activity. 

Ongoing PW 
PBCE-Bldg 

B. Identify ordinance changes needed to conduct inspections. As Needed PW, ESD-WE,  
PBCE-Bldg  
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CON 3 - Construction Inspection Frequency 
The City inspects construction sites for adequacy of stormwater quality control measures.  The 
frequency of inspections for active sites is at least once per month, or more frequently based on 
size of project, site conditions, precipitation, and project’s potential impact on stormwater 
quality.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Maintain and update SOPs for construction inspection program. As Needed  PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

B. Document inspections of active construction sites. Ongoing PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

C. Evaluate the effectiveness of the construction inspection program and 
make improvements as necessary.  

Annually PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

CON 4 - Wet Season Preparation  
Prior to the beginning of the wet season each year, the City inspects all sites requiring erosion 
and/or sediment control plans, to ensure that measures have been taken to minimize erosion and 
discharges of sediment from disturbed areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and revise procedures for construction inspection staff 
regarding wet season construction requirements. 

As Needed 

 

PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD 

B. Document pre-season inspection of construction sites to ensure 
adequate implementation of winterizing BMPs prior to the wet 
season. 

Ongoing PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

CON 5 - Inspection and Site Evaluation Follow-up 
Construction sites with inadequate erosion/sediment controls are given verbal or written notice of 
the inadequacies, according to the City’s enforcement procedures, and followed up with action(s) 
commensurate with risk of pollutants entering City storm drains or waterways.  Written notices 
and follow-up actions are tracked and summarized in the City’s Annual Report to the Water 
Board. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement SOPs for follow-up actions and graduated levels of 
enforcement for construction sites. 

Ongoing PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD 
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B. Track and summarize notices and follow-up actions for annual 

reports. 
Annually  PW-AE, ECS, 

PRF, TDS 
PBCE-Bldg  

ESD 

CON 6 - Municipal Training 
The City provides training annually to its construction inspection staff on inspection procedures, 
documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution prevention.  All inspectors 
receive training on the latest construction-related stormwater pollution prevention techniques and 
appropriate follow up actions at least once every two years.   The City keeps documentation that 
inspectors have received training. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop an annual training plan for construction inspection program. Annually, Q1 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 

B. Conduct annual training. Ongoing ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 

C. Track and document that inspectors have received training. Annually ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate the training curriculum and frequency, and make 
improvements as necessary. 

Annually  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 

CON 7 - Outreach 

The City provides outreach materials to contractors, developers, and municipal staff on 
construction BMPs and compliance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review outreach and technology transfer materials and make 
improvements, as necessary 

Annually, Q4  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 

B. Conduct outreach sessions for development community. Annually ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg  

Program & Water 
Board 

C. Document outreach to development community. Annually ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate outreach program and make improvements, as necessary.  Annually  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 
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CON 8 - Public Works Projects  
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors hired to construct 
public works projects have adequate erosion control plans and use appropriate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) adopted by the Department of Public Works. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct training for Public Works capital improvement project staff 
(Architectural Engineering Design & Construction and Streets, 
Bridges and Sewers Design and Construction) on contract language, 
standard specifications, and enforcement.  

Annually PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

ESD 

B. Track the number of Public Work projects with these requirements. Annually PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

    

CON 9 - Construction Inspection Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José will review and evaluate effectiveness of its construction inspection SOPs 
and BMPs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in construction 
inspection SOPs and BMPs. 

Annually  PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually  PW-AE, ECS, 
PRF, TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 

 1. Expand the number of sites with an inspector of record to capture 
more of the Type 1 and Type 2 sites (per Public Work’s 
designation).   

Annually 

 

PBCE-Bldg 

 

 2. Hold coordination meetings for Building, ESD, and Public Works 
inspectors to provide a forum for questions, and to discuss 
consistency and training needs.   

Ongoing 

 

ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 
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Public Streets, Roads, & Highways 

PSR Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2.   
Training will continue to cover the SOPs and appropriate BMPs for Department of 
Transportation activities with the highest potential for stormwater pollution.  These activities 
include spill response, resurfacing, sealing and patching, saw-cutting, street sweeping, landscape 
chemical application, concrete installation, pavement stripping, legend removal, and catch basin 
inspection after irrigation repair.  BMP effectiveness evaluation from crew members is obtained 
during the training sessions.   

Staff training continues in FY 05-06 on Rural Public Works SOPs related to stormwater pollutant 
reduction during operations and maintenance activities in the City’s regional and neighborhood 
parks and other “rural areas.” 

PSR 1 - Implementation of BMPs  
The City of San José will implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) for street, road, and 
highway operation and maintenance (O&M) activities to reduce pollutants in stormwater and 
eliminate illicit discharges to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop additional BMPs, as needed, when new O&M tasks are 
instituted. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. When new BMPs and SOPs are developed, integrate BMPs and SOPs 
into training program. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

D. Staff will review current PSR and SDO BMPs and SOPs.  The annual 
training sessions with staff will be used as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs and SOPs.  BMPs and SOPs will be 
updated as indicated by the review. 

6/30/05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 
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PSR 2 - Contractor Use of BMPs  
The City of San José will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors employed 
to perform street, road, and highway O&M activities use appropriate BMPs per URMP. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Train contract managers for public street, road, and highway O&M 
contracts on related stormwater BMPs annually.  

Annually  DOT, ESD 

B. Develop standard contract language for PSR maintenance activities. 6/30/05 DOT, ESD 

PSR 3 - City Staff Annual Training 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in the use of appropriate 
BMPs.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback from staff on the 
implementation and effectiveness of the BMPs and Control Measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training goals, such as improving the focus of the training on 
the specific BMPs used by a section; integrating new BMPs, if any; 
etc. 

Annually, Q4 DOT, ESD 

B. Identify training opportunities (which could include tailgate meetings 
and other existing training). 

Annually  DOT, ESD 

C. Create or revise training modules for affected City staff and 
contractors. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

D. Create or revise collateral material based on training modules. As Needed DOT, ESD 

E. Schedule training with affected supervisors. Annually  DOT, ESD 

 1.  Develop and implement a new training module specifically for 
DOT electrician staff. 

6/30/05 DOT, ESD 

PSR 4 - Notification of Public Agencies 
The City of San José will inform other parties (e.g., CalTrans, the County of Santa Clara, and 
public utilities) conducting street, road, and highway O&M activities within its jurisdiction of the 
requirements to implement  pollutant reduction BMPs and Control Measures in stormwater to the 
maximum extent practicable and eliminate illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify conditions under which another agency will be notified 
regarding relevant stormwater requirements. 

Done FY 02-03  
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PSR 5 - BMP Effectiveness Reviews  
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and eliminating illicit discharges.  
The review and evaluation will include input from the municipal maintenance staff that 
implement the BMPs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft procedure for annual effectiveness reporting, including sub-
procedures for gathering feedback from affected supervisors and for 
modifications to BMPs and SOPs as necessary. 

Done FY 01-02   

 1. Review procedures for annual effectiveness evaluation.  Consider 
obtaining feedback from supervisors on how to assess BMP 
effectiveness and the use of training sessions with staff as an 
opportunity to evaluate BMPs and SOPs. 

FY 04-05 DOT, ESD 

B. Conduct evaluation of BMPs and SOPs. Annually DOT, ESD 

PSR 6 - Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 

The City will extend its control measure strategy for PSR to address water quality impacts 
resulting from public works maintenance and support activities in rural areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify City-owned properties that are applicable (under the RPW 
performance standard). 

Ongoing  

 1.  Re-evaluate the feasibility of using GIS information to identify 
additional applicable properties, if any.  

6/30/06 PRNS, GS, DOT, 
ESD 

B. Develop or adapt Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for rural public works activities. 

Done FY 03-04  

C. Provide annual training on appropriate SOPs/BMPs to City staff that 
perform rural public works operations and maintenance activities.  
Incorporate SOPs/BMPs evaluation into annual training. 

Annually PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

D. Through contract specifications, require contractors hired by the City 
to use appropriate SOPs/BMPs when performing rural public works 
construction or maintenance. 

6/30/05 PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

E. Annually conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the rural 
public works program, report the results in the Urban Runoff Annual 
Report.  Identify items for continuous improvement. 

 Annually PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 
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Storm Drain System Operation & Maintenance 

SDO Work Plan 

The Department of Transportation Standard Operating Procedures for catch basin cleaning and 
Problem Area Reporting continue to be the focus of crew training.  A GIS map overlay has been 
created that assigns serial numbers to each of the City’s more than 28,500 storm drain inlets.  
This map overlay is currently in use as a means to facilitate problem area reporting in the storm 
drain system. 

SDO 2A indicates that the City is performing Tier II inspection and cleaning for catch basins.  
Severe budget constraints in the coming year may require that the City perform inspection and 
cleaning to a modified version of Tier II in FY 05-06 that accomplishes the same objective over 
a longer time frame in the fiscal year. 

SDO 1 - O&M BMP Implementation 

The City of San José will implement best management practices (BMPs) for the storm drain 
system operation and maintenance (O&M) to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the maximum 
extent practicable.  Specific BMPs for each type of O&M activity are those listed in the City’s 
Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop additional BMPs, as needed, when new O&M tasks are 
instituted (including structural controls if necessary). 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. When new BMPs and SOPs are developed, integrate BMPs and SOPs 
into training program. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

D. Staff will review current PSR and SDO BMPs and SOPs.  The annual 
training sessions with staff will be used as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs and SOPs.  BMPs and SOPs will be 
updated as indicated by the review. 

6/30/05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 

SDO 2 - Problem Tracking and Process Improvement 
The City of San José will develop and implement processes for tracking problem areas and 
ensuring that appropriate BMPs and SOPs will be implemented for storm drain operation and 
maintenance activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement an annual inspection and cleaning work plan to achieve a 
Tier II level review. 

Ongoing DOT 

B. Evaluate criteria for collecting data from City field personnel for the 
purposes of determining Problem Areas. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



CITY OF SAN JOSÉ  S  ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

 SDO WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/05 28  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

C. Revise documentation and problem area reporting procedure, if 
necessary, to improve reporting performance.  Documentation to 
include frequency, nature, and type of recurring problem.  Include 
coordination of data from ICID and Storm Drain Management 
System data sources.  Include analysis of data to identify trends for 
targeting solutions. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

D. Produce Problem Area report. Annually  DOT 

E. Address Problem Areas through ICID enforcement/ education 
activities, additional BMP development, program development or 
retrofit. 

As Needed  
 

DOT, ESD 

SDO 3 - Contractor Use of BMPs  
The City will develop and implement, as needed, a process to ensure that contractors employed 
to perform storm drain O&M activities use the appropriate BMPs.  NOTE: All City SDO O&M 
is conducted in-house, and City staff receives BMP/SOP training annually. The only time storm 
drain maintenance might be contracted out would be for a rare flood emergency situation.  The 
City has standard specifications that cover storm drain BMPs for construction activities. 

# Acti vities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Train contract managers for SDO O&M contracts on related 
stormwater BMPs.  

Annually DOT, ESD 

SDO 4 - Staff Training and BMP Feedback 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in use of appropriate 
BMPs and/or Control Measures.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback 
from staff on implementation and effectiveness of BMPs and Control Measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide training prior to the rainy season. Annually, Q4 DOT, ESD 

B. Create or revise training modules for affected City staff. As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Improve the focus of the training on the specific BMPs used by a 
section. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 2. Provide specific training to inlet cleaning crews on IMSPAR data 
collection in advance of inlet cleaning program implementation. 

Annually  

C. Produce schedule for training. Annually DOT, ESD 

SDO 5 - Data Analysis 

As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will evaluate data regarding cleaning 
activities and unusual flows observed during inspection.  The review and evaluation will include 
consideration of storm drain structural retrofit. 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft procedure for annual review and evaluation of data. Done FY 01-02   

 1.  Investigate the feasibility of collecting data on the amount of 
materials removed during inlet cleaning. 

6/30/05 DOT, ESD 

B. Implement annual data review and identify follow-up actions as 
appropriate. 

Annually  

SDO 6 - BMP Effectiveness Reviews  

As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and eliminating illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review with supervisors to get feedback and information on how to 
assess BMP effectiveness. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Use annual training sessions with staff as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs & SOPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 
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Water Utilities Operations & Maintenance 

WUO&M Work Plan 

The City’s Water Utility program is ongoing and is implemented pursuant to permit provision 
C.2. 

WUO&M 1 - Inventory of O&M Activities 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct an inventory of all-key operations 
and maintenance activities, and identify routine and unplanned non-storm water discharges from 
these activities.  This inventory will be conducted every three years and evaluated at least once a 
year. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review current procedures for operations and maintenance. Annually ESD-Muni 

B. Three-year update of list. 3/31/06 
Every 3 years 

ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 2 - Implementation of WUPPP 

The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will implement the pollution control measures 
identified in the Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan (WUPPP) to manage chlorine, biocides, 
and algaecides and prevent erosion and sedimentation. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement WUPPP/Report on activities Ongoing ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 3 - Staff Training and Contractor WUPPP Compliance 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct annual training for municipal staff 
and coordinate WUPPP elements with water utility project planning, including WUPPP elements 
(BMPs, conditions, specifications, etc., in contract and services agreements).  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement training program. Annually, Q2 ESD-Muni 
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WUO&M 4 - WUPPP Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will evaluate the effectiveness of the WUPPP 
annually.  Maintain accurate documentation and revise the WUPPP as necessary. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate effectiveness of program. Annually, Q4 ESD-Muni 
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Pesticide Management  

PM Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.9.d.  Progress continues 
with implementing pest control BMPs and training staff on Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
techniques.   

PM 1 - Integrated Pest Management 
The City will adopt an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) policy and/or ordinance requiring use 
of IPM techniques in the agency’s operations; and, minimization of pesticide use, particularly 
organophosphate and copper-based pesticides, by agency staff and contractors. 

# Activity Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop a City IPM policy for inclusion in Pesticide Management 
Plan. 

Done FY 02-03  

PM 2 - Pesticide Management Plan 
The City will develop and implement a Pesticide Management Plan with the goals of minimizing 
pesticide use and reducing the amount of pesticides in stormwater and landscape runoff to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft a City of San José Pesticide Management Plan. Done FY 01-02  

B. Publish City Pesticide Management Plan in URMP. Done FY 01-02  

PM 3 - IPM SOPs and BMPs  
The City will develop and implement standard operating procedures (SOPs) and best 
management practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM Policy. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop SOPs and BMPs for implementing IPM policy with 
provisions that will reduce water quality impacts from pesticide use. 

Done FY 01-02  

B. For each type of pest problem identified, seek model SOPs and BMPs 
from published literature. 

Done FY 01-02   

C. Incorporate or develop appropriate IPM measures into City SOPs and 
BMPs.   

Done FY 02-03  

D. Update City URMP to incorporate model Pest Management 
Performance Standard, including description of legal authority (IPM 

Done FY 02-03  
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

policy and contract language), work plan elements, BMPs, and SOPs 
needed for implementation. 

E. Review and update City SOPs and BMPs, as appropriate.  As Needed GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

PM 4 - City Employee Training 
The City will ensure that employees receive pest management training by implementing the 
following: 
1. Employees who apply pesticides for the City will obtain the appropriate training as required 

by the County Agricultural Commissioner and State Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(DPR); 

2. Employees within departments responsible for pesticide application will receive annual 
training on appropriate portions of City IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest IPM 
techniques;  

3. Employees who are not authorized to apply pesticides will be annually trained not to use over-
the-counter pesticides at workplace, consistent with IPM Policy. 

4. Annual internal outreach will be conducted to employees, who do not necessarily purchase or 
apply pesticides during their course of work, on less toxic pest control and to encourage 
employees to use IPM techniques away from work.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Ensure that employees who apply pesticides for the agency obtain 
appropriate training required by County Agricultural Commissioner 
and State Department of Pesticide Regulation. 

Annually GS, DOT, PRNS 

B. Provide annual training on IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest 
IPM techniques to employees within departments responsible for 
pesticide application.  

Annually 

 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

C. Annually inform employees who are not authorized / trained to apply 
pesticides not to use over-the-counter pesticides at workplace, 
consistent with IPM Policy. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

D. Monitoring Mechanism I.B.1.  Document and evaluate effectiveness 
of staff training conducted each year in annual report. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Update class evaluation/survey for IPM training classes conducted 
by City staff.  

As Needed GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

E. Public Education and Outreach Task II.A.14 Conduct internal 
outreach on less toxic pest control to employees who do not 
necessarily purchase or apply pesticides during the course of their 
work (to encourage employees to use IPM techniques away from 
work). 

Annually  ESD 
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PM 5 - Contractor Pesticide Management Requirements 
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors employed to conduct 
pest control and pesticide application on municipal property engage in pest control methods 
consistent with City IPM Policy. Specifically, the City will require contractors to:  

• follow City IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs;  

• provide evidence of current IPM training, when feasible; and  

• provide documentation of pesticide use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Ensure that contractors employed to conduct pest control/pesticide 
application on municipal property engage in methods consistent with 
City IPM policy. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA 

B. Review and update a list of all contractors employed by the City who 
perform pest application work. 

Annually  
 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA 

C. Implement a procedure to provide to each contractor a copy of the 
City’s IPM policy. 

Done FY 02-03  

D. City will supply copies of pest specific BMPs and SOPs to 
contractors.  If contractors want to use their own BMPs and SOPs, 
they must submit them in writing to the contract manager.  The 
contract manager must then review and approve the contractor’s 
BMPs and SOPs for conformance with the City’s IPM policy, BMPs 
and SOPs. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD 

E. Require through contract specifications that PCOs contracted for 
municipal applications use pest control methods consistent with 
City’s IPM Policy.  Specifically, require contractors to: a) follow City 
IPM policy, BMPs and SOPs; b) provide evidence of current IPM 
training, when feasible; and c) provide documentation of pesticide 
use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

Ongoing GS 

 1. City will develop standard content for PCO contracts. FY 04-05 GS, DOT, ESD 

F. Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1.  Document number of PCOs 
receiving presentations and/or training on pesticide use by PCOs on 
municipal property. 

Annually GS, ESD 
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PM 6 - Pesticide Management Outreach 
The City will identify in annual work plan outreach activities it will conduct consistent with 
Program Pesticide Management Plan.  Work plan elements will address outreach to residential 
and commercial pesticide users, pesticide retailers, and special districts.  Information will be 
provided on less-toxic pest control practices, proper disposal of pesticides, and the City’s own 
IPM practices, as applicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Increase awareness of target audiences regarding proper pesticide use, 
disposal methods, water quality impacts, and less toxic pest 
management messages.  Target audiences include commercial and 
residential pesticide users, pesticide retailers, municipal employees, 
and special districts. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Prepare IPM stories and press releases to local media. As Needed ESD 

C. In conjunction with Program, City will provide information on less 
toxic pest control (e.g., IPM techniques, municipal IPM policies, 
model contract language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring 
special districts (e.g., VTA, sanitary and utility districts, open space 
districts, vector control districts, and school districts) as appropriate. 

As Needed ESD 

D. Create and provide fact sheets and materials to pesticide retailers to 
facilitate point-of-purchase outreach to support IPM Store Partnership 
Program.  

Ongoing ESD 

E Monitoring Mechanism: Document or estimate numbers of residents 
reached by outreach efforts, including events, web promotion, 
municipal employee outreach, and media advertising.  Monitor 
responses to outreach efforts by documenting calls to the Program’s 
general and watershed campaign hotlines. 

Annually ESD 

F Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1.  Document outreach efforts 
targeting businesses, recommended in the work plan, to be developed 
by the Program. Implement evaluation component of the work plan. 

Annually ESD 

PM 7 - HHW Pesticide Disposal 

The City will coordinate with household hazardous waste (HHW) collection agencies to support, 
enhance, and he lp publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, and 
publicize programs for pesticide disposal. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Ensure that adequate pesticide dis posal services exist for residents 
and conditionally exempt small quantity commercial generators. 

Annually  ESD 

C. Provide hazardous waste disposal information to residents, through 
distribution of materials (e.g., utility bill insert, city newsletter, 
community events, etc.) or advertising in local media. 

Ongoing ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

D. Monitoring Mechanism V.A.1.  Document that HHW collection 
programs adequately serve residents and businesses and that 
exchange programs do not exchange organophosphate or banned 
pesticides. 

Annually ESD 

PM 8 - City Pesticide Use Tracking 
The City will develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use on municipally-owned 
property. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a pilot pesticide tracking process for 
Diazinon and Chlorpyriphos products. 

Done FY 01-02  
 

 

B Track pesticide use on municipally owned property.  Include 
reporting and justification for use of OP pesticides and BMPs 
employed during OP pesticide use. 

Ongoing GS, DOT,ESD 

 1. Evaluate feasibility of implementing electronic data management 
system for pesticide use. 

Done FY 04-05  

 2. Implement electronic data management system for tracking 
pesticide use on City property. 

FY 05-06 GS, DOT, ESD 

C. Monitoring Mechanism I.A.1.  Document completion of tasks in 
annual reports.  Use pesticide tracking process to document pesticide 
use. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA 

PM 9 - City Pesticide Inventory Search 
The City will conduct periodic Citywide search of its chemical inventory for pesticides no longer 
legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  These pesticides, if found, will 
be properly disposed pursuant to appropriate waste disposal regulations. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct Citywide search of chemical storage areas for pesticides no 
longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  
Properly dispose of any such pesticides pursuant to appropriate waste 
disposal regulations. 

Annually GS, DOT, PRNS 
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PM 10 - Pesticide Management Plan / IPM Policy Review 
As part of annual reporting process, the City will review and evaluate, with input from municipal 
staff, the effectiveness of its Pest Management Plan and IPM Policy in achieving the goals of the 
Plan to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and continuously improve goals, actions, and monitoring 
mechanisms of the work plan considering results of self-evaluations, 
comments from Water Board staff and other interested parties, and 
results of local performance review meetings, if any. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA 

B. Monitoring Mechanism IX.A.1.  Complete revised work plan that 
incorporates continuous improvement items, and report on 
completion of work plan tasks. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA 

C. Monitoring Mechanism VII.A.1.  Summarize types of pesticide 
reduction measures required (such as by conditions of approval) for 
new development and significant redevelopment projects, and 
percentage of new development/ significant redevelopment projects 
for which pesticide reduction measures were required. (Draft Permit 
Provision C.3.n.) 

Annually PW, RDA, ESD 
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Mercury  

M Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.9.c.  In 2003, the Program 
approved a Guidelines document on the management of mercury-containing products by a 
municipal agency.  The City will continue to implement management practices consistent with 
the guidelines. 

M 1 - Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products  

The City will eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing products and 
establish proper disposal methods for products that cannot be eliminated. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A Implement SCVURPPP guidelines for mercury-containing products 
reduction and management.  These guidelines include a schedule for 
the timely phase-out of mercury -containing products identified for 
virtual elimination as well as reporting requirements, possibly to track 
recycling, replacement, and reduction in use of mercury -containing 
products. 

Ongoing ESD, GS 

 1. Collect and dispose of mercury-containing lamps generated in 
City-owned facilities 

Ongoing GS, ESD 

 2. Identify other mercury-containing products for virtual elimination, 
phase-out and/or proper disposal. 

Annually, As 
Needed 

ESD, GS 

B. Monitoring Mechanism I.  Document completion of tasks in annual 
reports.  Use mercury-containing product reporting guidelines. 

Annually ESD 

M 2 - Household Hazardous Waste Collection 

The City will provide mercury-containing product disposal services through household 
hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents and small businesses, and encourage 
use of these programs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide mercury-containing products disposal services for residents 
and small businesses. 

Ongoing ESD-IWM 

B. Work with Program and HHW collection agencies to develop and 
help publicize fluorescent light recycling program. 

Ongoing ESD, Program 
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M 3 - Monitoring and Science 
The City will participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support mercury TMDL 
development and implementation, including assessment of air pollution sources of mercury and 
concentrations of mercury in sediment. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP), including the Mercury Deposition Network Pilot Study.  
Continue to actively participate in the RMP steering committee and 
technical review committee.  

Ongoing ESD 

B. The City of San José will continue to provide in-kind services for the 
maintenance of the Mercury Deposition Network site near San José 
through calendar year 2005. 

12/31/2005 ESD 

M 4 - Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 
Actively participate in regional, state, and federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in 
the amount of mercury in urban runoff and air emissions. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL development and 
implementation including the Santa Clara Basin WMI Guadalupe 
River Mercury TMDL Workgroup, RMP, and the CEP. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Support and participate in WMI Watershed Action Plan 
implementation 

Ongoing ESD 

M 5 - Public Education and Outreach 

Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing products and available non-
mercury containing alternatives.  Target audiences include residential, commercial, and 
industrial users and municipal employees. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Coordinate with Program and HHW collection agencies to develop 
and implement a mercury-containing product outreach program to 
educate selected target audience and encourage proper use and 
disposal of mercury-containing products. 

Ongoing ESD, Program, 
County HHW 

B. Coordinate with municipal inspectors to integrate mercury outreach 
to industrial businesses into their existing routine pretreatment, source 
control, and/or hazardous materials inspection processes. 

Ongoing ESD 

C. Attend community events and distribute outreach materials. (See 
Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary) 

Ongoing ESD 

D. Monitoring Mechanism V.B.  Document and evaluate each outreach 
activity, including the target audience and number of residents and/or 
businesses reached. 

Annually ESD, Program 
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Copper / Nickel Action Plans 

CNAP Work Plan 

This element is implemented pursuant to provisions C.9.a and b of the stormwater permit.  
Activities in the copper and nickel action plans are attributed largely to the South Bay POTWs 
and to SCVURPPP as the responsible entities.  Some activities, however, require specific actions 
by the SCVURPPP co-permittees or specified municipalities.  Summarized here are activities 
pursuant to implementation of the baseline actions included in the Copper and Nickel Action 
Plans.  These are in addition to those undertaken by SCVURPPP as a program.  A complete 
update on implementation of the Action Plans can be found in the SCVURPPP Annual Report. 

CB-1 - Vehicle Washing Operations  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Have member of San José team trained and available to lead mobile 
cleaners certification seminar. 

As needed  

B. Support Program in hosting mobile cleaners certification seminar. FY 06-07 ESD 

 1. Promote list of recognized mobile cleaning service providers. Ongoing ESD 

C. Distribute coupons in support of Program partnership with Western 
Car Wash Association. 

As needed, 
dependant on 

Program activities 

Program, ESD 

CB-3 - Industrial Discharges 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue Distribution of information regarding copper from roof 
vents.   

Ongoing ESD 

CB-8 - Watershed Assessments and New Development 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. See NRD section for details on San José implementation of C.3 
permit provisions. 

  

CB-11 - Street Sweeping and Storm System O&M 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Track quantitative data on the tons of material removed and disposed Annually ESD-IWM 
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# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

of and other relevant street sweeping program data. DOT 

CB-12 - Pools and Spas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Distribute outreach materials at events, public counters, and post on 
City website. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Provide guidance to residents on disposal alternatives for pool and 
spa water. 

Ongoing ESD 

CB-21 - Architectural Use of Copper 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue to discourage architectural use of copper during Planning 
application review.  

Ongoing PBCE-Planning 

B. Continue to monitor progress of San José Green Building program to 
identify opportunities for dis couraging architectural use of copper.  

Ongoing PBCE-Planning 
ESD-UR 

NB-1 - Discharges from Construction sites 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. See NRD and CON program elements for activities that address 
erosion control. 
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Trash 

TRA Work Plan 

This program element was added in FY 04-05 and is being implemented in accordance with the 
Program’s Trash Work Plan dated March 1, 2003.  The City’s strategy is to inventory and 
evaluate current trash management practices and to maximize or tailor the most effective ones 
for ongoing implementation. The City’s activities focus on assistance with the development of an 
evaluation strategy, implementation of trash evaluations, and the implementation or refinement 
of trash management practices. 

TRA 1 - Inventory, Document and Evaluate Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Complete Program survey of existing trash management practices. Done FY 03-04  

TRA 2 - Document and Map Known Trash Problem Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify data sources and information showing the location of known 
trash problem areas (e.g., trash complaints/ incidents and eradication 
efforts). 

Done FY 03-04  

B. Compile trash problem location data/information and submit to 
Program for conversion to coordinates for GIS mapping.  

Done FY 03-04  

C. Revise and update documentation (list of locations, maps, etc.) of 
known trash problem areas.   

As Needed ESD 

TRA 3 - Conduct Trash Evaluations  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to select trash evaluation methodology. Done FY 03-04  

B. Assist Program with planning and organizing of training workshop 
for municipal staff. 

Done FY 03-04  

C. Participate in the trash evaluation methodology training workshop. Done FY 03-04  

D. Conduct trash evaluations and submit to Program staff.   

 1. Coyote Watershed Done FY 04-05  

 2. Remaining San José locations FY 05-06 ESD 
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TRA 4 - Develop Standardized Documentation and Reporting Format 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to develop a reporting format to document trash 
management activities in Annual Reports. 

Done FY 04-05  

TRA 5 - Document and Analyze Evaluation Results; Identify and Prioritize Trash Problem 
Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist Program staff with the documentation and analysis of trash 
evaluation results. 

12/31/04 ESD 

B. Identify high priority trash areas using trash evaluation results.   

 1. Coyote Watershed 12/31/04 ESD 

 2. Remaining San José locations FY 05-06 ESD 

TRA 6 - Identify and Implement Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify reasonable trash management practices to address high 
priority areas (in TRA 5B). 

Ongoing  

 

ESD, PRNS, GS, 
DOT 

B. Implement or refine trash management practices at high priority areas 
to the maximum extent practicable. 

Ongoing 

 

ESD, PRNS, GS, 
DOT 

C. Document and report implementation of trash management actions. 7/31/05 ESD 

D. Provide Program with information on trash management practices 
implemented standardized reporting format. 

Annually ESD 

TRA 7 - Review and Update Performance Standards and Develop Long-Term Strategy for 
Trash Management  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist with the review and update of existing standards that address 
BMPs or control measures relevant to trash management. 

TBD by Program ESD 

B. Assist Program staff in developing a long-term strategy for trash 
conditions in urban streams and waterways. 

FY05-06 ESD 
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Monitoring 

MON Work Plan 

The City, in conjunction with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program (SCVURPPP) has submitted, to the RWQCB, a Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan required per permit provision C.7.b. The final version of the plan was submitted 
August 5, 2002 and revised March 1, 2004.  The Multi-Year Plan covers a number of pollutant 
control programs required by C.7 and C.9 provisions of the permit.  The City continues to 
support Program staff in the implementation of the plan by commenting on annual plans, 
providing guidance for sampling within the City, and participating in the Watershed Analysis Ad 
Hoc Task Group. 
The 2001 C.9 permit provisions require implementation of control programs for Copper, Nickel, 
Mercury, Pesticides, PCBs, and Dioxin- like compounds.  The City continues to support and 
assist the Program efforts to address these control and monitoring efforts.  Additionally, the City 
is actively involved as stakeholder and workgroup member for the Guadalupe Mercury TMDL 
effort, and will continue to contribute and comment on products and reports generated by 
Baywide TMDLs for copper, nickel, mercury and PCBs. City Staff also actively participate in 
Clean Estuary Project activities through the PCB workgroup and Diazinon and Pesticide Related 
Toxicity workgroup. 

PCB Control Program 

Analytical characterization work to support the PCB Control Program, required under provision 
C.9.e, has been completed.  The Program is currently working on next steps with BASMAA and 
CEP.   

Initial PCB analysis was performed on sediments found in selected urban storm drain systems. 
At this point, no known controllable sources of PCBs have been identified.  Results of the 
follow-up analytical work have been reviewed and further sampling work to identify cont rollable 
sources was undertaken in October and November of 2002.  The SCVURPPP Program submitted 
the final PCB Control Plan March 1, 2002, and Control Program Work Plan July 1, 2002. In 
addition, the City continues to implement activities described in "Next Steps" from the Year Two 
PCB Case Study Report submitted to the Water Board in July 2003. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Sample, analyze, and report on PCBs in storm drain sediments to 
characterize potential sources and implement controls. 

Done, 6/00 
through FY 01-

02 

Program, ESD 

B. Begin implementation of final PCB Control Plan upon approval. Done FY 02-03 
& Ongoing 

ESD 
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Dioxin-like Compound Control Program 
Characterization of dioxins based on existing data has begun Program-wide.  The Program is 
now collaborating with BASMAA and CEP to develop a conceptual model/impairment 
assessment document.  City Staff provide comments to the Program and directly to CEP in 
support of this process. 
This Dioxin- like Compound Control Program will develop procedures to identify, assess, and 
manage controllable sources of Dioxin- like compounds found in urban runoff. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Characterize distribution of Dioxin -like compounds in the urban 
runoff system based on existing data.  

Done FY 01-02 Program 

B. Begin implementation of SCVURPPP plan to characterize 
distribution of Dioxins. 

In Progress at 
Program Level 

Program 

C. Submit plan that identifies control measures / management practices 
to eliminate or reduce discharges of Dioxins, if needed.   

TBD Program 

Sediment Control Program 

The City’s sediment control program falls predominantly within the Construction Inspection 
(CON) section of this work plan.  Sediment monitoring activities also continue in conjunction 
with the SCVURPPP Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 

Pilot Monitoring Programs 
In addition to the above listed control programs, the City concluded activities performed in 
support for the two Monitoring Pilot Programs that were begun in 1997.  These pilot programs 
generated data that helped develop the follow-on programs of IND (outreach to industrial and 
commercial dischargers) and the SCVURPPP Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 

MON 1 - Industrial Stormwater Monitoring Pilot Program 
This program sampled key industrial sites to determine the significance of metal-contaminated 
stormwater discharges associated with industrial activities.  The ultimate objective from this 
project of educating industrial and commercial dischargers about developing and implementing 
SWPPPs and BMPs has now been turned over to the Industrial and Commercial Dischargers 
section of this workplan under IND. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Design and execute a sampling program to meet the project 
objectives, analyze results, develop guidance for industry to improve 
SWPPP implementation, and provide technology transfer information 
to industry and inspectors. 

Done, FY 96-97 
through 01-02 

Ongoing as part 
of IND 

ESD 
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MON 3 - First Flush Monitoring Program 
First flush discharge areas along The Coyote Creek and Guadalupe River were monitored for 
three wet seasons.  The City provided data to the Program for analysis and comparison to other 
data in June of 2002.  The Program submitted a final report to the Water Board in 2003; it was 
included as appendix C-2 in the Program's 02-03 Annual Report. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct multi-year First Flush study sampling, analyze data and 
provide data to Program as part of Multi-year Monitoring Program 

Done, FY 96-97 
through 02-03 

ESD, Program 
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Municipal Compliance 

Municipal training continues to be a key element for most program elements.  Specific program 
elements that include municipal training activities include ICID 3, IND 5, NRD 10, CON 6, 
CON 8, PSR 2, PSR 3, PSR 6, SDO 3, SDO 4, PM 4, and WUO&M 3.  For a list of planned 
training activities, see Attachment B: Municipal Training Schedule. 

Municipal Training 

Municipal Training is a critical function of the City’s NPDES Permit.  Municipal compliance is 
dependent on the level and quality of the training provided. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training needs. Annually  ESD-UR 

B. Develop curricula. As Needed ESD-UR 

C. Conduct training. Ongoing ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate municipal training program and make improvements as 
needed. 

Annually ESD-UR 

Municipal Facilities Assessment and Compliance 
Municipal facilities are required to comply with stormwater regulations. Efforts to reduce 
contaminated discharges from City facilities must be similar to those required of private 
businesses.  While many elements for permit compliance are in place, the City requires a 
systematic approach to City facilities compliance at the level of effort required in the URMP. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct Corp Yard assessments and inspections. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

 1. Conduct Citywide meeting to discuss Hazardous Material, Safety, 
and Stormwater issues for City corporation yards (up to two times 
per year). 

Annually GS, ESD, DOT, 
Fire, Police 

B. Review Municipal Facilities SWPPPs. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 
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Public Information / Participation 

PIP Work Plan 

For FY 05-06, the City’s PIP work plan will focus on the following objectives: 
1. Support and coordinate efforts with the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management 

Initiative’s (WMI) and Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s 
(Program) outreach activities.  This will be done primarily through participation in the 
Watershed Education and Outreach (WE&O) Ad Hoc Task Group, and participation in the 
WMI Communications and Outreach Subgroup (COS). 

2. Support watershed awareness through classroom education programs by participating in the 
WE&O Schools and Youth Work Group, the Alviso Environmental Education Center (EEC) 
Work Group, the City’s Youth Watershed Education Team (YWET), and to the general 
public by promoting community-based involvement, such as the biannual creek cleanups 
conducted through the Creek Connections Action Group.   

 
Outreach in Other Elements 
Other sections of this work plan contain elements related to outreach to specific target audiences.  
They can be found in ICID 4, IND 6, CON 7, NRD 2, PM 6, M 5, CB-1 and CB-12.  For a list of 
outreach activities, see Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary. 

PIP 1 - General Outreach 

The City of San José will promote general citizen awareness of what a watershed is, the 
functions of the storm drain system, pathways and sources of urban runoff pollution to the South 
Bay watershed, and behaviors that adversely affect water quality. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Participate in WMI Outreach, and coordinate WMI outreach with 
Watershed Watch and Program efforts. 

Ongoing ESD, WMI, 
Program 

 1. Participate in Watershed Watch campaign. Ongoing ESD, Program 

B. Identify, support and participate in appropriate community events to 
further general public awareness.  

Ongoing ESD 

 1. Work with Watershed Watch Events work group. Ongoing  ESD, Program 

C. Give presentations upon request that focus on stormwater messages to 
elementary through college grade levels, neighborhood groups, etc. 

As Needed ESD 
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PIP 2 - Targeted Outreach 
The City of San José will develop and implement targeted residential outreach and education 
campaigns, based on high priority pollutants, to effectively reduce pollutant-causing behaviors 
and promote Best Management Practices. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify General Residential practices contributing to stormwater 
pollution. Identify reasonable alternatives to pollutant causing 
behavior. 

 ESD, Program 

 1. Review surveys and applicable reports. Ongoing ESD 

 2. Meet with inspectors to discuss and document residential outreach 
needs. 

Ongoing ESD 

 3. Prepare report identifying residential outreach needs and tasks. Annually  ESD 

B. Identify ICID practices and target audience(s) contributing to 
pollution.  

 ESD 

 1. Review ICID reports. Ongoing ESD 

 2. Meet with ICID inspectors to discuss and document outreach 
needs. 

Ongoing ESD 

 3. Prepare report identifying ICID outreach needs and tasks. Annually  ESD 

C. Promote selected residential and ICID messages through local and 
regional activity (e.g. Program PIP, BASMAA PIP, BAPPG, Media 
Relations, etc.) 

 

 

 

 

 1. Report on targeted residential and ICID outreach activity. Annually  ESD 

 2. Participate in the Program’s Pesticide and Mercury ad hoc task 
groups. 

Ongoing ESD, Program 

PIP 3 - Educational Programs 
The City of San José will support and/or develop and implement educational programs designed 
to increase youth understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Support, and/or develop and implement school and youth education 
programs.  

  

 1. Participate in WE&O Schools and Youth work  group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 2. Participate in the Alviso Education Center work group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 3. Participate in City Education programs such as the Youth 
Watershed Education Team, Rangers in Schools, etc. 

Ongoing  ESD 
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PIP 4 - Citizen Participation 
The City of San José will support and/or develop and implement citizen involvement programs 
designed to increase citizen understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Support and/or develop involvement opportunities for San José 
residents  

  

 1. Participate in creek clean-ups on a biannual basis through in-kind 
staff support for the Creek Connections Action Group. 

  

 a. Fall creek cleanup (Coastal Cleanup Day) Annually, Q1 ESD, PRNS 

 b. Spring creek Cleanup (National Rivers Day) Annually, Q2 ESD, PRNS 

PIP 5 - Outreach Evaluation 
The City of San José will evaluate its Outreach efforts for effectiveness. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement selected evaluation tools.  ESD 

 1. Work with Program, WMI, and Watershed Watch AHTG to Plan 
for Program's Watershed Watch Campaign Survey. 

Triennially-   
FY 06-07 

ESD, Program 

 2. Report on survey and evaluation activity during the report period. Annually  ESD 

B. Annually review, modify and report on outreach plans based on 
effectiveness results. 

 ESD 

 1. Document in Annual Report effectiveness of outreach activities 
conducted in prior fiscal year. 

Annually ESD 
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 FY 05/06 WORK PLANS 55 PERMIT REAPPLICATION - REVISED 3/05 

Permit Reapplication 

Provision C.14 of the permit stipulates that the current permit expires on February 21, 2006 and 
that the Dischargers must file for reapplication not later than 360 prior to that, or by February 26, 
2005. 

Permit Reapplication Preparation 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Compile all changes to URMP as part of reapplication for next 
permit. (C.2.b) 

Done FY 04-05 ESD 

B. Participate in permit development and negotiation processes. Beginning 
02/01/05 

ESD 

 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



CITY OF SAN JOSÉ  S  ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

 PERMIT REAPPLICATION - REVISED 3/05 56  

 
 
 
 
 

This page left intentionally blank. 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan S September 2004 

 

 FY 05/06 WORK PLANS 57 ATTACHMENT A: OUTREACH ACTIVITIES SUMMARY - REVISED 3/05 

Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary 

# Activity Outreach 
Type 

Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date Evaluation Mechanism 

 ¦ = General Outreach, ¥ = Targeted Outreach, I = Citizen Involvement, ! = Education 
1. Storm Drain Stenciling 

San José Conservation Corps to stencil approximately 4,500 storm drain inlets throughout the 
City with the appropriate neighborhood creek name and 945-3000 hotline number. 

¦  FY 05-06  

2. Regional partnerships 
Participate in BAPPG, BASMAA/BACWA Media Relations campaign, Clean Estuary 
Partnership, etc. 

¦ PIP 2.C FY 05-06  

3. Event Support 
As needed, staff Booth and/or provide outreach materials to select events. 

¦ PIP 1.B As needed ♦ Materials distributed 

4. BMP Reprints 
Reprint selected Outreach materials as needed. 

¦ PIP 1 FY 05-06 ♦ n/a 

5. Watershed Enforcement Program Brochure 
Develop and print piece describing WE services and requirements . ¥ ICID 4, IND 6 FY 05-06 ♦ Materials distributed 

6. Home and Garden Show(s) 
Attend and distribute information. 

¥:  
Residential 

PIP 1.B 
PM 6.A. 

Spring 06 ♦ # People talked to 
♦ Materials distributed 

7. Industrial Users Academy 
Give stormwater, pollution prevention and GIASP compliance information to industries 
permitted to the Water Pollution Control Plant. 

¥:  
Plant-permitted 

Industries  

IND 6.A 
PIP 2.B 
PM 6.A, M 5.B 

FY 05-06 ♦ Participant surveys  

8. Outreach to Development Community 
PW & ESD staffs to conduct training on erosion and sediment control for private developers of 
type 2 projects.  PBCE Planning and PW also conduct roundtable meetings with developers 
where information regarding stormwater requirements is shared. 

¥: 
Developers  

CON 7 
NRD 2 

FY 05-06 ♦ Participant surveys  

9. IPM Store Partnership (PROGRAM) 
Create & provide fact sheets & materials to pesticide retailers to facilitate point-of-purchase 
outreach to support IPM Store Partnership Program.  There are currently nine stores in San 
José participating in the IPM store partnership. 

¥ PM 6.D. FY 05-06 dates 
TBD 
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# Activity Outreach 
Type 

Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date Evaluation Mechanism 

 ¦ = General Outreach, ¥ = Targeted Outreach, I = Citizen Involvement, ! = Education 
10. Partner with Strong Neighborhoods Initiative 

Investigate partnering with City’s SNI for delivering selected messages . 
¥ PIP 1 FY 04-05  

11. Mercury Outreach 
Investigate opportunities to include mercury messages through participation in the Home Show 
events, residential newsletters or other mailings, and support the County’s Universal Waste 
Take-back Pilot Program . 

¥ M 5 
PIP 2.C. 

FY 05-06  

12. E-Mail newsletter to General Services Building/Facilities Managers 
Distribute information on selected messages . 

¥: City 
Employees  

PM 6.A. 
M 1.A. 

FY 05-06  

13. IPM Outreach 
Prepare IPM stories and press releases for local media.   
Investigate opportunities to include IPM messages in the City’s outreach to businesses. 

¥ PM 6.A 
PM 6.B 

FY 04-05  

14. Coastal Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with Countywide effort. I PIP 4.A Fall 05 ♦ Participant surveys  

♦ Amount picked up 

15. National Rivers Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with Countywide effort. I PIP 4.A Spring 06 ♦ Participant surveys 

♦ Amount picked up 

16. Requests for Brochures 
Distribute outreach materials upon request. ! PIP 1.C FY 05-06 ♦ Materials distributed 

17. Wacky Watersheds Workshops 
Present South Bay Water Connections curriculum to middle school educators within San 
Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant service area. The educators will also receive a 
tour of the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. 

! PIP 3.A TBD ♦ Participant surveys  
♦ Follow-up call of attendees  

18. Water Awareness Program 
Also called Rangers in Schools. Presentations focusing on Pollution Prevention. It’s Wet It’s 
Wild It’s Water! Curriculum distributed to teachers. 

! PIP 3.A FY 05-06 ♦ Survey of teachers 
♦ Survey of students  

19. Slow the Flow 
Grant to Don Edwards Alviso Environmental Education Center to host 9 different types of 
events: special events, interpretive programs, teacher orientation, field trips, in-class 
presentations, outreach presentations, workshops, special visits and interpretive displays. 

! PIP 3.A FY 05-06 ♦ Done by Grantee 

20. Youth Watershed Education Grants 
Grant program for educators . 

! PIP 3.A FY 05-06 ♦ Audit of projects 
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 FY 05/06 WORK PLANS 59 ATTACHMENT B: MUNICIPAL TRAINING SCHEDULE - REVISED 3/05 

Attachment B: Municipal Training Schedule 

PS ID # TOPIC SPONSORED OR HELD BY DEPT/DIVISION /SECTION ATTENDING # 
SESSIONS 

TENTATIVE 
FY 05/06 
SCHEDULE 

ICID 3 Construction Inspection Training ESD Watershed Enforcement ESD Watershed Enforcement 1 07/05 
ICID 3 Annual Training for IC/ID 

Inspectors  
ESD Watershed Enforcement ESD Watershed Enforcement 1 07/05 

IND 5 Training for IND Inspectors  ESD Watershed Enforcement ESD Watershed Enforcement 1 07/05 
CON 6 Wet Weather Construction Site 

Preparation & Inspection 
DPW, ESD PW 2 9/05 

CON 6 Construction Site Planning and 
Management For Water Quality 
Protection 

SCVURPPP & Water Board PW, ESD, PBCE, PRNS  9/05 

CON 6 SOPs for inspections during wet 
and dry season to include 
procedures for erosion control plan 
review inspection process 

DPW, ESD PW Inspections, PBCE Building 
Inspectors  (All to attend at least once 
every two years) 

 10/05  

CON 7 Erosion & Sediment Control 
Training for Type 2 Private 
Development Projects  

DPW & ESD Private Developers, PW, ESD  10/05 

CON 8 Erosion Control Information To Be 
Included In Contract Language For 
Capital Improvement Projects 
Training For PW Construction 
Project Management  

PW & ESD PW   11/05 

NDC 10 NPDES C.3 Training Various PBCE, PW, RDA, ESD   
PSR 2 DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 

Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, 
Sanitary & Sewers  

2 03/06 

PSR 3 Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Training 

DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/06 

PSR 6C Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Training – Rural Public Works 

PRNS, ESD PRNS 2 10/05 
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PS ID # TOPIC SPONSORED OR HELD BY DEPT/DIVISION /SECTION ATTENDING # 
SESSIONS 

TENTATIVE 
FY 05/06 
SCHEDULE 

SDO 3A DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 
Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, 
Sanitary & Sewers  

2 03/06 

SDO 4 Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Training 

DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/06 

PM 4A Worker Safety training per DPR 
requirements  

GS, ESD, Target Specialty 
Products  

DOT, GS, PRNS, ESD 
 

1 12/05 

PM 4B Training on IPM Policy & 
Techniques. 

GS, ESD DOT, GS, PRNS, ESD 
 

1 12/05 

WUO&M 3 Water Utility Operation & 
Maintenance Discharge Training 

ESD (Muni Water) Muni Water Operations & Maintenance 
Crews  

 12/05 
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Glossary 

 
AHTG Ad Hoc Task Group 
AOC Area of Concern 
BAPPG Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group 
BASMAA Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association 
BMP Best Management Practices  
CAO City Attorney’s Office 
CEP Clean Estuary Partnership 
DOT Department of Transportation 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 
ESD Environmental Services Department 
ESD-MarComm Marketing & Communication Section 
ESD-Muni City of San José Municipal Water System 
ESD-UR Urban Runoff Section 
ESD-WE Watershed Enforcement Section 
GS General Services Department 
HHW Household Hazardous Waste 
HMP Hydromodification Management Plan 
IPM Integrated Pest Management 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  
PBCE Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
PBCE-Bldg Building Division of PBCE 
PBCE-Planning Planning Division of PBCE 
POTW Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
PRNS Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services  
PW Public Works Department 
PW-AE Architectural Engineering Division of PW 
PW-ECS Engineering and Construction Services Division of PW 
PW-PRF Parks and Recreational Facilities Division of PW 
PW-TDS Transportation & Development Services of PW 
RDA Redevelopment Agency 
RWQCB or Water 
Board 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SCVURPPP or 
Program 

Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program  

SOP Standard Operating Procedure 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program  
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 
URMP Urban Runoff Management Plan 
WMI Watershed Management Initiative 
WUPPP Water Utility Pollution Prevention Program  
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ClTYOF -

SAN]OSE
CA.PITAL OF SIUCC>N VAllEY

February 28, 2006

Dr. Adam W. Olivieri
Program Manager
Santa Clara Valley Urban RunoffPollution Prevention Program
699 Town & Country Village
Sunnyvale, CA 94086

Environmental Services
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

Subject: Submittal ofFY 2006-2007 Work Plan for the Urban RunofTManagement Plan

Dear Dr. Olivieri:

Attached is the annual work plan for the City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP)
for FY 2006-2007 pursuant to Section C.6.b of the City's Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
NPDES permit (No. CAS029718), Order 01-024. This submittal should be included as part of the
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program's March 1, 2006 Work Plan
submittal to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region.

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel
properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or
persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of
knowledge and belief, true, accurate and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment of knowing
violations.

If you have any questions regarding these work plans, please contact M~lody Tovar of my staff at
(408) 277-3892.

Sincerely,

Stufflebean
Director

Encl: FY 2006-2007 Work Plan
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City of San Jose
FY 2006-2007 WORK PLAN
FOR CITY'S URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PLAN

Certification Statement

"I certify, under penalty of law, that this work plan and related
URMP revisions were prepared under my direction or supervision
in accordance with a system designed to ensure that qualified
personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.
Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the
system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information, the information submitted, is, to the best of my
knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware
that there are significant penalties for submitting false information,
including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing
violations."

LES WHITE
City Manager

Submitted on March 1, 2006
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 FY 06/07 WORK PLANS 1 INTRODUCTION - REVISED 3/06 

Introduction 

 
 
This compilation of annual work plans for the City of San José Urban Runoff Management Plan 
(URMP) has been developed for FY 2006-2007 pursuant to Section C.6.b of the City’s 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES permit (No. CAS029718), Order 01-024.  The 
work plans include tasks, responsibilities, and schedules needed to implement the program 
elements in the URMP.  The Environmental Services Department coordinates development and 
review of the work plans in cooperation with staff from all affected City departments. 
 
The Permit requires that annual work plans be submitted to the Water Board by March 1 of each 
year.  This submission precedes completion of the City’s annual budget development and 
approval process.  While the work plans are developed using the best available information 
regarding budget forecasts, all activities in the work plans are subject to the approval of funding 
by the City Council in June of each year. 
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 FY 06/07 WORK PLANS 3 ICID WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/06 

Illicit Connection / Illegal Dumping 

ICID Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2 and C.6.a.ii.  The City’s 
Environmental Inspectors located within the Environmental Services Department, Watershed 
Protection Division continue to conduct ICID investigations. 

ICID 1 - Response to Complaints 
The City of San José will respond to complaints regarding ICID dumping activities into the 
storm drain system and will ensure that the activity has ceased or is on a time schedule to cease. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Update database system to track ICID complaint information. Done FY 02-03 ESD-WE 

B. Document complaint activity, the number of ICID complaints that the 
City received, and that the activity has ceased or is an allowable 
discharge. 

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Document to the Water Board annually follow-up activities from each 
ICID complaint response. 

Annually ESD-WE 

D. 1. Review effectiveness of standard operating procedures for 
responding to ICID complaints. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

 2. Refine and implement standard operating procedures for 
responding to ICID complaints/referrals. 

Ongoing 

As Needed 

ESD-WE 

E. Work with SCVURPPP to refine administrative procedure for 
providing referrals to the Water Board. 

Pending 
Implementation by 

Program 

ESD-WE, 
Program 

F. Refine and implement standard operating procedures to incorporate 
results of ICID 1E. 

Pending 
Implementation by 

Program 

ESD-WE, 
Program 

ICID 2 - Investigations of High Priority Areas 

The City of San José will conduct investigations of high priority areas. High Priority is defined 
as areas with a high potential for non-storm water discharges to the City’s collection system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Target areas for monitoring by identifying high priority areas, 
primary types and sources of ICID pollution based on complaints, 
historical inspection records, inspector knowledge, and monitoring 
information. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 1. Perform GIS analysis on frequently occurring ICID sources and/or 
types. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD-UR 
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 ICID WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/06 4  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Conduct investigations of high priority areas based on ICID 2A. Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Document to the Water Board that investigations of high priority 
areas have been conducted. 

Annually ESD-WE 

ICID 3 - Inspector Training 
The City of San José will ensure that ICID inspectors are adequately trained in inspection 
procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution prevention. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct annual training for ICID inspectors. Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Provide and document on-the-job training and other training 
opportunities, such as inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Review inspection training protocols to identify new training 
opportunities, approaches, and materials. 

Annually ESD-WE 

ICID 4 - Outreach and Technology Transfer 
The City of San José will distribute outreach and technology transfer material containing 
applicable control measures and/or BMPs to target parties responsible for ICID activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Determine need for new and/or revised outreach and technology 
transfer material by getting feedback from inspectors regarding 1) 
continuing problem activities; 2) discharge types; 3) monitoring and 
complaint data; and 4) usefulness of existing outreach and technology 
transfer material. 

Ongoing ESD-MarComm 

ESD-UR 

B. Develop, audit and/or modify existing outreach material, as needed, 
based on report developed under ICID 4A. 

Ongoing, as 
needed 

ESD -WE 

C. Document to Water Board that outreach and technology transfer 
material and/or BMPs have been distributed. 

Annually ESD-UR 

D. Develop and implement standard operating procedures to gather 
customer feedback on ICID services. 

Development 
Done FY 02-03 

Implementation 
Ongoing 

ESD-WE 
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ICID 5 - SOPs Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its SOPs in responding to complaints regarding illicit connections and illegal discharge 
dumping activities into the storm drain system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate effectiveness of SOPs. Annually ESD-WE  

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 
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Industrial & Commercial Dischargers 

IND Work Plan 

Pursuant to permit provision C.2, the City continues to conduct Industrial and Commercial 
facility inspections based on an inspection frequency schedule and collect the information 
needed to meet enhanced reporting requirements.  The City’s Environmental Inspectors located 
within the Environmental Services Department, Watershed Protection Division continue to 
conduct IND investigations. 

IND 1 - Notice of Intent (NOI) Filers 
The City of San José will conduct inspections of those facilities that have filed an NOI with the 
State and appear on a list provided by the State.   

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Annually, obtain NOI filer database from State with annual 
information, review information and identify new NOI facilities for 
inspection the following year. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document initial inspections of NOI Filers within one 
year using the inspector checklist form to determine exposure and 
assign a future inspection frequency to each facility accordingly. 
Document whether the facility had submitted an NOI, and whether a 
SWPPP and a SWMP were on site.   

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Conduct and document annual inspections of facilities determined to 
have exposure in accordance with inspection frequency schedule. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document inspections of facilities that need to file an 
NOI at least once every five years and in accordance with the 
inspection frequency schedule identified in IND 3.   

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Maintain the database to track the inspection information from the 
inspector checklist and to include all NOI filer SIC codes required by 
the Industrial Activities Stormwater General Permit. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

IND 2 - Non-Filer Investigations 
The City of San José will inspect industrial facilities that may be subject to general permit 
requirements but are not found on the NOI filer list provided by the State and that conduct 
activities identified by the following SIC codes: 

5015:  Automobile Dismantlers 

5093:  Other Recycling Industries 

3200 series:  Stone, Clay and Concrete Products Industry 

4100 & 4200 series:  Trucking Facilities that perform on-site vehicle repair, maintenance or 
washing. 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify industrial facilities that conduct activities with the SIC codes 
listed in the IND SOPs. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Develop a list of facilities targeted for inspection during upcoming 
year that may be subject to general permit requirements for NOI 
based on business licenses, etc.   

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Conduct and document initial inspections of industrial facilities with 
the SIC codes listed referenced in IND 2A, using the inspector 
checklist form to document whether the facility constituted a potential 
threat to discharge pollutants to the storm drain collection system, 
whether the facility had submitted an NOI, and whether a SWPPP 
and a SWMP were on site.  Maintain database. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct & document annual inspections of facilities determined to 
have exposure in accordance with implementation schedule. Add the 
facility to appropriate database(s) and assign an inspection frequency. 
If the facility inspected is determined to need to file an NOI and is not 
able to provide an NOI, SWPPP or SWMP, refer to the RWQCB. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Work with the Program’s Industrial Inspection Ad Hoc TG on an 
Administrative procedure for providing referrals to the Water Board 
and document providing referrals to the Water Board for facilities 
with significant problems. 

Pending 
Implementation 

by Program 

ESD-WE,  
ESD-UR 

IND 3 - City Regulated Facilities 
The City of San José will conduct inspections of City Regulated commercial facilities as 
identified below: 

Type Frequency 

Food service facilities 2 or more AOCs* over a rolling three year time period - Every year 
1 AOC over a rolling three year time period – Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling three year time period - Every three (3)years 

All Other City Regulated 
facilities 

2 or more AOCs* over a rolling five year time period – Every year  
1 AOC over a rolling five year time period – Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period but have exposure – Every five (5) 
years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period with no exposure or potential for 
exposure – No further inspections  

Facilities for which a 
referral or ICID 
complaint is received 

As soon as practicable for violations and every year until they meet the above 
criteria.  

*Area of Concern (AOC) = A violation based on the San José Municipal Code 15.14.530 issued to a facility 
during a stormwater inspection. 

 
# Activities Compliance 

Date 
Responsible 

Party 
A. Determine industrial/commercial facilities identified in the IND SOPs 

for inspection in each FY. 
Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated facilities, other 
than food service facilities, at least once every five (5) years in 

Ongoing ESD-WE  
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

accordance with the inspection frequency schedule. If determined to 
have no impact or no potential for pollution, will not be scheduled for 
future inspection. 

C. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated food service 
facilities at least once every three (3) years.  Initial approved 
performance standards require inspections every three years.  

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document inspections for which a referral or complaint 
was received within five days of complaint received and second 
inspection within one year.  

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Develop a database to track the inspection information from the 
inspector facility inspection report. 

Done FY 02-03 ESD-WE 

 1. Implement new Environmental Enforcement Data Management 
System 

Done FY 03-04 ESD-WE 

F. Maintain database to track inspection information from inspector 
facility inspection report and to include new industrial program 
categories. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

G. For B, C, D, and E, collect information during inspections on the 
potential for stormwater pollution at City Regulated facilities in order 
to determine the appropriate inspection frequency for the various 
facilities. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

H. Develop an inspection frequency plan to track frequency of 
inspections.  Implement & update, as needed, the inspection 
frequency plan. 

Development: 
Done FY 01-02 

Implementation 
Ongoing 

Updated as 
needed 

ESD-WE 

IND 4 - Compliance 
The City of San José will conduct industrial/commercial inspections to determine the existence 
of discharges or potential discharges which are illegal under local ordinances. The facility 
operator will be notified of observed areas of concern to be corrected and/or if official action on 
violations is necessary, it will take place under local enforcement procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document facilities that have enforcement actions and the type of 
enforcement actions conducted for the existence of discharges or 
threatened discharges that are illegal under local ordinances. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

IND 5 - Training 
The City of San José will ensure that industrial/commercial inspectors are adequately trained in 
inspection procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution 
prevention.  
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct annual training for IND inspectors. Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Maintain a training plan and provide and document on-the-job 
training and other training opportunities such as 
industrial/commercial inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Review inspection training protocols to identify new training 
opportunities, approaches, and materials. 

Annually ESD-WE 

IND 6 - Outreach 
The City of San José will help develop and distribute outreach and technology transfer material 
containing applicable control measures and/or BMPs to industrial/commercial facility operators 
responsible for IND activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify and list existing outreach and technology transfer material.  Annually ESD-UR 

B. Distribute applicable outreach and technology transfer material to 
industrial/commercial facility operators. Document to the RWQCB 
that outreach and technology transfer material and/or BMPs have 
been distributed, as needed, to industrial/commercial facility 
operators.   

Distribution: 
Ongoing 

See PIP Program 
Element in 

Annual Report 

ESD-UR 

C. Determine usefulness of outreach and technology transfer materials 
by obtaining feedback from industrial/commercial facilities.  Obtain 
feedback from inspectors about the effectiveness of existing outreach 
and technology transfer material and develop and/or modify existing 
outreach material. 

As Needed ESD-UR 

IND 7 - NOI Filers Effectiveness Evaluation  
The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its inspections procedures and database tracking system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of NOI Filers inspections 
procedures.   

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of the NOI Filers database 
tracking system. 

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 
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New and Redevelopment 

NRD Work Plan 

The New and Redevelopment C.3 provision in the NPDES permit of the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) requires all dischargers covered by 
the permit, including the City, to modify their project review processes as needed to incorporate 
conditions of approval in permits for applicable projects, as defined in the provision, to ensure 
that pollutant discharges are reduced by incorporation of treatment measures and other 
appropriate source control and site design measures, and increases in runoff flow are managed in 
accordance with the provision to the maximum extent practicable.   

The City began implementation of hydraulic (also referred to as numeric) sizing requirements for 
stormwater treatment BMPs in conformance with the City Council approved Post-Construction 
Urban Runoff Management Policy 6-29 on October 15, 2003.  Effective August 15, 2006, 
hydraulic sizing will be required for all projects that create or replace 10,000 square feet of 
impervious surface.   

On October 18, 2005, Council approved Post-Construction Hydromodification Management 
Policy 8-14 and the City began implementation of hydromodification management requirements, 
as required in the permit.  

NRD 1 - Legal Authority 

The City of San José will have adequate legal authority to implement new development control 
measures, including all applicable requirements of Provision C.3, as part of its development 
plan review and approval procedures and other appropriate new development and 
redevelopment permitting procedures (Provision C.3.a.i). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Revise Municipal Code to ensure adequate legal authority to 
implement new development control measures (C.3.a.i). 

As Needed. PBCE, ESD, PW

NRD 2 - Guidance to Developers 

The City will provide developers with information and guidance materials on site design 
guidelines, building permit requirements, and BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention, as 
appropriate for the type of project and location. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. 1.  Draft necessary revisions to Guidance Manual on Selection of 
Stormwater Quality Control Measures to allow incorporation of 
hydraulic sizing design criteria and provide to developers. 

Done FY 02-03 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2.  Refine Guidance Manual on Selection of Stormwater Quality 
Control Measures to incorporate HMP measures, as necessary. 

FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, Program 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Provide development community with revised information and 
guidance materials concerning any adopted on site design, building 
permit requirements, hydraulic sizing design criteria and HMP 
criteria, and maintenance requirements for BMPs for stormwater 
treatment measures. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Coordinate w/development community on proposed hydraulic 
sizing criteria for structural stormwater treatment measures, HMP 
criteria and any proposed revisions to Guidance Manual and 
policy through workshops and regular meetings. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Update guidance material regarding maintenance responsibilities 
for any HMP measures. 

FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, Program 

NRD 3 - CEQA Requirements 

The City will ensure that environmental documents required for those projects that fall under 
CEQA and NEPA review address both significant and cumulative stormwater quality impacts 
during the life of the project, and relevant permit requirements.  These documents include EIRs, 
negative declarations and initial study checklists (C.3.m). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and evaluate the City’s Environmental Review procedures to 
improve the review for water quality impacts and identification of 
mitigation measures.  (Provision C.3.m.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1.  Identify areas where new or additional water quality review 
processes and related documents or checklist questions are needed 
and propose schedule for revision. 

Done FY 02-03  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2.  Refine and update areas where new or additional water quality 
related mitigation measures may be needed. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Report on revisions made to environmental review processes.  Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 4 - Project Mitigation Measures and Design Requirements  

The City will encourage developers of all projects subject to design review under its 
development plan review and approval procedures to consider incorporating appropriate source 
control and site design measure that minimize stormwater pollutant discharges to the maximum 
extent practicable.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Revise current Policy on Post-Construction Urban Runoff 
Management as necessary to incorporate minimum BMP 
requirements for all projects.  

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Review and modify development permit approval procedures for 
adopted revisions as necessary.  

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

C. Review the design standards and guidance for opportunities to make 
revisions that would result in reduced impacts to water quality and 
summarize how they were incorporated into approval procedures.   

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Review the existing source control measures contained in site design 
standards, guidance documents and conditions of approval for 
opportunities to limit stormwater pollution. (Provision C.3.k.) 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Review General Plan and revise as necessary to incorporate water 
quality and watershed protection principles and policies, and 
summarize revisions made. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE 

F. Review the design standards and guidance for opportunities to make 
revisions as necessary that would result in reduced impacts to water 
quality and summarize how they were incorporated into approval 
procedures.  Such revisions are listed in Provision C.3.j. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Identify and document existing site design standards and guidance 
documents and policies. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise Site Design Measures and Standards, as necessary. Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 5 - Group 1, 2 and HMP Project Requirements  
On October 15, 2003, the City began phased implementation of hydraulically sized stormwater 
treatment measures in conformance with Policy 6-29 beginning with projects that create or 
replace one acre or more of impervious surface area and are considered Land Uses of Concern.  
On February 15, 2005, all projects that created or replaced one acre or more of impervious 
surface were required to hydraulically size stormwater treatment measures.  On May 17, 2005, 
the threshold changed to include all projects that created or replaced 10,000 square feet of 
impervious surface and are a Land Use of Concern.  Effective August 15, 2006, all projects that 
create or replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface will be required to include 
hydraulically sized stormwater treatment measures in each project.   

On October 18, 2005, all projects that meet the criteria described in Policy 8-14 are required to 
manage increases in runoff flow, volume and duration. 

The following is a brief summary of the Best Management Practices that are required in all 
development projects: 

• Site design shall include measures to minimize impervious land coverage, maximize 
infiltration (where appropriate and designed to protect groundwater quality) and provide 
detention or retention as part of landscaping where feasible (C3.b.i and C.3.j); 

• Source controls shall be required to limit pollution generation, discharge, and runoff as 
appropriate (C.3.k), including measures to discourage pesticide use (C.9.d.ii); 

• Stormwater treatment measures shall be designed in accordance with the numeric design 
criteria in Policy 6-29 (Provision C.3.d); 

• Increases in runoff flow, volume and duration shall be managed in accordance with 
Policy 8-14 (Provision C.3.f). 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. 1. Propose revisions to current Policy 6-29 on Post-Construction 
Urban Runoff Management as necessary to incorporate hydraulic 
sizing design criteria. 

Done FY 03-04 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise current Policy 6-29 on Post-Construction Urban Runoff 
Management as necessary to incorporate hydraulic sizing design 
criteria. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Revise policy as needed for Group 2 implementation. Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Revise policy as needed for HMP implementation Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Develop list of Annual Reporting requirements from Provision C.3.  
Design data tracking needs and protocols. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Compile a list of new development and redevelopment projects by 
name, type of project, site acreage or square footage, square 
footage of new impervious surface, treatment BMPs and numeric 
sizing criteria used for applicable projects.  Also, the source 
control measures required and pesticide reduction measures.  

Annually  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Revise and update permitted alternatives to numeric sizing through 
Alternative Measures Program in Policy 6-29. 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Report to City Council on Alternative Measures Program 
revisions in Policy 6-29. (Provision C.3.g.) 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Track name and location of projects in the Alternative Measures 
Program, project type and size, percent impervious surface, reason 
for granting waiver, terms of waiver, equivalent benefit provided, 
alternative treatment project or regional project receiving the 
benefit and date of completion of the alternative treatment project 
or regional project (Provision C.3.g). 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 

 3. Report to City Council on projects approved with numeric sizing 
alternatives through Alternative Measures Program. (Provision 
C.3.g.) 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Draft post-construction treatment BMP certification procedures. 
(Provision C.3.h) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

  1. Track name and location of projects subject to certification. 
(Provision C.3.h.) 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Participate on SCVURPPP’s Hydromodification Management Plan 
work group and develop procedures for limiting peak stormwater 
runoff discharge rates from development projects. (Provision C.3.f.) 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

F. 1.  Review and modify development permit approval procedures and 
standard operating procedures as necessary to incorporate 
requirements for: 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 Done FY 04-05   
 c. HMP FY 05-06  
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2.  Update and refine criteria & checklist to aid Department of 
Planning, Building & Code Enforcement & Department of Public 
Works planners & engineers in determining whether a 
development project should be required to incorporate post-
construction treatment control measures & their related operation 
and maintenance requirements as necessary. 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 Done FY 04-05   
 c. HMP FY 05-06  

 3.  Update and refine standard conditions of approval as necessary to 
ensure proper selection, design of and installation of structural 
stormwater treatment measures per Provision C.3.b.,c.,d as 
necessary. 

  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 Done FY 04-05   
 c. HMP FY 05-06  

G. Develop & propose enhanced reporting format for documenting use 
of pesticide reduction measures at development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. & C.9.ii.) 

Done FY 02-03 
 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Based on City’s Pesticide Management Plan, establish criteria for 
tracking percentage of new development projects for which 
pesticide reduction measures were required & begin tracking. 
(Provision C.3.n. & C.9.d.ii) 

Done FY 03-04 
  

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

H. Implement any new adopted development conditions of approval, and 
procedures to developments with significant stormwater pollution 
potential. (Provision C.3.b.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 6 - Developer Conformance with State Requirements 

The City will require developers of projects that disturb a land area of one acre or more to 
demonstrate conformance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit 
including filing of NOI, development of a SWPPP, et al.   

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Include as condition of approval for projects that disturb a land area 
of one acre or more, a requirement to demonstrate coverage under the 
State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, PW, RDA

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. Done FY 02-03. 

See CON 
Program Element 
in Annual Report. 

PBCE, PW, RDA
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NRD 7 - Developer Erosion Control Plans 

The City will require developers of projects with potential for significant erosion and planned 
construction activity during the wet season to prepare and implement an effective erosion and/or 
sediment control plan or similar document prior to the start of the wet season. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Include as a condition of approval for applicable projects a 
requirement to prepare and implement an erosion and sediment 
control plan. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, PW, RDA

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. Done FY 02-03.  

See CON 
Program Element 
in Annual Report  

PBCE, PW, RDA

NRD 8 - Operation and Maintenance for Structural Stormwater Controls 

The City will implement an operation and maintenance (O&M) verification program that 
includes (C.3.e): 

• Compiling a list of private and public properties and responsible operators for all 
stormwater treatment measures;  

• Inspecting a subset of prioritized treatment measures for appropriate O&M, on an 
annual basis, with appropriate follow-up and correction; 

• Requiring legally enforceable agreements or other mechanisms assigning responsibility 
for O&M of treatment measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with SCVURPPP to develop guidance for implementing O&M 
Program.  

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. 1. Draft summary of details of operation and maintenance 
verification program:  organizational structure, evaluation, 
proposed improvements, inspections and follow-up, including 
criteria for setting priorities. (Provision C.3.e) 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1.b Conduct pilot inspection program to inspect treatment BMPs that 
were constructed prior to numeric sizing requirements.  The 
intention of the pilot program is to assess workload impacts, data 
tracking and collection methods, and funding for O&M programs 
and to use this information to revise the O&M program.  

FY 05-06 ESD 

 2. Revise and update draft summary of details of operation and 
maintenance verification program: organizational structure, 
evaluation, proposed improvements, inspections and follow-up, 
including criteria for setting priorities as necessary. (Provision 
C.3.e.)  

FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. 1.  Include as a condition of approval a requirement that developers of 
projects that include installation of permanent structural 
stormwater controls are required to establish and provide proof of 

Done FY 03-04 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

operation and maintenance of such controls. 

 2. Revise and update condition of approval requirement that 
developers of projects that include installation of permanent 
structural stormwater controls are required to establish and 
provide proof of operation and maintenance of such structural 
controls as necessary. 

FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Develop model permit conditions with BMP fact sheets to include 
in use permits where appropriate.  

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Compile a list of projects & responsible operators subject to C.3.e. 
provision. 

Done FY 03-04 
Annually 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Track and compile a list of priority properties inspected and 
inspection results. (Provision C.3.e.iii.) 

Done FY 03-04 

Annually  

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Determine criteria for setting priorities for inspection of structural 
stormwater treatment measures & inspection frequency. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Update and revise criteria for setting priorities for inspection of 
structural stormwater treatment measures & inspection frequency 
as necessary.  

FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Develop local inspection program for verification of proper O&M. Done FY 02-03 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Update and revise local inspection program for verification of 
proper O & M as necessary.  

FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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NRD 9 - Applicability to Public Projects 

The City will ensure municipal capital improvement projects include stormwater quality 
control measures during and after construction, appropriate for each project, and that 
contractors comply with stormwater quality control requirements during construction activities 
and maintenance activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a process to ensure that municipal capital 
improvement projects install structural stormwater quality control 
measures as necessary. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Participate on SCVURPPP work group tasked with developing a 
technical guidance document for use by municipal staff to ensure 
that the document includes standard specifications and details, 
sizing methodologies, & model conditions of approval acceptable 
for use in City projects as necessary. (Provision C.3.b. & d.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Review and revise Redevelopment Agency Project Request for 
Proposal procedures as necessary to comply with revised 
Provision C.3. requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

Done FY 03-04 ESD, PBCE, 
RDA 

 3. Review and Revise Public Works Capital Improvement Project 
approval procedures and Road Improvement Project approval 
procedures as necessary to comply with revised Provision C.3. 
requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Review, evaluate, and modify the procedures, as necessary. Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Begin tracking required data on the public projects subject to 
Provision C.3. hydraulic sizing criteria requirements for Annual 
Report.  

Done FY 03-04 

Ongoing 

PBCE, PW, RDA

D. Monitor development of City’s Green Building program for 
opportunities to discourage architectural use of copper in 
development projects (Provision C.9.a.) and to incorporate urban 
runoff considerations. 

Done FY 02-03 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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NRD 10 - City Staff Training 

The City will provide training at least annually to its planning, building, and public works staff 
on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater pollution 
prevention (C.3.a.vi). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide training to Planning and Public Works staff on planning 
procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater 
pollution prevention. (Provision C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Provide training to Redevelopment Agency and Department of 
Transportation staff on planning procedures, policies, design 
guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention. (Provision 
C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, DOT 

C. Revise the training protocol to incorporate any newly adopted 
Provision C.3. permit requirements and related revised procedures.  

As Needed PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Train staff responsible for design review on pest-resistant landscaping 
techniques and model conditions of approval and the importance of 
minimizing pesticide use in runoff from development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. and Provision C.9.d.ii) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 11 - Development Plan Review and Approval Procedures Effectiveness Evaluation 

The City of San José will review and evaluate the effectiveness of its development plan review 
and approval procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in review and 
approval process. 

Annually  
 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually  
 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



CITY OF SAN JOSÉ    ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT  

 NRD WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/06 20  

 
 
 
 

This page left intentionally blank. 
 

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



   Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

 

 FY 06/07 WORK PLANS 21 CON WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/06 

Construction Inspection 

CON Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2.  The control measures 
discussed in this work plan apply to both private development projects and municipal public 
works construction projects.  These control measures are implemented at construction project 
sites as part of the City’s construction inspection and enforcement program, which is 
implemented as a collaborative effort between inspectors from Public Works, Building, and 
Environmental Services.    

CON 1 - Site Housekeeping 
The City ensures through a construction inspection program that construction contractors 
properly store, use, and dispose of construction materials, chemicals, and wastes at construction 
sites, and prevent illicit discharges to storm drains and watercourses.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Track and document incidents of housekeeping issues at construction 
sites. 

Ongoing  PBCE-Bldg,  
PW, ESD-WE 

CON 2 - Local Ordinance 
For development projects with significant erosion potential and planned construction activity 
during the wet season, the City ensures, through a construction inspection program, that erosion 
and/or sediment control measures are implemented in accordance with local ordinances and 
project conditions of approval and maintained as needed during construction. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Maintain a program for identifying and conditioning projects with 
significant erosion potential and planned wet season activity. 

Ongoing PW 
PBCE-Bldg 

B. Identify ordinance changes needed to conduct inspections. As Needed PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

CON 3 - Construction Inspection Frequency 
The City inspects construction sites for adequacy of stormwater quality control measures.  The 
frequency of inspections for active sites is at least once per month, or more frequently based on 
size of project, site conditions, precipitation, and project’s potential impact on stormwater 
quality.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Maintain and update SOPs for construction inspection program. As Needed  PW, ESD-WE, 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

PBCE-Bldg  

B. Document inspections of active construction sites. Ongoing PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

C. Evaluate the effectiveness of the construction inspection program and 
make improvements as necessary.  

Annually PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

CON 4 - Wet Season Preparation  
Prior to the beginning of the wet season each year, the City inspects all sites requiring erosion 
and/or sediment control plans, to ensure that measures have been taken to minimize erosion and 
discharges of sediment from disturbed areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and revise procedures for construction inspection staff 
regarding wet season construction requirements. 

As Needed 

 

PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD 

B. Document pre-season inspection of construction sites to ensure 
adequate implementation of winterizing BMPs prior to the wet 
season. 

Ongoing PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

CON 5 - Inspection and Site Evaluation Follow-up 
Construction sites with inadequate erosion/sediment controls are given verbal or written notice of 
the inadequacies, according to the City’s enforcement procedures, and followed up with action(s) 
commensurate with risk of pollutants entering City storm drains or waterways.  Written notices 
and follow-up actions are tracked and summarized in the City’s Annual Report to the Water 
Board. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement SOPs for follow-up actions and graduated levels of 
enforcement for construction sites. 

Ongoing PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD 

B. Track and summarize notices and follow-up actions for annual 
reports. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD 

CON 6 - Municipal Training 
The City provides training annually to its construction inspection staff on inspection procedures, 
documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution prevention.  All inspectors 
receive training on the latest construction-related stormwater pollution prevention techniques and 
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appropriate follow up actions at least once every two years.   The City keeps documentation that 
inspectors have received training. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop an annual training plan for construction inspection program. Annually, Q1 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 

B. Conduct annual training.  Ongoing ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 

C. Track and document that inspectors have received training. Annually ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate the training curriculum and frequency, and make 
improvements as necessary. 

Annually  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 

E. Hold coordination meetings for Building, ESD, and Public Works 
inspectors.     

Ongoing PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS PBCE-Bldg 

ESD-WE        
ESD UR 

CON 7 - Outreach 
The City provides outreach materials to contractors, developers, and municipal staff on 
construction BMPs and compliance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review outreach and technology transfer materials and make 
improvements, as necessary. 

Annually, Q4  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 

B. Conduct outreach sessions for development community. Annually ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg  

Program & Water 
Board 

C. Document outreach to development community. Annually ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate outreach program and make improvements, as necessary. Annually  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 1. Print and distribute revised “Clean Bay Blueprint” to 
developers and City inspectors.  

FY 05-06 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 2. Evaluate the use of construction site signs to alert site 
employees and the public of stormwater pollution 
prevention message and 945-3000 hotline information. 

FY 05-06 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 
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CON 8 - Public Works Projects  
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors hired to construct 
public works projects have adequate erosion control plans and use appropriate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) adopted by the Department of Public Works. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct training for Public Works capital improvement project staff 
(City Facilities Architectural Services; Roads and Bridges; and 
Engineering and Construction Services) on contract language, 
standard specifications, and enforcement.  

Annually PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

ESD 

B. Track the number of Public Work projects with these requirements. Annually PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

CON 9 - Construction Inspection Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José will review and evaluate effectiveness of its construction inspection SOPs 
and BMPs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in construction 
inspection SOPs and BMPs. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 

 1. Expand the number of sites with an inspector of record to 
capture more of the Type 1 and Type 2 sites (per Public 
Work’s designation).  

Ongoing 

 

PBCE-Bldg 
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Public Streets, Roads, & Highways 

PSR Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2.   

Training will continue to cover the SOPs and appropriate BMPs for Department of 
Transportation activities with the highest potential for stormwater pollution.  These activities 
include spill response, resurfacing, sealing and patching, saw-cutting, street sweeping, landscape 
chemical application, concrete installation, pavement striping, legend removal, and catch basin 
inspection after irrigation repair.  BMP effectiveness evaluation from crew members is obtained 
during the training sessions.   

Staff training continues in FY 06-07 on Rural Public Works SOPs related to stormwater pollutant 
prevention during operations and maintenance activities in the City’s regional and neighborhood 
parks and other “rural areas.” 

PSR 1 - Implementation of BMPs 
The City of San José will implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) for street, road, and 
highway operation and maintenance (O&M) activities to reduce pollutants in stormwater and 
eliminate illicit discharges to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop additional BMPs, as needed, when new O&M tasks are 
instituted. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. When new BMPs and SOPs are developed, integrate BMPs and SOPs 
into training program. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

D. Staff will review current PSR and SDO BMPs and SOPs.  The annual 
training sessions with staff will be used as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs and SOPs.  BMPs and SOPs will be 
updated as indicated by the review. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 

 1. Revise or write the following SOPs: 
• Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance: Cleaning, concrete 

installation and  replacement, surface removal and repair; 
• Bridge and Structure Maintenance:  Painting and paint 

removal, repair work, and graffiti removal; 
• Median and Road Embankment Maintenance; 
• Storm Drain Inlet Cleaning; 
• Storm Drain Line Cleaning; 
• Management of Storm Drain System Solid Waste; 
• Pump Station Inspection and Cleaning; 
• Drainage Ditch Cleaning.  

6/30/06 DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 
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PSR 2 - Contractor Use of BMPs 
The City of San José will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors employed 
to perform street, road, and highway O&M activities use appropriate BMPs per URMP. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Train contract managers for public street, road, and highway O&M 
contracts on related stormwater BMPs annually.  

Annually DOT, ESD 

B. Develop standard contract language for PSR maintenance activities. Done FY 05-06 DOT, ESD 

PSR 3 - City Staff Annual Training 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in the use of appropriate 
BMPs.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback from staff on the 
implementation and effectiveness of the BMPs and Control Measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training goals, such as improving the focus of the training on 
the specific BMPs used by a section; integrating new BMPs, if any; 
etc. 

Annually, Q4 DOT, ESD 

B. Identify training opportunities (which could include tailgate meetings 
and other existing training). 

Annually DOT, ESD 

C. Create or revise training modules for affected City staff and 
contractors. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Add specific components from DOT Electrical Crew training 
module to the general DOT Street Crew training module.  
These components include:  asphalt/concrete removal, concrete 
installation and repair, and mercury lamp recycling and/or 
disposal.  

6/30/06 ESD 

D. Create or revise collateral material based on training modules. As Needed DOT, ESD 

E. Schedule training with affected supervisors. Annually DOT, ESD 

 1.  Develop and implement a new training module specifically for 
DOT electrician staff. 

Done FY 04-05 

 

DOT, ESD 

PSR 4 - Notification of Public Agencies 

The City of San José will inform other parties (e.g., CalTrans, the County of Santa Clara, and 
public utilities) conducting street, road, and highway O&M activities within its jurisdiction of the 
requirements to implement  pollutant reduction BMPs and Control Measures in stormwater to the 
maximum extent practicable and eliminate illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify conditions under which another agency will be notified 
regarding relevant stormwater requirements. 

Done FY 02-03  
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PSR 5 - BMP Effectiveness Reviews 
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and eliminating illicit discharges.  
The review and evaluation will include input from the municipal maintenance staff that 
implement the BMPs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft procedure for annual effectiveness reporting, including sub-
procedures for gathering feedback from affected supervisors and for 
modifications to BMPs and SOPs as necessary. 

Done FY 01-02   

 1. Review procedures for annual effectiveness evaluation.  Consider 
obtaining feedback from supervisors on how to assess BMP 
effectiveness and the use of training sessions with staff as an 
opportunity to evaluate BMPs and SOPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

B. Conduct evaluation of BMPs and SOPs. Annually DOT, ESD 

PSR 6 - Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
The City will extend its control measure strategy for PSR to address water quality impacts 
resulting from public works maintenance and support activities in rural areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify City-owned properties that are applicable (under the RPW 
performance standard). 

Ongoing  

 1.  Re-evaluate the feasibility of using GIS information to identify 
additional applicable properties, if any.  

6/30/06 PRNS, GS, DOT, 
ESD 

B. Develop or adapt Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for rural public works activities. 

Done FY 03-04  

C. Provide annual training on appropriate SOPs/BMPs to City staff that 
perform rural public works operations and maintenance activities.  
Incorporate SOPs/BMPs evaluation into annual training. 

Annually PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

D. Through contract specifications, require contractors hired by the City 
to use appropriate SOPs/BMPs when performing rural public works 
construction or maintenance. 

Done FY 05-06 PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

E. Annually conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the rural 
public works program, report the results in the Urban Runoff Annual 
Report.  Identify items for continuous improvement. 

 Annually PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 
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Storm Drain System Operation & Maintenance 

SDO Work Plan 

The Department of Transportation Standard Operating Procedures for catch basin cleaning and 
Problem Area Reporting continue to be the focus of crew training.  A GIS map overlay has been 
created that assigns serial numbers to each of the City’s more than 28,500 storm drain inlets.  
This map overlay is currently in use as a means to facilitate problem area reporting in the storm 
drain system. 

SDO 2A indicates that the City is performing Tier II inspection and cleaning for catch basins.  
Continued budget constraints in the coming year may require that the City perform inspection 
and cleaning to a modified version of Tier II in FY 06-07 that accomplishes the same objective 
over a longer time frame in the fiscal year. 

SDO 1 - O&M BMP Implementation 
The City of San José will implement best management practices (BMPs) for the storm drain 
system operation and maintenance (O&M) to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the maximum 
extent practicable.  Specific BMPs for each type of O&M activity are those listed in the City’s 
Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop additional BMPs, as needed, when new O&M tasks are 
instituted (including structural controls if necessary). 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. When new BMPs and SOPs are developed, integrate BMPs and SOPs 
into training program. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

D. Staff will review current PSR and SDO BMPs and SOPs.  The annual 
training sessions with staff will be used as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs and SOPs.  BMPs and SOPs will be 
updated as indicated by the review. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 

 1. Revise or write the following SOPs: 
• Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance: Cleaning, concrete 

installation and  replacement, surface removal and repair; 
• Bridge and Structure Maintenance:  Painting and paint 

removal, repair work, and graffiti removal; 
• Median and Road Embankment Maintenance; 
• Storm Drain Inlet Cleaning; 
• Storm Drain Line Cleaning; 
• Management of Storm Drain System Solid Waste; 
• Pump Station Inspection and Cleaning; 
• Drainage Ditch Cleaning.  
See PSR 1.D.1  

6/30/06 DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 
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SDO 2 - Problem Tracking and Process Improvement 
The City of San José will develop and implement processes for tracking problem areas and 
ensuring that appropriate BMPs and SOPs will be implemented for storm drain operation and 
maintenance activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement an annual inspection and cleaning work plan to achieve a 
Tier II level review. 

Ongoing DOT 

B. Evaluate criteria for collecting data from City field personnel for the 
purposes of determining Problem Areas. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. Revise documentation and problem area reporting procedure, if 
necessary, to improve reporting performance.  Documentation to 
include frequency, nature, and type of recurring problem.  Include 
coordination of data from ICID and Storm Drain Management 
System data sources.  Include analysis of data to identify trends for 
targeting solutions. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

D. Produce Problem Area report. Annually  DOT 

E. Address Problem Areas through ICID enforcement/ education 
activities, additional BMP development, program development or 
retrofit. 

As Needed  
 

DOT, ESD 

SDO 3 - Contractor Use of BMPs 
The City will develop and implement, as needed, a process to ensure that contractors employed 
to perform storm drain O&M activities use the appropriate BMPs.  NOTE: All City SDO O&M 
is conducted in-house, and City staff receives BMP/SOP training annually. The only time storm 
drain maintenance might be contracted out would be for a rare flood emergency situation.  The 
City has standard specifications that cover storm drain BMPs for construction activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Train contract managers for SDO O&M contracts on related 
stormwater BMPs.  

Annually DOT, ESD 

SDO 4 - Staff Training and BMP Feedback 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in use of appropriate 
BMPs and/or Control Measures.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback 
from staff on implementation and effectiveness of BMPs and Control Measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide training prior to the rainy season. Annually, Q4 DOT, ESD 

B. Create or revise training modules for affected City staff. As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Improve the focus of the training on the specific BMPs used by a 
section. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



   Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

 

 FY 06/07 WORK PLANS 31 SDO WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/06 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2. Provide specific training to inlet cleaning crews on IMSPAR data 
collection in advance of inlet cleaning program implementation. 

Annually  

 3.  Add specific components from DOT Electrical Crew training 
module to the general DOT Street Crew training module.  These 
components include:  asphalt/concrete removal, concrete 
installation and repair, and mercury lamp recycling and/or 
disposal.  

6/30/06 ESD 

C. Produce schedule for training. Annually DOT, ESD 

SDO 5 - Data Analysis 
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will evaluate data regarding cleaning 
activities and unusual flows observed during inspection.  The review and evaluation will include 
consideration of storm drain structural retrofit. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft procedure for annual review and evaluation of data. Done FY 01-02   

 1.  Collect data on the amount of materials removed during inlet 
cleaning. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 

B. Implement annual data review and identify follow-up actions as 
appropriate. 

Annually  

 1.  Evaluate how follow up is conducted by crews when “cars on 
catch basins” is identified on the IMSPAR report, in order to 
better understand to what extent parked cars are a barrier to 
cleaning.  

6/30/06 DOT, ESD 

 2.  Evaluate how to integrate the results of the IMSPAR report, 
regarding garbage and high debris, into scheduling additional 
cleaning into FY 05-06 and subsequent years.  

6/30/06 DOT, ESD 

 3.  Evaluate use of hand held devices to collect data during storm 
drain inlet cleaning and potentially other maintenance activities. 

6/30/06 DOT, ESD 

SDO 6 - BMP Effectiveness Reviews 

As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and eliminating illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review with supervisors to get feedback and information on how to 
assess BMP effectiveness. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Use annual training sessions with staff as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs & SOPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 
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Water Utilities Operations & Maintenance 

WUO&M Work Plan 

The City’s Water Utility program is ongoing and is implemented pursuant to permit provision 
C.2. 

WUO&M 1 - Inventory of O&M Activities 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct an inventory of all-key operations 
and maintenance activities, and identify routine and unplanned non-storm water discharges from 
these activities.  This inventory will be conducted every three years and evaluated at least once a 
year. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review current procedures for operations and maintenance. Annually ESD-Muni 

B. Three-year update of list. 3/31/06 
Every 3 years 

 

ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 2 - Implementation of WUPPP 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will implement the pollution control measures 
identified in the Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan (WUPPP) to manage chlorine, biocides, 
and algaecides and prevent erosion and sedimentation. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement WUPPP/Report on activities Ongoing ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 3 - Staff Training and Contractor WUPPP Compliance 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct annual training for municipal staff 
and coordinate WUPPP elements with water utility project planning, including WUPPP elements 
(BMPs, conditions, specifications, etc., in contract and services agreements).  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement training program. Annually, Q2 ESD-Muni 
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WUO&M 4 - WUPPP Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will evaluate the effectiveness of the WUPPP 
annually.  Maintain accurate documentation and revise the WUPPP as necessary. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate effectiveness of program. Annually, Q4 ESD-Muni 
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Pesticide Management  

PM Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.9.d.  The City continues to 
implement pest control BMPs and train staff on Integrated Pest Management (IPM) techniques.   

PM 1 - Integrated Pest Management 
The City will adopt an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) policy and/or ordinance requiring use 
of IPM techniques in the agency’s operations; and, minimization of pesticide use, particularly 
organophosphate and copper-based pesticides, by agency staff and contractors. 

# Activity Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop a City IPM policy for inclusion in Pesticide Management 
Plan. 

Done FY 02-03  

PM 2 - Pesticide Management Plan 
The City will develop and implement a Pesticide Management Plan with the goals of minimizing 
pesticide use and reducing the amount of pesticides in stormwater and landscape runoff to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft a City of San José Pesticide Management Plan. Done FY 01-02  

B. Publish City Pesticide Management Plan in URMP. Done FY 01-02  

PM 3 - IPM SOPs and BMPs 
The City will develop and implement standard operating procedures (SOPs) and best 
management practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM Policy. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop SOPs and BMPs for implementing IPM policy with 
provisions that will reduce water quality impacts from pesticide use. 

Done FY 01-02  

B. For each type of pest problem identified, seek model SOPs and BMPs 
from published literature. 

Done FY 01-02   

C. Incorporate or develop appropriate IPM measures into City SOPs and 
BMPs.   

Done FY 02-03  

 1. Pilot the use of additional IPM techniques, e.g., for weed 
control. 

FY 06-07 PRNS, DOT, 
GS, ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

D. Update City URMP to incorporate model Pest Management 
Performance Standard, including description of legal authority (IPM 
policy and contract language), work plan elements, BMPs, and SOPs 
needed for implementation. 

Done FY 02-03  

E. Review and update City SOPs and BMPs, as appropriate.  As Needed GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

F. Develop Approved Pesticide List for applications on City 
property 

FY 06-07 PRNS, DOT, 
GS, ESD 

 1. Revise SOPs and BMPs to reflect use of Approved Pesticide 
List. 

FY 06-07 PRNS, DOT, 
GS, ESD 

PM 4 - City Employee Training 
The City will ensure that employees receive pest management training by implementing the 
following: 
1. Employees who apply pesticides for the City will obtain the appropriate training as required 

by the County Agricultural Commissioner and State Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(DPR); 

2. Employees within departments responsible for pesticide application will receive annual 
training on appropriate portions of City IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest IPM 
techniques;  

3. Employees who are not authorized to apply pesticides will be annually trained not to use over-
the-counter pesticides at workplace, consistent with IPM Policy. 

4. Annual internal outreach will be conducted to employees, who do not necessarily purchase or 
apply pesticides during their course of work, on less toxic pest control and to encourage 
employees to use IPM techniques away from work.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Ensure that employees who apply pesticides for the agency obtain 
appropriate training required by County Agricultural Commissioner 
and State Department of Pesticide Regulation. 

Annually GS, DOT, PRNS 

B. Provide annual training on IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest 
IPM techniques to employees within departments responsible for 
pesticide application.  

 

Annually 

 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

C. Annually inform employees who are not authorized / trained to apply 
pesticides not to use over-the-counter pesticides at workplace, 
consistent with IPM Policy. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

D. Monitoring Mechanism I.B.1.  Document and evaluate effectiveness 
of staff training conducted each year in annual report. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Update class evaluation/survey for IPM training classes conducted 
by City staff.  

As Needed GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

E. Public Education and Outreach Task II.A.14 Conduct internal 
outreach on less toxic pest control to employees who do not 
necessarily purchase or apply pesticides during the course of their 
work (to encourage employees to use IPM techniques away from 
work). 

Annually ESD 

PM 5 - Contractor Pesticide Management Requirements 
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors employed to conduct 
pest control and pesticide application on municipal property engage in pest control methods 
consistent with City IPM Policy. Specifically, the City will require contractors to:  

• follow City IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs;  

• provide evidence of current IPM training, when feasible; and  

• provide documentation of pesticide use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Ensure that contractors employed to conduct pest control/pesticide 
application on municipal property engage in methods consistent with 
City IPM policy. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

B. Review and update a list of all contractors employed by the City who 
perform pesticide application work. 

Annually  
 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

C. Implement a procedure to provide to each contractor a copy of the 
City’s IPM policy. 

Done FY 02-03  

D. City will supply copies of pest specific BMPs and SOPs to 
contractors.  Contractors will self-certify their compliance with the 
City SOPs and BMPs.   

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD 

E. Require through contract specifications that PCOs contracted for 
municipal applications use pest control methods consistent with 
City’s IPM Policy.  Specifically, require contractors to: a) follow City 
IPM policy, BMPs and SOPs; b) provide evidence of current IPM 
training, when feasible; and c) provide documentation of pesticide 
use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

Ongoing GS 

 2. City will develop standard content for PCO contracts.  
 

Done FY 04-05  

 3. City will implement standard content for PCO contracts.  FY 05-06 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

F. Invite contractors to participate in City training sessions on pesticide 
management. 

Done FY 05-06 

Ongoing  

GS, DOT, PRNS 

G. Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1.  Document number of PCOs 
receiving presentations and/or training on pesticide use by PCOs on 
municipal property. 

Annually GS, ESD 
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PM 6 - Pesticide Management Outreach 
The City will identify in the annual work plan the outreach activities it will conduct consistent 
with Program Pesticide Management Plan.  Work plan elements will address outreach to 
residential and commercial pesticide users, pesticide retailers, and special districts.  Information 
will be provided on less-toxic pest control practices, proper disposal of pesticides, and the City’s 
own IPM practices, as applicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Increase awareness of target audiences regarding proper pesticide use, 
disposal methods, water quality impacts, and less toxic pest 
management messages.  Target audiences include commercial and 
residential pesticide users, pesticide retailers, municipal employees, 
and special districts. 

Ongoing 

 

ESD 

B. Prepare IPM stories and press releases to local media. As Needed ESD 

C. In conjunction with Program, City will provide information on less 
toxic pest control (e.g., IPM techniques, municipal IPM policies, 
model contract language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring 
special districts (e.g., VTA, sanitary and utility districts, open space 
districts, vector control districts, and school districts) as appropriate. 

As Needed ESD 

D. Create and provide fact sheets and materials to pesticide retailers to 
facilitate point-of-purchase outreach to support IPM Store Partnership 
Program.  

Ongoing ESD 

E Monitoring Mechanism: Document or estimate numbers of residents 
reached by outreach efforts, including events, web promotion, 
municipal employee outreach, and media advertising.  Monitor 
responses to outreach efforts by documenting calls to the Program’s 
general and watershed campaign hotlines. 

Annually ESD 

F Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1.  Document outreach efforts targeting 
businesses, recommended in the work plan, to be developed by the 
Program. Implement evaluation component of the work plan. 

Annually ESD 

PM 7 - HHW Pesticide Disposal 
The City will coordinate with household hazardous waste (HHW) collection agencies to support, 
enhance, and help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, and 
publicize programs for pesticide disposal. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Ensure that adequate pesticide disposal services exist for residents 
and conditionally exempt small quantity commercial generators. 

Annually  ESD 

C. Provide hazardous waste disposal information to residents, through 
distribution of materials (e.g., utility bill insert, city newsletter, 
community events, etc.) or advertising in local media. 

Ongoing ESD 

D. Monitoring Mechanism V.A.1.  Document that HHW collection 
programs adequately serve residents and businesses and that 

Annually ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

exchange programs do not exchange organophosphate or banned 
pesticides. 

PM 8 - City Pesticide Use Tracking 
The City will develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use on municipally-owned 
property. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a pilot pesticide tracking process for 
Diazinon and Chlorpyriphos products. 

Done FY 01-02  
 

 

B Track pesticide use on municipally owned property.  Include 
reporting and justification for use of OP pesticides and BMPs 
employed during OP pesticide use. 

Ongoing GS, DOT,ESD 

 1. Evaluate feasibility of implementing electronic data management 
system for pesticide use. 

Done FY 04-05  

 2. Implement electronic data management system for tracking 
pesticide use on City property. 

Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD 

C. Monitoring Mechanism I.A.1.  Document completion of tasks in 
annual reports.  Use pesticide tracking process to document pesticide 
use. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

PM 9 - City Pesticide Inventory Search 
The City will conduct periodic Citywide search of its chemical inventory for pesticides no longer 
legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  These pesticides, if found, will 
be properly disposed pursuant to appropriate waste disposal regulations. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct Citywide search of chemical storage areas for pesticides no 
longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  
Properly dispose of any such pesticides pursuant to appropriate waste 
disposal regulations. 

Annually GS, DOT, PRNS 
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PM 10 - Pesticide Management Plan / IPM Policy Review 
As part of annual reporting process, the City will review and evaluate, with input from municipal 
staff, the effectiveness of its Pest Management Plan and IPM Policy in achieving the goals of the 
Plan to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and continuously improve goals, actions, and monitoring 
mechanisms of the work plan considering results of self-evaluations, 
comments from Water Board staff and other interested parties, and 
results of local performance review meetings, if any. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

B. Monitoring Mechanism IX.A.1.  Complete revised work plan that 
incorporates continuous improvement items, and report on 
completion of work plan tasks. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

C. Monitoring Mechanism VII.A.1.  Summarize types of pesticide 
reduction measures required (such as by conditions of approval) for 
new development and significant redevelopment projects, and 
percentage of new development/ significant redevelopment projects 
for which pesticide reduction measures were required. (Draft Permit 
Provision C.3.n.) 

Annually PW, RDA, ESD 
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Mercury  

M Work Plan 

This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.9.c.  In 2003, the Program 
approved a Guidelines document on the management of mercury-containing products by a 
municipal agency.  The City will continue to implement management practices consistent with 
the guidelines. 

M 1 - Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products  
The City will eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing products and 
establish proper disposal methods for products that cannot be eliminated. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A Implement SCVURPPP guidelines for mercury-containing products 
reduction and management.  These guidelines include a schedule for 
the timely phase-out of mercury-containing products identified for 
virtual elimination as well as reporting requirements, possibly to track 
recycling, replacement, and reduction in use of mercury-containing 
products. 

Ongoing ESD, GS 

 1. Collect and dispose of mercury-containing lamps generated in 
City-owned facilities 

Ongoing GS, ESD 

 2. Identify other mercury-containing products for virtual elimination, 
phase-out and/or proper disposal. 

Annually, As 
Needed 

ESD, GS 

B. Monitoring Mechanism I.  Document completion of tasks in annual 
reports.  Use mercury-containing product reporting guidelines. 

Annually ESD 

M 2 - Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
The City will provide support mercury-containing product disposal services through universal 
waste and household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents and small 
businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide mercury-containing products disposal services for residents 
and small businesses. 

Ongoing ESD-IWM 

B. Work with Program and HHW collection agencies to develop and 
help publicize fluorescent light recycling program. 

Ongoing ESD, Program 
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M 3 - Monitoring and Science 
The City will participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support mercury TMDL 
development and implementation, including assessment of air pollution sources of mercury and 
concentrations of mercury in sediment. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP), including the Mercury Deposition Network Pilot Study.  
Continue to actively participate in the RMP steering committee and 
technical review committee.  

Ongoing ESD 

B. The City of San José will continue to provide in-kind services for the 
maintenance of the Mercury Deposition Network site near San José 
through calendar year 2005 2006. 

12/31/05 

12/31/06 

ESD 

M 4 - Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 
Actively participate in regional, state, and federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in 
the amount of mercury in urban runoff and air emissions. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL development and 
implementation including the Santa Clara Basin WMI Guadalupe 
River Mercury TMDL Workgroup, RMP, and the CEP. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Support and participate in WMI Watershed Action Plan 
implementation 

Ongoing ESD 

M 5 - Public Education and Outreach 
Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing products and available non-
mercury containing alternatives.  Target audiences include residential, commercial, and 
industrial users and municipal employees. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Coordinate with Program and HHW collection agencies to develop 
and implement a mercury-containing product outreach program to 
educate selected target audience and encourage proper use and 
disposal of mercury-containing products. 

Ongoing ESD, Program, 
County HHW 

B. Coordinate with municipal inspectors to integrate mercury outreach 
to industrial businesses into their existing routine pretreatment, source 
control, and/or hazardous materials inspection processes. 

Ongoing ESD 

C. Attend community events and distribute outreach materials. (See 
Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary) 

Ongoing ESD 

D. Monitoring Mechanism V.B.  Document and evaluate each outreach 
activity, including the target audience and number of residents and/or 
businesses reached. 

Annually ESD, Program 
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Copper / Nickel Action Plans 

CNAP Work Plan 

This element is implemented pursuant to provisions C.9.a and b of the stormwater permit.  
Activities in the copper and nickel action plans are attributed largely to the South Bay POTWs 
and to SCVURPPP as the responsible entities.  Some activities, however, require specific actions 
by the SCVURPPP co-permittees or specified municipalities.  Summarized here are activities 
pursuant to implementation of the baseline actions included in the Copper and Nickel Action 
Plans.  These are in addition to those undertaken by SCVURPPP as a program.  A complete 
update on implementation of the Action Plans can be found in the SCVURPPP Annual Report. 

CB-1 - Vehicle Washing Operations 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Have member of San José team trained and available to lead mobile 
cleaners certification seminar. 

As needed  

B. Support Program in hosting mobile cleaners certification seminar. FY 06-07 ESD 

 1. Promote list of recognized mobile cleaning service providers. Ongoing ESD 

C. Distribute coupons in support of Program partnership with Western 
Car Wash Association. 

As needed, 
dependant on 

Program activities 

Program, ESD 

CB-3 - Industrial Discharges 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue Distribution of information regarding copper from roof 
vents.   

Ongoing ESD 

 1. Continue rooftop inspections. Evaluate efforts and need for any 
additional effort. 

Done FY 05-06 ESD 

B. Mail NOI Package: information on the GIASP and how to comply, to 
targeted industrial facilities. 

6/30/06 ESD 

CB-8 - Watershed Assessments and New Development 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. See NRD section for details on San José implementation of C.3 
permit provisions. 

  

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



CITY OF SAN JOSÉ    ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT  

 CNAP WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/06 44  

CB-11 - Street Sweeping and Storm System O&M 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Track quantitative data on the tons of material removed and disposed 
of and other relevant street sweeping program data. 

Annually ESD-IWM 
DOT 

CB-12 - Pools and Spas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Distribute outreach materials at events, public counters, and post on 
City website. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Provide guidance to residents on disposal alternatives for pool and 
spa water. 

Ongoing ESD 

CB-21 - Architectural Use of Copper 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue to discourage architectural use of copper during Planning 
application review.  

Ongoing PBCE-Planning 

B. Continue to monitor progress of San José Green Building program to 
identify opportunities for discouraging architectural use of copper.  

Ongoing PBCE-Planning
ESD-UR 

NB-1 - Discharges from Construction sites 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. See NRD and CON program elements for activities that address 
erosion control. 
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Trash 

TRA Work Plan 

This program element was added in FY 04-05 and is being implemented in accordance with the 
Program’s Trash Work Plan dated March 1, 2003.  The City’s strategy is to inventory and 
evaluate current trash management practices and to maximize or tailor the most effective ones 
for ongoing implementation. The City’s activities focus on assistance with the development of an 
effective trash strategy, ongoing trash evaluations, implementation or refinement of trash 
management practices, and piloting the use of structural controls for trash. 

TRA 1 - Inventory, Document and Evaluate Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Complete Program survey of existing trash management practices. Done FY 03-04  

TRA 2 - Document and Map Known Trash Problem Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify data sources and information showing the location of known 
trash problem areas (e.g., trash complaints/ incidents and eradication 
efforts). 

Done FY 03-04  

B. Compile trash problem location data/information and submit to 
Program for conversion to coordinates for GIS mapping.  

Done FY 03-04  

C. Revise and update documentation (list of locations, maps, etc.) of 
known trash problem areas.   

As Needed ESD 

D. Continue identifying and prioritizing trash problem areas in 
urban streams and waterways and other potential sources that 
may contribute trash to those areas. 

Annually ESD, PRNS, 
DOT, PD 

TRA 3 - Conduct Trash Evaluations 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to select trash evaluation methodology. Done FY 03-04  

B. Assist Program with planning and organizing of training workshop 
for municipal staff. 

Done FY 03-04  

C. Participate in the trash evaluation methodology training workshop. Done FY 03-04  

D. Conduct trash evaluations and submit to Program staff.   

 1. Coyote Watershed Done FY 04-05  

 2. Remaining San José locations FY 05-06  
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# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

E. Continue trash evaluations in high priority areas using the 
Program’s Urban Rapid Trash Assessment protocol (version 1.0) 
and/or the KAB litter index in a subset of trash problem areas to 
track changes over time. 

Ongoing ESD 

TRA 4 - Develop Standardized Documentation and Reporting Format 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to develop a reporting format to document trash 
management activities in Annual Reports. 

Done FY 03-04  

TRA 5 - Document and Analyze Evaluation Results; Identify and Prioritize Trash Problem 
Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist Program staff with the documentation and analysis of trash 
evaluation results. 

12/31/04 

Ongoing 

ESD 

B. Identify high priority trash areas using trash evaluation results. Ongoing ESD 

 1. Coyote Watershed Done FY 04-05 ESD 

 2. Remaining San José locations FY 05-06 ESD 

TRA 6 - Identify and Implement Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify reasonable trash management practices to address high 
priority areas (in TRA 5B). 

Ongoing  

 

ESD, PRNS, GS, 
DOT 

B. Implement or refine trash management practices at high priority areas 
to the maximum extent practicable. 

Ongoing 

 

ESD, PRNS, GS, 
DOT 

C. Document and report implementation of trash management actions. 7/31/05 

Ongoing 

ESD 

D. Provide Program with information on assessments and trash 
management practices implemented using standardized reporting 
format.  

Annually ESD 

E. Provide Program with trash assessment data forms. Annually ESD 
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TRA 7 - Review and Update Performance Standards and Develop Long-Term Strategy for 
Trash Management  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist with the review and update of existing standards that address 
BMPs or control measures relevant to trash management. 

TBD by Program ESD 

B. Assist Program staff in developing an effective long-term strategy for 
trash conditions in urban streams and waterways. 

FY 05-06 ESD 

TRA 8 - Implement a Pilot Demonstration Project  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist Program in implementing a pilot project to address trash 
conveyed through the storm drain system. 

FY 06-07 ESD, DOT, PW 

B. Begin piloting the use of structural controls to prevent trash from 
entering the storm sewer system. 

FY 06-07 ESD, DOT, PW 

C. Pursue grant funding to support installation of structural 
controls for trash management. 

FY 05-06 ESD, DOT, PW 
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Monitoring 

MON Work Plan 

The City, in conjunction with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program (SCVURPPP) has submitted, to the RWQCB, a Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan required per permit provision C.7.b. The final version of the plan was submitted 
August 5, 2002 and revised March 1, 2004.  The Multi-Year Plan covers a number of pollutant 
control programs required by C.7 and C.9 provisions of the permit.  The City continues to 
support Program staff in the implementation of the plan by commenting on annual plans, 
providing guidance for sampling within the City, and participating in the Watershed Analysis Ad 
Hoc Task Group. 

The 2001 C.9 permit provisions require implementation of control programs for Copper, Nickel, 
Mercury, Pesticides, PCBs, and Dioxin-like compounds.  The City continues to support and 
assist the Program efforts to address these control and monitoring efforts.  Additionally, the City 
is actively involved as stakeholder and workgroup member for the Guadalupe Mercury TMDL 
effort, and will continue to contribute and comment on products and reports generated by 
Baywide TMDLs for copper, nickel, mercury and PCBs. City Staff also actively participate in 
Clean Estuary Project activities through the PCB workgroup and Diazinon and Pesticide Related 
Toxicity workgroup. 

PCB Control Program 
Analytical characterization work to support the PCB Control Program, required under provision 
C.9.e, has been completed.  The Program is currently working on next steps with BASMAA and 
CEP.   

Initial PCB analysis was performed on sediments found in selected urban storm drain systems. 
At this point, no known controllable sources of PCBs have been identified.  Results of the 
follow-up analytical work have been reviewed and further sampling work to identify controllable 
sources was undertaken in October and November of 2002.  The SCVURPPP Program submitted 
the final PCB Control Plan March 1, 2002, and Control Program Work Plan July 1, 2002. In 
addition, the City continues to implement activities described in “Next Steps” from the Year 
Two PCB Case Study Report submitted to the Water Board in July 2003. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Sample, analyze, and report on PCBs in storm drain sediments to 
characterize potential sources and implement controls. 

Done, 6/00 
through  

FY 01-02 

Program, ESD 

B. Begin implementation of final PCB Control Plan upon approval. Done FY 02-03 
& Ongoing 

ESD 
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Dioxin-like Compound Control Program 
Characterization of dioxins based on existing data has begun Program-wide.  The Program is 
now collaborating with BASMAA and CEP to develop a conceptual model/impairment 
assessment document.  City Staff provide comments to the Program and directly to CEP in 
support of this process. 

This Dioxin-like Compound Control Program will develop procedures to identify, assess, and 
manage controllable sources of Dioxin-like compounds found in urban runoff. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Characterize distribution of Dioxin-like compounds in the urban 
runoff system based on existing data.  

Done FY 01-02 Program 

B. Begin implementation of SCVURPPP plan to characterize 
distribution of Dioxins. 

In Progress at 
Program Level 

Program 

C. Submit plan that identifies control measures / management practices 
to eliminate or reduce discharges of Dioxins, if needed.   

TBD Program 

Sediment Control Program 
The City’s sediment control program falls predominantly within the Construction Inspection 
(CON) section of this work plan.  Sediment monitoring activities also continue in conjunction 
with the SCVURPPP Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 

Pilot Monitoring Programs 
In addition to the above listed control programs, the City concluded activities performed in 
support for the two Monitoring Pilot Programs that were begun in 1997.  These pilot programs 
generated data that helped develop the follow-on programs of IND (outreach to industrial and 
commercial dischargers) and the SCVURPPP Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 

MON 1 - Industrial Stormwater Monitoring Pilot Program 

This program sampled key industrial sites to determine the significance of metal-contaminated 
stormwater discharges associated with industrial activities.  The ultimate objective from this 
project of educating industrial and commercial dischargers about developing and implementing 
SWPPPs and BMPs has now been turned over to the Industrial and Commercial Dischargers 
section of this workplan under IND. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Design and execute a sampling program to meet the project 
objectives, analyze results, develop guidance for industry to improve 
SWPPP implementation, and provide technology transfer information 
to industry and inspectors. 

Done, FY 96-97 
through 01-02 

Ongoing as part 
of IND 

ESD 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



   Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

 

 FY 06/07 WORK PLANS 51 MON WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/06 

MON 3 - First Flush Monitoring Program 
First flush discharge areas along The Coyote Creek and Guadalupe River were monitored for 
three wet seasons.  The City provided data to the Program for analysis and comparison to other 
data in June of 2002.  The Program submitted a final report to the Water Board in 2003; it was 
included as appendix C-2 in the Program’s 02-03 Annual Report. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct multi-year First Flush study sampling, analyze data and 
provide data to Program as part of Multi-year Monitoring Program 

Done, FY 96-97 
through 02-03 

ESD, Program 
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Municipal Compliance 

Municipal training continues to be a key element for most program elements.  Specific program 
elements that include municipal training activities include ICID 3, IND 5, NRD 10, CON 6, 
CON 8, PSR 2, PSR 3, PSR 6, SDO 3, SDO 4, PM 4, and WUO&M 3.  For a list of planned 
training activities, see Attachment B: Municipal Training Schedule. 

Municipal Training 
Municipal Training is a critical function of the City’s NPDES Permit.  Municipal compliance is 
dependent on the level and quality of the training provided. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training needs. Annually  ESD-UR 

B. Develop curricula. As Needed ESD-UR 

C. Conduct training. Ongoing ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate municipal training program and make improvements as 
needed. 

Annually ESD-UR 

Municipal Facilities Assessment and Compliance 
Municipal facilities are required to comply with stormwater regulations. Efforts to reduce 
contaminated discharges from City facilities must be similar to those required of private 
businesses.  While many elements for permit compliance are in place, the City requires a 
systematic approach to City facilities compliance at the level of effort required in the URMP. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct Corp Yard assessments and inspections. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

 1. Conduct Citywide meeting to discuss Hazardous Material, Safety, 
and Stormwater issues for City corporation yards (up to two times 
per year). 

Annually GS, ESD, DOT, 
Fire, Police 

 2.  Revise Corporation Yard inspection form.  9/30/05 

Done FY 05-06 

As Needed 

ESD-UR 

B. Review Municipal Facilities SWPPPs. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

 1.  Fully revise the five (5) remaining Corporation Yard SWPPPs 
(using the Main Yard revised SWPPP pilot process as a template). 

6/30/07 ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

C. Conduct SWPPP training at City corporation yards.  Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 
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Public Information / Participation 

PIP Work Plan 

For FY 06-07, the City’s PIP work plan will focus on the following objectives: 

1. Support and coordinate efforts with the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management 
Initiative’s (WMI) and Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s 
(Program) outreach activities.  This will be done primarily through participation in the 
Watershed Education and Outreach (WE&O) Ad Hoc Task Group, and participation in the 
WMI Communications and Outreach Subgroup (COS). 

2. Support watershed awareness through classroom education programs by participating in the 
WE&O Schools and Youth Work Group, the Alviso Environmental Education Center (EEC) 
Work Group, the City’s Youth Watershed Education Team (YWET), and to the general 
public by promoting community-based involvement, such as the biannual creek cleanups 
conducted through the Creek Connections Action Group.   

 
Outreach in Other Elements 
Other sections of this work plan contain elements related to outreach to specific target audiences.  
They can be found in ICID 4, IND 6, NRD 2, CON 7, PM 6, M 5, CB-1, CB-3, and CB-12.  For 
a list of outreach activities, see Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary. 

PIP 1 - General Outreach 
The City of San José will promote general citizen awareness of what a watershed is, the 
functions of the storm drain system, pathways and sources of urban runoff pollution to the South 
Bay watershed, and behaviors that adversely affect water quality. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Participate in WMI Outreach, and coordinate WMI outreach with 
Watershed Watch and Program efforts. 

Ongoing ESD, WMI, 
Program 

 1. Participate in Watershed Watch campaign. Ongoing ESD, Program 

B. Identify, support and participate in appropriate community events to 
further general public awareness.  

Ongoing ESD 

 1. Work with Watershed Watch Events work group. Ongoing  ESD, Program 

C. Give presentations upon request that focus on stormwater messages to 
elementary through college grade levels, neighborhood groups, etc. 

As Needed ESD 

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



CITY OF SAN JOSÉ    ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT  

 PIP WORK PLAN - REVISED 3/06 56  

PIP 2 - Targeted Outreach 
The City of San José will develop and implement targeted residential outreach and education 
campaigns, based on high priority pollutants, to effectively reduce pollutant-causing behaviors 
and promote Best Management Practices. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify General Residential practices contributing to stormwater 
pollution. Identify reasonable alternatives to pollutant causing 
behavior. 

 ESD, Program 

 1. Review surveys and applicable reports. Ongoing ESD 

 2. Meet with inspectors to discuss and document residential outreach 
needs. 

Ongoing ESD 

 3. Prepare report identifying residential outreach needs and tasks. Annually ESD 

B. Identify ICID practices and target audience(s) contributing to 
pollution.  

 ESD 

 1. Review ICID reports. Ongoing ESD 

 2. Meet with ICID inspectors to discuss and document outreach 
needs. 

Ongoing ESD 

 3. Prepare report identifying ICID outreach needs and tasks. Annually ESD 

C. Promote selected residential and ICID messages through local and 
regional activity (e.g. Program PIP, BASMAA PIP, BAPPG, Media 
Relations, etc.) 

 

 

 

 

 1. Report on targeted residential and ICID outreach activity. Annually ESD 

 2. Participate in the Program’s Pesticide and Mercury ad hoc task 
groups. 

Ongoing ESD, Program 

PIP 3 - Educational Programs 
The City of San José will support and/or develop and implement educational programs designed 
to increase youth understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Support, and/or develop and implement school and youth education 
programs.  

  

 1. Participate in WE&O Schools and Youth work group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 2. Participate in the Alviso Education Center work group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 3. Participate in City Education programs such as the Youth 
Watershed Education Team, Rangers in Schools, etc. 

Ongoing  ESD 
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PIP 4 - Citizen Participation 
The City of San José will support and/or develop and implement citizen involvement programs 
designed to increase citizen understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Support and/or develop involvement opportunities for San José 
residents  

  

 1. Participate in creek clean-ups on a biannual basis through in-kind 
staff support for the Creek Connections Action Group. 

  

 a. Fall creek cleanup (Coastal Cleanup Day) Annually, Q1 ESD, PRNS 

 b. Spring creek Cleanup (National Rivers Day) Annually, Q4 ESD, PRNS 

PIP 5 - Outreach Evaluation 
The City of San José will evaluate its Outreach efforts for effectiveness. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement selected evaluation tools.  ESD 

 1. Work with Program, WMI, and Watershed Watch AHTG to Plan 
for Program's Watershed Watch Campaign Survey. 

Triennially-   
FY 06-07 

ESD, Program 

 2. Report on survey and evaluation activity during the report period. Annually  ESD 

B. Annually review, modify and report on outreach plans based on 
effectiveness results. 

 ESD 

 1. Document in Annual Report effectiveness of outreach activities 
conducted in prior fiscal year. 

Annually ESD 
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Permit Reapplication 

Provision C.14 of the permit stipulates that the current permit expires on February 21, 2006 and 
that the Dischargers must file for reapplication not later than 360 prior to that, or by February 26, 
2005.  Reapplication has been completed as part of the Program submittal.  It is anticipated that 
the current permit will be administratively extended pending adoption of a Municipal Regional 
Permit for stormwater. 

Permit Reapplication Preparation 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Compile all changes to URMP as part of reapplication for next 
permit. (C.2.b) 

Done FY 04-05 ESD 

B. Participate in permit development and negotiation processes. Beginning 
02/01/05 

Ongoing 

ESD 
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Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary 

# Activity 
Outreach 

Type 
Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date 

Evaluation Mechanism 

  = General Outreach,  = Targeted Outreach,  = Citizen Involvement,  = Education 
1. Storm Drain Stenciling 

San José Conservation Corps to stencil approximately 4,500 storm drain inlets throughout the 
City with the appropriate neighborhood creek name and 945-3000 hotline number. 

 FY 06-07  

2. Regional partnerships 
Participate in BAPPG, BASMAA/BACWA Media Relations campaign, Clean Estuary 
Partnership, etc. 

 PIP 2.C FY 06-07  

3. Event Support 
As needed, staff Booth and/or provide outreach materials to select events. Evaluate the overall 
benefit and effectiveness of attending events and make changes as needed. 

 PIP 1.B As needed ♦ Materials distributed 

4. BMP Reprints 
Reprint selected Outreach materials as needed. 

 PIP 1 FY 06-07 ♦ n/a 

5. Industrial Users Academy 
Give stormwater, pollution prevention and GIASP compliance information to industries 
permitted to the Water Pollution Control Plant. 

:  
Plant-permitted 

Industries 

IND 6.A 
PIP 2.B 
PM 6.A, M 5.B

FY 06-07 ♦ Participant surveys 

6. Outreach to Development Community 
PW & ESD staffs to conduct training on erosion and sediment control for private developers of 
type 2 projects.  PBCE Planning and PW also conduct roundtable meetings with developers 
where information regarding stormwater requirements is shared. 

: 
Developers 

CON 7 
NRD 2 

FY 06-07 ♦ Participant surveys 

7. IPM Store Partnership (PROGRAM) 
Create & provide fact sheets & materials to pesticide retailers to facilitate point-of-purchase 
outreach to support IPM Store Partnership Program.  There are currently nine stores in San 
José participating in the IPM store partnership. 

 PM 6.D. FY 06-07 dates 
TBD 
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# Activity 
Outreach 

Type 
Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date 

Evaluation Mechanism 

8. Partner with other City programs, such as the Strong Neighborhoods Initiative 
Investigate partnering with City’s SNI for delivering selected messages. Other programs to 
investigate are the Anti-Litter Program, After School Program, etc. 

 PIP 1 FY 06-07  

9. Mercury Outreach 
Investigate opportunities to include mercury messages through participation in the Home Show 
events, residential newsletters or other mailings, and support the County’s Universal Waste 
Take-back Pilot Program. 

 M 5 
PIP 2.C. 

FY 06-07  

10. IPM Outreach 
Prepare IPM stories and press releases for local media.   
Investigate opportunities to include IPM messages in the City’s outreach to businesses. 

 PM 6.A 
PM 6.B 

FY 06-07  

11. Facility/Building Manager Outreach 
Distribute e-mail newsletter to General Services Building/Facilities Managers with information 
on selected messages. 

 PM 6.A 
M 1.A 

FY 06-07  

12. Coastal Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with Countywide effort. 

 PIP 4.A Fall 06 ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Amount picked up 

13. National Rivers Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with Countywide effort. 

 PIP 4.A Spring 07 ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Amount picked up 

14. Requests for Brochures 
Distribute outreach materials upon request. 

 PIP 1.C FY 06-07 ♦ Materials distributed 

15. Wacky Watersheds Workshops 
Present South Bay Water Connections curriculum to middle school educators within San 
Jose/Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant service area. The educators will also receive a 
tour of the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. 

 PIP 3.A FY 06-07 ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Follow-up call of attendees 

16. Water Awareness Program 
Also called Rangers in Schools. Presentations focusing on Pollution Prevention. It’s Wet It’s 
Wild It’s Water! Curriculum distributed to teachers.  

 PIP 3.A FY 06-07 ♦ Survey of teachers 
♦ Survey of students  

17. Slow the Flow 
Grant to Don Edwards Alviso Environmental Education Center to host 9 different types of 
events: special events, interpretive programs, teacher orientation, field trips, in-class 
presentations, outreach presentations, workshops, special visits and interpretive displays. 

 PIP 3.A FY 06-07 ♦ Done by Grantee 

18. Youth Watershed Education Grants  PIP 3.A FY 06-07 ♦ Audit of projects 
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# Activity 
Outreach 

Type 
Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date 

Evaluation Mechanism 

Grant program for educators. 

19. Revise South Bay Water Connections Curriculum 
Update the South Bay Water Connections to expand watershed and pollution prevention 
lessons. 

 PIP 3.A Fall 2006 ♦ Wacky Watersheds 
Participant surveys 

♦ Follow-up call of attendees 
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Attachment B: Municipal Training Schedule 

PS ID # TOPIC SPONSORED OR HELD BY DEPT/DIVISION/SECTION ATTENDING 
# 

SESSIONS 

TENTATIVE 

FY 06/07 

SCHEDULE 

ICID 3 Construction Inspection Training ESD Watershed Enforcement ESD Watershed Enforcement 1 07/06 
ICID 3 Annual Training for ICID Inspectors ESD Watershed Enforcement ESD Watershed Enforcement 1 07/06 
IND 5 Training for IND Inspectors ESD Watershed Enforcement ESD Watershed Enforcement 1 07/06 
CON 6 Wet Weather Construction Site 

Preparation & Inspection 
DPW, ESD PW 2 9/06 

CON 6 Construction Site Planning and 
Management For Water Quality 
Protection 

SCVURPPP & Water Board PW, ESD, PBCE, PRNS  9/06 

CON 6 SOPs for inspections during wet 
and dry season to include 
procedures for erosion control plan 
review inspection process 

DPW, ESD PW Inspections, PBCE Building 
Inspectors (All to attend at least once 
every two years) 

 10/06  

CON 7 Erosion & Sediment Control 
Training for Type 2 Private 
Development Projects 

DPW & ESD Private Developers, PW, ESD  10/06 

CON 8 Erosion Control Information To Be 
Included In Contract Language For 
Capital Improvement Projects 
Training For PW Construction 
Project Management  

PW & ESD PW   11/06 

NRD 10 NPDES C.3 Training Various PBCE, PW, RDA, ESD   
PSR 2 DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 

Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, 
Sanitary & Sewers  

2 03/07 

PSR 3 Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Training 

DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/07 

PSR 6C Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Training – Rural Public Works 

PRNS, ESD PRNS 2 10/06 
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PS ID # TOPIC SPONSORED OR HELD BY DEPT/DIVISION/SECTION ATTENDING 
# 

SESSIONS 

TENTATIVE 

FY 06/07 

SCHEDULE 

SDO 3A DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 
Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, 
Sanitary & Sewers  

2 03/07 

SDO 4 Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Training 

DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/07 

PM 4A Worker Safety training per DPR 
requirements 

GS, ESD, Target Specialty 
Products 

DOT, GS, PRNS, ESD 
 

1 12/06 

PM 4B Training on IPM Policy & 
Techniques 

GS, ESD DOT, GS, PRNS, ESD 
 

1 12/06 

WUO&M 3 Water Utility Operation & 
Maintenance Discharge Training 

ESD (Muni Water) Muni Water Operations & Maintenance 
Crews 

 12/06 
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Glossary 

 
AHTG Ad Hoc Task Group 
AOC Area of Concern 
BACWA Bay Area Clean Water Agencies 
BAPPG Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group 
BASMAA Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association 
BMP Best Management Practices 
CAO City Attorney’s Office 
CEP Clean Estuary Partnership 
COS Communications and Outreach Subgroup of WMI 
DOT Department of Transportation 
EEC Environmental Education Center 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 
ESD Environmental Services Department 
ESD-MarComm Marketing & Communication Section 
ESD-Muni City of San José Municipal Water System 
ESD-UR Urban Runoff Section 
ESD-WE Watershed Enforcement Section 
GIASP General Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit 
GS General Services Department 
HHW Household Hazardous Waste 
HMP Hydromodification Management Plan 
IPM Integrated Pest Management 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
PBCE Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
PBCE-Bldg Building Division of PBCE 
PBCE-Planning Planning Division of PBCE 
PD Police Department 
POTW Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
PRNS Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services 
PW Public Works Department 
PW-CFAS City Facilities Architectural Services Division of PW 
PW-ECS Engineering and Construction Services Division of PW 
PW-TDS Transportation & Development Services of PW 
RDA Redevelopment Agency 
RWQCB or Water 
Board 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SCVURPPP or 
Program 

Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

SOP Standard Operating Procedure 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Program 
TBD To Be Determined 
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 
URMP Urban Runoff Management Plan 
WE&O Watershed Education and Outreach 
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WMI Watershed Management Initiative 
WUPPP Water Utility Pollution Prevention Program 
YWET Youth Watershed Education Team 
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CITYOF~
SANJOSE
CAPITAL OF SILICON VALLEY

February 28, 2007

Environmental Services Department

Dr. Adam W. Olivieri
Program Manager
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program
699 Town & Country Village
Sunnyvale, CA 94086

Subject: Submittal of FY 2007-2008 Work Plan for the Urban Runoff Management Plan

Dear Dr. Olivieri:

Attached is the annual work plan for the City of San Jose Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP)
for FY 2007-2008 pursuant to Section C.6.b of the City'S Municipal Separate Stonn Sewer System
NPDES pennit (No. CAS029718), Order 01-024. This submittal should be included as part of the
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program's March 1, 2007 Work Plan
submittal to the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region.

I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel
properly gather and evaluate the infonnation submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or
persons directly responsible for gathering the infonnation, the infonnation submitted is, to the best of
knowledge and belief, true, accurate and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for
submitting false infonnation, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment of knowing
violations.

If you have any questions regarding these work plans, please contact Melody Tovar, Deputy
Director, at (408) 277-3892.

Sincerely,

t!f!~
Director

Encl: FY 2007-2008 Work Plan

200 E. Santa Clara Street, lO'h Floor, San]ose, CA 95113-1905 tel (408) 535-8550 fax (408) 292-6212
www.sanJoseca.gov
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City of San Jose
FY 2007-2008 WORK PLAN
FOR CITY'S URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PLAN

Certification Statement

"I certify, under penalty of law, that this work plan and related
URMP revisions were prepared under my direction or supervision
in accordance with a system designed to ensure that qualified
personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.
Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the
system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the
information, the information submitted, is, to the best of my
knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete.· I am aware
that there are significant penalties for submitting false information,
including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing
violations."

Les White
Interim City Manager

Submitted on March 1, 2007
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Introduction 

 
This compilation of annual work plans for the City of San José Urban Runoff Management Plan 
(URMP) has been developed for FY 2007-2008 pursuant to Section C.6.b of the City’s 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES permit (No. CAS029718), Order 01-024.  The 
work plans include tasks, responsibilities, and schedules needed to implement the program 
elements in the URMP with the overall intent to reduce stormwater pollution in the City’s storm 
drains, creeks and rivers.  The Environmental Services Department coordinates development and 
review of the work plans in cooperation with staff from all affected City departments. 
 
The Permit requires that annual work plans be submitted to the Water Board by March 1 of each 
year.  This submission precedes completion of the City’s annual budget development and 
approval process.  While the work plans are developed using the best available information 
regarding budget forecasts, all activities in the work plans are subject to the approval of funding 
by the City Council in June of each year. 
 
The City of San José is committed to managing 
and protecting stormwater quality and dedicates 
significant resources to a variety of activities 
designed to address stormwater quality issues.  
The City actively participates in many local and 
regional efforts designed to leverage the most 
value for its resources and citizens and strives to 
be a leader in watershed protection.   

Alum Rock Library detention pond, a stormwater 
treatment measure 
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Illicit Connection / Illegal Dumping 

ICID Work Plan 

The City’s Environmental Inspectors located within the 
Environmental Services Department (ESD) Watershed 
Protection Division respond to complaints regarding illegal 
discharges or threats of discharge to the storm sewer system.  
Residential incidents are typically the most frequent type of 
complaint, with vehicle-related sources being most common.  
Dumping of various materials is also a prevailing source of 
incidents.  ESD responds to all complaints with education and 
enforcement in partnership to achieve compliance and prevent 
future incidents.   This program element is implemented 
pursuant to permit provision C.2 and C.6.a.ii.   

Storm drain inlet stenciled with 
hotline number and local creek 

name 

 

ICID 1 - Response to Complaints 
The City of San José will respond to complaints regarding ICID dumping activities into the 
storm drain system and will ensure that the activity has ceased or is on a time schedule to cease. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Update database system to track ICID complaint information. Done FY 02-03 ESD-WE 

B. 1. Document complaint activity, the number of ICID complaints that 
the City received, and that the activity has ceased or is an 
allowable discharge. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 2. Prepare draft complaint activity data tables to review trends 
and to facilitate timely evaluation of the data. 

Annually, Q3 ESD-WE 

C. Document to the Water Board annually follow-up activities from each 
ICID complaint response. 

Annually ESD-WE 

D. 1. Review effectiveness of standard operating procedures for 
responding to ICID complaints. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

 2. Refine and implement standard operating procedures for 
responding to ICID complaints/referrals. 

As Needed ESD-WE 

E. Work with SCVURPPP to refine administrative procedure for 
providing referrals to the Water Board. 

Pending 
Implementation by 

Program 

ESD-WE, 
Program 

F. Refine and implement standard operating procedures to incorporate 
results of ICID 1E. 

Pending 
Implementation by 

Program 

ESD-WE, 
Program 
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ICID 2 - Investigations of High Priority Areas 

The City of San José will conduct investigations of high priority areas. High Priority is defined 
as areas with a high potential for non-storm water discharges to the City’s collection system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Target areas for monitoring by identifying high priority areas, 
primary types and sources of ICID pollution based on complaints, 
historical inspection records, inspector knowledge, and monitoring 
information. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 1. Perform GIS analysis on frequently occurring ICID sources and/or 
types. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD-UR 

 2. Perform outreach in targeted areas based on GIS analysis and 
other analyses as available. See PIP 2 for details. 

Annually ESD-UR & WE 

B. Conduct investigations of high priority areas based on ICID 2A. Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Document to the Water Board that investigations of high priority 
areas have been conducted. 

Annually ESD-WE 

ICID 3 - Inspector Training 
The City of San José will ensure that ICID inspectors are adequately trained in inspection 
procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution prevention. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct annual training for ICID inspectors. Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Provide and document on-the-job training and other training 
opportunities, such as inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Review inspection training protocols to identify new training 
opportunities, approaches, and materials. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 

ICID 4 - Outreach and Technology Transfer 
The City of San José will distribute outreach and technology transfer material containing 
applicable control measures and/or BMPs to target parties responsible for ICID activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Determine need for new and/or revised outreach and technology 
transfer material by getting feedback from inspectors regarding 1) 
continuing problem activities; 2) discharge types; 3) monitoring and 
complaint data; and 4) usefulness of existing outreach and technology 
transfer material. 

Ongoing ESD-MarComm 

ESD-UR 

B. Develop, audit and/or modify existing outreach material, as needed, 
based on report developed under ICID 4A. 

As Needed ESD 

C. Document to Water Board that outreach and technology transfer 
material and/or BMPs have been distributed. 

Annually ESD-UR 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

D. Develop and implement standard operating procedures to gather 
customer feedback on ICID services. 

Development 
Done FY 02-03 

Implementation 
Ongoing 

ESD-WE 

ICID 5 - SOPs Effectiveness Evaluation 

The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its SOPs in responding to complaints regarding illicit connections and illegal dumping 
activities into the storm drain system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate effectiveness of SOPs. Annually ESD-WE  

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 

 FY 07/08 WORK PLANS 4 ICID WORK PLAN- REVISED 3/07 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

Industrial & Commercial Dischargers 

IND Work Plan 

The City’s Environmental Inspectors, located within the Watershed Protection Division of the 
Environmental Services Department, inspect more than 4,000 businesses per year to ensure that 
proper practices are employed to prevent stormwater pollution.  How frequently a business is 
inspected depends on their potential for 
contributing pollutants as determined by 
previous inspection results.  This method of 
assigning inspection frequencies has been 
effective in focusing limited inspection 
resources on high priority cases to best 
protect water quality.  Generally, over 70% 
of the businesses inspected are found to 
have no significant stormwater issues and 
thus do not warrant near-term re-
inspection.  When issues are identified, 
education and enforcement are used 
together to achieve compliance.   This 
Program element is implemented pursuant 
to permit provision C.2. A City inspector explains stormwater Best Management 

Practices to a downtown restaurateur 

IND 1 - Notice of Intent (NOI) Filers 
The City of San José will conduct inspections of those facilities that have filed an NOI with the 
State and appear on a list provided by the State.  An NOI is required to be filed with the State by 
companies that are considered to have a high potential to contaminate stormwater and are 
classified under certain standard industrial classification (SIC) codes. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Annually, obtain NOI filer database from State with annual 
information, review information and identify new NOI facilities for 
inspection the following year. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document initial inspections of NOI Filers within one 
year using the inspector checklist form to determine exposure and 
assign a future inspection frequency to each facility accordingly. 
Document whether the facility had submitted an NOI, and whether a 
SWPPP and a SWMP were on site. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Conduct and document annual inspections of facilities determined to 
have exposure in accordance with inspection frequency schedule. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document inspections of facilities that need to file an 
NOI at least once every five years and in accordance with the 
inspection frequency schedule identified in IND 3. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

E. Maintain the database to track the inspection information from the 
inspector checklist and to include all NOI filer SIC codes required by 
the Industrial Activities Stormwater General Permit. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

IND 2 - Non-Filer Investigations 
The City of San José will inspect industrial facilities that may be subject to general permit 
requirements but are not found on the NOI filer list provided by the State and that conduct 
activities identified by the following SIC codes: 

5015:  Automobile Dismantlers 

5093:  Other Recycling Industries 

3200 series:  Stone, Clay and Concrete Products Industry 

4100 & 4200 series:  Trucking Facilities that perform on-site vehicle repair, maintenance or 
washing. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify industrial facilities that conduct activities with the SIC codes 
listed in the IND SOPs. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Develop a list of facilities targeted for inspection during upcoming 
year that may be subject to general permit requirements for NOI 
based on business licenses, etc. 

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Conduct and document initial inspections of industrial facilities with 
the SIC codes listed referenced in IND 2A, using the inspector 
checklist form to document whether the facility constituted a potential 
threat to discharge pollutants to the storm drain collection system, 
whether the facility had submitted an NOI, and whether a SWPPP 
and a SWMP were on site.  Maintain database. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct & and document annual inspections of facilities determined 
to have exposure in accordance with implementation schedule. Add 
the facility to appropriate database(s) and assign an inspection 
frequency. If the facility inspected is determined to need to file an 
NOI and is not able to provide an NOI, SWPPP or SWMP, refer to 
the RWQCB Water Board. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Work with the Program’s Industrial Inspection Ad Hoc TG on an 
Administrative procedure for providing referrals to the Water Board 
and document providing referrals to the Water Board for facilities 
with significant problems. 

Pending 
Implementation 

by Program 

ESD-WE,  
ESD-UR 

 

IND 3 - City Regulated Facilities 
The City of San José will conduct inspections of City Regulated commercial facilities as 
identified below: 
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Type Frequency 

Food service facilities 2 or more AOCs* over a rolling three year time period - Every year 
1 AOC over a rolling three year time period - Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling three year time period - Every three (3)years 

All Other City Regulated 
facilities 

2 or more AOCs* over a rolling five year time period - Every year  
1 AOC over a rolling five year time period - Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period but have exposure - Every five (5) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period with no exposure or potential for 
exposure - No further inspections  

Facilities for which a 
referral or ICID 
complaint is received 

As soon as practicable for violations and every year until they meet the above 
criteria.  

*Area of Concern (AOC) = A violation based on the San José Municipal Code 15.14.530 issued to a facility 
during a stormwater inspection. 

 
# Activities Compliance 

Date 
Responsible 

Party 
A. Determine industrial/commercial facilities identified in the IND SOPs 

for inspection in each FY. 
Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated facilities, other 
than food service facilities, at least once every five (5) years in 
accordance with the inspection frequency schedule. If determined to 
have no impact or no potential for pollution, will not be scheduled for 
future inspection. 

Ongoing ESD-WE  

C. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated food service 
facilities at least once every three (3) years.  Initial approved 
performance standards require inspections every three years. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document inspections for which a referral or complaint 
was received within five days of complaint received and second 
inspection within one year. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Develop a database to track the inspection information from the 
inspector facility inspection report. 

Done FY 02-03 ESD-WE 

 1. Implement new Environmental Enforcement Data Management 
System. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD-WE 

 2. Prepare draft data inspection tables to review data trends and 
to facilitate timely evaluation of the data. 

Annually, Q3 ESD-WE 

F. Maintain database to track inspection information from inspector 
facility inspection report and to include new industrial program 
categories. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

G. For B, C, D, and E, collect information during inspections on the 
potential for stormwater pollution at City Regulated facilities in order 
to determine the appropriate inspection frequency for the various 
facilities. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

H. Develop an inspection frequency plan to track frequency of 
inspections.  Implement & update, as needed, the inspection 
frequency plan. 

Development: 
Done FY 01-02 

Ongoing 

Updated As 
Needed 

ESD-WE 
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IND 4 - Compliance 

The City of San José will conduct industrial/commercial inspections to determine the existence 
of discharges or potential discharges which are illegal under local ordinances. The facility 
operator will be notified of observed areas of concern to be corrected and/or if official action on 
violations is necessary, it will take place under local enforcement procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document facilities that have enforcement actions and the type of 
enforcement actions conducted for the existence of discharges or 
threatened discharges that are illegal under local ordinances. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

IND 5 - Training 
The City of San José will ensure that industrial/commercial inspectors are adequately trained in 
inspection procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution 
prevention. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct annual training for IND inspectors. Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Maintain a training plan and provide and document on-the-job 
training and other training opportunities such as industrial/ 
commercial inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Review inspection training protocols to identify new training 
opportunities, approaches, and materials. 

Annually ESD-WE 

IND 6 - Outreach 
The City of San José will help develop and distribute outreach and technology transfer material 
containing applicable control measures and/or BMPs to industrial/commercial facility operators 
responsible for IND activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify and list existing outreach and technology transfer material.  Annually ESD-UR 

B. Distribute applicable outreach and technology transfer material to 
industrial/commercial facility operators. Document to the RWQCB 
Water Board that outreach and technology transfer material and/or 
BMPs have been distributed, as needed, to industrial/commercial 
facility operators. 

Distribution: 
Ongoing 

See PIP Program 
Element in 

Annual Report 

ESD-UR 

C. Determine usefulness of outreach and technology transfer materials 
by obtaining feedback from industrial/commercial facilities.  Obtain 
feedback from inspectors about the effectiveness of existing outreach 
and technology transfer material and develop and/or modify existing 
outreach material. 

As Needed ESD-UR 
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IND 7 - NOI Filers Effectiveness Evaluation  

The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its inspections procedures and database tracking system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of NOI Filers inspections 
procedures. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of the NOI Filers database 
tracking system. 

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 
 
. 
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New and Redevelopment 

NRD Work Plan 

The New and Redevelopment provision (also referred to as 
C.3) requires that development projects implement controls 
to address pollutant discharges and increased stormwater 
runoff flows for the life of a project by incorporation of 
treatment and hydromodification measures and other 
appropriate source control and site design measures. 

The City began phased implementation of hydraulic (also 
referred to as numeric) sizing requirements for stormwater 
treatment control measures in conformance with City 
Council approved Post-Construction Urban Runoff 
Management Policy 6-29 on October 15, 2003.  Effective 
August 15, 2006, hydraulic sizing was required for all 
projects that create or replace 10,000 square feet of 
impervious surface.  On October 18, 2005, Council approved Post-Construction 
Hydromodification Management Policy 8-14 and the City began implementation of 
hydromodification management requirements.  This Program element is implemented pursuant 
to permit provision C.3. 

Porous-paved parking lot: a stormwater site 
design and treatment control measure 

NRD 1 - Legal Authority 

The City of San José will have adequate legal authority to implement new development control 
measures, including all applicable requirements of Provision C.3, as part of its development 
plan review and approval procedures and other appropriate new development and 
redevelopment permitting procedures (Provision C.3.a.i). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Revise Municipal Code to ensure adequate legal authority to 
implement new development control measures (C.3.a.i). 

As Needed PBCE, ESD, PW

NRD 2 - Guidance to Developers 

The City will provide developers with information and guidance materials on site design 
guidelines, building permit requirements, and BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention, as 
appropriate for the type of project and location. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. 1. Draft necessary revisions to Guidance Manual on Selection of 
Stormwater Quality Control Measures to allow incorporation of 
hydraulic sizing design criteria and provide to developers. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Refine Guidance Manual on Selection of Stormwater Quality 
Control Measures to incorporate HMP measures, as necessary. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, Program 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Provide development community with revised information and 
guidance materials concerning any adopted on site design, building 
permit requirements, hydraulic sizing design criteria and HMP 
criteria, and maintenance requirements for BMPs for stormwater 
treatment measures. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Coordinate w/development community on proposed hydraulic 
sizing criteria for structural stormwater treatment measures, HMP 
criteria and any proposed revisions to Guidance Manual and 
policy through workshops and regular meetings. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Update guidance material regarding maintenance responsibilities 
for any HMP measures. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, Program 

NRD 3 - CEQA Requirements 

The City will ensure that environmental documents required for those projects that fall under 
CEQA and NEPA review address both significant and cumulative stormwater quality impacts 
during the life of the project, and relevant permit requirements.  These documents include EIRs, 
negative declarations and initial study checklists (C.3.m). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and evaluate the City’s Environmental Review procedures to 
improve the review for water quality impacts and identification of 
mitigation measures.  (Provision C.3.m.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Identify areas where new or additional water quality review 
processes and related documents or checklist questions are needed 
and propose schedule for revision. 

Done FY 02-03  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Refine and update areas where new or additional water quality 
related mitigation measures may be needed. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Report on revisions made to environmental review processes. Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 4 - Project Mitigation Measures and Design Requirements  

The City will encourage developers of all projects subject to design review under its 
development plan review and approval procedures to consider incorporating appropriate source 
control and site design measure that minimize stormwater pollutant discharges to the maximum 
extent practicable.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Revise current Policy on Post-Construction Urban Runoff 
Management as necessary to incorporate minimum BMP 
requirements for all projects. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Review and modify development permit approval procedures for 
adopted revisions as necessary. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

C. Review the design standards and guidance for opportunities to make 
revisions that would result in reduced impacts to water quality and 
summarize how they were incorporated into approval procedures. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Review the existing source control measures contained in site design 
standards, guidance documents and conditions of approval for 
opportunities to limit stormwater pollution. (Provision C.3.k.) 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Review General Plan and revise as necessary to incorporate water 
quality and watershed protection principles and policies, and 
summarize revisions made. 

Done FY 02-03 
Ongoing 

PBCE 

F. Review the design standards and guidance for opportunities to make 
revisions as necessary that would result in reduced impacts to water 
quality and summarize how they were incorporated into approval 
procedures.  Such revisions are listed in Provision C.3.j. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Identify and document existing site design standards and guidance 
documents and policies. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise Site Design Measures and Standards, as necessary. Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 5 - Group 1, 2 and HMP Project Requirements  
On October 15, 2003, the City began phased implementation of hydraulically sized stormwater 
treatment measures in conformance with Policy 6-29 beginning with projects that create or 
replace one acre or more of impervious surface area and are considered Land Uses of Concern.  
On February 15, 2005, all projects that created or replaced one acre or more of impervious 
surface were required to hydraulically size stormwater treatment measures.  On May 17, 2005, 
the threshold changed to include all projects that created or replaced 10,000 square feet of 
impervious surface and are a Land Use of Concern.  Effective August 15, 2006, all projects that 
create or replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface were required to include 
hydraulically sized stormwater treatment measures in each project.   

On October 18, 2005, all projects that meet the criteria described in Policy 8-14 are required to 
manage increases in runoff flow, volume and duration. 

The following is a brief summary of the Best Management Practices that are required in all 
development projects: 

• Site design shall include measures to minimize impervious land coverage, maximize 
infiltration (where appropriate and designed to protect groundwater quality) and provide 
detention or retention as part of landscaping where feasible (C3.b.i and C.3.j); 

• Source controls shall be required to limit pollution generation, discharge, and runoff as 
appropriate (C.3.k), including measures to discourage pesticide use (C.9.d.ii); 

• Stormwater treatment measures shall be designed in accordance with the numeric design 
criteria in Policy 6-29 (Provision C.3.d); and 

• Increases in runoff flow, volume and duration shall be managed in accordance with 
Policy 8-14 (Provision C.3.f). 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. 1. Propose revisions to current Policy 6-29 on Post-Construction 
Urban Runoff Management as necessary to incorporate hydraulic 
sizing design criteria. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise current Policy 6-29 on Post-Construction Urban Runoff 
Management as necessary to incorporate hydraulic sizing design 
criteria. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Revise policy as needed for Group 2 implementation. Done FY 04-05 

& FY 06-07 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Revise policy as needed for HMP implementation. Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Develop a list of Annual Reporting requirements from Provision C.3. 
design data tracking needs and protocols. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Compile a list of new development and redevelopment projects by 
name, type of project, site acreage or square footage, square 
footage of new impervious surface, treatment BMPs and numeric 
sizing criteria used for applicable projects.  Also, the source 
control measures required and pesticide reduction measures. 

Annually  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Update existing data collection software for private projects to 
enable tracking of all projects with treatment or HMP 
measures.  

FY 07-08 PBCE, ESD, 
PW, RDA 

C. Revise and update permitted alternatives to numeric sizing through 
Alternative Measures Program in Policy 6-29. 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Report to City Council on Alternative Measures Program 
revisions in Policy 6-29. (Provision C.3.g.) 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Track name and location of projects in the Alternative Measures 
Program, project type and size, percent impervious surface, reason 
for granting waiver, terms of waiver, equivalent benefit provided, 
alternative treatment project or regional project receiving the 
benefit and date of completion of the alternative treatment project 
or regional project (Provision C.3.g). 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Report to City Council on projects approved with numeric sizing 
alternatives through Alternative Measures Program. (Provision 
C.3.g.) 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Draft post-construction treatment BMP certification procedures. 
(Provision C.3.h) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Track name and location of projects subject to certification. 
(Provision C.3.h.) 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Participate on SCVURPPP’s Hydromodification Management Plan 
work group and develop procedures for limiting peak stormwater 
runoff discharge rates from development projects. (Provision C.3.f.) 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

F. 1. Review and modify development permit approval procedures and 
standard operating procedures as necessary to incorporate 
requirements for: 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 Done FY 04-05   
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 c. HMP Done FY 05-06  

 2. Update and refine criteria and checklist to aid Department of 
Planning, Building & Code Enforcement & Department of Public 
Works planners and engineers in determining whether a 
development project should be required to incorporate post-
construction treatment control measures and their related 
operation and maintenance requirements as necessary. 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 Done FY 04-05   
 c. HMP Done FY 05-06  

 3. Update and refine standard conditions of approval as necessary to 
ensure proper selection, design of and installation of structural 
stormwater treatment measures per Provision C.3.b.,c.,d as 
necessary. 

  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 Done FY 04-05   
 c. HMP Done FY 05-06  

G. Develop and propose enhanced reporting format for documenting use 
of pesticide reduction measures at development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. & C.9.ii.) 

Done FY 02-03 
 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Based on City’s Pesticide Management Plan, establish criteria for 
tracking percentage of new development projects for which 
pesticide reduction measures were required and begin tracking. 
(Provision C.3.n. & C.9.d.ii) 

Done FY 03-04   PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

H. Implement any new adopted development conditions of approval, and 
procedures to developments with significant stormwater pollution 
potential. (Provision C.3.b.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 6 - Developer Conformance with State Requirements 

The City will require developers of projects that disturb a land area of one acre or more to 
demonstrate conformance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit 
including filing of NOI, development of a SWPPP, et al.   

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Include as condition of approval for projects that disturb a land area 
of one acre or more, a requirement to demonstrate coverage under the 
State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, PW, RDA

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. Done FY 02-03 

See CON 
Program Element 
in Annual Report 

PBCE, PW, RDA
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NRD 7 - Developer Erosion Control Plans 

The City will require developers of projects with potential for significant erosion and planned 
construction activity during the wet season to prepare and implement an effective erosion and/or 
sediment control plan or similar document prior to the start of the wet season. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Include as a condition of approval for applicable projects a 
requirement to prepare and implement an erosion and sediment 
control plan. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, PW, RDA

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. Done FY 02-03  

See CON 
Program Element 
in Annual Report  

PBCE, PW, RDA

NRD 8 - Operation and Maintenance for Structural Stormwater Controls 

The City will implement an operation and maintenance (O&M) verification program that 
includes (C.3.e): 

• Compiling a list of private and public properties and responsible operators for all 
stormwater treatment measures;  

• Inspecting a subset of prioritized treatment measures for appropriate O&M, on an 
annual basis, with appropriate follow-up and correction; 

• Requiring legally enforceable agreements or other mechanisms assigning responsibility 
for O&M of treatment measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with SCVURPPP to develop guidance for implementing O&M 
Program. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. 1. Draft summary of details of operation and maintenance 
verification program: organizational structure, evaluation, 
proposed improvements, inspections and follow-up, including 
criteria for setting priorities. (Provision C.3.e) 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Conduct pilot inspection program to inspect treatment BMPs that 
were constructed prior to numeric sizing requirements.  The 
intention of the pilot program is to assess workload impacts, data 
tracking and collection methods, and funding for O&M programs 
and to use this information to revise the O&M program. 

Done FY 05-06 ESD 

 3.  Revise and update draft summary of details of operation and 
maintenance verification program: organizational structure, 
evaluation, proposed improvements, inspections and follow-up, 
including criteria for setting priorities as necessary. (Provision 
C.3.e.) 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. 1. Include as a condition of approval a requirement that developers 
of projects that include installation of permanent structural 
stormwater controls are required to establish and provide proof of 
operation and maintenance of such controls. 

Done FY 03-04 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2. Revise and update condition of approval requirement that 
developers of projects that include installation of permanent 
structural stormwater controls are required to establish and 
provide proof of operation and maintenance of such structural 
controls as necessary. 

Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Develop model permit conditions with BMP fact sheets to include 
in use permits where appropriate.  

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Compile a list of projects & responsible operators subject to C.3.e. 
provision. 

Done FY 03-04 
Annually 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Track and compile a list of priority properties inspected and 
inspection results. (Provision C.3.e.iii.) 

Done FY 03-04 
Annually  

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Determine criteria for setting priorities for inspection of structural 
stormwater treatment measures & inspection frequency. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Update and revise criteria for setting priorities for inspection of 
structural stormwater treatment measures & inspection frequency 
as necessary. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Develop local inspection program for verification of proper O&M. Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Update and revise local inspection program for verification of 
proper O&M as necessary. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Update inspection software to track and schedule inspections for 
the number of sites that installed treatment and/or HMP 
measures.  

FY 07-08 ESD-WE 

NRD 9 - Applicability to Public Projects 

The City will ensure municipal capital improvement projects include stormwater quality 
control measures during and after construction, appropriate for each project, and that 
contractors comply with stormwater quality control requirements during construction activities 
and maintenance activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a process to ensure that municipal capital 
improvement projects install structural stormwater quality control 
measures as necessary. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 1. Participate on SCVURPPP work group tasked with developing a 
technical guidance document for use by municipal staff to ensure 
that the document includes standard specifications and details, 
sizing methodologies, and model conditions of approval 
acceptable for use in City projects as necessary. (Provision C.3.b. 
& d.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Review and revise Redevelopment Agency Project Request for 
Proposal procedures as necessary to comply with revised 
Provision C.3. requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

Done FY 03-04 ESD, PBCE, 
RDA 

 3. Review and Revise Public Works Capital Improvement Project 
approval procedures and Road Improvement Project approval 
procedures as necessary to comply with revised Provision C.3. 
requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Review, evaluate, and modify the procedures, as necessary. Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Begin tracking required data on the public projects subject to 
Provision C.3. hydraulic sizing criteria requirements for Annual 
Report. 

Done FY 03-04 
Ongoing 

PBCE, PW, RDA

 1. Modify the existing data collection software for public projects 
to track new capitol improvement projects with stormwater 
treatment and/or HMP measures.  

FY 07-08 PW 

D. Monitor development of City’s Green Building program for 
opportunities to discourage architectural use of copper in 
development projects (Provision C.9.a.) and to incorporate urban 
runoff considerations. 

Done FY 02-03 
Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 10 - City Staff Training 

The City will provide training at least annually to its planning, building, and public works staff 
on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater pollution 
prevention (C.3.a.vi). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide training to Planning and Public Works staff on planning 
procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater 
pollution prevention. (Provision C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Provide training to Redevelopment Agency and Department of 
Transportation staff on planning procedures, policies, design 
guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention. (Provision 
C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, DOT 

C. Revise the training protocol to incorporate any newly adopted 
Provision C.3. permit requirements and related revised procedures. 

As Needed PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Train staff responsible for design review on pest-resistant landscaping 
techniques and model conditions of approval and the importance of 
minimizing pesticide use in runoff from development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. and Provision C.9.d.ii) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, DOT 
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NRD 11 - Development Plan Review and Approval Procedures Effectiveness Evaluation 

The City of San José will review and evaluate the effectiveness of its development plan review 
and approval procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in review and 
approval process. 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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Construction Inspection 

CON Work Plan 

The City inspects activities at construction sites to 
prevent sediment and other pollutants from entering 
the storm sewer system.  The measures and activities 
discussed in this work plan apply to both private 
development projects and municipal public works 
construction projects.  These measures and activities 
are implemented at construction project sites as part 
of the City’s construction inspection and 
enforcement program, which is implemented as a 
collaborative effort between inspectors from Public 
Works, Building, and Environmental Services.  
These departments also collaborate in providing 
outreach materials and training to the development 
community on appropriate best management 
practices.  This program element is implemented 
pursuant to permit provision C.2.   

Proper storm drain protection during 
construction prevents construction debris and 

sediment from entering the storm drain 

CON 1 - Site Housekeeping 
The City ensures through a construction inspection program that construction contractors 
properly store, use, and dispose of construction materials, chemicals, and wastes at construction 
sites, and prevent illicit discharges to storm drains and watercourses.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Track and document incidents of housekeeping issues at construction 
sites. 

Ongoing  PBCE-Bldg,  
PW, ESD-WE 

CON 2 - Local Ordinance 
For development projects with significant erosion potential and planned construction activity 
during the wet season, the City ensures, through a construction inspection program, that erosion 
and/or sediment control measures are implemented in accordance with local ordinances and 
project conditions of approval and maintained as needed during construction. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Maintain a program for identifying and conditioning projects with 
significant erosion potential and planned wet season activity. 

Ongoing PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

B. Identify ordinance changes needed to conduct inspections. As Needed PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  
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CON 3 - Construction Inspection Frequency 

The City inspects construction sites for adequacy of stormwater quality control measures.  The 
frequency of inspections for active sites is at least once per month, or more frequently based on 
size of project, site conditions, precipitation, and project’s potential impact on stormwater 
quality.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Maintain and update SOPs for construction inspection program. As Needed  PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

B. Document inspections of active construction sites. Ongoing PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

C. Evaluate the effectiveness of the construction inspection program and 
make improvements as necessary. 

Annually PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

CON 4 - Wet Season Preparation  
Prior to the beginning of the wet season each year, the City inspects all sites requiring erosion 
and/or sediment control plans, to ensure that measures have been taken to minimize erosion and 
discharges of sediment from disturbed areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and revise procedures for construction inspection staff 
regarding wet season construction requirements. 

As Needed PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, 

PBCE-Bldg, ESD

B. Document pre-season inspection of construction sites to ensure 
adequate implementation of winterizing BMPs prior to the wet 
season. 

Ongoing PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

CON 5 - Inspection and Site Evaluation Follow-up 
Construction sites with inadequate erosion/sediment controls are given verbal or written notice of 
the inadequacies, according to the City’s enforcement procedures, and followed up with action(s) 
commensurate with risk of pollutants entering City storm drains or waterways.  Written notices 
and follow-up actions are tracked and summarized in the City’s Annual Report to the Water 
Board. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement SOPs for follow-up actions and graduated levels of 
enforcement for construction sites. 

Ongoing PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, 

PBCE-Bldg, ESD

B. Track and summarize notices and follow-up actions for annual 
reports. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, 

PBCE-Bldg, ESD

 1. Use revised erosion and sediment control checklist to better 
track warnings and required corrections given to construction 
site managers.  

Done FY 06-07 PW-TDS 
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CON 6 - Municipal Training 

The City provides training annually to its construction inspection staff on inspection procedures, 
documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution prevention.  All inspectors 
receive training on the latest construction-related stormwater pollution prevention techniques and 
appropriate follow up actions at least once every two years.   The City keeps documentation that 
inspectors have received training. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop an annual training plan for construction inspection program. Annually, Q1 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

B. Conduct annual training.  Ongoing ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

C. Track and document that inspectors have received training. Annually ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate the training curriculum and frequency, and make 
improvements as necessary. 

Annually  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 1. Conduct additional stormwater BMP training for all 
inspection groups during section meetings throughout the year 
to supplement the main autumn annual training.  

Done FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

ESD-UR, ESD-
WE 

E. Hold coordination meetings for Building, ESD, and Public Works 
inspectors.  

Ongoing PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, PBCE-

Bldg, ESD-WE,   
ESD-UR 

CON 7 - Outreach 
The City provides outreach materials to contractors, developers, and municipal staff on 
construction BMPs and compliance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review outreach and technology transfer materials and make 
improvements, as necessary. 

Annually, Q4  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 1. Reprint revised Dewatering from Construction Sites and In-
Ground Utilities Maintenance Projects brochure.  

FY 07-08 ESD-UR 

B. Conduct outreach sessions for development community. Annually ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg,  

Program  

C. Document outreach to development community. Annually ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate outreach program and make improvements, as necessary. Annually  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 1. Print and distribute revised “Clean Bay Blueprint” to developers 
and City inspectors.  

Done FY 05-06 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 2. Explore the use of construction site signs to alert site employees 
and the public of stormwater pollution prevention message and 
945-3000 hotline information. 

FY 06-07 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 3. Implement, if feasible, the use of construction site signs to 
alert site employees and the public of stormwater pollution 
prevention message and 945-3000 hotline information, if 
feasible. 

FY 07-08 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

CON 8 - Public Works Projects  

The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors hired to construct 
public works projects have adequate erosion control plans and use appropriate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) adopted by the Department of Public Works. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct training for Public Works capital improvement project staff 
(City Facilities Architectural Services; Roads and Bridges; and 
Engineering and Construction Services) on contract language, 
standard specifications, and enforcement. 

Annually PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

ESD 

B. Track the number of Public Work projects with these requirements. Annually PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

CON 9 - Construction Inspection Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José will review and evaluate effectiveness of its construction inspection SOPs 
and BMPs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in construction 
inspection SOPs and BMPs. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 

 1. Expand the number of sites with an inspector of record to capture 
more of the Type 1 and Type 2 sites (per Public Work’s 
designation). 

Ongoing PBCE-Bldg 
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Public Streets, Roads, & Highways 

PSR Work Plan 

This program element is one of several that address municipal activities.  The PSR program 
element consists of incorporating best management 
practices (BMPs) into City operations such as street 
repair.  Training plays a key role in ensuring that 
staff uses the proper techniques during the course of 
their duties to protect water quality.  Training topics 
and activities include spill response, resurfacing, 
sealing and patching, saw-cutting, street sweeping, 
landscape chemical application, concrete installation, 
pavement striping, legend removal, and catch basin 
inspection after irrigation repair.  BMP effectiveness 
evaluation from crew members is obtained during the 
training sessions.  This program element is 
implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2.   Department of Transportation paving crew 

applying their training along with the pavement 

PSR 1 - Implementation of BMPs 
The City of San José will implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) for street, road, and 
highway operation and maintenance (O&M) activities to reduce pollutants in stormwater and 
eliminate illicit discharges to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop additional BMPs, as needed, when new O&M tasks are 
instituted. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. When new BMPs and SOPs are developed, integrate BMPs and SOPs 
into training program. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Include SOPs listed in PSR 1.D.1 and developed in FY 05-06 
into the FY 06-07 training program. 

FY 06-07 ESD 

D. Staff will review current PSR and SDO BMPs and SOPs.  The annual 
training sessions with staff will be used as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs and SOPs.  BMPs and SOPs will be 
updated as indicated by the review. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 

 FY 07/08 WORK PLANS 23 PSR WORK PLAN- REVISED 3/07 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

 
# Activities Compliance 

Date 
Responsible 

Party 
 1. Revise or write the following SOPs: 

• Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance: Cleaning, concrete installation 
and  replacement, surface removal and repair; 

• Bridge and Structure Maintenance:  Painting and paint 
removal, repair work, and graffiti removal; 

• Median and Road Embankment Maintenance; 
• Storm Drain Inlet Cleaning; 
• Storm Drain Line Cleaning; 
• Management of Storm Drain System Solid Waste; 
• Pump Station Inspection and Cleaning; 
• Drainage Ditch Cleaning. 

6/30/06 

Done FY 05-06 

DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 2. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form 
to indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater 
complaint is a City employee. 

FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 3. In response to stormwater complaints involving a City 
employee conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the 
supervisor for the City employee involved in the complaint 
will be notified. 

FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, 
PRNS, ESD 

PSR 2 - Contractor Use of BMPs 
The City of San José will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors employed 
to perform street, road, and highway O&M activities use appropriate BMPs per URMP. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Train contract managers for public street, road, and highway O&M 
contracts on related stormwater BMPs annually. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

 1. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form 
to indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater 
complaint is a City contractor. 

FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 2. In response to stormwater complaints involving City 
contractors conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the 
contract manager for the City contract involved in the 
complaint will be notified. 

FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, 
PRNS, ESD 

B. Develop standard contract language for PSR maintenance activities. Done FY 05-06 DOT, ESD 

 1. Send letters to City contractors conducting PSR and SDO 
O&M activities with a reminder to use appropriate BMPs 
while conducting their work. 

FY 06-07 DOT, GS, 
PRNS, ESD 

PSR 3 - City Staff Annual Training 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in the use of appropriate 
BMPs.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback from staff on the 
implementation and effectiveness of the BMPs and Control Measures. 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training goals, such as improving the focus of the training on 
the specific BMPs used by a section; integrating new BMPs, if any; 
etc. 

Annually, Q4 DOT, ESD 

B. Identify training opportunities (which could include tailgate meetings 
and other existing training). 

Annually DOT, ESD 

C. Create or revise training modules for affected City staff and 
contractors. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Add specific components from DOT Electrical Crew training 
module to the general DOT Street Crew training module.  These 
components include:  asphalt/concrete removal, concrete 
installation and repair, and mercury lamp recycling and/or 
disposal. 

6/30/06 

Done FY 05-06 

ESD 

D. Create or revise collateral material based on training modules. As Needed DOT, ESD 

E. Schedule training with affected supervisors. Annually DOT, ESD 

 1. Develop and implement a new training module specifically for 
DOT electrician staff. 

Done FY 04-05 DOT, ESD 

PSR 4 - Notification of Public Agencies 
The City of San José will inform other parties (e.g., CalTrans, the County of Santa Clara, and 
public utilities) conducting street, road, and highway O&M activities within its jurisdiction of the 
requirements to implement  pollutant reduction BMPs and Control Measures in stormwater to the 
maximum extent practicable and eliminate illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify conditions under which another agency will be notified 
regarding relevant stormwater requirements. 

Done FY 02-03  

 1. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form 
to indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater 
complaint is another agency.  

FY 06-07 ESD 

 2. The City will send letters to other agencies that conduct PSR 
O&M activities within its jurisdiction informing them of the 
requirement to implement appropriate BMPs and control 
measures while conducting their work.  

FY 06-07 ESD-WE 

PSR 5 - BMP Effectiveness Reviews 
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and eliminating illicit discharges.  
The review and evaluation will include input from the municipal maintenance staff that 
implement the BMPs. 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft procedure for annual effectiveness reporting, including sub-
procedures for gathering feedback from affected supervisors and for 
modifications to BMPs and SOPs as necessary. 

Done FY 01-02   

 1. Review procedures for annual effectiveness evaluation.  Consider 
obtaining feedback from supervisors on how to assess BMP 
effectiveness and the use of training sessions with staff as an 
opportunity to evaluate BMPs and SOPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

B. Conduct evaluation of BMPs and SOPs. Annually DOT, ESD 

C. Expand parking restriction signage and enforcement for street 
sweeping by 40 curb miles each fiscal year.  

FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

DOT 

D. Collect street sweeping data: volume and/or weight of debris 
collected, curb miles swept, and estimated percentage of leaves in 
yard trimmings collection program.  

Ongoing 

[See CNAP CB-
11] 

DOT, ESD 

PSR 6 - Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
The City will extend its control measure strategy for PSR to address water quality impacts 
resulting from public works maintenance and support activities in rural areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify City-owned properties that are applicable (under the RPW 
performance standard). 

Ongoing  

 1. Re-evaluate the feasibility of using GIS information to identify 
additional applicable properties, if any. 

6/30/06 

Done FY 05-06 

PRNS, GS, DOT, 
ESD 

B. Develop or adapt Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for rural public works activities. 

Done FY 03-04  

C. Provide annual training on appropriate SOPs/BMPs to City staff that 
perform rural public works operations and maintenance activities.  
Incorporate SOPs/BMPs evaluation into annual training. 

Annually PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

 1. Evaluate the RPW training schedule in order to coordinate 
more efficiently with PRNS staff schedules.  

FY 06-07 PRNS, ESD 

D. Through contract specifications, require contractors hired by the City 
to use appropriate SOPs/BMPs when performing rural public works 
construction or maintenance. 

Done FY 05-06 PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

E. Annually conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the rural 
public works program, report the results in the Urban Runoff Annual 
Report.  Identify items for continuous improvement. 

 Annually PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

 FY 07/08 WORK PLANS 26 PSR WORK PLAN- REVISED 3/07 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

Storm Drain System Operation & Maintenance 

SDO Work Plan 

Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 
is another municipal activity program element 
implemented in accordance with provision C.2.a 
of the permit.  This program includes key 
maintenance activities that are conducted to 
ensure the proper function of the storm sewer 
system to collect and convey storm runoff. The 
Department of Transportation Standard 
Operating Procedures for catch basin cleaning 
and Problem Area Reporting are a focus of crew 
training.  A GIS map overlay has been created 
that assigns serial numbers to each of the City’s 
more than 28,500 storm drain inlets.  This map 
overlay is currently in use as a means to facilitate 
problem area reporting in the storm drain system. 

Department of Transportation Vactor crew 
cleaning out a storm drain inlet 

 

SDO 1 - O&M BMP Implementation 
The City of San José will implement best management practices (BMPs) for the storm drain 
system operation and maintenance (O&M) to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the maximum 
extent practicable.  Specific BMPs for each type of O&M activity are those listed in the City’s 
Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop additional BMPs, as needed, when new O&M tasks are 
instituted (including structural controls if necessary). 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. When new BMPs and SOPs are developed, integrate BMPs and SOPs 
into training program. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Include SOPs listed in SDO 1.D.1 and developed in FY 05-06 
into the FY 06-07 training program.  

FY 06-07 ESD 

D. Staff will review current PSR and SDO BMPs and SOPs.  The annual 
training sessions with staff will be used as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs and SOPs.  BMPs and SOPs will be 
updated as indicated by the review. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 

Date 
Responsible 

Party 
 1. Revise or write the following SOPs: 

• Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance: Cleaning, concrete installation 
and  replacement, surface removal and repair; 

• Bridge and Structure Maintenance:  Painting and paint 
removal, repair work, and graffiti removal; 

• Median and Road Embankment Maintenance; 
• Storm Drain Inlet Cleaning; 
• Storm Drain Line Cleaning; 
• Management of Storm Drain System Solid Waste; 
• Pump Station Inspection and Cleaning; 
• Drainage Ditch Cleaning.  
See PSR 1.D.1 

6/30/06 

Done FY 05-06 

DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 2. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form 
to indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater 
complaint is a City employee.  

FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 3. In response to stormwater complaints involving a City 
employee conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the 
supervisor for the City employee involved in the complaint 
will be notified.  

FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, 
PRNS, ESD 

SDO 2 - Problem Tracking and Process Improvement 
The City of San José will develop and implement processes for tracking problem areas and 
ensuring that appropriate BMPs and SOPs will be implemented for storm drain operation and 
maintenance activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement an annual inspection and cleaning work plan to achieve a 
Tier II level review. 

Ongoing DOT 

B. Evaluate criteria for collecting data from City field personnel for the 
purposes of determining Problem Areas. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. Revise documentation and problem area reporting procedure, if 
necessary, to improve reporting performance.  Documentation to 
include frequency, nature, and type of recurring problem.  Include 
coordination of data from ICID and Storm Drain Management 
System data sources.  Include analysis of data to identify trends for 
targeting solutions. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

D. Produce Problem Area report. Annually  DOT 

E. Address Problem Areas through ICID enforcement/ education 
activities, additional BMP development, program development or 
retrofit. 

As Needed  
 

DOT, ESD 

 1. Explore purchasing additional vactor trucks.  FY 06-07 DOT 
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SDO 3 - Contractor Use of BMPs 

The City will develop and implement, as needed, a process to ensure that contractors employed 
to perform storm drain O&M activities use the appropriate BMPs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Train contract managers for SDO O&M contracts on related 
stormwater BMPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

 1. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form 
to indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater 
complaint is a City contractor.  

FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 2. In response to stormwater complaints involving City 
contractors conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the 
contract manager for the City contract involved in the 
complaint will be notified.  

FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, 
PRNS, ESD 

SDO 4 – Staff Training and BMP Feedback 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in use of appropriate 
BMPs and/or Control Measures.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback 
from staff on implementation and effectiveness of BMPs and Control Measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide training prior to the rainy season. Annually, Q4 DOT, ESD 

B. Create or revise training modules for affected City staff. As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Improve the focus of the training on the specific BMPs used by a 
section. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 2. Provide specific training to inlet cleaning crews on IMSPAR data 
collection in advance of inlet cleaning program implementation. 

Annually  

 3. Add specific components from DOT Electrical Crew training 
module to the general DOT Street Crew training module.  These 
components include:  asphalt/concrete removal, concrete 
installation and repair, and mercury lamp recycling and/or 
disposal. 

6/30/06 

Done FY 05-06 

ESD 

C. Produce schedule for training. Annually DOT, ESD 

SDO 5 – Data Analysis 
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will evaluate data regarding cleaning 
activities and unusual flows observed during inspection.  The review and evaluation will include 
consideration of storm drain structural retrofit. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft procedure for annual review and evaluation of data. Done FY 01-02   

 1. Collect data on the amount of materials removed during inlet 
cleaning. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Implement annual data review and identify follow-up actions as 
appropriate. 

Annually  

 1. Evaluate Re-evaluate how follow up is conducted by crews when 
“cars on catch basins” is identified on the IMSPAR report, in 
order to better understand to what extent parked cars are barriers 
to cleaning. 

6/30/06 

FY 06-07 

DOT, ESD 

 2. Evaluate “cars on catch basins” data to see if it can be used as 
one of the factors in determining where future posted signage 
for street sweeping restrictions will be installed. 

FY 06-07 DOT, ESD 

 3. 2. Evaluate how to integrate the results of the IMSPAR report, 
regarding garbage and high debris, into scheduling additional 
cleaning. 

6/30/06 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 

 4. 3. Evaluate Re-evaluate use of hand held devices to collect data 
during storm drain inlet cleaning and potentially other 
maintenance activities. 

6/30/06 

FY 07-08 

DOT, ESD 

SDO 6 – BMP Effectiveness Reviews 
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and eliminating illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review with supervisors to get feedback and information on how to 
assess BMP effectiveness. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Use annual training sessions with staff as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs & SOPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 
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Water Utilities Operations & Maintenance 

WUO&M Work Plan 

This program element addresses a municipal activity and 
is implemented in accordance with provision C.2.a.  The 
program addresses operation and maintenance activities at 
the City’s Municipal Water system.  The key tools for 
implementing this program are the Water Utility Pollution 
Prevention Plan and staff training to ensure that proper 
techniques are employed during maintenance activities.  
The City’s training program includes the annual 
development of a video demonstrating the implementation 
of BMPs for a specific work function.   

Pumps at the Rincon II Pump Station 

WUO&M 1 – Inventory of O&M Activities 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct an inventory of all-key operations 
and maintenance activities, and identify routine and unplanned non-storm water discharges from 
these activities.  This inventory will be conducted every three years and evaluated at least once a 
year. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review current procedures for operations and maintenance. Annually ESD-Muni 

B. Three-year update of list. Done 03/31/06 
03/31/09 

ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 2 – Implementation of WUPPP 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will implement the pollution control measures 
identified in the Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan (WUPPP) to manage chlorine, biocides, 
and algaecides and prevent erosion and sedimentation.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement WUPPP/Report on activities. Ongoing ESD-Muni 
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WUO&M 3 – Staff Training and Contractor WUPPP Compliance 

The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct annual training for municipal staff 
and coordinate WUPPP elements with water utility project planning, including WUPPP elements 
(BMPs, conditions, specifications, etc., in contract and services agreements).  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement training program. Annually, Q2 ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 4 – WUPPP Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will evaluate the effectiveness of the WUPPP 
annually.  Maintain accurate documentation and revise the WUPPP as necessary. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate effectiveness of program. Annually, Q4 ESD-Muni 
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Pesticide Management  

PM Work Plan 

The purpose of the Pesticide Management program is to 
reduce the amount of pesticides in stormwater and landscape 
runoff. Activities include setting municipal policy, 
implementing proper techniques when selecting and applying 
pesticides on City property, staff training, public education, 
and City participation in regional efforts to influence 
regulations that affect pesticide management.  In 2003, the 
Council adopted an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
Policy, which calls for municipal operations to incorporate 
IPM techniques and to reduce, phase-out, and ultimately 
eliminate the use of pesticides that cause impairment of 
surface waters. The City continues to implement pest control 
BMPs and train staff on Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
techniques.  This program element is implemented pursuant to     
permit provision C.9.d.   

Tussock Moth infestation on an oak 
tree at Williams Street Park 

PM 1 – Integrated Pest Management 
The City will adopt an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) policy and/or ordinance requiring use 
of IPM techniques in the agency’s operations and minimization of pesticide use, particularly 
organophosphate and copper-based pesticides, by agency staff and contractors. 

# Activity Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop a City IPM policy for inclusion in Pesticide Management 
Plan. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

PM 2 – Pesticide Management Plan 
The City will develop and implement a Pesticide Management Plan with the goals of minimizing 
pesticide use and reducing the amount of pesticides in stormwater and landscape runoff to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft a City of San José Pesticide Management Plan. Done FY 01-02 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

B. Publish City Pesticide Management Plan in URMP. Done FY 01-02 ESD 
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PM 3 – IPM SOPs and BMPs 

The City will develop and implement standard operating procedures (SOPs) and best 
management practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM Policy. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop SOPs and BMPs for implementing IPM policy with 
provisions that will reduce water quality impacts from pesticide use. 

Done FY 01-02 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

B. For each type of pest problem identified, seek model SOPs and BMPs 
from published literature. 

Done FY 01-02  GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

C. Incorporate or develop appropriate IPM measures into City SOPs and 
BMPs. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Pilot the use of additional IPM techniques, e.g., for weed control. Done FY 06-07 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

D. Update City URMP to incorporate model Pest Management 
Performance Standard, including description of legal authority (IPM 
policy and contract language), work plan elements, BMPs, and SOPs 
needed for implementation. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

E. Review and update City SOPs and BMPs, as appropriate.  As Needed GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

F. Develop Approved Pesticide List for applications on City property. FY 06-07 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Revise SOPs and BMPs to reflect use of Approved Pesticide List. FY 06-07 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

PM 4 – City Employee Training 

The City will ensure that employees receive pest management training by implementing the 
following: 
1. Employees who apply pesticides for the City will obtain the appropriate training as required 

by the County Agricultural Commissioner and State Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(DPR); 

2. Employees within departments responsible for pesticide application will receive annual 
training on appropriate portions of City IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest IPM 
techniques;  

3. Employees who are not authorized to apply pesticides will be annually trained not to use over-
the-counter pesticides at workplace, consistent with IPM Policy; and 

4. Annual internal outreach will be conducted to employees, who do not necessarily purchase or 
apply pesticides during their course of work, on less toxic pest control and to encourage 
employees to use IPM techniques away from work.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Ensure that employees who apply pesticides for the agency obtain 
appropriate training required by County Agricultural Commissioner 
and State Department of Pesticide Regulation. 

Annually GS, DOT, PRNS 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Provide annual training on IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest 
IPM techniques to employees within departments responsible for 
pesticide application.  

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

C. Annually inform employees who are not authorized / trained to apply 
pesticides not to use over-the-counter pesticides at workplace, 
consistent with IPM Policy. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

D. Monitoring Mechanism I.B.1.  Document and evaluate effectiveness 
of staff training conducted each year in annual report. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Update class evaluation/survey for IPM training classes conducted 
by City staff. 

As Needed GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

E. Public Education and Outreach Task II.A.14 Conduct internal 
outreach on less toxic pest control to employees who do not 
necessarily purchase or apply pesticides during the course of their 
work (to encourage employees to use IPM techniques away from 
work). 

Annually ESD 

PM 5 – Contractor Pesticide Management Requirements 
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors employed to conduct 
pest control and pesticide application on municipal property engage in pest control methods 
consistent with City IPM Policy. Specifically, the City will require contractors to:  

• follow City IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs;  

• provide evidence of current IPM training, when feasible; and  

• provide documentation of pesticide use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Ensure that contractors employed to conduct pest control/pesticide 
application on municipal property engage in methods consistent with 
City IPM policy. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

B. Review and update a list of all contractors employed by the City who 
perform pesticide application work. 

Annually  
 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

C. Implement a procedure to provide to each contractor a copy of the 
City’s IPM policy. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

D. City will supply copies of pest specific BMPs and SOPs to 
contractors.  Contractors will self-certify their compliance with the 
City SOPs and BMPs. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

E. Require through contract specifications that PCOs contracted for 
municipal applications use pest control methods consistent with 
City’s IPM Policy.  Specifically, require contractors to: a) follow City 
IPM policy, BMPs and SOPs; b) provide evidence of current IPM 
training, when feasible; and c) provide documentation of pesticide 
use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. City will develop standard content for PCO contracts. Done FY 04-05 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2. City will implement standard content for PCO contracts.  Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

F. Invite contractors to participate in City training sessions on pesticide 
management. 

Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing  

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

G. Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1.  Document number of PCOs 
receiving presentations and/or training on pesticide use on municipal 
property. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD,  
PRNS 

PM 6 – Pesticide Management Outreach 
The City will identify in the annual work plan the outreach activities it will conduct consistent 
with Program Pesticide Management Plan.  Work plan elements will address outreach to 
residential and commercial pesticide users, pesticide retailers, and special districts.  Information 
will be provided on less-toxic pest control practices, proper disposal of pesticides, and the City’s 
own IPM practices, as applicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Increase awareness of target audiences regarding proper pesticide use, 
disposal methods, water quality impacts, and less toxic pest 
management messages.  Target audiences include commercial and 
residential pesticide users, pesticide retailers, municipal employees, 
and special districts. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Prepare IPM stories and press releases to local media. As Needed ESD 

C. In conjunction with Program, City will provide information on less 
toxic pest control (e.g., IPM techniques, municipal IPM policies, 
model contract language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring 
special districts (e.g., VTA, sanitary and utility districts, open space 
districts, vector control districts, and school districts) as appropriate. 

As Needed ESD 

D. Create and provide fact sheets and materials to pesticide retailers to 
facilitate point-of-purchase outreach to support IPM Store Partnership 
Program.  

Ongoing ESD 

E. Monitoring Mechanism: Document or estimate numbers of residents 
reached by outreach efforts, including events, web promotion, 
municipal employee outreach, and media advertising.  Monitor 
responses to outreach efforts by documenting calls to the Program’s 
general and watershed campaign hotlines. 

Annually ESD 

F. Co-host regional IPM conference to promote implementation of 
IPM practices in municipal operations in the City and Bay Area 
region. 

Done FY 06-07 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

G. Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1.  Document outreach efforts targeting 
businesses, recommended in the work plan, to be developed by the 
Program. Implement evaluation component of the work plan. 

Annually ESD 
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PM 7 – HHW Pesticide Disposal 

The City will coordinate with household hazardous waste (HHW) collection agencies to support, 
enhance, and help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, and 
publicize programs for pesticide disposal. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Ensure that adequate pesticide disposal services exist for residents 
and conditionally exempt small quantity commercial generators. 

Annually  ESD 

C. Provide hazardous waste disposal information to residents, through 
distribution of materials (e.g., utility bill insert, city newsletter, 
community events, etc.) or advertising in local media. 

Ongoing ESD 

D. Monitoring Mechanism V.A.1. Document that HHW collection 
programs adequately serve residents and businesses and that 
exchange programs do not exchange organophosphate or banned 
pesticides. 

Annually ESD 

PM 8 – City Pesticide Use Tracking 

The City will develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use on municipally-owned 
property. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a pilot pesticide tracking process for 
Diazinon and Chlorpyriphos products. 

Done FY 01-02  GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

B. Track pesticide use on municipally owned property.  Include 
reporting and justification for use of OP pesticides and BMPs 
employed during OP pesticide use. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Evaluate feasibility of implementing electronic data management 
system for pesticide use. 

Done FY 04-05 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 2. Implement electronic data management system for tracking 
pesticide use on City property. 

Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

C. Monitoring Mechanism I.A.1. Document completion of tasks in 
annual reports. Use pesticide tracking process to document pesticide 
use. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA
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PM 9 – City Pesticide Inventory Search 

The City will conduct periodic City-wide search of its chemical inventory for pesticides no 
longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  If found, these pesticides 
will be properly disposed of pursuant to appropriate waste disposal regulations. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct Citywide search of chemical storage areas for pesticides no 
longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  
Properly dispose of any such pesticides pursuant to appropriate waste 
disposal regulations. 

Annually GS, DOT, PRNS 

PM 10 – Pesticide Management Plan / IPM Policy Review 

As part of annual reporting process and with input from municipal staff, the City will review and 
evaluate the effectiveness of its Pest Management Plan and IPM Policy in achieving the goals of 
the Plan to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and continuously improve goals, actions, and monitoring 
mechanisms of the work plan considering results of self-evaluations, 
comments from Water Board staff and other interested parties, and 
results of local performance review meetings, if any. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

B. Monitoring Mechanism IX.A.1. Complete revised work plan that 
incorporates continuous improvement items, and report on 
completion of work plan tasks. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW, RDA

C. Monitoring Mechanism VII.A.1. Summarize types of pesticide 
reduction measures required (such as by conditions of approval) for 
new development and significant redevelopment projects, and 
percentage of new development/ significant redevelopment projects 
for which pesticide reduction measures were required. (Draft Permit 
Provision C.3.n.) 

Annually PW, ESD, RDA
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Mercury  

M Work Plan 

The City continues its efforts to reduce or eliminate mercury 
discharges during municipal operations.  Virtual elimination 
practices employed by the City include:  purchasing low 
mercury-containing fluorescent lamps, recycling spent lamps, 
recycling spent batteries, and switching to non-mercury-
containing apparatus in the Water Pollution Control Plant 
Laboratory.  In 2003, the Program approved a Guidelines 
document on the management of mercury-containing products 
by a municipal agency.  The City will continue to implement 
management practices consistent with the guidelines such as 
collecting and recycling spent fluorescent lamps, batteries, and 
other electronic wastes.  This program element is implemented 
pursuant to permit provision C.9.c. 

Fluorescent lamps for recycling at 
the Central Service Yard 

M 1 – Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products  
The City will eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing products and 
establish proper disposal methods for products that cannot be eliminated. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement SCVURPPP guidelines for mercury-containing products 
reduction and management.  These guidelines include a schedule for 
the timely phase-out of mercury-containing products identified for 
virtual elimination as well as reporting requirements, possibly to track 
recycling, replacement, and reduction in use of mercury-containing 
products. 

Ongoing ESD, GS 

 1. Collect and dispose of mercury-containing lamps generated in 
City-owned facilities. 

Ongoing GS, ESD 

 2. Identify other mercury-containing products for virtual elimination, 
phase-out and/or proper disposal. 

Annually, As 
Needed 

ESD, GS 

B. Monitoring Mechanism I.  Document completion of tasks in annual 
reports.  Use mercury-containing product reporting guidelines. 

Annually ESD 
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M 2 – Household Hazardous Waste Collection 

The City will support mercury-containing product disposal services through universal waste and 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents and small businesses, and 
encourage use of these programs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide mercury-containing products disposal services for residents 
and small businesses. 

Ongoing ESD-IWM, 
County 

B. Work with Program and HHW collection agencies to develop and 
help publicize fluorescent light recycling program. 

Ongoing ESD, Program 

M 3 – Monitoring and Science 
The City will participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support mercury TMDL 
development and implementation, including assessment of air pollution sources of mercury and 
concentrations of mercury in sediment. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP).  Continue to actively participate in the RMP steering 
committee and technical review committee. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. The City of San José will continue to provide in-kind services for the 
maintenance of the Mercury Deposition Network site near San José 
through calendar year 2006.
Examine feasibility of enhancing stormwater pollution prevention 
and control activities on a watershed or sub watershed basis to 
focus activities in those parts of the Guadalupe River Watershed 
enriched in mercury from natural or mining-related causes. 

12/31/05 

12/31/06

FY 07-08 

ESD 

M 4 – Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 
Actively participate in regional, state, and federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in 
the amount of mercury in urban runoff and air emissions. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL development and 
implementation including the Santa Clara Basin WMI Guadalupe 
River Mercury TMDL Workgroup, RMP, and the CEP. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Support and participate in WMI Watershed Action Plan 
implementation. 

Ongoing ESD 

 

 FY 07/08 WORK PLANS 40 M WORK PLAN- REVISED 3/07 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

M 5 – Public Education and Outreach 

Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing products and available non-
mercury containing alternatives.  Target audiences include residential, commercial, and 
industrial users and municipal employees. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Coordinate with Program and HHW collection agencies to develop 
and implement a mercury-containing product outreach program to 
educate selected target audience and encourage proper use and 
disposal of mercury-containing products. 

Ongoing ESD, Program, 
County HHW 

B. Coordinate with municipal inspectors to integrate mercury outreach 
to industrial businesses into their existing routine pretreatment, source 
control, and/or hazardous materials inspection processes. 

Ongoing ESD 

C. Attend community events and distribute outreach materials. (See 
Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary) 

Ongoing ESD 

D. Monitoring Mechanism V.B.  Document and evaluate each outreach 
activity, including the target audience and number of residents and/or 
businesses reached. 

Annually ESD, Program 
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Copper / Nickel Action Plans 

CNAP Work Plan 

This element is implemented pursuant to provisions C.9.a and b of the stormwater permit.  
Activities in the copper and nickel action plans are attributed largely to the South Bay POTWs 
and to SCVURPPP as the responsible entities.  Some activities, however, require specific actions 
by SCVURPPP Co-Permittees or specified municipalities, such as increasing awareness of 
copper and nickel with businesses that are also 
NOI filers (please see IND 1 for a description of 
NOI filers).  Summarized here are activities 
pursuant to implementation of the baseline 
actions included in the Copper and Nickel Action 
Plans.  These are in addition to those undertaken 
by SCVURPPP as a program.  A complete 
update on implementation of the Action Plans 
can be found in the SCVURPPP Annual Report. 

CB-1 – Vehicle Washing Operations 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Have member of San José team trained and available to lead mobile 
cleaners’ certification seminar. 

As Needed  

B. Support Program in hosting mobile cleaners’ certification seminar. Done FY 06-07 ESD 

 1. Promote list of recognized mobile cleaning service providers. Ongoing ESD 

C. Distribute coupons in support of Program partnership with Western 
Car Wash Association.

As needed, 
dependant on 

Program 
activities

Program, ESD

CB-3 – Industrial Discharges 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue Distribution of information regarding copper from roof 
vents. 

Ongoing ESD 

 1. Continue rooftop inspections.  Evaluate efforts and need for any 
additional effort. 

Done FY 05-06 ESD 

B. Mail NOI Package, with information on the GIASP and how to 
comply, to targeted industrial facilities. 

6/30/06 
Done FY 05-06 

ESD 
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CB-8 – Watershed Assessments and New Development  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Review new and redevelopment project review procedures and 
update or refine procedures to minimize copper pollution.  See 
NRD sections 3, 4, and 9 for details on San José’s implementation of 
C.3 permit provisions. 

Done FY 02-03 ESD, PBCE, 
PW, RDA 

CB-11 – Street Sweeping and Storm System O&M 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Track quantitative data on the tons of material removed and disposed 
of and other relevant street sweeping program data. 

Annually ESD-IWM 
DOT 

CB-12 – Pools and Spas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Distribute outreach materials at events, public counters, and post on 
City website. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Provide guidance to residents on disposal alternatives for pool and 
spa water. 

Ongoing ESD 

CB -21 – Architectural Use of Copper 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue to discourage architectural use of copper during Planning 
application review. 

Ongoing PBCE-Planning 

B. Continue to monitor progress of San José Green Building program to 
identify opportunities for discouraging architectural use of copper. 

Ongoing PBCE-Planning
ESD-P&P 

NB-1 – Discharges from Construction sites 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. See NRD and CON program elements for activities that address 
erosion control.
Implement performance standards for construction inspection. 

See NRD 6 and 
CON program 

element for 
activities that 

address erosion 
control. 

ESD, PBCE, 
PW 

B Participate in the Water Board’s regional training of 
construction site inspectors. 

See NRD 6 and 
CON program 

element for 
activities that 

address erosion 
control. 

ESD, PBCE, 
PW 
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Trash 

TRA Work Plan 

The purpose of the Trash program is to address litter 
and illegal dumping that threatens to pollute urban 
waterways.  The impetus for this program was the 
2001 Water Board Staff Report recommending that all 
urban creeks, lakes, and shorelines be placed on a 
monitoring list due to the threat of trash impairment to 
water quality.  The City’s activities focus on assistance 
with the development and implementation of an 
effective trash strategy, ongoing trash evaluations in 
high priority areas, implementation or refinement of 
trash management practices, and piloting the use of 
structural controls for trash.  This program element is 
implemented pursuant to the Program’s Trash Work 
Plan and provision C.1 of the permit. 

Volunteers removing trash from Coyote Creek 
behind San Jose High Academy 

TRA 1 – Inventory, Document and Evaluate Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Complete Program survey of existing trash management practices. Done FY 03-04 ESD 

TRA 2 – Document and Map Known Trash Problem Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify data sources and information showing the location of known 
trash problem areas (e.g., trash complaints/ incidents and eradication 
efforts). 

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

B. Compile trash problem location data/information and submit to 
Program for conversion to coordinates for GIS mapping.  

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

C. Revise and update documentation (list of locations, maps, etc.) of 
known trash problem areas.   

As Needed ESD 

D. Continue identifying and prioritizing trash problem areas in urban 
streams and waterways and other potential sources that may 
contribute trash to those areas. 

Annually ESD, PRNS, 
DOT, PD 

TRA 3 – Conduct Trash Evaluations 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to select trash evaluation methodology. Done FY 03-04 ESD 
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# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

B. Assist Program with planning and organizing of training workshop 
for municipal staff. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

C. Participate in the trash evaluation methodology training workshop. Done FY 03-04 ESD 

D. Conduct trash evaluations and submit to Program staff.          ESD 

 1. Coyote Watershed Done FY 04-05 ESD 

 2. Remaining San José locations Done FY 05-06 ESD 

E. Continue trash evaluations in high priority areas using the Program’s 
Urban Rapid Trash Assessment protocol (version 1.0) and/or the 
KAB litter index in a subset of trash problem areas to track changes 
over time. 

Ongoing ESD 

TRA 4 – Develop Standardized Documentation and Reporting Format 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to develop a reporting format to document trash 
management activities in Annual Reports. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

TRA 5 – Document and Analyze Evaluation Results; Identify and Prioritize Trash Problem 
Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist Program staff with the documentation and analysis of trash 
evaluation results. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Identify high priority trash areas using trash evaluation results. Ongoing ESD 

 1. Coyote Watershed Done FY 04-05 ESD 

 2. Remaining San José locations Done FY 05-06 ESD 

TRA 6 – Identify and Implement Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify reasonable trash management practices to address high 
priority areas (in TRA 5B). 

Ongoing  ESD, PRNS, GS, 
DOT 

B. Implement or refine trash management practices at high priority areas 
to the maximum extent practicable. 

Ongoing ESD, PRNS, GS, 
DOT 

C. Document and report evaluate implementation of trash management 
actions. 

Ongoing ESD 

D. Provide Program with information on assessments and trash 
management practices implemented using standardized reporting 
format.  

Annually ESD 

E. Provide Program with trash assessment data forms. Annually ESD 

 FY 07/08 WORK PLANS 45 TRA WORK PLAN- REVISED 3/07 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

F. Assist Program in developing Trash Fact Sheets. TBD by Program ESD 

TRA 7 – Review and Update Performance Standards and Develop Long-Term Strategy for 
Trash Management 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist with the review and update of existing standards that address 
BMPs or control measures relevant to trash management. 

TBD by Program ESD 

B. Assist Program staff in developing and implementing an effective 
long-term strategy for trash conditions in urban streams and 
waterways. 

Done FY 05-06 

Ongoing 

ESD 

TRA 8 – Implement a Pilot Demonstration Project  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist Program in implementing a pilot project to address trash 
conveyed through the storm drain system. 

FY 06-07 

Ongoing as 
necessary 

ESD, DOT, PW 

B. Begin piloting the use of structural controls to prevent trash from 
entering the storm sewer system. 

FY 06-07 

Ongoing as 
necessary 

ESD, DOT, PW 

C. Pursue grant funding to support installation of structural controls for 
trash management. 

Done FY 05-06 

As Needed 

ESD, DOT, PW 

D. Evaluate the effectiveness of the pilot structural controls. Ongoing as 
necessary 

Program, ESD, 
DOT, PW 
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Monitoring 

MON Work Plan 

Monitoring activities required in the stormwater permit are generally implemented in 
collaboration with other agencies.  The City continues to participate in monitoring activities area-
wide, including Regional and Program-focused investigation of pollutants and sources of 
pollutants to the storm drain system.  The City also provides input and support to the Program's 
multi-year monitoring program, and reviews work products as various Program-level projects are 
designed and completed.  
 

The City, in conjunction with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program (SCVURPPP) has submitted, to the Water Board, a Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan required per permit provision C.7.b. The final version of the plan was submitted 
August 5, 2002 and revised March 1, 2004.  The Multi-Year Plan covers a number of pollutant 
control programs required by C.7 and C.9 provisions of the permit.  The City continues to 
support Program staff in the implementation of the plan by commenting on annual plans, 
providing guidance for sampling within the City, and participating in the Watershed Analysis Ad 
Hoc Task Group. 

 

The 2001 C.9 permit provisions require 
implementation of control programs for Copper, 
Nickel, Mercury, Pesticides, PCBs, and Dioxin-like 
compounds.  The City continues to support and assist 
the Program efforts to address these control and 
monitoring efforts.  Additionally, the City is actively 
involved as stakeholder and workgroup member for 
the Guadalupe Mercury TMDL effort, and will 
continue to contribute and comment on products and 
reports generated by Baywide TMDLs for copper, 
nickel, mercury and PCBs. City Staff also actively 
participate in Clean Estuary Project activities through 
the PCB workgroup and Diazinon and Pesticide 
Related Toxicity workgroup. 

ESD Biologist collecting field data from 
Coyote Creek 

PCB Control Program 
Analytical characterization work to support the PCB Control Program, required under provision 
C.9.e, has been completed.  The Program is currently working on next steps with BASMAA and 
CEP.   

Initial PCB analysis was performed on sediments found in selected urban storm drain systems. 
At this point, no known controllable sources of PCBs have been identified.  Results of the 
follow-up analytical work have been reviewed and further sampling work to identify controllable 
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sources was undertaken in October and November of 2002.  The SCVURPPP Program submitted 
the final PCB Control Plan March 1, 2002, and the Control Program Work Plan July 1, 2002. In 
addition, the City continues to implement activities described in “Next Steps” from the Year 
Two PCB Case Study Report submitted to the Water Board in July 2003. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Sample, analyze, and report on PCBs in storm drain sediments to 
characterize potential sources and implement controls. 

Done, 6/00 
through  

FY 01-02 

Program, ESD 

B. Begin implementation of final PCB Control Plan upon approval. Done FY 02-03 
& Ongoing 

ESD 

Dioxin-like Compound Control Program 

Characterization of dioxins based on existing data has begun Program-wide.  The Program is 
now collaborating with BASMAA and CEP to develop a conceptual model/impairment 
assessment document.  City Staff provide comments to the Program and directly to CEP in 
support of this process. 

This Dioxin-like Compound Control Program will develop procedures to identify, assess, and 
manage controllable sources of Dioxin-like compounds found in urban runoff. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Characterize distribution of Dioxin-like compounds in the urban 
runoff system based on existing data.  

Done FY 01-02 Program 

B. Begin implementation of SCVURPPP plan to characterize 
distribution of Dioxins. 

In Progress at 
Program Level 

Program 

C. Submit plan that identifies control measures / management practices 
to eliminate or reduce discharges of Dioxins, if needed.   

TBD Program 

D. Explore, and implement if feasible, efforts to move toward 
alternative fuels for diesel vehicles in City fleet.  

FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

ESD, DOT, GS 

Sediment Control Program 
The City’s sediment control program falls predominantly within the Construction Inspection 
(CON) section of this work plan.  Sediment monitoring activities also continue in conjunction 
with the SCVURPPP Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 

Pilot Monitoring Programs 
In addition to the above listed control programs, the City concluded activities performed in 
support for the two Monitoring Pilot Programs that were begun in 1997.  These pilot programs 
generated data that helped develop the follow-on programs of IND (outreach to industrial and 
commercial dischargers) and the SCVURPPP Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 
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MON 1 – Industrial Stormwater Monitoring Pilot Program 

This program sampled key industrial sites to determine the significance of metal-contaminated 
stormwater discharges associated with industrial activities.  The ultimate objective from this 
project of educating industrial and commercial dischargers about developing and implementing 
SWPPPs and BMPs has now been turned over to the Industrial and Commercial Dischargers 
section of this work plan under IND. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Design and execute a sampling program to meet the project 
objectives, analyze results, develop guidance for industry to improve 
SWPPP implementation, and provide technology transfer information 
to industry and inspectors. 

Done, FY 96-97 
through 01-02 

Ongoing as part 
of IND 

ESD 

MON 3 – First Flush Monitoring Program 

First flush discharge areas along The Coyote Creek and Guadalupe River were monitored for 
three wet seasons.  The City provided data to the Program for analysis and comparison to other 
data in June of 2002.  The Program submitted a final report to the Water Board in 2003; it was 
included as appendix C-2 in the Program’s 02-03 Annual Report. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct multi-year First Flush study sampling, analyze data and 
provide data to Program as part of Multi-year Monitoring Program. 

Done, FY 96-97 
through 02-03 

ESD, Program 
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Municipal Compliance 

This program element summarizes the City’s 
efforts to train City staff on pollution 
prevention practices and to ensure that City 
facilities comply with stormwater 
requirements.  Municipal training continues 
to be a key element for most program 
elements.  Specific program elements that 
include municipal training activities include 
ICID 3, IND 5, NRD 11, CON 6, CON 8, 
PSR 2, PSR 3, PSR 6, SDO 3, SDO 4, PM 4, 
and WUO&M 3.  In order to ensure that City 
facilities comply with stormwater 
requirements, Corporation Yards are 

routinely inspected by ESD staff and the results and improvements discussed with Yard staff.  
Additionally, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) that govern the operation of 
Corporation Yards are also used to ensure that Yards are using current stormwater BMPs.  For a 
list of planned training activities, see Attachment B:  Municipal Training Schedule. 

Fuelling island at Mabury Corporation Yard 

Municipal Training 
Municipal Training is a critical function of the City’s NPDES Permit.  Municipal compliance is 
dependent on the level and quality of the training provided. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training needs. Annually  ESD-UR 

 1. Conduct training for City staff and City contractors that 
perform surface cleaning at City facilities.  

FY 06-07 
Annually 

DOT, GS, ESD 

B. Develop curricula. As Needed ESD-UR 

C. Conduct training. Ongoing ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate municipal training program and make improvements as 
needed. 

Annually ESD-UR 

Municipal Facilities Assessment and Compliance 
Municipal facilities are required to comply with stormwater regulations. Efforts to reduce 
contaminated discharges from City facilities must be similar to those required of private 
businesses.  While many elements for permit compliance are in place, the City requires a 
systematic approach to City facilities compliance at the level of effort required in the URMP. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct Corp Yard assessments and inspections. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 1. Conduct Citywide meeting to discuss Hazardous Material, Safety, 
and Stormwater issues for City corporation yards (up to two times 
per year). 

Annually GS, ESD, DOT, 
Fire, Police 

 2. Revise Corporation Yard inspection form. Done FY 05-06 

As Needed 

ESD-UR 

B. Review Municipal Facilities SWPPPs. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

 1. Fully revise the five (5) remaining Corporation Yard SWPPPs 
(using the Main Yard revised SWPPP pilot process as a template). 

6/30/07 ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

C. Conduct SWPPP training at City corporation yards.  Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 
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Public Information / Participation 

PIP Work Plan 

This program is implemented in accordance with provision C.4 
and includes general outreach, targeted outreach, educational 
programs, and public participation activities.  The City has a 
robust and broad-based public information and public 
participation program, utilizing many different outreach 
methods to best deliver stormwater pollution prevention and 
watershed protection messages.  Conducting outreach to the 
community and providing opportunities for participation in 
water quality protection activities are critical to evoking the 
behavior changes needed to manage stormwater quality.  They 
are also important for garnering the support needed to continue 
and expand services and programs.  Examples of outreach 
activities include:  stenciling of storm drain inlets throughout 
the City, training sessions for staff and developers about 
stormwater runoff construction requirements, and conducting 
Wacky Watershed teacher training workshops. 

Watershed Protection Engineer 
educating 3rd graders at the 

Water Wizards Festival 

 
Outreach in Other Elements 
Other sections of this work plan contain elements related to outreach to specific target audiences.  
They can be found in ICID 4, IND 6, NRD 2, CON 7, PM 6, M 5, CB-1, CB-3, and CB-12.  For 
a list of planned outreach activities, see Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary. 

PIP 1 – General Outreach 
The City of San José will promote general citizen awareness of what a watershed is, the 
functions of the storm drain system, pathways and sources of urban runoff pollution to the South 
Bay watershed, and behaviors that adversely affect water quality. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Participate in WMI Outreach, and coordinate WMI outreach with 
Watershed Watch and Program efforts. 

Ongoing ESD, WMI, 
Program 

 1. Participate in Watershed Watch campaign. Ongoing ESD, Program 

B. Identify, support and participate in appropriate community events to 
further general public awareness.  

Ongoing ESD 

 2. Work with Watershed Watch Events work group. Ongoing  ESD, Program 

C. Give presentations upon request that focus on stormwater messages to 
elementary through college grade levels, neighborhood groups, etc. 

As Needed ESD 
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PIP 2 – Targeted Outreach 

The City of San José will develop and implement targeted residential outreach and education 
campaigns, based on high priority pollutants, to effectively reduce pollutant-causing behaviors 
and promote Best Management Practices. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify general residential practices contributing to stormwater 
pollution. Identify reasonable alternatives to pollutant causing 
behavior. 

 ESD, Program 

 1. Review surveys and applicable reports. Ongoing ESD 

 2. Meet with inspectors to discuss and document residential outreach 
needs. 

Ongoing ESD 

 3. Prepare report identifying residential outreach needs and tasks and 
conduct outreach as necessary. 

Annually ESD 

B. Identify ICID practices and target audience(s) contributing to 
pollution.  

 ESD 

 1. Review ICID reports. Ongoing ESD 

 2. Meet with ICID inspectors to discuss and document outreach 
needs. 

Ongoing ESD 

 3. Prepare report identifying ICID outreach needs and tasks and 
conduct outreach as necessary. 

Annually ESD 

C. Promote selected residential and ICID messages through local and 
regional activity (e.g. Program PIP, BASMAA PIP, BAPPG, Media 
Relations, etc.). 

  

 1. Report on targeted residential and ICID outreach activity. Annually ESD 

 2. Participate in the Program’s Pesticide and Mercury ad hoc task 
groups. 

Ongoing ESD, Program 

PIP 3 – Educational Programs 
The City of San José will support and/or develop and implement educational programs designed 
to increase youth understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Support, and/or develop and implement school and youth education 
programs.  

  

 1. Participate in WE&O Schools and Youth work group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 2. Participate in the Alviso Education Center work group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 3. Participate in City Education programs such as the Youth 
Watershed Education Team, Rangers in Schools, Go Green 
Initiative, etc. 

Ongoing  ESD 
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PIP 4 – Citizen Participation 

The City of San José will support and/or develop and implement citizen involvement programs 
designed to increase citizen understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Support and/or develop involvement opportunities for San José 
residents.  

  

 1. Participate in creek clean-ups on a biannual basis through in-kind 
staff support for the Creek Connections Action Group. 

  

 a. Fall creek cleanup (Coastal Cleanup Day). Annually, Q1 ESD, PRNS 

 b. Spring creek cleanup (National Rivers Day). Annually, Q4 ESD, PRNS 

PIP 5 – Outreach Evaluation 
The City of San José will evaluate its Outreach efforts for effectiveness. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement selected evaluation tools.  ESD 

 1. Work with Program, WMI, and Watershed Watch AHTG to Plan 
for Program’s Watershed Watch Campaign Survey. 

As Needed ESD, Program 

 2. Report on survey and evaluation activity during the report period. Annually  ESD 

B. Annually review, modify and report on outreach plans based on 
effectiveness results. 

 ESD 

 1. Document in Annual Report effectiveness of outreach activities 
conducted in prior fiscal year. 

Annually ESD 
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Permit Reapplication 

The City’s current NPDES permit was adopted in February 2001 
for a five-year period.  The permit was amended in October 2001 
and July 2005, with both amendments relating to the New and 
Redevelopment stormwater treatment and hydromodification 
provision, also known as Provision C.3.  The permit has been 
administratively extended since February 2006, pending the 
adoption of the Bay Area-wide Municipal Regional Permit. 
 
In late 2005, the Water Board embarked on a multi-stakeholder 
process to craft an NPDES permit, called the Municipal Regional 
Permit (MRP) that would apply to all municipal stormwater 
dischargers in the Bay Area and be in effect for a five year period.  
The Water Board is expected to adopt the MRP during the 07-08 

fiscal year.  The adoption of the MRP would necessitate the development of a new City work plan which 
will identify activities with associated timelines that are required in order to achieve compliance with the 
stormwater requirements set forth in the MRP. 

 
ESD staff evaluating draft Municipal 

Regional Permit. 

Permit Reapplication Preparation 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Compile all changes to URMP as part of reapplication for next 
permit. (C.2.b) 

Done FY 04-05 ESD 

B. Participate in permit development and negotiation processes. Ongoing ESD 

C. As required, develop new five-year work plan that starts the 
following fiscal year upon adoption of MRP. 

FY 07-08 ESD 
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 FY 07/08 WORK PLANS 56 ATTACHMENT A: OUTREACH ACTIVITIES SUMMARY - REVISED 3/07 

Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary 

# Activity Outreach Type
Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date 

Evaluation 
Mechanism 

  = General Outreach,  = Targeted Outreach,  = Citizen Involvement,  = Education 
1. Storm Drain Stenciling Evaluation 

Evaluate current methods of inlet marking and make recommendations for future FY efforts. 
 FY 07-08  

2. Requests for Brochures 
Distribute outreach materials upon request. 

 PIP 1.C FY 07-08 ♦ Materials distributed 

3. Regional partnerships 
Participate in BAPPG, BASMAA/BACWA Media Relations campaign, CEP, etc. 

 PIP 2.C FY 07-08  

4. Event Support 
As needed, staff Booth and/or provide outreach materials to select events. Evaluate the overall benefit 
and effectiveness of attending events and make changes as needed. 

 PIP 1.B As needed ♦ Materials distributed 

5. BMP Reprints 
Reprint selected Outreach materials as needed. 

 PIP 1 FY 07-08 ♦ n/a 

6. Industrial Users Academy 
Give stormwater, pollution prevention and GIASP compliance information to industries permitted to 
the Water Pollution Control Plant. 

: Plant-
permitted 
Industries 

IND 6.A, PIP 
2.B, PM 6.A, 
M 5.B 

FY 07-08 ♦ Participant surveys 

7. Outreach to Development Community 
PW & ESD staffs to conduct training on erosion and sediment control for private developers of type 2 
projects.  PBCE Planning and PW also conduct roundtable meetings with developers where 
information regarding stormwater requirements is shared. 

: Developers CON 7 
NRD 2 

FY 07-08 ♦ Participant surveys 

8. IPM Store Partnership (PROGRAM) 
Create & provide fact sheets & materials to pesticide retailers to facilitate point-of-purchase outreach 
to support IPM Store Partnership Program.  There are currently nine stores in San José participating 
in the IPM store partnership. 

 PM 6.D. FY 07-08 dates 
TBD 

 

9. Partner with other City programs, such as the Strong Neighborhoods Initiative 
Continue partnering with City’s SNI for delivering selected messages. Other programs to investigate 
partnerships are the Anti-Litter Program, After School Program, etc. 

 PIP 1 FY 07-08  

10. Mercury Outreach 
Investigate opportunities to include mercury messages through participation in the Home Show

 M 5 
PIP 2.C. 

FY 07-08  
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 FY 07/08 WORK PLANS 57 ATTACHMENT A: OUTREACH ACTIVITIES SUMMARY - REVISED 3/07 

# Activity Outreach Type
Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date 

Evaluation 
Mechanism 

  = General Outreach,  = Targeted Outreach,  = Citizen Involvement,  = Education 
events, residential newsletters or other mailings, and support the County’s Universal Waste Take-
back Pilot Program. 

11. IPM Outreach 
Prepare IPM stories and press releases for local media.   
Investigate opportunities to include IPM messages in the City’s outreach to businesses. 

 PM 6.A 
PM 6.B 

FY 07-08  

12. Facility/Building Manager Outreach 
Distribute e-mail newsletter to General Services Building/Facilities Managers with information on 
selected messages. 

 PM 6.A 
M 1.A 

FY 07-08  

13. Coastal Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with Countywide effort. 

 PIP 4.A Fall 07 ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Amount picked up 

14. National Rivers Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with Countywide effort. 

 PIP 4.A Spring 08 ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Amount picked up 

15. Wacky Watersheds Workshops 
Present South Bay Water Connections curriculum to middle school educators within San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water Pollution Control Plant service area. 

 PIP 3.A FY 07-08 ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Follow-up call of 

attendees 

16. Water Awareness Program 
Also called Rangers in Schools. Presentations focusing on Pollution Prevention. It’s Wet It’s Wild It’s 
Water! Curriculum distributed to teachers.  

 PIP 3.A FY 07-08 ♦ Survey of teachers 
♦ Survey of students  

17. Slow the Flow 
Grant to Don Edwards Alviso Environmental Education Center to host 9 different types of events: 
special events, interpretive programs, teacher orientation, field trips, in-class presentations, outreach 
presentations, workshops, special visits and interpretive displays. 

 PIP 3.A FY 07-08 ♦ Done by Grantee 

18. Youth Watershed Education Grants 
Grant program for educators. 

 PIP 3.A FY 07-08 ♦ Audit of projects 

19. Website 
Maintain and update website with pertinent information as needed. 

 PIP 1 FY 07-08 ♦ Website traffic data 

20. ICID Targeted Outreach 
Targeted outreach to areas that exhibited a high number of residential ICID Complaints in FY 06-07. 

 PIP 2.C FY 07-08 ♦ TBD 

21. Charity Car Wash Kit 
Explore the option of providing targeted outreach and supplies to community groups engaging in 
fundraising car wash events. 

  FY 07-08 ♦ TBD 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

 FY 07/08 WORK PLANS 58 ATTACHMENT B: MUNICIPAL TRAINING SCHEDULE - REVISED 3/07 

Attachment B: Municipal Training Schedule 

PS ID # TOPIC 
SPONSORED OR 

HELD BY 
DEPT/DIVISION/SECTION ATTENDING 

# 
SESSIONS 

TENTATIVE 

SCHEDULE 

ICID 3 Construction Inspection Training ESD - WE ESD - WE 1 07/07 
ICID 3 Annual Training for ICID Inspectors ESD - WE ESD - WE 1 07/07 
IND 5 Training for IND Inspectors ESD - WE ESD - WE 1 07/07 
CON 6 Wet Weather Construction Site Preparation & Inspection DPW, ESD PW 2 9/07 
CON 6 Construction Site Planning and Management For Water 

Quality Protection 
SCVURPPP & 
Water Board 

PW, ESD, PBCE, PRNS  9/07 

CON 6 SOPs for inspections during wet and dry season to include 
procedures for erosion control plan review inspection process 

DPW, ESD PW Inspections, PBCE Building Inspectors (All 
to attend at least once every two years) 

 10/07  

CON 7 Erosion & Sediment Control Training for Type 2 Private 
Development Projects 

DPW & ESD Private Developers, PW, ESD  10/07 

CON 8 Erosion Control Information To Be Included In Contract 
Language For Capital Improvement Projects Training For PW 
Construction Project Management  

PW & ESD PW   11/07 

NRD 10 NPDES C.3 Training Various PBCE, PW, RDA, ESD   
PSR 2 DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 

Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, Sanitary 
& Sewers  

2 03/08 

PSR 3 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Training DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/08 
PSR 6C Stormwater Pollution Prevention Training – Rural Public Works PRNS, ESD PRNS 2 10/07 
SDO 3A DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 

Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, Sanitary 
& Sewers  

2 03/08 

SDO 4 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Training DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/08 
PM 4A Worker Safety training per DPR requirements GS, DOT, PRNS, 

ESD  
GS, DOT, PRNS, ESD 1 2/08 

PM 4B Training on IPM Policy & Techniques GS, DOT, PRNS, 
ESD 

GS, DOT, PRNS, ESD 1 2/08 

WUOM 3 Water Utility Operation & Maintenance Discharge Training ESD (Muni Water) Muni Water Operations & Maintenance Crews  12/07 
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Glossary 

 
AHTG Ad Hoc Task Group 
AOC Area of Concern 
BACWA Bay Area Clean Water Agencies 
BAPPG Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group 
BASMAA Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association 
BMP Best Management Practices 
CAO City Attorney’s Office 
CEP Clean Estuary Partnership 
COS Communications and Outreach Subgroup of WMI 
DOT Department of Transportation 
EEC Environmental Education Center 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 
ESD Environmental Services Department 
ESD-P&P Policy and Planning 
ESD-MarComm Marketing & Communication Section 
ESD-Muni City of San José Municipal Water System 
ESD-R&R Regulations and Research Section 
ESD-UR Urban Runoff Section 
ESD-WE Watershed Enforcement Section 
GIASP General Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit 
GS General Services Department 
HHW Household Hazardous Waste 
HMP Hydromodification Management Plan 
IPM Integrated Pest Management 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
PBCE Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
PBCE-Bldg Building Division of PBCE 
PBCE-Planning Planning Division of PBCE 
PD Police Department 
POTW Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
PRNS Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services 
PW Public Works Department 
PW-CFAS City Facilities Architectural Services Division of PW 
PW-ECS Engineering and Construction Services Division of PW 
PW-TDS Transportation & Development Services of PW 
RDA Redevelopment Agency 
RWQCB or Water 
Board 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SCVURPPP or 
Program 

Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

SNI Strong Neighborhoods Initiative 
SOP Standard Operating Procedure 
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SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
TBD To Be Determined 
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 
URMP Urban Runoff Management Plan 
WE&O, or WEO Watershed Education and Outreach 
WMI Watershed Management Initiative 
WUPPP Water Utility Pollution Prevention Program 
YWET Youth Watershed Education Team 
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Cover Pictures 
 
First Row: 
 

1) The wetlands of South San Francisco Bay, with the Diablo Mountain Range to the east. 
 
Second Row: 
 

1) Volunteers collecting trash from Coyote Creek behind San José High Academy. 
 

 
2) Thompson Creek as it flows through Aborn Park. 

 
Third Row 
 

1) Vegetated swale at The Ranch Golf Club in the City’s Evergreen district. 
 
2) Department of Transportation crew cleaning a storm drain catch basin in a neighborhood 

near Almaden Lake Park. 
 
3) A storm drain inlet stenciled with the name of the nearest creek and the City’s 

stormwater dumping complaint phone number. 
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 FY 08/09 WORK PLANS 1 INTRODUCTION- REVISED 3/08 

Introduction 

 
This compilation of annual work plans for the City of San José Urban Runoff Management Plan 
(URMP) has been developed for FY 2008-2009 pursuant to Section C.6.b of the City’s 
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES permit (No. CAS029718), Order 01-024.  The 
work plans include tasks, responsibilities, and schedules needed to implement the program 
elements in the URMP with the overall intent to reduce stormwater pollution in the City’s storm 
drains, creeks and rivers.  The Environmental Services Department coordinates development and 
review of the work plans in cooperation with staff from all affected City departments. 
 
The Permit requires that annual work plans be submitted to the Water Board by March 1 of each 
year.  This submission precedes completion of the City’s annual budget development and 
approval process.  While the work plans are developed using the best available information 
regarding budget forecasts, all activities in the work plans are subject to the approval of funding 
by the City Council in June of each year. 
 
Additionally, the work plans address program 
needs as defined by the current permit and do not 
include new, expanded, or redirected efforts 
contemplated in the Tentative Order for the 
Municipal Regional Permit currently released for 
comment.  Until the MRP is adopted, it is not 
practical to specify additional tasks at this time 
given the scope and pervasiveness of the 
proposed requirements across the City’s 
programs.  Rather, the City is prepared to revise 
work plans as needed to reflect the MRP after 
adoption. 
 
The City of San José is committed to managing and protecting stormwater quality and dedicates 
significant resources to a variety of activities designed to address stormwater quality issues.  The 
City actively participates in many local and regional efforts designed to leverage the most value 
for its resources and citizens and strives to be a leader in watershed protection.   
 

 

 

Alum Rock Library detention pond, a stormwater 
treatment measure. 
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 FY 08/09 WORK PLANS 2 ICID WORK PLAN- REVISED 3/08 

Illicit Connection / Illegal Dumping 

ICID Work Plan 

The City’s Environmental Inspectors assigned within the 
Environmental Services Department (ESD) Watershed 
Protection Division respond to complaints regarding illegal 
discharges or threats of discharge to the storm sewer system.  
Residential incidents are typically the most frequent type of 
complaint, with vehicle-related sources being most common.  
Dumping of various materials is also a prevailing source of 
incidents.  ESD responds to all complaints with education and 
enforcement in partnership to achieve compliance and prevent 
future incidents.   This program element is implemented 
pursuant to permit provision C.2 and C.6.a.ii.   
 

ICID 1 - Response to Complaints 
The City of San José will respond to complaints regarding ICID dumping activities into the 
storm drain system and will ensure that the activity has ceased or is on a time schedule to cease. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Update database system to track ICID complaint information. Done FY 02-03 ESD-WE 

B. 1. Document complaint activity, the number of ICID complaints that 
the City received, and that the activity has ceased or is an 
allowable discharge. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 2. Prepare draft complaint activity data tables to review trends and to 
facilitate timely evaluation of the data. 

Annually, Q3 ESD-WE 

C. Document to the Water Board annually follow-up activities from each 
ICID complaint response. 

Annually ESD-WE 

D. 1. Review effectiveness of standard operating procedures for 
responding to ICID complaints. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

 2. Refine and implement standard operating procedures for 
responding to ICID complaints/referrals. 

As Needed ESD-WE 

E. Work with SCVURPPP to refine administrative procedure for 
providing referrals to the Water Board. 

Pending 
Implementation by 

Program 

ESD-WE, 
Program 

F. Refine and implement standard operating procedures to incorporate 
results of ICID 1E. 

Pending 
Implementation by 

Program 

ESD-WE, 
Program 

Storm drain inlet stenciled with 
hotline number and local creek 

name. 
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 FY 08/09 WORK PLANS 3 ICID WORK PLAN- REVISED 3/08 

ICID 2 - Investigations of High Priority Areas 
The City of San José will conduct investigations of high priority areas. High Priority is defined 
as areas with a high potential for non-storm water discharges to the City’s collection system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Target areas for monitoring by identifying high priority areas, 
primary types and sources of ICID pollution based on complaints, 
historical inspection records, inspector knowledge, and monitoring 
information. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 1. Perform GIS analysis on frequently occurring ICID sources and/or 
types. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD-UR 

 2. Perform outreach in targeted areas based on GIS analysis and 
other analyses as available. See PIP 2 for details. 

Annually ESD-UR & WE 

B. Conduct investigations of high priority areas based on ICID 2A. Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Document to the Water Board that investigations of high priority 
areas have been conducted. 

Annually ESD-WE 

ICID 3 - Inspector Training 
The City of San José will ensure that ICID inspectors are adequately trained in inspection 
procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution prevention. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct annual training for ICID inspectors. Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Provide and document on-the-job training and other training 
opportunities, such as inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Review inspection training protocols to identify new training 
opportunities, approaches, and materials. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 

ICID 4 - Outreach and Technology Transfer 

The City of San José will distribute outreach and technology transfer material containing 
applicable control measures and/or BMPs to target parties responsible for ICID activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Determine need for new and/or revised outreach and technology 
transfer material by getting feedback from inspectors regarding 1) 
continuing problem activities; 2) discharge types; 3) monitoring and 
complaint data; and 4) usefulness of existing outreach and technology 
transfer material. 

Ongoing ESD-MarComm 

ESD-UR 

B. Develop, audit and/or modify existing outreach material, as needed, 
based on report developed under ICID 4A. 

As Needed ESD 

C. Document to Water Board that outreach and technology transfer 
material and/or BMPs have been distributed. 

Annually ESD-UR 
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 FY 08/09 WORK PLANS 4 ICID WORK PLAN- REVISED 3/08 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

D. Develop and implement standard operating procedures to gather 
customer feedback on ICID services. 

Development 
Done FY 02-03 

Implementation 
Ongoing 

ESD-WE 

ICID 5 - SOPs Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its SOPs in responding to complaints regarding illicit connections and illegal dumping 
activities into the storm drain system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate effectiveness of SOPs. Annually ESD-WE  

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 
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 FY 08/09 WORK PLANS 5 IND WORK PLAN- REVISED 3/08 

Industrial & Commercial Dischargers 

IND Work Plan 

The City’s Environmental Inspectors, located within the Watershed Protection Division of the 
Environmental Services Department, inspect more than 4,000 businesses per year to ensure that 
proper practices are employed to prevent stormwater pollution.  How frequently a business is 
inspected depends on their potential for 
contributing pollutants as determined by 
previous inspection results.  This method of 
assigning inspection frequencies has been 
effective in focusing limited inspection 
resources on high priority cases to best 
protect water quality.  Generally, over 70% 
of the businesses inspected are found to 
have no significant stormwater issues and 
thus do not warrant near-term re-
inspection.  When issues are identified, 
education and enforcement are used 
together to achieve compliance.   This 

Program element is implemented pursuant 
to permit provision C.2. 

IND 1 - Notice of Intent (NOI) Filers 
The City of San José will conduct inspections of those facilities that have filed an NOI with the 
State and appear on a list provided by the State.  An NOI is required to be filed with the State by 
companies that are considered to have a high potential to contaminate stormwater and are 
classified under certain standard industrial classification (SIC) codes. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Annually, obtain NOI filer database from State with annual 
information, review information and identify new NOI facilities for 
inspection the following year. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document initial inspections of NOI Filers within one 
year using the inspector checklist form to determine exposure and 
assign a future inspection frequency to each facility accordingly. 
Document whether the facility had submitted an NOI, and whether a 
SWPPP and a SWMP were on site. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Conduct and document annual inspections of facilities determined to 
have exposure in accordance with inspection frequency schedule. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document inspections of facilities that need to file an 
NOI at least once every five years and in accordance with the 
inspection frequency schedule identified in IND 3. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

A City inspector explains stormwater Best Management 
Practices to a downtown restaurateur. 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

E. Maintain the database to track the inspection information from the 
inspector checklist and to include all NOI filer SIC codes required by 
the Industrial Activities Stormwater General Permit. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

IND 2 - Non-Filer Investigations 
The City of San José will inspect industrial facilities that may be subject to general permit 
requirements but are not found on the NOI filer list provided by the State and that conduct 
activities identified by the following SIC codes: 

5015:  Automobile Dismantlers 

5093:  Other Recycling Industries 

3200 series:  Stone, Clay and Concrete Products Industry 

4100 & 4200 series:  Trucking Facilities that perform on-site vehicle repair, maintenance or 
washing. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify industrial facilities that conduct activities with the SIC codes 
listed in the IND SOPs. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Develop a list of facilities targeted for inspection during upcoming 
year that may be subject to general permit requirements for NOI 
based on business licenses, etc. 

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Conduct and document initial inspections of industrial facilities with 
the SIC codes listed referenced in IND 2A, using the inspector 
checklist form to document whether the facility constituted a potential 
threat to discharge pollutants to the storm drain collection system, 
whether the facility had submitted an NOI, and whether a SWPPP 
and a SWMP were on site.  Maintain database. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document annual inspections of facilities determined to 
have exposure in accordance with implementation schedule. Add the 
facility to appropriate database(s) and assign an inspection frequency. 
If the facility inspected is determined to need to file an NOI and is not 
able to provide an NOI, SWPPP or SWMP, refer to the Water Board. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Work with the Program’s Industrial Inspection Ad Hoc TG on an 
Administrative procedure for providing referrals to the Water Board 
and document providing referrals to the Water Board for facilities 
with significant problems. 

Pending 
Implementation 

by Program 

ESD-WE,  
ESD-UR 

 

IND 3 - City Regulated Facilities 
The City of San José will conduct inspections of City Regulated commercial facilities as 
identified below: 

Type Frequency 
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Type Frequency 

Food service facilities 2 or more AOCs* over a rolling three year time period - Every year 
1 AOC over a rolling three year time period - Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling three year time period - Every three (3)years 

All Other City Regulated 
facilities 

2 or more AOCs* over a rolling five year time period - Every year  
1 AOC over a rolling five year time period - Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period but have exposure - Every five (5) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period with no exposure or potential for 
exposure - No further inspections  

Facilities for which a 
referral or ICID 
complaint is received 

As soon as practicable for violations and every year until they meet the above 
criteria.  

*Area of Concern (AOC) = A violation based on the San José Municipal Code 15.14.530 issued to a facility 
during a stormwater inspection. 

 
# Activities Compliance 

Date 
Responsible 

Party 
A. Determine industrial/commercial facilities identified in the IND SOPs 

for inspection in each FY. 
Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated facilities, other 
than food service facilities, at least once every five (5) years in 
accordance with the inspection frequency schedule. If determined to 
have no impact or no potential for pollution, will not be scheduled for 
future inspection. 

Ongoing ESD-WE  

C. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated food service 
facilities at least once every three (3) years.  Initial approved 
performance standards require inspections every three years. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document inspections for which a referral or complaint 
was received within five days of complaint received and second 
inspection within one year. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Develop a database to track the inspection information from the 
inspector facility inspection report. 

Done FY 02-03 ESD-WE 

 1. Implement new Environmental Enforcement Data Management 
System. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD-WE 

 2. Prepare draft data inspection tables to review data trends and to 
facilitate timely evaluation of the data. 

Annually, Q3 ESD-WE 

F. Maintain database to track inspection information from inspector 
facility inspection report and to include new industrial program 
categories. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

G. For B, C, D, and E, collect information during inspections on the 
potential for stormwater pollution at City Regulated facilities in order 
to determine the appropriate inspection frequency for the various 
facilities. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

H. Develop an inspection frequency plan to track frequency of 
inspections.  Implement & update, as needed, the inspection 
frequency plan. 

Development: 
Done FY 01-02 

Ongoing 

Updated As 
Needed 

ESD-WE 
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IND 4 - Compliance 
The City of San José will conduct industrial/commercial inspections to determine the existence 
of discharges or potential discharges which are illegal under local ordinances. The facility 
operator will be notified of observed areas of concern to be corrected and/or if official action on 
violations is necessary, it will take place under local enforcement procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document facilities that have enforcement actions and the type of 
enforcement actions conducted for the existence of discharges or 
threatened discharges that are illegal under local ordinances. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

IND 5 - Training 
The City of San José will ensure that industrial/commercial inspectors are adequately trained in 
inspection procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution 
prevention. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct annual training for IND inspectors. Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Maintain a training plan and provide and document on-the-job 
training and other training opportunities such as industrial/ 
commercial inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Review inspection training protocols to identify new training 
opportunities, approaches, and materials. 

Annually ESD-WE 

IND 6 - Outreach 
The City of San José will help develop and distribute outreach and technology transfer material 
containing applicable control measures and/or BMPs to industrial/commercial facility operators 
responsible for IND activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify and list existing outreach and technology transfer material.  Annually ESD-UR 

B. Distribute applicable outreach and technology transfer material to 
industrial/commercial facility operators. Document to the Water 
Board that outreach and technology transfer material and/or BMPs 
have been distributed, as needed, to industrial/commercial facility 
operators. 

Distribution: 
Ongoing 

See PIP Program 
Element in 

Annual Report 

ESD-UR 

C. Determine usefulness of outreach and technology transfer materials 
by obtaining feedback from industrial/commercial facilities.  Obtain 
feedback from inspectors about the effectiveness of existing outreach 
and technology transfer material and develop and/or modify existing 
outreach material. 

As Needed ESD-UR 
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IND 7 - NOI Filers Effectiveness Evaluation  
The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its inspections procedures and database tracking system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of NOI Filers inspections 
procedures. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of the NOI Filers database 
tracking system. 

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 
 
. 
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New and Redevelopment 

NRD Work Plan 

The New and Redevelopment provision (also referred to 
as C.3) requires that development projects implement 
controls to address pollutant discharges and increased 
stormwater runoff flows for the life of a project by 
incorporation of treatment and hydromodification 
measures and other appropriate source control and site 
design measures. 

The City began phased implementation of hydraulic (also 
referred to as numeric) sizing requirements for stormwater 
treatment control measures in conformance with City 
Council approved Post-Construction Urban Runoff 
Management Policy 6-29 on October 15, 2003.  Effective 
August 15, 2006, hydraulic sizing was required for all 
projects that create or replace 10,000 square feet of 
impervious surface.  On October 18, 2005, Council approved Post-Construction 
Hydromodification Management Policy 8-14 and the City began implementation of 
hydromodification management requirements.  This Program element is implemented pursuant 
to permit provision C.3. 

NRD 1 - Legal Authority 

The City of San José will have adequate legal authority to implement new development control 
measures, including all applicable requirements of Provision C.3, as part of its development 
plan review and approval procedures and other appropriate new development and 
redevelopment permitting procedures (Provision C.3.a.i). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Revise Municipal Code to ensure adequate legal authority to 
implement new development control measures (C.3.a.i). 

As Needed PBCE, ESD, PW

NRD 2 - Guidance to Developers 

The City will provide developers with information and guidance materials on site design 
guidelines, building permit requirements, and BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention, as 
appropriate for the type of project and location. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. 1. Draft necessary revisions to Guidance Manual on Selection of 
Stormwater Quality Control Measures to allow incorporation of 
hydraulic sizing design criteria and provide to developers. 

Done FY 02-03 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

Porous-paved parking lot: a stormwater site 
design and treatment control measure.
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2. Refine Guidance Manual on Selection of Stormwater Quality 
Control Measures to incorporate HMP measures, as necessary. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, Program 

B. Provide development community with revised information and 
guidance materials concerning any adopted on site design, building 
permit requirements, hydraulic sizing design criteria and HMP 
criteria, and maintenance requirements for BMPs for stormwater 
treatment measures. 

Done FY 02-03 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Coordinate w/development community on proposed hydraulic 
sizing criteria for structural stormwater treatment measures, HMP 
criteria and any proposed revisions to Guidance Manual and 
policy through workshops and regular meetings. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Update guidance material regarding maintenance responsibilities 
for any HMP measures. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, Program 

NRD 3 - CEQA Requirements 

The City will ensure that environmental documents required for those projects that fall under 
CEQA and NEPA review address both significant and cumulative stormwater quality impacts 
during the life of the project, and relevant permit requirements.  These documents include EIRs, 
negative declarations and initial study checklists (C.3.m). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and evaluate the City’s Environmental Review procedures to 
improve the review for water quality impacts and identification of 
mitigation measures.  (Provision C.3.m.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Identify areas where new or additional water quality review 
processes and related documents or checklist questions are needed 
and propose schedule for revision. 

Done FY 02-03  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Refine and update areas where new or additional water quality 
related mitigation measures may be needed. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Report on revisions made to environmental review processes. Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 4 - Project Mitigation Measures and Design Requirements  

The City will encourage developers of all projects subject to design review under its 
development plan review and approval procedures to consider incorporating appropriate source 
control and site design measure that minimize stormwater pollutant discharges to the maximum 
extent practicable.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Revise current Policy on Post-Construction Urban Runoff 
Management as necessary to incorporate minimum BMP 
requirements for all projects. 

Done FY 03-04 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Review and modify development permit approval procedures for 
adopted revisions as necessary. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Review the design standards and guidance for opportunities to make 
revisions that would result in reduced impacts to water quality and 
summarize how they were incorporated into approval procedures. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Review the existing source control measures contained in site design 
standards, guidance documents and conditions of approval for 
opportunities to limit stormwater pollution. (Provision C.3.k.) 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Review General Plan and revise as necessary to incorporate water 
quality and watershed protection principles and policies, and 
summarize revisions made. 

Done FY 02-03 
Ongoing 

PBCE 

F. Review the design standards and guidance for opportunities to make 
revisions as necessary that would result in reduced impacts to water 
quality and summarize how they were incorporated into approval 
procedures.  Such revisions are listed in Provision C.3.j. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Identify and document existing site design standards and guidance 
documents and policies. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise Site Design Measures and Standards, as necessary. Done FY 03-04 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 5 - Group 1, 2 and HMP Project Requirements  
On October 15, 2003, the City began phased implementation of hydraulically sized stormwater 
treatment measures in conformance with Policy 6-29 beginning with projects that create or 
replace one acre or more of impervious surface area and are considered Land Uses of Concern.  
On February 15, 2005, all projects that created or replaced one acre or more of impervious 
surface were required to hydraulically size stormwater treatment measures.  On May 17, 2005, 
the threshold changed to include all projects that created or replaced 10,000 square feet of 
impervious surface and are a Land Use of Concern.  Effective August 15, 2006, all projects that 
create or replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface were required to include 
hydraulically sized stormwater treatment measures in each project.   

On October 18, 2005, all projects that meet the criteria described in Policy 8-14 are required to 
manage increases in runoff flow, volume and duration. 

The following is a brief summary of the Best Management Practices that are required in all 
development projects: 

• Site design shall include measures to minimize impervious land coverage, maximize 
infiltration (where appropriate and designed to protect groundwater quality) and provide 
detention or retention as part of landscaping where feasible (C3.b.i and C.3.j); 

• Source controls shall be required to limit pollution generation, discharge, and runoff as 
appropriate (C.3.k), including measures to discourage pesticide use (C.9.d.ii); 

• Stormwater treatment measures shall be designed in accordance with the numeric design 
criteria in Policy 6-29 (Provision C.3.d); and 
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• Increases in runoff flow, volume and duration shall be managed in accordance with 
Policy 8-14 (Provision C.3.f). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. 1. Propose revisions to current Policy 6-29 on Post-Construction 
Urban Runoff Management as necessary to incorporate hydraulic 
sizing design criteria. 

Done FY 03-04 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise current Policy 6-29 on Post-Construction Urban Runoff 
Management as necessary to incorporate hydraulic sizing design 
criteria. 

Done FY 03-04 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Revise policy as needed for Group 2 implementation. Done FY 04-05 

& FY 06-07 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Revise policy as needed for HMP implementation. Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Develop a list of Annual Reporting requirements from Provision C.3. 
Design data tracking needs and protocols. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Compile a list of new development and redevelopment projects by 
name, type of project, site acreage or square footage, square 
footage of new impervious surface, treatment BMPs and numeric 
sizing criteria used for applicable projects.  Also, the source 
control measures required and pesticide reduction measures. 

Annually  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Update existing data collection software for private projects to 
enable tracking of all projects with treatment or HMP measures.  

Done FY 07-08 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Revise and update permitted alternatives to numeric sizing through 
Alternative Measures Program in Policy 6-29. 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Report to City Council on Alternative Measures Program 
revisions in Policy 6-29. (Provision C.3.g.) 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Track name and location of projects in the Alternative Measures 
Program, project type and size, percent impervious surface, reason 
for granting waiver, terms of waiver, equivalent benefit provided, 
alternative treatment project or regional project receiving the 
benefit and date of completion of the alternative treatment project 
or regional project (Provision C.3.g). 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Report to City Council on projects approved with numeric sizing 
alternatives through Alternative Measures Program. (Provision 
C.3.g.) 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Draft post-construction treatment BMP certification procedures. 
(Provision C.3.h) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Track name and location of projects subject to certification. 
(Provision C.3.h.) 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Participate on SCVURPPP’s Hydromodification Management Plan 
work group and develop procedures for limiting peak stormwater 
runoff discharge rates from development projects. (Provision C.3.f.) 

Done FY 04-05 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

F. 1. Review and modify development permit approval procedures and 
standard operating procedures as necessary to incorporate 
requirements for: 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 b. Group 2 Done FY 04-05   
 c. HMP Done FY 05-06  

 2. Update and refine criteria and checklist to aid Department of 
Planning, Building & Code Enforcement & Department of Public 
Works planners and engineers in determining whether a 
development project should be required to incorporate post-
construction treatment control measures and their related 
operation and maintenance requirements as necessary. 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 Done FY 04-05   
 c. HMP Done FY 05-06  

 3. Update and refine standard conditions of approval as necessary to 
ensure proper selection, design of and installation of structural 
stormwater treatment measures per Provision C.3.b.,c.,d as 
necessary. 

  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 Done FY 04-05   
 c. HMP Done FY 05-06  

G. Develop and propose enhanced reporting format for documenting use 
of pesticide reduction measures at development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. & C.9.ii.) 

Done FY 02-03 
 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Based on City’s Pesticide Management Plan, establish criteria for 
tracking percentage of new development projects for which 
pesticide reduction measures were required and begin tracking. 
(Provision C.3.n. & C.9.d.ii) 

Done FY 03-04 
 Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

H. Implement any new adopted development conditions of approval, and 
procedures to developments with significant stormwater pollution 
potential. (Provision C.3.b.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 6 - Developer Conformance with State Requirements 

The City will require developers of projects that disturb a land area of one acre or more to 
demonstrate conformance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit 
including filing of NOI, development of a SWPPP, et al.   

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Include as condition of approval for projects that disturb a land area 
of one acre or more, a requirement to demonstrate coverage under the 
State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, PW, RDA

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. Done FY 02-03 

See CON 
Program Element 
in Annual Report 

PBCE, PW, RDA
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NRD 7 - Developer Erosion Control Plans 

The City will require developers of projects with potential for significant erosion and planned 
construction activity during the wet season to prepare and implement an effective erosion and/or 
sediment control plan or similar document prior to the start of the wet season. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Include as a condition of approval for applicable projects a 
requirement to prepare and implement an erosion and sediment 
control plan. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, PW, RDA

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. Done FY 02-03  

See CON 
Program Element 
in Annual Report  

PBCE, PW, RDA

NRD 8 - Operation and Maintenance for Structural Stormwater Controls 

The City will implement an operation and maintenance (O&M) verification program that 
includes (C.3.e): 

• Compiling a list of private and public properties and responsible operators for all 
stormwater treatment measures;  

• Inspecting a subset of prioritized treatment measures for appropriate O&M, on an 
annual basis, with appropriate follow-up and correction; 

• Requiring legally enforceable agreements or other mechanisms assigning responsibility 
for O&M of treatment measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with SCVURPPP to develop guidance for implementing O&M 
Program. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. 1a. Draft summary of details of operation and maintenance 
verification program: organizational structure, evaluation, 
proposed improvements, inspections and follow-up, including 
criteria for setting priorities. (Provision C.3.e) 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1b. Conduct pilot inspection program to inspect treatment BMPs that 
were constructed prior to numeric sizing requirements.  The 
intention of the pilot program is to assess workload impacts, data 
tracking and collection methods, and funding for O&M programs 
and to use this information to revise the O&M program. 

Done FY 05-06 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 2.  Revise and update draft summary of details of operation and 
maintenance verification program: organizational structure, 
evaluation, proposed improvements, inspections and follow-up, 
including criteria for setting priorities as necessary. (Provision 
C.3.e.) 

Done FY 05-06 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. 1. Include as a condition of approval a requirement that developers 
of projects that include installation of permanent structural 
stormwater controls are required to establish and provide proof of 
operation and maintenance of such controls. 

Done FY 03-04 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2. Revise and update condition of approval requirement that 
developers of projects that include installation of permanent 
structural stormwater controls are required to establish and 
provide proof of operation and maintenance of such structural 
controls as necessary. 

Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Develop model permit conditions with BMP fact sheets to include 
in use permits where appropriate.  

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Compile a list of projects & responsible operators subject to C.3.e. 
provision. 

Done FY 03-04 
Annually 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Track and compile a list of priority properties inspected and 
inspection results. (Provision C.3.e.iii.) 

Done FY 03-04 
Annually  

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Determine criteria for setting priorities for inspection of structural 
stormwater treatment measures & inspection frequency. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Update and revise criteria for setting priorities for inspection of 
structural stormwater treatment measures & inspection frequency 
as necessary. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Develop local inspection program for verification of proper O&M. Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Update and revise local inspection program for verification of 
proper O&M as necessary. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Update inspection software to track and schedule inspections for the 
number of sites that installed treatment and/or HMP measures.  

FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

ESD-WE 

NRD 9 - Applicability to Public Projects 

The City will ensure municipal capital improvement projects include stormwater quality 
control measures during and after construction, appropriate for each project, and that 
contractors comply with stormwater quality control requirements during construction activities 
and maintenance activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a process to ensure that municipal capital 
improvement projects install structural stormwater quality control 
measures as necessary. 

Done FY 02-03 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 1. Participate on SCVURPPP work group tasked with developing a 
technical guidance document for use by municipal staff to ensure 
that the document includes standard specifications and details, 
sizing methodologies, and model conditions of approval 
acceptable for use in City projects as necessary. (Provision C.3.b. 
& d.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Review and revise Redevelopment Agency Project Request for 
Proposal procedures as necessary to comply with revised 
Provision C.3. requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

Done FY 03-04 ESD, PBCE, 
RDA 

 3. Review and Revise Public Works Capital Improvement Project 
approval procedures and Road Improvement Project approval 
procedures as necessary to comply with revised Provision C.3. 
requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Review, evaluate, and modify the procedures, as necessary. Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Begin tracking required data on the public projects subject to 
Provision C.3. hydraulic sizing criteria requirements for Annual 
Report. 

Done FY 03-04 
Ongoing 

PBCE, PW, RDA

 1. Modify the existing data collection software for public projects to 
track new capitol improvement projects with stormwater treatment 
and/or HMP measures.  

Done FY 07-08 PW 

D. Monitor development of City’s Green Building program for 
opportunities to discourage architectural use of copper in 
development projects (Provision C.9.a.) and to incorporate urban 
runoff considerations. 

Done FY 02-03 
Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 10 - City Staff Training 

The City will provide training at least annually to its planning, building, and public works staff 
on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater pollution 
prevention (C.3.a.vi). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide training to Planning and Public Works staff on planning 
procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater 
pollution prevention. (Provision C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Provide training to Redevelopment Agency and Department of 
Transportation staff on planning procedures, policies, design 
guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention. (Provision 
C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, DOT 

C. Revise the training protocol to incorporate any newly adopted 
Provision C.3. permit requirements and related revised procedures. 

As Needed PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Train staff responsible for design review on pest-resistant landscaping 
techniques and model conditions of approval and the importance of 
minimizing pesticide use in runoff from development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. and Provision C.9.d.ii) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, DOT 
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NRD 11 - Development Plan Review and Approval Procedures Effectiveness Evaluation 

The City of San José will review and evaluate the effectiveness of its development plan review 
and approval procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in review and 
approval process. 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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Construction Inspection 

CON Work Plan 

The City inspects activities at construction sites to 
prevent sediment and other pollutants from entering 
the storm sewer system.  The measures and activities 
discussed in this work plan apply to both private 
development projects and municipal public works 
construction projects.  These measures and activities 
are implemented at construction project sites as part of 
the City’s construction inspection and enforcement 
program, which is implemented as a collaborative 
effort between inspectors from Public Works, 
Building, and Environmental Services.  These 
departments also collaborate in providing outreach 
materials and training to the development 
community on appropriate best management 
practices.  This program element is implemented 
pursuant to permit provision C.2.   

CON 1 - Site Housekeeping 
The City ensures through a construction inspection program that construction contractors 
properly store, use, and dispose of construction materials, chemicals, and wastes at construction 
sites, and prevent illicit discharges to storm drains and watercourses.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Track and document incidents of housekeeping issues at construction 
sites. 

Ongoing  PBCE-Bldg,  
PW, ESD-WE 

CON 2 - Local Ordinance 
For development projects with significant erosion potential and planned construction activity 
during the wet season, the City ensures, through a construction inspection program, that erosion 
and/or sediment control measures are implemented in accordance with local ordinances and 
project conditions of approval and maintained as needed during construction. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Maintain a program for identifying and conditioning projects with 
significant erosion potential and planned wet season activity. 

Ongoing PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

B. Identify ordinance changes needed to conduct inspections. As Needed PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

Proper storm drain protection during 
construction prevents construction debris and 

sediment from entering the storm drain. 
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CON 3 - Construction Inspection Frequency 
The City inspects construction sites for adequacy of stormwater quality control measures.  The 
frequency of inspections for active sites is at least once per month, or more frequently based on 
size of project, site conditions, precipitation, and project’s potential impact on stormwater 
quality.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Maintain and update SOPs for construction inspection program. As Needed  PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

B. Document inspections of active construction sites. Ongoing PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

C. Evaluate the effectiveness of the construction inspection program and 
make improvements as necessary. 

Annually PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

CON 4 - Wet Season Preparation  
Prior to the beginning of the wet season each year, the City inspects all sites requiring erosion 
and/or sediment control plans, to ensure that measures have been taken to minimize erosion and 
discharges of sediment from disturbed areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and revise procedures for construction inspection staff 
regarding wet season construction requirements. 

As Needed PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, 

PBCE-Bldg, ESD

B. Document pre-season inspection of construction sites to ensure 
adequate implementation of winterizing BMPs prior to the wet 
season. 

Ongoing PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

CON 5 - Inspection and Site Evaluation Follow-up 
Construction sites with inadequate erosion/sediment controls are given verbal or written notice of 
the inadequacies, according to the City’s enforcement procedures, and followed up with action(s) 
commensurate with risk of pollutants entering City storm drains or waterways.  Written notices 
and follow-up actions are tracked and summarized in the City’s Annual Report to the Water 
Board. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement SOPs for follow-up actions and graduated levels of 
enforcement for construction sites. 

Ongoing PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, 

PBCE-Bldg, ESD

B. Track and summarize notices and follow-up actions for annual 
reports. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, 

PBCE-Bldg, ESD

 1. Use revised erosion and sediment control checklist to better track 
warnings and required corrections given to construction site 
managers.  

Done FY 06-07 PW-TDS 
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CON 6 - Municipal Training 
The City provides training annually to its construction inspection staff on inspection procedures, 
documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution prevention.  All inspectors 
receive training on the latest construction-related stormwater pollution prevention techniques and 
appropriate follow up actions at least once every two years.   The City keeps documentation that 
inspectors have received training. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop an annual training plan for construction inspection program. Annually, Q1 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

B. Conduct annual training.  Ongoing ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

C. Track and document that inspectors have received training. Annually ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate the training curriculum and frequency, and make 
improvements as necessary. 

Annually  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 1. Conduct additional stormwater BMP training for all inspection 
groups during section meetings throughout the year to supplement 
the main autumn annual training.  

Done FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

ESD-UR, ESD-
WE 

E. Hold coordination meetings for Building, ESD, and Public Works 
inspectors.  

Ongoing PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, PBCE-

Bldg, ESD-WE,   
ESD-UR 

F. City has allocated funds in FY 07-08 for contractual support for two 
Construction Stormwater BMP Training Workshops for City staff.  
Ensure City staff attends two funded Construction Stormwater BMP 
Training Workshops.  

Done FY 07-08 ESD-UR, ESD-
WE 

CON 7 - Outreach 
The City provides outreach materials to contractors, developers, and municipal staff on 
construction BMPs and compliance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review outreach and technology transfer materials and make 
improvements, as necessary. 

Annually, Q4  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 1. Reprint revised Dewatering from Construction Sites and In-
Ground Utilities Maintenance Projects brochure.  

FY 07-08 

FY 08-09 

ESD-UR 

B. Conduct outreach sessions for development community. Annually ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg,  

Program  

C. Document outreach to development community. Annually ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate outreach program and make improvements, as necessary. Annually  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 1. Print and distribute revised “Clean Bay Blueprint” to developers Done FY 05-06 ESD, PW, 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

and City inspectors.  PBCE-Bldg 

 2. Explore the use of construction site signs to alert site employees 
and the public of stormwater pollution prevention message and 
945-3000 hotline information. 

FY 06-07 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 3. Implement, if feasible, the use of construction site signs to alert 
site employees and the public of stormwater pollution prevention 
message and 945-3000 hotline information, if feasible.  

Done FY 07-08 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 4. Evaluate use of construction site signs program and possibly 
expand it to other municipal construction project sites during FY 
07-08.  

Done FY 07-08 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

CON 8 - Public Works Projects  
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors hired to construct 
public works projects have adequate erosion control plans and use appropriate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) adopted by the Department of Public Works. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct training for Public Works capital improvement project staff 
(City Facilities Architectural Services; Roads and Bridges; and 
Engineering and Construction Services) on contract language, 
standard specifications, and enforcement. 

Annually PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

ESD 

B. Track the number of Public Work projects with these requirements. Annually PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

CON 9 - Construction Inspection Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José will review and evaluate effectiveness of its construction inspection SOPs 
and BMPs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in construction 
inspection SOPs and BMPs. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 

 1. Expand the number of sites with an inspector of record to capture 
more of the Type 1 and Type 2 sites (per Public Work’s 
designation). 

Ongoing PBCE-Bldg 
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Public Streets, Roads, & Highways 

PSR Work Plan 

This program element is one of several that address 
municipal activities.  The PSR program element 
consists of incorporating best management practices 
(BMPs) into City operations such as street repair.  
Training plays a key role in ensuring that staff uses 
the proper techniques during the course of their 
duties to protect water quality.  Training topics and 
activities include spill response, resurfacing, sealing 
and patching, saw-cutting, street sweeping, 
landscape chemical application, concrete installation, 
pavement striping, legend removal, and catch basin 
inspection after irrigation repair.  BMP effectiveness 
evaluation from crew members is obtained during the 
training sessions.  This program element is 
implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2.   

PSR 1 - Implementation of BMPs 
The City of San José will implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) for street, road, and 
highway operation and maintenance (O&M) activities to reduce pollutants in stormwater and 
eliminate illicit discharges to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop additional BMPs, as needed, when new O&M tasks are 
instituted. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. When new BMPs and SOPs are developed, integrate BMPs and SOPs 
into training program. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Include SOPs listed in PSR 1.D.1 and developed in FY 05-06 into 
the FY 06-07 training program. 

Done FY 06-07 ESD 

D. Staff will review current PSR and SDO BMPs and SOPs.  The annual 
training sessions with staff will be used as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs and SOPs.  BMPs and SOPs will be 
updated as indicated by the review. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 

Department of Transportation paving crew 
applying their training along with the pavement.
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# Activities Compliance 

Date 
Responsible 

Party 
 1. Revise or write the following SOPs: 

• Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance: Cleaning, concrete installation 
and  replacement, surface removal and repair; 

• Bridge and Structure Maintenance:  Painting and paint 
removal, repair work, and graffiti removal; 

• Median and Road Embankment Maintenance; 
• Storm Drain Inlet Cleaning; 
• Storm Drain Line Cleaning; 
• Management of Storm Drain System Solid Waste; 
• Pump Station Inspection and Cleaning; 
• Drainage Ditch Cleaning. 

Done FY 05-06 DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 2. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form to 
indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater complaint 
is a City employee. 

 FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 3. In response to stormwater complaints involving a City employee 
conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the supervisor for the 
City employee involved in the complaint will be notified. 

Done FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, PRNS, 
ESD 

PSR 2 - Contractor Use of BMPs 
The City of San José will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors employed 
to perform street, road, and highway O&M activities use appropriate BMPs per URMP. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Train contract managers for public street, road, and highway O&M 
contracts on related stormwater BMPs annually. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

 1. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form to 
indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater complaint 
is a City contractor. 

 FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 2. In response to stormwater complaints involving City contractors 
conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the contract manager 
for the City contract involved in the complaint will be notified. 

Done FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, PRNS, 
ESD 

B. Develop standard contract language for PSR maintenance activities. Done FY 05-06 DOT, ESD 

 1. Send letters to City contractors conducting PSR and SDO O&M 
activities with a reminder to use appropriate BMPs while 
conducting their work. 

Done FY 07-08 DOT, GS, PRNS, 
ESD 

PSR 3 - City Staff Annual Training 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in the use of appropriate 
BMPs.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback from staff on the 
implementation and effectiveness of the BMPs and Control Measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training goals, such as improving the focus of the training on 
the specific BMPs used by a section; integrating new BMPs, if any; 
etc. 

Annually, Q4 DOT, ESD 

B. Identify training opportunities (which could include tailgate meetings 
and other existing training). 

Annually DOT, ESD 

C. Create or revise training modules for affected City staff and 
contractors. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Add specific components from DOT Electrical Crew training 
module to the general DOT Street Crew training module.  These 
components include:  asphalt/concrete removal, concrete 
installation and repair, and mercury lamp recycling and/or 
disposal. 

Done FY 05-06 ESD 

D. Create or revise collateral material based on training modules. As Needed DOT, ESD 

E. Schedule training with affected supervisors. Annually DOT, ESD 

 1. Develop and implement a new training module specifically for 
DOT electrician staff. 

Done FY 04-05 DOT, ESD 

PSR 4 - Notification of Public Agencies 
The City of San José will inform other parties (e.g., CalTrans, the County of Santa Clara, and 
public utilities) conducting street, road, and highway O&M activities within its jurisdiction of the 
requirements to implement  pollutant reduction BMPs and Control Measures in stormwater to the 
maximum extent practicable and eliminate illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify conditions under which another agency will be notified 
regarding relevant stormwater requirements. 

Done FY 02-03  

 1. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form to 
indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater complaint 
is another agency. 

FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 2. The City will send letters to other agencies that conduct PSR 
O&M activities within its jurisdiction informing them of the 
requirement to implement appropriate BMPs and control measures 
while conducting their work. 

Done FY 06-07 ESD-WE 

PSR 5 - BMP Effectiveness Reviews 
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and eliminating illicit discharges.  
The review and evaluation will include input from the municipal maintenance staff that 
implement the BMPs. 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft procedure for annual effectiveness reporting, including sub-
procedures for gathering feedback from affected supervisors and for 
modifications to BMPs and SOPs as necessary. 

Done FY 01-02   

 1. Review procedures for annual effectiveness evaluation.  Consider 
obtaining feedback from supervisors on how to assess BMP 
effectiveness and the use of training sessions with staff as an 
opportunity to evaluate BMPs and SOPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

B. Conduct evaluation of BMPs and SOPs. Annually DOT, ESD 

 1. Revise the eight SOPs reviewed in FY 06-07 according to 
comments received during the review process.  

Done FY 07-08 ESD 

C. Expand parking restriction signage and enforcement for street 
sweeping by 20 curb miles. 

Done FY 07-08 

 

DOT 

D. Collect street sweeping data: volume and/or weight of debris 
collected, curb miles swept, and estimated percentage of leaves in 
yard trimmings collection program. 

Ongoing 

[See CNAP CB-
11] 

DOT, ESD 

PSR 6 - Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
The City will extend its control measure strategy for PSR to address water quality impacts 
resulting from public works maintenance and support activities in rural areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify City-owned properties that are applicable (under the RPW 
performance standard). 

Ongoing  

 1. Re-evaluate the feasibility of using GIS information to identify 
additional applicable properties, if any. 

Done FY 05-06 PRNS, GS, DOT, 
ESD 

 2. Some of the roads on the rural roads list compiled in FY 06-07 
have portions that are within City limits and portions that are 
within Unincorporated Areas.  Determine exactly which portions 
of these roads fall within the City’s limits.  

Done FY 07-08 DOT, ESD 

B. Develop or adapt Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for rural public works activities. 

Done FY 03-04  

C. Provide annual training on appropriate SOPs/BMPs to City staff that 
perform rural public works operations and maintenance activities.  
Incorporate SOPs/BMPs evaluation into annual training. 

Annually PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

 1. Evaluate the RPW training schedule in order to coordinate more 
efficiently with PRNS staff schedules.  

Done FY 06-07 PRNS, ESD 

D. Through contract specifications, require contractors hired by the City 
to use appropriate SOPs/BMPs when performing rural public works 
construction or maintenance. 

Done FY 05-06 PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

E. Annually conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the rural 
public works program, report the results in the Urban Runoff Annual 
Report.  Identify items for continuous improvement. 

 Annually PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 
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Storm Drain System Operation & Maintenance 

SDO Work Plan 

Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 
is another municipal activity program element 
implemented in accordance with provision C.2.a 
of the permit.  This program includes key 
maintenance activities that are conducted to 
ensure the proper function of the storm sewer 
system to collect and convey storm runoff. The 
Department of Transportation Standard 
Operating Procedures for catch basin cleaning 
and Problem Area Reporting are a focus of crew 
training.  A GIS map overlay has been created 
that assigns serial numbers to each of the City’s 
more than 30,000 storm drain inlets.  This map 
overlay is currently in use as a means to facilitate 
problem area reporting in the storm drain system. 

 

SDO 1 - O&M BMP Implementation 
The City of San José will implement best management practices (BMPs) for the storm drain 
system operation and maintenance (O&M) to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the maximum 
extent practicable.  Specific BMPs for each type of O&M activity are those listed in the City’s 
Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop additional BMPs, as needed, when new O&M tasks are 
instituted (including structural controls if necessary). 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. When new BMPs and SOPs are developed, integrate BMPs and SOPs 
into training program. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Include SOPs listed in SDO 1.D.1 and developed in FY 05-06 into 
the FY 06-07 training program.  

Done FY 06-07 ESD 

D. Staff will review current PSR and SDO BMPs and SOPs.  The annual 
training sessions with staff will be used as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs and SOPs.  BMPs and SOPs will be 
updated as indicated by the review. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 

Department of Transportation Vactor crew 
cleaning out a storm drain inlet. 
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# Activities Compliance 

Date 
Responsible 

Party 
 1. Revise or write the following SOPs: 

• Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance: Cleaning, concrete installation 
and  replacement, surface removal and repair; 

• Bridge and Structure Maintenance:  Painting and paint 
removal, repair work, and graffiti removal; 

• Median and Road Embankment Maintenance; 
• Storm Drain Inlet Cleaning; 
• Storm Drain Line Cleaning; 
• Management of Storm Drain System Solid Waste; 
• Pump Station Inspection and Cleaning; 
• Drainage Ditch Cleaning.  
See PSR 1.D.1 

Done FY 05-06 DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 2. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form to 
indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater complaint 
is a City employee. 

FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 3. In response to stormwater complaints involving a City employee 
conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the supervisor for the 
City employee involved in the complaint will be notified. 

Done FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, PRNS, 
ESD 

SDO 2 - Problem Tracking and Process Improvement 
The City of San José will develop and implement processes for tracking problem areas and 
ensuring that appropriate BMPs and SOPs will be implemented for storm drain operation and 
maintenance activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement an annual inspection and cleaning work plan to achieve a 
Tier II level review. 

Ongoing DOT 

B. Evaluate criteria for collecting data from City field personnel for the 
purposes of determining Problem Areas. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. Revise documentation and problem area reporting procedure, if 
necessary, to improve reporting performance.  Documentation to 
include frequency, nature, and type of recurring problem.  Include 
coordination of data from ICID and Storm Drain Management 
System data sources.  Include analysis of data to identify trends for 
targeting solutions. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

D. Produce Problem Area report. Annually  DOT 

E. Address Problem Areas through ICID enforcement/ education 
activities, additional BMP development, program development or 
retrofit. 

As Needed  
 

DOT, ESD 

 1. Explore purchasing additional vactor trucks.  Done FY 06-07 DOT 
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SDO 3 - Contractor Use of BMPs 
The City will develop and implement, as needed, a process to ensure that contractors employed 
to perform storm drain O&M activities use the appropriate BMPs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Train contract managers for SDO O&M contracts on related 
stormwater BMPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

 1. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form to 
indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater complaint 
is a City contractor. 

FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 2. In response to stormwater complaints involving City contractors 
conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the contract manager 
for the City contract involved in the complaint will be notified. 

Done FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, PRNS, 
ESD 

SDO 4 – Staff Training and BMP Feedback 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in use of appropriate 
BMPs and/or Control Measures.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback 
from staff on implementation and effectiveness of BMPs and Control Measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide training prior to the rainy season. Annually, Q4 DOT, ESD 

B. Create or revise training modules for affected City staff. As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Improve the focus of the training on the specific BMPs used by a 
section. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 2. Provide specific training to inlet cleaning crews on IMSPAR data 
collection in advance of inlet cleaning program implementation. 

Annually  

 3. Add specific components from DOT Electrical Crew training 
module to the general DOT Street Crew training module.  These 
components include:  asphalt/concrete removal, concrete 
installation and repair, and mercury lamp recycling and/or 
disposal. 

Done FY 05-06 ESD 

C. Produce schedule for training. Annually DOT, ESD 

SDO 5 – Data Analysis 

As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will evaluate data regarding cleaning 
activities and unusual flows observed during inspection.  The review and evaluation will include 
consideration of storm drain structural retrofit. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft procedure for annual review and evaluation of data. Done FY 01-02  

 1. Collect data on the amount of materials removed during inlet 
cleaning. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Implement annual data review and identify follow-up actions as 
appropriate. 

Annually  

 1. Re-evaluate how follow up is conducted by crews when “cars on 
catch basins” is identified on the IMSPAR report, in order to 
better understand to what extent parked cars are barriers to 
cleaning. 

Done FY 06-07 DOT, ESD 

 2. Evaluate “cars on catch basins” data to see if it can be used as one 
of the factors in determining where future posted signage for street 
sweeping restrictions will be installed. 

Done FY 06-07 DOT, ESD 

 3. Evaluate how to integrate the results of the IMSPAR report, 
regarding garbage and high debris, into scheduling additional 
cleaning. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

 4. Re-evaluate use of hand held devices to collect data during storm 
drain inlet cleaning and potentially other maintenance activities. 

Done FY 07-08 DOT, ESD 

SDO 6 – BMP Effectiveness Reviews 
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and eliminating illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review with supervisors to get feedback and information on how to 
assess BMP effectiveness. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Use annual training sessions with staff as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs & SOPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 
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Pumps at the Rincon II Pump Station. 

Water Utilities Operations & Maintenance 

WUO&M Work Plan 

This program element addresses a municipal activity and is 
implemented in accordance with provision C.2.a.  The 
program addresses operation and maintenance activities at 
the City’s Municipal Water system.  The key tools for 
implementing this program are the Water Utility Pollution 
Prevention Plan and staff training to ensure that proper 
techniques are employed during maintenance activities.  The 
City’s training program includes the annual development of 
a video demonstrating the implementation of BMPs for a 
specific work function.   

WUO&M 1 – Inventory of O&M Activities 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct an inventory of all-key operations 
and maintenance activities, and identify routine and unplanned non-storm water discharges from 
these activities.  This inventory will be conducted every three years and evaluated at least once a 
year. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review current procedures for operations and maintenance. Annually ESD-Muni 

B. Three-year update of list. Done 03/31/06 
03/31/09 

ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 2 – Implementation of WUPPP 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will implement the pollution control measures 
identified in the Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan (WUPPP) to manage chlorine, biocides, 
and algaecides and prevent erosion and sedimentation.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement WUPPP/Report on activities. Ongoing ESD-Muni 
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WUO&M 3 – Staff Training and Contractor WUPPP Compliance 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct annual training for municipal staff 
and coordinate WUPPP elements with water utility project planning, including WUPPP elements 
(BMPs, conditions, specifications, etc., in contract and services agreements).  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement training program. Annually, Q2 ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 4 – WUPPP Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will evaluate the effectiveness of the WUPPP 
annually.  Maintain accurate documentation and revise the WUPPP as necessary. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate effectiveness of program. Annually, Q4 ESD-Muni 
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Pesticide Management  

PM Work Plan 

The purpose of the Pesticide Management program is to 
reduce the amount of pesticides in stormwater and landscape 
runoff. Activities include setting municipal policy, 
implementing proper techniques when selecting and applying 
pesticides on City property, staff training, public education, 
and City participation in regional efforts to influence 
regulations that affect pesticide management.  In 2003, the 
Council adopted an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
Policy, which calls for municipal operations to incorporate 
IPM techniques and to reduce, phase-out, and ultimately 
eliminate the use of pesticides that cause impairment of 
surface waters. The City continues to implement pest control 
BMPs and train staff on Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
techniques.  This program element is implemented pursuant to     
permit provision C.9.d.   

PM 1 – Integrated Pest Management 
The City will adopt an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) policy and/or ordinance requiring use 
of IPM techniques in the agency’s operations and minimization of pesticide use, particularly 
organophosphate and copper-based pesticides, by agency staff and contractors. 

# Activity Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop a City IPM policy for inclusion in Pesticide Management 
Plan. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

PM 2 – Pesticide Management Plan 
The City will develop and implement a Pesticide Management Plan with the goals of minimizing 
pesticide use and reducing the amount of pesticides in stormwater and landscape runoff to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft a City of San José Pesticide Management Plan. Done FY 01-02 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

B. Publish City Pesticide Management Plan in URMP. Done FY 01-02 ESD 

 

Tussock Moth infestation on an oak 
tree at Williams Street Park. 
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PM 3 – IPM SOPs and BMPs 
The City will develop and implement standard operating procedures (SOPs) and best 
management practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM Policy. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop SOPs and BMPs for implementing IPM policy with 
provisions that will reduce water quality impacts from pesticide use. 

Done FY 01-02 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

B. For each type of pest problem identified, seek model SOPs and BMPs 
from published literature. 

Done FY 01-02  GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

C. Incorporate or develop appropriate IPM measures into City SOPs and 
BMPs. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Pilot the use of additional IPM techniques, e.g., for weed control. Done FY 06-07 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

D. Update City URMP to incorporate model Pest Management 
Performance Standard, including description of legal authority (IPM 
policy and contract language), work plan elements, BMPs, and SOPs 
needed for implementation. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

E. Review and update City SOPs and BMPs, as appropriate.  As Needed GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

F. Develop Approved Pesticide List for applications on City property. FY 06-07 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Revise SOPs and BMPs to reflect use of Approved Pesticide List. FY 06-07 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

PM 4 – City Employee Training 
The City will ensure that employees receive pest management training by implementing the 
following: 
1. Employees who apply pesticides for the City will obtain the appropriate training as required 

by the County Agricultural Commissioner and State Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(DPR); 

2. Employees within departments responsible for pesticide application will receive annual 
training on appropriate portions of City IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest IPM 
techniques;  

3. Employees who are not authorized to apply pesticides will be annually trained not to use over-
the-counter pesticides at workplace, consistent with IPM Policy; and 

4. Annual internal outreach will be conducted to employees, who do not necessarily purchase or 
apply pesticides during their course of work, on less toxic pest control and to encourage 
employees to use IPM techniques away from work.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Ensure that employees who apply pesticides for the agency obtain 
appropriate training required by County Agricultural Commissioner 
and State Department of Pesticide Regulation. 

Annually GS, DOT, PRNS 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Provide annual training on IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest 
IPM techniques to employees within departments responsible for 
pesticide application.  

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

C. Annually inform employees who are not authorized / trained to apply 
pesticides not to use over-the-counter pesticides at workplace, 
consistent with IPM Policy. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

D. Monitoring Mechanism I.B.1.  Document and evaluate effectiveness 
of staff training conducted each year in annual report. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Update class evaluation/survey for IPM training classes conducted 
by City staff. 

As Needed GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

E. Public Education and Outreach Task II.A.14 Conduct internal 
outreach on less toxic pest control to employees who do not 
necessarily purchase or apply pesticides during the course of their 
work (to encourage employees to use IPM techniques away from 
work). 

Annually ESD 

PM 5 – Contractor Pesticide Management Requirements 
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors employed to conduct 
pest control and pesticide application on municipal property engage in pest control methods 
consistent with City IPM Policy. Specifically, the City will require contractors to:  

• follow City IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs;  

• provide evidence of current IPM training, when feasible; and  

• provide documentation of pesticide use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Ensure that contractors employed to conduct pest control/pesticide 
application on municipal property engage in methods consistent with 
City IPM policy. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW 

B. Review and update a list of all contractors employed by the City who 
perform pesticide application work. 

Annually  
 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW 

C. Implement a procedure to provide to each contractor a copy of the 
City’s IPM policy. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

D. City will supply copies of pest specific BMPs and SOPs to 
contractors.  Contractors will self-certify their compliance with the 
City SOPs and BMPs. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

E. Require through contract specifications that PCOs contracted for 
municipal applications use pest control methods consistent with 
City’s IPM Policy.  Specifically, require contractors to: a) follow City 
IPM policy, BMPs and SOPs; b) provide evidence of current IPM 
training, when feasible; and c) provide documentation of pesticide 
use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. City will develop standard content for PCO contracts. Done FY 04-05 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2. City will implement standard content for PCO contracts.  Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

F. Invite contractors to participate in City training sessions on pesticide 
management. 

Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing  

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

G. Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1.  Document number of PCOs 
receiving presentations and/or training on pesticide use on municipal 
property. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD,  
PRNS 

PM 6 – Pesticide Management Outreach 
The City will identify in the annual work plan the outreach activities it will conduct consistent 
with Program Pesticide Management Plan.  Work plan elements will address outreach to 
residential and commercial pesticide users, pesticide retailers, and special districts.  Information 
will be provided on less-toxic pest control practices, proper disposal of pesticides, and the City’s 
own IPM practices, as applicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Increase awareness of target audiences regarding proper pesticide use, 
disposal methods, water quality impacts, and less toxic pest 
management messages.  Target audiences include commercial and 
residential pesticide users, pesticide retailers, municipal employees, 
and special districts. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Prepare IPM stories and press releases to local media. As Needed ESD 

C. In conjunction with Program, City will provide information on less 
toxic pest control (e.g., IPM techniques, municipal IPM policies, 
model contract language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring 
special districts (e.g., VTA, sanitary and utility districts, open space 
districts, vector control districts, and school districts) as appropriate. 

As Needed ESD 

D. Create and provide fact sheets and materials to pesticide retailers to 
facilitate point-of-purchase outreach to support IPM Store Partnership 
Program.  

Ongoing ESD 

E. Monitoring Mechanism: Document or estimate numbers of residents 
reached by outreach efforts, including events, web promotion, 
municipal employee outreach, and media advertising.  Monitor 
responses to outreach efforts by documenting calls to the Program’s 
general and watershed campaign hotlines. 

Annually ESD 

F. Co-host regional IPM conference to promote implementation of IPM 
practices in municipal operations in the City and Bay Area region. 

Done FY 06-07 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

G. Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1.  Document outreach efforts targeting 
businesses, recommended in the work plan, to be developed by the 
Program. Implement evaluation component of the work plan. 

Annually ESD 
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PM 7 – HHW Pesticide Disposal 
The City will coordinate with household hazardous waste (HHW) collection agencies to support, 
enhance, and help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, and 
publicize programs for pesticide disposal. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Ensure that adequate pesticide disposal services exist for residents 
and conditionally exempt small quantity commercial generators. 

Annually  ESD 

C. Provide hazardous waste disposal information to residents, through 
distribution of materials (e.g., utility bill insert, city newsletter, 
community events, etc.) or advertising in local media. 

Ongoing ESD 

D. Monitoring Mechanism V.A.1. Document that HHW collection 
programs adequately serve residents and businesses and that 
exchange programs do not exchange organophosphate or banned 
pesticides. 

Annually ESD 

PM 8 – City Pesticide Use Tracking 
The City will develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use on municipally-owned 
property. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a pilot pesticide tracking process for 
Diazinon and Chlorpyriphos products. 

Done FY 01-02  GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

B. Track pesticide use on municipally owned property.  Include 
reporting and justification for use of OP pesticides and BMPs 
employed during OP pesticide use. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Evaluate feasibility of implementing electronic data management 
system for pesticide use. 

Done FY 04-05 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 2. Implement electronic data management system for tracking 
pesticide use on City property. 

Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

C. Monitoring Mechanism I.A.1. Document completion of tasks in 
annual reports. Use pesticide tracking process to document pesticide 
use. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW 
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PM 9 – City Pesticide Inventory Search 
The City will conduct periodic City-wide search of its chemical inventory for pesticides no 
longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  If found, these pesticides 
will be properly disposed of pursuant to appropriate waste disposal regulations. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct Citywide search of chemical storage areas for pesticides no 
longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  
Properly dispose of any such pesticides pursuant to appropriate waste 
disposal regulations. 

Annually GS, DOT, PRNS 

PM 10 – Pesticide Management Plan / IPM Policy Review 
As part of annual reporting process and with input from municipal staff, the City will review and 
evaluate the effectiveness of its Pest Management Plan and IPM Policy in achieving the goals of 
the Plan to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and continuously improve goals, actions, and monitoring 
mechanisms of the work plan considering results of self-evaluations, 
comments from Water Board staff and other interested parties, and 
results of local performance review meetings, if any. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW 

B. Monitoring Mechanism IX.A.1. Complete revised work plan that 
incorporates continuous improvement items, and report on 
completion of work plan tasks. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW 

C. Monitoring Mechanism VII.A.1. Summarize types of pesticide 
reduction measures required (such as by conditions of approval) for 
new development and significant redevelopment projects, and 
percentage of new development/ significant redevelopment projects 
for which pesticide reduction measures were required. (Draft Permit 
Provision C.3.n.) 

Annually PW, ESD 
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Mercury  

M Work Plan 

The City continues its efforts to reduce or eliminate mercury 
discharges during municipal operations.  Virtual elimination 
practices employed by the City include:  purchasing low 
mercury-containing fluorescent lamps, recycling spent lamps, 
recycling spent batteries, and switching to non-mercury-
containing apparatus in the Water Pollution Control Plant 
Laboratory.  In 2003, the Program approved a Guidelines 
document on the management of mercury-containing products 
by a municipal agency.  The City will continue to implement 
management practices consistent with the guidelines such as 
collecting and recycling spent fluorescent lamps, batteries, and 
other electronic wastes.  This program element is implemented 
pursuant to permit provision C.9.c. 

M 1 – Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products  
The City will eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing products and 
establish proper disposal methods for products that cannot be eliminated. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement SCVURPPP guidelines for mercury-containing products 
reduction and management.  These guidelines include a schedule for 
the timely phase-out of mercury-containing products identified for 
virtual elimination as well as reporting requirements, possibly to track 
recycling, replacement, and reduction in use of mercury-containing 
products. 

Ongoing ESD, GS 

 1. Collect and dispose of mercury-containing lamps generated in 
City-owned facilities. 

Ongoing GS, ESD 

 2. Identify other mercury-containing products for virtual elimination, 
phase-out and/or proper disposal. 

Annually, As 
Needed 

ESD, GS 

B. Monitoring Mechanism I.  Document completion of tasks in annual 
reports.  Use mercury-containing product reporting guidelines. 

Annually ESD 

 

Fluorescent lamps for recycling at 
the Central Service Yard.
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M 2 – Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
The City will support mercury-containing product disposal services through universal waste and 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents and small businesses, and 
encourage use of these programs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide mercury-containing products disposal services for residents 
and small businesses. 

Ongoing ESD-IWM, 
County 

B. Work with Program and HHW collection agencies to develop and 
help publicize fluorescent light recycling program. 

Ongoing ESD, Program 

C. Host a mercury fever thermometer exchange event for residents in 
San José and the Water Pollution Control Plant service area.  

Done 

6/30/08 

ESD-P2 

M 3 – Monitoring and Science 
The City will participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support mercury TMDL 
development and implementation, including assessment of air pollution sources of mercury and 
concentrations of mercury in sediment. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP).  Continue to actively participate in the RMP steering 
committee and technical review committee. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Examine feasibility of enhancing stormwater pollution prevention and 
control activities on a watershed or sub watershed basis to focus 
activities in those parts of the Guadalupe River Watershed enriched in 
mercury from natural or mining-related causes. 

Done FY 07-08 ESD 

M 4 – Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 
Actively participate in regional, state, and federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in 
the amount of mercury in urban runoff and air emissions. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL development and 
implementation including the Santa Clara Basin WMI Guadalupe 
River Mercury TMDL Workgroup, RMP, and the CEP. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Support and participate in WMI Watershed Action Plan 
implementation. 

Ongoing ESD 
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M 5 – Public Education and Outreach 
Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing products and available non-
mercury containing alternatives.  Target audiences include residential, commercial, and 
industrial users and municipal employees. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Coordinate with Program and HHW collection agencies to develop 
and implement a mercury-containing product outreach program to 
educate selected target audience and encourage proper use and 
disposal of mercury-containing products. 

Ongoing ESD, Program, 
County HHW 

B. Coordinate with municipal inspectors to integrate mercury outreach 
to industrial businesses into their existing routine pretreatment, source 
control, and/or hazardous materials inspection processes. 

Ongoing ESD 

C. Attend community events and distribute outreach materials. (See 
Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary) 

Ongoing ESD 

D. Monitoring Mechanism V.B.  Document and evaluate each outreach 
activity, including the target audience and number of residents and/or 
businesses reached. 

Annually ESD, Program 
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Copper / Nickel Action Plans 

CNAP Work Plan 

This element is implemented pursuant to provisions C.9.a and b of the stormwater permit.  
Activities in the copper and nickel action plans are attributed largely to the South Bay POTWs 
and to SCVURPPP as the responsible entities.  Some activities, however, require specific actions 
by SCVURPPP Co-Permittees or specified municipalities, such as increasing awareness of 
copper and nickel with businesses that are also 
NOI filers (please see IND 1 for a description 
of NOI filers).  Summarized here are activities 
pursuant to implementation of the baseline 
actions included in the Copper and Nickel 
Action Plans.  These are in addition to those 
undertaken by SCVURPPP as a program.  A 
complete update on implementation of the 
Action Plans can be found in the SCVURPPP 
Annual Report. 

CB-1 – Vehicle Washing Operations 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Have member of San José team trained and available to lead mobile 
cleaners’ certification seminar. 

As Needed  

B. Support Program in hosting mobile cleaners’ certification seminar. Done FY 06-07 ESD 

 1. Promote list of recognized mobile cleaning service providers. Ongoing ESD 

C. Offer discount car washes through the Watershed Watch Campaign.  Done FY 07-08 
12/31/2007 

Program 

CB-3 – Industrial Discharges 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue Distribution of information regarding copper from roof 
vents. 

Ongoing ESD 

 1. Continue rooftop inspections.  Evaluate efforts and need for any 
additional effort. 

Done FY 05-06 ESD 

B. Mail NOI Package, with information on the GIASP and how to 
comply, to targeted industrial facilities. 

Done FY 05-06 
annually as needed

ESD 
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CB-8 – Watershed Assessments and New Development  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Review new and redevelopment project review procedures and 
update or refine procedures to minimize copper pollution.  See NRD 
sections 3, 4, and 9 for details on San José’s implementation of C.3 
permit provisions. 

Done FY 02-03 ESD, PBCE, PW, 
RDA 

CB-11 – Street Sweeping and Storm System O&M 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Track quantitative data on the tons of material removed and disposed 
of and other relevant street sweeping program data. 

Annually ESD-IWM 
DOT 

CB-12 – Pools and Spas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Distribute outreach materials at events, public counters, and post on 
City website. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Provide guidance to residents on disposal alternatives for pool and 
spa water. 

Ongoing ESD 

CB -21 – Architectural Use of Copper 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue to discourage architectural use of copper during Planning 
application review. 

Ongoing PBCE-Planning 

B. Continue to monitor progress of San José Green Building program to 
identify opportunities for discouraging architectural use of copper. 

Ongoing PBCE-Planning
ESD-P&P 

NB-1 – Discharges from Construction sites 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement performance standards for construction inspection. See NRD 6 and 
CON program 

element for 
activities that 

address erosion 
control. 

ESD, PBCE, PW

B Participate in the Water Board’s regional training of construction site 
inspectors. 

See NRD 6 and 
CON program 

element for 
activities that 

address erosion 
control. 

ESD, PBCE, PW
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Trash 

TRA Work Plan 

The purpose of the Trash program is to address 
litter and illegal dumping that threatens to pollute 
urban waterways.  The impetus for this program 
was the 2001 Water Board Staff Report 
recommending that all urban creeks, lakes, and 
shorelines be placed on a monitoring list due to the 
threat of trash impairment to water quality.  The 
City’s activities focus on assistance with the 
development and implementation of an effective 
trash strategy, ongoing trash evaluations in high 
priority areas, implementation or refinement of 
trash management practices, and piloting the use of 
structural controls for trash.  This program element 
is implemented pursuant to the Program’s Trash 
Work Plan and provision C.1 of the permit. 

TRA 1 – Inventory, Document and Evaluate Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Complete Program survey of existing trash management practices. Done FY 03-04 ESD 

TRA 2 – Document and Map Known Trash Problem Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify data sources and information showing the location of known 
trash problem areas (e.g., trash complaints/ incidents and eradication 
efforts). 

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

B. Compile trash problem location data/information and submit to 
Program for conversion to coordinates for GIS mapping.  

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

C. Revise and update documentation (list of locations, maps, etc.) of 
known trash problem areas.   

As Needed ESD 

D. Continue identifying and prioritizing trash problem areas in urban 
streams and waterways and other potential sources that may 
contribute trash to those areas. 

Annually ESD, PRNS, 
DOT, PD 

Volunteers remove trash from Coyote Creek 
behind San Jose High Academy. 
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TRA 3 – Conduct Trash Evaluations 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to select trash evaluation methodology. Done FY 03-04 ESD 

B. Assist Program with planning and organizing of training workshop 
for municipal staff. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

C. Participate in the trash evaluation methodology training workshop. Done FY 03-04 ESD 

D. Conduct trash evaluations and submit to Program staff.          ESD 

 1. Coyote Watershed Done FY 04-05 ESD 

 2. Remaining San José locations Done FY 05-06 ESD 

E. Continue trash evaluations in high priority areas using the Program’s 
Urban Rapid Trash Assessment protocol (version 1.0) and/or the 
KAB litter index in a subset of trash problem areas to track changes 
over time. 

Ongoing ESD 

TRA 4 – Develop Standardized Documentation and Reporting Format 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to develop a reporting format to document trash 
management activities in Annual Reports. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

TRA 5 – Document and Analyze Evaluation Results; Identify and Prioritize Trash Problem 
Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist Program staff with the documentation and analysis of trash 
evaluation results. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Identify high priority trash areas using trash evaluation results. Ongoing ESD 

 1. Coyote Watershed Done FY 04-05 ESD 

 2. Remaining San José locations Done FY 05-06 ESD 

TRA 6 – Identify and Implement Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify reasonable trash management practices to address high 
priority areas (in TRA 5B). 

Ongoing  ESD, PRNS, GS, 
DOT 

B. Implement or refine trash management practices at high priority areas 
to the maximum extent practicable. 

Ongoing ESD, PRNS, GS, 
DOT 

C. Document and evaluate implementation of trash management actions. Ongoing ESD 

D. Provide Program with information on assessments and trash 
management practices implemented using standardized reporting 
format.  

Annually ESD 
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# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

E. Provide Program with trash assessment data forms. Annually ESD 

F. Assist Program in developing Trash Fact Sheets. Done FY07-08 ESD 

TRA 7 – Review and Update Performance Standards and Develop Long-Term Strategy for 
Trash Management 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist with the review and update of existing standards that address 
BMPs or control measures relevant to trash management. 

Done FY 07-08 

TBD by Program 

ESD 

B. Assist Program staff in developing and implementing an effective 
long-term strategy for trash conditions in urban streams and 
waterways. 

Ongoing ESD 

TRA 8 – Implement a Pilot Demonstration Project  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist Program in implementing a pilot project to address trash 
conveyed through the storm drain system. 

Done FY 07-08 
Ongoing as 
necessary 

ESD, DOT, PW 

B. Begin piloting the use of structural controls to prevent trash from 
entering the storm sewer system. 

Done FY 07-08 
Ongoing as 
necessary 

ESD, DOT, PW 

C. Pursue grant funding to support installation of structural controls for 
trash management. 

As Needed ESD, DOT, PW 

D. Evaluate the effectiveness of the pilot structural controls. Ongoing as 
necessary 

Program, ESD, 
DOT, PW 
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Monitoring 

MON Work Plan 

Monitoring activities required in the stormwater permit are generally implemented in 
collaboration with other agencies.  The City continues to participate in monitoring activities area-
wide, including Regional and Program-focused investigation of pollutants and sources of 
pollutants to the storm drain system.  The City also provides input and support to the Program's 
multi-year monitoring program, and reviews work products as various Program-level projects are 
designed and completed.  
 

The City, in conjunction with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program (SCVURPPP) has submitted, to the Water Board, a Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan required per permit provision C.7.b. The final version of the plan was submitted 
August 5, 2002 and revised March 1, 2004.  The Multi-Year Plan covers a number of pollutant 
control programs required by C.7 and C.9 provisions of the permit.  The City continues to 
support Program staff in the implementation of the plan by commenting on annual plans, 
providing guidance for sampling within the City, and participating in the Watershed Analysis Ad 
Hoc Task Group. 

 

The 2001 C.9 permit provisions require implementation 
of control programs for Copper, Nickel, Mercury, 
Pesticides, PCBs, and Dioxin-like compounds.  The City 
continues to support and assist the Program efforts to 
address these control and monitoring efforts.  
Additionally, the City is actively involved as stakeholder 
and workgroup member for the Guadalupe Mercury 
TMDL effort, and will continue to contribute and 
comment on products and reports generated by Baywide 
TMDLs for copper, nickel, mercury and PCBs. City 
Staff also actively participate in Clean Estuary Project 
activities through the PCB workgroup and Diazinon 
and Pesticide Related Toxicity workgroup. 

PCB Control Program 
Analytical characterization work to support the PCB Control Program, required under provision 
C.9.e, has been completed.  The Program is currently working on next steps with BASMAA and 
CEP.   

Initial PCB analysis was performed on sediments found in selected urban storm drain systems. 
At this point, no known controllable sources of PCBs have been identified.  Results of the 
follow-up analytical work have been reviewed and further sampling work to identify controllable 
sources was undertaken in October and November of 2002.  The SCVURPPP Program submitted 

ESD Biologist collecting field data from 
Coyote Creek. 
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the final PCB Control Plan March 1, 2002, and the Control Program Work Plan July 1, 2002. In 
addition, the City continues to implement activities described in “Next Steps” from the Year 
Two PCB Case Study Report submitted to the Water Board in July 2003. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Sample, analyze, and report on PCBs in storm drain sediments to 
characterize potential sources and implement controls. 

Done, 6/00 
through  

FY 01-02 

Program, ESD 

B. Begin implementation of final PCB Control Plan upon approval. Done FY 02-03 
& Ongoing 

ESD 

Dioxin-like Compound Control Program 
Characterization of dioxins based on existing data has begun Program-wide.  The Program is 
now collaborating with BASMAA and CEP to develop a conceptual model/impairment 
assessment document.  City Staff provide comments to the Program and directly to CEP in 
support of this process. 

This Dioxin-like Compound Control Program will develop procedures to identify, assess, and 
manage controllable sources of Dioxin-like compounds found in urban runoff. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Characterize distribution of Dioxin-like compounds in the urban 
runoff system based on existing data.  

Done FY 01-02 Program 

B. Begin implementation of SCVURPPP plan to characterize 
distribution of Dioxins. 

In Progress at 
Program Level 

Program 

C. Submit plan that identifies control measures / management practices 
to eliminate or reduce discharges of Dioxins, if needed.   

TBD Program 

D. Explore, and implement if feasible, efforts to move toward alternative 
fuels for diesel vehicles in City fleet.  

Done FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

ESD, DOT, GS 

Sediment Control Program 

The City’s sediment control program falls predominantly within the Construction Inspection 
(CON) section of this work plan.  Sediment monitoring activities also continue in conjunction 
with the SCVURPPP Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 

Pilot Monitoring Programs 
In addition to the above listed control programs, the City concluded activities performed in 
support for the two Monitoring Pilot Programs that were begun in 1997.  These pilot programs 
generated data that helped develop the follow-on programs of IND (outreach to industrial and 
commercial dischargers) and the SCVURPPP Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 
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MON 1 – Industrial Stormwater Monitoring Pilot Program 
This program sampled key industrial sites to determine the significance of metal-contaminated 
stormwater discharges associated with industrial activities.  The ultimate objective from this 
project of educating industrial and commercial dischargers about developing and implementing 
SWPPPs and BMPs has now been turned over to the Industrial and Commercial Dischargers 
section of this work plan under IND. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Design and execute a sampling program to meet the project 
objectives, analyze results, develop guidance for industry to improve 
SWPPP implementation, and provide technology transfer information 
to industry and inspectors. 

Done, FY 96-97 
through 01-02 

Ongoing as part 
of IND 

ESD 

MON 3 – First Flush Monitoring Program 
First flush discharge areas along The Coyote Creek and Guadalupe River were monitored for 
three wet seasons.  The City provided data to the Program for analysis and comparison to other 
data in June of 2002.  The Program submitted a final report to the Water Board in 2003; it was 
included as appendix C-2 in the Program’s 02-03 Annual Report. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct multi-year First Flush study sampling, analyze data and 
provide data to Program as part of Multi-year Monitoring Program. 

Done, FY 96-97 
through 02-03 

ESD, Program 
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Municipal Compliance 

This program element summarizes the City’s 
efforts to train City staff on pollution 
prevention practices and to ensure that City 
facilities comply with stormwater 
requirements.  Municipal training continues 
to be a key element for most program 
elements.  Specific program elements that 
include municipal training activities include 
ICID 3, IND 5, NRD 11, CON 6, CON 8, 
PSR 2, PSR 3, PSR 6, SDO 3, SDO 4, PM 4, 
and WUO&M 3.  In order to ensure that City 
facilities comply with stormwater 
requirements, Corporation Yards are 

routinely inspected by ESD staff and the results and improvements discussed with Yard staff.  
Additionally, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) that govern the operation of 
Corporation Yards are also used to ensure that Yards are using current stormwater BMPs.  For a 
list of planned training activities, see Attachment B:  Municipal Training Schedule. 

Municipal Training 
Municipal Training is a critical function of the City’s NPDES Permit.  Municipal compliance is 
dependent on the level and quality of the training provided. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training needs. Annually  ESD-UR 

 1. Conduct training for City staff and City contractors that perform 
surface cleaning at City facilities.  

Done FY 06-07 
As Needed 

DOT, GS, ESD 

B. Develop curricula. As Needed ESD-UR 

C. Conduct training. Ongoing ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate municipal training program and make improvements as 
needed. 

Annually ESD-UR 

Municipal Facilities Assessment and Compliance 
Municipal facilities are required to comply with stormwater regulations. Efforts to reduce 
contaminated discharges from City facilities must be similar to those required of private 
businesses.  While many elements for permit compliance are in place, the City requires a 
systematic approach to City facilities compliance at the level of effort required in the URMP. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct Corp Yard assessments and inspections. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

Fuelling island at Mabury Corporation Yard.
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 1. Conduct Citywide meeting to discuss Hazardous Material, Safety, 
and Stormwater issues for City corporation yards (up to two times 
per year). 

Annually GS, ESD, DOT, 
Fire, Police, 

PRNS 

 2. Revise Corporation Yard inspection form. Done FY 05-06 

As Needed 

ESD-UR 

B. Review Municipal Facilities SWPPPs. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

 1. Fully revise the five (5) remaining Corporation Yard SWPPPs 
(using the Main Yard revised SWPPP pilot process as a template). 

Done FY 06-07 ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

C. Conduct SWPPP training at City corporation yards.  Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 
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Public Information / Participation 

PIP Work Plan 

This program is implemented in accordance with provision C.4 
and includes general outreach, targeted outreach, educational 
programs, and public participation activities.  The City has a 
robust and broad-based public information and public 
participation program, utilizing many different outreach 
methods to best deliver stormwater pollution prevention and 
watershed protection messages.  Conducting outreach to the 
community and providing opportunities for participation in 
water quality protection activities are critical to evoking the 
behavior changes needed to manage stormwater quality.  They 
are also important for garnering the support needed to continue 
and expand services and programs.  Examples of outreach 
activities include:  stenciling of storm drain inlets throughout 
the City, training sessions for staff and developers about 
stormwater runoff construction requirements, and conducting 
Wacky Watershed teacher training workshops. 
 
Outreach in Other Elements 
Other sections of this work plan contain elements related to outreach to specific target audiences.  
They can be found in ICID 4, IND 6, NRD 2, CON 7, PM 6, M 5, CB-1, CB-3, and CB-12.  For 
a list of planned outreach activities, see Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary. 

PIP 1 – General Outreach 
The City of San José will promote general citizen awareness of what a watershed is, the 
functions of the storm drain system, pathways and sources of urban runoff pollution to the South 
Bay watershed, and behaviors that adversely affect water quality. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Participate in WMI Outreach, and coordinate WMI outreach with 
Watershed Watch and Program efforts. 

Ongoing ESD, WMI, 
Program 

 1. Participate in Watershed Watch campaign. Ongoing ESD, Program 

B. Identify, support and participate in appropriate community events to 
further general public awareness.  

Ongoing ESD 

 2. Work with Watershed Watch Events work group. Ongoing  ESD, Program 

C. Give presentations upon request that focus on stormwater messages to 
elementary through college grade levels, neighborhood groups, etc. 

As Needed ESD 

Watershed Protection Engineer 
educating 3rd graders at the 

Water Wizards Festival. 
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PIP 2 – Targeted Outreach 
The City of San José will develop and implement targeted residential outreach and education 
campaigns, based on high priority pollutants, to effectively reduce pollutant-causing behaviors 
and promote Best Management Practices. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify general residential practices contributing to stormwater 
pollution. Identify reasonable alternatives to pollutant causing 
behavior. 

 ESD, Program 

 1. Review surveys and applicable reports. Ongoing ESD 

 2. Meet with inspectors to discuss and document residential outreach 
needs. 

Ongoing ESD 

 3. Prepare report identifying residential outreach needs and tasks and 
conduct outreach as necessary. 

Annually ESD 

B. Identify ICID practices and target audience(s) contributing to 
pollution.  

 ESD 

 1. Review ICID reports. Ongoing ESD 

 2. Meet with ICID inspectors to discuss and document outreach 
needs. 

Ongoing ESD 

 3. Prepare report identifying ICID outreach needs and tasks and 
conduct outreach as necessary. 

Annually ESD 

C. Promote selected residential and ICID messages through local and 
regional activity (e.g. Program PIP, BASMAA PIP, BAPPG, Media 
Relations, etc.). 

  

 1. Report on targeted residential and ICID outreach activity. Annually ESD 

 2. Participate in the Program’s Pesticide and Mercury ad hoc task 
groups. 

Ongoing ESD, Program 

PIP 3 – Educational Programs 
The City of San José will support and/or develop and implement educational programs designed 
to increase youth understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Support, and/or develop and implement school and youth education 
programs.  

  

 1. Participate in WE&O Schools and Youth work group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 2. Participate in the Alviso Education Center work group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 3. Participate in City Education programs such as the Youth 
Watershed Education Team, Rangers in Schools, Go Green 
Initiative, etc. 

Ongoing  ESD 
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PIP 4 – Citizen Participation 
The City of San José will support and/or develop and implement citizen involvement programs 
designed to increase citizen understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Support and/or develop involvement opportunities for San José 
residents.  

  

 1. Participate in creek clean-ups on a biannual basis through in-kind 
staff support for the Creek Connections Action Group. 

  

 a. Fall creek cleanup (Coastal Cleanup Day). Annually ESD, PRNS 

 b. Spring creek cleanup (National Rivers Day). Annually ESD, PRNS 

PIP 5 – Outreach Evaluation 
The City of San José will evaluate its Outreach efforts for effectiveness. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement selected evaluation tools.  ESD 

 1. Work with Program, WMI, and Watershed Watch AHTG to Plan 
for Program’s Watershed Watch Campaign Survey. 

As Needed ESD, Program 

 2. Report on survey and evaluation activity during the report period. Annually  ESD 

B. Annually review, modify and report on outreach plans based on 
effectiveness results. 

 ESD 

 1. Document in Annual Report effectiveness of outreach activities 
conducted in prior fiscal year. 

Annually ESD 
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Permit Reapplication 

The City’s current NPDES permit was adopted in February 2001 
for a five-year period.  The permit was amended in October 2001 
and July 2005, with both amendments relating to the New and 
Redevelopment stormwater treatment and hydromodification 
provision, also known as Provision C.3.  The permit has been 
administratively extended since February 2006, pending the 
adoption of the Bay Area-wide Municipal Regional Permit. 
 
In late 2005, the Water Board embarked on a multi-stakeholder 
process to craft an NPDES permit, called the Municipal Regional 
Permit (MRP) that would apply to all municipal stormwater 
dischargers in the Bay Area and be in effect for a five year period.  
The Water Board released the MRP Tentative Order on December 

4, 2007 for public review and comment.  Comments and public hearings will be held during Spring 2007.  
The Water Board is expected to adopt the MRP Summer/Fall 2008.  The adoption of the MRP would 
necessitate the development of a new City Work Plan which will identify activities with associated 
timelines that are required in order to achieve compliance with the stormwater requirements set forth in 
the MRP. 

Permit Reapplication Preparation 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Compile all changes to URMP as part of reapplication for next 
permit. (C.2.b) 

Done FY 04-05 ESD  

B. Participate in permit development and negotiation processes. Ongoing ESD  

C. As required, develop new five-year Work Plan that starts the 
following fiscal year upon adoption of MRP. 

FY 07-08 

FY 08-09 

ESD  

 

 

 
 

 
ESD staff evaluating Municipal 

Regional Permit Tentative Order. 
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Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary 

# Activity Outreach Type
Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date 

Evaluation 
Mechanism 

  = General Outreach,  = Targeted Outreach,  = Citizen Involvement,  = Education 
1. Storm Drain Stenciling Evaluation 

Evaluate current methods of inlet marking and make recommendations for future FY efforts. 
 FY 08-09  

2. Requests for Brochures 
Distribute outreach materials upon request. 

 PIP 1.C FY 08-09 ♦ Materials distributed 

3. Regional partnerships 
Participate in BAPPG, BASMAA/BACWA Media Relations campaign, CEP, etc. 

 PIP 2.C FY 08-09  

4. Event Support 
As needed, staff Booth and/or provide outreach materials to select events. Evaluate the overall benefit 
and effectiveness of attending events and make changes as needed. 

 PIP 1.B As needed ♦ Materials distributed 

5. BMP Reprints 
Reprint selected Outreach materials as needed. 

 PIP 1 FY 08-09 ♦ n/a 

6. Industrial Users Academy 
Give stormwater, pollution prevention and GIASP compliance information to industries permitted to 
the Water Pollution Control Plant. 

: Plant-
permitted 
Industries 

IND 6.A, PIP 
2.B, PM 6.A, 
M 5.B 

FY 08-09 ♦ Participant surveys 

7. Outreach to Development Community 
PW & ESD staffs to conduct training on erosion and sediment control for private developers of type 2 
projects.  PBCE Planning and PW also conduct roundtable meetings with developers where 
information regarding stormwater requirements is shared. 

: Developers CON 7 
NRD 2 

FY 08-09 ♦ Participant surveys 

8. IPM Store Partnership (PROGRAM) 
Create & provide fact sheets & materials to pesticide retailers to facilitate point-of-purchase outreach 
to support IPM Store Partnership Program.  There are currently nine stores in San José participating 
in the IPM store partnership. 

 PM 6.D. FY 08-09  
dates TBD 

 

9. Partner with other City programs, such as the Strong Neighborhoods Initiative 
Continue partnering with City’s SNI for delivering selected messages. Other programs to investigate 
partnerships are the Anti-Litter Program, After School Program, etc. 

 PIP 1 FY 08-09  

10. Mercury Outreach 
Investigate opportunities to include mercury messages through participation in the Home Show 

 M 5 
PIP 2.C. 

FY 08-09  
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# Activity Outreach Type
Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date 

Evaluation 
Mechanism 

  = General Outreach,  = Targeted Outreach,  = Citizen Involvement,  = Education 
events, residential newsletters or other mailings, and support the County’s Universal Waste Take-
back Pilot Program. 

11. IPM Outreach 
Prepare IPM stories and press releases for local media.   
Investigate opportunities to include IPM messages in the City’s outreach to businesses. 

 PM 6.A 
PM 6.B 

FY 08-09  

12. Coastal Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with Countywide effort. 

 PIP 4.A Fall 08 ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Amount picked up 

13. National Rivers Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with Countywide effort. 

 PIP 4.A Spring 09 ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Amount picked up 

14. Wacky Watersheds Workshops 
Present South Bay Water Connections curriculum to middle school educators within San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water Pollution Control Plant service area. 

 PIP 3.A FY 08-09 ♦ Participant surveys 
♦ Follow-up call of 

attendees 

15. Creeks Come to Class 
Formerly called Water Awareness Program.  Also called Rangers in Schools. Presentations focusing 
on Pollution Prevention. It’s Wet It’s Wild It’s Water! Curriculum distributed to teachers.  

 PIP 3.A FY 08-09 ♦ Survey of teachers 
♦ Survey of students  

16. Slow the Flow 
Grant to Don Edwards Alviso Environmental Education Center to host 9 different types of events: 
special events, interpretive programs, teacher orientation, field trips, in-class presentations, outreach 
presentations, workshops, special visits and interpretive displays. 

 PIP 3.A FY 08-09 ♦ Done by Grantee 

17. Youth Watershed Education Grants 
Grant program for educators. 

 PIP 3.A FY 08-09 ♦ Audit of projects 

18. Website 
Maintain and update website with pertinent information as needed. 

 PIP 1 FY 08-09 ♦ Website traffic data 

19. ICID Targeted Outreach 
Targeted outreach to areas that exhibited a high number of residential ICID Complaints in FY 06-07. 

 PIP 2.C FY 08-09 ♦ TBD 

20. Charity Car Wash Kit 
Explore the option of providing targeted outreach and supplies to community groups engaging in 
fundraising car wash events. 

  FY 08-09 ♦ TBD 
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Attachment B: Municipal Training Schedule 

PS ID # TOPIC 
SPONSORED OR 

HELD BY 
DEPT/DIVISION/SECTION ATTENDING 

# 

SESSIONS 
TENTATIVE 

SCHEDULE 

ICID 3 Construction Inspection Training ESD - WE ESD - WE 1 07/08 
ICID 3 Annual Training for ICID Inspectors ESD - WE ESD - WE 1 07/08 
IND 5 Training for IND Inspectors ESD - WE ESD - WE 1 07/08 
CON 6 Wet Weather Construction Site Preparation & Inspection DPW, ESD PW 2 09/08 
CON 6 Construction Site Planning and Management For Water 

Quality Protection 
SCVURPPP & 
Water Board 

PW, ESD, PBCE, PRNS  09/08 

CON 6 SOPs for inspections during wet and dry season to include 
procedures for erosion control plan review inspection process 

DPW, ESD PW Inspections, PBCE Building Inspectors (All 
to attend at least once every two years) 

 10/08  

CON 7 Erosion & Sediment Control Training for Type 2 Private 
Development Projects 

DPW & ESD Private Developers, PW, ESD  10/08 

CON 8 Erosion Control Information To Be Included In Contract 
Language For Capital Improvement Projects Training For PW 
Construction Project Management  

PW & ESD PW   11/08 

NRD 10 NPDES C.3 Training Various PBCE, PW, RDA, ESD   
PSR 2 DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 

Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, Sanitary 
& Sewers  

2 03/09 

PSR 3 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Training DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/09 
PSR 6C Stormwater Pollution Prevention Training – Rural Public Works PRNS, ESD PRNS 2 10/08 
SDO 3A DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 

Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, Sanitary 
& Sewers  

2 03/09 

SDO 4 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Training DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/09 
PM 4A Worker Safety training per DPR requirements GS, DOT, PRNS, 

ESD  
GS, DOT, PRNS, ESD 1 02/09 

PM 4B Training on IPM Policy & Techniques GS, DOT, PRNS, 
ESD 

GS, DOT, PRNS, ESD 1 02/09 

WUOM 3 Water Utility Operation & Maintenance Discharge Training ESD (Muni Water) Muni Water Operations & Maintenance Crews  12/08 
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Glossary 

 
AHTG Ad Hoc Task Group 
AOC Area of Concern 
BACWA Bay Area Clean Water Agencies 
BAPPG Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group 
BASMAA Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association 
BMP Best Management Practices 
CAO City Attorney’s Office 
CEP Clean Estuary Partnership 
COS Communications and Outreach Subgroup of WMI 
DOT Department of Transportation 
EEC Environmental Education Center 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 
ESD Environmental Services Department 
ESD-P&P Policy and Planning 
ESD-MarComm Marketing & Communication Section 
ESD-Muni City of San José Municipal Water System 
ESD-R&R Regulations and Research Section 
ESD-UR Urban Runoff Section 
ESD-WE Watershed Enforcement Section 
GIASP General Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit 
GS General Services Department 
HHW Household Hazardous Waste 
HMP Hydromodification Management Plan 
IPM Integrated Pest Management 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
PBCE Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
PBCE-Bldg Building Division of PBCE 
PBCE-Planning Planning Division of PBCE 
PD Police Department 
POTW Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
PRNS Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services 
PW Public Works Department 
PW-CFAS City Facilities Architectural Services Division of PW 
PW-ECS Engineering and Construction Services Division of PW 
PW-TDS Transportation & Development Services of PW 
RDA Redevelopment Agency 
RWQCB or Water 
Board 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SCVURPPP or 
Program 

Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

SNI Strong Neighborhoods Initiative 
SOP Standard Operating Procedure 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

 FY 08/09 WORK PLANS 60 GLOSSARY - REVISED 3/08

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
TBD To Be Determined 
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 
URMP Urban Runoff Management Plan 
WE&O, or WEO Watershed Education and Outreach 
WMI Watershed Management Initiative 
WUPPP Water Utility Pollution Prevention Program 
YWET Youth Watershed Education Team 
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Introduction 

 
This compilation of annual work plans for the City 
of San José Urban Runoff Management Plan 
(URMP) has been developed for FY 2009-2010 
pursuant to Section C.6.b of the City’s Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System NPDES permit (No. 
CAS029718), Order 01-024.  The work plans 
include tasks, responsibilities, and schedules 
needed to implement the program elements in the 
URMP with the overall intent to reduce stormwater 
pollution in the City’s storm drains, creeks and 
rivers.  The Environmental Services Department 
coordinates development and review of the work 
plans in cooperation with staff from all affected 
City departments. Stormwater treatment integrated with public art at 

Roosevelt Community Center
 
The Permit requires that annual work plans be submitted to the Water Board by March 1 of each 
year.  This submission precedes completion of the City’s annual budget development and 
approval process.  While the work plans are developed using the best available information 
regarding budget forecasts, all activities in the work plans are subject to the approval of funding 
by the City Council in June of each year.  
 
Additionally, the work plans address program needs as defined by the current permit and do not 
include new, expanded, or redirected efforts anticipated in the Municipal Regional Permit 
(MRP).  Until the MRP is adopted, it is not practical to specify additional tasks at this time given 
the scope and pervasiveness of the proposed requirements across the City’s programs.  Rather, 
the City is prepared to revise work plans as needed to reflect the MRP after adoption. 
 
The City of San José is committed to managing and protecting stormwater quality and dedicates 
significant resources to a variety of activities designed to address stormwater quality issues.  The 
City actively participates in many local and regional efforts designed to leverage the most value 
for its resources and citizens and strives to be a leader in watershed protection.   
 
 

 

 

 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 1 INTRODUCTION- 3/09 
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 2 ICID WORK PLAN- 3/09 

Illicit Connection / Illegal Dumping 

ICID Work Plan 

The City’s Environmental Inspectors assigned within the 
Environmental Services Department (ESD) Watershed 
Protection Division respond to complaints regarding illegal 
discharges or threats of discharge to the storm sewer system.  
Residential incidents are typically the most frequent type of 
complaint, with vehicle-related sources being most 
common.  Dumping of various materials is also a prevailing 
source of incidents.  ESD responds to all complaints with 
education and enforcement in partnership to achieve 
compliance and prevent future incidents.   This program 
element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2 
and C.6.a.ii.   

e that the activity has ceased or is on a time schedule to cease. 

ICID 1 - Response to Complaints 
The City of San José will respond to complaints regarding ICID dumping activities into the 
storm drain system and will ensur

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Update database system to track ICID complaint information. Done FY 02-03 ESD-WE 

B. 1. Document complaint activity, the number of ICID complaints that 
the City received, and that the activity has ceased or is an 
allowable discharge. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 2. Prepare draft complaint activity data tables to review trends and to 
facilitate timely evaluation of the data. 

Annually, Q3 ESD-WE 

C. Document to the Water Board annually follow-up activities from each 
ICID complaint response. 

Annually ESD-WE 

D. 1. Review effectiveness of standard operating procedures for 
responding to ICID complaints. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

 2. Refine and implement standard operating procedures for 
responding to ICID complaints/referrals. 

As Needed ESD-WE 

E. Work with SCVURPPP to refine administrative procedure for 
providing referrals to the Water Board. 

Pending 
Implementation by 

Program 

ESD-WE, 
Program 

F. Refine and implement standard operating procedures to incorporate 
results of ICID 1E. 

Pending 
Implementation by 

Program 

ESD-WE, 
Program 

Storm drain inlet stenciled with hotline 
number and name of local creek 
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ICID 2 - Investigations of High Priority Areas 
The City of San José will conduct investigations of high priority areas. High Priority is defined 
as areas with a high potential for non-storm water discharges to the City’s collection system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Target areas for monitoring by identifying high priority areas, 
primary types and sources of ICID pollution based on complaints, 
historical inspection records, inspector knowledge, and monitoring 
information. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 1. Perform GIS analysis on frequently occurring ICID sources and/or 
types. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD-UR 

 2. Perform outreach in targeted areas based on GIS analysis and 
other analyses as available. See PIP 2 for details. 

Annually ESD-UR & WE 

B. Conduct investigations of high priority areas based on ICID 2A. Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Document to the Water Board that investigations of high priority 
areas have been conducted. 

Annually ESD-WE 

ICID 3 - Inspector Training 
The City of San José will ensure that ICID inspectors are adequately trained in inspection 
procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution prevention. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct annual training for ICID inspectors. Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Provide and document on-the-job training and other training 
opportunities, such as inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Review inspection training protocols to identify new training 
opportunities, approaches, and materials. 

Annually ESD-WE 

 

ICID 4 - Outreach and Technology Transfer 

The City of San José will distribute outreach and technology transfer material containing 
applicable control measures and/or BMPs to target parties responsible for ICID activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Determine need for new and/or revised outreach and technology 
transfer material by getting feedback from inspectors regarding 1) 
continuing problem activities; 2) discharge types; 3) monitoring and 
complaint data; and 4) usefulness of existing outreach and technology 
transfer material. 

Ongoing ESD-MarComm 

ESD-UR 

B. Develop, audit and/or modify existing outreach material, as needed, 
based on report developed under ICID 4A. 

As Needed ESD 

C. Document to Water Board that outreach and technology transfer 
material and/or BMPs have been distributed. 

Annually ESD-UR 

 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 3 ICID WORK PLAN- 3/09 
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 4 ICID WORK PLAN- 3/09 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

D. Develop and implement standard operating procedures to gather 
customer feedback on ICID services. 

Development 
Done FY 02-03 

Implementation 
Ongoing 

ESD-WE 

ICID 5 - SOPs Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its SOPs in responding to complaints regarding illicit connections and illegal dumping 
activities into the storm drain system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate effectiveness of SOPs. Annually ESD-WE  

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 5 IND WORK PLAN- 3/09 

Industrial & Commercial Dischargers 

IND Work Plan 

The City’s Environmental Inspectors, located within 
the Watershed Protection Division of the 
Environmental Services Department, inspect more 
than 4,500 businesses per year to ensure that proper 
practices are employed to prevent stormwater 
pollution.  How frequently a business is inspected 
depends on their potential for contributing pollutants 
as determined by previous inspection results.  This 
method of assigning inspection frequencies has been 
effective in focusing limited inspection resources on 
high priority cases to best protect water quality.  
Generally, over 70% of the businesses inspected are 
found to have no significant stormwater issues and 
thus do not warrant near-term re-inspection.  When 
issues are identified, education and enforcement are 
used together to achieve compliance.  This Program 
element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2. 

IND 1 - Notice of Intent (NOI) Filers 
The City of San José will conduct inspections of those facilities that have filed an NOI with the 
State and appear on a list provided by the State.  An NOI is required to be filed with the State by 
companies that are considered to have a high potential to contaminate stormwater and are 
classified under certain standard industrial classification (SIC) codes. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Annually, obtain NOI filer database from State with annual 
information, review information and identify new NOI facilities for 
inspection the following year. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document initial inspections of NOI Filers within one 
year using the inspector checklist form to determine exposure and 
assign a future inspection frequency to each facility accordingly. 
Document whether the facility had submitted an NOI, and whether a 
SWPPP and a SWMP were on site. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Conduct and document annual inspections of facilities determined to 
have exposure in accordance with inspection frequency schedule. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document inspections of facilities that need to file an 
NOI at least once every five years and in accordance with the 
inspection frequency schedule identified in IND 3. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Maintain the database to track the inspection information from the Ongoing ESD-WE 

Watershed Enforcement Inspector reviewing 
an inspection report with a facility manager 
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 6 IND WORK PLAN- 3/09 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

inspector checklist and to include all NOI filer SIC codes required by 
the Industrial Activities Stormwater General Permit. 

IND 2 - Non-Filer Investigations 
The City of San José will inspect industrial facilities that may be subject to general permit 
requirements but are not found on the NOI filer list provided by the State and that conduct 
activities identified by the following SIC codes: 

5015:  Automobile Dismantlers 

5093:  Other Recycling Industries 

3200 series:  Stone, Clay and Concrete Products Industry 

4100 & 4200 series:  Trucking Facilities that perform on-site vehicle repair, maintenance or 
washing. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify industrial facilities that conduct activities with the SIC codes 
listed in the IND SOPs. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Develop a list of facilities targeted for inspection during upcoming 
year that may be subject to general permit requirements for NOI 
based on business licenses, etc. 

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Conduct and document initial inspections of industrial facilities with 
the SIC codes listed referenced in IND 2A, using the inspector 
checklist form to document whether the facility constituted a potential 
threat to discharge pollutants to the storm drain collection system, 
whether the facility had submitted an NOI, and whether a SWPPP 
and a SWMP were on site.  Maintain database. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document annual inspections of facilities determined to 
have exposure in accordance with implementation schedule. Add the 
facility to appropriate database(s) and assign an inspection frequency. 
If the facility inspected is determined to need to file an NOI and is not 
able to provide an NOI, SWPPP or SWMP, refer to the Water Board. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Work with the Program’s Industrial Inspection Ad Hoc TG on an 
Administrative procedure for providing referrals to the Water Board 
and document providing referrals to the Water Board for facilities 
with significant problems. 

Pending 
Implementation 

by Program 

ESD-WE,  
ESD-UR 
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IND 3 - City Regulated Facilities 
The City of San José will conduct inspections of City Regulated commercial facilities as 
identified below: 

Type Frequency 

Food service facilities 2 or more AOCs* over a rolling three year time period - Every year 
1 AOC over a rolling three year time period - Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling three year time period - Every three (3)years 

All Other City Regulated 
facilities 

2 or more AOCs* over a rolling five year time period - Every year  
1 AOC over a rolling five year time period - Every two (2) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period but have exposure - Every five (5) years 
0 AOCs over a rolling five year time period with no exposure or potential for 
exposure - No further inspections  

Facilities for which a 
referral or ICID 
complaint is received 

As soon as practicable for violations and every year until they meet the above 
criteria.  

*Area of Concern (AOC) = A violation based on the San José Municipal Code 15.14.530 issued to a facility 
during a stormwater inspection. 

 
# Activities Compliance 

Date 
Responsible 

Party 
A. Determine industrial/commercial facilities identified in the IND SOPs 

for inspection in each FY. 
Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated facilities, other 
than food service facilities, at least once every five (5) years in 
accordance with the inspection frequency schedule. If determined to 
have no impact or no potential for pollution, will not be scheduled for 
future inspection. 

Ongoing ESD-WE  

C. Conduct and document inspections of City Regulated food service 
facilities at least once every three (3) years.  Initial approved 
performance standards require inspections every three years. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

D. Conduct and document inspections for which a referral or complaint 
was received within five days of complaint received and second 
inspection within one year. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

E. Develop a database to track the inspection information from the 
inspector facility inspection report. 

Done FY 02-03 ESD-WE 

 1. Implement new Environmental Enforcement Data Management 
System. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD-WE 

 2. Prepare draft data inspection tables to review data trends and to 
facilitate timely evaluation of the data. 

Annually, Q3 ESD-WE 

F. Maintain database to track inspection information from inspector 
facility inspection report and to include new industrial program 
categories. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

G. For B, C, D, and E, collect information during inspections on the 
potential for stormwater pollution at City Regulated facilities in order 
to determine the appropriate inspection frequency for the various 
facilities. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 7 IND WORK PLAN- 3/09 
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 8 IND WORK PLAN- 3/09 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

H. Develop an inspection frequency plan to track frequency of 
inspections.  Implement & update, as needed, the inspection 
frequency plan. 

Development: 
Done FY 01-02 

Ongoing 

Updated As 
Needed 

ESD-WE 

IND 4 - Compliance 
The City of San José will conduct industrial/commercial inspections to determine the existence 
of discharges or potential discharges which are illegal under local ordinances. The facility 
operator will be notified of observed areas of concern to be corrected and/or if official action on 
violations is necessary, it will take place under local enforcement procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document facilities that have enforcement actions and the type of 
enforcement actions conducted for the existence of discharges or 
threatened discharges that are illegal under local ordinances. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

IND 5 - Training 
The City of San José will ensure that industrial/commercial inspectors are adequately trained in 
inspection procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution 
prevention. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct annual training for IND inspectors. Annually, Q1 ESD-WE 

B. Maintain a training plan and provide and document on-the-job 
training and other training opportunities such as industrial/ 
commercial inspection workshops. 

Ongoing ESD-WE 

C. Review inspection training protocols to identify new training 
opportunities, approaches, and materials. 

Annually ESD-WE 

IND 6 - Outreach 
The City of San José will help develop and distribute outreach and technology transfer material 
containing applicable control measures and/or BMPs to industrial/commercial facility operators 
responsible for IND activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify and list existing outreach and technology transfer material.  Annually ESD-UR 

B. Distribute applicable outreach and technology transfer material to 
industrial/commercial facility operators. Document to the Water 
Board that outreach and technology transfer material and/or BMPs 

Distribution: 
Ongoing 

ESD-UR 
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 9 IND WORK PLAN- 3/09 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

have been distributed, as needed, to industrial/commercial facility 
operators. 

See PIP Program 
Element in 

Annual Report 

C. Determine usefulness of outreach and technology transfer materials 
by obtaining feedback from industrial/commercial facilities.  Obtain 
feedback from inspectors about the effectiveness of existing outreach 
and technology transfer material and develop and/or modify existing 
outreach material. 

As Needed ESD-UR 

IND 7 - NOI Filers Effectiveness Evaluation  
The City of San Jose’s Watershed Enforcement staff will review and evaluate the effectiveness 
of its inspections procedures and database tracking system. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of NOI Filers inspections 
procedures. 

Annually ESD-WE 

B. Document and evaluate the effectiveness of the NOI Filers database 
tracking system. 

Annually ESD-WE 

C. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually ESD-WE 
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New and Redevelopment 

NRD Work Plan 

The New and Redevelopment provision (also referred to as C.3) 
requires that development projects implement controls to 
address pollutant discharges and increased stormwater runoff 
flows for the life of a project by incorporation of treatment and 
hydromodification measures and other appropriate source 
control and site design measures. 

The City began phased implementation of hydraulic (also 
referred to as numeric) sizing requirements for stormwater 
treatment control measures in conformance with City Council 
approved Post-Construction Urban Runoff Management Policy 
6-29 on October 15, 2003.  Effective August 15, 2006, 
hydraulic sizing was required for all projects that create or 
replace 10,000 square feet of impervious surface.  On October 
18, 2005, Council approved Post-Construction 
Hydromodification Management Policy 8-14 and the City began 
implementation of hydromodification management 
requirements.  This Program element is implemented pursuant 
to permit provision C.3. 

er appropriate new development and redevelopment 
permitting procedures (Provision C.3.a.i). 

Co ce Re le 

Bio-swale stormwater treatment 
control measure at Roosevelt 

Community Center

NRD 1 - Legal Authority 
The City of San José will have adequate legal authority to implement new development control 
measures, including all applicable requirements of Provision C.3, as part of its development plan 
review and approval procedures and oth

# Activities mplian
Date 

sponsib
Party 

A.  to 
implement new development control measures (C.3.a.i). 

As Needed PBCE, ESD, PWRevise Municipal Code to ensure adequate legal authority

NRD 2 - Guidance to Developers 

The City will provide developers with information and guidance materials on site design 
guidelines, building permit requirements, and BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention, as 
appropriate for the type of project and location. 

Co ce Re le # Activities mplian
Date 

sponsib
Party 

A. 1. Draft necessary revisions to Guidance Manual on Selection of 
Stormwater Quality Control Measures to allow incorporation of 

Do 03 

Ongoing 

PBCE  PW, 
RDA 

hydraulic sizing design criteria and provide to developers. 

ne FY 02- , ESD,
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2. Refine Guidance Manual on Selection of Stormwater Quality
Control Measures to incorporate HMP measures, as necessary. 

 Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, Program 

B. 
g 

hydraulic sizing design criteria and HMP 

Done FY 02-03 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

Provide development community with revised information and 
guidance materials concerning any adopted on site design, buildin
permit requirements, 
criteria, and maintenance requirements for BMPs for stormwater 
treatment measures. 

 1. Coordinate w/development community on proposed hydraulic
sizing criteria for structural stormwater treatment 

 
measures, HMP 

s and regular meetings. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

criteria and any proposed revisions to Guidance Manual and 
policy through workshop

 2. Update guidance material regarding maintenance responsibilities 
for any HMP measures. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, Program 

NRD 3 - CEQA Requirements 
The City will ensure that environmental documents required for those projects that fall under 
CEQA and NEPA review address both significant and cumulative stormwater quality impacts 
during the life of the project, and relevant permit requirements.  Th nts s, 
negative declarations and initial study checklists (C.3.m). 

Date 

ese docume include EIR

# Activities Compliance Responsible 
Party 

A. ental Review procedures to Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, Review and evaluate the City’s Environm
improve the review for water quality impacts and identification of 
mitigation measures.  (Provision C.3.m.) 

RDA 

 1. Identify areas where new or additional water quality review 
ed 

Done FY 02-03  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
processes and related documents or checklist questions are need
and propose schedule for revision. 

RDA 

 2. Refine and update areas where new or additional water quality 
related mitigation measures may be needed. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Report on revisions made to environmental review processes. Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 4 - Project Mitigation Measures and Design Requirements  
The City will encourage developers of all projects subject to design review under its 
development plan review and approval procedures to consider incorporating appropriate source 
control and site design measure that minimize stormwater pollutan  to t
extent practicable.  

t discharges he maximum 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Construction Urban Runoff Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, Revise current Policy on Post-
Management as necessary to incorporate minimum BMP 
requirements for all projects. Ongoing RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Review and modify development permit approval procedures for 
adopted revisions as necessary. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. e 

s. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, Review the design standards and guidance for opportunities to mak
revisions that would result in reduced impacts to water quality and 
summarize how they were incorporated into approval procedure

RDA 

D. esign 

 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, Review the existing source control measures contained in site d
standards, guidance documents and conditions of approval for 
opportunities to limit stormwater pollution. (Provision C.3.k.)

RDA 

E. ise as necessary to incorporate water Done FY 02-03 PBCE Review General Plan and rev
quality and watershed protection principles and policies, and 
summarize revisions made. 

Ongoing 

F. e 
ts to water 

re listed in Provision C.3.j. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

Review the design standards and guidance for opportunities to mak
revisions as necessary that would result in reduced impac
quality and summarize how they were incorporated into approval 
procedures.  Such revisions a

 1. Identify and document existing site design standards and guidance 
documents and policies. 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise Site Design Measures and Standards, as necessary. Done FY 03-04 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 5 - Group 1, 2 and HMP Project Requirements  
On October 15, 2003, the City began phased implementation of hydraulically sized stormwater 
treatment measures in conformance with Policy 6-29 beginning with projects that create or 
replace one acre or more of impervious surface area and are considered Land Uses of Concern.  
On February 15, 2005, all projects that created or replaced one acre or more of impervious 
surface were required to hydraulically size stormwater treatment measures.  On May 17, 2005, 
the threshold changed to include all projects that created or replaced 10,000 square feet of 
impervious surface and are a Land Use of Concern.  Effective August 15, 2006, all projects that 

 maximize 

courage pesticide use (C.9.d.ii); 

n C.3.d); and 

create or replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface were required to include 
hydraulically sized stormwater treatment measures in each project.   

On October 18, 2005, all projects that meet the criteria described in Policy 8-14 are required to 
manage increases in runoff flow, volume and duration. 

The following is a brief summary of the Best Management Practices that are required in all 
development projects: 

 Site design shall include measures to minimize impervious land coverage,
infiltration (where appropriate and designed to protect groundwater quality) and provide 
detention or retention as part of landscaping where feasible (C3.b.i and C.3.j); 

 Source controls shall be required to limit pollution generation, discharge, and runoff as 
appropriate (C.3.k), including measures to dis

 Stormwater treatment measures shall be designed in accordance with the numeric design 
criteria in Policy 6-29 (Provisio
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 Increases in runoff flow, volume and duration shall be  acc h 
Policy 8-14 (Provision C.3.f). 

managed in ordance wit

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A  1. . Propose revisions to current Policy 6-29 on Post-Construction 
Urban Runoff Management as necessary to incorporate hydraulic 
sizing design criteria. 

Done FY 03-04 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Revise current Policy 6-29 on Post-Construction Urban
Management as necessary to incorporate hydraulic sizi

 Runoff 
ng design 

criteria. 

Done FY 03-04 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Revise policy as needed for Group 2 implementation. 

& FY 06-07 

Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Revise policy as needed for HMP implementation. Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B  D. evelop a list of Annual Reporting requirements from Provision C.3. 
Design data tracking needs and protocols. 

Do 3 ne FY 02-0 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Compile a list of new development and redevelopment projec
name, type of project, site acreage or square footage, square 

ts by 

ic 

Annually  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

footage of new impervious surface, treatment BMPs and numer
sizing criteria used for applicable projects.  Also, the source 
control measures required and pesticide reduction measures. 

 2. Update existing data collection software for private projects to 
enable tracking of all projects with treatment or HMP measures.  

Done FY 07-08 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C  R. evise and update permitted alternatives to numeric sizing thr
Alternative Measures Program in Policy 6-29. 

ough Done FY 04-05 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Report to City Council on Alternative Measures Program 
revisions in Policy 6-29. (Provision C.3.g.) 

Do 5 ne FY 04-0 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Track name and location of projects in the Alternative Measur
Program, project type and size, percent impervious surface, reason 
for granting waiver, terms of waiver, e

es 

quivalent benefit provided, 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

alternative treatment project or regional project receiving the 
benefit and date of completion of the alternative treatment project 
or regional project (Provision C.3.g). 

 3. Report to City Council on projects approved with numeric sizi
alternatives through Alternative Measures Program. (Provision
C.3.g.) 

ng 
 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D  D. raft post-construction treatment BMP certification procedures.
(Provision C.3.h) 

 Do 3 ne FY 02-0 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Track name and location of projects subject to certification. 
(Provision C.3.h.) 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Participate on SCVURPPP’s Hydromodification Management Plan 
work group and develop procedures for limiting peak stormwater 
runoff discharge rates from development projects. (Provision C.3.f.) 

Done FY 04-05 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

F. 1. Revi  development permit approval procedures and 
stan  procedures as necessary to incorporate 
requ

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

ew and modify
dard operating
irements for: 

 

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
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# Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party Activities 

 b. Group 2 Done FY 04-05   
 c. HMP Done FY 05-06  

 2. Update and refine criteria and checklist to aid Department of
Planning, Building & Code Enforcement & Department of Pu
Works planners and engineers in determining whether a 
devel  should be required to incorporate 

 
blic 

post-
cons ent control measures and their related 
oper tenance requirements as necessary. 

 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

opment project
truction treatm
ation and main

 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 Done F 04-05  Y  
 c. HMP Done FY 05-06  

 3. Update and refine standard conditions of approval as necessary to 
ensure proper select

mwater treatm
ion, design of and installation of structural 

stor ent measures per Provision C.3.b.,c.,d as 
nece

  PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

ssary. 
 a. Group 1 Done FY 03-04  
 b. Group 2 Done FY 04-05   
 Done FY 05-06 c. HMP  

G. ose enhanced reporting format for documenting use Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, Develop and prop
of pesticide reduction measures at development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. & C.9.ii.) 

 RDA 

 1. Based on City’s Pesticide Management Plan, establish criteria fo
tracking percentage of new de

r 
velopment projects for which 

Done FY 03-04 
 Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

pesticide reduction measures were required and begin tracking. 
(Provision C.3.n. & C.9.d.ii) 

H. elopment conditions of approval, and 
procedures to developments with significant stormwater pollution 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

Implement any new adopted dev

potential. (Provision C.3.b.) 

NRD 6 - Developer Conformance with State Requirements 
The City will require developers of projects that disturb a land area of one acre or more to 
demonstrate conformance with the State General Construction Activity Storm W  
in ding filing of NOI, develo  a SWPPP, et al.   

# Date Party 

ater Permit
clu pment of

Activities Compliance Responsible 

A.  land area 
er the 

State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, PW, RDAInclude as condition of approval for projects that disturb a
of one acre or more, a requirement to demonstrate coverage und

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. 

Program Element 
in Annual Report 

PBCE, PW, RDADone FY 02-03 

See CON 
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NRD 7 - Developer Erosion Control Plans 
The City will require developers of projects with potential for significant erosion and planned 
construction activity during the wet season to prepare and implement an effective erosion and/or 
sediment control plan or similar document prior to the start of the wet season. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Include as a condition of approval for applicable projects a 
requirement to prepare and implement an erosion and sediment 
control plan. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, PW, RDA

B. Track the projects that contained above condition of approval. Done FY 02-03  

See CON 
Program Element 
in Annual Report  

PBCE, PW, RDA

NRD 8 - Operation and Maintenance for Structural Stormwater Controls 

The City will implement an operation and maintenance (O&M) verification program that 
includes (C.3.e): 

 Compiling a list of private and public properties and responsible operators for all 
stormwater treatment measures;  

 Inspecting a subset of prioritized treatment measures for appropriate O&M, on an 
annual basis, with appropriate follow-up and correction; 

 Requiring legally enforceable agreements or other mechanisms assigning responsibility 
for O&M of treatment measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with SCVURPPP to develop guidance for implementing O&M 
Program. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. 1a. Draft summary of details of operation and maintenance 
verification program: organizational structure, evaluation, 
proposed improvements, inspections and follow-up, including 
criteria for setting priorities. (Provision C.3.e) 

Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1b. Conduct pilot inspection program to inspect treatment BMPs that 
were constructed prior to numeric sizing requirements.  The 
intention of the pilot program is to assess workload impacts, data 
tracking and collection methods, and funding for O&M programs 
and to use this information to revise the O&M program. 

Done FY 05-06 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 2.  Revise and update draft summary of details of operation and 
maintenance verification program: organizational structure, 
evaluation, proposed improvements, inspections and follow-up, 
including criteria for setting priorities as necessary. (Provision 
C.3.e.) 

Done FY 05-06 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. 1. Include as a condition of approval a requirement that developers 
of projects that include installation of permanent structural 
stormwater controls are required to establish and provide proof of 
operation and maintenance of such controls. 

Done FY 03-04 

 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2. Revise and update condition of approval requirement that 
developers of projects that include installation of permanent 
structural stormwater controls are required to establish and 
provide proof of operation and maintenance of such structural 
controls as necessary. 

Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Develop model permit conditions with BMP fact sheets to include 
in use permits where appropriate.  

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Compile a list of projects & responsible operators subject to C.3.e. 
provision. 

Done FY 03-04 
Annually 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Track and compile a list of priority properties inspected and 
inspection results. (Provision C.3.e.iii.) 

Done FY 03-04 
Annually  

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 1. Determine criteria for setting priorities for inspection of structural 
stormwater treatment measures & inspection frequency. 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Update and revise criteria for setting priorities for inspection of 
structural stormwater treatment measures & inspection frequency 
as necessary. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 3. Develop local inspection program for verification of proper O&M. Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 4. Update and revise local inspection program for verification of 
proper O&M as necessary. 

Done FY 05-06 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

E. Update inspection software to track and schedule inspections for the 
number of sites that installed treatment and/or HMP measures. 

*This activity is one of multiple inspection software updates planned 
upon adoption of MRP. 

FY 06-07 

FY 09-10* 

 

ESD-WE 

NRD 9 - Applicability to Public Projects 
The City will ensure municipal capital improvement projects include stormwater quality control 
measures during and after construction, appropriate for each project, and that contractors comply 
with stormwater quality control requirements during construction activities and maintenance 
activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a process to ensure that municipal capital 
improvement projects install structural stormwater quality control 
measures as necessary. 

Done FY 02-03 

Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 1. Participate on SCVURPPP work group tasked with developing a 
technical guidance document for use by municipal staff to ensure 
that the document includes standard specifications and details, 
sizing methodologies, and model conditions of approval 
acceptable for use in City projects as necessary. (Provision C.3.b. 
& d.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

 2. Review and revise Redevelopment Agency Project Request for 
Proposal procedures as necessary to comply with revised 
Provision C.3. requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

Done FY 03-04 ESD, PBCE, 
RDA 

 3. Review and Revise Public Works Capital Improvement Project 
approval procedures and Road Improvement Project approval 
procedures as necessary to comply with revised Provision C.3. 
requirements. (Provision C.3.c.) 

Done FY 02-03 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Review, evaluate, and modify the procedures, as necessary. Done FY 03-04 PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

C. Begin tracking required data on the public projects subject to 
Provision C.3. hydraulic sizing criteria requirements for Annual 
Report. 

Done FY 03-04 
Ongoing 

PBCE, PW, RDA

 1. Modify the existing data collection software for public projects to 
track new capitol improvement projects with stormwater treatment 
and/or HMP measures.  

Done FY 07-08 PW 

D. Monitor development of City’s Green Building program for 
opportunities to discourage architectural use of copper in 
development projects (Provision C.9.a.) and to incorporate urban 
runoff considerations. 

Done FY 02-03 
Ongoing 

PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

NRD 10 - City Staff Training 
The City will provide training at least annually to its planning, building, and public works staff 
on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater pollution 
prevention (C.3.a.vi). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide training to Planning and Public Works staff on planning 
procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater 
pollution prevention. (Provision C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Provide training to Redevelopment Agency and Department of 
Transportation staff on planning procedures, policies, design 
guidelines, and BMPs for stormwater pollution prevention. (Provision 
C.3.a.vi.) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, DOT 

C. Revise the training protocol to incorporate any newly adopted 
Provision C.3. permit requirements and related revised procedures. 

As Needed PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

D. Train staff responsible for design review on pest-resistant landscaping 
techniques and model conditions of approval and the importance of 
minimizing pesticide use in runoff from development sites. (Provision 
C.3.n. and Provision C.9.d.ii) 

Ongoing PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA, DOT 
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 18 NRD WORK PLAN- 3/09 

NRD 11 - Development Plan Review and Approval Procedures Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José will review and evaluate the effectiveness of its development plan review 
and approval procedures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in review and 
approval process. 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually PBCE, ESD, PW, 
RDA 
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Construction Inspection 

CON Work Plan 

The City inspects activities at construction sites to 
prevent sediment and other pollutants from 
entering the storm sewer system.  The measures 
and activities discussed in this work plan apply to 
both private development projects and municipal 
public works construction projects.  These 
measures and activities are implemented at 
construction project sites as part of the City’s 
construction inspection and enforcement program, 
which is implemented as a collaborative effort 
between inspectors from Public Works, Building, 
and Environmental Services.  These departments 
also collaborate in providing outreach materials 
and training to the development community on 
appropriate best management practices.  This 
program element is implemented pursuant to 
permit provision C.2.   

Proper ction, 
inclu

 stormwater management during constru
ding drain protection, prevents sediment and 

other pollutants from entering the storm system 

CON 1 - Site Housekeeping 
The City ensures through a construction inspection program that construction contractors 
properly store, use, and dispose of construction materials, chemicals, and wastes at construction 
sites, and prevent illicit discharges to storm drains and watercourses.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Track and document incidents of housekeeping issues at construction 
sites. 

Ongoing  PBCE-Bldg,  
PW, ESD-WE 

CON 2 - Local Ordinance 

For development projects with significant erosion potential and planned construction activity 
during the wet season, the City ensures, through a construction inspection program, that erosion 
and/or sediment control measures are implemented in accordance with local ordinances and 
project conditions of approval and maintained as needed during construction. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Maintain a program for identifying and conditioning projects with 
significant erosion potential and planned wet season activity. 

Ongoing PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

B. Identify ordinance changes needed to conduct inspections. As Needed PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  
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CON 3 - Construction Inspection Frequency 
The City inspects construction sites for adequacy of stormwater quality control measures.  The 
frequency of inspections for active sites is at least once per month, or more frequently based on 
size of project, site conditions, precipitation, and project’s potential impact on stormwater 
quality.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Maintain and update SOPs for construction inspection program. As Needed  PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

B. Document inspections of active construction sites. Ongoing PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

C. Evaluate the effectiveness of the construction inspection program and 
make improvements as necessary. 

Annually PW, ESD-WE, 
PBCE-Bldg  

CON 4 - Wet Season Preparation  
Prior to the beginning of the wet season each year, the City inspects all sites requiring erosion 
and/or sediment control plans, to ensure that measures have been taken to minimize erosion and 
discharges of sediment from disturbed areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and revise procedures for construction inspection staff 
regarding wet season construction requirements. 

As Needed PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, 

PBCE-Bldg, ESD

B. Document pre-season inspection of construction sites to ensure 
adequate implementation of winterizing BMPs prior to the wet 
season. 

Annually PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

CON 5 - Inspection and Site Evaluation Follow-up 
Construction sites with inadequate erosion/sediment controls are given verbal or written notice of 
the inadequacies, according to the City’s enforcement procedures, and followed up with action(s) 
commensurate with risk of pollutants entering City storm drains or waterways.  Written notices 
and follow-up actions are tracked and summarized in the City’s Annual Report to the Water 
Board. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement SOPs for follow-up actions and graduated levels of 
enforcement for construction sites. 

Ongoing PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, 

PBCE-Bldg, ESD

B. Track and summarize notices and follow-up actions for annual 
reports. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, 

PBCE-Bldg, ESD

 1. Use revised erosion and sediment control checklist to better track 
warnings and required corrections given to construction site 
managers.  

Done FY 06-07 

Annually 

PW-THS 
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CON 6 - Municipal Training 
The City provides training annually to its construction inspection staff on inspection procedures, 
documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater pollution prevention.  All inspectors 
receive training on the latest construction-related stormwater pollution prevention techniques and 
appropriate follow up actions at least once every two years.   The City keeps documentation that 
inspectors have received training. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop an annual training plan for construction inspection program. Annually, Q1 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

B. Conduct annual training.  Annually ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

C. Track and document that inspectors have received training. Annually ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate the training curriculum and frequency, and make 
improvements as necessary. 

Annually  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 1. Conduct additional stormwater BMP training for all inspection 
groups during section meetings throughout the year to supplement 
the main autumn annual training.  

Done FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

ESD-UR, ESD-
WE 

E. Hold coordination meetings for Building, ESD, and Public Works 
inspectors.  

Ongoing PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS, PBCE-

Bldg, ESD-WE,   
ESD-UR 

F. City has allocated funds in FY 08-09 for contractual support for two 
Construction Stormwater BMP Training Workshops for City staff.  
Ensure City staff attends two funded Construction Stormwater BMP 
Training Workshops.  

Done FY 08-09 ESD-UR, ESD-
WE 

CON 7 - Outreach 
The City provides outreach materials to contractors, developers, and municipal staff on 
construction BMPs and compliance with the State General Construction Activity Storm Water 
Permit. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review outreach and technology transfer materials and make 
improvements, as necessary. 

Annually, Q4  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 1. Reprint revised Dewatering from Construction Sites and In-
Ground Utilities Maintenance Projects brochure.  

Pending MRP ESD-UR 

B. Conduct outreach sessions for development community. Annually ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg,  

Program  

C. Document outreach to development community. Annually ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate outreach program and make improvements, as necessary. Annually  ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 1. Print and distribute revised “Clean Bay Blueprint” to developers 
and City inspectors.  

Done FY 05-06 
As needed 

ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2. Explore the use of construction site signs to alert site employees 
and the public of stormwater pollution prevention message and 
945-3000 hotline information. 

Done FY 06-07 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 3. Implement, if feasible, the use of construction site signs to alert 
site employees and the public of stormwater pollution prevention 
message and 945-3000 hotline information, if feasible.  

Done FY 07-08 

As needed 

ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

 4. Evaluate use of construction site signs program and possibly 
expand it to other municipal construction project sites during FY 
07-08.  

Done FY 07-08 ESD, PW, 
PBCE-Bldg 

CON 8 - Public Works Projects  
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors hired to construct 
public works projects have adequate erosion control plans and use appropriate Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) adopted by the Department of Public Works. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct training for Public Works capital improvement project staff 
(City Facilities Architectural Services; Roads and Bridges; and 
Engineering and Construction Services) on contract language, 
standard specifications, and enforcement. 

Annually PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

ESD 

B. Track the number of Public Work projects with these requirements. Annually PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

CON 9 - Construction Inspection Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José will review and evaluate effectiveness of its construction inspection SOPs 
and BMPs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate and incorporate any needed improvements in construction 
inspection SOPs and BMPs. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 

B. Document and evaluate what worked well and what needs 
improvement. 

Annually  PW-CFAS, ECS, 
TDS 

PBCE-Bldg  
ESD-WE 
ESD-UR 

 1. Expand the number of sites with an inspector of record to capture 
more of the Type 1 and Type 2 sites (per Public Work’s 
designation). 

Ongoing PBCE-Bldg 
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Public Streets, Roads, & Highways 

PSR Work Plan 

This program element is one of several that 
address municipal activities.  The PSR program 
element consists of incorporating best 
management practices (BMPs) into City 
operations such as street repair.  Training plays 
a key role in ensuring that staff uses the proper 
techniques during the course of their duties to 
protect water quality.  Training topics and 
activities include spill response, resurfacing, 
sealing and patching, saw-cutting, street 
sweeping, landscape chemical application, 
concrete installation, pavement striping, legend 
removal, and catch basin inspection after 

irrigation repair.  BMP effectiveness evaluation from crew members is obtained during the 
training sessions.  This program element is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.2.   

DOT rnor  paving crew receives a hand from the gove

PSR 1 - Implementation of BMPs 
The City of San José will implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) for street, road, and 
highway operation and maintenance (O&M) activities to reduce pollutants in stormwater and 
eliminate illicit discharges to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop additional BMPs, as needed, when new O&M tasks are 
instituted. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. When new BMPs and SOPs are developed, integrate BMPs and SOPs 
into training program. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Include SOPs listed in PSR 1.D.1 and developed in FY 05-06 into 
the FY 06-07 training program. 

Done FY 06-07 ESD 

D. Staff will review current PSR and SDO BMPs and SOPs.  The annual 
training sessions with staff will be used as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs and SOPs.  BMPs and SOPs will be 
updated as indicated by the review. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 

Date 
Responsible 

Party 
 1. Revise or write the following SOPs: 

 Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance: Cleaning, concrete installation 
and  replacement, surface removal and repair; 

 Bridge and Structure Maintenance:  Painting and paint 
removal, repair work, and graffiti removal; 

 Median and Road Embankment Maintenance; 
 Storm Drain Inlet Cleaning; 
 Storm Drain Line Cleaning; 
 Management of Storm Drain System Solid Waste; 
 Pump Station Inspection and Cleaning; 
 Drainage Ditch Cleaning. 

Done FY 05-06 DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 2. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form to 
indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater complaint 
is a City employee. 

 FY 08-09 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 3. In response to stormwater complaints involving a City employee 
conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the supervisor for the 
City employee involved in the complaint will be notified. 

Done FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, PRNS, 
ESD 

 4. Review the existing Street Sweeping SOP. FY 08-09 DOT, ESD 

PSR 2 - Contractor Use of BMPs 
The City of San José will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors employed 
to perform street, road, and highway O&M activities use appropriate BMPs per URMP. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Train contract managers for public street, road, and highway O&M 
contracts on related stormwater BMPs annually. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

 1. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form to 
indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater complaint 
is a City contractor. 

 FY 08-09 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 2. In response to stormwater complaints involving City contractors 
conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the contract manager 
for the City contract involved in the complaint will be notified. 

Done FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, PRNS, 
ESD 

B. Develop standard contract language for PSR maintenance activities. Done FY 05-06 DOT, ESD 

 1. Send letters to City contractors conducting PSR and SDO O&M 
activities with a reminder to use appropriate BMPs while 
conducting their work. 

Done FY 07-08 DOT, GS, PRNS, 
ESD 

PSR 3 - City Staff Annual Training 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in the use of appropriate 
BMPs.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback from staff on the 
implementation and effectiveness of the BMPs and Control Measures. 

 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 24 PSR WORK PLAN- 3/09 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training goals, such as improving the focus of the training on 
the specific BMPs used by a section; integrating new BMPs, if any; 
etc. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

B. Identify training opportunities (which could include tailgate meetings 
and other existing training). 

Annually DOT, ESD 

C. Create or revise training modules for affected City staff and 
contractors. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Add specific components from DOT Electrical Crew training 
module to the general DOT Street Crew training module.  These 
components include:  asphalt/concrete removal, concrete 
installation and repair, and mercury lamp recycling and/or 
disposal. 

Done FY 05-06 ESD 

D. Create or revise collateral material based on training modules. As Needed DOT, ESD 

E. Schedule training with affected supervisors. Annually DOT, ESD 

 1. Develop and implement a new training module specifically for 
DOT electrician staff. 

Done FY 04-05 DOT, ESD 

PSR 4 - Notification of Public Agencies 
The City of San José will inform other parties (e.g., CalTrans, the County of Santa Clara, and 
public utilities) conducting street, road, and highway O&M activities within its jurisdiction of the 
requirements to implement  pollutant reduction BMPs and Control Measures in stormwater to the 
maximum extent practicable and eliminate illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify conditions under which another agency will be notified 
regarding relevant stormwater requirements. 

Done FY 02-03  

 1. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form to 
indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater complaint 
is another agency. 

FY 08-09 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 2. The City will send letters to other agencies that conduct PSR 
O&M activities within its jurisdiction informing them of the 
requirement to implement appropriate BMPs and control measures 
while conducting their work. 

Done FY 06-07 ESD-WE 

PSR 5 - BMP Effectiveness Reviews 
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and eliminating illicit discharges.  
The review and evaluation will include input from the municipal maintenance staff that 
implement the BMPs. 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft procedure for annual effectiveness reporting, including sub-
procedures for gathering feedback from affected supervisors and for 
modifications to BMPs and SOPs as necessary. 

Done FY 01-02   

 1. Review procedures for annual effectiveness evaluation.  Consider 
obtaining feedback from supervisors on how to assess BMP 
effectiveness and the use of training sessions with staff as an 
opportunity to evaluate BMPs and SOPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

B. Conduct evaluation of BMPs and SOPs. Annually DOT, ESD 

 1. Revise the eight SOPs reviewed in FY 06-07 according to 
comments received during the review process.  

Done FY 07-08 ESD 

C. Expand parking restriction signage and enforcement for street 
sweeping by 20 curb miles. 

FY 08-09 

 

DOT 

D. Collect street sweeping data: volume and/or weight of debris 
collected, curb miles swept, and estimated percentage of leaves in 
yard trimmings collection program. 

Ongoing 

[See CNAP CB-
11] 

DOT, ESD 

PSR 6 - Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
The City will extend its control measure strategy for PSR to address water quality impacts 
resulting from public works maintenance and support activities in rural areas. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify City-owned properties that are applicable (under the RPW 
performance standard). 

Ongoing  

 1. Re-evaluate the feasibility of using GIS information to identify 
additional applicable properties, if any. 

Done FY 05-06 PRNS, GS, DOT, 
ESD 

 2. Some of the roads on the rural roads list compiled in FY 06-07 
have portions that are within City limits and portions that are 
within Unincorporated Areas.  Determine exactly which portions 
of these roads fall within the City’s limits.  

Done FY 07-08 DOT, ESD 

B. Develop or adapt Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) for rural public works activities. 

Done FY 03-04  

C. Provide annual training on appropriate SOPs/BMPs to City staff that 
perform rural public works operations and maintenance activities.  
Incorporate SOPs/BMPs evaluation into annual training. 

Annually PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

 1. Evaluate the RPW training schedule in order to coordinate more 
efficiently with PRNS staff schedules.  

Done FY 06-07 PRNS, ESD 

D. Through contract specifications, require contractors hired by the City 
to use appropriate SOPs/BMPs when performing rural public works 
construction or maintenance. 

Done FY 05-06 PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 

E. Annually conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the rural 
public works program, report the results in the Urban Runoff Annual 
Report.  Identify items for continuous improvement. 

 Annually PRNS, DOT, GS, 
ESD 
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Storm Drain System Operation & Maintenance 

SDO Work Plan 

Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance is another 
municipal activity program element implemented in 
accordance with provision C.2.a of the permit.  This program 
includes key maintenance activities that are conducted to 
ensure the proper function of the storm sewer system to 
collect and convey storm runoff. The Department of 
Transportation Standard Operating Procedures for catch basin 
cleaning and Problem Area Reporting are a focus of crew 
training.  A GIS map overlay has been created that assigns 
serial numbers to each of the City’s more than 30,000 storm 
drain inlets.  This map overlay is currently in use as a means 
to facilitate problem area reporting in the storm drain system. 

 

 DOT Vactor crew cleaning out a storm 
drain inlet while Urban Runoff staff collects 

GIS dataSDO 1 - O&M BMP Implementation 
The City of San José will implement best management practices (BMPs) for the storm drain 
system operation and maintenance (O&M) to reduce pollutants in stormwater to the maximum 
extent practicable.  Specific BMPs for each type of O&M activity are those listed in the City’s 
Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP). 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop additional BMPs, as needed, when new O&M tasks are 
instituted (including structural controls if necessary). 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Develop SOPs based on BMPs. As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. When new BMPs and SOPs are developed, integrate BMPs and SOPs 
into training program. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Include SOPs listed in SDO 1.D.1 and developed in FY 05-06 into 
the FY 06-07 training program.  

Done FY 06-07 ESD 

D. Staff will review current PSR and SDO BMPs and SOPs.  The annual 
training sessions with staff will be used as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs and SOPs.  BMPs and SOPs will be 
updated as indicated by the review. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 

Date 
Responsible 

Party 
 1. Revise or write the following SOPs: 

 Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance: Cleaning, concrete installation 
and  replacement, surface removal and repair; 

 Bridge and Structure Maintenance:  Painting and paint 
removal, repair work, and graffiti removal; 

 Median and Road Embankment Maintenance; 
 Storm Drain Inlet Cleaning; 
 Storm Drain Line Cleaning; 
 Management of Storm Drain System Solid Waste; 
 Pump Station Inspection and Cleaning; 
 Drainage Ditch Cleaning.  
See PSR 1.D.1 

Done FY 05-06 DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 2. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form to 
indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater complaint 
is a City employee. 

*This activity is one of multiple inspection software updates planned 
upon adoption of MRP. 

FY 07-08 

FY 09-10* 

ESD 

 3. In response to stormwater complaints involving a City employee 
conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the supervisor for the 
City employee involved in the complaint will be notified. 

Done FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, PRNS, 
ESD 

SDO 2 - Problem Tracking and Process Improvement 
The City of San José will develop and implement processes for tracking problem areas and 
ensuring that appropriate BMPs and SOPs will be implemented for storm drain operation and 
maintenance activities. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement an annual inspection and cleaning work plan to achieve a 
Tier II level review. 

Ongoing DOT 

B. Evaluate criteria for collecting data from City field personnel for the 
purposes of determining Problem Areas. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

C. Revise documentation and problem area reporting procedure, if 
necessary, to improve reporting performance.  Documentation to 
include frequency, nature, and type of recurring problem.  Include 
coordination of data from ICID and Storm Drain Management 
System data sources.  Include analysis of data to identify trends for 
targeting solutions. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

D. Produce Problem Area report. Annually  DOT 

E. Address Problem Areas through ICID enforcement/ education 
activities, additional BMP development, program development or 
retrofit. 

As Needed  
 

DOT, ESD 

 1. Explore purchasing additional vactor trucks.  Done FY 06-07 DOT 
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SDO 3 - Contractor Use of BMPs 
The City will develop and implement, as needed, a process to ensure that contractors employed 
to perform storm drain O&M activities use the appropriate BMPs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Train contract managers for SDO O&M contracts on related 
stormwater BMPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

 1. Include a check box on the WE ICID inspection report form to 
indicate whether the responsible party in a stormwater complaint 
is a City contractor. 

FY 08-09 

Ongoing 

ESD 

 2. In response to stormwater complaints involving City contractors 
conducting PSR and SDO O&M activities, the contract manager 
for the City contract involved in the complaint will be notified. 

Done FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

DOT, GS, PRNS, 
ESD 

SDO 4 – Staff Training and BMP Feedback 
The City of San José will provide annual training to its municipal staff in use of appropriate 
BMPs and/or Control Measures.  The City will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback 
from staff on implementation and effectiveness of BMPs and Control Measures. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide training prior to the rainy season. Annually DOT, ESD 

B. Create or revise training modules for affected City staff. As Needed DOT, ESD 

 1. Improve the focus of the training on the specific BMPs used by a 
section. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

 2. Provide specific training to inlet cleaning crews on IMSPAR data 
collection in advance of inlet cleaning program implementation. 

Annually  

 3. Add specific components from DOT Electrical Crew training 
module to the general DOT Street Crew training module.  These 
components include:  asphalt/concrete removal, concrete 
installation and repair, and mercury lamp recycling and/or 
disposal. 

Done FY 05-06 ESD 

C. Produce schedule for training. Annually DOT, ESD 

SDO 5 – Data Analysis 

As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will evaluate data regarding cleaning 
activities and unusual flows observed during inspection.  The review and evaluation will include 
consideration of storm drain structural retrofit. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A.    Draft procedure for annual review and evaluation of data. Done FY 01-02  

 1. Collect data on the amount of materials removed during inlet 
cleaning. 

Done FY 04-05 

Annually 

DOT, ESD 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Implement annual data review and identify follow-up actions as 
appropriate. 

Annually  

 1. Re-evaluate how follow up is conducted by crews when “cars on 
catch basins” is identified on the IMSPAR report, in order to 
better understand to what extent parked cars are barriers to 
cleaning. 

Done FY 06-07 DOT, ESD 

 2. Evaluate “cars on catch basins” data to see if it can be used as one 
of the factors in determining where future posted signage for street 
sweeping restrictions will be installed. 

Done FY 06-07 DOT, ESD 

 3. Evaluate how to integrate the results of the IMSPAR report, 
regarding garbage and high debris, into scheduling additional 
cleaning. 

Annually DOT, ESD 

 4. Re-evaluate use of hand held devices to collect data during storm 
drain inlet cleaning and potentially other maintenance activities. 

Done FY 07-08 DOT, ESD 

SDO 6 – BMP Effectiveness Reviews 
As part of the annual review process, the City of San José will review and evaluate the 
effectiveness of its BMPs in reducing pollutants in stormwater and eliminating illicit discharges. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review with supervisors to get feedback and information on how to 
assess BMP effectiveness. 

As Needed DOT, ESD 

B. Use annual training sessions with staff as an opportunity to evaluate 
the effectiveness of BMPs & SOPs. 

Annually DOT, ESD 
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Water Utilities Operations & Maintenance 

WUO&M Work Plan 

This program element addresses a municipal activity and is 
implemented in accordance with provision C.2.a.  The 
program addresses operation and maintenance activities at 
the City’s Municipal Water system.  The key tools for 
implementing this program are the Water Utility Pollution 
Prevention Plan and staff training to ensure that proper 
techniques are employed during maintenance activities.  The 
City’s training program includes the annual development of 
a video demonstrating the implementation of BMPs for a 
specific work function.   

Wa
 

ter System Technicians diverting flow
ndscape area during maintenan

 
to la ce WUO&M 1 – Inventory of O&M Activities 

The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct an inventory of all-key operations 
and maintenance activities, and identify routine and unplanned non-storm water discharges from 
these activities.  This inventory will be conducted every three years and evaluated at least once a 
year. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review current procedures for operations and maintenance. Annually ESD-Muni 

B. Three-year update of list. Done 03/31/06 
03/31/09 

ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 2 – Implementation of WUPPP 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will implement the pollution control measures 
identified in the Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan (WUPPP) to manage chlorine, biocides, 
and algaecides and prevent erosion and sedimentation.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement WUPPP/Report on activities. Ongoing ESD-Muni 

 

 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 31 WUO&M WORK PLAN- 3/09 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

WUO&M 3 – Staff Training and Contractor WUPPP Compliance 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will conduct annual training for municipal staff 
and coordinate WUPPP elements with water utility project planning, including WUPPP elements 
(BMPs, conditions, specifications, etc., in contract and services agreements).  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement training program. Annually, Q2 ESD-Muni 

WUO&M 4 – WUPPP Effectiveness Evaluation 
The City of San José’s Municipal Water System will evaluate the effectiveness of the WUPPP 
annually.  Maintain accurate documentation and revise the WUPPP as necessary. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Evaluate effectiveness of program. Annually, Q4 ESD-Muni 
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Pesticide Management  

PM Work Plan 

The purpose of the Pesticide Management program is to 
reduce the amount of pesticides in stormwater and landscape 
runoff. Activities include setting municipal policy, 
implementing proper techniques when selecting and 
applying pesticides on City property, staff training, public 
education, and City participation in regional efforts to 
influence regulations that affect pesticide management.  In 
2003, the Council adopted an Integrated Pest Management 
(IPM) Policy, which calls for municipal operations to 
incorporate IPM techniques and to reduce, phase-out, and 
ultimately eliminate the use of pesticides that cause 
impairment of surface waters. The City continues to 
implement pest control BMPs and train staff on Integrated 
Pest Management (IPM) techniques.  This program element 
is implemented pursuant to permit provision C.9.d.   

She , ep grazing on weeds at the Airport
a pesticide-free management strategy 

 

PM 1 – Integrated Pest Management 
The City will adopt an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) policy and/or ordinance requiring use 
of IPM techniques in the agency’s operations and minimization of pesticide use, particularly 
organophosphate and copper-based pesticides, by agency staff and contractors. 

# Activity Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop a City IPM policy for inclusion in Pesticide Management 
Plan. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

PM 2 – Pesticide Management Plan 
The City will develop and implement a Pesticide Management Plan with the goals of minimizing 
pesticide use and reducing the amount of pesticides in stormwater and landscape runoff to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Draft a City of San José Pesticide Management Plan. Done FY 01-02 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

B. Publish City Pesticide Management Plan in URMP. Done FY 01-02 ESD 
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PM 3 – IPM SOPs and BMPs 
The City will develop and implement standard operating procedures (SOPs) and best 
management practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM Policy. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop SOPs and BMPs for implementing IPM policy with 
provisions that will reduce water quality impacts from pesticide use. 

Done FY 01-02 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

B. For each type of pest problem identified, seek model SOPs and BMPs 
from published literature. 

Done FY 01-02  GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

C. Incorporate or develop appropriate IPM measures into City SOPs and 
BMPs. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Pilot the use of additional IPM techniques, e.g., for weed control. Done FY 06-07 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

D. Update City URMP to incorporate model Pest Management 
Performance Standard, including description of legal authority (IPM 
policy and contract language), work plan elements, BMPs, and SOPs 
needed for implementation. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

E. Review and update City SOPs and BMPs, as appropriate.  As Needed GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

F. Develop Approved Pesticide List for applications on City property. FY 06-07 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Revise SOPs and BMPs to reflect use of Approved Pesticide List. FY 06-07 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

PM 4 – City Employee Training 
The City will ensure that employees receive pest management training by implementing the 
following: 
1. Employees who apply pesticides for the City will obtain the appropriate training as required 

by the County Agricultural Commissioner and State Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(DPR); 

2. Employees within departments responsible for pesticide application will receive annual 
training on appropriate portions of City IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest IPM 
techniques;  

3. Employees who are not authorized to apply pesticides will be annually trained not to use over-
the-counter pesticides at workplace, consistent with IPM Policy; and 

4. Annual internal outreach will be conducted to employees, who do not necessarily purchase or 
apply pesticides during their course of work, on less toxic pest control and to encourage 
employees to use IPM techniques away from work.  

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Ensure that employees who apply pesticides for the agency obtain 
appropriate training required by County Agricultural Commissioner 
and State Department of Pesticide Regulation. 

Annually GS, DOT, PRNS 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

B. Provide annual training on IPM Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and latest 
IPM techniques to employees within departments responsible for 
pesticide application.  

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

C. Annually inform employees who are not authorized / trained to apply 
pesticides not to use over-the-counter pesticides at workplace, 
consistent with IPM Policy. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

D. Monitoring Mechanism I.B.1.  Document and evaluate effectiveness 
of staff training conducted each year in annual report. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Update class evaluation/survey for IPM training classes conducted 
by City staff. 

As Needed GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

E. Public Education and Outreach Task II.A.14 Conduct internal 
outreach on less toxic pest control to employees who do not 
necessarily purchase or apply pesticides during the course of their 
work (to encourage employees to use IPM techniques away from 
work). 

Annually ESD 

PM 5 – Contractor Pesticide Management Requirements 
The City will develop and implement a process to ensure that contractors employed to conduct 
pest control and pesticide application on municipal property engage in pest control methods 
consistent with City IPM Policy. Specifically, the City will require contractors to:  

 follow City IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs;  

 provide evidence of current IPM training, when feasible; and  

 provide documentation of pesticide use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Ensure that contractors employed to conduct pest control/pesticide 
application on municipal property engage in methods consistent with 
City IPM policy. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW 

B. Review and update a list of all contractors employed by the City who 
perform pesticide application work. 

Annually  
 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW 

C. Implement a procedure to provide to each contractor a copy of the 
City’s IPM policy. 

Done FY 02-03 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

D. City will supply copies of pest specific BMPs and SOPs to 
contractors.  Contractors will self-certify their compliance with the 
City SOPs and BMPs. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

E. Require through contract specifications that PCOs contracted for 
municipal applications use pest control methods consistent with 
City’s IPM Policy.  Specifically, require contractors to: a) follow City 
IPM policy, BMPs and SOPs; b) provide evidence of current IPM 
training, when feasible; and c) provide documentation of pesticide 
use on City property to the City in a timely manner. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. City will develop standard content for PCO contracts. Done FY 04-05 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 2. City will implement standard content for PCO contracts.  Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

F. Invite contractors to participate in City training sessions on pesticide 
management. 

Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing  

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

G. Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1.  Document number of PCOs 
receiving presentations and/or training on pesticide use on municipal 
property. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD,  
PRNS 

PM 6 – Pesticide Management Outreach 
The City will identify in the annual work plan the outreach activities it will conduct consistent 
with Program Pesticide Management Plan.  Work plan elements will address outreach to 
residential and commercial pesticide users, pesticide retailers, and special districts.  Information 
will be provided on less-toxic pest control practices, proper disposal of pesticides, and the City’s 
own IPM practices, as applicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Increase awareness of target audiences regarding proper pesticide use, 
disposal methods, water quality impacts, and less toxic pest 
management messages.  Target audiences include commercial and 
residential pesticide users, pesticide retailers, municipal employees, 
and special districts. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Prepare IPM stories and press releases to local media. As Needed ESD 

C. In conjunction with Program, City will provide information on less 
toxic pest control (e.g., IPM techniques, municipal IPM policies, 
model contract language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring 
special districts (e.g., VTA, sanitary and utility districts, open space 
districts, vector control districts, and school districts) as appropriate. 

As Needed ESD 

D. Create and provide fact sheets and materials to pesticide retailers to 
facilitate point-of-purchase outreach to support IPM Store Partnership 
Program.  

Ongoing ESD 

E. Monitoring Mechanism: Document or estimate numbers of residents 
reached by outreach efforts, including events, web promotion, 
municipal employee outreach, and media advertising.  Monitor 
responses to outreach efforts by documenting calls to the Program’s 
general and watershed campaign hotlines. 

Annually ESD 

F. Co-host regional IPM conference to promote implementation of IPM 
practices in municipal operations in the City and Bay Area region. 

Done FY 06-07 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

G. Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1.  Document outreach efforts targeting 
businesses, recommended in the work plan, to be developed by the 
Program. Implement evaluation component of the work plan. 

Annually ESD 

 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 36 PM WORK PLAN- 3/09 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

PM 7 – HHW Pesticide Disposal 
The City will coordinate with household hazardous waste (HHW) collection agencies to support, 
enhance, and help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, and 
publicize programs for pesticide disposal. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Ensure that adequate pesticide disposal services exist for residents 
and conditionally exempt small quantity commercial generators. 

Annually  ESD 

C. Provide hazardous waste disposal information to residents, through 
distribution of materials (e.g., utility bill insert, city newsletter, 
community events, etc.) or advertising in local media. 

Ongoing ESD 

D. Monitoring Mechanism V.A.1. Document that HHW collection 
programs adequately serve residents and businesses and that 
exchange programs do not exchange organophosphate or banned 
pesticides. 

Annually ESD 

PM 8 – City Pesticide Use Tracking 
The City will develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use on municipally-owned 
property. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Develop and implement a pilot pesticide tracking process for 
Diazinon and Chlorpyriphos products. 

Done FY 01-02  GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

B. Track pesticide use on municipally owned property.  Include 
reporting and justification for use of OP pesticides and BMPs 
employed during OP pesticide use. 

Ongoing GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 1. Evaluate feasibility of implementing electronic data management 
system for pesticide use. 

Done FY 04-05 GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

 2. Implement electronic data management system for tracking 
pesticide use on City property. 

Done FY 05-06 
Ongoing 

GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS 

C. Monitoring Mechanism I.A.1. Document completion of tasks in 
annual reports. Use pesticide tracking process to document pesticide 
use. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW 
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PM 9 – City Pesticide Inventory Search 
The City will conduct periodic City-wide search of its chemical inventory for pesticides no 
longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  If found, these pesticides 
will be properly disposed of pursuant to appropriate waste disposal regulations. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct Citywide search of chemical storage areas for pesticides no 
longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local requirements.  
Properly dispose of any such pesticides pursuant to appropriate waste 
disposal regulations. 

Annually GS, DOT, PRNS 

PM 10 – Pesticide Management Plan / IPM Policy Review 
As part of annual reporting process and with input from municipal staff, the City will review and 
evaluate the effectiveness of its Pest Management Plan and IPM Policy in achieving the goals of 
the Plan to the maximum extent practicable. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Review and continuously improve goals, actions, and monitoring 
mechanisms of the work plan considering results of self-evaluations, 
comments from Water Board staff and other interested parties, and 
results of local performance review meetings, if any. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW 

B. Monitoring Mechanism IX.A.1. Complete revised work plan that 
incorporates continuous improvement items, and report on 
completion of work plan tasks. 

Annually GS, DOT, ESD, 
PRNS, PW 

C. Monitoring Mechanism VII.A.1. Summarize types of pesticide 
reduction measures required (such as by conditions of approval) for 
new development and significant redevelopment projects, and 
percentage of new development/ significant redevelopment projects 
for which pesticide reduction measures were required. (Draft Permit 
Provision C.3.n.) 

Annually PW, ESD 
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Mercury  

Hg Work Plan 

The City continues its efforts to reduce or eliminate mercury 
discharges during municipal operations.  Virtual elimination 
practices employed by the City include:  purchasing low 
mercury-containing fluorescent lamps, recycling spent lamps, 
recycling spent batteries, and switching to non-mercury-
containing apparatus in the Water Pollution Control Plant 
Laboratory.  In 2003, the Program approved a Guidelines 
document on the management of mercury-containing products 
by a municipal agency.  The City will continue to implement 
management practices consistent with the guidelines such as 
collecting and recycling spent fluorescent lamps, batteries, and 
other electronic wastes.  This program element is implemented 
pursuant to permit provision C.9.c. 

Fluorescent lamps for recycling at 
the Central Service Yard.

Hg 1 – Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products  
The City will eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing products and 
establish proper disposal methods for products that cannot be eliminated. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement SCVURPPP guidelines for mercury-containing products 
reduction and management.  These guidelines include a schedule for 
the timely phase-out of mercury-containing products identified for 
virtual elimination as well as reporting requirements, possibly to track 
recycling, replacement, and reduction in use of mercury-containing 
products. 

Ongoing ESD, GS 

 1. Collect and dispose of mercury-containing lamps generated in 
City-owned facilities. 

Ongoing GS, ESD 

 2. Identify other mercury-containing products for virtual elimination, 
phase-out and/or proper disposal. 

Annually, As 
Needed 

ESD, GS 

B. Monitoring Mechanism I.  Document completion of tasks in annual 
reports.  Use mercury-containing product reporting guidelines. 

Annually ESD 
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Hg 2 – Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
The City will support mercury-containing product disposal services through universal waste and 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents and small businesses, and 
encourage use of these programs. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Provide mercury-containing products disposal services for residents 
and small businesses. 

Ongoing ESD-IWM, 
County 

B. Work with Program and HHW collection agencies to develop and 
help publicize fluorescent light recycling program. 

Ongoing ESD, Program 

C. Host a mercury fever thermometer exchange event for residents in 
San José and the Water Pollution Control Plant service area.  

Done FY 07-08 

Ongoing 

ESD-P2 

Hg 3 – Monitoring and Science 
The City will participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support mercury TMDL 
development and implementation, including assessment of air pollution sources of mercury and 
concentrations of mercury in sediment. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP).  Continue to actively participate in the RMP steering 
committee and technical review committee. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Examine feasibility of enhancing stormwater pollution prevention and 
control activities on a watershed or sub watershed basis to focus 
activities in those parts of the Guadalupe River Watershed enriched in 
mercury from natural or mining-related causes. 

Done FY 07-08 ESD 

Hg 4 – Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 
Actively participate in regional, state, and federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in 
the amount of mercury in urban runoff and air emissions. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL development and 
implementation including the Santa Clara Basin WMI Guadalupe 
River Mercury TMDL Workgroup, and the RMP. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Support and participate in WMI Watershed Action Plan 
implementation. 

Ongoing ESD 
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Hg 5 – Public Education and Outreach 
Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing products and available non-
mercury containing alternatives.  Target audiences include residential, commercial, and 
industrial users and municipal employees. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Coordinate with Program and HHW collection agencies implement a 
mercury-containing product outreach program to educate selected 
target audience and encourage proper use and disposal of mercury-
containing products. 

Ongoing ESD, Program, 
County HHW 

B. Coordinate with municipal inspectors to integrate mercury outreach 
to industrial businesses into their existing routine pretreatment, source 
control, and/or hazardous materials inspection processes. 

Ongoing ESD 

C. Attend community events and distribute outreach materials. (See 
Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary) 

Ongoing ESD 

D. Monitoring Mechanism V.B.  Document and evaluate each outreach 
activity, including the target audience and number of residents and/or 
businesses reached. 

Annually ESD, Program 
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Copper / Nickel Action Plans 

CuNiAP Work Plan 

This element is implemented pursuant to provisions C.9.a and b of the stormwater permit.  
Activities in the copper and nickel action plans are attributed largely to the South Bay POTWs 
and to SCVURPPP as the responsible entities.  Some activities, however, require specific actions 
by SCVURPPP Co-Permittees or specified municipalities, such as increasing awareness of 
copper and nickel with businesses that are also 
NOI filers (please see IND 1 for a description 
of NOI filers).  Summarized here are activities 
pursuant to implementation of the baseline 
actions included in the Copper and Nickel 
Action Plans.  These are in addition to those 
undertaken by SCVURPPP as a program.  A 
complete update on implementation of the 
Action Plans can be found in the SCVURPPP 
Annual Report. 

CuB-1 – Vehicle Washing Operations 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Have member of San José team trained and available to lead mobile 
cleaners’ certification seminar. 

As Needed  

B. Support Program in hosting mobile cleaners’ certification seminar. Done FY 06-07 ESD 

 1. Promote list of recognized mobile cleaning service providers. Ongoing ESD 

C. Offer discount car washes through the Watershed Watch Campaign.  Done FY 07-08 
Annually as 

needed 

Program 

CuB-3 – Industrial Discharges 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue Distribution of information regarding copper from roof 
vents. 

Ongoing ESD 

 1. Continue rooftop inspections.  Evaluate efforts and need for any 
additional effort. 

Done FY 05-06 ESD 

B. Mail NOI Package, with information on the GIASP and how to 
comply, to targeted industrial facilities. 

Done FY 05-06 
annually as needed 

ESD 
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CuB-8 – Watershed Assessments and New Development  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Review new and redevelopment project review procedures and 
update or refine procedures to minimize copper pollution.  See NRD 
sections 3, 4, and 9 for details on San José’s implementation of C.3 
permit provisions. 

Done FY 02-03 ESD, PBCE, PW, 
RDA 

CuB-11 – Street Sweeping and Storm System O&M 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Track quantitative data on the tons of material removed and disposed 
of and other relevant street sweeping program data. 

Annually ESD-IWM 
DOT 

CuB-12 – Pools and Spas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Distribute outreach materials at events, public counters, and post on 
City website. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Provide guidance to residents on disposal alternatives for pool and 
spa water. 

Ongoing ESD 

CuB -21 – Architectural Use of Copper 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Continue to discourage architectural use of copper during Planning 
application review. 

Ongoing PBCE-Planning 

B. Continue to monitor progress of San José Green Building program to 
identify opportunities for discouraging architectural use of copper. 

Ongoing PBCE-Planning
ESD-P&P 

NiB-1 – Discharges from Construction sites 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement performance standards for construction inspection. See NRD 6 and 
CON program 

element for 
activities that 

address erosion 
control. 

ESD, PBCE, PW

B Participate in the Water Board’s regional training of construction site 
inspectors. 

See NRD 6 and 
CON program 

element for 
activities that 

address erosion 
control. 

ESD, PBCE, PW

 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 43 CUNIAP WORK PLAN- 3/09 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

Trash 

TRA Work Plan 

The purpose of the Trash program is to address litter 
and illegal dumping that threatens to pollute urban 
waterways.  The impetus for this program was the 
2001 Water Board Staff Report recommending that all 
urban creeks, lakes, and shorelines be placed on a 
monitoring list due to the threat of trash impairment to 
water quality.  The City’s activities focus on assistance 
with the development and implementation of an 
effective trash strategy, ongoing trash evaluations in 
high priority areas, implementation or refinement of 
trash management practices, and piloting the use of 
structural controls for trash.  This program element is 
implemented pursuant to the Program’s Trash Work 
Plan and provision C.1 of the permit. 

TRA 1 – Inventory, Document and Evaluate Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Complete Program survey of existing trash management practices. Done FY 03-04 ESD 

TRA 2 – Document and Map Known Trash Problem Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify data sources and information showing the location of known 
trash problem areas (e.g., trash complaints/ incidents and eradication 
efforts). 

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

B. Compile trash problem location data/information and submit to 
Program for conversion to coordinates for GIS mapping.  

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

C. Revise and update documentation (list of locations, maps, etc.) of 
known trash problem areas.   

As Needed ESD 

D. Continue identifying and prioritizing trash problem areas in urban 
streams and waterways and other potential sources that may 
contribute trash to those areas. 

Annually ESD, PRNS, 
DOT, PD 

Installation of a catch basin screen on Mt. 
Vista Drive for the structural trash pilot 
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TRA 3 – Conduct Trash Evaluations 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to select trash evaluation methodology. Done FY 03-04 ESD 

B. Assist Program with planning and organizing of training workshop 
for municipal staff. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

C. Participate in the trash evaluation methodology training workshop. Done FY 03-04 ESD 

D. Conduct trash evaluations and submit to Program staff.          ESD 

 1. Coyote Watershed Done FY 04-05 ESD 

 2. Remaining San José locations Done FY 05-06 ESD 

E. Continue trash evaluations in high priority areas using the Program’s 
Urban Rapid Trash Assessment protocol (version 1.0) and/or the 
KAB litter index in a subset of trash problem areas to track changes 
over time. 

Ongoing ESD 

TRA 4 – Develop Standardized Documentation and Reporting Format 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Work with Program to develop a reporting format to document trash 
management activities in Annual Reports. 

Done FY 03-04 ESD 

TRA 5 – Document and Analyze Evaluation Results; Identify and Prioritize Trash Problem 
Areas 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist Program staff with the documentation and analysis of trash 
evaluation results. 

Ongoing ESD 

B. Identify high priority trash areas using trash evaluation results. Ongoing ESD 

 1. Coyote Watershed Done FY 04-05 ESD 

 2. Remaining San José locations Done FY 05-06 ESD 

TRA 6 – Identify and Implement Trash Management Practices 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify reasonable trash management practices to address high 
priority areas (in TRA 5B). 

Ongoing  ESD, PRNS, GS, 
DOT 

B. Implement or refine trash management practices at high priority areas 
to the maximum extent practicable. 

Ongoing ESD, PRNS, GS, 
DOT 

C. Document and evaluate implementation of trash management actions. Ongoing ESD 

D. Provide Program with information on assessments and trash 
management practices implemented using standardized reporting 
format.  

Annually ESD 
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# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

E. Provide Program with trash assessment data forms. Annually ESD 

F. Assist Program in developing Trash Fact Sheets. Done FY 07-08 ESD 

TRA 7 – Review and Update Performance Standards and Develop Long-Term Strategy for 
Trash Management 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist with the review and update of existing standards that address 
BMPs or control measures relevant to trash management. 

Done FY 07-08 

 

ESD 

B. Assist Program staff in developing and implementing an effective 
long-term strategy for trash conditions in urban streams and 
waterways. 

Ongoing ESD 

TRA 8 – Implement a Pilot Demonstration Project  

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Assist Program in implementing a pilot project to address trash 
conveyed through the storm drain system. 

Done FY 07-08 
Ongoing as 
necessary 

ESD, DOT, PW 

B. Begin piloting the use of structural controls to prevent trash from 
entering the storm sewer system. 

Done FY 07-08 
Ongoing as 
necessary 

ESD, DOT, PW 

C. Pursue grant funding to support installation of structural controls for 
trash management. 

As Needed ESD, DOT, PW 

D. Evaluate the effectiveness of the pilot structural controls. Ongoing as 
necessary 

Program, ESD, 
DOT, PW 

 

 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 46 TRA WORK PLAN- 3/09 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Chapter 11: Urban Runoff Management Plan  September 2004 

Monitoring 

MON Work Plan 

Monitoring activities required in the stormwater 
permit are generally implemented in 
collaboration with other agencies.  The City 
continues to participate in monitoring activities 
area-wide, including Regional and Program-
focused investigation of pollutants and sources of 
pollutants to the storm drain system.  The City 
also provides input and support to the Program's 
multi-year monitoring program, and reviews 
work products as various Program-level projects 
are designed and completed.  
 ESD Biologist collecting field data from Coyote Creek 

The City, in conjunction with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program (SCVURPPP) has submitted, to the Water Board, a Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan required per permit provision C.7.b. The final version of the plan was submitted 
August 5, 2002 and revised March 1, 2004.  The Multi-Year Plan covers a number of pollutant 
control programs required by C.7 and C.9 provisions of the permit.  The City continues to 
support Program staff in the implementation of the plan by commenting on annual plans, 
providing guidance for sampling within the City, and participating in the Watershed Analysis Ad 
Hoc Task Group. 

 

The 2001 C.9 permit provisions require implementation of control programs for Copper, Nickel, 
Mercury, Pesticides, PCBs, and Dioxin-like compounds.  The City continues to support and 
assist the Program efforts to address these control and monitoring efforts.  Additionally, the City 
is actively involved as stakeholder and workgroup member for the Guadalupe Mercury TMDL 
effort, and will continue to contribute and comment on products and reports generated by 
Baywide TMDLs for copper, nickel, mercury and PCBs. City Staff also actively participate in 
Clean Estuary Project activities through the PCB workgroup and Diazinon and Pesticide Related 
Toxicity workgroup. 

PCB Control Program 
Analytical characterization work to support the PCB Control Program, required under provision 
C.9.e, has been completed.  The Program is currently working on next steps with BASMAA..   

Initial PCB analysis was performed on sediments found in selected urban storm drain systems. 
At this point, no known controllable sources of PCBs have been identified.  Results of the 
follow-up analytical work have been reviewed and further sampling work to identify controllable 
sources was undertaken in October and November of 2002.  The SCVURPPP Program submitted 
the final PCB Control Plan March 1, 2002, and the Control Program Work Plan July 1, 2002. In 
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addition, the City continues to implement activities described in “Next Steps” from the Year 
Two PCB Case Study Report submitted to the Water Board in July 2003. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Sample, analyze, and report on PCBs in storm drain sediments to 
characterize potential sources and implement controls. 

Done, 6/00 
through  

FY 01-02 

Program, ESD 

B. Begin implementation of final PCB Control Plan upon approval. Done FY 02-03 
& Ongoing 

ESD 

Dioxin-like Compound Control Program 
Characterization of dioxins based on existing data has begun Program-wide.  The Program is 
now collaborating with BASMAA to develop a conceptual model/impairment assessment 
document.  City Staff provide comments to the Program in support of this process. 

This Dioxin-like Compound Control Program will develop procedures to identify, assess, and 
manage controllable sources of Dioxin-like compounds found in urban runoff. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Characterize distribution of Dioxin-like compounds in the urban 
runoff system based on existing data.  

Done FY 01-02 Program 

B. Begin implementation of SCVURPPP plan to characterize 
distribution of Dioxins. 

In Progress at 
Program Level 

Program 

C. Submit plan that identifies control measures / management practices 
to eliminate or reduce discharges of Dioxins, if needed.   

TBD Program 

D. Explore, and implement if feasible, efforts to move toward alternative 
fuels for diesel vehicles in City fleet.  

Done FY 06-07 

Ongoing 

ESD, DOT, GS 

Sediment Control Program 
The City’s sediment control program falls predominantly within the Construction Inspection 
(CON) section of this work plan.  Sediment monitoring activities also continue in conjunction 
with the SCVURPPP Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 

Pilot Monitoring Programs 

In addition to the above listed control programs, the City concluded activities performed in 
support for the two Monitoring Pilot Programs that were begun in 1997.  These pilot programs 
generated data that helped develop the follow-on programs of IND (outreach to industrial and 
commercial dischargers) and the SCVURPPP Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 

MON 1 – Industrial Stormwater Monitoring Pilot Program 

This program sampled key industrial sites to determine the significance of metal-contaminated 
stormwater discharges associated with industrial activities.  The ultimate objective from this 
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project of educating industrial and commercial dischargers about developing and implementing 
SWPPPs and BMPs has now been turned over to the Industrial and Commercial Dischargers 
section of this work plan under IND. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Design and execute a sampling program to meet the project 
objectives, analyze results, develop guidance for industry to improve 
SWPPP implementation, and provide technology transfer information 
to industry and inspectors. 

Done, FY 96-97 
through 01-02 

Ongoing as part 
of IND 

ESD 

MON 3 – First Flush Monitoring Program 
First flush discharge areas along The Coyote Creek and Guadalupe River were monitored for 
three wet seasons.  The City provided data to the Program for analysis and comparison to other 
data in June of 2002.  The Program submitted a final report to the Water Board in 2003; it was 
included as appendix C-2 in the Program’s 02-03 Annual Report. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct multi-year First Flush study sampling, analyze data and 
provide data to Program as part of Multi-year Monitoring Program. 

Done, FY 96-97 
through 02-03 

ESD, Program 
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Municipal Compliance 

This program element summarizes the City’s 
efforts to train City staff on pollution 
prevention practices and to ensure that City 
facilities comply with stormwater 
requirements.  Municipal training continues to 
be a key element for most program elements.  
Specific program elements that include 
municipal training activities include ICID 3, 
IND 5, NRD 11, CON 6, CON 8, PSR 2, PSR 
3, PSR 6, SDO 3, SDO 4, PM 4, and WUO&M 
3.  In order to ensure that City facilities comply 
with stormwater requirements, Corporation 
Yards are routinely inspected by ESD staff and 
the results and improvements discussed with 

Yard staff.  Additionally, Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) that govern the 
operation of Corporation Yards are also used to ensure that Yards are using current stormwater 
BMPs.  For a list of planned training activities, see Attachment B:  Municipal Training

Annual training of City inspectors on construction site 
stormwater management 

 Schedule. 

Municipal Training 
Municipal Training is a critical function of the City’s NPDES Permit.  Municipal compliance is 
dependent on the level and quality of the training provided. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify training needs. Annually  ESD-UR 

 1. Conduct training for City staff and City contractors that perform 
surface cleaning at City facilities.  

Done FY 06-07 
As Needed 

DOT, GS, ESD, 
PRNS 

B. Develop curricula. As Needed ESD-UR 

C. Conduct training. Ongoing ESD-UR 

D. Evaluate municipal training program and make improvements as 
needed. 

Annually ESD-UR 

Municipal Facilities Assessment and Compliance 
Municipal facilities are required to comply with stormwater regulations. Efforts to reduce 
contaminated discharges from City facilities must be similar to those required of private 
businesses.  While many elements for permit compliance are in place, the City requires a 
systematic approach to City facilities compliance at the level of effort required in the URMP. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Conduct Corp Yard assessments and inspections. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 
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# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 1. Conduct Citywide meeting to discuss Hazardous Material, Safety, 
and Stormwater issues for City corporation yards (up to two times 
per year). 

Annually GS, ESD, DOT, 
Fire, Police, 

PRNS 

 2. Revise Corporation Yard inspection form. Done FY 05-06 

As Needed 

ESD-UR 

B. Review Municipal Facilities SWPPPs. Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

 1. Fully revise the five (5) remaining Corporation Yard SWPPPs 
(using the Main Yard revised SWPPP pilot process as a template). 

Done FY 06-07 ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 

C. Conduct SWPPP training at City corporation yards.  Annually ESD-UR, GS, 
DOT 
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Public Information / Participation 

PIP Work Plan 

This program is implemented in accordance with provision 
C.4 and includes general outreach, targeted outreach, 
educational programs, and public participation activities.  
The City has a robust and broad-based public information 
and public participation program, utilizing many different 
outreach methods to best deliver stormwater pollution 
prevention and watershed protection messages.  Conducting 
outreach to the community and providing opportunities for 
participation in water quality protection activities are critical 
to evoking the behavior changes needed to manage 
stormwater quality.  They are also important for garnering 
the support needed to continue and expand services and 
programs.  Examples of outreach activities include:  
stenciling of storm drain inlets throughout the City, training 
sessions for staff and developers about stormwater runoff 
construction requirements, and conducting Wacky 
Watershed teacher training workshops. 

Watershed Protection Engineer 
educating 3rd graders at the Water 

Wizards Festival  
Outreach in Other Elements 
Other sections of this work plan contain elements related to outreach to specific target audiences.  
They can be found in ICID 4, IND 6, NRD 2, CON 7, PM 6, M 5, CB-1, CB-3, and CB-12.  For 
a list of planned outreach activities, see Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary. 

PIP 1 – General Outreach 
The City of San José will promote general citizen awareness of what a watershed is, the 
functions of the storm drain system, pathways and sources of urban runoff pollution to the South 
Bay watershed, and behaviors that adversely affect water quality. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Participate in WMI Outreach, and coordinate WMI outreach with 
Watershed Watch and Program efforts. 

Ongoing ESD, WMI, 
Program 

 1. Participate in Watershed Watch campaign. Ongoing ESD, Program 

B. Identify, support and participate in appropriate community events to 
further general public awareness.  

Ongoing ESD 

 2. Work with Watershed Watch Events work group. Ongoing  ESD, Program 

C. Give presentations upon request that focus on stormwater messages to 
elementary through college grade levels, neighborhood groups, etc. 

As Needed ESD 
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PIP 2 – Targeted Outreach 
The City of San José will develop and implement targeted residential outreach and education 
campaigns, based on high priority pollutants, to effectively reduce pollutant-causing behaviors 
and promote Best Management Practices. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Identify general residential practices contributing to stormwater 
pollution. Identify reasonable alternatives to pollutant causing 
behavior. 

 ESD, Program 

 1. Review surveys and applicable reports. Ongoing ESD 

 2. Meet with inspectors to discuss and document residential outreach 
needs. 

Ongoing ESD 

 3. Prepare report identifying residential outreach needs and tasks and 
conduct outreach as necessary. 

Annually ESD 

B. Identify ICID practices and target audience(s) contributing to 
pollution.  

 ESD 

 1. Review ICID reports. Ongoing ESD 

 2. Meet with ICID inspectors to discuss and document outreach 
needs. 

Ongoing ESD 

 3. Prepare report identifying ICID outreach needs and tasks and 
conduct outreach as necessary. 

Annually ESD 

C. Promote selected residential and ICID messages through local and 
regional activity (e.g. Program PIP, BASMAA PIP, BAPPG, Media 
Relations, etc.). 

  

 1. Report on targeted residential and ICID outreach activity. Annually ESD 

 2. Participate in the Program’s Pesticide and Mercury ad hoc task 
groups. 

Ongoing ESD, Program 

PIP 3 – Educational Programs 
The City of San José will support and/or develop and implement educational programs designed 
to increase youth understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Support, and/or develop and implement school and youth education 
programs.  

  

 1. Participate in WE&O Schools and Youth work group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 2. Participate in the Alviso Education Center work group. Ongoing ESD, Program 

 3. Participate in City Education programs such as the Youth 
Watershed Education Team, Rangers in Schools, Go Green 
Initiative, etc. 

Ongoing  ESD 
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PIP 4 – Citizen Participation 
The City of San José will support and/or develop and implement citizen involvement programs 
designed to increase citizen understanding and appreciation of the South Bay watershed. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Support and/or develop involvement opportunities for San José 
residents.  

  

 1. Participate in creek clean-ups on a biannual basis through in-kind 
staff support for the Creek Connections Action Group. 

  

 a. Fall creek cleanup (Coastal Cleanup Day). Annually ESD, PRNS 

 b. Spring creek cleanup (National Rivers Day). Annually ESD, PRNS 

PIP 5 – Outreach Evaluation 
The City of San José will evaluate its Outreach efforts for effectiveness. 

# Activities Compliance 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

A. Implement selected evaluation tools.  ESD 

 1. Work with Program, WMI, and Watershed Watch AHTG to Plan 
for Program’s Watershed Watch Campaign Survey. 

As Needed ESD, Program 

 2. Report on survey and evaluation activity during the report period. Annually  ESD 

B. Annually review, modify and report on outreach plans based on 
effectiveness results. 

 ESD 

 1. Document in Annual Report effectiveness of outreach activities 
conducted in prior fiscal year. 

Annually ESD 
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 55 PERMIT REAPPLICATION- 3/09 

Permit Reapplication 

The City’s current NPDES permit was adopted in 
February 2001 for a five-year period.  The permit was 
amended in October 2001 and July 2005, with both 
amendments relating to the New and Redevelopment 
stormwater treatment and hydromodification provision, 
also known as Provision C.3.  The permit has been 
administratively extended since February 2006, pending 
the adoption of the Bay Area-wide Municipal Regional 
Permit. 
 
In late 2005, the Water Board embarked on a multi-
stakeholder process to craft an NPDES permit, called the 
Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) that would apply to 
all municipal stormwater dischargers in the Bay Area 
and be in effect for a five year period.  The Water Board 
released the MRP Tentative Order on December 4, 2007 

for public review and comment.  The City submitted both legal and technical comments on the Tentative 
Order on February 29, 2008, and City staff and elected officials provided testimony at the Water board 
public hearing held on March 11, 2008.  Water Board staff are continuing to review the comments 
received on the Tentative Order and discussing potential changes with various stakeholders.  A revised 
Tentative Order is expected to be released in early 2009 and the Water Board is expected to adopt the 
MRP Summer 2009.  The adoption of the MRP would prompt the development of a new City Work Plan 
which will identify activities with associated timelines that are required in order to achieve compliance 
with the stormwater requirements set forth in the MRP. 

Urban Runoff staff evaluating the Municipal 
Regional Permit Tentative Order. 

Permit Reapplication Preparation 

# Activities Target Date Responsible 
Party 

A. Compile all changes to URMP as part of reapplication for next 
permit. (C.2.b) 

Done FY 04-05 ESD  

B. Participate in permit development and negotiation processes. Ongoing ESD  

C. As required, develop new five-year Work Plan that starts the 
following fiscal year upon adoption of MRP. 

FY 08-09 

FY 09-10 

ESD  
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 56 ATTACHMENT A: OUTREACH ACTIVITIES SUMMARY - 3/09 

Attachment A: Outreach Activities Summary 

# Activity Outreach Type
Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date 

Evaluation 
Mechanism 

  = General Outreach,  = Targeted Outreach,  = Citizen Involvement,  = Education
1. Storm Drain Stenciling Evaluation 

Evaluate current methods of Implement preferred inlet marking method. and make 
recommendations for future FY efforts. 

 FY 08-09 
FY 09-10 
Ongoing 

 Materials distributed 

2. Requests for Brochures 
Distribute outreach materials upon request. 

 PIP 1.C FY 09-10  Materials distributed 

3. Regional partnerships 
Participate in BAPPG, BASMAA/BACWA Media Relations campaign, etc. 

 PIP 2.C FY 09-10  

4. Event Support 
As needed, staff Booth and/or provide outreach materials to select events. Evaluate the overall benefit 
and effectiveness of attending events and make changes as needed. 

 PIP 1.B As needed  Materials distributed 

5. BMP Reprints 
Reprint selected Outreach materials as needed. 

 PIP 1 FY 09-10  n/a 

6. Industrial Users Academy 
Give stormwater, pollution prevention and GIASP compliance information to industries permitted to 
the Water Pollution Control Plant. 

: Plant-
permitted 
Industries 

IND 6.A, PIP 
2.B, PM 6.A, 
M 5.B 

FY 09-10  Participant surveys 

7. Outreach to Development Community 
PW & ESD staffs to conduct training on erosion and sediment control for private developers of type 2 
projects.  PBCE Planning and PW also conduct roundtable meetings with developers where 
information regarding stormwater requirements is shared. 

: Developers CON 7 
NRD 2 

FY 09-10  Participant surveys 

8. IPM Store Partnership (PROGRAM) 
Create & provide fact sheets & materials to pesticide retailers to facilitate point-of-purchase outreach 
to support IPM Store Partnership Program.  There are currently nine stores in San José participating 
in the IPM store partnership. 

 PM 6.D. FY 09-10  
dates TBD 

 

9. Partner with other City programs, such as the Strong Neighborhoods Initiative 
Continue partnering with City’s SNI for delivering selected messages. Other programs to investigate 
partnerships are the Anti-Litter Program, After School Program, etc. 

 PIP 1 FY 09-10  

10. Mercury Outreach  M 5 FY 09-10  
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 57 ATTACHMENT A: OUTREACH ACTIVITIES SUMMARY - 3/09 

# Activity Outreach Type
Work Plan 
Reference 

Implementation 
Date 

Evaluation 
Mechanism 

  = General Outreach,  = Targeted Outreach,  = Citizen Involvement,  = Education
Investigate opportunities to include mercury messages through participation in the Home Show 
events, residential newsletters or other mailings, and support the County’s Universal Waste Take-
back Pilot Program. 

PIP 2.C. 

11. IPM Outreach 
Prepare IPM stories and press releases for local media.   
Investigate opportunities to include IPM messages in the City’s outreach to businesses. 

 PM 6.A 
PM 6.B 

FY 09-10  

12. Coastal Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with Countywide effort. 

 PIP 4.A Fall 09  Participant surveys 
 Amount picked up 

13. National Rivers Clean-up Day 
Creek Clean-up event coordinated with Countywide effort. 

 PIP 4.A Spring 10  Participant surveys 
 Amount picked up 

14. Wacky Watersheds Workshops 
Present South Bay Water Connections curriculum to middle school educators within San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water Pollution Control Plant service area. 

 PIP 3.A FY 09-10  Participant surveys 
 Follow-up call of 

attendees 

15. Creeks Come to Class 
Formerly called Water Awareness Program.  Also called Rangers in Schools. Presentations focusing 
on Pollution Prevention. It’s Wet It’s Wild It’s Water! Curriculum distributed to teachers.  

 PIP 3.A FY 09-10  Survey of teachers 
 Survey of students  

16. Slow the Flow 
Grant to Don Edwards Alviso Environmental Education Center to host 9 different types of events: 
special events, interpretive programs, teacher orientation, field trips, in-class presentations, outreach 
presentations, workshops, special visits and interpretive displays. 

 PIP 3.A FY 09-10  Done by Grantee 

17. Youth Watershed Education Grants 
Grant program for educators. 

 PIP 3.A FY 09-10  Audit of projects 

18. Website 
Maintain and update website with pertinent information as needed. 

 PIP 1 FY 09-10  Website traffic data 

19. ICID Targeted Outreach 
Targeted outreach to areas that exhibited a high number of residential ICID Complaints in FY 08-09. 

 PIP 2.C FY 09-10  TBD 

20. Charity Car Wash Kit 
Explore the option of providing targeted outreach and supplies to community groups engaging in 
fundraising car wash events. 

  FY 08-09 
FY 09-10 

 TBD 
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 58 ATTACHMENT B: MUNICIPAL TRAINING SCHEDULE - 3/09 

Attachment B: Municipal Training Schedule 

PS ID # TOPIC 
SPONSORED OR 

HELD BY 
DEPT/DIVISION/SECTION ATTENDING 

# 

SESSIONS 
TENTATIVE 

SCHEDULE 

ICID 3 Construction Inspection Training ESD - WE ESD - WE 1 07/09 
ICID 3 Annual Training for ICID Inspectors ESD - WE ESD - WE 1 07/09 
IND 5 Training for IND Inspectors ESD - WE ESD - WE 1 07/09 
CON 6 Wet Weather Construction Site Preparation & Inspection DPW, ESD PW 2 09/09 
CON 6 Construction Site Planning and Management For Water 

Quality Protection 
SCVURPPP & 
Water Board 

PW, ESD, PBCE, PRNS  09/09 

CON 6 SOPs for inspections during wet and dry season to include 
procedures for erosion control plan review inspection process 

DPW, ESD PW Inspections, PBCE Building Inspectors (All 
to attend at least once every two years) 

 10/09  

CON 7 Erosion & Sediment Control Training for Type 2 Private 
Development Projects 

DPW & ESD Private Developers, PW, ESD  10/09 

CON 8 Erosion Control Information To Be Included In Contract 
Language For Capital Improvement Projects Training For PW 
Construction Project Management  

PW & ESD PW   11/09 

NRD 10 NPDES C.3 Training Various PBCE, PW, RDA, ESD 1 11/09 
PSR 2 DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 

Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, Sanitary 
& Sewers  

2 03/10 

PSR 3 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Training DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/10 
PSR 6C Stormwater Pollution Prevention Training – Rural Public Works PRNS, ESD PRNS 2 10/09 
SDO 3A DOT Contract Manager Training  DOT, ESD DOT Managers from: Transportation, 

Planning, Traffic Signals, Traffic Ops, Sanitary 
& Sewers  

2 03/10 

SDO 4 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Training DOT, ESD DOT Crews 12 05/10 
PM 4A Worker Safety training per DPR requirements GS, DOT, PRNS, 

ESD  
GS, DOT, PRNS, ESD 1 02/10 

PM 4B Training on IPM Policy & Techniques GS, DOT, PRNS, 
ESD 

GS, DOT, PRNS, ESD 1 02/10 

WUOM 3 Water Utility Operation & Maintenance Discharge Training ESD (Muni Water) Muni Water Operations & Maintenance Crews  12/09 
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Glossary 

 
AHTG Ad Hoc Task Group 
AOC Area of Concern 
BACWA Bay Area Clean Water Agencies 
BAPPG Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group 
BASMAA Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association 
BMP Best Management Practices 
CAO City Attorney’s Office 
CEP Clean Estuary Partnership 
COS Communications and Outreach Subgroup of WMI 
DOT Department of Transportation 
EEC Environmental Education Center 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 
ESD Environmental Services Department 
ESD-P&P Policy and Planning 
ESD-MarComm Marketing & Communication Section 
ESD-Muni City of San José Municipal Water System 
ESD-R&R Regulations and Research Section 
ESD-UR Urban Runoff Section 
ESD-WE Watershed Enforcement Section 
GIASP General Industrial Activities Storm Water Permit 
GS General Services Department 
HHW Household Hazardous Waste 
HMP Hydromodification Management Plan 
IPM Integrated Pest Management 
MRP Municipal Regional Permit 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
PBCE Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
PBCE-Bldg Building Division of PBCE 
PBCE-Planning Planning Division of PBCE 
PD Police Department 
POTW Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
PRNS Department of Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services 
PW Public Works Department 
PW-CFAS City Facilities Architectural Services Division of PW 
PW-DS Development Services Division of PW 
PW-ESS Engineering and Support Services Division of PW 
PW-THS Transportation & Hydraulic Services of PW 
RDA Redevelopment Agency 
RWQCB or Water 
Board 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

SCVURPPP or 
Program 

Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
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 FY 09/10 WORK PLANS 60 GLOSSARY - 3/09

SNI Strong Neighborhoods Initiative 
SOP Standard Operating Procedure 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
TBD To Be Determined 
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 
URMP Urban Runoff Management Plan 
WE&O, or WEO Watershed Education and Outreach 
WMI Watershed Management Initiative 
WUPPP Water Utility Pollution Prevention Program 
YWET Youth Watershed Education Team 
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County of Santa Clara
Clean Water Program

FY 07 WORK PLAN

Certification Statement

"I certify, under penalty of law, that this document and all
attachments were prepared under my direction or
supervision in accordance with a system designed to ensure
that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the
information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person
or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly
responsible for gathering the information, the information
submitted, is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true,
accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant
penalties for submitting false information, including the
possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing
violations."

Signature by Duly Authorized Representative:

Thomas P. Whisler, P.E.

Manager
Development Services Office

DEPT. OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Submittal Date: 3/1/2006
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County of Santa Clara
Department of Planning and Development
Office of Development Services

county Government Center, East Wing
70 West Hedding Street, 7th Floor
San Jose, California 951 10
Bldg. lnspec (408) 299-5700 Land Deve!. 299-5730 FAX 279-8537
www.sccbuilding.org

March I, 2006

Bruce H. Wolfe
Chief Executive Officer
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400
Oakland, California 94612

RE: FY 07 Clean Water Program Work Plan, for the County of Santa Clara

DeariYk Wolfe:

Attached is the Work Plan for FY 07 for the County of Santa Clara, for
compliance activities associated with the 2001 NPDES Storm Water Discharge
Permi t, as amended, and the County's Urban Runoff Management Plan.

The Work Plan contains sections for General Clean Water Program tasks, IPM
related tasks, Mercury reduction related tasks, New Development and
RedeVelopment related tasks, and Copper Action Plan related tasks.

Please feel free for you or your staff to contact me at (408) 299-5737, should there
be any questions regarding this Work Plan.

Very truly,

Steve Homan, REHS, REA, B.s.
Coordinator,

Clean Water Program

cc: Sue Ma, SFB-RWQCB Staff
Adam Olivieri, Ph.D., SCVURPPP Program Mgr.
Jill Bicknell, P.E., SCVURPPP Asst. Program Manager

Board of Supervisors: Donald F Gage, Blanca Alvarado. Pete MCHugh, James T Beall, Jr" Liz Kniss
County Executive: Peter Kutras, Jr.
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) 

Co-permittee: 
County of Santa Clara 

 FY 07 Work Plan 
LEGEND 

AR:  Annual Report 
 
CWP Program:  County of Santa Clara Clean Water Program 
 
SCVURPPP:  Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 
DEH:  Department of Environmental Health of the County of Santa Clara 
 
SW-LEA:  Solid Waste Section, Local Enforcement Agency of DEH 
 
HMCD:  Hazardous Materials Control Division of DEH 
 
HHW:  Household Hazardous Waste Section of DEH-HMCD 
 
CPD:  Consumer Protection Division of DEH 
 
PS:  Performance Standard 
 
SFCr:  San Francisquito Creek 
 
NPDES:  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
 
WP:  Work Plan 
 
DSO:  Development Services Office of the Planning and Development Dept. 
 
LDE:  Land Development Engineering Section of ODS 
 
PLN:   Planning Office of the Planning and Development Dept. 
 
AERM:  New department, Agriculture and Environmental Resources 
Management, combining Agriculture and Resource Management with the 
Department of Environmental Health 
 
FAF:  Fleet and Facilities, now includes Capital Programs Section 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan:  GENERAL CLEAN WATER  PROGRAM RELATED TASKS 
 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
 
P.S. 
Id. 

Activity FY 07  Tasks Status / Comments Due 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

  
Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities 
 
ICID 
PS-2 

Staff training Document annual training for DEH 
inspectors 

 6/30/07 DEH 

ICID 
PS-4 

Field 
Investigations 

DEH will continue to respond to ICID 
Complaints 
 

 Ongoing DEH 

ICID 
PS-6 

Enhanced 
reporting 
requirements 

Provide quarterly reports to SCVURPPP.  
 

 Quarterly 
Ongoing 

DEH 

ICID 
PS-7 

Effectiveness 
Evaluation 

Review and evaluate the effectiveness of 
County efforts. 

For Annual Report 7/15/07 DEH 

 
Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Programs 
 
IND 
PS-3 

Check for new 
industrial 
businesses. 

Automatic, as part of regulatory permit 
process. 

(1) Unincorporated area has few 
industrial facilities. 
(2) New facilities apply for 
County Hazmat Storage Permits, 
and Hazmat Generator Permits.  
In that way they are 
automatically included in the 
inspection inventory. 
(3) SWRCB NOI List does not 
differentiate between 
unincorporated or incorporated 
areas, only by the city mailing 
address of the location. 
Therefore, the SWRCB  NOI List 
of little use in uninc. area. 

N/A DEH 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan:  GENERAL CWP PROGRAM RELATED TASKS 
 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

 

P.S. 
Id. 

Activity FY 07  Tasks Status / Comments Due 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

IND 
PS-3 

Commercial 
Inspections 

Inspect 1/3 automotive and service 
stations in FY 06 
• Inspect all facilities determined to be 

potentially significant contributors 
to stormwater pollution annually 
(“Category A” and "NOI Filers" 
List). 

• Inspect one-third of all non-
significant facilities annually. 

• Review the lists of significant and 
non-significant facilities, and revise 
as necessary (NOI List not helpful in 
uninc. area). 

• Inspect (non-NOI filers) with SICs 
5015 (auto dismantlers); 5093 (other 
recycling industries); 3200 (trucking 
facilities that repair, wash, or 
maintain vehicles), and state the 
frequency of these inspections in the 
Annual Report (1/3 annually). 

• Inspect (1/3) of all vehicle service 
facilities annually (URMP-1997) 

• Inspect one-third or more of all food 
service facilities annually. 

• Inspect all facilities promptly for 
which a complaint is received. 

• Evaluate the effectiveness of the 
County’s storm water inspection 
efforts and of its enforcement actions 
in correcting any problems found 
(see below). 

(URMP Goal) During FY 
07 

DEH 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan:  GENERAL CWP PROGRAM RELATED TASKS 
 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

 

P.S. 
Id. 

Activity FY 07  Tasks Status / Comments Due 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 

 

IND 
PS-4 
 

Staff training Document annual training for Hazmat 
and Food Facilities Inspectors  

 6/30/07 DEH  

IND 
PS-4 

Enhanced 
reporting 
requirements 

Continue to track all non-compliance, 
follow-up enforcement actions and final 
resolutions resulting from inspections. 
Submit data to the Program quarterly. 

 Ongoing DEH 

IND 
PS-4 

Effectiveness 
Evaluation 

Review and evaluate the effectiveness of 
County efforts. 

For CWP Annual Report 7/15/07 DEH 

  
Public Streets, Roads, and Highways Operation and Maintenance and Rural Public Works PS 
 
PSR
H 
PS-3 

Staff training Arrange annual training for Roads and 
Airports Staff and Maint. Yard 
Supervisors.  

For CWP Annual Report 6/30/07 Roads and 
Airports 
Dept., CWP 
Prgm. Coord. 

PSR
H 
PS-5 

Effectiveness 
Evaluation 

Review and evaluate the effectiveness of 
R&A efforts. 

For CWP Annual Report 7/15/07 Roads and 
Airports Dept. 

RPW
-PS 

Rural PW PS Continue using the Rural Public Works-
PS at Parks and Roads, and evaluate 
effectiveness 

 Ongoing Parks, Roads 
and Airports 

  
Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 
SD 
PS-1 

Storm Drain 
Maintenance 

All tasks are routine and on-going 
(URMP) 

 Ongoing Roads and 
Airports Dept. 

SD-4 Annual training Arrange for annual training for staff 
responsible for the maintenance of the 
storm drain system. 

 6/30/07 Roads and 
Airports 
Dept., CWP 
Prgm. Coord., 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

 

P.S. 
Id. 

Activity FY 07  Tasks Status / Comments Due 
Date 

Responsible 
Party 
Roads Sr. Env. 
Compliance 
Spec. 

SD 
PS-5 

Effectiveness 
Evaluation 

Review and evaluate the effectiveness of 
R&A efforts. 

For CWP Annual Report 7/15/07 Roads and 
Airports Dept. 

  
Maintenance Yards 
 
PSR
H 
PS-3 

Staff training Arrange annual training for R&A 
maintenance yard staff and supervisors. 

 6/30/07 Roads and 
Airports Dept, 
CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

PSR
H 
PS-5 

Effectiveness 
Evaluation 

Review and evaluate the effectiveness of 
R&A efforts. 

For CWP Annual Report 7/15/07 Roads and 
Airports Dept. 

 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Activity CI Item 
Source1 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

       
Water Quality-Based Requirements 
 
New PCBs/Dioxin 

Compounds 
 

C.9.e 
Support SCVURPPP staff to 
perform follow-up work on 
identifying and evaluating 
controllable sources. 

 Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
Coord 

New Sediment C.9.f.iii Support  SCVURPPP staff to 
conduct a watershed analysis and 
management practices assessment 

 
 

Ongoing  CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan:  GENERAL CWP PROGRAM RELATED TASKS 
 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

 

Program 
Work 
Plan 
Task 

Activity CI Item 
Source1 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

for uninc. area creeks to determine 
if creeks are impaired by sediment 
production from anthropogenic 
activities. 
 

New Sediment C.9.f.III Monitor activities of the SFCrJPA, 
including the SFCr Sediment Study 

($8000 assessment was paid 
as County share of sediment 
study) 

Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

 Concerns Regarding Trash in Creeks 
  Use SCVURPPP guidance for trash 

evaluations. 
 
Conduct trash evaluations where 
appropriate. 
 
Identify trash control measures 
needed in high priority areas. 
Provide SCVURPPP staff with data 
and information as requested 
 
Please see separate Trash Work 
Plan 

 During 
FY 07 

CWP Prgm. 
Coord., DEH, 
GALA Coord., 
IWM Coord. 

 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Activity FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

  
Watershed Management 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan:  GENERAL CWP PROGRAM RELATED TASKS 
 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

 

Program 
Work 
Plan 
Task 

Activity FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

 
 ID trash hot 

spots 
Continue to work with the SCVURPPP and 
DEH as requested to identify trash “hot 
spots” or trash problem areas within the 
uninc. area. 

(SCVURPPP trash assessment 
is currently in development.) 

FY 07 DEH, GALA, 
IWM, CWP 
Prgm. Coord. 

 Trash mgmt. 
practices 

Continue to support SCVURPPP staff as 
requested in identifying existing trash 
management practices. 

(SCVURPPP trash assessment 
is currently in development.) 

FY 07 DEH, GALA 
Coord., IWM 
Coord., CWP 
Prgm. Coord. 

 Trash 
documen- 
tation 

Provide SCVURPPP staff with 
documentation regarding trash 
complaints/incidents as requested. 

(SCVURPPP trash assessment 
is currently in development.) 

FY 07 DEH 

 Trash eval. 
workshop 

Participate in trash workshops and training, 
when scheduled. 

 FY 07 CWP Prgm. 
Coord., 
Roads, Parks, 
DEH, GALA 
Coord., IWM 
Coord, P2 
Coord. 

 Street 
sweeping data 

Collect street sweeping data and provide 
data to Program for a street sweeping 
effectiveness evaluation as requested. 

Annual spread sheet from 
Roads since mid 1990s. 

Ongoing Roads and 
Airports 
Dept., CWP 
Prgm. Coord. 

 WE&O 
Outreach 

Support WEO in SCVURPPP budget  Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

 WMI Core 
Group, LUSG 

Monitor WMI meeting minutes and 
materials:  Core Group, Land Use Sub-
Group 

 Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
Coord.; 
Planning 
Office 

                 9 of 41

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan:  GENERAL CWP PROGRAM RELATED TASKS 
 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

 

Program 
Work 
Plan 
Task 

Activity FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

  
Public Information / Participation 
PI/P 
 

On-going 
public 
Information 
program 

Staff will continue to use a variety of 
outreach avenues to educate the variety of 
audiences in the County. See following PI/P 
table for detail of activities.  

Green business program is 
ongoing. IWM and P2 and 
GALA have been included 
with DEH within the Dept. of 
Agriculture and 
Environmental Resource 
Management 

Ongoing IWM Coord., 
P2 Coord., 
GALA Coord., 
DEH, CWP 
Prgm. Coord. 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan:  GENERAL CWP PROGRAM RELATED TASKS 
 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

 

General Outreach 

Activity Communication Vehicle Goal 
CWP literature distribution to the 
general public at County facilities:  

 
• Govt. Center  
• Planning/ Building Dept. 

counter 
• Events 

CWP Prgm. literature: Pests Bugging You?,  Home 
Maintenance Tips, eight construction tri-folds, Blueprint For 
a Clean Bay booklet, IPM pest-specific fact sheets,  Grow-It!, 
pool water brochure. 

HHW Prgm literature:  HHW brochures, small business 
hazardous waste brochure, (and any new Mercury-products 
literature as it becomes available) 

Keep stocked in 
view of public 

HHW Collection Events Handouts Ongoing 
throughout the year 

Website:  Include new information in 
County CWP Prgm. website.  Include 
CWP Ordinance C3. changes when 
adopted. 

County web site On-going 

 

When HMP 
approved and if 
Group 2 date 
extended 

Watershed Education & Outreach 
Campaign: 

Conduct or participate in local activities 
that are coordinated with the 
Watershed Education & Outreach 
campaign. 

Evaluate the effectiveness of PI/P 
projects by direct or indirect means as 
appropriate. 

Any ed. materials developed by the WE&O campaign. 

 

Continue handing out Watershed Watch. 

TBA 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan:  GENERAL CWP PROGRAM RELATED TASKS 
 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

 

 
 
 
 
Targeted Outreach 

Activity Communication Vehicle Goal 

County staff:   
• Building inspectors 
• Construction Inspectors and 

Engineer/Plan Checkers  
• Planning Office: Planners 
• Maint. Yard& Roads Maint. staff  
• Roads staff and GSA staff managing 

facilities pesticide spraying contract 
• County employees for general info 

on less-toxic alternatives for their 
own home use, and info on not 
using pesticides on the job, if 
unauthorized (detail in the Pesticide 
Workplan) 

CWP literature, as appropriate 

In-house and Program trainings  

E-mails  

Internal training at least once/yr, for 
each listed group of employees 
(except the general County employee 
info on IPM) 

In addition, building inspectors, 
construction inspectors, planners, 
and engineers are encouraged to 
attend SCVURPPP-sponsored 
training events. 

 

County Contractors: 

Require PCOs, contracted for work on 
County facilities, to use pest control 
methods consistent with our IPM policy 
and demonstrate adequate training 
(IPM Coord.) 

 (See Pesticide workplan for details.) 

Contract specifications. IPM Ordinance. 

SCVURPPP sponsored IPM workshops as 
they occur. 

Adequate contract specifications. 

Appropriate contractor & GSA staff 
attendance at Program workshops.  

 

(IPM Coord., Parks, Roads, GSA) 

 
Auto Repair Shops  Education of shop mgrs. during tri-annual 

inspections by DEH; use SCVURPPP lit., 
Ongoing 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan:  GENERAL CWP PROGRAM RELATED TASKS 
 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

 

when necessary 

Restaurant education Restaurant poster distr. at inspections by 
County health inspectors as needed, when 
not present in facility, when wall space 
allows. 

Posters left at restaurants at routine 
inspections by DEH as appropriate. 

Development community  Literature distr. at Planning/Bldg Lobby  

Blueprint for a Clean Bay manual;  eight 
construction tri-folds; storm drain stencils 
are available. 

Restock as needed, check regularly 

Problem contractors in the field 2nd Outreach letter to problem contractors 
(40 on database—warning letters sent in the 
past to all). Illegal dumping of soil: targeted 
letters to swimming pool contractors. 

Verbal and Written notices and follow up.  
Improve written notices for erosion 
problems. 

Summer 2005 

 

 

 

Constr Insp. Perf. Std. 

Residents living near creeks Water District’s Stream Care Guide  Display, restock as needed   
Gardening community—IWM Coord. 
contacts and coordinates with local 
gardening clubs to provide them with 
IPM info. through composting program 

IPM fact sheets from SCVURPPP and others As opportunities arise. (IWM Coord.) 

 

Outreach to local restaurants (working 
with DEH inspectors) to encourage 
less-toxic control  (Program Pesticide 
Workplan for details.) 

 Arrange for distribution as the new 
materials become available. (DEH--
CPD) 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan:  GENERAL CWP PROGRAM RELATED TASKS 
 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

 

Public Participation 
 

Activity Communication Vehicle Goal 

Encourage participation in regional 
creek cleanup event.  Help publicize 
cleanup. 

Email, hang posters in Govt. Center Involve public and county work 
force 

 
School/Education Outreach 

Activity Communication Vehicle Goal 

Public Schools  N/A 

[Students primarily attend schools 
within the incorporated cities; therefore 
this is not a priority for the County] 

Cities’ existing and planned outreach Present storm water pollution 
prevention message to youth 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan—INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT  

 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

I.  Municipal Pesticide Use 
              Goal I.A. Eliminate all unnecessary municipal pesticide use (particularly organophosphate (OP) pesticide use) and implement 
Integrated 
                              Pest Management (IPM) techniques. 

I.A.1 Track pesticide use on County owned 
property. (PS #9).  The results are reported 
in the AR. 

 Ongoing County IPM 
Program 

Coordinator 
in County 

Exec’s Office, 
FAF 

I.A.3 Continue to refine and implement SOPs and 
BMPs for implementing the IPM policy. (PS 
#3).   

 Ongoing County IPM 
Coord., FAF 

I.A.4 Update URMP with Pest Mgmt. changes.  IPM Ord.  CWP Prgm 
Coord., IPM 

Mgr. 
I.A.5 Continue to ensure that any contractor 

employed to conduct pest control and 
pesticide application on County property 
engages in pest control methods consistent 
with the IPM policy adopted by the agency 
(PS #6).   

 Ongoing County IPM 
Coordinator, 

FAF 
 

I.A.6 Arrange annual, County facility search of 
chemical storage areas for pesticides no 
longer legal for application, and properly 
dispose of them. (PS #10) 

 Conducted 
once.  Now 

ALL pesticide 
purchase goes 
through IPM 

County IPM 
Coord. 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan—INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT  

 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

Coord. 
MM 

I.A.1. 
Document completion of tasks in annual 
reports.  Use pesticide-tracking process to 
document pesticide use. 

 Ongoing County IPM 
Coord. 

 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

               Goal I.B.  Raise awareness of all municipal employees and train employees who apply pesticides for the jurisdictiony about the  
                               IPM Policy and/or IPM techniques as appropriate. 

I.B.1 Ensure that employees who apply pesticides 
for the agency continue to obtain the 
appropriate County Ag and DPR- required 
training (PS #5a). 

 Annually County IPM 
Coord. FAF, 
Parks, Roads 

I.B.2 Provide for annual training on the IPM 
Policy, SOPs, and BMPs, and the latest IPM 
techniques to employees within departments 
responsible for pesticide application (PS 
#5b). 

 Annually County IPM 
Coordinator 

I.B.3 Annually inform employees who are not 
authorized to apply pesticides, that they 
cannot use over-the-counter pesticides in the 
workplace (PS #5c) 

 Annually, by e-
mail or county 

newsletter 

County IPM 
Coordinator 

MM 
I.B.1. 

Document and evaluate effectiveness of 
annual staff training. 

Quarterly HLUET Committee reports 
also. 

Annually for 
AR 

County IPM 
Coordinator                  16 of 41
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan—INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT  

 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

II.  Public Education and Outreach 
           Goal II.A.  Increase awareness of IPM so target audiences recall less toxic pest management messages and adopt IPM behaviors.  
Target audiences include residential pesticide users, professional pest control businesses, customers of professional pest control  businesses, 
& pesticide retailers, school districts(PS # 7). 
 
 

II.A.1 Support local implementation of the 
Watershed Education & Outreach (WE&O) 
Campaign1, which will target the general 
public and include messages about less-toxic 
pest control and proper disposal.  
Support SCVURPPP as requested 

  
During FY 07 

 
CWP Prgm. 

Coord. 

II.A.2 Assist SCVURPPP in developing targeted 
messages regarding proper pesticide use and 
disposal, effects on water quality, and IPM. 

 Review of new 
pieces as 

developed by 
SCVURPPP 

CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

II.A.4 Identify and attend local community events 
and distribute outreach material.  
Distribute literature at Backyard Compost or 
Master Composter workshops. 

  IWM Prgm. 
Coord., P2 

Coord. 

II.A.5 Maintain contact with local gardening 
groups and offer them literature. 

  IWM Prgm 
Coord., P2 

II.A.9 Continue to support BASMAA Regional 
Media Relations Campaign featuring pitches 
to Bay Area media and responses to 

SCVURPPP funds BASMAA baseline 
projects, including Regional Media 
Relations Campaign. 

Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan—INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT  

 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

breaking news on pesticide-related topics. 
II.A.10 IPM coord. to provide IPM-related press 

releases to local media as appropriate—
using SCVURPPP generated materials when 
appropriate 

 Intermittently, 
as needed 

IPM Coord. 

II.A.12 Continue to assist with implementation of 
local components of a “Pesticide User 
Outreach” project targeting residential and 
commercial users  

Will assist as needed. 
 

As requested 
by SCVURPPP 

CWP Prgm. 
Coor., IPM 

Coord. 

II.A.14 Internal outreach on IPM to encourage 
employees to use IPM techniques away from 
work: 
Distribute IPM fact sheets electronically to 
involved County employees through e-mail 
or web site or newsletter. 

 Intermittently IPM Prgm. 
Coord., IWM 

Coord. 

MM 
II.A.1. 

Document or estimate numbers of residents 
reached by outreach efforts and media 
advertising 

 Annually, for 
AR 

IPM Prgm. 
Coord., IWM 

Coord. 
                  
Goal II.B.  Educate pesticide retailers and consumers about less toxic pest control products and promote the sale of such products. 
 

II.B.1 Continue to fund and participate in the 
BASMAA Regional IPM Partnership 

SCVURPPP funds BASMAA baseline 
projects, including Regional IPM 
Partnership. 

Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

II.B.2 Continue to support the IPM Store Support through SCVURPPP Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
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FY 07 Work Plan—INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT  

 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

Partnership Program. (Nurseries) Coord. 
MM 

II.B.1. 
Assist Program when requested in 
documenting number of participating stores, 
materials distributed, employees trained, 
and cost-effectiveness of the IPM Store 
Partnership Program. 

 As requested. 
 

Few stores in 
uninc. area. 

SCVURPPP 

 
 
 
 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

III.  Pest Control Operators (PCOs) 
                 Goal III.A.  Minimize pesticide use by PCOs contracted for structural pest control and landscape maintenance. 

III.A.4 Require PCOs contracted for municipal 
applications to use pest control methods 
consistent with the County’s IPM policy 
(through contract specifications).  
Specifically, require contractors to: 
a) follow the agency’s IPM policy, BMPs, 
and SOPs; b) provide evidence of current 
IPM training, when feasible; and c) provide 
documentation of pesticide use on agency 
property to the agency in a timely manner 

IPM-specific specifications are 
included in the contracts.  
 

Ongoing 
 

 

Maint. Yard 
Supervisor  & 

Parks 
FAF 

IPM Prgm. 
Coord. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

(PS#6). 
MM 

III.A.1. 
Document pesticide use by PCOs on County 
property.   

 Avail. on 
request 

IPM Prgm. 
Coord., FAF 

 
                Goal III.B.  Require all PCOs to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs). 

III.B.2 Require PCOs contracted by County to 
implement BMPs through contract 
specifications.  
 

 Ongoing Roads and 
Airports Fleet 
and Ops Mgr. 
Parks Sr. Env. 
Compliance 

Specialist 
Park & Rec 
IPM Prgm. 

Coord. 
MM 

III.B.1. 
Document efforts to complete the above 
actions. 

 In the Annual 
Report 

Roads and 
Airports Fleet 
and Ops Mgr. 
Parks Sr. Env. 
Compliance 

Specialist 
Park & Rec 
IPM Prgm. 

Coord. 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan—INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT  

 
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

IV.  Commercial Businesses 
             Goal IV.A.  Determine the extent of commercial business employees’ use of pesticides (i.e., pesticide applications not performed by a  
                                licensed PCO) and conduct appropriate outreach regarding less toxic pest management.   

IV.A.2 Support implementation of education 
programs that target commercial businesses, 
per recommendations developed in 
SCVURPPP work plan. 
 
IPM Mgr. assists in area-wide IPM 
conference, when scheduled 

 Ongoing 
through 

SCVURPPP 
Few commercial 

businesses in 
uninc. area. 

SCVURPPP, 
DEH--CPD 

MM 
IV.A.1. 

Document outreach efforts targeting 
businesses. 

Rely on SCVURPPP Annually in AR 
 

SCVURPPP , 
IPM Coord., 

DEH 

V.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 

               Goal V.A.  Provide pesticide disposal services through household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for all residents 
and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 

V.A.1 Ensure that adequate pesticide disposal 
services exist for residents and conditionally 
exempt small quantity commercial 
generators.   

  
Ongoing 

DEH--HHW, 
Ag. 

Commis-
sioner’s 
Office 

V.A.3 Support, enhance, and help publicize 
programs for proper pesticide disposal (PS 
#7). 

 Ongoing DEH, Ag. 
Commis-
sioner’s 
Office                  21 of 41
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COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

V.A.5 Provide hazardous waste disposal 
information to residents through DEH 
website and handouts at collection centers. 

 Ongoing DEH— 
HMCD, 

DEH--HHW 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

 
MM 

V.A.1. 

Document that household hazardous waste 
collection programs adequately serve 
residents and businesses and that any 
exchange programs do not exchange 
organophosphate or banned pesticides. 

 Annually 
 

DEH--HHW 

VII.  New Development  

                 Goal VII.A  Minimize pesticide use at new and redevelopment sites. 
VII.A.2 Consider pest-resistant landscaping and 

design features in the design, landscaping, 
and environmental reviews of proposed 
development projects. (C.9.d.ii.)   

Certification will required for Grp. 1 
Projects 

Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
Coord., 

Planning 
Office, 

Development 
Services Office 

 
VII.A.4 Collect information and report a summary of 

types of pesticide reduction measures 
required for development projects and the 

County to require LLA certification 
for Grp. 1 projects.   

Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
Coord., 

Planning 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

percentage of projects for which pesticide 
reduction measures were required. (C.3.n.5) 

Office, 
Development 

Services Office 

MM 
VII.A.1. 

Summarize types of pesticide reduction 
measures required (such as by conditions of 
approval) for new development and 
significant redevelopment projects, and the 
percentage of new development and 
significant redevelopment projects for which 
pesticide reduction measures were required. 
(C.3.n.) 

 Annually, in 
AR 

CWP Prgm. 
Coord., 

Planning Office, 
Development 

Services Office 

 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

VIII.  Monitoring and Science 
                  Goal VII.A.  Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support pesticide TMDL development and implementation. 
VIII.A.1 Continue financial support of the Regional 

Monitoring Program (RMP) through County 
contribution to SCVURPPP budget. 

 Annually CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

X. Review and Revision of Work Plan 
                 Goal X.A.  Implement a work plan that includes appropriate goals, actions, and monitoring mechanisms to reduce pesticide-
related toxicity in urban runoff. 

X.A.1. Review and continuously improve the goals,  Annually CWP Prgm. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Task Description Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

actions, and monitoring mechanisms of the 
work plan considering results of self-
evaluations, comments from Regional Board 
staff and other interested parties, and results 
of local performance review meetings, if any. 

Coord., IPM 
Prgm. Coord. 

MM 
X.A.1. 

Revise work plan to include any continuous 
improvement items.  Report on completion 
of work plan tasks in Annual Report. 

 Annually; 
submit work 
plan updates 

in March. 
AR submitted 

in Sept. 

CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 

 

Program 
Work 
Plan 
Task 

Activity Contin-
uous 

Improve- 
ment 
Item 

Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

 
Mercury Control Program 
 

I. Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products 

Goal I.  Eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing products and establish proper disposal methods for 
products that cannot be eliminated. 
I.B Mercury control 

program 
C.9.c Continue to handle mercury-

containing products in 
accordance with Universal 
Waste Regulations.   
 
Participate in the Program ad 
hoc Task Group. 

  FAF, DEH—
HHW 
 
 
 
CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

I.D Mercury Policy C.9.c Propose a mercury policy or 
ordinance requiring the virtual 
elimination of mercury from 
controllable sources in urban 
runoff from county operations. 

SCVURPPP to provide 
guidelines for a policy. 
 
FAF conducts mercury recycling, 
for lights, batteries, thermostats, 
etc. 

6/04 
 
 

Ongoing 

CWP Prgm. 
Coord., FAF, 
DEH, IWM, 
DEH-HHW, 
HMCD 

I.F Implement 
guidelines for 
mercury 
reduction 

C.9.c Implement guidelines for 
mercury-containing products 
reduction and mgmt 

Program provided guidelines 
3/03. 

Ongoing FAF  

MMI Mercury control 
program 

 
C.9.c 

Document completion of tasks 
in annual reports.  Use mercury-
containing product reporting 

 Annually, 
In AR 

FAF 
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Program 
Work 
Plan 
Task 

Activity Contin-
uous 

Improve- 
ment 
Item 

Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

guidelines. 
     II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 

Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services through household hazardous waste (HHW) collection 
programs for residents and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 
II.B Mercury 

control 
program 

 
C.9.c 

Provide mercury-containing 
products disposal services for 
residents and small businesses.   

DEH--HHW Ongoing DEH— 
HMCD, 
HHW 

 
Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Activity CI Item 
Source1 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

II.D Document 
products 
disposed 

C.9.c Implement guidelines for 
documenting and reporting 
quantities of mercury-
containing products recycled. 

Reported in AR annually Ongoing FAF 
DEH--HHW 

      III.  Monitoring and Science 

Goal III.  Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support mercury TMDL development and implementation, including 
assessment of air pollution sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in sediment. 
III.A Mercury 

control 
program 

 
C.9.c 

Assist SCVURPPP as requested, 
County to continue to provide 
financial support for the 

 Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
Coord., 
County 
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Program 
Work 
Plan 
Task 

Activity CI Item 
Source1 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP) through annual 
SCVURPPP assessment. 
Support SCVURPPP’s 
continued participation in the 
RMP steering committee and 
technical review committee. 

Budget 

III.B Mercury 
control 
program 

 
C.9.c 

Assist SCVURPPP as requested  
by supporting a coordinated 
regional plan to collect data for 
the mercury TMDL. 

 Available CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

III.C Mercury 
control 
program 

 
C.9.c 

Assist SCVURPPP as requested 
in providing support for the 
Joint Storm Water Agency 
Project to Study Urban Sources 
of Mercury to assess sediment 
mercury concentrations and 
percentage of fine material. 

 Available CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

III.C.2 Mercury 
control 
program 

 
C.9.c 

Assist SCVURPPP as requested 
in preparing the Joint 
Stormwater Agency Project to 
Study Urban Sources of 
Mercury, PCBs and 
Organochlorine Pesticides  
 

 Available CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 
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Program 

Work 
Plan 
Task 

Activity CI Item 
Source1 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

          V.  Public Education and Outreach 

Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing products and available non-mercury containing 
alternatives.  Target audiences include residential, commercial, and industrial users and municipal employees. 
V.A. 
 
 

Mercury control 
program 
 
 
 
 

 
C.9.c 

Assist SCVURPPP when requested 
to develop various outreach 
programs to educate target 
audiences about proper disposal of 
mercury-containing products and 
alternative non-mercury containing 
products. 

E-waste program starting, 
DEH-HHW working with 
SCVURPPP and others on 
mercury policy and /or 
ordinance. 

See 
below. 
DEH-
HHW-
HMCD 

coordinat
es with 

SCVURPP
P 

DEH— 
HHW, IWM 
Coord.,  
CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

V.A.1 Fluorescent 
light recycling 
outreach— 
residential 

 
C.9.c 

Continue fluorescent light recycling 
program.  Educate residential users 
and encourage proper disposal of 
fluorescent lights. 

 Ongoing DEH--HHW 

V.A.2 Fluorescent 
light recycling 
outreach—small 
businesses 

 
C.9.c 

Assist SCVURPPP when requested 
to develop and begin to implement 
a fluorescent light recycling 
outreach program for small 
businesses and encourage proper 
disposal of fluorescent lights. 

 Grant 
funding  
depen-

dant 

DEH—
HHW, P2, 
IWM 

V.A 3 Outreach to 
auto shops 

C.9.c Coordinate with DEH--HMCD 
inspectors to integrate future 
mercury outreach into the routine 

As material becomes available. Grant 
funding 
depen-

DEH--
HMCD 

                                                             
 

                 28 of 41

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 07 Work Plan:  MERCURY CONTROL PROGRAM 
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Program 
Work 
Plan 
Task 

Activity CI Item 
Source1 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

auto repair shops inspections  
 

dent, also 
depend-
ing on 

material 
availa-
bility 

V.A.4 Mercury control 
program 

 
C.9.c 

Assist SCVURPPP as requested to 
develop “tailgate safety meeting 
cards” about mercury.  

 Unknown
, depends 
on SCV-
URPPP 

priorities 

CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

V.B Mercury control 
program 

 
C.9.c 

Assist SCVURPPP as requested to 
develop or adapt existing mercury 
outreach materials, as needed, for 
outreach programs. 

 Ongoing  

V.C Mercury control 
program 

 
C.9.c 

Attend community events and 
distribute outreach materials, when 
available. 

 Ongoing P2, IWM, 
DEH--HHW 

MM 
V.B 

Mercury control 
program 

 
C.9.c 

Monitoring Mechanism V.B.   
In the Annual Report, document 
and evaluate each County outreach 
activity, including the target 
audience and estimated number of 
residents and/or businesses 
reached. 

 Annually DEH-HHW, 
HMCD, 
IWM, P2 

MM 
V.C 

Mercury control 
program 

 
C.9.c 

Monitoring Mechanism V.C.   
Assist SCVURPPP as requested to 
survey public attitudes and 
behavior. 

 Available CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 
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  02/24/06 

Activity Permit 
Item 

Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due 
Date 

(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

 C.3.b  Development Project Approval Process -- Planning Procedures 
Ordinance 
Revision 

C.3.b.2 Develop new ordinance incorporate 
C3. requirements  

Amend existing CWP ordinance to 
include Numeric Sizing Criteria 
requirements for Group 1,2  
projects.  & HMP. 

Ordinanc
e is 

complete
,under 

review by 
County 
Counsel  

 

CWP Prgm. 
Coord., 
Planning 
Office, County 
Counsel, Land 
Development 
Engineering. 

Staff Training C.3.b.3 Provide training opportunities for 
County staff in the planning office, 
building inspection office, and land 
development engineering with 
training on the C.3. provisions 
including SCVURPPP sponsored 
and RWQCB sponsored workshops 

Written guidance, staff meetings 
and SCVURPPP workshops.   

6/30/07 CWP Prgm. 
Coord., 
Planning, 
Building, FAF, 
LDE 

 C.3.c. Requirements for Group 1 and Group 2 Projects 
Guidance Manual C.3.c.4 Review Guidance Manual 

developed by Program and, if 
needed, customize for Group 1 
projects.  

Guidance Manual is general 
enough to be used locally with only 
minor changes. 

Done CWP Coord., 
Planning, 
Building, LDE 

Group 2 
Alternative 
Project Size 

C.3.c.8 Conduct analysis of alternative 
project size and prepare proposal 
for submittal to Regional Board. 
(Initial submittal to be handled by 
SCVURPPP/EOA Inc. 

Continue to assist Program with 
data collection and analysis, as 
requested.  No Alt Proj Size is 
proposed by County. 

Ongoing Building 
Inspection, 
Planning 
Office, CWP 
Prgm. Coord. 

Guidance Manual 
Update 

C.3.c.9 Update Guidance Manual and 
Performance Standard for Group 2 
projects as needed. 

Assist Program with development 
and review, as requested. 

As 
request-

ed 
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Activity Permit 
Item 

Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due 
Date 

(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

 C.3.e  Operation and Maintenance of Treatment BMPs 
Data Form and 
Staff Training 

C.3.e.1 Log information about treatment 
BMPs installed at approved Group 1 
projects and maintain a list or 
database of properties, treatment 
BMPs, and responsible operators. 

Review data collected and evaluate 
need to modify data collection 
method and need for additional 
staff training on tracking 
information. 

Ongoing 
 

CWP Prgm. 
Coord., 
Planning, 
Building, LDE 

BMP O&M 
Agreement 
Mechanism 

C.3.e.2 Adapt model O&M agreement 
language to meet agency-specific 
needs and requirements and 
incorporate into the project review 
and approval process. 

Will incorporate recorded maint. 
agreement into CWP Ord. C3. 
Revision. 

Ordi-
nance, 
Spring 

06 

CWP Program 
Coord., 
Planning, 
County 
Counsel 

BMP Inspection 
Program 

C.3.e.5 Develop local programs for 
inspection of a subset of prioritized 
treatment BMPs to verify that proper 
O&M is being performed by the 
responsible party (Program to assist 
in defining which BMPs are priority 
for inspection.) 

For Group 1 projects, County will 
develop written BMP inspection 
priority criteria and inspection and 
enforcement forms and procedures.  
(County will require private PE or 
LLA inspection) 

Ordi-
nance 
Spring 

06 
 

LDE, CWP 
Prgm. Coord. 

Reporting C.3.e.6 Report on the County’s treatment 
BMPs O&M verification program in 
each annual report, including 
organizational structure, evaluation 
of effectiveness, and planned 
improvement to the program. 
Include a list or summary of 
treatment BMPs inspected during 
the year, inspection results, and any 
required follow-up and correction. 

Written Agreement FY 06 
AR and 
ongoing.  

CWP Prgm. 
Coord., 
Planning, 
Building, LDE 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 

 

Activity Permit 
Item 

Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due 
Date 

(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

 C.3.f  Hydromodification Management Plan 
Staff training C.3.f.3 Upon adoption by the Regional 

Board, begin implementation of 
HMP as part of requirements for 
Group 1 projects that may cause 
increased erosion or other related 
impacts.   

Where applicable, HMP to be 
integrated into existing programs 
for development, review, 
construction inspection and BMP 
operations and maintenance.  
County staff to receive incremental 
training in HMP requirements. 

Ongoing LDE, Building, 
Planning, 
FAF, Roads, 
Parks, CWP 
Prgm. Coord. 

 C.3.g  (Waiver) Compensatory Mitigation Program 
Model Waiver 
Program 

C.3.g.1 Develop a model waiver program. Assist SCVURPPP by reviewing 
documents. 

Ongoing 
 
No 
County 
Waiver 
Program 
is pro-
posed 

CWP Coord., 
Planning Dir., 
Building 
Official, 
County 
Counsel, FAF, 
Parks Dir., 
Roads, Dir., 

Local Waiver 
Program  
(Compensatory 
Mitigation) 

C.3.g.2 Consider developing local waiver 
program, perform legal review, and 
incorporate waiver provisions in 
project review process.  (If model 
program has not been adopted by 
Regional Board, consider 
developing interim waiver program 
per C.3.g.vi.).   
Provide info on waivers granted, if 
any. 

No County waiver program is 
proposed. 

 
N/A 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

CWP Coord., 
Planning Dir., 
Building 
Official, 
County 
Counsel, FAF, 
Parks Dir., 
Roads, Dir. 

Staff training and 
reporting 

C.3.g.3 Begin tracking information for 
reporting on waivers granted, 
including project name, location, 

Not applicable  N/A CWP Coord., 
Planning Dir., 
Building 
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Activity Permit 
Item 

Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due 
Date 

(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

type, percent impervious surface, 
reasons for and terms of waiver, and 
the alternative benefit project and 
completion date. 

Official, 
County 
Counsel, FAF, 
Parks Dir., 
Roads, Dir.,  

 C.3.j  Site Design Measures Guidance and Standards Development 
Policy and 
standards review 

C.3.j.2 Review existing local design 
standards and guidance, and 
compare them to the list of areas to 
address in provision C.3.j. and other 
references such as “Start at the 
Source” and the “Development 
Policies Comparison” work sheet.  
Prepare and submit an analysis of 
local standards, identified 
opportunities for revision, and 
proposed revisions.  (Program to 
prepare guidance for Co-permittees 
on this work product.) 

County will focus on making sure 
BMP list is updated to be consistent 
with revised General Plan, any new 
ordinance requirements, C3. 
Numeric Sizing Criteria and the 
latest technical guidance 
documents such as the upcoming 
HMP, SCVURPPP “Guidance 
Manual,” the “Using Start at the 
Source” manual. and the revised 
California BMP Handbooks. 

Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
Coord., LDE, 
Planning, 
Roads, Fire 
Marshall, 
Parks, FAF 

Standards 
Revisions 

C.3.j.4 Incorporate any revised standards 
and guidance into local project 
approval process and “fully 
implement” the revised standards 
and guidance. 

Any modification to required design 
standards will be done with input 
from Planning, Fire Marshall’s 
Office, and other affected local 
agencies.  (Reduced road width 
and other design standards 
(pervious paving, etc) are not the 
highest priority on large parcel 
single site SFD development with 
ample existing infiltration area and 
BMP installation areas available. 

Ongoing LDE, Fire 
Marshall, FAF, 
Roads, Parks 
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Activity Permit 
Item 

Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due 
Date 

(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

 C.3.k  Source Control Measures 

Reporting C.3.k.3 Implement source control measures 
requirements by including 
appropriate conditions of approval.  
Report status and provide examples 
of application of conditions in annual 
reports. 

Report on source control BMPs 
required for particular projects.  
(The NPDES Permit seems to 
indicate that C3. items apply only to 
Group 1 and Group 2 projects; 
however, use of source control 
BMPs is recommended for other 
projects. 

Ongoing  Planning, 
Building, CWP 
Coord.,  
Roads, FAF, 
Parks, DEH 

 C.3.l  Update General Plans 
General Plan 
Review 

C.3.l.1 Review current General Plan 
policies related to water quality and 
watershed protection and 
incorporate additional policies as 
needed to implement C.3.    

Depending on the content of the 
HMP, the County may need to 
modify the General Plan to 
incorporate new goals and policies.   
 
(Planning Office is continuing to 
consider a Riparian Protection 
Ordinance) 

[Next 
sche-
duled 

revision]  

Planning 
Office, CWP 
Prgm. Coord. 

 C.3.m  Water Quality Review Processes 

CEQA Review C.3.m.1 Review CEQA initial study checklists 
and other environmental review 
documents and modify documents 
as needed to include questions that 
sufficiently address water quality 
impacts of projects. 
 
 

With guidance from the Reg. Board 
& Program, once additional 
guidance is obtained, provide staff 
training on completing the revised 
Initial Study checklist. 

Ongoing 
 

Ques-
tions 

revised 
11/02, 
Parks 
CEQA 
review 
also 

Planning 
Office, Parks, 
FAF, Roads 
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Activity Permit 
Item 

Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due 
Date 

(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

modified 
 

FAF 
uses 

Planning 
Office for 

CEQA 
review. 
Roads 

has 
provided 

new 
ques-

tions for 
its CEQA 
consul-
tants  to 

use  
 C.3.n  Reporting Requirements 
Reporting C.3.n.1 Provide information described in 

Table 1 of Provision C.3. in annual 
reports (SCVURPPP to provide 
guidance for each annual report). 

 Ongoing CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 

Reporting C.3.n.3 Collect and report the following for 
all Gr 1,2 new and redevelopment 
projects: --project name, location, 
type (per C.3.c.), size (ac. or sq.ft.), 
and impervious surface area. For 
redevelopment projects, include 
area of land disturbance. 

 Ongoing LDE, 
Planning, 
Building, CWP 
Prgm. Coord. 
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Activity Permit 
Item 

Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due 
Date 

(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

 
Reporting C.3.n.4 Collect and report the following for 

all projects that must implement 
treatment measures: BMPs, site 
design, and source control 
measures used, sizing criteria, O&M 
responsibility mechanism and 
responsible party. 

 Ongoing 
 

LDE, 
Planning, 
Building, CWP 
Prgm. Coord. 

Pesticide Control 
Measures 

C.3.n.5 Collect information and report a 
summary of types of pesticide 
reduction measures required for 
development projects and the 
percentage of projects for which 
pesticide reduction measures were 
required. 

Lic. Landscape Architect 
Certification for Grp. 1,2  Projects.  

Ongoing 
informa-

tion 
collec-

tion  

Planning, 
Building, LDE, 
CWP Prgm. 
Coord. 
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Id. Activity CI Item 
Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

 Copper Action Plan Tasks 
CB-1 Vehicle Washing 

Operations 
CAP • Continue to distribute outreach 

materials on proper 
vehicle/equipment washing at 
building department counters and 
public events. 

• Submit data regarding vehicle 
washing outreach activities as 
requested. 

• Require source control measures 
for Group 1 & 2 new development 
and redevelopment projects that 
will conduct vehicle/equipment 
washing and maintenance activities 
(consistent with Permit Provision 
C.3.k). 

• Continue to inspect industrial/ 
commercial facilities that conduct 
vehicle/equipment washing 
activities on-site (this includes auto-
related businesses).  Ensure that 
BMPs for vehicle/equipment 
washing are implemented.  Provide 
an effectiveness evaluation of 
inspection/compliance with BMPs 
(consistent with enhanced reporting 
requirements). 

• Continue to maintain and inspect 
car wash systems for County 
vehicles at the corporation yards .   

 

• Encourage municipal staff to use 
certified mobile cleaners when 

 Ongoing 

 

 

 

Ongoing 

 

 

Ongoing 

 

 

 

 

Ongoing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ongoing 

 

 

CWP Coord. 

 

 

 

CWP Coord., 
R&A 

 

PLN & DEV. 

 

 

 

 

DEH 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Roads & 
Airports 

 

CWP Coord. 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
 

  

Id. Activity CI Item 
Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

contracting cleaning services. 

• Refer mobile surface cleaners who 
desire BASMAA surface cleaning 
certification and recertification to 
the BASMAA website 
(www.basmaa.org).  

 

Ongoing 

 

Ongoing 

 

 

CWP Coord. 

CB-3 Industrial Copper 
Control 

CAP • Continue Industrial Inspection 
program, including NOI sites and 
other identified industrial facilities.  
These may include plating and 
metal finishing facilities, vehicle 
service facilities and other 
permitted sites (consistent with 
enhanced reporting requirements). 

 Ongoing DEH 

CB-6/7 Reducing Traffic 
Congestion/ 
Promoting Alternative 
Transportation 

CAP • Collaborate with the agencies and 
organizations (e.g., VTA) that are 
better poised to take the lead on 
transportation-related tasks.  

CB-6&7 issues appear to have been 
adequately addressed for SCVURPPP 
CAP purposes.  This issue is now in 
the hands of municipal transportation 
planners and congestion management 
and transportation agencies (i.e., VTA) 
and is not a high priority. The 
unincorporated area is primarily low 
density suburban and rural with 
minimal public transit available. 

 

 

VTA--not 
County 
jurisdiction 

CB-8 Watershed 
assessment and 
protection 

CAP • Continue to implement guidance 
from SCVURPPP on addressing 
water quality in the CEQA review 
process, as part of C.3.m. 
implementation. 

• Participate in the Water Resources 

 Ongoing 

 

 

 

PLN & DEV, 
Roads, Parks, 
FAF 
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Id. Activity CI Item 
Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

Protection Collaborative and 
implement any agreed upon 
guidelines and standards for 
watershed protection. 

Ongoing PLN 

CB-11 Street sweeping and 
storm drain O&M 

 • Continue following Program 
guidance regarding the collection 
and reporting of street sweeping 
data.  Provide data  for Annual 
Report. 

• Implement (as appropriate) 
identified improvements to current 
street sweeping and storm drain 
system O&M programs (within 
available budgets).  Provide 
effectiveness evaluation in FY 07 
Annual Report. 

 Ongoing 

 

 

 

As 
scheduled 

Roads 

 

 

 

Roads 

CB-12 Outreach on pool, 
spa maintenance 

CAP • Continue to distribute outreach 
materials at local public events; 
brochures at building department 
counters and public places. 

 

Rotating distribution Ongoing CWP Coord. 

CB-21 Use of architectural 
copper 

CAP • Continue to discourage use of 
copper on roofs, in roof shingles, 
and for gutters.   

  Low priority:  Very few copper roofs and 
gutters have been proposed. 

Ongoing PLN & DEV 

CWP Coord. 

 Nickel Action Plan Tasks 

NB-1 Measures to control 
nickel discharges 
from construction 
sites 

 • Continue to implement 
Construction Inspection 
Performance Standards (see 
Construction Inspection work plan 
section). 

 Ongoing 

 

 

 

PLN & DEV 
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Id. Activity CI Item 
Source 

FY 07 Tasks Status / Comments Due Date 
(mo/yr) 

Responsible 
Party 

• Continue to have inspectors attend 
Regional Board/Program 
workshops on construction site 
management and learn latest 
erosion/sediment control 
techniques 

• Continue to attend Program-
sponsored or other workshops on 
post-development stormwater 
BMPs (C.3.) 

As 
scheduled 

 

 

As 
Scheduled 

CWP Coord. 

 

 

 

CWP, PLN & 
DEV, Roads, 
Parks, FAF 
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COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• As requested, assist SCVURPPP in implementing a Pilot Demonstration 
Project which focuses on documenting type and volume of trash that can 
potentially be conveyed through the storm drain system.   (CWP 
Coordinator, DEH) 

 
• Identify and begin implementing trash control measures, where practical 

and feasible, to reduce trash; this includes the ongoing and long-time 
enforcement activity by DEH-CPD, DEH-HMCD and DEH-SWLEA in 
investigating every solid waste dumping and hazmat dumping complaint 
in the unincorporated area, and following it to resolution. (The County 
has ordinances prohibiting dumping of trash, garbage, and hazardous 
materials.  The County also has a Nonpoint Source ordinance that 
prohibits illegal discharges to the storm water system.)(DEH) 

 
• The Dept. of Roads and Airports will continue to investigate and resolve 

cases of illegal dumping in County Rights of Way.  (DEH investigates all 
other cases on private property.) (Dept. of Roads and Airports, DEH) 

 
• As requested, the County will provide Co-permittee specific information 

on trash management practices implemented in their jurisdictions, using 
standardized reporting format (to be used for Program-wide reporting). 
(CWP Coordinator, DEH, IWM Program) 

 
• As requested, the County will assist SCVURPPP staff in developing 

effective strategies for reducing trash in urban streams and waterways.  
(CWP Coordinator, DEH) 

 
• As requested, assist SCVURPPP in developing Trash Fact Sheets, as 

appropriate. (CWP Coordinator, DEH, IWM Program) 
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555 County Center, Redwood City, California 94063 650.599.1406 Fax 650.361.8227

SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE
STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM~

/Ay'~_. ~'\

!' STORN' \)

June 27,2003

Mr. Habte-Mariam T. Kifle
Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay S1. Suite 1400
Oakland CA 94612

2003

Subject: STOPPP's FY 2003/04 Trash Control Work Plan

Dear Habte:

Enclosed is the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program's (STOPPP's)
FY 2003/04 Trash Control Work Plan. STOPPP proactively prepared this plan as a first step in
reducing trash in urban surface waters in San Mateo County.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Very truly yours,

!~Zd/}7J;J~
Robert Davidson
STOPPP Coordinator

Enc: STOPPP FY 2003/04 Trash Control Work Plan

F:\Sm2x\Sm26\Sm26-03\trash\tras~ control WQrk olan\cover letter.doc t' If G t (C I.CAG)
£1. program oJ thl! LUY/LountYAssocla wn 0; overnmen S /'

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



FY 2003/04 Trash Control
Work Plan

San Mateo Countywide
Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program

June 2003

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



• San Mateo Countywide
Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program

San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program
FY 2003/04 Trash Control Work Plan

June 2003

INTRODUCTION

A November 2001 California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region
(Regional Board) staff report proposed changes to the 1998 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list
of impaired water bodies in the Bay area. The staff report states there "are excessive levels of
trash in virtually all urbanized waterways of the San Francisco Bay Region." However, listing
these waterways as impaired by trash under Section 303(d) is not proposed due to a lack of
consistent assessment methodology. Instead, the staff report proposed placing all Bay area
urban creeks, lakes, and shorelines on a preliminary or "monitoring" list due to the threat of
trash to impair water quality (SFBRWQCB, 2001). On February 4,2003, the State Water
Resources Control Board adopted this recommendation and placed Bay area urban creeks,
lakes and shorelines on the 2002 Monitoring List.

Regional Board staff expects municipalities to assess and prevent trash impairment in their
jurisdictions before the next 303(d) listing cycle. The 2004 listing cycle may be skipped and, if
so, the 2006 listing cycle will likely rely on information available as of spring 2005. Based on
this assumption, Regional Board staff expects municipalities to demonstrate an effective
program of controls to prevent trash impairments over the next two years. If progress is not
sufficient, urban water bodies may move from the Monitoring List to the 2006 303(d) impaired
water body list.

The San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) developed
this work plan to begin developing and implementing a strategy to address trash problem areas
in urban water bodies in San Mateo County. __. .~ ..._...w

RECENT TRASH ASSESSMENT WORK

STOPPP, in collaboration with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention
Program (SCVURPPP), recently pilot-tested a trash assessment methodology developed by
Regional Board staff. Attachment A is a copy of the work plan used for the San Mateo County
portion of this pilot testing (Work Plan for Pilot Testing a Rapid Trash Assessment Procedure in
San Pedro Creek) and Attachment B is a technical memo presenting the results (SCVURPPP
and SMSTOPPP Pilot Implementation and Testing ofRWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment, March
1, 2003). Findings of the study included:

• The Regional Board staff assessment methodology may be useful for measuring
baseline levels of trash, identifying and prioritizing trash problem areas and evaluating
the effectiveness of targeted BMPs in future assessments. In addition, the assessment
may be useful for identifying potential sources of trash and appropriate BMPs.
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• The Regional Board methodology can rapidly estimate trash quantity and quality in
selected 1aD-foot sections of creek for a particular time period (e.g., dry season).
However, the methodology does not provide an estimate for the total amount of trash
entering and being transported through receiving waters.

• The Regional Board staff methodology is limited in its ability to link assessment results
with potential impairment to aquatic life uses. More studies are needed to link trash with
degraded water quality conditions and impacts to aquatic life. The methodology does
provide a measure of aesthetic impairment of a creek section by trash, which can
potentially be used to help evaluate impairment of recreational beneficial uses.

• It is not feasible to implement the methodology to assess all urban creeks in jurisdictions
the size of San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties. Priority should be given to
demonstrating progress at known problem areas and evaluating areas potentially having
problems based on factors such as land use.

• Some modifications to the Regional Board methodology would increase its utility as a
tool for use in municipal trash control programs. Goals would include facilitating the
interpretation of results, identifying trash sources and developing potential management
actions. Recommended modifications include the development of additional categories
and parameters (within the "trash tally sheet") that enhance the distinction of trash
sources (e.g., recyclables versus non-recyclables, illegal dumping versus litter) and
modifying numeric ranges used in condition categories for certain trash parameters to
better represent urban creek conditions.

TRASH CONTROL ACTIVITIES PLANNED FOR FY 2003/04

STOPPP's general approach during FY 2003/04 will be to document known trash ..problem areas
and existing trash management efforts and use this information to begin to plan improvement~

in trash management, as possible within available resources. STOPPP will also track related
efforts by other Bay stormwater management programs and coordinate t~nnill9-of future
trash control strategies with these agencies. Information sharing will be facilitated through
STOPPP's ongoing participation in the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agency
Association's Monitoring Committee.

Table 1 summarizes FY 2003/04 activities, products, schedules and Program planning-level
budgets. It should be noted that the planning-level budgets are for Program activities only.
Staff time from municipalities will also be required for activities such as:

• participating in a Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee work group.

• filling out surveys identifying problem areas and current management practices.

• beginning to identify and implement improvements in trash control.
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Table 1. FY 2003/04 Trash Control Tasks

1. Convene a Municipal Maintenance
Subcommittee work group.

2. Document known trash problem areas and
existing trash management practices.

3. Prepare FY 2004/05 trash control work
plan.

4. Document any trash control improvements
by municipalities.

Meetings

Technical
Memorandum

Work Plan

Incorporate into
FY 2003/04
Annual Report

Kick-off
meeting
early FY
2003/04
April 2004

June 2004

September
2004

$5,000

$15,000

$10,000

$5,000

The FY 2003/04 trash control tasks are described below.

Task 1: Municipal Maintenance Trash Control Work Group

Total: 35,000

A work group of members of STOPPP's Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee will be convened
and coordinated by Program staff. This trash control work group will meet periodically to
facilitate implementation of the tasks in this work plan and review and approve associated
products. A kick-off meeting is anticipated early in FY 2003/04.

In future years, the work group may develop recommendations for revising STOPPP's existing
performance standards related to trash control. Such recommendations would be reviewed and
approved by STOPPP's Technical Advisory Committee before adoption.

Task 2: Document Known Problem Areas and Existing Trash Management Practices

Public works departments are generally aware of major trash problem areas in creeks, parks
and other public land uses within their municipality. Program staff will develop and distribute a
survey to STOPPP's municipalities to collect this information. Data sources available to
municipalities may include personal knowledge of municipal staff, trash complaint databases,
maintenance and operations records, existing lists of trash problem areas and creek clean-up
locations.

The survey will also collect information on existing municipal trash management practices in
San Mateo County. In addition, STOPPP's existing performance standards and programmatic
efforts (e.g., Public Information/Participation outreach) will be reviewed as part of this task.
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STOPPP will prepare a technical memorandum that compiles the information gathered on (
existing problem areas and trash management practices and documents how that information 1/

was collected. Completion of the technical memorandum is anticipated by April 2004.

Task 3: FY 2004/05 Trash Control Work Plan

Program staff will prepare a trash control work plan for implementation starting in FY 2004/05.
The trash control work group will develop the scope of work based on the results of trash
control-related work performed by STOPPP and other Bay area stormwater programs during FY
2003/04. As such, this task will include tracking the results of similar tasks conducted by other
Bay area stormwater agencies, including the following FY 2003/04 tasks from SCVURPPP's
March 1, 2003 Trash Work Plan:

• Conducting a literature review of existing trash management practices and monitoring
efforts used in other areas.

• Modifying the Regional Board staff Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology in accordance
with the recommendations provided by SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Pilot
Implementation and Testing of RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment, March 1, 2003
(Attachment A).

• Evaluating the utility of a litter index developed by Keep America Beautiful as an
evaluation tool to measure the effectiveness of management actions over time.

• Conducting a trash assessment training workshop for municipal staff.

• Developing a standardized reporting and documentation format and procedures that
detail and evaluate trash management practices.

Completion of STOPPP's FY 2004/05 Trash Control Plan is anticipated by June 2004.

Task 4: Document Municipal Trash Control Improvements

In general, potential trash management measures include three major areas: 1) cleanup of
trash, 2) public outreach and participation, and 3) enforcement of litter laws. Typical measures
may include:

• Anti-litter campaigns.
• Trash cleanups (e.g., creek cleanup days).
• Incentive-based programs (e.g., increasing redemption values for trash items).
• Expanding trash control ordinances and enforcement actions.
• Improving documentation and reporting.
• Enhancing interagency coordination of tracking and enforcing trash violations.
• Implementing structural controls in trash problem areas.

It is anticipated that during the process of identifying existing problem areas and management
actions (Task 2), municipalities will begin to see opportunities for improvements in trash control.
For example, municipalities should begin to determine why known problem areas are not
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addressed by existing management practices. Municipalities should also begin to prioritize
trash problem areas in urban creeks, based on factors such as aesthetics, public access,
presence of aquatic life and/or recreational uses, and constraints associated with land
ownership. It should be noted that each municipality's ability to implement improvements will be
constrained by available resources.

In STOPPP's FY 2003/04 annual report, Program staff will document any improvements that
municipalities have implemented or plan to implement as a result of the process of documenting
trash problem areas and existing management practices.

REFERENCES

SFBRWQCB, 2001. Proposed Revisions to Section 303(d) List of Priorities for Development of
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the San Francisco Bay Region. Staff Report of the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region. November 14,
2001.
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WORK PLAN FOR PILOT TESTING A RAPID TRASH
ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE IN SAN PEDRO CREEK

The San Mateo Countywide Pollution Prevent Program (STOPPP) prepared this work
plan to pilot test a rapid trash assessment procedure developed by San Francisco Bay
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) staff. This work is the 'first step
in developing tools to assess potential impacts to beneficial uses in urban creeks in San
Mateo County, identifying sources of trash and improving management actions, if
needed. STOPPP's Generalized Five-Year Monitoring Program Plan (STOPPP 2002)
includes this type of work as part of STOPPP's efforts to assess representative
watersheds in the county. STOPPP will initially test the rapid trash assessment
procedure in the San Pedro Creek watershed.

BACKGROUND

A November 2001 Regional Board staff report proposes changes to the 1998 303(d) list
of impaired water bodies in the Bay area. The staff report states there "are excessive
levels of trash in virtually all urbanized waterways of the San Francisco Bay Region."
However, listing these waterways as impaired by trash is not proposed due to a lack of
consistent assessment methodology.

Instead, the staff report propose placing all Bay area urban creeks, lakes, and shorelines
on a preliminary or "watch" list due to the threat of trash to impair water quality. It states
that between now and the next 303 (d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to
assess trash impairments in their jurisdiction, as documented by stormwater agencies in
annual reports to the Regional Board. The report recommends that the approach mirror
the standard TMDL approach of defining the problem, identifying the sources through
monitoring or existing information, and developing a program of action to address the
principle sources. Regional Board staff will review this specific information in the next
listing cycle and determine whether specific water bodies warrant 303(d) listing, and note
the existence of relatively clean urban streams (SFBRWQCB, 2001).

RAPID TRASH ASSESSMENT PROCEDURE

Regional Board staff have developed a rapid trash assessment methodology (Appendix)
and started field-testing the procedure as part of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring
Program (SWAMP). The procedure entails performing visual surveys of 100-foot
sections of creeks, including creek beds and banks. The methodology employs
completing a worksheet in the field that includes six parameters scored from zero - 20,
with four condition categories (optimal, sub optimal, marginal and poor) that have
narrative descriptions to assist in scoring. The six parameters are:

1. Level of Trash
2. Actual Number of Trash Items Found
3. Threat to Aquatic Life
4. Threat to Human Health
5. Evidence of Illegal Dumping or Littering
6. Evidence of Trash Accumulation
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The worksheet also includes a separate table listing major trash items to identify and
tally during the assessment.

EVALUATION OF RAPID TRASH PROCEDURE

STOPPP will test the above rapid trash assessment procedure assessment in the field.
The results will be evaluated with regard to the practicability of the procedure and its
utility in assessing baseline conditions, impairment of beneficial uses, sources of trash,
and effectiveness of management actions.

STOPPP recently participated in a one-day orientation that included staff from the
Regional Board and other Bay area stormwater programs. The purpose was to begin
evaluating the procedure and work towards regionally consistent application of trash
assessment methodologies.

Task 1. Test the Rapid Trash Assessment Procedure in the Field

STOPPP will evaluate the rapid trash assessment at five locations in the San Pedro
Creek watershed during September 2002. Creek sections were selected at two known
trash hot spot locations (based on discussions with City of Pacifica staff) and within
residential, commercial and open space land uses. The goal is to evaluate the trash
assessment methodology for a variety of creek conditions in an urban environment. The
five sections are located:

1. Downstream of the North Fork storm drain outlet, a known trash hot spot within a
commercial land use area.

2. Downstream of the Highway 1 Bridge, a known trash hot spot within a
commercial land use area.

3. Downstream of the Capistrano Street Bridge, a residential area adjacent to a
townhouse development.

4. Across from the Sanchez Art Center, a residential area.

5. Between San Pedro Valley County Park and the Oddstad Boulevard Bridge, a
relatively undeveloped area.

The accessibility of the creek sections will be determined and necessary permissions
obtained from creek side landowners and City of Pacifica Public Works Department staff.
The fieldwork is expected to take one day and will be performed before the September
21,2002 Coastal Cleanup Day sponsored by the San Pedro Creek Watershed Coalition.

Task 2. Develop a Technical Memorandum

STOPPP will prepare a technical memorandum that discusses the utility of the
assessment approach and recommends any improvements deemed necessary. The
memorandum will also make recommendations for the next steps in STOPPP's efforts to
assess and address trash in urban water bodies in San Mateo County. All
recommendations will be developed in coordination with other Bay area municipal
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stormwater programs (some of which are also pilot testing the rapid trash assessment
methodology) and Regional Board staff through BASMAA's Monitoring Committee.

REFERENCES

SFBRWQCB, 2001. Proposed Revisions to Section 303(d) List of Priorities for
Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the San Francisco Bay
Region. Staff Report of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San
Francisco Bay Region. November 14,2001.

STOPPP, 2002. Generalized Five-Year Monitoring Program Plan, Fiscal Years 2002/03
through 2006/07. San Mateo Countywide Pollution Prevent Program. June 28, 2002.
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SCVURPPP AND SMSTOPPP PILOT
IMPLEMENTATION AND TESTING OF
RWQCB RAPID TRASH ASSESSMENT

March 1, 2003

INTRODUCTION

Program staff implemented and tested the Regional Water Quality Control Board's (RWQCB)
Rapid Trash Assessment Worksheet at nine stream locations in Santa Clara and San Mateo
Counties. Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) and San
Mateo Countywide Pollution Prevention Program (SMSTOPPP) are collaborating to determine
the utility of the approach for performing the following functions:

• Document baseline levels of trash in creeks
• Identify sources of trash and appropriate control measures to reduce trash
• Evaluate effectiveness of trash management practices
• Assess all creeks in the SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP jurisdiction for trash
• Assess impairment of beneficial uses by trash

Results of the pilot assessnlent were presented by Program staff at the September 25th

SCVURPPP Trash Ad Hoc Task Group (AHTG) and at the October 2, 2002 BASMAA
Monitorlllg Committee meeting. Comnlents from the Trash AHTG were compiled and
incorporated into the discussion section of this memorandum. The current draft of the trash
assessment technical memorandum was approved by the AHTG at the November 4, 2002 Trash
AHTG meeting.

Development and implementation of trash assessment protocols is one component of the
SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Trash Work Plans. SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP will consider the
recommendations included in this memorandum and comments from Regional Board staff and
members of the BASMAA Monitoring Committee for future implementation of trash
assessments.

BACKGROUND

A November 2001 Regional Board staff report proposes changes to the 1998 303(d) list of
inlpaired water bodies in the Bay area. The staff report states there "are excessive levels of trash
in virtually all urbanized waterways of the San Francisco Bay Region." However, listing these
waterways as impaired by trash is not proposed due to a lack of consistent assessment
methodology.

Instead, the staff report proposes placing all Bay area urban creeks, lakes, and shorelines on a
prelinlinary or "monitoring" list due to the threat of trash to impair water quality. It states that
between now and the next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to assess trash
impairnlents in their jurisdictions, as documented by storm water agencies in annual reports to the
Regional Board. The report recommends that the approach mirror the standard TMDL approach
of defming the problem, identifying the sources through monitoring or existing information, and
developing a program of action to address the principle sources. Regional Board staff will review
this specific information in the next listing cycle and determine whether specific water bodies
warrant 303(d) listing for trash, and note the existence of relatively clean urban streams.
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METHODS

The RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessn1ent Version 6.0 was released to the public on September 25,
2002. The assessn1ent was designed for several purposes, including ambient monitoring,
evaluation of management actions, and evaluation of the effects of public access to trash
condition of creeks. The RWQCB began implementing the trash assessment in summer of 2002
as part of their Surface Water An1bient Monitoring Program (SWAMP).

The assessn1ent protocol includes identification and enumeration of all trash items that occur
below high water line and along stream banks within a 100-foot section of stream. The second
part of the RWQCB protocol includes determination of condition for six assessment parameters
(scores 0-20, higher score == less trash) using the narrative parameter descriptions provided in the
assessment worksheet. Program staff attended a training session on these protocols given by
RWQCB staff. In addition to implementing the assessment approach, Program staff took digital
photographs at each site to determine if photo documentation could accurately depict level of
trash and potential impairn1ent.

The pilot testing of the RWQCB's approach did not include implementing the assessment during
different seasons to determine temporal variation of trash condition at individual sites. The pilot
assessment was conducted in the fall to capture levels of trash in the creeks prior to winter rains,
and before the national trash cleanup event that occurred on September 21 st 2002.

Assessn1ents were completed over a two-day period in September 2002 at five stream locations
within San Pedro Creek (Figure 1), a coastal watershed in San Mateo County, and four stream
locations in Coyote Creek watershed (Figure 2), which is located in the eastern portion of the
Santa Clara Valley and drains into the South Bay. The assessment locations were selected based
on several factors including known problem areas, land use type (residential, commercial, open
space) and stream size. Creek segments in Upper Penitencia (total ==3) and San Pedro Creek
(total == 5) were selected at different points in each respective watershed to represent varying
degrees of urbanization, i.e., sites at the lower, middle and upper sections of the urbanized portion
were surveyed within each watershed. One site on Coyote Creek was sampled to identify the
feasibility of this assessment approach in larger streams.

RESULTS

Individual parameters scores, total scores and the nun1ber of major trash iten1 types for each
assessment site are provided in Tables 1 and 2. Major fmdings include:

1) Known problen1 areas had the worst scores within each watershed. The flea market
site, although not previously identified as a problem area, had low trash scores (more
trash) with an apparent chronic trash problem and should be considered a problem area.
The two highest scores (less trash) were at the upper sites of each watershed, toward the
edge of the urban boundary.

2) Total scores (parameter scores combined) decreased and total trash iten1s increased in
the downstream direction. Most of the individual assessment parameter scores also
decreased in the downstream direction, with the exception of the human health
parameter, which was consistently rated as sub-optimal at all but two sites.
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Figure 1. Location of pilot trash assessments conducted in San Pedro Creek.

Figure 2. Location of pilot trash assessments conducted in Upper Penitencia and Coyote
Creek.
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3) The survey worked best in Upper Penitencia and San Pedro Creeks because all areas of
the stream habitat were accessible and generally visible. The assessment at the site on
Coyote Creek was less effective because the creek was too deep in some areas and the
visibility too poor to accurately identify all trash itenls. There were generally no
problenls identifying trash along the stream banks, although there was difficulty in
some instances of identifying the upper boundary (see # 5).

4) Digital photographs provided insufficient details to identify level of trash, estimate
threats to water quality, or potential sources of trash. The relative number of trash
items and types of trash are not clearly distinguishable. These results were consistent
with earlier RWQCB evaluation. The photos may be useful for identifying benchmarks
that define site boundaries and for documenting the general conditions of the site.

5) Using slightly different defmitions for the streanl bank boundary can have significant
impact on the results. Incorporating trash items along the edge ofupper right bank
adjacent to a parking lot (at lowest site in San Pedro Creek) resulted in decreasing the
total score from 74 to 30. Integrating trash for the upper section of streambank was
questionable in this case because dense riparian vegetation appeared to prevent trash
from entering the creek. There was minimal evidence of trash in the creek.

6) The lower site of San Pedro Creek and Upper Penitencia Creek (flea market) were
cleaned up for trash shortly after the assessment. If the assessment had been repeated
after the cleanup, the trash scores would have been much improved.

7) Eight of nine sites were rated poor for quantity of trash. In contrast, half of these eight
sites were qualitatively rated sub-optimal (visual estimation of trash problem). As a
result, conditions for qualitative and quantitative parameters were not very well
correlated.

8) The most common trash items for all sites were plastic (primarily bags, bottles and
wrappers), biodegradable (mostly paper), and metal (aluminunl foil wrappers and cans).
Trash items were more prevalent below the water line, with the exception of paper,
cigarette butts and glass bottles, which were more common on the stream banks.

9) The trash items found that were considered potential threats to aquatic organism health
were typically plastic (bags, bottles, wrappers) and other buoyant items (styrofoam and
cigarette butts). The condition rating for aquatic health parameter was largely based on
the relative number of these items found (e.g., low, medium prevalence, large amount),
regardless if the plastic items were in the creek or on the bank. The scores typically
decreased in the downstream direction.

10) There were few trash items found considered to be threats to human health. The most
common were sharp objects, such as glass and jagged metal. There were animal feces
and diapers fOlmd on the banks of two sites. The condition for this parameter was never
optimal because there was always glass found on-site; five of the nine sites were rated
sub-optimal due to presence of glass. There were no spatial trends observed for this
parameter.

11) Dumping and littering appear to be a major problem for sonle sites we assessed. All
four sites that were rated poor for this parameter had the lowest total scores and the
highest number of trash items. Three of these sites were commercial and one was
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Table 1. Rapid trash assessment results from watersheds in Santa Clara and San Mateo County. Individual trash assessment parameter scores
range from 0-20, with low numbers representing poor conditions. Similarly, low total score represents poor conditions. The sites marked with (*)
refer to previously known trash problem areas.

Trash Assessment Parameter Scores
Location Description Site Id Land use Date Aquatic Human Dump/ Total

Qual. Quant. Life health Litter Accum Score

Santa Clara County (Upper Penitencia Creek)

Fleamarket UP-I Commercial 9/12/02 6 0 5 16 5 7 39
Penitencia Park (lower) UP-2 Residential/park 9/12/02 13 4 11 3 12 10 53
Penitencia Park (upper) UP-3 Residential/park 9/12/02 15 5 15 15 14 13 77
Watson Park (Coyote)* C-l Undeveloped Park 9/12/02 8 2 4 12 1 6 33
San Mateo County (San Pedro Creek)
Above Pacifica Beach* SPC-T-l Commercial 9/20/02 6 1 4 5 5 9 30
Behind Sanchez Art Center SPC-T-2 Residential 9/20/02 12 3 6 15 15 4 55
Below Linda Mar Bridge SPC-T-3 Residential 9/20/02 12 3 8 15 14 5 57
Above Oddstad Bridge SPC-T-4 Residential/park 9/20/02 15 6 14 15 13 19 82
Behind Shopping Center SPC-T-5 Commercial 9/20/02

1 0 1 11 5 1 19(North Fork)*

Table 2. Total number of items from each major category of trash tallied in trash assessments for nine locations in Santa Clara and San Mateo
County. Stream location "A" and "B" represents above and below, respectively, high water line.

Site Id Plastic Biohazard Const Misc. Metal Large Toxic Bio- Glass Fabric Total #
Debris Items degradable

Location B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A
UP-I 77 85 0 0 3 0 2 13 10 4 0 0 0 0 35 36 0 0 1 4 270
UP-2 22 7 2 0 5 0 2 0 14 0 0 0 1 0 6 6 6 0 2 1 74
UP-3 17 13 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 7 12 2 1 1 0 61
C-l 35 17 0 0 4 0 1 0 10 2 20 0 0 0 18 26 3 3 2 2 143

SPC-T-l 32 46 0 1 2 0 1 61 4 6 0 0 0 0 4 64 0 1 0 1 223
SPC-T-2 66 29 0 0 11 0 4 0 14 3 1 0 0 0 3 6 1 1 14 3 156
SPC-T-3 80 10 0 0 8 0 14 1 11 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 1 1 132
SPC-T-4 5 9 0 0 4 1 1 0 9 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 9 1 1 47
SPC-T-5 205 31 0 0 11 17 14 3 29 11 4 1 0 0 19 4 0 11 2 4 366

Total 539 247 2 1 48 19 41 78 102 32 25 2 1 0 96 156 16 26 24 17 1472
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undeveloped parkland, which had low scores due to dumping. A majority of the trash
observed was from littering, not dumping.

12) Accumulation of trash generally increases in the dOWllstream direction as expected,
with the exception of the lower site on San Pedro Creek, which had very little
accumulated trash. This may be due to yearly trash clean up events. Only two of nine
sites had less than five accumulated trash items; the rest of the sites were marginal or
poor.

DISCUSSION

The SCVURPPP Trash AHTG evaluated the results of the pilot assessment and the overall
approach used in the RWQCB protocols. The AHTG addressed the following questions to
evaluate the utility of the RWQCB's assessment protocols for assessing trash in urban streams:

• What role should the RWQCB's protocol play in assessing trash? (e.g., identify baseline
levels of trash in urban creeks; document status and trends; identify trash sources; evaluate
effectiveness of BMPs).

• How feasible is the approach to assess all urban creeks in SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP
jurisdictions?

• Can the results be used to assess potential impairment to beneficial uses?
• What refinements would enhance utility of the assessment approach?

Role of Trash Assessment for SCVURPPP

The Trash AHTG agreed that the RWQCB trash assessment could be used at specific reaches to
establish baseline levels of trash during selected index periods. The dry season is optimal time
period to use RWQCB protocols since low water levels provides maximum access to streambed
and banks to measure trash condition. It is important to note the amount of trash documented in
the assessment does not measure total amount of trash that enters and is transported in receiving
waters, but rather more of a rapid estimate of trash condition for a snapshot in time in a limited
number of locations. The trash assessments are useful to identify and prioritize trash problem
areas. Future assessments could be conducted at these sites and index period using the same
protocols to document status and trends or to help evaluate the effectiveness of targeted BMPs.
In addition, the assessment results may assist in the identification of potential sources of trash and
appropriate BMPs to implement. Overall, the protocols would be useful in prioritizing and
inlplementing managenlent activities and measuring the effectiveness of these actions.

One limitation identified by the AHTG is related to implementing the RWQCB protocols to
characterize trash conditions for entire water bodies or subwatersheds. The level of trash within a
single waterbody is assumed to be highly variable due to changes in land use, accessibility, size
of the watershed, and channel characteristics (e.g., gradient, streanl vegetation). Typically, many
100-foot sections would need to be assessed to measure the range of trash conditions found
within an entire creek. Assessing some sections of creek and extrapolating the information to
larger areas, however, could lead to nlisinterpretation of the results and potential listing for an
entire waterbody based on data collected at a few reaches. Further discussion on the feasibility of
using the RWQCB protocols to assess trash for all creeks within SCVURPPP or SMSTOPPP
jurisdiction is provided below.
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Another limitation of the RWQCB protocols is that it was not designed to assess lakes, shorelines
or sloughs, which are types of waterbodies that are identified on the Regional Board's
"monitoring" list due to the threat of trash to impair water quality.

The Trash AHTG agreed that the RWQCB protocols provide a standardized approach to assess
trash, which could be used on a regional basis. Collaboration with other storm water programs
and SWAMP using the same protocols would provide a larger data set for more detailed data
analyses, which may include identifying relationships between trash condition and land use types.
These relationships would assist managers in identifying potential trash problem areas and aid in
selecting appropriate assessment locations. In addition, compilation of assessment data taken in
urban streams would be useful for statistically identifying thresholds used in the condition
categories for each of the assessment parameter (see recommendation section below). Progranl
staff has started compiling trash assessment data gathered from Alameda County Cleanwater
Program and Regional Board efforts.

Feasibility ofAssessing all SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Creeks

The Trash AHTG believed it was not feasible or cost-effective to use the RWQCB protocols to
assess all creeks within the SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP jurisdiction. High variability of trash
conditions would be expected within sections of urban creeks. In addition, an estimation of trash
levels for a single creek would require nunlerous assessments. It is more cost effective to assess
already known trash problem areas or in land uses that are associated with litter or illegal
dunlping and then monitor these sites over time to determine trends or evaluate the effectiveness
of BMPs. The Trash AHTG agreed that a decision to spend resources on conducting trash
assessments for all creeks in their jurisdiction needs to be weighed with efforts to resolve
problems that have already been identified. For example, schools and commercial areas are land
uses that are often associated with trash-impacted areas. The Trash AHTG will identify a process
for prioritizing creek segments (potentially on land use) and implementing trash assessments as a
task in the SCVURPPP Trash Work Plan. The proper entity (e.g., municipality/agency staff or
volunteer citizen group) to conduct trash assessments will also be determined as a task in the
Work Plan.

Utility ofAssessment to Measure Potential Impairment

The trash AHTG identified several limitations of the protocol in linking trash assessment results
with potential impairment to beneficial uses. First, there is no clear linkage between type of trash
itenls or number of trash items in a reach to beneficial use impairment. There are no established
criteria or threshold values of specific trash items that can be used to estimate the relative
inlpairment to most beneficial uses. An exception may be using both quantitative and qualitative
assessnlent parameters to evaluate the aesthetic quality of streams for recreational beneficial uses.
Two parameters (aquatic and human health) identify specific trash items that may affect
beneficial use attainment, but more than the presence of these items is needed to detemline the
level of impairment. For example, there is no method to determine how many small persistent
trash items (e.g., styrofoam pellets) are necessary to impact aquatic biota. In addition, the link
between human health and the presence of human diapers or animal feces within a 100-foot
section of stream has not been clearly established. These trash items may not have direct contact
with the water and in some cases, nlay not even contain human pathogens. Furthermore, the
threat to human health ranking does not take into account the potential level ofpublic exposure.
Exposure to contanlinated water or sharp objects (e.g., glass and metal) is dependent on the level
of accessibility to a creek (e.g., fences limit access to creeks) and creek conditions (e.g., depth of
water).
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Recommendations for Modifying Protocols

The RWQCB protocols were designed to assess both rural and urban stream conditions. The
threshold values used to identify conditions for some of the assessment parameters may be too
conservative and not adequately represent the range of conditions typically found in "urban
streams. As a result, most urban creek segments are likely to fall into the poor or marginal
categories. Ubiquitous low scores for all urban creeks would not provide adequate resolution to
distinguish spatial or temporal variation in trash conditions.

The RWQCB protocols are intended to assist in management decisions, such as source
identification. The utility for the protocols to identify trash sources could be enhanced if litter
and illegal dumping were distinguished to better assist managers in the identification of
appropriate BMPs to reduce the trash. In addition, new trash item categories should be added to
enhance evaluation ofBMP effectiveness, such as recycling progranls. For example, tallying
aluminum cans and plastic bottles that are labeled with California Redemption Value (CRV)
symbol, along with non-CRY cans and bottles can help determine if recycling programs are
effective at reducing trash in creeks.

Additional information should also be included in the assessment procedures. The assessment
datasheet should include a place to indic ate if an enforcement action or cleanup event is needed.
Previous history of trash management activities (e.g., previous or planned cleanup events; known
trash problem area) should be documented. Photo documentation should be used when at sites
with large amounts of trash.

Based on the pilot evaluation, Table 3 lists some limitations of the RWQCB protocols for
conducting trash assessments of urban creeks and provides reconlmended modifications. These
modifications could be incorporated as an "urban management version" of the RWQCB protocols
and not result in changes to the original protocols being used for the SWAMP program. The
Trash AHTG will coordinate all recommended nl0dification of the protocols with other
stormwater programs, BASMAA Monitoring Committee and the RWQCB staffin order to
develop a standardized approach for conducting trash assessments on a regional basis. The
SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP have identified tasks in their respective Work Plans to consider the
recommendations to modify RWQCB assessment methodology for the purpose of developing a
tool to evaluate trash problem areas. The assessment approach should also be evaluated in the
future for continuous improvement as additional assessment results become available.
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Table 3. Recommended Modifications to RWQCB Assessment Parameters
Trash Assessment Limitation Recommendation
Parameter
Actual Number of Trash Numerical thresholds used Compile additional assessment
Items to rate categories too results from urban streams and

conservative and not statistically compute ranges.
representative for range of
conditions in urban streams
Difficult to evaluate BMP Include additional categories useful
effectiveness for existing for evaluating BMP effectiveness
trash item categories (e.g., distinction between recyclable

and non-recyclable cans and
bottles)

Threat to Aquatic Life Subjective rating (little, Compile additional assessment
mediunl, large) for nunlber results for specific trash items
of persistent trash items nlay found in urban streams and
not provide consistent statistically compute ranges.
results.
Equal weighing for trash Place greater weight on trash below
above and below water line. water line. Define water line mark

as the bankfull channeL
Threat to Human Health Human health threats are Include additional rating for

determined only by presence potential risk of exposure (e.g.,
of specified trash items, not public access: good/poor; wadable
on potential for exposure. habitat: yes/no).

Illegal dumping and Doesn't provide a Separate into two separate
Littering mechanism to distinguish categories to enhance distinction of

two different trash sources. trash SOllrces.

Illegal dumping and Litter categories do not Include narrative description to rate
Littering address accunlulation from wind accllmulated litter from

adjacent land uses that result adjacent land uses; expand its
from wind. defmition of "shoreline littering" to

include "litter within creek and
banks that appear to originate from
adjacent land uses."

Accumulation of trash Numerical thresholds used Compile additional assessment
to rate categories not results from urban streams and
representative for range of statistically compute ranges.
conditions in urban streams.
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE
STORMWATER POLLUTION
555 County Center, Redwood City, Califurnia 94063

!4qY!NUo_N J@qr4u_= .. ;" I
650.599,1406 Fax 650.361i-8227

5

I

I

:
I

|',JAR-l 2005 i

March 1,2005

Mr. Habte-Mariam T. Kifle
Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay St. Suite 1400
Oakland CA 94612

Subject: Submittal of the Mid-Fiscal year Report

Dear Habte:

Enclosed are the report and plan required by the NPDES permit for STOPPP and its member
municipalities.

The permit requires that STOPPP submit General Program work plans each year for the
following two fiscalyears. This permit also requires that these work plans be similar in terms of
level of detail and format to the work plans contained in the Stormwater Management Ptan. The
enclosed work plans meet these requirements.

Each of these work plans was reviewed and approved by the appropriate subcommittees, and
STOPPP's Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) has approved all of the work plans and
budgets. Please note that the City/County Association of Governments has not yet approved
the enclosed work plans and budgets, but its consideration and approval is expected this spring.

The planning level budgets for each STOPPP component are contingent on the availability of
funding.

lf you have any questions, please contact me.

Very truly yours,

Robert Davidson
STOPPP Coordinator

Enc: Mid-Fiscal YearReport2O04l0S
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MID.FISCAL YEAR

REPORT 2004/05

San Mateo Countywide
Stormwater Pollution
Prevention P.rogram

the City/County Association of Governments
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Credits

This report is being submitted by the participating agencies in the

San Mateo Countywide
Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program

Town of Atherton
City of Belmont
City of Brisbane
City of Burlingame
Town of Colma
City of Daly City
City of East Palo Alto
City of Foster City
City of Half Moon Bay
Town of Hillsborough

City of Menlo Park
City of Millbrae
City of Pacifica
Town of Portola Valley
City of Redwood City
City of San Bruno
City of San Carlos
City of San Mateo
County- of San Mateo
City of South San Francisco
Town of Woodside

lmplementation of the Program Coordinated by:

San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program
555 County Center, Redwood City, California, 94065

A Program of the City/County Association of Governments
(c/cAG)

Report Prepared by:
County Environmental Health and

EOA, Inc,
(Eisenberg, Oliveri and Associates)
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General Program Draft Budqet Summe l-J-.

CateOjriebr,
:;iliiri.

Personnel Services
Executive Director
Program Manager
Program Secretary
Member Agency Support
Miscellaneous

Fees and Dues*
BASMAA Dues
Regional Monitoring Program
Clean Estuary Partnership

Supplies and Other Charges
Copier and Service Agreement
Publications
Conferences and Meetings
Education and Trainino

Additional Expenses
Data Base Management
EDP Consultant Work
Controlle/s Processing Fee @ $.30/ApN
Miscellaneous (litigation)

Tasks in the SWMP
2.0 Municipal Maintenance
3.0 Industrial and lllicit Discharge Controls
4.0 Public Information and Participation
5.0 New Development
6.0 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring

Subtatal

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

TOTAL BUDGET

$25,000
$43,500

$o
$22,500
$1,000
$92,000

$26,600
$76,500
$80,000
$1 83,1 00

$o
$ 15,000

$1,500
$o

$16,500

$12,500
$13,000
$65,000
$100,000
$190,500

$69,000
$174,000
$280,159
$186,000
$203,000
$912,159

$1,394,259

Mid-Fiscal Year Report 2OO4/05

Table 1-1. FY 2005/05 General

*Assumes fees and dues remain unchanged from FY 2O04l0S

f:\sm4x\sm43-05\wrkpln Budget\totalbd0506 February 7, 2005
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Mid-Fiscal

Table 1-2.

Year Report

Ey 2006/07

2004 / 05

General P

ees and Dues
BASMAA Dues
Regional Monitoring Program
Clean Estuary Partnership

and Other Charges
Copier and Service Agreement
Publications
Conferences and Meetings
Education and Training

Expenses
Data Base Management
EDP Consultant Work
Controlle/s Processing Fee @ $.90/ApN
Miscellaneous (litigation)

asks in the SWMP
2.0 Municipal Maintenance
3.0 Industrial and lllicit Discharge Controls
4.0 Public lnformation and Participation
5.0 New Development
6.0 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring

$25,000
$43,500

$o
$22,500
$1,000
Tdm6'o--

$26,600
$76,500
$80,000
$183,100

$0
$15,000
$1,500

$0
TT6'"soo-

$12,500
$13,000
$65,000
$100,000
$190,500

$69,000
$174,000
$290,449
$186,000
$203,000
$922,449

$1,404,549
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE
STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROCRAM
555 County Center, Redwood City, California 94063 650.599.-1406 Fax 650.361.8227

i 
affiffim*,am,ery.,

{ i*trv, 
/aa6 f

ff***tnemoeno /
March 1, 2006

Mr. Habte-Mariam Kifle
Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay St. Suite 1400
Oakland CA 94612

Subject: Submittal of the Mid-FiscalYear Report

Dear Habte:

Enclosed are the report and plan required by the NPDES permit for STOPPP and its member

municipalities.

The permit requires that STOPPP submit General Program work plans each year for the

following two fiscalyears. This permit also requires that these work plans be similar in terms of

levet of detail and format to the work plans contained in the Stormwater Management PIan. The
enclosed work plans meet these requirements.

Each of these work plans was reviewed and approved by the appropriate subcommittees, and

STOPPP's Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) has approved all of the work plans and

budgets. Please note that the City/County Association of Governments has not yet approved

the 6nclosed work plans and budgets, but its consideration and approval is expected this spring.

The planning level budgets for each STOPPP component are contingent on the availability of

funding.

lf you have any questions, please contact me.

Very truly yours,

fetuffr*4
Matthew Fabry
STOPPP Coordinator

Enc: Mid-Fiscal Year Report 2005/06

C:\DocumentsandSettings\mf abry\peq*69ryngpEqz/eorytnkyrt,dltfr ilpff@;ffiAWxW@Wn@

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



MID-FISCAL YEAR

REPORT 2005/06

San Mateo CountYwide
Stormw ater Pollution
Prevention Program

A Program of th" Ctty/C"""ty Att"'ttti
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Credits

This report is being submitted by the participating agencies in the

San Mateo Countywide
Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program

Town of Atherton
City of Belmont
City of Brisbane
City of Burlingame
Town of Colma
City of Daly City
City of East Palo Alto
City of Foster City
City of Half Moon Bay
Town of Hillsborough

City of Menlo Park
City of Millbrae
City of Pacifica
Town of Portola Valley
City of Redwood City
City of San Bruno
City of San Carlos
City of San Mateo
Coun$ of San Mateo
City of South San Francisco
Town of Woodside

lmplementation of the Program Coordinated by:

San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program
555 County Center, Redwood City, California, 94065

A Program of the City/County Association of Governments
(c/cAG)

Report Prepared by:
County Environmental Health and

EOA. lnc.
(Eisenberg, Oliveri and Associates)
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Mid-Fiscal Year Report 2005/06

Table 1-1. FY 2006/07 General P Draft

Budget Categories FY 2006/07 General Program
Budqet

)ersonnel Services
Executive Director
Program Manager
Program Secretary
Member AgencY SuPPort
Miscellaneous

Fees and Dues
BASMAA Dues
Regional Monitoring Program
Clean Estuary PartnershiP
RegionalAd CamPaig

Supplies and Other Charges
Copier and Service Agreement
Publications
Conferences and Meetings
Education and Training

Additional Expenses
Data Base Management
EDP Consultant Work

I Controller's Processing Fee @ $.30/APN

I Uiscellaneous (litigation)

lTasks in the SWMP

| 2.0 Municipal Maintenance

| 3.0 Industrialand lllicit Discharge Controls

I 4.0 Public Information and Participation

| 5.0 New DeveloPment
I 0.0 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

TOTAL BUDGET

$25,000
$60,000

$0
$10,000

$1,000
$96,000

$35,000
$77,500
$79,000
$40,000

$231,500

$0
$10,000

$1,500
$0

Tm6b.-
$12,500
$13,000
$66,000
$75,000

$166,500

$69,000
$174,000
$285,000
$186,000
$203,000
$917,000

$1,422,s00

f:\sm5x\sm53-0S\wrkpln Budget\total b06-07 February 21,2006
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Mid-Fiscal Year Report 2005/06

Tabfe 1-2.FY 2OOZl08 GeneralGeneral Draft B Summ

3udget Categories FY 2007 108 General Program
Budoet

Personnel Services
Executive Director
Program Manager
Program Secretary
Member Agency Support
Miscellaneous

Subtotal
Fees and Dues

BASMAA Dues
Regional Monitoring Program
Clean Estuary Partnership
RegionalAd Campaign

Subtotal
Supplies and Other Charges

Copier and Service Agreement
Publications
Conferences and Meetings
Education and Training

Subtotal
Additional Expenses

Data Base Management
EDP Consultant Work
Controller's Processing Fee @ $.30/ApN
Miscellaneous (litigation)

Subtotal
Tasks in the SWMP

2.0 Municipal Maintenance
3.0 Industrialand lllicit Discharge Controls
4.0 Public lnformation and Participation
5.0 New Development
6.0 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring

Subtotal

TOTAL BUDGET

$25,000
$60,000

$o
$10,000
$1,000

$96,000

$36,000
$84,000
$80,000
$40,000

$240,000

$0
$10,000

$1,500
$0

$11,500

$12,500
$13,000
$66,000
$75,000

$166,500

$69,000
$174,000
$31 1,000
$186,000
$203,000
$%3,000

$1,457,000

Februgry 21, 2006
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SAti M,qTr0 cclJNTYwlDI
Water Pol lutisn Prevention Progra m
f,,?rn Wrtsr. },f,?irh/ iE-a-nt1,,

folntLl GovFrfrmpnt [sftFt t' Lqn !!! 1:1"1

455 L.0uni|l [Enlir li !!0 ll:r liljl:]
Fprlrrod l-rru. CA 9406]i il,r"!liri,iri 1:,)rr

.l+4'r'
l.,4 i*ilu rna :i-f l'*rlrl:l'' :''i$f i:'f"

FEB 2 s 2007

s i.l AL\{ve'*LiraSLB0 eRs

February 27,2007

Mr. Habte-Mariam Kifle
Califomia Regional Water Quality Control Board
San Francisco Bay Region
1515 Clay St., Suite 1400
Oakland CA 94612

Subject Submittal ot 20O6|O7 Mid-FiscalYear Report

Mr. Kifle:

Enclosed is the mid-fiscal year report required by the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution

Prevention Program (SMCWPPP)'s NPDES permit. The permit requires that SMCWPPP
submit work plans each year describing General Program activities planned for the following two

fiscal years. The permit also requires that these work plans be similar in terms of level of detail

and format to the work plans contained in SMCWPPP's Stormwater Management Plan. The
enclosed work plan tables meet these requirements.

The attached 2006/07 mid-fiscal year report contains the same 2OOTlOg work plan tables
approved by the appropriate SMCWPPP subcommittees and TechnicalAdvisory Committee
(TACI and iubmitted with last yeafs mid-fiscalyear report. In this year's report, these trables

are designated to apply to FYs 2OA7,flA and 2008109. SMCWPPP took this apprcach because

the Municipal Regionai Permit (MRP) is still under development and it is uncertain at this time
whether SMCWPFP's work plans will need to be reprioritized to meet MRP requirements during

the next two fiscal years.

Please note that the City/County Association of Govemments (C/CAG) has not yetapprovg{lft_e

encfosed work plan tables and budgets, but CICAG's consideration and approval of the 2OOTlAg

work plan and budget is expected this spring. As always, the planning level budgets presented

for each component are contingent upon the availability of funding. lf you have any questions,

please contact me.

Sincerely,

lL(ru@
Matthew Fabry
SMCWPPP Coordinator

Att Mid-fiscalYear Report 2WF,|O7

A Program of the City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG)

F :\Sm6x\Sm63.05\work plan\200S07-Mid-fi scalcover2. drc
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2006 107

MID.FISCAL YEAR
REPORT

e,/
sAX MATSO COUFITYWINE

Water Pollutinn
Prevnntinn Program

Clean Water. Healthg Cornmunitg.

February 22,2007

A Program of the CitylCounty Association of Governments
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Credits

This report is submitted by the participating agencies in the

i

W*terkllutinn
Preventiun kogram

Clern Wgter. Hseililg Conr$un,{S.

XI
fi.n/

Town of Atherton
City of Belmont
City of Brisbane
City of Burlingame
Town of Colma
City of Daly City
City of East Palo Alto
Gity of Foster Gity
City of Half Moon Bay
Town of Hillsborough

San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program
555 County Center, Redwood City, California, 94065

A Program of the City/Coun$ Association of Governments
(c/cAG)

This report was prepared by the
San Mateo County Department of Environmental Health

and
EOA, Inc.

City of Menlo Park
City of Millbrae
City of Pacifica
Town of Portola Valley
City of Redwood Gity
Gity of San Bruno
Gity of San Garlos
City of San Mateo
County of San Mateo
City of South San Francisco
Town of Woodside
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Mid-fiscal Year Report 2006/07

Tabfe 1. FYs 2OO7l08 and 2008/s 2007/06 and 200Er09 General Proqram E Sum

Budget Gategories General Program
Budget

Jersonnel servtces
Executive Director
Program Manager
Program Secretary
Member Agency Support
Miscellaneous

:ees and Dues
BASMM Dues
Regional Monitoring Program
Clean Estuary Partnership
RegionalAd Campaign

Supplies and Other Charges
Copier and Service Agreement
Publications
Conferences and Meetings
Education and Training

\dditional Expenses
Data Base Management
EDP Consultant Work
Controlleds Processing Fee @ $.30/APN
Miscellaneous (litigation)

[asks in the SWMP
2.0 Municipal Maintenance
3.0 Industrial and lllicit Discharge Controls
4.0 Public Information and Participation
5.0 New Development
6.0 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

Subtotal

TOTAL BUDGET

$25,000
$60,000

$0
$10,000

$1,000
$96,000

$36,000
$84,000
$80,000
$40,000

$240,000

$0
$10,000

$1,500
$0

$11,500

$12,500
$13,000
$66,000
$75,000

$166,500

$69,000
$174,000
$311,000
$186,000
$203,000
$943,000

$1,457,000

FlSm6x\Sm63.0S\work plan\[general program summary.xls]summary

Februray 22,2007
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VOLUME I  (Continued) 
 
 APPENDIX A Municipal Government Maintenance Activities 
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Deliverables submitted by SMCWPPP Municipalities are located in the following volumes: 
  
VOLUME II 
 Atherton 
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 Brisbane 
 Burlingame 
 Colma 
 Daly City 
 
 
VOLUME III 
 East Palo Alto 
 Foster City 
 Half Moon Bay 
 Hillsborough 
 Menlo Park 
 Millbrae 
 
 
VOLUME IV 
 Pacifica 
 Portola Valley    
 Redwood City 
 San Bruno 

San Carlos 
San Mateo (City of) 

 
VOLUME V  
 San Mateo County 
 South San Francisco 
 Woodside 
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List of Acronyms 
 

BAMBI: Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network 
 
BASMAA: Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association 
 
BMPs: Best Management Practices 
 
CEP:  Clean Estuary Partnership 
 
CEQA: California Environmental Quality Act 
 
C/CAG: City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County 
 
CII: Commercial/Industrial/Illicit (Subcommittee) 
 
CIPs: Capital Improvement Projects 
 
COAs: Conditions of Approval 
 
HMP: Hydromodification Management Plan 
 
IPM: Integrated Pest Management 
 
MRP: Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit 
 
NDS: New Development Subcommittee 
 
NEPA: National Environmental Policy Act 
 
NPDES: National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
 
PIP: Public Information and Participation 
 
POP: Point of Purchase (PIP campaign) 
 
POTW: Publicly-Owned Treatment Works (sewage treatment plants) 
 
RGO: Retail Gasoline Outlets 
 
RMP: Regional Monitoring Program 
 
SMCWPPP: San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program 
 
SWMP: Stormwater Management Plan 
 
TAC: Technical Advisory Committee 
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11  
EEXXEECCUUTTIIVVEE  

SSUUMMMMAARRYY  
 
 

IINNTTRROODDUUCCTTIIOONN  
 
This report summarizes the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program’s 
(SMCWPPP) stormwater pollution prevention and control activities in FY 2007/08. This 
report was developed to comply with SMCWPPP’s municipal stormwater National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit adopted in July 1999 and amended in 2003, 
twice in 2004, and again in 2007. The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (Regional Water Board) staff has administratively extended the permit beyond its 
normal five-year expiration period while it continues to prepare a municipal regional 
stormwater permit that will provide permit coverage for a majority of the municipalities 
located in the Bay Area. 
 
This report summarizes progress in implementing the following five major components of the 
SMCWPPP: 
 
 Municipal Government Maintenance Activities 

 Industrial and Illicit Discharge Control  

 Public Information and Participation 

 New Development and Construction Controls 

 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring 
 
Information summarized in this report originated from work completed by the General 
Program and semiannual deliverable reports prepared by SMCWPPP’s member agencies 
(Volumes II-V). Each municipality’s two semiannual reports are located together within one 
of these volumes.  Table 1-1 summarizes the submittals received from each of the 
municipalities. 
 
The NPDES Program Coordinator, County Environmental Health or consultants conduct 
General Program activities for the benefit of all municipalities. Copies of General Program 
materials are contained in Appendices A-E including workshop training materials, summaries 
from reports, and BMP educational outreach materials.   
 
The following describes the organizational structure of SMCWPPP and funding information 

~
SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE
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Prevention Program
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that is not contained elsewhere. 
 
OOrrggaanniizzaattiioonnaall  SSttrruuccttuurree  
 
The current organizational structure of SMCWPPP is illustrated in Figure 1-1.  The 
City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) of San Mateo County, comprised of local 
elected city council representatives from each municipality, a member of the County Board of 
Supervisors, and representatives from the transit district and transportation authority, is the 
administrative and policy making body for SMCWPPP. C/CAG operates as a joint powers 
authority on issues of regional importance to San Mateo County jurisdictions.  Administrative 
and policy making responsibilities were assumed under Amendment No. 3 to the Joint Powers 
Authority Agreement issued on April 22, 1993.  This agreement makes C/CAG responsible for 
assisting with the Stormwater Management Plan’s implementation and for assisting the 
municipalities’ compliance with the NPDES permit.  C/CAG has established an NPDES 
Subcommittee whose members are appointed by the C/CAG Chair. 
 
C/CAG's deliberations are assisted by the NPDES Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), 
which is comprised of municipal representatives in the fields of engineering, planning, 
environmental health, wastewater treatment, source control inspection, and public works 
administration.  The TAC has established five subcommittees to implement the five major 
program components.  The names of subcommittee chairs, typical meeting dates, and meeting 
times are also shown in Figure 1-1.  
 
GGeenneerraall  PPrrooggrraamm  FFiinnaanncciinngg  MMeecchhaanniissmm    
 
During the 1992 California Legislative Session, AB 2635 (Chapter 1208, Statutes of 1992) 
extended the authority of the San Mateo County Flood Control District Act.  As a result, the 
Board of Supervisors, acting in its capacity as the Flood Control District Board of Directors, 
upon a two-thirds vote, may adopt an ordinance to impose charges in any zone or subzone.  
These charges may be used for the specific purposes of funding flood control, storm drainage, 
water conservation or supply, or water pollution abatement projects or programs.  This ability 
to impose fees provided a central revenue source for General Program activities that can also 
be used by local municipal programs to finance local NPDES permit program activities. 
 
In FY 2000/01 C/CAG established a Task Force to evaluate a possible fee increase for 
supporting the General Program.  This process included notifying each property owner and it 
culminated in the County Board of Supervisors approving an additional fee in July 2001.   
 
The charges appear on the property tax rolls and are imposed as a separate line item on the 
property tax bill.  The approved FY 2007/08 C/CAG budget was $1,479,994. Generally, fees to 
fund the General Program were applied according to land use area as follows: 
 
 $3.44 residential parcel – basic fee;  

$2.86 – additional fee. 
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 $1.72 condominium, agriculture and vacant parcel – basic fee;  
$1.42 – additional fee. 

 $3.44 all other uses for first 11,000 square feet, plus $0.32 per 1,000 additional square 
feet of parcel area – basic fee;  
$2.86 for first 11,000 square feet plus $0.26 per 1,000 additional square feet of parcel 
area - additional fee. 

 
All of the municipalities except Woodside rely on the countywide collection of the basic fee to 
support their contribution to the General Program.  The Town of Woodside uses an 
alternative source of funding to pay its General Program cost share. 
 
The Cities of Brisbane, Colma, and San Mateo participated in the collection of the basic fee, 
but not the additional fee for supporting the General Program.   
 
The Cities of Belmont, Brisbane, Colma, Daly City, East Palo Alto, Hillsborough, Menlo Park, 
Millbrae, Pacifica, and South San Francisco also have established local fees to fund 
municipality-specific activities.   
  
BBaayy  AArreeaa--WWiiddee  CCoollllaabboorraattiioonn  
 
SMCWPPP has continued to be an active participant in several region-wide collaborative 
pollution prevention and control efforts and in planning for Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs).  Notable among these is its continued support for BASMAA at both the Directors’ 
level and at the committees’ level during the past year. This support included contributing 
$40,000 to BASMAA’s Regional Advertising campaign that focused on watersheds. In addition, 
SMCWPPP has so far contributed $22,000 towards the development of BASMAA’s Treatment 
Measure Design Tool.   
 
SMCWPPP has actively supported the San Francisco Estuary Project’s Implementation 
Committee. Lastly, SMCWPPP has participated in the Water Board’s Mercury Watershed 
Council since it was initiated in 1999. 
 
SMCWPPP is also supporting the maintenance of the Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM), 
along with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program and the 
Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program.  The BAHM was adapted from the Western 
Washington Hydrology Model to help local agencies and development community engineers 
to design correctly Flow Duration Control measures that comply with SMCWPPP’s 2007 
hydromodification provisions permit amendment.    
 

SSUUMMMMAARRYY  OOFF  PPRROOGGRREESSSS  IINN  EEAACCHH  PPLLAANN  CCOOMMPPOONNEENNTT  
 
A summary of FY 2007/08 major accomplishments is described below, along with a discussion 
of the goals of each component 
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MMuunniicciippaall  GGoovveerrnnmmeenntt  MMaaiinntteennaannccee  AAccttiivviittiieess  
 
The goals of this component are: 
 
 To maximize the removal of pollutants while sweeping streets, cleaning storm drain 

inlets, and conducting other routine maintenance activities. 

 To minimize non-stormwater discharges to storm drains and watercourses from 
maintenance-related activities. 

 
Outreach to local maintenance staff is conducted primarily through regular Public Works 
Supervisors/Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee meetings, Parks Maintenance and 
Integrated Pest Management Work Group meetings, and two annual training workshops for 
supervisors and field staff.  One of these annual workshops focused on parks maintenance and 
the use of integrated pest management techniques. 
 
Major accomplishments during the past fiscal year include the following: 
 
 Facilitated four San Mateo Public Works Supervisors/Municipal Maintenance 

Subcommittee meetings and three Parks Maintenance and Integrated Pest 
Management (IPM) Work Group meetings. 

 Conducted the 15th Annual Maintenance Workshop that was attended by 75 public 
works, facilities, and parks maintenance supervisors and field staff.  Based on an 
evaluation survey completed by attendees, all 49 respondents indicated that the 
workshop met their expectations. 

 Conducted the 8th Annual Parks Maintenance and IPM Workshop attended by 67 
people. Most of the workshop’s attendees reported that the workshop met their 
expectations. 

 Tracked records for street sweeping, maintenance of storm drainage facilities, and 
removal of leaf and litter in order to evaluate effectiveness and document 
improvements in best management practices (BMPs). 

 
IInndduussttrriiaall  aanndd  IIlllliicciitt  DDiisscchhaarrggee  CCoonnttrroollss  
 
The primary goals of this component parallel the requirements of the Clean Water Act as 
follows: 
 
 To effectively prohibit the discharge of non-stormwater (illicit) discharges to the 

municipal storm drain system. 

 To control the discharge of pollutants in stormwater from commercial and industrial 
businesses to the maximum extent practicable. 
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The following major accomplishments were achieved last 
fiscal year: 
 
 Adapted for Program use ACCWP’s Tips for a 

Cleaner Bay best management practices (BMPs) 
booklet that is applicable to any business. Copies of 
the booklet were printed in English and Spanish, and 
this booklet is a feature topic on the Program’s 
website (www.flowstobay.org). 

 Held stormwater orientation training for 27 
municipal staff members.  

 Prepared orientation materials in a binder for participants in the orientation training. 
These training materials are also available on the Program’s website, 
www.flowstobay.org. 

 Prepared a four-page fact sheet that summarizes the Program’s successes in FY 
2006/07. The fact sheet summarizes concisely what the Program does and what it is 
accomplishing. The fact sheet has been used to provide educational outreach to the 
public and elected officials. 

 Evaluated potential stormwater funding options by contracting with HF&H 
Consultants to prepare a report that reviews funding sources that may be available to 
municipalities. The report describes existing and potential funding sources for 
municipal stormwater activities, restrictions, and specific examples of use of these 
funding sources by other agencies.  

 Continued to conduct stormwater inspections and provide educational outreach to 
businesses in FY 2007/08, as part of the effort to re-inspect high priority businesses 
annually and inspect other businesses that impact stormwater quality at least once 
every five years.  The total number of inspections in FY 2007/08 (2,332) was a little 
higher than the average number of annual inspections (2,124) reported during the five 
years preceding last fiscal year. The total number of inspections conducted during the 
last six years (12,951) is about one-third higher than the total number inspected during 
the preceding six-year period (9,488).  

 Approximately 10 percent of the businesses inspected in FY 2007/08 (224) had a 
municipal stormwater violation.  The percentage of violations found last fiscal year is 
the same as the percent violations found during the five-year period between FYs 
2002/03 through 2006/07. For reporting purposes, the CII Subcommittee defines the 
term violation as either the discharge of pollutants to the storm drain system because 
pollutants are exposed to stormwater runoff or there was a discharge to the storm 
drain system of non-stormwater disallowed by the NPDES permit.  All of the 
violations except one were reportedly corrected by June 30, 2008.  

 Found more illicit discharges (454) than have been found annually since FY 1997/98. 
There was only one illicit discharge that was reported as continuing on June 30, 2008. 

Tips for a Cleaner Bay
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PPuubblliicc  IInnffoorrmmaattiioonn  aanndd  PPaarrttiicciippaattiioonn  
 
The primary goals of SMCWPPP’s Public Information and Participation (PIP) component are: 

 
 To educate the public about the causes of 

stormwater pollution and its serious effect on 
the quality of local creeks, lagoons, 
shorelines, and neighborhoods; 

 To encourage residents to adopt less polluting 
and more environmentally beneficial 
practices; and  

 To increase residents’ hands-on involvement 
in SMCWPPP’s activities. 

 
PIP is essential for controlling pollution at the source because most pollutants originate from 
preventable, everyday activities.  Pollutants in stormwater may be reduced by educating 
residents about the benefits of preventing stormwater pollution and motivating them to do 
their share to reduce pollution.   
 
This approach is recognized as being both cost-effective and efficient in meeting the goal of 
reducing pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable.   
 
The PIP Subcommittee met six times in FY 2007/08 to oversee the development of educational 
materials and to guide the implementation of countywide PIP activities.   
 
SMCWPPP accomplished the following major public information and participation tasks 
during FY 2007/08: 
 
 Continued to conduct school outreach to schools, 

reaching over 8,266 students through “The Water 
Beat” Zun Zun assembly program. 

 Held a workshop for School Maintenance 
Supervisors and staff on reducing pollution at 
schools. Part of the training focused on learning 
about environmentally friendly cleaning and pest 
control products for use around schools. 

 Continued the Community Action Grant Program.  

 Continued to participate in the region-wide Integrated Pest Management “Our Water 
Our World” campaign by working with local retail stores. 

 Continued to coordinate the California Coastal Cleanup Day event in collaboration 
with the California Coastal Commission. 
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 Hosted an educational booth at the County Fair. 

 Redesigned SMCWPPP’s website, www.flowstobay.org, by making it more user 
friendly and appealing.  All of the brochures are available online and monthly updates 
were maintained.  The educational outreach provided by the website is supplemented 
by using public service announcements on cable television. 

 Continued collaborative outreach with the Used Oil Block Grant Program and the 
Retail-Take Back Program of the County Household Hazardous Waste Program in 
Environmental Health.  

 Implemented the municipalities’ community outreach programs. 

 
NNeeww  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  aanndd  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  CCoonnttrroollss  
 
The goal of this component is to assist municipalities in developing and adopting procedures to 
ensure that appropriate measures are implemented to control stormwater pollution associated 
with new development and significant redevelopment projects. These measures may include 
site planning and design techniques to mitigate stormwater impacts, BMPs and controls during 
construction, and BMPs and stormwater treatment measures to reduce stormwater pollutants 
over the life of the project. 
 
SMCWPPP's strategies are to integrate procedures for stormwater pollution prevention and 
control into existing municipal review and inspection programs and to coordinate with other 
Bay Area programs. 
 
SMCWPPP's primary accomplishments related to new development and construction controls 
during the past fiscal year included: 
 

 The City/County Association of Governments of San 
Mateo County solicited a call for projects for 
municipalities to apply for grant funds to construct 
sustainable green streets and parking lot 
demonstration projects. Five grant recipients were 
selected. C/CAG also executed a contract with Nevue 
Ngan Associates teamed with Sherwood Design 
Engineers to prepare a Sustainable Green Streets and 
Parking Lot Design Guidebook.  

 Held construction site stormwater management 
training workshops in collaboration with the San 
Francisco Estuary Project and the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program.   

 Sponsored the 2008 New Development Workshop, featuring the new C.3 Technical 
Guidance document prepared in FY 2006/07.   

• ~SAN MATEO COUNTYWIOE
~ ~ Water PollutionPrevention Program
,- tlc:r..........IIlIiIIe- t11
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 Updated an appendix to the C.3 Technical Guidance to include nine maintenance plan 
templates for use by project applicants that use stormwater treatment measures in 
their projects. The cover page of the applicable C.3 Technical Guidance appendix is 
included in Appendix D. 

 Updated the Project Applicant Checklist for NPDES Permit requirements to include 
information on hydromodification management (HM) requirements, which began to 
be implemented in June 2007. The updated checklist is included in Appendix D. 

 Reviewed two draft HM worksheets. The HM Applicability Workshop will assist 
municipal staff in determining whether a project needs to comply with HM 
requirements.  The Flow Duration Control Review Worksheet will help municipal 
staff review submittals for projects that incorporate flow duration controls, pursuant to 
the HM requirements.  These forms, which were based on worksheets prepared by the 
Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program, will be finalized in FY 2008/09. 

 Coordinated with Regional Water Board staff to include an update to the HM Control 
Area Map in the draft municipal regional stormwater permit, for approval by the 
Regional Water Board. The map update incorporates newly available digitized map 
data that will allow the HM control area boundary to follow Assessors parcel 
boundaries. 

 Prepared soil guidelines for landscape-based treatment measures, based on soil 
specification prepared by the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program.  The soil 
guidelines are included in Appendix D. 

 Provided input to the redesign of SMCWPPP’s website to improve the organization of 
materials related to new development, redevelopment and construction.  Christina 
Horrisberger of Pacifica represented the NDS on the website redesign work group. 

 Updated frequently used documents and forms with SMCWPPP’s new name and logo. 

 The NDS took a field trip in April to view stormwater treatment measures at two 
projects in San Francisco.  A summary of the field trip is included in Appendix D. 

 The following municipalities reported approximately 74 projects that created and or 
replaced 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface, triggering the amended 
NPDES permit’s Provision C.3 requirements: Belmont, Brisbane, Burlingame, Colma, 
Daly City, Menlo Park, Millbrae, Pacifica, Redwood City, San Carlos, San Mateo, San 
Mateo County, and South San Francisco.  These projects incorporated a variety of 
BMPs. 

 Approximately 64 projects incorporated vegetated swales and/or detention basins.  
These projects represent approximately 660 acres of new and redevelopment projects.  

 SMCWPPP’s municipalities are continuing to verify the operation and maintenance of 
stormwater treatment measures as required by the amended NPDES permit’s Provision 
C.3.e.   

 Municipalities have continued to use the Summary of Pre-Wet Season Erosion Control 
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Inspections Form to document the basis of the annual certification letter’s 
determination that each active construction site has been stabilized to minimize 
erosion and the discharge of sediment from disturbed areas prior to the wet season.   
These forms can be found as Attachment E to the first half-year deliverable forms 
submitted by the municipalities.   

 SMCWPPP continued to coordinate with the San Mateo County Mosquito Abatement 
District by providing information on new development projects. 

 
WWaatteerrsshheedd  AAsssseessssmmeenntt  aanndd  MMoonniittoorriinngg

 
ummarized below. 

itions and identify possible 

  
 
The goals of SMCWPPP's Watershed Assessment and Monitoring (WAM) component include: 
 
 Characterizing creek function, health and water quality conditions in representative 

watersheds in San Mateo County and evaluating potential stormwater runoff impacts; 

 Developing plans to address specific pollutants of concern associated with stormwater 
runoff, such as mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and performing related 
special studies (e.g., to identify pollutant sources); and 

 Evaluating long-term trends in water quality and thereby informing the SMCWPPP's 
efforts to improve the effectiveness of its BMPs to prevent or reduce stormwater 
runoff impacts. 

 
SMCWPPP focuses on using integrative tools such as creek 
walks and bioassessments to characterize creek condition.  
The monitored creeks are typically receiving waters for 
stormwater discharges from municipal storm drain systems 
in watersheds with significant urban land uses.  The 
Program also participates in regional collaborative efforts 
that develop information needed to improve water quality in 
San Francisco Bay and local watersheds in San Mateo 
County and throughout the Bay Area.  SMCWPPP’s WAM 
component accomplishments during FY 2007/08 are
s

 
 Performed creek walks during fall 2007 in seven watersheds in San Mateo County – 

the Atherton, Redwood, Burlingame, Sanchez, Easton, Mills, and Millbrae Creek 
watersheds.  The primary objective was to characterize physical conditions and 
features of creek channels and riparian corridors in the study watersheds.  The creek 
walks were conducted using the Unified Stream Assessment (USA) protocol developed 
by the Center for Watershed Protection.  The USA is a rapid assessment tool used to 
collect data on instream and riparian habitat cond
influencing factors and opportunities for improvement. 

 Prepared a guidance document for municipal stormwater programs and other 
interested agencies on the potential uses of the USA based on recent experience in the 
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Bay Area.  This effort was performed in collaboration with the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program.  The guidance document shows how 
data generated through USA surveys can address multiple stormwater program 
monitoring-related objectives.  These include establishing baseline data, identifying 
the types and locations of potential impacts to water quality, identifying potential 
beneficial uses to protect and threats to such uses, and refining monitoring program 
objectives and design.  USA survey data can also assist in the interpretation of existing 
monitoring data and the identification of appropriate stormwater BMPs and potential 

 a program 

uring the study included littering, dumping and 

ed program-

nary Project Report and prepared a comment 

restoration activities. 

 As a follow-up to some of the issues documented during the USA creek walks (e.g., 
erosion and unsound erosion control practices), SMCWPPP began to explore the 
potential for developing a program in San Mateo County modeled after Contra Costa 
County's Stream Management Program for Landowners (SMPL).  Many of the impacts 
observed during SMCWPPP’s USA creek walk surveys are associated with efforts by 
individual private property owners to control bank instability on their properties.  
Education and outreach through a program similar to SMPL could help landowners 
understand the impacts of such actions on creeks and potentially lead to the use of 
better practices in the future.  One difficulty is that the activities implemented by the 
SMPL program are not specifically required by any of the provisions in the draft 
municipal regional stormwater permit.  The best opportunity to fund
similar to SMPL in San Mateo County may be to apply for grant funding. 

 Used the Urban Rapid Trash Assessment (URTA) protocol to further characterize trash 
conditions at some of the trash accumulation sites identified during the fall 2007 USA 
creek walks.  URTAs were performed at a total of seven of the 27 trash accumulation 
sites identified during the creek walks.  The URTA was conducted twice at each site, 
once during fall 2007 and a second time during spring 2008, for a total of 14 
assessments.  Trash sources identified d
accumulation from upstream sources. 

 Developed a draft fact sheet that describes typical trash management activities 
conducted by SMCWPPP's municipalities and SMCWPPP's multi-facet
wide efforts to characterize trash and reduce trash levels in

 Reviewed the Regional Water Board’s June 30, 2007 San 
Francisquito Creek Sediment Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) and Habitat Enhancement Plan 
Prelimi

 urban creeks. 

letter. 

 Continued to coordinate its WAM component activities 
with other Bay Area stormwater management agencies 
through the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA). 

 Continued to provide in-kind assistance to the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate 
Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI).  BAMBI is developing a regional Index 
of Biological Integrity (IBI), which will help with classifying creek condition, 

"I_, ._.__:;;:_----*;;.;.....:;1
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evaluating attainment of beneficial uses in creeks, identifying stressors to creeks, and 

of the Estuary article on contaminant loading to Bay from local 

n Mateo County 

s into urban runoff during renovation, 

onal Water Board hearings on the PCB TMDL 

Mateo 
Creek in June 2008 to observe and discuss typical trash impacts to urban creeks. 

opment, especially those TMDLs focusing on improving water quality in 
an Francisco Bay. 

establishing water quality goals. 

 Continued to participate in the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP) by providing funding to the RMP in FY 2007/08.  General Program staff also 
continued to represent BASMAA on the RMP Sources, Pathways and Loadings Work 
Group and advocated for stormwater program interests during study design, 
implementation and reporting.  General Program staff also reviewed the RMP's draft 
report on 2006 fish tissue contaminant data and prepared comments and co-authored a 
RMP Pulse 
watersheds. 

 Assisted Regional Water Board staff to compile selected data on Sa
stormwater pump stations as part of a regional data collection effort. 

 Continued assisting BASMAA to participate in a Proposition 50 grant-funded project 
(Taking Action for Clean Water) that will develop Bay Area-specific BMPs to prevent 
release of PCBs from building material
maintenance and demolition of structures. 

 Continued to help represent BASMAA during development of the San Francisco Bay 
PCBs TMDL cleanup program. This included reviewing the December 2007 revised 
PCBs TMDL Regional Water Board staff report and Basin Plan Amendment and 
assisting BASMAA to prepare comments.  SMCWPPP General Program staff also 
testified on behalf of BASMAA at Regi
in September 2007 and February 2008. 

 SMCWPPP’s WAM Subcommittee met regularly during FY 2007/08 to oversee the 
WAM component's activities. The subcommittee also took a field trip to San 

 
The effectiveness of WAM component efforts during FY 2007/08 should be assessed in the 
context of the WAM component goals described earlier.  SMCWPPP’s bioassessments, USA 
creek walks, and trash assessments in urban creeks in San Mateo County have helped define 
baseline water quality conditions.  These data will facilitate future evaluations of long-term 
trends and thereby inform efforts to evaluate the overall effectiveness of SMCWPPP’s 
stormwater pollution prevention and control BMPs.  These data also potentially help identify 
impairment problems and pollutant sources, a first step in selecting new BMPs to prevent or 
reduce stormwater runoff impacts throughout San Mateo County.  For example, SMCWPPP’s 
trash assessments help identify sources of trash at accumulation sites in urban creeks, and 
therefore will inform the development of new or improved BMPs to address trash in urban 
creeks.  In addition, SMCWPPP’s participation in regional monitoring efforts (e.g., the RMP) 
assists TMDL devel
S
 
SMCWPPP’s WAM component will continue to focus on watershed-related activities, specific 
pollutants of concern such as trash, and regional collaboration during FY 2008/09.  A principle 
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focus next year will be to conduct pilot work to evaluate potential sources of trash to urban 
creeks and control measures.  This increased emphasis on developing trash and litter BMPs is 
intended to assure continued compliance with Provision C.1 of SMCWPPP's NPDES permit 
and to respond to the high priority that Bay Area communities place on addressing trash and 

tter in creeks and other waterways. 

g regional collaborative monitoring 
programs in the Bay Area such as BAMBI and the RMP. 

li
 
To the extent possible, all WAM component activities will be planned and conducted in 
coordination with the ongoing development of the municipal regional stormwater permit.  In 
preparation for implementing this permit, SMCWPPP will continue to support and participate 
in development of a regional monitoring collaborative among Bay Area stormwater agencies.  
SMCWPPP will also continue to participate in existin
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FIGURE 1-1: SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND MEETINGS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
                          

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

Habte Kifle

Technical Advisory Committee 
Third Tuesday at 10:00 am 

Chair: Matt Fabry, NPDES General Program Coordinator 

NPDES Permit
Subcommittee

City/County Association of 
Governments 

(C/CAG) 
Second Thursday at 7:30 pm 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

New Development and 
Construction 

First Tuesday (bimonthly) at 
1:30 pm 

Chair: Matt Fabry 
 City of Brisbane 
General Program 

Coordinator 

Public Works Municipal 
Maintenance  

Fourth Wednesday (quarterly) 
at noon 

Chair: Michael Peterson 
 City of Daly City 

Public 
Information/Participation 

Second Tuesday (bimonthly) at 
10:00 am 

Chair: Eva Justimbaste 
City of Burlingame 

Commercial/Industrial/Illicit 
Discharge (C/I/I) 

Second Thursday (bimonthly) 
at 1:30 pm 

Chair: Ward Donnelly 
City of Daly City 

Watershed Assessment and 
Monitoring 

Second Thursday (as needed)  
In am 

Chair: Frank Mandola,  
City of South San Francisco 

Parks Maintenance and  
Integrated Pest Management 

Varies (quarterly) 
Chair: Vern Bessey  
City of San Mateo 
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Table 1-1.  SMCWPPP Submittals for the FY 2007/08 Annual Report 

Agency Deliverable 
Report 
Forms  

Certification 
Letter* 

Monthly 
Maintenance 
Forms 

Illicit 
Discharge 
Quarterly 
Reports 

 1st 
Half 

2nd 
Half 

 1st Half 2nd 
Half 

1st 
Half 

2nd 
Half 

Atherton   Duncan Jones      
Belmont   Karen 

Borrmann     
Brisbane   Matthew Fabry     
Burlingame   Syed Murtuza     
Colma   Phil Scramaglia 

Muneer Ahmed     
Daly City   Patrick 

Sweetland     
East Palo Alto   Lucy Chen     
Foster City   Norman Dorais     
Half Moon Bay   Charles Voos     
Hillsborough   Dave Bishop     
Menlo Park   Jennifer Ng     
Millbrae   Khee Lim     
Pacifica   Van Dominic 

Ocampo     
Portola Valley   Howard Young      
Redwood City   Larry Barwacz     
San Bruno   Jane Chambers 

Steven Davis     
San Carlos   Mark Weiss     
San Mateo, City of   Vern Bessey 

Larry Patterson     
San Mateo County   Dean Peterson     
South San Francisco   Cassie Prudhel     
Woodside   Gratien 

Etchebehere     
 
  

  = Municipality submitted all or most of the forms. 
N/A = Not applicable.   
* Construction certification letters are typically signed by different staff than the person responsible for certifying 
overall deliverable reports. Refer to each municipality’s deliverables for information about construction certification 
letters.  
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 MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT 
 MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The goals of this component are: 

• To maximize the removal of 
pollutants while sweeping streets, 
cleaning storm drain inlets, and 
conducting other routine 
maintenance activities.  

• To minimize non-stormwater 
discharges to storm drains and 
watercourses from maintenance-
related activities. 

 
Educational outreach to local 
maintenance staff is conducted primarily 
through regular public works and parks 
supervisors meetings and two annual 
training workshops for supervisors and 
field staff.  One of these annual 
workshops is focused on park 
maintenance and the use of integrated 
pest management. 
 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 
Major accomplishments during the past 
fiscal year include the following: 

 

• Facilitated four San Mateo Public 
Works Supervisors/Municipal 
Maintenance Subcommittee 
meetings and three Parks 
Maintenance and Integrated Pest 
Management (IPM) Work Group 
meetings. 

• Conducted the 15th Annual 
Maintenance Workshop that was 
attended by 75 public works, 
facilities, and parks maintenance 
supervisors and field staff.  Based 
on an evaluation survey completed 
by attendees, all 49 respondents 
indicated that the workshop met their 
expectations. 

• Conducted the 8th Annual Parks 
Maintenance and IPM Workshop 
attended by 67 people. Most of the 
workshop’s attendees reported that 
the workshop met their expectations. 

• Tracked records for street sweeping, 
maintenance of storm drainage 
facilities, and removal of leaf and 
litter in order to evaluate 
effectiveness and document 
improvements in BMPs. 
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Participation and Coordination 
with the Municipal Maintenance 
Subcommittee 
 
The San Mateo Public Works 
Supervisors/Municipal Maintenance 
Subcommittee (Municipal Maintenance 
Subcommittee) held its regular meetings 
to share information about current 
maintenance activities, methods to 
optimize pollutant removal, and BMPs to 
minimize non-stormwater discharges to 
storm drains.   
 
Craig Centis from Millbrae presided as 
chair during the first half of FY 2007/08 
and Daly City’s Michael Peterson has 
chaired the subcommittee since January 
2008. Most municipalities (see Appendix 
A) routinely participated in these 
subcommittee meetings.   
 
Fifteenth Annual Maintenance 
Workshop 
 
The Fifteenth Annual Maintenance 
Workshop was held at the Green 
Business Exchange in Redwood City on 
June 26, 2008.  A planning work group 
comprised of Daly City’s Michael 
Peterson; Craig Centis, City of Millbrae; 
James Hardie, City of South San 
Francisco; and Louis Gotelli, City of 
Colma, helped to plan this training. This 
planning work group assisted with 
developing the agenda, contacting 
speakers, and identifying equipment 
vendors.   
 
Seventy-five municipal maintenance 
supervisors and field staff attended the 
workshop. Attendees identified the 
following categories of maintenance 
work as their responsibility: 

1. Storm drain system maintenance 
(32 responses); 

2. Sanitary sewer maintenance (23 
responses); 

3. Paving and road repair (22 
responses); 

4. Litter pick-up (17 responses); 

5. Facilities maintenance (8 
responses); 

6. Maintenance supervisor (8 
responses); 

7. Sweeper operators (6 
responses); and 

8. Parks maintenance (5 
responses). 

 
All of SMCWPPP’s municipalities, 
except four, were represented at the 
workshop.  Based on an evaluation 
survey, 49 respondents reported that 
the workshop met their expectations and 
three did not respond to this question. In 
addition, almost all of the attendees who 
completed the survey reported that they 
would be interested in attending a 
similar workshop next year.  Appendix A 
contains a copy the workshop agenda, 
list of attendees, and a summary of the 
evaluation forms. 
 
The following summarizes some of 
information presented at the workshop. 
 
City of Long Beach’s Trash and Litter 
Control Program 
One of the key speakers at the 
workshop was Tom Leary, Stormwater 
Program Officer from the City of Long 
Beach. The city has an award-winning 
litter abatement program. The City of 
Long Beach’s Parks, Recreation, and 
Marine Department cleans up about 
4,500 tons of trash per year from its four 
miles of beach. Most of this material 
comes from the Los Angeles River. 
About 60 percent is composed of green 
wastes and the rest includes a lot of 
plastics and Styrofoam. The city uses 
education, source control, and structural 
controls to limit the amount of trash, and 

 EOA, Inc.
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Mr. Leary believes that they need to be 
doing more enforcement.  
 
The city spent $841,000 to install 1,904 
inserts on 529 of its 3,872 storm drain 
inlets. One product used is the “Smart 
Sponge©” manufactured by Ab Tech 
Industries. The basket like device kills 
some bacteria and collects trash, and it 
takes about 45 minutes to install. The 
installed inserts have been capturing 
about 90,000 lbs per year of trash, litter, 
and sediment. The city’s public works 
webpage contains a study on the 
effectiveness of these inserts. Another 
structural control used is Vortex 
Separation systems that are installed 
under streets. At the city’s five 
stormwater pump stations the city 
installed trash net collection systems 
that cost about $2,300,000. The city 
also installed a boom across part of the 
Los Angeles River, and this boom 
collects about 100 tons of trash per 
year.  
 
The city has also undertaken projects to 
try to change litter and trash generating 
behavior. It is important to make 
polluting Long Beach socially 
unacceptable. One of these projects is 
called EcoZone, which includes 
installing signs in the public right of way 
about not polluting. In addition, the signs 
generate advertising revenue for the 
city’s environmental projects. 

 
Oakland’s Garbage Cops 
The City of Oakland’s litter enforcement 
officers (“garbage cops”) discussed their 
formation in 2001 to handle the out of 
control illegal dumping in Oakland. 
  
There are eight officers who work in two 
shifts. The city’s ordinance allows 
prosecution against an illegal dumper if 
three addressed letters are found in the 
illegally dumped material.  

The officers have also cracked down on 
illegal haulers of trash, people that are 
paid to remove trash, but do not have a 
contractor’s license. If you hire someone 
to haul trash and the trash is disposed 
illegally, you are responsible.  
 
The officers also spend time educating 
the public, and there has been an 
increase in the public’s reporting of 
illegal dumping. 
 
New Sewer Spill Reporting and 
Remediation Requirements 
Gary Batis from the City of South San 
Francisco provided information about 
the new requirements for reporting 
sanitary sewer overflows. Municipal staff 
has up to two hours to report any 
sanitary sewer spill that reaches a 
waterway or is over 1,000 gallons. The 
report must go to the Office of 
Emergency Services, the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board, and the 
Department of Environmental Health. 
Spills that are less than 1,000 gallons 
and do not reach waterways must be 
reported electronically within 24 hours.  
 
Cities need to contain and clean up 
spills as much as possible. Municipal 
staff needs to have training on spill 
response and have spill control 
materials readily available. He believes 
that reporting requirements similar to 
sanitary sewer spill reporting 
requirements will also eventually apply 
to stormwater.   
 
Facilitated Parks Maintenance and 
IPM Work Group 
 
The work group, which was chaired by 
the City of San Mateo’s Vern Bessey, 
met three times.  Participation on the 
work group declined during last year. In 
FY 2007/08 only ten agencies attended 
one or more work group meetings 
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(Appendix A) compared with 17 in FY 
2006/07 and 18 in FY 2005/06.   
 
Discussion topics were broadened two 
years ago to include parks maintenance 
as well as IPM methods. One of the 
recurring topics has been the proposed 
requirements contained in the draft 
municipal regional stormwater permit. In 
addition, the subcommittee provided 
suggestions on possible locations of a 
bayside, countywide demonstration 
project for sustainable, green streets 
and parking lots. Staff from the County’s 
Agriculture Department continued to 
provide regulatory guidance on pesticide 
use and safe application practices. 
 
Eighth Annual Park Maintenance and 
Integrated Pest Management 
Workshop 
 
SMCWPPP’s annual Park Maintenance 
and IPM workshop was held on 
February 28, 2008 at the Green Building 
Exchange in Redwood City. Sixty-seven 
people representing 14 municipalities 
attended the workshop. The 2008 
workshop showed a decline in 
participation compared with the 91 
attendees from 18 municipalities who 
attended in 2007 and the 94 attendees 
from 20 municipalities who attended in 
2006.   
 
Among the 39 workshop attendees who 
completed an evaluation form, 31 
indicated that the workshop met their 
expectations; two indicated that it “kind 
of” met their expectations; one reported 
that it did not, and six did not respond. 
One of the complaints about the 
workshop is that the number of credit 
hours for pesticide applicators was 
reduced from 3 to 2 hours as the 
workshop attempted to deal with a 
broader range of park maintenance 
topics than previous workshops. 

Appendix A contains a copy of the 
workshop agenda, attendance list, and a 
summary of the evaluation forms. 
 
The following summarizes briefly some 
of the information presented at the 
workshop. 
 
Aquatic Vegetation Management 
Dave Najera from Aquatic Environments 
and the maintenance contractor for the 
City of San Mateo’s Marina Lagoon 
described their multifaceted biological 
approach to managing excessive 
aquatic vegetation. He does not believe 
in trying to create sterile aquatic 
systems with chemicals.  
 
Part of his approach is to harvest 
aquatic plants that grow excessively. In 
local lagoons this requires harvesting 
two to four times during a three-month 
period each year. They also need to 
start treating Marina Lagoon with 
chemicals in April. The location of 
herbicide applications is tracked using 
GPS. 
 
The biggest nuisances are caused by 
non-native aquatic weeds. Widgeon 
grass likes brackish water, and it can 
help to promote good water quality 
when it does not proliferate to nuisance 
levels. Mr. Najera believes that aquatic 
vegetation can be managed correctly 
with a minimal amount of chemical use.   
 
In Alameda County Aquatic 
Environments used tilling to destroy the 
root crown of tules so that the county 
could then establish a regular 
maintenance program. To control 
Arundo donax the first step is to mow 
this giant reed and the second step is to 
apply a small amount of herbicide.  
 
Mr. Najera emphasized the need to be 
proactive instead of reactive in 
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managing aquatic vegetation. There will 
be less vegetation to control if 
preventative measures are used. In 
some freshwater situations Nytella can 
be encouraged to grow, and it 
dominates other types of aquatic 
vegetation and provides clean water.  
 
Creek Maintenance 
Julie Casagrande from San Mateo 
County’s Public Works Department 
provided information about how the 
county maintains creeks that often 
contain endangered species. Generally, 
the county does not apply herbicides for 
vegetation control on the coastside 
because of the prevalence of 
endangered species. It has used 
mechanical methods to control cattails 
in some channels, and nonviolent 
criminal offenders have helped to 
provide the labor needed to implement 
these controls. It can take up to two 
years to obtain the necessary permits to 
remove excessive vegetation and 
sediment from flood control channels. 
The county believes it would be more 
efficient to obtain a programmatic permit 
instead of individual permits for each 
project.  
 
The county has created a maintenance 
standards manual, and this year it is 
completing a report on goals for fish 
habitat restoration. One of the 
challenges is enhancing fish habitat 
while protecting county roads. The 
county has installed a fish friendly 
culvert in a county park in Woodside. 
 
Enforcement Response Policy 
Jerry Ade from the County Agricultural 
Commissioner’s Office provided 
information about their pesticide use 
violations’ enforcement response plan 
that they follow. The plan requires 
progressively more severe enforcement 
for repeat violations. The question and 

answer portion of the presentation was 
particularly helpful to parks maintenance 
staff that are responsible for the safe 
use of pesticides.  
 
Use of Synthetic Sports Fields 
Peter Vorametsanti from the City of 
Redwood City provided information 
about the pros and cons of using 
synthetic sports fields. The city uses 
synthetic turf to save on water and allow 
more usage. His experience is that the 
amount of soccer play that can be 
accommodated on synthetic fields is two 
to three times greater than what natural 
turf fields can handle. This increase in 
usage has been accompanied by an 
approximately two to three-fold increase 
in the amount of trash and litter 
generated.  Another downside to using 
synthetic fields is that they are hotter. 
 
The backing of the synthetic turf allows 
rainwater to pass through the turf. One 
of the problems they have experienced 
is that glued seams came apart sooner 
than stitched seams. At one of their 
facilities it will be costing $1.5 million to 
replace the top layer of synthetic turf 
after six years of use. 
 
Coordination with Maintenance 
Related Activities by Others 
 
The Municipal Maintenance 
Subcommittee tries to improve 
communication and coordination with 
other agencies responsible for 
maintenance. During FY 2007/08 the 
San Francisco International Airport’s 
maintenance staff was the focus of 
increased communication. San 
Francisco International Airport’s Bay 
Area Pollution Prevention Compliance 
Manager, Charlie Freas, presented 
information at the January 2008 
Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee 
meeting about the challenges posed in 
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preventing pollution at the airport. 
 
One of the unique aspects of the airport 
is that dry weather runoff and first flush 
stormwater that is collected around the 
terminal areas flows to detention basins 
and then is treated at the airport’s 
industrial wastewater treatment plant 
prior to being discharged to the bay. 
Stormwater from the eastern runways 
flows directly to the bay without 
treatment.  
 
Street Sweeping and Maintenance of 
Storm Drainage Facility Records 
 
The municipalities provided information 
on their Municipal Government 
Maintenance Activities Monthly Record 
Keeping Forms on street sweeping and 
maintenance of storm drainage facilities 
and watercourses.  Municipalities 
continued to use the agreed upon 
monthly maintenance forms to provide 
the information.  
 
Leaf Removal and Litter Control 
Table 2-1 summarizes the volume of 
leaves and litter removed from each 
municipality.  Municipal personnel 
collected about 15,700 cubic yards and 
77 tons of litter and about 5,800 cubic 
yards and 210 tons of leaves.  
Documentation of the amount of leaves 
removed is challenging because leaves 
are generally mixed with debris from 
street sweeping and storm drain system 
cleaning or with turf clippings, tree 
pruning and other green wastes. A large 
amount of leaf and other green wastes 
that are collected by the local waste pick 
up and recycling companies is not 
reported by the municipalities. 
 
Storm Drainage Facilities and 
Watercourses 
Information on the municipalities’ 
inspecting and cleaning of storm drain 

inlets, V-ditches, drain lines, channels, 
creeks, culverts, junction boxes and 
pump stations is summarized in Table 2-
2.  Other storm drainage facilities were 
also inspected and/or cleaned.  Overall, 
approximately 5,500 cubic yards and 
about 140 tons of material were cleaned 
from storm drainage facilities.   
 
Street Sweeping 
A summary of street sweeping data, 
including the volume of material 
removed and miles swept by each 
municipality in FY 2007/08, is provided 
in Table 2-3.  About 148,000 curb miles 
were swept, removing about 26,000 
cubic yards and about 840 tons of 
material. 
 
ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTIVENESS  
 
Completion of SWMP Tasks 
 
The General Program has completed all 
of the municipal maintenance tasks 
scheduled for FY 2007/08.  
 
Effectiveness 
 
Municipal maintenance staff help reduce 
litter, trash, leaves, and other pollutants 
by sweeping streets, cleaning storm 
drain conveyances, and implementing 
stormwater pollution prevention BMPs 
while performing routine maintenance, 
such as road repair and maintaining 
storm drains.  
  
As mentioned above, maintenance 
crews removed about 26,000 cubic 
yards and 840 tons of material during 
street sweeping and about 5,500 cubic 
yards and 140 tons during storm drain 
cleaning that otherwise would have had 
an opportunity to be discharged to local 
creeks and the bay or ocean.   
 
Trash and litter collection yielded about 
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15,700 cubic yards and 77 tons of trash 
and litter and about 5,800 cubic yards 
and 210 tons of leaves.   The volume of 
trash and litter reportedly collected last 
fiscal year was the highest since FY 
1998/99. There does not appear to be 
any overall trend in the amount of cubic 
yards of trash and litter reportedly 
collected during the past ten years 
considering the large amount of 
variability in the data.   
 

Trends in Reported Amounts of  
Litter Removed 

Table 2-4 
Fiscal Year Trash and Litter 

 Cubic yards tons 
2007/08 15,733 77 
2006/07 13,712 41 
2005/06 13,572 62 
2004/05 10,478 51 
2003/04 14,774 42 
2002/03 14,868 85 
2001/02 5,579 13 
2000/01 9,102 0 
1999/00 9,753 0 
1998/99 16,064 7 

 
A municipality’s ability to increase the 
amount of pollutants removed depends 
partially on factors that it controls, such 
as the frequency of storm drain inlet 
inspection/cleaning and targeting of 
sweeping/litter removal efforts in areas 
that generate a high pollutant load.        
 
Other factors that influence the 
effectiveness of pollutant removal are 
not under a jurisdiction’s control, such 
as when and how much it will rain.  
Although maintenance activities can be 
effective at removing pollutants, the 
costs and timing of these activities are 
practical considerations.  In some 
instances, pollution prevention 
alternatives may be more cost effective.   
 

FUTURE ACTIONS 

• Meet up to four times with the 
Municipal Maintenance 
Subcommittee and up to four times 
with Parks Maintenance and IPM 
Work Group to share information 
and disseminate material to field 
staff regarding stormwater pollution 
prevention and control. 

• Assist municipal maintenance staff 
to understand and participate in the 
process for commenting on the 
municipal maintenance requirements 
that will be included in the revised 
draft, municipal regional stormwater 
permit. 

• If the municipal regional stormwater 
permit is adopted this fiscal year, the 
Program will initiate the process for 
helping municipalities to comply with 
new maintenance-related permit 
requirements. 

• Hold the municipal maintenance and 
the Parks Maintenance and IPM 
training workshops.    

• Continue to coordinate with 
maintenance related activities 
conducted by other agencies, such 
as the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission, the San Francisco 
International Airport, and Caltrans.      
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Table 2-1.  FY 2007/08  Summary of Leaf Removal and Litter Control

Municipality Leaf Removal Litter Control

Atherton 74 yd 3 0 bags 144 yd 3

Burlingame* 332 yd 3 0 bags 914 yd 3

Colma 45 yd 3 23.5 bags 244 yd 3

Daly City 0 yd 3 0 bags 1,004 yd 3

Foster City 69 yd 3 0 bags 0 yd 3

Half Moon Bay 612 yd 3 0 bags 45 yd 3

Hillsborough 148 yd 3 0 bags 540 yd 3

Menlo Park 0 yd 3 0 bags 1,283 yd 3

Millbrae 30 yd 3 0 bags 162 yd 3

Pacifica 0 yd 3 0 bags 3,460 yd 3

Portola Valley 0 yd 3 0 bags 1,039 yd 3

Redwood City 1,124 yd 3 0 bags 1,796 yd 3

San Bruno 1,017 yd 3 0 bags 66 yd 3

San Carlos 73 yd 3 0 bags 41 tons

San Mateo County 2,291 yd 3 1 bags 1,304 yd 3

South San Francisco 0 yd 3 0 bags 1,550 yd 3

Woodside 0 yd 3 0 bags 0 yd 3

5,822 yd 
3 15,733 yd 

3

212 tons 77 tons

Notes:
Some municipalities include leaf debris and/or litter in their street sweeping debris total.
Portola Valley figures include residential curb-side pickup of green waste for recycling.

*In FY 2007/08 Burlingame hired a full-time maintenance worker to pick up litter and do other 
cleaning in its downtown area.

yd 3

East Palo Alto 

The amount of leaves collected by municipal staff and reported in Table 2-1 is only a tiny 
portion of the total volume being collected. Allied Waste collects green yard wastes, including 
grass clippings, brush prunings, and leaves, for the eleven municipalities who are members of 
South Bayside Waste Management Authority (Atherton, Belmont, Burlingame, East Palo Alto, 
Foster City, Hillsborough, Menlo Park, Redwood City, San Carlos, and San Mateo County). 

TOTAL  bags25

San Mateo, City of 0 bags

155 tons

57 tons 1,645

0bags

Belmont 0 yd 3

Brisbane 8 yd 3

bags0 37 tons

yd 30

539 yd 3bags0

F:\Sm3x\Sm33-02\annlrpt\0203Draft\
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Table 2-2.  FY 2007/08 Summary of Material Removed From Municipal Storm Drainage Facilities

Municipality No. of No. of No. of Other Facilities Inspected and/or Cleaned Total Volume

Storm Drain Inlets1 Inlets1 V-Ditch Storm Channels Creeks Culverts2 Junction Pump Removed

Inlets in Inspected Cleaned Drain Boxes Stations

Municipality Lines

(miles) (miles) (miles) (miles)

(linear 
feet) (no.) (no.) (yd 

3
) (tons)

Atherton 198 695 340 - - - - - - 33.8 - - - 528 - - - - - - 138 0
Belmont 1,410 2,605 615 46.5 25.3 0.4 7.5 800 4.0 52 132 0
Brisbane 410 795 660 0.2 - - - 0.1 - - - 1300 1.0 - - - 100 138
Burlingame 1,100 953 833 0.9 - - - 0.8 0.1 - - - - - - 60 431 0
Colma 185 31 31 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1 0
Daly City 1,850 1,923 230 - - - - - - 1.4 - - - - - - - - - - - - 250 0
East Palo Alto 437 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 0
Foster City 1,275 0 0 - - - - - - - - - - - - 814 - - - - - - 30 0
Half Moon Bay 70 621 94 16.0 6.0 - - - 10.0 380 - - - - - - 29 0
Hillsborough 646 341 341 0.2 0.4 - - - - - - - - - 190.0 - - - 125 0
Menlo Park 704 1,483 386 - - - 2.0 0.0 2.9 - - - 25.0 20 69 0
Millbrae 623 2,352 2,110 12.8 2.6 14.2 17.9 10,351 10.0 29 1,023 0
Pacifica 986 1,717 1,717 - - - - - - 1.3 - - - - - - - - - - - - 629 0
Portola Valley 264 293 108 28.9 - - - - - - - - - 207 - - - - - - 32 0
Redwood City3 2,685 1,153 2,765 0.1 2.6 - - - 2.6 4,800 - - - 204 1,205 0
San Bruno 950 1,194 1,194 - - - 3.8 - - - - - - - - - 2.0 2 74 0
San Carlos 701 4,120 1,680 0.9 3.6 1.9 0.4 2 - - - 19 322 0
San Mateo, City of 5,000 0 2,909 - - - 3.5 - - - 13.5 - - - - - - 37 98 0
San Mateo County 1,136 2,488 1,442 31.7 24.8 13.0 45.1 7,478 121.0 14 591 0
South San Francisco 1,500 10,477 4,014 60.0 24.5 - - - 4.8 39,600 40.0 105 250 0
Woodside 350 60 51 8.8 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 0 0

TOTAL 22,480 33,301 21,520 207 99.0 66.8 104.7 66,260 393 542 5,527 138

NOTES:
1. Inlets include conduits, curb inlets/outlets (convey stormwater around street corners), as well as storm drain inlets.
2. Culverts include cross-culverts and pipes. 
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Table 2-3.  FY 2007/08  Summary of Street Sweeping Activities

Municipality Curb Miles of Material Removed Curb Miles Removal 

Street Swept Rate

In Municipality (yd
3
) (tons) (miles) (yd 

3
/miles swept)

Atherton 10 111 0 724 0.15

Belmont 162 419 0 4,750 0.09

Brisbane 48 144 26 901 0.16

Burlingame 140 3,645 0 13,120 0.28

Colma 14 253 0 327 0.77

Daly City 374 2,456 0 19,628 0.13

East Palo Alto 76 0 406 9,119 0.00

Foster City 109 593 0 4,567 0.13

Half Moon Bay 68 414 0 2,583 0.16

Hillsborough1 140 0 0 0 0.00

Menlo Park 140 3,813 0 5,753 0.66

Millbrae 110 1,215 0 7,020 0.17

Pacifica 178 1,212 0 8,575 0.14

Portola Valley 43 141 0 216 0.65

Redwood City 350 2,202 405 9,003 0.24

San Bruno 176 1,860 0 4,304 0.43

San Carlos 166 635 0 4,900 0.13

San Mateo, City of 570 2,386 0 16,499 0.14

San Mateo County 640 3,315 0 13,631 0.24

South San Francisco 252 1,633 0 21,941 0.07

Woodside 86 0 0 0 #DIV/0!

TOTAL  3,852 26,444 836 147,563

Notes:
1  The rural nature of Hillsborough precludes street sweeping.
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3 
 INDUSTRIAL AND ILLICIT 
 DISCHARGE CONTROLS 
  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 

The primary goals of this component 
parallel the requirements of the federal 
Clean Water Act as follows: 

• To effectively prohibit the discharge 
of illicit, non-stormwater discharges 
to the municipal storm drain system. 

• To control the discharge of 
pollutants in stormwater from 
commercial and industrial 
businesses to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

 
General Program and municipality-
specific accomplishments under the 
“Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls” 
section of the SWMP are described in 
this section of the annual report. The 
Commercial/Industrial/Illicit Discharge 
(CII) Subcommittee guides 
SMCWPPP’s implementation of this 
component. 
 
Ward Donnelly from the City of Daly City 
continued to preside as chair of the CII 
Subcommittee during FY 2007/08. The 
municipalities that attended the majority 
of the subcommittee’s meetings include 
staff from the Cities of Belmont,  

 
 
 
 
Brisbane, Burlingame, Daly City, Menlo 
Park, Millbrae, San Mateo and South 
San Francisco and the unincorporated 
San Mateo County.  Dermot Casey from 
the County of San Mateo Health 
Services Agency, Environmental Health 
Services Division (County 
Environmental Health), represented San 
Mateo County and most of the cities for 
which the county conducts business 
inspections. A complete list of 
subcommittee attendees is contained in 
Appendix B. 
 

The CII Subcommittee’s Training Work 
Group developed educational outreach 
materials. This work group included the 
following members: 

1. Eva Justimbaste, City of 
Burlingame; 

2. Catherine Allin, City of Millbrae;  

3. Dermot Casey, County of San 
Mateo.  

4. Sarah Pratt, County of San Mateo 
and the Program’s public 
information and participation 
consultant. 
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

 

The following major accomplishments 
were achieved last fiscal year:  

• Adapted for Program use ACCWP’s 
Tips for a Cleaner Bay best 
management practices (BMPs) 
booklet that is applicable to any 
business. Copies of the booklet were 
printed in English and Spanish, and 
this booklet is a feature topic on the 
Program’s website 
www.flowstobay.org. 

• Held stormwater orientation training 
for 27 municipal staff members.  

• Prepared orientation materials that 
were distributed in a binder to 
participants in the orientation 
training. These training materials 
have also been added to the 
Program’s website. 

• Prepared a four-page fact sheet that 
summarizes the Program’s 
successes in FY 2006/07. The fact 
sheet summarizes concisely what 
the Program does and what it is 
accomplishing. The fact sheet has 
been used to provide educational 
outreach to the public and elected 
officials. 

• Evaluated potential stormwater 
funding options by contracting with 
HF&H Consultants to prepare a 
report that reviews funding sources 
that may be available to 
municipalities. The report describes 
existing and potential funding 
sources, restrictions, and specific 
examples of use of these funding 
sources by other agencies.  

• Continued to conduct stormwater 
inspections and provide educational 
outreach to businesses in FY 
2007/08, as part of the effort to re-

inspect high priority businesses 
annually and inspect other 
businesses that impact stormwater 
quality at least once every five 
years.  The total number of 
inspections in FY 2007/08 (2,332) 
was a little higher than the average 
number of annual inspections 
(2,124) reported during the five 
years preceding last fiscal year. The 
total number of inspections 
conducted during the last six years 
(12,951) is about one-third higher 
than the total number inspected 
during the preceding six-year period 
(9,488).  

• Approximately 10 percent of the 
businesses (224) inspected in FY 
2007/08 had a municipal stormwater 
violation.  The percentage of 
violations found last fiscal year is the 
same as the percent violations found 
during the five-year period between 
FYs 2002/03 through 2006/07. For 
reporting purposes, the CII 
Subcommittee defines the term 
violation as either the discharge of 
pollutants to the storm drain system 
because pollutants are exposed to 
stormwater runoff or there was a 
discharge to the storm drain system 
of non-stormwater disallowed by the 
NPDES permit.  All of the violations 
except one were reportedly 
corrected by June 30, 2008.  

• Found more illicit discharges (454) 
than have been found annually since 
FY 1997/98. There was only one 
illicit discharge that was reported as 
continuing on June 30, 2008.  

 
Tips for a Cleaner Bay BMPs Booklet 
 
SMCWPPP obtained permission from 
ACCWP to adapt the ACCWP’s new 
Tips for a Cleaner Bay BMPs booklet for 
local use. The CII Subcommittee’s 

EOA, Inc.
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Training Work Group coordinated with 
the Program’s Public Information and 
Participation Subcommittee to tailor this 
booklet. 
 
The purpose of this booklet is to provide 
businesses with basic information about 
stormwater pollution prevention 
practices and BMPs. Business 
inspectors like having user-friendly 
booklets describing BMPs that can be 
distributed to business owners and 
operators. The booklet presents 
information about BMPs using simple 
illustrations and concise text.   
 
Tips for a Cleaner Bay also includes 
BMPs for controlling the release of 
mercury from fluorescent lamps, 
manometers, switches, and batteries, 
and BMPs for controlling trash and litter. 
This emphasis on implementing better 
controls on trash and litter reflects the 
increased emphasis the Program and its 
municipalities have placed during the 
past two years on better controlling 
trash and litter. The increased emphasis 
on trash and litter BMPs is intended to   
assure continued compliance with the 
NPDES permit’s Provision C.1 and to 
respond to the importance placed by the 
community in controlling trash and liter 
that ends up in waterways. 
  
Similar to the Vehicle Service Facilities 
BMPs booklet produced in FY 2006/07, 
the Tips for a Cleaner Bay includes a 
comprehensive list of local telephone 
numbers for contacting stormwater 
business inspectors, the Certified 
Unified Program Agency (CUPA), and 
local sanitary sewer treatment 
authorities. In addition, the booklet 
includes County Environmental Health’s 
new telephone number. 
 
Four thousand copies of the Tips for a 
Cleaner Bay were printed in English and 

2,000 in Spanish. This number was 
based on an estimate of the amount 
needed to be able to distribute the 
booklet to businesses for at least two 
years.  
 
In June 2008 copies of the booklet were 
divvied up among the municipalities for 
business inspectors to distribute to 
business owners and operators during 
inspections.  In addition, this booklet is a 
featured topic on the Program’s website. 
 
Lastly, the booklet was printed using a 
green business, and the booklet 
encourages businesses to consider 
becoming a green business. 
 
Orientation Training 
 
For the second year in a row the 
Program sponsored a stormwater 
orientation training workshop for new 
staff and existing staff that need a basic 
primer on stormwater pollution 
prevention and control. The training 
included information about the materials 
and procedures that the Program has 
developed with the municipalities to help 
achieve permit compliance. The FY 
2007/08 training attracted 27 municipal 
staff (Appendix B).  
 
Fact Sheet Describing Program’s 
Successes 
 
The Program prepared a fact sheet 
(Appendix B) that summarizes the 
Program’s successes in FY 2006/07. 
The fact sheet is intended to give the 
public and elected officials a concise 
summary about what the Program is 
and what it is accomplishing. The CII 
Subcommittee’s Training Work Group 
developed the fact sheet with input from 
the Public Information and Participation 
Subcommittee. The Technical Advisory 
Committee approved the fact sheet for 
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distribution and posting on the 
Program’s website, www.flowstobay.org. 
 
Prepared Stormwater Program 
Funding Options Report 
 
The Program contracted with HF&H 
Consultants to evaluate potential 
stormwater funding options. This work 
included HF&H Consultants' preparation 
of a report completed in June 2008 that 
describes existing and potential funding 
sources, restrictions, and specific 
examples of other agencies’ use of 
these funding sources. The report 
(excerpts included in Appendix B) 
concludes, in part, the following: 
“Surveys indicate the public is unwilling 
to pay fees directly for stormwater 
requirements. Significant lead time (i.e., 
multiple years rather than months) is 
required to try to secure these funds 
with no guarantee of success. In the 
current economic environment and 
given the recent results of public 
surveys, success will probably be 
minimal.”  

EOA, Inc.

 
Inspections and Educational 
Outreach to Businesses 
 
SMCWPPP has continued to conduct 
stormwater inspections of businesses as 
part of other business inspections, such 
as hazardous waste storage or 
generation. To this end, 2,332 
inspections were completed in FY 
2007/08 (Table 3-1).  The number of 
inspections conducted was a little higher 
than the average number of annual 
inspections (2,124) reported during the 
five years preceding last fiscal year. 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Trends in Total Number of 
Inspections & Violations Found 

Table 3-1 
Fiscal 
Year 

No. 
Inspections 

No. Violations

2007/08 2,332 224 
2006/07 2,059 238 
2005/06 2,513 169 
2004/05 1,906 227 
2003/04 2,137 253 
2002/03 2,004 198 
2001/02 1,849 Not reported 
2000/01 1,109 Not reported 
1999/00 1,142 Not reported 
1998/99 1,079 Not reported 
1997/98 1,500 Not reported 
1996/97 2,809 Not reported 
1995/96 1,699 Not reported 
1994/95 918 Not reported 
 
The number of inspections conducted 
annually during the last six years (2,159 
inspections per year average) is about 
one-third higher than the 1,581 
inspections per year average conducted 
during the preceding six-year period 
from FYs 1996/97 to 2001/02. Most of 
the increase in the number of 
inspections is attributable to increases 
accomplished by the County 
Environmental Health’s food facility 
inspectors.  Due to the efforts of County 
Environmental Health staff during the 
last six years, stormwater compliance 
was more routinely integrated into food 
facility inspections than in previous 
years.      
 
The number of violations found during 
business inspections has been tracked 
for the last six years. For reporting 
purposes the CII Subcommittee agreed 
that the term violation would be defined 
as either the discharge of pollutants to 
the storm drain system because 
pollutants are exposed to stormwater 
runoff or a discharge to the storm drain 
system of non-stormwater disallowed by 
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SMCWPPP’s NPDES permit. During 
this five year period about 10% of the 
businesses inspected had at least one 
violation. About 10% of the businesses 
inspected in FY 2007/08 showed a 
violation. The percentage of businesses 
with violations has varied annually 
between 7% in FY 2005/06 to 12% in 
FYs 2002/03, 2004/05, and 2006/07.   
 
Similar to previous years, County 
Environmental Health and municipal 
inspectors continued to provide 
educational outreach during stormwater 
inspections by discussing the Program’s 
requirements with each facility’s 
representative and by distributing a 
variety of BMP materials, including the 
recently adapted Tips for a Cleaner Bay 
and the Vehicle Service Facilities BMP 
booklets. 
 
Identification and Elimination of Illicit 
Discharges 
  
More illicit discharges (454) were found 
in FY 2007/08 than had been found 
since FY 1997/98. The annual average 
number of illicit discharges found during 
the nine years preceding last fiscal year 
was 285.   
 
As shown in Table 3-3, many 
municipalities conducted field 
investigations of their storm drainage 
system to look for illicit discharges.  This 
proactive, field surveying approach to 
detect and eliminate illicit discharges 
complements the business inspections 
because some of the illicit discharges 
originate from mobile sources, 
residents, and businesses that are not 
inspected or are inspected infrequently 
as part of the business inspection 
program.  In addition to municipality-led 
field surveys, another source of 
information about illicit discharges is 
reports from the public and other 

agencies.  
 
Field Surveys 
In FY 2007/08 SMCWPPP’s 
municipalities inspected a combined 
total of about 17,800 established 
locations. This is about 92 percent of 
average number reported (19,337) 
during the five years preceding last 
fiscal year.   
 
Similar to previous years, the majority of 
both the established locations visited 
(77%) and the channel miles surveyed 
(77%) were located in residential areas.  
Of the established locations visited, 
approximately 87% were inlets, 4% 
were manholes and the rest were 
composed of a mix of outfalls, pump 
stations, junction boxes, and other 
locations.   
 
Investigation of Illicit Discharge Reports 
and Complaints 
In addition to looking for illicit discharges 
by conducting field surveys, member 
agencies also responded to reports and 
complaints from: 

• Maintenance crews 

• Other agencies 

• The public 
 
Table 3-4 summarizes the number of 
illicit discharge incidents found either 
through field surveys or by responding 
to calls reporting illicit discharges.  Of 
the 454 illicit discharge incidents 
reported, 53% were found during field 
surveys, and the rest were reported 
through calls.  During field surveys, illicit 
discharge inspectors found about 40% 
of the illicit discharges.  During field 
surveys and as referrals, maintenance 
crews accounted for finding about 31% 
of the incidents.  The public called in 
about 23% of the illicit discharges and 
6% of the illicit discharges were reported 

EOA, Inc.
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by other agencies. 
 
Identification of Illicit Discharge 
Materials 
Table 3-5 shows that of the 454 illicit 
discharge incidents reported, 480 illicit 
discharge materials were identified. Illicit 
discharges sometimes consist of more 
than one type of material. Of the 480 
illicit discharge materials identified, the 
most commonly found categories 
included:  

1. washwaters (31%);  
2. automotive fluids (12%);  
3. sewage (11%);  
4. construction materials (10%); 
5. food wastes (8%);  
6. paint (7%); and  
7. sediment and/or silt (6%).  

 
These seven categories account for 
85% of the illicit discharge materials 
identified.  Tracking of information on 
sediment and silt was initiated in FY 
2006/07 as a separate category. The six 
categories of illicit discharges other than 
sediment/silt have been the most 
commonly found types of illicit 
discharges during the previous six 
years.  Over the last six years there are 
also similarities in the frequency of 
occurrence of these different types of 
illicit discharge materials.  
 
Elimination and Enforcement of Illicit 
Discharges 
Of the 454 illicit discharges, Table 3-7 
shows that 377 sources were identified.  
Note that an illicit discharge is often a 
one-time incident, and a source and 
responsible party cannot always be 
found.    There was only one continuing 
discharge as of the June 30, 2008 time 
of reporting.    
 
The municipalities reported conducting 
269 enforcement activities last fiscal 
year to correct illicit discharges.  

Approximately 44% of the enforcement 
activities conducted consisted simply of 
verbal warning notices.  About 48% 
were informal violations, while 8% 
resulted in a formal violation. There was 
one legal action taken.   
 
San Mateo County’s Activities 
The County Environmental Health’s 
Household Hazardous Waste and Very 
Small Quantity Generator Programs 
assist residents and businesses to 
dispose properly their unwanted 
household hazardous wastes and 
business small quantity generator 
wastes.   
 
Another important way that San Mateo 
County Environmental Health continues 
to help to prevent future illicit discharges 
is in its requirements for remodeling 
retail food facilities or constructing new 
retail food facilities. Environmental 
Health Consumer Protection Program 
staff review submitted plans to make 
sure that any stormwater BMP 
deficiencies are corrected. For example, 
storm drain inlets are not allowed near 
outside trash storage areas.  
 
ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTIVENESS 
 
Completion of SWMP Tasks 
 
The General Program has completed all 
of the Industrial and Illicit Discharge 
Control tasks scheduled for FY 2007/08. 
 
Effectiveness 
 
Business Inspections 
One measure of an improvement in 
effectiveness is the approximately one-
third increase in the number of 
stormwater inspections of businesses 
completed in FYs 2002/03 through 
2007/08 compared to the preceding six 
year period.  As mentioned above, this 
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increase has been attributed largely to 
the routine integration of stormwater 
compliance in the food facility 
inspections conducted by County 
Environmental Health. The county uses 
its Food Program Official Inspection 
Report forms for these inspections, 
which are different from the Standard 
Stormwater Facility Inspection Report 
Forms. 
 
Another measure of effectiveness of the 
inspection program is its ability to 
identify and correct stormwater 
violations.  As described above, 
approximately 10% of the business 
inspections in FY 2007/08 found a 
stormwater violation.  This is similar to 
the 12% rate of violations found in FYs 
2006/07, 2004/05, and 2003/04 and 
identical to the 10% rate of compliance 
reported in FY 2002/03. In addition, in 
FY 2007/08 all of the violations except 
one were reported to have been 
corrected by June 30, 2008. This rate of 
correction of violations is similar to FYs 
2006/07 (100%); 2005/06 (97%), and 
2004/05 (96%). This is an improvement 
over the 91% violations reportedly 
corrected in FY 2003/04 and the 90% in 
FY 2002/03 with the remaining 
violations pending correction at the time 
of reporting.   

EOA, Inc.

 
Illicit Discharge Elimination 
 
The effectiveness of the illicit discharge 
field investigations may be measured by 
the overall decline in the number of illicit 
discharges found over time. The number 
of illicit discharges found in FY 2007/08 
(454) is the highest reported during the 
past ten years. The increase in the 
number of illicit discharges is partly 
attributable to the 141 illicit discharges 
reported by the City of San Mateo’s illicit 
discharge inspectors compared to an 
average of 10 per year found during the 

preceding 10-year period. San Mateo 
County staff also reported a higher 
number of illicit discharges last fiscal 
year (90) compared to its average of 
about 32 per year reported during the 
preceding 10-year period. 
 
Number of Reported Illicit Discharges 

Table 3-6 
Fiscal 
Year 

No. Illicit 
Discharges 

Screening 
Point Visits 

2007/08 454 16,460 
2006/07 279 13,803 
2005/06 244 17,607 
2004/05 352 24,373 
2003/04 246 17,433 
2002/03 271 23,323 
2001/02 249 24,913 
2000/01 327 12,155 
1999/00 306 7,211 
1998/99 294 6,650 
1997/98 511 4,217 
1996/97 463 2,416 
1995/96 303 2,045 
1994/95 46 Not available 
  
There does not appear to be a 
discernible relationship between the 
reported number of field surveys 
conducted and the number of illicit 
discharges detected. One possible 
explanation for this is that the reported 
number of screening points visited 
increased starting around FYs 2000/01 
and 2001/02 as municipal staff 
increased its familiarity with how to use 
the reporting forms. The number of 
reported screening points visited over 
the years is probably an inaccurate way 
to evaluate the actual effort to find illicit 
discharges. Information collected on the 
reporting forms should be revised to 
reflect this type of information once the 
municipal regional stormwater permit is 
adopted in FY 2008/09. 
 
The information on the most commonly 
found types of illicit discharges will be 
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used to evaluate effective methods for 
targeting their elimination.  For example, 
the relatively large number of 
construction related materials being 
found as illicit discharges helped some 
of the Program’s municipalities to decide 
three years ago to participate in the 
reprinting of BASMAA informational 
cards about construction-related illicit 
discharges. 
 
FUTURE ACTIONS 
 

The activities anticipated in FY 2008/09 
include the following: 

1. Develop stormwater related training 
materials for municipal staff that will 
need to become familiar with the 
new, regional municipal stormwater 
permit that is expected to be 
adopted this fiscal year.  

2. Conduct a training workshop for 
municipal staff about the new, 
regional municipal stormwater 
permit, if the permit is adopted by 
March 2009.  

3. Assist with the development of 
additional materials, guidelines, and 
templates, such as a one-page 
Enforcement Response Plan, and 
assist municipalities to begin 
implementing the following permit 
sections: Industrial and Commercial 
Site Controls; Illicit Discharge 
Detection and Elimination; and 
Exempted and Conditionally 
Exempted Discharges.  

4. Collaborate with the Bay Area 
Pollution Prevention Group by 
providing input on its planned 
educational outreach materials, such 
as with the flyer that describes 
BMPs to control pollutants in runoff 
from metal finishers and 
electroplaters. 

5. Following the municipal regional 

stormwater permit’s adoption, 
consider the possibility of offering 
some countywide training for 
inspectors responsible for 
identifying, responding to, and 
controlling illicit discharges. 
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Table 3-3.  Illicit Discharge Field Surveys Conducted

Municipality Number of Visits to Established Locations Channel Miles Surveyed

Industrial Commercial Residential
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Industrial Commercial Residential

Atherton

Belmont 2 107 16 2 460 18 8 4175 145 2 30

Brisbane 

Burlingame* 501.3 30 501.3 30 501.3 0.30 0.30 0.30

Colma 31

Daly City 14 1965 1 4.7

East Palo Alto

Foster City
Half Moon Bay**

Hillsborough 1830 596 0.3

Menlo Park 4 96 24 291 6 1211 1 1.864 0.6

Millbrae 88 40

Pacifica 1 2 4 7 14 0.05

Portola Valley 9 28 26 12

Redwood City 34 968 302 20 1972 300 20 9.69 1.35

San Bruno

San Carlos***

San Mateo, City of 2 12 2 17 2 8 2 8

San Mateo County**** 172.3 121 172.3 132 172.3 531 81

So. San Francisco 3 9 4
Woodside - no rept.

Total 180.3 840.3 16 30 234.3 2402 322 122 236.3 12254 452 752 1.30 15.85 57.30

1066.7 3080.7 13694.7
17,842 74.45

** Half Moon Bay reports: "NO ILLICIT DISCHARGES TO REPORT" for both halves of fiscal year.

* reported inlets are combined for industrial, commercial, and residential areas. Amounts are split evenly among three areas. Pump stations are reported under 
other and are considered evenly divided between commercial and industrial areas.

***San Carlos states in Second Half-Year Deliverables: "Paul Baker, Public Works Superintendent reported no illicit discharge reports for this period."
****San Mateo County unincorporated creek outfall surveys were not reported by landuse, and on this table were divided evenly among landuses.
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Table 3-4. How Illicit Discharges Detected Were Found

Municipality
Illicit Discharges Incidents Found During Field 

Surveys -- Conducted By:
Illicit Discharges Incidents Reported Through Calls From:

Maintenance Crews Illicit Discharge Inspectors Maintenance Crews Other Agencies Public

Atherton

Belmont 2 2

Brisbane 0 0 3 1 0

Burlingame 0 4 2 0 2

Colma 1

Daly City 11 35 1 10
East Palo Alto 1

Foster City

Half Moon Bay

Hillsborough 2

Menlo Park 6

Millbrae 3 3 0 2

Pacifica 4 6 4 14

Portola Valley 0 0 0 0 0

Redwood City 8

San Bruno 2 17 4

San Carlos

San Mateo, City of 2 141 10 10 25

San Mateo County 43 4 36

So. San Francisco 1 19 4 1 8
Woodside

Totals 60 182 80 27 105
242 212

Total Illicit Discharges 
Reported

454
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San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program FY 2007/08 Annual Report

Table 3-5.  Illicit Discharge Materials Identified
Municipality Sewage Automotive Fluids Paint Construction Materials Food Yard Sediment Washwaters Industrial Other1

Used 
Motor Oil

Anti-
freeze Fuels Concrete Construction 

Debris
Wall Com-

pound

Wastes Wastes and/or 
Silt

Concrete 
Cutting Slurry/ 
Washwaters

Vehicle 
Cleaning 

Washwaters

Building/ 
Sidewalk 

Washwaters

Other 
Washwaters 

Wastes

Atherton

Belmont 3 1 7 2 2 2 6 2

Brisbane 1 1 2

Burlingame 2 1 3 1

Colma 1

Daly City 3 2 3 8 1 2 3 1 5 11 1 10 8

East Palo Alto 1

Foster City

Half Moon Bay

Hillsborough 1 1

Menlo Park 2 1 1 1 1 2

Millbrae 5 2

Pacifica 13 1 2 2 1 2

Portola Valley 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Redwood City 7 1 4

San Bruno 17 3 2 1

San Carlos

San Mateo, City 6 11 1 10 5 5 2 19 3 3 7 31 27 34 5 19

San Mateo, Co. 32 5 8 3 10 2 1 4 13 2 5 5

S. San Francisco 3 2 1 1 4 1 7 2 4 3 3 1 1
Woodside

Total 51 52 7 0 35 20 20 8 40 15 30 24 41 31 51 11 44

59 48 147

Percent of Total 11% 11% 1% 0% 7% 4% 4% 2% 8% 3% 6% 5% 9% 6% 11% 2% 9%
12% 10% 31%

Total Illicit Discharge Materials Found = 480

Other includes:

unknown milky, white discharge 2x stucco 2x sand 1x hydrocarbon soil 2x used cooking oil 1x loading dock discharge 1x

unknown liquid 1x Styrofoam 1x underground water 1x Powder Release paint 1x olive grey water 1x car batteries 4x

granite slurry 1x bird seed 1x plaster 1x Interceptor contents 1x residual from water heater 1x household garbage 1x
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San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program FY 2007/08 Annual Report
Table 3-7.   Illicit Discharges: Follow-up Activities

Municipality If Source Identified 1 If Discharge Eliminated 1 Enforcement Activities
Number of 
Sources 
Identified

Discharges 
Where No 

Source Was 
Identified

Eliminated 
Discharges

Continuing 
Discharges 

(reported once)

Continuing 
Discharges 

(reported more 
than once)

Warning 
Notice 

(verbal)

Informal 
Violation

Formal 
Violation

Legal 
Action

Atherton

Belmont 3 3 3 3 1

Brisbane 2 2 4 2

Burlingame 7 0 7 7

Colma 1 1 1

Daly City 56 1 57 33 15 2

East Palo Alto 1 1

Foster City 

Half Moon Bay

Hillsborough 2 2 1 1

Menlo Park 3 0 3 1 1

Millbrae 8 0 8 0 0 3 0 5 0

Pacifica 24 2 25 1 4 1

Portola Valley 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Redwood City 8 8

San Bruno 23 0 23 0 0 3 3

San Carlos

San Mateo, City 159 29 188 51 105 3

San Mateo, Co. 47 36 83

S. San Francisco 33 33 13 6
Woodside

Totals 377 70 445 1 0 118 129 21 1
269
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 PUBLIC INFORMATION 
 AND PARTICIPATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The primary goals of SMCWPPP’s 
Public Information and Participation 
(PIP) component are: 

• To educate the public about the 
causes of stormwater pollution and 
its serious effects on the quality of 
local creeks, lagoons, shorelines, 
and neighborhoods; 

• To encourage residents to adopt less 
polluting and more environmentally 
beneficial practices; and  

• To increase residents’ hands-on 
involvement in SMCWPPP activities.  

 
PIP is essential for controlling pollution 
at the source because most pollutants 
originate from preventable, everyday 
activities.  Pollutants in stormwater may 
be reduced by educating residents 
about the benefits of preventing 
stormwater pollution and motivating 
them to do their share to reduce 
pollution.   
 
This approach is recognized as being 
both cost-effective and efficient in 
meeting the goal of reducing pollutants 

in stormwater to the maximum extent 
practicable.   
 
This section describes SMCWPPP’s PIP 
accomplishments, assesses the 
effectiveness of the PIP activities 
completed in 2007/08 and presents the 
PIP activities planned for FY 2008/09.  
 
Eva Justimbaste from Burlingame 
served as the PIP subcommittee’s 
chairperson this fiscal year. 
 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 
The PIP Subcommittee met six times in 
FY 2007/08 to oversee the development 
of educational materials and to guide 
the implementation of the PIP 
component.   
 

SMCWPPP accomplished the following 
major public information and 
participation tasks during FY 2007/08: 

• Conducted school outreach to 
schools, reaching over 8,266 
students through “The Water Beat” 
Zun Zun assembly program. 
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• Held a workshop for School 
Maintenance Supervisors and staff 
on reducing pollution at schools by 
learning about the products used in 
and around school for cleaning and 
pest control. 

• Continued the Community Action 
Grant Program.  

• Continued to participate in the 
region-wide Integrated Pest 
Management “Our Water Our World” 
campaign by working with local retail 
stores. 

• Continued to coordinate the 
California Coastal Cleanup Day 
event in collaboration with the 
California Coastal Commission. 

• Hosted an educational booth at the 
County Fair. 

• Redesigned SMCWPPP’s website, 
www.flowstobay.org, by making it 
more user friendly and appealing.  
All of the brochures are available 
online and monthly updates were 
maintained.  The educational 
outreach provided by the website is 
supplemented by using public 
service announcements on Cable 
Television. 

• Continued collaborative outreach 
with the Used Oil Block Grant 
Program and the Retail-Take Back 
Program of the County Household 
Hazardous Waste Program in 
Environmental Health.  

• Implemented the municipalities’ 
community outreach programs. 

 
The following is a description of each 
area of accomplishment. 
 
 
 
 

School Outreach  
 
School Assembly Program 
Contracted with ZunZun (a two-person 
musical theatrical team that specializes 
in school assemblies) to develop and 
present interactive, multicultural shows 
about stormwater and Household 
Hazardous Waste, in English and 
Spanish. The show provides information 
about storm drains, recycling used 
motor oil, keeping water clean, while 
highlighting the connection of the 
audience to their watershed. They use a 
variety of instruments (many of Latin 
American origin) incorporating audience 
participation and humor into each show. 
 
In FY 2007/08 Zun Zun performed at 43 
elementary schools and public libraries, 
with a total of 8,266 students who saw  
the “Water Beat” Assembly. To date Zun 
Zun has reached approximately 103,766 
students in San Mateo County. 
 
The shows are funded jointly as a cost-
effective collaboration between the 
Used Oil Program and SMCWPPP. 
Each student who attends the assembly 
receives the 12-month Pollution 
Prevention Calendar. On average the 
program costs about $2.42 per student.   
 
San Mateo County Used Oil Program 
and SMCWPPP will continue their 
collaboration this fiscal year to fund 
school outreach assemblies using Zun 
Zun. 
 
Science Fair Project 
SMCWPPP presented an award to the 
science project that demonstrated water 
quality protection at the 2008 San Mateo 
County Science, Mathematics and 
Technology Fair.  The Fair features 
student projects from grades 5 through 
high school, from over 37 different 
schools within San Mateo County.  
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SMCWPPP’s Certificate of Recognition 
went to the “Some Butte-Y Cares” 
project done by Halie Michaels, an 8th 
Grader from Redwood City.  Her 
experiment was to grow plants in both 
fresh water and water with cigarette 
butts submerged in it and examine the 
differences in plant health.  She 
concluded that cigarette butts negatively 
affect water quality, and was presented 
with a $50 Discover Store.com Gift 
Certificate by the PIP Chair, Eva 
Justimbaste.   
 
Healthy Schools Inside and Out 
Workshop 
Contracted with The Watershed Project 
to conduct the “Healthy Schools Inside & 
Out” workshop held on Saturday, 
October 20, 2007 for School 
Maintenance Supervisors who make 
purchasing decisions regarding cleaners 
and pest control products and for the 
staff who use them.  This half-day 
workshop focused on reducing pollution 
at school by learning about the products 
used in and around school for cleaning 
and pest control.  Participants learned 
about risks to human health and the 
environment from common household 
hazardous waste, ways to compare 
less-toxic products, and how to 
understand the Healthy Schools Act.  
Each attendee received a green clean 
kit with recipes and free samples, plus 
an activity binder. 
 
School Janitorial Less Toxic Products 
Brochure 
Contracted with The Watershed Project 
to create a brochure for school janitorial 
and maintenance staff on the health, 
safety, and environmental impacts of 
cleaning products used in schools.  The 
brochure featured easy to read charts 
on high-risk ingredients and the 
significance of signal words to help 
janitors and school staff assess 

products and active ingredients on 
toxicity and potential risks.  Information 
about resources on this topic and how to 
properly dispose of hazardous waste in 
the schools was placed on the back of 
the brochure.   
 
Brochures were distributed to each 
school district Director of Maintenance 
and Operations, the San Mateo County 
Office of Education, and the President of 
the San Mateo County Parent Teacher 
Association (PTA). 
 
Pollution Prevention Calendar 2008 
The Environmental Health Pollution 
Prevention group produced and 
distributed 30,000 pollution prevention 
calendars for students and county 
residents. The 2008 calendar includes 
full color photos and monthly articles on 
how residents can prevent pollution.  It 
also incorporates dates and locations of 
Household Hazardous Waste events 
and a back cover recycling matrix that 
lists all oil collection centers in the 
county including places to recycle 
common household hazardous waste 
products like paint, batteries, and 
fluorescent lights. 
 
The Community Action Grant 
Program 
 
Community Action Grants have been 
awarded to volunteer groups, teachers, 
environmental organizations, and other 
local, not-for-profit associations 
interested in implementing projects that 
improve the quality of local creeks, the 
bay or the Pacific Ocean.   
 
As in previous years, the Community 
Action Grant application and information 
was available on SMCWPPP’s website 
including descriptions of previous 
projects that received funding.  Six grant 
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recipients received a total of $15,000 in 
funding. 
 
The following projects were awarded 
grants: 

1. Half Moon Bay Riparian 
Restoration Project.  San Mateo 
Coast Natural History Association, 
Half Moon Bay. Restore native 
riparian areas at various locations 
within Half Moon Bay State Beach. 
Includes removal of non-native 
vegetation, planting native riparian 
plants, and removing trash. 

2. San Francisquito Creek 
Stewardship Project. San 
Francisquito Creek Watershed 
Council, Palo Alto. Enlist community 
in reestablishing healthy native 
creek-side habitat at nine long-term 
sites in the watershed, including 
removal of debris and non-native 
species, and planting of native 
vegetation. 

3. Notre Dame High School Creek 
Restoration Project. Notre Dame 
High School, Belmont. Restore the 
Notre Dame Creek native riparian 
ecosystem located on school 
campus. Includes native plant 
restoration, litter cleanup, water 
quality monitoring, public access 
nature trail, and pollution prevention 
outreach. 

4. Cordilleras Creek Native Plant 
Project.  Redwood High School, 
Redwood City.  Restore a portion of 
Cordilleras Creek riparian habitat 
located on school campus. Proposes 
to restore vegetation, eliminate non-
native species, increase natural 
riparian habitat. The project will be 
incorporated into the science 
curriculum. 

5. ”Hey! No Trash in the Bay” 
Campaign.  Marine Science 

Institute, Redwood City.  Promotes 
litter prevention through installation 
of signage for gathering area at the 
Marine Science Institute facility 
located on the Bay across from Bair 
Island, and purchase of "green 
bags" for Earth Day outreach event. 

 
Integrated Pest Management  
 
This fiscal year's Our Water Our World 
(OWOW) partnership continued with 
participation from 22 San Mateo County 
stores, with the addition of Golden 
Nursery in San Mateo as a new 
partnership store.     
 
San Mateo County staff visited each 
store twice during the year, once in the 
fall and again in the spring.  During each 
visit, communication with the Store 
Managers and employees was 
maintained, store displays were 
updated, and fact sheets restocked. 
Staff also noted any new less toxic 
products to report to BASMAA for 
investigation and inclusion on the 
master products list.   
 
County staff attended all IPM 
partnership meetings with BASMAA and 
participating jurisdictions to coordinate 
the program in San Mateo County.  
 
OWOW Outreach Events 

Staffed a booth at: 

• Half Moon Bay Flower Market on 
July 21, 2007.  

• NorCal Spring Trade Show, January 
31, 2008 at the San Mateo Event 
Center:  This is a horticultural trade 
show with Professional Landscapers 
and Retail Nursery owners and staff 
in attendance.  
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Presentations 

• San Mateo/San Francisco University 
of California Cooperative Extension 
completed its second Master 
Gardener Training Program in 
November 2007.  County staff 
conducted an hour-long training 
class on “Reducing Pollutants in Our 
Watersheds” on September 19, 
2007 to the Master Gardener’s 
Class.   

• Healthy Home workshop in Millbrae 
for residents, September 29.  
Presentation covered IPM 
techniques for ants, fleas, and 
spiders. 

Regional Presentations 

• Green-Blue Summit: Clean Water 
through Residential Integrated Pest 
Management (July 2007)  

• Southern California Academy of 
Sciences Symposium Controlling 
Runoff Pollution (May 2008)  

• Pesticides and the Chesapeake Bay 
Watershed Project (June 2008)  
 

Regional Advertising 

• Regional effort in Bay Area to 
continue to brand the Our Water, 
Our World logo, website, and flower 
head.  Placed print ads as Movie 
Theater flash animation ads from 
August 17-September 5 (including 
Labor Day weekend).  Print ads 
were also placed on transit buses 
including SamTrans and on BART 
from August 27-September 23. 

• San Francisco KRON 4 News 
recorded the show “Henry’s Garden” 
on August 22 at Orchard Supply 
Hardware in Foster City. The two-
minute segment featured 
information about the Our Water, 
Our World and the in-store 

elements: fact sheets, shelf talkers, 
and less toxic products. The show 
was aired Saturday, September 1 
between 10-10:30am. 

• Green Zebra 2008 Savings Coupon 
Guide for the Peninsula featured 
one “coupon” page article on the 
program titled, “Avoid Pesticides to 
Save the Bay.”  IPM tips, the Our 
Water, Our World logo and website 
were featured. 

• Bay Nature magazine, one-half 
page Ad for Spring 2008 Issue 
(April –June).  

 
Regional Event Sponsorships 

• EcoWise Certified / UP3 Integrated 
Pest Management Contracting 
Workshop (November 2007) 

• 2008 Bay-Friendly Landscaping & 
Gardening Conference (February 
2008) 

 
New materials 

SMCWPP ordered the following for 
distribution through the IPM partnership 
stores, outreach tabling events, 
residential and organization requests, 
and through the cities: 

• 2,000 Pocket Product Guides “Pests 
Bugging You? A Pocket Guide for 
Choosing Less Toxic to People and 
Pets”  

• 14,800 Our Water, Our World Fact 
Sheets 

• Our Water, Our World Rack Headers 
with new graphics, 22 pieces 

• 2,000 Bay Friendly Garden Guides, 
with custom back page 

• Pest or Pal Activity Guide, 1,000 
pieces 

• Beneficial Bug Brochure, 1,000 
pieces 
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Bay Friendly Gardening/Landscaping 
County staff attended the Bay Area 
Coalition for Sustainable Landscaping 
Meetings hosted by Stopwaste.org on 
September 26 in Novato and February 
29 in San Jose. Participants include 
solid waste, water agencies, storm 
water, non-profits, water conservation, 
green business and planning; with the 
goal of supporting a Bay Area effort to 
educate landscapers and home 
gardeners about bay friendly gardening.    
 
On February 29, 2008 the first Bay 
Friendly Landscaping Conference was 
held in Berkeley.  SMCWPPP organized 
a printing for postcards sent to 
Landscape Professionals in San Mateo 
County, notifying them of the 
Conference.   Over 300 Bay Area 
Landscapers and Municipal staff 
attended the Conference. 
 
In addition, Blue Sky Farms in Half 
Moon Bay planned classes that will be 
for the public on the principles of Bay 
Friendly Gardening; along with the 
opening of a California Native plant 
nursery.  SMCWPPP provided the 
nursery with Our Water, Our World fact 
sheets, a literature rack, and Bay 
Friendly Gardening and Landscaping 
Guides for use at the nursery and 
classes located at 3068 N Hwy 1 in Half 
Moon Bay. 
 
California Coastal Cleanup Day and 
Litter Reduction Outreach 
 
California Coastal Cleanup Day, held 
each year on the third Saturday in 
September, is the largest volunteer 
event in the state.  The California 
Coastal Commission sponsors the event 
with the support of County and Regional 
Coordinators.   SMCWPPP coordinated 
the event for the second year because it 
recognizes that this event is a great 

opportunity to get many residents of all 
ages actively involved in a way that 
fosters an understanding of the 
problems associated with litter. 
 
To promote the event, the continuation 
of the reusable bag outreach from last 
year was continued at supermarkets, 
colleges, and the County Fair.  Two 
thousand (2,000) reusable, foldable-
compact “Chico” bags were given out at 
nine (9) outreach tabling events, with 
information that plastic bags are the 
number one most dangerous debris item 
to aquatic wildlife, as well as one of the 
most common items picked up at the 
cleanups.  
 
From poster distribution, to outreach 
tabling events, to press releases and 
word of mouth, our outreach resulted in 
an increase in the number of volunteers 
within San Mateo County who turned up 
to volunteer.  Two thousand, one 
hundred eighty-three volunteers turned 
up at the 31 site locations, picking up a 
total of 24,633 pounds of debris (trash 
and recyclables).   Last year 1,644 
volunteers cleaned up 21,162 pounds of 
debris.  That is a 33% increase in 
volunteers and additional 3,471 pounds 
of debris picked up from last year (see 
Figure 4.2). 
 
California Coastal Cleanup Coordination 

SMCWPP coordinated and publicized 
the 31 beach and creek cleanup 
locations. Major tasks included the 
following:  

• Recruit cleanup captains for specific 
sites. 

• Arrange for cleanup sites with beach 
property owners. 

• Coordinate with the California 
Coastal Commission. 

• Order publicity supplies. 
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• Organize cleanup logistics in 
cooperation with cleanup site 
captains: 

 1. Hold site captain meeting with 
captains to clarify procedures. 

 2. Arrange for trash hauling and 
recycling. 

 3. Distribute cleanup supplies and 
promotional items to cleanup 
captains. 

• Act as the central contact point for 
volunteers from San Mateo County.  
The California Coastal 
Commission’s statewide brochure 
and the state web site list 
SMCWPPP as a local contact for all 
prospective volunteers. 

• Assign volunteer groups to specific 
cleanup sites. 

• Get local press and event publicity 
by placing posters, distributing 
brochures and flyers, arrange and 
staff tabling events, issue press 
release, and secure County 
proclamation. 

• Collect and report results of the 
cleanup to the California Coastal 
Commission on the cleanup day.  
Arrange collection of cleanup data 
cards from cleanup captains. 

 
Outreach Tabling Events 

County staff researched and ordered 
reusable shopping bags to use at nine 
tabling events throughout the County.   
The Program ordered 2,000 “Chico 
Bags” that fold-up to an easy to carry 
pouch.  A postcard commitment form 
was developed and given out; the 
postcard describes the problems with 
plastic bags and offers tips to remember 
the reusable bag when going to the 
store.  Each bag recipient was asked to 
make and sign a commitment to bring a 

reusable bag to the store.  Outreach 
events were held at community colleges 
and supermarkets in the county: 

• Community Colleges:  College of 
San Mateo, Skyline College, and 
Canada College; for two hours each, 
giving out 43-76 bags per event. 

• Grocery Stores: Safeway’s (Half 
Moon Bay, Pacifica, and South San 
Francisco), Lunardi’s of Burlingame, 
and Whole Foods (Redwood City, 
and San Mateo).  Gave out between 
70-100 bags at each two-hour event. 

Local Publicity and Media 

• Telephone interviews were giving to 
five local newspapers following the 
distribution of a press release on the 
event: Half Moon Bay Review, 
Pacifica Tribune, Daily News, 
Peninsula Examiner, and San Mateo 
County Times. 

• Coastal Cleanup Day slide show 
was developed and aired on local 
community television stations, 
including Peninsula TV. 

 
California Stormwater Quality 
Association (CASQA) Award 
The 2007 Outstanding Stormwater 
News, Information, Outreach and Media 
Award was presented to SMCWPPP for 
the “Eliminating Trash in Our 
Waterways” Project, which incorporated 
Coastal Cleanup Day Coordination that 
increased volunteer participation by over 
60 percent combined with our 
successful outreach with reusable 
shopping bags.  The award was 
presented to Matthew Fabry at the 3rd 
Annual Stormwater Conference awards 
luncheon Tuesday, September 11, 2007 
at the Hilton Hotel in Costa Mesa.  The 
CASQA awards identify and recognize 
exemplary leadership, outstanding 
projects, activities and contributors in 
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the field of stormwater quality 
management 
 
California Coastal Cleanup Day Material 
Distribution 
• 1000 Posters: all County public 

schools, libraries, community 
centers, and for Site Captain’s. 

• 6000 Brochures: sent to youth 
organizations; including Boys and 
Girls clubs, YMCAs, and Boy and 
Girl Scouts, and given out at 
Reusable Bag tabling events 
(farmers markets/grocery stores), 
County Fair booth, OWOW 
partnership stores, Environmental 
Health’s front table, and the County 
Courthouse building’s information 
booth, as well as libraries and 
community centers. 

• 1000 Postcards:  Sent to 96 local 
organizations, churches, youth 
groups in the county. Given out at 
reusable bag tabling events (farmers 
markets/grocery stores), County Fair 
SMCWPPP booth, and the office of 
Environmental Health’s front table. 

• Location List Handout: The location 
list included the date and time of the 
clean up, cleanup sites with 
directions, and contact information 
including the phone number and 
website. Listed on our website 
www.flowstobay.org with Site 
Captain Contact information. Given 
out at Reusable Bag tabling events 
(farmers markets/grocery stores), 
the County Fair SMCWPPP booth, 
and the office of Environmental 
Health’s front table. Posted on the 
Craigslist website under the 
“volunteers” and “events” sections. 

• Newsletter Articles for the 
Environmental Health’s Pollution 
Prevention Post on the “23rd Annual 
California Coastal Cleanup Day” with 

site list, and “10 Things You Can Do 
to Stop Marine Debris.”   

 
Results 
On California Coastal Cleanup Day, 
volunteers who served as Site Captains 
for 31 Clean-up Sites, both coastal and 
inland, signed in gave out supplies and 
safety talks to 2,183 volunteers.  
Twenty-one of the sites were located on 
the beach and 10 were located at inland 
creeks and the Bay, for a total of 63.75 
miles of shoreline cleaned. 
 
Volunteers diligently cleaned up litter, 
keeping track of the type of trash that 
they picked up on a data card.  The data 
cards were turned in to SMCWPPP and 
entered in a spreadsheet, in order to 
assess the type, amount and source of 
litter in San Mateo County.  The data 
cards were then sent on to the Ocean 
Conservancy where it is included with 
the statewide data in order to better 
understand the litter problem: what is 
found? Where does it come from? How 
would the information be used to 
implement further outreach and 
regulation? 
 
In San Mateo County, the majority (four 
out of the top five) of litter picked up 
during Coastal Clean-up Day originates 
from shoreline and recreational activities 
including urban runoff.   
 
The top three debris items picked up 
were cigarette/cigarette filters, food 
wrappers/containers, and bags.  
Cigarettes outnumbered all other debris 
items, with a total of 25,565 picked up, 
followed by single-use plastic items: 
6,855 food wrappers and containers, 
and 4,363 plastic bags.  
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Amounts of Top 5 Debris Items 
Removed at 2007 Coastal Cleanup 

Day in San Mateo County  

Table 4.2 
Top 5 Debris Items  Amount 

Cigarettes/Cigarette Filters 25,565 
Food Wrappers/Containers 6,855 

Bags 4,353 
Caps, Lids 3,271 

Beverage Bottles (Plastic) 1,908 
    

 EOA, Inc.

 
By evaluating and characterizing the 
specific items flowing from inland areas 
to the ocean, we can use the data to 
further our goals of education and 
source reduction by targeting the 
specific litter activities, people, and 
business groups for our program. 
 
Mercury Campaign: Fluorescent 
Lamp Collection Strategy  
 
As part of this fiscal year’s SMCWPPP 
Mercury Campaign, County 
Environmental Health secured additional 
funding to implement public outreach on 
mercury containing products through a 
Household Hazardous Waste Grant 
from the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board.   This allowed 
County staff in collaboration with 
SMCWPPP to initiate take-back 
programs with local retail stores in San 
Mateo County, in order to provide 
additional disposal options for residents.   
In FY 2007/2008 County staff 
researched retail take-back models for 
household batteries and fluorescent 
lights and developed a marketing and 
information package for retail take-back. 
Starting January 2008, store managers 
were able to collect customers’ bulbs 
and batteries and transport them to the 
County Household Hazardous Waste 
Program, without being charged a fee 
for disposal (normally assessed to 

businesses for waste generated as part 
of their own operations).  Staff signed up 
the first retail take-back partners, and 
received first delivery of customer bulbs 
and batteries this fiscal year.  In FY 
2008/09 county staff will continue to sign 
up retail stores as take-back partners. 
 
County Fair Educational Booth 
 
For the fifteenth year in a row, 
SMCWPPP hosted a booth at the San 
Mateo County Fair.  Thousands of 
visitors obtained SMCWPPP 
information, such as the IPM fact 
sheets, Coastal Cleanup Day 
information, and other giveaways, and 
interacted with SMCWPPP staff who 
answered questions from the public 
regarding stormwater pollution 
prevention and hazardous waste 
recycling. Stormwater pollution was 
demonstrated on a watershed model. 
Six hundred reusable “Chico Bags” were 
given away and were extremely 
successful in attracting fair-goers to our 
booth.  Volunteers from all of the 
municipalities staffed the booth.  The 
total number of contacts with fair goers 
was up 50% over last year to 4,060! 
 
Website, Cable Television, and 
Newspapers 
 
Website 
During FY 2007/08 San Mateo County 
continued to update SMCWPPP’s 
website (www.flowstobay.org). A 
contractor, Ikorb, Inc., was hired to 
redesign the website to make it more 
visually appealing, and user friendly for 
community members, businesses, and 
municipalities.  A website working group 
made up of representatives from each 
subcommittee worked together with 
Ikorb to provide guidance, edits, and to 
approve home page and secondary 
page graphics.  The new website will 
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debut in July 2008 and feature three 
sections: “Community”, “Business”, and 
“Municipalities;” 45-content pages; and 
three dynamic features including a 
Calendar of Events, Videos Page, and 
Password Protected area for Program 
use. 
 
The website address is included on all 
residential and business outreach 
materials. The website was visited an 
average of 8,896 times each month in 
FY 2007/08, up from 7,000 visits per 
month in FY 2006/07.  
 

Monthly Website Views in FY 07-08 
Table 4.3 

Website Views 
 Month Visits

Jul-07 10,819
Aug-07 8,657
Sep-07 7,126
Oct-07 7,161
Nov-07 7,766
Dec-07 7,404
Jan-08 8,298
Feb-08 7,888
Mar-08 9,642
Apr-08 11,209

May-08 12,757
Jun-08 8,027

 EOA, Inc.

 
 Cable Television 

A new Program public service 
announcement, the “Water Spot 
Sweeper,” was produced in English and 
Spanish and began airing on Cable 
Television in 2008.  This most recent 
commercial is animated and informs 
viewers that storm drains lead directly to 
local waterways.  It also advertises the 
new Program logo and name. 

• The commercial ran on Comcast 
and Viamedia (Astound) from April 
through June with a total of 1,221 

spots airing on Comcast and 880 
spots on Viamedia.  

• On the following networks:  AMC 
(American Movie Channel), Black 
Entertainment, CNN, E! 
TV(Entertainment), ESPN, Family, 
Food Network, Fox, Fox-Sports, 
Galavision (Spanish), Golf, MTV, 
Oxygen Network, Spike TV, TBS, 
TLC, TNT, TRU TV, and VH-1 

 
Newsletter 

Issues of the “P3: Pollution Prevention 
Post” newsletter were published in 
September and April to coincide with 
Pollution Prevention Week and Earth 
Day, respectively.  A total of 6,000 hard 
copies were distributed at libraries, city 
halls, community centers, organizations, 
and outreach events. It is also available 
on the website with total downloads 
totaling: 

• 374 for Fall 2007 issue 

• 1,443 for Spring 2008 issue 
 
Currently there are 153 residents that 
receive the newsletter by mail, and 563 
residents that receive it by email. 
Spanish newsletters were distributed 
through the local newspaper, “El 
Mensajero” with a distribution of 20,000.  
3,000 hard copies were also distributed 
at libraries, city halls, community 
centers, organizations, outreach events, 
laundromats, and ethnic supermarkets. 
 
Continued Collaborative Efforts with 
the Used Oil Program 
 
Used Oil Collection 

There are currently 67 used oil 
collection centers in San Mateo County.  
Out of these, 45 are state certified used 
oil collection centers and 22 are county 
certified.  In addition to used motor oil, 
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used oil filters are collected at 52 of 
these centers as part of the county’s 
used oil filter collection program.   

Total gallons of oil collected for FY 
2007/08 = 112,109 

Number of oil filters collected FY 
2007/08= 22,758 
 
Marinas 
The Environmental Health Used Oil 
Block Grant Program continues to 
reduce the potential for illicit discharges 
at the Pillar Point, Oyster Cover, 
Brisbane and Coyote Point marinas by 
collecting used motor oil, oil filters, and 
sponsoring the oil absorbent pad 
exchange program. 
 
The Used Oil Program applied for and 
was awarded a 9th cycle Used Oil 
Opportunity Grant from CIWMB.  This 
grant will pay for the installation of a 
new permanent oil collection facility at 
Pillar Point Marina and incorporate a 
boater education program in FY 
2008/09. 
 
Implemented Municipalities’ 
Community Outreach Program 
 
SMCWPPP’s Public Information and 
Participation performance standards 
describe a number of different types of 
community outreach events that each 
municipality may choose to implement 
locally.  In addition, the annual number 
of community outreach activities that 
each municipality is responsible for 
completing varies from three (for towns 
less than 5,000 in population) to five (for 
municipalities that are over 50,000 in 
population).   
 
As summarized in Table 4-1, most 
municipalities met or surpassed the 
performance standard for community 
outreach.  Community outreach has 
included mailing educational information 

to targeted groups, such as creekside 
property owners, property owners and 
contractors with active building permits, 
shopping mall property managers, and 
schools. Other methods of distributing 
stormwater pollution prevention 
information include the following: as part 
of local utility and garbage bills; 
municipal counters and displays; and 
local fairs. Information is posted on 
websites and is also mailed out in 
response to telephone and written 
inquiries.   
 
In FY 2007/08 the Cities of Burlingame, 
Daly City and South San Francisco 
conducted outreach to schools.  
Burlingame and South San Francisco 
taught sewer science courses at 
Burlingame High School and El Camino 
High School, respectively, and South 
San Francisco staff conducted pollution 
prevention classes for twelve, 4th grade 
classes. Daly City staff demonstrated 
street sweepers and Vac-Cons at two 
elementary schools for Public Works 
Week.     
 
The Cities of Belmont, Brisbane, 
Burlingame, Daly City, East Palo Alto, 
Hillsborough, Redwood City, San Mateo 
and South San Francisco held or 
participated in local creek or bayfront 
clean up events in their cities. The Cities 
of Daly City and Pacifica led shoreline 
cleanups.   
 
Promotion of IPM concepts is widely 
supported, and IPM fact sheets were 
distributed at many of the events that 
municipalities participated in.  These 
sheets were also available to all 
interested residents.  In addition to 
distributing IPM educational materials, 
Redwood City offered a series of spring 
gardening workshops, including 
Irrigation Basics for Homeowners, 
Drought Tolerant Plants, Smart 

 EOA, Inc.
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Gardening and Garden Design 
Concepts.  The City of Daly City hosted 
a water-wise and smart gardening 
workshop for residents.  Pacifica 
partnered with the San Pedro Creek 
Watershed Coalition for a Wet and Wild 
Water Camp Watershed Tour and 
Education Day in July and the 
Capistrano Fish Passage Restoration 
Project and Non-Native Invasive Plant 
Species Removal Event in October.  
The Cities of Burlingame, Hillsborough 
and Redwood City held compost 
giveaway events.   
 
The Cities of Menlo Park, Redwood 
City, and San Bruno and the Towns of 
Hillsborough and Portola Valley held 
HHW and e-waste collection events. 
Millbrae and South San Francisco 
offered thermometer exchanges.   
Redwood City also offered an event 
where residents could recycle old tires 
free of charge.   
 
Many of the municipalities have also 
remained active in maintaining their 
storm drain inlet signage (Table 4-1).  
Most municipalities prefer using the 
thermoplastic stencils because they are 
more durable than the painted stencils.  
The City of Brisbane has an “Adopt-a-
Drain” program where residents and 
middle school students can stencil and 
maintain a storm drain for a year.  
 
ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTIVENESS  
 
Completion of SWMP Tasks  
 
The General Program has completed all 
of the Public Information and 
Participation tasks scheduled for FY 
2007/08.   
 
 
 
 

Effectiveness 
  
Municipality Participation 
A majority of the municipalities 
participated in the PIP Subcommittee, 
reviewed Subcommittee materials, and 
kept current on other subcommittees’ 
activities through the TAC meeting 
reports.  The municipalities that took an 
active role in the PIP Subcommittee by 
participating in a majority of the six 
meetings held during FY 2007/08 were 
Atherton, Belmont, Brisbane, 
Burlingame, Daly City, East Palo Alto, 
Hillsborough, Menlo Park, Millbrae, 
Pacifica, Redwood City, San Bruno, San 
Carlos, San Mateo, San Mateo County 
and South San Francisco.   Atherton, 
Belmont, Daly City, Millbrae, Redwood 
City, San Carlos, South San Francisco 
and San Mateo County had perfect 
attendance.   
 
Evidence of Effectiveness  

There were no specific SMCWPPP 
surveys conducted during FY 2007/08 to 
measure the effectiveness of the public 
information and outreach activities 
implemented by the municipalities and 
County Environmental Health.  However 
there are specific project indications that 
show evidence that more and more 
residents are being engaged and 
educated about stormwater pollution 
prevention and about the Program: 

1. Coastal Cleanup Day Participation – 
the number of volunteers 
participating in Coastal Cleanup Day 
has increased by 127% in just two 
years (961 volunteers in 2005 
compared to 2,183 volunteers in 
2007). By engaging the public in 
clean-up efforts, awareness is raised 
about the problems with trash in and 
near waterways. 

2. Website - the number of people 
visiting our website each month on 

 EOA, Inc.
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average has increased by 78% in 
two years (5,000 visits per month in 
2005 compared to 8,896 visits per 
month in 2007). 

3. County Fair – the number of fair 
contacts has increased by 62% in 
two years (2,500 people visiting our 
booth in 2005 compared to 4,060 
contacts in 2007) despite the overall 
decline in Fair attendance.   

 
In FY 2008/09 the Program will evaluate 
the effectiveness of outreach activities 
by conducting a public awareness 
survey to measure progress and 
effectiveness of the program since the 
last survey in 2001. 
 
FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
The following PIP activities are planned 
or being considered for FY 2008/09:  

• Continue to hold PIP Subcommittee 
meetings; 

• Continue the IPM “Our Water Our 
World” partnership campaign; 

• Continue the mercury public 
awareness campaign initiating 
fluorescent lamp take-back 
programs with local retail stores; 

• Continue the Community Action 
Grant Program; 

• Continue to coordinate the annual 
California Coastal Cleanup Day 
event in San Mateo County;  

• Continue to update and create new 
materials with the new Program 
name and logo. 

• Initiate a Trash Marketing Campaign 
focused on cigarette butt litter; and 

• Evaluate Program effectiveness with 
a residential telephone survey. 
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Figure 4.1. Coastal Cleanup Day Volunteers in San Mateo County, 2005-2007 
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Figure 4.2.  Total Debris Removed on Coastal Cleanup Days in San Mateo County, 

2005-2007 
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Table 4-1. Municipal Public Information and Participation (PIP) Activities for FY 2007/08 
 
The table on the next page summarizes outreach activities reported by each agency in FY 2007/08. It provides a concise overview of the following activities: 
 
1. Stenciling and Signage:  

Includes numbers of stencils installed and/or replaced. If no numbers have been reported but stenciling and signage was conducted, it is mentioned as on going.  
2. Number of Implemented Community Outreach Events:  

Reported outreach activities have been categorized into activity areas as described in the PIP Performance Standards listed in the 1998 Stormwater Management 
Plan.  

3. Educational Material:  
Shows agencies’ development of new educational materials and distribution of SMCWPPP’s outreach materials. 

4. PIP Subcommittee Participation 
Indicates the number of PIP meetings attended by agencies and additional participation such as work group activities, chairing the Subcommittee, etc.  

 
Details of the reported outreach activities can be found in Section four of the deliverable forms submitted by each agency. The forms are included in Volumes II to V 
of this Annual Report. 
 
Table Legend 
 
1. Stenciling and Signage 

OG = on going (stenciling conducted as needed) 
PR = stencils/signage provided to local Home Owner Associations, businesses, and/or schools 
NC = not conducted or temporarily suspended due to budget restrictions 

 
2. Community Outreach Events 

a) Other venues include disseminating information via utility inserts, agency newsletters, local magazines, mailings to target group, web site. 
b) Existing community events include county fairs, festivals, compost give away events, mercury thermometer exchange events, and other events held within 

agency’s jurisdiction. 
c) New community events include pharmaceutical take back events. 
d) Media outreach activities include development and/or distribution of stormwater related press releases or public service announcements to local media.  
e) Integrated outreaches include conducting a point of purchase display and giveaway program, distributing videos to local libraries, providing outreach to 

schools, developing/maintaining special displays (i.e., IPM garden) and other programs such as gardening or composting seminars, holding stormwater 
presentations at City Services Academy, etc. 

f) Watershed awareness includes creek, lagoon, shoreline cleanup, or Earth Day activities. 
g) Coordination with local volunteer group to conduct outreach includes school outreach, stenciling, or creek cleanup activities. 

 
3. Educational Material 

a) Checkmark indicates development of new materials.  
b) Checkmark indicates distribution of SMCWPPP’s outreach material. 

 
4. PIP Subcommittee Participation 

a) Shows PIP meeting attendance. 
b) Check mark indicates work group participation or other additional involvement in subcommittee activities. 
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Table 4-1: Municipal PIP Activities for FY 2007/08 
NAME OF MUNICIPALITIES 
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1. Stenciling & Signage 
a) Number of stencils 
installed/ replaced: 25 OG OG OG OG 477 NC OG 155 OG 192 OG OG NC OG OG NC NC OG 158 NR 

2. Number of Implemented Community Outreach Events  
a) Provide General 
Program information 
through other venues: 

2 1 1 2 1 10  1  2 6 9 2  5 1  1 64 22  

b) Participate in existing 
community events: 1 2 3 14 2 21 2 3 2 7 6 16 5 4 11 4  2 28 5  
c) Initiate new 
community events:  1  1  1 1     4 2  4    2   
d) Contact media and 
conduct advertising:      6     2 2       7   
e) Coordinate with local 
volunteer groups to 
conduct outreach: 

  1 2  1      6 2  2       

3. Educational Material 
a) Developed educational 
materials:                      
b) Distributed 
educational materials:                      
4. PIP Subcommittee Participation 
a) Number of PIP 
meetings attended: 6 6 5 5 3 6 5 1 1 4 5 6 4 1 6 5 6 5 6 6 1 
b) Other participation:     *                  

 
 
 
 

* Burlingame chairs the subcommittee. 
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Table 4.4. Website Pages Viewed and Documents Downloaded in FY 2007/08 
 

Website Pages Viewed and Documents Downloaded 
Month Most Viewed Page Most Downloaded 

Jul-07 
About Pollution 

Program ReNews Spring 2007 
Aug-
07 Coastal Cleanup Construction Site Design 

Sep-
07 Coastal Cleanup ReNews Spring 2007 

Oct-
07 

About Pollution 
Program 

Ch 5 General Technical 
Guidance for Treatment 

Measures 
Nov-
07 Additional Information 

Hydromodification Management 
Plan 

Dec-
07 Additional Information 

Mercury Brochure and 
Construction Site Design 

Guidebook 
Jan-
08 Additional Information 06/07 Annual Report 

Feb-
08 

C3 Stormwater Tech 
Guide 

SMCWPPP FY06-07 Annual 
Report FINAL 

Mar-
08 Community Events 

SMCWPPP FY06-07 Annual 
Report FINAL 

Apr-
08 Community Events Too Toxic To Trash Poster 

May-
08 Community Events Too Toxic To Trash Poster 

Jun-
08 Community Events Too Toxic To Trash Poster 

 

F:\Sm7x\SM73.05 ANNUAL REPORT\FINAL\Tables and Figures\Table 4-4.doc 4 - 17 EOA, Inc. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 

 
 
 
 

5 
 NEW DEVELOPMENT AND 
 CONSTRUCTION CONTROLS 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The primary goal of this component is to 
minimize the adverse impacts on water 
quality and beneficial uses of land de-
velopment, both during and after con-
struction.  To reach this goal, 
SMCWPPP assists municipalities in de-
veloping and adopting procedures for 
the control of stormwater pollution from 
new development and significant rede-
velopment projects.  This includes site 
design and source control to prevent 
stormwater pollution, post-construction 
stormwater treatment for projects that 
result in the addition and/or replacement 
of 10,000 square feet or more of imper-
vious surface, and (since June 12, 
2007) hydromodification management 
measures for projects that create and/or 
replace one acre or more of impervious 
surface and are located in areas sus-
ceptible to development-induced erosion 
of creek beds or banks. Another area of 
emphasis is on the implementation of 
BMPs during construction. 
 
SMCWPPP's strategy is to integrate 
procedures for stormwater pollution pre-
vention and control into existing munici-
pal review and inspection processes, 

and to coordinate with other Bay Area 
stormwater programs that are imple-
menting the same NPDES permit re-
quirements. SMCWPPP provides guid-
ance to the local municipal programs 
through its New Development Subcom-
mittee (NDS) meetings.   
 
Since the start of the second NPDES 
permit period in July 1999, the munici-
palities have continued to improve their 
plan review, erosion control, and inspec-
tion programs; have expanded the use 
of stormwater treatment control meas-
ures; and have continued to implement 
performance standards for new devel-
opment and construction activities.  
Since the adoption of the Provision C.3 
amendment to SMCWPPP’s NPDES 
permit in February 2003, the NDS’s em-
phasis has been on assisting the mu-
nicipalities to comply with these more 
prescriptive requirements for new and 
redevelopment projects. 
 
Matthew Fabry from the City of Brisbane 
and SMCWPPP Coordinator continued 
to serve as chair of the New Develop-
ment Subcommittee.  The subcommittee 
enjoyed good participation. Appendix D 
contains the subcommittee’s attendance 

 EOA, Inc. 
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sheet for FY 2007/08 with representa-
tives from the following municipalities 
showing perfect attendance: Brisbane, 
Burlingame, South San Francisco, and 
San Mateo County.  Representatives of 
Belmont, Menlo Park, and Pacifica at-
tended five of the six meetings.  
 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 
SMCWPPP's primary accomplishments 
related to new development and con-
struction controls during the past fiscal 
year included: 

• The City/County Association of Gov-
ernments of San Mateo County so-
licited a call for projects for munici-
palities to apply for grant funds to 
construct sustainable green streets 
and parking lot demonstration pro-
jects. Five grant recipients were se-
lected. C/CAG also executed a con-
tract with Nevue Ngan Associates 
teamed with Sherwood Design En-
gineers to prepare a Sustainable 
Green Streets and Parking Lot De-
sign Guidebook.  

• Held construction site stormwater 
management training workshops in 
collaboration with the San Francisco 
Estuary Project and the Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Pre-
vention Program.   

• Sponsored the 2008 New Develop-
ment Workshop, featuring the new 
C.3 Technical Guidance document 
prepared in FY 2006/07.   

• Updated an appendix to the C.3 
Technical Guidance to include nine 
maintenance plan templates for use 
by project applicants that use 
stormwater treatment measures in 
their projects. The cover page of the 
applicable C.3 Technical Guidance 
appendix is included in Appendix D. 

• Updated the Project Applicant 

Checklist for NPDES Permit re-
quirements to include information on 
hydromodification management 
(HM) requirements, which began to 
be implemented in June 2007. The 
updated checklist is included in Ap-
pendix D. 

• Reviewed two draft HM worksheets. 
The HM Applicability Workshop will 
assist municipal staff in determining 
whether a project needs to comply 
with HM requirements.  The Flow 
Duration Control Review Worksheet 
will help municipal staff review sub-
mittals for projects that incorporate 
flow duration controls, pursuant to 
the HM requirements.  These forms, 
which were based on worksheets 
prepared by the Alameda County-
wide Clean Water Program, will be 
finalized in FY 2008/09. 

• Coordinated with Regional Water 
Board staff to include an update to 
the HM Control Area Map in the draft 
municipal regional stormwater per-
mit, for approval by the Regional 
Water Board. The map update in-
corporates newly available digitized 
map data that will allow the HM con-
trol area boundary to follow Asses-
sors parcel boundaries. 

• Prepared soil guidelines for land-
scape-based treatment measures, 
based on soil specification prepared 
by the Alameda Countywide Clean 
Water Program.  The soil guidelines 
are included in Appendix D. 

• Provided input to the redesign of 
SMCWPPP’s website to improve the 
organization of materials related to 
new development, redevelopment 
and construction.  Christina Horris-
berger of Pacifica represented the 
NDS on the website redesign work 
group. 

• Updated frequently used documents 

EOA, Inc. 
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and forms with SMCWPPP’s new 
name and logo. 

• The NDS took a field trip in April to 
view stormwater treatment meas-
ures at two projects in San Fran-
cisco.  A summary of the field trip is 
included in Appendix D. 

• The following municipalities reported 
approximately 74 projects that cre-
ated and or replaced 10,000 square 
feet or more of impervious surface, 
triggering the amended NPDES 
permit’s Provision C.3 requirements: 
Belmont, Brisbane, Burlingame, 
Colma, Daly City, Menlo Park, 
Millbrae, Pacifica, Redwood City, 
San Carlos, San Mateo, San Mateo 
County, and South San Francisco.  
These projects incorporated a vari-
ety of BMPs. 

• Approximately 64 projects incorpo-
rated vegetated swales and/or de-
tention basins.  These projects rep-
resent approximately 660 acres of 
new and redevelopment projects.  

• SMCWPPP’s municipalities are con-
tinuing to verify the operation and 
maintenance of stormwater treat-
ment measures as required by the 
amended NPDES permit’s Provision 
C.3.e.   

• Municipalities have continued to use 
the Summary of Pre-Wet Season 
Erosion Control Inspections Form to 
document the basis of the annual 
certification letter’s determination 
that each active construction site 
has been stabilized to minimize ero-
sion and the discharge of sediment 
from disturbed areas prior to the wet 
season.   These forms can be found 
as Attachment E to the first half-year 
deliverable forms submitted by the 
municipalities.   

• SMCWPPP continued to coordinate 

with the San Mateo County Mosquito 
Abatement District by providing in-
formation on new development pro-
jects. 

 
Sustainable, Green Streets and Park-
ing Lots Program 
 
The Sustainable, Green Streets and 
Parking Lots Program is funded by a 
countywide vehicle registration fee un-
der Assembly Bill (AB) 1546, which went 
into effect on July 1, 2005. The fee will 
terminate at the end of 2008 unless ex-
tended. Senate Bill (SB) 613 has been 
introduced to extend the fee for an addi-
tional four years. The NDS’s Green, 
Sustainable Streets and Parking Lots 
Work Group is guiding the development 
and implementation of this program, 
which will fund demonstration projects 
and create a design guidebook for in-
corporating post-construction stormwa-
ter green BMPs in street and parking lot 
projects. The program awarded five 
competitive grants to the following mu-
nicipalities: Belmont, Brisbane, Burlin-
game, Daly City and San Bruno.  In the 
previous fiscal year, one non-
competitive grant was awarded to the 
Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, on the 
coastside, to include stormwater BMPs 
in its new parking lot.  
 
The consultant team of Nevue Ngan As-
sociates, of Portland, Oregon, and 
Sherwood Design Engineers, of San 
Francisco was selected to prepare the 
Sustainable Green Streets and Parking 
Lot Design Guidebook.  A draft was un-
der preparation in June, and a final ver-
sion is anticipated to be complete in 
early FY 2008/09.   
 
 
2008 New Development Workshop 
 
The NDS conducted a New Develop-
ment Workshop in May, focusing on the 

EOA, Inc.
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Program’s C.3 Technical Guidance, 
which was prepared in 2007.  Sessions 
included an overview of the C.3 Techni-
cal Guidance and presentations on site 
designs and low-impact development, 
stormwater treatment measures, HM 
measures, planting guidance, and op-
erations and maintenance.  The work-
shop was held at the Green Building 
Exchange in Redwood City, and had 39 
people in attendance (not including staff 
and guest speakers).  The agenda, at-
tendance list and workshop evaluation 
summary are included in Appendix D. 
 
Construction Site Stormwater Com-
pliance Training  
 
SMCWPPP coordinated with the San 
Francisco Estuary Project (SFEP) to of-
fer construction site management train-
ing in San Mateo County this fiscal year. 
The workshop was offered on October 
31 and November 1 at the Green Build-
ing Exchange in Redwood City. 
SMCWPPP sponsored the October 31 
session for municipal staff, and SFEP 
conducted the November 1 session for 
contractors and developers.  In order to 
accommodate municipal staff’s sched-
ules, SMCWPPP coordinated with SFEP 
and the Santa Clara Valley Urban Run-
off Pollution Prevention Program to al-
low staff from municipalities in San 
Mateo County to attend the SFEP’s 
session on November 1 or the 
SCVURPPP-sponsored session on De-
cember 3.  The workshop in Redwood 
City had 33 people in attendance.  The 
agenda, attendance list and workshop 
evaluation summary are included in Ap-
pendix D. 
 
ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTIVENESS 
 
Completion of SWMP Tasks  
 

The General Program has completed all 
of the New Development and Construc-
tion Controls tasks scheduled for FY 
2007/08.    
 
Effectiveness  
 
Through continued education and local 
implementation efforts, SMCWPPP is 
continuing to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants from development and con-
struction activities. The effectiveness of 
stormwater pollution prevention efforts 
during FY 2007/08 can be assessed in 
the following areas: 

• Participation in General Program 
efforts, such as the NDS. 

• Implementation of the performance 
standards. 

• Enforcement of construction site 
BMPs, including erosion and sedi-
ment and general pollution preven-
tion controls. 

• Demonstration of the use of appro-
priate construction and post-
construction stormwater controls in 
conditions of approval for develop-
ment projects. 

 
Development projects under review by 
the municipalities in FY 2007/08 are 
listed in Table 5-1, and Appendix D 
includes the NDS attendance list. 
 
Information summarizing each munici-
pality’s efforts during FY 2007/08 to im-
plement the NPDES permit require-
ments for new development is contained 
in the completed deliverable forms. Mu-
nicipalities prepare annually certification 
letters that each active site has been 
stabilized (see Municipal Submittals).  
Table 5-1, along with Appendix D and 
the completed deliverable forms, indi-
cate that, in general, most municipalities 
continue to make progress in incorporat-
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ing stormwater pollution prevention re-
quirements into their development plan 
review and construction inspection pro-
cedures, and are continuing to review 
and improve their programs especially 
with respect to incorporating post con-
struction controls.  
 
A comparison of development projects 
incorporating vegetated swales and/or 
detention basins between the current 
and five previous fiscal years can be 
found in Table 5-2.  The table shows 
that the use of detention basins and 
vegetative swales, while down from FY 
2005/07, is still much higher than in 
years 2005/06 and earlier.  Table 5-3 
lists the development projects using inlet 
filters (by themselves and also with 
other treatment measures) during the 
last and six fiscal years.   
 
Projects using inlet filters by themselves 
are down by half over FY 2006/07.  Pro-
jects using inlet filters as part of a 
“treatment train” are slightly up from FY 
2006/07.  Additional information on the 
municipalities’ efforts can be found in 
their individual half-yearly deliverable 
forms. 
 
FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
General Program activities during FY 
2008/09 will continue to focus on sup-
porting the municipalities’ efforts to im-
plement the Provision C.3 NPDES per-
mit amendment requirements, and to 
work with the Water Board staff to adopt 
the proposed municipal regional storm-
water permit.  

Major tasks will include the following: 

• Continue to exchange information 
with the municipalities through bi-
monthly NDS meetings, and at the 
next new development workshop. 

• Continue participation in the devel-
opment of the municipal regional 
stormwater permit as it pertains to 
Provision C.3, construction inspec-
tions, and other aspects of the New 
Development and Construction Con-
trols component of SMCWPPP. 

• Conduct round table discussions, 
and/or project review presentations, 
to assess and/or track effectiveness. 

• Prepare a flyer on Provision C.3 
compliance for projects that create 
and/or replace less than 10,000 
square feet of impervious surface. 

• Conduct a survey of the member 
municipalities regarding how they 
are implementing new development- 
and construction-related inspections, 
and whether they are using design 
specifications for post-construction 
stormwater controls. 

• Update SMCWPPP’s Guidebook of 
Site Design Examples. 

• Continue to prepare for the adoption 
and implementation of the municipal 
regional stormwater permit. 
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 5-1: Table of New Development Projects1 FY2007/08 Annual Report

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

873/877 Ralston 
Avenue; one 

block west of El 
Camino Real

Ralston Assoc.; 
reconstruction of 
parking lot and 
remodeling a 
commercial 

building

Design Review 
approved in 2006. 
Building permits 

applied for in 
December 2007. 
Project is in plan 

check.

Commercial 15,000 sq. 
ft.

Replace 
8,000 sq. ft. 
parking lot

Roofed trash 
enclosure; 
sweeping 
parking lot

Pervious 
pavement for 

parking lot 
area

Pervious 
pavement WEF method Owner's 

responsibility Yes

Condition for 
pesticide 
reduction, 

pervious paving 
to reduce 

impervious 
surface

N/A N/A N/A

1300 El Camino 
Real at O'Neill 

Ave.

Parvis Kamanagar; 
apartment building 

and commercial 
restaurants on 
ground floor

Project in design 
review stage 

Construction may 
begin in summer 

2008.

Mixed-Use 10,000 sq. 
ft.

Replace 
demol-
ished 

building

Oil & grease 
interceptor at 
underground 

garage

Oil & grease 
interceptor at 
underground 

garage

Oil 
interceptor WEF method Owner's 

responsibility Yes

Landscaping is 
minimal. 

Condition for 
reduced 

pesticide use.

N/A N/A N/A

Ralston Ranch 
Subdivision 4 lots subdivision Tentative map Residential 4 acres paved long 

driveway Bioswale Retention 
pond, swale Bioswale WEF method Owner's 

responsibility Yes
Condition for 

pesticide 
reduction

N/A N/A N/A

1000 South 
Condo

24 Condo units 
conversion Tentative map Residential 1 acre

paved 
parking 

area

Fossil filters, 
landscape 

swale

Roofed trash 
enclosure

Swale and 
filters WEF method Owner's 

responsibility Yes
Condition for 

pesticide 
reduction

N/A N/A N/A

Southeasterly 
corner of Sierra 
Point at Sierra 
Point Parkway 
and Shoreline 

Court

Slough Estates 
International, 

Biotech complex 
encompassing 

540,185 sq. ft. of 
office, 15,000 sq. 
ft. of retail, and 
1,801 parking 

spaces (961 in 5-
level garage). 

487,490 sq. ft. of 
landscaping.

Development 
agreement 

approved by City 
Council 6/16/08, 
EIR certified, and 
approved design 
and use permits. 

Grading and 
building permits 

pending

Commercial 22.8 acres

Will be >1 
acre, but 
still to be 

determined

To be 
determined 

(TBD) during 
grading / 
building 
permit 

process

Still being 
finalized, but 

minize 
impervious 
area, use of 
multistory 
parking 

garage, many 
self-treating 

areas

Vegetated 
swales, 

bioretention 
areas, and 

underground 
vaults

TBD, still 
being 

designed
TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

N/A, direct 
discharge to 

SF Bay.

ATHERTON

BELMONT

BRISBANE

NO PROJECTS MEET GROUP 2 CRITERIA

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

F:\Sm73.05\DRAFT annualReport\Tables\Table 5-1 5-6 EOA, Inc.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



San Mateo Countywide
Water Pollution Prevention Program

 5-1: Table of New Development Projects1 FY2007/08 Annual Report

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

325 Valley Drive

International 
Airport Carriers, 

redevelopment of 
existing 5.1 acre 

site with new 
90,000 sq. ft. 

building, asphalt 
paved parking, 

concrete 
walkways, 

landscaping, and 
driveway areas.

Design and use 
permits 

conditionally 
approved by 

Planning 
Commission, as of 

June 30 2008, 
under appeal to 

City Council.

Commercial 5.1 acres 4.25 acres

Loading dock 
seals, bermed 

trash 
enclosure, 

stenciled drain 
inlets, water 
conserving 
and pest-
resistant 

landscaping

Entire site 
being 

redeveloped, 
cannot 

maintain any 
existing 

vegetation, 
building 
footprint 

reduced but 
paved area 
increased to 

accommodate 
truck traffic, 
self treating 
area on east 

side

Bioretention 
area, 

vegetated 
swale, and 
CDS media 

filter

Simplified 
4% volume-
based sizing 

for 
bioretention 

area, 0.2 
inches per 

hour for flow 
based swale 
and media 

filter.

Applicant required 
to enter into O&M 
agreement with 
City and record 
maintenance 

responsibilities on 
property deed 

prior to issuance 
of a certificate of 

occupancy. 
Agreement 
pending.

Not approved 
for 

construction 
yet. Pending.

Applicant 
required to 

incoporate Bay 
Friendly 

Landscaping 
designs in 

project. Planting 
selections for 

treatment 
measures taken 

from 
SMCWPPP's 
C.3 Technical 

Guidance 
manual.

N/A N/A N/A

Northwesterly 
corner of Sierra 

Point off of 
Marina 

Boulevard and 
adjacent to 

Highway 101 
(3000-3500 

Marina Blvd.)

Opus West Office 
Center, 8.87 acre 

site on top of 
Class III Landfill, 

construction of two 
office buildings 
totaling 445,500 
sq. ft., five level 
parking garage 
(1,175 spaces), 

214 surface 
parking spaces, 

landscape 
improvements

Environmental 
review underway Commercial 8.87 acres TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD N/A
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Sunrise of 
Burlingame; 

1818 Trousdale 
Avenue

Sunrise Assisted 
Living; 79-unit 
assisted living 

development and 
underground 

parking garage

Planning approval: 
July 06, building 

permit issued June 
2007

Multi-family 
residential 1 acre 28,055 sq. 

ft. +/-

Beneficial 
landscaping; 

Outdoor 
material 
storage 

protection; 
Maintenance 
(sweeping, 
catch basin 
cleaning)

Minimized land 
disturbance; 
Underground 

parking to 
reduce 

impervious 
surface; 

Disconnected 
downspouts; 

Preserve open 
space 

Hydrody-
namic device N/A N/A N/A

Yes- 
landscaping 
measures

N/A N/A

Chateau 
Bellevue; 1441 & 

1445 Bellevue 
Avenue

Bellevue 
Associates, LLC 

c/o Litke 
Properties

Planning approval: 
November 05

17-unit 
residential 

condominium 
building and 
below grade 

parking garage

24,637 sq. 
ft. or .56 

acre

Less than 1 
acre; 

Approved 
before 

August 15, 
2006

Landscaped 
areas 

designed to 
reduce excess 

runoff; 
subsurface 
drainage 
system

Large open 
space area at 

rear with 
softscape 

around creek 
bed (5,222 sq. 

ft.); 
Underground 

parking to 
reduce 

impervious 
surface.

Drainage 
from parking 

garage 
designed to 

drain to 
sewer 

system; 
Floodwalls to 

prevent 
contami-
nation of 

creek 

N/A N/A N/A
Yes- 

landscaping 
measures

N/A N/A

BURLINGAME
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Residential 
Condominium; 

1226 El Camino 
Real

1226 El Camino 
LLC

Planning approval: 
May 08

9-unit 
residential 

condominium 
building with 
below-grade 

parking

12,874 SF 
or .30 
acre

Less than 1 
acre; 

approved 
May 27, 

2008

Beneficial 
landscaping, 

sediment 
basins, silt 
fences, and 
storm drain 

inlet 
protection 
shall be 

maintained 
until 

permanent 
erosion 

controls are 
established.

945 SF of 
open space 

area at grade, 
85% of which 

shall be 
landscaped.  
Underground 
pkg to reduce 

impervious 
surface.

Common 
open space 
designed to 

reduce 
excess 

irrigation 
runoff and 
promote 
surface 

infiltration. 

N/A N/A N/A
Yes- 

landscaping 
measures

N/A N/A

Burlingame Hills 
Manor; 1840 
Ogden Drive

Burlingame Hills 
Manor, LLC; 17-
unit residential 
condominium 

building and below 
grade parking 

garage

Planning approval: 
July 06

Multi-family 
residential

38,905 sq. 
ft. or .89 

acre

Less than 1 
acre; 

Approved 
before 

August 15, 
2006

Beneficial 
landscaping; 

Outdoor 
material 
storage 

protection; 
Maintenance 
(sweeping, 
catch basin 
cleaning)

Large open 
space area 

with 
substantial 
softscape 

(8,762 sq. ft.); 
Underground 
pkg to reduce 

impervious 
surface.

Open space 
areas 

designed to 
reduce 
excess 

irrigation run-
off

N/A N/A N/A
Yes- 

landscaping 
measures

N/A N/A

Peninsula 
Humane Society; 

1450 Rollins 
Road / 20 

Edwards Court

Peninsula Humane 
Society; Animal 

shelter and rescue 
facility; pet 

adoption center

Planning approval: 
June 07 Animal shelter 1.18 acres

Less than 1 
acre; 

approved 
before June 

12, 2007

Maintenance 
(sweeping, 
catch basin 
cleaning); 
material 
storage 

protection

On-site 
filtration 
system; 

procedures for 
proper 

disposal of pet 
waste

Unpaved 
open space 

(dog run) 
area to 
reduce 

impervious 
area; 

landscaping 
to reduce 

excess runoff

N/A N/A N/A
Yes- 

landscaping 
measures

N/A N/A
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Residential 
Condominium; 
1800 Trousdale 

Drive

25-unit residential 
condominium 

building and below-
grade parking 

garage

Planning approval: 
April 07

Multi-family 
residential 0.5 acre

Less than 1 
acre; 

approved 
before June 

12, 2007

Beneficial 
landscaping; 

Outdoor 
material 
storage 

protection; 
Maintenance 
(sweeping, 
catch basin 
cleaning)

Large open 
space area 

with 
substantial 
softscape; 

underground 
parking to 

reduce 
impervious 

area

Open space 
areas 

designed to 
reduce 
excess 

irrigation run-
off

N/A N/A N/A
Yes- 

landscaping 
measures

N/A N/A

Office Building, 
1427 Chapin Office

Planning approval: 
April 2006; 

Building permits 
issued April 2007

Office 0.43 acre

Less than 1 
acre; 

approved 
before June 

12, 2007

Beneficial 
landscaping; 

material 
storage 

protection

Side and rear 
pathways 
made of 
pervious 
material

N/A N/A N/A N/A
Yes- 

landscaping 
measures

N/A N/A

Peninsula 
Hospital 

Replacement 
Project;  1783 El 

Camino Real

Planning approval: 
November 04;  

Building Permits 
issued:  April 05, 

September 05 and 
February 06.

Hospital 
Replacement 
and multi level 
parking garage

25.9 acres 18.59 acres

Beneficial 
landscaping; 

Material 
storage 

protection

Multi-level 
garage 

structure to 
reduce 

impervious 
surface; 

Preserved 8.1 
acres open 

space

Vegetated 
swale N/A N/A N/A

Yes- 
landscaping 
measures

N/A N/A
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Serra Station, 
990 Serramonte 
Blvd, Colma, CA

Dean Najdawi; 
Commercial 

redevelopment: 
retail and office 

space

Plan check Commercial 0.8 acres 0.65 acres

Stenciled 
inlets, trash 
enclosure 

connected to 
sanitary 
sewer, 

pervious 
asphalt

Bioswale, 
detention 

basin, pervious 
asphalt

Bioswale, 
detention 

basin, 
pervious 
asphalt

WEF method

O&M Agreement 
will be recorded 

with County. 
Annual O&M 
report will be 

submitted to City. 
Followup 

inspections will be 
conducted by PW 

staff

N/A Project 
in design 
stages

N/A N/A N/A N/A

Lexus 
Dealership; 700 

Serramonte 
Blvd.

Sonic Automotive 
Group

Grading began 
06/30/08 Commercial 4.2 acres 4.13 acres

Stenciled 
inlets, covered 
parking, trash 
enclosure and 
service areas 

drain to 
sanitary sewer

bioswale, 
detention 

basin

Media filter, 
bioswale, 
detention 

basin

Flow-based 
method

O&M Agreement 
will be recorded 

with County. 
Annual O&M 
report will be 

submitted to City. 
Followup 

inspections will be 
conducted by PW 

staff

N/A Project 
under 

construc-tion
N/A N/A N/A N/A

COLMA
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Mixed-Use / Jiffy 
Lube Oil Change 

Center; 1000 
King Drive

John Tealdi; two 
commercial 

buildings (office 
building 4.824 sq. 

ft. / oil change 
center 4.445 sq. ft)

Application 
submitted 1/03 

and approved in 
9/06; City Council 
approved 8/28/06; 
building permits 

issued 1/17/07 and 
11/19/07; 

construction 
currently underway

Commercial 19,000 sq. 
ft.

19,000 sq. 
ft.

Trash 
enclosure, the 

drainage 
system for the 

oil change 
station shall 

include 
approved 
oil/grease 

interceptor; 
prevent 

pollutants 
from entering 

the storm 
drain system

Provide as 
much soil 

infiltration as 
possible

Provide 
detention for 
the increase 
of drainage 

flow for a 10-
year/2 hour 
frequency 

storm event

Annual O&M 

Integrated Pest 
Management 

for landscaping, 
including pest-

resistant 
landscaping, 
diversity of 

native plants, 
and utilizing 
plants that 

attract 
beneficial 
insects.

Five-lot 
subdivision; 
1616 Annie 

Street

Creation of five 
lots ranging in size 
from 2,550 sq. ft. 

to 3,835 sq. ft. and 
construction of a 
new single family 

residence on each 
lot

Application 
submitted 

12/12/06; Planning 
Commission 

approved 6/5/07; 
City Council 

approved 6/25/07; 
Design review 

approved 8/23/07; 
permits ussed 

9/21/07; 
construction 

underway

Residential 15,000 sq. 
ft. 7,500 sq. ft.

Covered 
parking 
required

Pervious 
pavers 

required for all 
paved areas at 
front of each 

five lots, 
including 

walkways and 
driveways. 

Onsite 
detention 

required to 
limit drainage 
rate of flow 

to the 
predevelopm

ent rate, 
based on a 

10-year 
frequency 
and 2-hour 

storm event.

DALY CITY

F:\Sm73.05\DRAFT annualReport\Tables\Table 5-1 5-12 EOA, Inc.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



San Mateo Countywide
Water Pollution Prevention Program

 5-1: Table of New Development Projects1 FY2007/08 Annual Report

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
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Mechanism
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Impracti-
cability
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Developer;

Project Phase 
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Project 
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Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Twelve-lot 
subdivision; 

Accacia Street 
south of Velasco 

Street

Creation of twelve 
2,916.7 sq. ft. lots 
and construction of 
a new single family 
residence on each 

lot

Planning 
Commission 
approved on 

7/3/07

Residential 35,000 sq. 
ft.

19,250 sq. 
ft.

Maximized on-
site filtration

Provide 
detention 

capacity to 
accommodat
e drainage 

flow in 
excess of the 
pre-existing 

conditions for 
a 10-year/2-
hour design 
frequency 

storm.

Annual O&M 
reporting; 

agreement 
binding on all 
future owners

36 Condominium 
units over 

podium parking; 
7555 Mission 

Street

Construction of 36 
condominium units 

over 57-space 
podium parking 

garage

Application 
submitted on 

6/25/07; Planning 
Commission 

approved 12/4/07; 
City Council review 

2/11/08

Residential 30,046 sq. 
ft.

16,398 sq. 
ft.

Trash 
enclosure, 

recycling area 
drains to 

sanitary sewer

IPM for 
landscaping

Onsite 
detention 

required to 
limit drainage 

flow in 
excess of the 
pre-existing 

conditions for 
a 10-year/2-
hour design 
frequency 

storm.

IPM practices 
for landscaping

151 Tara Road 3 commercial 
buildings rough grading Commercial

264 Tara Road Industrial parking grading, almost 
finished Industrial

872 Runnymede 
St. 7 SF Framing Residential

EAST PALO ALTO
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Hydraulic 
Sizing 
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Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism
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O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 
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Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Cumming's Park 55 Condos, retail Finished Mixed-Use

Pulgas DKB 
Commercial Reviewing map Commercial

Pulgas DKB 
Residential

T homes and 
condos Reviewing map Residential

University Plaza Office and retail Reviewing plan Mixed-Use

Edison School 
Parking Lot Parking lot Finished Parking lot

Bay Road Phase 
1, University and 
Clarke Avenue

J.J. Abenies

Advised the project 
on 8/23/07. Begin 
construction on 

1/7/08. Proposed 
completion on 

7/30/08

Capital 
improvement: 

street 
repaving, 
sidewalk, 
drainage 
systems

PDP-015-06; 
2805 Pullman 

Ave

1 single-family 
home

Building permit 
issued 7/30/07. 

Under construction
Residential 7,498 sq. 

ft. 2,986 sq. ft. N/A

Vegetated 
swale through 
landscape and 

downpouts 
hardpiped to 

drywells

Vegetated 
swales and 

drywells
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

HALF MOON BAY

FOSTER CITY

NO PROJECTS MEET GROUP 2 CRITERIA
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Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

PDP 019-06; 
663 Seymour St.

1 single-family 
home

Building permit 
issued 8/3/07 Residential 7,267 sq. 

ft. 3,058 sq. ft. N/A

Vegetated 
swale through 
landscape and 

downpouts 
hardpiped to 

drywells

Vegetated 
swales and 

drywells
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

PDP 019-07; 
552 Filbert St.

1 single-family 
home

Building permit 
issued 8/24/07 Residential 7,361 sq. 

ft. 2,132 sq. ft. N/A

Vegetated 
swale through 
landscape and 

downpouts 
hardpiped to 

drywells

Vegetated 
swales and 

drywells
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

PDP 073-06; 
225 Miramontes 

Ave.

1 single-family 
home

Building permit 
issued 11/1/07 Residential 7,500 sq. 

ft. 3,697 sq. ft. N/A

Vegetated 
swale through 
landscape and 

downpouts 
hardpiped to 

drywells

Vegetated 
swales and 

drywells
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

PDP-078-05; 
640 Purissima 

St.

1 single-family 
home upstairs with 
commercial office 

downstairs

Building permit 
issued 10/11/07

Mixed use: 
residential and 

commercial

5,079 sq. 
ft. 3,487 sq. ft. N/A

Parking lot is 
pervious 

pavement with 
vegetated 

swales and 
downspouts 
hardpiped to 

drywells

Vegetated 
swales, 
pervious 

pavement 
and drywells

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
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100-190 
Independence 
Dr

Hotel, restaurants, 
health club

1/14/08 Early 
development 
review, no 
applications rec'd

Commercial 7.11 acres approx 7 
acres

awaiting 
hydrology 
report

awaiting 
checklist and 
plans

Awaiting 
hydrology 
report

Awaiting 
hydrology 
report

City will propose 
O&M Agreement

not built yet Awaiting 
checklist and 
plans

n/a n/a n/a

101-135 
Constitution Dr

David Bohannon, 
Office space and 
commercial 
condos

Gen'l Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance 
amendment under 
review.

Commercial 10.98 
acres

approx 9-10 
acres

roofed trash 
enclosures, 
pest-resis-tant 
land-scaping

disconnected 
downspouts

vegetated 
swales, 
bioretention

Flow-based 
method

City will propose 
O&M Agreement

not built yet Awaiting 
checklist and 
plans

n/a n/a n/a

1300 El Camino 
Real

Mixed Use 
Condos, retail

Planning permit 
under review.  
Preliminary design 
started.

Commercial 3.4 acres 3.4 acres roofed trash 
enclosures, 
pest-resis-tant 
land-scaping

disconnected 
downspouts

flow-through 
planters

Flow-based 
method

City will propose 
O&M Agreement

not built yet " n/a n/a n/a

1460 El Camino 
Real (Beltramos)

Major Subdivision, 
condos

10/14/06 Applied 
for planning 
permit. Preliminary 
design started.

Residential 0.9 acres 0.9 acres roofed trash 
enclosures, 
pest-resis-tant 
land-scaping

awaiting plans vegetated 
swales, bio-
retention

" City will propose 
O&M Agreement

not built yet " n/a n/a n/a

2825 Sand Hill 
Rd

Rosewood Hotel 7/10/07 
construction in 
process

Commercial, 
Residential

21.3 acres 21.3 acres

review 
checklist & 
plans

swales & 
detention 
basins

pervious 
pavement, 
veg swales, 
bioretention

Flow-based 
method

City is currently 
negotiating O&M 
Agreement

not built yet " n/a n/a n/a

525 El Camino 
Real

Grocery Store 
(Safeway) 
renovation

Construction 
almost complete.  
Building permit for 
on-site 
improvements 
issued 11/06.

Commercial 3.86 acres 3.86 acres review 
checklist & 
plans

downspouts to 
impervious 
areas

veg swales, 
bioretention

Flow-based 
method

O&M agreement 
executed

yes yes n/a n/a n/a

HILLSBOROUGH

MENLO PARK

NO PROJECTS MEET GROUP 2 CRITERIA
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Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

580 Oak Grove 
(Derry Ln)

Mixed Use Condos 
retail

Revised planning 
permit under 
review.  
Application 
received 06/07.

Commercial, 
Residential

4.1 acres 4.1 acres pervious 
pavement

downspouts to 
pervious pipe

vegetated 
swales, bio-
retention

Flow-based 
method

City will propose 
O&M Agreement

not built yet not built yet n/a n/a n/a

8 Homewood Pl. 
(301, 303, 305, 
307, 309, 311, 
313 Homewood 
Pl)

Kenneth 
Namimatsu for 
HKN, II, LLC, 
Major Subdivision, 
37 Homes

1/14/07 none 
issued yet. 8/27/07 
through 2/8/2005 
Bldg permit 
application rec'd 

Residential 
Subdivision 

2.0 acres 2.0 acres " " " " City will propose 
deed restriction

not built yet yes n/a n/a n/a

507-595 
Hamilton Ave. 
Clarum Homes 
and Hamilton 
Park

Clarum Homes & 
City Redevelpment 
funds

completed Residential 
subdiv (47 lots 
+ new city 
park)

6.2 acres approx 5 
acres

pest-resis-tant 
land-scaping

review 
checklist and 
plans

closed pipe 
detention 
system

Flow-based 
method

Deed restrictions 
were completed in 
March 2007

Yes yes n/a n/a n/a

75 Willow Rd. Major Subdivision, 
33 homes

on-site 
construction permit 
issued 11/07.

Residential 4.50 acres 4.5 acres 
(16% 
decrease in 
imp 
surface)

roof leaders to 
spashblocks

several 
driveways are 
pavers

grassy 
swales

Flow-based 
method

O&M agreement 
and deed 
restrictions 
executed

not built yet yes n/a n/a n/a

64 Willow Place office bldg (group 
II)

Under 
construction.  
Demolition permit 
issued 5/07, on-
site building permit 
issued 8/07.

Commercial 2.46 acres approx 1.6 
acres

roofed trash 
enclosures, 
pest-resis-tant 
land-scaping

review 
checklist and 
plans

review 
checklist & 
plans

Review 
hydrology 
report

City will propose 
O&M Agreement

Yes " n/a n/a n/a

996-1002 Willow 
Rd

Major Subdivision 
(group II)

completed Residential 0.95 acres 0.95 acres roofed trash 
enclosures, 
pest-resis-tant 
land-scaping

disconnected 
downspouts

pervious 
pavement, 
veg swales, 
bioretention

Flow-based 
method

deed restrictions 
executed

yes yes n/a n/a n/a
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Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 
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321 Middlefield Pollock Financial 
Group, converting 
a 48,200 SF office 
building into 
Medical Office 
Bldg.

7/9/07 seismic 
upgrade bldg 
permit issued.  
Hydrology & engr 
plan review in 
process

Commercial 3.1 acres 2 acres roofed trash 
enclosures, 
pest-resis-tant 
land-scaping

reduced 
impervious 
surfaces, 
downspouts to 
pervious 
areas, use of 
land-scaping 
as drainage 
and treatment

pervious 
pavement, 
bioswales

flow based 
method

O&M agreement 
executed

Yes yes n/a n/a n/a

110 & 175 
Linfield

Major Subdivision, 
56 detached, 
single family, 2 & 3 
story homes

on-site 
construction permit 
issued 2/07.

Residential 5.36 acres 5.36 acres pervious 
pavement

disconnected 
downspouts

veg swales, 
bioretention

Flow-based 
method

Deed restrictions 
executed

Yes- partial 
buildout 
achieved

pest-resis-tant 
land-scaping

n/a n/a n/a

1001 Santa Cruz 1001 Santa Cruz 
LLC, 3 new single 
family homes 
(after demolition of 
one single family 
home)

Under 
construction.  
Building permit for 
on-site work 
issued 10/07.

residential 0.28 acres 0.28 acres review 
checklist & 
plans

review 
checklist and 
plans

review 
checklist & 
plans

Review 
hydrology 
report

City will propose 
deed restriction

not built yet review checklist 
and plans

n/a n/a n/a

1204 N. Lemon 
Ave

NOLL, subdivide 
one parcel into two 
lots

Planning review 
application 
received 09/07.

residential 0.54 review 
checklist

review 
checklist & 
plans

review 
checklist and 
plans

review 
checklist & 
plans

Review 
hydrology 
report

City will propose 
deed restriction

not built yet review checklist 
and plans

n/a n/a n/a

1250 Laurel St Nativity School 
(demolish existing 
& bld new 14,016 
SF multi-use bldg 
and 1321 SF 
kindergarten)

Under 
construction.  
Building permit for 
on-site work 
issued 07/07.

School 4.96 acres 0.35 acres roofed trash 
enclosures, 
pest-resis-tant 
land-scaping

on-site 
retention 
"eggcrates"

bioswales Flow-based 
method

City negotiating 
O&M Agreement

n/a n/a n/a

1275 El Camino 
Real

PARK THEATER, 
renovate historic 
theater

Planning review 
application 
received 07/07.

commercial 0.41 0.41 none, site is 
completely 
covered by 
bldg

none none none na/ n/a n/a n/a n/a
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2122 Santa Cruz Royal Oak Ct 
Homes subdivision

Under 
construction.  
Grading permit 
issued 09/06.

Residential 2.0 acres 0.88 acres review 
checklist & 
plans

disconnected 
downspouts

bioreten-tion 
basins and 
Filtera Units

Review 
hydrology 
report

deed restrictions 
executed

not built yet review checklist 
and plans

n/a n/a n/a

2245 Avy Philips 
Brooks School

Philip Brooks 
School, school 

addition

1/14/07 under 
construction School 7.84 acres review 

checklist

review 
checklist & 

plans

review 
checklist & 

plans

closed pipe 
detention 
system

Flow-based 
method

City is currently 
negotiating O&M 

Agreement
not built yet yes N/A N/A N

66 Willow Pl.

Frykberg, demo 
old commercial 

building and 
construct new with 
site improvements

3/07 planning 
review application 

received
Commercial 2.66 acres 1.13 acres pervious 

pavement
disconnected 
downspouts

vegetated 
swales, 

bioretention

Flow-based 
method

City will propose 
O&M Agreement not built yet yes N/A N/A

2199 Clayton Dr.

Cupertino 
Development 
Corp. minor 

subdivision, create 
4 from one parcel

5/23/07 
engineering review 
of hydrology report 

and plans

Residential 1.02 acres 0.40 acre gravel basin, 
storage pipe

disconnected 
downspouts

vegetated 
swales, on-

site pipe 
detention 

Flow-based 
method

City will propose 
deed restriction not built yet

Awaiting 
checklist and 

plans
N/A N/A

1906 El Camino 
Real

1906 ECR LLC, 
demo office 

building and install 
new 10,000 sq ft., 

2-story office 
building and 
commercial 

condos

Planning 
application 

received 8/30/06. 
In preliminary 

design.

Commercial 0.42 acre 0.40 acre

roofed trash 
enclosures, 

pest-resis-tant 
land-scaping

pervious 
pavement, 

disconnected 
downspouts

CDS unit Flow-based 
method

City will propose 
O&M Agreement not built yet yes N/A N/A
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4040 Campbell 
Ave.

T.J. Bianchi, demo 
office & R&D 
building and 
replace with 

smaller, 41,284 sq. 
ft. same

Under 
construction. 

Building permit for 
on-site 

improvements 
issued 10/07.

Limited 
industrial 2.11 acres 1.11 acres pervious 

pavement
disconnected 
downspouts bioswales Flow-based 

method
O&M agreement 

executed not built yet yes N/A N/A

737 Fremont St. 4 condominium 
units

planning permit 
submitted Residential 0.41 acre

awaiting 
hydrology 

report

awaiting 
hydrology 

report

pervious 
pavement, 

disconnected 
downspouts

vegetated 
swales, 

bioretention

Flow-based 
method

City will propose 
O&M Agreement not built yet will require N/A N/A

Park Broadway 
1355 El Camino 
Real AKA 1388 
Broadway cross 
street ludeman

Silverstone 
Development - 116 
unit residential with 
13 work loft units

2/23/06 submitted 
for permits. 
5/16/06 approved 
plan submittals, 
permit issued and 
construction began 
9/19/06, work not 
yet complete

Mixed-use 2 acres 2 acres
Stenciled 
inlets, street 
sweeping

On site storm 
water retention 
/ cleaning

Landscape 
filtering, 
drain inlet 
sand /oil 
separation

WEF Method Home Owner's 
Association No Pesticide 

reduction N/A N/A N/A

88 South 
Broadway

Glenborough 
Pauls LLC - 110-
unit residential and 
commercial 
building

2/7/03 plans 
submitted for 

building permit, 
8/18/03 plans 

approved, 8/23/03 
construction 
begins, work 

6/20/08 project 
completed.

Mixed-use 2 acres 2 acres
Stenciled 
inlets, street 
sweeping

On site storm 
water retention 
/ cleaning

Landscape 
filtering, 
drain inlet 
sand /oil 
separation

WEF Method Home Owner's 
Association No Pesticide 

reduction N/A N/A N/A

MILLBRAE
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151 El Camino 
Real

L.F. George - 
construction of 142 
residential and 
commercial shops, 
underground 
parking

6/27/07 submitted 
for permit; 6/20/08 
parking structure 

substantially 
complete, building 
finishing structure 

plancheck

Mixed-use 1.7 acres 1.7 acres
Stenciled 
inlets, street 
sweeping

On site storm 
water retention 
/ cleaning

Landscape 
filtering, 
drain inlet 
sand /oil 
separation

WEF Method Home Owner's 
Association No Pesticide 

reduction N/A N/A N/A

1 Alp Way

Braddock and 
Logan Properties 
37 home 
subdivision

10/16/07 utility 
plan check 
submitted, 

12/18/07 home 
model plan check 
submitted, 5/6/08 
grading permits 
issued, grading 

underway

Single family 
homes 10.5 acres 6.4 acres

Stenciled 
inlets, street 
sweeping

Down spouts 
connected to 
landscaping

Landscape 
filtering WEF Method Home Owner's 

Association No Pesticide 
reduction N/A N/A N/A

Friendship 
Plaza, 45 & 135 
South El Camino 

Real

Friendship Plaza - 
new Walgreens 

commercial 
building and a 4- 
unit commercial 

building

2/2/06 plans 
submitted for 

permit, 6/25/06 
plans approved, 
6/29/06 grading 

and building 
permits issued, 

work not yet 
complete

Commercial 1 acre 1 acre
Stenciled 
inlets, street 
sweeping

On site storm 
water retention 
/ cleaning

Landscape 
filtering, 
drain inlet 
sand /oil 
separation

WEF Method Property Owner No Pesticide 
reduction N/A N/A N/A
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100 Juanita Kevin Russell

Approved by 
Planning 

Commission and 
awaiting issuance 

of a building permit

New single-
family 

residence
28 acres 23,300 sq. 

ft.

Stormwater 
BMPs 

required as 
part of 

mitigation 
measures

Multi-story 
building to 

offset building 
footprint

Stormwater 
to be 

colected and 
routed 

through 
landscape to 

drainage 
swale

N/A N/A N/A Native and pest-
resistant plants N/A

McDonald's, 125 
Monterey RHL Design Group

Approved and 
pending building 

permits
Commercial 29,476 sq. 

ft.
22,796 sq. 

ft.

Covered trash 
areas, 

wastewater 
will not drain 

to storm drain, 
streets or 

gutters

Minimized 
impervious 
surfaces, 
drought-
tolerant 

landscaping

Unknown at 
this time N/A N/A N/A

Native, non-
invasive and 
pest-resistant 

plants

Harmony @ 1; 
Fassler @ 

Robert's Road

Taiten Cowan and 
Stuart Newton

Planning approved 
but pending final 
map / building 

permit

Residential 
subdivision 67 acres >10,000 sq. 

ft.

Unknown at 
this time but 
will apply all 

relevant 
source control 
measures as 
conditions of 

approval

Unknown at 
this time

Detention 
ponds

Unknown at 
this time N/A not yet Unknown at this 

time

The Bowl, North 
End of Palmetto 

Avenue

North Pacifica 
LLC; 19 detached 

condos and 24 
attached condos

Application 
approved by City 

but pending 
Coastal 

Commission 
Approvals

Residential 
subdivision 4.2 acres Unknown

Stenciled 
inlets and 

covered trash 
areas

Clustering to 
reduce 

impervious 
surfaces

not required N/A N/A N/A Native and pest 
resistant plants

PACIFICA
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Pacifica View 
LLC

Legacy Quest; 17 
single-family 

detached units

Application 
incomplete - no 
recent progress

Residential 
subdivision 5.6 acres Unknown

Unknown at 
this time but 
will apply all 

relevant 
source control 
measures as 
conditions of 

approval

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at this 
time not yet Unknown at this 

time

Vistamar 
Development, 

503-511 
Monterey

Javier Chavarria; 8 
townhome 

condominiums

Application 
incomplete - no 
recent progress

Residential 
subdivision 1 acre Unknown

Unknown at 
this time but 
will apply all 

relevant 
source control 
measures as 
conditions of 

approval

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at this 
time not yet Unknown at this 

time

Sunset Estates, 
500 block of 

Palmetto Avenue

Jack Lowe; 7-lot 
residential 
subdivision

Application 
incomplete - no 
recent progress

Residential 
subdivision 8 acres Unknown

Unknown at 
this time but 
will apply all 

relevant 
source control 
measures as 
conditions of 

approval

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at this 
time not yet Unknown at this 

time N/A

Westview 
School Site; 

Cypress Walk; 
367 Glen Court 

Way

Joe Bradford of the 
Olson Company; 
92 single-family 

residential

Under construction Residential 
subdivision 10.5 acres 3.6 acres

Stenciled 
inlets, covered 

trash areas, 
wastewater 
will not drain 

to stormdrain, 
streets or 

gutters

Multi-story 
dwellings, 
common 

landscaped 
areas

Detention 
pond

CASQA BMP 
Handbook O&M agreement not yet No invasive 

plants permitted N/a
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Lorry Lane
Carlos Dominguez; 
7 detached single-

family homes

Application 
incomplete - no 
recent progress

Residential 
subdivision

53,418 sq. 
ft.

21, 367 sq. 
ft.

Unknown at 
this time but 
will apply all 

relevant 
source control 
measures as 
conditions of 

approval

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at this 
time not yet Unknown at this 

time

The Prospects; 
801 Fassier 

Avenue

Rick Lee; 34 
attached and 

detached 
residential units

Planning 
application is 
incomplete

Residential 
subdivision 11.2 acres 60,840 sq. 

ft.

enclosed 
trash / 

recydling 
areas, on-site 

stormwater 
collection - 
reuse for 
irrigation

Multi-story, 
clustered 

structures, 
pervious 

roadways, 
living roofs

Detention 
ponds, 

retention 
basin, 

swales, rain 
gardens, 
cistern

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at this 
time not yet

Native, non-
invasive and 
pest-resistant 

plants

Gypsy Hill and 
Clarendon Road

JC Engineering, 
subdivision

Application 
incomplete-no 
recent activity

8-lot 
subdivision for 

future 
residential use

13.9 acres unknown

Unknown at 
this time but 
will apply all 

relevant 
source control 
measures as 
conditions of 

approval

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time N/A not yet N/A

Walgreen's, 520 
Palmetto Ave.

John  Pechnenica, 
Tecta; Commercial Under construction

Retail space 
with drive-

through

15,600 sq. 
ft.

15,000 sq. 
ft.

oil and grease 
filters, 

enclosed 
trash and 
recycling 

areas

No wastewater 
to flow to 

storm drain, 
street and/or 

gutters

Uknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time N/A not yet Native and pest-

resistant plants
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270 Old County 
Road

JC Engineering, 
office/retail

Approved by 
Planning 

Commission and 
awaiting approval 
by City Council 

and Coastal 
Commission

Mixed 
commercial 
and office 

uses

14,070 sq. 
ft.

>10,000 sq. 
ft.

Unknown at 
this time but 
will apply all 

relevant 
source control 
measures as 
conditions of 

approval

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time N/A not yet

Appropriate 
landscaping 
condition will 

apply

4545 Coast 
Highway

Guru Thalapaneni, 
mixed-use

Application 
incomplete - no 
recent progress

Mixed-Use 2.873 
acres unknown

Unknown at 
this time but 
will apply all 

relevant 
source control 
measures as 
conditions of 

approval

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time

Unknown at 
this time N/A not yet

Appropriate 
landscaping 
condition will 

apply

Beach Boulevard Legacy Quest, 9 
condos

Project approved 
but no building 

permit application 
has been filed

Residential 
subdivision

17,962 sq. 
ft.

10, 575 sq. 
ft.

Enclosed 
trash and 
recycling 

areas, 
wastewater 
will not drain 

to storm drain 
streets or 
gutters

Unknown at 
this time

stormwater 
directed 

away from 
impervious 
surfaces, 
possible 
detention 

pond 
(depend on 

practica-
bility)

Unknown at 
this time N/A not yet

Pest resistant, 
noninvasive 

plants

Waterford @ 
Monterey

Miramar 
development

Approved, pending 
issuance of 

building permit

mixed-use, 
commercial 

and 5 
residential 

units

9,597 sq. 
ft. 8,155 sq. ft.

Enclosed 
trash and 
recycling 

areas, 
wastewater 
will not drain 

to storm drain 
streets or 
gutters

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
native and pest 

and drought-
tolerant plants

N/A
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Lower Miagra 
Ridge; 

Connemara; 900 
Oceana Blvd.

Jim Poliart; mixed-
use project Under construction

25 residential 
units and 

10,000 sq. ft. 
of commercial

40+ acres 95,830 sq. 
ft.

Stenciled 
inlets and 

covered trash 
areas

Multi-story 
dwellings, 
common 

landscaped 
areas

None - 
project 

deemed 
complete 
prior to 
2/15/05

CASQA BMP 
Handbook

O&M agreement 
not approved by 
City Council yet

not yet Native and pest 
resistant plants

Barratt/Oakley 
348 Westridge 

Drive

New single-family 
residence

Design review 
approval October 
2006.  Project is 

under construction.

single-family 
residential 2.5 acres >10,000 sq. 

ft.

Covered stock 
piles, jute 

netting, silt 
fencing, straw 

wattles, 
protected 
entrace, 

concrete wash-
out station

Retained 
existing 

landscape and 
trees

N/A N/A N/A N/A

The Town's 
Conservation 
Committee 

requires native 
landscape 

plantings as 
selected from 

the Town's 
Design 

Guidelines.

N/A

Holland/Yates 
170 Mapache 

Drive

Demo existing 
residence and 
build new, also 

new guest house, 
garage, sport 
storage cellar, 

sports court and 
swimming pool

Application 
approved in April 

2007. Construction 
anticipated to start 

Spring 2008

single-family 
residential 2.5 acres >10,000 sq. 

ft.
constructed 

wetlands

pest-resistant 
and native 

plants proposed

Town of Portola 
Valley 765 

Portola Road

Phase II New 
Community Hall, 
Library and Town 

Hall project

Project approved 
subject to EIR and 

mitigation 
monitoring 

program 08/05. 
Construction 

began May 2007 
and completion is 
expected by Fall 

2008

Redevelop-
ment of Town 

Center 
Property

11 acres >10,000 sq. 
ft.

roofed trash 
enclosures, 

covered stock 
piles, jute 

netting, silt 
fencing, straw 

wattles, 
protected 
entrace, 

concrete wash-
out station

Native, pest-
resistant 

landscaping 
required

PORTOLA VALLEY
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Corman 120 
Golden Hills 

Drive

New single-family 
residence

Design review 
approval 

September 2006.

single-family 
residential 2.1 acres 3,867 sq. ft.

Covered stock 
piles, jute 

netting, silt 
fencing, straw 

wattles, 
protected 
entrace, 

concrete wash-
out station

Minimized 
grading, 
retained 
existing 

landscape and 
trees

N/A N/A N/A No

Native, pest-
resistant 

landscaping 
required

N/A

Westpoint 
Marinia - 1529 
Seaport Blvd.

Mark Sanders 
Phase 1A

Building permit 
pending Commercial 5 acres 5 acres Bioswales Landscaping Vegetated 

swale Flow based O&M agreement 
with City Engineer Yes N/A N/A

1703 East 
Bayshore Road

David Brett and 
Lisa Casentini

Approved August 
31, 2007 Commercial 4.4 acres 0.78 acres Label inlets Landscaping Flow-thru 

planters Flow based O&M agreement 
with City Engineer Yes N/A N/A

1616 Gordon 
Street Zenaida Mallari

Approved 
September 25, 

2007
Commercial 2.16 acres 0.36 acres Pesticide 

reduction Landscaping Vegetated 
swale Flow based O&M agreement 

with City Engineer Yes pest-resistant 
landscaping N/A

420-450 
Broadway

Stanford Hospital 
Clinics

Approved August 
29, 2007 Commercial 11.5 acres 4.3 acres Label inlets Landscaping

Media filter, 
bioswales, 
vegetated 
strip and 

swale

HEC-1 
program

O&M agreement 
with City Engineer Yes Stormwater 

detention N/A HEC-1 
program

REDWOOD CITY
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71 & 77 
Oakwood Curtis Peterson Approved August 

17, 2007 Residential 0.36 acre 0.24 acre Pesticide 
reduction Landscaping Bioretention Volume 

based
O&M agreement 

with City Engineer Yes pest-resistant 
landscaping N/A exempt area

Lincoln 
Townhomes

Peninsula Habitat 
for Humanity, Inc.

Approved February
19, 2008 Residential 0.3 acre 0.26 acre

Reduce 
pesticides and 

label inlets
Landscaping Media filter 

system Flow based O&M agreement 
with City Yes pest-resistant 

landscaping exempt area

Costco 2300 
Middlefield Costco Wholesale Approved June 20, 

2008 Commercial 13.65 
acres 12.78 acres

Reduce 
pesticides, 
label inlets, 

follow 
guidelines in 

Redwood 
City's Local 

Source 
Control 

Measures List 
for fuel 

dispensing 
area, loading 
docks, refuse 
areas, parking 

facilities, 
outdoor 

storage and 
food service 

facilities

Bay-friendly 
landscaping

Media filter 
system, 
oil/water 

separator, 
vegetated 

buffer strips

Flow based O&M agreement 
with City Yes pest-resistant 

landscaping exempt area

F:\Sm73.05\DRAFT annualReport\Tables\Table 5-1 5-28 EOA, Inc.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



San Mateo Countywide
Water Pollution Prevention Program

 5-1: Table of New Development Projects1 FY2007/08 Annual Report

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

718 Canyon 
Road Gary Ernst 

Approved May 19, 
2008. Building 
permit pending

Residential 0.8 acre .33 acre Landscaping Landscaping

Vegetated 
swale and 
detention 

pipe

Flow based O&M agreement 
with City

Building 
permit 

pending
None N/A BAHM

Skycrest Homes. 
Glenview Drive & 

San Bruno 
Avenue. 200' 

south of 
intersection

Kenmark Realty. 
Development of 24 

single-family 
homes on former 
shopping center 

site.

Project approved 
4/18/06. Building 
permits issued 

6/28/07 and 
construction is 

underway

Single-family 
design, with 

medium-
density site 

plan.

3 acres

Stenciled 
inlets, 

SWPPP 
required, 
increased 

landscaping, 
require post-
construction 
BMP plan 

during 
improvement 

plan stage

Increased 
landscaping 
with native 

plants

Vegetated 
swales, 

detention 
basins

HOA is required to 
maintain onsite 

facilities per 
conditions and 

CC&Rs. 

N N/A

Glenview 
Terrace Condos. 

NE Corner of 
Glenview Drive 
@ San Bruno 

Avenue.

Panko Architects. 
Development of 16 

townhomes.

Project approved 
6/27/06. Plans are 

currently being 
reviewed by our 

Building Division. 
Postponed by 

applicant.

Medium 
density 

townhomes 
development

1.1 acres

Stenciled 
inlets, 

SWPPP 
required, 
increased 

landscaping, 
require post-
construction 
BMP plan 

during 
improvement 

plan stage

Increased 
landscaping 
with native 

plants

Vegetated 
swales, 

detention 
basins

HOA is required to 
maintain onsite 

facilities per 
conditions and 

CC&Rs. 

N N/A

SAN BRUNO

F:\Sm73.05\DRAFT annualReport\Tables\Table 5-1 5-29 EOA, Inc.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



San Mateo Countywide
Water Pollution Prevention Program

 5-1: Table of New Development Projects1 FY2007/08 Annual Report

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Merrimont 
Homes. 

Evergreen Drive 
at Maywood 

Drive

Summerhill 
Homes. 

Development of 70 
single-family 

homes on former 
school site.

Project Approved 
11.28.06. Currently 
under construction. 

Low-density 
single-family 

home site plan
10.3

Stenciled 
inlets, 

SWPPP 
required, 

onsite 
detention 
required, 
increased 

landscaping, 
require post-
construction 
BMP plan 

during 
improvement 

plan stage

Increased 
landscaping 
with native 

plants

Vegetated 
swales, 

detention 
basins

HOA is required to 
maintain onsite 

facilities per 
conditions and 

CC&Rs. 

N N/A

599 Cedar Ave. 
at Pepper. 

Former church 
site.

Tyger 
Construction. 

Development of 14 
clustered single-

family homes

Project approved 
6/17/08. Applicant 

developing 
construction 
documents.

Residential: 
medium 
density 

clustered 
single-family 
development

1.9 acres

Stenciled 
inlets, 

SWPPP 
required, 

onsite 
detention 
required, 
increased 

landscaping, 
require post-
construction 
BMP plan 

during 
improvement 

plan stage

Cluster 
buildings to 
minimize 

impervious 
surfaces. 
Increased 

landscaping. 
Pervious 

paving used 
for driveways.

detention 
basins

HOA is required to 
maintain onsite 

facilities per 
conditions and 

CC&Rs. 

400-418 San 
Mateo Ave. at El 

Camino Real

Conceptual 
Investment and 

Mangement, Inc. 
Demolition of 
commercial 

buildings and 
construction of 

mixed-use 
building.

Application 
submitted, under 

review.

Residential 
medium 

density and 
commercial

0.95 acre TBD

Compact, 
mixed-use 
building. 
Parking 

integrated into 
building

TBD

TBD but 
anticipated that a 

maintenance 
agreement will be 

executed
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Treetops 
Apartments 

Skyline Blvd at 
Sharp Park 

Road

0 0

Residential: 
medium 
density 

apartments

1.9 acres TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

The Crossing 
Specific Plan 

Area

SNK Development; 
350 condominiums

Project approved 
6/20/06. Plans 
currently under 

review by Building 
Division

High-density 
apartments 7 acres

Stenciled 
inlets, 

SWPPP 
required, 
increased 

landscaping, 
onsite 

detention 
required, 

require post-
construction 
BMP plan 

during 
improvement 

plan stage

Increased 
landscaping 
with native 

plants

Vegetated 
swales, 

detention 
basins

HOA is required to 
maintain onsite 

facilities per 
conditions and 

CC&Rs. 

N N/A

San Carlos 
Marketplace 

1133 Industrial 
Road

SPI Holdings, Inc. 
Construct new 
shopping mall

application 
received 1/26/06, 
approved 1/23/07, 
construction began 
5/2/07 and project 
completed 7/14/08

Commercial 6.5 acres 3.1 acres

Stenciled 
inlets, street 
sweeping, 

CDS units on 
drainage 
system

None
2 CDS units 
PMSU 20-15-

5

Stormwater 
system 

maintenance 
agreement signed 

with owner

No

Palo Alto 
Medical 

Foundation, 301 
Industrial Road

Palo Alto Medical 
Foundation new 
medical facility 

with clinics

Began demolition 
and limited grading 

to remove 
contaminated soil

Institutional 17.86 
acres ~12.5 acres

SAN CARLOS
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501 Edgewood 
(x Midway Ave)

Mark Strambi, 
SFD

Application 
submitted 01.2007 
and approved 
06/2007; grading 
began 06/2007; 
construction TBD.

Residential 21,683 sq. 
ft. 5,000 sq. ft. Covered 

garage

Pervious 
pavement for 
driveway

Vegetated 
swales, 
detention 
basins

C.3 design 
guidelines

Conditions of 
approval Yes

Pest-resistant 
landscaping; 
pervious paving 
to reduce 
impervious 
surface.

N/A

493 Edgewood 
(x Midway Ave) Craig Suhi, SFD

Application 
submitted 01.2007 
and approved 
06/2007; grading 
began 06/2007; 
construction TBD.

Residential 21,683 sq. 
ft. 5,000 sq. ft. Covered 

garage

Pervious 
pavement for 
driveway

Vegetated 
swales, 
detention 
basins

C.3 design 
guidelines

Conditions of 
approval Yes

Pest-resistant 
landscaping; 
pervious paving 
to reduce 
impervious 
surface.

N/A

602 E. 4th 
Avenue (X S. 
Eldorado)

ASI Construction, 
5 commercial 
spaces

Application 
submitted 11/2006 
and approved 
1/2007, 
construction 
5/2007

Commercial 11,800 sq. 
ft. 9,000 sq. ft. Covered trash 

enclosure

Landscaping 
along building 
edge

Vegetated 
swale

C.3 design 
guidelines, 
rational 
formula

Conditions of 
approval Yes Pest-resistant 

landscaping N/A

613 & 701 2nd 
Avenue (x S. 
Delaware St.)

ASI Construction, 
8-unit residential 
complex

Application 
submitted 08/2006 
and approved 
03/2007, 
construction TBD

Residential 12,050 sq. 
ft.

10,000 sq. 
ft.

Covered 
garage, 
enclosed 
trash area

Pervious 
pavement for 
driveway

Storage 
detention 
and filtration 
basin

C.3 design 
guidelines, 
rational 
formula

Conditions of 
approval Yes Pest-resistant 

landscaping N/A

50-100 
Barneson 
Avenue (x. 
Jasmine St.)

Fairrock 
Development, 10-
unit residential 
complex

Application 
submitted 08/2006 
and approved 
01/2007, 
construction 
05/2007

Residential 20,610 sq. 
ft.

11,119 sq. 
ft.

Covered 
garage, 
enclosed 
trash area

Permeable 
pavers

Vegetated 
bioswale

C.3 design 
guidelines, 
rational 
formula

Conditions of 
approval Yes Pest-resistant 

landscaping N/A

SAN MATEO
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San Mateo 
Executive Park, 
3000 Clearview 
Way (x Hillsdale 
Blvd.)

Lowe Enterprises 
Real Estate Group

Application 
submitted 09/07, 
approval 1/14/08, 
construction 
2/13/08

Office space 22 acres ~50,000 sq. 
ft. N/A More 

landscape
Vegetated 
bioswale

C.3 design 
guidelines, 
rational 
formula

Conditions of 
approval Yes Pest-resistant 

landscaping N/A

Police Station, 
200 Franklin 
Parkway (x 
Saratoga Blvd.)

City of San Mateo, 
construction of 
new Police Station

Application 
submitted 2005 
and approved 
06/2006; grading 
begin 05/2006

Public facility 2.2 acres 1.9 acres

Enclosed 
trash area, 
covered 
parking, 
delivery area 
drains to 
sanitary sewer

Landscaping 
surrounding 
structure

Bioswales 
and media 
filter

C.3 design 
guidelines

Conditions of 
approval Yes

Pest-resistant 
landscaping, 
pervious paving 
to reduce 
impervious 
surface

High 
groundwater 
table

vortex media 
filter N/A

Verona Ridge, 
property 

bounded by 
Hillsdale Blvd. 
Between State 
Route 92 and 
the Peninsula 

Golf and Country 
Club

Taylor Woodrow 
Company; 

construction of a 
34 single-family 

homes and a 
private street 

system

Project approved 
may 27, 2003, 
Construction 

began June 2007. 
Project is still 

ongoing

Residential 12.5 acres 4.5 acres Small footprint 
homes

Narrow street 
and only one 

sided 
sidewalks

Storm 
detention 
system

Rational 
method HOA Yes Native plants N/A
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New Commercial 
Building, 866 
Warrington 
Avenue, 
Redwood City

Gary Ernst, New 
Commercial 
Building

Building permit 
application 
received 5/3/07. 
Building permit 
and stormwater 
treatment plan are 
under review.

Commercial 12,375 sq. 
ft.

11,885 sq. 
ft. TBD TBD Flow-based 

treatment TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

101 5th Avenue

Randy Blair, 2-5-
unit buildings on 
an 18,000 sq. ft. 
common parcel

Subdivision 
approved 1/2007; 
buildings in 
building permit 
review

Residential 18,000 sq. 
ft.

~15,000 sq. 
ft. TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

Brasher 
Properties

Ned Brasher, COC 
Type A, CDP, RM 
and grading permit 
to allow 
construction of a 
new 3,284 sq. ft. 
residence, 
driveway, and 
construction of 
Bay View Rd.

Planning 
application is 
incomplete

Residential 3.2 acres Unknown TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

SAN MATEO COUNTY
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Brasher 
Properties

Ned Brasher, RM 
permit, CD permit 
and grading permit 
for a 3,294 sq. ft. 
residence with 
approx. 1,100 cy of 
cut and 1,100 cy of 
fill

Planning 
application is 
incomplete

Residential 1.7 acres Unknown TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

Highlands 
Estates Major 
Subdivision, San 
Mateo Highlands

Jack Chamberlain, 
9 lot subdivision

Application 
received 8/22/06; 
project not yet 
approved

Residential 99 acres TBD N/A Vegetated 
swale N/A CASQA 

Method

O&M agreement 
required for final 
permit

TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD

Palomar Oaks 
Major 
Subdivision, 
1520 Edgewood 
Road, Redwood 
City

A/CF Redwood I 
LLC (Builder), 12-
lot subdivision

Application 
received 10/18/00 
(Group 1); Parcel 
Map recorded 
1/10/06; building 
permits issued of 
SFDs on 4 of 12 
lots between 10/06-
1/07

Residential Appx. 7 
acres

Varies by 
lot Varies by lot Varies by lot Varies by lot Varies by lot CASQA method

O&M 
agreement 
executed on 
9/6/07

Varies by lot N/A N/A Varies by lot
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Rathgar Estates 
Major 
Subdivision, 
1718 Edgewood 
Road, Redwood 
City

Patrick Fellows, 
Subdivision & 
grading permit to 
create 5 lots

Approved 2/4/03 
and grading permit 
issued (Group 2); 
final map 
recorded. Building 
permits applied for 
6/13/08

Residential Appx. 1.5 
acres TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD N/A N/A TBD

Minor 
subdivision at 
317 6th Avenue, 
Menlo Park

Abdel Ismail, 
subdivision and re-
zoning for a 
condominium

Approved 9/28/05, 
grading permit and 
recordation of final 
map pending

Residential 12,000 sq. 
ft. TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD N/A N/A TBD

Highland Estates 
Major 
Subdivision, San 
Mateo Highlands

Jack Chamberlain, 
subdivision to 
create 9 new lots

Application 
received 8/22/06; 
project has not 
been approved.

Residential 99 acres TBD N/A Vegetated 
swale N/A CASQA 

Method

An O&M 
agreement 
required for final 
permit

TBD TBD N/A N/A TBD

Ascension 
Heights Major 
Subdivision, San 
Mateo Highlands

Dennis Thomas, 
subdivision & 
grading permit to 
create 25 new lots

Application 
received 8/28/05; 
project has not yet 
been deemed 
complete

Residential 13.25 
acres TBD TBD Vegetated 

swale

CDS Unit, 
hydrodyna-
mic device

CASQA 
Method

An O&M 
agreement 
required for final 
permit

TBD TBD N/A N/A TBD
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Big Wave Office 
and Housing 
Project, Pillar 
Point Marsh, 
Princeton

Big Wave LLC, 
Major subdivision 
into 5 lots for 4 
office buildings 
and housing units 
for disabled adults

Application 
received 10/18/05; 
project has not yet 
been deemed 
complete

Residential 
and 
Commercial 
Office

14.88 
acres TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD TBD N/A N/A TBD

Bridge Housing 
Transit Village, 
7880 El Camino 
Real

Bridge Housing, 
Major Subdivision 
including 158-unit 
multifamily 
residential 
development and 
day care center

Application 
received 8/24/06 
(Group 2). 
Approved by 
Board of 
Supervisors on 
1/23/07. Map 
recorded 3/26/07. 
Building Permits 
have been applied 
for.

Residential 
with Day Care 
Center

Appx. 3 
acres TBD

Inlet stenciling 
/ employee 
education; 
maintenance 
(street 
seeping, 
catch basin 
cleaning)

Vegetated 
swale

CDS Unit, 
hydrodyna-
mic device

TBD

An O&M 
agreement 
required for final 
permit

TBD TBD N/A N/A TBD

YMCA's Camp 
Jones Gulch, 

11000 
Pescadero Rd., 

La Honda

Peter Jones 
(applicant); use 

permit amendment 
to make 

modifications to 
YMCA's existing 

camp facilities as a 
part of the Master 

Plan

Application 
received on 7/2/03 
(C3 not required). 
Zoning Hearing 

Officer approved 
3/29/07. No 

building permit 
received yet 

(Master Plan put 
on hold due to 

funding issues).

Significant 
redevelop-

ment

Appx. 100 
acres

Appx. 
65,000 sq. 

ft.
TBD TBD Vegetated 

swale TBD TBD TBD None N/A N/A TBD
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Eternal Gardens 
Burial Section at 

Skylawn 
Memorial Park, 
10600 Skyline 

Blvd.; Half Moon 
Bay

Stephen Elliott, 
Skylawn 

Corporation; 1250 
sq. ft. garden 
mausoleum, 9 
acre cemetery 

section with road, 
retaining walls, 

sidewalks, plazas, 
and water fountain 

and pond

Application for RM 
permit, Use Permit 
and grading permit 

received on 
11/12/03 (C.3 not 

required).  Building 
Permit was revised 
/ downscaled and 

issued on 
10/17/06. Public 

Works has 
approved SWMP.

Significant 
redevelop-

ment
9 acres 97,405 sq. 

ft.

Inlet stenciling 
/ employee 
education; 

maintenance 
(street 

sweeping, 
catch basin 
cleaning)

Min. 
impervious 

surface, min.-
impact street 
or parking lot 
design, min. 
change in 

runoff 
hydrograph, 

erosion control 
and site 

stabilization

Infiltration 
trench

CASQA 
Method

Applicant is to 
execute O&M 

agreement prior to 
final by DPW on 

all 3 building 
permits

Future Native 
landscaping N/A N/A TBD

Extra Space 
Storage, 477 
Harbor Blvd., 

Belmont

Michael Bassilios / 
Kier & Wright; new 

storage building

Applications 
received for four 

buildings on 
1/12/05 (group 1); 
building permits 
issued 4/20/06. 
Building permits 

have been finalled.

Significant 
redevelop-

ment
1.65 acres

100% 
replace-

ment

CDS unit; 
hydrody-

namic device

CASQA 
method

A maintenance 
agreement was 

executed on 
6/19/07

Future None N/A N/A N/A

Malcolm Bldg., 
200 Oyster Point 

Blvd.

Malcolm Bldg. 
LLC, Biotech 

facility
60% complete

Industrial, 
R&D labs and 

offices
1.9 acres 1.77 acres

Stabilized 
entrance, tire 
wash area, 

concrete wash 
out area, inlet 

filters, fiber 
roll

None

Inlet filters, 
bioswales, 

hydro-
seeding, jute 

mat, 
hydrodyna-

mic 
separator

Unknown Property owner Yes N/A

Marbella (City 
Lights), NW 

corner of Gellert 
Blvd. and 

Westborough 
Blvd., SSF, CA

Watt 
Communities, 

residential
Completed Residential 

condos 14.9 acres 5.7 acres

Catch basin 
cleaning, tire 
wash area, 

street 
sweeping

None

Inlet filter, 
straw 

wattles, 
hydro-

seeding, jute 
mat

Unknown
Property owner 
currently; HOA 

after completion
Yes          N/A

South San Francisco
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

West Building 
(Alexandria Real 
Estate), 249 E. 

Grand

Alexandria Real 
Estate Equities, 

Inc., 4-story office 
and R&D facility

Completed Office and 
R&D 7.41 acres 6.91 acres

Street 
sweeping, 
beneficial 

landscaping, 
tire wash area

None

Inlet filters, 
straw 

wattles, 
bioswales

WEF Method Property owner Yes Yes

Genentech Child 
Care Center, 

444 Allerton Ave.

SL Construction, 
construction of 

child care facilities 
(6 new structures)

Completion by Fall 
2008 Child Care 5.6 acres 2.52 acres

Fiber roll, 
stabilize 

construction 
entrance, 

street 
sweeping, 

vacuuming, 
tire wash 
area, inlet 
protection

Minimize 
impervious 
surfaces, 
minimum 

impact parking 
lot design

bioswale, 
storm water 

inlet filter 
insets, straw 

wattles

WEF Method Property owner Yes          N/A

Kaiser SSF 
Cancer 

Treatment 
Facility, 220 

Oyster Pt. Blvd.

Rudolph & Sletten 
Cancer Treatment 

Facility

Completion by 
Winter 2009

Construction 
of cancer 
treatment 
clinic and 
parking

1.6 acres 1.3 acres

Fiber roll, 
stabilize 

construction 
entrance, 

street 
sweeping, 

vacuuming, 
tire wash 
area, inlet 
protection, 
cover soil 
stockpiles

Preservation of 
existing 

vegetation

Hydrodyna-
mic separa-
tor, hydro-

seeding and 
planting, 
drainage 
swales

WEF Method Property owner Yes N/A
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Home Depot, 
900 Dubuque

Home Depot USA, 
Inc., Demo 

existing building, 
construction of 

warehouse 
hardware store

Project 
discontinued Retail 7.62 acres 7.62 acres

Street 
sweeping, tire 

wash area, 
stabilized 

construction 
entrance, 

dissipation 
devices, 

check dams, 
interceptor 
swale, silt 

fence, 
maintain 
existing 

vegetation, 
gravel bag 

berms

Storm water 
detention 
ponds, 

permanent 
vegetation, 
permanent 

diversion dike, 
hydroseed

Flow 
attenuation 
by use of 

open 
vegetated 

swales and 
natural 

depressions, 
storm water 

detention 
structures 
(including 

wet ponds)

WEF Property owner Yes N/A

Brittannia Oyster 
Point II, 333 
Oyster Point 

Blvd.

Hathaway 
Dinwiddie, 

demolition of 
existing building, 
construction of 

new office and lab 
buildings with 

parking 
underneath

Completed Office, R&D 8.84 acres 6.54 acres

Roofed 
dumpster 

area, covers 
for loading 

dock drains, 
street 

sweeping, 
catch basin 

cleaning

Minimize 
impervious 
surfaces, 

disconnect 
downspouts

Biofilters, 
media filters, 
hydrodyna-
mic device 

(in-line 
treatment 

unit)

WEF Property owner Yes N/A
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Brittannia East 
Grand Phase II, 
620, 625, 640, 
645, 660 East 

Grand

Hathaway 
Dinwiddie, 

demolition of 
existing building, 
construction of 

new office, lab and 
parking structures

Completed Office, R&D 27 acres 13.5 acres

Beneficial 
landscaping, 

outdoor 
material 
storage 

protection, 
covers for 

loading docks, 
street 

sweeping, 
catch basin 

cleaning

Minimum-
impact street 

and parking lot 
design, protect 

riparian and 
wetland areas

Biofilter, 
media filters, 

inlet filters
WEF Property owner Yes N/A

East Jamie 
Court Tech 

Center, E. Jamie 
Court @ Haskins 

Way

BNB Builders, 
construction of 

new office and lab 
buildings with 

parking 
underneath

Completed Office, R&D 6.83 acres 5.12 acres

Catch basin 
cleaning, 

street 
sweeping

Minimize land 
disturbance, 

minimize 
impervious 
surfaces, 

native plants

Inlet filters WEF Property owner Yes Yes

Park Station, 
1488 El Camino 

Real

Summerhill 
Homes; 99 

residential units
90% complete Multi-family 

residential 2.04 acres 1.47 acres

Fiber roll, 
catch basin 
cleaning, 

street 
sweeping, tire 

wash area, 
sediment trap

None Inlet filters Unknown Property owner Yes N/A
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impracti-
cability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project Type3 Site AreaStatus of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

HMP6

New or 
Replaced 

Imper-
vious 

Surface 
Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Lowe's of SSF, 
600-790 
Dubuque 

Avenue, SSF, 
CA

Lowe's HIW, Inc.; 
Demo 3 buildings 

and construct 
warehouse 

hardware store

Completed Retail 10.89 
Acres 10.1 acres

Fiber roll, 
catch basin 
cleaning, 

street 
sweeping, tire 

wash area, 
sediment trap

Minimum-
impact street 
or parking lot 

design

CDS units, 
biofilters WEF Property owner Yes          N/A

Mandalay 
Terrace, Airport 
Blvd. and Sister 

Cities Blvd.

Hathaway 
Dinwiddie, Inc.; 

mass grading and 
construction of two 
office towers and 
parking structure

50% complete

Construction 
of two high-
rise office 

towers and 
parking 

structure

11.9 acres 5.95 acres

Silt fencing, 
fiber roll, 

catch basin 
cleaning, 

street 
sweeping and 
vacuuming, 

inlet 
protection, 
gravel bag 

berms, check 
dams, 

stabilize 
entrances, tire 

wash area

Preservation of 
existing 

vegetation, 
hydro-seeding, 

earth dikes, 
geotextiles and 

mats

Drainage 
swales, 
velocity 

dissipation 
devices, 

hydrodyna-
mic 

separator

WEF Property owner Yes          N/A

1 Projects that create at least 10,000 square feet but less than 1 acre of impervious surface are required to report information in columns 1 through 15 only.  
2 If a project is being constructed in Phases, each Phase should have a separate entry.

3 Indicate project type, based on NPDES Permit Provision C.3.c categories:  Commercial, Industrial, Residential, Streets/Road/Highways/Freeways, Significant Redevelopment.
4 If a project was granted Alternative Compliance (Provision C.3.g), report required information on the Interim Alternative Compliance Form (Attachment __).
5 If hydromodification (HM) control is not required, state why not.  If HM control is required, describe the control method used and attach the pre- and post-project hydrographs. 

Not reported

WOODSIDE
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TABLE 5-2.   NEW DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT PROJECTS THAT USE 
VEGETATED SWALES AND/OR DETENTION BASINS:  FY 2001/02 TO FY 
2007/08 

 Reported Projects Incorporating Swales and/or Detention Basins 
Fiscal Year Approximate Number of Projects Approximate Acres Represented 

2001/02 38 452 

2002/03 25 303 

2003/04 23 441 

2004/05 22 312 

2005/06 38 302 

2006/07 72 447 

2007/08 64 660 

Sources:  Annual Reports for fiscal years 2001/02 through 2004/05, Second Half Year deliverable forms for FY 
2005/06 and First and Second Half Year deliverable forms for FYs 2006/07 and 2007/08. 

 
 
 

   TABLE 5-3.   NEW DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT PROJECTS THAT USE INLET 
FILTERS:  FY 2001/02 TO FY 2007/08 

 Reported Projects with Inlet Filters and … 
Fiscal Year      NO Other Treatment 

Measure in Project 
Other Treatment Measure 

Included in Project 

Total Reported Projects 
with Inlet Filters 

2001/02 9 3 12 

2002/03 4 4 8 

2003/04 4 9 13 

2004/05 5 6 11 

2005/06 2 6 8 

2006/07 6 14 20 

2007/08 3 17 20 

Sources:   Annual Reports for fiscal years 2001/02 through 2005/06, Second Half Year deliverable forms for FY 
2005/06 and First and Second Half Year deliverable forms for FYs 2006/07 and 2007/08. 
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6 

 WATERSHED ASSESSMENT  
 AND MONITORING  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Watershed Assessment and Monitoring 
(WAM) is one of SMCWPPP’s key 
components.  The current emphasis is 
on characterizing representative 
watersheds in San Mateo County and 
addressing pollutants of concern that 
may impair water quality.  More 
specifically, the goals of the WAM 
component include: 

• Characterizing creek function, health 
and water quality conditions in 
representative watersheds in San 
Mateo County and evaluating 
potential stormwater runoff impacts; 

• Developing plans to address specific 
pollutants of concern associated with 
stormwater runoff such as mercury 
and polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) and performing related 
special studies (e.g., to identify 
pollutant sources); and 

• Evaluating long-term trends in water 
quality and thereby informing 
SMCWPPP's efforts to improve the 
effectiveness of its BMPs to prevent 
or reduce stormwater runoff impacts. 

SMCWPPP focuses on using integrative 
tools such as creek walks and 
bioassessments to characterize creek 
condition.  The monitored creeks are 
typically receiving waters for stormwater 
discharges from municipal storm drain 
systems in watersheds with significant 
urban land uses.  SMCWPPP also 
participates in regional collaborative 
efforts that develop information needed 
to improve water quality in San 
Francisco Bay and local watersheds in 
San Mateo County and throughout the 
Bay Area. 
 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 

SMCWPPP’s WAM component 
accomplishments during FY 2007/08 are 
summarized below.  The 
accomplishments fall under three 
general categories: 

1. Watershed-related Activities; 

2. Regional Collaborative Efforts; and 

3. Regulatory Compliance, Coordi-
nation and Planning. 

 
 

EOA, Inc.
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Watershed-related Activities 

• SMCWPPP performed creek walks 
in seven watersheds in San Mateo 
County using the Unified Stream 
Assessment (USA) protocol and 
completed a report on this work. 

• SMCWPPP, in collaboration with the 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program, 
prepared a guidance document for 
municipal stormwater programs and 
other interested agencies on the 
potential uses of the USA based on 
recent experience in the Bay Area. 

• As a follow-up to the USA creek 
walks, SMCWPPP began to explore 
potentially developing a program in 
San Mateo County similar to Contra 
Costa County's Stream 
Management Program for 
Landowners (SMPL). 

• SMCWPPP performed trash 
assessments at seven urban creek 
sites in San Mateo County and 
completed a report on this work. 

• SMCWPPP prepared a draft fact 
sheet that describes typical trash 
management activities conducted by 
SMCWPPP's municipalities and 
SMCWPPP's multi-faceted program-
wide efforts to characterize trash 
and reduce trash levels in urban 
creeks. 

• SMCWPPP reviewed the Regional 
Water Board’s June 30, 2007 San 
Francisquito Creek Sediment Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and 
Habitat Enhancement Plan 
Preliminary Project Report and 
prepared a comment letter. 

 

Regional Collaborative Efforts 

• SMCWPPP continued to coordinate 
its WAM component activities with 

other Bay Area stormwater 
management agencies through the 
Bay Area Stormwater Management 
Agencies Association (BASMAA). 

• SMCWPPP continued to provide in-
kind assistance to the Bay Area 
Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment 
Information Network (BAMBI). 

• SMCWPPP continued to participate 
in the San Francisco Estuary 
Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP). 

• SMCWPPP assisted Regional Water 
Board staff to compile selected data 
on San Mateo County stormwater 
pump stations as part of a regional 
data collection effort. 

• SMCWPPP General Program staff 
continued to assist BASMAA to 
participate in a Proposition 50 grant-
funded project (Taking Action for 
Clean Water) that will develop Bay 
Area-specific BMPs to prevent 
release of PCBs from building 
materials into urban runoff during 
renovation, maintenance and 
demolition of structures. 

• SMCWPPP General Program staff 
continued to help represent 
BASMAA’S interests during 
development of the San Francisco 
Bay PCBs TMDL cleanup program. 

 

Regulatory Compliance, Coordination 
and Planning 

• SMCWPPP’s WAM Subcommittee 
met regularly during FY 2007/08 to 
oversee the WAM component's 
activities. 

• SMCWPPP prepared the WAM 
component section of SMCWPPP's 
annual report and work plans. 
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DESCRIPTIONS OF 
ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 
SMCWPPP's accomplishments are 
described in more detail below. 
 
Watershed-related Activities 
 
During FY 2007/08, SMCWPPP 
continued to perform creek walks and 
trash assessments in representative 
urban watersheds in San Mateo County.  
These data help characterize aquatic 
ecosystem health and water quality 
conditions in local creeks. 
 

Unified Stream Assessment Creek 
Walks 

During fall 2007, SMCWPPP performed 
creek walks in seven watersheds in San 
Mateo County – the Atherton, Redwood, 
Burlingame, Sanchez, Easton, Mills, and 
Millbrae Creek watersheds (Unified 
Stream Assessment in Seven 
Watersheds in San Mateo County, 
California, August 2008).  Appendix E 
contains a copy of the cover and 
summary of this report.  The primary 
objective was to characterize physical 
conditions and features of creek 
channels and riparian corridors in the 
study watersheds.  A few potential illicit 
discharges were also observed and 
reported to the appropriate municipal 
illicit discharge coordinator. 
 
The creek walks were conducted using 
the Unified Stream Assessment (USA) 
protocol developed by the Center for 
Watershed Protection.  The USA is a 
rapid assessment tool used to collect 
data on instream and riparian habitat 
conditions and identify possible 
influencing factors and opportunities for 
improvement.  Each study creek was 
delineated into reaches.  Each reach 
represented a relatively uniform set of 
conditions within the creek corridor.  

Factors that contributed to delineating a 
reach included land use in the 
immediate vicinity, elevation, creek 
order, access, and total length.  The 
study reaches were typically less than 
one mile long, began and ended at 
major creek crossings or grade 
changes, and reflected the general 
condition of the area adjacent to the 
creek.  Tributaries were generally 
considered separate reaches.  Creek 
sections were not assessed if 
inaccessible (e.g., due to culverts or 
dense vegetation) or if little apparent 
urban influence was present. 
 
A single overall "reach level 
assessment" was conducted for each 
reach.  This reach level assessment 
qualitatively evaluated characteristics 
such as base flow, dominant substrate, 
water clarity, biota, shading, and active 
channel dynamics.  Each reach was 
ranked for overall stream condition and 
overall buffer and floodplain condition 
based on eight subcategories: in-stream 
habitat, vegetative protection, bank 
erosion, floodplain connection, 
vegetated buffer width, floodplain 
vegetation, floodplain habitat, and 
floodplain encroachment.  Each 
subcategory was given a score on a 20-
point scale (in general, a score of zero 
to 5 is designated as poor condition, 6 to 
10 is marginal, 11 to 15 is suboptimal 
and 16 to 20 is optimal).  The 
subcategory scores were summed to 
give a total reach score ranging from 
zero to 160. 
 
The USA protocol was also used to 
identify eight potential creek impacts: 
channel modification, erosion, utilities, 
outfalls, creek crossings, trash/debris, 
recreation sites, and miscellaneous 
features.  The location, extent and 
general characteristics of each impact 
were documented. 
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Reach Level Assessment 

In the larger study watersheds (i.e., 
Atherton and Redwood Creek), overall 
creek condition scores generally 
increased in the upstream direction as 
urbanization decreased.  The scores 
were largely driven by improved 
instream habitat and increased buffer 
widths and floodplain connection in the 
upper parts of the larger watersheds.  In 
the smaller study watersheds (i.e., 
Burlingame, Sanchez, Easton and Mills 
Creek), overall creek condition was 
generally marginal or suboptimal in all 
reaches due to extensive urbanization 
throughout the watershed.   Impacts 
were typically associated with low buffer 
widths (e.g., homes constructed very 
close to the creek) or highly impacted 
riparian corridor due to culverting 
beneath roads and driveways and 
extensive channel armoring, often to 
protect the backyards of residential 
properties. 
 

Channel Modification 

Construction of bank revetments along 
homes and yards was the most common 
type of channel modification observed.  
Culverted sections of creek, typically 
below roads or driveways, were also 
common.  Some of the channel 
modifications identified appeared to be 
failing and/or causing erosion.  Older 
revetments were especially vulnerable 
to scour and undercutting by increased 
peak flows associated with urbanization. 
 

 EOA, Inc.

Erosion 

The majority of erosion observed was in 
the form of bank scour, especially at 
meander bends and revetments.  Bank 
failure was also common, especially the 
failure of steep banks within highly 
incised channels.  Channel incision in 
the study watersheds generally 

appeared to be associated with 
historical land use changes and may no 
longer be active (i.e., the watersheds 
have likely been developed for a long 
enough period of time for the channel to 
have adjusted to change in the 
hydrograph and reached a new 
equilibrium).  The channel bed in many 
of the reaches appeared to be clay, 
which is relatively resistant to erosion.  
In some cases grade control structures 
appeared to further stabilize the channel 
bed. 
 

Utilities 

In most cases, utilities in the study 
watersheds did not appear to have 
much impact on the creeks.  The 
majority of utilities observed consisted of 
small pipes crossing over the creek high 
above the channel bed without any 
apparent impact on the creek.  In some 
cases, utilities were located near the 
channel bed and were associated with 
bank erosion, apparently during high 
flow events.  In areas that had major 
utilities, such as a San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission water supply 
pipeline, grade control structures and 
bank armoring had often been 
constructed to protect the facility. 
 

Outfalls 

The assessments were carried out 
during the dry season and few dry 
weather flows were observed.  Only a 
small fraction of the outfalls with 
discharge showed any indications of 
illicit discharge (e.g., discoloration, 
odor).  All suspicious discharges were 
reported to a municipal illicit discharge 
coordinator.  Some outfall pipes were 
associated with erosion, either 
immediately downstream from the outfall 
or at head cuts perpendicular to the 
creek. 
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Creek Crossings 

The most common type of creek 
crossing observed was road crossings.  
Other types of crossings identified 
include houses, yards and driveways.  
In addition to habitat alteration impacts, 
creek crossings can potentially impact 
upstream passage for fish.  The study 
watersheds are not expected to support 
anadromous fish (e.g., steelhead); 
however, native warm water fish, 
primarily stickleback, were observed in 
several reaches.  These fish need to 
migrate to search for spawning habitat 
and refuge during summer low flow 
conditions.  Conversely, creek crossings 
can be beneficial by serving as grade 
controls.  When the bottoms of creek 
crossings are hardened, creek bed 
erosion may be prevented from 
migrating upstream. 

 EOA, Inc.

 

Trash/Debris 

Trash is deposited in urban creeks in 
several different ways including illegal 
dumping and/or littering at the site, 
windborne transport from adjacent land 
uses, and waterborne transport from 
upstream sources.  Littering and illegal 
dumping are typically problematic when 
urban creeks are adjacent to areas that 
receive high vehicle and/or foot traffic 
(e.g., shopping centers) or locations with 
good public access (e.g., parks and 
schools).  The study area was 
predominately comprised of residential 
land uses west of major transportation 
corridors, such as El Camino Real or 
Alameda de las Pulgas.  As a result, 
littering or dumping in creeks occurred 
in only a limited number of locations. 
 
Trash impacts in the study area were 
often associated with the dumping of 
yard waste into creek channels behind 
residential properties.  Impacted sites 
also included areas where trash 

accumulated due to obstructions in the 
channel, such as dense vegetation or 
utilities.  Other impacted sites occurred 
where creeks passed through parks or 
vacant lands that were in close proximity 
to schools. 
 
Recreation 

Evidence of recreation was limited to 
two sites located within one creek reach 
in a public park (Stulsaft Park in 
Redwood City).  Both of these sites had 
rope swings over the creek with 
excellent public access.  However, the 
potential for water contact recreation 
appeared limited at the time of the 
assessment due to low flow conditions 
and the lack of deep-water pools. 
 

Guidance Document on the Potential 
Uses of the USA 

During FY 2007/08 SMCWPPP 
prepared a guidance document for 
municipal stormwater programs and 
other interested agencies on the 
potential uses of the USA based on 
recent experience in the Bay Area  (The 
Unified Stream Assessment: Potential 
Uses for Stormwater Programs, San 
Francisco Bay Area Examples, July 
2008).  Appendix E contains a copy of 
the cover and summary of this report.  
This effort was performed in 
collaboration with the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program. 
 
The guidance document shows how 
data generated through USA surveys 
can address multiple stormwater 
program monitoring-related objectives.  
These include establishing baseline 
data, identifying the types and locations 
of potential impacts to water quality, 
identifying potential beneficial uses to 
protect and threats to such uses, and 
refining monitoring program objectives 
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and design.  USA survey data can also 
assist stormwater programs to better 
understand creek conditions and threats 
to water quality upstream and 
downstream of existing monitoring sites, 
thereby assisting in the interpretation of 
existing monitoring data and the 
identification of appropriate stormwater 
BMPs and potential restoration 
activities. 
 
Stream Management Program for 
Landowners 

As a follow-up to some of the issues 
documented during the USA creek 
walks (e.g., erosion and unsound 
erosion control practices), SMCWPPP 
began to explore the potential for 
developing a program in San Mateo 
County modeled after Contra Costa 
County's Stream Management Program 
for Landowners (SMPL). 
 
Many of the impacts observed during 
SMCWPPP’s USA creek walk surveys 
are associated with efforts by individual 
private property owners to control bank 
instability on their properties.  An 
education, outreach and support 
program similar to SMPL could help 
landowners understand the impacts of 
such actions on creeks and potentially 
lead to the use of better practices in the 
future. 
 
SMPL is administered by the Urban 
Creeks Council (UCC), a 501(c) Non-
profit organization in Berkeley.  The 
UCC gave a presentation to 
SMCWPPP's WAM Subcommittee in 
November 2007.  SMPL was initiated in 
the year 2000 and is funded by the 
Contra Costa Clean Water Program.  It 
provides free advice about creek care to 
Contra Costa County property owners.  
Services include free site visits and 
consultations on creek restoration 
techniques and associated permitting, 

including how to address issues such as 
bank failure, erosion, and flooding using 
low-cost, environmentally sensitive 
creek-side management practices.  The 
program promotes ecologically sensitive 
restoration and bank stabilization 
methods that improve habitat, riparian 
vegetation and biodiversity.  UCC staff 
works with property owners one-on-one 
and also coordinates hands-on 
neighborhood workshops to train 
landowners and encourage them to 
work together to solve shared problems 
along creek reaches.  UCC also assists 
landowners with the 
permitting/regulatory process and can 
provide referrals to qualified 
professionals and contractors when 
needed for restoration work.  The 
current level of funding in Contra Costa 
County allows about 40 to 50 site visits 
and five to seven workshops and 
presentations per year.  Surveys of 
property owners that have used the 
SMPL program have been very positive. 
 
One challenge is that SMPL is currently 
a reactive program and demand varies 
seasonally and with the amount of 
rainfall.  A more proactive program 
might have some advantages, 
especially for addressing impacts on the 
reach scale rather than just at individual 
properties.  The data from SMCWPPP's 
USA creek walk surveys could 
potentially provide the basis for a more 
proactive creek management program in 
San Mateo County by informing efforts 
to target and optimize creek 
management and restoration efforts. 
 
Currently a funding source to implement 
a program similar to SMPL in San 
Mateo County has not been identified.  
One difficulty is that the activities 
implemented by the SMPL program are 
not specifically required by any of the 
provisions in the municipal regional 
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stormwater permit.  While some of the 
outreach actions associated with SMPL 
could fit under the Public Information 
and Outreach provision of the permit, 
these actions are not a direct 
requirement.  This makes funding the 
SMPL program difficult at the current 
time, since the limited resources 
available to implement the municipal 
regional stormwater permit will likely be 
dedicated to performing actions 
specifically required by the permit.  The 
best opportunity to fund a program 
similar to SMPL in San Mateo County 
may be to apply for grant funding.  The 
Urban Creek Council has already taken 
some initial steps towards applying for 
grant funds to develop a program similar 
to the SMPL in several Bay Area 
counties. 
 
Trash Assessments 

SMCWPPP completed a report on trash 
assessments conducted at seven urban 
creek sites in San Mateo County during 
FY 2007/08 (FY 2007/08 Trash 
Assessments in Urban Creeks in San 
Mateo County, California, August 2008).  
Appendix E contains a copy of this 
report.  The primary objectives of this 
study were to: 

• Evaluate the status and condition of 
selected trash accumulation sites in 
urban creeks, including establishing 
a baseline against which to track 
future trends; and 

• Collect data that will help identify 
primary trash sources and transport 
pathways associated with the 
selected trash accumulation sites 
and inform development of BMPs to 
address trash in urban creeks. 

 EOA, Inc.

 

The Urban Rapid Trash Assessment 
(URTA)1 protocol (Version 1.0) was 
used to further characterize trash 
conditions at a subset of the trash 
accumulation sites identified during the 
fall 2007 USA creek walks.  URTAs 
were performed at a total of seven of the 
27 trash accumulation sites identified 
during the creek walks - two sites in the 
Redwood Creek watershed, two sites in 
the Mills Creek watershed, two sites in 
the Millbrae Creek watershed and one 
site in the Burlingame Creek watershed.  
The URTA was conducted twice at each 
site, once during fall 2007 and a second 
time during spring 2008, for a total of 14 
assessments. 
 
Trash sources identified during the 
study included littering, dumping and 
accumulation from upstream sources.  
Yard waste was the most common type 
of trash at sites with illegal dumping.  All 
seven URTA sites had fewer trash items 
during the spring 2008 assessments 
compared to the fall 2007 assessments.  
However, URTA scores did not increase 
greatly at four of the sites, suggesting 
persistent ongoing sources of trash, 
since trash was removed during the fall 
assessment.  Plastic was the most 
common item collected during the URTA 
assessments, representing over 60% of 
all trash.  Miscellaneous, glass, 
biodegradable and metal items were the 
next most common trash items, 
representing about 33% of the trash 
observed.  Approximately 13 percent of 

                                                 
1During FY 2005/06, the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
revised the Regional Water Board's Rapid Trash 
Assessment protocol to increase its utility in 
evaluating trash conditions at typical impacted 
sites in urban watersheds.  The revisions were 
intended to enhance the utility of this tool in 
assisting municipal staff to identify, prioritize and 
evaluate trash management activities in urban 
creeks.  The revised protocol is referred to as the 
Urban Rapid Trash Assessment (URTA). 
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the trash that was identified during the 
URTAs was categorized as hazardous 
(biohazard, toxic, or sharp).  Most items 
in this category were glass and metal 
objects; biohazardous items were not 
observed and toxic items were relatively 
uncommon.  Most sites with hazardous 
trash had limited public access. 
 
The trash observed during the 14 
URTAs typically originated from 
upstream sources and accumulated at 
the assessment sites due to dense 
vegetation or instream structures (e.g., a 
pipeline) that captured it during 
conveyance downstream.  Litter was an 
important source of trash at sites in or 
near parks, schools and roadways. 
 
Trash Fact Sheet 

SMCWPPP has initiated a program to 
begin identifying and addressing trash 
accumulation areas in urban waterways 
in San Mateo County.  During FY 
2007/08 SMCWPPP prepared a draft 
fact sheet that describes typical trash 
management activities conducted by 
SMCWPPP's municipalities and 
SMCWPPP's multi-faceted program-
wide efforts to characterize and reduce 
trash levels.  Highlights of SMCWPPP's 
trash program during the past several 
years have included: 

• Surveying San Mateo County 
municipalities regarding their 
existing municipal trash 
management efforts and known 
trash accumulation/dumping areas.  
The survey revealed that 
SMCWPPP's municipalities typically 
perform a wide variety of trash 
management efforts that include 
trash collection and cleanup (e.g., 
street sweeping, stormwater 
conveyance facility maintenance), 
use of enforcement to discourage 
littering, dumping, and discharge of 

trash, and use of incentive and 
education programs (e.g., anti-
littering campaigns). 

• Performing an initial pilot study to 
identify trash sources and 
management measures at a 
selected in-stream trash 
accumulation area (Gateway Park in 
San Mateo Creek). 

• Coordinating and publicizing creek 
and beach cleanups in San Mateo 
County as part of the California 
Coastal Commission’s annual 
“California Coastal Cleanup Day” in 
September 2006 and 2007.  This 
effort appeared successful in that 
volunteer participation in the 
cleanups increased each of these 
years in comparison to the 
proceeding year. 

• Pilot-testing Regional Water Board 
staff's Rapid Trash Assessment 
(RTA) protocol as a tool to monitor 
the amount and types of trash in 
creeks and inform efforts to identify 
sources and controls. 

• Assessing most of the major urban 
creeks on the Bay-side of San 
Mateo County for trash accumulation 
areas (and other impacts) using the 
USA creek walk protocol. 

• Using the URTA to further evaluate 
a subset of the trash accumulation 
sites identified during the USA creek 
walks.  The information collected is 
establishing a baseline against 
which to track future trends and will 
assist with efforts to identify trash 
sources and transport pathways.  A 
total of 46 urban creek trash 
accumulation sites have been 
identified to-date within 13 San 
Mateo County watersheds.  Detailed 
assessments have been performed 
twice (during the fall and spring 
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seasons) at 19 of these sites using 
the URTA. 

 

San Francisquito Creek Watershed 
Sediment TMDL 

SMCWPPP reviewed the Regional 
Water Board’s June 30, 2007 San 
Francisquito Creek Sediment Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) and 
Habitat Enhancement Plan Preliminary 
Project Report and prepared a comment 
letter (Review of San Francisquito Creek 
Sediment TMDL and Habitat 
Enhancement Plan Preliminary Project 
Report, August 2008).  Appendix E 
contains a copy of the letter.  
SMCWPPP's primary comments 
included the following: 

• The project should clearly separate 
pollutant-based TMDL requirements 
(i.e., sediment load allocation and 
targets) from habitat enhancement 
requirements (i.e., non-pollutant 
based); 

• The targets/allocations and source 
areas should be linked, i.e., the 
targets/allocations should be applied 
to specific impacted habitat areas at 
or downstream of the anthropogenic 
sediment source areas.  The TMDL 
should clearly identify these specific 
areas where targets/allocations are 
applicable; 

• The project should clearly identify 
the responsible party and regulatory 
tool or authority for each sediment 
source category; 

• Any actions specified in the TMDL's 
implementation plan that would be 
regulated under a municipal 
stormwater NPDES permit should be 
consistent with the municipal 
regional stormwater permit, once it is 
adopted; and 

• As with the implementation of other 
TMDLs, it is important to maintain a 
reasonable balance between 
resources expended on monitoring 
activities and those expended for 
actual pollutant control measures. 

 
Regional Collaborative Programs 
 
An important aspect of SMCWPPP’s 
WAM component is participating in 
regional collaborative programs that 
monitor San Francisco Bay and help 
coordinate monitoring in Bay Area 
watersheds.  During FY 2007/08, 
SMCWPPP continued to participate in 
the Bay Area Stormwater Management 
Agencies Association (BASMAA), the 
Bay Area Macroinvertebrate 
Bioassessment Information Network 
(BAMBI), the San Francisco Estuary 
Regional Monitoring Program (RMP), 
and the Taking Action for Clean Water 
grant-funded project, as described 
below.  SMCWPPP also assisted 
Regional Water Board staff to compile 
selected data on San Mateo County 
stormwater pump stations as part of a 
regional data collection effort and 
represented BASMAA’S interests during 
development of the PCBs TMDL in San 
Francisco Bay cleanup program. 
 

BASMAA 

During FY 2007/08, SMCWPPP 
continued to coordinate its WAM 
component activities with other Bay 
Area stormwater management agencies 
through the BASMAA Monitoring 
Committee. 
 

BAMBI 

BAMBI is a regional program that helps 
coordinate Bay Area benthic 
macroinvertebrate bioassessment 
efforts such as those performed by 
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SMCWPPP's WAM component during 
previous years.  SMCWPPP continued 
to provide in-kind staff support to BAMBI 
during FY 2007/08.  BAMBI will help 
Bay Area stormwater management 
agencies interpret local bioassessment 
data and use the results to inform 
development of urban runoff pollution 
prevention and control strategies.  
BAMBI’s specific goals include: 

• Standardizing rapid bioassessment 
protocols in the Bay Area, including 
quality assurance and control in field 
sampling and laboratory analyses; 

• Establishing reference conditions for 
Bay Area creeks; 

• Facilitating regional coordination and 
data management and sharing; 

• Refining physical habitat 
assessment protocols; and 

• Developing a regional Index of 
Biological Integrity (IBI), which will 
help with classifying creek condition, 
evaluating attainment of beneficial 
uses in creeks, identifying stressors 
to creeks, and establishing water 
quality goals. 

 

RMP 

SMCWPPP continued to participate in 
the RMP in FY 2007/08.  The RMP is 
administered by the San Francisco 
Estuary Institute, and monitors pollutant 
concentrations in water, sediments, and 
fish and shellfish tissue in San 
Francisco Bay and Delta, together 
known as the San Francisco Estuary.  A 
major goal of the RMP is to provide 
information on how pollutant 
concentrations in the Estuary are 
responding to pollution prevention and 
control measures.  Thus the RMP aims 
to help determine whether efforts by Bay 
Area stormwater management agencies 
such as SMCWPPP and others are 

helping to improve water quality in the 
Estuary.  In recent years the RMP has 
also began to measure pollutant 
loadings to the Bay from selected local 
watersheds, an important type of 
information needed in development and 
implementation of TMDL cleanup 
programs for pollutants such as mercury 
and PCBs.  SMCWPPP continued to 
provide funding to the RMP in FY 
2007/08.  General Program staff also 
continued to represent BASMAA on the 
RMP Sources, Pathways and Loadings 
Work Group and advocated for 
stormwater program interests during 
study design, implementation and 
reporting.  General Program staff also 
reviewed the RMP's draft report on 2006 
fish tissue contaminant data and 
prepared comments and co-authored a 
RMP Pulse of the Estuary article on 
contaminant loading to Bay from local 
watersheds. 
 

Stormwater Pump Station Data 

During FY 2007/08, Regional Water 
Board staff compiled selected data on 
stormwater pump stations throughout 
the Bay Area region.  Data types 
collected included the agency that 
maintains and operates each pump 
station, location (including coordinates), 
number of pumps at a station, 
catchment area, dominant land uses in 
a catchment, the receiving water body, 
maximum capacity per pump, wet and 
dry weather discharge rates, storage 
capacity of sumps or wet wells, and a 
description of any trash control 
measures.  Regional Water Board staff 
envision that these data will inform 
planning and prioritizing pump station 
monitoring, implementing pollutant 
controls (e.g., trash), and studying the 
feasibility of diverting flows to 
wastewater treatment plants.  
SMCWPPP General Program staff 
worked with municipal staff to compile 
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the specific pump station data 
requested.  This included reviewing the 
data request and initial information 
provided by municipal staff, identifying 
data gaps, assisting municipal staff with  
understanding the request, extensive 
follow-up with municipal staff to obtain 
all of the requested data, and compiling 
the data into one countywide 
spreadsheet. 
 

Taking Action for Clean Water Grant 

In November 2006, the State Water 
Resources Control Board awarded the 
San Francisco Estuary Project a 
Proposition 50 Coastal Nonpoint Source 
Pollution grant for a project called 
"Taking Action for Clean Water."  The 
project includes several tasks to further 
implementation of Bay Area TMDLs, 
including a task that involves the historic 
use of PCBs in building materials.  The 
primary goal of this task is to develop 
Bay Area-specific BMPs to prevent 
release of PCBs from building materials 
into urban runoff during renovation, 
maintenance and demolition of 
structures.  Bay Area-specific 
information about the presence of PCBs 
in building materials will also be 
obtained through a field sampling 
program, so that management actions 
can be targeted specifically to the 
structures most likely to contain PCBs 
that threaten water quality.  During FY 
2007/08, General Program staff 
continued to assist BASMAA to 
participate in the project as a 
stakeholder and project partner. 
 

PCB TMDL 

SMCWPPP General Program staff 
continued to help represent BASMAA’S 
interests during development of the San 
Francisco Bay PCBs TMDL cleanup 
program.  This included reviewing the 
December 2007 revised PCBs TMDL 

Regional Water Board staff report and 
Basin Plan Amendment and assisting 
BASMAA to prepare comments.  
SMCWPPP General Program staff also 
testified on behalf of BASMAA at 
Regional Water Board hearings on the 
PCB TMDL in September 2007 and 
February 2008. 
 
Regulatory Compliance, Coordination 
and Planning 
 
SMCWPPP’s WAM Subcommittee met 
regularly during FY 2007/08 to oversee 
component activities.  Frank Mandola 
from the City of South San Francisco 
continued to preside as chair of the 
subcommittee.  Municipalities that were 
active subcommittee participants 
included Belmont, Brisbane, 
Burlingame, Daly City, Pacifica, City of 
San Mateo, San Mateo County and 
South San Francisco.  A complete 
record of meeting attendees is 
contained in Appendix E. 
 
The subcommittee also took a field trip 
to San Mateo Creek in June 2008 to 
observe and discuss typical trash 
impacts to urban creeks. The WAM 
Subcommittee is planning on conducting 
pilot work during FY 2008/09 in San 
Mateo Creek and possibly other 
locations to evaluate potential trash 
sources and control measures.  The 
field trip was part of the planning 
process for this pilot work.  Attendees 
included WAM Subcommittee members 
and municipal maintenance staff from 
the City of San Mateo.  The group 
visited two creek sites along San Mateo 
Creek that were previously assessed for 
trash: 1) the Caltrain station crossing in 
downtown San Mateo and 2) the 
Claremont Avenue crossing in a 
residential area approximately two 
blocks further downstream.  EOA staff 
presented a summary of the methods 
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and approach currently being used by 
the SMCWPPP to identify and 
characterize trash accumulation areas in 
urban creeks.  USA creek walks are 
used to identify accumulation areas and 
the URTA protocol is used to further 
characterize selected areas with higher 
levels of trash.  Information was 
provided to the field trip participants 
showing the location of all documented 
trash accumulation sites in San Mateo 
Creek.  URTA scores and photographs 
from each site were also provided to the 
group and discussed.  The group 
discussed the two basic ways we are 
using the URTA: 1) to record baseline 
conditions for the trash accumulation 
areas we have identified in urban 
creeks, and 2) to collect data that will 
help identify sources of trash to these 
accumulation areas.  EOA summarized 
the major types of trash items 
documented at the two assessment 
locations, as well as potential trash 
sources and pathways associated with 
each site.  These include 1) littering 
from pedestrians, primarily at bridges; 2) 
illegal dumping at bridges; 3) illegal 
dumping behind private residences, 
primarily apartment complexes; 4) 
homeless encampments under bridges; 
and 5) transport and deposition of trash 
from upstream sources, including storm 
drain catchments draining commercial 
areas along major transportation 
corridors such as El Camino Real.  It 
was noted that relatively little trash has 
been found above El Camino Real in 
most creeks. 
 
The WAM Subcommittee also oversaw 
preparation of the WAM component 
section of SMCWPPP's annual report 
and mid-fiscal year work plans. 
 
 
 

ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTIVENESS  
 
The effectiveness of WAM component 
efforts during FY 2007/08 should be 
assessed in the context of the WAM 
component goals described earlier.  
These goals include 1) characterizing 
creek function, health and water quality 
conditions in representative watersheds 
in San Mateo County and evaluating 
potential stormwater runoff impacts; 2) 
developing plans to address specific 
pollutants of concern associated with 
stormwater runoff such as mercury and 
PCBs and performing related special 
studies (e.g., to identify pollutant 
sources); and 3) evaluating long-term 
trends in water quality and thereby 
informing the SMCWPPP's efforts to 
improve the effectiveness of its BMPs to 
prevent or reduce stormwater runoff 
impacts.  SMCWPPP’s bioassessments, 
USA creek walks, and trash 
assessments in urban creeks in San 
Mateo County have helped define 
baseline water quality conditions.  
These data will facilitate future 
evaluations of long-term trends and 
thereby inform efforts to evaluate the 
overall effectiveness of SMCWPPP’s 
stormwater pollution prevention and 
control BMPs.  These data also 
potentially help identify impairment 
problems and pollutant sources, a first 
step in selecting new BMPs to prevent 
or reduce stormwater runoff impacts 
throughout San Mateo County.  For 
example, as mentioned above, 
SMCWPPP is assisting with 
development of a regional Index of 
Biologic Integrity (IBI) based on 
SMCWPPP's bioassessment data and 
other Bay Area data.  The IBI will 
potentially help SMCWPPP to evaluate 
attainment of creek beneficial uses and 
identify stressors to creeks, and thereby 
inform management actions.  In another 
example, SMCWPPP’s trash 
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assessments help identify sources of 
trash to accumulation sites in urban 
creeks, and therefore will inform the 
development of new or improved BMPs 
to address trash in urban creeks.  In 
addition, SMCWPPP’s participation in 
regional monitoring efforts (e.g., the 
RMP) assists TMDL development, 
especially those TMDLs focusing on 
improving water quality in San Francisco 
Bay. 
 
FUTURE ACTIONS 
 
SMCWPPP’s WAM component will 
continue to focus on watershed-related 
activities, specific pollutants of concern 
such as trash, and regional collaboration 
during FY 2008/09.  A principle focus 
will be to conduct pilot work to evaluate 
potential sources of trash to urban 
creeks and control measures.  This 
increased emphasis on developing trash 
and litter BMPs is intended to assure 
continued compliance with Provision C.1 
of SMCWPPP's NPDES permit and to 
respond to the high priority that Bay 
Area communities place on addressing 
trash and litter in creeks and other 
waterways. 
 
To the extent possible, all WAM 
component activities will be planned and 
conducted in coordination with the 
ongoing development of the municipal 
regional stormwater permit.  In 
preparation for implementing this permit, 
SMCWPPP will continue to support and 
participate in development of a regional 
monitoring collaborative among Bay 
Area stormwater agencies.  SMCWPPP 
will also continue to participate in 
existing regional collaborative 
monitoring programs in the Bay Area 
such as BAMBI and the RMP. 
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MUNICIPALITY REPRESENTATIVE PHONE 22-Aug 24-Oct 23-Jan 26-Mar June Trng 
Workshop

FAX
EMAIL

Atherton Steve Tyler 650/576-1655 X X X 3
Troy Henderson 650/752-0551 X X X
Bill Butler 650/743-3028 X X X
Eddie Lopez Jr. 650/743-3032 X X
Javier Andrade X X X

Belmont Randy Ferrando 650/595-7464 X X X 13
Tim Murray X

Brisbane Walt Peters 415/508-2135 X X 3
Matt Fabry see below

Burlingame John Baack 558-7674 X X 0
Stephen McDonnell X X
Vincent Falzon

Les Priest

Orlando La Rosa

Rick Horne

Colma Vicente Gonzalez 650/333-0550 X X 3
Louis Gotelli 650/757-8888 X X
Brian Dossey X
Ryan Rodriguez X

Daly City Mike Peterson 650/991-8097 X X X X 4
John Peterson 650/991-8097 X X X
Ryan Fernandez 650/991-8097

Joe Stabile X

East Palo Alto Ray Lopez 650/280-1945 X X X X 1
Emmanuel Funches 650/280-0741
Mae Pugh X X X X

Foster City Mike Mattias 650/286-7502 9
Mike McElligott 286-3546 X
John Schulze 286-8140

San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program
Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee Attendance List

FY 2007/08
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Half Moon Bay Tony Moorhouse 650/726-4283 or -8264 X 0

Hillsborough Gary Francis 650/375-7444 X X X X 1
Frank Henwood 650/375-7444

Clay Dahl

John Paulino 650/375-7444

Menlo Park Julie Robinson X X
Joe Pimentel 330-6780 or -6317 1
Nelson Gutierrez 330-6780 X
Larry D. Gorman X
Ruben Nino 330-6780

Randy Dwight

Dulani Spencer X

Millbrae Martin Crean 650/259-2374 1
Craig Centis 650/259-2374 X X X X
R. Clark X
Ray Mendez 650/259-2374

Linda Harrington X
Florian Ebo X
Russ Clark X X
Anthony Ridddell X
R. Cuarn

Mike Riddell X

Pacifica Todd Estrada 2
Eric Steele 650/738-3775 X X X

Portola Valley Josh Maierle 650/851-1700 x21 0

Redwood City Rich Del Ben 650/780-7464 X X X 6
Eddie Lopez 650/740-7473 X X X X
Victor Casteneda 650/780-7473 X X X X
Sione Tu’uhoko 650/780-7473 X X X
Albert Murguiz 650/780-7473 X X X X
Teli Tan 650/780-7473

Latu Taufalele 650/780-7473 X X X X

San Bruno Gino Quinn 616-7160 X X X X 3
Dennis Bosch X X
Cliff Vanuver 616-7160

Jim Evangelist X
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Mike Lysak 616-7160

San Carlos Chris Zanoni 650/802-4140 X X X X 9
Paul Baker 650/802-4143 X X X

San Mateo Ray Fitch 650/522-7354 1
Bob Correa

Vern Bessey

San Mateo Co. Chris Porter 650/599-7281 X 12
Katie Beltrano

Brian Gatt 650/573-2591

Dermott Casey

Dewayne Johnson X
Sarah Pratt X

South San 
Francisco

Mike Aquilina 650/877-8553 X X X 2

James Hardie X X X
Michael Charan 650/877-8552

Jim Bombaci 650/877-8552

Keith Potter X
Gary Batis X

SMCWPPP Matt Fabry 415/508-2134 X X

Woodside Richard Chiu 650/851-6790 X X 0

EOA Fred Jarvis 510/832-2852 x11 X X X X

Water Board Habte Kifle X 0
Caltrans John Michels 510/622-5996

Ray Fox
Oakland Markley Bavinger 510/238-6266 X 1
San Francisco 
International 
Airport Charlie Freas 650/821-7749 X
Notes: 36 32 28 33
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MUNICIPALITY REPRESENTATIVE Contact Information
Email Phone 28-Aug 30-Oct Feb Training 

Workshop1 
29-Apr

Atherton Mike Anderson manderson@ci.atherton.ca.us  650/752-0541 1
Belmont Henry Ruspil hruspil@ci.belmont.ca.us 650/595-7441 0
Brisbane Don McClymond dmcclymond@brisbance.ca.us 415/716-0105 √ √ 6 √
Burlingame Tim Richmond trichmond@burlingame.org  650/558-7333 √ √ 5 √
Colma Phil Scramaglia phil@csgengr.com 3

Bill Segale, Segale & 
Cerini Inc.

segcerbill@aol.com 650/755-7343

Daly City Paul Thompson pthompson@dalycity.org 650/991-8006 √ √ 2 √
East Palo Alto Fernando Bravo Fernando Bravo<FBravo@cityofepa.org> 0
Foster City Bill Gomba bgomba@fostercity.org 650/286-8140 3

Dorte Drastrup ddrastrup@fostercity.org √ √
Half Moon Bay Tony Moorhouse tmoorhouse@ci.half-moon-bay.ca.us 650/726-8260 0
Hillsborough Gary Francis gfrancis@hillsca.org 650/375-7506 1
Menlo Park David Mooney damooney@menlopark.org 650/330-6794 1
Millbrae Russell Clark 650/259-2481 1
Pacifica Ron Fascenda fascendar@ci.pacifica.ca.us ? 650-738-3760 √ 0

Tom Lessa
Portola Valley Josh Maierle JMaierle@portolavalley.net 650/851-1700, Ext.21 0

Redwood City Valerie Matonis vmatonis@redwoodcity.org     650/780-7280 √ √ 10 √
San Bruno David Perazzo dperazzo@ci.sanbruno.ca.us 650/616-7193 3
San Carlos Guy Wallace guywallace@cityofsancarlos.org 0

Frank Rivera

San Mateo Vern Bessey vbessey@cityofsanmateo.org    650/522-7342 √ 7 √
San Mateo Co. 
Parks

William Crawford bcrawford@co.sanmateo.ca.us   650/573-2591            
Fax-347-8276

√ √ √

Sheila Gostisha

Ronald Pummer rpummer@co.sanmateo.ca.us 650/363-4700 √
Jeremy Eide
Koren Widdel √

Public Wks Tsutomu Imamura timamura@co.sanmateo.ca.us 650/363-4149 √ √

Jeff Pacini JPacini@rcn.com √
South San 
Francisco

David Venturini david.venturini@ssf.net 650/829-3834

Norman Gok √
Brian Brunelli √

Woodside Eunejune Kim EKim@woodsidetown.org 650/851-6790 0
Regional Bd Habte Kifle HK@rb2.swrcb.ca.gov 510/622-2371 0
EOA Fred Jarvis fejarvis@eoainc.com 510/832-2852 x111 √ √ 2 √

Vishakha Atre vatre@eoainc.com 408/720-8811
Program Matt Fabry mfabry@ci.brisbane.ca.us   415/508-2134 √ √ 1 √

Notes:
1 Number indicates number of attendees from jurisdiction at the workshop.

San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program
Parks Maintenance & IPM Work Group Attendance List FY 2007/08

4

5

Agriculture 
Weights and 
Measures

Attendance
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AGENDA 
Integrated Pest Management Workshop 

SMCWPPP Parks Maintenance and IPM 
Green Building Exchange 

February 28, 2008 
11:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

 

 
Lunch 
Registration 
 

11:00 - 11:30

Welcoming Remarks  
 

11:30 - 11:40

Aquatic Vegetation Management  
Dave Najera, Aquatic Environments  
 

11:40 - 12:20

Creek Maintenance 
Julie Casagrande, San Mateo County Public Works  
 

12:20 - 12:50

Pesticide Use Enforcement Update 
Representative from San Mateo County Agricultural Weights and Measures 
 

12:50 – 1:35

Break 
 

1:35 – 1:50

NEW Pros and Cons of Using Artificial Sports Fields  
Peter Vorametsanti, City of Redwood City  
 

1:50 – 2:20

Maintenance of Landscape-Based Stormwater Treatment Control 
Measures 
Ed Boscacci, BKF Engineers 
  

2:20 – 2:50

Closing Remarks 2:50 – 3:00
 
  
 

SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE

Water Pollution
Prevention Program

Clean Water. Healthy Community.
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The San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program is a consortium of the following local agencies: 
Atherton, Belmont, Brisbane, Burlingame, Colma, Daly City, East Palo Alto, Foster City, Half Moon Bay, 
Hillsborough, Menlo Park, Millbrae, Pacifica, Portola Valley, Redwood City, San Bruno, San Carlos, San Mateo, 
San Mateo County, and South San Francisco.  The program is part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit issued to the City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG), each incorporated city 
and town in the county, and the County of San Mateo.  

 
Integrated Pest Management Workshop 

Green Building Exchange 
305 Main Street, Redwood City 

 
Thursday, February 28, 2008 

11:00 a.m. – 3:00 p.m. 
 

Sponsored by the SMCWPPP Parks Maintenance and IPM Work Group 
 

This is a free workshop and will be eligible for Department of Pesticide 
Regulations Continuing Education Credits. 

 
      
 
      Workshop Highlights: 

 
• Creeks Maintenance  
 
• Aquatic Vegetation Management 
 
• Pesticide Use Violations and 

Penalties 
 

• More Artificial Sports Fields Pros 
and Cons 

 
• Maintenance of Landscape-Based 

Stormwater Treatment Controls 
 

 
 
RSVP 
Please complete the attached RSVP form to let us know that you will be attending.  If you have 
any questions or would like additional information please contact Christina Hovland at (510)-
832-2852 ext. 126 or chovland@eoainc.com.  We look forward to seeing you at the workshop! 
 
 

SU II.UI cOO.IT.nIH

Water Pollution
Prevention Programe-1I__ IIoeMt~_

-'--....
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2008 Integrated Pest Management Workshop 

February 28, 2008 
SUMMARY OF WORKSHOP EVALUATIONS 

 

 

 
Total Number of Evaluations: 39 (68% response) Total Number of Attendees: 57 
 
 
What did you think of the following presentations? 
 
Aquatic Vegetation Management– 
Dave Najera  
 
 18-Very helpful 15-Somewhat helpful   6-Not helpful  0-No answer 
 
  
Creeks Maintenance – 
Julie Casagrande 
 
 21-Very helpful 18-Somewhat helpful 0-Not helpful  0-No answer 
 
  
Pesticide Use Enforcement Update– 
Jeremy Eide 
 
 29-Very helpful 10-Somewhat helpful 0-Not helpful  0-No answer 
 
  
Artificial Sports Fields – 
Peter Vorametsanti 
  
 24-Very helpful 13-Somewhat helpful 1-Not helpful  1-No answer 
 
 
Maintenance of Landscape-Based Stormwater Treatment Control Measures – 
Ed Boscacci 
 
 16-Very helpful 17-Somewhat helpful 0-Not helpful  6-No answer 
 

Did this workshop meet your expectations? 
Yes: 31 
No: 1  (2 credit hours vs. 3 in other years) 
Kind of: 2 
No Answer: 6 
 
Suggestions for future workshop topics  
More credit hours (2)  
Gophers (1) 
Emergency spill response / hazardous materials (2) 
Use of recycled water (1) 
Row weed control (1) 
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Organic fertilizers – their use and cost to public agencies (1) 
More local data on artificial turf projects (1) 
Marsh filtering (1) 
Control of invasive plants (1) 
Discussion on local implementation of IPM programs (1) 
 
General Comments  
Great workshop / Keep up the good work (8) 
Good location (7) 
Good lunch (7)  
Good speakers / varied topics / useful information (4) 
More IPM in grounds/park maintenance (1) 
More energy from some of the speakers (1) 
Poor audio (1) 
Pesticide enforcement info very beneficial (1) 
Liked Ed Boscacci’s presentation best (1) 
First two speakers were fantastic – good information (1) 
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15TH ANNUAL MAINTENANCE WORKSHOP 
Green Building Exchange 
305 Main Street, Redwood City 305 Main Street, Redwood City 
June 26, 2008 June 26, 2008 
8:00 a.m. – 1:30 p.m. 8:00 a.m. – 1:30 p.m. 

  
  
  

 

Coffee and Pastries 
Registration for workshop participants 
 

8:00 – 8:30
 

Welcome  
Mike Peterson, City of Daly City Street Supervisor, Municipal Maintenance 
Subcommittee Chair 
 

8:30 – 8:35
 

Stormwater BMPs and Trash Control in the City of Long Beach 
Tom Leary, City of Long Beach Stormwater Management Program Officer 
 

8:35 – 9:50
 

City of Oakland Trash Control Program 
Markley Bavinger, City of Oakland Watershed Program Specialist 
 

9:50 – 10:05

City of Oakland Illegal Dumping Program 
Richard Wright, City of Oakland Litter Enforcement Officer 
 

10:05 – 10:20

Break 
 

10:20 – 10:35
 

Sanitary Sewer Spills  
Gary Batis, City of South San Francisco Public Works Superintendent 
 

10:35 – 11:10 
 

Creek Maintenance and Permitting  
Darcy Aston, FishNet 4C Program Director 
 

11:10 – 11:55
 

Introduction of Vendors                                                                                          11:55 – 12:15 
                                                                                       (Time will depend on number of vendors)
                                                                                                                                    
Lunch and Product Show 
 

 12:15 – 1:25
 

Closing Remarks 
 

   1:25 – 1:30

 
Training participants complete evaluation forms and receive workshop souvenirs 

 

SAN ~tAIEO COUNTYWIDE

Water Pollution
Prevention Program

(leJn WJter. Healthy Community
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                       15th ANNUAL 
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE TRAINING 

 

    
 

June 26, 2008 
8:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m.   

Location: Green Building Exchange  
305 Main Street, Redwood City, CA 94063 

 
SSppoonnssoorreedd  bbyy  tthhee  SSaann  MMaatteeoo  CCoouunnttyywwiiddee  WWaatteerr  PPoolllluuttiioonn  PPrreevveennttiioonn  PPrrooggrraamm’’ss    

MMuunniicciippaall  MMaaiinntteennaannccee  SSuubbccoommmmiitttteeee  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Workshop Highlights:  
 Structural trash controls – the different types available 
and lessons learned by the City of Long Beach’s staff 
 How to respond to sanitary sewer spills 
 Creek maintenance dos and don’ts and the permits that 
may be required 
 Trash Control and Litter Enforcement in Oakland 
 Vendor display 

 
 
 
RSVP 
Please complete the attached RSVP form to let us know that you will be attending.  If you have any 
questions, contact Christina Hovland at (510) 832-2852 ext. 126.  We look forward to seeing you at 
the workshop! 

SAN "~TEa COUNTYWIDE

Water Pollution
Prevention Program

(lean W~1et. Hnitll~ (ommunil~.
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San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program 
15th Annual Municipal Maintenance Workshop – June 26, 2008 

Evaluation Summary 
94 Attendees (including staff, speakers and vendors) 
75 Attendees (not including staff, speakers and vendors) 
52 Evaluations (69% response) 
 
Presentation Very 

helpful 
Somewhat 
helpful 

Not 
helpful 

No 
Answer 

Comments 

Trash Control in 
the City of Long 
Beach 
Tom Leary 

30 22 0 0 • Great presentation, very 
informative 

• Two different situations – 
they have more money, less 
water 

Oakland’s Trash 
Control Program 
Markley Bavinger 

29 23 0 0  

Oakland’s Illegal 
Dumping 
Program 
German Gella 
and Bobby 
McConnell 

32 20 0 0 • Least helpful but still 
interesting 

Sanitary Sewer 
Spills 
Gary Batis 

33 17 2 0 • Good continued exposure to 
regulations 

• Poor outline, not focused 
Creek 
Maintenance and 
Permitting 
Darcy Aston 

26 19 0 7  

Introduction of 
Vendors and 
Product Show 

14 21 1 16  

 
Did the workshop meet your expectations? 
Yes- 49   No- 0   No response-3  
 
Which topics were most beneficial? 
Sanitary Sewer Spills – 15 
Oakland’s Illegal Dumping Program – 12 
Trash Control – 11 
All beneficial – 7 
Stormwater BMPs and Trash Control in the City of Long Beach – 6 
Oakland’s Trash Control Program – 2 
Creek Maintenance and Permitting – 1 
No answer - 9 
 
Which topics were the least beneficial? 
None / All beneficial - 13 
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Creek Maintenance and Permitting - 7 
Sanitary Sewer Spills – 3 
Oakland’s Illegal Dumping Program – 3 
Oakland’s Trash Control Program – 2 
Stormwater BMPs and Trash Control in Long Beach – 2 
Trash Control - 1 
 
How many previous workshops have you attended?
Zero- 9 Five- 6 Ten- 2 
One- 5  Six- 2 Eleven- 1 
Two- 2  Seven- 5 Twelve+- 4 
Three- 4 Eight- 4  
Four- 6 Nine- 1  
 

 
 
 
 
 

Would you be interested in attending a workshop next year? 
Yes-48     No-1    No response-3  
 
How will your work procedures change as a result of this workshop? 
• More awareness of issues/more knowledge always helps – 9 
• Look more closely at my city’s trash control program – 6 
• Always try to improve - 5 
• Increased knowledge of reporting requirements for sanitary sewer spills - 5 
• Try to implement an Illegal Dumping Enforcement Program in my city – 4 
• Share information with coworkers – 3 
• Increase trash/litter awareness amongst the public - 3 
• If budget allows – 2 
• If supervisor gets on board– 2 
• Already meeting all procedures – 1 
• Not sure – 1 
• Still trying to find a balance – 1 
 
Suggestions for future workshop topics: 
• Local cities introduce themselves and their procedures; how they’re implementing BMPs – 2 
• Compare city-to-city policies for overflows / SSIs 
• More info on spill or overflow response 
• Increasing public awareness 
• Different catch basin design 
• Illicit waste 
• Proper use of hydro-vac equipment 
• Permitting 
• Local projects and how they were completed 
• Lagoon maintenance programs 
• Street sweeping 
• Grant funding towards storm maintenance activities 
• Any new information 
 
What are you duties? 

Sweeper operator-6; Paving and road repair-22; Litter pick-up-17; Storm drain system maintenance-
32; sanitary sewer maintenance-23; Parks maintenance-5; Facilities maintenance-8; Maintenance 
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supervisor-8; Other –7 (road maintenance manager, electrician, creek maintenance, mechanic, open 
area cleanup, CCTV, Deputy PW Director,) 

 
General comments/suggestions: 
• Very good workshop overall / great job – 7 
• Appreciate food and drinks – 3 
• Very informative presentations - 3 
• Thank you – 2 
• More handouts 
• Make the workshop longer/ all day 
• Two screens needed – hard to see from the back of the room 
• Love the veggie dishes, keep them up. 
• It’s amazing how much trash builds up and ends up in the bay. 
• Best seminar to date. Looking forward to next year’s.   
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APPENDIX B: TABLE OF CONTENTS 
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Fact Sheet: Successes in Fiscal Year 2006/07 
 
Stormwater Orientation for Municipal Staff 
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• Flyer 
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Tips for a Cleaner Bay 
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CII Subcommittee Attendance List – FY 2007/08 

Name Agency PHONE FAX No. E-Mail Aug. Oct. Dec Feb April June

 City of  Atherton          
Bozhena Palatnik 
Gilbert Yau 

City of Belmont 659 593- 
7463 

 Bpalatnik@ci.Belmont.ca.
us 

√ √ √ √  
√ 

√ 

Matt Fabry City of Brisbane 415 508- 
2134 

415 467- 
5547 

mfabry@ci.brisbane.ca.  √ √ √  √ 
Eva Justimbaste City of Burlingame 342-3727 342-3712 eva.justimbaste@veoliaw

aterna.com 
√ √ √ √ √ √ 

Muneer Ahmed City of Colma 757-8888 757-8890 Muneer.ahmed@colma.c
a.us 

      
Ward Donnelly City of Daly City 991-8208 991-8220 wdonnelly@dalycity.org √ √ √ √ √ √ 
Cynthia Royer City of Daly City 991-8203 991-8220 Croyer@dalycity.org  √     
John Latu City of East Palo 853-3165  jlatu@cityofepa.org       
Norm Dorais City of Foster City 286-3279 349-7204 ndorais@fostercity.org       
Gary Whelen/ 
Tom Jahns 

City of Half Moon  
726-88260 

        
Jen Chen Town of  

Hillsborough 
         

John Simonetti City of Menlo Park 321-0384 321-4265        
Virginia Parks/ 
Jennifer Ng 

City of Menlo Park 330-6752  
330-6743 

 vkfparks@menlopark.org √  √ √  
√ 

 

Catherine Allin City of Millbrae 259-2470 259-2398 callin@ci.millbrae.ca.us √ √  √ √ √ 
David Ocampo City of Millbrae 259-2392 259-2398 docampo@ci.millbrae.ca.

us 

  √ √   
Raymund  
Donguines 

City of Pacifica 738-3767 738-3003 donguinesr@ci. 
pacifica.ca.us 

√  √  √  
 Town of Portola 

Valley 
         

Gary Lepori City of Redwood 780-7472  glepori@redwoodcity.org       
Ray Bartolo City of Redwood   rbartolo@redwoodcity.org       
Gino Quinn City of San Bruno          
 City of San Carlos          
Vern Bessey City of San Mateo 522-7342 522-7341 vbessey@cityofsanmateo

.org 
√ √ √    

Alan Atwater City of San Mateo 522-7343 522-7341 AAtwater@cityofsanmate
o.org 

   √  √ 
Rob Lecel City of San Mateo 522-7344 522-7341 RLecel@cityofsanmateo.

org 
 √ √ √  √ 

Craig  
Lustenberger 

City of  So. San 829-3882 829-3855 Clustenberger@wqcp. 
ci.ssf.ca.us 

√  √ √ √ √ 
Frank Mandola City of So. San 829-3880 829-3855 Fmandola@wqcp.ci.ssf. 

ca.us 
      

Cassie Prudhel City of So. San Fran 829-3840 829-3855 Cassie.prudhel@ssf.net       
 Town of Woodside          
Dermot Casey County of San 

Mateo 
363-4957 363-7337 djcasey@co.sanmateo.ca

.us 

√ √ √ √ √ √ 
Matt Fabry SMCWPPP 

Coordinator 
415 508- 

2134 
415 467- 

5547 
mfabry@ci.brisbane.ca.  √ √ √  √ 

Michael Li SBSA 594-8411 
Ext. 139 

591-7122 mli@sbsa.org   √  √  
Norm Domingo 
 

SBSA 650 594-
8411 

 ndomingo@sbsa.com  √     
Habte Kifle Water Board 510 622- 

2371 
 hk@waterboards.ca.gov    √   

Cecil Felix Water Board 510 622- 
2343 

 CFelix@waterboards.ca.g
ov 

 √  √   
Fred Jarvis EOA, Inc. 510 

832-2852 
510 

832-2856 
Fejarvis@eoainc.com √ √ √ √ √ √ 

           
No. Attending     10 12 13 14 10 11 
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Successes in Fiscal Year 2006/07

4

Example of Successes

For additional information, visit the Program’s website at  www.flowstobay.org or contact Matt Fabry at (650) 508-2134
November  2007

1

November  2007

The City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County
created the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program
(SMCWPPP)  in 1993 to coordinate countywide efforts to prevent
stormwater pollution. Stormwater runoff is the biggest transporter of
pollutants to the bay and a major pathway for contaminants to reach local
coastal beaches. Common pollutants found in stormwater runoff from public
streets and storm drains include silt, litter, pesticides, bacteria, oil, and
metals. During the last couple of decades the U.S Environmental Protection
Agency and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
have recognized the need to control stormwater pollutants by adopting
regulations and increasingly stringent permits that municipalities must follow
to discharge stormwater into creeks, the bay and ocean.

Each municipality in San Mateo County is responsible for complying with
the municipal stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements for stormwater runoff from its streets and
local storm drain system. The permit prescribes how each local municipality
will regulate new and redevelopment projects, conduct its municipal
maintenance activities, eliminate non-stormwater discharges, inspect
businesses to control stormwater pollutants, and encourage the public's
help in preventing pollution.

Last fiscal year SMCWPPP successfully assisted its member agencies (20 cities and the county) to protect
stormwater quality by complying with the countywide municipal stormwater NPDES permit. This information
sheet highlights examples of last year's successes, followed by a description of accomplishments in several
areas: achieving permit compliance, conducting community information outreach and school programs, building
cost-effective partnerships, and measuring progress.

Matt Fabry, SMCWPPP Coordinator,
receiving CASQA award in September
2007

• Received an "Outstanding Stormwater News, Information, Outreach, and Media category" award from the
California Stormwater Quality Association for SMCWPPP's Plastic Bag Outreach/Coastal Cleanup Day
project. One of the results of this outreach was Whole Foods Market volunteering to be the primary sponsor
of the fall 2007 Cleanup Day.

• Completed technical guidance (http://www.flowstobay.org/p2business/C3stormwatertechguide.html) for
developers, builders and permit applicants. This guidance shows how to comply with the NPDES permit's
extensive requirements for new and redevelopment projects.

• Worked with Alameda and Santa Clara Counties to cost-effectively develop the Bay Area Hydrology Model
(www.bayareahydrologymodel.org) software for use in designing controls that limit the quantity of stormwater
runoff from development projects. The Bay Area Hydrology Model allows users to design flow duration
detention facilities to prevent erosion of creek channels and banks.

Measuring Progress

SMCWPPP measured its progress last fiscal year in various ways.

New development. Last fiscal year there were 72 new and
redevelopment projects on over 400 acres that used vegetated
swales or detention basins to treat pollutants found in
stormwater runoff. As shown in the graph, this represents an
approximately two-fold increase in the number of projects
using these methods to treat stormwater compared to previous
years.

Municipal Maintenance.  Last fiscal year municipalities swept
about 147,000 curb miles of streets and removed about 29,000
cubic yards of material. The amount of curb miles swept has
increased about 7 percent in the last twelve years. There has
been no measurable change in the amount of material being

removed by sweeping, which may indicate progress in educating residents and businesses not to dispose of
litter, leaves, and other materials in streets.

Public Information and Participation. The amount of waste oil recycled increased by about 25 percent last
fiscal year and 63 percent over the last two years. The large increase in recycling reflects the success of joint
efforts by SMCWPPP and the county's Household Hazardous Waste and Small Quantity Generator Programs,
using funds from the California Integrated Waste Management Board.

Illicit discharges. The number of illicit discharges
eliminated last fiscal year is close to the average found
during the last nine years. The number of illicit
discharges found and eliminated during this period
represents a 40 percent decline from what was found
around ten years ago when SMCWPPP initiated efforts
to stop these types of discharges. The approach taken
has been to increase people's awareness that these
non-stormwater discharges are untreated and are
illegal under local municipal ordinances.

Increase in Number of New Development 
Projects with Vegetated Swales or Detention 
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SMCWPPP is a program of the City/County Association of Governments of San
Mateo County. Created to coordinate cost-effective implementation of the municipal
stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, it
consists of twenty cities and towns and San Mateo County.
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November  2007

Achieving Permit Compliance

Successes in Fiscal Year 2006/07

• Conducted nine training workshops on a wide range of topics
that targeted various groups. For example, SMCWPPP helped
educators to train students on environmentally friendly practices,
and it trained municipal planning and engineering staff, project
builders, and the building community on the stormwater
requirements for new and redevelopment projects. Eighty-nine
municipal staff responsible for maintaining streets, storm drains,
and roads attended the annual stormwater maintenance
workshop and product exposition. In addition, San Mateo County
Agricultural Commissioner's staff helped to train 91 parks
maintenance staff on less toxic ways to control pests.

• Inspected over 2,000 businesses for compliance with
stormwater requirements. About 12 percent of the inspections
identified a violation that was subsequently corrected.

• Found and stopped the discharge of about 280 illicit, non-
stormwater discharges. About three-quarters of the illicit
discharges consisted of one of the following: washwaters, sewage, construction materials, or vehicle fluids.

• Monitored a number of representative creeks in San Mateo County to assess aquatic life and pollutant
levels, including the amounts of trash and litter on creek banks. This monitoring provides information on
creek health and helps to identify ways to improve creek and bay water quality.

Conducting Community Information Outreach and School Programs

Each fiscal year SMCWPPP and its municipalities submit an annual report to the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board to demonstrate compliance with the municipal stormwater permit. The Fiscal
Year 2006/07 Annual Report is on SMCWPPP’s website at www.flowstobay.org (click on “Additional
Information”).

The last time that the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board staff assessed the status of
permit compliance was in 2005. At that time it concluded that SMCWPPP "is generally in compliance with its
permit." The level of effort to achieve permit compliance has been similar since this last evaluation.

In FY 2006/07 SMCWPPP continued to implement an
extensive program of community outreach and school
education. One award-winning aspect of this program
was the promotion of an alternative to using disposable
plastic bags and coordinating the annual California
Coastal Cleanup Day described above. Attendance at
the California Coastal Cleanup Day in 2006 increased
by about 60 percent (1,644 volunteers) and the amount
of trash and litter removed from beaches and other
waterways increased by about 45 percent (21,000 lbs.)
compared to 2005. A plastic bag educational outreach
tabling event at the Whole Foods Market in Redwood
City inspired Whole Foods to become the main sponsor
for the 2007 statewide California Coastal Cleanup Day.
Information on the importance of controlling trash andCalifornia Coastal Cleanup Day Volunteers in San Mateo County,

September 2006

ZunZun performing its new “The Water Beat”
pollution prevention school assembly program

Building Cost-Effective Partnerships

SMCWPPP seeks opportunities for cost-effective collaboration with other pollution prevention programs. The
Program participated in the following beneficial partnerships last fiscal year:

• SMCWPPP continued to participate in the Our Water Our World (OWOW) program that assists consumers
to manage pests using non-toxic or less toxic methods by making alternative pest control products available
in retail stores and by promoting their use. Last fiscal year twenty-one stores in San Mateo County participated
in OWOW. The original costs for developing OWOW was supported by a grant from U.S. EPA, and the
State Water Resources Control Board provided a subsequent grant to help it expand beyond the Bay Area.

• The majority of municipalities in San Mateo County have an agreement with the San Mateo County
Environmental Health that allows the county staff to conduct stormwater inspections of businesses while
staff is conducting its regular inspections of retail food facilities, hazardous waste generators, and hazardous
materials users. This combining of inspections minimizes the intrusion on businesses and is a cost-effective
way to inspect businesses for compliance with stormwater requirements and make sure business owners
have up-to-date information on stormwater pollution prevention practices.

• SMCWPPP continued to participate in regional efforts to monitor San Francisco Bay and Bay Area
watersheds. Along with about 70 other dischargers SMCWPPP continued to help fund the Regional
Monitoring Program. This program is designed to assess long-term pollutant levels in water, sediment,
fish, and shellfish in the bay and delta.  SMCWPPP has also supported ways to assess the health of creeks
by standardizing how data is collected and helping to develop a regional index to gauge creek health.

• SMCWPPP is an active participant, along with other countywide municipal stormwater programs, in the
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA). BASMAA provides input on the Water
Board staff's development of the next municipal stormwater permit. This permit will be regionwide and
apply to 76 municipalities and flood control districts. In addition, BASMAA has provided SMCWPPP an
opportunity to coordinate its comments on the various total maximum daily loads that the Water Board staff
has been developing for high priority pollutants, such as mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls, which
impair the bay.

Ward Donnelly, City of Daly City, inspecting vehicle
service facility.

litter and the California Coastal Cleanup Day was published in
Environmental Health's newsletter, "ReNews" that has a circulation
of 220,000 and is distributed in local newspapers.

SMCWPPP and the county's Used Oil Program funded ZunZun,
a two-person municipal theatrical team that presents school
assemblies on stormwater and household hazardous wastes. The
assemblies reached about 12,000 elementary school students at
51 schools last fiscal year.

Additional school outreach included providing one-day teacher
training workshops on environmentally friendly ways to manage
pests and protect the health of families, pets, and the environment.
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Achieving Permit Compliance

Successes in Fiscal Year 2006/07

• Conducted nine training workshops on a wide range of topics
that targeted various groups. For example, SMCWPPP helped
educators to train students on environmentally friendly practices,
and it trained municipal planning and engineering staff, project
builders, and the building community on the stormwater
requirements for new and redevelopment projects. Eighty-nine
municipal staff responsible for maintaining streets, storm drains,
and roads attended the annual stormwater maintenance
workshop and product exposition. In addition, San Mateo County
Agricultural Commissioner's staff helped to train 91 parks
maintenance staff on less toxic ways to control pests.

• Inspected over 2,000 businesses for compliance with
stormwater requirements. About 12 percent of the inspections
identified a violation that was subsequently corrected.

• Found and stopped the discharge of about 280 illicit, non-
stormwater discharges. About three-quarters of the illicit
discharges consisted of one of the following: washwaters, sewage, construction materials, or vehicle fluids.

• Monitored a number of representative creeks in San Mateo County to assess aquatic life and pollutant
levels, including the amounts of trash and litter on creek banks. This monitoring provides information on
creek health and helps to identify ways to improve creek and bay water quality.

Conducting Community Information Outreach and School Programs

Each fiscal year SMCWPPP and its municipalities submit an annual report to the San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board to demonstrate compliance with the municipal stormwater permit. The Fiscal
Year 2006/07 Annual Report is on SMCWPPP’s website at www.flowstobay.org (click on “Additional
Information”).

The last time that the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board staff assessed the status of
permit compliance was in 2005. At that time it concluded that SMCWPPP "is generally in compliance with its
permit." The level of effort to achieve permit compliance has been similar since this last evaluation.

In FY 2006/07 SMCWPPP continued to implement an
extensive program of community outreach and school
education. One award-winning aspect of this program
was the promotion of an alternative to using disposable
plastic bags and coordinating the annual California
Coastal Cleanup Day described above. Attendance at
the California Coastal Cleanup Day in 2006 increased
by about 60 percent (1,644 volunteers) and the amount
of trash and litter removed from beaches and other
waterways increased by about 45 percent (21,000 lbs.)
compared to 2005. A plastic bag educational outreach
tabling event at the Whole Foods Market in Redwood
City inspired Whole Foods to become the main sponsor
for the 2007 statewide California Coastal Cleanup Day.
Information on the importance of controlling trash andCalifornia Coastal Cleanup Day Volunteers in San Mateo County,

September 2006

ZunZun performing its new “The Water Beat”
pollution prevention school assembly program

Building Cost-Effective Partnerships

SMCWPPP seeks opportunities for cost-effective collaboration with other pollution prevention programs. The
Program participated in the following beneficial partnerships last fiscal year:

• SMCWPPP continued to participate in the Our Water Our World (OWOW) program that assists consumers
to manage pests using non-toxic or less toxic methods by making alternative pest control products available
in retail stores and by promoting their use. Last fiscal year twenty-one stores in San Mateo County participated
in OWOW. The original costs for developing OWOW was supported by a grant from U.S. EPA, and the
State Water Resources Control Board provided a subsequent grant to help it expand beyond the Bay Area.

• The majority of municipalities in San Mateo County have an agreement with the San Mateo County
Environmental Health that allows the county staff to conduct stormwater inspections of businesses while
staff is conducting its regular inspections of retail food facilities, hazardous waste generators, and hazardous
materials users. This combining of inspections minimizes the intrusion on businesses and is a cost-effective
way to inspect businesses for compliance with stormwater requirements and make sure business owners
have up-to-date information on stormwater pollution prevention practices.

• SMCWPPP continued to participate in regional efforts to monitor San Francisco Bay and Bay Area
watersheds. Along with about 70 other dischargers SMCWPPP continued to help fund the Regional
Monitoring Program. This program is designed to assess long-term pollutant levels in water, sediment,
fish, and shellfish in the bay and delta.  SMCWPPP has also supported ways to assess the health of creeks
by standardizing how data is collected and helping to develop a regional index to gauge creek health.

• SMCWPPP is an active participant, along with other countywide municipal stormwater programs, in the
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA). BASMAA provides input on the Water
Board staff's development of the next municipal stormwater permit. This permit will be regionwide and
apply to 76 municipalities and flood control districts. In addition, BASMAA has provided SMCWPPP an
opportunity to coordinate its comments on the various total maximum daily loads that the Water Board staff
has been developing for high priority pollutants, such as mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls, which
impair the bay.

Ward Donnelly, City of Daly City, inspecting vehicle
service facility.

litter and the California Coastal Cleanup Day was published in
Environmental Health's newsletter, "ReNews" that has a circulation
of 220,000 and is distributed in local newspapers.

SMCWPPP and the county's Used Oil Program funded ZunZun,
a two-person municipal theatrical team that presents school
assemblies on stormwater and household hazardous wastes. The
assemblies reached about 12,000 elementary school students at
51 schools last fiscal year.

Additional school outreach included providing one-day teacher
training workshops on environmentally friendly ways to manage
pests and protect the health of families, pets, and the environment.
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Successes in Fiscal Year 2006/07

4

Example of Successes

For additional information, visit the Program’s website at  www.flowstobay.org or contact Matt Fabry at (415) 508-2134
November  2007

1

November  2007

The City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County
created the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program
(SMCWPPP)  in 1993 to coordinate countywide efforts to prevent
stormwater pollution. Stormwater runoff is the biggest transporter of
pollutants to the bay and a major pathway for contaminants to reach local
coastal beaches. Common pollutants found in stormwater runoff from public
streets and storm drains include silt, litter, pesticides, bacteria, oil, and
metals. During the last couple of decades the U.S Environmental Protection
Agency and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
have recognized the need to control stormwater pollutants by adopting
regulations and increasingly stringent permits that municipalities must follow
to discharge stormwater into creeks, the bay and ocean.

Each municipality in San Mateo County is responsible for complying with
the municipal stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit requirements for stormwater runoff from its streets and
local storm drain system. The permit prescribes how each local municipality
will regulate new and redevelopment projects, conduct its municipal
maintenance activities, eliminate non-stormwater discharges, inspect
businesses to control stormwater pollutants, and encourage the public's
help in preventing pollution.

Last fiscal year SMCWPPP successfully assisted its member agencies (20 cities and the county) to protect
stormwater quality by complying with the countywide municipal stormwater NPDES permit. This information
sheet highlights examples of last year's successes, followed by a description of accomplishments in several
areas: achieving permit compliance, conducting community information outreach and school programs, building
cost-effective partnerships, and measuring progress.

Matt Fabry, SMCWPPP Coordinator,
receiving CASQA award in September
2007

• Received an "Outstanding Stormwater News, Information, Outreach, and Media category" award from the
California Stormwater Quality Association for SMCWPPP's Plastic Bag Outreach/Coastal Cleanup Day
project. One of the results of this outreach was Whole Foods Market volunteering to be the primary sponsor
of the fall 2007 Cleanup Day.

• Completed technical guidance (http://www.flowstobay.org/p2business/C3stormwatertechguide.html) for
developers, builders and permit applicants. This guidance shows how to comply with the NPDES permit's
extensive requirements for new and redevelopment projects.

• Worked with Alameda and Santa Clara Counties to cost-effectively develop the Bay Area Hydrology Model
(www.bayareahydrologymodel.org) software for use in designing controls that limit the quantity of stormwater
runoff from development projects. The Bay Area Hydrology Model allows users to design flow duration
detention facilities to prevent erosion of creek channels and banks.

Measuring Progress

SMCWPPP measured its progress last fiscal year in various ways.

New development. Last fiscal year there were 72 new and
redevelopment projects on over 400 acres that used vegetated
swales or detention basins to treat pollutants found in
stormwater runoff. As shown in the graph, this represents an
approximately two-fold increase in the number of projects
using these methods to treat stormwater compared to previous
years.

Municipal Maintenance.  Last fiscal year municipalities swept
about 147,000 curb miles of streets and removed about 29,000
cubic yards of material. The amount of curb miles swept has
increased about 7 percent in the last twelve years. There has
been no measurable change in the amount of material being

removed by sweeping, which may indicate progress in educating residents and businesses not to dispose of
litter, leaves, and other materials in streets.

Public Information and Participation. The amount of waste oil recycled increased by about 25 percent last
fiscal year and 63 percent over the last two years. The large increase in recycling reflects the success of joint
efforts by SMCWPPP and the county's Household Hazardous Waste and Small Quantity Generator Programs,
using funds from the California Integrated Waste Management Board.

Illicit discharges. The number of illicit discharges
eliminated last fiscal year is close to the average found
during the last nine years. The number of illicit
discharges found and eliminated during this period
represents a 40 percent decline from what was found
around ten years ago when SMCWPPP initiated efforts
to stop these types of discharges. The approach taken
has been to increase people's awareness that these
non-stormwater discharges are untreated and are
illegal under local municipal ordinances.
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SMCWPPP is a program of the City/County Association of Governments of San
Mateo County. Created to coordinate cost-effective implementation of the municipal
stormwater National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, it
consists of twenty cities and towns and San Mateo County.
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AGENDA 
 

Stormwater Orientation for Municipal Staff 

May 21, 2008, 8:00 AM – 12:00 Noon 
Checuti Room 

450 Poplar Avenue, Millbrae 
 
 

Registration and Refreshments 8:00 – 8:30 

 
Introductions and Request Questions that People Want Answered 8:30 – 8:45  
Matt Fabry, Program Coordinator, San Mateo Countywide  
Water Pollution Prevention Program 

 
Regulatory Background, Overview of Stormwater Permit   
Requirements, and Upcoming Municipal Regional Permit 8:45 - 9:05 
Fred Jarvis, EOA, Inc. 

 
San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program   
Organization, Decision-Making, and Funding 9:05 – 9:25 
Matt Fabry 

 
Specific Requirements of the Municipal Stormwater Permit 
and Compliance Resources  9:25 – 10:10  
 Municipal Maintenance, Fred Jarvis 
 Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls, Fred Jarvis 

 
BREAK 10:10 – 10:25 

 
More Specific Requirements of the Municipal Stormwater Permit 
and Compliance Resources  10:25 – 11:15 
 New Development and Construction Controls 
 Laura Prickett, EOA, Inc. 
 Public Information and Participation 
 Sarah Pratt, San Mateo County 
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May 21, 2008  Page 2 
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Organizations, Training, and Useful Websites  11:15 – 11:30 
Matt Fabry 
 
 
Regional Water Quality Control Board Staff Availability for Assistance 11:30 – 11:45  
Habte Kifle, Regional Water Quality Board Staff 
 
 
Questions and Answers and Closing Remarks 11:45 – 12:00 
Matt Fabry 
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Register Now! 

Announcing the 2008 Countywide: 

 

                       Wednesday, May 21, 2008 

                       8:00 am to 12:00 Noon 
                      Checuti Room 

450 Poplar Avenue 
Millbrae 

      

 
 

Attention! 
 Do you have stormwater  

responsibilities for your 
municipality? 

stormwater
responsibilities

 Do you need  an  

Come learn about municipal stormwater requirements, and how the San Mateo Countywide 
Water Pollution Prevention Program can help you keep your municipality in compliance.  
Sessions will be led by countywide program staff and consultants directly involved in developing 
program guidance and supporting the program’s subcommittees. This workshop is for new 
employees and others who need introductory information.  Sessions will: 

 Answer your questions about municipal stormwater permit requirements (municipal 
maintenance, new development, public information/participation, commercial and 
industrial businesses, illicit discharge controls, and more) 

 Update you on the upcoming municipal regional stormwater permit, 

 Describe the countywide stormwater program’s organization and decision-making 
process, 

 Describe what assistance is available from Regional Water Board staff, 

 Show you available tools for implementation of the municipal stormwater permit. 

need an introductionintroduction 
to stormwater requirements 
and resources? 

Don’t miss this event! 

 There is no fee for this event  

Please pass this flyer to appropriate staff in your organization!   

Fill out the attached registration form -  Registration questions? Call Melissa at (510) 832.2852 x 101

~
SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE

Water Pollution
Prevention Program

Clean Water. Healthy Communit!:j.
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Evaluation Summary Stormwater Orientation Workshop for Municipal 
Staff 

May 21, 2008 
 

Summary of Workshop Evaluations 
 

Total Number of Evaluations: 26 (% Response) Total Number of Attendees:  
 

I. Regulatory Background, Overview of Stormwater Permit 
Requirements, and Upcoming Municipal Regional Permit 
Fred Jarvis, EOA, Inc.  
 
11-Very Useful 6-Useful  0-Not Useful  0-No Answer 
 

II. San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program 
Organization, Decision-Making, and Funding 
Matt Fabry, San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program 

 
  8-Very Useful 9-Useful  1-Not Useful  0-No Answer 
  
  
 
III. Specific Requirements of the Stormwater Permit: Municipal 

Maintenance and Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls 
Fred Jarvis, EOA, Inc. 
 
11-Very Useful  5-Useful  0-Not Useful  1-No Answer 
 

 
IV. Specific Requirements of the Stormwater Permit: New Development 

and Construction Controls 
 Laura Prickett, EOA, Inc. 

 
10-Very Useful 7-Useful  0-Not Useful  0-No Answer  
 

 
 
V. Specific Requirements of the Stormwater Permit: Public Information 

and Participation 
 Sarah Pratt, San Mateo County 

 
10-Very Useful  7-Useful  0-Not useful  0-No Answer  
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Evaluation Summary Stormwater Orientation Workshop for Municipal 
Staff 

May 21, 2008 
 

VI. Organizations, Training and Useful Websites 
 Matt Fabry, San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program 

 
8-Very Useful  9-Useful  0-Not useful  0-No Answer  
 

 
1. Which Topics were most beneficial? 

 
I –  7 
II – 7 
III – 6 
IV- 8 
V – 7 
VI- 5 

 
2. Which Topics were the least beneficial? 

 
IV – 1 
V – 1 
Habte but wonderful that he came. 
History of permit. 
Heirarchy of Board. 
Public Participation 
Way too many acronyms 

 
3. Would you be interested in attending another workshop on 

construction site management? 
 
12 - Yes 
 
 

4. Suggestion for future topics? 
 

New Erosion Control Measures  
More focus on Construction Site Practice and Post Construction 
Single Family Dwelling < 20,000 Stormwater Control 
Educating decision makers on Permit and Funding to meet requirements 
Types of pollution control equipment.  Large and small, simple and 
complex. 
Practical implementation techniques to get compliance with smaller 
project. 
As discussed, perhaps a more general section or what NPDES is, more 
layman.   
How to do Municipal Inspections on post-construction BMPs. 
We never hear about mechanical choices.  Are these allowed in SMC? 
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Evaluation Summary Stormwater Orientation Workshop for Municipal 
Staff 

May 21, 2008 
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Diversion of Stormwater to Treatment Plant. 
Field Operations applicable in reducing waste into storm drain system. 
Enforcement during construction that inspectors are authorized to perform. 
 

 
5. Comments? 

Very informative workshop  
Thank you all 
Nice Introduction Topic 
Nice pace-great materials!  Well organized – clear and concise 
presenters, great location, room a little too cool.  Expand on WAM. 
Thank you! 
Could the C.3 Technical guidance be modified.  Provide information as to 
appropriate C-values?(for day soils, for bay mud, for permeable pavers, 
for green roofs?) 
It’s hard to know exactly what is required for small cities to comply with 
new requirements. 
Excellent workshop!! 
Maintenance is seemingly to be an issue for us to be in compliance-
possibly providing training for maintenance staff/making it 
mandatory/evaluation 

End of Evaluations 
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SIGN-IN SHEET ~

Stormwater Orientation for Municipal Staff
Wednesday, May 21, 2008

Date Last Name First Name Aaencv Sian-In
5/19/2008 Allin Catherine City of Millbrae (/~r~I?

5/13/2008 Atwater Alan City of San Mateo I/./-'L !Zti;;.".A
41712008 Bell Doua City of Burlinaame I~

t---'4:....:17.;.:/2::.;0;.:0;.;:8+B::.;e:.;.n:.;:e;.;:d.::.;ik:-_-+T;.:a:.:.;n:.Lyla=--__--t=C"'iitv"-='Of:...;M;,;.:.::;iII=.br:.;:a:.;:e -;rtd:~tJoiij~I'-_tAr----1
5/19/2008 Cesar Kevin City of Millbrae ~ (0...

41712008 Chan Catherine HillsborouQh '-~'-

41712008 Chen Jen Hillsborouah
5/13/2008 DeMeo Sarah City of San Mateo 1'_

5/20/2008 Dennis Jeremv R lV C...-;-!;;'"i..1r,

4/7/2008 Disco Bob City of BurlinQame '
4/7/2008 Ebo Florian City of Millbrae

4/10/2008 Etchebehere Gratien Town of Woodside
Fabry Matt City of Brisbane

4/9/2008 Falzon Vincent City of Burlingame
5/12/2008 Fulford Daniel City of South San Francisco
5/14/2008 Galleaos Sean City of Half Moon Bav
5/20/2008 Gourley Heather City of Santa Rosa
5/20/2008 Gundy Renae City of Santa Rosa

41712008 Hirsch Rick City of Millbrae
Jarvis Fred EOA, Inc.
Kifle Habte Water Board

,

5/13/2008 Lecel Rob City of San Mateo lo\:]~'\
41712008 Mallick Rob City of Burlinoame I/b -~ \ ld"--,

41712008 Movnahan Gavin San Carlos Planning ~

4/7/2008 Mullins John Town of HilisborouQh ~ ,
5/13/2008 No Jennifer City of MenloPark;, fJ1I\, ",A -' V
4/10/2008 O'Dea Kelly City of Millbrae I rI 0 ~ P. ,(L/'/

Pratt Sarah San Mateo County r; .to, 'AIM
Prickett Laura EOA, Inc. y / /

41712008 Rawley Joshua Town of Colma a wp
4/7/2008 Schwarlz Randv City of Burlinaame IV
4/7/2008 Voono Victor City of BurlinQame 1/1:( ___
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Stormwater Orientation for Municipal Staff 
Workshop Binder 

Table of Contents 
 
 

Section 1.0 Introduction 
 

1.  Workshop Agenda 
2.  PowerPoint Presentation: Overview of NPDES Requirements 
3.  Orientation Information: NPDES Permit Requirements 
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6.  List of Stormwater-Related Acronyms 
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8.  Useful Websites for Information 
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13.  Flyer on Stormwater Quality Control Requirements 
14.  Flyer on Hydromodification Management (HM) Requirements 
15.  Project Applicant Checklist for NPDES Permit Requirements 
16.  Impervious Surface Data Collection Worksheet 
17.  Cover and Table of Contents for C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance 
18.  Source Control Model List (Page 1, with downloading information) 
19.  Operation and Maintenance Form 
20.  Model Maintenance Agreement 
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33.  Facility Inspection Form 
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Management 
 

35.  PowerPoint Presentation: Municipal Maintenance and Commercial, Industrial and Illicit        
Discharge Control 

36.  Overview of Municipal Maintenance Requirements 
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Category 5. Implement Stormwater Fees

Because of the need for voter approval, creating new or increasing existing stormwater
fees has been challenging since the passage of Proposition 218. A few communities
with heightened public awareness of the problems posed by storm water pollution or
flooding have been successful. At that, however, provisions such as sunset clauses have
limited the duration of the fees and the public's willingness to pay has limited the
amount of the fees.

It is unlikely that very many agencies will succeed in creating new or increasing
existing stormwater fees given the current voter approval requirement. As a result,
agencies will struggle to fund stormwater programs, which may lead to deteriorating
conditions. Deteriorating conditions may improve the chances of achieving voter
approval for storm water fees, although surveys indicate that the public's unwillingness
to pay much.

If SCA 12 passes, creating new or increasing existing stormwater fees will become as
easy as it currently is to set rates for water, sewer, and refuse services. SeA 12 is the
latest attempt to remove the voter approval requirement. Prior attempts, such as ACA
10 failed. Agencies should not plan on SCA 12 passing soon or at all. If and when SCA
12 or successor legislation passes, agencies should not hesitate to enact stormwater fees.

Category 6. Implement Taxes/Assessments

Implementing taxes or assessments to cover the cost of O&M or capital improvements is
comparable in difficulty to creating new or increasing existing stormwater fees: both
require voter approval. The results can yield substantial funding to construct and
operate facilities. The success of the City of Los Angeles in establishing a tax to fund a
$500 million bond is a noteworthy lesson. 111e public appreciated the need for the
funding and perceived the value in the cost and, as a result, the tax passed. When those
circumstances exist, the chances of achieving voter approval greatly increase. Agencies
considering taxation as part of their funding strategy should pay attention to the Los
Angeles example.

CONCLUSION

Agencies can develop an appropriate funding strategy from the preceding categories.
Stormwater programs have for the most part prioritized and institutionalized certain
key program functions over the roughly past 15 years of operation. Most agencies may
have already implemented some of the options, particularly those with fewer legal,
political, and implementation challenges. Some options may now be within reach while
others may never be realistic. For the most part, whatever is done requires that the
public pay more. Surveys indicate the public is unwilling to pay fees directly for
stormwater requirements. Significant lead time (i.e., multiple years rather than months
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Ill. Potelltial FIII/dilig Strategies

is required to try and secure these funds with no guarantee of success. In the current
economic environment and given the recent results of public surveys, success will
probably be minimal.

Even the best funding strategies are limited, leading agencies to seek legal remedies.
The ever increasing cost of regulatory compliance has led to court cases27 concerning
the reimbursement of unfunded State mandates. The cities in Los Angeles County have
established their right in court to have the Commission on State Mandates review their
MS4 permits to determine if any aspects fall within the scope of unfunded mandates
that would require the State to either fund the permit requirements or suspend or delete
them. Because federal mandates are exempt, the next step will be to determine whether
the MS4 permits contain any additional State mandates. Guidance from the
Commission's forthcoming actions will no doubt playa part in shaping stormwater
funding strategies.

27 COlllJ Iy of Los Angeles u. Commission all State Mandales.
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Tips for a Cleaner Bay

These guidelines cover the following topics: 

General Stormwater Pollution Prevention Practices and 
Good Housekeeping • Outdoor Storage of Materials and Wastes 

Equipment and Vehicle Washing • Landscape Maintenance • Mercury and Litter
 Additional Information and Local Agency Contacts

h o w  y o u r  B u s i n e s s  C a n  
P r e v e n T  s T o r m w a T e r  P o l l u T i o n

A PrOGrAM Of tHE CIty/COunty ASSOCIAtIOn Of GOVErnMEntS Of SAn MAtEO COunty (C/CAG)
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2      San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program

You Can Prevent Water Pollution!

T he following pollution 
prevention practices for 
rainfall runoff (stormwater) 
will help you comply with 

laws that protect stormwater 
and the environment. 
Stormwater can easily cause 
pollution because it typically 
flows directly to creeks and the 
Bay without any treatment.  
you may have to pay for 
clean up costs and fines, 
have permits revoked, 
or even go to jail for 
stormwater pollution, such 
as spilling chemicals and/or 
discharging other wastes and 
washwaters to streets, storm 
drains, creeks, and the Bay.

Consider Becoming  
a Green Business 

Green Businesses must comply 
with environmental laws plus 
meet established standards for 
conserving natural resources, 
preventing pollution, and 
reducing wastes. the Bay 
Area Green Business Program 
certifies businesses as green 
and promotes Green Business 
use and recognition. for more 
information visit www.greenbiz.
ca.gov/index.html.

Hosing dirt, soap, litter and other 
pollutants down a storm drain is 
illegal. Unlike flows from building 
interior fixtures (sinks, toilets, etc.) 
that are treated at wastewater 
treatment plants, outdoor washwaters 
and rainfall runoff flow directly to 
creeks and the Bay typically without 
treatment of any kind.

Storm drains 
lead directly 
to creeks, 
the Bay, and 
Pacific Ocean!

Polluting stormwater 
is against the law!
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General Pollution Prevention PraCtiCes

San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program      3    

l	 sweep parking areas and 
gutters at least monthly and 
before it rains and pick up 
litter and trash daily.

l	 Prevent spills when 
transferring liquids by 
using drip pans, secondary 
containment, and absorbents.

l	 Clean up spills immediately 
with rags, absorbents*, or 
wet/dry vacuum. Do not 
allow fluids to accumulate or 
run across surfaces. never 
wash spills down or allow 
spills to flow into a storm 
or sanitary sewer drain 
inlet. Clean up absorbents 
immediately following 

 their use.

l	 Perform work indoors 
or under cover, whenever 
possible, to avoid exposure 
to rainfall, runoff, and wind. 
If outdoor work generates 
small particles or dust, the 
particles must be contained 
and vacuumed up.

These good 
housekeeping 
practices are 
required and 
critical to 
protecting our 
environment.

*Absorbent that  
was used on a small 
spill is being swept  
up for disposal. Used 
absorbents may be 
hazardous waste and 
must be properly 
disposed.

l	 label/stencil each storm 
drain inlet to remind workers 
and customers that no dumping 
is allowed. 

l	 routinely inspect and clean:
3	 Storm drain inlets (grates  

and sumps)
3	 Loading docks and shipping/

receiving areas
3	 Work areas
3	 Chemical storage areas
3	 Waste storage and recycling areas
3	 treatment devices for proper 

functioning
 

l	 Keep surfaces clean by 
sweeping, vacuuming or 
mopping – never wash down 
surfaces to gutter, storm drain 
inlet, street, or waterway. for 
pressure washing of pavement 
or other surfaces hire a cleaning 
contractor trained to use 
pollution prevention practices 
(see Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies 
Association’s list of recognized 
surface cleaners at www.basmaa.
org/recognition/). Make sure 
all wash water is collected and 
disposed properly as described 
at website.

Five important Things 
to remember:

1. Keep your business neat 
and clean – it saves time 
and money and prevents 
pollution. 

2. Protect your storm 
drain inlets from 
pollution of any kind. 

3. Be prepared! Keep 
spill cleanup materials 
easily accessible. 

4. use dry methods to 
clean up spills whenever 
possible. never wash 
spills down the storm 
drain.

5. train staff regularly on 
these practices.
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l	 Store materials on a paved 
surface and under a roof, 
in a fully enclosed container, 
or under a temporary 
waterproof covering to 
prevent contact with rainfall 
and runoff. 

l	 Store fluids within secondary 
containment to prevent 
accidental release. Keep 
container lids, caps, and 
openings closed when not 
in use. Keep containers out 
of pooled or standing water. 
regularly inspect containers 
for cracks, corrosion, or 

 leaky seams.
 

Education and Training
Train new employees and remind existing 
ones to use these stormwater pollution 
prevention practices.

4      San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program

outdoor Materials storaGe

l	 Apply caution and control 
when transferring liquids 
to minimize spill potential.

l	 Have cleanup materials 
easily accessible. regularly 
train employees on spill  
clean up procedures. 

l	 Store all items as far as 
possible from storm  
drain inlets.

l	 use drip pans under 
outdoor work or storage 
areas where there is the 
potential for spills and leaks.

if you must store 
materials outdoors: 

1. Protect from rain and 
runoff. 

2. Place primary containers 
of liquids within 
secondary containment. 

3. Do not place near storm 
drain inlets.

4. Check with fire 
Department if sprinklers 
may be required under 
roof/cover.

5. Keep spill cleanup 
materials in easily 
accessible areas.

Paints stored on a paved surface, 
under a roof, and within secondary 
containment to catch spills.
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outdoor Waste storaGe

Consult your local 
hazardous waste regulator 
about hazardous materials 
disposal and handling. See back 
page for contact information. 

San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program     5

l	 use separate, appropriate, 
clean, sealed, and secondarily 
contained storage device 
for recyclable fluids and 
hazardous wastes. Label 
containers as required by 
hazardous waste regulations.

l	 use a licensed company to 
haul and recycle or dispose  
of wastes.

l	 Do not rinse waste containers 
or areas to storm drain.

waste Disposal and 
recycling: 

1. Don’t dispose to storm 
drain. recycle whenever 
possible. 

2. Divide wastes by types 
and store separately in 
sealed containers. 

3. use a big enough 
dumpster so you can 
keep the lids closed. 

4. replace leaking 
dumpsters.

l	 inspect dumpsters and 
waste recycling area daily. 
Pick up dropped wastes 
and sweep area. Make sure 
dumpsters are not overfilled 
and lids are kept closed. 
Dumpsters without tight lids 
or that leak must be replaced 
or repaired. Some dumpsters 
have plugs that need to be in 
place. Contact your service 
provider.

l	 Prevent and clean up any 
trash compactor leachate 
drippings or direct to sanitary 
sewer with approval of your 
local sanitary sewer treatment 
authority (see back cover for 
contact information).

Drum storage container that prevents contact with 
rainfall and provides secondary containment of spills.

Dumpster, tallow bin, and materials for 
recycling stored on a paved surface, under  
a roof, protected from rainfall runoff.
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equipment washing: 

1. Direct all washwaters to 
the sanitary sewer. 

2. Maintain any required 
treatment system. 

3. Don’t direct any wash 
or rinse water to gutter, 
street, or storm drain.

4. Clean equipment or 
vehicles off site, if other 
options are unavailable.

Consult your local 
sanitary sewer 
treatment authority 
for approval regarding 
any equipment or vehicle 
washing system. See 
back page for contact 
information.

l	 If possible, wash equipment 
indoors, at a utility sink or 
location where washwaters 
drain to the sanitary sewer. 
Contact your local sanitary 
sewer treatment authority for 
approval (See back page). 

l	 Alternatively, wash 
equipment or vehicles on 
an adequately-sized, wash pad 
that is roofed, bermed, and 
connected to a washwater 
treatment system and the 
sanitary sewer.

6      San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program

equiPMent and vehiCle WashinG

l	 Connection to the sanitary 
sewer may also require a 
plumbing permit from your 
local jurisdiction. Contact 
your City.

l	 All grease traps and 
interceptors and vehicle 
washing systems shall be 
maintained and cleaned 
out on a regular schedule. 
Collected solids must be 
disposed using a licensed 
waste hauler.

 

l	 Mobile washing of some 
types of equipment, such as 
roof exhaust equipment or 
shopping carts, is acceptable 
if all washwater is contained, 
vacuumed up, and disposed to 
sanitary sewer.

Kitchen floor mat washing in a janitorial/mop sink.
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MerCurY and litter

San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program      7

landsCaPinG and safer alternatives to PestiCides

l	 Stormwater pollution 
prevention and treatment 
systems are being increasingly 
included in landscaping. Know 
whether your landscaping 
is specifically designed 
to minimize and treat 
stormwater runoff, and, if it is, 
make sure it is maintained as 
designed.

l	 follow Bay-friendly 
Landscaping and Gardening 
Program practices. Visit www.
bayfriendly.org.

l	 use less toxic alternatives 
to pesticides. for more 
information on integrated 
pest management, visit www.
ourwaterourworld.org.

l	 Do not overwater 

– maintain sprinklers to avoid 
pavement watering.

l	 Clean up fallen leaves 
and remove prunings for 
composting or disposal with 
green wastes. Don’t dispose in 
street, storm drain, or creek.

to dispose any of these 
wastes as trash with your 
regular garbage. 

l	 Consult the California Depart- 
ment of toxic Substances 
Control’s website www.dtsc.
ca.gov/HazardousWaste/
universalWaste/index.cfm 
for detailed information on 
how to dispose of mercury-
containing and other universal 
hazardous wastes. Don’t 
throw in the trash – it is illegal!

liTTer

Litter and trash are bad for 

business and harm the health of 
creeks and the Bay.

l	 Provide enough trash 
receptacles for customers 
and employees. All outdoor 
receptacles must be covered.

l	 Pick up litter daily. Maintain 
the sidewalk in front of your 
business so that it is free of 
litter and dirt. Don’t wash 
into street or storm drain.

l	 Any creek passing through or 
next to your property must 
be maintained free of 
trash and debris.

merCury

Mercury contaminates fish 
making them unsafe to eat. the 
state health agency has issued 
detailed health advisories that 
are available at www.oehha.ca. 
gov/fish/general/sfbaydelta.html.

l	 Properly dispose as hazardous 
waste or recycle all 
mercury-containing products, 
including fluorescent lamps 
light bulbs, manometers, 
thermostats, switches, and 
batteries. in order to 
prevent contamination of 
fish, it is no longer legal 

Here is an example of a vegetated swale used for treating stormwater drainage from 
a parking lot. Swales allow stormwater pollutants a chance to settle and, where soils 
are sandy, to recharge groundwater aquifers.

landscape maintenance: 

1. follow maintenance plan 
for any landscape-based 
stormwater treatment 
system.

2. use least toxic pest 
control methods.

3. Minimize use of fertilizer.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 Printed on 50% recycled paper with 
30% Post Consumer Waste (PCW), 
utilizing soy-based inks.

Version dated May 2008

local stormwater inspectors  
City Phone number
Atherton ............................................................................ (650) 372-6200
Belmont .............................................................................. (650) 372-6200
Brisbane ............................................................................. (650) 372-6200
Burlingame ................................... (650) 342-3727 and (650) 372-6200
Colma ................................................................................. (650) 372-6200
Daly City ............................................................................ (650) 991-8208
East Palo Alto ................................................................... (650) 372-6200
foster City ........................................................................ (650) 522-7300
Half Moon Bay .................................................................. (650) 372-6200
Hillsborough ...................................................................... (650) 372-6200
Menlo Park ........................................................................ (650) 372-6200
Millbrae ............................................................................... (650) 372-6200
Pacifica ................................................................................ (650) 372-6200
Portola Valley .................................................................... (650) 372-6200
redwood City .................................................................. (650) 372-6200
San Bruno .......................................................................... (650) 372-6200
San Carlos ......................................................................... (650) 372-6200
San Mateo .......................................................................... (650) 522-7300
South San francisco ........................................................ (650) 829-3848
unincorporated San Mateo County .......................... .(650) 372-6200
Woodside .......................................................................... (650) 372-6200

local hazardous waste regulator   Phone number  
(Certified Unified Program Agency – CUPA)
the San Mateo County Environmental Health Division  
is the CuPA for all areas of San Mateo County ...... (650) 372-6200
 
local sanitary sewer Treatment authorities Phone number 

Burlingame Waste Water treatment facility ........... (650) 342-3727
(Serves Burlingame, Hillsborough, and Burlingame Hills)

Millbrae Water Pollution Control Plant ..................... (650) 259-2388

north San Mateo County Sanitation District  ......... (650) 991-8200 
Wastewater treatment Plant
(Serves Daly City and parts of Westborough)

Pacifica’s Calera Creek Water recycling Plant ........(650) 738-4660

San Mateo Waste Water treatment Plant ................ (650) 522-7300
(Serves Foster City and San Mateo) 

Sewer Authority Mid Coastside Wastewater .......... (650) 726-0124 
treatment facility
(Serves Half Moon Bay, Granada, Moss Beach,  
and Montara)

South Bayside System Authority...................................(650) 594-8411  ext.140
(Serves Atherton, Belmont, Menlo Park, Portola Valley,  
Redwood City, San Carlos, and Woodside) 

South San francisco/San Bruno Water ...................... (650) 877-8555 
Quality Control Plant
(Serves Colma, San Bruno, South San Francisco,  
and southern part of Daly City)

Palo Alto regional Water Quality Control Plant .....(650) 329-2598
(Serves East Palo Alto, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills,  
Mountain View, Palo Alto, and Stanford)

San francisco’s Southeast treatment Plant ............... (415) 648-6882
(Serves Brisbane and east side of San Francisco)

Your business may 
be regulated by 
several State and 
Local agencies 
for environmental 
compliance. In 
addition to what 
is listed, you 
may need to 
obtain coverage 
under the State 
Water Resources 
Control Board’s 
Stormwater 
Industrial General 
Permit. Call:  
(916) 341-5538 for 
more information.

All discharges to sanitary 
sewer must be approved 
by your local sanitary sewer 
treatment authority. See list 
of contacts to the left. Never 
discharge into a storm drain.

The Program gratefully 
acknowledges the Alameda 
Countywide Clean Water 
Program for allowing the 
adaptation of its booklet.

loCal aGenCY ContaCts
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Sugerencias para una 
Bahía más Limpia

Estos principios cubren los siguientes temas:

Prácticas Generales para la Prevención de la Contaminación del Agua Pluvial y 
Limpieza Adecuada del Negocio • Almacenamiento Externo de Materiales y Desechos 
Lavado de Equipo y Vehículos • Mantenimiento de Áreas Verdes • Mercurio y Basura

 Información Adicional y Contacto con Agencias Locales

C Ó M O  P U E D E  S U  N E G O C I O  P R E V E N I R  
L A  C O N TA M I N A C I Ó N  D E L  A G U A  P L U V I A L

UN PROGRAMA DE LA ASOCIACIÓN DE GOBIERNOS MUNICIPALES Y DE CONDADOS DEL CONDADO DE SAN MATEO (C/CAG)
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2      Programa del Condado de San Mateo para la Prevención de la Contaminación del Agua (San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program)

¡Usted PUede Prevenir la ContaminaCión del agUa!

Considere Convertirse en un 
Negocio Verde 

Los negocios verdes deben cumplir 
con las leyes medio ambientales 
además de adherirse a los estándares 
establecidos para la conservación de 
recursos naturales, la prevención de la 
contaminación así como la reducción 
de desechos. El programa de negocio 
verde Bay Area Green Business Program 
certifica a las compañías con la 
denominación de verde y promueve 
el uso y reconocimiento del término 
Green Business. Si desea mayor 
información, visite www.greenbiz.
ca.gov/index.html.

Es en contra de la ley limpiar con 
el chorro de la manguera suciedad, 
basura residuos de jabón, y otros 
contaminantes que fluyan hacia el 
sistema de alcantarillado de agua 
pluvial. A diferencia de los flujos de 
lavaderos, inodoros etc. interiores 
de los edificios que son procesados 
en las plantas de tratamiento de 
agua residual, el agua resultante de 
actividades de lavado en exteriores y el 
agua de la precipitación pluvial fluyen 
directamente a los arroyos y a la bahía 
generalmente sin recibir tratamiento 
alguno.

¡El sistema de 
alcantarillado de 
agua pluvial fluye 
directamente 
a los arroyos, 
a la bahia, y el 
Océano Pacífico!

¡La contaminación de 
las aguas pluviales es 
contra la ley!

as siguientes prácticas de 
prevención de la contaminación 
del escurrimiento generado 
por la precipitación pluvial le 

ayudarán a cumplir las leyes que 
protegen el agua pluvial y el medio 
ambiente. El agua pluvial que fluye 
al sistema de alcantarillado puede 
causar contaminación fácilmente 
porque por lo regular desemboca 
directamente en los riachuelos y 
en la bahía sin recibir tratamiento 
alguno. 

Usted podría tener que pagar 
el costo de las actividades de 
limpieza y multas, ser sometido 
a la revocación de sus permisos 
o, inclusive, ir a la cárcel por 
contaminar las aguas pluviales, 
así como por verter sustancias 
químicas y/o otras descargas de 
desechos y agua resultante de 
actividades de lavado a las calles, 
sistema de alcantarillado de agua 
pluvial, arroyos y la bahía.
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PráCtiCas generalas Para la PrevenCión de la ContaminaCión

Programa del Condado de San Mateo para la Prevención de la Contaminación del Agua (San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program)      3 

l Barra las áreas de 
estacionamiento y las cunetas 
al menos mensualmente y antes 
de que llueva. Recoja la basura 
diariamente.

l Prevenga los derrames 
cuando esté transfiriendo 
líquidos utilizando colectores de 
aceite, contención secundaria y 
absorbentes.

l Limpie los derrames de 
inmediato con trapos, materiales 
absorbentes* o métodos de 
aspiración húmeda o seca. No 
permita que los líquidos se 
acumulen o se derramen por la 
superficie. Nunca utilice agua 
para eliminar derrames ni permita 
que los derrames fluyan hacia 
las alcantarillas pluviales ni a los 
drenajes sanitarios. Limpie los 
absorbentes inmediatamente 
después de su uso.

l Realice las labores en 
interiores o bajo techo cuando 
sea posible, a fin de evitar la 
exposición a la precipitación pluvial, 
el escurrimiento de agua y el 
viento. Si el trabajo externo genera 
pequeñas partículas o polvo, las 
partículas deberán ser contenidas y 
aspiradas.

Las siguientes son 
buenas prácticas de 
limpieza de su negocio 
que se requieren y son 
de vital importancia 
para proteger nuestro 
medio ambiente.

*Se retira material 
absorbente que se 
utilizó en un pequeño 
derrame para su 
eliminación. Los 
materiales absorbentes 
utilizados podrían ser 
desechos peligrosos y 
deben ser eliminados 
adecuadamente.

l Identifique/indique cada 
alcantarilla de agua pluvial a fin 
de recordarles a sus trabajadores y 
clientes que no se permite desechar 
aguas residuales. 

l Inspeccione y limpie regularmente:
3 las alcantarillas de agua pluvial (las 

parrillas y los sumideros),
3 las plataformas de carga y las áreas de 

envío y recepción
3 las áreas de trabajo
3 las áreas de almacenamiento de 

sustancias químicas
3 las áreas de almacenamiento de 

desechos y de reciclaje
3 los dispositivos de tratamiento para 

obtener un funcionamiento adecuado.

l Conserve limpias las superficies 
barriendo, aspirando o pasando el 
trapeador – nunca lave las superficies 
dirigiendo el agua hacia la cuneta, las 
alcantarillas de agua pluvial, la calle 
o vía de agua. Para lavar a presión 
el pavimento u otras superficies, 
solicite los servicios de un contratista 
en limpieza capacitado para seguir 
las prácticas de la prevención de 
la contaminación (consulte la lista 
de la asociación de agencias para 
el manejo del agua pluvial Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association de reconocidas empresas 
dedicadas a la limpieza de superficies 
en www.basmaa.org/recognition/). 
Cerciórese de que toda el agua de 
lavado sea recolectada y desechada 
adecuadamente tal y como se describe 
en el sitio Web.

Cinco cosas importantes 
que debe recordar:

1.  Conserve su negocio  
limpio y ordenado – le 
ahorra dinero y evita  
la contaminación. 

2.  Proteja los desagües de  
las alcantarillas de agua 
pluvial contra todo tipo  
de contaminación. 

3.  ¡Prepárese! Tenga los 
materiales de limpieza a la 
mano. 

4.  Siempre que sea posible use 
métodos secos de limpieza 
para eliminar los derrames. 
Nunca enjuague los 
derrames de forma que el 
agua contaminada vaya a dar 
al sistema de alcantarillado 
pluvial.

5.  Capacite al personal 
periódicamente respecto a 
estas prácticas.

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



l Guarde los materiales en una 
superficie pavimentada y 
bajo techo, en un recipiente 
completamente cerrado, o debajo 
de una cubierta temporal a 
prueba de agua a fin de prevenir 
el contacto con el agua pluvial y el 
escurrimiento. 

l Guarde los líquidos dentro de 
una contención secundaria 
con objeto de prevenir su fuga 
accidental. Mantenga cerradas 
las tapas y las aberturas de 
los recipientes cuando no se 
estén utilizando. Mantenga los 
recipientes lejos del agua estancada. 
Inspeccione periódicamente 
los recipientes para detectar 
cuarteaduras, corrosión o uniones 
que tengan fugas.

 

Educación y Capacitación
Capacite a los nuevos empleados y recuérdeles 
a los existentes utilizar estas prácticas de 
prevención de la contaminación del agua pluvial.

4      Programa del Condado de San Mateo para la Prevención de la Contaminación del Agua (San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program)

almaCenamiento de materiales en exteriores

l Ejerza la precaución y el control 
al transferir líquidos para 
minimizar un derrame potencial.

l Tenga siempre a la mano 
materiales de limpieza. Capacite 
periódicamente a los empleados 
respecto a los procedimientos de 
limpieza para eliminar derrames. 

l Almacene todos los materiales 
lo más lejos posible de las 
alcantarillas de agua pluvial.

l Coloque colectores de 
derrames debajo de las labores 
que se realicen en exteriores o 
áreas de almacenamiento en donde 
exista potencial de derrames y 
fugas.

Si es necesario almacenar 
materiales en el exterior: 

1.  Protéjalos de la lluvia y el 
escurrimiento. 

2.  Coloque recipientes 
primarios de líquidos dentro 
de la contención secundaria. 

3.  No los coloque cerca de las 
alcantarillas de agua pluvial.

4.  Consulte con el Departamen-
to de Bomberos si podrían 
requerirse rociadores bajo 
techos/cubiertas.

5.  Conserve los materiales de 
limpieza de derrames en 
lugares de fácil acceso.

Pinturas almacenadas en superficie 
pavimentada, bajo techo y dentro de 
contención secundaria para atrapar 
derrames.
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almaCenamiento de deseChos en exteriores

Consulte a la agencia de 
reglamentación sobre desechos 
peligrosos de su localidad acerca 
de los medios apropiados de desecho 
y manejo de materiales peligrosos. 
Consulte la información de contacto 
en la contraportada. 

Programa del Condado de San Mateo para la Prevención de la Contaminación del Agua (San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program)       5

l Use un dispositivo de 
almacenamiento de contención 
secundaria por separado, 
apropiado, limpio, herméticamente 
cerrado para los líquidos reciclables 
y los desechos peligrosos. 
Identifique los recipientes conforme 
a los reglamentos que rigen a los 
desechos peligrosos.

l Contrate a una empresa 
transportista acreditada para 
acarrear y reciclar o tirar los 
desechos.

l No permita que el agua para 
enjuagar recipientes de desechos 
o áreas fluya hacia el sistema de 
alcantarillado de agua pluvial.

Eliminación de Desechos y 
Reciclaje:

1.  No deseche nada a través 
del sistema de alcantarillado 
de agua pluvial. Recicle 
siempre que sea posible 
hacerlo. 

2.  Divida los desechos según 
su tipo y almacénelos por 
separado en recipientes 
herméticamente cerrados. 

3.  Use un contenedor de 
basura lo suficientemente 
grande de manera que pueda 
mantener cerradas las tapas. 

4.  Remplace los contenedores 
de basura que estén 
goteando.

l Inspeccione los contenedores 
de basura y el área de reciclaje 
de desechos diariamente. 
Recoja los desechos tirados y 
barra el área. Cerciórese de que 
los contenedores de basura no 
estén excesivamente llenos y que 
las tapas estén siempre cerradas. 
Los contenedores de basura sin 
tapas bien colocadas o que tengan 
fugas deberán ser reemplazados o 
reparados. Algunos contenedores 
tienen tapones que deben estar 
colocados. Comuníquese con su 
proveedor de servicio.

l Prevenga y limpie todo goteo 
o escurrimiento proveniente 
del compactador de basura 
o canalícelo hacia el drenaje 
sanitario con la aprobación de la 
autoridad local para el tratamiento 
del sistema de drenaje sanitario  
(consulte la contraportada para 
obtener información sobre con 
quién comunicarse).

Recipiente de almacenamiento de tambores que evita 
el contacto con el agua pluvial y proporciona contención 
secundaria en contra de los derrames.

Contenedor de basura, recipiente de grasa, y 
materiales de reciclaje almacenados en una 
superficie pavimentada, bajo techo, protegidos 
del escurrimiento del agua pluvial.
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Lavado de Equipo: 

1.  Desvíe toda el agua 
resultante de actividades 
de lavado al sistema de 
drenaje sanitario. 

2.  Dele mantenimiento 
a cualquier sistema de 
tratamiento que posea. 

3.  No dirija el agua resultante 
del lavado o enjuagado 
a la cuneta, la calle, o el 
sistema de alcantarillado 
de agua pluvial.

4.  Limpie el equipo o los 
vehículos fuera de las 
instalaciones, si no cuenta 
con otras opciones.

Consulte a la autoridad de 
tratamiento de drenajes 
sanitarios de su localidad 
para obtener la autorización 
de su equipo o sistema de 
lavado de vehículos. Consulte la 
información de contacto en la 
contraportada.

l De ser posible, lave el equipo 
en interiores, en un lavadero 
industrial o en un lugar en donde 
el agua resultante de actividades 
de lavado fluya hacia el sistema de 
drenaje sanitario. Comuníquese 
con la autoridad encargada del 
tratamiento del agua del sistema 
de drenaje sanitario de su localidad 
a fin de obtener su autorización 
(Consulte la contraportada). 

l Alternativamente, lave el equipo 
o los vehículos sobre una 
superficie de lavado de tamaño 
adecuada, techada, elevada y 
rodeada por un canal, y que 
esté conectada a un sistema de 
tratamiento de agua resultante de 
actividades de lavado y al sistema de 
drenaje sanitario.

6      Programa del Condado de San Mateo para la Prevención de la Contaminación del Agua (San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program)

lavado de eqUiPo y vehíCUlos

l La conexión al sistema de drenaje 
sanitario también podría requerir 
un permiso de plomería por parte 
de la agencia pertinente de su 
jurisdicción. Comuníquese con su 
Ayuntamiento.

l Todos los colectores de grasa e 
interceptores y sistemas de lavado 
de vehículos deberán recibir 
mantenimiento y ser limpiados 
siguiendo un programa regular. 
Los sólidos que sean recolectados 
deberán ser desechados a través 
del uso de un transportista de 
desechos que posea la licencia 
correspondiente.

l El lavado móvil de algunos tipos 
de equipo, tal como equipo de 
extracción de techo o carritos para 
hacer compras, es aceptable si toda 
el agua resultante de actividades 
de lavado es contenida, aspirada y 
eliminada en el sistema de drenaje 
sanitario.

Tapete de piso de cocina en un lavadero de limpieza/trapeado.
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merCUrio y BasUra
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áreas verdes y alternativas más segUras a los PestiCidas

l Las medidas para la prevención de 
la contaminación y los sistemas 
de tratamiento del agua pluvial 
forman cada vez más parte de la 
jardinería ornamental. Debe saber 
si sus áreas verdes están diseñadas 
específicamente para minimizar y 
tratar el escurrimiento del agua 
pluvial, y, de ser así, cerciórese 
de que reciba el mantenimiento 
adecuado tal y como fue diseñado.

l Siga las prácticas ecológicas del 
programa de jardinería ornamental 
Bay-Friendly Landscaping and 
Gardening Program. Visite www.
bayfriendly.org.

l Use alternativas menos tóxicas 
a los pesticidas. Si desea mayor 
información sobre la administración 
integrada de plagas, visite www.
ourwaterourworld.org.

l No riegue de más – dé 

mantenimiento a los rociadores a 
fin de evitar mojar el pavimento.

l Quite las hojas caídas y retire 
los recortes para convertirlos en 
composta o ser eliminados junto 
con los desechos verdes. No 
deseche nada en la calle, sistema 
de alcantarillado de agua pluvial o 
arroyo.

la basura junto con el resto de 
sus desechos comunes. 

l Consulte el sitio web del 
departamento de control de 
sustancias tóxicas California 
Department of Toxic Substances 
Control  www.dtsc.ca.gov/
HazardousWaste/UniversalWaste/
index.cfm para obtener información 
detallada sobre cómo deshacerse 
de los desechos que contienen 
mercurio y otros desechos 
peligrosos. No lo tire a la basura 
– ¡es ilegal!

BaSURa

La basura es mala para las ventas y 
hace daño a la salud de los arroyos y 
de la bahía.

l Proporcione suficientes 
receptáculos de basura para 
los clientes y empleados. Todos 
los receptáculos exteriores deben 
estar cubiertos.

l Recoja la basura diariamente. 
Mantenga la acera en frente de su 
negocio libre de basura y suciedad. 
No limpie los derrames utilizando 
agua que fluya hacia la calle o el 
sistema de alcantarillado de agua 
pluvial.

l Todo arroyo que pase a través de 
su propiedad o junto a ella deberá 
mantenerse libre de basura y 
desechos.

MERCURIo

El mercurio contamina a los peces, 
provocando que su consumo sea 
dañino. La agencia estatal de salud ha 
emitido una serie de recomendaciones 
detalladas de salud, las cuales están 
disponibles en www.oehha.ca. gov/fish/
general/sfbaydelta.html.

l Deseche correctamente los 
desperdicios peligrosos o 
recicle todos los productos que 
contengan mercurio, incluyendo 
focos (bombillas) de lámparas 
fluorescentes, manómetros, 
termómetros, interruptores 
y baterías. a fin de evitar la 
contaminación de los peces, 
ahora es ilegal desechar 
cualquiera de estos residuos en 

Este es un ejemplo de un terreno pantanoso con vegetación utilizado para dar tratamiento 
al drenaje del agua pluvial de un estacionamiento. Los terrenos pantanosos le dan a los 
contaminantes del agua pluvial la oportunidad de asentarse y, cuando el suelo es arenoso, 
cargar nuevamente los acuíferos de agua subterránea.

Mantenimiento de Áreas 
Verdes:

1. Siga el plan de mantenimien-
to del sistema de tratamien-
to de agua pluvial basado en 
áreas verdes que posea.

2. Use métodos para el control 
de plagas menos tóxicos.

3. Minimice el uso de 
 fertilizantes.
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 Impreso en 50% de papel reciclado con 
30% de desechos post-consumidor (PCW), 
utilizando tintas a base de soya.Versión fechada mayo de 2008

Inspectores locales del sistema de alcantarillas pluviales

Ciudad  Número telefónico
Atherton .............................................................................................(650) 372-6200
Belmont ...............................................................................................(650) 372-6200
Brisbane ...............................................................................................(650) 372-6200
Burlingame .........................................................(650) 342-3727 y (650) 372-6200
Colma ..................................................................................................(650) 372-6200
Daly City .............................................................................................(650) 991-8208
East Palo Alto .....................................................................................(650) 372-6200
Foster City ..........................................................................................(650) 522-7300
Half Moon Bay ...................................................................................(650) 372-6200
Hillsborough .......................................................................................(650) 372-6200
Menlo Park .........................................................................................(650) 372-6200
Millbrae ................................................................................................(650) 372-6200
Pacifica .................................................................................................(650) 372-6200
Portola Valley ......................................................................................(650) 372-6200
Redwood City ....................................................................................(650) 372-6200
San Bruno……………….................................................................(650) 372-6200
San Carlos………………. ...............................................................(650) 372-6200
San Mateo ...........................................................................................(650) 522-7300
South San Francisco..........................................................................(650) 829-3848
Área no Incorporada del Condado de San Mateo ....................(650) 372-6200
Woodside ............................................................................................(650) 372-6200

Regulador local de desechos peligrosos Número telefónico 
(Agencia Certificada del Programa Unificado-CUPA)
La División de Salud Ambiental del Condado de San Mateo  
(San Mateo County Environmental Health Division) es la  
CUPA de todas las áreas del Condado de San Mateo .......... (650) 372-6200

autoridades locales  
del sistema de drenaje sanitario Número telefónico

Instalaciones de Tratamiento de  
Aguas Residuales de Burlingame ................................................. (650) 342-3727 
(Brinda servicio a Burlingame, Hillsborough y Burlingame Hills)

Planta de Control de la Contaminación del Agua de Millbrae..... (650) 259-2388

Distrito Sanitario del Norte del Condado de San Mateo .... (650) 991-8200 
Planta de Tratamiento de Aguas Residuales 
(Brinda servicio a Daly City y partes de Westborough)

Planta de Reciclaje de Aguas Calera Creek de Pacifica .........(650) 738-4660

Planta de Tratamiento de Aguas Residuales de San Mateo ....... (650) 522-7300 
(Brinda servicio a Foster City y San Mateo) 

Instalaciones de Tratamiento de  
Aguas Residuales de la Autoridad de  
Alcantarillas del Centro de la Costa .......................................... (650) 726-0124 
(Brinda servicio a Half Moon Bay, Granada, Moss Beach  
y Montara)

Autoridad del Sistema del Sur de la Bahía ................................ (650) 594-8411   
(Brinda servicio a Atherton, Belmont, Menlo Park, Portola Valley,  
Redwood City, San Carlos y Woodside) 

Planta de Control de la Calidad del Agua de  
South San Francisco/ San Bruno .................................................. (650) 877-8555 
(Brinda servicio a Colma, San Bruno, South San Francisco,  
y la parte sur de Daly City)

Planta Regional de Control de la Calidad del Agua de Palo Alto ... (650) 329-2598 
(Brinda servicio a East Palo Alto, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills,  
Mountain View, Palo Alto y Stanford)

Planta de Tratamiento del Sudeste de San Francisco ............ (415) 648-6882 
(Brinda servicio a Brisbane y al este de San Francisco)

Todo flujo de aguas residuales hacia 
el sistema de drenaje sanitario deberá 
estar autorizado por la autoridad de 
tratamiento del drenaje sanitario de su 
localidad. Consulte la lista de contactos 
que se incluye a la izquierda. Nunca 
deseche aguas residuales a través del 
sistema de alcantarillado pluvial.

ContaCto Con agenCias loCales

ext.140

El programa le extiende su gratitud 
al Programa para Mantener el Agua 
Limpia del Condado de Alameda 
(Alameda Countywide Clean 
Water Program) por permitirnos la 
adaptación de este folleto.

Su negocio podría tener 
que ser reglamentado por 
varias agencias estatales 
y locales en lo que 
respecta al cumplimiento 
de las disposiciones 
ambientales. Además de 
seguir estas prácticas 
para la prevención de la 
contaminación del agua 
pluvial, es posible que 
tenga que obtener la 
cobertura de un Permiso 
Industrial General sobre 
Aguas que Fluyen al 
Sistema de Alcantarillado 
(Stormwater Industrial 
General Permit) de la 
Junta Estatal de Control 
de Recursos de Agua 
(State Water Resources 
Control Board). Llame 
al: (916) 341-5538 si 
desea obtener información 
adicional.
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ATTENDANCE ROSTER
PUBLIC INFORMATION PARTICIPATION SUBCOMMITTEE

SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM

AGENCY NAME ALTERNATE / PHONE # PHONE Ju
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Atherton Kathy Hughes Anderson 752-0526 1 ** 1

Atherton Andrea Mardesich GM 752-0544 1 1 1 1

Belmont Jozi Plut 595-7425 1 ** 1 1 1 1 1

Brisbane Matthew Fabry 415-508-2134 1 ** 1 1 1 1

Burlingame Eva C. Justimbaste 342-3727 ** 1 1 1 1 1

Colma Muneer Ahmed Daniel Gonzalez 757-8888 757-8888 1 ** 1 1

Daly City Ward Donnelly 991-8200 1 ** 1 1 1 1 1

East Palo Alto John Latu Jaime Camacho 444-0476 853-3165 1 ** 1 1 1 1

Foster City Mike McElligot 286-3279 ** 1

Half Moon Bay Tony Moorhouse 726-7177 ** 1

Hillsborough Rachelle Ungaretti 375-7444 1 ** 1 1 1

Menlo Park Dianne Dryer 330-6764 1 ** 1 1 1 1

Millbrae Shelly Reider Krista Kuehnhackl 259-2444 1 ** 1 1 1 1 1

Pacifica Lizzy Claycomb Christina Horrisberger 738-7361 1 ** 1 1 1

Portola Valley Howard Young 851-1700 x 14 **
Portola Valley Josh Maierle 851-1700 x 20 1

Redwood City Marilyn Harang Kathy Hunter 780-7477 1 ** 1 1 1 1 1

San Bruno Jim Shannon 616-7046 1 ** 1 1 1 1

San Carlos Michael Fossati Gavin Moynahan 802-4361 1 ** 1 1

San Carlos Andrea Mardesich 802-4263 1 1 1

San Mateo City Vern Bessey 522-7342 ** 1 1 1 1 1

San Mateo County Sarah Pratt 599-1325 1 ** 1 1 1 1 1

San Mateo County Ana Clayton 599-1514 1 ** 1 1 1

San Mateo County Mary Bell Austin 599-1549 ** 1 1 1

San Mateo County Dermot Casey 363-4957 **
San Mateo County Julie Colvin 599-1634 1 ** 1 1 1

South San Francisco Cassie Prudhel Daniel Fulford 829-3840 1 ** 1 1 1

South San Francisco Frank Mandola ** 1

South San Francisco Janice Peregrino 1

Woodside EJ Kim 1 **
E.O.A. Inc. Fred Jarvis 510-832-2852

RWQCB, Oakland Habte Kifle 510-622-2371

SMCWPPP Prgm. Coord. Matt Fabry 415-508-2134 1 1 1 1 1

Mosquito Abatement Chindi Peavey 650-344-8592 1

Public: 1

 1 -  Attendance

*No Meeting

**No Meeting (County Fair)

1st Half Year 2nd Half Year

FY 2007-2008

San Mateo Countywide- SMCWPPP
8/22/2008 FY 2007-2008
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Zun Zun School Assembly Schedule - 2007/2008
School Name/Venue City Month Day shows Price # Students
Atherton Library Atherton July 2 1 0 40
Millbrae Library Millbrae July 10 1 0 40
Foster City Library Foster City July 11 1 550 40
Baywood Elem San Mateo July 12 1 550 490
Brisbane Library Brisbane July 12 1 550 40
Belmont Library Belmont July 18 1 550 40
Sanchez Library Pacifica July 24 1 550 40
E.Palo Alto Library EPA July 24 1 550 40
Portola Valley Portala July 26 1 550 40
San Carlos Library San Carlo July 31 1 550 40
Half Moon Bay Libr HMB August 8 1 550 40
Woodrow Wilson Daly City Sept 19 2 800 400
Nesbit Elem Belmont Sept 20 2 800 360
S. SF Library SSF Sept 25 1 550 40
Thomas Edison Daly City October 12 2 800 500
Pescadero Pescadero October 18 1 550 200
La Honda La Honda October 18 1 550 200
Edison Brentwood October 26 1 550 500
Lomita Park San Bruno October 10 1 550 250
SanMateo/Foster City Childrens Annex October 12 1 550 30
Borel San Mateo October 17 1 550 915
Westlake Daly City November 20 2 800 360
Medows Millbrae December 18 2 800 310
Highlands San Mateo December 12 2 800 400
Daniel Webster Daly City December 13 2 800 455
Trinity School Menlo Par January 8 1 550 150
Laurel Elementary Atherton February 6 2 800 487
Washington Elementary Burlingam February 5 1 550 234
Millbrae Millbrae February 28 2 800 315
Audobon Foster City April 25 1 550 547
Cabrillo Pacifica June 5 2 800 558
Panorama Daly City June 11 2 800 165

Totals 43 19250 8266
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FREE 
ASSEMBLY 

          
 
 
 
        
 

Attention Principal or Assembly Coordinator: A musical adventure about storm 
drains, recycling, and keeping our water clean is available for FREE. 

 
 

Book NOW for 2007-2008 School Year! 
 
 
 

San Mateo County Pollution Prevention Program is thrilled to invite you to enjoy a 
FREE 45-minute assembly*.   

 

Through the use of over 25 instruments from North, Central, and South America, ZunZun 
will provide an interactive, educational, multicultural, and environmentally focused 
show. ZunZun’s participatory shows promise to engage audiences and provide your 
school with an assembly to remember.  
 
Topics covered include water pollution, recycling, watershed ecology, storm-drain 
runoff, ways to save water, and how we are all connected to our waterways.  Students 
will learn water facts and things they can do now to help protect and preserve this vital 
resource. The shows are lively, fun, funny, and keep children and adults entertained! 
Shows can be in Spanish, English, or bilingual. 
 

If you have questions about the program, call Ana Clayton at (650) 599-1514.    

Sponsored by San Mateo County Environmental Health Department and the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program, a program 
of the City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG), and the California Integrated Waste Management Board.  
 

BBooookk  NNooww!!  
831-426-0684 or  zunzun@zunzuntunes.com 

 
*The Pollution Prevention Program will cover the cost of each show contingent upon grant funding.  

www.flowstobay.org 

•r
SAN MAHO COUNTYWIDE

Water Pollution
Prevention Program

Clean Water, Heallny Community,
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Healthy Schools

Find out what’s in the many products used in and around your school—and home—for cleaning and pest 
control. • Learn about risks to human health and the environment from common hazardous household waste • 
compare less-toxic products • understand the Healthy Schools Act • reduce pollution at school and beyond.

SAn MAteo County oFFiCe oF eduCAtion, 101 twin doLpHin drive, redwood City

Saturday, october 20, 2007, 9  am - 2:30  pm

Make the right choices to protect children’s health and the environment! 

Inside & Out

Includes green clean kit with recipes and free samples, plus activity binder for K-12 educators. Cost $30. 
Register at 510.665.3430 or www.thewatershedproject.org. Academic credit available through CSU East Bay.

Registration Form

NAME

HOME ADDRESS                     CITY                        ZIP

HOME PHONE    EMAIL

WORK/SCHOOL

WORK ADDRESS    CITY                        ZIP

WORK PHONE    GRADES TAUGHT

(If provided, confirmation of registration will be sent via email.)

r YES, I’ve taken one of your workshops before.
r YES, you may give out my email/phone number to class participants for carpooling.
r YES, I teach at a school where at least half the students are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.

Mail your completed registration 
form, with your non-refundable 
payment to:  

the Watershed Project
1327 South 46th Street
155 Richmond Field Station
Richmond, CA 94804 

Make checks payable to: 
the Watershed Project

This workshop is funded with 
support from the San Mateo Countywide 
Water Pollution Prevention Program and 
sponsored by the Watershed Project. The 
mission of the Watershed Project is to 
educate and inspire communities to protect 
their local watersheds. 

A workSHop
For teACHerS, 

AdMiniStrAtorS, 
MAintenAnCe StAFF, 

pArentS, And Anyone 
intereSted in LeSS 

toxiC produCtS
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HealthyHealthy
SchoolsSchools

... less toxic alternatives for 
school maintenance

Leading the way to...

http://w
ww.txp

2p.org

Funded by: Produced by:
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WHYWHY How Toxic is My Product?How Toxic is My Product?
Look for Signal Words (Keywords that warn of the 

potential immediate danger level, as tested on a 180lb male)

SIGNAL WORDS

WARNING
or CAUTION

DANGER

POISON

Substance may pose a lesser degree of hazard, 
even though they may still be flammable, 
combustible, corrosive, or have harmful vapors.

Substance is extremely toxic or 
highly flammable or corrosive.

Substance is most toxic and can kill.

►  Many cleaning products contain carcinogens, asthmagens 
and substances associated with damage to reproductive organs, 
birth defects, kidney failure, blindness and other health effects. 
Substances not only can be inhaled, but also absorbed through 
the skin to damage organs.
►  Recent worker’s compensation data shows that approximately 
6% of janitors have lost-time injuries per year. 
►  EPA ranks indoor air quality as one of the top 5 
environmental risks, partially due to the use of conventional 
cleaning products. 
►  12% of asthma cases were from exposure to cleaning 
products at work. 
►  Bleaches that contain chlorine become extremely toxic when 
mixed in any wastewater that contain ammonia.

Health & SafetyHealth & Safety

Environmental ImpactEnvironmental Impact
►  In California, nearly 10% of all non-vehicular VOCs 
(Volatile Organic Compounds) released to the outdoor 
environment, come from cleaning products. 
►  Cleaners containing phosphate kill marine life by causing 
excess algae blooms that rob water of oxygen and block 
sunlight.
►  Ingredients, such as alkylphenol ethoxylate surfactants, do 
not break down easily in the environment and may interfere 
with the hormonal system of exposed organisms.

the watershed project http://www.TheWatershedProject.org the watershed project http://www.TheWatershedProject.org

Should you be concerned?
Safety was cited as the #1 concern among many 

janitors and building maintenance workers.

Cleaning products also contribute to environmental pollution 
by making their way to our creeks and the bay, and are toxic 

to aquatic organisms.

Avoid ingredients that pose the greatest health hazard.

Acids

Caustic

Solvents

Surfactants

Disinfectants

Hydrochloric Acid
Phosphoric Acid

Sodium Hydroxide
Sodium Metasilicate
Potassium Hydroxide
Perchloroethylene
Butoxyethanol
Ethanolamine
Toluene

Alkyl Phenol 
Ethoxylates

Bleach 
Urinal Blocks
Quaternary-
Ammonium Chloride

Corrosive. 
Causes blindness and damages 
skin.
Corrosive.
Causes blindness and can cause 
severe skin damage.
Causes cancer.
Absorbs through skin & 
poisons liver, kidneys, and 
fetuses.
Persists in the environment 
and affects animal hormone 
systems.
Corrosive.
Bleach mixes with ammonia or 
acid and causes poisonous gas.
Can cause cancer.

HIGH RISK INGREDIENTS
Class Ingredient Health Hazard
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ResourcesResources

Proper DisposalProper Disposal

Fact Sheet: Environmentally Preferable Janitorial Cleaning Products
http://www.stopwaste.org/docs/janitorial_cleaning_products.pdf

For a guide to buying green cleaning products, go to:
 http://www.responsiblepurchasing.org/purchasing_
 guides/cleaners/products

To buy green janitorial products online:
 http://www.all-greenjanitorialproducts.com/

Green Janitorial Service in San Mateo area: 
 Phone: (415) 642-2100
 http://www.gmgjani.com/

The Green Cleaning Pollution Prevention Calculator: 
 http://www.ofee.gov/janitor/index.asp

Household Hazardous Waste Program (San Mateo County):
 Very Small Quantity Generator Program: (650) 363-4607
 http://www.smhealth.org/vsqg

Schools Hazardous Waste Collection, Consolidation, and   
Accumulation Facility:
 More info: http://www.calcupa.net/programs/hazwaste/FS-02-030.pdf
 Implementation questions: http://www.desc.ca.gov

Recycle Works: A Program of San Mateo County
 Recycle Works Hotline: 1-888-442-2666
 http://www.recycleworks.org/index.html

the watershed project

What can I do and where can I find out more?

Unused portions of cleaning supplies must be dealt with as 
househould hazardous waste!

Publication produced by:
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Pollution Prevention

Calendar 2008
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Who We are 
San Mateo County Environmental 
Health works to ensure a safe and 
healthful environment for residents 
through education, monitoring,  
and enforcement.

The Pollution Prevention Program 
focus is on recycling used oil, reducing 
and properly disposing of household 
hazardous waste, and storm water 
pollution prevention. This calendar 
can be used as a tool for pollution 
prevention and a resource for 
discovering the natural beauty of 
San Mateo County.

SIMPLE THINGS YOU CAN DO 
TO BE EARTH FRIENDLY

San Mateo County Pollution Prevention Program

Make conscious choices. 
1. reduce the amount of stuff you buy and look for things 

that are sold in recyclable packaging.
2. recycle everything you can, reuse the things you can’t.
3. replace the light bulbs in your house with energy 

efficient bulbs.
4. Bring your own bags to the grocery store so you don’t 

have to use new plastic or paper bags.
5. Buy and use rechargeable batteries. they last longer and 

pollute less.

Reduce, Reuse, and Recycle. 
are you looking for other alternatives to reduce, reuse, and 
recycle products that go beyond what municipal recyclers 
and compost bins can handle? let’s Reduce, Reuse, and 
Recycle the following: 

1. Appliances: goodwill accepts working appliances, www.
goodwill.org, or you can contact the steel recycling 
institute to recycle them, www.recycle-steel.org.

2. Clothes: Wearable clothes can go to your local goodwill 
outlet or shelter. consider holding a clothes swap at 
your office, school, faith congregation or community 
center. swap clothes with friends and colleagues, and 
save money on a fall wardrobe and back-to-school 
clothes.

3. Computers and electronics: Find the most responsible 
recyclers, local and national, at rethinkwaste.org or 
mygreenelectronics.org. 

4. Ink/toner cartridges: recycleplace.com pays $1/each  
or more. 

5. Miscellaneous: get your unwanted items into the hands 
of people who can use them. offer them up on your 
local craigslist.org listserv, or try giving them away in 
your local community.

Vote with your dollars.  
you can make a difference. let companies know that 
you won’t accept toxic and over packaged products into 
your home. get more information about the companies 
who produce and sell the products you use at www.
responsibleshopper.org. choose less toxic and buy less!

HHW

HHW

CONVENIENT, SAFE DISPOSAL OF HOUSEHOLD 
HAzARDOUS WASTE (HHW) 
We collect paints, pesticides, thinners, pool chemicals, 
cleaners, and other toxics at collection events held 
throughout the year. san mateo county residents  
may use any of the dates shown on the calendar by 
the HHW icon. an appointment must be 
made to dispose of toxics. call (650) 363-
4718 or go to www.smhealth.org/hhw

USED OIL RECYCLING
used motor oil is a large portion of the pollution 
in our waterways. oil is sometimes dumped 
or leaks from cars or other mechanical 
equipment. do the right thing—keep your 
car in tune, if you change your own oil, take 
the oil and filter to one of the collection 
centers listed on the back of the calendar.

WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION
the storm drain system channels 
rainwater from streets and landscaping 
into creeks that flow to the Bay or 
the Pacific ocean. the water is not 
treated at a sewage treatment plant, 
and can be contaminated by oil, pesticides, litter and 
other contaminants that run off pavement and yards. 
learn about preventing pollution and best management 
practices at www.flowstobay.org

S A N  M AT EO  COU N TY W IDE

Water Pollution
Prevention Program

Clean Water. Healthy Community.

FONT
ITC CONDUIT STD
MEDIUM

PANTONE
2945

PANTONE
370
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Web resources are incorporated throughout the 
calendar to enhance the text provided with each 
month.  listed below are a few general websites that 
list information about the environment, pollution 
prevention and conservation.

San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution 
Prevention Program
www.flowstobay.org
solutions to help control water pollution.

San Mateo County Environmental Health
www.smhealth.org
link to environmental Health department Programs– 
food, toxics, housing, solid waste, and water.

San Mateo County Recycleworks
www.recycleworks.org
reuse, recycling, composting, sustainable living and 
green building information. 

Earth 911
www.earth911.org
national hotline with local information on recycling, 
green shopping, energy conservation, household 
hazardous waste, environmental education, and 
more.

California Integrated Waste Management Board
www.ciwmb.ca.gov
state agency that oversees all statewide recycling 
requirements.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,  
Office of Pollution Prevention and Toxics
www.epa.gov/p2
Pollution prevention information 
for businesses and residents.

Newsletters
Lighter Foot Step: www.lighterfootstep.com
Treehugger: www.treehugger.com
Environmental Health News:  
www.environmentalhealthnews.org

Other
Cosmetic Safety Database
www.cosmeticsdatabase.com
Surf Your Watershed 
www.epa.gov/surf
Green TV www.green.tv

i would like to thank my colleagues for their work in 
producing the 2008 Pollution Prevention calendar. 
their subject ideas, text writing, photo selection, technical 
and graphic support, and project management make this 
yearly project a pleasure. 

A San Mateo County Health Department Program • Funded by a grant from the California Integrated Waste Management Board • Project 
Manager/Editor: Ana Clayton • Project Staff: Sarah Pratt, Mary Bell Austin and Julie Colvin • Design and Production: Schmidt Creative

FROM THE PHOTOGRAPHERWEB RESOURCES

This calendar is printed on recycled paper.

Photo by Bev Baldwin

(650) 599-1600
pasmith@co.sanmateo.ca.us
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 sun	 Mon	 Tue	 wed	 Thu	 fri	 saT	

J	a	n	u	a	r	y		2	0	0	8

recycle used oil
call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event   call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.

HHW

HHW

new year’s day

martin luther 
King, Jr. day

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san carlos
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
Pacifica
san mateo

HHW

HHW
so. san Francisco

HHW

HHW
Half moon Bay
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san Bruno

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

	 	 	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	

	 6	 7	 8	 9	 10	 11	 12	

	 13	 14	 15	 16	 17	 18	 19	

	 20	 21	 22	 23	 24	 25	 26	

	 27	 28	 29	 30	 31

	 deceMber	2007
	 s	 M	 T	 w	 T	 f	 s	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 1	
	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	
	 9	 10	 11	 12	 13	 14	 15	
	 16	 17	 18	 19	 20	 21	 22	
	 23	 24	 25	 26	 27	 28	 29	
	 30	 31 

	 february	2008
	 s	 M	 T	 w	 T	 f	 s	
	 	 	 	 	 	 1	 2	
	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	 9	
	 10	 11	 12	 13	 14	 15	 16	
	 17	 18	 19	 20	 21	 22	 23	
	 24	 25	 26	 27	 28	 29	  

Least Sandpiper

The	least	sandpiper	is	the	smallest	
shorebird	in	the	world.	shorebirds	
like	the	least	sandpiper	aren’t	hurt	

just	by	ecological	disasters	like	large	oil	
tanker	spills.	small	amounts	of	motor	oil	
from	cars,	trucks,	and	busses	can	also	
find	their	way	through	the	storm	drains	
onto	these	birds’	feeding	grounds.			

Tiny	creatures	living	in	the	banks	and	
mudflats	absorb	the	petroleum.	some	
die,	depriving	the	birds	of	a	food	
source.	others	survive,	and	pass	on	the	
contamination	to	the	birds	that	eat	them.		

The	least	sandpiper	and	similar	
shorebirds	forage	on	the	mudflats	for	
food,	eating	mainly	small	crustaceans,	
insects,	and	snails.	when	birds	eat	foods	
contaminated	by	petroleum,	it	hurts	
their	health	in	a	number	of	ways.	effects	
range	from	weakness	to	illnesses	like	
pneumonia	and	liver	failure,	to	problems	
creating	healthy	eggs	that	will	survive.

you	can	help	protect	the	least	sandpiper	
and	other	shorebirds	by	keeping	your	
car	leak-free	and	making	sure	its	motor	
oil	and	filter	gets	recycled.

Resources:
www.ciwmb.ca.gov/usedoil

“We need to push ourselves to make as 
many reductions as possible in our own 

energy use first…and that takes time.  
But we must do this quickly…the  

climate will not wait for us.”
—RupeRt MuRdoch
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	 sun	 Mon	 Tue	 wed	 Thu	 fri	 saT	

f	e	b	r	u	a	r	y		2	0	0	8

recycle used oil
call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event  call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.

HHW

HHW

groundhog day

lincoln’s Birthday valentine’s day

Presidents’ day 
(observed)

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
menlo Park
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

Washington’s Birthday

HHW

HHW
san carlos 
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

ash Wednesday
HHW

HHW
san Bruno

HHW

HHW
so san Francisco

HHW

HHW
san mateo

chinese new year

	 	 	 	 	 	 1	 2	

	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	 9	

	 10	 11	 12	 13	 14	 15	 16	

	 17	 18	 19	 20	 21	 22	 23	

	 24	 25	 26	 27	 28	 29

	 January	2008
	 s	 M	 T	 w	 T	 f	 s	
	 	 	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	
	 6	 7	 8	 9	 10	 11	 12	
	 13	 14	 15	 16	 17	 18	 19	
	 20	 21	 22	 23	 24	 25	 26	
	 27	 28	 29	 30	 31 

	 March	2008
	 s	 M	 T	 w	 T	 f	 s	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 1	
	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	
	 9	 10	 11	 12	 13	 14	 15	
	 16	 17	 18	 19	 20	 21	 22	
	 23	 24	 25	 26	 27	 28	 29	
	 30	 31	  

1948 International

americans	express	their	fondness	
for	motor	vehicles	in	many	ways.		
one	is	to	hold	on	to	a	car	or	truck	

long	after	others	would	have	parted	
ways.	some	restore	their	automobile	for	
car	shows,	others	might	use	them	to	go	
for	rides	on	weekends,	and	some,	like	
the	the	owner	of	the	truck	above,	might	
use	them	to	perform	the	occasional	
chore	around	the	ranch.		

one	thing	that	automobile	collectors	
have	in	common	is	that	they	are	more	
likely	to	be	do-it-yourself	oil	changers.		
if	you	change	your	own	oil	on	your	car	
or	truck,	work	carefully	and	dispose	of	
the	used	motor	oil	and	filters	at	one	of	
the	free	collection	centers	in	san	Mateo	
county.	Look	for	the	“oil	drop”	symbol	in	
the	window	of	local	stores.	

Tips for Changing Your Own Oil:
•	 drain	used	oil	into	a	clean	non-

breakable	container	that	has	a	screw	
on	cap.	

•	 do	not	mix	used	oil	with	any	other	
materials,	not	even	water.	

•	 Place	your	used	oil	filter	in	a	sealed	
plastic	bag.	Take	it	to	a	collection	
center	that	accepts	oil	filters.

•	 Take	the	container	of	used	oil	to	your	
nearest	free	used	oil	collection	site.	(if	
your	trash	company	offers	curbside	
pickup,	you	can	place	it	next	to	your	
trash	can	instead.)

To Find a Free Collection Center: 
•	 call	1-800-cLeanuP	or	
•	 Look	on	the	back	of	this	calendar

“Quality means doing it right 
when no one is looking.”

—henRy FoRd
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 sun	 Mon	 Tue	 wed	 Thu	 fri	 saT	

M	a	r	c	h		2	0	0	8

recycle used oil
call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event   call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.

HHW

HHW

st. Patrick’s day First day of spring

HHW

HHW
san carlos 
san mateo

HHW

HHW
daly city
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
Pacifica
san mateo

daylight savings  
time Begins

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

30 31
easter

HHW

HHW
san Bruno

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
so san Francisco

Palm sunday good Friday

	 	 	 	 	 	 	 1	

	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	

	 9	 10	 11	 12	 13	 14	 15	

	 16	 17	 18	 19	 20	 21	 22	

	 23	 24	 25	 26	 27	 28	 29	

	 february	2008
	 s	 M	 T	 w	 T	 f	 s	
	 	 	 	 	 	 1	 2	
	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	 9	
	 10	 11	 12	 13	 14	 15	 16	
	 17	 18	 19	 20	 21	 22	 23	
	 24	 25	 26	 27	 28	 29 

	 aPriL	2008
	 s	 M	 T	 w	 T	 f	 s	
	 	 	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	
	 6	 7	 8	 9	 10	 11	 12	
	 13	 14	 15	 16	 17	 18	 19	
	 20	 21	 22	 23	 24	 25	 26	
	 27	 28	 29	 30	  

Corte de Madera Open Space

el	corte	de	Madera	creek	open	
space	Preserve	encompasses	2,817	
acres	in	the	upper	headwaters	of	

the	san	Gregorio	creek	watershed.		

a	watershed	is	an	area	of	land	that	
water	flows	across	on	its	way	to	creeks,	
rivers,	streams,	and	finally	into	the	bay	
and	ocean.	humans	use	our	watersheds	
for	drinking	water,	recreation,	food	
production,	and	for	many	other	activities.		
healthy	watersheds	are	vital	for	a	healthy	
environment	and	economy.		

so	the	next	time	you	think	about	
washing	your	car	in	your	driveway	or	
using	pesticides	in	your	yard,	remember	
water	that	falls	on	streets,	yards,	and	
sidewalks	can	carry	pollutants	and	litter	
into	storm	drains.	This	water	does	not	go	
to	the	sewer	or	water	treatment	plant;	it	
flows	untreated	straight	to	the	nearest	
creek,	river,	estuary,	bay,	or	ocean.	

Help protect our watershed:
•	 Take	your	vehicle	to	a	commercial	car	

wash.	if	you	choose	to	wash	your	car	
use	biodegradable,	phosphate-free,	
water	based	cleaners	and	wash	on	an	
area	that	absorbs	water,	such	as	gravel	
or	grass.	

•	 do	not	use	pesticides.	allow	insect-
and	pest-eating	birds	to	eat	the	
pests	in	your	backyard.	Go	to	www.
ourwaterourworld.org	for	information	
on	pesticide	alternatives.

•	 Properly	dispose	of	household	
hazardous	waste:	paints,	pesticides,	
cleaners	and	other	toxics.	call	650-363-
4718	to	make	an	appointment.

“A journey of a thousand miles  
must begin with a single step.”

—Lao-tsu
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 sun	 Mon	 Tue	 wed	 Thu	 fri	 saT	

a	P	r	i	L		2	0	0	8

recycle used oil
call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event  call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.

HHW

HHW

april Fool’s day

earth day

HHW

HHW
san carlos 
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
la Honda
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
Pacifica
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
Half moon Bay
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san Bruno

HHW

HHW
so. san Francisco

national arbor day

Passover begins 
at sundown

	 	 	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	

	 6	 7	 8	 9	 10	 11		 12	

	 13	 14	 15	 16	 17	 18	 19	

	 20	 21	 22	 23	 24	 25	 26	

	 27	 28	 29	 30
	 	 May	2008
	 s	 M	 T	 w	 T	 f	 s	
	 	 	 	 	 1	 2	 3	
	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	 9	 10	
	 11	 12	 13	 14	 15	 16	 17	
	 18	 19	 20	 21	 22	 23	 24	
	 25	 26	 27	 28	 29	 30	 31	

	 March	2008
	 s	 M	 T	 w	 T	 f	 s	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 1	
	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	
	 9	 10	 11	 12	 13	 14	 15	
	 16	 17	 18	 19	 20	 21	 22	
	 23	 24	 25	 26	 27	 28	 29	
	 30	 31	

California Sea Lions

california	sea	lions	are	known	for	
their	intelligence,	playfulness,	and	
noisy	barking.	They	are	very	social	

animals	that	feed	on	squid,	octopus,	
herring,	rockfish,	mackerel,	and	small	
sharks.	sea	lions,	as	well	as	other	animals,	
are	affected	by	oil	contamination	and	
plastic	debris.			

if	the	sea	lions	get	oil	on	their	coats,	
their	natural	insulation	can	be	
reduced,	leading	to	body	temperature	
fluctuations	and	hypothermia.	They	also	
ingest	the	oil	as	they	clean	themselves	
–	causing	kidney	damage,	altered	liver	
function	and	digestive	tract	irritation.

animals	are	also	greatly	affected	by	
marine	debris.	in	the	sea,	big	pieces	of	
plastic	look	like	jellyfish	or	squid,	while	
small	pieces	look	like	fish	eggs.	when	
plastic	debris	is	swallowed	it	may	remain	
in	the	animal’s	stomach,	blocking	
digestion	and	even	causing	starvation.

remember,	april	22,	2007	is	earth	day!		

Take these simple measures to 
ensure every day is Earth Day:
•	 Pick	up	litter	around	your	

neighborhoods	and	beaches.
•	 do	not	dump	anyThinG	into	storm	

drains.	
•	 Properly	dispose	of	household	toxics,	

used	oil,	and	boating	wastes.
•	 reduce,	reuse,	and	recycle.

“It is a curious situation that the sea, 
from which life first arose should now be 
threatened by the activities of one form  
of that life. But the sea, though changed  

in a sinister way, will continue to exist;  
the threat is rather to life itself.”

—RacheL caRson
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 sun	 Mon	 Tue	 wed	 Thu	 fri	 saT	

M	a	y		2	0	0	8

recycle used oil
call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event   call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.

HHW

HHW

mother’s day

memorial day (observed)

cinco de mayo
HHW

HHW
redwood city
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san carlos
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san Bruno

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
Pacifica
san mateo

HHW

HHW
so. san Francisco

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

Bike to Work day  

HHW

HHW
san mateo

HHW

HHW
san mateo

	 	 	 	 	 1	 2	 3	

	 4	 5	 6	 7	 8	 9	 10	

	 11	 12	 13	 14	 15	 16	 17	

	 18	 19	 20	 21	 22	 23	 24	

	 25	 26	 27	 28	 29	 30	 31

	 aPriL	2008
	 s	 M	 T	 w	 T	 f	 s	
	 	 	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	
	 6	 7	 8	 9	 10	 11	 12	
	 13	 14	 15	 16	 17	 18	 19	
	 20	 21	 22	 23	 24	 25	 26	
	 27	 28	 29	 30 

	 June	2008
	 s	 M	 T	 w	 T	 f	 s	
	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	 6	 7	
	 8	 9	 10	 11	 12	 13	 14	
	 15	 16	 17	 18	 19	 20	 21	
	 22	 23	 24	 25	 26	 27	 28	
	 29	 30	  

Bike to Work Day

never	used	your	bike	to	commute	
to	work?	national	bike	to	work	
day	is	a	great	time	to	start!	Local	

groups	like	the	Peninsula	bicycle	and	
Pedestrian	network	can	provide	you	
with	a	biking	buddy,	a	bike	tune-up	
clinic,	or	snacks	and	encouragement.			

A bike commute lets you:
•	 improve	your	health.	why	drive	to		

the	gym?
•	 save	money	on	auto	gas,	

maintenance,	parking,	and	tickets.	
•	 reduce	air,	water	and	noise	pollution.	

be	part	of	the	solution!
•	 reduce	traffic	congestion.	
•	 explore	your	community,	and	
	 have	fun.	

you	can	use	your	bike	for	in-town	
errands,	too	–	most	trips	the	average	
person	makes	by	car	are	less	than	two	
miles.	in	addition,	san	Mateo	county	has	
hundreds	of	miles	of	scenic	roads	and	
trails	for	bikers.

To	make	biking	in	san	Mateo	county	
easier	and	more	enjoyable,	pick	up	the	
new,	updated	map	of	bike	routes	in	the	
county.

Resources:
www.bayareabikes.org
www.penbiped.net
www.sfbike.org

“Every day is a new beginning.  
Treat it that way. 

Stay away from what might  
have been, and look at what can be.” 

—MaRsha petRie sue 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



   

 sun	 Mon	 Tue	 wed	 Thu	 fri	 saT	

J	u	n	e		2	0	0	8

recycle used oil
call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event   call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.
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Pescadero Creek

Pescadero	creek	begins	near	
skyline	blvd.	and	runs	through	
woods	and	neighborhoods	to	the	

Pacific	ocean.	it	flows	all	year	round,	and	
is	home	to	steelhead	trout	and	silver	
salmon.	both	types	of	fish	spawn	in	the	
stream,	are	endangered	species,	and	are	
affected	by	the	pesticides	that	end	up	in	
the	creek.			

Pesticides	end	up	in	our	local	waterways	
when	rain	or	over	watering	carries	them	
from	lawns	and	gardens	through	the	
storm	drain	system	to	local	waterways.		
currently	the	synthetic	form	of	a	
pesticide	made	from	chrysanthemum	
flowers,	known	as	“pyrethroids”	are	
the	most	common	pesticides	used	in	
urban	areas	and	are	extremely	toxic	to	
fish.	They	are	designed	to	kill	a	wide	
variety	of	insect	pests,	including	ants,	
cockroaches,	and	lawn	grubs.	however,	
they	are	also	highly	toxic	to	fish,	aquatic	
insects,	crustaceans,	and	the	beneficial	
insects.	These	beneficial	insects	such	as	
ladybugs,	lacewings,	and	earthworms	
naturally	keep	pest	populations	low.

it	only	takes	a	little	pollution	to	affect	
an	aquatic	ecosystem,	destroy	a	
habitat,	and	kill	wildlife.	when	less-toxic	
alternatives	are	selected	wisely,	used	
in	combination	with	other	pest	control	
measures	(known	as	integrated	Pest	
Management	–	iPM),	and	applied	safely,	
the	contamination	of	our	surface	waters	
and	aquatic	life	can	be	prevented.	

To learn more about IPM & less toxic 
pesticides:	www.ourwaterourworld.org

“There is a way that nature speaks,  
that land speaks. Most of the time we 
are simply not patient enough, quiet 

enough, to pay attention to the story.”
—Linda hogan
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J	u	L	y		2	0	0	8

recycle used oil
call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event   call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.
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Pillar Point Harbor

home	to	nine	marinas,	san	Mateo	
county	is	an	excellent	place	for	
boating.	however,	being	so	close	

to	the	habitat	of	water	birds,	fish	and	
mammals,	boaters	must	take	special	care	
to	prevent	pollution	from	their	activities.			

Key things you can do:
•	 Place	an	absorbent	pad	in	the	bilge	

to	prevent	discharge	of	oily	water.	
dispose	of	the	pad	in	an	oil	collection	
bin,	or	at	a	hazardous	waste	collection	
center.

•	 never	apply	detergent	to	an	oil	sheen	
on	the	water.	use	absorbent	pads	or	
booms	instead.

•	 Prevent	leaks	and	spills	from	the	
engine	by	proper	maintenance	of	lines	
and	hoses.

•	 Prevent	fueling	spills.	don’t	let	the	
tank	overflow,	and	use	an	absorbent	
pad	for	drips.	

•	 recycle	your	oil,	oil	filters,	paint,	
batteries,	and	other	chemicals	at	an	
official	collection	center.	

•	 never	discharge	sewage	overboard.	
use	pump-outs	instead.

•	 use	only	bio-degradable,	phosphate-
free	cleaning	products.

•	 secure	plastics,	styrofoam,	and	trash	
on	board	and	recycle	or	dispose	of	it	
at	shore-side.

Resources:
www.coastal.ca.gov
www.americanboating.org/clean.asp

“We may have all come on different ships,  
but we’re in the same boat now.”

 —MaRtin LutheR King, JR.
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recycle used oil
call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event   call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.
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Horse, Cañada Road 

Long	before	the	automobile	was	
invented,	horse-drawn	vehicles	were	
used	throughout	the	world	for	all	

kinds	of	transportation	and	farming.	while	
they	are	still	needed	in	parts	of	the	world	
for	these	purposes,	most	horses	today	are	
used	for	recreation.			

although	most	of	us	can’t	ride	a	horse	
for	our	current	transportation	needs,	we	
can	choose	the	best	vehicle	available	and	
maintain	it	properly.	remember:

• Choose a clean, fuel efficient vehicle. 
	 The	more	efficient	the	engine,	the	

cleaner	it	burns	fuel,	reducing	a	variety	
of	air	pollutants.	The	better	the	gas	
mileage,	the	less	fuel	burned.	and	when	
you	burn	less	fuel,	you	not	only	cut	
emissions,	but	also	save	all	the	resources	
related	to	making	and	transporting	it.

• Drive fewer miles. 
	 whenever	possible,	take	public	

transportation,	carpool,	and	combine	
activities	into	one	trip.

• Maintain your vehicle properly. 
	 a	poorly	tuned	vehicle	pollutes	

significantly	more	than	one	that	is		
well-maintained.

• Refuel wisely. 
	 when	the	weather	is	warm,	try	to	refuel	

early	in	the	morning	or	late	in	the	
evening	to	reduce	the	amount	of	fuel	
vapors	that	escape	during	the	heat	of	
the	day.	and	never	top	off	your	tank	
beyond	the	automatic	shutoff	point.	

Resources:
http://www.fueleconomy.gov

“Everywhere is within walking distance  
if you have the time.”

 —steven WRight
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recycle used oil
call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event   call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.
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Surfers, Linda Mar Beach

san	Mateo	county	has	54	miles	of	
spectacular	coastline	bluffs	and	
beaches.	unfortunately,	trash	from	

houses,	stores,	restaurants,	roadsides,	
schools	and	parks	routinely	ends	up	in	our	
coastal	waterways	and	the	ocean.			

all	types	of	trash	imaginable	–	cigarette	
filters	and	cigar	tips,	beverage	bottles	and	
cans,	straws,	six-pack	rings	and	plastic	bags,	
fishing	line,	and	more	–	work	their	way	
into	our	waterways.	when	mishandled,	
these	discarded	packaging	materials	and	
products	harm	our	environment.	Trash	and	
pollution	from	parking	lots	and	roadways	
often	wind	up	in	storm	drains	that	flow	
directly	into	our	creeks,	bay,	and	ocean.			

california	coastal	cleanup	day	is	the	
largest	water	quality-related	volunteer	
event	in	california.	each	year,	thousands	
of	volunteers	turn	out	to	california’s	
beaches,	lakes,	and	waterways	to	help	
remove	hundreds	of	thousands	of	pounds	
of	accumulated	debris.	in	2007,	2,017	
volunteers	collected	24,033	pounds	of	trash	
and	recyclables	in	san	Mateo	county.		

on	saturday,	september	20th	from	9	am	to	
noon	volunteer	and	join	your	friends,	family,	
and	neighbors	to	take	care	of	your	own	
environment,	show	community	support,	
learn	the	impacts	of	trash,	and	have	fun.	

Trash Facts
•	 Most	trash	that	collects	on	california’s	

beaches	comes	from	inland	sources.
•	 60-80%	of	what	volunteers	remove	is	

plastic,	which	never	decomposes	in	the	
environment.

Resources:
www.flowstobay.org
www.coastal.ca.gov
www.algalita.org “Never doubt that a small group  

of thoughtful, committed citizens  
can change the world; indeed, it is the  

only thing that ever has.”
—Margaret Mead
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recycle used oil
call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event   call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.
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Lesser Yellowlegs 

The	lesser	yellowlegs	(Tringa flavipes)	
is	a	medium-sized	shore	bird	that	
is	known	for	its	bright	yellow	legs	

and	fairly	long,	thin,	straight	bill.	They	
appear	along	the	coast	of	california	in	
the	early	wintertime	and	feed	on	insects	
and	small	fish	and	crustaceans.			

This	yellow-legged	bird	prefers	to	live	in	
wetland	areas	such	as	coastal	mudflats,	
lagoons,	inland	lakes,	ponds,	rivers,	and	
flooded	grasslands.	These	habitats	are	
crucial	for	providing	food,	shelter	and	
nesting	grounds.	wetlands	also	act	as	
a	filter	for	contaminants	from	polluted	
runoff.

when	water	runoff	flows	along	the	
ground,	it	can	pick	up	contaminants	
such	as	mercury.	Mercury	is	harmful	to	
creatures	that	ingest	it.	as	larger	animals	
eat	smaller	animals	contaminated	by	
it,	the	mercury	continues	to	increase	in	
concentration	and	toxicity.			

if	you	have	mercury	in	your	household	
never	throw	it	away.	Properly	dispose	
of	it	through	the	county’s	household,	
hazardous	waste	program,	for	free.	

Products that contain mercury:
•	 fluorescent	lamps	
•	 household	batteries
•	 non-digital	thermometers
•	 barometers	and	gas	meters
•	 Musical	greeting	cards
•	 children’s	shoes	that	light	up

“Environmental protection 
doesn’t happen in a vacuum. You 
can’t separate the impact on the 

environment from the impact on our 
families and communities.”

—JiM cLybuRn
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call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event   call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.
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Ravenswood

built	in	1910,	the	dumbarton	
rail	bridge	can	be	seen	in	the	
background	of	the	photo	above.		

it	carried	freight	trains	for	over	70	
years.	since	1982,	the	rail	bridge	has	
been	unused;	however,	there	are	plans	
for	a	new	bridge	and	commuter	rail	
service	connecting	the	east	bay	to	the	
Peninsula.			

This	renovation	could	dramatically	
reduce	the	current	81,000	cars	that	pass	
through	the	bridge	daily	–	clearing	up	
some	road	congestion	and	making	the	
commute	less	stressful	for	commuters	
and	the	environment.		

by	taking	the	train,	you	join	a	giant	
carpool!	Like	carpooling,	riding	the	train	
reduces	dependence	on	petroleum,	
harmful	carbon	emissions,	and	your	
daily	expenses	on	gas.	

remember	there	are	alternatives	
to	driving	that	can	be	convenient	
and	reliable.	with	a	little	planning	
and	commitment,	you	can	help	to	
reduce	your	individual	impact	on	the	
environment.	relax.	Take	the	train!

Resources:
http://caltrain.com/commutecalculator.
html

“Our personal consumer choices have ecological, 
social, and spiritual consequences. It is time to  

re-examine some of our deeply held notions  
that underlie our lifestyles.”

—david suzuKi
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call 1-800-cleanuP

see the back of this calendar to find more information on 
where to dispose of used oil and other hazardous materials. Household Hazardous Waste event   call 650-363-4718 or visit www.smhealth.org/hhw to make an HHW appointment.
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Suburban Garden 

agarden	provides	us	with	a	good	
example	of	the	remarkable	balance	
of	life	in	an	ecosystem	and	the	

interactions	between	the	creatures	that	
share	habitat.	every	garden	needs	“good”	
bugs	in	it	that	will	feed	on	the	“bad”	bugs	
or	garden	pests.	These	garden	pests	are	
the	ones	that	are	responsible	for	eating	
your	plants	and	flowers.			

when	gardeners	use	pesticides	to	control	
garden	pests,	the	chemicals	don’t	just	
kill	the	pests;	they	kill	the	“good	bugs”	
or	beneficial	insects	too.	encouraging	a	
natural	balance	in	the	garden	eliminates	
the	need	for	garden	chemicals.

one	way	to	protect	the	natural	balance	
is	to	choose	plants	for	the	garden	that	
will	attract	beneficial	insects.	Plants	
in	the	carrot	family	(Apiaceae),	the	
sunflower	or	daisy	family	(Asteraceae),	the	
mustard	family	(Brassicaceae),	and	many	
mints	(Lamiacaeae)	are	good	choices	
for	attracting	beneficial	insects	to	your	
garden.	december	is	a	great	month	to	
begin	planning	for	your	spring	garden.

Garden Tasks for December: 
•	 Prune	fruit	trees	and	grapevines.
•	 fill	bird	feeders	and	birdbaths.
•	 harvest	any	winter	crops	that	are	ready.
•	 Monitor	the	garden	to	check	for	pests.
•	 check	any	cuttings	you	made	and	

maintain	even	watering.
•	 Look	over	seed	catalogs	to	plan	for	your	

spring	garden.

Resources:
www.groworganic.com	
www.buginfo.com

“Earth laughs in Flower.”
—RaLph WaLdo eMeRson
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Site Address Phone
Atherton4

Town Hall 91 Ashfield Rd. 325-4457 H
Permit Center 83 Station Lane 752-0560   H
Belmont 4

Carlmont Village Shell3 2000 Ralston Ave. 592-3637  O T
Brisbane 4

Brisbane City Hall 50 Park Place 415-508-2130   H
Burlingame4

Burlingame City Hall 501 Primrose Rd. 558-7200 H
Burlingame Valero 601 California Dr. 347-0486 O F 
Curries Chevron3 260 El Camino Real 344-6120 O F
Lithia Chrysler Jeep Dodge3 1025 Rollins Rd. 342-2120 O 
Daly City
Allied Waste 1680 Edgeworth Ave. 756-1130  H C
Bayshore Chevron3 2690 Bayshore Blvd. 415-330-9888 B O F
Bayshore Library Third Floor 460 Martin St. 991-8074   H
BFI Mussel Rock T.S. Westline & Skyline Dr. 755-7068 A O F T
City Hall Main Lobby 333 90th St. 991-8038  H
Firestone Store3 4 Serramonte Center 994-1500 A B O F T
Kragen Auto Parts3 5 Skyline Plaza 994-2650 B O F 
Kragen Auto Parts3 7283 Mission St. 755-8890 B O 
Serramonte Library 40 Wembley Dr. 991-8023   H
SpeeDee Oil Change3 1600 Sulivan Ave. 755-8777 O 
Westlake Library 275 Southgate Ave. 991-8071   H
East Palo Alto4

Auto Zone3 2160 University Ave. 321-7221 A B O H
Corporation Yard3 150 Tara Street 853-5916 O F
IKEA 1700 East Bayshore Rd. 323-4532 H L
Foster City4

AM/PM Hillsdale Arco 880 E. Hillsdale Blvd. 349-1849 O 
City Hall 610 Foster City Blvd. 286-3200  H
Valero 501 Foster City Blvd. 345-6500 O F 
Half Moon Bay4

Ocean Shore Hardware 111 Main St. 726-5505 H L P
Ox Mountain Landfill3 12310 Highway 92 726-1819 A B O F T C
Menlo Park4

Belle Haven Child Development Center 410 Ivy Drive 330-2270 H
M&R Automotive3 1281 El Camino Real 325-3900 O F 
Menlo Park Library 800 Alma St. 330-2500 H
Oil Changer3 944 Willow Rd.  321-9047 O F 
Onetta Harris Community Center 100 Terminal Ave. 330-2250 H
Sharon Heights Shell 125 Sharon Park Dr. 854-3400 O F 
Millbrae4

Auto Zone3 320 El Comino Real 697-3504 O
Firestone Store3 1201 El Camino Real 871-9096 A B O F T H
Kragen Auto Parts3 1145 El Camino Real 583-0443 B O F 
Millbrae Library 1 Library Ave. 697-7607 H
Millbrae Square Chevron 501 El Camino Real 697-3275 A B O F T
SpeeDee Oil Change3 390 El Camino Real  692-6740 O F
Pacifica4

Coastside Scavenger 1046 Palmetto Ave. 355-9000 A B O F T H L P C
Oil Changer3 2880 Skyline Blvd. 355-7233 O 
Sanford Firestone 705 Hickey Blvd. 355-1154 B O F T

Site Address Phone
Pescadero
BFI Waste Systems Bean Hollow Rd. 879-0729 B O F T
Portola Valley
Ladera Autoworks 104 La Mesa Dr. 854-4522 O F 
Redwood City4

Boardwalk Auto Center3 1 Bair Island Rd. 364-0100 O  
Chanique’s Auto Repair 425 Dumbarton St. 365-1322 B O F 
County Government Center 455 County Center, 1st Floor 363-4957 H
Firestone Store3 1458 El Camino Real 364-1900 A B O F T
Jiffy Lube3 640 Whipple Ave. 369-8067 O F 
Kings Union 76 975 Woodside Rd 364-9620 A B O F T
Kragen Auto Parts3 2411 El Camino Real 368-2831 B O F 
Oil Changer3 2762 El Camino Real 366-5394 O F 
Roosevelt Shell 2108 Roosevelt Ave. 366-1886 O F T
Silver Auto Services 1603 Broadway 245-5783 O F 
Towne Ford Sales3 1601 El Camino Real 366-5744 O  
Veterans Blvd Shell 690 Veterans Blvd. 369-6675 O F 
San Bruno4

Jiffy Lube3 1580 El Camino Real 588-3970 O F 
San Bruno Garbage Company 101 Tanforan Ave. 583-8536 A B O F H L P C
Sharma Auto Repair3 1089 Montgomery Ave. 872-9600  O  
Skyline College 3300 College Dr. 738-4126 O F 
SpeeDee Oil Change3 801 El Camino Real 952-5178 O F 
San Carlos4

Allied Waste 333 Shoreway Rd . 592-2411 A O F T H L P C
City Hall 600 Elm St. 743-2974  H
Jiffy Lube3 1030 El Camino Real 594-1688 O F 
Kragen Auto Parts3 1272 El Camino Real 595-5112 B O F 
Oil Changer3 1188 El Camino Real 591-0695 O F 
Pep Boys3 1087 Old County Road 632-1522 O F 
Quality Tune Up3 400 El Camino Real 593-7873 O F 
San Mateo4

Auto Zone3 3880 S. El Camino Real 372-0535 B O 
Chevron Oil Stop3 2009 El Camino Real 572-8000 O F
Firestone Store3 2180 S. El Camino Real 345-3535 O F 
Jiffy Lube3 2517 S. El Camino Real 349-7222 O F 
Jiffy Lube3 407 S. Delaware St.  344-8242 O F 
Kragen Auto Parts3 2640 S. El Camino Real 349-1275 B O F 
Kragen Auto Parts3 400 S. Norfolk St. 344-2448 B O
Mark Morris Tires3 2160 El Camino Real 341-8225 A O F 
Reed’s Service Center 1641 Palm Ave. 341-6675 A B O F 
San Mateo Auto Care 1471 E. Third St. 343-6651 O 
San Mateo City Hall 330 W. 20th Ave. 522-7346 H
So. San Francisco4

Blueline Transfer 500 E. Jamie Ct. 589-5511 A B O F T H L P C
Firestone Store3 190 El Camino Real 583-2848 A B O F T
First Automotive Distrib.3 273 E. Harris Ave.  333-8871 O 
Kragen Auto Parts3 1059 El Camino Real  589-8102 B O F 
Kragen Auto Parts3 3541 Callan Blvd. 827-9081 O F 
Meehan Battery 1139 Airport Blvd. 583-6735 B 
Shiva Auto Repair 118 S. Spruce Ave. 225-0600 B O F 
Stevens Bay Area Diesel 3 480 Littlefield Ave. 872-3656  O  
Woodside
Skylonda Fire Station 17290 Skyline Blvd. 851-1860 O F H

san mateo county has compiled this list as a reference. if you have any questions about proper disposal of other household chemicals, 
please call 650-363-4305. to dispose of other household waste at a collection event call 363-4718 or visit smhealth.org/hhw to make 
an appointment.  

1. Both fluorescent tubes and compact fluorescents are recyclable
2. Alkaline, NiCd, Li, NiMH

AUTOMOTIVE
A–antifreeze O–used motor oil T–tires (fee)
B–car batteries F–oil filters

oil and oil filters are accepted free of charge at all locations. state certified collection centers will pay 16 cents per gallon for used oil 
upon request. a fee may apply for antifreeze, tires, and batteries. call before visiting collection centers. used oil and antifreeze must not 
be mixed with any other automotive products. no broken batteries can be accepted. Do not leave your oil at an unattended station.

Recycle your used motor oil, oil filters, antifreeze, car batteries,
latex paint, fluorescent lamps1, and household batteries!2

HOUSEHOLD
H–household batteries L–fluorescent lamps
P–latex paint C–computers, TVs (fee)

Automotive Household HouseholdAutomotive

3. State Certified Collection Centers
4. Household batteries are collected curbside at single-family dwellings
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2007-2008
IPM STORES - 22 stores

Store Name Contact Address City 08 Spring visit 07 Fall visit 
Ace Hardware Oras 700 Santa Cruz Ave. Menlo Park 6/20/2008 10/18/2007
Al's Nursery (closed wed.) John Wu 900 Portola Rd Portola Valley 4/1/2008 10/25/2007
Brisbane Hardware Bill Del Chiaco 1 Visitacion Av Brisbane 5/25/2008 10/5/2007
Carlmont Ace Hardware Cliff Walters/Ron Baum 1029 Alameda De Las Pulgas Belmont 6/5/2008 10/11/2007
Carlmont Nursery Ray Tyler 2029 Ralston Belmont 6/4/2008 10/11/2007
Golden Nursery Chris and George 1122 2nd Ave San Mateo 4/7/2008 2/26/2008
Half Moon Bay Nursery Brad Kuhlman (Chris & Ron owners) 11691 San Mateo Rd. HMB 5/8/2008 10/22/2007
Home Depot Gloria/ Flash 2 Colma Blvd Colma 5/25/2008 10/31/2007
Home Depot Roberto Alvarado 303 E. Lake Merced Blvd. Daly City 5/26/2008 10/30/2007
Home Depot Alec Gonzales & Daneil Rwas 1781 East Bayshore Road East Palo Alto 5/30/2008 10/24/2007
Home Depot Scott Kubiak 1125 Old County Rd San Carlos 5/5/2008 10/18/2007
Home Depot Derrik 2001 Chess Drive San Mateo 4/29/2008 10/25/2007
Linda Mar Hardware Dave Reed or Kate Romero 560 San Pedro Ave Pacifica 5/26/2008 10/22/2007
Ocean Shore Hardware Betsy Marstall 111 Main Street HMB 5/8/2008 10/23/2007
Orchard Supply Hardware Jeffrey 1010 Metro Center Blvd Foster City 4/7/2008 8/21/2007
Orchard Supply Hardware Joseph Conroy or Bill in Gardening 900 El Camino Real Millbrae 5/1/2008 10/9/2007
Orchard Supply Hardware Kirk Anderson 2110 Middlefield Road Redwood City 6/24/2008 10/24/2007
Orchard Supply Hardware Ray Martinez/Ruben Chang 2245 Gellert Blvd SSF 5/26/2008 10/29/2007
Roger Reynolds Nursery Dwayne 133 Encinal Ave Menlo Park 6/20/2008 10/16/2007
Sloats Garden Center Charlie Paulson 675 El Camino Real San Bruno 4/3/2008 10/29/2007

The Garden Shed Daniel Yoshida 1136 El Camino Real San Carlos 6/24/2008 10/16/2007
Wegman's Nursery Marc and Erhard Wegman 492 Woodside Rd Redwood City 6/24/2008 10/11/2007
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San Mateo Countywide Water 
Pollution Prevention Program

Reducing Pollutants in our Watersheds
Sarah Pratt

Environmental Health
Phone: 650-599-1325

Email: spratt@co.sanmateo.ca.us

Water Pollution Prevention

San Mateo County Water Pollution Prevention 
Program (SMCWPPP) is a program that aims 
to partner with the county's residents and 
businesses to prevent pollution of our local 
water bodies; such as creeks, the San 
Francisco Bay and the Pacific Ocean. 

www.flowstobay.org

We All Live Downstream: 
Watersheds

A watershed is the area of land that 
water flows across on its way to a 
creek, river, lake, bay, or ocean.
In urban settings water travels more 
quickly across pavement than in a 
natural setting.
Rain and hosing down carries pollutants 
into local waterways.

The Quality of Our Local Creeks 
is Linked to Land Cover

In a forest, rain soaks into the ground where it 
is either taken up by tree roots or continues to 
move down through the soil and into the 
groundwater.
When rain falls on impervious cover, rain 
cannot soak into the ground and becomes 
stormwater runoff
Impervious cover produces 16 times more 
stormwater runoff than forest. 

“First Flush” Down the Drain: Where Your 
Water Goes

Sanitary Sewer
Stormdrain
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Urban runoff pollution
1987 amendments to Clean Water Act
Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
enforce clean water laws
San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board issue NPDES 
permit to San Mateo Countywide Water 
Pollution Prevention Program’s agencies

The Solution To Pollution
The best solution to pollution is 

to keep it out of our water in 
the first place!

Pollutants of Concern in our 
Water Bodies

Mercury
Automotive: leaking motor oil, gasoline, 
and antifreeze, copper dust from brake 
pads, rubber tire dust.
Trash
Pesticides

Mercury Containing Items

Thermometer Exchange & Fluorescent 
Tube Retail Take-Back

Household Hazardous Waste and 
Used Motor Oil/Filters Best Management Practices  

Business Pollution Prevention
Food Facilities
Construction Industry
Automotive Maintenance
Industrial
Mobile Cleaner & Power Washing
Municipal
Storm Drain Stenciling
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Litter Reduction & Education
The Journey from Garden to 

Waterways
Pesticides runoff 
lawns and gardens.
Improper disposal 
through sanitary 
sewar
Treated wastewater 
doesn’t remove all 
pesticides

Our Water Our World 
Less Toxic Pest control 

Diazinon and chlorpyrifos
1990s most commonly 
used pesticides
Organophosphates 
Killing water creatures 
at bottom of food 
chain.
Bay area creeks found 
to be “Impaired” 
Taken off store shelves

Pyrethroids: New Threat to 
Water Quality

Ant sprays, Termiticides
Insect foggers and sprays
Flea dips and sprays for cats and dogs
Ornamental garden & turf products
Lice shampoos
Mosquito coils

Ingredient name end in “thrin”
Exception is “Pyrethrin” natural pesticide

Bay Friendly Gardening
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Alternatives to Toxic Pesticides: 
The “Our Water Our World” program

The OWOW Program Uses                  
Integrated Pest Management Concepts

Examples of how to control 
pests the less toxic way…

Snails and Slugs

Physical Controls… Ants…
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Aphids…
Biological Control: Beneficial Insects are your Allies

In Store Help for Gardeners
Resources

Water Pollution Prevention 
www.flowstobay.org
IPM Websites: www.ourwaterourworld.org & 
www.ipm.ucdavis.edu & 
www.epa.gov/greenscapes
Ask The Expert
Bay-Friendly Gardening guidelines, and UC 
Statewide IPM Project books
Fact sheets 
Less Toxic Product lists               
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State/County or Region: San Mateo County Coordinator Name: Sarah Pratt

Site Name
Coastal or 
Inland? Site Captain Phone/E-mail Address

Belmont Creek Inland Jozi Plut     650) 595-7425    jplut@belmont.gov

Brisbane Lagoon Inland Russ Carmick                     
(415) 508-2143  
rcarmick@ci.brisbane.ca.us

Burlingame Bayfront and Mills 
Creek, Millbrae Inland Donna Allen        

(650) 342-3727 
Donna.Allen@veoliawaterna.com

Laurel Creek Inland Dirk Jensen
(650) 4962 

DJensen@co.sanmateo.ca.us

Thornton State Beach Coastal David & Shelly Sondergeld 
(650) 756-4530         

dsonder@mindspring.com

San Francisquito Creek Inland Ryan Navratil       
(650) 961-1035 x310 

Ryan@SanFrancisquito.org

Pillar Point Harbor Coastal Aaron Tinker 364-2760x16,   Aaron@sfbaymsi.org

Shelter Cove Coastal Aaron Tinker 364-2760x16,   Aaron@sfbaymsi.org

San Gregorio State Beach Coastal Neil Panton                          (650) 726-2499  Sgerc@sanmateo.org

Pomponio State Beach Coastal Neil Panton                          (650) 726-2499  Sgerc@sanmateo.org
Roosevelt / Dunes State 
Beach Coastal Jennifer Bueno                    (650) 404-3301      jbueno@kpmg.com

Francis State Beach Coastal Jenine Beecher                   
(650) 508-2330          

jbeeche@rei.com

Pistachio Beach Coastal Rose Blackburn                  
650-726-8804 x 4                          
rblackburn@parks.ca.gov

Tunitas Creek Coastal Steve Harman
650-291-9428,  
Steven.Harman@surfriderSMC.org 

Mirada Surf West Coastal
Park Ranger Steve 
Kraemer                         

(650) 879-0238  
Skraemer@co.sanmateo.ca.us

180 0 1

900

50

272

28

2007 California Coastal Cleanup Day
CCD Coordinator Report Form

People, Pounds, and Miles

Please return completed form to Eben Schwartz at the California Coastal Commission NO LATER THAN October 31, 2007.
California Coastal Commission, 45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000, San Francisco, CA 94105, (415) 904-5210, (415) 904-5216 FAX, eschwartz@coastal.ca.gov

Distance 
Cleaned

Cleanup Information

Weight of 
Recyclables 

Collected

Weight of 
Trash 

Collected
Number of 

People

8

30

71

232

3

31

197

2000

2100

800100

127

130

79

42

14

181 200

245

610

10

150

220

19

336

32

1

65

20

500

250

550

119

35

15

2

4

4

8

5.5

1.25

2.5

4

1

3

8 5 1.5

250120 650
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State/County or Region: San Mateo County Coordinator Name: Sarah Pratt

Site Name
Coastal or 
Inland? Site Captain Phone/E-mail Address

Distance 
Cleaned

Cleanup Information

Weight of 
Recyclables 

Collected

Weight of 
Trash 

Collected
Number of 

People

Montara State Beach Coastal Kevin & Wendy Stokes Kevin@montarabeach.com

Esplanade Beach Coastal Lynn Adams                        
(650) 355-1668         

Lynn4promos@aol.com

Lake Side Way Coastal Lynn Adams                        
(650) 355-1668         

Lynn4promos@aol.com

Sharp Park Beach Coastal Lynn Adams                        
(650) 355-1668         

Lynn4promos@aol.com

Pacifica State Beach/ Linda Coastal Lynn Adams                        
(650) 355-1668         

Lynn4promos@aol.com

Rockaway Beach Coastal Lynn Adams                        
(650) 355-1668         

Lynn4promos@aol.com

San Pedro Creek WatershedCoastal Lynn Adams                        
(650) 355-1668         

Lynn4promos@aol.com

West Sharp Park Coastal Lynn Adams                        
(650) 355-1668         

Lynn4promos@aol.com

Vallemar Beach Coastal Lynn Adams                        
(650) 355-1668         

Lynn4promos@aol.com

Mussel Rock Beach Coastal Lynn Adams                        
(650) 355-1668         

Lynn4promos@aol.com

Pescadero State Beach Coastal Gregory Bahr                      
(650) 879-0299,              
Gbahr@sjcoe.net

Bair Island Inland Jocelyn Gretz                      
(510) 452-9261 x119 or 109  

jgretz@savesfbay.org  

Cordilleras Creek Inland Barbara Patterson              
(650) 701-0630     
babaloupat@yahoo.com    

Pulgas Creek and Brittain C Inland Barbara Patterson              
(650) 701-0630     

babaloupat@yahoo.com

San Mateo Bayfront & San MInland Roxanne Murray                 
(650) 522-7346   

RMurray@cityofsanmateo.org

South San Francisco Bayfront Inland Gus Vellis     
(650) 875-6973                                  
gus.vellis@ssf.net

Totals
500 100 0.5

30

12

10

1

33

17

2,183

330

158

500

420

700

175

315

270

980

88

196

200

250

6000

20,483

120

450

0

30

45

75

210

20

22

32

30

450

4,150

4

1

1

2.5

3

2.5

1

1

2

0.5

0.5

1

63.75

77 345 105

5

42

33

107

77

1

40 0 1

954 450

1

42

33
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL 
CLEANUP DAY 

 

 When? Sat. September 15th, 2007 

 9am—12pm 

Where?  27 beach & creek locations 
 in San Mateo County 
What?  Pick a site. Show up.  Clean 
 up your watershed. 

 (All materials are supplied) 

 

Visit www.flowstobay.org for a list 
of beach and creek locations 

 

The Benefits are in the Bag! 

The Plastic Problem: 
• Most plastics are made 

from petroleum—a non-
renewable resource. 

• Plastics are everywhere! 
The average consumer 
uses 300 plastic bags per 
year. 

• Plastics create litter prob-
lems—easily blowing out of 
the trash and into parks, 
yards, and waterways. 

• Plastics never  biodegrade.  
They just break down into 
smaller pieces.  

• Plastics in our waterways & 
oceans kill100,000 marine 
animals each year. 

www.flowstobay.org 

 Alternatives:  
• Bring your own reusable 

bag when you shop!  
• Reuse your old plastic and 

paper bags as trash liners or 
car litter bags. 

• Recycle clean plastic bags 
at local grocery stores.  

• Use no bags! Do not take a 
bag for fruits or veggies or 
for a few small items. 

 

Remember your bags! 
• Store your bags in your car.  
• Hang them around your 

front or garage door knob.  
• Leave them near your keys.  
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CASQA 2007 Awards

Outstanding Stormwater
News, Information, Outreach, and Media 

Project Award
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CASQA 2007 Awards
This is CASQA’s award for outstanding stormwater quality 
news, information, outreach, or media project.  Projects may be 
either public or private and must have been released to the 
public or published prior to the deadline for submittal of 
nominations. 
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2007
Outstanding 
Stormwater

News, Information, 
Outreach, and 
Media Project 

Award

Presented to

San Mateo Countywide
Water Pollution 

Prevention Program

for the

Eliminating Trash
in our

Waterways Project:
Coastal Cleanup Day In
San Mateo County - 2006
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Project Objectives

• Get residents directly involved in cleanup 
efforts by organizing beach & creek clean-ups 
as part of the CA Coastal Cleanup Day, 3rd

Saturday in September
• Educate residents on the source and type of 

trash that ends up in waterways: 80% of 
marine debris comes from land based 
sources.

• Implement social marketing campaign, 
promoting reusable shopping bags, to reduce 
the use of disposable plastic. Plastics are a 
major pollutant in waterways.
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Outstanding Project Features
• 3000 Reusable Recycled-Plastic Bottle 

Mesh Bags given out with a signed 
commitment form at supermarkets, 
farmers markets, and the county fair.
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Outstanding Project Features
Publicity efforts included poster, brochure, 
and  postcard distribution. Creation of a 
page on our website with information on all 
aspects of the cleanup, including a cleanup 
location list. Print articles, a press release, 
and a Proclamation by the Board of 
Supervisors, all helped to publicize Coastal 
Cleanup Day in San Mateo County.

CALlFORNlA COASTAL ClEANUP DAY
nc .1l;nI S.lIml..,. pl ......w:r ~Pn'"'r

CALIFORNIA COASTAL CLEANUP DAY
T"o .hi,d S.lUrd.,.of ..~("". luc-mb..,
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Outstanding Project Features
• Coordinated 27 beach & creek 

cleanups; recruiting site captains and 
volunteers.
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Project Results
• Increased Volunteer Participation by 60%

2005: 971 Volunteers

2006: 1644 Volunteers

Coastal Cleanup Day Volunteers 
in San Mateo County
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Project Results
• Debris Diverted from Waterways: 21,162 lbs of 

trash & recyclables picked up

                 Debris Removed on Coastal Cleanup Day in 
San Mateo County
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Project Results
• Reusable Bag outreach events in San Mateo 

County Whole Foods Stores led to Whole 
Foods becoming the main Sponsor for 2007 
California Coastal Cleanup Day

• 5% Day at Whole Foods statewide 
contributed one day's net sales were 
donated. 

MARI(ET
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CASQA 2007 Awards
Outstanding Stormwater

News, Information, Outreach, and Media Project
Presented to

San Mateo Countywide
Water Pollution Prevention Program

Insert Name of Person Accepting Award
Insert Title of Person Accepting Award
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Project Contributors

• Environmental Health, San Mateo 
County 

• California Coastal Commission

• RecycleWorks, San Mateo County
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• A convenient,         
“drop-while-you-shop” 
location for their house-
hold batteries and     
fluorescent bulbs. 

 
• A local business that 

shares their values and 
concerns. 

 
• A new reason to walk 

through your door. 

For Your Customers : Free Benefits for Your Business: 

• In store promotional materials  

• Listings to help eco-minded customers find you on-line 

• Recognition through press releases, County website, and more 

• Handy  information for customers seeking to recycle or dispose 
of other materials 

• Extra points on your Green Business application 

• Personalized assistance with take-back issues at your site 

• Increased foot traffic and associated sales 

    Boost Your Business 
by becoming a  

   Take Back Partner 

Mary Bell Austin 
650-599-1549 
maustin@co.sanmateo.ca.us 

Take Back Coordinator 

S A N  M A T E O  C O U N T Y   

Partnering with Business for a Healthy Community 

S A N  M A T E O  C O U N T Y   

Your Contribution: 
 
• Storage of your customers’ 

returned materials. 
 
• Periodic delivery of         

collected materials to the 
County HHW facility. 

Why Do Customers Want to Bring  Used-Up Fluorescent 
Bulbs and Household Batteries Back to their Retailers? 
 
• They know that the  California Universal Waste Rule     

prohibits anyone from putting these materials in the trash. 
 
• They care about their communities, and want to make sure 

these recyclable materials are handled safely and properly. 
 
• Bringing them to local stores while they shop is much more 

convenient than taking them to an HHW site. 
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COUNTY FAIR COUNT COMPARISONS
CONTACTS AT SMCWPPP BOOTH

Participating 
Co-Permittees & 

Contractor
Participating 

Co-Permittees
Participating 

Co-Permittees

Friday  12 98 CCC FRIDAY - 11 170
Redwood City
San Mateo County FRIDAY - 10 209

Redwood City
San Mateo County

Saturday 13 236
San Carlos
Redwood City/Parks
CCC

SATURDAY - 12 284
San Carlos
Redwood City SATURDAY - 11 634

San Carlos
Redwood City

Sunday 14 326
Redwood City
CCC SUNDAY - 13 417

Redwood City
Belmont SUNDAY - 12 665

Redwood City
Belmont

Monday 15 232
Pacifica
County of San Mateo
Atherton

MONDAY - 14 267
Pacifica
San Mateo County
Redwood City

MONDAY - 13 605
Pacifica
San Mateo County
Atherton

Tuesday 16 292
Hillsborough
Foster City
City of San Mateo

TUESDAY - 15 202
Hillsboroug
Foster City
San Mateo

TUESDAY - 14 303
Hillsborough
Portola Valley
San Mateo

Wednesday 17 159
East Palo Alto
Burlingame
Brisbane

WEDNESDAY - 16 244
East Palo Alto
Burlingame
Brisbane

WEDNESDAY - 15 399
East Palo Alto
Burlingame
Brisbane

Thursday 18 345
Millbrae*
Daly City
Colma

THURSDAY - 17 294

Millbrae
Daly City
Colma
Atherton

THURSDAY - 16 377
Millbrae
Daly City
Colma

Friday  19 106
Half Moon Bay
San Bruno
Portola Valley

FRIDAY - 18 103

Half Moon Bay
Menlo Park
San Bruno
Portola Valley
Atherton

*FRIDAY - 17
85

Half Moon Bay
San Bruno
Foster City

Saturday 20 287
So San Francisco
Redwood City
CCC

SATURDAY - 20 406
South San Francisco
Redwood City
Menlo Park

SATURDAY - 18 402
South San Francisco
Redwood City

Sunday 21 244
Belmont
CCC
Redwood City/Parks

SUNDAY - 21 410
Atherton
Woodside
Redwood City

SUNDAY - 19 381
Woodside
Redwood City

TOTAL CONTACTS 2,325 TOTAL CONTACTS 2,797 TOTAL CONTACTS 4,060

* Free entry to Fair until 3pm Percentage Change from 2005 20.3% Percentage Change from 2006 45.2%

No of Contacts over/(under) 2005 472 No of Contacts over/(under) 2006 1,263

Average Daily Attendance 406

Footnote:

2007 SAN MATEO COUNTY FAIR
STORMWATER BOOTH
AUGUST 10 - 19, 2007

*Appears that Half Moon Bay & San Bruno did not report contacts, 
figure shown is for Foster City only

2005 SAN MATEO COUNTY FAIR
STORMWATER BOOTH
AUGUST 12 - 21, 2005

2006 SAN MATEO COUNTY FAIR
STORMWATER BOOTH
AUGUST 11 - 20, 2006

U:\SMCWPPP\!!!PIP - 2006-07\County Fairs\2007\Fair Results\CountyFair Results-2007.xls
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE 
WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 

 

New Development Subcommittee 
FY 2007/08 Meeting Attendance  

 
Meetings Attended 

Representing Name Phone Number 
Aug 

 
Oct 

 
Dec 

 
Feb 

 
Apr1 

 
June 

Atherton Michael Wasmann 650/752-0518       

Belmont Gilbert Yau 650/595-7467       

Brisbane Matt Fabry (Program 
Coordinator) 

415/508-2134 
      

Burlingame Eva Justimbaste 650/342-3727        
Lisa Whitman 650/558-7257       

Colma Muneer Ahmed  650/757-8894        
Joshua Rawley        

Daly City Jeanne Naughton 650/991-8033       

East Palo Alto Brad Tarr 650/853-3100       

EOA Laura Prickett 510/832-2852 x 123        
Fred Jarvis 510/832-2852 x 111        

Christina Hovland 510/832-2852 x 126       

Foster City Norm Dorais 650/286-3279        
Elena Lee (resigned)        

Half Moon Bay Michelle Tangunan 650/726-8253       

Hillsborough Jen Chen 650/375-7488        
Catherine Chan 650/579-3353        

Maggie Cmejla (resigned)        

Menlo Park Jennifer Ng 650/330-6743       

 Virginia Parks        

Millbrae Khee Lim         
Florian Ebo 650/259-2446       

Pacifica Lizzie Claycomb 650/738-7361        
Christina Horrisberger 650/738-7444       

Portola Valley Leslie Lambert 650/851-1700 x12       

Redwood City Jon Lynch 650/780-7371       
 

 
Susan Wheeler 650/780-7245       

San Bruno Laura Russell 650/616-7038       

San Carlos Serena Ponzo 650/802-4267       

San Mateo Martin Quan 650/522-7330       
 

County of  Camille Leung 650/353-1826       

San Mateo Joe Camicia 650/599-1537       
 Melissa Ross 650/599-1559       

 
South S.F. 

 
Cassie Prudhel 650/829-3840       

 Craig Lustenberger        

 Daniel Fulford        

 Frank Mandola 650/829-3880       

Woodside Eunejune Kim 650/851-6790       
 

 

                                            
1 The April meeting was a field trip to view stormwater treatment measures in San Francisco. 

F:\Sm7x\Sm75.01 NDS Meetings\NDS Meetings\Attendance 07-08.doc 1 
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Project Applicant Checklist for NPDES Permit Requirements  

SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
 

I.     PROJECT DATA 
Project Name____________________________________    Project Address _______________________________________
APN______ - _______ - _________      
Applicant Name _________________________________     Applicant Phone ______________________________________
Applicant Address ______________________________________________________________________________________
Type of Development                            

 Residential   
 Commercial                              
 Industrial  
 Mixed-Use  
 Streets, Roads, Highways, Freeways, etc.                       
 Significant Redevelopment Project (as defined by 

SMCWPPP’s NPDES permit Provision C.3.c.i.3)          
                                                        

 Site Area _____________________ (sq. ft.) 
 Disturbed Area _____________________ (sq. ft.)* 
 Existing Impervious Surface______________ (sq. ft.)  
 New Impervious Surface (created, added and/or 

replaced) __________________ (sq. ft.)** 
     * If ≥ 1 acre (43,560 sq. ft.) of soil disturbance, please refer 

to Section III. 
   ** If ≥ 1 acre (43,560 sq. ft.) of impervious surface is added 

and/or replaced, please refer to Sections IV and V. (This 
threshold is reduced to projects that are 10,000 sq. ft. or larger starting 
August 15, 2006.) 

II.     MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL PROJECTS – All projects must incorporate as many of the following 
measures as practical (check boxes that apply).   

 
 

A. SITE DESIGN MEASURES.   Project must incorporate the following measures to the maximum extent 
practicable: 

 
 Protect sensitive areas and minimize changes to the 

natural topography. 
 
 Minimize impervious surface areas. 

 
 Minimize impervious areas from being directly 

connected to the storm drain system (e.g. direct roof 
downspouts to vegetated areas where feasible).   

 

 
 Maximize permeability by preserving open space. 
 
  Use permeable pavement surfaces where feasible. 
 
 Use landscaping to treat stormwater. 

 
 Use “Bay Friendly” landscape design, as indicated in 

"Bay-Friendly Landscape Guidelines - Sustainable 
Practices for the Landscape Professional". 

 

B.    SOURCE CONTROL MEASURES.  
 
 Incorporate all applicable source control measures in [enter municipality name] Local Source Control Measures List. 
 
 
C. PERMANENT STORMWATER TREATMENT CONTROL MEASURES.  Project must consider      

incorporating the following measures: 
 
 Vegetated swale 
 
 Extended detention basin (dry) 

 
 Wet pond 

 
 Media filter (sand, organic matter) 

 
 Vortex separator (commercially available in-line 

treatment unit) 
 
 Bioretention area 

 Vegetated buffer strip 
 
 Constructed wetland 

 
 Manufactured drain insert (may not be used unless 

part of a multi-step treatment process) 
 
 Infiltration trench 

 
 Other ______________ 
 

Continued ⇒
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D.   EROSION and SEDIMENTATION CONTROL.   If the project involves any land disturbance, project plans must 
incorporate all of the following requirements: 

 
1. Stabilize all denuded areas and install and 

maintain all temporary erosion and sediment 
controls continuously between October 15th and 
April 15th of each year, until permanent erosion 
control have been established. 

 
2. Provisions for diverting on-site runoff around 

exposed areas and diverting off-site runoff 
around the site (e.g., swales and dikes). 

 
3. Provisions for preventing erosion and trapping 

sediment on-site, such as sediment basins or 
traps, earthen dikes or berms, silt fences, check 
dams, storm drain inlet protection, soil blankets 
or mats, covers for soil stock piles, and/or other 
measures.  

 

4. Provide notes, specifications, or attachments 
describing the following: 
a) Construction, operation and maintenance of    

erosion and sediment control measures, 
including inspection frequency; 

b) Methods and schedule for grading, 
excavation, filling, clearing of vegetation, 
and storage and disposal of excavated or 
cleared material; 

c) Specifications for vegetative cover and 
mulch, including methods and schedules for 
planting and fertilization; 

d) Provisions for temporary and/or permanent 
irrigation. 

 

E.    CONSTRUCTION BMPs.  Project plans must incorporate all of the following BMPs as project notes.  
Additionally, project plan set must include SMCWPPP’s Construction BMP page, available for download at (enter 
municipality website address). 

 
1. Store, handle, and dispose of construction 

materials and wastes properly, so as to 
prevent their contact with stormwater. 

 
2. Control and prevent the discharge of all 

potential pollutants, including pavement 
cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum 
products, chemicals, washwater or 
sediments, and non-stormwater discharges to 
storm drains and watercourses. 

 
3. Use sediment controls or filtration to remove 

sediment when dewatering site and obtain all 
necessary permits. 

 
4. Avoid cleaning, fueling, or maintaining 

vehicles on-site, except in a designated area 
where washwater is contained and treated. 

 
5. Delineate with field markers clearing limits, 

easements, setbacks, sensitive or critical 
areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage 
courses. 

 

6. Protect adjacent properties and undisturbed 
areas from construction impacts using 
vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or 
filters, dikes, mulching, or other measures 
as appropriate. 

 
7. Perform clearing and earth moving activities 

only during dry weather. 
 

8. Limit and time applications of pesticides 
and fertilizers to prevent polluted runoff. 

 
9. Limit construction access routes and 

stabilize designated access points. 
 

10. Avoid tracking dirt or other materials off-
site; clean off-site paved areas and 
sidewalks using dry sweeping methods. 

 
11. The Contractor shall train and provide 

instruction to all employees and 
subcontractors regarding the construction 
BMPs. 

 
III.   CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS THAT DISTURB ≥ 1 ACRE OF AREA ⎯ For all projects with 1 acre or more of 

disturbed area, applicants must file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board to obtain 
coverage under the State General Construction Activity NPDES Permit, and must prepare and implement a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).  Note:  Completion of this checklist does not imply certification of the adequacy of 
the SWPPP by the municipality. 

 
1. A copy of the project's NOI and SWPPP shall be 

submitted to the planning, building, or 
engineering department prior to issuance of a 
grading or building permit. 

 

2. A copy of the project's NOI and SWPPP shall be 
kept on-site and make available for review by the 
municipal inspector upon request. 

 
 

Continued ⇒
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IV.   GROUP 1 PROJECTS: PROJECTS THAT ADD AND/OR REPLACE ≥ 1 ACRE OF IMPERVIOUS SURFACE-     
- The following requirements apply to projects that add and/or replace 1 acre (43,540 sq. ft.) or more of impervious 
surface, and are therefore subject to the requirements of Provision C.3 of SMCWPPP’s amended NPDES permit. If the 
project consists of a single-family residence that is not part of a larger plan of development, the project will be considered 
in compliance with Provision C.3, regardless of amount of impervious surface added and/or replaced, with the 
incorporation of appropriate pollutant source control and site design measures, and the use of landscaping to 
appropriately treat runoff from the roof and house-associated impervious surfaces (e.g., runoff from roofs, patios, 
driveways, sidewalks, and similar surfaces). 

 
1. Incorporate site design measures, as listed in 

Section II.A above. 
 

2. Incorporate all applicable source control 
measures listed in municipality’s Local Source 
Control Measures List. 

 
3. Incorporate pesticide-reduction measures, such as 

using Integrated Pest Management. 
 

4. Enter into an agreement of responsibility and 
funding for ongoing implementation and 
maintenance of stormwater treatment control 
measures, as appropriate for the control measure. 

 
5. Treatment control measure design must be 

consistent with Vector Control Plan 
requirements. 

 

6. Use of a hydraulically sized, permanent 
stormwater treatment control, as follows (see 
http://www.flowstobay.org/pdfs/bmp/Constructio
n%20Series/SMCWPPP_c3_handbook_final.pdf 
for more information): 

 
  A flow-based treatment control hydraulically 
sized to manage the flow of runoff produced by a 
rain event equal to at least  [0.16 or 0.2,] inches 
per hour; or 

 
  A volume-based treatment control 
hydraulically sized to capture 80 percent or more 
of the volume of annual runoff, using local 
rainfall data. 

 
More hydraulic sizing information can be found at 
http://www.cabmphandbooks.com/Documents/Development/S
ection_5.pdf. 

 

V.    HYDROMODIFICATION MANAGEMENT – In addition to the requirements under Section IV, the following 
requirement applies to applicable** Group 1 projects located in areas subject to hydromodification management.  See 
figure 3-1 of SMCWPPP’s Hydromodification Management Plan for exempted and non-exempted areas (generally, lands 
east of Alameda de las Pulgas are exempt and lands west are subject to hydromodification management requirements). 
The HMP is available at 
http://www.flowstobay.org/pdfs/bmp/Construction%20Series/SMCWPPP_c3_handbook_final.pdf.   

 
1. Use a flow duration stormwater control measure designed such that post-project stormwater discharge rates and 

durations match pre-project discharge rates and durations.   For sizing information, please consult the HMP.  (In the 
future, include reference to Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM) download information.) 

 
 
**The following types of projects are exempt from the requirements for hydromodification management: 

• The construction of a single-family residence that is not part of a larger plan of development. 
• A redevelopment project that does not increase the amount of impervious surface and the time of concentration of stormwater runoff. 
• A transit type of development within ¼ to ½ mile of a transit station and/or intermodal facility. 
• A project within a “Redevelopment Project Area” that redevelops an existing brownfield site or creates housing units affordable to 

persons of low or moderate income. 
 
 
 

Reviewed by: 
 
Planning:  _____________________________  date         /     / 
 
 
Engineering:  _____________________________  date      /     / 
 
 
Building:  _____________________________  date       /     / 
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Appendix 

II  
Operation & Maintenance 

Document Templates 

Templates are provided to help you prepare documents that municipalities typically require with 
your stormwater treatment measure maintenance agreement.  Microsoft Word files of the 

templates may be downloaded from the online version of the C.3 Technical Guidance that 
allows for downloading individual chapters and appendices (go to www.flowstobay.org, click on 
Business Pollution Prevention, then C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance). Please insert 
project-specific information where the templates include prompts such as:  [[== insert name of 
property address ==]].  Remember to contact the local jurisdiction for information on 
municipality-specific requirements.  This appendix includes the following templates: 

 Standard Treatment Measure O&M Report Form – This form is typically included 
as an exhibit to the project’s maintenance agreement, which requires this form to be 
completed and submitted annually to the applicable municipality.  

 Maintenance Plan Templates – for preparing maintenance plans for the stormwater 
treatment measures included in your project. Templates are provided for the following 
types of stormwater treatment measures: 
 Vegetated swales, 
 Vegetated buffer strips, 
 Tree well filters, 
 Non-proprietary media filters, 
 Flow-through planters, 
 Bioretention areas, 
 Infiltration trenches,  
 Extended detention basins, and  
 Manufactured stormwater treatment measures. 

In some cases, a treatment measure may be sized to function as both a treatment and 
hydromodification management (HM) measure, as described in Chapter 7.  If your project 
includes treatment and/or HM measures that are not listed above, but have been approved 
by the municipality, you may customize one of the maintenance plan templates with 
information specific to your treatment/HM measure(s).  Be sure to attach to your 
maintenance plan a legible, letter-size (8.5-by-11-inch) site plan showing the location(s) of 
the treatment/HM measure(s). 

APPENDIX I (REVISED DECEMBER 2007) I-1 
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SOIL GUIDELINES FOR STORMWATER TREATMENT MEASURES 

The New Development Subcommittee of the San Mateo Countywide Clean Water 
Program (SMCWPPP) is providing these guidelines to its member municipalities for use 
in non-proprietary, landscaped-based stormwater treatment measures.  The purpose of 
these guidelines is to help project applicants specify soils that will provide suitable 
growing conditions for appropriate plantings and meet the percolation guidelines 
identified in Chapter 6 of SMCWPPP’s C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance (March 
2007) for the specific types of landscape-based treatment measures proposed in their 
projects.  SMCWPPP’s member municipalities are not required to use these guidelines, 
and the municipalities may modify the guidelines as needed to address local concerns. 
Before using these guidelines, project applicants should check with the jurisdiction 
having authority over the project regarding local considerations. 

The guidelines refer specifically to treatment measures for which technical guidance is 
included in the SMCWPPP's C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance. The guidelines 
identify planting soils to be used (Section I), guidelines for compost amendments in the 
planting soils (Section II), and a top dressing layer of mulch (Section III).   

I. PLANTING SOILS 

Planting soil is to be placed for the purpose of providing a soil for plants to be 
established in the treatment measure. One of two types of planting soils shall be 
used: dewatering soils or treatment soils.  

Dewatering soils (moderate percolation planting soils, such as sandy loam) shall be 
used for dewatering of treatment measures such as vegetated swales, vegetated 
buffer strips and extended detention basins. These treatment measures remove 
pollutants from runoff by filtering the runoff through both plants and surface features, 
or holding a volume of water for a duration of time and then releasing runoff to a 
storm drain system. These treatment measures do not rely on a percolation rate for 
treatment. Dewatering planting soils percolate runoff that has been trapped in the 
treatment measure.  

Treatment Soils (high percolation planting soils, such as loamy sands) shall be used 
for filtering of a volume of water in the treatment measures, such as flow-through 
planters and bioretention areas. These treatment measures shall treat runoff by 
passing it through the surface layer of high percolation planting soil, then saturating a 
zone of crushed drain rock and finally in most cases, entering a perforated sub-drain. 

A. IMPORTED MATERIAL FOR DEWATERING (SANDY LOAM) 

Planting soil material for surface dewatering shall consist of soil (no gravel) with a 
moderate percolation rate (2 to 10 inches per hour), supplied from previously tested 
and approved sources, and shall conform to the following guidelines: 

www.flowstobay.org
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SMCWPPP  Soil Guidelines for Stormwater Treatment Measures 
   
 

1. All material shall be free of trash and debris, expansive clays or any other 
deleterious materials, and shall be subject to the approval and acceptance of 
the Authority Having Jurisdiction. 

2. The contractor shall designate their proposed import sources in advance and 
shall provide source samples of material to the jurisdiction having authority. 

3. Material shall be free of seeds. 

4. The dewatering planting soil material shall have documentation from the 
supplier showing conformance to the following gradation guidelines: 

Screen Information    Percentage

a. Maximum particle size    2 millimeters (0.078 inch) 

b. Percent passing No. 10 screen (2mm) 100 (coarse sand or finer)  

c.   Percent passing No. 200 screen (0.074mm) 15 to 50% 

d. The 15 to 50% percent passing #200 sieve is silt, clay and organics, with 
a range of silt from 5-35% and a clay content of 5-20%. 

5. The above screened dewatering planting soil shall have 4 to 6% by dry 
weight organic compost mixed in (see section II). Final dry weight per unit 
volume mixed in may be lowered by the jurisdiction having authority for 
varying plant species in the treatment measure. Native in-situ sandy loam 
soils can be used, with 4 to 6% by weight of organic compost mixed in, if 
approved by the jurisdiction having authority. This native soil used must be 
certified to meet the imported planting soil guidelines. Organic compost shall 
meet the guidelines stated in Section II – Organic Compost Amendment. The 
soil shall have a salt concentration less than 500 mg/L. The pH shall be 
between 5.5 and 7, unless directed otherwise by the jurisdiction having 
authority. 

6. One test shall be conducted by the supplier per each 500 cubic yards 
supplied. Testing shall be conducted for the above gradation requirements, 
salt contents and pH range.  

7. Contractor shall demonstrate the in-situ percolation of each treatment 
measure for design storm flows through the installed soil to the satisfaction of 
the Authority Having Jurisdiction. The material shall have an onsite tested 
percolation rate of 2 to 10 inches per hour. In-field percolation test shall 
consist of a 1-foot diameter pipe, 2.5 feet long pipe, driven 1.5 feet deep into  
dewatering soils, as shown in Figure 1 attached. Pipe shall be filled with 1 
foot of water after the treatment measure has been wetted. The pipe should 
empty 1 foot of water above the wetted soil layer in no less than 1 hour and 
12 minutes, and no longer than 6 hours. Contractor shall provide records of 
percolation tests to city inspector.  

8. Standard compaction of a minimum of 85 percent shall be used when placing 
the mixed material. Complete inundation of the soil shall be used to reach this 
compaction. 

9. Soil shall be placed in lifts of 8-10 inches.  

F:\Sm7x\Sm75.03 NDS Products\Soils Guidance\Soils_Guidelines_final_020508.doc Page 2 NDS Approved February 5, 2008  

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



SMCWPPP  Soil Guidelines for Stormwater Treatment Measures 
   
 

Note: Lower percolation rate of dewatering soil may be allowed by the local 
jurisdiction.   

B. IMPORTED MATERIAL FOR TREATMENT (LOAMY SAND) 

Planting soil material for treatment shall consist of high organics soil (no gravel) with 
a high percolation rate, supplied from previously tested and approved sources, and 
shall conform to the following guidelines: 

1. All material shall be free of trash and debris, expansive clays or any other 
deleterious materials, and shall be subject to the approval and acceptance of 
the Authority Having Jurisdiction. 

2. The contractor shall designate their proposed import sources in advance and 
shall provide source samples of material to the jurisdiction having authority. 

3. Material shall be free of seeds.  

4. The treatment planting soil shall have documentation from the supplier 
showing conformance to the following gradation guidelines: 

Screen Information    Percentage

a. Maximum particle size    2 millimeters (0.078 inch) 

b. Percent passing No. 10 screen (2mm) 100 (coarse sand or finer)  

c.   Percent passing No. 200 screen (0.074mm) 10 to 15% 

d.   The overall dry weight percentages shall be 85-90% sand, less than 5% 
clay, and less than 5% silt. The range of clay and silt and organics should 
be 10-15% of total volume.  

5. The treatment planting soil shall have 4 to 6% by dry weight organic compost 
mixed in. Organic compost percentage may be lowered by the jurisdiction of 
authority for varying plant species in the treatment measure. Native in-situ 
loamy sand soils can be used, with 4 to 6% of organic compost mixed in. This 
mixed soil must be certified to meet the imported planting soil guidelines.  
Organic compost shall meet the guidelines stated in Section II – Organic 
Compost Amendment. The soil shall have a salt concentration less than 500 
mg/L. The pH shall be between 5.5 and 7, unless directed otherwise by the 
jurisdiction of authority. 

6. One test shall be conducted by the supplier per each 500 cubic yards 
supplied. Testing shall be conducted for the above gradation requirements, 
salt contents and pH range.  

7. Contractor shall demonstrate the in-situ percolation of each treatment 
measure for design storm flows through the installed soil to the satisfaction of 
the Authority Having Jurisdiction. The material shall have an onsite tested 
percolation rate of 5 to 10 inch per hour. In-field percolation test shall consist 
of a 1-foot diameter pipe, 2.5 feet long pipe, driven 1.5 feet deep into 
treatment soils. Pipe shall be filled with 1 foot of water after the treatment 
measure has been wetted. The pipe should empty 1 foot of water above the 
wetted soil layer in no less than 1 hour and 12 minutes, and no longer than 2 
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SMCWPPP  Soil Guidelines for Stormwater Treatment Measures 
   
 

hours and 24 minutes. Contractor shall provide records of percolation tests to 
city inspector.  

8. Soil shall be placed in lifts of 8-10 inches.  

9. Standard compaction to a minimum of 85 percent shall be used when placing 
the mixed material. The method to achieve 85% compaction shall be 
approved by the local jurisdiction before the soil is placed in the treatment 
measure. 

 

II. ORGANIC COMPOST AMENDMENT  

An organic amendment per Attachment 1 is to be mixed into the planting soil for the 
purpose of providing organic material to be utilized by plantings placed within the 
treatment measure. The following guidelines are for amendments used in bioretention 
areas, flow through planters, vegetated buffer strips, vegetated swales, and extended 
detention basins only.  
 

A. COMPOST GUIDELINES  

Organic compost shall meet the requirements of the Alameda County Bay-Friendly 
Landscape program.  Provide a lab analysis of proposed material performed by 
either: (1) a certified US Composting Council Compost Analysis Program (CAP) 
laboratory or (2) a laboratory approved by the local jurisdiction, using approved Test 
Methods for the Evaluation of Composting and Compost (TMECC). Verifying current 
participation in CAP can be achieved by visiting www.compostingcouncil.org.  The 
TMECC methods are explained at www.tmecc.org/tmecc. Check with local 
jurisdiction for a list of approved laboratories.  

See the attached Friendly Landscaping (BFL) Soil Preparation Specifications, Part 
2.1.B.1, Section 02920: Soil Preparation for approved testing ranges of attributes for 
compost amendments. 

Organic content may be lowered by the jurisdiction having authority for varying plant 
species in the treatment measure. This mixed soil must be certified by the laboratory 
to meet the imported planting soil guidelines.    

III. TOP DRESSING MULCH 

A three-inch thick layer of top dressing mulch shall be placed in all designated planting 
areas for the purpose of retaining moisture, preventing erosion and minimizing weed 
growth.  Keep top dressing six inches away from tree trunks for tree health except where 
approved by the jurisdiction having authority. The following guidelines are for top 
dressing soils used in bioretention areas, flow through planters, vegetated buffer strips, 
vegetated swales, and extended detention basins only.   

A.     MULCH GUIDELINES 

Any of the following materials may be used as top dressing for any of the treatment 
measures listed above, subject to the jurisdiction of authority’s approval. Options for 
top dressing material include: 
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SMCWPPP  Soil Guidelines for Stormwater Treatment Measures 
   
 

Arbor Mulch:  Arbor Mulch shall be wood waste from tree trimming and not contain 
eucalyptus.  Local tree companies may have material available free of charge.  
Submit a minimum one-quart sample of proposed material to be used, to jurisdiction 
with authority.  

Wood Chip Mulch:  Wood Chip Mulch shall be a coarse wood mulch made from 
salvaged kiln dried lumber and be color enhanced with mineral pigments that have a 
demonstrated color longevity of one year.  Mulch material shall pass a two inch 
screen. 

Organic Compost:  Organic Compost may be used as mulch as determined by the 
jurisdiction having authority.  Organic compost shall meet the guidelines stated 
above in Section II – Organic Compost Amendment. 

The following are guidelines for the above dressing materials: 

1. The top dressing soil material shall not float when three inches or more of 
water has ponded in the treatment measure. 

2. Natural compaction is adequate for top dressing layer soil. 

3. The 3 inches of top dressing mulch shall be placed in a single lift. 

 
IV. SOURCES/ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 
SMCWPPP gratefully acknowledges the Alameda Countywide Clean Water 
Program (ACCWP), for its preparation of Soil Specifications for Stormwater 
Treatment Measures, which formed the basis for these soil guidelines; and 
Stopwaste.org, for its preparation of the Bay-Friendly Landscaping Soil 
Preparation Specifications, included as Attachment 1. 
 

V. DEFINITIONS 

1. Lift – Depth of soil placed before compaction is necessary 

2. Expansive clay soils – are in-situ clay soils. These soils must be amended to 
be used in the treatment measures.  

3. Stormwater treatment measure – Any engineered system designed to 
remove pollutants from stormwater by simple gravity settling of particle 
pollutants, filtration, biological uptake, media adsorption or any other physical, 
biological, or chemical process. Sometimes called a treatment control, 
treatment control measure, treatment best management practice (BMP), or 
treatment facility. 

4. Wetted soil – soil that has been irrigated until the water has penetrated soil to 
a minimum of 4 inches.  
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SMCWPPP  Soil Guidelines for Stormwater Treatment Measures 
   
 
Attachment 1 
BFL Soil Preparation Specifications Part 2.1.B.1   Section 02920: Soil Preparation 
 
1. Organic Amendment 
Compost shall be a well decomposed, stable, weed free organic matter source. The product shall be 
certified through the US Composting Council’s (USCC) Seal of Testing Assurance Program (STA) 
Program (a compost testing and information disclosure program). It shall be derived from 
agricultural or food waste or yard trimmings. The product shall contain no substances toxic to plants, 
shall possess no objectionable odors and shall not resemble the feedstock (the original materials from 
which it was derived.  
 
Before delivery of the compost, the supplier shall submit a copy of lab analysis performed by a 
laboratory that is enrolled in the US Composting Council’s CAP and using the approved Test 
Methods for the Evaluation of Composting and Compost (TMECC). The lab report shall verify: 

 
A. Feedstock Materials shall be specified and include one or more of the following: 

landscape/yard trimmings, grass clippings, food scraps, and agricultural crop residues. 
 
B. Organic Matter Content: 50% - 60% by dry wt. preferred, 35-70% acceptable 
 
C. Carbon and Nitrogen Ratio: C:N < 25:1 plus at least one measure of stability and at least 

one measure of toxicity. 
 
D. Maturity/Stability: shall have a dark brown color and a soil-like odor. Compost exhibiting 

a sour or putrid smell, containing recognizable grass or leaves, or is hot (120F) upon 
delivery or rewetting is not acceptable. In addition any one of the following is required to 
indicate stability 

a. Oxygen Test < 1.3 O2 / unit TS / hr 
b. Specific oxy. Test < 1.5 O2 / unit BVS / hr 
c. Respiration test < 8 C / unit VS / day 
d. Dewar test < 20 Temp. rise (oC) 
e. Solvita® > 5 Index value 

 
E. Toxicity: any one of the following measures is sufficient to indicate non-toxicity. 

a. NH4- : NO3-N < 3 
b. Ammonium < 500 ppm, dry basis 
c. Seed Germination > 80 % of control 
d. Plant Trials > 80% of control 
e. Solvita® > 5 Index value 

 
F.  Nutrient Content: provide analysis detailing nutrient content including N-P-K, Ca, Na, 

Mg, S, and B. 
a. Total Nitrogen content 0.9% or above preferred. 
b. Boron: Total shall be <80 ppm; Soluble shall be <2.5 ppm 

 
G. Salinity: Must be reported; may vary but < 4.0 mmhos/cm preferred. Soil should also be 

tested: <2.5 mmhos/cm is preferred for soil/compost blend but may vary with plant 
species. 

 
H. pH: pH shall be between 6.5 and 8. May vary with plant species. 
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SMCWPPP  Soil Guidelines for Stormwater Treatment Measures 
   
 

I. Particle size: 95% passing a 1/2” screen. 
 
J. Bulk density: shall be between 500 and 1100 dry lbs/cubic yard 
 
K. Moisture Content shall be between 35% - 55% of dry solids. 
 
L. Inerts: compost shall be relatively free of inert ingredients, including glass, plastic and 

paper, < 0.1 % by weight or volume. 
 
M. Weed seed/pathogen destruction: provide proof of process to further reduce pathogens 

(PFRP). For example, turned windrows must reach min. 55C for 15 days with at least 5 
turnings during that period. 

 
N. Select Pathogens: Salmonella <3 MPN/4grams of TS, or Coliform Bacteria <10000 

MPN/gram. 
 
O. Trace Contaminants Metals (Lead, Mercury, Etc.) Product must meet US EPA, 40 CFR 

503 regulations. 
 
2. Additional amendments and/or fertilizers as required in the soils report. 

a. Additional amendments and fertilizers that are approved for use by the Organics Materials 
Research Institute (OMRI) for use in crop production are approved for use. See 
www.omri.org. Fertilizers that are not approved or are restricted for use by OMRI shall be 
applied only after review and written approval by the Owner. 
 

Notes: 
1)      Solvita is a registered trademark test. Please see http://solvita.com/ 
2)      TS is Total Solids, BVS is Biological Volatile Solids, VS is Volatile Solids, MPN/gram is Most 

Probable Number per gram, ppm is parts per million.  
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1-FooT INNER DIAMETER
SOLID WALL PIPE

APPROXIMATE SOIL
LEVEL WITHIN
DRIVEN PIPE

TEST DEP HI-FOOT

3" TOP DRESSING LAYER

21-INCHES OF LANTING SOIL

PERVIOUS LINER

NOTES:
TYPICAL CROSS SECTION OF TREATMENT AREA, FACILITY CROSS SECTIONS MAY
DIFFER
SOLID WALL TEST PIPE IS 2.5 FEET LONG
IN HIGH PERCOLATION SOIL 1 FOOT OF WATER SHOULD EMPTY WITHIN 2 HOURS
IN MODERATE PERCOLATION SOIL 1 FOOT OF WATER SHOULD EMPTY WITHIN 9.5
HOURS

PLANTING SOIL LAYER

PERVIOUS LINER

PIPE DRIVEN 1.5 FEET-~___
TOTAL INTO SOIL

6' VERTICA CLEARANCE

DRAIN ROCK: ---J

NOTES: PERFORATED PIPE

THE USE OF GEOFABRIC IS SUBJECT TO THE PROJECTS GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER'S
DISCRETION. THE PURPOSE OF GEOFABRIC IS TO KEEP FINE PARTICLES OUT OF
STORMWATER. THE GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER SHOULD ADVISE WHETHER TO USE
GEOFABRIC DEPENDING ON THE SUITABILITY OF PROJECT-SPECIFIC CONDITIONS THAT,
IF NOT AVAILABLE, MAY LEAD TO CLOGGING AND THE NEED FOR PREMATURE REMOVAL
AND REPLACEMENT OF GEOFABRIC.

FIGURE 1
PERCOLATION TEST SETUP

ACCWP

.....-----------------------------;:·~Bkr---..
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New Development Subcommittee Report 
 
Date:  April 1, 2008 
 
In lieu of its regular meeting, the Subcommittee took a field trip to view stormwater treatment 
measures at two recent projects in San Francisco:  Sunset Circle Parking Lot, and Old Mint Plaza. 
 
Sunset Circle Parking Lot 
Rosey Jenks, of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission staff, and Koa Pickering, of the San 
Francisco Department of Public Works, gave presentations at this site.  The Sunset Circle Parking Lot 
is a 3.5-acre surface parking area at the intersection of Sunset Boulevard and Lake Merced Boulevard, 
along the east shore of Lake Merced, San Francisco’s largest natural surface water body, which San 
Francisco’s Natural Areas Program has deemed an area of significant habitat.  This area is not 
connected to San Francisco’s combined stormwater/wastewater sewer system. Before the project, 
runoff from the parking lot discharged directly to Lake Merced with no treatment. 
 
There was no requirement to install stormwater treatment measures at this site; however, San Francisco 
has begun to prioritize low impact development (LID) techniques to reduce impacts of developed areas 
on water resources.  This site was selected based on its direct discharge to Lake Merced, gentle slopes 
that are conducive to vegetated swales, available funding, and an opportunity to combine the LID 
improvements with San Francisco’s planned relocation of a statue to the parking lot. LID features 
include vegetated swales that also function as parking islands, and a landscaped infiltration basin that 
features the relocated statue of Juan Bautista de Anza.  Landscaping consists of native and drought-
tolerant plants, which will require little or no irrigation once they are established. Treatment measures 
were sized for a 25-year storm; higher flows discharge to Lake Merced without treatment. High 
percolation rates of the native soil and a relatively low water table contributed to the feasibility of the 
infiltration basin. An interpretive sign explains the site’s LID features and the benefits of LID. 
 
Old Mint Plaza 
Ken Kortkamp, of Sherwood Design Engineers, gave the presentation at this site.  The Old Mint Plaza 
was formerly a block of Jessie Street, adjacent to San Francisco’s Old Mint Building, between Fifth 
Street and Mint Street.  This is a transitional area between the upscale Westfield Mall (just east of the 
plaza) and a rough, economically depressed area west of the plaza.  The plaza project was undertaken 
by a public-private partnership between the City and adjacent landowners, funded, in part, by a grant 
from San Francisco’s Public Utilities Commission, and through tax mechanisms allowed by the State’s 
Mello-Roos Act.  The adjacent landowners viewed their investment in constructing and maintaining 
the plaza as a means of improving their property values. 
 
Low impact development features at this site include pervious pavers, bioretention areas, and a 
subsurface infiltration gallery.  Some runoff is directed to relatively small bioretention areas, which 
contain drought-tolerant plantings.  Most of the runoff enters the subsurface infiltration gallery by way 
of a ½-inch-wide grate that runs down much of the length of the plaza, and some water seeps in 
between the unsealed pavers.  The extremely narrow grate blends unobtrusively into the visual design 
of the pavers. Frequent, attentive maintenance prevents the grate from becoming clogged with trash 
and debris.  Stormwater from frequent small storms is handled by the bioretention areas and infiltration 
gallery.  A high-flow bypass directs stormwater from larger storms to the combined wastewater/ 
stormwater sewer main in Fifth Street. 
 
Dates of Next Meetings:  New Development Workshop on May 8.  Next regular meeting on June 3. 

SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE
Water Pollution Prevention Program
Clean Water. Healthy Community.
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 Vegetated swale at Sunset Circle Parking Lot 
Infiltration Basin at Sunset Circle Parking Lot 
 

 

 Mint Plaza: ½-inch slot drain (center); bioretention area (far end of plaza)
 



 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

Registration and
 
 
Welcoming Rem
 Matt Fabry, S
 
 
Water Board Sta
Controls   
 Habte Kifle, S
 
 
Overview of the 
 Laura Prickett
  
 
Using Site Desig
 Ken Kortkamp
 
 
BREAK     

 
Implementing St
 Ed Boscacci, 

 

Implementing Hy
 Arleen Feng, 
 
 
LUNCH (provide
 During lunch a
 
 
Planting Guidan
 Sarah Sutton,

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates
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Green Building Exchange 
305 Main Street, Redwood City 

Thursday, May 8, 2008 

Agenda 

 Refreshments   8:00 – 8:30  

arks     8:30 – 8:45 
an Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program 

ff’s Perspective on Implementing Permanent Stormwater  
    8:45 – 9:00 

an Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board  

Countywide C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance 9:00 – 9:30 
, EOA, Inc. 

ns and Low Impact Development to Protect Water Quality        9:30 – 10:15 
, Sherwood Design Engineers 

    10:15 – 10:30 
 

ormwater Treatment Measures     10:30  – 11:15 
BKF Engineers 

dromodification Management Requirements 11:15 – 12:00 
Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program 

d on-site)  12:00 – 1:00 
n informal computer demonstration of Bay Area Hydrology Model is available 

ce for Landscape-Based Stormwater Treatment Measures 1:00 – 1:45 
 Design, Community and Environment 



 

  Workshop Agenda 
  Page 2 
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Case Study:  Implementing Permanent Stormwater Controls at Genentech’s   
South San Francisco Campus 1:45 – 2:30 

Paul Matuszewski, Genentech, Inc. 
Mark Emerson, Genentech, Inc. 
Jeff Peterson, Wilsey Ham 
Jon Kawamoto, Genentech, Inc. 

 
 
BREAK       2:30 – 2:40 
 
 
Operation and Maintenance Requirements and Case Study 2:40 – 3:25 
 Christina Hovland, EOA, Inc. 
 Jon Lynch, City of Redwood City      
  
 
Closing Remarks    3:25 – 3:30 
 Matt Fabry, San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program 
 
 
Adjourn                3:30 
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San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program
2008 New Development Workshop

Sign-In Sheet

Last Name
Boscacci
Chan
Chen
Chen
Chuck
Corpus
Dahu
Diaz
Ebo
Emerson
Etchebehere
Fabrv
Farbstein
Feng
Feske
Fulford
Gomery
Hathawav
Hirsch
Horrisberaer
Hovland
Hurin
Justimbaste
Kawamoto
Kholaifat
Kifle
Kim
Kortkamp
Lambert
Latu
Lim
Lo
Lu
Lustenberoer
Lynch
Mallison
Mandola
Mao

Page 1

First Name
Ed
Catherine
Jen
Tzuhui
Dennis
Dalia
Nader
Lee
Florian
Mark
Gratien
Matt
Kathrvn
Arleen
Matthew
Daniel
Jane
Mark
Rick
Christina
Christina
Ruben
Eva
Jon
Ayad
Habte
Euneaune
Ken
Leslie
John
Lily
Jason
Quan
Craia
Jon
Deborah
Frank
Shaun

AQencv
BKF
Town of Hillsborough
Town of Hillsborouah
City of East Palo Alto
City of South San Francisco
City of Belmont
City of San Bruno
City of Pacifica
City of Millbrae
Genentech
Town of Woodside
City of Brisbane
City of Pacifica
Alameda County
Foster City, Community Dev.
City of South San Francisco
City of Burlingame
City of San Mateo
City of Millbrae
City of Pacifica
EOA, Inc.
City of Burlingame
City of Burlinaame
Genentech
City of Pacifica
Water Board
Town of Woodside
Sherwood Engineers
Town of Portola Valley
City of East Palo Alto
City of Pacifica
City of Pacifica
EOA, Inc.
City of South San Francisco
Redwood City
Town of Woodside
City of South San Francisco
City of Menlo Park

SiQn-ln

I

x

x
I

x

Guidance?
(1=Yes. 0

= No!
1
1
2
o
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
o
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
o
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1

51712008
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San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program
2008 New Development Workshop

Sign-In Sheet

Guidance?
(1=Yes, 0

Last Name First Name Aaencv Sian-In =NaJ
Matuszewski Paul Genentech 'X 1
Muneer Ahmed Town of Colma X ,

1
Naughton Jeannie City of Daly City 'I.. 0
Neuebaumer Matt City of San Bruno 1
Ng Jennifer City of Menlo Park 'X. 0
Parks Virginia City of Menlo Park 1
Patterson Barbara Friends of Creek 1
Peterson Jeff Wilsev Ham Engineers )( 1
Ponzo Serena Town of Hillsborouah 1
Prickett Laura EOA, Inc. ')<

Prudhel Cassie Citv of South San Francisco 1
Quan Martin Citv of San Mateo -,( 1
Rawley Joshua Town of Colma

,
X 1

Russell Laura Citv of San Bruno 1
Sorenson Mark Underwood & Rosenblum, Inc. , 1
Sutton Sarah Design, Community & Environmt 1
Tune Tim City of Brisbane 'I.. 0
Turner Andrew Civil Enaineerina Associates 1
Valley Chris City of San Carlos 1
Wheeler Susan Citv of Redwood Citv )( 1
Won Denise Peninsula Habitat for Humanity 1
Yau Gilbert Citv of Belmont -; 1

Page 2 5/7/2008
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San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program 
New Development Workshop, May 8, 2008 

 
Summary of Workshop Evaluations 

 
Total Number of Evaluations: 26 (67% Response) Total Number of Attendees: 391

 
 

I. Water Board Staff’s Perspective on Implementing Permanent Stormwater 
Controls  
Habte Kifle, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board  
 
1-Very Useful 20-Useful  5-Not Useful  0-No Answer 
Should define technical terms or measures referenced in presentation for staff 
not familiar. 
Good to hear the regulating angle – hard to understand speaker. 
 

II. Overview of the Countywide C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance  
Laura Prickett, EOA, Inc. 

 
  20-Very Useful 7-Useful  0-Not Useful  0-No Answer 
  
 Great presentation and tips on what not to forget during process.  Going  
 through manual was helpful.  Thank you! 
 Great speaker (animated) and great info! 
  
 
III. Using Site Designs and Low Impact Development to Protect Water Quality 

Ken Kortkamp, Sherwood Design Engineers 
 
16-Very Useful  8-Useful  1-Not Useful  0-No Answer 
 
Loved seeing examples of successful projects: local & out of state.  Great 
presentation! 
Very good presentation! 

 
IV. Implementing Stormwater Treatment Measures  
 Ed Boscacci, BKF Engineers 

 
12-Very Useful 14-Useful  0-Not Useful  0-No Answer  
 
Lots of info but great explanations and tips for successful veg. buffers, swales, 
etc. 

 

                                                 
1 Does not include workshop speakers and staff. 
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Evaluation Summary (continued) 
New Development Workshop, May 8, 2008 

V. Implementing Hydromodification Management Requirements 
 Arleen Feng, Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program  

 
12-Very Useful  13-Useful  1-Not useful  0-No Answer  
 
Explained HMP very well & gave great examples. 

 
VI. Planting Guidance for Landscape-Based Stormwater Treatment  
      Measures 
 Sarah Sutton, Design, Community and Environment 

 
20-Very Useful  6-Useful  0-Not useful  0-No Answer  
 
Presentation brought a great balance to the technical info. 
Good speaker.  I enjoy her enthusiasm. 

 
 
VII.Case Study: Implementing Permanent Stormwater Controls at    
     Genentech’s South San Francisco Campus 
 Paul Matuszewski, Genentech, Inc.; Mark Emerson, Genentech, Inc.; 
 Jeff Peterson, Wilsey Ham; and Jon Kawamoto, Genentech, Inc. 

 
7-Very Useful  15-Useful  2-Not useful  0-No Answer  
 
Nice to see large local example that I can visit. 

 
 

VIII. Operation and Maintenance Requirements and Case Study 
 Christina Hovland, EOA, Inc., and Jon Lynch, City of Redwood City 

  
13-Very Useful  8-Useful 1-Not useful  0-No Answer  
 
1st Overview I have seen on O & M = very helpful. 

 
1. Which Topics were most beneficial? 

Planting Guidance (VI): 8 
Treatment Measures (IV):  7 
Technical Guidance Overview (II): 6 
Site Design and LID (III): 3 
Operation & Maintenance (VIII): 2 
Hydromodification Management (V): 2 
C.3 Binder: 2 
All: 1 
Discussion of why we need this: 1 
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Evaluation Summary (continued) 
New Development Workshop, May 8, 2008 

2. Which Topics were the least beneficial? 
Water Board Staff Perspective (I) – 4 
Case Study (VII) – 3 
Hydromodification Management:  (V) – 2 
Operation and Maintenance (VIII) – 1 
The regulating aspect in first presentation was very negative.  The beginning 
Genentech presentation talked about Genentech way too much! 

 
3. Would you be interested in attending another workshop on construction 

site management? 
Yes: 12  
Sure, especially when/if new permit is adopted.  MRP – Yikes! 
 

4. Suggestion for future topics? 
Examples for cost effective designs. 
Field visits. 
New MRP requirements for New Development. 
Make sure presentations are viewable from the rear of the room. 
More examples of treatment measures.  Maybe one from each city in the County 
of San Mateo. 
Detail for project submittal to employ C3. 
Great workshop.  Well organized!  Appreciated the handouts in advance so I 
could add notes to the specific presentation, for my future reference.  Good Job! 
Green roofs (local area) – experience, maintenance, dos & don’ts.  
Additional information on “New technologies” such as green roofs – options not 
often seen here.  Also, please expand on the planting guidance.  This was very 
helpful. 
Commercial & manufacturing facilities and how C3 & MRP requirements are 
implemented & maintained. 
 

5. Comments? 
Keep the seminars coming. 
Need discussion on why we need this.  I’m a consultant and I need to increase 
my fees to account for C3.  More Kent Kortcamp type of examples would be 
nice. 
Overall, useful. 
It is great being informed of local projects that have successfully implemented 
these measures. 
Glad you had food for breakfast, breaks & lunch! 
Thanks! 
Too bad more people don’t attend! 
Great job! 
Good mix of private/public topics.  Set out cold cuts, no need for paper bags and 
such waste for the green building. 
Too much info about Genentech as a company. 

 

End of Evaluations 
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Construction Site Compliance Workshop for  
Local Government Inspectors 

October 31, 2007 
 

Summary of Workshop Evaluations 
 
Total Number of Evaluations: 27 (81% Response) Total Number of Attendees: 33* 

 
I. Welcome and Introduction –  

Matt Fabry, SMCWPPP Coordinator  
 

15-Very Useful 11-Useful  1-Not Useful  0-No Answer 
 

II. Overview and Compliance with State Regulations, Update on 
Pending Regulatory Changes, including Municipal Regional Permit –  
Cecil Felix and Keith Lichten San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control Board  
 
15-Very Useful 12-Useful  0-Not Useful  0-No Answer 
 

III. Compliance with State Construction Site Regulations: SWPPPs, 
NOIs, COIs, NOTs and Other Acronyms –  
Scott Taylor, RBF Consulting 

 
  21-Very Useful 6-Useful  0-Not Useful  0-No Answer 
 
IV. Issues in the Field: Effective Sediment Control; Housekeeping, 

Sampling, Groundwater, Existing Improvements –  
Scott Taylor, RBF Consulting 
 
21-Very Useful  5-Useful  1-Not Useful  0-No Answer 

 
V. Videos: “Hold Onto Your Dirt” and “Keep it Clean” –  

 
8-Very Useful 12-Useful  2-Not Useful  5-No Answer  

 
VI. Vendor Exhibition –  

 
6-Very Useful  16-Useful  4-Not useful  1-No Answer  

 
VII. Question and Answer –  

 
8-Very Useful  12-Useful  4-Not useful  3-No Answer  

 
* Does not include vendors, speakers and staff 
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Construction Site Compliance Workshop for  
Local Government Inspectors 

October 31, 2007 
VIII.Test Your Knowledge –  

 
10-Very Useful  13-Useful  2-Not useful  2-No Answer  

 
 

 
IX. Demonstration Site Visit –  

  
10-Very Useful  5-Useful 1-Not useful  11-No Answer  

 
 

1. Which Topics were most beneficial? 
No Answer (17) 

 All were beneficial (5) 
 Current regulations (2) 

Site Visits (2) 
 “Bio-retention” 
 “Issues in the field” 
 “Demos and Pictures” 
 

2. Which Topics were the least beneficial? 
No Answer (20) 
“None” (4) 
Videos 
Slides 
“Info on specific fabrics/vendors. etc.” 

 
3. Would you be interested in attending another workshop on 

construction site management? 
No Answer (13) 
Yes (14) 
 

4. Suggestion for future topics? 
No Answer (21) 
None (3) 
“MRP” 
“More useful printouts for public” 
“Include BAHM, show use of modeling for all BMP’s and major 
developments and small developments in or within close proximity to 
endangered species habitat, wetlands, watersheds, creeks and streams.” 
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Construction Site Compliance Workshop for  
Local Government Inspectors 

October 31, 2007 
5. Comments? 

No Answer (20)  
“Good presentations, informative” 
“Thank you, reminder was helpful” 
“Good Job SMCWPP” 
“Matt you were awesome!!!” 
“More sample pictures are good and useful” 
“Very informative, looking forward to next year’s session” 
“Glad the handbooks aren’t provided every year. I’d rather bring a lunch 
and have better coffee in the morning…I think it would help if scenarios 
(recent scenarios) were discussed. Perhaps ask participants to bring 
scenarios with pictures if possible to discuss.  Rain-4-Rent is great, but I’d 
like to see other vendors/methods do demonstrations.  I think the venue 
last year was better.  There were a lot of interruptions, noise, distractions 
during the presentations, sort of inconsiderate to the speakers and 
audience.” 

 
 
 

End of Evaluations 
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SMCWPPP Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subcommittee Attendance - FY 2007/08 
Agency Representative AUG NOV FEB JUN*

Atherton      
Rosemary Field √  √  
Karen Borrmann  √   

Belmont 

Gilbert Yau    √ 
Brisbane Matt Fabry (SMCWPPP Coordinator) √ √ √ √ 
Burlingame Eva Justimbaste √ √ √ √ 
Colma      
Daly City Cynthia Royer √ √   
East Palo Alto      
Foster City      
Half Moon Bay      
Hillsborough      
Menlo Park      
Millbrae      

Elizabeth Claycomb  √   Pacifica 
Christina Horrisberger √    

Portola Valley      
Redwood City      
San Bruno Jim Shannon    √ 
San Carlos      

Kacey Karmendy √ √   
Vern Bessey    √ 
Rob Lecel    √ 

San Mateo (city) 

Alan Atwater    √ 
SSF Frank Mandola (Chair) √ √ √ √ 
Woodside      

Dermot Casey √ √ √ √ 
Mark Chow   √  

San Mateo County 

Ana Clayton    √ 
Jon Konnan √ √ √ √ EOA 
Paul Randall  √  √ 
Josh Bradt  √   Urban Creeks 

Council Kristen Quay  √   
*Annual field trip. 
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SUMMARY 

 
 
 
Introduction 
 
During fall 2007, the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program (the 
Program) performed creek walks in seven watersheds in San Mateo County – the 
Atherton, Redwood, Burlingame, Sanchez, Easton, Mills, and Millbrae Creek 
watersheds.  The primary objective was to characterize physical conditions and features 
of creek channels and riparian corridors as part of the Program's screening-level water 
quality monitoring activities. 
 
Methods 
 
The creek walks were conducted using the Unified Stream Assessment (USA) protocol 
developed by the Center for Watershed Protection.  The USA is a rapid assessment tool 
used to collect data on instream and riparian habitat conditions and identify possible 
influencing factors and opportunities for improvement.  Each study creek was delineated 
into reaches.  Each reach represented a relatively uniform set of conditions within the 
creek corridor.  Factors that contributed to delineating a reach included land use in the 
immediate vicinity, elevation, creek order, access, and total length.  The study reaches 
were typically less than one mile long, began and ended at major creek crossings or 
grade changes, and reflected the general condition of the area adjacent to the creek.  
Tributaries were generally considered separate reaches.  Creek sections were not 
assessed if inaccessible (e.g., due to culverts or dense vegetation) or if little apparent 
urban influence was present. 
 
A single overall assessment was conducted for each reach.  This reach level 
assessment qualitatively evaluated characteristics such as base flow, dominant 
substrate, water clarity, biota, shading, and active channel dynamics.  Each reach was 
ranked for overall stream condition and overall buffer and floodplain condition based on 
eight subcategories: in-stream habitat, vegetative protection, bank erosion, floodplain 
connection, vegetated buffer width, floodplain vegetation, floodplain habitat, and 
floodplain encroachment.  Each subcategory was given a score on a 20-point scale (in 
general, a score of zero to 5 is designated as poor condition, 6 to 10 is marginal, 11 to 
15 is suboptimal and 16 to 20 is optimal).  The subcategory scores were summed to 
give a total reach score ranging from zero to 160. 
 
The USA protocol was also used to identify eight potential creek impacts: channel 
modification, erosion, utilities, outfalls, creek crossings, trash/debris, recreation sites, 
and miscellaneous features.  The location, extent and general characteristics of each 
impact were documented. 
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Findings 
 
Reach Level Assessment 
 
In the larger study watersheds (i.e., Atherton and Redwood Creek), overall creek 
condition scores generally increased in the upstream direction with decreasing 
urbanization.  The scores were largely driven by improved instream habitat and 
increased buffer widths and floodplain connection in the upper parts of the larger 
watersheds.  In the smaller study watersheds (i.e., Burlingame, Sanchez, Easton and 
Mills Creek), overall creek condition was generally marginal or suboptimal in all reaches 
due to extensive urbanization throughout the watershed.   Impacts were typically 
associated with low buffer widths (e.g., homes constructed very close to the creek) or 
highly impacted riparian corridor due to culverting beneath roads and driveways and 
extensive channel armoring, often to protect the backyards of residential properties. 
 
Channel Modification 
 
Construction of bank revetments along homes and yards was the most common type of 
channel modification observed.  Culverted sections of creek, typically below roads or 
driveways, were also common.  Some of the channel modifications identified appeared 
to be failing and/or causing erosion.  Older revetments were especially vulnerable to 
scour and undercutting by increased peak flows associated with urbanization. 
 
Erosion 
 
The majority of erosion observed was in the form of bank scour, especially at meander 
bends and revetments.  Bank failure was also common, especially the failure of steep 
banks within highly incised channels.  Channel incision in the study watersheds 
generally appeared to be associated with historical land use changes and may no 
longer be active (i.e., the watersheds have likely been developed for a long enough 
period of time for the channel to have adjusted to change in the hydrograph and 
reached a new equilibrium).  The channel bed in many of the reaches appeared to be 
clay, which is relatively resistant to erosion.  In some cases grade control structures 
appeared to further stabilize the channel bed. 
 
Utilities 
 
In most cases, utilities in the study watersheds did not appear to have much impact on 
the creeks.  The majority of utilities observed consisted of small pipes crossing over the 
creek high above the channel bed without any apparent impact on the creek.  In some 
cases, utilities were located near the channel bed and were associated with bank 
erosion, apparently during high flow events.  In areas that had major utilities such as a 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission water supply pipeline, grade control 
structures and bank armoring had often been constructed to protect the facility. 
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Outfalls 
 
The assessments were carried out during the dry season and few dry weather flows 
were observed.  Only a small fraction of the outfalls with discharge showed any 
indications of illicit discharge (e.g., discoloration, odor).  All suspicious discharges were 
reported to a municipal illicit discharge coordinator.  Some outfall pipes were associated 
with erosion, either immediately downstream from the outfall or head cuts perpendicular 
to the creek. 
 
Creek Crossings 
 
The most common type of creek crossing observed was road crossings.  Other types of 
crossings identified include houses, yards and driveways.  In addition to habitat 
alteration impacts, creek crossings can potentially impact upstream passage for fish.  
The study watersheds are not expected to support anadromous fish (e.g., steelhead); 
however, native warm water fish, primarily stickleback, were observed in several 
reaches.  These fish need to migrate to search for spawning habitat and refuge during 
summer low flow conditions.  Conversely, creek crossings can be beneficial by serving 
as grade controls.  When the bottoms of creek crossings are hardened, creek bed 
erosion may be prevented from migrating upstream. 
 
Trash/Debris 
 
Trash is deposited in creeks through several possible means including illegal dumping 
and/or littering at the site, windborne transport from adjacent land uses, and waterborne 
transport from upstream sources.  Littering and illegal dumping are typically problematic 
when urban creeks are adjacent to areas that receive high vehicle and/or foot traffic 
(e.g., shopping centers) or locations with good public access (e.g., parks and schools).  
The study area was predominately comprised of residential land uses west of major 
transportation corridors, such as El Camino Real or Alameda de las Pulgas.  As a 
result, littering or dumping in creeks occurred in only a limited number of locations. 
 
Trash impacts in the study area were often associated with the dumping of yard waste 
into creek channels behind residential properties.  Impacted sites also included areas 
where trash accumulated due to obstructions in the channel, such as dense vegetation 
or utilities.  Other impacted sites occurred where creeks passed through parks or vacant 
lands that were in close proximity to schools.  SMCWPPP (2008a) describes the 
application of an additional protocol, the Urban Rapid Trash Assessment (URTA), which 
was used to further characterize selected locations in the study watersheds with 
relatively high levels of trash. 
 
Recreation 
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Evidence of recreation in the study watersheds was limited to two sites located within 
one creek reach in a public park (Stulsaft Park in Redwood City).  Both of these sites 
had rope swings over the creek with excellent public access.  However, the potential for 
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water contact recreation appeared limited at the time of the assessment due to low flow 
conditions and the lack of deep-water pools. 
 
Potential Uses of USA Data 
 
Data generated through USA surveys can address multiple stormwater program 
monitoring-related objectives.  USA survey uses include establishing baseline data, 
identifying the types and locations of potential impacts to water quality, identifying 
potential beneficial uses to protect and threats to such uses, and refining monitoring 
program objectives and design.  USA survey data can assist stormwater programs to 
better understand creek conditions and threats to water quality upstream and 
downstream of existing monitoring sites, thereby assisting in the interpretation of 
existing monitoring data and the identification of appropriate stormwater BMPs and 
potential restoration activities.  The Program, in collaboration with the Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP), recently prepared a 
guidance document for municipal stormwater programs and other interested agencies 
on the potential uses of the USA based on recent experience in the Bay Area 
(SCVURPPP and SMCWPPP 2008). 
 
Many of the impacts observed during the Program’s USA surveys are associated with 
efforts by individual private property owners to control bank instability on their 
properties.  Education and outreach could help landowners understand the impacts of 
such actions on creeks and potentially lead to the use of better practices in the future.  
The Program is currently exploring developing an outreach and support program similar 
to the Urban Creeks Council's Stream Management Program for Landowners (SMPL).  
This program is funded by the Contra Costa Clean Water Program and provides free 
advice about creek care to Contra Costa County property owners.  The data from the 
Program’s USA surveys could assist San Mateo County property owners to target and 
optimize creek management and restoration efforts initiated through this type of creek 
management program.  However, a funding source to implement a program similar to 
SMPL in San Mateo County has not been identified.  SMCWPPP (2008b) has prepared 
a memo that further discusses the SMPL program and the potential development of a 
creek management program in San Mateo County. 
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The USA: Potential Uses for Urban Creeks

Summary
The USA protocol is a relatively rapid and inexpensive tool that has been used successfully in the 
San Francisco Bay area to meet a wide range of  monitoring program objectives, including guiding 
the development of  monitoring plans; assisting in the interpretation of  existing physical, chemical, 
and biological monitoring data; identifying potential water quality impacts and relevant BMPs; and 
identifying potential rehabilitation and restoration sites. In future years, Phase I municipal stormwater 
programs in the Bay Area will likely be required to conduct stream surveys using the USA or an 
equivalent method. Once a program’s monitoring objectives have been established, the USA protocol 
can be tailored to effi ciently meet the type and level of  data collection required to achieve those 
objectives.  The fl exibility inherent in this assessment tool, together with its relatively low cost for 
the diversity and depth of  information it can provide, makes it a valuable component of  stormwater 
program toolkits.
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FY 2007/08 
TRASH ASSESSMENTS IN URBAN CREEKS 

IN SAN MATEO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
 

Prepared for the 
San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program by 

EOA, Inc., 1410 Jackson St., Oakland, CA 
 
 
 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program (SMCWPPP) conducts 
Watershed Assessment and Monitoring (WAM) component activities in compliance with its 
municipal stormwater NPDES permit.  A current emphasis is collecting screening-level 
biological, physical and chemical water quality data from creeks in representative urban 
watersheds in San Mateo County.  These creeks are typically receiving waters for urban runoff 
discharges from municipal storm drain systems.  SMCWPPP collects environmental indicator 
data from the creeks (e.g., via creek walks, trash assessments, bioassessments and water 
column toxicity testing) to help evaluate current creek health and water quality conditions.  
These data also help establish a baseline for future evaluations of long-term trends and thereby 
inform SMCWPPP’s efforts to improve the effectiveness of its Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) to prevent or reduce stormwater runoff impacts. 
 
As part of the WAM program, SMCWPPP conducted creek walks and trash assessments in 
urban creeks in San Mateo County during FY 2006/07 (SMCWPPP 2007) and FY 2007/08.  
This report documents the results of the FY 2007/08 trash assessments.  The primary 
objectives were: 
 

• Identifying sites in San Mateo County urban creeks where trash accumulates; 
 

• Evaluating the status and condition of selected urban creek trash accumulation sites, 
including establishing a baseline against which to track future trends; and 

 
• Collecting data that will help identify primary trash sources and transport pathways 

associated with the selected trash accumulation sites and inform development of BMPs 
to address trash in urban creeks. 

 
2.0 BACKGROUND 
 
SMCWPPP has initiated a program to begin identifying and addressing trash accumulation 
areas in urban waterways in San Mateo County.  SMCWPPP (2008a) discusses typical trash 
management activities currently conducted by SMCWPPP's municipalities, SMCWPPP's efforts 
to characterize trash in urban waterways in the county, SMCWPPP’s progress in beginning to 
identify new BMPs to address trash accumulation areas, and the proposed general future 
direction of SMCWPPP's trash program.  It should be noted that staff of the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board) is currently developing specific 
F:\Sm7x\sm76\sm76.03\Trash Assessments\trash memo final.doc  
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trash-related provisions for a Bay Area stormwater NPDES Municipal Regional Permit (MRP).  
The MRP will replace existing countywide municipal stormwater NPDES permits held by 
SMCWPPP and other San Francisco Bay Area Phase I stormwater programs.  It is anticipated 
that these provisions will require a variety of trash-related activities, including assessing trash in 
urban creeks using similar methods to those applied in this study. 
 
3.0 METHODS 
 
3.1 Identification of Trash Accumulation Sites in Urban Creeks 
 
SMCWPPP (2008b) conducted creek walks during fall 2007 in seven San Mateo County 
watersheds using the Unified Stream Assessment (USA) creek walk protocol (CWP 2005).  The 
USA was conducted within urban reaches of the Atherton, Redwood, Burlingame, Sanchez, 
Easton, Mills and Millbrae Creek watersheds.  One component of the USA is to document creek 
sites where trash accumulates.  General characteristics of each identified trash site were 
documented including major types of trash, readily apparent sources (i.e., littering,1 illegal 
dumping,2 and accumulation from upstream sources) and adjacent land uses.  GPS coordinates 
of each site were recorded and digital photographs were taken. 
 
3.2 Trash Assessments at Accumulation Sites 
 
The Urban Rapid Trash Assessment (URTA)3 protocol (Version 1.0) was used to further 
characterize trash conditions at a subset of the trash accumulation sites identified during the fall 
2007 USA creek walks.  URTAs were performed at a total of seven of the 27 trash accumulation 
sites identified during the creek walks - two sites in the Redwood Creek watershed, two sites in 
the Mills Creek watershed, two sites in the Millbrae Creek watershed and one site in the 
Burlingame Creek watershed.  The URTA was conducted twice at each site, once during fall 
2007 and a second time during spring 2008, for a total of 14 assessments.  The remaining USA 
trash accumulation sites were not assessed using the URTA because only a relatively small 
quantity of trash was present, yard waste was the only type of trash observed, and/or site 
access was poor. 
 
It is important to note that the sites selected for the more detailed URTA assessments were not 
intended to represent trash conditions throughout a watershed.  Instead, relatively impacted and 
accessible sites were selected to begin identifying and prioritizing major trash sources and 
potential BMPs to reduce levels of trash. 
 
The URTA was applied at defined 100-foot sections of creek.  Where possible, the starting or 
end point of the assessment reach was marked by an easily identifiable landmark (e.g., bridge 
crossing, storm drain culvert).  Each trash item at the site was categorized by type (e.g., 

                                                 
1Littering refers to when individual(s) leave trash behind in the course of other activities at a creek site (e.g., walking, 
picnicking). 
2Dumping refers to when individual(s) in a premeditated action dispose of a relatively large quantity of trash onto the 
creek bank or bed, often using a vehicle. 
3During FY 2005/06, the SCVURPPP revised the Regional Water Board's Rapid Trash Assessment protocol 
(SFBRWQCB 2007) to increase its utility in evaluating trash conditions at typical impacted sites in urban watersheds.  
The revisions were intended to enhance the utility of this tool in assisting municipal staff to identify, prioritize and 
evaluate trash management activities in urban creeks.  The revised protocol is referred to as the Urban Rapid Trash 
Assessment (URTA). 
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plastics, metals, biohazards, construction materials) and the total number of items found in each 
category was recorded.  Also recorded was whether the trash was found above the high water 
line on the bank or below the high water line, either on the bank or in the creek channel.  All of 
the trash observed at each site was removed to facilitate determination of trash accumulation 
rates during subsequent URTAs. 
 
In addition to enumerating the total number of trash pieces, a score was assigned to each of six 
condition parameters that relate to a range of issues associated with trash and water quality: 
 

1. Level of Trash - reflects a qualitative “first impression” of the site after observing the 
entire length of the reach.  Sites scoring in the “poor” range are those where trash is one 
of the first things noticeable about the water body and where trash is evident in very 
large amounts.  Sites that score in the “optimal” range appear to have little or no trash. 

 
2. Actual Number of Trash Items Found - based on the tally of trash pieces found at the 

100-foot creek site, a score within the appropriate condition category is selected based 
on the number of tallied items. 

 
3. Transportable, Persistent, Buoyant Trash - based on the presence of trash items that are 

persistent in the environment, buoyant (floatable), and relatively small, can be 
transported long distances and be mistaken by wildlife as food items.  Larger items can 
cause entanglement.  All of these factors are considered in this parameter. 

 
4. Biohazards, Toxic Items, Sharp Objects and Site Accessibility/Use - based on the 

presence of trash items that are dangerous to people who wade or swim in the water 
and/or wildlife, including medical waste, diapers, human or pet waste and toxic 
substances.  Site accessibility and use are also scored by this parameter. 

 
5. Illegal Dumping and Littering - reflects the direct placement of trash items at a site, with 

“poor” conditions assigned to sites that appear to be dumping or littering locations. 
 

6. Accumulation of Trash - reflects the accumulation of trash from upstream locations as 
distinguished from dumped trash by indications of age and transport. 

 
Each parameter is scored from 0 to 20, with higher parameter scores indicating better 
conditions.  The six parameter scores are summed for a total assessment score of 0 to 120.  
The Appendix contains further documentation on the URTA methodology and the field forms 
used to record the results of each assessment. 
 
4.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
4.1 Location and Characteristics of Trash Accumulation Sites in Creeks 
 
Table 1 lists the 27 trash accumulation sites identified during the fall 2007 USA creek walks, 
including the seven sites further assessed using the URTA.  Figures 1 and 2 show the locations 
of these trash sites. 
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Table 1. Location and general characteristics of 27 creek sites with trash accumulation documented 
during fall 2007 USA creek walks. The seven indicated sites were further assessed using the URTA. 
Site 
ID 

Water Body Location 
URTA 
Site 

Trash 
Source 

Adjacent Land 
Use 

A1 Atherton Creek Behind homes near Valley Rd.  TA Residential 
RW1 Redwood Creek Downstream end of Menlo Country Club golf course X L Golf Course 

RW2 Redwood Creek Upstream end of Menlo Country Club golf course  D Golf Course 

RW3 Redwood Creek Behind homes at Woodside Rd.  TA Residential 

RW4 Redwood Creek Below outfall from Woodside Rd.  TA Open Space 

RW5 Redwood Creek Downstream of I-280 culvert X TA Transportation 

RW6 Redwood Creek Upstream of I-280 culvert  TA Transportation 
OA1 Arroyo Ojo de Agua Stulsaft Park trail along unnamed tributary  L Urban Park 
OA2 Arroyo Ojo de Agua Stulsaft Park  TA Urban Park 
OA3 Arroyo Ojo de Agua Upper end of Stulsaft Park below outfall  TA Urban Park 
T1 Terrace Creek Upstream of El Camino Real X L Institutional 
T2 Terrace Creek Downstream of Sharon Ave.  D Residential 
R1 Ralston Creek Downstream of Eucalyptus Ave.  D Residential 
R2 Ralston Creek Adjacent to Ralston Ave.  L Residential 
S1 Sanchez Creek Upstream of Forest View Ave.  D Residential 
S2 Sanchez Creek Upstream of Geri Ln.  D Residential 
S3 Sanchez Creek Upstream of Geri Ln.  D Residential 
S4 Sanchez Creek Downstream of Fern Ct.  D Residential 
E1 Easton Creek At Benito Ave.  TA Residential 
E2 Easton Creek Adjacent to Canyon Rd.  D Residential 
E3 Easton Creek Below Canyon Rd. culvert  L Residential 
M1 Mills Creek Upstream of El Camino Real X TA Residential 

M2 Mills Creek At tributary confluence  D Residential 

M3 Tributary to Mills Cr. Below outfall at Martinez Dr. X TA Residential/school

MB1 Millbrae Creek Palm and Millbrae Ave. at park X L Park/school 

MB2 Millbrae Creek Above Ashton in vacant parcel X L Vacant 
MB3 Millbrae Creek Downstream Minorca Way  L Residential 
Trash source categories identified during the USA: L - Littering, ID - Illegal Dumping, TA - Trash Accumulation. 
URTA - Urban Rapid Trash Assessment. 
 
The greatest number of trash accumulation sites occurred in the Redwood Creek watershed 
(n=9), followed by the Burlingame and Sanchez Creek watersheds (n=4), Mills, Millbrae and 
Easton Creek watersheds (n=3) and Atherton Creek watershed (n=1).  The sites were 
distributed across a variety of land uses, including residential areas, transportation corridors, 
parks, schools and a golf course.  Three general trash source categories identified during the 
USA were approximately equally represented: trash accumulation (n=10), litter (n=9) and illegal 
dumping (n=8).  Trash accumulation sites were typically below large outfalls and/or areas with 
dense vegetation or other obstructions that capture trash as it moves downstream.  Litter sites 
were generally in high traffic areas with good public access (i.e., schools and/or public parks).  
The illegal dumping sites observed were all in residential areas, with the exception of one site at 
a private golf course.
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Figure 1. Location of USA and URTA trash sites in the Atherton and Redwood Creek watersheds. 
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Figure 2. Location of USA and URTA trash sites in the Burlingame, Sanchez, Easton, Mills and Millbrae Creek watersheds. 
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4.2 Urban Rapid Trash Assessments 
 
4.2.1 Overall Status and Condition of Trash Accumulation Sites 
 
Total URTA scores ranged between 31 and 71 (higher scores indicate less trash impacts and 
better conditions) (Table 2).  The three lowest scores occurred during fall season assessments 
at a site in the tributary to Mills Creek (31), a site in Redwood Creek (42) and a site in Millbrae 
Creek (45).  These three sites also had the highest total number of trash items, 607, 1,278 and 
542, respectively. 
 
Figure 3 is a frequency histogram of the URTA scores for both fall and spring season 
assessments.  Spring 2008 assessment scores were generally higher than fall 2007 scores. 
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Figure 3. Distribution of Urban Rapid Trash Assessment (URTA) scores 

conducted during fall 2007 and spring 2008 at seven sites. Higher 
scores indicate less trash impacts and better conditions. 
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Table 2. Total and individual parameter scores and total number of trash items documented during URTAs conducted at 
seven creek locations in four watersheds during fall 2007 and spring 2008. 

1 2 3 4a 4b 5a 5b 6 

Water Body Site ID Site Date Qual-
itative

Quant-
itative

Trans-
portable 

Items 

Hazard-
ous Items 

Access Dumping Litter 
Accum-
ulation 

Total 
Score 

Total 
Trash 
Items 

Oct-07           6 7 4 6 6 10 8 0 47 383
Mills Creek M1 Upstream El Camino 

Real Mar-08           9 12 6 10 6 10 8 4 65 211

Oct-07           4 4 3 2 9 1 6 2 31 607Tributary to 
Mills Creek M3 Below outfall at 

Martinez Drive Mar-08           10 8 3 9 9 6 9 3 57 395

Nov-07           11 11 5 10 4 10 3 6 60 230Redwood 
Creek RW1 Menlo Country Club 

golf course Mar-08           12 14 8 9 4 10 6 8 71 133

Nov-07          5 0 0 8 9 10 10 0 42 1,278Redwood 
Creek RW5 Downstream end I-

280 culvert Mar-08           9 6 2 7 9 10 9 5 57 461

Oct-07           10 10 7 4 5 10 6 7 59 259Terrace  
Creek T1 Upstream El Camino 

Real Mar-08           7 11 7 9 5 6 3 15 63 236

Oct-07           10 9 5 2 1 4 4 14 49 329Millbrae  
Creek MB1 Palm and Millbrae 

Avenue at park Mar-08           14 9 9 2 1 9 6 6 56 327

Oct-07           7 5 5 0 1 10 1 16 45 542Millbrae  
Creek MB2 Upstream Ashton in 

vacant land Mar-08           6 7 8 1 1 9 1 12 45 406

          Note: higher scores indicate less trash impacts and better conditions.  See the Appendix for more information. 
URTA – Urban Rapid Trash Assessment.  
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4.2.2 Trash Characteristics 
 
The total number of trash items per URTA ranged between 133 and 1,278, with a total of 5,797 
pieces of trash observed and collected during the 14 assessments (Table 3).  In general, a 
smaller number of trash items was found at each site in the spring compared to the fall.  Plastic 
was the most common item found during the assessments, representing about 65% of all the 
trash observed.  Miscellaneous, glass, biodegradable and metal items were the next most 
common trash items, collectively representing about 33% of the trash found (Figure 4). 

Plastic (65.2) 

Miscellaneous (12)

Glass (8.7)

Biodegradeable (8)

Metal (3.8)

Fabric/Cloth (1.3)
Construction (0.8)

Large and toxic (0.2)

 
Figure 4. Relative proportions of trash types enumerated using the Urban Rapid Trash 

Assessment at seven creek sites over two seasons. 
 
 
URTA Parameters 3 and 4 provide an indication of potential impacts that trash items at the site 
may have on water quality and beneficial uses.  The Parameter 3 score reflects the amount of 
transportable, persistent, buoyant litter at the assessment site.  Trash in this category can be 
transported over long distances and may impact wildlife through ingestion and entanglement 
(see Section 3.2 and the Appendix).  The number of plastic items (e.g., bags, wrappers, bottles) 
and miscellaneous items (e.g., cigarette butts, rubber balls) found during an assessment was 
totaled to determine that assessment’s Parameter 3 score (see the Appendix for more 
information).  The average Parameter 3 score for the 14 URTAs conducted was 5 out of a total 
of 20 possible points (higher scores indicate less trash impacts and better conditions).  Over 
75% of the trash that was identified during the URTAs was categorized as transportable, 
persistent, buoyant litter.
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     Table 3. Total number and type of trash items documented at seven sites assessed using the URTA during fall 2007 and spring 2008. 

Redwood Cr. 
Golf Course 

Redwood Cr. 
below I-280 

Terrace Cr. El 
Camino 

Mills Cr.  
El Camino 

Mills Cr. Trib-
utary Outfall 

Millbrae Cr. 
Park 

Millbrae Cr. 
Vacant Land 

Trash 
Category1

2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 

Total 
Items 

Biodegradable 0               1 20 11 62 49 2 4 9 39 32 27 117 90 463

Biohazard 0               0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Construction 0               0 0 4 3 0 12 0 11 8 3 2 3 0 46

Fabric/Cloth 1               1 15 5 0 1 4 4 30 7 5 0 2 0 75

Glass 0               0 4 5 1 1 0 1 8 1 57 155 138 136 507

Large 0               0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 7

Metal 2               4 19 14 33 10 8 4 43 10 6 12 26 30 221

Miscellaneous 187               74 102 52 15 24 47 16 44 28 19 25 40 22 695

Plastic 40              53 1,117 369 145 151 310 182 459 301 206 104 213 128 3,778 

Toxic 0               0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 0 5

Total Items 230               133 1,278 461 259 236 383 211 607 395 329 327 542 406 5,797
 

1See the Appendix for more information on the trash categories. 
URTA – Urban Rapid Trash Assessment.  
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The Parameter 4a score reflects the amount of trash items at the assessment site that are a 
biohazard, toxic, or sharp, (e.g., broken glass, metal shards, medical waste, diapers, pet waste 
and batteries).  Trash in this category is potentially dangerous to wildlife and to people who 
wade or swim in the water (see Section 3.2 and the Appendix).  The number of trash items 
found in this category during an assessment was totaled to determine that assessment’s 
Parameter 4a score (see the Appendix for more information).  The average Parameter 4a score 
for the 14 URTAs conducted was 6 out of a total of 10 possible points (higher scores indicate 
less trash impacts and better conditions).  About 13 percent of the trash that was identified 
during the URTAs was categorized as hazardous (biohazard, toxic, or sharp).  Most items in this 
category were glass and metal objects; biohazardous items were not observed and toxic items 
were relatively uncommon. 
 
The URTA Parameter 4b score (site accessibility/use) for five of the seven URTA sites 
averaged 6.6 out of 10 possible points (a score of 10 points indicates that a site is inaccessible 
to the public), indicating that on average these sites had limited access and use.  This 
contrasted with the results for the other two URTA sites, which were both located in Millbrae 
Creek.  Four URTAs were performed in Millbrae Creek (two assessments at each of the two 
sites).  The Parameter 4b score for each of the four assessments was 1.0, indicating that these 
sites are readily accessible by people.  In addition, the Millbrae Creek sites had relatively low 
scores (lower scores indicate more trash impacts and worse conditions) for URTA parameter 4a 
(biohazard, toxic, or sharp trash items), ranging from zero to two, mainly due to a high number 
of pieces of broken glass.4
 
4.2.3 Trash Sources and Pathways at URTA Sites 
 
URTA Parameters 5 and 6 evaluate potential trash sources/pathways.  On average, the most 
common trash pathway identified during the 14 URTAs was accumulation from upstream 
sources with an average score of seven out of 20 possible points (a score of 20 points indicates 
no accumulation).  The lowest scores for trash accumulation (score 0.0) occurred in two 
locations: Redwood Creek downstream of the I-280 culvert and Mills Creek, upstream of an 
SFPUC pipeline below El Camino Real.  Another site with high accumulation (score 2.0) was 
located in the upper end of a tributary to Mills Creek just below an outfall at Martinez Drive 
(Table 2). 
 
The littering source/pathway was slightly less common than trash accumulation at URTA sites, 
with an average score of 5.7 (a score of 10 points indicates no littering at a site).  The lowest 
score for littering (1.0) occurred in Millbrae Creek at an undeveloped vacant parcel near to a 
high school.  Other sites where littering was important included a golf course in Redwood Creek 
(i.e., golf balls in the creek) and an overflowing dumpster in a parking lot adjacent to Terrace 
Creek. 
 
Dumping was relatively uncommon at URTA sites, with an average score of 8.2 (a score of 10 
points indicates no dumping at site).  The lowest score (1.0) for dumping occurred below an 
outfall at the upper end of tributary to Mills Creek.  It was unclear how large materials (e.g., 

                                                 
4Sometimes items are broken into two or more pieces.  Transportable, persistent, and buoyant fragments such as 
plastics are individually counted, while paper and broken glass, with lower persistence and/or mobility, are counted 
based on the parent item(s).  Broken glass pieces that are scattered, with no recognizable original shape, are 
counted individually. 
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construction materials, shopping cart) entered this site as public access was limited by a fence.  
Dumping was also identified at the downstream site on Millbrae Creek, which had good public 
access along Millbrae Drive. 
 
In general, high levels of trash in the creek channel generally originated from upstream sources 
and accumulated at the assessment sites due to dense vegetation or instream structures (e.g., 
a pipeline) that captured it during conveyance downstream.  Littering from adjacent land uses 
was the predominant source of trash at sites that had larger proportions of trash on the banks 
compared to the creek channel.  These sites usually had good public access.  Larger trash 
items (construction materials, furniture) were found on both banks and in creek channels. 
 
5.0 REFERENCES 
 
CWP 2005. Urban Subwatershed Restoration Manual Series, No. 10. Unified Stream 
Assessment: A User’s Manual. Version 2.0. Center for Watershed Protection. Ellicot City, 
Maryland. February 2005. 
 
SMCWPPP 2007. Trash Assessments in Six Watersheds in San Mateo County, California. 
Prepared for the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program by EOA, Inc. 
August 2007. 
 
SMCWPPP 2008a. Addressing Trash in Urban Waterways in San Mateo County, California. 
Fact Sheet prepared for the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program by 
EOA, Inc. August 2008. 
 
SMCWPPP 2008b. Unified Stream Assessment in Seven Watersheds in San Mateo County, 
California. Prepared for the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program by 
EOA, Inc. August 2008. 
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URBAN RAPID TRASH ASSESSMENT PROTOCOL 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) 
 
Adapted from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Rapid Trash 
Assessment Protocol, Version 8. 
 
Monitoring Design:  
The urban rapid trash assessment can be used for a number of purposes, such as ambient monitoring, evaluation 
of management actions, determination of trash accumulation rates, or comparing sites with and without public 
access. Ambient monitoring efforts should provide information at sites distributed throughout a waterbody, and 
may be conducted several times a year to characterize spatial and temporal variability. Additionally, the ambient 
sampling design should document the effects of episodes that affect trash levels such as storms or community 
cleanup events. Pre- and post-project assessments can assist in evaluating the effectiveness of management 
practices ranging from public outreach to structural controls, or to document the effects of public access on trash 
levels in waterbodies (e.g., upstream/downstream). Trash accumulation rates may be determined by conducting 
trash assessments before and after the summer or dry weather index (to capture rates of littering) and the winter 
or rainy index (to capture rates of accumulation from upstream sources). This method was developed for 
sections of wadeable streams, but can be adapted to shorelines of lakes, beaches, or estuaries.  This adapted 
version of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol, 
Version 8 was developed by SCVURPPP to more effectively assess trash problem areas and to detect changes in 
trash conditions over time as a result of management actions. 
 
Site Definition:  
A team of two people or more defines or verifies a 100-foot section of the stream or shoreline to analyze. When 
a site is first established, it is recommended that the 100-foot distance be accurately measured. The length 
should be measured not as a straight line, but as 100 feet of the actual stream or shore length, including sinuous 
curves. Where possible, the starting and ending points of the stream section should be easily identified 
landmarks, such as an oak tree or boulder, and noted on the worksheet (“Upper/Lower Boundaries of Reach”), 
or documented using a global positioning system (GPS), so that future assessments are made at the same 
location. The team should confer and document the upper boundary of the banks to be surveyed, based on 
evaluation of whether trash can be carried to the waterbody by wind or water (e.g., an upper terrace in the 
stream bank). The team documents the location of the high water line based on site-specific physical indicators, 
such as a debris line found in the riparian vegetation along the stream channel. If the high water line cannot be 
determined, it is suggested that bankfull height be documented, noting that the high water line could not be 
determined. Trash located below the high water line can be expected to move into the streambed or to be swept 
downstream during the next winter season. Visually extend all boundaries in order to encompass the 100’ 
section.  Defining site characteristics will facilitate the comparison of trash assessments conducted at the same 
site at different times of the year. 
 
Survey:  
It is highly recommended that all trash items within an assessed site be picked up, so that the site can be re-
assessed to evaluate usage patterns, trash return rates, and management actions. A survey, including notes and 
scoring, will take approximately one to two hours based on how trash-impacted the site is and how many people 
are working together. The first time a reach is assessed, the process will generally take longer than on 
subsequent visits.  Begin the survey at the downstream end of the selected reach so that trash can be seen in the 
undisturbed stream channel. Tasks can be divided according to the number of team members. If there are two 
team members, one team member begins walking along the bank or in the water at the edge of the stream or 
shore, looking for trash on the bank up to the upper bank boundary, and above and below the high water line. 
This person picks up trash and tallies the items on the trash assessment worksheet as either above or below the 
high water line based on the previously determined boundary. The other person walks in the streambed and up 
and down the opposite bank, picking up and calling out specific trash items found in the water body and on the 
opposite bank both above and below the high water line, for the tally person to mark down appropriately on the 
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trash assessment sheet.  All team members pick up the trash items as they are found. All team members should 
wear gloves to avoid injuries.  
 
The person tallying the trash indicates on the sheet whether the trash was found above the high water line on the 
bank, or below the high water line either on the bank or in the stream (i.e., tally dots or circles (•) for above high 
water line, tally lines (|) for below).  If it is evident that items have been littered, dumped, or accumulated via 
downstream transport, make a note in the designated rows near the bottom of the tally sheet - this will help when 
assessing scores. A trash grabber, metal kitchen tongs, or a similar tool should be used to help pick up trash. Be 
sure to look under bushes, logs, and other plant growth to see if trash has accumulated underneath. The ground 
and substrate should be inspected to ensure that small items such as cigarette butts and pieces of broken glass or 
Styrofoam are picked up and counted. The tally count is an important indicator of trash impairment and should 
be used in conjunction with the total score to assist in site comparisons.  
 
Sometimes items are broken into many pieces.  Transportable, persistent, and buoyant, fragments such as 
plastics should be individually counted, while paper and broken glass, with lower persistence and/or mobility, 
should be counted based on the parent item(s).  Broken glass pieces that are scattered, with no recognizable 
original shape, should be counted individually. The judgment of whether to count all fragments or just one item 
also depends on the potential exposure to downstream fish and wildlife, or to waders and swimmers at a given 
site. Concrete is trash when it is dumped, but not when it is placed. Consider tallying only those items that 
would be removed in a restoration or cleanup effort.  
 
Once the team is finished with the tallying, use the tally sheet margins to count up two totals for each trash item 
line: one total for items found above the high water line, and one total for items found below the high water line.  
Now sum the totals of above and below for each trash category, and write in next to each trash category. 
Complete the worksheets before leaving the site in order to remember pertinent details. The team should discuss 
each parameter and agree on a score based on a discussion of the condition categories. Discuss and document 
possible influential factors affecting trash levels at the site, such as a park, school, or nearby residences or 
businesses. Within each trash parameter, narrative language is provided to assist with choosing a condition 
category. The worksheet provides a range of numbers within some of the categories, allowing for a range of 
conditions encountered in the field. Note that trash located in the water leads to lower scores than trash above 
the high water line. Not all specific trash conditions mentioned in the narratives need to be present to fit into a 
specific condition category (e.g., “site frequently used by people”), nor do the narratives describe all possible 
conditions. Scores of “0” should be reserved for the most extreme conditions. Once the scores are assigned for 
the six categories, sum the final score and include specific notes about the site at the end of the sheet. To 
characterize the variability, persistence, and return rate of trash it is necessary to assess a site three to four times, 
bracketing different seasons. 
 
Trash Assessment Parameters:   
The rapid trash assessment includes a range of parameters that capture the breadth of issues associated with 
trash and water quality.  The first two parameters focus on qualitative and quantitative levels of trash, the second 
two parameters characterize trash levels of certain types of trash that may affect water quality, and the last two 
parameters estimate sources of trash (adjacent land use-related littering, dumping or upstream sources). 
 

1. Level of Trash.  This assessment parameter is intended to reflect a qualitative “first impression” of the 
site, after observing the entire length of the reach.  Sites scoring in the “poor” range are those where 
trash is one of the first things noticeable about the waterbody and where trash is evident in very large 
amounts. Sites that score in the “optimal” range appear to have little or no trash.  This parameter should 
be assessed prior to the collection and enumeration of trash done for subsequent parameter.  

 
2. Actual Number of Trash Items Found.  Based on the tally of trash along the 100-foot stream reach, 

total the number of items both above and below the high water line, and choose a score within the 
appropriate condition category based on the number of tallied items. Where more than 500 items have 
been tallied, assign the following scores: 5: 501-600 items; 4: 601-700 items; 3: 701-800 items; 2: 801-
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900 items; 1: 901-1000 items; 0: over 1000 items.  Use similar guidelines to assign scores in other 
condition categories. 

 
3. Transportable, Persistent, Buoyant Trash.  As indicated in the technical notes, below, certain 

characteristics of trash make it more harmful to aquatic life. If trash items are persistent in the 
environment, buoyant (floatable), and relatively small, they can be transported long distances and be 
mistaken by wildlife as food items. Larger items can cause entanglement. All of these factors are 
considered in the narrative descriptions in this assessment parameter. 

 
4. Biohazards, Toxic Items, Sharp Objects and Site Accessibility/Use.  This category is concerned with 

items that are dangerous to people who wade or swim in the water, and with pollutants that could 
accumulate in fish in the downstream environment. Medical waste, diapers, and human or pet waste 
could potentially adversely affect water quality. Site accessibility and site use is considered in the 
scoring of this condition category. Sites with very difficult or restricted human access and no evidence 
of recreational use will receive higher scores due to reduced risk of human exposure at the site. 

 
5. Illegal Dumping and Littering.  This assessment category relates to direct placement of trash items at 

a site, with “poor” conditions assigned to sites that appear to be dumping or littering locations based on 
adjacent land use practices or site accessibility. 

 
6. Accumulation of Trash.  Trash that accumulates from upstream locations is distinguished from 

dumped trash by indications of age and transport.  Faded colors, silt marks, trash wrapped around roots, 
and signs of decay suggest downstream transport, indicating that the local drainage system facilitates 
conveyance of trash to water bodies, in violation of clean water laws and policies. 

 
Technical Notes on Trash and Water Quality: 
Trash is a water pollutant that has a large range of characteristics of concern.  Not all litter and debris delivered 
to streams are of equal concern to water quality. Besides the obvious negative aesthetic effects, most of the harm 
of trash in surface waters is imparted to aquatic life in the form of ingestion or entanglement. Some elements of 
trash can negatively affect water quality such as discarded medical waste, and human or pet waste.  Also, some 
household and industrial wastes may contain toxic substances that may influence water quality, such as 
batteries, pesticide containers, and fluorescent light bulbs that contain mercury. Sharp glass and metal objects 
are potential puncture and laceration hazards. Larger trash such as discarded appliances can present physical 
barriers to natural stream flow, causing physical impacts such as bank erosion. From a management perspective, 
the persistence and accumulation of trash in a waterbody are of particular concern and signify a priority area for 
prevention of trash discharges. Also of concern are trash “hotspots” where illegal dumping, littering, and/or 
accumulation of trash occur in very large amounts. 
 
Rapid Trash Assessment. Trash assessment includes a visual survey of the waterbody (e.g., streambed and 
banks) and adjacent areas from which trash elements can be carried to the waterbody by wind, water, or gravity.  
The delineation of these adjacent areas is site-specific and requires some judgment and documentation. The 
rapid trash assessment worksheet is designed to represent the range of effects that trash has on the physical, 
biological, and chemical integrity of water bodies, in accordance with the goals of the Clean Water Act and the 
California Water Code. The worksheet also provides a record for evaluation of the management of trash 
discharges, by documenting sites that receive direct discharges (i.e., dumping or littering) and those that 
accumulate trash from upstream locations. 
 
Trash Characteristics of Concern.  Buoyant (floatable) elements tend to be more harmful to water quality than 
settleable elements, due to their ability to be transported throughout the waterbody and ultimately to the marine 
environment. Elements such as plastics, synthetic rubber and synthetic cloth, because of their persistence, have a 
more adverse effect on water quality than degradable elements such as paper or organic waste. Glass and metal 
are less persistent, even though they are not biodegradable, because wave action and rusting can cause them to 
break into smaller pieces. Natural rubber and cloth can degrade but not as quickly as paper (U.S. EPA, 2002). 
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Smaller elements such as plastic resin pellets (a by-product of plastic manufacturing) and cigarette butts are 
often more harmful to aquatic life than larger elements, since they can be ingested by a large number of small 
organisms which can then suffer malnutrition or internal injuries. Larger plastic elements such as plastic grocery 
bags are also harmful to larger aquatic life such as sea turtles, which can mistake the trash for floating prey and 
ingest it, leading to starvation or suffocation. Floating debris that is not trapped and removed will eventually end 
up on the beaches or in the ocean, repelling visitors and residents from the beaches and degrading coastal and 
open ocean waters. 
 
Leaf litter is trash when there is evidence of intentional dumping.  Leaves and pine needles in streams provide a 
natural source of food for organisms, but excessive levels due to human influence can cause nutrient imbalance 
and oxygen depletion in streams, to the detriment of the aquatic ecosystem.  Clumps of leaf litter and yard waste 
from trash bags should be treated as trash in the water quality assessment, and not confused with natural inputs 
of leaves to streams.  If there is a question in the field, check the type of leaf to confirm that it comes from a 
nearby riparian tree.  In some instances, leaf litter may be trash if it originates from dense ornamental stands of 
nearby human planted trees that are overloading the stream’s assimilative capacity for leaf inputs.  Other 
biodegradable trash, such as food waste, also exerts a demand on dissolved oxygen, but aquatic life is unlikely 
to be adversely affected unless the dumping of food waste is substantial and persistent at a given location. 
 
Wildlife impacts due to trash occur in creeks, lakes, estuaries, and ultimately the ocean.  The two primary 
problems that trash poses to wildlife are entanglement and ingestion. Marine mammals, turtles, birds, fish, and 
crustaceans all have been affected by entanglement in or ingestion of floatable debris. Many of the species most 
vulnerable to the problems of floatable debris are endangered or threatened by extinction.  
 
Entanglement results when an animal becomes encircled or ensnared by debris. It can occur accidentally, or 
when the animal is attracted to the debris as part of its normal behavior or out of curiosity.  Entanglement is 
harmful to wildlife for several reasons.  Not only can it cause wounds that can lead to infections or loss of limbs; 
it can also cause strangulation or suffocation.  In addition, entanglement can impair an animal's ability to swim, 
which can result in drowning, or in difficulty in moving, finding food, or escaping predators (U.S. EPA, 2001).   
 
Ingestion occurs when an animal swallows floatable debris. It sometimes occurs accidentally, but usually 
animals feed on debris because it looks like food (i.e., plastic bags look like jellyfish, a prey item of sea turtles).  
Ingestion can lead to starvation or malnutrition if the ingested items block the intestinal tract and prevent 
digestion, or accumulate in the digestive tract, making the animal feel "full" and lessening its desire to feed.  
Ingestion of sharp objects can damage the mouth, digestive tract and/or stomach lining and cause infection or 
pain.  Ingested items can also block air passages and prevent breathing, thereby causing death (U.S. EPA, 2001). 
 
Common settled debris includes glass, cigarettes, rubber, construction debris and more.  Settleables are a 
problem for bottom feeders and dwellers and can contribute to sediment contamination.  Larger settleable items 
such as automobiles, shopping carts, and furniture can redirect stream flow and destabilize the channel.   
 
In conclusion, trash in water bodies can adversely affect humans, fish, and wildlife.  Not all water quality effects 
of trash are equal in severity or duration, thus the trash assessment methodology was designed to reflect a range 
of trash impacts to aquatic life, public health, and aesthetic enjoyment.  When considering the water quality 
effects of trash while conducting a trash assessment, remember to evaluate individual items and their buoyancy, 
degradability, size, potential health hazard, and potential hazards to fish and wildlife.  Utilize the narratives in 
the worksheet, refer to the technical notes and trash parameter descriptions in the text as needed, and select your 
scores after careful consideration of actual conditions. 
 
References: 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2001.  Draft Assessing and Monitoring Floatable Debris. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2002.  The Definition, Characterization and Sources of Marine Debris. 
Unit 1 of Turning the Tide on Trash, a Learning Guide on Marine Debris.  
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Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Worksheet 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

 5   Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol, SCVURPPP (Version 1) 

 
 

WATERSHED/STREAM: _______________________________   DATE/TIME: _______________ 
MONITORING GROUP, STAFF: __________________________ STATION ID________________ 
STATION NAME /LOCATION:_______________________________________________________ 
 

 CONDITION CATEGORY 
Trash 
Assessment 
Parameter 

Least Disturbed 
(Optimal Urban) 

Sub optimal 
Urban 

Marginal Urban Poor 

1. Level of 
Trash 

On first glance, little or 
no trash visible.  Little 
or no trash evident 
when streambed and 
stream banks are 
closely examined for 
litter and debris, for 
instance by looking 
under leaves. 

On first glance, trash is 
evident in low levels. 
After close inspection 
small levels of trash 
evident in stream bank 
and streambed. 

Trash is evident in 
medium on first glance.  
Stream, bank surfaces, 
and riparian zone 
contain litter and 
debris.  Evidence of 
site being used by 
people: scattered cans, 
bottles, food wrappers, 
blankets, clothing. 

Trash distracts the eye on 
first glance.  Stream, bank 
surfaces, and immediate 
riparian zone contain 
substantial levels of litter and 
debris Evidence of site being 
used frequently by people: 
many cans, bottles, and food 
wrappers, blankets, clothing. 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
2. Actual 
Number of 
Trash Items 
Found 

0 to 100 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach.  

101 to 250 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach. 

251 to 500 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach. 

Over 500 trash items found 
based on a trash assessment 
of a 100-foot stream reach. 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
3. 
Transportable, 
Persistent, 
Buoyant Litter  

Little or no (< 25 
pieces) transportable, 
persistent, buoyant 
litter such as: hard or 
soft plastics, styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette 
butts.    
 

Low to medium 
presence (26-75 pieces) 
of transportable, 
persistent, buoyant 
litter such as: hard or 
soft plastics, styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette 
butts.    

Medium prevalence 
(76-200 pieces) of 
transportable, 
persistent, buoyant 
litter such as: hard or 
soft plastics, styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette 
butts.  

Large amount (>200 
pieces) of transportable, 
persistent, buoyant litter such 
as: hard or soft plastics, 
balloons, styrofoam, 
cigarette butts;  

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
4. Biohazard, 
Toxic and 
Sharp Objects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 
Accessibility 
 
 

B: Trash contains no 
medical waste, diapers, 
pet or human waste. No 
evidence of toxic 
substances such as 
chemical containers or 
batteries. Only 1 piece 
of broken glass or 
metal debris, if any, is 
present.  
 
A: Access is difficult, 
restricted by locked 
gate or some other 
physical barrier like 
steep banks or thick 
riparian veg. Site reach 
does not appear to be 
used by people. Might 
be private property or 
protected watershed. 

B: No toxic substances, 
but small presence (2-
10 pieces) of sharp 
objects such as broken 
glass and metal debris.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
A: Access is limited 
and site reach does not 
appear to be used by 
people. No trails down 
to creek.  

Presence of any one of 
the following: 
hypodermic needles or 
other medical waste; 
used diaper, pet waste, 
or human feces; any 
toxic substance such as 
chemical containers, 
batteries, or fluorescent 
light bulbs. Medium to 
high prevalence (11-50 
pieces) sharp objects.  
 
A: Public access to 
reach is fair to good but 
site does not appear to 
be used frequently, or 
private access is good 
without any public 
access. 

Presence of more than one 
of the items described in the 
marginal condition category, 
and/or high prevalence of (> 
50) sharp objects.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
A: Excellent reach access 
including trails down to and 
adjacent creek and creekside 
space for sitting down. Some 
evidence that reach is used 
frequently by the public (e.g. 
rope swings, many beer/soda 
cans and food wrappers left 
on the banks, etc.).   

B SCORE      10          9   8          7         6   5         4        3   2        1        0 
A SCORE      10          9   8          7         6   5         4        3   2        1        0 
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Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Worksheet 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

 6   Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol, SCVURPPP (Version 1) 

 CONDITION CATEGORY 
Trash 
Assessment 
Parameter 

Least Disturbed 
(Optimal Urban) 

Sub optimal 
Urban 

Marginal Urban Poor 

5. Illegal 
Dumping  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Illegal 
Littering 

D: No evidence of 
illegal dumping.  No 
bags of trash, no yard 
waste, no household 
items placed at site to 
avoid proper disposal, 
no shopping carts. 
 
 
 
 
 
L: Any trash is 
incidental litter or 
carried downstream 
from another location. 

D: Some evidence of 
illegal dumping.  
Limited vehicular 
access limits the 
amount of potential 
dumping, or material 
dumped is diffuse 
paper-based debris. 
 
 
 
 
L: Some evidence of 
litter within creek and 
banks originating from 
adjacent land uses  

D: Presence of one of 
the following: 
furniture, appliances, 
shopping carts, bags of 
garbage or yard waste, 
coupled with vehicular 
access that facilitates 
in-and-out dumping of 
materials to avoid 
landfill costs.  
 
 
L: Prevalent  in-stream 
or shoreline littering 
that appears to 
originate from adjacent 
land uses. 

D: Evidence of chronic 
dumping, with more than 
one of the following items: 
furniture, appliances, 
shopping carts, bags of 
garbage, or yard waste.  Easy 
vehicular access for in-and-
out dumping of materials to 
avoid landfill costs.   
 
 
 
L: Large amountof litter 
within creek and on banks 
that appears to originate from 
adjacent land uses. 

D-SCORE 10          9 8           7           6 5         4        3 2        1        0 
L-SCORE 10          9 8           7           6 5         4        3 2        1        0 
6. Accum-
ulation of 
Trash 

There does not appear 
to be a problem with 
trash accumulation 
from downstream 
transport.  Trash, if 
any, appears to have 
been directly deposited 
at the stream location. 

Some evidence  that 
litter and debris have 
been transported from 
upstream areas to the 
location, based on 
evidence such as silt 
marks, faded colors or 
location near high 
water line. 

Evidence that  trash is 
carried to the location 
from upstream, as 
evidenced by its 
location near high 
water line, siltation 
marks on the debris, or 
faded colors. 

Trash appears to have 
accumulated in substantial 
quantities at the location 
based on delivery from 
upstream areas, and is in 
various states of degradation 
based on its persistence in 
the waterbody.  A large 
percentage of trash items 
have been carried to the 
location from upstream.  

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
 
Total Score _______________   
 
SITE DEFINITION: 
UPPER/LOWER BOUNDARIES OF REACH: ___________________________________________ 
HIGH WATER LINE: _______________________________________________________________ 
UPPER EXTENT OF BANKS OR SHORE: ______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
NOTES: 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Trash Item Talley Worksheet 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

 7   Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol, SCVURPPP (Version 1) 

 
TRASH ITEM TALLY (Tally with (•) if found above high water line, and (|) if below) 

PLASTIC                       # Above___ # Below____ METAL                           # Above___ # Below____ 
Plastic Bags Aluminum Foil 
Plastic Bottles Aluminum or Steel Cans 
Plastic Bottle Caps Bottle Caps  
Plastic Cup Lid/Straw Metal Pipe Segments 
Plastic Pipe Segments  Auto Parts (specify below) 
Plastic Six-Pack Rings Wire (barb, chicken wire etc.) 
Plastic Wrapper Metal Object 
Soft Plastic Pieces  LARGE (specify below) # Above___ # Below____ 
Hard Plastic Pieces Appliances 
Styrofoam cups pieces Furniture 
Styrofoam Pellets Garbage Bags of Trash 
Fishing Line Tires 
Tarp  Shopping Carts 
Other (write-in) Other (write-in) 

BIOHAZARD                 # Above___ # Below____ TOXIC                             # Above___ # Below____ 
Human Waste/Diapers Chemical Containers 
Pet Waste Oil/Surfactant on Water 
Syringes or Pipettes Spray Paint Cans 
Dead Animals Lighters 
Other (write-in) Small Batteries 

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS#Above___#Below__ Vehicle Batteries 
Concrete (not placed) Other (write-in) 
Rebar BIODEGRADABLE      # Above___ # Below____ 
Bricks Paper 
Wood Debris Cardboard 
Other (write-in) Food Waste 

MISCELLANEOUS       # Above___ # Below____ Yard Waste (incl. trees) 
Synthetic Rubber Leaf Litter Piles 
Foam Rubber Other (write-in) 
Balloons GLASS                             # Above___ # Below____ 
Ceramic pots/shards Glass bottles 
Hose Pieces Glass pieces 
Cigarette Butts FABRIC AND CLOTH  # Above___# Below____ 
Golf Balls Synthetic Fabric 
Tennis Balls Natural Fabric (cotton, wool) 
Other (write-in) Other (write-in) 

Total pieces Above:                                        Below:                                        Grand total:  
Tally all trash in above rows; make notes below as needed to facilitate scoring. 
Littered: 
Dumped: 
Downstream Accumulation: 
SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OF ITEMS FOUND:________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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555 CountLJ Center
Hedwood CA 94053

August27,2008

Ms. Sandy Potter
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400
Oakland, CA 94612

Subject: Review of San Francisquito Creek Sediment TMDL and Habitat Enhancement Plan
Preliminary Project Report

Ms. Potter:

The San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program (SMCWPPP) appreciates this
opportunity to comment on a report prepared by San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Regional Water Board) staff entitled San Francisquito Creek Sediment TMOL
and Habitat Enhancement Plan Preliminary Project Report (Project Report) (dated June 30,
2007). Our comments are also based on review of relevant existing studies on the San
Francisquito Creek watershed, including a sediment budget (SFCJPA 2004) and limiting factors
analysis (Jones and Stokes 2006). We also reviewed a similar project, the Sediment TMDL and
Habitat Enhancement Plan developed for the Napa River (SFBRWQCB 2007).

SMCWPPP recognizes the importance of the San Francisquito Creek watershed as one of the
few remaining creek systems in the southern Bay Area that supports anadromous steelhead
populations. Since 1996, the creek has been on the Clean Water Act 303(d) list for impairment
by excess fine sediment. Excess sedimentation is thought to have contributed to the decline of
habitat conditions and steelhead populations in the watershed. About 80% of the San
Francisquito Creek watershed is located within San Mateo County, and municipalities, resource
agencies, and other stakeholders within the county will have an important role in developing and
implementing a strategy for recovery of steelhead populations.

The Project Report proposes TMDL requirements to help reduce sediment production in the
watershed, including a load allocation of 125% of the natural background sediment load and
specific sediment-related numeric targets related to fish habitat factors such as pool filling and
embeddedness. In addition, Regional Water Board staff strongly recommends that
stakeholders in the watershed collaborate to implement habitat enhancement and restoration
actions (e.g., fish barrier removal). The Project Report acknowledges that existing data sources
have a degree of uncertainty (i.e., the sediment budget) or do not adequately describe existing
conditions of creeks in San Mateo County (i.e., the limiting factors analysis). Thus an adaptive
approach is needed to allow changes in the TMDL strategy as new information becomes
available.

We understand that due to resource constraints Regional Water Board staff will not be able to
work on further development of this TMDL for the next year or two. At this time, SMCWPPP
would like to provide the following preliminary comments on the Project Report. We look
forward to providing additional input as this process continues.

• The Project Report describes 1) a sediment TMDL, and 2) a habitat enhancement plan.
When the project moves forward, a clear separation should be made between pollutant-

rs
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Ms. Sandy Potter
August27,2008
p.2 of 3

based TMDL requirements (i.e., sediment load allocations and numeric targets) and habitat
enhancement actions (i.e., non-pollutant based habitat enhancement or restoration).

• The targets/allocations and source areas should be linked, i.e., the targets/allocations
should be applied to specific impacted habitat areas at or downstream of the anthropogenic
sediment source areas. Existing information suggest that the Los Trancos Creek
subwatershed would be the most appropriate area to establish targets/allocations since it is
reported to have the greatest proportion of controllable sediment sources (an estimated 37%
of total sediment production is human-related). In addition, Los Trancos Creek has the
greatest amount of steelhead production. The Corte Madera Creek subwatershed has high
sediment production; however, most of the sediment is from natural sources and majority of
sediment is trapped behind the Searsville Dam. In addition, steelhead have no access to
creek areas above the dam.

• The Project Report indicates sediment-related fish habitat numeric targets established in the
Los Trancos Creek watershed (based on existing data) will also be used in the Bear and
San Francisquito Creek subwatersheds unless additional data become available that
demonstrate the targets are already met in these watersheds. SMCWPPP does not support
use of data collected in Los Trancos Creek to generate targets for the other subwatersheds,
especially where other factors not related to sediment (e.g., low summer base flows in Bear
Creek) may be more important to address. Similarly, the San Francisquito Creek
subwatershed is primarily urbanized with hardened banks, contributes a relatively low
sediment load, and is unlikely to provide suitable rearing habitat for steelhead. It may
therefore be inappropriate to apply sediment-related targets in these subwatersheds. Data
from additional field studies would be needed to determine whether excess sediment is a
limiting factor in the Bear and San Francisquito Creek subwatersheds, and if so, what
sediment-related numeric targets would be appropriate.

• The TMDL should clearly identify the responsible party and regulatory tool or authority for
each sediment source category. Table 4 of the Project Report is incomplete and sometimes
misleading. For example, Table 4 implies that municipal stormwater (MS4) permits are the
appropriate regulatory tool for implementing erosion controls on lands managed by the
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (MROSD). However, as stated on p.14 of the
Project Report, MROSD lands are not regulated under a MS4 permit. Other important
stakeholders that own and/or manage property in the watershed but are not regulated under
MS4 permits include the Peninsula Open Space Trust (POST) and the National Park
Service. Table 4 should include all such entities and clearly specify the appropriate
regulatory tools or authorities for implementation of TMDL-related management activities.
MS4 permits are limited to regulation of facilities owned and operated by municipalities.

• The Bay Area Phase I municipal stormwater NPDES permits are being reissued as one
Municipal Regional Permit (MRP). The MRP will replace SMCWPPP's current NPDES
permit and the other Bay Area Phase I permits. A Tentative Order for the MRP was
released for public comment in December 2007 and a hearing to take testimony from the
public on the Tentative Order took place in March 2008. Any actions specified in the
TMDL's implementation plan that would be regulated under a MS4 NPDES permit should be
consistent with the adopted MRP's requirements.
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Ms. Sandy Potter
August 27,2008
p.3 of 3
e As with the implementation of other TMDLs, it is important to maintain a reasonable balance

between resources expended on monitoring activities and those expended for actual
pollutant control measures.

We look forward to continuing to work with you during the development of this important TMDL.
Please call me if you have any questions or comments.

Sincerely,

Matthew Fabry
SMCWPPP Coordinator

cc: Sue ivia, Regional 'lvater Board staff

References:

Jones and Stokes 2006. Lower San Francisquito Creek Watershed Aquatic Habitat Assessment
and Limiting Factors Analysis (J&S 04262.04). Prepared for Santa Clara Valley Water District.
San Jose, CA.

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFBRWQCB) 2007. Napa River
Watershed Sediment TMDL and Habitat Enhancement Plan Staff Report. Oakland, CA.

San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (SFCJPA) 2004. San Francisquito Creek
Watershed Analysis and Sediment Reduction Plan Final Report. Prepared by Northwest
Hydraulic Consultants Inc., and Jones and Stokes. Palo Alto, CA.
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SMCWPPP First Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

First Half -Year Deliverables 
(July-December 2007) 

Due by January 15, 2008 

 
 
 

Municipality:                                             

Contact Person:                 Phone:         

(Please complete the following report and submit, along with a statement of certification, to Matt Fabry by the January 15, 2008 TAC 
meeting.) 
 Submittal Checklist   
 
1. Certification Letter (signed by an authorized representative from your municipality)..................  
 

2. Municipal Government Maintenance Monthly Record Keeping Forms (Attachment A) 

 Check if data submitted electronically. …………………………………………………………..  

   Street/Leaf Storm/Litter 
  July 2007   
  August 2007   
  September 2007   
  October 2007   
  November 2007   
  December 2007   
 * For maintenance activities not conducted, please fill in zeros on the forms. 
  
3. Stormwater Inspections & Violations Summary (for this reporting period - Attachment B)    
 

4. Illicit Discharge Quarterly Summary Report: First Quarter ......................................................  

  (Attachment C)  Second Quarter ..................................................  

 * Please complete one form for each quarter (do not combine quarters). 
 

5. Operations and Maintenance Information for Stormwater Treatment Measures  

 form for each new and redevelopment project where post-construction, stormwater treatment  

 controls have been implemented this reporting period (Attachment D) ........................................  
 

6. Summary of Pre-Wet Season Erosion Control Inspections Form (Attachment E)..........................  

 

7. Table of New Development Projects (Attachment F)...................................................................  

 

 

To assist us in compiling information from all the municipalities, please also: 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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SMCWPPP First Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

• Do not remove page breaks (start each component at the top of a new page). 
• Write your municipality’s name at the top of every page. 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 

F:\Sm7x\SM73.05 Deliverables\First Half\1st half.doc 2 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



SMCWPPP First Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

COMPONENT 2.  MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES 
 
I.  Tasks described in the Stormwater Management Plan and which are therefore enforceable requirements of the 

NPDES permit 

 

1. Describe assistance provided to the Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee during July through December 2007. 

(Do not list the subcommittee meetings attended because EOA will track and include information about meeting 

attendance in SMCWPPP’s Annual Report).    

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

2. Check that your agency has fully completed Municipal Government Maintenance Activities monthly record-

keeping forms (Attachment A) for July through December 2007.  Submit completed forms if not entered 

electronically. 

  Paper forms for July 1 through December 31, 2007 maintenance activities are attached. 

  Electronic files on webpage for July 1 through December 31, 2007 maintenance activities are complete. 

 

Please be sure to include estimates of the amount of leaves and litter collected by your agency, including 
parks and public works personnel, volunteers and/or court-referred crews. 

 

 

3. Describe assistance provided to the Parks Maintenance and IPM Work Group during July through December 

2007. (Do not list the work group meetings attended because EOA will track and include information about 

meeting attendance in SMCWPPP’s Annual Report). 

 

 

 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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SMCWPPP First Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

COMPONENT 3.  INDUSTRIAL AND ILLICIT DISCHARGE CONTROLS 

Performance standards contained in the Stormwater Management Plan and which are therefore enforceable 

requirements of the NPDES permit 

 

1. Submit completed Stormwater Inspections & Violations Summary forms (Attachment B). 

 a.   How many businesses were inspected between July and December 2007? 

 

b.   How many inspected businesses had one or more violations using definition on the Summary Inspections & 

Violation Summary form? 

 

c.   How many businesses had a violation that was pending correction as of end of day on December 31, 2007? 

 

 

2. Complete the attached forms: Illicit Discharge Inspection Quarterly Summary Report: 1st Quarter 2007/08 and 

Illicit Discharge Inspection Quarterly Summary Report: 2nd Quarter 2007/08 (Attachment C).  NOTE:  For 

each illicit discharge found please fill out the Illicit Discharge Source Identification Form (Attachment C) 

and retain copies of these forms at your municipality (don’t submit with deliverables). The completed 

forms must be made available if requested in the future by the Water Board staff or its representatives.   

 

 

3. Describe assistance provided to the CII Subcommittee and its Educational Outreach Work Group during July 

through December 2007. (Do not list the subcommittee meetings attended because EOA will track and include 

information about meeting attendance in SMCWPPP’s Annual Report). 

  

 

  

4. Describe your municipality’s use of SMCWPPP’s business educational outreach materials, such as the Vehicle 

Service Facility booklets, restaurant posters, and any other educational outreach activities for businesses.  

  

 

 

 

 

COMPONENT 4.  PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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SMCWPPP First Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

I.  Tasks described in the Stormwater Management Plan and which are therefore enforceable requirements of the 

NPDES permit 

 

Describe your public information and participation activities during the reporting period.  Topics that shall be 

addressed, in as specific a manner as possible, include the following:   

1. Stenciling/signage conducted; 

 

 

 

2. Community outreach events held or participated in;  (Remember that the performance standards state that 

municipalities over 50,000 in population will participate in five community outreach events annually, 

municipalities between 5,000 and 50,000 in population will participate in four activities annually, and 

municipalities less than 5,000 in population will participate in three activities annually.)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.  Educational material developed and/or distributed;  

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.  Describe assistance provided to the PIP subcommittee during July through December 2007. (Do not list the   

subcommittee meetings attended because EOA will track and include information about meeting attendance in 

SMCWPPP’s Annual Report.) 

 
 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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SMCWPPP First Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

COMPONENT 5.  NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION SITE CONTROLS 

I.   Tasks described in the Stormwater Management Plan and which are therefore enforceable requirements of the 
NPDES permit.   

 

1.  Describe assistance provided to the New Development Subcommittee during July through December 2007. (Do 
not list the subcommittee meetings attended because EOA will track and include information about meeting 
attendance in SMCWPPP’s Annual Report). 

 

 

 
2. List workshops attended other than SMCWPPP-sponsored workshops. (EOA will track and include 

information about your municipality’s attendance at SMCWPPP-sponsored workshops in SMCWPPP’s Annual 
Report). 

 

 

 

3.  How many municipal staff members have received a certificate of completion from a Construction Site 
Stormwater Compliance workshop offered by SMCWPPP, the San Francisco Estuary Project, or the Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program during Fall 2007 or during Fiscal Year 2006/07?  
_________________ 

 
II.  Compliance with the Performance Standards. 
 
1. Please include in your deliverables the 2007 Certification letter that all active construction sites have been 

inspected prior to the wet season. Check this box if the letter is attached or enclosed.    
  
 Also, be sure to complete and attach a copy of the Summary of Pre-Wet Season Erosion Control Inspections 

Form (Attachment E).  
 
  
 
III. Tasks required by Provision C.3 of SMCWPPP’s NPDES permit amended on February 19, 2003.  
 
1. Attach a copy of the completed Operations and Maintenance Information for Stormwater Treatment Measures 

form (Attachment D) for each new and redevelopment project where treatment measures have been 
implemented during this reporting period. 

 
2. As required by Provision C.3.e.iii of SMCWPPP’s amended NPDES permit, provide the following details 

about your municipality’s Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Verification Program: 
   
 
 

• Provide a list or summary of O&M verification inspections conducted between July 1, 2007 and 
December 31, 2007.  Include a summary of inspection results.  

 
 
 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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SMCWPPP First Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

 
 
 
 
 

  
• Describe any inspection follow-up. 

 
 
 
 

 
 

• Evaluate your municipality’s O&M Verification Program’s effectiveness. 
 
 
 

 
 
 

• Summarize any planned improvements to the O&M Verification Program. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

• Describe the organization structure of your O&M Verification Program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Complete the Table of New Development Projects (Attachment F) for all Group 1 and 2 projects being planned 

or constructed during July through December 2007.  NOTE:  Include information on hydromodification 
management for any projects that create and/or replace one acre or more of impervious surface and are 
located in susceptible areas. 

 
 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE REPORTING FORMS 
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
Municipal Government Maintenance Activities 
 FY 2007/08 Monthly Record Keeping Form Month of:___________________ 
 
Municipality:               
 
Completed by:            Date:     
 

STREET CLEANING 
 
1.  Sweeping 

Volume of 
material collected 

(cubic yards) 

  
Miles swept  
(curb miles) 

 

  Residential Areas: 
       

  
       

  
        

 

  Commercial Areas: 
      

  
           

  
       

 

  Industrial Areas: 
      

  
            

  
       

 

  Other Areas Swept: 
  (e.g., parking lots, major arterials, etc.) 
      

  
      
       

  
      
      

  

 TOTAL                          

 
 
2.  Have you implemented any changes in your street sweeping program. 
  (changed sweeping frequency, new equipment, etc.) 
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
 

 
 LEAF REMOVAL 
 
 Volume of leaves removed by City crews.    cubic yards 
 
 Leaves bagged by residents and picked up by City.     bags. 
 
 Check box if you do not have a leaf removal program other than routine street sweeping.   
 

 
 * Report total miles covered by sweepers including areas operated in tandem or repeated. September 2003 

 EOA, Inc. 

  
 

Page 1 of 2
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
Municipal Government Maintenance Activities 
 FY 2007/08 Monthly Record Keeping Form Month of:___________________ 
 
Municipality:              
 
Completed by:            Date:   
 

MAINTENANCE OF STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES 

 
 Number of storm drain inlets or curb 

inlets/outlets (convey storm water 
around street corners) 

  
V ditches 

 Storm drain lines 
 Channels 
 Creeks 
 Culverts, cross-culverts, pipes 
 Number of junction boxes 
 Number of pump stations 

  Inspected 
______ 

 
    
 

______ 
______ 
______       
      
      
      
       

 
 
 
 
 
miles 
miles 
miles 
miles 
linear feet 
 
 

 Cleaned 
______ 

 
 
 

      
      
      
      
      
      
       

 
 
 
 
 
miles 
miles  
miles 
miles 
linear feet 

 Other (please specify)            
                 

 Total volume of material removed       cubic yards  or     tons 
 
 Describe any observed illegal discharges or illicit connections below or check the box if activities 
 Are included in the Illicit Discharge Quarterly Summary Form.  
                 
                 
                 
                 
  
 Have you responded to complaints or noticed areas which should be targeted for more frequent 

cleaning? 
 Yes    No    If yes, explain        
                 
                 
                 
 

LITTER CONTROL 
 
 City/County Personnel 
     (include receptacles) 
 Court Referred Crews 
 
 Other (weed and rubbish 
 Abatement removal, etc.) 

  
 Areas Targeted 

          
          
          
          
          
          

 
 Total (specify cubic yards or pounds)

 
 Volume Removed 

           
 

           
 

           
 
 

           

              EOA, Inc. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

 

STORMWATER INSPECTIONS & VIOLATIONS SUMMARY 
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STORMWATER INSPECTIONS & VIOLATIONS SUMMARY (Attachment B) 
Municipality: Total Number of Inspections:    
Period Covered By This Report:   July 1, 2007 through December 31, 2007 Total Number of Violations:         
Period Covered by the Previous Report:  Total Follow-up Actions: 
Date: Total Violations Corrected:        
 Total Violations Pending:           

 
 

TYPES OF 
VIOLATION 

 
ENFORCEMENT 

ACTIONS 

 
NAME 
ADDRESS 
TYPE OF BUSINESS 
 

 
VIOL 
DATE 

 
PEX 

 
NSW 

 
DESCRIPTION OF VIOLATION, 

including whether violating 
flow reached a creek or other 
waterbody (name waterbody) 

N
O
N
E

V
N

W
N

I
N

F
N

L
A

 
FOLLOW-UP  

ACTIONS 

 
VIOLATIONS 
CORRECTED 

(YES/NO) 

 
DATE 

CORRECTED 

 
 
 
 

             

 
 
 
 

             

 
 
 
 

             

 
 
 
 

             

 
 
 
 

             

 
Type of Violation                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
PEX     Pollutant Exposure   Discharge of pollutants to storm drain system because pollutants are exposed to stormwater runoff.  
NSW    Non-Stormwater Discharge  Discharge of non-stormwater materials to storm drain system.  Non-stormwater discharges allowed by SMCWPPP’s NPDES permit as  
     conditionally exempted should not be identified as a NSW violation.  

 
Enforcement Actions 

NONE No Action taken  IN Informal Notice 
VN Verbal Notice  FN Formal Notice 
WN Warning Notice  LA Legal Notice           version dated July 16, 2002 
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ATTACHMENT C 

 

ILLICIT DISCHARGE QUARTERLY SUMMARY REPORT FORMS 

AND 

ILLICIT DISCHARGE SOURCE IDENTIFICATION FORM  
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Attachment C) Illicit Discharge Inspection 
Quarterly Summary Report 

  1st Quarter 2007/08 
(July-September 2007) 

 
Municipality:   

Contact:    

 

I. Field Activities 
    

1. Describe field surveys. Industrial Areas Commercial Areas Residential Areas 
    

 Number of established locations visited:    
Outfalls    

Inlets    

Manholes    

other (describe)    

 Channel miles visited:    
 

2. List how many discharges were identified by the following methods.  Include only discharges that could have been prevented by 
BMPs.  Do not include fluid releases associated with minor traffic accidents. 

  

 a. During field surveys at established locations: 

    identified by maintenance crews 

    identified by illicit discharge inspectors 

b.  Calls from: 

   maintenance crews 

   other agencies 

   public 
 

3. List the number of times the following materials were identified. 

   Sewage    Yard Wastes 
   Used Motor Oil    Sediment and/or silt 
   Antifreeze    Concrete Cutting Slurry/Washwaters 
   Fuels    Vehicle Cleaning Washwaters 
   Paint    Building/Sidewalk Washwaters 
   Concrete    Other Washwaters 
   Construction Debris 
   Wall Compound 

                  Industrial Wastes (solvents, metals, corrosives,  
                cooling tower blowdown, etc) 

   Food Wastes    Other (describe): 

II. Follow-up Activities 
 

1. Describe whether sources of discharges were identified. 

   Number of sources that were identified 
   Number of incidents when source of discharge was not identified 
 
 

2. Describe whether discharges were abated. 

   Number of discharge incidents that were abated 
   Number of new discharge incidents where discharge is continuing, as of the end of the reporting period; 
   Attach the inspection report 
   Number of continuing discharges that have already been reported in previous quarter(s). 
 
   

3. Describe enforcement activities conducted. 
        _______     Warning Notice  (verbal warning)                           _______  Formal Violation 
        _______     Informal Violation                                                    _______  Legal Action 
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Attachment C) Illicit Discharge Inspection 
Quarterly Summary Report 

  2nd Quarter 2007/08 
(October-December 2007) 

 
Municipality:   

Contact:    

 

I. Field Activities 
    

1. Describe field surveys. Industrial Areas Commercial Areas Residential Areas 
    

 Number of established locations visited:    
Outfalls    

Inlets    

Manholes    

other (describe)    

 Channel miles visited:    
 

2. List how many discharges were identified by the following methods.  Include only discharges that could have been prevented by 
BMPs.  Do not include fluid releases associated with minor traffic accidents. 

  

 a. During field surveys at established locations: 

    identified by maintenance crews 

    identified by illicit discharge inspectors 

b.  Calls from: 

   maintenance crews 

   other agencies 

   public 
 

3. List the number of times the following materials were identified. 

   Sewage    Yard Wastes 
   Used Motor Oil    Sediment and/or silt 
   Antifreeze    Concrete Cutting Slurry/Washwaters 
   Fuels    Vehicle Cleaning Washwaters 
   Paint    Building/Sidewalk Washwaters 
   Concrete    Other Washwaters 
   Construction Debris 
   Wall Compound 

                  Industrial Wastes (solvents, metals, corrosives,  
                cooling tower blowdown, etc) 

   Food Wastes    Other (describe): 

II. Follow-up Activities 
 

1. Describe whether sources of discharges were identified. 

   Number of sources that were identified 
   Number of incidents when source of discharge was not identified 
 
 

2. Describe whether discharges were abated. 

   Number of discharge incidents that were abated 
   Number of new discharge incidents where discharge is continuing, as of the end of the reporting period; 
   Attach the inspection report 
   Number of continuing discharges that have already been reported in previous quarter(s). 
 
   

3. Describe enforcement activities conducted. 
        _______     Warning Notice  (verbal warning)                           _______  Formal Violation 
        _______     Informal Violation                                                    _______  Legal Action 
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Retain copies of these completed forms at 
your municipality’s office 

(Attachment C) 
       Illicit Discharge 

Source Identification Form 
                                                                                                                                        Date: ___________ 
Municipality: ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Agency: ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Inspector(s): ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
I. Source of Discharge 

1. Describe reason for conducting the investigation. 
  Conducting regularly scheduled field screening. 
  Responding to report from the public, staff, another agency, etc. 

2. Describe location of source of discharge (address, cross streets, physical features, etc.) ___________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
  Business  Resident  Other _______________  

3. Name of Contact: __________________________________________________________________________________

4. Phone: __________________  
II. Discharge Summary 

1. Illegal Dumping 
  Illicit Connection 
  Poor Management Practices 
  Describe cause of discharge further, if appropriate. ____________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________

2. Describe frequency of discharge. 3. Volume, if quantifiable: ______________________________
  Continuous Discharge  
  Intermittent Discharge 
  One time incident 

4. Describe material discharged. 
  Sewage  Construction Debris  Vehicle Cleaning Washwaters 
  Used Motor Oil  Wall Compound  Building/Sidewalk Washwaters 
  Antifreeze  Food Wastes  Other Washwaters 
  Fuels  Yard Wastes  Industrial Wastes (solvents, metals,  
  Paint  Sediment and/or silt      corrosive, cooling tower blowdown, etc.) 
  Concrete  Concrete Cutting Slurry/Washwaters  Other (describe): _________________  
III. Follow-up Activities 

1. Describe action to be taken by discharger. 
  Discharge has been stopped. 
  Discharge cannot be stopped immediately.  Describe corrective actions that will be taken by the discharger. 
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________

2. Describe informational, educational, or BMP information distributed. ___________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________

3. Describe enforcement action. 
  None 
  Warning Notice  Formal Violation 
  Informal Violation (including verbal notice)  Legal Action 
4. Comments (did discharge reach water of state, e.g. a creek or bay?): 
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ATTACHMENT D 

 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE INFORMATION FOR STORMWATER  

TREATMENT MEASURES  
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Complete and submit for municipal stormwater NPDES permit reporting the following information for each 
new and redevelopment project where treatment measures have been implemented this reporting period.  

 
This section to be completed by Applicant 
Background Information 
Location or Address:___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Type of Land Use:    Commercial  Industrial  Residential  Public Agency 
Property Owner’s Name:________________________________________________________________ 
 
Parcel/Tract No.:__________________  Lot No.:___________________APN #_____________________ 
 
Type of treatment measures implemented:__________________________________________________ 
Describe locations of each treatment measure or attach map showing locations on the property: 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Stormwater Treatment Measure Owner or Operator’s Information: 
Name:__________________________________________________ 
Address:_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Phone:_____________________   Fax:_______________________  Email:________________________ 
 
Numeric hydraulic sizing criteria used to design each stormwater treatment measure: 
  San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program’s NPDES permit’s Provision C.3.d 

  Other, describe:__________________________________________________________________ 
 
_____________________________        _______________________    ___________________ 
  Applicant’s Name    Signature   Date 
 

 
This section to be completed by Agency staff 
More Detailed Information about Access Assurance and O&M Responsibilities: 
Describe how access permission is assured for O&M verification by public agencies or their representatives (e.g., 
municipality, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and Mosquito Abatement District): 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
Indicate how responsibility for O&M is assured.  Check all that apply: 

  Signed statement from private entity accepting responsibility for O&M until responsibility is legally 
 transferred. 

  Signed statement from public entity assuming O&M and that the treatment measures meet all local  design 
standards. 

  Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement requiring the buyer or lessee to assume O&M (in the 
 case of purchase and sale agreements, conditions shall survive the close of escrow). 

  Written text in project conditions, covenants and restrictions for residential properties assigning O&M 
 responsibilities to the home owners association. 

  Any other legally enforceable agreement or mechanism that assigns responsibility and describe below.   
 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Local Agency O&M Verification Program 

 
Operation and Maintenance Information 

for Stormwater Treatment Measures (Attachment D) 
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F:\Sm7x\SM73.05 Deliverables\First Half\Attachments\D - O&M form.doc version dated February 26, 2007 

Name of municipality or Flood Control District responsible under the NPDES permit for verifying O&M. 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
Describe where information documenting responsibility for O&M is kept and updated. 
 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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ATTACHMENT E 

 

SUMMARY OF PRE-WET SEASON EROSION CONTROL INSPECTIONS FORM  
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Attachment E 
Summary of Pre-Wet Season Erosion Control Inspections Form 

Municipality Name _____________________ 
 

F:\Sm7x\SM73.05 Deliverables\First Half\Attachments\E - Erosion Control Tracking Form0708.doc version dated December 17, 2003 

Directions:  A copy of this completed form documenting your municipality’s pre-wet season erosion control inspections should be included 
with your municipality’s 2007 letter that certifies that each active construction site has been stabilized to minimize erosion and the discharge of 
sediment from disturbed areas prior to the FY 2007/08 wet season. 
 
Project Name Project Address Project Type 

r= residential (units) 
c=commercial 
i=industrial 
g=governmental1

Does Project 
Have Coverage 
Under 
Statewide 
Construction 
General 
Permit?  

Was Site 
Inspected by 
Municipal 
Staff?  
If so, provide 
inspection 
date(s) 

Were Erosion 
and 
Sedimentation 
Control 
Measures 
Undertaken 
Acceptable?2

Describe Corrections Made 
NN= none needed 

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes   
 date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

                                                 
1 Select one or more of the code letters that are applicable to the project site 
2 If no inspection was done, provide explanation in the certification letter about how the acceptability of the erosion and sedimentation control measures was determined. 
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Attachment E 
Summary of Pre-Wet Season Erosion Control Inspections Form 

Municipality Name _____________________ 
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Project Name Project Address Project Type 
r= residential (units) 
c=commercial 
i=industrial 
g=governmental1

Does Project 
Have Coverage 
Under 
Statewide 
Construction 
General 
Permit?  

Was Site 
Inspected by 
Municipal 
Staff?  
If so, provide 
inspection 
date(s) 

Were Erosion 
and 
Sedimentation 
Control 
Measures 
Undertaken 
Acceptable?2

Describe Corrections Made 
NN= none needed 

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes   
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   
 

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   

Yes    
date_________ 
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  

 
 

 r  (_______ units) 
c      i      g   

Yes    
No   
 

Yes   
date_________  
No  

Yes    
No   

NN  
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TABLE OF NEW DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 
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2nd Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Table of New Development Projects1 [[== Enter Name of Municipality ==]]

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impractic-

ability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Private Projects

EXAMPLE:     
Nirvana Estates;
Property 
bounded by 
Paradise Lane, 
Serenity Drive, 
and Eternity 
Circle;
Waterville, CA 

EXAMPLE:         
Heavenly Homes;
Phase 1;
Construction of 
156 single-family 
homes and 45 
townhomes with 
commercial shops 
and underground 
parking.

EXAMPLE:             
Application 
submitted 
12/29/03 and 
approved 6/06/04;
Grading began 
10/31/04;
Construction 
began 5/12/06 and 
completed 
11/30/06.

EXAMPLE:    
Mixed use:  
residential 
and 
commercial

EXAMPLE:  
25 acres

EXAMPLE:   
20 acres

EXAMPLE:    
Stenciled 
inlets, street 
sweeping, 
covered 
parking, car 
wash pad 
drains to 
sanitary 
sewer

EXAMPLE:    
Pervious 
pavement for 
all driveways, 
sidewalks, 
and 
commercial 
plaza

EXAMPLE:    
vegetated 
swales, 
detention 
basins, 

EXAMPLE:    
WEF Method

EXAMPLE:            
Homeowners 
Association CCRs 
require 
implemenation of 
approved 
maintenance plan. 
Annual O&M 
report will be 
submitted to City.

EXAMPLE:  
Yes

EXAMPLE:        
Pest-resistant 
landscaping, 
pervious paving 
to reduce 
impervious 
surface, 
incorporate 
stormwater 
detention

EXAMPLE: 
Extended 
detention 
basin

Public Projects

EXAMPLE:       
Waterville 
Downtown 
Plaza;
Rushing Road 
and Bubbling 
Blvd;
123 Rushing 
Road, 
Waterville, CA

EXAMPLE:             
City of Waterville;
Capital 
improvement 
project to build 
plaza on roof of 
existing parking 
structure.

EXAMPLE:         
Negative 
Declaration 
adopted 1/15/06. 
Advertised for 
construction bids 
6/26/06.
Construction 
scheduled to begin 
9/06.

EXAMPLE:    
Redevelop-
ment

EXAMPLE:  
1.5 acres

EXAMPLE:   
1 acre

EXAMPLE:    
Roofed trash 
enclosure.  
Fountain 
designed to 
recirculate 
water-no 
discharge to 
storm drain.

EXAMPLE:    
Down-spouts 
connected to 
land-scaping. 
Pervious 
pavement for 
entire plaza 
area

EXAMPLE:    
tree wells 
with 
bioretention; 
planter boxes 
with 
bioretention

EXAMPLE:  
WEF Method

EXAMPLE:         
Signed statement 
from Waterville 
Public Works 
assuming post-
construction 
responsibility for 
treatment BMP 
maintenance.

EXAMPLE:  
No

EXAMPLE:        
Pest-resistant 
landscaping, 
pervious paving 
to reduce 
impervious 
surface, 
incorporate 
stormwater 
detention

EXAMPLE:  
Not 
Required: 
Site located 
in exempt 
area

2 If a project is being constructed in Phases, each Phase should have a separate entry.
3 Indicate project type, based on NPDES Permit Provision C.3.c categories:  Commercial, Industrial, Residential, Streets/Road/Highways/Freeways, Significant Redevelopment.
4 If a project was granted Alternative Compliance (Provision C.3.g), report required information on the Interim Alternative Compliance Form (Attachment __).
5 If hydromodification (HM) control is not required, state why not.  If HM control is required, describe the control method used and attach the pre- and post-project hydrographs. 

Alternative Compliance4

HMP5

1 List on this table information for all Group 1 and Group 2 Projects, e.g, those that create and/or replace at least 10,000 square feet of impervious surface.  Projects that create and/or replace less than 10,000 square feet of impervious surface are not required to be 
reported.

New or 
Replaced 

Impervious 
Surface Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project 

Type3
Site 

Acreage
Status of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project
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SMCWPPP Second Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

Second Half -Year Deliverables 
(January – June 2008) 
Due by July 15, 2008 

 
 
 

Municipality:                                             

Contact Person:                 Phone:         

(Please complete the following report and submit, along with a statement of certification, to Matt Fabry by the July 15, 2008 TAC 
meeting.) 
 Submittal Checklist   
 
1. Certification Letter (signed by an authorized representative from your municipality)..................  
 

2. Municipal Government Maintenance Monthly Record Keeping Forms (Attachment A) 

 Check if data submitted electronically. …………………………………………………………..  

   Street/Leaf Storm/Litter 
  January 2008   
  February 2008   
  March 2008   
  April 2008   
  May 2008   
  June 2008   
 * For maintenance activities not conducted, please fill in zeros on the forms. 
  
3. Stormwater Inspections & Violations Summary (for this reporting period - Attachment B)    
 

4. Illicit Discharge Quarterly Summary Report: Third Quarter.....................................................  

  (Attachment C)  Fourth Quarter ...................................................  

 * Please complete one form for each quarter (do not combine quarters). 
 

5. Operations and Maintenance Information for Stormwater Treatment Measures  

 form for each new and redevelopment project where post-construction, stormwater treatment  

 controls have been implemented this reporting period (Attachment D) ........................................  
 

6. Table of New Development Projects (Attachment E)....................................................................  

 

 

 

 

To assist us in compiling information from all the municipalities, please also: 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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SMCWPPP Second Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

• Do not remove page breaks (start each component at the top of a new page). 
• Write your municipality’s name at the top of every page. 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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SMCWPPP Second Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

COMPONENT 2.  MUNICIPAL GOVERNMENT MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES 
 
I.  Tasks described in the Stormwater Management Plan and which are therefore enforceable requirements of the 

NPDES permit 

 

1. Describe assistance provided to the Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee during January through June 2008. 

(Do not list the subcommittee meetings attended because EOA will track and include information about meeting 

attendance in SMCWPPP’s Annual Report).    

 

 

   

 

 

 

 

2. Check that your agency has fully completed Municipal Government Maintenance Activities monthly record-

keeping forms (Attachment A) for January through June 2008.  Submit completed forms if not entered 

electronically. 

  Paper forms for January 1 through June 30, 2008 maintenance activities are attached. 

  Electronic files on webpage for January 1 through June 30, 2008 maintenance activities are complete. 

 

Please be sure to include estimates of the amount of leaves and litter collected by your agency, including 
parks and public works personnel, volunteers and/or court-referred crews. 

 

 

3. Describe assistance provided to the Parks Maintenance and IPM Work Group during January through June 

2008. (Do not list the work group meetings attended because EOA will track and include information about 

meeting attendance in SMCWPPP’s Annual Report). 

 

 

 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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SMCWPPP Second Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

COMPONENT 3.  INDUSTRIAL AND ILLICIT DISCHARGE CONTROLS 

Performance standards contained in the Stormwater Management Plan and which are therefore enforceable 

requirements of the NPDES permit 

 

1. Submit completed Stormwater Inspections & Violations Summary forms (Attachment B). 

 a.   How many businesses were inspected between January and June 2008? 

 

b.   How many inspected businesses had one or more violations using definition on the Summary Inspections & 

Violation Summary form? 

 

c.   How many businesses had a violation that was pending correction as of end of day on June 30, 2008? 

 

 

2. Complete the attached forms: Illicit Discharge Inspection Quarterly Summary Report: 3rd Quarter 2007/08 and 

Illicit Discharge Inspection Quarterly Summary Report: 4th Quarter 2007/08 (Attachment C).  NOTE:  For 

each illicit discharge found please fill out the Illicit Discharge Source Identification Form (Attachment C) 

and retain copies of these forms at your municipality (don’t submit with deliverables). The completed 

forms must be made available if requested in the future by the Water Board staff or its representatives.   

 

 

3. Describe assistance provided to the CII Subcommittee and its Educational Outreach Work Group during January 

through June 2008. (Do not list the subcommittee meetings attended because EOA will track and include 

information about meeting attendance in SMCWPPP’s Annual Report). 

  

 

  

4. Describe your municipality’s use of SMCWPPP’s business educational outreach materials, such as the Vehicle 

Service Facility booklets, restaurant posters, and any other educational outreach activities for businesses.  

  

 

 

 

 

COMPONENT 4.  PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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SMCWPPP Second Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

I.  Tasks described in the Stormwater Management Plan and which are therefore enforceable requirements of the 

NPDES permit 

 

Describe your public information and participation activities during the reporting period.  Topics that shall be 

addressed, in as specific a manner as possible, include the following:   

1. Stenciling/signage conducted; 

 

 

 

2. Community outreach events held or participated in;  (Remember that the performance standards state that 

municipalities over 50,000 in population will participate in five community outreach events annually, 

municipalities between 5,000 and 50,000 in population will participate in four activities annually, and 

municipalities less than 5,000 in population will participate in three activities annually.)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.  Educational material developed and/or distributed;  

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.  Describe assistance provided to the PIP subcommittee during January through June 2008. (Do not list the   

subcommittee meetings attended because EOA will track and include information about meeting attendance in 

SMCWPPP’s Annual Report.) 

 
 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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SMCWPPP Second Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

COMPONENT 5.  NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION SITE CONTROLS 

I.   Tasks described in the Stormwater Management Plan and which are therefore enforceable requirements of the 
NPDES permit.   

 

1. Who is the designated person responsible for overseeing the implementation of these performance 
standards and for acting as a liaison with the SMCWPPP New Development Subcommittee? 
________________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 
II. Tasks required by Provision C.3 of SMCWPPP’s NPDES permit.  
 
1. Attach a copy of the completed Operations and Maintenance Information for Stormwater Treatment Measures 

form (Attachment D) for each new and redevelopment project where treatment measures have been 
implemented during this reporting period. 

 
2. As required by Provision C.3.e.iii of SMCWPPP’s amended NPDES permit, provide the following details 

about your municipality’s Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Verification Program: 
   
 
 

• Provide a list or summary of O&M verification inspections conducted between January 1, 2008 
and June 30, 2008.  Include a summary of inspection results.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
• Describe any inspection follow-up. 

 
 
 
 

 
 

• Evaluate your municipality’s O&M Verification Program’s effectiveness. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 

• Summarize any planned improvements to the O&M Verification Program. 
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SMCWPPP Second Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Municipality:______________________ 

 
 
 
 

• Describe the organizational structure of your O&M Verification Program. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Complete the Table of New Development Projects (Attachment E) for all Group 1 and 2 projects being planned 

or constructed during January through June 2008.  NOTE:  Include information on hydromodification 
management for any projects that create and/or replace one acre or more of impervious surface and are 
located in susceptible areas. 

 
 
4. Alternative Certification of Adherence to Design Criteria for Stormwater Treatment Measures.  During 

this reporting period, did your municipality use this optional approach for allowing projects to be certified in 
writing by someone other than an employee of your municipality as meeting the hydraulic sizing design criteria 
for stormwater treatment?    

 
 
If yes, please list the projects certified by someone other than an employee of your municipality.   

 
 
 
5. Site Design Standards and/or Guidance Development.  List any actions that your municipality has taken 

during the reporting period from July 2007 through June 2008 to implement the Draft Review and Analysis and 
Proposed Revisions of Local Site Design Standards and Guidance, which was submitted to the Regional Water 
Board on November 15, 2004 (Provision C.3.j).  You may also list actions taken prior to this reporting period 
that were not previously reported. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. Source Control Measures Guidance Development.  Summarize any changes made during the reporting period 

from July 2007 through June 2008 to the contents or use of your municipality’s Local Source Control Measures 
list, which is based on SMCWPPPP’s Model Source Control Measures Guidance Document, submitted to the 
Regional Water Board on August 15, 2004 (Provision C.3.k). 

 
 

 
 

 EOA, Inc. 
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MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE REPORTING FORMS 
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
Municipal Government Maintenance Activities 
 FY 2007/08 Monthly Record Keeping Form Month of:___________________ 
 
Municipality:               
 
Completed by:            Date:     
 

STREET CLEANING 
 
1.  Sweeping 

Volume of 
material collected 

(cubic yards) 

  
Miles swept  
(curb miles) 

 

  Residential Areas: 
       

  
       

  
        

 

  Commercial Areas: 
      

  
           

  
       

 

  Industrial Areas: 
      

  
            

  
       

 

  Other Areas Swept: 
  (e.g., parking lots, major arterials, etc.) 
      

  
      
       

  
      
      

  

 TOTAL                          

 
 
2.  Have you implemented any changes in your street sweeping program. 
  (changed sweeping frequency, new equipment, etc.) 
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
 

 
 LEAF REMOVAL 
 
 Volume of leaves removed by City crews.    cubic yards 
 
 Leaves bagged by residents and picked up by City.     bags. 
 
 Check box if you do not have a leaf removal program other than routine street sweeping.   
 

 
 * Report total miles covered by sweepers including areas operated in tandem or repeated. September 2003 

 EOA, Inc. 

  
 

Page 1 of 2
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
Municipal Government Maintenance Activities 
 FY 2006/07 Monthly Record Keeping Form Month of:___________________ 
 
Municipality:              
 
Completed by:            Date:   
 

MAINTENANCE OF STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES 

 
 Number of storm drain inlets or curb 

inlets/outlets (convey storm water 
around street corners) 

  
V ditches 

 Storm drain lines 
 Channels 
 Creeks 
 Culverts, cross-culverts, pipes 
 Number of junction boxes 
 Number of pump stations 

  Inspected 
______ 

 
    
 

______ 
______ 
______       
      
      
      
       

 
 
 
 
 
miles 
miles 
miles 
miles 
linear feet 
 
 

 Cleaned 
______ 

 
 
 

      
      
      
      
      
      
       

 
 
 
 
 
miles 
miles  
miles 
miles 
linear feet 

 Other (please specify)            
                 

 Total volume of material removed       cubic yards  or     tons 
 
 Describe any observed illegal discharges or illicit connections below or check the box if activities 
 Are included in the Illicit Discharge Quarterly Summary Form.  
                 
                 
                 
                 
  
 Have you responded to complaints or noticed areas which should be targeted for more frequent 

cleaning? 
 Yes    No    If yes, explain        
                 
                 
                 
 

LITTER CONTROL 
 
 City/County Personnel 
     (include receptacles) 
 Court Referred Crews 
 
 Other (weed and rubbish 
 Abatement removal, etc.) 

  
 Areas Targeted 

          
          
          
          
          
          

 
 Total (specify cubic yards or pounds)

 
 Volume Removed 

           
 

           
 

           
 
 

           

              EOA, Inc. 
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ATTACHMENT B 

 

STORMWATER INSPECTIONS & VIOLATIONS SUMMARY 
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STORMWATER INSPECTIONS & VIOLATIONS SUMMARY (Attachment B) 
Municipality: Total Number of Inspections:    
Period Covered By This Report:   January 1, 2008 through June 30, 2008 Total Number of Violations:         
Period Covered by the Previous Report:  Total Follow-up Actions: 
Date: Total Violations Corrected:        
 Total Violations Pending:           

 
 

TYPES OF 
VIOLATION 

 
ENFORCEMENT 

ACTIONS 

 
NAME 
ADDRESS 
TYPE OF BUSINESS 
 

 
VIOL 
DATE 

 
PEX 

 
NSW 

 
DESCRIPTION OF VIOLATION, 

including whether violating 
flow reached a creek or other 
waterbody (name waterbody) 

N
O
N
E

V
N

W
N

I
N

F
N

L
A

 
FOLLOW-UP  

ACTIONS 

 
VIOLATIONS 
CORRECTED 

(YES/NO) 

 
DATE 

CORRECTED 

 
 
 
 

             

 
 
 
 

             

 
 
 
 

             

 
 
 
 

             

 
 
 
 

             

 
Type of Violation                                                                                                                                                                                                                                
PEX     Pollutant Exposure   Discharge of pollutants to storm drain system because pollutants are exposed to stormwater runoff.  
NSW    Non-Stormwater Discharge  Discharge of non-stormwater materials to storm drain system.  Non-stormwater discharges allowed by SMCWPPP’s NPDES permit as  
     conditionally exempted should not be identified as a NSW violation.  

 
Enforcement Actions 

NONE No Action taken  IN Informal Notice 
VN Verbal Notice  FN Formal Notice 
WN Warning Notice  LA Legal Notice           version dated July 16, 2002 
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ATTACHMENT C 

 

ILLICIT DISCHARGE QUARTERLY SUMMARY REPORT FORMS 

AND 

ILLICIT DISCHARGE SOURCE IDENTIFICATION FORM  
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Attachment C) Illicit Discharge Inspection 
Quarterly Summary Report 

  3rd Quarter 2007/08 
(January - March 2008) 

 
Municipality:   

Contact:    

 

I. Field Activities 
    

1. Describe field surveys. Industrial Areas Commercial Areas Residential Areas 
    

 Number of established locations visited:    
Outfalls    

Inlets    

Manholes    

other (describe)    

 Channel miles visited:    
 

2. List how many discharges were identified by the following methods.  Include only discharges that could have been prevented by 
BMPs.  Do not include fluid releases associated with minor traffic accidents. 

  

 a. During field surveys at established locations: 

    identified by maintenance crews 

    identified by illicit discharge inspectors 

b.  Calls from: 

   maintenance crews 

   other agencies 

   public 
 

3. List the number of times the following materials were identified. 

   Sewage    Yard Wastes 
   Used Motor Oil    Sediment and/or silt 
   Antifreeze    Concrete Cutting Slurry/Washwaters 
   Fuels    Vehicle Cleaning Washwaters 
   Paint    Building/Sidewalk Washwaters 
   Concrete    Other Washwaters 
   Construction Debris 
   Wall Compound 

                  Industrial Wastes (solvents, metals, corrosives,  
                cooling tower blowdown, etc) 

   Food Wastes    Other (describe): 

II. Follow-up Activities 
 

1. Describe whether sources of discharges were identified. 

   Number of sources that were identified 
   Number of incidents when source of discharge was not identified 
 
 

2. Describe whether discharges were abated. 

   Number of discharge incidents that were abated 
   Number of new discharge incidents where discharge is continuing, as of the end of the reporting period; 
   Attach the inspection report 
   Number of continuing discharges that have already been reported in previous quarter(s). 
 
   

3. Describe enforcement activities conducted. 
        _______     Warning Notice  (verbal warning)                           _______  Formal Violation 
        _______     Informal Violation                                                    _______  Legal Action 
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(Attachment C) Illicit Discharge Inspection 
Quarterly Summary Report 

  4th Quarter 2007/08 
(April - June 2008) 

 
Municipality:   

Contact:    

 

I. Field Activities 
    

1. Describe field surveys. Industrial Areas Commercial Areas Residential Areas 
    

 Number of established locations visited:    
Outfalls    

Inlets    

Manholes    

other (describe)    

 Channel miles visited:    
 

2. List how many discharges were identified by the following methods.  Include only discharges that could have been prevented by 
BMPs.  Do not include fluid releases associated with minor traffic accidents. 

  

 a. During field surveys at established locations: 

    identified by maintenance crews 

    identified by illicit discharge inspectors 

b.  Calls from: 

   maintenance crews 

   other agencies 

   public 
 

3. List the number of times the following materials were identified. 

   Sewage    Yard Wastes 
   Used Motor Oil    Sediment and/or silt 
   Antifreeze    Concrete Cutting Slurry/Washwaters 
   Fuels    Vehicle Cleaning Washwaters 
   Paint    Building/Sidewalk Washwaters 
   Concrete    Other Washwaters 
   Construction Debris 
   Wall Compound 

                  Industrial Wastes (solvents, metals, corrosives,  
                cooling tower blowdown, etc) 

   Food Wastes    Other (describe): 

II. Follow-up Activities 
 

1. Describe whether sources of discharges were identified. 

   Number of sources that were identified 
   Number of incidents when source of discharge was not identified 
 
 

2. Describe whether discharges were abated. 

   Number of discharge incidents that were abated 
   Number of new discharge incidents where discharge is continuing, as of the end of the reporting period; 
   Attach the inspection report 
   Number of continuing discharges that have already been reported in previous quarter(s). 
 
   

3. Describe enforcement activities conducted. 
        _______     Warning Notice  (verbal warning)                           _______  Formal Violation 
        _______     Informal Violation                                                    _______  Legal Action 
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Retain copies of these completed forms at 
your municipality’s office 

(Attachment C) 
       Illicit Discharge 

Source Identification Form 
                                                                                                                                        Date: ___________ 
Municipality: ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Agency: ________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Inspector(s): ____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
I. Source of Discharge 

1. Describe reason for conducting the investigation. 
  Conducting regularly scheduled field screening. 
  Responding to report from the public, staff, another agency, etc. 

2. Describe location of source of discharge (address, cross streets, physical features, etc.) ___________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
  Business  Resident  Other _______________  

3. Name of Contact: __________________________________________________________________________________

4. Phone: __________________  
II. Discharge Summary 

1. Illegal Dumping 
  Illicit Connection 
  Poor Management Practices 
  Describe cause of discharge further, if appropriate. ____________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________

2. Describe frequency of discharge. 3. Volume, if quantifiable: ______________________________
  Continuous Discharge  
  Intermittent Discharge 
  One time incident 

4. Describe material discharged. 
  Sewage  Construction Debris  Vehicle Cleaning Washwaters 
  Used Motor Oil  Wall Compound  Building/Sidewalk Washwaters 
  Antifreeze  Food Wastes  Other Washwaters 
  Fuels  Yard Wastes  Industrial Wastes (solvents, metals,  
  Paint  Sediment and/or silt      corrosive, cooling tower blowdown, etc.) 
  Concrete  Concrete Cutting Slurry/Washwaters  Other (describe): _________________  
III. Follow-up Activities 

1. Describe action to be taken by discharger. 
  Discharge has been stopped. 
  Discharge cannot be stopped immediately.  Describe corrective actions that will be taken by the discharger. 
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________

2. Describe informational, educational, or BMP information distributed. ___________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________

3. Describe enforcement action. 
  None 
  Warning Notice  Formal Violation 
  Informal Violation (including verbal notice)  Legal Action 
4. Comments (did discharge reach water of state, e.g. a creek or bay?): 
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ATTACHMENT D 

 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE INFORMATION FOR STORMWATER  
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Complete and submit for municipal stormwater NPDES permit reporting the following information for each 
new and redevelopment project where treatment measures have been implemented this reporting period.  

 
This section to be completed by Applicant 
Background Information 
Location or Address:        
 
Type of Land Use:    Commercial  Industrial  Residential  Public Agency 
Property Owner’s Name:        
 
Parcel/Tract No.:         Lot No.:         APN #        
 
Type of treatment measures implemented:        
Describe locations of each treatment measure or attach map showing locations on the property: 
       
 
Stormwater Treatment Measure Owner or Operator’s Information: 
Name:        
Address:        
Phone:         Fax:         Email:        
 
Numeric hydraulic sizing criteria used to design each stormwater treatment measure: 
  San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program’s NPDES permit’s Provision C.3.d 

  Other, describe:        
 
                
  Applicant’s Name    Signature   Date 
 

 
This section to be completed by Agency staff 
More Detailed Information about Access Assurance and O&M Responsibilities: 
Describe how access permission is assured for O&M verification by public agencies or their representatives (e.g., 
municipality, Regional Water Quality Control Board, and Mosquito Abatement District): 
       
 
Indicate how responsibility for O&M is assured.  Check all that apply: 

 Signed statement from private entity accepting responsibility for O&M until responsibility is legally transferred. 
 Signed statement from public entity assuming O&M and that the treatment measures meet all local design 

standards. 
 Written conditions in the sales or lease agreement requiring the buyer or lessee to assume O&M (in the case 

of purchase and sale agreements, conditions shall survive the close of escrow). 
 Written text in project conditions, covenants and restrictions for residential properties assigning O&M 

responsibilities to the home owners association. 
 Any other legally enforceable agreement or mechanism that assigns responsibility and describe below.   

 
       
 
Local Agency O&M Verification Program 
Name of municipality or Flood Control District responsible under the NPDES permit for verifying O&M. 
       
Describe where information documenting responsibility for O&M is kept and updated. 
       
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Operation and Maintenance Information 

for Stormwater Treatment Measures (Attachment D) 
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2nd Half-Year Deliverables 2007/08 Table of New Development Projects1 [[== Enter Name of Municipality ==]]

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Treatment 
BMPs Used

Hydraulic 
Sizing 
Criteria 
Used

Operation & 
Maintenance 

Responsibility 
Mechanism

Referred to 
O&M 

Inspection 
Team (y/n)?

Basis of 
Impractic-

ability

Alternative 
Compliance 
Measures

Private Projects

EXAMPLE:     
Nirvana Estates;
Property 
bounded by 
Paradise Lane, 
Serenity Drive, 
and Eternity 
Circle;
Waterville, CA 

EXAMPLE:         
Heavenly Homes;
Phase 1;
Construction of 
156 single-family 
homes and 45 
townhomes with 
commercial shops 
and underground 
parking.

EXAMPLE:             
Application 
submitted 
12/29/03 and 
approved 6/06/04;
Grading began 
10/31/04;
Construction 
began 5/12/06 and 
completed 
11/30/06.

EXAMPLE:    
Mixed use:  
residential 
and 
commercial

EXAMPLE:  
25 acres

EXAMPLE:   
20 acres

EXAMPLE:    
Stenciled 
inlets, street 
sweeping, 
covered 
parking, car 
wash pad 
drains to 
sanitary 
sewer

EXAMPLE:    
Pervious 
pavement for 
all driveways, 
sidewalks, 
and 
commercial 
plaza

EXAMPLE:    
vegetated 
swales, 
detention 
basins, 

EXAMPLE:    
WEF Method

EXAMPLE:            
Homeowners 
Association CCRs 
require 
implemenation of 
approved 
maintenance plan. 
Annual O&M 
report will be 
submitted to City.

EXAMPLE:  
Yes

EXAMPLE:        
Pest-resistant 
landscaping, 
pervious paving 
to reduce 
impervious 
surface, 
incorporate 
stormwater 
detention

EXAMPLE: 
Extended 
detention 
basin

Public Projects

EXAMPLE:       
Waterville 
Downtown 
Plaza;
Rushing Road 
and Bubbling 
Blvd;
123 Rushing 
Road, 
Waterville, CA

EXAMPLE:             
City of Waterville;
Capital 
improvement 
project to build 
plaza on roof of 
existing parking 
structure.

EXAMPLE:         
Negative 
Declaration 
adopted 1/15/06. 
Advertised for 
construction bids 
6/26/06.
Construction 
scheduled to begin 
9/06.

EXAMPLE:    
Redevelop-
ment

EXAMPLE:  
1.5 acres

EXAMPLE:   
1 acre

EXAMPLE:    
Roofed trash 
enclosure.  
Fountain 
designed to 
recirculate 
water-no 
discharge to 
storm drain.

EXAMPLE:    
Down-spouts 
connected to 
land-scaping. 
Pervious 
pavement for 
entire plaza 
area

EXAMPLE:    
tree wells 
with 
bioretention; 
planter boxes 
with 
bioretention

EXAMPLE:  
WEF Method

EXAMPLE:         
Signed statement 
from Waterville 
Public Works 
assuming post-
construction 
responsibility for 
treatment BMP 
maintenance.

EXAMPLE:  
No

EXAMPLE:        
Pest-resistant 
landscaping, 
pervious paving 
to reduce 
impervious 
surface, 
incorporate 
stormwater 
detention

EXAMPLE:  
Not 
Required: 
Site located 
in exempt 
area

2 If a project is being constructed in Phases, each Phase should have a separate entry.
3 Indicate project type, based on NPDES Permit Provision C.3.c categories:  Commercial, Industrial, Residential, Streets/Road/Highways/Freeways, Significant Redevelopment.
4 If a project was granted Alternative Compliance (Provision C.3.g), report required information on the Interim Alternative Compliance Form (contact SMCWPPP staff for details).
5 If hydromodification (HM) control is not required, state why not.  If HM control is required, describe the control method used and attach the pre- and post-project hydrographs. 

Status of Project

Post-Construction Treatment BMPs
Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Included in 
Project

Alternative Compliance4

Hydrograph 
Modifica-

tion Manage-

ment5

1 List on this table information for all Group 1 and Group 2 Projects, e.g, those that create and/or replace at least 10,000 square feet of impervious surface.  Projects that create and/or replace less than 10,000 square feet of impervious surface are not required to be 
reported.

New or 
Replaced 

Impervious 
Surface Area

Source 
Control 
Measure 

BMPs

Site Design 
Measure 

BMPs

Project Name;
Location (cross 

streets);
Street Address

Name of 
Developer;

Project Phase 

No.2;
Project 

Description

Project 

Type3
Site 

Acreage
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Pilot Study to Identify Trash Sources and 
Management Measures 
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SUMMARY 
 
At the recommendation of San Francisco Bay Region Water Board staff, all Bay area urban 
creeks, lakes and shorelines were placed on the State Water Resources Control Board 2002 
“Monitoring List” due to the potential of trash to impair water quality.  In response, STOPPP 
initiated a program to begin identifying and addressing trash in urban water bodies in San Mateo 
County.  The program is initially focusing on urban creeks. 
 
The trash pilot study was a follow-up to STOPPP’s FY 2003/04 survey on existing municipal 
trash management practices and known trash problem areas.  The objective was to attempt to 
identify trash sources and management measures at a selected in-stream trash accumulation 
area.  The methodology included applying a Rapid Trash Assessment protocol developed by 
Water Board staff in conjunction with research on adjacent and upstream land uses, sources 
and transport pathways.  A reach of San Mateo Creek in Gateway Park in the City of San Mateo 
was selected for the pilot study. 
 
Assessments using the Rapid Trash Assessment protocol were performed at the study site 
during three different hydrologic periods: the dry season, in mid-winter between rainstorms, and 
in the spring.  Assessment dates were October 7, 2004, January 20, 2005, and May 16, 2005.  
In addition, City of San Mateo staff was interviewed regarding adjacent and upstream land uses, 
potential trash sources and transport pathways, and current municipal trash management 
activities.  Principal findings of the pilot study included: 
 

• Trash was removed during each assessment but persistently accumulated at the site, 
though levels and types of trash varied during each assessment.  Potential causes of 
this temporal variation include varying public use of Gateway Park, varying rainfall 
patterns, occasional site cleanups by the City of San Mateo Parks Department, and site 
conditions intermittently interfering with the assessment (e.g., abundant algal growth 
interfered with visually sighting pieces of trash below the creek waterline during the May 
2005 assessment).   

 
• Field reconnaissance in the vicinity of the site and interviews with City of San Mateo staff 

indicated that littering at Gateway Park and nearby upstream bridges and occasional 
dumping from the bridges were the most likely sources of trash to the site, rather than 
accumulation from further upstream sources or discharges from storm drains in the 
vicinity of the site.  This conclusion was supported by the results of the trash assessment 
fieldwork performed by STOPPP, based on the types of trash observed by field staff, 
evidence of littering at the site, and lack of indications of waterborne trash accumulating 
on the creek bed or banks. 

 
• The results of the pilot study suggested that applying the Rapid Trash Assessment 

protocol, in conjunction with research on adjacent and upstream land uses, sources and 
transport pathways, is potentially a useful methodology for addressing trash in San 
Mateo County creeks.  More specifically, this methodology may help identify trash 
sources and inform the selection of trash management measures at in-stream trash 
accumulation sites.  However, further confirmation of the utility of the methodology would 
require additional pilot testing at a variety of trash sites. 

 
The City of San Mateo may wish to implement measures to help mitigate littering and dumping 
at Gateway Park and the nearby upstream bridges.  Potential measures include erecting signs 
prohibiting dumping and littering.  The effectiveness of such signs would potentially be 
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enhanced by including educational messages about the value of San Mateo Creek as a natural 
and community resource. 
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Pilot Study to Identify Trash Sources and Management Measures 

at an In-stream Trash Accumulation Area 
 

San Mateo County, California 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (Water Board) staff 
has indicated that trash potentially impairs water quality in all Bay Area surface waters 
(SFBRWQCB 2001).  At the Water Board’s recommendation, all Bay area urban creeks, lakes 
and shorelines were placed on the State Water Resources Control Board 2002 “Monitoring List” 
due to the potential of trash to impair water quality.  In response, the San Mateo Countywide 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) initiated a program to begin identifying and 
addressing trash issues in urban water bodies in San Mateo County.  The program is initially 
focusing on urban creeks. 
 
This FY 2004/05 trash pilot study was a follow-up to STOPPP’s FY 2003/04 survey on existing 
municipal trash management practices and known trash problem areas.  The objective of the 
pilot study was to attempt to identify trash sources and management measures at a selected in-
stream trash accumulation area.  The methodology included applying a Rapid Trash 
Assessment protocol developed by Water Board staff in conjunction with research on adjacent 
and upstream land uses, sources and transport pathways, in accordance with the study work 
plan (STOPPP 2004). 
 
Rapid Trash Assessment 
 
During 2002, Water Board staff developed a Rapid Trash Assessment methodology as a tool to 
monitor trash levels in creeks and potentially help inform efforts to identify sources and controls.  
STOPPP subsequently developed a work plan to pilot-test this procedure (STOPPP 2002).   
STOPPP implemented the work plan during September 2002 in collaboration with the Santa 
Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP).  The pilot study 
(SCVURPPP and STOPPP 2003) concluded that the Rapid Trash Assessment procedure might 
be useful for: 
 

• measuring baseline levels of trash, 
• identifying and prioritizing trash problem areas, 
• identifying potential sources of trash, and 
• identifying Best Management Practices (BMPs) that target trash and evaluating their 

effectiveness. 
 
The study concluded that implementing the Rapid Trash Assessment at all urban creeks in 
jurisdictions the size of San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties is infeasible; rather, priority should 
be given to evaluating known accumulation and dumping areas.  The study also recommended 
modifications to the Water Board methodology that would increase its usefulness for use in 
municipal trash control programs.  Water Board staff subsequently released later versions of the 
Rapid Trash Assessment that incorporated some of the pilot study recommendations. 
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Water Board staff has continued to apply the Rapid Trash Assessment in Bay Area watersheds 
monitored through the statewide Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). 
 
FY 2003/04 Survey 
 
In June 2003, STOPPP submitted a FY 2003/04 trash control work plan (STOPPP 2003) to the 
Water Board.  The work plan tasks included surveying San Mateo County municipalities 
regarding known trash accumulation/dumping areas and existing municipal trash management 
efforts.  STOPPP convened a trash control work group to oversee the survey and generally 
assist efforts to assess and manage trash in San Mateo County.  The work group included 
maintenance, parks and recreation, code enforcement and recycling program staff from 
STOPPP’s municipalities. 
 
The completed survey report (STOPPP 2004) summarizes activities carried out by most San 
Mateo County municipalities that fall under three general categories of municipal trash 
management practices:  
 

• Local government services to collect and cleanup trash, including routine trash 
collection, street sweeping, storm drain facility maintenance, recycling programs, trash 
cleanup services by municipal staff or contractors, and facilitation of volunteer 
creek/shoreline cleanup events. 

 
• Enforcement procedures to discourage littering, dumping, and discharge of trash, 

including the use of code enforcement staff to enforce municipal ordinances related to 
trash, inspection of construction sites and source control conditions of approval for 
trash/recycling areas at new developments. 

 
• Incentive and education programs, such as anti-littering campaigns, community 

recognition programs, and outreach at community events regarding litter control. 
 
The survey report also discusses municipal organizational structure in relation to trash 
management and how municipalities evaluate the success of their trash management activities.  
Finally, the report documents trash accumulation/dumping areas reported by municipal staff, 
including the location of each area, the origin of the trash, and the source of information about 
the area.  Most of the reported accumulation/dumping areas were not within creeks. 
 
METHODS 
 
Site Selection  
 
STOPPP General Program staff initially narrowed potential pilot study locations to three in-
stream creek sites, based on the results of the FY 2003/04 survey and discussions with 
STOPPP’s Trash Control Work Group.  The sites were locations on San Pedro, San Mateo and  
Redwood Creeks where trash accumulates.  A reach of San Mateo Creek in Gateway Park was  
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selected (Figure 1) based on the following factors: 
 

• the study site was identified in STOPPP’s FY 2003/04 survey on existing municipal trash 
problem areas, 

 
• City of San Mateo staff was available to assist with the fieldwork and land use research, 

 
• prior year data were available from the Water Board’s Surface Water Ambient Monitoring 

Program (SWAMP), which also employed the Rapid Trash Assessment protocol, and 
 

• the study site was accessible and not located on private property. 
 
Research on Land Use, Sources, Pathways and Management Activities 
 
General Program staff interviewed City of San Mateo Public Works and Parks and Recreation 
staff regarding adjacent and upstream land uses, potential trash sources and transport 
pathways, and current municipal trash management activities.  City staff also accompanied 
General Program staff on a drive-by reconnaissance of the study site and vicinity on October 
20, 2004. 
 
Trash Field Assessments 
 
The pilot study incorporated Version 8 of the Rapid Trash Assessment protocol (Appendix A).  
The protocol is applied at a 100-linear foot section of creek.  The study assessment site was 
located along San Mateo Creek adjacent to a condominium complex in Gateway Park in the 
City of San Mateo (Appendix B contains photographs of the study site).  Two landmarks 
identified the ends of the assessment site – a small willow tree on the south bank of the creek 
marked the downstream end and a dead Eucalyptus stump on the north bank marked the 
upstream end.  Assessments were performed during three differing hydrologic periods: the dry 
season, in mid-winter between rainstorms, and in the spring.  Assessment dates were October 
7, 2004, January 20, 2005, and May 16, 2005.  Field staff attempted to collect all of the trash at 
the assessment site during each assessment episode.  Water Board and General Program staff 
performed the initial October assessment; City of San Mateo staff assisted General Program 
staff to perform the assessments in January and May.  The initial assessment was performed 
jointly with Water Board staff to ensure that the assessment site was identical to the SWAMP 
location and that STOPPP applied the protocol consistently to the SWAMP. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
Research on Land Use, Sources, Pathways and Management Activities 
 
The field reconnaissance revealed that an upstream, accessible section of San Mateo Creek in 
Arroyo Court Park accumulated natural woody debris but little trash.  This park is located in a 
residential neighborhood.  City of San Mateo staff believes that trash accumulation in the creek 
is generally less of a problem in the mainly residential areas west of El Camino Real than east  
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of this roadway.  City staff identified the following potential trash sources to the study site: 
 

• Littering at Gateway Park. 
 

• Littering and occasional dumping from bridges upstream and nearby to the study site.  
The bridges are the Fremont Street crossing over San Mateo Creek on the western end 
of Gateway Park and a small pedestrian bridge in Gateway Park downstream of the 
Fremont Street bridge.  Dumping from the bridges was inferred based on the presence 
of bags of trash on the creek bank beneath the bridges. 

 
• Litter from downtown commercial areas transported by storm drains that discharge to 

San Mateo Creek upstream of the study site. 
 

• Homeless encampments along a section of San Mateo Creek that is adjacent to the 
railroad station at Main Street.  This relatively inaccessible reach is fenced off and has 
steep banks. 

 
City staff identified littering at Gateway Park and the nearby upstream bridges and occasional 
dumping from the bridges as the most likely sources of trash to the study site.  City staff also 
identified the following trash management activities at Gateway Park and upstream: 
 

• Parks Department staff indicated that workers remove easily retrievable trash items from 
the creek in Gateway Park as frequently as once per week.  Workers perform a more 
thorough cleanup of the creek in Gateway Park every one to two months, which includes 
using waders to remove more difficult to reach trash items. 

 
• Juvenile work crews clean up the creek and banks at the railroad station site. 

 
• The City has erected fences at the Fremont Street and 2nd Avenue bridge and the 

railroad station site to prevent illegal dumping from vehicles.  
 
Trash Field Assessments 
 
Tables 1 and 2 and Figures 2, 3 and 5 summarize the results of STOPPP’s three episodes of 
applying the Rapid Trash Assessment protocol during the pilot study.  It should be noted that 
the results from STOPPP’s third assessment (May 16, 2005) might understate levels of trash.  
Abundant algal growth on the surface of the water interfered with visually sighting pieces of 
trash below the creek waterline during this assessment.  Figures 2 - 4 summarize earlier data 
gathered by Water Board staff during the SWAMP using similar methods at the same site.   
 
 
Table 1. Trash Item Tally for STOPPP Trash Pilot Assessments 

Date Plastic Bio-
hazard 

Construc-
tion 

Debris 
Misc Metal Large Toxic Biode-

gradable Glass 
Fabric 

and 
Cloth 

Total 
Pieces 

of 
Trash 

10/7/04 68 1 6 46 16 0 0 26 39 3 205 
1/20/05 29 0 12 35 18 0 0 9 58 1 162 
5/16/05 13 1 0 15 24 0 0 5 32 2 92 
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Table 2. Parameter Scores1 for STOPPP Trash Pilot Assessments 

Date 
Level of 
Trash 

(Qualitative) 
Number of 

Trash Items 
Threat to 

Aquatic Life 
Threat to 
Human 
Health 

Illegal 
Dumping/ 
Littering 

Accumulation 
of Trash TOTAL 

10/7/04 11 4 4 9 10 15 53 
1/20/05 17 5 6 5 9 15 57 
5/16/05 14 6 8 10 12 15 65 

1Each parameter is scored from 0 to 20.  Higher parameter scores indicate better conditions (i.e., lower qualitative 
and quantitative levels of trash, lower potential impacts to aquatic life and human health, and less illegal dumping, 
littering and trash accumulation). 
 
 
 
Based on the trash tallies and parameter scores, the levels and types of trash at the study site 
varied considerably.  For the STOPPP assessments, total trash tallies and parameters scores 
(Figure 2) indicated higher trash levels in the fall (October 7, 2004) and lower levels in the late 
spring (May 16, 2005).1  The earlier SWAMP data (Figure 2) showed a different pattern, with 
lower trash levels in the fall (October 20, 2003) and higher levels in the winter (February 13, 
2004) and preceding spring (March 21, 2003).  SWAMP data were collected at several different 
locations on San Mateo Creek in 2003 and 2004 and each location showed the same trend of 
higher trash levels during periods with higher flows (spring and winter) and lower levels in the 
relatively dry summer and fall seasons. 
 
Potential causes of the temporal variation in trash levels and types include varying public use of 
Gateway Park, varying rainfall patterns, occasional site cleanups by the City of San Mateo 
Parks Department, and site conditions intermittently interfering with the assessment (e.g., 
abundant algal growth, as described previously).  Trash was removed during each of STOPPP’s 
assessments but persistently accumulated at the site. 
 
Figures 4 and 5 show the relative proportions of trash types found during the SWAMP and 
STOPPP assessments, respectively.  Most notable was the high proportion of glass, particularly 
during the SWAMP assessments (about 68% of all pieces collected).  In general, STOPPP field 
staff observed relatively large amounts of heavier, non-floatable materials on the creek bed, 
such as glass, pottery shards and hard plastic.  Large amounts of glass found during some 
assessments appeared consistent with littering during intermittent social gatherings at the site 
(e.g., drinking parties) or occasional illegal dumping.  Other indications of littering at the site 
included cigarette butts surrounding a park bench located immediately adjacent to the creek 
within the 100-foot assessment site.   
 
The SWAMP data point toward accumulation from upstream sources, based on higher levels of 
trash during the rainy season and corresponding accumulation parameter scores (Figure 3).  
However, the more recent STOPPP assessments yielded accumulation scores (Figure 3) 
consistent with STOPPP field staff observing little evidence of waterborne accumulation of trash 
from upstream sources.  Such evidence may include floatable trash (e.g., paper products) 
accumulating along the creek bank near the waterline or caught on vegetation (e.g., roots) 
within the creek.   

                                                 
1Parameter scores are generally inversely proportional to trash tallies. 
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Figure 2
San Mateo Creek at Gateway Park Trash Assessment

Total Parameter Scores and Tallies

1. 2003 and Feb 04 are SWAMP data provided by Water Board staff, Oct 04 and 2005 are STOPPP data.
2. Total parameter scores are the sum of 6 individual trash parameter scores, each scored from 0 to 20.  Higher scores indicate better conditions.
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Figure 3
San Mateo Creek at Gateway Park Trash Assessment

Individual Parameter Scores 

Notes:
1. The following dates are SWAMP data provided by Water Board staff: 3/21/03, 7/23/03,10/20/03 and 2/13/04.
2. The following dates are STOPPP data:  10/7/04, 1/20/05 and 5/16/05.

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

18

Level of Trash
(Qualitative)

Number of Trash Items
(Quantitative)

Threat to Aquatic Life Threat to Human Health Illegal
Dumping/Littering

Accumulation of Trash

Sc
or

e

3/21/2003
7/23/2003
10/20/2003
2/13/2004
10/7/2004
1/20/2005
5/16/2005

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates

Jon
10



Figure 4
San Mateo Creek at Gateway Park Trash Assessment

Types of Trash Collected during SWAMP Assessments

Source: SWAMP March 2003 - February 2004 data provided by Water Board staff.
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Figure 5
San Mateo Creek at Gateway Park Trash Assessment

Types of Trash Collected during STOPPP Assessments
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FINDINGS 
 
Principal findings of the pilot study included: 
 

• Trash was removed during each assessment but persistently accumulated at the site, 
though levels and types of trash varied during each assessment.  Potential causes of 
this temporal variation include varying public use of Gateway Park, varying rainfall 
patterns, occasional site cleanups by the City of San Mateo Parks Department, and site 
conditions intermittently interfering with the assessment (e.g., abundant algal growth 
interfered with visually sighting pieces of trash below the creek waterline during the May 
2005 assessment).   

 
• Field reconnaissance in the vicinity of the site and interviews with City of San Mateo staff 

indicated that littering at Gateway Park and nearby upstream bridges and occasional 
dumping from the bridges were the most likely sources of trash to the site, rather than 
accumulation from further upstream sources or discharges from storm drains in the 
vicinity of the site.  This conclusion was supported by the results of the trash assessment 
fieldwork performed by STOPPP, based on the types of trash observed by field staff, 
evidence of littering at the site, and lack of indications of waterborne trash accumulating 
on the creek bed or banks. 

 
• The results of the pilot study suggested that applying the Rapid Trash Assessment 

protocol, in conjunction with research on adjacent and upstream land uses, sources and 
transport pathways, is potentially a useful methodology for addressing trash in San 
Mateo County creeks.  More specifically, this methodology may help identify trash 
sources and inform the selection of trash management measures at in-stream trash 
accumulation sites.  However, further confirmation of the utility of the methodology would 
require additional pilot testing at a variety of trash sites. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The City of San Mateo may wish to implement measures to help mitigate littering and dumping 
at Gateway Park and the nearby upstream bridges.  Potential measures include erecting signs 
prohibiting dumping and littering.  The effectiveness of such signs would potentially be 
enhanced by including educational messages about the value of San Mateo Creek as a natural 
and community resource. 
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RAPID TRASH ASSESSMENT PROTOCOL 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region 
 
Monitoring Design.  The rapid trash assessment can be used for a number of purposes, such as ambient 
monitoring, evaluation of management actions, determination of trash accumulation rates, or comparing sites 
with and without public access.  Ambient monitoring efforts should provide information at sites distributed 
throughout a waterbody, and several times a year to characterize spatial and temporal variability.  Additionally, 
the ambient sampling design should document the effects of episodes that affect trash levels such as storms or 
community cleanup events.  Pre- and post-project assessments can assist in evaluating the effectiveness of 
management practices ranging from public outreach to structural controls, or to document the effects of public 
access on trash levels in waterbodies (e.g., upstream/downstream).  Such evaluations should consider trash 
levels over time and under different seasonal conditions.  Revisiting sites where trash was collected during 
previous assessments enables the determination of accumulation rates.  This methodology was developed for 
sections of wadeable streams, but can be adapted to shorelines of lakes, beaches, or estuaries.  Ultimately, the 
monitoring design will strongly affect the usefulness of any rapid trash assessment information. 
 
Site Definition.  Upon arrival at a designated monitoring site, a team of two people or more defines or verifies a 
100-foot section of the stream or shoreline to analyze, associated with a sampling location or station.  When a 
site is first established, it is recommended that the 100-foot distance be accurately measured.  The length should 
be measured not as a straight line, but as 100 feet of the actual stream or shore length, including sinuous curves.  
Where possible, the starting and ending points of the survey should be easily identified landmarks, such as an 
oak tree or boulder, and noted on the worksheet (“Upper/Lower Boundaries of Reach”), or documented using a 
global positioning system (GPS), so that future assessments are made at the same location.  The team should 
confer and document the upper boundary of the banks to be surveyed, based on evaluation of whether trash can 
be carried to the water body by wind or water (e.g., an upper terrace in the stream bank).  The team documents 
the location of the high water line based on site-specific physical indicators, such as a debris line found in the 
riparian vegetation along the stream channel.  If the high water line cannot be determined, it is suggested that 
bankfull height be documented, noting that the high water line could not be determined.  Trash located below 
the high water line can be expected to move into the streambed or be swept downstream during the next winter 
season.  Visually extend all boundaries in order to encompass the 100’ section.  Defining site characteristics will 
facilitate the comparison of trash assessments conducted at the same site at different times of the year. 
 
Survey.  It is highly recommended that all trash items within an assessed site be picked up, so that the site can 
be revisited and re-assessed for impairment and usage patterns.  A survey, including notes and scoring, will take 
approximately one to two hours based on how trash-impacted the site is and how many people are working 
together.  The first time a site is assessed, the process will generally take longer than on subsequent visits.  
Begin the survey at the downstream end of the selected reach so that trash can be seen in the undisturbed stream 
channel.  Tasks can be divided according to the number of team members.  In one scenario of a team with two 
members, one team member begins walking along the bank or in the water (wear waders) at the edge of the 
stream or shore, looking for trash on the bank up to the upper bank boundary, and above and below the high 
water line.  This person picks up trash and tallies the items on the trash assessment worksheet as either above or 
below the high water line based on the previously determined boundary.  The other person walks in the 
streambed and up and down the opposite bank, picking up and calling out specific trash items found in the water 
body and on the opposite bank both above and below the high water line, for the tally person to mark down 
appropriately on the trash assessment sheet.  All team members pick up the trash items as they are found.  Keep 
in mind that the person tallying will not be able to pick up nearly as much trash as the other team members.  All 
team members make sure to avoid injuries by using gloves.  Avoid touching trash with unprotected hands!   
 
The person tallying the trash indicates on the sheet whether the trash was found above the high water line on the 
bank, or below the high water line either on the bank or in the stream (i.e., tally dots or circles (•) for above high 
water line, tally lines (|) for below).  If it is evident that items have been littered, dumped, or accumulated via 
downstream transport, make a note in the designated rows near the bottom of the tally sheet - this will help when 
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assessing scores.  A trash grabber, metal kitchen tongs, or a similar tool should be used to help pick up trash.  Be 
sure to look under bushes, logs, and other plant growth to see if trash has accumulated underneath.  The ground 
and substrate should be inspected to ensure that small items such as cigarette butts and pieces of broken glass or 
Styrofoam are picked up and counted.  The tally count is an important indicator of trash impairment and should 
be used in conjunction with the total score to assist in site comparisons.  It is important not to miss items that 
can affect human health such as diapers, fecal matter, and needles; these items can strongly affect the total score.   
 
Once the team is finished with the tallying, use the tally sheet margins to count up two totals for each trash item 
line, one total for items found above the high water line, and one total for items found below the high water line.  
Now sum the totals of above and below for each trash category, and write in next to each trash category.  Be 
sure to complete the worksheets before leaving the site while everything is still fresh in the memory.  The team 
should discuss each parameter and agree on a score based on a discussion of the condition categories.  Discuss 
and document possible influential factors affecting trash levels at the site, such as a park, school, or nearby 
residences or businesses.  Within each trash parameter, narrative language is provided to assist with choosing a 
condition category. The worksheet provides a range of numbers within a given category, allowing for a range of 
conditions encountered in the field.  For instance, trash located in the water leads to lower scores than trash 
above the high water line.  Not all specific trash conditions mentioned in the narratives need to be present to fit 
into a specific condition category (e.g., “site frequently used by people”), nor do the narratives describe all 
possible conditions.  Scores of “0” should be reserved for the most extreme conditions.  Once the scores are 
assigned for the six categories, sum the final score and include specific notes about the site at the end of the 
sheet.  A site should be assessed several times in a given year, during different seasons, to characterize the 
variability and persistence of trash occurrence for water quality assessment purposes.  
 
Trash Assessment Parameters.  The rapid trash assessment includes a range of parameters that capture the 
breadth of issues associated with trash and water quality.  The first two parameters focus on qualitative and 
quantitative levels of trash, the second two parameters estimate actual threat to water quality, and the last two 
parameters represent how trash enters the water body at a site, either through on-site activities or downstream 
accumulation. 
 

1. Level of Trash.  This assessment parameter is intended to reflect a qualitative “first impression” of the 
site, after observing the entire length of the reach.  Sites scoring in the “poor” range are those where 
trash is one of the first things noticeable about the waterbody.  No trash should be obviously visible at 
sites that score in the “optimal” range.   

 
2. Actual Number of Trash Items Found.  Based on the tally of trash along the 100-foot stream reach, 

total the number of items both above and below the high water line, and choose a score within the 
appropriate condition category based on the number of tallied items.  Where more than 100 items have 
been tallied, assign the following scores: 5: 101-200 items; 4: 201-300 items; 3: 301-400 items; 2: 401-
500 items; 1: 501-600 items; 0: over 600 items.  Use similar guidelines to assign scores in other 
condition categories. 

 
Sometimes items are broken into many pieces.   Fragments with higher threat to aquatic life such as 
plastics should be individually counted, while paper and broken glass, with lower threat and/or mobility, 
should be counted based on the parent item(s).  Broken glass that is scattered, with no recognizable 
original shape, should be counted individually.  The judgment of whether to count all fragments or just 
one item also depends on the potential exposure to downstream fish and wildlife, and waders and 
swimmers at a given site.  Concrete is trash when it is dumped, but not when it is placed.  Consider 
tallying only those items that would be removed in a restoration or cleanup effort.  

 
3. Threat to Aquatic Life.  As indicated in the technical notes, below, certain characteristics of trash 

make it more harmful to aquatic life.  If trash items are persistent in the environment, buoyant 
(floatable), and relatively small, they can be transported long distances and be mistaken by wildlife as 
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food items.  Larger items can cause entanglement.  Some discarded debris may contain toxic substances.  
All of these factors are considered in the narrative descriptions in this assessment parameter. 

 
4. Threat to Human Health.  This category is concerned with items that are dangerous to people who 

wade or swim in the water, and with pollutants that could accumulate in fish in the downstream 
environment, such as mercury.  The worst conditions have the potential for presence of dangerous 
bacteria or viruses, such as with medical waste, diapers, and human or pet waste. 

 
5. Illegal Dumping and Littering.  This assessment category relates to direct placement of trash items at 

a site, with “poor” conditions assigned to sites that appear to be dumping or littering locations based on 
adjacent land use practices or site accessibility. 

 
6. Accumulation of Trash.  Trash that accumulates from upstream locations is distinguished from 

dumped trash by indications of age and transport.  Faded colors, silt marks, trash wrapped around roots, 
and signs of decay suggest downstream transport, indicating that the local drainage system facilitates 
conveyance of trash to water bodies, in violation of clean water laws and policies. 

 
Technical Notes on Trash and Water Quality 
 
Trash is a water pollutant that has a large range of characteristics of concern.  Not all litter and debris delivered 
to streams are of equal concern to water quality.  Besides the obvious negative aesthetic effects, most of the 
harm of trash in surface waters is imparted to aquatic life in the form of ingestion or entanglement.  Some 
elements of trash exhibit significant threats to human health, such as discarded medical waste, human or pet 
waste, and broken glass.  Also, some household and industrial wastes may contain toxic substances of concern 
to human health and wildlife, such as batteries, pesticide containers, and fluorescent light bulbs that contain 
mercury.  Larger trash such as discarded appliances can present physical barriers to natural stream flow, causing 
physical impacts such as bank erosion.  From a management perspective, the persistence and accumulation of 
trash in a waterbody are of particular concern, and signify a priority area for prevention of trash discharges.  
Also of concern are trash “hotspots” where illegal dumping, littering, and/or accumulation of trash occur. 
 
Rapid Trash Assessment.  Trash assessment includes a visual survey of the waterbody (e.g., streambed and 
banks) and adjacent areas from which trash elements can be carried to the waterbody by wind, water, or gravity.  
The delineation of these adjacent areas is site-specific and requires some judgment and documentation.  The 
rapid trash assessment worksheet is designed to represent the range of effects that trash has on the physical, 
biological, and chemical integrity of water bodies, in accordance with the goals of the Clean Water Act and the 
California Water Code.  The worksheet also provides a record for evaluation of the management of trash 
discharges, by documenting sites that receive direct discharges (i.e., dumping or littering) and those that 
accumulate trash from upstream locations. 
 
Trash Characteristics of Concern.  For aquatic life, buoyant (floatable) elements tend to be more harmful than 
settleable elements, due to their ability to be transported throughout the waterbody and ultimately to the marine 
environment.  Persistent elements such as plastics, synthetic rubber and synthetic cloth tend to be more harmful 
than degradable elements such as paper or organic waste.  Glass and metal are less persistent, even though they 
are not biodegradable, because wave action and rusting can cause them to break into smaller pieces.  Natural 
rubber and cloth can degrade but not as quickly as paper (U.S. EPA, 2002).  Smaller elements such as plastic 
resin pellets (a by-product of plastic manufacturing) and cigarette butts are often more harmful to aquatic life 
than larger elements, since they can be ingested by a large number of small organisms which can then suffer 
malnutrition or internal injuries.  Larger plastic elements such as plastic grocery bags are also harmful to larger 
aquatic life such as sea turtles, which can mistake the trash for floating prey and ingest it, leading to starvation 
or suffocation.  Floating debris that is not trapped and removed will eventually end up on the beaches or in the 
ocean, repelling visitors and residents from the beaches and degrading coastal and open ocean waters. 
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Trash in water bodies can threaten the health of people who use them for wading or swimming.  Of particular 
concern are the bacteria and viruses associated with diapers, medical waste (e.g., used hypodermic needles and 
pipettes), and human or pet waste.  Additionally, broken glass or sharp metal fragments in streams can cause 
puncture or laceration injuries.  Such injuries can then expose a person’s bloodstream to microbes in the 
stream’s water that may cause illness.  Also, some trash items such as containers or tires can pond water and 
support mosquito production and associated risks of diseases such as encephalitis and the West Nile virus. 
 
Leaf litter is trash when there is evidence of intentional dumping.  Leaves and pine needles in streams provide a 
natural source of food for organisms, but excessive levels due to human influence can cause nutrient imbalance 
and oxygen depletion in streams, to the detriment of the aquatic ecosystem.  Clumps of leaf litter and yard waste 
from trash bags should be treated as trash in the water quality assessment, and not confused with natural inputs 
of leaves to streams.  If there is a question in the field, check the type of leaf to confirm that it comes from a 
nearby riparian tree.  In some instances, leaf litter may be trash if it originates from dense ornamental stands of 
nearby human planted trees that are overloading the stream’s assimilative capacity for leaf inputs.  Other 
biodegradable trash, such as food waste, also exerts a demand on dissolved oxygen, but aquatic life is unlikely 
to be adversely affected unless the dumping of food waste is substantial and persistent at a given location. 
 
Wildlife impacts due to trash occur in creeks, lakes, estuaries, and ultimately the ocean.  The two primary 
problems that trash poses to wildlife are entanglement and ingestion. Marine mammals, turtles, birds, fish, and 
crustaceans all have been affected by entanglement in or ingestion of floatable debris. Many of the species most 
vulnerable to the problems of floatable debris are endangered or threatened by extinction.  
 
Entanglement results when an animal becomes encircled or ensnared by debris. It can occur accidentally, or 
when the animal is attracted to the debris as part of its normal behavior or out of curiosity.  Entanglement is 
harmful to wildlife for several reasons.  Not only can it cause wounds that can lead to infections or loss of limbs; 
it can also cause strangulation or suffocation.  In addition, entanglement can impair an animal's ability to swim, 
which can result in drowning, or in difficulty in moving, finding food, or escaping predators (U.S. EPA, 2001).   
 
Ingestion occurs when an animal swallows floatable debris. It sometimes occurs accidentally, but usually 
animals feed on debris because it looks like food (i.e., plastic bags look like jellyfish, a prey item of sea turtles).  
Ingestion can lead to starvation or malnutrition if the ingested items block the intestinal tract and prevent 
digestion, or accumulate in the digestive tract, making the animal feel "full" and lessening its desire to feed.  
Ingestion of sharp objects can damage the mouth, digestive tract and/or stomach lining and cause infection or 
pain.  Ingested items can also block air passages and prevent breathing, thereby causing death (U.S. EPA, 2001). 
 
Common settled debris includes glass, cigarettes, rubber, construction debris and more.  Settleables are a 
problem for bottom feeders and dwellers and can contribute to sediment contamination.  Larger settleable items 
such as automobiles, shopping carts, and furniture can redirect stream flow and destabilize the channel.   
 
In conclusion, trash in water bodies can adversely affect humans, fish, and wildlife.  Not all water quality effects 
of trash are equal in severity or duration, thus the trash assessment methodology was designed to reflect a range 
of trash impacts to aquatic life, public health, and aesthetic enjoyment.  When considering the water quality 
effects of trash while conducting a trash assessment, remember to evaluate individual items and their buoyancy, 
degradability, size, potential health hazard, and potential hazards to fish and wildlife.  Utilize the narratives in 
the worksheet, refer to the technical notes and trash parameter descriptions in the text as needed, and select your 
scores after careful consideration of actual conditions. 
 
References: 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2001.  Draft Assessing and Monitoring Floatable Debris. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2002.  The Definition, Characterization and Sources of Marine Debris. 
Unit 1 of Turning the Tide on Trash, a Learning Guide on Marine Debris.   
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Rapid Trash Assessment Worksheet 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 
WATERSHED/STREAM: _______________________________   DATE/TIME: _______________ 
MONITORING GROUP, STAFF: _________________________  SAMPLE ID:  _______________ 
SITE DESCRIPTION (Station Name, Number, etc.):  ______________________________________ 
 

 CONDITION CATEGORY 
Trash 
Assessment 
Parameter 

Optimal Sub optimal Marginal Poor 

1. Level of 
Trash 

On first glance, no trash 
visible.  Little or no 
trash (<10 pieces) 
evident when streambed 
and stream banks are 
closely examined for 
litter and debris, for 
instance by looking 
under leaves. 

On first glance, little or 
no trash visible. After 
close inspection small 
levels of trash (10-50 
pieces) evident in 
stream bank and 
streambed. 

Trash is evident in low 
to medium levels (51-
100 pieces) on first 
glance.  Stream, bank 
surfaces, and riparian 
zone contain litter and 
debris.  Evidence of site 
being used by people: 
scattered cans, bottles, 
food wrappers, 
blankets, clothing. 

Trash distracts the eye on first 
glance.  Stream, bank 
surfaces, and immediate 
riparian zone contain 
substantial levels of litter and 
debris (>100 pieces).  
Evidence of site being used 
frequently by people: many 
cans, bottles, and food 
wrappers, blankets, clothing. 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
2. Actual 
Number of 
Trash Items 
Found 

0 to 10 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach.  

11 to 50 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach. 

51 to 100 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach. 

Over 100 trash items found 
based on a trash assessment of 
a 100-foot stream reach. 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
3. Threat to 
Aquatic Life 

Trash, if any, is mostly 
paper or wood products 
or other biodegradable 
materials.   
 
Note: A large amount of 
rapidly biodegradable 
material like food waste 
creates high oxygen 
demand, and should not 
be scored as optimal. 

Little or no (<10 pieces) 
transportable, 
persistent, buoyant litter 
such as: hard or soft 
plastics, Styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette butts.   
Presence of settleable, 
degradable, and non-
toxic debris such as 
glass or metal. 

Medium prevalence 
(10-50 pieces) of 
transportable, 
persistent, buoyant litter 
such as: hard or soft 
plastics, Styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette butts 
Larger deposits (< 50 
pieces) of settleable 
debris such as glass or 
metal. Any evidence of 
clumps of deposited 
yard waste or leaf litter. 

Large amount (>50 pieces) of 
transportable, persistent, 
buoyant litter such as: hard or 
soft plastics, balloons, 
Styrofoam, cigarette butts; 
toxic items such as batteries, 
lighters, or spray cans; large 
clumps of yard waste or 
dumped leaf litter; or large 
amount (>50 pieces) of 
settleable glass or metal. 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
4. Threat to 
Human 
Health 

Trash contains no 
evidence of bacteria or 
virus hazards such as 
medical waste, diapers, 
pet or human waste. No 
evidence of toxic 
substances such as 
chemical containers or 
batteries. No ponded 
water for mosquito 
production. No 
evidence of puncture 
and laceration hazards 
such as broken glass or 
metal debris. 

No bacteria or virus 
hazards or sources of 
toxic substances, but 
small presence (<10 
pieces) of puncture and 
laceration hazards such 
as broken glass and 
metal debris.  No 
presence of ponded 
water in trash items 
such as tires or 
containers that could 
facilitate mosquito 
production. 

Presence of any one of 
the following: 
hypodermic needles or 
other medical waste; 
used diaper, pet waste, 
or human feces; any 
toxic substance such as 
chemical containers, 
batteries, or fluorescent 
light bulbs (mercury). 
Medium prevalence 
(10-50 pieces) of 
puncture hazards. 

Presence of more than one of 
the items described in the 
marginal condition category, 
or high prevalence of any one 
item (e.g. greater than 50 
puncture or laceration 
hazards). 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 

8/16/2005 5                           Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology, Version 8 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Rapid Trash Assessment Worksheet 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 

8/16/2005 6                           Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology, Version 8 

 CONDITION CATEGORY 
Trash 
Assessment 
Parameter 

Optimal Sub optimal Marginal Poor 

5. Illegal 
Dumping  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Illegal 
Littering 

D: No evidence of 
illegal dumping.  No 
bags of trash, no yard 
waste, no household 
items placed at site to 
avoid proper disposal, 
no shopping carts. 
 
 
 
 
 
L: Any trash is 
incidental litter (< 5 
pieces) or carried 
downstream from 
another location. 

D: Some evidence of 
illegal dumping.  
Limited vehicular 
access limits the 
amount of potential 
dumping, or material 
dumped is diffuse 
paper-based debris. 
 
 
 
 
L: Some evidence of 
litter within creek and 
banks originating from 
adjacent land uses (<10 
pieces). 

D: Presence of one of 
the following: furniture, 
appliances, shopping 
carts, bags of garbage 
or yard waste, coupled 
with vehicular access 
that facilitates in-and-
out dumping of 
materials to avoid 
landfill costs.  
 
 
L: Prevalent (10-50 
pieces) in-stream or 
shoreline littering that 
appears to originate 
from adjacent land uses. 

D: Evidence of chronic 
dumping, with more than 
one of the following items: 
furniture, appliances, 
shopping carts, bags of 
garbage, or yard waste.  Easy 
vehicular access for in-and-
out dumping of materials to 
avoid landfill costs.   
 
 
 
L: Large amount (>50 pieces) 
of litter within creek and on 
banks that appears to 
originate from adjacent land 
uses. 

D-SCORE 10          9 8           7           6 5         4        3 2        1        0 
L-SCORE 10          9 8           7           6 5         4        3 2        1        0 
6. Accum-
ulation of 
Trash 

There does not appear 
to be a problem with 
trash accumulation from 
downstream transport.  
Trash, if any, appears to 
have been directly 
deposited at the stream 
location. 

Some evidence (<10 
pieces) that litter and 
debris have been 
transported from 
upstream areas to the 
location, based on 
evidence such as silt 
marks, faded colors or 
location near high water 
line. 

Evidence that (10 to 50 
pieces) trash is carried 
to the location from 
upstream, as evidenced 
by its location near high 
water line, siltation 
marks on the debris, or 
faded colors. 

Trash appears to have 
accumulated in substantial 
quantities at the location 
based on delivery from 
upstream areas, and is in 
various states of degradation 
based on its persistence in the 
waterbody.  Over 50 items of 
trash have been carried to the 
location from upstream.  

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
 
Total Score _______________   
 
SITE DEFINITION: 
UPPER/LOWER BOUNDARIES OF REACH: ___________________________________________ 
HIGH WATER LINE: _______________________________________________________________ 
UPPER EXTENT OF BANKS OR SHORE: ______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
NOTES: 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Rapid Trash Assessment Worksheet 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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TRASH ITEM TALLY (Tally with (•) if found above high water line, and (|) if below) 
PLASTIC                       # Above___ # Below____ METAL                           # Above___ # Below____ 

Plastic Bags Aluminum Foil 
Plastic Bottles Aluminum or Steel Cans 
Plastic Bottle Caps Bottle Caps  
Plastic Cup Lid/Straw Metal Pipe Segments 
Plastic Pipe Segments  Auto Parts (specify below) 
Plastic Six-Pack Rings Wire (barb, chicken wire etc.) 
Plastic Wrapper Metal Object 
Soft Plastic Pieces  LARGE (specify below) # Above___ # Below____ 
Hard Plastic Pieces Appliances 
Styrofoam cups pieces Furniture 
Styrofoam Pellets Garbage Bags of Trash 
Fishing Line Tires 
Tarp  Shopping Carts 
Other (write-in) Other (write-in) 

BIOHAZARD                 # Above___ # Below____ TOXIC                             # Above___ # Below____ 
Human Waste/Diapers Chemical Containers 
Pet Waste Oil/Surfactant on Water 
Syringes or Pipettes Spray Paint Cans 
Dead Animals Lighters 
Other (write-in) Small Batteries 

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS#Above___#Below__ Vehicle Batteries 
Concrete (not placed) Other (write-in) 
Rebar BIODEGRADABLE      # Above___ # Below____ 
Bricks Paper 
Wood Debris Cardboard 
Other (write-in) Food Waste 

MISCELLANEOUS       # Above___ # Below____ Yard Waste (incl. trees) 
Synthetic Rubber Leaf Litter Piles 
Foam Rubber Other (write-in) 
Balloons GLASS                             # Above___ # Below____ 
Ceramic pots/shards Glass bottles 
Hose Pieces Glass pieces 
Cigarette Butts FABRIC AND CLOTH  # Above___# Below____ 
Golf Balls Synthetic Fabric 
Tennis Balls Natural Fabric (cotton, wool) 
Other (write-in) Other (write-in) 

Total pieces Above:                                        Below:                                        Grand total:  
Tally all trash in above rows; make notes below as needed to facilitate scoring. 
Littered: 
Dumped: 
Downstream Accumulation: 
SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OF ITEMS FOUND:________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Trash Pilot Study Site.  San Mateo Creek at Gateway Park in the City of San Mateo. 

 
 

 
Trash Pilot Study Site.  Pedestrian bridge in background is located nearby and upstream 
to the assessment site. 
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FY 2007/08 
TRASH ASSESSMENTS IN URBAN CREEKS 

IN SAN MATEO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA 
 

Prepared for the 
San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program by 

EOA, Inc., 1410 Jackson St., Oakland, CA 
 
 
 
 
1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program (SMCWPPP) conducts 
Watershed Assessment and Monitoring (WAM) component activities in compliance with its 
municipal stormwater NPDES permit.  A current emphasis is collecting screening-level 
biological, physical and chemical water quality data from creeks in representative urban 
watersheds in San Mateo County.  These creeks are typically receiving waters for urban runoff 
discharges from municipal storm drain systems.  SMCWPPP collects environmental indicator 
data from the creeks (e.g., via creek walks, trash assessments, bioassessments and water 
column toxicity testing) to help evaluate current creek health and water quality conditions.  
These data also help establish a baseline for future evaluations of long-term trends and thereby 
inform SMCWPPP’s efforts to improve the effectiveness of its Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) to prevent or reduce stormwater runoff impacts. 
 
As part of the WAM program, SMCWPPP conducted creek walks and trash assessments in 
urban creeks in San Mateo County during FY 2006/07 (SMCWPPP 2007) and FY 2007/08.  
This report documents the results of the FY 2007/08 trash assessments.  The primary 
objectives were: 
 

• Identifying sites in San Mateo County urban creeks where trash accumulates; 
 

• Evaluating the status and condition of selected urban creek trash accumulation sites, 
including establishing a baseline against which to track future trends; and 

 
• Collecting data that will help identify primary trash sources and transport pathways 

associated with the selected trash accumulation sites and inform development of BMPs 
to address trash in urban creeks. 

 
2.0 BACKGROUND 
 
SMCWPPP has initiated a program to begin identifying and addressing trash accumulation 
areas in urban waterways in San Mateo County.  SMCWPPP (2008a) discusses typical trash 
management activities currently conducted by SMCWPPP's municipalities, SMCWPPP's efforts 
to characterize trash in urban waterways in the county, SMCWPPP’s progress in beginning to 
identify new BMPs to address trash accumulation areas, and the proposed general future 
direction of SMCWPPP's trash program.  It should be noted that staff of the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Water Board) is currently developing specific 
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trash-related provisions for a Bay Area stormwater NPDES Municipal Regional Permit (MRP).  
The MRP will replace existing countywide municipal stormwater NPDES permits held by 
SMCWPPP and other San Francisco Bay Area Phase I stormwater programs.  It is anticipated 
that these provisions will require a variety of trash-related activities, including assessing trash in 
urban creeks using similar methods to those applied in this study. 
 
3.0 METHODS 
 
3.1 Identification of Trash Accumulation Sites in Urban Creeks 
 
SMCWPPP (2008b) conducted creek walks during fall 2007 in seven San Mateo County 
watersheds using the Unified Stream Assessment (USA) creek walk protocol (CWP 2005).  The 
USA was conducted within urban reaches of the Atherton, Redwood, Burlingame, Sanchez, 
Easton, Mills and Millbrae Creek watersheds.  One component of the USA is to document creek 
sites where trash accumulates.  General characteristics of each identified trash site were 
documented including major types of trash, readily apparent sources (i.e., littering,1 illegal 
dumping,2 and accumulation from upstream sources) and adjacent land uses.  GPS coordinates 
of each site were recorded and digital photographs were taken. 
 
3.2 Trash Assessments at Accumulation Sites 
 
The Urban Rapid Trash Assessment (URTA)3 protocol (Version 1.0) was used to further 
characterize trash conditions at a subset of the trash accumulation sites identified during the fall 
2007 USA creek walks.  URTAs were performed at a total of seven of the 27 trash accumulation 
sites identified during the creek walks - two sites in the Redwood Creek watershed, two sites in 
the Mills Creek watershed, two sites in the Millbrae Creek watershed and one site in the 
Burlingame Creek watershed.  The URTA was conducted twice at each site, once during fall 
2007 and a second time during spring 2008, for a total of 14 assessments.  The remaining USA 
trash accumulation sites were not assessed using the URTA because only a relatively small 
quantity of trash was present, yard waste was the only type of trash observed, and/or site 
access was poor. 
 
It is important to note that the sites selected for the more detailed URTA assessments were not 
intended to represent trash conditions throughout a watershed.  Instead, relatively impacted and 
accessible sites were selected to begin identifying and prioritizing major trash sources and 
potential BMPs to reduce levels of trash. 
 
The URTA was applied at defined 100-foot sections of creek.  Where possible, the starting or 
end point of the assessment reach was marked by an easily identifiable landmark (e.g., bridge 
crossing, storm drain culvert).  Each trash item at the site was categorized by type (e.g., 

                                                 
1Littering refers to when individual(s) leave trash behind in the course of other activities at a creek site (e.g., walking, 
picnicking). 
2Dumping refers to when individual(s) in a premeditated action dispose of a relatively large quantity of trash onto the 
creek bank or bed, often using a vehicle. 
3During FY 2005/06, the SCVURPPP revised the Regional Water Board's Rapid Trash Assessment protocol 
(SFBRWQCB 2007) to increase its utility in evaluating trash conditions at typical impacted sites in urban watersheds.  
The revisions were intended to enhance the utility of this tool in assisting municipal staff to identify, prioritize and 
evaluate trash management activities in urban creeks.  The revised protocol is referred to as the Urban Rapid Trash 
Assessment (URTA). 
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plastics, metals, biohazards, construction materials) and the total number of items found in each 
category was recorded.  Also recorded was whether the trash was found above the high water 
line on the bank or below the high water line, either on the bank or in the creek channel.  All of 
the trash observed at each site was removed to facilitate determination of trash accumulation 
rates during subsequent URTAs. 
 
In addition to enumerating the total number of trash pieces, a score was assigned to each of six 
condition parameters that relate to a range of issues associated with trash and water quality: 
 

1. Level of Trash - reflects a qualitative “first impression” of the site after observing the 
entire length of the reach.  Sites scoring in the “poor” range are those where trash is one 
of the first things noticeable about the water body and where trash is evident in very 
large amounts.  Sites that score in the “optimal” range appear to have little or no trash. 

 
2. Actual Number of Trash Items Found - based on the tally of trash pieces found at the 

100-foot creek site, a score within the appropriate condition category is selected based 
on the number of tallied items. 

 
3. Transportable, Persistent, Buoyant Trash - based on the presence of trash items that are 

persistent in the environment, buoyant (floatable), and relatively small, can be 
transported long distances and be mistaken by wildlife as food items.  Larger items can 
cause entanglement.  All of these factors are considered in this parameter. 

 
4. Biohazards, Toxic Items, Sharp Objects and Site Accessibility/Use - based on the 

presence of trash items that are dangerous to people who wade or swim in the water 
and/or wildlife, including medical waste, diapers, human or pet waste and toxic 
substances.  Site accessibility and use are also scored by this parameter. 

 
5. Illegal Dumping and Littering - reflects the direct placement of trash items at a site, with 

“poor” conditions assigned to sites that appear to be dumping or littering locations. 
 

6. Accumulation of Trash - reflects the accumulation of trash from upstream locations as 
distinguished from dumped trash by indications of age and transport. 

 
Each parameter is scored from 0 to 20, with higher parameter scores indicating better 
conditions.  The six parameter scores are summed for a total assessment score of 0 to 120.  
The Appendix contains further documentation on the URTA methodology and the field forms 
used to record the results of each assessment. 
 
4.0 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
4.1 Location and Characteristics of Trash Accumulation Sites in Creeks 
 
Table 1 lists the 27 trash accumulation sites identified during the fall 2007 USA creek walks, 
including the seven sites further assessed using the URTA.  Figures 1 and 2 show the locations 
of these trash sites. 
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Table 1. Location and general characteristics of 27 creek sites with trash accumulation documented 
during fall 2007 USA creek walks. The seven indicated sites were further assessed using the URTA. 
Site 
ID 

Water Body Location 
URTA 
Site 

Trash 
Source 

Adjacent Land 
Use 

A1 Atherton Creek Behind homes near Valley Rd.  TA Residential 
RW1 Redwood Creek Downstream end of Menlo Country Club golf course X L Golf Course 

RW2 Redwood Creek Upstream end of Menlo Country Club golf course  D Golf Course 

RW3 Redwood Creek Behind homes at Woodside Rd.  TA Residential 

RW4 Redwood Creek Below outfall from Woodside Rd.  TA Open Space 

RW5 Redwood Creek Downstream of I-280 culvert X TA Transportation 

RW6 Redwood Creek Upstream of I-280 culvert  TA Transportation 
OA1 Arroyo Ojo de Agua Stulsaft Park trail along unnamed tributary  L Urban Park 
OA2 Arroyo Ojo de Agua Stulsaft Park  TA Urban Park 
OA3 Arroyo Ojo de Agua Upper end of Stulsaft Park below outfall  TA Urban Park 
T1 Terrace Creek Upstream of El Camino Real X L Institutional 
T2 Terrace Creek Downstream of Sharon Ave.  D Residential 
R1 Ralston Creek Downstream of Eucalyptus Ave.  D Residential 
R2 Ralston Creek Adjacent to Ralston Ave.  L Residential 
S1 Sanchez Creek Upstream of Forest View Ave.  D Residential 
S2 Sanchez Creek Upstream of Geri Ln.  D Residential 
S3 Sanchez Creek Upstream of Geri Ln.  D Residential 
S4 Sanchez Creek Downstream of Fern Ct.  D Residential 
E1 Easton Creek At Benito Ave.  TA Residential 
E2 Easton Creek Adjacent to Canyon Rd.  D Residential 
E3 Easton Creek Below Canyon Rd. culvert  L Residential 
M1 Mills Creek Upstream of El Camino Real X TA Residential 

M2 Mills Creek At tributary confluence  D Residential 

M3 Tributary to Mills Cr. Below outfall at Martinez Dr. X TA Residential/school

MB1 Millbrae Creek Palm and Millbrae Ave. at park X L Park/school 

MB2 Millbrae Creek Above Ashton in vacant parcel X L Vacant 
MB3 Millbrae Creek Downstream Minorca Way  L Residential 
Trash source categories identified during the USA: L - Littering, ID - Illegal Dumping, TA - Trash Accumulation. 
URTA - Urban Rapid Trash Assessment. 
 
The greatest number of trash accumulation sites occurred in the Redwood Creek watershed 
(n=9), followed by the Burlingame and Sanchez Creek watersheds (n=4), Mills, Millbrae and 
Easton Creek watersheds (n=3) and Atherton Creek watershed (n=1).  The sites were 
distributed across a variety of land uses, including residential areas, transportation corridors, 
parks, schools and a golf course.  Three general trash source categories identified during the 
USA were approximately equally represented: trash accumulation (n=10), litter (n=9) and illegal 
dumping (n=8).  Trash accumulation sites were typically below large outfalls and/or areas with 
dense vegetation or other obstructions that capture trash as it moves downstream.  Litter sites 
were generally in high traffic areas with good public access (i.e., schools and/or public parks).  
The illegal dumping sites observed were all in residential areas, with the exception of one site at 
a private golf course.
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Figure 1. Location of USA and URTA trash sites in the Atherton and Redwood Creek watersheds. 
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Figure 2. Location of USA and URTA trash sites in the Burlingame, Sanchez, Easton, Mills and Millbrae Creek watersheds. 
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4.2 Urban Rapid Trash Assessments 
 
4.2.1 Overall Status and Condition of Trash Accumulation Sites 
 
Total URTA scores ranged between 31 and 71 (higher scores indicate less trash impacts and 
better conditions) (Table 2).  The three lowest scores occurred during fall season assessments 
at a site in the tributary to Mills Creek (31), a site in Redwood Creek (42) and a site in Millbrae 
Creek (45).  These three sites also had the highest total number of trash items, 607, 1,278 and 
542, respectively. 
 
Figure 3 is a frequency histogram of the URTA scores for both fall and spring season 
assessments.  Spring 2008 assessment scores were generally higher than fall 2007 scores. 
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Figure 3. Distribution of Urban Rapid Trash Assessment (URTA) scores 

conducted during fall 2007 and spring 2008 at seven sites. Higher 
scores indicate less trash impacts and better conditions. 
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Table 2. Total and individual parameter scores and total number of trash items documented during URTAs conducted at 
seven creek locations in four watersheds during fall 2007 and spring 2008. 

1 2 3 4a 4b 5a 5b 6 

Water Body Site ID Site Date Qual-
itative

Quant-
itative

Trans-
portable 

Items 

Hazard-
ous Items 

Access Dumping Litter 
Accum-
ulation 

Total 
Score 

Total 
Trash 
Items 

Oct-07           6 7 4 6 6 10 8 0 47 383
Mills Creek M1 Upstream El Camino 

Real Mar-08           9 12 6 10 6 10 8 4 65 211

Oct-07           4 4 3 2 9 1 6 2 31 607Tributary to 
Mills Creek M3 Below outfall at 

Martinez Drive Mar-08           10 8 3 9 9 6 9 3 57 395

Nov-07           11 11 5 10 4 10 3 6 60 230Redwood 
Creek RW1 Menlo Country Club 

golf course Mar-08           12 14 8 9 4 10 6 8 71 133

Nov-07          5 0 0 8 9 10 10 0 42 1,278Redwood 
Creek RW5 Downstream end I-

280 culvert Mar-08           9 6 2 7 9 10 9 5 57 461

Oct-07           10 10 7 4 5 10 6 7 59 259Terrace  
Creek T1 Upstream El Camino 

Real Mar-08           7 11 7 9 5 6 3 15 63 236

Oct-07           10 9 5 2 1 4 4 14 49 329Millbrae  
Creek MB1 Palm and Millbrae 

Avenue at park Mar-08           14 9 9 2 1 9 6 6 56 327

Oct-07           7 5 5 0 1 10 1 16 45 542Millbrae  
Creek MB2 Upstream Ashton in 

vacant land Mar-08           6 7 8 1 1 9 1 12 45 406

          Note: higher scores indicate less trash impacts and better conditions.  See the Appendix for more information. 
URTA – Urban Rapid Trash Assessment.  
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4.2.2 Trash Characteristics 
 
The total number of trash items per URTA ranged between 133 and 1,278, with a total of 5,797 
pieces of trash observed and collected during the 14 assessments (Table 3).  In general, a 
smaller number of trash items was found at each site in the spring compared to the fall.  Plastic 
was the most common item found during the assessments, representing about 65% of all the 
trash observed.  Miscellaneous, glass, biodegradable and metal items were the next most 
common trash items, collectively representing about 33% of the trash found (Figure 4). 

Plastic (65.2) 

Miscellaneous (12)

Glass (8.7)

Biodegradeable (8)

Metal (3.8)

Fabric/Cloth (1.3)
Construction (0.8)

Large and toxic (0.2)

 
Figure 4. Relative proportions of trash types enumerated using the Urban Rapid Trash 

Assessment at seven creek sites over two seasons. 
 
 
URTA Parameters 3 and 4 provide an indication of potential impacts that trash items at the site 
may have on water quality and beneficial uses.  The Parameter 3 score reflects the amount of 
transportable, persistent, buoyant litter at the assessment site.  Trash in this category can be 
transported over long distances and may impact wildlife through ingestion and entanglement 
(see Section 3.2 and the Appendix).  The number of plastic items (e.g., bags, wrappers, bottles) 
and miscellaneous items (e.g., cigarette butts, rubber balls) found during an assessment was 
totaled to determine that assessment’s Parameter 3 score (see the Appendix for more 
information).  The average Parameter 3 score for the 14 URTAs conducted was 5 out of a total 
of 20 possible points (higher scores indicate less trash impacts and better conditions).  Over 
75% of the trash that was identified during the URTAs was categorized as transportable, 
persistent, buoyant litter.
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     Table 3. Total number and type of trash items documented at seven sites assessed using the URTA during fall 2007 and spring 2008. 

Redwood Cr. 
Golf Course 

Redwood Cr. 
below I-280 

Terrace Cr. El 
Camino 

Mills Cr.  
El Camino 

Mills Cr. Trib-
utary Outfall 

Millbrae Cr. 
Park 

Millbrae Cr. 
Vacant Land 

Trash 
Category1

2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 2007 2008 

Total 
Items 

Biodegradable 0               1 20 11 62 49 2 4 9 39 32 27 117 90 463

Biohazard 0               0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Construction 0               0 0 4 3 0 12 0 11 8 3 2 3 0 46

Fabric/Cloth 1               1 15 5 0 1 4 4 30 7 5 0 2 0 75

Glass 0               0 4 5 1 1 0 1 8 1 57 155 138 136 507

Large 0               0 1 1 0 0 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 7

Metal 2               4 19 14 33 10 8 4 43 10 6 12 26 30 221

Miscellaneous 187               74 102 52 15 24 47 16 44 28 19 25 40 22 695

Plastic 40              53 1,117 369 145 151 310 182 459 301 206 104 213 128 3,778 

Toxic 0               0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 3 0 5

Total Items 230               133 1,278 461 259 236 383 211 607 395 329 327 542 406 5,797
 

1See the Appendix for more information on the trash categories. 
URTA – Urban Rapid Trash Assessment.  
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The Parameter 4a score reflects the amount of trash items at the assessment site that are a 
biohazard, toxic, or sharp, (e.g., broken glass, metal shards, medical waste, diapers, pet waste 
and batteries).  Trash in this category is potentially dangerous to wildlife and to people who 
wade or swim in the water (see Section 3.2 and the Appendix).  The number of trash items 
found in this category during an assessment was totaled to determine that assessment’s 
Parameter 4a score (see the Appendix for more information).  The average Parameter 4a score 
for the 14 URTAs conducted was 6 out of a total of 10 possible points (higher scores indicate 
less trash impacts and better conditions).  About 13 percent of the trash that was identified 
during the URTAs was categorized as hazardous (biohazard, toxic, or sharp).  Most items in this 
category were glass and metal objects; biohazardous items were not observed and toxic items 
were relatively uncommon. 
 
The URTA Parameter 4b score (site accessibility/use) for five of the seven URTA sites 
averaged 6.6 out of 10 possible points (a score of 10 points indicates that a site is inaccessible 
to the public), indicating that on average these sites had limited access and use.  This 
contrasted with the results for the other two URTA sites, which were both located in Millbrae 
Creek.  Four URTAs were performed in Millbrae Creek (two assessments at each of the two 
sites).  The Parameter 4b score for each of the four assessments was 1.0, indicating that these 
sites are readily accessible by people.  In addition, the Millbrae Creek sites had relatively low 
scores (lower scores indicate more trash impacts and worse conditions) for URTA parameter 4a 
(biohazard, toxic, or sharp trash items), ranging from zero to two, mainly due to a high number 
of pieces of broken glass.4
 
4.2.3 Trash Sources and Pathways at URTA Sites 
 
URTA Parameters 5 and 6 evaluate potential trash sources/pathways.  On average, the most 
common trash pathway identified during the 14 URTAs was accumulation from upstream 
sources with an average score of seven out of 20 possible points (a score of 20 points indicates 
no accumulation).  The lowest scores for trash accumulation (score 0.0) occurred in two 
locations: Redwood Creek downstream of the I-280 culvert and Mills Creek, upstream of an 
SFPUC pipeline below El Camino Real.  Another site with high accumulation (score 2.0) was 
located in the upper end of a tributary to Mills Creek just below an outfall at Martinez Drive 
(Table 2). 
 
The littering source/pathway was slightly less common than trash accumulation at URTA sites, 
with an average score of 5.7 (a score of 10 points indicates no littering at a site).  The lowest 
score for littering (1.0) occurred in Millbrae Creek at an undeveloped vacant parcel near to a 
high school.  Other sites where littering was important included a golf course in Redwood Creek 
(i.e., golf balls in the creek) and an overflowing dumpster in a parking lot adjacent to Terrace 
Creek. 
 
Dumping was relatively uncommon at URTA sites, with an average score of 8.2 (a score of 10 
points indicates no dumping at site).  The lowest score (1.0) for dumping occurred below an 
outfall at the upper end of tributary to Mills Creek.  It was unclear how large materials (e.g., 

                                                 
4Sometimes items are broken into two or more pieces.  Transportable, persistent, and buoyant fragments such as 
plastics are individually counted, while paper and broken glass, with lower persistence and/or mobility, are counted 
based on the parent item(s).  Broken glass pieces that are scattered, with no recognizable original shape, are 
counted individually. 
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construction materials, shopping cart) entered this site as public access was limited by a fence.  
Dumping was also identified at the downstream site on Millbrae Creek, which had good public 
access along Millbrae Drive. 
 
In general, high levels of trash in the creek channel generally originated from upstream sources 
and accumulated at the assessment sites due to dense vegetation or instream structures (e.g., 
a pipeline) that captured it during conveyance downstream.  Littering from adjacent land uses 
was the predominant source of trash at sites that had larger proportions of trash on the banks 
compared to the creek channel.  These sites usually had good public access.  Larger trash 
items (construction materials, furniture) were found on both banks and in creek channels. 
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URBAN RAPID TRASH ASSESSMENT PROTOCOL 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) 
 
Adapted from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Rapid Trash 
Assessment Protocol, Version 8. 
 
Monitoring Design:  
The urban rapid trash assessment can be used for a number of purposes, such as ambient monitoring, evaluation 
of management actions, determination of trash accumulation rates, or comparing sites with and without public 
access. Ambient monitoring efforts should provide information at sites distributed throughout a waterbody, and 
may be conducted several times a year to characterize spatial and temporal variability. Additionally, the ambient 
sampling design should document the effects of episodes that affect trash levels such as storms or community 
cleanup events. Pre- and post-project assessments can assist in evaluating the effectiveness of management 
practices ranging from public outreach to structural controls, or to document the effects of public access on trash 
levels in waterbodies (e.g., upstream/downstream). Trash accumulation rates may be determined by conducting 
trash assessments before and after the summer or dry weather index (to capture rates of littering) and the winter 
or rainy index (to capture rates of accumulation from upstream sources). This method was developed for 
sections of wadeable streams, but can be adapted to shorelines of lakes, beaches, or estuaries.  This adapted 
version of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol, 
Version 8 was developed by SCVURPPP to more effectively assess trash problem areas and to detect changes in 
trash conditions over time as a result of management actions. 
 
Site Definition:  
A team of two people or more defines or verifies a 100-foot section of the stream or shoreline to analyze. When 
a site is first established, it is recommended that the 100-foot distance be accurately measured. The length 
should be measured not as a straight line, but as 100 feet of the actual stream or shore length, including sinuous 
curves. Where possible, the starting and ending points of the stream section should be easily identified 
landmarks, such as an oak tree or boulder, and noted on the worksheet (“Upper/Lower Boundaries of Reach”), 
or documented using a global positioning system (GPS), so that future assessments are made at the same 
location. The team should confer and document the upper boundary of the banks to be surveyed, based on 
evaluation of whether trash can be carried to the waterbody by wind or water (e.g., an upper terrace in the 
stream bank). The team documents the location of the high water line based on site-specific physical indicators, 
such as a debris line found in the riparian vegetation along the stream channel. If the high water line cannot be 
determined, it is suggested that bankfull height be documented, noting that the high water line could not be 
determined. Trash located below the high water line can be expected to move into the streambed or to be swept 
downstream during the next winter season. Visually extend all boundaries in order to encompass the 100’ 
section.  Defining site characteristics will facilitate the comparison of trash assessments conducted at the same 
site at different times of the year. 
 
Survey:  
It is highly recommended that all trash items within an assessed site be picked up, so that the site can be re-
assessed to evaluate usage patterns, trash return rates, and management actions. A survey, including notes and 
scoring, will take approximately one to two hours based on how trash-impacted the site is and how many people 
are working together. The first time a reach is assessed, the process will generally take longer than on 
subsequent visits.  Begin the survey at the downstream end of the selected reach so that trash can be seen in the 
undisturbed stream channel. Tasks can be divided according to the number of team members. If there are two 
team members, one team member begins walking along the bank or in the water at the edge of the stream or 
shore, looking for trash on the bank up to the upper bank boundary, and above and below the high water line. 
This person picks up trash and tallies the items on the trash assessment worksheet as either above or below the 
high water line based on the previously determined boundary. The other person walks in the streambed and up 
and down the opposite bank, picking up and calling out specific trash items found in the water body and on the 
opposite bank both above and below the high water line, for the tally person to mark down appropriately on the 
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trash assessment sheet.  All team members pick up the trash items as they are found. All team members should 
wear gloves to avoid injuries.  
 
The person tallying the trash indicates on the sheet whether the trash was found above the high water line on the 
bank, or below the high water line either on the bank or in the stream (i.e., tally dots or circles (•) for above high 
water line, tally lines (|) for below).  If it is evident that items have been littered, dumped, or accumulated via 
downstream transport, make a note in the designated rows near the bottom of the tally sheet - this will help when 
assessing scores. A trash grabber, metal kitchen tongs, or a similar tool should be used to help pick up trash. Be 
sure to look under bushes, logs, and other plant growth to see if trash has accumulated underneath. The ground 
and substrate should be inspected to ensure that small items such as cigarette butts and pieces of broken glass or 
Styrofoam are picked up and counted. The tally count is an important indicator of trash impairment and should 
be used in conjunction with the total score to assist in site comparisons.  
 
Sometimes items are broken into many pieces.  Transportable, persistent, and buoyant, fragments such as 
plastics should be individually counted, while paper and broken glass, with lower persistence and/or mobility, 
should be counted based on the parent item(s).  Broken glass pieces that are scattered, with no recognizable 
original shape, should be counted individually. The judgment of whether to count all fragments or just one item 
also depends on the potential exposure to downstream fish and wildlife, or to waders and swimmers at a given 
site. Concrete is trash when it is dumped, but not when it is placed. Consider tallying only those items that 
would be removed in a restoration or cleanup effort.  
 
Once the team is finished with the tallying, use the tally sheet margins to count up two totals for each trash item 
line: one total for items found above the high water line, and one total for items found below the high water line.  
Now sum the totals of above and below for each trash category, and write in next to each trash category. 
Complete the worksheets before leaving the site in order to remember pertinent details. The team should discuss 
each parameter and agree on a score based on a discussion of the condition categories. Discuss and document 
possible influential factors affecting trash levels at the site, such as a park, school, or nearby residences or 
businesses. Within each trash parameter, narrative language is provided to assist with choosing a condition 
category. The worksheet provides a range of numbers within some of the categories, allowing for a range of 
conditions encountered in the field. Note that trash located in the water leads to lower scores than trash above 
the high water line. Not all specific trash conditions mentioned in the narratives need to be present to fit into a 
specific condition category (e.g., “site frequently used by people”), nor do the narratives describe all possible 
conditions. Scores of “0” should be reserved for the most extreme conditions. Once the scores are assigned for 
the six categories, sum the final score and include specific notes about the site at the end of the sheet. To 
characterize the variability, persistence, and return rate of trash it is necessary to assess a site three to four times, 
bracketing different seasons. 
 
Trash Assessment Parameters:   
The rapid trash assessment includes a range of parameters that capture the breadth of issues associated with 
trash and water quality.  The first two parameters focus on qualitative and quantitative levels of trash, the second 
two parameters characterize trash levels of certain types of trash that may affect water quality, and the last two 
parameters estimate sources of trash (adjacent land use-related littering, dumping or upstream sources). 
 

1. Level of Trash.  This assessment parameter is intended to reflect a qualitative “first impression” of the 
site, after observing the entire length of the reach.  Sites scoring in the “poor” range are those where 
trash is one of the first things noticeable about the waterbody and where trash is evident in very large 
amounts. Sites that score in the “optimal” range appear to have little or no trash.  This parameter should 
be assessed prior to the collection and enumeration of trash done for subsequent parameter.  

 
2. Actual Number of Trash Items Found.  Based on the tally of trash along the 100-foot stream reach, 

total the number of items both above and below the high water line, and choose a score within the 
appropriate condition category based on the number of tallied items. Where more than 500 items have 
been tallied, assign the following scores: 5: 501-600 items; 4: 601-700 items; 3: 701-800 items; 2: 801-
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900 items; 1: 901-1000 items; 0: over 1000 items.  Use similar guidelines to assign scores in other 
condition categories. 

 
3. Transportable, Persistent, Buoyant Trash.  As indicated in the technical notes, below, certain 

characteristics of trash make it more harmful to aquatic life. If trash items are persistent in the 
environment, buoyant (floatable), and relatively small, they can be transported long distances and be 
mistaken by wildlife as food items. Larger items can cause entanglement. All of these factors are 
considered in the narrative descriptions in this assessment parameter. 

 
4. Biohazards, Toxic Items, Sharp Objects and Site Accessibility/Use.  This category is concerned with 

items that are dangerous to people who wade or swim in the water, and with pollutants that could 
accumulate in fish in the downstream environment. Medical waste, diapers, and human or pet waste 
could potentially adversely affect water quality. Site accessibility and site use is considered in the 
scoring of this condition category. Sites with very difficult or restricted human access and no evidence 
of recreational use will receive higher scores due to reduced risk of human exposure at the site. 

 
5. Illegal Dumping and Littering.  This assessment category relates to direct placement of trash items at 

a site, with “poor” conditions assigned to sites that appear to be dumping or littering locations based on 
adjacent land use practices or site accessibility. 

 
6. Accumulation of Trash.  Trash that accumulates from upstream locations is distinguished from 

dumped trash by indications of age and transport.  Faded colors, silt marks, trash wrapped around roots, 
and signs of decay suggest downstream transport, indicating that the local drainage system facilitates 
conveyance of trash to water bodies, in violation of clean water laws and policies. 

 
Technical Notes on Trash and Water Quality: 
Trash is a water pollutant that has a large range of characteristics of concern.  Not all litter and debris delivered 
to streams are of equal concern to water quality. Besides the obvious negative aesthetic effects, most of the harm 
of trash in surface waters is imparted to aquatic life in the form of ingestion or entanglement. Some elements of 
trash can negatively affect water quality such as discarded medical waste, and human or pet waste.  Also, some 
household and industrial wastes may contain toxic substances that may influence water quality, such as 
batteries, pesticide containers, and fluorescent light bulbs that contain mercury. Sharp glass and metal objects 
are potential puncture and laceration hazards. Larger trash such as discarded appliances can present physical 
barriers to natural stream flow, causing physical impacts such as bank erosion. From a management perspective, 
the persistence and accumulation of trash in a waterbody are of particular concern and signify a priority area for 
prevention of trash discharges. Also of concern are trash “hotspots” where illegal dumping, littering, and/or 
accumulation of trash occur in very large amounts. 
 
Rapid Trash Assessment. Trash assessment includes a visual survey of the waterbody (e.g., streambed and 
banks) and adjacent areas from which trash elements can be carried to the waterbody by wind, water, or gravity.  
The delineation of these adjacent areas is site-specific and requires some judgment and documentation. The 
rapid trash assessment worksheet is designed to represent the range of effects that trash has on the physical, 
biological, and chemical integrity of water bodies, in accordance with the goals of the Clean Water Act and the 
California Water Code. The worksheet also provides a record for evaluation of the management of trash 
discharges, by documenting sites that receive direct discharges (i.e., dumping or littering) and those that 
accumulate trash from upstream locations. 
 
Trash Characteristics of Concern.  Buoyant (floatable) elements tend to be more harmful to water quality than 
settleable elements, due to their ability to be transported throughout the waterbody and ultimately to the marine 
environment. Elements such as plastics, synthetic rubber and synthetic cloth, because of their persistence, have a 
more adverse effect on water quality than degradable elements such as paper or organic waste. Glass and metal 
are less persistent, even though they are not biodegradable, because wave action and rusting can cause them to 
break into smaller pieces. Natural rubber and cloth can degrade but not as quickly as paper (U.S. EPA, 2002). 
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Smaller elements such as plastic resin pellets (a by-product of plastic manufacturing) and cigarette butts are 
often more harmful to aquatic life than larger elements, since they can be ingested by a large number of small 
organisms which can then suffer malnutrition or internal injuries. Larger plastic elements such as plastic grocery 
bags are also harmful to larger aquatic life such as sea turtles, which can mistake the trash for floating prey and 
ingest it, leading to starvation or suffocation. Floating debris that is not trapped and removed will eventually end 
up on the beaches or in the ocean, repelling visitors and residents from the beaches and degrading coastal and 
open ocean waters. 
 
Leaf litter is trash when there is evidence of intentional dumping.  Leaves and pine needles in streams provide a 
natural source of food for organisms, but excessive levels due to human influence can cause nutrient imbalance 
and oxygen depletion in streams, to the detriment of the aquatic ecosystem.  Clumps of leaf litter and yard waste 
from trash bags should be treated as trash in the water quality assessment, and not confused with natural inputs 
of leaves to streams.  If there is a question in the field, check the type of leaf to confirm that it comes from a 
nearby riparian tree.  In some instances, leaf litter may be trash if it originates from dense ornamental stands of 
nearby human planted trees that are overloading the stream’s assimilative capacity for leaf inputs.  Other 
biodegradable trash, such as food waste, also exerts a demand on dissolved oxygen, but aquatic life is unlikely 
to be adversely affected unless the dumping of food waste is substantial and persistent at a given location. 
 
Wildlife impacts due to trash occur in creeks, lakes, estuaries, and ultimately the ocean.  The two primary 
problems that trash poses to wildlife are entanglement and ingestion. Marine mammals, turtles, birds, fish, and 
crustaceans all have been affected by entanglement in or ingestion of floatable debris. Many of the species most 
vulnerable to the problems of floatable debris are endangered or threatened by extinction.  
 
Entanglement results when an animal becomes encircled or ensnared by debris. It can occur accidentally, or 
when the animal is attracted to the debris as part of its normal behavior or out of curiosity.  Entanglement is 
harmful to wildlife for several reasons.  Not only can it cause wounds that can lead to infections or loss of limbs; 
it can also cause strangulation or suffocation.  In addition, entanglement can impair an animal's ability to swim, 
which can result in drowning, or in difficulty in moving, finding food, or escaping predators (U.S. EPA, 2001).   
 
Ingestion occurs when an animal swallows floatable debris. It sometimes occurs accidentally, but usually 
animals feed on debris because it looks like food (i.e., plastic bags look like jellyfish, a prey item of sea turtles).  
Ingestion can lead to starvation or malnutrition if the ingested items block the intestinal tract and prevent 
digestion, or accumulate in the digestive tract, making the animal feel "full" and lessening its desire to feed.  
Ingestion of sharp objects can damage the mouth, digestive tract and/or stomach lining and cause infection or 
pain.  Ingested items can also block air passages and prevent breathing, thereby causing death (U.S. EPA, 2001). 
 
Common settled debris includes glass, cigarettes, rubber, construction debris and more.  Settleables are a 
problem for bottom feeders and dwellers and can contribute to sediment contamination.  Larger settleable items 
such as automobiles, shopping carts, and furniture can redirect stream flow and destabilize the channel.   
 
In conclusion, trash in water bodies can adversely affect humans, fish, and wildlife.  Not all water quality effects 
of trash are equal in severity or duration, thus the trash assessment methodology was designed to reflect a range 
of trash impacts to aquatic life, public health, and aesthetic enjoyment.  When considering the water quality 
effects of trash while conducting a trash assessment, remember to evaluate individual items and their buoyancy, 
degradability, size, potential health hazard, and potential hazards to fish and wildlife.  Utilize the narratives in 
the worksheet, refer to the technical notes and trash parameter descriptions in the text as needed, and select your 
scores after careful consideration of actual conditions. 
 
References: 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2001.  Draft Assessing and Monitoring Floatable Debris. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2002.  The Definition, Characterization and Sources of Marine Debris. 
Unit 1 of Turning the Tide on Trash, a Learning Guide on Marine Debris.  
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Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Worksheet 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

 5   Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol, SCVURPPP (Version 1) 

 
 

WATERSHED/STREAM: _______________________________   DATE/TIME: _______________ 
MONITORING GROUP, STAFF: __________________________ STATION ID________________ 
STATION NAME /LOCATION:_______________________________________________________ 
 

 CONDITION CATEGORY 
Trash 
Assessment 
Parameter 

Least Disturbed 
(Optimal Urban) 

Sub optimal 
Urban 

Marginal Urban Poor 

1. Level of 
Trash 

On first glance, little or 
no trash visible.  Little 
or no trash evident 
when streambed and 
stream banks are 
closely examined for 
litter and debris, for 
instance by looking 
under leaves. 

On first glance, trash is 
evident in low levels. 
After close inspection 
small levels of trash 
evident in stream bank 
and streambed. 

Trash is evident in 
medium on first glance.  
Stream, bank surfaces, 
and riparian zone 
contain litter and 
debris.  Evidence of 
site being used by 
people: scattered cans, 
bottles, food wrappers, 
blankets, clothing. 

Trash distracts the eye on 
first glance.  Stream, bank 
surfaces, and immediate 
riparian zone contain 
substantial levels of litter and 
debris Evidence of site being 
used frequently by people: 
many cans, bottles, and food 
wrappers, blankets, clothing. 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
2. Actual 
Number of 
Trash Items 
Found 

0 to 100 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach.  

101 to 250 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach. 

251 to 500 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach. 

Over 500 trash items found 
based on a trash assessment 
of a 100-foot stream reach. 

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
3. 
Transportable, 
Persistent, 
Buoyant Litter  

Little or no (< 25 
pieces) transportable, 
persistent, buoyant 
litter such as: hard or 
soft plastics, styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette 
butts.    
 

Low to medium 
presence (26-75 pieces) 
of transportable, 
persistent, buoyant 
litter such as: hard or 
soft plastics, styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette 
butts.    

Medium prevalence 
(76-200 pieces) of 
transportable, 
persistent, buoyant 
litter such as: hard or 
soft plastics, styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette 
butts.  

Large amount (>200 
pieces) of transportable, 
persistent, buoyant litter such 
as: hard or soft plastics, 
balloons, styrofoam, 
cigarette butts;  

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
4. Biohazard, 
Toxic and 
Sharp Objects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 
Accessibility 
 
 

B: Trash contains no 
medical waste, diapers, 
pet or human waste. No 
evidence of toxic 
substances such as 
chemical containers or 
batteries. Only 1 piece 
of broken glass or 
metal debris, if any, is 
present.  
 
A: Access is difficult, 
restricted by locked 
gate or some other 
physical barrier like 
steep banks or thick 
riparian veg. Site reach 
does not appear to be 
used by people. Might 
be private property or 
protected watershed. 

B: No toxic substances, 
but small presence (2-
10 pieces) of sharp 
objects such as broken 
glass and metal debris.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
A: Access is limited 
and site reach does not 
appear to be used by 
people. No trails down 
to creek.  

Presence of any one of 
the following: 
hypodermic needles or 
other medical waste; 
used diaper, pet waste, 
or human feces; any 
toxic substance such as 
chemical containers, 
batteries, or fluorescent 
light bulbs. Medium to 
high prevalence (11-50 
pieces) sharp objects.  
 
A: Public access to 
reach is fair to good but 
site does not appear to 
be used frequently, or 
private access is good 
without any public 
access. 

Presence of more than one 
of the items described in the 
marginal condition category, 
and/or high prevalence of (> 
50) sharp objects.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
A: Excellent reach access 
including trails down to and 
adjacent creek and creekside 
space for sitting down. Some 
evidence that reach is used 
frequently by the public (e.g. 
rope swings, many beer/soda 
cans and food wrappers left 
on the banks, etc.).   

B SCORE      10          9   8          7         6   5         4        3   2        1        0 
A SCORE      10          9   8          7         6   5         4        3   2        1        0 
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Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Worksheet 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

 6   Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol, SCVURPPP (Version 1) 

 CONDITION CATEGORY 
Trash 
Assessment 
Parameter 

Least Disturbed 
(Optimal Urban) 

Sub optimal 
Urban 

Marginal Urban Poor 

5. Illegal 
Dumping  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Illegal 
Littering 

D: No evidence of 
illegal dumping.  No 
bags of trash, no yard 
waste, no household 
items placed at site to 
avoid proper disposal, 
no shopping carts. 
 
 
 
 
 
L: Any trash is 
incidental litter or 
carried downstream 
from another location. 

D: Some evidence of 
illegal dumping.  
Limited vehicular 
access limits the 
amount of potential 
dumping, or material 
dumped is diffuse 
paper-based debris. 
 
 
 
 
L: Some evidence of 
litter within creek and 
banks originating from 
adjacent land uses  

D: Presence of one of 
the following: 
furniture, appliances, 
shopping carts, bags of 
garbage or yard waste, 
coupled with vehicular 
access that facilitates 
in-and-out dumping of 
materials to avoid 
landfill costs.  
 
 
L: Prevalent  in-stream 
or shoreline littering 
that appears to 
originate from adjacent 
land uses. 

D: Evidence of chronic 
dumping, with more than 
one of the following items: 
furniture, appliances, 
shopping carts, bags of 
garbage, or yard waste.  Easy 
vehicular access for in-and-
out dumping of materials to 
avoid landfill costs.   
 
 
 
L: Large amountof litter 
within creek and on banks 
that appears to originate from 
adjacent land uses. 

D-SCORE 10          9 8           7           6 5         4        3 2        1        0 
L-SCORE 10          9 8           7           6 5         4        3 2        1        0 
6. Accum-
ulation of 
Trash 

There does not appear 
to be a problem with 
trash accumulation 
from downstream 
transport.  Trash, if 
any, appears to have 
been directly deposited 
at the stream location. 

Some evidence  that 
litter and debris have 
been transported from 
upstream areas to the 
location, based on 
evidence such as silt 
marks, faded colors or 
location near high 
water line. 

Evidence that  trash is 
carried to the location 
from upstream, as 
evidenced by its 
location near high 
water line, siltation 
marks on the debris, or 
faded colors. 

Trash appears to have 
accumulated in substantial 
quantities at the location 
based on delivery from 
upstream areas, and is in 
various states of degradation 
based on its persistence in 
the waterbody.  A large 
percentage of trash items 
have been carried to the 
location from upstream.  

SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
 
Total Score _______________   
 
SITE DEFINITION: 
UPPER/LOWER BOUNDARIES OF REACH: ___________________________________________ 
HIGH WATER LINE: _______________________________________________________________ 
UPPER EXTENT OF BANKS OR SHORE: ______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
NOTES: 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Trash Item Talley Worksheet 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 

 7   Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol, SCVURPPP (Version 1) 

 
TRASH ITEM TALLY (Tally with (•) if found above high water line, and (|) if below) 

PLASTIC                       # Above___ # Below____ METAL                           # Above___ # Below____ 
Plastic Bags Aluminum Foil 
Plastic Bottles Aluminum or Steel Cans 
Plastic Bottle Caps Bottle Caps  
Plastic Cup Lid/Straw Metal Pipe Segments 
Plastic Pipe Segments  Auto Parts (specify below) 
Plastic Six-Pack Rings Wire (barb, chicken wire etc.) 
Plastic Wrapper Metal Object 
Soft Plastic Pieces  LARGE (specify below) # Above___ # Below____ 
Hard Plastic Pieces Appliances 
Styrofoam cups pieces Furniture 
Styrofoam Pellets Garbage Bags of Trash 
Fishing Line Tires 
Tarp  Shopping Carts 
Other (write-in) Other (write-in) 

BIOHAZARD                 # Above___ # Below____ TOXIC                             # Above___ # Below____ 
Human Waste/Diapers Chemical Containers 
Pet Waste Oil/Surfactant on Water 
Syringes or Pipettes Spray Paint Cans 
Dead Animals Lighters 
Other (write-in) Small Batteries 

CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS#Above___#Below__ Vehicle Batteries 
Concrete (not placed) Other (write-in) 
Rebar BIODEGRADABLE      # Above___ # Below____ 
Bricks Paper 
Wood Debris Cardboard 
Other (write-in) Food Waste 

MISCELLANEOUS       # Above___ # Below____ Yard Waste (incl. trees) 
Synthetic Rubber Leaf Litter Piles 
Foam Rubber Other (write-in) 
Balloons GLASS                             # Above___ # Below____ 
Ceramic pots/shards Glass bottles 
Hose Pieces Glass pieces 
Cigarette Butts FABRIC AND CLOTH  # Above___# Below____ 
Golf Balls Synthetic Fabric 
Tennis Balls Natural Fabric (cotton, wool) 
Other (write-in) Other (write-in) 

Total pieces Above:                                        Below:                                        Grand total:  
Tally all trash in above rows; make notes below as needed to facilitate scoring. 
Littered: 
Dumped: 
Downstream Accumulation: 
SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OF ITEMS FOUND:________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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INTRODUCTION

This Stormwater Management Plan
describes what the San Mateo
Countywide Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program (STOPPP) will be
doing during the five-year period from
July 1998 through June 2003 to prevent
and control stormwater pollution in San
Mateo County. STOPPP's initial
Stormwater Management Plan covered
the previous five-year period. The
Stormwater Management Plan is the most
important element of STOPPP's
application for reissuance of its National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit to discharge stormwater
from the municipalities' storm drain
systems.

This Stormwater Management Plan
describes stormwater pollution prevention
and control goals, tasks, and completion
schedules. STOPPP's activities are
divided into two categories, based on
whether the General Program or member
agencies are responsible for
implementation. General Program tasks
are conducted for the mutual benefit of all
of the STOPPP member agencies, and
member agency-specific tasks are
conducted by and for the individual
member agency.

The Stormwater Management Plan
(SWMP) contains two-year work plans
with budgets that describe in more detail
how the General Program portion of the
five-year SWMP will be completed. The
two-year work plans and budgets will be
updated annually to include the
subsequent fiscal year and submitted to
the San Francisco Bay Regional Water

IISERVERIWORKISM7XISM70-1 OIFinallEXSUM .DOC
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Executive Summary

Quality Control Board (Regional Board)
each March. The General Program's work
plans and budgets for the first two-year
period are included in Appendix A;
subsequent work plans and budgets will
be added to Appendix A as they are
developed and approved.

The SWMP also contains detailed
performance standards (Appendix B) that
identify what each of the member
agencies is committed to do to control
stormwater pollutants from the storm
drains and conveyance systems that it
owns and/or operates. STOPPP will
review these performance standards
every two years and revise them as
needed. New and modified performance
standards will be incorporated into
Appendix B following the approval
process described in the reissued NPDES
permit.

BACKGROUND

Regulatory requirements for developing a
stormwater pollution prevention and
control program in San Mateo County
originated from the following two
sources:

• amendments to the federal Clean
Water Act; and

• Regional Board's 1986 amendments to
its Water Quality Control Plan.

The federal Clean Water Act's 1987
amendments require municipalities to
effectively prohibit non-stormwater
discharges to municipal storm drain
systems and to implement controls to
reduce pollutants to the maximum extent

ES-1
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan

practicable. These federal Clean Water
Act requirements are implemented
through NPDES permits.

In 1992 and 1993 STOPPP developed its
comprehensive, area-wide, stormwater
pollution prevention and control program
under the auspices of the City/County
Association of Governments and each of
the 21 municipalities (20 cities and the
county unincorporated area) within San
Mateo County. The initial Stormwater
Management Plan included tasks,
schedules, and parties responsible for
implementation of tasks during the initial
five-year NPDES permit period (Le., 1993
1998).

The Regional Board adopted Order No.
93-106 and STOPPP's municipal
stormwater NPDES Permit No.
CA0029921 in September 1993 for the
following municipalities: Town of
Atherton, City of Belmont, City of
Brisbane, City of Burlingame, Town of
Colma, City of Daly City, City of East Palo
Alto, City of Foster City, City of Half
Moon Bay, Town of Hillsborough, City of
Menlo Park, City of Millbrae, City of
Pacifica, Town of Portola Valley, City of
Redwood City, City of San Bruno, City of
San Carlos, City of San Mateo, County of
San Mateo, City of South San Francisco
and Town of Woodside.

ORGANIZATION OF THE STORMWATER
MANAGEMENT PLAN

The SWMP is organized around the
following five major stormwater pollution
prevention and control sections:

• Municipal Maintenance Activities

• Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls

• Public Information/Participation

IISERVERIWORKISM7XISM70·' OIFinallEXSUM .DOC ES-2

• New Development and Construction
Controls

• Watershed and Monitoring

Each of the SWMP's five major sections
describe goals, existing conditions, and
tasks that will be accomplished over the
five year period.

In addition to Appendices A and B
described above, the SWMP also includes
a list of municipal stormwater pollution
control ordinances and General Program
agreements (Appendix C).

COMPONENT GOALS AND MAJOR
TASKS

The following reviews the goals and major
tasks of each of these components as
well as highlights of the applicable
performance standards (Appendix B).

2.0 Municipal Government Maintenance
Activities

Municipal maintenance activities include
street sweeping, storm drain cleaning,
and other maintenance-related activities
that may have an impact on stormwater
quality. The purpose of this component is
to continue to work with municipal public
works and other maintenance staff to
identify ways to optimize the removal of
pollutants and minimize discharges during
routine maintenance activities.

The two primary tasks include
implementing and developing th.e
performance standards (Task 3.1) and
conducting outreach and training (Task
3.2) for maintenance staff and the public.
The other tasks in this component include
the following: coordinating with other
STOPPP subcommittees, other public
agencies, and private industries with
similar interests or who are potentially
affected by municipal maintenance
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activities (Task 3.3); and assisting with
regulatory compliance and planning (Task
3.4).

3.0 Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls

The two primary goals of this component
are to minimize or eliminate potential
stormwater pollution sources at
commercial and industrial facilities
through inspection and educational
outreach activities; and to effectively
prohibit illicit discharges (such as oil,
paint, or soapy washwater) to the
municipalities' storm drain systems.

The primary role of the General Program is
to help municipalities implement a
consistent countywide approach to
implementing the performance standards
(Task 3.1), complying with regulations
(Task 3.2), providing training and
outreach materials to municipal staff and
industries (Task 3.3), providing incentives
for businesses to comply (Task 3.4),and
evaluating the effectiveness of the
stormwater pollution prevention and
control activities as part of a process of
continuous improvement (Task 3.5).

4.0 Public Information and Participation
(PIP)

The primary purpose of this component is
to educate the public about the
differences between the sanitary sewer
and storm drain systems and the causes
of stormwater pollution in order to
encourage residents to adopt less
polluting and more environmentally
beneficial practices.

The most important task under this
component is to achieve public
involvement through outreach and
education (Task 4.3). Specifically, PIP
will conduct targeted campaigns, general
informational outreach activities, and
effectiveness evaluations. During FY
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Executive Summary

1998/99, PIP will be completing its
second year of an ongoing Paint Point of
Purchase Campaign. The purpose of this
campaign is to educate residents about
the problems caused by disposing of paint
improperly, such as by washing paint into
the storm drain. The campaign is
coordinated with the County's Household
Hazardous Waste Program to encourage
paint recycling. During FY 1999/00, the
Subcommittee will select the next
targeted campaign subject area and will
implement that campaign during the
following two years. The other tasks in
this component include the following:
implementing the performance standards
(Task 4.1); complying with regulations
(Task 4.2); training PIP staff (Task 4.4);
and building partnerships with agencies
and companies and working with
volunteer groups and other STOPPP
subcommittees (Task 4.5).

5.0 New Development and Construction
Controls

The primary goal of this component is to
minimize the water quality and beneficial
use impacts of land development, both
during and after construction. This will
be achieved through objectives such as
prohibiting non-stormwater discharges
from construction sites, reducing
stormwater pollutant discharges from
development and construction activities
to the maximum extent practicable, and
requiring compliance with stormwater
best management practices and
erosion/sedimentation control at
construction sites.

The Subcommittee and the General
Program will be conducting the following
activities: implementing and improving
performance standards (Task 5.1);
conducting watershed resource inventory
and planning (Task 5.2); implementing
stormwater quality controls (Task 5.3);
assessing the effectiveness of
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implemented controls (Task 5.4); and
assisting with regulatory compliance and
planning (Task 5.5)

6.0 Watershed and Monitoring

This component evaluates the
effectiveness of BMPs and helps to
identify how to use a watershed
management approach to prevent ~nd
control stormwater pollution. The primary
goals of the component include
identifying effective BMPsand developing
tools and analyzing information needed to
identify and help solve creek drainage
basin-specific water quality and beneficial
use impairment problems.

The General Program will be participating
in the BASMAA Monitoring Strategy
(Task 6.1), evaluating the effectiveness
of BMPs (Task 6.2), assessing the state
of significantly urbanized watersheds and
creeks (Task 6.3), assisting with
regulatory compliance and planning (Task
6.4), and evaluating the effectiveness of
watershed and monitoring studies (Task
6.5).

Work Plans and Budgets (Appendix A)

The General Program work plans and
budgets for the first two years of the
SWMP are contained in Appendix A. The
General Program costs for FY 1998/99
will be $886,000 and for FY 1999/00 will
be $856,000. These costs are similar to
the costs of the General Program during
the previous two years. These costs are
about 18 percent lower than the peak
year of FY 1994/95 when the General
Program budget was approximately
$1,056,000. Cost savings have been
possible as STOPPP has completed its
start up phase.

The budgets for agency-specific
implementation should be similar to
previous budgets. The primary agency-
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specific activity is to implement the
performance standards.

Performance Standards
(Appendix B)

Performance standards to be implemented
by member agencies have been developed
for the following five areas of the SWMP:

• Municipal Maintenance Activities

• Industrial and Commercial Discharge
Controls

• Illicit Discharge Controls

• Public Information/Participation

• New Development and Construction
Controls

STOPPP developed performance
standards as a tool to help STOPPP
member agencies comply with their
NPDES permit. The Clean Water Act and
STOPPP's stormwater NPDES discharge
permit require STOPPP member agencies
to control discharges of pollutants to the
maximum extent practicable (MEP) and to
effectively prohibit illicit discharges.
STOPPP developed the performance
standards to define the MEP level of
effort that each member municipality will
attain to control pollutants in stormwater.

In addition, the performance standards
define the level of effort that each
member municipality will attain to
effectively prohibit illicit discharges 1 from
entering its municipal storm drain
conveyance system2

•

1 Illicit discharges include non-stormwater discharges
disallowed by the STOPPP NPDES permit.
2 Municipal storm drain conveyance system includes
roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, curbs,
gutters, catch basins, storm drain inlets, ditches, man
made channels, or storm drains.
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The performance standards provide an
effective, consistent, and predictable
countywide approach to minimizing water
quality impacts. Having consistent
countywide standards assures similar
treatment to businesses, developers,
contractors, and property owners. In
addition, such standards will assist
STOPPP member agencies with training
and educational outreach. Furthermore,
the performance standards will be 'used as
the basis for measuring the effectiveness
of each municipalities planning and
permitting procedures, and inspection and
enforcement activities.

These performance standards define the
major portion of what each member
agency will need to do to implement the
SWMP and comply with the NPDES
permit. The implementation of these
performance standards by member
agencies is required by the SWMP.

These performance standards describe
what each municipality is responsible for
achieving. Each municipality will decide
how it will achieve these performance
standards, whether it be by using its own
staff, a contracted agency, or other
arrangements.

Most of the municipalities are currently
meeting these standards, and all of the
member agencies are committed to be
achieving these performance standards by
July 1, 1998, unless otherwise noted.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES BEHIND THE
SWMP

This SWMP has evolved since the first
five-year plan. The guiding principles that
have shaped this plan include:

• Rely on local, hands-on experience for
guidance on what to include in the
SWMP;
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Executive Summary

• Achieve compliance with the NPDES
permit as simply and cost-effectively
as possible;

• Incorporate stormwater pollution
prevention and control baselines
established by older Bay Area
stormwater programs;

• Use EPA's stormwater regulations in
developing performance standards;

• Incorporate a flexible, but focused,
pragmatic approach;

• Build partnerships with other
organizations and groups who may
help STOPPP be more effective; and

• Track progress and incorporate a
process of continuous improvement.
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2
Municipal Maintenance

GOALS

This component of the SWMP describes
municipal maintenance activities designed
to maximize the remove of pollutants
during routine maintenance. The STOPPP
developed BMPs for conducting
maintenance activities and these BMPs
were subsequently used to develop
performance standards.

The goals of this component include:

• Optimize pollutant removal during
routine maintenance activities such as
street sweeping and maintenance of
storm drainage facilities;

• Identify maintenance methods to
prevent or minimize discharges to
storm drains and w.atercourses; and,

• Track and measure the effectiveness
of performance standards.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

This section of the SWMP summarizes
the accomplishments of municipal
maintenance component during the initial
NPDES permit period. Table 2-1 presents
background information on selected
maintenance activities conducted by each
municipality.

Street Sweeping and Storm Drain System
Maintenance

Municipalities spend significant resources
on routine maintenance activities such as
street sweeping and storm drain system
maintenance for aesthetic purposes and
flood control. These maintenance
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activities also remove pollutants that
could potentially enter the storm drain
system, creeks, lagoons and ultimately
San Francisco Bay and the Pacific ocean.
Using standardized maintenance forms,
municipalities have been keeping records
of routine maintenance activities since
October 1993.

Municipalities compile street sweeping
and storm drain system maintenance data
on a monthly basis and submit it to the
General Program. The street sweeping
data include the volume of material
removed and miles swept by each
municipality. Table 2-2 summarizes the
street sweeping data collected since
1993. As shown in the Table, material
removed and miles swept has increased
since 1993 for the majority of
municipalities. This increase may be
attributed to the implementation of BMPs
and performance standards and the
increased awareness among maintenance
staff about the importance of preventing
stormwater pollution.

The storm drain system maintenance data
include the number of inlets and other
storm drainage facilities (e.g., creeks,
channels, culverts and pump stations)
inspected and cleaned and the total
volume of material removed. Table 2-3
summarizes the inlet cleaning data
collected since 1993. Municipalities are
targeting high volume inlets for cleaning
to provide a more efficient method of
removing material.

Outreach Activities

A major achievement of this component
during the initial NPDES permit period was
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to provide information about the STOPPP
to public works employees. This was
primarily accomplished through monthly
or bimonthly meetings and annual
workshops. A Public Works Supervisor
Subcommittee (Subcommittee) was
formed in 1993. Performance standards
were developed and information on storm
drain inlet retrofits for treating stormwater
was provided at Subcommittee meetings.
In addition, the Subcommittee researched
methods for marking storm drain inlets.
Thermoplastics, drain plagues and paint
stenciling were evaluated for cost
effectiveness and longevity. Several
municipalities were interested in using
thermoplastic markers. Therefore, a bulk
order for thermoplastic products was
established to reduce the unit cost. The
annual workshops focused on educating
maintenance field staff on the goals of
the STOPPP and on obtaining input from
field staff on practices that may improve
stormwater quality. Workshop topics
have included the following:

• General program Requirements and
Goals for the Municipal Maintenance
Component

• Presentations from Equipment
Vendors - Latest Technologies for
Storm Drain Protection

• Review of BMPs and Performance
Standards

• Proper Spill Response Procedures
• Review of Corporation Yard Practices

Potentially Impacting the Storm Drain

The General Program worked with the
Subcommittee to develop several
educational materials. The materials were
used to assist municipalities in educating
maintenance staff about performance
standards, BMPs, and stormwater
violations. The following items were
produced:

• A BMP booklet developed to assist
municipalities with BMPs;
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• Bumper and side panel stickers
containing the message "No Dumping!
Street Runoff Flows to Bay/Ocean";
and,

• An informational clipboard with
removable insert containing a
summary of pertinent stormwater
regulations and local telephone
numbers of various emergency and
governmental agencies.

The bumper and side panel stickers were
placed on the sides of maintenance
vehicles to increase the awareness of the
municipal staff and the general public of
the STOPPP. In addition, 2000 bumper
stickers were distributed to the public at
the San Mateo County Fair. The
informational clipboard was distributed to
maintenance staff for use in the field.

Municipal Maintenance Performance
Standards

The SUDcommittee has developed
performance standards for street
sweeping, maintenance of storm drainage
facilities and watercourses, litter control,
corporation yards, road repair and
maintenance and operation of stormwater
pump stations.

The majority of municipalities have
incorporated stormwater quality controls
into municipal contract specifications.
Specific BMPs include the following:

• maintaining a clean construction site
by sweeping up soil and debris rather
than washing it into the storm
drainage system;

• using a vacuum attachment for
concrete and asphalt saw cutting
operations; and,

• containing and properly disposing of
construction generated pollutants.
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Municipal Corporation Yard Inspections

During the second year of the Program,
STOPPP representatives visited municipal
corporation yards to assist municipalities
in implementing BMPs. Using results of
the visit, recommendations for changing
current practices and for implementing
capital improvements to prevent
stormwater pollution were provided.
Although most cities did not discharge
wash water to the storm drain system, a
significant number of cities needed
retrofitted wash pads. Other
recommendations identified during the
visits included improving outdoor storage
of materials or waste and providing spill
kits in fueling areas. The status of
implementing these recommendations
was tracked the following year (FY
1995/96).

Results of information collected indicated
that several municipalities have installed
or modified wash racks. In addition, the
majority of the municipalities have
improved outdoor storage areas and have
provided spill kits in the fueling areas of
their corporation yards. As shown on
Table 2-1, nine municipalities have wash
racks discharging to the sanitary sewer.
Municipalities not discharging wash water
to the sanitary sewer are either
monitoring waste water to ensure it does
not discharge to the storm drain or are
not washing vehicles on-site.

Pilot Studies

The initial Stormwater Management Plan
required the General Program to work
with municipalities to assess the
feasibility of potential pilot studies for
devices that may improve water quality.
This task was re-directed in 1995 until
better product information was available
on the effectiveness of treatment
methods (e.g. sediment traps, maintaining
vegetation in water courses). The General
Program instead focused its efforts on
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Municipal Maintenance

working with municipalities to incorporate
construction BMPs into contract
specifications for municipal projects. The
majority of the municipalities have
incorporated BMPs into their
specifications.

During FY 1996/97, a nutrient removal
pilot study was proposed by the
Subcommittee. This pilot study will
evaluate nutrient removal from lagoons,
creeks and channels and study the effects
of nutrient removal on algae and plant
growth. A specific scope of work for the
pilot study will be developed in FY
1997/98.

MAJOR TASKS

The following tasks will be conducted
during the next five years.

Task 2.1 Develop and Implement
Performance Standards

Each of the municipalities will implement
the existing performance standards for
municipal maintenance specified in
Appendix B, as part of its compliance
with the Countywide Stormwater NPDES
permit. The Municipal Maintenance
Subcommittee will also develop a
minimum of one new performance
standard or BMP every two years. -

Topiss for ne'N performanse standards
may inslude, but are not limited to, the
follo'....ing:

Pestiside and fertilizer usage
Parking lots and side'J...alks
Swimming pools, ponds and lagoons

• Drinking '-"later supply maintenanse

The General Program will contact municipal
Park and Recreation departments and, if
appropriate. convene a work group to develop
performance standards for integrated pest
management. Generally the majority of
municipal pesticide applicators are comprised of

Revised February 1999

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan

Park and Recreation personnel. These
personnel are not under the direct control of
traditional municipal maintenance personnel
and therefore should be addressed separately.

The General Program will work with municipal
Park and Recreation personnel to develop
performance standards for integrated pest
management by municipal personnel by June
30.2000. The first training of Park and
Recreation personnel on the new integrated pest
management performance standards will be
conducted before July, 2001.

Other topics for new performance
standards that may be considered
include. but are not limited to. the
following:

• Parking lots and sidewalks
• Drinking water supply maintenance
• Swimming pools and ponds

management

The Municipal Maintenance
Subcommittee will review the existing
performance standards at least once
every two years and revise them as
appropriate. Improvements to the
performance standards will be based on
implementation experience, the measured
effectiveness of controls, and guidance
developed by the Bay Area Stormwater
Management Agencies and other groups
as available.

The General Program will continue to
work with the municipalities to identify
and assess the feasibility of pilot studies
that could improve pollutant removal.
Pilot studies may include modifications to
operation and maintenance practices of
detention basins, sediment traps, or
stormwater pump stations to maximize
pollutant removal; or maintaining
vegetation in watercourses to detain
runoff and trap sediments. The
Watershed and Collaborative Monitoring
Subcommittees will be responsible for
selecting and implementing any pilot
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study recommended by the Municipal
Maintenance Subcommittee.

Task 2.2 Conduct Outreach and Training

Outreach to both maintenance staff and
the public is an important aspect of this
component. The General Program will
provide administrative support and
guidance for the Municipal Maintenance
Subcommittee and will help coordinate
annual workshops. In addition, materials
designed to increase awareness of
performance standards will be developed
and distributed to maintenance field staff.

The General Program will assist
municipalities to develop public outreach
materials. Particular emphasis will be
placed on educational materials directed
at private communities where streets and
storm drainage facilities may not be
routinely maintained. In addition,
educational materials may include a
performance standards implementation
handbook designed for public works
supervisors. The design of public
outreach materials will be coordinated
with the Public Information/Participation
Subcommittee. One public outreach piece
will be developed every two years.

Task 2.3 Coordinate with Maintenance
Related Activities by Other
Subcommittees of the STOPPP, Other
Agencies and Private Industries

This task includes developing work groups
with appropriate staff from other
subcommittees of the STOPPP, other
agencies, and private industries whose
activities are similar to or potentially
affected by municipal maintenance
activities. The work groups will identify
activities of concern and possible BMPs.
In addition, representatives from these
groups may be included in outreach
workshops. Examples of other agencies
and businesses include:
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• Schools
• Utilities
• Private Communities
• Golf Courses
• BART / Transportation Agencies
• Cemeteries

Task 2.4 Assist with Regulatory
Compliance and Planning

The General Program will conduct four
activities under this task:

1. Assist the STOPPP agencies with the
reporting and other regulatory
requirements of the NPDES permit,
including developing quarterly and/or
semiannual deliverable reporting forms
for tracking implementation of the
performance standards and other
program activities and preparing the
municipal maintenance section of the
STOPPP Annual Report;

2. Develop the General Program's two
year work plans and budgets;

3. Assist with any additional planning
needed to improve this section of the
SWMP (the goal of the STOPPP is to
modify the SWMP as needed at least
every two years so that the plan may
continue to be used for more than five
years); and,

4. Continue assisting the Municipal
Maintenance Subcommittee in
conducting routine meetings and other
activities. The Municipal Maintenance
Subcommittee will conduct a minimum
of six meetings each year.

Municipalities will be responsible for
participating in the Municipal Maintenance
Subcommittee as appropriate (see the
performance standards) and for providing
sufficient information on the local
programs for the Annual Report.
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Table 2-1 Municipal Maintenance Background Information

Municipal Maintenance

Municipality Corporation Yards Street and Inlat Summary Maintain Maintain

Municipal Watar Stormwatar

Oparate Operata Wash Pad Milas of Straet Number of Inlets Distribution Pump Stations (a)
Corporation Yard Wash Pad Drainage In Municipality In Municipality System

Monitors wash water to ensure
no discharge to the storm drain.

Atherton Yes Yes No sanitary sewer connection. 50 198 No No
Two wash racks with sanitary

8elmont Yes Yes sewer connection installed. 81 515 No No I None

Brisbane Yes No N/A 19 410 Yes Yes
Wash rack with sanitary sewer ,
connection scheduled for
installation. Currently monitor
wash water to minimize

Burlinoame Yes Yes dischar~e to the storm drain. 70 1.100 Yes Yes

Colma No N/A N/A 7 185 No No
Wash rack with sanitary sewer
connection scheduled for
installation. Currently monitor
wash water to minimize

Daly City Yes Yes discharge to the storm drain. 130 1,442 Yes No I None
Wash area drains to storm drain.

East Palo Alto Yes Vehicles are washed off-site. 38 437 No No
Wash area drains to storm drain.
Signs posted indicating no

Foster City Yes Yes vehicle washing. 46 1,275 Yes Yes

Half Moon Bay Yes Yes Infiltrates 30 70 No No
Re-routed wash rack drain to the

Hillsborough Yes Yes sanitary sewer. 81 846 Yes No I None
Wash rack with sanitary sewer

Menlo Park Yes Yes connection installed. 96 1,555 Yes Yes (1)
Wash rack with sanitary sewer

Millbrae Yes Yes connection installed. 55 623 Yes Yes (2)
Re-routed wash rack drain to the

Pacifica Yes Yes sanitary sewer. 89 986 No Yes

Portola Vallev No N/A N/A 27 220 No No
Wash rack with sanitary sewer
connection scheduled for 12/97

Redwood City Yes Yes installation. 175 2,400 Yes Yes (13)

Wash rack with sanitary sewer
San Bruno Yes Yes connection installed. 88 950 Yes Yes

Wash area with holding cells

San Carlos Yes Yes that discharge to the sanitary 83 701 No Yes (2)

Re-routed wash rack drain to the
San Mateo, City of Yes Yes sanitary sewer. 285 5,000 No Yes

San Mateo County Yes Yes Recycle wash water. 320 1,136 No Yes

Wash rack with sanitary sewer
South San Francisco Yes Yes connection installed. 121 1,500 No Yes (5)

Woodside Yes No N/A 43 350 No No

NOTE:

a: (13) Indicates the number of pump stations.
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan Municipal Maintenance
(1)1996/97,1995/96, 1994/95 and 1993Activities for Fiscal Y5f5Table 2-2 S , ~ - - ~- - - - - - - - -. -

Miles of FY 1996/97 FY 1995/96 FY 1994/95 FY 1993/94

Municipality Street in Material Curb Miles Material Curb Miles Material Curb Miles Material Curb Miles

Municipality Removed Swept Removed Swept Removed Swept Removed Swept

(yd 3) (yd 3) (yd 3) (yd 3)

Atherton 50 3.0 1.1 1.9 3.9 0 .0 0.5 0.5
----_..._. -- ----
Belmont 81 690 1,403 937 2,074 816 2,942 1,061 4,720._---,,--------_.-------,,-------,,- ---_.__._----_.... -_._---_._.,------,- .---,-,._.----"---,.._-'.' ---------- ----~-~---_..._---_.. -------~_ •.._--- ---,--_...__ . 1-·--- - ------

Brisbane 19 224 176 224 122 150 102 216 122
-~-- ---_.._---_.,--- -

~~r:!!l1game 70 2,759 13,998 648 3,987 3,507 15,636 1,416 9,216------- -----,._-------_. ._---------- ----_.- ----_._- ._---_._.. _-'.- -_._-------- ---'---'.-'.'-'-- ....' .. ----- -- ---- ---

Colma 7 369 420 375 398 294 384 226 308
"----- ------ .----,,-- ---- ----_.-- ._.-- -----_.-
Q_aly City 130 4,042 18,656 2,086 19,456 1,928 18,554 1,967 17,837

-----
East Palo Alto 38 ND (2) ND 1,736 1,915 340 585 260 333_...__._.__.,---._-------- ----- --------,- -----,-"-----_. ------ --_._.- ------- ----------" .._---,-. -,------_._-

,=-~!er City 46 747 3,913 221 1,921 499 . 3,521 399 3,102---_. --- ." --_.,. ---------

Half Moon Bay 30 66 181 0 0 0 0 ND ND
---,-.. . _-----

~illsbor0..t:'_gh 81 0 0 0 0 80 35 2 NA 4
.._._....

Menlo Park 96 4,346 5,213 4,361 5,202 3,859 5,168 3,226 4,745
------

Millbrae 55 579 8,409 506 6,000 709 7,001 682 5,861---- ----- -- -------

Pacifica 89 1,549 9,916 2,546 9,592 1,874 8,835 23,611 10,701------ -------

~l?rtola Valley 27 0 0 48 29 6 18 30 12
------- --_._----~--------_.._--

R~~o()~_ Ci~X____.__ 175 5,324 16,643 4,995 13,764 4,532 12,444 3,768 13,617--------._-----_.._. .'----',.._...- "--'--"" --.._._--,-_ ....__._-_._.. _-- ------------_._-- -,._-,-------_.,----- -----_._-_._...'_._-'. --------- -----_.- 1---

San Bruno 88 923 3,717 986 3,429 1,008 4,012 996 3,731_.__ .._-------,---_._----
--------~------ -_._--_..._---- --_.------._--_._------

San Carlos 83 1,271 6,416 640 5,074 608 4,561 568 2,133------------ ----- --,------ -------- ----- ---_._._~ --_._----_._--~---- " ~----_. -,-._._----

S~~_ Ma_!~.'?.!..~ity.~ 285 4,316 20,455 2,604 12,453 4,001 17,127 1,442 17,910
--------_. --_._-_.,- .._-. ------- . -------_. -------- _.-~--_._,._._..•.._._. ----,._._..._..._------

S~_"!....ryJ~!eo C()~nty_ 320 4,180 7,196 2,348 5,064 3,918 11,023 1,923 3,782
------_. -------._---'. -----_._--._--

So. San Francisco 121 2,609 18,893-~~ __ 25,.Q~~ 3,111 ___25~_?_? 2,551 25,731.'----,----------.-._- ------".-_.- ------ ---..-•.. ,,-.-_.._....._-_...... -------_._-----_.._--'----

Woodside 43 82.5 404.9 155 346 98 132 42 39

I TOTALII 1,93411 34,0771 136,011 11 28,157 1 115,923 11 31,338 1 137,25611 20,776 1 123,901 1

Notes: (1) Based on data from the Fiscal Year Annual Report.

(2) ND - No Data reported.

(3) Pacifica data indicates 23,611 yd3 of material removed for FY 1993/94. This value does not appear to be correct

and therefore has not been included in the total.

(4) Do not use sweeper - collect by hand.
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan Municipal Maintenance

Table 2-3 Summary of InspectionlCleaning Activities for Municipal Storm Drainage Facilities for Fiscal Years 1996/97, 1995/96, 1994/95, 1993/94 (1)

FY 1996/97 II FY 1995/96 II FY 1994/95 II FY 1993/94

Municipality ~ No. of /I No. of I No. of I Other Total Volume No. of Other Total Volume No. of Other Total Volume No. of Other 121 ITotal Volume

Inlets In Inlets Inlets Facilities of Material Inlets Facilities of Material Inlets Facilities of Material Inlets Facilities of Material
Municipality Inspected Cleaned Inspected Removed Inspected/ Inspected Removed Inspected/ Inspected Removed Inspected/ Inspected Removed

(miles) Cleaned 131 (miles) Cleaned 131 (miles) Cleaned 131 (miles)

33 yd 329.83433 yd 33.5130175 yd
3

~ 4001 67.5/ 6 yd 3
39 tons

212-;d 3 ---ss7 13.0 -438 yd 311---4781---4~1-370;d3~---2471---' 0.01.5

141.0653

379

653

408

19E

515

Atherton

Belmont 172 yd 3

196 tons
Brisbane --410 .---163 ---'59 ---0:0 "--40yd3 "---301 0.0 123 yd 3 ---410 --14~ 4 yd 3 410 ----14~O --3t~;;-s

Burli~g;;;;----. 1.100--1-,025--1,025'--2~i--434YdT-----'5S---M--9-ydJ ---2-,736---4~4--296;';3--1.':'77 . 2.9 '----91---~d3

C~~---------,as ---397 ---300---1:'-:-1 --140--;d'3' . 281 17.9 145 ydJ ---5·4"6----2-1.-i--l05Yd3 ---635 ----'-25.5--'--7B'-~d3

i;~i~ci~y------- -----';442-1.533--169 ·---O~:, --124-~d3' ----,-;-465---0:7 .--59~d3 ---580 ---0:8 -154-ydT ---1;,i2 .. 0.-i--i27-yd 3
E;;tp;lo-AIl~----' '----437 --NOi41 ---NO --o~6 --'--NO' ---165 ---55:6 --68vei'a ---170 ---3~3 ---'8y'd3 --'78 -'-----2:-3 --'43"yd 3

15 tons

~:;,~:"~'-!- -":}:!~ ,,:::1 ,~!I-~il-!r:-:~ -•_.~~..J! 3::~4i =;1~' 4:~~r~:=~~i =3:::~O~-~~
6 tons

!V1.e_nlo P~k II.__l'~~.. II.__l'1021.__1~'l.Q.?I_. .L.Q.1~9__'(<!~
Millbrae 623 2,435 2,435 2.3 361 yd 3

Pacifica 986 --1-,136 --1-.136 ---'0:0 ---iMydO ~1*1 i:!1 ~~:~: ~-II ~~~I-}~I· ~~~ -~: :11 ;~I=--ii~I~=-~~ir~~f
9 tons

~:~~~~.~a~;__.' l%f; ~;_: 7:~ 1~. :~ '~~_;_~.'~-"'~..'.•.__ l,oi-.;..~~~~ ..~~ ~~ .. ~:~.8 .. 1~~. _1,~:~ ~.. :_.~. ..;;.8.1.- ..-.' ._._.._.. 9.1~•. :~._..'. .~.. ".L3.;.--•.~-._~:.__.~San Bruno 950 912 604 0.0 65 yd 3 2,418 0.4 196 yd 3 2,184 0.5 231 yd 3 1,845 2.6 158 yd 3
s;,:;-~~s---- ---701' -- 137 52 ----0-:-6 -14OVd' --67 0.1 --1-74ydT ---997---o.2--i29-Yd3 ---683 ---iO-'134--~d3

San Mateo, City-;;f-' ---S:OOO --2-,914 2,914 --20~5 198 yd 3 ------,,-s41~.5 345 yd 3 2,941 14.1 1,232 yd 3 ---2-,704---·9~3 -'-918~d3
S'~-n M~~eo CO~;;-;y----l:li6 --6,005 '--3,210 ---2-2-.2-227~d3 '-4-:023---20.6 -278-;';3 ---4.799 ----7-5.8 -~O-ydJ '--8~9J ----64~3--96-yd3

So. San Francisco II 1,50011 4,4011 6601 0.01 127 yd 3 11 14,8061- 0.51 62 yd 3 11,148 1.8 97 "yd 3 7,587 15.6 97 yd 3
2 tons

~I
Nol Nol Nol 109 vd 3"

-------- '--436 yd 3
-----,_.- -~--~.._,- --_._."------

Woodside NO 363 121.5 379 288.0 1,458 294.7 27 lOllS

TOTAL . 21,4091 26,3071 17,4671 251/ 5,238 yd 3 31,348 358 4,176 yd 3 33,605 503 6,864 yd 3 30,586 527 4,874 yd 3

39 tons 15 tons 243 tons

Notes: 1. Based on data from the Fiscal Year Annual Report.
2. Other facilities include V-ditches, drain lines, channels, creeks and culverts.

3. Assumed the number of inlets cleaned are also inspected.
4. NO· No Oata reported.

Junction boxes and pump stations are excluded.
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan

Figure 2-1 Task Lead and Schedule for Municipal Maintenance

Municipal Maintenance

General Program Lead •

Member Agency Lead 1'::::::1

Task I Description

Year FY 1998/99 FY 1999/00 FY 2000/01 FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03

Jul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr

2.0 Municipal Maintenance

2.1 Ilmplement Performance Standards

Develop and Assist with Performance Standards

2.2 IConduct Training and Outreach Materials

2.3 ICoordinate with Other Agencies

and Private Industries

2.4 IAssist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning

~J Annual Report

SM70-10\Final\mainSCHD.xls(section2,3) 2-9
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3
Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls
GOALS

This component of the SWMP contains
two distinct, but related types of
stormwater pollution prevention and
control activities. One is a set of
business-based controls on stormwater
pollution and the other is a storm drain
system-based set of controls to identify
and effectively eliminate illicit discharges.
Each of these types of controls is
described further below.

The control of pollutants from industrial
and commercial facilities emphasizes
educating businesses about stormwater
pollution prevention and control methods.
Educational outreach to businesses occurs
during facility inspections, through
meetings with trade and business
organizations, and as a result of
STOPPP's public information and
involvement activities. During facility
inspections, STOPPP inspectors identify
any needed improvements in businesses'
stormwater pollution prevention and
control practices and establish schedules
for accomplishing these improvements.
As needed, STOPPP inspectors enforce
local ordinances and/or hazardous waste
management and other statutes to control
stormwater pollution.

The control of illicit discharges is intended
to effectively eliminate non-stormwater
discharges (Le., those that are disallowed
by the NPDES permit) to the municipal
storm drain system. Citizens and
municipal staff identify illicit discharges,
and municipalities attempt to locate the
sources. Municipalities then require the
responsible parties to eliminate the illicit
discharge. Where a responsible party has

\\SERVER\WORK\SM7X\SM70-1 O\Final\ILLDIS.DOC 3-1

not been identified, additional field
screening and educational outreach to the
residents and businesses in the area may

. be conducted.

The four primary goals of this component
are as follows:

• Minimize or eliminate potential
stormwater pollution sources at
commercial and industrial facilities
through inspection and educational
outreach activities;

• Effectively prohibit illicit discharges to
the municipalities' storm drain
systems;

• Identify and use consistent
countywide stormwater pollutant
control methods which are based on
guidance and practices that have been
proven effective; and

• Track, measure, and distribute
information about the progress of
inspection and educational outreach
activities as part of instituting a
process of continuous improvement.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

This section summarizes what has been
accomplished during the initial NPDES
permit period that began in July 1993.

Inspections of Commercial and Industrial
Businesses

During the initial NPDES permit period,
STOPPP inspected a wide variety and
number of businesses. This expansive
push to visit businesses helped provide
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan

educational outreach to these businesses,
led to needed stormwater pollution
prevention improvements, and helped to
develop baseline information about
businesses' stormwater impacts for
prioritizing future re-inspections. This
major effort resulted in the inspection of
approximately 5,400 businesses from
July 1994 through June 1997.

The County Environmental Health,
Department (County Health) reports that
it has inspected all of the facilities with
Hazardous Materials Management Plans
and/or which are hazardous waste
generators within the cities where it
conducts stormwater inspections and in
the San Mateo County unincorporated
area. The number of businesses
inspected in future years will decline
significantly as the inspection effort
focuses more on priority businesses
identified during the initial broad round of
inspections.

Most of the inspections and educational
outreach are conducted by County Health
which has inspection agreements with 15
municipalities (Atherton, Belmont,
Burlingame, Colma, East Palo Alto, Half
Moon Bay, Hillsborough, Menlo Park,
Millbrae, Pacifica, Portola Valley,
Redwood City, San Bruno, San Carlos,
and the unincorporated county area for
San Mateo County). Most of the other
cities (Daly City, Foster City, San Mateo,
and South San Francisco) use their
pretreatment, source control, or industrial
waste inspectors from their wastewater
treatment plants to conduct the
stormwater inspections. Brisbane uses its
public works staff to conduct inspections.
In addition, Burlingame and Millbrae
supplement County Health's inspections
with ones conducted by their
pretreatment or industrial waste
inspectors. Conducting stormwater
inspections as part of existing inspection
programs has proven to be a very cost
effective approach.

\\SERVER\WORK\SM7X\SM70-' O\Final\ILLDIS .DOC 3-2

The Standard Industrial Stormwater
Inspection forms completed for the
inspections conducted in FY 1995/96
were entered into a database and the
results evaluated. The following
conclusions are based on this evaluation
and on experience implementing the
stormwater program:

• Outdoor waste storage/disposal areas
and outdoor wash areas are, in
general, important sources of
stormwater pollutants;

• Outdoor parking areas, access roads,
and rooftop equipment areas are, in
general, minor sources of stormwater
pollutants; and

• Businesses that have the most
potential to cause stormwater
pollution should be targeted for annual
inspections by using the information
generated during the first round of
inspections.

Elimination of Illicit Discharges

One of the primary requirements of the
STOPPP agencies' first NPDES permit is
to identify and eliminate illicit discharges.
Listed below are the four primary ways
that municipalities are working to
accomplish this:

1. Educate the public and businesses
about illicit discharges and alternatives
available for their elimination.

2. Respond to complaints from the public
and other agencies about illicit
discharges. The key to the success of
this activity is having a response
process in place to efficiently route
and respond to complaints.

3. Combine reconnaissance for illicit
discharges with each municipality's
routine maintenance and cleaning of
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storm drain inlets and culverts and
creeks.

4. Eliminate illicit discharges as part of
business inspections.

Between July 1994 and June 1997,
STOPPP's member municipalities reported
inspecting approximately 180 channel
miles of creeks and storm drainage
systems. In response to calls from
residents and the inspection of the storm
drain system, about 840 illicit discharges
were identified. In most cases the source
of the illicit discharge was found and
abated. The number of illicit discharges
found each year increased due to
municipal staff's heightened awareness of
illicit discharges and the increased amount
of the storm drain system screened each
year for illicit discharges.

The most common categories of illicit
discharges have been sewage,
construction material, automotive fluids,
washwaters, and food waste. These five
categories account for over 85 percent of
the illicit discharges, and the number of
illicit discharges is fairly evenly distributed
among these five categories.

Partnership with Used Oil and Household
Hazardous Waste Programs, and Business
Groups

Businesses and residents need
alternatives to dumping and discharging
wastes into the storm drainage system if
illicit discharges are going to be
effectively prohibited. As described
further under the Public Information and
Participation section of the SWMP, the
County Household Hazardous Waste
Program and the County's Used Oil
Program have seen a large increase in the
amount of materials recycled. STOPPP
has partnered with the County's programs
and with businesses to improve
awareness about alternatives for disposal
of oil, paint, and other chemicals.

\\SERVER\WORK\SM7x\SM70- IO\Final\ILLDIS.DOC 3-3

Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls

STOPPP member agencies also recognized
the need to work with business groups.
In 1997 STOPPP representatives
conducted a presentation on stormwater
requirements and BMPs during a chapter
meeting of the California Autobody
Association, Golden Gate Chapter.

Staff Training

Training has been one of the keys to
making the STOPPP program more
routine, consistent, and cost-effective for
all of the municipalities. The
Subcommittee conducted two training
workshops for business inspectors and
two for illicit discharge inspectors during
the initial NPDES permit period. The
topics covered included information on
BMPs, enforcement options, and case
studies. Approximately 190 people
attended the two business inspection
workshops and approximately 160 people
attended the two illicit discharge control
workshops. The Commercial!lndustrial!
Illicit Discharge Subcommittee has also
conducted additional informal stormwater
pollution prevention and control training
as part of its monthly meetings; and
County Health has conducted additional
informal training of its staff.

Performance Standards

Based on four years of experience
identifying and eliminating illicit
discharges and helping businesses to
implement stormwater controls, the
Subcommittee developed a set of
performance standards. All of the
STOPPP municipalities have agreed to the
performance standards as the minimum
set of controls that each agency is
committed to implement. Copies of the
performance standards are included in
Appendix B.
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan

MAJOR TASKS

The following tasks will be conducted
during the next five years.

Task 3.1 Implement and Assist with the
Performance Standards

Each of the municipalities will implement
the performance standards specified in
Appendix B for industrial/commercial
controls of pollutants in stormwater and
to effectively control and eliminate illicit
discharge as part of its compliance with
the countywide stormwater NPDES
permit. The Commercial/Industrial/Illicit
Discharge (C/III) Subcommittee will
review the performance standards at least
every two years and make any needed
improvements. The General Program will
assist the municipalities to understand
and implement the performance
standards.

Task 3.2 Assist with Regulatory
Compliance and Planning

The General Program will conduct four
activities under this task:

1. Assist the STOPPP municipalities to
comply with the reporting and other
requirements of the NPDES permit,
including development of deliverable
quarterly/semi-annual reporting forms
for tracking local program progress,
and preparation of the industrial and
commercial discharge/illicit discharge
controls section of the STOPPP
Annual Report;

2. Develop two-year General Program
work plans and budgets;

3. Assist with any additional planning
needed to improve this section of the
SWMP (the goal of STOPPP is to
modify the SWMP as needed every
two years so that the plan may
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continue to be used for more than five
years); and

4. Continue to assist the CII/l
Subcommittee to conduct meetings
and other activities.

As part of this task the General Program
will also conduct individual performance
reviews and one-on-one meetings with
STOPPP's member agencies every two
years on average. Regional Water Quality
Control Board staff may choose to attend
these meetings.

Municipalities will be responsible for
participating in the Subcommittee as
appropriate (see the performance
standards) and providing sufficient
information on their local programs for the
Annual Report.

Task 3.3 Provide Training and Outreach
Materials

This task targets training for two groups.
One group is the municipal staff
implementing the business inspections
and illicit discharge controls and the other
group is the business and trade
organizations whose members need to
comply with the stormwater pollution
prevention and control requirements.
Upon request, the STOPPP General
Program will assist any of its member
agencies to provide training of its
inspection staff. It is anticipated that
more emphasis will be placed on
continuing to train illicit discharge
inspectors than business inspectors over
the next five years because most of the
business inspectors work for County
Health and receive stormwater training as
part of their Certified Unified Program
Agency duties. Training of illicit
discharge inspections will occur
approximately every other year. Part of
assisting with the training will be to
develop an inspector's handbook that will
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be in a binder so that it can be updated
regularly.

The educational outreach and training
with business and trade organizations is
an excellent way for STOPPP to gain a
better understanding of the business
community's perspective. This will allow
STOPPP inspectors to offer better
alternatives for preventing and controlling
stormwater pollution. The CII/I
Subcommittee has identified the following
groups as priorities for possible future
collaboration on joint stormwater training
activities: 1) restaurants; 2) automotive
repair facilities; and 3) business
organizations that base their membership
on a particular geographic area.

This task also includes the adaptation,
update, and preparation of educational
outreach materials (e.g., flyers and
brochures) to provide to businesses.
During the development of new materials,
input from business groups will be
solicited so that the materials are
accurate and useful to them. The last
group is included in the list of priorities
because it includes some active, local
organizations that can assist STOPPP.

Task 3.4 Provide Incentives for
Businesses to Comply

The General Program will continue to
identify incentives for businesses to
comply with stormwater pollution
prevention and control requirements. The
types of incentives that will be evaluated
include publicly recognizing businesses'
stormwater pollution prevention efforts,
providing certificates for businesses that
attend STOPPP's training, and working
with business organizations to develop
their own recognition programs. The
General Program will implement or assist
with the implementation of any incentives
approved by the Subcommittee, Technical
Advisory Committee, and CICAG (if its
approval is needed).

\\SERVER\WORK\SM7X\SM70-1O\Final\ILLDlS.DOC

Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls

Task 3.5 Evaluate the Effectiveness of
the Implemented Controls

The effectiveness of the stormwater
pollution prevention and control activities
will be evaluated in several ways. One
method will be to track trends in the
number and type of stormwater pollution
problems found at businesses over time.
It is uncertain whether a trend toward
fewer problems will be evident as the
program continues to increase its

• effectiveness. One possibility is that the
program will continue to uncover new
problems in sufficient numbers to offset
the number of old problems being
corrected. In order to evaluate trends,
information collected on the Standard
Industrial Reporting Form will be entered
into a database and evaluated at least
every two years. Other methods that will
be used to evaluate effectiveness will
include tracking the number of illicit
discharges found and eliminated, the
amount of liquid materials being recycled
by the County's Household Hazardous
Waste and Used Oil Programs, and by
conducting at least one countywide
survey of businesses to find out how well
STOPPP's educational outreach and
inspections are working. The countywide
survey of businesses will be conducted in
FY 1999/00 to correspond with the Public
Information and Participation's public
awareness survey of residents. The
results of these evaluations will be
included in the annual NPDES permit
report and in repor+s to C/CAG.

3-5
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Figure 3-1 Task Lead and Schedule for Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls

Illicit Discharge Controls

General Program Lead III
Member Agency Lead nil

Task I Description

Year FY 1998/99 FY 1999/00 FY 2000/01 FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03

Jul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr lJul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr

3.0 Industrial and Commercial/
Illicit Discharge Controls

3.1 Ilmplement Performance Standards

Assist with Performance Standards

3.2 IAssist with Regulatory Compliance, Planning
and Performance Reviews

3.3 IProvide Training and Outreach Materials

3.4 IProvide Incentives for Businesses to Comply

3.5 IEvaluate Effectiveness of Controls

IAI Annual Report
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4
Public Information and Participation

GOALS

Stormwater pollution results from the
small, incremental, and collective
activities of everyone within San Mateo
County and its watersheds. The diffuse
origins of the problem are often the result
of the unintended and unrecognized
consequences of thousands of routine,
seemingly inconsequential, decisions
made daily. Public Information and
Participation (PIP) is one of the keys to
preventing stormwater pollution. The
better everyone understands what causes
stormwater pollution and the simple
things that we can do about it, the
cleaner our creeks and shorelines will be.

The primary goals of this component are:

• Educate the public about the causes
of stormwater pollution and its serious
effects on the quality of local creeks,
lagoons, shorelines, and
neighborhoods;

• Encourage residents to adopt less
polluting and more environmentally
beneficial practices; and

• Increase residents' hands-on
involvement in STOPPP activities.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

This section of the SWMP summarizes
what PIP accomplished during the initial
NPDES permit period that began in July
1993.

IISERVERIWORKISM7XISM70-1 OIFinallPIP.DOC 4-1

General Outreach

The PIP Subcommittee conducted
educational outreach activities to convey
general information about stormwater
pollution problems and solutions. These
activities included developing
informational flyers and promotional
materials, working with schools,
stenciling storm drain inlets, and
participating in the San Mateo County
Fair. More information about these four
activities is provided below.

The PIP Subcommittee developed or
adapted six informational brochures and
several promotional items. The six
brochures PIP developed were: "The Bay
and Ocean Begin at Your Front Door
(English and Spanish versions),"
"STOPPP," "Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Guidelines for Food Handling
Facilities," the Motor Oil Point of
Purchase brochure, and the Private
Property Stenciling brochure. PIP also
developed various promotional items,
such as: crayons, coloring books,
magnets, key chains, T-shirts, hats, pens,
and auto fender skirts. In FY 1996/97
the STOPPP municipalities distributed
approximately 21,000 of these
promotional items.

The PIP Subcommittee worked with
schools and community organizations to
educate students and residents about
stormwater pollution. This educational
outreach included presenting "Canopy"
an interactive theatrical performance that
dramatizes ways that everyone can help
prevent stormwater pollution-to
approximately 7,800 students at 24
elementary schools during FY1996/97.
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan

The PIP Subcommittee also initiated the
Community Action Grant Awards Program
(later named Community Outreach Grant
Program), which funds community-based
environmental education/pollution
prevention programs or activities. Lastly,
STOPPP developed an award for
stormwater related projects as part of the
annual San Mateo County Science Fair.

STOPPP municipalities have also stenciled
storm drain inlets. Most of the
municipalities (16 of 21 I-have stenciled all
their storm drain inlets. The Town of
Portola Valley has no storm drain inlets,
and the other four municipalities are in the
process of completing their inlet
stenciling. In addition, the STOPPP
municipalities encourage businesses and
apartment owners to stencil their
privately-owned inlets.

Through the PIP Subcommittee, STOPPP
municipalities have participated in the San
Mateo County Fair since 1993. For this
annual event, the PIP Subcommittee
developed and featured an interactive,
educational booth on stormwater pollution
prevention. Thousands of residents have
visited this booth.

Partnerships with Agencies,
Organizations, and Industries

The PIP Subcommittee's partnerships
with other agencies and organizations
have provided a cost-effective way to
reach a large audience. The PIP
Subcommittee forged partnerships during
the past four years with BASMAA,
organizations and industries involved in
the Motor Oil Point of Purchase (POP)
Campaign, and the County Used Oil
Program.

STOPPP's participation in BASMAA's
Regional Advertising Campaign has
provided an opportunity to expose more
residents to stormwater pollution
prevention messages by sharing the costs
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of radio and television advertising with
other municipal stormwater programs.
PIP participated in BASMAA's campaigns
during FYs 1995/96, 1996/97, and
1997/98. BASMAA's 1995/96 campaign
encouraged residents not to dump
materials in the storm drains by explaining
that discharges to the storm drains are
not treated, unlike discharges to the
sanitary sewer system. The 1996/97
campaign encouraged the use of
environmentally friendly yard and garden
practices and the 1997/98 campaign
focused on minimizing leaks from cars.
The advertising promoted the 1-888-
BAYWISE number, which when called,
provided phone numbers to call and
receive a free copy of the "Grow It" or
"Keeping It All in Tune" guides or to
obtain further information on stormwater
pollution prevention.

To promote the Used Motor Oil Point of
Purchase Campaign, the PIP
Subcommittee formed partnerships with
the County Used Oil Program, Pennzoil
Products Company, KMEL (106.1 FM)
radio station, the California Integrated
Waste Management Board, and local
garbage companies. The purpose of the
campaign was to encourage the proper
use and disposal of motor oil. Because of
the partnership with Pennzoil Products
Company, STOPPP was able to elicit retail
store participation through Pennzoil's
existing relationships with store
managers. As a result, 22 stores
participated in the 1995/96 campaign and
23 stores participated in the 1996/97
campaign. Pennzoil provided further
assistance by setting up and maintaining
the POP displays. KMEL aired the
campaign's paid advertisement and
promoted the campaign during KMEL's
street fairs. Finally, the local garbage
companies (the Seacoast/Coastside
Disposal Company, the South San
Francisco Disposal Scavenger Company,
and the Los Altos Garbage Company)
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included stormwater pollution prevention
information in their bills.

The County Used Oil Program also
promoted STOPPP's general messages in
its outreach materials. The County Used
Oil Program promoted stormwater
messages through its 1-800 recycling
hotlines, promotional items, media
campaigns, "Boogie Down Jugglers"-a
pollution prevention stage show that was
performed at middle schools-and an
urban pollution exhibit at the Coyote Point
Museum in San Mateo.

The Regional Board adopted Resolution
No. 97-117 in September 1997
commending STOPPP and its pollution
prevention partners as part of Pollution
Prevention Week. This resolution also
recognized other major pollution
prevention projects in the Bay Area.

Public Education Outreach Survey

In November 1996, the PIP
Subcommittee's consultant conducted
STOPPP's first countywide telephone
survey to assess the effectiveness of its
outreach efforts and the public's
awareness of stormwater pollution. The
survey also provided information needed
to improve future outreach activities. The
survey revealed the following:

• While about one-half the residents
know that stormwater runs directly to
the creeks/Bay/ocean, the other half
do not know what happens to
stormwater (35% were undecided or
did not know and 13% thought water
in storm drains was treated at a
wastewater treatment plant).

• Most residents considered dumping
pollutants into storm drains a fairly
serious threat, but considered runoff
from streets and parking lots,
construction activity, and household
trash as relatively low threats.
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• Most residents (74%) have seen the
"No Dumping" stencil on storm drain
inlets.

• Survey participants listed the garbage
company, city and county
departments, and the phone book as
the most frequently used sources for
finding out how to properly dispose of
household hazardous waste.

• Most residents (72%) have been
exposed to at least one message on
the proper use and disposal of
hazardous chemicals; residents with
higher income levels reported a greater
level of exposure to this message than
lower income residents.

• About 10% of residents have called
either the 1-800-CLEANUP or 1-800
94-REUSE numbers. They learned
about these numbers through the
Used Oil Regional advertising
campaign efforts and STOPPP's
advertising in the San Mateo County
Times.

• 60% of residents mentioned that
recycling and disposing of materials
properly are activities people can do to
reduce pollutants from entering the
Bay.

• 7% of residents no longer dump oil in
the storm drain as a result of
messages about proper disposal of
household chemicals and used motor
oil.

• As a result of messages encouragirg
citizens to dispose properly their
household chemicals and used motor
oil, 18% of residents have either
decreased their use of hazardous
products or have increased the
amount that they properly dispose.
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MAJOR TASKS

The following tasks will be conducted
during the next five years:

Task 4.1 Implement and Assist with the
Performance Standards

Each of the municipalities will implement
the performance standards for Public
Information/Participation specified in
Appendix B. The Public
Information/Participation Subcommittee
will review the performance standards at
least once every two years and make any
needed improvements. The General
Program will assist the municipalities to
understand and implement the
performance standards.

Task 4.2 Assist with Regulatory
Compliance and Planning

The General Program will conduct four
activities under this task:

1. Assist the STOPPP municipalities to
comply with the reporting and other
requirements of the NPDES permit,
including development of deliverable
quarterly/semi-annual reporting forms
for tracking local program progress,
and preparation of the public
information/participation section of the
STOPPP Annual Report;

2. Develop two-year General Program
work plans and budgets;

3. Assist with any additional planning
needed to improve this section of the
SWMP (the goal of STOPPP is to
modify the SWMP as needed every
two years so that the plan may
continue to be used for more than five
years); and

4. Continue to assist the Public
Information/Participation
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Subcommittee to conduct meetings
and other activities.

Municipalities will be responsible for
participating in the Subcommittee as
appropriate (see the performance
standards) and providing sufficient
information on their local programs for the
Annual Report.

Task 4.3 Encourage Public Involvement,
Outreach, and Education

STOPPP will continue to encourage the
public to adopt stormwater pollution
prevention habits in their daily activities.
This will be accomplished by educating
the public about stormwater pollution and
by encouraging the public to take an
active role in keeping stormwater and
creeks clean. The following activities
comprise this task: Develop and
Implement Targeted Outreach, Continue
to Implement General Outreach, and
Evaluate Effectiveness.

Develop and Implement Targeted
Outreach

Targeted Outreach has five basic steps:

1. Identify a subject area to work on;

2. Conduct market research to identify
effective target message and
audiences;

3. Develop a focused campaign;

4. Implement the focused campaign; and

5. Conduct a public awareness survey as
one way to measure progress.

The following criteria may be used to
select areas to target for public education
activities: focus on stormwater pollutant
generating behavior by residents; select a
behavior where change is possible; and
choose a target that offers opportunities
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to create partnerships with others to
leverage limited resources.

PIP completed its Motor Oil Point of
Purchase targeted campaign in FY
1996/97, and is currently conducting its
Paint Point of Purchase campaign. The
Paint Point of Purchase campaign will
continue into FY 1998/99. The General
Program will select the next targeted
campaign subject area and conduct
market research in FY 1999/00. This
subsequent campaign is tentatively
planned to be implemented during the two
years beginning in FY 2001/02.

Continue to Implement General Outreach

In addition to targeted outreach, the
General Program will also conduct
activities related to the general message
of the stormwater program. This may
include activities such as: continuing to
provide, improve, and create promotional
materials and informational brochures;
encouraging schools and organizations to
educate students and citizens about
stormwater through the Community
Outreach Grant Program, the "Canopy"
Assembly Program, participation with the
County Science Fair, and through the
distribution of materials to schools, such
as computer programs and activity books;
encouraging participation in creek clean
up and creek-specific water quality
improvements; creating interactive
displays and materials for distribution at
events such as the San Mateo County
Fair; and creating a website that provides
information on stormwater pollution and
watersheds.

Evaluate Effectiveness

The PIP Subcommittee will develop
methods to evaluate the effectiveness of
each outreach activity conducted under
its targeted and general outreach
activities. Evaluations will help improve
future outreach, identify which types of
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Public Information and Participation

outreach are most cost effective at
educating and changing behavior, and
identify what topics and populations to
target next. Effectiveness can be
measured by how many people were
reached and how many residents adopted
less polluting behavior. Where cost
effective, the PIP Subcommittee may use
focus groups or conduct public opinion
surveys, such as the one conducted in
1996. At least one public awareness
survey will be conducted in 1999/00 to
measure progress since the 1996 survey.
The PIP Subcommittee will also use
incentives for encouraging the public to
give feedback and participate in
evaluations of individual General Program
events.

Task 4.4 Assist with Focused Staff
Training

The PIP coordinators for each municipality
will be provided information on how to
stay informed on the basic stormwater
pollution prevention information being
developed both outside and within
STOPPP. Every two years, the PIP
Subcommittee will help identify and
prioritize the PIP training needs of staff,
and the optimum ways to meet these
needs. One of the training needs already
identified is to learn how to better involve
the public in stormwater pollution
prevention activities. The PIP
Subcommittee will implement agreed
upon training activities every two years
beginning in FY 1999/00.

One of the specific activities under this
task will be to develop a model municipal
employee guidance document about
STOPPP. The guidance will explain
STOPPP and how to answer and route
telephone calls about stormwater
pollution. Portions of the guidance will be
designed for adaptation and use by each
municipality. The guidance will help each
municipality to implement the agreed
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upon internal communication and training
described in the performance standards.

Task 4.5 Collaborate with Other Groups

This task addresses the PIP
Subcommittee's continued commitment
to build partnerships with outside
agencies and companies, to collaborate
with volunteer groups, and to work with
other STOPPP subcommittees. In the
past, working with outside agencies and
volunteer groups through activities such
as the Community Outreach Grant
Program to promote a common
environmental message has proven to be
cost-effective. In addition, working with
other subcommittees helps STOPPP to
achieve its goals most effectively.

Build Partnerships with Agencies and
Companies

PIP will continue to build partnerships
with outside agencies where appropriate
and cost-effective. The past partnerships
with BASMAA and the County Used Oil
Program have been successful, and PIP
may continue to take part in them.

Collaborate with Volunteer Groups

Working with volunteer groups with
similar goals will be beneficial to both
STOPPP and the volunteer group. This
task will complement the performance
standard that states that municipalities
may coordinate with a volunteer group
that would assist STOPPP with
community outreach activities
{Performance Standard V.g.}.

Under this task, STOPPP will conduct the
Community Outreach Grant Program.
This program funds community-based
environmental education or pollution
prevention programs and activities.
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Work with Other Subcommittees

The last activity covered as part of this
task will be coordinating and integrating
PIP activities with other General Program
components. Some ways this might be
accomplished include participating in joint
work groups with other subcommittees,
inviting other subcommittee chairs
annually to participate in the PIP
Subcommittee meetings, and holding
workshops or other events with other
components of the General Program. One
specific activity PIP will implement under
this task is to help develop education
materials, such as BMP guidance and
employee training, for other
subcommittees. This will help STOPPP to
produce materials with a consistent, user
friendly message.
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Figure 4-1 Task Lead and Schedule for Public Information and Participation

Public Information and Participation

General Program Lead 11II
Member Agency Lead Iliil:!!i!1

Task I Description

Year FY 1998/99 FY 1999/00 FY 2000/01 FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03

Jut Oct Jan Apr lJut Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr IJut Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr

4.0 Public Information/PartIcipation

4.1 Ilmplement Performance Standards

Assist with Performance Standards

4.2 IAssist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning

4.3 IEncourage Public Involvement, Outreach and

Education

4.4 IAssist with Focused Staff Training

4.5 IColiaborate with Other Groups

1.1 Annual Report

SM70-1 O\Final\PIPSCHD .xls(section2, 3) 4-7
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5
New Development and Construction

Controls
GOALS

Changes to natural drainage systems due
to land development have led to increases
in the volume and rate of stormwater
runoff as well as the amount of pollutants
discharged to local waters. These
changes include modifying drainages to
quickly convey runoff, filling wetlands,
removing natural vegetation, and
increasing the amount of impervious
surface area through the construction of
buildings, roads, and parking lots. A large
portion of the developable land in San
Mateo County is already urbanized and,
with current growth rates and strong
economic conditions, there is continuing
pressure for more development. Efforts
are needed to control the impacts of
development and construction projects on
environmentally sensitive areas and local
waters.

The primary goal of the New Development
and Construction Controls component of
the SWMP is to minimize the water
quality and beneficial use impacts of land
development, both during and after
construction. Specific objectives to meet
this goal include the following:

• Prohibit non-stormwater discharges
from construction sites, and reduce
stormwater pollutant discharges from
development and construction
activities to the maximum extent
practicable;

F:\SM8X\SM80-01\SWMPrevINDINDEVTXT.DOC 5-1

• Provide guidance to municipalities on
cost-effective stormwater quality
controls for new and re-development
projects, and communicate the
information to developers,
owner/builders, and contractors;

• Incorporate stormwater quality
controls-- including good planning
practices to minimize increases in
impervious cover-- into development
plan review and permitting, and gain
internal acceptance and support for
these policies;

• Coordinate stormwater quality efforts
with the efforts of other agencies with
similar but separate regulations (e.g.
habitat protection/sensitive species);

• Require compliance with stormwater
best management practices (BMPs)
and erosion controls at construction
sites;

• Promote implementation of
performance standards for new
development and construction
controls; and

• Continually track, evaluate and
improve efforts to control stormwater
quality and beneficial use 1 impacts of

1 "Beneficial use" is defined as those uses allowing
the highest water quality consistent with maximum
benefit to the people of California, including uses for
recreation, preservation and enhancement of fish and
wildlife use, agricultural supply, industrial service
and process supply, municipal and domestic supply,
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development. Evaluate local agency
policies and practices, changes in
public awareness, and effectiveness
of specific control measures; and use
the results of these evaluations to
improve related future activities.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

Current Land Use

Land use data from the Association of
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) indicate
that about 74,300 acres (26 percent) of
the 285,000 total acres in San Mateo
County are considered urbanized as of
19951

• However, a large proportion of
the un-urbanized land is in unincorporated
County areas, and a majority of the cities
in the County are more than 75 percent
urbanized. These data are based on Land
Use Data (LUDA)-compatible maps
created in the 1970's through a joint
USGS/San Mateo County project and
digitized by ABAG. ABAG updated the
maps in 1985, 1990, and 1995 mainly
using aerial photographs and population
data. Based on the latest updated maps,
Table 5-1 displays the land use by type
for each municipality in 1995. A
description of the categories used in Table
5-1 is provided in Attachment 5-1 (at the
end of this section).

Estimated Development Potential and
Impacts

In 1994, ABAG estimated the area in San
Mateo County available to future urban
development to be 20,200 acres. Of this
amount, ABAG estimated 10,700 acres

groundwater recharge, navigation, and ocean
commercial and sport fishing. For a more detailed
description, see: San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board's Water Quality Control Plan
(1995 Basin Plan), 1995 (Chapter II).
1 Association of Bay Area Governments. Existing
Land Use in 1995: Data for Bay Area Counties and
Cities. 1996.
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would be available for development
through 2010. The remaining 9,500
acres may be available after 2010. Of
the 20,200 developable acres, ABAG
predicts that 4,250 of the 20,200
developed acres would be second growth
or redevelopment2

•

The total population in the County is
expected to increase from 696,450 in
1995 to 727,300 in 2000 and 754,750 in
2005 3

, which is an average growth rate
of about 0.8 percent per year. However,
projected growth rates for individual cities
vary from 4 percent in Portola Valley and
Menlo Park to 37 percent in Half Moon
Bay over the period from 1995 to 2005.
The rise in employment and the high cost
of housing in many bayside communities
will cause disproportionate increases in
population in coastside communities.

STOPPP conducted a survey in 1997 that
asked planning departments in San Mateo
County to identify the type and amount of
land use development they expected
between January 1998 and January
2003. The survey also asked for parcel
sizes and whether these parcels had been
previously developed. Fifteen of the 21
municipalities responded to the survey.4
Of those who did respond, municipal
planning staffs identified 2,141 acres that
are currently being considered for
development approval. Of this area,
1,672 acres, or 78%, is vacant. Table 5
2 summarizes the 1997 survey responses
by land use type. Attachment 5-2,
located at the end of this section,
provides detailed results of survey

2 Association of Bay Area Governments. Local
Policy Survey Report. 1994.
3 Association of Bay Area Governments.
Projections96. 1995.
4 Municipalities that responded to the survey include:
Brisbane, Burlingame, Colma, Foster City, Half
Moon Bay, Hillsborough, Menlo Park, Millbrae,
Pacifica, Portola Valley, San Bruno, San Carlos, San
Mateo County, South San Francisco, and Woodside.
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responses.

STOPPP conducted a similar survey in
1993 that was used in a subsequent
study to establish priorities for
implementing stormwater controls, based
on the potential of certain types of
development to impact water quality.
The study recommended that
municipalities require stormwater controls
for (in priority order): 1) commercial,
industrial, and residential developments
that include new open parking lots; 2) low
density (lot sizes greater than 10,000
square feet) single-family residential
developments; 3) medium density (lot
sizes less than 10,000 square feet)
single-family residential developments;
and 4) other types of multi-family
residential, industrial and commercial
developments1. The potential impacts of
the highest priority development types are
summarized in Table 5-3.

Current Regulations and Policies

Control of the water quality impacts of
construction and new development is
described in U.S.E.P.A.'s stormwater
regulations2

, CZARA3
, and the San

Francisco Bay Basin Plan4
• The Basin Plan

also requires municipalities to use their
powers under CEQA to reduce the long
term impacts of development on
stormwater quality. In addition, the
Comprehensive Conservation and
Management Plan (CCMP) for the San

1 EOA, Inc. Toward Policies for Long Term Control
of Stormwater Pollutants from New Development.
Prepared for the STOPPP New Development
Subcommittee. August, 1995.
2 Environmental Protection Agency. National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit
Application Regulations for Storm Water
Discharges; Final Rule. Federal Register, 40 CFR
Parts 122, 123, and 124. November 16, 1990.
3 Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments,
Section 621 7.
4 State of California. Water Quality Control Plan for
the San Francisco Bay Region. 1995.

New Development and Construction Controls

Francisco Estuary5 includes
recommendations that local governments:
1) incorporate watershed management
and stormwater management plans into
local General Plans; 2) adopt policies to
promote compact, contiguous
development; 3) develop and implement
guidelines for site planning and BMPs; and
4) create market-based incentives to
protect water quality.

In 1994, Regional Board staff issued Staff
Recommendations for New and
Redevelopment Controls for Stormwater
Programs (Recommendations), to assist
municipalities in implementing planning
procedures and selecting construction and
post-construction BMPs consistent with
the regulations and policies described
above. The Recommendations state that
municipalities that put forth good-faith
efforts to implement local programs based
on the Recommendations will be
complying with EPA regulations, CZARA,
and the CCMP. STOPPP municipalities
have worked toward implementing the
Recommendations during the past three
years, and used the Recommendations as
the basis for developing performance
standards for control of stormwater
pollutants from development and
construction activities. (See Appendix B).

Current Guidance Documents

Several useful guidance documents are
available to STOPPP municipalities to
assist implementation of the Stormwater
Management Plan. These include the
following:

• Erosion and Sediment Control Field
Manual (Regional Board. 1998);

• Manual of Standards for Erosion and
Sediment Control Measures (ABAG,
1995):

5 San Francisco Estuary Project. Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plan. 1993.
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• Compilation of New Development
Stormwater Treatment Controls in the
San Francisco Bay Area !BASMAA.
1997);

• Start at the Source !BASMAA, 1999);

• Recommendations for New and
Redevelopment Controls for
Stormwater Programs
(Recommendations) !Regional Board,
1994);

• Guidance for Implementation of
Performance Standards for Control of
Stormwater Pollutants from
Development and Construction
Activities (STOPPP,1998);

• Guidance on Permanent Stormwater
Controls for New and Redevelopment
in San Mateo County (STOPPP,
1996);

• Toward Policies for Long- Term Control
of Stormwater Pollution from New
Development (STOPPP. 1995);

• California Storm Water Best
Management Practices Handbook
Construction Activity (SWQTF,
1993l.

STOPPP Accomplishments

New Development Subcommittee

STOPPP's strategy has been to integrate
procedures for stormwater pollution
prevention and control into existing
municipal review and inspection programs
and to coordinate with new development
programs being implemented as part of
other Bay Area stormwater programs.
STOPPP provides guidance to the local
municipal programs through its New
Development Subcommittee. The
Subcommittee meets monthly and has
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been a valuable means of communication
and information sharing between STOPPP
and the member agencies as well as
among the agencies.

Outreach

Since 1995, the Subcommittee has
conducted annual educational workshops
for municipal planners, engineers, and
inspectors. Recent workshops covered
such topics as: consideration of
stormwater issues during the plan review
and permitting process; local examples of
plan review processes; construction and
erosion control issues, and an overview of
permanent stormwater controls (both site
design and treatment controls). The
Subcommittee has also assisted Regional
Board staff in conducting erosion control
and site inspection workshops.

The Subcommittee also assists
municipalities in conducting outreach to
developers and contractors. The
Subcommittee adapted a series of seven
brochures on BMPs for construction
activities for municipalities to hand out at
planning and building department counters
and to attach to various permits. In
addition, representatives of the
Subcommittee worked with BASMAA to
develop a guidance document entitled
Start at the Source; Residential Site
Planning and Design Guidance Manual for
Stormwater Quality Protection. This
document is being used by the
municipalities to educate developers (and
their own staffs) about ways to mitigate
stormwater impacts of development
through proper site design.

Guidance for Local Policies

In 1995, the Subcommittee and its
consultant prepared a guidance document
entitled Toward Policies for Long- Term
Control of Stormwater Pollutants from
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New Development. The purpose of this
document was to assist municipalities to
adopt and implement consistent, practical
development policies that would
accomplish the maximum feasible
reduction in stormwater pollution from
new development over the long term. As
described earlier, the document took the
results of the 1993 future development
survey and identified types of
development that were considered high
priority for implementing stormwater
controls, based on their potential to
impact water quality.

Guidance for Selection of Stormwater
Quality Controls

In 1996, the Subcommittee and its
consultant prepared a report entitled
Guidance on Permanent Stormwater
Controls for New and Redevelopment in
San Mateo County. The report provides
design guidelines and criteria for
recommended BMPs for priority
development sites in the County (new
parking lots, low-density residential
development, medium-density residential
development, and industrial/commercial
development). The BMPs evaluated
include grass swales, vegetated filter
strips, infiltration controls, porous
pavement, sand filters, oil/sediment
separators, detention basins and wet
ponds, as well as erosion controls,
landscaping, public education, and street
and storm drain maintenance.

Development Review Checklists

STOPPP was one of the first stormwater
programs in the Bay Area to promote the
use of standardized checklists to help
municipal plan checkers consider
stormwater quality impacts, mitigations,
and BMPs during the plan review process.
STOPPP's Interim Checklist for
Development Approvals and Building
Permits, developed in 1994, was revised
into a set of two checklists, one for

New Development and Construction Controls

construction activity requirements and
BMPs and one for permanent stormwater
quality controls. The revised checklists
were designed for use by planners,
engineers, and inspectors to track a
project's compliance with stormwater
requirements from the initial application
stage through the construction stage.
Copies of the revised checklists are
provided in Attachment 5-3.

Local Efforts

In general, STOPPP municipalities have
made substantial progress incorporating
stormwater pollution prevention
requirements into their development plan
review and construction inspection
procedures, and are continuing to review
and improve their programs. During the
term of the first NPDES permit, STOPPP
municipalities' new development activities
focused on:

• Adoption of stormwater discharge and
erosion control ordinances;

• Development and implementation of
construction activity BMPs;

• Incorporation of stormwater pollution
prevention into development plan
reviews and construction inspections;

• Implementation of the Regional Board
staff's Recommendations; and

• Development and initial
implementation of performance
standards for new development and
construction activities.

Almost all municipalities have reported
that they are: 1) using the STOPPP
checklists for some or all development
projects; 2) requiring construction BMPs
as permit conditions for some or all
projects; and 3) requiring copies of
Notices of Intent (NOIs) and Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) for
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projects with greater than five acres of
disturbed area.

The Role of the County Flood Control
District

The San Mateo County Flood Control
District is part of the County Public Works
Department and has a very small staff.
Historically, the District has constructed
and maintained flood control
improvements in selected zones of the
County. The zones were assessed for the
cost of improvements via the property tax
bill (until Proposition 13 was enacted).
The District is still a legal entity today,
but funds projects on a "pay as you go"
basis. It is currently involved in three main
activities:

• Colma Creek Improvements - raising
bridges, improving channels, adding
box culverts at Mission Road and EI
Camino Real, working with BART and
SamTrans to construct box channel
and bridge improvements;

• San Francisquito Creek Maintenance 
working with the Santa Clara Valley
Water District to develop guidelines
for voluntary creek maintenance by
private property owners; and

• Ongoing maintenance activities 
minor dredging and maintenance in
San Bruno Creek, Colma Creek, and
other "engineered" channels.

The District has coordinated with the
New Development Subcommittee on
implementation of appropriate BMPs for
its activities.

MAJOR TASKS

The following tasks will be conducted
during the next five years.
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Task 5.1 Implement and Improve
Performance Standards

Each of the municipalities will implement
the performance standards for control of
stormwater pollutants from development
and construction activities, specified in
Appendix B, as part of its compliance
with the countywide stormwater NPDES
permit. The New Development
Subcommittee will review the
performance standards at least once
every two years and make any needed
improvements. These improvements will
be based on implementation experience,
the measured effectiveness of the
controls, and future guidance from
Regional Board staff, BASMAA, and other
groups as available.

Task 5.2 Conduct Watershed Resource
Inventory and Planning

STOPPP will assist municipalities to begin
to develop inventories and maps of the
natural resources within their watersheds.
The purpose of the inventories is to
identify areas to be protected and/or
restored through the use of development
controls, as determined necessary by the
local municipalities. The municipalities
will perform identification and mapping of
"sensitive areas" (as defined in the
performance standards). STOPPP
assistance will include guidance on
assessment of creek and habitat
conditions by field observation, estimates
of impervious cover in the watersheds
and other indicators. These efforts will
be coordinated with the STOPPP
Watershed and Collaborative Monitoring
Subcommittee's development of
impervious surface cover measurements
as a tool for watershed management in
San Mateo County.

Task 5.3 Assist with Implementing
Stormwater Quality Controls
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Increase Knowledge and Use of
Appropriate Controls

The General Program will track the
implementation of stormwater controls in
municipal and private projects. Tracking
will primarily be conducted through
discussion of municipal "case studies" at
New Development Subcommittee
meetings and quarterly/biannual reports
from municipalities. The Subcommittee
will also continue to investigate and
inform municipalities about the
effectiveness of individual structural
controls (e.g., grass swales, inlet filters,
etc.) by: 1) doing literature reviews and
periodically updating the Guidance on
Permanent Stormwater Controls for New
and Redevelopment in San Mateo County;
and 2) identifying opportunities for and
recommending BMP monitoring studies to
the Watershed and Collaborative
Monitoring Subcommittee.

Control Discharges from Construction
Related Activities

The General Program will support.
municipalities' efforts to control pollutant
discharges (including sediment) from
construction sites, as described in the
performance standards.

Activities may include:

• Assistance with education of
municipal inspectors on what to look
for during inspections, BMPs and
erosion/sedimentation controls, and
reporting;

• Development of a model certification
letter for municipalities to demonstrate
completion of pre-wet season
inspections:

• Guidance to municipalities on
reviewing local erosion control or
grading ordinances for adequacy and
effectiveness;

New Development and Construction Controls

• Outreach to developers and
contractors (see the Promote Outreach
section below), including review and
update (if needed) of the Construction
Activity BMPs brochures; and

• Consideration of positive incentive
programs to encourage contractors to
implement BMPs.

The Subcommittee will also track and
inform municipalities about changes to
the State Board's General Construction
Activity Stormwater NPDES Permit,
which is scheduled for reissuance in
1998.

Promote Outreach

The objectives of this subtask are to
continue and expand existing outreach
programs and to prepare and distribute
appropriate educational materials. Initial
outreach efforts have focused on
education of municipal planners and
engineers through monthly New
Development Subcommittee meetings and
annual workshops. These efforts will
continue to ensure that stormwater
quality controls are addressed during the
planning and design phase for both
private and municipal projects. The
General Program will conduct at least one
workshop (or equivalent) for municipal
staff each year. In the initial years of this
SWMP, the outreach will focus on helping
municipal planners and engineers
understand their responsibilities for
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implementing the performance standards
and coordinating their efforts among
internal departments.

Additional outreach is needed for
educating contractors, developers and
ownerlbuilders, and elected officials such
as Planning Commissions and City
Councils. The New Development
Subcommittee will discuss methods for
reaching these target audiences, and
conduct at least one outreach effort or
event each year for one or more of these
groups. The Subcommittee may
coordinate its outreach to developers and
contractors with efforts by BASMAA
(e.g., the proposed regional construction
education program) and Regional Board
staff (e.g., erosion control certification).

This task also includes preparation and
distribution of educational materials to
promote awareness of appropriate
stormwater controls and other issues of
importance to the Subcommittee.
Outreach pieces will be designed based
on the target audience and intended use,
with assistance and review by the Public
InformationlParticipation Subcommittee to
ensure that materials are consistent and
user-friendly.

Ensure Adequate Implementation
Measures

The objective of this subtask is to
encourage each municipality to adopt and
implement policies and implementation
measures that help preserve and enhance
water quality and protect sensitive areas.
as indicated in the performance standards
{Appendix Bl.

Because many cities throughout San
Mateo County are approaching built-out
capacities. municipalities are not finding
pressing needs to update their general
plans. Nonetheless. it is more efficient
for municipalities to consider all proposed
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changes to their general plans during their
regular general plan update period. rather
than piecemeal amendments throughout
the general plan period. The next general
plan update period varies from
municipality to municipality. The General
Program will encourage implementation
by each municipality of appropriate
general plan policies during the next
update period.

In the meantime. the General Program will
encourage the adoption of policies and
implementation measures by either
council resolution or planning department
policy to help preserve and enhance water
quality and protect sensitive areas for
each municipality. as indicated in the
Performance Standards. Specifically. by
July 2001. the General Program will
update an existing or provide a new
technical guidance document that
provides examples and/or model language
for council resolutions and planning
department policies. As indicated in the
performance standards. municipalities will
be encouraged to tailor. adopt. and fully
implement council resolutions or planning
department policies by July 2002.

This schedule allows the necessary time
for creation. review. adoption and
implementation of more practical and
effective policies and resolutions. This
time frame also allows for greater input
from and coordination with the STOPPP
Watershed and Monitoring Subcommittee
and the incorporation of results from its
impervious surface cover measurement
studies.

Task 5.4 Assess the Effectiveness of
Implemented Controls

There are three main areas in which the
effectiveness of municipal programs will
be assessed:

1. Implementation of the performance
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standards;

2. Enforcement of construction site
BMPs, as documented in inspection
reports (for sites inspected per the
Performance Standards), notices of
violation, and other documents; and

3. Requirements for appropriate
stormwater controls for both private
and municipal development projects,
as demonstrated in checklists,
conditions of approval, project plans
and specifications, or other
documents.

The New Development Subcommittee will
develop methods for measuring
effectiveness in these areas. This may
include methods for tracking new
development case studies, use of special
reporting or inspection forms, or other
means. In addition, as described in Task
5.3, the Subcommittee will continue to
investigate the effectiveness of individual
structural controls and recommend BMP
monitoring studies to the Collaborative
Monitoring Subcommittee.

Task 5.5 Assist with Regulatory
Compliance and Planning

The General Program will conduct five
activities under this task:

1. Assist the STOPPP municipalities to
comply with the reporting and other
requirements of the NPDES permit,
including development of deliverable
quarterly/semi-annual reporting forms
for tracking local program progress
and preparation of the new
development section of the STOPPP
Annual Report;

2. Develop two-year General Program
work plans and budgets;

New Development and Construction Controls

3. Assist with any additional planning
needed to improve this section of the
SWMP;

4. Continue to assist the New
Development Subcommittee to
conduct meetings and other activities;
and,

5. Develop a detailed work plan and
schedule for Subcommittee activities
each fiscal year.

Municipalities will be responsible for
participating in the Subcommittee as
appropriate (see the performance
standards) and providing sufficient
information on their local programs for the
Annual Report.

I F:\SM8X\SM80-01\SWMPrev\ND\NDEVTXT.DOC 5-9 Revised March 1999
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan

Table 5-1 Existing Land Use in San Mateo County Municipalities in 1995 1

New Development and Construction Controls

I I Total County Atherton Belmont Brisbane Burlingame Colma Daly City East Palo Alto

acres percent acres ' percent acres percent acres percent acres ~ercent acres percent acres percent acres percent
~---- --~- -----1---'---- -_._~-- ~--- ---~

TOTAL LAND 3 285,339 100% 3,111 100% 2,904 100% 1,927 100% 3,002 100% 1,315 100% 4,757 100% 1,601 100%

Total Urban Land

(1995) 3 74,333 26% 3,091 99% 2,108 73% 981 51 % 2,763 92% 1,110 84% 4,070 86% 1,369 86%
r----

Non-Urban Land 3 211,006 74% 20 1% 796 27% 946 49% 240 8% 205 16% 687 14% 232 14%

URBAN

Residential (gross) 48,449 65% 2,856 92% 1,656 79% 213 22% 1,626 59% 42 4% 2,464 61% 892 65%

Mixed Residential!

Commercial 534 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 0% 7 1% 3 0% 22 2%
- -~1----- -~~.~--

_.._0._._-

Commercial! Services 9,264 12% 230 7% 304 14% 35 4% 494 18% 141 13% 872 21% 193 14%

Mixed Commercial! !

Industrial 766 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 57 2% 0 0% 0 0% 5 0%

Industrial 3,598 5% 0 0% 0 0% 388 40% 383 14% 22 2% 27 1% 77 6%

Major Infrastructure 6,447 9% 3 0% 47 2% 334 34% 126 5% 15 1% 361 9% 94 7%

Military 148 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Total Urban Open: 5,127 7% 3 0% 101 5% 12 1% 74 3% 882 79% 343 8% 86 6%

Vacant--Cleared for

Redevelopment 4 462 9% 0 0% 35 35% 0 0% 32 43% 7 1% 3 1% 22 26%

Vacant--Undeveloped 4 405 8% 0 0% 45 45% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 7 8%

NON-URBAN

Agriculture 18,441 9% 7 35% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 96 47% 0 0% 0 0%

Rangeland 96,253 46% 12 60% 336 42% 568 60% 47 20% 67 33% 603 88% 35 15%

Wetlands 5 8,211 4% 0 0% 27 3% 0 0% 17 7% 0 0% 0 0% 178 77%

Forest Land 85,225 40% 0 0% 423 53% 0 0% 12 5% 15 7% 0 0% 0 0%

Sparsely Vegetated 2,876 1% 0 0% 10 1% 378 40% 163 68% 27 13% 84 12% 20 9%

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments. Existing Land Use in 1995: Data for Bay Area Counties and Cities. Oakland, CA. 1996.

, Not including Water category (ie. specific acreages for streams, canals, lakes, reservoirs, bays, estuaries, or sedimentation ponds).

2 Numbers are estimates for Unincorporated San Mateo County; Census Designated Places are included as parts of Unincorporated San Mateo County.

3 Subcategories may not sum to totals, due to rounding errors.

4 "Vacant--Cleared for Redevelopment" and "Vacant--Undeveloped" are two of several subcategories of "Total Urban Open."

5 Based on U.S.G.S. Survey Mapping.
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan

Table 5-1 Existing Land Use in San Mateo County Municipalities in 1995 1

New Development and Construction Controls

Foster City Half Moon Bay Hillsborough Menlo Park Millbrae Pacificia Portola Valley Redwood City

acres percent acres percent acres ' percent acres percent acres percent acres percent acres percent acres percent

TOTAL LAND 3 2,293 100% 3,838 100% 4,008 100% 6,543 100% 2,076 100% 7,821 100% 5,814 100% 12,125 100%

Total Urban land

(1995) 3 2,017 88% 1,253 33% 3,010 75% 4,458 68% 1,913 92% 2,782 36% 2,056 35% 5,908 49%

Non-Urban land 3 277 12% 2,585 67% 998 25% 2,086 32% 163 8% 5,038 64% 3,759 65% 6,217 51 %

URBAN

Residential (gross) 1,347 67% 754 60% 2,763 92% 2,716 61% 1,428 75% 1,992 72% 1,972 96% 3,674 62%

Mixed Residential!

Commercial 0 0% 12 1% 0 0% 59 1% 0 0% 22 1% 5 0% 89 2%
"--~

~- --~---

Commercial! Services 158 8% 223 18% 69 2% 623 14% 272 14% 373 13% 49 2% 1,226 21%

Mixed Commercial!

Industrial 262 13% 0 0% 0 0% 232 5% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 163 3%

Industrial 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 284 6% 32 2% 0 0% 0 0% 240 4%

Major Infrastructure 64 3% 77 6% 30 1% 198 4% 116 6% 129 5% 0 0% 351 6%

Military 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 101 2% 0 0% 15 1% 0 0% 0 0%

Total Urban Open: 185 9% 188 15% 148 5% 245 5% 64 3% 252 9% 30 1% 165 3%

Vacant--Cleared for

Redevelopment 4 59 32% 10 5% 12 8% 0 0% 12 19% 45 18% 0 0% 10 6%

Vacant--Undeveloped 4 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 7 3% 5 8% 0 0% 27 90% 57 35%

NON-URBAN

Agriculture 0 0% 1,525 59% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 25 0% 111 3% 0 0%

Rangeland 64 23% 932 36% 171 17% 106 5% 89 55% 4,500 89% 899 24% 141 2%

Wetlands 5 59 21% 0 0% 0 0% 1,883 90% 0 0% 0 0% 15 0% 5,577 90%

Forest land 0 0% 32 1% 759 76% 3 0% 37 23% 363 7% 2,701 72% 193 3%

Sparsely Vegetated 153 55% 96 4% 69 7% 94 5% 37 23% 151 3% 32 1% 306 5%

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments. Existing Land Use in 1995: Data for Bay Area Counties and Cities. Oakland, CA. 1996.

1 Not including Water category (ie. specific acreages for streams, canals, lakes, reservoirs, bays, estuaries, or sedimentation ponds).

2 Numbers are estimates for Unincorporated San Mateo County; Census Designated Places are included as parts of Unincorporated San Mateo County.

3 Subcategories may not sum to totals, due to rounding errors.

4 "Vacant--Cleared for Redevelopment" and "Vacant--Undeveloped" are two of several subcategories of "Total Urban Open."

5 Based on U.S.G.S. Survey Mapping.
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan

Table 5-1 Existing Land Use in San Mateo County Municipalities in 1995 1

New Development and Construction Controls

:>an IVlateo South San

San Bruno San Carlos San Mateo County 2 Francisco Woodside

acres percent acres percent acres I percent acres percent acres percent acres percent

~--:;~;;1-~ 100%
~---~~r---~

TOTAL LAND 3 4,045 100% 3,581 100% 193,886 100% 5,678 100% 7,193 100%

Total Urban Land

(1995) 3 3,252 80% 2,936 82% 7,211 92% 12,183 6% 5,310 94% 4,552 63%

Non-Urban Land 3 793 20% 645 18% 610 8% 181,699 94% 368 6% 2,642 37%

URBAN

Residential (gross) 1,782 55% 2,078 71% 4,856 67% 6,814 56% 2,387 45% 4,137 91%
~---

Mixed Residential!

Commercial 0 0% 42 1% 126 2% 144 1% 0 0% 0 0%
-~~- ----~

_._--,

Commercial! Services 702 22% 319 11% 1,312 18% 896 7% 667 13% 106 2%

Mixed Commercial!

Industrial 0 0% 0 0% 35 0% 0 0% 12 0% 0 0%

Industrial 45 1% 309 11% 40 1% 286 2% 1,465 28% 0 0%

Major Infrastructure 395 12% 156 5% 351 5% 3,039 25% 408 8% 153 3%

Military 12 0% 0 0% 0 0% 15 0% 5 0% 0 0%

Total Urban Open: 316 10% 32 1% 492 7% 987 8% 366 7% 156 3%

Vacant--Cleared for

Redevelopment 4 30 9% 7 22% 20 4% 89 9% 27 7% 42 27%
--~--~----------"-----

Vacant--Undeveloped 4 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 225 23% 32 9% 0 0%

NON-URBAN

Agriculture 87 11% 0 0% 0 0% 16,392 9% 30 8% 168 6%

Rangeland 361 46% 284 44% 267 44% 85,973 47% 225 61% 573 22%
-~--1---

Wetlands 5 0 0% 47 7% 5 1% 371 0% 0 0% 32 1%

Forest Land 161 20% 255 40% 208 34% 78,190 43% 12 3% 1,861 70%

Sparsely Vegetated 185 23% 59 9% 131 21% 773 0% 101 27% 7 0%

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments. Existing Land Use in 1995: Data for Bay Area Counties and Cities. Oakland, CA. 1996.

1 Not including Water category (ie. specific acreages for streams, canals, lakes, reservoirs, bays, estuaries, or sedimentation ponds).

2 Numbers are estimates for Unincorporated San Mateo County; Census Designated Places are included as parts of Unincorporated San Mate

3 Subcategories may not sum to totals, due to rounding errors.

4 "Vacant--Cleared for Redevelopment" and "Vacant--Undeveloped" are two of several subcategories of "Total Urban Open."

5 Based on U.S.G.S. Survey Mapping.
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New Development and Construction Controls

Table 5-2 Summary of Anticipated Development (1998-2003)

ntial Development Current Status of Total Units To Total Acres
Parcels Be Built

Single-family residential Vacant 1,170 979
Developed 1,229 109

Multi-family development Vacant 950 214
Developed 190 20

3,539 1,322

Commercial & Industrial Development Current Status of Parcel Size Total Acres
Parcels Range (acres)

Vacanti undeveloped 0.11-100 479
Developed 0.03-124 314

0.03-124 793

Table 5-3 Priority Development Types and Potential Stormwater Impacts1

Development Type Potential Impacts
Priority 1: Commercial, industrial, and Large increase in impervious area (increased
residential projects with large, open parking runoff, accumulation of pollutants, stream
lots. degradation); increased traffic.
Priority 2: Low-density single-family residential Disturbs previously undeveloped land, often in
(parcels of 10,000 square feet or more). sensitive areas; roads to development increase

pollutants; increase in auto-related pollutants
due to long drives and increased auto-trip
frequency for residents.

Priority 3: Medium-density single-family Density usually requires significant changes in
residential (parcels less than 10,000 square topography; drainage goes directly to storm
feet). drains; increased impervious surface; can

contribute to urban sprawl and traffic impacts.

I EOA, Inc. Guidance on Permanent Stormwater Controls for New and Redevelopment in San Mateo County.
Prepared for STOPPP New Development Subcommittee. December 1996.
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan New Development and Construction Controls

General Program Lead •

Member Agency Lead

Figure 5-1 Task Lead and Schedule for New Development and Construction Controls

Task I Description

Year FY 1998/99 FY 1999/00 FY 2000/01 FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03

Jul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr

5.0 New Development and
Construction Controls

5.1 Ilmplement Performance Standards

Assist with Performance Standards

5.2 IConduct Watershed Resource Inventory
and Planning

5.3 IAssist with implementing Stormwater Quality

Controls

5.4 IEvaluate the Effectiveness of Implemented

Controls

5.5 IAssist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning

~ Annual Report

SM70-10\Ndschd.xls\ND5.0 5-14
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ATTACHMENT 5-1

Definition of Categories in Table 5-1
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Definition of Categories in Table 5-1

[URBAN I I
Residential: Gross residential acreage of houses, apartments, mobile home parks,

garages, sheds, lawn, and streets. Excludes mixed use.
Mixed Residential/ Areas combining both residential and commercial/services aspects.
Commercial:
Commerical/ Services: Retail and wholesale commercial, outdoor recreation, education, hospitals,

rehabilitiation centers, other public facilities/ institutions (fire, police, city
hall, jail) research centers, offices, hotels. Excludes mixed use.

Mixed Commercial/ Areas combining both commercial/services and industrial aspects.
Industrial:
Industrial: Includes heavy and light industrial, recycling, and metal salvage. Excludes

mixed use.
Major Infrastructure: Major roads, rail, carports, marine transportation, municipal wastewater and

water supply facilities, communications facilities, and power facilities.
Military: Areas used by the armed forces including residential, commercial, hospitals,

communications, airports and ports, and open lands.
Total Urban Open: Affected by urban development but with minimal paving and buildings.

Extensive recreation (golf, racetracks), cemetaries, parks, open space, open
land that has been developed as an urban use, but is currently vacant.

Vacant--Cleared For Subcategory of Total Urban Open. Selected land that has been developed as
Redevelopment: an urban use but is currently vacant.
Vacant--Undeveloped: Subcategory of Total Urban Open. Undeveloped open areas and vacant lots

slated for urban development and open areas on urban/rural boundary.
NON-URBAN
Agriculture: Harvested, idle, cultivated cropland or pasture, includes orchards, groves,

vineyards, nurseries, ornamental horticulture, confined feeding lots, and
farmsteads.

Rangeland: Where natural vegetation is grasses, grass-like plants, shrubs, bushy,
chaparral.

Wetlands: Includes forested (seasonally flooded bottomlands, swamps, wooded
swamps), non-forested wetlands (marshes, meadows, prairies, open bogs),
and salt evaporators. Identifies general land use patterns consistent with
USGS, not US Fish and Wildlife Service.

Forest Land: Trees, including deciduous.
Sparsely Vegetated: Having limited ability to support life; general absence of vegetation such as

salt flats, beaches, sand, bare and exposed rock, strip mines, quarries, qravel

f:\sm70-1 O\FinaI\Nd1995Iu.xlsTable 5-1A
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ATTACHMENT 5-2

Land Use Survey Results (For Period 1998-2003)
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Land Use Survey Results (For Period 1998-2003)
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Slngle·Family Detached to be Constructed On:
Presently VacanV Undeveloped Land
Acres NP NP 16.5 0 0 NP NP 0 67 20 34.3 2.74 334 300 ,,) NP 0 7.8 NP 110 86.3 NP 978.6

Units NP NP 97 0 0 NP NP 0 450 8 140 7 140 48 NP 0 19 NP 89 194 NP 1170
Typical Parcel size (ac.) NP NP 0.11 NA NA NP NP NA 0.15 2.5 0.2 0.36 0.115 2.3 NP NA 0.46 NP NP 0.1 4.06 1.035

Parcel size range low (ac.) NP NP 0.14 NA NA NP NP NA 0.11 2 0.1 0.19 0.069 1 NP NA 0.23 NP NP 0.1 0.46 0.07

Parcel size range high (ac.) NP NP 0.95 NA NA NP NP NA 0.23 3 0.25 0.861 5 3 ,., NP NA 0.5 NP NP 0.13 10 10

Presently Developed Land (Redeve/opmenVlnlill Si/es)
Acres NP NP 12 NP 0.45 NP NP NP 7.5 NP NP 0.19 0 1.39 NP 0 1.2 NP 35 51.5 NP 109.2
Units NP NP 85 1 ~, 6 NP NP NP 50 10 • NP 1 0 5 NP 0 3 NP 750 318 NP 1229
Typical Parcel size (ac.) NP NP 0.11 0.14 0.075 NP NP NP 1.5 0.5 NP 0.19 NA 0.18 NP NA 0.15 NP 0.23 0.12 4.06 0.659
Parcel size range low (ac.) NP NP 0.06 0.11 0.075 NP NP NP 0.15 0.5 NP 0.19 NA 0.13 NP NA 0.15 NP 0.11 0.1 0.46 0.06
Parcel size range high (ac.) NP NP 0.5 0.14 0.075 NP NP NP 3 2 NP 0.19 NA 0.2 NP NA 0.23 NP 40 0.27 10 40

Single·Family Attached or Multl.family Development to Be Constructed On:
Presenlly VacanV Undeveloped Land
Acres NP NP 38.8 0 0 NP NP 5.2 4.3 NA NP 0 18 NP NP 0 0 NP 120 27.8 NP 214.1
Unils NP NP 352 0 0 NP NP 129 60 NA NP 0 7 NP NP 0 0 NP 234 " 168 NP 950
Typical Parcel size (ac.) NP NP 0.63 NA NA NP NP 0 1 NA NP NA 0.115 NP NP NA NA NP NP 0.06 4.06 0.984
Parcel size range low (ac.) NP NP 0.38 NA NA NP NP NP 0.4 NA NP NA 0.115 NP NP NA NA NP NP 0.06 0.48 0.08
Parcel size range high (ac.) NP NP 0.88 NA NA NP NP NP 2 NA NP NA 5 NP NP NA NA NP NP 0.09 10 10

Presenlly Developed Land (RedevelopmenVlnlill Siles)

Acres NP NP 1.5 0.92 0.38 NP NP NP 0.67 NA 0.34 2 0 NP NP 0.5 1.4 NP 10 2.58 NP 20.29
Unils NP NP 2.5 40 7.5 (-, NP NP NP 8 NA 6 1 0 NP NP 3 50 ,.j NP 37.5 ,.j 34 NP 189.5
Typical Parcel size (ac.) NP NP 0.11 0.14 0.Q75 NP NP NP 0.2 NA 0.34 2 NA NP NP 0.15 0.14 NP 0.46 2.58 4.06 0.932
Parcel size range low (ac.) NP NP NP 0.14 0.075 NP NP NP 0.2 NA 0.34 2 NA NP NP 0.12 0.14 NP 0.23 NP 0.46 0.08
Parcel size range hi9h (ac.) NP NP NP 0.46 0.75 NP NP NP 0.4 NA 0.34 2 NA NP NP 0.18 0.41 NP 1 NP 10 10

Commarclal or Industrial Development to Be Constructed On:
Presently VacanV Undeveloped Land

Acres NP NP 42 7 20 NP NP 93 '" 0.001 NA 14.15 15.6 52.7 1 NP 0 7.2 NP 7.5 '" 219 NP 479.4
Units NP NP 3

,.)
2

(.,
4 NP NP NP 12.63 OJ' NA 5.83 4 450 1m, 1 (p, NP 0 NA NP 7.5 (w) (.) NP 490

Typical Parcel size (ac.) NP NP 10 2.5 (d, 5 NP NP 10 ., 10 NA 3 3.9 0.115 1 NP NA 0.5 NP NP NA NA 4.635
Parcel size range low (ac.) NP NP 10 2 2 NP NP 1.4 1 NA 1 1.6 0.115 1 NP NA 0.2 NP NP 1.1 NA 0.11
Parcel size range high (ac.) NP NP 22 5 10 NP NP 27 '" 20 NA 10.72 7.3 5 1 NP NA 4 NP NP 100 NA 100

Presenlly Developed Land (Redeve/opmenVinlill Siles)

Acres NP NP 72 10 10 NP NP NP 124 NA 11.1 21.9 .1 8 NP NP 7.5 ,.. 22 NP 7.5 ('1 19.9 NP 313.9
Units NP NP 9

,.)
2 "1 4 NP NP NP 1 " NA 4.11 20 .1 100 NP NP NA NA NP 5 "' NP 145.1

Typical Parcel size (ac.) NP NP 8 3 2 NP NP NP 124 NA 1.6 1 0.115 NP NP 0.5 0.75 NP NP NA 0.93 14.19
Parcel size range low (ac.) NP NP 5.6 2 1 NP NP NP 124 NA 0.25 0.2 0.115 NP NP 0.5 0.25 NP NP 0.34 0.03 0.03
Parcel size range high (ac.) NP NP 11.3 5 5 NP NP NP 124 NA 3 17.2 2 NP NP 6 6 NP NP 9.5 8.27 124

F: SM70.10\Final\Ndsum.xlsTable

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Land Use Survey Results (For Period 1998-2003)

Notes:

Values are approximate; were gathered merely to determine trends in future development, but
not actual acreages projected.
NP: Not Provided.
NA: Not Applicable.
ac.: Acres.
(a): Sites; units not provided.
(b): 1 SFD/ Remodels/ Additions.
(c): 1 office development! 1 hotel expansion.
(d): Took mean of range: 2-3 acres.
(e): Took mean of range: 5 to 10.
(f): Took areas with high potential for development within next 5 years only.
(g): Includes Public developments.
(h): Took mean of 450,000-650,000 sf.
(i): Golf course.
0): Tear downs.

(k): Does not include 17.2 acres, 20 parcels associated with new BART station, for which
improvements being made are within BART's jurisdiction and appear not to be a part of the SM
STOPPP.

(I): Single-family data from vacant land survey (3/92); Commercial/industrial data from survey
summary (2/86). Last General Plan update: 1980. Defined "redevelopment!infill" as
redevelopment projects only.
(m): Tenant units or buildings.

(n): Includes PUD cluster projects with significant open space. Does not include development of
individual existing 1 ac. & vacant parcels which have been developing at rate of roughly 9 per
year).
(0): 3.0+

(p): One 7,000-8,000 sf (0.16-0.18 ac.) office/ commercial building.
(q): Potential closure of Navy base in 1998 will open 17+ acres of commercial property not
included herein.
(r): San Carlos recently annexed a developed (with some vacant land) industrial area; future
plans for this area are unclear. Future trends indicate mostly redevelopment. For industrial!
commercial sites, parcel size is grouped at extremes, not average.
(s): 40 net, 50 gross.
(t): In large projects, pending.
(u): Took mean of range (5-10 units/year over 5 years).
(v): Took mean of range (1-2 acres/year over 5 years).
(w): Took mean of range (1-2 buildings/year).
(x): Number of units not provided. Includes 948,670 sq ft (21.8 ac.) OFC/R&D; 1,000-1,900
hotel rooms; 150,000 sf (3.4 ac.) retail.
(y): Number of units not provided. Includes 147,000 sf (3.4 ac) R&D; 1,991 Parking spaces; 124
hotel rooms.

(z): Comprised of average of high probability cases.
(aa): Woodside provided information for existing development. Thus only parcel size responses,
which are expected to remain constant through the end of the planning period (Le., Jan. 2003),
were used.
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ATTACHMENT 5-3

NPDES Permit Compliance for Construction and New Development

• Checklist for Permanent Stormwater Quality Controls
• Chart for Identifying Required Permanent Stormwater

Controls
• Checklist for Construction Requirements
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM
NPDES Permit Compliance for Construction and New Development

Checklist for Permanent Stormwater Quality Controls

Key: ReQ'd ,. required conditions lor project; Incl. =included in submittel: Done = implemented on site.

J. REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL PROJECTS

The selection of and requirements for permanent stormwater quality controls ("post-construction" BMPs) will
depend on the type of development, the amount of impervious area proposed, and location of the project
relative to water quality resources. Use the following checklist and the "Regional Board Staff
Recommendations" to select appropriate BMPs and provide additional information to applicant.

o o o Evaluate type. size, and location of development:

• Type of development:

o Residential
o Industrial
o Commercial

• Directly connected impervious area':

o < 1 acre
o 1-5 acres
o > 5 acres

• Is any part of the project located in a sensitive area2? o no 0 yes

o o o Provide plans for and implement the following post-construction BMPs:
(Check those that apply, using the matrix on the back of this page; for description, see
Regional Board Staff Recommendations)

Pollutant Source Controls Stormwater VolumefTreatment Controls

Other Measures

o Education/training
o Landscape controls
o litter controls
o labeling storm drain inlets
o Site planning
o Street sweeping
o Storm drain maintenance
o Common car wash area
o Grease controls
o Trash controls
o Cleaning. maintenance and

processing controls
o Fuel dispensing controls
o Outdoor storage controls
o Loading dock controls
o Public agency project controls

o Runoff control
o Roof downspout system
o Vegetated swaJe
o Vegetated filter strip
o Sand filter
o Other treatment control designed

to meet a performance goal

o Stream erosion control
o Water quality monitoring
o Coverage by and compliance with an

Industrial NPOES Stormwater
Discharge Permit

o o o Develop an agreement of responsibility and funding for ongoing implementation and
maintenance of BMPs, as appropriate for the BMPs required.

NOTES:
1. Directly connected impervious area is defined as the area covered by pavement, building roofs. and other

impervious surfaces which drain directly into the storm drain. excluding impervious areas which drain
directly onto infiltration devices.

2. A project is located in a sensitive area if the limit of impervious area will be located less than 200 feet
away from a water quality resource, including a wetland. stream, pond, lake, river, or bay.

From: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, April 1994. Staff Recommendations for New
and Redevelopment Controls for Storm Water Programs.

Page 1 of 1 EOA. Inc c:'sm66· 1f:chekli"....

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



NPDES PERMIT COMPUANCE FOR CONSTRUCTION AND NEW DEVELOPMENT
CHART FOR IDENTIFYING REQUIRED PERMANENT STORMWATER CONTROLS

Best Management PractIce (BMP) IRes. less Res. Res. greater Res. Ind./ess Illd. Ind. greater Ind. Comm. less Comm. Comm. I Comm.
Required than 1 between than five SensItive than 1 between than Rve Sensitive U,an 1 acre between greater Sensitive
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DCIA DCIA DCIA DCIA DCIA acres DCIA DCIA acres

DCIA DCIA DCIA
EducatJonlTralnlng -/ -/ -/ -/
Landscapo Control -/ -/ -/ -/
LItter Control -/ -/ -/ -/
LabelIng Storm DraIn Facll1lles -/ -/ -/ -/
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Site PlannIng
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Street SWeepIng
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Fac/lll/os
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Grease Controls

Trash Controls

Stream Erosion Control

Water Quality Monitoring

SWales

Vegetated Filter StrIp

Outdoor Storage Controls

Fuel DIspensIng Controls

CleanIng, MaIntenance and ProcessIng
Controls

LoadIng Dock Controls

Lmdscape controls

PuWc Agency Project Controls

Coverage by and ComplIance wIth .1/1"

IndustrIal NPDES Stonn Water
Dlscharoe Permit

• FOI projects between 1-6 acres only.
- For projects grealer than nve acres only.

"'~~~:~

f'. ',. ~,,,

The above chart applies to numeric thresholds of directly connected Impervious area (DCJA) proposed for resldenllal (Res.), Industrial (Ind.), and Commercial (Comm.) projects. In addition to the above requirements. all
projects must meet minimum construction BMPs required for all development proJects which are listed on the STOPPP ·Checklist for Construcllon Requirements: These requirements are based on the RWQCB
Recommendations and are indicated on the STOPPP Construction Requirements checklist. Addillonal BMPs may be obtained from your local Planning Department or through the ·California storm Water Construcllon
Aclivity BMP Handbook".
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM
NPDES Permit Compliance for Construction and New Development

Checklist for Construction Requirements .
...

Reg'd Incl. Done Key: Req'd .. required conditions for project; Incl. .. included in submittal; Done = implemented on site.

I. REQUIREMENTS FOR ALL PROJECTS
Provide applicable brochures on construction best management practices f8MPs).

o

o

o

o

o

o

1. Store, handle, and dispose of construction materials and wastes properly, so as to
prevent their contact with stormwater.

2. Control and prevent the discharge of all potential pollutants, including solid
wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals, washwater or sediment,
and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains and watercourses.

0 0 0 3. Use sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment from dewatering effluent.

0 0 0 4. Avoid cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a designated
area in which runoff is contained and treated.

0 0 0 5. Delineate clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive or critical areas, buffer
zones, trees, and drainage courses with field markers.

0 0 0 6. Protect· adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction impacts using
vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes, mulching, or other
measures as appropriate.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

7. Perform clearing and earth moving activities only during dry weather.

8. Umit and time applications of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent polluted runoff.

9. Limit construction access routes and stabilize designated access points.

10. Avoid tracking dirt or other materials off-site; clean off-site paved areas and
sidewalks using dry sweeping methods.

II. EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROLS
The following requirements apply if: 1) any part of the project disturbs land with a slope exceeding %;
21 the project disturbs SF or more total area; 3) the project involves grading of more than cubic
yards of earth; or 4) an erosion and sediment control plan is required by local ordinance. -

o

o

o

o

o

o

1. Stabilize all denuded areas and install and maintain all temporary erosion and
sediment controls continuously between October 1 and May 1 of each year, until
permanent erosion controls have been established.

2. Provide a site plan showing the following site characteristics and improvements:

o propertY lines, existing and proposed topography, and slopes;
o areas to be disturbed, locations of cutlfill, and soil storage/disposal areas;
o areas with existing vegetation to be protected;
o existing and proposed drainage patterns and structures;
o watercourses or sensitive areas on-site or immediately downstream of project;
o designated construction access routes and staging areas.

o o o 3. Provide a site plan showing erosion and sediment controls to be used during
construction, selected as appropriate from the California Construction 8MP
Handbook (1993) or ABAG Manual of Standards for Erosion and Sediment Control
Measures (1995): <continued on page 2>

Page 1 of 2 tOA. Inc. c:\:Sm66·10\cheklist.rev
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM
NPDES Permit Compliance for Construction and New Development

Checklist for Construction Requirements

Reg'd Incl. Done Key: Req'd = reqllired conditions for project: Incl. = included in sUbmittal: Done = implemented on site.

II. EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROLS, CONTINUED

Requirements for an erosion and sediment control site plan:
o Provisions for preventing erosion and trapping sediment on-site. such as

sediment basins or traps, earthen dikes or berms, silt fences, straw bale dikes,
check dams. storm drain inlet protection, soil blankets or mats, covers for soil -
stock piles, andlor other measures.

o Provisions for vegetative cover in disturbed areas, including areas to be
seeded, planted, andlor mulched, and types of vegetation proposed.

o Provisions for diverting on-site runoff around exposed areas and diverting off
site runoff around the site le.g., swales and dikes).

o o o 4. Provide notes, specifications, or attachments describing the following:

o Construction, operation and maintenance of erosion and sediment control
measures, including inspection frequency;

o Methods and schedule for grading, excavation, filling, clearing of vegetation,
and storage and disposal of excavated or cleared material;

o Specifications for vegetative cover and mulch, including methods and
schedules for planting and fertilization;

o Provisions for temporary andlor permanent irrigation.

III. PROJECTS WITH ~ 5 ACRES DISTURBED AREA -- The fol/owing requirements apply to al/ projects with 5
acres or more of disturbed area, which must file a Notice of Intent (NO/) with the State Water Resources
Control Board to obtain coverage under the State General Construction Activity NPDES Permit, and must
prepare and implement a Storm Water Pol/ution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). Note: Completion of this
checklist does not imply certification of the adequacy of the SWPPP by the local agency.

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

A copy of the project's NOI and SWPPP shall be submitted to the planning, building, or
engineering department prior to issuance of a grading or building permit.

A copy of the project's NOI and SWPPP shall be kept on-site and made available for
review by the inspector upon request.

In addition to erosion control measures in Section II, the SWPPP shall include:
o A plan showing designated areas for 1) storage of soils, wastes, and other

construction materials, and 2) vehicle and equipment storage and service.

o Descriptions of construction BMPs (to be implemented year round) for:
o Minimizing pollutant contact with storm water;
o Storage. handling and disposal of construction materials and wastes;
o Management of non-storm water discharges; and
o Spill prevention, control, and cleanup.

o Descriptions of and plans showing permanent stormwater control measures,
and plans for their inspection and maintenance;

o A stormwater monitoring program including site inspections prior to and
immediately after storm events.

Page 2 of 2 fOA. Inc. c;'.sm66·1 Olchekli....ev
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Watershed and Monitoring
6

GOALS

This component supports the SWMP's
implementation and assessment of
effectiveness. This support is achieved,
in part, by conducting collaborative
monitoring to test the effectiveness of
BMPs. Information about how well BMPs
work is essential to assist the various
subcommittees know which BMPs to
recommend under different conditions.
The testing of BMPs has been and
continues to be conducted in collaboration
with the other Bay Area municipal
stormwater programs through BASMAA
and other informal arrangements with
these other programs.

This component also supports the SWMP
by using aspects of a watershed
management approach to prevent and
control stormwater pollution. STOPPP's
interest is in targeting the use of the
public's limited resources in ways that
best solve stormwater problems. A
watershed management approach will
help to improve the likelihood of achieving
tangible improvements.

The watershed management approach is
defined as the process of identifying and
prioritizing a watershed's problems and
developing a rational, cost-effective
system for their solution. The Regional
Board's Work Plan for the Watershed
Management Initiative (revised July 17,
1997) has identified three different
geographic levels of watershed
management: 1) San Francisco Bay
watershed; 2) sub-regional watersheds
which are areas generally defined by
county boundaries; and 3) drainage basins
from particular creeks. This SWMP

F:ISM7XISM70-10IFinaIIMONITrevisedaug98.doc 6-1

encompasses aspects of each of these
geographic levels of watershed
management.

This component's San Francisco Bay
watershed activities include testing to
evaluate and improve BMPs for Bay Area
wide use. The entire SWMP addresses, in
general, the San Mateo County sub
regional watershed as defined by the
Regional Board. Some watershed studies
conducted under this component are
intended to identify particular water
quality and beneficial use impairment
problems in creek-specific drainage basins
that local stakeholders are in the best
position to solve.

The implementation of this component
will continue to be conducted in
collaboration with other BASMAA
member agencies. BASMAA's regional
monitoring strategy provides a blueprint
of ideas for improving our understanding
of stormwater pollution prevention and
watershed management. STOPPP
actively participated in creating this
evolving strategy.

The primary goals of this component
include the following:

• Identify effective BMPs;

• Develop tools and compile information
needed to identify and help solve
creek drainage basin-specific water
quality and beneficial use impairment
problems; and

• Identify stormwater environmental
assessment methods applicable for

August 18, 1998
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan

evaluating stormwater impacts and
management programs.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

During the initial NPDES permit period,
the Watershed and Monitoring
Subcommittee undertook special studies
to help implement various STOPPP
activities. These studies included
developing the tools and information
needed to better implement illicit
discharge detection and elimination, new
development site planning, and municipal
maintenance. These studies are briefly
summarized below.

Microbial Indicator Study

The purpose of this two-year study was
to identify whether there was a cost
effective and practicable microbial
indicator for use in determining whether
the sources of microbial contamination
sometimes found in storm drains, creeks,
lagoons, and shorelines originate from
human or animal sources. Having this
type of indicator would help municipal
staff to more easily locate and, in some
cases to eliminate the sources of the
contamination.

The study found that the presence of
F+ RNA coliphage is a good indicator of
human sewage. However, when the F+
RNA coliphage is not present, the source
of the contamination mayor may not be
from human sewage because only a small
fraction of people are infected with this
microbe. For example, the F+ RNA
coliphage would probably not be found if
a septic tank failed that served one
family, but it would most likely be found
if sewage leaked from a collection pipe
serving a few dozen homes.

Street Sweeping Material Study

The purpose of this study was to quantify
the variability in copper concentrations

F:\SM7X\SM70-10\Final\MONITrevisedaug98.doc 6-2

found in street sweeping material so that
the amount of copper being removed by
street sweeping in San Mateo County
could be better estimated. The Regional
Board staff has identified copper as one
of the pollutants of concern in San
Francisco Bay. The variability in the
concentration of copper in material from
both regenerative air and broom sweepers
was significant and appears to be
unavoidable. The estimated 2,100
pounds of copper collected annually
countywide by street sweeping appears
to be consistent with the results of other
similar studies nationwide.

Parking Lot BMPs Studies

The New Development Subcommittee
concluded that municipalities can have
the greatest effect on stormwater quality
by targeting new open parking lots for on
site stormwater controls. This was based
on the anticipated amount of development
of parking lots and the ability
municipalities have to control
development as described in the Toward
Policies for Long-Term Control of
Stormwater Pollutants from New
Development. This interest in better
controlling the quality of stormwater
runoff from parking lots generated two
studies.

The first study evaluated the treatment
effectiveness of a stormwater settling and
oil and grease removal device called the
"Jensen Precast" High Velocity
Stormwater Interceptor. One of the
STOPPP municipalities required the
installation of this treatment device as a
condition for development. Testing during
six storms in FY 1995/96 showed that
the interceptor was effective in removing
some pollutants (total copper, total lead,
and suspended solids). Most of the
pollutants being removed were associated
with sand particles since smaller silt and
clay particles did not usually have
sufficient time to settle out in the

August 18, 1998
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interceptor. The high levels of total
suspended solids found in stormwater
runoff from this particular new parking lot
resulted from the erosion onto the parking
lot of soils that had been disturbed during
construction.

STOPPP's second parking lot study
focused on obtaining information to better
characterize parking lot stormwater
runoff. Obtaining information on pollutant
concentrations, whether the pollutants
are predominantly dissolved or associated
with particulates, and the settleability of
particulate pollutants, is an essential
prerequisite for identifying effective
pollutant controls. Based on the results
of FY 1996/97 stormwater sampling, the
concentrations of copper, lead, and zinc
in three San Mateo County parking lots
were approximately 50 percent lower
than the median values for stormwater
runoff from the Santa Clara Valley
residential/commercial land use sites. The
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution
Prevention Program collected stormwater
information from residential/commercial
land use sites in the late 1980's and early
1990's. The concentrations of these
pollutants were lower in San Mateo
County parking lots even though the total
suspended solids concentrations were
higher, but comparable, to the median
concentrations in the Santa Clara Valley
residential/commercial land use
stormwater runoff. About 70 percent of
the copper, lead, zinc, and cadmium
found in the San Mateo County parking
lot study were in the particulate form,
which is similar to data found in the Santa
Clara Valley's residential/commercial land
use stormwater runoff. More testing is
being conducted to verify these results in
order to identify effective BMPs for new
open parking lots. This testing should be
completed during FY 1997/98.

F:\SM7X\SM70-1O\Final\MONITrevisedaug98.doc 6-3

Watershed and Monitoring

Watershed Inventory Survey and
Impervious Surface Cover Estimates

The watershed inventory survey was
conducted to identify the types of data
that exist for watersheds in San Mateo
County. This study summarized the
sources of existing information on
physical/hydrologic/hydraulic conditions,
water quality, biological resources, land
use, and pollutant sources/controls. The
study identified a lack of information
about impervious surface cover in specific
creek drainages.

The amount of impervious surface cover
is believed to be an important indicator of
creek condition. Having information on
the amount of impervious surface cover
should help municipalities to set priorities
for which creek drainage basins or parts
of drainage basins to focus protection
efforts on and what types of measures to
use. The stormwater management goals
that might be appropriate for creek
drainage basins or portions of drainage
basins with low amounts of impervious
cover include minimizing further increases
in impervious cover and the total volume
and peak rates of runoff. Creek drainage
basins or portions of drainage basins with
high existing amounts of impervious cover
might be targeted for limiting pollutant
loading that affects downstream uses.

As part of a separate study, the San
Mateo Creek drainage basin was used to
evaluate methods for measuring percent
impervious cover. The methods
evaluation study identified a cQst
effective way to estimate impervious
surface cover. The impervious surface
cover estimates generated indicate that
within the San Mateo Creek drainage
basin (below Crystal Springs Reservoir)
there appears to be enough impervious
surface to impact the creek. The least
impact would be expected in the upper
watershed, which has approximately 25
percent impervious cover. The lower

August 18, 1998
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan

portion of the creek's watershed is more
than 55 percent covered with impervious
material and would be expected to
support few natural uses. Estimates of
the percent impervious cover and creek
channel condition for several other
representative drainages are in the
process of being obtained.

The Regional Board placed the numerous
small watersheds in San Mateo County in
its lowest priority for assistance with
grant funds and staffing. The Regional
Board staff plans to target these
watersheds in FYs 2002/03 to 2004/05
after all of the other watersheds in the
Bay Area, except San Francisco and
Solano Counties, have been provided
assistance.

MAJOR TASKS

The following tasks will be conducted
during the next five years as part of the
General Program.

Task 6.1 Participate in the BASMAA
Monitoring Strategy

STOPPP will continue to participate in
updating, revising, and developing the
details for implementation of the
BASMAA monitoring strategy. Many of
the details for implementing the strategy
will need to be developed and the overall
strategy will need to continue evolving to
meet BASMAA member agencies' needs.
STOPPP is committed to helping to
implement a BASMAA monitoring
strategy that achieves STOPPP's goals.
STOPPP's continued participation is
expected to occur as part of BASMAA's
regular meetings. The input of STOPPP's
Watershed and Monitoring Subcommittee
is essential to assure that the views of
STOPPP's member agencies are
expressed in the strategy.

F:\SM7X\SM70-!OIFinallMONITrevisedaug98.doc 6-4

Task 6.2 Evaluate BMP Effectiveness

STOPPP will continue to evaluate the
effectiveness of BMPs as part of the
assistance it provides to other STOPPP
subcommittees This evaluation may take
the form of testing BMPs or reviewing the
testing conducted by others. The type of
BMP assistance that the other STOPPP
subcommittees need will be determined at
least every two years, and this
information will be used to update and
revise the BASMAA Monitoring Strategy,
if needed, as part of Task 6.1.

Task 6.3 Conduct Watershed
Assessment

STOPPP will collect information on the
percent of impervious surface cover and
channel condition of creek drainage basins
that have not previously been evaluated.
This information will be obtained for all of
the significant urbanized, creek-specific
drainage basins flowing into San
Francisco Bay. These drainage basins
may include the main portions of the
Canada de Guadalupe, San Bruno, Mills,
Sanchez, Pulgas, Belmont, and Redwood
Creeks. On the coast side the four
drainage basins that include significant
urbanized areas may be assessed. These
may include the drainage basins for San
Vincente/Montara, Calera, Frenchmans,
and Pilarcitos Creeks. The exact ten
additional drainage basins that will be
assessed will be determined by the
Watershed and Monitoring Subcommittee.
This work will be completed by June
2000.

By June 2001, STOPPP will prepare a
report that summarizes existing
information about the state of San Mateo
County's creek-specific drainage basins
that have significant urbanized areas.
The report will cover the drainage basins
about which STOPPP developed
information about impervious surface
cover. This report is intended to assist
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STOPPP and the Regional Board staff as
they initiate "targeted watershed
activities" in San Mateo County in FY
2002/2003.

Task 6.4 Assist with Regulatory
Compliance and Planning

STOPPP will prepare the NPDES permit
required reports to document this
component's progress. This will include
developing the biennial General Program
work plans and budget and assisting with
any additional planning and modifications
needed to improve this section of the
SWMP. The goal of STOPPP is to review
the SWMP at least every two years so
that the plan may be modified, if needed,
for use for more than five years.

STOPPP will also assist the Watershed
and Monitoring Subcommittee to conduct
its meetings as part of this task.

Task 6.5 Evaluate the Effectiveness of
the Watershed and Monitoring Studies
Conducted

The purpose of this task is to critically
evaluate the effectiveness of the work
being conducted as part of this
component of the SWMP. In addition,
STOPPP will review stormwater
environmental indicator assessment
methods applicable for use in evaluating
stormwater impacts and management
programs. Useful assessment methods
will be tracked to measure progress.

F:\SM7X\SM70-IOIFinal\MONITrevisedaug98.doc 6-5

Watershed and Monitoring
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STOPPP Storm water Management Plan

Figure 6-1 Task Lead and Schedule for Watershed and Monitoring

Watershed and Monitoring

General Program Lead •

Member Agency Lead 1"'::1

Task I Description

Year FY 1998/99 FY 1999/00 FY 2000/01 FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03

Jul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr IJul Oct Jan Apr

6.0 Watershed and Monitoring

6.1 IParticipate in BASMAA Monitoring Strategy

6.2 IEvaluate BMPs Effectiveness

6.3 IConduct Watershed Assessment

6.4 IAssist with Ragulatory Compliance and Planning

6.5 IEvaluate Effectiveness of Conducted Studies

l~1 Report

SM70-10\Final\MONSCHD.xls 6-6

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



APPENDIX A

FYs 1998/99 and 1999/00 General Program Work Plans and Budgets

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



APPENDIX A

FYs 1998/99 and 1999/00 General Program Work Plans and Budgets

List of Tables

Table A 1-1 FY 1998/99 General Program Budget Summary A-2

Table A 1-2 FY 1999/00 General Program Budget Summary A-3

Table A2-1 Municipal Maintenance General Program Work Plan and Budget
- FY 1998/99 A-4

Table A2-2 Municipal Maintenance General Program Work Plan and Budget
- FY 1999/00 A-5

Table A3-1 Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls General Program Work Plan
and Budget - FY 1998/99 A-6

Table A3-2 Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls General Program Work Plan
- FY 1999/00 ..................................•................................................. A-7

Table A4-1 Public Information and Participation General Program Work Plan and
Budget - FY 1998/99 A-8

Table A4-2 Public Information and Participation General Program Work Plan and
Budget - FY 1999/00 A-9

Table A5-1 New Development and Construction Controls General Program Work
Plan and Budget - FY 1998/99 A-1 0

Table A5-2 New Development and Construction Controls General Program Work
Plan and Budget - FY 1999/00 A-11

Table A6-1 Watershed and Monitoring General Program Work
Plan and Budget - FY 1998/99 A-1 2

Table A6-2 Watershed and Monitoring General Program Work
Plan and Budget - FY 1999/00 A-13

\\Server\work\SM7X\SM70-10\APPEND-A\APPN·A.DOC A-1

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Table A1-1. FY 1998/99 General Program Budget Summary
:

Budget Categories

Personnel Services
Executive Director
Program Manager
Program Secretary
Member Agency Support

Subtotal
Fees and Dues

Annual NPDES Permit Fee
Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program
BASMAA Dues
Regional Monitoring Program

Subtotal
Supplies and Other Charges

Copier and Service Agreement
Membership/Publications
Travel and Meetings
Education and Training

Subtotal
Additional Expenses

Data Base Management
EDP Consultant Work
Controller's Processing Fee @ $.30/APN
One-Time Assistance with Obtaining NPDES Permit

Subtotal
Tasks in the SWMP

2.0 Municipal Maintenance
3.0 Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls
4.0 Public Information/Participation
5.0 New Development
6.0 Watershed and Monitoring

Subtotal

TOTAL BUDGET

FY 1998/99 qeneral Program
Budget

$20,000
$45,000
$3,000
$46,200

$114,200

$10,000
$10,000
$26,200
$65,200

$111,400

$1,500
$500

$2,500
$1,000
$5,500

$12,500
$6,000

$45,000
$40,000

$103,500

$54,000
$86,000
$172,000
$46,400
$193,000
$551,400

$886,000
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San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Table A 1-2. FY 1999/00 General Program Budget Summary

114,200

$20,000
$45,000
~

$46,200

$74,000 $73,500

$10,000
$0 $10,000

$26,200
$65,200

$12,50011'_ $9;OOQ
$45,000
$10,000

Subtotal

Subtotal

Additional Expenses
Data Base Management
EDP Consultant Work
Controller's Processing Fee @ $.30/APN
Permit Implementation Assistance

Subtotal

Subtotal

Supplies and Other Charges
Copier and Service Agreement
Publications
Conferences and Meetings
Education and Training

Fees and Dues
Annual NPDES Permit Fee
Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program
BASMAADues
Regional Monitoring Program

Personnel Services
Executive Director
Program Manager
Program Secretary
Member Agency Support
Miscellaneous

Tasks in the SWMP
2.0 Municipal Maintenance
3.0 Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls
4.0 Public Information and Participation
5.0 New Development
6.0 Watershed and Monitoring

Subtotal

$69,000 e4;QOO
$91,000 W;OOQr._ 172,000
$46,400

$193,000
f§~:lftl 551 ,400

TOTAL BUDGET
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San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Table A2-1. Municipal Maintenance General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 1998/99

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due
Date

Task 2.1 Develop and Implement Performance Standards: See SWMP $4,000 ongoing

Assist municipalities to understand and implement the
performance standards. Identify and assess feasibility of
pilot studies to compliment performance standard
development.

Task 2.2 Conduct Outreach and Training: Coordinate the Outreach activities will educate maintenance $16,000 ongoing
annual workshop. Prepare educational materials to increase staff and the public about the STOPPP goals
the awareness of performance standards. related to municipal maintenance and

provide information on how the public can
help the municipalities achieve these goals.
A minimum of one public outreach piece will
be developed every two years beginning
with FY 1998/99.

Task 2.3 Coordinate with Maintenance Related Activities by Coordination among agencies and industries $10,000 ongoing

Other Subcommittees of the STOPPP. Other Agencies and whose activities affect municipal
Private Industries: Participate in work groups with staff from maintenance will result in greater efficiency
other public agencies and private industries to identify and effectiveness in meeting this

issues of common concern and appropriate BMPs. component's goal.

Task 2.4 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: See SWMP $24,000 NPDES permit
This task includes the following items: assist with NPDES required reports
permit required reporting; provide administrative support and will be
guidance for the Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee; completed by
revise two year work plan and budget as needed; and required dates.
provide other regulatory assistance.

Other activities
will be ongoing.

Total Budget
$54,000
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San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Table A2-2. Municipal Maintenance General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 1999/2000

Task 2.1 Develop and Implement Performance Standards:
Assist municipalities to understand and implement the
performance standards. Identify and assess feasibility of
pilot studies to compliment performance standard
development. The performance standards will be reviewed
and improvements will be prepared, as appropriate, for
approval by the STOPPP and for submittal to the Regional
Board.

A new Park and Recreation Work Group will develop
integrated pest management performance st.andards for use
by the municipalities when they conduct pest control
activities. This task will include establishing and assisting
the Park and Recreation Work Group

Task 2.2 Conduct Outreach and Training: Coordinate the
annual workshop. Prepare educational materials to increase
the awareness of performance standards.

Task 2.3 Coordinate with Maintenance Related Activities by
Other Subcommittees of the STOPPP, Other Agencies and
Private Industries: Participate in work groups with staff from
other public agencies and private industries to identify
issues of common concern and appropriate BMPs.

Task 2.4 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning:
This task includes the following items: assist with NPDES
permit required reporting; provide administrative support and
guidance for the Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee;
revise two year work plan and budget as needed; and
provide other regulatory assistance.

Total Budget

F:\SM8X\SM80-01 \SWMPrev\Appenda\MU-TA2-2rev.DOC

Improvements identified for the performance
standards will be formally considered by the
Maintenance Subcommittee every two years
beginning in FY 1999/00. A minimum of
one performance standards will be
developed every two years beginning in FY
1999/00.

The development of integrated pest
management performance standards i.s a
requirement of the NPDES permit

See SWMP

Coordination among agencies and industries
whose activities affect municipal
maintenance will result in greater efficiency
and effectiveness in meeting this
component's goal.

See SWMP

A-5

$7,000

$15,000

$13,000

$10,000

$24,000

$§4.,()OO.69.000

Ongoing

June 30, 2000

ongoing

ongoing

NPDES permit
required reports

will be
completed by

required dates.

Other activities
will be ongoing.
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San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Table A3-1. Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 1998/99

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due
Date

3.1 Assist implementation of the performance standards: See SWMP $4,000 ongoing
Assist the municipalities to understand and implement the
performance standards. Materials that help inspectors
implement the performance standards will be identified,
copied and distributed for addition to the inspectors' binder.

3.2 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: This See SWMP $53,qOO NPDES permit
task includes the following activities: assist with NPDES required reports
permit required reporting (including CIIII section of annual will be completed
reports and reports to support requests for discharge by required dates.
exemption for conditionally exempt non-stormwater

other activitiesdischarges); conduct individualized performance reviews of
half of the municipal programs; assist the CIIII will be ongoing

Subcommittee conduct its meetings; revise two year work
plan and budget as needed; and provide other regulatory
compliance assistance

3.3 Provide Training and Outreach Materials: Provide Educational outreach and training with $12,000 May 1999
training of municipal staff responsible for identifying and business and trade organizations will be
eliminating illicit discharges. Identify plan for updating, conducted in years when municipal staff
adapting and developing outreach materials. training is not.

3.4 Provide Incentives for Businesses to Comply: Work with The implementation of agreed upon $4,000 ongoing
business organizations to identify what types of incentives incentives will be initiated in FY 1999/00.
would be aporopriate to offer.

3.5 Evaluate the Effectiveness of Implemented Controls: See SWMP $13,000 April 1999
Information from the FY 1997/98 inspections will be
inputted into a database and trends evaluated.

Total Budget $86,000
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San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Table A3-2.lndustrial and Illicit Discharge Controls General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 1999/00

3.1 Assist implementation of the performance standards:
Assist the municipalities to understand and implement the
performance standards. The performance standards will be
reviewed and improvements, if any, may be prepared for
approval by STOPPP for submittal to the Regional Board.

3.2 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: This
task includes the following activities: assist with NPDES
permit required reporting (including C/I/I section of annual
reports and compilation and submittal of the new Mid-Fi~

Year Report); conduct individualized performance reviews
of half of the municipal programs; assist the C/I/I
Subcommittee conduct its meetings; revise two year work
plan and budget as needed; and provide other regulatory
compliance 'lssistance

3.3 Provide Training and Outreach Materials: Provide
training and educational outreach to business or trade
organization. Begin to implement the agreed upon plan for
updating, adapting and developing outreach materials.
Actual design, layout, and printing costs for outreach
material will be funded as part of the PI/P General Program
budget.

3.4 Provide Incentives for Businesses to Comply: Provide
incentives to businesses that participate in the training and
implement other incentives as developed during FY
1998/99.

3.5 Evaluate the Effectiveness of Implemented Controls:
Information from the FY 1998/99 inspections will be
inputted into a database. A survey of businesses will be
conducted to find out how well STOPPP's educational
outreach and inspections are working.

Total Budget

Possible improvements in the performance
standards will formally be considered by the
Commercial/Industrial/Illicit Subcommittee
every two years starting in FY 1999/00.

See SWMP

Educational outreach and training of
municipal staff will be conducted in years
when outreach to businesses is not.

See SWMP

See SWMP

$2,000

$W;OOO 55.000

$14,000

$4,000

$16,000

$86,000 91.000

ongoing

NPDES permit
required reports

will be
completed by

required dates.

other activities
will be ongoing

May 2000

ongoing

April 2000

\\SERVER\WORK\SM8X\SM80·0 1\SWMPrev\Appenda\APNATB32rev.DOC A-7 Revised March 1999

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Table A4-1. Public Information and Participation General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 1998/99

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due
} Date

4.1 Assist implementation of the performance standards: See SWMP $2,000 ongoing
Assist the municipalities to understand and implement the
performance standards.

4.2 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: This See SWMP $20,000 NPDES permit
task includes the following activities: assist with NPDES (Subcommittee - $11,000) required reports
permit required reporting (including PIP section of annual (Reporting - $7,000) will be
reports); assist the PIP Subcommittee conduct its meetings; completed by
revise two year work plan and budget as needed; and (Other - $2,000) required dates.
provide other regulatory compliance assistance.

other activities
will be ongoing

4.3 Encourage Public Involvement, Outreach and Education: See SWMP $87,000 ongoing
Continue the Paint Point of Purchase (POP) campaign and

(media ads 16,000)
assist the subcommittee select the next targeted campaign
subject area. Continue to implement the general outreach (POP campaign - 40,000)
by purchasing and providing $8,000 of promotional (promotional items - 8,000)
materials (unrelated to the POP campaign) for distribution by
the General Program and STOPPP's member municipalities. (educational outreach to schools

Provide educational outreach to fourth graders using either - 23,000)

an assembly-type program or classroom instruction type of
oroaram.

4.4 Assist with Focused Staff Training: Assist the PIP See SWMP - Task will be conducted as $0 Dec. 1998
Subcommittee identify and prioritize its training needs. part of Task 4.2. Agreed upon training

will be conducted in FY 1999/00.

4.5 Collaborate with Other Groups: Continue to provide See SWMP $63,000 ongoing
Community Outreach Grants (COGs), participate in

(COGs - 10,000)
BASMAA's regional advertising campaigns, and assist other
STOPPP subcommittees. (assist with COGs - 3,000)

(BASMAA ads - 45,000)

(other subcommittees - 5,000)

Total Budget $172,000

\\SERVER\WORK\SM7X\SM70-10\APPEND-A\APNATB41.DOC A-8

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Table A4-2. Public Information and Participation General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 1999/00

4.1 Implement and Assist with the Performance Standards: Assist
the municipalities to understand and implement the performance
standards.

4.2 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: This task I See SWMP
includes the following activities: assist with NPDES permit required
reporting (including PI/P section of annual reportsl; assist the PI/P
Subcommittee conduct its meetings; revise two year work plan and
budget as needed; and provide other regulatory compliance
assistance.

4.3 Encourage Public Involvement, Outreach, and Education: I See SWMP
Conduct market research for the next targeted campaign. Continue
to implement the general outreach by updating, adapting, designing,
laying out, and printing informational materials for the PI/P and other
subcommittees; purchase and provide promotional materials for
distribution by the General Program and STOPPP's member
municipalities; conduct stormwater public education outreach
surveys of residents to identify the effectiveness of previous PI/P
efforts; and conduct a similar, separate survey of businesses.
Provide educational outreach to fourth graders using either an
assembly-type program or classroom instruction type of program.

4.4 Assist with Focused Staff Training: Implement the public I See SWMP
information and participation training agreed upon in FY 1998/99.

4.5 Collaborate with Other Groups: Continue to provide Community I See SWMP
Outreach Grants (COGs), participate in BASMAA's regional
advertising campaigns, and assist other STOPPP subcommittees.

Total Budget

$20,000

(Subcommittee - $11,0001
(Reporting - $7,0001

(Other - $2,0001

$87,000

(market research 16,0001

(Informational materials- 18,0001

(promotional items - 8,0001

(survey of residents - 12,0001

(survey of businesses - 12,0001

(educational outreach to schools 
21,0001

$5,OGO_L.1113.

$58,000

(COGs - 10,0001
(BASMAA regional ads - 45,0001

(other subcommittees - 3,0001

$172,000168.118

NPDES permit
required reports

will be completed
by required dates.

other activities
will be ongoing

ongoing

Dec. 199

ongoing
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San Mateo Stormwater Management Program

Table A5-1. New Development and Construction Controls General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 1998/99

.c

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due
Date

5.1 Implement and Improve Performance Standards: Prepare and distribute See SWMP. Performance standards are $4,500 ongoing
information to assist the municipalities understand and implement the reviewed every two years.
performance standards.

5.2 Conduct Watershed Resource Inventory and PllJnning: Provide guidance on See SWMP. $3,200 ongoing
assessment of creek and habitat conditions through field observations and
impervious cover estimates of representative watersheds. Assist municipalities
develop a framework useful for including watershed management principles in
the development plan review process. Coordinate efforts with Watershed &
Collaborative Monitoring Subcommittee.

5.3 Assist with Implementing Stormwater Quality Controls: Through the New See SWMP. This task includes one $15,000 ongoing
Development Subcommittee (NDS) meetings and quarterly! biannual reports workshop for municipal staff, one
from municipalities, track implementation and effectiveness of stormwater external outreach effort and
controls in municipal and private projects; assist municipalities' efforts to development or revision of one outreach
control pollutant discharges from construction sites; expand existing outreach piece, as appropriate each year.
programs and prepare and distribute appropriate educational materials.

5.4 Evaluate the Effectiveness of Implemented Controls: Through the NDS, See SWMP. $7,400 June 1999
describe problems with current methods for measuring the effectiveness of
performance standard implementation, enforcement of construction site BMPs,
and requirements for appropriate stormwater controls, and propose solutions.
Test pilot methods for measuring effectiveness. Recommend BMP
effectiveness monitoring studies to the Watershed and Collaborative
Monitoring Subcommittee.

5.5 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: This tlJsk includes See SWMP. General Program work plan $16,300 NI'DES permit
lJssistance with: NPDES permit required reporting (including new development and budget are developed once every required reports
section of annual reports); any improvements to the new development section two years. will be completed
of the SWMP; conducting the NOS meetings; and developing a detailed work by required dates.
plan and schedule for each fiscal year.

Other activitiQs
will be ongoing.

Total Budget
$46,400
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San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Table A5-2. New Development and Construction Controls General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 1999/2000

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due Date

5.1 Implement and Improve Performance Standards: With input from See SWMP. Performance standards are $5,200 ongoing
the New Development Subcommittee, review the performance reviewed every two years.
standards and make any needed improvements.

5.2 Conduct Watershed Resource Inventory and Planning: Provide See SWMP. $2,500 ongoing
guidance on assessment of creek and habitat conditions through field
observations and impervious cover estimates of representative
watersheds. Assist municipalities develop a framework useful for
including watershed management principles in the development plan
review process. Coordinate efforts with Watershed & Collaborative
Monitoring Subcommittee.

5.3 Assist with Implementing Stormwater Quality Controls: Through See SWMP. This task includes one $14,900 ongoing
the New Development Subcommittee meetings and quarterly/ workshop for municipal staff, one
biannual reports from municipalities, track implementation and external outreach effort and
effectiveness of stormwater controls in municipal and private development or revision of one outreach
projects; assist municipalities' efforts to control pollutant discharges piece, as appropriate each year.
from construction sites; expand existing outreach programs and
oreoare and distribute aoorooriate educational materials.

5.4 Evaluate the Effectiveness of Implemented Controls: Through the See SWMP. $7,500 June 2000
New Development Subcommittee, develop and adopt consistent
methods for measuring the effectiveness of performance standard
implementation, enforcement of construction site BMPs, and
requirements for appropriate stormwater controls. Recommend BMP
effectiveness monitoring studies to the Watershed & Collaborative
Monitorina Subcommittee.

5.5 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: This task See SWMP. General Program work plan $16,300 NPDES permit required
includes assistance with: NPDES permit-required reporting (including and budget are developed once every reports will be completed
new development section of annual reports); developing two year two years. by required dates.
work plan and budget for General Program; any improvements to the.

Other activities will benew development section of the SWMP; conducting the New
Development Subcommittee conduct its meetings; and developing a ongoing.
detailed work plan and schedule for each fiscal year.

Total Budget $46,400
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San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Table A6-1. Watershed and Monitoring General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 1998/99
"",

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due
Date

6.1 Participate in the BASMAA Monitoring Strategy: Based on participation at up to 11 $8,000 ongoing
Participation will occur as part of BASMAA's regular, meetings
monthly Monitoring Committee meetings.

6.2 Evaluate BMPs Effectiveness: This task includes See SWMP $106,000 draft report
participating in a study to evaluate the effectiveness of one completed by June
or more BMPs that have a high priority for evaluation. The 1999 and final by
exact BMP that will be studied has not been selected yet. July 1999
The BMP should be one that addresses a specific, significant
source of pollutants that can be defined and controlled.

6.3 Conduct Watershed Assessment: Information on See SWMP $57,000 draft report
percent impervious surface cover and channel condition will completed by June
be obtained for five of the creek-specific drainage basins 1999 and final by
listed in the SWMP. July 1999

6.4 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: Assist See SWMP $17,000 NPDES permit
with the preparation of the FY 1997/98 annual report and required reports
work plan and budget report for FY 1999/00. Assist with will be completed
Watershed and Collaborative Monitoring Subcommittee by required dates.
meetings.

other activities will
be ongoing

6.5 Evaluate the Effectiveness of the Watershed and See SWMP $5,000
ongoing

Collaborative Monitoring Studies Conducted: Track the
progress of the Water Environment Research Federation's
study to identify assessment methods appropriate for
stormwater programs.

Total Budget $193,000
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San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Table A6-2. Watershed and Monitoring General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 1999/00

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due
Date

6.1 Participate in the BASMAA Monitoring Strategy: Based on participation at up to 6 $4,000 ongoing
Participation will occur as part of BASMAA's regular, meetings
monthly Monitoring Committee meetings.

6.2 Evaluate BMPs Effectiveness: This task includes See SWMP $106,000 draft report
participating in a study to evaluate the effectiveness of one completed by June
or more BMPs that have a high priority for evaluation. The 2000 and final by
exact BMP that will be studied has not been selected yet. July 2000
The BMP should be one that addresses a specific, significant
source of pollutants that can be defined and controlled.

6.3 Conduct Watershed Assessment: Information on See SWMP $59,000 draft report
percent impervious surface cover and channel condition will completed by June
be obtained for five of the creek-specific drainage basins 2000 and final by
listed in the SWMP. July 2000

6.4 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: Assist See SWMP $17,000 NPDES permit
with the preparation of the FY 1998/99 annual report and required reports
work plan and budget report for FY 2000/01. Assist with will be completed
Watershed and Collaborative Monitoring Subcommittee by required dates.
meetings.

other activities will
be ongoing

6.5 Evaluate the Effectiveness of the Watershed and See SWMP $7,000 ongoing
Collaborative Monitoring Studies Conducted: Track the
progress of the Water Environment Research Federation's
study to identify assessment methods appropriate for
stormwater programs. Identify what additional information,
if any, needs to be collected to improve STOPPP's
assessment methods

Total Budget $193,000
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APPENDIX B

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

INTRODUCTION B-ii

MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES (Component 2 of the SWMP) B-MN
Introduction to Municipal MaintenancePerfOrmance$ta('jpards: .••. i.;·; ;;: ..;~-:M~_1
Operation and Maintenance of Stormwater Pump Stations B-MN-,?4-
Road Repair and Maintenance Activities B-MN-46
Street Sweeping Activities B-MN-6&
Corporation yards B-"'-98-
Litter Control ..............................................................................• ~ •.•:~-MN-l~
Storm Drain Facilities i, M*154-6

INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL DISCHARGE CONTROLS
(Component 3 of the SWMP) e..tCD-1

ILLICIT DISCHARGE CONTROLS (Component 3 of the SWMP) B-ID-1

PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION (Component 4 of the SWMP) B-PIP-1

NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION CONTROLS
(Component 5 of the SWMP) B-ND-1

ATTACHMENTS:
Standard Stormwater Facility Inspection Report Form
Definitions for New Development and Construction Controls
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INTRODUCTION TO PF.RFORMANCE STANDARDS

Performance standards to be implemented by member agencies have been developed for
the following five areas of the SWMP:

• Municipal Maintenance Activities,
• Industrial and Commercial Discharge Controls,
• Illicit Discharge Controls,
• Public Information and Participation, and
• New Development and Construction Controls.

These performance standards define a large part of what each member agency will need to
do to implement the SWMP and comply with the NPDES permit. The implementation of
these performance standards by member agencies is required by the SWMP.

These performance standards describe what each municipality is responsible for achieving.
Each municipality will decide how it achieves these performance standards using its own
staff, a contracted agency, or other arrangements.

Member agencies are required to start implementing these performance standards on July
1, 1998, unless otherwise noted. One example of a different required start date can be
found in the Municipalities' Community Outreach Program of the Public
Information/Participation Performance Standard Section (page 8 - PIP - 3), where a portion
of this category is not required to begin until July 1, 2000.

The following provides a brief background on how these performance standards were
developed and the process that will be used for their review and improvement.

BACKGROUND

The San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) developed
performance standards as a tool to help STOPPP member agencies comply with their
NPDES permit. The Clean Water Act and STOPPP's stormwater NPDES discharge permit
require STOPPP member agencies to control discharges of pollutants to the maximum
extent practicable (MEP) and to effectively prohibit illicit discharges. STOPPP developed
the performance standards to define the MEP level of effort that each member municipality
will attain to control pollutants in stormwater. In addition, the performance standards
define the level of effort that each member municipality will attain to effectively prohibit
illicit discharges1 from entering its municipal storm drain conveyance system2

•

The Performance Standards provide an effective, consistent, and predictable countywide
approach to minimizing water quality impacts. Having consistent countywide standards
assures similar treatment to businesses, developers, contractors, and property owners. In
addition, such standards will assist STOPPP member agencies with training and educational

1 Illicit discharges include non-stormwater discharges disallowed by the STOPPP NPDES permit.

2 Municipal storm drain conveyance system includes roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, curbs, gutters, catch
basins, storm drain inlets, ditches, man-made channels, or storm drains.
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outreach. Furthermore, the performance standards will be used as the basis for measuring
the effectiveness of each municipality's planning and permitting procedures, and inspection
and enforcement activities.

STOPPP developed its performance standards based on three sources: Alameda
Countywide Clean Water Program's Performance Standards, which were adopted by the
Regional Board in February 1997 through the Board's public hearing process; Santa Clara
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program's Performance Standards, which the
Regional Board staff has agreed to; and the practical experience of staff within San Mateo
County's municipalities and agencies.

The General Program has the role of advising municipalities on whether they are meeting
the agreed upon performance standards and, where a lack of attainment is determined, of
providing assistance. The status of each agency's implementation of the performance
standards will be described in the annual reports to the Regional Board. Each
subcommittee that developed a set of performance standards has been assigned
responsibility for resolving general problems with interpreting and attaining the performance
standards and for reviewing and updating them as needed, at least every two years.

Program Elements to Be Developed

During the planning period. certain municipalities specified in the reissued NPDES permit
will be creating and adopting new performance standards in the areas of rural public works
maintenance and lagoon management. For more information. see the forward to Municipal
Maintenance Activities on page B-MN-j,rwll
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I '

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE

Introduction to Municipal
Maintenance Performance Standards

INTRODUCTION TO MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

During the permit planning period. the following program elements will be developed and
implemented by the applicable municipalities listed. Other municipalities that contain
features that are applicable to these program elements may also consider participating in
developing and implementing the performance standards.

Rural Public Works Maintenance Activities

The ~ounty of San Mateo and the Cities!Towns of Half Moon Bay, Menlo Park. Pacifica,
Port~ia Valley, and Woodside shall develop jointly by June 30. 2000. performance
standards for the follOWing rural public works maintenance and support activities:

a) management and/or removal of large woody debris and live vegetation from channels:
b) streambank stabilization projects:
c) road construction, maintenance, and repairs in rural areas to prevent and control road

related erosion: and
d) environmental permitting for rural public works activities.

Other municipalities that contain streams that drain areas of low imperviousness may also
consider participating in developing and implementing the rural maintenance performance
standards.

Lagoon Management

The cities of Foster City. Redwood City. and San Mateo will develop jointly by June 30,
2002. a consistent and complete comprehensive set of Performance Standards that
address proper lagoon design, herbicide application (including the use of copper containing
products as an algaecide>. and management of nutrients and sediments,
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE

STORMWATER PUMP STATIONS IN SAN MATEO COUNTY

Operation and Maintenance
of Stormwater Pump Stations

The San Mateo County Flood Control District and approximately half of the cities in San
Mateo County operate and maintain a total of 50 stormwater pump stations. Almost all
stormwater pump stations ultimately discharge to San Francisco Bay. The cities of San
Mateo and Redwood City each operate approximately 15 pump stations; other cities which
operate pump stations include the cities of South San Francisco (5), Burlingame (3),
Pacifica (2), San Bruno (2), San Carlos (2), East Palo Alto (1), Foster City (1), Menlo Park
(1) and Millbrae (1). The San Mateo County Flood Control District operates 4 pump
stations.

I. VISUAL INSPECTIONS

1. Inspect wet wells or forebays once per month in the dry season, and once per week in
the wet season, for oil spills or other noticeable discharges.

II. MAXIMIZING REMOVAL OF POLLUTANTS PRIOR TO DISCHARGE

1. Conduct at least one comprehensive cleaning of wet wells annually to remove sediment
prior to the start of the rainy season to minimize discharge of sediment. Clean wet
wells with a .vactor, if possible.

2. If adequate storage exists at pump stations, store oil absorbent materials on-site to
clean spills if needed.

3. Contain lubricates, fuel and batteries to prevent accidental spills to wet wells.

4. If any spill is reported or observed (e.g., petroleum products, paint, antifreeze), try to
remove the material at the nearest access point. If the material may reach the pump
station, the station will be shut down if practical (e.g., a peak storm water event may
prevent practical shut down of the pump station).

5. Track spills upstream to try to locate sources of pollution. Document spill incidents as
part of the illicit discharge program, and implement appropriate enforcement actions.

6. Store oil absorbent materials in appropriate maintenance vehicles.

III. DISPOSAL

1. Dispose of screenings at a landfill, sediment at a location which will not re-enter the
storm drain system or receiving waters through erosion, and oil-absorbed materials as
hazardous waste.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE

IV. EDUCATION

Operation and Maintenance
of Stormwater Pump Stations

1. Educate all personnel responsible for maintaining stormwater pump stations about these
performance standards. At least one staff meeting will be held each year to educate
pump station personnel about the performance standards and illicit discharge
identification and reporting.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE

I. GENERAL PRACTICES

Road Repair and Maintenance

1. Schedule excavation and road maintenance activities for dry weather, if feasible.

2. Equipment repairs and refueling or maintaining vehicles and equipment will be
conducted in accordance with the Corporation Yard Performance Standard.

3. Recycle used motor oil, diesel oil, concrete, broken asphalt, etc. whenever possible.

4. Train employees in using these performance standards. At least one staff meeting will
be held annually to educate road repair and maintenance personnel about these
performance standards.

5. Each municipality will provide educational and outreach materials provided by the
Regional Board or the General Program. as appropriate. to those utility contractors (e.g .•
water supply. cable. phone. electrical. etc.) seeking encroachment and/or grading
permits from the municipality.

II. ASPHALT/CONCRETE REMOVAL

2. Take measures to protect storm drain inlets prior to asphalt breaking or concrete-sawing
operations (e.g., place sand bags or filtering barrier around inlets). Clean afterwards by
sweeping up as much material as possible.

3. After breaking up old pavement, remove and recycle as much as possible to avoid
contact with rainfall and storm water runoff.

4. During saw-cutting operations, block or berm around storm drain inlets using sand bags
or an equivalent appropriate filter device, or absorbent materials such as pads, pillows
and socks to contain slurry. If slurry enters the storm drain system, remove the
material immediately.

5. Remove saw-cut slurry (e.g., with a shovel or vacuum) before leaving at the end of the
day.

III. PATCHING AND RESURFACING

1. To minimize runoff from patching and resurfacing activities, materials will not be
stockpiled in streets, gutter areas or near storm drain inlets or creeks unless these areas
are protected (e.g. stockpiled material should be covered to minimize stormwater
runoff).

2. Cover and seal manholes and storm drain inlets before applying seal coat, slurry seal,
etc.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Road Repair and Maintenance

3. Never wash excess material from exposed aggregate concrete or similar treatments into
a street or storm drain inlet. Designate an unpaved area for clean up and proper
disposal of excess materials.

4. Use only as much water as necessary for dust control to avoid runoff.

5. Sweep up as much material as possible and dispose of properly. Wash down of streets
only permitted if runoff is controlled or contained.

6. Clean up all spills and leaks from other equipment and work site areas using "dry"
methods (absorbent materials and/or rags). Properly dispose of absorbent materials and
rags. If spills occur on dirt areas, the contaminated soil will be removed properly and on
a timely basis.

7. After the job is complete, remove stockpiles (asphalt materials, sand, etc.) within five
days and other extra materials immediately.

8. If it rains unexpectedly, take appropriate action to prevent pollution of storm water
runoff (e.g., divert runoff around work areas).

IV. SIGNING AND STRIPING

1. Store spill absorbent materials on trucks to be used in the event of a spill.

2. Contain and clean up waste materials and dispose of them properly according to the
Material Safety Data Sheet.

V. EQUIPMENT CLEAN UP/STORAGE

1. Flush paint sprayer supply lines at the corporation yard. Use approved collection
methods and dispose or recycle waste materials at an approved hazard~.~
facility.'~.

2. Clean sprayers, patch and paving equipment at the end of the day. Use approved
collection methods and dispose or recycle waste materials at an approved facility.

3. Cover sprayers, patch and paving equipment to prevent rainfall from contacting
pollutants; if practicable (examples of cover include but are not limited to tarps, over
hangs or inside buildings).
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE

I. STREET SWEEPING FREQUENCY

Street Sweeping

Applicable to the Cities of A therton, Hillsborough, Portola Valley, and Woodside:

1. Inspect high traffic and other potential problem areas at least twice a year and clean as
needed.

Applicable to the Cities of Belmont, Brisbane, Burlingame, Colma, Daly City, East Palo Alto,
Foster City, Half Moon Bay, Menlo Park, Millbrae, Pacifica, Redwood City, San Bruno, San
Carlos, San Mateo, San Mateo County, and South San Francisco:

1. Clean streets on at least a monthly average unless an alternative schedule is approved
as described in number 2 below. In calculating this average, the number of curb miles
swept in a fiscal year divided by the number of curb miles within a municipality will
equal twelve or greater. The removal of cars should be encouraged by having a fixed
sweeping schedule.

2. If streets are cleaned less than on a monthly average the rationale for the alternative
standard must be described in a written action plan. The rationale should demonstrate
that the alternative schedule is equivalent in terms of protecting water quality as the
annual average sweeping. The action plan must be submitted to the Regional Board as
part of the Annual Report. The Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee will review the
alternative and provide recommendations prior to submittal to the RWQCB. The
alternative standard will not be effective until approved by the Regional Board's
Executive Officer, and that approval will be presumed unless it is rejected in writing
within 90 days of its submittal.

II. PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH EFFICIENT STREET CLEANING

A. Getting ParkedlAbandoned Vehicles off Streets

1. Maintain a consistent sweeping schedule.

2. Take appropriate measures to keep curbed areas clear during street cleaning.
Measures may include but are not limited to developing and distributing
newsletters and other public education materials notifying residents and
businesses of street sweeping schedules.

B. Removing Leaves During Leaf Season

1. Investigate alternative leaf handling methods and implement an appropriate leaf
removal program. Leaf removal programs may include but are not limited to the
following:

• Operating street cleaning equipment in tandem; andlor,
• Using a leaf removal machine prior to cleaning; andlor,
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Street Sweeping

• Using a front end loader with a dump truck prior to cleaning.

2. Encourage residents to collect and compost leaves or coordinate with a local
composting program. If composting is not feasible, consider scheduling removal
of bagged leaves.

C. Trees Near Streets

1. Provide adequate resources to operators for conveniently reporting trees
interfering with street cleaning.

III. STREET CLEANING OPERATION TO MAXIMIZE POLLUTANT REMOVAL

1. Provide a clean looking street, free of dirt tracks, trails or debris.

2. Check street cleaning equipment for proper adjustment.

3. Operate street cleaning equipment at the speed specified by the manufacturer.

IV. STREET CLEANING MAINTENANCE TO MAXIMIZE POLLUTANT REMOVAL

1. Replace worn components as required to maximize efficiency.

V. SPILL RESPONSE

1. Report spills observed on streets immediately for quick response by appropriate
personnel.

2. Response to spills in accordance with response procedures described in the Storm
Drainage Facility Performance Standards.

VI. RECORD KEEPING

1. Track miles swept using a broom odometer or by tracking mileage only when cleaning
(Do not include mileage to an area).

2. Track volume or weight of material removed each street cleaning day.

1. Identify and target areas for: 1) more frequent cleaning throughout the year or just prior
to the rainy season; 2) additional efforts to remove vehicles; 3) distribution of public
education materials to discourage illegal dumping, etc.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Street Sweeping

2. Document and track areas where spills were reported and coordinate with your
municipality's illicit discharge coordinator.

VII. CONTRACT SWEEPERS

1. Specify in contracts that in case of equipment failure, back up equipment must be
available to ensure that the route is completed that day, and that all information
necessary for record keeping is provided.

VIII. EDUCATION

1. Municipal staff and contract sweepers responsible for street sweeping shall be trained
annually to identify and report illicit discharges, and to comply with the street sweeping
performance standards.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE

I. GENERAL STANDARDS

Corporation Yards

1. Assign one person the primary responsibility for ensuring that Performance Standards are
implemented. This person will also be responsible for ensuring that all persons using the
facility are aware of Performance Standards. This person shall be listed as a contact in the
annual report. In the annual report submittal. each municipality shall indicate what
measures were undertaken during the past year to educate staff regarding the performance
standards. Any performance standards that have not been implemented shall be noted in
writing, and a schedule for implementation shall be presented as part of the Annual Report.

2. Prepare spill containment kits and store them in locations that have potential for spills
(fueling areas, etc.).

3. Stencil inlets to the storm drainage system with a message such as "No Dumping, Drains to
Bay".

4. Refer to existing plans (e.g., Hazardous Materials Business Plans and/or Spill Prevention
Control and Countermeasures Plan), incorporate storm water Performance Standards in
annual updates, and periodically review with persons using the facility.

5. Conduct facility surveys annually - possibly in conjunction with hazardous materials
management and/or spill prevention inspections.

6. Develop educational materials and post them in appropriate areas.

II. WASHING VEHICLES/EQUIPMENT

1. Clean all vehicles/equipment on designated wash pad areas.

2. Wash vehicles and equipment off-site if needed so wash water drains to the sanitary sewer
or is recycled.

3. Discharge wash water to the sanitary sewer or recycle.

4. Ensure that wash pad area and sump are large enough so that all wash water drains to the
sanitary sewer or recycling system. Re-grade area if necessary or install dikes to convey
washwater.

5. Monitor wash pad area to make sure it is consistently used.

6. Consider assigning schedules for use of wash pad area, if appropriate.

III. REFUSE HOLDING AREAS

1. Store material removed from storm drainage facilities on a concrete or other type of
impermeable material (during the rainy season, cover with impermeable material) and drain
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Corporation Yards

wastewater to the sanitary sewer or allow to evaporate to prevent discharges to the storm
drain system. Dispose of the material in an appropriate facility.

IV. FUEL DISPENSING AREAS

1. Store spill containment kits nearby. If spills occur, use dry methods to clean the fueling
area and follow procedures in the Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBP) and/or Spill
Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan.

2. Train employees in proper fueling, cleaning and spill response procedures.

3. Install signs reminding people not to "top off" tanks.

4. Discourage mobile fueling. If mobile equipment is fueled with a mobile fuel truck, establish
designated areas for fueling.

5. Consider covering fuel dispensing areas. Prohibit fueling over open ground (ground should
be covered by concrete or asphalt protected with a sealant).

6. Design the fueling area to prevent "runon" of storm water and runoff of spills.

7. Follow the Retail Gasoline Outlets Best Management Practices as prepared for the
California Stormwater Quality Task Force (March 1997).

V. CHEMICAL STORAGE

1. Store paint and other chemicals in an approved covered containment area. Design the floor
inside so that any spilled materials will be contained and easily removed. Keep all 55 gallon
drums containing hazardous materials or waste closed when not filling or emptying. Label
the outside according to Department of Transportation regulations. Also, protect the area
from vandalism.

2. If 55 gallon drums containing hazardous materials or wastes are stored outside, keep drums
in an approved containment area. Ensure that all of the drums are closed with tight-fitting
lids.

3. Review the Hazardous Material Business Plan for hazardous materials storage
requirements.

4. Review Material Safety Data Sheets to ensure that incompatible materials have the
appropriate separation.

VI. CHEMICAL USAGE
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Corporation Yards

1. Ensure that necessary safety equipment and spill containment kits are readily accessible in
areas where chemicals are used. Inspect safety equipment (eye flushing stations, etc.)
regularly to ensure they are operational.

2. Review Material Safety Data Sheets.

3. Minimize use of chemicals. Use water-based paints and non-toxic chemicals as much as
possible.

4. Recycle or dispose of excess chemicals at an approved local Household Hazardous Waste
Facility or other approved location.

5. Ensure chemical containers have secure lids and are tied down properly to vehicle during
transport.

6. Properly remove any soils contaminated with spilled materials.

A. Oil-based Paints

1. Wipe paint out of brushes. Filter and reuse thinners or dispose as hazardous waste.
Dispose of the excess paint as hazardous waste or recycle it.

B. Water-based Paints

1. Rinse paint out of brushes and discharge rinsewater to the sanitary sewer. Recycle, or
dry excess paint in cans and dispose of the cans in the trash. If there is too much paint
to dry, recycle the paint or dispose of it as hazardous waste.

C. Automotive Fluids

1. Collect used fluids and recycle or dispose of them at an appropriate facility.

D. Pesticides

1. Refer to the CAL-EPA Department of Pesticide Regulation for pesticide mixing,
application, storage and disposal requirements.

2. Consider using integrated pest management methods. Given a choice, use the least
toxic pestiCides and herbicides that will accomplish the job; and avoid copper-based
pesticides and diazinon if possible.

3. Apply pesticides at appropriate times to maximize their effectiveness and minimize their
runoff potential.

LMix only as much pesticide as needed; do not mix or load pesticides next to storm drain
inlets or watercourses.

- E. Solvents/Cleaning Solutions
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE

1. Properly recycle or dispose of used solvents/chemicals.

VII. FLEET MAINTENANCENEHICLE PARKING AREAS

Corporation Yards

1. Inspect equipment for leaks on a regular basis. Use drip pans under leaky vehicles. Repair
vehicles with significant leaks.

2. Drain and replace motor oil and other fluids in a covered shop area. If fluids are changed
outdoors, designate an area where there are no connections to storm drains, watercourses
or the sanitary sewer and where spills can be easily cleaned up.

3. Periodically dry sweep the area.

4. Clean equipment regularly using proper collection and disposal methods when necessary.

5. Schedule outdoor repair activities for dry weather if possible. Prevent repair supplies or
work material from entering storm drains or watercourses.

VIII. AUXILIARY STORAGE AREASIYARDS

.1. Store chemicals in appropriate areas.

IX. GENERAL HOUSEKEEPING

1. Inspect the yard at least monthly to ensure that there are no illicit discharges to the storm
drain system and that during storms, pollutant discharges are controlled to the maximum
extent practicable.

2. Keep chemical storage areas neat and orderly.

3. Sweep the corporation yard at least monthly. Dispose of material removed from streets and
storm drainage facilities often to eliminate exposure to rainwater and runoff to the storm
drain system.

4. Stockpile materials away from streets, gutters, storm drain inlets or water channels when
possible.

X. ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

Any municipality may develop and submit to the Regional Board a Corporation Yard pollution
control plan that proposes an alternative, but comparably effective approach, to these
performance standards for controlling to MEP stormwater pollutants from Corporation Yards
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Corporation Yards

within its jurisdiction. Any such plan containing alternative performance standards would need
to obtain the Regional Board's approval prior to being implemented.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE

I. SERVICES

Litter Control

1. Provide an adequate number of litter receptacles in commercial and other litter source
areas. Agencies will make every effort to contain litter in receptacles.

2. Pick up litter receptacles on a frequent enough basis to minimize or prevent spillage.

3 . Document and maintain the following records monthly:

a. Areas targeted for litter removal, and
b. Total amount of material removed.

II. EDUCATION AND ENFORCEMENT

1. Encourage public education efforts to include an anti-littering message, specifically: 1)
residents to compost yard waste; 2) residents and businesses to remove litter from
their property and properly containerize waste; and 3) owners of loading docks,
restaurants and other litter source areas to sweep outdoor areas daily and properly
containerize waste.

2. Encourage local law enforcement personnel to post signs and enforce anti-littering laws
especially for owners of vacant lots where litter accumulates.

3. Label litter receptacles with anti-littering messages when possible.

4. Encourage participation in and assist with the litter removal activities associated with
the California Coastal Commission's annual Coastal Clean-Up Day.

5. Encourage maintenance crews to report any privately-owned apparently abandoned
vehicles that are leaking automotive fuels.

III. ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

Any municipality may develop and submit to the Regional Board a litter control plan that
proposes an alternative, but comparably effective approach, to these performance
standards for controlling to MEP stormwater pollutants from littering sources within its
jurisdiction. Any such plans containing alternative performance standards would need to
obtain the Regional Board's approval prior to being implemented.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Storm Drain Facilities

Note: The following municipalities will develop and adopt performance standards for rural
public works maintenance and support activities: Half Moon Bay. Menlo Park. Pacifica, Portola
Valley. San Mateo County, and Woodside. Other municipalities that contain streams that drain
areas of low imperviousness should also consider participating in developing and implementing
the rural maintenance performance standards.

I. ROUTINE INSPECTION AND CLEANING

1. Inspect, and clean as necessary, storm drainage facilities (inlets, culverts, V-ditches, and
pump stations, open Ghannels, and wateFGOI:IFSes1

), at least once a year on average unless
an alternative schedule is approved as described in number 2 below. The inspections and
needed cleaning will preferably occur prior to the rainy season. In calculating this average,
some facilities may be inspected more than once per year and others less than once per
year.

2. If a municipality chooses to inspect, and clean as necessary, storm drainage facilities less
than an annual average, the rationale for the alternative standard must be described in a
written action plan. The rationale should demonstrate that the alternative schedule is
equivalent in terms of protecting water quality as the annual average inspection. The action
plan must be submitted to the Regional Board as part of the Annual Report. The alternative
standard will not be effective until approved by the Regional Board's Executive Officer, and
that approval will be presumed unless it is rejected in writing within 90 days of its submittal.

3. When cleaning storm drain inlets and lines, remove the maximum amount of material at the
nearest access point to minimize discharges to watercourses.

II. RECORD KEEPING

1. Report the amount of material removed when cleaning storm drainage facilities in monthly
record keeping forms.

2. Document and track spill incidents and response to spill incidents.

III. SPILL RESPONSE

1. If non-hazardous materials are spilled, maintenance staff will contain the spill area
immediately and clean when practical to prevent additional dumping and discharge of
pollutants into the storm drain system.

2. Maintenance staff will be aware of the municipality's around-the-clock immediate
response/removal procedure for hazardous or unknown materials.

1. For open channels and other natural watercourses, other permits and approvals (e.g. 401 water
quality certification, 404 permit, stream alteration agreement) may be necessary for certain
activities. As appropriate. see also the rural public works maintenance activities performance
standards, to be developed.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE Storm Drain Facilities

3. Establish a response/removal procedure for non-hazardous materials after work hours.

4. Maintenance staff will report spills to, and work with, the municipalities' illicit discharge
coordinator to determine the most appropriate follow up response (e.g., track the source of
the spill and identification product labels that have a bar code, contact Building and
Planning Departments, send a clean-up bill to the responsible party, etc.).

5. Work with local Fire and Police Departments to obtain copies of spill reports to the Public
Works Department.

IV. DISPOSAL OF MATERIAL

1. Store material removed from storm drainage facilities on a concrete pad or other type of
impermeable material (during the rainy season, cover with impermeable material) and drain
wastewater to the sanitary sewer or allow to evaporate to prevent discharges to the storm
drain system. Dispose of the material at an appropriate facility.

V. ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES

Any municipality may develop and submit to the Regional Board a storm drainage facilities
pollution control plan that proposes an alternative, but comparably effective approach, to these
performance standards for controlling to MEP stormwater pollutants from storm drainage
facilities maintenance within its jurisdiction. Any such plan containing alternative performance
standards would need to obtain the Regional Board's approval prior to being implemented.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL DISCHARGE CONTROLS

I. TARGETING INSPECTIONS TO ACHIEVE THE MOST BENEFIT

1. As a goal, each municipality will inspect and provide educational outreach to all
businesses within its jurisdiction that impact stormwater quality, at least once during
the five year, re-issued NPDES permit period'.

2. Each municipality will inspect and provide educational outreach to retail gasoline outlets
and vehicle service facilities and businesses that have Hazardous Materials Business
Plans at least once during the five year, re-issued NPDES permit period.

3. Each municipality will inspect and provide educational outreach annually to all
businesses that meet one or more of the following criteria:

a. facilities that have filed a Notice of Intent (NOI) for coverage under the California
Industrial Stormwater NPDES General Permit including facilities that the
municipalities are aware of who appear to need to file, but have not2

;

b. facilities previously inspected that show on the most recently completed Standard
Stormwater Facility Inspection Report Form (see the attachment at the end of this
section), or an equivalent form, a high potential for pollutant exposure without
BMPs; and

c. facilities previously inspected that show on the most recently completed Standard
Stormwater Facility Inspection Report Form, or an equivalent form, a non
stormwater discharge that is not allowed by the STOPPP NPDES permit even if
this discharge was reportedly corrected at the time of a follow up site visit3

•

4. Each municipality will respond to complaints or referrals from other agencies about a
facility. The response may include actions such as: interviewing the caller concerning
the specific nature of the problem; referring the caller to the Regional Board for facilities
the Regional Board is the lead regulatory contact for or to another municipality if the
facility is outside its jurisdiction; and calling the facility and providing appropriate BMP
information. For substantive complaints not covered above, a facility inspection or site
visit will be scheduled immediately, with a goal of completing the inspection or site visit
within three working days of receiving the complaint.

II. PREPARING FOR THE INSPECTIONS

1. Each municipality will ensure that its facility inspectors are adequately trained so that

1 Facilities, including NOI facilities, will not be inspected if the Regional Board is the lead regulatory contact pursuant to the
May 1994 MOU between C/CAG and the Regional Board staff.

2annual inspections will be initiated no later than the fiscal year following a facility's filing a NOI for NPDES permit coverage
or no later than the fiscal year following the time the municipality became aware that the facility appears to need to file, but
has not.

3 Note that facilities in groups band c may be removed from the annual inspection category if the most recent full-facility
inspection shows that the facility no longer meets the criteria for an annual inspection.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL DISCHARGE CONTROLS

each inspector possesses the knowledge and skills necessary to conduct effective
stormwater inspections and educational outreach. Each inspector will be familiar with
the following: stormwater regulations and requirements (including the municipality's
ordinance, municipal stormwater NPDES permit, and the Industrial Stormwater NPDES
General Permit); the impacts of non-stormwater discharges to creeks, bay, and ocean;
inspection techniques and procedures; follow-up and enforcement procedures;
stormwater BMPs; and how to fill out the Standard Stormwater Facility Inspection
Report Form. Inspectors will obtain ongoing training to support inspection activities
and to continue to improve program implementation.

2. At least one inspector representing each municipality will attend General Program
inspector training workshops. Each municipality will designate a person responsible for
implementing its industriallcommercial stormwater pollutant control activities and for
acting as a liaison with the Commercial/industrialllllicit Discharge BMPs Subcommittee.
This designated person will stay sufficiently informed by attending Subcommittee
meetings or using other means to participate in the Commercial/Industrial/Illicit
Discharge BMPs Subcommittee decisions and activities.

3. Inspectors will review existing information on the site and its regulatory history prior to
making an inspection.

III. CONDUCTING THE INSPECTION

1. Inspectors will review the facility layout to locate the storm drain system and/or
stormwater drainage path, storage areas, process areas, vehicle and heavy equipment
wash and maintenance areas, and stormwater sampling locations, if any.

2. Inspectors will review/inspect the following areas, if access to the area is safe, for the
potential to discharge pollutants from non-stormwater discharges, for pollutant
exposure to stormwater, and for the implementation of Best Management Practices
(BMPs) using the guidance in the Stormwater Inspections of Businesses Handbook:

a. Outdoor process/manufacturing areas;
b. Outdoor material storage areas;
c. Outdoor waste storage/disposal areas;
d. Outdoor vehicle and heavy equipment storage and maintenance areas;
e. Outdoor parking areas and access roads;
f. Outdoor wash areas;
g. Rooftop equipment; and
h. Outdoor drainage from indoor areas.

3. Inspectors will record the information on the most recently adopted Standard
Stormwater Facility Inspection Report Form, or an equivalent form containing the same
information. Electronic and/or hard copies of completed inspection forms will be
submitted to the STOPPP General Program as part of the quarter/semiannual deliverable
reports and a set of inspection forms will also be maintained by the inspection agency
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL DISCHARGE CONTROLS

and local municipality, if different than the inspection agency.
4. Inspectors will use the facility's Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), if

available, as a tool in assessing the facility's stormwater pollutant sources and control
activities. The inspector will, to the extent possible, evaluate the sufficiency of
SWPPPs and encourage improvements to these documents as appear necessary.

5. Prior to completing an inspection, the inspector will identify and inform the facility
representative of any problems and violation(s) found, such as unpermitted non
stormwater discharges and/or pollutant exposure to rainfall and runoff that does not
attain MEP control. A schedule for correcting problems identified during the inspection
and a means for verifying their implementation will be discussed between the inspector
and the facility representative. This information will be noted on the inspection form.

6. Inspectors will provide facility representatives with appropriate BMP information,
educational materials, and inter/intra-agency referrals as needed. The inspectors will
ask the facility owner or operator whether his or her employees have been trained about
how to prevent stormwater pollution. The inspectors will provide available BMP
information in other languages, if requested by the facility owner or operator. _

IV. ACHIEVING FACILITY COMPLIANCE

1. If a problem is identified during a inspection, the inspector will perform a follow up site
visit or initiate a self-certification process where the facility representative certifies in
writing that the problem has been remedied within the time specified by the inspector.

2. Municipalities will conduct enforcement activities and report these activities as outlined
in the Guidance on Enforcement Options for Illicit Discharges and Industrial/Commercial
Business Storm Water Pollution Violations. Enforcement authorities are set forth in the
individual municipal ordinances.

3. For municipalities that are contracted with County Environmental Health to perform
commercial and industrial facility inspections for stormwater pollution prevention, the
following describes the roles and responsibilities of County Environmental Health and
municipalities for resolving problems that are found:

a. County Environmental Health will be responsible for resolving any stormwater
quality problems that are associated with the handling of hazardous materials and
wastes. the exposure of these materials to rainfall. or the discharge of wastes or
washwaters from retail food facilities.

b, Each municipality will be responsible for resolving any stormwater quality problems
that are not covered under a) above.

c, County Environmental Health will provide written inspection reports to the
municipalities on a quarterly basis and will notify municipalities promptly about any
stormwater pollution problems that require their assistance or lead in resolving.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL DISCHARGE CONTROLS

Alternative Approaches

Any municipality may develop and submit to the Regional Board an industrial and
commercial business inspection plan that proposes an alternative, but comparably effective
approach, to these performance standards for controlling to MEP stormwater pollutants
from businesses within its jurisdiction. Any such inspection plan containing alternative
performance standards would need to obtain the Regional Board's approval prior to being
implemented.
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• San Mateo Countywide
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program
Standard Stormwater Facility Inspection Report Form

Municipality: _
Date:
Time:-------------

Reason for Inspection: o First Inspection o Routine Inspection o Response to Complaint I 0 Facility has closed or Facility Information has changed

NAME OF FACILITY SITE ADDRESS

CONTACT NAME IPHONE IBUSINESS TYPE/ACTIVITY ISIC

Is the facility covered under any other programs or permits? o None 0 Sanitary sewer
(Check all that apply.)

o Air quality 0 Hazmat business plan o Underground storage tanks o Aboveground storage tanks

o Fire department(hazmat storage) 0 Hazmat waste generator o Retail food facility o Other

Is the facility covered under a storm water permit? o Does not need Coverage o No, but may need to be (Refer to Regional Board)

o Individual o General: Does the facility have a SWPPP? Dyes o no

N/A - Not Applicable; POTENTIAL for Pollutant Exposure without BMPs: I = low potential, 2 = medium potential, 3 - high potential
ACTUAL Type ofDischarge: BMP: 0 = BMPs are effective, I = BMPs are fairly/almost effective, 2 = BMPs are not effective, 3 = No BMPs are implemented
PEX = Pollutant Exposure, NSW = Non-Stormwater Discharge

POTENTIAL ACTUAL
REMARKS: Describe recommendations, requirements, and

AREAS OF ACIIVITY N/A time to implement. Check box if remark is a requirement.

BMP PEX NSW

A. Outdoor Process/Manufacturing Areas 0

B. Outdoor Material Storage Areas 0

C. Outdoor Waste StoragelDisposal Areas 0

D. Outdoor Vehicle and Heavy Equipment 0
Storage, Maintenance Areas

E. Outdoor Parking Areas and 0
Access Roads

F. Outdoor Wash Areas 0

G. Rooftop Equipment 0

H. Outdoor Drainage from Indoor Areas 0

1. Other (describe): 0

Outreach material distributed: STOPPP Brochure 0 Industrial brochure 0 BMP Information 0

The existing operational practices of the facility o Do / 0 Do Not reduce pollutant discharge to the storm drain system to the maximum extent practicable.

ADDITIONAL COMMENTSIREMARKS

o Facility map available o See attached for more comments.

FIRST Follow-up Inspection (Date & Findings) SECOND Follow-up Inspection (Date & Findings)

PRIORITY FOR RE-INSPECTION: o First o Second o Third

ENFORCEMENT: o None o Verbal Notice 0 Warning Notice 0 Informal Violation o Formal Violation o Legal Action

__________________________ Date: _

Received by:

"Facility Representative Signature:

Print Name of Facility Representative: _

(F:\SM74-30\DelivIWordllNSP.doc; September IS, 1997)

Inspector's Signature: _

EOA, Inc.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
ILLICIT DISCHARGE CONTROL

These performance standards describe only part of the effort to identify and eliminate illicit
discharges. Other activities to help promote and facilitate the public reporting of the
presence of illicit discharges are contained in the Stormwater Management Plan and the
Public Information/Participation Performance Standards. These documents also describe
the educational and public information activities that are conducted to facilitate the proper
management and disposal of used oil and toxic materials.

I. PREPARE FOR ILLICIT DISCHARGE SCREENING AND INVESTIGATIONS

1. Each municipality will appoint a person and/or position responsible for serving as the
agency's Illicit Discharge Coordinator. The Illicit Discharge Coordinator will:

a. Receive information about illicit discharges from municipal staff, other agencies,
and the public;

b. Assure that needed follow up, elimination, and clean up of illicit discharges is
conducted;

c. Provide municipality staff with information about the status of illicit discharge
source identification and elimination. In particular, municipal staff who identify
an illicit discharge will be informed about its outcome;

d. Make sure any required NPDES permit reporting is completed;

e. Provide information to the municipality's management staff and elected officials,
as requested, about the resources needed to implement these performance
standards;

f. Facilitate the implementation of these performance standards; and

g. Be responsible for liaison with the Commercial/industrialllllicit Discharge (C/11Il
Subcommittee and participate in any illicit discharge related training conducted
by the STOPPP General Program or have a representative participate for the Illicit
Discharge Coordinator. The Illicit Discharge Coordinator will stay sufficiently
informed by attending Subcommittee meetings or using other means to
participate constructively in C/I/I Subcommittee decisions and activities.

2. Municipal staff who maintain and repair the municipal storm drain conveyance system,
and other municipal staff who conduct field work where illicit discharges are likely to
occur, will be trained to recognize illicit discharges and the procedures for responding to
these discharges. New staff who fill positions, as described above, will receive training
about illicit discharge recognition and response procedures within six months of being
hired.

IIServerlworkISM7XISM70·10IAPPEND-BlREV-lll.doc B - ID - 1
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
ILLICIT DISCHARGE CONTROL

3. Municipal staff assigned to conduct illicit discharge investigations will be trained and
have the knowledge and skills necessary to be effective. They will be familiar with
guidance developed by the C/I/I Subcommittee and Regional Board staff and with the
illicit discharge related requirements of the STOPPP NPDES permit.

4. Each municipality will have maps of its municipal storm drain system that are
sufficiently accurate to be used when tracing the sources of illicit discharges.

II. CONDUCT FIELD SCREENING

Each municipality will rely primarily on its municipal maintenance and other field staff,
while conducting other routine work, to identify evidence of illicit discharges to the
municipal storm drain conveyance system. This illicit discharge field screening staff may
include contracted staff or consultants working for the municipality. Evidence of illicit
discharges identified during these field screening activities will be reported to the
municipality's Illicit Discharge Coordinator.

III. CONDUCT FIELD INVESTIGATIONS

1. Using information provided as part of field screening and complaints received from the
public or other agencies, each municipality will verify whether an illicit discharge has
occurred. The goal will be to initiate follow up activities within twenty- four hours of
receipt by the Illicit Discharge Coordinator of a report about a possible illicit discharge.

2. When an illicit discharge has occurred, each municipality will attempt to find the source
and eliminate it. The source{s) of the illicit discharge will be traced by using storm drain
maps, inspecting manholes, and making surface observations. The Field Manual: Illicit
Discharge Identification and Elimination Program will be used as guidance in conducting
these investigations. Findings will be recorded and maintained by the Illicit Discharger
Coordinator.

3. Inspection and follow up activities will continue until: 1) the source of the illicit
discharge is found and eliminated'; or 2) the discharge has stopped and no source could
be found.

4. If a municipality identifies three or more illicit discharges in a fiscal year within an area
served by any "major outfall"2

, additional illicit discharge investigations will be
conducted in the area or areas served by the major outfall{s) during the subsequent
fiscal year or sooner. These additional investigations will include one or more of the
following, as appropriate: 1) periodic above ground surveillance of the area for visual
evidence of illicit discharges; 2) additional inspections of businesses; 3) additional

1 Elimination means that the discharge no longer occurs, has been diverted to the sanitary sewer or continues discharging to
the municipal storm drain conveyance system under an NPDES permit.

2 Major outfalls are greater than 12-inches in diameter for outfalls serving industrial areas and 36-inches in diameter for
outfalls in all other areas.
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PERFORMANCE_STANDARDS FOR
ILLICIT DISCHARGE CONTROL

periodic investigations of outfalls, creeks, and open channels for evidence of illicit
discharges; and/or 4} additional targeted educational outreach in the area which is
coordinated appropriately with the municipality's PUP activities.

IV. FOLLOW UP TO FIELD INVESTIGATIONS

1. When a party responsible for an illicit discharge is found, the party will be provided with
educational information about the impacts of his or her actions, the requirements of the
local stormwater ordinance, the options for proper discharge or disposal, and
educational materials describing BMPs. When the source of an illicit discharge that has
reached the municipal storm drain conveyance system has not been found, educational
outreach material will be distributed to residents and/or businesses located in the
immediate vicinity of the illicit discharge.

2. If the discharge is traced to a commercial or industrial facility, the municipality will
share information about the illicit discharge with its industrial and commercial discharge
control program.

3. The municipality will begin enforcement procedures, if appropriate, using the Guidance
on Enforcement Options for Illicit Discharges and Industrial/Commercial Business Storm
Water Pollution Violations (Attachment C) or comparable procedures developed by the
municipality.

4. The goal of follow up investigations will be to stop the illicit discharge(s} as soon as
practicable.

V. PROCEDURES FOR SPILL PREVENTION, CONTAINMENT, AND RESPONSE

Since a network of spill prevention, containment, response and clean up programs already
exists, the approach of the STOPPP illicit discharge control component is to supplement
these services and respond to spill incidents that are not under the purview of previously
existing clean-up programs. Within this context, each municipality will assure that the
following occurs.

1. The Illicit Discharge Coordinator or hislher representative will investigate spill reports
and/or complaints about incidents within the municipality's jurisdiction and record
his/her activities.

2. The Illicit Discharge Coordinator will become familiar with the existing spill prevention,
containment, response and clean-up programs that cover the municipality's jurisdiction
and coordinate illicit discharge prevention, elimination, and cleanup activities with these
existing programs.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
ILLICIT DISCHARGE CONTROL

3. The Illicit Discharge Coordinator will establish a mechanism for obtaining information
about spill incidents from other agencies and departments within the municipality so
that source identification and follow-up activities can be coordinated.

IV. DOCUMENT AND REPORT COMPLETION

1. Each municipality will document the number and types of illicit discharge incidents
reported and follow up investigations conducted within the municipality's jurisdiction.
This does not need to include information from fluid spills resulting from automobile
accidents. Each municipality will summarize field investigations and follow-up activities
every three months using the Illicit Discharge Inspection Quarterly Summary Report
form (Attachment B).

2. Completed reports will be submitted to the STOPPP General Program Coordinator in
time for submittal to the Regional Board as part of the NPDES permit required reports.

Alternative Approaches

Although not a preferred alternative, any municipality may develop and submit to the
Regional Board an illicit discharge control and elimination plan that proposes an alternative,
but comparably effective approach, to these performance standards for effectively
identifying and eliminating illicit discharges. Any such illicit discharge control and
elimination plan containing alternative performance standards would need to be approved
by the Regional Board prior to being implemented as part of NPDES permit compliance.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
PUBLIC INFORMA TION AND PARTICIPA TJON

I. GENERAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

A. Participation in the PIP Subcommittee

1. Each municipality will designate a person responsible for implementing its Public
Information and Participation (PIP) activities and for acting as a liaison with the
PIP Subcommittee. This designated person will stay sufficiently informed by
attending Subcommittee meetings or using other means to participate
constructively in PIP Subcommittee decisions and activities.

2. The chairship of the PIP Subcommittee will rotate periodically so that the
responsibility of chairing the subcommittee is shared among the municipalities.

3. Each municipality will complete its PIP quarter or semiannual deliverable reports
within the approximate schedule established by the General Program.

B. Distribution of STOPPP Information Pieces

1. Public education materials developed by the General Program will be distributed
to each municipality. A high priority will be placed on developing. adapting. or
using existing public outreach materials that focus on creek and wetland
protection. Upon receipt of public education materials, each municipality will
have the goal of initiating distribution of the materials within two months and
completing the distribution within two years.

2. Each municipality will be responsible for tracking the number of General Program
information pieces distributed with sufficient accuracy to be able to determine
the quantity to re-order, to track progress with achieving No.1 above, and to
document for NPDES permit reporting.

II. INTERNAL MUNICIPALITY COMMUNICATION AND TRAINING

A. City Staff and Officials

1. Each municipality is responsible for identifying, developing, and communicating
information about STOPPP to its stormwater staff and elected officials so that
they are well informed about the requirements of STOPPP, their role in
implementing STOPPP, and the progress of STOPPP. Annually, each
municipality will communicate Program information to elected officials and all
municipal staff involved with STOPPP activities.

2. New employees involved with STOPPP activities will be provided with
information about STOPPP and a description of their role in STOPPP.

F:\SM80-01 \SWMPrev\PIP\Pipps.doc 8 - PIP - 1 Revised February 1999
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
PUBLIC INFORMA TION AND PARTICIPA TION

B. Procedures and Training for Handling Telephone Calls from the Public about
Stormwater Pollution Prevention

1. Each municipality will establish procedures for answering, tracking, and
efficiently routing stormwater related telephone calls to the appropriate
municipal staff for handling.

2. Municipality staff assigned to answering or responding to telephone calls will be
trained and familiar with the established procedures.

3. Each municipality will promote the use of one of its telephone numbers to
facilitate public reporting of the presence of illicit discharges.

III. STORM DRAIN INLET STENCILS AND SIGNS

Storm drain inlet stencils/signs are one of the most effective venues for getting the
stormwater message to residents, as determined by a residential survey conducted in San
Mateo County in November 1996'. Seventy-four percent of the residents surveyed
reported seeing the "No Dumping, Flows to Bay/Ocean/Lagoon" message stenciled on
storm drains.

1. By the end of Year 1 (June 1999), each municipality will have stenciled/signed its
municipality-owned storm drain inlets unless an alternative is approved as described in
2 below.

2. A municipality may propose to conduct alternative education activities in lieu of
stenciling/signing each municipality-owned inlet. These alternative activities should be
equivalent to stenciling/signing each municipality-owned inlet and should educate the
public not to dump materials into storm drain inlets. The rationale for an alternative
approach must be described in a written action plan. The rationale should describe why
the alternative is equivalent in terms of protecting water quality given the particular
circumstances of the local municipality. The action plan must be submitted to the
Regional Board by October 31, 1998. The alternative approach will not be effective
until approved by the Regional Board's Executive Officer, and that approval will be
presumed unless it is rejected in writing within 90 days of its submittal.

3. As a goal, all stencils and signs installed will be maintained sufficiently to be legible.

IV. COORDINATION WITH PUBLIC SCHOOLS (K-12)

Distribution of Information/Materials

1 Meta Information Services. 1996. San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program Stormwater
Public Education Outreach Survey. Summary ofResults. November.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
PUBLIC INFORMA TION AND PARTICIPA TION

1. Information provided by the General Program about activities, such as the 4th grade
assembly program, County Science Fair, community stewardship grants, or other
educational opportunities, will be provided to each municipality. In turn, each
municipality will make materials/information available to the public schools within its
jurisdiction according to schedules agreed upon by the PIP Subcommittee.

2. Each municipality will make materials available to the public schools in its area,
materials such as computer programs, children's educational activity booklets, and
other information the General Program develops or helps develop. This may include
disseminating information on how to obtain copies of material.

V. MUNICIPALITIES' COMMUNITY OUTREACH PROGRAM

Municipalities will participate in community outreach activities from the areas listed below
(a through g) for the purpose of communicating the general stormwater pollution prevention
message, complementing the General Program's specific message for its targeted
audiences, and facilitating the proper management and disposal of used oil and toxic
materials. Each municipality will participate in a prescribed number of activities annually
based on the criteria below:

Over 50,000 in population
• each municipality will participate in three activities annually

Between 5,000 and 50.000
• each municipality will participate in two activities annually

Less than 5,000
• each municipality will participate in one activity annually

Implementation: Year 3 (Beginning July 1, 2000)

Over 50,000 in population
• each municipality will participate in at least five activities annually

Between 5.000 and 50,000
• each municipality will participate in at least four activities annually

Less than 5,000
• each municipality will participate in at least three activities annually

The community outreach activities shall include any combination of the following:

a. Provide General Program Information through Other Venues

Other venues include:
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
PUBLIC INFORMA TION AND PARTICIPA TION

• Utility inserts2

• Municipality newsletter
• Other municipal newsletter
• Local magazine
• Mailing to target group
• Computer bulletin board or network
• Local telephone directories

b. Participate in Existing Community Events

Distribute STOPPP information by participating in existing community events
(County fair, festivals, exhibits, etc.) held within its or a nearby jurisdiction. This
participation may include the setting up of a booth, kiosk display, or other creative
means of communicating the general stormwater pollution prevention message,
using a specific message to a target group, or making a presentation to a local
community service group.

c. Initiate New Community Events

Playa major role in planning and staging a community or city-wide event,
examples include the following:

• Earth Day or other festival or fair
• Business mixer
• Seminar for a target group
• Contests

d. Contact Media and Conduct Advertising

Maintain local media contacts with newspaper, radio, or television stations in order
to communicate the general stormwater pollution prevention message, complement
the General Program's specific targeted audience(s) and message(s), and
complement any regional PIP activities. Media outreach activities may include the
adaptation and/or development and distribution of stormwater related press releases
or public service announcements.

e. Develop and Implement Integrated Outreach Approaches

This area includes approaches that increase the effectiveness of pollution
prevention activities using one or more of the following:

• Conduct a point of purchase display and giveaway program.

2 Thirty-seven percent of San Mateo County residents reported that they first turn to their garbage company for information
on disposing of household hazardous waste (Meta 1996).
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
PUBLIC INFORMA TION AND PARTICIPA TION

• Plan, create, and/or distribute videos.
• Create and stage a play.
• Develop special displays or kiosks for your message especially interactive

ones (such as slides in movie theaters).
• Develop/implement program for school curriculum and provide materials.
• Support and partner with other municipalities to increase or improve pollution

prevention capabilities.
• Make and place signs on municipality street sweeper vehicles or other

municipality vehicles.
• Place stormwater messages on workers' tee-shirts.

f. Develop Watershed Awareness

This area includes one or more of the following activities:

• Identify and support a "Friends of (a watershed)" group and encourage creek
(lagoon or shoreline) cleanups, or adopt-a-creek or other volunteer monitoring
and resource inventorying activities.

• Conduct a creek (lagoon or shoreline) cleanup within municipality-jurisdiction
on an annual basis.

• Participate in a local event, e.g., in the Coastal Commission's annual Coastal
Clean-Up Day and/or Earth Day activities.

g. Coordinate with Local Volunteer Groups to Conduct Outreach

In 1995, STOPPP published the Volunteer Resource Guide which lists local
organizations and schools which could assist STOPPP with community outreach
activities. Coordinate with a volunteer group to conduct outreach. This task
may be combined with other activities presented in these performance
standards. For example, the volunteer group may assist with school outreach
activities, stenciling activities, or creek cleanup activities.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION CONTROLS

The Performance Standards for Control of Stormwater Pollutants from Development and
Construction Activities are based primarily on the San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board's April 1994 Staff Recommendations for New and Redevelopment
Controls for Stormwater Programs (Recommendations). The Recommendations incorporate
the mandates of EPA's stormwater regulations as well as the Coastal Zone Act
Reauthorization Amendments.

All municipalities have agreed to implement local programs that meet the following
performance standards. These performance standards are intended to achieve a level of
water quality protection equivalent to that achieved by the measures described in the
Recommendations. Municipalities will continue to improve, as necessary, the performance
standards within the permit period in response to any pertinent new technical information
on effectiveness of control measures. Effective implementation of the performance
standards and incremental program improvement will be demonstrated in annual report
submittals.

I. DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW AND PERMITTING

1. Each municipality will have adequate legal authority to implement stormwater quality
control measures for development and construction activities as part of its development
plan review and approval procedures.

2. A.....-Each municipality will incorporate policies and implementation measures into its
General Plan to help preserve and enhance water quality and protect sensitive areas1.

General Plan amendments, if necessary,_ will be adopted as soon as possible and no
later than June 30, 2003as part of the municipality's first General Plan review cycle
after reissuance of the NPDES permit in 1999.

2. B. Pending adoption of any necessary amendments to the General Plans, the Program
will adopt a set of recommended model policies on or before June 30. 2001. On or
before June 30, 2002. each municipality will adopt and will begin to implement policies
and implementation measures by council resolution or planning department policy. As
part of this process. municipalities will lake steps to resolve conflicts among
stormwater quality protection policies and other municipal policies. Full implementation
of these measures will occur on or before June 30, 2003.

3. Each municipality will require environmental documents for projects under CEQA or
NEPA review to address stormwater quality impacts during the life of the project (both
significant and cumulative), and specific mitigation measures. These documents include
initial study checklists, EIRs, negative declarations, and mitigation monitoring plans.
Mitigation measures must address both construction stage and post-construction
impacts.

4. Each municipality will require developers and ownerlbuilders to control stormwater

1 Definitions are provided in the attachment at the end of this section.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION CONTROLS

quality impacts of their projects by using appropriate best management practices
(BMPs)2:... All projects will be required to implement appropriate BMPs during
construction activity. Developers of projects with significant stormwater pollution
potential~_l_willalso be required to mitigate impacts through site planning or design
practices and/or by installing stormvvater treatmentpost-construction controls. For such
projects. efforts will be made to avoid. minimize. and mitigate. in that order, the
potential adverse impacts to water quali·ty~.

.a.~Each municipality will require developers and owner/builders of projects that disturb a
land area of five acres or more to demonstrate coverage under the State Construction
Activity Stormwater General Permit .

.e.6.Each municipality will require developers and owner/builders of projects with potential
for significant erosion and planned construction activity during the wet season 1 to
prepare and implement an effective erosion and/or sediment control plan or similar
document prior to the start of the wet season.

7. Each municipality will require developers and owner/builders of projects that include
permanent structural stormwater controls to ensure ongoing operation and maintenance
of such controls, as part of project approval documents.

8. Each municipality will ensure that municipal capital improvement projects include
stormwater quality control measures during and after construction, as appropriate for
each project. Each municipality will also ensure that these control measures are
included in project documents such as plans and contract specifications.

9. Each municipality will examine the feasibility of mapping or listing parcels containing
category 2.) sensitive areas! to help facilitate the development plan review process.

II. EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL

1. Each municipality will maintain an erosion and/or sediment control program that
includes requirements for minimum BMPs, sufficient enforcement authority, training and
tools for inspectors, and information for developers and contractors.

2. As a condition for issuance of a gradinH permit, each municipality will require
developers and owner/builders to prepare, submit to the municipality for review and
approval, and implement an effective erosion and/or sediment control plan or similar

1 Definitions are provided in the attachment at the end of this section.
:! Definitions are fjrevided in the attaohFRent at tho end of this seotion .

.> The ideas of "avoid, minimize, and mitigate" are consistent with the Regional Board's wetland permit policy cited in the
San Francisco Bay Basin (Region 21 Water Quality Control Plan ("Basin Plan"!. 1995. The Regional Board considers water
quality impacts may include, but are not limited to, impacts to physical habitat conditions associated with the waterbody or
wetland.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION CONTROLS

administrative document that contains erosion and/or sediment control provisions.

III. CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION

1. Each municipality will require through a construction inspection process that
construction contractors properly store, use, and dispose of construction materials,
chemicals, and wastes at construction sites and prevent illicit discharges' to storm
drains and watercourses.

2. For development projects with significant erosion potential' and planned construction
activity during the wet season, each municipality will require, through a construction
inspection process, that erosion and/or sediment control measures are implemented.
Measures will be implemented in accordance with local ordinances and project
conditions of approval, including the approved erosion and/or sediment control plan, and
maintained as needed during construction.

3. Each municipality will oversee the inspection of construction sites for adequacy of
stormwater quality control measures on a regular basis. This will include inspection of
permanent structural control measures, if any. The frequency of inspections will be
based on the following criteria: the project's potential impact on stormwater quality, the
size of the project; the site topography and soil characteristics; the season in which the
project occurs; and the nature of construction activity.

4-.Prior to the beginning of the wet season, each municipality will require that each active
construction site be stabilized -to minimize erosion and discharges of sediment from
disturbed areas and oversee the inspection of these sites to make sure these
requirements are being met. I Prior to November 15th of 1999, municipalities will submit
to the Regional Board a letter certifying that all active sites have been inspected prior to
the beginning of the wet season. Certification letters will be kept on file at the
municipality in subsequent years for inclusion in the annual report and/or submittal upon
request to the Regional Board. _

.e.LOuring the wet season, each municipality will oversee the inspection of all
construction sites with erosion and/or sediment controls within 14 calendar days
following each major storm event'. High priority sites, as determined by each
municipality, will be inspected as soon as possible after major storm events! and more
frequently as required.

IV. EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

1. Each municipality will provide training at least annually to its planning, building, and
public works staffs on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs for
stormwater pollution prevention and control.

1 Definitions are provided in the attachment at the end of this section.
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PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR
NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION CONTROLS

2. Each municipality will provide training at least annually to its construction inspection
staff on inspection procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to stormwater
pollution prevention.

3. Each municipality will provide appropriate educational and training materials to
municipal staff. contractors. construction site operators. developers. and
owner/builders. Appropriate materials will include information on a) construction BMPs
(including erosion and sediment controls) and compliance with the State Construction
Activity Stormwater General Permit (if applicable), b) site planning or design measures
and post-construction controls. and c) information provided by Regional Board staff
regarding State and Federal permit and approval requirements for project activities in
wetlands and stream channels.1

LEach municipality will provide developers and owner/builders with information and
guidance materials described in (3.) above on site design guidelines, building permit
requirements, and BMPs for storm\\'ater pollution prevention early in the application or
design review process, as appropriate for the type of project.

4 .EaGh muniGipality will provide appropriate eduGational and training materials to muniGipal
staff, GontraGtors, GonstruGtion site operators, developers, and owner/builders on
Gonstruotion BMPs (inGluding erosion and sediment Gontrolsl and Gomplianoe with the
State ConstruGtion AGtivity Stormwater General Permit (if applioablel.

5. Each municipality will provide appropriate educational and outreach materials provided
by the Regional Board to those utility contractors (water supply. cable. phone.
electrical. etc.) seeking encroachment and/or grading permits from the municipality.

V. SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS

1. Each municipality will designate a person responsible for overseeing the implementation
of these performance standards and for acting as a liaison with the STOPPP New
Development Subcommittee. This person will stay informed sufficiently to participate
in New Development Subcommittee decisions and activities.

2. At least one representative from each municipality will attend STOPPP annual training
workshops.

1 Until that time the Regional Board develops and provides appropriate materials for distribution.
municipalities will provide copies of the STOPPP "Guide to Creek & Wetland Project Permitting" or
update thereof.
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DEFINITIONS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION CONTROLS

Projects with significant stormwater pollution potential - A project which causes substantial
or potentially substantial adverse change in the quantity and/or quality of stormwater
runoff generated from the site. (Note: This is consistent with the CEQA definition of
significance. Professional judgment will be required in evaluation of project impacts, until
specific thresholds for significance have been adopted.) A project site which -is
constructed incontains or is adjacent to a II sensitive area ll (see definition below) and/or is
five acresof sufficient acreage or greater in area to require coverage under the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCBl General Construction Activity NPDES Stormwater
Permit1 will be considered to have significant stormwater pollution potential.2

Sensitive Area - Any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are rare or
especially valuable, including any area in the following categorycategories:

1. habitats containing or supporting II rare and endangered II species as defined by the
State Fish and Game Commission;

2. perennial and intermittent streams and their tributaries that support aquatic habitat;
3. riparian corridors (see definition below);
4. lakes, ponds, and adjacent shore habitat;
5. wetlands, marshes, and coastal tide lands;
6. coastal and offshore areas containing breeding or nesting sites or used by migratory and

resident water·associated birds for resting areas and feeding;
7. areas used for scientific study and research concerning fish and wildlife;
8. existing game and wildlife refuges and reserves; and
9. sand dunes and sea cliffs.3

Riparian Corridor - The contiguous area of vegetation adjacent to perennial and intermittent
streams, lakes, and other water bodies, as determined by the association of plant species
typically found in riparian areas. For streams, the riparian corridor includes any defined
stream channels up to the bank full-flow line as well as adjacent upland vegetation.
Riparian plant species may include: alder, jaumea, pickleweed, big leaf maple, cattail,
willow, horsetail, dogwood, cottonwood, sycamore, oak, and box elder. The riparian
corridor is limited to areas containing at leClst a 50 percent cover of some combination of
the plants listed.4

Wet Season - October 15 to April 15 of each year, or as defined by local ordinance.

1 Currently five acres or more of disturbed area. U.S. EPA Phase II stormwater regulations. scheduled to be issued in 1999.
may require permits for sites greater than or equal to one acre. and may affect future State General Permit requirements.

2 STOPPP is conducting studies to better define projects with significant stormwater pollution potential by considering the
percentage of impervious cover in the watershed or subwatershed where the project is located.

3 Adapted from the San Mateo Local Coastal Program Policies, August, 1992.

4 Adapted from the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program Policies, August 1992, and the City of San Jose Riparian
Corridor Policy Study, May 1994.
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Illicit Discharge - Any non-stormwater discharge to a storm drain or watercourse, except
for those discharges allowed under STOPPP's NPDES permit.

Significant Erosion Potential - A substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in site
conditions that could result in erosion and/or sedimentation of site soils. (Note: This is
consistent with the CEQA definition of significance. Conditions created by land
disturbance activities which require a grad:ng permit, as defined by local ordinance, can be
used as thresholds of significance.)

Major Storm Event - A storm or series of storms of such intensity or duration as to create
significant quantities of runoff and potential for erosion. A series of storms will be
considered as one major storm event if there is less than 72 hours of dry weather between
storms.

Appropriate Best Management Practices. Appropriate BMPs are those listed in, or provide
an equivalent level of protection as those provided in, the Recommendations. The guidance
documents STOPPP "Checklist for Permanent Stormwater Quality Controls" and "Chart for
Identifying Required Permanent Stormwater Controls," and STOPPP's "Checklist for
Construction Requirements" were developed based on the BMPs in Recommendations.

F:\SM70-10\Append-B\ND-attb.doc 2 of 2 Revised February 1999 I

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



APPEND/XC

Lists of Municipal Stormwater Ordinances and General Program
Agreements

• Municipal Stormwater Ordinances Adopted

• Agreement to Coordinate Industrial and Commercial Stormwater Pollution Prevention
and Control Activities Conducted by the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board San
Francisco Bay Region
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San Mateo Stormwater Management Plan

Municipal Stormwater Ordinances Adopted

Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance

Municipality Ordinance Number Date Adopted

City ofAtherton 481 March 23, 1994

City of Belmont 883 June 14, 1994

City of Brisbane 392 June 1994

City of Burlingame 1503 June 20, 1994

City of Colma 465 May 11, 1994

City of Daly City 1194 February 14, 1994

City of East Palo Alto NR NR

City of Foster City NR NR

City of Half Moon Bay C-5-94 May 3,1994

City ofHillsborough 530 November 8, 1993

City ofMenlo Park 859 July 19, 1994

City ofMillbrae 607 June 14, 1994

City ofPacifica 617 - C.S. [Chapter 12 ofTitle 6 of June 27, 1994
P.M.C.]

City of Portola Valley 1998 - 308 February 5, 1998

City ofRedwood City 2090 June 13, 1995

City of San Bruno 1558 August 8, 1994

City of San Carlos 1149 April 25, 1994

City of San Mateo 1994-9 April 18, 1994

City of South San Francisco 1145-94 July 22, 1994

City of Woodside 52.01 - 52.37 June 22, 1994

County of San Mateo 3633 February 14, 1995

NR = Not Reported
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Agreement to Coordinate Industrial and Commercial
Storm Water Pollution Prevention and Control Activities

Conducted by the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program
and the California Regional Water Quality Control Board

San Francisco Bay Region

I. BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE

This Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is entered into between City/County
Association of Govemments (C/CAG) for the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program (STOPPP) and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board (Regional Board) staff to define their mutual roles and responsibilities in
implementing storm water pollution prevention and control activities for industrial and
commercial businesses. There are parallel and overlapping responsibilities placed on
both groups in regulating storm water discharges from industrial and commercial
businesses. This MOU addresses the need to describe the working relationship between
the STOPPP and Regional Board staffs program for the mutual benefit of each and for
the benefit of the industrial and commercial businesses being regulated.

The benefits of this MOU to the STOPPP and to the Regional Board staff incrude sharing
information, coordinating the implementation of the industrial and commercial business
storm water program so that the limited resources available to both groups are used
effectively, and communicating a clear and consistent message to businesses about what
the expectations and requirements are of both programs.

II. UNDERSTANDINGS REACHED

Classification of a Lead Regulatory Contact

1. The Regional Board staff will be the lead regulatory contact in controlling the
quality of storm water runoff from Publicly Owned Treatment Works, municipal
landfills, the San Francisco Intemational Airport and operations conducted by
tenants and users of this facility, businesses covered by the Regional Board's
"General Waste Discharge Requirements for: Discharges of Stormwater from Boat
Repair Facilities; existing individual NPDES-permitted facilities, state and federal
facilities and any other industrial discharges which is deemed necessary. For
purposes ot this MOU, the lead regulatory contact means the public agency which
will have the primary role in inspecting, communicating, and enforcing storm water
pollution prevention requirements as described either in the San Mateo County
Storm Water Management Plan (Plan) for the STOPPP or as described in
available permits, procedures, and guidance for the Regional Board staff.·
Although different agencies may serve as lead regulatory contact, this agreement
is not intended to limit any agency's ability to exercise its jurisdiction or
enforcement authority as provided by law.

2. The STOPPP will be the lead regulatory contact for other industrial and
commercial businesses and will conduct inspections and educational outreach
according to the schedule contained in the Plan.
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Implementation Approach That Will Be Used

3. The Regional Board staff and the STOPPP will share information when requested as
follows:

a. The Regional Board staff will supply public information on Notifications of Intent
that have been filed, storm water pollution prevention plans received, monitoring
results submitted, inspections conducted, and any other public information they
have that the STOPPP requests for the specific purpose of implementing its storm
water program.

b. The STOPPP will supply available public information on industrial storm water
NPDES permitted facilities and other facilities for which it is acting as the lead
regUlatory contact that are requested by the Regional Board staff for the specific
purpose of implementing its storm water program.

4. During STOPPP's current municipal NPDES permit period (until September 15, 1998),
the Regional Board staff and the STOPPP intend to focus their limited resources on
requiring that industries and businesses implement Best Management Practices
(BMPs) to reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable and on effectively
eliminating illicit discharges. The BMPs which will be implemented will include 'those
developed by the California Stormwater Quality Task Force in the BMP Handbook and
other lists of BMPs proposed by business and proposed by either the Regional Board
staff or the STOPPP.

5. The Regional Board staff and the STOPPP agree to emphasize efforts to notify and .
educate the owners and operators of industrial and commercial businesses as the
primary means of beginning to achieve reductions in pollutants in storm water runoff.
Where information about the requirements of the storm water program has been
provided and this has failed to result in the reduction of pollutant discharges or the
activities being conducted require an immediate or more active response, the intent is
is for the lead regulatory contact to take appropriate enforcement actions.

6. The Regional Board staff and the STOPPP agree to coordinate enforcement activities
so as to maximize the use of existing resources, to minimize the chance for regulatory
overlap, and to minimize possible confusion by industrial and commercial businesses.

Facilities Covered by the Industrial Storm Water General Permit

7. The STOPPP agrees to begin to assist industries for which it is the lead regulatory
contact to become informed about their responsibilities for obtaining industrial storm
water NPDES permit coverage. To the extent that the STOPPP has available
resources, it will also evaluate the sufficiency of Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans,
Monitoring Plans, and Annual Monitoring reports for those facilities that have obtained
coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with
Industrial Activities (Industrial Storm Water General Permit). In addition, as possible
within available resources, STOPPP will encourage improvements in these documents
as appear necessary. The results of these evaluations will be reported to the Regional
Board staff as part of the Annual Report.

8. The STOPPP agrees to work with facilities it is the lead regUlatory contact on that have
obtained coverage under the General Industrial Activities Storm Water permit to
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coordinate their pollutant monitoring of storm water runoff with the STOPPP and to
explore ways to maximize the usefulness of these monitoring activities.

Effective Date

..
9. The Regional Board staff and the STOPPP agree that this MOU will be effective for a

period of five years from the date signed by representatives from the Regional Board
staff and C/CAG. The agreement may be amended, revised or terminated at any time
as mutually agreed to in writing by Regional Board staff and C/CAG.

The Chairperson of C/CAG is auth.orized by vote of C/CAG on M~'1 \'J., lq~+
this MOU on their behalf.

to sign

/,' I
(/;~f,If'

G Counsel

,
J\

;. .4/.
I -I!\.;· ~--..

St en R. Ritchie, Executive Officer
n Francisco Bay Regional Water

'Quality Control Board \

Date
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 Acronyms 
 
ABAG        Association of Bay Area Governments 
 
BASMAA       Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
         Association 
 
BART        Bay Area Rapid Transit 
 
BMPs        Best Management Practices 
 
C/CAG        City/County Association of Governments 
 
CCMP        Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan 
 
CEQA        California Environmental Quality Act 
 
CII         Commercial/Industrial/Illicit Discharge (Subcommittee) 
 
COGs        Community Outreach Grants 
 
CRMP        Coordinated Resources Management and Planning 
 
CZARA        Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments 
 
EPA        Environmental Protection Agency 
 
KMEL        (call letters for a radio station) 
 
LUDA        Land Use Data 
 
MEP        Maximum Extent Practicable 
 
MOU        Memorandum of Understanding 
 
NOI         Notice of Intent 
 
NPDES        National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
 
PIP         Public Information and Participation 
 
POP        Point of Purchase (Campaign) 
 
POTW        Publicly - Owned Treatment Works (sewage   
         treatment plants) 
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STOPPP       San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution   
         Prevention Program 
 
SWMP        Stormwater Management Plan 
 
SWPPP        Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
 
TAC        Technical Advisory Committee 
 
USGS        U.S. Geological Survey 
 
WERF        Water Environment Research Foundation 
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    Definitions 
 
BMPs       Practices which prevent or reduce stormwater pollution. 
 
General Program   Activities implemented for the joint benefit of the member 

agencies of the San Mateo County STOPPP. 
 
Member Agencies   San Mateo County and the 20 cities/towns in San Mateo County 

that participate in the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Program. 

 
Performance Standards  Pollution prevention practices the member agencies have made a 

commitment to implement.   
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 Executive Summary 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The San Mateo Countywide Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) is 
a consortium of all 20 cities located within 
San Mateo County and the county.  As 
described further below, many of STOPPP’s 
activities are coordinated through the 
City/County Association of Governments of 
San Mateo County.  This partnership also 
relies on each of the municipalities to 
implement local stormwater pollution 
prevention and control activities for their 
local storm drain systems. 
 
This Stormwater Management Plan (Plan) 
describes what STOPPP will be doing 
during the approximately six-year period 
from April 2004 through June 2010 to 
prevent and control stormwater pollution in 
San Mateo County.  The current Plan has 
evolved out of the experience developing 
and implementing two previous stormwater 
management plans that covered the 
preceding ten year period. 
 
The Plan will serve as part of the basis of 
STOPPP’s third National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit to be reissued by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, San 
Francisco Bay Region (Regional Board).  As 
required by the current NPDES permit, the 
Plan will be submitted to the Regional 
Board, at least 180 days prior to the permit’s 
expiration on July 21, 2004.  The federal 
Clean Water Act requires stormwater 
dischargers to reduce pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable (MEP) and to 
effectively eliminate most types of non-

stormwater discharges to the storm drain 
system. The Plan, in conjunction with the 
reissued permit adopted by the Regional 
Board, is designed to enable STOPPP to 
meet these requirements. 
 
ORGANIZATION OF THE PLAN 
 
The Plan is organized around the following 
five major stormwater pollution prevention 
and control components: 
 
• Municipal Maintenance 

 
• Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls 

 
• Public Information and Participation 

 
• New Development and Construction 

Controls 
 
• Watershed Assessment and Monitoring 
 
Each of the Plan’s five major components 
describes goals, recent achievements and 
tasks that will be completed over the five 
year period.  The tasks are part of the 
General Program that will be implemented 
by STOPPP for the mutual benefit of the 
municipalities.  The achievements portion of 
each section summarizes activities and 
progress during the 1999 - 2003 NPDES 
permit period in order to set the basis for 
STOPPP’s future direction.   
 
The appendices to the Plan include the 
General Program’s work plan and budget for 
FYs 2003/04 and 2004/05 (Appendix A); 
performance standards that each of the 
municipalities has committed to implement 

E
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(Appendix B); and a list of municipal 
stormwater ordinances (Appendix C).   
 
The General Program's two-year work plans 
and budgets will be updated annually to 
include the subsequent fiscal year and 
submitted as a draft to the Regional Board.  
Normally, STOPPP’s Technical Advisory 
Committee approves these draft work plans 
and budgets around February, and C/CAG 
approves them around May or June of each 
year. Subsequent work plans and budgets 
will be added to Appendix A as they are 
developed and approved. 
 
The performance standards are organized to 
correspond with each of the major 
components of the Plan except for the 
Watershed Assessment and Monitoring 
section.  The performance standards help to 
define what the municipalities need to do to 
achieve the maximum extent practicable 
control of pollutants.  Performance 
standards for monitoring are not included 
because it can be conducted more cost-
effectively as a General Program activity 
rather than by having each member 
municipality conduct its own monitoring.  
 
COMPONENT GOALS AND 
MAJOR TASKS 
 
The following reviews the goals and major 
tasks of each of these components, 
highlights the applicable performance 
standards (Appendix B), and describes the 
most significant changes from the previous 
plan.  
 
2.0 Municipal Government 
Maintenance Activities 
 
Municipal maintenance activities include 
street sweeping, storm drain cleaning, the 
maintenance of parks and corporation yards 
and other maintenance-related activities that 
may have an impact on stormwater quality.  

The goal of this component is to continue to 
work with municipal public works, parks 
and recreation and other maintenance staff 
to identify ways to optimize the removal of 
pollutants and minimize discharges of 
pollutants during routine maintenance 
activities. 
 
The two primary tasks include assisting with 
the implementation of the performance 
standards (Task 2.1) and conducting 
outreach and training (Task 2.2) for 
maintenance staff. The other two tasks in 
this component include the following: 
coordinating with other STOPPP 
subcommittees, other public agencies, and 
private industries with similar interests or 
who are potentially affected by municipal 
maintenance activities (Task 2.3); and 
assisting with regulatory compliance and 
planning (Task 2.4).  
 
3.0 Industrial and Illicit Discharge 
Controls 
 
The two primary goals of this component 
are to minimize or eliminate potential 
stormwater pollution sources at commercial 
and industrial facilities through inspection 
and educational outreach activities; and to 
effectively prohibit illicit discharges (such 
as oil, paint, or soapy washwaters) to the 
municipalities’ storm drain systems. 
 
The primary role of the General Program is 
to help municipalities implement a 
consistent countywide approach for meeting 
the performance standards (Task 3.1).  This 
will be achieved in part by developing and 
implementing model materials to help the 
municipalities develop their Five-Year Illicit 
Discharge Control Action Plans and their 
Five-Year and Annual Inspection Plans for 
Businesses (Task 3.2), by assisting 
municipalities to comply with the 
requirements for discharges that are 
conditionally exempted from the NPDES 
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permit’s non-stormwater discharge 
prohibition (Task 3.3), and by conducting 
outreach and training (Task 3.4).  Lastly, 
this component includes Task 3.5 to assist 
the municipalities with NPDES permit 
compliance reporting, General Program 
work plans and budgets, and assessing 
effectiveness. 
 
4.0 Public Information and 
Participation (PIP) 
 
The primary goal of this component is to 
educate the public about the causes of 
stormwater pollution and its serious effects 
on the quality of waterways and 
neighborhoods, to encourage residents to 
adopt less polluting and more 
environmentally beneficial practices, and to 
increase residents’ hands-on involvement in 
STOPPP activities. 
 
The most important task under this 
component is to achieve public involvement 
through outreach and education (Task 4.3).  
The PIP component will continue to 
implement the Bay Area Wide Integrated 
Pest Management Point of Purchase 
Campaign at 20 hardware and nurseries 
located in San Mateo County. In addition, 
the PIP Subcommittee will select future 
stormwater pollution prevention topics for 
targeted outreach, conduct targeted 
campaigns, and evaluate the effectiveness of 
these activities. 
 
The other tasks in this component include 
the following: implement the performance 
standards (Task 4.1); assist the 
municipalities to prepare NPDES permit 
compliance reports and develop the General 
Program’s work plans and budgets (Task 
4.2); train PIP staff (Task 4.4); and build 
partnerships with other agencies and 
companies and work with volunteer groups 
and other STOPPP subcommittees (Task 
4.5). 

 
5.0 New Development and 
Construction Controls 
 
In February 2003 the Regional Board 
amended STOPPP’s municipal stormwater 
permit to include extensive new 
requirements that affect this component of 
the Plan.  The primary goal of this 
component, to minimize the water quality 
and beneficial use impacts of land 
development during and after construction, 
will be achieved in part by fulfilling the 
requirements of the permit amendment.  
This includes identifying and implementing 
appropriate site design, source control, and 
stormwater treatment measures, and 
managing increases in peak runoff flow and 
volume in order to prevent increased erosion 
of creek beds and banks and silt pollutant 
generation (termed hydrograph modification 
management in the permit amendment). 
During the construction phase the goal is 
achieved by prohibiting non-stormwater 
discharges from construction sites; reducing 
stormwater pollutant discharges from 
construction activities to the maximum 
extent practicable; and requiring compliance 
with stormwater best management practices 
and erosion/sedimentation control at 
construction sites. 
 
The Subcommittee and the General Program 
will be conducting the following activities: 
implement and improve the performance 
standards (Task 5.1); assist with the 
implementation of the Provision C.3 
requirements contained in the February 2003 
permit amendment (Task 5.2); assist with 
the implementation of controls on peak 
runoff rates and volumes for appropriate 
projects (Task 5.3); assist with improving 
construction site stormwater controls (Task 
5.4); and promote the outreach and training 
for municipal staff and builders and their 
consultants and contractors (Task 5.5). 
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Lastly, this component includes Task 5.6 to 
assist the municipalities with NPDES permit 
compliance reporting, General Program 
work plans and budgets, and assessing 
effectiveness. 
 
6.0 Watershed Assessment and 
Monitoring 
 
This component supports the 
implementation of other program 
components. The primary goals of the 
component include assessing water quality 
conditions in representative San Mateo 
County watersheds, determining whether 
specific pollutants are adversely affecting 
local waterways, and developing plans to 
address any pollutants of concern.  In 
addition, one of the goals is to identify 
effective BMPs and to evaluate the overall 
effectiveness of STOPPP’s activities.  
In order to achieve these goals the General 
Program will continue to use environmental 
indicators to assess representative 
watersheds (Task 6.1); develop and 
implement pollutant-specific control 
programs for pollutants believed to be 
impairing local waterways (Task 6.2); 
participate in regional efforts to monitor and 
solve water quality impairment problems 
(Task 6.3); and prepare NPDES permit 
required reports, monitoring plans, budgets 
and reports, including annual assessments of 
the effectiveness of the component’s 
activities (Task 6.4). 
 
Work Plans and Budgets (Appendix 
A) 
 
As noted previously, the General Program’s 
work plans and budgets for FY 2003/04 and 
FY 2004/05, the first year of the Plan’s 
proposed implementation, are contained in 
Appendix A.   It is estimated that the 
General Program costs for FY 2004/05 will 
be about $1.2 million.  Draft work plans and 
budgets for the first two years of the Plan 

will be prepared for submittal to the 
Regional Board by March 1 as required by 
the NPDES permit.  
 
Performance Standards  
(Appendix B) 
 
Performance standards to be implemented 
by member agencies have been reviewed 
and updated for the following five areas of 
the Plan: 
 
• Municipal Maintenance Activities 
 
• Industrial and Commercial Discharge 

Controls 
 
• Illicit Discharge Controls 
 
• Public Information/Participation 
 
• New Development and Construction 

Controls 
 
STOPPP developed performance standards 
as a tool to help STOPPP’s municipalities 
comply with their NPDES permit.  The 
Clean Water Act and STOPPP’s stormwater 
NPDES discharge permit require STOPPP 
member agencies to control discharges of 
pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable (MEP) and to effectively 
prohibit illicit discharges.  STOPPP 
developed the performance standards to 
define the MEP level of effort that each 
member municipality will attain to control 
pollutants in stormwater. 
 
In addition, the performance standards 
define the level of effort that each member 
municipality will attain to effectively 
prohibit illicit discharges1 from entering its 
municipal storm drain conveyance system2. 
                                                           
1 Illicit discharges include non-stormwater discharges 
disallowed by the STOPPP NPDES permit. 
2 Municipal storm drain conveyance system includes roads 
with drainage systems, municipal streets, curbs, gutters, 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Executive Summary 
 

 

F:\Sm3x\SM33-02\SWMP Submitted Version\02-EXSUMrev.DOC ES-5 November 4, 2003  

The performance standards provide an 
effective, consistent, and predictable 
countywide approach to minimizing water 
quality impacts.  Having consistent 
countywide standards assures similar 
treatment for businesses, builders, 
contractors, and property owners.  In 
addition, such standards assist STOPPP’s 
municipalities with training and educational 
outreach.   
 
These performance standards define the 
major portion of what each member agency 
will need to do to implement the Plan and 
comply with the NPDES permit.  The 
implementation of these performance 
standards by member agencies is required 
by the Plan.   
 
CHANGES FROM PREVIOUS 
PLAN 
 
While the majority of tasks and performance 
standards have been continued from the 
previous plan, there have been a number of 
changes.  Some changes were made to 
respond to the February 2003 amendment of 
STOPPP’s NPDES permit.  This permit 
amendment added specific detailed 
requirements for stormwater pollution 
prevention and treatment at applicable new 
development and redevelopment projects   
 
Other reasons why changes were made 
included: preparing for changes to the 
permit based on the requirements of recently 
reissued municipal stormwater permits in 
other counties; responding to constructive 
criticism from the regulatory agencies; 
incorporating new information and 
approaches based on experience with the 
previous plan; or revising outdated 
information. 
 

                                                                                       
catch basins, storm drain inlets, ditches, man-made 
channels, or storm drains.  

Performance Standards 
 
The most significant changes to the 
performance standards include the 
following. 
 
Municipal Maintenance 
 
• Added a new performance standard that 

each of the municipalities that have a 
corporation yard will develop and 
implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan that describes how the 
performance standards for corporation 
yards will be addressed locally. 
 

• Developed new performance standards 
for routine maintenance of creeks and 
channels to help municipalities obtain 
necessary environmental permits for this 
type of work. 
 

• Updated the performance standards for 
pesticide usage and integrated pest 
management (IPM) to support the 
implementation of STOPPP’s Pesticide 
Management Plan.  One example is 
adding a requirement to implement each 
municipality’s new IPM policy or 
ordinance.  Another example is a new 
requirement to conduct periodic searches 
of municipal facilities to make sure 
pesticides that are no longer legal to use 
or that no longer are allowed based on 
municipal policy are found and properly 
disposed.  
 

• Added previously agreed to performance 
standards for all lagoon management 
activities undertaken by the cities of 
Foster City, Redwood City and San 
Mateo. 
 

• Added previously agreed to performance 
standards for rural public works 
maintenance activities that are 
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applicable to San Mateo County.  In 
addition, the performance standards 
describe a process for the cities of Half 
Moon Bay, Menlo Park, Pacifica, 
Portola Valley and Woodside to identify 
appropriate performance standards for 
the rural public works maintenance 
activities that they implement. 

 
Industrial and Commercial Discharge 
Controls and Illicit Discharge Controls 
 
• Added new performance standards that 

require that each of the municipalities 
will develop written, 5-year 
implementation plans that describe how 
the municipality will meet the 
performance standards for finding and 
eliminating prohibited non-stormwater 
discharges to its storm drain and for 
conducting business inspections. 
 

• Added a new performance standard to 
achieve a more cost-effective business 
inspection compliance program by 
having the municipalities be responsible 
for inspecting facilities that have 
coverage under the California Industrial 
Stormwater NPDES General Permit, but 
referring most problems found to the 
Regional Board staff for correction. 
 

New Development and Construction 
Controls 
 
• Added new performance standards to 

help implement the amended NPDES 
permit’s Provision C.3 requirements.  
This included: 1) a new performance 
standard to implement the amended 
NPDES permit’s requirement (C.3.k) 
that source control measures are required 
for applicable projects; and 2) a new 
performance standard to implement the 
amended NPDES permit’s requirement 
(C.3.e) to assure access permission for 

municipal, Regional Board, and local 
vector control staff for stormwater 
treatment measures. 
 

• As part of implementing additional tasks 
to reduce the contamination of 
stormwater by mercury, a new 
performance standard was added to 
require that each municipality assure that 
when preparing for building demolition 
all mercury containing fluorescent tubes, 
thermostats and other devices are 
removed and disposed properly. 
 

• Revised performance standards from the 
previous plan to incorporate the 
amended NPDES permit’s Provision 
C.3’s requirements.  Examples include: 
1) a performance standard that required 
the use of site design and stormwater 
treatment measures for projects with 
significant stormwater pollution 
potential was revised to also require the 
use of source control and hydrograph 
modification management measures for 
applicable projects; and 2) a 
performance standard for municipalities 
to require that owners/builders operate 
and maintain stormwater treatment 
measures was revised to add more 
specific requirements based on Provision 
C.3.e. 

 
Stormwater Management Plan Tasks 
 
The most significant changes to the Plan’s 
tasks include the following. 
 
A greater emphasis has been placed on 
evaluating the effectiveness of the General 
Program’s tasks in order to determine where 
to make future improvements.  This process 
of measuring effectiveness is modeled after 
U.S. EPA’s requirements for small 
municipal stormwater programs. 
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The approach for conducting watershed 
assessments has evolved.  During the 
previous plan the emphasis was on 
delineating 17 watersheds and collecting 
data on imperviousness and channel 
modifications.  The new Plan specifies 
preparing a new multi-year monitoring plan.  
The new monitoring plan is anticipated to 
take a more comprehensive approach by 
focusing on fewer watersheds.  This would 
include compiling all existing data on a 
watershed, collecting biological data from 
creeks to assess problems, and conducting 
focused water quality monitoring where 
needed to help identify how to solve 
problems.  At some point in the process the 
correction of specific problems would 
become the responsibility of the local 
municipality rather than the General 
Program. 
 
The Plan has a greater emphasis on assisting 
STOPPP’s municipalities to implement 
improved controls on pollutants of concern, 
such as, PCBs, mercury, pesticides, 
sediment, dioxins, and copper.  STOPPP 
will continue to assist the Regional Board to 
develop Total Maximum Daily Loads to 
reduce the loading for a number of these 
pollutants through its continued 
participation in and funding of the Clean 
Estuary Partnership. 
 
The Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls 
section of the Plan contains a new task to 
assist the municipalities to comply with the 
NPDES permit’s requirements for 
conditionally exempted discharges.  This 
assistance has increased importance because 
of the State Water Resources Control 
Board’s adoption of a new permit for low 
threat discharges to land and as previous 
Regional Board waivers for minor 
discharges may no longer be applicable. 
 

The New Development and Construction 
Controls section of the Plan has two new 
tasks to assist the municipalities to 
implement the additional new and 
redevelopment related requirements 
contained in STOPPP’s NPDES permit 
amendment.  This permit amendment 
represents a significant amount of additional 
work for both the General Program and the 
municipalities, and the Plan reflects this 
change. 
 
Superior Court Order 
 
On November 14, 2003 the California 
Superior Court for the City and County of 
San Francisco issued an order regarding 
STOPPP’s NPDES permit adopted in July 
1999.  This court order determined that 
STOPPP’s NPDES permit was deficient 
procedurally for not including a monitoring 
program that included the types, intervals, 
and frequencies of monitoring sufficient to 
yield data representative of the monitored 
activity.  As requested by the Regional 
Board staff, on January 20, 2004 STOPPP’s 
TAC added Appendix D, Monitoring 
Program Plan, to this Plan in order to 
remedy this deficiency.   
 
In order to address other procedural 
deficiencies regarding how plans and reports 
are incorporated into the Plan, STOPPP’s 
TAC, as requested by the Regional Board 
staff, also added to this Plan Appendix E, 
BMPs and Implementation Procedures for 
Conditionally Exempted Discharges; and 
Appendix F, Pollutant Prevention and 
Control Measures Plan. 
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 Introduction and Background 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The San Mateo Countywide Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) is 
a consortium of all 20 cities located within 
San Mateo County and the county.  As 
described further below, many of STOPPP’s 
activities are coordinated through the 
City/County Association of Governments of 
San Mateo County.  This partnership also 
relies on each of the municipalities to 
implement local stormwater pollution 
prevention and control activities for their 
local storm drain systems. 
 
This Stormwater Management Plan (Plan) 
describes what STOPPP will be doing 
during the approximately six-year period 
from April 2004 through June 2010 to 
prevent and control stormwater pollution in 
San Mateo County.  The current Plan has 
evolved out of the experience developing 
and implementing two previous stormwater 
management plans that covered the 
preceding ten year period. 
 
The Plan will serve as part of the basis of 
STOPPP’s third National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit to be reissued by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, San 
Francisco Bay Region (Regional Board).  As 
required by the current NPDES permit, the 
Plan will be submitted to the Regional 
Board, at least 180 days prior to the permit’s 
expiration on July 21, 2004.  The federal 
Clean Water Act requires stormwater 
dischargers to reduce pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable and to 
effectively eliminate prohibited discharges 

to the storm drain system. The Plan, in 
conjunction with the reissued permit 
adopted by the Regional Board, is designed 
to enable STOPPP to meet these 
requirements. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The following provides a brief overview 
about San Mateo County, STOPPP, and the 
Plan. 
 
Geographic Description 
 
San Mateo County is located on a peninsula, 
which is bordered on its northeast side by 
San Francisco Bay and on its west side by 
the Pacific Ocean.  San Mateo County 
covers about 450 square miles of land area, 
which makes it the second smallest county 
in the Bay Area.  The population of 
approximately 720,000 is concentrated 
primarily in the eastern part of the county, 
which has eighteen cities.  The western part 
of the county has considerable amounts of 
agricultural and open space lands, with 
pockets of urbanization particularly in the 
northern part of the county, in Daly City and 
Pacifica, and in and around Half Moon Bay.   
 
Management Structure 
 
The City/County Association of 
Governments (C/CAG), established under a 
Joint Powers Authority Agreement, oversees 
the implementation of the General Program 
aspects of STOPPP; General Program tasks 
are those that can be done more cost 
effectively as a group. C/CAG is comprised 
of local elected city council representatives 
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from each municipality, one member of the 
County Board of Supervisors, and 
representatives from the local transit district 
and transportation authority.   
 
Each of STOPPP’s member agencies is 
responsible for preventing stormwater 
pollution and implementing its local 
stormwater pollution prevention and control 
activities according to the agreed upon 
performance standards.  The STOPPP 
Program Coordinator is responsible for 
providing a liaison between C/CAG and the 
day-to-day implementation of STOPPP’s 
General Program.  
 
STOPPP’s Technical Advisory Committee 
has provided a forum for sharing 
information and coordinating various 
aspects of the program.  The Committee is 
comprised of municipal staff representatives 
in the fields of engineering, planning, 
environmental health, wastewater treatment, 
source control inspection, and public works 
administration.  The Technical Advisory 
Committee has established five 
subcommittees to help implement the major 
components of the Plan.  
 
Organization of the Plan 
 
The Plan is organized around the following 
five major stormwater pollution prevention 
and control components: 
 
• Municipal Maintenance 

 
• Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls 

 
• Public Information and Participation 

 
• New Development and Construction 

Controls 
 
• Watershed Assessment and Monitoring 
 

Each of the Plan’s five major components 
describes goals, recent achievements and 
tasks that will be completed over the five 
year period.  The tasks are part of the 
General Program that will be implemented 
by STOPPP for the mutual benefit of the 
municipalities.  The achievements portion of 
each section summarizes activities and 
progress during the 1999 - 2003 NPDES 
permit period in order to set the basis for 
STOPPP’s future direction.  This 
background information is not intended to 
be comprehensive.  More detailed 
information is provided in each of 
STOPPP’s annual reports. 
 
The appendices to the Plan include the 
General Program’s work plan and budget for 
FYs 2003/04 and 2004/05 (Appendix A); 
performance standards that each of the 
municipalities has committed to implement 
(Appendix B); and a list of municipal 
stormwater ordinances (Appendix C).   
 
The General Program's two-year work plans 
and budgets will be updated annually to 
include the subsequent fiscal year and 
submitted as a draft to the Regional Board 
by March 1 of each year.  Normally, 
STOPPP’s Technical Advisory Committee 
approves these draft work plans and budgets 
around February and C/CAG around May or 
June of each year. Subsequent work plans 
and budgets will be added to Appendix A as 
they are developed and approved. 
 
The performance standards are organized to 
correspond with each of the major 
components of the Plan except for the 
Watershed Assessment and Monitoring 
section.  The performance standards help to 
define what the municipalities need to do to 
achieve the maximum extent practicable 
control of pollutants.  Performance 
standards for monitoring are not included 
because it can be conducted more cost-
effectively as a General Program activity 
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rather than by having each member 
municipality conduct its own monitoring.  
 
Legal Authority 
 
All of the municipalities, except for the City 
of Foster City, have adopted the model 
stormwater discharge and control ordinance 
adapted from the Alameda Countywide 
Clean Water Program.  The ordinance 
provides each municipality with the legal 
authority to control what is discharged into 
its storm drain system.  The implementing 
ordinance numbers and dates are listed in 
Appendix C.  The City of Foster City’s 
attorney determined that the city’s existing 
ordinances provide sufficient authority to 
regulate discharges to its storm drain system 
and therefore an additional ordinance was 
unnecessary.  
 
Funding 
 
During the 1992 California Legislative 
Session, AB 2635 (Chapter 1208, Statutes of 
1992) extended the authority of the San 
Mateo County Flood Control District Act.  
As a result, the Board of Supervisors, acting 
in its capacity as the Flood Control District 
Board of Directors, upon a two-thirds vote, 
may adopt an ordinance to impose charges 
in any zone or subzone.  These charges may 
be used for the specific purposes of funding 
flood control, storm drainage, water 
conservation or supply, or water pollution 
abatement projects or programs.  The 
board’s ability to impose fees provides a 
central revenue source for General Program 
activities that can also be used by local 
municipal programs to finance local NPDES 
permit program activities. 
 
In FY 2000/01 CCAG established a Task 
Force to evaluate a possible fee increase for 
supporting the General Program.  This 
process included notifying each property 
owner and it culminated in the County 

Board of Supervisors approving an 
additional fee in July 2001.   
 
The charges appear on the property tax rolls 
and are imposed as a separate line item on 
the property tax bill.  The budget 
expenditure to implement the General 
Program during FY 2002/03 was 
$1,295,348.  Generally, fees to fund the 
General Program were applied according to 
land use area as follows: 
 
• $3.44 residential parcel – basic fee; 

$2.4842 – additional fee 
 
• $1.72 condominium, agriculture and 

vacant parcel – basic fee; 
$1.2421 – additional fee 

 
• $3.44 all other uses for first 11,000 

square feet, plus $0.3127 per 1,000 
additional square feet of parcel area – 
basic fee; 
$2.4842 - additional fee. 

 
The cities of Brisbane and Colma participate 
in the collection of the basic fee, but not the 
additional fee for supporting the General 
Program.  In addition, the town of Woodside 
uses an alternative source of funding to pay 
its General Program cost share. 
 
The cities of Belmont, Brisbane, Colma, 
Daly City, East Palo Alto, Hillsborough, 
Menlo Park, Millbrae, Pacifica, and South 
San Francisco also established local fees to 
fund municipality-specific activities.  The 
cities of Redwood City, San Bruno, San 
Carlos and Woodside have established their 
own method of funding municipality-
specific and General Program activities. 
 
 
Bay Area-Wide Collaboration 
 
STOPPP has continued to be an active 
participant in several regionwide 
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collaborative pollution prevention and 
control efforts and in planning for Total 
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) that will 
reduce the loading of specific pollutants 
impairing the bay and local creeks.  Notable 
among these is its continued support for Bay 
Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association (BASMAA) at both the 
Directors’ level and at the committees’ level.  
 
In addition, STOPPP has provided financial 
support for the Clean Estuary Partnership 
that addresses planning for the 
implementation of TMDLs.  STOPPP’s 
Program Coordinator serves as BASMAA’s 
representative on the Clean Estuary 
Program’s Administrative Committee, and a 
STOPPP representative also participates in 
the Clean Estuary Partnership’s Technical 
Committee.  STOPPP has also participated 
in the Regional Board’s Mercury Watershed 
Council since it was initiated in 1999. 
 
Other areas of active Bay Area-wide 
collaboration include STOPPP’s funding for 
the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace 
Substances and its active participation in the 
San Francisco Estuary Project’s 
Implementation Committee.  
 
CHANGES FROM PREVIOUS PLAN 
 
While the majority of tasks and performance 
standards have been continued from the 
previous plan, there have been a number of 
changes.  Some changes were made to 
respond to the February 19, 2003 
amendment of STOPPP’s NPDES permit.  
This permit amendment added specific 
detailed requirements for stormwater 
pollution prevention and treatment at 
applicable new development and 
redevelopment projects   
 
Other reasons why changes were made 
included: preparing for changes to the 
permit based on the requirements of recently 

reissued municipal stormwater permits in 
other counties; responding to constructive 
criticism from the regulatory agencies; 
incorporating new information and 
approaches based on experience with the 
previous plan; or revising outdated 
information. 
 
Performance Standards 
 
The most significant changes to the 
performance standards include the 
following. 
 
Municipal Maintenance 
 
• Added a new performance standard that 

each of the municipalities that have a 
corporation yard will develop and 
implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan that describes how the 
performance standards for corporation 
yards will be addressed locally. 
 

• Developed new performance standards 
for routine maintenance of creeks and 
channels to help municipalities obtain 
necessary environmental permits for this 
type of work. 
 

• Updated the performance standards for 
pesticide usage and integrated pest 
management (IPM) to support the 
implementation of STOPPP’s Pesticide 
Management Plan.  One example is 
adding a requirement to implement each 
municipality’s new IPM policy or 
ordinance.  Another example is a new 
requirement to conduct periodic searches 
of municipal facilities to make sure 
pesticides that are no longer legal to use 
or that no longer are allowed based on 
municipal policy are found and properly 
disposed.  
 

• Added previously agreed to performance 
standards for all lagoon management 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Introduction and Background 
 

 

F:\Sm3x\SM33-02\SWMP Submitted Version\03 CH 1 INTROrev.DOC 1-5 November 4, 2003 

activities undertaken by the cities of 
Foster City, Redwood City and San 
Mateo. 
 

• Added previously agreed to performance 
standards for rural public works 
maintenance activities that are 
applicable to San Mateo County.  In 
addition, the performance standards 
describe a process for the cities of Half 
Moon Bay, Menlo Park, Pacifica, 
Portola Valley and Woodside to identify 
appropriate performance standards for 
the rural public works maintenance 
activities that they implement. 

 
Industrial and Commercial Discharge 
Controls and Illicit Discharge Controls 
 
• Added new performance standards that 

require that each of the municipalities 
will develop written, 5-year 
implementation plans that describe how 
the municipality will meet the 
performance standards for finding and 
eliminating prohibited non-stormwater 
discharges to its storm drain and for 
conducting business inspections. 
 

• Added a new performance standard to 
achieve a more cost-effective business 
inspection compliance program by 
having the municipalities be responsible 
for inspecting facilities that have 
coverage under the California Industrial 
Stormwater NPDES General Permit, but 
referring most problems found to the 
Regional Board staff for correction. 
 

New Development and Construction 
Controls 
 
• Added new performance standards to 

help implement the amended NPDES 
permit’s Provision C.3 requirements.  
This included: 1) a new performance 
standard to implement the amended 

NPDES permit’s requirement (C.3.k) 
that source control measures are required 
for applicable projects; and 2) a new 
performance standard to implement the 
amended NPDES permit’s requirement 
(C.3.e) to assure access permission for 
municipal, Regional Board, and local 
vector control staff for stormwater 
treatment measures. 
 

• As part of implementing additional tasks 
to reduce the contamination of 
stormwater by mercury, a new 
performance standard was added to 
require that each municipality assure that 
when preparing for building demolition 
all mercury containing fluorescent tubes, 
thermostats and other devices are 
removed and disposed properly. 
 

• Revised performance standards from the 
previous plan to incorporate the 
amended NPDES permit’s Provision 
C.3’s requirements.  Examples include: 
1) a performance standard that required 
the use of site design and stormwater 
treatment measures for projects with 
significant stormwater pollution 
potential was revised to also require the 
use of source control and hydrograph 
modification management measures for 
applicable projects; and 2) a 
performance standard for municipalities 
to require that owners/builders operate 
and maintain stormwater treatment 
measures was revised to add more 
specific requirements based on Provision 
C.3.e. 

Stormwater Management Plan Tasks 
 
The most significant changes to the Plan’s 
tasks include the following. 
 
A greater emphasis has been placed on 
evaluating the effectiveness of the General 
Program’s tasks in order to determine where 
to make future improvements.  This process 
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of measuring effectiveness is modeled after 
U.S. EPA’s requirements for small 
municipal stormwater programs. 
 
The approach for conducting watershed 
assessments has evolved.  During the 
previous plan the emphasis was on 
delineating 17 watersheds and collecting 
data on imperviousness and channel 
modifications.  The new Plan specifies 
preparing a new multi-year monitoring plan.  
The new monitoring plan is anticipated to 
take a more comprehensive approach by 
focusing on fewer watersheds.  This would 
include compiling all existing data on a 
watershed, collecting biological data from 
creeks to assess problems, and conducting 
focused water quality monitoring where 
needed to help identify how to solve 
problems.  At some point in the process the 
correction of specific problems would 
become the responsibility of the local 
municipality rather than the General 
Program. 
 
The Plan has a greater emphasis on assisting 
STOPPP’s municipalities to implement 
improved controls on pollutants of concern, 
such as, PCBs, mercury, pesticides, 
sediment, dioxins, and copper.  STOPPP 
will continue to assist the Regional Board to 
develop TMDLs for a number of these 
pollutants through its continued 
participation in and funding of the Clean 
Estuary Partnership. 
 
The Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls 
section of the Plan contains a new task to 
assist the municipalities to comply with the 
NPDES permit’s requirements for 
conditionally exempted discharges.  This 
assistance has increased importance because 
of the State Water Resources Control 
Board’s adoption of a new permit for low 
threat discharges to land and as previous 
Regional Board waivers for minor 
discharges may no longer be applicable. 

 
The New Development and Construction 
Controls section of the Plan has two new 
tasks to assist the municipalities to 
implement the additional new and 
redevelopment related requirements 
contained in STOPPP’s NPDES permit 
amendment.  This permit amendment 
represents a significant amount of additional 
work for both the General Program and the 
municipalities, and the Plan reflects this 
change. 
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 Municipal Maintenance 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This component of the Plan describes how 
municipal maintenance activities will be 
conducted to prevent the introduction of 
stormwater pollutants to storm drains and to 
optimize the removal of pollutants that have 
already reached the drainage system.  
STOPPP has developed performance 
standards for conducting maintenance 
activities and assisted municipalities with 
training and implementation of these 
performance standards. 
 
Municipalities spend significant resources 
on street sweeping and storm drain system 
maintenance for aesthetic purposes and 
flood control.  These maintenance activities 
also remove pollutants that could potentially 
enter the storm drain system, creeks, lagoons 
and ultimately San Francisco Bay and the 
ocean.   
 
During the maintenance of roads, flood 
control facilities, parks and other public 
improvements, municipalities use and 
generate potential stormwater pollutants, 
(such as automotive fluids, pesticides, 
asphalt saw cuttings, and sediment).  
STOPPP has educated municipal employees 
on methods to prevent these types of 
potential stormwater pollutants.   
 
Maintenance personnel are involved in 
educating the public about stormwater 
pollution prevention.  Maintenance 
personnel are valuable in educational 
outreach and the reporting of discharge 
incidents, due to their presence in the field.  
Also, public works and parks personnel 
often work directly with the public on creek 

clean-ups and other public participation 
projects.  
  
STOPPP’s permit amendment adopted in 
February 2003 recognized that 
municipalities “may utilize their Annual 
Reports to highlight their budget constraints 
and suggest reprioritization of any Program 
activities in order to achieve the most cost 
effective overall program” (Provision 
C.3.n).  None of the municipalities 
attempted to use this permit provision as 
part of their sections of the FY 2002/03 
Annual Reports, but they may choose to do 
so as part of future annual reports. 
 
The three primary goals of this component 
are: 
 
• Optimize pollutant removal during 

routine maintenance activities such as 
street sweeping, maintenance of storm 
drainage facilities and litter removal; 

 
• Identify and implement maintenance 

methods to prevent or minimize 
discharges to storm drains and 
watercourses; and,  

 
• Track and measure the effectiveness of 

performance standards. 
 
ACHIEVEMENTS  
 
The number and scope of maintenance 
activities subject to performance standards 
and the variety of municipal employees 
trained to implement them has increased.  
This section summarizes this and other 
accomplishments achieved since 1999, when 
the second permit was reissued.  Table 2-1 
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presents background information on selected 
maintenance activities conducted by each 
municipality.  
 
Street Sweeping and Storm Drain 
Maintenance 
 
Using standardized maintenance forms, 
municipalities keep records of routine 
maintenance activities.  In 2000, a STOPPP 
municipal maintenance web page was 
developed to allow for on-line entry of data.  
Several cities begin entering maintenance 
activity data via the web page in 2001.   
 
Municipalities compile street sweeping and 
storm drain system maintenance data on a 
monthly basis and submit it to the General 
Program.  The street sweeping data include 
the volume of material removed and miles 
swept by each municipality.  Table 2-2 
summarizes the street sweeping data 
collected between July 1999 and June 2003.  
As shown in the Table, miles swept appear 
to have increased slightly since 1999 for the 
majority of municipalities.  In FY 1999/00, 
total curb miles swept equaled 135,081 and 
by FY 2002/03 the figure had increased to 
144,321 curb miles swept.    This slight 
increase may be attributed to improved 
implementation of street sweeping 
performance standards and the increased 
awareness among maintenance staff about 
the importance of stormwater pollution 
prevention.  The reason for differences in 
amounts of material removed each year is 
unclear and appears to be due to other 
factors, besides increases in the number of 
miles swept. 
 
The storm drain system maintenance data 
include the number of inlets and other storm 
drainage facilities (e.g., creeks, channels, 
culverts and v-ditches) inspected and 
cleaned and the total volume of material 
removed.  Table 2-3 summarizes the inlet 
cleaning data collected between July 1999 
and June 2003.  Municipalities are trying to 

optimize the removal of storm drain inlet 
debris by targeting inlets that tend to 
accumulate this material. 
 
Outreach Activities 
 
A major achievement has been to provide 
information about STOPPP to parks and 
recreation employees, as well as public 
works employees.  This was primarily 
accomplished through meetings and annual 
workshops.  The Municipal Maintenance 
Subcommittee, which consists of Public 
Works Supervisors or their designees, 
continued bimonthly meetings.  In addition, 
the Parks and Recreation IPM Work Group 
was established and has held semi-annual 
meetings.  At the meetings, members share 
information about their experiences 
implementing performance standards.  Of 
particular interest has been municipalities 
experience with new storm drain cleaning 
technology and inlet protection devices; and 
spill prevention and cleanup.  Additional 
performance standards were developed as 
described below.   
 
The annual workshops focused on educating 
maintenance field staff on the goals of 
STOPPP and on obtaining input from field 
staff on practices that may improve 
stormwater quality.  Workshop topics have 
included the following: 
 
• Review of BMPs and performance 

standards; 
• Proper spill response procedures; 
• Presentations from equipment vendors - 

latest technologies for storm drain 
protection; 

• Stormwater pollution prevention 
practices for corporation yards; and   

• Environmental permitting for creek and 
open channel maintenance activities –
State/Federal requirements and 
experience obtaining permits.  
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The General Program provided or worked 
with the Subcommittee to develop 
educational materials.  The materials were 
used to assist municipalities in educating 
maintenance staff about performance 
standards, BMPs, and stormwater violations.  
Other materials were targeted at educating 
the public.  The following items were 
produced or adapted: 
 
• Binder containing STOPPP outreach 

brochures and flyers; 
• Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 

Pollution Prevention Program’s draft 
Pest Resistant Plant List; and 

• Revised Fresh Concrete and Mortar 
Application BMP brochure. 

 
Beginning in 2000, the General Program 
began providing annual pesticide training 
workshops.  Integrated pest management 
(IPM) performance standards were a focal 
point of the training events targeted at Parks 
supervisors and employees who spray 
pesticide in parks, landscaping near public 
buildings and road right-of-ways.  Specific 
topics covered included: 
 
• Monitoring for pest damage and for the 

results of various pest control methods;  
• Impact of pesticides on water quality; 
• Landscape design and its relationship to 

pesticide use; 
• Implementation of IPM in San 

Francisco’s Parks and Recreation 
department and in Santa Clara County; 
and 

• Alternatives to organophosphate 
pesticides. 

 
Municipal Maintenance Performance 
Standards 
 
The Subcommittee and its work groups 
developed and submitted to Regional Board 
staff new performance standards for lagoon 
management (spring 2002), pesticide usage 

and integrated pest management (May 
2000), and open channel and watercourse 
cleaning (August 2002).   Also, San Mateo 
County developed detailed maintenance 
standards for rural public works 
maintenance activities related to creek bank 
stabilization, large woody debris removal, 
vegetation management and erosion and 
sediment control for projects performed near 
watercourses.  The County and member 
agencies with potential rural public works 
maintenance involvement met once to 
discuss the standards.  San Mateo County 
submitted its rural public works 
maintenance standards to Regional Board 
staff in June 2000. 
   
Pesticide Management Activities 
 
The General Program surveyed the 
municipalities about their pesticide usage 
and reported the findings in the FY2000/01 
Annual Report. In addition, based on 
direction from the Regional Board staff, 
STOPPP developed a Pesticide Management 
Plan.  One of the requirements of this plan is 
for each municipality to adopt an IPM 
ordinance or policy.  The Parks and 
Recreation IPM work group developed a 
model Integrated Pest Management Policy 
for adoption and use by the municipalities.   
 
The majority of municipalities have 
implemented practices that minimize 
impacts of pesticide use on water quality, 
such as: 
 
• Use mulch and mowing to control weeds, 

when practicable 
• Specify IPM approach in landscape 

maintenance bid documents and request 
pesticide use data and evidence of IPM 
training in contract specifications 

• Inventory and properly dispose of excess 
and non-legal pesticides 
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Municipal Corporation Yard 
Inspections  
 
During the second permit period, STOPPP 
representatives expanded their visits to 
municipal corporation yards to include eight 
yards operated by Parks and Recreation 
personnel.  The purpose of the visits was to 
assist municipalities in identifying areas for 
improvement including structural and 
operational practices.  Common problem 
areas included leaky dumpsters/uncovered 
refuse holding areas, exposed semi-
permanent soil piles, vehicle washing 
without wash pads whose drainage either 
flows to sanitary sewer or is collected and 
recycled, and lack of spill-containment kits 
at fueling or chemical storage areas.    
 
In almost all cases, agency personnel were 
already aware of the deficiency and had 
applied for grants or sought budget increases 
to fund proper wash racks and containment.  
When funding restraints were an issue, 
agencies were using or were advised to use 
temporary solutions to prevent prohibited 
non-stormwater discharges.   
 
MAJOR TASKS 
 
The following tasks will be conducted 
during the next five years. 
 
Task 2.1 Develop and Implement 
Performance Standards 
 
Each of the municipalities will implement 
the existing performance standards for 
municipal maintenance specified in 
Appendix B, as part of its compliance with 
its stormwater NPDES permit.  The 
Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee will 
also review municipal maintenance 
activities, identify those without adequate 
stormwater pollution controls, and then 
develop new performance standards or 
BMPs to eliminate the inadequacies as 
needed. 

The General Program will continue to work 
with the Parks and Recreation Work Group 
to assist with implementation of 
municipalities’ IPM policies scheduled for 
adoption by the end of December 2003.  
STOPPP has also begun working on trash 
control activities.  The General Program 
plans to identify problem areas, current 
management practices and possible 
improvements to existing practices.  
 
Other possible subjects for new performance 
standards include the following: 
 
• Parking lots and sidewalks 
• Drinking water supply maintenance 
• Swimming pools and ponds management 
 
The Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee 
will review the existing performance 
standards at least once every two years and 
make any needed revisions.  Improvements 
to the performance standards will be based 
on implementation experience, the measured 
effectiveness of controls, and guidance 
developed by the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association and 
other groups as available. 
 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of this 
task may include: 1) Analyze monthly 
maintenance forms and responses to Annual 
Report deliverable forms to determine 
whether performance standards are being 
implemented; 2) Receive input from a) 
subcommittee or work groups and b) 
Regional Board staff visits and/or comments 
on STOPPP’s Annual Report to determine 
where performance standard implementation 
may need improvement. 
 
Task 2.2 Conduct Outreach and 
Training 
 
Outreach to both maintenance staff and the 
public is an important aspect of this 
component.  The General Program will 
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provide administrative support and guidance 
for the Municipal Maintenance 
Subcommittee and will help coordinate 
annual workshops. In addition, materials 
designed to increase awareness of 
performance standards will be developed 
and distributed to maintenance field staff. 
 
The General Program will assist 
municipalities to develop public outreach 
materials.  STOPPP will assess the value of 
developing educational materials directed at 
private communities where streets and storm 
drainage facilities may not be routinely 
maintained.  In addition, educational 
materials may include a performance 
standards implementation handbook 
designed for public works supervisors.  The 
design of public outreach materials will be 
coordinated with the Public 
Information/Participation Subcommittee.  
Up to one public outreach piece will be 
developed every two years. 
 
Task Evaluation:  Each workshop will 
continue to include an evaluation form for 
workshop participants to complete.  A 
summary of form results and level of 
attendance by each municipality will be used 
to measure training workshop success.  
Means of evaluating outreach materials 
could include 1) numbers of public outreach 
pieces distributed; and/or 2) collecting 
anecdotal information about increased BMP 
awareness by municipal maintenance 
contractors and the general public.   
 
Task 2.3 Coordinate on Maintenance 
Related Activities with Other 
Subcommittees of the STOPPP, 
Other Agencies and Private 
Industries 
 
This task includes developing work groups 
with appropriate staff from other 
subcommittees of the STOPPP, other 
agencies, and private industries whose 
activities are similar to or potentially 

affected by municipal maintenance 
activities.  The work groups will identify 
activities of concern and possible BMPs.  In 
addition, representatives from these groups 
may be included in outreach workshops.  
Examples of other agencies and businesses 
include: 
 
• Schools; 
• Utilities; 
• Private Communities; 
• Golf Courses; 
• BART / Transportation Agencies; 
• Cemeteries; and 
• Solid Waste Management Agencies. 
 
Task Evaluation:  The success of this task 
may be evaluated by the 1) number of work 
groups established; 2) level of participation 
from individual municipalities in work 
groups and/or other joint activities; and/or 3) 
number and quality of jointly developed 
products.   
 
Task 2.4 Assist with Regulatory 
Compliance and Planning 
 
The General Program will conduct three 
activities under this task: 
 
1. Assist the STOPPP agencies with the 

reporting and other regulatory 
requirements of the NPDES permit, 
including developing semiannual 
deliverable reporting forms for tracking 
implementation of the performance 
standards and other program activities 
and preparing the municipal 
maintenance section of STOPPP’s 
Annual Report; 

 
2. Develop the General Program’s two-year 

work plans and budgets; 
 
3. Continue to assist the Municipal 

Maintenance Subcommittee in 
conducting routine meetings and other 
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activities. The Municipal Maintenance 
Subcommittee and its work groups will 
conduct a minimum of six meetings each 
year. 

 
Municipalities will be responsible for 
participating in the Municipal Maintenance 
Subcommittee as appropriate (see the 
performance standards) and for providing 
sufficient information on the local programs 
for the Annual Report. 
 
Task Evaluation:  Evaluation of this task 
may include: 1) review how well the 
municipalities are meeting NPDES permit 
requirements for municipal maintenance 
activities; and 2) analyze and summarize 
Regional Board staff’s review of member 
agency performance in this area. 
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan          Municipal Maintenance
Table 2-1  Municipal Maintenance Background Information 

Municipality Corporation Yards            Street and Inlet Summary Maintain Maintain
Municipal Water Stormwater

Operate Store Date of Last Search for Curb Miles of Street Number of Inlets Distribution Pump Stations (a)
Corporation Yard Pesticides Non-Legal & Excess Pesticides In Municipality In Municipality System  

Atherton Yes Yes January 2003 10 198 No No

Belmont Yes No N/A 162 515 No No / None

Brisbane Yes Yes January 2003 48 410 Yes Yes

Burlingame Yes Yes Done annually 140 1,100 Yes Yes

Colma Yes No N/A 13 185 No No

Daly City Yes Yes Done annually 374 1,850 Yes No / None

East Palo Alto Yes N/A Contract out park maintenance. 76 437 No No

Foster City Yes Yes July 2002 98 1,275 Yes Yes

Half Moon Bay Yes N/A  44 70 No No

Hillsborough Yes Yes 2002 140 646 Yes No / None

Menlo Park Yes Yes Spring 2003 196 1,555 Yes Yes (1)

Millbrae Yes Yes 2002 110 623 Yes Yes (2)

Pacifica Yes Yes January 2003 178 986 No Yes

Portola Valley No No N/A 53 220 No No

Redwood City Yes Yes March 2003 350 2685 (b) Yes Yes (17)

San Bruno Yes Yes 2003 176 950 Yes Yes

San Carlos Yes Yes January 2003 166 701 No Yes (2)

San Mateo, City of Yes Yes 2003 570 5,000 No Yes

San Mateo County Yes Yes 2000 640 1,136 No Yes

South San Francisco Yes Yes Done annually 252 1,500 No Yes (5)

Woodside Yes No N/A 86 350 No No

NOTE:

a:  (13)  Indicates the number of pump stations.

b:  Number includes both inlets and catch basins.
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan      Municipal Maintenance
Table 2-2  Summary of Street Sweeping Activities for Fiscal Years 1999/00,2000/01, 2001/02 and 2002/03  (1)

FY 1999/00 FY 2000/01 FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03
Municipality Material Curb Miles Material Curb Miles Material Curb Miles Material Curb Miles

Removed Swept Removed Swept Removed Swept Removed Swept
(yd 3) (yd 3) (yd 3) (yd 3) 

Atherton 10 2 2 4 2 28 6 53 61

Belmont 162 97 5,499 6,171 239 5,068 245 5,817
267 tons 285 tons

Brisbane 48 144 122 874 194 1,537 202 968
9 tons 20 tons

Burlingame 140 4,366 12,207 4,265 15,340 3,626 15,525 3,771 14,796
Colma 13 178 401 125 375 139 326 119 300
Daly City 374 2,215 19,533 2,186 19,952 2,077 19,444 2,157 21,035
East Palo Alto 76 172 ND 619 2,906 504 5,343 951 8,225
Foster City 98 851 3,443 676 3,169 1,316 6,341 400 4,790
Half Moon Bay 44 255 779 265 809 385 721 347 731
Hillsborough 140 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,005 0.0 2

Menlo Park 196 3,422 5,316 2,814 5,316 2,557 4,873 2,798 5,058
Millbrae 110 1,150 6,375 1,202 6,073 1,209 6,181 2,174 5,844
Pacifica 178 1,633 8,485 1,396 7,641 1,623 8,130 1,132 8,035
Portola Valley 53 372 587 101 172 215 195 124 194
Redwood City 350 7,090 13,493 5,820 15,116 5,500 16,320 4,689 12,328
San Bruno 176 1,351 3,713 1,478 4,300 1,395 4,388 1,473 4,450
San Carlos 166 1,158 5,283 671 5,738 765 5,891 1,342 ND
San Mateo, City of 570 4,250 18,392 3,688 17,176 2,823 16,019 1,042 20,022
San Mateo County 640 4,942 10,869 4,349 10,348 3,846 11,875 3,597 13,661
So. San Francisco 252 2,414 20,323 2,284 20,186 2,837 17,818 4,019 18,006
Woodside 86 74 259 78 259 158 215 66 ND

TOTAL 3,882 36,136 135,081 32,021 141,923 31,436 146,216 31,706 144,321
267 tons 294 tons 20 tons

Notes:  ND - No Data reported.
(1)  Based on data from the Fiscal Year Annual Report.
(2)  Do not use sweeper - collect by hand.

Curb Miles of 
Streets in 

Municipality
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Table 2-3   Summary of Inspection/Cleaning Activities for Municipal Storm Drainage Facilities for  Fiscal Years 1999/00, 2000/01,
                   2001/02, 2002/03  (1)

FY 1999/00 FY 2000/01 FY 2001/02 FY 2002/03

Municipality No. of No. of Other Total Volume No. of Other Total Volume No. of Other Total Volume No. of Other (2) Total Volume
Inlets In Inlets Facilities of Material Inlets Facilities of Material Inlets Facilities of Material Inlets Facilities of Material

Municipality Cleaned Inspected2 Removed Cleaned Inspected Removed Cleaned Inspected Removed Cleaned Inspected Removed
(miles) (miles) (miles) (miles)

Atherton 198 911 15.0 66 yd 3 301 9.0 104 yd 3 1,327 16.1 208 yd 3 1,051 16.6 27 yd 3

Belmont 515 365 10.2 697 1.0 348 0.3 536 1.5 73 yd 3

80 tons 159 tons 83 tons 25 tons
Brisbane 410 376 0.0 63 yd 3 ND ND 0 yd 3 551 0.1 49 yd 3 1,693 1.7 133 yd 3

9 tons
Burlingame 1,100 716 4.0 1,756 yd 3 833 6.1 371 yd 3 1,460 4.8 852 yd 3 1,136 2.7 1,624 yd 3

Colma 185 15 28.0 28 yd 3 18 0.0 5 yd 3 40 1.4 4 yd 3 38 0.5 11 yd 3

Daly City 1,850 550 0.9 263 yd 3 324 1.0 180 yd 3 102 0.7 119 yd 3 115 0.7 192 yd 3

East Palo Alto 437 137 0.1 132 yd 3 112 8.0 4 yd 3 141 2.2 4 yd 3 342 0.0
7 tons 84 tons

Foster City 1,275 341 0.0 54 yd 3 41 0.0 32 yd 3 188 0.1 54 yd 3 1,005 0.0 218 yd 3

Half Moon Bay  70 215 51.5 148 yd 3 161 1.1 196 yd 3 247 7.3 55 yd 3 284 3.5 76 yd 3

Hillsborough 646 1,795 0.0 620 yd 3 1,696 0.1 676 yd 3 2,643 0.2 945 yd 3 2,813 2.0 810 yd 3

Menlo Park 1,555 504 0.0 393 yd 3 128 0.0 15 yd 3 359 0.5 109 yd 3 81 .0. 350 yd 3

Millbrae 623 1,810 2.2 762 yd 3 1,339 39.2 728 yd 3 1,172 38.1 309 yd 3 1,030 10.8 302 yd 3

Pacifica 986 684 1.3 204 yd 3 568 1.1 634 yd 3 1,140 0.5 424 yd 3 1,533 1.5 431 yd 3

Portola Valley 220 197 3.3 14 yd 3 35 12.0 13 yd 3 58 6.6 27 yd 3 38 5.0 17 yd 3

Redwood City 1,910 1,534 11.3 1,144 yd 3 2,106 13.2 1,242 yd 3 2,349 4.7 902 yd 3 1270 3 31.0 1,253 yd 3

San Bruno 950 1,181 0.0 195 yd 3 1,366 0.0 130 yd 3 703 1.0 113 yd 3 867 1.2 105 yd 3

San Carlos 701 39 0.0 156 yd 3 18 0.0 181 yd 3 789 40.3 71 yd 3 559 0.0 50 yd 3

San Mateo, City of 5,000 4,316 10.4 246 yd 3 5,592 11.0 264 yd 3 4,148 5.6 161 yd 3 5,196 13.4 358 yd 3

San Mateo County 1,136 2,839 17.8 246 yd 3 2,682 22.8 154 yd 3 2,629 19.1 198 yd 3 3,388 69.0 261 yd 3

So. San Francisco 1,500 1,858 4.5 116 yd 3 3,588 1.1 83 yd 3 2,612 2.9 290 yd 3 3,632 4.3 380 yd 3

Woodside 350 61 0.0 261 yd 3 33 0.0 264 yd 3 138 0.0 51 yd 3 182 2.0 353 yd 3

TOTAL 21,617 20,444 160 6,867 yd 3 21,638 127 5,276 yd 3 23,144 153 4,945 yd 3 25,519 167 7,024 yd 3

80 tons 159 tons 99 tons 109 tons

Notes: ND - No Data reported.
Amounts collected have been rounded to the nearest tenth.
1.  Based on data from the Fiscal Year Annual Report.
2.  Other facilities include V-ditches, drain lines, channels, siphons, creeks and culverts.  Junction boxes and pump stations are excluded.
3.  Annual Report was incorrect and actual number of inlets inspected and/or cleaned was 2,685.
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Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This component of the Plan contains two 
different approaches to achieving 
stormwater pollution prevention and control.  
One approach focuses on controlling 
stormwater pollutants from commercial and 
industrial businesses and the other focuses 
on identifying and effectively eliminating 
illicit discharges from the municipal storm 
drain system. Each of these types of controls 
complements the other and is described 
further below.  
 
The control of pollutants from industrial and 
commercial facilities relies on educating 
businesses about stormwater pollution 
prevention and control methods.  
Educational outreach to businesses occurs 
during facility inspections, through meetings 
with trade and business organizations, and 
as a result of STOPPP’s public information 
and involvement activities.  During facility 
inspections, STOPPP inspectors identify any 
needed improvements in businesses’ 
stormwater pollution prevention and control 
practices and establish schedules for 
accomplishing these improvements.   
 
STOPPP has spent ten years educating 
business owners and operators about the 
stormwater requirements. Where 
educational efforts are ineffective or if the 
problem is serious, STOPPP inspectors 
enforce local stormwater ordinances and/or 
hazardous waste management and other 
statutes to control stormwater pollution.   
 
The control of illicit discharges is intended 
to effectively eliminate non-stormwater 
discharges (i.e., those that are disallowed by 

STOPPP’s NPDES permit) to the municipal 
storm drain system.  Citizens and municipal 
staff identify illicit discharges, and 
municipal staff tries to locate the sources.   
 
When sources are found, municipalities 
attempt to have the responsible parties  
eliminate and clean up the illicit discharge 
promptly.  When this is not possible or a 
responsible party cannot be found, 
municipalities have the responsibility for 
cleaning up the discharge. Where a 
responsible party has not been identified, 
additional field screening and educational 
outreach to the residents and businesses in 
the area may be conducted.  
 
The four primary goals of this component 
are as follows:  
 
• Minimize or eliminate potential 

stormwater pollution sources at 
commercial and industrial facilities 
through inspection and educational 
outreach activities; 
 

• Effectively prohibit illicit discharges to 
the municipalities’ storm drain systems; 

 
• Identify and use consistent countywide 

stormwater pollutant control methods 
which are based on practices that have 
been proven effective; and 
 

• Assist the Regional Board by providing 
it with information about businesses that 
possibly need to obtain Industrial 
Stormwater General NPDES Permit 
coverage. 
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ACHIEVEMENTS 
 
STOPPP has shown significant progress 
since the last NPDES permit was reissued in 
July 1999. This section summarizes some of 
these achievements.  
 
Business Inspections 
 
San Mateo County Health Services 
Agency’s Environmental Health Division 
(Environmental Health) conducts business 
inspections and educational outreach based 
on agreements with 16 municipalities 
(Atherton, Belmont, Brisbane, Burlingame, 
Colma, East Palo Alto, Half Moon Bay, 
Hillsborough, Menlo Park, Millbrae, 
Pacifica, Portola Valley, Redwood City, San 
Bruno, San Carlos, and the unincorporated 
county area for San Mateo County). In these 
cities county staff combines stormwater 
inspections with its inspections to check on 
Hazardous Materials Management Plans, 
hazardous waste generators, and retail food 
facilities.    
 
During the four year period from July 1999 
through June 2003, STOPPP municipalities 
inspected 6,092 businesses.  About 60 
percent of the inspections were conducted 
by Environmental Health staff, and the other 
inspections were conducted primarily by 
pretreatment, source control and industrial 
waste inspectors from the water quality 
control plants located in the cities of Daly 
City, San Mateo, and South San Francisco.   
 
The number of inspections conducted during 
FYs 2001/02 and 2002/03 was about 65 
percent higher than the number inspected 
during FYs 1999/00 and 2000/01.  Most of 
the increase in the number of inspections is 
attributable to efforts to include stormwater 
inspections as part of Environmental 
Health’s food facility inspections. 
 
Starting in FY 2002/03 the business 

inspectors have more carefully tracked the 
number of facilities that had stormwater 
violations and how these violations were 
resolved.  Based on this one year it was 
determined that about 10 percent of the 
businesses inspected had stormwater 
violations.1  Approximately, 90 percent of 
the violations were reported as corrected and 
the rest were either reported as pending 
correction or the status was unreported. 
 
The Commercial, Industrial and Illicit 
Discharge Control Subcommittee (CII 
Subcommittee) has also continued to 
emphasize staff training and educational 
outreach to businesses.  One example of this 
was a CII Subcommittee-sponsored 
workshop held in April 2001 on stormwater 
pollution prevention for property managers 
and owners and/or operators of 
supermarkets, restaurants, and automotive 
facilities.  Preparations for the workshop 
included developing BMP checklists for 
grocery stores & supermarkets, auto service 
facilities, and restaurants for distribution at 
the workshop and during business 
inspections.  Approximately, 55 agency staff 
and business representatives attended the 
workshop, and the workshop evaluations 
were positive. 
 
Illicit Discharge Controls  
 
While the number of illicit discharges found 
each year varies, there appears to be an 
overall downward trend in the number of 
these discharges being found.  For example, 
in FYs 1999/00 and 2000/01 the number of 
illicit discharges found each year averaged 
about 315 compared to the average of 260 
found annually during FYs 2001/02 and 

                                                           
1 For reporting purposes, the term violation was 
defined as either the discharge of pollutants to the 
storm drain system because the pollutants are 
exposed to stormwater runoff or there was a 
discharge of non-stormwater material to the storm 
drain system. 
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2002/03.  This apparent downward trend 
occurred despite an increase in the efforts 
reported by municipal staff to find illicit 
discharges. 
 
Another accomplishment was the CII 
Subcommittee’s development of a set of 
BMPs and Implementation Procedures for 
Conditionally Exempted Discharges 
(Procedures) that was approved by 
STOPPP’s Technical Advisory Committee 
and submitted to the Regional Board staff in 
March 2001.  Attachment A to the 
Procedures addresses planned and 
unplanned discharges from potable water 
sources.  The BMPs for controlling these 
types of discharges were modified in May 
2002 based on new information2. 
 
The CII Subcommittee has also actively 
trained municipal staff to find and control 
illicit discharges.  Most recently a work 
group consisting of members from the CII 
and Municipal Maintenance Subcommittees 
planned and in March 2003 held an illicit 
discharge identification and control 
workshop for municipal staff.  
Approximately 100 staff attended the 
workshop, which was judged to be highly 
successful based on the participants’ 
evaluations.  One tangible accomplishment 
of the workshop was that it allowed 74 
people to become Recognized Surface 
Cleaners who are familiar with BASMAA’s 
BMPs for these types of activities.   
 
MAJOR TASKS 
 
The following tasks will be conducted 
during the next five years. 
 
1. Implement and Improve 

Performance Standards 
 
 Each of the municipalities will 
                                                           
2 From the AWWA Research Foundation. 2001. 
Guidance Manual for Disposal of Chlorinated Water 

implement the performance standards for 
control of stormwater pollutants 
associated with commercial and 
industrial businesses and for effectively 
controlling illicit discharges, specified in 
Appendix B, as part of its compliance 
with STOPPP’s NPDES permit. The CII 
Subcommittee will review the 
performance standards at least once 
every two years and make any needed 
improvements based on implementation 
experience, the estimated effectiveness 
of the standards, and available guidance 
from Regional Board staff. 

 
 Task Evaluation: The evaluation of this 

task may include: 1) assess the 
information reported by the 
municipalities in the annual reports; 2) 
obtain feedback from the Regional 
Board staff; and 3) obtain input from CII 
Subcommittee members. 

 
2.  Provide Guidance on Developing 

and Implementing Illicit Discharge 
and Business Inspection Plans 

 
  STOPPP will assist the inspectors by 

developing model materials to help the 
municipalities develop their Five-Year 
Illicit Discharge Control Action Plans 
and their Five-Year/Annual Inspection 
Plans for businesses. 

 
This task will also include updating 
materials that are used to help 
implement the performance standards, 
such as the April 1998 Handbook for 
Facility and Illicit Discharge Inspectors 
and the Guidance on Enforcement 
Options for Illicit Discharges and 
Industrial/Commercial Business Storm 
Water Pollution Violations. 
 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of this 
task may include: 1) obtain feedback 
from staff responsible for completing 
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these plans and using the performance 
standards support materials; and 2) 
obtain feedback from Regional Board 
staff on the acceptability of plans 
submitted. 
 

3. Assist Compliance with 
Requirements for Conditionally 
Exempted Discharges  

 
 STOPPP will continue to facilitate 

compliance with the requirements for 
handling non-stormwater discharges that 
are identified in the NPDES permit as 
conditionally exempt from discharge 
prohibitions to the storm drains.  The 
General Program will work with the CII 
Subcommittee to review the existing 
Procedures document and to identify any 
new BMPs and/or implementation 
procedures for these discharges.  The CII 
Subcommittee may also propose adding 
other non-stormwater discharges to the 
list of ones that could be conditionally 
exempted under the permit’s 
requirements. 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of this 
task may include: 1) obtain feedback 
from each municipality’s Illicit 
Discharge Coordinator; 2) evaluate 
Procedures document compared with 
what other municipal stormwater 
programs are doing; and 3) obtain 
feedback from Regional Board staff on 
acceptability of the Procedures 
document. 
 

4.  Conduct Outreach and Training 
 
 Under the direction of the CII 

Subcommittee STOPPP will facilitate 
educational outreach and training 
activities to prevent pollutant discharges 
from business activities.  This may 
include providing incentives, such as 
educational materials and recognition, 

and disincentives, such as follow up and 
enforcement.  

 
 The target audience for the educational 

outreach and training will include both 
municipal staff and businesses.  It is 
anticipated that more emphasis will be 
placed on continuing to train municipal 
staff responsible for identifying, 
cleaning up, and eliminating illicit 
discharge than the staff responsible for 
conducting business inspections.  Most 
of the business inspectors are 
Environmental Health staff. Training of 
illicit discharge inspectors will occur 
approximately twice during the next five 
years.   
 
This task also includes the adaptation, 
update, and preparation of educational 
outreach materials (e.g., flyers and 
brochures) to provide to businesses.  
During the development of new 
materials, input from business groups 
will be solicited as possible so that the 
materials are accurate and useful to 
them.   
 
The educational outreach messages to 
businesses will need to increase its focus 
on minimizing discharges of particular 
pollutants of concern.  Among these are 
pesticides, mercury, PCBs, copper, 
dioxin and trash, which are either on 
U.S. EPA’s approved list of impairing 
pollutants and/or have been identified as 
a priority by the Regional Board staff. 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of this 
task may include: 1) the number of staff 
trained from each of the targeted groups; 
and 2) summaries of the feedback 
obtained from recipients of training and 
outreach. 
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5. Assist with Regulatory 
Compliance and Planning 

 
The General Program will conduct the 
following activities under this task: 
• Assist the STOPPP municipalities to 

comply with the reporting and other 
requirements of the NPDES permit, 
including development of deliverable 
reporting forms for tracking local 
program progress and preparation of 
the industrial and illicit discharge 
controls section of STOPPP’s 
Annual Report; 

• Develop two-year General Program 
work plans and budgets; 

• Assist with any additional planning 
needed to improve the industrial and 
illicit discharge controls section of 
the Plan; and 

• Continue to assist the CII 
Subcommittee to conduct its 
meetings and other activities. 

 
Assist the STOPPP municipalities with 
individual performance reviews that may 
be conducted by the Regional Board 
staff or audits that may be conducted by 
representatives from the U.S. EPA.  
 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of this 
task may include: 1) assess information 
reported by the municipalities in the 
annual reports; 2) obtain feedback from 
Regional Board staff; and 3) obtain input 
from CII Subcommittee members. 
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4 

 Public Information and Participation 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Stormwater pollution results from the small, 
incremental, and collective activities of 
everyone within San Mateo County and its 
watersheds.  The diffuse origins of the 
problem are often the result of the 
unintended and unrecognized consequences 
of thousands of routine, seemingly 
inconsequential, decisions made daily.  
Public Information and Participation (PIP) is 
one of the keys to preventing stormwater 
pollution.  The more residents of San Mateo 
County understand about the causes of 
stormwater pollution and the simple things 
they can do to prevent them, the cleaner our 
creeks and shorelines will be. 
 
The primary goals of this component are:  
 
• To educate the public about the causes 

of stormwater pollution and its serious 
effects on the quality of local creeks, 
lagoons, shorelines, and neighborhoods;  

 
• To encourage residents to adopt less 

polluting and more environmentally 
beneficial practices; and 

 
• To increase residents’ hands-on 

involvement in STOPPP activities.   
 
ACHIEVEMENTS 
 
This section of the Plan summarizes what 
PIP accomplished during the NPDES permit 
period between July 1999 and 2003. 
 
General Outreach 
 
The PIP Subcommittee conducted 
educational outreach activities to convey 
general information about stormwater 
pollution problems and solutions.  These 

activities included developing informational 
flyers and promotional materials, developing 
a point of purchase program, developing and 
supporting a school assembly program, 
developing and running television public 
service announcements (PSAs) with a 
pollution prevention message, developing a 
new website, participating in the San Mateo 
County Fair and attending community 
events.  The Subcommittee also partnered 
with other groups, such as the BASMAA 
media relations committee and San Mateo 
County Environmental Health Division, to 
conduct advertising campaigns and 
educational outreach.  More information 
about these activities is provided below. 
 
The PIP Subcommittee developed or 
adapted informational brochures and several 
promotional items.  The brochures PIP 
developed were: “Mercury” and “The 
Streamside Planting Guide”.  The committee 
collaborated with BASMAA to develop the 
Integrated Pest Management (IPM) fact 
sheets.  The PIP also developed various 
promotional items, such as: pencils made 
from recycled blue jeans, crayons, activity 
books, kitchen magnet clips, IPM spray 
bottles, fish shaped sponges and seeds.   
 
The PIP Subcommittee collaborated with the 
San Mateo County Environmental Health 
Used Oil program to present a free assembly 
at schools and community venues to educate 
students and residents about stormwater 
pollution prevention.  The groups contracted 
with Zun Zun, a husband and wife duo who 
present interactive, bilingual and musical 
education for elementary age children.  The 
educational outreach assemblies, entitled 
“The Blob” and “A Journey Through our 
Watershed”—are interactive theatrical 
performances that dramatize ways that 
everyone can help prevent stormwater 
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pollution.  Between 1998 and 2003, more 
than 40,000 San Mateo County students saw 
the show.   
 
The PIP Subcommittee continued awarding 
the Community Action Grant Program that 
funds community-based environmental 
education/pollution prevention programs or 
activities.  Each year STOPPP has given 
awards for stormwater related projects at the 
San Mateo County Science Fair. 
 
Currently over 21,000 storm drain inlets 
have been stenciled with “no dumping flows 
to bay” “or no dumping flows to ocean” 
countywide.  Public works agencies are 
responsible for inspecting, stenciling and 
cleaning inlets.  In addition to stenciling on 
an as needed basis, some of the cities and 
the county work with volunteer groups to 
accomplish the task.  Each city has stencils 
available to loan to private parties and 
businesses in the case that they want to 
stencil storm drains on their property. 
 
The PIP Subcommittee organizes STOPPP 
municipalities’ participation in the San 
Mateo County Fair.  The PIP Subcommittee 
developed a stormwater display in 2002 that 
features a 10’ x 8’ black display with large 
vinyl photos of different stormwater 
chemicals of concern such as oil, household 
hazardous waste, paint, mercury, pesticides, 
swimming pool water, restaurant run off.  It 
features pictures taken of local watersheds 
and wildlife that may be affected by 
stormwater pollution.  This was on display 
at the 2002 and 2003 fair where an average 
of 1600 residents were reached one on one 
each year.  It also has been displayed at the 
San Mateo County Government Center and 
The City of Burlingame.  It was used at the 
2002 San Francisco Restaurant Show where 
STOPPP had a booth.  It is available for all 
STOPPP municipalities to display.  
 
 

Partnerships with Agencies, 
Organizations, and Industries 
 
The PIP Subcommittee’s partnerships with 
other agencies and organizations have 
provided a cost-effective way to reach a 
large audience.  The PIP Subcommittee 
continued partnerships with BASMAA, 
organizations and industries involved in the 
IPM Point of Purchase (POP) Campaign, 
and the County Used Oil and HHW 
Program. 
 
STOPPP’s participation in BASMAA’s 
Regional Advertising Campaign has 
provided an opportunity to expose more 
residents to stormwater pollution prevention 
messages by sharing the costs of radio and 
television advertising with other municipal 
stormwater programs.  PIP participated in 
BASMAA’s campaigns during 1999-2003.  
BASMAA’s 1999/00 campaign encouraged 
residents to choose less toxic products, 
going hand in hand with the POP IPM 
campaign.  The 2002/03 and 2003/04 
campaigns are titled “Our Watershed”.  The 
campaign, which includes print, radio and 
television media is designed to educate 
residents about what a watershed is, how it 
can be polluted, and solutions to keeping our 
watersheds clean, healthy and beautiful. 
 
The County Used Oil Program also 
promoted STOPPP’s general messages in its 
outreach materials.  The County Used Oil 
Program promoted stormwater messages 
through its 1-800 CLEANUP hotline, 
promotional items, media campaigns, and 
direct mail. 
 
In the last permit period the San Mateo 
County Board of Supervisors and various 
city councils issued a proclamation in 
September for National Pollution Prevention 
Week. 
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Public Education Outreach Survey 
 
In November 1996, the PIP Subcommittee’s 
consultant conducted STOPPP’s first 
countywide telephone survey to assess the 
effectiveness of its outreach efforts and the 
public’s awareness of stormwater pollution. 
 A modified survey was repeated in 2001 to 
evaluate the effectiveness of the PIP 
outreach.  Results were somewhat 
disappointing; finding that resident’s 
knowledge about storm drains and 
stormwater pollution prevention had not 
significantly increased.  Similar results were 
found in Santa Clara County, when their 
survey was repeated in 1999.  The survey 
did provide focused information needed to 
target the least knowledgeable residents for 
future outreach activities.  Following are the 
groups that emerge as the most optimal 
targets: 
 

• Residents with no more than a high 
school education, or with annual 
household incomes of no more than 
$25,000 

 
• Women under age 45 had 

comparatively low levels of 
understanding of where storm drains 
flow and reported receiving 
messages about the proper disposal 
of HHW and oil. 

 
• Seniors over age 65 were far less 

likely than other residents to have 
seen storm drain stencils or to 
understand that storm drains flow 
into waterways. 

 
• Renters are far less likely than 

homeowners to have received 
messages about proper disposal of 
HHW and oil. 

 
• Latinos who chose to take the survey 

in Spanish were less likely to have 

seen stencils or received messages 
about proper disposal of HHW and 
oil. 

 
We asked specific questions about mercury 
and found that 66% of county residents had 
purchased items containing mercury within 
the last 5 years, including batteries, 
thermometers and fluorescent lamps.  Only 
one third of residents understood that 
fluorescent lamps contain mercury.  When 
asked how they currently dispose of these 
products, the majority stated, “in the 
garbage,” however once educated of their 
mercury content they said they would 
dispose of them at a HHW event.  This data 
is helpful to target our mercury campaign 
outreach. 
 
Mercury Thermometer Exchange and 
Outreach 
 
The PIP purchased mercury free 
thermometers to conduct thermometer 
exchanges countywide.  The first Mercury 
Thermometer Exchange was held Earth Day 
2002 and was a successful event.  Over 4270 
mercury thermometers have been collected 
at four thermometer exchanges.  The cities 
that participated in holding a thermometer 
exchange or coordinated with neighboring 
cities are the following: 
 
• Atherton, Belmont, Burlingame, Colma, 

Daly City, East Palo Alto, Half Moon 
Bay, Hillsborough, Menlo Park, 
Millbrae, Pacifica, Redwood City, San 
Bruno, San Mateo, and South San 
Francisco. 

 
• A mercury brochure was developed and 

distributed to educate residents about the 
dangers of mercury and the negative 
health effects.  The brochure was 
distributed to the cities and at all the 
exchange events.  Events were 
advertised with press releases, in the 
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Environmental Health RENews, inserted 
in county newspapers and delivered to 
approximately 200,000 residents, and 
through ads in the local newspapers. 

 
• A PSA was also developed and placed 

on the local cable television stations.  
The PSA talked about the “Dirty Word,” 
Mercury, in both Spanish and English.  
It focused on the products that contain 
mercury, especially fluorescent lamps, 
based on resident’s knowledge gathered 
from the 2001 survey.  The end of the 
commercial urged residents to take 
action by recycling their fluorescents at 
an HHW event and directed them to the 
www.flowstobay.org website. 

 
BASMAA Bay Area wide IPM POP 
campaign – “Our Water - Our World” 
 
Since 1999 STOPPP has participated in the 
Bay Area wide IPM Campaign collaboration 
among water pollution prevention agencies 
in eight San Francisco Bay Area Counties 
and in nurseries and hardware stores.  The 
program has been a successful portion of the 
PIP committee’s presence in the community 
educating the public about the relationship 
between the use of pesticides and herbicides 
and water quality.  The program currently 
has over 20 fact sheets on a variety of topics 
from ants to lawn care.  These fact sheets 
are available both at retail stores and in city 
halls.  They are also distributed at outreach 
fairs and events.  Customers are recognizing 
the campaign and are interested in finding 
ways to protect their health and the 
environment by choosing less toxic 
products. 
 
Website Development 
 
In November 2002 the STOPPP program 
introduced a new website, 
www.flowstobay.org.  The site is in constant 
flux and will continue to develop to educate 

residents about stormwater pollution 
prevention.  The website is updated with 
upcoming events that are relevant to the 
program, hosts the ReNews newsletter, 
which is San Mateo County Environmental 
Health’s source for Pollution Prevention 
Information, and contains electronic copies 
of the STOPPP BMPs.  This enables cities 
to refer clients to the website if they are in 
need of BMP brochures 
 
Dirty Words PSA Campaign  
 
In 2002-2003 seven PSAs were developed 
to target residents about stormwater 
pollutants of concern.  Based on an award 
winning radio campaign conducted in the 
Monterey Bay Area the “Dirty words” 
included: 
 

• Storm drain; 
• First Flush (first rains of the season); 
• Mercury; 
• Pesticides; 
• Household Hazardous Waste; 
• Used Motor Oil; and 
• Used Oil Filters. 

 
The 30 second TV PSA’s were directed and 
produced by the director who developed the 
Monterey Bay campaign.  The PIP 
consultant worked closely with the director 
to develop the topics and scripts for each of 
the words, and the end product is a very 
effective attention getting campaign.  Each 
of the commercials prompts residents to take 
action by making an appointment to dispose 
of their waste properly or directing them to 
the www.flowstobay.org website for more 
information.  They have been run on 
selected cable television channels to reach 
the target groups shown in the survey to 
need more education and the groups who 
tend to be do-it-yourselfers. 
 
Development of the PSAs was a 
collaborative effort between the County 
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Used Oil Program and STOPPP to maximize 
program effectiveness and dollars spent on 
advertising. 
 
MAJOR TASKS 
 
The following tasks will be conducted 
during the next five years: 
 
Task 4.1 Implement and Assist with 
the Performance Standards 
 
Each of the municipalities will implement 
the performance standards for Public 
Information/Participation specified in 
Appendix B.  The PIP Subcommittee will 
review the performance standards at least 
once every two years and make any needed 
improvements.  The General Program will 
assist the municipalities to understand and 
implement the performance standards. 
 
Task 4.2 Assist with Regulatory 
Compliance and Planning 
 
The General Program will conduct four 
activities under this task: 
 
1. Assist the STOPPP municipalities to 

comply with the reporting and other 
requirements of the NPDES permit, 
including development of deliverable 
semi-annual reporting forms for tracking 
local program progress, and preparation 
of the public information/participation 
section of the STOPPP Annual Report; 

 
2. Develop two-year General Program 

work plans and budgets; 
 
3. Assist with any additional planning 

needed to improve this section of the 
Plan; and  

 
4. Continue to assist the Public 

Information/Participation Subcommittee 
to conduct meetings and other activities. 

Municipalities will be responsible for 
participating in the Subcommittee as 
appropriate (see the performance standards) 
and providing sufficient information on their 
local programs for the Annual Report. 
  
Task 4.3 Encourage Public 
Involvement, Outreach, and 
Education 
 
STOPPP will continue to encourage the 
public to adopt stormwater pollution 
prevention habits in their daily activities.  
This will be accomplished by educating the 
public about stormwater pollution and by 
encouraging the public to take an active role 
in keeping stormwater and creeks clean.  
The following activities comprise this task:  
Continue to Implement General Outreach, 
Develop and Implement Targeted Outreach 
and Evaluate Effectiveness. 
 
Continue to Implement General 
Outreach 
 

STOPPP will work with other municipal 
stormwater agencies through BASMAA to 
identify categories of pollutants and 
pollutant generating behavior to target as 
part of regional advertising and action 
campaigns.  This pooling of resources has 
helped to generate more effective campaigns 
than could be achieved by working 
independently. 

 
The PIP will continue to implement the Bay 
Area Wide IPM Point of Purchase 
Campaign at 20 San Mateo County 
Hardware and Nursery stores.  This 
campaign includes training employees, 
labeling less toxic products, informing 
management of availability of less toxic 
products new to the marketplace and 
stocking stores with IPM fact sheets.  The 
Subcommittee consultant will represent 
STOPPP at all Bay Area Wide meetings. 
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The website will continue to be updated and 
maintained with updated events, 
information, articles, brochures and BMPs.  
The website will be expanded and 
developed to best serve STOPPP cities and 
the public. 
 
The General Program will also conduct 
activities related to the general message of 
the stormwater program.  This may include 
activities such as: continuing to provide, 
improve, and create promotional materials 
and informational brochures; encouraging 
schools and organizations to educate 
students and citizens about stormwater 
through the Community Outreach Grant 
Program, the “ZunZun” Assembly Program, 
participation with the County Science Fair, 
and through the distribution of materials to 
schools, such as activity books; encouraging 
participation in creek clean-up and creek-
specific water quality improvements; 
creating interactive displays and materials 
for distribution at events such as the San 
Mateo County Fair. 
 
Develop and Implement Targeted 
Outreach 
 
Targeted Outreach has five basic steps: 
 

1. Identify a subject area to work on; 
 
2. Conduct market research to identify 

effective target message and 
audiences; 

 
3. Develop a focused campaign; 
4. Implement the focused campaign; 

and 
 

5. Conduct a public awareness survey 
as one way to measure progress. 

 
The following criteria may be used to select 
areas to target for public education 

activities: focus on stormwater pollutant 
generating behavior by residents; select a 
behavior where change is possible; and 
choose a target that offers opportunities to 
create partnerships with others to leverage 
limited resources.   
 
It is anticipated that future targeted 
campaigns will focus on helping to 
implement the Pollutant Reduction Plans for 
specific water quality impairing pollutants. 
The pollutants that are currently priorities on 
the Regional Board’s list include, mercury, 
PCBs and dioxin compounds, pesticides, 
and trash.  In the 2003 –2004 year research 
will be done for a countywide anti-littering 
campaign. The campaign will focus 
primarily on targeting residential sources 
and encouraging residents to prevent 
pollution. 
 
The PIP Subcommittee will develop and 
update a list of priorities for helping to 
select future campaigns. Criteria for the 
selection of priorities are that a significant 
portion of the pollutant-generating behavior 
originates from residents. It will be 
important to continue to evaluate the 
effectiveness of each campaign and not to 
focus too much on the same type of 
pollutant or category of pollutants. The 
General Program will also collaborate with 
groups who are working on similar 
campaigns such as BASMAA with the IPM 
program. 
 
One such program will be to provide 
educational support and watershed 
stewardship support.  This task will include 
helping to educate students about 
stormwater pollution prevention and related 
environmental issues. In 2004 the General 
Program will support a school focused 
educational program Kids in Gardens 
(targeted to teachers), developed by Aquatic 
Outreach Institute (AOI).  If this program is 
effective the program may support other 
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AOI programs including Kids in Creeks or 
Kids in Watersheds.  The PIP Subcommittee 
will decide at least every two years which 
educational activities to support based on 
the known or expected effectiveness of the 
activity and how well it addresses the 
objectives of the PIP component. 
 
Evaluate Effectiveness 
 
The PIP Subcommittee will develop 
methods to evaluate the effectiveness of 
each outreach activity conducted under its 
targeted and general outreach activities.  
Evaluations will help improve future 
outreach, identify which types of outreach 
are most cost effective at educating and 
changing behavior, and identify what topics 
and populations to target next.  
Effectiveness can be measured by how many 
people were reached and how many 
residents adopted less polluting behavior.  
Where cost-effective, the PIP Subcommittee 
will evaluate the value of conducting a 
public awareness survey in 2007-2008 to 
measure progress since the 2001 survey. The 
PIP Subcommittee will also use incentives 
for encouraging the public to give feedback 
and participate in evaluations of individual 
General Program events.  
 
Task 4.4 Assist with Focused Staff 
Training 
 
The PIP coordinators for each municipality 
will be provided information on how to stay 
informed on the basic stormwater pollution 
prevention information being developed 
both outside and within STOPPP.  Every 
two years, the PIP Subcommittee will help 
identify and prioritize the PIP training needs 
of staff, and the optimum ways to meet these 
needs.  The PIP Subcommittee will continue 
to implement agreed-upon training activities 
every two years  
 

A training video for stormwater compliance 
inspectors is scheduled for development.  
The purpose of this video will be to train 
new municipal employees and provide 
continuing education to current stormwater 
compliance inspectors. For purposes of 
focused PIP staff training, this video will 
also be used to educate city and county 
personnel and possibly the general public 
about stormwater compliance issues at 
commercial and industrial facilities. 
 
If this video is determined to be successful, 
it has been proposed to develop training 
videos for all components of STOPPP’s 
permit, i.e. Municipal Maintenance, New 
Development and Redevelopment, etc. 
 
The initial video will be developed during 
the first year of STOPPP’s reissued permit. 
Subsequent videos will be proposed for the 
remaining 4 years of the permit, depending 
on the outcome and cost of the initial 
training video. 
 
Task 4.5 Collaborate with Other 
Groups 
 
This task addresses the PIP Subcommittee’s 
continued commitment to build partnerships 
with outside agencies and companies, to 
collaborate with volunteer groups, and to 
work with other STOPPP subcommittees.  
Working with outside agencies and 
volunteer groups through activities such as 
the Community Action Grant Program to 
promote a common environmental message 
has proven to be cost-effective.  In addition, 
working with other subcommittees helps 
STOPPP to achieve its goals most 
effectively. 
 
Build Partnerships with Agencies and 
Companies 
 
PIP will continue to build partnerships with 
outside agencies where appropriate and cost-
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effective.  Partnerships with BASMAA and 
the County Used Oil Program have been 
successful, and PIP will continue to take 
part in them. 
 
Collaborate with Volunteer Groups 
 
Working with volunteer groups with similar 
goals will be beneficial to both STOPPP and 
the volunteer group.  This task will 
complement the performance standard that 
states that municipalities may coordinate 
with a volunteer group that would assist 
STOPPP with community outreach 
activities. 
 
Under this task, STOPPP will conduct the 
Community Outreach Grant Program.  This 
program funds community-based 
environmental education or pollution 
prevention programs and activities. 
 
Work with Other Subcommittees 
 
The last activity covered as part of this task 
will be coordinating and integrating PIP 
activities with other General Program 
components.  Some of the ways that this 
might be accomplished include participating 
in joint work groups with other 
subcommittees, inviting other subcommittee 
chairs annually to participate in the PIP 
Subcommittee meetings, and holding 
workshops or other events with other 
components of the General Program.  PIP 
helps to develop educational materials and 
reviews all BMP, for other subcommittees.  
This helps STOPPP to produce materials 
with a consistent, user-friendly message. 
 
In 2003 –2005 PIP will work with CII to 
reach County Schools to encourage the use 
of less toxic pest control. 
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New Development and Construction 
  Controls
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Changes to natural drainage systems due 
to land development have led to 
increases in the volume and rate of 
stormwater runoff as well as the amount 
of pollutants discharged to local waters.  
These changes include modifying 
drainages to quickly convey runoff, 
filling wetlands, removing natural 
vegetation, and increasing the amount of 
impervious surface area through the 
construction of buildings, roads, and 
parking lots.  A large portion of the 
developable land in San Mateo County 
has already been urbanized and there 
remains pressure for more intensive 
development.  
 
San Mateo County is geographically the 
third smallest county in California with a 
land area of approximately 450 square 
miles.  In addition, its population has 
been growing at a slower rate than the 
rest of California.  For example, since 
2000 the population in San Mateo 
County has been estimated by the 
California Department of Finance to be 
growing at about 0.4 percent per year 
contrasted with about a 1.8 percent 
annual growth rate for the entire state. 
   
The City/County Association of 
Governments of San Mateo County 
(C/CAG) and it 20 member cities and 
the county have recently led efforts to 
control the impacts of development 
primarily to lessen traffic congestion.  
These efforts also have benefits in 
preventing stormwater pollutants 
associated with vehicle use.   

In 2002 C/CAG won a U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency Smart 
Growth Achievement Award for its 
Transit Oriented Development Incentive 
Program which is based on using 
transportation funds to help local 
communities build more housing near 
rail stations.  The program supports the 
development of needed housing while 
reducing traffic congestion and the 
stormwater pollutants associated with 
urban sprawl and its attendant 
dependence on vehicles for commuting. 
 
C/CAG’s Transit Oriented Development 
Program provides financial incentives 
for the municipalities in San Mateo 
County to create housing near transit 
stations.  C/CAG allocates up to 10 
percent of its State Transportation 
Improvement Program Funds to the 
program.  Municipalities will receive 
about $1,200 per bedroom for housing 
constructed within one-third mile of a 
rail transit station provided that the 
density is at least 40 units per acre. 
 
The current cycle of projects covers the 
period from February 2002 through 
February 2004 and includes plans to 
provide over $2.9 million in funding to 
local municipalities to facilitate the 
creation of about 2400 bedrooms in 
transit oriented developments.  The 
creation of approximately 1200 
bedrooms per year in transit oriented 
developments when the county has been 
growing annually by an estimated 2700 
people represents a significant 
commitment during this two-year period 

5
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to increasing housing adjacent to transit 
facilities.  
 
The Regional Board has acknowledged  
the water quality benefits that transit 
village types of developments provide.  
In February 2003 the Regional Board 
amended STOPPP’s NPDES permit to 
add Provision C.3, which has more 
specific requirements for the 
municipalities to control stormwater 
from new development and 
redevelopment projects.  Finding No. 17 
of this amendment states that transit 
village types of developments within ¼ 
to within ½ mile of transit stations are 
exempted from the hydrograph 
modification management plan 
requirements of this amendment.  
Further, Provision C.3.g sets a lower 
threshold for demonstrating alternative 
compliance with the requirement for 
stormwater treatment measures for 
transit village types of developments 
located within ¼ mile of transit stations. 
 
STOPPP’s amended NPDES permit 
Provision C.3 requires that the 
municipalities improve their 
performance standards to achieve 
the control of stormwater pollutants 
to the maximum extent practicable 
in accordance with the permit 
amendment.  Where appropriate, the 
new development tasks and 
performance standards reflect 
Provision C.3’s new requirements.  
It is anticipated that further 
improvements to the performance 
standards will be made once the 
implementation of the scheduled 
phase in of the Provision C.3’s 
requirements occurs.  

 

New Development Objectives 
 
The primary goal of the New 
Development and Construction Controls 
section of the Plan is to minimize the 
water quality and beneficial use1 impacts 
of land development, both during and 
after construction.  Specific objectives to 
meet this goal include the following: 
 
1. Identify and help implement source 

controls, site design measures, 
stormwater treatment measures, and, 
any needed, hydrograph modification 
management plan controls into the 
development plan approval process. 

2. During construction promote the use 
of controls to reduce the discharge of 
pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable and effectively control 
non-stormwater discharges. 

3. Promote through training the 
implementation of the Provision 
C.3’s requirements and the agreed 
upon performance standards for new 
development and construction 
controls in order to gain 
understanding and support for 
meeting these commitments. 

4. Evaluate the effectiveness of 
STOPPP’s efforts regulating land 
development to minimize adverse 
impacts on water quality and aquatic 

                                                 
1 “Beneficial use” is defined as those uses 
allowing the highest water quality consistent 
with maximum benefit to the people of 
California, including uses for recreation, 
preservation and enhancement of fish and 
wildlife use, agricultural supply, industrial 
service and process supply, municipal and 
domestic supply, groundwater recharge, 
navigation, and ocean commercial and sport 
fishing.  For a more detailed description, see:  
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control Board’s Water Quality Control Plan 
(1995 Basin Plan), 1995  (Chapter II). 
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beneficial uses, and based on this 
evaluation, identify and implement 
improvements. 

 
ACHIEVEMENTS 
 
STOPPP has developed various tools to 
help the municipalities to implement 
their performance standards.  These have 
included:  recommended Model 
Development Policies addressing 
stormwater quality, construction 
brochures, numerous checklists, 
guidance for construction site inspectors, 
a scrapbook of post-construction 
controls used in new development and 
redevelopment projects in San Mateo 
County.  Recent efforts have focused on 
planning to assist municipalities in 
implementing the requirements of 
Provision C.3.  
 
STOPPP’s new development training 
programs have included construction site 
inspection workshops, as well as new 
development workshops that have been 
attended primarily by municipal 
planning and public works staff.  New 
Development Subcommittee (NDS) 
members have also been provided with a 
copy of a presentation for municipal 
decision makers and encouraged to give 
the presentation at appropriate meetings 
of planning commissions and city 
councils, or other applicable boards or 
committees.   
 
Municipalities have continued to 
implement BASMAA’s Start at the 
Source types of stormwater design 
measures, with more projects including 
landscaped swales, detention basins, and 
other stormwater treatment measures.  
With assistance from the Regional Board 
staff, STOPPP municipalities have also 
improved controls on erosion and 

sedimentation and the prevention of 
other construction related discharges.  
For example, according to STOPPP’s 
FY 2002/03 Annual Report, 
approximately 72 municipal staff has 
certificates of completion from the San 
Francisco Estuary Project/Regional 
Board’s workshop on Construction Site 
Management. 
 
STOPPP also has developed information 
about the amounts of impervious surface 
cover in various watersheds and the 
condition of creek channels in 
STOPPP’s report titled Characterization 
of Watershed Imperviousness and Creek 
Channel Modifications for 17 
Watersheds (January 2002).  The main 
objective of this study was to help 
municipal planners minimize the impacts 
of future development on creek 
resources in urban and urbanizing areas.  
This information will be used to help 
decide which watersheds or portions of 
watersheds require the development of a 
hydrograph modification management 
plan (Provision C.f). 
 
MAJOR TASKS 
 
The following tasks will be conducted 
during the next five years. 
 
1. Implement and Improve 

Performance Standards 
 
Each of the municipalities will 
implement the performance 
standards for control of stormwater 
pollutants from development and 
construction activities, specified in 
Appendix B, as part of its 
compliance with STOPPP’s NPDES 
permit.  The NDS will review the 
performance standards at least once 
every two years and make any 
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needed improvements, based on 
implementation experience, the 
estimated effectiveness of the 
controls, the development of 
strategies and materials to comply 
with Provision C.3’s requirements, 
and future guidance from Regional 
Board staff, BASMAA, and other 
groups as available. 
 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include: 1) assess 
information reported by the 
municipalities in the annual reports, 
2) obtain feedback from Regional 
Board staff, and 3) obtain input from 
NDS members. 
 

2. Assist with the Implementation 
of Provision C.3 

 
 STOPPP will assist municipalities to 
implement source controls, site 
design measures, stormwater 
treatment measures and provisions 
for the continued operation and 
maintenance of stormwater treatment 
controls as part of the municipalities’ 
new development review approval 
processes. This assistance will 
include working with the NDS to 
develop model examples of materials 
that each municipality could adapt 
for use within its own agency.  This 
task includes the following activities:  
 
• Review the Santa Clara Valley 

Urban Runoff Pollution 
Prevention Program’s work on 
implementing its permit 
requirements that address these 
types of controls.  This will also 
include, as appropriate, 
identifying and reviewing useful 
approaches of other municipal 

stormwater programs in 
California and elsewhere.   

• Identify assistance that 
STOPPP’s municipalities will 
need in order to improve 
implementation of source 
control, site design, stormwater 
treatment measures and 
verification of the operation and 
maintenance of these measures. 

• Track and discuss at NDS 
meetings municipal case studies 
of new development/ 
redevelopment projects that are 
illustrative of successes, 
problems and questions about the 
control method. 

• The NDS will continue to 
investigate and inform 
municipalities about the 
effectiveness of different types of 
stormwater treatment measures 
by 1) conducting literature 
reviews and updating the 
Guidance on Permanent 
Stormwater Controls for New 
and Redevelopment in San Mateo 
County; and 2) identifying 
opportunities for and 
recommending BMP monitoring 
studies to the Watershed and 
Monitoring Subcommittee, 
BASMAA, the Clean Estuary 
Program, or the San Francisco 
Estuary Institute. 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include: 1) assess the 
information submitted as part of the 
annual reports; 2) obtain input from 
the municipalities regarding 
improvements in implementing 
stormwater controls; and 3) obtain 
feedback from the Regional Board 
staff on improvements made. 
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3. Assist with the Implementation 
of the Hydrograph Modification 
Management Plan 

  
Given the priority that the 
hydrograph modification 
management plan (HMP) has and the 
amount of resources that will be 
needed to address the HMP, 
STOPPP’s support for this activity 
has been assigned its own task. 

 
 STOPPP will implement the HMP 

work plan that was submitted to the 
Regional Board in February 2004.   

 STOPPP is interested in coordinating 
with the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program in developing the HMP for 
the shared San Francisquito Creek 
watershed.  STOPPP supports 
identifying workable, cost-effective 
procedures for developing the HMP.   

 
STOPPP expects that it will need to 
prioritize which individual 
watersheds and portions of 
watersheds the HMP would initially 
apply to because there are at least 17 
watersheds with urban development 
or the potential for urban 
development that might need an 
HMP.  STOPPP’s permit amendment 
(Provision C.3.f.5.) allows for a 
phased approach based on 
appropriate prioritization. 

 
Municipalities may choose to invest 
additional resources to build upon 
the base HMP that STOPPP 
develops or local municipalities may 
decide to complete a local HMP 
sooner than STOPPP’s proposed 
schedule that is based on countywide 
priorities.  STOPPP encourages local 

initiative in completing and 
improving the HMP. 
   
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task will include developing a 
mechanism for selective pre- vs. 
post-project assessments to 
determine the effectiveness of the 
HMP per Provision C.3.f.6.  
 

4. Assist with Improving 
Construction Site Stormwater 
Controls 

 
Although progress has been made in 
this area, Regional Board staff has 
identified a need for further 
improvements, particularly in the 
reporting of results of construction 
site inspections.  In this task, 
STOPPP will assist the 
municipalities in conducting 
appropriate inspections and 
enforcement for construction sites 
and project-specific stormwater 
management plans.  The task will 
include assistance in improving 
documentation and reporting 
procedures to verify that construction 
projects are implementing 
stormwater controls appropriately. 

 
Task Effectiveness: The evaluation 
of this task may include: 1) assess 
the information submitted as part of 
the annual reports; 2) obtain input 
from the municipalities regarding 
improvements in construction site 
inspections and documentation; and 
3) obtain feedback from the Regional 
Board staff on improvements made. 
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5. Promote Outreach and 
Training 

 
This task will include reinforcing 
and, as necessary, expanding 
educational outreach to agency 
planning and engineering staff, 
planning commissions, city councils, 
builders, and builders’ consultants 
and contractors.  The initial years of 
the Plan coincide with the phased-in 
implementation of numerous 
requirements of Provision C.3 of the 
permit amendment, and therefore the 
initial outreach and training 
programs will focus on educating 
stakeholders regarding Provision C.3 
requirements.  Outreach and training 
will generally include the following: 
• Conduct one workshop (or 

equivalent) for municipal staff 
each year.   

• Conduct at least one outreach 
effort or event each year for one 
or more of the following groups:  
contractors, developers and 
owner/builders, and elected 
officials such as planning 
commissions and city councils.   

• Prepare or adapt and distribute 
for use by the municipalities 
educational materials to promote 
awareness of appropriate 
stormwater controls and other 
issues of importance to the NDS.  
Outreach pieces will be designed 
based on the target audience and 
intended use, with assistance and 
review by the Public 
Information/Participation 
Subcommittee to ensure that 
materials are consistent and user-
friendly. 

 

Task Evaluation:  The evaluation of 
this task may include: 1) the number 
of staff trained from each of the 
targeted groups; and 2) summaries of 
the feedback obtained from 
recipients of training and outreach. 
 

6. Assist with Regulatory 
Compliance and Planning 

  
The General Program will conduct 
the following activities under this 
task: 
• Assist the STOPPP 

municipalities in complying with 
the reporting and other 
requirements of the NPDES 
permit, including development of 
deliverable semi-annual reporting 
forms for tracking local program 
progress and preparation of the 
new development section of 
STOPPP’s Annual Report; 

• Develop two-year General 
Program work plans and budgets; 

• Assist with any additional 
planning needed to improve the 
new development section of the 
Plan; and 

• Continue to assist the NDS in 
conducting meetings and other 
activities. 

 
Task Evaluation: The evaluation of 
this task may include: 1) review how 
well the municipalities are meeting 
the new NPDES permit requirements 
that affect new development and 
redevelopment; and 2) summarize 
the Regional Board staff’s reviews of 
member agency performance in this 
area. 
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6  
 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Watershed Assessment and Monitoring 
(WAM) component of STOPPP supports the 
implementation of other program 
components.  The activities under this 
component help STOPPP’s municipalities to 
select stormwater pollution prevention and 
control BMPs by evaluating the 
effectiveness of existing and proposed 
BMPs.  The current emphasis is to assess 
representative watersheds in San Mateo 
County and address pollutants of concern 
thought to impair water quality.  The 
specific goals of STOPPP’s WAM activities 
are to: 
 

• Assess water quality conditions in 
representative watersheds in San 
Mateo County, evaluate stormwater 
impacts and help solve creek 
drainage basin-specific water quality 
impairment problems. 

 
• Assess whether specific stormwater 

pollutants potentially have adverse 
impacts on water quality in San 
Mateo County creeks and/or San 
Francisco Bay, and develop plans to 
address these pollutants of concern 
as appropriate. 

 
• Evaluate the effectiveness of existing 

stormwater pollution prevention and 
control Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) and recommend 
improvements and appropriate 
applications. 

 

• Evaluate overall program 
effectiveness. 

 
STOPPP’s approach emphasizes 
undertaking focused studies to achieve 
specific objectives rather than conducting 
routine monitoring of pollutant 
concentrations in stormwater runoff.  
STOPPP will implement scientifically sound 
and cost-effective studies designed to meet 
the above goals within a reasonable time 
period, consistent with available budgets.  
STOPPP will also continue to participate in 
regional programs that are cost-effective and 
help STOPPP meet the above goals. 
 
ACHIEVEMENTS 
 
STOPPP’s recent WAM component 
accomplishments provide a framework to 
build on during the next five years.  These 
accomplishments include: 
 

• Assessing the implementation of 
stormwater BMPs by San Mateo 
County municipalities.   

 
• Delineating 17 San Mateo County 

watersheds and evaluating 
imperviousness and channel 
modifications. 

 
• Performing additional watershed 

assessment activities including 
bioassessments and water quality 
field sampling. 

 
• Participating in a regional study to 

characterize distributions of PCBs, 
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mercury and chlorinated pesticides 
in embedded stormwater conveyance 
sediments. 

 
• Performing case studies to evaluate 

sources of PCBs to stormwater. 
 

• Preparing pollutant-specific and five-
year monitoring program plans. 

 
• Participating in regional monitoring 

and TMDL-related programs. 
 
These activities are briefly summarized 
below. 
 
Stormwater Best Management 
Practices Implementation Study 
 
STOPPP assessed the implementation of 
stormwater BMPs by San Mateo County 
municipalities.  The study included 
surveying municipal staff views on the 
effectiveness of STOPPP’s BMP programs 
and soliciting ideas for improvements.  The 
surveys targeted activities related to the 
commercial/industrial/illicit discharge, 
municipal maintenance and new 
development components of STOPPP.  The 
responses were anonymous and the 
respondents were not asked to reveal which 
municipality they were employed by or the 
department they worked in so that they 
would feel free to answer the survey 
questions candidly.  For new development 
and commercial/industrial/illicit discharge 
activities, the primary goal was to help 
evaluate whether municipal staff in San 
Mateo County feel that they successfully 
promote and enforce the use of BMPs to 
prevent and control stormwater pollution.  
The surveys were also designed to begin to 
identify any reasons why these BMPs were 
not successfully promoted and enforced and 
measures that can be taken to increase BMP 
implementation.  For municipal maintenance 

activities, the goals were similar, except that 
actual implementation of BMPs was 
evaluated since the municipalities generally 
implement these BMPs themselves rather 
than promoting and enforcing their use by 
businesses in their jurisdiction.  Based on 
the results of the surveys, the study 
recommended that each of STOPPP’s 
municipalities evaluate several ways to 
improve implementation of BMPs, including 
increasing inspections and follow-up, 
budgets, staff hours, training and levels of 
communication. 
 
Watershed Imperviousness and 
Channel Modification Study 
 
STOPPP performed an evaluation of 
imperviousness and channel modifications 
in 17 San Mateo County watersheds.  The 
study watersheds were delineated during this 
study, and included most of the major urban 
creek drainages on the Bay side of the 
county and the watersheds on the coast side 
facing development pressure.  The main 
objective was to help municipal planners 
minimize the impacts of future development 
on creek resources in urban and urbanizing 
areas.  The study found the expected 
increase in level of channel modification 
and imperviousness with increased 
urbanization.  High-density residential land 
use made the largest contribution to 
watershed imperviousness in all but two of 
the urbanized Bay side study watersheds.  
Areas with relatively low imperviousness 
and unmodified channels included the 
western portion of many of the Bay side 
study watersheds and most study areas on 
the coast side.  The study recommended that 
municipalities protect higher quality creeks 
by giving priority to minimizing increases in 
imperviousness at new projects in areas with 
relatively low existing imperviousness and 
unmodified channels.  Study maps show the 
locations of such areas.  A STOPPP New 
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Development Subcommittee work group 
that included municipal planners assisted 
with development of the maps. 
 
Watershed Assessments 
 
STOPPP performed additional watershed 
assessment activities in accordance with 
STOPPP’s Generalized Five-Year 
Monitoring Program Plan.  STOPPP 
initially used existing information to 
characterize the land use, hydrologic, 
geomorphic, biological and water quality 
factors that influence the health of the San 
Pedro Creek watershed.  STOPPP used this 
information to develop a stream 
classification to help characterize stream 
structure and function in terms of stream 
flow and sediment processes.  The 
classification provides a framework for 
identifying potential impacts to watershed 
health, identifies and locates important 
aquatic resources to protect, and prioritizes 
future monitoring locations and parameters 
to further assess creek condition. 
 
STOPPP subsequently performed two years 
of rapid bioassessment work in the San 
Pedro Creek Watershed.  The assessment 
was conducted using protocols outlined in 
the California Stream Bioassessment 
Procedure, which uses benthic 
macroinvertebrate assemblages as an 
indicator of water and habitat quality.  The 
San Pedro Creek Watershed Coalition and 
local volunteers assisted with the fieldwork.  
Results of the first year bioassessment 
suggested that variations found in 
macroinvertebrate assemblages were due to 
factors associated with the urbanized north 
fork branch of San Pedro Creek and the 
main stem.  Macroinvertebrate assemblages 
sampled from sites receiving flow from the 
less urbanized middle and south forks had 
consistently higher richness and diversity 
and were less tolerant than assemblages 

sampled from other sites.  STOPPP is 
currently evaluating the second year of field 
data.  STOPPP is also collecting grab water 
samples and testing for aquatic toxicity and 
organophosphate pesticides.  The objectives 
include better characterizing variations in 
the benthic macroinvertebrate assemblages 
and any water quality impairment problems 
in San Pedro Creek and, if needed, 
beginning to refine existing water quality 
management strategies or develop new 
strategies.  The lessons learned will be 
applied during STOPPP’s future efforts to 
characterize and improve water quality in 
other urban watersheds in San Mateo 
County.   
 
Other watershed assessment-related 
activities performed by STOPPP include the 
following: 
 

• STOPPP supplemented water quality 
testing performed by the statewide 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring 
Program (SWAMP) in the San Mateo 
Creek watershed during FY 2002/03.  
STOPPP provided funding for 
SWAMP to collect additional 
samples at selected stations and 
analyze the samples for aquatic 
toxicity and organophosphate 
pesticides.  STOPPP is performing 
additional follow-up assessment 
during FY 2003/04. 

 
• STOPPP collaborated with the Santa 

Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution 
Prevention Program to pilot test a 
trash assessment field protocol 
developed by Regional Board staff.  
The protocol was tested in San Pedro 
Creek and two creeks in Santa Clara 
County.  The pilot study concluded 
that the methodology may be useful 
for measuring baseline levels of 
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trash, identifying and prioritizing 
trash problem areas, and identifying 
potential sources of trash and 
appropriate BMPs.  The study also 
recommended developing 
modifications to the protocol to 
increase its usefulness to municipal 
trash control programs.   

 
• STOPPP provided funding to the 

Bay Area Macroinvertebrate 
Bioassessment Information Network.  
This regional effort is helping 
coordinate Bay Area benthic 
macroinvertebrate bioassessment 
efforts and develop standards for 
interpreting and applying the results 
in the context of watershed 
assessment and management. 

 
Data management is an important aspect of 
watershed assessment.  STOPPP has 
developed a desktop Geographic 
Information System (GIS) to store and 
compile watershed assessment data and 
other monitoring program data.  This data 
management tool has many uses, including 
spatial visualization and analysis of data, 
and is especially well suited to watershed 
management.  Current data layers in 
STOPPP’s GIS include: 
 

• USGS topographic base maps; 
• Municipal boundaries; 
• Land use; 
• Aerial orthophotographs for selected 

areas; 
• Creeks and other water bodies; 
• Streets, roads and highways; 
• Drainage boundaries, creek channel 

modifications and imperviousness of 
selected watersheds; 

• Sediment sampling locations for the 
Joint Stormwater Agency Project 
sediment survey; and 

• Geologic, riparian habitat value and 
stream classification data for the San 
Pedro Creek watershed. 

 
Regional Sediment Survey for 
Pollutants of Concern 
 
STOPPP collaborated with several other 
Bay Area stormwater management agencies 
to measure concentrations of PCBs, mercury 
and chlorinated pesticides in embedded 
sediments collected from stormwater 
conveyances.  This two-year field study is 
referred to as the Joint Stormwater Agency 
Project.  The primary goal was to 
characterize the distribution of pollutants 
among land uses in watersheds draining to 
the Bay.  The fieldwork was conducted 
during the fall of 2000 and 2001.  Statistical 
analysis of both years of data revealed 
higher pollutant concentrations in samples 
from urban sites compared to open space 
sites.  Concentrations of pollutants were 
highly variable in urban samples, with 
relatively elevated concentrations found of 
one or more pollutants in some samples.  
Statistically significant differences were not 
found between industrial and 
residential/commercial sites.  The study also 
developed order-of-magnitude estimates of 
urban runoff PCBs loads from surrounding 
watersheds to the Bay. 
 
PCBs Case Studies 
 
During the past two years, STOPPP has 
completed case study work in four areas 
where relatively elevated levels of PCBs 
were found during the above Joint 
Stormwater Agency Project regional 
sediment survey.  The goal of the case 
studies was to identify sources of PCBs in 
urban runoff and begin to identify control 
measures.  The areas investigated were the 
Bradford and Broadway pump station 
drainages in Redwood City, the South 
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Maple pump station drainage in South San 
Francisco and the Pulgas Creek pump 
station drainage in San Carlos.  The case 
studies employed collection and analysis of 
embedded storm drain sediment samples and 
land use research.  Based on the results of 
the field sampling and the research, a few 
potential source areas were identified.  
STOPPP has requested that Regional Board 
staff work with the appropriate parties to 
investigate the possibility that PCBs from 
these sites have entered storm drains. 
 
Pollutant-specific and Five-year 
Monitoring Program Plans 
 
STOPPP has completed several work plans 
that address pollutants of concern.  
STOPPP’s Pollutant Prevention and 
Control Measures Plan specifies tasks 
related to PCBs, mercury, pesticides, 
sediment, dioxins, copper and nickel.  The 
plan covers the three-year period from FY 
2001/02 to FY 2003/04.  STOPPP’s 
Sediment Management Practices Assessment 
Work Plan identifies and prioritizes 
watersheds in San Mateo County that are 
most susceptible to impacts of excessive 
sediment production to creeks.  This plan 
also summarizes existing and proposed 
sediment management efforts in San Mateo 
County and presents the approach that 
STOPPP is using during FY 2002/03 and FY 
2003/04 to assess the effectiveness of 
existing sediment management practices and 
make improvements.  STOPPP’s FY 
2003/04 Trash Control Work Plan specifies 
surveying municipal staff regarding trash 
problem areas and existing trash 
management measures as a first step towards 
developing strategies to reduce levels of 
trash in San Mateo County urban water 
bodies. 
 
In addition to the above pollutant-specific 
plans, STOPPP completed a Generalized 

Five-year Monitoring Program Plan 
covering the period from FY 2002/03 to FY 
2006/07.  This plan presents a strategy to 
assess representative watersheds in San 
Mateo County and incorporates the 
pollutant-specific activities in the above 
plans.  As described below, STOPPP 
anticipates preparing a new multi-year 
monitoring program plan during FY 2004/05 
that will revise and extend the existing five-
year plan. 
 
Regional Monitoring and TMDL-
related Programs 
 
STOPPP has continued to participate in and 
provide funding to a variety of regional 
efforts to monitor water quality and solve 
water quality impairment problems: 
 

• STOPPP provides funding to the San 
Francisco Estuary Institute for 
expenditures on the San Francisco 
Estuary Regional Monitoring 
Program for Trace Substances 
(RMP).  This program monitors 
pollutant concentrations in water, 
sediments, and fish and shellfish 
tissue in the San Francisco Estuary.  
One goal of the RMP is to provide 
information on how pollutant 
concentrations in the Estuary are 
responding to pollution prevention 
and reduction measures and thus if 
the financial resources devoted to 
these efforts are improving water 
quality. 

 
• STOPPP provides funding to the 

Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP), a 
joint effort of the Regional Board, 
the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies, 
and BASMAA.  The three parties are 
collaborating to guide and assist the 
development of TMDLs and other 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan 

F:\Sm3x\SM33-02\SWMP TAC Adopted Version\08-CH 6 WAM.doc 6-6 November 4, 2003 

strategies to address water quality 
impairments by pollutants of concern 
in the San Francisco Estuary.  
STOPPP also participates in 
meetings of the CEP’s Technical 
Committee, which provides 
oversight for the CEP’s research, 
monitoring, and other technical 
endeavors. 

 
• STOPPP coordinates its watershed 

assessment and monitoring activities 
with other Bay Area stormwater 
management agencies through 
participation in BASMAA’s monthly 
Monitoring Committee meetings.   

 
• STOPPP provides funding for 

implementation of BASMAA 
baseline activities such as the Brake 
Pad Partnership. 

 
MAJOR TASKS 
 
STOPPP’s WAM component will conduct 
the following tasks during the next five 
years: 
 

• Task 6.1 Conduct Watershed 
Assessments. 

• Task 6.2 Develop Plans to Address 
Specific Pollutants of Concern. 

• Task 6.3 Participate in Regional 
Monitoring and TMDL-related 
Efforts. 

• Task 6.4 Perform Activities Related 
to Regulatory Compliance and 
Planning. 

 
Each task is described below. 
 
Task 6.1 Conduct Watershed 
Assessments 
 
STOPPP will continue to assess urban 

runoff-related characteristics of 
representative watersheds in San Mateo 
County.  Assessments will typically focus 
on using environmental indicators (e.g., 
benthic macroinvertebrate assemblages) to 
characterize the functional attributes of 
creeks and potential for stormwater impacts.  
Data on physical, biological and chemical 
parameters will be collected as appropriate.  
Special studies such as the evaluation of 
specific BMPs will also be incorporated into 
this task as appropriate.  In addition, 
STOPPP will continue developing and 
implementing strategies to assess and 
manage trash in urban water bodies in San 
Mateo County.  STOPPP’s annual 
monitoring program plan, submitted by 
March 1 each year, will provide more details 
regarding activities planned for the 
following fiscal year.  As new watershed 
assessment data become available, STOPPP 
will expand and refine its existing GIS. 
 
The overall goal of this task is to 
characterize impacts to typical urban 
watersheds.  This data will support informed 
selection of stormwater management 
measures, recognizing that individual 
watersheds may have unique problems that 
require approaches tailored to local 
conditions.  STOPPP will develop and 
evaluate cost-effective methods to address 
water quality problems in specific 
watersheds.  This will necessitate 
collaborating with other agencies and 
organizations (e.g., local watershed 
stakeholder groups) in a watershed’s 
jurisdiction to leverage limited resources.   
 
STOPPP’s current watershed assessment 
strategy is outlined in STOPPP’s 
Generalized Five-year Monitoring Program 
Plan, which covers the period from FY 
2002/03 to FY 2006/07.  STOPPP will 
prepare a new multi-year monitoring 
program plan by revising and extending the 
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existing five-year plan in accordance with 
the requirements of the reissued permit.  
Implementation of a new multi-year plan is 
anticipated to begin in FY 2005/06, 
superceding the last two years of STOPPP’s 
existing five-year plan. 
 
Task 6.2 Develop Plans to Address 
Specific Pollutants of Concern 
 
The recent emphasis on addressing certain 
pollutants of concern thought to impair 
water quality (e.g., PCBs, mercury, 
pesticides, sediment, dioxins and copper) 
has led the Regional Board to require new 
assistance from Bay Area municipal 
stormwater programs.  An overview of 
STOPPP’s current activities related to 
specific pollutants of concern is presented in 
STOPPP’s Pollutant Prevention and 
Control Measures Plan, which covers the 
three-year period from FY 2001/02 to FY 
2003/04.  STOPPP will continue to develop 
and implement pollutant-specific control 
programs in accordance with the 
requirements of the reissued permit.  These 
programs will build on STOPPP’s past 
accomplishments in controlling pollutants of 
concern and existing pollutant-specific 
control activities. 
 
Task 6.3 Participate in Regional 
Monitoring and TMDL-related 
Programs 
 
Participation in the previously described 
regional efforts to monitor water quality and 
solve water quality impairment problems 
will remain an important aspect of 
STOPPP’s WAM component.  STOPPP 
plans to continue participating in 
BASMAA’s Monitoring Committee and the 
CEP Technical Committee.  STOPPP also 
plans to continue providing funding to 
BASMAA, the RMP and the CEP, as 
possible within future budget constraints. 

Task 6.4 Perform Activities Related to 
Regulatory Compliance and Planning 
 
STOPPP will prepare the WAM component 
work plans and reports required by the 
reissued NPDES permit.  This task is 
anticipated to include annual work plans and 
budgets, monitoring plans, and reports.  
STOPPP’s WAM Subcommittee will 
continue to meet regularly to plan and 
oversee implementation of this component’s 
activities.  The annual reports will include 
an assessment of the effectiveness of this 
component’s implementation.  Effectiveness 
will be evaluated in the context of the WAM 
component objectives presented earlier. 
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Mid-Fiscal Year Report 2002/03

Table 1-1. FY 2003/04 General Program Draft Budget Summary

Budget Categories FY 2003/04 General Program 
Budget

Personnel Services
Executive Director $20,000
Program Manager $42,180
Program Secretary $0
Member Agency Support $22,500
Miscellaneous $1,000

Subtotal $85,680
Fees and Dues*

Annual NPDES Permit Fee $0
BASMAA Dues $32,014
Regional Monitoring Program $70,045
Water Quality Attainment Strategy Contribution $80,000

Subtotal $182,059
Supplies and Other Charges

Copier and Service Agreement $0
Publications $15,000
Conferences and Meetings $1,500
Education and Training $0

Subtotal $16,500
Additional Expenses

Data Base Management $12,500
EDP Consultant Work $9,000
Controller's Processing Fee @ $.30/APN $65,000

Subtotal $86,500
Tasks in the SWMP

2.0 Municipal Maintenance $69,000
3.0 Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls $214,000
4.0 Public Information and Participation $218,229
5.0 New Development $144,000
6.0 Watershed and Monitoring $213,000

Subtotal $858,229

     TOTAL BUDGET $1,228,968

*Assumes fees and dues remain unchanged from FY 2002/03
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Table 1-2. FY 2004/05 General Program Draft Budget Summary

Budget Categories
Budget

Personnel Services
Executive Director $20,000
Program Manager $42,180
Program Secretary $0
Member Agency Support $22,500
Miscellaneous $1,000

Subtotal $85,680
Fees and Dues

Annual NPDES Permit Fee $0
BASMAA Dues $32,014
Regional Monitoring Program $70,045
Water Quality Attainment Strategy Contribution $80,000

Subtotal $182,059
Supplies and Other Charges

Copier and Service Agreement $0
Publications $15,000
Conferences and Meetings $1,500
Education and Training $0

Subtotal $16,500
Additional Expenses

Data Base Management $12,500
EDP Consultant Work $9,000
Controller's Processing Fee @ $.30/APN $65,000

Subtotal $86,500
Tasks in the SWMP

2.0 Municipal Maintenance $69,000
3.0 Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls $174,000
4.0 Public Information and Participation $216,540
5.0 New Development $186,000
6.0 Watershed and Monitoring $203,000

Subtotal $848,540

     TOTAL BUDGET $1,219,279

FY 2004/05 General Program 
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Mid-Fiscal Year Report 2002/03 
 
Table 2-1 Municipal Maintenance General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 2003/04 

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due 
Date 

Task 2.1 Develop and Implement Performance Standards: Assist 
municipalities to understand and implement the performance 
standards.  Identify and assess feasibility of pilot studies to 
complement performance standard development.  The performance 
standards will be reviewed and improvements will be prepared, as 
appropriate, for approval by the STOPPP and for submittal to the 
Regional Board.  Potential areas for new Performance Standard 
development include BMPs for mobile fuel vehicles and controlling 
potable water discharges.  

Improvements identified for the performance standards will be 
formally considered by the Maintenance Subcommittee and its 
work groups every two years beginning in FY 1999/00.  A 
minimum of one performance standard will be developed in 
FY2003/04. 
 

$ 5,000 
 

ongoing 
 

Task 2.2 Conduct Outreach and Training:  Coordinate the annual 
workshop. Prepare educational materials to increase the awareness of 
performance standards.   

See SWMP $15,000 
 

ongoing 

Task 2.3 Coordinate with Maintenance Related Activities by Other 
Subcommittees of the STOPPP, Other Agencies and Private 
Industries: Participate in work groups with staff from other public 
agencies and private industries to identify issues of common concern 
and appropriate BMPs.  A potential project would be to work with other 
STOPPP subcommittees to develop a single source document for 
employees new to stormwater regulations featuring maintenance 
performance standards, brochures, videos, manuals, and so on. 

Coordination among agencies and industries whose activities 
affect municipal maintenance will result in greater efficiency 
and effectiveness in meeting this component’s goal. 

$4,000 ongoing 

Task 2.4 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning:  This 
task includes the following items: assist with NPDES permit required 
reporting; provide administrative support and guidance for the 
Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee; revise two year work plan and 
budget as needed; and provide other regulatory assistance.  Subtasks 
may include participation in the development of a new 5 Year Municipal 
NPDES Stormwater Permit and Stormwater Management Plan. 

See SWMP 
 
 

$30,000  NPDES permit 
required reports 

will be 
completed by 

required dates. 
Other activities 
will be ongoing. 

Task 2.10 Integrated Pest Management 
Continue to work with the Park and Recreation Work Group to 
implement the integrated pest management (IPM) performance 
standards.     

See SWMP $15,000 ongoing 

 Total Budget  $ 69,000  
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Mid-Fiscal Year Report 2002/03 
 
Table 2-2 Municipal Maintenance General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 2004/05 

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due 
Date 

Task 2.1 Develop and Implement Performance Standards:  Assist 
municipalities to understand and implement the performance 
standards.  Identify and assess feasibility of pilot studies to 
complement performance standard development.  The performance 
standards will be reviewed and improvements will be made, as 
appropriate, for approval by STOPPP and for submittal to the Regional 
Board. 

Improvements to the performance standards will be formally 
considered by the Maintenance Subcommittee every two 
years.  

$4000 ongoing 

Task 2.2 Conduct Outreach and Training:  Coordinate the annual 
workshop. Prepare educational materials to increase the awareness of 
performance standards.   

See SWMP $15,000 
 

ongoing 

Task 2.3 Coordinate with Maintenance Related Activities by Other 
Subcommittees of the STOPPP, Other Agencies and Private 
Industries: Participate in work groups with staff from other public 
agencies and private industries to identify issues of common concern 
and appropriate BMPs.  Coordinate with the PI/P Subcommittee to 
design an outreach piece. 

Coordination among agencies and industries whose activities 
affect municipal maintenance will result in greater efficiency 
and effectiveness in meeting this component’s goal. 

$5,000 ongoing 

Task 2.4 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning:  This 
task includes the following items: assist with NPDES permit required 
reporting; provide administrative support and guidance for the 
Municipal Maintenance Subcommittee; revise two year work plan and 
budget as needed; and provide other regulatory assistance.  Subtasks 
may include participation in the development of a new 5 year Municipal 
NPDES Stormwater Permit.  

See SWMP 
 
 

$30,000  NPDES permit 
required reports 

will be 
completed by 

required dates. 
Other activities 
will be ongoing. 

Task 2.10 Integrated Pest Management 
Continue to work with the Park and Recreation Work Group to 
implement the integrated pest management (IPM) performance 
standards.  Conduct IPM training.   

See SWMP and Pesticide Management Plan. $15,000 ongoing 

              Total Budget $ 69,000  
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Table 3-1. Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 2003/04 

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due 
Date 

3.1 Assist implementation of the performance standards:   
Assist the municipalities to understand and implement the 
performance standards.  The performance standards will be 
reviewed and improvements, if any, may be prepared for 
approval by STOPPP for submittal to the Regional Board.   

Possible improvements in the performance 
standards will formally be considered by the 
Commercial/Industrial/Illicit Subcommittee 
every two years beginning in FY 2003/04. 

$1,000 
 

ongoing 

3.2 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: This 
task includes the following activities: assist with NPDES permit 
required reporting (including C/I/I section of annual reports and 
compilation and submittal of the new Mid-Fiscal Year Report);  
conduct individualized performance reviews of up to one-half of 
the municipal programs; assist with the implementation of 
controls for conditionally exempted discharges; assist the C/I/I 
Subcommittee conduct its meetings; revise two year work plan 
and budget as needed; and provide other regulatory compliance 
assistance 

See SWMP $ 61,000 
 
 

NPDES permit 
required reports 

will be completed 
by required 

dates. 

other activities 
will be ongoing 

3.3 Provide Training and Outreach Materials: Provide 
training and educational outreach to business or trade 
organization.  Use the results of the survey of businesses to 
help plan any training or outreach materials needed.  Actual 
design, layout, and printing costs for any outreach materials will 
be funded as part of the PI/P General Program budget. 

Educational outreach and training of municipal 
staff will be conducted in years when outreach 
to businesses is not. 

$15,000 
 

June 2004 

3.4 Provide Incentives for Businesses to Comply: Provide 
incentives to businesses to comply with stormwater pollution 
prevention requirements. 

See SWMP $4,000 Ongoing 

3.5 Evaluate the Effectiveness of Implemented Controls: 
Information from the FY 2001/02 inspections will be inputted 
into a database.  

See SWMP $10,000 
 

June 2004 

3.6 Implement CII Led Activities from Pollutant Control 
Plan:  This includes all of the tasks described in the Pollutant 
Prevention and Control Measures Plan’s Table 4 to improve the 
control of the discharge of mercury and pesticides. 

See STOPPP’s Pollutant Prevention and 
Control Measures Plan dated June 29, 2001. 

$36,000 See schedule in 
the Plan 

3.7 Implement Pesticide Management Plan:  This includes 
implementing tasks in this Plan other than those in the Public 
Education and Outreach and Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection sections.  

The final version of the Plan is dated July 16, 
2002, and this Plan has been approved for 
implementation by the Regional Board staff.  

$37,000 See schedule in 
the Plan 
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Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due 
Date 

3.8 Prepare Permit Reissuance Package:  This task includes 
working with all of the STOPPP subcommittees, except PIP, 
and with the TAC to develop a new Stormwater Management 
Plan and to assist the TAC develop the documents needed to 
apply for STOPPP’s NPDES permit reissuance.  

The NPDES permit requires that an application 
for reissuance of the permit be submitted at 
least 180 days prior to the permit’s expiration 
date of July 21, 2004. 

$50,000 January 21, 2004 

          Total Budget $ 214,000 
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Table 3-2. Industrial and Illicit Discharge Controls General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 2004/05 

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due 
Date 

3.1 Assist implementation of the performance standards:   
Assist the municipalities to understand and implement the 
performance standards.  The performance standards will be 
reviewed and improvements, if any, may be prepared for 
approval by STOPPP for submittal to the Regional Board.   

Possible improvements in the performance 
standards will formally be considered by the 
Commercial/Industrial/Illicit Subcommittee 
every two years and will be done in FY 
2004/05. 

$1,000 
 

ongoing 

3.2 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: This 
task includes the following activities: assist with NPDES permit 
required reporting (including C/I/I section of annual reports and 
compilation and submittal of the new Mid-Fiscal Year Report);  
conduct individualized performance reviews of up to one-half of 
the municipal programs; assist with the implementation of 
controls for conditionally exempted discharges; assist the C/I/I 
Subcommittee conduct its meetings; revise two year work plan 
and budget as needed; and provide other regulatory compliance 
assistance 

See SWMP $ 61,000 
 
 

NPDES permit 
required reports 

will be completed 
by required 

dates. 

other activities 
will be ongoing 

3.3 Provide Training and Outreach Materials: Provide 
training and educational outreach to business or trade 
organization.  Use the results of the survey of businesses to 
help plan any training or outreach materials needed.  Actual 
design, layout, and printing costs for any outreach materials will 
be funded as part of the PI/P General Program budget. 

Educational outreach and training of municipal 
staff will be conducted in years when outreach 
to businesses is not. 

$15,000 
 

June 2004 

3.4 Provide Incentives for Businesses to Comply: Provide 
incentives to businesses to comply with stormwater pollution 
prevention requirements. 

See SWMP $4,000 Ongoing 

3.5 Evaluate the Effectiveness of Implemented Controls: 
Information from the FY 2001/02 inspections will be inputted 
into a database.  

See SWMP $10,000 
 

June 2004 

3.6 Implement CII Led Activities from Pollutant Control 
Plan:  This includes all of the tasks that are equivalent to those 
described in the Pollutant Prevention and Control Measures 
Plan’s Table 4 to improve the control of the discharge of 
mercury and pesticides. 

See STOPPP’s Pollutant Prevention and 
Control Measures Plan dated June 29, 2001.  
While the Plan ends on June 30, 2004, it is 
expected that equivalent tasks will be required 
during the following fiscal year. 

$36,000 See schedule in 
the Plan 

3.7 Implement Pesticide Management Plan: This includes 
implementing tasks in this Plan other than those in the Public 
Education and Outreach and Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection sections. 

The final version of the Plan is dated July 16, 
2002, and this Plan has been approved for 
implementation by the Regional Board staff. 

$37,000 See schedule in 
the Plan 
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Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due 
Date 

3.8 Assist with NPDES Permit Reissuance:  This task 
includes providing assistance to STOPPP in working with the 
Regional Board staff in obtaining a reissued NPDES permit. 

After the permit reissuance package is 
submitted to the Regional Board staff in 
January 2004, there may be areas where 
additional discussion with the Regional Board 
staff on the draft Stormwater Management 
Plan and draft NPDES permit will be useful.  It 
is assumed that the number and types of 
unresolved issues will be limited given the 
effort put into STOPPP’s permit amendment in 
FY 2002/03. 

$10,000 July 2004 until 
the NPDES 

permit is 
reissued. 

          Total Budget $ 174,000 
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Table 4-1 PIP FY 2003/04
Task 2003-

2004
Task Description Responsible Staff and Plan Hours 

2003
Hours 
2004

Total 
Hours

Cost Materials 
Cost

Total

$90 $91 
4.1 Implement and Assist with the Performance Standards

4.1.1 Performance Standards. 20 $1,810.00 $1,810.00
Assist municipalities to understand and implement standards. Provide 
list of suggestions to improve standards.

Ken 10 10 20 $1,810.00

4.2 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning
4.2.1 Provide support to P/IP 120 $10,860.00 $500.00 $11,360.00

Attend 12 montly meetings and assist chair with preparation, discussion
topics and handouts. Update SC on other P/IP activity in State i.e. 
BASMAA
Meeting attendance Susan & Ken 36 36 72 $6,516.00
Meeting preparation Susan 24 24 48 $4,344.00
Materials $500.00

4.2.2 Annual Report 80 $7,240.00 $    -- $7,240.00
Assist EOA in preparing the P/IP section of the Annual Report Ken and Susan will prepare PIP section 40 40 80 $7,240.00

4.2.3 Stormwater Management Plan 160 $14,480.00 $  -- $14,480.00
Assist EOA in preparing the P/IP section of the SWMP, and updating 
the performance standards

Susan will prepare the PIP section. 80 80 160 $14,480.00

4.3 Encourage Public Involvement, Outreach, and Education
4.3.1 Point of Purchase - IPM Point of Purchase Campaign 168 $15,264.00 $10,000.00 $25,264.00

12 meetings - 4 hours Sara 24 24 48 $4,344.00
Store visits and set up - 20 stores 2 hrs each 2x per season Sara/Susan 0 80 80 $7,280.00
Store phone calls and correspondence Sara 0 20 20 $1,820.00
Training planning - contract administration Sara 0 20 20 $1,820.00
Materials $10,000.00

4.3.2 Website/ Informational Materials 70 $6,325.00 $5,000.00 $11,325.00
Maintain website with a registered domain name that includes all 
STOPPP brochures, IPM information and BMPs. Advertise website in 
all STOPPP publications, and on promotional items

Contractor $5,000.00

Contract Administration Susan 20 20 $1,800.00
Communication with web contractor Susan 25 25 50 $4,525.00

4.3.3 Promotional Items, pamphlets, displays, and exhibit items 30 $2,720.00 $16,500.00 $19,220.00
Assist in purchasing promotional items for fair Susan 0 10 10 $910.00 $6,500.00
Reprint brochures Susan/Ken 10 10 20 $1,810.00 $10,000.00

4.3.5 Mercury campaign Partner with HHW program to conduct a 
mercury public awareness and collection 
program.

160 $14,530.00 $15,000.00 $29,530.00

Mercury POP campaign 90 90 $8,190.00 $15,000.00
Thermometer exchange planning Susan and Ken 10 10 20 $1,810.00
Coordinate with cities and hospitals to collect thermometers Susan and Ken 10 20 30 $2,720.00
Correspondence with cities Susan and Ken 10 10 20 $1,810.00
Disposal HHW Program
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Mid-Fiscal Year Report 2002/03

Table 4-1 PIP FY 2003/04
Task 2003-

2004
Task Description Responsible Staff and Plan Hours 

2003
Hours 
2004

Total 
Hours

Cost Materials 
Cost

Total

4.3.6 Elementary Outreach 40 $3,620.00 $5,000.00 $8,620.00
Partner with the Used Oil Program to have Zun Zun perform at County 
Elementary Schools.
Contract Administration Susan 20 20 40 $3,620.00
Shows PIP Funding $5,000.00

4.3.7 Develop Newspaper advertising campaign with stormwater chemicals 
of concern

80 $7,280.00 $20,000.00 $27,280.00

Contract with graphic artist Susan 0 40 40 $3,640.00
Contract with newspaper to run ads quarterly Susan 0 40 40 $3,640.00
Ads costs Newspapers

4.3.8 Cable Television campaign 60 $5,460.00 $24,750.00 $30,210.00
Stormwater Commercial Contractor/Susan 0 20 20 $1,820.00 $4,750.00
Contract with cable 26 weeks Contractor 0 $20,000.00
Write contract with cable Susan 0 40 40 $3,640.00

4.3.9 Trash Campaign Research Susan 40 40 $3,640.00 $3,640.00
4.4 Assist with Focused Staff Training

4.4.1 Focused Staff training 100 $9,100.00 $10,300.00 $19,400.00
Develop training video based on live training provided to TAC and other
subcommittees

Contractor $10,000.00

Contract Administration Susan 0 50 50 $4,550.00
Work with contractor to develop and edit training Ken will prioritize training needs and 

develop program
0 50 50 $4,550.00

Materials $300.00
4.5 Collaborate with Other Groups

4.5.1 Community Outreach Grants - Collaborate with Volunteer Groups 28 $2,970.00 $450.00 $3,420.00
Provide STOPPP with an application to be distributed by the SC
Conduct 2-hr grant workshop
Update application Susan 8 0 8 $720.00
Update database and organize mailing distribution Susan 20 0 20 $1,800.00
Mailing printing Mail room $450.00
Press release 5 $450.00

4.5.2 Assist other STOPPP committees 60 $5,430.00 $0.00 $5,430.00
Work with other subcommittees to integrate PIP activities with the 
general program components. This may involve participating in other 
SCs, inviting SC chairs to participate in PIP meetings, or developing 
educational materials for Employee Training.

Work w/CII to reach County Schools and 
encourage use of less toxic pest control

30 30 60 $5,430.00

Total 1,216 $110,729.00 $107,500.00 $218,229.00
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Table 4-2 PIP FY 2004/05
Task 2004-

2005
Task Description Responsible Staff and Plan Hours 

2004
Hours 
2005

Total 
Hours

Cost Materials 
Cost

Total

$90 $91 
4.1 Implement and Assist with the Performance Standards

4.1.1 Performance Standards. 20 $1,830.00 $1,830.00
Assist municipalities to understand and implement standards. Provide 
list of suggestions to improve standards.

Ken 10 10 20 $1,830.00

4.2 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning
4.2.1 Provide support to P/IP 120 $10,980.00 $500.00 $11,480.00

Attend 12 montly meetings and assist chair with preparation, discussion
topics and handouts. Update SC on other P/IP activity in State i.e. 
BASMAA
Meeting attendance Susan & Ken 36 36 72 $6,588.00
Meeting preparation Susan 24 24 48 $4,392.00
Materials $500.00

4.2.2 Annual Report 80 $7,320.00 $    -- $7,320.00
Assist EOA in preparing the P/IP section of the Annual Report Ken and Susan will prepare PIP section 40 40 80 $7,320.00

4.3 Encourage Public Involvement, Outreach, and Education
4.3.1 Point of Purchase - IPM Point of Purchase Campaign 168 $15,432.00 $10,000.00 $25,432.00

12 meetings - 4 hours Sara 24 24 48 $4,392.00
Store visits and set up - 20 stores 2 hrs each 2x per season Sara/Susan 0 80 80 $7,360.00
Store phone calls and correspondence Sara 0 20 20 $1,840.00
Training planning - contract administration Sara 0 20 20 $1,840.00
Materials $10,000.00

4.3.2 Website/ Informational Materials 0 $6,395.00 $5,000.00 $11,395.00
Maintain website with a registered domain name that includes all 
STOPPP brochures, IPM information and BMPs. Advertise website in 
all STOPPP publications, and on promotional items

Contractor $5,000.00

Contract Administration Susan 20 20 $1,820.00
Communication with web contractor Susan 25 25 50 $4,575.00

4.3.3 Promotional Items, pamphlets, displays, and exhibit items 30 $2,750.00 $16,500.00 $19,250.00
Assist in purchasing promotional items for fair Susan 0 10 10 $920.00 $6,500.00
Reprint brochures 10 10 20 $1,830.00 $10,000.00

4.3.5 Mercury campaign Partner with HHW program 130 $11,960.00 $29,000.00 $40,960.00
Mercury POP campaign 90 90 $8,280.00 $15,000.00
Thermometer exchange planning Susan and Ken 0 10 10 $920.00
Coordinate with cities and hospitals to collect thermometers Susan and Ken 0 20 20 $1,840.00
Correspondence with cities Susan and Ken 0 10 10 $920.00
Disposal HHW Program
Replacement themometers 1% ountry population 7,000 at $2 each Contractor $14,000.00

4.3.6 Elementary Outreach 40 $3,660.00 $5,000.00 $8,660.00
Partner with the Used Oil Program to have Zun Zun perform at County 
Elementary Schools.
Contract Administration Susan 20 20 40 $3,660.00
Shows PIP Funding $5,000.00

4.3.7 Develop Newspaper advertising campaign with stormwater chemicals 
of concern

80 $7,360.00 $20,000.00 $27,360.00

F:\Sm3x\SM33-02\SWMP TAC Adopted Version\APPENDIX A\04-Table 4-1-2 pip.xls\Table 4-2 A-11 version dated February 28, 2003

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Mid-Fiscal Year Report 2002/03

Table 4-2 PIP FY 2004/05
Task 2004-

2005
Task Description Responsible Staff and Plan Hours 

2004
Hours 
2005

Total 
Hours

Cost Materials 
Cost

Total

Contract with graphic artist Susan 0 40 40 $3,680.00
Contract with newspaper to run ads quarterly Susan 0 40 40 $3,680.00
Ads costs Newspapers $20,000.00

4.3.8 Cable Television campaign 60 $5,520.00 $24,750.00 $30,270.00
Stormwater Commercial Contractor/Susan 0 20 20 $1,840.00 $4,750.00
Contract with cable 26 weeks Contractor 0 $20,000.00
Write contract with cable Susan 0 40 40 $3,680.00

4.3.9 Trash Campaign Development Susan/Sara/Ken 40 45 85 $7,780.00 $500.00 $8,280.00
4.4 Assist with Focused Staff Training

4.4.1 Focused Staff training 55 $5,060.00 $10,300.00 $15,360.00
Develop training video based on live training provided to TAC and other 
subcommittees

Contractor $10,000.00

Contract Administration Susan 0 30 30 $2,760.00
Work with contractor to develop and edit training Ken 0 25 25 $2,300.00
Materials $300.00

4.5 Collaborate with Other Groups
4.5.1 Community Outreach Grants - Collaborate with Volunteer Groups 33 $3,003.00 $450.00 $3,453.00

Provide STOPPP with an application to be distributed by the SC
Conduct 2-hr grant workshop
Update application Susan 8 0 8 $728.00
Update database and organize mailing distribution Susan 20 0 20 $1,820.00
Mailing printing Mail room $450.00
Press release 5 5 $455.00

4.5.2 Assist other STOPPP committees 60 $5,490.00 $0.00 $5,490.00
Work with other subcommittees to integrate PIP activities with the 
general program components. This may involve participating in other 
SCs, inviting SC chairs to participate in PIP meetings, or developing 
educational materials for Employee Training.

Work w/CII to reach County Schools and 
encourage use of less toxic pest control

30 30 60 $5,490.00

Total 961 $94,540.00 $122,000.00 $216,540.00
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Table 5-1. New Development and Construction Controls General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 2003/04 

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due 
Date 

5.1 Implement and Improve Performance Standards: Update the performance 
standards.  

See SWMP.  Performance standards are 
reviewed every two years. 

$5,300 Ongoing 

5.2 Conduct Watershed Resource Inventory and Planning: Provide guidance 
on assessment of creek and habitat conditions through field observations and 
impervious cover estimates of representative watersheds. Continue to assist 
municipalities develop a framework useful for including watershed management 
principles in the development plan review process.  Continue to coordinate efforts 
with Watershed & Monitoring Subcommittee.  
Work with the municipalities to establish priorities for Hydrograph Modification 
Management Plan (HMP) implementation and track the issues associated with the 
SCVURPPP’s HMP methodology.  Complete work on a detailed work plan and 
schedule for the HMP, submit a literature review, and work on draft HMP as 
required by Provision C.f.viii.  

See SWMP. 
 
 
 
 
Required by NPDES permit amendment. 

$4,500 
 
 

 
 

$57,500 

Ongoing 
 
 
 
 

see permit 
amendment 

5.3 Assist with Implementing Stormwater Quality Controls: Through the New 
Development Subcommittee (NDS) meetings and biannual reports from 
municipalities, track implementation and effectiveness of stormwater controls in 
municipal and private projects; assist municipalities’ efforts to control pollutant 
discharges from construction sites; expand existing outreach programs and 
prepare and distribute appropriate educational materials.   

As possible within the available budget, assist the municipalities with the 
implementation of Provision C.3 tasks other than HMP assistance, which is 
provided by Task 5.2.  This assistance will not include any assistance with optional 
tasks, such as setting up a model alternative compliance program (Provision 
C.3.g) nor assisting with an alternative Group 2 definition (Provision C.3.c.iii). 

See SWMP. This task includes up to one 
workshop for municipal staff, up to one 
external outreach effort and development 
or revision of up to one outreach piece, as 
appropriate each year. 
 
Required by NPDES permit amendment 

$15,000 
 
 
 
 

$40,000 
 
 

 

Ongoing 
 
 
 
 

See permit 
amendment 

5.4 Evaluate the Effectiveness of Implemented Controls:  Through the NDS, 
continue implementing and tracking the effectiveness of updated or pilot methods 
for measuring the effectiveness of performance standards, enforcement of 
construction site BMPs, and requirements for appropriate stormwater controls. 
Continue to test pilot methods for measuring effectiveness.  Recommend BMP 
effectiveness monitoring studies to the Watershed & Monitoring Subcommittee, as 
appropriate. 

See SWMP.   $5,300 
 

June 2004 
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Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due 
Date 

5.5 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning:  This task includes 
assistance with:  NPDES permit required reporting (including new development 
section of annual reports); developing two year work plans and budgets for 
General Program; creating the new development section of the next Stormwater 
Management Plan (SWMP); conducting the NDS meetings; and developing a 
detailed NDS work  plan for each fiscal year. 

See SWMP. $16,400 
 

See permit 

 Total Budget $144,000  
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5-2. New Development and Construction Controls General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 2004/05 

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due 
Date 

5.1 Implement and Improve Performance Standards: Prepare and distribute 
information to assist the municipalities understand and implement the updated 
performance standards including the pesticide requirements for new development 
projects. 
 

See SWMP.  Performance standards are 
reviewed every two years.  Assumes that 
pesticide requirements for new 
development projects will be included in 
the reissued NPDES permit in FY 
2004/05 similar to the SCVURPPP’s and 
the ACCWP’s permits. 

$5,200 
 
 
 

Ongoing 
 
 

5.2 Conduct Watershed Resource Inventory and Planning: Provide guidance 
on assessment of creek and habitat conditions through field observations and 
impervious cover estimates of representative watersheds. Continue to assist 
municipalities develop a framework useful for including watershed management 
principles in the development plan review process.  Continue to coordinate efforts 
with Watershed & Monitoring Subcommittee.  
Complete the final HMP for priority watersheds as possible within the available 
budget.  It is anticipated that the San Francisquito Creek watershed would have a 
high priority.  

See SWMP. 
 
 
 
 
Required by NPDES permit amendment.   

$4,500 
 
 

 
 

$100,000 

Ongoing 
 
 
 

See permit 
amendment 

5.3 Assist with Implementing Stormwater Quality Controls: Through the New 
Development Subcommittee (NDS) meetings and biannual reports from 
municipalities, track implementation and effectiveness of stormwater controls in 
municipal and private projects; assist municipalities’ efforts to control pollutant 
discharges from construction sites; expand existing outreach programs and 
prepare and distribute appropriate educational materials.   

As possible within the available budget, assist the municipalities with the 
implementation of Provision C.3 tasks other than HMP assistance, which is 
provided by Task 5.2.  This assistance will not include any assistance with optional 
tasks, such as setting up a model alternative compliance program (Provision 
C.3.g) nor assisting with an alternative Group 2 definition (Provision C.3.c.iii). 

See SWMP. This task includes one 
workshop for municipal staff, one external 
outreach effort and development or 
revision of one outreach piece, as 
appropriate each year. 
 
Required by NPDES permit amendment. 

$15,000 
 
 
 

 

$40,000 

Ongoing 
 
 
 
 

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



F:\Sm3x\SM33-02\SWMP TAC Adopted Version\APPENDIX A\05-NDS0304&0405.doc A-16 version dated February 28, 2003 

Task No. and Description Rationale/Background (if necessary) Budget Schedule/Due 
Date 

5.4 Evaluate the Effectiveness of Implemented Controls:  Through the NDS, 
continue implementing and tracking the effectiveness of updated or pilot methods 
for measuring the effectiveness of performance standards, enforcement of 
construction site BMPs, and requirements for appropriate stormwater controls. 
Continue to test pilot methods for measuring effectiveness.  Recommend BMP 
effectiveness monitoring studies to the Watershed & Monitoring Subcommittee, as 
appropriate. 

 

See SWMP.   $5,300 June 2005 

5.5 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning:  This task includes 
assistance with:  NPDES permit required reporting (including new development 
section of annual reports); developing two year work plans and budgets for 
General Program; providing any improvements to the new development section of 
the SWMP; conducting the NDS meetings; and developing a detailed NDS work 
plan for each fiscal year. 
 

See SWMP.  
 

16,000 See permit 

         Total Budget $186,000  
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Table 6-1. Watershed and Monitoring General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 2003/04 
Task Number and Description Rationale/Background 

 
Planning 
Budget 

Schedule/ 
Due Date 

6.1 Participate in the BASMAA Monitoring Strategy: Prepare 
for and participate in BASMAA’s monthly Monitoring Committee 
meetings. 

Budget based on participation in up to twelve meetings. $7,000 Ongoing. 

6.2 Evaluate BMPs Effectiveness: Perform work related to 
controlling the pollutants listed in STOPPP’s NPDES permit as 
potentially exceeding water quality standards.  This task 
implements the monitoring portion of STOPPP’s June 29, 2001 
Pollutant Prevention and Control Measures Plan.  Planned 
activities include follow-up on previous PCBs studies, further 
evaluation of sediment BMPs and controls, further evaluation of 
dioxins, an evaluation of copper and nickel, and preparing a 
model mercury virtual elimination policy. 

In general, assess whether specific pollutants of concern are 
found in stormwater discharges from San Mateo County at 
levels that impact water quality in San Mateo County creeks 
and/or San Francisco Bay.  For more information, see 
STOPPP’s June 29, 2001 Pollutant Prevention and Control 
Measures Plan and June 28, 2002 Generalized Five-year 
Monitoring Program Plan. 

$106,000 
 
 
 

See STOPPP’s June 
29, 2001 Pollutant 
Prevention and 
Control Measures 
Plan and June 28, 
2002 Generalized 
Five-year Monitoring 
Program Plan. 

6.3 Conduct Watershed Assessment: Perform chemical, 
biological and/or physical monitoring in the San Pedro and San 
Mateo Creek watersheds.  Activities may include field probe 
measurements, physical habitat assessment, rapid 
bioassessments, toxicity screening, contaminant chemistry 
(e.g., pesticides), sediment studies and trash assessment.  
Characterize Cordilleras Creek watershed based on existing 
data and design a monitoring program. 

Assess baseline water quality conditions in representative 
watersheds in San Mateo County, evaluate stormwater 
impacts and help solve creek drainage basin-specific water 
quality impairment problems.  For more information, see 
STOPPP’s June 28, 2002 Generalized Five-year Monitoring 
Program Plan and March 1, 2003 Monitoring Program Plan 
for Fiscal Year 2003/04. 

$80,000 See STOPPP’s June 
28, 2002 Generalized 
Five-year Monitoring 
Program Plan. 

6.4 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: This 
task includes assistance with preparing STOPPP’s annual 
report, two year work plans, annual monitoring plan and 
coordination of the Watershed and Monitoring Subcommittee 
meetings.  Support watershed and monitoring-related aspects 
of STOPPP’s permit reapplication. 

See the SWMP. $20,000 NPDES permit 
required reports will 
be completed by the 
required dates.  Other 
activities will be 
ongoing. 

6.5 Evaluate the Effectiveness of the Watershed and 
Monitoring Studies Conducted: Track the progress of others 
to identify assessment methods appropriate for stormwater 
programs.  Identify what additional information, if any, needs to 
be collected to improve STOPPP’s assessment methods. 

See the SWMP. Budget included 
in previous 
tasks. 

Ongoing. 

Total Budget $213,000  
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Table 6-2. Watershed and Monitoring General Program Work Plan and Budget - FY 2004/05 
Task Number and Description Rationale/Background 

 
Planning 
Budget 

Schedule/ 
Due Date 

6.1 Participate in the BASMAA Monitoring Strategy: Prepare 
for and participate in BASMAA’s monthly Monitoring Committee 
meetings. 

Budget based on participation in up to twelve meetings. $7,000 Ongoing. 

6.2 Evaluate BMPs Effectiveness: Perform work related to 
controlling the pollutants listed in STOPPP’s NPDES permit as 
potentially exceeding water quality standards. 

In general, assess whether specific pollutants of concern are 
found in stormwater discharges from San Mateo County at 
levels that impact water quality in San Mateo County creeks 
and/or San Francisco Bay.  For more information, see 
STOPPP’s June 28, 2002 Generalized Five-year Monitoring 
Program Plan. 

$96,000 See STOPPP’s June 
28, 2002 Generalized 
Five-year Monitoring 
Program Plan. 

6.3 Conduct Watershed Assessment: Perform chemical, 
biological and/or physical monitoring in the San Pedro, San 
Mateo Creek and Cordilleras Creek watersheds.  Activities may 
include field probe measurements, physical habitat assessment, 
rapid bioassessments, toxicity screening, contaminant 
chemistry (e.g., pesticides), sediment studies and trash 
assessment.  Characterize a new San Mateo Creek watershed 
based on existing data and design a monitoring program. 

Assess baseline water quality conditions in representative 
watersheds in San Mateo County, evaluate stormwater 
impacts and help solve creek drainage basin-specific water 
quality impairment problems.  For more information, see 
STOPPP’s June 28, 2002 Generalized Five-year Monitoring 
Program Plan. 

$90,000 See STOPPP’s June 
28, 2002 Generalized 
Five-year Monitoring 
Program Plan. 

6.4 Assist with Regulatory Compliance and Planning: This 
task includes assistance with preparing STOPPP’s annual 
report, two year work plans, annual monitoring plan and 
coordination of the Watershed and Monitoring Subcommittee 
meetings. 

See the SWMP. $10,000 NPDES permit 
required reports will 
be completed by the 
required dates.  Other 
activities will be 
ongoing. 

6.5 Evaluate the Effectiveness of the Watershed and 
Monitoring Studies Conducted: Track the progress of others 
to identify assessment methods appropriate for stormwater 
programs.  Identify what additional information, if any, needs to 
be collected to improve STOPPP’s assessment methods. 

See the SWMP. Budget included 
in previous 
tasks. 

Ongoing. 

Total Budget $203,000  
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INTRODUCTION TO PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 
 
 
Performance standards to be implemented 
by member agencies have been developed 
for the following five areas of the Plan:   
  

• Municipal Maintenance 
Activities, 

• Industrial and Commercial 
Discharge Controls, 

• Illicit Discharge Controls, 
• Public Information and 

Participation, and 
• New Development and 

Construction Controls. 
 
These performance standards define a large 
part of what each member agency will need 
to do to implement the Plan and comply 
with the NPDES permit.  The 
implementation of these performance 
standards by member agencies is required 
by the Plan.   
 
These performance standards describe what 
each municipality is responsible for 
achieving. Each municipality will decide 
how it achieves these performance standards 
using its own staff, a contracted agency, or 
other arrangements.  The performance 
standards for the Industrial and Commercial 
Discharge Controls and for the Illicit 
Discharge Controls require that each 
municipality prepare written five-year plans 
that describe how the municipality will 
implement these requirements.  The CII 
Subcommittee has agreed that these plans 
will be prepared for submittal to the 
Regional Board by September 1, 2004, 
unless specified otherwise by STOPPP’s 
reissued NPDES permit.  Similarly, the 
Municipal Maintenance Performance 
Standards for corporation yards require that 
each municipality with a corporation yard 

will prepare a written Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan that describes how it will 
implement the corporation yard performance 
standards. 
 
Unless a specific requirement or 
commitment has been made to implement a 
performance standard, such as STOPPP’s 
commitment to implement the performance 
standards that are unchanged from the July 
1998 – June 2003 version of the Stormwater 
Management Plan and its commitment to 
develop the five-year plans for industrial 
and commercial business inspections and for 
controlling illicit discharges, municipalities 
may wait to implement these performance 
standards until they are determined in 
writing to be acceptable to the Regional 
Board staff or they have been accepted as 
part of the reissuance of STOPPP’s NPDES 
permit. 
 
The following provides a brief background 
on how these performance standards were 
developed and the process that will be used 
for their review and improvement. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The San Mateo Countywide Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) 
developed these baseline performance 
standards as a tool to help STOPPP member 
agencies comply with their NPDES permit.  
The Clean Water Act and STOPPP’s 
stormwater NPDES discharge permit require 
STOPPP member agencies to control 
discharges of pollutants to the maximum 
extent practicable (MEP) and to effectively 
prohibit illicit discharges.  STOPPP 
developed the performance standards to 
define the MEP level of effort that each 
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member municipality will attain to control 
pollutants in stormwater.  In addition, the 
performance standards define the level of 
effort that each member municipality will 
attain to effectively prohibit illicit 
discharges1 from entering its municipal 
storm drain conveyance system2. 
 
The Performance Standards provide an 
effective, consistent, and predictable 
countywide approach to minimizing water 
quality impacts.  Having consistent 
countywide standards assures similar 
treatment to businesses, developers, 
contractors, and property owners.  In 
addition, such standards will assist STOPPP 
member agencies with training and 
educational outreach.  Furthermore, the 
performance standards will be used as the 
basis for measuring the effectiveness of each 
municipality's planning and permitting 
procedures, and inspection and enforcement 
activities. 
 
The status of each agency's implementation 
of the performance standards will be 
described in the annual reports to the 
Regional Board.  Each subcommittee that 
developed a set of performance standards 
has been assigned responsibility for 
resolving general problems with interpreting 
and attaining the performance standards and 
for reviewing and updating them as needed. 
 
Alternative Performance Standards 
 
Any municipality may develop alternative 
performance standards that are comparably 
effective as these baseline performance 
standards and submit the alternative 
                                            
1 Illicit discharges include non-stormwater discharges 
disallowed by the STOPPP NPDES permit. 
 
2 Municipal storm drain conveyance system includes roads 
with drainage systems, municipal streets, curbs, gutters, 
catch basins, storm drain inlets, ditches, man-made 
channels, or storm drains.  

performance standards to the Regional 
Board staff for review and possible 
approval.  It is anticipated that the need for 
individual tailoring of the performance 
standards is limited given that the baseline 
performance standards reflect the collective 
input of the municipalities in San Mateo 
County. 
 
Prior to any municipality relying on the 
implementation of its alternative 
performance standards as satisfying NPDES 
permit requirements, the municipality 
should obtain written approval from the 
Regional Board staff. 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR  Introduction to Municipal  
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE           Maintenance Performance Standards 
 
 

F:\Sm3x\SM33-02\SWMP TAC Adopted Version\APPENDIX B\03 MUNI INTRO.doc B-1 November 4, 2003  

INTRODUCTION TO MUNICIPAL 
MAINTENANCE PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 
 
The Stormwater Management Plan separates 
municipal maintenance performance 
standards into eight activity areas.  All 
municipalities must implement performance 
standards for the following six activity 
areas: 
 
1. Road Repair and Maintenance 
2. Street Sweeping 
3. Storm Drain Facilities 
4. Operation and Maintenance of 

Stormwater Pump Stations 
5. Pesticide Usage and Integrated Pest 

Management 
6. Corporation Yards 
 
Specific municipalities were designated by 
the NPDES permit adopted in July 1999 to 
develop and implement performance 
standards for two additional activity areas, 
Rural Public Works Maintenance and 
Lagoon Management.  Other municipalities 
are not required to meet these standards.  
San Mateo County, Half Moon Bay, Menlo 
Park, Pacifica, Portola Valley, and 
Woodside are responsible for implementing 
Rural Public Works Maintenance Activities 
performance standards.  And lastly the cities 
of Foster City, Redwood City, and San 
Mateo are responsible for implementation of 
the attached Lagoon Management 
performance standards.  The Regional Board 
acknowledged approval of the lagoon 
performance standards in correspondence 
dated May 21, 2002.  
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I. GENERAL PRACTICES 
 
1. Schedule excavation and road 

maintenance activities for dry weather, 
if feasible. 

 
2. Equipment repairs and refueling or 

maintaining vehicles and equipment 
will be conducted in accordance with 
the Corporation Yard Performance 
Standard. 

 
3. Recycle used motor oil, diesel oil, 

concrete, broken asphalt, etc. 
whenever possible. 

 
4. Train employees in using these 

performance standards. At least one 
staff meeting will be held annually to 
educate road repair and maintenance 
personnel about these performance 
standards. 

 
5. Each municipality will provide 

educational and outreach materials 
provided by the Regional Board or the 
General Program, as appropriate, to 
those utilities or utility contractors 
(e.g., water supply, cable, phone, 
electrical, etc.) seeking encroachment 
and/or grading permits from the 
municipality.   

 
II. ASPHALT/CONCRETE 

REMOVAL 
 
1. Take measures to protect storm drain 

inlets prior to asphalt breaking or 
concrete-sawing operations (e.g., place 
sand bags or filtering barrier around 
inlets).  Clean afterwards by sweeping 
up as much material as possible. 

 
2. After breaking up old pavement, 

remove and recycle as much as 

possible to avoid contact with rainfall 
and storm water runoff. 

 
3. During saw-cutting operations, block 

or berm around storm drain inlets 
using sand bags or an equivalent 
appropriate filter device, or absorbent 
materials such as pads, pillows and 
socks to contain slurry.  If slurry enters 
the storm drain system, remove the 
material immediately. 

 
4. Remove saw-cut slurry (e.g., with a 

shovel or vacuum) before leaving at 
the end of the day. 

 
III. PATCHING AND RESURFACING 
 
1. To minimize runoff from patching and 

resurfacing activities, materials will 
not be stockpiled in streets, gutter 
areas or near storm drain inlets or 
creeks unless these areas are protected 
(e.g. stockpiled material should be 
covered to minimize stormwater 
runoff). 

 
2. Cover and seal manholes and storm 

drain inlets before applying seal coat, 
slurry seal, etc. 

 
3. Never wash excess material from 

exposed aggregate concrete or similar 
treatments into a street or storm drain 
inlet.  Designate an unpaved area for 
clean up and proper disposal of excess 
materials. 

 
4. Use only as much water as necessary 

for dust control to avoid runoff. 
 
5. Sweep up as much material as possible 

and dispose of properly. Wash down of 
streets only permitted if runoff is 
controlled or contained. 
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6. Clean up all spills and leaks from other 
equipment and work site areas using 
"dry" methods (absorbent materials 
and/or rags).  Properly dispose of 
absorbent materials and rags. If spills 
occur on dirt areas, the contaminated 
soil will be removed properly and on a 
timely basis. 

 
7. After the job is complete, remove 

stockpiles (asphalt materials, sand, 
etc.) within five days and other extra 
materials immediately. 

 
8. If it rains unexpectedly, take 

appropriate action to prevent pollution 
of storm water runoff (e.g., divert 
runoff around work areas). 

 
IV. SIGNING AND STRIPING 
 
1. Store spill absorbent materials on 

trucks to be used in the event of a spill. 
 
2. Contain and clean up waste materials 

and dispose of them properly 
according to the Material Safety Data 
Sheet. 
 

V. EQUIPMENT CLEAN 
UP/STORAGE   

 
1. Flush paint sprayer supply lines at the 

corporation yard.  Use approved 
collection methods and dispose or 
recycle waste materials at an approved 
hazardous waste facility. 

 
2. Clean sprayers, patch and paving 

equipment at the end of the day.  Use 
approved collection methods and 
dispose or recycle waste materials at 
an approved facility. 

 
 

3. Cover sprayers, patch and paving 
equipment to prevent rainfall from 
contacting pollutants; if practicable 
(examples of cover include but are not 
limited to tarps, over hangs or inside 
buildings). 
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I. STREET SWEEPING 
FREQUENCY 

 
Applicable to the Cities of Atherton, 
Hillsborough, Portola Valley, and 
Woodside: 
 

Inspect high traffic and other potential 
problem areas at least twice a year and 
clean as needed. 

 
Applicable to the Cities of Belmont, 
Brisbane, Burlingame, Colma, Daly City, 
East Palo Alto, Foster City, Half Moon Bay, 
Menlo Park, Millbrae, Pacifica, Redwood 
City, San Bruno, San Carlos, San Mateo, 
San Mateo County, and South San 
Francisco: 
 

Clean streets on at least a monthly 
average unless an alternative schedule is 
approved.  In calculating this average, 
the number of curb miles swept in a 
fiscal year divided by the number of 
curb miles within a municipality will 
equal twelve or greater.  The removal of 
cars should be encouraged by having a 
fixed sweeping schedule. 

 
II. PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH 

EFFICIENT STREET CLEANING 
 
A. Getting Parked/Abandoned 

Vehicles off Streets 
 

1. Maintain a consistent sweeping 
schedule. 

 
2. Take appropriate measures to 

keep curbed areas clear during 
street cleaning.  Measures may 
include but are not limited to 
developing and distributing 
newsletters and other public 
education materials notifying 

residents and businesses of street 
sweeping schedules. 

 
B. Removing Leaves During Leaf 

Season 
 

1. Investigate alternative leaf 
handling methods and implement 
an appropriate leaf removal 
program.  Leaf removal 
programs may include but are not 
limited to the following: 

 
• Operating street cleaning 

equipment in tandem; and/or, 
• Using a leaf removal machine 

prior to cleaning; and/or, 
• Using a front end loader with 

a dump truck prior to 
cleaning. 

 
2. Encourage residents to collect 

and compost leaves or coordinate 
with a local composting program.  
If composting is not feasible, 
consider scheduling removal of 
bagged leaves. 

 
C. Trees Near Streets 

 
Provide adequate resources to 
operators for conveniently reporting 
trees interfering with street cleaning. 

 
III. STREET CLEANING OPERATION 

TO MAXIMIZE POLLUTANT 
REMOVAL 

 
1. Provide a clean looking street, free of 

dirt tracks, trails or debris. 
 
2. Check street cleaning equipment for 

proper adjustment. 
 
3. Operate street cleaning equipment at the 
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speed specified by the manufacturer. 
 
IV. STREET CLEANING 

MAINTENANCE TO MAXIMIZE 
POLLUTANT REMOVAL 

 
Replace worn components as required 
to maximize efficiency. 

 
V. SPILL RESPONSE 
 
1. Report spills observed on streets 

immediately for quick response by 
appropriate personnel. 

 
2. Respond to spills in accordance with 

response procedures described in the 
Storm Drainage Facility Performance 
Standards. 

 
VI. RECORD KEEPING 
 
1. Track miles swept using a broom 

odometer or by tracking mileage only 
when cleaning (Do not include mileage 
driving to an area). 

 
2. Track volume or weight of material 

removed each street cleaning day. 
 
3. Identify and target areas for: 1) more 

frequent cleaning throughout the year 
or just prior to the rainy season; 2) 
additional efforts to remove vehicles; 
3) distribution of public education 
materials to discourage illegal 
dumping, etc. 

 
4. Document and track areas where spills 

were reported and coordinate with 
your municipality’s illicit discharge 
coordinator. 

 
 
 

VII. CONTRACT SWEEPERS 
 

Specify in contracts that in case of 
equipment failure, back up equipment 
must be available to ensure that the 
route is completed that day, and that 
all information necessary for record 
keeping is provided.  

 
VIII. EDUCATION 
 

Municipal staff and contract sweepers 
responsible for street sweeping shall be 
trained annually to identify and report 
illicit discharges, and to comply with 
the street sweeping performance 
standards. 
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I. ROUTINE INSPECTION AND 
CLEANING 

 
Inspect, and clean as necessary, storm 
drainage facilities (inlets, culverts, V-
ditches, pump stations, open channels, 
and watercourses), at least once a year 
on average unless an alternative 
schedule is approved.  The inspections 
and needed cleaning will preferably 
occur prior to the rainy season. In 
calculating this average, some facilities 
may be inspected more than once per 
year and others less than once per year. 

 
II. STORM DRAIN INLET AND LINE 

CLEANING 
 

Remove the maximum amount of 
material at the nearest access point to 
minimize discharges to watercourses. 

 
III. OPEN CHANNEL and 

WATERCOURSE CLEANING  
 
A. Planning  
 

1. Determine which local, regional, 
state, and federal environmental 
regulatory agencies1 have 
jurisdiction over the proposed 
maintenance activities, particularly 
those activities that generate 
sediment, erode or alter the 
streambed, and disturb special 
status species.  Complete the 
CEQA review process, if required, 
by your local agency.  Submit 

                                                 
1 Potential agency regulations include, but are not 
limited to, Department of Fish and Game 1601 and 
1603 Agreements, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Section 10 and Section 404 Permits, as well as 
Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 
Water Quality Certifications and Waste Discharge 
Requirements.   

applications2 to each appropriate 
agency and complete their permit 
process.   

 
2. Refer to conditions set forth in 

permits, memorandum of 
understandings (MOU’s), and 
other agreements related to 
maintenance activities between 
your agency and regional, state 
and/or federal regulatory agencies. 

 
3. Schedule routine maintenance 

work in channels during the dry 
season or in dewatered conditions 
if flowing water is present. 

 
4. Schedule routine maintenance 

work to minimize the extent of site 
disturbance at any one time. 

 
B. Cleaning Operation to Maximize 

Removal and Minimize Habitat 
Damage 

 
1. Pick up debris with equipment 

operated from the top of the bank 
or access road, when possible. 

 
2. When operation of equipment is 

necessary in a channel use 
appropriate equipment to minimize 
environmental disturbance.   

 
3. Control runoff that is transporting 

trash or debris with appropriate 
measures.  Use berm, dam, or 
temporary grates to prevent runoff 
from flowing through solid waste 
and picking up pollutants.   

 

                                                 
2 Applicants only need to fill out one application 
form, if they follow the Joint Aquatic Resource 
Permit Application (JARPA) process.  The form is 
then submitted to all appropriate regulatory agencies. 
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4. Use appropriate control measures 
for soil erosion, sediment and silt 
to prevent sediment transport and 
siltation downstream of the work 
area. Recommended measures can 
be found in Flood Control Facility 
Maintenance Best Management 
Practices manual prepared for the 
San Francisco Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association (June 2000).  Monitor 
control measures for effectiveness 
and repair or replace as needed.     

 
5. If cleaning a “natural” creek or 

waterway, minimize removal of 
natural vegetation and focus on 
litter and trash removal.  When 
natural vegetation must be 
removed, use the following 
guidelines in creek sections with 
little to no manmade 
improvements: 

 
a) Use hand operated equipment, 

(loppers, handsaws, chain 
saws, weed eaters, and other 
tools) to remove or trim 
vegetation where it is feasible.  
Vehicles and larger machinery 
should only be used as a last 
resort for tree or debris 
removal.   

 
b) Use small vehicles and 

equipment to aid in cutting and 
removing vegetation.  

 
c) Keep equipment away from 

trees to avoid trunk damage 
caused by equipment scarring 
the trunk, and to prevent soil 
compaction near roots. 

 

d) Avoid topping live willows or 
other trees3, because topping 
encourages shrubby, dense 
growth that is more flow 
resistant. 

 
e) Only remove vegetation that 

could obstruct flows. Only 
remove willows from a creek 
bed if they are diverting water 
against a bank or obstructing 
flow. Consider leaving stumps 
in place after trees are cut to 
create essential creek habitat 
and to maintain bank stability.  
If leaving the stump in place, 
position and anchor the stump 
into the bank to minimize 
movement.   

 
f) Remove downed wood that is 

loose and can be washed 
downstream or that obstructs 
flow or diverts flow into a 
bank.  Leave logs that are 
parallel to creek flow and 
embedded in a creek’s bank. 
Stumps from fallen trees, can 
be left if the bank is stabilized. 

 
g) Leave small, vegetation 

accumulations trapped under 
trees unless they are diverting 
flow and causing erosion. 

 
i) Deposit woody debris or 

vegetation collected from the 
channel away from storm drain 
inlets, drainage facilities, other 
watercourses and other areas 
that will cause storm-related 
problems. 

 

                                                 
3 Tree is defined as vegetation with at least four (4) 
inch diameter trunk at five (5) feet above grade. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR 
MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE  Storm Drain Facilities 
 

F:\Sm3x\SM33-02\SWMP TAC Adopted Version\APPENDIX B\06 MUNI STRMDRA.doc B-8 November 4, 2003 

IV. RECORD KEEPING 
 
1. Report the amount of material 

removed when cleaning storm 
drainage facilities in monthly record 
keeping forms. 

 
2. Document and track spill incidents and 

response to spill incidents. 
 
V. SPILL RESPONSE 
 
1. If non-hazardous materials are spilled, 

maintenance staff will contain the spill 
area and clean when practical to 
prevent additional discharge of 
pollutants into the storm drain system. 

 
2. Maintenance staff will be aware of the 

municipality's around-the-clock 
immediate response/removal 
procedure for hazardous or unknown 
materials. 

 
3. Establish a response/removal 

procedure for non-hazardous materials 
after work hours. 

 
4. Maintenance staff will report spills to, 

and work with, the municipalities' 
illicit discharge coordinator to 
determine the most appropriate follow 
up response (e.g., track the source of 
the spill and identification product 
labels that have a bar code, contact 
Building and Planning Departments, 
send a clean-up bill to the responsible 
party, etc.). 

 
VI. DISPOSAL AND RECYCLING OF 

MATERIAL 
 
1. Store material removed from storm 

drainage facilities on a concrete pad or 
other type of impermeable material, 
unless conditions only permit storage 
on a pervious surface, e.g., remote 

rural areas. During storm events, cover 
with impermeable material and/or 
contain runoff.  Drain wastewater to 
the sanitary sewer or filter out 
pollutants or allow to evaporate to 
prevent discharges to the storm drain 
system.  Dispose of the material at an 
appropriate facility.  

 
2. Salvage or recycle useful vegetation 

debris, when possible.  For example, 
native trees and shrubs can be used as 
a brush barrier, or converted into wood 
chips, then used as mulch on graded 
areas.  Cut willows can be used to 
revegetate an eroding bank. 

 
VII. EDUCATION 
 

Educate maintenance crews on 
performance standards related to 
cleaning storm drain facilities, 
particularly those performance 
standards for cleaning debris, 
including vegetative debris, in open 
storm drain channels and watercourses. 
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STORMWATER PUMP STATIONS IN 
SAN MATEO COUNTY 
 
The San Mateo County Flood Control 
District and approximately half of the cities 
in San Mateo County operate and maintain a 
total of 50 stormwater pump stations.  
Almost all stormwater pump stations 
ultimately discharge to San Francisco Bay.  
The cities of San Mateo and Redwood City 
each operate approximately 15 pump 
stations; other cities which operate pump 
stations include the cities of South San 
Francisco (5), Burlingame (3), Pacifica (2), 
San Bruno (2), San Carlos (2), East Palo 
Alto (1), Foster City (1), Menlo Park (1) and 
Millbrae (1).  The San Mateo County Flood 
Control District operates 4 pump stations.    
 
I. VISUAL INSPECTIONS 
 

Inspect wet wells or forebays once per 
month in the dry season, and once per 
week in the wet season, for oil spills or 
other noticeable discharges.  

 
II. MAXIMIZING REMOVAL OF 

POLLUTANTS PRIOR TO 
DISCHARGE 

 
1. Conduct at least one comprehensive 

cleaning of wet wells annually to 
remove sediment prior to the start of 
the rainy season to minimize discharge 
of sediment.  Clean wet wells with a 
vactor, if possible. 

 
2. If adequate storage exists at pump 

stations, store oil absorbent materials 
on-site to clean spills, if needed. 

 
3. Contain lubricates, fuel and batteries to 

prevent accidental spills to wet wells. 
 
4. If any spill is reported or observed 

(e.g., petroleum products, paint, 

antifreeze), try to remove the material 
at the nearest access point.  If the 
material may reach the pump station, 
the station will be shut down if 
practical [e.g., a peak storm water 
event may prevent practical shut down 
of the pump station].   

 
5. Track spills upstream to try to locate 

sources of pollution.  Document spill 
incidents as part of the illicit discharge 
program, and implement appropriate 
enforcement actions.  

 
6. Store oil absorbent materials in 

appropriate maintenance vehicles. 
 
III. DISPOSAL  
 

Dispose of screenings at a landfill, 
sediment at a location which will not 
re-enter the storm drain system or 
receiving waters through erosion, and 
oil-absorbed materials as hazardous 
waste. 

 
IV. EDUCATION 
 

Educate all personnel responsible for 
maintaining stormwater pump stations 
about these performance standards.  At 
least one staff meeting will be held 
each year to educate pump station 
personnel about the performance 
standards and illicit discharge 
identification and reporting. 
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These performance standards apply to all 
pest prevention and control activities 
undertaken by a municipality using its own 
staff or contractors.   
 
I. GENERAL INTEGRATED PEST 

MANAGEMENT BEST 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

 
1. Before performing any pest control 

activity, each municipality will 
consider the following alternatives: 

 
 a. No controls (e.g., use of pest 

resistant plants, allowing plant to 
die naturally, or tolerating the 
infestation), 

 
 b. Physical/mechanical controls (hand 

labor, or machine pulling), 
 
 c. Cultural controls (mulching, 

alternative vegetation, prescribed 
burns), 

 
 d. Biological controls (predators, 

parasites, goats, etc.), 
 
 e. Less toxic chemical controls (e.g., 

soaps and oils), or  
 

f. Seek expert advice to increase the 
use of non-pesticide alternatives. 

 
2. When pesticides are used, use the least 

toxic pesticide available. Consider the 
LD50, overall risk to the applicator and 
impact to the environment.  

 
3. Implement municipal Integrated Pest 

Management (IPM) Policy and/or 
Ordinance.  The Policy and/or 
Ordinance will require the use of IPM 
techniques, the minimization of 

pesticide use, and the restricted use of 
organophosphate (OP) pesticides.  

 
4. Encourage municipal staff and 

contractors who are responsible for 
pest control to attend U.C. Cooperative 
Extension classes, Pesticide Applicator 
Professional Association meetings or 
other professional avenues for 
continuing education about IPM.  

 
5. Contact the U.C. Statewide IPM 

Project (916-752-7671), the San Mateo 
County Cooperative Extension Office 
(650-726-9059) and the San Mateo 
County Department of Agriculture 
(650) 363-4700 as well as private 
consulting firms, and libraries for 
information on integrated pest 
management. 

 
II. PESTICIDE USAGE 
 
1. Review the history of a site to 

determine pest conditions and monitor 
problem areas periodically in order to 
identify pest conditions. 

 
2. Apply pesticides at the optimal time to 

maximize their effectiveness and 
minimize the likelihood of discharging 
non-degraded pesticides in stormwater 
runoff. 

 
3. Mix or load only as much pesticides as 

needed at an appropriate location 
where a spill will not enter a storm 
drain inlet, culvert, watercourse, or 
wellhead. 

 
4. Select pesticides and application 

techniques along sloped roadsides that 
will retain some vegetative cover to 
help prevent soil erosion, trap 
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pollutants and slow the rate of 
stormwater runoff, where possible. 

 
5. Calibrate field equipment (e.g., 

backpack sprayers) as needed to ensure 
desired application rate.  Agencies will 
mix only as much material as 
necessary for treatment. 

 
6. Inspect applicator equipment to 

prevent accidental pesticide leaks, 
spills and hazards to applicators and 
the environment. 

 
7. Direct questions regarding the safe and 

legal use of pesticides and label 
interpretations to the San Mateo 
County Agricultural Commissioner. 

 
8. Ensure municipality contractors: 

 
• comply with municipality’s IPM 

Policy and/or Ordinance and these 
performance standards;  

 
• provide evidence of current IPM 

training; and  
 

• provide documentation in a timely 
manner of pesticide use.  

 
9. Follow all federal, state and local laws 

and regulations. 
 
 a. Federal: U.S. EPA Region 9 

Pesticides Section, 415-947-8704 
(www.epa.gov/pesticides) , 

 
 b. State: Cal-EPA Department of 

Pesticide Regulation 916-324-4100 
(www.cdpr.ca.gov) , 

 

 c. Local: San Mateo County 
Agricultural Commissioner 650-
363-4700. 

 
10. Appropriate agency personnel will 

read and follow label instructions. 
 
III. PROBLEMATIC PESTICIDES 
 
A. COPPER AS AN ACTIVE 

INGREDIENT 
 
1. If applying copper as an algaecide for 

lagoon management, consider using a 
chelated form of copper for greater 
water solubility (less settling to the 
bottom), 

 
2. Avoid use of copper-based pesticides.  

With the exception of the use of 
copper for lagoon management, 
employ mechanical and biological 
controls or less toxic chemicals instead 
of copper-based pesticides. 

 
B. ORGANOPHOSPHATE AND 

PYRETHROID CHEMICALS AS 
ACTIVE INGREDIENTS 

 
1. Avoid use of organophosphate and 

pyrethroid pesticides. 
 
2. Promote through STOPPP, public 

outreach efforts which educate 
homeowners about the effects of home 
use of organophosphate and pyrethroid 
pesticides on aquatic life. 

  
IV. PESTICIDE STORAGE 
 
1. Implement storage requirements for 

pesticide products with guidance from 
the local fire department and San 
Mateo County Agricultural 
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Commissioner.  Provide secondary 
containment for liquids, if required.  

 
2. Provide spill kits, store the kits near 

pesticides, and train employees to use 
them. 

 
3. Store pesticides indoors in a locked 

and posted individual storage unit 
(e.g., separate from fertilizer storage 
and any other materials). 

 
4. Store pesticides only in labeled 

containers. 
 
5. Conduct a periodic municipal-wide 

search of chemical storage areas for 
pesticides no longer legal for 
application per CalEPA Department of 
Pesticide Regulation or local policy 
and properly dispose of any such 
pesticides pursuant to appropriate 
waste disposal regulations.  

 
V. PESTICIDE DISPOSAL 
 
1. Triple rinse empty pesticide containers 

and empty rinse water in the spray 
equipment. 

 
2. Dispose of triple rinsed empty 

pesticide containers according to 
recommendations of the San Mateo 
County Agricultural Commissioner 
and the manufacturer. 

 
3. Try to find a qualified user for any 

unwanted pesticides, or return to the 
manufacturer if unopened.  If disposal 
is required, contact San Mateo 
County’s household hazardous waste 
collection program regarding the Very 
Small Quantity Generator Program 

(650-363-4305) or other local agency 
to arrange for disposal. 

 
4. When changing pesticides or cleaning 

spray tanks, use tank rinse water as 
product over a targeted area within the 
application site. 

 
VI.  COMMUNICATION AND 

TRAINING 
 
1. Designate a representative responsible 

for staying sufficiently informed with 
the activities of the Parks & Recreation 
Integrated Pest Management Work 
Group and for serving as the 
municipality representative for the 
work group. 

 
2. Ensure that employees who apply 

pesticides for the municipality obtain 
the appropriate training as required by 
the State Department of Pesticide 
Regulation.  

 
3. Educate all employees responsible for 

pesticide application of the 
municipality’s IPM Policy and/or 
Ordinance, these performance 
standards, and the latest IPM 
techniques.  

 
4. On annual basis, remind all agency 

employees not responsible for 
pesticide application to follow the 
municipality’s IPM Policy and/or 
Ordinance when a pest management 
action is desired 

 
5. Encourage the use of state-certified 

pesticide applicators who are 
experienced in implementing IPM 
techniques. 
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VII. USE OF PROGRAM OUTREACH 
 
1. Display informational materials on 

integrated pest management. 
 
2. Participate in community outreach 

activities coordinated by STOPPP for 
the purpose of communicating the 
integrated pest management message. 

 
VIII. RECORD KEEPING 
 
1. Track each pest treatment for each site 

and document in STOPPP’s Annual 
Report when use involves 
organophosphate (OP) pesticides; 
specifically report best management 
practices employed and justification 
for use of the OP pesticide.  Maintain a 
record of all treatments including 
pesticide use for each site. 

 
2. Document efforts to reduce or 

eliminate the use of copper-based and 
organophosphate pesticides. 

 
REFERENCES 
 
California Code of Regulations, Title 3. 
 
California Food and Agricultural Code 
Division 6 and Division 7. 
 
Pesticide Safety Information Series, 
Department of Pesticide Regulation. 
 
Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program 
Municipal Maintenance Performance 
Standards, 1997 
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I. DEVELOP STORMWATER 
POLLUTION PREVENTION 
PLAN(S) 

 
1. Develop a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for each 
corporation yard or similar facility that 
your municipality owns and/or 
operates.  The SWPPP will follow the 
format agreed upon by the Municipal 
Maintenance Subcommittee and will 
describe how these corporation yard 
performance standards are 
implemented by your municipality. 

 
2. Implement the SWPPP prepared by 

your municipality and document that 
implementation is occurring. 

 
3. At least every two years evaluate the 

effectiveness of your SWPPP(s) and 
make any improvements needed based 
on this evaluation.  

 
II. GENERAL STANDARDS 
 
1. Assign one person the primary 

responsibility for ensuring that 
Performance Standards are 
implemented.  This person will also be 
responsible for ensuring that all 
persons using the facility are aware of 
Performance Standards. 

 
2. Prepare spill containment kits and 

store them in locations that have 
potential for spills (fueling areas, etc.). 

 
3. Stencil inlets to the storm drainage 

system with a message such as "No 
Dumping, Drains to Bay". 

 
4. Refer to existing plans (e.g., 

Hazardous Materials Business Plans 
and/or Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures Plan), incorporate 

stormwater Performance Standards in 
annual updates, and periodically 
review with persons using the facility. 

 
5. Conduct facility surveys annually - 

possibly in conjunction with hazardous 
materials management and/or spill 
prevention inspections.  Use 
corporation yard’s SWPPP for 
guidance. 

 
6. Develop educational materials and 

post them in appropriate areas. 
 
III. WASHING VEHICLES/ 

EQUIPMENT 
 
1. Clean all vehicles/equipment on 

designated wash pad areas. 
 
2. Wash vehicles and equipment off-site 

if needed so wash water drains to the 
sanitary sewer or is recycled. 

 
3. Discharge wash water to the sanitary 

sewer or recycle.   
 
4. Ensure that wash pad area and sump 

are large enough so that all wash water 
drains to the sanitary sewer or 
recycling system.  Re-grade area if 
necessary or install dikes to convey 
washwater. 

 
5. Monitor wash pad area to make sure it 

is consistently used.  
 
6. Consider assigning schedules for use 

of wash pad area, if appropriate. 
 
IV. REFUSE HOLDING AREAS 
 

Store material removed from storm 
drainage facilities on a concrete or 
other type of impermeable material, 
unless conditions permit storage only 
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on a pervious surface, e.g., remote 
rural areas. During storm events, cover 
removed material with impermeable 
material and/or contain runoff. Drain 
wastewater to the sanitary sewer, or 
filter out pollutants, or allow to 
evaporate to prevent discharges to the 
storm drain system.  Dispose of the 
material in an appropriate facility. 

 
V. FUEL DISPENSING AREAS 
 
1. Store spill containment kits nearby.  If 

spills occur, use dry methods to clean 
the fueling area and follow procedures 
in the Hazardous Materials Business 
Plan (HMBP) and/or Spill Prevention 
Control and Countermeasure Plan. 

 
2. Train employees in proper fueling, 

cleaning and spill response procedures. 
 
3. Install signs reminding people not to 

"top off" tanks. 
  
4.  Discourage mobile fueling.  If mobile 

equipment is fueled with a mobile fuel 
truck, establish designated areas for 
fueling. 

 
5.  Consider covering fuel dispensing 

areas.  All newly constructed fueling 
areas shall be covered.    Prohibit 
fueling over open ground (ground 
should be covered by concrete or 
asphalt protected with a sealant).  

 
6. Design the fueling area to prevent 

"runon" of storm water and runoff of 
spills. 

 
7.  Follow the automotive Service – 

Service Stations Stormwater Pollution 
Control Guide Sheet as prepared for 
the California Stormwater Quality 

Association (January 2003).  See 
attached. 

 
VI. CHEMICAL STORAGE 
 
1. Store paint and other chemicals in an 

approved covered containment area.  
Design the floor inside so that any 
spilled materials will be contained and 
easily removed.  Keep all 55 gallon 
drums containing hazardous materials 
or waste closed when not filling or 
emptying.  Label the outside according 
to Department of Transportation 
regulations.  Also,  protect the area 
from vandalism. 

 
2. If 55 gallon drums containing 

hazardous materials or wastes are 
stored outside, keep drums in an 
approved containment area.  Ensure 
that all of the drums are closed with 
tight-fitting lids. 

 
3. Review the Hazardous Material 

Business Plan for hazardous materials 
storage requirements. 

 
4. Review Material Safety Data Sheets to 

ensure that incompatible materials 
have the appropriate separation. 

 
VII. CHEMICAL USAGE 
 
1. Ensure that necessary safety 

equipment and spill containment kits 
are readily accessible in areas where 
chemicals are used.  Inspect safety 
equipment (eye flushing stations, etc.) 
regularly to ensure they are 
operational. 

 
2. Review Material Safety Data Sheets. 
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3. Minimize use of chemicals.  Use 
water-based paints and non-toxic 
chemicals as much as possible. 

 
4.  Recycle or dispose of excess chemicals 

at an approved local Household 
Hazardous Waste Facility or other 
approved location. 

 
5.  Ensure chemical containers have 

secure lids and are tied down properly 
to vehicle during transport. 

 
6. Properly remove any soils 

contaminated with spilled materials. 
 

A. Oil-based Paints 
 

Wipe paint out of brushes.  Filter 
and reuse thinners or dispose as 
hazardous waste.  Dispose of the 
excess paint as hazardous waste or 
recycle it. 

 
B. Water-based Paints 

 
Rinse paint out of brushes and 
discharge rinsewater to the sanitary 
sewer.  Recycle, or dry excess 
paint in cans and dispose of the 
cans in the trash.  If there is too 
much paint to dry, recycle the paint 
or dispose of it as hazardous waste. 

 
C. Automotive Fluids 

 
Collect used fluids and recycle or 
dispose of them at an appropriate 
facility. 

 
D. Pesticides  

 
Implement Pesticide Usage and 
Integrated Pest Management 
Performance Standards. 

 

E. Solvents/Cleaning Solutions 
 

Properly recycle or dispose of used 
solvents/chemicals.  

 
VIII. FLEET MAINTENANCE/VEHICLE 

PARKING AREAS 
 
1. Be cognizant of potential for 

equipment leaks and inspect 
equipment for leaks on a routine basis.  
Use drip pans under leaky vehicles.  
Repair vehicles with significant leaks. 

 
2. Drain and replace motor oil and other 

fluids in a covered shop area.  If fluids 
are changed outdoors, designate an 
area where there are no connections to 
storm drains, watercourses or the 
sanitary sewer and where spills can be 
easily cleaned up. 

 
3. Clean equipment using proper 

collection and disposal methods. 
 
4. Schedule outdoor repair activities for 

dry weather, if possible.  Prevent 
repair supplies or work material from 
entering storm drains or watercourses. 

 
IX. AUXILIARY STORAGE 

AREAS/YARDS 
 

Store chemicals in appropriate areas. 
 
X. GENERAL HOUSEKEEPING 
 
1. Inspect the yard at least monthly to 

ensure that there are no illicit 
discharges to the storm drain system 
and that during storms, pollutant 
discharges are controlled to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

 
2. Keep chemical storage areas neat and 

orderly.  
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3.  Dry sweep the corporation yard at least 

monthly.  Dispose of material removed 
from streets and storm drainage 
facilities often to eliminate exposure to 
rainwater and runoff to the storm drain 
system. 

 
4.  Stockpile materials away from streets, 

gutters, storm drain inlets or water 
channels when possible. 

 
XI. EDUCATION 
 

Municipal staff and contractors who 
use the corporation yard shall be 
trained annually  a) on the contents and 
location of the SWPPP; b) to identify 
and report illicit discharges, as well as 
to eliminate and clean them up; and c) 
to comply with the corporation yard 
performance standards.  
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RURAL PUBLIC WORKS 
MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES 
 
Applicable to the County of San Mateo: 
 
1. Continue to implement the practices 

described in its detailed maintenance 
manual titled Endangered Species and 
Watershed Protection Program, 
Volume 1 Maintenance Standards that 
includes standards and best 
management practices for the 
following rural public works 
maintenance and support activities:   

 
a) management and/or removal of 

large woody debris and live 
vegetation from channels;  

b) streambank stabilization projects;  
c) road construction, maintenance, 

and repairs in rural areas to prevent 
and control road-related erosion; 
and  

d) environmental permitting for rural 
public works activities.   

 
2. Evaluate the effectiveness of the 

Watershed Protection Program, 
Volume 1 Maintenance Standards, and 
make improvements, as needed. 

 
Applicable to Cities of Half Moon Bay, 
Menlo Park, Pacifica, Portola Valley, and 
Woodside: 
 
1. Each city will identify which rural 

public works maintenance and support 
activities listed in 1 above are 
conducted by the city. 
 

2. For each of the maintenance and 
support activities that the city 
conducts, each city will identify as part 
of its FY 2003/04 Annual Report 
submittal the standards and best 

management practices it uses to protect 
stormwater quality.  This will include 
developing specific written 
descriptions of the standards and best 
management practices that the city will 
use, and these may be copied from or 
be similar to those developed in the 
Watershed Protection Program, 
Volume 1 Maintenance Standards or 
similar resources.   
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These performance standards apply to all 
lagoon management activities undertaken by 
Foster City, Redwood City and the City of 
San Mateo using its own staff or contractors. 
All lagoons are designed as flood control 
facilities, and as such are subject to 
intentional periodic draw-down of operating 
levels in anticipation of wet-weather flows, 
and require periodic maintenance for 
protection of flood control benefits.   
 
I. GENERAL MANAGEMENT 

OBJECTIVES 
 

Manage the lagoon in such a manner 
and by such means as to provide 
reasonable protection of beneficial 
uses, as defined in the Water Quality 
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay 
Basin (Basin Plan).  
 

II. LAGOON DESIGN AND 
IMPROVEMENTS 

 
1. Comply with all applicable local, state, 

and federal requirements in connection 
with lagoon dredging, shoreline 
alteration, or other applicable 
construction projects. 

 
2. Utilize natural materials for bank 

protection that provide habitat for 
terrestrial and aquatic life in addition 
to effectively preventing erosion 
whenever possible. 

 
3. For new construction, use only non-

chemically treated in-water support 
structures, such as piers made of metal, 
concrete, or synthetic wood.  

 
4. Use STOPPP approved best 

management practices (BMPs) in 
connection with construction activities.  

 

5. Future redevelopment of a lagoon 
should incorporate design measures 
that help support estuarine (bay-like) 
conditions to the maximum extent 
possible and minimization of potential 
future maintenance, which include, but 
are not limited to, source water supply, 
water exchange rates, circulation, bank 
slope and bank stability, siltation 
control, and other measures that 
support aesthetic and ecological 
values. 

 
III. WATER QUALITY MONITORING 

AND SOURCE CONTROL  
 
1. Each city will develop and implement 

a monitoring program for aquatic 
pesticides, consistent with monitoring 
plan requirements of the Statewide 
General NPDES Permit for Discharges 
of Aquatic Pesticides to Waters of the 
United States. 

 
2. Minimize sediment and nutrient inputs 

through implementation of STOPPP 
Performance Standards for 
Commercial/industrial Discharges, 
Illicit Discharge Elimination, 
Municipal Maintenance, New 
Development and Construction Site 
Controls, and informing residents 
through venues described in Section 
VIII of these performance standards. 

 
3. Minimize potential of pathogens by 

following Performance Standards for 
Storm Drain Facilities, promoting 
compliance with pet waste control 
methods through public education and 
code compliance efforts, and 
investigating and implementing 
methods to discourage high 
concentrations of waterfowl in public 
beach areas.  
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4. When monitoring indicates poor water 
quality conditions from sources other 
than the bay intake water, attempt to 
identify the cause of the water quality 
problem through surveying potential 
locations, such as shoreline areas, 
storm drain inlets, side streams, and 
identifying potential sources using 
principles of illicit discharge 
investigation, including water 
sampling and testing if needed. 

 
IV. PLANT NUISANCE 

MANAGEMENT 
 
1. Incorporate principles of integrated 

pest management into lagoon plant 
nuisance prevention and control 
strategies by employing one or more of 
the following control measures prior to 
use of herbicides, where practicable: 
water exchange and circulation rates, 
non-toxic dyes, mechanical harvesting 
and/or other practical mechanical 
methods, growth target thresholds for 
herbicide application, and using 
hydraulic controls to enhance 
herbicide contact and contact time. 

 
2. Each municipality shall set growth 

thresholds that establish action levels 
for plant nuisance control.  Thresholds 
shall be set so as to ensure that 
community values are protected while 
ensuring that use of herbicides is 
minimized.  An appropriate threshold 
ensures that herbicides will not be used 
prior to there being visual evidence of 
growth, but at the same time ensuring 
that projected growth rates do not 
result in routine exceedance of the 
threshold. (Note: There are currently 
no pre-emergent herbicides licensed 
for aquatic use.  Should a properly 
licensed pre-emergent product become 

available in the future, an alternate 
type of threshold may be warranted.)  

 
3. In cooperation with and approval of all 

regulatory agencies, support research 
and development efforts on use of 
experimental technologies for lagoon 
plant nuisance management. 

 
4. Use approved herbicides that have the 

most potential to provide the most 
effective nuisance control and have the 
least impact on beneficial uses. 

 
5. Encourage municipal staff and their 

agents to attend professional training 
for continuing education in lagoon 
management. 

 
6. Conduct visual observations by boat or 

from shore, at a frequency deemed 
prudent to help identify emerging 
nuisance conditions. Such observations 
may include, but are not limited to, 
looking for accumulation of bottom or 
floating algae, and spot “raking” for 
evidence of weed growth if not 
otherwise visible.   

 
V. APPLICATION AND HANDLING 

OF HERBICIDES 
 
1. City staff and their agents will follow 

federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations with respect to herbicide 
handling, use, and disposal. 

 
2. Apply herbicides at the optimal time 

and conditions to maximize their 
effectiveness and minimize amount 
applied. 

 
3. Mix or load herbicides in a safe and 

prudent manner so as to minimize 
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potential for spillage of raw or mixed 
product.  

 
4. Calibrate application equipment as 

needed to assure the desired 
application rate. 

 
5. Mix only as much material as is 

necessary for treatment. 
 
6. Ensure that applicators practice 

herbicide use safety and that applicator 
equipment is properly inspected to 
prevent accidental leaks, spills, and 
hazards to applicators and the 
environment. 

 
7. Herbicides shall be applied when it is 

found that non-herbicide control 
options, such as use of dyes, water 
exchange, and mechanical methods, 
are unable to maintain plant or algae 
growth beneath growth thresholds.  

 
8. When copper based herbicides are 

called for, a chelated form of copper 
that offers the greatest affinity for 
adherence to the target and least 
likelihood of settling to the bottom 
shall be used. 

 
9. Implement herbicide storage and 

disposal performance standards as 
identified in Municipal Maintenance 
Performance Standards for Pesticide 
Usage and Integrated Pest 
Management. 

 
10. Maintain a record of all herbicide 

treatments, including herbicides used, 
general location on the lagoon and 
acres treated, and application rate.  At 
the end of each calendar year, report to 
the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board the total quantity of each 

aquatic pesticide used during the 
reporting year. 

 
VI. LITTER AND DEBRIS CONTROL 
 
1. Minimize debris entering the lagoon 

by providing a sufficient number of 
proper litter control receptacles in 
public areas, and service receptacles at 
a frequency that minimizes potential 
for overflow, as well as protect 
aesthetic values. 

 
2. Promote compliance with local 

ordinances and policies in connection 
with littering, dock maintenance, 
disposal of yard waste, recycling, and 
other potential sources of litter and 
debris.  This may be accomplished 
through venues described in Section 
VIII. 

 
3. Inspect, service, and maintain 

structural litter and debris controls, 
such as debris curtains, trash racks, 
and storm drain outfalls, at a frequency 
sufficient to assure effective unit 
operation and efficiency. 

 
VII. COMMUNICATION AND 

TRAINING 
 
1. Representatives from each city will 

meet periodically to share information 
on lagoon management issues, as well 
as to evaluate these performance 
standards for effectiveness, and submit 
proposed changes to the Municipal 
Maintenance Subcommittee for 
comment. 

 
2. New employees involved with lagoon 

maintenance, and aquatic plant 
nuisance control activities in 
particular, will be trained on use of 
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these lagoon performance standards 
and the role of the new employee’s 
position. 

 
VIII. PUBLIC EDUCATION AND 

OUTREACH 
 
1. At public facilities located near the 

lagoon, make information available 
about current lagoon issues which may 
include, but are not limited to, how to 
reduce sources of pathogens, nutrients, 
herbicides, litter and debris. 

 
2. Conduct targeted newsletter/mailings 

or public service announcements 
promoting water pollution prevention 
within the first year of the effective 
date of these performance standards, 
and biannually thereafter. 

 
3. Participate in community outreach 

activities coordinated by STOPPP for 
the purpose of communicating 
STOPPP’s water quality protection 
message. 

 
4. Encourage public participation in 

stewardship of the lagoon, including 
promotion of volunteer community 
cleanup events.  

 
 

  
 
 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



PERFORMANCE STANDARDS FOR 
INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL DISCHARGE CONTROLS 

F:\Sm3x\SM33-02\SWMP TAC Adopted Version\APPENDIX B\12 INDUSTRIAL.docB-23 November 4, 2003 

 
I. INDUSTRIAL AND 

COMMERCIAL BUSINESS 
INSPECTION PLAN AND 
ANNUAL WORK PLAN  

 
Five-Year Inspection Plan 
 
1. Each municipality will prepare a 

written Five-Year Inspection Plan 
that demonstrates the 
municipality’s commitment to 
conduct an effective industrial and 
commercial business stormwater 
pollutant control program and that 
describes how these performance 
standards will be implemented 
within the municipality. The Five-
Year Inspection Plan will: 
 
a. List by type of business the 

names and addresses of all 
businesses within its 
jurisdiction that have a 
reasonable potential to 
adversely affect stormwater 
quality. 
 

b. Describe the municipality’s 
business inspection 
procedures including its 
procedures for deciding what 
frequency of inspection a 
business warrants. 
 

c. Describe how the 
municipality’s activities will 
be documented. 
 

d. Describe the municipality’s 
plan for conducting 
educational outreach to 
businesses, such as making 
presentations to business 
groups, distributing 
stormwater BMP information 

to new businesses, etc. 
 
e. Describe municipality’s 

procedures for following up 
problems found and 
conducting enforcement.  If a 
municipality has an 
agreement with County 
Environmental Health to 
conduct business inspections, 
describe the municipality’s 
procedures for coordinating 
with the County 
Environmental Health to 
correct problems found, such 
as discharges of soapy water, 
that fall outside the county’s 
authority to correct.  
 

f. Describe how and when staff 
training will be conducted for 
all municipal staff 
responsible for helping to 
implement these performance 
standards. 
 

g. Describe staff and/or 
positions responsible for 
implementing the various 
parts of the Five-Year 
Inspection Plan. Include the 
name, title and contact 
information for the Municipal 
Coordinator described in 
section IV. 
 

2. The Five-Year Inspection Plan will 
be submitted to the Regional Board 
by September 1, 2004 (unless 
specified otherwise by STOPPP’s 
reissued NPDES permit).  This 
Plan will cover the five fiscal years 
beginning on July 1, 2004. 
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Annual Inspection Work Plan 
 
1. Each municipality will prepare a 

written Annual Inspection Work 
Plan that outlines specific steps the 
municipality will take to 
implement its Five-Year Inspection 
Plan during the following fiscal 
year.  The Annual Inspection Work 
Plan will: 
 
a. Contain a written evaluation 

of inspection results from the 
previous year that assesses 
whether the previous year’s 
inspection goals were met 
and identifies which types of 
businesses or specific 
businesses are having the 
most problems and would 
benefit from additional 
educational outreach, 
inspections, and/or 
enforcement. 

 
b. An estimate of the number of 

businesses, listed by type of 
business, to be inspected in 
the coming fiscal year.   
 

c. An estimate of the number of 
high priority businesses that 
will be inspected in the 
coming fiscal year. 
 

2.  The Annual Inspection Work Plan 
for the coming fiscal year will be 
submitted to the Regional Board by 
March 1 of each year with the first 
Work Plan submitted in 2005 
(unless specified otherwise by 
STOPPP’s reissued NPDES 
permit).   

 
 
 

 II.  PRIORITIZING BUSINESSES 
TO INSPECT AT DIFFERENT 
FREQUENCIES 

 
1. At a minimum each municipality 

will inspect and provide 
educational outreach at least once 
every five years to all of the 
following types of businesses 
within its jurisdiction: 

 
a. Retail gasoline outlets; 

 
b. Vehicle service facilities; 

 
c. Restaurants;  

 
d. Businesses that have 

Hazardous Materials 
Business Plans;  
 

e. Facilities that have filed a 
Notice of Intent for coverage 
under the California 
Industrial Stormwater 
NPDES General Permit; and 
 

f. Any other business the 
municipality identifies as 
having a reasonable potential 
to adversely affect 
stormwater quality. 
 

2. Each municipality will conduct 
inspections of high priority 
businesses annually.  High priority 
businesses include those that were 
identified as having a first priority 
for re-inspection based on the most 
recently completed Standard 
Stormwater Facility Inspection 
Report Form. 
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3. Based on the assessment required 
to develop its Annual Inspection 
Work Plan, a municipality may 
change its priorities for inspecting 
particular businesses or types of 
businesses. 

 
III.  EDUCATIONAL OUTREACH 

AND TRAINING 
 
1. Each municipality will conduct 

educational outreach in addition to 
inspection activities, in order to 
inform facility representatives 
about appropriate stormwater BMP 
information.  This may include 
responding to telephone calls from 
business representatives, making 
presentations to business groups, 
and/or participating in focused 
outreach efforts coordinated by the 
Commercial/Industrial/Illicit 
Discharge (CII) Subcommittee for 
targeted business groups. 
 

2. Each municipality will ensure that 
its business inspectors are 
adequately trained so that each 
inspector possesses the knowledge 
and skills necessary to conduct 
effective stormwater inspections 
and educational outreach.  Each 
inspector will be familiar with the 
following:  stormwater regulations 
and requirements (including the 
municipality’s ordinance, 
municipal stormwater NPDES 
permit, and the Industrial 
Stormwater NPDES General 
Permit); the impacts of non-
stormwater discharges to creeks, 
bay, and ocean; inspection 
techniques and procedures; follow-
up and enforcement procedures; 
stormwater BMPs; how to fill out 
the Standard Stormwater Facility 

Inspection Report Form and the 
Stormwater Inspections & 
Violations Summary form, and 
STOPPP’s agreed upon procedure 
for referring to the Regional Board 
staff businesses that might need to 
obtain Industrial Stormwater 
NPDES General Permit coverage. 

 
3. At least one inspector representing 

each municipality will attend 
General Program inspector training 
workshops.   
 

IV.  MUNICIPAL COORDINATOR 
 
Each municipality will designate a 
person responsible for coordinating the 
implementation of its 
industrial/commercial stormwater 
pollutant control activities and for acting 
as a liaison with the CII Subcommittee.  
For municipalities that have an 
agreement with the County 
Environmental Health to conduct 
business inspections, this designated 
person will be responsible for acting as a 
liaison with the county’s inspector and 
for assuring completion of any needed 
municipal follow up to problems 
reported by the county’s inspector.   This 
designated person will stay sufficiently 
informed by attending Subcommittee 
meetings or using other means to 
participate in the CII Subcommittee 
decisions and activities. 
 
V. INSPECTION ACTIVITIES  
 
1. Inspectors will review the facility’s 

layout to locate the storm drain 
system and/or stormwater drainage 
path, storage areas, process areas, 
vehicle and heavy equipment wash 
and maintenance areas, stormwater 
sampling locations, and stormwater 
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treatment system(s), if any. 
 
2. If access is safe, inspectors will 

review/inspect the following areas,  
for the potential to discharge 
pollutants from non-stormwater 
discharges, pollutant exposure to 
stormwater, and the status of  
implementation of Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) 
using available guidance, such as 
the California Stormwater Quality 
Association’s Stormwater Best 
Management Practice Handbook 
Industrial and Commercial: 

 
a. Outdoor process/ 
 manufacturing areas; 

 
b. Outdoor material storage 

areas; 
 
c. Outdoor waste storage/ 
 disposal areas; 

 
d. Outdoor vehicle and heavy 

equipment storage and 
maintenance areas; 
 

e. Outdoor parking areas and 
access roads; 
 

f. Outdoor wash areas; 
 

g. Rooftop equipment; and 
  
h. Outdoor drainage from 

indoor areas. 
 
3. Inspectors will record the 

information on the most recently 
adopted Standard Stormwater 
Facility Inspection Report Form, 
or an equivalent form containing 
substantially the same information.  
Inspectors will also complete the 

most recently adopted Stormwater 
Inspections & Violations Summary 
form for any business that was 
found to have a violation as 
defined on this form.  

 
4. Inspectors will use the facility’s 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP), if available, as a 
tool in assessing the facility’s 
stormwater pollutant sources and 
control activities.   

 
5. At the end of an inspection, the 

inspector will inform the facility 
representative about the results of 
the inspection including any 
problems and violation(s) found, 
such as unpermitted non-
stormwater discharges and/or 
pollutant exposure to rainfall and 
runoff that does not attain 
maximum extent practicable 
control.  A schedule for correcting 
problems identified during the 
inspection and a method for 
verifying their implementation will 
be discussed between the inspector 
and the facility representative.  
This information will be noted on 
the inspection form. 

 
6. Inspectors will provide facility 

representatives with appropriate 
BMP information, educational 
materials, and inter/intra-agency 
referrals as needed.  The inspectors 
will ask the facility owner or 
operator whether his or her 
employees have been trained about 
how to prevent stormwater 
pollution.  The inspectors will 
provide BMP information that is 
available in other languages, if 
requested by the facility owner or 
operator.   
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VI. FACILITY COMPLIANCE   
 
1. If a problem is identified during an 

inspection, the inspector will 
perform a follow up site visit or 
initiate a self-certification process 
where the facility representative 
certifies in writing that the problem 
has been remedied within the time 
specified by the inspector.   
 

2. In order to achieve the most cost-
effective overall compliance 
program, problems found at 
facilities that have coverage under 
the California Industrial 
Stormwater NPDES General 
Permit will generally be referred to 
the Regional Board staff for follow 
up and correction. 

 
3. Municipalities will conduct 

enforcement activities and report 
these activities as outlined in the 
most recent version of STOPPP’s 
Guidance on Enforcement Options 
for Illicit Discharges and 
Industrial/Commercial Business 
Storm Water Pollution Violations 
or equivalent document.  
Enforcement authorities are set 
forth in the individual municipal 
ordinances, and sometimes 
stormwater violations may be 
enforced as violations of other 
statutes and regulations as well. 
 

4. For municipalities that have an 
Agreement with County 
Environmental Health to perform 
commercial and industrial facility 
inspections for stormwater 
pollution prevention, the following 
describes the roles and 
responsibilities of County 
Environmental Health and 

municipalities for resolving 
problems that are found: 

  
a. County Environmental 

Health will be responsible for 
resolving any stormwater 
quality problems that are 
associated with the handling 
of hazardous materials and 
wastes, the exposure of these 
materials to rainfall, or the 
discharge of wastes or 
washwaters from retail food 
facilities. 
 

b. Each municipality will be 
responsible for resolving any 
stormwater quality problems  
that are not covered under a) 
above. 
 

c. County Environmental 
Health will provide written 
summaries of the results of 
its inspections to the 
municipalities it has 
agreements with at least 
quarterly and it will notify 
promptly a municipality’s 
Municipal Coordinator 
identified under IV about any 
stormwater pollutant 
problems that require her or 
his assistance or lead in 
resolving. 
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These performance standards describe 
only part of the effort to identify and 
eliminate illicit discharges.  Other 
activities to effectively eliminate illicit 
discharges are described in the Plan’s 
component 3 and the Performance 
Standards for Public 
Information/Participation, New 
Development and Construction Controls, 
and Industrial and Commercial 
Discharge Controls.  These documents 
also describe the educational and public 
information activities that are conducted 
to encourage the proper management 
and disposal of used oil and toxic 
materials.  
 
I. ILLICIT DISCHARGE 

CONTROL ACTION PLAN  
 
1. Each municipality will prepare a 

written Five-Year Illicit Discharge 
Control Action Plan (Action Plan) 
that demonstrates the 
municipality’s commitment to 
conduct an effective illicit 
discharge elimination program and 
that describes how these 
performance standards will be 
implemented within the 
municipality.  The Action Plan 
will: 

 
a. Define a priority of first 

(problem areas), second, and 
third for conducting 
proactive, field screening 
surveys of all areas within its 
jurisdiction. 

 
b. Demonstrate a commitment 

to survey high priority areas 
annually. 
 

c. Define schedule of field 
screening surveys for second 
and/or third priority areas so 
that the entire municipality’s 
drainage area will be 
screened at least once during 
the five-year period covered 
by the Action Plan. 

 
d. Describe how municipality’s 

activities will be 
documented. 

 
e. Describe municipality’s 

procedures for follow up and 
enforcement for illicit 
discharges. 
 

f. Describe how and when staff 
training will be conducted for 
all municipal staff 
responsible for helping to 
implement these performance 
standards.  Training will 
cover the Action Plan, these 
performance standards, and 
the municipality’s procedures 
for identifying, following up 
and eliminating illicit 
discharges. 
 

g. Describe staff and/or 
positions responsible for 
implementing the various 
parts of the Action Plan 
including who is the 
municipality’s Illicit 
Discharge Coordinator. 
When more than one 
department is 

    involved with conducting an 
activity describe how this 
will be coordinated. 
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2.  The Five-Year Action Plan will be 
submitted to the Regional Board 
by September 1, 2004 (unless 
specified otherwise by STOPPP’s 
reissued NPDES permit) and cover 
the five fiscal years beginning on 
July 1, 2004. 

 
3.  Each municipality will review 

annually and update, if necessary, 
its Action Plan.  The review will 
include an evaluation of field 
screening survey results from the 
previous fiscal year and an 
assessment of which types of illicit 
discharges were most prevalent.  
Any proposed changes to the 
Action Plan will be submitted to 
the Regional Board for any needed 
approvals or information sharing as 
required by STOPPP’s NPDES 
permit. 

 
4. Each municipality will possess 

accurate maps of the 
municipality’s storm drain system 
including major drain segments, 
reaches, and outfalls that the 
municipality owns. 

 
II. ILLICIT DISCHARGE 

COORDINATOR  
 
Each municipality will identify in its 
Action Plan a person and/or position that 
is responsible for serving as the 
municipality’s Illicit Discharge 
Coordinator.  The Illicit Discharge 
Coordinator will:  
 
1. Develop, update, and coordinate 

the implementation of the Action 
Plan and coordinate 
implementation of these 
performance standards. 
 

2. Receive information about illicit 
discharges from municipal staff, 
other agencies, and the public. 

 
3.  Assure that needed follow up, 

elimination, and clean up of illicit 
discharges is conducted. 

 
4. Assure that municipal staff who 

maintain and repair the municipal 
storm drain system, conduct 
construction site inspections, and 
who conduct other field work 
where illicit discharges are likely 
to be encountered, will be trained 
to recognize illicit discharges and 
the procedures for responding to 
these discharges.  New staff that 
fills these positions will be trained 
about illicit discharge recognition 
and response procedures within six 
months of being hired. 

 
5. Provide municipal staff with 

information about the status of 
illicit discharge source 
identification and elimination.   

 
6. Coordinate the completion of any 

required NPDES permit reporting. 
 
7. Provide information to the 

municipality’s management staff 
and elected officials, as requested, 
about the resources needed to 
implement these performance 
standards. 

 
8. Be responsible for liaison with the 

CII Subcommittee and participate 
in any illicit discharge related 
training conducted by the STOPPP 
General Program or have a 
representative participate for the 
Illicit Discharge Coordinator.  The 
Illicit Discharge Coordinator will 
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stay sufficiently informed by 
attending Subcommittee meetings 
or using other means to participate 
constructively in CII 
Subcommittee decisions and 
activities. 

 
III. FIELD SCREENING SURVEYS 
 
1. Each agency will conduct pro-

active field screening surveys that 
include doing surface 
investigations primarily by driving 
around looking for illicit 
discharges and by inspecting 
municipal storm drain system 
outfalls.   

 
2.  Survey areas as prioritized in the 

Action Plan.  Record areas 
surveyed and observed dry weather 
flows and report suspected illicit 
discharges to the municipality’s 
Illicit Discharge Coordinator or to 
an adjoining municipality’s Illicit 
Discharge Coordinator if the 
discharge is coming from a 
neighboring municipality. 

 
IV. FIELD INVESTIGATIONS  

 
1. Using information provided as part 

of field screening surveys and 
complaints received from the 
public, municipal staff or other 
agencies, each municipality will 
conduct a field investigation to 
check whether an illicit discharge 
has occurred.  The goal will be to 
initiate follow up activities within 
twenty-four hours of receipt by the 
Illicit Discharge Coordinator of a 
report about a suspected illicit 
discharge.   

 
2. When an illicit discharge has 

occurred, each municipality will 
attempt to find the source and 
eliminate it.  The source(s) of the 
illicit discharge will be traced by 
using storm drain maps, inspecting 
manholes, and making surface 
observations.  The Field Manual: 
Illicit Discharge Identification and 
Elimination Program or a 
comparable document will be used 
as guidance in conducting these 
investigations.  Findings will be 
recorded and maintained by the 
Illicit Discharger Coordinator. 

 
3. Inspection and follow up activities 

will continue until: 1) the source of 
the illicit discharge is found and 
eliminated1; or 2) the discharge has 
stopped and no source could be 
found. 

 
4. If a municipality identifies three or 

more illicit discharges in a fiscal 
year within an area served by any 
“major outfall”2, this information 
will be used when defining or re-
evaluating priorities for areas to 
conduct field screening. 

 
V. FOLLOW UP TO FIELD 

INVESTIGATIONS 
 
1. When a party responsible for an 

illicit discharge is found, the party 
will be provided with educational 
information about the impacts of 
his or her actions, the requirements 
of the local stormwater ordinance, 
the options for proper discharge or 

                                                 
1 Elimination means that the discharge no longer 
occurs, has been diverted to the sanitary sewer or 
continues discharging to the municipal storm drain 
conveyance system under an NPDES permit. 
 
2 Major outfalls are greater than 12-inches in diameter 
for outfalls serving industrial areas and 36-inches in 
diameter for outfalls in all other areas. 
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disposal, and educational materials 
describing BMPs.  When the 
source of an illicit discharge that 
has reached the municipal storm 
drain conveyance system has not 
been found, educational outreach 
material will be distributed to 
residents and/or businesses located 
in the immediate vicinity of 
repeated illicit discharges. 

 
2. If the discharge is traced to a 

commercial or industrial facility, 
the Illicit Discharge Coordinator 
will share information about the 
illicit discharge with its industrial 
and commercial discharge control 
inspector.  Similarly, if the 
discharge is traced to a 
construction site, the Illicit 
Discharge Coordinator will share 
information about the illicit 
discharge with the municipality’s 
construction inspectors.  

 
3. The municipality will begin 

enforcement procedures, if 
appropriate, using the Guidance on 
Enforcement Options for Illicit 
Discharges and 
Industrial/Commercial Business 
Storm Water Pollution Violations 
or comparable procedures 
developed by the municipality and 
described in its Action Plan. 

 
4. The goal of follow up 

investigations will be to stop and 
clean up the illicit discharge(s) as 
soon as practicable.  

  
 
 
 
 
 

VI. PROCEDURES FOR SPILL 
PREVENTION, 
CONTAINMENT, AND 
RESPONSE 

 
Since a network of spill prevention, 
containment, response and clean up 
programs already exists, the approach of 
the STOPPP illicit discharge control 
component is to supplement these 
services and respond to spill incidents 
that are not under the purview of 
previously existing clean-up programs.  
Within this context, each municipality 
will assure that the following occurs. 
 
1.  The Illicit Discharge Coordinator 

or his/her representative will 
investigate spill reports and/or 
complaints about incidents within 
the municipality’s jurisdiction and 
record his/her activities. 

 
2.  The Illicit Discharge Coordinator 

will become familiar with the 
existing spill prevention, 
containment, response and clean-
up programs that cover the 
municipality’s jurisdiction and 
coordinate illicit discharge 
prevention, elimination, and 
cleanup activities with these 
existing programs. 

 
3.  The Illicit Discharge Coordinator 

will establish a mechanism for 
obtaining information about spill 
incidents from other agencies and 
departments within the 
municipality so that source 
identification and follow up 
activities can be coordinated. 
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IV. DOCUMENT AND REPORT 
COMPLETION 

 
1. Each municipality will document 

the number and types of illicit 
discharge incidents reported and 
follow up investigations conducted 
within the municipality’s 
jurisdiction.  This does not need to 
include information from fluid 
spills resulting from automobile 
accidents.  Each municipality will 
summarize field investigations and 
follow up activities every three 
months using the Illicit Discharge 
Inspection Quarterly Summary 
Report form. 
 

2. Information about each illicit 
discharge found and follow up 
conducted to eliminate the source 
will be recorded using the Illicit 
Discharge Source Identification 
form. 
 

3. Completed reports will be 
submitted to the STOPPP General 
Program Coordinator or his or her 
representative in time for submittal 
to the Regional Board as part of 
the NPDES permit’s required 
annual report. 
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I. GENERAL PROGRAM 
ACTIVITIES 

 
A. Participation in the PIP 

Subcommittee 
 

1. Each municipality will designate 
a person responsible for 
implementing its Public 
Information and Participation 
(PIP) activities and for acting as 
a liaison with the PIP 
Subcommittee. This designated 
person will stay sufficiently 
informed by attending 
Subcommittee meetings or using 
other means to participate 
constructively in PIP 
Subcommittee decisions and 
activities. 

 
2. The chairship of the PIP 

Subcommittee will rotate 
periodically so that the 
responsibility of chairing the 
subcommittee is shared among 
the municipalities. 
 

3. Each municipality will complete 
its PIP semiannual deliverable 
reports within the approximate 
schedule established by the 
General Program. 

 
B. Distribution of STOPPP 

Information Pieces 
 

1. Public education materials 
developed by the General 
Program will be distributed to 
each municipality.  A high 
priority will be placed on 
developing, adapting, or using 
existing public outreach 
materials that focus on creek and 
wetland protection and pollutants 

of concern.  Upon receipt of 
public education materials, each 
municipality will have the goal 
of initiating distribution of the 
materials within two months and 
completing the distribution 
within two years. 
 

2. Each municipality will be 
responsible for tracking the 
number of General Program 
information pieces distributed 
with sufficient accuracy to be 
able to determine the quantity to 
re-order, to track progress with 
achieving No. 1 above, and to 
document for NPDES permit 
reporting. 

 
II. INTERNAL MUNICIPALITY 

COMMUNICATION AND 
TRAINING 

 
A. City Staff and Officials 

 
1. Each municipality is responsible 

for identifying, developing, and 
communicating information 
about STOPPP to its stormwater 
staff and elected officials so that 
they are well informed about the 
requirements of STOPPP, their 
role in implementing STOPPP, 
and the progress of STOPPP.  
Annually, each municipality will 
communicate Program 
information to elected officials 
and all municipal staff involved 
with STOPPP activities. 
 

2. New employees involved with 
STOPPP activities will be 
provided with information about 
STOPPP and a description of 
their role in STOPPP. 
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B. Procedures and Training for 
Handling Telephone Calls 
from the Public about 
Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention 

 
1. Each municipality will establish 

procedures for answering, 
tracking, and efficiently routing 
stormwater related telephone 
calls to the appropriate municipal 
staff for handling. 

 
2. Municipality staff assigned to 

answering or responding to 
telephone calls will be trained 
and familiar with the established 
procedures. 

 
3. Each municipality will promote 

the use of one of its telephone 
numbers to facilitate public 
reporting of the presence of illicit 
discharges. 

 
III. STORM DRAIN INLET STENCILS 

AND SIGNS 
 
Storm drain inlet stencils/signs are one of 
the most effective venues for getting the 
stormwater message to residents, as 
determined by a residential survey 
conducted in San Mateo County in 20011.  
Seventy percent of the residents surveyed 
reported seeing the “No Dumping, Flows to 
Bay/Ocean/Lagoon” message stenciled on 
storm drains. 
Municipalities will maintain and facilitate 
stenciling of storm drain inlets or continue 
to implement the Regional Board staff’s 
previously agreed to alternative educational 
activities in lieu of stenciling/signing each 

                                                           
1 Fairbank Maslin, Maulin and Associates, 2001 
Countywide Public Opinion Survey Summary 
Report, June 2001.   

municipality-owned inlet. Stencils may be 
maintained by public works staff and/or 
community volunteers. Stencils will be 
loaned to individuals, businesses, 
homeowner associations, and community 
groups who desire to stencil on private 
property or conduct volunteer stenciling. 
 
1. As a goal, all stencils and signs 

installed will be maintained 
sufficiently to be legible. 

 
IV.  COORDINATION WITH PUBLIC 

SCHOOLS (K-12) 
 
Distribution of Information/Materials 
 
1. Information provided by the General 

Program about activities, such as the 
Zun Zun assembly program, County 
Science Fair, community action grants, 
or other educational opportunities, will 
be provided to each municipality.  In 
turn, each municipality will make 
materials/information available to the 
public schools within its jurisdiction 
according to schedules agreed upon by 
the PIP Subcommittee. 

 
2. Each municipality will make materials 

available to the public schools in its 
area, materials such as, children's 
educational activity booklets, and 
other information the General Program 
develops or helps develop. This may 
include disseminating information on 
how to obtain copies of material. 

 
V. MUNICIPALITIES' COMMUNITY 

OUTREACH PROGRAM 
 
Municipalities will participate in community 
outreach activities from the areas listed 
below (a through f) for the purpose of 
communicating the general stormwater 
pollution prevention message, 
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complementing the General Program's 
specific message for its targeted audiences, 
and facilitating the proper management and 
disposal of used oil and toxic materials.  
Each municipality will participate in a 
prescribed number of activities annually 
based on the criteria below: 
 

Over 50,000 in population 
• each municipality will participate 

in at least five activities annually 
 
Between 5,000 and 50,000 
• each municipality will participate 

in at least four activities annually 
 
Less than 5,000 
• each municipality will participate 

in at least three activities 
annually 

 
Municipalities will use the General 
Program’s information or develop their own 
messages based on the General Program 
message and provide it to the public through 
other venues.  The 2001 Public Opinion 
Survey cited the most common source for 
getting information about stormwater 
pollution prevention practices such as 
properly disposing of household hazardous 
waste were garbage company flyer, 
television and newspaper.  Based on this 
community outreach activities shall include 
any combination of the following: 
 

a.  Provide General Program 
Information through Other 
Venues 

 
Other venues include:  

 
• Utility inserts 
• Municipality newsletter 
• Other municipal newsletter 
• Local magazine and 

newspaper 
• Mailing to target group 
• Website and links 
• Local telephone directories 
• Flyers 
• Cable TV 

 
b.  Participate in Existing 

Community Events 
 

Distribute STOPPP information 
by participating in existing 
community events (County fair, 
festivals, exhibits, etc.) held 
within its or a nearby 
jurisdiction.  This participation 
may include the setting up of a 
booth, kiosk display, or other 
creative means of 
communicating the general 
stormwater pollution prevention 
message, using a specific 
message to a target group, or 
making a presentation to a local 
community service group.  
Examples include the following:   

 
• Earth Day or other festival or 

fair 
• Business mixer 
• Seminar for a target group 
• Contests 

 
c.  Contact Media and Conduct 

Advertising 
 

Maintain local media contacts with 
newspaper, radio, or television 
stations in order to communicate the 
general stormwater pollution 
prevention message, complement the 
General Program's specific targeted 
audience(s) and message(s), and 
complement any regional PIP 
activities.  Media outreach activities 
may include the adaptation and/or 
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development and distribution of 
stormwater related press releases or 
public service announcements.   

 
d.  Develop and Implement 

Integrated Outreach 
Approaches 

 
This area includes approaches 
that increase the effectiveness of 
pollution prevention activities 
using one or more of the 
following:  

 
• Conduct a point of purchase 

display and giveaway 
program. 

• Plan, create, and/or distribute 
videos. 

• Create and stage a play. 
• Develop special displays or 

kiosks for your message 
especially interactive ones.  

• Develop/implement program 
for school curriculum and 
provide materials. 

• Support and partner with 
other municipalities to 
increase or improve pollution 
prevention capabilities. 

• Coordinate with city 
department staff to maximize 
stormwater pollution 
prevention message to 
residents. 

 
e.  Develop Watershed 

Awareness 
 

This area includes one or more of 
the following activities:  

 
• Identify and support a 

“Friends of (a watershed)” 
group and encourage creek 
(lagoon or shoreline) 
cleanups, or adopt-a-creek or 
other volunteer monitoring 
and resource inventorying 
activities. 
 

• Conduct a creek (lagoon or 
shoreline) cleanup within 
municipality-jurisdiction on 
an annual basis. 

 
• Participate in a local event, 

e.g., the Coastal 
Commission's annual Coastal 
Clean-Up Day and/or Earth 
Day activities. 

 
f. Coordinate with Local 

Volunteer Groups to 
Conduct Outreach 

 
• This task may be combined 

with other activities 
presented in these 
performance standards.  For 
example, the volunteer 
groups may assist with 
school outreach activities, 
stenciling activities, or creek 
cleanup activities. 

 
• Coordinate with local groups 

to implement stormwater 
education through the 
community action grants. 
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The Performance Standards for Control of 
Stormwater Pollutants from Development 
and Construction Activities were developed 
in accordance with STOPPP’s 1999 NPDES 
permit as amended on February 19, 2003.   
 
All municipalities have agreed to implement 
local programs that meet the following 
performance standards.  Municipalities will 
continue to improve, as necessary, the 
performance standards within the permit 
period in response to any pertinent new 
technical information on effectiveness of 
control measures.  Effective implementation 
of the performance standards and 
incremental program improvement will be 
demonstrated in annual report submittals. 
 
I. DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW 

AND PERMITTING 
 
1. Each municipality will have adequate 

legal authority to implement stormwater 
quality control measures for 
development and construction activities 
as part of its development plan review 
and approval procedures. 

 
2. Each municipality will, at the next 

scheduled update of its General Plan 
confirm that it has incorporated policies 
and implementation measures into its 
General Plan to help preserve and 
enhance water quality and protect 
sensitive areas1, and that these policies 
meet the intent of Provision C.3.l of 
STOPPP’s 1999 NPDES permit as 
amended on February 19, 2003 
(amended permit) or the subsequently 
reissued version of this permit.   

 
3. Each municipality will require 
                                                           
1   Definitions are provided in the attachment at the end of 
this section. 
 

environmental documents for projects 
under CEQA or NEPA review to address 
stormwater quality impacts during the 
life of the project (including significant 
and cumulative impacts), and specify 
appropriate mitigation measures.  
Environmental review shall address 
issues identified in Provision C.3.m of 
STOPPP’s amended permit, in 
accordance with Provision C.3.m 
guidance prepared by STOPPP.    
Environmental documents include initial 
study checklists, EIRs, negative 
declarations, and mitigation monitoring 
plans.  Mitigation measures must 
address both construction stage and post-
construction impacts. 

 
4. Each municipality will require 

developers and owner/builders to control 
stormwater quality impacts of their 
projects by using appropriate best 
management practices (BMPs)1.  All 
projects, regardless of size, will be 
required to implement appropriate BMPs 
during construction activity. Each 
municipality as part of its permit 
approval process will consider 
incorporating appropriate source control 
and site design measures that minimize 
stormwater pollutant discharge to the 
maximum extent practicable as required 
by Provision C.3.c of STOPPP’s 
amended permit. Developers of projects 
that meet Group 1 or Group 2 criteria1 
will also be required to address post-
construction impacts through site design, 
source control, treatment measures, and 
hydrograph modification management in 
accordance with Provision C.3 of 
STOPPP’s permit amendment.  For such 
projects, efforts will be made to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate, in that order, the 
potential adverse impacts to water 
quality3. 
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5. Each municipality will require 
developers and owner/builders of 
projects that disturb a land area of one 
acre or more to demonstrate coverage 
under the State Construction Activity 
Stormwater General Permit.  Utilities, 
developers and owner/builders of linear 
underground/ overhead projects that 
disturb from one to five acres of land 
will be required to demonstrate coverage 
under the State General Permit for 
Stormwater Discharges Associated with 
Construction Activity from Small Linear 
Underground/Overhead Projects (Small 
LUP General Permit). 

 
6. Each municipality will require 

developers and owner/builders of 
projects with potential for significant 
erosion and planned construction 
activity during the wet season1 to prepare 
and implement an effective erosion 
and/or sediment control plan or similar 
document prior to the start of the wet 
season. 

 
7. Each municipality will require 

developers and owner/builders of 
projects that include stormwater 
treatment measures to ensure ongoing 
operation and maintenance (O&M) of 
such measures, as part of project 
approval documents, and in accordance 
with the O&M verification program it 
develops in compliance with Provision 
C.3.e of STOPPP’s amended permit. 

 
8. Each municipality will ensure access to 

treatment measures for mosquito and 
vector control by the San Mateo County 
Abatement District or comparable staff, 
as required by Provision C.3.e.i of the 
amended permit. 

 
9. Each municipality will ensure that 

municipal capital improvement projects 
include stormwater quality control 
measures during and after construction, 
as appropriate for each project.  Capital 
improvement projects that meet Group 1 
or Group 2 criteria and are not otherwise 
exempt will also be required to address 
impacts through site design, source 
control, treatment measures, and 
hydrograph modification management 
controls in accordance with Provision 
C.3 of STOPPP’s amended permit.  Each 
municipality will also ensure that these 
control measures are included in project 
documents such as plans and contract 
specifications. 

 
10. Each municipality will maintain a map 

or listing of parcels containing category 
2.) sensitive areas1.  If a municipality 
finds that it is infeasible to complete 
such a map or list, it will include in its 
deliverable reports for FY 2003/04 an 
explanation of the reasons why it was 
infeasible and identify a schedule for 
preparing the maps/listing or provide a 
proposal for an alternative method of 
identifying category 2 sensitive areas for 
the review and approval of RWQCB.   

 
11. Effective February 15, 2005, each 

municipality will implement source 
control measures for all projects that 
meet Group 1 and Group 2 criteria1, with 
the assistance of STOPPP’s Source 
Control Measures Guidance and Model 
List, subject to the Regional Board 
staff’s approval of the Model List, as 
required by Provision C.3.k of 
STOPPP’s amended permit. 

 
 
 
                                                           
1  Definitions are provided in the attachment at the end of 
this section. 
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II. EROSION AND SEDIMENT 
CONTROL 

 
1. Each municipality will maintain an 

erosion and/or sediment control program 
that includes requirements for minimum 
BMPs, sufficient enforcement authority, 
training and tools for inspectors, and 
information for developers and 
contractors.  

 
2. As a condition for issuance of a grading 

permit, each municipality will require 
developers and owner/builders to 
prepare, submit to the municipality for 
review and approval, and implement an 
effective erosion and/or sediment control 
plan or similar administrative document 
that contains erosion and/or sediment 
control provisions. 

 
III. CONSTRUCTION INSPECTION 
 
1. As part of preparing for building 

demolition, each municipality will 
assure that all mercury containing 
fluorescent tubes, thermostats and other 
devices are removed and either recycled 
or disposed of at a permitted hazardous 
waste facility.1 

 
2. Each municipality will require through a 

construction inspection process that 
construction contractors properly store, 
use, and dispose of construction 
materials, chemicals, and wastes at 
construction sites and prevent illicit 
discharges2 to storm drains and 
watercourses.  

 
3. For development projects with 
                                                           
1  As required by California Code of Regulations, Title 22, 
division 4.5, chapter 23, section 66273.8. 
2
  Definitions are provided in the attachment at the end of 

this section. 

significant erosion potential2 and 
planned construction activity during the 
wet season, each municipality will 
require, through a construction 
inspection process, that erosion and/or 
sediment control measures are 
implemented.  Measures will be 
implemented in accordance with local 
ordinances and project conditions of 
approval, including the approved erosion 
and/or sediment control plan, and 
maintained as needed during 
construction. 

 
4. Each municipality will oversee the 

inspection of construction sites for 
adequacy of stormwater quality control 
measures on a regular basis.  This will 
include inspection of the construction of 
any stormwater treatment measures. The 
frequency of inspections will be based 
on the following criteria: the project’s 
potential impact on stormwater quality, 
the size of the project; the site 
topography and soil characteristics; the 
season in which the project occurs; and 
the nature of construction activity.  

 
Prior to the beginning of the wet season, 
each municipality will require that each 
active construction site be stabilized  to 
minimize erosion and discharges of 
sediment from disturbed areas and 
oversee the inspection of these sites to 
make sure these requirements are being 
met.  Prior to November 15th of  each 
year, municipalities will complete a 
letter certifying that all active sites have 
been inspected prior to the beginning of 
the wet season.  Each certification letter 
will include a list of the active 
construction sites that were inspected, 
including the following information for 
each site:  the address of the site, the 
type of project, the type of winterization 
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methods used, what violations were 
found, and how the violations were 
corrected.  Each municipality will 
include the certification letters with the 
annual report deliverables submitted to 
the Regional Board. 

 
5. During the wet season, each 

municipality will oversee the inspection 
of all construction sites with erosion 
and/or sediment controls within 14 
calendar days following each major 
storm event1.  High priority sites, as 
determined by each municipality, will be 
inspected as soon as possible after major 
storm events1 and more frequently as 
required. 

 
IV. EDUCATION AND OUTREACH 
 
1. Each municipality will provide training 

at least annually to its staff responsible 
for plan review and plan check for 
permit compliance on planning 
procedures, policies, design guidelines, 
construction-phase BMPs, and treatment 
measures for stormwater pollution 
prevention and control, and hydrograph 
modification management planning, if 
needed. 

 
2. Each municipality will provide training 

at least annually to its staff responsible 
for stormwater pollution prevention 
during construction on inspection 
procedures, documentation, and 
enforcement.  

 
3. Each municipality will provide 

appropriate educational and training 
materials to municipal staff, contractors, 
construction site operators, developers, 
and owner/builders.  Appropriate 

                                                           
1   Definitions are provided in the attachment at the end of 
this section. 

materials will include information on a) 
construction BMPs (including erosion 
and sediment controls) and compliance 
with the State Construction Activity 
Stormwater General Permit and Small 
LUP General Permit (if applicable), b) 
site planning or design measures and 
post-construction controls, and c) 
information provided by Regional Board 
staff regarding State and Federal permit 
and approval requirements for project 
activities in wetlands and stream 
channels2. 

 
4. Each municipality will provide 

appropriate educational materials to 
municipal staff, developers, contractors, 
construction site operators, and 
owner/builders early in the planning 
process and as appropriate. 

 
5. Each municipality will provide 

appropriate educational and outreach 
materials provided by the Regional 
Board to those utility contractors (water 
supply, cable, phone, electrical, etc.) 
seeking encroachment and/or grading 
permits from the municipality. 

 
V. SUBCOMMITTEE MEETINGS AND 

WORKSHOPS 
 
1. Each municipality will designate a 

person responsible for overseeing the 
implementation of these performance 
standards and for acting as a liaison with 
the STOPPP New Development 
Subcommittee.  This person will stay 
informed sufficiently to participate in 
New Development Subcommittee 
decisions and activities.  

                                                           
2  Until the time the Regional Board develops and provides 

appropriate materials for distribution, municipalities will 
provide copies of the STOPPP "Guide to Creek & Wetland 
Project Permitting" or update thereof. 
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2. At least one representative from each 
municipality will attend STOPPP annual 
training workshops.  
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DEFINITIONS FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION CONTROLS 
 

 
Projects with significant stormwater 
pollution potential - A project which 
causes substantial or potentially substantial 
adverse change in the quantity and/or 
quality of stormwater runoff generated from 
the site.  (Note:  This is consistent with the 
CEQA definition of significance.  
Professional judgment will be required in 
evaluation of project impacts, until specific 
thresholds for significance have been 
adopted.)  Projects will be considered to 
have significant stormwater pollution 
potential if the project site contains or is 
adjacent to a “sensitive area” (see definition 
below) and/or the project disturbs sufficient  
area to require coverage under the State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)  
NPDES General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges Associated with Construction 
Activity (construction General Permit) or 
the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater 
Discharges from Small 
Linear/Underground/Overhead Projects 
(small LUP General Permit)1 
 
Sensitive Area -  Any area in which plant or 
animal life or their habitats are rare or 
especially valuable, including any area in 
the following categories: 

1. habitats containing or supporting “rare 
and endangered” species as defined by 
the State Fish and Game Commission; 

2. perennial and intermittent streams and 
their tributaries that support aquatic 
habitat; 

3. riparian corridors (see definition below); 

4. lakes, ponds, and adjacent shore habitat; 
                                                           
1  Construction activity that disturbs one acre or more of land 

is subject ot the construction General Permit, with the 
exception of linear underground/overhead projects that 
disturb from one to five acres, which are subject to the 
small LUP General Permit. 

5. wetlands, marshes, and coastal tide 
lands; 

6. coastal and offshore areas containing 
breeding or nesting sites or used by 
migratory and resident water-associated 
birds for resting areas and feeding; 

7. areas used for scientific study and 
research concerning fish and wildlife; 

8. existing game and wildlife refuges and 
reserves; and 

9. sand dunes and sea cliffs.2 
 
Riparian Corridor - The contiguous area 
of vegetation adjacent to perennial and 
intermittent streams, lakes, and other water 
bodies, as determined by the association of 
plant species typically found in riparian 
areas.  For creeks, the riparian corridor 
includes any defined  creek channels up to 
the bank full-flow line as well as adjacent 
upland vegetation.  Riparian plant species 
may include: alder, jaumea, pickleweed, big 
leaf maple, cattail, willow, horsetail, 
dogwood, cottonwood, sycamore, oak, and 
box elder.  The riparian corridor is limited to 
areas containing at least a 50 percent cover 
of some combination of the plants listed.3 
 
Wet Season - October 15 to April 15 of 
each year, or as defined by local ordinance. 
 
Illicit Discharge - Any non-stormwater 
discharge to a storm drain or watercourse, 
except for those discharges allowed under 
STOPPP’s NPDES permit or another 
applicable NPDES permit. 
 
                                                           
2  Adapted from the San Mateo Local Coastal Program 

Policies, August, 1992. 
3  Adapted from the San Mateo County Local Coastal 

Program Policies, August 1992, and the City of San Jose 
Riparian Corridor Policy Study, May 1994. 
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Significant Erosion Potential - A 
substantial or potentially substantial adverse 
change in site conditions that could result in 
erosion and/or sedimentation of site soils.  
(Note:  This is consistent with the CEQA 
definition of significance.  Conditions 
created by land disturbance activities which 
require a grading permit, as defined by local 
ordinance, can be used as thresholds of 
significance.) 
 
Major Storm Event - A storm or series of 
storms of such intensity or duration as to 
create significant quantities of runoff and 
potential for erosion.  A series of storms will 
be considered as one major storm event if 
there is less than 72 hours of dry weather 
between storms. 
 
Appropriate Best Management Practices 
- Appropriate BMPs are those listed in, or 
providing an equivalent level of protection 
as those provided in the California 
Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) 
Stormwater BMP Handbook for New 
Development and Redevelopment (January 
2003). 
 
Group 1 Projects – STOPPP’s STOPPP’s 
1999 NPDES permit as amended on 
February 19, 2003 states that STOPPP’s 
member agencies shall require Group 1 
projects to implement appropriate source 
control and site design measures and to 
design and implement stormwater treatment 
measures to reduce the discharge of 
stormwater pollutants to the maximimum 
extent practical.  Implementation of this 
requirement shall begin on February 15, 
2005.  Group 1 projects consist of all public 
and private projects that create or replace 
one acre or more of impervious surface, as 
indicated in the categories listed In 
Provision C.3.c, except specific project 
types for which exemptions are identified. 
 

Group 2 Projects - STOPPP’s STOPPP’s 
1999 NPDES permit as amended on 
February 19, 2003 states that STOPPP’s 
member agencies shall require Group 2 
projects to implement appropriate source 
control and site design measures and to 
design and implement stormwater treatment 
measures to reduce the discharge of 
stormwater pollutants to the maximum 
extent practical.  Implementation of this 
requirement shall begin on August 15, 2006.  
Group 2 projects consist of all public and 
private projects that create or replace 10,000 
square feet or more of impervious surface, 
as indicated in the categories listed In 
Provision C.3.c, except specific project 
types for which exemptions are identified. 
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STOPPP Stormwater Management Plan 
 
 
Municipal Stormwater Ordinances Adopted 

 Stormwater Management and Discharge Control Ordinance

Municipality Ordinance Number Date Adopted 

City of Atherton 481 March 23, 1994 

City of Belmont 883 June 14, 1994 

City of Brisbane 392 June 1994 

City of Burlingame 1503 June 20, 1994 

City of Colma 465 May 11, 1994 

City of Daly City 1194 February 14, 1994 

City of East Palo Alto 176 September 6, 1994 

City of Foster City See “Legal Authority” section of Chapter 1 (Introduction and 
Background) of this SWMP for explanation. 

City of Half Moon Bay C-5-94 May 3, 1994 

City of Hillsborough 530 November 8, 1993  

City of Menlo Park 859 July 19, 1994 

City of Millbrae 607 June 14, 1994 

City of Pacifica 617 - C.S. [Chapter 12 of Title 6 
of P.M.C.] 

June 27, 1994 

City of Portola Valley 1998 - 308 February 5, 1998 

City of Redwood City 2090 June 13, 1995 

City of San Bruno 1558 August 8, 1994 

City of San Carlos 1149 April 25, 1994 

City of San Mateo 1994-9 April 18, 1994 

City of South San Francisco 1145-94 July 22, 1994 

City of Woodside 52.01 - 52.37 June 22, 1994 

County of San Mateo 3633 February 14, 1995 
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San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) 
Programmatic Monitoring 
 
Type of Monitored 
Activity 

Parameters Frequency Documentation 
Methods 

Reporting 
Interval 
 

Street sweeping Curb miles swept and volume or weight of material removed. Whenever 
streets are 
swept 

STOPPP’s monthly 
municipal maintenance 
record keeping forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Street sweeping Removal rate of swept material (volume or weight of material 
removed per mile swept). 

Calculated 
annually 

Table in Annual Report Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Removal of material 
from storm drain 
system 

Number of storm drain inlets inspected, number of inlets cleaned, 
length of conveyances1 inspected and/or cleaned, and volume 
and/or weight of material removed. 

Whenever 
these activities 
are conducted 

STOPPP’s monthly 
municipal maintenance 
record keeping forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Leaf and litter control Amount of material removed and for litter this also includes the 
amount disposed from litter collection receptacles located in public 
areas, such as in parks and along streets in commercial areas.  

Whenever 
these activities 
are conducted 

STOPPP’s monthly 
municipal maintenance 
record keeping forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Municipal pesticide 
use 

Description of activities to implement the Pesticide Usage and 
Integrated Pest Management performance standards.  This will 
include whether any organophosphate pesticides were used, and 
if so, why, and what best management practices were used to 
minimize the amount used. 

Annually STOPPP’s deliverable 
forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Training municipal 
staff on use of 
integrated pest 
management (IPM) 

Number of municipal staff who have attended IPM training offered 
by STOPPP. 

Annually STOPPP’s deliverable 
forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Control of stormwater 
pollutants from 
commercial and 
industrial businesses 

Number of businesses inspected, number of stormwater 
violations2, enforcement actions, follow-up actions, violation 
corrected, and date of violation correction. 

Whenever a 
business is 
inspected 

STOPPP’s Stormwater 
Inspections & Violations 
Summary forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Activities to find illicit 
discharges 

Field activities conducted including number of established location 
visited and number of calls received from public, other agencies, 
and municipality’s maintenance crews about illicit discharges 
found. 

Whenever field 
activity is 
undertaken or 
notification 

STOPPP’s Illicit 
Discharge Inspection 
Quarterly Summary 
Report Forms  

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

                                                 
1 Conveyances include v-ditches, storm drain lines, channels, creeks, and culverts. 
2 Violations are defined as either the discharge of pollutants due to pollutant exposure to rainfall runoff or the discharge of non-stormwater materials that are disallowed by 
STOPPP’s NPDES permit. 
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Type of Monitored 
Activity 

Parameters Frequency Documentation 
Methods 

Reporting 
Interval 
 

 
 

received 

Control of illicit 
discharges  

For each illicit discharge found, information on the source of illicit 
discharge, type of illicit discharge, and follow up activities 
undertaken to stop the illicit discharge, including enforcement 
actions taken and informational material distributed 

Whenever an 
illicit discharge 
is found 

STOPPP’s Illicit 
Discharge Source 
Identification Forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Activities to educate 
residents about 
stormwater 

Description of community outreach events held or participated in 
to educate residents about stormwater pollution problems and 
solutions including the proper management and disposal of used 
oil and toxic materials. 

Whenever an 
event is held or 
participated in. 

STOPPP’s deliverable 
forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Status of maintaining 
storm drain stencils 
and/or signs 

Information confirming that storm drain inlet stencils/signs are 
being maintained as they wear out. 

Annually STOPPP’s deliverable 
forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Training municipal 
staff on construction 
site inspections 

Information on the number of municipal staff that have completed 
this training each year and the number that have certificates of 
completion from this training within the past three years 
(certificates are good for three years). 

Annually STOPPP’s deliverable 
forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Control of erosion 
from construction sites 
in preparation for wet 
season 

Information on names of active construction sites inspected to 
evaluate the adequacy of erosion and sedimentation controls in 
preparation for wet season, dates of inspection, and corrective 
actions, if any, that were needed. 

Prior to wet 
season starting 
in summer/fall 
2004 

STOPPP’s List of 
Active Construction 
Sites forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Incorporation of 
stormwater quality 
controls into 
requirements for new 
development projects 

Information on all new development and significant redevelopment 
projects equal to or greater than five acres and on three other 
representative projects from each municipality regarding location, 
type of project, acreage, status, site design and stormwater 
treatment measures and construction controls.  

Annually STOPPP’s deliverable 
forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 

Amounts of 
impervious surface 
being constructed 

For each project where 10,000 square feet or more of impervious 
surface will have been created, added, and/or replaced, 
information on the name of the project, type of projects, site size, 
and amount of newly constructed impervious surface. 

Annually STOPPP’s deliverable 
forms 

Submitted as part 
of Annual Report 
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Type Activity Location Number of 
Sample 
Sites

Parameters Frequency/Interval

Bioassessment. 6 Macroinvertebrate assemblages, 
physical habitat characteristics.

One episode (spring 
2004).

Creek water quality 
testing.

3 Temperature, pH, conductivity, flow, 
organophosphate pesticides, 
aquatic toxicity.

One episode (wet season 
2003/04).1

Creek water quality 
testing.

San Pedro 
Creek 
watershed.

3 Temperature, pH, conductivity, flow, 
organophosphate pesticides, 
aquatic toxicity.

Two episodes (summer 
2003 and wet season 
2003/04).2

Evaluation of pollutant 
sources and control 
measures.

Embedded sediment 
testing and land use 
research.

Colma Creek, 
Colma.

3 PCBs congeners, mercury, total 
organic carbon, percent moisture 
and particle size.

One episode (fall 2003).

Bioassessment. 6 Macroinvertebrate assemblages, 
physical habitat characteristics.

One episode (spring 
2004).

Creek water quality 
testing.

3 Temperature, pH, conductivity, flow, 
organophosphate pesticides, 
metals,3 aquatic toxicity.

Three episodes (summer, 
wet season and spring).

1 - During FY 2002/03, STOPPP funded two episodes (spring and summer) of testing water samples from San Mateo Creek for organophosphate pesticides and aquatic toxicity.
2 - During FY 2002/03, STOPPP performed one episode (spring) of testing water samples from San Pedro Creek for organophosphate pesticides and aquatic toxicity.

Watershed Assessment and Monitoring
San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP)

Environmental Monitoring and Assessment - FYs 2003/04 and 2004/05

Watershed characterization, 
assessment of receiving 
waters and impacts to 
beneficial uses.

San Mateo 
Creek 
watershed.

FY 2003/04

Watershed characterization, 
assessment of receiving 
waters and impacts to 
beneficial uses.

FY 2004/05
Cordilleras 
Creek 
watershed.

3 - The following metals will be analyzed for (total and dissolved): Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se, Hg (total only).
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Type Activity Location Number of 
Sample Sites

Parameters Frequency/Interval

Pollutants of concern and 
assessment of receiving 
waters and impacts to 
beneficial uses.

Provide funding and program 
representation to Regional Monitoring 
Program (RMP).

San Francisco 
Estuary.

Please refer 
to RMP work 
plans.

Numerous water, sediment, and 
biota parameters.

Please refer to RMP work 
plans. For more 
information see: 
www.sfei.org/rmp

Watershed 
characterization, 
pollutants of concern, 
and assessment of 
receiving waters and 
impacts to beneficial 
uses.

Provide fee-based funding to Surface 
Water Ambient Monitoring Program 
(SWAMP)/Regional Monitoring and 
Assessment Strategy (RMAS).

San Francisco 
Bay Area.

Please refer 
to SWAMP 
work plans.

Macroinvertebrate 
assemblages, physical habitat 
characteristics, general water 
quality, trash, water and 
sediment pollutants, pathogens, 
nutrients and toxicity.

Please refer to SWAMP 
work plans.  For more 
information see: 
www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb2

Pollutants of concern and 
evaluation of BMP 
effectiveness.

Provide funding and/or program 
representation to Clean Estuary 
Partnership (CEP).

San Francisco 
Bay Area.

Please refer 
to CEP work 
plans.

Pollutants of concern. Please refer to CEP work 
plans.  For more 
information see: 
www.cleanestuary.org

Regional Environmental Monitoring and Assessment
FYs 2003/04 and 2004/05

San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP)
Watershed Assessment and Monitoring
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San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP)
Watershed Assessment and Monitoring

FYs 2003/04 and 2004/05

Type of Activity Associated Location

Provide in-kind staff support to Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information (BAMBI) network. San Francisco Bay Area.

Compilation and evaluation of existing data. Cordilleras Creek watershed.

Survey of municipal staff knowledge of trash management practices and problem areas. Countywide.

Compilation and evaluation of existing data on sediment management practices and evaluation. Countywide.

Collaboration with other BASMAA programs to compile and evaluate information on dioxins and urban 
runoff, including an evaluation of potential control measures.

NA

Provide in-kind staff support to Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information (BAMBI) network. San Francisco Bay Area.

Perform activities related to trash control and/or monitoring. To be determined.

Compilation and evaluation of existing data. Bayside watershed to be determined.

Prepare a new multi-year monitoring plan. Countywide.

Prepare a new monitoring and management plan for pollutants of concern. Countywide.

FY 2004/05

FY 2003/04

Support of Existing Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Activities, Evaluation of Existing Data and Planning
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BMPs and Implementation Procedures for 
Conditionally Exempted Discharges 
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CONDITIONAL-
LY EXEMPT 
DISCHARGES 

BMPs IMPLEMENTATION 
PROCEDURES 

1. Surface 
cleaners 

Sidewalks and Plazas-All soapy washwater used to clean 
sidewalks and plazas must be discharged to the sanitary 
sewer system or landscaping.  Debris must be collected and 
disposed of prior to washing. This BMP does not apply to an 
area where there has been an oil or hazardous chemical 
spill.  If surface cleaning is conducted without the use of 
soap and no oil or hazardous material/waste is present, all 
washwater may go to the storm drain. If the sidewalk or 
plaza contains light oil, dry clean oil spots with absorbents 
such as kitty litter, vermiculite, sand, or absorbent mats prior 
to cleaning.  Collect and dispose of the debris. 
Drive-throughs, Driveways, Parking Garages, Service 
Stations- If these areas contain excess oil deposits, the 
procedure for cleaning, with or without soap, is as follows: 
(1) seal the storm drains; (2) collect and dispose of debris; 
(3) dry clean oil spots with absorbents; (4) pump wash water 
to a sanitary sewer system after obtaining permission from 
the sanitary sewer’s owner. 
Building Exterior Walls- If soap is used, water must be 
discharged to the sanitary sewer system after obtaining 
permission from the sewer’s owner.  When washing glass or 
steel buildings without the use of soap, washwater should 
be directed to unpaved surface/landscaped areas. If you are 
not using soap to clean a building that has been painted 
after 1978,  washwater may be directed to unpaved 
landscaping. If you are cleaning buildings painted with lead-
based paints or mercury-additive paints, all storm drains 
must be sealed and washwater must be pumped to a 
collection tank. The wastewater and sludge may have to be 
disposed of as hazardous waste. 

All STOPPP 
municipalities will 
follow the BMPs for 
surface cleaning that 
they conduct. 
STOPPP will support 
workshops/seminars 
for workers in surface 
cleaning industry to 
ensure that they have 
a clear understanding 
of the requirements.  
STOPPP will request 
that employers 
train/inform new 
employees about 
BMPs.  STOPPP will 
distribute educational 
flyers prepared by 
BASMAA or others 
that update workers 
on any changes in 
the BMPs or laws.  
 

2. Uncontami-
nated pumped 
groundwater1 

Identify the source of the discharge.  Check historical 
records regarding potential for groundwater pollution.  If 
there is doubt about the quality of the groundwater, testing 
for volatile, semi-volatile, or any other likely pollutants will 
need to be conducted prior to discharge.  If the discharge of 
the groundwater will not cause an exceedance of a water 
quality standard/objective for any pollutant, the water may 
be discharged to the municipal storm drain system.  
Characterize the flow rate; if greater than 20 gpm, call your 
local municipality’s Illicit Discharge Coordinator (list 
available at 
http://www.flowstobay.org/contacts/illicitdischargecoord.html). 

Each agency’s 
designated Illicit 
Discharge 
Coordinator is 
responsible for 
implementing or 
overseeing the 
implementation of 
these BMPs.  County 
Environmental Health 
staff will notify the 
clean up sites that it 
oversees about these 
BMPs. 
 

                                                 
1 Anyone proposing to discharge uncontaminated pumped groundwater to land where it does not flow to a storm drain or surface 
water body may need to obtain coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board’s Statewide General Waste Discharge 
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CONDITIONAL-
LY EXEMPT 
DISCHARGES 

BMPs IMPLEMENTATION 
PROCEDURES 

3. Dechlorin-
ated swimming 
pool waters2 

Call your local municipality’s Illicit Discharge Coordinator 
(see 2. for where to obtain list) if you intend to empty your 
pool. If the local municipality allows the discharge of pool 
water to the municipal storm drain, you must first 
dechlorinate the pool’s water. Dechlorinating a pool takes 
only a few hours, with the use of chemicals such as sodium 
thiosulfate.  Check chlorine concentrations and once the 
pool water has zero measurable chlorine residual and the 
path of the discharge will not introduce further pollutants, the 
water may be discharged to the municipal storm drain, 
where municipalities allow.  Manage the flow rate so that it 
does not create an erosion problem.  Do not use copper-
based algaecides. Alternatives may be found at pool supply 
stores.   

Continue to distribute 
educational 
materials, such as 
the Pool, Spa and 
Fountain Water 
Disposal Guidelines 
and the Landscaping, 
Gardening, and Pool 
Maintenance trifold to 
homeowners with 
pools, pool supply 
shops, pool 
contractors, and pool 
service/repair 
workers. 

4. Foundation 
drains 

Examine the site to determine whether the drain water may 
contact pollutants.  If there is a potential for the water to 
contact chemicals, such as at storage areas, a sample 
should be tested for the chemicals of concern.  The site 
should also be evaluated for the possible presence of local 
groundwater pollution.  If a potential exists for groundwater 
pollutants to occur in the drainage water, a sample should 
be tested for the chemical(s) of concern.  The drain water 
should also be visually examined for turbidity, discoloration, 
oil or other materials.  Contact your local municipality’s Illicit 
Discharge Coordinator (see 2. for where to obtain list) who 
will decide, based on the results of the testing and visual 
examination, whether the flow should be allowed to 
discharge to the municipal storm drain.  If pollutants are 
present which could result in an exceedance of a water 
quality standard/objective for any pollutant, the drain water 
must be discharged to the sanitary sewer after obtaining 
permission from the sanitary sewer's owner. 

Each municipality’s 
Illicit Discharge 
Coordinator is 
responsible for 
implementing or 
overseeing the 
implementation of 
these BMPs.  
STOPPP will 
distribute these 
BMPs to all of these 
coordinators. 

5. Water from 
crawl space 
pumps 

Same as “4. Foundation drains.” Same as above 

6. Footing 
drains 

Same as “4. Foundation drains.” Same as above 

7. Air 
conditioning 
condensate3 

Small air conditioning units:  Air conditioning condensate 
should be directed to landscaped areas as a minimum BMP.   

Develop and 
distribute outreach 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
Requirements for Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality.  Contact the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality 
Control Board for instructions.  
 
2 Anyone proposing to discharge commercial and public swimming pool water to land where it does not flow to a storm drain or 
surface water body may need to obtain coverage under the State Water Resources Control Board’s Statewide General Waste 
Discharge Requirements for Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality.  Contact the San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board for instructions.  
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BMPs IMPLEMENTATION 
PROCEDURES 

Large air conditioning units: In new developments or 
remodels, the condensate lines of the unit must be directed 
to landscaped areas or, alternatively, connected to the 
sanitary sewer system after obtaining permission from the 
sanitary sewer’s owner.  As with smaller units, any anti-algal 
or descaling agents must be properly disposed of. 

material to 
businesses and 
homeowners.  This 
material will 
encourage 
homeowners to direct 
air conditioning 
condensate to 
landscaped areas or 
to the sanitary sewer 
where this is a 
permissible option. 

8. Landscape 
irrigation 
 

Landscape design, installation and maintenance can and 
should be water efficient.  Irrigation systems can avoid 
runoff by matching water application rates to infiltration 
rates.  Systems must avoid overspray onto impervious 
surfaces.  Avoid overhead sprinkler irrigation of median 
strips that are less than ten feet in width.4  Drip systems are 
the most water efficient way to irrigate non-turf areas.  Avoid 
over irrigation that causes erosion. Use Integrated Pest 
Management methods for weed and insect control.  Any 
pesticide application should be done at the optimal time to 
maximize its effectiveness and minimize the possibility of 
discharging pesticides with landscape irrigation or 
stormwater runoff.  Wash landscaping equipment away from 
paved areas.  Do not blow or rake vegetative wastes into the 
street. Dispose of lawn clippings and other vegetative 
wastes in waste receptacles or use as compost. 
 

Each agency’s Illicit 
Discharge 
Coordinator will 
coordinate with his or 
her local potable 
water counterpart 
responsible for 
implementing local 
Urban Water 
Management Plans.  
Municipalities will 
target the distribution 
of educational 
material to areas 
known to have 
significant runoff from 
landscape 
overwatering.  The 
Illicit Discharge 
Coordinators will also 
conduct field 
investigations of 
reports of significant 
runoff caused by 
landscape 
overwatering. 

9. Irrigation 
water 

Same as “8. Landscape irrigation.” Same as above 

10. Lawn or 
garden 
watering 

Same as “8. Landscape irrigation.” Same as above 

11. Planned and 
unplanned 

Dechlorinate potable water or under appropriate 
circumstances (see Attachment A), allow potable water to 

All STOPPP member 
agencies that are 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
3 Discharges of air conditioning condensate to land may trigger the need to obtain coverage under the State Water Resources 
Control Board’s Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality.  
Contact the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board for instructions.  
4 These water efficiency BMPs are based on DWR’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance adopted on January 1, 1993. 
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discharges 
from potable 
water sources5 

aerate or to discharge to a sanitary sewer system.  Aeration 
can occur when the potable water flows along a pathway 
before entering receiving waters or is contained long enough 
for chlorine to dissipate.  Dechlorination is generally 
accomplished with a chemical in either liquid or tablet form.  
One common method is to use a five-gallon carboy 
equipped with a spigot to feed a dechlorinating solution into 
the potable water flow stream.  The rate of discharge of the 
dechlorinating solution must be calculated based on the 
strength of the dechlorinating solution and the water’s flow 
rate and chlorine residual. Another method is to lay a net or 
burlap bag with dechlorination tablets across the flow path 
or over the storm drain.  The erosive potential of potable 
water discharges must be controlled using BMPs to limit the 
erodibility of soils (such as covering the soil with plastic 
sheeting, erosion control matting, gravel, etc.) or diverting 
flows to areas not susceptible to erosion, e.g., the sanitary 
sewer.  Sediment control BMPs include a variety of 
practices, such as, using filter material to trap sediment 
being discharged as part of excavation dewatering for water 
line repair; using vegetative filtration or gravel check dams; 
and using various other sedimentation/filtration controls.  
 

retail water purveyors 
will implement these 
BMPs. Water 
purveyors who are 
not members of 
STOPPP will be 
requested to submit 
copies of their BMPs, 
if they ever discharge 
potable water to the 
municipal storm drain 
system.  STOPPP 
will plan additional 
training or 
educational outreach 
based on the 
information 
submitted. 

12. Water line 
and hydrant 
flushing5 

Same as “11. Planned and unplanned discharges from 
potable water sources.”  Plus some agencies place dirt bags 
or silt sacks over the hydrant’s stream to collect sediment 
that had accumulated in the water line. 

Same as above 

13. Individual 
residential car 
washing 

The best alternative is to wash cars at a commercial car 
wash.  If washing at home, wash cars over lawn, gravel or 
other areas where soapy water will not run into the street or 
storm drain.  Wipe brake dust off of wheels before washing.  
Minimize the use of soap and of washwater.  Do not use 
spray on wheel or engine cleaners where the rinse water 
would flow to the street or storm drain.    

Distribute existing 
educational, outreach 
material to residents; 
especially in areas 
where significant 
amounts of soapy 
washwater have 
been found in the 
street or municipal 
storm drain system. 

14. Discharges 
or flows from 
emergency fire 
fighting 

If there are toxic substances on the property where the fire 
is, foam will probably be used instead of water.  After public 
safety and property are protected, firefighters should plug 
the storm drain system that drains the fire area to try to 
contain any firefighting runoff water.  The captured water 
may then be removed for proper disposal.    

Determine better 
what current 
firefighting practices 
are as regards non-
stormwater 
discharge.  Develop 
and distribute 

                                                                                                                                                                                 
5 Discharges of water main, water storage tank, water hydrant flushing, pipelines, and tank hydrostatic testing discharges to land 
where it does not flow to a storm drain or surface water body may need to obtain coverage under the State Water Resources 
Control Board’s Statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges to Land with a Low Threat to Water Quality.  
Contact the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board for instructions.  
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educational, outreach 
material to 
firefighters, if needed.
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ATTACHMENT A 

 
A municipality may elect, under some conditions, to use non-chemical treatment to achieve 
dechlorination of potable water discharges.  The following summarizes information about non-
chemical treatment methods and considerations from the AWWA Research Foundation’s 
“Guidance Manual for Disposal of Chlorinated Water”1 (Guidance Manual). 
 
The Guidance Manual states that insufficient information is currently available to develop 
comprehensive BMPs for dechlorinating water associated with the operation of water utilities.  
For non-chemical treatment methods, STOPPP recommends that field testing of the 
chlorine residual be conducted to verify that the non-chemical method of dechlorination 
has removed chlorine residual to safe levels prior to the water entering the municipal 
storm drain system or a creek.  Field testing of chlorine residual would be unnecessary when 
the discharge of chlorinated water would not reach a creek or storm drain, such as discharges 
to the sanitary sewer or for groundwater recharge. 
 
Retention in Holding Tanks 
Background:  Several utilities in the U.S. and Canada store filter backwash water and main disinfection water in 
holding tanks to allow for residual chlorine decay (due to aeration, reaction with sunlight, and reaction with the 
surfaces of the holding tanks) prior to discharge. 
Rapidity of Dissipation:  Free chlorine at 0.5 to 2 mg/l concentrations typically found in distribution systems, it 
would take several hours to a few days to meet regulatory discharge limits. 
Combined chlorine is more stable in the environment and would take three to four times longer than free 
chlorine to dissipate. 
Land Application of Chlorinated Water 
Background:  The Guidance Manual concludes that this technique appears to be more effective for discharging 
small amounts of water in locations far from storm drainages and receiving streams. 
Rapidity of Dissipation:  Tacoma Waters discharged water with1.2 mg of free chlorine from a hydrant at 300 
gpm, as sheet flow on a semi-paved surface.  After traveling 500 feet in 4 minutes and 10 seconds, only 0.2 
mg/l reduction of chlorine had been achieved. 
EBMUD conducted a test of water containing 1 - 2 mg/l of combined chlorine discharged at 300 – 500 gpm as 
sheet flow onto dirty gravel or pavement surfaces on a sunny day.  The water had to travel at least one-half 
mile to decay to safe levels for discharge. 
Discharge of Chlorinated Water for Groundwater Recharge 
Background:  Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) sometimes discharges chlorinated 
water to dry streambeds or to land for groundwater discharge.  The Guidance Manual describes this as an 
acceptable practice if the water percolates before reaching surface waters.  MWD always surveys the area 
where the discharge will go and estimates how far it will travel based upon the quantity and discharge rate. 
Rapidity of Dissipation: not applicable if the flows are all recharged so that nothing reaches local surface 
waters. 
Discharging through Hay Bales and Other Natural Obstructions 
Background: This method would be applicable for discharging planned water releases, such as filter backwash, 
to hay bales or other obstructions to dissipate chlorine prior to the water reaching a storm drain or stream.  
There may be practical difficulties in constructing such barriers, and this method may cause soil erosion. 
Rapidity of Dissipation:  The Guidance Manual provides no specific information; it does find that while the 
chlorine demand of hay bales and other obstructions “can be reasonably high, it may be difficult to achieve 
regulatory discharge limits in some cases.” 
 

                                                 
1 AWWA Research Foundation. 2001. Guidance Manual for Disposal of Chlorinated Water 
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SAN MATEO COUNTYWIDE STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 

POLLUTANT PREVENTION AND CONTROL MEASURES PLAN 
 

REVISED 
 
 
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (hereinafter 
referred to as the Regional Board) adopted a reissued National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit for the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention 
Program (STOPPP) on July 21, 1999 (hereinafter referred to as the reissued NPDES permit).  
Finding 12 of the reissued NPDES permit states: 
 
...the Regional Board finds that there is a reasonable potential that municipal stormwater 
discharges may cause or contribute to an excursion above water quality standards for: a) 
copper, nickel, mercury, dioxin-like compounds, DDT, dieldrin, chlordane, and PCBs into Lower 
and South San Francisco Bay; b) sediment in Pescadero Creek, San Francisquito Creek, and 
San Gregorio Creek basins; c) diazinon in San Francisquito Creek, San Mateo Creek, and in 
Lower and South San Francisco Bay. 
 
Provision C.2 of the NPDES permit reissued in July 1999 required that STOPPP prepare a 
Pollutant Prevention and Control Measures Plan to address the above potentially impairing 
pollutants.  STOPPP previously developed and submitted to the Regional Board such a plan 
(dated June 29, 2001).  This revised Pollutant Prevention and Control Measures Plan 
(hereinafter referred to as the Plan) describes STOPPP’s current pollutant-specific activities (FY 
2003/04), and it extends the activities through the end of FY 2004/05.   
 
The following sections briefly summarize activities in the Plan related to specific pollutants of 
concern.  Table 1 summarizes annual planning-level budgets for STOPPP’s General Program 
components to implement the Plan.  Tables 2 through 6 summarize STOPPP’s pollutant-specific 
General Program activities, planning-level budgets and schedules for each of STOPPP’s 
components. 
 
All Pollutants of Concern 
 
STOPPP’s strategy to address all of the pollutants of concern includes providing funding and 
program representation to regional collaborative efforts.  These include the Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies Association (which supports the Brake Pad Partnership to 
address copper), the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program and the Clean 
Estuary Partnership.   
 
In addition, in FY 2004/05 (the final year of this Plan) STOPPP will prepare a new plan for 
controlling specific pollutants of concern and begin implementing the new plan FY 2005/06. 
 
PCBs 
 
STOPPP’s Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subcommittee (WAM) will continue to 
address PCBs (Table 2) by performing a PCBs and mercury field investigation during FY 
2003/04 in Colma Creek, Colma.  This case study is part of the process of attempting to identify 
controllable sources of PCBs and mercury and beginning to develop and implement potential 
strategies to reduce discharges of these pollutants of concern from municipal storm drains. 
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Mercury 
 
STOPPP’s Public Information/Participation Subcommittee (PIP), Commercial/Industrial/Illicit 
Discharge Subcommittee (CII) and WAM will continue to address mercury.  Activities include: 
 

• Performing a PCBs and mercury field investigation during FY 2003/04 in Colma Creek, 
Colma, as described in the previous section (Table 2). 

 
• Developing a model policy for the virtual elimination of mercury for STOPPP’s 

municipalities to use in reducing municipal use of mercury (Table 2). 
 

• Continuing multi-faceted outreach to residents to provide information about mercury and 
encourage residents to dispose of mercury-containing products (especially fluorescent 
light tubes) at San Mateo County’s Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) collection 
centers.  The continued outreach will include newspaper and television advertising, 
press releases, and updating STOPPP’s website (www.flowstobay.org) to reflect any 
new programs (Table 3).   

 
• Adapting educational outreach materials for businesses to encourage fluorescent lamp 

recycling.  Developing educational outreach materials for businesses that remove 
thermostats to encourage them to recycle mercury-containing thermostats.  Developing 
model language for modifying municipalities’ demolition ordinances to require that all 
mercury containing devices that are present in buildings being demolished are disposed 
properly.  Evaluating the possible importance of mercury containing non-fever 
thermometers to stormwater pollution (Table 4). 

 
• Evaluating opportunities for STOPPP through C/CAG of San Mateo County to support 

and/or sponsor state legislation to encourage and/or require the recycling of fluorescent 
lamps and other mercury containing products. (Table 4). 

 
Pesticides (including Diazinon) 
 
STOPPP’s Parks and Recreation Integrated Pest Management (IPM) work group, PIP, and CII 
will continue to perform activities addressing pesticides, including the following: 
 

• Continuing multi-faceted outreach to residents on pesticides.  The outreach includes 
partnering with other groups to set up an IPM demonstration garden at the County Fair, 
providing boilerplate articles to municipalities, postings on STOPPP’s web page, press 
releases and updating STOPPP’s website (www.flowstobay.org) to reflect any new 
activities in the program.  The ongoing IPM partnership program with pesticide retailers 
is expanding statewide and continues to improve with new fact sheets and more buy-in 
from store participants. (Table 3). 

 
• Targeting Pesticide Control Operators (PCOs) working in San Mateo County with a 

training workshop held jointly with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution 
Prevention Program about IPM and the increasing market for these services (Table 4). 
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• Conducting a train the trainer session(s) for each municipality’s representative so that 

the representative may train his or her municipality’s employees who could purchase or 
apply pesticides, including over-the-counter pesticides, about pesticide-related surface 
water toxicity, proper use and disposal of pesticides and less-toxic methods of pest 
prevention and pest control and/or train municipal employees (Table 5). 

 
• Developing guidance documents to facilitate implementation of pesticide management 

policies at the local municipal level, such as purchasing/contract or specification 
language for PCO services and pesticide chemicals and/or standardized forms for 
documenting integrated pest management efforts (Table 5). 

 
• Reviewing the requirements for pesticide reduction measures for new development and 

significant redevelopment projects that are included in the recently reissued NPDES 
permits for other stormwater programs, such as the Alameda Countywide Clean Water 
Program and the Fairfield Suisun Sewer District.  Identify tools or steps that will be 
useful in preparing to meet these or similar requirements (Table 6). 

 
• Including in STOPPP’s 04/05 new development workshop a presentation regarding the 

tools or steps that STOPPP will be taking to prepare to meet requirements for pesticide 
reduction measures for new development and significant redevelopment projects and 
information about landscaping design methods that minimize the need for pesticides 
(Table 6). 

 
San Mateo County Environmental Health will also continue to provide information on pesticides 
and IPM in its ReNews newsletter.  This newsletter is distributed at IPM Partnership stores and 
as an insert to the Independent, Almanac, Half Moon Bay Review, and Pacifica Tribune 
newspapers (circulation of 228,000 customers) bi-annually. 
 
Sediment 
 
Sediment water quality problems in San Mateo County have primarily been addressed by 
STOPPP’s municipalities with creeks that have been designated impaired by sediment.  In 
accordance with the reissued NPDES permit, San Mateo County and the Cities/Towns of Half 
Moon Bay, Menlo Park, Pacifica, Portola Valley, and Woodside have developed performance 
standards for rural public works maintenance activities.  San Mateo County has incorporated 
these standards into a manual with maintenance standards intended to meet both NPDES 
requirements and the Endangered Species Act Section 4(d) Rule for steelhead and salmon.  
The manual includes BMPs for roads and park maintenance activities expected to take place 
during the winter, including stream bank stabilization and road-related erosion control. 
 
General Program work to address sediment includes actions by STOPPP’s WAM and New 
Development Subcommittee (NDS): 
 

• Evaluating the effectiveness of existing and proposed Best Management Practices to 
prevent and control excess sediment production to creeks and recommending new 
sediment management practices and/or improvements to existing practices (Table 2). 
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• Conducting STOPPP’s annual new development workshop - topics include erosion and 

sediment control as well as post-construction BMPs, such as using site design, source 
control and treatment measures to reduce impacts to water quality.  Supporting the San 
Francisco Estuary Program/Regional Board erosion and sediment control workshops.  
Identifying ways to improve the enforcement of erosion and sediment control measures 
at construction sites (Table 6). 

 
Dioxins 
 
STOPPP’s WAM has collaborated with other BASMAA programs to compile and evaluate 
information on dioxins and urban runoff, including an evaluation of potential control measures 
(Table 2).  It is anticipated that a final report on this project will be completed during FY 2003/04. 
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Table 1.
Annual Planning-level Budgets to Implement the Revised 
Pollutant Prevention and Control Measures Plan 

WAM PIP CII IPM ND TOTAL
fy 03/04 $204,000 $85,961 $36,000 $10,500 $16,700 $353,161
fy 04/05 $174,000 $67,477 $39,000 $10,500 $16,700 $307,677
TOTAL $378,000 $153,438 $75,000 $21,000 $33,400 $660,838

WAM - STOPPP's Watershed and Monitoring component.
PIP - STOPPP's Public Information/Participation component.
CII - STOPPP's Commercial/Industrial/Illicit Discharge component.
IPM - STOPPP's Parks and Recreation Integrated Pest Management Work Group.
ND - STOPPP's New Development component.

F:\Sm3x\SM33-02\SWMP Submitted Version\APPENDIX F\annual budgets (table 1).xls F-5 January 20, 2004
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Table 2.  Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern 
 
Pollutant(s) Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level 

Program 
Budget 

Schedule/Due 
Date(s) 

PCBs 
Mercury 

Perform PCBs/mercury field investigation case study in Colma Creek, Colma. $25,000 Perform work during fy 
03/04. 

Sediment Continue project started in FY 02/03 to evaluate the effectiveness of existing and proposed 
Best Management Practices to prevent and control excess sediment production to creeks.  
Recommend new sediment management practices and/or improvements to existing practices. 

$10,000 Perform work during fy 
03/04. 

All Pollutants 
of Concern 

Provide funding and program representation to the Regional Monitoring Program (RMP). fy 03/04 $72,000 
fy 04/05 $72,000

Contributions and 
program 
representation 
provided for fy 03/04 
and fy 04/05. 

All Pollutants 
of Concern 

Provide funding and/or program representation to the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP). fy 03/04 $82,000 
fy 04/05 $82,000

Contributions and 
program 
representation 
provided for fy 03/04 
and fy 04/05. 

Dioxins Collaborate with other BASMAA programs to compile and evaluate information on dioxins and 
urban runoff, including an evaluation of potential control measures. 

$5,000 Perform work during fy 
03/04. 
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Table 2.  WAM Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern (Cont.) 
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Pollutant(s) Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level 
Program 
Budget 

Schedule/Due 
Date(s) 

Mercury Develop a model policy for use by STOPPP’s municipalities for the virtual elimination of 
mercury use by the municipalities. 

$10,000 Complete model policy 
by June 2004. 

All Pollutants 
of Concern 

Prepare a new monitoring and management plan for pollutants of concern. $20,000 Complete plan by 
March 2005. 
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Table 3.  PIP Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern 
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Pollutant(s) Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level 

Program 
Budget 

Schedule/Due 
Date(s) 

Mercury Coordinate with HHW on accepting mercury-containing products. 
Mercury containing products currently accepted at nine HHW sites by appointment, also 
accepted in Half Moon Bay, Pacifica, San Bruno, San Carlos, South San Francisco without an 
appointment. 

-- Ongoing. 

Mercury Place advertisements in County newspapers regarding mercury water quality problems and 
encouraging residents to dispose of mercury-containing products (especially fluorescent lamp 
tubes) at HHW collection centers. 

fy 03/04 $10,000
fy 04/05 $5,000 
 

Ongoing. 

Mercury Place Public Service Announcements on local cable television regarding mercury water quality 
problems and encouraging residents dispose of mercury-containing products (especially 
fluorescent lamp tubes) at HHW collection centers. 

fy 03/04 $24,750
fy 04/05 $24,750
 

Ongoing. 

Pesticides Four IPM videos developed by Contra Costa Central Sanitary District in circulation at San 
Mateo County public libraries 

-- Ongoing. 

Pesticides Partner with San Mateo County composting program and other groups to set up an IPM 
demonstration garden at the County Fair. 

-- 
 
 
 

Ongoing . 
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Table 3.  PIP Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern 
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Pollutant(s) Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level 
Program 
Budget 

Schedule/Due 
Date(s) 

Pesticides Pitch pesticide-related stories to regional media.  Assist municipalities pitch stories to local 
media by providing press releases. 

fy 03/04 $900 
fy 04/05 $900 

Press releases will be 
issued as appropriate 
(e.g., registrant 
information changes, 
new pesticide 
ordinances). 

Pesticides 
Mercury 
 

Provide boilerplate articles to municipalities to distribute through local newsletters and city 
publications.  Provide to IPM Partnership stores with other publications.  Make articles 
available on www.flowstobay.org as a PDF file or a link. 

-- Ongoing. 

Pesticides Continue to participate in the IPM partnership program.  Outreach materials will continue to 
include information on the HHW program.   

fy 03/04 $31,746
fy 04/05 $25,432

Ongoing. 

All Pollutants 
of Concern 

Update www.flowstobay.org website as needed with new information on pollutants of concern, 
links and STOPPP programs. 

fy 03/04 $18,565
fy 04/05 $11,395

Ongoing. 

Notes: 
HHW – San Mateo County Household Hazardous Waste program 
IPM – Integrated Pest Management 
PIP – STOPPP’s Public Information/Participation Subcommittee 
STOPPP – San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program 
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Table 4.  CII Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern 
 

Pollutant Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level 
Program 
Budget 

Schedule/Due 
Date(s) 

Mercury Adapt educational outreach materials for businesses to encourage fluorescent lamp recycling.  
This will include revising San Mateo County’s The Very Small Quantity Generator (VSQG) 
Program Brochure and its Fluorescent Lamps and Recycling-A Good Combination Fact Sheet 
to include additional information about fluorescent lamp recycling.  In addition, a Recycle 
Fluorescent Lamps and Ballasts Fact Sheet prepared by the Oregon Environmental Council 
will be adapted for use by STOPPP.   Using the revised and adapted informational materials, 
stormwater inspectors will distribute these informational materials to businesses to increase 
awareness of mercury contamination, fluorescent light tube recycling/proper disposal and the 
benefits to businesses of recycling.  In addition, develop and distribute fluorescent lamp 
recycling/proper disposal cards for use by business inspectors and other municipal employees.  
The effectiveness of this outreach will be evaluated by changes in the amount of fluorescent 
light tube recycling under San Mateo County’s VSQG Program to the extent that this type of 
information is tracked by the VSQG Program. 

fy 03/04 $15,000
fy 04/05 $15,000

Initiate implementation 
of outreach by April 
2004 and continue 
through June 2005. 

Mercury Add information about mercury contamination and pollution prevention on any new general CII 
informational materials for businesses and on appropriate reprints of existing materials, if any 
are reprinted.  The success of all of the business mercury outreach will be evaluated by 
obtaining feedback from the business inspectors on the level of awareness they are finding at 
businesses. 

fy 03/04 $1,000  
fy 04/05 $1,000 

Ongoing. 

Mercury Develop educational outreach materials for businesses that remove thermostats to encourage 
them to recycle mercury-containing thermostats.  Develop model language for modifying 
municipalities’ demolition ordinances to require that all mercury containing devices that are 
present in buildings being demolished are disposed properly. Evaluate the possible importance 
of mercury containing non-fever thermometers to stormwater pollution, and decide whether it is 
worthwhile pursuing the development of an educational outreach program for consumers, 
possibly in conjunction with Our Water Our World’s campaign.  If such an educational outreach 
program is worthwhile, develop and distribute materials.   

fy 03/04 $10,000
fy 04/05 $10,000

Initiate implementation 
of the activities to 
address controllable 
sources of mercury by 
April 2004 and 
continue through June 
2005.  If any outreach 
materials are 
developed for mercury 
containing non-fever 
thermometers, this 
task would occur in fy 
04/05.  
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Table 4.  CII Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern (Cont.) 
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Pollutant Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level 
Program 
Budget 

Schedule/Due 
Date(s) 

Mercury Evaluate opportunities for STOPPP through C/CAG of San Mateo County to support and/or 
sponsor state legislation to encourage and/or require the recycling of fluorescent lamps and 
other mercury containing products.  One possible bill that C/CAG should consider supporting is 
SB 511, the California Mercury Recycling Act of 2004 (Figueroa), which would require that 
every manufacturer of a mercury-containing fluorescent lamp sold in the state develop a plan 
to ensure that all of its mercury-containing lamps are collected, transported and recycled in 
accordance with applicable state laws. 

fy 04/05 $3,000 July 2004 through 
June 2005. 

Pesticides Target Pesticide Control Operators (PCO) working in San Mateo County with a training 
workshop held jointly with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
about integrated pest management and the increasing market for these services.  Continue to 
explore opportunities to collaborate with local schools to encourage the voluntary use of 
integrated pest management methods.  The specific activities, if any, which might be 
undertaken with the schools, will depend on the mutual interests of STOPPP and school 
representatives.  

fy 03/04 $10,000
fy 04/05 $10,000

The PCO training 
workshop will be held 
in fy 03/04, and the 
exploration of 
opportunities for 
school outreach is 
ongoing. 

 
 

Notes: 
 
CII – STOPPP’s Commercial/Industrial/Illicit Discharge Subcommittee 
STOPPP – San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program 
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Table 5.  Parks and Recreation IPM Work Group Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern 

 
Pollutant Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level 

Program 
Budget 

Schedule/Due 
Date(s) 
 

Pesticides Conduct 1) a train the trainer session(s) for each municipality’s representative so that the 
representative may train his or her municipality’s employees who could purchase or apply 
pesticides, including over-the-counter pesticides, about pesticide-related surface water toxicity, 
proper use and disposal of pesticides and less-toxic methods of pest prevention and pest 
control and/or 2) train municipal employees.  The success of this training will be measured by 
the level of participation from municipalities and by their ability to use the information provided 
as documented in each municipality’s deliverable forms. 
 

fy 03/04 $10,000
fy 04/05 $10,000

Continue to conduct 
annual municipal 
employee training 
sessions through the 
NPDES permit period. 

Pesticides Develop guidance documents to facilitate implementation of pesticide management policies at 
the local municipal level, such as 1) purchasing/contract or specification language for PCO 
services and pesticide chemicals and/or 2) standardized forms for documenting integrated pest 
management efforts.  The success of this activity will be measured by the amount of 
implementation that occurs as documented in each municipality’s deliverable forms. 

fy 03/04  $500 
fy 04/05  $500 
 
 
 

Ongoing. 

Notes: 
 
IPM – Integrated Pest Management   STOPPP – San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program 
PCO – Pest Control Operator    WAM – STOPPP’S Watershed and Monitoring Subcommittee 
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Table 6.  NDS Activities Related to Pollutants of Concern 
 

Pollutant(s) Ongoing and Planned Activities Planning Level 
Program 
Budget 

Schedule/Due 
Date(s) 

 

Sediment and 
Potentially 
Other 
Pollutants of 
Concern 

Coordinate STOPPP’s annual new development workshops.  Workshop topics include erosion 
and sediment control as well as post-construction BMPs, such as using site design, source 
control and treatment measures to reduce impacts to water quality.  The success of the 
workshops will be evaluated by surveying workshop participants. 

fy 03/04 $12,000
fy 04/05 $12,000

Workshops will be 
conducted annually. 

Sediment Support San Francisco Estuary Program/Regional Board erosion and sediment control 
workshops.  The success of the support for the workshops will be evaluated by the number of 
municipal staff who have completed this training and have current certifications for 
Construction Site Planning and Management for Water Quality Protection. 

fy 03/04 $500 
fy 04/05 $500 

Workshops will be 
conducted annually. 

Sediment Identify ways to improve the enforcement of erosion and sediment control measures at 
construction sites.  This may include reviewing existing ordinances, making recommendations 
for improving reporting and documentation, and/or providing tools to assist municipalities 
require post-construction controls. 

fy 03/04 $2,200 
fy 04/05 $2,200 

Each year activities 
will be identified and 
conducted and 
described in 
STOPPP’s Annual 
Report. 

Pesticides Review the requirements for pesticide reduction measures for new development and significant 
redevelopment projects that are included in the recently reissued NPDES permits for other 
stormwater programs, such as the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program and the 
Fairfield Suisun Sewer District.  Identify tools or steps that will be useful in preparing to meet 
these or similar requirements. 

fy 03/04  $2,000 
fy 04/05  $2,000 

Prepare a technical 
memorandum each 
fiscal year until 
STOPPP’s permit is 
reissued. 

Pesticides Include in STOPPP’s 04/05 new development workshop a presentation regarding the tools or 
steps that STOPPP will be taking to prepare to meet requirements for pesticide reduction 
measures for new development and significant redevelopment projects and information about 
landscaping design methods that minimize the need for pesticides. 

fy 04/05 
workshop 
budget  is 
shown above 

The workshop will be 
conducted in fy 04/05. 

 
Notes: 

BMP – Best Management Practice 
NDS – STOPPP’s New Development Subcommittee 
STOPPP – San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program 
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Certification 
 
"I certify, under penalty of law, that this document and all attachments were prepared under my 
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to ensure that qualified personnel 
properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.  Based on my inquiry of the person or 
persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the 
information, the information submitted, is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, 
accurate, and complete.  I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false 
information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.” 
 
 
 
        
 
Submitted on behalf of the 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
March 1, 2003 
 
Adam W. Olivieri, Dr. P.H., P.E. 
Program Manager 

Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 
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Hand Delivered on February 28, 2003 
 
 
February 28, 2003 
 
 
Ms. Loretta K. Barsamian 
Executive Officer 
San Francisco Bay Region  
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
Dear Ms. Barsamian, 
 
I am pleased to submit a draft Work Plan for implementation of the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s (SCVURPPP’s) Urban Runoff Management Plan 
(URMP) for fiscal year (FY) 2003-2004.  This Work Plan, which consists of Volumes I and II 
fulfills Provision C.6.b. of the Program’s NPDES permit (Order 01-024) reissued February 21, 
2001.  
 
The Work Plan also fulfills the following additional permit requirements of the Order: 
 
• Provides the Program’s Trash Work Plan, which identifies a strategy for addressing trash 

problem areas that occur in urban streams and waterways;  

• Describes the development of new or modification of existing Performance Standards 
(Provisions C.2.b. and C.5.); 

• Includes a Program PI/P Work Plan and Co-permittee work plans that describe the planned 
efforts to implement the Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign and other local PI/P 
activities (Provision C.4.) 

• Contains the Program’s FY 03-04 Monitoring Plan (Provision C.7.c.), which addresses data 
collection and control programs for specific pollutants (Provision C.9.);  

• Includes the Program’s FY 03-04 Mercury Outreach Activities (Provision C.9.c.), as 
described in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan;   

• Provides the Program’s Dioxin-like Compounds Actions Plan (Provision C.9.e.iii), which 
begins to identify control measures and/or management practices to eliminate or reduce 
discharges of dioxin-like compounds conveyed by urban runoff conveyance systems; 

Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Ms. Loretta K. Barsamian 
February 28, 2003 
Page 2 
 

F:\Sc42\FY03-04WP\Cover Letterv1.doc 

• Contains the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan tasks for FY 03-04 (Provision 
C.9.d); 

• Defines the Program’s role relative to watershed management efforts and involvement in 
the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI), as described in the 
Annual Monitoring Plan (Provision C.10.). 

The Work Plan includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules to be implemented 
by the Co-permittees, in each individual jurisdiction and collectively through the Program.  The 
Work Plan builds on the baseline routine efforts conducted by the Program and Co-permittees 
through its “continuous improvement” process.  The Work Plan also considers the 
implementation status of FY 02-03 activities and actions, in order to plan FY 03-04 activities. 
 
Most importantly, this Work Plan demonstrates the Program’s dedication to the process of 
continuous review and improvement, which includes seeking new opportunities to control storm 
water pollution to the “maximum extent practicable”.  Thus, the Work Plan includes a discussion 
of continuous improvement tasks that were identified through the individual Co-permittee 
performance reviews and the joint working relationships between the Program and the Santa 
Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) and other groups. 
 
The Management Committee is extremely concerned about the availability of resources 
to conduct all FY 03-04 tasks because of the uncertain State budget condition and 
repercussions on the local agency budgets.  As the resource issue becomes clearer, the 
Management Committee may have to revisit the priorities and resources assigned to the 
collaborative tasks. 
 
We look forward to working with you and your staff to implement the actions contained in the 
attached plans. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
 
Adam W. Olivieri, Dr. P.H., P.E. 
Program Manager 
 
 
 
CC: Trish Mulvey, CLEAN South Bay 
 Waterkeepers 
 Beau Goldie (SCVWD), SCVURPPP Management Committee Chair 
 SCVURPPP Management Committee Members 

Robert Falk, Morrison & Foerster 
 
Attachments:  FY 2003-2004 Draft Work Plan (including Co-permittee Work Plans) - three (3) 

hard copies 

 FY 2003-2004 Draft Work Plan (excluding the Co-permittee Work Plans) -     
three (3) compact disks 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This document comprises a draft Work Plan for implementation of the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s (SCVURPPP’s or Program’s) Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (URMP) for fiscal year (FY) 2003-2004.  This Work Plan fulfills Provision 
C.6.b. of the Program’s NPDES permit (Order 01-024) reissued February 21, 2001.  
 
The Work Plan also fulfills the following additional permit requirements of the Order: 
 
• Provides the Program’s Trash Work Plan, which identifies a strategy for addressing 

trash problem areas that occur in urban streams and waterways;  

• Describes the development of new or modification of existing Performance Standards 
(Provisions C.2.b. and C.5.); 

• Includes a Program PI/P Work Plan and Co-permittee work plans that describe the 
planned efforts to implement the Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign and 
other local PI/P activities (Provision C.4.) 

• Contains the Program’s FY 03-04 Monitoring Plan (Provision C.7.c.), which addresses 
data collection and control programs for specific pollutants (Provision C.9.);  

• Includes the Program’s FY 03-04 Mercury Outreach Activities (Provision C.9.c.), as 
described in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan;   

• Provides the Program’s Dioxin-like Compounds Actions Plan (Provision C.9.e.iii), which 
begins to identify control measures and/or management practices to eliminate or 
reduce discharges of dioxin-like compounds conveyed by urban runoff conveyance 
systems; 

• Contains the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan tasks for FY 03-04 
(Provision C.9.d); 

• Defines the Program’s role relative to watershed management efforts and involvement 
in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI), as described in 
the Annual Monitoring Plan (Provision C.10.). 

The Work Plan includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules to be 
implemented by the Co-permittees, in each individual jurisdiction and collectively through 
the Program.  The Work Plan builds on the baseline routine efforts conducted by the 
Program and Co-permittees through its “continuous improvement” process.  The Work Plan 
also considers the implementation status of FY 02-03 activities and actions, in order to plan 
FY 03-04 activities. 
 
Most importantly, this Work Plan demonstrates the Program’s dedication to the process of 
continuous review and improvement, which includes seeking new opportunities to control 
storm water pollution to the “maximum extent practicable”.  Thus, the Work Plan includes a 
discussion of continuous improvement tasks that were identified through the individual Co-
permittee performance reviews and the joint working relationships between the Program and 
the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) and other groups. 
 
The Work Plan is comprised of ten sections, as follows: 
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1. Program Continuous Improvement Tasks:  Section 1 provides continuous 
improvement tasks identified during FY 02-03 and a schedule for their completion. 

 
2. Performance Standard Revisions: Section 2 describes the Program’s recent revisions 

to the Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support and New Development-Planning 
Procedures Performance Standards; steps initiated regarding the development of 
guidance for implementing the Program’ s Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan; and a 
schedule for additional revisions or development of new performance standards in 
accordance with the NPDES permit. 

 
3. Public Involvement and Participation: The Program’s PI/P Work Plan (Section 3) 

includes a list and description of projects planned for FY 03-04 and the process used to 
select them.  A Pollutant Matrix is included which illustrates how on-going and planned 
PI/P efforts are directly linked to pollutants of concern. 

 
4. Monitoring Program: The Program’s FY 03-04 Annual Monitoring Plan is presented in 

Section 4.  The monitoring strategy describes how monitoring projects are linked to 
Program goals, SCBWMI goals and permit requirements.  The section identifies those 
on-going projects that are related to permit requirements along with a description and 
tentative schedule for FY 03-04 projects.  The Monitoring Plan includes watershed 
management measures. 

 
5. Pesticide Management Work Plan: Section 5 contains a status report on the 

Program’s pesticide management tasks, as identified in the Program’s Pesticide 
Management Plan (2/15/02), and planned tasks for FY 03-04. 

 
6. Mercury Pollution Prevention Work Plan: Section 6 contains the Program’s mercury 

pollution prevention tasks for FY 03-04, as identified in the Program’s Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Work Plan (3/1/02).  The status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan tasks is 
also provided. 

 
7. New and Redevelopment Work Plan:  Section 7 describes the Program’s progress in 

assisting Co-permittees in preparing to implement the requirements for new and 
redevelopment control measures (Provision C.3.) and the Program tasks planned for FY 
03-04, as identified in the Program’s C.3. Work Plan (3/1/02). 

 
8. FY 03-04 Program Budget: The Program’s Final FY 03-04 Budget Report, as 

approved by the Program’s Management Committee, is included in Section 8.  
The Management Committee is extremely concerned about the availability of 
resources to conduct all FY 03-04 tasks because of the uncertain State budget 
condition and repercussions on the local agency budgets.  As the resource issue 
becomes clearer, the Management Committee may have to revisit the priorities 
and resources assigned to the collaborative tasks. 

 
9. Co-permittee Performance Reviews:  Performance reviews during FY 02-03 focused 

on the effectiveness of existing New Development Control Programs (to determine how 
individual Co-permittees are preparing to implement Permit Provision C.3 requirements); 
and the implementation of the revised Construction Inspection Performance Standard.  A 
summary of the review meetings and continuous improvement items identified in the 
meetings is contained in Section 9. 
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10. Co-permittee Work Plan Summary Tables: Section 10 contains the individual Co-
permittee Work Plans for FY 03-04 developed consistent with the FY 00-01 Work Plan 
format approved by Regional Board staff.   
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1.  PROGRAM CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT WORK PLAN 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The 1997 URMP commits the Program and Co-permittees to a process of continuous 
improvement.  The concept of continuous improvement acknowledges that the definition of 
“maximum extent practicable” evolves over time.  Through continuous improvement, the 
Program will continue to develop and implement reasonable control measures to help advance 
the goal of achieving water quality objectives in South San Francisco Bay. 
 
The continuous improvement process is described on pages 31-35 of the Program URMP.  As 
shown in Figure 3 (page 35 of the URMP), areas for continuous improvement are identified 
through the Program and Co-permittees’ participation in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative (SCBWMI) and the Program and Co-permittees’ annual evaluations and 
annual reports. 
 
Regional Board staff and representatives of interested parties (including CLEAN South Bay) 
review the Program and Co-permittee annual reports and work plans, and participate in Co-
permittee performance review meetings (see Section 9).  Comments from these reviews and 
meetings help to identify specific continuous improvement (CI) tasks. The Program’s FY 03-04 
Budget (Section 8) includes a line item allocating funds to perform CI tasks. 
 

FY 03-04 CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT WORK PLAN 
 
FY 03-04 Program Continuous Improvement Items 
 
Table 1-1 includes a list of Program CI tasks for FY 03-04 and an approach and schedule for 
their implementation by Program staff.  These tasks were identified in the FY 02-03 
performance review meetings conducted in November and December 2002.  Identified CI items 
involve suggestions on improving the implementation of New and Redevelopment Controls 
(Provision C.3.).  No specific comments from Regional Board staff have been received on the 
FY 01-02 Annual Report, so no additional CI tasks have been identified from this source.  
Regional Board staff comments on the FY 02-03 Work Plan were addressed in the document 
entitled Response to Regional Board Staff Comments- 06/19/02- FY 2002-2003 Work Plan 
(submitted to the Regional Board on September 13, 2002).  Table 1-2 within Attachment 1-1 
provides an update on the status of ongoing continuous improvement tasks identified in 
previous fiscal years.    
 
Program Data Management Improvements 
 
Various projects are underway to improve the management of Program data and to enhance 
Co-permittee and public access to Program data.  These projects include: 
 

1. Using a Microsoft® Access Database to house enhanced reporting of IND and ICID 
data.  Co-permittees have been requested to submit raw IND and IC/ID data on a 
quarterly basis.  By February 2003, most Co-permittees had submitted raw data for the 
first half of FY 02-03.  Raw data was reviewed and preliminary summary reports were 
created showing required data categories.  This process has enhanced data quality; 
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2. Improving the mechanism used to track Program staff attendance at meetings.  A 
revised written procedure has been implemented requiring Program Staff to provide 
pertinent meeting information on a monthly basis; 

3. Creating a Microsoft® Access Database to house pertinent meeting information.  
Queries may be conducted to obtain meeting information.   

4. Maintaining the Program’s files of electronic data and links to other data sources used by 
the Program.  Maintenance tasks completed include data transfers, conversions, 
backups, storage and organization. 

5. Updating the Program’s work product inventory (Table 4-2) on a routine basis.  Relevant 
Work Product information is housed with a Microsoft® Access Database.  Queries may 
be conducted to obtain work product inventory information.  Reports are available 
detailing the Program’s Work Products; 

6. Continually updating and improving the entire structure and content of the Program’s 
web site. 

 
Trash Assessment Planning Activities 
 
The Program is well underway with activities which begin identifying a strategy for municipalities 
and agencies (within the Program’s jurisdiction) to address trash problem areas that occur in 
urban streams and waterways.  A Trash Work Plan was developed and submitted (within 
Section 4 of the FY 03-04 Work Plan) to fulfill a Program FY 01-02 CI item and actions identified 
within the Program’s Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan.  The results and 
implementation efforts over the next two years will be documented and provided within the 
Program’s and Co-permittee’s Annual Reports.  
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Tasks Updated  
Schedule 

Status Evaluation of 
Effectiveness 

FY 03-04 CI Tasks – New Development and Redevelopment 

1.  Develop written tools to be used to 
train staff on Provision C.3 
requirements (in case of staff turnover) 

 

December 2003 In Progress – Program staff are working on C.3. 
guidance for the Co-permittees.  Upon 
completion, staff will obtain feedback from the 
C3PO AHTG and the MC as to whether additional 
training products are needed. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 

2.  Hold future training workshops on 
multiple days to increase the chances 
staff will be able to attend. 

 

June 2003 and ongoing 
consideration 

In Progress – Program staff were requested by 
the C3PO AHTG to hold the Spring 2003 New 
Development Workshop on two consecutive days, 
to accommodate municipal staff schedules as well 
as to allow engineers and consultants to attend. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage.  Evaluation forms will be 
used to get feedback from 
participants at the workshops. 

3.  Develop brochures/handouts to 
provide to developers containing 
information on Provision C.3 with 
reference to resources containing 
ideas. 

 

December 2003 In Progress – Program staff distributed the 
Regional Board’s C.3. fact sheet to the Co-
permittees for their use.  Additional fact sheets will 
be developed in FY 03-04 based on direction from 
the C3PO AHTG. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 

4.  Develop design guidance containing 
stormwater control opportunities for 
small road modifications.  

 

June 2003 In Progress – This will be included in the 
Program’s C.3. guidance.  

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 

5.  Follow-up on pesticide reduction 
guidance to ensure effectiveness. 
Research conflicts between water 
conservation and pest 
resistance/pesticide reduction. 

June 2004 To Be Done – An evaluation of the effectiveness 
of the Program’s pesticide reduction guidance will 
be performed as part of the FY 02-03 and FY 03-
04 Annual Reports. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 
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1 

ON-GOING CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT ITEMS 
 
Table 1-2 provides an update on the status of ongoing continuous improvement tasks 
identified in previous fiscal years.  Items that were noted as completed or on-going in 
Table 2-6 of the FY 01-02 Annual Report have been removed from the list, and any 
schedule changes are noted on the table.  Work will continue on these remaining 
improvement tasks and the results reported in the FY 02-03 Annual Report.   
 
The Program’s focus during FY 02-03 was on implementing new requirements of its 
NPDES permit and less on continuous improvement of existing Program elements.  For 
clarification, no new continuous improvement items were identified for FY 02-03 (see 
Section 1 of FY 02-03 Work Plan). 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Table 1-2 
Status of Ongoing  

Program Continuous Improvement (CI) Tasks 
 

FY 03-04 Work Plan 1 of 6 3/01/03 
F:\Sc42\FY03-04WP\Vol1\Section 1\Table 1-2_rev.doc 

Task Updated 
Schedule1 Status Evaluation of 

Effectiveness 

Remaining FY 99-00 CI Tasks – Program Management 

6. Send letter to contractors who received 
Construction General Permit Binder, explaining 
that the binder is being revised and contractors 
should reference the Regional Board’s Erosion 
Control Field Manual. (Priority- Medium) 

December 2003 In Progress –In the near term, the Program will 
focus on outreach to developers regarding 
Provision C.3., but this will be followed by 
completing the guidance to contractors.  The 
Program will send letters to contractors in its 
database, plus any additional names provided 
by the Co-permittees, about availability of 
completed Program guidance materials. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage.  Will obtain feedback from 
contractors as to the usefulness 
of the binder through an 
evaluation form or survey 
following distribution of the 
binder. 

9. Consider developing, with the help of an 
ad hoc task group, a fact sheet addressing 
common construction BMP problems, like 
drain inlet protection and dewatering. (Priority 
– Medium) 

June 2003 In Progress – Management Committee 
approved having the Program adapt an existing 
brochure on dewatering (created by Palo Alto, 
Mountain View and San Jose) for the other Co-
permittees’ use.  Program staff are in the 
process of arranging for the adaptation and 
printing. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 

11. Investigate the issue of maintenance and 
durability of porous paving materials. (Priority – 
Medium) 

June 2003 Update -- Program staff will collect information 
on experience with these materials, including 
effectiveness of Co-permittee “pilot projects”.  
This information will be made available to the 
Co-permittees as part of the guidance 
developed by the Program to meet the C.3. 
provisions for new and redevelopment controls. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 

12. Work with Regional Board staff to provide 
guidance on: 1) approaches to plan review; 
and 2) requirements and acceptable 
alternatives for post-construction controls. 
(Priority – High) 

June 2003 Update – Program staff will present guidance 
on plan review and information on post-
construction controls as part of the guidance 
developed to meet the C.3. provisions. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage.  Was discussed during 
performance reviews this fall (see 
FY 03-04 CI tasks).. 

                                                 
1 See FY 01-02 Annual Report for previous version. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Table 1-2 
Status of Ongoing 

Program Continuous Improvement (CI) Tasks 
 

FY 03-04 Work Plan 2 of 6 3/01/03 
F:\Sc42\FY03-04WP\Vol1\Section 1\Table 1-2_rev.doc 
 

Task Updated 
Schedule1 Status Evaluation of 

Effectiveness 

15. Look into providing storm water training to 
building officials through the Peninsula 
Chapter of Building Officials monthly training 
sessions. (Priority –Low) 

June 2004 Update – This item is low priority, and has been 
delayed due to Program staff’s focus on higher 
priority items. It is now more appropriate to 
provide training following completion of the C.3. 
guidance. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 

Remaining FY 99-00 CI Tasks – PI/P 

Independent Pool and Spa Service Association 
Presentations – investigate alternatives to the 
filter backwash BMP in the Program’s pool 
brochure, and consider developing a bill insert 
for educating pool owners. 

June 2003 In Progress – This item will be completed as 
part of the Pool Pump Magnet Project, which is 
now focused on reprinting the brochure instead 
of developing a magnet. Language in the 
brochure was changed to address the filter 
backwash BMP. The distribution plan has not 
yet been developed. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage.  Will obtain feedback from 
pool service contractors and pool 
owners following distribution of 
the brochure. 

Remaining FY 00-01 CI Tasks – Program Management 

2.  Work with Co-permittees to finalize the draft 
Section 6.7.2, “Comparison of Development 
Policies” of the SCBWMI Watershed 
Characteristics Report (WCR) and provide 
guidance for strengthening local land use 
policies. (Priority – High) 

January 2003 Completed – The Development Policies 
Comparison Project, which consisted of reviews 
of Co-permittee policies, codes, and ordinances 
and comparison to a checklist of desirable 
element for watershed protection (and 
compliance with C.3.), was completed in 
January 2003.  The draft sections were 
distributed to individual Co-permittees for 
review, and their comments incorporated. It is 
now being reviewed by the WMI LUS. 

Effective – Responses from Co-
permittees involved in review 
meetings have indicated that this 
review process has been useful 
in helping them identify changes 
that need to be made in local 
policies, codes, and ordinances 
to meet the Provision C.3. 
requirements. 
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Task Updated 
Schedule1 Status Evaluation of 

Effectiveness 

3.  Provide guidance to Co-permittees on 
requirements for temporary non-stormwater 
discharges to storm drains. 

pending Update – Co-permittees have requested 
assistance from the RWQCB staff with 
determining under what conditions temporary 
non-stormwater discharges are allowed to flow 
to storm drains.  To date, RWQCB have only 
provided guidance in individual letters to 
contractors. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. Waiting for direction from 
RWQCB staff. 

6.  Conduct a workshop for municipal staff 
based on the municipal training protocols 
being developed by an ad hoc task group. 
(Priority – Medium) 

June 2004 In Progress- – Four municipal training 
protocols have been developed.  One additional 
protocol on Mercury Pollution Prevention to be 
developed.  Upon completion and approval of 
funding Co-permittees, planning will begin for 
the workshop.  The workshop will be held 
during FY 03-04. (The workshop is a lower 
priority than those for needed for new 
development topics.) 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 

Remaining FY 01-02 CI Tasks – Program Management 

3.  Develop formal mechanism with RWQCB to 
distribute NOI lists. (Priority - Low) 

Ongoing Ongoing – Program staff are downloading and 
converting the databases into useful 
spreadsheets with NOI information.  The 
spreadsheets are posted on the SCVURPPP 
website (www.scvurppp.org) for Co-permittee 
review and use.  The NOI lists are updated on a   
quarterly basis. 

Effective – This has been a 
useful service to the Co-
permittees. 

4.  At the completion of the performance 
review meetings, compile list of continuous 
improvement items that relate to restaurant 
inspections and meet with County Department 
of Environmental Health staff to discuss.  
(Priority – Medium) 

December 2003 In Progress – Program staff plan to conduct a 
meeting with County DEH, restaurant 
inspectors and Co-permittee staff to reinforce 
inspection expectations, improve 
communication and coordination, and discuss 
their use of Program outreach materials. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 
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Task Updated 
Schedule1 Status Evaluation of 

Effectiveness 

5.  Provide guidance to co-permittees on 
recommended education approach and BMPs 
for targeted industries identified in IND-2 final 
report.  Determine whether additional steps 
should be taken per the Copper Action Plan. 
(Priority – Medium) 

December 2003 Update – City of San Jose staff have the lead.  
Program staff will work with City of San Jose 
staff to prepare guidance as part of follow-up to 
the IND-2 outreach project (SC25.12).  Due to 
significant City of San Jose (CSJ) staff changes 
over the past year, the project has been 
delayed.  New CSJ staff has been assigned and 
the work rescheduled (see CSJ Work Plan). 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 

6.  Conduct follow-up to Mobile Polluter 
Database Feasibility Study. (Priority - Low) 

December 2003 Update -- Program staff will address this as part 
of ICID data management and continuous 
improvement tasks. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 

9.  Explore mechanisms to provide outreach 
and BMP information to concrete workers and 
saw cutters in Santa Clara County (private and 
municipal). [Added per RWQCB comments on 
FY 99-00 Annual Report, 3/27/01] 

March 2003 Completed – The Program worked with the 
BASMAA New Development Committee to 
implement the Regional Construction Education 
Program III, which is focused on outreach to 
subcontractors, specifically concrete workers, 
saw cutters and painters.  Products developed 
include: construction BMP plan sheet, water 
quality protection language for municipal 
contracts, illicit discharge prevention cards, and 
a brochure on proper saw cutting techniques.  A 
mailing of the information to the problem 
subcontractors was completed.   

The final products have been received on CD 
and will be distributed to the Co-permittees. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 
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Task Updated 
Schedule1 Status Evaluation of 

Effectiveness 

Remaining FY 01-02 CI Tasks – PI/P 

2.  Review and update the review process 
established for the Watershed Education and 
Outreach Campaign. 

March 2002; 

Next update: 
June 2003 

Completed in FY 01-02.  However, the table 
listing review required for each product needs to 
be updated as part of development of each 
year’s work plan. 

 

Effective – The established 
process has been useful for 
guiding the levels of review 
needed for campaign products. 

Needs Improvement – as 
described under “Status”. 

3.  Support Co-permittees efforts to document 
and assess the reach of existing schools 
outreach programs. 

September 2003; 
Ongoing 

Completed/Ongoing  – Regional Board staff 
requested Co-permittees to document existing 
outreach to schools on watershed awareness 
and pollution prevention, which schools were 
receiving the outreach, and which schools were 
missed, and include it in their annual reports.  
Tables with information on Co-permittee efforts 
are provided in Section 9 of the Program’s FY 
01-02 Annual Report.  A work group is currently 
working with the City of San Jose to develop 
GIS map layers to show the distribution of 
existing outreach. 

Cannot be evaluated at this 
stage. 
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Task Updated 
Schedule1 Status Evaluation of 

Effectiveness 

Remaining FY 01-02 CI Tasks – Data Management 

7.  Follow up on monitoring project results and 
recommendations. 

Ongoing  
(New projects 

incorporated as part 
of Annual Work 

Plans);  

Ongoing –Results and recommendations from 
Program monitoring projects are incorporated 
into the continuous improvement items list, 
where progress made can be tracked. Table 4-
1 (contained in each Annual Report) is used to 
update and track monitoring projects.  Table 4-2 
is used to track all projects, including monitoring 
projects and products.  All major reports and 
work products are on the SCVURPPP website.  

Effective – This process has 
been effective for tracking the 
progress and completion of 
monitoring projects. 

Needs Improvement – A 
process (e.g., a table containing a 
summary of recommendations 
from completed projects) is 
needed to prioritize follow-up 
monitoring projects. 

Remaining FY 01-02 CI Tasks – Trash 

1. Conduct trash assessment planning 
activities. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Ongoing Completed– Trash Work Plan was submitted in 
FY 03-04 Work Plan (as an attachment in 
Section 4)  

Ongoing- Program staff will complete relevant 
Trash Work Plan tasks; continue to plan and 
organize Trash AHTG meetings to facilitate 
review and approval of Program work products; 
and attend one to two “Pick-Up San Jose” 
Technical Advisory Committee meetings each 
year. 

 

Effective – The Trash Work Plan 
provides the Program’s strategy 
for investigating the extent of the 
trash problem and possible 
solutions (prior to permit 
requirements being established 
for trash management). 
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2.  PERFORMANCE STANDARD REVISIONS 
 
Background 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) developed model 
Performance Standards (PSs) in 1996. The model PSs were accepted by the Regional Board in 
June 1997.  Each Co-permittee adopted the model PSs or tailored them to their local community 
characteristics and conditions. The PSs were incorporated into the Program’s September 1, 
1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP) and the Co-permittees’ local URMPs which is 
currently part of the NPDES permit (Provision C.2).  
 
The URMP also contains the Program’s commitment to a process of continuous improvement. 
One component of this process is to review an existing PS, or create a new PS, each year.  
Decisions as to which PS will be created or revised in a given year are made based on 
requirements in the Program’s NPDES permit, comments by Regional Board staff on Annual 
Reports, and/or continuous improvement items identified as part of annual performance 
reviews. 
 
Revisions to Rural Public Works Performance Standards 
 
In fulfillment of Permit Provision C.5, the Program’s Management Committee approved, and 
submitted to the Regional Board on June 21, 2002, the Performance Standard for Rural Public 
Works Maintenance and Support.  The Performance Standard was accompanied by a 
transmittal letter discussing its background and the Program’s responses to Regional Board 
staff comments during the development process.  Regional Board staff provided comments on   
the Performance Standard, in a letter dated September 26, 2002.  The letter required the 
Performance Standard and associated documents to be revised in response to the Regional 
Board comments by December 20, 2002.   
 
On November 25, 2002, the Rural Public Works Performance Standard Ad Hoc Task Group 
(AHTG) met with Regional Board staff to review the Regional Board comments and discuss 
revisions to the Performance Standard.  Based on discussions at that meeting, a revised 
Performance Standard was sent to the AHTG for final review and approval.  The revised 
Performance Standard was approved by the AHTG and sent to the Management Committee for 
approval at their December 19, 2002 meeting.  On December 20, 2002, the approved 
Performance Standard was submitted to the Regional Board, accompanied by a transmittal 
letter and table listing the Program’s responses to the Regional Board’s letter Comments on the 
Rural Public Works Performance Standard dated September 26, 2002. Comments received 
from the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Agency, Santa Clara County Vector Control District, 
Santa Clara County Open Space Authority and Mid-Peninsula Open Space District was also 
incorporated in the second revision of the Performance Standard.  The Program is currently 
awaiting further response from Regional Board staff.  
 
The second revision of the Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Performance 
Standard is provided in Attachment 2-1.  A summary of major changes is presented below: 
 

• The word “paved” was deleted from the entire BMP section; 

• The phrase “erosion control” was replaced throughout the Performance Standard and 
BMP section with “erosion prevention and sediment control”; and 
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• Comments and/or suggested language received from the Regional Board letter 
Comments on the Rural Public Works Performance Standard dated September 26, 2002 
were copied verbatim (in most instances) to the revised Performance Standard. 

 
Mercury Pollution Prevention:  Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-
Containing Products 
 
To address Provision C.9.c. of the Program’s NPDES permit, the Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Plan (Mercury Plan) was submitted to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002, as part of the 
Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan.  Permit Provision C.9.c. requires the implementation of a 
Mercury Plan which includes: 
 

• The development and adoption of policies, procedures, and/or ordinances requiring the 
virtual elimination of mercury from controllable sources in urban runoff, including the 
identification of mercury-containing products used by the Dischargers and a schedule for 
their timely phase out.  

 
A performance standard for Mercury Pollution Prevention is not specifically required in Permit 
Provision C.9.c.  However, to move in the direction of establishing clear procedures for 
improved management and reduction of mercury-containing products used by Co-permittees, 
the Program is developing guidance for Co-permittees to implement the Mercury Plan. 
 
In December 2002, the Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Ad Hoc Task Group (Mercury P2 
Plan AHTG) and Program staff began developing guidelines for the reduction and management 
of mercury-containing products identified for virtual elimination.  A final draft of the guidelines 
will be submitted to the Management Committee in March 2003.  The goal of the guidelines is to 
work towards the virtual elimination of mercury from controllable sources in urban runoff; and to 
establish proper recycling and disposal methods for products that cannot be eliminated due to 
technological or economic factors.  Co-permittees will begin implementation in FY 03-04.  Any 
additional tasks identified by Co-permittees (or found within the guidelines) will be incorporated 
in future annual work plans.  Co-permittees decided not to update their local URMPs (to 
incorporate the Mercury Plan or guidelines) since both are not performance standards. 
 
New Development - Planning Procedures 
 
As part of its C.3. Implementation Work Plan (March 1, 2002), the Program has revised the 
1997 model Planning Procedures Performance Standard (PPPS) to be consistent with the 
requirements of Permit Provision C.3.  Provision C.3.k. specifically requires that the Program 
submit a model enhanced performance standard for source control measures in new and 
redevelopment projects by March 1, 2003.  It made sense to Program staff and the Program’s 
C3PO AHTG to combine the source control measures requirements with the PPPS revisions; 
and include the Draft Model List of Source Control Measures (submitted to the Regional Board 
on September 15, 2002, per Provision C.3.k. and the C.3. Table 1) as an attachment to the 
PPPS.  The draft revised PPPS went through several rounds of review (by the C3PO AHTG) 
and was approved by the AHTG on January 27, 2003.  The Management Committee approved 
the revised PPPS on February 20, 2003 for submittal to the Regional Board.  The final draft 
revised PPPS is provided in Attachment 2-2. 
 
Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements- Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 
 
In a letter dated June 5, 2002, Regional Board staff commented on the procedures described 
for the Program’s enhanced reporting of the industrial/commercial (IND) inspections.  This 
description was provided within Program’s Continuous Improvement of Industrial Reporting 
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Technical Memorandum dated September 7, 2001.  This technical memorandum was included 
as an attachment within the Program’s FY 00-01 Annual Report.  Regional Board staff 
determined that permit requirements to propose categories of businesses to inspect and 
frequencies for inspection had not been met. Although the Program’s September 7, 2001 
memorandum proposes categories, Regional Board staff did not believe Co-permittees were 
committed to these categories and requested that Co-permittees submit additional information 
on their inspection programs.   
 
Program staff worked with individual Co-permittees to compile requested information and 
submitted a response to the Regional Board entitled Response to Regional Board Staff 
Comments 6/5/02, Industrial and Commercial Facility Inspection Enhanced Reporting on 
September 5, 2002.  The Program is currently implementing IND reporting procedures 
consistent with the Program’s Continuous Improvement of Industrial Reporting Technical 
Memorandum dated September 7, 2001.  On February 24, 2003, Jan O’Hara, Regional Board 
staff contacted Program staff with verbal comments regarding the Program’s IND Summary 
Reports provided within the FY 01-02 Annual Report   Jan commented that the Program was 
not reporting the nature of follow-up relating to actual or threatened non-compliance and 
providing an evaluation of effectiveness of Co-permittee IND inspection programs.  Program 
staff will work with the Co-permittees to better address these items as part of the FY 02-03 
Annual Report.  The Industrial Reporting Ad Hoc Task Group will draft a memorandum (for the 
Management Committee) recommending what changes are necessary to improve current IND 
reporting procedures.  In accordance with information provided within the Program’s Continuous 
Improvement of Industrial Reporting Technical Memorandum dated September 7, 2001, the 
Program’s full implementation of IND reporting procedures is expected by September 15, 2003. 
 Model language for updating the IND performance standards will be developed, reviewed and 
approved (by the Management Committee) during FY 03-04.  
 
Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements- Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping Elimination  
 
In a letter dated June 5, 2002, Regional Board staff commented on the procedures described 
for the Program’s enhanced reporting of Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping (IC/ID).  This 
description was provided within the Program’s Continuous Improvement of Illicit 
Connection/Illegal Dumping Reporting Technical Memorandum dated September 7, 2001.  This 
technical memorandum was included as an attachment within the Program’s FY 00-01 Annual 
Report.  Regional Board staff determined the reporting procedures to be acceptable.  Initial 
IC/ID summary tables for each Co-permittee were included within the Program’s FY 01-02 
Annual Report submitted to the Regional Board on Monday, September 16, 2002.  Model 
language for updating the IC/ID performance standards will be developed, reviewed and 
approved (by the Management Committee) during FY 03-04.  
 
Future Efforts- FY 03-04 Activities 
 
Priorities for recent efforts to revise or create new performance standards have been driven by 
the requirements in the Program’s reissued NPDES permit (Order No. 01-024).  By the end of 
FY 02-03 (pending Regional Board staff review and approval), all new or revised PS required by 
the permit will be completed.  Future efforts to revise or update existing PS will be identified 
through the process of continuous improvement (see Section 1).   
 
The Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard has been selected as the 
next performance standard to be revised during FY 03-04.  This PS has not been critically 
reviewed since 1997.  Issues which include changes in methods of disinfection of potable water 
supplies and the appropriate BMPs for discharges of these waters to storm drains will be 
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addressed.  A work group with significant participation from SCVWD and other Co-permittees 
with water utilities will be formed for this purpose. 
 
Program staff is developing a municipal employee training curriculum with modules to address 
various municipal activities that have potential impacts to stormwater. The training curricula will 
provide education on stormwater pollution, technical training on the use of BMPs and examples 
of practical BMP application.  Generic modules have been developed that can be customized 
for each agency. In addition, a “Train the Trainer” workshop will be held to introduce and explain 
the applicability of the training modules to designated trainers from each Co-permittee. 
 
Training modules relating to BMPs for corporation yards, storm drain operation and 
maintenance, streets, roads and highway maintenance and pest management have been 
developed by Program staff.  Currently, a Co-permittee work group is reviewing them. A fifth 
training module relating to mercury pollution prevention will be developed during FY 02-03.  
Once the work group approves the modules, the workshop will schedule and held in FY 03-04.  
 
A list of performance standard-related tasks and a schedule for completion is provided below: 
 

Performance Standard Action Due Date 

Industrial Commercial Discharger Control Program 
– Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements 

Revise 
existing PS 

Draft December 1, 20031, 2 

Final March 1, 2004 
Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping Elimination  
-- Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements 

Revise 
existing PS 

Draft December 1, 20031 

Final March 1, 2004 

Mercury Pollution Prevention Activities Develop 
Guidance3 

Final March 2003  

New Development - Planning Procedures Revise 
existing PS 

Draft November 26, 2002 

Final March 1, 2003 

Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Revise 
existing PS 

Draft March 2004 

Final June 2004 
 

                                                 
1 The Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements for IND and ICID were submitted to the Regional Board 
on September 15, 2001 as required by Permit Provisions C.6.a.i. and C.6.a.ii., and are being 
implemented by the Program and Co-permittees.  This task will revise the existing IND and ICID PS to 
reflect these enhanced reporting requirements. 
2 Schedule depends on timely receipt of Regional Board staff comments. 
3 A performance standard for Mercury Pollution Prevention Activities is not required in the NDPES Permit 
Provision C.9.c.   The Program has developed draft guidance (December 20, 2002) for the Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Program to assist Co-permittees in incorporating the Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Work Plan tasks into their local URMPs. 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
 

Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 

(December 19, 20021) 
 
 

I.   Introduction 
 
The goal of the Rural Public Works Performance Standard is to minimize the water quality 
impacts resulting from public works maintenance and support activities in rural areas. This 
performance standard is intended to aid Co-permittees in ensuring that required control measures 
are implemented while performing maintenance activities adjacent to streams to prevent the 
degradation of stream functions.  Santa Clara County contains habitat for the threatened Central 
California Coast Steelhead.  Maintenance Activities in watersheds that support steelhead habitat 
are subject to Limit No. 10, Routine Road Maintenance, of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
Section 4(d) Rules to Protect Threatened Salmon and Steelhead, signed on June 20, 2000. This 
limit finds routine road maintenance activities must “not impair properly functioning habitat, 
appreciably reduce the functioning of already impaired habitat, or retard the long-term progress 
of impaired habitat toward [a properly functioning condition] (PFC)”23 This Performance 
Standard is consistent with the goal of Limit No. 10. 
 
The Rural Public Works Performance Standard defines the level of implementation that each Co-
permittee in the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program will attain to 
demonstrate that water quality is protected to the maximum extent practicable.  
 

                                                 
1 Approved by the SCVURPPP Management Committee at its December 19, 2002 meeting. 
2 A Citizen’s Guide to the 4(d) Rule for Threatened Salmon Steelhead on the West Coast, National Marine Fisheries 
Service Northwest and Southwest Regions, June 20, 2000. 
3 NMFS is not requiring states, local governments or private parties to change their practices to conform to any of 
the take limits described in the final rule.  The limits provide one way to be sure an activity or program does not risk 
violating the take prohibitions.  Simply because a program is not within a limit does not mean that it automatically 
violates the ESA or the 4(d) rule.  However, it does mean that any program or jurisdiction would risk ESA penalties 
if the activity in question takes a listed fish.  By receiving a limit, governments and individuals receive assurance 
that their activities do not violate the take prohibitions and will not be subject to enforcement. (NMFS, June 20, 
2000). 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 

 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 

Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 
 

PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
 
1) The Co-permittee will implement and require contractors to implement appropriate best 

management practices (BMPs) when performing maintenance activities in or adjacent to a 
stream channel unless required to do otherwise by emergency flood control procedures. 
During emergency flood control activities, water quality will be protected to the maximum 
extent practicable 

 
2) The Co-permittee will plan for proper erosion prevention and sediment control measures in 

designing rural roads.   
 
3) During construction, the Co-permittee will inspect the construction site, and maintain 

construction erosion prevention and sediment control BMPs to ensure that they are working 
properly and that problems are corrected as soon as they develop. 

 
4) Maintenance staff will properly store, use, and dispose of materials, chemicals and wastes 

during and after the performance of activities. Mechanical equipment will be stored and 
operated properly as well.  

 
5) Co-permittees will provide annual training and technical assistance to maintenance staff in 

the use of appropriate BMPs. 
 
6) Co-permittees will obtain the correct permits for maintenance activities taking place in or 

adjacent to stream channels. The “correct permits” are defined on page 14 herein. 
 
7) The Co-permittee will provide outreach materials to contractors, developers, and staff on 

Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities BMPs and permitting requirements.  
 
8) The Co-permittee will evaluate and report on the implementation of the rural public works 

performance standards as part of the individual Co-permittee annual reports.  Annual 
reporting and inspections are not required under the following special cases: levees that are 
inspected frequently under another program (i.e. SCVWD levees inspected for flood 
protection and control) and levees where captured runoff would be under another NPDES 
permit (i.e. City of Sunnyvale treatment pond levees). 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 

 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 

Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 
 
 

DEFINITIONS 
 
Berm An elevated area constructed of asphalt materials, base rock, soils, 

sandbags or other materials to divert runoff. Typically located along 
roadway shoulders.  

 
Brush Vegetative material smaller in length/diameter than large woody debris. 

May consist of cuttings of native vegetation intended for use in slope 
stabilization BMPs such as brushlayering, brushpacking, willow wattles, 
etc.  

 
Cut and Plug The practice of cutting woody debris in streams that may become lodged 

in downstream obstructions into small pieces and/or short lengths. 
(culverts, log jams, etc.) 

 
Emergency An emergency consists of circumstances creating a substantial risk of 

loss, damage, interruption of essential services, or threat to public health 
or safety that could not have been reasonably foreseen. “Emergency” 
includes any man-made or natural event or circumstances causing or 
threatening loss of life, injury to person or property, including but not 
limited to fire, explosion, flood, severe weather, earthquake, volcanic 
activity, spills or releases of oil or hazardous material, contamination, 
actual or imminent loss of transportation facilities, civil disturbance, riot, 
sabotage and war.  

 
 The distinction must be made as to when the emergency is over and 

cleanup begins. An emergency ends when threats of loss of life or injury 
are mitigated and pre-emergency service is restored. Examples of 
emergency operations include, but are not limited to, modification of 
large woody debris/log jams in streams, streambank/slope stabilization, 
flood response and emergency road opening measures.  

 
Habitat An area used by a species for migration, breeding, spawning, foraging, 

shelter, etc. May refer to generic types of habitat, such as riparian (near 
water bodies), upland (above riparian habitat), etc.  
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Diversion Potential Occurs at a stream crossing having one approach that slopes away from 
the stream bed so as to potentially divert flow reaching the road surface 
away from the channel.  

 
Large Woody Debris Large pieces of woody material 6 inches and larger in diameter and at 

least 10 feet long. Also includes root wads and stumps. Typically refers  
to woody debris in water bodies.  

 
Revegetation The placement, planting and/or fostering of growth of beneficial plant 

species.  
  
Rural Road A public paved or unpaved road that is:  

a) in an area having average lot sizes of 1 acre net or greater or zoned 
as open space under Co-permittee jurisdiction; and 

b) not served by an integrated municipal storm drain system;  
c) not served by curbs and gutters; and  
d) intended to be passable to a maintenance vehicle. 
This definition does not include hiking and equestrian trails, unless they 
are intended to be passable to a maintenance vehicle. 

 
Sensitive Area Any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are rare or 

especially valuable, including any area in the following categories: 
1. habitats containing or supporting “rare and endangered” 

species as defined by the State Fish and Game Commission as 
well as “threatened and endangered” species and their 
associated critical habitat, as defined under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act; 

2. perennial and intermittent streams and their tributaries that 
support aquatic habitat; 

3. lakes, ponds and adjacent shore habitat; 
4. wetlands, marshes and coastal tide lands;  
5. coastal and offshore areas containing breeding or nesting sites 

or used by migratory and resident water –associated birds for 
resting areas and feeding; 

6. areas used for scientific study and research concerning fish and 
wildlife; 

7. existing game and wildlife refuges and reserves; and 
8. sand dunes and sea cliffs. 

 
Sidecast Material placed on or within the banks of any water body; the practice of 

placing material on or within the banks of any water body.  
 
Slipout A shallow slope failure, typically involving the shoulder of a road or 

trail. May be caused by high groundwater, falling trees (windthrow), etc.  
 
Washout A slope or bank failure, typically involving the shoulder of a road or 

trail. May be caused by high flows in streams, concentrated runoff, etc.  
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Watercourse Bank The slope of land that adjoins a watercourse, the top of which shall be 

the topographic line roughly parallel to the watercourse center line 
where the side slopes intersect the plane of the ground adjacent to that 
traversed by the watercourse. Where banks do not distinguishably end, 
the surrounding land being extensions of the banks, the top of such 
banks shall be determined by the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Community Project Review Unit, Unit Manager. 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 

 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 

Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 
 

Attachment 1 
WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

 
This section describes the activities to be conducted by the co-permittee, and described in the co-
permittee’s local Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP) to implement the performance 
standard, along with an implementation schedule.  
 
Example Contents of the Work Plan 
 

• Develop (or review and revise) standard operating procedures for rural public works 
activities.  

 
• Develop or adapt BMPs and control measures.  

 
• Ensure adequate legal authority, including chain of command, used to conduct and 

enforce the use of rural public works maintenance BMPs by others, if necessary, as 
documented by reference in Attachment 2. 

• Obtain or develop educational materials for training maintenance staff and for 
outreach to contractors.  

 
• Develop an annual training program for maintenance staff.  

 
• Annually conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the rural public works 

program, report the results of the evaluation in the Annual Report, and identify items 
for continuous improvement.  

 
• Identify the rural public works facilities that are under the agency’s jurisdiction. 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 

 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 

Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 

Attachment 2 
LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 

 
This section contains a demonstration of the co-permittee’s legal authority to implement the 
performance standard, or a time schedule for developing and obtaining additional authority.  
 
The co-permittee should provide references to municipal codes or ordinances that demonstrate 
adequate legal authority to require contractors to conduct O&M activities in a manner that 
eliminates or reduces water quality impacts. These include: 
 
• Storm water discharge ordinance. 

• Other ordinance or section(s) of municipal code that apply to maintenance activities. 

• Standard Operating Procedures (see Attachment 4) 

• Standard contract language (see model language below). 

Model Standard Contract Language4 

Storm water runoff flows directly to creeks and San Francisco Bay without treatment.  Allowing 
pollutants (including sediment) to directly or indirectly enter the storm drain system is prohibited 
by federal, state and local regulations.  The operation and maintenance of public streets, roads, 
and highways can cause storm water pollution in numerous ways.  For example, storm water 
pollution can be caused by wastes from street or equipment cleaning, by improper storage of 
products or wastes, or inadequate clean up of left-over or spilled products or wastes.  These 
pollutants can either enter storm drains directly or be transported by storm water runoff. 

The Contractor shall take all measures necessary to prevent pollutants (including sediment) from 
entering storm drains or watercourses.  For the purpose of eliminating storm water pollution, the 
contractor shall implement effective Best Management Practices (BMPs).  BMPs include general 
good housekeeping practices, appropriate scheduling of activities, operational practices, 
maintenance procedures and other measures to prevent the discharge of pollutants directly or 
indirectly to the storm drain system.  These BMPs shall be maintained for the duration of the 
Contractor’s work.  The Contractor shall also be responsible for proper disposal of all waste 
materials, including wastes generated by the implementation of BMPs. 

The following BMPs shall be implemented to prevent storm water pollution: (add appropriate 
BMPs from Section 3 here). 

SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
                                                 
4 Based on language in Modifications to the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, 1994, City of 
Oakland, Pollution Prevention Language for Construction Contractors, 1995, City of Palo Alto, and Supplemental 
General Provisions, 1994, City of Sunnyvale. 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 

Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 
 

Attachment 3 
WORK PLAN BMPS AND CONTROL MEASURES 

 
This section contains the list of Model Best Management Practices to be used as guidance for 
compliance in the implementation of the performance standard. Each Co-permittee will adopt 
specific BMPs applicable to their agencies in order to implement the Performance Standards. For 
consistency, each co-permittee should maintain the entire list of Model BMPs.  Co-permittees 
may agree to implement the Model BMPs or propose modifications or alternatives to those that 
apply as long as justification of why the modifications are effective in reducing pollutants in 
storm water to the maximum extent practicable and in eliminating illicit discharges is provided. 
If a group of BMPs does not apply, Co-permittees should provide an explanation as to why they 
are not applicable under their jurisdiction.  This will be documented in the Co-permittees URMP. 
 
Some of the BMPs in this document can also be found in the previously adopted Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s Model BMPs for Public Streets, Roads and 
Highway Operation and Maintenance.  Those portions of Sections II. Street/Road/Highway 
Repair and Maintenance and V. Median and Road Embankment Maintenance, of the Public 
Streets, Roads, and Highways Operation and Maintenance Model BMPs that address the 
prevention of road-related erosion are restated in this document. In addition, the report entitled 
“Effects of County Land Use Policies and Management Practices on Anadromous Salmonids and 
their Habitats” prepared for the FishNet 4C Program was reviewed in development of the BMPs 
contained within, in order to include BMPs considered effective for protection of fish habitat. 
For further information and guidance on the implementation of the BMPs recommended, co-
permittees should consult the references listed below.  
 
References for Model BMPs 
 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region, 1999. Erosion and 
Sediment Control Field Manual, Third Edition.  
 
Camp Dresser and McKee, December 2000.  Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program 
Unpaved Road BMP Guide. 
 
Camp Dresser & McKee, et. al., 1993. California Storm Water Best Management Practice 
Handbook (Municipal). Prepared for the State Stormwater Quality Task Force. 
 
County of San Mateo Department of Public Works, 2001. Endangered Species and Watershed 
Protection Program, Volume 1: Maintenance Standards. 
 
Fifield, Jerald, 2002, Field Manual on Sediment and Erosion Control Best Management 
Practices for Contractors and Inspectors, Forester Press, publisher 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



F:\SC\SC33\AHTGs\RPW\Final RPW PS 6-20-02 9  12/16/02 

Keith Guenther, Wildland Solutions, PO Box 710 Brewster, WA 98812. Low Maintenance 
Roads for Ranch, Fire and Utilities Access Wildland Solutions Field Guide Series 
 
Harris, Richard R., Susan D. Kocher, and Kallie Marie Kull, Jaunuary 2001. Effects of County 
Land Use Policies and Management Practices on Anadromous Salmonids and their Habitats: 
Sonoma, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Cruz and Monterey Counties, California. 
 
Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program, 1994. Best Management 
Practices for the Construction Industry (7 tri-fold brochures) 
 
Weaver, William E. and Danny K Hagans, Pacific Watershed Associates, Handbook for Forest 
and Ranch Roads: A guide for planning, designing, constructing, reconstructing, maintaining 
and closing wildland roads, June 1994. 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 

 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 

Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 
 

Attachment 3, continued 
MODEL BMPs 

 
a)  Management and/or Removal of Large Woody Debris and Live Vegetation from 

Stream Channels 
 

1. Do not remove or physically alter any large woody debris in any body of water except 
under the following emergency conditions:  

 
A. Material backing up flows at a bridge or culvert during a storm may be modified to 

halt damage or flooding. 

B. Large woody debris/log jams on public property that are damaging or immediately 
threatening the integrity or roads, bridges, other public facilities or private 
developments during high flows may be modified to reduce or halt damage and direct 
flow toward a more desirable path.  

C. Logs and debris shall only be removed from streams as a “last resort” (i.e. failure to 
remove them will most likely cause the loss of an essential facility or in order to 
maintain channel capacity). 

D. Non-emergency debris maintenance will only be undertaken after the appropriate 
permits have been obtained.  

 
2. Crews should take precautions when modifying log or debris jams in order to prevent 

damage downstream. “Cut and plug” practices should be avoided, when possible. 

3. Emergency modifications and/or removal shall be limited to materials higher than 
approximately 2’ above the streambed (i.e. above knee height) to preserve some instream 
habitat features unless the log or debris jam is immediately upstream of a culvert or 
bridge, or if permit conditions require otherwise. Secure root wads should be left in place, 
when possible. 

4. Reusable large woody debris such as root balls and sizeable logs shall be transported, 
when logistically feasible to a storage facility. These materials can be used at a later date 
for erosion repair, mitigation projects or ground up to be used as ground cover. Trees, 
logs and/or stumps shall be left in the longest lengths/diameters practicable for removal 
and hauling. When uprooted trees must be cut, leave at least 8’ of trunk attached to the 
root ball.  All other logs should be left at least 12’ long (to stockpile for future use).  
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b)  Streambank Stabilization Projects 
 

1. When areas adjacent to water bodies wash or slip out resulting in a reduction of the width 
of the traveled way, Co-permittees shall consider responding by:  

 
A. Temporary one-way traffic controls 

B. Temporary closure of the road if adequate alternate route(s) exist 

C. Rerouting road into cut slope (This is acceptable if the impacts to the slope and road 
are minimal, if the additional cut is within the existing right of way or if written 
approval can be obtained from the owner of the property impacted by the cut slope.) 

D. Emergency stabilization using large wood materials (root wads, log cribbing, etc.) 

E. Placement of asphalt concrete or cutback berms to divert runoff away from the 
damaged area.  

 
2.  Potential impacts to upstream and downstream banks, structures and facilities should be 

identified before performing maintenance.  

3. Slide debris shall not be sidecast. Reuse of slide debris shall be allowed for use in berms 
if the debris are free of organic materials and if the reuse is approved by a licensed 
engineer. 

4. Notify proper regulatory agencies (e.g., Santa Clara Valley Water District, California 
Department of Fish and Game, and Regional Water Quality Control Board) about 
material that has naturally fallen into a watercourse due to a substantial slide. 

5. In the case of an unexpected slide, use temporary erosion prevention and sediment 
control measures, such as sediment basins, silt fences, hay bales, erosion control mats, 
blankets or wattles, if necessary, to protect the slope until repairs have been completed. 
(Hay bales should not be used as filters alone) 

6. Denuded slopes shall be revegetated. Perform hand seeding and/or hydroseeding and 
watering to allow germination of the seed prior to the first rains. Erosion control mats and 
mulching are necessary in the first wet season following revegetation.   

7. Slide debris shall be removed to the nearest suitable area for temporary storage and shall 
be enclosed or contained after the emergency to prevent erosion. Slide debris removed by 
maintenance crews should not be allowed to erode into any water body. Slide debris shall 
be removed to the nearest permanent, stable storage or recycling location at the earliest 
opportunity, or may be used as backfill in permanent repair projects, except where such 
material is prohibited from use, as described in item 3 above.  

8. Whenever possible, brush and garbage shall be sorted and stored separately from soils.  

9. Rip rap shall only be used on stream banks for emergency stabilization of roads that have 
no alternate access, where one or more of the following conditions apply: 

 
A. Rip rap previously existed, and is to be replaced in the same quantity and location and 

is immediately reported to agencies specified in Section d) Environmental Permitting 
for Rural Public Works Activities. 
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B. Rip rap is to be placed only below the ordinary high water line to halt scour at the toe 
of a slope or bank supporting a public road, and is immediately reported.  

C. Large wood materials (root wads, logs, etc.) are not available or are not considered to 
be effective. 

 
10. Rip rap may be used to protect bridge support structures (abutments, embankments, etc.) 

that are actively being undermined and are at imminent risk of failure. 

11. Wherever possible, key trenches shall be dug prior to placing rip rap.  

12. Rip rap may be used for non-emergency stabilization only after applicable permits have 
been obtained. Proposals for non-emergency rip rap use shall include mitigation and 
avoidance measures such as incorporating large woody debris, revegetation, etc. into the 
bank stabilization. 

13. Monitor finished streambanks to ensure stability and vegetative growth. Consult original 
design engineer as necessary for adjustments and modifications. 
 

c) Road Construction, Maintenance, and Repairs in Rural Areas to Prevent and Control 
Road-Related Erosion 
 
Note: This section is applicable to work performed on all “rural roads”, paved and unpaved, 

as defined in the Definition Section on page 4. 
  

1.  From the previously adopted Public Streets, Roads and Highways Operation and 
Maintenance Performance Standards, the following apply:  

 
A. Road Construction/Maintenance 
 

1. General Road Construction/Maintenance Practices 
 

a. Schedule construction and maintenance activities for dry weather. Minimize 
the exposed area and the duration of exposure. Stabilize disturbed areas as 
quickly as possible.  

b. Protect downslope drainage courses, streams, and storm drains with wattles, 
sand bags, earth dikes, or temporary drainage swales to divert or trap and filter 
runoff. 

c. Stockpile materials away from streets, gutter areas, storm drain inlets or 
watercourses. During wet weather, prevent transport of materials in runoff. 
Possible methods include covering stockpiles and excavated soil with secured 
tarps or plastic sheeting, or surrounding stockpiles and excavated soils with 
berms. 

d. Prevent excess material from entering streets or storm drain inlets. Designate 
an area for clean up and properly dispose of excess materials 

e. Use only as much water as necessary for dust control, to avoid runoff.  
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f. If it rains unexpectedly, take appropriate action to prevent pollution of storm 
water runoff. (e.g., divert runoff around work areas) 

g. When designing roads for construction, consider incorporating ditches, berms, 
dikes and swales in order to intercept runoff from surfaces and convey it to 
stabilized watercourses, drainage pipes, or channels.  

h. During construction, inspect and maintain all BMPs daily to ensure that they 
are working properly and to ensure that problems are corrected as soon as they 
develop. 

i. Road drainage systems and stream crossings should be maintained by annual 
and storm period inspections to prevent small problems from growing into 
large failures.  

j. Consider replacement of stream crossing structure, when ongoing 
maintenance does not mitigate any associated problems. See Section e. Road 
Planning and Design BMPs for specific design considerations. 

 
2. Asphalt/Concrete Removal 

 
a. After breaking up old pavement, sweep up materials thoroughly to avoid 

contact with rainfall and storm water runoff. Recycle as much material as 
possible, and properly dispose of non-recyclable materials.  

b. During saw cutting and grinding operations, use as little water as possible. 
Block or place berms around nearby storm drain inlets, in drainage channel (if 
no inlet is nearby), or around work area (when bordering watercourse) using 
sand bags or an equivalent appropriate barrier, or absorbent materials such as 
Wet Vac, pads, pillows and socks to contain slurry. If slurry enters the storm 
drain system, remove material immediately.  

c. Remove saw-cut slurry (e.g., with a shovel or vacuum, or sweep up when dry) 
as soon as possible.  

 
3. Concrete Installation and Repair 

 
a. Avoid mixing excess amounts of fresh concrete or cement mortar on-site.  

b. Wash out concrete transit mixers only in designated washout areas where the 
water will flow into drums or settling ponds or onto dirt or stockpiles of 
aggregate base or sand. Pump water from settling ponds to the sanitary sewer, 
where allowed. Whenever possible, recycle washout by pumping back into 
mixers for reuse. Never dispose of washout into the street, storm drains, 
drainage ditches, or creeks.  

c. Whenever possible, return leftover materials in the mixer barrel to the yard for 
recycling. Dispose of small amounts of excess concrete, grout, and mortar in 
the trash.  

 
4. Patching, Resurfacing, and Surface Sealing 
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a. Sweep up as much material as possible and dispose of properly. Only wash 

down streets if runoff is controlled or contained. 
 

5. Traffic Detector Loop Installation and Repair 
 

a. Protect nearby storm drain inlets prior to cutting or flushing slot for traffic 
detector loops. Block or berm around nearby storm drain inlets using sand 
bags or an equivalent barrier, or use absorbent materials such as pads, pillows 
and socks to contain slurry.  

b. Clean up residues by sweeping up as much material as possible, and dispose 
of material properly.  

 
B. Road Embankment and Median Maintenance 

 
1. Erosion Prevention and Sediment Controls 

 
a. Maintain vegetative cover on medians and road embankments to prevent soil 

erosion, trap pollutants and slow the rate of storm water runoff. Plant and/or 
retain native vegetation as much as possible. Adjust mowing heights to allow 
substantial stubble. Leave clippings in place or apply mulch as additional 
cover.  

b. Use measures that break the slopes to reduce the problems associated with 
concentrated flow volumes and runoff velocities.  

c. Avoid moving large quantities of earth, except where regrading is necessary to 
repair or reconfigure an embankment. Disking may be used to manage 
vegetation on slopes less than 20%. It shall be performed parallel to the 
contour to prevent rills and gullies from forming during rain events. Disking 
shall not be performed in areas that support endangered species such as 
ground burrowing owls, harvest mice, beetles, etc.  

d. Inspect drainage facilities, including cross drains, on a regular basis to ensure 
that sufficient drainage is provided during storm periods, so that runoff 
diverted onto slopes does not cause erosion. Report and remediate any 
observed erosion problems as soon as possible.  

e. Ensure that erosion prevention and sediment control is provided for storm 
drain outfalls.   

 
2. Vegetation Controls 

 
a. Manual and Mechanical Vegetation Removal 

 
i.  Preserve existing vegetation to the maximum extent practicable within the 

riparian corridor in order to provide erosion prevention and sediment 
control, watershed protection, habitat protection, landscape beautification, 
dust control, pollution control and shade cover. Existing vegetation may 
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be modified if restoring the riparian corridor with native vegetation 
species.  

ii. Keep removed vegetation, including clippings, chips, and pruning debris, 
away from storm drain inlets and watercourses.  

iii. When loading or chipping brush into a parked truck, do not leave leaves, 
twigs, chips, or other debris in the gutter or shoulder.  

iv. When working on a slope, avoid loosening soil that could erode into 
drainage systems. Loosen only the amount of soil needed to remove the 
vegetation.  

v. Avoid loosening soil or removing vegetation when rain is expected.  

vi. Avoid using mechanical machinery on slopes greater than 30% whenever 
possible.  

vii. Minimize the use of heavy equipment on saturated soils.  
 

2.  Maintenance Activities Unique to Unpaved Rural Roads 
 

A. Perform regular inspection to determine if grading is needed to maintain smooth 
drivable surfaces that are adequately sloped to drain water from the surface without 
creating erosion problems.  Choose appropriate grading, crowning, inslope or 
outslope, and drainage for road sections. 

B. Consider using additional road surface drainage such as rolling dips, water bars, water 
bars/breaks or open-top culverts, to safely remove runoff that consistently builds up 
on the road surface or inside ditch. 

C. Monitor for soft spots or areas of poor subsurface drainage in subgrade. Fill and re-
compact holes in subgrade.  Provide subsurface drainage if needed. 

D. Monitor and re-grade rolling dips if needed. 
E. Clean ditch and re-build berm for water bars, as needed. 
F. Monitor open-top culverts after storms and clean as needed. 
G. Monitor for potholes, washboarding, and areas of poor surface drainage on gravel 

surface roads.  Re-slope, smooth, and compact where necessary. 
H. Water, fertilize, re-seed and mow vegetative surface treatments when necessary. 
I. Re-apply mulches and fabric surface treatments as needed. 
J. Monitor fords after storms.  Repair as needed.  See Section C.1.A.1.j for replacement 

options when ongoing maintenance does not mitigate associated problems. 
 

 
d)  Environmental Permitting for Rural Public Works Activities 

 
1. Permits or written exemptions are required for work involving any of the following:  
 

A. Discharge or placement of any structure or within the banks of the stream or channel 
(including rip rap, concrete or asphalt, and woody material) 

B. Dredging, removal or modification of any structure, fill, sediment, large woody debris 
or vegetation within the banks of the stream or channel 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



F:\SC\SC33\AHTGs\RPW\Final RPW PS 6-20-02 16  12/16/02 

C. Any work that potentially alters the habitat of any endangered species (including 
streams, tributaries, lakes, ponds, certain ditches, beaches, wetlands, marshes, banks, 
and riparian areas, and upland areas). 

 
2. The jurisdictions of the various agencies that must be contacted in response to work 

performed in areas identified in item 1 above are as follows:  
 
A. Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 
1. Certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act is required whenever 

project activities require a Federal permit (such as an Army Corps of Engineers 
nationwide permit or individual permit issued under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act fora discharge to waters of the U.S. Discharges may included landfill, 
rip rap slope protection, bridge piers, outfall structures, etc. 

2. Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR’s) are  required for all proposed discharges 
above and below ordinary high water, that may impact beneficial uses of  Waters 
of the State. For some discharges, it is possible to obtain waiver of WDR. “Fill”, 
and thus structures, are considered discharges.  

 
B. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 

1. Certification  under Section 404 of the Clean Water Actis required for discharges 
of dredge or fill material into waters of the U.S. 

2. Certification under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act is  required for 
structures or work affecting navigable waters of the U.S.  

 
C. California Department of Fish and Game 

 
1. Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreements are required for work in any 

riparian corridor, even if no actual work is performed in the stream channel.  
 

D. Santa Clara Valley Water District 
 

1. Encroachment permits are required for any work within 50 feet of a watercourse 
in Santa Clara County, or for work that will resulting the discharge of water to a 
watercourse.5 
 

E. Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) 
 

1. Approval is required for all work in or within 100 feet of the San Francisco Bay. 

2. Permits or written exemptions shall be obtained prior to performing planned work 
such as culvert replacements, slide repairs, bank stabilization, etc. Maintenance 

                                                 
5 The District’s Ordinance 83-2 is being revised and an increase in the width of the corridor within which 
encroachment permits are required is being considered.   
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supervisors shall keep in their possession copies of permits for work being 
performed under their supervision.  

3. Emergency conditions may require that work be performed prior to obtaining 
written permits or exemptions. Maintenance managers and/or supervisors shall 
complete report forms for emergency work involving any of the elements 
described in a-c above. Forms shall document that emergency work was 
performed in response to valid conditions and should be submitted to the proper 
regulatory agencies. The Co-permittee is subject to enforcement action by one or 
more of the environmental agencies if work performed is found to be 
unnecessary. Forms shall be forwarded to the appropriate internal authority at the 
earliest opportunity and not more than three working days after completion of 
work.  

 
 
e)  Road Planning and Design BMPs6 

 
1. General  

A. Road junctions on steep slopes should be located far upslope from watercourses to 
protect against erosion. 

B. Where feasible, replace fords that have maintenance problems with an overpass 
stream crossing. 

 

2. When designing road drainage, the Co-permittee will consider the following: 

A. Outslope roads to minimize flows in the inside ditch and reduce the potential for 
erosion and sediment delivery to the next culvert. 

B. Insloped roads should be constructed where road surface drainage discharged over 
the fill slope would cause unacceptable erosion or discharge directly into stream 
channels, where fill slopes are unstable or where outsloping would create unsafe 
conditions for use. 

C. Insloped roads should be built with an inside drainage ditch to collect and remove 
road surface runoff. 

D. Inside ditches should be drained at intervals sufficient to prevent ditch erosion or 
outlet gullying, and at locations where water and sediment can be filtered before 
entering a watercourse (filtering accomplished by thick vegetation, gentle slopes, 
settling basins, or filter windthrows of woody debris and mulches placed and 
secured on the slope). 

E. Ditch relief culverts should be designed and installed at intervals along the road 
that are close enough to prevent erosion of the ditch, gullying or sliding of the 
slope below the culvert outlet of a cross-drain, direct transport of sediment along 

                                                 
6 Language in Section e) is based on recommendations in Weaver, William E. and Danny K Hagans, Pacific 
Watershed Associates, Handbook for Forest and Ranch Roads: A guide for planning, designing, constructing, 
reconstructing, maintaining and closing wildland roads, June 1994. See reference for more details. 
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an inside ditch to a watercourse, and loss of capacity of culvert cross-drains due to 
filling with sediment. 

F. Ditches should not discharge directly into the inlet of a watercourse crossing 
culvert, and ditch relief culverts should not discharge into a watercourse without 
first directing flow through an adequate filter strip when possible. 

G. Where possible, replacement culverts should have a grade at least 2% greater than 
the ditch, which feeds it to prevent sediment build-up and blockage. Where 
possible, ditch relief culverts should be installed at the gradient of the original 
ground slope so that the outlet of the culvert will emerge on the ground surface 
beyond the base of the fill. (if not, fill below the culvert should be armored by 
rocks, or the culvert should be fitted with an anchored downspout to carry erosive 
flow past the base of the fill)7 

 

                                                 
7 Depending upon site conditions, culvert grades may deviate from this recommendation upon the professional 
opinion of the project engineer.  

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



F:\SC\SC33\AHTGs\RPW\Final RPW PS 6-20-02 19  12/16/02 

 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 

 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 

Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 
 

Attachment 4 
STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 

 
This section should contain the co-permittee’s standard operating procedures (SOPs) for 
implementation of the performance standard.  
 
Description of Rural Public Works Maintenance Program 
 

• Which departments will be performing the various components of rural public works 
maintenance and support activities and what is the chain of command? 

 
• How will contractors be instructed to conduct rural public works maintenance and 

support activities with regards to water quality?  
 

• Who is responsible for maintaining the BMPs implemented? 
 

• Where will maintenance staff store and dispose of wastes from rural pubic works 
activities? 

 
• How is mechanical equipment to be stored and operated? 

 
• Annual training on the use of appropriate BMPs will be provided to maintenance 

staff. 
 

• How will technical assistance needs be met? 
 

• How will permit requirements for work to be performed be coordinated amongst the 
differing agencies? 

 
• What outreach materials will be provided for contractors, developers and staff on 

BMPs and permitting requirements? 
 

• How will activities performed under emergency conditions be documented and who 
will they be submitted to?  

 
• Which specific agencies and/or persons should be notified when emergency 

stabilization of roads is needed? 
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 SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
 NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES CONTROL MEASURES 
 
 
 Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
 Planning Procedures 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The goal of new development and construction activities control measures is to minimize the 
water quality impacts of land development, both during and after construction.  These control 
measures apply to both private development projects and municipal capital improvement 
projects.  Municipal agencies can require these types of control measures as part of their 
development plan review procedures and policies.  The Planning Procedures performance 
standard defines the level of implementation that municipal agencies in the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) must attain in order to demonstrate that 
their land use planning, development plan review and approval processes control storm water 
quality impacts to the maximum extent practicable.  This performance standard will beis used as 
the basis for measuring the effectiveness of each municipal agency's planning procedures 
activities. 
 
The Planning Procedures Performance Standard is was based,  primarilyoriginally, on the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board's April 1994 Staff Recommendations for 
New and Redevelopment Controls for Storm Water Programs (Recommendations).  The 
Recommendations incorporate the mandates of EPA's storm water regulations as well as the 
Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments.  The performance standard is also consistent 
with the goals and objectives of the New Development and Construction Activities Component 
of the Program's Storm Water Management Plan.  The performance standard has since been 
updated to meet the requirements in Provision C.3 of the Program’s NPDES permit, amended 
per Regional Board Order No. 01-119, October 17, 2001. 
 
Control of impacts on stormwater quality from construction activities is addressed under a 
separate Construction Inspection Performance Standard. 
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 PERFORMANCE STANDARD  
 
1) The municipal agency (Co-permittee) has shall have adequate legal authority to 

implement new development control measures, including all applicable requirements of 
Provision C.3, as part of its development plan review and approval procedures and other 
appropriate new development and redevelopment permitting procedures. 

 
2) Developers are providedThe municipal agency shall provide developers with information 

and guidance materials on site design guidelines, building permit requirements, and 
BMPs for storm water pollution prevention early in the application process, as 
appropriate for the type of project. 

 
3) The municipal agency shall ensure that eEnvironmental documents required for those 

projects that fall under CEQA or NEPA review, such as EIRs, negative declarations, and 
initial study checklists, will address both significant and cumulative storm water quality 
impacts during the life of the project, (both significant and cumulative),  and relevant 
permit requirements.required permits, and specific mitigation measures related to storm 
water quality.  These documents include EIRs, negative declarations and initial study 
checklists. 

 
4) The municipal agency shall require developers of Group 1 and Group 2 projects1 to 

design and implement stormwater treatment measures, including site design and source 
control measures as appropriate, to reduce stormwater pollution to the maximum extent 
practicable2.  Treatment measures shall be designed in accordance with the numeric 
design criteria in Provision C.3.d.  Increases in peak runoff flow and volume shall be 
managed for appropriate projects by implementing the guidance in the Program’s 
Hydromodification Management Plan for the specific stream receiving the discharge. 

 Developers of projects with significant storm water pollution potential3 are required by 
the municipal agency to mitigate storm water quality impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable, through proper site planning and design techniques and/or addition of 
permanent storm water quality control measures. 

 
5) Developers The municipal agency shall require developers of projects that disturb a land 

area of five acresone acre or more are required by the municipal agency to demonstrate 
coverage under the State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit for Storm 
Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity. 

 
6) Developers The municipal agency shall require developers of projects with potential for 

significant erosion and planned construction activity during the wet season1 are required 

                                            
1 Definitions are provided at the end of this section (page 3). 
2 Unless an alternative method of compliance is approved by the municipal agency in accordance with its 
alternative compliance program. 
3   Definitions are provided in Attachment 1, Work Plan Implementation 
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by the municipal agency to prepare and implement an effective erosion and/or sediment 
control plan or similar document prior to the start of the wet season. 

 
7) The municipal agency shall implement an operation and maintenance (O&M) verification 

program that includes: 

a) Compiling a list of private and public properties and responsible operators for all 
stormwater treatment measures; 

b) Inspecting a subset of prioritized treatment measures for appropriate O&M, on an 
annual basis, with appropriate follow-up and correction; 

c) Requiring legally enforceable agreements or other mechanisms assigning 
responsibility for O&M of treatment measures. 

Developers of projects that include installation of permanent structural storm water 
controls are required by the municipal agency to establish and provide a method for 
operation and maintenance of such structural controls.  

 
8) The municipal agency shall ensures that municipal capital improvement projects include 

storm water quality control measures during and after construction, as appropriate for 
each project, and that contractors comply with storm water quality control requirements 
during construction and maintenance activities. 

 
9) The municipal agency shall provides training at least annually to its planning, building, 

and public works staffs on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs 
for storm water pollution prevention. 

 
Definitions 
Group 1 Projects – Beginning July 15, 2003, municipal agencies must begin to implement 
permit Provision C.3. requirements for new development or significant redevelopment projects 
that create, add, or replace one acre (43,560 square feet) or more of impervious surface4. 
These include commercial, industrial, and residential developments, and streets, roads and 
highways being constructed under the municipal agency’s jurisdiction (see Provision C.3.c.i.).  
Where a significant redevelopment project results in an increase or replacement of more than 
50 percent of the impervious surface of the existing development, and the existing development 
was not subject to stormwater treatment measures, the entire project must be included in the 
treatment measure design.  Otherwise, only the redeveloped portion must be included in the 
treatment measure design.  Excluded from this category are interior remodels and routine 
maintenance or repair, including roof or exterior surface replacement and repaving. 
Group 2 Projects – Same as the Group 1 definition, except that beginning October 15, 2004, 
the size threshold of impervious area will be reduced from one acre to 5,000 square feet (unless 
an alternative minimum size is proposed by the Program and accepted by the Regional Board). 

                                            
4 Provision C.3. requirements do not apply to projects for which a privately-sponsored development 
application has been “deemed complete” (as defined by the Co-permittee) prior toJuly 15, 2003, or with 
respect to public projects, for which funding has been committed and for which construction is scheduled 
by October 15, 2003. 
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Wet season -- As defined by local ordinance (typically October 15 to April 15). 
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 Attachment 1 
 WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
 
This section should describe the activities to be conducted by the cCo-permittee during the 
remaining three years of the storm water permit to achieve the performance standard, along 
with an implementation schedule. Specific tasks for implementation of Provision C.3. are 
enumerated in Co-permittee work plans dated March 1, 2002 and September 15, 2002.  
 
[Insert Co-permittee work plan here] 
 
Example Contents of the Work Plan 
 
�Take steps to obtain adequate legal authority, including revising General Plan language and 

adopting and/or amending ordinances as needed. 

�Revise planning procedures to incorporate consideration of storm water quality impacts and 
control measures at each stage of the process. 

�Develop and/or adopt site planning and design guidelines which incorporate water quality 
protection measures. 

�Obtain or develop educational materials for project applicants on requirements for storm water 
quality control measures. 

�Develop an annual training program for planning and engineering staffs, as well as a 
mechanism for educating upper management staff and elected officials. 

�Develop and/or adapt BMPs and control measures identified in Section 3. 

Note:  Guidance on incorporating storm water controls into the planning process, General Plan 
and environmental assessment language, ordinances and standards, pre-application materials, 
and conditions of approval is provided in the Program document entitled Planning Procedures 
for Private Projects (June 1996). 

Suggested Definitions 
 
Projects with significant storm water pollution potential - A project which causes 
substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in the quantity and/or quality of storm 
water runoff generated from the site.  (Note:  This is consistent with the CEQA definition of 
significance.  Professional judgement will be required in evaluation of project impacts, as 
specific thresholds for significance have not yet been adopted by the Program.) 
 
Wet season - As defined by local ordinance (typically October 15 to April 15). 
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 Attachment 2 
 LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 
 
 
This section should contain a demonstration that the co-permittee has the legal authority to 
implement the performance standard, and/or provides a time schedule for developing and 
obtaining additional authority. 
 
Provide citations for or excerpts from the following documents that demonstrate adequate legal 
authority: 
 
• General Plan policies and implementation measures which help preserve and enhance 

water quality. 
 
• Local ordinances and supporting guidelines that provide the municipal agency with an 

adequate expression of legal authority to fully implement General Plan policies, conduct 
discretionary reviews of development projects, and require storm water pollution control 
measures per Permit Provision C.3. (e.g., zoning ordinances, administrative orders, 
development review guidelines, conditions of approval or other documents or 
procedures). 

 
• Erosion and sediment control ordinance. 
 
• Storm water discharge ordinance. 
 
• Authority under CEQA to require mitigation measures for environmental impacts. 
 
Note:  Guidance on General Plan and environmental assessment language, ordinances and 
standards is provided in the Program document entitled Planning Procedures for Private 
Projects (June 1996) following documents: 

• Permit Provision C.3.l. 

• BASMAA Start at the Source and Start at the Source Tools. 

• SCVURPPP Development Policies Comparison 

• SCVURPPP C.3. Handbook:  Guidance for Implementing Stormwater 
Requirements for New and Redevelopment Projects 
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 Attachment 3 
 WORK PLAN BMPS AND CONTROL MEASURES 
 
 
This section should contain the best management practices and control measures that co-
permittees will employ or use as a standard for compliance in the implementation of the 
performance standard, as well as any design criteria, procedures, or methods that would assist 
in the use of the BMPs or control measures. 
 
Example BMPs and Control Measures 
 
• Design guidelines and practices which incorporate storm water quality control measures. 

• Contract specifications for municipal capital improvement projects which address storm 
water quality controls. 

• Minimum standards or conditions of approval for construction and post-construction 
BMPs. 

• Mechanisms for requiring operation and maintenance of structural controls, and example 
language. 

• Mechanisms to discourage pesticide use at new development sites, such as proper 
design of landscaping, as appropriate for the site. 

• Source control measures, such as the model conditions of approval provided in 
Attachment 4. 

 
Note:  Guidance on conditions of approval and permit conditions is provided in the Program 

document entitled Planning Procedures for Private Projects (June 1996).  Guidance on 
site planning/design practices to mitigation storm water quality impacts is provided in the 
BASMAA document entitled Start at the Source:  Residential Site Planning and Design 
Guidance Manual for Storm Water Quality (Tom Richman and Associates, November, 
1996). 

References: 
• Start at the Source:  Residential Site Planning and Design Guidance Manual 

for Storm Water Quality (BASMAA, 1999 

• SCVURPPP, C.3. Handbook:  Guidance for Implementing Stormwater 
Requirements for New and Redevelopment Projects  (under development) 

• SCVURPPP, Model Conditions of Approval for Pesticide Reduction in 
Landscaping Plans, 9-30-02 

• California BMP Handbooks, revised 2003 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
 Planning Procedures 
 

 

FY 03-04 Work Plan 
F:\Sc42\FY03-04WP\Vol1\Section 2\PP-PS Rev 2-10-03.doc 8 Final Draft – February 10, 2003 
  

Attachment 4 
 

SOURCE CONTROL MEASURES 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This section contains a model list of source control measures to control sources of pollutants 
associated with the post-construction phase of new development and redevelopment projects.  
These measures may be required at various stages of the development plan review process, 
e.g., as application submittal requirements or checklists, conditions of approval, plan check 
comments, etc., depending on the particular process used by each Co-permittee.  These 
measures should be imposed as requirements rather than as recommended best management 
practices, to meet the intent of Permit Provision C.3.k.   
 
The list relates the source control measures to significant sources of potential pollutants that 
may be present on the developed site, rather than to a general type of development project.  
Each identified source of pollutants may have one or more appropriate control measures.  The 
model list is intended to be a menu of measures from which Co-permittees may select 
appropriate measures to apply to specific projects. (Co-permittees do not have to use the exact 
wording of a source control measure as long as the intent of the measure is preserved.)  
 
STRUCTURAL CONTROL MEASURES 
 
A.  Illegal Dumping to Storm Drain Inlets and Waterways 
 

1)  On-site storm drain inlets shall be clearly marked with the words “No Dumping! Flows to 
Bay,” or equivalent, using methods approved by the [Co-permittee].  

 
2) It is unlawful to discharge any wastewater into storm drains, gutters, creeks, or the San 

Francisco Bay.  Unlawful discharges to storm drains include, but are not limited to, 
discharges from toilets; sinks; industrial processes; cooling systems; boilers; fabric 
cleaning; equipment cleaning; or vehicle cleaning. 

 
3) It is unlawful to cause hazardous domestic waste materials to be deposited in such a 

manner or location as to constitute a threatened discharge into storm drains, gutters, 
creeks or San Francisco Bay. 

 
B.  Interior Floor Drains 
 

1) Interior floor drains shall be plumbed to the sanitary sewer system and shall not be 
connected to storm drains. 

 
C.  Parking Lots 
 

1) Interior level parking garage floor drains shall be connected to [a water treatment device 
approved by the (Co-permittee) prior to discharging to] the sanitary sewer system. The 
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applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with 
jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 

 
D.  Pesticide/Fertilizer Application 

1) Landscaping shall be designed to minimize irrigation and runoff, promote surface 
infiltration where appropriate, and minimize the use of fertilizers and pesticides that can 
contribute to stormwater pollution. 

 
2) Structures shall be designed to discourage the occurrence and entry of pests into 

buildings, thus minimizing the need for pesticides.  For example, dumpster areas should 
be located away from occupied buildings, and building foundation vents shall be 
covered with screens. 

 
3) Additional requirements are covered in the “Model Conditions of Approval for Pest 

Resistant Landscaping” (August 19, 2002). 
 
E.  Pool, Spa, and Fountain Discharges 
 

1) Pool (including swimming pools, hot tubs, spas and fountains) discharge drains shall not 
be connected directly to the storm drain or sanitary sewer system.  [Exception: Public 
pool discharge drains must be connected to the sanitary sewer system, per County 
Department of Environmental Health requirements.] 

 
2) When draining is necessary, a hose or other temporary system shall be directed into a 

sanitary sewer clean out.  The clean out shall be installed in a readily accessible area 
[example: within 10 feet of the pool]. The applicant shall contact the local permitting 
authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge 
requirements.  

 
F.  Food Service Equipment Cleaning 
 

1) Food service facilities (including restaurants and grocery stores) shall have a sink or 
other area for cleaning floor mats, containers, and equipment, that is connected to a 
grease interceptor prior to discharging to the sanitary sewer system.  The cleaning area 
shall be large enough to clean the largest mat or piece of equipment to be cleaned.  The 
cleaning area shall be indoors or in a covered area outdoors; both areas must be 
plumbed to the sanitary sewer.   

 
G.  Refuse Areas 
 

1) New buildings [such as food service facilities and/or multi-family residential complexes or 
subdivisions] shall provide a covered or enclosed area for dumpsters and recycling 
containers. The area shall be designed to prevent water run-on to the area and runoff 
from the area.  
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2) Areas around trash enclosures, recycling areas, and/or food compactor enclosures shall 
not discharge to the storm drain system. Any drains installed in or beneath dumpsters, 
compactors, and tallow bin areas serving food service facilities shall be connected [to a 
grease removal device prior to discharging] to the sanitary sewer. The applicant shall 
contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 

 
H.  Outdoor Process Activities/Equipment5 
 

1) Process activities shall be performed either indoors or outdoors under cover. If 
performed outdoors, the area shall be designed to prevent run-on to and runoff from the 
site.  

 
2) Process equipment areas shall drain to the sanitary sewer system. The applicant shall 

contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 

 
 
I.  Outdoor Equipment/Materials Storage 

 
1) All outdoor equipment and materials storage areas shall be covered [and bermed], or 

shall be designed to limit the potential for runoff to contact pollutants [or a storm drain 
inlet valves shall be provided on exterior drains in the area]. 

 
2) Storage areas containing non-hazardous liquids shall be covered by a roof and/or drain 

to the sanitary sewer system, and be contained by berms, dikes, liners or vaults. .  The 
applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with 
jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 

 
3) All hazardous materials and wastes, as defined [or regulated] by [cite ordinance or 

regulation], on the site must be used and stored in compliance with the [Co-permittee’s] 
Hazardous Materials Ordinance and Hazardous Materials Management Plan for the site 
approved by the [Co-permittee department]. 

 
J.  Vehicle/Equipment Cleaning 
 

1) Wastewater from vehicle and equipment washing operations shall not be discharged to 
the storm drain system.  [Optional, e.g. for car dealerships: If water only (without soap or 
other cleaning agent) is used for rinsing of vehicle exterior surfaces for appearance 
purposes, the runoff may be discharged to the storm drain system.] 

 
2) Commercial/industrial facilities having vehicle/equipment cleaning needs [and new 

residential complexes of 25 units or greater] shall either provide a covered, bermed area 
                                            
5 Examples of businesses that may have outdoor process activities and equipment include machine 
shops and auto repair shops, and industries that have pretreatment facilities. 
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for washing activities or discourage vehicle/equipment washing by removing hose bibs 
and installing signs prohibiting such uses. Vehicle/equipment washing areas shall be 
paved, designed to prevent run-on to or runoff from the area, and plumbed to drain to 
the sanitary sewer. The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or 
sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 

 
3) Commercial car wash facilities shall be designed and operated such that no runoff from 

the facility is discharged to the storm drain system.  Wastewater from the facility shall 
discharge to the sanitary sewer [or a wastewater reclamation system shall be installed]. 
The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with 
jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 

 
K.  Vehicle/Equipment Repair and Maintenance 
 

1) Vehicle/equipment repair and maintenance shall be performed in a designated area 
indoors, or if such services must be performed outdoors, in an area designed to prevent 
the run-on and runoff of stormwater.  

 
2) Secondary containment shall be provided for exterior work areas where motor oil, brake 

fluid, gasoline, diesel fuel, radiator fluid, acid-containing batteries or other hazardous 
materials or hazardous wastes are used or stored. Drains shall not be installed within 
the secondary containment areas. 

 
3) Vehicle service facilities shall not contain floor drains unless the floor drains are 

connected to wastewater pretreatment systems prior to discharge to the sanitary sewer, 
for which an industrial waste discharge permit has been obtained. The applicant shall 
contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 

 
4) Tanks, containers or sinks used for parts cleaning or rinsing shall not be connected to 

the storm drain system. Tanks, containers or sinks used for such purposes may only be 
connected to the sanitary sewer system if allowed by an industrial waste discharge 
permit. The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district 
with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 

 
L.  Fuel Dispensing Areas 
 

1) Fueling areas6 shall have impermeable floors (i.e., portland cement concrete or 
equivalent smooth impervious surface) that are: a) graded at the minimum slope 
necessary to prevent ponding; and b) separated from the rest of the site by a grade 
break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the maximum extent practicable.  

 

                                            
6 The fueling area shall be defined as the area extending a minimum of 6.5 feet from the corner of each 
fuel dispenser or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus a minimum of 
one foot, whichever is greater. 
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2) Fueling areas shall be covered by a canopy that extends a minimum of ten feet in each 
direction from each pump.  [Alternative: The fueling area must be covered and the 
cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade 
break or fuel dispensing area, as defined below1.]  The canopy [or cover] shall not drain 
onto the fueling area. 

 
M.  Loading Docks 
 

1) Loading docks shall be covered and/or graded to minimize run-on to and runoff from the 
loading area. Roof downspouts shall be positioned to direct stormwater away from the 
loading area. Water from loading dock areas shall be drained to the sanitary sewer, or 
diverted and collected for ultimate discharge to the sanitary sewer.  The applicant shall 
contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 

 
2) Loading dock areas draining directly to the sanitary sewer shall be equipped with a spill 

control valve or equivalent device, which shall be kept closed during periods of 
operation. 

 
3) Door skirts between the trailers and the building shall be installed to prevent exposure of 

loading activities to rain.  
 
N.  Fire Sprinkler Test Water 
 

1) Sanitary sewer connections shall be provided to drain fire sprinkler test water.  
 
O.  Miscellaneous Drain or Wash Water 
 

1) Boiler drain lines shall be directly or indirectly connected to the sanitary sewer system 
and may not discharge to the storm drain system. 

 
2) [Air compressor or air conditioner] condensate drain lines may not discharge to the 

storm drain system. 
 

3) Roof drains shall discharge and drain away from the building foundation to an unpaved 
area wherever possible.   

 
4) Roof top equipment shall drain to the sanitary sewer.  The applicant shall contact the 

local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection 
and discharge requirements. 
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OPERATIONAL BMPS 
 
A.  Paved Sidewalks and Parking Lots 

2) Sidewalks and parking lots shall be swept regularly to prevent the accumulation of litter 
and debris. Debris resulting from pressure washing shall be trapped and collected to 
prevent entry into the storm drain system.  Washwater containing any cleaning agent or 
degreaser shall be collected and discharged to the sanitary sewer and shall not be 
discharged to a storm drain. The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority 
and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge 
requirements. 

 
B.  Private Streets 

1) Owner of private streets and storm drains shall prepare and implement a plan for street 
sweeping of paved private roads and cleaning of all storm drain inlets. 

 
C.  Vehicle/Equipment Repair and Maintenance 

5) No person shall dispose of, nor permit the disposal, directly or indirectly, of vehicle 
fluids, hazardous materials, or rinsewater from parts cleaning operations into storm 
drains. 

6) No vehicle fluid removal shall be performed outside a building, nor on asphalt or ground 
surfaces, whether inside or outside a building, except in such a manner as to ensure that 
any spilled fluid will be in an area of secondary containment.  Leaking vehicle fluids shall 
be contained or drained from the vehicle immediately. 

7) No person shall leave unattended drip parts or other open containers containing vehicle 
fluid, unless such containers are in use or in an area of secondary containment. 

 
D.  Fueling Areas 

1) The property owner shall dry sweep the fueling area routinely. 
 
REFERENCES 
 
• BASMAA “Start at the Source Tools Handbook” (June 2000); 

• Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP) Model Conditions of Approval (1999); 

• City of Palo Alto Municipal Code Chapter 16.09, and revisions to Chapter 16.09 approved 
July 22, 2002; 

• City of San Jose standard conditions; 

• City of Cupertino, Guidance for Selecting BMPs for Development Projects; 

• Example source control measures provided by Regional Board staff in Provision C.3.k. of 
the SCVURPPP NPDES Permit (October 2001).  
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 Attachment 45 
 STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
This section should contain the cCo-permittee’s standard operating procedures (SOPs) for 
implementation of the performance standard. 
 
Examples of Types of SOPs RequiredNeeded 
 
• A general description of the municipal agency's plan review process, including and how 

Group 1 and Group 2 projects7 are identified as well as how storm water quality control 
measures are incorporated into the planning and design stages of development. (see 
"New Development and Construction Planning Process Chart" in Program's Planning 
Procedures Manual).   

• Include a dDescription of which staff positions are responsible for reviews for storm 
water impacts and when in the process these reviews are performed.reviewing the 
project’s storm water impacts, the effectiveness with which the control measures 
mitigate these impacts, and when in the process these reviews are performed.  

• Description of process for allowing independent qualified expert review and certification 
of stormwater treatment measure designs, if applicable. 

• Mechanism to include storm water quality controls in plans and contract specifications 
for municipal capital improvement projects. 

• Guidance on who to give pre-application materials to and when. 

• Use of a revised CEQA initial study checklist and/or other plan review checklist that  
specifically addresses storm water quality impacts. 

• Mechanism for recording the treatment control, site design and source control measures 
used, and the sizing criteria used 

• Identification of department/persons responsible for implementing the treatment 
measure O&M verification program. 

 
 
Note:  Guidance on incorporating storm water controls into the planning process is provided in 
the Program document entitled Planning Procedures for Private Projects (June 1996). See 
SCVURPPP C.3. Handbook, “Summary of Major Changes to the Development Pproject Review 
Process” for those additional steps in the development review process necessary in 
implementing Provision C.3 requirements.  

                                            
7 Definitions of Group 1 and Group 2 projects are provided on page 3 of the Performance Standard. 
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Attachment 5 6 
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

 
Co-permittee’s will demonstrate implementation of this Performance Standard and the additional 
requirements of Provision C.3. by providing in their annual reports the information described 
below8. 
 

• The name or other identifier, type of project, site acreage or square footage, and 
square footage of new impervious surface on all new development and significant 
redevelopment projects which meet the Group 1 and Group 2 definitions of C.3.c.9 
For significant redevelopment projects, the square footage of land disturbance will be 
reported.  

 
• The treatment BMPs used and numeric sizing criteria employed, the operation and 

maintenance responsibility mechanism including the responsible party, site design 
measures used, and source control measures required for projects that must 
implement treatment measures. 

 
• A summary of the types of pesticide reduction measures required for those new 

development and significant redevelopment projects to be addressed under C.3.c 
and the percentage of such new development and significant redevelopment projects 
for which pesticide reduction measures were required.  

 
Model reporting forms are provided on the next two pages. 
 

                                            
8 From Permit Provision C.3.n. 
9 Definitions of Group 1 and Group 2 projects are provided on page 3 of the Performance Standard. 
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[Co-permittee Name] 
Reporting Form for Planning Procedures Performance Standard 

and Provision C.3.n. Reporting Requirements 

Part 1 
Significant Development Projects10 

Reviewed and/or Approved During _____________ 

Project Name Project Type11 Site Size 
(ac. or s.f.) 

New 
Impervious 

Surface (s.f.)12 

Area of Land 
Disturbed (Ac.) 

13 

Project Status Storm Water Control Measures 
Included in Project 

Private Projects       

       

       

       

Public Projects       

       

       

       

 

                                            
10 List all projects with new impervious surface area greater than 5,000 s.f. (Group 1 and 2 projects – see definition on page 3 of the performance standard). 
11 Describe project type, as defined in Provision C.3.c. 
12 “New” is defined as impervious surface created, added or replaced. 
13 If the site is a “significant redevelopment”, list the area of land disturbance. 
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[Co-permittee Name] 
Reporting Form for Planning Procedures Performance Standard 

and Provision C.3.n. Reporting Requirements 

Part 2 
Stormwater Control Measures for Group 1 and Group 2 Projects14 

Reviewed and/or Approved During _____________ 

Project Name Treatment BMPs Numeric Sizing 
Criteria Used 

O&M Responsibility 
Mechanism and 

Responsible Party 

Site Design 
Measures 

Source Control 
Measures 

Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Private Projects       

       

       

       

Public Projects       

       

       

       

 

                                            
14 Beginning July 15, 2003 and before October 15, 2004, list all projects with new impervious surface area greater than 43,560 s.f. (1 acre).  Beginning October 
15, 2004, list all projects with new impervious surface area greater than 5,000 s.f.  See SCVURPP “C.3. Handbook:  Guidance for Implementation of 
Stormwater Requirements for New and Redevelopment Projects”. 
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3. PUBLIC INFORMATION/PARTICIPATION WORK PLAN 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The goals of the Public Information/Participation (PI/P) element of the Program are to change 
specific behaviors which adversely affect water quality and to increase the understanding and 
appreciation of streams and the Bay, leading to a change in values. To accomplish these goals, 
Co-permittees pursue PI/P activities jointly through the Program, on a county-wide basis, and 
individually in their own jurisdictions. In order to identify the Program’s joint PI/P activities, the 
Program developed a PI/P Strategy dated March 1, 1999 (later renamed “Operational 
Guidelines for Developing Work Plans “ -- see FY 00-01 Work Plan, Section 3).  In FY 03-04, a 
continuous improvement item for the Program staff will be to update the guidelines to reflect the 
new NPDES permit requirements. 

Each year Program staff has worked with the PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group (AHTG) to identify, 
prioritize and select projects to be recommended for funding.  Table 3-1 presents the updated 
Pollutant Matrix, developed as part of the Program’s Operational Guidelines for Developing 
Work Plans, which links past, current, and future PI/P projects with pollutants of concern.  The 
projects are developed and implemented each year by work groups consisting of Program staff, 
consultants, and the contributing Co-permittees.   

 
FY 03-04 PI/P WORK PLAN 
 
Program PI/P Projects 
 
Program specific projects from FY 02-03 will continue to be funded in FY 03-04 (see Table 3-2). 
These include the Watershed Watch Campaign, and the Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Outreach Projects.  
 
The campaign continues to be the primary PI/P focus for the Program.  The Watershed Watch 
Campaign will be in its fourth year during FY 03-04 (see Attachment 3-1). A survey and other 
forms of evaluation will be conducted by September 2003 to evaluate effectiveness of the 
Campaign. The feedback from these evaluation methods may be used to modify messages, 
advertising, promotions and other Campaign strategies. Campaign advertising and activities will 
be coordinated with pesticide and mercury outreach efforts. Messages used in outreach efforts 
by the campaign will include pesticide and mercury themes. The Program will also continue to 
participate in and contribute to BASMAA.   
 
Collaborative PI/P Projects 
 
Only one collaborative project was proposed for FY 03-04. It was the proposal for developing a 
“stream trash clean-up fact sheet”, proposed by the Trash Ad Hoc Task Group. A description is 
included in Attachment 3-2. 
 
Table 3-2 lists all of the PI/P projects to be funded in FY 03-04.  Preliminary descriptions 
(“Development Review Checklists”) of the projects (with the exception of the Watershed Watch 
Campaign) are provided in Attachment 3-2. The scopes of work will be finalized in more detail 
by Program staff and the contributing Co-permittees prior to implementation of the projects. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 3-1 Watershed Outreach and Education Campaign (Watershed Watch) 

Fourth Year (FY 03-04) Work Plan, March 1, 2003 
 
Attachment 3-2 Development Review Checklists (Project Descriptions for FY 03-04 PI/P  

Projects) 
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Pollutant of 
Concern1 

Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 

Potential Target 
Audience(s) 

FY 03-04 Projects and 
Continuing Projects 

Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 

Diazinon 
and 
pesticides in 
general 

Pesticides (residential, 
commercial and municipal 
use)  

• Home gardeners 
• Pest control 

professionals 
• Landscapers 
• Municipal Employees 
• Residents who hire pest 

control professionals 

Watershed Education & 
Outreach Campaign (potential 
topic), IPM Store Partnership 
Program (regional and local), 
Pesticide User Outreach 
Project, Annual Workshop 
potential topic, Considering 
restaurant brochure “Don’t set 
a Table for Pests”. 

“Backyard Bugs”, “Pests 
Bugging You”, “Grow It 
Guide”, “When Ants Invade” 
Self-Mailer, “Landscaping, 
Gardening and Pool 
Maintenance” tri-fold, IPM 
Store Partnership Program 
Fact Sheets, “Clean It”, HHW 
programs, BASMAA Media 
Relations Campaign topic 

Sediment Erosion from new 
construction, grading, road 
wear 

• Construction 
companies/contractors 

• Architects/engineers 
• Municipal inspectors 
• Residents (home 

improvement projects, 
remodels) 

Watershed Education and 
Outreach Campaign (potential 
topic), BASMAA Media 
Relations Campaign (potential 
topic), Outreach to developers  

Construction BMP Tri-folds, 
“Blueprint for a Clean Bay”, 
“Start at the Source” Manual, 
Construction Site 
Management workshops;  

Mercury Tailpipe emissions (i.e., 
diesel-powered vehicles), 
consumer products  
(thermometers, fluorescent 
lighting) 

• Residents (auto use, 
general awareness, 
proper selection and 
disposal of products) 

• Industry (fleet use) 
• Commercial (fleet use) 

Watershed Education and 
Outreach Campaign, BASMAA 
Media Relations Campaign 
topic, Mercury P2 Outreach 
(Residential fluorescent light 
recycling) 

“Spare the Air and Water 
Too” campaign press release 
and public service 
announcements, bill stuffers, 
local co-permittee fact sheets 
(e.g., Palo Alto) 
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Pollutant of 
Concern 

Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 

Potential Target 
Audience(s) 

FY 03-04 Projects and 
Continuing Projects 

Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 

Copper 
 

Brake pads, industrial 
discharge, copper 
algaecides, coolant leaks, 
illegal dumping 

• Industry (scrubbers, 
roofs, cooling towers, 
piping) 

• Residents (illegal 
dumping, pools and 
spas) 

• Commercial business       
(pool, spa, fountain 
maintenance) 

• Municipal maintenance 
staff 

BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Watershed Education and 
Outreach Campaign (potential 
topic), Residential Swimming 
Pool Outreach Project, support 
of Brake Pad partnership 

Brake Pad Partnership, Pool 
and Spa Brochure, “Keeping 
It All In Tune”, Industrial 
General Permit Compliance 
Handbook, Industrial BMPs, 
storm drain stencils, Pool 
BMP brochure and sticker 

Nickel Industrial discharges, 
tailpipe emissions, 
construction-related erosion 

• See sediment and 
mercury target 
audiences 

See sediment and mercury 
projects 

See sediment and mercury 
projects 

Trash Intentional littering 
(cigarette butts, throwing 
objects from automobiles, 
illegal dumping), trucks 
hauling poorly secured 
materials, uncovered or 
overflowing garbage cans 

• General public 
• Children 
• Drivers 
• Smokers 
 

BASMAA media relations 
campaign potential topic, 
Watershed Education and 
Outreach Campaign (potential 
topic), Stream Trash 
Education brochure (proposed 
discretionary PIP project). 

“The Bay Begins at Your 
Front Door” brochure, 
Watershed Watch magnets, 
Watershed Watch Kit 
brochure 

 
1 Per reissued SCVURPPP NPDES Permit, Order No. 01-024, with the exception of trash.   
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Project Title Project Description Budget Comments 
Program PI/P Projects 

1. Watershed 
Education and 
Outreach 
Campaign  
(Year 4) 

Funding for approved multi-year watershed 
education and outreach campaign. Includes: 

• Funding for educational programs at 
the Alviso Ed Center coordinated with 
the WE&O campaign; 

• Funding for ZunZun to perform a 
watershed –themed show at 50 schools 
in Santa Clara Valley. 

$455,0001 

 

Proposed Budget breakdown is as follows: 

• Campaign budget - $223,5802 

• Alviso Ed Center - $75,700 

• ZunZun Contract - $25,000 

• Campaign Evaluation - $ 43,900 

• EOA 10% Markup - $36,818 

• Program staff support - $50,000 

2. Pesticide User 
(PU) Outreach 
(Year 3) 

Project combines cost-effective elements of 
past IPM Store Partnership and Household 
Chemical Management Projects.  Scope to 
include items in Program’s Pesticide 
Management Plan for outreach to residents, 
commercial businesses, and pest control 
operators. 

$40,000 

 

SCVURPPP will continue to support the Regional 
IPM Partnership and consider supporting other 
pesticide related projects through its participation 
in BASMAA.  Additional outreach will be made 
locally to pesticide users, potentially residential 
and commercial users, residents hiring pest 
control professionals, and/or other audiences. 

3. Mercury 
Pollution 
Prevention 
Outreach  
(Year 2) 

This project encompasses several tasks in 
the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Plan (3/1/02).  It involves public education 
regarding the effects of mercury on the 
environment, products containing mercury, 
and proper disposal of such products. 

$25,000 The proposed project is to be funded at $25,000 
per year for two years. 

4. Regional 
Collaboration 

Funding for SCVURPPP contribution to 
BASMAA’s baseline budget, including 
Regional IPM and Media Relations projects. 

$65,000  

5. Program 
Supplies 

Estimated budget for reprints of materials for 
Program use and other Program supplies. 

$5,000  

                                                           
1 Part of the campaign budget will be funded as a discretionary PI/P project. (See next page) 
2 See FY 03-04 WE&O Work Plan  
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Project Title Project Description Budget Comments 

Total FY 03-04 Collaborative PI/P Project Budget $590,000  

Collaborative PI/P Projects 
1. Trash Fact Sheet  Develop a fact sheet for providing guidance 

on how to conduct a stream trash clean up.   
$ 8,000 Proposed by Trash Ad Hoc Task Group and 

approved by the PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group. 

2. WEO Campaign This project involves developing and 
conducting the Spring 2004 media 
advertising campaign.  

$125,300 The Watershed Watch media advertising 
campaign has been split into a Summer 2003 
campaign (non-discretionary) and a Spring 2004 
campaign (discretionary). 

3. CASQA Dues Payment of CASQA dues. $25,000 CASQA (formerly SWQTF) dues are now $15,000 
per year. This includes $10,000 for FY 02-03 and 
$15,000 for FY 03-04. 

Total FY 03-04 Collaborative PI/P Project Budget $158,300  
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Pollution Prevention Program 
 

Task 13 Watershed Watch Campaign 
Work Plan 

Year Four, FY 2003-2004 
 

Prepared By: TRG & Associates 

ntroduction 

he Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program), together with the 
atershed Management Initiative (WMI) will be embarking on Year Four of the Watershed 

ducation and Outreach (WE&O) campaign known as “Watershed Watch” at the start of FY 
003/2004. Year Three of the campaign, FY 2002-2003, in progress, is the second full year of 

mplementation of the campaign.  The first year (FY 00-01) involved development of the Three 
ear Plan, First Year Work Plan, the Latino Characterization Study and campaign materials. Year 
wo (FY 01-02) was launched in September 2001, with the media advertising campaign and 
ther approved campaign elements.  

n this current fiscal year, the campaign continues to focus on media advertising, a presence at 
umerous events, school education outreach assemblies, developing and implementing partner 
esources, and other tasks described below.  

Y 02-03 Progress to Date  

he following is a list of tasks completed to date (or ongoing where noted) during the first half 
f Year Three (FY 2002-2003).  
 Task 2  - Develop Materials – Coupons have been printed and inserted into Watershed 

Watch Kits distributed through the school education assembly program.  Coupons for 
admission to programs at the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge and 
for the Guadalupe River Park & Gardens have been inserted and are being distributed to 
students. (Ongoing) 

 
 Task 3  - Partner Coordination - Continued development of the partner database and 

conducted numerous meetings with new potential partners. New partners this fiscal year 
include Guadalupe River Park & Gardens, United Neighborhoods of Santa Clara County, 
County Household Hazardous Waste, San Jose Chamber of Commerce, Hispanic Chamber of 
Commerce, Aquatic Outreach Institute, MEEA and RAFT. (Ongoing) 

 Task 4  - School Education Outreach – Forty ZunZun assemblies have been funded for 
this fiscal year and 36 assemblies have been scheduled to date. The assembly program has 
been revised to focus more on watersheds and impacts to our creeks and Bay. A teacher 
evaluation post card has been developed and provided to ZunZun for distribution to 
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teachers whose students experience the assembly. Twenty-eight teacher surveys have been 
returned. A mid-point and year-end evaluation will be submitted during the year.  (Ongoing)          

  
• Task 5 – Donor Advised Fund – The Donor Advised Fund was established through the 

Rose Foundation. A “wish list” of potential funded activities has been submitted to the 
Program for review and approval. A packet of materials has also been developed. (Ongoing)               

 
• Task 7 – Events – Developed and updated the events calendar on a monthly basis; 

organized and attended numerous events; coordinated materials and supplies for media 
partner events. (Ongoing) 

 
• Task 8 – Research and Develop Media Advertising – Launched radio, print and transit 

advertising campaign with media partners that will run in two flights during the year; 
developed scripts for English and Spanish radio commercials; designed transit and print ads 
(both English and Spanish); continuing to assist media partners with potential third party 
sponsor promotions. Developed draft mercury advertising campaign plan and submitted to 
the Program for review and approval. (Ongoing) 

 
• Task 9 – Communications Networks – Continued development of communications 

database and have submitted to the Program for review, three articles related to the 
campaign (mercury, automotive and litter). Another article was developed specifically for 
the San Jose Chamber of Commerce. (Ongoing) 

 
• Task 11 – Develop Web Site – Continued to maintain, revise and add information to the 

web site, including IPM pages, Spanish translations and partner links. (Ongoing) 
 
• Task 12  - Reports and Meetings – Attended meetings with WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task 

Group and other committees; submitted monthly reports; developed Watershed Watch 
Campaign Update (one completed and second in production); frequent communication with 
Program staff. (Ongoing) 

 
• Task 13  - Develop 2003-2004 Work Plan – Submitted draft work plan outline to 

Program on November 8th for review and received comments on November 25th.  
 
• Latino Focus Groups – Selected a Latino focus group firm to organize, facilitate and make 

recommendations regarding the media campaign, Watershed Watch materials and general 
public outreach. Two focus groups were held and a final report was submitted. TRG & 
Associates utilized recommendations to modify media messages and to help target Latino 
communities through partnerships and the school education program. (Final) 

 
• Asian/Pacific Islander Characterization Study –The study has been initiated in 

December after approval from the Ad Hoc Work Group. (Ongoing) 
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FY 2003-2004 Campaign Strategy Summary  
 
Year Four of the campaign will focus on continued implementation of public outreach activities 
to help achieve the WE & O objectives.  It is recommended the campaign continue with the 
tactics that have proven successful (gauged through number of participants, value added, 
responses to web site, etc.) and continue to reinforce the watershed/pollution prevention 
messages using the tools already developed and in progress including advertising, partnering, 
events, school education, web site, material distribution, newsletter articles and the information 
hot line. Use of the Watershed Watch pledge card and discount card has been minimal – 
through some new efforts with media partners in FY 2002-3, the consultants are hoping to 
increase the use through new promotions. A public opinion survey and/or other means of 
evaluating the campaign will occur in Fall 2003. The feedback from these evaluation methods 
may be used to modify messages, advertising, promotions and other campaign strategies.  
 
These tactics will be broadened and built upon through strategies such as adding new partners, 
finding grant funding for the donor-advised fund; increasing the number of school assemblies to 
include new schools; broadening the web site; and creating new promotions and activities 
through the media and partners. It is recommended that messages in the media and other 
communications begin focusing on very specific behaviors and perhaps an emphasis that “it’s 
the law”.  
 
Some new avenues are currently in development, and if proven successful, can be continued 
and expanded in Year Four. These include: 

• Development of a community workshop with partners to educate the public about nontoxic 
gardening, pest control (IPM methods), and safe disposal of household hazardous wastes. 
The consultants are currently in discussion with Guadalupe River Park & Gardens and other 
partners to implement a Spring 2003 workshop. If successful, it is recommended that 
another workshop or workshops be conducted in FY 03-04.  Efforts will be coordinated with 
Master Gardeners and individual co-permittees 

• Another tactic in development is working with other IPM efforts in local hardware stores to 
set up tables and displays promoting pollution prevention in gardening, household activities 
and automotive care. Through IPM meetings, this concept will be further pursued.  

• An environmental educators' roundtable at Children's Discovery Museum is being discussed 
for Spring 2003. The purpose of the roundtable is to better coordinate and share resources 
so that watershed messages are integrated into other science-based programs, and to more 
efficiently promote these programs. If there is interest, new partnerships may develop that 
can expand the Watershed Watch school program or other elements of the campaign. 

• The consultants are working with the Alviso Education Center to broaden the scope of 
International Migratory Bird Day and help attract more visitors to the event. If successful, 
the effort to further expand and promote the event in FY 03-04 would be worthwhile.  
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Campaign Messages 
The Watershed Watch campaign will continue to utilize the key messages adopted in the 
Watershed Education and Outreach Strategy. Messages will focus on four pollutants: 
automotive fluids, litter, mercury and pesticides, and will include more specific information 
about what the public can do to reduce these pollutants. Through the Latino focus groups, it 
was recommended there also be a message stating that “it’s the law”, to prevent pollutants 
from entering storm drains.  
 
The primary messages for adults, school-aged children and Latinos include:  
• A watershed is a land area that drains water into a creek, river, lake, wetland, bay or 

groundwater aquifer.  In the Santa Clara Valley, all the water from rain and irrigation which 
flows over the land surface (called runoff) goes into storm drains, creeks and rivers that 
flow directly into San Francisco Bay. 

• You live in a watershed that flows to a local creek, and all of the runoff from your home, 
yard and neighborhood flows to that creek.  Your actions affect local creeks and the Bay.  

• Be a watershed steward. 
• By protecting the watershed, creeks and the Bay, you are protecting the environment for 

yourself, your children and future generations.  
 
Secondary messages for adults, school-aged children and Latinos include:  
• Protection of the natural resources in our watershed is essential to maintain the health and 

well-being of all living things. 
• Participate in activities that protect or enhance the watershed, creeks and the Bay. [Provide 

information regarding opportunities]. 
• You help protect the watershed, creeks and the bay when you handle and dispose of 

pollutants correctly. [Pollutants to be addressed include, but are not limited to, pesticides, 
mercury, trash/litter, pet waste and household hazardous waste.] 

• Choose behaviors that benefit the watershed and protect natural resources. 
[Take your car to a commercial carwash, recycle oil, take household hazardous waste to 
your local collection facility, use pesticides only as a last resort, and clean up after your 
pet.] 

• Don’t dispose of anything into a storm drain. It’s the law! 
 
The consultants may also work with Program staff to integrate or promote other PIP outreach 
activities. These activities can be supported through use of the Watershed Watch web site, use 
of the logo on materials, news stories, events and some promotions as they develop. The 
consultants will also continue to coordinate with BASMAA’s regional advertising campaign and 
its media relations efforts.  

 

FY 2003-2004 Work Plan Tasks 
 
The FY 2003-2004 campaign includes the following tasks:  

• Task 2 – Develop Materials  
• Task 3 – Partner Coordination and Promotions  
• Task 4 – School Education and Outreach  
• Task 5 – Donor Advised Fund  
• Task 7 – Events and Event Calendar  
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• Task 8 - Media Advertising  
• Task 11 - Web Site  
• Task 12 - Reports and Meetings  
• Task 13 - Develop 04-05 Work Plan  
• Task 14 - Plan For Public Opinion Survey 
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Description of Tasks  
 

Task 2 Develop Materials  

Purpose:  

The purpose of creating collateral materials is to have adequate tools that help communicate 
the WE & O messages.  

 

Description of Tasks:  

At its January 13, 2003 meeting, the WEO/PIP AHTG decided to eliminate the budget under this 
task for developing and printing new Watershed Watch brochures and kits.  The remaining 
budget for this task will be used for development and insertion of coupons and/or flyers into the 
Watershed Watch Kits.  

 

Targeted Audiences:  

Santa Clara Basin Adults  
School Aged Children 
Latino Community  
 

 

Goal:  

To provide information about other resources that support the campaign messages.  

 

Co-permittee/Program Staff Responsibilities: 

Review and approve copy of coupons/flyers according to the review process developed by the 
Program.  

 

Budget:  

$3,825   

 

Deliverables:  

• Two coupons/flyers for insertion into WW Kits  

 

Completion Date:  

June 30, 2004  
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Task 3 Partner Coordination and Promotions  

Purpose:  

To seek partners from the business, environmental, government, media and 
community/nonprofit sectors that will help augment campaign funding and resources, and 
demonstrate widespread support for the campaign.   

 

Description of Tasks:  

Developing partners has proven successful to augment campaign resources. Partners have 
published newsletter articles, distributed Watershed Watch Kits through educational and 
promotional activities and events, offered web site links and shared other resources. It is 
recommended that partner development continue, with further emphasis on businesses, other 
government programs and nonprofits, especially in the Latino and Asian communities and with 
youth. The consultants will seek new publicity and promotional opportunities (discount cards, 
contests, etc.) that will occur as partners are secured. The consultant will identify new potential 
partners, arrange meetings and coordinate any resulting partnership arrangements. The 
consultant will also continue to work with past and existing partners so that the list of partners 
continues to grow each year.  

Work with the Alviso Education Center will continue. Activities and events related to the 
‘Watershed Watchers: Keeping Our Waterways Clean” project will be promoted. This project is 
being implemented in cooperation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Environmental Education 
Center (EEC) in Alviso. The general focus of the project is to increase public awareness of urban 
runoff pollution and how to reduce its harmful effects through behavior changes. Sharon 
Miyako, Interpretive Specialist for the San Francisco Bay Wildlife Society, implements this 
project with funding from the Program. Work plan for FY 03-04 is yet to developed. It will be 
similar to the FY 02-03 work plan and will implement the programs/ activities described in 
Attachment A. 

 

Targeted Audiences:  

Community Leaders/Nonprofits   
Business and Industry  
Co-permittees  
Other Regulatory Agencies  

 

Goal:  

To secure partners who can bring additional resources to the campaign.  

 

Co-permittee/Program Staff Responsibilities:  

Co-permittees and staff may be asked to attend some partner meetings if there is a need for 
more technical/regulatory information.  

 

Budget:  

$18,950  
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Deliverables: 

• 20 partner meetings, ongoing promotions with existing partners  

• Seven new partners  

• Implement new promotions as they occur  

• Continue working with Alviso Education Center  

• Partner matrix updated on a monthly basis with value of partnership and description of 
activities  

 

Completion Date:  

June 30, 2004 
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Task 4 School Education Outreach  

Purpose:  

The purpose of school outreach is to reach school aged children, one of the targeted audiences, 
with messages about watersheds and how to protect them; to promote watershed stewardship; 
and change behaviors that negatively impact creeks and the bay.  

 

Description of Tasks:  

The school education program consists of assemblies presented by ZunZun, a post-assembly 
teacher evaluation; distribution of the Watershed Watch Kits to all participating schools; 
insertions of coupons to Don Edwards National Wildlife Sanctuary and Guadalupe River Park & 
Gardens into the Kits; developing, printing and distributing teacher evaluations; ongoing 
coordination with ZunZun; and mid and final reports. The coupons invite families to visit both 
locations and participate in workshops and events. If more opportunities arise to promote 
environmental education, the consultants will develop new coupons for insertion into the Kits. It 
is recommended and budgeted to increase ZunZun assemblies to 50 performances.  

It is recommended that the web site be expanded to include activities for students and 
resources for teachers. As mentioned in the Summary, partnerships with other environmental 
education programs may result in additional activities and means of promoting Watershed 
Watch messages in the schools. In addition, outside funding sources will be investigated to fund 
specific field trips for the classes that view the ZunZun assembly, either as an incentive for 
returning their evaluation or to reinforce watershed education.  

To continue to expand the Watershed Watch campaign into schools, the consultant will look 
into watershed-related class video projects for students. Several high schools have televisions in 
every room that can broadcast video. We can develop a letter that outlines a video project idea 
and through discussions with partners, the consultants may be able to find funding for this 
project.  

 

Targeted Audiences:  

School Aged Children 
Educators 
Latino Communities (schools residing in predominantly ethnic communities)  

 

Goal:  

To build long-term understanding of watersheds and teach students how to prevent pollution.  

 

Co-permittee/Program Staff Responsibilities:  

Review and comment on mid-point and end of the year evaluation of surveys. The schools work 
group will be involved in this evaluation, and provide direction for the ZunZun assemblies.  

 

Budget:  

$12,050  
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Deliverables:  

• Fifty (50) ZunZun assemblies (funding is directly from Program) 

• Mid-point and end of year evaluations based on teacher evaluation post cards  

• Field trip investigation and recommendations 

• Develop school web pages as resources for teachers and students 

• Identify a watershed-related class video project and try to obtain funding for one 
through partners 

 

Completion Date:  

June 2004 
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Task 7 Events Calendar/Planning & Coordination  

Purpose:  

To reach wide audiences at various events to build watershed awareness, promote campaign 
messages and disseminate information and materials.  

 

Description of Tasks: 

Development of the events calendar, with TRG-staffed events and partner events would 
continue and potentially be expanded. It is also recommended that the concept of community 
workshops dealing with gardening and pesticides reduction be further pursued, depending on 
the outcome of the consultant’s effort in FY 02-03.  The consultants will continue to seek 
partners (media and others) who will distribute Watershed Watch Kits at events. The 
consultants will meet and work with the Alviso Education Center staff to help promote and 
expand center events.  

 

Targeted Audiences:  

Santa Clara Valley Adults  
School Aged Children 
Latino Communities 

 

Goal:  

To reach out to large groups of people in order to disseminate information and educate about 
watersheds and watershed issues.  

 

Co-permittee/Program staff responsibilities:  

Co-permittees will inform consultant of events occurring within their jurisdictions and request 
materials as needed. Program staff will work with consultant to develop new events and staff 
events as necessary.  

 

Budget:  

$34,600 

 

Deliverables:  

• Coordination of materials distribution and related promotions at a minimum of 20 events  

• Staffing, coordination and planning at four events (out of the 20)  

• Coordination of a community IPM workshop as budget allows 

• Brief listing of attended and upcoming events as part of the monthly campaign reports  

• For each event attended by the consultant and/or Program staff, an event summary 
sheet will be completed with the types and numbers of materials distributed, target 
audiences reached, and approximate number of attendees.  
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Task 8 Media Advertising Campaign  

Purpose:  

Implement a media advertising campaign that provides high visibility to the watershed 
message, increases awareness and eventually influences behavior change with the targeted 
audiences.  

 

Description of Tasks:  

Due to budget considerations, $117,000 of the media budget has been moved into the 
“discretionary” budget for FY 03-04. The remaining budget, $100,475 will be utilized to develop 
a Summer 2003 media advertising campaign. This will be followed by an evaluation (public 
opinion survey and/or other evaluation methods) of the campaign by a selected market 
research firm. Co-permittees will decide whether to participate in a Spring 2004 media 
advertising campaign based on the evaluations and other criteria.  

The Summer 2003 media advertising campaign will be developed at the end of FY 02-03 and 
will most likely be a mix of radio and print (English and Spanish).  

The consultants will continue to request “value added” resources from media partners and work 
to bring in third party sponsors; however these resources will be less than in previous years 
because the consultants will not be able to negotiate for more than one quarter of advertising.   

Media relations in the form of press releases, interviews and stories will continue to be pursued 
through media partners. A Request for Proposal (in FY 02-03) will be distributed to appropriate 
media outlets to determine optimal schedules, coverage, and value-added resources. The 
consultant will work with the media buyer to recommend media for FY 03-04, and will continue 
to track invoices, meet with media partners as necessary and provide mid and end of the year 
media evaluations. The FY 03-04 media plan will be completed at the end of FY 02-03.  

 

Tasks:  

• Develop creative, scripts and graphic design of advertising (Summer ’03) 

• Monitor invoices for accuracy of billing and evaluate value-added resources  

• Meet as necessary with media partners to encourage and develop third party sponsors 
and other promotions 

• Track and report responses to the hot line, web site, and other promotional calls to 
action and report in mid and final media reports  

• Coordinate with BASMAA and co-permittees as opportunities arise with media relations 
and advertising 

• Develop 04-05 Media Plan 

 

Targeted Audiences:  

Santa Clara Basin Adults  
School Aged Children  
Latino Communities  
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Goal:  

Continue to implement media advertising that increases watershed awareness and educates the 
public about specific pollution prevention actions they can take.  

 

Co-permittee/Program staff Responsibilities:  

Co-permittees and Program staff will review and approve all scripts and print advertising prior 
to publication, and review the mid-year and final media reports.  

 

Budget:  

$100,475 (includes media buys) – the remaining $117,000 will be placed in a 
discretionary budget 

 

Deliverables:  

• Scripts, print advertising and any other materials needed to support the media 
advertising campaign  

• Mid-year and final media reports  

• Implementation of third party promotions  

• FY 04-05 Media Plan by June 2004 

 

Completion Date:  

June 30, 2004 
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Task 11 Web Site Development  

Purpose:  

To provide up-to-date information in an easily accessible format regarding the campaign, 
watersheds, pollution prevention practices, upcoming events, promotions and contests and 
partner-related activities. To encourage and increase public participation in activities and 
behaviors that protect, preserve, and improve the watershed. 
 

 

Description of Tasks:  

The web site has continued to draw strong numbers of viewers seeking more information about 
watersheds, therefore it is recommended that consultants continue to modify and add new 
information to the site to attract repeat viewers. As mentioned in Task 4, it is recommended 
that a kids’ page and teacher resources page be fully developed and promoted through the 
assembly program. A Public Participation Opportunities page will also be developed and posted. 
Community workshops and other events will be promoted, and partners will continue to be 
added. The web site will also be expanded to include information on best management 
practices for restaurants and other types of businesses with specific information that can be 
easily downloaded. A Plan for updating the site will be submitted to the WEO PI/P AHTG for 
review and approval before new pages are added. 

 

Targeted Audiences:  

Santa Clara Basin Adults  
School Aged Children  
Latino Communities  

 

Goal:  

To provide additional and more detailed resources and information, and to continue to develop 
new resources to maintain viewer interest.  

 

Co-permittee and Program Staff Responsibilities:  

Program staff and a small work group of co-permittees will review web site content. Co-
permittees may suggest links and other resources.  

 

Budget:  

$24,050 

 

Deliverables:  

• Development of a minimum of 10 new pages and ongoing upkeep and maintenance  

• Monthly reporting of web statistics 
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• Web Site Update Plan  

 

Completion Date:  

June 30, 2004 
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Task 12 Reports & Meetings  

Purpose:  

To maintain and improve ongoing communications with Program staff and WEO PI/P Ad Hoc 
Task Group members regarding campaign progress.  

 

Description of Tasks:  

Monthly activity, partner and event reports will continue to be produced monthly, and the 
Campaign Update will be published quarterly as an internal document to keep co-permittees 
and various committees informed. The consultants will participate in WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task 
Group meetings and other presentations as requested.  
 
Targeted Audiences:  

Program Staff  
Co-Permittees  
WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group 

   
Goal:  
To ensure smooth communications between Program staff, the WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group 
and the consultants.  
 
Co-permittee and Program Staff Responsibilities:  
Attendance at WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group meetings, Program staff review of progress 
reports, invoices and progress with deliverables.  
 
Budget:  

$11,950 
 
Deliverables:  

• 12 monthly reports  
• Three Campaign Updates  
• Meetings with WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group and Program staff  
• Three presentations (as requested by Program staff and the WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task 

Group)  
• Mid-year and end of year reports on the effectiveness of the campaign, including Kits 

distributed, hot line calls, web site hits, events attended and other relevant statistics  
 
Completion Date:  

Mid-year Report – January 15, 2004 
Final Report – June 30, 2004  
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Task 13 Develop 2004-2005 Work Plan  

Purpose:  
To have a Work Plan that describes tasks, activities, budgets and timeline for FY 2004-2005. 
 
Description of Tasks:  
The consultant will develop a FY 2004-2005 Work Plan that includes target audiences, key 
messages, media advertising strategies, event participation, partner participation, and other 
activities and tasks. The Plan will also include a budget and timeline, and methods for 
evaluating effectiveness, such as a public opinion survey.  
 
Targeted Audiences:  

WEO PI/P AHTG 
Budget Ad Hoc Task Group 
Management Committee  

 
Goal:  
To develop a 2004-2005 Work Plan that meets the WE & O campaign goals and objectives 
 
Co-permittee and Program Staff Responsibilities:  
Program staff, WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group and Management Committee will review and 
approve the Work Plan.  
 
Budget:  

$11,330 
 
Deliverables:  

• FY 04-05 Work Plan, Budget and Timeline  
  
Completion Date:   

Draft Work Plan: December 15, 2003 
Final Draft: February 15, 2004  
Final Work Plan: July 1, 2004  
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Task 14 Plan for Public Opinion Survey  

Purpose:  
To help measure campaign effectiveness at creating understanding of watersheds and gauge 
the public’s willingness to utilize pollution prevention measures. 
 
Description of Tasks:  
The consultant will work with the selected market research firm to help to develop an approach 
to conducting a follow-up survey to the survey conducted in 1999 and other evaluation tools 
and help to evaluate the effectiveness of the campaign. The survey will be conducted in Fall 
2003. The consultant will meet with the selected firm to determine the format, questions asked 
and select the most effective period of time to conduct the survey.  
 
Targeted Audiences:  
N/A  
 
Goal:  
To effectively measure campaign effectiveness and to adjust campaign tactics if necessary.  
 
Co-permittee and Program Staff Responsibilities:  
Program staff and the WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group will be responsible for preparation of the 
Request for Proposal, and the selection process. Funding for a public research firm will be the 
responsibility of the Program.  
 
Budget:  

$6,350 (does not include market research firm) 
 
Deliverables:  

• Consultant assistance with survey and evaluation tool development, reporting of 
evaluation results, and application of results to campaign. 

 
Completion Date:  

December 2003 
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Campaign Budget Summary:  
 
 
 

TRG/Vendor Budget $ 223,580 

Alviso Education Center Funding $75,700 

ZunZun Funding $25,000 

Campaign Survey (new consultant) $ 43,900 

Subtotal 368,180 

 
 

EOA markup (10%) $36,818 

EOA Staff Support $50,000 

Total Campaign Budget $454,998  

 
 

Value Added Resources TBD 

Total Campaign Resources TBD 
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Attachment A:  “Watershed Watchers: Keeping Our Waterways Clean”  Program 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Environmental Education Center (EEC) in Alviso.  

 
Funding from SCVURPPP supports an interpretive specialist position at the Alviso Education 
Center to conduct the Watershed Watchers Program. The program includes the following 
elements:  
 
Watershed Watchers: Puppet show introducing the concept of watershed and urban runoff 
performed on-site and off-site (typically 4 times per year). 
 
Watershed Watchers Off-Site: Puppet show introducing the concept of watershed and 
urban runoff performed off-site. 
 
Watershed Watchers Map Adventure: Visitors trace the path of a storm drain to the Alviso 
Marina, returning to the storm drain to stencil with “No Dumping, Flows to the Bay.” 
Wildlife in Our Watershed Depends On You: Interpretive programs focusing on how individual 
behaviors cause urban runoff pollution and affect wildlife habitat in our watershed. Examples 
include children’s bird walks, salt marsh mud studies, twilight walks, and general nature hikes 
followed by chemical demonstration of eutrophication.   
 
Gardening Without Chemicals Workdays: Garden work days emphasizing chemical-free 
gardening techniques.   
 
Gardening Without Chemicals Workshops: Workshops guiding visitors through various 
native plants in EEC demonstration gardens while discussing chemical-free gardening 
techniques used in the gardens and implementation methods for the home garden. 
 
Help Save the Bay This Holiday: Guided nature tours in Bay habitats based on a holiday 
theme.  The program addresses how individual behaviors cause urban runoff pollution affecting 
wildlife habitat in the watershed. 
 
Our Role in Preventing Urban Runoff: Presentation and walk focusing on each individual’s 
role in preventing urban runoff pollution, including examples of alternative behaviors.  Usually 
done with groups that make reservations, like Scouts and Lyceum. 
 
Special Events: These events are designed to attract at least 200 people to the EEC for 
various activities including games and crafts educating about urban runoff pollution prevention. 
 
Watershed Clean-Up: A concentrated effort to remove litter from watershed areas like creeks 
and sloughs. 
 
Informal Indoor Visitor Contact: Includes interaction at the Center, answering visitor 
questions over phone. 
 
Distribution of Specified Programs to Local Media: Includes contacting Bay Area Parent, 
Mercury News, and Metro and creating appropriate descriptions/press releases.  
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



FY 03-04 Work Plan                  3/01/03 
F:\Sc42\FY03-04WP\Vol1\Section 3\Section3_Attachment3-1_v2.doc 
 

21 of 21 

Developing and Maintaining Partnerships with Local Community Organizations: 
phone calls and e-mails to groups such as San Jose Community Gardens, the San Francisco Bay 
Bird Observatory, volunteer coordinators at local companies such as Intel and Sony, etc.  
 
Coordinating Refuge Volunteers for Interpretive Programs/Gardens: Contacting 
volunteers to lead programs, training, and maintaining relationships with volunteers. Scheduling 
volunteers for special events. 
 
Alviso Summer Camp: This includes acting as a leader and assisting in program planning for 
the one-week annual camp targeting Alviso residents. 
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1. Project Title:  Pesticide User (PU) Outreach 

2. Proposer:  Program Staff 

3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: 
Toxicity due to organophosphate pesticides (diazinon and chlorpyrifos) in local creeks and San 
Francisco Bay.  Selection, use and disposal of pesticides by residential and commercial users, pest 
control operators, and pesticide retailers. 

4. General Project Description:  
This project combines the best elements of the previous IPM Store Partnership and Household 
Chemical Management Projects to focus on the outreach requirements in the SCVURPPP NPDES 
permit. The approach will be coordinated with other pollution prevention programs funded by co-
permittees, such as the County’s Household Hazardous Waste Program. Scope to be developed based 
on the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan and the results of the FY 02-03 outreach work.  
Activities may include: continued outreach to retailers and point-of sale promotion of less toxic pest 
control methods; outreach to PCOs/landscapers; and coordination with County programs in outreach to 
the public on proper disposal of pesticides.  SCVURPPP will continue to support the regional IPM 
Partnership effort and some outreach to pest control operators through its participation in BASMAA. 
 

5. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goals:  
PI/P Outreach/Area to be further determined. PI/P Communication Goal will include Increasing 
Awareness and Changing Behavior, particularly with respect to pesticide use and disposal. 

6. Target Audience: To be determined, may include: 
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, ( X ) Commercial, (   ) Schools,  
(   ) Municipal Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, (   ) Multi-cultural Education, 
(   ) Other_____________________  

7. Distribution Strategy:                                                                                                                  
To be determined. 

8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:   
To be determined. 

9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies?  
To be determined. 

10. Schedule:   
FY 03-04  

11. Budget:     
$40,000 
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12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets: 

(X)   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee as a 
priority. 

(X)   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be effectively 
communicated. 

(X)   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(X)   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 

13. Implementer(s): (  X )  Work Group,  ( X )  Program Staff,  (   )  Consultant,                                             
(   ) Other:_______________  
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1. Title:  Mercury Pollution Prevention 

2. Project Proposer:  SCVURPPP Mercury Pollution Prevention Ad Hoc Task Group 

3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses:  Mercury 
4.   General Project Description:  The reissued NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater 
discharges may be causing or contributing to exceedance of water quality standards for mercury. 

Mercury has been found in sediment from the South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River 
Watershed.  Some types of fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other pollutants at concentrations 
that may threaten the health of humans consuming those fish.  In response, the California Office of 
Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment issued an interim fish consumption advisory.  The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has listed the Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed (including 
the Guadalupe River, Alamitos Creek, Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and Guadalupe Reservoir) as 
impaired by mercury under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  In accordance with Section 303(d), the 
Regional Board is required to establish a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San 
Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed. 

Permit Provision C.9.c. requires a mercury pollution prevention plan that includes public education 
regarding mercury, products containing mercury and proper disposal. The Program completed a Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Plan and submitted it to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002. The outreach tasks in 
this Plan are the basis for the FY 02-03 (Phase I) and FY 03-04 (Phase II) work plans. The focus of 
outreach in FY 02-03 was residential fluorescent lamps disposal. In FY 03-04, this outreach will be 
extended to small businesses and conditionally exempt small quantity generators. It will also be 
coordinated with municipal inspectors for integrating mercury outreach to industrial businesses into their 
existing routine pretreatment, source control, and/or hazardous materials inspection processes. 

5.   Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goal:  Develop a fluorescent light recycling outreach 
program to educate commercial users and coordinate efforts with municipal inspectors  

6. Target Audience:   
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, ( X ) Commercial, (   ) Schools, (   ) Municipal 
Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, (   ) Multi-cultural Education, (  ) Other________________  

7. Distribution Strategy:  To be determined. 

8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:  Survey of public bringing in mercury 
wastes to household hazardous waste collection events, number or amount of mercury-containing 
products (i.e. fluorescent lamps, thermometers) collected by household hazardous waste facilities; 
description of outreach methods used; number of outreach materials distributed. 

9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies?  City of Palo Alto has conducted a FLT 
recycling program. Smaller projects (i.e. thermometer take-back programs) have been conducted by 
other agencies. 

10. Schedule:  FY 03-04 (Phase II) 

11. Budget:  $25,000 for FY 03-04 
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12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets:  
( X )   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee as a 

priority. 
( X )   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be effectively 

communicated. 
( X )   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(    )   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
( X )   The success of the project is measurable. 
( X )   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 

13. Implementer(s):   SCVURPPP Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group for FLT recycling in 
coordination with the Watershed Watch campaign and the SCVURPPP PIP Ad Hoc Task Group 
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1. Project Title:  Program Supplies 

2. Proposer:  Program Staff 

3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: Varies 

4. General Project Description:   
To provide a budget to support requests by the public and co-permittees for Program materials and 
supplies.  This budget allows Program staff to reprint materials and reorder supplies as needed. 

5. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goal: N/A 

6. Target Audience:  To be determined, as needed. 
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, ( X ) Industrial, ( X  ) Commercial, ( X ) Schools, ( X ) Municipal 
Employee Training, ( X ) Public Officials, ( X ) Multi-cultural Education, (X ) 
Other_____________________  

7. Distribution Strategy:    
Program staff will coordinate material reprints, reordering supplies and distribution to co-permittees as 
appropriate.  Program staff distributes materials at public events and in response to telephone, e-mail or 
web site requests.    

8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:  The Program logs all requests for 
materials and tracks the amount of materials distributed.  The need for reprints is based on successful 
distribution of existing stock. 

9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies? N/A 

10. Schedule:    As needed. 

11. Budget:    $5,000  

12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets: N/A 

( X )  The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee as a 
priority. 

(    )   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be effectively 
communicated. 

( X )  County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(    )   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
( X )   The success of the project is measurable. 
( X )   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 

13. Implementer(s):   Program Staff 
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1. Project Title:  Stream Trash Clean-up Fact Sheet  

2. Proposer:  SCVURPPP Trash AHTG 

3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: Litter and/or illegal dumping in creeks. 

4. General Project Description:  Develop a fact sheet for providing guidance on how to conduct a stream 
trash clean-up.   

5. Background: Citizen groups have had difficulty obtaining guidance on how to conduct trash clean up 
events in local streams, especially for sites that are not owned by SCVWD or are not in the District’s 
right of way. Additionally, the Program’s “pollutant matrix” for planning PI/P projects (Table 3-1 in PI/P 
Work Plan) identifies trash as a pollutant of concern. The Program does not have any existing PI/P 
materials that focus on how to clean up trash in streams. 

6. Scope of Work:  
• Review existing outreach materials available from SCVURPPP agencies like the District’s “Why do 

people dump trash in creeks”, “Adopt a Creek “, “Adopt a creek permit application”, and materials 
being developed by San Jose and the Creek Connection Action Group. 

• Identify and provide the following information in the fact sheet 
o Contacts at the Water District and all other public agencies including CDFG for obtaining 

permits and guidance on clean up events.  
o Information on stream trash cleaning procedures. This will include information on permits, 

liability, safety, access, jurisdiction, disposal issues, useful equipment, publicity, volunteer 
recruitment, event day supplies and site supervision.  

o Guidance on removal of large items that exceed volunteer capability. 
o Other existing clean up events, responsible organizations and contact information.  

• Design fact sheet. Develop a web-version that can be downloaded and printed for use. Print a 
limited number of copies for Program use. 

 

7. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goal:  General outreach to public for increasing 
awareness about procedures involved in conducting stream trash clean ups. Targeted outreach to 
citizen group, individuals, schools and other organizations that are interested in conducting trash 
cleanup.  

8. Target Audience:   
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, (   ) Commercial, ( X ) Schools, (  ) Municipal 
Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, (   ) Multi-cultural Education, ( X ) Other  Citizen Groups 
 

9. Distribution Strategy: The fact sheet will be made available in electronic format on the Watershed 
Watch website and individual co-permittee websites. It will also be distributed to local agencies for 
providing to individuals, organizations, and schools that are interested in conducting stream trash clean 
up.    

10. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:  The number of participants involved in 
stream trash clean-up events (other than the events sponsored by CCAG), that referred to the fact 
sheet as a source of information will be tracked. Page views/ downloads of the fact sheet on the 
websites will also be tracked. 
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11. Have similar projects been done by other agencies: SCVWD Adopt-a-Creek brochure, “Why do 
People Dump Trash in Creeks” brochure, “Pick-Up San Jose” anti-litter program, CCAG. 

12. Schedule:    July 2003 – June 2004  

13. Budget:    $8,000 

14. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets:  

(X )   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee as a priority. 
(X )   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be effectively 
communicated. 
(X )   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(    )   The project supplements a regional project and/or program  
(X )   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X )   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 

15. Implementer(s):   Work group consisting of Trash AHTG and PI/P AHTG representatives, Program 
Staff.  

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 4-1 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



FY 03-04 Work Plan  1 of 3                         3/01/03 
F:\Sc42\FY03-04WP\Vol1\Section 4\Attachment4-1_0304.doc 

Attachment 4-1 
FY 2003-2004 Programmatic Monitoring Indicators 

 
 
 

Title Category/ 
Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1 

Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 

Trash Work Plan  MP#2 & 3c 303d 
Threatened 
Listing 

Begin implementation of Trash Work Plan (see Attachment 4-6 
including separate project scope in Attachment 4-2). FY 03-04 
tasks include: Further Inventorying and document existing trash 
management practices into summary report; Documenting and 
mapping municipal and agencies known trash problem areas; 
Conducting literature review of existing trash management 
practices and monitoring efforts used worldwide and 
incorporate into technical memorandum; Further developing 
RWQCB trash assessment methodology worksheet and 
evaluate utility of KAB litter index; Conducting trash evaluation 
training workshop; Developing standardized reporting and 
documentation format and procedures which detail and 
evaluate trash management practices; Organizing and 
managing Trash AHTG meetings; and participating in San Jose 
“Pick-Up San Jose” TAC meetings. 

Technical 
memoranda; 
Standardized 
Reporting 
Format, Summary 
Report, Maps, 
Trash 
Management 
Survey 
Instruments 

July 2003 -
June 2004 

Dioxin Plan 
Implementation 

MP#1 
 
Provision C.9.e. 

NPDES 
permit and 
303d listing 

Implement Work Plan (see Attachment 4-5 Including separate 
project scope in Attachment 4-2).  

Technical Review 
Memo(s) 
 
Participation in 
CEP – PCB 
Committee 

Tied to 
CEP & 
BASMAA 
Time 
Schedule 

PAH and 
Chlorinated 
Pesticides Activites 

MP#1 
 
 

303d 
Monitoring 
listing  

See separate project scope in Attachment 4-2.  Technical Review 
Memo(s) 
 

Tied to 
CEP & 
BASMAA 

                                                           
1 Monitoring Priorities (updated at Monitoring AHTG meeting November 8, 1999): 

1) New projects needed to implement the results, and achieve the goals, of current projects. 
2) New projects that implement continuous improvement items identified through the annual review process.  
3) Projects that support the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative in one of the following ways: 

a) Investigate Beneficial Uses and Causes of Impairment (including field work) 
b) Review and Compile Environmental Data and Make it Accessible 
c) Develop Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 
d) Facilitate and Support WMI Subgroups (including coordination with other agencies) 

4) Projects identified through participation in regional monitoring collaborative efforts, including the Regional Monitoring Program and BASMAA 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Attachment 4-1 
FY 2003-2004 Monitoring Projects, continued 

FY 03-04 Work Plan  2 of 3                         3/01/03 
F:\Sc42\FY03-04WP\Vol1\Section 4\Attachment4-1_0304.doc 

Title Category/ 
Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1 

Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 

Participation in 
CEP – PCB 
Committee 

Time 
Schedule 

Continued 
Implementation of 
Enhanced  IC/ID and 
IND Tracking and 
Reporting 

Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#2 
 
Provision 6.a.i. 

SEIDP #21 ⇒ Continue Implementation and Reporting of Enhanced 
Reporting  

⇒ Revise IC/ID and IND Performance Standards  

Database and 
annual report 
summary 

September 
2003 

Metals Control 
Measures Plan 

Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1, 3a 
 
Provision C.9.a & b 

NPDES 
permit  

Participate in discussions and reporting associated with 
implementation of baseline control measures and data analysis 
of triggers for copper and nickel. 
 
Partial support for clearinghouse 
 

BMM technical 
assistance & 
status report 
 

TBD 

PCB Action Plan – 
Year 4 

Follow-up 
MP#1,2 
 
Provision C.9.e. 

NPDES 
permit and 
303d listing 

Perform follow-up work on identifying and evaluating 
controllable sources 
 
Collaborative efforts with various technical work groups 
including the CEP, RMP, and BASMAA work groups. (See 
separate discussion for more details) 

Year 4 Work Plan 
and 
Final Year 3 
Report 
 
 

Based on 
results of 
Year 3 
work efforts 

Pesticide Plan  
Coordination, 
Implementation, 
and Reporting 

Follow-
up/Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1,2 

Implement 
URMP 
Pesticide 
Manage-
ment Efforts 

Coordinate implementation of Program’s Pesticide Plan. (See 
separate FY03-04 Work Pan) 

Status Report 
and internal 
guidance 

See Plan 
for details 
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Title Category/ 
Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1 

Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 

Compile, Maintain 
and Share Program/ 
Watershed Data 

Follow-up 
 
MP#1 

Continuation 
of Project 
SC22.63 

Data management for the SCVURPPP Program. Coordinate 
data collected and analyzed by Program-sponsored projects. 
Insure that data is quality-assured, comparable across projects 
and comparable across watersheds (where possible). Make 
data accessible to Co-permittees and to the public. Maintain 
and update website. Summarize available information on the 
background, purpose, and activities of planned and ongoing 
studies of the physical, chemical and biological characteristics 
of creeks and wetlands in the  
Santa Clara Basin. 

Updated 
inventory of data 
and metadata 
generated by the 
Program and by 
Program-
sponsored 
studies. 
 

Ongoing 

Evaluate 
Assessment Review 
Report & Develop 
Plan of Action 

WMI Beneficial Use 
Assessment 
 
MP#1,3a 
 
Provision C.10. 

Follow-up to 
Coyote Pilot 
Asst 

Consider the results of the assessment review report expected 
to be available in June 2003 and develop a plan of action for 
additional watershed assessment work efforts. 
 

Plan of Action October 
2003 

Support for Land 
Use Subgroup 

WMI Subgroups 
 
MP# 1, 3c, 3d 
 
Provision C.10. 

Continue 
WMI support 
 
 

Provide administrative support and leadership for the Land Use 
Subgroup. Maintain the subgroup mailing list; prepare and 
distribute agendas; chair meetings; edit and distribute meeting 
summaries; liaison to, and correspond with, the SCBWMI Core 
Group other subgroups as needed; update workplans; facilitate 
interaction between consultants and the subgroup; summarize, 
compile, and convey subgroup products. 

Meeting agendas 
and summaries, 
Work Plans and 
other products as 
directed by the 
subgroup.  

July 2003 – 
June 2004 

Copper and Nickel 
Baseline Activities 

MP#3a 
 
Provision 9 

BMM/RS 
Follow-up 
project 
 

Permit  

Support FY02-03 Baseline Activities 
 
 

See Attachment 
4-3 

FY02-03 

Finalize WQ 
Monitoring Plan 

Provision C.7. Permit Develop final draft 02-03 sampling (site selection) and QA plan Sampling and QA 
plan 

Coyote – 
July 2002 
Others – 
Sept. 2002 
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Purpose:  Begin implementing Trash Work Plan.  

Background:  This project is identified in Tasks 1 - 4 of the Program’s Trash
to fulfill a Program FY 01-02 Continuous Improvement item and actions with
Waters Monitoring Plan.  The Work Plan was developed in response to the N
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 303(d) Staff Report that pr
shorelines be placed on a preliminary or  “monitoring” list due to the threat of
State Water Resources Control Board adopted this recommendation in the fin
(d) list. 

The RWQCB Staff Report states that between now and the next 303(d) listing
assess trash impairments in their jurisdictions, as documented by stormwater a
Board.  The report recommends that the approach mirror the standard TMDL 
identifying the sources through monitoring or existing information and develo
principle sources.  Regional Board staff has indicated that it will review this s
determine whether specific water bodies warrant a 303(d) listing for trash and
streams. 
In a proactive response to the 303(d) Staff Report, the Program developed a W
addressing trash problem areas that occur in urban streams and waterways.  T
objectives: 1) Document existing trash management practices implemented by
Program’s jurisdiction; 2) Develop a strategy to conduct trash evaluations in c
high priority trash problem areas and sources of trash; 4) Provide guidance on
measures and evaluation criteria needed to address problem areas; and 5) Dev
documenting and evaluating trash management and monitoring activities. 
The tasks identified in the Work Plan will be completed over the next 2 years
guidance and tools to evaluate trash problem areas, implement management p
the results of assessments and implementation actions.  The FY 04-05 tasks fo
strategy and implementation of trash evaluations and management practices.  
Scope Summary:  

• Inventory and document existing and planned trash management prac
in urban streams within the Program’s jurisdiction;  

• Develop guidance document that identifies and evaluates trash mana
being implemented worldwide; 

• Modify RWQCB trash assessment methodology and conduct trash a

• Develop and implement standard documentation and reporting forma

Products:  Summary Report (Existing Management Practices) and Maps (Kn
Memorandum (Management Practices and Monitoring Literature Review); M
Methodology; Trash Assessment Training Workshop; and Standard Reporting

Schedule:  July 2003 – June 2004 

Program Staff:  John Fusco and Paul Randall 
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Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 
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Purpose:  To determine if Stevens Creek is being impaired by sedimen
anthropogenic activities by conducting a limiting factors analysis and s
assessment.   

Background:  In fulfillment of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff P
(SCVURPPP) NPDES Permit Order No. 01-024 Provision C.9.f.iii par
a sediment assessment work plan to RWQCB staff on August 30, 2002
Creek project was identified as Tasks 1 –3 of the SCVURPPP Work Pl
Sediment Management Practice Assessment in Other Creeks Potentiall
Anthropogenic Activities”.  The Stevens Creek sediment assessment w
conduct watershed analyses and management practice assessments for 
Creek watersheds within the next four years.  These creeks were identi
SCVURPPP report “Identification of Creeks Potentially Impaired by S
Activities”, which was submitted to the Regional Board in fulfillment o
Provision C.9.f.iii paragraph one.   
 
The sediment assessment work plan contains two separate phases.  Pha
includes conducting a limiting factors analysis and sediment managem
includes conducting a rapid sediment budget and is scheduled for the s
conducted if Phase I study results indicate that excessive sediment from
beneficial uses in the watershed.   The Watershed Analysis AHTG will
and make recommendations for Phase II or other future studies, as wel
Watershed Analysis AHTG recommendations will be reviewed and ap

Scope Summary:  

1. Conduct limiting factors analysis on Stevens Creek.  Task incl
• Compile and review existing watershed and biological data
• Identify target species for limiting factors analysis 
• Identify and assess potential limiting factors and develop i
• Conduct focused studies 
• Data analysis  

2. Inventory, document and evaluate effectiveness of existing sed

3. Plan, organize and facilitate meetings with consultants and Wa

4. Assist the AHTG to identify potential studies and management
future (approval by Management Committee) 

Products:  Technical Report (Limiting Factors Analysis); Summary R
Assessment); Technical Memorandum (Implementation Recommendat

Schedule: July 2003 – June 2004 

Program Staff: Chris Sommers and Paul Randall 
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Purpose: Assist the SCVURPPP in complying with Permit Provision C.9.e (PCB requirements) of the 
Program’s NPDES permit. 
 
Background: San Francisco Bay is listed as impaired by PCBs in the 2002 303(d) list.  Permit Provision 
C.9.e of the Program’s NPDES permit requires the SCVURPPP to develop a control program for PCBs.  
During the past three years, the SCVURPPP has provided leadership to Bay area stormwater programs in 
addressing PCBs.  This has included coordinating efforts to characterize the distribution of PCBs 
concentrations in Bay area watersheds.  The SCVURPPP has also performed PCBs case studies in 
selected areas with elevated concentrations of PCBs and coordinated similar efforts by other Bay area 
stormwater agencies.  The case studies are aimed at identifying PCBs sources and developing controls.  
As part of these efforts, the SCVURPPP has led a work group of representatives from the BASMAA 
Monitoring Committee and Regional Board staff.  The work group has met periodically to facilitate 
information sharing, coordination of field activities and regional planning.  The SCVURPPP’s overall 
goal has been to work with other stakeholders to develop data needed for the San Francisco Bay PCBs 
TMDL.  The SCVURPPP continues to perform activities in support of the PCBs TMDL.  Currently, the 
SCVURPPP is performing PCBs case studies in two new areas known to have elevated PCBs in 
embedded storm drain sediments and follow-up work in a third area (Leo Avenue in San Jose), 
coordinating similar case studies by other Bay area storm water programs, and performing a feasibility 
study on PCBs stormwater control measures. 
 
Scope Summary: During FY 03-04, the SCVURPPP will continue to perform activities in support of the 
PCBs TMDL.1  Program staff will: 
 

• Perform follow-up work emphasizing continuing the process of identifying and addressing 
controllable sources of PCBs in urban runoff, if any.  This work will be scoped after the results of 
the FY 02-03 case study work and stormwater control measures feasibility study become 
available, and may be performed in collaboration with other Bay area stormwater agencies. 

• Continue to attend PCBs TMDL-related stakeholder, CEP, RMP and work group meetings and 
represent BASMAA on the CEP PCBs work group.  As appropriate, review and comment on 
related documents prepared by the CEP, RMP and Regional Board staff.  

 
Products: To Be Determined 
 
Schedule: July 2003 – June 2004 
 
Program Staff: Jon Konnan and Adam Olivieri 

                                                      
1 The SCVURPPP is also testing bedded sediment samples from the bottom of the Lower Silver and Lower Penitencia Creek 
watersheds for PCBs and other pollutants of concern during its FY 02-03 surface water monitoring program.  Similar sediment 
samples from the bottom of Adobe and San Thomas Aquino Creek watersheds will be tested for PCBs and other pollutants of 
concern during FY 03-04. 
 

 

Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 

MONITORING  
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PCBs Activities 
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Purpose: Assist the SCVURPPP in addressing Regional Board requirem
chlorinated pesticides. 
 
Background: Dioxins and chlorinated pesticides are on the 2002 303(d)
there is some controversy regarding these listings.  PAHs are currently o
Bay.  Regional Board staff believes that urban runoff discharges may be 
requiring assistance from stormwater programs to address these pollutant
previously participated in a regional study that tested embedded storm dr
pesticides (and mercury and PCBs).  The SCVURPP has also reviewed d
stormwater runoff and surface waters found in the Bay area and other are
with other stormwater agencies to prepare a “synthesis” document on dio
summarize the current state of knowledge regarding dioxin-like compoun
and will include a discussion of the controversy surrounding the potentia
human health in the Bay area by dioxins. 
 
Scope Summary: During FY 03-04, program staff will perform the follo
pollutants:1 
 

• Work with the BASMAA Monitoring Committee to establish BA
these pollutants of concern and present this information to the CE

 
• Attend relevant stakeholder, CEP, RMP and work group meeting

comment on any related documents prepared by the CEP, RMP a
 
Products: To be determined. 
 
Schedule: July 2003 – June 2004. 
 
Program Staff: Jon Konnan and Adam Olivieri. 

                                                      
1 The SCVURPPP is also testing bedded sediment samples from the bottom of the Lower S
for PAHs, chlorinated pesticides and other pollutants of concern during its FY 02/03 surface
samples from the bottom of Adobe and San Thomas Aquino Creek watersheds will be teste
pollutants of concern during FY 03-04. 
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COPPER/NICKEL ACTION PLANS  
FY 02-03 UPDATE AND  

PROPOSED FY 03-04 WORKPLAN APPROACH  
 
 
FY 2002-2003 UPDATE 
 
The Program presented a summary of SCVURPPP Copper and Nickel Action Plan (CAP) FY01-
02 activities in an appendix to the September 15, 2002 FY 2000 – 2001 Annual Report. That 
document outlined the Program’s intent, consistent with the adaptive management structure of 
the CAP, to refine and streamline CAP reporting, and to help work towards developing a 
coordinated Bay-wide approach for appropriate CAP special studies and activities. Additional 
discussions about how to best move towards a Bay-wide CAP approach were conducted at 
meetings held on September 24, 2002 and November 18, 2002.  
 
The Program has taken the lead on developing a revised baseline activity reporting form that was 
reviewed by the BMM/RS on 11/18/02. Requested changes will be made and a draft set of forms 
completed during March 2003. Key baseline activities will be reorganized and listed by topic. 
Special studies and investigations to track and encourage will be individually listed with 
information on how they are to be tracked/encouraged, who is responsible, the type of work 
products expected, and when work products are expected. The forms will be structured so that 
both historic and current actions/accomplishments will be sequentially listed for each activity.  
 
During 2002, BACWA and BASMAA funded $205,000 for the Copper Nickel Impairment 
Assessment Step 2 Phase 1 work to prepare copper and nickel action plans and metals translators 
for the Bay north of the Dumbarton Bridge. To date, surveys of POTW baseline activities have 
been compiled (by BACWA/BASMAA contractors) along with a draft translator analysis. The 
draft north of Dumbarton CAPs are targeted for completion by June 2003.  
 
The Program has been coordinating with the north of Dumbarton effort with the intent that the 
revised and streamlined South Bay baseline reporting formats be applicable as templates for the 
other stormwater programs (and POTWs) north of Dumbarton. Furthermore, it is anticipated that 
work products previously developed (or being developed) under the South Bay CAP could be 
used with minor modifications elsewhere around the Bay. Some examples would include 
corrosion reduction outreach materials for plumbers, the SCVWD format for tracking copper 
sulphate use by water suppliers, and education and outreach materials to control copper 
discharges from pools and spas. The Program has previously committed to preparing a summary 
of the most effective measures to control copper in discharges of stormwater from targeted 
industrial sources (targeted by July 2003) for distribution to BASMAA and other Bay Area 
stormwater programs.  
 
Step 2 Phase 2 of the north of Dumbarton copper nickel work is also modeled after the SSO 
work conducted for the South Bay. That work consists of 1) a formal request for SSOs pursuant 
to the SIP section 5.2, 2) an Impairment Assessment Report, 3) derivation of one or more SSOs, 
and 4) assistance with preparation of a Basin Plan amendment package. A conceptual scope of 
work for this work was presented to and approved by the CEP Technical Committee on February 
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12, 2003.  The CEP Administrative Committee and Executive Management Board (EMB) are 
preparing a detailed scope and budget for review and likely approval in March.  The work is 
projected to take 12 – 15 months to complete at an estimated cost of $225,000. 
 
There is a certain amount of actual and potential overlap between activities and reporting 
required under the CAP, under other Provisions of the Stormwater NPDES permit, and under 
WMI related activities. As part of the streamlining of the CAP, the Program believes it makes 
sense to focus the CAP on activities that are most specifically copper related and that are not 
already being reported on in another forum. As an example, there are several actions under the 
CAP general action CB-8 “Measures to classify and assess watersheds” that are being conducted 
by the SCBWMI and pursuant to SCVURPPP’s permit provision C.3. It appears duplicative 
addressing or at least reporting on watershed assessment measures through the WMI, the 
Program, and the CAP. The Program will be completing its review of various assessment 
approaches by July 1, 2003 and developing recommendations relative to conducting future 
assessments.  
 
During 2002 – 2003 the Program has been tracking proposed amendments to and reissuances of 
other stormwater program NPDES permits. These permits contain Provisions similar to those in 
the SCVURPPP permit with the same potential for overlap with an independent CAP. Or 
conversely, the stormwater permits could be construed to already require the equivalent of the 
key CAP activities. The Alameda Countywide NPDES Municipal Stormwater Permit, for 
example, contains requirements for:  
 

• Illicit and Commercial Discharge Controls Program (potentially covering CB-1, 2, 3, 12)  
• Monitoring Program (in part pollutant concentrations and mass loadings) 
• Multi-year Monitoring and Assessment Plan (RMP participation) 
• Control Program for Copper (runoff monitoring, BMPs, annual reporting) 
• Control Program for Sediment (part of CB-15) 
• Watershed Management (potentially covering CB-4, 8, 10 type activities) 

 
Additional potential overlaps exist in POTW source control, pollution prevention, and pollutant 
minimization programs to the extent these programs are targeting and/or inspecting some of the 
same commercial and industrial sites.  
 
As part of it’s CAP streamlining efforts, the Program will be attempting to identify areas of 
duplication among programs and making recommendations as appropriate for changes to clarify 
responsibilities and to consolidate reporting (e.g., reporting by reference).   
 
Program staff have continued to track activities related to CB-17 and 18 copper impairment 
uncertainty reduction and fate and transport studies while efforts continue to develop a strategy 
for how to most efficiently and effectively track and/or encourage these studies Bay-wide.  
 
An interesting paper by Jassby et al. documented a 43% decrease in delta wide primary 
productivity from 1975 – 1995 due in part to invasion of the clam Potamocorbula amurensis in 
1986. The paper also noted explanations for apparent trends can be tenuous since different 
variability mechanisms have different frequencies of occurrence, and more mechanisms play a 
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role as the monitoring duration increases (Annual primary production:  Patterns and mechanisms 
of change in a nutrient-rich tidal ecosystem, Limnology and Oceanography, 47(3), 2002, 698-
712).  
 
Some more recent data from 1999-2001 documented increases in chlorophyll-a in October 2000 
and April of 2000 and 2001 to near pre-Potamocorbula peak levels in Suisun, San Pablo, and 
Central Bays. This was monitoring conducted by the SFSU Romberg Tiburon Center as part of 
an EPA-funded project to develop indicators of ecosystem condition. It began in November 1999 
with monthly routine cruises and added weekly cruises to track the spring and fall blooms. 
(Interagency Ecological Program Newsletter, Vol. 14, No. 4, Fall 2001).  
 
The cyanobacterium Synechococcus, a genus present in the South Bay (Palenik and Jassby, 
RMP, 1999), was reported to be relatively copper resistant across a range of environments in the 
Sargasso sea compared to a closely related cyanobacterium Prochlorococcus. Specimens from 
shallow mixed layers were less sensitive to copper and were probably members of a copper 
resistant high-light ecotype. Large eukaryotic cells such as Skeleonema costatum were much less 
copper sensitive (~10 times) than small size and high surface to volume cells such as 
Synechococcus, perhaps explaining the prevalence of larger size species in areas with free copper 
ion concentrations over 100 pM (Copper toxicity and cyanobacteria ecology in the Sargasso Sea, 
Mann et al, Limnology and Oceanography, 47(4), 2002, 976-988).  
 
The Program will update participants on the status of these streamlining and coordination 
activities, along with the status of each baseline stormwater and POTW activity, and the semi-
annual CAP/NAP review in mid to late April 2003.  
 
FY 2003 – 2004 WORKPLAN APPROACH 
 
During FY 2003 - 2004 the Program intends to continue to implement the CAP baseline 
activities and to continue the efforts begun during FY 2002 – 2003 to: 
 

1. More closely coordinate and integrate C/NAP baseline activities with related Program 
NPDES permit mandated activities. 

2. Update and streamline reporting methods and formats to provide easier access to and 
tracking of current and historical actions and accomplishments. 

3. Work with the South Bay POTWs to help the other Bay Area stormwater programs and 
entities develop North of Dumbarton Bridge C/NAPs based on the updated and integrated 
baseline activities and streamlined reporting methods and formats.  

4. Identify special studies related to reducing the uncertainties identified during the 
copper/nickel impairment assessment effort that are not unique to the South Bay and 
would be most efficiently and effectively implemented Bay-wide.  

5. Develop a process using the resources and knowledge of SFEI/RMP and the CEP to more 
comprehensively identify, track, and encourage investigations being conducted by others 
in the Bay-Delta region that will provide information useful to improving our 
understanding of copper/nickel impacts in the Bay.  

 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 Attachment 4-3 

FY 03-04 Work Plan Page 4 of 5 3/01/03 
F:\Sc42\FY03-04WP\Vol1\Section 4\attachment_4-3_CAP-NAP.doc 

 
The Program views 2003 – 2004 as an important transition year for extending what have 
previously been South Bay only CAP activities to coordinated Bay-wide CAP activities. The 
Program intends to take an active role in transferring the South Bay CAP knowledge and 
experience to the other stormwater management entities around the Bay. To help make this 
happen, the Program will be proposing that the BASMAA Monitoring Committee add Bay-wide 
CAP development and implementation as a standing item to its agenda. This Committee is 
already the focal point for many of the relevant monitoring programs and TMDL and CEP 
efforts being conducted Bay-wide and in individual watersheds.  
 
The Program envisions the process unfolding in the following manner. During the remainder of 
FY 2002-2003 the Program will take the lead on completing the updating and streamlining of the 
CAP activities tracking and reporting as described above. The Program will take the lead on 
presenting the proposed changes to the BMM/RS and incorporating their comments into final 
templates for reporting FY 2002 – 2003 CAP results and for guiding FY 2003 – 2004 activities.  
 
The Program will assist the Step 2 Phase 1 contractors (EOA, LWA) in presenting the templates 
to the BASMAA Monitoring Committee and obtaining the Committee member’s input on the 
baseline activities already being conducted, or proposed to be conducted, within their respective 
jurisdictions. The Program will also assist as needed with presenting this information to the 
North of Dumbarton Coordinating Committee (CC), to obtain broader based input into other, not 
specifically stormwater or South Bay based CAP activities. This CC will be serving as the CEP 
workgroup for the proposed Step 2 Phase 2 copper nickel effort that includes development of an 
Impairment Assessment Report, one or more SSOs, and a Basin Plan amendment package. 
 
Another CAP item that appears appropriate for the Monitoring Committee to assist with is an 
appropriate ambient monitoring programs for copper and nickel. The Program will assist in two 
areas. The Program will present the approach used for developing ambient trigger concentrations 
and the monitoring program needed to assess compliance with the triggers to assist in developing 
and appropriate Bay-wide monitoring program and associated triggers. Input will be solicited 
from RMP staff to evaluate the extent to which the redesigned RMP monitoring can fulfill this 
need. A related issue that would appear appropriate for this forum is what if any additional 
copper and nickel monitoring is needed to address the 2002 303(d) program Monitoring List 
requirements and for development of future Reasonable Potential Analyses and NPDES permit 
effluent limitations.  
 
Another area where the Program will provide Bay-wide CAP development assistance is with 
recommendations on potential watershed assessments that would be deemed appropriate to be 
conducted under the auspices of CAP activities. The Program will be completing by July 1, 2003 
its review of various assessment approaches being conducted in the Bay area and nationally. As 
part of this effort input will be solicited on the progress and results of other pilot projects aimed 
at identifying and quantifying pollutants of concern such as being conducted through the RMP 
Sources Pathways and Loadings Work Group and the SWRCB Surface Water Ambient 
Monitoring Program (SWAMP) and RWQCB Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy 
(RMAS). The intent is to avoid redundant efforts and to put resources to their most effective use 
in the process of identifying what to study and how.  
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Another area where the Program will provide Bay-wide CAP development assistance is to help 
develop and implement a program to more comprehensively identify, track, and encourage 
investigations being conducted by others in the Bay-Delta region that will provide information 
useful to improving our understanding of copper/nickel impacts in the Bay. The Program will 
provide its revised template list of uncertainties to be addressed and investigations to be tracked 
as a starting point. The Program believes that tracking of these various investigations and their 
on-going results would be most effectively conducted with assistance from SFEI/RMP.  
 
The RMP itself is conducting monitoring and special studies of relevance to copper such as 
attempting to develop improved sediment toxicity testing methods, ambient and sediment 
toxicity testing, and projects conducted by their various workgroups. The RMP is a member of 
the Interagency Ecological Program (IEP), that in turn has members or associations with many of 
the agencies and researchers conducting studies in the Bay-Delta region of relevance to CAP 
issues such as phytoplankton monitoring. The RMP has tasks in its current workplan directed 
towards improved data integration from other entities, and improved data dissemination.  
 
The IEP is undergoing a comprehensive programmatic review with a final draft synthesis report 
from its Science Advisory Group expected in early 2003. One recommendation was that IEP 
Environmental Monitoring Program (EMP) data be “more rapidly and reliably turned into more 
useful products through increases human intellectual investment.” The Bay-Delta Science 
Consortium (that includes most IEP members as well as several local universities and non-profit 
organizations) has an overall goal to “enhance cooperation and collaboration among researchers 
working in the Bay-Delta.” As noted in the Winter 2002 IEP Newsletter, “CALFED intends to 
allocate one million dollars per year for the next few years to the Consortium to help sponsor 
activities that will help increase collaboration and cooperation.” The Consortium also indicated 
their intent to sponsor an on-line technical journal and to “investigate ways of sharing digital 
information among the many data holders and increasing its utility for synthetic analyses.”  
 
The Program will work with the Monitoring Committee and the RMP to help develop a 
mechanism where relevant information from sources such as those noted above can be efficiently 
tracked and reported as part of the Bay-wide CAP. The Program will also work with the 
Monitoring Committee and the Coordinating Committee to evaluate the extent to which the 
copper conceptual model and associated fate and transport understanding needs to be updated.  
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Table 4-1. FY 03-04 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.      
Quarter in FY 03-04 Watershed 

Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 
Agency 

Adobe  Chemical 
Creek 

Contaminants-Water 3 S (2)  S (2) S (2) 

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified. 
• FY 03-04: Conduct screening level monitoring of receiving waters for suite of 

pesticides (organophosphates) for three seasonal time periods at two sites. 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water, synoptically with toxicity 

testing and physical and biological parameters, to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Contaminants-
Sediment4 S (1)   

• Baseline: SCVURPPP conducted screening level monitoring of PCB, mercury and 
chlorinated pesticides at two locations in FY 01-02: just upstream Highway 101 and in 
headwaters at the confluence of the West Fork.  SCVWD conducted bedded sediment 
chemistry sampling (total and dissolved metals, pesticides) in FY 01-02 at Highway 
101 as part of sediment removal project. 

• FY 03-04: Conduct screening level monitoring of metals (total and dissolved), PCBs, 
mercury, PAHs and chlorinated pesticides in sediment at lower end of watershed. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in sediments to determine status and 
trends.  Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 

SCVURPPP 

 

General Water 
Quality5 S (3)  S (3) S (3) 

• Baseline: SCVWD conducted general water quality sampling (turbidity, DO and pH) 
in October 2001 at Highway 101 as part of sediment removal project 

• FY 03-04: Collect general water quality parameters during each sampling event at 
three sites. 

• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with chemical, physical 
and biological parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 Biological       
 

Toxicity-Water 
Quality6 S (2)  S (2)  

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified.   
• FY 03-04: Water toxicity testing will be conducted at two sites for wet and dry season, 

synoptically with water chemistry samples.  
• Future:  Water toxicity will be conducted synoptically with water chemistry for three 

species during wet and dry seasons to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Conventional Water 
Chemistry7 S (3)  S (3) S (3) 

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified. 
• FY 03-04: Conduct monitoring of conventional water quality parameters during three 

seasons at three locations to investigate potential sources of nutrients. 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 

chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 03-04 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
 

Pathogens (Indicator 
Organisms) 8 S (3)  S (3) S (3) 

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified. 
• FY 03-04: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicators for 3 seasonal time periods. 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicator organisms synoptically with other 

chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 
Bioassessment – 
Macroinvertebrates9    S (4) 

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified.   
• FY 03-04: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at four sites. 
• Future: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment synoptically with chemical 

and physical data to determine status and trends.     

SCVURPPP 

 

Bioassessment – Fish10    S (3) 

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified. 
• FY 03-04: Conduct fish bioassessment at three sites. Coordinate with SCVWD. 
• Future: Conduct fish bioassessment synoptically with chemical and physical data to 

determine status and trends.     

SCVURPPP/ 
SCVWD 

 Physical 
 

Physical Habitat11    S (4) 

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified.   
• FY 03-04: Conduct visual habitat assessment, concurrent with macroinvertebrate 

sampling, at four sites 
• Future: Conduct visual habitat assessment to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 
Sediment 
Characterization12    S (4) 

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified.   
• FY 03-04: Sample sediment composition and embeddedness, concurrent with visual 

habitat assessment, at four sites. 
• Future: Conduct sediment sampling to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     

• Baseline: Baseline information describing geomorphic and hydrologic characteristics 
of stream channels in the Santa Clara Basin will be compiled to assist in the 
development of the Hydrogeomorphic Management Plan, as required in the C.3 
Provision.   

• FY 03-04: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Conduct monitoring to evaluate BMP effectiveness and status and trends.   

SCVURPPP/ 
SCVWD 

 
Riparian Vegetation     

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified.   
• FY 03-04: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 03-04 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
 

Trash13     

• Baseline: SCVURPPP compiled and mapped trash removal locations as a first step to 
identify trash problem areas.   

• FY 03-04: Trash assessments will be conducted by Co-permittee agencies using 
strategy identified in Trash Work Plan (i.e., identify problem areas and potential 
sources and evaluate effectiveness of trash control measures).  

• Future: Conduct trash surveys in future to continue identifying problem areas, evaluate 
effectiveness of trash control measures and identify status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

San Thomas Chemical       
Aquino 

Contaminants – Water 
Quality S (3)  S (3) S (3) 

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 03-04: Conduct screening level monitoring of receiving waters for suite of 

pesticides (organophosphates) at three seasonal time periods at two sites on Saratoga 
Creek and one site on San Thomas Creek.   

• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water, synoptically with toxicity 
testing and physical and biological parameters, to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Contaminants - 
Sediment S (1)    

• Baseline: SCVWD conducted sediment chemistry sampling (total and dissolved 
metals, pesticides) in FY 02-03 below Highway 101 as part of sediment removal 
project. 

• FY 03-04: Conduct screening level monitoring of metals (total and dissolved), PCBs, 
mercury, PAHs and chlorinated pesticides in lower San Thomas. 

• Future:  Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water, synoptically with toxicity 
testing and physical and biological parameters, to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 

SCVURPPP 

 

General Water Quality S (7)  S (7) S (7) 

• Baseline: SCVWD conducted general water quality sampling (turbidity, DO and pH) 
in FY 02-03 below Highway 101 as part of sediment removal project. 

• FY 03-04: Collect general water quality parameters during each sampling event at all 
sites in Saratoga and San Thomas Creeks. 

• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with chemical, physical 
and biological parameters to determine status and trends.  

SCVURPPP 

 Biological       
 

Toxicity - Water 
Quality S (2)  S (2)  

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 03-04: Toxicity of water will be conducted at mouth of San Thomas Creek and 

lower Saratoga Creek for wet and dry season, synoptically with water chemistry 
samples.  

• Future:  Water toxicity will be conducted synoptically with water chemistry for three 
species during wet and dry seasons to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 03-04 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
 

Conventional Water 
Chemistry S (7)  S (7) S (7) 

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 03-04: Conduct monitoring of conventional water quality parameters for three 

seasons at all sites to investigate potential sources of nutrients. 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 

chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Pathogens (Indicator 
Organisms) S (7)  S (7) S (7) 

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 03-04: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicators for 3 seasonal time periods at all 

sites. 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicator organisms synoptically with other 

chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 
 

SCVURPPP 

 

Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates    S (7) 

• Baseline: Benthic macroinvertebrate data collected at 6 sites on Saratoga Creel in 1997 
by USGS.   

• FY 03-04: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at six sites in Saratoga 
and one site in San Thomas Creeks. 

• Future: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment synoptically with chemical 
and physical data to determine status and trends.   

SCVURPPP 

 

Bioassessment - Fish    S (4) 

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified. Saratoga Creek contains resident 
rainbow trout population 

• FY 03-04: Conduct fish bioassessment at four sites. Coordinate with SCVWD. 
• Future: Conduct fish bioassessment synoptically with chemical and physical data to 

determine status and trends.     

SCVURPPP 

 Physical       
 

Physical Habitat    S (7) 

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.  
• FY 03-04: Conduct visual habitat assessment synoptically with macroinvertebrate 

bioassessment. 
• Future: Visual habitat assessment will be conducted in the future, concurrent with 

macroinvertebrate sampling, to determine status and trends 

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 03-04 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
 

Sediment 
Characterization    S (7) 

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.  
• FY 03-04: Sample sediment composition and embeddedness, concurrent with visual 

habitat assessment, at four sites. 
• Future: Monitoring design to test hypotheses of sediment impacts to salmonid fish 

habitat will be implemented in conjunction with work identified in watershed 
assessment and sediment management practices workplan. Investigative monitoring in 
the future may include measuring concentrations of fine sediment during and 
following storm events and measuring spawning gravel permeability to determine 
potential impacts to salmonid fish populations.   

SCVURPPP 

 

Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     

• Baseline: Baseline information describing geomorphic and hydrologic characteristics 
of stream channels in the Santa Clara Basin will be compiled to assist in the 
development of the Hydrogeomorphic Management Plan, as required in the C.3 
Provision.   The specific creeks in which to compile baseline data have not been 
selected at this time.   

• FY 03-04: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Conduct monitoring to evaluate BMP effectiveness and status and trends.   

SCVURPPP/ 
SCVWD 

 

Riparian Vegetation     

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified. 
• FY 03-04: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     

 

SCVURPPP 

 

Trash     

• Baseline: SCVURPPP compiled and mapped trash removal locations as a first step to 
identify trash problem areas.   

• FY 03-04: Trash assessments will be conducted by Co-permittee agencies using 
strategy identified in Trash Work Plan (i.e., identify problem areas and potential 
sources and evaluate effectiveness of trash control measures). 

• Future: Conduct trash surveys in future to continue identifying problem areas, evaluate 
effectiveness of trash control measures and identify status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

 
1 Parameter types are listed with category of monitoring design, which include: (S) screening level, (I) detailed investigation, and (T) status and trends.  The number in parentheses represents the number of sampling locations for that sampling period.  Sampling locations 

are described in separate table and figure attached to Plan. 

2 Description of analyses conducted for each data type is described in the footnotes below.  In some cases, partial analyses may be implemented for data types when existing data satisfies screening level target.  Standard analytical methods are indicated in separate table 

attached to Plan; methods are intended to be congruent with SWAMP/RMAS methodology.  Adjustments will be made, if necessary, when SWAMP QAPP becomes available in September 2002. 
3 Water Chemistry: Total and dissolved metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se) and organophosphate pesticides; sampling conducted for three seasonal time periods. 

4 Sediment chemistry: Metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As), PCB, mercury, PAHs and organochlorine pesticides; bedded sediment sampling conducted in the dry season only. Sediment samples taken only at integrator sites.  

Sediment characterization includes collecting sediment grain size (full analysis) 
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5 General water quality: Temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and specific conductance (multiparameter probe readings and/or continuous measurements); sampling conducted for three seasonal time periods. 
6 Toxicity testing of water on three species: (1) Ceriodaphnia: 7 day survival and reproduction; (2) pimephales 7-day; and (3) selenastrum test; toxicity conducted at wet and dry season.  Frequency of toxicity was reduced (RMAS/SWAMP conducts 3 samples/year at 

each site) to cut costs and to increase the number of sites. 
7 Conventional water chemistry: Major anions: ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, chloride, sulfate; total phosphate, boron, TKN, TDS, SSC, ammonia, chlorophyll-a, alkalinity, hardness, TOC and DOC; sampling conducted for three seasonal time periods. 
8 Indicator organisims: total and fecal coliform and enterococcus; sampling conducted for three seasonal time periods. 
9 Bioassessment: following CSBP methodology and conducted in the spring season. 
10 Rapid bioassessment of fish communities will be done using methods established in the SEIDP or by other standardized methods utilized by the SCVWD or other Co-permittee agencies. 

11 Habitat survey physical habitat assessment using CSBP methodology. 
12 Bedload sediment composition and embeddedness is estimated using pebble counts during bioassessment and habitat survey. 
13 Trash assessment methodology will include implementing modified RWQCB rapid trash assessment protocols for wadeable streams.  SCVURPPP will onsider using the Keep America Beautiful (KAB) litter index. 
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Table 4-2. Sampling locations and data types for SCVURPPP’s FY 03-04 Monitoring Plan. 
Stat Id Station Name Potential Impacts/ 

pollutant sources 
Water 
Chem 

Sed 
Chem 

Gen 
Water 
Qual 

Water 
Tox 

(3spp.) 

Conven 
chem  

Bact 
Indicat 

Bioass 
Fish 

Bioass
Macro-
Invert 

Habitat/ 
Sed 

Adobe Creek           

A-1 
Adobe Creek at Middlefield 
Road 

Integrator site above tidal 
zone 3 1 3 2 3 3    

A-2 Adobe Creek at Terman Park Residential land use; 
cemetery, park   3  3 3  1 1 

A-3 Adobe Creek at Edith Ave Residential land use; 
downstream bank erosion 3  3 2 3 3 1 1 1 

A-4 Adobe Creek at Foothill 
College 

New development; college 
campus       1 1 1 

A-5 Adobe Creek at Moody 
Road, near Youth Hostel 

Undeveloped open space       1 1 1 

San Thomas Aquino           

STA-1 San Thomas at Scott Blvd Integrator site above tidal 
zone 3 1 3 2 3 3    

STA-2 San Thomas at Saratoga Ave Residential and commercial 
land uses   3  3 3    

STA-3 San Thomas at Westmont 
High School 

Residential land use; high 
school   3  3 3  1 1 

S-1 Saratoga Creek at Cabrillo Residential and commercial 
land uses;  3  3 2 3 3    

S-2 Saratoga Creek at Bollinger 
Rd 

Residential land use   3  3 3  1 1 

S-3 
Saratoga Creek at Prospect 
Ave 

Residential and commercial 
land uses;       1 1 1 

S-4 Saratoga Creek at Via Monte 
Ave 

Residential land use 3  3  3 3 1 1 1 

S-5 Saratoga Creek at Alta Vista 
Ave 

Residential and commercial 
land uses;        1 1 

S-6 Saratoga Creek at Congress 
Springs and Gate Road 

Undeveloped open space   3  3 3 1 1 1 

S-7 Saratoga Creek at Congress 
Springs and Pierce Road 

Open Space       1 1 1 

Total Number of Sampling Events 15 2 30 8 30 30 7 11 11 
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Table 4-3. Analytical methods used in SCVURPPP FY 02-03 and Multiyear Monitoring Plan. 
Description of data parameters Analytical Methods 
Pesticides (water) - Organophosphate suite  EPA 8141A 
Pesticides (sediment) - Organochlorine suite EPA 8081A 
PCB congeners EPA 8082 
PAH congeners EPA 8270 
ICPMS metals suite (sediment) (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, 
Cd, Pb, As--all costs) 

EPA 6020 

ICPMS metals suite (water)--unfiltered "total" (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, 
Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se--all costs) 

EPA 200.8 

ICPMS metals suite (water)--filtered "dissolved" (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, 
Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se--al costs) 

EPA 200.8 

Total mercury (sediment) EPA 245.7/1631M 
Major anions nutrient scan:  ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, chloride, 
sulfate 

EPA 365.2, EPA 300 

Total  Phosphate EPA 365.2 
Boron EPA 200.8 
TKN EPA 351.3 
TDS EPA 160.1 
Suspended Sediment Concentration (SSC) ASTM D3977-97 
Ammonia EPA 350.3 
Chlorophyll-a SM 10200H/EPA 445.0 
Alkalinity EPA 310.1 
Hardness EPA 130.2 
TOC EPA 415.1 
DOC EPA 415.1 
Sediment grain size - full analysis (phi scale) Plumb/PSEP 
Total coliform SM 9221B 
Fecal coliform SM 9221B 
enterococcus SM 9230B 
Ceriodaphnia 7-day Survival & Reproduction EPA 1002.0 (WET) 
Pimephales (fathead minnow) 7 - day EPA 1000.0 (WET) 
Selenastrum (algae) test EPA 1003.0 (WET) 
  
(WET) Whole Effluent Toxicity: Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis of Pollutants 
(October 16, 1995) 
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Figure 4-1.  SCVURPPP FY 03-04 Monitoring Locations in Adobe Creek Watershed. 
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Figure 4-2    SCVURPPP FY 03-04 Monitoring Locations in San Thomas Aquino Watershed. 
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WORKPLAN FOR CONDUCTING WATERSHED ANALYSIS AND MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICE ASSESSMENT IN OTHER CREEKS POTENTIALLY IMPAIRED BY 

SEDIMENT FROM ANTHROPOGENIC ACTIVITIES 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This Workplan is submitted in fulfillment of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution 
Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) NPDES Permit Order No. 01-024 Provision C.9.f.iii 
paragraph 2.  This provision requires a workplan and time schedule to “conduct a watershed 
analysis and management practice assessment in the other creeks which may be impaired by 
excessive sediment production from erosion due to anthropogenic activities.”   
 
The goals of this Workplan are to identify an approach to conduct watershed analyses and assess 
sediment management practices for those creeks previously identified by SCVURPPP as high 
priority for potentially being impaired by sediment production from erosion due to anthropogenic 
activities.  The Workplan includes a number of objectives to assess sediment-related impacts to 
beneficial uses, including:  

• Collect available existing data to characterize the watershed and identify issues of 
concern;  

• Develop hypotheses to understand potential impacts of sediment to species that are 
sensitive to excess sediment; 

• Conduct focused studies to test hypotheses; 
• Implement a limiting factors analysis to determine to what degree sediment impacts 

are key factors; 
• Conduct rapid evaluation of sediment budget; and 
• Assess and evaluate sediment management practices.   

 
In addition, the Workplan objectives include Program specific activities:   

• Evaluate information generated from the assessments to identify and prioritize 
information needs and management recommendations; 

• Review existing information to re-evaluate priority watersheds for future 
assessments; and 

• Evaluate the current assessment framework, along with approaches being used in 
other watersheds. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
Potentially Sediment Impaired Creek Report 
 
The report “Identification of Creeks Potentially Impaired by Sediment from Anthropogenic 
Activities” was submitted to the Regional Board as part of the SCVURPPP FY 02-03 Draft 
Workplan in fulfillment of SCVURPPP NPDES Permit Provision C.9.f.iii paragraph one.  The 
report identified creeks in the SCVURPPP jurisdictional area, other than San Francisquito Creek, 
which may be impaired by sediment from anthropogenic sources.  The Potentially Sediment 
Impaired Creek Report had several objectives, which included: 1) collecting existing available 
data that was associated with key factors related to sediment and erosion; 2) developing a 
methodology to summarize and analyze available data to identify creeks with potential water 
quality impacts associated with sediment from erosion due to anthropogenic activities; and 3) 
prioritizing the potentially impacted creeks for future investigations and/or assessments.  This 
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Workplan identifies steps for conducting watershed analyses and management practice 
assessments for the high priority creeks that were identified in the previous report.   
 
The high priority creeks include reaches 3 and 4 of Stevens Creek and reaches 4 and 5 of Coyote 
Creek.  The reaches in Stevens Creek correspond to an 8-mile stretch from approximately 1 mile 
upstream of Highway 82 to Stevens Creek Dam and the reaches in Coyote Creek were defined as 
a 14-mile stretch of Coyote Creek mainstem from Ford Road to Anderson Dam.  The Stevens 
Creek reach flows through the Cities of Mountain View, Sunnyvale, Cupertino and Los Altos.  
The Coyote Creek reach flows through primarily Santa Clara County land, and portions are 
within the City of San Jose.  Both reaches were identified as potentially supporting both steelhead 
and trout in warm water conditions, as well as Chinook salmon in Coyote Creek.  The report also 
identified segments of five additional creeks in the Santa Clara Basin as medium priority for 
further investigation of potential impairment by sediment from anthropogenic activities.  These 
include Alamitos, Arroyo Calero, Guadalupe, Permanente and Upper Penitencia Creeks.   
 
The Regional Board staff submitted comments on the sediment report as part of their July 8, 2002 
letter to SCVURPPP stating the report was conditionally acceptable to the NPDES Permit 
Provision C.9.f.iii (see Attachment A).  The conditions stated in the letter included: 1) the entire 
Stevens Creek watershed downstream of reservoir should be given a high priority because 
sediment removal is an important issue in the lower reaches; 2) analysis of Coyote Creek reaches 
must include an evaluation of the influence on Anderson Dam to downstream sediment supply 
and transport capacity; and 3) Saratoga Creek and Upper Penitencia Creek should be added to list 
of high priority streams for analysis.  The staff letter also indicated that they would support 
adopting a watershed analysis that was conducted within the framework of a limiting factors 
analysis.  SCVURPPP’s Program staff, Regional Board staff and Santa Clara Valley Water 
District (SCVWD) staff met on July 17, 2002 to discuss their comments and conditions and 
general objectives for developing the watershed assessment workplan.  The minutes for that 
meeting are included in Attachment B of this Workplan and were distributed to the SCVURPPP 
Management Committee on August 29, 2002. 
 
This Workplan addresses the Regional Board’s conditions and concerns expressed in the July 8, 
2002 letter and subsequent meeting.  The SCVURPPP’s written response to the Board’s 
comments is included in Attachment C.  Watershed analyses and sediment management practice 
assessment will initially be conducted in Stevens and Coyote Creek watersheds, which were 
identified as high priority watersheds in the SCVURPPP sediment report.  The assessments will 
address the areas downstream of reservoirs and assess any impacts related to these reservoirs.  
Stevens Creek was selected as the initial watershed to be assessed because of its smaller size, 
with Coyote Creek to follow.  Upper Penitencia Creek, one of the medium priority watersheds 
listed in SCVURPPP sediment report, is the next highest priority for future assessment of 
sediment-related impacts.  Where possible, early data collection and evaluation will begin on 
Upper Penitencia Creek.  Other medium priority creeks, which include tributaries to Guadalupe 
River and Permanente Creek, will be re-evaluated as more information from ongoing watershed 
studies becomes available.  In addition, Saratoga Creek, a watershed identified by Regional Board 
and Department of Fish and Game agencies as sensitive to excessive sediment, will be evaluated 
for potential impairment from sediment as more information becomes available.  As part of the 
SCVURPPP monitoring program, salmonid habitat data will be collected from Saratoga Creek 
that will be useful to assess sediment-related impacts.   
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San Francisquito Creek Watershed Assessment 
 
This Workplan adopts elements of a watershed assessment approach proposed for San 
Francisquito Creek, which is listed as impaired by sedimentation under Section 303(d) of the 
Clean Water Act and requires the development of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for 
sediment. The co-permittees for the SCVURPPP and San Mateo Countywide Pollution 
Prevention Program (SM-STOPPP), along with other agencies and organizations in the San 
Francisquito watershed, are actively participating in a stakeholder process to develop an approach 
to determine sediment loadings and impacts in the watershed, and assess management practices to 
reduce sediment impairment.   A workplan for conducting a watershed analysis for San 
Francisquito Creek was submitted to the Regional Board on August 31, 2001 by SCVURPPP and 
SM-STOPPP consistent with SCVURPPP NPDES Permit Provision 9.f.i. and SM-STOPPP 
NPDES Permit Provision C.10., respectively.  In addition, a workplan to assess sediment 
management practices was submitted to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002 by SCVURPPP 
consistent with SCVURPPP NPDES Permit Provision 9.f.ii.  Separate Regional Board staff 
comments on the Sediment Management Plan that were received in the letter sent on July 8, 2002 
are being addressed by Program staff and SCVWD staff on that particular workplan.   
 
The objectives for the two plans includes: (1) a quantitative characterization of sediment and 
water inputs to the creek; (2) evaluation of the relative roles of sediment associated with natural 
and anthropogenic land use discharges; (3) characterization of sediment conveyance from 
headwaters to the Bay, (4) development of a rapid sediment budget, and (5) assessment of both 
currently and proposed management practices implemented to prevent or reduce excess sediment 
impairment in urban creeks.  A Proposition 13 Phase I grant was awarded to the stakeholder 
group to conduct the watershed analyses and produce a sediment reduction plan for the 
watershed.   
 
In addition, a workplan was developed by SCVWD as part of the San Francisquito Creek 
sediment TMDL, to assess aquatic habitat condition and conduct a limiting factors analysis for 
steelhead and other sensitive species in the San Francisquito Creek watershed.  The limiting 
factors analyses is anticipated to produce information that will assist the Regional Board staff to 
confirm or reject the validity of the sediment impairment listing and help to identify other causes 
of impairment to aquatic species and their habitat.  The assessments and analyses described in 
these workplans are currently scheduled for completion in December 2003.   
 
Napa River Watershed Assessment 
 
This Workplan also utilizes elements of an approach used in a watershed analysis of the Napa 
River administered by the Regional Board and California State Coastal Conservancy.  The Napa 
River is also listed as impaired by sedimentation under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act 
and requires the development of a TMDL for sediment.  A Limiting Factors Analysis was 
conducted by the University of California, Berkeley and Stillwater Sciences on the Napa River 
watershed to help answer the following questions: 1) what are the primary factors causing the 
decline of native fishes and aquatic biota; 2) how important is sediment in causing these declines 
or limiting populations of target species and 3) what actions are needed to conserve or restore 
these target species?   
 
According to the Limiting Factors Analysis Technical Report, the results of the Phase I studies 
serve the following objectives: 1) help inform the Regional Board’s sediment TMDL process; 2) 
improve the understanding of current conditions in the Napa River, develop and test hypotheses 
related to impairment of salmonids by sediment and other factors, and develop plan for additional 
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studies to define cause-and-effect relationships between human land use activities and their 
impacts on water quality and beneficial uses; and 3) make recommendations regarding planning 
and implementation of restoration actions to protect and restore aquatic ecosystem functions and 
beneficial uses in the Napa River.  Hypotheses testing of sediment-related impacts on salmonid 
habitat involved conducting several focused studies, including: turbidity impacts to juvenile 
feeding and growth, spawning gravel permeability study, bed mobility and redd scour, and pool 
filling and juvenile rearing habitat.  Results of the low spawning gravel permeability was one 
piece of evidence the Regional Board used to determine sediment was impacting salmonid habitat 
and to recommend a Phase II assessment to obtain additional information. 
 
The Phase II studies proposed for the Napa River study by the assessment consultants were to 
assess the potential impacts of physical processes that limit target species (e.g., conducting a 
sediment source analysis using a rapid evaluation of sediment budget, large woody debris 
assessment, physical barriers, base flow reduction, temperature modeling).  In addition, 
mechanistic studies, life history assessments and population dynamics of target species were 
proposed for the Phase II studies.  No funding for the Phase II studies has been obtained at this 
time (Mike Napolitano, RWQCB, personal communication, 2002). 
 
INFORMATION RESOURCES 
 
There are several existing data sources that will be useful for a watershed assessment of Stevens 
and Coyote Creeks, as well as other watersheds in the Santa Clara Basin.  Information from some 
of these studies was used in the SCVURPPP sediment report that identified creeks that may be 
impaired from sediment due to anthropogenic sources.   Additional information from these 
watersheds is expected to be available for the assessment identified in this Workplan. 
 
SCVWD Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Collaborative Effort 
 
The Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Collaborative Effort (FAHCE), is a multi-agency endeavor 
convened by the SCVWD and the Department of Fish and Game to develop an interim fisheries 
and aquatic habitat management plan. FAHCE participants include the SCVWD, the Department 
of Fish and Game, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service, the 
Natural Heritage Institute, the Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District and the City of 
San Jose.  The goals for FAHCE include: 1) identify the contribution of SCVWD facilities and 
operations to existing fishery habitat conditions within the context of the variety of factors 
impacting salmon and steelhead populations; and 2) identify reasonable flow and non-flow 
measures that will improve habitat conditions for such fish populations within the context of 
competing water and land use demands. 
 
The study objectives were to identify and evaluate alternative management actions based in part 
on the above studies and on the following: 

• Improve habitat conditions to maintain fish populations in good condition; 
• Protect, maintain, and improve habitat conditions for species listed under the 

State and Federal Endangered Species Acts or identified as California Species of 
Special Concern; and 

• Improve the availability and suitability of stream corridor and channel habitat for 
a diversity of species of fish and wildlife. 

 
The FAHCE project quantified the following factors: 1) diversity, abundance, and condition of 
existing salmon and steelhead resources; 2) habitat quantity and quality that may limit these target 
fish populations; 3) types and locations of non-flow measures that could change existing 
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conditions; and 4) alternative flow regimes that could change the conditions that limit the target 
fish populations. 
 
The FAHCE study area included Coyote Creek (below reservoir), Upper Penitencia Creek, 
Stevens Creek below reservoir, and Guadalupe River and its major tributaries (Los Gatos, 
Guadalupe Creek, Alamitos, and Arroyo Calero Creeks).  Analysis of the results from the study 
have not been released due to ongoing litigation, with the exception of the salmonid habitat 
survey database, which was used in the Potentially Sediment Impaired Creek Report to prioritize 
reaches that may be impaired by sediment.  The location and description of potential anadromous 
fish barriers and the results from temperature modeling analyses were made available to Program 
staff in 2002.  Program staff understands that additional information is forthcoming and will be 
valuable in conducting a limiting factors analysis in Stevens, Coyote and Guadalupe River 
watersheds. 
 
SCVURPPP Coyote Watershed Pilot Assessment 
 
The SCVURPPP’s Pilot Watershed Assessment of Coyote Creek is utilizing mostly existing data, 
but some new data, to characterize and assess the physical and biological condition of the 
watershed.  The assessment includes: 1) the development of a stream classification to characterize 
stream functions and geomorphic processes, 2) evaluation of stream functions (e.g., maintenance 
of aquatic habitat and hydrological regime and channel dynamics) and how future and potential 
management actions will affect these functions, 3) identification of information gaps and research 
opportunities, and 4) prioritization of management actions that will improve the physical and 
biological functions in the watershed.  The assessment focused on the mainstem Coyote 
(downstream of reservoir) and Upper Penitencia Creek.  Evaluating sediment impacts to fish 
habitat and aquatic health of streams is one component of the assessment.  The Pilot Coyote 
Watershed Assessment Report is scheduled for release in September 2002.   
 
Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) Pilot Watershed Assessment 
 
The WMI is completing pilot watershed assessments of Upper Penitencia Creek, Guadalupe 
River and San Francisquito Creek.  The assessment framework was developed to provide a 
procedure for using environmental indicators, based on existing data to conduct a watershed 
assessment.  Threshold values were identified for quantifiable parameters and were used when 
possible to evaluate the ability of a waterbody to support a primary use/interest.  The stakeholder 
group identified five primary beneficial uses/interests as the basis of the assessment.  Logic 
diagrams were developed to systematically determine the level of support of a primary 
use/interest through a “weight of evidence” approach.  Creeks within each of the watersheds were 
classified into stream segments and each segment was assessed to determine support, non-support 
or unknown due to insufficient data. 
 
The results of the assessment included an identification of limiting factors, which focused on 
physical, chemical and biological conditions in the stream and the riparian corridor that caused 
non support or partial support of primary uses.  The limiting factors consist of the indicators that 
did not meet the threshold criteria specified in the assessment framework.  It is the Program 
staff’s understanding that specific limiting factors within each stream segment and the suspected 
cause, when identifiable, will be described in the WMI Watershed Assessment Report (WAR), 
scheduled to be released in Fall 2002.  The WMI limiting factors analysis will be useful to the 
SCVURPPP watershed assessment approach identified in this Workplan. 
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Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) 
 
The HMP is a requirement in Provision C.3.f. of the SCVURPPP NPDES Permit.  The plan will 
focus on developing guidance to manage the hydrologic effects of new development and 
significant re-development on stream stability and geomorphology.  The HMP Workplan includes 
tasks to characterize existing stream conditions; identify the sensitivity of channels to 
hydromodification; and develop guidance for selecting, sizing, monitoring and maintaining flow 
management practices.  Current and historical channel information, supplemented with stream 
surveys, will be compiled and reviewed to characterize stream reaches in terms of hydrologic and 
geomorphic conditions.  The characterization will likely include watershed geology, soil type, 
and topography; sediment sources, erosional and depositional zones; and stream channel slope, 
stream type, flow magnitude, and bed material.  Impacts to stream channel from natural events 
(e.g., fires) and anthropogenic activities (e.g., mining and grazing) will be identified to the 
maximum extent possible.   
 
The guidance for management practices will address requirements and recommendation for Best 
Management Practices (BMP) selection and design with the objective of protecting stream 
channel downstream of a development area.  BMP selection and design may include site 
planning, on-site planning, on-site hydrologic (and water quality) controls, in-stream controls, 
and regional facilities to accommodate the future development conditions.   
 
The HMP is schedule for release in March 2003. 
 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program/Regional Monitoring and Assessment 
Strategy (SWAMP/RMAS)  
 
The goal of the SWAMP/RMAS program is to monitor and assess all waterbodies of the San 
Francisco Bay Region in order to identify reference sites and waterbodies or sites that are 
impaired, based on data and information that provide a weight-of-evidence assessment of water 
quality.  Objectives of the program include: (1) assessing the physical, chemical, and biological 
condition of waterbodies in the region in order to determine if waterbodies are impaired and 
beneficial uses are being protected;  (2) measuring environmental indicators of stressors (e.g., 
pollutants or other water quality parameters), laboratory exposure/effects measurements (e.g., 
toxicity tests), and ecological response (e.g., benthic macroinvertebrate community analyses) 
from the same location and/or season;  (3) generating data and information during different 
seasonal conditions; (4) generating data and information that is somewhat evenly distributed 
across a waterbody to provide a screening level of assessment; (5) determining if impacts are 
associated with specific stressors or land uses; and (6) evaluating monitoring tools in the 
watershed in order to develop a program that uses the best environmental indicators to achieve 
the purposes of the program. 
 
Six San Francisco Bay watersheds were monitored in FY 00-01 (none were located in Santa Clara 
Basin).  An additional five watersheds were monitored in FY 01-02, including two in the Santa 
Clara Basin (Stevens and Permanente Creeks). Some of the data collected in Stevens Creek (e.g., 
bioassessment, physical habitat assessment, suspended sediment concentrations) will be useful to 
assess the health of the aquatic biota and condition of the physical habitat for salmonid fish.  
 
SCVURPPP Multiyear Monitoring Plan 
 
A Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan was submitted to the Regional Board as part of 
the SCVURPPP FY 02-03 Draft Workplan in fulfillment of SCVURPPP NPDES Permit 
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Provision C.7 and specifically Provision 7b of SCVURPPP’s NPDES Permit Order adopted 
February 21, 2001 by the Regional Board.  The Plan identifies monitoring activities in Santa 
Clara Basin Watersheds over an eight-year period and contains the following information: 
watershed location (prioritized based on WMI and SCVURPPP assessment priorities), data type 
(chemical, biological, physical, and trash), number and frequency of sampling events, FYs (8 
years starting with FY02-03 through FY09-10), rationale, and lead agency.  The information on 
data type utilizes a tiered monitoring approach discussed by the RWQCB staff in its RMAS 
memo (February 8, 2001 Draft Monitoring Design in Regional Board-lead Pilot Watersheds, 
Spring 2001) that includes the following monitoring categories: screening level, detailed 
investigation, and status and trends.  Implementation of detailed investigations will be determined 
from the results of screening level monitoring, as well as from the data gaps identified in the 
watershed assessments and other studies described above.   
 
The Multi-Year Monitoring Plan identified special sediment-related studies to be implemented in 
Stevens, Coyote and Upper Penitencia Creek Watersheds in coordination with the focused studies 
developed in accordance with this Workplan.  The Plan addresses data gaps, such as aquatic 
habitat survey data in Saratoga and Permanente Creek, which were identified in the Potentially 
Sediment Impaired Creek Report.  The Plan also includes monitoring activities that will be 
identified in the Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP), which is being developed to 
satisfy Provision C.3 of the SCVURPPP NPDES permit.  Monitoring efforts for the HMP will 
include identifying baseline conditions of stream channels, as well as evaluating the effectiveness 
of control measures that are implemented to reduce the hydrologic effects of land development on 
stream stability and geomorphology.  These activities will be clearly identified each year as part 
of SCVURPPP’s Annual Monitoring Plan.   
 
SCVWD Flood Protection Projects 
 
The SCVWD is currently involved in several projects to increase channel capacities to allow for a 
100-year flow event.  These projects typically require baseline data collection to identify existing 
channel and flow conditions.  These data include geological characterization, sediment loading 
and transport capacities, flow frequency and flood hydrographs, and surface water profiles, and 
floodplain access.  This information can be used to assess potential impacts of sediment to aquatic 
habitat.  The District is currently involved in several flood protection projects in the streams that 
were identified in SCVURPPP sediment report as high and medium priority for future watershed 
assessments.  These watersheds include Coyote Creek mainstem, Upper Penitencia Creek and 
Guadalupe River.  The Guadalupe River flood control projects are near the construction phase 
and provide existing data useful for a watershed analysis.  The other projects are still in the 
planning stages and have less data available; however, they may provide opportunities to collect 
valuable data using available resources. 
 
SCVWD Stream Maintenance Program (SMP) 
 
The SMP describes routine stream and channel maintenance on facilities of the Santa Clara 
Valley Water District (District) throughout Santa Clara County.  These activities include 
sediment removal projects, vegetation management and bank protection.  Location and volume of 
sediment removal in streams within District jurisdiction were used in the SCVURPPP sediment 
report as a factor to prioritize stream reaches that may be impaired by sediment.  Additional 
analyses on sediment size and accumulation rate at these sites can be useful in future sediment 
analyses.  In addition, bank protection projects provide information indicating where instream 
sources of sediment may occur.  
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WORKPLAN 
 
The Workplan includes conducting sediment assessments for the high priority creeks previously 
identified in the SCVURPPP Potentially Sediment Impaired Creek Report (discussed above), 
which are Stevens Creek (reaches 3 and 4) and Coyote Creek (reaches 4 and 5).  Stevens Creek 
was selected as the first watershed to assess because of its smaller size and fewer current projects.   
 
The Workplan identifies tasks to conduct a sediment assessment in Stevens Creek beginning in 
FY 03-04 and continuing for 1-2 years, depending on the first year’s results of Task 1 Limiting 
Factors Analysis.  If sediment is determined to be an important limiting factor, then Task 4 Rapid 
Sediment Budget will be conducted for Stevens in the second year.  If the analysis results 
determine sediment is not a significant limiting factor, then SCVURPPP will not conduct Task 4 
in Stevens Creek and instead, begin Task 1 Limiting Factors Analysis in Coyote Creek in FY 04-
05.  If SCVURPPP does conduct Task 4 in Stevens Creek then the sediment assessment for 
Coyote Creek will begin in FY 05-06. 
 
In addition, the Workplan addresses the Regional Board staff concerns that Upper Penitencia 
Creek and Saratoga Creek also be identified as high priority and addressed in this Workplan, 
Specific tasks are included in this Workplan to address the Regional Board staff comment.  In FY 
03-04, the Program will collect data (Task 5.1) generated from SCVWD Capital Improvement 
Projects in Upper Pentiencia Creek and from Saratoga Creek as part of the SCVURPPP Multiyear 
Receiving Water Monitoring Plan.  These data will be compiled and used to re-evaluate 
watershed assessment priorities (see Task 5.2) and incorporated into the SCVURPPP Annual 
Workplan (see Task 5.3).  In addition, the Program will re-evaluate assessment approaches once 
the San Francisquito Creek Sediment Assessment has been completed (Task 5.4). 
 
Approach  
 
The SCVURPPP Watershed Analysis and Management Practice Assessment Workplan has three 
major components with several elements identified to address Regional Board staff concerns and 
improve the process when possible.  
 

• Component 1 - Conduct limiting factors analysis that is largely based on the approach used 
in the Napa River and the San Francisquito Creek watershed assessments.   

 
• Component 2 - Conduct rapid sediment budget when necessary, using approach 

implemented in San Francisquito Creek and proposed for Napa River.  The schedule of this 
component is based on the Napa River watershed assessment approach and the sediment 
TMDL process.  The rapid sediment budget component will be completed after the limiting 
factors analysis if sediment is shown to be the limiting factor or a rapid sediment budget is 
recommended based on the analysis.  

  
• Component 3 – Conduct sediment management practice assessment.  This is also based on 

the San Francisquito Creek watershed assessment approach.  The schedule of this 
component is designed so the start of the project is not based on the completion of the other 
two components; however, the final assessment and recommendations use the results of the 
completed limiting factors analysis and rapid sediment budget. 

 
Two important elements of this Workplan relate to the scheduling of these tasks.  One element is 
to review the results of the San Francisquito Creek watershed assessment approach.  The San 
Francisquito Creek watershed assessment approach was developed in a stakeholder process and is 
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the model for this Workplan.  The Workplan schedule is designed to begin the first critical 
watershed analysis task after the equivalent San Francisquito Creek task has been completed.  
This will allow for an evaluation of the approach so the analysis task can be revised to address 
any deficiencies or problems in the approach for the next watershed. 
 
Another important element of this Workplan is that some tasks have been identified as 
independent and do not rely on the completion and/or start of other tasks.  These tasks were 
identified so progress can be made on specific tasks in different watersheds concurrently.  It also 
allows SCVURPPP to take advantage of opportunities related to other projects and programs. 
 
Specific Workplan tasks are described in the following section.  A schedule for the tasks and 
deliverables is followed by the timeline for completion.  The timeline also includes steps in the 
SCVURPPP process (e.g. AHTG and Management Committee review) to complete the watershed 
analysis, including identification and implementation of management controls. 
 
The Workplan also includes a task (Task 5) to re-evaluate and update the identification of high 
and medium priority creeks based on the availability of new data. The intent is to update the list 
once every two years starting with the first update to be conducted during the first half of FY 03-
04.  This re-evaluation and update will take advantage of a significant body of new data that 
should become available during FY 02-03 (e.g., FACHE, current assessments, SCVWD internal 
monitoring program data, SCVURPPP monitoring data, HMP data). The intent is to provide a 
Program -wide update and evaluation of data from ongoing monitoring and assessment efforts in 
high priority creeks (and reaches) and the other medium priority creeks in the Potentially 
Sediment Impaired Creek Report (Guadalupe River and Permanente Creek) and to identify future 
assessments, timing and resource requirements. This task also allows for review and coordination 
of management issues with individual Co-permittees involved within specific creeks as well as 
the overall Management Committee in order to identify potential early control and long-term 
control measures. 
 
SCOPE OF WORK  
 
Task 1. Conduct Watershed Assessment Using Limiting Factors Analysis Approach 
 
Task 1.1 Compile and review existing data and information  
 
Compile and review relevant existing data and information, including interviews of local experts, 
to characterize the general physical and biological attributes of the watershed.  The characteristics 
include the hydrology, geology, geomorphic processes, land use, vegetation cover, and aquatic 
biota in the watershed.  Compile historical information on channel condition and composition of 
biological communities to help define reference conditions of the watershed.  In addition, compile 
and review information collected by SCVURPPP and SCVWD as part of the Hydromodification 
Management Plan (HMP) and District’s regional study.  Compile existing information that 
describes condition of aquatic habitat and population of steelhead and other aquatic species of 
special concern.  Identify existing and future management actions that may impact sensitive 
species and aquatic habitat including, but not limited to, regulation of flows, flood control 
projects, mining activities, and affects to downstream channels by reservoirs. (An inventory of 
sediment related management activities will be addressed in Task 2.1, described below).  Review 
published literature that describes impacts of reservoirs on downstream sediment supply, 
transport capacity and channel conditions.  Task will include compilation and development of 
Geographic Information System (GIS) layers that identify a variety of factors influencing stream 
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functions, which will provide a basis to characterize streams to assist in the development of 
hypotheses and study site selection.   
 
Task 1.2 Identify target species for limiting factors analysis 
 
Identify the aquatic species that are generally sensitive to overall watershed conditions and likely 
represent the requirements for multiple species within the system.  Salmonid fishes are the 
primary target species that will be used in the limiting factors analysis; however, other sensitive 
species (e.g., native warm water fish communities, foothill yellow-legged frog) whose 
distributions and requirements overlap with salmonids may also be evaluated.  Assessing the life 
histories and habitat requirements for these species provides the basis for conducting the limiting 
factors analysis. Compile existing information to identify the critical habitat areas of these species 
(e.g., location of salmonid spawning and rearing habitat). 
 
Task 1.3 Identify and assess potential limiting factors and develop initial hypotheses 
 
Identify the potential limiting factors for the selected target species (e.g., excessive sedimentation, 
channel alterations, fish migration barriers, water temperature, stream flow levels).  Supplement 
analysis of existing information with reconnaissance surveys to assess and prioritize potential 
limiting factors.  Factors relevant to sediment will be given the highest priority to help determine 
their relative importance in controlling target species populations and habitat conditions.  
Describe the factors excluded from consideration and provide rationale. Generate hypotheses and 
develop focused studies to investigate the importance of the priority limiting factors on the target 
species.  In addition, use the reference and current watershed conditions to describe changes to 
aquatic habitat and associated impacts and the factors causing these impacts.  
 
Task 1.4 Conduct focused studies  
 
Conduct studies to test hypotheses that relate sedimentation (or lack of sediment, e.g., spawning 
gravel for salmonids) to key factors limiting target species.  Evaluate sediment-related study 
approaches used in limiting factors analyses in Napa River and San Francisquito Creek.  These 
studies include 1) turbidity following storm events and impacts to juvenile feeding and growth; 2) 
spawning gravel permeability; 3) bed mobility and redd scour; and 4) pool filling and impacts to 
juvenile rearing habitat. Evaluate implementation of non-sediment related studies, including 1) 
impacts of physical barriers on fish passage; 2) water quality, including temperature affects on 
sensitive species; and 3) impacts of dry-season surface flow patterns on juvenile salmonid growth 
rates.  Utilize GIS data layers that identify significant changes in stream channel (e.g., channel 
gradient and modifications, substrate size) and critical habitat areas to help select study site 
locations. 
 
Task 1.5 Data analysis and recommendations 
 
Evaluate results of focus studies to determine relative importance of sediment-related factors in 
relation to other factors.  Identify potential studies that would be useful to increase understanding 
of cause-and-effect relationships between impacts and limiting factors.  Recommend future 
management actions to reduce impacts to key factors and enhance habitat conditions for sensitive 
species.  Compile information on existing conditions, hypotheses development, data results and 
analyses from focused studies, and recommendations into technical report.  Report will be 
reviewed/approved by Ad Hoc Task Group and Management Committee.   
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Task 2. Assess Sediment Management Practices 
 
Task 2.1 Inventory and document sediment management practices 
 
Survey jurisdictions, agencies and large landowners within each watershed to determine current 
and planned erosion control measures and sediment management practices.  Document types of 
management practices, lead agency, regulatory/management driver, purpose and scope, location 
and extent, and time period of projects for each watershed. Management practices may include 
planning activities and regulatory actions taken to reduce non-point sources of sediment.  In 
addition, sediment control measures, such as sediment removal projects, management of large 
woody debris and in-channel vegetation, streambank stabilization, trail and rural road erosion 
control and prevention, new and redevelopment construction, and livestock management will be 
documented.  Inventory of management activities will be conducted by reviewing available 
project reports, interviewing agency staff, and searching available records and databases. 
 
Task 2.2 Evaluate the effectiveness of sediment management practices 
 
Using data gathered from Task 1, evaluate available information to qualitatively evaluate to the 
extent possible, the ability of management practices and policies and existing and planned 
sediment control measures to reduce impairment or minimize future degradation of the water 
quality and impacts on beneficial uses due to anthropogenic sources of sediment.  Incorporate 
available information from sediment assessments and watershed analyses being conducted to 
assist in the evaluation of management practices and sediment control measures.  Assess the 
FishNet 4C Program model for evaluating sediment management practices.  Include an evaluation 
of flow management control measures that are identified in the HMP.  Develop criteria to 
evaluate effectiveness of management practices and erosion and sediment control measures with 
emphasis on cost-effectiveness.  Consider adequacy of project monitoring and maintenance, 
reporting, training, and education and outreach.  Identify information gaps associated with 
evaluating the effectiveness of sediment management practices. 
 
Task 2.3 Develop report that summarize results of inventory and evaluation of sediment 
management practices 
 
Prepare a draft and final report that identifies the results from Tasks 2.1 and 2.2.  Report will be 
reviewed/approved by Ad Hoc Task Group and Management Committee.   
 
Task 3. Evaluate results from watershed assessment and sediment management practice 
assessment and make recommendations for further analysis 
 
Task 3.1 Identify potential studies to be implemented in the future 
 
Program staff will evaluate information from the limiting factors analysis to determine if 
sediment is a significant limiting factor and is likely causing impairment to beneficial uses. If the 
determination is made that beneficial uses are being impaired by sediment, conduct sediment 
source analysis (see Task 4).  Assess and prioritize all potential studies described in limiting 
factors analysis report and, if needed, recommend studies for the future.  Identify additional data 
needed to evaluate effectiveness of proposed sediment management practices. 
 
Task 3.2 Identify potential management practices to be implemented in the future 
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Incorporate available information from the limiting factors analysis and sediment management 
assessment to identify sediment problem areas impacting sensitive species.  Identify sediment 
problem areas where management actions are not effective or have not been implemented.  
Recommend management practices to address sediment problem areas, including improvements 
to current management practices.  Incorporate flow management measures that are recommended 
in the HMP.  Identify non-sediment related impacts and recommend management practices to 
reduce these impacts.  
 
Task 3.3 Develop a technical memorandum that summarizes recommendations  
 
Prepare a draft and final technical memorandum that identifies the recommendations from Tasks 
3.1 and 3.2.  An Ad Hoc Task Group, comprised of Co-permittees whose jurisdictions overlaps 
with the watersheds that are being addressed, will review and comment on all recommendations 
developed by Program staff.  AHTG recommendations will be reviewed/approved by Program’s 
Management Committee.  The Management Committee will make the decision to either 
recommend Co-permittees implement management practices or direct the AHTG to develop 
and/or revise appropriate performance standards. 
 
Task 4. Sediment source analysis 
 
Task 4.1 Conduct rapid evaluation of sediment budget 
 
Inventory and quantify sediment sources using existing approaches (e.g., Reid and Dunne 1996, 
Dietrich et al. 1982) utilizing digital orthophotos and digital terrain models available for Santa 
Clara Basin watersheds.  Task includes determining active processes that are delivering sediment 
from upslope areas to channels; quantifying process rates and grain-size distributions; 
determining which processes are natural and which are caused by or accelerated by anthropogenic 
activities; and determining appropriate sediment transport rates through channels.  Above 
information will be combined with information on existing channel condition (see Task 1.1) to 
evaluate impacts of excess sediment supply and peak runoff to aquatic habitat, bank stability, and 
flood conveyance.   
 
Task 4.2 Identify management actions to reduce anthropogenic sources of sediment 
 
Incorporate information from sediment source study to identify areas producing excessive 
sediment due to anthropogenic activities.  Identify and prioritize management practices to address 
sediment problem areas. Compile data results with analyses and recommendations into a 
technical report.  Report will be reviewed/approved by Ad Hoc Task Group and Management 
Committee.   
 
Task 5. Evaluate Prioritization of Watersheds and Assessment Approach 
 
Task 5.1 Evaluate watersheds for future assessments 
 
Obtain available information relevant to assessing sediment-related impacts to Santa Clara Basin 
watersheds and use the information to re-evaluate the priority of watersheds for potential 
impairment by sediment from anthropogenic activities.  In addition, identify available funding 
resources from planned projects whose activities may include monitoring and assessment of 
sediment processes and associated impacts to beneficial uses.  These projects can provide 
opportunities to leverage resources to assess sediment impacts to sensitive species and therefore 
may warrant higher prioritization for future assessments.  Program staff will incorporate existing 
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information, identify additional funding resources (e.g., grants) and make recommendations to the 
Ad Hoc Task Group for selecting watersheds for future assessments. 
 
Task 5.2 Prepare Technical Memorandum on the Re-evaluation of Assessment Priorities  
 
Consistent with the urban runoff permit, the SCVURPPP prepared a listing of creeks in the 
SCVURPPP jurisdictional area, other than San Francisquito Creek, which may be impaired by 
sediment from anthropogenic sources.  The initial list is based on a clear set of ranking criteria 
and utilizes all available data to develop a list that address the original question posed in the 
permit. It is obvious that more data will become available over the next several years, thus, 
updating the original list along with a review and update of the ranking criteria is necessary.  
 
This task calls for summarizing the results of Task 5.1 and 5.2 which include collecting and 
reviewing all available data during FY 02-03 and producing an updated list during the first 
quarter of FY03-04.  The data collected during FY02-03 will be used to update develop the 
FY03-04 Annual Monitoring relative to sediment data needs. The updated list produced during 
FY03-04  will also include an update of the long-term SCVURPPP and individual Co-permittee 
priorities and resource needs for  conducting creek sediment assessments.  The results of the 
update will also be used during FY 03-04 to update the SCVURPPP Multi-Year Monitoring Plan 
as well as assist develop the FY 04-05 Annual Monitoring Plan. 
 
Task 5.3 Continuous Improvement 
 
The results of Task 5.3 will be reviewed by individual Co-permittees and the overall MC to 
identify both specific Co-permittee and SCVURPPP Annual Workplan tasks. The overall 
objective is to get Co-permittees directly involved, as early as possible, in the decision-making 
process relative to local data needs and the review and implementation of short and long-term 
management control measures.  The SCVURPPP will coordinate with and seek input from the 
Watershed Management Initiative (via the Watershed Assessment Subgroup) as part of 
developing guidance and recommendations for Management Committee consideration.  Another 
objective of the SCVURPPP’s approach is to provide the Regional Board with a logical process 
and technical basis to update the 303(d) lists. 
 
Task 5.4 Evaluate watershed assessment approach 
 
Examine lessons learned from limiting factors analysis used in current study. Incorporate 
information on sediment assessment approaches used in other watershed analyses (e.g., San 
Francisquito Creek).  Evaluate utility of the different approaches for assessing sediment impacts 
to beneficial uses and make recommendations to Ad Hoc Task Group for using approaches in 
future assessments. Develop technical memorandum that reports the results of the analysis and 
lists recommendations.
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SCHEDULE 
Activity Deliverable Projected 

Duration 
Comments 

Develop budget and workplan for each Co-
permittee and Program 

 4 months Nov 02 – Mar 03 

Identify entity to complete task 1  3 months March – June 03 
Task 1.1 Compile and review existing data 
and information 

 4 months Starting July 03 

Task 1.2 Identify target species for limiting 
factors analysis 

 1 month Dependent on 
previous task 

Task 1.3 Identify and assess potential 
limiting factors and develop initial 
hypotheses 

 1 month Dependent on 
previous task 

Task 1.4 Conduct focused studies  4 months Dependent on 
previous task 

Task 1.5 Data analysis and recommendations Report, data 2 months Dependent on 
previous task 

Task 2.1 Inventory and document sediment 
management practices 

 4 months Starting July 03 

Task 2.2 Evaluate the effectiveness of 
sediment management practices 

 2 months Dependent on 
previous task 

Task 2.3 Develop a report that summarizes 
recommendations 

Report 2 months Dependent on 
completion of 
tasks 2.1 and 2.2. 

Task 3.1 Identify potential studies to be 
implemented in the future 

 2 months Dependent on 
completion of 
tasks 1.5 and 2.2. 

Task 3.2 Identify potential management 
practices to be implemented in the future 

 2 months Dependent on 
completion of 
tasks 1.5 and 2.2. 

Task 3.3 Develop a tech memo that 
summarizes recommendations 

Tech memo 2 months Dependent on 
completion of 
tasks 3.1 and 3.2. 

Task 4.1 Conduct rapid evaluation of 
sediment budget 

 4 months Start June 04, 
dependent on 
Task 3.1 

Task 4.2 Identify management actions to 
reduce anthropogenic sources of sediment 

Report, data 2 months Dependent on 
previous task 

Task 5.1 Collect existing data to help 
evaluate watersheds for future assessments 

 6 months Dec – Jun 03 

Task 5.2 Develop tech memorandum that re-
evaluates assessment priorities. 

Tech memo 2 months Complete Sept 03 

Task 5.3 Continuous Improvement   2 months Complete Dec 03 
Task 5.4 Evaluate watershed assessment 
approach 

Tech memo 3 months March – June 04 
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Timeline for Workplan 
Task 9/02 12/02 3/03 6/03 9/03 12/03 3/04 6/04 9/04 12/04 3/05 6/05 9/05 

Submit workplan              
Develop 
SCVURPPP budget 
and workplan 

             

Identify entity to 
complete tasks 1 
and 4 

    
(Stevens) 

       
(Coyote) 

Task 1.1              

Task 1.2              

Task 1.3              

Task 1.4              

Task 1.5        *      

Task 2.1              

Task 2.2              

Task 2.3       *       

Task 3.1              

Task 3.2              

Task 3.3         #     

Task 4.1              

Task 4.2           *   

Task 5.1              

Task 5.2     *        * 
Task 5.3      #        

Task 5.4        *      

HMP              

San Francisquito 
Assessment 

             

Upper Penitencia 
Flood Protection 

             

SCVURPPP 
Monitoring Plan 
Saratoga Creek 

      
 

       

#   Management Committee reviews recommendations by Ad Hoc Task Group (Task 6) 
*   Deliverables are submitted to Ad Hoc Task Group 
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Regional Board Staff Written Comments on 
”Potentially Sediment Impairment Creeks Report” 

Submitted to SCVURPPP in July 8, 2002 Letter 
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Minutes from Watershed Analysis 
Workplan RWQCB Meeting 
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Santa Clara  
Valley Urban  
Runoff Pollution  
Prevention Program 
 
Watershed Analysis Workplan 

RWQCB Meeting 
 

Internal Organization (IO) Meeting 
Summary Report 

 

 
 
Date/Time: July 17, 2002 1 pm – 3 pm 
 
Place: RWQCB, 1515 Clay St, Oakland  
 
Who Attended: Adam Olivieri, Paul Randall and 

Kristin Kerr (SCVURPPP Program staff); Trish 
Mulvey (CLEAN South Bay); Richard McMurtry, Paul 
Amato, Tom Mumley and Mike Napolitano (RWQCB); 
Beau Goldie, Laura Young and Brett Calhoun 
(SCVWD);  

 
Key Issues Discussed: 
 
• Regional Board staff requested a meeting with the SCVWD and Program staff to: a) Discuss potential 

opportunities (for improving our understanding of sediment input, transport, and storage; and channel condition 
and habitat) that are presented by FAHCE, WMI studies, Guadalupe Hg TMDL, and on-going and future flood 
management project studies. Ability to substantially reduce cost of sediment removal projects, through 
identification and control of principal sources of sediment production to streams also should motivate sediment 
budget information gathering. b) Discuss potential common ground (RWQCB, SCVWD, and SCVURPPP) 
regarding information needs: sediment budget, channel condition and dynamics information. c) present and 
discuss RWQCB objectives for sediment work plan, suggested analytical approaches and acceptable level of 
accuracy and/or uncertainty, and potential schedule for sediment work plan due on 9/1/02. 
 

• Regional Board staff did not want to focus on the Identification Report (submitted March 1, 2002) and their 
comments on this report (July 8, 2002 letter).  They did not believe the report completely addressed the permit 
provision and wanted the report to identify creeks that are impaired due to sediment.  SCVWD and Program 
staff pointed out that the permit provision requirement states that the SCVURPPP was to identify creeks that 
may be impaired due to sediment and that the next provision in the permit was to schedule the watershed 
analysis to determine if the creek is actually impaired. 
 

• The Napa River approach (endorsed by RWQCB) was to first conduct a limiting factors analysis as supporting 
info to reject or accept impairment listing.   This is the approach we are proposing for the other creeks study, 
which seems acceptable by the Board.   

 
• Mike expressed we need to focus sediment impacts beyond just salmonid fishes (used in the identification 

report).  Mike is concerned about warm water natives (e.g., in Coyote mainstem) as well as other species.  
Program staff said that they were not aware of a methodology for a warm water habitat limiting factors 
analysis. 

 
• The RWQCB staff noted that while the San Francisquito Creek sediment study is being done to satisfy permit 

requirements, it may not be best model for using on other creeks approach.  The SFC approach includes a 
sediment budget concurrently with limiting factors analysis, which is very costly.  It may provide the 
background for adopting an assessment approach in the future, however the Board feels there is enough science 
available to begin to assess other watersheds concurrently with the San Francisquito Creek project. Trish 
Mulvey thought the San Francisquito Creek study was supposed to be the pilot sediment study. The District and 
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Program staff also made this comment, and noted that they were interested in approaches that result in cost 
effective assessments. 

 
• Mike Napolitano believes information for a limiting factors analysis is already being collected in watersheds. 

 
• Richard McMurtry stated a subset of the FACHE reports were submitted to the WMI. Richard indicated that he 

would request that the data and information be released to the WMI and SCVURPPP. 
 

• The Regional Board staff expressed the concern that the watershed assessments would follow a linear schedule 
after the San Francisquito Creek project is completed.  SCVWD and Program staff pointed out that not 
everything can be first priority and that many activities were underway by the Co-permittees already, that 
resources were being stretched to cover these many areas, that the permit was written to build on previous 
steps, and that part of the next phase of the sediment work was to get Co-permittees directly involved with 
understanding the required work and funding it so that implement in the future would be easier.  Tom Mumley 
acknowledged that he understood our comments and concerns.  He noted that additional information in the 
workplan including: interim milestones, clarification regarding current and future schedules, identification of 
Management Committee review and actions, coordination with other ongoing efforts such as the Multi-year 
Monitoring Plan, and clarification about how Co-permittees would identify and implement early actions as well 
as long-term actions would go along way to alleviate RWCQB staff concerns. 

 
• The SCVWD discussed the need for framework questions when embarking on different projects, data synthesis 

and reevaluation of management questions.  The important aspect of the San Francisquito Creek study is it was 
developed in a stakeholder process. 

 
• The SCVWD and Program staff invited Mike Napolitano to participate in the Watershed Analysis Workplan 

AHTG.  Program staff will continue to work with Regional Board staff during the development of the 
workplan. 
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Campbell • Cupertino • Los Altos • Los Altos Hills • Los Gatos • Milpitas • Monte Sereno • Mountain View • Palo Alto 

San Jose • Santa Clara • Saratoga • Sunnyvale • Santa Clara County • Santa Clara Valley Water District 
 
August 29, 2002 
 
 
Mr. Dale C. Bowyer, Chief 
Southeast Bay Section 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
 
Subject: Response to Regional Board Staff Review of “Potentially Sediment 

Impairment Creeks Report” in FY 2002-03 Work Plan July 8, 2002 Letter 
 
 
Dear Mr. Bowyer,  
 
This is a response to your July 8, 2002 comments on the report Identification of Creeks 
Potentially Impaired by Sediment from Anthropogenic Activities submitted in the SCVURPPP 
FY 2002-03 Work Plan in fulfillment of Permit Provision C.9.f.iii. We appreciate your staff 
comments and their meeting with District and Program on June 17, 2002.  Regional Board staff 
comments are numbered and in bold.  Our response follows these specific comments. 
 
The report Identification of Creeks Potentially Impaired by Sediment from Anthropogenic 
Activities (Potential Sediment Impaired Creek Report) was submitted in fulfillment of Permit 
Provision C.9.f.iii which required a report by March 1, 2002 that “identifies the other [not San 
Francisquito Creek] creeks that may be impaired by excessive sediment production from erosion 
due to anthropogenic activities”.  The Regional Board July 8, 2002 letter finds the report 
conditionally acceptable provided several issues are addressed in development of the Workplan. 
 
The Workplan referred to is being developed in fulfillment of Permit Provision C.9.f.iii which 
also requires a workplan and time schedule by September 1, 2002 to “conduct a watershed 
analysis and management practice assessment in the other creeks which may be impaired by 
excessive sediment production from erosion due to anthropogenic activities”. 
 

 

Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



F:\Sc42\FY03-04WP\Vol1\Section 4\Sediment Work Plan\SCVURPPP resp letter.doc 

1. “The entire Stevens Creek watershed, downstream of reservoir, should be given a high 
priority because, in addition to steelhead, sediment removal is an important issue in lower 
Stevens Creek.  The influence of the reservoir on downstream sediment supply, transport 
capacity, and channel condition must be considered.” 
 
Regional Board staff stated this issue needs to be addressed in development of the Workplan.  
Only Stevens Creek reach 3 & 4 were given high priority in the Potential Sediment Impaired 
Creek Report due to the factors and weighting system developed.  Specifically, beneficial uses of 
creeks for cold water habitat (i.e. salmonid fish habitat) is given a higher weighting than problem 
sediment removal sites (reaches where excessive sediment accumulation is decreasing channel 
capacity and increasing flood potential).  We believe this weighting is appropriate.   
 
However, the Workplan for the watershed assessment will address the influence of the reservoir 
on downstream sediment supply, transport capacity, and channel condition.  Although only 
reaches 3 & 4 in Stevens Creek were identified as high priority for assessment, the entire Stevens 
Creek watershed, downstream of the reservoir, will be included in the watershed characterization 
and sediment budget assessments.  Also, we recognize the sediment processes within reach 3 & 4 
are affected by the processes throughout the watershed. 
 
2. “Analysis of Coyote Creek (reaches 4 & 5) must include an evaluation of the influence of 
Anderson Dam on downstream sediment supply, transport capacity, and channel 
condition.” 
 
As stated previously, we recognize the sediment processes within specific reaches are affected by 
the processes throughout the watershed.  The Workplan for the watershed assessment will 
include a watershed characterization and sediment budget assessment.  The influence of 
Anderson Dam on downstream sediment supply, transport capacity, and channel conditions will 
be discussed and evaluated in these sections. 
 
3. “The report does not provide a conclusion regarding sediment impairment (or lack there 
of) for any stream within the Program’s jurisdictional boundaries, as we had expected in 
accordance with the permit provision.” 
 
The permit provision states the report must identify other creeks “that may [underline added for 
emphasis] be impaired by excessive sediment production from erosion due to anthropogenic 
activities”.  The permit does not state that creeks must be identified that are impaired due to 
sediment. Given the series of sediment provisions and associated permit deadlines it is clear that 
not everything is expected to be done all at once.  Further, a determination of impairment due to 
sediment could not be made for every creek in the SCVURPPP program area (over 100 creeks) 
in such a short time.  In addition there was insufficient evidence from existing data sources to 
develop conclusions regarding sediment impairment for every creek.  Research into previous 
case studies involving assessment of data for 303(d) listing required two conditions be met to 
recommend listing: (1) weight of evidence that sediment impaired salmonid fish habitat; and (2) 
excess sediment was from anthropogenic sources.   The current available data for Santa Clara 
Basin streams did not provide evidence for either condition.  It was clear that more data would 
need to be collected to adequately assess impairment by sediment.  As a result, we collected 
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available data and used a “weight of evidence” approach to prioritize watersheds for future 
assessments.  Given the permit provision also required a workplan and time schedule for a future 
watershed analysis for specific creeks identified in the previous report, we believe our approach 
is consistent with the permit provision. 
 
4. “Regional Board did not list the above streams [Stevens Creek, Guadalupe River, Upper 
Penitencia Creek] because we did not receive or identify watershed specific data or have 
the opportunity to interview other local experts (for above streams) in the brief period 
between receipt of the petition from CDFG and the development of the list, and because we 
were assured by stormwater program representatives that these streams would receive 
watershed analysis and management attention in the very near future.” 
 
A footnote in the Regional Board letter states “Sediment quality and quantity issues in the 
Guadalupe River and its tributaries are also receiving attention through flood control projects 
along its mainstem and the mercury Total Maximum Daily Limit project”.  Although Guadalupe 
River was not a high priority in our Potential Sediment Impaired Creek Report, it is receiving 
watershed analysis and management attention through the mercury TMDL process and SCVWD 
capital projects.  Creeks in the Guadalupe River watershed did receive a medium priority rating 
and will be reevaluated for watershed analysis priority with available data from these projects 
and studies. 
 
Upper Penitencia Creek was not a high priority in our Potential Sediment Impaired Creek 
Report, however, it is receiving watershed analysis and management attention through several 
studies and activities.  The studies and activities taking place in the Upper Penitencia Creek 
include the FACHE Habitat Study (1999), a City of San Jose Alum Rock restoration project, 
SCVWD Flood Control Project, WMI Assessment of Upper Penitencia and the Coyote 
Watershed Assessment. 
 
Stevens Creek was a high priority in our report and will be addressed in the Workplan required 
by Permit Provision 9.C.f.iii.   
 
5. “We would clarify that sediment management for salmonid habitat enhancement in 
Reaches 3 and 4 of Stevens Creek will require that the entire watershed be analyzed 
because the dam influences downstream sediment supply, transport capacity, and channel 
form and condition.” 
 
The Workplan will address this point, and as stated previously, the entire watershed will be 
included in the watershed characterization and sediment budget assessments. The entire 
watershed will be evaluated for sediment management to address the affects in the two reaches 
identified. 
 
6. “We also propose that Saratoga Creek … be added to the list of high priority streams for 
subsequent watershed analysis…” 
 
The three reasons given in the RWQCB letter for justifying an increase of Saratoga Creek to high 
priority were factors that were used in the Potential Sediment Impaired Creek Report analysis.  
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The lack of information on habitat condition prevented a potential higher rating, as it did other 
streams (e.g., Permanente Creek).  As a result, we identified salmonid habitat survey data as an 
information gap that needs to be addressed for this creek.  The prioritization ranking was 
designed to remove individual bias for which streams should be high priorities, which could 
change with each individual reviewing the report, and make the results reproducible.  We think it 
is more beneficial to explain how our approach (selection and weight assigned to factors) could 
be changed to enhance the defensibility of the results.  For example, streams with data gaps 
should receive higher weight.  The prioritization ranking could then be recalculated to determine 
which streams are high priorities.   
 
However, the Workplan will address Saratoga Creek and identify tasks for further analysis.  
Specifically, as part of the SCVURPPP multi-year monitoring program, salmonid habitat data are 
planned for collection from Saratoga Creek.  As stated above, the lack of information on habitat 
condition prevented a potential higher rating in the Identification Report.  The report identified 
salmonid habitat survey data as an information gap that needs to be addressed for this creek and 
SCVURPPP will be collecting information to fill this data gap.  Once this information is 
available its priority assessment for watershed analysis can be reevaluated. 
 
7. “Similarly, Upper Penitencia Creek is believed to have a very high potential to support a 
self sustaining run of steelhead trout…In the absence of additional information, and based 
on the opinion of CDFG .. we would conclude that Upper Penitencia Creek should be given 
a high priority for watershed analysis and evaluation of management measures.” 
 
Upper Penitencia Creek did receive the highest ranking in the “potential salmonid” category.  
However, due to its rankings in the other factors used for our analysis it was calculated as a 
medium priority.  As stated previously, the prioritization ranking was designed to remove 
individual bias for which streams should be high priority, which could change with each 
individual reviewing the report, and make the results reproducible.  We think it is more 
beneficial to explain how our approach (selection and weight assigned to factors) could be 
changed to enhance the defensibility of the results.  For example, include existing professional 
opinion (CDFG) and the absence of additional information as factors with high weights.  The 
prioritization ranking could then be recalculated to determine which streams are high priority.   
 
Tasks for Upper Penitencia Creek will be included in the Workplan to address Regional Board 
staff’s concerns.  These tasks will leverage current projects to collect data and information 
required to perform a limiting factors analysis.   
 
8. “We agree that there is value in developing a focused watershed analysis for Coyote 
Creek (Reaches 4 and 5), provided that the watershed analysis includes an evaluation of the 
influence of Anderson Dam on channel condition as well as sediment supply and transport 
capacity in Reaches 4 and 5.” 
 
We agree this is an important aspect and the Workplan for the watershed analysis will address 
the influence of Anderson Dam.   
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We appreciate the opportunity to discuss the Workplan and time schedule for watershed analysis 
and management practice assessment for sediment with your staff before the submittal deadline.  
We had already started on the process of the Workplan development before the meeting date.  A 
Watershed Analysis Workplan AHTG was convened (June 26, 2002) and they agreed on the 
Workplan approach presented.  This approach was modeled after the Napa River limiting factors 
analysis and San Francisquito Creek watershed analysis approach which was developed in a 
stakeholder process.  We have included tasks in the workplan which will review how the San 
Francisquito Creek process went and allow for any adjustments or improvements as necessary.   
 
Based on your comments in the July 8, 2002 letter and our meeting on July 17, 2002 we will 
present the Watershed Analysis Workplan AHTG with a Draft Workplan that also incorporates 
the Regional Boards concerns.  The Draft Workplan will address Saratoga Creek, Upper 
Penitencia Creek and a schedule that also allows for taking advantage of opportunities to make 
progress in future tasks sooner where possible.  We encourage the Regional Board staff to 
participate in the AHTG meetings.  We look forward to working with Regional Board staff as the 
AHTG develops and implements the workplan. 
 
Please contact either Beau Goldie at 408-265-2600, or Adam Olivieri at 510-832-2852, if you 
have any questions. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 

  
Beau Goldie Adam W. Olivieri, Dr.PH, P.E. 
Management Committee Chair Program Manager 
SCVURPPP SCVURPPP 
 
 
 
Cc: Jan O’Hara, RWQCB 
 Mike Napolitano, RWQCB 
 SCVURPPP Management Committee 
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Trash Work Plan 
March 1, 2003 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This Work Plan is submitted to fulfill a Program FY01-02 Continuous Improvement item 
and actions identified within the Program’s Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan.  
The Work Plan was developed in response to the November 14, 2001 San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 303(d) Staff Report that proposed 
all urban creeks, lakes and shorelines be placed on the 2002 303(d) “monitoring” list due 
to the threat of trash impairment to water quality.  The State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) adopted the 2002 Clean Water Act section 303(d) list of water quality 
limited segments (which included this recommendation) at its February 4, 2003 Board 
Meeting.   
 
The goal of the Work Plan is to identify a strategy for Co-permittee municipalities and 
agencies to address trash problem areas that occur in urban streams and waterways.  
The Work Plan includes the following objectives:  
 

• Document and evaluate existing trash management practices implemented by 
municipalities and agencies within the Program’s jurisdiction; 

• Develop a strategy to conduct trash evaluations in creeks; 
• Assist municipalities to identify high priority trash problem areas and sources of 

trash; 
• Provide guidance on the implementation of potential control measures and 

evaluation criteria needed to address problem areas; 
• Develop a standardized reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash 

management and monitoring activities. 
 
The  results and implementation efforts over the next two years will be documented and 
provided within the Program’s and Co-permittee’s Annual Reports.  The information is 
intended to assist Regional Board staff in their assessment of creeks and more 
specifically, stream reaches (for potential trash impairment) by the next 303 (d) listing 
cycle; which is expected to begin in the Spring of 2005. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The November 14, 2001 Regional Board 303(d) Staff Report proposes changes to the 
1998 303(d) list of impaired water bodies within the San Francisco Bay area.  The Staff 
Report states there “are excessive levels of trash in virtually all urbanized waterways of 
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the San Francisco Bay Region.”  However, listing these waterways was not proposed 
due to a lack of consistent assessment methodology for trash “impairment”.   
 
Instead, the Staff Report proposes placing all Bay area urban creeks, lakes and 
shorelines on the 2002 303(d) “monitoring” list due to the threat of trash to impair water 
quality.  It states that between now and the next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will 
be expected to assess trash impairments in their jurisdictions, as documented by 
stormwater agencies in annual reports to the Regional Board.  The report recommends 
that the approach mirror the standard TMDL approach of defining the problem, 
identifying the sources through monitoring or existing information and developing a 
program of action to address the principle sources.  Regional Board staff has indicated 
that it will review this specific information in the next listing cycle; determine whether 
specific water bodies warrant a 303(d) listing for trash and note the existence of 
relatively clean urban streams. 
 
In a proactive response to the 303(d) Staff Report, the Program developed a Work Plan 
to identify a strategy for addressing trash problem areas that occur in urban streams and 
waterways.  In addition, the Program has completed several tasks to determine 
procedures that will efficiently and effectively define trash problem areas and identify 
trash sources through monitoring or existing information.  A more detailed description of 
the methods and results of each task are provided in Attachment A.  These tasks 
include: 1) forming a Trash Ad Hoc Task Group (see Attachment B for a list of 
attendees); 2) completing a technical memorandum entitled Pilot Investigation of Trash 
Hot Spots (June 24, 2002); 3) completing a technical memorandum entitled SCVURPPP 
and SMSTOPPP Pilot Implementation and Testing of RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment 
(March 1, 2003) (Attachment C); 4) developing and distributing an Existing Trash 
Management Practices Survey Form (November 2002) to individual Co-permittee staff 
(Attachment D); 5) completing a preliminary report that documents Co-permittee existing 
trash management practices (Attachment E); and 6) completing a technical 
memorandum entitled Update of the 1999 Catch Basin Retrofit Feasibility Study (June 
26, 2002).   
 
The preliminary report documenting Co-permittees existing trash management practices 
and policies identified a wide range of municipal and agency departments and programs 
that are responsible for trash management and code enforcement.  These agencies 
perform the following activities to reduce trash: 
 

• Household hazardous waste collection; 
• Solid waste and curb-side recycling programs; 
• Response to trash complaints/incidents; 
• Litter pick-up and trash removal;  
• Street sweeping; 
• Storm drain operations and maintenance; 
• Incentive programs (free trash pick-up/drop-off days; reduced fees for low 

income residents); 
• Removal of homeless encampments; 
• Anti-litter campaigns; and 
• Volunteer creek clean-up programs and events.    
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Several agencies responsible for trash management reported that they currently 
document trash management activities and/or enforcement actions; and evaluate 
effectiveness of these activities.  Mechanisms used to determine effectiveness include 
the number of routine inspections and tracking the number of complaints or work orders.  
Some agencies have developed specific performance measures to evaluate their 
programs.  Several Co-permittees have indicated that the strict enforcement of anti-litter 
laws and increased level of outreach would most likely improve their agency’s ability to 
manage litter and illegal dumping.  The Program will continue to work with Co-permittees 
to fill in data gaps; and obtain additional information useful in evaluating the 
effectiveness of existing trash management practices and policies. 
 
In effort to promote a regional approach in addressing trash problems, the Program 
coordinated and collaborated with BASMAA during the development and review of 
products associated with the tasks described above.   
 
TRASH WORK PLAN  
 
The goal of the Trash Work Plan is to identify a strategy for municipalities and agencies 
to address trash problems in urban streams within the Program’s jurisdiction.  Five major 
objectives have been identified for the Work Plan.  They include the following: 
 

• Document and evaluate existing trash management practices implemented by 
municipalities and agencies within the Program’s jurisdiction; 

• Develop a strategy to conduct trash evaluations in creeks; 
• Assist municipalities in identifying the high priority trash problem areas and 

sources of trash; 
• Provide guidance on the implementation of potential control measures and 

evaluation criteria needed to address problem areas; 
• Develop a standardized reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash 

management and monitoring activities. 
 
The Program places a higher priority on specific urban areas of special concern 
(identified trash problem areas and creek segments that are visible and/or accessible to 
the general public).  Thus, the Program will focus on implementing trash control 
measures within these areas and documenting the effectiveness of management 
activities.  The FY 03-04 tasks focus on further documentation and evaluation of existing 
management practices; the identification of potential management actions; the further 
development of trash evaluation tools and the development of standardized format for 
reporting and evaluating trash management practices.  The FY 04-05 tasks focus on the 
development of a monitoring strategy; implementation of trash evaluations and the 
identification and implementation of trash management practices.   
 
Evaluation results and implementation efforts will be documented and provided within the 
Program and Co-permittee’s Annual Reports.  The information is intended to assist Regional 
Board staff in their assessment of creeks or more specifically, creek reaches (for potential trash 
impairment) by the next 303 (d) listing cycle; which is expected to begin in the spring of 2005. 
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APPROACH 
 
The Work Plan uses a three-prong approach to address trash problems in urban creeks.  
This approach involves conducting trash evaluations; identifying trash problem areas; 
and developing and implementing a strategy to address trash problem areas.  
 
Conduct Trash Evaluations 
 
Trash evaluations will primarily be used to assist municipalities and agencies in 
identifying trash problem areas and potential sources of trash; selecting and 
implementing appropriate control measures; and measuring the effectiveness of trash-
related management actions over time.    
 
The Program will use a modified version of the Regional Board’s Rapid Trash  
Assessment Methodology, which was designed to assess wadeable streams.  The Work 
Plan includes a task to modify the RWQCB assessment methodology in accordance with 
the recommendations provided in the document entitled SCVURPPP Pilot 
Implementation and Testing of the RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment (Attachment A).  
To maintain consistency and enhance data analysis of trash evaluations being 
conducted within the Bay area, modifications will be coordinated with other stormwater 
agencies. 
 
The Program will also investigate the utility of Keep America Beautiful’s litter index (as 
an evaluation tool) to measure the effectiveness of management actions over time.  
Municipal and agency staff and/or volunteers will conduct trash evaluations within their 
respective jurisdictions.  Program staff will provide the necessary training and guidance 
to implement evaluations.  Trash evaluation results will be compiled and documented in 
the Program’s annual reports.   
 
Identify Trash Problem Areas and Trash Sources 
 
The Work Plan includes a task to compile information (from municipalities and 
agencies), which identifies known trash problem areas and suspected sources of trash 
(e.g., litter or illegal dumping).  These locations will be geo-referenced and mapped.  To 
determine the range of trash conditions at identified trash problem areas, Co-permittee 
staff and/or volunteers will conduct trash evaluations at these locations.  In addition, 
stream segments suspected of having trash problems (e.g., drainage areas with 
observed trash or land uses suspected of creating trash problems) will be assessed.   
Trash evaluation results from creeks will assist stormwater managers in prioritizing their 
efforts in addressing trash problem areas, identifying potential upstream sources of trash 
and providing baseline data for evaluating the effectiveness of potential implementation 
of trash controls.  
 
The Program will also focus trash evaluation efforts in stream segments that are visible 
and/or accessible to the general public.  These evaluation results may be used to assist 
stormwater managers in evaluating the effectiveness of existing trash controls 
implemented in areas where trash is considered a nuisance or aesthetically unpleasing 
to the general public.    
 
Implement Trash Control Measures 
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The Program will focus its implementation of trash management practices and policies in 
three primary areas: eradication of trash; public outreach and participation; and 
enforcement of litter laws.  The Work Plan identifies tasks to document and evaluate 
existing trash management practices and policies for municipalities and agencies within 
the Program’s jurisdiction.  It also contains a task to identify potential trash management 
actions and monitoring strategies conducted by other programs and agencies not part of 
the SCVURPPP NPDES permit.  Co-permittee staff will identify and implement 
reasonable management actions to remedy high priority trash problem areas.  To 
address the source and cause of trash in creeks, the Program will establish long-term 
management actions and policy changes as information becomes available.  
 
The Work Plan identifies tasks to develop standardized procedures and reporting 
formats used to document control measures and management practices.  Program staff 
will assist Co-permittee staff in developing a standardized reporting format for detailing 
trash eradication efforts, public involvement and enforcement actions.  Trash evaluations 
will also be implemented to identify changes in trash conditions at problem areas over 
time.  This information will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the Program’s trash 
control efforts.  
 
Roles of Program and Co-permittee Agency Staff 
 
The Work Plan identifies tasks for both Program staff and Co-permittee staff to develop 
and implement a strategy that addresses trash problems in urban creeks and 
waterways.   
 
Program Tasks  

• Further inventory, document and evaluate existing trash management practices 
into a summary report.   

• Document and map Co-permittees’ known trash problem areas.  
• Conduct literature review of existing trash management practices and monitoring 

efforts used worldwide and incorporate into technical memorandum.  
• Further develop RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology and evaluate 

utility of KAB litter index.   
• Conduct trash evaluation training workshop.  
• Develop standardized reporting and documentation format and procedures that 

detail and evaluate trash management practices.  
• Provide guidance to Co-permittee staff for developing a strategy to monitor trash 

in urban creeks. 
• Compile and document trash evaluation results. 
• Compile and document Co-permittee implementation of trash management 

practices. 
• Organize and manage Trash AHTG meetings. 
• Collaborate and coordinate Program activities related to trash with the City of 

San Jose anti-litter campaign (“Pick-Up San Jose”) and the BASMAA Monitoring 
Committee. 
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Municipal/Agency Tasks 
 
• Support Program staff to further identify municipality’s existing trash 

management practices. 
• Provide Program staff with documentation regarding trash complaints/incidents 

and eradication efforts and a list of trash “hot spots” or trash problem areas within 
their jurisdiction. 

• Participate in trash evaluation methodology field training.  
• Use Program’s monitoring strategy guidance to develop a monitoring strategy for 

conducting trash evaluations 
• Conduct trash evaluations at known and suspected trash problem areas. 
• Identify and implement trash control measures at high priority trash problem 

areas. 
• Evaluate effectiveness of implementing trash control measures and management 

practices. 
• Provide Program staff with trash evaluation results and information on the 

implementation and evaluation of trash management activities. 
 
The Co-permittees will include designated tasks in their Annual Work Plans submitted to 
the Regional Board each March.  The Work Plan schedule identifies Program and Co-
permittee roles and responsibilities, along with expected completion dates.  
 
SCOPE OF WORK 
 
Task 1: Inventory, Document and Evaluate Existing Trash Management Practices  
 
To supplement information gathered from the Existing Trash Management Practices 
Survey Form (November 2002) of municipalities and agencies (Attachment E), the 
Program and Co-permittees will further identify and document existing trash 
management practices and policies.  Tasks include the following: 
 

• Identify and fill information gaps from the November 2002 Trash Survey; 
• Develop additional survey instruments that ask Co-permittees for additional  

information which is useful in evaluating the effectiveness of existing trash 
management practices and policies;  

• Program staff will conduct interviews and/or survey Co-permittee staff to update 
and further document existing trash management practices;  

• Compile, summarize and evaluate existing trash management practices and 
policies information. 

 
Work Products: Report that further documents and evaluates existing trash 
management practices and policies within the Program’s jurisdiction.  
  
Task 2: Identify and Document Known Trash Problem Areas 
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To supplement information gathered from the SCVURPPP technical memorandum 
entitled Pilot Investigation of Trash Hot Spots (June 24, 2002), the Program and Co-
permittees will further identify and document known trash problem areas.  Tasks include:  

 
• Compiling information and data sources (from municipality and agency staff) to 

identify known trash problem areas that occur in creeks, streets, parks and other 
land uses within urban areas.   Data sources may include, but not be limited to, 
trash complaints databases, maintenance and operations records, existing list of 
trash hot spots (e.g., “Pick-Up San Jose’s” 100 trash hot spots) and creek clean-
up locations;  

• Converting and mapping location information of trash problem areas into 
coordinates using Geographic Information System (GIS). 

 
Work Products: Maps and electronic files identifying the location of known trash 
problem areas. 
 
Task 3:  Identify and Document Trash Management Practices and Monitoring Efforts 
Implemented Worldwide. 
 
The Program will conduct a literature review of trash management practices and 
monitoring approaches used throughout the United States and internationally.  Tasks 
include: 
 

• Reviewing trash management efforts implemented by other programs outside the 
Program’s jurisdiction, including, but not limited to municipalities involved with the 
Los Angeles River Watershed trash TMDL and those cities in partnership with 
Keep America Beautiful.   

• Documenting criteria used by other programs to evaluate the effectiveness of 
trash control measures and management practices.   

 
Work Product: Technical memorandum summarizing potential management actions 
and monitoring activities associated with the control and reduction of trash. 
 
Task 4:  Develop Protocols for Trash Evaluations; Conduct Training Workshop 
 
Program staff will further develop and test methodologies to conduct trash evaluations 
and train municipal staff to implement these methods.  Tasks include: 
 

• Modifying the Regional Board’s Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology to assess 
trash in wadeable streams, in accordance with the recommendations provided in 
the document entitled SCVURPPP Pilot Implementation and Testing of the 
RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment (Attachment C).   

• Evaluating and testing Keep America Beautiful’s (KAB) litter index.  The use of 
the KAB index will maintain consistency with “Pick-Up San Jose’s” efforts in 
evaluating trash control measures. 

• Training and providing guidance (to Co-permittee staff and volunteer groups) on 
how to implement the RWQCB methodology and KAB litter index.  
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Work Products: Develop modified version of the Regional Board’s Rapid Trash 
Assessment Methodology and conduct trash evaluation training workshop.  
 
Task 5:  Develop Standardized Documentation and Reporting Format 
 
To ensure a consistent trash assessment approach among Co-permittees, the Program 
will assist Co-permittees in developing standardized procedures for documenting, 
reporting and evaluating control measures and monitoring activities used for trash 
management.  Standardized procedures may include: 
 

• Consistent documentation of the location, quantity, type and potential source of 
trash removed;   

• The level of effort exerted (by Co-permittee or volunteer staff) while conducting 
trash monitoring and removal;  

• The number of brochures and materials distributed; 
• The number of presentations given which contain an anti-litter message; 
• Tracking municipal staff responses to trash complaints and enforcement actions. 

 
The standardized procedures will be used by Program staff to evaluate the effectiveness 
of trash management practices and policies.  
 

Work Products: Develop reporting format and relational database to document trash management 
activities in Annual Reports. 

 
Task 6: Develop Monitoring Strategy  
 
The Program will assist Co-permittee staff in developing a monitoring strategy to conduct 
trash evaluations (including criteria for selecting appropriate sites and using evaluation 
tools).  Program staff will coordinate and collaborate with existing municipal and agency 
programs and volunteer efforts to develop a monitoring program.  Objectives for 
conducting trash evaluations in creeks include:  
 

• Collecting baseline condition of trash;  
• Identifying trash problem areas;  
• Investigating trash sources; 
• Measuring trends of trash conditions over time;  
• Evaluating the effectiveness of trash control measures.  

 
Trash evaluations will initially be conducted at high priority problem areas (creeks 
identified in Task 1) and stream segments suspected of having trash problems.   
Suspected trash problem areas within creeks will be identified using mapped locations of 
municipalities’ trash problem areas (e.g., streets, storm drain inlets and parks) and by 
evaluating creeks in land uses where trash is likely to accumulate.  
 
Trash evaluations can also be used to determine potential causes of trash (e.g., litter, 
illegal dumping, accumulation, etc.) and trash sources within a drainage area (i.e., 
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linkage to upstream land uses).  Identifying trash sources is an important step in 
developing strategies used in the implementation of control measures and management 
actions.  In addition, trash evaluations can be used after implementation of control 
measures to evaluate the effectiveness of management actions. 
 
Program staff will also coordinate with Regional stormwater programs and Regional 
Board trash assessment activities to determine patterns between trash accumulation 
and trash sources (e.g., problematic land use types). 
 
Work Products: Develop guidance document that assists Co-permittees in identifying 
and prioritizing creek segments for conducting trash evaluations. 
 
Task 7:  Implement Trash Evaluations 
 

• Municipalities, agencies, and/or other Co-permittee programs (and their designated 
volunteers) will implement trash evaluations in accordance with the monitoring strategy 
identified in Task 6.  The entities responsible for conducting evaluations will submit copies of 
completed evaluation forms to Program staff.  

 
Work Product: Completed trash evaluation forms. 

 
Task 8: Analyze Evaluation Results; Identify and Prioritize Trash Problem Areas 
 
Program staff will assist municipalities identify high priority areas by conducting the 
following tasks: 
 

• Evaluating survey results from Co-permittee staff and entering relevant data into 
database; 

• Mapping locations of trash evaluations into a GIS; 
• Developing criteria to prioritize and rank trash problem areas.  Factors used in 

prioritization include the total score of trash evaluations, public access to a creek, 
presence of aquatic life and/or recreational uses, constraints associated with land 
ownership, and existing or planned trash management practices; 

• Distinguishing type of trash sources associated with problem areas (e.g., litter, 
illegal dumping, accumulation from upstream sources, or a combination of all 
three);    

• Identifying suspected land uses or behaviors associated with trash problem 
areas.   

 
Work Products: Develop maps showing location and ranking of trash problem areas; 
Prepare technical memorandum that summarizes evaluation results, prioritizes problem 
areas and provides recommendations for identifying and implementing potential 
management actions.   
 
Task 9:  Identify and Implement Trash Management Practices  
 
The Program will assist Co-permittees with identifying and implementing potential 
management practices to address trash problem areas in the Program’s jurisdiction.  
The first step will be to identify reasonable control measures and trash management 
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practices which address high priority trash problem areas identified in Tasks 6, 7 and 8.  
Potential management measures will be identified in three major areas: 1) eradication of 
trash; 2) public outreach and participation; and 3) enforcement of litter laws.  Measures 
may include, but not be limited to, the following: 
 

• Anti-litter campaigns (local and nationwide); 
• Incentive-based programs (e.g., expanding redemption values for trash items); 
• Expanding trash control ordinances and enforcement actions; 
• Improving documentation and reporting; 
• Enhancing interagency coordination of tracking and enforcing trash violations; 
• Implementing structural controls in trash areas of concern.   

 
The second part of this task will be for municipal and agency staff to implement control 
measures and best management practices to address trash problem at high priority 
areas.  Municipal and agency staff will report their implementation of trash management 
practices and enforcement actions to Program staff. 
 
Work Product: Report detailing trash problem areas, management practices 
implemented and the monitoring strategy used to determine effectiveness.  
 
Task 10:  Organize and Manage Trash Ad Hoc Task Group Meetings 
 
Program staff will plan and organize Trash AHTG meetings to facilitate review and 
approval of Program products identified in this Work Plan.  Program staff will attend 
“Pick-Up San Jose” Technical Advisory Committee meetings  to coordinate trash-related 
activities identified in the Work Plan.  Program staff will also attend BASMAA Monitoring 
Committee meetings to coordinate Program’s efforts in addressing trash with other 
stormwater agencies. 
 
Work Product:  Trash AHTG meeting minutes 
 
Task 11:  Review and Update Performance Standards Relevant to Trash Management 
 
Program staff will assist Co-permittees in the review of existing performance standards 
(which address BMPs or control measures relevant to trash management); and identify 
potential revisions to existing performance standards.  The Trash AHTG will develop 
recommendations for potential revisions to existing performance standards.  
Recommendations will be reviewed and approved by the Management Committee.  
Program staff will make recommendations regarding the development of a performance 
standard for trash management.  If necessary, Program staff will initiate the development 
of this performance standard.   

 
Work Product:  Revise or develop performance standards, as appropriate.
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Trash Work Plan Schedule 

Task Description 
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Task 1: Inventory, Document and Evaluate Existing Trash Management Practices 
             (Work started in November 2002) 

      1.a: Determine data gaps from initial survey; Develop additional trash survey 
questions; Coordinate with Co-permittees to facilitate documentation and 
evaluation of existing trash management practices.  

X A October 
2003 

      1.b: Compile Co-permittee data/information; Develop report summarizing and 
evaluating existing trash management practices. X A December 

2003 

Task 2: Document and Map Known Trash Problem Areas  
             (Work started in June 2002) 

      2.a: Identify data sources and information showing the location of known trash 
problem areas (e.g., trash complaints/incidents and eradication efforts). A X October 

2003 

      2.b: Compile data/information; Convert location information of trash problem 
areas into coordinates; Develop maps in GIS. X A December 

2003 

Task 3: Identify and Document Trash Management Practices and  
Monitoring Efforts Implemented Worldwide. 

      3.a: Conduct literature search to identify and document trash management 
practices used in trash control programs outside SCVURPPP; Develop 
technical memorandum summarizing information. 

X N February 
2004 

Task 4: Develop Protocols for Trash Evaluations and Implement Training Workshop 
             (Work started in September 2002) 

      4.a: Modify RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology. X N March 
2004 

      4.b: Evaluate utility of KAB litter index.  X N March 
2004 

      4.c: Plan, organize and conduct training workshops for municipal staff. X A May 
2004 

Task 5: Develop Standardized Documentation and Reporting Format 

      5.a: Based on results from Tasks 1-3, identify standardized procedures to 
document and evaluate the effectiveness of trash management practices 
and policies. 

X N April  
2004 

      5.b: Develop reporting format and relational database to document trash 
management activities in Annual Reports. X A June 

 2004 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 

Legend: 
 “X” = Will implement at this level 
 “N” = Not being implemented at this level 
 “A” = Assist with or develop guidance for implementation 

 

F:\Sc42\FY03-04WP\Vol1\Section 4\Trash_WP_2_12.doc 12 

 

Trash Work Plan Schedule 

Task Description 
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Task 6: Develop Monitoring Strategy 

      6.a: Evaluate results from tasks 1-3; Develop guidance for Co-permittees to 
identify and prioritize creek segments to conduct trash evaluations. X N July 

  2004 

      6.b: Select monitoring locations and trash evaluation methodology to 
implement (e.g., collect baseline data at trash problem areas in creeks) N X August 

 2004 

Task 7: Implement Trash Evaluations 

      7.a: Identify which entities will conduct trash evaluations (e.g., Municipal staff, 
volunteer groups, etc.) A X July 

2004 

      7.b: Conduct trash evaluations and submit results to Program staff. N X October 
2004 

Task 8: Document and Analyze Evaluation Results; Identify and  
Prioritize Trash Problem Areas 

      8.a: Document and analyze trash evaluation results X A December 
2004 

      8.b: Identify high priority trash problem areas using trash evaluation results A X December 
2004 

Task 9: Identify and Implement Trash Management Practices  

      9.a: Identify reasonable trash management practices to address high priority 
areas, initially focusing on known trash problem areas. N X 

Ongoing 
(Start July 

2004) 

      9.b. Implement trash management practices at high priority areas to the 
maximum extent practicable. N X 

Ongoing 
(Start July 

2004) 

      9.b: Document and report implementation of trash management actions A X June      
2005 

Task 10: Manage Trash Ad Hoc Task Group Meetings and  
Coordinate with other Programs  

    10.a: Plan and Organize Trash AHTG meetings X A Ongoing 

    10.b: Attend quarterly meetings of the Pick-Up San Jose TAC X N Ongoing 

    10.c: Attend BASMAA Monitoring Committee meetings to coordinate Program’s 
efforts to address trash with other stormwater agencies. X N Ongoing 
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Trash Work Plan Schedule 
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Task 11: Review and Update Performance Standards Relevant  
to Trash Management 

    11.a:  Review existing standards that address BMPs or control measures 
relevant to trash management    April   

 2005 
    11.b. Develop recommendations for the Management Committee regarding 

potential revisions to existing standards or development of new 
standards. 

  June 
 2005 
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Control Program for Dioxin-like Compounds per Permit Provision C.9.e.iii. 
March 1, 2003 

 
Dioxin-like compounds are included in Provision C.9.e. of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program’s (SCVURPPP’s) NPDES permit issued by the California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region (Regional Board).  This 
provision requires that the SCVURPPP ultimately develop a control program to eliminate or 
reduce discharge of dioxin-like compounds from urban runoff conveyance systems from 
controllable sources (if any).  The first steps in this process are described by Provision C.9.e.i., 
ii. and iii, which include the following language: 
 
Characterize the representative distribution of PCBs and dioxin-like compounds in the urban 
areas of the Santa Clara basin to determine if: a) PCBs and dioxin-like compounds are present 
in urban runoff, b) if any such PCBs or dioxin-like compounds are distributed relatively uniformly 
in urban areas, and c) whether storm drains or other surface drainage pathways are sources of 
PCBs or dioxin-like compounds themselves, or whether there are specific locations within urban 
watersheds where prior or current uses result in land sources contributing to discharges of 
PCBs or dioxin-like compounds to San Francisco Bay via urban runoff conveyance systems; 
 
Provide information to allow calculation of PCBs and dioxin-like compound loads to San 
Francisco Bay from urban runoff conveyance systems; 
 
Identify control measures and/or management practices to eliminate or reduce discharges of 
PCBs or dioxin-like compounds conveyed by urban runoff conveyance systems...for dioxin-like 
compounds: submit plan with implementation schedule by March 1, 2003; begin implementation 
by July 1, 2003. 
 
The SCVURPPP prepared this work plan to address the above requirements for dioxin-like 
compounds.  As stated in our past work plans, the SCVURPPP’s program to address dioxin-like 
compounds excludes dioxin-like polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).1 
 
Background 
 
The several hundred compounds often referred to as dioxin-like compounds are generally 
members of three closely related families: the polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (referred to as 
dioxins hereinafter), polychlorinated dibenzofurans (referred to as furans hereinafter) and 
certain PCBs referred to as dioxin-like PCBs.  The United States Environmental Protection 
Agency listed San Francisco Bay as impaired by certain compounds from each of these three 
families in the 1998 and 2002 303(d) lists.  Both 303(d) lists designate the TMDL priority for 
dioxins and furans as low, and a schedule for performing a TMDL has not been determined by 
Regional Board staff.   

                                                 
1 Potential sources of releases to the environment of PCBs, including dioxin-like PCBs, differ from dioxins and furans.  
The SCVURPPP is therefore addressing PCBs, including dioxin-like PCBs, in a separate program. 
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There is considerable controversy regarding the potential threats to the environment and human 
health in the Bay area by dioxins and furans.  It is our understanding that the California State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional Board opposed the 1998 listing of 
dioxins and furans.  More recently, a letter dated December 6, 2002 to the SWRCB from the 
Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA) requested that the SWRCB move dioxins and furans 
from the 303(d) list to the “Monitoring List”.  BACWA believes the original rationale for listing 
dioxins and furans in San Francisco Bay was inadequate, and that new information developed 
since 1999 further supports removal of these compounds from the 303(d) list.  This new 
information includes studies on pollutant concentrations in San Francisco Bay fish and local fish 
consumption, and data associated with the California Toxics Rule and the State Implementation 
Policy. 
 
Previous Work 
 
One year ago, the SCVURPPP submitted a work plan to address dioxins and furans (Control 
Program for Dioxin-like Compounds, March 1, 2002 Submittal per Provision C.9.e.i. and ii. of 
SCVURPPP’s NPDES Permit).  The work plan specified reviewing readily available data on 
methods used to characterize dioxin-like compounds in stormwater runoff and surface waters 
and concentrations typically found in the Bay area and other areas.  The results of the review 
were documented in a technical memo submitted to the Regional Board (Dioxins Information 
Review, October 1, 2002).  The review found that dioxins and furans have been found in urban 
runoff in the Bay area and other locations, and in sediments in the Bay and other estuaries.  It 
was concluded, however, that existing data are not sufficient to characterize the distribution in 
urban runoff among Bay area land uses or calculate loadings to the Bay.  In the Bay area, 
combustion-related air emissions may currently be the major source of dioxins and furans to the 
environment and stormwater runoff.  Reservoirs of dioxins and furans associated with activities 
no longer practiced in the Bay area (i.e., medical waste incineration and municipal garbage 
burning) may also exist. 
 
Current Work 
 
In accordance with the recommendations of the October 1, 2002 information review, the 
SCVURPPP had planned to analyze archived embedded storm drain and creek sediment 
samples for dioxins and furans.  These samples were archived during last year’s regional 
survey for mercury, PCBs and chlorinated pesticides.  However, an internal communication 
error at the project laboratory resulted in inadvertent disposal of the samples before analysis 
could be performed.  It should be noted that the Alameda County Clean Water Program is 
currently analyzing similar archived sediment samples collected in Alameda County for dioxins 
and furans.  The SCVURPPP intends to look at the possibility of extrapolating the Alameda 
County data to other parts of the Bay area to develop rough characterization and loading 
estimates. 
 
The SCVURPPP is currently collaborating with other Bay area stormwater management 
programs to develop a “synthesis” document on dioxin-like compounds.  The synthesis 
document will summarize the current state of knowledge regarding dioxin-like compounds in 
relation to stormwater runoff, and will include the following elements: 
 

• Chemical description, sources and environmental fate. 
 

• Impacts to the environment and human health. 
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• A summary of existing relevant monitoring data, including water quality and biological 

data.2 
 

• A more detailed description of the regulatory background, including the controversy 
surrounding the potential threats to the environment and human health in the Bay area 
by dioxins and furans and the 303(d) listing. 

 
• A preliminary identification, comparison and evaluation of potential control measures to 

address dioxins and furans in urban runoff. 
 

• Recommendations for follow-up work, if any. 
 
The SCVURPPP anticipates that the synthesis document will be completed by the end of FY 
02-03. 
 
Future Work - FY 03-04 Activities 
 
In general, the SCVURPPP will work with other Bay area dischargers and Regional Board staff 
through the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) and Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) to 
coordinate and plan any future TMDL-related dioxins and furans monitoring activities.  Agreed 
upon activities will be incorporated into the SCVURPPP’s work plans as appropriate.  During FY 
03-04, the SCVURPPP will: 
 

• Work with the BASMAA Monitoring Committee to establish BASMAA’s strategy for 
addressing dioxins and furans and present this information to the CEP Technical 
Committee. 

 
• Attend relevant stakeholder, CEP, RMP and work group meetings.  As appropriate, 

review and comment on any related documents prepared by the CEP, RMP and 
Regional Board staff. 

                                                 
2 The results of the SCVURPPP’s October 1, 2002 information review (which was previously submitted to the 
Regional Board) will be incorporated into this section. 
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4.  MONITORING PROGRAM 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Annual Monitoring Plan contains two main elements: 1) Summary of Programmatic 
Monitoring Indicators (PMIs) and 2) Summary of Environmental Monitoring Measures (EMMs).  
The goals of the Program’s monitoring program are provided within the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan1.  
 
SUMMARY OF PROGRAMMATIC MONITORING INDICATORS (PMIS) 
 
The PMIs are used to gauge how well Performance Standards are being met and control 
measures are being implemented.  The summary (see Attachment 4-1) illustrates all existing 
commitments and priorities established by the Program, including ongoing activities meant to 
fulfill Regional Board Order Provisions C.9. “Water Quality-Based Requirements for Specific 
Pollutants of Concern” and C.10. “Watershed Management” of the NPDES permit.  A brief 
capsule scope is provided for each project along with the anticipated products and expected 
timeframe for completion.  For some projects, specifically those that are being conducted to 
directly respond to a specific pollutant of concern referenced in the NPDES permit, a separate 
one-page scope was developed and is contained in Attachment 4-2.  Attachment 4-3 contains 
an update of the FY03-04 Copper/Nickel baseline activities planned by the Program.   
 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING MEASURES (EMMS) 
 
The purposes of the Environmental Monitoring Measures (EMMs) are to: 1) assist the Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in characterizing receiving water quality in urban 
watersheds consistent with the priorities of the Watershed Management Initiative and the 
SCVURPPP; 2) identify where and what type of status and trend type monitoring is appropriate; 
3) recognize the need for site-specific water quality investigations to address questions that 
might arise during screening-level monitoring efforts; and 4) determine if control measures are 
having the intended effect. The main EMM activities that the Program will conduct during FY 03-
04 are described in the following sections. 
 
FY 03-04 Annual Receiving Water Monitoring Plan  
 
The Annual Receiving Water Monitoring Plan is contained in Attachment 4-4.   Table 4-1 in 
Attachment 4-4 was prepared consistent with the MY-RWMP2.  Table 4-1 includes and identifies 
planned receiving water monitoring activities for FY 03-04, the proposed schedule (by fiscal 
year quarter) to conduct the work, the rationale for the proposed item and the lead party.  The 
information on data type utilizes a tiered monitoring approach.  The approach is discussed by 
the RWQCB staff in its RMAS memo (February 8, 2001 Draft Monitoring Design in Regional 
                                                           
1 SCVURPPP’s Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP) was revised to respond to RWQCB staff 
comments a resubmitted to the RWQCB on August 5, 2002. The MY-RWMP covers a period of eight years starting 
with FY 02-03. Each SCVURPPP Annual Monitoring Plan is developed consistent with the framework on MY-RWMP.  
2 As part of the FY 02-03 work effort, the SCVURPPP is conducting a brief technical evaluation of four to five major 
watershed assessment approaches being used statewide and plans to discuss the feasibility and utility 
implementation within the SCVURPPP.  Based on the evaluation, the Program intends to identify a watershed 
assessment approach that could be implemented in major SCVURPPP watersheds. It is the intent of the Program to 
closely link implementation of the assessment approach with the ongoing implementation of My-RWMP. It is the 
Program’s intent to consider the results of the evaluation of the various assessment approaches and the linkage with 
MY-RWMP as part of developing the FY 04-05 Annual Monitoring Plan.  
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Board-lead Pilot Watersheds, Spring 2001) and includes the following monitoring categories: 
screening level, detailed investigation, and status and trends.  
 
The locations and frequencies of sampling events scheduled during FY 03-04 are shown in 
Table 4-2 of Attachment 4-4.  Site maps detailing sampling locations in the Adobe Creek and 
San Thomas Aquino Creek watersheds are provided in Figures 4-1 and 4-2 of Attachment 4-4. 
Table 4-3 of Attachment 4-4 provides a description of data parameters and analytical methods 
to be used in the monitoring plan. 
 
Sediment Assessment 
 
Beginning in FY 03-04, the Program will be conducting a limiting factors analysis and sediment 
management practice assessment in Stevens Creek watershed to determine if the creek is 
impaired by sediment production from anthropogenic activities.  The Work Plan (Attachment 4-
5) was previously submitted to RWQCB staff on August 30, 2002 in fulfillment of the 
SCVURPPP NPDES Permit Order No. 01-024 Provision C.9.f.iii paragraph two.   
 
The Sediment Assessment work plan contains two separate phases.  Phase I is scheduled for 
FY 03-04 and includes conducting a limiting factors analysis and sediment management 
practices assessment.  Phase II includes conducting a rapid sediment budget and is scheduled 
for the subsequent year.  Phase II will only be conducted if Phase I study results indicate that 
excessive sediment from anthropogenic sources is impairing beneficial uses in the watershed.    
 
A Watershed Analysis Ad Hoc Task Group (Watershed Analysis AHTG), which was previously 
established to develop the work plan, will review products developed in Phase I and make 
recommendations for Phase II (or other future studies) and potential management actions.  The 
Watershed Analysis AHTG recommendations will be reviewed and approved by the 
Management Committee. 
 
Trash Work Plan  
 
To fulfill a FY 01-02 Continuous Improvement item and actions within the Program’s Multi-Year 
Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan, the Program prepared a Trash Work Plan (Attachment 4-6) 
that identifies a strategy for addressing trash problem areas that occur in urban streams and 
waterways.  The Work Plan was developed in response to the November 14, 2001 RWQCB 
303(d) Staff Report that proposed all urban creeks, lakes and shorelines be placed on a 
preliminary or  “monitoring” list due to the threat of trash impairment to water quality. 
 
The results and implementation efforts over the next two years will be documented and provided 
within the Program’s and Co-permittee’s Annual Reports.  The information is intended to assist 
Regional Board staff in their assessment of creeks and more specifically, stream reaches (for 
potential trash impairment) by the next 303 (d) listing cycle; which is expected to begin in the 
Spring of 2005. 
 
The Trash Work Plan includes the following objectives: 1) Document and evaluate existing trash 
management practices implemented by municipalities and agencies within the Program’s 
jurisdiction; 2) Develop a strategy to conduct trash evaluations in creeks; 3) Assist municipalities 
in identifying the high priority trash problem areas and sources of trash; 4) Provide guidance on 
the implementation of potential control measures and evaluation criteria needed to address 
problem areas; and 5) Develop a standardized reporting format for documenting and evaluating 
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trash management and monitoring activities.  The FY 03-04 tasks focus on further 
documentation and evaluation of existing management practices; the identification of potential 
management actions; the further development of trash evaluation tools and the development of 
standardized format for reporting and evaluating trash management practices.  The FY 04-05 
tasks focus on the development of a monitoring strategy; implementation of trash evaluations 
and the identification and implementation of trash management practices.   
 
Monitoring Program Activities- PCBs 
 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) listed San Francisco Bay as 
impaired by PCBs in the 1998 and 2002 303(d) lists.  Both 303(d) lists designate the TMDL 
priority for PCBs (in San Francisco Bay) as high.  Provision C.9.e of the Program’s NPDES 
permit requires the Program to develop a control program for PCBs.   
 
Previous Work 
 
During the past three years, the Program has provided leadership to Bay area stormwater 
programs in addressing PCBs.  This has included coordinating efforts to characterize the 
distribution of PCBs concentrations in Bay area watersheds.  The Program has also performed 
PCBs case studies in selected areas with elevated concentrations of PCBs and coordinated 
similar efforts by other Bay area stormwater agencies.  The case studies are aimed at 
identifying PCBs sources and developing controls.  As part of these efforts, the Program has led 
a work group of representatives from the BASMAA Monitoring Committee and Regional Board 
staff.  The work group has met periodically to facilitate information sharing, coordination of field 
activities and regional planning.  All of the Program’s efforts have been outlined in periodic work 
plans.  The overall goal has been to work with other stakeholders to develop data needed for 
the San Francisco Bay PCBs TMDL. 
 
Watershed Characterization 
 
Under the Program’s leadership, several Bay area stormwater management agencies 
collaborated to characterize the distribution of PCBs and other pollutants in stormwater 
conveyance embedded sediment in Bay area watersheds.  The second year of work was 
completed during FY 01-02 (Final Report, Joint Stormwater Agency Project to Study Urban 
Sources of Mercury, PCBs and Organochlorine Pesticides, Kinnetic Laboratories, Inc., April 
2002).  An analysis of both years of data revealed that median PCBs concentrations normalized 
to fines (less than 62.5 microns) were over 100 times higher in samples from urban sites 
compared to open space sites.  Significant differences in normalized concentrations of PCBs 
were not found between industrial and residential/commercial sites.  Planning-level estimates of 
urban runoff PCBs loads from the surrounding watersheds to San Francisco Bay were 
developed.  The two-year study provided important data on the distribution of PCBs among land 
uses in Bay area watersheds and identified elevated areas. 
 
PCBs Case Study 
 
The Program and the City of San Jose performed a PCBs case study during FY 01-02 (Case 
Study Investigating Elevated Levels of PCBs in Storm Drain Sediments in San Jose, California, 
April 15, 2002).  The investigation consisted of a field sampling program, researching 
stormwater-related violations and researching current and historical land uses in four 
industrial/commercial areas in San Jose.  One of these areas, the Leo Avenue drainage, had 
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consistently high levels of PCBs in storm drain sediments.  A composite sediment sample from 
an adjacent railroad track right of way contained PCBs, suggesting that the right of way may be 
a source area.  Other potential sources of PCBs were historical activities at the properties 
adjacent to Leo Avenue.  The case study work was an effective first step in identifying PCBs 
sources and developing control measures. 
 
PCBs Work Plans and PCBs Case Study Guidance 
 
The Program prepared two PCBs work plans during FY 01-02.  The first work plan (Control 
Program for PCBs, March 1, 2002 Submittal Per Provision C.9.e.iv. of SCVURPPP’s NPDES 
Permit) includes a preliminary list of known sites where PCBs were used, stored and/or 
released in Santa Clara County and a preliminary table summarizing PCBs control options.  The 
second work plan (Control Program for PCBs, July 1, 2002 Work Plan, July 1, 2002) included a 
refined table summarizing PCBs control options, a schedule for continued case study work at 
the Leo Avenue drainage and two new areas in Santa Clara County, and a list of potential tasks 
for the project work group.  The Program also recently prepared an updated guidance to assist 
stormwater agencies performing PCBs case studies during FY 02-03 (Guidance for Performing 
FY 02-03 San Francisco Bay Area Stormwater Program PCBs Case Studies, September 20, 
2002).  The guidance outlines case study objectives, tasks, locations and schedules. 
 
Current Activities 
 
The Program continues to perform activities in support of the PCBs TMDL.  Currently, the 
Program is: 
 

• Performing PCBs case studies in two new areas known to have elevated PCBs in 
embedded storm drain sediments and follow-up work in the Leo Avenue area; 

 
• Coordinating similar case studies by other Bay area storm water programs; and 

 
• Performing a feasibility study on PCBs storm water control measures in parallel with the 

case studies. 
 
It should also be noted that the Program is testing sediment samples from the bottom of the 
Lower Silver and Lower Penitencia Creek watersheds for PCBs and other pollutants of concern 
during its FY 02-03 surface water monitoring program.  Similar bedded sediment samples from 
the bottom of Adobe and San Thomas Aquino Creek watersheds will be tested for PCBs and 
other pollutants of concern during FY 03-04. 
 
FY 03-04 Activities 
 
During FY 03-04, the Program will continue to perform activities in support of the PCBs TMDL.3  
Program staff will: 
 

• Perform follow-up work which emphasizes continuing the process of identifying and 
                                                           
3 The Program is also testing sediment samples from the bottom of the Lower Silver and Lower Penitencia Creek 
watersheds for PCBs and other pollutants of concern during its FY 02-03 surface water monitoring program.  Similar 
bedded sediment samples from the bottom of Adobe and San Thomas Aquino Creek watersheds will be tested for 
PCBs and other pollutants of concern during FY 03-04. 
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addressing controllable sources of PCBs in urban runoff, if any.  This work will be 
scoped after the results of the FY 02-03 case study work and stormwater control 
measures feasibility study (once they become available).  This work may be performed 
in collaboration with other Bay area stormwater management agencies and specific Co-
permitees. 

 
• Continue to attend PCBs TMDL-related stakeholder, Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP), 

Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) and work group meetings; and represent BASMAA 
on the CEP PCBs work group.  As appropriate, the Program will review and comment on 
related documents prepared by the CEP, RMP and Regional Board staff. 

 
Monitoring Program Activities – Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons    
 
Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) are not 303(d) listed, but are on the 2002 
“Monitoring List” for San Francisco Bay.  The Program had planned to analyze archived 
embedded storm drain and creek sediment samples for PAHs.  These samples were archived 
during last year’s regional survey for mercury, PCBs and chlorinated pesticides.  However, an 
internal communication error at the project laboratory resulted in inadvertent disposal of the 
samples before analysis could be performed.  It should be noted that the Alameda County 
Clean Water Program has analyzed PAHs in similar sediment samples collected over a two-
year period in Alameda County.  This data could be extrapolated to other parts of the Bay area 
to develop rough characterization and loading estimates. 
 
The Program is testing sediment samples from the bottom of the Lower Silver and Lower 
Penitencia Creek watersheds for PAHs and other pollutants of concern during its FY 02-03 
surface water monitoring program.   
 
FY 03-04 Activities 
 
During FY 03-04, sediment samples from the bottom of Adobe and San Thomas Aquino Creek 
watersheds will be tested for PAHs and other pollutants of concern.  The Program will also work 
with other Bay area dischargers and RWQCB staff through the CEP and RMP to coordinate and 
plan any future PAHs monitoring activities.  Agreed upon activities will be incorporated into the 
Program’s work plans as appropriate. 
 
Monitoring Program Activities – Chlorinated Pesticides 
 
USEPA listed San Francisco Bay as impaired by dieldrin, chlordanes and DDTs in the 1998 and 
2002 303(d) lists.  Both 303(d) lists designate the TMDL priority for dieldrin, chlordanes and 
DDTs in San Francisco Bay as low.  A letter dated December 6, 2002 to the State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) from the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA) 
requested that the SWRCB move dieldrin, chlordanes and DDTs from the 303(d) list to the 
“Monitoring List”.  BACWA believes that the original rationale for listing these chlorinated 
pesticides in San Francisco Bay was inadequate, and that new information developed since 
1999 further supports removal of these compounds from the 303(d) list.  This new information 
includes studies on pollutant concentrations in San Francisco Bay fish (1997 data) and local fish 
consumption; and data associated with the California Toxics Rule and the State Implementation 
Policy.  At a recent conference held in Sacramento (California Water Institute, December 12 and 
13, 2002), Dr. Jay Davis of the San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) presented a comparison 
of more recent data on concentrations of pollutants in fish tissue (2000 data) to screening 
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values.  Concentrations of chlordanes never exceeded screening values.  Only nineteen percent 
of samples analyzed for dieldrin and four percent of samples analyzed for DDTs exceeded 
screening values. 
 
The Program previously participated in a regional study that tested embedded storm drain and 
creek sediment samples for chlorinated pesticides (and mercury and PCBs).  It should also be 
noted that the Alameda County Clean Water Program has analyzed similar sediment samples 
collected in Alameda County for chlorinated pesticides. 
 
The Program is also testing sediment samples from the bottom of the Lower Silver and Lower 
Penitencia Creek watersheds for chlorinated pesticides and other pollutants of concern during 
its FY 02-03 surface water monitoring program.   
 
FY 03-04 Activities 
 
Sediment samples from the bottom of Adobe and San Thomas Aquino Creek watersheds will be 
tested for chlorinated pesticides and other pollutants of concern during FY 03-04.  The Program 
will also work with other Bay area dischargers and RWQCB staff through the CEP and RMP to 
coordinate and plan any future TMDL-related chlorinated pesticides monitoring activities.  
Agreed upon activities will be incorporated into the Program’s work plans as appropriate. 
 
Monitoring Program Activities – Dioxin-like Compounds 
 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency listed San Francisco Bay as impaired by 
certain dioxin-like compounds from each of the three closely related families in the 1998 and 
2002 303(d) lists.  Both 303(d) lists designate the TMDL priority for dioxins and furans as low, 
and a schedule for performing a TMDL has not been determined by Regional Board staff.   
 
There is considerable controversy regarding the potential threats to the environment and human 
health in the Bay area by dioxins and furans.  It is our understanding that the California State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Regional Board opposed the 1998 listing of 
dioxins and furans.  More recently, a letter dated December 6, 2002 to the SWRCB from the 
Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA) requested that the SWRCB move dioxins and furans 
from the 303(d) list to the “Monitoring List”.  BACWA believes the original rationale for listing 
dioxins and furans in San Francisco Bay was inadequate, and that new information developed 
since 1999 further supports removal of these compounds from the 303(d) list.  This new 
information includes studies on pollutant concentrations in San Francisco Bay fish and local fish 
consumption, and data associated with the California Toxics Rule and the State Implementation 
Policy. 
 
Previous Work 
 
One year ago, the Program submitted a work plan to address dioxins and furans (Control 
Program for Dioxin-like Compounds, March 1, 2002 Submittal per Provision C.9.e.i. and ii. of 
SCVURPPP’s NPDES Permit).  The work plan specified reviewing readily available data on 
methods used to characterize dioxin-like compounds in stormwater runoff and surface waters 
and concentrations typically found in the Bay area and other areas.  The results of the review 
were documented in a technical memorandum submitted to the Regional Board (Dioxins 
Information Review, October 1, 2002).  The review found that dioxins and furans have been 
found in urban runoff in the Bay area and other locations, and in sediments in the Bay and other 
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estuaries.  It was concluded, however, that existing data is not sufficient to characterize the 
distribution in urban runoff among Bay area land uses or calculate loadings to the Bay.  In the 
Bay area, combustion-related air emissions may currently be the major source of dioxins and 
furans to the environment and stormwater runoff.  Reservoirs of dioxins and furans associated 
with activities no longer practiced in the Bay area (i.e., medical waste incineration and municipal 
garbage burning) may also exist. 
 
Current Activities 
 
In accordance with the recommendations of the October 1, 2002 information review, the 
Program had planned to analyze archived embedded storm drain and creek sediment samples 
for dioxins and furans.  These samples were archived during last year’s regional survey for 
mercury, PCBs and chlorinated pesticides.  However, an internal communication error at the 
project laboratory resulted in inadvertent disposal of the samples before analysis could be 
performed.  It should be noted that the Alameda County Clean Water Program is currently 
analyzing similar archived sediment samples collected in Alameda County for dioxins and 
furans.  The Program intends to look at the possibility of extrapolating the Alameda County data 
to other parts of the Bay area to develop rough characterization and loading estimates. 
 
The Program is currently collaborating with other Bay area stormwater management programs 
to develop a “synthesis” document on dioxin-like compounds.  The synthesis document will 
summarize the current state of knowledge regarding dioxin-like compounds in relation to 
stormwater runoff.  The Program anticipates that the synthesis document will be completed by 
the end of FY 02-03. 
 
In accordance with Permit Provision C.9.e.iii, the Program has prepared a Dioxin-Like 
Compounds Action Plan (provided within Attachment 4-7).  The Plan begins to identify control 
measures and/or management practices to eliminate or reduce discharges of dioxin-like 
compounds conveyed by urban runoff conveyance systems.  
 
FY 03-04 Activities 
 
During FY 03-04, the Program will work with other Bay area dischargers and Regional Board 
staff (through the CEP and RMP) to coordinate and plan any future TMDL-related dioxins and 
furans monitoring activities.  Agreed upon activities will be incorporated into the Program’s work 
plans as appropriate.  In addition, the Program will work with the BASMAA Monitoring 
Committee to establish BASMAA’s strategy for addressing dioxins and furans and present this 
information to the CEP Technical Committee; attend relevant stakeholder, CEP, RMP and work 
group meetings; and review and comment on any related documents prepared by the CEP, 
RMP and Regional Board staff (as appropriate). 
 
Regional Collaborative Monitoring Efforts 
 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances  
 
In accordance with the Program’s NPDES permit, the Program contributes approximately 
$156,000 annually to the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP), which 
monitors contaminant concentrations in water, sediments, and fish and shellfish tissue in San 
Francisco Bay and the Delta.  The San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) administers the RMP.   
This funding is in addition to funding provided by the three South Bay POTWs, who are also Co-
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permittees, to the SFEI.  Program staff participates on the RMP Steering Committee, Technical 
Review Committee and Sources, Pathways and Loading Work Group.   
 
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA)  
 
The Program is a member of BASMAA, a consortium of seven San Francisco Bay Area 
municipal storm water programs.  The goal of BASMAA is to promote regional collaboration on 
developing consistent monitoring and watershed assessment methodologies and to facilitate 
efficient use of public resources.  The Program participates in the following BASMAA activities: 
Executive Board, Monitoring Committee, New Development Committee, Public 
Information/Participation Committee and Operational Permits Committee.  
 
Clean Estuary Partnership 
 
On August 6, 2001, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of: 1)  a 
Water Quality Attainment Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries and 2) TMDLs 
for 303(d) pollutants (including mercury), was entered into by the Regional Board, BACWA and 
BASMAA.  This group is referred to as the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP).  As a member 
agency of BASMAA, the Program assisted in developing and funding potential projects for the 
Bay TMDLs.  During FY 02-03, Program staff has been participating in CEP Executive Board 
and CEP technical committee meetings.   
 
FY 03-04 Activities 
 
The Program will continue to participate in various RMP committees and work groups; 
participate in the CEP depending on the availability of resources; and collaborate with BASMAA 
on regional stormwater issues. 
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5. PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT WORK PLAN 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The goals and objectives of the SCVURPPP Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP)  
include:  effectively prohibiting non-storm water discharges to storm drains and 
watercourses; reducing pollutants in storm water discharges to the “maximum extent 
practicable” (MEP); and not causing or contributing to violations of water quality standards, 
as required by the Program’s NPDES permit.  The Program’s approach to meeting these 
goals and objectives focuses on the use of best management practices (BMPs) for source 
control and pollution prevention. 
 
The Program’s approach to pesticide management has a similar focus on source control 
and pollution prevention.  Program BMPs for pesticide management have included 
significant outreach efforts to residents, businesses and municipal staff to provide education 
and achieve behavior changes relative to uses of pesticides and less toxic pest control 
methods.  Outreach efforts have been supplemented by monitoring studies to define the 
problem; participation in regional monitoring and organizations to address pesticide issues; 
and development of performance standards and local pest management plans. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Diazinon and chlorpyrifos have been identified in recent studies as causing toxicity in local 
creeks and wastewater treatment plant effluent.  In May 1999, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) listed San Francisco Bay and 35 Bay Area urban creeks as 
impaired by diazinon under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  The 303(d) 
listing triggered the need for USEPA and the State to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) for the impaired waterbodies.  The San Francisco Bay Regional Board developed 
a draft TMDL work plan which calls for an urban creeks diazinon TMDL to be developed by 
June 2002, followed by an Implementation Plan by June 2003.   
 
The Program’s reissued NPDES permit (Order No. 01-024, February 21, 2001) includes 
specific requirements for a pesticide control program.  The Program and Co-permittees must 
develop and implement a pesticide control plan that addresses municipal uses of pesticides, 
including diazinon and other lower priority banned pesticides such as chlordane, dieldrin, 
and DDT, and the use of these pesticides by others within municipal jurisdictions.  The 
Program will also continue to work with the Urban Pesticide Committee and the California 
Stormwater Quality Association Pesticide Work Group to assess impacts of pesticide use 
and encourage actions by other state and federal agencies. 
 
As required by Permit Provision C.9.d., the Program developed a Pesticide Management 
Plan and submitted it to the Regional Board by July 1, 2001 (June 26, 2001).  The submittal 
to the Regional Board included a preliminary draft Pest Management Performance Standard 
as well as municipal pesticide use surveys completed by each Co-permittee.  The Pesticide 
Management Plan was revised in response to Regional Board staff comments dated August 
15, 2001 and December 21, 2001, and the revised version (dated February 15, 2002) 
submitted to the Regional Board as Attachment 5-1 to the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan. 
The Pest Management Performance Standard was also revised based on Regional Board 
Staff comments emailed in November 2001. The final performance standard was submitted 
to the Regional Board as Attachment 2-2 of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan.  
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The purpose of the Pesticide Plan is to control pesticide-related toxicity in urban runoff, by 
minimizing pesticide use and reducing the amount of pesticides in storm water and 
landscape runoff to the maximum extent practicable.  The Plan identifies the goals of each 
work plan element, actions, monitoring mechanisms, and schedules. The Plan also identifies 
whether actions will be implemented at the Program level, municipality level, or both.  
Program-level actions in the Plan form the basis of this FY 03-04 Pesticide Management 
Work Plan.  The details of municipality actions and schedules were provided in individual 
Co-permittee pest management plans submitted with the Co-permittees’ FY 00-01 annual 
reports.  Future tasks are provided in the Co-permittees’ FY 03-04 work plans (Section 10 of 
this FY 03-04 Work Plan). 
 
PAST PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 
 
The Program has, since its inception, actively participated in a number of activities aimed at 
understanding water quality problems in creeks and San Francisco Bay and reducing 
pollutants, including pesticides, to the MEP.  The Program’s FY 99-00, FY 00-01, FY 01-02 
and FY 02-03 Work Plans presented the history of the Program’s and Co-permittee’s 
pesticide-related activities in the areas of monitoring and science, outreach and education, 
and URMP implementation.   

All of the Program tasks in the Pesticide Plan were scheduled to be completed or to begin 
by FY 02-03.  Table 5-1 presents the status of these tasks.  The FY 02-03 Pesticide User 
Outreach Work Plan is provided in Attachment 3-2 within Section 3. 
 
FY 03-04 PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT TASKS 
 
Table 5-2 presents the list of tasks (from the Pesticide Plan) that are currently in progress 
and will be implemented in FY 03-04.  (Ongoing tasks from FY 02-03 (Table 5-1) are not 
repeated in Table 5-2). 
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Action Status Notes 

I. Municipal Pesticide Use 

I.A.1 Develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use 
on municipally owned property (PS#8).  Include in the 
process reporting and justification for the use of OP pesticide 
and BMPs employed during OP pesticide use. 

Ongoing The Pest Management Performance Standard includes a 
suggested reporting process which, for FY 01-02, is 
focused on reporting use of organophosphate pesticides, 
particularly chlorpyrifos and diazinon.  All Co-permittees 
submitted information on pesticide use in their FY 01-02 
annual reports (9/02).  Program staff will work with the Co-
permittees to review and improve the reporting process as 
needed. 

I.A.3 Assist Co-permittees to develop and implement standard 
operating procedures (SOPs) and best management 
practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM policy. (PS #3).  
BMPs will include special precautions to reduce water quality 
impacts when applying pesticides. 

Done Program guidance completed as part of Model Pest 
Management Performance Standard, submitted to 
Regional Board March 1, 2002.  Guidance to Co-
permittees included a  packet of example IPM policies and 
practices. 

I.A.4. Assist Co-permittees to update local URMPs to 
incorporate/adapt the model Pest Management Performance 
Standard, including a description of the legal authority (IPM 
policy/ordinance, contract language), work plan elements, 
BMPs, and SOPs needed for implementation. 

Done See notes for Action I.A.3.  The Program held a workshop 
on March 20, 2002 on how to implement the performance 
standard. 

I.B.4. Conduct a workshop for municipal staff on least-toxic pest 
control methods and pesticide management BMPs. 

Done Workshop held March 20, 2002.  Program also co-
sponsored ACCWP IPM Symposium held on 2/5/03. 

II. Public Education and Outreach 

II.A.1 Implement the Watershed Education & Outreach (WE&O) 
Campaign, which will target the general public and include 
messages about less-toxic pest control and proper disposal. 
The Campaign will include extensive media campaign with 
South Bay English- and Spanish-language radio stations, 
newspapers, and bus posters. 

Ongoing An article on impacts of pesticide use to water quality and 
less toxic pest control was written and sent through the 
campaign distribution list. Pesticides are listed as a 
concern in the campaign brochure and the Watershed 
Watch song.  Media ads and public service 
announcements with less toxic pest management 
messages are under development and will be run in Spring 
2003. The campaign web site added several new pages on 
IPM and IPM fact sheets are available to download. 
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Action Status Notes 

II.A.2 Develop simple, effective, targeted messages regarding 
proper pesticide use and disposal, effects on water quality, 
and IPM. 

Done/Ongoing See above for Watershed Watch activities.  The Program 
continues to participate in regional IPM partnership and 
media relations efforts.  The regional IPM partnership 
committee develops new fact sheets each year. 

II.A.3 Prepare appropriate outreach materials (e.g., fact sheets or a 
consumer guide regarding pest control services) to address 
target groups. 

In Progress Program developed landscape maintenance fact sheet.  
PCO fact sheet being developed through BASMAA 
participation -- a draft of a consumer fact sheet for hiring 
pest control professionals who practice IPM is currently 
being reviewed. 

II.A.4  Identify and attend community events and distribute outreach 
materials. (Program will attend events strategic to the WE&O 
campaign.) 

Done/Ongoing Program staff and Watershed Watch consultant staff attend 
4-5 events each year.  Brochures such as “Grow It!” guide, 
“Pests Bugging You?”, and “Backyard Bugs” distributed.  

II.A.6. Create, update, and publicize web sites to promote IPM and 
reduce pesticide use. 

Done/Ongoing The Watershed Watch website was launched in September 
2001 and is continually updated.  The website directs 
browsers to call the toll-free number to the Program office 
for information on less-toxic pest control.  A web page 
specifically for IPM was completed in June 2002 and is 
updated regularly.  The web page also includes links to 
other sites with information on IPM. 

II.A.7 Coordinate with the Master Gardeners program and use their 
services to train residents.  Provide IPM training and 
information on water quality impacts of pesticide use to 
Master Gardeners as needed. 

Done The Program funded a proposal by Master Gardeners and 
San Jose Community Gardens staff  to conduct an IPM 
training program for community gardeners.  Four 
workshops were conducted and training materials were 
purchased with SCVURPPP funds.  The Program is waiting 
to receive the final report on the project.  
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Action Status Notes 

II.A.8 Create and/or publicize existing IPM demonstration gardens 
(such as the garden at the San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge 
in Alviso). 

Done/Ongoing The Watershed Watch campaign has partnered with the 
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge at Alviso.  
The Alviso site has a pesticide-free native plant 
demonstration garden.  Garden workshops at this garden 
are promoted on the Watershed Watch website.  
Additionally, the Watershed Watch consultant is working 
with Don Edwards staff to develop page on the website 
specific to the demonstration garden. Program staff are 
looking into possibilities for sponsoring/publicizing other 
demonstration gardens. 

II.A.9 Continue to fund BASMAA Regional Media Relations 
Campaign featuring pitches to Bay Area media and 
responses to breaking news on pesticide-related topics. 

Ongoing SCVURPPP funds this campaign as part of its BASMAA 
baseline dues.  Program staff participate in meetings of the 
work group and review draft products.  

II.A.11 Identify consumer and business publications that could 
include articles about IPM or less toxic pest management, 
submit articles or letters to the editor, and encourage them to 
print them. 

In Progress An article regarding impacts of pesticide use to water 
quality and containing hints for pesticide-free pest control 
was written and sent through the WEO campaign 
distribution list; however, it was difficult to confirm whether 
the article was published.  A new strategy will be pursued 
in FY 03-04.  

II.A.12 Develop a work plan for and implement a “Pesticide User 
Outreach” project targeting residential and commercial users, 
which will include continuing the IPM Store Partnership 
Program and selected Household Chemical Management 
project tasks.  Include an evaluation component in the work 
plan.  

Done for FY 02-03; 

Complete Annually 

A work plan for FY 02-03 was recently completed which 
includes:  an expanded IPM Store Partnership Program 
with on-site employee training; coordination with County 
HHW; a pesticide media advertising plan for Spring 2003; 
contribution to the BASMAA Pesticide Distributor Project; 
participation in community events; sponsorship of the 
ACCWP IPM Symposium;  and other elements (see 
Attachment 3-2 of this FY 03-04 Work Plan).. 

II.A.13 Provide information on less toxic pest control (e.g., IPM 
techniques, municipal IPM policies, model contract language, 
training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring special districts 
(e.g., Valley Transportation Authority, sanitary and utility 
districts, open space districts, vector control districts, and 
school districts) as appropriate. 

In Progress VTA and open space and vector control district staff were 
invited to the Program’s IPM Workshop in March 2003 and 
provided copies of the Program’s Pest Management 
Performance Standard.  These groups will be addressed in 
the Pesticide User Outreach Plan for FY 03-04. 

II.B.1 Continue to fund and participate in the BASMAA Regional 
IPM Partnership

Ongoing SCVURPPP annually funds this program as part of its 
BASMAA baseline dues These funds cover the
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Action Status Notes 

IPM Partnership. BASMAA baseline dues.  These funds cover  the 
Program’s supply of IPM Fact Sheets.  Program staff 
participate in meetings of the work group and review draft 
products.. 

II.B.2 Continue to implement cost-effective elements of the IPM 
Store Partnership Program.  Create and provide fact sheets 
and other materials to pesticide retailers to facilitate point-of-
purchase outreach. Visit stores as necessary to ensure 
ongoing participation. 

Ongoing See Action Items II.A.12 and II.B.1. 

II.B.3 Offer IPM training opportunities to pesticide retailer 
employees through coordination with Master Gardener-taught 
educational programs. 

Task Eliminated 
(covered under Action 

Item II.A.12.) 

It was not possible to arrange for Master Gardeners to train 
store employees due to staff shortages within the Master 
Gardener program.  The Program has contracted with 
Annie Joseph to provide training to pesticide retailers, as 
she has been successful in getting store participation (see 
Action Item II.A.12).  The Community Gardeners project 
has been a successful way to work with the Master 
Gardener program and may be repeated if there is 
sufficient demand and resources available. 

III.  Pest Control Operators (PCOs) 

III.A.1 Develop a database of licensed structural and landscape 
maintenance PCOs. 

Done/Ongoing The list will be updated prior to next PCO workshop.  

III.A.2. Identify active PCO and landscape maintenance 
organizations in the South Bay and conduct awareness-
raising presentations at their meetings 

To Be Done 
in FY 02-03 

The Program plans to contract with Bart Brandenburg, 
consultant, to plan a PCO Workshop and conduct outreach 
to PCOs prior to the workshop to increase attendance. 

III.A.3. Develop and conduct accredited workshops for PCOs that 
focus on IPM techniques. 

To Be Done 
in FY 03-04 

See III.A.2. above. 
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Action Status Notes 

III.A.4 Require PCOs contracted for municipal applications to use 
pest control methods consistent with the municipality’s IPM 
policy (through contract specifications).  Specifically, 
municipalities will require contractors to: a) follow the 
agency’s IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs; b) provide evidence 
of current IPM training, when feasible; and c) provide 
documentation of pesticide use on agency property to the 
agency in a timely manner (PS#5). 

Program Guidance 
Done 

Guidance was completed in December 2001 as part of the 
Pest Management Performance Standard.  Co-permittees 
are beginning or continuing to implement the guidance.  
The IPM workshop on March 20, 2002 included a section 
on contracting for IPM services from professional pest 
control businesses.  

III.B.1. Identify and work with PCO trade organizations to develop 
industry standards for BMPs to protect water quality, through 
participation in UPC and BASMAA. 

To Be Done 
in FY 03-04 

Program will work with the UPC to accomplish this task. 

IV.  Commercial Businesses 

IV.A.1 Research reports and surveys of commercial business 
pesticide use and other stormwater programs’ and POTWs’ 
efforts to address this issue. Develop recommendations and 
a work plan (including an evaluation component) to provide 
outreach on less toxic pest control to target businesses in the 
South Bay, as appropriate and cost-effective. 

In Progress – Complete 
in FY 02-03 

SCVURPPP staff surveyed Co-permittees, BASMAA 
members, and Monterey County programs for IPM 
materials specific to restaurants.  Very little IPM restaurant 
outreach material was found.  Several programs reported 
using San Francisco’s “Don’t Set a Table for Pests” poster.  
The Program’s IPM Work Group supported customizing 
and printing copies of this poster for distribution in Santa 
Clara County.  This item will be discussed with County 
health inspectors to obtain input from them as to the 
usefulness of the item and the most effective method of 
distribution to restaurants. 

IV.A.2. Develop and implement education programs that target 
commercial businesses, per recommendations from Action 
IV.A.1. 

To Be Done 
in FY 03-04 

A distribution plan will be developed and implemented for 
commercial businesses. 

V.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 

V.A.3 Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, and 
help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal (PS 
#7). 

Ongoing The Program is working closely with County HHW staff this 
year to coordinate pesticide reduction outreach. 
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Action Status Notes 

VI.  County Agricultural Commissioners 

VI.A.1 Keep County Agricultural Commissioners informed of 
Program goals and activities and regional water quality 
issues through periodic meetings. 

Ongoing Agricultural commissioner was involved in the development 
and review of the pest management performance 
standards.  Contact is ongoing. 

VI.A.2 Involve County Agricultural Commissioners in education and 
outreach efforts targeting PCOs. 

Ongoing Program staff will involve County Ag in planning the PCO 
workshop, and helping promote the workshop and recruit 
PCOs to attend. 

VII.  New Development 

VII.A.1. Coordinate with municipal arborists or other relevant 
municipal staff to identify landscaping techniques less likely 
to attract pests, including a list of pest-resistant plants, and 
develop model conditions of approval for pest resistant 
landscaping features and practices. 

Done Program completed model conditions of approval, a 
landscape maintenance fact sheet, guidance on 
landscaping techniques for stormwater treatment, and a 
draft pest-resistant plant list.  The plant list proved not to 
be a useful tool, as plant resistance depends highly on 
local planting conditions. 

VII.A.2. Assist Co-permittees to consider pest-resistant landscaping 
and design features in the design, landscaping, and 
environmental reviews of proposed development projects. 

Done Model conditions of approval provided to Co-permittees, 
and a form developed to track projects for which education 
or conditions of approval were required. 

VII.A.3. Assist Co-permittees to train staff responsible for design 
review on pest-resistant landscaping techniques and model 
conditions of approval (see Actions VII.A.1. and VII.A.2.) 
and the importance of minimizing pesticide use in runoff 
from development sites. 

Done The topic was presented at the December 11, 2002 New 
Development workshop. 

VII.A.4.  Develop and propose enhanced reporting format for 
documenting use of pesticide reduction measures at 
development sites. 

Done A section for documenting pesticide reduction measures 
required of project applicants is included in the Program’s 
model data collection form for collecting other development 
project data prior to implementing C.3. (i.e., impervious 
surface area) and the Planning Procedures PS Reporting 
Form. 
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Action Status Notes 

VIII.  Monitoring and Science  

VIII.A.1. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring 
Program (RMP). Continue to actively participate in the RMP 
advisory and technical committees to focus RMP resources 
on 303(d) problem pollutants, including OP pesticides.  

Ongoing The Program annually contributes its share to the RMP.  
Program staff attend the RMP Technical Review 
Committee meetings and prepare meeting summaries for 
Management Committee. 

VIII.A.2. Work with Regional Board staff to refine the problem 
statement for the diazinon TMDL and determine data 
needs. 

Ongoing Program staff attend the Urban Pesticide Committee 
meetings, at which the diazinon TMDL has been 
discussed.  Staff are also working on the TMDL with 
Regional Board staff as part of the Clean Estuary Program 
(CEP). 

VIII.A.3. Participate in a coordinated regional plan to collect data for 
the diazinon TMDL. 

Ongoing The Program participates in and annually contributes to the 
CEP, which includes data collection for the diazinon TMDL. 

IX.  Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 

IX.A.1. Support actions by the California Stormwater Quality 
Association (CASQA) Pesticide Work Group  to comment on 
and assist with USEPA’s pesticide risk assessments and to 
assist USEPA in development of a scope for a diazinon 
TMDL case study.  

Ongoing;  
Case study TBD 

SCVURPPP provides funding to the CASQA’s consultant 
contract, which funded Geoff Brosseau and Kelly Moran’s 
efforts to review risk assessments and provide comments 
on behalf of the CASQA member agencies.  The EPA case 
study has not yet been planned or discussed. 
 

IX.A.2. Through participation in the UPC and CASQA, work with the 
U.S.EPA, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, 
and the pesticide industry to eliminate uses of pesticides 
likely to enter surface water from those listed on product 
labels.* 

Ongoing Program staff regularly participate in the UPC and 
CASQA, and support efforts to eliminate uses of 
pesticides that cause risk to water quality. 

IX.B.1. Participate in the activities of BASMAA, CASQA, and UPC, 
and communicate Program efforts.  

Ongoing Program staff regularly attend BASMAA, the CASQA and 
its Executive Committee, and the UPC and communicate 
Program efforts. 
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Action Status Notes 

IX.B.2. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL 
development and implementation. (See Action VIII.A.3.) 

As Needed. 
 

The Program participates in and annually contributes to 
the CEP, which includes data collection for the diazinon 
TMDL. 

IX.B.3. Continue to participate in the BASMAA Pesticide Work Group 
to evaluate implementation of and continuously improve the 
Pesticide Strategy and report on the results of the evaluation. 

Task Eliminated The BASMAA Pesticide Work Group is no longer active, 
as each municipal stormwater program has its own 
pesticide plan in place of the Pesticide Strategy. 

X.  Review and Revision of Work Plan 

X.A.1. Review and continuously improve the goals, actions, and 
monitoring mechanisms of the work plan considering results 
of self-evaluations, comments from Regional Board staff and 
other interested parties, and results of local performance 
review meetings if any. 

Ongoing 
(Annually) 

The Pesticide Plan was revised twice in FY 01-02 based on 
comments from Regional Board staff and interested parties 
(specifically RWQCB letters dated 8/15/01 and 12/21/01) 
and submitted to the RWQCB on October 15, 2001 and 
March 1, 2002, respectively.  The Plan will continue to be 
evaluated and improved each year. 
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Task Schedule Deliverables 

Public Education and Outreach 

II.A.3.  Prepare appropriate outreach materials (e.g., fact sheets or a consumer   guide 
regarding pest control services) to address target groups. 

June 2004 • PCO Consumer Guide (from BASMAA) 

• Distribution Plan 

II.A.11  Identify consumer and business publications that could include articles about 
IPM or less toxic pest management, submit articles or letters to the editor, and 
encourage them to print them. 

June 2004 • List of publications 

• Articles for submittal 

II.A.12.  Develop a work plan for and implement a “Pesticide User Outreach” project 
targeting residential and commercial users, which will include continuing the IPM Store 
Partnership Program and selected Household Chemical Management project tasks.  
Include an evaluation component in the work plan. 

June 2004 

(Work Plan 
December  2003) 

• Work Plan 

• IPM Fact Sheets (from BASMAA) 

• Ads, PSAs, supplemental materials 

II.A.13  Provide information on less toxic pest control (e.g., IPM techniques, municipal 
IPM policies, model contract language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring 
special districts (e.g., Valley Transportation Authority, sanitary and utility districts, open 
space districts, vector control districts, and school districts) as appropriate. 

June 2004 • Plan for contacts with districts and 
distribution of materials 

Pest Control Operators (PCOs) 

III.A.3.  Develop and conduct accredited workshops for PCOs that focus on IPM 
techniques. 

December 2003 • Workshop materials (work with Bart 
Brandenburg, consultant) 

III.B.1. Identify and work with PCO trade organizations to develop industry standards 
for BMPs to protect water quality, through participation in UPC and BASMAA. 

June 2004 • PCO-accepted BMP Document (work 
with UPC and consultant) 

Commercial Businesses 

IV.A.2. Develop and implement education programs that target commercial 
businesses, per recommendations from Action IV.A.1. 

June 2004 • Educational materials 

• Distribution plan 
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6. MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION WORK PLAN 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Program’s reissued NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater discharges may be 
causing or contributing to exceedances of water quality standards for mercury.  Mercury has 
been found in sediments in South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed.  
Some types of fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other pollutants at concentrations that 
may threaten the health of humans consuming those fish.  In response, the California Office of 
Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment issued an interim fish consumption advisory.  
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has listed the Bay and the Guadalupe River 
Watershed (including the Guadalupe River, Alamitos Creek, Guadalupe Creek, Calero 
Reservoir, and Guadalupe Reservoir) as impaired by mercury under Section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act.  In accordance with Section 303(d), the Regional Board is required to establish a 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San Francisco Bay and the 
Guadalupe River Watershed. 
 
Provision C.9.c. of the SCVURPPP permit requires the Program to address the impairment by 
developing and implementing a mercury pollution prevention plan.  The SCVURPPP developed 
a Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan (Mercury Plan) consistent with the permit provisions.  The 
Mercury Plan was submitted to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002 as part of the Program’s 
FY 02-03 Work Plan.  This section of the FY 03-04 Work Plan summarizes Mercury Plan tasks 
completed during FY 02-03 and describes the tasks that will be developed, continued, or 
completed during FY 03-04. 
 
SUMMARY OF MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 
 
The Mercury Plan is based on the premise that a Bay area-wide approach (and coordination) in 
addressing mercury pollution prevention will be most successful.  For this reason, many of the 
actions identified in the Plan are for Program-level participation in regional efforts.  These efforts 
are supplemented by countywide and local efforts.   
 
The Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan addresses five general goals: 

I. Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products – Eliminate all unnecessary municipal 
use of mercury-containing products and establish proper disposal methods for products 
that cannot be eliminated. 

II. Household Hazardous Waste Collection – Provide mercury-containing product 
disposal services through household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for 
residents and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 

III. Monitoring and Science – Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including assessment of air pollution 
sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in sediment. 

IV. Regional, State, and Federal Coordination – Actively participate in regional, state and 
federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in urban 
runoff and air emissions. 

V. Public Education and Outreach –Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-
containing products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.   
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The Mercury Plan identifies actions that will be implemented at the Program level, municipality 
level, or both, as well as the schedule for initiation and/or completion of Program-level actions.  
The details of municipality actions and schedules are included in the individual Co-permittee 
Work Plans and/or Annual Reports, as appropriate.   
 
STATUS OF FY 02-03 MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION ACTIVITIES 
 
The status of Program tasks in the Mercury Plan is presented in Table 6-1. Highlights of 
Program accomplishments during FY 02-03, as developed and/or implemented by the Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Plan Ad Hoc Task Group (Mercury P2 Plan AHTG), Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work Group, Program staff and municipalities are provided below.   
 
Grant Proposals 
 
In FY 02-03, Program staff assisted the County Household Hazardous Waste Program 
(CoHHW) to apply for grant funding from the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
(CIWMB), which is available under the California Oil Recycling Enhancement Act of 1991 and 
the California Integrated Waste Management Act.  The CoHHW Program submitted a Mercury 
Reduction Grant to the CIWMB on April 5, 2002.  The grant proposed to: 1) Develop an 
aggressive mercury reduction education and collection campaign for residents and municipal 
employees in partnership with water resource, solid waste and hazardous waste agencies, and 
2) Expand mercury collection opportunities by increasing service at HHW facilities, conducting 
work-site thermometer collections, and establishing a pilot retail take-back program, and 3) 
Measure and compare effectiveness of outreach and collection mechanisms and prepare 
recommendations for other HHW programs expanding mercury collections1.  The CoHHW was 
notified in October 2002 that their submittal was not awarded grant funding. 
 
Monitoring and Science 
 
The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) is serving as the 
stakeholder forum for the development of the Guadalupe River TMDL Report.  The Guadalupe 
River Watershed encompasses parts of San Jose, Los Gatos, Campbell, Monte Sereno and 
Santa Clara.  SCVURPPP is a stakeholder in the Guadalupe River TMDL process.  The Santa 
Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) and the City of San Jose are taking the lead in 
representing SCVURPPP in the TMDL development process. 

The Program continued to provide financial support to the Regional Monitoring Program (RMP), 
including the Mercury Deposition Network Pilot Study funded by the City of San Jose.  In 
addition, Program and Co-permittee staffs actively participate in RMP Technical Review 
Committee (TRC) and Steering Committee (SC) meetings and provide meeting summaries to 
the Management Committee.  Staff reviewed available reports and provided comments on the 
proposed 2003 RMP Draft Monitoring Plan.   

To assess sediment mercury concentrations and percentage of fine material, the Program 
provided financial and staff support for the Joint Stormwater Agency Project to Study Urban 
Sources of Mercury, PCBs and Organochlorine Pesticides.  During FY 01-02, the Program 
prepared and submitted (to the Regional Board) the Joint Stormwater Agency Project to Study 
Urban Sources of Mercury, PCBs and Organochlorine Pesticides (Final Report-Year 2) on April 
15, 2002. 
                                                 
1. Memorandum to SCVURPPP Management Committee, from Rob D’Arcy, Santa Clara Household Hazardous Waste Program, 
re Existing Capabilities of the Santa Clara County Household Hazardous Waste Program and Potential Impacts of Regional Efforts 
to Collect and Recycle Mercury-Containing Devices, June 19, 2002. 
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A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of a Water Quality Attainment 
Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries was entered into by the Regional Board, 
Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA), and Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association (BASMAA) on August 6, 2001, and includes the development of TMDLs for 303(d) 
pollutants including mercury.  This group is referred to as the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP).  
As a member agency of BASMAA, SCVURPPP is involved in the development and funding of 
potential projects for the mercury TMDL.  Program staff has been participating in the CEP 
technical committee meetings and CEP Board meetings.   
 
Mercury-Containing Product Survey 
 
In FY 02-03, the Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff developed a survey to determine 
the types of mercury-containing products used by municipalities.    The objective of the survey is 
to assess the municipal mercury-containing products being used, their locations, and waste 
disposal and purchasing routes; identify the level of awareness of product alternatives and 
proper disposal methods. The Program’s Management Committee reviewed and approved the 
survey in October 2002. The survey was emailed on November 5, 2002 to municipal staff 
contacts identified by the Management Committee, and most surveys have been completed and 
submitted to the Program.Survey responses will be provided in the Program’s FY 02-03 Annual 
Report (submitted to the Regional Board by September 15, 2003).   
 
Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products 
 
In December 2002, the Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff began developing guidelines 
for the reduction and management of mercury-containing products identified for virtual 
elimination.  A final draft of the guidelines will be submitted to the Management Committee in 
March 2003.  Co-permittees will begin implementation in FY 03-04.   
 
Mercury Virtual Elimination Policy 
 
In January 2002, Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff began developing a model mercury 
virtual elimination policy.  Co-permittees will review and use the model policy to adapt a mercury 
virtual elimination policy or ordinance, as appropriate.  The model policy, which requires the 
virtual elimination of mercury from controllable sources in urban runoff, is scheduled for 
adoption by Co-permittees in FY 03-04.   
 
Mercury PI/P Workgroup 
 
In December 2002, Program staff established a new Work Group called the Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work Group.  This Work Group will implement the Public Education and 
Outreach element of the Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan by organizing a public education, 
outreach and participation program designed to reach residential and commercial users of 
mercury-containing products  The focus of their efforts will be to collaborate with the CoHHW on 
a two-year, two-phase fluorescent light tube (FLT) recycling campaign.  The first phase will 
target residents and the second phase will target small businesses.  The main objective of both 
phases is to show the negative health and environmental impacts of mercury and the methods 
available to the public for the proper disposal of fluorescent light tubes.   
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Section 6  Mercury Pollution Prevention Work Plan 
 

 
FY 03-04 Work Plan 6 - 4 3/01/03 
F:\Sc42\FY03-04WP\Vol1\Section 6\Section6_textv2.doc  
  
   

The Mercury P2 Outreach Work Group recently completed the work plan for phase 1 of the FLT 
recycling campaign (FY 02-03). The work plan is provided in Section 3, Attachment 3-3. 
 
NEXT STEPS FOR MERCURY PLAN IN FY 03-04  
 
Since the establishment of the Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan, Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group, it is anticipated that FY 03-04 will see 
continued Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan implementation activities.  A summarized list of 
Mercury Plan tasks that will be implemented during FY 03-04 include:   
 
Mercury-Containing Product Survey:  The Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff will report 
the survey responses in the Program’s FY 02-03 Annual Report (submitted to the Regional 
Board by September 15, 2003).   
 
Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products:  Co-permittees will 
begin planning for the implementation of the Program’s guidelines for reduction and 
management of mercury-containing products identified for virtual elimination.   
 
Mercury Virtual Elimination Policy: Co-permittees will review and use the Program’s model 
policy to  develop and adopt a mercury virtual elimination policy or ordinance, as appropriate. 
 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach:  The Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work 
Group will continue implementing a two-year, two-phase fluorescent light tube recycling 
campaign.  The second phase will target small businesses on the negative health and 
environmental impacts of mercury, and the methods available for properly disposing of their 
fluorescent light tubes.  In addition, the three Co-permittees with industrial wastewater 
inspection programs (San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo Alto) will integrate, into their existing 
routine pretreatment, source control, and/or hazardous materials inspection processes, mercury 
outreach for industrial businesses.   
 
Coordination efforts with regional organizations (Clean Estuary Partnership TMDL): In addition 
to attending CEP meetings, Program Staff will continue to attend Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP) Steering Committee and Technical Review Committee meetings.   
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I.  Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products 
Goal I.  Eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing products and 
establish proper disposal methods for products that cannot be eliminated. 

Actions – 
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I.A. Develop a process to survey the types of mercury-containing products used 
by municipal departments.  Identify appropriate municipal personnel to 
conduct survey.  For those products with a potential to enter stormwater 
runoff, identify possible alternatives or proper disposal procedures. 

X A Completed- the 
Management 
Committee 

approved the 
survey on 

October 17, 
2002.  Surveys 
were distributed 
to Co-permittees 
on November 5, 

2002. 

I.B. Complete and report results of survey of mercury-containing products used 
by municipal departments.   

A X All surveys are 
expected by 

February 2003.  
(original deadline 
December 2002); 

Survey results 
will be included 

in FY 02-03 
Annual Report 

(September 
2003) 

I.C. Develop guidelines for a mercury policy or ordinance requiring the virtual 
elimination of mercury from controllable sources in urban runoff from agency 
operations.  (The word “virtual” acknowledges that total elimination of 
mercury-containing products may be impossible due to technological or 
economic factors.) 

X N June 2003 

I.D. Adopt a mercury policy or ordinance requiring the virtual elimination of 
mercury from controllable sources in urban runoff from agency operations.   

N X FY03-04 

I.E. Develop guidelines for mercury-containing products reduction and 
management.  These guidelines will include a schedule for the timely phase-
out of mercury-containing products identified for virtual elimination as well as 
reporting requirements, possibly to track recycling, replacement, and 
reduction in use of mercury-containing products. 

X A Development of 
draft Guideline 

document began 
in December 

2002;  
Final  

March 2003 

I.F. Implement guidelines developed under Action I.E. N X FY03-04 

Monitoring Mechanism I.  Document completion of tasks in annual reports.  Use 
mercury-containing product reporting guidelines (to be developed under Action I.E). 

A X Annually 
(beginning in FY 
02- 03 Annual 

Report) 
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II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services 
through household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for 
residents and small businesses, and encourage use of these 
programs. 

Actions –  SC
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II.A. Assist HHW collection agencies with preparation of a 
technical memorandum summarizing infrastructure and 
budgetary concerns regarding the anticipated increase in 
fluorescent bulbs and other mercury-containing products to be 
recycled. 

X N Completed--The technical 
memorandum was completed 

by HHW in June 2002 and 
distributed (as an informational 

item) at the July 18, 2002 
Management Committee 

meeting.  The memorandum 
describes the existing 

capabilities of the Santa Clara 
County HHW Program and 

discusses the potential 
financial impacts on the HHW 
Program due to SCVURPPPP 

outreach efforts.    

II.B. Provide mercury-containing products disposal services for 
residents and small businesses.   

X X Ongoing 

II.C. Develop guidelines for documenting and reporting quantities 
of mercury-containing products disposed of by city.1 

X A Draft December 2002;  
Final  

March 2003 

II.D. Implement guidelines developed under Action II.C. X TBD FY03-04 

II.E. Assist HHW collection agencies in developing a Prop 13 
Program grant proposal for a HHW fluorescent light recycling 
program (Action II.F). 

  Completed -- CoHHW 
submitted a Mercury 
Reduction Grant to CIWMB on 
April 5, 2002.  The Program 
submitted a concept proposal 
to the SWRCB on February 1, 
2002.   

Both submittals were not 
selected to receive grant 
funding. 

• Submit concept proposal X N Completed-February 2002 

• Submit full proposal X N Proposal not advanced in Prop 
13 grant process  

• Decision deadline   Not applicable- Proposal not 
advanced in Prop 13 grant 

                                                 
1 Guidelines for documenting and reporting quantities of mercury-containing products disposed of 
by city will developed, taking into consideration whether it is possible to separate mercury from 
other waste streams and whether it is possible to track mercury-containing product disposal by 
municipality.  
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II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 
Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services 
through household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for 
residents and small businesses, and encourage use of these 
programs. 

Actions –  SC
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process  

II.F. Work with HHW collection agencies to develop and help 
publicize fluorescent light recycling program.2 

X X FY03-04 

Monitoring Mechanism II.A.  Evaluate whether household hazardous 
waste collection programs adequately serve residents and 
businesses.   

X N FY03-04 (periodic review) 

Monitoring Mechanism II.B.  Document quantities of mercury-
containing products disposed at household hazardous waste 
collection facilities (see Action II.C). 1 

X N Annually (beginning in FY 03-
04 Annual Report) 

 
 

III.  Monitoring and Science 
Goal III.  Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including 
assessment of air pollution sources of mercury and concentrations of 
mercury in sediment. 

Actions –  SC
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III.A. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring 

Program (RMP), including the Mercury Deposition Network 
Pilot Study.  Continue to actively participate in the RMP 
steering committee and technical review committee. 

X A Ongoing  

• Supported completion of the San Francisco Bay 
Atmospheric Deposition Pilot Study Part 1:  Mercury 

X A Completed- submitted August 
2001 

• The City of San Jose will continue to provide in-kind 
services for the maintenance of the Mercury 
Deposition Network site near San Jose. 

N O3 Ongoing, through 2004 

III.B. Provide financial and staff support for a coordinated regional 
plan to collect data for the mercury TMDL, as defined in the 
RWQCB/BACWA/BASMAA MOU. (Now called the Clean 
Estuary Program, or CEP) 

X A Ongoing SCVURPPP 
participation in the CEP 

                                                 
2 Action II.F may be conducted in conjunction with Public Education and Outreach Actions (see 
Section V of this Work Plan).  Completion date for Action II.F is contingent upon award of a Prop 
13 Program grant.   
3 Participation in this action by municipalities is limited to the City of San Jose. 
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III.  Monitoring and Science 
Goal III.  Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including 
assessment of air pollution sources of mercury and concentrations of 
mercury in sediment. 

Actions –  SC
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III.C. Continue financial and staff support for the Joint Stormwater 
Agency Project to Study Urban Sources of Mercury to assess 
sediment mercury concentrations and percentage of fine 
material. 

X A Completed 

• Completed the Work Plan Joint Stormwater Agency 
Project – Year Two Investigation of Urban Sources of 
Mercury, PCBs and Organochlorine Pesticides 

X A Completed - Report 
submitted June 1, 2001 

• Preparing the Joint Stormwater Agency Project to 
Study Urban Sources of Mercury, PCBs and 
Organochlorine Pesticides - Year Two Report. 

X A Completed- Report submitted 
on April 15, 2002 

III.D. Develop and implement a five-year program of monitoring 
efforts. 

X N Completed- Draft completed 
March 2002; implementa-tion 
began July 2002 

Monitoring Mechanism III.  Submit monitoring data and reports to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board and other interested parties 
(such as USEPA).  Review monitoring data and reports and develop 
follow-up recommendations. 

X N Ongoing, when available 

 
 

IV.  Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 
Goal IV.  Actively participate in regional, state, and federal 
coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in 
urban runoff and air emissions. 
 
Actions –  SC

VU
R

PP
P

 

M
un
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C
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IV.A. Participate in the activities of the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association, the California Storm 
Water Quality Task Force, and the San Francisco Estuary 
Institute and communicate Program efforts.  

X N Ongoing 

IV.B. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL 
development and implementation including the Santa Clara 
Basin WMI Guadalupe River Mercury TMDL Workgroup. 

X O4 Ongoing 

IV.C. Support and participate in development of the WMI 
Watershed Action Plan. 

X O5 Ongoing 

                                                 
4 The City of San Jose and the Santa Clara Valley Water District are participating in the 
development of the Guadalupe River Mercury TMDL. 
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IV.  Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 
Goal IV.  Actively participate in regional, state, and federal 
coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in 
urban runoff and air emissions. 
 
Actions –  SC

VU
R
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P
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IV.D. Submit the SCVURPPP draft Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Plan to the WMI to ensure that efforts are coordinated. 

X N Completed -- Plan was 
submitted to WMI Guadalupe 
Mercury TMDL Work Group in 
July 2002 (original deadline 
was March 2002). 

IV.E. Support, participate in, and advocate increased regional 
collaboration with the RWQCB and the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD). 

X N Ongoing 

IV.F. Support and track the progress of the U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) Office of Building Technology’s Vision 2020 
Lighting Technology Roadmap.6 

X N In Progress -- DOE is moving 
forward on their Vision 2020 
Roadmap, with 7 strategies to 
address the challenges of 
transforming the lighting 
marketplace and developing 
new technologies that 
enhance lighting quality, 
efficiency, and cost 
effectiveness 

Monitoring Mechanism IV.  Document participation of 
Program staff in collaborative efforts and progress of these 
efforts. 

X N Annually (beginning in FY 02-
03 Annual Report) 

 

                                                                                                                                                 
5 The Cities of San Jose, Sunnyvale, and Palo Alto, SCVWD, and SCVURPPP (on behalf of the 
other co-permittees) are signatories to the WMI and participate in the Core Group and subgroups. 
6 DOE’s Vision 2020 Lighting Technology Roadmap includes the following as one of its goals for 
the year 2020, “Highly efficient, reduced-mercury fluorescent sources will come to market.”  
Sustainable Conservation’s September 27, 2000 report entitled “Reducing Mercury Releases 
From Fluorescent Lamps:  Analysis of Voluntary Approaches,” concluded that “ we do not believe 
that starting a new collaborative approach with manufacturers to create mercury-free fluorescent 
lamps is the most effective use of resources at this time.”  Instead, Sustainable Conservation 
recommends focusing on voluntary recycling of mercury-containing lamps. 
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 
Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.  Target 
audiences include residential, commercial, and industrial users and 
municipal employees. 

Actions –  SC
VU

R
PP

P
 

M
un

ic
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al
ity

 

C
om

pl
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n 
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V.A. Develop various outreach programs to educate target 
audiences about proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and alternative non-mercury containing products.  
Outreach programs will include, but may not be limited to, the 
following: 

X A TBD 

• Develop and begin to implement a fluorescent light 
recycling outreach program to educate residential 
users and encourage proper disposal of fluorescent 
lights. 

X A Workgroup formed in FY 02-
03 and work plan developed 
for implementation in Spring 

2003. 

• Develop and begin to implement a fluorescent light 
recycling outreach program to educate small 
businesses and conditionally exempt small quantity 
generators and encourage proper disposal of 
fluorescent lights.  (For example, the small business 
outreach program might include coordination with 
local chapters of the Building Owners and Managers 
Association [BOMA] or the National Association of 
Industrial and Office Properties [NAIOP].) 

X A Begin FY 03-04 

• Coordinate with municipal inspectors to integrate 
mercury outreach to industrial businesses into their 
existing routine pretreatment, source control, and/or 
hazardous materials inspection processes. 

A X Begin FY 03-04 

• Develop and distribute “tailgate safety meeting cards” 
about mercury to inspectors and other municipal 
employees.  (The Program will first review the product 
developed by the Fairfield-Suisin Sewer District when 
it is made available to the Bay Area Pollution 
Prevention Group [BAPPG].) 

X X TBD 

V.B. Develop or adapt existing mercury outreach materials, as 
needed, for outreach programs.  

X A Materials to be developed as 
part of outreach work plan for 

Action V.A. 

V.C. Attend community events and distribute outreach materials.  X X Periodically (beginning FY 02-
03) 

Monitoring Mechanism V.A.  Document quantities of mercury-
containing products disposed at household hazardous waste 
collection facilities.  (See Monitoring Mechanism II.B.) 

X N Annually (beginning FY 02-03) 
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 
Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.  Target 
audiences include residential, commercial, and industrial users and 
municipal employees. 

Actions –  SC
VU

R
PP

P
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n 
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Monitoring Mechanism V.B.  In the Annual Report, document and 
evaluate each outreach activity, including the target audience and 
number of residents and/or businesses reached. 

X X Annually (beginning FY 02-03) 

Monitoring Mechanism V.C.  Survey local public attitudes and 
behavior to evaluate the success of outreach efforts and the 
saturation of outreach messages (coordinate survey with Watershed 
Watch Campaign Survey).  

X A FY 03-04 

 

Legend: 
 “X” = will implement at this level (SCVURPPP or municipality) 
 “N” = not being implemented at this level 
 “A” = assist with or develop guidance for implementation 
 “R” = coordinate with regional effort 
 “O” = optional 
 “FY” = fiscal year 
 “TBD” = to be decided 
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7. NEW AND REDEVELOPMENT (C.3.) WORK PLAN 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 03-04 which continue to 
assist Co-permittees in controlling the impacts of development on stormwater quality and 
flow through the development project planning, review and approval process. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On October 17, 2001, the Regional Board adopted Order 01-119 which amended the 
Program’s Permit Provision C.3. (New and Redevelopment Requirements) to contain 
significant new requirements.  These requirements include:  

• Numeric design standards for sizing stormwater treatment controls; 

• Limits on increases in peak stormwater discharges from new or redevelopment sites 
that may increase erosion in creeks; 

• Requirements for operation and maintenance of stormwater controls; 

• Requirements for site design and source control measures; 

• Definition of a minimum project size, based on amount of impervious surface 
created, for which the design standards, control measures, peak flow limitations, and 
maintenance requirements apply;  

• Requirements for changes to General Plans and environmental review processes to 
provide authority to implement the requirements; 

• Reporting requirements; and 

• Schedule for implementation. 

 
Provision C.3. also required the Program and Co-permittees to submit specific work plans 
for:  1) modifications to the development project review process (C.3.b.); 2) implementation 
of Group 1 requirements (C.3.c.); and 3) site design standards review and revision (C.3.j.).  
In response, the Program and Co-permittees submitted work plans for implementing all C.3. 
requirements to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002 (as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 
Work Plan, Volume II. 
 
To guide this effort, Program staff prepared a separate document entitled “Guidance for 
Work Plan Tasks Related to Implementation of Permit Provision C.3. (New and 
Redevelopment Requirements)” (referred to herein as C3 Work Plan Guidance) which 
identifies proposed actions to meet the requirements of Provision C.3. and whether the 
actions will be implemented at the Program level, Co-permittee level or both.  The Program 
tasks for FY 03-04 listed in the C.3 Work Plan Guidance are the basis of this work plan 
section. 
 
PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES TO IMPLEMENT C.3. 
 
Section 8 of the Program’s FY 01-02 Annual Report described the Program’s progress of 
(up to September 15, 2002) completing Program tasks (in the C.3 Work Plan) and assisting 
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Co-permitees in preparing to implement C.3 requirements.  Additional tasks accomplished 
since September 15, 2002 include the following: 
 

• The Program conducted a workshop for municipal staff on December 11, 2002 to 
present Program guidance developed to date.  Presentations included information on 
the numeric sizing criteria (Part 1), the manual “Using Start at the Source to Comply 
with Development Standards”, and several design examples using data on real 
development projects.  Over 130 municipal staff participated in the workshop. 

• Program staff completed revisions to the Program’s model Planning Procedures 
Performance Standards to incorporate the C.3. requirements and the model source 
control measures list (see Section 2). 

• The Program formed and began meetings with two new work groups, the Site Design 
Work Group and the BMP O&M Work Group, to start developing guidance on those 
elements of C.3. 

• The Program’s consultant team completed a technical memorandum on the 
Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) assessment approach, and conducted 
the assessment on a test watershed (Thompson Creek/Lower Silver Creek 
Watershed in San Jose).  A draft report on this assessment will be submitted to the 
Regional Board as a separate document. 

• Program staff and consultant team made two presentations on the HMP, one to the 
SCBWMI FMS/WAS Subgroups on November 18 and one to BASMAA NDC and 
Regional Board staff on December 5, as part of the public outreach component of the 
HMP Work Plan. 

 
FY 03-04 C.3. TASKS 
 
Table 7-1 presents the list of tasks from the C.3. Work Plan that will be implemented in  
FY 03-04.  Program staff will also provide general support to Co-permittees as questions 
arise during implementation.  In addition, several continuous improvement items for the 
Program were identified during the FY 02-03 performance review meetings that relate to 
C.3. implementation: 
 

1. Develop written tools to be used to train staff on Provision C.3 requirements (in case 
of staff turnover). 

2. Hold future training workshops on multiple days to increase the chances staff will be 
able to attend. 

3. Develop brochures/handouts to provide to developers containing information on 
Provision C.3 with reference to resources containing ideas. 

4. Develop design guidance containing stormwater control opportunities for small road 
modifications. 

5. Follow-up on pesticide reduction guidance to ensure effectiveness. Research 
conflicts between water conservation and pest resistance/pesticide reduction. 

 
Table 1-1 in Section 1 lists the status of and schedule for completing these five items.  
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SCVURPPP budget reviewed by Budget Ad Hoc Task Group on January 13 and 28, 2003 and approved on January 28, 2003 
SCVURPPP submitted to Management Committee on February 10, 2003 (revised and resubmitted February 13, 2003) 
Approved by the Management Committee on February 20, 2003 
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Final Budget Report for FY 03-04 
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TOTAL PROGRAM FY 03-04 BUDGET 
Budget Summary 

 
Item Staff Hours Total Cost 
   
Operational Group   
   
1. Program Management/Administration (EOA) 3,766 $427,009 
2. Permit Management (EOA) 3,206 $476,125 
3. Technical Program Management (EOA) 941 $148,068 
4. Legal Services (MOFO) 0 $66,000 
5. Fiscal Agent (SCVWD) 0 $15,000 
6. RMP Contribution (SFEI) 0 $156,000 
   
Sub-total :  Operational Group  7,913 $1,288,202 
   
 Projects Group   
   
7.  Monitoring Projects (EOA/Subs) 3840 $738,492 
8   NDC Technical Assistance/Guidance 560 $200,000 
9.   PI/P & WEO budget   855 $590,000 
10 Project Monitoring Special Study  (10 % per MOA – moved 
to Collaborative Group) 

0 0 

   
Sub-total :  Project Group  5,255 $1,528,492 
   
   
   
Collaborative Group   
   
A.   Public Information/Participation Projects (estimated)  $15,000 
B.   Project Monitoring Special Study Items  $100,000 
C.   WE&O – PI/P Work Plan Tasks  $125,300 
D.   CASQA Dues  $25,000 
E.   TMDL CEP Participation  $97,000 
F.    NPDES Fee  $108,500 
   
Subtotal: Collaborative Group  $470,800 
   
TOTAL FY 03-04 PROGRAM BUDGET 13,168 $3,287,494 
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TOTAL PROGRAM FY03-04 BUDGET 
Budget Detail 

Item Staff Hours Total Cost 
   
Operational Group   
   
1. Program Management/Administration (EOA)   
 a. Administrative Assistance 1,300 $99,313 
 b. Management Committee and Task Group Support   
  i. Management Committee 850 $73,495 
  ii. Task Groups 790 $99,345 
 c. Program Budget Administration   
  i. Develop Budgets 122 $16,711 
  ii. Prepare Expenditure Reports1 202 $30,404 
 d. Coordinate with Legal Consultant 128 $20,853 
 e. Develop and Manage PI/P Program (see Attachment 1 - 
C4) 

374 $48,423 

 f. Performance Evaluation 0 $0 
 g. Expenses 0 $38,466 
   Subtotal 3,766 $427,009 
   
2. Permit Management (EOA)   
 a. Report Preparation and Submittal   
  i. Annual Report 360 $49,191 
  ii. Work Plans 336 $45,427 
 b. Internal Co-permittee Liaison    
  i. Develop Guidance 140 $18,971 
  ii. Local Program Reviews (delay until FY 04-05) 0 $0 
  iii. Conduct Training (4 Workshops) 360 $48,759 
 c. External Organization Meetings2 960 $134,465 
 d. NDC Implementation Assistance, Tracking & Reporting 340 $45,449 
 e. Implement Continuous Improvement Items 340 $45,838 

f. TMDL Program Tracking, Review & Reporting 370 $45,135 
 g. Expenses 0 $42,890 
   Subtotal 3,206 $476,125 

                                                           
1 Includes coordination with Fiscal Agent. 
2 Includes Program representation at selected BASMAA (Board, New Development Committee, PI/P Committee, 
and Monitoring Committee), California Stormwater Quality Association, Regional Monitoring Program/SFEI, WMI 
(Core Group, Watershed Assessment, Regulatory and Bay Monitoring/Modeling Subgroups), Urban Pesticide 
Committee, and Regional and State Board meetings, and meetings with environmental/public interest groups. 
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3. Technical Program Management (EOA)   
 a. Prepare RFPs, Technical Project Management  398 $56,752 
 b. Technical Review of Work Products 323 $46,460 
 c. Develop/Revise Performance Standards 220 $31,518 
 d. Expenses 0 $13,338 
   Subtotal 941 $148,068 
   
4. Legal Services 0 $66,000 
   
5. Fiscal Agent 0 $15,000 
6. Fees   
 a. NPDES Permit Fee (SWRCB) (Moved to Collaborative) 0 --- 
 b. Regional Monitoring Program Contribution 0 $156,000 
   Subtotal 0 $156,000 
   
Operational Group Total  $1,288,202 
   
Projects Group   
   
7.  Monitoring Projects 1 3,000 $738,492 
8.  NDC Technical Assistance/Guidance 560 $200,000 
9.  PI/P & WEO budget2    
 a. Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign 371 $455,000 
 b. Pesticide User (PU) Outreach  $40,000 
 c. Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach  $25,000 
 d. Regional Collaboration (BASMAA)  $65,000 
 e. Program Supplies  $5,000 
   
   
11. Project Monitoring Special Study (10% per MOA – see 
Collaborative Group ) 

 --- 

   
Projects Group Total   $1,528,492 
   
   
   

                                                           
1 Scope is based on the Program’s Multi-Year (8-year) Monitoring Plan and the following Management Committee monitoring 
priorities: 
1) New projects needed to implement the results and achieve the goals of current projects. 
2) New projects that implement continuous improvement items identified through the annual review process. 
3) Projects that support the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative in one of the following ways: 

a) Investigate beneficial uses and causes of impairment (including field work); 
b) Review and compile environmental data and make it accessible; 
c) Develop strategies for controlling impacts of land use on beneficial uses; 
d) Facilitate and support WMI subgroups (including coordination with other agencies). 

4) Projects identified through participation in regional monitoring collaborative efforts, including the RMP and BASMAA. 
2 On February 15, 2001 the MC approved the Budget Adhoc Task Groups recommendation to incorporate certain elements of the 
PI/P budget into the Projects Group budget. 
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TOTAL PROGRAM FY03-04 BUDGET 

Budget Detail 
 

Item Staff Hours Total Cost 
   
Collaborative Group   
A.   Public Information/Participation Projects   $15,000 
B.   Program Monitoring Special Studies  $100,000 
C.   WE&O – PI/P Work Plan Tasks  $125,300 
D.   CASQA Dues  $25,000 
E.   TMDL CEP Participation  $97,000 
F.    NPDES Fee  $108,500 
   
   
Sub total: Collaborative Group  $470,800 
   
TOTAL PROGRAM FY 03-04 BUDGET  $3,287,494 
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TOTAL PROGRAM FY 03-04 BUDGET 

Backup Information 
OPERATIONAL GROUP 
 
A summary of tasks to be performed by EOA, based on EOA’s current contract with the Santa Clara 
Valley Water District (on behalf of the SCVURPPP), is provided in Items (1.), (2.), and (3.) below. The 
resource requirements for FY 03-04 are based, in part, on the new and/or enhanced requirements 
contained in the RWQCB Order No. 01-024 adopted February 21, 2001 and Order No. 01-119 adopted 
October 17, 2001 (new and redevelopment requirements).   
 
The Budget Ad Hoc Task Group met twice to develop the FY 03-04 budget. The first meeting was held 
on January 13, 2002 and the BATG reviewed the draft budget developed by Program staff dated 
December 23, 2002. The BATG met on January 28, 2003 to review a number budget options. At that 
meeting the BATG agreed on the basic budget assumptions and developed a draft FY 03-04 budget. The 
BATG developed a budget to accomplish the following objectives: 

 
• Maintain the overall FY 03-04 budget consistent with the FY 02-03 budget; 
• Reduce the total Operational and Projects Group budget by ten percent (10%) from the FY 

02-03 budget; 
• Maintain the Co-permittee FY 03-04 assessments approximately equivalent to the FY 02-03 

assessments (this objective is based on the assumption that the Collaborative Group budget is 
funded by all Co-permittees using the MOA participation formula); and 

• Include the estimated (based on a doubling of FY 02-03 fees) annual NPDES permit fees as a 
separate line item in the Collaborative Group budget and distribute the fees to the individual 
Co-permittees based on what each Co-permittee would be expected to be billed by the 
SWRCB1.  

 
A summary of the key budget assumptions is shown below and additional detail that defines the basis for 
the budget are identified in the following sections. 
 

• Labor rate costs increased by 4% above FY 02-03 labor rates. 
• The RMP contribution remained in Operational Group budget without any increase. 
• No increase in Legal Assistance is included (it is assumed that the majority of resources will 

be used to assist with C3 implementation issues, potential TMDL compliance issues, and 
other potential permit compliance issues. A small percentage will be used to follow appeals 
and provide briefings and guidance to Co-permittees on the appeal status and issues.) 

• The Projects Group WE&O campaign budget was reduced by roughly $125,300 and the 
reduction was included in the Collaborative Group budget.  

• The Projects Group WE&O Work PLAN includes a public opinion survey. 
• Interest accrued is available to be used as needed for projects approved by the BATG and MC 

                                                           
1 Attachment 1 contains a preliminary estimate of the NPDES fees.  The BATG reviewed several options for possible payment 
as contained in the attached summary table (November. 26, 2002).  The BATG recommendation was to continue to include 
payment of the FY 02-03 fees in the Program budget consistent with the MOA/Bylaws.  The Management Committee on 
December 19, 2002 concurred with this recommendation. The BATG discussed the various options at its January 28, 2003 
meeting and recommended that the fees be included in the budget as a separate line  and that the assessments include the 
estimated fee that would be billed to each Co-permittee.  
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• Assume no new full-scale watershed assessments are initiated until FY04-05. 
• Co-permittee performance reviews delayed until FY 04-05 
• Include approximately 60% ($97,000) of the requested ($163,000) contribution for 

participation in the Clean Estuary Program as part of a separate Collaborative Group  budget. 
• Include resources to assist with implementing the draft Trash Work Plan (work plan is based 

on implementation over two years). 
• Include resources to conduct the work the Sediment Assessment Work Plan previously 

approved by the MC (Assumes that the SCVWD and other Co-permittees that are part of the 
San Francisquito JPA continue to conduct the permit efforts related to sediment assessments 
in San Francisquito.) 

• Include resources to assist with finalizing guidance for implementation of C3 tasks and assist 
with implementation (Assumes that additional resources contributed by the City of San Jose 
and the SCVWD to assist with conducting the hydrograph management plan (HMP) will 
continue to be available.)  

 
1. Program Management/Administration 
 

a. Administrative Assistance 
 
• General administrative assistance 
• Maintain Program 800 number 
• Distribute PIP and other materials 
• Develop partnerships with external organizations 

 
b. Management Committee (MC) and Ad-Hoc Task Group (AHTG) Support 

 
• Monthly MC meetings (up to 12) - develop, distribute, and post agendas; prepare and mail 

meeting materials; facilitate meetings; draft and finalize minutes; and conduct follow-up 
activities 

• AHTG meetings (up to 40) - support groups formed to address specific tasks (meeting 
number and times vary) 

 
c. Program Budget Administration 

 
• Develop, draft, and finalize FY 2004-2005 budget; organize and facilitate quarterly Budget 

AHTG meetings 
• Coordinate with Fiscal Agent, track expenditures, and prepare quarterly status reports 

 
d. Coordinate with Legal Consultant 

 
• Communicate with and assist Program legal counsel as needed (up to 5 meetings and 10 

extended telephone discussions) on General Program issues. 
 
e. Develop and Manage Program PI/P Program 

 
• Conduct long-range planning for Program PI/P activities 
• Manage development of PI/P work plan for FY 2004-2005 
• Provide support, as needed, to Co-permittee’s requests for public education assistance 
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• Manage the WE&O subcontractors 
• Coordinate and work with the WMI Communications Subgroup and various other adhoc and 

work groups to address numerous new people and “pollutants of concern”.1.  
  
 f. Performance Evaluation 

 
• No budget in FY 03-04. 

 
g. Expenses 
 

• Approximately 10 percent of labor cost 
 
2. Permit Management 

 
a. Report Preparation and Submittal 

• Prepare annual report for FY 2002-2003 and submit to Regional Board by September 15, 
2003 (includes preparation of 1 draft for MC review, reproduction/distribution of 15 copies) 

• Review results of Program activities and recommend improvements 
• Prepare Program Work Plan (or equivalent) for FY 2004-2005 (includes 2 drafts for MC 

review, response to Regional Board comments, reproduction and distribution of 15 copies) 
• Provide guidance for Co-permittees’ work plans 
• Review all Co-permittee Work Plans and Annual Reports for completeness and consistency. 

 
b. Internal Co-permittee Liaison 

 
• Develop guidance on permit requirements 
• Conduct focused local program review meetings for all Co-permittees, summarize meetings, 

make recommendations for improvements 
• Conduct up to four training workshops for co-permittee staff 

 
c. External Organization Liaison 

 
• Represent Program at Regional Board, State Board, BASMAA, Regional Monitoring 

Program, Stormwater Quality Task Force, Urban Pesticide Committee, SCBWMI core and 
relevant subgroups, environmental group/public (up to 88 meetings) 

• Obtain and transmit updates to state NOI database 
 
d. New NDC Permit Compliance Issues 
 

• Meet with Regional Board staff, Program legal counsel, Program ad hoc task group and/or 
environmental groups as needed 

• Prepare responses to comments and supplementary documentation as needed. 
• Conduct the projects to comply with permit provision C.3. 

                                                           
1 Over the next several years PI/P will be a key element of the SCVURPPP.  As the WMI and Program proceed to define and 
implement various outreach efforts, additional time will be required to work with the Ad Hoc, work groups and subgroups.  As 
TMDL programs move forward to address new “pollutants of concern” Program staff will need to work with the regulatory 
agencies and Co-permittees to address these new concerns. 
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 e. Implement Continuous Improvement Items 

 
• Investigate, develop implementation plans, and implement items for Program continuous 

improvement identified in Co-permittee reviews, work plan, and annual report within the 
allocated resources 

• Summarize for Program annual report 
 
f. Expenses 
 

• Approximately 10 percent of labor cost 
 
3. Technical Program Management 
 

a. Prepare RFPs, Technical Project Management 
 
• Develop up to 4 RFPs for technical services 
• Assist implement Multi-Year Monitoring Plan including selection of subcontractors  
• Oversee contractors’ work 
• Coordinate with BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Group and hold up to four Monitoring Ad 

Hoc meetings annually (quarterly basis) 
 

b. Technical Review of Work Products 
 
• Provide technical review of contractor work products 
• Make recommendations to BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Task Group regarding quality of 

work and any modifications needed for improvement. 
 

c. Develop/Revise Performance Standards 
 
• Assist MC in development of one new performance standard, or substantially improve one or 

more existing performance standards at the same level of effort. 
 
d. Expenses 
 

• Approximately 10 percent of labor cost 
 
4. Legal Services 
 
This assumes that the Program will retain the services of Morrison and Foerster (Robert Falk, Esq.) to 
provide legal advice.  The working assumption is that the majority of the legal budget is earmarked for 
assistance with implementing the C3 provisions of the new permit and other permit conditions where 
potential compliance issues may arise. Some minor time will be spent following the pending appeals and 
briefing the Co-permittees.  The estimated budget does not anticipate a significant expenditure of either 
Program staff time or legal time on the pending appeals. 
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5. Fiscal Agent 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Water District is the treasurer and contracting agent for the Program.  This item 
represents the amount to be reimbursed to the District (or other co-permittee) for the staff time involved 
in carrying out this task.  It is assumed that the budget for this item will be the same as previous years.  
All Program staff time required to coordinate with the Fiscal Agent is included under Budget Item 1.c. 
 
6. Fees 
 

a. NPDES Permit Fee 
 
This is the annual fee imposed by the State Water Resources Control Board for NPDES municipal 
storm water permits in the San Francisco Bay area. It was increased by the SWRCB during FY 02-
03.  The FY 03-04 fee is not available and thus is based on the assumption that the SWRCB will 
double the FY 02-03 fees. The annual fees are shown as a separate line item in the Collaborative 
Group budget.  
 
b. Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) Fee 
 
The RMP is a program initiated by the Regional Board to monitor the water quality of San Francisco 
Bay.  The San Francisco Estuary Institute has a contract to conduct sampling in the Bay and 
administer the program with oversight from the Regional Board.  The Program is one of a number of 
dischargers contributing to the cost of the program.  It is expected that the Program will continue to 
fund the RMP at about the same level for each fiscal year for the term of the permit. 

 
PROJECTS GROUP 
 
7. Monitoring Projects 
 
The purpose of this item is to fund technical consultant services for projects that satisfy the monitoring 
requirements of the Program’s NPDES permit.  The estimate of the resource requirements are based on 
implementation of the Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP) submitted to the RWQCB by the MC 
on August 5, 2002 and consistent with Program implementation during the first year of the MY-RWMP. 
In addition, the budget estimate includes resources to cover the following tasks/projects:  SCVURPPP 
data management, copper & nickel baseline actions and reporting, participation in the LUS, fourth year of 
the PCB, Hg, dioxin and chlorinated pesticide monitoring efforts (other pesticide monitoring consistent 
with the permit will be conducted to the extent that budget allows), sediment assessments consistent with 
the MC September 1, 2002 Work Plan, resources for assisting the Co-permittees implementation a two-
year Trash Work Plan and investigating and reporting on trash as a “pollutant of concern” within the 
urban boundary, resources for updating and developing the necessary annual sampling plans, QA plans 
and reporting the surface water monitoring results (as defined within the MY-RWMP), and limited 
resources to assist the ad hoc mercury work group.  
 
8. TMDL MOU Contribution 
 
These resources are used to fund the participation (i.e, technical participation annual cost) in the Clean 
Estuary Program (TMDL MOU between the RWQCB, BASMAA and BACWA). The resources are 
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included as part of the Collaborative Group budget at a level of 60% ($97,000) of the total annual CEP 
request made to the Program.   
 
9. NDC Technical Assistance/Guidance  
 
Resources needed to assist the Co-permittees with completing the implementation guidance for C3c, C3f, 
and assistance on coordinating/developing a consistent approach/system for tracking and reporting O&M 
(C3e) status and compliance. The estimated budgets are based on and consistent with the C3 Work Plan. 
  
10. PI/P and WEO Budget 
 

a. Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign 
 

Funds will be used for year four of an approved multi-year watershed education and outreach 
campaign.  Budget includes: 

! Funding for educational programs at the Alviso Ed Center coordinated with the WE&O 
 campaign; 
! Funding for the ZunZun performances troupe to perform a watershed –themed show at 
 schools in Santa Clara Valley.  
! Funding for a campaign evaluation (public opinion survey and other techniques) by an 

outside consultant. 
 
Proposed Budget breakdown: 

• Campaign consultant budget - $223,580 included in the Projects Group budget and 
$125,300 included as part of Collaborative Group budget.* 

• Alviso Ed Center - $75,700 (Project Group) 

• ZunZun Contract - $25,000 (Project Group) 

• Campaign evaluation consultant budget - $43,900 (Project Group) 

• Program staff support and subcontractor markup- $50,000 and $36,818 (non-
discretionary. 

 
* See Draft FY 03-04 WE&O Work Plan (12-02, revised Feb. 12, 2002) 

 
b. Pesticide User (PU) Outreach 

 
This project combines cost-effective elements of past IPM Store Partnership and Household 
Chemical Management Projects.  Project scope will include items in Program’s Pesticide 
Management Plan (2-15-02), based on provision C.9.d. of the permit, for outreach to residents, 
commercial businesses, and pest control operators. 
 

c. Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 
 

This project encompasses several tasks in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan 
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(3-1-02), provision C.9.c. of the permit.  It involves public education regarding the effects of 
mercury on the environment, products containing mercury and proper disposal of such products.  
The proposed project is the second year of the MC approved budget of $25,000 per year. 

 
d. Regional Collaboration 

 
Total amount is for BASMAA’s baseline budget.  It includes an estimated BASMAA baseline 
budget contribution of $65,000 and CASQA contribution of $25,000 (included in the 
Collaborative Group budget).  

 
e. Program Supplies  
 

Estimated budget for reprints of materials for Program use and other Program supplies.   
 
11. Project Monitoring Special Studies  
 
The line item covers any necessary changes in scope of the projects requiring consultant services.  The 
amount has been set at 10 percent of the total budget of the Projects Group (excluding the PI/P tasks) as 
per the MOA. The BATG recommended for FY 03-4 that the item be included in the Collaborative Group 
budget.
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Attachment 1 
Estimated FY 03-04 Permit Fee 

 
 
 
        

   
Pre FY 02-03 
Fee  FY 03-04   

Jurisdiction %Share  
Current 
Annual Fee Est. Population 

Est. Total New 
Annual Fee   

   $10,000    
Campbell 1.88  $188 25000 $5,000  
Cupertino 2.46  $246 44000 $7,500  
Los Altos 1.59  $159 27000 $2,000  
Los Altos Hills 0.43  $43 8000 $2,000  
Los Gatos 1.74  $174 30000 $5,000  
Milpitas 2.75  $275 60000 $7,500  
Monte Sereno 0.14  $14 20000 $2,000  
Mountain View 3.91  $391 75000 $7,500  
Palo Alto 4.06  $406 60000 $7,500  
Santa Clara 6.23  $623 100000 $12,500  
Saratoga 1.59  $159 30000 $5,000  
Sunnyvale 7.25  $725 130000 $12,500  
Santa Clara Co. 5.94  $594 110000 $12,500  
San Jose 30.01  $3,001 1000000 $20,000  
SCVWD 30.02  $3,002  $0  
TOTAL   $10,000 1,719,000 $108,500  
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9. CO-PERMITTEE PERFORMANCE REVIEWS 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
As part of the Program’s continuous improvement process (as described in the 1997 Urban 
Runoff Management Plan), the Program, Regional Board staff and interested outside parties 
conduct on-site performance reviews of the Co-permittees’ local urban runoff management 
programs.  Performance reviews in recent years have focused on one element of the Co-
permittees’ local programs in detail; however, this year Regional Board staff chose to review 
two elements. 
 
During FY 02-03, the performance reviews focused on the effectiveness of existing New 
Development Control Programs (to determine how individual Co-permittees are preparing to 
implement Permit Provision C.3 requirements); and the implementation of the revised 
Construction Inspection Performance Standard.  To facilitate the incorporation of 
“continuous improvement“ items (determined from the reviews) into the FY 03-04 Work Plan, 
Regional Board staff conducted the reviews during November through December 2002.  
Program staff attended and provided support for the reviews.     
 

SUMMARY OF REVIEW MEETINGS 
 
The performance review meetings focused on the Regional Board staff’s desire to learn how 
Co-permittees are implementing New Development Controls and Construction Inspection 
measures.  The Regional Board staff’s (Jan O’Hara’s) goal of reviewing New Development 
Controls was to (1) gain a better understanding of the steps municipalities are taking to 
implement the new requirements; (2) learn who is responsible for implementing the new 
requirements at each municipality; and (3) determine if implementation has serious 
impediments, and if so, are there any steps Regional Board staff can assist with improving 
implementation.  The goal of reviewing existing Construction Inspection programs was to 
evaluate the Co-permittees’ implementation of the revised Construction Inspection 
Performance Standard.  This review was prompted by the release of an Audubon Society 
report entitled Stormwater and Sediment: An Evaluation of San Jose’s Construction-Site 
Monitoring and Enforcement Program.  The report calls attention to the pollution potential of 
inappropriately maintained construction sites.  The review also helped the Regional Board’s 
new construction site inspector for Santa Clara County, Jolanta Uchman, to become familiar 
with the Co-permittees’ construction inspection programs.  
 
In general, Regional Board staff appeared to be satisfied with the level of effort and the 
direction Co-permittees are taking to implement New Development Controls and 
Construction Inspection requirements.  Regional Board staff is preparing and will soon 
distribute highlights of the review meetings detailing the implementation successes of and 
agreed upon improvements for both program elements.  As a result, it appears that 
everyone (Regional Board staff, Program and Co-permittee staff) understands the current 
and expected implementation requirements pertaining to New Development Controls and 
Construction Inspection measures.           
 
CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT 
 
Continuous improvement of New Development Controls and Construction Inspection 
programs will occur at the Program and local levels.   A list of continuous improvement items 
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identified during each performance review is presented in Table 9-1.  Co-permittees have 
included tasks in their FY 03-04 Work Plans which address the improvements identified for 
their programs. Program tasks are included in the list of continuous improvement tasks for 
FY 03-04 (Table 1-1) and in the Program’s New and Redevelopment Work Plan (Section 7). 
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1 

Co-permittee 
(Review Date) 

Suggested Improvements  

Campbell 
(12/03/02) 

West Valley Communities: 
• Improve data collection process for enhanced reporting requirements.  

Cupertino 
(12/10/02) 

• Enhance internal communication regarding proposed changes to operations. 

Los Altos 
(11/19/02) 

• Set up binder with sample NOI and SWPPP. 

• Improve communication with Regional Board Inspectors if help is required in getting 
schools to cooperate. 

• Enhanced record keeping (pesticide reduction measures, locations of O&M agreements). 

• Provide outreach to private sector on numeric sizing criteria. 

Los Altos Hills 
(11/21/02) 

• Enhanced reporting requirements (per Provision C.3). 

Los Gatos 
(12/03/02) 

• See Campbell (West Valley Communities’ items). 

Milpitas 
(11/12/02) 

• Enhanced record keeping (pesticide reduction measures). 

• Enhanced reporting requirements (per Provision C.3). 

• Verify timeframe necessary to resolve inspection infractions. 

• Improve inspection tracking of public projects. 

Monte Sereno 
(12/03/02) 

• See Campbell (West Valley Communities’ items). 

Mountain View 
(12/03/02) 

• Revise Standard Conditions to incorporate sizing criteria. 

Palo Alto 
(11/19/02) 

• Fine tune means of identifying applicable C.3 projects during the development review 
process. 

• Work with Utilities Water Conservation and Public Works Environmental Compliance staff 
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Co-permittee 
(Review Date) 

Suggested Improvements  

to finalize pesticide reduction requirements/guidance for land development projects. 

• Review City’s CEQA project checklist to verify that all of the C.3 issues are adequately 
addressed. 

• Develop improved mechanism for Environmental Compliance inspector to identify 
construction sites to inspect for potential water quality violations. 

• Revise Illicit/ Illegal Dumping reporting form to better track Construction-related storm 
water quality violations. 

• Verify that staff at the City Welcome Desk knows where to refer callers reporting illegal 
dumping incidents. 

San Jose 
(12/4/02) 

• Improve tracking of inspection information with the “AMANDA” data management system. 

• Train building inspectors to observe and report potential erosion control and storm water 
pollution problems. 

• Investigate the feasibility of increasing the number of people who have authority to issue 
administrative citations. 

Santa Clara 
(12/12/02) 

• Amend conditions of approval and procedures related to NOI sites to include sites with 
disturbed area of 1 acre or greater. 

• Improve information sharing between Street Department and Planning/Building 
Inspection Department on smaller sites (< 5 acres) with erosion potential. 

Saratoga 
(12/03/02) 

• See Campbell (West Valley Communities’ items) 

Sunnyvale 
(11/12/02) 

• Enhance construction inspection specifications to include more enforceable provisions. 

 

Santa Clara County 
(12/19/02) 

• Update Construction Inspection Performance Standard. 

• Look into special use permits for vineyards. 

• Hold focus training for building inspectors. 
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Co-permittee 
(Review Date) 

Suggested Improvements  

• Take more aggressive action in issuing grading violations (i.e. issue more formal 
enforcement actions at earlier stages in the development process). 

SCVWD 
(12/04/02) 

• Improve and implement the District’s enforcement/fine procedures. 

• Increase the frequency of construction site inspections. 

• Improve mechanism for confirming that observed construction sites issues have been 
resolved (e.g., add space on inspection form to indicate whether follow-up action or 
inspection was done). 

SCVURPPP 1. Develop written tools to be used to train staff on Provision C.3 requirements (in case of 
staff turnover). 

2. Hold future training workshops on multiple days to increase the chances staff will be 
able to attend. 

3. Develop brochures/handouts to provide to developers containing information on 
Provision C.3 with reference to resources containing ideas. 

4. Develop design guidance containing stormwater control opportunities for small road 
modifications.  

5. Follow-up on pesticide reduction guidance to ensure effectiveness. Research conflicts 
between water conservation and pest resistance/pesticide reduction.  
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PROGRAM TASKS COMPLETED IN 2002 TO ADDRESS TRASH 
 
The following is a detailed summary of tasks completed by the Program to determine 
procedures that will efficiently and effectively define trash problem areas and identify 
trash sources through monitoring or existing information.  These include: 1) forming a 
Trash Ad Hoc Task Group; 2) completing a technical memorandum entitled Pilot 
Investigation of Trash Hot Spots (June 24, 2002); 3) completing a technical 
memorandum entitled SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Pilot Implementation and 
Testing of RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment-March 1, 2003; 4) developing and 
distributing an Existing Trash Management Practices Survey Form (November 2002) 
to individual Co-permittee staff; 5) completing a preliminary report that documents 
Co-permittee existing trash management practices; and 6) completing a technical 
memorandum entitled Update of the 1999 Catch Basin Retrofit Feasibility Study 
(June 26, 2002).    
 
Trash Ad Hoc Task Group (Trash AHTG) Meetings 
 
To effectively address trash issues, a Trash AHTG was formed by the Program’s 
Management Committee.  Since May 2002, seven AHTG meetings have been 
conducted (see Attachment B for a list of attendees).  AHTG members include 
persons extremely knowledgeable about integrated waste management and the 
enforcement of litter laws.  The initial meeting provided background of existing trash 
management practices implemented by the City of San Jose and Santa Clara Valley 
Water District (SCVWD).  In addition, Regional Board staff (Steve Moore) discussed 
the Regional Board’s position on trash for the 303(d) list and described their Rapid 
Trash Assessment Methodology.  Later meetings contained presentations by 
SCVWD staff describing their Creek Clean-up activities and Santa Clara County staff 
providing a background on their trash enforcement activities.  Since May 2002, the 
Trash AHTG has identified the major issues pertaining to trash assessment and 
trash management practices; developed technical memoranda on the preliminary 
identification of trash problem areas and pilot testing and implementation of the 
Regional Board’s Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology; developed and completed 
the existing trash management practices survey form and commented on the 
preliminary results of the survey.  This information was critical in the development of 
the Trash Work Plan.   Documentation of all meetings has been distributed and is 
available upon request. 

 
Pilot Investigation of Trash Hot Spots 
 
Program staff identified potential trash “hot spots” areas using existing data from the 
City of San Jose, SCVWD and Santa Clara County.  The term “hot spot” was not 
used to denote impairment but to indicate “potential areas of concern” for possible 
improvement or documentation of trash management practices.  Data sources used 
for preliminary identification of trash areas of concern included data collected by the 
Creek Connections Action Group (CCAG), the SCVWD’s Good Neighbor Program 
and the Santa Clara County Department of Environmental Health database that 
documents complaints of litter and illegal dumping on County lands.  The results of 
this study were presented in a technical memorandum entitled Pilot Investigation of 
Trash Hot Spots (SCVURPPP, June 24, 2002).  
 
The memorandum concluded that the available data or information from the 
programs was inadequate to draw definitive conclusions due to either 
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inconsistencies with data collection or scarcity of data.  Interpretation and data 
collection are important not only to identify trash “hot spots” but also to identify the 
effectiveness of current management practices and the potential need for 
improvement of management practices.  The memorandum also recommended 
identifying trash types and possible trash sources (for data collection) as a method of 
characterizing potential trash problem areas.  

 
Implementation and Development of Trash Assessment Methodology 
 
Program staff implemented and tested the Regional Board staff’s Rapid Trash 
Assessment Methodology at nine stream locations in Santa Clara and San Mateo 
Counties.  The results of the study were incorporated in a technical memorandum 
entitled SCVURPPP Pilot Implementation and Testing of the RWQCB Rapid Trash 
Assessment (Attachment C).  The study was a collaborative effort between 
SCVURPPP and San Mateo Countywide Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) to 
determine the utility of the approach for performing the following functions: 1) 
Document baseline levels of trash in creeks; 2) Identify sources of trash and 
appropriate control measures to reduce trash; 3) Evaluate effectiveness of trash 
management practices; 4) Assess all creeks in the SCVURPPP jurisdiction for trash; 
and 5) Assess impairment of beneficial uses from trash.   
 
The Trash AHTG reviewed the results of pilot assessments and identified the 
following recommendations for future implementation of the assessment 
methodology: 
 

• The RWQCB assessment methodology may be useful for measuring baseline 
levels of trash, identifying and prioritizing trash problem areas and evaluating 
the effectiveness of targeted BMPs in future assessments.  In addition, the 
assessment may be useful for identifying potential sources of trash and 
appropriate BMPs.  It is important to note that the RWQCB methodology can 
rapidly estimate trash quantity and quality in a creek for a particular index 
period (e.g., dry season).  However, the methodology does not provide an 
estimate for the total amount of trash entering and being transported through 
receiving waters. 

• The RWQCB methodology is limited in its ability to link assessment results with 
potential impairment to aquatic life uses.  More studies are needed to link trash 
with degraded water quality conditions and impacts to aquatic life.  The 
methodology does provide a direct measure of aesthetic quality of trash, which 
can potentially be used to evaluate impairment of recreational beneficial uses. 

• It is not feasible to implement the methodology to assess all urban creeks.  
Trash levels in creeks will be highly variable due to changes in land use and 
public access.  As a result, the extrapolation of trash assessments (to the 
entire waterbody) is difficult which may lead to the potential misinterpretation of 
results. 

• To improve the interpretation of results in urban streams and the identification 
of trash sources and potential management actions, it is recommended that 
the methodology be revised.  Recommended revisions include the 
development of additional categories and parameters (within the “trash tally 
sheet”) that enhance the distinction of trash sources (e.g., recyclables versus 
Non-recyclables, illegal dumping versus litter, etc.) and modifying numeric 
ranges used in condition categories for certain trash parameters (to better 
represent urban stream conditions). 
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Program staff presented pilot trash assessment results at the October 2 and 
November 6, 2002 BASMAA Monitoring Committee meetings.  Comments from 
BASMAA Monitoring Member members were compiled and considered for final 
revision of the technical memorandum.  The final draft entitled SCVURPPP and 
SMSTOPPP Pilot Implementation and Testing of the RWQCB Rapid Trash 
Assessment was approved by at the February 4, 2003 Trash AHTG meeting.   

 
Documentation of Existing and Planned Trash Management Practices 
 
Working collaboratively with the Trash AHTG and Co-permittee staff, Program staff 
developed and distributed an existing trash management practices survey form to 
individual Co-permittee staff (Attachment D).  The main purpose of the survey was to 
document existing trash management practices and policies for each Co-permittee.  
The survey responses were compiled and entered into a Microsoft Access® 
database.  Preliminary reports were generated from the database to document 
existing trash management practices and policies implemented by the Co-permittees 
(Attachment E).  The Trash AHTG reviewed the reports and commented on the utility 
of this information.   
 
The preliminary report documenting Co-permittees existing trash management 
practices and policies identified a wide range of municipal and agency departments 
and programs that are responsible for trash management and code enforcement.  
These agencies perform a wide range of activities to reduce trash, including: 
 

• Household hazardous waste collection; 
• Solid waste and curb-side recycling programs; 
• Response to trash complaints/incidents; 
• Litter pick-up and trash removal;  
• Street sweeping; 
• Stormdrain operations and maintenance; 
• Incentive programs (free trash pick-up/drop-off days; reduced fees for 

low income residents); 
• Removal of homeless encampments; 
• Anti-litter campaigns; 
• Volunteer creek clean-up programs and events.    

 
Several of the agencies responsible for trash management reported that they 
currently document both trash management activities and/or enforcement actions 
and evaluate effectiveness of these activities, either by routine inspections or 
tracking the number of complaints or work orders.  Some of the agencies have 
developed specific performance measures to evaluate their programs.  Several Co-
permittee municipal staff identified stricter enforcement of anti-litter laws and 
increased level of outreach as additional management activities that would most 
likely improve their agency’s ability to manage litter and illegal dumping. 

 
A concerted effort to address trash is being implemented as part of the City of San 
Jose’s Anti-Litter Campaign entitled “Pick-Up San Jose”.  This campaign was started 
in April 2002 and is modeled after the City’s successful anti-graffiti campaign.  It is a 
collaborative effort between several city and county agencies.  The Anti-litter 
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Campaign’s goal is to make San Jose one of the cleanest, trash-free cities in the 
country.   
 
The Anti-Litter Campaign has the following three key components: 1) eradication of 
litter, 2) community involvement and 3) enforcement of litter laws.  The eradication 
efforts have included identifying 100 trash “hot spots”, which were based on 
complaints from residents and city staff observations, and implementing the Keep 
America Beautiful’s (KAB) Litter Index to evaluate effectiveness of targeted 
management practices.  Volunteers have adopted many identified hot spots for 
periodic trash removal and plan on re-assessing problem areas (using KAB’s litter 
index) on an annual basis.  The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
and Weekend Offender Program are also involved in the clean up of identified hot 
spots.   
 
Community involvement efforts have included the development of anti-litter brochure 
and video entitled Climb the Litter Ladder.  The Anti-Litter Campaign has organized 
volunteers and obtained necessary supplies to conduct trash clean-up events 
(including a major event planned for Earth Day 2003).  Enforcement agencies are 
involved in conducting school outreach to promote anti-litter behavior in kids.  In 
addition, enforcement agencies have reviewed existing ordinances and increased 
their issuance of citations relating to trash violations.  Additional activities conducted 
by local police and the Santa Clara County District Attorney’s Office include the 
outreach and enforcement of tarpaulin ordinances (for solid waste haulers) and the 
development of form letters (sent to fast food restaurants) to promote proper litter 
clean-up. 
 
The Anti-litter Campaign has formed a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), which 
meets on a quarterly basis to discuss accomplishments and milestones.  Each 
agency or program involved in the Anti-Litter Campaign has identified performance 
measures (e.g., number of volunteers or creek cleanup events).  The SCVURPPP 
will continue to coordinate its activities with programs associated with Anti-litter 
Campaign.   Several members of the TAC have regularly attended Trash AHTG 
meetings. Program staff (Paul Randall) attended the January 6, 2003 TAC meeting. 
 
The Trash AHTG agreed that it was difficult to evaluate effectiveness of existing 
trash management practices due to the lack of detailed information.  Several 
agencies reported a high variability of frequencies for certain existing management 
practices (e.g., street sweeping frequency depends on land use and/or district).  The 
surveys were not designed to gather the range of efforts for each practice due to the 
difficulty of evaluating the effectiveness of management practices between Co-
permittees.  In addition, the severity of trash varies among municipalities, requiring 
different levels of management efforts.  As a result, a comparison of existing trash 
management practices between municipalities is less informative.  Additional 
information from Caltrans or the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) is 
needed to provide the “complete picture” of existing trash management practices 
implemented within the Program’s jurisdiction.   
 
Another difficulty in evaluating the survey results was the lack of available 
information to identify existing trash problem areas in creeks.  Knowledge of trash 
problem areas is useful in identifying where existing trash control measures appear 
to be ineffective.  The Program’s technical memorandum entitled Pilot Investigation 
of Trash Hot Spots (dated June 24, 2002) concluded that available data were either 
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too inconsistent or sparse to identify trash problem areas in creeks.  SCVWD 
Operation and Maintenance Departments and creek cleanup organizations have 
recently started documenting trash removal efforts in a more consistent manner.  
Municipalities primarily focus trash management efforts within streets and parks, 
which is the jurisdiction for the majority of departments responsible for trash control.  
The City of San Jose has identified 100 trash “hot spots” as part of its “Pick-Up San 
Jose” anti-litter campaign.  In addition, the City of Palo Alto has developed a trash 
hot spots program, which entails routine patrol of roadside areas identified as trash 
problem areas.  This information can be useful in determining potential sources of 
trash.  However, it will not necessarily identify or describe trash condition within 
creeks. 

 
Update of the 1999 Catch Basin Retrofit Feasibility Study 
 
To address specific recommendations raised in July 12, 1999 Catch Basin Retrofit 
Feasibility Study Technical Memorandum, the Program updated specific 
recommendations regarding inlet screen inserts; investigated the status of model 
designs for pit traps and modified catch basins; and tracked the availability and 
municipal experience with litter control devices, especially in-line deflection separator 
units (continuous deflection separator units).  Based on review and analysis of the 
information listed, specific recommendations regarding storm drain litter control 
devices were made.  In addition to a data review, promising designs and devices 
were analyzed for their effectiveness, technical feasibility, ease of operation and 
maintenance and potential costs.  The results of the review are described in the 
technical memorandum entitled An Update of the 1999 Catch Basin Retrofit 
Feasibility Study (dated June 26, 2002).  This review will assist Co-permittees in 
selecting the potential BMPs necessary to control trash discharges. 
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ATTACHMENT B – SCVURPPP TRASH AHTG MEETING ATTENDANCE LIST 
 

Meeting Date Name Affiliation 
May June1 July Sept Nov Dec Feb 

Alan Jones Santa Clara County Roads and Airports x       
Arleen Feng Alameda County Cleanwater Program    x x   
Bill Grimes Sr. Env. Compliance Spec. @ Parks & Rec x       
Brett Calhoun Santa Clara Valley Water District x  x x  x  
Carrie Wright San Jose - Transportation      x  
Cheri Donnelly West Valley Communities       x 
Chris Rummel DEH. Solid Waste and LEA Section x x x  x  x 
Dave Staub Santa Clara    x x x x 
Ed Morales Santa Clara Valley Water District  x x x     
Elizabeth Neves Creek Connections Action Group x       
Irene Salazar Anti-Graffitti and Litter Program  x  x     
Jack Judkins San Jose – ESD x  x x x x x 
James Downing San Jose – ESD   x x x   
Jan O’Hara RWQCB x x      
Jeff Daniels San Jose x       
Jim Ervin San Jose x x      
Jim Letiner San Jose – Transportation x       
Josephine Byer Santa Clara County Roads and Airports    x  x x 
Kathy Wells Santa Clara County DA's Office x    x x  
Kay Moss Santa Clara Valley Water District x  x   x  
Kristin Kerr SCVURPPP Program Staff x x x     
Kristy McCumby-Hyland Sunnyvale x x x x x x x 
Lisa Fleming Santa Clara Valley Water District    x   x 
Lisa Rose San Jose Graffitti Abatement & Anti-Trash Campaign x  x x  x  
Margaret Rands County Integrated Waste Mgmt. Program Mgr x       
Mondy Lariz RPMC - FFF x x    x x 
Mary Morse San Jose - ESD      x  
Paul Randall SCVURPPP Program Staff   x x x x x 
Phil Bobel Palo Alto x x x  x x x 
Randy Turner Creek Connections Action Group x       
Rene Eyerly West Valley Communities x       
Rob Boyles AGLP      x  
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Meeting Date Name Affiliation 
May June1 July Sept Nov Dec Feb 

Roberto Medina Palo Alto    x    
Roger Lee Santa Clara x       
Roger Narsim Santa Clara Valley Water District      x  
Sandra Dutra San Jose x  x     
Skip Lacaze San Jose, ESD/IWM x x x x x x x 
Steve Homan Santa Clara County x x x x    
Steve Moore RWQCB x       
Tom Mumley RWQCB x       
John Fusco SCVURPPP Program Staff x  x x x x x 
Trish Mulvey CLEAN South Bay x x x x x x  
 
1 Not all attendees were reported in meeting minutes 
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 SCVURPPP AND SMSTOPPP PILOT  

IMPLEMENTATION AND TESTING OF  
RWQCB RAPID TRASH ASSESSMENT 

March 1, 2003 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Program staff implemented and tested the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) 
Rapid Trash Assessment Worksheet at nine stream locations in Santa Clara and San Mateo 
Counties.  Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) and San 
Mateo Countywide Pollution Prevention Program (SMSTOPPP) are collaborating to determine 
the utility of the approach for performing the following functions: 
 

• Document baseline levels of trash in creeks  
• Identify sources of trash and appropriate control measures to reduce trash 
• Evaluate effectiveness of trash management practices 
• Assess all creeks in the SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP jurisdiction for trash 
• Assess impairment of beneficial uses by trash 
 

Results of the pilot assessment were presented by Program staff at the September 25th 

SCVURPPP Trash Ad Hoc Task Group (AHTG) and at the October 2, 2002 BASMAA 
Monitoring Committee meeting.  Comments from the Trash AHTG were compiled and 
incorporated into the discussion section of this memorandum.  The current draft of the trash 
assessment technical memorandum was approved by the AHTG at the November 4, 2002 Trash 
AHTG meeting.   
 
Development and implementation of trash assessment protocols is one component of the 
SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Trash Work Plans.  SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP will consider the 
recommendations included in this memorandum and comments from Regional Board staff and 
members of the BASMAA Monitoring Committee for future implementation of trash 
assessments.   
 
BACKGROUND 
 
A November 2001 Regional Board staff report proposes changes to the 1998 303(d) list of 
impaired water bodies in the Bay area.  The staff report states there “are excessive levels of trash 
in virtually all urbanized waterways of the San Francisco Bay Region.”  However, listing these 
waterways as impaired by trash is not proposed due to a lack of consistent assessment 
methodology.   
 
Instead, the staff report proposes placing all Bay area urban creeks, lakes, and shorelines on a 
preliminary or “monitoring” list due to the threat of trash to impair water quality.  It states that 
between now and the next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to assess trash 
impairments in their jurisdictions, as documented by storm water agencies in annual reports to the 
Regional Board.  The report recommends that the approach mirror the standard TMDL approach 
of defining the problem, identifying the sources through monitoring or existing information, and 
developing a program of action to address the principle sources.  Regional Board staff will review 
this specific information in the next listing cycle and determine whether specific water bodies 
warrant 303(d) listing for trash, and note the existence of relatively clean urban streams.   
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METHODS 
 
The RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment Version 6.0 was released to the public on September 25, 
2002.  The assessment was designed for several purposes, including ambient monitoring, 
evaluation of management actions, and evaluation of the effects of public access to trash 
condition of creeks.  The RWQCB began implementing the trash assessment in summer of 2002 
as part of their Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP).  
 
The assessment protocol includes identification and enumeration of all trash items that occur 
below high water line and along stream banks within a 100-foot section of stream.  The second 
part of the RWQCB protocol includes determination of condition for six assessment parameters 
(scores 0-20, higher score = less trash) using the narrative parameter descriptions provided in the 
assessment worksheet.  Program staff attended a training session on these protocols given by 
RWQCB staff.  In addition to implementing the assessment approach, Program staff took digital 
photographs at each site to determine if photo documentation could accurately depict level of 
trash and potential impairment. 
 
The pilot testing of the RWQCB’s approach did not include implementing the assessment during 
different seasons to determine temporal variation of trash condition at individual sites.  The pilot 
assessment was conducted in the fall to capture levels of trash in the creeks prior to winter rains, 
and before the national trash cleanup event that occurred on September 21st 2002. 
 
Assessments were completed over a two-day period in September 2002 at five stream locations 
within San Pedro Creek (Figure 1), a coastal watershed in San Mateo County, and four stream 
locations in Coyote Creek watershed (Figure 2), which is located in the eastern portion of the 
Santa Clara Valley and drains into the South Bay.  The assessment locations were selected based 
on several factors including known problem areas, land use type (residential, commercial, open 
space) and stream size.  Creek segments in Upper Penitencia (total =3) and San Pedro Creek 
(total = 5) were selected at different points in each respective watershed to represent varying 
degrees of urbanization, i.e., sites at the lower, middle and upper sections of the urbanized portion 
were surveyed within each watershed.  One site on Coyote Creek was sampled to identify the 
feasibility of this assessment approach in larger streams. 
 
RESULTS 
 
Individual parameters scores, total scores and the number of major trash item types for each 
assessment site are provided in Tables 1 and 2.  Major findings include: 
 

1) Known problem areas had the worst scores within each watershed.  The flea market 
site, although not previously identified as a problem area, had low trash scores (more 
trash) with an apparent chronic trash problem and should be considered a problem area.  
The two highest scores (less trash) were at the upper sites of each watershed, toward the 
edge of the urban boundary. 

   
2) Total scores (parameter scores combined) decreased and total trash items increased in 

the downstream direction.  Most of the individual assessment parameter scores also 
decreased in the downstream direction, with the exception of the human health 
parameter, which was consistently rated as sub-optimal at all but two sites.   
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Figure 1. Location of pilot trash assessments conducted in San Pedro Creek. 

Figure 2. Location of pilot trash assessments conducted in Upper Penitencia and Coyote 
Creek. 
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3) The survey worked best in Upper Penitencia and San Pedro Creeks because all areas of 

the stream habitat were accessible and generally visible.  The assessment at the site on 
Coyote Creek was less effective because the creek was too deep in some areas and the 
visibility too poor to accurately identify all trash items.  There were generally no 
problems identifying trash along the stream banks, although there was difficulty in 
some instances of identifying the upper boundary (see # 5).   

 
4) Digital photographs provided insufficient details to identify level of trash, estimate 

threats to water quality, or potential sources of trash.  The relative number of trash 
items and types of trash are not clearly distinguishable.  These results were consistent 
with earlier RWQCB evaluation.  The photos may be useful for identifying benchmarks 
that define site boundaries and for documenting the general conditions of the site. 

 
5) Using slightly different definitions for the stream bank boundary can have significant 

impact on the results.  Incorporating trash items along the edge of upper right bank 
adjacent to a parking lot (at lowest site in San Pedro Creek) resulted in decreasing the 
total score from 74 to 30.  Integrating trash for the upper section of streambank was 
questionable in this case because dense riparian vegetation appeared to prevent trash 
from entering the creek.  There was minimal evidence of trash in the creek.  

 
6) The lower site of San Pedro Creek and Upper Penitencia Creek (flea market) were 

cleaned up for trash shortly after the assessment.  If the assessment had been repeated 
after the cleanup, the trash scores would have been much improved.  

 
7) Eight of nine sites were rated poor for quantity of trash.  In contrast, half of these eight 

sites were qualitatively rated sub-optimal (visual estimation of trash problem).  As a 
result, conditions for qualitative and quantitative parameters were not very well 
correlated.   

 
8) The most common trash items for all sites were plastic (primarily bags, bottles and 

wrappers), biodegradable (mostly paper), and metal (aluminum foil wrappers and cans).  
Trash items were more prevalent below the water line, with the exception of paper, 
cigarette butts and glass bottles, which were more common on the stream banks. 

 
9) The trash items found that were considered potential threats to aquatic organism health 

were typically plastic (bags, bottles, wrappers) and other buoyant items (styrofoam and 
cigarette butts).  The condition rating for aquatic health parameter was largely based on 
the relative number of these items found (e.g., low, medium prevalence, large amount), 
regardless if the plastic items were in the creek or on the bank.  The scores typically 
decreased in the downstream direction. 

 
10) There were few trash items found considered to be threats to human health. The most 

common were sharp objects, such as glass and jagged metal.  There were animal feces 
and diapers found on the banks of two sites.  The condition for this parameter was never 
optimal because there was always glass found on-site; five of the nine sites were rated 
sub-optimal due to presence of glass.  There were no spatial trends observed for this 
parameter. 

 
11) Dumping and littering appear to be a major problem for some sites we assessed.  All 

four sites that were rated poor for this parameter had the lowest total scores and the 
highest number of trash items.  Three of these sites were commercial and one was 
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Table 1. Rapid trash assessment results from watersheds in Santa Clara and San Mateo County.  Individual trash assessment parameter scores  
range from 0-20, with low numbers representing poor conditions.  Similarly, low total score represents poor conditions. The sites marked with (*) 
refer to previously known trash problem areas. 

Trash Assessment Parameter Scores 
Location Description Site Id Land use Date 

Qual. Quant. Aquatic 
Life 

Human 
health 

Dump/ 
Litter Accum 

Total 
Score 

Santa Clara County (Upper Penitencia Creek)         
Fleamarket UP-1 Commercial 9/12/02 6 0 5 16 5 7 39 
Penitencia Park (lower) UP-2 Residential/park 9/12/02 13 4 11 3 12 10 53 
Penitencia Park (upper) UP-3 Residential/park 9/12/02 15 5 15 15 14 13 77 
Watson Park (Coyote)* C-1 Undeveloped Park 9/12/02 8 2 4 12 1 6 33 
San Mateo County (San Pedro Creek)          
Above Pacifica Beach* SPC-T-1 Commercial 9/20/02 6 1 4 5 5 9 30 
Behind Sanchez Art Center SPC-T-2 Residential 9/20/02 12 3 6 15 15 4 55 
Below Linda Mar Bridge SPC-T-3 Residential 9/20/02 12 3 8 15 14 5 57 
Above Oddstad Bridge SPC-T-4 Residential/park 9/20/02 15 6 14 15 13 19 82 
Behind Shopping Center 
(North Fork)* 

SPC-T-5 Commercial 9/20/02 1 0 1 11 5 1 19 

 
Table 2. Total number of items from each major category of trash tallied in trash assessments for nine locations in Santa Clara and San Mateo 
County.  Stream location “A” and “B” represents above and below, respectively, high water line.  

Site Id Plastic Biohazard Const 
Debris 

Misc. Metal Large 
Items 

Toxic Bio-
degradable 

Glass Fabric Total # 

Location B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A  
UP-1 77 85 0 0 3 0 2 13 10 4 0 0 0 0 35 36 0 0 1 4 270 
UP-2 22 7 2 0 5 0 2 0 14 0 0 0 1 0 6 6 6 0 2 1 74 
UP-3 17 13 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 7 12 2 1 1 0 61 
C-1 35 17 0 0 4 0 1 0 10 2 20 0 0 0 18 26 3 3 2 2 143 

SPC-T-1 32 46 0 1 2 0 1 61 4 6 0 0 0 0 4 64 0 1 0 1 223 
SPC-T-2 66 29 0 0 11 0 4 0 14 3 1 0 0 0 3 6 1 1 14 3 156 
SPC-T-3 80 10 0 0 8 0 14 1 11 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 1 1 132 
SPC-T-4 5 9 0 0 4 1 1 0 9 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 9 1 1 47 
SPC-T-5 205 31 0 0 11 17 14 3 29 11 4 1 0 0 19 4 0 11 2 4 366 

Total 539 247 2 1 48 19 41 78 102 32 25 2 1 0 96 156 16 26 24 17 1472 
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undeveloped parkland, which had low scores due to dumping.  A majority of the trash 
observed was from littering, not dumping.  
 

12) Accumulation of trash generally increases in the downstream direction as expected, 
with the exception of the lower site on San Pedro Creek, which had very little 
accumulated trash.  This may be due to yearly trash clean up events.  Only two of nine 
sites had less than five accumulated trash items; the rest of the sites were marginal or 
poor.     

 
 
 DISCUSSION 
 
The SCVURPPP Trash AHTG evaluated the results of the pilot assessment and the overall 
approach used in the RWQCB protocols.  The AHTG addressed the following questions to 
evaluate the utility of the RWQCB’s assessment protocols for assessing trash in urban streams:  
 

• What role should the RWQCB’s protocol play in assessing trash? (e.g., identify baseline 
levels of trash in urban creeks; document status and trends; identify trash sources; evaluate 
effectiveness of BMPs). 

• How feasible is the approach to assess all urban creeks in SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP 
jurisdictions? 

• Can the results be used to assess potential impairment to beneficial uses? 
• What refinements would enhance utility of the assessment approach? 

 
Role of Trash Assessment for SCVURPPP 
 
The Trash AHTG agreed that the RWQCB trash assessment could be used at specific reaches to 
establish baseline levels of trash during selected index periods.  The dry season is optimal time 
period to use RWQCB protocols since low water levels provides maximum access to streambed 
and banks to measure trash condition.  It is important to note the amount of trash documented in 
the assessment does not measure total amount of trash that enters and is transported in receiving 
waters, but rather more of a rapid estimate of trash condition for a snapshot in time in a limited 
number of locations.  The trash assessments are useful to identify and prioritize trash problem 
areas.  Future assessments could be conducted at these sites and index period using the same 
protocols to document status and trends or to help evaluate the effectiveness of targeted BMPs.  
In addition, the assessment results may assist in the identification of potential sources of trash and 
appropriate BMPs to implement.  Overall, the protocols would be useful in prioritizing and 
implementing management activities and measuring the effectiveness of these actions. 
 
One limitation identified by the AHTG is related to implementing the RWQCB protocols to 
characterize trash conditions for entire water bodies or subwatersheds.  The level of trash within a 
single waterbody is assumed to be highly variable due to changes in land use, accessibility, size 
of the watershed, and channel characteristics (e.g., gradient, stream vegetation).  Typically, many 
100-foot sections would need to be assessed to measure the range of trash conditions found 
within an entire creek.  Assessing some sections of creek and extrapolating the information to 
larger areas, however, could lead to misinterpretation of the results and potential listing for an 
entire waterbody based on data collected at a few reaches.  Further discussion on the feasibility of 
using the RWQCB protocols to assess trash for all creeks within SCVURPPP or SMSTOPPP 
jurisdiction is provided below. 
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Another limitation of the RWQCB protocols is that it was not designed to assess lakes, shorelines 
or sloughs, which are types of waterbodies that are identified on the Regional Board’s 
“monitoring” list due to the threat of trash to impair water quality.   
 
The Trash AHTG agreed that the RWQCB protocols provide a standardized approach to assess 
trash, which could be used on a regional basis.  Collaboration with other storm water programs 
and SWAMP using the same protocols would provide a larger data set for more detailed data 
analyses, which may include identifying relationships between trash condition and land use types.  
These relationships would assist managers in identifying potential trash problem areas and aid in 
selecting appropriate assessment locations.  In addition, compilation of assessment data taken in 
urban streams would be useful for statistically identifying thresholds used in the condition 
categories for each of the assessment parameter (see recommendation section below).  Program 
staff has started compiling trash assessment data gathered from Alameda County Cleanwater 
Program and Regional Board efforts. 
 
Feasibility of Assessing all SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Creeks 
 
The Trash AHTG believed it was not feasible or cost-effective to use the RWQCB protocols to 
assess all creeks within the SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP jurisdiction.  High variability of trash 
conditions would be expected within sections of urban creeks.  In addition, an estimation of trash 
levels for a single creek would require numerous assessments.  It is more cost effective to assess 
already known trash problem areas or in land uses that are associated with litter or illegal 
dumping and then monitor these sites over time to determine trends or evaluate the effectiveness 
of BMPs.  The Trash AHTG agreed that a decision to spend resources on conducting trash 
assessments for all creeks in their jurisdiction needs to be weighed with efforts to resolve 
problems that have already been identified.  For example, schools and commercial areas are land 
uses that are often associated with trash-impacted areas. The Trash AHTG will identify a process 
for prioritizing creek segments (potentially on land use) and implementing trash assessments as a 
task in the SCVURPPP Trash Work Plan.  The proper entity (e.g., municipality/agency staff or 
volunteer citizen group) to conduct trash assessments will also be determined as a task in the 
Work Plan. 
 
Utility of Assessment to Measure Potential Impairment 
 
The trash AHTG identified several limitations of the protocol in linking trash assessment results 
with potential impairment to beneficial uses.  First, there is no clear linkage between type of trash 
items or number of trash items in a reach to beneficial use impairment.  There are no established 
criteria or threshold values of specific trash items that can be used to estimate the relative 
impairment to most beneficial uses.  An exception may be using both quantitative and qualitative 
assessment parameters to evaluate the aesthetic quality of streams for recreational beneficial uses.  
Two parameters (aquatic and human health) identify specific trash items that may affect 
beneficial use attainment, but more than the presence of these items is needed to determine the 
level of impairment.  For example, there is no method to determine how many small persistent 
trash items (e.g., styrofoam pellets) are necessary to impact aquatic biota.  In addition, the link 
between human health and the presence of human diapers or animal feces within a 100-foot 
section of stream has not been clearly established.  These trash items may not have direct contact 
with the water and in some cases, may not even contain human pathogens.  Furthermore, the 
threat to human health ranking does not take into account the potential level of public exposure.  
Exposure to contaminated water or sharp objects (e.g., glass and metal) is dependent on the level 
of accessibility to a creek (e.g., fences limit access to creeks) and creek conditions (e.g., depth of 
water).    
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Recommendations for Modifying Protocols 
 
The RWQCB protocols were designed to assess both rural and urban stream conditions.  The 
threshold values used to identify conditions for some of the assessment parameters may be too 
conservative and not adequately represent the range of conditions typically found in urban 
streams.   As a result, most urban creek segments are likely to fall into the poor or marginal 
categories.  Ubiquitous low scores for all urban creeks would not provide adequate resolution to 
distinguish spatial or temporal variation in trash conditions.   
 
The RWQCB protocols are intended to assist in management decisions, such as source 
identification.  The utility for the protocols to identify trash sources could be enhanced if litter 
and illegal dumping were distinguished to better assist managers in the identification of 
appropriate BMPs to reduce the trash.  In addition, new trash item categories should be added to 
enhance evaluation of BMP effectiveness, such as recycling programs.  For example, tallying 
aluminum cans and plastic bottles that are labeled with California Redemption Value (CRV) 
symbol, along with non-CRV cans and bottles can help determine if recycling programs are 
effective at reducing trash in creeks. 
 
Additional information should also be included in the assessment procedures.  The assessment 
datasheet should include a place to indicate if an enforcement action or cleanup event is needed.  
Previous history of trash management activities (e.g., previous or planned cleanup events; known 
trash problem area) should be documented.  Photo documentation should be used when at sites 
with large amounts of trash. 
 
Based on the pilot evaluation, Table 3 lists some limitations of the RWQCB protocols for 
conducting trash assessments of urban creeks and provides recommended modifications.  These 
modifications could be incorporated as an “urban management version” of the RWQCB protocols 
and not result in changes to the original protocols being used for the SWAMP program.    The 
Trash AHTG will coordinate all recommended modification of the protocols with other 
stormwater programs, BASMAA Monitoring Committee and the RWQCB staff in order to 
develop a standardized approach for conducting trash assessments on a regional basis.  The 
SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP have identified tasks in their respective Work Plans to consider the 
recommendations to modify RWQCB assessment methodology for the purpose of developing a 
tool to evaluate trash problem areas.  The assessment approach should also be evaluated in the 
future for continuous improvement as additional assessment results become available.
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Table 3. Recommended Modifications to RWQCB Assessment Parameters 
Trash Assessment 
Parameter 

Limitation Recommendation 

Actual Number of Trash 
Items 

Numerical thresholds used 
to rate categories too 
conservative and not 
representative for range of 
conditions in urban streams 

Compile additional assessment 
results from urban streams and 
statistically compute ranges. 

 Difficult to evaluate BMP 
effectiveness for existing 
trash item categories  

Include additional categories useful 
for evaluating BMP effectiveness 
(e.g., distinction between recyclable 
and non-recyclable cans and 
bottles) 

Threat to Aquatic Life Subjective rating (little, 
medium, large) for number 
of persistent trash items may 
not provide consistent 
results. 

Compile additional assessment 
results for specific trash items 
found in urban streams and 
statistically compute ranges. 

 Equal weighing for trash 
above and below water line. 

Place greater weight on trash below 
water line.  Define water line mark 
as the bankfull channel. 

Threat to Human Health Human health threats are 
determined only by presence 
of specified trash items, not 
on potential for exposure. 

Include additional rating for 
potential risk of exposure (e.g., 
public access: good/poor; wadable 
habitat: yes/no). 

Illegal dumping and 
Littering 

Doesn’t provide a 
mechanism to distinguish 
two different trash sources. 

Separate into two separate 
categories to enhance distinction of 
trash sources. 

Illegal dumping and 
Littering 

Litter categories do not 
address accumulation from 
adjacent land uses that result 
from wind. 

Include narrative description to rate 
wind accumulated litter from 
adjacent land uses; expand its 
definition of “shoreline littering” to 
include “litter within creek and 
banks that appear to originate from 
adjacent land uses.” 

Accumulation of trash Numerical thresholds used 
to rate categories not 
representative for range of 
conditions in urban streams. 

Compile additional assessment 
results from urban streams and 
statistically compute ranges. 
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ATTACHMENT D

 Co- Permittee: _______________ Contact Person: _______________ Position: _______________ 
Phone: _______________ E-mail: _______________ Date: _______________ 

 
1. Does your municipality/agency conduct or participate in the following trash management activities: 
   Frequency of Activity 
Household Hazardous Waste Collection £ Yes £ No ________ 
Solid waste recycling program £ Yes £ No ________ 
Curb-side recycling program £ Yes £ No ________ 
Respond to trash complaints £ Yes £ No ________ 
Litter pick-up and control £ Yes £ No ________ 
Trash removal from receptacles £ Yes £ No ________ 
Street sweeping £ Yes £ No ________ 
Storm drain operations and maintenance  £ Yes £ No ________ 
Inspection and maintenance of storm drain outfalls in creeks £ Yes £ No ________ 
Free trash pick-up and /or drop-off days £ Yes £ No ________ 
Reduced trash collection fees for low-income residents £ Yes £ No ________ 
Removal of homeless encampments along waterways £ Yes £ No ________ 
Anti-litter campaigns £ Yes £ No ________ 
Volunteer creek clean-up programs £ Yes £ No ________ 
  
2. Which departments of your municipality/agency are responsible for trash management activities/programs and/or the 

enforcement of litter laws?  
 

3. Provide the role of each department in trash management and/or litter/solid waste enforcement (e.g., Grounds Dept- 
litter control in parks and medians). 

 
 

4. How does your agency determine the effectiveness of existing trash management activities or programs?  How do you 
document effective trash management practices?   What, if any, future plans do you have to improve documentation? 
 
 

5. What incentive programs are in place to reduce litter and illegal dumping? Do disincentives (e.g., expensive landfill 
tipping fees, few trash receptacles, etc.) exist which prevent proper trash management? 

 
 

6. What mechanisms does your municipality/agency use to document trash complaints and/or incidents?  (e.g., report 
forms; database) 
 

7. What, if any, ordinances are in place to enforce litter or illegal solid waste dumping laws?  What, if any, enforcement 
actions are available to remedy illegal dumping or trash-related violations?  Do you have mechanisms to collect 
penalties?  If so, what are they?  
 

8. What additional activities and/or programs do you feel would improve your agency’s ability to manage litter and illegal 
dumping?  
 

 
9. Provide interesting anecdotes relating to trash management and/or litter/solid waste enforcement.  Provide any 

additional information you wish to share. 
 

 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



F:\Sc43\Sc43-06\work plan attachments\ATTACHMENT E.doc 

ATTACHMENT E 
 
Preliminary Reports Documenting Existing Trash Management Practices and 
Policies of the SCVURPPP Co-permittee Municipalities and Agencies  
 
Program staff developed and distributed an existing trash management practices survey 
form to individual Co-permittee staff (Attachment D).  The main purpose of the survey 
was to document existing trash management practices and policies for each Co-
permittee.  The survey responses were compiled and entered into a Microsoft Access® 
database.  Preliminary reports were generated from the database to document existing 
trash management practices and policies implemented by the Co-permittees.  The first 
report contains Co-permittee responses to survey question number one; the second 
report contains responses from survey questions 2 - 9.  The Trash AHTG reviewed 
these reports and commented on the utility of this information at the December 18 Trash 
AHTG to help in the development of the Trash Work Plan.   
 
The AHTG determined that additional information to the survey data reports would 
enhance the report and assist the Program to better evaluate the effectiveness of 
existing management practices and to identify where potential management actions are 
needed.  As part of the Trash Work Plan, Program staff will continue to collect 
information (and data sources) related to existing trash management practices and 
policies of agencies within the SCVURPPP jurisdiction.  Additional surveys and 
interviews with individual Co-permittees will assist in filling in the gaps and provide a 
more detailed and comprehensive documentation of existing trash management and 
monitoring activities.  In addition, the location of known trash problem areas will be 
collected from the Co-permittee agencies to assist in the evaluation of current 
management practices. 
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Co-permittee Existing Trash Management Practices Survey
Detail Report

1. Does your municipality/agency conduct or participate in the following trash management activities:

Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping

Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

Cupertino

On-going
On-going
Variable
As Required
On-going
On-going
Variable

Annually
N/A
Biannual
On-going
As Required
N/A
Biennial

Biweekly at homes.  Weekly (minimum) at apartments and businesses.
Not a frequent problem
Regularly picked up by City staff on Stevens Creek and De Anza Blvds.
Picked up at parks and main streets.
City contractor sweeps commercial areas once a week.  Residential areas are swept twice a week.  Approximately 50 % of 
streets have sweeping and  no parking signs.
Storm drain inlets are vacuumed out annually.
Maintained by SCVWD.
Two on-call disposal days a year.
Senior, low-income rates available.
Not common in Cupertino.
Never been an important problem in Cupertino.
Every other year or so- if warranted by litter in creeks.

Activity Frequency Notes

Household hazardous waste collection

Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

Los Altos

Variable

N/A
Bimonthly
Complaint Dri
Variable
Daily
Variable
Annually
Annually
Biannual
N/A
As Required
N/A
N/A

Administered by the County.  Available by appointment with Sunnyvale being the closest location.  Los Altos does host a 
collection event one week/year by appointment.

Responses are made when complaint is received.  Action will depend on the complaint.
City parks are cleaned-up daily.  City boulevards are cleaned-up monthly.  Various events are cleaned-up after completion.
Commercial areas and City Parks are picked-up daily.
Residential streets are swept monthly and streets within commercial areas are swept weekly.
Cleaned annually and additionally as needed.

By appointment

Activity Frequency Notes

Friday, February 28, 2003 Page 1 of 9
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Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

Los Altos Hills

N/A
Weekly
Weekly
Upon Request
Upon Request
Routine
Biannual
Annually
Annually
Occasionally
N/A
N/A
N/A
Biannual

By contract

By events

Volunteering events

Activity Frequency Notes

Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

Milpitas

By Appointme
Weekly
Weekly
Complaint Dri
As Required
Daily
Variable
Annually
Biannual
Bimonthly
N/A
As Required
On-going
Biannual

Commercial (weekly), Residential (bimonthly).  Milpitas sweeps approximately 10,000 curb miles/year.

Landfill drop-off- Second and fourth Saturday of each month.

Requested by the Police
Informational letters
In May and September

Activity Frequency Notes

Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

Mountain View

Weekly
On-going
On-going
Complaint Dri
On-going
On-going
Variable
Variable
N/A
Biannual
N/A
Complaint Dri
On-going
Biannual

County HHW

Routine, varies by district
Routine, varies by area

On a complaint basis
Regular articles and education regarding proper trash management (schools)
Two city events per year.

Activity Frequency Notes

Friday, February 28, 2003 Page 2 of 9
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Household hazardous waste collection

Solid waste recycling program

Curb-side recycling program

Respond to trash complaints

Litter pick-up and control

Trash removal from receptacles

Street sweeping

Stormdrain operations and maintenance

Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days

Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

Palo Alto

Variable

Daily

Weekly

Variable

Variable

Variable

Variable

Variable

As Required
Annually

On-going
As Required
As Required
Variable

Palo Alto provides a drop-off location rather than a collection event(s).  Drop-off is available five days/week for mercury, silver 
and organophosphate pesticides; daily for oil antifreeze and batteries and monthly for all other hazardous waste streams..
Backyard pick-up of recyclables and green waste available for the handicapped.  The Palo Alto Landfill, Recycling Center, and 
green waste composting area are open to residents 7 days/week at extremely reasonable rates.  Recycling and green waste 
areas are free.
Weekly, backyard pick-up.  Weekly curbside recycling (bottle, cans, paper, dry-cell batteries, certain plastics, cardboard).  Weekly 
curbside green waste pick-up.
Messy dumpster areas are brought to the attention of the property owner, verbally first, then via letter.  If compliance does not 
result, the sanitation company (City contractor) can clean the area and bill the property owner.  In addition, trash on private 
property is a Palo Alto Municipal Code ( PAMC) violation (esp. visible trash – front yard). Incoming complaints result in: a) 
Logging and tracking; b) Inspection within 5 days; c) Notice of Violation (NCR form delivered or posted.); d) Can be followed by 
letter; e) Can be followed by administrative penalty and criminal action.
a) University Avenue Patrol (Green Machine)- Daily- July 1 through December 31; Five days/week- January 1 through June 30.  
Hot spots program- Patrol of identified roadside areas known to accumulate trash.  Persons who litter are subject to action by 
the Police Department. The California Vehicle Code is used to prosecute cases of littering from a moving vehicle.  Cases are 
investigated and appropriate ones are referred to the District Attorney.  The California Penal Code or the PAMC is used to 
prosecute other cases of littering.  Penal Code cases are referred to the District Attorney and PAMC cases are referred to the 
City Attorney.  Complaints and observations of trash result in clean-up by City Staff (or SCVWD staff for most creek-bed areas).  
If the responsible party is known, the facts are referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and Community Environment 
Department) for enforcement.  Land fill Litter Control- Litter migration from the working face of the Landfill is controlled 
primarily through the use of the alternate daily cover tarps, weekly cover and the use of permanent and portable fencing.  Litter 
is routinely picked up by landfill personnel on an as-needed basis.  Materials dropped off from vehicles that may pose a hazard 
are picked up immediately. In the event of high winds, temporary staff is brought on to augment permanent staff, if needed, to 
pick up windblown litter.
Daily from July 1 through December 31. Five days/week January 1 through June 30.
b) Hot spots program: Patrol of identified roadside areas known to accumulate trash.
Sanitation Company (contractor) removes spilled or overflowing containers as well as trash in the containers; Sanitation 
Company is required to clean up trash if it spills.  Fines are possible.  Trash receptacles are emptied by Sanitation Company 
(City contractor) at various frequencies depending on location.  Trash pick-up of grounds is performed at various frequencies by 
either City staff or maintenance contractor depending on location.
a) Three times per week in Major Commercial Areas (University and California Avenues); b) Weekly in other areas; c) Highway 
101 - State responsibility; d) Oregon & Foothill Expressways – County responsibility.
a) Each catch basin cleaned each fall (annually); b) If debris is observed in a line next to a catch basin, the line is flushed; c) 
Special areas are addressed as needed (e.g. construction site areas after the project is over.); d) Enforcement actions for 
discharges to the storm drain are taken when intentional discharges are observed; e) Residents and Businesses who sweep 
excess leaves or debris into the street are notified (via door hanger) of the code violation; f) If the practice continues, it is 
referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and Community Environment Department).
Typically, there are no locations where trash collects.
a) Residential (less than 5 units); b) By appointment (by phone); c) Four Bulky (furniture) items; d) Other items unlimited; e) 
Free; f) One visit allowed per year.
Weekly trash collection is avaliable.

Note:  The cleaning of most creek reaches within Palo Alto are the responsibility of the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
(SCVWD).  Certain reaches of San Francisquito Creek are the responsibility of Palo Alto.  Each Fall (annually) a San 
Francisquito Creek walk is conducted with other agencies to identify clean-up of debris which is needed.  Debris and trash is 
then removed.  Creek Cleaning by Citizen Groups (Community Services and Public Works)- The City and organized citizen 
groups participate in  Coastal Clean-up Day to clean creeks and the Baylands.  Citizen groups bag trash and City crews pick it 
up.

Activity Frequency Notes

Friday, February 28, 2003 Page 3 of 9
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Household hazardous waste collection

Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles

Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days

Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

San Jose

Variable

Variable
Weekly
On-going
On-going
Variable

Variable
Annually
Annually
On-going

On-going
Monthly
On-going
Biannual

Drop-off: By appointment for 3% of HH/yr. Curbside: Weekly collection of used oil and filters for all single-family HH and by 
arrangement for multi-family complexes.
Varies—most materials can be recycled at multiple locations Monday-Saturday.
Weekly collection (Monday-Friday)
Continuous (mostly during business hours)

ESD/IWM (contract with Stevens Creek Disposal & Recycling)- one to six times per week, as needed.  General Services/Parks 
Maintenance and PRNS/Regional Parks staff- one to seven times per week or more, as needed.  DOT (contract with Universal 
Maintenance)-  twice daily
Residential: semi-monthly.  Business and arterials: varies.
27,000 + storm drain inlets serviced annually (after leaf drop)
700+ outfalls inspected annually and maintained as needed and as budget allows.
78(?) neighborhood cleanups per year.  One in each Strong Neighborhood Initiative area, plus several related to Code 
activities).
$450,000 per year in General Fund subsidy
Usually the third Saturday
Started in 2002
Coordinated through Creek Connection Action Group

Activity Frequency Notes

Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

Santa Clara

On-going
Weekly
As Required
As Required
Weekly
Variable
Annually

Seasonal
As Required
As Required

On-going at landfill sites.

Weekly?
Weekly/Biweekly

one clean-up campaign and two free droff-offs

Activity Frequency Notes

Friday, February 28, 2003 Page 4 of 9
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Household hazardous waste collection

Solid waste recycling program

Curb-side recycling program

Respond to trash complaints

Litter pick-up and control

Trash removal from receptacles

Street sweeping

Stormdrain operations and maintenance

Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls

Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days

Sunnyvale

Variable

Daily

Weekly

On-going

On-going

Variable

Variable

As Required

Annually

Seasonal

City participates in Countywide HHW program and augments funding to provide service to as many households as wish to 
participate. County HHW collection event at Carl Road facility occurs the third Saturday of each month from 8 AM - 1 PM and 
is open to all Sunnyvale residents (no appointment necessary and at no charge).  County residents can also make an 
appointment to drop off material at this location.  Motor oil and oil filters are picked up with curbside recyclables for Sunnyvale 
residents, when placed in special one-gallon oil jugs and plastic oil filter bags. Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto 
residents can bring motor oil, oil filters, antifreeze, batteries (both household and vehicle), and fluorescent tubes to the SMaRT 
station from 8 AM - 5 PM, 7 days a week for recycling.
Businesses and residents from any community may bring their recyclables to the SMaRT Station Recycling Center from 8 AM - 
5 PM, 7 days a week.
Sunnyvale provides weekly (single family and multi-family) residential curb-side recycling program for tin/aluminum beverage 
containers, plastics (#1-7), glass food and beverage containers, newspaper, used oil and oil filters, and corrugated cardboard.  
White or other colored paper, junk mail, envelopes, magazines, or waxed food boxes are recovered at the SMaRT station.
Public Works, Solid Waste Division - Solid Waste Contractor responds to complaints related to trash collection activities (e.g., 
blowing debris, litter from collection process, and missed collections).  They also respond to open dumpster, litter complaints at 
businesses. Response times to complaints received must be within 8 hours (1 working day-contract requirement). 
Public Works, Field Services Division - Field Services staff respond to complaints of trash in roadways, medians, rights-of-way, 
sidewalks, and City easements.  Emergency responses to roadway hazards must occur within 3 hours of receipt of the call.  Non-
hazardous, non-emergency complaints are responded to within two working days.
Community Development -Neighborhood Preservation responds to trash/nuisance calls on private property. Staff have three 
working days to respond to a complaint.  Their goal is to resolve it within 30 days. Resolution usually occurs within 20 days. 
However, it may sometimes take longer if legal procedures are needed to resolve a complaint.
Public Safety responds to dumping of hazardous materials, illegal dumping, and homeless encampments/trespass complaints. 
Staff respond immediately to hazardous or dangerous complaints.  They have up to three days to respond to non-threatening 
or nuisance complaints.
Public Works/Solid Waste Division requires SMaRT Station contractor to pick up litter from areas with high truck traffic/potential 
for litter on the way to the SMaRT Station (e.g. Borregas Ave, Carl Rd, Mathilda Ave north of Highway 237, Caribbean Drive). 
Clean ups of these areas are scheduled for twice each week.  Refuse collection contractor is required to clean up materials 
spilled during collection. 
Public Works -Field Services Division schedules street sweeping to occur every two weeks in residential areas for the day after 
garbage collection day.  They pick up debris from streets on an emergency basis (within 3 hours of a notice).   They also pick 
up litter from public rights-of-way, city easements, and pedestrian walkways when notified of a problem.
Public Works - Field Services and Boulevard Landscape field crews sweep or vacuum sidewalks and plazas every other week.  
Murphy Avenue is cleaned twice each week, due to the high traffic in the area. 
Parks and Recreation Dept. staff pick up litter from parks on a daily basis in summer months (April - October) and Monday - 
Friday in winter months (November - March).
Public Works/ Solid Waste Division contracts with waste hauling company to empty litter receptacles weekly or as needed in 
commercial areas.  Valley Transit Authority is responsible for emptying litter receptacles at major bus/transit stops.
Parks and Rec. Dept. staff empty waste and recycling receptacles in parks daily (or more frequent basis if there is an event) into 
the park dumpster and recycling bins in summer months.  They remove trash and recyclables from receptacles Monday - Friday 
in winter months.  Waste hauling contractor empties dumpsters/recycle bins daily in summer months and every 2-3 days in 
winter months.
City streets are swept twice each month, usually the day after garbage collection in residential areas.  The Downtown District 
and City parking lots are swept three times a week. Extra sweeping requests can be made in conjunction with a trash complaint.
All municipal catch basins are inspected annually, and cleaned out, if needed.  They are also cleaned out on an “as needed” 
basis if there is a complaint.
Storm Drain outfalls are inspected annually. Storm drain pump stations are inspected weekly.  They are also inspected just 
prior to and almost hourly after major storm events.
•Spring and fall clean ups have “extended” curbside collection for city residents.  These events last for four weeks and residents 
can dispose of bulky goods or household debris on their regular garbage day at no extra charge.  Loose items must be bagged 
or boxed or otherwise containerized for collection.  •During each spring and fall clean up, the City offers two “extra dump 
weekends” where residents can dispose of garbage, refuse (especially large bulky items) free of charge at the SMaRT Station.  
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Reduced trash fees for low-income residents

Removal of homeless encampments

Anti-litter campaigns

Volunteer creek clean-up programs

N/A

As Required

On-going

N/A

•In conjunction with recognized neighborhood associations, there may be a specific neighborhood clean up event where roll-
off debris boxes are placed throughout a neighborhood for a specific weekend, then picked up Monday morning.   
Neighborhood residents who are unable to participate in other no-cost disposal options can use them.
Fee reductions are not available.  However, there are different choices for level of service (limited quantity - 32 gallon can vs. 
unlimited).  Residents can chose to pay for limited service for a lesser fee, then take advantage of spring/fall clean up free 
“extra dump” day activities.
Community Development - Neighborhood Preservation can, with assistance of Public Safety staff, remove homeless 
encampments within city limits.  Public works department staff will provide equipment to remove trash and debris.  This is done 
on an as-needed basis, based on complaints received.
•Anti-littering messages were developed and sent out as a part of Environmental Outreach program efforts (e.g., transit 
advertising, movie theatre slide shows) during a two-month period in 2002.  •Litter source reduction messages (e.g., keep storm 
drains cleared of yard debris, options for disposing of various wastes) are sent out through semi-annual Solid Waste Recycling 
newsletter as well as in utility bill stuffers several times each year. •The Solid Waste Service Guide is mailed to all residents 
and businesses.  It contains information about the proper procedures for preparing solid waste for recycling or disposal.
Sunnyvale does not have its own creek clean up program. However, it does support and promote the creek clean up activities 
and Adopt-A-Creek programs promoted by the Santa Clara Valley Water District.

Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

West Valley Communities (Campbell)

N/A
Weekly
Weekly
Daily
Daily
Variable
Variable
Seasonal
Seasonal
Annually
On-going
As Required
On-going
Variable

Santa Clara County provides service for Campbell
Residential only.  Conducted by Green Valley Disposal Company.
Residential only.  Separate bins for recyclables and yard waste.

One to three times/month
Commercial (once/week), Residential (twice/month)
Once/year
Once/year
Fall cleanup
Reduced rates for senior citizens
On occasion
Anti-litter messages are distributed through publications, newspapaer and radio announcements.
Two creek cleanups (May and October) are conducted per year.  Other litter clean-up activiites are conducted through Adopt-a-
Creek.  Litter is also removed from road off-ramps.

Activity Frequency Notes

Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

West Valley Communities (Los Gatos)

On-going
On-going
Variable
Daily
Daily
Frequent
Variable
Seasonal
Seasonal
Biannual
On-going
As Required
On-going
On-going

Santa Clara County HHW provides for Town of Los Gatos.
No 1/2 time position to administer AB939 activities.
Residential one day/week; Commercial one to three times/week.

three to four times/week
Commercial: once/week; Residential: twice/month
once/year
once/year
Spring and Fall Clean Up; twice/year

Education and Outreach
Throughout the year.
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Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

West Valley Communities (Monte Sereno)

Monthly
Weekly
Weekly
As Required
N/A
N/A
Monthly
Biannual
Biannual
Biannual
N/A
N/A
Variable
Biannual

Biannually and before/after any major storm event
Biannually and before/after any major storm event

Conducted by WVCWP
Events in May and September

Activity Frequency Notes

Household hazardous waste collection

Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

West Valley Communities (Saratoga)

Annually

Annually
Weekly
As Required
As Required
Weekly
Weekly
As Required
As Required
Annually
N/A
N/A
On-going
Biannual

One HHW collection event is conducted once/year within Saratoga.  Residents may contact County HHW  to schedule an 
appointment at any time.

Handled by the WVCWP.

Activity Frequency Notes
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Household hazardous waste collection

Solid waste recycling program

Curb-side recycling program

Respond to trash complaints

Litter pick-up and control

Trash removal from receptacles

Street sweeping

Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days

Reduced trash fees for low-income residents

Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns

Volunteer creek clean-up programs

Santa Clara County

On-going

On-going

On-going

As Required

On-going

On-going

Variable

Seasonal
Seasonal
Variable

On-going

As Required
On-going

On-going

Services provided through County HHW Disposal Program: Residents make appointment for dropoff of waste at permanent or 
mobile collection location. Franchised service providers provide for weekly or bi-weekly collection of used oil and used oil 
filters for residential customers; latex paint is collected at curbside/streetside in Lexington Hills residenial service area.
Varies—most materials can be recycled at multiple locations Monday-Saturday. Ongoing waste reduction and recycling 
outreach through participation in countywide and regional outreach campaigns, outreach by franchise service providers, 
information provided on countywide recycling website ReduceWaste.org.
Franchises provide for collection of a wide range of recyclable materials, green waste recycling, used oil and oil filters, and 
seasonal collection of holiday trees. Residential recycling collection is weekly or biweekly. Drop off of green waste is included 
in services for residential customers in the South County unincorporated area through a voucher program. All other areas have 
weekly or biweekly collection of residential yard waste. Weekly recycling and green waste collection services are provided at 
the option of the business customer.
Few complaints are received. County staff and franchised service providers respond to complaints. Action requirements vary, 
according to the nature of the complaint. Roads and Airports Department removes large items from unincorporated roadways.
County Roads Department has an ongoing program for litter collection on County maintained roads and highways. County 
franchise agreements require service providers to clean up any spills and to report observed illegal dump sites to County 
Environmental Health.  The  Graffiti and Litter Abatement Program partners with the Probation Department's Juvenile Court 
Work Program to provide litter collection on a weekly basis in unincorporated pocket areas of the County.
Generally not applicable, because there are few unincorporated civic center areas. San Martin downtown area has litter and 
recycling receptacles; waste is collected by franchised service provider. Litter cleanup around collection containers is the 
responsibility of the adjacent businesses.
County Roads Department sweeps expressways on a monthly basis; and does limited street sweeping of unincorporated 
residential streets in response to complaints.
Seasonal and as needed
Seasonal and as needed
Note that cost of services is included in service rates -- no services are "free." Provisions vary by service area. Franchise 
agreements provide for drop off days, community cleanup events, and/or on-call disposal days.
Low-income service rates are provided for in all service areas. Also on-premises collection services are available to customers 
with physical disabilities that make curbside setout difficult.
Yes, as needed. (usually under expressways)
The Graffiti and Litter Abatement Program, District Attorney's Office and Roads and Airports Department partner with the City 
of San Jose on the Pick Up San Jose Task Force, which will expand Countywide in 2003.  The countywide task force will 
participate in The Great American Clean Up on May 10, 2003.  The litter task force includes 3 subcommittees: eradication, 
education, and enforcement.
SCVWD is responsible for creek cleanup.

Activity Frequency Notes

Friday, February 28, 2003 Page 8 of 9

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs

SCVWD

N/A
Daily
N/A
Daily
Weekly
N/A
As Required
Annually
As Required
N/A
N/A
Bimonthly
Occasionally
Biannual

District actvities

During district construction projects.

Following complaints.

Each group must conduct two cleanups a year.

Activity Frequency Notes
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 Co-Permittee  Answer Comparison
Existing Trash Management Practices Survey

Which departments of your municipality/agency are responsible for trash management activities/programs and/or 
the enforcement of litter laws? 
Provide the role of each department in trash management and/or litter/solid waste enforcement (e.g., 
Grounds Dept-litter control in parks and medians).

2.

3.

Cupertino -Trash management: Environmental Division (Public Works Department) 
-Enforcement of litter laws: City Code Enforcement (but this is not a big problem in Cupertino—city staff 
routinely monitor and clean up the few areas known to have some littering)
-Large dumping incidents would involve the County Sheriff’s Department

Parks trash: Public Works Dept. empties trash and recycling bins
Street trash:  
Bus stop trash bins/litter: Public Works Dept. and the County Valley Transportation Agency share the 
responsibility of emptying trash containers and cleaning up any litter at bus stops.
Illegal dumping on streets: Public Works responds and cleans up dumping if violator can’t be identified

2.

3.

Los Altos Public Works and Police Departments

The Public Works Department conducts maintenance and cleanup.  The Police Department conducts 
enforcement and reporting.

2.

3.

Los Altos Hills Public Works

Public Works is responsible for trash management and/or litter/solid waste enforcement.

2.

3.

Milpitas Utility Engineering and Planning, Recreation & Neighborhood Preservation Department

Management of Solid Waste, Recycling and Yard Waste Recycling Program by Utility Engineering including 
annual promotional campaigns and school projects.   Litter control in parks, streets and right-of-way 
landscaped areas is handled by Public Works.

2.

3.

Mountain View The City has many departments involved in the above activities depending on where the litter is found or 
responsibilities for maintenance:  Police, Public Works, Community Services, Fire Department, and the City 
Attorney’s Office (code enforcement).  Most of the trash management is in the form of the City’s franchised 
hauler collection of trash and recycling from all sectors overseen by the Solid Waste Section in Public 
Works.  Litter collection is handled by Public Works (Streets), and volunteer activities (creek clean up) 
through the Fire Department; and Community Services (Parks & Roadways).  Enforcement of litter problems 
on private non-apartment properties is handled by the City Attorney’s office through Code Enforcement.

-The Community Services Department maintains City parks, roadway medians, and landscape outside City 
facilities, which includes litter removal.  The Community Services Department also contracts Park Ranger 
services for patrolling and maintaining Shoreline Park and the Stevens Creek Trail.  Rangers also conduct 
litter control activities.
-Police Department coordinates homeless camp removal along with Community Services Department.
-Public Works, Solid Waste and Recycling Section oversees garbage franchise with Foothill Disposal, 
including garbage and recycling collection programs.  This Section also enforces the solid waste ordinance.
-City Attorney’s Office, Code Enforcement Division, enforces nuisance (junk, etc.) violations found on private 
properties (not apartments) (including illegal dumping); and the Fire Department enforces nuisances and 
housing codes on apartment properties.
-Public Services Dept, Streets Section, responds to illegal dumping on public properties for clean-up.  
-Fire Department, Fire and Environmental Compliance Section coordinate 2-3 creek clean-up events per year 
with a local volunteer organization, Friends of Stevens Creek Trail.

2.

3.
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Palo Alto Police, Public Works, Community Services and the Planning and Community Environmental Departments.

1. Street Sweeping Program (Public Works Department)
A. Three times per week in Major Commercial Areas (University and California Avenues)
B. Weekly in other areas.
C. Highway 101 - State responsibility.
D. Oregon & Foothill Expressways – County responsibility.

2. Sidewalk and Roadside Litter Patrol (Public Works Dept)
A. University Avenue Patrol (Green Machine)
Daily from July 1 through December 31
Five days/week January 1 through June 30
B. Hot spots program
Patrol of identified roadside areas known to accumulate trash.

3. Collection Program (Public Works Department)
A. Weekly, backyard pick-up.
B. Weekly curbside recycling (bottle, cans, paper, dry-cell batteries, certain plastics, cardboard).
C. Weekly curbside green waste pick-up.
D. Backyard pick-up of recyclables and green waste available for the handicapped.
E. Sanitation Company (contractor) removes spilled or overflowing containers as well as trash in the 
containers.
F. Sanitation Company is required to clean up trash it spills.  Fines are possible.

4. Annual “Clean-up Day” (Public Works Department)
A. Residential (less than 5 units)
B. By appointment (by phone)
C. Four Bulky (furniture) items
D. Other items unlimited
E. Free
F. One visit allowed per year.

5. Storm Drain System Cleaning (Public Works Department)
A. Each catch basin cleaned each fall (annually)
B. If debris is observed in a line next to a catch basin, the line is flushed.
C. Special areas are addressed as needed (e.g. construction site areas after the project is over.)
D. Enforcement actions for discharges to the storm drain are taken when intentional discharges are 
observed.
E. Residents and Businesses who sweep excess leaves or debris into the street are notified (via door 
hanger) of the code violation.  If the practice continues, it is referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and 
Community Environment Department).
 
6. Creek Cleaning by Staff (Public Works Department)
Note:  The cleaning of most creek reaches within Palo Alto are the responsibility of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District (SCVWD).  Certain reaches of San Francisquito Creek are the responsibility of Palo Alto, and 
those reaches are addressed below:

A. Each Fall (annually) a San Francisquito Creek walk is conducted with other agencies to identify clean-up 
of debris which is needed.  Debris and trash is then removed.

7. Creek Cleaning by Citizen Groups (Community Services and Public Works)
A. The City helps with Coastal Clean-up Day and other organized citizen affords to clean creeks and the 
Baylands.  Citizen groups bag trash and City crews pick it up.

8. Dumpster Area Clean-up (Public Works Department)
Messy dumpster areas are brought to the attention of the property owner, verbally first, then via letter.  If 
compliance does not result, the sanitation company (City contractor) can clean the area and bill the property 
owner.

9. Trash on Private Property Enforcement Program (Planning and Community Environmental Department)
Trash on private property is a P.A.M.C. violation (esp. visible trash – front yard).
Incoming complaints result in:
A. Logging and tracking.
B. Inspection within 5 days.

2.

3.
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C. Notice of Violation (NCR form delivered or posted.)
D.Can be followed by letter.
E.Can be followed by:
-Administrative Penalty
-Criminal Action.

10. Litter Enforcement (Police Department)
-Persons who litter are subject to action by the Police Department.
-The California Vehicle Code is used to prosecute cases of littering from a moving vehicle.  Cases are 
investigated and appropriate ones are referred to the District Attorney.
-The California Penal Code or the Palo Alto Municipal Code (PAMC) is used to prosecute other cases of 
littering.  Penal Code cases are referred to the District Attorney and PAMC cases are referred to the City 
Attorney.

11. Trash on Public Right-of-Way/Lands (Public Works Department)
A. Complaints and observations of trash result in clean-up by City Staff (or SCVWD staff for most creek-bed 
areas as noted in #6 above).
B. If the responsible party is known, the facts are referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and Community 
Environment Department) for the enforcement actions in #9 above.)
 

12. Palo Alto Parks Litter Patrol (Community Services Department)
A. Trash receptacles are emptied by sanitation company (City contractor) at various frequencies depending 
on location.
B. Trash pick-up of grounds is performed at various frequencies by either City staff or maintenance 
contractor depending on location.

13. Landfill Services (Public Works Department)
A. The Palo Alto Landfill, Recycling Center, and green waste composting area are open to residents 7 
days/week at extremely reasonable rates.  Recycling and green waste areas are free.

14. Palo Alto Landfill Litter Control (Public Works Department)
A. Litter migration from the working face of the Landfill is controlled primarily through the use of the alternate 
daily cover tarps, weekly cover and the use of permanent and portable fencing.
B. Litter is routinely picked up by landfill personnel on an as-needed basis.  Materials dropped off vehicles 
that may pose a hazard are picked up immediately.
C. In the event of high winds, temporary staff is brought on to augment permanent staff, if needed, to pick up 
windblown litter.
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San Jose -Environmental Services Department/Integrated Waste Management (ESD/IWM)
-Code Enforcement
-Department of Transportation
-General Services/Parks
-Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services/Anti-Graffiti Program
-Parks Maintenance
-San Jose Police Department Metro Unit
-Creek Connection Action Group
-Enforcement is conducted by various departments.

Household Hazardous Waste Collection:
-Drop-off- ESD/IWM contracts w/ SCCHHWP
-Curbside- ESD/IWM contracts with Norcal & GreenTeam for single-family and with GreenTeam for multi-
family. 

Solid Waste Recycling Program:
-ESD/IWM administers 20+ Commercial Solid Waste and Recycling Franchises; more drop-off and buyback 
sites are operated by private recyclers. 

Curb-side recycling program:
ESD/IWM contracts for collection of garbage and recyclables in carts and dumpsters with Norcal & 
GreenTeam for single-family and with GreenTeam for multi-family; garbage is metered, recycling is unlimited.  
ESD/IWM contracts with GreenWaste Recovery and Norcal for unlimited collection of residential yard 
trimmings, either loose in the street or in carts.

Respond to trash complaints:
Code Enforcement:  accumulations of waste; front yard blight; shopping carts (through Call Center); early 
yard trimmings setouts, etc.;
Dept of Transportation:  illegal dumping;
Police:  pedestrian and vehicular littering; untarped loads

Litter pick-up and control:
DOT contracts with Universal Maintenance for litter pick-up in the Transit Mall and coordinates the Alternate 
Work Program, Adopt-A-Park, etc.; 
General Services/Parks Maintenance, PRNS/Regional Parks, and other staff pick up litter on City property;
PRNS/Anti-Graffiti Program is coordinating the new Pick-Up San Jose program with additional volunteer 
participation.

Trash removal from receptacles:
ESD/IWM contracts with Stevens Creek Disposal & Recycling for 2000 weekly collections from more than 
700 sidewalk litter containers and with the SJ Conservation Corps for weekly collection from several 
hundred recycling receptacles in parks; 
General Services/Parks Maintenance and PRNS/Regional Parks staff collect from additional litter containers at 
parks and other outdoor City facilities;
DOT contracts with Universal Maintenance for collection from litter modules in the Transit Mall.

Street Sweeping:
ESD/IWM contracts with Norcal and GreenWaste Recovery for residential street sweeping; DOT inspects;
DOT provides more frequent sweeping of arterials and business districts directly.

Storm drain operations and maintenance:
Department of Transportation- 27,000 + storm drain inlets serviced annually (after leaf drop).

Inspection and maintenance of storm drain outfalls in creeks:
Department of Transportation- 700+ outfalls inspected annually and maintained as needed and as budget 
allows.

Free trash pick-up days:
ESD/IWM contracts with Norcal and GreenTeam to provide neighborhood cleanups and Code Enforcement 
oversees.

Reduced trash collection fees for low-income residents:
ESD/IWM administers Low-Income Rate Assistance for single-family service provided by Norcal,  
GreenTeam, and GreenWaste.

2.

3.
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Removal of homeless encampments along waterways:
San José Police Department Metro Unit, with SCVWD staff.

Anti-litter campaigns:
Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services Anti-Graffiti Program and others.

Volunteer creek clean-up programs:
Coordinated through Creek Connection Action Group

Enforcement:
PRNS/Anti-Graffiti Program is coordinating the new Pick-Up San Jose enforcement program with the 
participation of the SJPD, Santa Clara County District Attorney, County Sheriff, City Attorney, Code 
Enforcement, and PRNS rangers; the Local Enforcement Agency in Code Enforcement enforces litter 
regulations at the solid waste facilities in the City.

Santa Clara Trash Management Programs: Street, Parks Department
Enforcement of Litter Laws: Police, Planning and Street Departments.

Street Department manages residential ground garbage and recycling programs and litter collection in public 
right-of-ways and the storm drain system.  Parks Department collects litter in city parks.  Streets, Planning 
and Police Departments may issue administrative citations for littering or accumulation of refuse.

2.

3.

Sunnyvale Public Works -Solid Waste Division
Public Works - Trees and Landscape Division 
Public Works - Field Services Division
Parks and Recreation - Parks Division
Parks and Recreation - Baylands Park
Community Development - Neighborhood Preservation
Public Safety - Patrol Services, Bureau of Field Operations

Public Works Solid Waste Division: Collection of household and commercial solid waste and operation of the 
SMaRT Station (via contractors), promotion of local recycling programs and waste diversion programs, litter 
clean up on major access roads leading to the SMaRT station, ensure that solid waste collection contractor 
responds to litter complaints resulting from waste pick up activities. Responsible for public education on 
waste reduction, recycling, and disposal options.
Public Works - Environmental Division: Public education and outreach - anti-litter messages and stormwater 
pollution prevention messages.
Public Works - Trees and Landscape Division: Boulevard medians, City parking lots, Murphy Avenue 
business district,  landscape maintenance, 
Public Works - Field Services Division: Clean and maintain storm sewers, outfalls, pump stations, street 
maintenance and cleaning, trash/litter pick up on City easements, public right-of-way, pedestrian walkways 
and City streets.
Parks and Recreation - Parks Division and Baylands Park: Park maintenance, litter pick up and trash collection 
in city parks and picnic areas.
Community Development - Neighborhood Preservation: Respond to Municipal code violations, illegal dumping, 
and homeless encampment trespass using municipal code enforcement through administrative citations, 
notices to abate, and compliance orders.
Public Safety - Bureau of Field Operations: Homeless encampment removal, criminal citations for littering on 
public or private property.

2.

3.

Los Gatos Community Services Department, Parks and Public Works.

Community Services Department oversees hauler's trash and recycling contract, works with County on SWM 
activity and administers AB939 Projects and Programs. 
Parks and Public Works administers park, trail and creek cleanups, storm drain activities and street sweeping.

2.

3.

Monte Sereno Public Works Department

The Public Works Department oversees storm drain activities, erosion control enforcement, street sweeping 
and the trash/recycling contract.

2.

3.

Saratoga Public Works and Community Development

Public Works- All efforts; Community Development- Code Enforcement

2.

3.
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Santa Clara 
County

The Santa Clara County District Attorney’s Office is responsible for prosecuting litter citations issued 
pursuant to the California Penal Code and the California Vehicle Code.  Illegal dumping, toxic waste and other 
environmental crimes are reviewed for prosecution by the DA’s Environmental Crimes Unit.

The District Attorney’s Office coordinates with the primary law enforcement agencies in the county (CHP, 
San Jose PD, Sheriff’s Office) and the courts in which litter matters are heard to oversee that litter citations 
are appropriately prosecuted.

2.

3.

SCVWD Trash Management-Purchasing Department, Enforcement- Countywide Watershed Programs Unit, Clean up 
activities-Maintenance Department, Adopt A Creek- public Information.

The Field Maintenance Units collect trash along creek right of ways.  If illegal dumping takes place it is 
reported to Countywide Watershed Programs Unit, if the material is hazardous waste the Countywide 
Watershed Programs Unit disposes of it via a contractor.  If it is trash and debris, Maintenance will dispose of 
it and then Community Projects Review Unit will file an 83-2 violation with the owner of the trash or 
Responsible Party.

2.

3.

4. How does your agency determine the effectiveness of existing trash management activities or programs? How do 
you document effective trash management practices? What, if any, future plans do you have to improve 

Cupertino Parks and streets are routinely monitored by Public Works Dept. supervisors on their normal rounds. 
Monitoring is not documented.  No chronic problems have been discovered. There are no plans to document 
such a routine supervisory activity.

Los Altos Los Altos conducts inspections of facilities, streets and other city properties to determine if trash is being 
picked up on a regular basis.  Pulbilc Works Maintenance document their efforts on work requests.  The 
Police Department documents their responses on incident reports.

Los Altos Hills Due to Town of Los Altos Hills’ zoning, the Town only has residential area for the trash management activities 
which are under control.

Milpitas Monthly review and coordination meetings with contractor.  Periodic awareness surveys.  “Pre and Post” 
surveys for classroom projects/lesson plans.  Public Works  - Monthly scheduling and tracking of litter 
activities.

Mountain View The Solid Waste and Recycling section tracks customer complaints about garbage subscription problems (i.e. 
not enough service causing other problems of odor or litter) or hauler performance.  Performance measures 
are based on tons recycled, number of complaints, and diversion rate.  No plans to revise current 
documentation and tracking.  Other departments also track data.  The creek clean ups are coordinated by the 
Fire Department with other agencies using volunteers.  The volunteers track how much of which materials 
they find in the creeks.  The majority of litter found in creek clean ups (non-bulky items) are polystyrene foam 
“peanuts” from nearby businesses or residents.  As a result, we are concentrating on more articles about 
properly bagging polystyrene.

Palo Alto Effectiveness:  By observation
Documentation:  No separate trash documentation program.
Future Plans:  No plans for a separate documentation program.

San Jose Effectiveness has traditionally been measured on a complaint basis for general littering and dumping and on 
an  inspection basis for some specific programs such as Residential Street Sweeping.  The Mayor’s anti-litter 
initiative included the establishment of a list of 100 litter hot spots (ten for each of the ten Council Districts) 
and initiation of a documentation system using Keep America Beautiful’s litter index, which has already been 
used on the 100 hot spots.

Santa Clara The City of Santa Clara has not performed a study to determine the effectiveness of existing trash 
management practices.  The City maintains regular clean-up schedules for medians, streets and catch 
basins.  The City performs additional work as needed.  No plans are in place to improve documentation.
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Sunnyvale Public Works - Solid Waste Division has established program outcomes that are measured annually. These 
include meeting solid waste diversion requirements, cost effectiveness of service to residents, and number 
of complaints.  Records are kept on waste diversion and cost of service issues and reported annually.  
Records are kept on number of complaints and responses/resolutions to them.  Liquidated damages can be 
assessed on the waste-hauling contractor for service failures. Complaints are logged in a complaint 
database by Solid Waste Division staff.   An index of the number of solid waste complaints per 10,000 
collections is determined.  This index is not to exceed an average of the three previous years’ complaints.  
This documents the customer satisfaction with the Solid Waste Program. A Citywide customer service 
survey also measures resident satisfaction. 

Public Works - Field Services Division also has established outcomes for their goals of responding to and 
resolving complaints received.  For example for hazardous debris in roadway complaints, they must respond 
within 3 hours, 95% of the time and for non-hazardous complaints, they must respond within two workdays, 
95% of the time.

Parks and Recreation, Neighborhood Preservation, and Public Safety - All have measurable outcomes 
established for their responses to complaints and their resolution.  This is tracked and reported on annually. 

Each Division has its own specific, measurable outcomes to demonstrate effectiveness of 
programs/activities.  Each division in the City tracks its complaints and their resolution in their own database.  
There are no future plans to change the current documentation program, as it seems to work reasonably well.

Los Gatos The Town meets all jurisdictional federal and state requirements.  The Town submits reports on activities and 
has been informed that it is meeting and exceeding trash activities.  The Town also has a close relationship 
with the community and documents all complaints relating to this field.  Complaints and/or suggestions to 
improve the service are taken into consideration.

Monte Sereno The City meets all jurisdictional federal and state requirements and reports on activities which meet or exceed 
existing trash management requirements.  The City also has a close relationship with the community and 
documents any trash complaints.  Complaints and/or suggestions are taken into consideration.  Public health 
and safety is a priority.

Saratoga Belong to a JPA.  The JPA Executive and Board Monitoring Activities.

Santa Clara 
County

N/A

SCVWD Recycling and District Solid Waste Practices as well as disposal options have been evaluated.  Effectivness 
Evaluations  for trash and clean-up related to creeks have not been developed.  The Emergency Response 
Program and violation of 83-2 program has had effectiveness evaluations of the overall programs but these 
evaluations were  not specifically broken down to the trash level.   The extent of evaluations is to have a 
approximately 60 creek clean events per year and a measurement of the trash removed.

5. What incentive programs are in place to reduce litter and illegal dumping? Do disincentives (e.g., expensive landfill 
tipping fees, few trash receptacles, etc.) exist which prevent proper trash management?

Cupertino The City’s waste hauler provides two, no cost trash pickups per household, annually. The City provides trash 
and recycling receptacles at City parks, as well as bus stops. Both types of locations are maintained 
regularly. City staff distributes many public information pieces targeting how to dispose of electronics, 
construction materials, etc. City staff is unaware of any chronic trash problems in the city.

Los Altos Los Altos has no incentive programs at this time.

Los Altos Hills No disincentives (e.g., expensive landfill tipping fees, few trash receptacles, etc.) exist which prevent proper 
trash management in the Town.
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Milpitas Household disposal at landfill six times a year for residential customers.  Free  recycling services for 
commercial customers.  Annual Neighborhood Beautification Awards Program, a Lend-A-Tool Program and 
Volunteer Program (MVP).

Mountain View -City has a free on-call clean-up program 3x/yr. allowing residents to dispose of unwanted materials, which 
could end up being dumped.  City also offers bulky goods collection for a fee, but in 2003 non-hazardous 
bulky goods are being collected at no charge.  City participates in County HHW program and has a curbside 
recycling program.  
-The City does not have public cans except in the downtown area.  Some bus cans provided by the VTA 
were pulled because residents would illegally dump trash despite the fact that the rates are among the 
lowest in the County and there has been no rate increase for more than two years.  Community Services 
Department and the Solid Waste Section of the Public Works Department work together to identify illegal 
dumping and have the Finance Department charge customers for illegal dumping if enough evidence exists 
and a current billing account exists.   
-The City also has free drop-off centers for recycled materials in the downtown and at local recycling 
centers (Foothill @ Terra Bella, downtown district, and 20-20 centers, thrift stores).  The City provides a 
variety of free programs, has very low rates, and has a variety of curbside and drop-off services so that 
littering and illegal dumping are discouraged.  
-The City has a good code enforcement program enforcing codes proactively and through complaints.  The 
Solid Waste section requires Foothill Disposal to conduct subscription audits annually and Solid Waste 
regularly increases services to businesses and residents found insufficiently served.  The City has an 
ordinance requiring trash lids be closed at all times, and the Solid Waste Section has fined businesses in the 
downtown for every day that a lid is found open.  In some cases, Solid Waste required Foothill to weld steel 
bars at the back of dumpsters to prevent apartments or businesses from keeping the lids open.  All recycling 
dumpsters have locks to prevent scavenging, and scavengers of garbage are actually pretty neat using 
grocery carts and poles to go through trash and picking up spilled items.  Police have talked to scavengers to 
discourage scavenging, so scavengers tend to be neater to avoid complaints.  
-Solid Waste staff regularly follows Foothill Disposal collection vehicles and debris boxes en route for litter 
and leaks, and has only reported two trucks since 1999 that littered or leaked.  Debris boxes are covered 
loads.  Foothill is required to pick up any spilled garbage and does so (observed).  Solid waste considered a 
requirement for Foothill to cover collection vehicle hoppers on routes but found it really unnecessary, and 
found it would be very costly because it would slow down the route collection.  
-Most of the litter on streets is from private vehicles.  Solid Waste reports to Police any passenger and 
commercial vehicles observed littering, some of it deliberate (a driver threw 3 bags of fast-food garbage onto 
the street).  Finally, Solid Waste runs articles about proper trash management for residents, businesses and 
the downtown, and regularly refers local schools to the CIWMB website on litter curriculum for students.
-The City has many incentive programs to reduce litter and dumping and there really is no reason for litter and 
illegal dumping except for people who don’t read the articles or are deliberate in their actions despite low 
rates and ample opportunities for trash management.  We believe the state should resurrect it’s anti-litter radio 
and television campaign in all languages targeted to adult and child pedestrians, and drivers of passenger 
vehicles, pick up trucks, and small commercial contractor trucks.  Additional ordinances are really 
unnecessary because these laws are already on the books at city, county and state levels, and it would be 
more helpful to have a statewide litter campaign and maybe some warnings from the CHP/Police for observed 
roadway litterbugs.
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Palo Alto Collection Program (Public Works Department)
A. Weekly, backyard pick-up.
B. Weekly curbside recycling (bottle, cans, paper, dry-cell batteries, certain plastics, cardboard).  Weekly 
curbside green waste pick-up.
C. Backyard pick-up of recyclables and green waste available for the handicapped.
D. Sanitation Company (contractor) removes spilled or overflowing containers as well as trash in the 
containers.
E. Sanitation Company is required to clean up trash it spills.  Fines are possible.

Annual “Clean-up Day” (Public Works Department)
A. Residential (less than 5 units)
B. By appointment (by phone)
C. Four Bulky (furniture) items
D. Other items unlimited
E. Free
F. One visit allowed per year.

Landfill Services (Public Works Department)
A. The Palo Alto Landfill, Recycling Center, and green waste composting area are open to residents 7 
days/week at extremely reasonable rates.  Recycling and green waste areas are free.

San Jose For the price of basic garbage service, residents are provided with unlimited weekly curbside collection of a 
wide range of recyclable or compostable materials, including all beverage containers, all paper, many plastic 
and metal products, used motor oil and filters, and yard trimmings.  Storage and collection of recyclables at 
single-family homes was changed from open tubs to fully-enclosed carts in July 2002.  The City participates 
in the Countywide Household Hazardous Waste Program, providing appointments for three per cent of all 
household annually to discard any toxic household materials at no charge.  Free cleanup events are provided 
to City neighborhoods, especially blighted or  low-income neighborhoods and areas with greater 
accumulations of rubbish. Since 1985, the number of Civic Litter Modules on or near public sidewalks has 
been increased from less than 100 to over 800.  The City of San José does not believe that local tipping fees 
affect littering generally or that they are so high that illegal dumping is significantly increased beyond the level 
that would be expected when there is any fee at all.

Santa Clara Punitive violators will be issued citations.  Departments have citation authority.

Sunnyvale Incentive programs include all of the free “ Extra Dump” days and spring and fall clean ups.  The Solid Waste 
Program also provides an answer point phone number so people can call to find out about disposal options 
and activity dates.  This information is also kept on the City’s Solid Waste website: 
http://www.ci.sunnyvale.ca.us/recycle/index.htm.

The Solid Waste Division strives to keep its rates as low as possible and still meet the charges for cost of 
service. Currently, Sunnyvale’s rates are 98% of what charges are for similar cities in the South Bay area.

Disincentives:  High landfill disposal fees in the County tend to promote illegal dumping, especially by small 
businesses.  The high fees are caused primarily by the $13 per ton City of San Jose Landfill Excise Tax.  This 
accounts for over 25% of typical charges at the four landfills in San Jose, which are the only North County 
sites available to the general public.

Los Gatos There does not appear to be much happening in the Town of Los Gatos. Overall, there are enough trash 
receptacles in the parks, trails and throughout the Town.  Expensive landfill tipping fees do not deter the 
Town from providing quality trash management.

Monte Sereno Dumping within the City does not appear to be a problem.

Saratoga Curbside Recycling and HHW Pickups.

Santa Clara 
County

N/A

SCVWD The effect of the City of San Jose’s increase in land fill tax has not been quantified in the illegal dumping 
program to date.
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6. What mechanisms does your municipality/agency use to document trash complaints and/or incidents? (e.g., 
report forms; database)

Cupertino The City’s Code Enforcement Department maintains a database of all complaints received. The database can 
be sorted by category for trash related complaints.

Los Altos Public Works Maintenance Division has a service request system that can provide reports on litter/trash 
complaints.  Police Department code enforcement keeps reports of each  incident they respond to.

Los Altos Hills We use both report forms and database.

Milpitas Complaints are documented on in-take inquiry forms by staff and follow up for resolution with contractor, 
resident or property owner.  Service requests are generated and response tracked.

Mountain View Complaint forms.  Work orders are used  if called to clean up a dumping incident.  Inspection notices for 
downtown restaurant dumpsters.  Complaints and inspections are tracked on database.

Palo Alto No separate forms or data base.  Complaints are logged in by each Department – not specific to trash.

San Jose Log of complaints only.

Santa Clara Service requests to document complaints.  Notice of violations, pre citation notices and citations to document 
incidents to violators.

Sunnyvale Several different databases are kept for dealing with trash/litter complaints or incidents, depending on the 
type of incident and where it comes from.  
Public Works Answer Point staff take in complaints for litter/trash related to collection of wastes or on public 
property and log them in a database.  These may be referred to different Public Works divisions, Parks and 
Recreation, Neighborhood Preservation, or Public Safety to follow up on and resolve.  If it is related to trash 
transport activities, the trash-hauling contractor is called and they respond to any complaints on the same 
day (within 8 hours) of receipt of the complaint.  They also respond to overflowing or uncovered waste 
receptacle calls.  Solid Waste Division Staff work with Neighborhood preservation to issue citations, if 
needed.
Neighborhood Preservation receives complaints at their Answer Point related to litter, trash, other problems 
both in public right of ways and on private property, and logs them into a database.  They respond 
immediately (along with Public Safety Haz-mat staff) to any immediate threats to public health or safety.  They 
have up to three days to respond to other complaints and their goal is to resolve the complaint within 30 
days.  Usually they are resolved within 19-20 days.  However, if legal procedures are needed to resolve the 
complaint, then the time required to resolve the problem may be significantly longer. Mechanisms for 
resolution of complaints can include a Courtesy Notice, Administrative Citation, or other administrative actions 
such as Abatement Hearings.  The City Finance Department collects administrative penalties, which are 
deposited in the City’s General Fund.
Public Safety - Receives complaints from the public or requests for assistance from other City departments to 
assist with enforcement of penal codes and municipal codes for certain incidents. These are logged into their 
Record Management System (RMS) database. They respond to complaints received from City dispatch 
immediately.  If they observe someone in the act of littering, they can write a criminal citation.  They also 
respond to illegal dumping complaints and try to determine the responsible party for enforcement actions. 
They also deal with homeless encampment removal by citing participants with trespass and violations of the 
penal code.  They work with Public Works staff to remove debris left behind from the encampments and make 
the place less desirable as a continued encampment.

Los Gatos Trash complaints are documented in the Town's database and in Green Valley Disposal's data base.  The 
Town of Los Gatos has the right to review it's haulers database complaint records at any time.  Trash 
complaints are recorded and reviewed on an annual basis.  The Town has a good and open relationship with 
it’s trash and recycling hauler.
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Monte Sereno Complaints are taken down on our "Complaint Tracking Form".  Working closely with Green Valley Disposal 
has proven to be efficient.

Saratoga E-mail and hard copy files.

Santa Clara 
County

Referrals from partnering law enforcement agencies by way of infraction citation process or criminal 
complaint.

SCVWD A database of 83-2 violations is maintained as well as a spreadsheet of ICID incident responses

7. What, if any, ordiances are in place to enforce litter or illegal solid waste dumping laws? What, if any, 
enforcement actions are available to remedy illegal dumping or trash-related violations? Do you have 
mechaisms to collect penalties? If so, what are they?

Cupertino According to the City’s Code Enforcement Department, the California State Penal Code Section 374.3A 
regarding litter, is used to enforce litter violations. Violations can be a misdemeanor, which carries a fine and/ 
or imprisonment. If a case is determined to be a nuisance, the nuisance abatement ordinance is followed, 
which is approved by City Council and then a fee is collected from the violator to pay for the cleanup.

Los Altos Title 6- Health and Safety of the City's Municipal Code regulates littering, nuisance abatement and gargage 
collection.  Title 11 regulates blight conditions.  Police Department code enforcement can cite  these 
regulations.

Los Altos Hills There are no specific ordinances to enforce litter or illegal solid waste dumping laws.

Milpitas Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance was enacted in February 2000 and the Solid Waste Management 
Ordinance.  Penalties include administrative citations.

Mountain View Chapter 16, Mountain View City Code includes litter and illegal solid waste dumping laws.  Typical 
enforcement actions are corrective actions.  The City Attorney’s Office, Code Enforcement Division may seek 
penalties to illegal dumping incidents but the problem is identifying who dumped it and finding out where they 
are now.  Ordinance is being revised to include $250 penalty for dumping citation.  See answer to question 
#5  for more details about enforcement.

Palo Alto Discarding trash on public or private property is illegal (P.A. Municipal Code)  Administrative penalties are 
specified in the Code and utilized.  
Trash on Private Property Enforcement Program (Planning and Community Environmental Department)
Trash on private property is a P.A.M.C. violation (esp. visible trash – front yard).
Incoming complaints result in:
A. Logging and tracking.
B. Inspection within 5 days.
C. Notice of Violation (NCR form delivered or posted.)
D. Can be followed by letter.
E. Can be followed by:
- Administrative Penalty
- Criminal Action.

Litter Enforcement (Police Department)
- Persons who litter are subject to action by the Police Department.
- The California Vehicle Code is used to prosecute cases of littering from a moving vehicle.  Cases are 
investigated and appropriate ones are referred to the District Attorney.
- The California Penal Code or the Palo Alto Municipal Code (PAMC) is used to prosecute other cases of 
littering.  Penal Code cases are referred to the District Attorney and PAMC cases are referred to the City 
Attorney.
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San Jose The City has dozens of provisions in the Municipal Code relating to litter, however, as part of the Pick Up San 
José initiative, it has been determined that the Penal Code and Vehicle Code provisions regarding littering and 
illegal dumping are the best tools for enforcement.  The one general exception relates to property-related 
public nuisance code language related to litter and accumulation of waste, which are enforced by Code 
Enforcement.  A specific exception will be use of the vehicle code provision requiring that truck loads of 
waste be covered, which will be enforced by both the Police Department and the Highway Patrol.

Santa Clara Yes, the City of Santa Clara does have Municipal Code Sections making it illegal to litter, accumualte refuse 
and illegally dump.  Citations are the primary enforcement action to remedy these problems.  Liens can be 
placed on properties if citations are not paid.

Sunnyvale Sunnyvale  Administrative Codes:

Title 8.16.030 (a) © Solid waste container requirements
Title 8.16.060 Solid Waste Management and Recycling - Solid Waste Deposit -where prohibited
Title 9.26.030  Abatement of nuisances
Title 9.52.010  Prohibition of unauthorized presence in posted parking lots of a closed commercial business
Title 9.62.020   Injury or misuse of park property prohibited
Title 9.62.030   Polluting waters and dumping of refuse prohibited
Title 9.62.060  Picnic areas use
Title 13.08.380  Sidewalk maintenance
Title 19.54.050  Wireless telecommunications - operation and maintenance standards
Title 19.78.020  Mobile vendor permits - standard requirements
Title 19.82.020  Miscellaneous plan permit - when required

Criminal Code:
373.a Public Nuisance
374.4 Littering Prohibited
5410  Illegal Dumping

Administrative Citations, Notices to Abate, and Compliance Orders can be issued by Neighborhood 
Preservation. Criminal Citations (misdemeanors) can be issued by the Public Safety Department.  Public 
Safety will work with the City Attorney’s office to prosecute criminal citations, as needed.
Administrative penalties can be collected and can vary from $50 per incident to $500.  These penalties are 
turned over by Neighborhood Preservation to the Finance Department to collect and place in the City’s 
General Fund.
Criminal fines can be assessed, and may be up to $1000 per incident.

Los Gatos Sec. 11.10.055. Dumping of garbage and rubbish restricted to authorized disposal site.  No person shall dump 
any trash or garbage upon any lot, piece or parcel of land not owned by such person or upon any public 
street, way, alley or place within the Town.

Sec. 11.10.025. Disposal by Town, compliance with solid waste management plan required. 
(a) Except as otherwise expressly provided in this chapter, it shall be unlawful for any person to dispose of 
garbage and rubbish, except through the service provided by the Town, its agents, servants, or employees, 
or by persons who shall contract with the Town to gather and collect and to dispose of such garbage and 
rubbish.
(b) Any person who collects and disposes of garbage and rubbish in the Town shall do so in compliance 
with the solid waste management plan approved by resolution of the Town Council.

Monte Sereno 6.09.040-It shall be unlawful for any person in the City of Monte Sereno to throw or deposit garbage, rubbish 
or waste matter, or to cause same to throw or deposit the same upon any vacant lot, or back yard, or to 
store or keep the same otherwise than in cans or receptacles, as required by Sections 6.09.020 or 6.09.050; 
and it shall be unlawful to have, store, deposit or keep garbage where rats can have access thereto, or feed 
thereon.  Each day in violation of this Section shall be treated and considered, and the same shall be separate 
and distinct offense.  Criminal prosecution and/or public nuisance abatement procedures are used at the 
discretion of the City.

Saratoga Ordinances are in place.  Information may be found  on City of Saratoga website.
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Santa Clara 
County

San Jose Municipal Code section 9.10.550
California Vehicle Code section 23113
California Penal Code section 374(a)
Santa Clara County Ordinance B14-22.1(a)
Above violations are subject to fine and are collected through the court system.

SCVWD 83-2 soon to be the Water Resources Protection Ordinance, Enforcement Actions include utilization of Fish 
and Game codes and Clean Water Act laws via the local District Attorneys Office and the RWQCB.  We have 
never used our mechanism to collect penalties.

8. What additional activities and/or programs do you feel would improve your agency's ability to manage litter 
and illegal dumping?

Cupertino Cupertino doesn’t have much of a problem with illegal dumping. On occasion, an apartment manager reports 
that a tenant has left furniture or a mattress adjacent to the apartment dumpster, after moving out. The city 
offers to post “No dumping” signs. The owner still has the responsibility to dispose of waste and pay for the 
costs. Fortunately, we don’t often find this material in the creeks.

Los Altos None.  Trash seems to be a managable problem in Los Altos.

Los Altos Hills By public participation and public out-reach.

Milpitas Grant funding to promote messages at the grass root level locally and in the schools ($5K + needed).

Mountain View -Littering is a regional problem and needs to be addressed through anti-litter messages.  See answer at the 
bottom of question #5 regarding our experience observing passenger and commercial pick up trucks.  
-The City has many incentive programs to reduce litter and dumping and there really is no reason for litter and 
illegal dumping except for people who don’t read the articles or are deliberate in their actions despite low 
rates and ample opportunities for trash management.  We believe the state should resurrect its anti-litter radio 
and television campaign to reach them in all languages.  Additional ordinances or laws are already on the 
books and further laws are unnecessary and probably unenforceable due to available resources and other 
priorities.

Palo Alto N/A

San Jose A law prohibiting trash in any open vehicle on public streets, whether moving or not, so parked pickup trucks 
could be ticketed without having to see the fast food garbage blow out of the bed an hour later on the 
freeway.
Expansion of the State’s Beverage Container Redemption Act (AB 2020) to include all single-serve and take-
out food and beverage packaging, such as drink cups and burger clamshells (or local fees instead).
Advance disposal fees on littered items such as disposable diapers that have durable alternatives.

Santa Clara Additional neighborhood clean-ups encourage the community to keep their neighborhoods clean and litter free.

Sunnyvale Parks and Recreation - Would like to see more education on social responsibility for use of public spaces- 
including litter prevention along with other potentially destructive behaviors that have to be dealt with on 
public property.

Los Gatos N/A

Monte Sereno N/A

Saratoga Public Outreach and Education and enhanced HHW pick-ups.

Santa Clara 
County

Education program – DA  has begun education program at elementary and middle schools.
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SCVWD Source control of both manufactures and retailers, public outreach and education.  Strict enforcement of 
existing Anti litter laws.

9. Provide interesting anecdotes relating to trash management adn/or litter/solid waste enforcement. Provide 
any additional information you wish to share.

Saratoga E-waste is a concern to our city council.  Legislation needs to be passed to address this growing waste 
stream.

Los Altos None.

Milpitas Ask a classroom, “Where does your garbage go?”  and you get these answers: “Into the garbage truck”, 
“down the street”, and “Around the corner.”  Same with, “What happens to litter?”  “It disappears”, It goes to 
litter heaven”.  This is why we need environmental lessons, and projects that fit the State of California 
Education Department’s curriculum for ALL grades and as many subject areas as possible (Art, Social 
Studies, Mathematics as well as Sciences).

Santa Clara 
County
San Jose None to report.
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Palo Alto 1. Street Sweeping Program (Public Works Department)
A. Three times per week in Major Commercial Areas (University and California Avenues)
B. Weekly in other areas.
C. Highway 101 - State responsibility.
D. Oregon & Foothill Expressways – County responsibility.

2. Sidewalk and Roadside Litter Patrol (Public Works Dept)
A. University Avenue Patrol (Green Machine)
Daily from July 1 through December 31
Five days/week January 1 through June 30
B. Hot spots program
Patrol of identified roadside areas known to accumulate trash.

3. Collection Program (Public Works Department)
A. Weekly, backyard pick-up.
B. Weekly curbside recycling (bottle, cans, paper, dry-cell batteries, certain plastics, cardboard).
C. Weekly curbside green waste pick-up.
D. Backyard pick-up of recyclables and green waste available for the handicapped.
E. Sanitation Company (contractor) removes spilled or overflowing containers as well as trash in the 
containers.
F. Sanitation Company is required to clean up trash it spills.  Fines are possible.

4. Annual “Clean-up Day” (Public Works Department)
A. Residential (less than 5 units)
B. By appointment (by phone)
C. Four Bulky (furniture) items
D. Other items unlimited
E. Free
F. One visit allowed per year.

5. Storm Drain System Cleaning (Public Works Department)
A. Each catch basin cleaned each fall (annually)
B. If debris is observed in a line next to a catch basin, the line is flushed.
C. Special areas are addressed as needed (e.g. construction site areas after the project is over.)
D. Enforcement actions for discharges to the storm drain are taken when intentional discharges are observed.
E. Residents and Businesses who sweep excess leaves or debris into the street are notified (via door 
hanger) of the code violation.  If the practice continues, it is referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and 
Community Environment Department).
 
6. Creek Cleaning by Staff (Public Works Department)
Note:  The cleaning of most creek reaches within Palo Alto are the responsibility of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District (SCVWD).  Certain reaches of San Francisquito Creek are the responsibility of Palo Alto, and 
those reaches are addressed below:

A. Each Fall (annually) a San Francisquito Creek walk is conducted with other agencies to identify clean-up 
of debris which is needed.  Debris and trash is then removed.

7. Creek Cleaning by Citizen Groups (Community Services and Public Works)
A. The City and citizen groups help out on Coastal Clean-Up Day  to clean creeks and the Baylands.  Citizen 
groups bag trash and City crews pick it up.

8. Dumpster Area Clean-up (Public Works Department)
Messy dumpster areas are brought to the attention of the property owner, verbally first, then via letter.  If 
compliance does not result, the sanitation company (City contractor) can clean the area and bill the property 
owner.

9. Trash on Private Property Enforcement Program (Planning and Community Environmental Department)
Trash on private property is a P.A.M.C. violation (esp. visible trash – front yard).
Incoming complaints result in:
A. Logging and tracking.
B. Inspection within 5 days.
C. Notice of Violation (NCR form delivered or posted.)
D.Can be followed by letter.
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E.Can be followed by:
-Administrative Penalty
-Criminal Action.

10. Litter Enforcement (Police Department)
-Persons who litter are subject to action by the Police Department.
-The California Vehicle Code is used to prosecute cases of littering from a moving vehicle.  Cases are 
investigated and appropriate ones are referred to the District Attorney.
-The California Penal Code or the Palo Alto Municipal Code (PAMC) is used to prosecute other cases of 
littering.  Penal Code cases are referred to the District Attorney and PAMC cases are referred to the City 
Attorney.

11. Trash on Public Right-of-Way/Lands (Public Works Department)
A. Complaints and observations of trash result in clean-up by City Staff (or SCVWD staff for most creek-bed 
areas as noted in #6 above).
B. If the responsible party is known, the facts are referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and Community 
Environment Department) for the enforcement actions in #9 above.)
 

12. Palo Alto Parks Litter Patrol (Community Services Department)
A. Trash receptacles are emptied by sanitation company (City contractor) at various frequencies depending 
on location.
B. Trash pick-up of grounds is performed at various frequencies by either City staff or maintenance 
contractor depending on location.

13. Landfill Services (Public Works Department)
A. The Palo Alto Landfill, Recycling Center, and green waste composting area are open to residents 7 
days/week at extremely reasonable rates.  Recycling and green waste areas are free.

14. Palo Alto Landfill Litter Control (Public Works Department)
A. Litter migration from the working face of the Landfill is controlled primarily through the use of the alternate 
daily cover tarps, weekly cover and the use of permanent and portable fencing.
B. Litter is routinely picked up by landfill personnel on an as-needed basis.  Materials dropped off by vehicles 
that may pose a hazard are picked up immediately.
C. In the event of high winds, temporary staff is brought on to augment permanent staff, if needed, to pick up 
windblown litter.

Los Gatos No additional comments.

Cupertino
Los Altos Hills
SCVWD
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Mountain View A.  In the City’s downtown area, space for garbage and recycling dumpsters is limited.  The City built 
community recycling enclosures on public property to preserve space for private trash dumpsters on private 
properties and encourage recycling.  A thorough door-to-door downtown business education campaign 
about proper management of trash, recycling and tallow was conducted, and is repeated through weekly 
downtown inspections.
B. In response to a complaint about litter coming from a local convenience store, the City found the problem 
was not with the store but with children and visitors to the local elementary school and a “joint use” park.  
The litter found was primarily ice cream wrappers and some sport drinks discarded directly in front of the 
school and along a concrete path to the basketball courts on school property adjoining the park. So the litter 
was coming from neighborhood children and families visiting the school usually after hours. Only one or two 
identifiable fast-food containers were found from restaurants along El Camino (not from the convenience 
store).  We found litter near the street corner (on the residential side across from the convenience store) 
was schoolwork and artwork.
-The litter was also coming from travelers from one bus stop to another.  The complainant’s property and 
school property are located between two major arterials with bus routes, El Camino Real and California 
Avenue.  Based on various field inspections lasting a few hours on different days and at different hours 
revealed a well-traveled path from one bus stop to another with many pedestrians towing roller suitcases.  
Solid Waste contacted the VTA and they exchanged a 10-gallon public can near the bus stop for a 32-gallon 
can.  
-The school crossing guard was a great source of information.  He confirmed our observations about the 
after hours basketball activity, ice cream street vendors, and bus travelers; and he noted that some of the 
snack bags found in the bushes across from the school were well-positioned at eye level and checked by 
passersby and concluded there may be drug activity.  Solid Waste notified the Police Department about the 
guard’s observation, and met with the school principal.  
-The principal and solid waste staff checked public cans near the basketball area and found litter in one part 
of the park where a trash can was only 10 feet away.  There are about 4  trash cans along the border 
between the school basketball courts and the park.  Solid Waste staff asked Community Services (Park) to 
add another public can in the park about 5 feet away next to the basketball courts where litter was found.  
Solid Waste suggested to the principal that the school increase litter removal on its property more frequently, 
and add another public can near the entrance from the street to the basketball courts.  Solid Waste provided 
reference to the litter sections of the CIWMB curriculum for the school to use in teaching students about litter.  
Depending on the success of the school, a joint litter education campaign in Spanish may be implemented 
consisting of store and school posters and banners.

Sunnyvale Neighborhood Preservation and Public Safety respond to situations at abandoned houses (and sometimes 
ones that are occupied).  In some of these cases “super-cleanups” of the yards were needed.  Public Safety 
staff assisted with site security during these clean up efforts.
A general comment that was received from several staff interviewed for this report was that warning signs 
and anti-litter signs, (even those with penalties listed e.g., $500 - $1000) do not have any effect on the public 
and their behaviors.

Monte Sereno No additional comments.

Santa Clara Litter and illegal dumping are virtually impossible to stop at the source.  Very rarely will you successfully be 
able to catch the responsible party in the act of littering and/or dumping.  A $500 penalty per violation is a 
significant penalty but it does not seem to prevent littering.  It is important to keep neighborhood streets, 
creeks and medians as clean as possible all of the time.  If you remove litter quickly and keep areas clean, 
people are less likely to litter in clean areas.  Once an illegal pile gets started, it grows exponentially until it is 
removed.  People are more likely to add to a pile rather than to start one.
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Hand Delivered on March 1, 2004 
 
 
March 1, 2004 
 
 
Mr. Bruce H. Wolfe 
Executive Officer 
San Francisco Bay Region  
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA  94612 
 
Dear Mr. Wolfe, 
 
I am pleased to submit a draft Work Plan for implementation of the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s (SCVURPPP’s) Urban Runoff Management Plan 
(URMP) for fiscal year (FY) 2004-2005.  This Work Plan, which consists of Program and Co-
permittee Activities, fulfills Provision C.6.b. of the Program’s NPDES permit (Order 01-024) 
reissued February 21, 2001.  
 
The Work Plan also fulfills the following additional permit requirements of the Order: 
 
• Describes the development of new or modification of existing Performance Standards 

(Provisions C.2.b. and C.5.); 

• Includes a Program PI/P Work Plan and Co-permittee work plans that describe the planned 
efforts to implement the Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign and other local PI/P 
activities (Provision C.4.) 

• Contains the Program’s FY 04-05 Monitoring Plan (Provision C.7.c.), which addresses data 
collection and control programs for specific pollutants (Provision C.9.);  

• Includes the Program’s FY 04-05 Copper/Nickel Work Plan (Provisions C.9.a and b), which 
provides descriptions of the proposed Work Plan actions and the status of actions 
accomplished in FY 03-04;  

• Includes the Program’s FY 04-05 Mercury Outreach Activities (Provision C.9.c.), as 
described in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan;   

 
699 Town & Country Village  • Sunnyvale, CA  94086 • tel: (408) 720-8833 • fax: (408) 720-8812 

1410 Jackson Street • Oakland, CA  94612 • tel: (510) 832-2852 • fax: (510) 832-2856 
1-800-794-2482 

• Contains the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan tasks for FY 04-05 (Provision 
C.9.d); 
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• Provides the Program’s Dioxin-like Compounds Work Plan (Provision C.9.e.iii), which 
begins to identify control measures and/or management practices; 

• Defines the Program’s role relative to watershed management efforts and involvement in 
the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI), as described in the 
Annual Monitoring Plan (Provision C.10.). 

 
The Work Plan includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules to be implemented 
by the Co-permittees, in each individual jurisdiction and collectively through the Program.  The 
Work Plan builds on the baseline routine efforts conducted by the Program and Co-permittees 
through its “continuous improvement” process.  The Work Plan also considers the 
implementation status of FY 03-04 activities and actions, in order to plan FY 04-05 activities. 
  
Most importantly, this Work Plan demonstrates the Program’s dedication to the process of 
continuous review and improvement, which includes seeking new opportunities to control storm 
water pollution to the “maximum extent practicable”.  Thus, the Work Plan includes a discussion 
of continuous improvement tasks that were identified through the individual Co-permittee 
performance reviews and the joint working relationships between the Program and the Santa 
Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) and other groups. 
 
The Management Committee is extremely concerned about the availability of resources 
to conduct all FY 04-05 tasks because of the uncertain State budget condition and 
repercussions on the local agency budgets.  As the resource issue becomes clearer, the 
Management Committee may have to revisit the priorities and resources assigned to the 
collaborative tasks. 
 
We look forward to working with you and your staff to implement the actions contained in the 
attached plans. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
 
Adam W. Olivieri, Dr. P.H., P.E. 
Program Manager 
 
 
 
CC: Trish Mulvey, CLEAN South Bay 
 David Chesterman (SCVWD), SCVURPPP Management Committee Chair 
 SCVURPPP Management Committee Members 

Robert Falk, Morrison & Foerster 
 
Attachments:  FY 2004-2005 Draft Work Plan (including Co-permittee Work Plans) - two (2) 

hard copies 
 FY 2004-2005 Draft Monitoring Plan (Section 4) - one (1) hard copy 
 FY 2004-2005 Draft Work Plan (excluding the Co-permittee Work Plans) -     

three (3) compact disks 
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Certification 
 
"I certify, under penalty of law, that this document and all attachments were prepared under my 
direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to ensure that qualified personnel 
properly gather and evaluate the information submitted.  Based on my inquiry of the person or 
persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the 
information, the information submitted, is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, 
accurate, and complete.  I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false 
information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for knowing violations.” 
 
 
 
        
 
Submitted on behalf of the 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
March 1, 2004 
 
Adam W. Olivieri, Dr. P.H., P.E. 
Program Manager 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This document comprises a draft Work Plan for implementation of the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s (SCVURPPP’s or Program’s) Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (URMP) for fiscal year (FY) 2004-2005.  This Work Plan fulfills Provision 
C.6.b. of the Program’s NPDES permit (Order 01-024) reissued February 21, 2001.  
 
The Work Plan also fulfills the following additional permit requirements of the Order, 
consistent with Permit Provision C.6.b: 
 
• Describes the development of new or modification of existing Performance Standards 

(Provisions C.2.b. and C.5.); 

• Includes a Program PI/P Work Plan and Co-permittee work plans that describe the 
planned efforts to implement the Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign and 
other local PI/P activities (Provision C.4.) 

• Contains the Program’s FY 04-05 Monitoring Plan (Provision C.7.c.), which addresses 
data collection and control programs for specific pollutants (Provision C.9.);  

• Includes the Program’s FY 04-05 Copper/Nickel Work Plan (Provisions C.9.a and b), 
which provides descriptions of the proposed Work Plan actions and the status of 
actions accomplished in FY 03-04;  

• Includes the Program’s FY 04-05 Mercury Outreach Activities (Provision C.9.c.), as 
described in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan;   

• Contains the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan tasks for FY 04-05 
(Provision C.9.d); 

• Defines the Program’s role relative to watershed management efforts and involvement 
in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI), as described in 
the Annual Monitoring Plan (Provision C.10.). 

The Work Plan includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules to be 
implemented by the Co-permittees, in each individual jurisdiction and collectively through 
the Program.  The Work Plan builds on the baseline routine efforts conducted by the 
Program and Co-permittees through its “continuous improvement” process.  The Work Plan 
also considers the implementation status of FY 03-04 activities and actions, in order to plan 
FY 04-05 activities. 
 
Most importantly, this Work Plan demonstrates the Program’s dedication to the process of 
continuous review and improvement, which includes seeking new opportunities to control 
storm water pollution to the “maximum extent practicable”.  Thus, the Work Plan typically 
includes a discussion of continuous improvement tasks that were identified through any 
individual Co-permittee performance reviews that occur during the year and the joint working 
relationships between the Program and the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management 
Initiative (SCBWMI) and other groups. 
 
The Work Plan is comprised of nine sections, as follows: 
 
1. Program Continuous Improvement Tasks:  Section 1 provides continuous 

improvement tasks identified during FY 04-05 and a schedule for their completion. 

FY 04-05 Work Plan I-1 3/01/04 
F:\Sc42\FY04-05WP\FY04_05_Sections\Introduction_final.doc 
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FY 04-05 Work Plan I-2 3/01/04 
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2. Performance Standard Revisions: Section 2 describes the Program’s recent revisions 

to the New Development-Planning Procedures Performance Standards and a schedule 
for updating three existing performance standards (i.e., Industrial/Commercial 
Discharger Control, Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping Elimination and Water Utility 
Operation and Maintenance).  

 
3. Public Involvement and Participation: The Program’s PI/P Work Plan (Section 3) 

includes a list and description of projects planned for FY 04-05 and the process used to 
select them.  A Pollutant Matrix is included which illustrates how on-going and planned 
PI/P efforts are directly linked to pollutants of concern. 

 
4. Monitoring Program: The Program’s FY 04-05 Annual Monitoring Plan is presented in 

Section 4.  The monitoring strategy describes how monitoring projects are linked to 
Program goals, SCBWMI goals and permit requirements.  The section identifies those 
on-going projects that are related to permit requirements along with a description and 
tentative schedule for FY 04-05 projects.  The Monitoring Plan includes watershed 
management measures.  

 
5. Pesticide Management Work Plan: Section 5 contains a status report on the 

Program’s pesticide management tasks, as identified in the Program’s Pesticide 
Management Plan (2/15/02), and planned tasks for FY 04-05. 

 
6. Mercury Pollution Prevention Work Plan: Section 6 contains the Program’s mercury 

pollution prevention tasks for FY 04-05, as identified in the Program’s Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Work Plan (3/1/02).  The status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan tasks is 
also provided. 

 
7. New and Redevelopment Work Plan:  Section 7 describes the Program’s progress in 

assisting Co-permittees in preparing to implement the requirements for new and 
redevelopment control measures (Provision C.3.) and the Program tasks planned for FY 
04-05, as identified in the Program’s C.3. Work Plan (3/1/02). 

 
8. FY 04-05 Program Budget: The Program’s Final FY 04-05 Budget Report, as 

approved by the Program’s Management Committee, is included in Section 8.  
The Management Committee is concerned about the availability of resources to 
conduct all FY 04-05 tasks because of the uncertain State budget condition and 
repercussions on the local agency budgets.  As the resource issue becomes 
clearer, the Management Committee may have to revisit the priorities and 
resources assigned to the collaborative tasks. 

 
9. Co-permittee Work Plan Summary Tables: Section 9 contains the individual Co-

permittee Work Plans for FY 04-05 developed consistent with the FY 00-01 Work Plan 
format approved by Regional Board staff.   
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1.  PROGRAM CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT WORK PLAN 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The 1997 URMP commits the Program and Co-permittees to a process of continuous 
improvement.  The concept of continuous improvement acknowledges that the definition of 
“maximum extent practicable” evolves over time.  Through continuous improvement, the 
Program will continue to develop and implement reasonable control measures to help advance 
the goal of achieving water quality objectives in South San Francisco Bay. 
 
The continuous improvement process is described on pages 31-35 of the Program URMP.  As 
shown in Figure 3 (page 35 of the URMP), areas for continuous improvement are identified 
through the Program and Co-permittees’ participation in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative (SCBWMI) and the Program and Co-permittees’ annual evaluations and 
annual reports. 
 
Regional Board staff and representatives of interested parties (including CLEAN South Bay) 
review the Program and Co-permittee annual reports and work plans, and participate in Co-
permittee performance review meetings on a biennial basis.  Comments from these reviews and 
meetings help to identify specific continuous improvement (CI) tasks.   
 

FY 04-05 CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT WORK PLAN 
 
FY 04-05 Program Continuous Improvement Items 
 
During December 2-4, 2003, Tetra Tech, Inc. provided an independent evaluation of the 
Program’s monitoring element and certain elements of the City of San Jose and Santa Clara 
County stormwater programs.  The evaluation and was helpful in gauging how well the Program 
is implementing its monitoring element.  An evaluation report will be provided to Program staff. 
As of February 9, 2004, Program staff has not received the evaluation report.  Once the report is 
received, continuous improvement (CI) tasks will be developed.  The Program anticipates 
developing continuous improvement items based on the results of the evaluation report and 
Regional Board staff comments on FY 02-03 Annual Report.   
  
Regional Board staff is not planning to conduct performance reviews during FY 03-04 and 
comments on the FY 02-03 Annual Report have not yet been received.  As a result, no CI tasks 
have been identified.  If any new CI tasks for FY 04-05 are identified by Tetra Tech and/or 
Regional Board staff, they will be included in Table 1-1.  An approach and schedule for their 
implementation by Program staff will also be identified.       
 
ON-GOING CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT ITEMS 
 
Table 1-2 provides an update on the status of FY 03-04 CI efforts.  The Program’s focus during 
FY 03-04 is on implementing new requirements of its NPDES permit and less on continuous 
improvement of existing Program elements.  
 
 

FY 04-05 Work Plan 1-1 3/01/04 
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Table 1-1 
FY 04-05 Program Continuous Improvement (CI) Tasks 

 

Tasks Updated  
Schedule 

Status Evaluation of
Effectiveness 

As of February 9, 2004, no new continuous improvements were identified for FY 04-05 (see Section 1 of FY 04-05 Work Plan) 
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Table 1-2 
Status of Ongoing 

Program Continuous Improvement (CI) Tasks 
 

Tasks Updated  
Schedule 

Status Evaluation of Effectiveness 

FY 03-04 CI Tasks – New Development and Redevelopment 

1.  Develop written tools to be used 
to train staff on Provision C.3 
requirements (in case of staff 
turnover) 

 

April 2004 In Progress – Program staff distributed a C.3 
Handbook (draft) at the May 21 and 22, 2003 
workshops.  Additional C.3. guidance is being 
developed for the Co-permittees.  A revised C.3. 
Handbook will be distributed at the Program’s C.3. 
workshops scheduled for May 2004. 

Cannot be evaluated at this stage. 

2.  Hold future training workshops on 
multiple days to increase the 
chances staff will be able to attend. 

 

As Needed  The next C.3. workshop is scheduled for May 2004.  
Program staff will evaluate whether sufficient 
resources are available to hold the workshop on 2 
days. 

Effective –Evaluation forms are used to get 
feedback from participants at the workshops.  
Evaluation forms from the FY 02-03 workshops 
indicate that they have been very effective. Having 
workshops on 2 different days increased 
attendance by municipal staff.   

3.  Develop brochures/handouts to 
provide to developers containing 
information on Provision C.3 with 
reference to resources containing 
ideas. 

June 2004 In Progress – Program staff distributed the 
Regional Board’s C.3. fact sheet to the Co-
permittees for their use.  Additional fact sheets will 
be developed in FY 03-04 based on direction from 
the C3PO AHTG. 

Cannot be evaluated at this stage. 

4.  Develop design guidance 
containing stormwater control 
opportunities for small road 
modifications.  

Pending Update – The Program’s permit requirements were 
made consistent with other Bay Area permits, 
which exempt road reconstruction (within the same 
footprint) from C.3. Program staff will discuss with 
the C3PO AHTG whether this is a priority for road 
projects that are not exempt. 

Cannot be evaluated at this stage. 
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2.  PERFORMANCE STANDARD REVISIONS 
 
Background 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) developed model 
Performance Standards (PSs) in 1996. The model PSs were accepted by the Regional Board in 
June 1997.  Each Co-permittee adopted the model PSs or tailored them to their local community 
characteristics and conditions. The PSs were incorporated into the Program’s September 1, 
1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP), updated URMP submitted as part of the permit 
re-application (Finding 6) and the Co-permittees’ local URMPs which is currently part of the 
NPDES permit (Provision C.2).  
 
The URMP also contains the Program’s commitment to a process of continuous improvement. 
One component of this process is to review an existing PS, or create a new PS, each year.  
Decisions as to which PS will be created or revised in a given year are made based on 
requirements in the Program’s NPDES permit, comments by Regional Board staff on Annual 
Reports, continuous improvement items identified as part of annual performance reviews, 
Program priorities and available Program resources. 
 
New Development - Planning Procedures 
 
To be consistent with the requirements of Permit Provision C.3., the Program revised the 1997 
model Planning Procedures Performance Standard (PPPS).  Provision C.3.k. specifically 
requires that the Program submit a model enhanced performance standard for source control 
measures in new and redevelopment projects by March 1, 2003.  It made sense to Program 
staff and the Program’s C.3.Permit Oversight (C3PO) AHTG to combine the source control 
measures requirements with the PPPS revisions; and include the Draft Model List of Source 
Control Measures (submitted to the Regional Board on September 15, 2002, per Provision 
C.3.k. and the C.3 Table 1) as an attachment to the PPPS.  The draft revised PPPS went 
through several rounds of review (by the C3PO AHTG) and was approved by the AHTG on 
January 27, 2003 and the Management Committee on February 20, 2003.  The revised PPPS 
was submitted to the Regional Board in the Program’s FY 03-04 Draft Work Plan on February 
28, 2003.   

Regional Board staff provided comments on the revised PPPS by electronic mail on June 10, 
2003 and October 22, 2003.  These comments and additional revisions were discussed with the 
C3PO AHTG.  The major changes made to the PPPS as a result of these discussions included: 
1) updating the Group 1 project definition to match the definition in the Program’s proposed 
Alternative Group 2 Project Definition, approved by the Regional Board on October 15, 2003 
(see Section 7); 2) adding language requested by Regional Board staff to encourage all projects 
to incorporate source control and site design measures (regardless of size); and 3) adding 
language requested by the Santa Clara County Vector Control District staff to include in the 
BMP section design considerations which minimize production of mosquito habitat.  These final 
revisions were approved by the C3PO AHTG on November 17, 2003 and Management 
Committee on December 18, 2003.  The final revised PPPS were formally transmitted to the 
Regional Board on January 26, 2004, and are also provided in Attachment 2-1 of this Work 
Plan.   
Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements- Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 
Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements- Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping Elimination  

 
In accordance with the Regional Board’s letter, Review of Program’s Draft FY 2003-04 Work 
Plan dated June 24, 2003, the Program informed the Co-permittees (see FY 02-03 Annual 
 
FY 04-05 Work Plan 2-1 3/01/04 
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Section 2  Performance Standard Revisions 
Report Preparation Guidance dated June 18, 2003) that each Co-permitee should 
independently evaluate their individual IND and IC/ID inspection and utilize the results of the 
analysis to set inspection priorities and gauge program effectiveness.  Within the FY 02-03 
Annual Report, Co-permittees provided an effectiveness evaluation or analysis of their IND and 
ICID programs and/or data.  This step was performed to address the Regional Board’s concerns 

garding IND reporting procedures.    

 consistent format and on a Program-
ide basis.  Overall, this effort has been very successful. 

 

ing IND and ICID reporting procedures consistent with the 
rogram’s technical memoranda. 

uture Efforts- FY 04-05 Activities 

by 

 
h the process of continuous improvement 

ee Section 1) until the next permit re-issuance.   

hods 
 

e.  Due to the 
rogram’s focus on higher priority tasks, this task will be performed in FY 04-05. 

 

re
 
To demonstrate consistency and compliance (on a Program-wide basis) with the strategy 
provided in the Program’s technical memoranda regarding IND and IC/ID reporting (dated 
September 7, 2001) and the approved MC approach, Program staff will continue constructing 
IND and IC/ID summary tables using individual Co-permittee data.  The summary tables are 
double checked with the Co-permittees.  The overall goal of the effort has been to capture the 
full extent and the results of the Co-pemittees efforts in a
w
 
The Program plans to develop model language for updating the IND and ICID performance 
standards to incorporate the new reporting procedures and the results of the Co-permittee 
evaluations.  Due to resource and priority changes and the Co-permittee’s focus on higher
priority tasks in FY 03-04, this task will be performed in FY 04-05.   The Program and Co-
permittees will continue implement
P
 
F
 
Priorities for recent efforts to revise or create new performance standards have been driven 
the requirements in the Program’s reissued NPDES permit and/or continuous improvement 
tasks.  All new or revised PS required by the permit were recently completed.  Future efforts to
revise or update existing PS will be identified throug
(s
 
The Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard has been identified as the 
next performance standard needing a major revision.  Issues which include changes in met
of disinfection of potable water supplies and the appropriate BMPs for discharges of these
waters to storm drains will be addressed.  A work group with significant participation from 
SCVWD and other Co-permittees with water utilities will be formed for this purpos
P

 
FY 04-05 Work Plan 2-2 3/01/04 
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Section 2  Performance Standard Revisions 

 
FY 04-05 Work Plan 2-3 3/01/04 
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A list of performance standard-related tasks and a schedule for completion is provided below: 
 

Performance Standard Action Due Date 

Industrial Commercial Discharger Control Program 
– Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements 

Update 
existing PS 

Draft December 1, 20041 

Final March 1, 2005 
Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping Elimination  
-- Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements 

Update 
existing PS 

Draft December 1, 20041 

Final March 1, 2005 

Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Update 
existing PS  

Draft March 2005 

Final June 2005 
 

                                                 
1 The Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements for IND and ICID were submitted to the Regional Board 
on September 15, 2001 as required by Permit Provisions C.6.a.i. and C.6.a.ii., and have been 
successfully implemented by the Program and Co-permittees.  This task will update the existing IND and 
ICID PS to reflect these enhanced reporting requirements. 
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 SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
 NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES CONTROL MEASURES 
 
 
 Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
 Planning Procedures for New Development and Redevelopment 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The goal of new development and redevelopment control measures is to minimize the storm 
water quality impacts of land development after construction.  These control measures apply to 
both private development projects and municipal capital improvement projects.  The Planning 
Procedures Performance Standard defines the level of implementation that municipal agencies 
in the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) must attain in 
order to demonstrate that their land use planning, development plan review and approval 
processes control storm water quality impacts to the maximum extent practicable.   Control of 
impacts on storm water quality from construction activities is addressed under a separate 
Construction Inspection Performance Standard, although some overlap exists because the 
planning process is the appropriate opportunity to ensure that projects include erosion and 
sediment control measures during construction and after completion of construction. 
 
The Planning Procedures Performance Standard was based originally on the San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board's April 1994 Staff Recommendations for New and 
Redevelopment Controls for Storm Water Programs (Recommendations).  The 
Recommendations incorporate the mandates of EPA's storm water regulations as well as the 
Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments.  The performance standard is also consistent 
with the goals and objectives of the New Development and Construction Activities Component 
of the Program's Urban Runoff Management Plan (1997, rev. 2000).  The performance standard 
has since been updated to meet the requirements in Provision C.3 of the Program’s NPDES 
permit, amended per Regional Board Order No. 01-119, October 17, 2001. 
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 PERFORMANCE STANDARD  
 
1) The municipal agency (Co-permittee1) shall have adequate legal authority to implement 

new development control measures, including all applicable requirements of Provision 
C.3, as part of its development plan review and approval procedures and other 
appropriate new development and redevelopment permitting procedures (Permit 
Provision C.3.a.i.). 

 
2) The municipal agency shall provide developers with information and guidance materials 

on site design guidelines, building permit requirements, and BMPs for storm water 
pollution prevention early in the application process, as appropriate for the type of 
project and location (C.3.a.ii.). 

 
3) The municipal agency shall ensure that environmental documents required for those 

projects that fall under CEQA or NEPA review address both significant and cumulative 
storm water quality impacts during the life of the project,  and relevant permit 
requirements.  These documents include EIRs, negative declarations and initial study 
checklists (C.3.m.). 

 
4) The municipal agency shall encourage developers of all projects subject to design 

review under its development plan review and approval procedures to consider 
incorporating appropriate source control and site design measures that minimize 
stormwater pollutant discharges to the maximum extent practicable. 

 
5) The municipal agency shall require developers of Group 1 projects2 to design and 

implement the following measures to reduce stormwater pollution to the maximum extent 
practicable3: 

a. Site design shall include measures to minimize impervious land coverage, 
maximize infiltration (where appropriate and designed to protect groundwater 
quality4), and provide detention or retention as part of landscaping where feasible 
(C.3.b.i. and C.3.j.); 

b. Source controls5 shall be required to limit pollution generation, discharge, and 
runoff as appropriate (C.3.k.), including measures to discourage pesticide use 
(C.9.d.ii.); 

                                            
1 Performance Standards #1, 2, and 4 may not apply to agencies that do not have land use authority (i.e., 
the Santa Clara Valley Water District).  The District does have authority over construction and related 
activities occurring within 50 feet of the top of bank of a watercourse.  It is expected that Co-permittees 
will address relevant sections of each performance standard when incorporating the model performance 
standard into their local urban runoff management plans. 
2 Definitions are provided at the end of this section (page 4). 
3 Unless an alternative method of compliance is approved by the municipal agency in accordance with its 
alternative compliance program (C.3.g.). 
4 Refer to SCVURPPP C.3. Handbook:  Guidance for Implementing Stormwater Requirements for New 
and Redevelopment Projects, Infiltration Guidelines. 
5 Source control measures should also be encouraged for all discretionary projects that include potential 
sources of pollutants or activities that are likely to generate pollutants. 
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c. Stormwater treatment measures shall be designed in accordance with the 
numeric design criteria in Provision C.3.d.; 

d. Increases in peak runoff flow and volume shall be managed for appropriate 
projects by implementing the guidance in the Program’s Hydromodification 
Management Plan (HMP) for the specific stream receiving the discharge, 
following approval of the HMP by the Regional Board (C.3.f.). 

 
6) The municipal agency shall require developers of projects that disturb a land area of one 

acre or more to demonstrate coverage under the State General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (C.3.a.iii.). 

 
7) The municipal agency shall require developers of projects with potential for significant 

erosion and planned construction activity during the wet season1 to prepare and 
implement an effective erosion and/or sediment control plan or similar document prior to 
the start of the wet season (C.3.a.iv.). 

 
8) The municipal agency shall implement an operation and maintenance (O&M) verification 

program that includes: (C.3.e.) 

a) Compiling a list of private and public properties and responsible operators for all 
stormwater treatment measures; 

b) Inspecting a subset of prioritized treatment measures for appropriate O&M, on an 
annual basis, with appropriate follow-up and correction; 

c) Requiring legally enforceable agreements or other mechanisms assigning 
responsibility for O&M of treatment measures. 

 
9) The municipal agency shall ensure that municipal capital improvement projects include 

storm water quality control measures during and after construction, as appropriate for 
each project, and that contractors comply with storm water quality control requirements 
during construction and maintenance activities (C.3.a.v.). 

 
10) The municipal agency shall provide training at least annually to its planning, building, 

and public works staffs on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs 
for storm water pollution prevention (C.3.a.vi.). 
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Definitions 
 
Group 1 Projects – Beginning October 15, 2003, municipal agencies must begin to implement 
permit Provision C.3. requirements for  public and private projects in the following categories: 

1. Commercial, industrial, or residential developments that create one acre (43,560 
square feet) or more of impervious surface, including roof area, streets and 
sidewalks.  This category includes development of any type on public or private land, 
which falls under the planning and building authority of the Dischargers, where one 
acre or more of new impervious surface, collectively over the entire project site, will 
be created.  Construction of one single-family home, which is not part of a larger 
common plan of development, with the incorporation of appropriate pollutant 
source control and design measures, and using landscaping to appropriately treat 
runoff from roof and house-associated impervious surfaces (e.g., runoff from roofs, 
patios, driveways, sidewalks, and similar surfaces), would be in substantial 
compliance with Provision C.3. 

2. Streets, roads, highways, and freeways that are under the Dischargers’ jurisdiction 
and that create one acre (43,560 square feet) or more of new impervious surface.  
This category includes any newly constructed paved surface used primarily for the 
transportation of automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other motorized vehicles.  
Excluded from this category are sidewalks, bicycle lanes, trails, bridge 
accessories, guardrails, and landscape features. 

3. Significant Redevelopment projects.  This category is defined as a project on a 
previously developed site that results in addition or replacement, which combined 
total 43,560 square feet or more of impervious surface on such an already 
developed site (“Significant Redevelopment”).  Where a Significant 
Redevelopment project results in an increase of, or replacement of, more than 
fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously existing development, and 
the existing development was not subject to stormwater treatment measures, the 
entire project must be included in the treatment measure design.  Conversely, 
where a Significant Redevelopment project results in an increase of, or 
replacement of, less than fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously 
existing development, and the existing development was not subject to 
stormwater treatment measures, only that affected portion must be included in 
treatment measure design.  Excluded from this category are interior remodels 
and routine maintenance or repair.  Excluded routine maintenance and repair 
includes roof or exterior surface replacement, pavement resurfacing, repaving 
and road pavement structural section rehabilitation within the existing footprint, 
and any other reconstruction work within a public street or road right-of-way 
where both sides of that right-of-way are developed. 

 
Wet season -- As defined by local ordinance (typically October 15 to April 15). 
 Attachment 1 
 WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
 
This section should describe the activities to be conducted by the Co-permittee to achieve the 
performance standard, along with an implementation schedule. Specific tasks for 
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implementation of Provision C.3. are enumerated in Co-permittee work plans dated March 1, 
2002 and September 15, 2002, and subsequent annual work plans. 
  
Co-permittees can reference or insert work plans here] 
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 Attachment 2 
 LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 
 
 
This section should contain a demonstration that the co-permittee has the legal authority to 
implement the performance standard, and/or provides a time schedule for developing and 
obtaining additional authority. 
 
Provide citations for or excerpts from the following documents that demonstrate adequate legal 
authority: 
 
• General Plan policies and implementation measures which help preserve and enhance 

water quality. 
 
• Local ordinances and supporting guidelines that provide the municipal agency with an 

adequate expression of legal authority to fully implement General Plan policies, conduct 
discretionary reviews of development projects, and require storm water pollution control 
measures per Permit Provision C.3. (e.g., zoning ordinances, administrative orders, 
development review guidelines, conditions of approval or other documents or 
procedures). 

 
• Erosion and sediment control ordinance. 
 
• Storm water discharge ordinance. 
 
• Authority under CEQA to require mitigation measures for environmental impacts. 
 
Note:  Guidance on General Plan and environmental assessment language, ordinances and 
standards is provided in the following documents: 

• Permit Provision C.3.l. 

• BASMAA Start at the Source and Start at the Source Tools. 

• SCVURPPP Development Policies Comparison 

• SCVURPPP C.3. Handbook:  Guidance for Implementing Stormwater 
Requirements for New and Redevelopment Projects 
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 Attachment 3 
 BMPS AND CONTROL MEASURES 
 
This section should contain the best management practices and control measures that co-
permittees will employ or use as a standard for compliance in the implementation of the 
performance standard, as well as any design criteria, procedures, or methods that would assist 
in the use of the BMPs or control measures. 
 
Example BMPs and Control Measures 
 
• Design guidelines and practices which incorporate storm water quality control measures. 
• Contract specifications for municipal capital improvement projects which address storm 

water quality controls. 
• Minimum standards or conditions of approval for construction and post-construction 

BMPs. 
• Mechanisms for requiring operation and maintenance of structural controls, and example 

language. 
• Mechanisms to discourage pesticide use at new development sites, such as proper 

design of landscaping, as appropriate for the site. 
• Source control measures, such as the model conditions of approval provided in 

Attachment 4. 

• Guidelines and standards for design, operation and maintenance of stormwater BMPs to 
avoid the creation of aquatic sites suitable for development of mosquitoes. 

 
References: 

• Start at the Source:  Residential Site Planning and Design Guidance Manual 
for Storm Water Quality (BASMAA, 1999) 

• Using Site Design Techniques to Meet Development Standards for 
Stormwater Quality – A Companion Document to Start at the Source 
(BASMAA, May 2003) 

• SCVURPPP, C.3. Handbook:  Guidance for Implementing Stormwater 
Requirements for New and Redevelopment Projects 

• SCVURPPP, Model Conditions of Approval for Pesticide Reduction in 
Landscaping Plans, 9-30-02 

• California Stormwater Quality Association, Stormwater Best Management 
Practice Handbooks, January 2003 

• Memorandum to SCVURPPP Management Committee and BMP O&M 
Verification Work Group from Paul Randall and John Fusco, Program Staff, 
re Guidance on Prioritization and Frequency of Stormwater Treatment Best 
Management Practice Inspections, June 16, 2003. 
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Attachment 4 
 

SOURCE CONTROL MEASURES 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This section contains a model list of source control measures to control sources of pollutants 
associated with the post-construction phase of new development and redevelopment projects.  
These measures may be required at various stages of the development plan review process, 
e.g., as application submittal requirements or checklists, conditions of approval, plan check 
comments, etc., depending on the particular process used by each Co-permittee.  These 
measures should be imposed as requirements rather than as recommended best management 
practices, to meet the intent of Permit Provision C.3.k.   
 
The list relates the source control measures to significant sources of potential pollutants that 
may be present on the developed site, rather than to a general type of development project.  
Each identified source of pollutants may have one or more appropriate control measures.  The 
model list is intended to be a menu of measures from which Co-permittees may select 
appropriate measures to apply to specific projects. (Co-permittees do not have to use the exact 
wording of a source control measure as long as the intent of the measure is preserved.)  
 
STRUCTURAL CONTROL MEASURES 
 
A.  Illegal Dumping to Storm Drain Inlets and Waterways 
 

1)  On-site storm drain inlets shall be clearly marked with the words “No Dumping! Flows to 
Bay,” or equivalent, using methods approved by the [Co-permittee].  

 
2) It is unlawful to discharge any wastewater into storm drains, gutters, creeks, or the San 

Francisco Bay.  Unlawful discharges to storm drains include, but are not limited to, 
discharges from toilets; sinks; industrial processes; cooling systems; boilers; fabric 
cleaning; equipment cleaning; or vehicle cleaning. 

 
3) It is unlawful to cause hazardous domestic waste materials to be deposited in such a 

manner or location as to constitute a threatened discharge into storm drains, gutters, 
creeks or San Francisco Bay. 

 
B.  Interior Floor Drains 
 

1) Interior floor drains shall be plumbed to the sanitary sewer system and shall not be 
connected to storm drains. 
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C.  Parking Lots 
 

1) Interior level parking garage floor drains shall be connected to [a water treatment device 
approved by the (Co-permittee) prior to discharging to] the sanitary sewer system. The 
applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with 
jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 

 
D.  Pesticide/Fertilizer Application 

1) Landscaping shall be designed to minimize irrigation and runoff, promote surface 
infiltration where appropriate, and minimize the use of fertilizers and pesticides that can 
contribute to stormwater pollution. 

 
2) Structures shall be designed to discourage the occurrence and entry of pests into 

buildings, thus minimizing the need for pesticides.  For example, dumpster areas should 
be located away from occupied buildings, and building foundation vents shall be 
covered with screens. 

 
3) Additional requirements are covered in the “Model Conditions of Approval for Pest 

Resistant Landscaping” (August 19, 2002). 
 
E.  Pool, Spa, and Fountain Discharges 
 

1) Pool (including swimming pools, hot tubs, spas and fountains) discharge drains shall not 
be connected directly to the storm drain or sanitary sewer system.  [Exception: Public 
pool discharge drains must be connected to the sanitary sewer system, per County 
Department of Environmental Health requirements.] 

 
2) When draining is necessary, a hose or other temporary system shall be directed into a 

sanitary sewer clean out.  The clean out shall be installed in a readily accessible area 
[example: within 10 feet of the pool]. The applicant shall contact the local permitting 
authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge 
requirements.  

 
F.  Food Service Equipment Cleaning 
 

1) Food service facilities (including restaurants and grocery stores) shall have a sink or 
other area for cleaning floor mats, containers, and equipment, that is connected to a 
grease interceptor prior to discharging to the sanitary sewer system.  The cleaning area 
shall be large enough to clean the largest mat or piece of equipment to be cleaned.  The 
cleaning area shall be indoors or in a covered area outdoors; both areas must be 
plumbed to the sanitary sewer.   
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G.  Refuse Areas 
 

1) New buildings [such as food service facilities and/or multi-family residential complexes or 
subdivisions] shall provide a covered or enclosed area for dumpsters and recycling 
containers. The area shall be designed to prevent water run-on to the area and runoff 
from the area.  

 
2) Areas around trash enclosures, recycling areas, and/or food compactor enclosures shall 

not discharge to the storm drain system. Any drains installed in or beneath dumpsters, 
compactors, and tallow bin areas serving food service facilities shall be connected [to a 
grease removal device prior to discharging] to the sanitary sewer. The applicant shall 
contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 

 
H.  Outdoor Process Activities/Equipment6 
 

1) Process activities shall be performed either indoors or outdoors under cover. If 
performed outdoors, the area shall be designed to prevent run-on to and runoff from the 
site.  

 
2) Process equipment areas shall drain to the sanitary sewer system. The applicant shall 

contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 

 
I.  Outdoor Equipment/Materials Storage 

 
1) All outdoor equipment and materials storage areas shall be covered [and bermed], or 

shall be designed to limit the potential for runoff to contact pollutants [or a storm drain 
inlet valves shall be provided on exterior drains in the area]. 

 
2) Storage areas containing non-hazardous liquids shall be covered by a roof and/or drain 

to the sanitary sewer system, and be contained by berms, dikes, liners or vaults. .  The 
applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with 
jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 

 
3) All hazardous materials and wastes, as defined [or regulated] by [cite ordinance or 

regulation], on the site must be used and stored in compliance with the [Co-permittee’s] 
Hazardous Materials Ordinance and Hazardous Materials Management Plan for the site 
approved by the [Co-permittee department]. 

 

                                            
6 Examples of businesses that may have outdoor process activities and equipment include machine 
shops and auto repair shops, and industries that have pretreatment facilities. 
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J.  Vehicle/Equipment Cleaning 
 

1) Wastewater from vehicle and equipment washing operations shall not be discharged to 
the storm drain system.  [Optional, e.g. for car dealerships: If water only (without soap or 
other cleaning agent) is used for rinsing of vehicle exterior surfaces for appearance 
purposes, the runoff may be discharged to the storm drain system.] 

 
2) Commercial/industrial facilities having vehicle/equipment cleaning needs [and new 

residential complexes of 25 units or greater] shall either provide a covered, bermed area 
for washing activities or discourage vehicle/equipment washing by removing hose bibs 
and installing signs prohibiting such uses. Vehicle/equipment washing areas shall be 
paved, designed to prevent run-on to or runoff from the area, and plumbed to drain to 
the sanitary sewer. The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or 
sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 

 
3) Commercial car wash facilities shall be designed and operated such that no runoff from 

the facility is discharged to the storm drain system.  Wastewater from the facility shall 
discharge to the sanitary sewer [or a wastewater reclamation system shall be installed]. 
The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with 
jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 

 
K.  Vehicle/Equipment Repair and Maintenance 
 

1) Vehicle/equipment repair and maintenance shall be performed in a designated area 
indoors, or if such services must be performed outdoors, in an area designed to prevent 
the run-on and runoff of stormwater.  

 
2) Secondary containment shall be provided for exterior work areas where motor oil, brake 

fluid, gasoline, diesel fuel, radiator fluid, acid-containing batteries or other hazardous 
materials or hazardous wastes are used or stored. Drains shall not be installed within 
the secondary containment areas. 

 
3) Vehicle service facilities shall not contain floor drains unless the floor drains are 

connected to wastewater pretreatment systems prior to discharge to the sanitary sewer, 
for which an industrial waste discharge permit has been obtained. The applicant shall 
contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 

 
4) Tanks, containers or sinks used for parts cleaning or rinsing shall not be connected to 

the storm drain system. Tanks, containers or sinks used for such purposes may only be 
connected to the sanitary sewer system if allowed by an industrial waste discharge 
permit. The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district 
with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 
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L.  Fuel Dispensing Areas 
 

1) Fueling areas7 shall have impermeable floors (i.e., portland cement concrete or 
equivalent smooth impervious surface) that are: a) graded at the minimum slope 
necessary to prevent ponding; and b) separated from the rest of the site by a grade 
break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the maximum extent practicable.  

 
2) Fueling areas shall be covered by a canopy that extends a minimum of ten feet in each 

direction from each pump.  [Alternative: The fueling area must be covered and the 
cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade 
break or fuel dispensing area, as defined below1.]  The canopy [or cover] shall not drain 
onto the fueling area. 

 
M.  Loading Docks 
 

1) Loading docks shall be covered and/or graded to minimize run-on to and runoff from the 
loading area. Roof downspouts shall be positioned to direct stormwater away from the 
loading area. Water from loading dock areas shall be drained to the sanitary sewer, or 
diverted and collected for ultimate discharge to the sanitary sewer.  The applicant shall 
contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 

 
2) Loading dock areas draining directly to the sanitary sewer shall be equipped with a spill 

control valve or equivalent device, which shall be kept closed during periods of 
operation. 

 
3) Door skirts between the trailers and the building shall be installed to prevent exposure of 

loading activities to rain.  
 
N.  Fire Sprinkler Test Water 
 

1) Fire sprinkler test water shall drain to the sanitary sewer system (with approval from the 
local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction) or drain to landscaped 
areas where feasible.  

 
O.  Miscellaneous Drain or Wash Water 
 

1) Boiler drain lines shall be directly or indirectly connected to the sanitary sewer system 
and may not discharge to the storm drain system. 

 
2) [Air compressor or air conditioner] condensate drain lines shall drain to the sanitary 

sewer system (with approval from the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district 
with jurisdiction) or drain to landscaped areas where feasible. 

 
                                            
7 The fueling area shall be defined as the area extending a minimum of 6.5 feet from the corner of each 
fuel dispenser or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus a minimum of 
one foot, whichever is greater. 
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3) Roof drains shall discharge and drain away from the building foundation to an unpaved 
area wherever possible.   

 
4) Roof top equipment shall drain to the sanitary sewer.  The applicant shall contact the 

local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection 
and discharge requirements. 

 
OPERATIONAL BMPS 
 
A.  Paved Sidewalks and Parking Lots 

1). Sidewalks and parking lots shall be swept regularly to prevent the accumulation of litter 
and debris. Debris resulting from pressure washing shall be trapped and collected to 
prevent entry into the storm drain system.  Washwater containing any cleaning agent or 
degreaser shall be collected and discharged to the sanitary sewer and shall not be 
discharged to a storm drain. The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority 
and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge 
requirements. 

 
B.  Private Streets 

1) Owner of private streets and storm drains shall prepare and implement a plan for street 
sweeping of paved private roads and cleaning of all storm drain inlets. 

 
C.  Vehicle/Equipment Repair and Maintenance 

1) No person shall dispose of, nor permit the disposal, directly or indirectly, of vehicle 
fluids, hazardous materials, or rinsewater from parts cleaning operations into storm 
drains. 

2) No vehicle fluid removal shall be performed outside a building, nor on asphalt or ground 
surfaces, whether inside or outside a building, except in such a manner as to ensure that 
any spilled fluid will be in an area of secondary containment.  Leaking vehicle fluids shall 
be contained or drained from the vehicle immediately. 

3) No person shall leave unattended drip parts or other open containers containing vehicle 
fluid, unless such containers are in use or in an area of secondary containment. 

 
D.  Fueling Areas 

1) The property owner shall dry sweep the fueling area and spot clean leaks and drips 
routinely.  Fueling areas shall not be washed down with water unless the wash water is 
collected and disposed of properly (i.e. not in the storm drain). 
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REFERENCES 
 
• BASMAA “Start at the Source Tools Handbook” (June 2000); 

• California Stormwater Quality Task Force, “Best Management Practice Guide – Retail 
Gasoline Outlets”, March 1997. 

• Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP) Model Conditions of Approval (1999); 

• City of Palo Alto Municipal Code Chapter 16.09, and revisions to Chapter 16.09 approved 
July 22, 2002; 

• City of San Jose standard conditions; 

• City of Cupertino, Guidance for Selecting BMPs for Development Projects; 

• Example source control measures provided by Regional Board staff in Provision C.3.k. of 
the SCVURPPP NPDES Permit (October 2001).  
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 Attachment 5 
 STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
This section should contain the Co-permittee’s standard operating procedures (SOPs) for 
implementation of the performance standard. 
 
Examples of Types of SOPs Needed 
 
• A general description of the municipal agency's plan review process, including how 

Group 1 projects8 are identified as well as how storm water quality control measures are 
incorporated into the planning and design stages of development..   

• Description of which staff positions are responsible for reviewing the project’s storm 
water impacts, the effectiveness with which the control measures mitigate these impacts, 
and when in the process these reviews are performed.  

• Description of process for allowing independent qualified expert review and certification 
of stormwater treatment measure designs, if applicable. 

• Mechanism to include storm water quality controls in plans and contract specifications 
for municipal capital improvement projects. 

• Guidance on who to give pre-application materials to and when. 

• Use of a revised CEQA initial study checklist and/or other plan review checklist that  
specifically addresses storm water quality impacts. 

• Mechanism for recording the treatment control, site design and source control measures 
used, and the sizing criteria used 

• Identification of department/persons responsible for implementing the treatment 
measure O&M verification program. 

 
 
See SCVURPPP C.3. Handbook, “Summary of Major Changes to the Development Project 
Review Process” for those additional steps in the development review process necessary in 
implementing Provision C.3 requirements.  

                                            
8 Definitions of Group 1 projects are provided on page 3 of the Performance Standard. 
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Attachment 6 
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

 
Co-permittee’s will demonstrate implementation of this Performance Standard by providing in 
their annual reports the information described below (C.3.n.). 
 

• The name or other identifier, type of project, site acreage or square footage, and 
square footage of new impervious surface on all new development and significant 
redevelopment projects which meet the Group 1 definitions of C.3.c.9 For significant 
redevelopment projects, the square footage of land disturbance will be reported.  

 
• The treatment BMPs used and numeric sizing criteria employed, the operation and 

maintenance responsibility mechanism including the responsible party, site design 
measures used, and source control measures required for projects that must 
implement treatment measures. 

 
• A summary of the types of pesticide reduction measures required for those new 

development and significant redevelopment projects to be addressed under C.3.c 
and the percentage of such new development and significant redevelopment projects 
for which pesticide reduction measures were required.  

 
Model reporting forms for this information are provided on the next two pages. 
 
A summary of all annual and one-time reporting requirements is given in Table 1, Provision C3. 
of the Permit. 
 
 

                                            
9 Definitions of Group 1 projects are provided on page 3 of the Performance Standard. 
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[Co-permittee Name] 
Reporting Form for Planning Procedures Performance Standard 

and Provision C.3.n.i. Reporting Requirements 

Part 1 
Group 1 New Development and Significant Redevelopment Projects10 

Reviewed and/or Approved During _____________ 

Project Name Project Type11 Site Size 
(ac. or s.f.) 

New 
Impervious 

Surface (s.f.)12 

Area of Land 
Disturbed (Ac.) 

13 

Project Status Storm Water Control Measures 
Included in Project 

Private Projects       

       

       

       

Public Projects       

       

       

       

 

                                            
10 List all projects with new impervious surface area greater than 1 acre (43,560 s.f.). 
11 Describe project type, as defined in Provision C.3.c. 
12 “New” is defined as impervious surface created, added or replaced. 
13 If the site is a “significant redevelopment”, list the area of land disturbance, if information is readily available. 
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[Co-permittee Name] 
Reporting Form for Planning Procedures Performance Standard 

and Provision C.3.n.ii. & iii. Reporting Requirements 

Part 2 
Stormwater Control Measures for Group 1 Projects14 
Reviewed and/or Approved During FY_____________ 

Project Name Treatment BMPs Numeric Sizing 
Criteria Used 

O&M Responsibility 
Mechanism and 

Responsible Party 

Site Design 
Measures 

Source Control 
Measures 

Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 

Private Projects       

       

       

       

Public Projects       

       

       

       

 

                                            
14 Beginning October 15, 2003, list all* projects with new impervious surface area greater than 43,560 s.f. (1 acre).    See SCVURPP “C.3. Handbook:  
Guidance for Implementation of Stormwater Requirements for New and Redevelopment Projects”. 
*Projects that do not require stormwater treatment because they fall under the Alternative Compliance Program must be reported as per Provision C.3.g.v. (see 
Reporting Form Part 3). 
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[Co-permittee Name] 
Reporting Form for Planning Procedures Performance Standard 

and Provision C.3.g.v.  Reporting Requirements 
 

Part 3 
 

Alternative Compliance/Waiver Program Projects 
Reviewed and/or Approved During FY________ 

 

Project Name  
and Location 

Project Type Final Percent 
Impervious Surface 

Reasons for Allowing 
Alternative 

Compliance 

Alternative 
Compliance  

Terms 

Project Receiving Benefit 
(Date of Completion) 

Private Projects      

      

      

      

Public Projects      
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3. PUBLIC INFORMATION/PARTICIPATION WORK PLAN 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The goals of the Public Information/Participation (PI/P) element of the Program are to change 
specific behaviors which adversely affect water quality and to increase the understanding and 
appreciation of streams and the Bay, leading to a change in values. To accomplish these goals, 
Co-permittees pursue PI/P activities jointly through the Program, on a County-wide basis, and 
individually in their own jurisdictions.  
Each year Program staff works with the PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group (AHTG) to identify, prioritize 
and select County-wide projects to be recommended for funding.  Table 3-1 presents the 
updated Pollutant Matrix, which links past, current, and future PI/P projects with pollutants of 
concern.  The projects are developed and implemented each year by work groups consisting of 
Program staff, consultants and the contributing Co-permittees.   
The Program provides resources to conduct County-wide PI/P tasks through approval (by the 
Management Committee) of an annual Program budget and Work Plan.  All Co-permittees 
contribute resources to conduct annual Program Work Plan tasks consistent with the Co-
permittee assessment procedure contained in the SCVURPPP Memorandum of Agreement1.  
Given the current economic climate, the overall Program annual budget will remain consistent 
with the FY 03-04 budget.  However, the Program has experienced a large increase in external 
fees.  To account for the uncertainty associated with fees assessed by organizations outside of 
the Program (e.g., NPDES permit fees); some items are identified as “collaborative” and may be 
subject to budget adjustments if external fees increase.  Each year, the Budget Ad Hoc Task 
Group prioritizes the collaborative line items and determines what adjustments may be 
necessary.   

 
FY 04-05 PI/P WORK PLAN 
 
Three major projects from FY 03-04 will continue to be funded in FY 04-05 (see Table 3-2). 
These include the Watershed Education and Outreach, Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Outreach Projects.  As part of the Watershed Education and Outreach 
Campaign, the Program will also contribute to BASMAA’s Regional Ad Campaign 
 
Watershed Education and Outreach 
 
The FY 04-05 Watershed Education and Outreach project includes the following tasks: 
 
Watershed Watch Campaign 
 
The Watershed Watch Campaign will be in its fifth year during FY 04-05 (see Attachment 3-1). 
A Campaign evaluation was conducted in September 2003.   The evaluation included a 
telephone survey of Santa Clara valley residents, two focus groups and feedback from current 
Watershed Watch partners.  The highlights of the evaluation are: 
 

• Compared to 1999, awareness of watersheds has increased significantly.  
Approximately 46% of respondents could recall seeing or hearing something about 

                                                           
1 On February 1, 2001 the Management Committee directed Program staff to include all Program-Wide PI/P activities as part of the   
Projects Group budget and thus eliminated any confusion regarding selective Co-permittee participation. 

FY 04-05 Work Plan 3 -1  3/01/04 
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watersheds.  This is an increase of 19 points from the 1999 results.  Of those who have 
heard something about watersheds, 74% (34% of total) can mention something specific. 

• 73% of Santa Clara Basin residents attempt to define a watershed, although few are 
able to accurately describe it in their own words 

• Close to half (44%) mention oil/grease as the main pollutant affecting Bay water quality.  
Nearly everyone can name some type of pollutant. 

• Santa Clara Basin residents are more aware of specific solutions to prevent Bay water 
pollution compared to twelve years ago.  There is a very high level of awareness that 
paint thinner and motor oil within storm drains can seriously affect creek and Bay water 
quality.  Awareness of other pollutants is not as widespread.  While awareness has 
increased, fewer Basin residents are performing one or more selected water pollution 
prevention activities compared to 1996 and 1999. 

• The awareness that private residents and not businesses contribute to storm water 
pollution has increased.  

• Fewer Basin residents recognize that various pollutants enter the storm drain as 
compared to 1999.  However, the 2003 results (43%) show an increase in recognition 
from 2002 levels (32%). 

• There has been a decrease in the percentage of residents taking selected water 
pollution prevention actions  

 
The main recommendations from the survey are: 
 
• The Campaign should continue with its current media advertising with a greater focus on 

specific pollution prevention actions that residents can take to prevent storm water 
pollution;  

• More efforts should be made to build awareness of existing water quality problems of our 
creeks and the Bay; 

• For meeting short-term goals, the Campaign should target homeowners and college-
educated people; 

• The Watershed Watch kit should be revised to be more concise and easily readable; and 

• The radio ads should continue but should be remade without the background music. 
 
In FY 04-05, feedback and recommendations from the evaluation will be used to modify 
messages, advertising, promotions and other Campaign strategies.  Campaign advertising and 
activities will be coordinated with pesticide and mercury outreach efforts.  Messages used in 
outreach efforts will include specific pollution prevention actions that people can take to prevent 
storm water pollution. The FY 04-05 Watershed Watch Work Plan is included in Appendix 3-1. 
 
Regional Ad Campaign 
 
The Program will participate in the Regional Ad Campaign in FY 04-05.  In FY 02-03 and FY 03-
04, the Regional Ad Campaign (RAC) implemented the “Beautiful Watersheds” advertising 
campaigns for increasing the public’s awareness about watersheds.  The ads were broadcast 
on radio and television.  To achieve saturation in terms of reach and frequency, the same ads 
will likely be continued during FY 04-05.  
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By participating in the RAC, the Program aims to reinforce the watershed awareness message 
regionally while continuing to focus on specific pollution prevention messages locally. 
 
Schools Outreach  
 
For the past three years, the program has sponsored ZunZun assemblies at elementary schools 
in the Santa Clara Valley.  Assemblies are booked using a list of schools provided by the 
Program’s School Outreach Work Group.  Each assembly is followed by an evaluation. 
Teachers are requested to mail back postage paid evaluation cards.  The evaluation card asks 
the teachers to judge what their students have learned from the assembly; and how effective the 
presentation is in educating them about watersheds.  Based on comments from teachers, mid–
year and final year evaluation reports are prepared.  The Program then incorporates changes to 
the ZunZun performances.  Due to the increasing demand for these assemblies in Santa Clara 
Valley schools and the positive feedback received from teachers, the Program will sponsor 50 
more ZunZun assemblies in FY 04-05. 
 
Strategic Planning  
 
The Watershed Watch evaluation results indicate that while awareness of watersheds, 
pollutants and pollution prevention has increased, actual pollution prevention behaviors have 
not increased.  The evaluation recommended that the Campaign continue its current activities 
with an added focus on specific pollution prevention messages.  In FY 04-05, a Work Group will 
be formed to further analyze these recommendations and develop a strategy for improving 
future outreach.  A social-marketing consultant may be used to help develop this strategy. 
 
Watershed Watchers Program at the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge at Alviso 
(Alviso Education Center)  
 
The Program provides resources to the Alviso Education Center to support a full-time 
interpretive specialist position for conducting the Watershed Watchers Program. This is an on-
site educational program conducted primarily on weekends. The activities focus on building 
watershed awareness and encourage stormwater pollution prevention behaviors among 
attendees (youth groups, Boy/Girl Scout Troops, families with children etc.). The Program will 
continue to support these activities in FY 04-05.  Attachment 3.2 describes the activities offered 
in the Watershed Watchers Program.  
 
Watershed Support Fund for Citizen Participation Projects 
 
In FY 04-05, the Program will fund projects that support citizen participation activities. 
Resources will be made available to local groups working on watershed issues as non-
competitive grants.  The Program’s WEO AHTG will discuss and develop criteria for identifying 
and selecting projects.  Possible projects include providing resources to conduct activities 
associated with the efforts of the Watershed Action Councils, Creek Cleanup Events, and WMI 
projects.  
 
Pesticide User Outreach 
 
This project combines elements of the previous IPM Store Partnership and Household Chemical 
Management Projects to focus on the outreach requirements of the Program’s NPDES permit. 
Outreach is coordinated with other pollution prevention programs funded by Co-permittees (e.g., 
County’s Household Hazardous Waste Program).  The Pesticide User Outreach tasks for FY 
04-05 include:  
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• Task 1 – IPM Store Partnership Program - Continue IPM participation in Santa Clara County 

stores.  At a minimum, visit each store once every two months; maintain an ongoing 
relationship with participating stores through in-store contacts; refresh/restock literature 
racks (as needed); and update “shelf talker” labels (as needed).  Based on feedback from 
training sessions offered to store employees in FY 03-04 and the number of stores 
remaining to be trained, the Program may provide up to five training sessions during FY 04-
05.  These sessions will train employees on how to sell less-toxic pesticides. 

• Task 2 –Regional IPM Partnership –Support the Regional IPM Partnership program through 
contributions to BASMAA and participation in meetings and regional activities.  Review and 
approve products. 

• Task 3 - Pesticide Distributor Outreach Program – Continue to support the Pesticide 
Distributor Outreach Program through BASMAA.  This will involve coordinating Annie 
Joseph’s efforts in this project with the Store Partnership outreach efforts.  Provide staff for 
conducting outreach events at stores (e.g., Orchard Supply Hardware).  At these events, 
customers are educated on available less toxic pest control methods and products, and 
proper disposal of pesticides. 

• Task 4 – Outreach Events - Plan and conduct up to four pesticide outreach events in 
coordination with the Watershed Watch Campaign.  These may include Pumpkins in the 
Park, YSI Wildlife festival, Spring in Guadalupe Gardens, International Migratory Bird Day, 
San Jose Spring Home and Garden Show, etc.  Program, Co-permittee and TRG staff will 
conduct outreach at these events.  The pesticide display and/or the beanbag game will be 
used.  Outreach material distributed may include IPM fact sheets and other brochures (e.g., 
Pests Bugging You, Grow It and Backyard Bugs).  

• Task 5 – IPM Workshop - Plan and conduct an IPM workshop for the general public in 
coordination with the Watershed Watch Campaign and its partners.  During FY 02-03, the 
Program conducted a similar workshop.  Master Gardeners gave presentations and over 
thirty people attended.  Currently, the FY 03-04 workshop is being planned.  

• Task 6 – Media Advertising - Conduct media advertising in coordination with the Watershed 
Watch Campaign. The ads will focus on pest control using less-toxic methods.  

• Task 7 – Outreach to industrial businesses - Continue distributing the “Don’t Set a Table for 
Pests” poster to restaurants through County Health Inspectors. Provide the poster to Co-
permittees for distribution through City stormwater inspectors. 

• Task 8 – Provide information on less toxic pest control (e.g., IPM techniques, municipal IPM 
policies, model contract language, training opportunities, etc.) to special districts within each 
Co-permitee’s jurisdiction (e.g., Valley Transportation Authority, sanitary and utility districts, 
open space districts, vector control districts, and school districts); and to the extent of each 
Co-permittee’s authority – Contact these groups and assess the amount of information they 
have or need regarding IPM, and develop and implement a prioritized outreach plan based 
on the findings of the assessment.  

Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 
 
To implement the Public Education and Outreach element of the Mercury Plan, Program staff 
established a new work group called the Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group in 
December 2002.  The objective of this group is to implement a public education, outreach and 
participation program designed to reach residential and commercial users of mercury-containing 
products.  The Mercury Plan identifies the development of a fluorescent light tube (FLT) 
recycling public outreach and education plan as a priority and recommends conducting outreach 
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in two phases.  The main objective of both phases is to show the negative health and 
environmental impacts of mercury and the methods available to the public for the proper 
disposal of fluorescent light tubes.   
 
Phase I of the Public Education and Outreach plan focused on residential FLT disposal.  It was 
completed in FY 02-03.  Implementation of Phase II, which targets small businesses and 
Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators (CESQGs), began in FY 03-04.  The ongoing 
and completed Phase I and Phase II activities are described in detail in Section 6 of this Work 
Plan.  
 
In FY 04-05, the Program plans to continue its mercury pollution prevention outreach activities 
and coordinate them with the County Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Program’s Mercury 
Grant described in Section 6 of this Work Plan.  The County HHW Program is implementing this 
grant to increase collection opportunities for mercury-containing universal wastes (e.g., 
thermostats, fluorescent lighting and button batteries) at HHW collection events and community 
collection sites.  The Program will coordinate with the County HHW Program in FY 04-05 and 
help implement an advertising promotion.  Outreach information will also be distributed at 
community events and through newsletter articles.  During FY 02-03 and FY 03-04, outreach 
messages were primarily targeted at recycling of fluorescent lamps.  In FY 04-05, outreach 
messages may be expanded to include information on other mercury containing wastes.  
 
Table 3-2 lists all of the PI/P projects to be funded during FY 04-05.  Preliminary descriptions 
(“Development Strategy Checklists”) for the Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach projects are provided in Attachment 3-3. The scopes of work will be 
finalized in more detail by Program staff and Co-permittees prior to implementation of the 
projects. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 3-1 Watershed Outreach and Education Campaign (Watershed Watch) 

Fourth Year (FY 04-05) Work Plan, March 1, 2004 
 
Attachment 3-2 Alviso Education Center Work Plan Tasks 
 
 
Attachment 3-3 Development Strategy Checklists (Project Descriptions for FY 04-05 PI/P  

Projects) 
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Table 3-1 
Pollutant Matrix for FY 04-05 PI/P Projects 

 
 
Pollutant of 
Concern1 

Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 

Potential Target 
Audience(s) 

FY 04-05 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 

Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 

Diazinon 
and 
pesticides in 
general 

Pesticides (residential, 
commercial and municipal 
use)  

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

Home gardeners 
Pest control 
professionals 
Landscapers 
Municipal Employees 
Residents who hire pest 
control professionals 

Watershed Education & 
Outreach Campaign (one of 
four focus topics), IPM Store 
Partnership Program (regional 
and local), Pesticide User 
Outreach Activities, Annual 
Workshop potential topic, 
Distribution of restaurant 
brochure “Don’t Set a Table for 
Pests” through County Health 
Inspectors. 

“Backyard Bugs”, “Pests 
Bugging You”, “Grow It 
Guide”, “When Ants Invade” 
Self-Mailer, “Landscaping, 
Gardening and Pool 
Maintenance” tri-fold, “Don’t 
Set a Table for Pests”, IPM 
Store Partnership Program 
Fact Sheets, “Control It”, 
HHW programs, BASMAA 
Media Relations Campaign 
topic 

Sediment Erosion from new 
construction, grading, road 
wear 

• 

• 
• 
• 

Construction 
companies/contractors 
Architects/engineers 
Municipal inspectors 
Residents (home 
improvement projects, 
remodels) 

BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Outreach to developers via 
RWQCB Construction Site 
Management Workshops. 

Construction BMP Tri-folds in 
English, Spanish and 
Vietnamese, “Blueprint for a 
Clean Bay” (revised 1-04), 
Construction Site 
Management workshops,  
Dewatering Brochure 

Mercury Tailpipe emissions (i.e., 
diesel-powered vehicles), 
consumer products  
(thermometers, fluorescent 
lighting) 

• 

• 
• 

Residents (auto use, 
general awareness, 
proper selection and 
disposal of products) 
Industry (fleet use) 
Commercial (fleet use) 

Watershed Education and 
Outreach Campaign (one of 
four focus topics), BASMAA 
Media Relations Campaign 
topic, Mercury P2 Outreach 
(Residential and business 
fluorescent light recycling) 

“Spare the Air and Water 
Too” campaign press release 
and public service 
announcements, bill stuffers, 
Program and local co-
permittee fact sheets (e.g., 
Palo Alto and Sunnyvale) 
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Pollutant of 
Concern 

Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 

Potential Target 
Audience(s) 

FY 04-05 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 

Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 

Copper 
 

Brake pads, industrial 
discharge, copper 
algaecides, coolant leaks, 
illegal dumping 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Industry (scrubbers, 
roofs, cooling towers, 
piping) 
Residents (illegal 
dumping, pools and 
spas) 
Commercial business       
(pool, spa, fountain 
maintenance) 
Municipal maintenance 
staff 

BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Watershed Education and 
Outreach Campaign (potential 
topic), support of Brake Pad 
partnership through BASMAA 

Brake Pad Partnership, “Keep 
Pool/Spa Water Out of Storm 
Drains, Streets, and Creeks” 
(older pool and spa 
brochure), “Keeping It All In 
Tune”, Industrial BMPs, storm 
drain stencils, ”Drain Smart – 
Keep Pool, Spa and Fountain 
Water Out of Strom Drains, 
creeks and the Bay” (new 
pool brochure) 

Nickel  • Industrial discharges,
tailpipe emissions, 
construction-related erosion 

See sediment and 
mercury target 
audiences 

See sediment and mercury 
projects 

See sediment and mercury 
projects 

Trash  • 
• 
• 
• 

Intentional littering
(cigarette butts, throwing 
objects from automobiles, 
illegal dumping), trucks 
hauling poorly secured 
materials, uncovered or 
overflowing garbage cans 

General public 
Children 
Drivers 
Smokers 

 

BASMAA media relations 
campaign topic, Watershed 
Education and Outreach 
Campaign (one of four focus 
topics)  

“The Bay Begins at Your 
Front Door” brochure, 
Watershed Watch magnets, 
Watershed Watch Kit 
brochure, Watershed Watch 
web site. 

 
1 Per reissued SCVURPPP NPDES Permit, Order No. 01-024, with the exception of trash.   
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  Project Title Project Description Budget Comments
Non-Discretionary PI/P Projects 

1. Watershed 
Education and 
Outreach 
Campaign  
(Year 4) 

Funding for approved multi-year watershed 
education and outreach campaign. Includes: 

• Funding for educational programs at 
the Alviso Ed Center coordinated with 
the WE&O campaign; 

• Funding for ZunZun to perform a 
watershed –themed show at 50 schools 
in Santa Clara Valley. 

• Collaborative funds for citizen 
participation projects 

• Funds for strategic planning of future 
outreach 

 

$450,0001 
 

Proposed Budget breakdown is as follows: 

• Watershed Watch Campaign budget - 
$259,300 

• Alviso Ed Center - $75,700 

• ZunZun Contract - $25,000 

• Strategic Planning - $10,000 

• Program staff support and subcontractor 
markup - $80,000 

2. Pesticide User 
(PU) Outreach 
(Year 4) 

Project combines cost-effective elements of 
past IPM Store Partnership and Household 
Chemical Management Projects.  Scope to 
include items in Program’s Pesticide 
Management Plan for outreach to residents, 
commercial businesses, and pest control 
operators. 

$40,000 
 

SCVURPPP will continue to support the Regional 
IPM Partnership Program, and consider 
supporting other pesticide related projects through 
its participation in BASMAA.  Program will 
continue to maintain the 29 stores participating in 
the store partnership program. Additional outreach 
will be made locally to pesticide users, potentially 
residential and commercial users, residents hiring 
pest control professionals, and/or other 
audiences. Outreach will be conducted at 
community events, advertising and by conducting 
IPM workshops for residents. 

3. Mercury 
Pollution 
Prevention 
Outreach  
(Year 3) 

Continuing outreach on proper disposal of 
mercury containing wastes and education on 
low-mercury products. 
 

$25,000 Program will continue its mercury outreach and 
coordinate its efforts with the County HHW 
Program in implementing its mercury grant. 
Specific tasks may include maintaining store 
partnerships for the mercury take back program, 
developing educational materials and shelf-talkers 
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Project Title Project Description Budget Comments 
(identifying low mercury products) and conducting 
media advertising with Watershed Watch 
Campaign. 

4. Program 
Supplies 

Estimated budget for reprints of materials for 
Program use and other Program supplies. 

$5,000  

FY 04-05 PI/P and WEO Project Budget $520,000  

WE&O Watershed Support Fund (Collaborative Budget) 
$100,000 Program will fund local groups working on 

watershed issues for implementing Citizen 
participation projects. The Program’s WEO AHTG 
will develop criteria for disbursement of funds. 

TOTAL BUDGET $620,000  
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 

 
Task 13 Watershed Watch Campaign 

Work Plan 
Year Five, FY 2004-2005 

 
Prepared By: TRG & Associates 

 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program), together with the 
Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) will be embarking on Year Five of the Watershed 
Education and Outreach (WE&O) campaign known as “Watershed Watch” at the start of fiscal 
year (FY) 2004-2005. Year One (FY 2000-2001) involved development of the Three Year Plan, 
First Year Work Plan, the Latino Characterization Study and campaign materials. Year Two (FY 
2001-2002) was launched in September 2001, with the media advertising campaign and other 
approved campaign elements. Year Three (FY 2002-2003) was the second full year of campaign 
activities. Year Four of the campaign, FY 2003-2004, in progress, is the third full year of 
implementation of the campaign.   
 
In this current fiscal year, the Watershed Watch Campaign (Campaign) continues to focus on 
media advertising, a presence at numerous events, school education outreach assemblies, the 
web site, promotions, developing and implementing partner resources, a public opinion survey 
and focus group, and other tasks described below.  
 
 
FY 2003-2004 Progress to Date  
 
The following is a list of tasks completed to date (or ongoing where noted) during the first half 
of Year Four (FY 2003-2004).  
 
• Task 2  - Develop Materials – A flyer was developed to promote family activities at the 

Don Edwards National Wildlife Environmental Education Center and inserted into the San 
Jose Mercury News Newspaper In Education teacher materials.   A flyer for the Classic Car 
Wash promotion through the San Jose Mercury News and KRTY was also developed. 
(Ongoing) 

 
• Task 3  - Partner Coordination - Continued development of the partner database and 

conducted numerous meetings with potential new partners. New partners this fiscal year 
include Classic Car Wash, Chinese American Mutual Assistance Association, Strong 
Neighborhoods and Bonfante Gardens. Other potential partners are still in development. 
(Ongoing) 
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• Task 4  - School Education Outreach – Fifty ZunZun assemblies have been funded for 

this fiscal year and to date, all 50 assemblies have been scheduled at 27 schools. The 
assembly program was revised last year to focus more on watersheds and impacts to our 
creeks and Bay. A teacher evaluation post card has been developed and provided to ZunZun 
for distribution to teachers whose students experience the assembly. One hundred twelve 
teacher surveys have been returned to date. A mid-point evaluation was submitted to the 
Program in December 2003. Watershed Watch kits are distributed by ZunZun to each 
teacher at every school. (Ongoing)                

  
• Task 7 – Events – A total of twelve events (nine through media and other partners as well 

as three TRG-staffed events) have been attended this year. In addition, TRG developed and 
updated the events calendar on a monthly basis; organized and attended numerous events; 
coordinated materials and supplies for media partner events. (Ongoing) 

 
• Task 8 – Research and Develop Media Advertising – TRG launched a radio, print and 

transit advertising campaign with media partners for a Summer campaign; reused the Got 
Bugs transit and print ads (both English and Spanish) and used the Got Paint print and radio 
ads with slight revisions. In addition, TRG implemented the Classic Car Wash promotion, 
and assisted KRTY with an on-line Watershed Watch quiz and promotion at Raging Waters. 
A Spring 2004 campaign is in the planning stages. (Ongoing) 

 
• Task 11 – Develop Web Site – TRG continued to maintain, revise and add information to 

the web site, and developed a web site plan that has received approval. Work on new pages 
is in progress. Web page views are averaging 250 per day. (Ongoing)  

 
• Task 12  - Reports and Meetings – Attended meetings with WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task 

Group and other committees; submitted monthly reports including activity summary, partner 
chart, events calendar and web stats; developed Watershed Watch Campaign Update (one 
completed and one in progress); frequent communication with Program staff. (Ongoing) 

 
• Task 13  - Develop 2004-05 Work Plan – This is the second draft of the Work Plan  

submitted to Program. (Ongoing) 
 
• Task 14 - Public Opinion Survey - A public opinion survey was completed and two public 

focus groups were conducted in 2003. TRG worked with the Ad Hoc Task Group and Evans 
McDonough to draft the survey and participated in meetings. 
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FY 2004-2005 Campaign Strategy Summary  
 
Year Five of the campaign will focus on continued implementation of public outreach activities 
to help achieve the WE & O objectives.  It is recommended the campaign continue with the 
tactics that have proven successful (gauged through number of participants, value added, 
responses to web site, etc.) and continue to reinforce the watershed/pollution prevention 
messages using the tools already developed and in progress including advertising, partnering 
and promotions, events, school education, web site, material distribution, newsletter articles 
and the information hot line. 
 
A smaller advertising budget and $50,000 allocated to BASMAA requires that TRG alter some 
tactics and activities for FY 04-05. A limited number of Watershed Watch kits will be available 
for distribution – TRG will developed an allocation plan for the year to ensure that kits are 
primarily utilized for school education and events. As described further in the Work Plan, it is 
recommended that the entire net advertising budget be expended for one longer flight in Fall 
2004 rather than broken up into two small campaigns as done in the past. The rationale for this 
tactic is described further in the Work Plan.  
 
The use of the Watershed Watch discount card has increased in FY 03-04 due to the Classic Car 
Wash promotion and promotion on the web site. The card can be used at Happy Hollow Zoo, 
Classic Car Wash and Bonfante Gardens, and it is recommended that TRG and the media buyer 
work with media partners to find more uses for the card. Although there will be a limited 
number of discount and pledge cards due to the number of remaining kits, both these forms 
can be downloaded and printed from the web site. 
 
The tactics mentioned above will be built upon through strengthening and broadening our 
relationships with existing partners, continuing school assemblies to include new targeted 
schools; maintaining the web site; and creating new promotions and activities through the 
media partners. It is recommended that messages in the media and other communications 
continue to focus on specific behaviors that emphasize pollution prevention.            
 
Some new avenues that are currently in development, and can be continued and expanded in 
Year Five include: 

• A third community IPM workshop with an expanded base of partners to educate the public 
about nontoxic gardening, pest control (IPM methods), and safe disposal of household 
hazardous wastes. TRG is currently in discussion with Guadalupe River Park & Gardens, 
Strong Neighborhoods, United Neighborhoods, Master Gardeners and County Household 
Hazardous Waste Program to implement a second Spring 2004 workshop. If successful, it is 
recommended that a third workshop be conducted in 2005.   

• TRG is just initiating discussions with the Alviso Education Center to determine how we can 
expand our partnership efforts and help attract new visitors to the center. We will also help 
promote Migratory Bird Day as we have in the past, utilizing free on-air promotions provided 
by our media partners and on the web site.  

• Another Classic Car Wash promotion is in the preliminary stage for Spring 2004. The past 
event was successful and if Classic Car Wash wants to participate again, it could potentially 
occur again during the Fall 2004 media campaign.  

• Happy Hollow Park & Zoo is interested in expanding their partnerships in conjunction with 
Watershed Watch partners. There is potential for future events, promotions and advertising 
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with the Zoo. With the Watershed Watch display at the Zoo, the public can be encouraged 
to visit the Zoo and view the display. 

 
Campaign Messages 
The Watershed Watch campaign will continue to utilize the key messages adopted in the 
Watershed Education and Outreach Strategy and recommendations from the Watershed Watch 
evaluation. Messages will focus on four pollutants: automotive fluids, litter, mercury and 
pesticides, and will include specific information about what the public can do to reduce these 
pollutants. Messages are conveyed through the Watershed Watch kit, web site, media 
advertising, events and other promotions.  
 
A Watershed Watch Campaign evaluation was conducted in September 2003. The evaluation 
included a telephone survey of Santa Clara valley residents, two focus groups and feedback 
from current Watershed Watch partners. The consultants conducting the evaluation 
recommended dividing target audiences into short term and long term audiences and identified 
demographics that fit these profiles. Additionally, a sub-group of the WEO AHTG reorganized 
program goals into short term and long term goals and identified example messages, tactics 
and which goals and messages are most appropriately handled at the local level and which are 
best handled at the regional level 
 
In FY 04-05, the Program’s WEO/PIP AHTG will further analyze the recommendations from the 
Watershed Watch evaluation and the revisions recommended by the sub-group. The 
recommendation from this Work Group and the WEO AHTG will be used to modify campaign 
messages as needed. 
 
Based on the 1999 Watershed Education and Outreach Strategy and subsequent revisions, the 
primary messages for adults, school-aged children and Latinos include:  
 
• A watershed is a land area that drains water into a creek, river, lake, wetland, bay or 

groundwater aquifer.  In the Santa Clara Valley, all the water from rain and irrigation which 
flows over the land surface (called runoff) goes into storm drains, creeks and rivers that 
flow directly into San Francisco Bay. 

• You live in a watershed that flows to a local creek and all of the runoff from your home, 
yard and neighborhood flows to that creek.  Your actions affect local creeks and the Bay.  

• Be a watershed steward. 
• By protecting the watershed, creeks and the Bay, you are protecting the environment for 

yourself, your children and future generations.  
 
Secondary messages for adults, school-aged children and Latinos include:  
 
• Protection of the natural resources in our watershed is essential to maintain the health and 

well-being of all living things. 
• Participate in activities that protect or enhance the watershed, creeks and the Bay.  
• You help protect the watershed, creeks and the bay when you handle and dispose of 

pollutants correctly. [Pollutants to be addressed include, but are not limited to, pesticides, 
mercury, trash/litter, pet waste and household hazardous waste.] 

• Choose behaviors that benefit the watershed and protect natural resources. 
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[Take your car to a commercial carwash, recycle oil, take household hazardous waste to 
your local collection facility, use pesticides only as a last resort, and clean up after your 
pet.] 

• Don’t dispose of anything into a storm drain. It’s the law! 
 

TRG may also work with Program staff to integrate or promote other PIP outreach activities. 
These activities can be supported through use of the Watershed Watch web site, use of the 
logo on materials, news stories, events and some promotions as they develop. TRG will also be 
coordinating with BASMAA’s regional advertising campaign and its media relations efforts.  

 

FY 2004-2005 Work Plan Tasks 
 
The FY 2004-2005 campaign includes the following tasks:  
 

• Task 3 – Partner Coordination and Promotions  
• Task 4 – School Education and Outreach  
• Task 7 – Events and Event Coordination 
• Task 8 - Media Advertising  
• Task 11 - Web Site  
• Task 12 - Reports and Meetings  

 

Description of Tasks  
 

Task 3 Partner Coordination and Promotions  

 

Purpose:  

To seek partners from the business, environmental, government, media and 
community/nonprofit sectors that will help augment campaign funding and resources, and 
demonstrate widespread support for the campaign.   

 

Description of Tasks:  

Developing partners has proven very successful in augmenting campaign resources. Partners 
have published newsletter articles, distributed Watershed Watch Kits through educational and 
promotional activities and events, offered web site links, hosted a Watershed Watch display, 
and shared other resources. It is recommended that partner development continue, with more 
emphasis placed on broadening the existing partnerships already developed.  

There are numerous partnerships developed in FY 03-04 that have expressed a willingness to 
expand opportunities to work together. We recommend moving some funds into event 
coordination in FY 04-05, because we want to ensure that we can continue with the events 
hosted in the past and so that we can reserve some funding from Task 7 for any additional 
events that may occur with those existing partners.  TRG will continue to seek new publicity and 
promotional opportunities (discount cards, contests, etc.) that will occur with existing and any 
new partners as they are secured. We will continue to identify new potential partners, arrange 
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meetings and coordinate any resulting partnership arrangements; however we recommend that 
the majority of our efforts be spent expanding existing partnerships.  

TRG will also make attempts to introduce partner relationships between the organizations that 
we have already worked with. For example, there may be some opportunities for Happy Hollow 
Zoo and the Alviso Education Center to coordinate environmental education events and efforts. 
TRG will suggest and facilitate these partnerships.  

Work with the Alviso Education Center will continue. TRG is already in discussions with Laurie 
McEwen,Interpretive Specialist, to discuss opportunities for FY 03-04, and will try to forecast 
any new activities for FY 04-05.  Alviso develops an Annual Work Plan and TRG will coordinate 
with their planned activities.  

 

Targeted Audiences:  

Community Leaders/Nonprofits   
Business and Industry  
Co-permittees  
Other Regulatory Agencies  

 

Goal:  

To secure partners who can bring additional resources to the campaign.  

 

Co-permittee/Program Staff Responsibilities:  

Co-permittees and staff may be asked to attend some partner meetings if there is a need for 
more technical/regulatory information.  

 

Budget:  

$16,500  

 

Deliverables: 

• 20 partner meetings, and coordination of activities with existing and new partners  

• Promote activities at the Alviso Education Center and with other partners (Creek Clean 
ups, Children's Discovery Museum, Pick Up San Jose, IPM workshop, etc.) 

• Partner matrix updated on a monthly basis with value of partnership and description of 
activities  

• Two new campaign partners  

 

Completion Date:  

June 30, 2005 
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Task 4 School Education Outreach  

 

Purpose:  

The purpose of school outreach is to reach school aged children, one of the targeted audiences, 
with messages about watersheds and how to protect them; to promote watershed stewardship; 
and change behaviors that negatively impact creeks and the Bay.  

 

Description of Tasks:  

The past school education program has consisted of assemblies presented by ZunZun, a post-
assembly teacher evaluation; distribution of the Watershed Watch Kits to all participating 
schools; developing, printing and distributing teacher evaluations; ongoing coordination with 
ZunZun; and mid and final reports. In FY 04-05, TRG's activities will be limited to primarily 
ongoing coordination with ZunZun, due to the limited budget. Program staff will take over the 
responsibility of printing and tallying evaluations, and developing the mid-year and final school 
education reports. 

During FY 03-04 the web site will be expanded to include activities for students and resources 
for teachers. Partnerships with other environmental education programs may also result in 
additional activities and means of promoting Watershed Watch messages in the schools. We 
recommend that these resources be promoted so that teachers will utilize them from the web 
site. Funding for a flyer would have to come from other sources since Task 2 Develop Materials 
has been eliminated from the campaign budget.  

 

Targeted Audiences:  

School Aged Children 
Educators 
Latino Communities (schools residing in predominantly ethnic communities)  

 Asian Communities (schools residing in predominantly ethnic communities) 

Goal:  

To build long-term understanding of watersheds and teach students how to prevent pollution.  

 

Co-permittee/Program Staff Responsibilities:  

Print teacher evaluation post cards and develop the mid-point and end of the year evaluation of 
surveys. The Schools Work Group will be involved in this evaluation, and provide direction for 
the ZunZun assemblies.  

 

Budget:  

$1,960  
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Deliverables:  

• Fifty (50) ZunZun assemblies (funding is separate from TRG budget)  

• Ongoing coordination with Zun Zun  

 

Completion Date:  

June 30, 2005 

 

Task 7 Events Calendar/Planning & Coordination  

 

Purpose:  

To reach wide audiences at various events to build watershed awareness, promote campaign 
messages and disseminate information and materials.  

 

Description of Tasks: 

Development of the events calendar, with TRG-staffed events and partner events will continue.  
It is also recommended that the concept of community workshops dealing with gardening, 
composting and pesticides reduction be continued with partnerships developed in FY 03-04.  
TRG will continue to seek partners (media and others) who will distribute Watershed Watch Kits 
at events.  TRG will meet and work with the Alviso Education Center staff to help promote and 
expand center events. Events developed during the year with partners will also be coordinated 
and implemented.  

 

Targeted Audiences:  

Santa Clara Valley Adults  
School Aged Children 
Latino Communities 

 

Goal:  

To reach out to large groups of people in order to disseminate information and educate about 
watersheds and watershed issues.  

 

Co-permittee/Program staff responsibilities:  

Co-permittees will inform TRG of events occurring within their jurisdictions and request 
materials as needed. Program staff and Co-permittees will work with TRG to develop new 
events and staff events as necessary.  

 

Budget:  

$27,660 
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Deliverables:  

• Coordination of materials distribution and related promotions at a minimum of 12 events  

• Staffing, coordination and planning at four events (in addition to the 12) 

• Coordination of a community IPM workshop as budget allows 

• Brief listing of attended and upcoming events as part of the monthly campaign reports  

• For each event attended by TRG and/or Program staff, an event summary sheet will be 
completed with the types and numbers of materials distributed, target audiences 
reached, and approximate number of attendees.  

 

Task 8 Media Advertising Campaign  

 

Purpose:  

Implement a media advertising campaign that provides high visibility to the watershed 
message, increases awareness and eventually influences behavior change with the targeted 
audiences.  

 

Description of Tasks:  

With a recommended net advertising budget of $100,000 for the year, it is recommended that 
the funds available be used entirely for a longer Fall 2004 campaign. A Spring 2005 advertising 
campaign would be eliminated. This would allow TRG and the media buyer to utilize $100,000 
for a three-four month campaign that would provide more leverage to purchase media at lower 
rates for a longer period of time, and would bring more value added resources. Utilizing the 
entire budget for a Fall 2004 campaign would also allow TRG to leverage the funding spent in 
the Spring 2004 campaign (funded in FY 03-04) along with the Fall 2004 flight and negotiate 
more value added as well as better rates.  

TRG will continue to request “value added” resources from media partners and work to bring in 
third party sponsors. It is recommended that the campaign stay the course by reusing the Got 
Paint, Got Bugs print, radio and transit ads to eliminate graphic design expenditures and 
continue specific pollution prevention messages. TRG will use just the instrumental portion of 
the Watershed Watch song under the radio ads and try to find another voice talent to record 
the spots. A small design budget is funded in case of any new promotional activities with media 
partners where design is needed or if any small changes are required to the existing ads. A 
budget for production costs and promotions is reserved to fund any media-related events, flyers 
and promotions. 
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Task 8 budget includes funding for Buy Right Media Service’s (media buyer for the Campaign) 
commission on the Watershed Watch Campaign and the BASMAA Regional Ad Campaign (RAC). 
The funding of $50,000 to BASMAA is directly from the Program and separate from the 
Watershed Watch Campaign Budget. The commission on the BASMAA RAC is subject to 
BASMAA agreeing to let Buy Right Media Service to pursue direct negotiations with the $50,000 
from SCVURPPP. The plan is to let Buy Right Media Service directly negotiate with a San 
Francisco area television station on behalf of the South Bay (although the reach will be 
regional) because the media is trying to “court” new business in the largest designated market 
area in the region (South Bay). This will allow Buy Right Media Service to have excellent 
negotiating power while also being able to obtain value added resources that will benefit the 
South Bay and the region as a whole. This plan will be discussed with the BASMAA RAC 
committee as they develop their Work Plan for FY 04-05. 

Media relations in the form of press releases, interviews and stories will continue to be pursued 
through media partners. A Request for Proposal will be distributed to appropriate media outlets 
to determine optimal schedules, coverage, and value-added resources, leveraging the Spring 
2004 funds along with the FY 04-05 funds. TRG will work with the media buyer to recommend 
the selected media for FY 04-05, and will continue to track invoices, meet with media partners 
as necessary and provide mid and end of the year media evaluations.  

 

Tasks:  

• Coordinate production changes to print ads and radio spots (music, voice talent, 
potentially adding more mercury items)  

• Coordinate print, transit and radio ad placement with media partners  

• Monitor invoices for accuracy of billing and evaluate value-added resources  

• Meet with media partners to encourage and develop third party sponsors and other 
promotions and coordinate those promotions 

• Track and report responses to the hot line, web site, and other promotional calls to 
action and report in mid and final media reports  

• Coordinate with BASMAA and co-permittees as opportunities arise with media relations 
and advertising 

• Develop any promotional pieces as needed 

 

Targeted Audiences:  

Santa Clara Valley Adults  
School Aged Children  
Latino Communities  

 

Goal:  

Continue to implement media advertising that increases watershed awareness and educates the 
public about specific pollution prevention actions they can take.  
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Co-permittee/Program staff Responsibilities:  

Co-permittees and Program staff will review the media strategy and the mid-year and final 
media reports.  

 

Budget:  

$146,000 (includes media buys)  

 

Deliverables:  

• Coordination of the Fall 2004 advertising campaign and value added resources 

• Revisions to radio spots and potential revisions to print ads  

• Mid-year and final media reports  

• Implementation of third party promotions  

 

Completion Date:  

June 30, 2005 

 

 
Task 11 Web Site Development  
 

Purpose:  

To provide up-to-date information in an easily accessible format regarding the campaign, 
watersheds, pollution prevention practices, upcoming events, promotions and contests and 
partner-related activities. To encourage and increase public participation in activities and 
behaviors that protect, preserve, and improve the watershed. 
 

Description of Tasks:  

The web site will be expanded in FY 03-04 in accordance with the approved web site plan. 
Because of the smaller budget in FY 04-05, it is recommended that any modifications or 
additions be in response to any new media or partner promotions, contests or information, or 
event announcements provided by the co-permittees.                           

 

Targeted Audiences:  

Santa Clara Valley Adults  
School Aged Children  
Latino Communities  
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Goal:  

To provide additional resources and information in response to media and partner events and 
promotions.             

 

Co-permittee and Program Staff Responsibilities:  

Program staff and a small work group of co-permittees will review any new web site content. 
Co-permittees may suggest links and other resources.  

 

Budget:  

$9,880  

 

Deliverables:  

• Development of a minimum of four new pages (for promotions, events, etc.)  

• Ongoing upkeep and maintenance and removal of outdated materials 

• Monthly reporting of web statistics  

 

Completion Date:  

June 30, 2005 

 

 

Task 12 Reports & Meetings  

 

Purpose:  

To maintain and improve ongoing communications with Program staff and WEO PI/P Ad Hoc 
Task Group members regarding campaign progress.  

 

Description of Tasks:  

Activity, partner, web stats and event reports will continue to be produced monthly. TRG will 
participate in quarterly WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group meetings and other presentations as 
requested.  
 
 
Targeted Audiences:  

Program Staff  
Co-Permittees  
WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group 

   
 
Goal:  
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To ensure smooth communications between Program staff, the WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group 
and TRG.  
 
Co-permittee and Program Staff Responsibilities:  
Attendance at WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group meetings, Program staff review of progress 
reports, invoices and progress with deliverables.  
 
Budget:  

$8,000 
 
 
Deliverables:  

• Twelve monthly reports  
• Quarterly meetings with WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group and Program staff  
• Presentations (as requested by Program staff and the WEO PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group)  
• Mid-year and end of year reports on the effectiveness of the campaign, including Kits 

distributed, hot line calls, web site hits, events attended and other relevant statistics  
 
 
Completion Date:  

Mid-year Report – January 15, 2005 
Final Report – June 30, 2005  
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Campaign Budget Summary:  
 
 

TRG Budget $  110,000 

Media Buys          $  100,000 

Watershed Watch Campaign Subtotal          $   210,000 

 
Alviso Education Center Funding          $   75,700 

BASMAA Funding           $   50,000 

ZunZun Funding          $   25,000 

 
 

EOA markup on TRG Contract (10%)          $  11,000 

EOA Staff Support          $  50,000 

Total Campaign Budget          $  421,700 
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Attachment 3.2:  “Watershed Watchers: Keeping Our Waterways Clean”  Program 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Environmental Education Center (EEC) in Alviso.  
 
To conduct the Watershed Watchers Program, the Program will fund and support an 
interpretive specialist position at the Alviso Education Center. The program includes the 
following elements:  
 
Watershed Watchers: Puppet show introducing the concept of watersheds and urban 
runoff.  The show will be performed on-site and off-site. 
 
Wildlife in Our Watershed Depends On You: Interpretive programs focusing on how 
individual behaviors cause urban runoff pollution and affect wildlife habitat in our 
watershed.  Examples include children’s bird walks, salt marsh mud studies, twilight 
walks and general nature hikes followed by chemical demonstration of eutrophication.   
 
Gardening Without Chemicals Workdays: Garden work days emphasizing chemical-
free gardening techniques.   
 
Gardening Without Chemicals Workshops: Workshops guiding visitors through 
various native plants in EEC demonstration gardens while discussing chemical-free 
gardening techniques used in the gardens and implementation methods for the home 
garden. 
 
Help Save the Bay This Holiday: Guided nature tours in Bay habitats based on a 
holiday theme.  The program addresses how individual behaviors cause urban runoff 
pollution which affect wildlife habitats in the watershed. 
 
Our Role in Preventing Urban Runoff: Presentation and walk focusing on each 
individual’s role in preventing urban runoff pollution, including examples of alternative 
behaviors.  This is usually done with groups that make reservations (e.g., Scouts and 
Lyceum). 
 
Special Events: These events are designed to attract at least 200 people to the EEC 
for various activities including games and crafts.  Each activity educates participants 
about urban runoff pollution prevention.   
 
Watershed Clean-Up: A concentrated effort to remove litter from watershed areas 
(e.g., creeks and sloughs). 
 
Informal Indoor Visitor Contact: Includes interaction at the Center and answering 
visitor questions over phone. 
 
Distribution of Specified Programs to Local Media: Includes contacting Bay Area 
Parent, Mercury News, and Metro; and creating appropriate descriptions/press 
releases.  
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Developing and Maintaining Partnerships with Local Community Organizations: 
Phone calls and e-mails to groups which include San Jose Community Gardens, the 
San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory and volunteer coordinators at local companies 
(e.g., Intel and Sony, etc.).  
 
Coordinating Refuge Volunteers for Interpretive Programs/Gardens: Contacting 
volunteers to lead programs, training, and maintaining relationships with volunteers; and 
scheduling volunteers for special events. 
 
Alviso Summer Camp: This includes acting as a leader and assisting in program 
planning for the one-week annual camp which targets Alviso residents. 
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FY 04-05 Development Strategy Checklist 
 Pesticide User Outreach 

1. Project Title:  Pesticide User (PU) Outreach 

2. Proposer:  Program Staff 

3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: 
Toxicity due to organophosphate pesticides (diazinon and chlorpyrifos) in local creeks and San 
Francisco Bay.  Selection, use and disposal of pesticides by residential and commercial users, pest 
control operators, and pesticide retailers. 

4. General Project Description:  
This project combines the best elements of the previous IPM Store Partnership and Household 
Chemical Management Projects to focus on the outreach requirements in the SCVURPPP NPDES 
permit. The approach will be coordinated with other pollution prevention programs funded by co-
permittees, such as the County’s Household Hazardous Waste Program. Scope to be developed based 
on the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan and the results of the FY 03-04 outreach work.  
Activities may include:  
• IPM Store Partnership Program  - Continue the program in stores in participating Santa Clara 

County stores.  Visiting each store once every two months at a minimum, maintain ongoing 
relationship with participating stores through in-store contacts, refresh/restock literature racks as 
needed, and update “shelf talker” labels as needed. Based on feedback from training sessions 
offered to store employees in FY 03-04 and the number of stores remaining, the Program may 
provide five training sessions to store employees. These sessions train employees in selling less-
toxic pesticides. 

• Regional IPM Partnership –Support the Regional IPM Partnership program through contributions to 
BASMAA and participation in meetings and regional activities. Review and approve products. 

• Pesticide Distributor Outreach Program – Continue to support the Pesticide Distributor Outreach 
Program through BASMAA by coordinating Annie Joseph’s efforts in this project with the Store 
Partnership outreach efforts. Provide staff for conducting outreach events at stores, such as 
Orchard Supply Hardware. At these events customers are educated on available less toxic pest 
control methods and products, and proper disposal of pesticides. 

• Outreach Events - Plan and conduct three or four pesticide outreach events in coordination with 
Watershed Watch. These may include Pumpkins in the Park , YSI Wildlife festival, Spring in 
Guadalupe Gardens, International Migratory Bird Day, San Jose Spring Home and Garden Show 
etc. Program and Co-permittee staff will staff these events. The pesticide display and/or the 
beanbag game will be used. Outreach material distributed may include IPM fact sheets and other 
brochures like Pests Bugging You, Grow It and Backyard Bugs.  

• IPM Workshop - Plan and conduct an IPM workshop for the general public in coordination with the 
Watershed Watch campaign and its partners. The Program conducted a similar workshops in FY 02-
03. Master gardens gave presentations at this workshop and over 30 people attended it. The FY 03-
04 workshop is being currently planned.  

• Media Advertising - Conduct media advertising in coordination with the Watershed Watch campaign. 
The ads will focus on pest control using less-toxic methods.   

• Outreach to industrial businesses - Continue distributing the  “Don’t set a table for pests” poster to 
restaurants through County Health Inspectors. Provide the poster to Co-permittees for distribution 
through City stormwater inspectors. 

Task 8 - Provide information on less toxic pest control (e.g., IPM techniques, municipal IPM policies, 
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FY 04-05 Development Strategy Checklist 
 Pesticide User Outreach 

model contract language, training opportunities, etc.) to special districts within each Co-permitee’s 
jurisdiction (e.g., Valley Transportation Authority, sanitary and utility districts, open space districts, 
vector control districts, and school districts) and to the extent of each Co-permittee’s authority – Contact 
these groups and assess the amount of information they have or need regarding IPM, and develop and 
implement a prioritized outreach plan based on the findings of the assessment.  

5. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goals:  
PI/P Outreach/Area to be further determined. PI/P Communication Goal will include Increasing 
Awareness and Changing Behavior, particularly with respect to pesticide use and disposal. 

6. Target Audience: To be determined, may include: 
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, ( X ) Commercial, (   ) Schools,  
(   ) Municipal Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, (   ) Multi-cultural Education, 
(   ) Other_____________________  

7. Distribution Strategy:                                                                                                                  
To be determined. 

8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:   
The BASMAA Regional IPM Committee is conducting a customer survey in FY 03-04 to evaluate the 
success of the IPM Store Partnership Program. This data will be used to assess the success of the 
Program’s outreach efforts. Additionally, data from the Watershed Watch evaluation pertaining to 
pesticide use will be used to evaluate outreach. Program staff also maintain a log of requests received 
for fact sheets, number of fact sheets distributed and number of people reached at outreach events. 

9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies?  
Yes 

10. Schedule:   
FY 04-05  

11. Budget:     
$40,000 

12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets: 

(X)   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee as a 
priority. 

(X)   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be effectively 
communicated. 

(X)   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(X)   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 

13. Implementer(s): (  X )  Work Group,  ( X )  Program Staff,  (   )  Consultant,                                             
(   ) Other:_______________  
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FY 04-05 Development Strategy Checklist  
Mercury Outreach 

 
1. Title:  Mercury Pollution Prevention 

2. Project Proposer:  SCVURPPP Mercury Pollution Prevention Ad Hoc Task Group 

3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses:  Mercury 
4.    General Project Description:  The reissued NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater 
discharges may be causing or contributing to exceedance of water quality standards for mercury. 
Mercury has been found in sediment from the South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River 
Watershed.  Some types of fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other pollutants at concentrations 
that may threaten the health of humans consuming those fish.  In response, the California Office of 
Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment issued an interim fish consumption advisory.  The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has listed the Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed (including 
the Guadalupe River, Alamitos Creek, Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and Guadalupe Reservoir) as 
impaired by mercury under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  In accordance with Section 303(d), the 
Regional Board is required to establish a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San 
Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed. 

Permit Provision C.9.c. requires a mercury pollution prevention plan that includes public education 
regarding mercury, products containing mercury and proper disposal. The Program completed a Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Plan and submitted it to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002. The outreach tasks in 
this Plan are the basis for the FY 02-03 (Phase I) and FY 03-04 (Phase II) work plans. The focus of 
outreach in FY 02-03 was residential fluorescent light tube disposal. In FY 03-04, this outreach was 
extended to small businesses and conditionally exempt small quantity generators. Outreach was 
coordinated with municipal inspectors for integrating mercury outreach to industrial businesses into their 
existing routine pretreatment, source control, and/or hazardous materials inspection processes. 

In FY 04-05, outreach will be coordinated with the County Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Program’s 
Mercury Grant (Attachment 3-3). The County HHW Program is implementing this grant to increase 
collection opportunities for mercury-containing universal wastes including thermostats, fluorescent lighting, 
and button batteries at HHW collection events and community collection sites. The Program will coordinate 
with the County HHW Program in FY 04-05 and help implement an advertising promotion. Outreach 
information will also be distributed at community events and through newsletter articles. In FY 02-03 and 
FY 03-04, outreach messages were primarily targeted to recycling of fluorescent lamps; in FY 04-05, 
outreach messages will be expanded to include information on other mercury containing wastes.  

4. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goal:  Develop a plan to increase outreach efforts to 
residents and businesses on recycling of mercury containing wastes. 

5. Target Audience:   
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, ( X ) Commercial, (   ) Schools, (   ) Municipal 
Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, (   ) Multi-cultural Education, (  ) Other________________  

6. Distribution Strategy:  Media advertising, newsletter articles, distribution of information at outreach 
events. 

7. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:  Number or amount of mercury-
containing products (i.e. fluorescent lamps, thermometers) collected by Household Hazardous Waste 
facilities; description of outreach methods used; number of outreach materials distributed. 
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FY 04-05 Development Strategy Checklist  
Mercury Outreach 

 
8. Have similar projects been done by other agencies?  City of Palo Alto has conducted a FLT 

recycling program. Smaller projects (i.e. thermometer take-back programs) have been conducted by 
other agencies. 

9. Schedule:  FY 04-05  

10. Budget:  $25,000 for FY 04-05    

11. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets:  
( X )   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee as a 

priority. 
( X )   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be effectively 

communicated. 
( X )   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(    )   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
( X )   The success of the project is measurable. 
( X )   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 

12. Implementer(s):   SCVURPPP Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group for FLT recycling in 
coordination with the Watershed Watch campaign and the SCVURPPP PIP Ad Hoc Task Group 
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FY 04-05 Development Strategy Checklist  
Program Supplies 
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1. Project Title:  Program Supplies 

2. Proposer:  Program Staff 

3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: Varies 

4. General Project Description:   
To provide a budget to support requests by the public and co-permittees for Program materials and 
supplies.  This budget allows Program staff to reprint materials and reorder supplies as needed. 

5. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goal: N/A 

6. Target Audience:  To be determined, as needed. 
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, ( X ) Industrial, ( X  ) Commercial, ( X ) Schools, ( X ) Municipal 
Employee Training, ( X ) Public Officials, ( X ) Multi-cultural Education, (X ) 
Other_____________________  

7. Distribution Strategy:    
Program staff will coordinate material reprints, reordering supplies and distribution to co-permittees as 
appropriate.  Program staff distributes materials at public events and in response to telephone, e-mail or 
web site requests.    

8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:  The Program logs all requests for 
materials and tracks the amount of materials distributed.  The need for reprints is based on successful 
distribution of existing stock. 

9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies? N/A 

10. Schedule:    As needed. 

11. Budget:    $5,000  

12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets: N/A 

( X )  The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee as a 
priority. 

(    )   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be effectively 
communicated. 

( X )  County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(    )   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
( X )   The success of the project is measurable. 
( X )   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 
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4.  MONITORING PROGRAM 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Annual Monitoring Program Plan contains two main elements: 1) Summary of 
Environmental Monitoring Measures (EMMs), and 2) Summary of Programmatic Monitoring 
Indicators (PMIs).  The goals of the Program’s monitoring program are provided within the 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP or Program) 
Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan1.  
 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING MEASURES (EMMS) 
 
Environmental monitoring and assessment measures (EMMs) are activities that entail the 
collection of environmental data through field studies and analysis of information through 
assessments.  EMMS are coordinated at the local or regional level and typically fall into one of 
two general areas:  
 

o Watershed Assessment Activities; and, 
o Pollutants of Concern (POCs) Monitoring. 

 
EMMs are intended to: 1) assist the Regional Board characterize receiving water quality in 
urban watersheds consistent with the priorities of the Watershed Management Initiative and the 
Program; 2) identify where and what type of screening-level monitoring is appropriate; and 3) 
recognize the need for site-specific water quality investigations to address questions that might 
arise while conducting screening-level monitoring efforts. The main EMM activities that the 
Program will conduct during FY 04-05 are described in the following sections. 
 
FY 04-05 Annual Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan  
 
The Annual Receiving Water Monitoring Plan (Annual Plan) is provided in Attachment 4-1. 
Table 4-1 in Attachment 4-1 was prepared consistent with the Revised Multi-Year Plan, which is 
provided in Attachment 4-2.  Table 4-1 includes and identifies planned receiving water 
monitoring activities for FY 04-05, the proposed schedule (by fiscal year quarter) to conduct the 
work, the rationale for the proposed item and the lead party. The Annual Plan utilizes a tiered 
monitoring approach.  The approach is discussed by Regional Board staff in its RMAS memo 
(February 8, 2001 Draft Monitoring Design in Regional Board-lead Pilot Watersheds) and 
includes the following monitoring categories: screening level, investigative, and status and 
trends.  
 
The locations and frequencies of sampling events scheduled during FY 04-05 are shown in 
Table 4-2 of Attachment 4-1.  A site map (Figure 4-1) detailing sampling locations in the Adobe 
Creek, San Thomas Aquino Creek, Calabazas Creek, Sunnyvale (East and West) and 
Matadero/Barron Creek watersheds is also provided Attachment 4-1.  Table 4-3 of Attachment 
4-1 provides a description of data parameters and analytical methods to be used in the Revised 
Multi-Year Plan. 

                                                           
1 Program’s Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised Multi-Year Plan) was revised to embrace the 
recommendations presented in the Assessment of Watershed Assessment Methods report and lessons learned from 
monitoring in FY 02-03 and 03-04.  The Revised Multi-Year Plan covers a period of eight years starting with FY 02-03 
and is included in Attachment 4-2. Each SCVURPPP Annual Monitoring Plan is developed consistent with the 
framework in the Revised Multi-Year Plan.  
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Section 4 Monitoring Program  
 

Sediment Assessment 
 
Beginning in FY 03-04, the Program began conducting a limiting factors analysis and sediment 
management practice assessment in Stevens Creek watershed to determine if the creek is 
impaired by sediment production from anthropogenic activities.  The Work Plan was previously 
submitted to Regional Board staff on August 30, 2002 in fulfillment of the SCVURPPP NPDES 
Permit Order No. 01-024 Provision C.9.f.iii paragraph two (see Attachment 4-5 of the Program’s 
FY 03-04 Work Plan).   
 
The Sediment Assessment Work Plan contains two separate phases.  Phase I is scheduled for 
completion in FY 03-04 and includes conducting a limiting factors analysis and sediment 
management practices assessment.  Phase II includes conducting a rapid sediment budget and 
is scheduled for FY 04-05.  Phase II will only be conducted if Phase I study results indicate that 
excessive sediment from anthropogenic sources is impairing beneficial uses in the watershed.   
 
Planned FY 04-05 Activities  
 
In FY 04-05, the Watershed Analysis Ad Hoc Task Group (Watershed Analysis AHTG), which 
was previously established to develop the work plan, will review products developed in Phase I 
and make recommendations for Phase II in Stevens Creek, if warranted; or, if sediment is 
determined to not be a significant limiting factor in Stevens Creek, a watershed analysis will 
then begin in Coyote Creek.  The Watershed Analysis AHTG recommendations will be reviewed 
and approved by the Management Committee. 
 
For additional information on sediment assessment-related tasks to be completed in FY 04-05, 
refer to the sediment monitoring project summary in Attachment 4-3. 
 
Trash Work Plan  
 
To fulfill a FY 01-02 Continuous Improvement item, the Program prepared a Trash Work Plan 
(see Attachment 4-6 of the FY 03-04 Work Plan) that identifies a strategy for addressing trash 
problem areas that occur in urban streams and waterways.  The Work Plan was developed in 
response to the November 14, 2001 RWQCB 303(d) Staff Report that proposed all urban 
creeks, lakes and shorelines be placed on a preliminary or  “monitoring” list due to the threat of 
trash impairment to water quality. The Trash Work Plan includes the following objectives: 1) 
Document and evaluate existing trash management practices implemented by municipalities 
and agencies within the Program’s jurisdiction; 2) Develop a strategy to conduct trash 
evaluations in creeks; 3) Assist municipalities in identifying the high priority trash problem areas 
and sources of trash; 4) Provide guidance on the implementation of potential control measures 
and evaluation criteria needed to address problem areas; and 5) Develop a standardized 
reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash management and monitoring activities.  
 
Planned FY 04-05 Activities  
 
The tasks identified in the FY 04-05 Work Plan focus on the implementation of trash evaluations 
and management practices. In addition, the Trash AHTG will review existing performance 
standards relevant to trash management and identify potential revisions to these standards, if 
necessary. For additional information on planned trash activities, refer to the Trash Workplan 
monitoring project summary in Attachment 4-3. 
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Section 4 Monitoring Program  
 

Regional Collaborative Monitoring Efforts 
 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP) 
 
In accordance with the Program’s NPDES permit, the Program contributes approximately 
$156,000 annually to the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP), which 
monitors contaminant concentrations in water, sediments, and fish and shellfish tissue in San 
Francisco Bay and the Delta.  The San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) administers the RMP.   
This funding is in addition to funding provided by the three South Bay POTWs, who are also Co-
permittees, to the SFEI.  Program staff participates on the RMP Steering Committee, Technical 
Review Committee and Sources, Pathways and Loading Work Group.  The Program manager 
will be serving as the BASMAA member to the RMP Steering Committee.     
 
Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) 
 
On August 6, 2001, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of: 1)  a 
Water Quality Attainment Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries and 2) TMDLs 
for 303(d) pollutants (including mercury), was entered into by the Regional Board, BACWA and 
BASMAA.  This group is referred to as the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP).  As a member 
agency of BASMAA, the Program assisted in developing and funding potential projects for the 
Bay TMDLs. During FY 03-04, Program staff has been participating in CEP Executive Board 
and CEP Technical Committee meetings.  The Program intends to continue its participation in 
the CEP through in-kind technical/policy assistance and by providing collaborative funding.   
 
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA)  
 
The Program is a member of BASMAA, a consortium of seven San Francisco Bay Area 
municipal storm water programs.  The goal of BASMAA is to promote regional collaboration on 
developing consistent monitoring and watershed assessment methodologies and to facilitate 
efficient use of public resources.  Program staff participates in the following BASMAA activities: 
Executive Board, Monitoring Committee, New Development Committee, Public 
Information/Participation Committee and Operational Permits Committee and serves as the 
Vice-chair of BASMAA.  
 
Regional Biological Assessment Network (BAMBI) 

In February 2002, the Program participated in a workshop for information sharing and 
discussion of recent and ongoing bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) studies in the 
Bay Area.  The network of individuals participating in the workshop was named the Bay Area 
Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI). BAMBI’s purpose is to 
coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the Bay Area. Additional 
workshops were held in January 2003 and 2004.  The Program intends to continue supporting 
and participating in BAMBI in FY 04-05.  For additional information regarding these activities, 
please refer to the BAMBI monitoring project summary in Attachment 4-3. 
 
Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) 

After studies in the South Bay indicated that automobile brake pads may be the most significant 
source of copper in urban runoff, the Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) was initiated in 1996 as a 
collaboration between regulators, storm water programs, brake material manufacturers, 
scientists and environmentalists to address environmental problems from brake wear debris. 
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Section 4 Monitoring Program  
 

The BPP’s work includes research and monitoring, and is an integral part of the Program’s 
Copper Action Plan.  In addition, the Program participates (via BASMAA) by funding a BPP 
technical representative.  During FY 04-05, the Program plans to continue participation in the 
BPP at its current level. 
 
Planned FY 04-05 Activities 
 
The Program will continue to participate in various RMP committees and work groups; 
participate in the CEP depending on the availability of resources; and collaborate with BASMAA 
on regional stormwater issues.  In addition, the Program anticipates providing support and 
actively participating in BAMBI activities with the goal of beginning the development of a 
regional bioassessment tool which is necessary to provide context to bioassessment data 
collected in creeks relevant to the Program.  Contingent upon available funding, the Program 
also plans to continue participating in the BPP through BASMAA and/or the CEP. 
 
SUMMARY OF PROGRAMMATIC MONITORING INDICATORS (PMIs) 
 
Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs) are used to gauge how well performance standards 
are being met and control measures are being implemented. Programmatic monitoring efforts 
typically include tracking and evaluating continuous improvements and evaluating the 
effectiveness of implementing control programs for pollutants of concern.  
 
The FY 04-05 PMIs Summary Table (see Attachment 4-4) illustrates all existing commitments 
and priorities established by the Program, including ongoing activities meant to fulfill Regional 
Board Order Provisions C.9. “Water Quality-Based Requirements for Specific Pollutants of 
Concern” and C.10. “Watershed Management” of the NPDES permit.  A brief capsule scope is 
provided for each project along with the anticipated products and expected timeframe for 
completion.  For some projects, specifically those that are being conducted to directly respond 
to a specific pollutant of concern referenced in the NPDES permit, a separate one-page scope 
was developed and is contained in Attachment 4-3.  A discussion of pesticide management 
activities planned for FY 04-05 can be found in Section 5 of this Work Plan.  
 
Control Program Activities- PCBs, Mercury, Chlorinated Pesticides and PAHs 
 
All segments of San Francisco Bay were listed as impaired by mercury, polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs) and certain chlorinated pesticides (DDTs, dieldrin and chlordane) in the 2002 
Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list.  The impetus for the listing was an interim advisory on the 
consumption of fish from the Bay issued by the California Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment.  The advisory was issued after these pollutants were found in Bay fish 
tissue at levels thought to potentially pose a health risk to people consuming fish caught in the 
Bay.  Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) are not on the 303(d) list, but were placed on 
the 2002 Monitoring List for the Bay.   
 
The 2002 303(d) list designates the TMDL priority for mercury and PCBs as high; the Regional 
Board is currently implementing TMDLs for these pollutants.  However, the 303(d) list 
designates the TMDL priority for dieldrin, chlordanes and DDTs in San Francisco Bay as low.  A 
letter dated December 6, 2002 to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) from the 
Bay Area Clean Water Agencies requested that the SWRCB move dieldrin, chlordanes and 
DDTs from the 303(d) list to the Monitoring List.  BACWAA believes the original rationale for 
listing these chlorinated pesticides in San Francisco Bay was inadequate, and that new 
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information developed since 1999 further supports removal of these compounds from the 303(d) 
list.  This new information includes studies on pollutant concentrations in San Francisco Bay fish 
(1997 data) and local fish consumption, and data associated with the California Toxics Rule and 
the State Implementation Policy (BACWA 2002). 
 
More recent data (collected in 2000) on concentrations of pollutants in fish tissue samples 
suggest a recent decline of DDTs and chlordanes in Bay fish.  In addition, concentrations of 
chlordanes did not exceed human health screening values.  Nineteen percent of samples 
analyzed for dieldrin and four percent of samples analyzed for DDTs exceeded screening 
values (Greenfield et al., 2003).  
 
Previous Work 
 
During the past three years, the Program has provided leadership to Bay Area storm water 
agencies collecting data on pollutants of concern and coordinated with relevant regional 
programs.   Activities have included the following: 

• The Program led a regional study, referred to as the Joint Stormwater Agency Project 
(JSAP), which characterized the distribution of mercury, PCBs and chlorinated 
pesticides in storm water conveyance sediments in Bay Area watersheds. 

• The Program and the City of San Jose performed PCBs case study work in six urban 
areas in San Jose where elevated concentrations of PCBs were found during the JSAP 
study.  The case studies were aimed at identifying PCBs sources and beginning to 
develop controls. 

• The Program prepared work plans for the above regional and local field studies.  The 
work plans included a preliminary list of known sites where PCBs were used, stored 
and/or released in Santa Clara County and preliminary tables summarizing PCBs control 
options. 

• The Program coordinated PCBs case studies by other Bay Area storm water agencies, 
which included developing guidance documents on performing case study work.  The 
guidance documents outlined case study objectives, typical methodologies and tasks, 
locations and schedules. 

• Program staff facilitated a work group of representatives from BASMAA and Regional 
Board staff to coordinate the JSAP study and PCBs cast studies.  The work group has 
met periodically to facilitate information sharing, coordination of field activities and 
regional planning. 

• Program staff participated in selected stakeholder, Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP), 
and San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) committees and work 
groups. 

• Program staff represented BASMAA on the RMP Technical Review Committee and the 
Sources, Pathways and Loadings Work Group. 

• Program staff represented BASMAA on the CEP mercury and PCBs work groups. 
 

PCBs Control Review 

 
 

The Program recently completed a review of recent efforts to develop methods of controlling 
discharges of PCBs from Bay Area urban runoff conveyances (Konnan 2004).  The review: 
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• summarizes and discusses past, current and planned efforts to identify PCBs control 
options in the Bay Area in coordination with the Bay PCBs TMDL, including the PCBs 
case studies performed to date by Bay Area storm water agencies. 

• describes existing urban runoff management practices that may help control discharges 
of PCBs. 

• reviews potential new management practices for controlling discharges of PCBs and 
qualitatively discusses the pros and cons of each practice. 

 
Planned FY 04-05 Activities 
 
During FY 04-05, the Program will continue to work with other Bay area dischargers and 
Regional Board staff through BASMAA, the CEP and the RMP to coordinate and plan future 
monitoring activities related to mercury, PCBs, chlorinated pesticides and PAHs.2 This will 
include providing funding to these organizations, participating in selected stakeholder meetings, 
committees and work groups, and, as appropriate, reviewing and commenting on relevant 
documents prepared by the CEP, RMP and Regional Board staff.  Program staff will continue to 
represent BASMAA on the RMP Technical Review Committee and the Sources, Pathways and 
Loadings Work Group; and the CEP mercury and PCBs Work Groups. 
 
For additional information on tasks to be completed in FY 04-05, refer to the monitoring project 
summaries in Attachment 4-2 for these pollutants.  For additional information on the Program’s 
Control Program for Dioxins, see Attachment 4-5.  Additional planned FY 04-05 activities for 
controlling mercury are presented in Section 6. 
 
Control Program Activities – Dioxin-like Compounds 
 
Provision C.9.e. of the Program’s NPDES permit requires development of a control program to 
eliminate or reduce discharges of dioxin-like compounds from urban runoff conveyance systems 
associated with any controllable sources. The several hundred compounds often referred to as 
dioxin-like compounds are generally members of three closely related families: the 
polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs), polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs) and certain 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) congeners with dioxin-like potency that are often referred to as 
dioxin-like PCBs (the Program is addressing PCBs, including dioxin-like PCBs, as part of a 
separate program).  All segments of San Francisco Bay were listed as impaired by certain 
PCDD/F compounds in the 1998 and 2002 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) lists. The impetus 
for the listing was an interim advisory on the consumption of fish from the Bay issued by the 
California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.  The advisory was issued after 
PCDD/F compounds and other pollutants (e.g., mercury and PCBs) were found in Bay fish 
tissue at levels thought to potentially pose a health risk to people consuming fish caught in the 
Bay.  The Regional Board opposed the 1998 listing of PCDD/Fs in the Bay, but was overruled 
by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA).   

                                                           
2The Program is separately implementing a mercury pollution prevention program.  See Section 6 of the Program’s 
Work Plan and past Annual Reports for additional information. 
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Previous and Current Work  
 
The Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) is currently developing a Conceptual Model Impairment 
Assessment report on PCDD/F in the Bay.  This report will provide a more detailed analysis of 
the status of the impairment and associated uncertainties based on the most current data 
available.  The Program’s products addressing dioxin compounds include work plans dated 
March 1, 2002, March 1, 2003 and March 1, 2004; and a technical memorandum dated October 
1, 2002. In addition, the Program recently collaborated with other Bay area stormwater 
management agencies to develop a “synthesis” document on dioxin-like compounds. This 
document summarizes the current state of knowledge regarding dioxin-like compounds in 
relation to stormwater runoff.  The emphasis is on issues related to urban runoff in the Bay area, 
including regulatory context, impacts, sources, pathways, review of relevant Bay Area, national 
and international studies, and qualitative review of potential stormwater controls. 

Planned FY 04-05 Activities  

During FY 04-05 Program staff will actively track regional, state and federal efforts relevant to 
reducing dioxins emissions to the environment.  Program staff will also encourage Co-
permittees to track and participate in these programs, as appropriate.  Co-permittees may wish 
to evaluate performing public outreach activities and developing policies and ordinances (e.g., 
the City of Palo Alto’s Dioxin Elimination Policy).  Relevant regional, state and federal efforts 
include the Bay Area Dioxins Project managed by the Association of Bay Area Governments, 
statewide programs and strategies developed by the California Air Resources Board to reduce 
the emission of smog-forming pollutants and toxics by non-mobile and mobile sources (e.g., 
diesel trucks), the Motor Vehicle Mitigation Fund (AB 204), and multi-faceted efforts by USEPA 
to assess dioxin risks and monitor and control dioxins.  The Program will also continue to work 
with other Bay area dischargers and Regional Board staff through the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association, the CEP and the San Francisco Estuary Regional 
Monitoring Program (RMP) to coordinate and plan any future PCDD/F monitoring activities.  
This may include providing resources to these organizations, participating in selected 
stakeholder meetings, committees and work groups, and, as appropriate, reviewing and 
commenting on relevant documents prepared by the CEP, RMP and Regional Board staff. 

Control Program Activities - Copper and Nickel3 
On December 9, 2003, the Program assisted the Bay Modeling and Monitoring (BMM) subgroup 
in conducting a semi-annual review of the Copper Action Plan (CAP) and Nickel Action Plan 
(NAP).  A meeting summary report is included in Attachment 4-6.  The focus of this meeting, 

                                                           
3 In response to Regional Board staff comments dated November 13, 2002 and June 26, 2003, the Program formalized the process 
in which the Program and Co-permittees identify specific baseline actions within their individual Cu/Ni Work Plans.  Program and 
Co-permittee staff met on June 6 and July 8, 2003 to discuss and subsequently finalize proposed changes to the CAP/NAP 
reporting approach and format.  On August 5, 2003, the Program and Co-permittees submitted a Revised FY 03-04 Copper/Nickel 
Work Plan consisting of the updated baseline activity tables for each copper and nickel action.  Appendices B and C of the 
Program’s 2001 NPDES permit were used as the starting point in developing the updated Cu/Ni baseline activity tables.  The 
Revised FY 03-04 Copper/Nickel Work Plan also included clarifications and additions intended to address questions and concerns 
raised by Regional Board staff over the last year.   
 

 
 

At the Regulatory Executive Forum meeting on September 26, 2003, Regional Board staff provided Program staff a one page 
document entitled CAP/NAP briefing 9-23-03 CAP/NAP talking points only.  The document contained comments on several of the 
baseline activities contained in the Program’s Revised FY 03-04 Copper/Nickel Work Plan.  On November 21, 2003, Program staff 
provided Regional Board staff with some additional background information to clarify the baseline activities mentioned in the “talking 
points”.   
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and future fall review meetings, was agreed to be stormwater activities.  Future spring meetings 
will focus on POTW activities and the Work Plan.  Meeting participants were encouraged to 
bring up other relevant issues (relating to stormwater and POTW activities) at either future semi-
annual review meeting.   
Overall, Regional Board staff has indicated that they are satisfied with the improvements made 
in the Program’s revised Cu/Ni Work Plan and the strategy implemented regarding the 
tracking/completion of tasks.  Some minor remaining issues were acknowledged to be difficult to 
resolve since they are in large part due to the vagueness of the language (in certain places) 
found in the original CAP baseline activity tables.  
Implementation of Copper/Nickel Baseline Activities 

The majority of baseline actions have been implemented at the Program level (except for those 
assigned to San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo Alto), and are included in the Program’s Annual 
Reports and Work Plans.  However, the Regional Board expects Co-permittees to implement 
some of the actions at the local level.  The Program has identified the following copper control 
activities that are feasible to implement at the Co-permittee level: 
 

• CB-1:  Measures to reduce copper discharges from vehicle washing operations; 
• CB-3:  Measures to control copper in discharges of stormwater in targeted industrial 

sources; 
• CB-6, 7: Measures to reduce traffic congestion/promote alternative transportation; 
• CB-8:  Measures to classify and assess watersheds and improve institutional 

arrangements for watershed protection; 
• CB-11: Measures to improve street sweeping controls and stormwater system operation 

and Maintenance; 
• CB-12: Measures to control copper discharges from pools and spas; 
• CB-21: Measures to discourage architectural use of copper; and  
• NB-1: Measures to control nickel discharges from construction sites (sediment). 

 
Individual Co-permitees included measures to address each of these activities, as applicable, in 
their FY 03-04 revised Work Plans and will provide proposed copper and nickel control 
measures for FY 04-05 within their Work Plans provided within Section 9.  In addition, the 
Program and certain Co-permittees as appropriate will continue to prepare a Copper/Nickel 
Work Plan as part of their draft Work Plan submitted March 1 of each year.  Currently, the 
Copper/Nickel Work Plan contains 21 copper and 7 nickel baseline actions.  Certain copper 
work plan actions (e.g. measures to improve street sweeping controls, measures to control 
copper from targeted industrial sources, measures to evaluate effectiveness of performance 
standards) closely relate to performance standards requirements or are mandated by the 
Program’s NPDES permit (e.g., Permit Provision C.6.a.i and ii).  During FY 04-05, the Program 
is committed to continuing its focus on the following copper control actions:  brake pad 
partnership, water quality monitoring for copper and other constituents as part of the Program’s 
Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan, public education and outreach and 
municipal/Co-permittee activities.     
 
FY 04-05 Work Plan Content 
 
The Program’s FY 04-05 Copper/Nickel Work Plan is consistent with previously agreed upon 
format as contained in the Program’s Revised FY 03-04 Copper/Nickel Work Plan, (i.e., tabular 
format with columns listing the activity, the FY 04-05 tasks, status/comments, due date, and 
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responsible party).  In addition, it provides updates for FY 03-04 accomplishments reported to 
date; the originally proposed work plan tasks for FY 03-04; and actions accomplished in FY 02-
03 (if applicable).  It also clarifies the comments provided in the “talking points” document.  The 
intent of the FY 04-05 Work Plan document is to provide (in one place) a complete on-going 
history of tasks planned and conducted from FY 02-03 through FY 04-05.  The FY 04-05 
Copper/Nickel Work Plan is provided within Attachment 4-6.  Highlights and accomplishments 
which have occurred during FY 03-04 include the following: 
 

• CB-1- Three mobile surface cleaner workshops have been scheduled for FY 03-04.  The 
first two workshops were conducted on December 17, 2003 and February 10, 2004.  A 
third workshop is scheduled for March 24, 2004.  Over thirty people attended the first 
two workshops.  Recent changes at BASMAA may allow this effort to be conducted on-
line in the future.  In addition, the Program distributed Watershed Watch (WW) campaign 
brochures at three public events and worked with WW partner, Classic Car Wash, to do 
four promotional events in August 2003. 

• CB-3- The City of San Jose has committed to the additional production and distribution 
of stand-alone roof vent BMP information to circuit board and metal finishing facilities.  
BMP information is scheduled to be printed and mailed to all permitted industrial users in 
the SJ/SC WPCP service area by March 31, 2004.  In addition, the Program continued 
the NOI Filers outreach project with the City of San Jose. 

• CB-5(1), CB-4(1,2,4)- Program staff is actively tracking activities of BPP and efforts 
under the Proposition 13 grant through BASMAA Monitoring Committee monthly meeting 
notes and BASMAA BPP liaison notes and communications.  Meeting notes are posted 
on the Program’s website on a routine basis.  Websites which contain BPP Proposition 
13 information have also been posted on the Program’s website. 

• CB-8:  Program staff worked with City of San Jose staff to prepare an analysis of the 
C.3.m. example questions and how they were addressed by the CEQA Guidelines.  In 
addition, the Program collected channel cross-section data and measured bed and bank 
material as part of the HMP pilot assessment in Ross and San Tomas Creeks. 

• CB-16-:  In November 2003, the Program executed a contract with the Clean Water 
Fund to provide resources for a two year period to develop a P2 clearinghouse.  
Links/information relating to copper research data will be posted to a web portal during 
CY 2004.  The contract includes other relevant tasks relating to the clearinghouse. 

Details about other accomplishments conducted during FY 03-04 (to date, as reported to the 
Program) are provided in Attachment 4-6.  A complete report of FY 03-04 accomplishments will 
be included within the Program’s FY03-04 Annual Report. 
 
Future CAP/NAP Approach 
On December 9, 2003, the subgroup determined that further efforts at fine-tuning the CAP 
baseline activities would likely be unproductive due to certain remaining inherent challenges 
with the original CAP/NAP language.  To assist in the identification of key baseline copper 
control activities that are most effective in the removal of copper, the Clean Estuary Partnership 
is preparing a document entitled Copper Sources in Stormwater Information Update.  This work 
will be conduced during early 2004 as part of North of Dumbarton Cu/Ni site-specific objective 
(SSO) project funded through the CEP.  A menu of these prioritized activities would form the 
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nucleus for a revised potentially consistent bay-wide CAP.  The intent would be to focus a more 
intensive effort on a smaller number of activities that in turn would be subject to a potentially 
higher level of scrutiny from Regional Board staff.  Based on the outcome of this CEP project 
and subsequent review and discussions with Regional Board staff and Co-permittees, the 
Program will develop and submit a revised FY 04-05 Copper/Nickel Work Plan to reflect these 
focused copper control activities.  
 
ADDITIONAL PROGRAMMATIC MONITORING INDICATORS (PMIs) 
 
Enhanced Reporting - Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control and Illicit 
Connection/Illegal Dumping Elimination  
 
Since October 2001, Program staff has been assisting each Co-permittee (on an individual 
basis) with the implementation of enhanced reporting requirements for IND and IC/ID.  To 
demonstrate consistency and compliance (on a Program-wide basis) with the strategy provided 
in the Program’s technical memoranda regarding IND and IC/ID reporting (dated September 7, 
2001) and the approved MC approach, Co-permittees have been submitting raw IND and IC/ID 
inspection data to Program staff.  This data is used to construct IND and IC/ID summary tables.  
The summary tables are double checked (with the Co-permittees) to ensure that the results are 
reasonably consistent with their internal data and their interpretation of the data; provided to the 
Co-permittees for inclusion in their annual reports; and included in the Program’s Annual 
Report.  The overall goal of the effort has been to capture the full extent and the results of the 
Co-pemittees efforts in a consistent format and on a Program-wide basis. This effort has been 
very successful in demonstrating compliance with Permit Provisions C.6.a.i and ii.  To ensure 
effective reporting of IND and IC/ID data, Co-permittees will continue this process during FY 04-
05. 
 
The Program plans to develop model language for updating the IND and ICID performance 
standards to incorporate the new reporting procedures and the results of the Co-permittee 
evaluations.  Due to resource and priority changes and the Co-permittee’s focus on higher 
priority tasks in FY 03-04, this task will be performed in FY 04-05.   The Program and Co-
permittees will continue implementing IND and ICID reporting procedures consistent with the 
Program’s technical memoranda. 
 
Compile, Maintain and Share Program Watershed Data  
 
The Watershed Assessment Subgroup (WAS) of Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management 
Initiative (SCBWMI), has a mission to provide the SCBWMI with a solid scientific foundation for 
watershed planning. One of WAS’s tasks is to coordinate the SCBWMI’s data collection and 
data management efforts with stream monitoring studies within the Basin.  The Stream Studies 
Inventory (SSI) is a result of this task and was initially prepared by the Program in November 
1998. The purpose of the SSI is to promote inter-agency awareness of environmental 
investigations within riparian corridors and to facilitate coordination of related data collection and 
management.  It also describes stream-related multi-stakeholder studies and projects that were 
in-progress in the Santa Clara Basin.  The SSI was updated, revised and reissued in February 
2000 (version 2.0), July 2001 (version 3.0), August 2002 (version 4.0) and November 2003 
(version 5.0). The Program funded the initial development of the SSI and each of the annual 
updates. 
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To comply with its NPDES permit, the Program also compiles, develops and analyzes a variety 
of data sets and reports.  Most of this data is collected and generated as part of the Program’s 
environmental monitoring and assessment activities.  A majority of the information collected and 
used by the Program originates from different municipalities and agencies that conduct studies 
within Program jurisdictional boundaries. 
 
The Program developed a relational database as an initial task to systematically describe and 
document data used for its activities. The intent of the database is to demonstrate its usefulness 
of how to systematically and efficiently collect and document all of the relevant data used in the 
Program’s activities. In addition, the database was designed to explore the feasibility of 
eventually expanding and coordinating its maintenance and use with other agencies and 
organizations in the Program. 
 
The database is a metadata database which focuses on the description, documentation, and 
indexing of the data sets, sources, reports, etc.  It does not focus on data.  The current 
metadata database incorporated information on data sources that were documented in the 
existing SCBWMI’s watershed assessment metadata database (MDDB) and the WMI’s Stream 
Studies Inventory Report data (SSI). In addition, information used for the Program’s Coyote 
Creek Watershed Integrated Pilot Assessment was entered into the database. The Program 
developed draft written user documentation for the database in FY 02-03.  
 
Planned FY 04-05 Activities  
 
In FY 04-05, the Program will again update the SSI by collecting information on new projects 
and updating information on existing projects. This data will also be entered into the Program’s 
database.  This update will be a limited update since the Program does a full update once every 
three years.  The latest full update was completed during FY 03-04.   
 
Support for Land Use Subgroup 
 
To implement the Program’s Monitoring Priority 3c, develop strategies for controlling impacts of 
land use on beneficial uses, the Program supports the SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup (LUS). 
The Program’s participation in the LUS is intended to fulfill a commitment in the 1997 Urban 
Runoff Management Plan (URMP) to “translate SCBWMI goals and objectives into model local-
jurisdiction policies and procedures.”  To provide administrative support and leadership for the 
LUS, the Program has also created projects meeting the URMP goals.   
 
Planned FY 04-05 Activities  
 
In FY 04-05, the Program will continue to support the SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup (LUS) by 
providing administrative support and direction.  
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Table 4-1. FY 04-05 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.      
Quarter in FY 04-05 Watershed 

Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 
Agency 

Adobe Chemical 
Creek 

Contaminants-Water 3 I (1)  I (1)  

• Baseline: Dissolved and total metals and organophosphate pesticides were measured in 
FY 03-04 by SCVURPPP at two sites during three seasonal time periods. 

• FY 04-05: Further investigation of dissolved and total metals and organophosphate 
pesticides concentrations will be measured synoptically with toxicity testing at one site 
during two seasonal time periods. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water, synoptically with toxicity 
testing and physical and biological parameters, to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 

SCVURPPP 

 

General Water 
Quality4 S (2)  S (2) S (3) 

• Baseline: General water quality sampling was conducted in FY 03-04 by SCVURPPP 
at three sites during three seasonal time periods. 

• FY 04-05:  Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 
synoptically with water chemistry (two sites) and bioassessment (three sites). 

• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with chemical, physical 
and biological parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Conventional Water 
Chemistry5 S (2)  S (2)  

• Baseline: Conventional water quality parameters were collected in FY 03-04 by 
SCVURPPP during three seasons at three locations to investigate potential sources of 
nutrients. 

• FY 04-05: Screening level measurements of conventional water chemistry parameters 
will be collected at two sites during two seasonal time periods. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 
chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 Biological       
 

Toxicity-Water 
Quality6 I (1)  I (1)  

• Baseline: Water toxicity testing was conducted in FY 03-04 by SCVURPPP at two 
sites for wet and dry season, synoptically with water chemistry samples. 

• FY 04-05: Water toxicity testing will be conducted during wet and dry season, 
synoptically with water chemistry samples.  

• Future:  Water toxicity will be conducted synoptically with water chemistry for three 
species during wet and dry seasons to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms 7 S (2)  S (2)  

• Baseline: Bacterial indicators samples were collected in FY 03-04 by SCVURPPP at 
three sites for three seasonal time periods. 

• FY 04-05: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicators at two sites during two seasonal 
time periods. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicator organisms synoptically with other 
chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 04-05 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
 

Bioassessment – 
Macroinvertebrates8    4) S (

• Baseline: Benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessments were conducted in FY 03-04 by 
SCVURPPP at four sites during spring season.   

• FY 04-05: Benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment will be conducted at four sites. 
• Future: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment synoptically with chemical 

and physical data to determine status and trends.     

SCVURPPP 

 

Bioassessment – Fish9 S (2)    

• Baseline: SCVWD existing fisheries map indicate native warm water fish community 
in the upper reaches of the watershed. 

• FY 04-05: Conduct fish bioassessment at two sites in the fall.  
• Future: Conduct fish bioassessment synoptically with chemical and physical data to 

determine status and trends.     

SCVURPPP 

 Physical 
 

Physical Habitat10    4) S (

• Baseline: Visual physcial habitat assessment was conducted in FY 03-04 by 
SCVURPPP at four sites.   

• FY 04-05: Visual physical habitat assessment will be conducted, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, at four sites. 

• Future: Conduct visual physical habitat assessment to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Sediment 
Characterization11    4) S (

• Baseline: Substrate composition and embeddedness was visually estimated in FY 03-
04 by SCVURPPP at four sites.   

• FY 04-05: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 
concurrent with habitat assessment, at four sites. 

• Future: Conduct visual estimates of substrate composition and embeddedness to 
determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 
Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified. 
• FY 04-05: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.   

SCVURPPP 

 
Riparian Vegetation     

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 04-05 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
San Tomas Chemical       
Aquino 

Contaminants – Water 
Quality I (1)  I (1)  

• Baseline: Dissolved and total metals and organophosphate pesticides was measured in 
FY 03-04 by SCVURPPP during three seasonal time periods at three sites on Saratoga 
and two sites on San Tomas Creek. 

• FY 04-05: Further investigation of dissolved and total metals and organophosphate 
pesticides concentrations will be measured synoptically with toxicity testing at one site 
in San Tomas during two seasonal time periods. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water, synoptically with toxicity 
testing and physical and biological parameters, to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 

SCVURPPP 

 

General Water Quality S (4)  S (4) S (7) 

• Baseline: General water quality sampling was conducted in FY 03-04 by SCVURPPP 
at seven sites during three seasonal time periods. 

• FY 04-05: Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 
synoptically with water chemistry (four sites) and bioassessment sampling (seven 
sites). 

• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with chemical, physical 
and biological parameters to determine status and trends.  

SCVURPPP 

 

Conventional Water 
Chemistry S (4)  S (4)  

• Baseline: Conventional water quality parameters were collected in FY 03-04 by 
SCVURPPP during three seasons at seven locations to investigate potential sources of 
nutrients. 

• FY 04-05: Screening level measurements of conventional water chemistry parameters 
will be collected at four sites during two seasonal time periods. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 
chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 Biological       
 

Toxicity - Water 
Quality I (1)  I (1)  

• Baseline: Water toxicity testing was conducted in FY 03-04 by SCVURPPP at three 
sites for wet and dry season, synoptically with water chemistry samples. 

• FY 04-05: Water toxicity testing will be conducted at one site during wet and dry 
season, synoptically with water chemistry samples.  

• Future:  Water toxicity will be conducted synoptically with water chemistry for three 
species during wet and dry seasons to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms S (3)  S (3)  

• Baseline: Bacterial indicators samples were collected in FY 03-04 by SCVURPPP at 
seven sites for three seasonal time periods. 

• FY 04-05: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicators at three sites during two 
seasonal time periods. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicator organisms synoptically with other 
chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Attachment 4-1 

FY 04 -05 Work Plan  4 of 10      3/01/04 
F:\Sc42\FY04-05WP\FY04_05_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-1\Table 1 FY 0405 Monitoring Plan.doc  

Quarter in FY 04-05 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
 

Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates    7) S (

• Baseline: Benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessments were conducted in FY 03-04 by 
SCVURPPP at seven sites during spring season.  Benthic macroinvertebrate data were 
also collected at six sites on Saratoga Creek in 1997 by the USGS.   

• FY 04-05: Benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessments will be conducted at seven sites 
during spring season. 

• Future: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment synoptically with chemical 
and physical data to determine status and trends.   

SCVURPPP 

 

Bioassessment - Fish S (2)    

• Baseline: SCVWD existing fisheries map indicate resident rainbow trout fish 
community.  Rob Leidy conducted fish surveys at two sites in Saratoga in 1996. 

• FY 04-05: Conduct fish bioassessment at two sites in the fall.  
• Future: Conduct fish bioassessment synoptically with chemical and physical data to 

determine status and trends.     

SCVURPPP 

 Physical       
 

Physical Habitat     S (7)

• Baseline: Visual physical habitat assessment was conducted in FY 03-04 by 
SCVURPPP at seven sites.   

• FY 04-05: Visual physical habitat assessment will be conducted, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, at seven sites. 

• Future: Visual habitat assessment will be conducted in the future, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, to determine status and trends 

SCVURPPP 

 

Sediment 
Characterization    7) S (

• Baseline: Substrate composition and embeddedness was visually estimated in FY 03-
04 by SCVURPPP at six sites in Saratoga and one site in San Tomas Creek.   

• FY 04-05: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 
concurrent with habitat assmt at six sites in Saratoga and one site in San Tomas Creek. 

• Future: Conduct visual estimates of substrate composition and embeddedness to 
determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 
Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified. 
• FY 04-05: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.   

SCVURPPP 

 
Riparian Vegetation     

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified. 
• FY 04-05: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.  
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.   

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 04-05 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
Matadero Chemical       
Creek 

Contaminants – Water 
Quality I (2)  I (2)  

• Baseline: Metal concentrations in water were measured by City of Palo Alto at two 
locations in spring 1998.   

• FY 04-05: Investigation of dissolved and total metals and organophosphate pesticides 
concentrations will be measured synoptically with toxicity testing at two sites during 
two seasonal time periods. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water, synoptically with toxicity 
testing and physical and biological parameters, to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 

SCVURPPP 

 

General Water Quality S (3)  S (3) S (3) 

• Baseline: General water quality parameters were measured by City of Palo Alto at two 
locations in spring 1998.   

• FY 04-05: Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 
synoptically with water chemistry (3 sites) and bioassessment sampling (3 sites). 

• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with chemical, physical 
and biological parameters to determine status and trends.  

SCVURPPP 

 

Conventional Water 
Chemistry S (3)  S (3)  

• Baseline: Nitrates, turbidity and total and dissolved solids were measured by City of 
Palo Alto at two locations in spring 1998.  

• FY 04-05: Screening level measurements of conventional water chemistry parameters 
will be collected at three sites during two seasonal time periods. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 
chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 Biological       
 

Toxicity - Water 
Quality I (2)  I (2)  

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Toxicity of water will be conducted at two sites during wet and dry season, 

synoptically with water chemistry samples.  
• Future:  Water toxicity will be conducted synoptically with water chemistry for three 

species during wet and dry seasons to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms S (2)  S (2)  

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicators at two sites during two seasonal 

time periods. 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicator organisms synoptically with other 

chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 
Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates    3) S (

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at three sites. 
• Future: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment synoptically with chemical 

and physical data to determine status and trends.   

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 04-05 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
 

Bioassessment - Fish S (2)    

• Baseline: SCVWD existing fisheries map indicate native warm water fish community.  
Rob Leidy conducted fish surveys at three locations in Matadero Creek in 1997. 

• FY 04-05: Conduct fish bioassessment at two sites in the fall.  
• Future: Conduct fish bioassessment synoptically with chemical and physical data to 

determine status and trends.     

SCVURPPP 

 Physical       
 

Physical Habitat     S (3)

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Visual physical habitat assessment will be conducted, concurrent with 

macroinvertebrate sampling, at three sites. 
• Future: Visual habitat assessment will be conducted in the future, concurrent with 

macroinvertebrate sampling, to determine status and trends 

SCVURPPP 

 

Sediment 
Characterization    3) S (

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 

concurrent with habitat assessment, at three sites. 
• Future: Conduct visual estimates of substrate composition and embeddedness to 

determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     

• Baseline: Channel cross-sections and longitudinal profiles were conducted by 
SCVWD starting in 2002 for lower section of Matadero Creek.   

• FY 04-05: Channel cross-sections and longitudinal profiles will be measured by 
SCVWD.     

• Future: Channel cross-sections and longitudinal profiles will be measured on an 
annual basis by SCVWD through 2011 as part of sediment transport study. 

SCVWD 

 

Riparian Vegetation     

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified. 
• FY 04-05: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     

 

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 04-05 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 

Barron Chemical       
Creek 

Contaminants – Water 
Quality S (1)  S (1)  

• Baseline: Metal concentrations in water were measured by City of Palo Alto at one 
location in spring 1998.   

• FY 04-05: Investigation of dissolved and total metals concentrations will be measured 
at two sites during two seasonal time periods. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 

SCVURPPP 

 

General Water Quality S (1)  S (1) S (1) 

• Baseline: General water quality parameters were measured by City of Palo Alto at one 
location in spring 1998.   

• FY 04-05: Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 
synoptically with water chemistry (1 site) and bioassessment sampling (1 site). 

• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with chemical, physical 
and biological parameters to determine status and trends.  

SCVURPPP 

 

Conventional Water 
Chemistry S (1)  S (1)  

• Baseline: Nitrates, turbidity and total and dissolved solids were measured by City of 
Palo Alto at one location in spring 1998.  

• FY 04-05: Screening level measurements of conventional water chemistry parameters 
will be collected at one site during two seasonal time periods. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 
chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 Biological       
 

Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates    1) S (

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at one site. 
• Future: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment synoptically with chemical 

and physical data to determine status and trends.   
SCVURPPP 

 Physical       
 

Physical Habitat     S (1)

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.  
• FY 03-04: Conduct visual habitat assessment synoptically with macroinvertebrate 

bioassessment. 
• Future: Visual habitat assessment will be conducted in the future, concurrent with 

macroinvertebrate sampling, to determine status and trends 

SCVURPPP 

 

Sediment 
Characterization    1) S (

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 

concurrent with habitat assessment, at one site. 
• Future: Conduct visual estimates of substrate composition and embeddedness to 

determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 04-05 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
 

Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     

• No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     

SCVURPPP 

 
Riparian Vegetation     

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified. 
• FY 04-05: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     

SCVURPPP 

Sunnyvale Chemical       
(East/West) 

Contaminants – Water 
Quality S (3)  S (3)  

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Investigation of dissolved and total metals will be measured in West 

Channel (one site) and East Channel (two sites) during two seasonal time periods. 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water to determine status and trends.  

Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 

SCVURPPP 

 

General Water Quality S (3)  S (3)  

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.  . 
• FY 04-05: Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 

synoptically with water chemistry in West Channel (one site) and East Channel (two 
sites). 

• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with other chemical 
parameters to determine status and trends.  

SCVURPPP 

 

Conventional Water 
Chemistry S (3)  S (3)  

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Screening level measurements of conventional water chemistry parameters 

will be collected in West Channel (one site) and East Channel (two sites). 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 

chemical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

Calabazas Chemical       
Creek 

Contaminants – Water 
Quality I (2)  I (2)  

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Investigation of dissolved and total metals and organophosphate pesticides 

concentrations will be measured synoptically with toxicity testing at two sites during 
two seasonal time periods. 

• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water, synoptically with toxicity 
testing and physical and biological parameters, to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 04-05 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
 

General Water Quality S (3)  S (3) S (4) 

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified. 
• FY 04-05: Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 

synoptically with water chemistry (3 sites) and bioassessment sampling (4 sites). 
• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with chemical, physical 

and biological parameters to determine status and trends.  

SCVURPPP 

 

Conventional Water 
Chemistry S (3)  S (3)  

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Screening level measurements of conventional water chemistry parameters 

will be collected at three sites during two seasonal time periods. 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 

chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 Biological       
 

Toxicity - Water 
Quality I (2)  I (2)  

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Toxicity of water will be conducted at two sites during wet and dry season, 

synoptically with water chemistry samples. 
• Future:  Water toxicity will be conducted synoptically with water chemistry for three 

species during wet and dry seasons to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms S (2)  S (2)  

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicators at two sites during two seasonal 

time periods. 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicator organisms synoptically with other 

chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 
Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates    4) S (

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at four sites. 
• Future: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment synoptically with chemical 

and physical data to determine status and trends.   
SCVURPPP 

 

Bioassessment - Fish S (2)    

• Baseline: SCVWD existing fisheries map indicate mixed native and introduced fish 
community in the upper and lower reaches. 

• FY 04-05: Conduct fish bioassessment at two sites. 
• Future: Conduct fish bioassessment synoptically with chemical and physical data to 

determine status and trends.     

SCVURPPP 

 Physical       
 

Physical Habitat     S (4)

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Visual physical habitat assessment will be conducted, concurrent with 

macroinvertebrate sampling, at four sites. 
• Future: Visual habitat assessment will be conducted in the future, concurrent with 

macroinvertebrate sampling, to determine status and trends 

SCVURPPP 
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Quarter in FY 04-05 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 

Agency 
 

Sediment 
Characterization    4) S (

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified.   
• FY 04-05: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 

concurrent with habitat assessment, at four sites. 
• Future: Conduct visual estimates of substrate composition and embeddedness to 

determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 
Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     

• Baseline: No existing data sources identified. 
• FY 04-05: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.   

SCVURPPP 

 

Riparian Vegetation     

• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified. 
• FY 03-04: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     

 

SCVURPPP 

 
1 Parameter types are listed with category of monitoring design, which include: (S) screening level, (I) investigative, and (T) status and trends.  The number in parentheses represents the number of sampling locations for that sampling period.  Sampling locations are 

described in separate table and figure attached to Plan. 

2 Description of analyses conducted for each data type is described in the footnotes below.  In some cases, partial analyses may be implemented for data types when existing data satisfies screening level target.  Standard analytical methods are indicated in separate table 

attached to Plan; methods are intended to be congruent with SWAMP/RMAS methodology.   
3 Water Chemistry: Total and dissolved metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se), Hg and organophosphate pesticides; sampling conducted during two seasonal time periods (summer/fall and winter/spring). 

4 General Water Quality: Temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and specific conductance (multiparameter probe readings and/or continuous measurements); sampling conducted for three seasonal time periods. 
5 Conventional Water Chemistry: Major anions: ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, chloride, sulfate; total phosphate, boron, TKN, TDS, SSC, ammonia, chlorophyll-a, alkalinity, hardness, TOC and DOC; during two seasonal time periods (summer/fall and winter/spring). 
6 Toxicity Testing: Aquatic bioassays on three species: (1) Ceriodaphnia: 7 day survival and reproduction; (2) pimephales 7-day; and (3) selenastrum test; toxicity conducted at wet and dry season.  

7 Pathogen Indicator Organisims: total and fecal coliform,  enterococcus, and E. coli; sampling conducted for three seasonal time periods. 
8 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates: following CSBP methodology and conducted in the spring season. 
9 Bioassessment – Fish: Rapid assessment of fish communities will be done using methods established in the SEIDP or by other standardized methods utilized by the SCVWD or other Co-permittee agencies; sampling likely to occur in the spring. 

10 Habitat survey physical habitat assessment using CSBP methodology. 
11 Creek substrate sediment composition and embeddedness is qualitatively estimated by visual observation during bioassessment and habitat survey. 
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Table 4-2. Sampling locations and data types for SCVURPPP’s FY 04-05 monitoring plan. 

Stat Id Station Name Site Characteristics Water 
Chem 

Gen 
Water 
Qual 

Water 
Tox 

(3spp.) 
Conven 
chem 

Bact 
Indicat 

Fish 
Bioass 

Macro-
Invert 

Bioass 
P-Hab 
Assmt 

Adobe Creek       

     

 3  2    

        

        

        

       

   

A-1 Adobe Cr at Middlefield 
Rd 

At Mitchell Park; 
residential/commercial; 
concrete channel 

2 2 2 2 2 

A-2 Adobe Cr at Terman Park At Terman Park; residential 
land use; natural channel   2 1 1

A-3  Adobe Cr at Edith Ave Residential; natural channel; 
mixed native/introduced fish  1 1 1 1

A-4 Adobe Cr at Foothill 
College 

College campus, low density 
residential and open space 
land uses; natural channel; 
warm native fish community 

1 1 1 1

A-5 Adobe Cr at Moody Rd 
Low density residential, 
open space; natural channel; 
warm native fish community 

1 1 1

San Tomas Aquino Creek   

ST-1 San Tomas Cr at Scott 
Blvd 

Industrial; concrete channel; 
below Saratoga Cr confl. 2    

     

     

     

     

   

2 2 2  

ST-3 San Tomas Cr at 
Westmont Ave 

Below tributary confl. at High 
school; earth channel  1  1 1

S-1 Saratoga Cr at Cabrillo 
At Bowers Park; 
commercial/resident; 
earthen channel 

 2  2 2

S-1.5 Saratoga Cr at Kiely At Central Park; residential; 
earthen channel  2  2 2

S-2 Saratoga Cr at Bollinger 
Mixed land use; natural 
channel; potential trout fish 
community 

 1  1 1

S-2.5 Saratoga Cr at bend of 
Oak Knoll Dr 

At Murdoch Park; mixed 
landuse; earthen channel; 
potential trout fish 
community 

 2  2 2 

FY 04-05 Work Plan       3/01/04  
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Stat Id Station Name Site Characteristics Water 
Chem 

Gen 
Water 
Qual 

Water 
Tox 

(3spp.) 
Conven 
chem 

Bact 
Indicat 

Fish 
Bioass 

Macro-
Invert 

Bioass 
P-Hab 
Assmt 

     

     

S-3 Saratoga Cr at Prospect 
Mixed land use; natural 
channel; potential trout fish 
community 

 1  1 1 1

S-4 Saratoga Cr at Via Monte 
Residential; natural channel; 
potential trout fish 
community 

 1  1 1

S-5 Saratoga Cr at Alta Vista 
Ave 

Residential; natural channel; 
potential trout fish 
community 

 1       

     

     

       

1 1

S-6 Saratoga Cr at Big Basin 
and Gate 

Low density residential; 
natural channel; cold trout 
fish community 

 1  1 1 1

S-7 Saratoga Cr at Congress 
Springs and Pierce 

Low density residential; 
natural channel; cold trout 
fish community 

 1  1 1

Matadero Creek   

M-1 Matadero Cr above 
Middlefield Rd 

At Hoover Park, residential; 
concrete channel; mixed 
native/introduced fish; near 
upper tidal limit 

2        

        

        

        

2 2 2 2

M-2 Matadero Cr at Roble 
Ridge 

At Bol Park; 
commercial/public use; 
concrete channel; mixed 
native/introduced fish 

3 2 2 1 1

M-3 Matadero Cr at Old Page 
Mill 

Open space; natural 
channel; warm native fish 1 1 1 1

M-4 Matadero Cr at 
Atrascadero Rd crossing 

Low density residential, 
open space, and golf course 
land uses; warm native fish 

2 3 2 2 1 1 1

FY 04-05 Work Plan       3/01/04  
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Stat Id Station Name Site Characteristics Water 
Chem 

Gen 
Water 
Qual 

Water 
Tox 

(3spp.) 
Conven 
chem 

Bact 
Indicat 

Fish 
Bioass 

Macro-
Invert 

Bioass 
P-Hab 
Assmt 

         Barron Creek 

B-1 Barron Cr at Cowper Rd 
Residential land use; 
concrete channel; no fish 
data; above tidal 

2        

        

       

2 2

B-2 Barron Cr at Fremont Rd Residential land use; natural 
channel; no fish data 1 1 1

Sunnyvale (East/West)   

SU-1 Sunnyvale East at N. 
Wolfe  

At Fair Oaks Park 
residential; excavated 
channel and box culvert;  

2        

        

        

       

2 2

SU-2 Sunnyvale East at Daffodil 
Ct 

At Braly Park; residential; 
excavated channel and box 
culvert;  

2 2 2

SU-3 Sunnyvale West at 
Mathilda 

Industrial land use; below 
stormdrain outlet and just 
upstream of tidal area 

2 2 2

Calabazas Creek   

C-1 Calabazas Creek at  
Arques 

Industrial land use; ½ mi d/s 
El Camino Storm Drain 
outfall; concrete channel; 
native/introduced fish assem 

2        

        

      

2 2 2

C-2 Calabazas Creek at 
Benton 

At Homestead Park; 
residential land use; 
concrete channel; no fish 
reported 

2 2 2

C-3 Calabazas Creek at Miller 
Just below Regnart Cr confl 
and above newly construct 
flood control channel 

1
 

1 1 
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Stat Id Station Name Site Characteristics Water 
Chem 

Gen 
Water 
Qual 

Water 
Tox 

(3spp.) 
Conven 
chem 

Bact 
Indicat 

Fish 
Bioass 

Macro-
Invert 

Bioass 
P-Hab 
Assmt 

       

       

       

C-4 Calabazas Creek at 
Blaney Ave 

At Calabazas Park; 
residential land use; natural 
channel; mixed 
native/introduced fish  

2 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 

C-5 Calabazas Creek at 
Railroad Crossing 

Just below Prospect Cr 
confl; natural channel; low 
density resident, golf course; 
mixed native/introduced fish  

1 1 1 

C-6 Calabazas Creek at 
Pierce Rd crossing 

Low density resident; mixed 
native/introduced fish  1 1 1 1 
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Attachment 4-1 

Table 4-3. Analytical methods used in SCVURPPP FY 03-04 and Multiyear Monitoring Plan. 
 
Description of data parameters Analytical Methods 
Pesticides (water) - Organophosphate suite  EPA 8141A 
Pesticides (sediment) - Organochlorine suite EPA 8081A 
PCB congeners EPA 8082 
PAH congeners EPA 8270 
ICPMS metals suite (sediment) (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, 
Cd, Pb, As--all costs) 

EPA 6020 

ICPMS metals suite (water)--unfiltered "total" (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, 
Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se--all costs) 

EPA 200.8 

ICPMS metals suite (water)--filtered "dissolved" (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, 
Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se--al costs) 

EPA 200.8 

Total mercury (sediment) EPA 245.7/1631M 
Major anions nutrient scan:  ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, chloride, 
sulfate 

EPA 365.2, EPA 300 

Total  Phosphate EPA 365.2 
Boron EPA 200.8 
TKN EPA 351.3 
TDS EPA 160.1 
Suspended Sediment Concentration (SSC) ASTM D3977-97 
Ammonia EPA 350.3 
Chlorophyll-a SM 10200H/EPA 445.0 
Alkalinity EPA 310.1 
Hardness EPA 130.2 
TOC EPA 415.1 
DOC EPA 415.1 
Sediment grain size - full analysis (phi scale) Plumb/PSEP 
Total coliform SM 9221B 
Fecal coliform SM 9221B 
enterococcus SM 9230B 
Ceriodaphnia 7-day Survival & Reproduction EPA 1002.0 (WET) 
Pimephales (fathead minnow) 7 - day EPA 1000.0 (WET) 
Selenastrum (algae) test EPA 1003.0 (WET) 
  
(WET) Whole Effluent Toxicity: Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis of Pollutants 
(October 16, 1995) 
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PREFACE 
 
On March 1, 2002, the SCVURPPP submitted a Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring 
Plan (Multi-Year Plan) that was prepared in compliance with monitoring requirements of 
the permit. The previously submitted Multi-Year Plan covered the entire spectrum of the 
SCVURPPP monitoring activities, both programmatic and environmental, and outlined 
the SCVURPPP’s approach to monitoring, presented monitoring priorities and described 
accomplishments to-date. Furthermore, the Multi-Year Plan described the SCVURPPP’s 
linkage to, and support for the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative 
(WMI). 
 
Since its approval, the SCVURPPP has fully implemented the Multi-Year Plan and 
conducted a variety of special studies. In particular, screening level/baseline water 
quality monitoring was conducted in receiving water bodies in FY 02-03 and 03-04, and 
the Assessment of Watershed Assessment Methods Technical Memorandum (Technical 
Memo), dated July 31, 2003, recommended improvements to the SCVURPPP’s 
monitoring and assessment program. Lessons learned from data collected during the 
first two years of implementing the Multi-Year Plan and recommendations presented in 
the Technical Memo provide the impetus for the revisions to the Multi-Year Plan.  
 
The revisions presented in this Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Plan (Revised 
Multi-Year Plan) are minor and intended to: 1) more fully integrate the monitoring 
activities identified in the Multi-Year Plan with watershed assessments, and 2) allow for 
additional follow-up monitoring activities in order to better identify sources of pollutants 
or causes of impairment to Beneficial Uses. Additionally, the Revised Multi-Year Plan 
attempts to provide the SCVURPPP a framework for conducting watershed 
characterization, screening-level monitoring, watershed assessment, investigative 
monitoring and management action implementation.  
 
Summary of Revisions 
It is important to point out that a large majority of the information contained within this 
Revised Multi-Year Plan was originally presented in the Program’s previously submitted 
Multi-Year Plan (dated March 1, 2002). Therefore, for the sake of the reader, we would 
like point out the sections of this Revised Multi-Year Plan that contain a majority of the 
revisions. These include:  
 

• Sections 2.3 & 2.4: SCVURPPP’s Monitoring and Assessment Approach 
and Process Flow Chart – Describes the tiered monitoring approach, the 
proposed framework for conducting monitoring and assessment activities, 
and how watershed assessments are integrated with this approach and 
activities.  

• Section 6.0: Reporting and Quality Control – Describes the deliverables the 
Program will develop and quality control procedures which will continue to be 
incorporated into the SCVURPPP’s Monitoring and Assessment Program.  

• Section 7.0: Environmental Monitoring Measures Summary Matrix – 
Illustrates the revised environmental monitoring and assessment Program’s 
sampling design. 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM  
 

MULTI-YEAR RECEIVING WATERS MONITORING PLAN  
(REVISED MARCH 1, 2004) 

 
1.0  INTRODUCTION 
The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention (SCVURPPP) was reissued a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit to discharge storm 
water on February 21, 2001 by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (Regional Board). On March 1, 2002, the SCVURPPP submitted a Multi-Year 
Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Multi-Year Plan) that was prepared in compliance 
with monitoring requirements of the permit. In particular Provision C.7b, which reads: 
 

Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan.  In conjunction with the 
submissions required by Provision 9 the Dischargers shall submit by July 1, 
2001, an interim draft of a Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan, and, by 
March 1, 2002, a final Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan acceptable to 
the Executive Officer, designed to comply with these Monitoring Program 
requirements. The Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan shall include provisions for 
monitoring South San Francisco Bay by participating in the San Francisco 
Estuary Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances or an acceptable 
alternative monitoring program. The Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan activities 
shall be coordinated with SCBWMI assessment activities. 

 
The previously submitted Multi-Year Plan covered the entire spectrum of the 
SCVURPPP monitoring activities, both programmatic and environmental, and outlined 
the SCVURPPP’s approach to monitoring, presented monitoring priorities and described 
accomplishments to-date. Furthermore, the Multi-Year Plan described the SCVURPPP’s 
linkage to, and support for the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative 
(WMI), a collaborative, stakeholder driven effort aimed at protecting and enhancing the 
watersheds in the Santa Clara Basin.  
 
Since its approval, the SCVURPPP has fully implemented the Multi-Year Plan and 
conducted a variety of special studies. In particular, screening level/baseline water 
quality monitoring was conducted in receiving water bodies in FY 02-03 and 03-04, and 
the Assessment of Watershed Assessment Methods Technical Memorandum (Technical 
Memo), which provides information necessary to improve SCVURPPP’s monitoring and 
assessment program, was completed on July 31, 2003. Lessons learned from data 
collected during the first two years of implementing the Multi-Year Plan and 
recommendations presented in the Technical Memo provided the impetus for revising 
the Multi-Year Plan. The revisions contained within this Revised Multi-Year Receiving 
Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised Multi-Year Plan) are further described in this section. 
 
1.1 Purpose of the Multi-Year Monitoring Plan and Revisions (2004) 
Monitoring activities originally described in the Multi-Year Plan are generally aimed at 
developing and implementing programs/projects designed to assess programmatic and 
environmental effectiveness and practical, implementable indicators and protocols for 
assessing the beneficial uses of receiving water bodies, including local creeks and the 
San Francisco Bay estuary.  The implementation of these indicators and protocols are a 
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necessary step toward establishing a sound regulatory basis for locally based watershed 
management.  
 
The Revised Multi-Year Plan continues to embrace this strategy and offers revisions that 
are intended to: 1) more fully integrate the monitoring activities identified in the Plan with 
the Program’s need to conduct watershed assessments, and 2) allow for additional 
follow-up monitoring activities that will help better identify sources of pollutants or causes 
of impacts to Beneficial Uses (Uses). Additionally, the Revised Multi-Year Plan attempts 
to provide the SCVURPPP a formalized process for conducting future monitoring and 
assessment activities.  
 
The Revised Multi-Year Plan is intended to provide a broad roadmap for the Program’s 
monitoring activities. The full scopes of many of the activities presented in this Revised 
Multi-Year Plan have not yet been developed. More detailed descriptions of these 
planned activities will be provided in the Program’s Annual Workplans over the next six 
years. In addition, it is foreseeable that due to unknown water quality issues in the 
future, the Program will be directed to focus resources on higher priority monitoring and 
assessment efforts not presented in this Revised Multi-Year Plan. In this case, new 
and/or revised monitoring and assessment activities will also be presented in the 
Program’s Annual Monitoring Program Plan, which is submitted with its Annual Report. 
 
1.2  Goals and Objectives  
The Revised Multi-Year Plan is intended to be a “living” document, evolving along side 
other regional and State monitoring and assessment plans and strategies, including: the 
Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy (RMAS), Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP) and Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). The Revised Multi-
Year-Plan helps reach the goals and objectives that were set by the Program’s 
Management Committee in 1996. These goals and objectives were incorporated into the 
SCVURPPP’s 1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP). In particular, the 
monitoring program aids in reaching Goals 2 and 3 (see highlighted text in Table 1.0). 
To aid the SCVURPPP in reaching its primary goals, the following goals specific to the 
SCVURPPP’s monitoring program were developed: 
 

• Develop a better understanding of the chemical, biological, and 
physical characteristics of water bodies and watersheds relevant to 
the Program, which will help inform decisions about future 
management actions and help clarify and resolve storm water related 
issues within watersheds; 
 

• Assess baseline water quality conditions in representative watersheds 
within Program boundaries to evaluate storm water impacts and help 
solve creek drainage basin-specific water quality problems; 
 

• Assess whether specific pollutants of concern are found in storm 
water discharges and impact water quality in local water bodies and 
the San Francisco Bay; 
 

• Evaluate the effectiveness of existing storm water pollution prevention 
and control Best Management Practices (BMPs) and recommend 
improvements; and, 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 

Draft Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan  
FY04-05 Work Plan  3/1/04  
F:\Sc42\FY04-05WP\FY04_05_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-2\Revised Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (Draft 1.0).doc             3  

• Evaluate overall Program effectiveness over time. 
 

 
These goals were designed to achieve each of the following objectives, contained in the 
Program’s NPDES Permit: 
 

1. Characterization of representative drainage areas and storm water 
discharges, including land-use characteristics, pollutant concentrations, 
and mass loadings; 

 
2. Assessment of existing or potential adverse impacts on beneficial uses 

caused by pollutants of concern in storm water discharges, including an 
evaluation of representative receiving waters; 

3. Identification of potential sources of pollutants of concern found in storm 
water discharges; and, 

 
4. Evaluation of effectiveness of representative storm water pollution 

prevention or control measures 
 

Table 1.0.  1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan 
Goals and Objectives 

GOAL 1: Comply with Permit 
• Effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges (unless exempt or managed according to 

approved conditions) 
• Reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in stormwater runoff 
• Comply with permit submittal requirements 

GOAL 2: Determine Success 

• Periodically evaluate the attainment of beneficial uses in selected waterways 
• Evaluate changes in public awareness and behavior 
• Evaluate effectiveness of specific control measures at pollution reduction. 

GOAL 3: Adjust Activities to Meet Changes 
• Define what constitutes success (how much is enough?) as it relates to programmatic and 

technical MEP 
• Utilize what we learn to plan the next steps 

GOAL 4: Achieve Acceptance of Urban Runoff Management Activities 
• Effectively facilitate public input into Program planning process 
• Integrate urban runoff goals at various intra-agency levels 
• Develop and maintain a proactive relationship with regulatory authorities 
• Publicize the efforts of the Co-permittees (Program) 

GOAL 5: Integrate Urban Runoff Program Elements into other Programs 
• Promulgate an understanding of the role of the urban runoff program 
• Encourage other agencies to become involved in urban runoff issues 
• Encourage action by the appropriate agencies 
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It is important to point out that although the Revised Multi-Year Plan has been developed 
to meet the objectives of the NPDES permit, it also addresses the guidance contained in 
several RWQCB letters written to both the Program and members of the BASMAA 
monitoring committee.1   
 
This Revised Multi-Year Plan is intended to help the SCVURPPP: 1) plan and prioritize 
its watershed assessment and monitoring activities over the next six years, and 2) 
coordinate with other watershed assessment programs in the Bay area, including the 
WMI. The SCVURPPP’s watershed assessment and monitoring approach emphasizes 
characterizing watersheds and collecting data when and where appropriate, which will 
enable watershed assessments and focused studies to be conducted that will yield 
information necessary to implement effective and feasible management actions 
designed to reduce the impacts of urban runoff on Uses. 
 
1.3  Revised Multi-Year Plan Organization and Structure 
The Revised Multi-Year Plan is organized into eight (8) sections and describes both 
environmental and programmatic monitoring designed to meet previously stated goals 
and objectives. The Revised Multi-Year Plan includes sections: 
 
1.0   Introduction – provides a brief introduction to the Revised Multi-Year Plan, including 
goals and objectives. 

2.0   Monitoring and Assessment Approach – presents the SCVURPPP’s approach to 
monitoring and assessment, including: a description of monitoring categories, monitoring 
and assessment process, annual project funding process, priorities for assisting the 
WMI, SCVURPPP monitoring priorities, and regional and SCVURPPP monitoring 
activities accomplished to-date.  

3.0  Watershed Monitoring and Assessment Activities - description of planned watershed 
monitoring and assessment activities, including: screening-level monitoring and 
watershed assessments.  

4.0  Pollutant of Concern Monitoring and Characterization Activities – provides a 
description of planned pollutant of concern monitoring and characterization, including 
local and regionally-based activities.  

5.0  BMP and Performance Standard Monitoring – describes monitoring activities 
associated with measuring the effectiveness of implementing performance standards 
and control programs for POCs. 

6.0  Reporting and Quality Control Procedures  -   provides a description of the quality 
control and assurance (QA/QC) procedures and the reporting process the Program will 
develop and implement. 

7.0 Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Measures Summary Matrix- illustrates 
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Measures (EMMs) that are currently being 
                                                 
1 RWQCB letter from Tom Mumley to BASMAA monitoring committee entitled “Urban Runoff Monitoring 
Needs/Recommendations” dated February 2, 2001. 
RWQCB letter from Loretta Barsamian to Adam Oliveiri entitled “FY2002-2003 Stormwater Municipal 
NPDES Program Priorities” dated December 7, 2001. 
The water quality monitoring comments in the RWQCB from Bruce Wolfe to Beau Goldie entitled “Pesticide-
Related Components of 2000/01 Annual Report” postmarked December 28, 2001. 
RWQCB letter from Loretta Barsamian to Beau Goldie entitled “Request for revision of the Program’s long-
term receiving waters monitoring plan” dated June 5, 2002. 
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implemented or are planned. EMMs are used to gauge the effects of urban runoff on the 
environment.  

8.0  Programmatic Monitoring Indicators Summary Matrix – illustrates Programmatic 
Monitoring Indicators (PMIs) that are currently being implemented or are planned. PMIs 
are used to gauge how well Performance Standards are being met and control 
measures are being implemented.  
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2.0 MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT APPROACH 
 
The information contained in Section 2.0 is intended to provide context to the 
SCVURPPP’s Monitoring Program, by briefly describing SCVURPPP’s approach to 
monitoring and assessment. Background information is provided, including: a summary 
of SCVURPPP’s monitoring priorities; descriptions of environmental and programmatic 
monitoring, and SCVURPPP’s monitoring and assessment process; the annual project 
funding process; priorities for assisting the WMI; the integration of SCVURPPP-led 
monitoring activities with regional monitoring strategies; and a description of a portion of 
the SCVURPPP monitoring-related accomplishments to-date 
 
2.1  Background 
From its inception in 1990 through 1995, the Program’s monitoring activities focused on 
establishing baseline information through sampling and analysis of runoff from various 
land uses and ambient waters.  A summary of the products produced as part of the 
SCVURPPP’s previous monitoring efforts is contained in the 1997 URMP. In addition to 
gathering baseline information, the Program’s annual monitoring plans have also 
included assessments intended to enhance understanding of the sources and extent of 
urban runoff pollution, its effects, and methods for its control. 
 
In August 19962 the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requested that the 
SCVURPPP redirect its monitoring resources and develop a new approach:  
 

Specific monitoring activities that should be considered within the strategy 
include characterization of drainage areas (watershed monitoring) 
including land use characteristics (general, such as open, residential, 
commercial, or industrial areas, or specific sources) and consideration of 
physical and biological, as well as chemical indicators to assess the 
drainage areas. We strongly encourage you to use community-based 
(volunteer) monitoring as an inexpensive and effective means to conduct 
this type of monitoring. The strategy should also establish a mechanism 
or process for effective use of special or pilot studies by your program or 
those conducted by other programs. 

 
Since 1997, the Program’s emphasis has been on integrating urban runoff and 
watershed management. This emphasis continues to be a major condition of the urban 
runoff permit. The results of this integration effort include the Program’s and individual 
Co-permittee assistance on: managing various subgroups of the WMI, preparing the 
abridged and unabridged Watershed Characteristics Report, conducting various projects 
related to the review of development policies, and the completion of the national 
Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project. A more detailed discussion 
of these efforts is contained the Program’s Annual Reports (i.e., see FY 97-98, 98-99, 
99-00, 00-01, 01-02 and 02-03). 
 
2.2 Summary of Program Monitoring Priorities 
The SCVURPPP’s Monitoring AHTG uses the following monitoring priorities to 
determine which projects are funded for a given year:  
 
                                                 
2 Loretta K. Barsamian, Executive Officer. August 30, 1996 letter to Frank Maitski. 
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1) New projects needed to implement the results, and achieve the goals, of current 
projects; 

2) New projects that implement continuous improvement items identified through the 
annual review process; 

3) Projects that support the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative in one 
of the following ways: 

a) Investigate Beneficial Uses and Causes of Impairment (including field work) 
b) Review and Compile Environmental Data and Make it Accessible 
c) Develop Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 
d) Facilitate and Support WMI Subgroups (including coordination with other 

agencies) 

4. Projects identified through participation in regional monitoring collaborative efforts, 
including the Regional Monitoring Program and BASMAA. 

 
Each of these priorities is intended to fulfill specific provisions of the Program’s NPDES 
permit and the 1997 URMP, and to provide a strong basis for both program improvement 
and the next round of permit requirements.  
 
2.3 SCVURPPP’s Monitoring and Assessment Approach 
The SCVURPPP continues to embrace the watershed approach to direct its monitoring 
and assessment activities, and meet its goals and objectives. The watershed approach 
is a coordinating framework for environmental management that focuses efforts to 
address the highest priority problems within hydrologically-defined geographic areas. 
The SCVURPPP will continue to define and address high priority issues through the 
implementation of activities that fall into two monitoring categories: programmatic 
monitoring and environmental monitoring and assessment. Each monitoring category 
and specific subcategories are defined below. Specific activities being conducted under 
each category are further described in Sections 3.0, 4.0 and 5.0; and implementation 
timelines are presented in Section 7.0. 
 
2.31 Monitoring Categories  

The word monitoring can be applied to a wide range of activities; therefore, it is 
important that a monitoring program begins by defining the types of monitoring that will 
be employed to achieve its objectives. Nonpoint source programs, including urban runoff 
management programs, generally employ several types of monitoring depending on the 
type of observation that is desired. The types of monitoring employed by the 
SCVURPPP fall into two general categories: Environmental Monitoring and Assessment 
Measures (EMMs) and Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs). Although inherently 
interconnected, each strategy has its own objectives. The objectives, elements, 
differences and utility of the environmental monitoring and assessment; and 
programmatic monitoring strategies are further discussed in the following paragraphs. 
 
Programmatic Monitoring – Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs) are used to 
gauge how well performance standards are being met. Programmatic monitoring efforts 
typically include tracking and evaluating continuous improvements and evaluating the 
effectiveness of implementing control programs for pollutants of concern.  Programmatic 
monitoring provides the best basis for measuring compliance with Permit requirements 
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and the success of implementing Program components. Programmatic Monitoring 
Indicators are presented in described in Section 5.0 BMP and Performance Standard 
Monitoring Activities, and in Section 8.0 Programmatic Monitoring Indicators Summary 
Matrix. 
 
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment - Environmental monitoring and assessment 
measures (EMMs) are activities that entail the collection of environmental data through 
field studies and analysis of information through assessments. EMMS are coordinated at 
the local or regional level and typically fall into one of two general areas:  
 

• Watershed Assessment Activities; and, 
• Pollutants of Concern (POC) Monitoring. 

 
EMMs are intended to: 1) assist the RWQCB characterize receiving water quality in 
urban watersheds consistent with the priorities of the Watershed Management Initiative 
and the Program; 2) identify where and what type of screening-level monitoring is 
appropriate; and, 3) recognize the need for site-specific water quality investigations to 
address questions that might arise while conducting screening-level monitoring efforts. 
Based on the Program’s experience, we believe EMMs provide the best context for 
considering the effects of stormwater runoff on the environment.3,4  EMMs are further 
described in Sections 3.0 Watershed Monitoring and Assessment and 4.0 Pollutants of 
Concern Monitoring. Implementation timelines for EMMs are presented in Section 7.0.  
 
Tiered Monitoring and Assessment Approach 

Because there are a variety of types of environmental monitoring that are available, it is 
useful to classify parameters that may be measured into two tiers; screening-level 
monitoring and assessments (i.e. Tier I) and investigative monitoring (i.e., Tier II). 
Screening level monitoring and assessments include more general measurements made 
at various sampling locations, providing an initial characterization of the physical, 
chemical, and biological integrity of a particular watershed/waterbody.  
 
Investigative monitoring or studies include more detailed measurements typically taken 
in a more defined area (e.g., stream reach). Investigative monitoring is intended to 
address specific questions of impairment, such as: 1) what is the cause of the potential 
impairment, and 2) what is the potential source of the pollutant identified? Table 2.0 
provides a few examples of screening-level indicators and investigative monitoring 
parameters. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3 Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project – Final Report, prepared for the Water Environment Research Foundation, 
2001. 
4 Watersheds 2000 – A Vision of the SCVURPPP’s Role in Watershed Management and the SCBWMI, December 9, 1999. 
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Table 2.0. Examples of screening-level indicators and investigative monitoring 
parameters, with associated beneficial uses. 
 

Indicator/Parameter Beneficial Uses 

Screening-level Indicators  

General Water Quality  

Rapid Bioassessment  

Fisheries Assemblage Characterization 

Qualitative Physical Habitat Assessments 

Aquatic Life Uses 

Bacterial Indicators Recreation Uses 

Investigative Parameters 

Nutrients (NO3, NO2, NH4, PO4) 

Sediment (TSS, SSC, Geomorphic Analyses) 

Toxicity (3 species bioassays, TIEs) 

Aquatic Life Uses 

Metals (Cu, Ni, Cd, Hg, Cr, Pb, Se) Aquatic Life and Recreation Uses 

Pesticides (Organophosphates) 

Quantitative Physical Habitat Assessments 
Aquatic Life Uses 

Organics (PCBs, PAHs, Dioxins) Aquatic Life and Recreation Uses 
 
 
2.32 Integrating Monitoring into Watershed Assessment  

In the absence of a robust data set that can be used to characterize water quality and 
the physical, chemical and biological integrity of most water bodies in the Santa Clara 
Valley basin, initial characterization (i.e., screening-level monitoring/assessments) is 
needed. To provide this necessary information, the SCUVRPPP intends to conduct 
screening level monitoring in watersheds within the Santa Clara Valley basin using 
screening-level indicators. Data collected from these efforts is intended to provide 
information that will aid the Program in conducting watershed assessments. To the 
extent possible, these assessments will be conducted in coordination and collaboration 
with other efforts current underway in the basin (e.g., SCVWD Stream Stewardship 
Plans).  
 
As an outcome of conducting watershed assessments, data gaps, testable hypotheses 
and preliminary management actions will be presented. Where feasible, investigative 
studies will be conducted to help test hypotheses and fill data gaps identified during 
watershed assessments. These investigative studies will aid the Program in determining 
the extent of impairment, and the causes and sources of impairment (if necessary), 
leading to potential recommendations for management actions in these watersheds. This 
approach is similar to regional (i.e., RMAS) and other Bay area urban runoff 
management program monitoring and assessment approaches. The approach is 
illustrated in Figure 1.0 SCVURPPP’s Monitoring and Assessment Process Flow Chart 
and further described in Section 2.4. Additionally, a generalized timetable for conducting 
screening-level monitoring and assessments, watershed assessments, investigative 
monitoring, and status and trends monitoring is presented in Section 7.0. 
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2.4 SCVURPPP’s Monitoring and Assessment Process Flow Chart 
A Monitoring and Assessment Process Flow Chart (Figure 1.0) was developed to 
illustrate the Program’s “tiered” monitoring approach to environmental monitoring and 
the nexus between environmental monitoring and watershed assessment. This process 
is intended to provide the Program with a formalized structure for conducting monitoring 
and assessments under the Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. This 
process utilizes the best available water quality and watershed-related information 
throughout each step, with the goal of collecting additional data needed to characterize, 
assess and protect/restore beneficial uses in receiving water bodies. The following 
sections describe each step in the process. 
 
Step #1: Watershed Characterization  

Watershed characterization is an import foundation-setting activity needed to develop a 
better understanding of the location and extent of impacts to watersheds, water quality 
and beneficial uses. Building on recent watershed assessment activities conducted by 
the WMI and the SCVURPPP, the Program plans to conduct activities entailing the 
collection and analysis of information needed to further characterize watersheds. To 
facilitate this process, the SCVURPPP will annually develop a Watershed 
Characterization and Sampling Design Technical Memorandum (Characterization 
Memo).  
 
The purpose of the Characterization Memo is to describe existing readily available 
information (e.g. watershed attributes, beneficial use information, water quality data) that 
will aid in the development of a sampling design for a specific watershed(s) that are 
scheduled for screening-level monitoring to begin during the next fiscal year. Beginning 
with the Program’s FY 05-06 Annual Workplan, a Characterization Memo that will, (1) 
describe relevant watershed attributes and (2) provide justification for the selection of 
sampling parameters and sites within a watershed(s) scheduled for screening-level 
sampling in that fiscal year ,will be submitted to the Regional Board.  
 
It is important to point out that this task is very similar to activities previously conducted 
by Program staff when developing the Program’s Annual Monitoring Program Plan. The 
only difference being the deliverable (i.e., Characterization Memo), which will aid the 
Program in, documenting the extent of readily available information for the given 
watershed, and developing the rationale behind selection of monitoring indicators and 
sampling site locations. 
 
Step #2: Screening Level Monitoring  

An ecological indicator is a measure, an index of measures, or a model that 
characterizes an ecosystem or one of its critical components. An indicator may reflect 
biological, chemical and/or physical attributes of ecological condition, and may also be 
used to identify major ecosystem stress. The Program intends to collect two types of 
screening level indicators during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan: (1) 
aquatic life use indicators (e.g., benthic macroinvertebrates and fish assemblages) and 
(2) water recreation use indicators (e.g., fecal and total coliforms, enterococcus and E. 
coli). Each type of indicator is further described below.  
 
Aquatic Life Use Indicators - As a first step in conducting environmental monitoring, the 
Program intends to use screening level indicators that will aid in determining ecological 
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Figure 1.0  SCVURPPP Monitoring and Assessment Process Flow Chart, illustrates the Program’s “tiered” monitoring 
approach to environmental monitoring and the nexus between environmental monitoring and watershed assessment. 
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condition and status of aquatic life uses in Santa Clara basin water bodies. In particular, 
the Program has selected Benthic macroinvertebrates (BMIs) and fish community 
assemblages as screening level indicators of aquatic life uses. Extensive guidance on 
development and use of BMIs and fish as indicators has been supported at the national 
and state levels, and a number of agencies and volunteer groups have begun to sample 
BMIs in Bay Area creeks using the California Stream Bioassessment Procedure 
developed by the California Department of Fish and Game. Additionally, screening level 
assessments of physical habitat will be conducted to aid in determining the 
physical/habitat condition or quality of a watershed and water body. Qualitative 
screening-level physical habitat assessments will be conducted synoptically with BMI 
and fish data collection efforts. Qualitative physical habitat assessments also include, 
general water quality measurements and substrate composition estimates taken during 
biological sampling.  
 
Recreation Use Indicators - Microbiological water analysis is typically carried out to 
safeguard the health of a community by testing for possible fecal pollution, the source of 
microorganisms causing waterborne disease. Indicators of recreational use are 
microbiological organisms that coexist with pathogens in the fecal environment and are 
easier and less expensive to test for than pathogens. For these reasons, indicator 
organisms are often the focus of water analyses rather than pathogens. The most 
commonly employed indicator organisms are total coliform, fecal coliform, enterococcus, 
and E. coli. The Program intends to use these organisms as screening level indicators of 
beneficial uses related to recreation (i.e., REC-1 and REC-2). To ensure locations that 
have a high potential for recreational uses are sampled, Program staff will identify 
sampling sites within a given watershed during the watershed characterization stage of 
the watershed monitoring and assessment process (see Step #1). The selection of 
sampling site locations will be based upon where the highest potential for exposure and 
access to the creek appears to exist (e.g., parks adjacent to creeks and local swimming 
sites). 
 
Step #3: Watershed Assessment  

Watershed assessment is the systematic review of specific resources such as benthic 
macroinvertebrates or fish and their habitat and riparian areas in a watershed-scale 
context. The results of watershed assessment can be used to establish the context for 
subsequent evaluations and analysis of cumulative watershed effects. It is the Program’s 
intent to conduct watershed assessments in specific watersheds within the Santa Clara 
basin. Assessments will integrate information collected during watershed 
characterizations and screening-level assessments to support Program objectives of 
continuously improving Program components and developing additional ones to support 
attainment of beneficial uses in selected water bodies. As an outcome of the 
assessment, the Program will develop a Watershed Assessment Report that will 
describe the assessment process, identify data gaps and potential follow-up studies, and 
recommend management actions, where feasible. Watershed assessments will be 
coordinated with other assessment-related activities occurring in the basin, to the extent 
possible, and will only occur in watersheds identified as high priority by the Program. 
 
Step #4: Investigative Monitoring/Studies  

Investigative monitoring/studies include more detailed measurements typically taken in a 
more defined area (e.g., stream reach). Investigative monitoring is intended to address 
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specific questions related to potential impairment, such as: 1) what is the cause of the 
potential impairment, and 2) what is the potential source of the pollutant identified? Table 
2.0 provides a few examples of investigative monitoring parameters. 
 
As illustrated in the Monitoring and Assessment Process Flow Chart (Figure 1.0), 
investigative monitoring/studies can arise through multiple pathways. First, additional 
data collection (e.g., investigative monitoring or special studies) may be recommended 
in a Watershed Assessment Report to aid in determining beneficial uses impacts. 
Alternatively, existing data may suggest that additional data collection is needed to 
determine impacts, or a NPDES Permit Provision may require that investigative 
monitoring or a special study be conducted. Regardless of which pathway is taken, prior 
to conducting investigative monitoring or a special study the Program will determine if 
additional monitoring or a study is feasible and/or a high priority by reflecting on 
monitoring priorities established in 1997 to determine which projects should occur in a 
given year (see Section 2.2). 
 

Step #5: Development/Implementation/Recommendation of Management Actions 

Once investigative monitoring or a special study has adequately determined the 
cause(s) and source(s) of adverse impacts in a watershed or sub-watershed, a logical 
next step is to implement feasible management actions designed to reduce/eliminate the 
impacts on beneficial uses (e.g., best management practices). Depending on the 
location of the source, jurisdiction of the agency and feasibility of implementation, 
management actions could be implemented by a variety of agencies. For example, if a 
source of a water quality impact is determined to be outside of the jurisdiction of the 
SCVURPPP, recommendations may be provided to the appropriate agency or individual. 
Alternatively, a particular municipality within the SCVURPPP may be the most 
appropriate agency to implement a best management practice (BMP) designed to help 
protect or restore a beneficial use.  
 
Step #6: Status & Trends Monitoring and BMP Effectiveness Monitoring  

Best Management Practices (BMPs) are measures, activities, or other practices that 
prevent or minimize pollutant discharges to water bodies. Some are routine activities 
such as recycling materials that contain pollutants, good housekeeping practices and 
spill prevention procedures. Others are structural treatment measures that are integrated 
into the storm water conveyance system to remove pollutants from runoff before it enters 
water bodies. During its second NPDES permit cycle the Program established initial 
Performance Standards incorporating a variety of BMPs into several components 
including, Public Information and Participation; New Development and Redevelopment 
Activities; Illicit Discharge Controls; Industrial and Commercial Business Controls, and; 
Municipal Government Maintenance Activities. Performance standards under each 
component are updated on an as needed basis through the Program’s continuous 
improvement process. 
 
To monitor the effectiveness of an implemented BMP or performance standard, the 
Program will conduct programmatic monitoring by developing and implementing 
Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs). As described in Section 2.31, PMIs typically 
include tracking and evaluating continuous improvements and the effectiveness of 
implementing BMPs.  Programmatic monitoring provides the best basis for measuring 
compliance with Permit requirements and the success of implementing Program 
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components. Additionally, once a BMP has been implemented, status and trends 
monitoring will occur (in parallel with PMIs) over time to determine if a net environmental 
benefit is apparent. Although particular situations may require the use of more specific 
monitoring parameters, screening level indicators will likely be used to determine the 
status and trends of water bodies. 

 
2.5 Priorities for Assisting the Watershed Management Initiative 
The Program’s Monitoring Ad-hoc Task Group (AHTG), composed of Co-permittee 
representatives, works with Program staff to review proposed projects and allocate 
available funds. Regional Board staff and interested parties attend the AHTG meetings. 
As presented in the Program’s monitoring priorities (see section 2.2), there are four 
general areas in which the SCVURPPP provides support to the SCBWMI. These 
include: 

1. Investigate Beneficial Uses and Causes of Impairment (including field work) 

2. Review and Compile Environmental Data and Make it Accessible 

3. Develop Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 

4. Facilitate and Support WMI Subgroups (including coordination with other 
agencies). 

 
2.6 Continuous Improvement Process 
An important feature of a mature Phase I municipal stormwater management program 
like the Santa Clara Valley Program is a process for continuous improvement.  As shown 
in the Program’s 1997 URMP and illustrated in Figure 2.0, continuous improvement is 
implemented through two feedback “loops.”  The loop on the left emphasizes 
programmatic measures to gage the performance of the Co-permittees and the overall 
Program (and includes participation in regional efforts such as the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances). The loop on the right emphasizes 
watershed assessment and management conducted jointly with other stakeholders in 
the SCBWMI5. 

 
This two-pronged approach facilitates the Regional Board’s responsibility for fairly 
measuring regulatory compliance while encouraging a watershed management 
approach.  The continuous improvement process has been utilized by the Program over 
the past seven years to successfully integrate programmatic monitoring indicators, which 
provide the best basis for measuring permit compliance, with watershed management 
measures (including environmental monitoring), which provides the best context for  
considering the effects of urban runoff on the environment and measures to improve the 
health of the watershed.   

                                                 
5 The continuous improvement process concept was developed as part of the Program’s 1997 Urban Runoff 
Management Plan to more effectively integrate urban runoff and watershed management. 
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Figure 2.0.  SCVURPPP’s continuous improvement process illustrating two feedback “loops” which emphasize the nexus between 
the Program and the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI). The continuous improvement process was 
originally presented in the Program’s 1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP).  
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2.7 Stakeholder Involvement & Input 
A significant factor in the success of the continuous improvement program is the active 
involvement and input from the various watershed stakeholders. Over the past seven 
years, this involvement and input has principally come through the Program’s and Co-
permittees significant involvement in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management 
Initiative (WMI). For example, the Program’s involvement involved a major role preparing 
both the abridged and unabridged versions of the Watershed Characteristics Report, the 
lead role in conducting the assessment of Coyote Watershed, a continuing leadership 
role in the Landuse Subgroup as well as the Bay Monitoring and Modeling and 
Regulatory Subgroups, and it’s continued support of the Core Group efforts.   
 
As the SCVURPPP and WMI move forward towards completing ongoing assessments, 
initiating new assessments, identifying impediments to maintaining and improving water 
quality and identifying actions to improve water quality, the “continuous improvement” 
process and input from stakeholders will become even more important to shape the 
actions and priorities for the future. As illustrated in Figure 2.0 the most advantageous 
time to provide effective input to the Program and Co-permittees is through the review of 
the Annual Report. The Annual Report is submitted to the RWQCB on September 15 
each year. To be useful, the review and comment needs to occur during the latter half of 
September and October of each year with comments available by the first of November. 
 
While review of the Annual Report is the most effective means to influence future efforts, 
the Program and Co-permittees continued involvement in the WMI will also generate 
new ideas and avenues to improve the management of urban runoff and the effective 
and efficient integration6 of urban runoff management into the overall management of the 
Santa Clara basin watersheds.  
 
2.8 Effectively Integrating Urban Runoff and Watershed Management 
The requirement to investigate, consider, and implement watershed management 
measures first appeared in the Program’s 1995 NPDES permit and is also a requirement 
of the Program’s current NPDES permit.  As part of its application for the current permit, 
the Program developed a “Watersheds 2000 Vision” (December 1999) that outlines the 
principles and approaches that the Program and its Co-permittees will use to support 
better management of the Santa Clara Basin through the implementation of urban runoff 
control measures.  The vision statement also defines the relationship between and the 
roles of the Program and the SCBWMI in this context. 
 
The Program’s approach for supporting watershed management and the SCBWMI is 
based on the following principles: 
 

• The goal of the Program and its Co-permittees is to maintain water quality and 
protect the beneficial uses of the waterbodies in the Santa Clara Basin through 
the implementation of control measures to the maximum extent practicable.  
 

                                                 
6 See the Program’s report entitled “Watershed Management and Urban Runoff Management Integration 
Report-Permit Provision C.10, June 29, 2001”  for a further discussion. 
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• Successful watershed management must be a community-wide, stakeholder-
driven effort that includes regulatory agencies, the business community, 
environmental advocates, and local government. 
 

• The Co-permittees recognize it can be difficult to separate many urban runoff 
“issues” from the general impacts of urbanization resulting from the cumulative 
effects of land development. 
 

• The Co-permittees understand that municipal agency activities have the potential 
to impact water quality and beneficial uses; conversely such activities can create 
opportunities to improve water quality and enhance aquatic resources. 

 
Given those principles, the Co-permittees envision the roles of the Program and that of 
the SCBWMI as follows:  
 

• The Program’s activities pursuant to the NPDES permit assist Co-permittees and 
other local agencies to incorporate appropriate watershed management 
recommendations into their decision-making and specific watershed protection 
approaches into their day-to-day operations.  
 

• The SCBWMI, as a stakeholder process, provides the tools to identify community 
goals and issues, and facilitates the development of common ground between 
stakeholders to recommend to policy-makers the actions needed to better 
manage watershed resources. 

 
The Program seeks to create an avenue by which the SCBWMI’s broad stakeholder 
goals and objectives can be incorporated into the daily operations of the Co-permittees.  
The Co-permittees will strive to apply their resources and powers to preserve and 
enhance the watershed.  To do this most effectively, the Program and Co-permittees 
need to translate SCBWMI stakeholder recommendations into specific actions that are 
reasonable, practical, and that can be incorporated into their missions and services (see 
Figure 2.0).  In addition, the Program will work with Regional Board staff to apply a 
regulatory strategy that allows Co-permittees to find ways to coordinate with other 
agencies within a specific watershed to protect and enhance beneficial uses. 
 
2.9 Integration with Regional Monitoring Activities  
The Program has contributed to the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances 
(RMP) since 1993 and has contributed approximately $150,000 a year to the RMP over 
the past four years. In addition, the three South Bay municipal wastewater treatment 
plants (i.e., City of Palo Alto, City of Sunnyvale, and the San Jose-Santa Clara facility) 
annually contribute between $200,000 and $250,000 a year to the RMP.   Thus, local 
communities (which are urban runoff Co-permittees) contribute approximately $350,000 
to $400,0000 a year to a regional monitoring program (consistent with Permit Provision 
C.7b). The results of the RMP's research and investigations have been published by the 
San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI). 
 
The Regional Board has requested that the Program and other members of the Bay 
Area Storm water Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) conduct “monitoring” in 
a broad sense that includes watershed assessment, and pollutants of concern (POCs) 
and BMP monitoring. The scope and objectives of monitoring and assessment activities 
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have been refined through a number of initiatives including the BASMAA Regional 
Monitoring Strategy (BRMS) and the Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy 
(RMAS). The Regional Board’s most recent conceptual strategy is based on the design 
of its Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) efforts and uses several 
categories of monitoring depending on the spatial extent, type of pollutant or stressor 
and level of detail and data quality required. These activities are described in more detail 
in Sections 3.0, 4.0 and 5.0. 
 
2.10 Accomplishments to-date 
Complying with the Regional Board directive to redirect monitoring resources from a 
baseline monitoring approach, the Program has, since 1997, moved toward assessment 
of specific pollutants and conditions of designated beneficial uses. To improve the 
effectiveness of our special studies and those conducted by other programs, in 1996 and 
1997, the SCVURPPP co-sponsored, and participated in, the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association’s (BASMAA’s) development of a BASMAA Regional 
Monitoring Strategy (BRMS). The SCVURPPP continues to coordinate its monitoring 
activities with other BASMAA member agencies.  
 
In recent years, the Program has conducted substantial original research and 
investigations into the sources, fate, transport, and effects of urban runoff pollutants, the 
characteristics of Santa Clara Basin watersheds, the effects of urbanization on 
watersheds, and the effectiveness of various control measures. Beginning in 1993-1994, 
the SCVURPPP has funded efforts to assess the condition of beneficial uses of creeks 
within the Santa Clara Basin. The Program, as part of the Annual Reports, updates a 
summary of memoranda and reports published as a result of their research and 
investigative efforts. The most recent update is contained in Table 4-2 of the 2002-2003 
Program Annual Report. The following subsections briefly describe a portion of the 
projects the Program has conducted.  
 
Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project (SEIDP) 

The SCVURPPP recently completed a two year research project entitled “The 
Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project (SEIDP). The SEIDP is part 
of USEPA’s Environmental Indicators/Measures of Success Project (third phase), which 
focuses on local demonstration projects and testing of the indicators. The Water 
Environment Research Foundation sponsored the SEIDP jointly with the Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP).  
 
The project objectives were to: 

• Evaluate the usefulness of the Center for Watershed Protection’s (CWP) 
Stormwater Indicator Methodology under semi-arid conditions; 

• Evaluate the applicability of environmental indicators under semi-arid conditions in 
two different situations: at a watershed level that includes a variety of chemical, 
physical and biological indicators and in an industrial watershed that emphasizes 
programmatic indicators; 

• Select, test, and refine protocols for monitoring environmental indicators in semi-
arid conditions; and, 
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• Develop guidance on selection and use of environmental indicators, and 
disseminate guidance to other stormwater programs in California, Oregon and the 
west to assist in validation of environmental indicators throughout the west. 

 
Consistent with these objectives, the CWP’s stormwater indicator methodology was 
applied at two distinct geographic scales: the 310-square-mile watershed of Coyote 
Creek (which includes the eastern portion of the City of San Jose) and a 28-acre 
industrial catchment along Walsh Avenue in the City of Santa Clara. The semi-arid 
climate is typical of California’s coast from the San Francisco Bay area southward. 
 
In Coyote Creek, the baseline was a 1979-1981 EPA-sponsored study that sought to 
identify the effects of urban runoff on water quality, sediment, fish, macroinvertebrates, 
attached algae, and rooted aquatic vegetation. In addition, the SCVURPPP monitored 
stormwater constituents and toxicity in the creek 1987-1996. In 1999, the SEIDP 
sampled fish and the physical habitat at 18 locations in Coyote Creek, sampled surficial 
sediment at six locations, and sampled benthic macroinvertebrates at nine locations. 
The SEIPD analyzed flooding, changes to stream morphology, and sources of 
imperviousness in the surrounding watershed. Georeferenced reports of illegal dumping 
and known industrial and construction sites were also generated. 
 
Regional Board staff has been thoroughly involved in these projects through participation 
in the Program’s Monitoring Ad-hoc Task Group, through WMI subgroups, and through 
special review groups such as the Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration 
Project Review Committee and other technical advisory groups facilitated by Program 
staff. 
 
Joint Stormwater Agency Project  

The recent emphasis on developing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for water 
quality impairing pollutants has led the Regional Board to require new assistance from 
Bay area municipal storm water programs.  Requirements include characterizing 
pollutant distributions in representative watersheds, identifying pollutant sources, 
estimating pollutant loads and identifying and implementing additional pollutant control 
measures. To meet these requirements, the Program coordinated a recently completed 
two-year regional study to characterize distributions of these pollutants found in storm 
drain and creek embedded sediment.  The study found statistically higher concentrations 
of mercury, PCBs, chlordanes and DDTs in urbanized areas compared to undeveloped, 
open land uses. Median concentrations of total PCBs, chlordanes and DDTs measured 
in urban storm drain sediments were roughly two orders of magnitude greater than 
median concentrations measured in Bay sediments by the Regional Monitoring Program.  
The median concentration of mercury in urban storm drains was generally comparable to 
Bay sediments. Several sites with elevated levels of one or more of the study pollutants 
were identified. The study also developed planning-level estimates of urban runoff 
pollutant loads to San Francisco Bay from its surrounding watersheds. 
 
Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy 

Regional Board staff has developed a Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy 
(RMAS) for watershed monitoring and assessment in the Bay area. The purpose of the 
RMAS is to improve the technical content of the Regional Board’s policies and regulatory 
actions. The specific regulatory focus of the RMAS is to help the Regional Board 
complete biennial water quality assessments under the Clean Water Act’s 305(b) and 
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303(d) requirements. The RMAS endorses a multi-faceted monitoring approach, 
including incorporation of bioassessment data and physical measurements into Regional 
Board decision making, as supported by the 1997 USEPA 305(b) guidelines. The RMAS 
is being carried out in a phased approach, beginning with “pilot-scale implementation in 
selected watersheds,” and establishing a rotating basin approach that will eventually 
result in “comprehensive assessment of surface and ground waters in the San Francisco 
Bay Region.” 
 
The Regional Board has begun implementing the RMAS by assessing selected pilot 
watersheds in the Bay area. These assessments of “Board-lead” watersheds are 
currently funded by the NPDES permittees, including SCVRUPPP, through permit 
surcharges for the State Surface Waters Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). The 
Regional Board is also relying on partnerships with local agencies to implement the 
RMAS in “Partner-lead” pilot watersheds. 
 
To-date, the Program has participated in the RMAS through its pilot watershed 
assessment work in the Coyote Creek, Adobe and San Tomas Aquino watersheds. It is 
the Program’s intent to continue to conduct bioassessments in Program relevant 
watersheds during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. A timetable for 
completion of bioassessments is presented in Section 6.0. 
 
Coyote Creek Watershed Integrated Pilot Assessment  

Past Program efforts (reported in the Program’s FY 99-00 and FY 01-02 Annual 
Reports) have been to assist Regional Board staff with the development of a functional 
and pragmatic assessment approach.  To test this functional assessment approach and 
to contribute to the SCBWMI’s assessment of Santa Clara Basin watersheds, the 
Program conducted an Integrated Pilot Assessment in the Coyote Creek Watershed.  
The intent of the pilot assessment was to: (1) help facilitate continuous improvement of 
the SCBWMI’s watershed assessment framework; (2) integrate that methodology with 
that being used by the Regional Board’s Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy 
(RMAS) and other Regional Board initiatives; (3) develop a list of appropriate initial 
management actions to preserve and enhance the Coyote watershed; and (4) identify 
appropriate monitoring locations and provide baseline information as part of the Multi-
year Monitoring Program to assist with continued watershed assessment. 
 
The method used in the Coyote Creek Watershed Integrated Pilot Assessment to assess 
physical stream ecosystem is based on the Hydrogeomorphic Approach (HGM) that was 
developed to assess riverine (water and wetland) functions.  It has been applied locally 
and in Central and Northern California.  Biological stream ecosystem functions were 
assessed using a multimetric approach to calculate an Index of Biological Integrity.  A 
multimetric approach is useful to assess biotic integrity in streams in which a broad 
range of human impacts occur. 
 
The study area for this project was limited to data-rich portions of the two largest creeks 
in the watershed: Upper Penitencia Creek below Cherry Flat Dam and Coyote Creek 
below Anderson Dam.  Stream reaches were classified using factors related to 
geomorphology and urbanization.  The existing capacities of study area reaches to 
support the following four physical ecosystem functions were assessed using 
hydrogeomorphic models:  hydrologic processes and channel dynamics, aquatic habitat, 
riparian habitat and landscape-level connectivity.  The existing capacities of study area 
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reaches to support aquatic fauna (macroinvertebrates and fishes) were assessed using 
indices of biological integrity.  Selected water quality parameters were examined to 
assist interpreting model results.  Future capacities of stream ecosystem functions were 
assessed by estimating the relative positive and negative impacts of existing and near-
term factors that may continue or soon influence the distribution and viability of fish and 
macroinvertebrate assemblages, their habitats and the functional capacities of 
supporting stream processes. Potential capacities of stream ecosystem functions were 
assessed by identifying where existing and future stream ecosystem functional 
capacities could be maintained or improved by practical, strategic management actions 
that have not been planned.  Potential management actions were prioritized based on 
which would have the greatest positive impact on cold and warmwater fish and 
macroinvertebrate communities.  Monitoring activities to address data gaps identified 
through the assessment are also described and prioritized. 
 
Assessment of Watershed Assessment Methods 

In keeping with the Program’s commitment to continuous improvement of program 
elements, selected regional and national watershed assessment methods were 
evaluated to identify and recommend future direction for SCVURPPP’s environmental 
monitoring and assessment program.  As part of this evaluation, a memorandum was 
prepared which identifies the Program’s monitoring and assessment needs in the 
context of prior efforts and pilot studies.  In addition, the memorandum provides a 
framework for linking different types of assessment methodologies to address such 
needs using an adaptive management approach; summarizes types of and trends in 
watershed assessments; and focuses on methods using bioassessment and analysis of 
stream ecosystem functions. 
 
The framework integrates the tiered assessment and rotating basin approaches currently 
implemented by the Regional Board, Program and many other agencies involved in 
water quality and watershed monitoring and assessment. Watershed assessment 
methods were characterized as either Tier I (screening level methods intended to detect 
beneficial use impairment) or Tier II (more detailed investigations of causes of 
degradation and use impairment). The framework also embraced the practice of 
integrating biological, chemical and physical indicators using a regional reference 
framework to establish water body condition relative to benchmarks.  The ultimate goal 
of implementing this framework is to develop a monitoring and assessment program that 
provides an information base to support Program objectives of continuously improving 
program components and to develop additional ones to support attainment of beneficial 
uses in selected water bodies. 
 
The Tier I assessment methods evaluated included Rapid Bioassessment Protocols, 
Rapid Stream Assessment Technique, Proper Functioning Condition, Stream Ecosystem 
Function Assessment, Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual and the Framework for 
Conducting Watershed Assessments. The Tier II assessment methods evaluated 
included the North Coast Watershed Assessment Program Limiting Factors Analysis, the 
Napa River Basin Limiting Factors Analysis, the San Francisquito Creek Sediment 
Reduction Plan and Aquatic Habitat Assessment and Limiting Factors Analysis, the 
Program’s Workplan for Watershed Analysis and Management Practice Assessment in 
Other Creeks Potentially Impaired by Sediment from Anthropogenic Activities, the 
Hydromodification Plan, and the Biological Water Quality Target Approach.   
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Recommendations for the Program’s monitoring and assessment program resulting from 
this evaluation of watershed assessment methods include the following: 
 
 
Tier I (Screening-level) Assessment Methods 
 

• Use the Stream Ecosystem Function Assessment (SEFA) approach (as 
recommended by the Program in 2003), augmented by certain aspects of the 
Rapid Stream Assessment Technique (RSAT), to analyze data generated 
from an ambient monitoring program based largely on Rapid Bioassessment 
Protocols (RBPs); 

 
• Coordinate regionally to develop reference conditions and bioassessment 

tools to support analysis of macroinvertebrate data;  
 

• Work towards developing robust numeric biocriteria; and   
 

• Consider pursuing bioassessment of fish assemblages in larger order 
streams and in streams supporting steelhead trout. 

 
Tier II (Investigative-level) Assessment Methods 
 

• Continue to implement Limiting Factors Analysis (LFA) as primary approach 
to investigating factors potentially limiting attainment of aquatic life uses.  
Incorporate lessons from other projects implementing LFA;  

 
• Consider using the HMP as tool to address potential use impairment caused 

by hydromodification associated with future development; 
 

• Consider incorporating aspects of the HMP method of geomorphic 
assessment into a method for classifying Santa Clara Basin streams. Identify 
and prioritize where restoration efforts could occur; and 

 
• Incorporate biocriteria into assessments as feasible. 

 
The Program’s document entitled Assessment of Watershed Assessment Methods was 
provided as Appendix D-2 to the Program’s FY 02-03 Annual Report. The results and 
recommendations included in the report were presented to the SCBWMI Watershed 
Assessment Subgroup (WAS) and the Ad Hoc Monitoring Workgroup in July 2003, and 
were generally well received by the participants.  
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3.0  WATERSHED MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES 

A watershed is hydrologically-defined geographic area that includes all land and water 
areas within its boundaries. Creeks, lakes and wetlands are the receiving water bodies 
that make up the complex system that ultimately receives runoff and drainage from the 
surrounding upland area within the watershed boundaries. The entire municipal storm 
drainage system that feeds into the receiving water bodies consists of storm drain inlets, 
culverts, road-side ditches, and outfalls. Changes to either upland areas or storm 
drainage systems may cause changes in the physical, chemical or biological 
characteristics of receiving water bodies. These effects may be most visible in a part of 
the stream far removed from the area where changes occurred. The response of the 
system may also take many years after the change has occurred.  
 
3.1 APPROACH AND OBJECTIVES 
The goal of the watershed assessment activities element of the SCVURPPP’s Revised 
Multi-Year Plan is to develop a better understanding of the physical, biological, and 
physical characteristics of watersheds relevant to the Program. The collection and 
analysis of watershed information will help make informed decisions about future 
management actions and help clarify and resolve potential issues within the watersheds.  
 
The Program’s watershed assessment activities are designed to meet the following three 
main objectives: 
 

• Collect, analyze and present appropriate watershed data, using a Geographical 
Information System (GIS) and other mapping tools; 

 
• Develop and refine indicators for evaluating the physical, chemical and biological 

functioning of watersheds, and identify effective ways to apply them in urban 
creeks; and, 

 
• Provide guidance and support to better understand watershed processes with the 

goal of protecting and restoring beneficial uses to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

 
3.2  WATERSHED MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT ELEMENTS  
The SCVRUPPP watershed monitoring and assessment activities are described within 
this section. By implementing these activities, the SCVURPPP seeks to extend and 
continue implementation of the Program’s monitoring priorities.  
 
To reach the Program’s watershed assessment objectives presented above, the 
Program anticipates that activities will be conducted within two (2) watershed 
assessment elements during implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 

Watershed Characterization Activities – element entails watershed 
characterization of watershed attributes, leading to the development of 
watershed scale features for all watersheds within the co-permittees’ 
jurisdictions. 
 
Screening-level Monitoring and Assessment Activities – element entails the 
development and implementation of screening-level indicators of creek health, 
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and aids determining the ability of the water body to support beneficial uses (e.g., 
aquatic life and recreational uses).  

 
Watershed Assessment Activities – entails a process that characterizes 
current watershed conditions at a coarse scale. The main goal in conducting 
watershed assessments is to characterize current watershed conditions by using 
existing data. Although course in resolution, watershed assessments can provide 
the basis for watershed-level planning, management and policy decisions and 
can lead to more detailed hypothesis testing through the implementation of 
monitoring studies at the finer scale.  

 
Brief descriptions of each watershed assessment element and relevant activities are 
provided. A timeline for implementing these activities is presented in Section 6.0 
Comprehensive Monitoring Plan Timeline.  
  
3.21 Watershed Characterization Activities  
Watershed characterization is an import foundation-setting activity needed to develop a 
better understanding of the location and extent of impacts to watersheds, water quality 
and beneficial uses. The analysis of similarities and differences in watersheds or sub-
watersheds can help interpret indicator data and make useful distinctions among these 
watersheds. Additionally, watershed characterization can aid in the identification of 
priority areas where management actions may be taken, with the goal of protecting or 
restoring watershed functions. 
 
Building on recent watershed monitoring and assessment activities conducted by the 
WMI and the SCVURPPP, the Program plans to conduct activities entailing the 
collection and analysis of information needed to further characterize watersheds. To 
facilitate this process, the SCVURPPP will annually develop a Watershed 
Characterization and Sampling Design Technical Memorandum (Characterization 
Memo). The purpose of the Characterization Memo is to describe existing readily 
available information (e.g. watershed attributes, beneficial use information, water quality 
data) that will aid in the development of a sampling design for a specific watershed(s) 
that are scheduled for screening-level monitoring to begin during the next fiscal year. 
Beginning in FY 05-06, the Program will submit within its Annual Work Plan. The memo 
will describe and provide the rationale for the selection of sampling parameters and sites 
within the watershed scheduled for screening-level sampling in that fiscal year. 
 
3.22 Screening-level Monitoring and Assessment Activities 
An ecological indicator is a measure, an index of measures, or a model that 
characterizes an ecosystem or one of its critical components. An indicator may reflect 
biological, chemical and/or physical attributes of ecological condition. The primary uses 
of an indicator are to characterize current status and to track or predict significant 
change. With a foundation of analytical research, an ecological indicator may also be 
used to identify major ecosystem stress. The Program intends to collect two types of 
screening level indicators during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan: (1) 
aquatic life use indicators (e.g., benthic macroinvertebrates and fish assemblages) and 
(2) water recreation use indicators (e.g., microbiological indicators). The following 
paragraphs briefly describe these indicators and related activities the Program will 
conduct during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan.  
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Biological and Physical Habitat Assessments  

Benthic macroinvertebrates (BMIs) are organisms that inhabit the bottom of freshwater 
habitats for at least part of their life cycles and are at least a half a millimeter in size. 
BMIs are important indicators of biological and ecological condition of fresh water bodies 
because they are ubiquitous, affected by a variety of environmental perturbations (e.g. 
hydromodification, sedimentation, and chemical pollutants), can be easily identified and 
enumerated, and contain a diversity of taxonomic groups that are well known. Extensive 
guidance on development and use of BMI indicators has been supported at the national 
and state levels, and a number of agencies and volunteer groups have begun to sample 
BMIs in Bay Area creeks using the California Stream Bioassessment Procedure 
developed by the California Department of Fish and Game. 
 
Fish assemblages have also been used as indicators of biological integrity for many 
years throughout the world. In fact, many water quality management program consider 
fish assemblage monitoring an integral component, and its importance is reflected in the 
aquatic life use-support designations of many states. Assessments of the fish 
assemblage must measure the overall structure and function of the community to 
adequately evaluate biological integrity and protect surface water resource quality. Fish 
bioassessment data quality and comparability are assured through the utilization of 
qualified fisheries professionals and consistent methods, such as the USEPA’s Rapid 
Bioassessment Procedures for Fish.   
 
Together with biological indicators, assessments of physical habitat can aid in 
determining the physical/habitat condition or quality of a watershed and water body. 
Physical habitat assessments can be conducted at multiple spatial and temporal scales 
and can be quantitative or qualitative in nature. Depending on the methodology used to 
collect physical habitat data, one may use the information to help interpret results from 
biological indicator studies, or for separate analyses of ecological condition. Strategies 
may involve the collection of instream, riparian, and/or landscape scale measurements. 
 
To-date, the Program has conducted biological and physical habitat assessments in the 
Coyote Creek, Adobe Creek and San Tomas Aquino Creek watersheds. Additionally, a 
number physical habitat assessment-related activities have been, and will likely continue 
to be conducted by Co-permittees. It is the Program’s intent to continue conducting 
screening level monitoring by utilizing aquatic life use indicators in Program relevant 
watersheds during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. Additional 
measurements which will be collected synoptically with aquatic life use indicators include 
qualitative substrate characterizations and general water quality parameters. A timetable 
for the completion of screening level monitoring is presented in Section 7.0. 
 
Regional Biological Assessment Network 

 In February 2002, the SCVURPPP participated in a workshop for information sharing 
and discussion of recent and ongoing bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) 
studies in the Bay Area. The network of individuals participating in the workshop was 
named the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI). 
BAMBI’s purpose is to coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the 
Bay Area.  
 
Building on the success of the BAMBI workshop in 2002, the Program participated in the 
second annual BAMBI workshop on January 29, 2003.  In preparation for the workshop, 
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the Program supported the development of issue papers intended to stimulate 
discussion on issues related to the following five topic areas: (1) the standardization of 
rapid bioassessment protocols in the Bay Area; (2) the establishment of reference 
conditions for Bay Area creeks; (3) quality assurance and control in field sampling and 
laboratory analyses; (4) data management and sharing; and (5) physical habitat 
assessments and protocols. As a follow up, the third annual BAMBI workshop was held 
on January 29, 2004.  
 
In fiscal year 2004/05 and beyond, the Program anticipates providing support and 
actively participating in BAMBI activities with the goal of developing regional 
bioassessment tools necessary to provide context to bioassessment data collected in 
creeks relevant to the Program.  
 
Pathogen Indicator Organisms 

Microbiological water analysis is typically carried out to safeguard the health of a 
community by testing for possible fecal pollution, the source of microorganisms causing 
waterborne disease. Indicators of recreational use are microbiological organisms that 
coexist with pathogens in the fecal environment and are easier and less expensive to 
test for than pathogens. For these reasons, indicator organisms are often the focus of 
water analyses rather than pathogens. The most commonly employed indicator 
organisms are total coliform, fecal coliform, enterococcus, and E. coli.  
 
To provide data necessary to determine impacts to recreational uses in Santa Clara 
basin water bodies, the Program intends to conduct screening level monitoring using 
microbiological indicators. Sampling will likely occur at areas where recreational uses 
are the most prevalent and during times when recreational uses may occur. A timetable 
for the completion of screening level monitoring is presented in Section 7.0. 
 
3.23 Watershed Assessment Activities  
Watershed assessment is the systematic review of specific resources such as benthic 
macroinvertebrates or fish and their habitat and riparian areas in a watershed-scale 
context. Watershed assessment is a stage-setting process intended to be based 
primarily on existing information. The results of watershed assessment can be used to 
establish the context for subsequent evaluations and analysis of cumulative watershed 
effects. Watershed assessments typically: 1) address cumulative effects within a 
watershed; 2) provide for more ecologically sound resource planning; and, 3) identify 
and help protect environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
From its inception in 1990 through 1995, the Program’s monitoring activities focused on 
establishing baseline information through sampling and analysis of runoff from various 
land uses and ambient waters.  Most recently, SCVURPPP implemented the monitoring 
approach endorsed by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) (Surface 
Waters Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP)) and by the RWQCB (Regional 
Monitoring and Assessment Strategy (RMAS). However, the SWAMP/RMAS approach 
focuses on strategies for monitoring but does not describe methods to assess monitoring 
data. To address this need, SCVURPPP recently developed and tested a method to 
assess stream ecosystem functions in the Coyote Creek watershed that integrated 
hydrogeomorphic models and indices of biotic integrity. This method was found useful 
for evaluating stream ecosystem functions and associated aquatic life Beneficial Uses 
and for identifying and prioritizing additional management actions that could improve 
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conditions and beneficial use attainment as well as monitoring activities that could fill 
existing data gaps.   
 
Following the testing of the stream ecosystem function (SEF) method in Coyote Creek, 
the Program conducted an Assessment of the Watershed Assessment Methods project, 
which was undertaken to build upon recent pilot studies and evaluate findings in the 
context of the Program’s current monitoring and assessment program as well as those 
implemented by other selected local, regional, and state agencies. Recommendations 
from the project included, using the SEF assessment approach to analyze data 
generated from an ambient monitoring program based largely on rapid bioassessments. 
The Program has embraced this recommendation by integrating watershed 
assessments into this Multi-Year Plan.  
 
It is the Program’s intent to conduct watershed assessments in specific watersheds 
within the Santa Clara Valley basin beginning in FY 05-06. Assessments will integrate 
information collected during watershed characterizations and screening-level 
assessments to support Program objectives of continuously improving Program 
components and developing additional ones to support attainment of beneficial uses in 
selected water bodies. Watershed assessment will be coordinated with other 
assessment-related activities occurring in the basin, to the extent possible, and will only 
occur in watersheds identified as high priority by the Program. 
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4.0 POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN (POC) MONITORING ACTIVITIES 
 
4.1 Approach and Objectives 
 
Several Multi-Year Plan elements address local and regional needs for technical 
information to address POCs in water bodies in or adjacent to the Santa Clara Valley 
basin. The goal of POCs monitoring to collect scientifically valid information on the 
sources, status, trends, fate, and transport of POCs and their effects, so that feasible, 
cost effective management actions can occur to the maximum extent practicable to 
reduce the impacts on the beneficial uses. POCs monitoring typically include studies that 
involve field sampling or environmental monitoring, which should not be confused with 
monitoring the effectiveness of BMPs implemented to control POCs in urban runoff. 
BMP monitoring is described in Section 5.0 of this Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 
To assist in reaching the goal of POCs monitoring, the Program has developed the 
following two POCs monitoring objectives: 
 

• Continue to participate in regional efforts to gain a better understanding of the 
impacts of POCs on beneficial uses and to work to mitigate these impacts 
through implementation of water quality attainment strategies (e.g., TMDLs); and, 

 
• Continue to characterize the concentrations and extent of POCs in Program-

relevant water bodies, and investigate and identify potential sources and 
information to support strategies for controlling POCs. 

 
4.2  Pollutants of Concern Monitoring Elements  
To reach the Program’s monitoring objectives for POCs, the Program will conduct and 
participate in monitoring-related activities under the following three POC monitoring 
elements during implementation of the Multi-Year Plan: 
 

Impacts of POCs on the San Francisco Bay Estuary – element entails 
participation in, and support regional efforts such as the Regional Monitoring 
Program for Trace Substances (RMP); 
 
Impacts of POCs on Local Water Bodies and Source Characterization– element 
entails investigating the impacts to, and sources of POCs present in Program-
relevant local creeks and water bodies; and, 

 
Additional Regional POC Activities – element entails participation in, and support 
for regional programs (e.g., Clean Estuary Partnership) designed to develop studies 
supporting the development of scientifically based total maximum daily loads 
(TMDLs) and/or site specific water quality objectives for specific POCs; 

 
Brief descriptions of each POCs monitoring element and relevant activities that either, 
were recently completed; are currently being implemented; or are planned, are provided 
below. To the extent possible, results from POCs monitoring activities presented in this 
Revised Multi-Year Plan have been integrated into the Program’s POCs Control 
Programs as they are revised or developed. 
 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 

Draft Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan  
FY04-05 Work Plan  3/1/04  
F:\Sc42\FY04-05WP\FY04_05_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-2\Revised Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (Draft 1.0).doc             29  

4.21 Impacts of POCs on the San Francisco Bay Estuary 
In recent years, the Regional Board has determined that the San Francisco Estuary and 
associated water bodies are impaired by a variety of POCs, under Section 303(d) of the 
federal Clean Water Act. There are several regional efforts that are currently helping to 
address the sources, pathways, loadings of POCs and their impacts on the Bay. The 
Program is an active participant in these efforts and continues to provide funding to 
regional programs designed to monitor the Bay for POCs. The following paragraphs 
provide brief descriptions of these programs and the Program’s involvement. 
 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP)  

The RMP was developed in 1993 to provide information to State and local agencies on 
the status, trends, sources and pathways of pollutants, and the potential effects on 
organisms that live in or use the Estuary. The RMP’s goal is to collect scientifically valid 
information that allows movement towards understanding contaminant impacts on 
beneficial uses of the Bay.  The RMP focuses on determining spatial patterns and long 
term trends through sampling of water, sediment, bivalves, and fish; effects on sensitive 
organisms; and chemical loading to the Bay. To provide the most complete assessment 
possible of chemical contamination in the Bay, the RMP seeks to synthesize RMP data 
with data from other sources. Ultimately, the RMP will provide information on how 
contaminant concentrations in the Estuary are responding to pollution prevention and 
reduction measures, and if the financial resources devoted to these efforts are improving 
water quality.  
 
All Bay Area dischargers with NPDES permits (including the Program) contribute funding 
to the RMP annually. Currently, Program staff represents BASMAA on the RMP 
Technical Review Committee (TRC). The Program will continue to contribute and 
actively participate in the RMP (or its equivalent) during the implementation of the 
Revised Multi-Year Plan. Additionally, the Program will seek to utilize information 
collected through the RMP to assess potential impacts from discharges under the 
Program’s jurisdiction and develop appropriate management actions through the 
implementation of POCs Control Programs. 
 
Brake Pad Partnership  

After studies in the South Bay indicated that automobile brake pads may be the most 
significant source of copper in urban runoff, the Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) was 
initiated in 1996 as a collaboration among regulators, storm water programs, brake 
material manufacturers, scientists and environmentalists to address environmental 
problems from brake wear debris. The BPP’s work includes research and monitoring, 
and is an integral part of the Program’s Copper Action Plan. Contingent upon available 
funding, the Program plans to continue participating in the BPP during the 
implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 
4.22 Impacts of POCs on Local Water Bodies and Source Characterization 
Very few local water bodies (i.e., creeks and lakes) throughout the Bay area are 
currently listed as impaired by specific POCs under Section 303(d) of the federal Clean 
Water Act. Rather, local water bodies have been thought of as potential transport 
pathways of POCs that the Regional Board has determined impair segments of the Bay. 
This section discusses specific investigative monitoring that will be conducted in local 
water bodies during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. As watershed 
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characterization, screening level monitoring and watershed assessments progress 
additional investigative monitoring may be needed. 
 
Urban Creeks Toxicity Testing and Chemical Analyses  

The SCVURPPP is currently conducting investigative monitoring to determine if 
diazinon-related toxicity exists in urban creeks. Sampling is conducted twice a year (wet 
and dry seasons) and water samples are analyzed for the organophosphate pesticide 
concentrations and three species bioassays are conducted. The goal of the diazinon 
monitoring program is to detect changes in diazinon concentrations and related toxicity 
in urban creeks, as management actions are further implemented. Monitoring will occur 
in a representative number of creeks that provide adequate information for detecting 
changes in water quality and associated toxicity. Additionally, the Program will continue 
to conduct water chemistry analyses in sampling locations where toxicity testing has 
occurred and/or where elevated levels of POCs are evident. These efforts will be 
coordinated with other stormwater management programs and regional collaborative 
efforts (e.g, CEP) to the extent possible. 
 
Guadalupe River Monitoring  

The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) is serving as the 
stakeholder forum for the development of the Guadalupe River TMDL Report for 
Mercury.  The Guadalupe River Watershed encompasses parts of San Jose, Los Gatos, 
Campbell, Monte Sereno and Santa Clara. The Program is a stakeholder in the 
Guadalupe River TMDL.  The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) and is playing 
a lead role in the TMDL development process.  Program staff is also participating in the 
TMDL process. Through the Guadalupe River TMDL efforts, a substantial amount of 
water quality monitoring and bioaccumulation studies are planned to occur during the 
implementation of the Multi-Year Plan.  
 
San Francsiquito Creek Sediment Analysis 

In response to a listing of impairment by sediment under section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act and a need to provide information for a TMDL assessment, two separate (but 
coordinated) projects have been developed.  These projects are the San Francisquito 
Creek Sediment Reduction Plan, administered by the San Francisquito Creek Joint 
Powers Authority (JPA); and the Aquatic Habitat Assessment and Limiting Factors 
Analysis, managed by the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD).  
 
The primary issues driving the TMDL are flooding and degradation of steelhead trout, 
other threatened aquatic species and their habitats. The approach adopted by the JPA 
and SCVWD in these projects is to assess factors limiting the threatened aquatic 
species, including but not confined to those related to excessive sedimentation caused 
by human land use activities. Project products are intended to produce information that 
will assist the Regional Board to confirm or reject the validity of the sediment impairment 
listing and help identify other causes of impairment to aquatic species and their habitats 
in San Francisquito Creek. 
 
Additional Watershed Analyses and Sediment Practice Assessments 

In accordance with permit provision C.9.f.iii, the Program submitted the Sediment 
Impairment Report (Other Creeks) to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002.  The 
Program received a request from Regional Board staff on July 8, 2002 to revise the 
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report to include certain issues regarding the development of a work plan and schedule 
relating to Stevens, Coyote and Saratoga creeks.  On August 30, 2002, the Program 
developed a work plan entitled Workplan for Conducting Watershed Analysis and 
Management Practice Assessment in Other Creeks Potentially Impaired by Sediment 
from Anthropogenic Activities (Watershed Analysis Work Plan)  to fulfill the request.  The 
Watershed Analysis Work Plan tasks and timeline was designed to evaluate and 
potential implement new watershed assessment approaches in the future using lessons 
learned from the San Francisquito Creek TMDL project.  
 
Additional Investigative Monitoring  

As watershed characterization, screening level monitoring and watershed assessments 
progress, areas where beneficial uses appear to be impacted by urban runoff may 
become apparent. In these cases, additional investigative monitoring may be needed. 
The goal of investigative monitoring is to collect scientifically valid information on the 
sources, status, trends, fate, and transport of pollutants and their effects, so that 
feasible, cost effective management actions can occur to the maximum extent 
practicable to reduce the impacts on the beneficial uses. As previously described,  

4.23 Additional Regional POC Activities 
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) are actions to restore water bodies that have been 
determined to be impaired under section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act. Through 
the TMDL process, these water quality problems are examined, sources of pollutants are 
identified, and specify actions that may create solutions are developed. The Regional 
Board is currently developing more than 30 TMDL projects to address more than 160 
listings of Bay area water bodies impaired by specific pollutants.  
 
Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) 

On August 6, 2001, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of: 
1)  a Water Quality Attainment Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries; 
and 2) TMDLs for 303(d) pollutants (including mercury) was entered into by the Regional 
Board, Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA) and Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association (BASMAA).  This group is referred to as the Clean 
Estuary Partnership (CEP).   
 
The mission of the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) is to use sound science, adaptive 
management, and public collaboration to develop and implement technically valid and 
cost-effective strategies (including TMDLs) that result in identifiable, sustainable water 
quality improvements for San Francisco Bay. As a member agency of BASMAA, the 
Program has contributed funding annually to the CEP. In addition, Program staff 
currently participates on the CEP Technical Committee (TC) and pollutant-specific 
workgroups.   
 
In recent years, CEP accomplishments included the development of technical draft 
reports and projects, including: Draft Conceptual Model for Mercury in the Bay; Mercury 
Source Assessment Report; implementation alternatives for reducing mercury from 
various sources (seven reports); and the Guadalupe River Contaminant/Sediment 
Loading Study. Contingent upon available funding, the Program will to continue to 
actively participate in the CEP during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
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5.0 BMP AND PERFORMANCE STANDARD MONITORING ACTIVITIES  
 
5.1 Approach and Objectives 
 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) are measures, activities, or other practices that 
prevent or minimize pollutant discharges to water bodies. Some are routine activities 
such as recycling materials that contain pollutants, good housekeeping practices and 
spill prevention procedures. Others are structural treatment measures that are integrated 
into the storm water conveyance system to remove pollutants from runoff before it enters 
water bodies. During its second NPDES permit cycle the Program established initial 
Performance Standards incorporating a variety of BMPs into several components 
including, Public Information and Participation; New Development and Redevelopment 
Activities; Illicit Discharge Controls; Industrial and Commercial Business Controls, and; 
Municipal Government Maintenance Activities. Performance standards in under each 
component are updated annually on an as needed basis. 
 
The SCVURPPP has developed the following two BMP effectiveness monitoring 
objectives to aid the Program in determining the most effective and feasible measures 
that can be implemented to control potential impacts of urban runoff: 
 

• Evaluate the effectiveness of activities and measures implemented by the 
Program through POCs control programs designed to alleviate potential adverse 
effects of POCs on water bodies; and,  

 
• Evaluate the effectiveness of activities implemented by the Program that may 

effectively reduce pollutants from entering water bodies and causing or 
contributing to exceedances in water quality objectives and/or adverse impacts to 
beneficial uses. 

 
5.2 BMP and Performance Standard  Monitoring Elements  
 
To reach the Program’s objectives for BMP implementation monitoring, the Program will 
conduct and participate in BMP monitoring related activities under following two 
elements during implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan: 
 

Control Programs for POCs – entails monitoring the effectiveness of measures 
developed and implemented by co-permittees to control POCs;  

 
Performance Standard Monitoring Activities– entails tracking, evaluating and 
reporting on the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs, performance standards through 
the implementation of continuous improvement activities. 

 
Brief descriptions of ongoing or planned activities related to the BMP and performance 
standard monitoring elements are provided below.  

5.21 Control Programs for POCs 

The recent emphasis on the enforcement of long-standing Federal requirements relating 
to TMDL development and implementation has led the Regional Board to request (and 
require) assistance with identifying control measures for pollutants of concern. The 
Program’s current Performance Standards provide for the control of urban runoff 
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pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. In addition, the Program’s continuous 
improvement process provides for timely and orderly updates of the Performance 
Standards as new technology and information becomes available.  
 
The Program’s current NPDES permit has greatly expanded the requirements for 
developing and implementing copper, mercury, pesticides, PCBs, dioxins and sediment 
control tasks/measures/plans/programs. Since the permit was reissued, the Program 
has focused on the creation, revision and implementation of numerous activities 
associated with developing control programs for POCs. The following paragraphs 
provide brief summaries of these activities. A detailed timeline for implementation of 
these activities is provided in Section 7.0, Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs) 
Summary Matrix. 
 
Copper and Nickel Action Plans 

The Metals Control Measures Plan, was first created in FY00-01 to assist 
implementation of baseline activities contained in the Lower South San Francisco Bay 
Copper and Nickel Action Plans, to track and report activities, and to continue to work 
with the SCBWMI Bay Monitoring and Modeling (BMM) and Regulatory Subgroups 
regarding BMM Work Plan Updates. Descriptions of copper control program activities 
and nickel control program activities are included in the Copper and Nickel Action Plans 
approved by the SCBWMI and transmitted to the RWQCB as part of the Copper and 
Nickel TMDL Project for the South Bay. In addition, those baseline activities that are 
specifically related to the stormwater program are listed in Appendix B of the recently 
adopted NPDES permit.  
 
To date, most of the CAP/NAP baseline activities have been implemented at the 
Program level (except for those assigned to specific Co-permittees).  During FY 02-03 
SCVURPPP, in response to Regional Board staff comments, formalized the process in 
which Co-permittees clearly identify specific baseline actions within their individual work 
plans in addition to Program-wide actions.  The SCVURPPP, working with Regional 
Board staff, met in FY 02-03 and FY 03-04 to discuss proposed changes to the 
CAP/NAP reporting approach and format and agreed upon a revised approach. Relative 
to developing the annual Work Plan, the revised reporting format includes the following 
basic information for each baseline action: description of baseline action, regional 
applicability, linkage to copper reduction, and identification of the performance measure. 
For each baseline activity the following information is included in the reporting table: an 
identification of the lead party (if the lead party is the Co-permittee then the Co-permittee 
includes the action within their individual work plans), a description of the proposed Work 
Plan actions, a description of how effectiveness will be evaluated, and a summary of the 
possible future actions. 
 
In addition, the Work Plans tables also provide a summary of actions accomplished in 
the prior (i.e., FY 02-03) for each CAP/NAP activity assigned to the Program and certain 
Co-permittees (San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo Alto). The CAP/NAP contains 21 copper 
baseline actions and 7 nickel actions.  Overall, Regional Board staff has indicated that 
they are satisfied with the improvements made in the Program’s revised Cu/Ni Work 
Plan and the strategy implemented regarding the tracking/completion of tasks.  Some 
minor remaining issues were acknowledged to be difficult to resolve since they are in 
large part due to the vagueness of the language (in certain places) found in the original 
CAP baseline activity tables.  
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These tasks will be tracked and reported by the Program in Annual Reports. To the 
extent possible, the Program will evaluate the effectiveness of implementing the tasks 
during its annual reporting process. 
 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Activities  

The Program’s reissued NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater discharges 
may be causing or contributing to exceedances of water quality standards for mercury.  
Mercury has been found in sediments in South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe 
River Watershed. Some types of fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other 
pollutants at concentrations that may threaten the health of humans consuming those 
fish.  In response, the California Office of Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment 
issued an interim fish consumption advisory.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) has listed the Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed (including the Guadalupe 
River, Alamitos Creek, Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and Guadalupe Reservoir) 
as impaired by mercury under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  In accordance 
with Section 303(d), the Regional Board is required to establish a Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River 
Watershed. 
 
Permit Provision C.9.c. requires the Program to address the impairment by developing 
and implementing a mercury pollution prevention plan. The Program developed a 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan (Mercury Plan) consistent with this Provision. The 
Mercury Plan was submitted to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002 as part of the 
Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan. To the extent possible, mercury pollution prevention 
measures described in the workplan will be consistent with the required implementation 
actions for urban runoff described in the approved and adopted Basin Plan Amendment 
associated with the Mercury TMDL for the San Francisco Bay. Through its annual 
reporting process, the Program will provide an assessment of the effectiveness of 
mercury reduction measures following their implementation. 
 
Pesticide Control Program 

Diazinon has been identified in recent studies as causing toxicity in local creeks.  In May 
1999, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) listed San Francisco Bay and 
35 Bay Area urban creeks as impaired by diazinon under Section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA).  The 303(d) listing triggered the need for USEPA and the State to 
develop Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the impaired waterbodies.   
 
The SCVURPPP’s NPDES Permit Provision C.9.d. includes specific requirements for a 
pesticide control program. The Program and Co-permittees must develop and implement 
a pesticide control plan that addresses municipal uses of pesticides, including diazinon 
and other lower priority banned pesticides such as chlordane, dieldrin, and DDT, and the 
use of these pesticide by others within municipal jurisdictions.  The permit provision also 
requests that the Program continue to work with the Urban Pesticide Committee, 
BASMAA, and the California Stormwater Quality Association Pesticide Committee to 
assess impacts of pesticide use and encourage actions by other state and federal 
agencies. Through its annual reporting process, the Program will provide an assessment 
of the effectiveness of mercury reduction measures following their implementation. 
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Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) and Dioxin Compounds Control Program 

PCBs - To develop data needed for the Bay PCBs TMDL, the Program has provided 
leadership to Bay Area storm water agencies in their efforts during the past three years. 
This has included coordinating a regional study that characterized the distribution of 
PCBs concentrations in storm water conveyance sediments in Bay Area watersheds.  
The Program has also performed PCBs case studies in selected areas where elevated 
concentrations of PCBs were found during the regional study and coordinated similar 
case studies by other Bay Area storm water agencies.  The case studies were aimed at 
identifying PCBs sources and assist in developing controls. To facilitate regional 
coordination, the Program has led a work group of representatives from BASMAA and 
Regional Board staff.  The Program has also prepared PCBs work plans for the above 
regional and local field studies. The work plans included a preliminary list of known sites 
where PCBs were used, stored and/or released in Santa Clara County and preliminary 
tables summarizing PCBs control options. Through its annual reporting process, the 
Program will provide an assessment of the effectiveness of PCDD/Fs control measures 
following their implementation. 
 
Dioxin-like Compounds – All segments of San Francisco Bay were initially listed as 
impaired by certain PCDD/F compounds in the 1998 303(d) list and repeated in the 2002 
303(d) list. The impetus for the listing was an interim advisory on the consumption of fish 
from the Bay issued by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment. The advisory was issued after PCDD/F compounds (i.e., Dioxin-like 
compounds) and other pollutants (e.g., mercury and PCBs) were found in Bay fish tissue 
at levels thought to potentially pose a health risk to people consuming fish caught in the 
Bay.  
 
There is considerable controversy regarding the Bay 303(d) listing and the associated 
potential threats to human health by PCDD/Fs.  The SWRCB and the Regional Board 
opposed the 1998 listing of PCDD/Fs in the Bay for three reasons: 1) water column 
concentrations did not exceed PCDD/F water quality criteria; 2) fish tissue 
concentrations of PCDD/F were consistent with national background levels; and, 3) the 
fish consumption advisory was an interim action that only included PCDD/Fs because of 
exceedances of informal screening levels. The State of California was overruled by the 
USEPA, which cited two primary reasons for the Bay listing: 1) failure to attain a 
designated beneficial use of the Bay, Commercial and Sport fishing (COMM), based on 
the interim fish consumption advisory; and, 2) violation of a narrative objective found in 
the San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) pertaining to 
bioaccumulation of pollutants. 
 
SCVURPPP has conducted a variety of characterization activities for PCDD/Fs in the 
recent past. These efforts are summarized in the Control Program for Dioxin 
Compounds, which was submitted in the Program’s FY 04-05 Annual Work Plan, per 
NPDES Permit Provision C.9.e. Additionally, in the SCVURPPP has continued to work 
with other Bay area dischargers and Regional Board staff through the Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA), the CEP and the San 
Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) to coordinate PCDD/F-related 
activities. Through its annual reporting process, the Program will provide an assessment 
of the effectiveness of PCDD/Fs control measures following their implementation. 
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Trash Management Activities  

On November 14, 2001, the Regional Board released the document entitled Proposed 
Revisions to Section 303(d) List of Priorities for Development of Total Maximum Daily 
Loads for the San Francisco Bay Region Report.  This report states that “between now 
and the next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to assess trash 
impairments in their jurisdiction …”, Regional Board staff will review information 
concerning trash in the next listing cycle to determine whether specific water bodies 
warrant 303(d) listing.  In addition, the report proposed that all urban creeks of the San 
Francisco Bay region be placed on the 2002 303(d) “monitoring list” due to the threat of 
trash impairment to water quality.        
 
On February 4, 2003, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted the 2002 
303(d) list of water quality limited segments (which included this recommendation) at its 
Board meeting.   According to the SWRCB’s Revision of the Clean Water Act Section 
303(d) List of Water Quality Limited Segments (dated February 4, 2003), water bodies 
placed on the “monitoring list” have: 
 

“ data or information that are not of adequate quality and/or quantity to support a 
listing and subsequent TMDL regulatory process.  In these cases, a finding is 
warranted that more information must be collected to resolve whether objectives 
and beneficial uses are attained. The waters on the Monitoring List are high 
priority for monitoring before the next section 303(d) list is completed.” 

 
In order to effectively address trash issues, the Management Committee formed a Trash 
AHTG on February 21, 2002.  The Trash AHTG prepared a Trash Work Plan that 
identifies a strategy for addressing trash problem areas that occur in urban streams and 
waterways. The Trash Work Plan was submitted within the Program’s FY 03-04 Draft 
Work Plan on March 1, 2003.  During the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan, 
the Program will provide an assessment of the effectiveness of trash management 
measures through its annual reporting process. 

5.22 Performance Standard Monitoring Activities 
In recent years, the Program has implemented, developed and revised performance 
standards through its continuous improvement process. These efforts are generally 
focused towards tracking, reporting and evaluating data collected through Program 
activities and the implementation of BMPs. The following are activities the Program 
intends to conduct during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 
Enhanced Reporting for Industrial-Commercial Discharger (IND) Control Program Illicit 
Connection and Illegal Dumping (ICID) Elimination Activities  

Since October 2001, Program staff has assisted each Co-permittee (on an individual 
basis) with the implementation of enhanced reporting requirements for IND and IC/ID.  
To demonstrate consistency and compliance (on a Program-wide basis) with the 
strategy provided in the Program’s technical memoranda regarding IND and IC/ID 
reporting (dated September 7, 2001) and the approved MC approach, Co-permittees 
have been submitting raw IND and IC/ID inspection data to Program staff. This data is 
used to construct IND and IC/ID summary tables. The summary tables are double 
checked (with the Co-permittees) to ensure that the results are reasonably consistent 
with their internal data and their interpretation of the data; provided to the Co-permittees 
for inclusion in their annual reports; and included in the Program’s Annual Report. The 
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overall goal of the effort has been to capture the full extent and the results of the Co-
pemittees efforts in a consistent format and on a Program-wide basis.  This effort has 
been very successful in demonstrating compliance with Permit Provisions C.6.a.i and ii.  
To ensure effective reporting of IND and IC/ID data, Co-permittees intend to continue 
this process during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 
Development of Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 

To implement this priority, the Program supports the SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup 
(LUS). The Program’s participation in the LUS is intended to fulfill a commitment in the 
1997 URMP to “translate SCBWMI goals and objectives into model local-jurisdiction 
policies and procedures.” The LUS includes stakeholders representing business 
interests, developers, environmental advocates, and Regional Board staff, as well as 
SCVURPPP Co-permittees. As documented in the LUS “Consensus Points” and in 
Chapter 4 of the SCBWMI Watershed Characteristics Report (“Land Use in the Basin”), 
the LUS has reviewed and discussed at length the potential effectiveness of various 
approaches to controlling urban runoff pollutants and other effects of urbanization on 
streams. A specific approach to integrating municipal land use planning and watershed 
management is described in Section 4.1 of the Watershed Characteristics Report 
(unabridged).  
 
In addition to administrative support and leadership for the LUS, the Program has also 
created additional projects to support the LUS’ development of policies and watershed 
management measures. These projects include: Economic and Tax Incentives in 
Watershed Management and Compare and Contrast Development Policies. The 
Program encourages the RWQCB staff, as part of developing the revised permit 
language for new development, to integrate the results of the LUS’ work to date, to 
continue RWQCB staff participation in the LUS, and to work with the Program and LUS 
to implement consensus recommendations reached within the LUS. The Program 
intends to monitor the successes of the LUS during the implementation of the Revised 
Multi-Year Plan. The Program intends to report these efforts through its annual reporting 
process. 
 
Compile, Maintain and Share Program Watershed Data  

The Watershed Assessment Subgroup (WAS) of Santa Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative (SCBWMI), has a mission to provide the SCBWMI with a solid 
scientific foundation for watershed planning. One of WAS’s tasks is to coordinate the 
SCBWMI’s data collection and data management efforts with stream monitoring studies 
within the Basin. The Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) is a result of this task and was 
initially prepared by the Program in November 1998. The purpose of the SSI is to 
promote inter-agency awareness of environmental investigations within riparian corridors 
and to facilitate coordination of related data collection and management. It also 
describes stream-related multi-stakeholder studies and projects that were in-progress in 
the Santa Clara Basin. The SSI was updated, revised and reissued in February 2000 
(version 2.0), July 2001 (version 3.0), August 2002 (version 4.0) and November 2003 
(version 5.0). The Program funded the initial development of the SSI and each of the 
annual updates. 
 
Additionally, to comply with its NPDES permit, the Program compiles, develops and 
analyzes a variety of data sets and reports.  Most of this data is collected and generated 
as part of the Program’s environmental monitoring and assessment activities.  A majority 
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of the information collected and used by the Program originates from different 
municipalities and agencies that conduct studies within Program jurisdictional 
boundaries. 
 
The Program developed a relational database as an initial task to systematically 
describe and document data used for its activities. The intent of the database is to 
demonstrate its usefulness of how to systematically and efficiently collect and document 
all of the relevant data used in the Program’s activities. In addition, the database was 
designed to explore the feasibility of eventually expanding and coordinating its 
maintenance and use with other agencies and organizations in the Program. The 
database is a metadata database which focuses on the description, documentation, and 
indexing of the data sets, sources, reports, etc.  It does not focus on data.  The current 
metadata database incorporated information on data sources that were documented in 
the existing SCBWMI’s watershed assessment metadata database (MDDB) and the 
WMI’s Stream Studies Inventory Report data (SSI). The Program developed draft written 
user documentation for the database in FY 02-03.  
 
In an effort to compile, maintain and share watershed data, the Program intends to 
continue to update the SSI and the Program’s relational database, to the extent possible 
during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. Additionally, the Program will 
report on these efforts during its annual reporting process. 
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6.0 REPORTING AND QUALITY CONTORL PROCEDURES 
 
Consistent reporting of monitoring activities not only allows the Program to comply with 
NPDES Permit requirements, but also provides a format to discuss the results of data 
collection efforts and evaluation of the effectiveness of control measures. Additionally, in 
any environmental monitoring program effective quality control procedures are 
necessary to assess the accuracy and completeness of data, and to ensure it’s 
scientifically validity. Lastly, data management is an integral part of environmental 
monitoring, providing a means to access, query and retrieve data in a relatively easy 
manner. This section briefly discusses the reporting, quality control and data 
management activities the Program will undertake during the implementation of the 
Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 
6.1 Reporting Procedures and Deliverables 
There are a variety of reporting mechanisms the Program utilizes to: 1) demonstrate 
compliance with monitoring requirements in the Permit; 2) describe monitoring activities 
conducted; 3) provide an evaluation of information collected; and, 4) suggest next steps, 
including changes in methodologies, potential management actions and additional data 
collection efforts. Each reporting mechanism has its purpose and scope, as described 
below. The following is a list of documents the Program intends to submit to the 
Regional Board during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan.  
 
Watershed Characterization and Sampling Design Technical Memorandum  

Building on recent watershed monitoring and assessment activities conducted by the 
WMI and the SCVURPPP, the Program plans to conduct activities entailing the 
collection and analysis of information needed to further characterize watersheds. To 
facilitate this process, the SCVURPPP will annually develop a Watershed 
Characterization and Sampling Design Technical Memorandum (Characterization 
Memo). The purpose of the Characterization Memo is to describe existing readily 
available information (e.g. watershed attributes, beneficial use information, water quality 
data) that will aid in the development of a sampling design for a specific watershed(s) 
that are scheduled for screening-level monitoring to begin during the next fiscal year. 
Beginning in FY 05-06, the Program will submit the Characterization Memo within its 
Annual Work Plan. The memo will describe and provide the rationale for the selection of 
sampling parameters and sites within the watershed scheduled for screening-level 
sampling in that fiscal year. This task is very similar to activities previously conducted by 
Program staff when developing the Program’s Annual Monitoring Program Plan.  
 
Watershed Monitoring and Assessment Summary Report  

Following the first and second year of screening-level monitoring in a given watershed, 
the Program will develop and submit a Watershed Monitoring and Assessment Summary 
Report (Summary Report). The Summary Report is intended to provide a preliminary 
analysis of data collected during the previous fiscal year. The Summary Report will 
discuss the results of implementing the Annual Monitoring Plan, pursuant to Provisions 
C.8 and C.10(b) of the Program’s NPDES Permit, by illustrating the SCVURPPP’s 
support for the WMI by: (1) investigating beneficial uses and causes of impairment; (2) 
reviewing, compiling, and disseminating environmental data; (3) developing and 
implementing strategies for controlling adverse impacts of land use on beneficial uses; 
and, (4) facilitating, implementing, and supporting relevant SCBWMI subgroups. 
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Furthermore, this Summary Report may also provide information on current or planned 
watershed management activities and suggest (to the extent possible) next steps 
needed for continuous improvement in addressing high priorities in each of the subject 
watersheds. The report will be submitted annually with the Program Annual Report. 
 
Watershed Assessment Report  

As described in Section 3.23 and illustrated in Figure 1.0, it is the Program’s intent to 
conduct watershed assessments in specific watersheds within the Santa Clara basin 
beginning in FY 05-06. Assessments will integrate information collected during 
watershed characterizations and screening-level assessments to support Program 
objectives of continuously improving Program components and developing additional 
ones to support attainment of beneficial uses in selected water bodies. Watershed 
assessment will be coordinated with other assessment-related activities occurring in the 
basin, to the extent possible, and will only occur in watersheds identified as high priority 
by the Program. The Watershed Assessment Report (Assessment Report) will document 
the assessment process implemented in a given watershed and present data gaps that 
the Program may chose to fill through additional monitoring activities. Additionally, 
similar to the Coyote Creek Watershed Integrated Pilot Study, potential management 
actions that will likely enhance beneficial uses may be recommended in the Assessment 
Report. 
 
Investigative Monitoring Reports  

Investigative monitoring/studies include more detailed measurements typically taken in a 
more defined area (e.g., stream reach). As described in Section 2.4, investigative 
monitoring activities will be conducted on an as needed basis, where previous 
monitoring suggests that more detailed studies are warranted and feasible. To document 
these activities, Investigative Monitoring Reports (Investigative Reports) will be 
developed by the Program as investigative studies are completed. Investigative Reports 
will likely include a detailed analysis of the methods utilized, a discussion of results and 
recommended next steps.  
 
Program Annual Reports  

The Program annually submits a comprehensive report (Annual Report) to the Regional 
Board that describes activities conducted during the previous fiscal year that are 
intended to demonstrate compliance with Permit requirements. Within the report, 
monitoring and watershed management activities implemented during the previous year 
are described and an evaluation of the effectiveness of implementing these activities is 
presented.  
 
6.2 Quality Control Procedures  
A thorough and effective quality control program is an essential aspect of any monitoring 
program. While the specific quality control methods applied may vary with the type of 
monitoring (e.g., sediment quality, water quality, habitat evaluation) and data quality 
objectives, a few key activities should be included in the development of the quality 
control program. These activities include: 
 

o An evaluation and documentation of data quality objectives, data 
acceptance criteria, and field and laboratory quality control methods; 
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o A review and documentation of field and laboratory methods, along 
with appropriate information regarding equipment, personnel, logistics 

 and safety considerations; 

o Coordination of each project with other projects in the watershed, to 
 ensure consistency and compatibility of approach and to foster 

interdisciplinary transfer of data and resources; and, 

o Review of the project data (including QA/QC data) to determine where 
project-specific objectives are or are not being met and to identify any 
notable QA/QC problems, and modification or revision of study methods 
as appropriate to provide corrective action where needed. 

 
Since the implementation of the Program’s original Multi-Year Plan (FY 02-03), quality 
control procedures have been followed to the extent possible with available resources. 
To further document quality control procedures that will be followed, the Program will 
develop, adopt and implement a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) related to its 
watershed monitoring and assessment and POC monitoring activities during the 
implementation of Multi-Year Plan. The QAPP is intended to help the Program ensure 
that data collected under the Revised Multi-Year Plan are of adequate quality given the 
monitoring objectives. Once complete, the QAPP will be included as an Appendix to the 
Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
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7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING MEASURES - SUMMARY MATRIX 
 

While continuing the programmatic approach to measuring compliance, the SCVURPPP 
is committed to monitoring and assessing their creeks and the San Francisco Bay. Table 
3.0 is provided to illustrate the SCVURPPP’s proposed surface water monitoring 
program for the next six years. Table 3.0 contains the following information: watershed 
location (prioritized based on WMI and SCVURPPP assessment priorities), data type 
(chemical, biological, physical, and trash), FYs (8 years starting with FY02-03 through 
FY09-10), rationale, and lead agency.  The information on data type utilizes a tiered 
monitoring approach discussed in Section 2.0 of this document, and includes the 
following monitoring categories: screening level, investigative, and status and trends. 
Table 4.0 provides a description of data parameters and analytical methods SCVURPPP 
intends to use during implementation of its Revised Multi-Year Waters Monitoring Plan. 
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Table 3.0 (Revised 3/1/04). SCVURPPP 8-year monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1. 
 

Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

Chemical           

Contaminants - Water 3  I (3)   I  I    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP

Contaminants - Sediment4 I (1)        See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP

General Water Quality5 S(5)   S  S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP

Coyote 
Creek 
(Only 
tributaries 
sampled in 
FY 02-03) 

Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality6 I (1)   I  I    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry7 S(4)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms) 8 S(4)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment – 

Macroinvertebrates9 S(4)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP

 Bioassessment – Fish10         See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Physical           
 Physical Habitat11 S(4)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 

Sediment Characterization12 S(4)  I I I    

Identified as high priority for 
potential impairment from sediment 
in SCVURPPP sediment report. 
Conduct studies using methods 
developed in work associated with 
sediment workplan. 

SCVURPPP

 
Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         

Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 

SCVURPPP

 Riparian Vegetation         See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

Chemical           

Contaminants - Water Quality I (2)   I I    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP

Lower 
Penitencia 
Creek 

Contaminants - Sediment  I (1)   I I    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 General Water Quality S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality  I (2)   I I    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms) S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Fish         See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
  Physical           
 Physical Habitat S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Sediment Characterization S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 

SCVURPPP

 Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP

Chemical           San Thomas 
Aquino 

Contaminants - Water Quality   I (6) I (1)  I I T T Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Contaminants - Sediment  I (1)       Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
 General Water Quality  S(7) S(11)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry  S(7) S(4)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality  I (3) I (1)  I I T T Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 Pathogen Indicator Organisms  S(7) S(3)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates  S(7) S(7)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Fish   S(2)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
  Physical           
 Physical Habitat  S(7) S(7)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Sediment Characterization  S(7) S(7)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP

 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 

SCVURPPP

 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection currently planned SCVURPPP

Chemical           Adobe 
Creek 

Contaminants - Water Quality  I (2) I (1)  I I T T Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Contaminants - Sediment  I (1)       Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
 General Water Quality  S(3) S(5)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry  S(3) S(2)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality  I (1) I (1)  I I T T Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Pathogen Indicator Organisms  S(3) S(2)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates  S(4) S(4)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Fish   S(2)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

  Physical           
 Physical Habitat  S(4) S(4)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Sediment Characterization  S(4) S(4)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 

SCVURPPP

 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 

planned SCVURPPP

Chemical           

Contaminants - Water Quality   I (3) I  T T T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP

Matadero/ 
Barron 
Creeks 

General Water Quality   S(6) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry   S(4) S  I I  Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality   I (2) I   T T T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Pathogen Indicator Organisms   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Fish   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
  Physical           
 Physical Habitat   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Sediment Characterization   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 

SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 

planned SCVURPPP

Chemical           Calabazas 
Creek 

Contaminants – Water Quality   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 General Water Quality   S(6) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry   S(3) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Pathogen Indicator Organisms   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Fish   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Physical           
 Physical Habitat   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Sediment Characterization   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 

SCVURPPP

 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 

planned SCVURPPP

Chemical           

Contaminants - Water Quality   S(3) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP

Sunnyvale  
Channel 
(East/West) 

General Water Quality   S(3) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry   S(3) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality         No data collection is currently SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

planned 

 Pathogen Indicator Organisms         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP

 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP

 Bioassessment - Fish         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP

 Physical           
 Physical Habitat         No data collection is currently 

planned SCVURPPP

 Sediment Characterization         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP

 
Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         

Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 

SCVURPPP

 Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP

Stevens 
Creek Chemical           

 
Contaminants - Water Quality    I I  T T Baseline screening level data 

collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP

 Conventional Water Chemistry    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP

 
General Water Quality    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 

collected by RWQCB in 2002  SCVURPPP

 Biological           
 

Toxicity - Water Quality    I I  T T Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP

 
Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 

collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 
Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates    S S  I I Baseline data collected by USGS in 

1997 and RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP

 

Bioassessment - Fish    S S  I I 

Coordinate with SCVWD to obtain 
permits and/or develop approach to 
monitor status and trends of 
steelhead populations. 

SCVWD/ 
SCVURPPP

  Physical           

 
Physical Habitat    S S  I I 

Salmonid habitat survey in 1999 by 
FAHCE; Visual habitat assessment 
by RWQCB in 2002 

SCVURPPP

 

Sediment Characterization  I I S S    

Identified as high priority for 
potential impairment from sediment 
in SCVURPPP sediment report. 
Conduct studies using methods 
developed in work associated with 
sediment workplan. 

SCVURPPP

 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 

SCVURPPP

 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 

planned SCVURPPP

Permanente 
Creek Chemical           

 
Contaminants - Water Quality    I I  T T Baseline screening level data 

collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP

 
Conventional Water Chemistry    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 

collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 
General Water Quality    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 

collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP

 Biological           

 
Toxicity - Water Quality    I I  T T Baseline screening level data 

collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP

 
Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 

collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP

 
Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates    S S  I I Baseline data collected by RWQCB 

in 2002 SCVURPPP

 

Bioassessment - Fish    S S  I I 
Coordinate with SCVWD to monitor 
status and trends of resident 
rainbow trout populations. 

SCVWD/ 
SCVURPPP

  Physical           
 

Physical Habitat    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP

 
Sediment Characterization    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 

collected by RWQCB in 2002 
RWQCB/ 
SCVURPPP

 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 

SCVURPPP

 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 

planned SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

Monitoring Activities in watersheds not currently considered in plan. 

San 
Francisquito 
Creek  I I I      

Detailed watershed assessment 
being conducted by stakeholder 
workgroup administered by the San 
Francisquito Creek Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA) 

 

Contaminants - Water Quality S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16

Four reaches. Monitoring is shown 
as quarterly; actual frequency will 
be in accordance with RWQCB 
requirements. Total Hg, 
Methylmercury, TSS. 

SCVWD 

Guadalupe 
River 

Contaminants - Sediment S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) Methylmercury concentrations in 
riverbed and suspended sediments. SCVWD 

 

General Water Quality S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9)
Monitoring used to calibrate model 
to simulate stream temperature. 
Key variable for fish survival. 

SCVWD 

 
Bioassessment - Fish S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17

Adult migration & spawning; juvenile 
rearing and/or migration in 17 or 
more locations. 

SCVWD 

  Physical           
 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 Channel bottom stability in 14 
transects SCVWD 

 
Riparian Vegetation S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23

Survival, health & vigor, non-native 
species cover, and/or tree basal 
area (18 plots) 

SCVWD 

1 Parameter types are listed with category of monitoring design, which include: (S) screening level, (I) investigative, and (T) status and trends.  The number in parentheses represents the number of 

sampling locations for that sampling period.  For FY’s 05-06 to 09-19, Parameters types (I and T) only serve as place holders. Future annual monitoring plan submittals will indicate the number of sites 

where screening-level (S) , investigative (I), and status and trends (T) monitoring will occur in a given watershed. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 

Draft Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan  
FY04-05 Work Plan  3/1/04     3/01/04 
     
F:\Sc42\FY04-05WP\FY04_05_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-2\Revised Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (Draft 1.0).doc             53  

Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

2 Description of analyses conducted for each data type is described in the footnotes below.  In some cases, partial analyses may be implemented for data types when existing data satisfies screening 

level target.  Standard analytical methods are indicated in separate table attached to Plan; methods are intended to be congruent with SWAMP/RMAS methodology.  Adjustments will be made, if 

necessary, when SWAMP QAPP becomes available in September 2002. 
3 Water Chemistry: Total and dissolved metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se) and organophosphate pesticides; sampling conducted for two times per year. 

4 Sediment chemistry: Metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As), PCB, mercury, PAHs and organochlorine pesticides; sampling conducted in the dry season only.  
5 General water quality: Temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and specific conductance (multiparameter probe readings and/or continuous measurements); sampling conducted two times per year. 
6 Toxicity testing of water on three species: (1) Ceriodaphnia: 7 day survival and reproduction; (2) pimephales 7-day; and (3) selenastrum test; toxicity conducted at wet and dry season.   
7 Conventional water chemistry: Major anions: ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, chloride, sulfate; total phosphate, boron, TKN, TDS, SSC, ammonia, chlorophyll-a, alkalinity, hardness, TOC and DOC; 

sampling conducted two times per year.  
8 Indicator organisims: total and fecal coliform and enterococcus; sampling conducted two times per year. 
9 Bioassessment: following CSBP methodology and conducted in the spring season. 
10 Rapid bioassessment of fish communities will be done using methods established in the SEIDP or by other standardized methods utilized by the SCVWD or other Co-permittee agencies. 

11 Habitat survey physical habitat assessment using CSBP methodology. 
12 Sediment characterization includes collecting sediment grain size (full analysis) at sites where sediment samples are collected.  Suspended sediment concentrations (SSC) are collected with 

conventional water chemistry samples.  Stream substrate composition is estimated qualitatively during Macroinvertebrate bioassessments and physical habitat surveys. 
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Table 4.0 Analytical methods used in SCVURPPP Multi-Year Monitoring Plan. 
 
Description of data parameters Analytical Methods 
Pesticides (water) - Organophosphate suite  EPA 8141A 
Pesticides (sediment) - Organochlorine suite EPA 8081A 
PCB congeners EPA 8082 
PAH congeners EPA 8270 
ICPMS metals suite (sediment) (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, 
Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As--all costs) 

EPA 6020 

ICPMS metals suite (water)--unfiltered "total" (Includes Al, 
Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se--all costs) 

EPA 200.8 

ICPMS metals suite (water)--filtered "dissolved" (Includes 
Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se--al costs) 

EPA 200.8 

Total mercury (sediment) EPA 245.7/1631M 
Major anions nutrient scan:  ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, 
chloride, sulfate 

EPA 365.2, EPA 300 

Total  Phosphate EPA 365.2 
Boron EPA 200.8 
TKN EPA 351.3 
TDS EPA 160.1 
Suspended Sediment Concentration (SSC) ASTM D3977-97 
Ammonia EPA 350.3 
Chlorophyll-a SM 10200H/EPA 445.0 
Alkalinity EPA 310.1 
Hardness EPA 130.2 
TOC EPA 415.1 
DOC EPA 415.1 
Sediment grain size - full analysis (phi scale) Plumb/PSEP 
Total coliform SM 9221B 
Fecal coliform SM 9221B 
enterococcus SM 9230B 
Ceriodaphnia 7-day Survival & Reproduction EPA 1002.0 (WET) 
Pimephales (fathead minnow) 7 - day EPA 1000.0 (WET) 
Selenastrum (algae) test EPA 1003.0 (WET) 
  
(WET) Whole Effluent Toxicity: Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for the 
Analysis of Pollutants (October 16, 1995) 
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8.0 PROGRAMMATIC MONITORING INDICATORS - SUMMARY MATRIX 
 
Based on the SCVURPPP’s experience in implementing Performance Standards, 
monitoring projects and the continuous improvement process, the Program believes that 
a key element of its strategy should focus on developing better programmatic indicators 
and on collecting and analyzing programmatic data. A summary matrix of the various 
ongoing and planned projects relative to how they address the four major components of 
the RWQCB’s long-term monitoring goals is shown in Table 5.0. The purpose of this 
table is to give the reader a perspective on the various projects that the SCVURPPP has 
underway or planned.  
 
In general, specific details on the project scope, expected or completed products and 
overall due dates can be found in several other reports produced by the Program and 
are not reproduced in this report. Please refer to the Program’s website 
(www.scvurppp.org) or see the following areas noted below for additional information: 
 

• Project Scopes & Schedules: see the annual monitoring plan 
contained in the Annual Program Workplans. 

• Completed Products: see Table 4-2 contained in the monitoring 
section of the Program’s Annual Reports. 

• Status Reports: distributed to AdHoc Monitoring Group and 
Management Committee at least on a quarterly basis. In addition, the 
Program discusses the status of various projects on an as needed 
basis at the BASMAA monitoring subcommittee meetings, special 
workshops, and various WMI subgroup meetings, in particular the 
Land Use Subgroup. The results of those presentations and 
discussions are contained in meeting notes that are distributed to the 
Management Committee and members of the specific workgroup. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



   

Draft Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan  
FY04-05 Work Plan  3/1/04     3/01/04 
     
F:\Sc42\FY04-05WP\FY04_05_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-2\Revised Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (Draft 1.0).doc             56  

TABLE 5.0 
SUMMARY OF ONGOING AND PLANNED SCVURPPP PROGRAMMATIC MONITORING ACTIVITIES 

 
SCVURPPP  

Programmatic 
Monitoring Elements 

Screening 
Level7 

Investigative 
(targeted – 
source ID) 8 

Status and 
Trends 

Monitoring3 

Evaluate 
Management 

Effectiveness4 
Status 

(Expected FY) 

Control Programs for POCs 

Copper/Nickel Baseline 
Actions Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 

Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 

Pesticide Control 
Program Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 

PCBs Control Program Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 

Dioxin-like Compounds 
Control Program Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 

Trash Management 
Activities Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 

                                                 
7 Screening-level monitoring involves the collection and analysis of existing and/or new data (chemical, physical, biological) to characterize 
baseline conditions. 
2 Investigative monitoring typically includes the collection of more detailed measurements in a defined area (e.g., stream reach), to answer specific 
questions of impairment our source/causes of adverse impacts to beneficial uses and water quality.  
3 Status and trends monitoring typically involves the periodic collection of new data for comparison against baseline conditions and analysis of 
trends.  
4 Management Effectiveness monitoring involves designing specific receiving water and/or programmatic monitoring programs to evaluate BMPs 
and/or the implementation and effectiveness of overall stormwater program activities. 
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SCVURPPP  
Programmatic 

Monitoring Elements 
Screening 

Level7 
Investigative 
(targeted – 
source ID) 8 

Status and 
Trends 

Monitoring3 

Evaluate 
Management 

Effectiveness4 
Status 

(Expected FY) 

Performance Standard Monitoring Activities 
Program Data 
Management & ICID/IND 
enhanced reporting  

No Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 

Land Use Subgroup  
• Economic and Tax 

Incentives 
• Compare and 

Contrast develop. 
policies    

• Stormwater's role in 
congestion  
management 

No No No Yes Ongoing 
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MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
Watershed Monitoring & 
Assessment Summary and 
Watershed Characterization  

 

 

 

 Urban Runoff 
Santa Clara Valley 

Pollution Prevention Program 

 
 
 

 
Purpose:  To analyze data collected during implementation of the Program’s FY 03-04 Annual Monitoring Program 
Plan, summarize results and recommend next steps regarding data collection and watershed management; and to 
characterize watersheds (using available data) that are scheduled to be monitored in FY 05-06, according to the 
Program’s Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 
 
Background:  Since FY 02-03, the Program has developed and implemented an Annual Monitoring Program Plan 
(Annual Plan) in fulfillment of Provision C.7 of its NPDES Permit.  The Plan identifies monitoring activities that are 
implemented each year as part of the Program’s Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Multi-Year Plan).  
Annual Plans have previously been implemented in the Lower Penitencia and Coyote Creek watersheds (FY 02-03) and 
in the San Tomas and Adobe Creek watersheds (FY 03-04).    
 
In accordance with Provision C.10 (b), the Program developed a Watershed Monitoring and Assessment Summary 
Report (Summary Assessment Report) which summarizes the results and analyses of baseline data collected during the 
implementation of the Program’s Annual Plan.  This data were generated through ambient surface water quality 
monitoring; physical habitat assessment studies and bioassessment studies.  The Summary Assessment Report provides 
information on possible beneficial use impacts to the extent possible (based on the study design and available data) and 
suggests next steps for monitoring/assessments and developing strategies to control potential impacts.  In September 
2003, the Program developed a Summary Assessment Report for monitoring activities that occurred in the Lower 
Penitencia and Coyote Creek watersheds as part of the FY 02-03 Annual Plan. 
 
In FY 04-05, the Program will summarize and analyze data collected in the San Tomas and Adobe Creek watersheds as 
part of the FY 03-04 Annual Plan.  In addition, the Program will characterize Permanente and Stevens Creek watersheds, 
which have been identified in the Multi-Year Plan as watersheds the Program will monitor in FY 05-06.  Watershed 
characterization will consist of compilation of existing data sources in effort to understand the physical and biological 
attributes of these watersheds.  The characteristics may include the geologic and geomorphic setting, vegetation, land 
uses and associated water quality issues, status of biological communities and relevant beneficial uses that occur in each 
watershed.  These data sources will be used to identify appropriate monitoring parameters and locations for 
implementation of the Program’s FY 05-06 Annual Monitoring Plan. 
 
Scope Summary:  

1. Analyze data collected in San Tomas and Adobe Creek watersheds as part of the FY 03-04 Annual Monitoring 
Program Plan and summarize results. 

2. Compile existing information to characterize the general physical and biological attributes of Stevens and 
Permanente Creek watersheds.   

Products:  Technical Memorandum (Watershed Characterization); Technical Report (Watershed Monitoring and 
Assessment Summary) 

Schedule: July 2004 – June 2005 

Program Staff: Chris Sommers, Paul Randall, Lucy Buchan 

FY 04-05 Work Plan       3/01/04 
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MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
Watershed Analysis (i.e., 
Sediment Assessment) in either 
Stevens Creek or Coyote Creek 
Watershed  

 

 

 Urban Runoff 
Santa Clara Valley 

Pollution Prevention Program 

 
 
 

 
Purpose:  To conduct watershed analysis in one of two possible ways: 1) conduct a rapid sediment budget in Stevens 
Creek if results of the limiting factors analysis warrant further investigation of sediment sources in the watershed; or 2) 
begin conducting a limiting factors analysis and sediment management practice assessment in Coyote Creek to determine 
if the watershed is impaired by sediment production from erosion due to anthropogenic activities.  

Background:  In fulfillment of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP or 
Program) NPDES Permit Order No. 01-024 Provision C.9.f.iii paragraph two, the Program submitted a sediment 
assessment work plan to RWQCB staff on August 30, 2002.  The sediment assessment work plan contains two separate 
phases. Phase I includes conducting a limiting factors analysis and sediment management practices assessment, which 
will be completed in FY 03-04 for Stevens Creek.  Phase II includes conducting a rapid sediment budget and is 
scheduled for the subsequent year.  Phase II will only be conducted in Stevens Creek if the Phase I study results indicate 
that excessive sediment from anthropogenic sources is impairing beneficial uses in the watershed.  In FY 04-05, the 
Watershed Analysis AHTG will review products developed in Phase I and make recommendations for Phase II in 
Stevens Creek, if warranted; or, if sediment is determined to not be a significant limiting factor in Stevens Creek, then 
watershed analysis will begin in Coyote Creek.  All Watershed Analysis AHTG recommendations will be reviewed and 
approved by the Management Committee prior to implementation. 
 
Scope Summary:  

1. Assist the AHTG to identify if Phase I results indicate Phase II should be implemented in Stevens Creek 
(pending approval by Management Committee). 

2. Conduct rapid sediment budget in Stevens Creek if results of previous year’s limiting factors analysis (Phase I) 
warrant further investigation of sediment sources (Phase II) in the watershed. 

3. If sediment is determined to not be a significant limiting factor, then a watershed analysis will begin in Coyote 
Creek, including: 

a. Conduct limiting factors analysis (described in Task 1 of Work Plan) 
b. Inventory, document and evaluate effectiveness of existing sediment management practices (described 

in Task 2 of Work Plan). 

4. Plan, organize and facilitate meetings with consultants and Watershed Analysis AHTG members. 

Products:  As related to Stevens Creek - Technical Memorandum (Implementation Recommendations) and Technical 
Report (Rapid Sediment Budget) OR, as related to Coyote Creek - Technical Report (Limiting Factors Analysis) and 
Technical Memorandum (Sediment Management Assessment). 

Schedule: July 2004 – June 2005 

Program Staff: Chris Sommers and Paul Randall 

FY 04-05 Work Plan          3/01/04 
F:\Sc42\FY04-05WP\FY04_05_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-3\sed_assess_proj_sum.doc 
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Purpose:  Provide coordination assistance and staff support to the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment 
Information Network (BAMBI) 

Background:  In February 2002, Program staff participated in a workshop for information sharing and discussion of 
recent and ongoing rapid bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) studies in the Bay Area. The network of 
individuals participating in the workshop was named the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information 
Network (BAMBI).  BAMBI’s purpose is to coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the Bay Area.  
In particular, BAMBI is interested in storm water programs that include rapid bioassessments in their watershed 
monitoring and assessment programs.  
 
Building on the success of the BAMBI workshop in 2002, BASMAA participants (including SCVURPPP) coordinated 
and participated in the second annual BAMBI workshop on January 29, 2003.  In preparation for the workshop, Program 
staff supported (through in-kind services) the development of issue papers intended to stimulate discussion on issues 
related to the following five topic areas: (1) the standardization of rapid bioassessment protocols in the Bay Area; (2) the 
establishment of reference conditions for Bay Area creeks; (3) quality assurance and control in field sampling and 
laboratory analyses; (4) data management and sharing; and (5) physical habitat assessments and protocols.    
 
The third annual BAMBI workshop occurred on January 29, 2004.  Technical information on existing and planned 
bioassessment studies conducted in the San Francisco Bay Area was presented.  Workshop participants also reviewed 
and discussed potential BABMI goals and objectives as an initial step in the development of a work plan that identifies 
future BAMBI activities.   
 
In FY 04-05, the Program will plan to support and actively participate in the development of a BAMBI work plan with 
the goal of developing regional bioassessment tools necessary to provide context to bioassessment data collected in Santa 
Clara Basin creeks.  In addition, Program staff will help coordinate and facilitate BAMBI workshop(s) and meeting(s). 

Scope Summary:  

1. Assist in the planning and coordination of the forth annual BAMBI workshop. 

2. Assist in the development of BAMBI work plan and provide in-kind services to implement specific tasks 
identified in the work plan. 

3. Coordinate with other agencies and stormwater programs in further development and implementation of 
bioassessment tools and sharing of bioassessment data. 

Products:   

o BAMBI meeting summary(s) 

o BAMBI work plan and associated work products 

Schedule: July 2004 – June 2005 

Program Staff: Chris Sommers, Paul Randall, Lucy Buchan 

 
Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 

MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
Bay Area Macroinvertebrate 
Bioassessment Information 
Network (BAMBI) 
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 MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
Bay Area Macroinvertebrate 
Bioassessment Information 
Network (BAMBI) 

 

  

 
 
 

                                                     

 Urban Runoff 
Santa Clara Valley 

Pollution Prevention Program 
 
 
 

 
 
Purpose: Assist the Program in addressing these pollutants of concern. 
 
Background: All segments of San Francisco Bay were listed as impaired by mercury, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) 
and certain chlorinated pesticides (DDTs, dieldrin and chlordane) in the 2002 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) list.  The 
impetus for the listing was an interim advisory on the consumption of fish from the Bay issued by the California Office 
of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.  The advisory was issued after these pollutants were found in Bay fish 
tissue at levels thought to potentially pose a health risk to people consuming fish caught in the Bay.  Polynuclear 
Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) are not on the 303(d) list, but were placed on the 2002 Monitoring List for the Bay.   
 
Scope Summary: During FY 04-05, the Program will continue to work with other Bay area dischargers and Regional 
Board staff through BASMAA, the CEP and the RMP to coordinate and plan future monitoring activities related to 
mercury, PCBs, chlorinated pesticides and PAHs.1  This will include providing funding to these organizations, 
participating in selected stakeholder meetings, committees and work groups, and, as appropriate, reviewing and 
commenting on relevant documents prepared by the CEP, RMP and Regional Board staff.  Program staff will continue to 
represent BASMAA on the RMP Technical Review Committee and the Sources, Pathways and Loadings Work Group 
and the CEP mercury and PCBs work groups. 
 
Products: The above actions will be documented in the Program’s Annual Report. 
 
Schedule: July 2004 – June 2005. 
 
Program Staff: Chris Sommers, Jon Konnan and Adam Olivieri. 

 
1The Program is separately implementing a mercury pollution prevention program.  Please see Section 6 of the Program’s Work Plan and 
past Annual Reports for more information. 
 

FY 04-05 Work Plan  3/01/04 
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MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
Dioxins Control Program 
  

Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 

 
Purpose: Assist the Program in addressing NPDES permit requirements related to dioxin compounds. 
 
Background: Provision C.9.e. of the Program’s NPDES permit requires development of a control program to 
eliminate or reduce discharges of dioxin-like compounds from urban runoff conveyance systems associated 
with any controllable sources.  The several hundred compounds often referred to as dioxin-like compounds 
are generally members of three closely related families: the polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs), 
polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs) and certain polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) congeners with dioxin-like 
potency that are often referred to as dioxin-like PCBs (the Program is addressing PCBs, including dioxin-like 
PCBs, as part of a separate program).  All segments of San Francisco Bay were listed as impaired by certain 
PCDD/F compounds in the 1998 and 2002 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) lists.  The impetus for the listing 
was an interim advisory on the consumption of fish from the Bay issued by the California Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.  The advisory was issued after PCDD/F compounds and other 
pollutants (e.g., mercury and PCBs) were found in Bay fish tissue at levels thought to potentially pose a health 
risk to people consuming fish caught in the Bay.  There is considerable controversy regarding the Bay 303(d) 
listing and the associated potential threats to human health by PCDD/Fs.  The Regional Board opposed the 
1998 listing of PCDD/Fs in the Bay, but was overruled by the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA).  The Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) is currently developing an Impairment Assessment / 
Conceptual Model report on PCDD/F in the Bay.  This report will provide a more detailed analysis of the 
status of the impairment and associated uncertainties based on the most current data available.  The 
Program’s products addressing dioxin compounds include work plans dated March 1, 2002, March 1, 2003 
and March 1, 2004, and a technical memorandum dated October 1, 2002.  In addition, the Program recently 
collaborated with other Bay area stormwater management agencies to develop a “synthesis” document on 
dioxin-like compounds.  This document summarizes the current state of knowledge regarding dioxin-like 
compounds in relation to stormwater runoff.  The emphasis is on issues related to urban runoff in the Bay 
area, including regulatory context, impacts, sources, pathways, review of relevant Bay Area, national and 
international studies, and qualitative review of potential stormwater controls. 
 
Scope Summary: During FY 04-05, Program staff will actively track regional, state and federal efforts 
relevant to reducing dioxins emissions to the environment.  Program staff will also encourage Co-permittees 
to track and participate in these programs as appropriate.  Co-permittees may wish to evaluate performing 
public outreach activities and developing policies and ordinances, such as the City of Palo Alto’s Dioxin 
Elimination Policy.  Relevant regional, state and federal efforts include the Bay Area Dioxins Project managed 
by the Association of Bay Area Governments, statewide programs and strategies developed by the California 
Air Resources Board to reduce the emission of smog-forming pollutants and toxics by non-mobile and mobile 
sources (e.g., diesel trucks), the Motor Vehicle Mitigation Fund (AB 204), and multi-faceted efforts by USEPA 
to assess dioxin risks and monitor and control dioxins.  The Program will also continue to work with other Bay 
area dischargers and Regional Board staff through the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association , the CEP and the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) to coordinate and 
plan any future PCDD/F monitoring activities.  This will include providing funding to these organizations, 
participating in selected stakeholder meetings, committees and work groups, and, as appropriate, reviewing 
and commenting on relevant documents prepared by the CEP, RMP and Regional Board staff. 
 
Products: The above actions will be documented in the Program’s Annual Report. 
 
Schedule: July 2004 – June 2005. 
 
Program Staff: Jon Konnan and Adam Olivieri. 

FY 04-05 Work Plan  3/01/04 
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MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 

Implement Trash Work Plan 
 
 

 

 

  Urban Runoff 
Santa Clara Valley 

Pollution Prevention Program 

 
 
 

 
Purpose:  Implement Trash Work Plan (Year 2)  

Background:  This project is identified in Tasks 6 - 11 of the Program’s Trash Work Plan.  The Work Plan was prepared 
to fulfill a Program FY 01-02 Continuous Improvement item and actions within the Program’s Multi-Year Receiving 
Waters Monitoring Plan.  The Work Plan was developed in response to the November 14, 2001 San Francisco Bay 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 303(d) Staff Report that proposed all urban creeks, lakes and 
shorelines be placed on a preliminary or  “monitoring” list due to the threat of trash impairment to water quality.  The 
State Water Resources Control Board adopted this recommendation in the final version of the 2002 Clean Water Act 303 
(d) list. 

The RWQCB Staff Report states that between now and the next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to 
assess trash impairments in their jurisdictions, as documented by stormwater agencies in annual reports to the Regional 
Board.  The report recommends that the approach mirror the standard TMDL approach of defining the problem, 
identifying the sources through monitoring or existing information and developing a program of action to address the 
principle sources.  Regional Board staff has indicated that it will review this specific information in the next listing cycle; 
determine whether specific water bodies warrant a 303(d) listing for trash and note the existence of relatively clean urban 
streams. 
In a proactive response to the 303(d) Staff Report, the Program developed a Work Plan to identify a strategy for 
addressing trash problem areas that occur in or near urban streams and waterways.  The Work Plan includes the 
following objectives: 1) Document existing trash management practices implemented by municipalities and agencies 
within the Program’s jurisdiction; 2) Develop a strategy to conduct trash evaluations in or near creeks; 3) Assist 
municipalities to identify high priority trash problem areas and sources of trash; 4) Provide guidance on the 
implementation of potential control measures and evaluation criteria needed to address problem areas; and 5) Develop a 
standardized reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash management and monitoring activities. 
The tasks identified in the FY 04-05 Work Plan focus on the implementation of trash evaluations and management 
practices.  In addition, the Trash AHTG will review existing performance standards relevant to trash management and 
identify potential revisions to these standards, if necessary. 
Scope Summary 

• The Program will assist Co-permittee’s to develop a strategy to conduct trash evaluations in or near watersheds;  

• Co-permittees will conduct trash evaluations in a subset of identified trash problem areas; 

• Identify and begin implementation or refinement of trash control measures, as appropriate to address trash 
problem areas within high priority areas; and 

• Program will assist Co-permittees in the review of existing performance standards relevant to trash management 
and identify potential revisions to these standards, as appropriate. 

Products:  Completed trash assessment evaluation forms; technical memorandum with maps and tables showing trash 
evaluation results and providing recommendations for implementing trash management practices; report identifying 
location and type of trash management practices implemented; revised or new performance standards, as appropriate. 

Schedule:  July 2004 – June 2005 

Program Staff:  John Fusco and Paul Randall 

FY 04-05 Work Plan 3/01/04 
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MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 

Stream Studies Inventory Update 
 
 

 

 

  Urban Runoff 
Santa Clara Valley 

Pollution Prevention Program 

 
 
 

 
Purpose: Provide update to the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative’s (SCBWMI) Stream Studies 
Inventory (SSI) database.  
 
Background: The Watershed Assessment Subgroup (WAS) of Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative 
(SCBWMI), has a mission to provide the SCBWMI with a solid scientific foundation for watershed planning. One of 
WAS’s tasks is to coordinate the SCBWMI’s data collection and data management efforts with stream monitoring 
studies within the Basin. The Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) is a result of this task and was initially prepared by the 
Program in November 1998. The purpose of the SSI is to promote inter-agency awareness of environmental 
investigations within riparian corridors and to facilitate coordination of related data collection and management. It also 
describes stream-related multi-stakeholder studies and projects that were in-progress in the Santa Clara Basin. The SSI 
was updated, revised and reissued in February 2000 (version 2.0), July 2001 (version 3.0), August 2002 (version 4.0) and 
November 2003 (version 5.0). The Program funded the initial development of the SSI and each of the annual updates. 
 
Scope Summary 

o The Program will update, revise and reissue a Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) in coordination with the 
SCBWMI. 

Products:  Updated Stream Studies Inventory  

Schedule:  July 2004 – June 2005 

Program Staff:  Paul Randall and  

FY 04-05 Work Plan 3/01/04 
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Attachment 4-4 
FY 2004-2005 Programmatic Monitoring Indicators 

 
 
 

Title 
Category/ 

Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1 

Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 

Trash Work Plan  MP#2 & 3c 303d Threatened 
Listing 

The Program will assist Co-permittee’s to develop a strategy 
to conduct trash evaluations in or near watersheds; Co-
permittees will conduct trash evaluations in a subset of 
identified trash problem areas; Identify and begin 
implementation or refinement of trash control measures, as 
appropriate to address trash problem areas within high priority 
areas; and Program will assist Co-permittees in the review of 
existing performance standards relevant to trash management 
and identify potential revisions to these standards, as 
appropriate. 
 

Completed trash 
assessment evaluation 
forms; technical 
memorandum with maps 
and tables showing trash 
evaluation results and 
providing recommendations 
for implementing trash 
management practices; 
report identifying location 
and type of trash 
management practices 
implemented; revised or 
new performance 
standards, as appropriate. 
 

July 2004 -
June 2005 

Dioxin Control 
Program 
Activities 

MP#1 
 
Provision 
C.9.e. 

NPDES permit 
and 303d listing 

See separate project scope in Attachment 4-3 
 

Dioxins Control Program 
Work Plan  
 
Participation in CEP 
Technical Committee 
 

Tied to 
CEP & 
BASMAA 
Time 
Schedule 

                                                           
1 Monitoring Priorities (updated at Monitoring AHTG meeting November 8, 1999): 

1) New projects needed to implement the results, and achieve the goals, of current projects. 
2) New projects that implement continuous improvement items identified through the annual review process.  
3) Projects that support the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative in one of the following ways: 

a) Investigate Beneficial Uses and Causes of Impairment (including field work) 
b) Review and Compile Environmental Data and Make it Accessible 
c) Develop Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 
d) Facilitate and Support WMI Subgroups (including coordination with other agencies) 

4) Projects identified through participation in regional monitoring collaborative efforts, including the Regional Monitoring Program and BASMAA 
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Attachment 4-4 
FY 2004-2005 Monitoring Projects, continued 

Title 
Category/ 

Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1 

Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 

PCBs, 
Chlorinated 
Pesticides and 
PAH Control 
Program 
Activities 
 

MP#1 
 
 

303d Monitoring 
listing  

See separate project scope in Attachment 4-2.  CEP Work Products (e.g., 
CMIAs, Technical Reports) 
 
Participation in CEP 
Technical Committees and 
Workgroups  
 

Tied to 
CEP & 
BASMAA 
Time 
Schedule 

Continued 
Implementation 
of Enhanced  
IC/ID and IND 
Tracking and 
Reporting 

Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#2 
 
Provision 6.a.i. 

SEIDP #21 Continue Implementation and Reporting of Enhanced 
Reporting; Revise IC/ID and IND Performance Standards  

Database and annual report 
summary 

September 
2004 

Mercury 
Pollution 
Prevention  

Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1, 3a 
 
Provision C.9.c 

NPDES permit  Coordinate implementation of Program’s Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Plan. (See separate FY04-05 Work Pan) 

Status Report and internal 
guidance 

See Plan 
for details 

Copper and 
Nickel Baseline 
Activities  

Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1, 3a 
 
Provision C.9.a 
& b 

NPDES permit  The FY 04-05 Copper and Nickel Action Plan Baseline Activity 
Work Plans and summary of certain FY 03-04 
accomplishments are provided within Attachment 4-6.   

Revised Copper and Nickel 
Action Plans  
 

TBD 

Pesticide Plan  
Coordination, 
Implementation, 
and Reporting 

Follow-
up/Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1,2 
 
Provision C.9.d 

Implement URMP 
Pesticide 
Management 
Efforts 

Coordinate implementation of Program’s Pesticide Plan. (See 
separate FY04-05 Work Pan) 

Status Report and internal 
guidance 

See Plan 
for details 
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Attachment 4-4 
FY 2004-2005 Monitoring Projects, continued 
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Title 
Category/ 

Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1 

Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 

Compile, 
Maintain and 
Share Program/ 
Watershed Data 

Follow-up 
 
MP#1 

Continuation of 
Project SC22.63 

Data management for the SCVURPPP Program. Coordinate 
data collected and analyzed by Program-sponsored projects. 
Insure that data is quality-assured, comparable across 
projects and comparable across watersheds (where possible). 
Where feasible, make data accessible to Co-permittees and to 
the public. Maintain and update website. Summarize available 
information on the background, purpose, and activities of 
planned and ongoing studies of the physical, chemical and 
biological characteristics of creeks and wetlands in the  
Santa Clara Basin. 

Updated inventory of data 
and metadata generated by 
the Program and by 
Program-sponsored 
studies. 
 

Ongoing 

Support for 
Land Use 
Subgroup 

WMI 
Subgroups 
 
MP# 1, 3c, 3d 
 
Provision C.10. 

Continue WMI 
support 
 
 

Provide administrative support and leadership for the Land 
Use Subgroup. Maintain the subgroup mailing list; prepare 
and distribute agendas; chair meetings; edit and distribute 
meeting summaries; liaison to, and correspond with, the 
SCBWMI Core Group other subgroups as needed; update 
workplans; facilitate interaction between consultants and the 
subgroup; summarize, compile, and convey subgroup 
products. 

Meeting agendas and 
summaries, Work Plans 
and other products as 
directed by the subgroup.  

July 2004 – 
June 2005 

FY 05-06 
Monitoring Plan 
and QAPP 

Provision C.7. Permit Refine Receiving Water Monitoring Plan; develop  and adopt a 
Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP)  

FY 05-06 Receiving Water 
Monitoring Plan and QAPP 

July 2004 – 
June 2005 
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Control Program for Dioxin Compounds per NPDES Permit Provision C.9.e. 
Work Plan 

 
March 1, 2004 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The NPDES permit issued to the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
(SCVURPPP) by the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay 
Region (Regional Board) includes water quality-based requirements for specific pollutants of 
concern.  Provision C.9.e. requires that the SCVURPPP develop a control program to eliminate 
or reduce discharges of dioxin-like compounds from urban runoff conveyance systems 
associated with controllable sources (if any), and includes the following language: 
 
Characterize the representative distribution of PCBs and dioxin-like compounds in the urban 
areas of the Santa Clara basin to determine if: a) PCBs and dioxin-like compounds are present 
in urban runoff, b) if any such PCBs or dioxin-like compounds are distributed relatively uniformly 
in urban areas, and c) whether storm drains or other surface drainage pathways are sources of 
PCBs or dioxin-like compounds themselves, or whether there are specific locations within urban 
watersheds where prior or current uses result in land sources contributing to discharges of 
PCBs or dioxin-like compounds to San Francisco Bay via urban runoff conveyance systems; 
 
Provide information to allow calculation of PCBs and dioxin-like compound loads to San 
Francisco Bay from urban runoff conveyance systems; 
 
Identify control measures and/or management practices to eliminate or reduce discharges of 
PCBs or dioxin-like compounds conveyed by urban runoff conveyance systems. 
 
Implement actions to eliminate or reduce discharges of PCBs or dioxin-like compounds from 
urban runoff conveyance systems from controllable sources (if any)…for dioxin-like compounds: 
submit plan with implementation schedule by March 1, 2004; begin implementation by July 1, 
2004 although implementation of early action priorities should take place before that date. 
 
The SCVURPPP prepared this work plan in accordance with the above requirements for dioxin-
like compounds. 
 
DESCRIPTION OF DIOXIN-LIKE COMPOUNDS 
 
The chemical compounds referred to as dioxin-like compounds are generally members of three 
related families: polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs), polychlorinated dibenzofurans 
(PCDFs) and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  The specific PCBs congeners with dioxin-like 
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potency are often referred to as dioxin-like PCBs.  PCDDs and PCDFs (referred to collectively 
as PCDD/Fs) are formed as byproducts in combustion or manufacturing processes.  In contrast, 
PCBs, including dioxin-like PCBs, were intentionally manufactured for a wide variety of 
applications, and have different sources and probably a different distribution in local 
watersheds. 
 
This work plan focuses on PCDD/F compounds.  It should be noted that dioxin-like PCBs have 
been found to contribute most of the overall dioxin-like potency in Bay fish (please see the next 
section – Regulatory Background).  For example, dioxin-like PCBs accounted for 81 percent of 
dioxin-like potency in Bay fish tissue samples collected in 2000 (Greenfield et al. 2003).  The 
SCVURPPP has and continues to address PCBs, including dioxin-like PCBs, through a 
separate program.  For instance, all of the PCBs field characterization programs conducted to-
date has included chemical analysis of the12 PCB congeners thought to contribute significant 
dioxin-like potency in the environment (Ahlborg et al. 1994; Van den Berg et al. 1998).  Please 
refer to the SCVURPPP’s annual reports and work plans for more information regarding PCBs-
related activities. 
 
REGULATORY BACKGROUND 
 
The Clean Water Act (CWA) requires that states develop water quality standards protective of 
human health and the aquatic environment.  Section 303(d) of the CWA requires the 
development of a list of “impaired” water bodies that do not meet these standards.  The State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and its Regional Water Quality Control Boards are 
responsible for compiling and periodically updating the 303(d) list of impaired water bodies in 
California.  The list is subject to approval by the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(USEPA). 
 
All segments of San Francisco Bay were initially listed as impaired by certain PCDD/F 
compounds in the 1998 303(d) list (SWRCB 1999).  The listing was repeated in the 2002 303(d) 
list (SWRCB 2003).  The impetus for the listing was an interim advisory on the consumption of 
fish from the Bay issued by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA 1997, 1999).  The advisory was issued after PCDD/F compounds and other pollutants 
(e.g., mercury and PCBs) were found in Bay fish tissue at levels thought to potentially pose a 
health risk to people consuming fish caught in the Bay.  
 
There is considerable controversy regarding the Bay 303(d) listing and the associated potential 
threats to human health by PCDD/Fs.  The SWRCB and the Regional Board opposed the  
1998 listing of PCDD/Fs in the Bay for the following reasons (BACWA 2002): 
 

• Water column concentrations did not exceed PCDD/F water quality criteria. 
 
• Fish tissue concentrations of PCDD/F were consistent with national background levels. 

 
• The fish consumption advisory was an interim action that only included PCDD/Fs 

because of exceedances of informal screening levels. 
 
The State of California was overruled by the USEPA, which cited two primary reasons for the 
Bay listing (USEPA 1999): 
 

• Failure to attain a designated beneficial use of the Bay, Commercial and Sport fishing 
(COMM), based on the interim fish consumption advisory. 
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• Violation of a narrative objective found in the San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control 

Plan (Basin Plan) pertaining to bioaccumulation of pollutants. 
 
More recently, the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA) requested that the SWRCB move 
PCDD/Fs from the 303(d) list to the “Monitoring List” (BACWA 2002).  BACWA believes the 
original rationale for listing PCDD/Fs in San Francisco Bay was inadequate, and that new 
information developed since 1999 further supports removal of these compounds from the 303(d) 
list.  This new information includes studies on pollutant concentrations in Bay fish and local fish 
consumption, and information found in the California Toxics Rule and the State Implementation 
Policy.  The Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) is currently developing an Impairment 
Assessment / Conceptual Model report on PCDD/F in the Bay.  This report will provide a more 
detailed analysis of the status of the impairment and associated uncertainties based on the 
most current data available. 
 
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) are a type of water quality attainment strategy often 
employed to restore impaired water bodies.  TMDLs examine water quality problems, identify 
sources of pollutants, and specify actions to restore water quality.  The 2002 303(d) list 
(SWRCB 2003) designates the TMDL priority for PCDD/F compounds in the Bay as low, and a 
schedule for performing a TMDL is not included.  The Regional Board is currently performing 
TMDLs for other pollutants thought to impair the Bay (e.g., mercury and PCBs).  However, the 
SCVURPPP understands that the Regional Board does not plan to perform a TMDL for 
PCDD/Fs in the Bay.  The USEPA believes that, since PCBs are the most significant contributor 
to dioxin-like toxicity in Bay fish, the Bay PCBs TMDL being conducted by the Regional Board is 
high priority (http://www.epa.gov/region09/water/dioxin/sfbay.html). 
 
PAST SCVURPPP ACTIVITIES 
 
During FY 2001/02, the SCVURPPP submitted an initial work plan (dated March 1, 2002) to 
address dioxin compounds (SCVURPPP 2002a).  The work plan specified reviewing readily 
available data on methods used to characterize dioxin-like compounds in stormwater runoff and 
surface waters and concentrations typically found in the Bay Area and other areas.  The review 
revealed that PCDD/Fs have been found in urban runoff in the Bay Area and other locations, 
and in sediments in the Bay and other estuaries.  It was concluded that existing data are not 
sufficient to characterize the distribution in urban runoff among Bay Area land uses or calculate 
loadings to the Bay.  Based on the data reviewed, combustion-related air emissions may 
currently be the largest source of PCDD/Fs to the environment and stormwater runoff in the Bay 
Area.  In addition, reservoirs of PCDD/Fs associated with activities no longer practiced in the 
Bay Area (e.g., medical waste incineration and municipal garbage burning) may exist 
(SCVURPPP 2002b).   
 
In accordance with the recommendations from the above data review, the SCVURPPP had 
planned to analyze archived embedded storm drain and creek sediment samples for PCDD/Fs.  
These samples were archived during the second year (FY 2001/02) of a regional survey of 
mercury, PCBs and chlorinated pesticides.  However, an internal communication error at the 
project laboratory resulted in inadvertent disposal of the samples before analysis could be 
performed.  However, the Alameda County Clean Water Program has analyzed similar archived 
sediment samples collected in Alameda County for PCDD/Fs.  The SCVURPPP intends to look 
at the possibility of extrapolating the Alameda County data to other parts of the Bay Area to 
develop rough characterization and loading estimates. 
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During FY 2002/03, the SCVURPPP submitted a second work plan (dated March 1, 2003) 
addressing dioxin compounds (SCVURPPP 2003).  The work plan described the SCVURPPP’s 
collaboration with other Bay area stormwater management agencies to develop a “synthesis” 
document on dioxin-like compounds.  This document was recently completed and summarizes 
the current state of knowledge regarding dioxin-like compounds in relation to stormwater runoff.  
The emphasis is on issues related to urban runoff in the Bay area, including regulatory context, 
impacts, sources, pathways, review of relevant Bay Area, national and international studies, and 
qualitative review of potential stormwater controls (BASMAA 2004). 
 
In accordance with the March 1, 2003 work plan, the SCVURPPP has also continued to work 
with other Bay area dischargers and Regional Board staff through the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association (BASMAA), the CEP and the San Francisco Estuary 
Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) to coordinate PCDD/F-related activities. 
 
CURRENT AND FUTURE SCVURPPP ACTIVITIES 
 
The SCVURPPP will implement the actions described below beginning July 1, 2004 
(implementation of some of these activities has already begun).  The actions fall under two 
general categories: 
 

• Regional, State and Federal Coordination 
• Monitoring and Science 

 
The below actions generally target PCDD/Fs and not dioxin-like PCBs.  As described earlier, the 
SCVURPPP is addressing dioxin-like PCBs as part of a separate program. 
 
Regional, State and Federal Coordination 
 
The SCVURPPP will actively track regional, state and federal efforts relevant to reducing 
dioxins emissions to the environment.  Staff will also encourage co-permittees to track, 
understand, and participate in these programs as appropriate.  Co-permittees may wish to 
evaluate performing public outreach activities and developing policies and ordinances, such as 
the City of Palo Alto’s Dioxin Elimination Policy. 
 
Relevant regional, state and federal efforts include those described below. 
 
ABAG Bay Area Dioxins Project 
 
Beginning in 1999, the Bay Area Dioxins Project (http://dioxin.abag.ca.gov/index.html) began 
investigating the problems posed by PCDD/Fs and potential source control activities.  This effort 
is managed by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and is funded through grants 
from USEPA and contributions from the City of Berkeley, the City of Palo Alto (a SCVURPPP 
co-permittee), the City of Oakland, the City and County of San Francisco, the County of 
Alameda, and the Port of Oakland. The primary goals of this effort are to: 
 

• Pool local governments’ knowledge and resources to study dioxins and to provide 
information about possible solutions or actions for local governments in the San 
Francisco Bay Area.  

 
• Coordinate efforts with state, federal, and regional agencies working on dioxins issues. 
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• Work with community groups, trade and industry groups, and the general public on 
issues of concern related to dioxins. 

 
The Bay Area Dioxins Project is focused specifically on pollution prevention (i.e., preventing the 
formation of PCDD/Fs).  On behalf of the project, TDC Environmental (2001) conducted a 
screening evaluation of a set of dioxins pollution prevention options identified by the 
participating municipalities.  The evaluation process consisted of identifying benefits, 
detriments, implementation issues, and costs associated with various pollution prevention 
options.  The options investigated are listed in Table 1. 
 
 
Table 1.  PCDD/F Pollution Prevention Options, from TDC Environmental (2001).  Sources 
associated with dioxin-like PCBs not included. 
 

PCDD/F Source Pollution Prevention Options 
2,4-D (weed control) • Mechanical weed control 

• Other herbicides 
Agricultural Burning • Non-burning alternatives 
Diesel Engines • Natural gas 

• Biodiesel 
• Oxydiesel 
• Diesel engine retrofits 
• Reduce trips/change modes 

Drum Reclamation • Non-burning methods 
Medical Waste • Non-incineration medical waste 

management methods 
• Reduce medical waste volumes 
• Eliminate medical PVC use 

Paper Bleaching • Process or totally chlorine free paper 
• Elemental chlorine free paper 

Pentachlorophenol (PCP) • Non-wood alternative utility poles 
• Different wood preservatives 

Petroleum Refining • Refining process modifications 
Polyvinyl Chloride (PVC) • Non-PVC alternatives 
Wood Burning • Natural gas fireplaces 

• USEPA-certified wood stoves 
• BAAQMD model ordinance “Better wood 

burning practices” 
• No burning 

 
 
The project has facilitated a series of public meetings, including a workshop and vendor fair, to 
educate public agency staff, elected officials, and the public on the environmental impacts of 
dioxins and pollution prevention options.  Resources for municipalities to implement four dioxins 
pollution prevention pilot projects have been provided: 
 

• Diesel alternatives  
• Purchasing of dioxin-free paper products  
• Purchasing of PVC alternative building materials  
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• Medical waste management  
 
A final project report is currently being prepared that will include a review of the extent of 
implementation in the Bay Area of the dioxins pollution prevention measures in Table 1.  Many 
Bay Area municipalities are already implementing one or more of the measures.  One example 
of implementation is the City of Palo Alto’s public outreach regarding PCDD/F and other 
emissions associated with residential wood burning. 
 
California Air Resources Board 
 
The California Air Resources Board (CARB) develops statewide programs and strategies to 
reduce the emission of smog-forming pollutants and toxics by non-mobile and mobile sources.  
These include both on and off-road sources such as diesel trucks, heavy-duty construction 
equipment, and stationary engines (e.g., stand-by power generators).  CARB’s efforts may lead 
to reductions in PCDD/F emissions associated with diesel combustion. 
 
AB 204 - Motor Vehicle Mitigation Fund 
 
The Motor Vehicle Mitigation Fund (AB 204) would support projects that reduce, remediate, or 
offset adverse environmental impacts of motor vehicles and related facilities (e.g. public streets, 
roads, bridges and parking lots) on the quality of the waters, watersheds, riparian areas and 
habitats of the San Francisco Bay Area.  One such potential impact is urban runoff transporting 
PCDD/Fs emitted by diesel trucks to the Bay.  This legislation authorizes a fee of up to $4.00 
per vehicle per year to be assessed on vehicles registered in Bay Area counties that choose to 
participate in the program.  Each county would elect to participate by a majority vote of its board 
of supervisors.  At least three of the nine Bay Area counties would need to participate for the 
program to be activated.  If all nine Bay Area counties participated, the fund would generate 
close to $20 million annually to reduce and prevent environmental impacts from motor vehicles 
and related facilities.  The BASMAA Executive Board recently approved sending a letter of 
support for this bill. 
 
USEPA 
 
USEPA has taken aggressive actions to reduce and control dioxins in all environmental media 
by placing strict regulatory controls on all of the major industrial sources of dioxins.  Known, 
quantifiable industrial emissions have been reduced by more the 90% from their levels in the 
1980's as a result of USEPA's efforts, along with efforts by state government and private 
industry.  Other related USEPA efforts include: 
 

• Nationally, USEPA is reviewing dioxin’s toxicity.  A draft risk reassessment was 
circulated in 2002.  A final risk assessment is pending. 

 
• USEPA is working with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District and CARB to 

collect data on ambient dioxin levels in Bay Area air.  
 
• USEPA has several projects and partnerships underway to reduce pollutant loadings 

and educate people fishing from the San Francisco Bay, including a Hospital Waste 
Pollution Prevention (P2) project and a grant to the California Department of Health 
Services for a Seafood Consumption Outreach project to reduce consumption levels in 
at-risk populations. 
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More information on USEPA’s efforts related to dioxins and San Francisco Bay are available at 
www.epa.gov/region09/water/dioxin/sfbay.html. 
 
Monitoring and Science 
 
The SCVURPPP will continue to work with other Bay area dischargers and Regional Board staff 
through BASMAA, the CEP and the RMP to coordinate and plan any future PCDD/F monitoring 
activities.  This will include providing funding to these organizations, participating in selected 
stakeholder meetings, committees and work groups, and, as appropriate, reviewing and 
commenting on relevant documents prepared by the CEP, RMP and Regional Board staff. 
 
REFERENCES 
 
Ahlborg, U. G., G. C. Becking, L. S. Birnbaum, A. Brouwer, H. J. G. M. Derks, M. Feeley, G. 
Golor, A. Hanberg, J. C. Larsen, A. K. D. Liem, S. H. Safe, C. Schlatter, F. Waern, M. Younes 
and E. Yrjanheikki. 1994.  Toxic equivalency factors for dioxin-like PCBs: Report on a WHO-
ECEH and IPCS consultation, December 1993. Chemosphere 28(6): 1049-1067. 
 
BACWA 2002.  Letter from Jim Kelly (Bay Area Clean Water Agencies) to Mr. Craig J. Wilson, 
(State Water Resources Control Board).  December 6, 2002. 
 
BASMAA 2004.  Introduction to Dioxins for Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies.  
Prepared for the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association by Applied Marine 
Sciences, Inc. and EOA, Inc.  January 2004. 
 
Greenfield, Ben K., J.A. Davis, R. Fairey, C. Roberts, D.B. Crane, G. Ichikawa, and M. Petreas. 
2003.  Contaminant Concentrations in Fish from San Francisco Bay, 2000.  RMP Technical 
Report: SFEI Contribution 77. San Francisco Estuary Institute, Oakland, CA. 
 
OEHHA 1997.  Health Advisory on Catching and Eating Fish: Interim Sport Fish Advisory for 
San Francisco Bay.  Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, California EPA, 
Sacramento California. 
 
OEHHA 1999.  Chemical Contamination in San Francisco Bay.  Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment, California EPA, Sacramento, California. 
 
SCVURPPP 2002a.  Control Program for Dioxin-like Compounds, March 1, 2002 Submittal per 
Provision C.9.e.i. and ii. of SCVURPPP’s NPDES Permit.  Prepared for the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program by EOA, Inc.  March 1, 2002. 
 
SCVURPPP 2002b.  Dioxins Information Review.  Prepared for the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program by EOA, Inc.  October 1, 2002. 
 
SCVURPPP 2003.  Control Program for Dioxin-like Compounds per Provision C.9.e.iii.  
Prepared for the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program by EOA, Inc.  
March 1, 2003. 
 
SWRCB 1999.  1998 California 305(b) Report on Water Quality.  California State Water 
Resources Control Board.  May 1999. 
 

FY 04-05 Work Plan       3/01/04  
F:\Sc42\FY04-05WP\FY04_05_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-5\dioxins plan - mar 2004.doc  

 

7 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 

FY 04-05 Work Plan       3/01/04  
F:\Sc42\FY04-05WP\FY04_05_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-5\dioxins plan - mar 2004.doc  

 

8 

SWRCB 2003.  Revision of The Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List Of Water Quality Limited 
Segments.  Staff Report, Volume I. Division Of Water Quality, State Water Resources Control 
Board, California Environmental Protection Agency.  February 2003. 
 
TDC Environmental, 2001.  Screening Evaluation of Dioxins Pollution Prevention Options.  
Prepared for the Bay Area Dioxins Project.  September 2001. 
 
USEPA 1999.  Letter from Alexis Strauss (United States Environmental Protection Agency) to 
Mr. Walt Pettit (State Water Resources Control Board).  May 12, 1999. 
 
Van den Berg, M., L. Birnbaum, A. T. C. Bosveld and 21 others. 1998.  Toxic Equivalency 
Factors (TEFs) for PCBs, PCDDs, PCDFs for Humans and Wildlife.  Environmental Health 
Perspectives 106(12):775-792. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 4-6 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Santa Clara  
Valley Urban  
Runoff Pollution  
Prevention Program 
 
South Bay CAP/NAP Semi-
Annual Meeting 
Meeting Summary Report 

 

 
 
Date/Time:  December 9, 2003, 1:30 -3:30 
 
Place:  San Jose/Santa Clara WPCP 
 
Who Attended:  See attached sheet 
 

 
Key Issues Discussed: 

 
• General- It was agreed that the fall semi-annual review meeting would focus on stormwater 

activities and the spring meeting on POTW activities and the Work Plan.  This format does not 
preclude discussing other relevant issues at either meeting.  Karen McDonough, City of San 
Jose will replace Dan Bruinsma as chair of the South Bay CAP/NAP subgroup to the WMI Bay 
Modeling and Monitoring (BM&M) subgroup.  Richard Looker acknowledged that he will be the 
primary point-of-contact (for the Regional Board staff) regarding CAP/NAP.  He stated that Jan 
O’Hara is deferring stormwater CAP/NAP issues to him.  Richard asked that Jan O’Hara and 
Gina Kathuria (POTW permit writer) be copied on the activities of BM&M subgroup. Richard will 
keep Tom Mumley informed of CAP/NAP status and activities.  

• Structure/Content of FY 03-04 Cu/Ni Work Plan- In response to Regional Board staff comments 
dated November 13, 2002 and June 26, 2003, the Program formalized the process in which the 
Program and Co-permittees identify specific baseline actions within their individual Cu/Ni Work 
Plans.  Program and Co-permittee staff met on June 6 and July 8, 2003 to discuss and 
subsequently finalize proposed changes to the CAP/NAP reporting approach and format.  On 
August 5, 2003, the Program and Co-permittees submitted a Revised FY 03-04 Copper/Nickel 
Work Plan consisting of baseline activity tables for each copper and nickel action.  Appendices B 
and C of the Program’s 2001 NPDES permit were used as the starting point in developing the 
Cu/Ni baseline activity tables. 
The Revised FY 03-04 Copper/Nickel Work Plan included clarifications and additions intended 
to address questions and concerns raised by Regional Board staff over the last year.  Overall, 
Regional Board staff is satisfied with the Program’s Cu/Ni Work Plan and the strategy 
implemented regarding the tracking/completion of tasks. Any minor remaining issues were 
acknowledged to be difficult to resolve given that they are due in large part to the vagueness of 
the language in certain places in the original CAP baseline activity tables. Different 
interpretations of such language are possible, have occurred, and have been at times the source 
of differing expectations of what was or was not to be performed.   

• Future C/NAP Approach- Given the problems inherent with the old CAP/NAP language, 
attendees were in general agreement that further efforts at fine-tuning the historic CAP baseline 
activities list were unlikely to be productive. Instead, Board staff is looking to results from the 
Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) “Copper Sources in Stormwater Information Update” work to 
help identify the key baseline copper control activities that provide the greatest relative removals 
per effort expended. This work will be conduced during early 2004 as part of North of Dumbarton 
Cu/Ni site-specific objective (SSO) project that is being conducted and funded through the CEP. 
A menu of these prioritized activities would form the nucleus for a revised CAP. The intent would 
be to focus a more intensive effort on a smaller number of activities. These activities would 
involve a higher level of scrutiny from Regional Board staff.   
RWQCB staff indicated a desire to work towards a single bay-wide CAP. One potential 
approach would be to develop the baseline activity language for the North Bay Cu/Ni Action 
Plans and then to incorporate the language directly (or perhaps by reference) into the 
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appropriate North Bay stormwater permits. Next, following the prior South Bay approach, the 
Basin Plan would be amended to include the both the North Bay SSOs and references to the 
C/NAP in the implementation section. Concurrently, the existing Basin Plan language regarding 
the South Bay C/NAP activities would also be amended to be consistent with the North Bay 
language and C/NAP approach.  

• Instructions to Co-permittees regarding FY 03-04 & 04-05 Cu/Ni Work Plans- Program staff 
informed the Co-permittees regarding the need to develop FY 03-04 Cu/Ni Work Plan tasks in 
January and July 2003.  On January 14, 2003, Co-permittees were provided FY 03-04 Work 
Plan instructions requesting the identification of Cu/Ni tasks that have not been completed or will 
be on-going during FY 03-04.  On July 16, 2003, Program staff requested that the Co-permittees 
include tasks in their revised FY 03-04 Cu/Ni Work Plans, as appropriate and applicable to their 
communities, to address six CAP and one NAP baseline activities that make sense to 
implement.  In late July 2003, one additional CAP activity was added as a Co-permittee FY 03-
04 task. 
Program staff will distribute instructions to Co-permittee staff regarding the development of FY 
04-05 Cu/Ni Work Plans in late December or early 2004.  Instructions will focus on the eight 
CAP/NAP activities identified in the FY 03-04 Cu/Ni Work Plan.  A submittal schedule will also 
be provided.  FY 04-05 Cu/Ni Work Plans will be submitted to the Regional Board on March 1, 
2004.  
Palo Alto has agreed to investigate why copper-containing pesticides usage is increasing.  The 
question may relate to actual increases or perhaps how the City of Palo Alto is gathering data. 

• Tracking/Completion of FY 03-04 Cu/Ni Work Plan Tasks by Program Staff- To ensure the 
tracking and completion of FY 03-04 Cu/Ni Work Plan tasks, each baseline activity was 
assigned to appropriate Program staff.  The list of individuals tracking tasks was discussed.  To 
clarify the expectations regarding the tracking/completion of each activity, tracking task 
assignment sheets were developed for the majority of the activities.  Each task sheet lists the 
baseline activity, describes what should be completed and provides a timeline for completion.  
Program staff is providing updates (on a quarterly basis) within the baseline activity reporting 
tables that detail the completion status of certain tasks.  Current information on the status of 
these tasks will be included in the FY 04-05 Cu/Ni Work Plan. 
A brief update regarding the tracking/completion of FY 03-04 Cu/Ni Work Plan was provided.  
CB-1- Program staff mentioned that three mobile surface cleaner workshops have been 
scheduled for FY 03-04.  The first workshop is scheduled for Wednesday, December 17, 2003 
at the San Jose/Santa Clara WPCP.  CB-16-The scope of work for the Clean Water 
Fund/Environmental Clearinghouse was provided.  This project involves the development of a 
web-portal that provides information on nation-wide copper and nickel pollution prevention 
activities.  CB-17/18- The draft scope of work for CAP “tracking research activities” was 
discussed.  This project involves the development of a website (by SFEI) that contains projects 
and reports for regional activities related reducing scientific uncertainties associated with the 
impairment assessment conclusion.  Future funding beyond 2004 needs to be identified.  
Potential funding sources include RMP or CEP.   

• RWQCB 9/23/03 “Talking Points” Handout Follow-up Information- At the September 26, 2003 
Regulatory Executive Forum meeting, Tom Mumley distributed a one-page document entitled 
CAP/NAP briefing 9-23-03 CAP/NAP talking points only.  The document contained comments 
on several of the baseline activities presented in the Program’s Revised FY 03-04 Copper/Nickel 
Work Plan.  To clarify the content of the Revised FY 03-04 Copper/Nickel Work Plan, Program 
staff prepared and distributed a letter dated 11/21/03 entitled CAP/NAP Briefing 9/23/03, 
CAP/NAP Talking Points-Follow-up Information.  A recap of the information contained in that 
letter will be included in the Program’s FY 03-04 Annual Report.   
An update of scheduled CB-3 tasks for FY 03-04 was provided.  One task is the additional 
production and distribution of stand-alone roof vent BMP information (by the City of San Jose) to 
circuit board and metal finishing facilities. Program staff described how industrial and many 
commercial facilities are routinely inspected and their performance tracked relative to potential 
stormwater contamination as part of other baseline Program activities.  
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• Update of Results of Lower South Bay Ambient Monitoring- Graphs showing the Dry Weather 
Dissolved Copper/Nickel Means for Indicator Stations were provided.  The data indicates no 
significant changes in dissolved copper/nickel concentrations.  The trend line is flat.   

• Upcoming CAP Activities- CEP FY 03-04 Project #4.11- “Impairment Assessment for CU/Ni 
North of Dumbarton Bridge” was briefly discussed.  In the near future, a technical paper will be 
prepared which updates copper sources, control and quantification information (see above).  In 
addition, the report will note data gaps and identify information needed to address uncertainties 
relating to potentially significant sources.  The information presented in this report will be used to 
update proposed Cu actions for the South Bay.  In addition, the report will assist in the 
development of future Cu actions for the North Bay.  It was agreed that the ultimate goal is to 
develop one Cu/Ni action plan for the entire Bay. 
The North Bay SSO/CAP permitting and Basin Plan Amendment language may be completed in 
the next 9-12 months. Timing needs to be coordinated with the reissuance of the Program’s 
NPDES permit in 2005. It was suggested that a master schedule be developed to incorporate 
South Bay needs into the North Bay copper action planning effort.  The master schedule would 
include stormwater and POTW permitting plus Basin Plan amendment timelines for the next five 
years.  Currently, Monica Oakley (LWA) is compiling a milestone timeline for South Bay POTW 
permits.  Information from her timeline could be incorporated into the master timeline.  In 
addition, Action Plans must include three basic elements:  monitoring with baselines and 
triggers; source control activities; and activities to help resolve uncertainties in the impairment 
assessment.  Bay-wide action plans may use the pollution prevention menu approach where one 
could select the most effective measures from a larger list. 
Currently, there is no time driver for the North Bay Cu/Ni SSO work since it is not a high priority 
for the Regional Board.  It was suggested that the Program consider obtaining the updated 
stormwater copper sources work (from CEP & BPP) and run the URS SFO hydrodynamic model 
to re-evaluate current loading impacts on the bay.  It was noted that this is basically the work 
that the Brake Pad Partnership Proposition 13 funded brake pad debris copper fate and 
transport project will be conducting beginning in the summer of 2004.  

 
• Wrap-up- The next BM&M subgroup meeting will occur in April/May 2004 and focus on POTW 

CAP issues and FY 04-05 Workplan issues.  Tom Hall and Karen McDonough will provide this 
subgroup with relevant information from the North Bay SSO/CAP activities for comment.  
Additional meetings may be held to develop South Bay Action Plan amendments. 

 
Next Steps: 
 

• Program staff will prepare a master schedule to include stormwater and POTW permitting; and 
Basin Plan amendment timelines for the next five years.  The timeline will be prepared prior to 
the next BM&M meeting.   

• Phil Bobel will task LWA and Kelly Moran with determining why copper-containing pesticides 
usage appears to be increasing.  This will be determined prior to the next BM&M meeting.  

 
Issue Bin: 
 

• It was asked what level of cooperation the VTA was providing relative to responding to issues 
raised by the Program in prior white papers about potential actions to reduce vehicle usage.  

 
• It was asked if adequate funding was allocated for P/IP reprints during FY 04-05.  During the last 

P/IP budget meeting, this subject was not discussed.    
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Location San Jose/Santa Clara WPCP 
Date December 9, 2003, 1:30 – 3:30 
Name Affiliation 
Brad Eggleston City of Palo Alto 
Cheri Donnelly West Valley Clean Water Program 
Dave Drury SCVWD 
Dave Grabiec City of Sunnyvale 
John Fusco Program Staff – SCVURPPP 
Karen McDonough City of San Jose 
Kristy McCumby City of Sunnyvale 
Lorrie Gervin City of Sunnyvale 
Melody Tovar City of San Jose 
Phil Bobel City of Palo Alto 
Richard Looker RWQCB 
Steve Osborn City of San Jose 
Tom Hall EOA, Inc. 
Trish Mulvey  Clean South Bay 
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 CAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-1 – Reduce copper discharges from vehicle washing operations: (1) outreach on residential car washing, (2) 
outreach and requirements for commercial & industrial vehicle washing, and (3) education of and implementation of BMPs by mobile 
cleaners.  Include mechanisms to evaluate effectiveness of each of these 3 measures. 

Region of Applicability:  South Bay. Concept potentially applicable Bay-wide. 

Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Indirect. Assumes vehicle wash water contains copper that will be permanently captured/redirected away from 
storm drains. 

Performance Measure(s):  Extent of outreach, training, retraining, inspection, and enforcement efforts by SCVURPPP and Co-permittees 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005  PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

     

SCVURPPP 

   CB-1(1) 

 

 a. Continue to distribute Watershed Watch 
(WW) campaign brochures at public events 
and post information on the WW website. 
Include information on proper car washing in 
WW advertising.  This task is an on-going 
P/IP activity. 

 

b. Work with WW partner business, Classic Car 
Wash, to do promotional events in June/July 
2004. 

Effectiveness Measures: 
a. Track quantities of 
outreach material 
distributed and gross 
impressions of advertising 
(see Annual Watershed 
Watch Campaign Media 
Report). 

b. Track number of 
participants in car wash 
events and repeat 
customers using the 
discount card at the car 
wash. 

 

Ongoing 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP 

   CB-1(2) 

 

 Track the following Co-permittee activities: 

a. Require source control measures for Group 
1 new development and redevelopment 
projects that will conduct vehicle/equipment 
washing and maintenance activities.  This 
activity is consistent with Permit Provision 
C.3.k.  

b. Inspect automotive facilities (car washes are 
a subset of this category) as part of the 
Program’s Industrial/Commercial Discharger 
Control Program.  Inspection results are 
summarized in the Program’s Annual Report 
submitted each September.  This activity is 
consistent with Permit Provision C.6.a.i.    

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
As applicable, Co-
permittes are inspecting 
automotive facilities in 
accordance with their 
planned IND inspection 
commitments.  Follow-up 
inspections are conducted 
at facilities determined to 
be out-of-compliance.    
 

 

Ongoing  

 
 
 
 

Ongoing.  This 
activity is part of the 
Program’s 
enhanced reporting 
requirements.  

Palo Alto, 
Sunnyvale, San 
Jose 

CB-1(3) 

 Continue to respond to training requests from mobile 
surface cleaners who desire initial BASMAA surface 
cleaning certification.  Maintain list of individuals and 
dates of training.  Provide training information to 
Program staff for reporting purposes.  Municipal staff 
(or encourage public parties) will select certified 
mobile cleaners (from the list) when contracting 
cleaning services.   

Provide lists in Annual 
Reports. 

Training will be 
provided, as 
requested, by one 
of the three POTW 
cities.  On a 
biannual basis, 
local trainers will 
provide Program 
staff with a list of 
individuals and 
dates of training. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

All Co-permittees 

All CB-1 tasks 

 Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans. 

 

 

  

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

   CB-1(1) 

 

 • Distributed Watershed Watch (WW) 
campaign brochures at three public events. 

 

• Worked with WW partner, Classic Car Wash, 
to do four promotional events in August 
2003. Classic Car Wash offered fifty percent 
discounted car washes to patrons who 
mentioned the Watershed Watch Campaign 
at the event.  The San Jose Mercury News 
and KBAY provided free promotional 
advertisement for each event. These ads 
provided information on how the use of a 
commercial car wash prevents stormwater 
pollution. The promotion was also posted on 
the WW web site for one month. Co-
permittee and Program staff distributed WW 
kits and flyers describing the environmental 
impact of washing cars on paved surfaces at 
each event. The WW kit included a discount 
coupon offering a $4.00 discount at all 
Classic Car Wash locations.  This discount is 
also being promoted on the Watershed 
Watch web site. 

 

75 WW kits were 
distributed at public events 
during July-October 2003  

 
264 WW kits were 
distributed at the four 
events.  An additional 536 
kits were distributed at 
Classic Car Wash 
kiosks/cash registers.  
Use of discount cards by 
repeat customers: 40 in 
September, 70 in October, 
41in November and 51 in 
December. 

 

 

 

 

Another Classic 
Car Wash 
promotion will 
probably occur in 
May/June 2004. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP 

   CB-1(2) 

 Track the following Co-permittee activities: 

a. Require source control measures for Group 
1 new development and redevelopment 
projects that will conduct vehicle/equipment 
washing and maintenance activities 
(consistent with Permit Provision C.3.k). 

b. Inspected vehicle washing facilities as part of 
stormwater inspections for industrial and 
commercial businesses. 

 

 

 

 

 
Co-permittes are 
inspecting vehicle washing 
facilities in accordance 
with their planned 
commitments.  Follow-up 
inspections are conducted 
for facilities out-of-
compliance.  
 

 

Ongoing- 
Consistent with 
Permit Provision 
C.3.k. 

 
Ongoing- 
Consistent with 
Permit Provision 
C.6.a.i 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP 

   CB-1(3) 

 a. On October 29, 2003, a planning meeting 
was held with the three POTW cities to 
review the Program’s standardized mobile 
surface cleaner training program.  All three 
POTW cities are now ready to conduct 
training when requested. 

b. Each of the three POTW cities will be 
conducting a Program-sponsored training 
workshop to certify (and re-certify in some 
cases) mobile surface cleaners in proper 
surface cleaning techniques.  The first 
training was conducted on December 17, 
2003. Approximately 31mobile cleaners 
attended the workshop.  

 

c. Distributed a list of 31 mobile surface 
cleaners to the Management Committee (by 
electronic mail) on December 18, 2003.  
Municipal staff (and other public agencies as 
appropriate) will use the list to select certified 
mobile cleaners when contracting cleaning 
services. 

All three workshops and 
subsequent trainings will 
consist of a standardized 
message. 

 

The December 17, 2003 
workshop was very well 
received.  Trainees are 
requested to provide 
evaluation forms after the 
trainings.  

 

 
 
 
Improves the likelihood 
that certified mobile 
cleaners are used when 
contracting cleaning 
services.   

 

 

 

 

Additional mobile 
training workshops 
will be held 
February 11 and 
March 24, 2004.  
Recertification 
workshops will be 
held every two 
years. 

 

An updated list of 
certified cleaners 
will be distributed to 
the Management 
Committee when 
the remaining 
workshops are 
completed.  
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Palo Alto, 
Sunnyvale, San 
Jose 

CB-1(3) 

 As Required: Respond to training requests from 
mobile surface cleaners who desire initial BASMAA 
surface cleaning certification.  Maintain list of 
individuals and dates of training.   

Biannual: Provide training information to Program 
staff for reporting purposes.   

Ongoing: Municipal staff (or encourage public 
parties) will select certified mobile cleaners (from the 
list) when contracting cleaning services.   

Provide lists in Annual 
Reports. 

Ongoing.  Training 
will occur when 
requested. 

 
Local trainers will 
provide training 
information on a 
biannual basis 

FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

   CB-1(1) 

 

 a. Continue to distribute Watershed Watch 
(WW) campaign brochures at public events 
and post information on the WW website 
(see FY 02-03 actions described below).  
Include information on proper car washing in 
WW advertising. 

b. Work with WW partner business, Classic Car 
Wash, to do 4 promotional events in August 
2003.  At the events, Classic Car Wash will 
offer discounted car washes to all patrons 
who mention Watershed Watch.  Drivers will 
receive a WW brochure and a flyer 
promoting the WW discount card, which will 
allow future discounts on car washes.  The 
events will be promoted by KRTY and the 
Mercury News.  Ads for the events will 
explain how the use of commercial car 
washes prevents stormwater pollution. 

Effectiveness Measures: 
a.  Track quantities of 
outreach material 
distributed and gross 
impressions of advertising 
(see Annual Watershed 
Watch Campaign Media 
Report). 
b. Track number of 
participants in car wash 
events and repeat 
customers using the 
discount card at the car 
wash. 
c.  Follow-up with Co-
permittees to obtain data 
regarding local vehicle 
washing outreach 
activities.  Summarize 
activities in Annual Report. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP 

   CB-1(2) 

 Track the following Co-permittee activities: 

a. Require source control measures for Group 
1 new development and redevelopment 
projects that will conduct vehicle/equipment 
washing and maintenance activities 
(consistent with Permit Provision C.3.k). 

b. Inspect vehicle washing facilities as part of 
stormwater inspections for industrial and 
commercial businesses. 

 

Collect and review data for 
annual reports. 

 

SCVURPPP 

   CB-1(3) 

 a. Review with the three POTW cities the 
Program’s standardized mobile surface 
cleaner training program, and ensure that 
they are ready to conduct the training when 
requested. 

b. Conduct a Program-sponsored training 
workshop to re-certify mobile surface 
cleaners in proper surface cleaning 
techniques (bi-annual recertification will be 
required approx. February 2004). 

c. Distribute the most recent list of certified 
cleaners to Co-permittees annually.  
Municipal staff (and other public agencies as 
appropriate) will use the list to select certified 
mobile cleaners when contracting cleaning 
services. 

 

 

 

Document training. 
 
 
 
 

Use evaluation form at 
workshop. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Palo Alto, 
Sunnyvale, San 
Jose 

CB-1(3) 

 Respond to training requests from mobile surface 
cleaners who desire initial BASMAA surface cleaning 
certification.  Maintain list of individuals and dates of 
training.  Provide training information to Program 
staff for reporting purposes.  Municipal staff (or 
encourage public parties) will select certified mobile 
cleaners (from the list) when contracting cleaning 
services.   

Provide lists in annual 
reports. 

 

All Co-permittees 

All CB-1 tasks 

 Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

   CB-1 (1) 

 

 Included outreach on residential car washing as part 
of the Program’s Watershed Watch campaign.  
Brochure contains recommended practices for car 
washing.  Also posted information on car washing 
and automotive maintenance on the Watershed 
Watch website. 

Developed a newsletter article entitled Your Car’s 
Tailpipe Isn’t the Only Source of Auto Pollution. This 
article, which discusses proper car washing and 
maintenance techniques, was distributed to over 137 
agencies for inclusion in their newsletters.  

 

 

 

 

33,150 English and 6,500 
Spanish-language Water-
shed Watch brochures 
were distributed in FY 02-
03 
 

 

Continue to 
distribute brochures 
and promote 
website (see FY 
03-04 work plan 
above.) 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP 

   CB-1(2) 

 Developed a model list of source control measures 
for new development and redevelopment projects 
that includes measures for projects with 
vehicle/equipment washing and maintenance 
activities onsite (consistent with Permit Provision 
C.3.k).  These were submitted to the Regional Board 
in September 2002 and approved as part of Regional 
Board staff review of the Planning Procedures 
Performance Standard. 

Cannot be evaluated at 
this time. 

See FY 03-04 work 
plan above. 

SCVURPPP 

   CB-1(3) 

 Developed and provided the three POTW cities with 
a standardized mobile surface cleaner training 
program, including training procedures/format, 
training materials and other aids.   

Provided updated list of designated local trainers to 
the Management Committee.   

Will help provide a more 
standardized training 
course for mobile cleaners 
in the South Bay. 

See FY 03-04 work 
plan above. 
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CAP Category:  Potential Source Tracking 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 2 – Water Supplier Copper Sulfate Use  

Region of Applicability: South Bay and other Bay areas with open water reservoirs and conveyance facilities 

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Raw water copper sulfate applications to control algae could potentially increase treated water concentrations  

Performance Measure(s): Raw water copper sulfate dosage and treated water copper concentrations 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVWD  Provide State DWR copper sulfate dosage notices 
annually to City of Palo Alto.  This is an on-going 
activity. 

 Ongoing.  Notices 
will be provided 
annually. 

 

FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVWD  To occur during FY 03-04: Provide State DWR 
copper sulfate dosage notices annually to City of 
Palo Alto 

 

 

 

Ongoing 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVWD  Discontinue Additional effort 
unwarranted 

None 

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

 

SCVWD 

Palo Alto 

Annual report 
to Palo Alto 

Raw and treated water concentrations and copper 
sulfate dosages applied to South Bay Aqueduct from 
4/17/2 SCWD report included in Palo Alto Feb. 2003 
“Copper Action Plan Report” (CB-4(3)). 

Raw water copper sulfate 
applications to control 
algae shown to not 
increase treated water 
concentrations. Treated 
water not a significant 
source of copper loading 
to the Bay.  

Provide State DWR 
copper sulfate 
dosage notices 
annually to Palo 
Alto 

 

SCVWD 

 

 

Copper in 
Source Water 
Report of 
4/17/02  

“Data analysis Report Copper in Source Water for 
Drinking Water Treatment Plants” submitted to 
BMM/RS 4/24/02. Report found copper sulfate 
dosage to SBA to have no significant effect on 
treated water concentrations from SCVWD water 
treatment plants 

Average and median 
treated water 
concentrations in 5-6 ug/L 
range. 

Action Plan Item 
CB-2 deemed 
completed 
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CAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 3:  Measures to control copper in discharges of stormwater from targeted industrial sources: older printed 
circuit board manufacturers and metal plating facilities using copper. 

Region of Applicability:  Primarily South Bay and City of San Jose.  

Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Roof-top exhaust vents from etching equipment and acid plating baths can contribute copper and nickel to roof 
runoff from these industries. 

Performance Measure(s):  Outreach to appropriate industries; use of recommended BMPs; future industrial inspection reports. 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP  Distribute the stand-alone roof vent BMP information 
(developed by the City of San Jose) to Co-
permittees.  The City of San Jose distributed this 
piece to circuit board and metal finishing facilities in 
FY 03-04.  

  

SCVURPPP  As part of the Program’s Industrial/Commercial 
Discharger Control Program, continuing inspecting 
facilities which are potential sources of copper.  
Potential sources may include electric/electrical 
components, metal manufacturing and metal 
finishing facilities.  Inspection results are summarized 
in the Program’s Annual Report submitted each 
September.  This activity is consistent with Permit 
Provision C.6.a.i   

As applicable, Co-permittes 
are inspecting industrial and 
commercial facilities in 
accordance with their 
planned IND inspection 
commitments.  Follow-up 
inspections are conducted 
at facilities determined to be 
out-of-compliance.  
Co-permittees report 
evaluation of effectiveness 
of IND programs for target 
industries in Annual 
Reports. 

Ongoing.  This 
activity is part of 
the Program’s 
enhanced reporting 
requirements. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP  Begin working with the IND AHTG to develop model 
language for updating the IND Performance 
Standards.  If necessary, continue update of 
language specifying the inspection frequency of 
industrial/commercial facilities suspected of 
discharging copper into stormwater. 

 Possible update to 
URMPs of Co-
permittees with IND 
programs. 

San Jose  Continue NOI Filers outreach project.     

All Co-permittees 
with IND Programs 

 Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP  • Complete summary re ort on most effective 
targeted industry stormwater control measures. 
Distribute to Co-permittees, BASMAA and other 
Bay Area stormwater programs (Fall 2003). 

Update:  Co-permittees routinely inspect 
industrial and commercial facilities for illicit or 
other potential discharges/releases of 
constituents of concern.  There are relatively few 
pathways for copper to be released from 
industries in a manner that would contaminate 
stormwater.  The primary potential source 
identified by San Jose’s investigations was from 
roof vents in older printed circuit board and 
copper plating.  As a result, this action will be 
addressed through the distribution of a stand-
alone BMP.  

In addition, the inspection of industrial and 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

commercial facilities has been incorporated into 
the Program’s Industrial/Commercial Discharger 
Control Program.  The approach for identifying 
potential sources of storm water pollution is 
described in the Program’s memorandum entitled 
Continuous Improvement of Industrial Reporting 
(dated September 7, 2001).  The approach was 
developed by the Industrial AHTG in 2001.   

• Hold Industrial (IND) Ad Hoc Task Group (AHTG) 
meeting to review results of IND-1 and IND-2 
efforts and San Jose’s NOI industry outreach 
program.  Work with the IND AHTG to develop 
model language for updating the IND 
Performance Standards and a timeframe for 
implementation.  Consider update of language 
specifying the inspection frequency of 
industrial/commercial facilities suspected of 
discharging copper into stormwater.   

Update: This task was originally scheduled for 
FY 03-04.  Due to higher priority Program issues, 
this task has been delayed until FY 04-05 

San Jose  • The City of San Jose has committed to the 
additional production and distribution of stand-
alone roof vent BMP information to circuit board 
and metal finishing facilities.  BMP information is 
scheduled to be printed and mailed to all 
permitted industrial users in the SJ/SC WPCP 
service area by March 31, 2004.  The continued 
distribution of roof vent BMP information is a 
follow-up action to San Jose’s spring 2001 
publication of roof vent information in the City’s 
pretreatment newsletter entitled Tributary 
Tribune.  
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

• Continued NOI Filers outreach project.  Tasks 
completed in FY 03-04 include the following: 

− Collected educational materials relating to 
General Permit requirements, NOI, BMPs and/or 
SWPPPs. 

− Provided NOI filing information to San Jose 
Watershed Enforcement inspectors. Currently 
determining NOI status and needs as part of 
Inspection SOPs. 

− Posted NOI filing information on the City of San 
Jose web site.  

− Distributed an all-purpose BMP brochure entitled 
Preventing Storm Drain Pollution, as appropriate, 
to all facilities as part of routine storm water 
facility inspections. It details general storm water 
BMP information. 

− Began translating Preventing Storm Drain 
Pollution into Spanish and Vietnamese.  Both 
documents will be printed and distributed, as 
appropriate in FY 04-05. 

• Other tasks to be completed include:  

− Providing NOI filing information to industry 
representatives at the San Jose Industrial User 
Academy Trainings (scheduled for March 2004). 
Information to be provided includes: regulatory 
background and requirements, actions needed to 
achieve compliance, and details on determining 
exposure. 

− Obtaining an updated list of industries requiring 
NOI filing from San Jose’s IND Database.  
Letters will be mailed in June 2004 to companies 
who may need to file NOIs.  Letters will include 
information on how to achieve compliance with 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

the GIASP. 

All Co-permittees 
with IND Programs 

 Refer to individual Co-permittee FY 03-04 Annual 
Reports. 

  

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP  • Complete summary report on most effective 
targeted industry stormwater control measures. 
Distribute to Co-permittees, BASMAA and other 
Bay Area stormwater programs (Fall 2003). 

• Hold Industrial (IND) Ad Hoc Task Group 
(AHTG) meeting to review results of IND-1 and 
IND-2 efforts and San Jose’s NOI industry 
outreach program.  Work with the IND AHTG to 
develop model language for updating the IND 
Performance Standards and a timeframe for 
implementation.  Consider update of language 
specifying the inspection frequency of 
industrial/commercial facilities suspected of 
discharging copper into stormwater. 

Co-permittees to report 
evaluation of effective-
ness of IND programs for 
target industries in annual 
reports.  

Possible IND 
performance 
standard update; 
possible update to 
URMPs of Co-
permittees with IND 
programs. 

 

San Jose  • Continue distribution of information regarding 
copper from roof vents.  Article previously 
published in Tributary Tribune newsletter will be 
produced as separate piece and distributed to 
targeted industries.  Information is also available 
on ESD website. 

• Continue NOI Filers outreach project. 
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 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

All Co-permittees 
with IND Programs 

 Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

San Jose  • Roof vent BMP outreach -- Published BMP info 
on copper from metal finishing facility roof vents 
in FY 00-01.  Published article in “Tributary 
Tribune” newsletter, and posted information on 
ESD website. 

• NOI Filer Outreach -- NOI requirements are 
taught at Industrial User Academy.  Watershed 
Enforcement inspectors check for NOI status as 
part of routine facility inspections and educate as 
needed. (For additional details, see City of San 
Jose’s FY 02-03 Annual Report.) 

  

SCVURPPP 

 

 Due to SCVURPPP focus on higher priority issues, 
no actions on this task were taken in FY 02-03. 

 See FY 03-04 work 
plan above. 
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CAP Category: Potential Source Tracking  

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 4(3) – Potential Copper Sources, Loadings, and Impact Indicators  

Region of Applicability: Mainly South Bay; some indicators (brake pad content and BPP) applicable Bay-wide 

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Measures of copper sources, indicators of potential release to the environment, and monitoring of impacts on 
indicator aquatic organisms  

Performance Measure(s): Relative change in specified indicator measurements 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

 

Palo Alto 

 

 

2005 Palo Alto 
CAP Report 

• Palo Alto will prepare fourth annual Copper 
Action Plan Report in Feb/Mar 2005.  Influent, 
effluent and loading data from Sunnyvale, San 
Jose will also be included within the report.  
This is an on-going activity. 

 

 Report will include 
DWR copper 
sulfate dosage (to 
the South Bay 
Aqueduct) data 

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

 

Palo Alto 

 

 

2004 Palo Alto 
CAP Report 

• Update: Palo Alto is currently preparing third 
annual Copper Action Plan Report.  Influent, 
effluent and loading data from Sunnyvale, San 
Jose will also be included within the report. 

• Identify and agree on approach to consolidate 
related task reporting in this annual report.  

 

 

 

 

Report will include 
DWR copper 
sulfate dosage (to 
the South Bay 
Aqueduct) data  
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

 

Palo Alto 

 

 

2004 Palo Alto 
CAP Report 

• Palo Alto will prepare a third annual “Copper 
Action Plan Report” in Feb/Mar 2004. Include 
influent, effluent, and loading data from SU, 
SJ in 2004 CAP report. 

• Identify and agree on approach to consolidate 
related task reporting in this annual report. 

  

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

 

Palo Alto 

 

“Copper Action 
Plan Report” of 
2/21/03 in 
Appendix F of the 
City’s Feb. 2003 
“Clean Bay Plan” 

Second annual report includes summaries of 
copper concentrations in raw and treated water 
plus amounts of copper sulphate applied to the 
South Bay Aqueduct by the Department of Water 
Resources for algae control (data from 4/17/02 
SCVWD report prepared in fulfillment of CB-2). 

P2 plan to focus on copper 
pipe corrosion and copper 
roofing materials (CB-
21(1)) 

Continue to 
include DWR 
copper sulfate 
dosage to the 
South Bay 
Aqueduct data in 
report  

 

Palo Alto 

 

 

“Copper Action 
Plan Report, 

 Feb. 22, 2002” in 
Appendix D of the 
City’s “Clean Bay 
Plan” 
www.city.palo-
alto.ca.us/cleanbay 

The report outlines the data collected on the 
following potential indicators listed under CB-4(3): 
a) Copper content in brake pads, b) population 
and total vehicle miles traveled in Santa Clara 
Basin, c) copper containing pesticide sales, d) 
non-pesticidal uses and sales of copper 
containing products, e) Macoma and benthic 
studies.   

Potential for redundant 
reporting of CB-4(4) and 
CB-5 on BPP,  

 

CB Plan also includes 
section on copper/nickel 
sources and P2 plan  
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CAP Category: Potential Source Reduction (and uncertainty reduction)  

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-5 – Local support for Brake Pad Partnership (BPP): (1) research on brake pad wear debris & content;  
 (2) involve other local state and federal players, (3) assist in making research data accessible 

 CB-4(1) – Quantification studies of copper in vehicle brake pads 

 CB-4(2) – Quantification studies of brake pad copper debris fate and transport 

 CB-4(4) – Issue paper on feasibility of monitoring brake pad copper fate and transport 

Region of Applicability: Bay-wide 

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Brake pad debris is apparent dominant non-point source. Relative fate, transport, and bioavailability uncertain.  

Performance Measure(s): Comprehensive assessment proceeding under Prop. 13 project to address all baseline activities.  

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Activities 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

 

SCVURPPP via 
BASMAA 

CB-5(1) 
CB-4(1, 2, 4) 

 

 

BASMAA 
liaison to BPP 
(Kelly Moran, 
TDC 
Environmental) 

• Continue to actively track activities of BPP (and 
other efforts under the Proposition 13 grant) 
through BASMAA Monitoring Committee 
monthly meeting notes and BASMAA BPP 
liaison notes and communications. Continue to 
post meeting notes on SCVURPPP website.  

• Continue contributing SCVURPPP portion of 
BASMAA baseline funding allocated to 
BASMAA BPP liaison and BPP support.  

• When scheduled: Continue attending BPP 
Annual Stakeholder Meetings and share results 
with Management Committee.  

 
The BPP is a 
standing item at the 
monthly BASMAA 
Monitoring 
Committee 
meetings.  The 
Program will 
continue monitoring 
and supporting all 
ongoing BPP 
activities.  
The City of Palo Alto 
will continue to 
report on BPP 
activities within their 
Annual Copper 
Action Plan Report 
prepared every 
February/March.  
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Activities 

SCVURPPP 

CB-5(3), CB-16 

 • Continue providing links at Program website 
(www.scvurppp.org) to websites which contain 
BPP Proposition 13 information.   

• Continue posting technical documents relevant 
to the BPP and other brake pad information on 
the SCVURPPP website. 

 Ongoing.  Update as 
needed.  

 

Ongoing.  Update as 
needed.  

SCVURPPP 

CB-5(3), CB-16 

 Continue providing resources for a two year period 
to develop a P2 clearinghouse via the Clean Water 
Fund.  Links/information relating to copper research 
data will be posted to a web portal during CY 2004.  
Track project timeline and interface with contractor 
regarding project status and completion.    

 Additional funding- 
To be determined.  

SCVURPPP 

CB-4(1, 2, 4) 

 Continue tracking quantification studies as they 
relate to brake pads.  

 Other quantification 
studies which are far 
beyond the scope of 
brake pads will be 
tracked and 
presented in the 
appropriate 
Copper/Nickel 
baseline activity 
tables.   

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

 

SCVURPPP via 
BASMAA 

CB-5(1) 
CB-4(1, 2, 4) 

 

BASMAA 
liaison to BPP 
(Kelly Moran, 
TDC 
Environmental) 

• Update:  Program staff is actively tracking 
activities of BPP and efforts under the 
Proposition 13 grant through BASMAA 
Monitoring Committee monthly meeting notes 
and BASMAA BPP liaison notes and 
communications.  Meeting notes are posted on 

 Ongoing 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Activities 

 the Program’s website on a routine basis.  

• Contributed SCVURPPP portion of BASMAA 
baseline funding allocated to BASMAA BPP 
liaison and BPP support.  

• When scheduled: Attend BPP Annual 
Stakeholder Meetings and share results with 
SCVURPPP Management Committee.  A 
stakeholder meeting has not been scheduled 
for FY 03-04.  

SCVURPPP 

CB-5(2) 

 

 Update: Program staff will evaluate if this task is 
feasible.  Recommend that BASMAA approach 
CASQA to consider funding to support State 
involvement with BPP.  Request Regional Board 
assistance in making this a priority in other regions.   

  

SCVURPPP 

CB-5(3), CB-16 

 Provided links at Program website 
(www.scvurppp.org) to websites which contain BPP 
Proposition 13 information.  Current websites 
include: Sustainable Conservation, 
http://www.suscon.org/brakepad/index.asp and 
TDC Environmental (technical reference library) 
http://www.tdcenvironmental.com/brake/  

Technical documents relevant to the BPP and other 
brake pad information have been posted on the 
Program’s website. 

  

SCVURPPP 

CB-5(3), CB-16 

 Update:  In November 2003, the Program 
executed a contract with the Clean Water Fund to 
provide resources for a two year period to develop 
a P2 clearinghouse.  Links/information relating to 
copper research data will be posted to a web portal 
during CY 2004.  The contract includes other 
relevant tasks relating to the clearinghouse.  
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Activities 

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

 

SCVURPPP via 
BASMAA 

CB-5(1) 
CB-4(1, 2, 4) 

 

 

BASMAA 
liaison to BPP 
(Kelly Moran, 
TDC 
Environmental) 

• Continue to actively track activities of BPP and 
efforts under the Proposition 13 grant through 
BASMAA Monitoring Committee monthly 
meeting notes and BASMAA BPP liaison notes 
and communications. Post notes on 
SCVURPPP website.  

• Contribute SCVURPPP portion of BASMAA 
baseline funding allocated to BASMAA BPP 
liaison and BPP support.  

• Attend BPP Annual Stakeholder Meetings and 
share results with SCVURPPP Management 
Committee.  

BPP Proposition 13 grant 
contracting status summary 
is provided as an 
attachment to the 
CAP/NAP Work Plan 
submittal. 

 

SCVURPPP 

CB-5(2) 

 

 Recommend that BASMAA approach CASQA to 
consider funding to support State involvement with 
BPP.  Request Regional Board assistance in 
making this a priority in other regions. 

  

SCVURPPP 

CB-5(3), CB-16 

 Provide links at Program website 
(www.scvurppp.org) to websites which contain BPP 
Proposition 13 information.  Current websites 
include: Sustainable Conservation, 
http://www.suscon.org/brakepad/index.asp and 
TDC Environmental (technical reference library) 
http://www.tdcenvironmental.com/brake/  

  

SCVURPPP 

CB-5(3), CB-16 

 Provide resources for a two to three year period to 
develop a P2 clearinghouse via the Clean Water 
Fund.  Links/information and other documents 
relating to copper research data will be posted to a 
web portal. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Activities 

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP via 
BASMAA 

 • Continued to actively track activities of BPP 
through BASMAA Monitoring Committee 
monthly meeting notes and BASMAA BPP 
liaison notes and communications.  Notes were 
distributed to the Management Committee 
monthly. 

• Attended BPP Annual Stakeholder Meeting and 
distributed meeting summary to SCVURPPP 
Management Committee. 

 See FY 03-04 Work 
Plan above. 

SCVURPPP via 
BASMAA 

 

 BPP with SFEP awarded $700,000 Proposition 13 
grant in October 2002 for technical studies to 
implement the BPP Action Plan. SCVURPPP 
provided letter of support. 

Work will address all CAP 
CB-4 and CB-5 listed 
activities. 

See attached project 
scope of work. 
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 CAP Category: Potential Source Reduction  

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-6 – Measures to Reduce Traffic Congestion: Review appropriateness of transportation control measures, prioritize 
reasonable measures and identify potential efforts for further development  

                                     CB-7 – Measures to Reduce Traffic Congestion: (1) Establish transportation/impervious surface “forum,”  (2) Consider 
results of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and imperviousness load estimates and control effectiveness evaluation; identify potential further control 
efforts   

Region of Applicability:  South Bay focus. Potential to become regional.  

Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Reductions in VMT and congestion may reduce generation of brake pad debris. 

Performance Measure(s):  VMT and congestion measurements are indirect indicators; the BPP wear debris characterization test is a more 
direct indicator (see CB-5). 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP SCBWMI LUS Approach:  Collaboration with the agencies and 
organizations (e.g., VTA) that are better poised to 
take the lead on transportation-related tasks will 
increase the likelihood of successful, efficient 
implementation. 

• Prepare a memorandum that summarizes 
the current status of projects and 
activities of the main players involved in 
traffic congestion reduction and 
alternative transportation promotion; and 
provide recommendations on how the 
Program and SCBWMI LUS may best 
assist in these efforts.  

 
 

 
 
 
 
Memorandum will summarize 
the current status of projects 
listed in Table 1 of the 
Program’s document entitled 
The Role of Stormwater 
Agencies in Regional 
Congestion Management 
Planning and Implementation 
(dated March 13, 2002); and 
strategize best avenues for 
collaboration with lead 
agencies. 
 

CB-6&7 issues 
appear to have 
been adequately 
addressed by 
SCVURPPP for 
CAP purposes.  
This issue is now in 
the hands of 
municipal 
transportation 
planners, and 
congestion 
management and 
transportation 
agencies (i.e. VTA), 
and is not a high 
priority of 
SCVURPPP. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

  • Ensure that the lead transportation 
agencies (e.g., VTA) are aware of and 
promote the transportation-related 
analysis in the Development Policies 
Comparison report.  

Memorandum transmitting 
section of Development 
Policies Comparison report 
along with municipal 
responses to transportation-
related questions of Site 
Design review (dated 
September 13, 2003) to 
appropriate staff.  

 

Core Group 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SCVURPPP 
 

SCBWMI Core 
Group and/or 
LUS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SCBWMI LUS 

• In accordance with SCBWMI’s schedule, 
participate in defining SCBWMI’s efforts 
regarding outreach to stakeholders and 
“Smart Growth” advocates on Federal 
and State Transportation spending per 
section 3.e.2 (p. 3-11) of the Watershed 
Action Plan. 

 
• Work with SCBWMI LUS to provide a 

summary of available information that 
links pollutants and land 
use/transportation decisions to the COS, 
Watershed Watch Campaign and 
BASMAA Media Relations Campaign.  
This information will be used by the COS 
to develop a publication directed at policy 
makers per section 9.h.1 (p. 9-14) of the 
Watershed Action Plan. 

To be determined.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Memorandum to COS, 
Watershed Watch Campaign 
and BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign which provides 
technical information for 
developing outreach pieces 
and campaigns.  

Core Group is 
currently 
discussing 
implementation 
efforts and 
schedules for the 
Watershed Action 
Plan 

SCVURPPP  Continue messages in the Watershed Watch 
Campaign promoting protection of water quality 
by reducing automobile use. 

Messages promoting protection 
of water quality by reducing 
automobile use will continue to 
be posted on the Watershed 
Watch website. 

 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



FY04-05 Work Plan  3/1/04 
F:\Sc47\Sc47.04\FY 0405 CAP_NAP WP tables\final drafts\Base_CB06-CB07_draft.doc  

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Co-permittees   Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

 

SCBWMI LUS Update: Encouraged Co-permittees to update 
development rules to promote better 
transportation-related design practices and 
alternative modes of transportation, as 
recommended in the Development Policies 
Comparison Project Report (see Section VI., 
Policies to Limit Auto Use/Promote Alternative 
Transportation, in the Policy, Code, and 
Ordinance Worksheet). 

Facilitated updates via periodic discussions at 
LUS meetings (Site Design Dialogues) on 
transportation and land use issues and document 
in LUS meeting (dialogue) summaries. 

 

On September 28, 2003, Program staff attended a 
“Smart Growth” presentation provided by former 
Maryland Governor Parris Glendening.  The 
presentation discussed approaches for reducing 
sprawl development.  

Co-permittees are currently 
revising development site 
design standards related to 
transportation (per Permit 
Provision C.3.j) based on 
analysis and recommendations 
made in the Development 
Policy Comparison report (April 
2003) and described in the Site 
Design Review submittal 
(September 15, 2003). 

 

 

VTA has completed a 
pedestrian document and 
participated in the 
Program’s/SCBWMI LUS’s site 
design dialogues during FY 03-
04. 

Complete revision 
of and implement 
revised 
development site 
design standards  

 

SCVURPPP SCVURPPP 

Watershed 
Watch 
Campaign 

Messages promoting water quality by reducing 
automobile use have been posted on the 
Wateshed Watch website. 

 

The message is included on the 
Watershed Watch website 
under “Caring for Your Vehicle 
and the Environment” at 
http://www.watershedwatch.net/
vehicle_care.htm 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

 

SCBWMI LUS Encourage Co-permittees to update development 
rules to promote better transportation-related 
design practices and alternative modes of 
transportation, as recommended in the 
Development Policies Comparison Project Report 
(see Section VI., Policies to Limit Auto 
Use/Promote Alternative Transportation, in the 
Policy, Code, and Ordinance Worksheet). 

Facilitate these updates via periodic discussions 
at LUS meetings on transportation and land use 
issues, and document in LUS meeting 
summaries. 

  

SCVURPPP  Continue messages in the Watershed Watch 
Campaign and BASMAA’s Media Relations 
Campaign promoting protection of water quality 
by reducing automobile use. 

  

Co-permittees   Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

 

SCVURPPP 

 

 

SCBWMI 

LUS 

SCVURPPP continued to provide support to the 
WMI Land Use Subgroup (LUS) meetings.  
Copies of three products completed in FY 01-02 
were distributed to the WMI Core Group and the 
SCVURPPP Management Committee: 

1) White paper on “The Role of Stormwater 
Agencies in Regional Congestion Management 
Planning and Implementation”, March, 2002 

2) White paper on “Economic and Tax Incentives 

CB-6&7 issues appear to have 
been adequately addressed by 
SCVURPPP for CAP purposes.  
This issue is now in the hands 
of municipal transportation 
planners, and congestion 
management and 
transportation agencies (i.e. 
VTA), and is not a high priority 
of SCVURPPP. 

Traffic congestion 
issues are not a 
high priority task in 
the SCBWMI 
Watershed Action 
Plan (to be 
adopted by the 
SCBWMI Core 
Group in August 
2003).   
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

in Watershed Management”, April, 2002 

3) Comments on VTA draft document “Community 
Design and Transportation: A Manual of Best 
Management Practices for Integrating 
Transportation and Land Use, June, 2002.” 

At its July 10, 2002 meeting, LUS decided not to 
take to the SCBWMI Core Group the Short Term 
Issue Application which recommended convening 
a Transportation Forum Work Group to address 
the recommendations in the March, 2002 white 
paper. 

SCVURPPP also completed the Development 
Policies Comparison Project (April 2003) and 
published a report on its findings, as well as the 
Policy, Code, and Ordinance Worksheet (PCOW) 
for each Co-permittee (see www.scvurppp.org). 
Section VI. of the PCOW addresses “Policies to 
Limit Auto Use / Promote Alternative 
Transportation” 

 

 

VTA completed the 
“Community 
Design and 
Transportation” 
document in June 
2003, incorporating 
some SCVURPPP 
comments, and will 
be requesting 
resolutions of 
support from muni-
cipal city councils 
in the coming year. 
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 CAP Category:  Watershed Assessment 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-8 -  Measures to classify and assess watersheds and to improve institutional arrangements for watershed 
protection: 
(1) Ensure that watershed protection is considered in all applicable elements of Dischargers’ General Plans, (2) seek appropriate changes in State 
General Plan Guidelines, (3) ensure that watershed protection is considered in the CEQA process, and (4) continue to implement watershed classification 
and assessment efforts of SCBWMI.  

Region of Applicability:  South Bay  

Linkage to Copper Reduction:  No specific linkage to copper; actions apply to watershed protection in general. 

Performance Measure(s):  Changes in General Plans and CEQA process documents; results of SCVURPPP and SCBWMI assessments 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP  • Continue implementing the Multi-Year Receiving 
Waters Monitoring Plan (see FY 04-05 Work Plan) 

To be provided in FY 04-05 
Annual Report 
 

 

SCVURPPP  • Participate in the Water Resources Protection 
Collaborative and implement any agreed upon 
guidelines and standards for watershed protection 

  

Co-permittees  See individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

   CB-8 (1) 

 

Permit Prov. 
C.3.l. 

• Provide recommendations from the Development 
Policies Comparison Project and other guidance as 
needed to help Co-permittees update their General 
Plans, as needed, for implementing Provision C.3.l. 

Update progress in annual 
reports 

Revise General 
Plans at next 
scheduled update 
after 10/15/04 

SCVURPPP 

   CB-8 (2) 

 

 Action not needed now that Provision C.3.l. provides 
guidance for water quality and watershed protection 
principles and policies that should be included in 
General Plans. 

 None 

SCVURPPP  

   CB-8 (3) 

 

Permit Prov. 
C.3.m. 

• Update: Program staff worked with City of San Jose 
staff to prepare an analysis of the C.3.m. example 
questions and how they were addressed by the 
CEQA Guidelines.  This analysis is provided in the 
memorandum entitled Draft Recommendations for 
Addressing Provision C.3.m, Water Quality Review 
Processes  (dated October 17, 2003).  Program 
staff is currently working on the next step, which is 
to provide a list of the CEQA guidelines questions, 
in order, and guidance for addressing C.3.m. in 
responses to each question.  All Co-permittees will 
be encouraged to use this guidance internally and 
to provide it to their environmental review 
consultants, thus ensuring a consistent approach to 
evaluating water quality and watershed impacts 
throughout the Valley.  

Request Co-permittees to 
document projects 
reviewed for water quality 
issues in annual reports. 

 

SCVURPPP  • Continued implementing the Multi-Year Receiving To be provided in FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

   CB-8 (4) 

 

 

Waters Monitoring Plan (see FY 03-04 Work Plan) 

• Update: Collected channel cross-section data and 
measured bed and bank material as part of the 
HMP pilot assessment in Ross and San Tomas 
Creeks.  Monitoring activities for this HMP pilot 
assessment will be completed in FY 03-04. 

• Update: Distributed Program’s Assessment of 
Watershed Assessment Methods by electronic mail 
(on August 12, 2003) to the following parties: 
Program’s Management Committee, Program’s Ad 
Hoc Monitoring Committee and SCBWMI 
Watershed Assessment Subgroup.  Distributed hard 
copies to the SCVURPPP Management Committee 
on August 28, 2003. 

 

To be provided in Final 
HMP Report, Jan. 2004  

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

   CB-8 (1) 

 

Permit Prov. 
C.3.l. 

• Provide recommendations from the Development 
Policies Comparison Project and other guidance as 
needed to help Co-permittees update their General 
Plans, as needed, for implementing Provision C.3.l. 

Update progress in annual 
reports 

Revise General 
Plans at next 
scheduled update 
after 10/15/04 

SCVURPPP 

   CB-8 (2) 

 

 Action not needed now that Provision C.3.l. provides 
guidance for water quality and watershed protection 
principles and policies that should be included in 
General Plans. 

 None 

SCVURPPP  

   CB-8 (3) 

 

Permit Prov. 
C.3.m. 

• Work with San Jose to provide guidance on 
addressing water quality in the CEQA review 
process. 

Request Co-permittees to 
document projects 
reviewed for water quality 
issues in annual reports. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP 

   CB-8 (4) 

 

 

 • Continue to implement the Multi-Year Receiving 
Waters Monitoring Plan (see FY 03-04 Work Plan) 

• Participate with the SCVWD in the assessment of 
Ross Creek as part of the Hydromodification 
Management Plan development. 

• Finalize and distribute Program’s Assessment of 
Watershed Assessment Methods to appropriate 
parties. 

To be provided in FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
 

To be provided in Final 
HMP Report, Jan. 2004 

 

Co-permittees  See individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

   CB-8 (1) 

 

Permit Prov. 
C.3.l. 

Completed Development Policies Comparison Project 
Report (April 2003), which compares Co-permittees’ 
General Plans, ordinances and policies to a worksheet 
of model policies, codes, and ordinances for watershed 
protection, and provides recommendations for 
improvement (see www.scvurppp.org ). 

This product has been very 
useful to the Co-permittees 
in implementing CAP and 
C.3. tasks. 

See FY 03-04 work 
plan above. 

San 
Jose/SCVURP
PP 

   CB-8 (3) 

Permit Prov. 
C.3.m. 

SCVURPPP Permit Provision C.3.m. requires Co-
permittees to evaluate water quality impacts when 
conducting environmental reviews of development 
projects, beginning March 2003.  San Jose took the 
lead in reviewing the State’s CEQA Guidelines (initial 
study checklist) and comparing them to the example 
questions in Provision C.3.m.  San Jose hosted a 
meeting of City staff, other Co-permittees and 
environmental review consultants to discuss the 
comparison.  A report with recommendations and 
guidance for using the CEQA checklist to comply with 

 See FY 03-04 work 
plan above. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

C.3.m. is being prepared. 

SCVURPPP 

   CB-8 (4) 

 

 • Completed Assessment of Stream Ecosystem 
Functions for the Coyote Creek Watershed,  

• Prepared draft of Program’s Assessment of 
Watershed Assessment Methods 

• Began implementing Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan (see FY 02-03 Annual Report) 

 See FY 03-04 work 
plan above. 

SCBWMI 

 

 Completed Watershed Assessment Report, with 
assessments of Upper Penitencia, Guadalupe and San 
Francisquito Creek watersheds. 

  

Co-permittees  See individual annual reports, C.3. tasks   
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CAP Category:  POTW Actions 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 9 – Continue Current Efforts and Track Corrosion Control Opportunities 

Region of Applicability: South Bay and Bay-wide 

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Corrosion of copper piping is dominant source of loading to POTWs 

Performance Measure(s): Increased use of alternatives to copper pipe. Outreach to plumbers. Water purveyor corrosion control program 
effectiveness. 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP  When finalized, the Program will distribute (to Co-
permittees) outreach materials developed by 
BACWA’s Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group- 
Copper Pollution Prevention Subcommittee regarding 
the proper design, installation and maintenance of 
copper piping.  

 The completion of 
this task is 
dependent on the 
Subcommittee’s 
timeframes and 
delivery of 
outreach 
materials. 

Palo Alto 
RWQCP 

Sunnyvale 

San Jose/Santa 
Clara WPCP 

 Schedule and provide outreach to local pipe fitters 
unions and American Society of Plumbing Engineers.  
Presentations will be provided at their sites.  The 
schedule is dependent on obtaining the outreach 
materials. 

A post presentation survey 
has been developed to 
gauge increase in 
awareness. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Palo Alto 
RWQCP 

 

 Continue to distribute Palo Alto RWQCP guidelines for 
proper design, installation and maintenance of copper 
piping to local plumbers. 

 Ongoing 

SCVURPPP  Encourage Co-permittees to provide similar 
outreach/presentations on copper pollution prevention 
to own building departments and municipal plumbing 
staff. 

  

SCVURPPP  Continue dialogue with Department of Health Services 
and the Regional Board regarding opportunities to 
enhance corrosion control (as it relates to copper 
piping). 

  

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

Palo Alto 
RWQCP 

 

 

 Information regarding the proper design, installation 
and maintenance of copper piping is now available to 
the Building Department.  The City’s Environmental 
Compliance staff has discussed this subject with 
Building Department staff.  The majority of staff time 
during 2003 has been used to develop the materials 
for the Bay-wide outreach program.  

  

Palo Alto 
RWQCP 

Sunnyvale 

San Jose/Santa 

 A comprehensive list of unions, associations, and their 
contacts was developed in 2003.  All three POTWs 
have signed up to provide outreach to local unions, 
engineering societies and associations.  The outreach 
work load was divided between the three POTWs.   
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Clara WPCP 

 

 

Palo Alto 
RWQCP 

Sunnyvale 

San Jose/Santa 
Clara WPCP 

 

 
 
During 2003, San Jose, Sunnyvale, and Palo Alto 
POTW staff members have participated in a BACWA’s 
Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group- Copper 
Pollution Prevention Subcommittee. This 
subcommittee has designed fact sheets, developed a 
“freebie” item for plumbers and created a generic 
Powerpoint presentation applicable throughout the 
Bay Area.  

 

  

CY 2004 is the 
target for 
conducting 
outreach 

SCVURPPP  To occur: Distribute Palo Alto RWQCP guidelines for 
proper design, installation, and maintenance of copper 
piping to Co-permittees.    

  

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

Palo Alto 
RWQCP 

 

 

 Continue to distribute Palo Alto RWQCP guidelines for 
proper design, installation, and maintenance of copper 
piping to local plumbers.    

  

Palo Alto 
RWQCP 

Sunnyvale 

 Continue and/or expand outreach of Palo Alto 
RWQCP guidelines to local pipe fitters unions and 
American Society of Plumbing Engineers.  
Presentations will be given by Palo Alto, Sunnyvale 

Surveys will be distributed at 
pipe fitters union meetings to 
measure if the message is 
understood. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

San Jose/Santa 
Clara WPCP 

and San Jose.   

Palo Alto 
RWQCP 

Sunnyvale 

San Jose/Santa 
Clara WPCP 

 Continue to participate on BACWA’s Bay Area 
Pollution Prevention Group-Copper Pollution 
Prevention Subcommittee.  Assist in the development 
of a Copper Pollution Prevention Campaign to 
educate pipe system designers and installers 
regarding steps to reduce copper pollution in the Bay. 

  

SCVURPPP  Distribute Palo Alto RWQCP guidelines for proper 
design, installation, and maintenance of copper piping 
to Co-permittees.    

  

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

Palo Alto 
RWQCP 

 

Feb. 2003 
Clean Bay Plan 

Presentations on Guidelines given to local pipe fitters 
union and American Society of Plumbing Engineers. 
Tracked proposed changes to Uniform Building Code. 
Tracked SCVWD corrosion inhibitor pilot study.  

  

Palo Alto 
RWQCP 

 

 

 Developed and began distributing facts sheets on 
copper plumbing entitled Good Plumbing Practices 
Protect San Francisco Bay and Preventing Corrosion 
Protect San Francisco Bay.  Both facts sheets have 
been posted on the City of Palo Alto website. 
(www.cityofpaloalto.org)  
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CAP Category: Assessment/Monitoring 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 10/NB-2 - Measures associated with utilizing the Sediment Characteristics and Contamination 
Environmental Indicator.  

(1) Determine whether SEIDP Indicator #5 results suitable to serve as an indicator of the relationship between 
sediment quality and urbanization,  

(2) Investigate the linkage with SFEI sources and loading work efforts.  

Region of Applicability: South Bay and generally Bay-wide 

Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Direct and indirect measures of sediment concentrations may assist in sources and loadings estimates 

Performance Measure(s):  Collection and reporting of sediment quality data; participation in RMP & CEP projects and work groups. 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

CB-10(1) 

 • Conduct screening-level monitoring of total and 
dissolved metals (including copper) in water in 
Adobe, San Tomas, Matadero, Barron, 
Calabazas Creeks; and Sunnyvale East and 
West Channels (FY 04-05 Annual Monitoring 
Plan). 

Water quality data 
collected as part of the 
SCVURPPP Long-Term 
Monitoring Plan may 
assist with source 
identification and loadings 
estimates. 

 

SCVURPPP 

CB-10(2) 

 

 • Continue to participate on the RMP Sources, 
Pathways, and Loading Work Group (SPLWG); 
and other RMP and CEP work groups that 
address sediment issues. 

 
• Continue to support contaminant loading studies 

and development of improved sediment toxicity 
methods through participation in the CEP and 
RMP. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

CB-10(1) 

 • Conducted screening-level monitoring of total 
metals (including copper) in sediment; and total 
dissolved metals in water in Adobe and San 
Tomas Creeks (FY 03-04 Annual Monitoring 
Plan). 

Sediment and water 
quality data collected as 
part of the SCVURPPP 
Long-Term Monitoring 
Plan may assist with 
sources and loadings 
estimates. 

 

SCVURPPP 

CB-10(2) 

 

 • Continued to participate on the RMP Sources, 
Pathways, and Loading Work Group (SPLWG); 
and other RMP and CEP work groups that 
address sediment issues. 

• Continued to support contaminant loading 
studies and development of improved sediment 
toxicity methods through participation in the CEP 
and RMP. 

  

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

CB-10(1) 

 In the SEIDP study, sediment samples from Coyote 
Creek were analyzed to investigate the relationship 
between sediment characteristics/contamination and 
impacts of urbanization on streams.  In Coyote 
Creek, lead, cadmium, and mercury demonstrated 
spatial differences that corresponded to urban-
ization.  Other metals, including copper, chromium, 

The level of copper in 
stream sediments is not a 
useful indicator of the 
effects of urbanization on 
the stream. 

Discontinue further 
consideration of 
sediment quality as an 
indicator for copper. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



FY04-05 Work Plan  3/1/04 
F:\Sc47\Sc47.04\FY 0405 CAP_NAP WP tables\final drafts\Base_CB10_draft.doc      

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

and arsenic, showed neither spatial nor temporal 
trends.1  Nickel was not evaluated.  

The report postulates that measurement of pollutant 
concentrations in storm drain sediment might be 
useful in connection with targeted P2 measures in 
specific industrial areas2.  For copper, control 
measures for industrial sources are covered under 
CB-3. 

SCVURPPP 

CB-10(1) 

 • Conduct screening-level monitoring of total 
metals (including copper) in sediment in Adobe 
and San Tomas Creeks (FY 03-04 Annual 
Monitoring Plan). 

Sediment quality data 
collected as part of the 
SCVURPPP Long-Term 
Monitoring Plan may 
assist with sources and 
loadings estimates. 

 

SCVURPPP 

CB-10(2) 

 

 • Continue to participate on the RMP Sources, 
Pathways, and Loading Work Group (SPLWG); 
and other RMP and CEP work groups that 
address sediment issues. 

• Continue to support contaminant loading studies 
and development of improved sediment toxicity 
methods through participation in the CEP and 
RMP. 

  

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP  Reviewed SEIDP report results and evaluated 
Indicator #5’s effectiveness at relating sediment 

See FY 03-04 Work Plan 
above (CB-10(1)) for 

None (see above) 

                                                 
1 SCVURPPP, 2001.  “Environmental Indicators: A Useful Tool for Assessing Stormwater Programs?”, prepared for the Water Environment Research Foundation, 
Project 96-IRM-3, p. 6-13. 
2 Ibid, p. 6-14. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

CB-10(1) quality and urbanization. discussion of 
effectiveness. 

SCVURPPP 

CB-10(2) 

 • Participated on the RMP Sources, Pathways, 
and Loading Work Group (SPLWG). 

• Supported sediment studies through participation 
in the CEP and RMP. 

• Collected sediment samples at four stations 
during the dry season and analyzed for total 
metals (including copper), as part of the 
SCVURPPP FY 02-03 Monitoring Program3.  

  

 

                                                 
3 SCVURPPP FY 02-03 Receiving Waters Monitoring Report, July 2003.  Prepared for EOA, Inc. by Kinnetic Laboratories, Inc. 
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CAP Category: Potential Source Reduction 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 11 - Measures to improve street sweeping controls and storm water system operation and maintenance: 

                                               (1) evaluate need for improvements to existing street sweeping controls,  

                                               (2) evaluate need for improvement to storm water system operation and maintenance controls,  

                                               (3) evaluate need for improvements to standard operating procedures for disposal of collected materials 

Region of Applicability: South Bay and Bay-wide  

Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Removal and disposal of copper associated with street sweepings and storm drain cleaning 

Performance Measure(s):  Estimates of volume/weight of materials removed and miles swept 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

 

 • Request Co-permittees to evaluate need to 
improve standard operating procedures for 
disposal of collected materials. 

  

SCVURPPP 

 

 • Request that Co-permittees evaluate the 
effectiveness of street sweeping practices in 
accordance with the Program’s Performance 
Standard for Public Streets, Roads and Highway 
Operation and Maintenance 

  

SCVURPPP 

 

 • Continue to compile and summarize Co-
permittee street sweeping and leaf removal data 
(obtained from monthly recordkeeping forms) 
within Program’s Annual Report. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Co-Permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

 

 • Provided written guidance to Co-permittees 
regarding the collection of street sweeping data 
(November 2003).  Co–permittees have been 
requested to collect (on a monthly basis) and 
provide to Program staff (on a biannual basis) 
the following information: volume of waste 
collected, number of miles swept, any changes to 
the street sweeping program and leaf removal 
data (seasonal).  To ensure standardized 
collection and reporting of data, monthly 
recordkeeping forms were provided.  Co-
permittee data will be summarized in the 
Program’s Annual Report. 

• Requested that Co-permittees evaluate need for 
improvement of current street sweeping and 
storm drain system O&M programs (within 
available budgets) in FY 03-04 Annual Report 
(November 2003). 

• Requested that Co-permittees (through the use 
of a survey) provide specific information 
regarding their street sweeping and leaf removal 
programs.  Completed surveys were provided to 
Program staff in December 2003.   

• Update: Tracked status of scheduled update of 
Fairfield-Suisun street sweeping study which will 
estimate copper loading reductions.  This update 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

will likely occur in FY 04-05. 

• In Process: Review previous studies for San 
Jose, San Mateo Countywide STOPPP and 
Fairfield-Suisun URMP on copper removed from 
street sweeping activities.  Evaluate feasibility of 
using data to identify changes in procedures that 
would reduce copper in stormwater. 

Co-Permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee FY 03-04 Annual 
Reports. 

  

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

 

 • Provide written guidance to Co-permittees 
regarding the collection of street sweeping data.  
At a minimum, will recommend that Co-
permittees collect information as to the quantity 
of waste collected, number of miles swept and 
frequency of sweeping.  Provide reporting table 
templates to ensure standardized collection and 
reporting of data.  Summarize results in Annual 
Report. 

• Request Co-permittees to evaluate need for 
improvement of current street sweeping and 
storm drain system O&M programs (within 
available budgets) in FY 03-04 Annual Report. 

• Review previous studies for San Jose, San 
Mateo Countywide STOPPP and Fairfield-Suisun 
URMP on copper removed from street sweeping 
activities.  Evaluate feasibility of using data to 
identify changes in procedures that would reduce 
copper in stormwater. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

• Track status of scheduled update of Fairfield-
Suisun street sweeping study which will estimate 
copper loading reductions. 

Co-Permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

Co-Permittees 

 

 Street sweeping, catch basin cleaning, and/or storm 
drain maintenance was performed as appropriate in 
each jurisdiction.  Data on volume/weight of materials 
collected or miles swept are not kept by most Co-
permittees at this time. 

 See FY 03-04 work 
plan above. 
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CAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction   

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 12 - Public education and outreach measures to control copper discharges from pools and spas 

Region of Applicability: South Bay and Bay-wide 

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Reduce use of copper based algaecides in pools and spas and discharge of copper treated water to storm drains. 

Performance Measure(s): Quality and quantity of outreach materials distributed. 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

 

 As part of the Program’s Illicit Connection and Illegal 
Dumping (IC/ID) Elimination activities, investigate 
pool, fountain and spa discharge incidents.  
Inspectors provide verbal or written information 
regarding pollution prevention and proper 
management of waters.  Results and follow-up 
relating to the incident are summarized in the 
Program’s Annual Report submitted each 
September.  This activity is consistent with Permit 
Provision C.6.a.ii   

 
Individual Co-permittes are 
documenting IC/ID 
incidents in accordance 
with Permit Provision 
C.6.a.ii.  Follow-up 
inspections are conducted 
as required.  

 

 
Ongoing 

SCVURPPP 
 

 Continue to distribute updated pool brochure. 
Distribution methods may include: mass mailing to 
pool owners (per County tax assessor’s list); mailing 
to pool and spa service companies; handouts at 
public events; brochures at agency department 
counters and public places; and placement on 
Watershed Watch, SCVURPPP, and Co-permittee 
websites.  The method and extent of distribution will 
relate to efforts completed during FY 03-04. 

The number of brochures 
distributed will be included 
in the Program’s Annual 
Report. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

 

 The text for the updated pool brochure entitled Keep 
Pool, Spa and Fountain Water Out of Storm Drains, 
Creeks and the Bay has been finalized and 
photographs obtained for use in the brochure.  
Currently, the Work Group is working with Jill McCoy 
to design the brochure.  

Currently, a distribution plan is being developed by 
the Program and Co-permittees.  Distribution 
methods will likely include: mass mailing to pool 
owners (per County tax assessor’s list); mailing to 
pool and spa service companies; handouts at public 
events; brochures at agency department counters 
and public places; and placement on Watershed 
Watch, SCVURPPP, and Co-permittee websites.  
Distribution is likely to occur in late FY 03-04.    

 

 

 

 

 
Cannot be measured at 
this time.  Will obtain 
feedback from pool service 
contractors and pool 
owners following 
distribution of the 
brochure. 
 
The number of brochures 
distributed will be included 
in the Program’s Annual 
Report. 

 

 

 

 

 

All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee FY 03-04 Annual 
Reports. 

  

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

 

 Develop and implement Program and Co-permittee 
distribution plan for the updated pool brochure.  
Distribution methods will likely include: mass mailing 
to pool owners (per County tax assessor’s list); 

Plan will include reporting 
mechanisms to track the 
outreach method and 
number of outreach 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

mailing to pool and spa service companies; handouts 
at public events; brochures at agency department 
counters and public places; and placement on 
Watershed Watch, SCVURPPP, and Co-permittee 
websites.    

materials distributed each 
year.  Data will be included 
in annual report. 

All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

 

 Discussed and finalized the text and layout of an 
updated brochure entitled Keep Pool, Spa and 
Fountain Water Out of Storm Drains, Creeks, and the 
Bay.  Brochure is in MS Word so it can be easily 
customized and printed by individual Co-permittees.  
The brochure will be distributed to Co-permittees and 
made available on the Watershed Watch website 
(www.watershedwatch.net) in August 2003.   

Effectiveness cannot be 
measured at this time. 

See FY 03-04 work 
plan above. 

SCVURPPP 

 

 Completed model list of source control measures for 
new development and redevelopment projects, 
including measures for projects which may have 
pool, spa and fountain discharges (consistent with 
Permit Provision C.3.k).  List submitted to and 
approved by Regional Board staff as part of Planning 
Procedures Performance Standard.  Measures 
include: 1) no direct discharge to storm drain or 
sanitary sewer; 2) draining pool to sanitary sewer via 
clean-out (with POTW permission; and 3) installing 
clean-out in accessible area near pool. 

Effectiveness cannot be 
measured at this time. 
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 CAP Category:  POTW Potential Source Reduction 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-13/NB-3 – Track POTW Pretreatment Program efforts and POTW loadings. 

Region of Applicability: South Bay.  

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Both indirect and direct.  Pretreatment efforts are indirect because there is not a linear relationship between 
influent reductions and effluent concentrations.  POTW loading is direct. 

Performance Measure(s):  Pounds of copper reduced. 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP  Track BACWA Pollution Prevention Menus Project.   Implement, as 
appropriate, project 
recommendations. 

San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water 
Pollution Control 
Plant 

Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report and 
Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 

Same action as FY03-04 (see below).  This task is ongoing 
and is reported in 
the Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report and Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program Report 

Sunnyvale Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 

Same action as FY03-04 (see below).  This task is ongoing 
and is reported in 
the Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program Report 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Palo Alto Annual Clean 
Bay Report   

Same action as FY03-04 (see below). 
 This task is ongoing 

and is reported in 
the Annual Clean 
Bay Report 

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water 
Pollution Control 
Plant 

Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report and 
Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 

In Process: Continue implementation of the 
pretreatment and pollution prevention work, including 
updating and modifying the Mass Audit Studies, 
Reasonable Control Measure Plans and Flow Audit 
Studies.  This might include updating and modifying 
the protocols and developing additional guidance 
documents.  We will continue to calculate permitted 
industrial loading and compare to 1997 levels.  
Continue influent and effluent monitoring to 
document contaminant loading to the treatment plant. 

Compare permitted 
industrial loading to 1997 
levels.  Maintain effluent 
concentrations below 
permit limits. 

Continuously 
evaluate the 
pretreatment 
program and the 
tools used to 
ensure improved 
effectiveness. 

Sunnyvale Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 

In Process: Continue with pretreatment and pollution 
prevention efforts including industrial user and 
influent and effluent monitoring. Update annual 
Source Loadings Appendix to pretreatment report.  

Compare current to 
historic concentrations and 
loadings 

Apply continuous 
improvement 
actions to Annual 
Report preparation 
and presentations. 

Palo Alto Annual Clean 
Bay Report  

In Process: Continue with existing activities 
presented in Clean Bay Report including Copper 
Action Plan Appendix (see CB-4(3)). 

Compare current to 
historic concentrations and 
loadings 

Continue on-going 
actions. 

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

San Jose/Santa Annual Clean Continue implementation of the pretreatment and Compare permitted Continuously 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Clara Water 
Pollution Control 
Plant 

Bay Strategy 
Report and 
Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 

pollution prevention work, including updating and 
modifying the Mass Audit Studies, Reasonable 
Control Measure Plans and Flow Audit Studies.  This 
might include updating and modifying the protocols 
and developing additional guidance documents.  We 
will continue to calculate permitted industrial loading 
and compare to 1997 levels.  Continue influent and 
effluent monitoring to document contaminant loading 
to the treatment plant. 

industrial loading to 1997 
levels.  Maintain effluent 
concentrations below 
permit limits. 

evaluate the 
pretreatment 
program and the 
tools used to 
ensure improved 
effectiveness. 

Sunnyvale Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 

 Continue with pretreatment and pollution prevention 
efforts including industrial user and influent and 
effluent monitoring. Update annual Source Loadings 
Appendix to pretreatment report.  

Compare current to 
historic concentrations and 
loadings 

Apply continuous 
improvement 
actions to Annual 
Report preparation 
and presentations. 

Palo Alto Annual Clean 
Bay Report  

Continue with existing activities presented in Clean 
Bay Report including Copper Action Plan Appendix 
(see CB-4(3))  

Compare current to 
historic concentrations and 
loadings 

Continue on-going 
actions. 

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

San Jose/Santa 
Clara WPCP 

 

 Prepared January and July 2003 Clean Bay Strategy 
Reports and Pretreatment Program Reports. The 
Plant influent and effluent levels for copper remained 
consistent with results over previous five years.  
Industrial contribution remained well below 50% of 
the 1997 baseline loading. 

Compare permitted 
industrial loading to 1997 
levels.  Maintain effluent 
concentrations below 
permit limits. 

Continuously 
evaluate the 
pretreatment 
program and the 
tools used to 
ensure improved 
effectiveness. 

Sunnyvale  

 

Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program 

Prepared Annual Pretreatment Program Report and 
2002 Update Of Source Loadings to the WPCP  

Compare current to 
historic concentrations and 

Continue on-going 
actions. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 Report loadings 

Palo Alto 

 

 

 

 Prepared 2003 Clean Bay Report   
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CAP Category:  POTW Potential Source Reduction 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-14/NB-4 – Track and encourage water recycling efforts. 

Region of Applicability: South Bay.  

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Direct due to flow diversion. 

Performance Measure(s):  Millions of gallons per day of diverted effluent. 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

Palo Alto     

San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water 
Pollution Control 
Plant 

    

Sunnyvale 2004 Water 
Recycling 
Annual Report 

Submit annual report on reclamation activities 
including updates on current and planned future 
reclamation activities as required by Water 
Reclamation Permit (Order 94-069) 

Quantity recycled. 

New connections added. 

Will be reported in 
February 2005 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water 
Pollution Control 
Plant 

Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report 

Update: South Bay Action Plan (SBAP)will be 
updated in the February 2004 report.  Some current 
actions include tracking the completion of funded 
South Bay Water Recycling projects along with any 
resulting additional flow diverted to customers.  We 
will continue providing financial incentives for 
industrial flow reduction including recycle/reuse 
projects.  Encourage water recycling by continuing 
the collaborative process (with the Santa Clara 
Valley Water District) to develop an institutional 
framework for long-term ownership, operation and 
maintenance, and future expansion of SBWR.  
Continue to distribute outreach materials (e.g., 
cooling tower BMPs) and promote the financial 
incentive program through workshops and direct calls 
to potential customers. 

We are also in the process of updating the City of 
San Jose Water Policy. 

Average Dry Weather 
Effluent Flows (ADWEF) 
remains below 120 MGD. 

Will be reported in 
updated SBAP, 
February 2004. 

Sunnyvale 2003 Water 
Recycling 
Annual Report 

Update: In process of preparing annual report on 
reclamation activities which will include updates on 
current and planned future reclamation activities (as 
required by Water Reclamation Permit-Order 94-069) 

Quantity recycled. 

New connections added. 

Will be reported in 
February 2004 

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water 
Pollution Control 

Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 

South Bay Action Plan (SBAP) to be updated in the 
February 2004 report.  Some current actions include 
tracking the completion of funded South Bay Water 

Average Dry Weather 
Effluent Flows (ADWEF) 

Will be reported in 
updated SBAP, 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Plant Report Recycling projects along with any resulting additional 
flow diverted to customers.  We will continue 
providing financial incentives for industrial flow 
reduction including recycle/reuse projects.  
Encourage water recycling by continuing the 
collaborative process with the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District to develop an institutional framework 
for long-term ownership, operation and maintenance, 
and future expansion of SBWR.  Continue to 
distribute outreach materials such as cooling tower 
BMPs and promoting the financial incentive program 
via workshops and direct calls to potential customers. 

We are also in the process of updating the City of 
San Jose Water Policy. 

remains below 120 MGD. February 2004. 

Sunnyvale 2003 Water 
Recycling 
Annual Report 

Submit annual report on reclamation activities 
including updates on current and planned future 
reclamation activities as required by Water 
Reclamation Permit (Order 94-069) 

Quantity recycled. 

New connections added. 

Will be reported in 
February 2004 

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

San Jose 

 

 

 

CBS Reports SBWR added 39 customers over the year, including 
the Los Esteros Critical Energy Center.  Averaged 
over 10 MGD diversion over the dry weather period. 

MGD delivered to 
customers. 

 

Sunnyvale 2002 Water 
Recycling 
Annual Report 

Produced 216 MG of recycled water and identified 7 
potential new connections.  

Quantity recycled. 

New users added. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Palo Alto 
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CAP Category: Potential Source Reductions 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-15/NB-5 - Measures to evaluate effectiveness of Performance Standards and identify cost-effective 
modifications to reduce discharges of copper (see NB-1, CB-3 and CB-11).  

Region of Applicability: South Bay  

Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Reductions in copper associated with sediment generated from construction related activities  

Performance Measure(s):  Co-permittee Annual Reports evaluating implementation of Construction Inspection Performance Standard (including 
effectiveness of erosion control measures and construction site inspections). 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

     

     

     

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 
(ref. NB-1, CB-3, 
and CB-11) 

CIPS 
 
 
 
PSRH PS 
 
 
 
 
SDOM PS 
 
 
 
 
IND PS 
 
 
 
 
RPW PS 

• Co-permittees will continue to implement 
Construction Inspection Performance 
Standards (CIPS) (see Construction 
Inspection Work Plan section). 

• Co-permittees will continue to implement the 
Public Streets, Roads and Highways O&M 
Performance Standard and evaluate 
effectiveness of street sweeping (see PSRH 
O&M Work Plan section). 

• Co-permittees will continue to implement the 
Storm Drain O&M Performance Standard 
and evaluate effectiveness of storm drain 
and catch basin cleaning (see SD O&M 
Work Plan section). 

• Co-permittees will continue to implement the 
Industrial Discharger Control (IND) 
Performance Standard and evaluate 
effectiveness of industrial inspections (see 
IND Work Plan section). 

• Co-permittees will begin to implement the 
Rural Public Works Maintenance and 
Support Performance Standard, as 
applicable to their communities (see Rural 
Public Works Work Plan section). 

Effectiveness evaluation in 
Co-permittee Annual 
Reports 

 

SCVURPPP 
(ref. CB-3) 

IND PS Work with the IND AHTG to develop model language 
for updating the IND Performance Standards and a 
timeframe for implementation.  Consider update of 
language specifying the inspection frequency of 
industrial/commercial facilities suspected of 
discharging copper into stormwater. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP 
 
 

CIPS Work with Co-permittees to develop a reporting form 
to track the number of violations, follow-up and 
enforcement actions relating to inadequate 
erosion/sediment control measures at construction 
sites.  Report this information within Annual Reports. 

  

SCVURPPP 
 

CIPS Sponsor and help conduct the annual Regional 
Board Construction Site Management Workshop for 
municipal staff (scheduled for September 24, 2003).  
Include information on the latest erosion/sediment 
control techniques. 

Attendee list, evaluation 
forms 

 

All Co-permittees 
(ref. NB-1, CB-3 
and CB-11) 

 Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plan tasks for 
NB-1, CB-3 and CB-11. 

  

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 
 

 The Program’s Construction Inspection Performance 
Standards (CIPS) were revised in FY 01-02 to 
respond to RWQCB comments and suggestions for 
improvement.  The changes included more specificity 
about enforcement procedures, and documentation 
and tracking of sites cited for inadequate 
erosion/sediment control measures.  Co-permittees 
incorporated the changes into their local URMPs 
during FY 02-03.  Co-permittees submitted the Legal 
Authority sections of their performance standards 
and a description of any changes to the model 
performance standard to the RWQCB on April 28. 
2003. 
 

Changes to CIPS 
increased effectiveness of 
enforcement and tracking 
of erosion control 
violations. 

See FY 03-04 Work 
Plan. 

SCVURPPP  Co-permittees, Program staff and RWQCB staff 
participated in performance review meetings during 
November and December 2002.  The meetings 

See Table 9-1 and 
RWQCB staff comments 
on performance reviews 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

focused on Co-permittee implementation of the 
Construction Inspection Performance Standard and 
preparation for implementation of the upcoming C.3. 
requirements.  Continuous improvement items were 
agreed upon at the meetings (see Table 9-1, FY 03-
04 Work Plan, submitted March 1, 2003).  RWQCB 
staff provided meeting summaries and additional 
comments on March 3.  These additional comments 
were added to the revised Table 9-1 (submitted on 
August 5, 2003) with the Program’s responses to 
RWQCB comments on the FY 03-04 Work Plan. 

with Annual Reports. 
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CAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction  

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 16 – Measures to Establish an Environmental Clearinghouse 

Region of Applicability: Region-wide 

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Information source on nation-wide copper and nickel pollution prevention activities affecting water quality 

Performance Measure(s): Amount and utility of information accessible through the web portal 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

 

SCVURPPP 

 

Web portal & 

semi-annual 
report from 
CWF 

Continue providing resources for a two year 
period to develop a P2 clearinghouse via the 
Clean Water Fund.  Links/information relating 
to copper research data will be posted to a web 
portal during CY 2004.  Track project timeline 
and interface with contractor regarding project 
status and completion.    

 Identification of 
additional funding 
sources (after 
two-year period) 
is required.  The 
Program will 
transition from 
program 
coordination/adm
inistration to an 
oversight role.   

SCVURPPP 

 

 Start discussions regarding the identification of 
additional funding sources after two-year 
period.  Determine who will be responsible for 
future coordination of web page activities. 

  

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



FY04-05 Work Plan  3/1/04 
F:\Sc47\Sc47.04\FY 0405 CAP_NAP WP tables\final drafts\Base_CB16_draft.doc  

 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP 

 

 Ongoing: Continue posting CAP related 
information and reports on Program’s website. 

 Ongoing.  All 
relevant 
documents will 
be posted as 
appropriate. 

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

 

SCVURPPP 

 

Web portal & 

semi-annual 
report from 
CWF 

Update:  In November 2003, the Program 
executed a contract with the Clean Water Fund 
to provide resources for a two year period to 
develop a P2 clearinghouse.  Links/information 
relating to copper research data will be posted 
to a web portal during CY 2004.  The contract 
includes other relevant tasks relating to the 
clearinghouse. 

  

SCVURPPP 

 

CWF/SVP2 Status (To be Determined): Develop TMDL 
pollution prevention survey, collect responses 
and draft report (early 2004).  Present final 
report to WMI Cu/Ni Work Group by the end of 
FY03-04. 

  

SCVURPPP 

 

BPP Provided links at Program website 
(www.scvurppp.org) to websites which contain 
BPP Proposition 13 information.  Current 
websites include: Sustainable Conservation, 
http://www.suscon.org/brakepad/index.asp and 
TDC Environmental (technical reference 
library) 
http://www.tdcenvironmental.com/brake/  
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Technical documents relevant to the BPP and 
other brake pad information have been posted 
on the Program’s website. 

SCVURPPP 

 

 Developed copper/nickel webpage on 
Program’s website which links to local CAP 
related information and reports (e.g., BPP).   

 Relevant CAP 
related 
information and 
reports will be 
posted on the 
SCVURPPP 
website, as 
appropriate. 

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

 

SCVURPPP 

 

Web portal & 

semi-annual 
report from 
CWF 

Provide resources for a two to three year 
period to develop a P2 clearinghouse via the 
Clean Water Fund.  Links/information and other 
documents relating to copper research data will 
be posted to a web portal. 

Track by web inspection and semi-
annual progress reports 

 

SCVURPPP 

 

CWF/SVP2 Develop TMDL pollution prevention survey, 
collect responses and draft report (early 2004).  
Present final report to WMI Cu/Ni Work Group 
by the end of FY03-04. 

  

SCVURPPP 

 

BPP Provide links at Program website 
(www.scvurppp.org) to websites which contain 
information on BPP Proposition 13 grant 
project progress and products.  Current 
websites include: Sustainable Conservation, 
http://www.suscon.org/brakepad/index.asp and 
TDC Environmental (technical reference 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

library) 
http://www.tdcenvironmental.com/brake/.   

SCVURPPP 

 

 Develop copper/nickel webpage on 
SCVURPPP website which link to local CAP 
related information and reports.  

Additional information added and 
made accessible 

See CB-17&18 
for proposed 
RMP site 
approach for 
2004 

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

 

SCVURPPP 

 

 Initiated and negotiated contract with Clean 
Water Fund to establish and maintain web 
based environmental clearinghouse (May 
2003) 

Track by web inspection and semi-
annual progress reports 
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CAP Category: Uncertainty Reduction Studies 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-17(1) – Phytoplankton species toxicity and prevalence 

Region of Applicability: South bay and bay-wide (Linkage to CB-17(4) toxicity bioassays, CB-18(3) copper speciation, CB-18(4) competing 
metals uptake) 
Linkage to Copper Reduction: Ambient concentrations could influence certain phytoplankton species composition, prevalence, and distribution 

Performance Measure(s): Ambient concentrations of sensitive phytoplankton.  

Lead Party Reports Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

FY 2004 – 2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   

SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually to 
SCVURPPP 

 Work with RMP/SFEI to develop approach to track 
and view results of bay-wide phytoplankton monitoring 
and toxicity related research. Identify how to integrate 
into existing RMP programs/budget or identify other 
candidate funding sources. Target implementation 
during 2004.  

SCVURPPP will provide 
limited seed money and in-
kind assistance to 
RMP/SFEI to initiate the 
project. Stakeholders need 
to identify project priority 
and level of support. 

Present approach 
and solicit support 
from RMP member 
agencies 

USGS with 
SCVURPPP to track 
pending proposed 
transition to RMP 

 Coordinate with USGS Jim Cloern to identify plans 
and schedule for compiling and reporting on historic 
bay-wide species composition and abundance 
information. 

 Work may require 
funding. 

FY 2003-2004  Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually to 
SCVURPPP 

Annually Work with RMP/SFEI to develop approach to track 
and view results of bay-wide phytoplankton monitoring 
and toxicity related research. Identify how to integrate 
into existing RMP programs/budget or identify other 
candidate funding sources. Target implementation 
during 2004.  

SCVURPPP will provide 
limited seed money and in-
kind assistance to 
RMP/SFEI to initiate the 
project. Stakeholders need 
to identify project priority 
and level of support. 

Present approach 
and solicit support 
from RMP member 
agencies 

USGS with 
SCVURPPP to track 
pending proposed 
transition to RMP  

 Coordinated with USGS Jim Cloern to identify plans 
and schedule for compiling and reporting on historic 
bay-wide species composition and abundance 
information. 

 Work may require 
funding. 
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Lead Party Reports Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

FY 2003 – 2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   

SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually to 
SCVURPPP 

Annually Work with RMP/SFEI to develop approach to track 
and view results of bay-wide phytoplankton monitoring 
and toxicity related research. Identify how to integrate 
into existing RMP programs/budget or identify other 
candidate funding sources. Target implementation 
during 2004.  

SCVURPPP will provide 
limited seed money and in-
kind assistance to 
RMP/SFEI to initiate the 
project. Stakeholders need 
to identify project priority 
and level of support. 

Present approach 
and solicit support 
from RMP member 
agencies 

USGS with 
SCVURPPP to track 
pending proposed 
transition to RMP 

 Coordinate with USGS Jim Cloern to identify plans 
and schedule for compiling and reporting on historic 
bay-wide species composition and abundance 
information. 

 Work may require 
funding. 

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

City of San Jose Dec. 2002 
RTC semi-
annual 
progress 
report; 
Draft 
Phase I 
Rpt. 

RTC semi-annual report completed for Dec 2002. Feb 
2003 cruise conducted. Preliminary Phase I sampling 
concluded.  Historic data compiled into database. 
Draft Phase I report produced and submitted to 
Technical Advisory Group. TAG meeting 5/8/03. 
Project success constrained by lack of access to 
historic USGS data. 

 

Marginal success due to 
limited access of USGS 
historical data set.  
However, recent monitoring 
demonstrates sensitive 
phytoplankton groups 
thriving in South Bay 
environs. 

None.  Project 
concluded. 

 

 

City of San Jose 

 

 

April and 
June 2002 
RTC semi-
annual 
progress 
reports 

TAG meeting held 9/19/02.  Phase I phytoplankton, 
zooplankton and related water quality reported for 
8/23/01, 12/10/01, 2/22/02, 5/17/02, 8/28/02, and 
12/2/02 samplings. Substantial variability in species 
composition and abundance. Cyanobacteria 
concentrations were similar to previously published 
values measured during 1998. 

To be determined.  
Depends on ability to link 
phyto- and zoo-plankton 
community composition 
and abundance and 
possible covariance with 
water quality conditions, 

Plankton speciation 
and abundance is 
bay-wide issue. 
Identify approach to 
transition to bay-
wide effort. 
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Lead Party Reports Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

including contaminants. 

Central Valley 
RWQCB  

 

Tracked by 
SCVURPPP 

Aug. and 
Sep. 2002 
reports 

Central Valley RWQCB published results of two 
CALFED funded studies to identify the causes of 
algae toxicity in the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
River Watersheds and the Delta titled “Algae Toxicity 
Study Monitoring Results: 2000-2001” and 
“Identification of Causes of Algal Toxicity in 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta.” Efforts focused on 
improving standard toxicity identification evaluation 
(TIE) methods for use in algae toxicity tests. Analyses 
focused on organics.  Diuron was primary toxicant 
identified.  

To be determined.  
Depends on success of 
development of TIE 
methodologies that can 
accurately differentiate and 
assess impacts of water 
column copper 
concentrations on algae. 

Report 
recommended 
agencies establish 
regional center for 
analytical support of 
TIEs aimed at 
identification of 
causes of ambient 
toxicity 

San Jose 

 

Tracked and 
encouraged by San 
Jose 

Draft and 
Final 
Reports 

Work initiated in August 2001 by Romberg Tiburon 
Center (RTC) under contract to City of San Jose. RTC 
is conducting bioassessment study in lower South 
Bay to cooperatively develop, with academic and 
regulatory communities, bioassessment techniques 
that could lead to site-specific environmental 
indicators for the South Bay. Two years of quarterly 
sampling off Calaveres Point.  

To be determined.  Phase I 
Preliminary Historic Data 
Analysis and Sampling 
draft report April 2003; final 
report June 2003.  Phase II 
Pilot Study draft report due 
April 2005 and final report 
due June 2005.  

Evaluate potential of 
establishing 
plankton indicators 
of change in the 
South SF Bay. 
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CAP Category:  Uncertainty Reduction Studies 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-17(2) – Measures to assess cycling and fluxes between water column, phytoplankton, sediments, and benthos 

Region of Applicability: South Bay and likely Bay-wide 

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Improve understanding of mechanisms and flux rates impacting water column concentrations 

Performance Measure(s): Development and validation of methodologies to conduct cycling analyses 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

     

FY 2003-2004  Actions Accomplished in Period   

     

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

WMI Core Group 

SCVURPPP 

 

 Activity to be reassessed when decision revisited 
during SCVURPPP permit reissuance and/or during 
North of Dumbarton Impairment Assessment Report 
development about updating the Conceptual Model. 

  

SCVURPPP  Continue to track results of sediment TIE 
investigations and method development efforts by 
RMP funded researchers. Obtain third party review of 
North Bay sediment toxicity possibly linked to copper. 
Review available data on health and prevalence of 
benthos in areas reportedly showing toxicity.  
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually 
to SCVURPPP 

 Include in bay-wide research tracking effort proposed 
to be conducted by SFEI/RMP (see description under 
CB-17(1)).  

May require additional 
non-RMP funding 

 

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

 

 Activity on hold until decision made and resources 
provided to further develop and validate cycling 
analysis methodologies.  
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CAP Category:  Uncertainty Reduction Studies 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-17(3) – Measures to Assess Wet Season Tributary Loading and Loading Uncertainty 

Region of Applicability: South Bay and likely Bay-wide 

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Improved estimates of loadings may improve understanding of impacts on water column concentrations 

Performance Measure(s): Development of methodologies to reliably and cost-effectively collect accurate flow and concentration data 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

 

BASMAA/BPP Continue Tracking results from BPP Prop. 13 
ambient water quality monitoring and modeling 
(USEPA BASINS and SFO models) of loading from 
Castro Valley Creek watershed.  

  

SCVURPPP 

 

CEP/RMP Continue tracking progress of CEP and RMP 
Sources Pathways and Loadings Workgroup projects 
involving improving loading estimates (e.g., Hg/PCB 
TMDLs).   

  

SCVURPPP 

 

RWQCB Continue tracking results from RWQCB Surface 
Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) for 
potential utility in developing improved loading 
estimates 

  

SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually 
to SCVURPPP 

 Include in bay-wide research tracking effort proposed 
to be conducted by SFEI/RMP (see description under 
CB-17(1)) 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

     

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

 

SCVURPPP 

 

 Measure water and sediment samples (for copper 
and other contaminants) in the San Thomas Aquino, 
Adobe Creek and Guadalupe River Watersheds (at 
two to five locations with each watershed) during two 
to three varying season events. (see CB-8 and CB-
10) 

 Part of Multi-Year 
Receiving Waters  
Monitoring Plan 

SCVURPPP 

 

BASMAA/BPP Track results from BPP Prop. 13 ambient water 
quality monitoring and modeling (USEPA BASINS 
and SFO models) of loading from Castro Valley 
Creek watershed.  

  

SCVURPPP 

 

RMP Support continued RMP funding for and track results 
from second year of RMP Guadalupe River 
continuous sediment monitoring (small tributary) pilot 
project (CEP 4.7). Results of study will help 
determine feasibility and  

Depends on availability of 
methodologies and if 
available, the cost of 
obtaining such information 
vs. the expected 
improvements in loading 
estimates 

 

SCVURPPP 

 

CEP/RMP Track progress of CEP and RMP Sources Pathways 
and Loadings Workgroup projects involving 
improving loading estimates (e.g., Stormwater 
Literature Review project, Hg/PCB TMDLs).   
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP 

 

RWQCB Track results from RWQCB Surface Water Ambient 
Monitoring Program (SWAMP) for potential utility in 
developing improved loading estimates 

  

SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually 
to SCVURPPP 

 Include in bay-wide research tracking effort proposed 
to be conducted by SFEI/RMP (see description under 
CB-17(1)) 
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CAP Category:  Uncertainty Reduction Studies 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-17(4) – Bioassessment tools to track presence of copper sensitive taxa in LSB 

Region of Applicability: South Bay and possibly Bay-wide 

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Independent indicator of whether ambient concentrations are adversely impacting biota 

Performance Measure(s): Availability of appropriate bioassessment tools with ability to differentiate between copper and other stressors 

Lead Party Reports Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

FY 2004 – 2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   

     

FY 2003-2004  Actions Accomplished in Period   

     

FY 2003 – 2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   

SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually to 
SCVURPPP 

 Include in bay-wide research tracking effort proposed 
to be conducted by SFEI/RMP (see description under 
CB-17(1)) 
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Lead Party Reports Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

 

San Jose 

 

Tracked and 
encouraged by San 
Jose  

 

See RTC 
Work Plan 

Work initiated in August 2001 by Romberg Tiburon 
Center (RTC) under contract to City of San Jose 
includes bioassessment study in lower South Bay to 
cooperatively develop, with academic and regulatory 
communities, bioassessment techniques that could 
lead to site-specific environmental indicators for the 
South Bay.(see description under CB-17(1))   

Minimal success.  
Development of reliable 
and accurate indicators of 
copper stress on sensitive 
phytoplankton and 
zooplankton species was 
outside the reach of this 
research endeavor. 

None. Project 
concluded. 
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CAP Category: Uncertainty Reduction Studies 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 18(1) Investigate flushing time estimates for different wet weather conditions 

                                     CB- 18(2) Investigate location of northern boundary conditions 

Region of Applicability: South bay and bay-wide  

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Reduce uncertainty about sedimentation/resuspension dynamics and water column copper concentrations 

Performance Measure(s): Track progress of hydrodynamic and sediment transport modeling efforts by others 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Proposed 
Changes 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP  Continue to track modeling development efforts and 
results from SSO, BPP, and SFO projects. (see CB-
5&4)   

SCVURPPP encourages 
through CEP and 
BASMAA baseline funding 

 

     

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

     

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP  Continue to track modeling development efforts and 
results from SSO, BPP, and SFO projects. (see CB-
5&4)   

SCVURPPP encourages 
through CEP and 
BASMAA baseline funding 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Proposed 
Changes 

SCVURPPP  

 

 Track CEP activities with modeling components and 
particularly Task 4.7 Future Modeling Needs. 

  

SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually to 
SCVURPPP 

 Include activities in bay-wide research tracking 
effort proposed to be conducted by SFEI/RMP (see 
description under CB-17(1)).  

  

 FY 2002-2003   Actions Accomplished in Period   

CEP 

 

CEP TC 5/7/03 The detailed scope of work for the copper nickel 
North of Dumbarton SSO project to be funded by 
CEP in 03-04 includes bay modeling as part of the 
anti-degradation analysis work 

$20,000 level of effort Track in 2004 

BASMAA 
Monitoring 
Committee &  

SCVURPPP 

BPP Steering 

Committee 

Meeting 

4/29-5/1/03 

Brake Pad Partnership Prop. 13 grant Work Plan 
includes Bay modeling by URS. It will use a 
combination of hydrodynamic (SFO work) and 
compartment (WASP) models to address both short 
and long-term behavior of brake pad wear debris 
copper in SF Bay.  

$125,000 level of effort.  Track through 
reporting on BPP 
under CB-5 

 

San Jose &  

SCVURPPP 

 

 

Inside Cal/EPA 

Newsletter 

4/11/03 

 On April 2, 2003 a San Francisco Superior Court 
judge ruled that despite the federal government 
refusing access to the environmental documents, 
the city of San Francisco, which is a partner in the 
SFO project, must release the records under the 
City’s Sunshine Ordinance. Considerable modeling 
has reportedly been performed as part of the 

Depends on availability of 
information and content. 

Keep tracking 
availability 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Proposed 
Changes 

environmental studies. 

 

San Jose &  

SCVURPPP 

 

 

 

 

 

Water Policy 
Report 
Newsletter 

BayKeeper and two other environmental groups 
filed suit against the City of San Francisco and its 
airport director on August 8, 2002 for failing to 
disclose the environmental documentation prepared 
for the proposed San Francisco Airport runway 
expansion project. Nine volumes of materials were 
sent to a panel of scientists in April but none has 
been released to the public.  

Depends on availability of 
information and content. 

Keep tracking 
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CAP Category: Uncertainty Reduction Studies 

Baseline Activity: CB-18(3) – Determine Cu-L1 and L2 complex concentrations (copper speciation) 

                               CB-17(5) – Assess feasibility of phytoplankton bioassays to measure toxicity 

Region of Applicability: Bay-wide 

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Ambient free ionic copper (not complexed with organic ligands) is form toxic to phytoplankton 

Performance Measure(s): Bruland speciation work schedule. Ambient free ionic copper concentrations.  

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

FY 2004 – 2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   

RWQCB 

 

    

FY 2003 – 2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

 

RWQCB 

 

    

FY 2003 – 2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   

 

RWQCB 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

 

RWQCB 

July 2002 
Bruland Rpt 

Draft report on copper speciation with results of 
January and March 2003 sampling released. Similar 
results to 2001 sampling. Ambient free ionic copper 
levels 100 times lower than toxic threshold. 

  

 

RWQCB 

 

Track and 
encourage (funder) 

 

May 2002 
interim report  

 

Annual report 
until completed 

RWQCB contracted with Ken Bruland during 2001 to 
evaluate copper speciation at seven sites from 
Dumbarton Bridge to Grizzly Bay. Samples were 
collected in June 2001 and during July – August 
2001. Results in draft report distributed by RWQCB 
staff in May 2002 showed that over 99.99% of total 
copper concentrations were complexed by L1 
(strong) ligands at all locations and on both cruises. 
Maximum free ionic copper concentration was 10-

13M.  

Program staff will 
coordinate with RWQCB 
staff to determine what 
additional monitoring is 
proposed and when the 
results to be reported. IAR 
5.3.1 cited literature 
threshold concentration of 
10-11M (100 times that 
measured in Bay).  

Secure funding to 
collect results from 
total of 4 – 6 
sample events. 

 

RWQCB  

 

 

Pending 

RWQCB staff to prepare an issue paper on the 
feasibility and cost of conducting phytoplankton 
bioassays to directly measure copper toxicity. 

Availability of appropriate 
methodology uncertain. 

Copper speciation 
results may make 
this unnecessary. 
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CAP Category: Uncertainty Reduction Studies 

Baseline Activity: CB-18(4) – Investigate algal uptake/toxicity with competing metals 

Region of Applicability: Bay-wide 
Linkage to Copper Reduction: Algae may preferentially uptake substances (e.g., Mn) reducing the toxicity of ambient copper concentrations 

Performance Measure(s):  Ambient free ionic copper, Mn, possibly other constituent concentrations.  

Lead Party Reporting Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

FY 2004- 2005  PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

     

FY 2003- 2004  Actions Accomplished in Period   

     

FY 2003- 2004  PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

CEP consultants via 
SCRURPPP 

 

Work Plan 
in summer 
2003 

Include in work plan for North of Dumbarton Bridge 
Impairment Assessment Report (IAR) 

Determine/fill data gaps  

FY 2002- 2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

RWQCB 

 

CB-18(3) & 
CB-17(3) 

 

Linkage with CB-18(3) – Determine Cu-L1 and L2 
complex concentrations (copper speciation) and  

CB-17(4) – Assess feasibility of phytoplankton 
bioassays to measure toxicity   

 

Study coordination.   Synthesize results 
when available. 
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Lead Party Reporting Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

North of Dumbarton 
Copper Nickel 
Project 

July 2002 
WER 
Report 

Mn and ancillary water quality data collected in 2000-
2001 as part of NDB Cu/Ni project 

Data compiled & reported Evaluate further in 
NDB Impairment 
Assessment Report. 
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CAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-19/NB-6 – Track industrial virtual closed-loop wastewater efficiency measures as part of POTW Source Control 
programs. 

Region of Applicability: South Bay.  

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Indirect.  Potential flow and copper influent reduction. 

Performance Measure(s):  Completed studies. 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCBWMI - San 
Jose/Santa Clara 
Water Pollution 
Control Plant 

Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report.  

Same action as FY03-04 (see below).  This task is ongoing 
and is reported in 
the Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report and Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program Report 

Sunnyvale WPCP Pretreatment 
Program  
Annual Report 

Same action as FY03-04 (see below). 
 This task is ongoing 

and is reported in 
the Pretreatment 
Program Annual 
Report 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCBWMI - San 
Jose/Santa Clara 
Water Pollution 
Control Plant 

Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report.  

Ongoing- Industry projects are identified and tracked 
by the City through the Water Efficiency Technology 
rebates or studies done by the industry.  We will 
continue to provide financial and technical assistance 
for these projects. These projects will be reported in 
the annual report.   

Reduction of permitted 
industrial flow and copper 
loading to the treatment 
plant. 

Continuously 
evaluate the 
pretreatment 
program and the 
tools used to 
ensure improved 
effectiveness. 

Sunnyvale WPCP Pretreatment 
Program  
Annual Report 

Ongoing- Water usage and wastewater generation 
tracked and reported under pretreatment program. 
Water conservation information sources provided 
during facility inspections and general outreach is 
provided to city businesses about water conservation 
through the PIP program (See Attachment G of FY 
02-03 Stormwater Annual Report) 

Reduction of permitted 
industrial flow and copper 
loading to the treatment 
plant. 

Continue to track 
and report on water 
usage and 
wastewater 
generation rates. 
Continue outreach 
to businesses and 
industrial users. 

Other Co-
Permittees 

 Not applicable   

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCBWMI – San 
Jose/Santa Clara 
Water Pollution 
Control Plant 

Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report.  

Industry projects are identified and tracked by the 
City through the Water Efficiency Technology rebates 
or studies done by the industry.  We will continue to 
provide financial and technical assistance for these 
projects. These projects will be reported in the 
annual report.    

Reduction of permitted 
industrial flow and copper 
loading to the treatment 
plant. 

Continuously 
evaluate the 
pretreatment 
program and the 
tools used to 
ensure improved 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



FY04-05 Work Plan  3/1/04 
F:\Sc47\Sc47.04\FY 0405 CAP_NAP WP tables\final drafts\Base_CB19_draft.doc  

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

effectiveness. 

Sunnyvale WPCP Pretreatment 
Program  
Annual Report 

Water usage and wastewater generation tracked and 
reported under pretreatment program. Water 
conservation information sources provided during 
facility inspections and general outreach is provided 
to city businesses about water conservation through 
the PIP program (See Attachment G of FY 02-03 
Stormwater Annual Report) 

Reduction of permitted 
industrial flow and copper 
loading to the treatment 
plant. 

Continue to track 
and report on water 
usage and 
wastewater 
generation rates. 
Continue outreach 
to businesses and 
industrial users. 

Other Co-
Permittees 

 Not applicable   

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

San Jose WPCP 

 

 

Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report. 

Tracked projects identified by the industry and 
provided technical and financial assistance.  These 
projects were reported on in the semi-annual reports 
in a Mass Audit Study or Flow Audit Study are 
tracked and reported in the annual report.  Projects 
may also be tracked through the Water Efficient 
Technologies financial incentives program.   

Reduction of permitted 
industrial flow and copper 
loading to the treatment 
plant. 

Continuously 
evaluate the 
pretreatment 
program and the 
tools used to 
ensure improved 
effectiveness. 

Sunnyvale WPCP 

 

 

Recycled 
Water Annual 
Report 

Added seven new sites/users in 2002, with an 
estimated additional usage of 6750 ccf/year of 
recycled water. No new production or distribution 
facilities were constructed this year.  However some 
improvements were made to instrumentation and 
control systems at the San Lucar Recycled Water 
Pumping and Storage facilities. 

Reduction of permitted 
industrial flow and copper 
loading to the treatment 
plant. 

Continue to track 
and report on water 
usage and 
wastewater 
generation rates. 

Continue outreach 
to businesses and 
industrial users.   
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CAP Category: Uncertainty Reduction 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 20 - Measures to revise the Copper Conceptual Model Report findings.  Revise copper conceptual model report 

                                                                 uncertainty table (Appendix D) and produce a status report at permit reissuance 

Region of Applicability: South Bay and likely bay-wide  

Linkage to Copper Reduction: May reduce uncertainty associated with conceptual model predictions of copper dynamics in the bay  

Performance Measure(s): Availability of improved input data and uncertainty in multiple assumptions underlying model 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

     

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

     

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

 

CEP Track CEP Task 4.7 to evaluate future modeling 
needs and other CEP tasks with modeling elements. 

  

SCVURPPP 

 

 Track results as they become available from SFO, 
CEP Cu/Ni, Cargill, and other potential modeling 
efforts. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP 

 

BPP Track results from BPP hydrodynamic and 
compartment modeling based on SFO and WASP 
models.(see CB-18, CB-4&5) 

  

WMI, SCVURPPP 

 

 

 Re-evaluate approach to model revisions and 
updating the uncertainty table during reissuance of 
SCVURPPP NPDES permit.  

  

SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually 
to SCVURPPP 

 Include in bay-wide research tracking effort proposed 
to be conducted by SFEI/RMP (see description under 
CB-17(1)) 
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CAP Category: Potential Source Reduction 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 21 - Measures to discourage architectural use of copper.  

                                                                (1) evaluate feasibility of discouraging architectural use of copper & explore feasibility of related policy 

                                                                (2) promote Green Building principles 

Region of Applicability: South Bay and Bay-wide 

Linkage to Copper Reduction: Copper from corroding roofing related material washes off with rainfall and can enter storm drains  

Performance Measure(s): Building permits/inspections for new and replacement roofing work involving copper containing materials 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

 

 Review procedures (submitted by the Copper 
Development Association to the City of Palo Alto) for 
evaluating alternative mitigation measures to reduce 
copper loading from new or existing structures.   

 If applicable, 
provide to Co-
permittees at a later 
date. 

Palo Alto 

 

 Ongoing: Continue enforcing ban on architectural 
copper (roofs and gutters) per ordinance provision.  
Continue to conduct outreach to Building/Planning 
staff and developers on ban of copper roofs, shingles 
and gutters. 

 Ongoing 

San Jose 

 

 Continue reporting on the status of the 
implementation of Green Building policies and 
recommendations for opportunities to discourage 
architectural use of copper. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

 

 Update: On July 29, 2003, Program staff distributed 
(via electronic mail) the City of Palo Alto report 
entitled Architectural Uses of Copper: An evaluation 
of stormwater pollution loads and BMPs and its 
model ordinance banning architectural copper (roofs 
and gutters).  This information will be redistributed 
during FY 03-04.  Co-permittees will also be 
encouraged to consider the feasibility of limiting or 
banning these uses of copper. 

Information will be useful 
in determining next steps 
regarding CB-21. 

 

Palo Alto 

 

 Status (To be Determined): Enforce ban on 
architectural copper (roofs and gutters) per ordinance 
provision.  Continue to conduct outreach to 
Building/Planning staff and developers on ban of 
copper roofs, shingles and gutters. 

 Follow-up with the 
City of Palo Alto 
staff 

San Jose 

 

 Status (To be Determined): Periodically report on 
the status of the implementation of Green Building 
policies and recommendations for opportunities to 
discourage architectural use of copper. 

 Follow-up with the 
City of San Jose 
staff 

SCVURPPP 

 

 In Progress: Track EPA cancellation of virtually all 
residential uses of chromated copper arsenate (CCA) 
treated lumber (December 30, 2003).  Track 
replacement of preservatives for copper content. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee FY 03-04 Annual 
Reports. 

  

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

 

 Distribute to Co-permittees City of Palo Alto report 
regarding architectural uses of copper, and model 
ordinance banning architectural copper (roofs and 
gutters).  Encourage Co-permittees to consider 
feasibility of limiting or banning these uses of copper. 

  

Palo Alto 

 

 Enforce ban on architectural copper (roofs and 
gutters) per ordinance provision.  Continue to 
conduct outreach to Building/Planning staff and 
developers on ban of copper roofs, shingles and 
gutters. 

  

San Jose 

 

 Periodically report on the status of the 
implementation of Green Building policies and 
recommendations for opportunities to discourage 
architectural use of copper. 

  

SCVURPPP 

 

 Track EPA cancellation of virtually all residential uses 
of chromated copper arsenate (CCA) treated lumber 
(December 30, 2003).  Track replacement of 
preservatives for copper content. 

  

All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

Palo Alto 

y 

Ordinance, 
August 2002 

In August 2002, City of Palo Alto adopted an 
ordinance prohibiting the use of copper for new roofs.  
Prohibitions include copper metal roofing; asphalt 
shingles containing copper granules; and copper 
gutters. Copper flashing and ornaments are 
exempted.  The ordinance became effective on 
January 1, 2003. 

 See FY 03-04 work 
plan 

Palo Alto 

 

Report on 
Architectural 
Uses of 
Copper, rev. 
March 2001 

RWQCP investigated the relative importance of 
copper in roofing materials as a source of copper to 
the environment.  

 See FY 03-04 work 
plan 

San Jose  Adopted Green Building Policies and Guidelines in 
June 2001 (see http://www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/esd/gb-
sitemap.htm ) Continued to monitor progress of San 
Jose Green Building program to identify opportunities 
for discouraging architectural use of copper. 

 See FY 03-04 work 
plan 
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NAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: NB-1 – Measures to control nickel discharges from construction sites: (1) continue to implement performance 
standards for construction inspection, (2) participate in development of region-wide training and certification program for construction 
site inspectors, (3) continue to conduct workshops for municipal staff on post-construction controls for new development and re-
development, and 4) continue to support annual workshops for contractors and municipal staff on construction site management and 
erosion/sediment controls. 

Region of Applicability:  South Bay. Concept potentially applicable Bay-wide. 

Linkage to Nickel Reduction:  Nickel occurs naturally in local soils.  Assumes that better erosion/sediment controls at construction sites will 
reduce the amount of sediment (and thus nickel) washed into creeks and the Bay. 

Performance Measure(s):  Co-permittee annual reports evaluating implementation of Construction Inspection Performance Standard; number of 
workshops held and number of attendees. 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

     

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP 

   NB-1(2)(4) 

 • Sponsored and participated in the annual 
Regional Board Construction Site 
Management Workshop for municipal staff 
on September 24, 2003.  Provided 
information on the latest erosion/sediment 
control techniques  
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS    

SCVURPPP 

   NB-1(1) 

 • Co-permittees will continue to implement 
Construction Inspection Performance 
Standards (see Construction Inspection work 
plan section). 

• Co-permittees will begin to implement the 
Rural Public Works Maintenance and 
Support Performance Standard, as 
applicable to their communities. 

Effectiveness evaluation in 
Co-permittee annual 
reports 

 

SCVURPPP 

   NB-1(3) 

 • Conduct a third workshop on implementing 
Provision C.3., including information on 
appropriate post-construction controls for 
types of new and redevelopment projects 
(Fall 2003) 

Attendee list, evaluation 
forms 

 

SCVURPPP 

   NB-1(2)(4) 

 • Sponsor and help conduct the annual 
Regional Board Construction Site 
Management Workshop for municipal staff 
(scheduled for September 24, 2003).  
Include information on the latest 
erosion/sediment control techniques. 

Attendee list, evaluation 
forms 

 

Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee work plans for nickel 
and for Construction Inspection. 

  

FY 2002-2003  Actions Accomplished in Period   

SCVURPPP  • Co-permittees incorporated revised 
Construction Inspection Performance 

Performance standards 
have been an effective tool 
for defining MEP and 

See FY 03-04 work 
plan above. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

   NB-1 (1) 

 

Standards (rev. 1/17/02) into their URMPs. 
In response to a request by Regional Board 
staff, SCVURPPP submitted the Legal 
Authority sections of the Co-permittees’ 
performance standards to Regional Board 
staff on 4/28/03.  All Co-permittees have 
either adopted the revised model 
performance standard with no changes or 
adopted a version with very small changes to 
the model. 

• SCVURPPP submitted, and Regional Board 
staff approved, the Rural Public Works 
Maintenance and Support Performance 
Standard, which includes erosion and 
sediment controls for rural roads. 

promoting consistent 
implementation of Pro-
gram elements by Co-
permittees.  Regional 
Board staff conducted Co-
permittee performance 
review meetings on the 
topic of construction 
inspection programs 
during Nov.-Dec. 2002 and 
documented the findings in 
a letter dated 3/3/03. 

SCVURPPP 

   NB-1(2) 

 The Regional Board’s annual Construction Site 
Management Workshops constitute a region-wide 
training program, and provide certificates of 
completion to contractors and other attendees. 

Workshops are an 
effective and well-known 
training mechanism. 

No further action 
needed by 
SCVURPPP 
(combine with  
NB-1(4)) 

SCVURPPP 

   NB-1(3) 

 SCVURPP held two workshops on implementation of 
Provision C.3., including discussion of post-
construction treatment controls, on December 11, 
2002 and May 21-22, 2003 

Both workshops were very 
well attended, and eval-
uation forms showed that 
the workshops were 
successful in educating 
attendees (see FY 02-03 
Annual Report). 

See FY 03-04 work 
plan above. 

SCVURPPP 

   NB-1(4) 

 SCVURPPP sponsored and helped conduct a 
Regional Board Construction Site Management 
Workshop for municipal staff in San Jose on October 
2, 2002.  The agenda included review of erosion and 

The workshop was well 
attended, and evaluation 
forms showed that the 
workshop was successful 

See FY 03-04 work 
plan above. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

sediment control measures and demonstration of 
products by vendors. 

in educating attendees 
(see FY 02-03 Annual 
Report). 
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NAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction 

BASELINE ACTIVITY: NB-7 – Measures to establish a watershed model linked to process oriented Bay model. 

Region of Applicability:  South Bay and generally Bay-wide. 

Linkage to Nickel Reduction:  Better understanding of nickel sources, pathways, and loadings to the Bay. 

Performance Measure(s):  Report on and incorporate results of various modeling activities. 

Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

     

 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   

     

 FY 2003-2004   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   

SCVURPPP 

 

CEP Track CEP Task 4.7 to evaluate future modeling 
needs and other CEP tasks with modeling elements 
(see CB-20). 

  

SCVURPPP 

 

 Track results as they become available from SFO, 
CEP Cu/Ni, Cargill, and other potential modeling 
efforts (see CB-20). 

  

SCVURPPP 

 

BPP Track results from BPP hydrodynamic and 
compartment modeling based on SFO and WASP 
models.(see CB-20, CB-18, CB-4&5) 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 

SCVURPPP BPP Track results from BPP Prop. 13 ambient water 
quality monitoring and modeling (USEPA BASINS 
and SFO models) of loading from Castro Valley 
Creek watershed (see CB-17(3)). 
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5. FY 04-05 PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT WORK PLAN 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The goals and objectives of the SCVURPPP Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP)  
include:  effectively prohibiting non-storm water discharges to storm drains and 
watercourses; reducing pollutants in storm water discharges to the “maximum extent 
practicable” (MEP); and not causing or contributing to violations of water quality standards, 
as required by the Program’s NPDES permit.  The Program’s approach to meeting these 
goals and objectives focuses on the use of best management practices (BMPs) for source 
control and pollution prevention; and public education and outreach. 
 
The Program’s approach to pesticide management has a similar focus on source control 
and pollution prevention.  Program BMPs for pesticide management have included 
significant outreach efforts to residents, businesses, and municipal staff to provide education 
and achieve behavior changes relative to uses of pesticides and less toxic pest control 
methods.  Outreach efforts have been supplemented by monitoring studies to define the 
problem; participation in regional monitoring and organizations to address pesticide issues; 
and development of performance standards and local pest management plans. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Diazinon and chlorpyrifos have been identified in recent studies as causing toxicity in local 
creeks and wastewater treatment plant effluent.  In May 1999, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) listed San Francisco Bay and 35 Bay Area urban creeks as 
impaired by diazinon under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  The 303(d) 
listing triggered the need for USEPA and the State to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) for the impaired waterbodies.  In September 2002, the Regional Board developed 
a Preliminary Project Report for diazinon and pesticide-related toxicity in San Francisco Bay 
Area urban creeks.  The Preliminary Project Report provides a draft source assessment and 
pollutant allocation scheme; and discusses potential implementation actions relevant to 
urban runoff management programs, including the SCVURPPP.  A final project report will 
likely be released in 2004, followed by a draft Basin Plan amendment. 
   
The Program’s reissued NPDES permit (Order No. 01-024, February 21, 2001) includes 
specific requirements for a pesticide control program.  The Program and Co-permittees must 
develop and implement a pesticide control plan that addresses municipal uses of pesticides, 
including diazinon and other lower priority banned pesticides such as chlordane, dieldrin, 
and DDT, and the use of these pesticides by others within municipal jurisdictions.  The 
Program will also continue to work with the Urban Pesticide Committee and the California 
Stormwater Quality Association Pesticide Work Group to assess impacts of pesticide use 
and encourage actions by other state and federal agencies. 
 
As required by Permit Provision C.9.d., the Program developed a Pesticide Management 
Plan and submitted it to the Regional Board by July 1, 2001 (June 26, 2001). The submittal 
to the Regional Board included a preliminary draft Pest Management Performance Standard 
as well as municipal pesticide use surveys completed by each Co-permittee. The Pesticide 
Management Plan was revised in response to Regional Board staff comments dated August 
15, 2001 and December 21, 2001, and the revised version (dated February 15, 2002) 
submitted to the Regional Board as Attachment 5-1 to the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan. 

FY 04-05 Work Plan 5-1 3/01/04 
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Section 5  Pesticide Management  

FY 04-05 Work Plan 5-2 3/01/04 
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The Pest Management Performance Standard was also revised based on Regional Board 
Staff comments emailed in November 2001. The final performance standard was submitted 
to the Regional Board as Attachment 2-2 of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan.  
 
The purpose of the Pesticide Plan is to control pesticide-related toxicity in urban runoff, by 
minimizing pesticide use and reducing the amount of pesticides in storm water and 
landscape runoff to the maximum extent practicable.  The Plan identifies the goals of each 
work plan element, actions, monitoring mechanisms, and schedules. The Plan also identifies 
whether actions will be implemented at the Program level, municipality level, or both.  
Program-level actions in the Plan form the basis of this FY 04-05 Pesticide Management 
Work Plan.  The details of municipality actions and schedules were provided in individual 
Co-permittee pest management plans submitted with the Co-permittees’ FY 00-01 annual 
reports and future tasks are provided in the Co-permittees’ FY 04-05 work plans (Section 9 
of this FY 04-05 Work Plan). 
 
PAST PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 
 
The Program has, since its inception, actively participated in a number of activities aimed at 
understanding water quality problems in creeks and San Francisco Bay and reducing 
pollutants, including pesticides, to the MEP.  The Program’s FY 99-00, FY 00-01, FY 01-02, 
FY 02-03 and FY 03-04 Work Plans presented the history of the Program’s and Co-
permittee’s pesticide-related activities in the areas of monitoring and science, outreach and 
education, and URMP implementation.   
All of the Program tasks in the Pesticide Plan were scheduled to be completed or begun by 
FY 02-03.  Table 5-1 presents the status of these tasks.   Details of the FY 04-05 Pesticide 
User Outreach Work Plan are provided in Section 3 Attachment 3-3.  
 
FY 04-05 PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT TASKS 
 
Table 5-2 presents the list of tasks from the Pesticide Plan that are still in progress and will 
be implemented in FY 04-05.  (Ongoing tasks from FY 03-04 (Table 5-1) are not repeated in 
Table 5-2). 
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Table 5-1 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 

 

FY 04-05 Work Plan Page 1 of 10 3/01/04 
F:\Sc42\FY04-05WP\FY04_05_Sections\Section 5\Table 5-1.doc 

Action Status Notes 

I. Municipal Pesticide Use 

I.A.1 Develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use 
on municipally owned property (PS#8).  Include in the 
process reporting and justification for the use of OP 
pesticide and BMPs employed during OP pesticide use. 

Ongoing The Pest Management Performance Standard includes a 
suggested reporting process which, for FY 01-02, is 
focused on reporting use of organophosphate pesticides, 
particularly chlorpyrifos and diazinon.  All Co-permittees 
submitted information on pesticide use in their FY 01-02 
and FY 02-03  Annual Reports .  Program staff will work 
with the Co-permittees to review and improve the reporting 
process as needed. 

I.A.3 Assist Co-permittees to develop and implement standard 
operating procedures (SOPs) and best management 
practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM policy. (PS #3).  
BMPs will include special precautions to reduce water 
quality impacts when applying pesticides. 

Done Program guidance completed as part of Model Pest 
Management Performance Standard, submitted to 
Regional Board March 1, 2002.  Guidance to Co-
permittees included a  packet of example IPM policies and 
practices. 

I.A.4. Assist Co-permittees to update local URMPs to 
incorporate/adapt the model Pest Management 
Performance Standard, including a description of the legal 
authority (IPM policy/ordinance, contract language), work 
plan elements, BMPs, and SOPs needed for 
implementation. 

Done See notes for Action I.A.3.  The Program held a workshop 
on March 20, 2002 on how to implement the performance 
standard. 

I.B.4. Conduct a workshop for municipal staff on least-toxic pest 
control methods and pesticide management BMPs. 

Done Workshop held March 20, 2002.  Program also co-
sponsored ACCWP IPM Symposium held on 2/5/03. 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 
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Action Status Notes 

II. Public Education and Outreach 

II.A.1 Implement the Watershed Education & Outreach (WE&O) 
Campaign, which will target the general public and include 
messages about less-toxic pest control and proper disposal. 
The Campaign will include extensive media campaign with 
South Bay English- and Spanish-language radio stations, 
newspapers, and bus posters. 

Done/Ongoing An article on impacts of pesticide use to water quality and 
less toxic pest control was written and sent through the 
campaign distribution list. Pesticides are listed as a 
concern in the campaign brochure and the Watershed 
Watch song.  Media ads and public service 
announcements with less toxic pest management 
messages are under development and will be run in Spring 
2003. The campaign web site added several new pages on 
IPM and IPM fact sheets are available to download. Print, 
radio and transit ads with less toxic pest management 
messages were developed in FY 02-03. Advertising was 
conducted in FY 02-03 and FY 03-04.  

II.A.2 Develop simple, effective, targeted messages regarding 
proper pesticide use and disposal, effects on water quality, 
and IPM. 

Done/Ongoing See above for Watershed Watch activities.  The Program 
continues to participate in regional IPM partnership and 
media relations efforts.  The regional IPM partnership 
committee develops new fact sheets each year. 

II.A.3 Prepare appropriate outreach materials (e.g., fact sheets or 
a consumer guide regarding pest control services) to 
address target groups. 

Done  Program developed landscape maintenance fact sheet.  A 
PCO fact sheet has been developed through  BASMAA 
participation --  this fact sheets educates consumers on 
hiring  pest control professionals who practice IPM.. 

II.A.4  Identify and attend community events and distribute 
outreach materials. (Program will attend events strategic to 
the WE&O campaign.) 

Done/Ongoing Program staff and Watershed Watch consultant staff attend 
4-5 events each year.  Brochures such as IPM fact sheets,  
“Grow It!” guide, “Pests Bugging You?”, and “Backyard 
Bugs” are distributed.  

II.A.6. Create, update, and publicize web sites to promote IPM and 
reduce pesticide use. 

Done/Ongoing The Watershed Watch website was launched in September 
2001 and is continually updated.  The website directs 
browsers to call the toll-free number to the Program office 
for information on less-toxic pest control.  A web page 
specifically for IPM was completed in June 2002 and is 
updated regularly.  The web page also includes links to 
other sites with information on IPM. 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 
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Action Status Notes 

II.A.7 Coordinate with the Master Gardeners program and use 
their services to train residents.  Provide IPM training and 
information on water quality impacts of pesticide use to 
Master Gardeners as needed. 

Done The Program funded a proposal by Master Gardeners and 
San Jose Community Gardens staff  to conduct an IPM 
training program for community gardeners.  Four 
workshops were conducted and training materials were 
purchased with SCVURPPP funds.   

II.A.8 Create and/or publicize existing IPM demonstration gardens 
(such as the garden at the San Francisco Bay Wildlife 
Refuge in Alviso). 

Done/Ongoing The Watershed Watch campaign has partnered with the 
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge at Alviso.  
The Alviso site has a pesticide-free native plant 
demonstration garden.  Garden workshops at this garden 
are promoted on the Watershed Watch website.  
Additionally, the Watershed Watch consultant is working 
with Don Edwards staff to develop page on the website 
specific to the demonstration garden. Program staff are 
looking into possibilities for sponsoring/publicizing other 
demonstration gardens. 

II.A.9 Continue to fund BASMAA Regional Media Relations 
Campaign featuring pitches to Bay Area media and 
responses to breaking news on pesticide-related topics. 

Ongoing The Program funds this campaign as part of its BASMAA 
baseline dues.  Program staff participates in meetings of 
the work group and review draft products.  

II.A.11 Identify consumer and business publications that could 
include articles about IPM or less toxic pest management, 
submit articles or letters to the editor, and encourage them 
to print them. 

In Progress An article regarding impacts of pesticide use to water 
quality and containing hints for pesticide-free pest control 
was written and sent through the WEO campaign 
distribution list; however, it was difficult to confirm whether 
the article was published. Efforts to identify publications 
and get articles included are ongoing.   

II.A.12 Develop a work plan for and implement a “Pesticide User 
Outreach” project targeting residential and commercial 
users, which will include continuing the IPM Store 
Partnership Program and selected Household Chemical 
Management project tasks.  Include an evaluation 
component in the work plan.  

 

Complete Annually 

Work Plan implemented for FY 02-03 and ongoing for FY 
03-04. Activities included: 
• Media advertising 
• IPM Store Partnership Program 
• IPM Community Workshop 
• Outreach at Community Events 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 
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Action Status Notes 

II.A.13 Provide information on less toxic pest control (e.g., IPM 
techniques, municipal IPM policies, model contract 
language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring special 
districts (e.g., Valley Transportation Authority, sanitary and 
utility districts, open space districts, vector control districts, 
and school districts) as appropriate. 

In Progress VTA and open space and vector control district staff were 
invited to the Program’s IPM Workshop in March 2003 and 
provided copies of the Program’s Pest Management 
Performance Standard.  These groups will be addressed in 
the Pesticide User Outreach Plan for FY 04-05 
 

 

Monitoring Mechanism II.A.1 Document or estimate numbers of 
residents reached by outreach efforts, including events, web 
site promotion, municipal employee outreach, and media 
advertising.  Monitor responses to outreach efforts through 
documentation of calls to the Program’s general and 
watershed campaign hotlines. 

In Progress. 

Completed Annually 

Number of residents reached and outreach materials 
distributed are documented after each event. Response to 
outreach efforts is tracked by documenting calls to hotline 
and website visits. This information is provided in the 
Annual Report each year. 

Monitoring Mechanism II.A.2 Survey local public attitudes and 
behavior to evaluate the success of outreach efforts and the 
saturation of outreach messages. (Program will conduct 
countywide survey as part of evaluation of WE&O campaign.  
Program may also conduct surveys to evaluate 
effectiveness of specific projects.) 

Countywide survey 
conducted in September 

2003 

A Countywide survey was conducted to evaluate the 
success of the WE&O campaign. Section 3 of this Work 
Plan describes the results. An evaluation report was 
submitted to the Management Committee on November 20, 
2003. Some of the survey questions tracked the publics’ 
knowledge about various pollutants, including pesticides, 
affecting the water quality in the Bay. 19% of the 
respondents in 2003 say that pesticides affect the water 
quality of the Bay compared to 7% in 1991. About 23% of 
residents say that they use less –toxic ways to control 
pests in their home and garden. 

The BASMAA Regional IPM Committee is planning to 
conduct a survey in FY 03-04 to evaluate the Store 
Partnership Project. The Program will provide input in 
developing this survey and help implement it if needed. 

II.B.1 Continue to fund and participate in the BASMAA Regional 
IPM Partnership. 

Ongoing The Program annually funds this program as part of its 
BASMAA baseline dues.  These funds cover the Program’s 
supply of IPM Fact Sheets.  Program staff participates in 
meetings of the work group and review draft products. 
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II.B.2 Continue to implement cost-effective elements of the IPM 
Store Partnership Program.  Create and provide fact sheets 
and other materials to pesticide retailers to facilitate point-of-
purchase outreach. Visit stores as necessary to ensure 
ongoing participation. 

Ongoing The IPM store partnership program expanded in FY 02-03 
to include 29 stores in the Santa Clara Valley. Training on 
selling less-toxic products was provided to 123 employees 
at 16 stores. The Program will continue maintaining these 
stores in FY 04-05 and provide trainings to store 
employees if needed. 

 

II.B.3 Offer IPM training opportunities to pesticide retailer 
employees through coordination with Master Gardener-
taught educational programs. 

Task Eliminated 
(covered under Action 

Item II.A.12.) 

It was not possible to arrange for Master Gardeners to train 
store employees due to staff shortages within the Master 
Gardener program.  The Program has contracted with 
Annie Joseph to provide training to pesticide retailers, as 
she has been successful in getting store participation. The 
Community Gardeners project has been a successful way 
to work with the Master Gardener program and may be 
repeated if there is sufficient demand and resources 
available. 

Monitoring Mechanism II.B.1. Document number of participating 
stores, materials distributed and employees trained. 
Evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the IPM Store Partnership 
Program each year. Implement the evaluation component of 
the Pesticide User Outreach work plan each year 

Ongoing Data on number of participating stores, materials 
distributed and employees trained is documented and 
reported in the Annual Report each year. Evaluation of 
other work plan tasks is also reported. 

III.  Pest Control Operators (PCOs) 

III.A.1 Develop a database of licensed structural and landscape 
maintenance PCOs. 

Done The list was obtained from the County Agricultural 
Commissioner’s office prior to the PCO workshop of 
November 4, 2003 

III.A.2. Identify active PCO and landscape maintenance 
organizations in the South Bay and conduct awareness-
raising presentations at their meetings 

Done The Program contracted with Bart Brandenburg, 
consultant, to plan and conduct a PCO Workshop. 
Awareness raising presentations were made at the two 
local PCO associations before the PCO workshop to 
increase attendance. 
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III.A.3. Develop and conduct accredited workshops for PCOs that 
focus on IPM techniques. 

Done The workshop was conducted on November 4, 2003. About 
30 PCOs from 19 companies attended this workshop. The 
workshop was very well received by attendees. 

III.A.4 Require PCOs contracted for municipal applications to use 
pest control methods consistent with the municipality’s IPM 
policy (through contract specifications).  Specifically, 
municipalities will require contractors to: a) follow the 
agency’s IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs; b) provide evidence 
of current IPM training, when feasible; and c) provide 
documentation of pesticide use on agency property to the 
agency in a timely manner (PS#5). 

Program Guidance 
Done 

Guidance was completed in December 2001 as part of the 
Pest Management Performance Standard.  Co-permittees 
are beginning or continuing to implement the guidance.  
The IPM workshop on March 20, 2002 included a section 
on contracting for IPM services from professional pest 
control businesses.  

Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1. Document the number of PCOs 
receiving presentations and/or training and pesticide use by 
PCOs on municipal property. 

FY 03-04 About 30 PCOs from 19 companies attended the PCO 
workshop.  

III.B.1. Identify and work with PCO trade organizations to develop 
industry standards for BMPs to protect water quality, through 
participation in UPC and BASMAA. 

To Be Done 
in FY 04-05 

Program will work with the UPC and a consultant to 
accomplish this task.  

IV.  Commercial Businesses 

IV.A.1 Research reports and surveys of commercial business 
pesticide use and other stormwater programs’ and POTWs’ 
efforts to address this issue. Develop recommendations and 
a work plan (including an evaluation component) to provide 
outreach on less toxic pest control to target businesses in 
the South Bay, as appropriate and cost-effective. 

In Progress –  Program staff surveyed Co-permittees, BASMAA 
members, and Monterey County programs for IPM 
materials specific to restaurants.  Very little IPM restaurant 
outreach material was found.  Several programs reported 
using San Francisco’s “Don’t Set a Table for Pests” poster.  
In FY 02-03 County Health Inspectors began distributing 
this poster to restaurants during routine inspections. A  
reprint of this poster is being organized. 

IV.A.2. Develop and implement education programs that target 
commercial businesses, per recommendations from Action 
IV.A.1. 

Ongoing  See Action Item IV.A.1. 

Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1. Document outreach efforts targeting Ongoing The number of posters distributed and the number of 
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businesses, as recommended in the work plan to be 
developed by the Program. Implement the evaluation 
component of the work plan. 

businesses receiving them is documented and reported in 
the Annual Report each year. 

V.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 

V.A.3 Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, 
and help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal 
(PS #7). 

Ongoing The Program is working closely with the HHW Program to 
publicize proper pesticide disposal. The Program’s “Got 
Paint” advertising campaign focused on the proper disposal 
of paints, pesticides and other hazardous wastes. 

Monitoring Mechanism V.A.2. Document quantities of pesticide 
disposal at household hazardous waste collection 
facilities (only possible on a county-wide basis at 
present)  

Ongoing Reported in the Annual Report each year 

VI.  County Agricultural Commissioners 

VI.A.1 Keep County Agricultural Commissioners informed of 
Program goals and activities and regional water quality 
issues through periodic meetings. 

Ongoing County Agricultural commissioners were involved in the 
development and review of the pest management 
performance standards.  Contact is ongoing. 

VI.A.2 Involve County Agricultural Commissioners in education and 
outreach efforts targeting PCOs. 

Done Program staff worked with County Agricultural 
Commissioners for planning and conducting the PCO 
workshop.  

Monitoring Mechanism VI.A.2 Document meetings with County 
Agricultural Commissioner and staff involvement in 
outreach efforts 

Ongoing Program staff met with County Agricultural Commissioners 
to plan the PCO workshop. Workshop information was 
published in their newsletters. Outreach staff from the Ag. 
Commissioner’s office made a presentation at the PCO 
workshop. 

VII.  New Development 

VII.A.1. Coordinate with municipal arborists or other relevant 
municipal staff to identify landscaping techniques less 
likely to attract pests, including a list of pest-resistant 

Done Program completed model conditions of approval, a 
landscape maintenance fact sheet, guidance on 
landscaping techniques for stormwater treatment, and a 
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plants, and develop model conditions of approval for pest 
resistant landscaping features and practices. 

draft pest-resistant plant list.  The plant list proved not to 
be a useful tool, as plant resistance depends highly on 
local planting conditions. 

VII.A.2. Assist Co-permittees to consider pest-resistant 
landscaping and design features in the design, 
landscaping, and environmental reviews of proposed 
development projects. 

Done Model conditions of approval provided to Co-permittees, 
and a form developed to track projects for which education 
or conditions of approval were required. 

VII.A.3. Assist Co-permittees to train staff responsible for design 
review on pest-resistant landscaping techniques and 
model conditions of approval (see Actions VII.A.1. and 
VII.A.2.) and the importance of minimizing pesticide use in 
runoff from development sites. 

Done The topic was presented at the December 11, 2002 New 
Development workshop. 

VII.A.4.  Develop and propose enhanced reporting format for 
documenting use of pesticide reduction measures at 
development sites. 

Done A section for documenting pesticide reduction measures 
required of project applicants is included in the Program’s 
model data collection form for collecting other development 
project data prior to implementing C.3. (i.e., impervious 
surface area) and the Planning Procedures PS Reporting 
Form. 

VIII.  Monitoring and Science  

VIII.A.1. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring 
Program (RMP). Continue to actively participate in the 
RMP advisory and technical committees to focus RMP 
resources on 303(d) problem pollutants, including OP 
pesticides.  

Ongoing The Program annually contributes its share to the RMP.  
Program staff attends the RMP Technical Review 
Committee meetings and prepare meeting summaries for 
Management Committee. 

VIII.A.2. Work with Regional Board staff to refine the problem 
statement for the diazinon TMDL and determine data 
needs. 

Ongoing Program staff attends the Urban Pesticide Committee 
meetings, at which the diazinon TMDL has been 
discussed.  Staff is also working on the TMDL with 
Regional Board staff as part of the Clean Estuary Program 
(CEP). 
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VIII.A.3. Participate in a coordinated regional plan to collect data for 
the diazinon TMDL. 

Ongoing The Program participates in and annually contributes to the 
CEP, which includes data collection for the diazinon TMDL. 

IX.  Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 

IX.A.1. Support actions by the California Stormwater Quality 
Association (CASQA) Pesticide Work Group  to comment on 
and assist with USEPA’s pesticide risk assessments and to 
assist USEPA in development of a scope for a diazinon 
TMDL case study.  

Ongoing;  
Case study TBD 

SCVURPPP provides funding to the CASQA’s consultant 
contract, which funded Geoff Brosseau and Kelly Moran’s 
efforts to review risk assessments and provide comments 
on behalf of the CASQA member agencies.  The EPA case 
study has not yet been planned or discussed. 
 

IX.A.2. Through participation in the UPC and CASQA, work with the 
U.S.EPA, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, 
and the pesticide industry to eliminate uses of pesticides 
likely to enter surface water from those listed on product 
labels.* 

Ongoing Program staff regularly participates in the UPC and 
CASQA, and support efforts to eliminate uses of 
pesticides that cause risk to water quality. 

IX.B.1. Participate in the activities of BASMAA, CASQA, and UPC, 
and communicate Program efforts.  

Ongoing Program staff regularly attends BASMAA, the CASQA and 
its Executive Committee, and the UPC and communicate 
Program efforts. 

IX.B.2. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL 
development and implementation. (See Action VIII.A.3.) 

As Needed. 
 

The Program participates in and annually contributes to 
the CEP, which includes data collection for the diazinon 
TMDL. 

IX.B.3. Continue to participate in the BASMAA Pesticide Work 
Group to evaluate implementation of and continuously 
improve the Pesticide Strategy and report on the results of 
the evaluation. 

Task Eliminated The BASMAA Pesticide Work Group is no longer active, 
as each municipal stormwater program has its own 
pesticide plan in place of the Pesticide Strategy. 

X.  Review and Revision of Work Plan 

X.A.1. Review and continuously improve the goals, actions, and 
monitoring mechanisms of the work plan considering results 
of self-evaluations, comments from Regional Board staff 

Ongoing 
(Annually) 

The Pesticide Plan was revised twice in FY 01-02 based on 
comments from Regional Board staff and interested parties 
(specifically RWQCB letters dated 8/15/01 and 12/21/01) 
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and other interested parties, and results of local 
performance review meetings if any. 

and submitted to the RWQCB on October 15, 2001 and 
March 1, 2002, respectively.  The Plan will continue to be 
evaluated and improved each year. 
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Table 5-2 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 04-05 Pesticide Management Tasks 

Task Schedule Deliverables 

Public Education and Outreach 

II.A.3.  Prepare appropriate outreach materials (e.g., fact sheets or a consumer   guide 
regarding pest control services) to address target groups.  

Ongoing • 

• 

The PCO fact sheet is complete. 

Distribution Plan – The fact sheet will 
continue to be distributed at  outreach 
events, through literature racks at stores. 
It was also distributed to attendees at the 
Program’s PCO workshop.   

II.A.11  Identify consumer and business publications that could include articles about 
IPM or less toxic pest management, submit articles or letters to the editor, and 
encourage them to print them.  

Ongoing • 

• 

An article on use of less-toxic pesticides 
was sent to a number of publications in 
FY 02-03.  Another article will be 
prepared and distributed in FY 04-05. 

Efforts to identify publications and get 
articles included are ongoing.   

II.A.12.  Develop a work plan for and implement a “Pesticide User Outreach” project 
targeting residential and commercial users, which will include continuing the IPM Store 
Partnership Program and selected Household Chemical Management project tasks.  
Include an evaluation component in the work plan. 

Ongoing • Implementation of ongoing and 
remaining pesticide plan tasks will be 
continued in FY 04-05. The Work Plan 
for FY 04-05 will focus on continuing the 
IPM partnership program, conducting 
outreach on less-toxic pesticides through 
media advertising and outreach events 
(See Section 3 and Attachment 3-3 of 
this Work Plan). 

 

II.A.13  Provide information on less toxic pest control (e.g., IPM techniques, municipal 
IPM policies, model contract language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring 
special districts within the Co-permittee’s jurisdiction (e.g., Valley Transportation 
Authority, sanitary and utility districts, open space districts, vector control districts, and 
school districts) as appropriate.  

June 2005 • These groups will be contacted to 
assess the amount of information they 
have or need regarding IPM, and 
develop and implement prioritized 
outreach plan based on the findings of 
the assessment 

Pest Control Operators (PCOs) 
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III.B.1. Identify and work with PCO trade organizations to develop industry standards 
for BMPs to protect water quality, through participation in UPC and BASMAA. 

June 2005 • PCO-accepted BMP Document (work 
with UPC and consultant) 

Commercial Businesses 

IV.A.2. Develop and implement education programs that target commercial 
businesses, per recommendations from Action IV.A.1.  

Ongoing • Reprints of the “Don’t Set a Table for 
Pests” poster are being coordinated. 

• Poster will continue to be distributed to 
food facilities by County Health 
Inspectors. It will also be provided to Co-
permittees for distribution through storm 
water inspectors. 
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6. MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION WORK PLAN 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Program’s NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater discharges may be causing or 
contributing to exceedances of water quality standards for mercury.  Mercury has been found in 
sediments in South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed.  Some types of 
fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other pollutants at concentrations that may threaten 
the health of humans consuming those fish.  In response, the California Office of Environmental 
Health and Hazard Assessment issued an interim fish consumption advisory.  The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has listed the Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed 
(including the Guadalupe River, Alamitos Creek, Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and 
Guadalupe Reservoir) as impaired by mercury under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  In 
accordance with Section 303(d), the Regional Board is required to establish a Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River 
Watershed. 
 
Permit Provision C.9.c. requires the Program to develop and implement a mercury pollution 
prevention plan.  The Program developed a Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan (Mercury Plan) 
consistent with the permit provisions.  The Mercury Plan was submitted to the Regional Board 
on March 1, 2002 as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan.  This section of the FY 04-05 
Work Plan summarizes Mercury Plan tasks completed during FY 03-04 and describes the tasks 
that will be developed, continued, or completed during FY 04-05. 
 
SUMMARY OF MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 
 
The Mercury Plan is based on the premise that a Bay area-wide approach (and coordination) in 
addressing mercury pollution prevention will be most successful.  For this reason, many of the 
actions identified in the Plan are for Program-level participation in regional efforts.  These efforts 
are supplemented by countywide and local efforts.   
 
The Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan addresses five general goals: 
I. Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products – Eliminate all unnecessary municipal 

use of mercury-containing products and establish proper disposal methods for products 
that cannot be eliminated. 

II. Household Hazardous Waste Collection – Provide mercury-containing product 
disposal services through household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for 
residents and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 

III. Monitoring and Science – Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including assessment of air pollution 
sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in sediment. 

IV. Regional, State, and Federal Coordination – Actively participate in regional, state and 
federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in urban 
runoff and air emissions. 

V. Public Education and Outreach –Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-
containing products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.   
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Section 6  Mercury Pollution Prevention Work Plan  
 
The Mercury Plan identifies actions that will be implemented at the Program level, municipality 
level, or both, as well as the schedule for initiation and/or completion of Program-level actions.  
The details of municipality actions and schedules are included in the individual Co-permittee 
Work Plans and/or Annual Reports, as appropriate.   
 
STATUS OF FY 03-04 MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION ACTIVITIES 
 
The status of Program tasks in the Mercury Plan is presented in Table 6-1. Highlights of 
Program accomplishments during FY 03-04, as developed and/or implemented by the Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Plan Ad Hoc Task Group (Mercury P2 Plan AHTG), Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work Group, Program staff and municipalities are provided below.   
 
Monitoring and Science 
 
The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) is serving as the 
stakeholder forum for the development of the Guadalupe River TMDL Report.  The Guadalupe 
River Watershed encompasses parts of San Jose, Los Gatos, Campbell, Monte Sereno and 
Santa Clara.  SCVURPPP is a stakeholder in the Guadalupe River TMDL process.  The Santa 
Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) and the City of San Jose are taking lead roles in the TMDL 
development process.  Program staff is also participating in the TMDL process.   
The Program continued to provide financial support to the Regional Monitoring Program (RMP), 
including the Mercury Deposition Network Pilot Study funded by the City of San Jose.  In 
addition, Program and Co-permittee staffs actively participate in RMP Technical Review 
Committee (TRC) and Steering Committee (SC) meetings and provide meeting summaries to 
the Management Committee.  Staff reviewed available reports and provided comments on the 
proposed 2004 RMP Draft Monitoring Plan.   
A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of a Water Quality Attainment 
Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries was entered into by the Regional Board, 
Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA), and Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association (BASMAA) on August 6, 2001, and includes the development of TMDLs for 303(d) 
pollutants including mercury.  This group is referred to as the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP).  
As a member agency of BASMAA, the Program is involved in the development and funding of 
potential projects for the mercury TMDL.  Program staff has been participating in the CEP 
technical committee meetings and CEP Board meetings.  In addition, a City of San Jose staff 
member is serving as chair of the CEP technical committee and Program staff serves as the 
BASMAA representative to the Mercury Work Group.    
 
Mercury-Containing Product Survey 
 
In fulfillment of Action I.A of the Mercury Plan, the Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff 
developed a survey to determine the types of mercury-containing products used by 
municipalities.  The objective of the survey was to assess the municipal mercury-containing 
products being used, their locations, and waste disposal and purchasing routes; and identify the 
level of awareness of product alternatives and proper disposal methods.  The Management 
Committee reviewed and approved the survey in October 2002.  On November 5, 2002, the 
survey (See Appendix F-1) was distributed (by electronic mail) to municipal staff contacts 
identified by the Management Committee.  The surveys were completed and returned to the 
Program by February 2003.  Thirteen survey summary tables were provided to the Management 
Committee in June 2003.  Survey responses were provided in the Program’s FY 02-03 Annual 
Report (submitted to the Regional Board on September 15, 2003).  This Mercury Work Plan 
task has been deemed complete.   
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Section 6  Mercury Pollution Prevention Work Plan  
 
Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products 
 
In December 2002, the Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff began developing guidelines 
for the reduction and management of mercury-containing products identified for virtual 
elimination.   
 
The Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products Reduction and Management satisfies Permit 
Provision C.9.c; and Mercury Plan Actions I.E. and II.C.  Information regarding current use, 
purchasing and disposal practices of mercury containing products was gathered using the 
Mercury-Containing Product Survey.  As a result, this information and the collaborative efforts of 
the Mercury P2 Plan AHTG were used to develop the guidelines.   
 
The goals of the Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products Reduction and Management are to 
work towards the virtual elimination of mercury from controllable sources that may affect urban 
runoff due to agency operations; and establish proper recycling and disposal methods for 
products that cannot be eliminated due to technological, safety or economic factors.   
 
A final draft of the Guidelines was submitted to the Management Committee in March 2003.  
The Management Committee approved the Guidelines in April 2003.  A copy of the Guidelines 
was included in the FY 02-03 Annual Report.  In FY 04-05, Co-permittees will continue 
implementation of the Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products Reduction and Management.   
 
Mercury Virtual Elimination Policy 
 
In January 2002, Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff began developing a model mercury 
virtual elimination policy to fulfill Permit Provision C.9.c. and Mercury Plan Action I.C.  The 
model policy, which requires the virtual elimination of mercury from controllable sources in 
urban runoff, was submitted to the Management Committee in March 2003 and approved in 
April 2003.  A copy of the model policy was included in the FY 02-03 Annual Report.  The model 
policy serves only as suggested language.  It was recommended that Co-permittees review the 
EPA document entitled Developing a Virtual Elimination Strategy for Mercury (October 1999) for 
additional language regarding virtual elimination.   
 
In accordance with the Mercury Plan, Co-permittees are expected to adopt a Mercury Virtual 
Elimination policy, procedure, or ordinance consistent with municipal requirements during FY 
03-04.  Co-permittees will implement the newly adopted policy, procedure, or ordinance in FY 
04-05.   
 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Workgroup 
 
In December 2002, Program staff established a new Work Group called the Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work Group.  This Work Group will implement the Public Education and 
Outreach element of the Mercury Plan by organizing a public education, outreach and 
participation program designed to reach residential and commercial users of mercury-containing 
products.  The Mercury Plan identifies the development of a fluorescent light tube (FLT) 
recycling public outreach and education plan as a priority and recommends conducting outreach 
in two phases.  The main objective of both phases is to show the negative health and 
environmental impacts of mercury and the methods available to the public for the proper 
disposal of fluorescent light tubes.   
 
Phase I of the Public Education and Outreach plan focused on residential FLT disposal and was 
completed during FY 02-03.  Implementation of Phase II, which targets small businesses and 
Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators (CESQGs), began in FY 03-04.   
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Section 6  Mercury Pollution Prevention Work Plan  
 
Mercury Plan efforts implemented for the residential campaign (Phase I) during FY 02-03 
include the following:  
• A fact sheet on the proper disposal of FLTs and other mercury-containing household items 

was added to the Watershed Watch web site (www.watershedwatch.net).   
• An article on safe disposal of mercury containing items was developed (as part of the 

Watershed Watch Campaign) and distributed to over 137 agencies for use in their 
newsletters. 

• Radio and print ads regarding the proper disposal of FLTs and other hazardous materials (at 
the CoHHW Program) ran from mid April to mid May.  To encourage the use of the CoHHW 
Program, tickets to the San Jose Saber Cats game on May 5, 2003 were offered as an 
incentive to residents bringing mercury-containing wastes to CoHHW disposal events.   

• A video public service announcement on the proper disposal of mercury-containing wastes 
(obtained from STOPPP and customized for Program use) was provided to Co-permittees 
for broadcast on local city cable.   

 
Program staff developed survey forms to evaluate the effectiveness of the Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach advertising campaign.  Residents bringing mercury-containing wastes to 
the CoHHW Program were requested to complete the survey forms.  From April through June 
2003, the CoHHW Program compiled the information collected from the completed surveys.  
Section 3 (PI/P Activities) of the FY 02-03 Annual Report provides additional information 
regarding the results of this survey.   
 
In FY 03-04, the Program and Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group worked with 
stakeholders to develop the following two outreach pieces for the small business and CESQG 
campaign (Phase II):  

• An article intended for the worldwide web, which will be made available through the 
SCVURPPP and Watershed Watch websites.   

• A public announcement article intended for newsletters.   
 
Both the article and public announcement explain, in simple language, what recent 
environmental legislation exists for proper disposal and recycling of mercury-containing wastes; 
which businesses are affected by this legislation; what means are available to small businesses 
for directing their used FLTs (or other hazardous wastes) to hazardous waste drop-off 
programs; and information on the negative health and environmental impacts of mercury.   
 
The Program has coordinated with the San Jose/Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce, the 
Building Owners and Managers Association (BOMA) and the International Facility Management 
Association (IFMA) to organize the publication of a public announcement article in the 
newsletters and newspapers of these agencies.  The Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 
Work Group will continue to seek other appropriate avenues for extending this outreach to a 
wider business audience throughout the remainder of FY 03-04.  Potential avenues include but 
are not limited to: County HHW Program staff presenting outreach information at meetings 
organized by BOMA and IFMA; work group members transmitting mercury outreach information 
to their municipal inspectors to promote the integration of outreach to industrial businesses 
through their existing routine pretreatment, source control, and/or hazardous materials 
inspection processes; work group members encouraging the inclusion of the public 
announcement article in their municipal newsletters and/or utility bill insets; and assisting 
CoHHW Program staff in the development of a store partnership program (for collecting spent 
fluorescent lamps) which would include the development of outreach materials (e.g., shelf 
talkers).   
 
Grant Proposals  
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Section 6  Mercury Pollution Prevention Work Plan  
 
In FY 02-03, the County Household Hazardous Waste Program (CoHHW) applied for grant 
funding from the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB).  The CoHHW 
Program submitted a Mercury Reduction Grant to the CIWMB on May 23, 2003.  The grant 
proposed to: 1) Develop an aggressive mercury reduction public education and outreach 
program targeted for residents and Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) 
contractors and remodeling contractors in partnership with local planning and permitting 
agencies;2) Expand collection opportunities for mercury containing wastes including 
thermostats, button batteries and fluorescent lamps by increasing services at HHW collection 
events, retail stores, and community sites; and 3) Conducting three Earth Day Thermometer 
Exchanges through a residential campaign entitled “Catch the Fever”.  In FY 03-04, the CoHHW 
Program was notified that their submittal was awarded grant funding for $300,000.   The grant 
was approved by the CIWMB at their September 16, 2003 meeting.   
 
The grant will be implemented over a period of three years.  CoHHW Program staff has 
requested assistance from the Program in implementing the outreach requirements of the grant, 
specifically the store partnership program for collecting spent fluorescent lamps.  The Program 
will assist in identifying appropriate businesses and associations for realizing potential store-
partnership outreach relations and help develop shelf talkers, flyers or other outreach material.  
The Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group will remain active, as necessary, to 
assist the CoHHW Program.   
 
NEXT STEPS FOR MERCURY PLAN IN FY 04-05  
 
Since the establishment of the Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan, Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group, it is anticipated that FY 04-05 will see 
continued Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan implementation activities.  A summarized list of 
Mercury Plan tasks that will be implemented during FY 04-05 include:   
 
Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products: Co-permittees will 
continue implementing the Program’s guidelines for reduction and management of mercury-
containing products identified for virtual elimination.  An evaluation regarding the effectiveness 
of implementation will also occur.   
 
Mercury Virtual Elimination Policy: Co-permittees will begin their first full fiscal year of 
implementing their newly adopted (FY 03-04) mercury virtual elimination policy or ordinance.   
 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach:  As municipal budgets/resources permit, outreach on 
the negative health and environmental impacts of mercury and the methods available for 
properly disposing of FLTs to residents and small businesses, which were established during 
the two-year, two-phase FLT recycling campaign completed during FY 02-03 and FY 03-04; will 
continue.  For example, the three Co-permittees with industrial wastewater inspection programs 
(San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo Alto) will continue to integrate, into their existing routine 
pretreatment, source control, and/or hazardous materials inspection processes, mercury 
outreach for industrial businesses.  The mercury outreach articles designed for the worldwide 
web and local agency newsletters will continue to be made accessible to the public and updated 
appropriately.  In addition, as resources allow, the Program will assist the CoHHW Program with 
the outreach requirements of their mercury grant.   
 
Coordination efforts with regional organizations (Clean Estuary Partnership TMDL): In addition 
to attending CEP meetings, Guadalupe Watershed Mercury TMDL Workgroup and Stakeholder 
meetings, Program Staff will continue to attend Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) Steering 
Committee and Technical Review Committee meetings.   
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 

 

I.  Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products 

Goal I.  Eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing 
products and establish proper disposal methods for products that 
cannot be eliminated. 

Actions – SC
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I.A. Develop a process to survey the types of mercury-containing 
products used by municipal departments.  Identify appropriate 
municipal personnel to conduct survey.  For those products 
with a potential to enter stormwater runoff, identify possible 
alternatives or proper disposal procedures. 

X A Completed- the 
Management Committee 
approved the survey on 
October 17, 2002.  Surveys 
were distributed to Co-
permittees on November 5, 
2002.  The surveys were 
completed and returned to 
the Program by February 
2003.   

I.B. Complete and report results of survey of mercury-containing 
products used by municipal departments.   

A X Completed - All surveys 
were submitted by February 
2003 (original deadline 
December 2002); and survey 
results were included in the 
FY 02-03 Annual Report. 

I.C. Develop guidelines for a mercury policy or ordinance requiring 
the virtual elimination of mercury from controllable sources in 
urban runoff from agency operations.  (The word “virtual” 
acknowledges that total elimination of mercury-containing 
products may be impossible due to technological or economic 
factors.) 

X N Completed - A final draft of 
the model policy was 
submitted to the 
Management Committee in 
March 2003.  The 
Management Committee 
approved the model policy in 
April 2003.  The model policy 
was included in the FY 02-03 
Annual Report. 

I.D. Adopt a mercury policy or ordinance requiring the virtual 
elimination of mercury from controllable sources in urban 
runoff from agency operations.   

N X In Progress - FY 03-04.   
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 

 

II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 

Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services through 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents 
and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 

Actions –  SC
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II.A. Assist HHW collection agencies with preparation of a technical 

memorandum summarizing infrastructure and budgetary 
concerns regarding the anticipated increase in fluorescent 
bulbs and other mercury-containing products to be recycled. 

X N Completed--The technical 
memorandum was completed 
by HHW in June 2002 and 
distributed (as an informational 
item) at the July 18, 2002 
Management Committee 
meeting.  The memorandum 
describes the existing 
capabilities of the Santa Clara 
County HHW Program and 
discusses the potential 
financial impacts on the HHW 
Program due to SCVURPPPP 
outreach efforts.  The 
memorandum was included in 
the FY 01-02 Annual Report. 

II.B. Provide mercury-containing products disposal services for 
residents and small businesses.   

X X Ongoing 

I.  Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products 

Goal I.  Eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing 
products and establish proper disposal methods for products that 
cannot be eliminated. 

Actions – SC
VU

R
PP

P  
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I.E. Develop guidelines for mercury-containing products reduction 
and management.  These guidelines will include a schedule for 
the timely phase-out of mercury-containing products identified 
for virtual elimination as well as reporting requirements, 
possibly to track recycling, replacement, and reduction in use of 
mercury-containing products. 

X A Completed - A final draft of 
the guidelines was submitted 
to the Management 
Committee in March 2003.  
The Management Committee 
approved the Guidelines in 
April 2003.  The guidelines 
were included in the FY 02-03 
Annual Report. 

I.F. Implement guidelines developed under Action I.E. N X In Progress - FY 03-04.   

Monitoring Mechanism I.  Document completion of tasks in annual 
reports.  Use mercury-containing product reporting guidelines (to be 
developed under Action I.E). 

A X Annually (beginning in FY 02- 
03 Annual Report) 
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 

II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 

Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services through 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents 
and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 

Actions –  SC
VU

R
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II.C. Develop guidelines for documenting and reporting quantities of 
mercury-containing products disposed of by city.1 

X A Completed - A final draft of 
the guidelines was submitted 
to the Management Committee 
in March 2003.  The 
Management Committee 
approved the Guidelines in 
April 2003.  A copy of the 
Guidelines was included in the 
FY 02-03 Annual Report. 

II.D. Implement guidelines developed under Action II.C. X X In Progress – During FY03-
04, Co-permittees will begin 
annually reporting the types of 
high priority mercury-
containing products their 
agency is focusing on; how 
they will be addressed; and 
progress towards meeting the 
identified management option 
goals.  Co-permittees will use 
the reporting format provided 
in Table 2 of the Guidelines 
document.   

Completed – In FY 02-03 
Annual Report, the PI/P 
section reported the survey of 
residents bringing mercury-
containing products to CoHHW 
facility.   

II.E. Assist HHW collection agencies in developing a Prop 13 
Program grant proposal for a HHW fluorescent light recycling 
program (Action II.F). 

  Completed -- CoHHW 
submitted a Mercury 
Reduction Grant to CIWMB on 
April 5, 2002.  The Program 
submitted a concept proposal 
to the SWRCB on February 1, 
2002.   

Both submittals were not 
selected to receive grant 
funding. 

• Submit concept proposal X N Completed-February 2002 

• Submit full proposal X N Not applicable- Proposal not 
advanced in Prop 13 grant 

                                                           
1 Guidelines for documenting and reporting quantities of mercury-containing products disposed of by city will developed, 
taking into consideration whether it is possible to separate mercury from other waste streams and whether it is possible to 
track mercury-containing product disposal by municipality.  
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 

II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 

Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services through 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents 
and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 

Actions –  SC
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process  

• Decision deadline   Not applicable- Proposal not 
advanced in Prop 13 grant 
process  

II.F. Work with HHW collection agencies to develop and help 
publicize fluorescent light recycling program.2 

X X Completed/Ongoing – Began 
effort in FY 02-03.  The 
Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Outreach Workgroup 
collaborated with the Santa 
Clara County HHW Program 
on a two-year, two-phase 
fluorescent light tube (FLT) 
recycling campaign.  The first 
phase of the campaign, which 
was developed in FY 02-03, 
targeted residents.  The 
second phase, which began in 
FY 03-04, targets small 
businesses.  The main 
objective of both phases is to 
show the negative health and 
environmental impacts of 
mercury and the methods 
available to the public for the 
proper disposal of FLTs.   

Monitoring Mechanism II.A.  Evaluate whether household hazardous 
waste collection programs adequately serve residents and businesses.   

X N FY03-04 (periodic review) 

Monitoring Mechanism II.B.  Document quantities of mercury-
containing products disposed at household hazardous waste collection 
facilities on a county-wide basis (see Action II.C). 1 

X N Annually (beginning in FY 03-
04 Annual Report) 

                                                           
2 Action II.F may be conducted in conjunction with Public Education and Outreach Actions (see Section V of this Work 
Plan).  Completion date for Action II.F is contingent upon award of a Prop 13 Program grant.   
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 

 

III.  Monitoring and Science 

Goal III.  Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including 
assessment of air pollution sources of mercury and concentrations of 
mercury in sediment. 

Actions –  SC
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III.A. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring 
Program (RMP), including the Mercury Deposition Network 
Pilot Study.  Continue to actively participate in the RMP 
steering committee and technical review committee. 

X A Ongoing  

• Supported completion of the San Francisco Bay 
Atmospheric Deposition Pilot Study Part 1:  Mercury 

X A Completed- submitted August 
2001 

• The City of San Jose will continue to provide in-kind 
services for the maintenance of the Mercury 
Deposition Network site near San Jose. 

N O3 Ongoing (through 2004). 

III.B. Provide financial and staff support for a coordinated regional 
plan to collect data for the mercury TMDL, as defined in the 
RWQCB/BACWA/BASMAA MOU. (Now called the Clean 
Estuary Program, or CEP) 

X A Ongoing (Program 
participation in the CEP) 

III.C. Continue financial and staff support for the Joint Stormwater 
Agency Project to Study Urban Sources of Mercury to assess 
sediment mercury concentrations and percentage of fine 
material. 

X A Completed 

• Completed the Work Plan Joint Stormwater Agency 
Project – Year Two Investigation of Urban Sources of 
Mercury, PCBs and Organochlorine Pesticides 

X A Completed - Report 
submitted June 1, 2001. 

• Preparing the Joint Stormwater Agency Project to 
Study Urban Sources of Mercury, PCBs and 
Organochlorine Pesticides - Year Two Report. 

X A Completed- Report submitted 
on April 15, 2002. 

III.D. Develop and implement a five-year program of monitoring 
efforts. 

X N Completed- Draft completed 
March 2002; implementation 
began July 2002. 

Monitoring Mechanism III.  Submit monitoring data and reports to 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board and other interested parties 
(such as USEPA).  Review monitoring data and reports and develop 
follow-up recommendations. 

X N Ongoing, when available. 

                                                           
3 Participation in this action by municipalities is limited to the City of San Jose. 
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 

 

IV.  Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 

Goal IV.  Actively participate in regional, state, and federal 
coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury 
in urban runoff and air emissions. 
 
Actions –  SC
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IV.A. Participate in the activities of the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association, the California Storm 
Water Quality Task Force, and the San Francisco Estuary 
Institute and communicate Program efforts.  

X N Ongoing 

IV.B. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL 
development and implementation including the Santa Clara 
Basin WMI Guadalupe River Mercury TMDL Workgroup. 

X O4 Ongoing 

IV.C. Support and participate in development of the WMI 
Watershed Action Plan. 

X O5 Completed – The final 
Watershed Action Plan, 
Volume III of the Watershed 
Management Plan, was 
approved in August 2003 by 
the Santa Clara Basin 
Watershed Management 
Initiative (SCBWMI) Core 
Group.  Volume III intends to 
prioritize alternative actions in 
watershed planning and 
suggest programmatic 
changes in regards to policies 
and regulations.  Co-
permittees funded the 
consultants’ time and Program 
staff provided review and 
comments to the consultant by 
way of the appropriate WMI 
channels between the 
subgroups and the SCBWMI 
Core Group.   

IV.D. Submit the SCVURPPP draft Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Plan to the WMI to ensure that efforts are coordinated. 

X N Completed -- Plan was 
submitted to WMI Guadalupe 
Mercury TMDL Work Group in 
July 2002 (original deadline 
was March 2002). 

IV.E. Support, participate in, and advocate increased regional 
collaboration with the RWQCB and the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD). 

X N Ongoing 

                                                           
4 The City of San Jose and the Santa Clara Valley Water District are participating in the development of the Guadalupe 
River Mercury TMDL. 
5 The Cities of San Jose, Sunnyvale, and Palo Alto, SCVWD, and SCVURPPP (on behalf of the other co-permittees) are 
signatories to the WMI and participate in the Core Group and subgroups. 
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 

 

IV.  Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 

Goal IV.  Actively participate in regional, state, and federal 
coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury 
in urban runoff and air emissions. 
 
Actions –  SC
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IV.F. Support and track the progress of the U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) Office of Building Technology’s Vision 2020 
Lighting Technology Roadmap.6 

X N Ongoing-- As of July 2002, the 
DOE’s Office of Energy 
Efficiency and Renewable 
Energy and the former Office 
of Building Technology, State 
and Community Programs 
have been reorganized into 
the Building Technologies 
Program and the 
Weatherization and 
Intergovernmental Program.  

DOE’s Building Technologies 
Program continues to move 
forward on their Vision 2020 
Roadmap.  Progress includes 
seven strategies to address 
the challenges of transforming 
the lighting marketplace and 
developing new technologies 
that enhance lighting quality, 
efficiency and cost 
effectiveness.  (See Section 7 
text of the FY 02-03 Annual 
Report for more detail).    

Monitoring Mechanism IV.  Document participation of 
Program staff in collaborative efforts and progress of these 
efforts. 

X N Annually (beginning in FY 02-
03 Annual Report) 

                                                           
6 DOE’s Vision 2020 Lighting Technology Roadmap includes the following as one of its goals for the year 2020, “Highly 
efficient, reduced-mercury fluorescent sources will come to market.”  Sustainable Conservation’s September 27, 2000 
report entitled “Reducing Mercury Releases From Fluorescent Lamps:  Analysis of Voluntary Approaches,” concluded that 
“ we do not believe that starting a new collaborative approach with manufacturers to create mercury-free fluorescent 
lamps is the most effective use of resources at this time.”  Instead, Sustainable Conservation recommends focusing on 
voluntary recycling of mercury-containing lamps. 
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 

 

V.  Public Education and Outreach 

Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-
containing products and available non-mercury containing 
alternatives.  Target audiences include residential, commercial, and 
industrial users and municipal employees. 

Actions –  SC
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V.A. Develop various outreach programs to educate target 
audiences about proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and alternative non-mercury containing products.  
Outreach programs will include, but may not be limited to, the 
following: 

X A Completed/Ongoing7 – In FY 
02-03, the Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work 
Group developed and began 
implementation of a two-year, 
two-phase outreach effort 
focused on recycling 
fluorescent light tubes (FLTs) 
with target audiences 
including residential 
communities and small 
businesses.  (See also Action 
II.F.)  

• Develop and begin to implement a fluorescent light 
recycling outreach program to educate residential 
users and encourage proper disposal of fluorescent 
lights. 

X A Completed/Ongoing7 – In FY 
02-03, the Work Group formed 
and developed a Work Plan. 
Phase I of the two-year, two-
phase Work Plan, focused on 
residential outreach.  Phase I 
outreach began in Spring 
2003 and will continue as 
appropriate.  (See Section 6 
text for more detail.) 

• Develop and begin to implement a fluorescent light 
recycling outreach program to educate small 
businesses and conditionally exempt small quantity 
generators and encourage proper disposal of 
fluorescent lights.  (For example, the small business 
outreach program might include coordination with 
local chapters of the Building Owners and Managers 
Association [BOMA] or the National Association of 
Industrial and Office Properties [NAIOP].) 

X A Completed/Ongoing7 – In FY 
03-04, the Work Group began 
implementing Phase II of the 
two-year, two-phase Work 
Plan.  Phase II outreach 
efforts are focused on small 
businesses and CESQGs and 
this outreach will continue as 
appropriate.  Inclusion of the 
Program’s outreach article in 
agency newsletters, including 
the San Jose/Silicon Valley 
Chamber of Commerce, 
BOMA, and the International 
Facility Management 
Association (IFMA) is 
anticipated for FY 03-04, with 
continued annual coordination 
as appropriate.  (See Section 

                                                           
7 These tasks were marked both Completed and Ongoing because while the specific public education and outreach task 
was completed, outreach is an ongoing activity.  Articles will continue to be posted and updated, as needed, and as 
resources allow, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW with public outreach activities.   
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 

Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-
containing products and available non-mercury containing 
alternatives.  Target audiences include residential, commercial, and 
industrial users and municipal employees. 

Actions –  SC
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6 text for more detail.) 

• Coordinate with municipal inspectors to integrate 
mercury outreach to industrial businesses into their 
existing routine pretreatment, source control, and/or 
hazardous materials inspection processes. 

A X In Progress -- Co-permittees 
will begin coordination efforts 
with municipal inspectors in 
FY 03-04. 

• Develop and distribute “tailgate safety meeting cards” 
about mercury to inspectors and other municipal 
employees.  (The Program will first review the 
product developed by the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer 
District when it is made available to the Bay Area 
Pollution Prevention Group [BAPPG].) 

X X Completed – “Tailgate safety 
meeting cards” were 
developed by the Fairfield-
Suisun Sewer District and 
reviewed by the Bay Area 
Pollution Prevention Group 
(BAPPG) and Program prior to 
distribution (as an 
informational item) to the 
Management Committee on 
April 23, 2003.   

V.B. Develop or adapt existing mercury outreach materials, as 
needed, for outreach programs.  

X A Completed/Ongoing7 – 
Development of materials 
began in FY 02-03, as part of 
outreach Work Plan for Action 
V.A. To date, four outreach 
pieces have been developed 
by the Outreach Work Group – 
two articles intended for the 
worldwide web and two public 
announcement pieces (one 
video and one text) intended 
for broadcast on local city 
cable channels and 
publication in local 
newsletters.  All outreach 
pieces aim to show the 
negative health and 
environmental impacts of 
mercury and the methods 
available to the public for the 
proper disposal of FLTs.  (See 
also Action II.F.) 

V.C. Attend community events and distribute outreach materials.  X X Completed/Ongoing7 – 
Distribution of outreach 

                                                           
7 These tasks were marked both Completed and Ongoing because while the specific public education and outreach task 
was completed, outreach is an ongoing activity.  Articles will continue to be posted and updated, as needed, and as 
resources allow, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW with public outreach activities.   
7 These tasks were marked both Completed and Ongoing because while the specific public education and outreach task 
was completed, outreach is an ongoing activity.  Articles will continue to be posted and updated, as needed, and as 
resources allow, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW with public outreach activities.   
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 

Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-
containing products and available non-mercury containing 
alternatives.  Target audiences include residential, commercial, and 
industrial users and municipal employees. 

Actions –  SC
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materials began in FY 02-03 
as part of outreach Work Plan 
for Action V.A.   

Tickets to the San Jose Saber 
Cats game on May 5, 2003 
were offered as an incentive to 
residents bringing mercury-
containing wastes to CoHHW 
disposal events.  (See Section 
6 text for more details.) 

Monitoring Mechanism V.A.  Document quantities of mercury-
containing products disposed at household hazardous waste 
collection facilities on a county-wide basis.  (See Monitoring 
Mechanism II.B.) 

X N Annually (beginning FY 02-03) 

Monitoring Mechanism V.B.  In the Annual Report, document and 
evaluate each outreach activity, including the target audience and 
number of residents and/or businesses reached. 

X X Annually (beginning FY 02-03) 

Monitoring Mechanism V.C.  Survey local public attitudes and 
behavior to evaluate the success of outreach efforts and the 
saturation of outreach messages (coordinate survey with Watershed 
Watch Campaign Survey).  

X A FY 03-04 

 

Legend: 
 “X” = will implement at this level (SCVURPPP or municipality) 
 “N” = not being implemented at this level 
 “A” = assist with or develop guidance for implementation 
 “R” = coordinate with regional effort 
 “O” = optional 
 “FY” = fiscal year 
 “TBD” = to be decided 
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7. FY 04-05 NEW AND REDEVELOPMENT (C.3.) WORK PLAN 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 04-05 to continue to assist 
Co-permittees to control the impacts of development on stormwater quality and flow through 
the development project planning, review and approval process. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On October 17, 2001, the Regional Board adopted Order 01-119 which amended the 
Program’s Permit Provision C.3. (New and Redevelopment Requirements) to contain 
significant new requirements.  These requirements include:  

• Numeric design standards for sizing stormwater treatment controls; 

• Limits on increases in peak stormwater discharges from new or redevelopment sites 
that may increase erosion in creeks; 

• Requirements for operation and maintenance of stormwater controls; 

• Requirements for site design and source control measures; 

• Definition of a minimum project size, based on amount of impervious surface 
created, for which the design standards, control measures, peak flow limitations, and 
maintenance requirements apply;  

• Requirements for changes to General Plans and environmental review processes to 
provide authority to implement the requirements; 

• Reporting requirements; and 

• Schedule for implementation. 
 
Provision C.3. also required the Program and Co-permittees to submit specific work plans 
for:  1) modifications to the development project review process (C.3.b.); 2) implementation 
of Group 1 requirements (C.3.c.); and 3) site design standards review and revision (C.3.j.).  
In response, the Program and Co-permittees submitted work plans for implementing all C.3. 
requirements to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002 (as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 
Work Plan, Volume II. 
 
To guide this effort, Program staff prepared a separate document entitled “Guidance for 
Work Plan Tasks Related to Implementation of Permit Provision C.3. (New and 
Redevelopment Requirements)” (referred to herein as C3 Work Plan Guidance) which 
identifies proposed actions to meet the requirements of Provision C.3. and whether the 
actions will be implemented at the Program level, Co-permittee level or both.  The Program 
tasks for FY 04-05 listed in the C3 Work Plan Guidance are the basis of this work plan 
section. 
 
Since the October 17, 2001 adoption by the Regional Board of Order 01-119, there have 
been several changes to the requirements of Provision C.3.  The first change, authorized by 
the Regional Board Executive Officer, was an extension of three of the permit deadlines, as 
shown below, in order to be consistent with other Bay Area stormwater permits adopted 

FY 04-05 Work Plan 7-1 3/01/04 
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Section 7  New and Redevelopment Control Measures  

subsequent to SCVURPPP Order 01-1191.  This decision extends the completion dates for 
corresponding tasks in the C3 Work Plan Guidance. 
 
 
Provision Activity Original 

Deadline 
New Deadline 

C.3.c.i. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at 
Group 1 Projects 

July 15, 2003 October 15, 
2003 

C.3.c.ii. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at Group 
2 Projects in addition to Group 1 Projects 

October 15, 
2004 

April 15, 2005 

C.3.f. Submit HMP for Regional Board approval October 15, 
2003 

January 15, 
2004 

 
 
The second change relates to the definition of Group 2 projects.  The Program requested 
Regional Board approval of an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition, as allowed under 
Provision C.3.c.iii. of the Program's permit (Order No. 01-119).  In a letter dated September 
22, 2003 (Attachment 7-1), the Program proposed an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition 
that would make its Provision C.3. project size requirements consistent with the other Bay 
Area stormwater permit requirements.  At the Regional Board’s October 15, 2003, meeting, 
the Board authorized the Executive Officer to approve the Program’s proposal.  Approval of 
the proposal did not change the implementation dates for Provision C.3. (beyond the 
changes described in the table above). 
 
PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES TO IMPLEMENT C.3. 
 
Section 8 of the Program’s FY 02-03 Annual Report described the progress of the Program 
(up to September 15, 2003) in completing Program tasks in the C.3 Work Plan and assisting 
Co-permitees to prepare for implementation of the C.3. requirements.  Additional tasks 
accomplished between September 2003 and February 2004 include the following: 
 

• Program staff completed final revisions to the Program’s model Planning Procedures 
Performance Standards to incorporate the C.3. requirements and the model source 
control measures list (see Section 2). 

• The Program conducted a series of four Site Design Dialogues, in cooperation with 
the SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup, to obtain a better understanding of the underlying 
issues beneath potential conflicts to implementing better site designs from a water 
quality perspective.  This series culminated in a workshop on January 29, 2004 
which presented successful application of site design techniques in projects that had 
overcome a number of design hurdles. 

• Program staff are creating a Manual of Better Site Design Examples to help 
encourage the use of better site design measures in local projects.  This guidebook 
will include information on local projects or areas where innovative design measures 

                                                           
1 Letter to Beau Goldie, SCVURPPP Management Committee Chair, from Loretta Barsamian, 
Executive Officer, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, re: Extension of 
Specified Deadlines in Order 01-119, May 12, 2003. 
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Section 7  New and Redevelopment Control Measures  
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have been applied, including photographs, maps, design drawings, and other 
documents that provide Co-permittees with examples of site design implementation. 

• Program staff and its consultant team completed a number of draft technical 
memoranda related to the technical and implementation aspects of the 
Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP), and continued to work with two HMP 
subgroups to finalize the documents.  Assessment of the second set of test 
watersheds, Ross and San Tomas Creeks, is nearly completed and will be 
incorporated into the HMP technical analyses and final report. 

 
On January 15, 2004, the Program submitted to the Regional Board an update on the HMP, 
a description of the future work to be undertaken, and a proposed schedule for completing 
the identified tasks (see Attachment 7-2).  Most of the future tasks described in the letter, 
including completion of the technical analyses and implementation guidance, identification of 
priority areas and potential pilot projects, and preparation of the draft comprehensive HMP 
report, are scheduled to be completed in FY 03-04.  Efforts to be undertaken in FY 04-05 
include: 
 

• Conduct meetings with Co-permittee staff and Regional Board staff to discuss 
and receive comments on the draft Comprehensive HMP Report; 

• Complete the final Comprehensive HMP Report; 

• Conduct an HMP Implementation Workshop for Co-permittees and the 
development community; 

• Provide additional guidance to Co-permittees on implementation of pilot projects 
and interim flow control measures on applicable projects; and 

• Provide input and assistance as needed to District studies of potential regional or 
in-stream flow control projects. 

 
FY 04-05 C.3. TASKS 
 
Table 7-1 presents the list of tasks from the C.3. Work Plan that will be implemented in  
FY 04-05.  Program staff will also provide general support to Co-permittees as questions 
arise during implementation.  There are no additional continuous improvement items for the 
Program related to C.3. implementation that were identified during FY 03-04: 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 7-1 Letter to Loretta Barsamian, Executive Officer, San Francisco Bay 

Regional Water Quality Control Board, from Beau Goldie, Chair, 
SCVURPPP Management Committee, re: Revised Request for Regional 
Board Approval of an Alternative “Group 2 Project” Definition, September 
22, 2003. 

 
Attachment 7-2 Letter to Bruce Wolfe, Executive Officer, San Francisco Bay Regional 

Water Quality Control Board, from David Chesterman and Randolph 
Shipes, Chair and Vice Chair of the SCVURPPP Management Committee, 
re: Hydromodification Management Plan, January 15, 2004 
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Table 7-1 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 04-05 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 

 
Task Schedule Deliverables 

C.3.c. Requirements for Group 1 and Group 2 Projects 

c.9. Update guidance manual and performance standards for Group 2 projects as 
needed. 

4/05 • Updated sections of Guidance Manual 

C.3.e.  Operation and Maintenance of Treatment BMPs 

e.1. Assist Co-permittees to report on treatment BMP O&M verification program in 
each annual report, including organizational structure, evaluation of 
effectiveness, and planned improvement to the program. 

FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 

• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 

C.3.f.  Hydromodification Management Plan 

f.1. Complete the final HMP and submit to the Regional Board Draft 6/03 

Final 10/04 

• Final Comprehensive HMP Report 
(schedule pending review by RWQCB of 
Program’s 1-15-04 HMPSubmitlal.) 

f.2. Develop guidance to the Co-permittees on implementation of the HMP as part 
of requirements for Group 1 projects that may cause increased erosion or 
other related impacts. 

Draft 6/03 

Final 10/04 

• Part of Final Comprehensive HMP 
Report (see note above.) 

f.3. Upon adoption by the Regional Board, begin implementation of HMP 
requirements for Group 1 projects that may cause increased erosion or other 
related impacts.  Before adoption, encourage early implementation of likely 
elements of the HMP where possible. 

TBD pending 
adoption by RWQCB 

Early implementation 
ongoing from  

FY 03-04 

• Program to assist Co-permittees with 
questions about implementation 

• Conduct HMP Workshop, Fall 2004 

f.4. Provide assistance and input as needed to District study to evaluate potential 
regional treatment and/or flow control projects. 

 

As needed • Assistance and review of District work 
products 
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Table 7-1, continued 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 03-04 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 
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Task Schedule Deliverables 

C.3.g.  Waiver and Compensatory Mitigation Program 

g.3. Assist Co-permittees to track and report information on waivers granted, 
including project name, location, type, percent impervious surface, reasons for 
and terms of waiver, and the alternative benefit project and completion date. 

FY 03-04  
Annual Report 
and future ARs 

• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 

C.3.j.  Site Design Measures Guidance and Standards Development 

j.2. Assist Co-permittees to prepare and submit reports summarizing the status of 
review, revision, and implementation of local site design guidance and 
standards, as part of their annual reports. 

Submit by 9/15/04 
(FY 03-04 AR) 

• Guidance on Site Design Submittal 

C.3.n.  Reporting Requirements 

n.1. Provide information described in Table 1 of Provision C.3. in annual reports  FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 

• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 

n.2. Assist Co-permittees to collect information and report a summary of types of 
pesticide reduction measures required for development projects, and the 
percentage of projects for which pesticide reduction measures were required. 

FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 

• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 
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Pollution Prevention Program 

Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 

 
 
 
 

 
 Campbell • Cupertino • Los Altos • Los Altos Hills • Los Gatos • Milpitas • Monte Sereno • Mountain View • Palo Alto 
  San Jose • Santa Clara • Saratoga • Sunnyvale • Santa Clara County • Santa Clara Valley Water District 
 
 
September 22, 2003 

Loretta Barsamian 
Executive Officer 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Francisco Bay Region 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA  94612 

Re: Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Program NPDES Permit No. CAS029718 
Revised Request for Regional Board Approval of an Alternative “Group 2 Project” 
Definition 

Dear Ms. Barsamian: 

I am writing on behalf of the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
(“SCVURPPP” or “Program”) to request that the Regional Board approve, as soon as possible, an 
alternative Group 2 Project definition pursuant to Provision C.3.c.iii of NPDES Permit No. CAS029718 
(“Santa Clara Basin permit”)1.   

As you know, the description of projects subject to Provision C.3 of the Santa Clara Basin permit 
differs from the description of covered projects in the C.3 provisions of the recently reissued/modified 
Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Mateo permits.  In addition, the other permits allow individual 
dischargers, as well as the countywide program, to propose their own alternative Group 2 definitions.  
Accordingly, as suggested in your letters to me of April 2, 2003, and to Robert Falk of June 30, 2003, 
we are requesting Regional Board approval of an alternative Group 2 Project definition to conform the 
Santa Clara Basin permit to the other counties’ permits in these important respects.  The  proposed 
alternative Group 2 Project definition described in this letter includes multiple “tiers” and therefore also 
subsumes the existing Group 1 definition such that, consistent with the modified compliance deadlines 
set forth in your letter to me of May 12, 2003, implementation of the first tier of Provision C.3.d (i.e. 
application of numeric sizing criteria to a subset of projects which reflects a conformed version of the 

                                                 
1 The SCVURPPP is composed of 13 cities and towns in the Santa Clara Valley, the County of Santa Clara, and 
the Santa Clara Valley Water District; each SCVURPPP member is an independent co-permittee under the Santa 
Clara Basin permit.  The submission of this request does not represent a waiver or release of any claims or rights 
that the cities of Milpitas and San Jose may have as a result of their legal challenge to the C.3 Provision. 
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former Group 1 project definition) will begin on October 15 of this year.  Implementation of Provision 
C.3.d. with respect to the second tier of projects (i.e., those to be subject to a potential 10,000 square 
foot of impervious surface size threshold) will begin on April 15, 2005.  Under this proposal, each of 
the dischargers would be entitled to propose additional changes to the Group 2 project definition, as 
allowed in the other counties’ permits.   

The details of this request are as follows: 

Tier 1 

Tier 1 of the alternative Group 2 Project definition will supersede the existing Group 1 definition.  
Implementation of Tier 1 will begin on October 15, 2003.  During this phase, covered projects will 
include public and private projects in the following categories: 

1. Commercial, industrial, or residential developments that create one acre (43,560 square feet) 
or more of impervious surface, including roof area, streets and sidewalks.  This category 
includes development of any type on public or private land, which falls under the planning and 
building authority of the Dischargers, where one acre or more of new impervious surface, 
collectively over the entire project site, will be created.  Construction of one single-family 
home, which is not part of a larger common plan of development, with the incorporation of 
appropriate pollutant source control and design measures, and using landscaping to 
appropriately treat runoff from roof and house-associated impervious surfaces (e.g., runoff 
from roofs, patios, driveways, sidewalks, and similar surfaces), would be in substantial 
compliance with Provision C.3. 

2. Streets, roads, highways, and freeways that are under the Dischargers’ jurisdiction and that 
create one acre (43,560 square feet) or more of new impervious surface.  This category 
includes any newly constructed paved surface used primarily for the transportation of 
automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other motorized vehicles.  Excluded from this category 
are sidewalks, bicycle lanes, trails, bridge accessories, guardrails, and landscape features. 

3. Significant Redevelopment projects.  This category is defined as a project on a previously 
developed site that results in addition or replacement, which combined total 43,560 square 
feet or more of impervious surface on such an already developed site (“Significant 
Redevelopment”).  Where a Significant Redevelopment project results in an increase of, or 
replacement of, more than fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously existing 
development, and the existing development was not subject to stormwater treatment measures, 
the entire project must be included in the treatment measure design.  Conversely, where a 
Significant Redevelopment project results in an increase of, or replacement of, less than fifty 
percent of the impervious surface of a previously existing development, and the existing 
development was not subject to stormwater treatment measures, only that affected portion 
must be included in treatment measure design.  Excluded from this category are interior 
remodels and routine maintenance or repair.  Excluded routine maintenance and repair 
includes roof or exterior surface replacement, pavement resurfacing, repaving and road 
pavement structural section rehabilitation within the existing footprint, and any other 
reconstruction work within a public street or road right-of-way where both sides of that right-
of-way are developed. 
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Tier 2. 

The Tier 2 Project definition is in all ways the same as the Tier 1 Project definition, except that the size 
threshold of impervious area for new and Significant Redevelopment projects is reduced from one acre 
(43,560 square feet ) of impervious surface to 10,000 square feet.  However, projects consisting of one 
single family home not part of a larger common plan of development are excluded from the Tier 2 
definition, and therefore excluded from the requirement to implement appropriate stormwater treatment 
measures.  Dischargers shall begin implementation of Provision C.3.d with respect to Tier 2 projects on 
April 15, 2005. 

As part of this proposal, we are also asking the Regional Board to expressly recognize the right of the 
Program or any Co-permittee to propose for approval by the Regional Board, further revision of the 
alternative Group 2 Project definitions, with the goal that any such alternative definition would aim to 
ensure that the maximum created impervious surface area is treated for the minimum number of 
projects subject to Co-permittee review.  Any such proposal will contain supporting information about 
the Co-permittees’ development patterns, and sizes and numbers of proposed projects for several years, 
that demonstrates that the proposed definition would be substantially as effective as the definition 
stated above.  Proposals may include differentiating projects subject to the alternative Group 2 Project 
definition by land use, by focusing solely on the techniques recommended by “Start at the Source”2 
(i.e., site design measures) for documented low pollutant loading land uses, and/or by optimum use of 
landscape areas required by Co-permittees under existing codes as treatment measures.  Proposals may 
be submitted anytime, with the understanding that the alternative Group 2 Project definition, as 
described in this request, will be upheld as the default in the absence of an approved further revised 
alternative Group 2 Project definition.   

*  *  *  *  * 

Because of the severe strain on Program member resources in the current fiscal environment, the 
Program is requesting action as soon as possible, preferably in advance of the October 15 date that your 
May 12, 2003, letter identifies for commencing Group 1 implementation.  Therefore, we would 
appreciate it if you or your staff could contact us to discuss how to bring this request before the 
Regional Board for approval at the earliest possible time (i.e., possibly as a consent item on the Board’s 
agenda).   

Thank you for your consideration, and please contact me with your questions and concerns.   

Sincerely yours, 
 
/s/ Beau Goldie 
 
Beau Goldie 
Chair 
Management Committee 
SCVURPPP 

 

                                                 
2 Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association, “Start at the Source: Design Guidance Manual for 
Stormwater Quality Protection”, 1999. 
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cc: Larry Kolb 
Bruce Wolfe 
Dorothy Dickie 
Janet O’Hara 
Adam Olivieri 
Robert Falk 
SCVURPPP Management Committee  
SCVURPPP Permit Ad Hoc Steering Group 
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Santa Clara Valley
Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program

Final FY 04-05 Budget

Item Staff Hours Total Cost

Operational Group

1. Program Management/Administration (EOA) 3054 $436,700
2. Permit Management (EOA) 3323 $475,200
3. Technical Program Management (EOA) 1058 $137,500
4. Legal Service (MOFO) 0 $80,000
5. Fiscal Agent (SCVWD) 0 $15,000
6. RMP Contribution (SFEI) (see Collaborative Budget)   

Sub-total: Operational Group 7435 $1,144,400

Projects Group

7. Monitoring Projects (EOA/Subs) 1154 $690,000
8. HMP Technical Assistance/Guidance/Workshops 769 $100,000
9. PI/P & WEO budget 577 $520,000
10. Project Monitoring Special Study (10% per MOA - moved 
to Collaborative Group)   
11. NPDES Permit Renewal 969 $126,000

Sub-total: Project Group 3469 $1,436,000

Collaborative Group

A. Program Monitoring Special Studies $159,000
B. WE&O - Watershed Support Fund $100,000
C. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration) $15,000
D. TMDL CEP Participation (Regional Collaboration) $97,000
E. RMP Fee (Regional Collaboartion) $162,000
F. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration) $65,000
G. NPDES Permit Fee $109,000

Subtotal $707,000

TOTAL PROGRAM FY 03-04 BUDGET 10904 $3,287,400

TOTAL PROGRAM FY 04-05 BUDGET
Budget Summary

1
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Santa Clara Valley  
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program

Final FY 04-05 Budget

Item Staff Hours Total Cost

Operational Group

1. Program Management/Administration (EOA)
   a. Administrative Assistance 738 $96,000
   b. Management Committee and Task Group Support
      i. Management Committee 554 $72,000
      ii. Task Groups 762 $99,000
   c. Program Budget Administration  
      i. Develop Budgets 135 $17,500
      ii. Prepare Expenditure Reports1 246 $32,000
   d. Coordinate with Legal Consultant 177 $23,000
   e. Develop and Manage PI/P Program (non-watershed watch campaign tasks) 385 $50,000
   f. Performance Evaluation 58 $7,500
   g. Expenses  $39,700

Subtotal 3054 $436,700

2. Permit Management (EOA)
   a. Report Preparation and Submittal
      i. Annual Report 369 $48,000
      ii. Work Plans 346 $45,000
    b. Internal Co-permittee Liaison
      i. Develop Guidance 138 $18,000
      ii. Local Program Reviews (delay until FY 04-05) 0 $0
      iii. Conduct Training (4 Workshops) 369 $48,000
   c. External Organization Meetings2 1023 $133,000
   d. NDC Implementation Assistance, Tracking & Reporting 385 $50,000
   e. Implement Continuous Improvement Items 308 $40,000
   f. TMDL Program Tracking, Review & Reporting 385 $50,000
   g. Expenses  $43,200
Subtotal 3323 $475,200

1 Includes coordination with Fiscal Agent.

TOTAL PROGRAM FY 04-05 BUDGET
Budget Summary

2 Includes Program representation at selected BASMAA (Board, New Development Committee, PI/P Committee, and 
Monitoring Committee), California Stormwater Quality Association, Regional Monitoring Program/SFEI, WMI (Core 
Group, Watershed Assessment, Regulatory and Bay Monitoring/Modeling Subgroups), Urban Pesticide Committee, and 
Regional and State Board meetings, and meetings with environmental/public interest groups.

2
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Santa Clara Valley  
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program

Final FY 04-05 Budget

Item Staff Hours Total Cost

3. Technical Program Management (EOA)
a. Prepare RFPs, Technical Project Management 385 $50,000
b. Technical Review of Work Products 385 $50,000
c. Develop/Revise Performance Standards 192 $25,000
d. Expenses 96 $12,500

Subtotal 1058 $137,500

4. Legal Services 0 $80,000

5. Fiscal Agent 0 $15,000

6. Fees
a. NPDES Permit Fee (SWRCB) (Moved to Collaborative) 0
b. Regional Monitoring Program Contribution (moved to 
collaborative) 0  

Subtotal 1058 $95,000

Operational Group Total $1,144,400

Projects Group

7. Monitoring Projects1 1154 $690,000

8. HMP Technical Assistance/Guidance/Workshops 769 $100,000

9. PI/P & WEO budget2,3

a. Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign 385 $450,000
b. Pesticide User (PU) Outreach  $40,000
c. Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 192 $25,000
d. BASMAA Regional Collaboration (See Collaborative)  
e. Program Supplies $5,000

10. Project Monitoring Special Study (10% per MOA - moved to 
Collaborative Group)   

11. Permit Renewal
a. Permit Application (Co-permittee organization) 423 $55,000
b. Update Program URMP 369 $48,000
c. Coordinate Co-permittee URMP Updates 177 $23,000

Projects Group Total 3469 $1,436,000

2 On February 15, 2001 the MC approved the Budget Adhoc Task Groups recommendation to incorporate certain elements of the PI/P budget into 
the Projects Group budget.
3 Budget based on WE&O Ad Hoc Task Group draft memo dated December 17, 2003 regarding workplan options and budgets.

TOTAL PROGRAM FY 04-05 BUDGET
Budget Summary

1 Scope is based on the Program’s Multi-Year (8-year) Monitoring Plan.

3
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Santa Clara Valley
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program

Final FY 04-05 Budget

Item Staff Hours Total Cost

Collaborative Group

A. Program Monitoring Special Studies $159,000
B. WE&O - Watershed Support for Citizen Participation $100,000
C. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration) $15,000
D. TMDL CEP Participation (Regional Collaboration) $97,000
E. RMP Fee (Regional Collaboartion) $162,000
F. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration) $65,000
G. NPDES Fee $109,000

Subtotal: Collaborative Group $707,000

TOTAL PROGRAM FY 03-04 BUDGET $3,287,400

TOTAL PROGRAM FY 04-05 BUDGET
Budget Summary

4
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 5

TOTAL PROGRAM FY 04-05 BUDGET 
Backup Information 

 
OPERATIONAL GROUP 
 
A summary of tasks to be performed by EOA, based on EOA’s current contract with the Santa 
Clara Valley Water District (on behalf of the SCVURPPP), is provided in Items (1.), (2.), and (3.) 
below. The resource requirements are based, in part, on the requirements contained in the 
RWQCB Order No. 01-024 adopted February 21, 2001 and Order No. 01-119 adopted October 
17, 2001 (new and redevelopment requirements).   
 
The budget was developed to meet the following objectives that were developed by the BATG as 
part of the FY03-04 budget process. 
 

• Maintain the overall FY 04-05 budget consistent with the FY 03-04 and 02-03 
budgets1; 

• Maintain the Co-permittee FY 04-05 assessments approximately equivalent to the FY 
03-04 and 02-03 assessments (this objective is based on the assumption that the 
Collaborative Group budget is funded by all Co-permittees); and 

• Include the estimated annual NPDES permit fees in the Collaborative Group budget2 
 
A summary of the key budget assumptions is shown below and additional detail that defines the 
basis for the budget are identified in the following sections. 
 

• Labor rate costs increased by 4% above FY 03-04 labor rates, but budgets have been 
held at FY 03-04 levels. 

• All Regional Collaboration projects/fees are shown in the Collaborative Group 
(projects are listed in order of priority, i.e., lowest priority first if budget 
modifications need to be made). 

• The RMP fee remained the same as the FY 03-4 fee, consistent with the MC 
direction given at the October meeting. 

• Legal Assistance was increased because of the permit renewal task. 
• The Projects Group WE&O campaign budget was held consistent with FY 03-04 

levels and includes a new Watershed Fund resource task was included (see attached 
draft WE&O AHTG memo). 

• Annual Interest accrued is assumed to be available for use as needed for projects 
approved by the BATG and MC. 

• Assume no new full-scale watershed assessments are initiated until FY05-06. 
• Assumes no full scale Co-permittee performance reviews until FY 05-06. 
• Includes $97,000 contribution for participation in the Clean Estuary Program. 

                                                 
1 Note that the total Operational and Projects Group budget for FY 03-04 was reduced by ten percent (10%) from the 
FY 02-03 budget. 
2 The estimated fees in FY 03-04 were based on a doubling on the FY02-03 permit fees (i.e., $54,000 to $108,000).  
However, the final permit fees ended up at $161,000. The current budget includes $108,000 as a line item and the 
ability to use up to another $70,000 of collaborative funds for an estimated permit fee of $178,000.  Thus, the operating 
budget of the Program has absorbed the increase in permit fees of approximately $170,000.  Absorbing these fees along 
with the actual 10% reduction from  FY 02-03 has effectively reduced the Program operating budget. 
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• Includes resources to assist with implementing the approved Trash Work Plan (work 
plan is based on implementation over two years). 

• Include resources to conduct the work the approved Sediment Assessment Work Plan 
previously approved by the MC. 

• Includes resources to assist with finalizing guidance for implementation of C3 and 
HMP tasks, holding workshops, coordination with Co-permittees and providing some 
assistance to Co-permittees with implementation. 

• Includes resources for permit application and renewal. Assumes that the application 
includes: EPA application, Annual Report, updated URMP (Program and Co-
permittees), and monitoring plan, that the application will be submitted on or before 
February 21, 2005, that internal permit adhoc meetings are initiated in the fall of 
2004 and that stakeholder meetings are initiated coincident with submission of the 
application. 

  
The Budget Ad Hoc Task Group met on January 7, 2004 to review the draft Program budget 
dated December 23, 2003. The BATG approved the budget for submission to the MC for final 
approval. 
 
1. Program Management/Administration 
 

a. Administrative Assistance 
 

• General administrative assistance 
• Maintain Program 800 number 
• Distribute PIP and other materials 
• Develop partnerships with external organizations 

  
b. Management Committee (MC) and Ad-Hoc Task Group (AHTG) Support 

  
• Monthly MC meetings (up to 12) - develop, distribute, and post agendas; prepare and 

mail meeting materials; facilitate meetings; draft and finalize minutes; and conduct 
follow-up activities 

• AHTG meetings (up to 40) - support groups formed to address specific tasks 
(meeting number and times vary) 

 
c. Program Budget Administration 

  
• Develop, draft, and finalize FY 2005-2006 budget; organize and facilitate quarterly 

Budget AHTG meetings 
• Coordinate with Fiscal Agent, track expenditures, and prepare quarterly status reports 

  
d. Coordinate with Legal Consultant 

  
• Communicate with and assist Program legal counsel as needed (up to 5 meetings and 

10 extended telephone discussions) on General Program issues. 
  
 

e. Develop and Manage Program PI/P Program 
  

• Conduct long-range planning for Program PI/P activities 
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• Manage development of PI/P work plan for FY 2005-2006 
• Provide support, as needed, to Co-permittee’s requests for public education 

assistance 
• Manage subcontracts 
• Coordinate and work with the WMI Communications Subgroup and various other 

adhoc and work groups to address numerous new people and “pollutants of 
concern”.3  

  
f. Performance Evaluation 

  
• No budget in FY 03-04. 

  
g. Expenses 

  
• Approximately 10 percent of costs 

  
2. Permit Management 
  

a. Report Preparation and Submittal 
• Prepare annual report for FY 2003-2004 and submit to Regional Board by September 

15, 2004 (includes preparation of 1 draft for MC review, reproduction/distribution of 
15 copies) 

• Review results of Program activities and recommend improvements 
• Prepare Program Work Plan (or equivalent) for FY 2005-2006 (includes 2 drafts for 

MC review, response to Regional Board comments, reproduction and distribution of 
15 copies) 

• Provide guidance for Co-permittees’ work plans 
• Review all Co-permittee Work Plans and Annual Reports for completeness and 

consistency. 
b. Internal Co-permittee Liaison 

 
• Develop guidance on permit requirements 
• Conduct focused local program review meetings for all Co-permittees, summarize 

meetings, make recommendations for improvements 
• Conduct up to four training workshops for co-permittee staff 

 
c. External Organization Liaison 

 
• Represent Program at Regional Board, State Board, BASMAA, Regional Monitoring 

Program, Stormwater Quality Task Force, Urban Pesticide Committee, SCBWMI 
core and relevant subgroups, environmental group/public (up to 88 meetings) 

• Obtain and transmit updates to state NOI database 
 
d. New NDC Permit Compliance Issues (Non-HMP) 

                                                 
3 Over the next several years PI/P will be a key element of the SCVURPPP.  As the WMI and Program proceed to 
define and implement various outreach efforts, additional time will be required to work with the Ad Hoc, work groups 
and subgroups.  As TMDL programs move forward to address new “pollutants of concern” Program staff will need to 
work with the regulatory agencies and Co-permittees to address these new concerns. 
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• Meet with Regional Board staff, Program legal counsel, Program ad hoc task group 

and/or environmental groups as needed 
• Prepare responses to comments and supplementary documentation as needed. 
• Conduct the projects to comply with permit provision C.3. The estimated budgets are 

based on and consistent with the C3 Work Plan. 
  

e. Implement Continuous Improvement Items 
 

• Investigate, develop implementation plans, and implement items for Program 
continuous improvement identified in Co-permittee reviews, work plan, and annual 
report within the allocated resources 

• Summarize for Program annual report 
 
f. Expenses 
 

• Approximately 10 percent of cost 
 
3. Technical Program Management 
 

a. Prepare RFPs, Technical Project Management 
 
• Develop up to 4 RFPs for technical services 
• Assist implement Multi-Year Monitoring Plan including selection of subcontractors  
• Oversee contractors’ work 
• Coordinate with BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Group/WAS and hold up to four 

Monitoring Ad Hoc meetings annually (quarterly basis) in association with WAS. 
 

b. Technical Review of Work Products 
 
• Provide technical review of contractor work products 
• Make recommendations to BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Task Group regarding 

quality of work and any modifications needed for improvement. 
 

c. Develop/Revise Performance Standards 
 
• Assist MC in development of one new performance standard, or substantially 

improve one or more existing performance standards at the same level of effort. 
 
d. Expenses 
 

• Approximately 10 percent of cost 
 
4. Legal Services 
 
This assumes that the Program will retain the services of Morrison and Foerster (Robert Falk, 
Esq.) to provide legal advice.  The working assumption is that the majority of the legal budget is 
earmarked for assistance with implementing the C3 provisions of the new permit and other permit 
conditions where potential compliance issues may arise. In addition, TMDL, HMP, appeal 
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(pending Program specific as well as other related Baykeeper appeals) and permit renewal issues 
will also arise and, as appropriate, will be addressed with the available budget.   
 
5. Fiscal Agent 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Water District is the treasurer and contracting agent for the Program.  
This item represents the amount to be reimbursed to the District (or other co-permittee) for the 
staff time involved in carrying out this task.  It is assumed that the budget for this item will be the 
same as previous years.  All Program staff time required to coordinate with the Fiscal Agent is 
included under Budget Item 1.c. 
 
6. Fees (SEE Collaborative Group) 
 
PROJECTS GROUP 
 
7. Monitoring Projects 
 
The purpose of this item is to fund projects that satisfy the monitoring requirements of the 
Program’s NPDES permit.  The estimate of the resource requirements are based on 
implementation of the Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP) submitted to the RWQCB by 
the MC on August 5, 2002 and is consistent with Program’s implementation of the first and 
second  year of the MY-RWMP. In addition, the budget estimate includes resources to cover the 
following tasks/projects:  SCVURPPP data management including updating the SSI, copper & 
nickel baseline actions and reporting, participation in the LUS, fifth year of the PCB program, Hg 
program, dioxin plan development (other pesticide monitoring consistent with the permit will be 
conducted to the extent that budget allows), sediment assessments consistent with the MC 
September 1, 2002 Work Plan, resources for assisting the Co-permittees implementation a two-
year Trash Work Plan and investigating and reporting on trash as a “pollutant of concern” within 
the urban boundary, resources for updating and developing the necessary annual sampling plans, 
QA plans and reporting the surface water monitoring results (as defined within the MY-RWMP), 
and limited resources to assist the ad hoc mercury work group.  
 
8. HMP technical Assistance, Guidance and Workshops 
 
The purpose of this task is to address the additional work effort to complete the HMP.  The work 
effort involves managing subcontractors to complete the technical work, internal review and 
approval by the MC, preparation of Program guidance, conducting workshops and coordination 
with and addressing RWQCB staff comments. 
 
9. PI/P and WEO Budget 
 

a. Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign – see attached draft memo from WE&O 
AHTG dated December 17, 2003 (Option 1). 

 
Funds will be used for year five of an approved multi-year watershed education and 
outreach campaign.  Budget includes: 

 Funding for educational programs at the Alviso Ed Center coordinated with the 
 WE&O campaign; 

 Funding for schools outreach using ZunZun (or similar group) to perform a 
 watershed –themed shows at schools in Santa Clara Valley.  

 Funding for a media campaign  
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 Funding for strategic planning 
 Funding to support citizen participation projects (see collaborative group) 
 Funding to support a grant writer (potential). 

 
Proposed Budget breakdown: 
• Campaign consultant budget - $259,300 
• Alviso Ed Center - $75,700  
• Schools Outreach (e.g., ZunZun ) - $25,000 
• Strategic Planning - $10,000  
• Program staff support and subcontractor markup- $80,000. 
• Watershed Support – see collaborative group. 

 
b. Pesticide User (PU) Outreach 

 
This project combines cost-effective elements of past IPM Store Partnership and 
Household Chemical Management Projects.  Project scope will include items in 
Program’s Pesticide Management Plan (2-15-02), based on provision C.9.d. of the 
permit, for outreach to residents, commercial businesses, and pest control operators. 
 

c. Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 
 

This project encompasses several tasks in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Plan (3-1-02), provision C.9.c. of the permit.  It involves public education regarding the 
effects of mercury on the environment, products containing mercury and proper disposal 
of such products.  The proposed project is the third year of the MC approved budget of 
$25,000 per year. 
 

d. Program Supplies  
 

Estimated budget for reprints of materials for Program use and other Program supplies.   
 
10. Project Monitoring Special Studies (see collaborative group) 
 
11. NPDES Permit Renewal 
 
This task includes resources for permit application and renewal. The estimated budget assumes 
that the application includes: EPA application, Annual Report, updated URMP (Program and Co-
permittees), and monitoring plan, that the application will be submitted on or before February 21, 
2005, that internal permit adhoc meetings are initiated in the fall of 2004 and that stakeholder 
meetings are initiated coincident with submission of the application. 

  
COLLABORATIVE GROUP 
 

a. Program Monitoring Special Studies: The line item covers any necessary changes in 
scope of the projects requiring consultant services.  The amount has been set at 10 
percent of the total budget of the Projects Group (excluding the PI/P tasks) as per the 
MOA. The BATG recommended for FY 03-4 that the item be included in the 
Collaborative Group budget. 
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b. WE&O – Watershed Support Fund: Recommendation by WE&O adhoc task group 
for source of funds for grass roots approach to educate communities via stewardship 
grants and projects.  

 
c. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration): Statewide stormwater Organization dues 

 
d. TMDL CEP (Regional Collaboration):  These resources are used to fund the 

participation (i.e., technical participation annual cost) in the Clean Estuary Program 
(TMDL MOU between the RWQCB, BASMAA and BACWA). The resources are 
included as part of the Collaborative Group budget at a level of 60% ($97,000) of the 
total annual CEP request made to the Program.  The budget is consistent with the 
contribution made during FY 03-04. 

 
e. RMP fee (Regional Collaboration): The RMP is a program initiated by the Regional 

Board to monitor the water quality of San Francisco Bay.  The San Francisco Estuary 
Institute has a contract to conduct sampling in the Bay and administer the program with 
oversight from the Regional Board.  The Program is one of a number of dischargers 
contributing to the cost of the program.  It is expected that the Program will continue to 
fund the RMP at about the same level for each fiscal year for the term of the permit. 

 
f. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration): BASMAA is the local regional stormwater 

association.  It is expected that the Program will continue to fund the organization at 
about the same level for each fiscal year for the term of the permit. 

 
g. NPDES Fee: This is the annual fee imposed by the State Water Resources Control 

Board for NPDES municipal storm water permits in the San Francisco Bay area. In FY 
02-03 the SWRCB increased annual fee from $10,000 to $54,000 which was absorbed 
into the overall Program budget.  During FY 03-04 the SWRCB increased the fees to 
$161,000, which again was absorbed into the overall Program budget.  While the 
SWRCB has initiated meetings with stakeholders relative to the FY 04-05 fees, no 
estimates are currently available.  Therefore the fee has been estimated.  Once again the 
estimated increase has been absorbed into the overall budget.  To absorb these fees 
reductions in Program tasks have occurred in monitoring, WE&O, performance 
evaluations and continuous improvement tasks.  Absorbing any additional increases in 
fees beyond the estimated level included in the FY 04-05 budget will result in the further 
reduction of contributions to regional collaborative programs.  

 
Attachment 1 – WE&O Draft 12/17/03 memo. 
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       MEMORANDUM 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 Campbell • Cupertino • Los Altos • Los Altos Hills • Los Gatos • Milpitas • Monte Sereno • Mountain View • Palo Alto 
  San Jose • Santa Clara • Saratoga • Sunnyvale • Santa Clara County • Santa Clara Valley Water District 
  
 
TO: Budget Ad Hoc Task Group 
 
FROM: Mary Morse, WE&O Chair, Vishakha Atre and Jill Bicknell, Program staff 
 
CC: Watershed Education and Outreach Ad Hoc Task Group 
 
DATE: December 17, 2003 
 
SUBJECT: WE&O AHTG Recommendations for FY 04-05 Work Plan  
 
 
 
The Budget AHTG is meeting in January 2004 to discuss the Program’s FY 04-05 Work 
Plan. The Program’s WEO AHTG was requested to discuss, identify and prioritize tasks 
for the FY 04-05 WE&O Work Plan. This memo describes the tasks identified by the 
WEO AHTG at its December 8, 2003 meeting. The WEO AHTG also prioritized the 
identified tasks based on three budget scenarios for FY 04-05. The budget scenarios 
considered are:  
 
1. Available funding equal to FY 03-04 Campaign funds plus collaborative funds 

($550,000). 
2. Available funding equal to only FY 03-04 Campaign funds, no collaborative funds ($ 

455,000). 
3. Available funding equal to 80% of Option 2 ($364,000). 
 
Tasks identified at the WEO AHTG meeting 
 
The WEO AHTG identified and prioritized the following 6 tasks for implementation in FY 
04-05. The tasks are described below in order of decreasing priority: 
 
1. Public Education and Media Campaign – The WEO AHTG recommended continuing 

a local outreach and media campaign as part of the Watershed Watch Campaign 
and also participating in the BASMAA Regional Ad Campaign (RAC). The 
distribution of funds between the BASMAA RAC and local Watershed Watch 
Campaign will be decided based on the total available budget. Similarly, Watershed 
Watch tasks like maintaining the website, developing community partnerships, 
staffing outreach events etc. will be prioritized based on the available budget.  

 

Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 
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2. Watershed Support Fund For Citizen Participation Projects – The WEO AHTG 

recommended developing a grass roots approach to educating communities. To 
achieve this, the group recommends disbursing a portion (approximately 15-20%) of 
the WE&O funds as non-competitive grants to fund stewardship programs 
conducted by local groups working on watershed issues. The WEO AHTG will 
discuss and develop criteria for identifying and selecting projects. Possible projects 
include funding Watershed Action Councils, Creek Cleanup Events, WMI projects 
etc. 

 
3. Schools Outreach – For the past three years, the program has sponsored ZunZun 

assemblies at elementary schools in the Santa Clara Valley. ZunZun assemblies are 
booked using a list of schools provided by the Program’s School Outreach Work 
Group. The WEO AHTG recommended continuing outreach to elementary school 
students. The outreach will be done using ZunZun or some other group. 

 
4. Strategic Planning – An evaluation of the Watershed Watch Campaign was 

conducted in September 2003. The evaluation results indicated that while 
awareness of watersheds, pollutants and pollution prevention has increased, actual 
pollution prevention behavior has not increased. The evaluation recommended that 
the Campaign continue its current activities with an added focus on specific pollution 
prevention messages. The WEO AHTG recommends working with a social-
marketing consultant to identify the strategy for future outreach. 

 
5. San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge at Alviso (Alviso Ed Center) – The 

Program has supported a full-time staff person at the Alviso Ed Center to conduct 
primarily weekend educational programs for children. These programs focus on 
building watershed awareness and encourage stormwater pollution prevention 
behaviors among attendees (youth groups, Boy/Girl Scout Troops, families with 
children etc.). The City of San Jose also funds a different staff person at the Alviso 
Ed Center for a similar educational program (more focused on waters conservation 
and water recycling issues). Based on the budget available, the WEO AHTG will 
explore ways to optimize funds that are used for supporting these two programs at 
the Alviso Ed Center. 

6. Funds to support a grant writer – The WEO AHTG discussed the availability of 
various government funds for conducting outreach projects. The group agreed that 
funding a grant writer to apply for these grants may help the Program obtain funds 
for outreach, especially if the budget is cut significantly (Option 3). A key factor in 
being able to receive and use grants Program-wide is to have an agency like the 
Water District be the grantee. SCVURPPP is not set up as a non-profit and cannot 
receive grants. Other Co-permittees may also choose to be the grantees, provided 
they are able to use the grant funds for implementing projects outside their city 
boundary (Program-wide).  

 
Prioritization of Tasks 
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The WEO AHTG discussed prioritizing tasks based on the three budget options. The 
group agreed that while some tasks are higher in the priority list, all tasks are necessary 
for conducting successful public education and outreach. The AHTG did not 
recommend eliminating any task in case of budget cuts. It was recommended that all 
tasks be implemented under all budget scenarios. In case of a budget cut, the funds 
available under each task will be reduced in proportion to the budget cut (Options 2 and 
3 below). The only task that will not be affected by a budget cut is the task for working 
with a social-marketing consultant for strategic planning.  
 
Table 1 describes the funds available for each task under the three budget scenarios:
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Table 1: Funds available for each task under the three budget scenarios 
 
 

Task 
FY 03-04 
Budget  

($ 549,828) 

FY 04-05 
Budget 

Option 1 

($550,000) 

FY 04-05 
Budget  

Option 2 

($455,000) 

FY 04-05 
Budget  

Option 3 

($364,000) 

Media Campaign 
(Watershed Watch 
& RAC) 

$ 219,230 $259,300 $207,300 $167,000 

Collaborative 
funds (spring 
media campaign) 

$94,830 NA NA NA 

Watershed 
Support Fund For 
Citizen 
Participation 
Programs 

NA $100,000 $80,000 $55,000 

Schools Outreach 
(assemblies) 

$25,000 $25,000 $20,000 $17,000 

Strategic Planning NA $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 

Alviso Ed Center $75,700 $75,700 $65,700 $50,000 

EMC (WW 
evaluation) 

$48,250 NA NA NA 

Grant Writer  0 0 $10,000 

Program Budget*  $86,818 $80,000 $72,000 $55,000 

     

TOTAL $549,828 $550,000 $455,000 $364,000 
 
* Program budget includes labor, subconsultant markup and other expenses 
 
The WEO AHTG is meeting again in January 2004 to discuss and develop the FY 04-05 
WE&O Work Plan. Tasks for developing the Work Plan include: 
 
• making a recommendation to the Budget AHTG about continuing with TRG 

(Campaign consultants) 
• identifying ways to optimize funds that are used for supporting the two grant 

programs (Program and City of San Jose) at the Alviso Ed Center 
• developing a plan for continuing outreach to elementary schools 
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• determining how the media campaign budget will be split between the local 
Watershed Watch Campaign and the BASMAA RAC 

• identifying criteria for disbursement of funds to local watershed support groups 
 
The Work Plan tasks and budget will be finalized based on input from the Budget AHTG 
on the final budget available for WE&O tasks. 
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CO-PERMITTEE 
FY 04-05 WORK PLANS 

 
Paper Copies Available from Program 
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MULTI-YEAR RECEIVING WATERS 

MONITORING PLAN 
 

Prepared in Compliance with Permit Provisions 
C.7.a and b 

 
 
 

(Appendix B contains detailed information on the 
environmental monitoring plan) 

 
March 1, 2002 

 
(Revised August 5, 2002) 
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MULTI-YEAR RECEIVING WATERS MONITORING PLAN  
 
PURPOSE 
 
The Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP) was prepared to fulfill the 
monitoring requirements of the NPDES permit contained in Provision C.7 and 
specifically Provision 7b of the SCVURPPP’s Order adopted February 21, 2001by the 
Regional Board. That provision reads: 
 

Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan.  In conjunction with the 
submissions required by Provision 9 the Dischargers shall submit by July 1, 
2001, an interim draft of a Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan, and, by 
March 1, 2002, a final Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan acceptable to 
the Executive Officer, designed to comply with these Monitoring Program 
requirements. The Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan shall include provisions for 
monitoring South San Francisco Bay by participating in the San Francisco 
Estuary Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances or an acceptable 
alternative monitoring program. The Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan activities 
shall be coordinated with SCBWMI assessment activities. 

 
MY-RWMP covers the entire spectrum of  SCVURPPP monitoring activities, both 
programmatic and environmental. Readers specifically interested in the environmental 
monitoring activities (i.e., surface water monitoring activities) are referred to Appendix B. 
While MY-RWMP has been developed to meet the objectives of the NPDES permit, it 
also addresses the guidance contained in several RWQCB letters written to both the 
Program and members of the BASMAA monitoring committee.1   
 
Road Map 
 
The Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP)2 contains four main 
elements:  
 

1. Comprehensive Timeline: The timeline illustrates all existing commitments 
and priorities established by the Program, including ongoing activities meant 
to fulfill Regional Board Order Provisions related to C9 “Water Quality-Based 

                                                 
1 RWQCB letter from Tom Mumley to BASMAA monitoring committee entitled “Urabn Runoff Monitoring 
Needs/Recommendations” dated February 2, 2001. 
RWQCB letter from Loretta Barsamian to Adam Oliveiri entitled “FY2002-2003 Syromwater Municipal 
NPDES Program Priorities” dated December 7, 2001. 
The water quality monitoring comments in the RWQCB from Bruce Wolfe to Beau Goldie entitled “Pesticide-
Related Components of 2000/01 Annual Report” postmarked December 28, 2001. 
2 The Program, consistent with the NPDES permit, initiated work on the Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP) in January 2001. The first draft was released for review by the Monitoring 
Adhoc Group on January 15, 2001. Based on the review and response to comments a draft was formally 
submitted to the RWQCB on March 1, 2001 as part of the Program’s FY01-02 Work plan. Comments were 
solicited from the WAS during April and May of 2001 and two additional Adhoc meetings were held on 
March 6 and April 19. A “Interim Draft” (fourth draft) was produced and submitted to the RWQCB on July 1, 
2001, consistent with the NPDES permit. Minor revisions were made to the March darft and a final draft was 
submitted to the RWQCB on September 15, 2001 with the Program’s FY00-01 Annual Report. Since the 
September submittal, three joint WAS and Monitoring Adhoc meetings were held on November 19, 
December 18 and January 24 (the last two included an EPA moderator/facilitator) to seek input from various 
stakeholders. In addition, a separate Co-permittee Adhoc meeting was held on December 16, 2001.    
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Requirements for Specific Pollutants of Concern” and C10 “Watershed 
Management” of the NPDES permit. 

 
2. Summary matrix of Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs): The PMIs are 

used  to gauge how well Performance Standards are being met and control 
measures are being implemented. 

 
3. Summary matrix of Environmental Monitoring Measures (EMMs): The EMMs  

1) assist the RWQCB characterize receiving water quality in urban 
watersheds consistent with the priorities of the Watershed Management 
Initiative and the Program3, 2) identifies where and what type of status and 
trend type monitoring is appropriate, 3) recognizes the need for site-specific 
water quality investigations to address questions that might arise during the 
conduct of the routine monitoring efforts, and 4) allows for determining if 
control measures are having the intended effect. 

 
4. Continuous Improvement:  The continuous improvement element helps the 

SCVURPPP integrate urban runoff management and watershed 
management. It is based on the principles of adaptive management, thereby 
incorporating a systematic review of the monitoring results to improve future 
efforts and provides opportunities for stakeholder input into the continuous 
improvement process. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 
The word monitoring is applied to a wide range of activities; therefore, it is important that 
a monitoring program begins by defining the types of monitoring that will be employed to 
achieve its objectives.  Nonpoint source programs, including urban runoff management 
programs, generally employ several types of monitoring depending on the type of 
observation that is desired.  The types of monitoring employed by the SCVURPPP fall 
into five categories:4  
 

1. Baseline monitoring: monitoring used to characterize existing water quality 
conditions, and to establish a database for planning or future comparisons.  
Where baseline monitoring is repeated at well-spaced time intervals, it can be 
used to indicate long term trends. 

 
2. Assessment monitoring: observations made to estimate a particular parameter.  
 
3. Implementation monitoring: monitoring used to assess whether an activity or 

activities were carried out as planned.  
 

                                                 
3 The SCVURPPP’s watershed assessment priorities are described in the Program’s report entitled “ 
Watershed Management and Urban Runoff Management Integration Report – Permit Provision C.10, June 
29, 2001.” 
4 These definitions were largely paraphrased from “Monitoring Guidelines to Evaluate Effects of Forestry 
Activities on Streams in the Pacific Northwest” USEPA Region 10 1991 and EPA’s Monitoring Guidelines. 
1994, EPA National Guidance. 
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4. Effectiveness monitoring: monitoring used to evaluate whether the specific 
activities accomplished the desired objective, such as the usefulness of a 
particular BMP or set of BMPs.  

 
5. Project monitoring: monitoring used to assess the impact of a particular activity 

or project.  This approach most often uses a combination of implementation and 
effectiveness monitoring to indicate the overall outcome of the project.  

 
Of these five types of monitoring, typically only the first two are directly linked to water 
quality.  However, many studies have shown that implementation and effectiveness 
monitoring are the most cost-effective approaches to reduce nonpoint source pollution 
because these types of monitoring provide immediate feedback on whether the activity 
or program is achieving the intended results.  Monitoring types 3-5 form the basis for a 
‘continuous improvement process’ that is central to the implementation principles of the 
Urban Runoff Program.   
 
Development of the SCVURPPP’s Approach to Monitoring  
 
From its inception in 1990 through 1995, the Program’s monitoring activities focused on 
establishing baseline information through sampling and analysis of runoff from various 
land uses and ambient waters.  A summary of the products produced as part of the 
SCVURPPP’s previous monitoring efforts is contained in the 1997 URMP. In addition to 
gathering baseline information, the Program’s annual monitoring plans have also 
included assessments intended to enhance understanding of the sources and extent of 
urban runoff pollution, its effects, and methods for its control. 
 
In August 19965 the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requested that the 
SCVURPPP redirect its monitoring resources and develop a new approach:  
 

Specific monitoring activities that should be considered within the strategy 
include characterization of drainage areas (watershed monitoring) including land 
use characteristics (general, such as open, residential, commercial, or industrial 
areas, or specific sources) and consideration of physical and biological, as well 
as chemical indicators to assess the drainage areas. We strongly encourage you 
to use community-based (volunteer) monitoring as an inexpensive and effective 
means to conduct this type of monitoring. The strategy should also establish a 
mechanism or process for effective use of special or pilot studies by your 
program or those conducted by other programs. 

 
The SCVURPPP’s Monitoring Plan implements the goals and objectives that were set by 
the Program’s Management Committee in 1996. These goals and objectives were 
incorporated into the SCVURPPP’s 1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP). In 
particular, the monitoring program implements Goals 2 and 3 (see highlighted text in 
box). 
 
Since 1997 the Program’s emphasis has been on integrating urban runoff and 
watershed management. This emphasis continues to be a major condition of the urban 
runoff permit. The results of this integration effort include the Program’s and individual 

                                                 
5 Loretta K. Barsamian, Executive Officer. August 30, 1996 letter to Frank Maitski. 
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Co-permittee assistance on managing various subgroups of the WMI, preparing the 
abridged and unabridged Watershed Characteristics Report, the conduct of various 
projects related at review of development policies and the completion of the national 
Stormwater Enivronmental Indicators Demonstration Project.   A more detailed 
discussion of these efforts is contained the Program’s Annual Reports (i.e., see FY 97-
98, 98-99, 99-00, and 00-01). 
 
Annual Project Funding Process 
 
To achieve these goals, during its annual budgeting cycle, the Program identifies 
specific monitoring projects through the Program’s continuous improvement process 
described in the 1997 Program URMP (Figure 1). As shown in the figure, projects are 
developed through: 

 
• Evaluation of opportunities for improvement in Program (joint) activities. This 

evaluation is documented in the Program’s annual performance review meeting 
and in the Program portion of the annual report. 

• Co-permittee performance reviews. Specific items for improvement (by the 
Program or the Co-permittee) are identified during the annual review meetings 
and are documented in the summaries of these meetings. 

• Participation in regional efforts (e.g. the BASMAA Regional Monitoring Strategy 
and the Regional Monitoring Program). 

• Participation in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative 
(SCBWMI). As SCBWMI subgroups identify specific tasks related to creating the 
Watershed Management Plan, participating Program and Co-permittee staff 
consider whether the Program is the stakeholder that can most effectively 
implement these tasks. To determine which of these projects submitted by 
stakeholders from the SCBWMI receive funding, the Program uses a process 
described below under Priorities for Assisting the Watershed Management 
Initiative.  

 
Regional Board staff and interested parties participate in the Program and Co-permittee 
performance review meetings and in the SCBWMI subgroups to provide input into the 
process for prioritizing and selecting projects. 
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Priorities for Assisting the 
Watershed Management 
Initiative 
 
The Program’s Monitoring Ad-hoc 
Task Group (AHTG), composed 
of Co-permittee representatives, 
works with Program staff to 
review proposed projects and 
allocate available funds. Regional 
Board staff and interested parties 
attend the AHTG meetings. 
Figure 2, “Linking SCVURPPP 
and SCBWMI Goals,” shows the 
four general areas of SCVURPPP 
support for the SCBWMI.  
 
Summary of Program 
Monitoring Priorities 
 
The Program’s Monitoring AHTG 
uses the following monitoring 
priorities to determine which 
projects are funded for a given 
year:  
 
1) New projects needed to 

implement the results, and 
achieve the goals, of current 
projects. 

2) New projects that implement 
continuous improvement 
items identified through the 
annual review process.  

3) Projects that support the 
Santa Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative in one 
of the following ways: 
a) Investigate Beneficial 

Uses and Causes of 
Impairment (including field 
work) 

b) Review and Compile 
Environmental Data and 
Make it Accessible 

c) Develop Strategies for 
Controlling Impacts of 
Land Use on Beneficial 
Uses 

1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan 
Goals and Objectives 

GOAL 1: Comply with Permit 
• Effectively prohibit non-stormwater 

discharges (unless exempt or managed 
according to approved conditions) 

• Reduce, to the maximum extent 
practicable, pollutants in stormwater 
runoff 

• Comply with permit submittal 
requirements 

GOAL 2: Determine Success 
• Periodically evaluate the attainment of 

beneficial uses in selected waterways 
• Evaluate changes in public awareness 

and behavior 
• Evaluate effectiveness of specific 

control measures at pollution reduction. 
 

GOAL 3: Adjust Activities to Meet 
Changes 
• Define what constitutes success (how 

much is enough?) as it relates to 
programmatic and technical MEP 

• Utilize what we learn to plan the next 
steps 

GOAL 4: Achieve Acceptance of  
Urban Runoff Management Activities 
• Effectively facilitate public input into 

Program planning process 
• Integrate urban runoff goals at various 

intra-agency levels 
• Develop and maintain a proactive 

relationship with regulatory authorities 
• Publicize the efforts of the Co-

permittees (Program) 
GOAL 5: Integrate Urban Runoff 
Program Elements into other Programs 
• Promulgate an understanding of the 

role of the urban runoff program 
• Encourage other agencies to become 

involved in urban runoff issues 
• Encourage action by the appropriate 

agencies 
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d) Facilitate and Support WMI Subgroups (including coordination with other 
agencies) 

4. Projects identified through participation in regional monitoring collaborative efforts, 
including the Regional Monitoring Program and BASMAA. 

 
Each of these priorities is intended to fulfill specific provisions of the Program’s 2001 
NPDES permit and the 1997 URMP and to provide a strong basis for both program 
improvement and the next round of permit requirements. A more detailed summary, 
generally covering FYs 00-01 through 02-03, of how the SCVURPPP has addressed 
priority number 3 is contained in Appendix A. For additional information on this particular 
item, please see the Program’s monitoring element contained the annual Work Plans.  
 
Accomplishments 
 
Complying with the Regional Board directive to redirect monitoring resources from a 
baseline monitoring approach, the Program has, since 1997, moved toward assessment 
of specific pollutants and conditions of designated beneficial uses.  To improve the 
effectiveness of our special studies and those conducted by other programs, in 1996 and 
1997, the SCVURPPP co-sponsored, and participated in, the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association’s (BASMAA’s) development of a BASMAA Regional 
Monitoring Strategy (BRMS). The SCVURPPP continues to coordinate its monitoring 
activities with other BASMAA member agencies.  
 
In recent years, the Program has conducted substantial original research and 
investigations into the sources, fate, transport, and effects of urban runoff pollutants, the 
characteristics of Santa Clara Basin watersheds, the effects of urbanization on 
watersheds, and the effectiveness of various control measures. Beginning in 1993-1994, 
the SCVURPPP has funded efforts to assess the condition of beneficial uses of creeks 
within the Santa Clara Basin, including a pilot volunteer monitoring program for local 
creeks (Streamkeepers) and through the SCBWMI.  
 
The SCVURPPP recently completed a two year research project entitled “The 
Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project (SEIDP). The SEIDP is part 
of USEPA’s Environmental Indicators/Measures of Success Project and is part of the 
third phase of EPA’s project, which focuses on local demonstration projects and testing 
of the indicators. The Water Environment Research Foundation sponsored the SEIDP 
jointly with the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
(SCVURPPP).  
 
The project objectives were to: 

• Evaluate the usefulness of the Center for Watershed Protection’s (CWP) 
Stormwater Indicator Methodology under semi-arid conditions. 

• Evaluate the applicability of environmental indicators under semi-arid conditions in 
two different situations: at a watershed level that includes a variety of chemical, 
physical and biological indicators and in an industrial watershed that emphasizes 
programmatic indicators. 

• Select, test, and refine protocols for monitoring environmental indicators in semi-
arid conditions. 
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• Develop guidance on selection and use of environmental indicators, and 
disseminate guidance to other stormwater programs in California, Oregon and the 
west to assist in validation of environmental indicators throughout the west. 

 
Consistent with these objectives, the CWP’s stormwater indicator methodology was 
applied at two distinct geographic scales: the 310-square-mile watershed of Coyote 
Creek (which includes the eastern portion of the City of San Jose) and a 28-acre 
industrial catchment along Walsh Avenue in the City of Santa Clara. The semi-arid 
climate is typical of California’s coast from the San Francisco Bay area southward. 
 
In Coyote Creek, the baseline was a 1979-1981 EPA-sponsored study that sought to 
identify the effects of urban runoff on water quality, sediment, fish, macroinvertebrates, 
attached algae, and rooted aquatic vegetation. In addition, the SCVURPPP monitored 
stormwater constituents and toxicity in the creek 1987-1996. In 1999, the SEIDP 
sampled fish and the physical habitat at 18 locations in Coyote Creek, sampled surficial 
sediment at six locations, and sampled benthic macroinvertebrates at nine locations. 
The SEIPD analyzed flooding, changes to stream morphology, and sources of 
imperviousness in the surrounding watershed. Georeferenced reports of illegal dumping 
and known industrial and construction sites were also generated. 
 
The Program, as part of the Annual Reports, updates a summary of memoranda and 
reports published as a result of their research and investigative efforts. The most recent 
update is contained in Table 4-2 of the 1999-2000 Program Annual Report. 
 
Regional Board staff has been thoroughly involved in these projects through participation 
in the Program’s Monitoring Ad-hoc Task Group, through SCBWMI subgroups, and 
through special review groups such as the Stormwater Environmental Indicators 
Demonstration Project Review Committee and other technical advisory groups facilitated 
by Program staff. 
 
The Program has contributed to the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances 
(RMP) since1993 and has contributed approximately $140,000 a year to the RMP over 
the past four years.  In addition, the three South Bay municipal wastewater treatment 
plants (i.e., City of Palo Alto, City of Sunnyvale, and the San Jose-Santa Clara facility) 
annually contribute between $200,000 and $250,000 a year to the RMP.   Thus, local 
communities (which are urban runoff Co-permittees) contribute approximately $340,000 
to $390,0000 a year to a regional monitoring program (consistent with Permit Provision 
C.7b). The results of the RMP's research and investigations have been published by the 
San Francisco Estuary Institute. 
 
MULTI-YEAR RECEIVING WATERS MONITORING PLAN 
 
As described previously, there are four key components to the Multi-Year Receiving 
Waters Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP). Each of these components are discussed in the 
following sections. The MY-RWMP seeks to extend and continue implementation of the 
Program’s monitoring priorities. The MY-RWMP also details how projects previously 
planned within these priorities, plus some new projects, will seek to fulfill the provisions 
of the reissued NPDES permit.  
 
Comprehensive Monitoring Plan Timeline 
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A comprehensive monitoring timeline is shown in the Table 1 and is organized by the 
Program’s monitoring priorities (Column A). Table 1 includes all projects (i.e., 
programmatic and environmental monitoring) funded through the Program’s monitoring 
budget. Column B shows references to specific provisions in either Order No. 95-180 
and/or the new Order No. 01.024 (where applicable). Column C lists descriptive titles for 
each task; Column D references current projects (also listed in the FY99-00 & FY00-01 
Program Annual Reports) that are implementing the tasks.  
 
The preliminary summary has been grouped according to the Program’s monitoring 
priorities that were previously discussed. These include the following categories: 
 
1) New projects needed to implement the results, and achieve the goals, of current 

projects. 
2) New projects that implement continuous improvement items identified through the 

annual review process.  
3) Projects that support the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative in one 

of the following ways: 
a) Investigate Beneficial Uses and Causes of Impairment (including field work) 
b) Review and Compile Environmental Data and Make it Accessible 
c) Develop Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 
d) Facilitate and Support WMI Subgroups (including coordination with other 

agencies) 
4) Projects identified through participation in regional monitoring collaborative efforts, 

including the Regional Monitoring Program and BASMAA. 
 
 
Programmatic Monitoring Indicators - Summary Matrix  
 
Based on the Program’s experience in implementing the Performance Standards, 
monitoring projects and continuous improvement process, the Program believes that a 
key element of its strategy should focus on developing better programmatic indicators 
and on collecting and analyzing programmatic data.  A summary matrix of the various 
ongoing and planned projects relative to how they address the four major components of 
the RWQCB’s long-term monitoring goals is shown in Table 2. The purpose of this table 
is to give the reader a perspective on the various projects that the SCVURPPP has 
underway or planned.  Additional detail on the expected schedule for conducting a 
particular project is contained in the comprehensive monitoring plan timeline, Table 1, 
previously discussed.  Appendix A contains a brief summary and discussion of the 
projects underway to develop strategies for controlling impacst of land use on beneficial 
uses (Program Monitoring Goal 3c).   
 
In general, specific details on the project scope, expected or completed products and 
overall due dates can be found in several other reports produced by the Program and 
are not reproduced in this report. Please see the following areas noted below for 
additional information: 
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• Project Scopes & Schedules: see the annual monitoring plan contained in 
the Annual Program Workplan6 

• Completed Products: see Table 4-2 contained in the monitoring section of 
the Program’s Annual Report  

• Status Reports: distributed to Adhoc Monitoring Group and Management 
Committee at least on a quarterly basis. In addition, the Program 
discusses the status of various projects on an as needed basis at the 
BASMAA monitoring subcommittee meetings, special workshops, and 
various WMI subgroup meetings, in particular the Land Use Subgroup. 
The results of those presentations and discussions are contained in 
meeting notes that are distributed to the Management Committee and 
members of the specific workgroup. 

 
Environmental Monitoring Measures – Summary Matrix 
 
While continuing the programmatic approach to measuring compliance, the Program and 
Co-permittees are committed to monitoring and assessing their creeks and wetlands, 
and San Francisco Bay.  A summary matrix of the various ongoing and planned projects 
relative to how they address the four major components of the RWQCB’s long-term 
monitoring goals (i.e., status and trends monitoring, surveillance monitoring, 
management effectiveness monitoring, and monitoring to help set realistic standards) is 
shown in Table 3. The purpose of this table is to give the reader a perspective on the 
various projects that the SCVURPPP has underway or planned.  Additional detail on the 
expected schedule for conducting a particular project is contained in the comprehensive 
monitoring plan timeline, Table 1, previously discussed.  
 
In addition to the summary matrix shown in Table 3, a detailed set of tables and figures 
that identifies the SCVURPPP’s proposed surface water monitoring program for the next 
eight years is contained in Appendix B.  Appendix B is a standalone section that:  1) 
assists the RWQCB characterize receiving water quality in urban watersheds consistent 
with the priorities of the Watershed Management Initiative and the Program, 2) identifies 
where and what type of status and trend type monitoring is appropriate, 3) recognize 
sthe need for site-specific water quality investigations to address questions that might 
arise during the conduct of the routine monitoring efforts, and 4) allows for determining if 
control measures are having the intended effect. 
 
Appendix B contains the following tables and figures: 
 

• Table B-1Existing Monitoring Data for Coyote Creek Watershed: Table B-
1 contains a description of parameters, sampling locations and number of 
sites, along with the agency and specific project where the data have 
been collected within the Coyote Watershed. The information is based on 
a summary of the information contained in the “Santa Clara Basin Stream 
Studies Inventory, July 24, 2001” prepared by the Program to assist the 
WMI, as well as more recent date from ongoing Program efforts (The 
Program will be producing a quick update of the SSI during the fall of 

                                                 
6 Please note that for some projects a very detailed workplan is developed and reviewed and approved by 
the Adhoc Monitoring Work Group. For example, the SEIDP, Coyote Pilot Assessment, Policy project on tax 
incentives and compare and contrast all have detailed project scopes. These have been and will continue to 
be incorporated to the appropriate submittals to the RWQCB staff.  
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2002. That project is part of the WAS workplan and the Program’s FY02-
03 Annual Monitoring Plan). 

 
• Figure B-1 Pilot Assessment and Monitoring Efforts (1997 to Present) 

Occurring in Watersheds of the Santa Clara Basin: Figure B-1 illustrates 
the spatial coverage of investigations as well as the type (i.e, benthic , 
macroinvertebrate, salmonid habitat, biological, sediment, and water 
quality) of investigations conducted over the past four years throughout 
the Santa Clara Basin.   

 
• Figure B-2 Existing Chemical, Biological and Physical Data Collection 

Efforts in Coyote Creek Watershed: Figure B-2 illustrates, in greater detail 
the spatial coverage of data and type of data available specifically in the 
Coyote Watershed7. 

 
• Table B-2 Preliminary SCVURPPP 8-Year Monitoring Plan for the Santa 

Clara Basin (excluding the Coyote Watershed): Table B-2 contains the 
following information: watershed location (prioritized based on WMI and 
SCVURPPP assessment priorities), data type (chemical, biological, 
physical, and trash), FYs (8 years starting with FY02-03 through FY09-
10), rationale, and lead agency.  The information on data type utilizes a 
tiered monitoring approach discussed by the RWQCB staff in its RMAS 
memo (February 8, 2001 Draft Monitoring Design in Regional Board-lead 
Pilot Watersheds, Spring 2001) that includes the following monitoring 
categories: screening level, detailed investigation, and status and trends. 

 
• Table B-3 provides a description of data parameters and analytical 

methods used in the SCVURPPP FY 02-03 and Multi-Year Waters 
Monitoring Plan. 

 
The investigation of beneficial uses and causes of impairment will be greatly facilitated 
by implementation of the Regional Board’s Regional Monitoring and Assessment 
Strategy (RMAS). The Program is committed to continuing its efforts to facilitate 
technical and stakeholder workgroups that will assist Regional Board staff to implement 
the RMAS. 

 
With appropriate policy and guidance from the Regional Board, it should be possible to 
develop practical, implementable indicators (including physical and biological indicators) 
and protocols to assess beneficial uses in creeks, wetlands, and the Bay.  These 
indicators and protocols are a necessary step toward establishing a sound regulatory 
basis for locally based watershed management. 
                                                 
7 The high priority assigned to the Coyote watershed is based on the fact that, relative other watersheds in 
the Santa Clara Basin (as well as others), the watershed has the least amount of developed land (and thus 
the least amount of imperviousness), has the least amount of development within riparian corridors, and has 
one of the highest areas for projected future development. In addition, a significant amount of available work 
is ongoing or recently completed which allows the Program to build upon.  The high priority given to the 
Coyote Watershed is consistent with the WMI’s assessment priorities described in Work Group D products 
entitled “Combined Technical Memoranda #29, #30, #13 – Management Issues to be Considered in 
Watershed Selection; Process and Objective Criteria for Incorporating Management Issues into the 
Selection of Watersheds, and Watershed Suite Selection and Reevaluation , dated April 18, 2000.” In 
addition, the high priority assigned to the Coyote Watershed is further described in the SCVURPPP” report 
entitled “ Watershed Management and Urban Runoff Management Integration Report, C.10, June 29, 2001.”   
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Continuous Improvement – Effectively Integrating Urban Runoff and Watershed 
Management 
 
The requirement to investigate, consider, and implement watershed management 
measures first appeared in the Program’s 1995 NPDES permit and is also a requirement 
of the Program’s current NPDES permit.  As part of its application for the current permit, 
the Program developed a “Watersheds 2000 Vision” (December 1999) that outlines the 
principles and approaches that the Program and its Co-permittees will use to support 
better management of the Santa Clara Basin through the implementation of urban runoff 
control measures.  The vision statement also defines the relationship between and the 
roles of the Program and the SCBWMI in this context. 
 
The Program’s approach for supporting watershed management and the SCBWMI is 
based on the following principles: 
 

• The goal of the Program and its Co-permittees is to maintain water quality 
and protect the beneficial uses of the waterbodies in the Santa Clara 
Basin through the implementation of control measures to the maximum 
extent practicable.  

 
• Successful watershed management must be a community-wide, 

stakeholder-driven effort that includes regulatory agencies, the business 
community, environmental advocates, and local government. 

 
• The Co-permittees recognize it can be difficult to separate many urban 

runoff “issues” from the general impacts of urbanization resulting from the 
cumulative effects of land development. 

 
• The Co-permittees understand that municipal agency activities have the 

potential to impact water quality and beneficial uses; conversely such 
activities can create opportunities to improve water quality and enhance 
aquatic resources. 

 
Given those principles, the Co-permittees envision the roles of the Program and that of 
the SCBWMI as follows:  
 

• The Program’s activities pursuant to the NPDES permit assist Co-
permittees and other local agencies to incorporate appropriate watershed 
management recommendations into their decision-making and specific 
watershed protection approaches into their day-to-day operations.  

 
• The SCBWMI, as a stakeholder process, provides the tools to identify 

community goals and issues, and facilitates the development of common 
ground between stakeholders to recommend to policy-makers the actions 
needed to better manage watershed resources. 

 
The Program seeks to create an avenue by which the SCBWMI’s broad stakeholder 
goals and objectives can be incorporated into the daily operations of the Co-permittees.  
The Co-permittees will strive to apply their resources and powers to preserve and 
enhance the watershed.  To do this most effectively, the Program and Co-permittees 
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need to translate SCBWMI stakeholder recommendations into specific actions that are 
reasonable, practical, and that can be incorporated into their missions and services.  In 
addition, the Program will work with Regional Board staff to apply a regulatory strategy 
that allows Co-permittees to find ways to coordinate with other agencies within a specific 
watershed — to protect and enhance beneficial uses. 
 
Continuous Improvement Process: An important feature of a mature Phase I 
municipal stormwater management program like the Santa Clara Valley Program is a 
process for continuous improvement.  As shown in Figure 1 from the Program’s 1997 
URMP, continuous improvement is implemented through two feedback “loops.”  The 
loop on the left emphasizes programmatic measures to gage the performance of the Co-
permittees and the overall Program (and includes participation in regional efforts such as 
the San Francisco Bay Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances).  The loop 
on the right emphasizes watershed assessment and management conducted jointly with 
other stakeholders in the SCBWMI8. 

 
This two-pronged approach facilitates the Regional Board’s responsibility for fairly 
measuring regulatory compliance while encouraging a watershed management 
approach.  The continuous improvement process has been utilized by the Program over 
the past five years to successfully integrate programmatic monitoring indicators, which 
provide the best basis for measuring permit compliance, with watershed management 
measures (including environmental monitoring), which provides the best context for  
considering the effects of stormwater runoff on the environment and measures to 
improve the health of the watershed.   
 
Stakeholder Involvement & Input: A significant factor in the success of the continuous 
improvement program is the active involvement and input from the various watershed 
stakeholders. Over the past 5 years, this involvement and input has principally come 
through the Program’s and Co-permittees significant involvement in the Santa Clara 
Basin Watershed Management Initiative.  For example, the Program’s involvement 
involved a major role preparing both the abridged and unabridged versions of the 
Watershed Characteristics Report, the lead role in conducting the assessment of Coyote 
Watershed, a continuing leadership role in the Landuse Subgroup as well as the Bay 
Monitoring and Modeling and Regulatory Subgroups, and it’s continued support of the 
Core Group efforts.  As described below, a number of the Co-permittees have and 
continue to provide leadership and resources to the success of the WMI.  
 

• The SCVWD’s role managing the report preparation team, acting as co-
chair of the watershed subgroup and providing significant staff leadership 
and resources to conduct the assessments in the Upper Penitencia, 
Guadalupe and San Francisquito watersheds.   

• The City of San Jose staff chairing the Core Group, providing significant 
staff and technical resources to assist all subgroups including Co-chairing 
the BMM and WAS, and providing significant resources to conduct the 
assessments in the Upper Penitencia, Guadalupe and San Francisquito 
watersheds. 

                                                 
8 The continuous improvement process concept was developed as part of the Program’s 1997 Urban Runoff 
Management Plan to more effectively integrate urban runoff and watershed management. 
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• The City of Sunnyvale staff acting as the administrative chair of the Core 
Group, the Co-chair of the WAS, and providing significant technical 
resources in support of the BMM and WAS workplans. 

• The City of Palo Alto staff acting as the finance chair for the Core Group 
and providing significant resources in support of the regulatory subgroup. 

 
As the urban runoff program and WMI move forward towards completing ongoing 
assessments, initiating new assessments, identifying impediments to maintaining and 
improving water quality, and identifying actions to improve water quality the “continuous 
improvement” process and input from stakeholders will become even more important to 
shape the actions and priorities for the future. As illustrated in Figure 1, the most 
advantageous time to provide effective input to the Program and Co-permittees is 
through the review of the Annual Report. The Annual Report is submitted to the RWQCB 
on September 15 each year. Budget and Annual Workplan discussions for the next fiscal 
year are initiated in early November of each year.  Thus, the most effective opportunity 
to provide input into the Program’s budget and Workplan cycle is through timely review 
and comment on the Annual Report. To be useful, the review and comment needs to 
occur during the latter half of September and October of each year with comments 
available by the first of November. 
 
While review of the Annual Report is the most effective means to influence future efforts, 
the Program and Co-permittees continued involvement in the WMI will also generate 
new ideas and avenues to improve the management of urban runoff and the effective 
and efficient integration9 of urban runoff management into the overall management of the 
Santa Clara basin watersheds.  
 
  
 

                                                 
9 See the Program’s report entitled “Watershed Management and Urban Runoff Management Integration 
Report-Permit Provision C.10, June 29, 2001”  for a further discussion. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

SUMMARY OF 
CATEGORY #3 ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING MEASURES 

 
 
There are four key subcategories of projects in Category #3 projects that  are directed at 
“supporting the SCBWMI.”  In particular, the specific field assessment and monitoring 
activities that the SCVURPPP is conducting individually and in conjunction with the 
SCBWMI are described under Subcategory 3(a) “Investigate Beneficial Uses and 
Causes of Impairment.” 
  
Subcategory 3(a): Investigate Beneficial Uses and Causes of Impairment 
SCBWMI Support:  The Program and Co-permittees have assisted the SCBWMI since 
it was initiated by the Regional Board and USEPA in 1996. The Program has 
consistently coordinated its watershed management activities (which were mandated in 
the 1995 permit) with the SCBWMI. 
 
The SCBWMI stakeholders, including the Regional Board and the Program, have agreed 
on goals and objectives and on a phased process for developing a watershed 
management plan. The first of these phases was to characterize the overall status of 
watersheds within the Santa Clara Basin; this phase was essentially completed with 
publication, during 2000, of a Watershed Characteristics Report. As is discussed in 
detail in the Program’s 1999-2000 Annual Report, the report was prepared almost 
entirely by Program staff, Program subcontractors, or contractors retained directly by 
Co-permittees.  
 
Program and Co-permittee staff and contractors have also helped the SCBWMI to 
develop and adopt a “Framework for Conducting Watershed Assessments” which is 
currently being employed to conduct assessments in three representative watersheds: 
the watersheds of San Francisquito Creek, of the Guadalupe River, and of Upper 
Penitencia Creek. 
 
Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy Assistance: During 1999 Regional 
Board staff, in coordination with the BASMAA Monitoring Committee, developed a 
Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy (RMAS) (Version 1.0, October 1, 1999).  
The purpose of the RMAS is to improve the technical content of the Regional Board’s 
policies and regulatory actions. The specific regulatory focus of the RMAS relates to the 
Regional Board’s obligation to complete biennial water quality assessments under the 
Clean Water Act’s 305(b) and 303(d) requirements.  The RMAS endorses several 
approaches to monitoring and assessment, including incorporation of bioassessment 
data and physical measurements in Regional Board decision making (supported by the 
1997 USEPA 305(b) guidelines), coordination of consistent monitoring and assessment 
efforts and protocols both regionally and nationally, and enhancement of waterbody 
classification to help improve sampling design.  The RMAS is being carried out in a 
phased approach, beginning with “pilot-scale implementation in selected watersheds”, 
and establishing a rotating basin approach that will eventually result in “comprehensive 
assessment of surface and ground waters in the San Francisco Bay Region.”   
 
To assist Regional Board staff with the development of the RMAS, the Program  
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• organized and facilitated a technical panel, comprised of experts in 

macroinvertebrate and fish sampling, analysis of assemblages, and use 
of multimetric indices to assess water bodies; assessments of physical 
habitat to support fish and other aquatic life;  

 
• applied fluvial geomorphology; use of metrics and statistical analysis; 

 
• discussed the management of geographically referenced physical, 

chemical and biological data and information;  
 

• discussed the use of scientific data and information in applying water-
quality regulations; and 

 
• facilitated discussions with stakeholders as part of meetings of the 

BASMAA Monitoring Committee. 
 
The technical panel reached consensus to recommend initial use of a functional 
approach to assessing urban streams. By linking stream hydrogeomorphic functions to 
habitat functions and to beneficial uses the Regional Board will be better able to place 
ecological information into the regulatory context. The approach is summarized in the 
Coyote Pilot Assessment Workplan (previously submitted to the RWQCB)   
 
The functional/pragmatic approach provides a common technical and regulatory 
perspective for three Regional Board Initiatives that were being developed during 2000: 

1. The RMAS. 
2. Sediment TMDLs and Regional Watershed Assessment. 
3. Stream Protection Policy. 
 

The Program will continue to assist Regional Board staff to improve the technical content 
of its 305(b) water quality assessments and 303(d) listings, with a focus on developing 
and refining the methodology for assessing urban streams. The Program is also willing 
to pull the expert panel together to further assist the Regional Board staff. 
 
To test this approach, and to contribute to the SCBWMI’s assessment of Santa Clara 
Basin watersheds, the Program is also implementing an Integrated Pilot Assessment in 
the Coyote Creek Watershed. The pilot assessment will facilitate continuous 
improvement of the SCBWMI’s watershed assessment framework, integrate that 
methodology with that being used by the RMAS and other Regional Board initiatives, 
develop a list of appropriate initial management actions to preserve and enhance the 
Coyote watershed, and identify appropriate monitoring locations and provide baseline 
information for a long-term monitoring program for continued watershed assessment. 
Additional monitoring within the Coyote Watershed is specifically recognized within the 
proposed 8 year monitoring cycle (see Appendix B).  The proposed additional efforts will 
be reviewed as part of Task 7 & 8 the Coyote Pilot Assessment Work Plan (see March 1, 
2001 Work Plan, Attachment 4-3) which call for developing a long-term monitoring 
strategy by September 2002. 
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While expansion of the assessment and monitoring effort beyond the current pilot 
investigations in the Coyote Watershed are specifically recognized in the MY-RWMP,  
The intent is to constructively build the future years’ monitoring and assessment efforts 
on the past years’ work and lessons learned.  
 
 
 
Pollutant-Specific Provisions C9: The recent emphasis on enforcement of long-
standing Federal requirements that the states develop and implement TMDLs has led 
the Regional Board to request, and then require, assistance with estimating pollutant 
loads and with identifying control measures. 
 
As described in the 1990 stormwater regulations, the intent of USEPA’s mandate that 
stormwater pollution prevention programs incorporate a monitoring element was to help 
determine the effectiveness of these programs. Various studies, including the SEIDP, 
have demonstrated that pollutant loadings may not be the best indicator of the 
effectiveness of municipal stormwater programs. The Program’s current Performance 
Standards provide for the control of urban runoff pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable, and the Program’s Continuous Improvement process provides for timely and 
orderly updates of the Performance Standards as new technology and information 
becomes available. 
 
The Program has scoped and budgeted monitoring projects to comply with the new 
Permit’s provisions that require the Program to assist Regional Board staff to prepare 
TMDLs. Many of these projects continue and expand on current efforts to assist the 
Regional Board.  

 
Provisions C9a and b.  Copper and Nickel Control Measures  
 
The Metals Control Measures Plan, was first created in FY00-01 (SC27.05) to 
assist implementation of baseline activities contained in the Lower South San 
Francisco Bay Copper and Nickel Action Plans, to track and report activities, and 
to continue to work with the SCBWMI Bay Monitoring and Modeling (BMM) and 
Regulatory Subgroups regarding BMM Work Plan Updates. Descriptions of 
copper control program activities and nickel control program activities are 
included in the Copper and Nickel Action Plans approved by the SCBWMI and 
transmitted to the RWQCB as part of the Copper and Nickel TMDL Project. In 
addition, those baseline activities that are specifically related to the stormwater 
program are listed in Appendix B of the recently adopted NPDES permit. The  
Program’s activities to support baseline activities was carried into  FY 01-02 (see 
FY001-02 Workplan monitoring section project descriptions  #9, 10 and 11) and 
is continued into the FY02-03 Workplan.  

 
Provisions C9c and e.  Mercury and PCB Control Measures  
 
The Mercury Rising (FY00-01, Project SC27.06), was created to assist Regional 
Board staff with preparation of TMDLs and Implementation Plans to address 
potential effects of mercury and PCBs on beneficial uses of San Francisco Bay. 
The focus of the first phase of this project has been to respond to a May 2000 
Regional Board letter request for information by leading a joint project, with other 
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Bay Area stormwater programs, to study mercury and PCBs in storm drain 
sediments.  
 
The joint stormwater agencies project, which the Program contributes to through 
Project SC27.06, assesses the occurrence and distribution of PCBs, as well as 
that of mercury, in Bay Area storm drain sediments. The results of the first year 
of this project have been published. Based on the results of the technical review 
and discussions with the RWQCB staff and other stormwater programs through 
the BASMAA Monitoring Committee, the SCVURPPP’s FY 01-02 projects scope 
is being defined (FY01-02 Workplan Project #12 & 14). 
 
Program staff is currently working with the RWQCB staff and other storm water 
programs to complete the second year (FY01-02) of the project and developing 
the third year workplan (FY02-03).  The three year investigation is being 
conducted consistent with Provisions 9ei,ii and iii requirements and guidance 
from the RWQCB staff. The scope for the third year investigations will be 
submitted to the RWQCB, consistent with the year two workplan, by July 1, 2002.  
 
Provision 9c requires submission of a Mercury Plan by March 1, 2002. This 
document has been developed and is contained in Volume II of the FY 02-03 
Work Plan.  
 
Provision 9ei&ii requires submission of a workplan to characterize the 
representative distribution of dioxin-like compoundsand provide information to 
allow calcaulation of loadings by March 1, 2002. The workplan needs to be 
implemented by October 1, 2002. The workplan is contained in Volume II of the 
FY02-03 Workplan.  
 
Provision 9eiv require submission of a plan and implementation schedule by 
March 1, 2002 that addresses actions to eliminat or reduce dischargesm of PCBs 
from urban runoff conveyance systems from controllable sources (if any). The 
plan is contained in Volume II of the FY02-02 Work Plan.  
 
Provisions C9d.  Pesticide Control Measures 
  
Regional Pesticide Strategy Coordination and Implementation, provides for the 
Program to continue involvement with the BASMAA Pesticide Work Group and 
Urban Pesticide Committee to coordinate, evaluate, and report on storm water 
management plan actions outlined in the BASMAA Pesticide Strategy and in the 
Program’s Pesticide Work Plan. 
 
Provision C9d required the Program to submit, by July 1, 2001, a “pesticide 
toxicity control plan (Pesticide Plan) that addresses their own use of pesticides 
including diazinon, and, other lower priority pesticides no longer in use such as 
chlordane, dieldrin and DDT and the use of such pesticides by other sources 
within their jurisdictions. The Dischargers may address this requirement by 
building upon their prior submissions to the Regional Board. They may also 
coordinate with BASMAA, the Urban Pesticide Committee, and other agencies 
and organizations.” It is the SCVURPPP’s intent to collaboratively work with the 
RWQCB, it’s staff, and other stormwater programs to develop enhancements to 
and continually improve the Program’s Pesticide Management Plan.  
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Provision C 9f. Control Program for Sediment  
 
Requirements in the new Order mandate a different approach to assessing the 
effects of urbanization and other land uses on the hydrogeomorphic and habitat 
functions of streams. In particular, Provision C9fi of the Order requires submittal 
of a plan and time schedule, by September 2001, to conduct an assessment of 
San Francisquito Creek that provides for: 
 

1. Quantitative characterization of sediment and water inputs to the creek. 
2. Relative roles of sediment associated with natural and anthropogenic land 

use discharges. 
3. Sediment conveyance from headwaters to the Bay. 
4. Development of a rapid sediment budget.” 
 

The SCVWD (onbehalf or the SCVURPPP) and MC STOPP submitted the plana 
nd time schedule as part of the FY00-01 Annual Report this past September 15, 
2001.  

 
Provision C9fii requires “an assessment of management practices that are 
currently being implemented to reduce excess sediment impairment in urban 
creeks, and implement any additional management practices to prevent or 
reduce excess sediment impairment in urban San Francisquito Creeks. Such 
management practices may include but are not limited to: management and/or 
removal of large woody debris and live vegetation from channels; streambank 
stabilization projects; road construction, operation, maintenance, and repairs to 
prevent road-related erosion; management of construction related sediment; and 
management of post-construction sediment from areas of new development or 
redevelopment.” A plan and time schedule for implementation are required by 
March 1, 2002. The Santa Clara Valley Water District has taken the lead on 
these two provisions. 
 
Provision C9fiii requires the Program to submit, by March 1, 2002, a report that 
identifies other creeks that may be impaired by excessive sediment production 
from erosion due to anthropogenic activities. This submittal is contained in 
Volume II of the FY02-03 Work Plan.   
Provision C9fiii also requires submittal, by September 1, 2002, of a plan and 
schedule “to conduct a watershed analysis and management practice 
assessment in other creeks which may be impaired by excessive sediment 
production from erosion due to anthropogenic activities.”  
 

Watershed Management Provision C.10: Provision C10 requires submittal to the 
Regional Board by July 1, 2001, a report concerning the integration of watershed 
management activities into the Management Plan. The report shall, at a minimum: 
 

a) Identify the watersheds that are relevant to each Discharger; 
b) Identify key characteristics related to urban runoff in each watershed and 

program elements related to such characteristics; and 
c) Provide a priority listing of watersheds to be assessed and a schedule for 

conducting such assessments in conjunction with the SCBWMI. 
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As previously described, the Program has consistently coordinated its watershed 
management activities (which were mandated in the 1995 permit) with the SCBWMI. 
The Program, as a stakeholder in the SCBWMI, has agreed with the Regional Board and 
numerous other Santa Clara Valley stakeholders on goals and objectives and on a 
phased process for developing a watershed management plan. That approach is 
contained in the SCBWMI “Watersheds Characteristics Report, May 20001.”   
 
The above approach addresses the broader aspects of watershed management goals 
and activities and provides baseline information on the identification of Basin watersheds 
and characteristics. How these goals and activities are reflected and further integrated 
into the ongoing daily implementation of the stormwater performance standards by the 
Co-permittees should be further clarified. Consistent with the permit, the Program and 
the Co-permittees during FY 01-02 prepared a report on the integration of watershed 
activities into the Program URMP. (see FY 01-02 Project #6.) The report is entitled 
“Watershed Management and Urban Runoff Management Integration Report, Provision 
C.10, June 29, 2001.” The recommendations from that report regarding the priorities for 
future assessment efforts has been incorporated into the proposed surface monitoring 
efforts described in Appendix B. 
 
 
During FY01-02 the Program’s support of  Monitoring Priority 3a, Investigate Beneficial 
Uses and Causes of Impairment,  included completion of a project for the  SCBWMI 
Wetland Advisory Group’s Baylands Assessment (FY00-01 Project SC27.13).  Program 
staff l compiled additional baylands metadata for incorporation into the Santa Clara 
Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) Metadata Database (MDDB) and 
submitted the final report to the WAG on February 5, 2002. 
 
Subcategory 3(b): Compile and Maintain Environmental Data and Make it 
Accessible. 
 
To implement this priority, the Program will continue ongoing projects, including 
development and improvement of data libraries and project report libraries and their 
incorporation into the Program website. The SCVURPPP website has been completely 
updated and can be found at www.SCVURPPP.org. The  Program’s waterwatch website 
is located at www.waterwatch.org. 
 
Subcategory  3(c): Develop Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on 
Beneficial Uses 
 
To implement this priority, the Program supports the SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup 
(LUS). The Program’s participation in the LUS is intended to fulfil a commitment in the 
1997 URMP to “translate SCBWMI goals and objectives into model local-jurisdiction 
policies and procedures.” The LUS includes stakeholders representing business 
interests, developers, environmental advocates, and Regional Board staff, as well as 
SCVURPPP Co-permittees. As documented in the LUS “Consensus Points” and in 
Chapter 4 of the SCBWMI Watershed Characteristics Report (“Land Use in the Basin”), 
the LUS has reviewed and discussed at length the potential effectiveness of various 

                                                 
1 As is discussed in detail in the Program’s 1999-2000 Annual Report, the Watershed 
Characteristics Report was prepared almost entirely by Co-permittee and Program staff, Program 
subcontractors, or contractors retained directly by Co-permittees. 
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approaches to controlling urban runoff pollutants and other effects of urbanization on 
streams. A specific approach to integrating municipal land use planning and watershed 
management is described in Section 4.1 of the Watershed Characteristics Report 
(unabridged). Continuation of the Program’s support for the LUS is shown in the 
MY_RWMP. 
 
In addition to administrative support and leadership for the LUS, the Program has also 
created additional projects to support the LUS’ development of policies and watershed 
management measures. As shown below, two projects are  underway which are 
intimately connected to the new development issues. These projects include: 
 
Economic and Tax Incentives in Watershed Management, is intended to identify ways 
that Federal, state and local economic policies, including taxation, affect land use 
patterns and to explore ways that the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management 
Initiative (SCBWMI) might be able to promote economic and tax policies that encourage 
more environmentally beneficial development decisions. 
 
Compare and Contrast Development Policies, is intended to develop model 
municipal planning principles that would assist municipalities in developing 
effective policies, ordinances, or procedures to provide for long-term effective 
watershed protection and/or enhancement.  In addition, the intent is to compare 
municipalities’ existing policies, ordinances, or procedures against these model 
municipal planning principles to indicate areas where improvements can be 
made. The work provides for a re-examination of the previous work and 
additional research to be conducted in cooperation with Santa Clara Basin local 
and to build consensus within the WMI on the methods used in the comparison.    
 
The Program encourages the RWQCB staff, as part of developing the revised permit 
language for new development, to integrate the results of the LUS’ work to date, to 
continue RWQCB staff participation in the LUS, and to work with the Program and LUS 
to implement consensus recommendations reached within the LUS. 
 
Category #4 – Regional Collaborative Efforts 
 
As is mandated in the SCVURPPP’s NPDES Permit, the Program pays over $140,000 
annually to SFEI for expenditures on the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace 
Substances (RMP). In recent years the RMP has expanded its scope beyond periodic 
water-quality sampling into a broad range of special studies which are periodically 
reviewed by a steering committee and various technical advisory committees. 
 
The Program, strictly from a volunteer perspective, has been working with the Regional 
Board staff and Executive Officer along with BASMAA and BACWA to develop a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to memorialize the understandings of the various 
parties regarding the development of Water Quality Attainment Strategies (WQASP) 
including Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the San Francisco Bay-Delta and its 
tributaries. The intent of the MOU is to outline the various parties desire to work 
collaboratively on the development and implementation of water quality attainment 
strategies including TMDLs.  In order to facilitate these goals, the various parties are 
looking a mechanisms to develop work plans, schedules for implementing the work 
plans, funding sources and monitoring programs. The Program believes that this a key 
document that can be used to cost-effectively address water quality problems. The 
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Program is looking for this MOU to also provide some regulatory stability and certainty 
regarding the identification of resource needs over the next 5 years. 
 
The Program has provided funds during FY01-02 from its contingency budget to assist 
with Year 0 of the WQASP.  While the Program supports the concept of the WQASP, 
several questions remain to be addressed as part of the developing the WQASP project 
management plan. These questions include:  
 

1. Various memos show estimated budgets varying from 7.5 million to 10.5 million. 
What are the WQASP plans for better defining and refining the estimates? 

 
2. As the WQASP gets a better handle on the budget, questions regarding the 

overall timing of the program also should be discussed. What are the WQASP 
plans to review the reasonableness of the original proposed schedules given the 
availability of resources, technical practicalities, and regulatory realities?  

 
3. The assumption has been that the POTW and Stormwater agencies will provide 

most of the resources. However, many of the POTWs and Stormwater agencies 
are one and the same and the proposed resources requirements are not 
insignificant. Thus, the costs to conduct the WQASP needs to be spread to more 
than the public. What are the WQASP plans to bring in other resources?  

 
4. The RWQCB is a key player in the MOU and, as such, it was our understanding 

would also contribute resources to the budget. What are the RWQCB’s plans for 
providing financial resources to the WQASP? 

 
5. Stormwater Programs have been participating in funding various TMDL 

associated investigations over the past several years. Specifically, a significant 
amount of resources have already been expended on PCBs and mercury 
investigations throughout the San Francisco Bay Area. More efforts are also 
currently planned and will be shortly underway. This is not to mention the North 
Bay and South Bay copper and nickel efforts. How do agencies get credit for the 
work that has been completed, ongoing and will continue to go on outside of the 
WQASP but coordinated with the overall effort? 

 
6. Public agencies have been providing resources to regional monitoring activities 

(Regional Monitoring Program) for a number of years and with WQASP are being 
asked to fund another regional activity. What are the WQASP plans to clearly 
define the linkages and overlaps between the RMP and WQASP programs and 
how these programs address all of the RWQCB’s regional monitoring needs? 

  
The Program has discussed these question with the Executive Board of BASMAA, has 
requested BASMAA to transmit them to the WQASP Executive Management Board, and 
has transmitted them directly to the EMB.   
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APPENDIX B 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING MEASURES 
 
 
The Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP)1 contains four main 
elements:  
    

1. Comprehensive Timeline: The timeline illustrates all existing commitments 
and priorities established by the Program, including ongoing activities meant 
to fulfill Regional Board Order Provisions related to C9 “Water Quality-Based 
Requirements for Specific Pollutants of Concern” and C10 “Watershed 
Management” of the NPDES permit. 

 
2. Summary matrix of Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs): The PMIs are 

used  to gauge how well Performance Standards are being met and control 
measures are being implemented. 

 
3. Summary matrix of Environmental Monitoring Measures (EMMs): The EMMs  

1) assist the RWQCB characterize receiving water quality in urban 
watersheds consistent with the priorities of the Watershed Management 
Initiative and the Program2, 2) identifies where and what type of status and 
trend type monitoring is appropriate, 3) recognizes the need for site-specific 
water quality investigations to address questions that might arise during the 
conduct of the routine monitoring efforts, and 4) allows for determining if 
control measures are having the intended effect. 

 
4. Continuous Improvement:  The continuous improvement element helps the 

SCVURPPP integrate urban runoff management and watershed 
management. It is based on the principles of adaptive management, thereby 
incorporating a systematic review of the monitoring results to improve future 
efforts and provides opportunities for stakeholder input into the continuous 
improvement process. 

 
Environmental Monitoring Measures – Summary Matrix 
 
While continuing the programmatic approach to measuring compliance, the Program and 
Co-permittees are committed to monitoring and assessing their creeks and wetlands, 
                                                 
1 The Program, consistent with the NPDES permit, initiated work on the Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP) in January 2001. The first draft was released for review by the Monitoring 
Adhoc Group on January 15, 2001. Based on the review and response to comments a draft was formally 
submitted to the RWQCB on March 1, 2001 as part of the Program’s FY01-02 Work plan. Comments were 
solicited from the WAS during April and May of 2001 and two additional Adhoc meetings were held on 
March 6 and April 19. A “Interim Draft” (fourth draft) was produced and submitted to the RWQCB on July 1, 
2001, consistent with the NPDES permit. Minor revisions were made to the March darft and a final draft was 
submitted to the RWQCB on September 15, 2001 with the Program’s FY00-01 Annual Report. Since the 
September submittal, three joint WAS and Monitoring Adhoc meetings were held on November 19, 
December 18 and January 24 (the last two included an EPA moderator/facilitator) to seek input from various 
stakeholders. In addition, a separate Co-permittee Adhoc meeting was held on December 16, 2001.    
2 The SCVURPPP’s watershed assessment priorities are described in the Program’s report entitled “ 
Watershed Management and Urban Runoff Management Integration Report – Permit Provision C.10, June 
29, 2001.” 
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and San Francisco Bay.  A summary matrix of the various ongoing and planned projects 
relative to how they address the four major components of the RWQCB’s long-term 
monitoring goals (i.e., status and trends monitoring, surveillance monitoring, 
management effectiveness monitoring, and monitoring to help set realistic standards) is 
shown in Table 3. The purpose of this table is to give the reader a perspective on the 
various projects that the SCVURPPP has underway or planned.  Additional detail on the 
expected schedule for conducting a particular project is contained in the comprehensive 
monitoring plan timeline, Table 1, previously discussed.  
 
In addition to the summary matrix shown in Table 3 of the main report, a detailed set of 
tables and figures that identifies the SCVURPPP’s proposed surface water monitoring 
program for the next eight years is contained in this appendix (Appendix B).  Appendix B 
is a standalone section that:  1) assists the RWQCB characterize receiving water quality 
in urban watersheds consistent with the priorities of the Watershed Management 
Initiative and the Program, 2) identifies where and what type of status and trend type 
monitoring is appropriate, 3) recognizes the need for site-specific water quality 
investigations to address questions that might arise during the conduct of the routine 
monitoring efforts, and 4) allows for determining if control measures are having the 
intended effect. 
 
Included in this appendix (Appendix B) are the following tables and figures: 
 

• Table B-1Existing Monitoring Data for Coyote Creek Watershed: Table B-1 
contains a description of parameters, sampling locations and number of sites, 
along with the agency and specific project where the data have been 
collected within the Coyote Watershed. The information is based on a 
summary of the information contained in the “Santa Clara Basin Stream 
Studies Inventory, July 24, 2001” prepared by the Program to assist the WMI, 
as well as more recent date from ongoing Program efforts (The Program will 
be producing a quick update of the SSI during the fall of 2002. That project is 
part of the WAS workplan and the Program’s FY02-03 Annual Monitoring 
Plan). 
 

• Figure B-1 Pilot Assessment and Monitoring Efforts (1997 to Present) 
Occurring in Watersheds of the Santa Clara Basin: Figure B-1 illustrates the 
spatial coverage of investigations as well as the type (i.e, benthic , 
macroinvertebrate, salmonid habitat, biological, sediment, and water quality) 
of investigations conducted over the past four years throughout the Santa 
Clara Basin.   
 

• Figure B-2 Existing Chemical, Biological and Physical Data Collection Efforts 
in Coyote Creek Watershed: Figure B-2 illustrates, in greater detail the spatial 
coverage of data and type of data available specifically in the Coyote 
Watershed3. 

                                                 
3 The high priority assigned to the Coyote watershed is based on the fact that, relative other watersheds in 
the Santa Clara Basin (as well as others), the watershed has the least amount of developed land (and thus 
the least amount of imperviousness), has the least amount of development within riparian corridors, and has 
one of the highest areas for projected future development. In addition, a significant amount of available work 
is ongoing or recently completed which allows the Program to build upon.  The high priority given to the 
Coyote Watershed is consistent with the WMI’s assessment priorities described in Work Group D products 
entitled “Combined Technical Memoranda #29, #30, #13 – Management Issues to be Considered in 
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• Table B-2 Preliminary SCVURPPP 8-Year Monitoring Plan for the Santa 

Clara Basin (excluding the Coyote Watershed): Table B-2 contains the 
following information: watershed location (prioritized based on WMI and 
SCVURPPP assessment priorities), data type (chemical, biological, physical, 
and trash), FYs (8 years starting with FY02-03 through FY09-10), rationale, 
and lead agency.  The information on data type utilizes a tiered monitoring 
approach discussed by the RWQCB staff in its RMAS memo (February 8, 
2001 Draft Monitoring Design in Regional Board-lead Pilot Watersheds, 
Spring 2001) that includes the following monitoring categories: screening 
level, detailed investigation, and status and trends4. 
 

• Table B-3 provides a description of data parameters and analytical methods 
used in the SCVURPPP FY 02-03 and Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 

 
The investigation of beneficial uses and causes of impairment will be greatly facilitated 
by implementation of the Regional Board’s Regional Monitoring and Assessment 
Strategy (RMAS). The Program is committed to continuing its efforts to facilitate 
technical and stakeholder workgroups that will assist Regional Board staff to implement 
the RMAS. 

 
With appropriate policy and guidance from the Regional Board, it should be possible to 
develop practical, implementable indicators (including physical and biological indicators) 
and protocols to assess beneficial uses in creeks, wetlands, and the Bay.  These 
indicators and protocols are a necessary step toward establishing a sound regulatory 
basis for locally based watershed management. 
 

                                                                                                                                                 
Watershed Selection; Process and Objective Criteria for Incorporating Management Issues into the 
Selection of Watersheds, and Watershed Suite Selection and Reevaluation , dated April 18, 2000.” In 
addition, the high priority assigned to the Coyote Watershed is further described in the SCVURPPP” report 
entitled “ Watershed Management and Urban Runoff Management Integration Report, C.10, June 29, 2001.”   
4 Comments and guidance contained in the RWQCB’s letter regarding Pesticide-Related components of the 
2002/01 Annual Report indicate that water quality monitoring must include: 1) routine screening of 
representative creeks for aquatic toxicity (wet and dry periods), 2) monitoring for diazinon levels (wet and 
dry), and 3) monitoring for other pesticides with a substantial market share. MY-RWMP includes screening 
level toxicity testing in various locations based on the results of past work. MY-RWMP also allows for 
monitoring other pesticides consistent with permit Provision C.9i. Annual monitoring programs are 
developed based on previous years results. It is the SCVURPPP’s intent to incorporate, as appropriate, 
monitoring based on the results of the Pesticide Plan use surveys.    
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Below 
Anderson 
Dam

Upper 
Penitencia 
Creek

Above 
Anderson 
Dam

Chemical
Field probe Water temp, pH, 

conductivity, DO, turbidity
15 3 May - Sept 1999 SEIDP SCVURPPP

Continuous 
monitoring

Water temp, pH, 
conductivity, DO

4 1 June - Sept 1999 SEIDP SCVURPPP

Field probe Water temp, pH, 
conductivity, DO, turbidity, 
alkalinity

9 1 May - Nov 2000 Streamflow 
Augmentation

San Jose

Continuous 
monitoring

Water temp, pH, 
conductivity, DO

3 May - Nov 2000 Streamflow 
Augmentation

San Jose

Continuous 
monitoring

Water temperature 6 1 May - Sept 2000 Streamflow 
Augmentation

San Jose

Continuous 
monitoring

Water temperature 42 5 1 1996-2001 FAHCE, others SCVWD

Biological
Rapid 
bioassessment

Benthic Macroinvertebrates 7 2 May - June 1999 SEIDP SCVURPPP

Rapid 
bioassessment

Fish 15 3 May - Sept 1999 SEIDP SCVURPPP

Bioassessment Benthic Macroinvertebrates 9 7 2 May-97 Distribution and 
Abundance of Lotic 
Macroinvertebrates

USGS/       
SCVURPPP

Bioassessment Benthic Macroinvertebrates 15 Sep-98 Streamflow 
Augmentation

San Jose

Bioassessment Fish 15 Oct-98 Streamflow 
Augmentation

San Jose

Table B-1. Existing monitoring parameters, location, number of sites, sampling dates, associated projects and agencies for Coyote Creek 
Watershed. 

Tier One - screening level monitoring 

Data type Parameters

# Sites/Subwatershed

Sampling Date Project Lead Agency

FINAL 3/01/02
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Below 
Anderson 
Dam

Upper 
Penitencia 
Creek

Above 
Anderson 
Dam

Chemical

Data type Parameters

# Sites/Subwatershed

Sampling Date Project Lead Agency

Bioassessment Fish 1858 - 1999 Characterization Western 
Hamilton Stream 
Fisheries

The Nature 
Conservancy

Bioassessment Microsatellite DNA x x 1997 Steelhead Genetic Study         SJSU

Physical
Physical habitat Salmonid Habitat Survey 15 3 Jul-99 SEIDP SCVURPPP
Physical habitat Salmonid Habitat Survey 4 Nov-98 Streamflow 

Augmentation
San Jose

Physical habitat Salmonid Habitat Survey x x 1999 FAHCE SCVWD
Physical habitat Fish barriers x x 1999 FAHCE SCVWD
Stream 
morphology

Rosgen classification x x 1999 FAHCE SCVWD

Stream 
morphology

Stream classification x x x 2002 Coyote Pilot Assessment SCVURPPP

Stream 
morphology

Channel modification x x x 1999 Waterways Management 
Model

SCVWD

Land use Watershed Imperviousness x x x 2000 SEIDP SCVURPPP
Riparian 
Vegetation

Map of vegetation 
communities

x x 1998 CCRS SCVURPPP

Sediment Volume of sediment 
removal

x x 2001 Stream Maintenance 
Project

SCVURPPP

Other
Photos - Physical 
Habitat

Channel location of fish 
sampling sites

15 3 May - Sept 1999 SEIDP SCVURPPP

Trash Illicit Discharge Inspection 
Records

x x Ongoing Illicit Discharge Control 
Program

SCVURPPP

Flow Stream gage measurement x x x Ongoing Flow monitoring SCVWD

Chemical
Field probe Metals 9 1 May - Nov 2000 Streamflow 

Augmentation
San Jose

Tier 2 - Detailed-level monitoring

FINAL 3/01/02
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Below 
Anderson 
Dam

Upper 
Penitencia 
Creek

Above 
Anderson 
Dam

Chemical

Data type Parameters

# Sites/Subwatershed

Sampling Date Project Lead Agency

Field probe Organophosphate 
Pesticides

2 Jul-00 Streamflow 
Augmentation

San Jose

Sediment 
sampling

Arsenic, cadmium, 
chromium, copper, lead, 
mercury

7 2 Jun-99 SEIDP SCVURPPP

Sediment 
sampling

PCB, mercury 13 1 2000-2001 PCB/mercury study SCVURPPP

Sediment 
sampling

Metals, Organics 9 Ongoing Sediment 
Characterization - Stream 
Maintenance Program

SCVWD

Biological
Field probe Nutrients, pathogens 9 1 May - Nov 2000 Streamflow 

Augmentation
San Jose

Chronic toxicity 
bioassays 

Ceriodaphnia 3 Jun-00 Streamflow 
Augmentation

San Jose

Physical
Stream 
morphology

Channel cross sections, 
longitudinal profiles, bank 
erosion assessment

x Mar-00 Alum Rock Park Riparian 
Management Plan

San Jose

FINAL 3/01/02

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



#

%[

%[%[

%[
%[

%[

%[

%[

%[%[
%[ %[

%[

%[

$Z

$Z

$Z$Z

$Z

$Z

$Z $Z

$Z

$Z

$Z
$Z$Z

%U

%U

#Y
#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y
#Y#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y #Y #Y

#Y
#Y #Y

#Y
#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y#Y

#Y

#Y
#Y#Y

#Y#Y

#Y

#Y

#Y
#Y

#Y
#Y#Y

#Y

#Y

#S
#S

#S
#S

#S

#S

#S

#S

#S

#S

#S

#S
#S#S

#S
#S

%[
%[

%[

%[

%[
%[

%[

%[
%[%[
%[

%[

%[
%[

%[

%[

%[

%[

%[

%[

%[

%[

%[

%[

%[%[

%[
%[%[%[

%[

%[

%[

%[

%[%[%[

%[

%[

%[

%[

%[%[%[%[ %[
%[%[%[%[

%a

%a

$T
$T

$T

$T

$T$T

$T
$T$T$T

$T$T
$T$T$T

$T$T
$T$T

$T$T$T

$T
$T

$T
$T$T

$T$T$T

$T

$T

$T

$T

$T

$T

$T

$T

$T$T$T
$T

$T
$T$T$T

$T$T$T$T
$T
$T$T

$T

$T$T
$T
$T$T

$T$T

$T$T
$T
$T
$T$T

$T$T
$T$T

$T
$T

$T

$T

$T

$T

$T

$T
$T

$T

$T

$T

$T$T

$T

$T
$T

$T

$T

$T

$T

$T

$T
$T
$T
$T$T$T$T$T

$T
$T$T$T$T

$T
$T

$T$T

$T
$T
$T
$T

$T
$T
$T

$T
$T
$T
$T$T

$T
$T

$T$T

$T

$T

$T
$T$T$T

$T
$T$T$T$T$T

$T
$T
$T$T$T$T$T

$T$T $T $T$T

$T$T$T

$T$T$T

$T

$T

$T

$T$T

$T$T

$T

$T

$T
$T

$T

$T

$T

$T

$T

$T$T$T
$T$T

$T
$T

$T
$T
$T
$T$T $T$T

$T$T$T$T$T $T$T $T
$T $T

$T

$T

$T

$T $T$T

$T $T

$Z
$Z

$Z $Z

$Z
$Z$Z

$Z$Z

$Z
$Z

$Z

$Z

$Z

$Z

$Z

San Francisquito

Matadero/Barron

Adobe Permanente

Stevens

Sunnyvale East

Calabazas

Sunnyvale East

San Tomas

Guadalupe

Coyote

Upper Penitencia

Santa Clara Basin Watershed - WMI

Stream

Santa Clara County

FAHCE - SCVWD (7 Stream Segments)

Salmonid Habitat Study

%U SEIDP - SCVURPPP (18 Sites)

%U Stream Augmentation - City of San Jose (4 Sites)

Sediment Water Quality Study

%[ PCB and Mercury Study - SCVURPPP (50 Sites)

%[ SEIDP - SCVURPPP (8 Sites)

%[ Sediment Removal - SCVWD (17 Stream Segments)

General Water Quality

$Z Bioaccumulation Study - SWRCB (1 Site)

$Z Flow/Water Quality Study - City of Palo Alto (4 Sites)

$Z SEIDP - SCVURPPP (5 Sites)

$Z Stream Augmentation - City of San Jose (11 Sites)

$Z Water Quality Study - CRMP (7 Sites)

$Z Water Quality Study - Stanford U (3 Sites)

Benthic Macroinvertebrate Study

#Y Macroinvertebrate Study - USGS (84 Sites)

#Y SEIDP - SCVURPPP (9 Sites)

#Y Streamflow Augmentation - City of San Jose (13 Sites)

Biological Study

#S Biotic Resource Study - Stanford U (3 Stream Segments)

#S Chinese Mitton Crab Study - UC Berkeley (6 Watersheds)

#S Steelhead Genetic Study - San Jose State (12 Sites)

Legend

%a Sediment Study - SCVURPPP (SFC Watershed)

Pilot Watershed Assessment - WMI

Pilot Watershed Assessment - SCVURPPP
(Includes Upper Penitencia Creek)

Continuous Water Temperature - SCVWD (200 Sites)$T
Sediment Removal (2001) - SCVWD (16 sites)$Z
Channel morphology/bank condition - City of San Jose (Upper Penitencia)%a

N

0 5 10 Miles

Santa Clara Valley
Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program

Source: Inventory of Santa Clara Basin 
Stream Studies Version 3 (SCVURPPP)
Revised January 18, 2002

Note: Some studies containing multiple sites are
represented by single location for display purposes.
Some of the locations were estimated from maps
or written descriptions. 

Figure B-1. Pilot Assessments and Monitoring Efforts (1997 to Present) Occurring in Watersheds of the Santa Clara Basin
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N
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Santa Clara Valley
Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program

Source: SCVURPPP and City of San Jose
Revised January 14, 2002

Watershed Area Above Anderson Dam
Other Tributaries to Coyote
Upper Penitencia Creek
Coyote Mainstem

FAHCE Habitat Study
Stream

#Y Macroinvertebrate (USGS)

$T Continuous Monitoring
Water Temperature (SCVWD)

Stream Augmentation (City of San Jose)
#Y Benthic
$T Fish Habitat
%U Water Quality 

$T
Fish, macroinvertebrate, 
physical habitat (SEIDP)

%U Continuous Monitoring (SEIDP)

#0 PCB, mercury study
Legend

%a

$Z

Channel morphology/bank condition (City of San Jose)
Sediment chemistry (SCVWD Sediment Removal Projects)

Figure B-2. Existing Chemical, Biological and Physical Data Collection Efforts in Coyote Creek Watershed.
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Table B-2 (Revised 8/5/02). SCVURPPP 8-year monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1. 

Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

Coyote Chemical           
Creek Contaminants - Water 3 S(3)    T(5)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
(Only tribs Contaminants - Sediment4 S(1)    T(1)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
sampled in General Water Quality5 S(5)    T(8)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
FY 02-03) Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality6 S(1)    T(4)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Conventional Water Chemistry7 S(4)    T(8)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms) 8 S(4)    T(8)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Bioassessment – 

Macroinvertebrates9 S(4)    T(12)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 

 Bioassessment – Fish10     T(6)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Physical           
 Physical Habitat11 S(4)    T(12)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Sediment Characterization12 S(4)  I I T(12)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Riparian Vegetation         See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Trash13 S(4)    T(4)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
Lower Chemical           
Penitencia Contaminants - Water Quality S(2)    T(2)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
Creek Contaminants - Sediment S(1)    T(1)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 General Water Quality S(5)    T(5)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality S(2)    T(2)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Conventional Water Chemistry S(5)    T(5)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms) S(5)    T(5)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates S(5)    T(5)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Bioassessment - Fish         See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
  Physical           
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 Physical Habitat S(5)    T(5)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Sediment Characterization S(5)    T(5)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Riparian Vegetation         See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
 Trash S(5)    T(5)    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP 
Stevens Chemical           
Creek 

Contaminants - Water Quality    T(2)    T(2) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Contaminants - Sediment    T(1)    T(1) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

General Water Quality    T(3)    T(3) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 Biological           
 

Toxicity - Water Quality    T(2)    T(2) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Conventional Water Chemistry    T(3)    T(3) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 

FY
 0

2-
03

 

FY
 0

3-
04

 

FY
 0

4-
05

 

FY
 0

5-
06

 

FY
 0

6-
07

 

FY
 0

7-
08

 

FY
 0

8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 

Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)    T(3)    T(3) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates    T(8)    T(8) 

Baseline data collected by USGS in 
1997 and RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Bioassessment - Fish    T(4)    T(4) 

Coordinate with SCVWD to obtain 
permits and/or develop approach to 
monitor status and trends of 
steelhead populations. 

SCVWD/ 
SCVURPPP 

  Physical           
 

Physical Habitat    T(8)    T(8) 

Salmonid habitat survey in 1999 by 
FAHCE; Visual habitat assessment 
by RWQCB in 2002; SCVURPPP 
will repeat monitoring in future to 
determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Sediment Characterization  I  T(8)    T(8) 

Identified as high priority for 
potential impairment from 
sediment in SCVURPPP sediment 
report. Conduct studies using 
methods developed in work 
associated with sediment workplan. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         

Baseline information describing 
geomorphic and hydrologic 
characteristics of stream channels 
in the Santa Clara Basin will be 
compiled to assist in the 
development of the 

SCVURPPP 
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Watershed 
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FY
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9-
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Rationale Lead 
Agency 

Hydrogeomorphic Management 
Plan, as required in the C.3 
Provision.   The specific creeks in 
which to compile baseline data 
have not been selected at this time.   

 Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP 

 

Trash    T(3)    T(3) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

Permanente Chemical           
Creek 

Contaminants - Water Quality    T(2)    T(2) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Contaminants - Sediment    T(1)    T(1) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

General Water Quality    T(3)    T(3) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 Biological           
 

Toxicity - Water Quality    T(2)    T(2) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 
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09

 

FY
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Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 

Conventional Water Chemistry    T(2)    T(2) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)    T(3)    T(3) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates    T(7)    T(7) 

Baseline data collected by 
RWQCB in 2002; SCVURPPP will 
repeat monitoring in future to 
determine status and trends. 

SCVURPPP 

 
Bioassessment - Fish    T(4)    T(4) 

Coordinate with SCVWD to 
monitor status and trends of 
resident rainbow trout populations. 

SCVWD/ 
SCVURPPP 

  Physical           
 

Physical Habitat    T(7)    T(7) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
repeat monitoring in future to 
determine status and trends. 
Conduct salmonid habitat survey in 
reaches that support trout. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Sediment Characterization    T(7)    T(7) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

RWQCB/ 
SCVURPPP 
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 
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 0
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 0
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09

 

FY
 0
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Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         

Baseline information describing 
geomorphic and hydrologic 
characteristics of stream channels 
in the Santa Clara Basin will be 
compiled to assist in the 
development of the 
Hydrogeomorphic Management 
Plan, as required in the C.3 
Provision.   The specific creeks in 
which to compile baseline data 
have not been selected at this time.   

SCVURPPP 

 Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP 

 

Trash    T(3)    T(3) 

Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002; 
SCVURPPP will repeat monitoring 
in future to determine status and 
trends. 

SCVURPPP 

San Thomas Chemical           
Aquino Contaminants - Water Quality  S(3)    T(3)   Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Contaminants - Sediment  S(1)    T(1)   Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 General Water Quality  S(7)    T(7)   Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality  S(3)    T(3)   Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Conventional Water Chemistry  S(7)    T(7)   Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)  S(7)    T(7)   Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 
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 0
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 0
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8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 

Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates  S(7)    T(7)   

Baseline data from 1997 USGS 
study in Saratoga; conduct rapid 
bioassessment synoptically with 
chemical and physical parameters. 

SCVURPPP 

 
Bioassessment - Fish  S(4)    T(4)   

Coordinate with SCVWD to 
monitor status and trends of 
resident rainbow trout populations. 

SCVURPPP 

  Physical           
 

Physical Habitat  S(7)    T(7)   

Salmonid habitat survey data was 
identified as a data gap for 
Saratoga Cr in SCVURPPP 
sediment report; conduct salmonid 
habitat survey. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Sediment Characterization  S(7)   I T(7)   

Conduct evaluation of sediment 
related impacts in Saratoga Cr in 
conjunction with SCVURPPP 
sediment assessment workplan. 

SCVURPPP 

 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         

Baseline information describing 
geomorphic and hydrologic 
characteristics of stream channels 
in the Santa Clara Basin will be 
compiled to assist in the 
development of the 
Hydrogeomorphic Management 
Plan, as required in the C.3 
Provision.   The specific creeks in 
which to compile baseline data 
have not been selected at this time.   

SCVURPPP 

 Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP 

 Trash  S(4)    T(4)   Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

Matadero/ Chemical           
Barron Contaminants - Water Quality   S(3)    T(3)  Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 
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 0
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 0
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 0
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 0
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7-
08
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8-
09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

Creeks Contaminants - Sediment   S(2)    T(2)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 General Water Quality   S(4)    T(4)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality   S(3)    T(3)  Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Conventional Water Chemistry   S(4)    T(4)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)   S(4)    T(4)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates   S(6)    T(6)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Bioassessment - Fish         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP 

  Physical           
 Physical Habitat   S(6)    T(6)  Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Sediment Characterization   S(6)    T(6)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         

Baseline information describing 
geomorphic and hydrologic 
characteristics of stream channels 
in the Santa Clara Basin will be 
compiled to assist in the 
development of the 
Hydrogeomorphic Management 
Plan, as required in the C.3 
Provision.   The specific creeks in 
which to compile baseline data 
have not been selected at this time.   

SCVURPPP 

 Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP 

 Trash   S(6)    T(6)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 
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 0
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09

 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

Adobe Chemical           
Creek Contaminants - Water Quality  S(2)    T(2)   Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 
Contaminants - Sediment  S(1)    T(1)   Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 General Water Quality  S(3)    T(3)   Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality  S(2)    T(2)   Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Conventional Water Chemistry  S(3)    T(3)   Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)  S(3)    T(3)   Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates  S(4)    T(4)   Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Bioassessment - Fish         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP 

  Physical           
 Physical Habitat  S(4)    T(4)   Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Sediment Characterization  S(4)    T(4)   Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         

Baseline information describing 
geomorphic and hydrologic 
characteristics of stream channels 
in the Santa Clara Basin will be 
compiled to assist in the 
development of the 
Hydrogeomorphic Management 
Plan, as required in the C.3 
Provision.   The specific creeks in 
which to compile baseline data 
have not been selected at this time.   

SCVURPPP 
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Area Data Type2 
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FY
 0

9-
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Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP 

 Trash  S(4)    T(4)   Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

Calabazas Chemical           
Creek Contaminants – Water Quality   S(2)    T(2)  Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Contaminants - Sediment   S(1)    T(1)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 General Water Quality   S(4)    T(4)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality   S(2)    T(2)  Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Conventional Water Chemistry   S(4)    T(4)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)   S(4)    T(4)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates   S(4)    T(4)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Bioassessment - Fish         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP 

 Physical           
 Physical Habitat   S(4)    T(4)  Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Sediment Characterization   S(4)    T(4)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         

Baseline information describing 
geomorphic and hydrologic 
characteristics of stream channels 
in the Santa Clara Basin will be 
compiled to assist in the 
development of the 
Hydrogeomorphic Management 
Plan, as required in the C.3 

SCVURPPP 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



F:\SC27\SC27-11\monitoring\Multiyear plan revised.doc      
11 of 14 

Watershed 
Area Data Type2 
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Rationale Lead 
Agency 

Provision.   The specific creeks in 
which to compile baseline data 
have not been selected at this time.   

 Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP 

 Trash   S(4)    T(4)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

Sunnyvale  Chemical           
Channel Contaminants - Water Quality   S(2)    T(2)  Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

(East/West) Contaminants - Sediment   S(2)    T(2)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 General Water Quality   S(3)    T(3)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality   S(2)    T(2)  Conduct screening level 

monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Conventional Water Chemistry   S(3)    T(3)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)   S(3)    T(3)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates   S(3)    T(3)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Bioassessment - Fish         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP 

 Physical           
 

Physical Habitat   S(3)    T(3)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 Sediment Characterization   S(3)    T(3)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 
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FY
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10

 

Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 

Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         

Baseline information describing 
geomorphic and hydrologic 
characteristics of stream channels 
in the Santa Clara Basin will be 
compiled to assist in the 
development of the 
Hydrogeomorphic Management 
Plan, as required in the C.3 
Provision.   The specific creeks in 
which to compile baseline data 
have not been selected at this time.   

SCVURPPP 

 Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP 

 Trash   S(3)    T(3)  Conduct screening level 
monitoring SCVURPPP 

 
Monitoring Activities in watersheds not currently considered in plan. 
San 
Francisquito 
Creek          

Detailed watershed assessment 
being conducted by stakeholder 
workgroup administered by the San 
Francisquito Creek Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA) 

 

Guadalupe Chemical           
River 

Contaminants - Water Quality S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 

Four reaches. Monitoring is shown 
as quarterly; actual frequency will 
be in accordance with RWQCB 
requirements. Total Hg, 
Methylmercury, TSS. 

SCVWD 

 
Contaminants - Sediment S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) Methylmercury concentrations in 

riverbed and suspended sediments. 

SCVWD 

 
General Water Quality S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) 

Monitoring used to calibrate model 
to simulate stream temperature. 
Key variable for fish survival. 

SCVWD 
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Rationale Lead 
Agency 

 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality           
 Conventional Water Chemistry           
 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)           
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates           
 

Bioassessment - Fish S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 
Adult migration & spawning; 
juvenile rearing and/or migration in 
17 or more locations. 

SCVWD 

  Physical           
 Physical Habitat           
 Sediment Characterization           
 Channel Dynamics and Hydrology S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 Channel bottom stability in 14 

transects 
SCVWD 

 
Riparian Vegetation S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 

Survival, health & vigor, non-
native species cover, and/or tree 
basal area (18 plots) 

SCVWD 

 Trash           
 

1 Parameter types are listed with category of monitoring design, which include: (S) screening level, (I) detailed investigation, and (T) status and trends.  The number in parentheses represents the number of sampling locations for that sampling 

period.  Sampling locations are described in separate table and figure attached to Plan. 

2 Description of analyses conducted for each data type is described in the footnotes below.  In some cases, partial analyses may be implemented for data types when existing data satisfies screening level target.  Standard analytical methods are 

indicated in separate table attached to Plan; methods are intended to be congruent with SWAMP/RMAS methodology.  Adjustments will be made, if necessary, when SWAMP QAPP becomes available in September 2002. 
3 Water Chemistry: Total and dissolved metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se) and organophosphate pesticides; sampling conducted for three seasonal time periods. 

4 Sediment chemistry: Metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As), PCB, mercury, PAHs and organochlorine pesticides; sampling conducted in the dry season only. Sediment samples taken only at integrator sites. 
5 General water quality: Temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and specific conductance (multiparameter probe readings and/or continuous measurements); sampling conducted for three seasonal time periods. 
6 Toxicity testing of water on three species: (1) Ceriodaphnia: 7 day survival and reproduction; (2) pimephales 7-day; and (3) selenastrum test; toxicity conducted at wet and dry season.  Frequency of toxicity was reduced (RMAS/SWAMP 

conducts 3 samples/year at each site) to cut costs and to increase the number of sites. 
7 Conventional water chemistry: Major anions: ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, chloride, sulfate; total phosphate, boron, TKN, TDS, SSC, ammonia, chlorophyll-a, alkalinity, hardness, TOC and DOC; sampling conducted for three seasonal time 

periods. 
8 Indicator organisims: total and fecal coliform and enterococcus; sampling conducted for three seasonal time periods. 
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Rationale Lead 
Agency 

9 Bioassessment: following CSBP methodology and conducted in the spring season. 
10 Rapid bioassessment of fish communities will be done using methods established in the SEIDP or by other standardized methods utilized by the SCVWD or other Co-permittee agencies. 

11 Habitat survey physical habitat assessment using CSBP methodology. 
12 Sediment characterization includes collecting sediment grain size (full analysis) at sites sediment samples are collected.  Suspended sediment concentrations (SSC) are collected with conventional water chemistry samples.  Bedload sediment is 

estimated using pebble counts during bioassessment and habitat survey. 
13 Trash assessment will be conducted at selected locations identified as hot spots in SCVURPPP report SCVURPPP will test and implement RWQCB assessment survey form and methods.  Trash assessments will also occur at sites concurrent 

with bioassessment and visual habitat surveys to identify levels of trash at non-hot spot locations. 
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Table B-3. Analytical methods used in SCVURPPP FY 02-03 and Multiyear Monitoring Plan. 
Description of data parameters Analytical Methods 
Pesticides (water) - Organophosphate suite  EPA 8141A 
Pesticides (sediment) - Organochlorine suite EPA 8081A 
PCB congeners EPA 8082 
PAH congeners EPA 8270 
ICPMS metals suite (sediment) (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, 
Cd, Pb, As--all costs) 

EPA 6020 

ICPMS metals suite (water)--unfiltered "total" (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, 
Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se--all costs) 

EPA 200.8 

ICPMS metals suite (water)--filtered "dissolved" (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, 
Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se--al costs) 

EPA 200.8 

Mercury (sediment) EPA 245.7/1631M 
Major anions nutrient scan:  ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, chloride, 
sulfate 

EPA 365.2, EPA 300 

Total  Phosphate EPA 365.2 
Boron EPA 200.8 
TKN EPA 351.3 
TDS EPA 160.1 
Suspended Sediment Concentration (SSC) ASTM D3977-97 
Ammonia EPA 350.3 
Chlorophyll-a SM 10200H/EPA 445.0 
Alkalinity EPA 310.1 
Hardness EPA 130.2 
TOC EPA 415.1 
DOC EPA 415.1 
Sediment grain size - full analysis (phi scale) Plumb/PSEP 
Total coliform SM 9221B 
Fecal coliform SM 9221B 
enterococcus SM 9230B 
Ceriodaphnia 7-day Survival & Reproduction EPA 1002.0 (WET) 
Pimephales (fathead minnow) 7 - day EPA 1000.0 (WET) 
Selenastrum (algae) test EPA 1003.0 (WET) 
  
(WET) Whole Effluent Toxicity: Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis of Pollutants 
(October 16, 1995) 
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TABLE 1
Interim Draft

5-year Monitoring Plan
A

Program 
Monitoring 
Priorities

B
Permit 

Provision 

C
Task

D
In progress   
00-01 (New 
FY01-02) 3/1/01 7/1/01 9/1/01 3/1/02 7/1/02 9/1/02 3/1/03 7/1/03 9/1/03 3/

1/
04

9/
1/

04

3/
1/

05

9/
1/

05

Category #2 - Continuous Improvement

C(6)a.i.
Continuous 

Improvement of 
ICID

Completed d

Description of 
Procedures for 
Enhanced ICID 

Reporting

Continuous 
Improvement of 

ICID
SC34.02

Development 
and Testing of 
Program-wide 
ICID Reporting 

System

Implementatio
n of Program-

wide ICID 
Reporting 
System

C(5)a.1.
Continuous 

Improvement of 
IND

Completed

Description of 
Procedures for 
Enhanced IND 

Reporting

Continuous 
Improvement of 

IND
SC34.01

Development 
and Testing of 
Program-wide 

Inspection 
Reporting 
&Tracking 

System

Implementatio
n of Program-

wide 
Inspection 
Reporting 
&Tracking 

System
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TABLE 1
Interim Draft

5-year Monitoring Plan
A

Program 
Monitoring 
Priorities

B
Permit 

Provision 

C
Task

D
In progress   
00-01 (New 
FY01-02) 3/1/01 7/1/01 9/1/01 3/1/02 7/1/02 9/1/02 3/1/03 7/1/03 9/1/03 3/

1/
04

9/
1/

04

3/
1/

05

9/
1/

05

C2 Pilot Liter 
"HotSpots"

Project 
SC27.01

Draft June Final 
Sept.Technical 

Report

C2
Storm Drain Inlet 
Retrofit Design 
Development

Project 
SC27.02 Technical Report

C2 Trash Work Plan FY02-03 WorkPlan

Category #3- Support SCBWMI

3a - 
Investigate BU 
s and Causes 
of Impairment

C10

Support for 
SCBWMI 

Watershed 
Assessment 

Subgroup 
Workplan

FY02-03 
(WAS task 

7.7, Task 7.6, 
Task 11.2, 
and Task 

11.3)

C9/10

Policy and 
Guidance for 

305(b) 
Assessments 

and 303(d) 
Listings

Project 
SC22.59

Contribution
s to 305(b) 

Report

C9/10
Integrated 

Assessment of 
Coyote Creek

SC27.11 - 
Interim 
Status 
Report

Final Report
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TABLE 1
Interim Draft

5-year Monitoring Plan
A

Program 
Monitoring 
Priorities

B
Permit 

Provision 

C
Task

D
In progress   
00-01 (New 
FY01-02) 3/1/01 7/1/01 9/1/01 3/1/02 7/1/02 9/1/02 3/1/03 7/1/03 9/1/03 3/

1/
04

9/
1/

04

3/
1/

05

9/
1/

05

C(9)fi.

San Francisquito 
Creek 

Watershed 
Analysis

To be 
prepared by 

SCVWD

Plan and  
Schedule

C(9)fii.

San Francisquito 
Creek 

Management 
Practices

To be 
prepared by 

SCVWD

Plan and 
Schedule

C7/9
San Francisquito 
Creek Baseline 

Streamflow
Completed

C(9)fiii

Identify other 
creeks potentially 

impaired by 
sediment

FY01-02 Report

C(9)fiii.

Other Creeks - 
Watershed 

Analysis and 
Management 

Practice 
Assessment

FY02-03 Plan and 
Schedule 

C(9)fiii. Analysis of Other 
Creeks  

Analysis 
of Other 
Creeks

Tentative
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TABLE 1
Interim Draft

5-year Monitoring Plan
A

Program 
Monitoring 
Priorities

B
Permit 

Provision 

C
Task

D
In progress   
00-01 (New 
FY01-02) 3/1/01 7/1/01 9/1/01 3/1/02 7/1/02 9/1/02 3/1/03 7/1/03 9/1/03 3/

1/
04

9/
1/

04

3/
1/

05

9/
1/

05

C(10)I,ii,iii

Integration of 
Watershed 

Management into 
URMP

Completed

Report 
with 

priority 
listing & 
schedule 

for assess-
ments

C(10)iii
Summary 

Assessments of 
Each Watershed

Not Defined

C7/10

Targeted 
Assessment and 

Monitoring of 
Water-Quality 
and Biological 
Indicators in 

Coyote Creek

Findings from 
Assessment

C7/10
Support for 
Baylands 

Assessment
Completed Draft Final (Feb. 

02)

C10

Review 
Assessments 

Strategies/Appro
aches

Define 
Project 
Scope 

and 
Funding

3b - Review 
and Compile 

Environmental 
Data and 
Make it 

Accessible

C2-10

Compile, 
Maintain and 

Share 
Watershed Data

SC34.13
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TABLE 1
Interim Draft

5-year Monitoring Plan
A

Program 
Monitoring 
Priorities

B
Permit 

Provision 

C
Task

D
In progress   
00-01 (New 
FY01-02) 3/1/01 7/1/01 9/1/01 3/1/02 7/1/02 9/1/02 3/1/03 7/1/03 9/1/03 3/

1/
04

9/
1/

04

3/
1/

05

9/
1/

05

3c - Develop 
Strategies for 

Controlling 
Impacts of 

Land Use on 
Beneficial 

Uses

C7/10
Support 

SCBWMI Land 
Use Subgroup

Project 
SC34.14

C7/10

Opportunities for 
Land Use 
Policies to 

Protect Beneficial 
Uses

Project 
SC20.06

C7/10

Economic and 
Tax Incentives in 

Watershed 
Management

Project 
SC22.65
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TABLE 1
Interim Draft

5-year Monitoring Plan
A

Program 
Monitoring 
Priorities

B
Permit 

Provision 

C
Task

D
In progress   
00-01 (New 
FY01-02) 3/1/01 7/1/01 9/1/01 3/1/02 7/1/02 9/1/02 3/1/03 7/1/03 9/1/03 3/

1/
04

9/
1/

04

3/
1/

05

9/
1/

05

Category # 4- Regional Collaborative Efforts

C(7)b

Participation in 
Regional 

Monitoring 
Program

Projects 
SC27.10 - 

Assist RMP 
Redesign

C(7)
Annual 

Contribution to 
RMP

Program 
Budget Line 

Item

Pollutant-Specific Provisions

C(9)a Control Program 
for Copper

 Metals 
Control 

(SC34.04)

Annual Report 
on Baseline 

Activities

Annual Report on 
Baseline Activities

C(9)b Control Program 
for Nickel (SC34.05)

Annual Report 
on Baseline 

Activities

Annual Report on 
Baseline Activities

C(9)c Mercury Control 
Program Completed Mercury 

Plan

C(9)diii

Regional 
Pesticide 
Strategy 

Coordination & 
Implementation

SC34.07 Updated 
Plan

Updated 
Plan
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TABLE 1
Interim Draft

5-year Monitoring Plan
A

Program 
Monitoring 
Priorities

B
Permit 

Provision 

C
Task

D
In progress   
00-01 (New 
FY01-02) 3/1/01 7/1/01 9/1/01 3/1/02 7/1/02 9/1/02 3/1/03 7/1/03 9/1/03 3/

1/
04

9/
1/

04

3/
1/

05

9/
1/

05

C(9)ei&ii Characterize 
PCBs

SC34.08(parti
cipation in 
Joint SW 
Agencies 

Project)First 
Year 

Completed

Submit 
draft Year 

One 
Report

Submit 
Final First 

Year 
Report

Submit draft 
Year One 

Report

Submit 
Final First 

Year Report

C(9)eiii

Identify PCB 
Control 

Measures; 
Schedule 

Implementation

Completed
Plan (Due 

June 1, 
2001)

C(9)eiii Begin PCB 
Control Impl. SC34.09 Plan

C(9)eiv Implement PCB 
Actions    Plan (Begin Impl. July 

1, 2002)

C(9)eiii

Identify Dioxin 
Control 

Measures; 
Schedule 

Implementation

SC34.09 Plan

C(9)eiii
Begin Dioxin-like 

PCBs Control 
Impl.

Begin (Oct. 1, 
2002)   

C(9)eiv

Implement Dioxin-
like PCBs 
Actions Plan 

(Begin 
Implem
entation

)
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Table 2 
Summary of Ongoing and Planned SCVURPPP Programmatic Monitoring Activities 

 
 

 
SCVURPPP  Monitoring 
Categories 

Status and 
Trends1 

Surveillance 
(targeted – source 
ID) 

Evaluate 
Management 
Effectiveness 

Realistic 
Standards  

Status 
(Expected FY) 

Assessment      
Assess the Assessments No No Planned No Planned 02-03 
      
Implementation      
Copper/Nickel Baseline 
Actions2 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing3 

Pesticide Strategy Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 
LUS – subgroup support No No Yes Yes Ongoing 
LUS 
• Economic and Tax 

Incentives 
• Compare and Contrast 

develop. policies    

No No Yes Yes Ongoing 
Draft FY01-02 
Final FY01-02 
Draft FY01-02 
Fianl 02-03 

                                                 
1 Notes: Status and Trend monitoring involves 1) collection and analysis of existing and/or new data (chemical, physical, biological) to characterize 
baseline conditions, and 2) periodic collection of new data for comparison against baseline conditions and analysis of trends. 
Surveillance monitoring involves targeted monitoring of known or suspected sources of pollutants of concern. 
Management Effectiveness monitoring involves designing specific receiving water and/or programmatic monitoring programs to evaluate BMPs 
and/or the implementation and effectiveness of overall stormwater program activities. 
Realistic Standards monitoring involves specifically designing monitoring and data analysis programs to establish reasonable standards (narrative 
and/or numeric). 
2 Multi-year implementation program for Copper and Nickel Action Plan.   
3 Review of the results of the Baseline Actions is conducted via the BMM subgroup twice per year. The results of the first review were completed 
and submitted to the RWQCB on November 9, 2001 (see separate submittal). 
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SCVURPPP  Monitoring 
Categories 

Status and 
Trends1 

Surveillance 
(targeted – source 
ID) 

Evaluate 
Management 
Effectiveness 

Realistic 
Standards  

Status 
(Expected FY) 

• Stormwaters role in 
congestion  management 

Draft FY01-02 
Final FY01-02 

Effectiveness      
Storm drain inlet retrofit 
assessment 

No No Planned Planned Planned 01-02 

Industrial Outreach (FWP to 
IND 2) 

Planned Planned Planned Planned Planned 02-03 
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SCVURPPP  Monitoring 
Categories 

Status and 
Trends1 

Surveillance 
(targeted – source 
ID) 

Evaluate 
Management 
Effectiveness 

Realistic 
Standards  

Status 
(Expected FY) 

Pilot Investigation re. Trash “hot 
spots” 

Planned Planned Planned Planned Ongoing FY 01-
02 
Workplan 02-03 

Project      
Stream Inventory No No Yes No Two updates 

Completed 
Quick Update 
Planned FY02-03 
Complete Update 
Planned F03-04 

Baylands Inventory No No Yes No Draft Completed  
Final to be 
completed 
FY001-02 

Program Data Management & 
ICID/IND enhanced reporting  

No Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 

Draft Multi-Year Plan Planned Planned Planned Planned Various Drafts 
Completed FY00-
01 and Interim 
Draft Completed 
July1, 2001 
Final Completed 
March 1, 2002 
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Table 3 
Summary of Ongoing and Planned SCVURPPP Receiving Water Monitoring & Watershed Assessment Activities 
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SCVURPPP  
Monitoring 
Categories 

Description Status and Trends 
Monitoring1 

Surveillance 
Monitoring 
(targeted – 
source ID) 

Management 
Effectiveness 
Monitoring 

Realistic 
Standards 
Monitoring  

Activity Status 

Baseline       
PCB2 Three year project. Characterization of deposited 

sediments in urban storm drains for industrial, 
residential, commercial , open and mixed land uses. 
First year sampling included 21 sites for SCVURPPP. 
Year two includes 20 sampling sites and a “hot spot” 
case study for four different drainages (i.e., Leo Ave., 
Burke St., Auzerais and Sunol St., and West Holm St., 
this includes 9 separate stations). 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 

Hg3 First year study included sampling at 21 sites for total 
and mythel mercury. Second year includes sampling at 
the sites noted above  for Total only.  

Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 

Copper/Nickel4 Monthly monitoring of ten receiving water stations 
located in the Lower South San Francisco Bay.  

Yes No Yes Yes Ongoing 

Chlorinated Pesticides5 Preliminary sampling at 20 sites as part of year two of 
the PCB/Hg investigation. 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 

                                                 
1 Notes: Status and Trend monitoring involves 1) collection and analysis of existing and/or new data (chemical, physical, biological) to characterize baseline conditions, and 2) periodic  collection of new 
data for comparison against baseline conditions and analysis of trends (the tier 1 and 2 concepts contained in the RMAS are considered as part of this type of monitoring).  Surveillance monitoring involves 
targeted monitoring of known or suspected sources of pollutants of concern (includes the collection of information to allow the RWEQCB to develop preliminary loading estimates within the technical 
constraints of conducting such estimates).  Management Effectiveness monitoring involves designing specific receiving water and/or programmatic monitoring programs to evaluate BMPs and/or the 
implementation and effectiveness of overall stormwater program activities.  Realistic Standards monitoring  involves specifically designing monitoring and data analysis programs to establish reasonable 
standards (narrative and/or numeric).  
2 Joint Bay area stormwater program managed by the SCVURPPP to assist RWQCB with TMDL effort. Third year effort to consider sediment as a drainage basin monitoring tool. 
3 Joint Bay area stormwater program managed by the SCVURPPP to assist RWQCB with TMDL effort. 
4 Multi-year Joint POTW and stormwater monitoring effort in Lower South San Francisco Bay managed by the City of San Jose   
5 Initiated some preliminary chlorinated pesticide monitoring as part of the Joint Bay Area stormwater PCB and Hg program. Results will be use to define second year of effort. 
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SCVURPPP  
Monitoring 
Categories 

Description Status and Trends 
Monitoring1 

Surveillance 
Monitoring 
(targeted – 
source ID) 

Management 
Effectiveness 
Monitoring 

Realistic 
Standards 
Monitoring  

Activity Status 

Sediment – San 
Francisquito 

Work plan developed by the SCVWD in conjunction 
with the San Mateo STOPPP to conduct a watershed 
analysis that provides for:  1) quantitative 
characterization of sediment and water inputs to the 
creek, 2) relative roles of sediment associated with 
natural and anthropogenic land use discharges, 3) 
sediment conveyance from headwaters to the Bay, 
and development of a rapid sediment budget.   

Planned Planned Planned Planned Planned 02-03 

Sediment - other Project aimed at 1) identifying urban streams that may 
be impaired by excessive sediment production from 
erosion due to anthropogenic activities, and 2) 
developing a plan and time schedule to conduct 
watershed analysis and management practices.  

Planned Planned Planned Planned Planned 02-03 

Regional Monitoring 
Program 

The RMP is a regional collaborative monitoring effort. The 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP) 
monitors contaminant concentrations in water, sediments, 
and fish and shellfish tissue in San Francisco Bay and Delta, 
together known as the San Francisco Estuary.  The RMP is 
designed to obtain data describing the concentration of toxic 
trace elements and organic contaminants. Ultimately, the 
goal of the RMP is to provide information on how 
contaminant concentrations in the Estuary are responding to 
pollution prevention and reduction measures and thus if the 
financial resources devoted to these efforts are improving 
water quality. 
  
Funding is provided by the three South Bay POTWs (who 
are Co-permittees to urban runoff program) and the 
SCVURPPP on behalf of all 15 Co-permittees. 
 

Yes No Yes Yes Ongoing 
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SCVURPPP  
Monitoring 
Categories 

Description Status and Trends 
Monitoring1 

Surveillance 
Monitoring 
(targeted – 
source ID) 

Management 
Effectiveness 
Monitoring 

Realistic 
Standards 
Monitoring  

Activity Status 

Water Quality 
Attainment Strategies 
Program (WQASP)6 

The San Francisco Bay Area Water Quality Attainment 
Strategies Program is a joint Bay Area Clean Water 
Agencies (BACWA), Bay Area Stormwater Management 
Agencies Association (BASMAA), and SFRWQCB program 
established under an MOU to guide and assist the 
development of TMDLs and other water quality attainment 
strategies for the SF BAY-Delta and its tributaries.  
The three South Bay POTWs, as members of BACWA) and 
the SCVURPPP as a member of BASMAA will be providing 
resources to this effort over the next five plus years.  
 

Planned Planned Planned Planned Planned 02-03 
(Year 0 funded 

requested in FY01-
02 not originally in 

budget-will address 
with contingency) 

Follow-up monitoring to 
fill high priority 
assessment data gaps 
(Screening-Level 
Receiving Water 
Monitoring) 

Annually develop and conduct a screening level 
assessment of the physical, chemical (water and/or 
sediment), and biological parameters at stations for a 
selected reach of an urban stream. For each of the 
next five Fiscal years, starting in FY 02-03, a screening 
level assessment will be conducted. Urban stream 
reaches will be selected to 1) assist fill high priority 
data gaps identified as part of the WMI watershed 
assessments and SCVURPPP Coyote Assessment, 
and 2) collect preliminary water quality data on 
prioritized list of watersheds listed in the Integration 
Report. 

Planned Planned Planned Planned Planned 02-03 

                                                 
6 While the SCVURPPP supports the overall goals of the WQASP efforts it has requested that BASMAA forward to the Executive Management Board the following questions: The SCVURPPP understands 
that an overall plan is under preparation as part of FY year zero (FY 01-02) and that it is the intent to address the above questions as part of the plan. The SCVURPPP has separately requested that the 
EMB give careful consideration to these questions. The SCVURPPP’s review of the plan and the responses to these questions will be a key consideration for future funding requests.   
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SCVURPPP  
Monitoring 
Categories 

Description Status and Trends 
Monitoring1 

Surveillance 
Monitoring 
(targeted – 
source ID) 

Management 
Effectiveness 
Monitoring 

Realistic 
Standards 
Monitoring  

Activity Status 

Long-term Monitoring 
in Coyote Watershed 

Implement the long-term monitoring plan developed as 
part of the Pilot Coyote Integrated Assessment. 
Integrate the monitoring plan with the City of San Jose 
monitoring program.  

Planned Planned No Planned Planned 03-4 

Coyote Creek Water 
Quality Monitoring7 

The City of San Jose has, for the past two years, 
collected baseline water quality data in Coyote Creek. 
On a monthly basis between May and November, 
water quality monitoring is conducted at 8 stations in 
Coyote Creek and two stations in tributaries (i.e, Upper 
Penitencia and San Miguelita Creeks). Fifty-five water 
quality parameters (includes temperature, nutrients, 
pathogens, metals, anions, and general water quality 
parameters) are measured from garb samples during 
each sampling event, but not at each station.  (The 
sampling stations are located between the Montague 
Expressway to just south of the Capitol Expressway.) 
 
The CSJ has included additional investigations for low 
DO as shown in Appendix B and have committed to 
annual monitoring for screening and/or investigation 
type studies in the future based on the results of each 
years monitoring.     

Yes No Yes No Ongoing 

Assessment       
WMI – Assessments 
(San Francisquito 
Creek, Guadalupe 
River, Upper 
Penitencia) 

Three ongoing watershed assessments by the WMI 
following the WMI’s “Framework for Conducting 
Watershed Assessments.”  The assessments are 
based on available data. 

Planned  No Planned Planned Ongoing  

                                                 
7 Coyote creek water quality monitoring is part of stream flow augmentation project funded by the City of San Jose and managed by the City’s Stormwater Program.  
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SCVURPPP  
Monitoring 
Categories 

Description Status and Trends 
Monitoring1 

Surveillance 
Monitoring 
(targeted – 
source ID) 

Management 
Effectiveness 
Monitoring 

Realistic 
Standards 
Monitoring  

Activity Status 

Coyote Creek Pilot 
Assessment 

Develop and test, on a pilot scale, an integrated 
watershed assessment approach. The assessment is 
based on the linkage of stream hydrogeomorphic 
functions (movement of water and sediment) to habitat 
functions and how the functions support aquatic life 
beneficial uses.  The project includes conducting: a 
stream classification , assessment of physical 
conditions affecting biological resources, evaluating 
potential near-term management actions, prioritizing 
critical reaches, and developing a long-term monitoring 
program (see above for implementation of receiving 
water monitoring).  

Planned No Planned Planned Ongoing  
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        MEMORANDUM 

  
 
 

 Campbell • Cupertino • Los Altos • Los Altos Hills • Los Gatos • Milpitas • Monte Sereno • Mountain View • Palo Alto 
  San Jose • Santa Clara • Saratoga • Sunnyvale • Santa Clara County • Santa Clara Valley Water District 
  
 
TO: Trash Ad Hoc Task Group (TAHG) 
 
FROM: Paul Randall and John Fusco, Program Staff 
 
DATE:  August 24, 2006 (Final) 
  
SUBJECT: Trash Problem Area Evaluation Results- FY 05-06  
 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide summary results of the Co-permittee trash 
evaluations conducted during FY 05-06 (September 2005 through July 2006).  Program staff will 
conduct a more detailed analysis of trash evaluation data collected during FY 04-05 and FY 05-
06.  A technical memorandum detailing the analysis will be completed by the end of CY 2006.  
 
Background 
 
On May 10, 2004, SCVURPPP completed a technical memorandum entitled Trash Problem 
Area Survey Results which documented the location, reported ownership, trash source, 
information resource and relevant comments for 195 potential trash problem areas within the 
Program’s jurisdiction.  Sixty-four sites were located in creeks or in close proximity to a creek 
(i.e., banks); and 131 sites were located in areas that were not in the creek (e.g., areas near 
dumpsters, freeway exit ramps, road sides, etc.).  This list of potential trash problem areas is 
expected to change over time as additional information becomes available through future 
implementation of trash evaluations and management practices.    
 
In FY 04-05, Co-permittees conducted evaluations at a subset of the trash problem areas using 
two existing protocols (i.e., Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) Rapid Trash 
Assessment (RTA) Protocol (Version 7.0) and the Keep America Beautiful (KAB) Litter Index).  
The RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol (Version 7.0) was used to qualitatively assess 
trash conditions in wadeable creeks and the KAB Litter Index was used to evaluate trash 
problem areas not located near creeks.  During FY 04-05, Co-permittee staff and volunteers 
from watershed stakeholder groups conducted a total of 189 trash evaluations, including 146 
trash evaluations using the KAB Litter Index (i.e., non-creek sites) and 43 trash evaluations 
using the RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol (Version 7.0) (i.e., creek sites).  A 
summary of the trash evaluation results was provided in the Program’s FY04-05 Annual Report.   
 
To improve the effectiveness of the Water Board RTA Protocol (Version 7.0), the Program’s 
Trash Ad Hoc Task Group (Trash AHTG) agreed that refinements were necessary to better 
address trash problem areas located in urban creeks. The Water Board RTA Protocol (Version 
7.0) was developed to assess a range of trash conditions in urban and rural creeks.  As a result, 
the protocol was not designed to evaluate conditions of trash-impacted sites in urban streams, 
especially downstream reaches of a watershed.  To evaluate trash problem areas in urban 

699 Town & Country Village • Sunnyvale, CA  94086 • tel: (408) 720-8833 • fax: (408) 720-8812 
1410 Jackson Street • Oakland, CA  94612 • tel: (510) 832-2852 • fax: (510) 832-2856 

1-800-794-2482 

Santa Clara Valley

::::=::: Urban Runoff

Pollution Prevention Program

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



   

creeks, the Trash AHTG requested that a separate “Urban RTA” be developed to identify, 
prioritize and evaluate trash management activities over time.  The Urban RTA is intended to be 
used by Co-permittee staff to evaluate and monitor trash problem areas in urban creeks within 
the Santa Clara Basin.  However, this protocol may also be used by other agencies and/or 
stormwater Programs within the San Francisco Bay area. 
 
During FY 05-06, Co-permittees implemented the Urban RTA (Version 1.0) for trash evaluations 
of creek sites.  In addition, the Program revised the format for reporting trash evaluation results 
to improve consistency of Co-permittee responses and to enhance the analysis of trash 
assessment data on a Program-wide basis.  The information collected during the trash 
evaluations conducted in FY 05-06 is presented below.  
 
Summary Results  
 
Co-permittees conducted a total of 233 trash evaluations, including 206 trash evaluations using 
the KAB Litter Index (i.e., non-creek sites) and 27 trash evaluations using the Urban RTA 
Protocol (Version 1.0) (i.e., creek sites).  Table 1: Summary Results of FY 05-06 Trash 
Evaluations provides scores (for both KAB and RTA trash evaluations) by watershed.  A total of 
149 unique sites were assessed.  The KAB Litter Index was used at 128 sites and the Urban 
RTA Protocol at 19 sites.  A combination of the KAB and Urban RTA Protocol was used at two 
sites.  Nine of the sites evaluated were new sites (i.e., not previously listed in the memorandum 
entitled Trash Problem Area Survey Results dated May 10, 2004). 
 
Seventy-two sites were evaluated more than once (i.e., two to five times), typically during 
different seasonal time periods (i.e., late fall/winter and spring/ early summer).  The re-assessed 
sites included 66 non-creek sites and six creek sites.  Subsequent evaluations at non-creek 
sites indicated that there was no change in score for fifty percent of the sites, higher scores 
occurred at twenty-five percent of the sites (i.e., conditions degraded) and lower scores 
occurred at twenty-five percent of the sites (i.e., conditions improved).  Subsequent evaluations 
at creek sites indicated that over 80 percent of the sites (n=5) exhibited higher scores (i.e., 
conditions improved) and about 20 percent of the sites (n=1) exhibited no change in score.  
Improved trash conditions during subsequent evaluations may be related to trash being 
removed by Co-permittee staff during the first trash evaluation. 
 
Seventy percent of the trash evaluations were conducted in the Guadalupe River (n=64), San 
Tomas Aquino Creek (n=45), Calabazas Creek (n=29) and Sunnyvale East Channel (n=26) 
watersheds.  Detailed Co-permittee trash evaluation results are provided within the attached 
table entitled Trash Evaluation Area Results by Watershed.  Information within this table 
includes the following: (ID #, date, location of trash problem area, assessment tool, score, 
existing management actions, recommended management actions and/or future evaluations).  
The approximate physical location, score rating (for both KAB and RTA trash evaluations) and 
major watershed boundaries within the Santa Clara Basin are provided within Figures 1 through 
6.   The following results were observed during FY 05-06.  
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KAB Litter Index – Non-Creek Sites 
 
The KAB Litter Index uses a four-point scoring system to estimate the presence of litter within a 
specific area.  To ensure consistent KAB Litter Index scoring between Co-permittees, Co-
permittee staff reviewed materials developed by Keep America Beautiful.  These materials 
included written descriptions (on how to score), photographs (which show conditions) and a 
training video (which detail how to conduct an evaluation).  Several Co-permittees increased the 
resolution of the original KAB litter scale by assigning scores as fractions.  The following 
describes the modified scoring system of the KAB Litter Index: 0 – 1.0 (“no litter”); 1.1 – 2.0 
(“slightly littered”); 2.1 – 3.0 (“littered”); and 3.1 – 4.0 (“extremely littered”). 
 

• Seventy-eight percent of the sites were scored as “no litter” or “slightly littered”;  
• Eighteen percent of the sites were scored as “littered”.  Only four percent were scored as 

“extremely littered”; 
• Guadalupe River and San Tomas Aquino Creek watersheds had the greatest number of 

sites, twenty-four and eighteen respectively, that were scored as “no litter” or “slightly 
littered”;  

• Guadalupe River, Calabazas Creek and Sunnyvale East watersheds had the greatest 
number of sites, seven, five and three, respectively, that were scored as “littered”; and  

• Guadalupe River and San Tomas Aquino Creek watershed had five and two “extremely 
littered” sites, respectively.  (Note: Guadalupe River is the second largest watershed in 
the Santa Clara Basin and contained the greatest number of sites (n=34) and 
evaluations (n=64) compared to all other watersheds.  As a result, Guadalupe watershed 
exhibited a wide range of trash conditions).  

         
The majority of trash problem areas in non-creek areas occurred adjacent to roadways (28%), 
commercial areas (22%) and residential homes (16%) and apartments (12%).  Seventy-five 
percent of the most prevalent trash items reported by Co-permittees during KAB evaluations 
(n=259) were biodegradeable/paper (41%) and plastic/Styrofoam (35%).  Approximately twenty 
percent of the reported trash items observed during these evaluations were a combination of 
miscellaneous items (includes cigarette butts), glass and metal (Note: the actual number of 
trash items was not recorded).  Sixty-three percent of the suspected trash sources reported by 
Co-permittees during KAB evaluations (n=242) included litter from both pedestrians (32%) and 
vehicular traffic (31%).  Approximately thirty percent of the remaining trash sources reported 
was from a combination of litter at commercial areas, illegal dumping, homeless encampments, 
litter at schools and dumpsters.   
 
The most common recommended management actions reported by Co-permittees (n=130) 
include the following : referral to agency staff (e.g., public works, solid waste and police); 
coordinate with Cal Trans; inclusion into existing clean up programs; and conduct public 
education outreach to businesses and schools.  Fifty percent of the responses recommended 
future assessments.  However, sixteen percent of the responses (n=21) indicated no trash 
problem and recommended removal of the trash problem area from the list.  Over twenty-five 
percent of the responses indicated that existing management actions were adequate at the site. 
 
During FY 05-06, a higher number of trash evaluations were conducted in non-creek areas 
(n=206) compared to FY 04-05 (n=146).  Trash scores were very similar for both years with 
seventy-five (FY 04-05) and seventy-eight percent (FY 05-06) of all sites scored as “no litter” or 
“slightly littered”.  Similar to FY 04-05, there was no consistent pattern in changes of trash 
condition over time at non-creek sites.  In addition, KAB assessment results did not indicate any 
spatial relationships between littered non-creek sites and creek sites with poor/marginal trash 
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condition.   The KAB assessment results were not conclusive for identifying and prioritizing 
trash problem areas that are sources of litter in the creeks.    
 
SCVURPPP Urban Rapid Trash Assessment (RTA) – Creek Sites 
 
The Urban Rapid Trash Assessment consists of six assessment parameters (with narrative 
descriptions) that qualitatively rate the trash condition of each parameter on a scale of 0 – 120.  
The range of scores for each parameter is divided into four categories: “poor”, “marginal”, 
“suboptimal” and “optimal”.  The total site score represents the summation of the six individual 
parameter scores.  For the purposes of this analysis, the total site score was divided into the 
same four categories: 0 – 30 (“poor”); 31 – 60 (“marginal”); 61-90 (“suboptimal”); and (91 – 120: 
“optimal”). 
 

• Ninety-five percent of the sites were scored as “optimal” or “suboptimal”; 
• Five percent of the sites were scored as “marginal”; no sites were scored as “poor”; 
• Nine sites identified as optimal (scores of 91 to 120) were located in lower reaches of 

San Francisquito Creek (n=3); middle reaches of Stevens Creek (n=3), and middle or 
lower areas of Calabazas Creek, Adobe Creek and Sunnyvale West Channel 
watersheds (one site within each watershed);   

• Eleven sites identified as suboptimal (scores of 61 to 90) were located in the middle and 
lower reaches of six different watersheds or within the Baylands (n=2);   

• One site scored as marginal (scores of 31 to 60) occurred in Coyote Creek; and 
• Volume of trash removed during an Urban RTA evaluation typically ranged from a 

partially filled garbage bag (less than one cubic foot) to two filled garbage bags (32 
gallon size or about three cubic feet).   

 
The majority of trash problem areas in creek areas occurred adjacent to roadways (28%), 
residential (23%) and park/trail land uses (20%).  Fifty-four percent of the most prevalent trash 
items reported by Co-permittees (n=56) during Urban RTA evaluations were plastic/Styrofoam 
(34%) and biodegradeable/paper (20%) (Note: trash items are classified and enumerated for a 
100 foot section of stream).  Over forty percent of the remaining trash items reported, in order of 
most frequent, were a combination of glass, miscellaneous, construction materials and metal.  
Over seventy percent of the suspected trash sources reported by Co-permittees (n=51) during 
Urban RTA evaluations included litter from pedestrians (31%); upstream/stormdrain catchment 
(18%); and litter from vehicular traffic (12%) and recreational areas (10%).  Approximately thirty 
percent of the remaining trash sources reported was from a combination of litter at commercial 
areas, illegal dumping, homeless encampments, litter at schools and dumpsters.   
 
A majority of the sites were reported to have ongoing clean up efforts related to channel 
maintenance activities.  The most common recommended management actions reported (n=21) 
by Co-permittees include the following: increase enforcement or police patrols; support 
volunteer clean up programs;  conduct public education outreach to homeowners associations 
and schools; and install new BMPs (i.e., fences along roadway).  Over fifty percent of the 
responses recommended future assessments, in some cases to evaluate effectiveness of 
upstream management actions.   A small number of responses (n=3) indicated that existing 
management actions were adequate.   
 
During FY 05-06, a fewer number of trash evaluations were conducted in creeks (n=27) 
compared to FY 04-05 (n=43).  This was partly due to unseasonably high flows during spring 
and early summer 2006.  The SCVWD is planning to conduct trash assessments at creek sites 
during fall 2006.  Overall trash scores for creek sites evaluated in FY 05-06 were generally 

F:\Sc42\Sc42-21\FY-0506-AR\Sect4_Monitoring\New\Appendicies\C6_Final Trash memo\Trash Eval Memo_FY0506_final.doc      

4

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



   

much higher (i.e., better condition) than creek sites evaluated in FY 04-05.  Ninety-five percent 
of the creek sites evaluated in FY 05-06 were scored “optimal” or suboptimal”, while twenty-
three percent of the creek sites evaluated in FY 04-05 were scored “optimal” or suboptimal”.  
The higher overall scores in FY 05-06 may have been the result of the following conditions: 1) 
fewer creek assessments, with many new sites that were not previously identified as trash 
problem areas; 2) revisions to the Water Board RTA Protocol (Version 7.0) that were 
incorporated into the Urban RTA Protocol implemented in FY 05-06; and 3) large storms 
resulting in high stream flows during winter and spring season of FY 05-06.  This may have 
resulted in more flushing of litter and debris out of previously identified trash problem areas and 
redistributing the material in other locations downstream. 
 
Conclusions 
 
KAB trash evaluation results for non-creek sites indicate that a majority of the trash problem 
areas have no or limited amounts of litter (i.e., seventy-eight percent).  A majority of these sites 
occurred in roadways, commercial and residential land uses.  The prevalent trash items 
observed during evaluations was biodegradable/paper and plastic/Styrofoam.  Sources of trash 
were reported to be primarily from littering by pedestrian and vehicular traffic.  Preliminary 
analysis of sites evaluated more than once indicated that there was no consistent pattern in 
changes of trash condition over time.  In addition, KAB site locations and assessment scores 
did not appear to have any spatial correlation with location and severity of trash problem areas 
in creeks.  As a result, current implementation of the KAB assessment tool does not appear to 
be useful approach for identifying potential sources of litter in creeks.      
 
Urban Rapid Trash Assessment evaluation results for creek sites indicate that the majority of 
the trash problem areas were scored as “optimal” or “suboptimal” (i.e., ninety-five percent).  A 
majority of these sites occurred in roadways, residential and park/trail land uses.  These sites 
contained primarily plastic/Styrofoam and biodegradeable/paper items, which are highly mobile 
litter easily transported by wind and water.  Sources of trash were reported to be primarily from 
littering by pedestrians and vehicle traffic, upstream/stormdrain catchments and recreational 
areas.  There were no apparent spatial patterns for trash conditions in creeks (i.e., optimal and 
suboptimal sites were located in upper, middle and lower reaches of watersheds).  Preliminary 
analysis of sites evaluated more than once indicated that there was improvement in trash 
condition over time.  Improved trash conditions during subsequent evaluations may be related to 
trash being removed by Co-permittee staff during the first trash evaluation.  Overall trash scores 
for creek sites evaluated in FY 05-06 were generally much higher (i.e., less impacted) than 
creek sites evaluated during FY 04-05.  These results may be due to the limited number of 
creek assessments conducted at trash problem areas during FY 05-06 and revisions made to 
the RTA protocol between the two assessment years.     
 
 
 

F:\Sc42\Sc42-21\FY-0506-AR\Sect4_Monitoring\New\Appendicies\C6_Final Trash memo\Trash Eval Memo_FY0506_final.doc      

5

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



   

Next Steps 
 
Co-permittees have identified the following tasks in the FY 06-07 Work Plan: 1) identify high 
priority areas to continue conducting trash evaluations; 2) identify and begin to implement or 
refine existing trash control measures, as appropriate, to address these areas; and 3) 
implement pilot demonstration project using structural best management practices.  The Trash 
AHTG will continue to meet on a quarterly basis to continue discussing the results of trash 
evaluations and potential implementation strategies. 
 
To support Co-permittee staff in completing the tasks listed above, Program staff will complete a 
technical memorandum to meet the following objectives: 
 

1. Provide “lessons learned” regarding the utility of the assessment tools currently being 
used.  Determine if the KAB Litter Index is useful for identifying potential sources of trash 
observed in creek sites and in what cases, if any, it should continue to be used for 
assessing condition of trash in non-creek areas.  In addition, determine the most 
effective approach for using the Urban RTA Protocol (i.e., timing and frequency); 

2. Conduct analyses of trash evaluation information on a watershed basis.  Data to be 
analyzed will include information from trash evaluations of creek sites conducted by the 
Santa Clara Valley Water District during fall 2006.  Information will be assessed to help 
determine high priority watershed areas (i.e., most severe trash problems); and other 
urban areas of interest (e.g., parks and recreational areas) to focus future assessments 
and management actions; 

3. Identify location and type of structural BMPs to install and monitor effectiveness and 
potential downstream reductions in storm drain conveyed trash as part of pilot 
demonstration project. 

 
Program staff will present a draft technical memorandum to the Trash AHTG by the end of 
2006. 
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Table 1: Summary Results of FY 05-06 Trash Evaluations 

Watershed
Total 

Scored No Litter
Slightly 
Littered Littered

Extremely 
Littered Total Poor Marginal Suboptimal Optimal Total

Adobe 8 1 5 1 0 7 0 0 0 1 1
Baylands 5 1 0 1 0 2 0 0 3 0 3
Calabazas 29 10 11 7 0 28 0 0 0 1 1
Coyote 9 1 5 1 0 7 0 1 1 0 2
Guadalupe 64 19 28 9 7 63 0 0 1 0 1
Lower Penetencia 11 4 5 2 0 11 0 0 0 0 0
Matadero/Barron 10 6 3 1 0 10 0 0 0 0 0
Permanente 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
San Francisquito 11 3 2 0 0 5 0 0 2 4 6
San Tomas 45 22 14 2 4 42 0 0 3 0 3
Stevens 11 4 1 0 0 5 0 0 2 4 6
Sunnyvale East 26 7 13 4 0 24 0 0 2 0 2
Sunnyvale West 4 0 2 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 2

Trash Problem Areas 233 78 89 28 11 206 0 1 14 12 27

Trash Evaluation Method
Condition 
Category

Range of 
Scores

No Litter 0-1.0
Slightly 
Littered

1.1-2.0

Littered 2.1-3.0
Extremely 
Littered 3.1-4.0
Optimal 91-120

Suboptimal 61-90
Marginal 31-60
Poor 0-30

Urban RTA Protocol (Version 1.0)

Key

KAB Litter Index

RWQCB RTA Protocol 
(Version 7.0)

KAB Litter Index
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Trash Problem Area Evaluation Results by Watershed

ID # Date Location Assessment Tool Score Existing Management Actions Recommended Management Actions and/or Future Evaluations

Adobe Creek

LA12 6/28/2006 Central Plaza behind Home 

Consignment

KAB 2.5 Routine cleanup Routine cleanup

LA02 6/28/2006 North Plaza btwn 1st & 2nd Streets KAB 2 Routine cleanup Routine cleanup

LA08 6/28/2006 Bus Stop on San Antonio Road north 

of Almond Ave

KAB 2 Routine cleanup Routine cleanup

LA09 6/28/2006 Intersection of Main Street and Second 

Street

KAB 2 Routine cleanup Routine cleanup

LA10 6/28/2006 Bus Stop on San Antonio Road btwn 

El Camino Real and Loucks

KAB 1.5 Routine cleanup Routine cleanup

LA03 6/28/2006 Bus Stop btwn El Camino Real & 

Acadia

KAB 1.5 Routine cleanup Routine cleanup

LA01 6/28/2006 Hetch Hetchy pathway KAB 1 Routine cleanup Routine cleanup

WD17 5/24/2006 Adobe Creek @ El Camino Real RTA 93 Clean four times a year None are required.

Baylands

PA07 6/16/2006 Highway 101 at University Avenue KAB 3 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

PA05 6/13/2006 Flooding Basin Tide Gate Trash Rack KAB 1 Recommend removal from list.

CL01 5/10/2006 Stevens Creek - La Avenida site RTA 67 Site is cleaned up at least twice each year by 

volunteers and park patrol cleans up daily 

along the trail area.

The majority of litter/debris observed comes from upstream sources.  May be a 

good point to continue monitoring to determine if upstream measures to control 

litter are effective.

PA06 5/24/2006 Matadero Crk 200' d/s E. Bayshore Rd RTA 76 Clean four times a year. Install fences along highway.

PA06 6/15/2006 Matadero Creek at East Bayshore Rd RTA 86 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

Calabazas Creek

SU13 5/24/2006 Willow and Aster intersection KAB 3 City monitors area periodically and cleans it 

when requested.  Public works staff were 

notified of debris accumulation in ROW.  

Debris from Lawrence Expy is under County 

jurisdiction.

PW was notified to pick up illegally dumped debris along roadway ROW.  

Continue to monitor for illegal dumping activities.  Not adjacent to a waterway.  

Side slope of Lawrence Expy with less litter observed - may have been cleaned 

by County.

SC11 5/3/2006 3700 El Camino Real KAB 3 Police Dept. controls homeless 

encampments.  Violation notices are given to 

commercial stores if trash can be linked to 

their operations.

Increase enforcement and continue to evaluate for trash.

SU12 12/8/2005 Lawrence Expy and Highway 237 on-

ramps and exits

KAB 3 CalTrans cleans the area periodically. (It was 

cleaned up about a week after the 

observations were made.

Continue to monitor the site. Work with SCVURPPP to identify mechanism for 

notifying CalTrans when there is a significant accumulation.

SU12 5/24/2006 Lawrence Expy and Highway 237 on-

ramps and exits

KAB 2.5 CalTrans had cleaned portions of the west-

bound on and off-ramp areas about 2-3 weeks 

before the assessment was completed.

Continue to monitor the site. Work with SCVURPPP to identify mechanism for 

notifying CalTrans when there is a significant accumulation.

SU09 5/24/2006 1131 Lawrence Expy KAB 2.5 Site in need of housekeeping - overflowing 

dumpsters and litter around  back alleyway.

Notified Public Works- Solid Waste division regarding dumpster and alley-way 

litter problems.
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ID # Date Location Assessment Tool Score Existing Management Actions Recommended Management Actions and/or Future Evaluations

SU13 12/12/2005 Willow and Aster intersection KAB 2.5 City monitors area periodically.  Cleans up 

ROW debris on City street.  Debris from 

Lawrence Expy is under County jurisdiction.

PW was notified to pick up debris at site.  Continue to monitor for illegal 

dumping activities.  Not near a waterway. Illegal dumping debris was picked up 

by City crews. Need to identify County contact for Lawrence Expy clean up.

SC01 5/3/2006 French Street and Agate Drive KAB 2.25 Routine inspections are conducted on a 

regular basis.

Continue evaluating for trash.

SA04 6/30/2006 This address has been corrected 

because Brookglen does not cross 

Lawrence Expwy.  The actual site is 

near W. Wallbrook Dr. at the end of 

Brookglen. This site was thought to be 

in Saratoga but after further review it 

appears to be located about 3 blocks fr

KAB 2 This site is located at a walkthrough between 

a residential neighborhood and Lynbrook 

High.  Litter was trapped in the cyclone fence 

at the field entrance. Will assess twice a year.

Consider removing from Saratoga's list since it is in San Jose. 

SU20 12/8/2005 Wildwood Drive and Lawrence 

Expressway

KAB 2 City monitors the area in their ROW and 

picks up debris as needed.  

Notified PW about the shopping carts for pick up and the cardboard 

boxes/debris.  City crews picked up the site.  Continue to monitor, but not 

significant threat to storm drains in the area.

SC11 1/19/2006 3700 El Camino Real KAB 1.75 Police Dept. controls homeless 

encampments.  Violation notices are given to 

commercial stores if trash can be linked to 

their operations.

Increase enforcement and continue to evaluate for trash.

SU20 5/24/2006 Wildwood Drive and Lawrence 

Expressway

KAB 1.5 City monitors the area in their ROW and 

picks up debris as needed.  

Very little trash visible at this time.  Continue to monitor, but not significant 

threat to storm drains in the area.

SU10 5/24/2006 911 Duane Ave KAB 1.5 Dumpster and alleyway are gated to prevent 

illegal dumping.  Some litter from materials 

being placed in dumpster.  In need of litter 

pick up.

Continue to monitor the site and if sufficient amount continues to be there, notify 

PW - solid waste to request enforcement.  Litter amount visible was relatively 

small and not an immediate threat to waterways.

SU10 12/8/2005 911 Duane Ave KAB 1.5 Dumpster and alleyway are gated to prevent 

illegal dumping.  Some litter from materials 

being placed in dumpster.  In need of litter 

pick up.

Continue to monitor the site and if sufficient amount continues to be there, notify 

PW - solid waste to request enforcement.  Litter amount visible was relatively 

small and not an immediate threat to waterways.

SU06 5/25/2006 1053 E. El Camino KAB 1.5 Some litter in the parking lot, a few pieces 

observed near dumpster, but dumpster was 

not full.

Continue to periodically monitor the site for problems. However, this should not 

be a priority site since it is not near any water bodies and the quantity of litter 

observed is small.  

SU06 12/12/2005 1053 E. El Camino KAB 1.5 Site was assessed before the dumpster was 

picked up that day.

Continue to periodically monitor the site for problems.  

SU03 5/24/2006 Tamarack Lane, Helen Ave,and 

Miramar Way * note SU 02 and SU 03 

were combined as they were adjacent 

to each other and with similar litter 

problems.*

KAB 1.5 No current city actions other than periodic 

monitoring.

Contacted Public Works staff an notified them of the shopping carts and the 

businesses they belong to.  PW policy is to contact the business owners and 

require their removal.  Litter was only a very minor issue at this site.

SU03 12/12/2005 Tamarack Lane, Helen Ave,and 

Miramar Way * note SU 02 and SU 03 

were combined as they were adjacent 

to each other and with similar litter 

problems.*

KAB 1.5 No current city actions other than periodic 

monitoring.

Contacted Public Works staff an notified them of the shopping carts and the 

businesses they belong to.  PW policy is to contact the business owners and 

require their removal.  Litter was only a very minor issue at this site.

SC01 1/19/2006 French Street and Agate Drive KAB 1.5 Routine inspections are conducted on a 

regular basis.

Continue evaluating for trash.
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ID # Date Location Assessment Tool Score Existing Management Actions Recommended Management Actions and/or Future Evaluations

CU01 10/17/2005 Tantau and Finch Avenues, vacant lot: 

private property

KAB 1 Very little to no trash observed at this 

location. Removed existing litter.  This 

location is not near a waterway.  Code 

Enforcement notified property owner in FY 

04-05 and trash management activities were 

implemented.  

Site has been monitored for 2 years and is no longer a trash problem area.  

Recommend that the site be removed from list.

CU03 10/18/2005 Disney Lane near Miller adjacent to 

Hyde Jr. High; private property

KAB 1 Not in a waterway.  Little to no trash 

observed at this location.  Removed existing 

trash. 

Site has been monitored for 2 years and is no longer a trash problem area.  

Recommend that the site be removed from list.

SA01 6/30/2006 Calabazas Creek at intersection of 

Southern Pacific Railroad and Arroyo 

De Arguello (between Norada Court 

and Grenada Court)

KAB 1 Assess once or twice a year. Land owned by Santa Clara Valley Water District and Pacific Gas and Electric. 

Consider removing from list.  Area is very clean.

CU01 6/6/2006 Tantau and Finch Avenues, vacant lot: 

private property

KAB 1 Very little to no trash observed in this 

location. Removed existing litter.  This 

location is not in a waterway.  Code 

Enforcement notified property owner in FY 

04-05 and trash management activities were 

implemented.  

Site has been monitored for 2 years and is no longer a trash problem area.  

Recommend that the site be removed from list.

CU03 6/8/2006 Disney Lane near Miller adjacent to 

Hyde Jr. High; private property

KAB 1 Not in a waterway.  Little to no trash 

observed at this location.  Removed existing 

trash. 

Site has been monitored for 2 years and is no longer a trash problem area.  

Recommend that the site be removed from list.

SU04 12/12/2005 1034 E. El Camino KAB 1 New trash compacter and enclosure fencing.  

Suggest removal from Hot Spot list

Remove from future inspections.  Due to changes in trash containment, litter is 

no longer an issue at this site.

SU09 12/8/2005 1131 Lawrence Expy KAB 1 It appears that the property owner is keeping 

the site clean.  The few pieces of litter 

observed could have come from parked cars.

Continue to monitor, but should consider removing from list since trash 

problems are minimal.

SU04 5/24/2006 1034 E. El Camino KAB 1 New trash compacter and enclosure fencing.  

Suggest removal from Hot Spot list

Remove from future inspections.  Due to changes in trash containment, litter is 

no longer an issue at this site.

SC10 1/19/2006 Pomeroy between Calabazas & Benton. KAB 1 Clean up by City, as needed. Has not been a source of trash for two evaluations. 

SC10 5/3/2006 Pomeroy between Calabazas & Benton. KAB 1 Cleanup by City, as needed. Has not been a source of trash for three evaluations. 

WD05 5/24/2006 El Camino storm Drain d/s Miramar RTA 91 Clean four times a year Police patrol end of court.

Coyote Creek

SJ30 6/29/2006 Coyote Creek at Upper Penitencia 

(confluence adjacent to Flea Market)

KAB 2.5 Flea Market staff cleans the parking lot and 

creek banks regularly.  Area seemed cleaner 

than it was at the last assessment.

No additional management actions recommended. A periodic communication 

with the Flea Market Management may help.  Future assessment is recommended.

SJ03 10/23/2005 Santa Clara between 17th and 20th St. KAB 2 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Continue support of community cleanup efforts in this area.   

SJ27 6/29/2006 Coyote Creek between Berryessa Rd 

and Mabury Road

KAB 2 Site was in very clean condition.  The Santa 

Clara Valley Water District has the area 

fenced off which prevents access and 

windborne trash.

No additional management actions recommended.  Future assessment is 

recommended.
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ID # Date Location Assessment Tool Score Existing Management Actions Recommended Management Actions and/or Future Evaluations

SJ28 6/23/2006 Coyote Creek at Julian Street Bridge KAB 2 The San Jose Academy has been cleaning the 

banks adjacent to the academy on National 

River cleanup Day and Coastal Cleanup Day.  

A community group also helps maintain the 

area.

No additional management actions recommended.  Future assessment is 

recommended.

MI08a 6/12/2006 Coyote Creek @ Dixon Landing Rd. KAB 1.75 The litter is cleaned up during the annual 

creek clean-up programs.  The last creek 

clean-up was on September 20, 2003.   

Existing management practices suffice.  The next cleanup-up of Coyote Creek is 

due on September 16, 2006.  

MI08b 6/8/2006 Coyote Creek North of 237 KAB 1.5 The litter is cleaned up during the annual 

creek clean-up programs.  The last creek 

clean-up was on September 20, 2003.   

Existing management practices suffice.  The next cleanup-up of Coyote Creek is 

due on September 16, 2006.  

MI06 6/8/2006 Near Main Lift Station KAB 1 There is illegal dumping of household 

garbage at South Gate of Pump Station and at 

the nearby dumpster.  There is also illegal 

dumping of construction material at the North 

Gate.  The trash is removed when noticed. 

Existing management practices suffice.  

SJ23 6/22/2006 Coyote Creek at Evergreen Park RTA 56 Park Maintenance staff maintains the park on 

a regular basis. However, the trash left in 

creekbed following the heavy winter rains 

remained.

Determine whether volunteer resources are available to do annual cleanup.  

Future assessment is recommended.

SJ07 6/23/2006 Penitencia Creek at Creekland Cir RTA 71 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

This location could benefit from involvement of adjacent  property association 

participation. Future assessment is recommended.  

Guadalupe River

LG09 6/18/2008 Town of Los Gatos Parking Lot; at 

University and Andrews

KAB 4 Assess site weekly. Town tries to clean and 

sweep parking lots at least once a month. Last 

clean up and sweeping was on June 19 and 

20, 2006.

Town will continue to clean, sweep and assess the parking lots.

SJ06 10/5/2005 Home St from Sunol to the dead end KAB 4 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

This may be a potential site for partnered City and District cleanup.  Future 

assessment is recommended.

CA09 6/27/2006 Hwy 17 @ Hamilton KAB 4 Due to the high use of the new light rail 

station at this site, trash appears to have 

increased. Plan to notify Caltrans 

 Will continue to monitor and talk to Caltrans about the possibility of a regular 

cleaning schedule for this off-ramp area.

SJ14 4/28/2006 Old Almaden Rd from Capitol Expwy 

to Almaden Expwy

KAB 4 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Make contact with Goodwill regarding potential solutions to the problem.  Future 

assessment is recommended.

SJ14 10/5/2005 Old Almaden Rd from Capitol Expwy 

to Almaden Expwy

KAB 4 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Determine property ownership and identify resources to cleanup of the area.  

Future assessment is recommended.

LG09 6/27/2006 Town of Los Gatos Parking Lot; at 

University and Andrews

KAB 4 Assess site weekly. Town tries to clean and 

sweep parking lots at least once a month. Last 

clean up and sweeping was on June 28 and 

29, 2006.

Town will continue to clean, sweep and assess the parking lots.

CA08 6/27/2006 Hwy 17 @ White Oaks KAB 4 Motorist and pedestrian trash was observed.  

This site is in Caltrans' jurisdiction.

This site was very dirty. Lots of food containers and beverage bottles. Continue 

to assess. Need to work with Caltrans regarding a solution for this off ramp.
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CA08 4/27/2006 Hwy  17 @ White Oaks KAB 3 Some beverage containers were observed.   

This site is in Caltrans' jurisdiction. Will 

continue to assess.

Will continue to assess and notify Caltrans about litter in this off ramp area.

SJ19 10/5/2005 Camden Av between Coleman and 

Camden Village Cir

KAB 3 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

This site is located in front of a multifamily dwelling, and adjacent to a VTA bus 

stop. Installation of a trash receptacle may help reduce litter on ground. Lots of 

trash accumulated behind bench.  Future assessment is recommended.  

CA08 5/27/2006 Hwy 17 @ White Oaks KAB 3 Motorist trash appears to have increased. Plan 

to notify Caltrans.

This site was very dirty. Lots of food containers and beverage bottles. Will talk 

with Caltrans about the possibility of establishing a regular cleaning schedule for 

this off-ramp area

CA02 2/6/2006 Winchester Ave from Camden to 

Knowls along tracks 

KAB 3 City has regular maintenance schedule. This 

site was littered with beverage containers and 

food wrappers.

City will continue maintenance and assessments.

SJ15 4/28/2006 E side of Camden Av between 

Guadalupe Mines Rd and Vista Loop

KAB 3 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Future assessment is recommended. 

LG05 6/30/2006 Blossom Hill Rd. from Short Rd. to 

Harwood

KAB 3 Drive by assessments. Town picks up trash 

twice a month.

A lot of plastic pieces and beverage containers. Main source is motorists 

Continue to assess.

SC15 5/3/2006 Martin Avenue by train tracks. KAB 2.75 Inspect paper recycler and issue violations to 

recycler for paper products along their fence.

Continue evaluating for trash.

SC13 1/19/2006 4767 Lafayette Street. KAB 2.5 Pass out BMPs to local stores when trash 

problem is present. 

Continue evaluating for trash.

SC12 5/3/2006 Clyde, Haig, Lafayette area. KAB 2.25 Cleanup by City, as needed. Continue evaluating for trash.

SJ18 10/5/2005 Northside of Coleman Rd between 

Almaden Expwy and Meridian Av

KAB 2 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Existing trash management practices appear to be sufficient. Future assessment 

is not recommended.  

SJ17 4/28/2006 Almaden Expwy at Crown and Camden KAB 2 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Existing trash management practices appear to be sufficient. Future assessment 

is not recommended.  

SJ16 10/5/2005 Blossom River Dr between Blossom 

Hill Rd and Blossom River Wy

KAB 2 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Existing trash management practices appear to be sufficient. Future assessment 

is not recommended.  

SJ19 4/30/2006 Camden Av between Coleman and 

Camden Village Cir

KAB 2 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

No recommended management action. One future assessment is recommended. 

Area may have been clean due to construction project occurring at the time of 

assessment.

CA09 4/27/2006 Hwy 17 @ Hamilton KAB 2 Due to the high use of the new light rail 

station at this site, motorist and pedestrian 

trash appears to have increased.  The site is in 

Caltrans' jurisdiction. Plan to notify Caltrans. 

Will continue to assess and work with Caltrans about the possibility of 

establishing a regular cleaning schedule for this off-ramp area.

CA08 4/27/2006 White Oaks at 17 South KAB 2 Some beverage containers were observed.  

The site is in Caltrans' Jurisdiction. Continue 

to assess.   

Will continue to assess and notify Caltrans about litter within this off ramp area.

CA07 5/24/2006 Cristch Ln @ McGlincy KAB 2 City has regular maintenance schedule Found very little trash. Consider removing from list.

SJ20 10/5/2005 Almaden at Ironwood KAB 2 Area is fenced off to prevent access which 

serves to keep litter out of the channel.  

This site should be assessed at least once more.  This location is a potential site 

for a future cleanup.
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CA09 4/17/2006 Hwy 17 @ Hamilton KAB 2 Due to the high use of the new light rail 

station at this site, motorist and pedestrian 

trash appears to have increased.  The site is in 

Caltrans' jurisdiction. Plan to notify Caltrans. 

 Will continue to monitor and talk with Caltrans about the possibility of 

establishing a regular cleaning schedule for this off-ramp area.

CA13 2/6/2006 Winchester and Camden/ San Tomas 

Expwy  

KAB 2 A trash assessment is recommended after 

seeing litter along the roadsides. 

Will continue to assess this site.

CA04 2/6/2006 Whit Oaks from Hwy 17 S. to Redding 

,West side of street

KAB 2 City has regular maintenance schedule. Some 

debris is from roadside construction

 City will continue maintenance and WVCWP will continue to assess this site.

CA12 6/29/2006 E. Campbell Ave. between Winchester 

and Hwy17

KAB 2 Motorist and pedestrian trash. The site is in 

Caltrans' jurisdiction.

WVCWP staff will continue to assess and notify Caltrans regarding the condition 

of this site.

MS05 6/27/2006 Hwy 9 (Ridgecrest to Rose) KAB 2 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Litter has increased since May 2006. Plastics and food/beverage 

containers/wrappers are strewn regularly throughout the median and on the sides 

of the road. Continue to monitor.  Consider arranging a trash cleanup.

CA08 6/27/2006 White Oaks at 17 South KAB 2  Still a lot of debris and beverage containers.  

The site is in Caltrans' jurisdiction. Continue 

to assess.  

 Will continue to assess and notify Caltrans about litter within this off ramp area.

SJ21 10/5/2005 Julian St near Guadalupe Pkwy (under 

bridge near creek)

KAB 2 According to signage, the Rotary Club 

adopted this area under the Water District's 

Adopt-a-Creek Program.  

Existing management actions appear to be effective.  Future assessment is 

recommended to compare seasonal differences.  

SJ21 4/28/2006 Julian St near Guadalupe Pkwy (under 

bridge near creek)

KAB 2 This area is maintained by the Park 

maintenance staff, and is a targeted cleanup 

site for creek cleanup days.  According to 

signage, the Rotary Club adopted this area 

under the Water District's Adopt-a-Creek 

Program.  

Existing trash management practices appear to be sufficient.  No future 

assessment is recommended.  

SJ20 4/28/2006 Almaden at Ironwood KAB 2 Area is fenced off to prevent access which 

serves to keep litter out of the channel.  

No recommended management action.  Future assessment is not recommended.

CA02 4/27/2006 Winchester Ave from Camden to 

Knowls along tracks

KAB 2 City has a regular maintenance schedule City will continue maintenance and assessments.

MS01 6/27/2006 Hwy 9 (Rose to Grandview Ave.) KAB 2 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Litter has increased since May 2006. Plastics and food/beverage 

containers/wrappers are strewn regularly throughout the median and on the sides 

of the road. Continue to monitor.  Consider arranging a trash cleanup.

LG02 5/24/2006 Hicks Rd. between Camden & Shannon KAB 2 Site noted as a problem due to a single report 

of 30 motorcycle tires on December 9, 2006. 

Will continue to assess and collect information from Town staff.

LG06 5/24/2006 Town of Los Gatos Parking Lot ; on 

Main St. near Monte-Bello

KAB 2 Drive by assessments. Town picks up trash 

twice a month. Town tries to clean and sweep 

once a month.

Town will continue to clean, sweep and assess the parking lots.

SJ06 4/28/2006 Home St from Sunol to the dead end KAB 2 A fence was installed that blocks access to 

creek area from Sunol.  Based on what could 

be seen through fence, the site is cleaner than 

it was six months ago. 

Future assessment is not recommended due to blocked access.

SC15 1/19/2006 Martin Avenue by train tracks. KAB 1.75 Inspect paper recycler and issue violations to 

recycler for paper products along their fence.

Continue evaluating for trash.

SC13 5/3/2006 4767 Lafayette Street. KAB 1.5 Pass out BMPs to local stores when trash 

problem is present. 

Continue evaluating for trash.

SC14 1/19/2006 Lafayette & Yurba Buena Way. KAB 1.5 This site is subject to large illegal dumping. 

Routine inspections are conducted on a 

regular basis.

Continue evaluating for trash.
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SJ18 4/28/2006 Northside of Coleman Rd between 

Almaden Expwy and Meridian Av

KAB 1.5 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Existing trash management practices appear to be sufficient. Future assessment 

is not recommended.  

SJ17 10/5/2005 Almaden Expwy at Crown and Camden KAB 1.5 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Existing trash management practices appear to be sufficient. Future assessment 

is not recommended.  

SC12 1/19/2006 Clyde, Haig, Lafayette area. KAB 1.25 Clean up by City, as needed. Continue evaluating for trash.

SC04 5/3/2006 Bellomy Street and Alviso KAB 1 Cleanup by City, as needed. Has not been a source of trash for three evaluations. 

MS01 4/16/2006 Hwy 9 (Rose to Grandview) KAB 1 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Continue to monitor.  Consider arranging a trash cleanup with WVCWP staff.  

This area is along Hwy 9 and within the median of Hwy 9.  Trash collection is 

not entirely safe in this area.  Any cleanup will be conducted with extreme 

caution.

CA03 4/17/2006 Downing Ave east of Bascom KAB 1 This site is located by a catwalk and traps 

litter from pedestrian use. City has a regular 

maintenance schedule.

 City will continue maintenance and WVCWP will continue to assess this site.

CA10 2/6/2006 Los Gatos Creek east of Camden KAB 1 The site is in Caltrans' jurisdiction. Will continue to assess this site at least twice a year.

SC14 5/3/2006 Lafayette & Yurba Buena Way. KAB 1 This site is subject to large illegal dumping. 

Routine inspections are conducted on a 

regular basis.

Has not been a source of trash for two evaluations.

SC08 5/3/2006 Lafayette Street at Memorex & 

DiGiulio

KAB 1 Cleanup by City, as needed. Continue evaluating for trash.

MS05 5/24/2006 Hwy 9 (Ridgecrest to Rose) KAB 1 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Plastic bags and beverage bottles. Continue to monitor and arrange trash 

cleanup. 

SJ15 10/5/2005 E side of Camden Av between 

Guadalupe Mines Rd and Vista Loop

KAB 1 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

This site was extremely clean. No litter visible. Does not warrant future 

assessment.

MS01 5/24/2006 Hwy 9 (Rose to Grandview Ave.) KAB 1 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Very little litter. Continue to monitor.  Consider arranging a trash cleanup.

MS05 4/16/2006 Hwy 9 (Ridgecrest to Rose) KAB 1 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Continue to monitor.  Consider arranging a trash cleanup.

LG10 6/27/2006 St. Mary's School  at 30 Lyndon Ave, 

Los Gatos 95030.  Kindergarteners and 

teacher monitored the school site and 

collected trash after a WVCWP 

classroom presentation.

KAB 1 WVCWP gave a demonstration of the 

Enviroscape model to 30 kindergarten 

students at St. Mary's school. After our 

demonstration, the students went and 

collected trash at the school site and visited 

the storm drain inlets. 

Continue outreach and presentations to ensure that young students are aware of 

pollution problems.

LG03 5/24/2006 Kennedy to Shannon KAB 1 Town picks up twice a month. No visual trash. Site looks clean. Continue to assess.

LG01 5/24/2006 Los Gatos Creek Trail KAB 1 Volunteers clean trail monthly. Continue to assess site. 

SJ16 4/28/2006 Blossom River Dr between Blossom 

Hill Rd and Blossom River Wy

KAB 1 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Existing trash management practices appear to be sufficient. Future assessment 

is not recommended.  

SC04 1/19/2006 Bellomy Street and Alviso KAB 1 Clean up by City, as needed. Has not been a source of trash for two evaluations. 

SC08 1/19/2006 Lafayette Street at Memorex & 

DiGiulio

KAB 1 Clean up by City, as needed. Continue evaluating for trash.
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SJ02 10/5/2005 Blackford High School (Boyton Av) KAB 1 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Site was clean.  There were signs indicating that sweepers recently passed 

through.  One additional assessment is recommended to ensure that the site was 

not just clean because of recent street sweeping.

SJ02 6/29/2006 Blackford High School (Boyton Av) KAB 1 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Existing trash management practices appear to be sufficient.  No future 

assessment recommended.  

LG04 5/24/2006 Shannon Rd to Hicks KAB 1 Drive by assessments. Town picks up trash 

twice a month.

Continue to assess site.

CA01 4/8/2006 Area between 1220 Dell Avenue and 

638 E. Campbell Avenue in Campbell -

Site includes Fwy off ramps and area 

next to railway track.

RTA 68 City of Campbell has been holding a 

volunteer cleanup event in April to celebrate 

Earth Day.  This site was appropriate for 

many volunteers to address a littered area.

This event was very successful.  Will continue to conduct KAB assessments at 

least twice per year and hold annual cleanup if possible.  Some of this area is in 

Caltrans' jurisdiction.

Lower Penitencia Creek

MI12 5/17/2006 Apartments in between Calaveras Blvd. 

and Adams

KAB 2.75 This area has an ongoing problem of extra 

garbage overflowing from trash bins.  Allied 

Waste Services picks up all the trash in this 

area.

The problem resurfaces every now and then.  Sometimes it does not appear to be 

a problem.  The place gets cleaned.  Allied Waste Services will continue its 

efforts.  

MI11 5/17/2006 House at Corner of Adams and Temple KAB 2.25 This is an ongoing problem and is an 

eyesore.  Trash consists of domestic litter, lot 

of garbage in seven or more trash cans, some 

garbage overflowing the bins.  Allied Waste 

Services picks up all the trash in this area.  

The problem persists.  Allied Waste Services will continue its efforts.  

MI07a 6/8/2006 Berryessa Creek @ Calaveras Blvd. KAB 2 The litter is cleaned up during the annual 

creek clean-up programs.  The last creek 

clean-up was in September 2005.  2.5 tons of 

garbage was removed from this creek, 

Tularcitos and Calera Creek.  

Existing management practices suffice.  The Berryessa Creek is cleaned every 

year in the third week of September, while other creeks are cleaned in alternate 

years. 

MI07b 6/8/2006 Berryessa Creek @ Able Bridge KAB 2 The litter is cleaned up during the annual 

creek clean-up programs.  The last creek 

clean-up was in September 2005.  2.5 tons of 

garbage was removed from this creek, 

Tularcitos and Calera Creek.  

Existing management practices suffice.  The Berryessa Creek is cleaned every 

year in the third week of September, while other creeks are cleaned in alternate 

years. 

MI05 5/17/2006 Dempsey Rod Between yosemite and 

Edsel

KAB 2 This is a persistent problem.  The trash is 

mainly windborne. This area is inspected 

twice a week, Monday and Friday and trash is 

removed.  

Existing management practices suffice.  

MI09 6/12/2006 Penitencia Creek off of Marilyn Dr 

Between Abbott and Abel

KAB 2 Allied Waste Services does not clean in the 

creek.  City does not have access to this area 

as it is fenced.

 It is difficult to take action as most of the trash is windblown and water borne.  

Neither Allied Waste Services nor City is responsible for the clean-up of this area 

of the creek.

MI04 5/17/2006 Piedmont Rd. between Yosemite and 

Uridias Ranch

KAB 1.25 This is a persistent problem.  There used to be 

illegal dumping of appliances, old furniture, 

tires, indoor and outdoor construction waste, 

engines, motors etc. This area is inspected 

twice a week, Monday and Friday and trash is 

removed. 

This area has been referred to Police Department due to a recent increase in 

activity.  
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MI10 6/12/2006 Minnis Circle KAB 1 The trash is accumulated by commercial 

customers and is often cleaned up by them.  

But the problems resurface every now and 

then.  Typical trash includes paper, 

cardboard, containers, parts from body repair 

shops and other commercial stores.  

This is not a problem site any more.  Persistent clean-up action and follow-up 

with customers have resulted in major improvement in this area.  These 

management practices will be continued.  

MI02 5/17/2006 Downing Road Near Old Calaveras KAB 1 This is a persistent problem.  There used to be 

illegal dumping of appliances, old furniture, 

tires, indoor and outdoor construction waste, 

engines, motors etc. This area is inspected 

twice a week, Monday and Friday and trash is 

removed. 

Existing management practices suffice.  

MI01 5/17/2006 Old Calaveras Near intersection of 

Downing

KAB 1 This is a persistent problem.  There used to be 

illegal dumping of appliances, old furniture, 

tires, indoor and outdoor construction waste, 

engines, motors etc. This area is inspected 

twice a week, Monday and Friday and trash is 

removed.  

 Existing management practices suffice.   

MI03 5/17/2006 Calaveras Road near Spring Creek Ln. KAB 1 This is a persistent problem.  There used to be 

illegal dumping of appliances, old furniture, 

tires, indoor and outdoor construction waste, 

engines, motors etc. This area is inspected 

twice a week, Monday and Friday and trash is 

removed. 

Existing management practices suffice.  

Matadero/Barron Creeks

PA15 6/19/2006 Wet Well at Matadero Creek Station KAB 3 Continue to monitor and evaluate.

PA08 6/16/2006 Highway 101 at Embarcadero Road KAB 2 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

PA11c 6/19/2006 Alma Street at Adobe Creek KAB 2 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

PA11 6/19/2006 Alma Street at Barron Creek KAB 2 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

PA10 6/16/2006 Albertson's at Embarcadero Road KAB 1 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

PA11a 6/19/2006 Alma Street at Matadero Creek KAB 1 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

PA12 6/19/2006 Oregon Expressway between Waverley 

& Middlefield

KAB 1 No trash.  Recommend removal from list.

PA11 6/19/2006 Alam Street at San Francisquito Creek KAB 1 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

PA09 6/15/2006 Molley Stones on Cal Avenue KAB 1 No trash.  Recommend removal from list.

PA16 6/19/2006 Arastradero Road between Gates A and 

B

KAB 1 Continue to monitor and evaluate.

San Francisquito Creek

PA18 6/19/2006 Mitchell Lane and the Red Cross KAB 2 Continue to monitor and evaluate.

PA19 6/15/2006 Lane 21 KAB 2 Continue to monitor and evaluate.  The building at 529 Bryant Street is currently 

under interior construction.  This alley is being used as a staging area for 

construction workers and port-a-potties.

PA14 6/15/2006 Lane 12 West KAB 1 No trash.  Recommend removal from list.
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PA17 6/15/2006 Lane 20 KAB 1 Continue to monitor and evaluate.  Small amount of cardboard on ground next to 

adjacent  PASCO Bin.

PA13 6/15/2006 Paulsen Lane KAB 1 No trash.  Recommend removal from list.

PA20 5/18/2006 San Francisquito Creek at Manhattan RTA 63 The area that requires attention is located in East Palo Alto.  The debris generally 

does not make it down to the creek.

WD19 5/18/2006 San Francisquito Creek at Newell RTA 76 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

PA01 5/18/2006 San Francisquito Creek at El Camino RTA 91 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

PA03 5/18/2006 San Francisquito Creek at Middlefield RTA 107 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

PA20 5/24/2006 San Francisquito Creek at Manhattan RTA 119 Area was cleaned by SF Water Council on recent creek clean up day.

PA02 5/18/2006 San Francisquito Creek at Webster St RTA 119 Continue to monitor with proposed Summer 2005 Action Plans.

San Tomas Aquino Creek

SA03 2/14/2006 Dumpster area at Big Basin Way 

behind  restaurants

KAB 4 Frequent inspections by WVCWP IC/ID 

inspector. On February 14, 2006, Inspector 

and Program Manager met with Saratoga City 

Stormwater Rep and Water District staff (Ray 

Bramer) to discuss options for cleaning.   The 

plan is to sponsor a cleanup event for th

Clean up scheduled for April 1, 2006. Contact nearby restaurants about litter 

problem and contact local police about illegal dumping activities. Will continue 

to assess and inspect.  City and Water District staff will look into partnering to 

address illeg

SA03 1/31/2006 Dumpster area at Big Basin Way 

behind  restaurants

KAB 4 WVCWP staff will continue to monitor trash 

and work with Saratoga staff to enhance 

management plan.

Coordinate a clean up event. Provide additional outreach to restaurants.  

Continue to assess.

SC03 1/19/2006 Bowers Alley behind Russell's 

Furniture. 

KAB 3.5 Issue BMPs to local merchants when trash is 

present. Routine inspections are conducted on 

a regular basis.

Continue evaluating for trash issue citations to known violators.

SC03 5/3/2006 Bowers Alley behind Russell's 

Furniture. 

KAB 3.25 Issue BMPs to local merchants when trash is 

present. Routine inspections are conducted on 

a regular basis.

Continue evaluating for trash.

SA03 3/20/2006 Dumpster area at Big Basin Way 

behind restaurants

KAB 3 WVCWP staff will continue to monitor trash 

and work with Saratoga staff to enhance 

management plan.

Coordinate a clean up event. Provide additional outreach to restaurants.  

Continue to assess.

SC05 5/3/2006 Behind Parking lot at Ellena & 

Williams Streets

KAB 2.25 Cleanup by City, as needed. Continue evaluating for trash.

CA11 4/27/2006 4805 Westmont Avenue Campbell, CA 

95008 behind Westmont High School 

along San Tomas Aquino Creek

KAB 2 This site is located behind a local high 

school. It has been a creek clean-up site for 

the past two years.  

Will continue to hold volunteer participation clean ups and monitoring. Next 

clean up for this site is scheduled for May 20,2006 

SC09 1/19/2006 Lafayette Street & Basset Street, Cal 

Trans 

KAB 2 Notify Caltrans of major litter accumulation. Continue evaluating for trash.

SJ01 10/5/2005 San Tomas Aquino Pkwy between 

Payne and Mona

KAB 2 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Abandoned carts reported for pick up.  Future assessment is recommended.

CA05 5/30/2006 Mona Way east of Lisa Way KAB 2 Motorist and pedestrian trash. The site is in 

Caltrans' jurisdiction.

WVCWP staff will continue to assess and notify Caltrans regarding the condition 

of this site.

MS02 6/27/2006 Hwy 9 (Grandview to Daves) KAB 2 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Litter has increased since May 2006. Plastics and food/beverage 

containers/wrappers are strewn regularly throughout the median and on the sides 

of the road. Continue to monitor.  Consider arranging a trash cleanup.
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MS04 6/27/2006 Hwy 9 (Blythswood to Ridgecrest Ave.) KAB 2 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Litter has increased since May 2006. Plastics and food/beverage 

containers/wrappers are strewn regularly throughout the median and on the sides 

of the road. Continue to monitor.  Consider arranging a trash cleanup.

SA03 6/30/2006 Dumpster area at Big Basin Way 

behind  restaurants

KAB 2 WVCWP staff will continue to monitor trash 

and work with Saratoga staff to enhance 

management plan.

Coordinate a clean up event. Provide additional outreach to restaurants.  

Continue to assess.

MS03 6/27/2006 Hwy 9 (Daves to Quito Rd) KAB 2 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Litter has increased since May 2006. Plastics and food/beverage 

containers/wrappers are strewn regularly throughout the median and on the sides 

of the road. Continue to monitor.  Consider arranging a trash cleanup.

SC16 5/3/2006 Bowe Avenue alleyway next to creek KAB 1.5 Pass out BMPs to local stores when trash 

problem is present. 

Has not been a source of trash for three evaluations. 

SC05 1/19/2006 Behind Parking lot at Ellena & 

Williams Streets

KAB 1.5 Clean up by City, as needed. Continue evaluating for trash.

SC16 1/19/2006 Bowe Avenue alleyway next to creek KAB 1.25 Pass out BMPs to local stores when trash 

problem is present. 

Has not been a source of trash for two evaluations. 

SC06 1/19/2006 519 Saratoga Alley behind apartments KAB 1.25 Continue to respond to overflowing dumpster 

complaints and illegal dumping calls.

Continue evaluating for trash.

SC06 5/3/2006 519 Saratoga Alley behind apartments KAB 1.25 Continue to respond to overflowing dumpster 

complaints and illegal dumping calls.

Continue evaluating for trash.

SC09 5/3/2006 Lafayette Street & Basset Street, Cal 

Trans 

KAB 1.25 Notify Caltrans of major litter accumulation Continue evaluating for trash.

MS03 5/24/2006 Hwy 9 (Daves Ave to Quito Rd) KAB 1 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Lots of small pieces of plastic and empty soda bottles. Continue to monitor and 

arrange trash cleanup.

MS02 5/24/2006 Hwy 9 (Grandview to Daves) KAB 1 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Very little litter. Continue to monitor.  Consider arranging a trash cleanup.

MS04 4/16/2006 Hwy 9 (Blythswood to Ridgecrest Ave.) KAB 1 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Continue to monitor.  Consider arranging a trash cleanup.

SC17 1/19/2006 1995 Bellomy KAB 1 Pass out BMPs to local stores when trash 

problem is present. 

Has not been a source of trash for two evaluations. 

SJ01 6/23/2006 San Tomas Aquino Pkwy between 

Payne and Mona

KAB 1 This location is on the Anti Litter Program 

list and is periodically cleaned by volunteers 

or City staff.

Existing trash management practices appear to be sufficient.  Future assessment 

is not recommended.  

SC02 5/3/2006 Alpine Alley between Kiely & Pomeroy KAB 1 Issue BMPs to local merchants when trash is 

present. Routine inspections are conducted on 

a regular basis.

Continue evaluating for trash.

LG08 5/24/2006 Quito & Mt.Claire KAB 1 Assess twice a year. One beverage bottle and a couple of wrappers. Continue to assess.

LG07 5/24/2006 Quito & Pollard KAB 1 Assess twice a year.  Very clean, no visual trash. Continue to assess. 

SC02 1/19/2006 Alpine Alley between Kiely & Pomeroy KAB 1 Issue BMPs to local merchants when trash is 

present. Routine inspections are conducted on 

a regular basis.

Continue evaluating for trash.

SJ25 6/23/2006 Starbird Park (Boynton at Williams) KAB 1 Park Maintenance staff maintains the park on 

a regular basis.  Neighboring apartment 

manager collects stray carts in the area and 

places in a fenced corral.

Existing trash management practices appear to be sufficient.  No future 

assessment is recommended.  

SJ25 10/5/2005 Starbird Park (Boynton at Williams) KAB 1 Parks Maintenance cleans the park area. Abandoned carts reported for pick up.  One future assessment is recommended.
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CA11 6/27/2006 4805 Westmont Avenue Campbell, CA 

95008 behind Westmont High School 

along San Tomas Aquino Creek

KAB 1 This site has been a creek clean up site for the 

past two years.  

Continue to hold volunteer participation clean ups and monitoring. Next clean up 

for this site is scheduled for September 16, 2006.

SA02 6/30/2006 Fruitvale Ave. by City Hall to Sacred 

Heart School

KAB 1 Assess twice a year. Consider coordinating annual cleanup event in partnership with Sacred Heart 

School. Educate local residents to make them aware of littering and dumping 

problems. The School has adopted this stretch of Wildcat Creek. Continue to 

assess. Participate in scho

MS03 4/16/2006 Hwy 9 (Daves Ave to Quito Rd) KAB 1 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Continue to monitor.  Consider arranging a trash cleanup.

MS04 5/24/2006 Hwy 9 (Blythswood to Ridgecrest Ave.) KAB 1 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Plastic bags and beverage bottles. Continue to monitor and arrange trash 

cleanup. 

CA06 5/25/2006 Gale Dr. and San Tomas Expy. KAB 1 City has regular maintenance schedule. One soda bottle was observed, otherwise very clean. Will continue to assess.

MS02 4/16/2006 Hwy 9 (Grandview to Daves) KAB 1 Caltrans Jurisdiction - Notify Caltrans - 

Conduct Assessments

Small pieces of plastic and empty soda bottles. Continue to monitor.

SC18 1/19/2006 583 Saratoga KAB 1 Pass out BMPs to local stores when trash 

problem is present. 

Has not been a source of trash for two evaluations. 

SC19 5/3/2006 Martin & Richard KAB 1 Pass out BMPs to local stores when trash 

problem is present. 

Has not been a source of trash for three evaluations. 

SC19 1/19/2006 Martin & Richard KAB 1 Pass out BMPs to local stores when trash 

problem is present. 

Has not been a source of trash for two evaluations. 

SC18 5/3/2006 583 Saratoga KAB 1 Pass out BMPs to local stores when trash 

problem is present. 

Has not been a source of trash for three evaluations. 

SC17 5/3/2006 1995 Bellomy KAB 1 Pass out BMPs to local stores when trash 

problem is present. 

Has not been a source of trash for three evaluations. 

SA03 4/1/2006 Expanded this site to include Dumpster 

area and parking lot (600 ft. stretch) 

between Big Basin Way and Saratoga 

Creek, behind several restaurants.

RTA 68 WVCWP staff, Saratoga City staff and 

Saratoga Elementary School parents and 

students conducted a three-hour cleanup at a 

600-foot stretch of parking lot adjacent to 

Saratoga Creek. Cleanup volunteers collected 

incidental litter and debris within the dumps

Continue frequent inspections by WVCWP IC/ID inspector.  The City's police 

have discovered that it is a place for students to convene for alcohol or drug use.  

The City Code enforcement officer visited each restaurant adjacent to the 

parking lot to discus

CA11 9/17/2005 4805 Westmont Avenue Campbell, CA 

95008 behind Westmont High School 

along San Tomas Aquino Creek

RTA 85 This site is located behind a local high 

school. It has been a creek clean-up site for 

the past two years.  

Will continue to hold volunteer participation cleanups and monitoring. Next 

clean up for this site is scheduled for September 16, 2006 

CA11 5/20/2006 4805 Westmont Avenue Campbell, CA 

95008 behind Westmont High School 

along San Tomas Aquino Creek

RTA 87 This site is located behind a local high 

school. It has been a creek clean-up site for 

the past two years.  

Will continue to hold volunteer participation cleanups and monitoring. Next 

clean up for this site is scheduled for September 16, 2006 

Stevens Creek

LA05 6/28/2006 Grant Road frontage from Arboretum KAB 2 Routine cleanup Routine cleanup

CU05 6/10/2006 Somerset Park owned and maintained 

by City

KAB 1 Not in a waterway.  Little to no trash 

observed at this location.  Removed existing 

trash.  This is a City park maintained by City 

staff.   

Site has been monitored for 2 years and is no longer a trash problem area.  

Recommend that the site be removed from list.

CU05 10/19/2005 Somerset Park owned and maintained 

by City

KAB 1 Not in a waterway.  Little to no trash 

observed at this location.  Removed existing 

trash.  This is a City park maintained by City 

staff.   

Site has been monitored for 2 years and is no longer a trash problem area.  

Recommend that the site be removed from list.
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CU02 10/17/2005 Homestead and Mary Ave. adjacent to 

high school; private property

KAB 1 Not in a waterway.  Little to no trash 

observed at this location.  Removed existing 

trash.  This lot is monitored by the school 

janitor.  

Site has been monitored for 2 years and is no longer a trash problem area.  

Recommend that the site be removed from list.

CU02 6/7/2006 Homestead and Mary Ave. adjacent to 

high school; private property

KAB 1 Not in a waterway.  Little to no trash 

observed at this location.  Removed existing 

trash.  This lot is monitored by the school 

janitor.  

Site has been monitored for 2 years and is no longer a trash problem area.  

Recommend that the site be removed from list.

CL04 5/3/2006 Stevens Creek - Moss Rock RTA 68 Site occasionally cleaned up by volunteers.  

No current management actions in place - 

property owner is believed to be the County. 

Area appears to have increased "party" 

activity, along with new illegal dumping of 

yard waste observed.

Contacted County staff and confirmed that area was on County Parks property.  

County Parks staff will increase patrols to the area and try to prevent future 

problems. Continued monitoring of the site is recommended.

CL05 12/16/2005 Stevens Creek - West Valley 

Elementary School Bridge crossing

RTA 82 Site is monitored by Stevens Permanente 

Watershed Council Streamkeeper program.  

Accumulated trash is picked up monthly, 

when accessible.

Continue monitoring to see if upstream efforts or BMPs reduce amounts of trash 

observed. Consider working with school on litter control project.

CL02 5/10/2006 Stevens Creek - El Camino Bridge 

crossing

RTA 91 Site occasionally cleaned up by volunteers. 

No current management actions in place.  

Large accumulation of floating debris on side 

of bank downstream of assessment area. 

Site is located below the El Camino bridge and several upstream storm drain 

outfalls. Water was higher and faster than last year at the time sampled.  Will 

work with volunteers to get the downstream area trash accumulation picked up.

CL05 5/3/2006 Stevens Creek - West Valley 

Elementary School Bridge crossing

RTA 95 Site is monitored by Stevens and Permanente 

Watershed Council Streamkeeper volunteer. 

Litter is collected on a monthly basis from 

one side of the creek, depending on 

accessibility and creek water levels.

Site is located just below an outfall for West Valley Elementary and the 

residential areas nearby.  Monitoring will continue at this site.  May consider 

getting school involved with trash/clean up activities on their grounds.

CL06 12/16/2005 Stevens Creek, foot bridge crossing 

behind West Valley Elementary 

School -directly below storm drain 

outfall

RTA 99 Site is monitored by Stevens Permanente 

Watershed Council Streamkeeper program.  

Accumulated trash is picked up monthly, 

when accessible.

Continue monitoring to see if upstream efforts or BMPs reduce quantities of 

trash observed. Consider working with school on litter control project.

CL03 5/3/2006 Stevens Creek - McClellan Ranch RTA 101 Site often cleaned by Park staff and students. 

Most recent cleaning occurred on 3/18/06

Very little debris was found. Park area is well maintained.  Does not appear to 

collect debris from upstream areas.  May be a good reference point.

Sunnyvale East

SU08 12/12/2005 727 Sunnyvale-Saratoga Rd KAB 3 Site monitored occasionally by staff.  Contact 

property/business owners when litter problem 

is noted.

Contacted Public Works/Solid Waste Division to determine if they could notify 

property/business owners about the problem and follow up with enforcement as 

needed.  Also finding some "homeless" debris/collections in the area. Received 

Complaint Response ba

SU07 5/24/2006 1675 Hollenbeck Ave KAB 2.5 Site infrequently monitored by City staff.  

Property owners have cleaned up when 

requested in the past.  Last time when it was 

inspected there was less debris.

Contacted PW/ Solid Waste Division regarding dumpster issues.  They will 

follow up and provide a report on the outcome.

SU08 5/24/2006 727 Sunnyvale-Saratoga Rd KAB 2.5 Site monitored occasionally by staff.  Contact 

property/business owners when litter problem 

is noted.

Contacted Public Works/Solid Waste Division to determine if they could take 

action with the property/business owners about the problem and follow up with 

enforcement as needed. 

SU11 12/16/2005 Mathilda Ave and Highway 101 on-

ramps and exits

KAB 2.5 CalTrans cleans the area periodically and 

appears to have been picked up a few weeks 

after the assessment. 

Continue to monitor the site. Identify mechanism for notifying CalTrans when 

there is a significant accumulation.
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SU19 5/24/2006 Wolf Road Overpass- Access from 

Evelyn Ave

KAB 2 City monitors the area under the overpass and 

picks up debris as needed. Staff notified of 

need for cleanup.

Mostly large debris from homeless usage of the area under the overpass. PW staff 

was notified of fence and debris problem, and it was taken care of within two 

weeks of their notification. Debris in area is little threat to the storm drains due 

to the larg

CU06 10/19/2005 Park Circle East & West, area behind 

apartments, private property

KAB 2 Not in a waterway.  A lot of illegal dumping 

from neighboring apartment complexes.  

Removed smaller pieces and notified property 

managers to remove larger pieces.  

Continue to work with landlords and property managers on illegal dumping 

issues.

SU11 5/25/2006 Mathilda Ave and Highway 101 on-

ramps and exits

KAB 2 CalTrans had cleaned portions of the west-

bound off-ramp and east-bound on-ramp 

areas approximately two weeks before the 

assessment was completed.

Continue to monitor the site. Work with SCVURPPP to identify mechanism for 

notifying CalTrans when there is a significant accumulation.

CU06 6/11/2006 Park Circle East & West, area behind 

apartments, private property

KAB 2 Not in a waterway.  Illegal dumping from 

neighboring apartment complexes still exists, 

but less than last assessment.  Removed 

smaller pieces and notified property managers 

to remove larger pieces.  

Continue to work with landlords and property managers on illegal dumping 

issues.

SU07 12/16/2005 1675 Hollenbeck Ave KAB 2 Site infrequently monitored by City staff.  

Property owners have cleaned up when 

requested in the past.  Last time when it was 

inspected there was less debris.

Continue to monitor and determine if further actions need to be taken to get the 

property owners/businesses to control litter and clean up the areas around their 

dumpsters.

SU01 5/25/2006 600 Block Grand Fir and Bellflower KAB 1.5 Site has not had any illegal dumping of 

furniture in two years.  Checked back on 

6/2/06 and furniture had been removed.    

Site should remain on the list, but not be a priority as amounts of debris are small 

and illegal dumping/accumulation does not seem to be a significant problem.

SU21 12/8/2005 E. Persian Drive between Sunnyvale 

East and Lawrence Expy. - blocks 190-

400

KAB 1.5 Sunnyvale PW cleans the ROW and monitors 

the site for illegal dumping from nearby 

residences and others. 

Continue to monitor the site. Notified PW to pick up debris.  Site is behind the 

Highway sound wall and along the back fence of the mobile home park.  There 

are not any nearby storm drains and mostly larger debris seems to appear here.

SU14 5/24/2006 Angel Ct Parking lot and Hendy Rd, 

near CalTrain ROW

KAB 1.5 City monitors the area monthly and crews 

pick up debris as needed.

Only small amounts of litter visible at this time.  Will continue to monitor and 

initiate clean up actions when needed.

SU14 12/12/2005 Angel Ct Parking lot and Hendy Rd, 

near CalTrain ROW

KAB 1.5 City monitors the area monthly and crews 

pick up debris as needed.

Contacted Public Works Staff regarding shopping cart.  Also let PW Boulevards 

staff that litter was accumulating along the railroad track fence to the west of 

Hendy Rd.

SU19 12/8/2005 Wolf Road Overpass- Access from 

Evelyn Ave

KAB 1.5 City monitors the area under the overpass and 

picks up debris as needed.

Mostly large debris from homeless usage of the area under the overpass.  Little 

threat to the storm drains due to the large size of material and it is not near any 

water bodies.  City will continue to monitor and remove debris as needed.

SU17 5/24/2006 California Ave on-ramp to Central  

Expressway

KAB 1.5 Site may have been cleaned up recently since 

only a small amount of debris was visible.

Continue to monitor the site and notify PW if accumulation is significant. 

However, site is not a threat to waterways and quantity of debris present is small, 

so it should be a low priority for future efforts.

SU15 5/24/2006 Victory Village Park under Fair Oaks 

Overpass

KAB 1.5 City monitors and PW crews clean underpass 

area on a regular basis.

Business had placed garbage can where day laborers congregate.  Some litter 

may be blowing in from railroad track.  Very small amount of litter was present.

SU17 12/12/2005 California Ave on-ramp to Central  

Expressway

KAB 1.5 Site monitored occasionally by City staff.  

Site is periodically cleaned by County and/or 

City PW staff.

Continue to monitor the site and notify PW if accumulation is significant.

SU15 12/12/2005 Victory Village Park under Fair Oaks 

Overpass

KAB 1 City monitors and PW crews clean underpass 

area on a regular basis.

In the past, most of the litter seen a this site appeared to come from the day-labor 

force that frequent the sidewalk outside the Home Depot store.  This appears to 

have been cleaned up either by business staff or city crews in the area.  Very 

little litt
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SU21 5/24/2006 E. Persian Drive between Sunnyvale 

East and Lawrence Expy. - blocks 190-

400

KAB 1 Sunnyvale PW cleans the ROW and monitors 

the site for illegal dumping from nearby 

residences and others. 

Continue to monitor the site and have PW pick up debris as needed.  Site is 

behind the Highway 237 sound wall and along the back fence of the mobile 

home park.  There are not any nearby storm drains and mostly larger debris 

seems to appear here.

CU04 10/18/2005 Ann Arbor and Ann Arbor Ct., close to 

City park; private property

KAB 1 Not in a waterway.  Little to no trash 

observed at this location.  Removed existing 

trash.   It appears that most of the trash is 

from neighboring homes.  

Site has been monitored for 2 years and is no longer a trash problem area.  

Recommend that the site be removed from list.

SU05 12/16/2005 594 El Camino Real, Alleyway behind 

business

KAB 1 Site monitored occasionally by City staff. Consider removal from trash hot-spot list

SU05 5/24/2006 594 El Camino Real, Alleyway behind 

business

KAB 1 Site monitored occasionally by City staff. Suggest removal from trash hot spot list as there has not been a litter problem 

here in the past year.  No nearby waterways are present and the amount of 

debris/litter that could get into storm drains is small.

CU04 6/9/2006 Ann Arbor and Ann Arbor Ct., close to 

City park; private property

KAB 1 Not in a waterway.  Little to no trash 

observed at this location.  Removed existing 

trash.   It appears that most of the trash is 

from neighboring homes.  

Site has been monitored for 2 years and is no longer a trash problem area.  

Recommend that the site be removed from list.

SU01 12/16/2005 600 Block Grand Fir and Bellflower KAB 1 Streets swept by City.  Periodic monitoring 

by city staff or receipt of complaints by 

Neighborhood Preservation.  

A number of shopping carts were observed in the back alleyway.  City PW staff 

were notified. Should probably remain on list for potential illegal dumping, but 

not a priority site due to distance from storm drains and waterways.

SU16 1/20/2006 Sunnyvale East Channel, below 

Caribbean Bridge crossing, 100 ft 

north of access gate/fence

RTA 67 City crews clean up along road right of way.  

Most of the debris observed this time either 

washed down from upstream or came in with 

high tides during storms.

Continue monitoring to see if upstream efforts or BMPs that might be installed 

as part of a pilot project can help reduce quantities observed.

SU16 6/2/2006 Sunnyvale East Channel, below 

Caribbean Bridge crossing, 100 ft 

north of access gate/fence

RTA 83 City crews clean up along road right of way.  

Most of the debris observed this time 

appeared to be washed down from upstream, 

with some blowing in from the roadway. 

Continue monitoring to see if upstream efforts or BMPs that might be installed 

as part of a pilot project can help reduce quantities observed. Amount of litter 

debris observed this time was significantly less than what was observed in 

January after winter

Sunnyvale West

SU16c 12/8/2005 Caribbean Drive between Lawrence 

Expressway and Matilda Ave.

KAB 1.5 Sunnyvale PW cleans right of way and center 

divider periodically.  Street is swept bi-

weekly by SMART Station Contractor.

Most of the litter present on the roadway and median comes from trucks entering 

and leaving the SMART station materials recovery facility off of Borregas Ave.  

City crews clean the ROW area and the contractor who operates the SMART 

Station sweeps the stre

SU16c 5/24/2006 Caribbean Drive between Lawrence 

Expressway and Matilda Ave.

KAB 1.5 Sunnyvale PW cleans right of way and center 

divider periodically.  Street is swept bi-

weekly by SMART Station Contractor.

Most of the litter present on the roadway and median comes from trucks entering 

and leaving the SMART station materials recovery facility off of Borregas Ave.  

City crews clean the ROW area and the contractor who operates the SMART 

Station sweeps the stre

SU16a 12/6/2005 Sunnyvale West Channel, 100 ft below 

Caribbean Bridge crossing

RTA 100 City crews clean up along road right of way.  

Most of the debris observed seemed to have 

washed down from upstream sources, very 

little littering along access road/trail bank.

Channel was adopted under District's Adopt-a- Creek program.  Further 

investigations upstream  to the point where the channel goes into an underground 

box culvert by Matilda Ave did not show any upstream business sources. (e.g., 

open dumpsters or outdoor 

SU16a 5/26/2006 Sunnyvale West Channel, 100 ft below 

Caribbean Bridge crossing

RTA 100 City crews clean up along road right of way.  

Most of the debris observed seemed to have 

washed down from upstream sources, very 

little littering along access road/trail bank.

About the same amount of litter debris was removed during this assessment.  No 

potential new actions have been identified to help reduce litter in the area.

Page 15 of 15

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



�� ��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

����

��
��

��

��

��

��

��

��
��

��

���� ��
��

��
�� ��

��
��

��

����

��

��

��

��

��

��

����
��

��
��

��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��
����

��

��

����
��

��

��

��

��
��

��

��

��

��

��

��
��
����

��

��

��

��

��
��

��

��
�� ����

��

��

��

��

��
��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��
��

��

��

��

��

��

��
����

��

��

��������

��������
��
��

��

��

��

��

��
����

��

��

��

��

��

��
��

��

��

��

��

����

��

��

������������	
�	
�����

�	����
����������

�	�	��

�
����
��

�����	���

���������

�������

������������	��

����
��������
��	

�������	 ���	�
�
��������

!���

�
��������
"���

����#

���������������������	��
�� $�
�� %�����&��

��'	��!��������
�������

$������&����

������

��(
���)*���	����������"���
���	����	��
�����+
���(��,�-./-0*�

+�����	
����1���2!+�������2%&���

������������2�����
%�����&
�	33
�	��
��	����������	��
��	(���

&��������
(
���4--0

- ) 4 5 �����

6

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



�� ��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

����
��
��

��

��

��

��

��

��
��

��

���� ��
��

��
�� ��

��
��

��
����

��

��

��

��

��
��

��
���� ��

��
��

��

����
��

��

��
��

����
�� ��

��
����

��

��
����

��
��

��

��

��
��

��

��

��

��

��

��
������

��

��

��

��

��
��

��

��
��

��

����

��

��

��
��

��

��
��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

����

��

��

��

��

��
��

��

��

��

��
��

��
��

��

��

��

��
����

��

��

��
��������

��������
��
��

����

��

��

��

�

��

�
��

��

��

��

�

��

���

�

�

�� ��

��

���

������
����	��
��

���	�

���������

���������

���������

�	�����

��������	������

����
����
�����	�

��	������������
���������
 ��	

���������
!��	

��������
��
��
���	"���

#�����$����
���
�� ���%�����&'(�)�*+,
�� �����	�����&*(�)�-+,
�� .�	�����&-(�)�(/+,

0�����		���1���2��
���

�� 3����		���&+�)�(4+,
�� ���%"	����		�����&(4(�)�/4+,
�� ��		�����&/4(�)�'4+,
�� !2	��������		�����&'4(�)�54+,

$���������%��	�/++*

���	��������6����
#�����$���77
�����	����������	����
���%���

8�	������
��9���6 8�������6#$����������
��:��� �	���"��

������

����;
3

��%����/4������"�!�����	�����
�����8����%��<�+=)+*4�

+ ( / ' �����

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



��

��

���� ��

��
��

��
��

��
��

��

����

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��������

��	
����

��������
�����	

���������������

	
������������������


��������

������

����
��

�����������

������

�������	

 !�
����

	

�
�
��������

���
����

���
���

����
���

	
����������������

"��
��#!

����
�

����$�������	


��������

��
���
������

�%�&
�%'�

�%�&

�%�'

�%��

�%�'

"����

"���

"����
"���

"��&�

"��(
"���"���

"��)

"��*"��&�

"���

"���

"��'

� � � "����

$�#!���'+�,�-�������.� ���/�����!�������������������	�,����0������-�������1�2�����/�	�+

������	�

������������#/��
�����3
%!���	�-���������!�	���

,����0������-��
������

"�4���2�����/�	�
	����

5���,��������	����-���

�� 6��,������7�����+�8
�� ���#/����,������	�7�+�����+�8
�� ,������	�7�+����'+�8
�� �����3����,������	�7'+����*+�8


������ ���-���
�� "��#�����7'������8
�� �!�����3���7�����(�8
�� 9���3���7(�������8

:������!�-��;���<2:���	���<
�000

������������<�����

������!��..
0���!�����0����������
0��#��3

������	��!#!�������

6

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



����������	
���
��
���������������
�������������������������������

���
�����������
���������

�����
�������� 
����!
"��������
����#
����� 

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��
��
��

��

��

�� ��

����
��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��
��
��

��

��

�
���

���
��

�

	

���

�

��#

���

$�!�%����&�

'� ���&�

���������

���	
���

�������

�����������

������
������

�����������	
��

��
���

��
���
���

�
���
���

��

����	��������

�����������

���
����

����
����

(���� �)*)

�� �+,-

�
��
����

�.�
 

/0�11*

/0�+1
*

��
��

�
��&

�

$���
���.� 

��
 �)

-

&�!������.� 

��
 �)

- ���2����

$�!����&�

�� �13�������������#���

�$*1
�$)3

�$*�

�$)+

�$),

�$)�

�"+)

�"*4

$&*,

$&*5

$&)+
$&*-

$&*) �"+*
�"*+

�")�

�")4

�")1

�")5

	�*+

	�*3

	�*�
�")3

$&),

$&*+
$&*1%

$&*1�$&*�

$&)*

�")-	�*,

	�*)

	�*4

	�*5

��*)
��*3

	�)*

* ) + �����

������
6&#�	����/���.���
��

�� 7
�	����8*�0�)�*9
�� ������ �	������8)�)�0�+�*9
�� 	������8+�)�0�,�*9
�� �.��!�� �	������8,�)�0���*9

(�%�����&���
��
�� ���������8,)�0�4*9
�� ��%
��!���84)�0�5*9
�� :��!���85)�0�)+*9 ;����
�����<��$=�;������$=(�'''

�����$�����=���� 
(�%������
��
'
����
��'������
��
'�
���!

��������&�����+**4

#� �����

7

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



����������	
���
��
���������������
������������������������������������������
����������������������������������

 �������!�����"##$

�����������%�����
&����� ��
��
'
����
��'������
��
'�
����

��
����

��

��
��

�� ��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��
��
����

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

����

��

��

�� ��

��

��

��

��

��

��
��

��

��

����

��

������

��

��

����

��

(�
�!
��
��)

���

*
������� �

	�
+�
��
��
��
,+
�

��
���

�
��
��
,+
�

��
��

��
�!�

���-�����!�

'�����!�

��������� �

����
���	
��.�
�� �

!���������!�

/�
���
��!
�

������
��!�

 ����!�

&��*+��0#0

	�
+�
��
��
��
,+
�

��������
� ���

���������������	
���

�������

��������

��������

*+��"1
2

��
��
��

�
��
����

�	�

��
���

�

��
���

��
��
��
���



��������,+�

��/�����!�

��������
� ���

�&#1

�&#3

�&#$

�&#�

�&#4

�&#0

�&#2

�&#5 ��0#

��#1

��0$

��#"

��00

��#0

�&01

��#�
��05

��04

��02��#$

�&#$

�&#0

�(#�

�&0$�
�&0$�

�&0$�

�&"0
�&0"

�&00

�&"#

�&0#

�&05

�&02
�&0�

�&03

��#5

�&#3

�&#1

�!#0

�6"�

	.#2

	.#4

�!#"

�!#1

�!00

�!#$

�!#�

�6#0

/�#1

/�#3 /�#"

�!#3

# 0 " /����

/�7
�����������
�����
���
���������

���������������������
���������������������

(����
�����8���%�(�������%& '''

&����� �!���
��
�� /��������910�:�$#;
�� ���
-�����9$0�:�5#;
�� <-�����950�:�0"#;

=!)�	����>���,���
��

�� ?
�	����9#�:�0�#;
�� ��������	������90�0�:�"�#;
�� 	������9"�0�:�1�#;
�� �,�������	������91�0�:�3�#;

��
���

6��������
����)
�����������
��*���+��
����� )�������

?

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



�����������	
���
�����	������
����������������

���������������������	
�����������

����������	�����������
�������	�������������
 ��

������
!���	������������������

������

" # $ ����	

������������%�����
&�����'���((
��������������������
�������

'��	�������	��$"")
*����������	+���%�*�������%&'���

�������),�-���������(�.��	
�/��������	�����
���������	����������	0�����������0������0����������������0�
��������������	�����������������	
��	,

��

��

��

��
��

����

��

��
��

��
����

��

��

��

��
��

��
��

��

����

��
��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

����
��

��

����

��
����

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

��

����

������(�����'�

/����
������

�'�

�������

&��� ��#"#

���
��	
��


��
����

��	
���

��
��
��
	�
��
	�
��

��
		�
���

	��
�

��
��
���

	��
�

���������	���

��	���������	���

�

��
���
��
��
��

� �
�$12

/�/������

���
���
��
���
�

����
����/3 �

-�
	��

���
	��



/���������'���

� ��45

�����������

������	�����'�

�����	����������

���������

������	��

	��

���������	��

�������

�������������
��������

������	��

��##�

�-"#

�-"$

-�"4

-�"1

-�#"

-�"#

�*#2

��##�

-�"$

-�#$
-�"6

�-")

�-"5
-�"5

�&"$�&"5

�-"1

��#)

��##�

��#$

��"6

��#5

��#"

��"4

��"5

��"2

��#2

��#6
��#4

��##� ��#7
��#1��"#

��"$
��"1

��$"

�*#6

��")

�-"7

8���-������9���3������

�� :��-������;"�<�#,"=
�� ����
����-��������;#,#�<�$,"=
�� -��������;$,#�<�1,"=
�� /3��������-��������;1,#�<�7,"=

&�����'.�������
�� ���������;1#�<�)"=
�� ����>������;)#�<�6"=
�� ?>������;6#�<�#$"=

:

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



Multiple files are bound together in this PDF Package.

Adobe recommends using Adobe Reader or Adobe Acrobat version 8 or later to work with 
documents contained within a PDF Package. By updating to the latest version, you’ll enjoy 
the following benefits:  

•  Efficient, integrated PDF viewing 

•  Easy printing 

•  Quick searches 

Don’t have the latest version of Adobe Reader?  

Click here to download the latest version of Adobe Reader

If you already have Adobe Reader 8, 
click a file in this PDF Package to view it.

http://www.adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep2.html


Multiple files are bound together in this PDF Package.

Adobe recommends using Adobe Reader or Adobe Acrobat version 8 or later to work with 
documents contained within a PDF Package. By updating to the latest version, you’ll enjoy 
the following benefits:  

•  Efficient, integrated PDF viewing 

•  Easy printing 

•  Quick searches 

Don’t have the latest version of Adobe Reader?  

Click here to download the latest version of Adobe Reader

If you already have Adobe Reader 8, 
click a file in this PDF Package to view it.

http://www.adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep2.html


Multiple files are bound together in this PDF Package.

Adobe recommends using Adobe Reader or Adobe Acrobat version 8 or later to work with 
documents contained within a PDF Package. By updating to the latest version, you’ll enjoy 
the following benefits:  

•  Efficient, integrated PDF viewing 

•  Easy printing 

•  Quick searches 

Don’t have the latest version of Adobe Reader?  

Click here to download the latest version of Adobe Reader

If you already have Adobe Reader 8, 
click a file in this PDF Package to view it.

http://www.adobe.com/products/acrobat/readstep2.html


 
 

Attachment  99 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  52 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  53

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  54 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  55 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  56 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  57 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  58 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  59 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  60 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  61 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  62 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  63 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  64 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  65 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  66 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  67 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  68 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  69 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  70 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  71 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  72 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  73 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  74 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  75

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  76 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  77 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  78 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  79 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 
 

Attachment  80 
 

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 
 
 
 
 

  OFFICE OF 
   WATER 
 
 
MEMORANDUM 
 
SUBJECT: Establishing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Wasteload Allocations 

(WLAs) for Storm Water Sources and NPDES Permit Requirements Based on 
Those WLAs 

 
FROM: Robert H. Wayland, III, Director 
  Office of Wetlands, Oceans and Watersheds 
 
  James A. Hanlon, Director   
  Office of Wastewater Management 
 
TO:  Water Division Directors 
  Regions 1 - 10 
 
 This memorandum clarifies existing EPA regulatory requirements for, and provides 
guidance on, establishing wasteload allocations (WLAs) for storm water discharges in total 
maximum daily loads (TMDLs) approved or established by EPA. It also addresses the 
establishment of water quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs) and conditions in National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits based on the WLAs for storm water 
discharges in TMDLs. The key points presented in this memorandum are as follows: 
 

NPDES-regulated storm water discharges must be addressed by the wasteload 
allocation component of a TMDL.  See  40 C.F.R. § 130.2(h). 
  
NPDES-regulated storm water discharges may not be addressed by the load 
allocation (LA) component of a TMDL.  See  40 C.F.R. § 130.2 (g) & (h). 
 
Storm water discharges from sources that are not currently subject to NPDES 
regulation may be addressed by the load allocation component of a TMDL.  See 
40 C.F.R. § 130.2(g). 
 
It may be reasonable to express allocations for NPDES-regulated storm water 
discharges from multiple point sources as a single categorical wasteload allocation 
when data and information are insufficient to assign each source or outfall 
individual WLAs.  See  40 C.F.R. § 130.2(i). In cases where wasteload allocations  
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are developed for categories of discharges, these categories should be defined as 
narrowly as available information allows. 
 
The WLAs and LAs are to be expressed in numeric form in the TMDL.  See 40 
C.F.R. § 130.2(h) & (i).  EPA expects TMDL authorities to make separate 
allocations to NPDES- regulated storm water discharges (in the form of WLAs) 
and unregulated storm water (in the form of LAs).  EPA recognizes that these 
allocations might be fairly rudimentary because of data limitations and variability 
in the system. 
 
NPDES permit conditions must be consistent with the assumptions and 
requirements of available WLAs.  See 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B). 
 
WQBELs for NPDES-regulated storm water discharges that implement WLAs in 
TMDLs may be expressed in the form of best management practices (BMPs) 
under specified circumstances.  See 33 U.S.C. §1342(p)(3)(B)(iii); 40 C.F.R. 
§122.44(k)(2)&(3).  If BMPs alone adequately implement the WLAs, then 
additional controls are not necessary.  
 
EPA expects that most WQBELs for NPDES-regulated municipal and small 
construction storm water discharges will be in the form of BMPs, and that 
numeric limits will be used only in rare instances. 
 
When a non-numeric water quality-based effluent limit is imposed, the permit’s 
administrative record, including the fact sheet when one is required, needs to 
support that the BMPs are expected to be sufficient to implement the WLA in the 
TMDL.  See 40 C.F.R. §§ 124.8, 124.9 & 124.18. 
 
The NPDES permit must also specify the monitoring necessary to determine 
compliance with effluent limitations.   See 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(i).  Where effluent 
limits are specified as BMPs, the permit should also specify the monitoring 
necessary to assess if the expected load reductions attributed to BMP 
implementation are achieved (e.g., BMP performance data). 
 
The permit should also provide a mechanism to make adjustments to the required 
BMPs as necessary to ensure their adequate performance.  

 
 This memorandum is organized as follows: 
 

(I). Regulatory basis for including NPDES-regulated storm water discharges in 
WLAs in TMDLs; 

 
(II). Options for addressing storm water in TMDLs; and 
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(III). Determining effluent limits in NPDES permits for storm water discharges 
consistent with the WLA 

 
(I). Regulatory Basis for Including NPDES-regulated Storm Water Discharges in WLAs 
in TMDLs 
 
 As part of the 1987 amendments to the CWA, Congress added Section 402(p) to the Act 
to cover discharges composed entirely of storm water.  Section 402(p)(2) of the Act requires 
permit coverage for discharges associated with industrial activity and discharges from large and 
medium municipal separate storm sewer systems (MS4), i.e., systems serving a population over 
250,000 or systems serving a population between 100,000 and 250,000, respectively.  These 
discharges are referred to as Phase I MS4 discharges.  
 
 In addition, the Administrator was directed to study and issue regulations that designate 
additional storm water discharges, other than those regulated under Phase I, to be regulated in 
order to protect water quality.  EPA issued regulations on December 8, 1999 (64 FR 68722), 
expanding the NPDES storm water program to include discharges from smaller MS4s (including 
all systems within “urbanized areas” and other systems serving populations less than 100,000) 
and storm water discharges from construction sites that disturb one to five acres, with 
opportunities for area-specific exclusions.  This program expansion is referred to as Phase II.  
 
 Section 402(p) also specifies the levels of control to be incorporated into NPDES storm 
water permits depending on the source (industrial versus municipal storm water).  Permits for 
storm water discharges associated with industrial activity are to require compliance with all 
applicable provisions of Sections 301 and 402 of the CWA, i.e., all technology-based and water 
quality-based requirements.  See 33 U.S.C. §1342(p)(3)(A).  Permits for discharges from MS4s, 
however, “shall require controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent 
practicable ... and such other provisions as the Administrator or the State determines appropriate 
for the control of such pollutants.”  See 33 U.S.C. §1342(p)(3)(B)(iii). 
 
 Storm water discharges that are regulated under Phase I or Phase II of the NPDES storm 
water program are point sources that must be included in the WLA portion of a TMDL.  See 40 
C.F.R. § 130.2(h).  Storm water discharges that are not currently subject to Phase I or Phase II of 
the NPDES storm water program are not required to obtain NPDES permits. 33 U.S.C. 
§1342(p)(1) & (p)(6).  Therefore, for regulatory purposes, they are analogous to nonpoint 
sources and may be included in the LA portion of a TMDL.  See 40 C.F.R. § 130.2(g).  
 
(II). Options for Addressing Storm Water in TMDLs 
 
 Decisions about allocations of pollutant loads within a TMDL are driven by the quantity 
and quality of existing and readily available water quality data.  The amount of storm water data 
available for a TMDL varies from location to location.  Nevertheless, EPA expects TMDL 
authorities will make separate aggregate allocations to NPDES-regulated storm water discharges 

 3

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



(in the form of WLAs) and unregulated storm water (in the form of LAs).  It may be reasonable 
to quantify the allocations through estimates or extrapolations, based either on knowledge of land 
use patterns and associated literature values for pollutant loadings or on actual, albeit limited, 
loading information.  EPA recognizes that these allocations might be fairly rudimentary because 
of data limitations.   
 
 EPA also recognizes that the available data and information usually are not detailed 
enough to determine waste load allocations for NPDES-regulated storm water discharges on an 
outfall-specific basis.  In this situation,  EPA recommends expressing the wasteload allocation in 
the TMDL as either a single number for all NPDES-regulated storm water discharges, or when 
information allows, as different WLAs for different identifiable categories, e.g., municipal storm 
water as distinguished from storm water discharges from construction sites or municipal storm 
water discharges from City A as distinguished from City B.  These categories should be defined 
as narrowly as available information allows (e.g., for municipalities, separate WLAs for each 
municipality and for industrial sources, separate WLAs for different types of industrial storm 
water sources or dischargers). 
 
(III). Determining Effluent Limits in NPDES Permits for Storm Water Discharges 
Consistent with the WLA 
 
 Where a TMDL has been approved, NPDES permits must contain effluent limits and 
conditions consistent with the requirements and assumptions of the wasteload allocations in the 
TMDL.  See 40 CFR § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B).  Effluent limitations to control the discharge of 
pollutants generally are expressed in numerical form.  However, in light of 33 U.S.C. 
§1342(p)(3)(B)(iii), EPA recommends that for NPDES-regulated municipal and small 
construction storm water discharges effluent limits should be expressed as best management 
practices (BMPs) or other similar requirements, rather than as numeric effluent limits.  See  
Interim Permitting Approach for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations in Storm Water 
Permits,  61 FR 43761 (Aug. 26, 1996).  The Interim Permitting Approach Policy recognizes the 
need for an iterative approach to control pollutants in storm water discharges.  Specifically, the 
policy anticipates that a suite of BMPs will be used in the initial rounds of permits and that these 
BMPs will be tailored in subsequent rounds. 
 
 EPA’s policy recognizes that because storm water discharges are due to storm events that 
are highly variable in frequency and duration and are not easily characterized, only in rare cases 
will it be feasible or appropriate to establish numeric limits for municipal and small construction 
storm water discharges.  The variability in the system and minimal data generally available make 
it difficult to determine with precision or certainty actual and projected loadings for individual 
dischargers or groups of dischargers.  Therefore, EPA believes that in these situations, permit 
limits typically can be expressed as BMPs, and that numeric limits will be used only in rare 
instances. 

 4

Received
May 17, 2011
Commission on
State Mandates



 Under certain circumstances, BMPs are an appropriate form of effluent limits to control 
pollutants in storm water.  See 40 CFR § 122.44(k)(2) & (3).  If it is determined that a BMP 
approach (including an iterative BMP approach) is appropriate to meet the storm water 
component of the TMDL, EPA recommends that the TMDL reflect this. 
 
  EPA expects that the NPDES permitting authority will review the information provided 
by the TMDL, see 40 C.F.R. § 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B), and determine whether the effluent limit is 
appropriately expressed using a BMP approach (including an iterative BMP approach) or a 
numeric limit.  Where BMPs are used, EPA recommends that the permit provide a mechanism to 
require use of expanded or better-tailored BMPs when monitoring demonstrates they are 
necessary to implement the WLA and protect water quality.   
 
 Where the NPDES permitting authority allows for a choice of BMPs, a discussion of the 
BMP selection and assumptions needs to be included in the permit’s administrative record, 
including the fact sheet when one is required.  40 C.F.R.§§ 124.8, 124.9 & 124.18.  For general 
permits, this may be included in the storm water pollution prevention plan required by the 
permit.  See 40 C.F.R. § 122.28.  Permitting authorities may require the permittee to provide 
supporting information, such as how the permittee designed its management plan to address the 
WLA(s).  See 40 C.F.R. § 122.28.  The NPDES permit must require the monitoring necessary to 
assure compliance with permit limitations, although the permitting authority has the discretion 
under EPA’s regulations to decide the frequency of such monitoring.  See 40 CFR § 122.44(i).  
EPA recommends that such permits require collecting data on the actual performance of the 
BMPs.  These additional data may provide a basis for revised management measures.  The 
monitoring data are likely to have other uses as well.  For example, the monitoring data might 
indicate if it is necessary to adjust the BMPs.  Any monitoring for storm water required as part of 
the permit should be consistent with the state’s overall assessment and monitoring strategy.   
 
 The policy outlined in this memorandum affirms the appropriateness of an iterative, 
adaptive management BMP approach, whereby permits include effluent limits (e.g., a 
combination of structural and non-structural BMPs) that address storm water discharges, 
implement mechanisms to evaluate the performance of such controls, and make adjustments (i.e., 
more stringent controls or specific BMPs) as necessary to protect water quality.  This approach is 
further supported by the recent report from the National Research Council (NRC), Assessing the 
TMDL Approach to Water Quality Management (National Academy Press, 2001).  The NRC 
report recommends an approach that includes “adaptive implementation,” i.e., “a cyclical process 
in which TMDL plans are periodically assessed for their achievement of water quality standards”  
. . . and adjustments made as necessary.  NRC Report at ES-5.  
 
 This memorandum discusses existing requirements of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and 
codified in the TMDL and NPDES implementing regulations.  Those CWA provisions and 
regulations contain legally binding requirements.  This document describes these requirements; it 
does not substitute for those provisions or regulations.  The recommendations in this 
memorandum are not binding; indeed, there may be other approaches that would be appropriate 
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 in particular situations.  When EPA makes a TMDL or permitting decision, it will make each 
decision on a case-by-case basis and will be guided by the applicable requirements of the CWA 
and implementing regulations, taking into account comments and information presented at that 
time by interested persons regarding the appropriateness of applying these recommendations to 
the particular situation.  EPA may change this guidance in the future. 
 
 If you have any questions please feel free to contact us or Linda Boornazian, Director of 
the Water Permits Division or Charles Sutfin, Director of the Assessment and Watershed 
Protection Division. 
 
cc: 
Water Quality Branch Chiefs 
Regions 1 - 10 
 
Permit Branch Chiefs 
Regions 1 - 10 
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	I. FINDINGS
	A. General Findings
	1. The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) prohibits certain discharges of storm water containing pollutants except in compliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (Title 33 United States Code (U.S.C.) §§ 1311 and 1342(p); also referred to as Clean Water Act (CWA) §§ 301 and 402(p)).  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) promulgates federal regulations to implement the CWA’s mandate to control pollutants in storm water runoff discharges.  (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations (C.F.R.) Parts 122, 123, and 124).  The federal statutes and regulations require discharges to surface waters comprised of storm water associated with construction activity, including demolition, clearing, grading, and excavation, and other land disturbance activities (except operations that result in disturbance of less than one acre of total land area and which are not part of a larger common plan of development or sale), to obtain coverage under an NPDES permit.  The NPDES permit must require implementation of Best Available Technology Economically Achievable (BAT) and Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology (BCT) to reduce or eliminate pollutants in storm water runoff.  The NPDES permit must also include additional requirements necessary to implement applicable water quality standards. 
	2. This General Permit authorizes discharges of storm water associated with construction activity so long as the dischargers comply with all requirements, provisions, limitations and prohibitions in the permit.  In addition, this General Permit regulates the discharges of storm water associated with construction activities from all Linear Underground/Overhead Projects resulting in the disturbance of greater than or equal to one acre (Attachment A).
	3. This General Permit regulates discharges of pollutants in storm water associated with construction activity (storm water discharges) to waters of the United States from construction sites that disturb one or more acres of land surface, or that are part of a common plan of development or sale that disturbs more than one acre of land surface.  
	4. This General Permit does not preempt or supersede the authority of local storm water management agencies to prohibit, restrict, or control storm water discharges to municipal separate storm sewer systems or other watercourses within their jurisdictions.
	5. This action to adopt a general NPDES permit is exempt from the provisions of Chapter 3 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Section 21100, et seq.), pursuant to Section 13389 of the California Water Code.
	6. Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 131.12 and State Water Board Resolution No. 6816, which incorporates the requirements of § 131.12 where applicable, the State Water Board finds that discharges in compliance with this General Permit will not result in the lowering of water quality standards, and are therefore consistent with those provisions. Compliance with this General Permit will result in improvements in water quality.
	7. This General Permit serves as an NPDES permit in compliance with CWA § 402 and will take effect on July 1, 2010 by the State Water Board provided the Regional Administrator of the U.S. EPA has no objection.  If the U.S. EPA Regional Administrator objects to its issuance, the General Permit will not become effective until such objection is withdrawn.
	8. Following adoption and upon the effective date of this General Permit, the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Water Boards) shall enforce the provisions herein.
	9. Regional Water Boards establish water quality standards in Basin Plans.  The State Water Board establishes water quality standards in various statewide plans, including the California Ocean Plan.  U.S. EPA establishes water quality standards in the National Toxic Rule (NTR) and the California Toxic Rule (CTR).  
	10. This General Permit does not authorize discharges of fill or dredged material regulated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under CWA § 404 and does not constitute a waiver of water quality certification under CWA § 401.
	11. The primary storm water pollutant at construction sites is excess sediment.  Excess sediment can cloud the water, which reduces the amount of sunlight reaching aquatic plants, clog fish gills, smother aquatic habitat and spawning areas, and impede navigation in our waterways.  Sediment also transports other pollutants such as nutrients, metals, and oils and greases.  
	12. Construction activities can impact a construction site’s runoff sediment supply and transport characteristics.  These modifications, which can occur both during and after the construction phase, are a significant cause of degradation of the beneficial uses established for water bodies in California.  Dischargers can avoid these effects through better construction site design and activity practices.
	13. This General Permit recognizes four distinct phases of construction activities.  The phases are Grading and Land Development Phase, Streets and Utilities Phase, Vertical Construction Phase, and Final Landscaping and Site Stabilization Phase.  Each phase has activities that can result in different water quality effects from different water quality pollutants.  This General Permit also recognizes inactive construction as a category of construction site type.
	14. Compliance with any specific limits or requirements contained in this General Permit does not constitute compliance with any other applicable requirements.
	15. Following public notice in accordance with State and Federal laws and regulations, the State Water Board heard and considered all comments and testimony in a public hearing on 06/03/2009.  The State Water Board has prepared written responses to all significant comments.
	16. Construction activities obtaining coverage under the General Permit may have multiple discharges subject to requirements that are specific to general, linear, and/or active treatment system discharge types.
	17. The State Water Board may reopen the permit if the U.S. EPA adopts a final effluent limitation guideline for construction activities.
	B. Activities Covered Under the General Permit
	18. Any construction or demolition activity, including, but not limited to, clearing, grading, grubbing, or excavation, or any other activity that results in a land disturbance of equal to or greater than one acre.
	19. Construction activity that results in land surface disturbances of less than one acre if the construction activity is part of a larger common plan of development or the sale of one or more acres of disturbed land surface.
	20. Construction activity related to residential, commercial, or industrial development on lands currently used for agriculture including, but not limited to, the construction of buildings related to agriculture that are considered industrial pursuant to U.S. EPA regulations, such as dairy barns or food processing facilities.
	21. Construction activity associated with Linear Underground/Overhead Utility Projects (LUPs) including, but not limited to, those activities necessary for the installation of underground and overhead linear facilities (e.g., conduits, substructures, pipelines, towers, poles, cables, wires, connectors, switching, regulating and transforming equipment and associated ancillary facilities) and include, but are not limited to, underground utility mark-out, potholing, concrete and asphalt cutting and removal, trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, access road and pole/tower pad and cable/wire pull station, substation construction, substructure installation, construction of tower footings and/or foundations, pole and tower installations, pipeline installations, welding, concrete and/or pavement repair or replacement, and stockpile/borrow locations.
	22. Discharges of sediment from construction activities associated with oil and gas exploration, production, processing, or treatment operations or transmission facilities.
	23. Storm water discharges from dredge spoil placement that occur outside of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdiction (upland sites) and that disturb one or more acres of land surface from construction activity are covered by this General Permit.  Construction sites that intend to disturb one or more acres of land within the jurisdictional boundaries of a CWA § 404 permit should contact the appropriate Regional Water Board to determine whether this permit applies to the site.
	C. Activities Not Covered Under the General Permit
	24. Routine maintenance to maintain original line and grade, hydraulic capacity, or original purpose of the facility. 
	25. Disturbances to land surfaces solely related to agricultural operations such as disking, harrowing, terracing and leveling, and soil preparation. 
	26. Discharges of storm water from areas on tribal lands; construction on tribal lands is regulated by a federal permit.
	27. Construction activity and land disturbance involving discharges of storm water within the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit.  The Lahontan Regional Water Board has adopted its own permit to regulate storm water discharges from construction activity in the Lake Tahoe Hydrologic Unit (Regional Water Board 6SLT).  Owners of construction sites in this watershed must apply for the Lahontan Regional Water Board permit rather than the statewide Construction General Permit.  
	28. Construction activity that disturbs less than one acre of land surface, and that is not part of a larger common plan of development or the sale of one or more acres of disturbed land surface. 
	29. Construction activity covered by an individual NPDES Permit for storm water discharges. 
	30. Discharges from small (1 to 5 acre) construction activities with an approved Rainfall Erosivity Waiver authorized by U.S. EPA Phase II regulations certifying to the State Board that small construction activity will occur only when the Rainfall Erosivity Factor is less than 5 (“R” in the Revised Universal Soil Loss Equation).
	31. Landfill construction activity that is subject to the Industrial General Permit.
	32. Construction activity that discharges to Combined Sewer Systems.
	33. Conveyances that discharge storm water runoff combined with municipal sewage.
	34. Discharges of storm water identified in CWA § 402(l)(2), 33 U.S.C. § 1342(l)(2).
	35. Discharges occurring in basins that are not tributary or hydrologically connected to waters of the United States (for more information contact your Regional Water Board).
	D. Obtaining and Modifying General Permit Coverage
	36. This General Permit requires all dischargers to electronically file all Permit Registration Documents (PRDs), Notices of Termination (NOT), changes of information, annual reporting, and other compliance documents required by this General Permit through the State Water Board’s Storm water Multi-Application and Report Tracking System (SMARTS) website.
	37. Any information provided to the Regional Water Board shall comply with the Homeland Security Act and any other federal law that concerns security in the United States; any information that does not comply should not be submitted.
	38. This General Permit grants an exception from the Risk Determination requirements for existing sites covered under Water Quality Orders No. 99-08-DWQ, and No. 2003-0007-DWQ.  For certain sites, adding additional requirements may not be cost effective.  Construction sites covered under Water Quality Order No. 99-08-DWQ shall obtain permit coverage at the Risk Level 1.  LUPs covered under Water Quality Order No. 2003-0007-DWQ shall obtain permit coverage as a Type 1 LUP.  The Regional Water Boards have the authority to require Risk Determination to be performed on sites currently covered under Water Quality Orders No. 99-08-DWQ and No. 2003-0007-DWQ where they deem it necessary.  The State Water Board finds that there are two circumstances when it may be appropriate for the Regional Water Boards to require a discharger that had filed an NOI under State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ to recalculate the site’s risk level.  These circumstances are: (1) when the discharger has a demonstrated history of noncompliance with State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ or; (2) when the discharger’s site poses a significant risk of causing or contributing to an exceedance of a water quality standard without the implementation of the additional Risk Level 2 or 3 requirements.
	E. Prohibitions
	39. All discharges are prohibited except for the storm water and non-storm water discharges specifically authorized by this General Permit or another NPDES permit. Non-storm water discharges include a wide variety of sources, including improper dumping, spills, or leakage from storage tanks or transfer areas.  Non-storm water discharges may contribute significant pollutant loads to receiving waters.  Measures to control spills, leakage, and dumping, and to prevent illicit connections during construction must be addressed through structural as well as non-structural Best Management Practices (BMPs).  The State Water Board recognizes, however, that certain non-storm water discharges may be necessary for the completion of construction.  
	40.  This General Permit prohibits all discharges which contain a hazardous substance in excess of reportable quantities established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate NPDES Permit has been issued to regulate those discharges.  
	41. This General Permit incorporates discharge prohibitions contained in water quality control plans, as implemented by the State Water Board and the nine Regional Water Boards.  
	42. Pursuant to the Ocean Plan, discharges to Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) are prohibited unless covered by an exception that the State Water Board has approved.
	43. This General Permit prohibits the discharge of any debris from construction sites.  Plastic and other trash materials can cause negative impacts to receiving water beneficial uses.  The State Water Board encourages the use of more environmentally safe, biodegradable materials on construction sites to minimize the potential risk to water quality.
	F. Training
	44. In order to improve compliance with and to maintain consistent enforcement of this General Permit, all dischargers are required to appoint two positions - the Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD) and the Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) - who must obtain appropriate training.  Together with the key stakeholders, the State and Regional Water Boards are leading the development of this curriculum through a collaborative organization called The Construction General Permit (CGP) Training Team.  
	45. The Professional Engineers Act (Bus. & Prof. Code section 6700, et seq.) requires that all engineering work must be performed by a California licensed engineer.
	G. Determining and Reducing Risk
	46. The risk of accelerated erosion and sedimentation from wind and water depends on a number of factors, including proximity to receiving water bodies, climate, topography, and soil type.  
	47. This General Permit requires dischargers to assess the risk level of a site based on both sediment transport and receiving water risk.  This General Permit contains requirements for Risk Levels 1, 2 and 3, and LUP Risk Type 1, 2, and 3 (Attachment A). Risk levels are established by determining two factors:  first, calculating the site's sediment risk; and second, receiving water risk during periods of soil exposure (i.e. grading and site stabilization).  Both factors are used to determine the site-specific Risk Level(s).  LUPs can be determined to be Type 1 based on the flowchart in Attachment A.1.
	48. Although this General Permit does not mandate specific setback distances, dischargers are encouraged to set back their construction activities from streams and wetlands whenever feasible to reduce the risk of impacting water quality (e.g., natural stream stability and habitat function).  Because there is a reduced risk to receiving waters when setbacks are used, this General Permit gives credit to setbacks in the risk determination and post-construction storm water performance standards.  The risk calculation and runoff reduction mechanisms in this General Permit are expected to facilitate compliance with any Regional Water Board and local agency setback requirements, and to encourage voluntary setbacks wherever practicable.
	49. Rain events can occur at any time of the year in California.  Therefore, a Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) is necessary for Risk Level 2 and 3 traditional construction projects (LUPs exempt) to ensure that active construction sites have adequate erosion and sediment controls implemented prior to the onset of a storm event, even if construction is planned only during the dry season.   
	50. Soil particles smaller than 0.02 millimeters (mm) (i.e., finer than medium silt) do not settle easily using conventional measures for sediment control (i.e., sediment basins).  Given their long settling time, dislodging these soils results in a significant risk that fine particles will be released into surface waters and cause unacceptable downstream impacts.  If operated correctly, an Active Treatment System (ATS) can prevent or reduce the release of fine particles from construction sites.  Use of an ATS can effectively reduce a site's risk of impacting receiving waters.
	51. Dischargers located in a watershed area where a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) has been adopted or approved by the Regional Water Board or U.S. EPA may be required by a separate Regional Water Board action to implement additional BMPs, conduct additional monitoring activities, and/or comply with an applicable waste load allocation and implementation schedule.  Such dischargers may also be required to obtain an individual Regional Water Board permit specific to the area. 
	H. Effluent Standards
	52. The State Water Board convened a blue ribbon panel of storm water experts that submitted a report entitled, “The Feasibility of Numeric Effluent Limits Applicable to Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Municipal, Industrial and Construction Activities,” dated 
	June 19, 2006.  The panel concluded that numeric limits or action levels are technically feasible to control construction storm water discharges, provided that certain conditions are considered.  The panel also concluded that numeric effluent limitations (NELs) are feasible for discharges from construction sites that utilize an ATS.  The State Water Board has incorporated the expert panel’s suggestions into this General Permit, which includes both numeric action levels (NALs) and NELs for pH and turbidity, and special numeric limits for ATS discharges.  
	53. Discharges of storm water from construction activities may become contaminated from alkaline construction materials resulting in high pH (greater than pH 7).  Alkaline construction materials include, but are not limited to, hydrated lime, concrete, mortar, cement kiln dust (CKD), Portland cement treated base (CTB), fly ash, recycled concrete, and masonry work.  This General Permit includes an NEL for pH (6.0-9.0) that applies only at sites that exhibit a "high risk of high pH discharge."  A "high risk of high pH discharge" can occur during the complete utilities phase, the complete vertical build phase, and any portion of any phase where significant amounts of materials are placed directly on the land at the site in a manner that could result in significant alterations to the background pH of any discharges.  
	54. For Risk Level 3 discharges, this General Permit establishes technology-based, numeric effluent limitations (NELs) for turbidity of 500 NTU. Exceedances of the turbidity NEL constitutes a violation of this General Permit.
	55. This General Permit establishes a 5 year, 24 hour (expressed in inches of rainfall) Compliance Storm Event exemption from the technology-based NELs for Risk Level 3 dischargers.  
	56. This General Permit sets a pH NAL of 6.5 to 8.5, and a turbidity NAL of 250 NTU.  The purpose of the NAL and its associated monitoring requirement is to provide operational information regarding the performance of the measures used at the site to minimize the discharge of pollutants and to protect beneficial uses and receiving waters from the adverse effects of construction-related storm water discharges.  The NALs in this General Permit for pH and turbidity are not directly enforceable and do not constitute NELs.  
	57. This General Permit requires dischargers with NAL exceedances to immediately implement additional BMPs and revise their Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) accordingly to either prevent pollutants and authorized non-storm water discharges from contaminating storm water, or to substantially reduce the pollutants to levels consistently below the NALs.  NAL exceedances are reported in the State Water Boards SMARTS system, and the discharger is required to provide an NAL Exceedance Report when requested by a Regional Water Board.
	58. If run-on is caused by a forest fire or any other natural disaster, then NELs do not apply.
	59. Exceedances of the NELs are a violation of this Permit.  This General Permit requires dischargers with NEL exceedances to implement additional monitoring, BMPs, and revise their SWPPPs accordingly.   Dischargers are required to notify the State and Regional Water Boards of the violation through the State Water Boards SMARTs system, and provide an NEL Violation Report sharing additional information concerning the NEL exceedance.  
	I. Receiving Water Limitations
	60. This General Permit requires all enrolled dischargers to determine the receiving waters potentially affected by their discharges and to comply with all applicable water quality standards, including any more stringent standards applicable to a water body. 
	J. Sampling, Monitoring, Reporting and Record Keeping
	61. Visual monitoring of storm water and non-storm water discharges is required for all sites subject to this General Permit.
	62.  Records of all visual monitoring inspections are required to remain on-site during the construction period and for a minimum of three years. 
	63. For all Risk Level 3 and Risk Level 2 sites, this General Permit requires effluent monitoring for pH and turbidity.  Sampling, analysis and monitoring requirements for effluent monitoring for pH and turbidity are contained in this General Permit.
	64. Risk Level 3 sites in violation of the Numeric Effluent Limitations contained in this General Permit and with direct discharges to receiving water are required to conduct receiving water monitoring.
	65. For Risk Level 3 sites larger than 30 acres and with direct discharges to receiving waters, this General Permit requires bioassessment sampling before and after site completion to determine if significant degradation to the receiving water’s biota has occurred. Bioassessment sampling guidelines are contained in this General Permit.
	66. A summary and evaluation of the sampling and analysis results will be submitted in the Annual Reports.  
	67. This General Permit contains sampling, analysis and monitoring requirements for non-visible pollutants at all sites subject to this General Permit.
	68. Compliance with the General Permit relies upon dischargers to electronically self-report any discharge violations and to comply with any Regional Water Board enforcement actions.  
	69. This General Permit requires that all dischargers maintain a paper or electronic copy of all required records for three years from the date generated or date submitted, whichever is last.  These records must be available at the construction site until construction is completed.  For LUPs, these documents may be retained in a crew member’s vehicle and made available upon request.
	K. Active Treatment System (ATS) Requirements
	70. Active treatment systems add chemicals to facilitate flocculation, coagulation and filtration of suspended sediment particles. The uncontrolled release of these chemicals to the environment can negatively affect the beneficial uses of receiving waters and/or degrade water quality (e.g., acute and chronic toxicity).  Additionally, the batch storage and treatment of storm water through an ATS' can potentially cause physical impacts on receiving waters if storage volume is inadequate or due to sudden releases of the ATS batches and improperly designed outfalls.  
	71. If designed, operated and maintained properly an ATS can achieve very high removal rates of suspended sediment (measured as turbidity), albeit at sometimes significantly higher costs than traditional erosion/sediment control practices.  As a result, this General Permit establishes NELs consistent with the expected level of typical ATS performance.
	72. This General Permit requires discharges of storm water associated with construction activity that undergo active treatment to comply with special operational and effluent limitations to ensure that these discharges do not adversely affect the beneficial uses of the receiving waters or cause degradation of their water quality.  
	73. For ATS discharges, this General Permit establishes technology-based NELs for turbidity. 
	74. This General Permit establishes a 10 year, 24 hour (expressed in inches of rainfall) Compliance Storm Event exemption from the technology-based numeric effluent limitations for ATS discharges. Exceedances of the ATS turbidity NEL constitutes a violation of this General Permit. 
	L. Post-Construction Requirements
	75. This General Permit includes performance standards for post-construction that are consistent with State Water Board Resolution No. 2005-0006, "Resolution Adopting the Concept of Sustainability as a Core Value for State Water Board Programs and Directing Its Incorporation," and 2008-0030, “Requiring Sustainable Water Resources Management.“  The requirement for all construction sites to match pre-project hydrology will help ensure that the physical and biological integrity of aquatic ecosystems are sustained.  This “runoff reduction” approach is analogous in principle to Low Impact Development (LID) and will serve to protect related watersheds and waterbodies from both hydrologic-based and pollution impacts associated with the post-construction landscape.
	76. LUP projects are not subject to post-construction requirements due to the nature of their construction to return project sites to pre-construction conditions.
	M. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan Requirements
	77. This General Permit requires the development of a site-specific SWPPP.  The SWPPP must include the information needed to demonstrate compliance with all requirements of this General Permit, and must be kept on the construction site and be available for review.  The discharger shall ensure that a QSD develops the SWPPP. 
	78. To ensure proper site oversight, this General Permit requires a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner to oversee implementation of the BMPs required to comply with this General Permit.
	N. Regional Water Board Authorities
	79. Regional Water Boards are responsible for implementation and enforcement of this General Permit.  A general approach to permitting is not always suitable for every construction site and environmental circumstances.  Therefore, this General Permit recognizes that Regional Water Boards must have some flexibility and authority to alter, approve, exempt, or rescind permit authority granted under this General Permit in order to protect the beneficial uses of our receiving waters and prevent degradation of water quality.
	II. CONDITIONS FOR PERMIT COVERAGE
	A. Linear Underground/Overhead Projects (LUPs)
	1. Linear Underground/Overhead Projects (LUPs) include, but are not limited to, any conveyance, pipe, or pipeline for the transportation of any gaseous, liquid (including water and wastewater for domestic municipal services), liquescent, or slurry substance; any cable line or wire for the transmission of electrical energy; any cable line or wire for communications (e.g. telephone, telegraph, radio or television messages); and associated ancillary facilities.  Construction activities associated with LUPs include, but are not limited to, (a) those activities necessary for the installation of underground and overhead linear facilities (e.g., conduits, substructures, pipelines, towers, poles, cables, wires, connectors, switching, regulating and transforming equipment, and associated ancillary facilities); and include, but are not limited to, (b) underground utility mark-out, potholing, concrete and asphalt cutting and removal, trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, access road and pole/tower pad and cable/wire pull station, substation construction, substructure installation, construction of tower footings and/or foundations, pole and tower installations, pipeline installations, welding, concrete and/ or pavement repair or replacement, and stockpile/borrow locations.
	2. The Legally Responsible Person is responsible for obtaining coverage under the General Permit where the construction of pipelines, utility lines, fiber-optic cables, or other linear underground/overhead projects will occur across several properties unless the LUP construction activities are covered under another construction storm water permit.
	3. Only LUPs shall comply with the conditions and requirements in Attachment A, A.1 & A.2 of this Order.  The balance of this Order is not applicable to LUPs except as indicated in Attachment A.   
	B. Obtaining Permit Coverage Traditional Construction Sites
	1. The Legally Responsible Person (LRP) (see Special Provisions, Electronic Signature and Certification Requirements, Section IV.I.1) must obtain coverage under this General Permit.
	2. To obtain coverage, the LRP must electronically file Permit Registration Documents (PRDs) prior to the commencement of construction activity.  Failure to obtain coverage under this General Permit for storm water discharges to waters of the United States is a violation of the CWA and the California Water Code.  
	3. PRDs shall consist of:
	a. Notice of Intent (NOI)
	b. Risk Assessment (Section VIII)
	c. Site Map
	d. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (Section XIV)
	e. Annual Fee
	f. Signed Certification Statement
	4. This permit is effective on July 1, 2010.
	a. Dischargers Obtaining Coverage On or After July 1, 2010:  All dischargers requiring coverage on or after July 1, 2010, shall electronically file their PRDs prior to the commencement of construction activities, and mail the appropriate annual fee no later than seven days prior to the commencement of construction activities.  Permit coverage shall not commence until the PRDs and the annual fee are received by the State Water Board, and a WDID number is assigned and sent by SMARTS.
	b. Dischargers Covered Under 99-08-DWQ and 2003-0007-DWQ:  Existing dischargers subject to State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ (existing dischargers) will continue coverage under 99-08-DWQ until July 1, 2010.  After July 1, 2010, all NOIs subject to State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ will be terminated.  Existing dischargers shall electronically file their PRDs no later than July 1, 2010.  If an existing discharger’s site acreage subject to the annual fee has changed, it shall mail a revised annual fee no less than seven days after receiving the revised annual fee notification, or else lose permit coverage.  All existing dischargers shall be exempt from the risk determination requirements in Section VIII of this General Permit until two years after permit adoption.  All existing dischargers are therefore subject to Risk Level 1 requirements regardless of their site’s sediment and receiving water risks.  However, a Regional Board retains the authority to require an existing discharger to comply with the Section VIII risk determination requirements. 
	5. The discharger is only considered covered by this General Permit upon receipt of a Waste Discharger Identification (WDID) number assigned and sent by the State Water Board Storm water Multi-Application and Report Tracking System (SMARTS).  In order to demonstrate compliance with this General Permit, the discharger must obtain a WDID number and must present documentation of a valid WDID upon demand.
	6. During the period this permit is subject to review by the U.S. EPA, the prior permit (State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ) remains in effect.  Existing dischargers under the prior permit will continue to have coverage under State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ until this General Permit takes effect on July 1, 2010.  Dischargers who complete their projects and electronically file an NOT prior to July 1, 2010, are not required to obtain coverage under this General Permit.
	7. Small Construction Rainfall Erosivity Waiver
	8. In the case of a public emergency that requires immediate construction activities, a discharger shall submit a brief description of the emergency construction activity within five days of the onset of construction, and then shall submit all PRDs within thirty days.
	C. Revising Permit Coverage for Change of Acreage or New Ownership
	1. The discharger may reduce or increase the total acreage covered under this General Permit when a portion of the site is complete and/or conditions for termination of coverage have been met (See Section II.D Conditions for Termination of Coverage); when ownership of a portion of the site is sold to a different entity; or when new acreage, subject to this General Permit, is added to the site.
	2. Within 30 days of a reduction or increase in total disturbed acreage, the discharger shall electronically file revisions to the PRDs that include:
	a. A revised NOI indicating the new project size;
	b. A revised site map showing the acreage of the site completed, acreage currently under construction, acreage sold/transferred or added, and acreage currently stabilized in accordance with the Conditions for Termination of Coverage in Section II.D below.
	c. SWPPP revisions, as appropriate; and
	d. Certification that any new landowners have been notified of applicable requirements to obtain General Permit coverage.  The certification shall include the name, address, telephone number, and e-mail address of the new landowner.
	e. If the project acreage has increased, dischargers shall mail payment of revised annual fees within 14 days of receiving the revised annual fee notification.
	3. The discharger shall continue coverage under the General Permit for any parcel that has not achieved “Final Stabilization” as defined in Section II.D.
	4. When an LRP with active General Permit coverage transfers its LRP status to another person or entity that qualifies as an LRP, the existing LRP shall inform the new LRP of the General Permit’s requirements.  In order for the new LRP to continue the construction activity on its parcel of property, the new LRP, or the new LRP’s approved signatory, must submit PRDs in accordance with this General Permit’s requirements.
	D. Conditions for Termination of Coverage
	1. Within 90 days of when construction is complete or ownership has been transferred, the discharger shall electronically file a Notice of Termination (NOT), a final site map, and photos through the State Water Boards SMARTS system.  Filing a NOT certifies that all General Permit requirements have been met.  The Regional Water Board will consider a construction site complete only when all portions of the site have been transferred to a new owner, or all of the following conditions have been met:
	a. For purposes of “final stabilization,” the site will not pose any additional sediment discharge risk than it did prior to the commencement of construction activity;
	b. There is no potential for construction-related storm water pollutants to be discharged into site runoff;
	c. Final stabilization has been reached;
	d. Construction materials and wastes have been disposed of properly;
	e. Compliance with the Post-Construction Standards in Section XIII of this General Permit has been demonstrated;
	f. Post-construction storm water management measures have been installed and a long-term maintenance plan has been established; and 
	g. All construction-related equipment, materials and any temporary BMPs no longer needed are removed from the site.
	2. The discharger shall certify that final stabilization conditions are satisfied in their NOT.  Failure to certify shall result in continuation of permit coverage and annual billing.
	3. The NOT must demonstrate through photos, RUSLE or RUSLE2, or results of testing and analysis that the site meets all of the conditions above (Section II.D.1) and the final stabilization condition (Section II.D.1.a) is attained by one of the following methods:
	a. “70% final cover method,” no computational proof required
	b. “RUSLE or RUSLE2 method,” computational proof required 
	c. “Custom method”, the discharger shall demonstrate in some other manner than a or b, above, that the site complies with the “final stabilization” requirement in Section II.D.1.a.
	III. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS
	A. Dischargers shall not violate any discharge prohibitions contained in applicable Basin Plans or statewide water quality control plans.  Waste discharges to Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) are prohibited by the California Ocean Plan, unless granted an exception issued by the State Water Board.
	B. All discharges are prohibited except for the storm water and non-storm water discharges specifically authorized by this General Permit or another NPDES permit.
	C. Authorized non-storm water discharges may include those from de-chlorinated potable water sources such as: fire hydrant flushing, irrigation of vegetative erosion control measures, pipe flushing and testing, water to control dust, uncontaminated ground water from dewatering, and other discharges not subject to a separate general NPDES permit adopted by a Regional Water Board.  The discharge of non-storm water is authorized under the following conditions:
	1. The discharge does not cause or contribute to a violation of any water quality standard;
	2. The discharge does not violate any other provision of this General Permit;
	3. The discharge is not prohibited by the applicable Basin Plan;
	4. The discharger has included and implemented specific BMPs required by this General Permit to prevent or reduce the contact of the non-storm water discharge with construction materials or equipment.
	5. The discharge does not contain toxic constituents in toxic amounts or (other) significant quantities of pollutants;
	6. The discharge is monitored and meets the applicable NALs and NELs; and
	7. The discharger reports the sampling information in the Annual Report. 
	D. Debris resulting from construction activities are prohibited from being discharged from construction sites.
	E. When soil contamination is found or suspected and a responsible party is not identified, or the responsible party fails to promptly take the appropriate action, the discharger shall have those soils sampled and tested to ensure proper handling and public safety measures are implemented.  The discharger shall notify the appropriate local, State, and federal agency(ies) when contaminated soil is found at a construction site, and will notify the appropriate Regional Water Board.
	IV. SPECIAL PROVISIONS
	A. Duty to Comply
	1. The discharger shall comply with all of the conditions of this General Permit.  Any permit noncompliance constitutes a violation of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and is grounds for enforcement action and/or removal from General Permit coverage.
	2. The discharger shall comply with effluent standards or prohibitions established under Section 307(a) of the CWA for toxic pollutants within the time provided in the regulations that establish these standards or prohibitions, even if this General Permit has not yet been modified to incorporate the requirement.
	B. General Permit Actions
	1. This General Permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated for cause.  The filing of a request by the discharger for a General Permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or termination, or a notification of planned changes or anticipated noncompliance does not annul any General Permit condition.
	2. If any toxic effluent standard or prohibition (including any schedule of compliance specified in such effluent standard or prohibition) is promulgated under Section 307(a) of the CWA for a toxic pollutant which is present in the discharge and that standard or prohibition is more stringent than any limitation on the pollutant in this General Permit, this General Permit shall be modified or revoked and reissued to conform to the toxic effluent standard or prohibition and the dischargers so notified.
	C. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense
	D. Duty to Mitigate
	E. Proper Operation and Maintenance
	F. Property Rights
	G. Duty to Maintain Records and Provide Information
	1. The discharger shall maintain a paper or electronic copy of all required records, including a copy of this General Permit, for three years from the date generated or date submitted, whichever is last.  These records shall be available at the construction site until construction is completed.
	2. The discharger shall furnish the Regional Water Board, State Water Board, or U.S. EPA, within a reasonable time, any requested information to determine compliance with this General Permit.  The discharger shall also furnish, upon request, copies of records that are required to be kept by this General Permit.
	H. Inspection and Entry
	1. Enter upon the discharger’s premises at reasonable times where a regulated construction activity is being conducted or where records must be kept under the conditions of this General Permit;
	2. Access and copy at reasonable times any records that must be kept under the conditions of this General Permit;
	3. Inspect at reasonable times the complete construction site, including any off-site staging areas or material storage areas, and the erosion/sediment controls; and
	4. Sample or monitor at reasonable times for the purpose of ensuring General Permit compliance.
	I. Electronic Signature and Certification Requirements
	1. All Permit Registration Documents (PRDs) and Notices of Termination (NOTs) shall be electronically signed, certified, and submitted via SMARTS to the State Water Board.   Either the Legally Responsible Person (LRP), as defined in Appendix 5 – Glossary, or a person legally authorized to sign and certify PRDs and NOTs on behalf of the LRP (the LRP’s Approved Signatory, as defined in Appendix 5 - Glossary) must submit all information electronically via SMARTS.  
	2. Changes to Authorization.  If an Approved Signatory’s authorization is no longer accurate, a new authorization satisfying the requirements of paragraph (a) of this section must be submitted via SMARTS prior to or together with any reports, information or applications to be signed by an Approved Signatory.
	3. All Annual Reports, or other information required by the General Permit (other than PRDs and NOTs) or requested by the Regional Water Board, State Water Board, U.S. EPA, or local storm water management agency shall be certified and submitted by the LRP or the LRP’s Approved Signatory. 
	J. Certification
	K. Anticipated Noncompliance
	L. Bypass
	1. Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury or severe property damage;  
	2. There were no feasible alternatives to bypass, such as the use of auxiliary treatment facilities, retention of untreated waste, or maintenance during normal periods of equipment downtime.  This condition is not satisfied if adequate back-up equipment should have been installed in the exercise of reasonable engineering judgment to prevent a bypass that could occur during normal periods of equipment downtime or preventative maintenance;
	3. The discharger submitted a notice at least ten days in advance of the need for a bypass to the Regional Water Board; or
	4. The discharger may allow a bypass to occur that does not cause effluent limitations to be exceeded, but only if it is for essential maintenance to assure efficient operation.  In such a case, the above bypass conditions are not applicable.  The discharger shall submit notice of an unanticipated bypass as required.
	M. Upset
	1. A discharger that wishes to establish the affirmative defense of an upset in an action brought for noncompliance shall demonstrate, through properly signed, contemporaneous operating logs, or other relevant evidence that:
	a. An upset occurred and that the discharger can identify the cause(s) of the upset
	b. The treatment facility was being properly operated by the time of the upset
	c. The discharger submitted notice of the upset as required; and
	d. The discharger complied with any remedial measures required
	2. No determination made before an action of noncompliance occurs, such as during administrative review of claims that noncompliance was caused by an upset, is final administrative action subject to judicial review.
	3. In any enforcement proceeding, the discharger seeking to establish the occurrence of an upset has the burden of proof
	N. Penalties for Falsification of Reports
	O. Oil and Hazardous Substance Liability
	P. Severability
	Q. Reopener Clause
	R. Penalties for Violations of Permit Conditions
	1. Section 309 of the CWA provides significant penalties for any person who violates a permit condition implementing Sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the CWA or any permit condition or limitation implementing any such section in a permit issued under Section 402. Any person who violates any permit condition of this General Permit is subject to a civil penalty not to exceed $37,500 per calendar day of such violation, as well as any other appropriate sanction provided by Section 309 of the CWA.
	2. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act also provides for civil and criminal penalties, which in some cases are greater than those under the CWA.
	S. Transfers
	T. Continuation of Expired Permit
	V. EFFLUENT STANDARDS
	A. Narrative Effluent Limitations
	1. Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges regulated by this General Permit shall not contain a hazardous substance equal to or in excess of reportable quantities established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate NPDES Permit has been issued to regulate those discharges.
	2. Dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the use of controls, structures, and management practices that achieve BAT for toxic and non-conventional pollutants and BCT for conventional pollutants.  
	B. Numeric Effluent Limitations (NELs)
	1. Numeric Effluent Limitations (NELs):
	a. Storm Event, Daily Average pH Limits – For Risk Level 3 dischargers, the pH of storm water and non-storm water discharges shall be within the ranges specified in Table 1 during any site phase where there is a "high risk of pH discharge."
	b. Storm Event Daily Average Turbidity Limit – For Risk Level 3 dischargers, the turbidity of storm water and non-storm water discharges shall not exceed 500 NTU.
	2. If daily average sampling results are outside the range of pH NELs (i.e., is below the lower NEL for pH or exceeds the upper NEL for pH) or exceeds the turbidity NEL (as listed in Table 1), the discharger is in violation of this General Permit and shall electronically file monitoring results in violation within 5 business days of obtaining the results.
	3. Compliance Storm Event:
	4. Dischargers shall not be required to comply with NELs if the site receives run-on from a forest fire or any other natural disaster.
	C. Numeric Action Levels (NALs)
	1. For Risk Level 2 and 3 dischargers, the lower storm event average NAL for pH is 6.5 pH units and the upper storm event average NAL for pH is 8.5 pH units.  The discharger shall take actions as described below if the discharge is outside of this range of pH values.
	2. For Risk Level 2 and 3 dischargers, the NAL storm event daily average for turbidity is 250 NTU.  The discharger shall take actions as described below if the discharge is outside of this range of turbidity values. 
	3. Whenever the results from a storm event daily average indicate that the discharge is below the lower NAL for pH, exceeds the upper NAL for pH, or exceeds the turbidity NAL (as listed in Table 1), the discharger shall conduct a construction site and run-on evaluation to determine whether pollutant source(s) associated with the site’s construction activity may have caused or contributed to the NAL exceedance and shall immediately implement corrective actions if they are needed.
	4. The site evaluation shall be documented in the SWPPP and specifically address whether the source(s) of the pollutants causing the exceedance of the NAL:
	a. Are related to the construction activities and whether additional BMPs are required to (1) meet BAT/BCT requirements; (2) reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges from causing exceedances of receiving water objectives; and (3) determine what corrective action(s) were taken or will be taken and with a description of the schedule for completion.  
	b. Are related to the run-on associated with the construction site location and whether additional BMPs measures are required to (1) meet BAT/BCT requirements; (2) reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges from causing exceedances of receiving water objectives; and (3) what corrective action(s) were taken or will be taken with a description of the schedule for completion.  
	VI. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS
	A. The discharger shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges to any surface or ground water will not adversely affect human health or the environment.
	B. The discharger shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges will not contain pollutants in quantities that threaten to cause pollution or a public nuisance.
	C. The discharger shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges will not contain pollutants that cause or contribute to an exceedance of any applicable water quality objectives or water quality standards (collectively, WQS) contained in a Statewide Water Quality Control Plan, the California Toxics Rule, the National Toxics Rule, or the applicable Regional Water Board’s Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan). 
	D. Dischargers located within the watershed of a CWA § 303(d) impaired water body, for which a TMDL has been approved by the U.S. EPA, shall comply with the approved TMDL if it identifies “construction activity” or land disturbance as a source of the pollution.  
	VII. TRAINING QUALIFICATIONS AND CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
	A. General
	B. SWPPP Certification Requirements
	1. Qualified SWPPP Developer: The discharger shall ensure that SWPPPs are written, amended and certified by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD).  A QSD shall have one of the following registrations or certifications, and appropriate experience, as required for:
	a. A California registered professional civil engineer;
	b. A California registered professional geologist or engineering geologist;
	c. A California registered landscape architect;
	d. A professional hydrologist registered through the American Institute of Hydrology;
	e. A Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC) TM registered through Enviro Cert International, Inc.;
	f. A Certified Professional in Storm Water Quality (CPSWQ) TM registered through Enviro Cert International, Inc.;
	g. A professional in erosion and sediment control registered through the National Institute for Certification in Engineering Technologies (NICET); or  
	2. The discharger shall list the name and telephone number of the currently designated Qualified SWPPP Developer(s) in the SWPPP.  
	3. Qualified SWPPP Practitioner:  The discharger shall ensure that all BMPs required by this General Permit are implemented by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP).  A QSP is a person responsible for non-storm water and storm water visual observations, sampling and analysis.  Effective two years from the date of adoption of this General Permit, a QSP shall be either a QSD or have one of the following certifications:
	a. A certified erosion, sediment and storm water inspector registered through Enviro Cert International, Inc.; or
	b. A certified inspector of sediment and erosion control registered through Certified Inspector of Sediment and Erosion Control, Inc.
	4. The LRP shall list in the SWPPP, the name of any Approved Signatory, and provide a copy of the written agreement or other mechanism that provides this authority from the LRP in the SWPPP.
	5. The discharger shall include, in the SWPPP, a list of names of all contractors, subcontractors, and individuals who will be directed by the Qualified SWPPP Practitioner.  This list shall include telephone numbers and work addresses.  Specific areas of responsibility of each subcontractor and emergency contact numbers shall also be included.
	6. The discharger shall ensure that the SWPPP and each amendment will be signed by the Qualified SWPPP Developer.  The discharger shall include a listing of the date of initial preparation and the date of each amendment in the SWPPP.
	VIII. RISK DETERMINATION
	IX. RISK LEVEL 1 REQUIREMENTS
	X. RISK LEVEL 2 REQUIREMENTS
	XI. RISK LEVEL 3 REQUIREMENTS
	XII. ACTIVE TREATMENT SYSTEMS (ATS)
	XIII. POST-CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS
	A. All dischargers shall comply with the following runoff reduction requirements unless they are located within an area subject to post-construction standards of an active Phase I or II municipal separate storm sewer system (MS4) permit that has an approved Storm Water Management Plan.     
	1. This provision shall take effect three years from the adoption date of this permit, or later at the discretion of the Executive Officer of the Regional Board.
	2. The discharger shall demonstrate compliance with the requirements of this section by submitting with their NOI a map and worksheets in accordance with the instructions in Appendix 2.  The discharger shall use non-structural controls unless the discharger demonstrates that non-structural controls are infeasible or that structural controls will produce greater reduction in water quality impacts.
	3. The discharger shall, through the use of non-structural and structural measures as described in Appendix 2, replicate the pre-project water balance (for this permit, defined as the volume of rainfall that ends up as runoff) for the smallest storms up to the 85th percentile storm event (or the smallest storm event that generates runoff, whichever is larger).  Dischargers shall inform Regional Water Board staff at least 30 days prior to the use of any structural control measure used to comply with this requirement.  Volume that cannot be addressed using non-structural practices shall be captured in structural practices and approved by the Regional Water Board.  When seeking Regional Board approval for the use of structural practices, dischargers shall document the infeasibility of using non-structural practices on the project site, or document that there will be fewer water quality impacts through the use of structural practices.
	4. For sites whose disturbed area exceeds two acres, the discharger shall preserve the pre-construction drainage density (miles of stream length per square mile of drainage area) for all drainage areas within the area serving a first order stream or larger stream and ensure that post-project time of runoff concentration is equal or greater than pre-project time of concentration.  
	B. All dischargers shall implement BMPs to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges that are reasonably foreseeable after all construction phases have been completed at the site (Post-construction BMPs).  
	XIV. SWPPP REQUIREMENTS 
	A. The discharger shall ensure that the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) for all traditional project sites are developed and amended or revised by a QSD.  The SWPPP shall be designed to address the following objectives:
	1. All pollutants and their sources, including sources of sediment associated with construction, construction site erosion and all other activities associated with construction activity are controlled;
	2. Where not otherwise required to be under a Regional Water Board permit, all non-storm water discharges are identified and either eliminated, controlled, or treated; 
	3. Site BMPs are effective and result in the reduction or elimination of pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges from construction activity to the BAT/BCT standard; 
	4. Calculations and design details as well as BMP controls for site run-on are complete and correct, and
	5. Stabilization BMPs installed to reduce or eliminate pollutants after construction are completed.
	B. To demonstrate compliance with requirements of this General Permit, the QSD shall include information in the SWPPP that supports the conclusions, selections, use, and maintenance of BMPs.
	C. The discharger shall make the SWPPP available at the construction site during working hours while construction is occurring and shall be made available upon request by a State or Municipal inspector.  When the original SWPPP is retained by a crewmember in a construction vehicle and is not currently at the construction site, current copies of the BMPs and map/drawing will be left with the field crew and the original SWPPP shall be made available via a request by radio/telephone.
	XV. REGIONAL WATER BOARD AUTHORITIES
	A. In the case where the Regional Water Board does not agree with the discharger’s self-reported risk level (e.g., they determine themselves to be a Level 1 Risk when they are actually a Level 2 Risk site), Regional Water Boards may either direct the discharger to reevaluate the Risk Level(s) for their site or terminate coverage under this General Permit.  
	B. Regional Water Boards may terminate coverage under this General Permit for dischargers who fail to comply with its requirements or where they determine that an individual NPDES permit is appropriate.  
	C. Regional Water Boards may require dischargers to submit a Report of Waste Discharge / NPDES permit application for Regional Water Board consideration of individual requirements.
	D. Regional Water Boards may require additional Monitoring and Reporting Program Requirements, including sampling and analysis of discharges to sediment-impaired water bodies.  
	E. Regional Water Boards may require dischargers to retain records for more than the three years required by this General Permit.
	XVI. ANNUAL REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
	A. All dischargers shall prepare and electronically submit an Annual Report no later than September 1 of each year.    
	B. The discharger shall certify each Annual Report in accordance with the Special Provisions. 
	C. The discharger shall retain an electronic or paper copy of each Annual Report for a minimum of three years after the date the annual report is filed.  
	D. The discharger shall include storm water monitoring information in the Annual Report consisting of:
	1. a summary and evaluation of all sampling and analysis results, including copies of laboratory reports; 
	2. the analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as "less than the method detection limit"); 
	3. a summary of all corrective actions taken during the compliance year;
	4. identification of any compliance activities or corrective actions that were not implemented;
	5. a summary of all violations of the General Permit; 
	6. the names of individual(s) who performed the facility inspections, sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements; 
	7. the date, place, time of facility inspections, sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation (rain gauge); and
	8. the visual observation and sample collection exception records and reports specified in Attachments C, D, and E.
	E. The discharger shall provide training information in the Annual Report consisting of:
	1. documentation of all training for individuals responsible for all activities associated with compliance with this General Permit;
	2. documentation of all training for individuals responsible for BMP installation, inspection, maintenance, and repair; and
	3. documentation of all training for individuals responsible for overseeing, revising, and amending the SWPPP.
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	A. DEFINITION OF LINEAR UNDERGROUND/OVERHEAD PROJECTS
	1. Linear Underground/Overhead Projects (LUPs) include, but are not limited to, any conveyance, pipe, or pipeline for the transportation of any gaseous, liquid (including water and wastewater for domestic municipal services), liquiescent, or slurry substance; any cable line or wire for the transmission of electrical energy; any cable line or wire for communications (e.g., telephone, telegraph, radio, or television messages); and associated ancillary facilities.  Construction activities associated with LUPs include, but are not limited to, (a) those activities necessary for the installation of underground and overhead linear facilities (e.g., conduits, substructures, pipelines, towers, poles, cables, wires, connectors, switching, regulating and transforming equipment, and associated ancillary facilities); and include, but are not limited to, (b) underground utility mark-out, potholing, concrete and asphalt cutting and removal, trenching, excavation, boring and drilling, access road and pole/tower pad and cable/wire pull station, substation construction, substructure installation, construction of tower footings and/or foundations, pole and tower installations, pipeline installations, welding, concrete and/ or pavement repair or replacement, and stockpile/borrow locations.
	2. LUP evaluation shall consist of two tasks:
	a. Confirm that the project or project section(s) qualifies as an LUP.  The State Water Board website contains a project determination guidance flowchart.  
	http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/stormwater/constpermits.shtml
	b. Identify which Type(s) (1, 2 or 3 described in Section I below) are applicable to the project or project sections based on project sediment and receiving water risk. (See Attachment A.1)

	3. A Legally Responsible Person (LRP) for a Linear Underground/Overhead project is required to obtain CGP coverage under one or more permit registration document (PRD) electronic submittals to the State Water Board’s Storm Water Multi-Application and Report Tracking (SMARTs) system.  Attachment A.1 contains a flow chart to be used when determining if a linear project qualifies for coverage and to determine LUP Types.  Since a LUP may be constructed within both developed and undeveloped locations and portions of LUPs may be constructed by different contractors, LUPs may be broken into logical permit sections.  Sections may be determined based on portions of a project conducted by one contractor.  Other situations may also occur, such as the time period in which the sections of a project will be constructed (e.g. project phases), for which separate permit coverage is possible.  For projects that are broken into separate sections, a description of how each section relates to the overall project and the definition of the boundaries between sections shall be clearly stated. 
	4. Where construction activities transverse or enter into different Regional Water Board jurisdictions, LRPs shall obtain permit coverage for each Regional Water Board area involved prior to the commencement of construction activities. 
	5. Small Construction Rainfall Erosivity Waiver

	B. LINEAR PROJECT PERMIT REGISTRATION DOCUMENTS (PRDs)
	1. Notice of Intent (NOI)
	2. Site Maps 
	3. Drawings
	LUP dischargers shall comply with the SWPPP Preparation, Implementation, and Oversight requirements in Section K of this Attachment.

	LUP dischargers shall include contact information for all contractors (or subcontractors) responsible for each area of an LUP project.  This should include the names, telephone numbers, and addresses of contact personnel.  Specific areas of responsibility of each contact, and emergency contact numbers should also be included.

	C. LINEAR PROJECT TERMINATION OF COVERAGE REQUIREMENTS
	1. LUP Stabilization Requirements
	a. In disturbed areas that were vegetated prior to construction activities of the LUP, the area disturbed must be re-established to a uniform vegetative cover equivalent to 70 percent coverage of the preconstruction vegetative conditions.  Where preconstruction vegetation covers less than 100 percent of the surface, such as in arid areas, the 70 percent coverage criteria is adjusted as follows:  if the preconstruction vegetation covers 50 percent of the ground surface, 70 percent of 50 percent (.70 X .50=.35) would require 35 percent total uniform surface coverage; or 
	b. Where no vegetation is present prior to construction, the site is returned to its original line and grade and/or compacted to achieve stabilization; or
	c. Equivalent stabilization measures have been employed.  These measures include, but are not limited to, the use of such BMPs as blankets, reinforced channel liners, soil cement, fiber matrices, geotextiles, or other erosion resistant soil coverings or treatments.

	2. LUP Termination of Coverage Requirements 
	3. Revising Coverage for Change of Acreage 
	a. a revised NOI indicating the new project size;
	b. a revised site map showing the acreage of the project completed, acreage currently under construction, acreage sold, transferred or added, and acreage currently stabilized.
	c. SWPPP revisions, as appropriate; and
	d. certification that any new LRPs have been notified of applicable requirements to obtain General Permit coverage.  The certification shall include the name, address, telephone number, and e-mail address (if known) of the new LRP.
	If the project acreage has increased, dischargers shall mail payment of revised annual fees within 14 days of receiving the revised annual fee notification.


	D. DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS
	1. LUP dischargers shall not violate any discharge prohibitions contained in applicable Basin Plans or statewide water quality control plans.  Waste discharges to Areas of Special Biological Significance (ASBS) are prohibited by the California Ocean Plan, unless granted an exception issued by the State Water Board.
	2. LUP dischargers are prohibited from discharging non-storm water that is not otherwise authorized by this General Permit.  Non-storm water discharges authorized by this General Permit may include, fire hydrant flushing, irrigation of vegetative erosion control measures, pipe flushing and testing, water to control dust, street cleaning, dewatering, uncontaminated groundwater from dewatering, and other discharges not subject to a separate general NPDES permit adopted by a Regional Water Board.  Such discharges are allowed by this General Permit provided they are not relied upon to clean up failed or inadequate construction or post-construction BMPs designed to keep materials on site.  These authorized non-storm water discharges:
	a. Shall not cause or contribute to a violation of any water quality standard;
	b. Shall not violate any other provision of this General Permit;
	c. Shall not violate any applicable Basin Plan;
	d. Shall comply with BMPs as described in the SWPPP;
	e. Shall not contain toxic constituents in toxic amounts or (other) significant quantities of pollutants;
	f. Shall be monitored and meets the applicable NALs and NELs; and
	g. Shall be reported by the discharger in the Annual Report. 

	3. LUP dischargers shall ensure that trench spoils or any other soils disturbed during construction activities that are contaminated are not discharged with storm water or non-storm water discharges into any storm drain or water body except pursuant to an NPDES permit.
	4. Discharging any pollutant-laden water that will cause or contribute to an exceedance of the applicable Regional Water Board’s Basin Plan from a dewatering site or sediment basin into any receiving water or storm drain is prohibited.
	5. Debris resulting from construction activities are prohibited from being discharged from construction project sites.

	E. SPECIAL PROVISIONS
	1. Duty to Comply
	a. The LUP discharger must comply with all of the conditions of this General Permit.  Any permit noncompliance constitutes a violation of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and is grounds for enforcement action and/or removal from General Permit coverage.
	b. The LUP discharger shall comply with effluent standards or prohibitions established under Section 307(a) of the CWA for toxic pollutants within the time provided in the regulations that establish these standards or prohibitions, even if this General Permit has not yet been modified to incorporate the requirement.

	2. General Permit Actions
	a. This General Permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated for cause.  The filing of a request by the discharger for a General Permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or termination, or a notification of planned changes or anticipated noncompliance does not annul any General Permit condition.
	b. If any toxic effluent standard or prohibition (including any schedule of compliance specified in such effluent standard or prohibition) is promulgated under Section 307(a) of the CWA for a toxic pollutant which is present in the discharge and that standard or prohibition is more stringent than any limitation on the pollutant in this General Permit, this General Permit shall be modified or revoked and reissued to conform to the toxic effluent standard or prohibition and the dischargers so notified.

	3. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense
	4. Duty to Mitigate
	5. Proper Operation and Maintenance
	6. Property Rights
	7. Duty to Maintain Records and Provide Information
	a. The LUP discharger shall maintain a paper or electronic copy of all required records, including a copy of this General Permit, for three years from the date generated or date submitted, whichever is last.  These records shall be kept at the construction site or in a crew member’s vehicle until construction is completed, and shall be made available upon request.
	b. The LUP discharger shall furnish the Regional Water Board, State Water Board, or USEPA, within a reasonable time, any requested information to determine compliance with this General Permit.  The LUP discharger shall also furnish, upon request, copies of records that are required to be kept by this General Permit.

	8. Inspection and Entry
	a. Enter upon the discharger’s premises at reasonable times where a regulated construction activity is being conducted or where records must be kept under the conditions of this General Permit;
	b. Access and copy at reasonable times any records that must be kept under the conditions of this General Permit;
	c. Inspect at reasonable times the complete construction site, including any off-site staging areas or material storage areas, and the erosion/sediment controls; and
	d. Sample or monitor at reasonable times for the purpose of ensuring General Permit compliance.

	9. Electronic Signature and Certification Requirements
	a. All Permit Registration Documents (PRDs) and Notices of Termination (NOTs) shall be electronically signed, certified, and submitted via SMARTS to the State Water Board.  Either the Legally Responsible Person (LRP), as defined in Appendix 5 – Glossary, or a person legally authorized to sign and certify PRDs and NOTs on behalf of the LRP (the LRP’s Approved Signatory, as defined in Appendix 5 - Glossary) must submit all information electronically via SMARTS.  
	b. Changes to Authorization.  If an Approved Signatory’s authorization is no longer accurate, a new authorization satisfying the requirements of paragraph (a) of this section must be submitted via SMARTS prior to or together with any reports, information or applications to be signed by an Approved Signatory.
	c. All SWPPP revisions, annual reports, or other information required by the General Permit (other than PRDs and NOTs) or requested by the Regional Water Board, State Water Board, USEPA, or local storm water management agency shall be certified and submitted by the LRP or the LRP’s Approved Signatory.

	10. Certification
	11. Anticipated Noncompliance
	12. Penalties for Falsification of Reports
	13. Oil and Hazardous Substance Liability
	14. Severability
	15. Reopener Clause
	16. Penalties for Violations of Permit Conditions
	a. Section 309 of the CWA provides significant penalties for any person who violates a permit condition implementing Sections 301, 302, 306, 307, 308, 318, or 405 of the CWA or any permit condition or limitation implementing any such section in a permit issued under Section 402. Any person who violates any permit condition of this General Permit is subject to a civil penalty not to exceed $37,500 per calendar day of such violation, as well as any other appropriate sanction provided by Section 309 of the CWA.
	b. The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act also provides for civil and criminal penalties, which in some cases are greater than those under the CWA.

	17. Transfers
	18. Continuation of Expired Permit

	F. EFFLUENT STANDARDS
	1. Narrative Effluent Limitations
	a. LUP dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges regulated by this General Permit do not contain a hazardous substance equal to or in excess of reportable quantities established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate NPDES Permit has been issued to regulate those discharges.
	b. LUP dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the use of structural or non-structural controls, structures, and management practices that achieve BAT for toxic and non-conventional pollutants and BCT for conventional pollutants.  

	2. Numeric Effluent Limitations (NELs)
	a. Numeric Effluent Limitations (NELs):


	i Storm Event, Daily Average pH Limits – For LUP Type 3 dischargers, the daily average pH of storm water and non-storm water discharges shall be within the ranges specified in Table 1 during any project phase where there is a "high risk of pH discharge."
	ii Storm Event Daily Average Turbidity Limit – For LUP Type 3 dischargers, the daily average turbidity of storm water and non-storm water discharges shall not exceed 500 NTU.
	b. If a daily average sample result is outside the range of pH NELs (i.e., is below the lower NEL for pH or exceeds the upper NEL for pH) or exceeds the turbidity NEL (as listed in Table 1), the discharger is in violation of this General Permit and shall electronically file the results in violation within 5 business days of obtaining the results.
	c. Compliance Storm Event:
	d. Dischargers shall not be required to comply with NELs if the site receives run-on from a forest fire or any other natural disaster.
	3. Numeric Action Levels (NALs)
	a. For LUP Type 2 and 3 dischargers, the lower storm event daily average NAL for pH is 6.5 pH units and the upper storm event daily average NAL for pH is 8.5 pH units.  The LUP discharger shall take actions as described below if the storm event daily average discharge is outside of this range of pH values.
	b. For LUP Type 2 and 3 dischargers, the storm event daily average NAL for turbidity is 250 NTU.  The discharger shall take actions as described below if the storm event daily average discharge is outside of this range of turbidity values. 
	c. Whenever daily average analytical effluent monitoring results indicate that the discharge is below the lower NAL for pH, exceeds the upper NAL for pH, or exceeds the turbidity NAL (as listed in Table 1), the LUP discharger shall conduct a construction site and run-on evaluation to determine whether pollutant source(s) associated with the site’s construction activity may have caused or contributed to the NAL exceedance and shall immediately implement corrective actions if they are needed.
	d. The site evaluation will be documented in the SWPPP and specifically address whether the source(s) of the pollutants causing the exceedance of the NAL:



	i Are related to the construction activities and whether additional BMPs or SWPPP implementation measures are required to (1) meet BAT/BCT requirements; (2) reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges from causing exceedances of receiving water objectives; and (3) determine what corrective action(s) were taken or will be taken and with a description of the schedule for completion.  
	ii Are related to the run-on associated with the construction site location and whether additional BMPs or SWPPP implementation measures are required to (1) meet BAT/BCT requirements; (2) reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges from causing exceedances of receiving water objectives; and (3) decide what corrective action(s) were taken or will be taken, including a description of the schedule for completion.  
	G. RECEIVING WATER LIMITATIONS
	1. LUP dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges to any surface or ground water will not adversely affect human health or the environment.
	2. LUP dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges will not contain pollutants in quantities that threaten to cause pollution or a public nuisance.
	3. LUP dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges will not contain pollutants that cause or contribute to an exceedance of any applicable water quality objectives or water quality standards (collectively, WQS) contained in a Statewide Water Quality Control Plan, the California Toxics Rule, the National Toxics Rule, or the applicable Regional Water Board’s Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan). 

	H. TRAINING QUALIFICATIONS
	1. General
	2. SWPPP Certification Requirements
	a. Qualified SWPPP Developer: The LUP discharger shall ensure that all SWPPPs be written, amended and certified by a Qualified SWPPP Developer (QSD).  A QSD shall have one of the following registrations or certifications, and appropriate experience, as required for:



	i A California registered professional civil engineer;
	ii A California registered professional geologist or engineering geologist;
	iii A California registered landscape architect;
	iv A professional hydrologist registered through the American Institute of Hydrology;
	v A certified professional in erosion and sediment control (CPESC) TM registered through Enviro Cert International, Inc;
	vi A certified professional in storm water quality (CPSWQ)TM registered through Enviro Cert International, Inc.; or
	vii A certified professional in erosion and sediment control registered through the National Institute for Certification in Engineering Technologies (NICET).   
	b. The LUP discharger shall ensure that the SWPPP is written and amended, as needed, to address the specific circumstances for each construction site covered by this General Permit prior to commencement of construction activity for any stage.
	c. The LUP discharger shall list the name and telephone number of the currently designated Qualified SWPPP Developer(s) in the SWPPP.  
	d. Qualified SWPPP Practitioner:  The LUP discharger shall ensure that all elements of any SWPPP for each project will be implemented by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP).  A QSP is a person responsible for non-storm water and storm water visual observations, sampling and analysis, and for ensuring full compliance with the permit and implementation of all elements of the SWPPP.  Effective two years from the date of adoption of this General Permit, a QSP shall be either a QSD or have one of the following certifications:

	i A certified erosion, sediment and storm water inspector registered through Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control, Inc.; or
	ii A certified inspector of sediment and erosion control registered through Certified Inspector of Sediment and Erosion Control, Inc.
	e. The LUP discharger shall ensure that the SWPPP include a list of names of all contractors, subcontractors, and individuals who will be directed by the Qualified SWPPP Practitioner, and who is ultimately responsible for implementation of the SWPPP.  This list shall include telephone numbers and work addresses.  Specific areas of responsibility of each subcontractor and emergency contact numbers shall also be included.
	f. The LUP discharger shall ensure that the SWPPP and each amendment be signed by the Qualified SWPPP Developer.  The LUP discharger shall include a listing of the date of initial preparation and the dates of each amendment in the SWPPP.
	I. TYPES OF LINEAR PROJECTS
	1. Type 1 LUPs:
	a. Those construction areas where 70 percent or more of the construction activity occurs on a paved surface and where areas disturbed during construction will be returned to preconstruction conditions or equivalent protection established at the end of the construction activities for the day; or
	b. Where greater than 30 percent of construction activities occur within the non-paved shoulders or land immediately adjacent to paved surfaces, or where construction occurs on unpaved improved roads, including their shoulders or land immediately adjacent to them where:



	i Areas disturbed during construction will be returned to preconstruction conditions or equivalent protection is established at the end of the construction activities for the day to minimize the potential for erosion and sediment deposition, and 
	ii Areas where established vegetation was disturbed during construction will be stabilized and re-vegetated by the end of project.  When required, adequate temporary stabilization BMPs will be installed and maintained until vegetation is established to meet minimum cover requirements established in this General Permit for final stabilization.
	c. Where the risk determination is as follows:

	i Low sediment risk, low receiving water risk, or
	ii Low sediment risk, medium receiving water risk, or
	iii Medium sediment risk, low receiving water risk
	2. Type 2 LUPs:
	d. High sediment risk, low receiving water risk, or
	e. Medium sediment risk, medium receiving water risk, or
	f. Low sediment risk, high receiving water risk
	3. Type 3 LUPs:
	a. High sediment risk, high receiving water risk, or
	b. High sediment risk, medium receiving water risk, or
	c. Medium sediment risk, high receiving water risk


	J. LUP TYPE-SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS
	1. Effluent Standards
	a. Narrative – LUP dischargers shall comply with the narrative effluent standards below.



	i Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges regulated by this General Permit shall not contain a hazardous substance equal to or in excess of reportable quantities established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate NPDES Permit has been issued to regulate those discharges.
	ii LUP dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the use of controls, structures, and management practices that achieve BAT for toxic and non-conventional pollutants and BCT for conventional pollutants.  
	b. Numeric – LUP Type 1 dischargers are not subject to a numeric effluent standard
	c. Numeric –LUP Type 2 dischargers are subject to a pH NAL of 6.5-8.5, and a turbidity NAL of 250 NTU.
	d. Numeric – LUP Type 3 dischargers are subject to a pH NAL of 6.5-8.5, and a turbidity NAL of 250 NTU.  In addition, LUP Type 3 dischargers are subject to a pH NEL of 6.0-9.0 and a turbidity NEL of 500 NTU.
	2. Good Site Management "Housekeeping"
	a. LUP dischargers shall implement good site management (i.e., "housekeeping") measures for construction materials that could potentially be a threat to water quality if discharged.  At a minimum, the good housekeeping measures shall consist of the following:



	i Identify the products used and/or expected to be used and the end products that are produced and/or expected to be produced.  This does not include materials and equipment that are designed to be outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions (i.e. poles, equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, bricks, etc.).
	ii Cover and berm loose stockpiled construction materials that are not actively being used (i.e. soil, spoils, aggregate, fly-ash, stucco, hydrated lime, etc.).
	iii Store chemicals in watertight containers (with appropriate secondary containment to prevent any spillage or leakage) or in a storage shed (completely enclosed).
	iv Minimize exposure of construction materials to precipitation (not applicable to materials designed to be outdoors and exposed to the environment).
	v Implement BMPs to control the off-site tracking of loose construction and landscape materials.
	b. LUP dischargers shall implement good housekeeping measures for waste management, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:

	i Prevent disposal of any rinse or wash waters or materials on impervious or pervious site surfaces or into the storm drain system.
	ii Ensure the containment of sanitation facilities (e.g., portable toilets) to prevent discharges of pollutants to the storm water drainage system or receiving water.
	iii Clean or replace sanitation facilities and inspecting them regularly for leaks and spills.
	iv Cover waste disposal containers at the end of every business day and during a rain event.  
	v Prevent discharges from waste disposal containers to the storm water drainage system or receiving water. 
	vi Contain and securely protect stockpiled waste material from wind and rain at all times unless actively being used.
	vii Implement procedures that effectively address hazardous and non-hazardous spills.  
	viii Develop a spill response and implementation element of the SWPPP prior to commencement of construction activities.  The SWPPP shall require that:
	(1) Equipment and materials for cleanup of spills shall be available on site and that spills and leaks shall be cleaned up immediately and disposed of properly; and 
	(2) Appropriate spill response personnel are assigned and trained.
	ix Ensure the containment of concrete washout areas and other washout areas that may contain additional pollutants so there is no discharge into the underlying soil and onto the surrounding areas.  
	c. LUP dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for vehicle storage and maintenance, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:

	i Prevent oil, grease, or fuel from leaking into the ground, storm drains or surface waters. 
	ii Implement appropriate BMPs whenever equipment or vehicles are fueled, maintained or stored. 
	iii Clean leaks immediately and disposing of leaked materials properly.
	d. LUP dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for landscape materials, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:

	i Contain stockpiled materials such as mulches and topsoil when they are not actively being used.
	ii Contain fertilizers and other landscape materials when they are not actively being used.
	iii Discontinue the application of any erodible landscape material at least 2 days before a forecasted rain event or during periods of precipitation.
	iv Applying erodible landscape material at quantities and application rates according to manufacture recommendations or based on written specifications by knowledgeable and experienced field personnel.
	v Stacking erodible landscape material on pallets and covering or storing such materials when not being used or applied.
	e. LUP dischargers shall conduct an assessment and create a list of potential pollutant sources and identify any areas of the site where additional BMPs are necessary to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.  This potential pollutant list shall be kept with the SWPPP and shall identify all non-visible pollutants which are known, or should be known, to occur on the construction site.  At a minimum, when developing BMPs, LUP dischargers shall do the following:

	i Consider the quantity, physical characteristics (e.g., liquid, powder, solid), and locations of each potential pollutant source handled, produced, stored, recycled, or disposed of at the site.
	ii Consider the degree to which pollutants associated with those materials may be exposed to and mobilized by contact with storm water.
	iii Consider the direct and indirect pathways that pollutants may be exposed to storm water or authorized non-storm water discharges.  This shall include an assessment of past spills or leaks, non-storm water discharges, and discharges from adjoining areas.
	iv Ensure retention of sampling, visual observation, and inspection records.
	v Ensure effectiveness of existing BMPs to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.
	f. LUP dischargers shall implement good housekeeping measures on the construction site to control the air deposition of site materials and from site operations. 
	3. Non-Storm Water Management 
	a. LUP dischargers shall implement measures to control all non-storm water discharges during construction.  
	b. LUP dischargers shall wash vehicles in such a manner as to prevent non-storm water discharges to surface waters or MS4 drainage systems.
	c. LUP dischargers shall clean streets in such a manner as to prevent unauthorized non-storm water discharges from reaching surface water or MS4 drainage systems.

	4. Erosion Control
	a. LUP dischargers shall implement effective wind erosion control.
	b. LUP dischargers shall provide effective soil cover for inactive areas and all finished slopes, and utility backfill.
	c. LUP dischargers shall limit the use of plastic materials when more sustainable, environmentally friendly alternatives exist.  Where plastic materials are deemed necessary, the discharger shall consider the use of plastic materials resistant to solar degradation.

	5. Sediment Controls
	a. LUP dischargers shall establish and maintain effective perimeter controls as needed, and implement effective BMPs for all construction entrances and exits to sufficiently control erosion and sediment discharges from the site.  
	b. On sites where sediment basins are to be used, LUP dischargers shall, at minimum, design sediment basins according to the guidance provided in CASQA’s Construction BMP Handbook. 
	c. Additional LUP Type 2 & 3 Requirement:  LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall apply linear sediment controls along the toe of the slope, face of the slope, and at the grade breaks of exposed slopes to comply with sheet flow lengths in accordance with Table 2 below.  
	d. Additional LUP Type 2 & 3 Requirement:  LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that construction activity traffic to and from the project is limited to entrances and exits that employ effective controls to prevent off-site tracking of sediment.  
	e. Additional LUP Type 2 & 3 Requirement:  LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that all storm drain inlets and perimeter controls, runoff control BMPs, and pollutant controls at entrances and exits (e.g. tire washoff locations) are maintained and protected from activities that reduce their effectiveness.  
	f. Additional LUP Type 2 & 3 Requirement:  LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall inspect all immediate access roads.  At a minimum daily and prior to any rain event, the discharger shall remove any sediment or other construction activity-related materials that are deposited on the roads (by vacuuming or sweeping).  
	g. Additional LUP Type 3 Requirement:  The Regional Water Board may require LUP Type 3 dischargers to implement additional site-specific sediment control requirements if the implementation of the other requirements in this section are not adequately protecting the receiving waters. 

	6. Run-on and Run-off Controls
	a. LUP dischargers shall effectively manage all run-on, all runoff within the site and all runoff that discharges off the site.  Run-on from off site-shall be directed away from all disturbed areas or shall collectively be in compliance with the effluent limitations in this Attachment.  
	b. Run-on and runoff controls are not required for Type 1 LUPs unless the evaluation of quantity and quality of run-on and runoff deems them necessary or visual inspections show that the site requires such controls.

	7. Inspection, Maintenance and Repair
	a. All inspection, maintenance repair and sampling activities at the discharger’s LUP location shall be performed or supervised by a QSP representing the discharger.  The QSP may delegate any or all of these activities to an employee trained to do the task(s) appropriately, but shall ensure adequate deployment.    
	b. LUP dischargers shall conduct visual inspections and observations daily during working hours (not recorded).  At least once each 24-hour period during extended storm events, LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall conduct visual inspections to identify and record BMPs that need maintenance to operate effectively, that have failed, or that could fail to operate as intended.  Inspectors shall be the QSP or be trained by the QSP.
	c. Upon identifying failures or other shortcomings, as directed by the QSP, LUP dischargers shall begin implementing repairs or design changes to BMPs within 72 hours of identification and complete the changes as soon as possible. 
	d. For each pre- and post-rain event inspection required, LUP dischargers shall complete an inspection checklist, using a form provided by the State Water Board or Regional Water Board or in an alternative format that includes the information described below.   
	e. The LUP discharger shall ensure that the checklist remains on-site or with the SWPPP.  At a minimum, an inspection checklist should include:



	i Inspection date and date the inspection report was written.
	ii Weather information, including presence or absence of precipitation, estimate of beginning of qualifying storm event, duration of event, time elapsed since last storm, and approximate amount of rainfall in inches.
	iii Site information, including stage of construction, activities completed, and approximate area of the site exposed. 
	iv A description of any BMPs evaluated and any deficiencies noted.  
	v If the construction site is safely accessible during inclement weather, list the observations of all BMPs:  erosion controls, sediment controls, chemical and waste controls, and non-storm water controls.  Otherwise, list the results of visual inspections at all relevant outfalls, discharge points, downstream locations and any projected maintenance activities.
	vi Report the presence of noticeable odors or of any visible sheen on the surface of any discharges. 
	vii Any corrective actions required, including any necessary changes to the SWPPP and the associated implementation dates.
	viii Photographs taken during the inspection, if any.
	ix Inspector’s name, title, and signature.
	K. STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN (SWPPP) REQUIREMENTS
	1. Objectives
	a.  All pollutants and their sources, including sources of sediment, associated with construction activities associated with LUP activity are controlled;
	b.  All non-storm water discharges are identified and either eliminated, controlled, or treated;
	c.  BMPs are effective and result in the reduction or elimination of pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges from LUPs during construction; and
	d.  Stabilization BMPs installed to reduce or eliminate pollutants after construction is completed are effective and maintained.
	a. LUPs for which PRDs have been submitted to the State Water Board shall develop a site/project location SWPPP prior to the start of land-disturbing activity in accordance with this Section and shall implement the SWPPP concurrently with commencement of soil-disturbing activities.
	b. For an ongoing LUP involving a change in the LRP, the new LRP shall review the existing SWPPP and amend it, if necessary, or develop a new SWPPP within 15 calendar days to conform to the requirements set forth in this General Permit.


	L. REGIONAL WATER BOARD AUTHORITIES
	1. Regional Water Boards shall administer the provisions of this General Permit.  Administration of this General Permit may include, but is not limited to, requesting the submittal of SWPPPs, reviewing SWPPPs, reviewing monitoring and sampling and analysis reports, conducting compliance inspections, gathering site information by any medium including sampling, photo and video documentation, and taking enforcement actions.
	2. Regional Water Boards may terminate coverage under this General Permit for dischargers who fail to comply with its requirements or where they determine that an individual NPDES permit is appropriate.  
	3. Regional Water Boards may issue separate permits for discharges of storm water associated with construction activity to individual dischargers, categories of dischargers, or dischargers in a geographic area.  Upon issuance of such permits by a Regional Water Board, dischargers subject to those permits shall no longer be regulated by this General Permit.
	4. Regional Water Boards may direct the discharger to reevaluate the LUP Type(s) for the project (or elements/areas of the project) and impose the appropriate level of requirements.  
	5. Regional Water Boards may terminate coverage under this General Permit for dischargers who negligently or with willful intent incorrectly determine or report their LUP Type (e.g., they determine themselves to be a LUP Type 1 when they are actually a Type 2).  
	6. Regional Water Boards may review PRDs and reject or accept applications for permit coverage or may require dischargers to submit a Report of Waste Discharge / NPDES permit application for Regional Water Board consideration of individual requirements.
	7. Regional Water Boards may impose additional requirements on dischargers to satisfy TMDL implementation requirements or to satisfy provisions in their Basin Plans. 
	8. Regional Water Boards may require additional Monitoring and Reporting Program Requirements, including sampling and analysis of discharges to sediment-impaired water bodies.  
	9. Regional Water Boards may require dischargers to retain records for more than the three years required by this General Permit.
	10. Based on an LUP’s threat to water quality and complexity, the Regional Water Board may determine on a case-by-case basis that an LUP, or a portion of an LUP, is not eligible for the linear project requirements contained in this Attachment, and require that the discharger comply with all standard requirements in this General Permit. 
	11. The Regional Water Board may require additional monitoring and reporting program requirements including sampling and analysis of discharges to CWA § 303(d)-listed water bodies.  Additional requirements imposed by the Regional Water Board shall be consistent with the overall monitoring effort in the receiving waters. 

	M. MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
	1. Objectives
	2. M&RP Implementation Schedule
	a. LUP dischargers shall implement the requirements of this Section at the time of commencement of construction activity.  LUP dischargers are responsible for implementing these requirements until construction activity is complete and the site is stabilized.
	b. LUP dischargers shall revise the M&RP when:



	i Site conditions or construction activities change such that a change in monitoring is required to comply with the requirements and intent of this General Permit.
	ii The Regional Water Board requires the discharger to revise its M&RP based on its review of the document.  Revisions may include, but not be limited to, conducting additional site inspections, submitting reports, and certifications.  Revisions shall be submitted via postal mail or electronic e-mail.
	iii The Regional Water Board may require additional monitoring and reporting program requirements including sampling and analysis of discharges to CWA § 303(d)-listed water bodies.  Additional requirements imposed by the Regional Water Board shall be consistent with the overall monitoring effort in the receiving waters. 
	3. LUP Type 1 Monitoring and Reporting Requirements
	a. LUP Type 1 Inspection Requirements


	i LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that all inspections are conducted by trained personnel. The name(s) and contact number(s) of the assigned inspection personnel should be listed in the SWPPP.
	ii LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that all visual inspections are conducted daily during working hours and in conjunction with other daily activities in areas where active construction is occurring.
	iii LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that photographs of the site taken before, during, and after storm events are taken during inspections, and submitted through the State Water Board’s SMARTS website once every three rain events.
	iv LUP Type 1 dischargers shall conduct daily visual inspections to verify that: 
	(1) Appropriate BMPs for storm water and non-storm water are being implemented in areas where active construction is occurring (including staging areas);
	(2) Project excavations are closed, with properly protected spoils, and that road surfaces are cleaned of excavated material and construction materials such as chemicals by either removing or storing the material in protective storage containers at the end of every construction day;
	(3) Land areas disturbed during construction are returned to pre-construction conditions or an equivalent protection is used at the end of each workday to eliminate or minimize erosion and the possible discharge of sediment or other pollutants during a rain event.
	v Inspections may be discontinued in non-active construction areas where soildisturbing activities are completed and final soil stabilization is achieved (e.g., paving is completed, substructures are installed, vegetation meets minimum cover requirements for final stabilization, or other stabilization requirements are met).
	vi Inspection programs are required for LUP Type 1 projects where temporary and permanent stabilization BMPs are installed and are to be monitored after active construction is completed.  Inspection activities shall continue until adequate permanent stabilization is established and, in areas where re-vegetation is chosen, until minimum vegetative coverage is established in accordance with Section C.1 of this Attachment.
	b. LUP Type 1 Monitoring Requirements for Non-Visible Pollutants

	i Sampling and analysis for non-visible pollutants is only required where the LUP Type 1 discharger believes pollutants associated with construction activities have the potential to be discharged with storm water runoff due to a spill or in the event there was a breach, malfunction, failure and/or leak of any BMP.  Also, failure to implement BMPs may require sample collection. 
	(1) Visual observations made during the monitoring program described above will help the LUP Type 1 discharger determine when to collect samples. 
	(2) The LUP Type 1 discharger is not required to sample if one of the conditions described above (e.g., breach or spill) occurs and the site is cleaned of material and pollutants and/or BMPs are implemented prior to the next storm event.
	ii LUP Type 1 dischargers shall collect samples down-gradient from all discharge locations where the visual observations were made triggering the monitoring, and which can be safely accessed.  For sites where sampling and analysis is required, personnel trained in water quality sampling procedures shall collect storm water samples. 
	iii If sampling for non-visible pollutant parameters is required, LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that samples be analyzed for parameters indicating the presence of pollutants identified in the pollutant source assessment required in Section J.2.a.i.  
	iv LUP Type 1 dischargers shall collect samples during the first two hours of discharge from rain events that occur during business hours and which generate runoff.
	v LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that a sufficiently large sample of storm water that has not come into contact with the disturbed soil or the materials stored or used on-site (uncontaminated sample) will be collected for comparison with the discharge sample.  Samples shall be collected during the first two hours of discharge from rain events that occur during daylight hours and which generate runoff.
	vi LUP Type 1 dischargers shall compare the uncontaminated sample to the samples of discharge using field analysis or through laboratory analysis.  Analyses may include, but are not limited to, indicator parameters such as:  pH, specific conductance, dissolved oxygen, conductivity, salinity, and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS). 
	vii For laboratory analyses, all sampling, sample preservation, and other analyses must be conducted according to test procedures pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 136.  LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that field samples are collected and analyzed according to manufacturer specifications of the sampling devices employed.  Portable meters shall be calibrated according to manufacturer’s specification.  
	viii LUP Type 1 dischargers shall ensure that all field and/or analytical data are kept in the SWPPP document.
	c. LUP Type 1 Visual Observation Exceptions

	i LUP Type 1 dischargers shall be prepared to collect samples and conduct visual observation (inspections) to meet the minimum visual observation requirements of this Attachment. The Type 1 LUP discharger is not required to physically collect samples or conduct visual observation (inspections) under the following conditions:
	(1) During dangerous weather conditions such as flooding and electrical storms;
	(2) Outside of scheduled site business hours.
	(3) When access to the site is unsafe due to storm events.
	ii If the LUP Type 1 discharger does not collect the required samples or visual observation (inspections) due to these exceptions, an explanation why the sampling or visual observation (inspections) were not conducted shall be included in both the SWPPP and the Annual Report.
	d. Particle Size Analysis for Risk Justification
	4. LUP Type 2 & 3 Monitoring and Reporting Requirements
	a. LUP Type 2 & 3 Inspection Requirements



	i LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that all inspections are conducted by trained personnel. The name(s) and contact number(s) of the assigned inspection personnel should be listed in the SWPPP.
	ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that all visual inspections are conducted daily during working hours and in conjunction with other daily activities in areas where active construction is occurring.
	iii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that photographs of the site taken before, during, and after storm events are taken during inspections, and submitted through the State Water Board’s SMARTS website once every three rain events.
	iv LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall conduct daily visual inspections to verify that appropriate BMPs for storm water and nonstorm water are being implemented and in place in areas where active construction is occurring (including staging areas).
	v LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall conduct inspections of the construction site prior to anticipated storm events, during extended storm events, and after actual storm events to identify areas contributing to a discharge of storm water associated with construction activity.  Pre-storm inspections are to ensure that BMPs are properly installed and maintained; poststorm inspections are to assure that BMPs have functioned adequately. During extended storm events, inspections shall be required during normal working hours for each 24-hour period. 
	vi Inspections may be discontinued in non-active construction areas where soildisturbing activities are completed and final soil stabilization is achieved (e.g., paving is completed, substructures are installed, vegetation meets minimum cover requirements for final stabilization, or other stabilization requirements are met).
	vii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall implement a monitoring program for inspecting projects that require temporary and permanent stabilization BMPs after active construction is complete.  Inspections shall ensure that the BMPs are adequate and maintained.  Inspection activities shall continue until adequate permanent stabilization is established and, in vegetated areas, until minimum vegetative coverage is established in accordance with Section C.1 of this Attachment.
	viii If possible, LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall install a rain gauge on-site at an accessible and secure location with readings made during all storm event inspections.  When readings are unavailable, data from the closest rain gauge with publically available data may be used.
	ix LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall Include and maintain a log of the inspections conducted in the SWPPP.  The log will provide the date and time of the inspection and who conducted the inspection.
	b. LUP Type 2 & 3 Storm Water Effluent Monitoring Requirements 

	i LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall collect storm water grab samples from sampling locations characterizing discharges associated with activity from the LUP active areas of construction.  At a minimum, 3 samples shall be collected per day of discharge.
	ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall collect samples of stored or contained storm water that is discharged subsequent to a storm event producing precipitation of ½ inch or more at the time of discharge.
	iii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that storm water grab sample(s) obtained be representative of the flow and characteristics of the discharge.
	iv LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall analyze their effluent samples for:
	(1) pH and turbidity
	(2) Any additional parameter for which monitoring is required by the Regional Water Board.
	v LUP Type 3 dischargers that have violated the turbidity daily average NEL shall analyze subsequent effluent samples for turbidity and SSC.
	c. LUP Type 2 & 3 Storm Water Effluent Sampling Locations 

	i LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall perform sampling and analysis of storm water discharges to characterize discharges associated with construction activity from the entire disturbed project or area.
	ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers may monitor and report run-on from surrounding areas if there is reason to believe run-on may contribute to exceedance of NALs or NELs (applicable to Type 3).
	iii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall select analytical test methods from the list provided in Table 5 below.
	iv LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that all storm water sample collection preservation and handling shall be conducted in accordance with the “Storm Water Sample Collection and Handling Instructions” below.
	d. LUP Type 3 Receiving Water Monitoring Requirements

	i In the event that an LUP Type 3 discharger violates an applicable NEL contained in this General Permit and has a direct discharge to receiving waters, the LUP discharger shall subsequently sample Receiving Waters (RWs) for turbidity, pH (if applicable) and  SSC.
	ii LUP Type 3 dischargers that meet the project criteria in Appendix 3 of this General Permit and have more than 30 acres of soil disturbance in the project area or project section area designated as Type 3, shall comply with the Bioassessment requirements prior to commencement of construction activity.
	iii LUP Type 3 dischargers shall obtain RW samples in accordance with the requirements of the Receiving Water Sampling Locations section (Section M.4.d of this Attachment).
	e. LUP Type 3 Receiving Water Sampling Locations

	i Upstream/up-gradient RW samples: LUP Type 3 dischargers shall obtain any required upstream/up-gradient receiving water samples from a representative and accessible location as close as possible to and upstream from the effluent discharge point.
	ii Downstream/down-gradient RW samples: LUP Type 3 dischargers shall obtain any required downstream/down-gradient receiving water samples from a representative and accessible location as close as possible to and downstream from the effluent discharge point.
	iii If two or more discharge locations discharge to the same receiving water, LUP Type 3 dischargers may sample the receiving water at a single upstream and downstream location.
	f. LUP Type 2 & 3 Monitoring Requirements for Non-Visible Pollutants

	i Sampling and analysis for non-visible pollutants is only required where LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers believe pollutants associated with construction activities have the potential to be discharged with storm water runoff due to a spill or in the event there was a breach, malfunction, failure and/or leak of any BMP.  Also, failure to implement BMPs may require sample collection. 
	(1) Visual observations made during the monitoring program described above will help LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers determine when to collect samples. 
	(2) LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers are not required to sample if one of the conditions described above (e.g., breach or spill) occurs and the site is cleaned of material and pollutants and/or BMPs are implemented prior to the next storm event.
	ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall collect samples down-gradient from the discharge locations where the visual observations were made triggering the monitoring and which can be safely accessed.  For sites where sampling and analysis is required, personnel trained in water quality sampling procedures shall collect storm water samples. 
	iii If sampling for non-visible pollutant parameters is required, LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that samples be analyzed for parameters indicating the presence of pollutants identified in the pollutant source assessment required in Section J.2.a.i.  
	iv LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall collect samples during the first two hours of discharge from rain events that occur during business hours and which generate runoff.
	v LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that a sufficiently large sample of storm water that has not come into contact with the disturbed soil or the materials stored or used on-site (uncontaminated sample) will be collected for comparison with the discharge sample.  Samples shall be collected during the first two hours of discharge from rain events that occur during daylight hours and which generate runoff.
	vi LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall compare the uncontaminated sample to the samples of discharge using field analysis or through laboratory analysis.  Analyses may include, but are not limited to, indicator parameters such as:  pH, specific conductance, dissolved oxygen, conductivity, salinity, and Total Dissolved Solids (TDS). 
	vii For laboratory analyses, all sampling, sample preservation, and other analyses must be conducted according to test procedures pursuant to 40 C.F.R. Part 136.  LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that field samples are collected and analyzed according to manufacturer specifications of the sampling devices employed.  Portable meters shall be calibrated according to manufacturer’s specification.  
	viii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that all field and/or analytical data are kept in the SWPPP document.
	g. LUP Type 2 & 3 Visual Observation and Sample Collection Exceptions

	i LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall be prepared to collect samples and conduct visual observation (inspections) to meet the minimum visual observation requirements of this Attachment. Type 2 & 3 LUP dischargers are not required to physically collect samples or conduct visual observation (inspections) under the following conditions:
	(1) During dangerous weather conditions such as flooding and electrical storms;
	(2) Outside of scheduled site business hours.
	(3) When access to the site is unsafe due to storm events.
	ii If the LUP Type 2 or 3 discharger does not collect the required samples or visual observation (inspections) due to these exceptions, an explanation why the sampling or visual observation (inspections) were not conducted shall be included in both the SWPPP and the Annual Report.
	h. LUP Type 2 & 3 Storm Water Sample Collection and Handling Instructions

	i Identify the parameters required for testing and the number of storm water discharge points that will be sampled.  Request the laboratory to provide the appropriate number of sample containers, types of containers, sample container labels, blank chain of custody forms, and sample preservation instructions.  
	ii Determine how to ship the samples to the laboratory.  The testing laboratory should receive samples within 48 hours of the physical sampling (unless otherwise required by the laboratory).  The options are to either deliver the samples to the laboratory, arrange to have the laboratory pick them up, or ship them overnight to the laboratory. 
	iii Use only the sample containers provided by the laboratory to collect and store samples.  Use of any other type of containers could contaminate your samples.   
	iv Prevent sample contamination, by not touching, or putting anything into the sample containers before collecting storm water samples.
	v Not overfilling sample containers.  Overfilling can change the analytical results. 
	vi Tightly screw the cap of each sample container without stripping the threads of the cap.
	vii Complete and attach a label to each sample container.  The label shall identify the date and time of sample collection, the person taking the sample, and the sample collection location or discharge point.  The label should also identify any sample containers that have been preserved. 
	viii Carefully pack sample containers into an ice chest or refrigerator to prevent breakage and maintain temperature during shipment. Remember to place frozen ice packs into the shipping container.  Samples should be kept as close to 4° C (39° F) as possible until arriving at the laboratory.  Do not freeze samples. 
	ix Complete a Chain of Custody form for each set of samples.  The Chain of Custody form shall include the discharger’s name, address, and phone number, identification of each sample container and sample collection point, person collecting the samples, the date and time each sample container was filled, and the analysis that is required for each sample container.
	x Upon shipping/delivering the sample containers, obtain both the signatures of the persons relinquishing and receiving the sample containers.
	xi Designate and train personnel to collect, maintain, and ship samples in accordance with the above sample protocols and good laboratory practices.
	xii Refer to the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program’s (SWAMP) Quality Assurance Management Plan (QAMP) for more information on sampling collection and analysis.  See  http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/swamp/
	i. LUP Type 2 & 3 Monitoring Methods

	i  The LUP Type 2 or 3 discharger’s project M&RP shall include a description of the following items:  
	(1) Visual observation locations, visual observation procedures, and visual observation follow-up and tracking procedures.
	(2) Sampling locations, and sample collection and handling procedures.  This shall include detailed procedures for sample collection, storage, preservation, and shipping to the testing lab to assure that consistent quality control and quality assurance is maintained.  Dischargers shall attach to the monitoring program a copy of the Chain of Custody form used when handling and shipping samples. 
	(3) Identification of the analytical methods and related method detection limits (if applicable) for each parameter required in Section M.4.f above.
	ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall ensure that all sampling and sample preservation be in accordance with the current edition of "Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater" (American Public Health Association).  All monitoring instruments and equipment (including a discharger’s own field instruments for measuring pH and turbidity) shall be calibrated and maintained in accordance with manufacturers' specifications to ensure accurate measurements.  All laboratory analyses shall be conducted according to test procedures under 40 CFR Part 136, unless other test procedures have been specified in this General Permit or by the Regional Water Board.  With the exception of field analysis conducted by the discharger for turbidity and pH, all analyses shall be sent to and conducted at a laboratory certified for such analyses by the State Department of Health Services (SSC exception).  The LUP discharger shall conduct its own field analysis of pH and may conduct its own field analysis of turbidity if the discharger has sufficient capability (qualified and trained employees, properly calibrated and maintained field instruments, etc.) to adequately perform the field analysis.
	j. LUP Type 2 & 3 Analytical Methods

	i pH:  LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall perform pH analysis on-site with a calibrated pH meter or pH test kit.  The LUP discharger shall record pH monitoring results on paper and retain these records in accordance with Section M.4.o, below.  
	ii Turbidity: LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall perform turbidity analysis using a calibrated turbidity meter (turbidimeter), either on-site or at an accredited lab.  Acceptable test methods include Standard Method 2130 or USEPA Method 180.1.  The results shall be recorded in the site log book in Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU). 
	iii Suspended sediment concentration (SSC): LUP Type 3 dischargers exceeding their NEL, shall perform SSC analysis using ASTM Method D3977-97.
	iv Bioassessment: LUP Type 3 dischargers shall perform bioassessment sampling and analysis according to Appendix 3 of this General Permit.
	k. Watershed Monitoring Option
	l. Particle Size Analysis for Risk Justification
	m. NAL Exceedance Report

	i In the event that any effluent sample exceeds an applicable NAL, the Regional Water Boards may require LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers to submit NAL Exceedance Reports.  
	ii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall certify each NAL Exceedance Report in accordance with the Special Provisions for Construction Activity. 
	iii LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall retain an electronic or paper copy of each NAL Exceedance Report for a minimum of three years after the date the exceedance report is filed.  
	iv LUP Type 2 & 3 dischargers shall include in the NAL Exceedance Report:
	(1) the analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as “less than the method detection limit”); and
	(2) the date, place, time of sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation.
	(3) Description of the current BMPs associated with the effluent sample that exceeded the NAL and the proposed corrective actions taken.
	n. NEL Violation Report

	i All LUP Type 3 dischargers shall electronically submit all storm event sampling results to the State Water Board no later than 5 days after the conclusion of the storm event.
	ii In the event that a LUP Type 3 discharger has violated an applicable NEL, the discharger shall submit an NEL Violation Report to the State Water Board no later than 24 hours after the NEL exceedance has been identified.
	iii The LUP Type 3 discharger shall certify each NEL Violation Report in accordance with the Special Provisions for Construction Activity. 
	iv The LUP Type 3 discharger shall retain an electronic or paper copy of each NEL Violation Report for a minimum of three years after the date the violation report is filed.  
	v The LUP Type 3 discharger shall include in the NEL Violation Report:
	(1) the analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as “less than the method detection limit”); and
	(2)  the date, place, time of sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation.
	(3)  Description of the current on-site BMPs, and the proposed corrective actions taken to manage the NEL exceedance.
	vi Compliance Storm Exemption: 
	o. Monitoring Records

	i The date, place, time of facility inspections, sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation (rain gauge);
	ii The individual(s) who performed the facility inspections, sampling, visual observation (inspections), and or measurements;
	iii The date and approximate time of analyses;
	iv The individual(s) who performed the analyses;
	v A summary of all analytical results from the last three years, the method detection limits and reporting units, the analytical techniques or methods used, and all chain of custody forms;
	vi Quality assurance/quality control records and results;
	vii Non-storm water discharge inspections and visual observation (inspections) and storm water discharge visual observation records (see Section M.4.a above);
	viii Visual observation and sample collection exception records (see Section M.4.g above); and
	ix The records of any corrective actions and follow-up activities that resulted from analytical results, visual observation (inspections), or inspections. 
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	A. All Linear Construction Projects shall comply with the PRD requirements in Attachment A.2 of this Order.
	B. Who Must Submit
	C. Construction Activity Not Covered By This General Permit
	D. Annual Fees and Fee Calculation
	E. When to Apply
	F. Requirements for Completing Permit Registration Documents (PRDs)
	G. Standard PRD Requirements (All Dischargers)
	H. Additional PRD Requirements Related to Construction Type
	1. Discharger in unincorporated areas of the State (not covered under an adopted Phase I or II SUSMP requirements) and that are not a linear project shall also submit a completed: 
	a. Post-Construction Water Balance Calculator (Appendix 2).
	2. Dischargers who are proposing to implement ATS shall submit:
	a. Complete ATS Plan in accordance with Attachment F at least 14 days prior to the planned operation of the ATS and a paper copy shall be available onsite during ATS operation.
	b. Certification proof that design done by a professional in accordance with Attachment F. 
	3. Dischargers who are proposing an alternate Risk Justification:
	a. Particle Size Analysis.
	I. Exceptions to Standard PRD Requirements
	Construction sites with an R value less than 5 as determined in the Risk Assessment are not required to submit a SWPPP.
	J. Description of PRDs
	1. Notice of Intent (NOI)
	2. Site Map(s) Includes: 
	a. The project’s surrounding area (vicinity) 
	b. Site layout 
	c. Construction site boundaries 
	d. Drainage areas 
	e. Discharge locations 
	f. Sampling locations 
	g. Areas of soil disturbance (temporary or permanent)  
	h. Active areas of soil disturbance (cut or fill) 
	i. Locations of all runoff BMPs 
	j. Locations of all erosion control BMPs 
	k. Locations of all sediment control BMPs 
	l. ATS location (if applicable) 
	m. Locations of sensitive habitats, watercourses, or other features which are not to be disturbed 
	n. Locations of all post-construction BMPs 
	o. Locations of storage areas for waste, vehicles, service, loading/unloading of materials, access (entrance/exits) points to construction site, fueling, and water storage, water transfer for dust control and compaction practices        
	3. SWPPPs 
	4. Risk Assessment 
	a. The Standard Risk Assessment includes utilization of the following:
	i. Receiving water Risk Assessment interactive map
	ii. EPA Rainfall Erosivity Factor Calculator Website
	iii. Sediment Risk interactive map
	iv. Sediment sensitive water bodies list
	b. The Site-Specific Risk Assessment includes the completion of the hand calculated R value Risk Calculator
	5. Post-Construction Water Balance Calculator
	6. ATS Design Document and Certification
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	ATTACHMENT C
	RISK LEVEL 1 REQUIREMENTS
	A. Effluent Standards 
	1. Narrative – Risk Level 1 dischargers shall comply with the narrative effluent standards listed below:
	a. Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges regulated by this General Permit shall not contain a hazardous substance equal to or in excess of reportable quantities established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate NPDES Permit has been issued to regulate those discharges.
	b. Dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the use of controls, structures, and management practices that achieve BAT for toxic and non-conventional pollutants and BCT for conventional pollutants.  
	2. Numeric – Risk Level 1 dischargers are not subject to a numeric effluent standard.
	B. Good Site Management "Housekeeping"
	1. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement good site management (i.e., "housekeeping") measures for construction materials that could potentially be a threat to water quality if discharged.  At a minimum, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement the following good housekeeping measures:
	a. Conduct an inventory of the products used and/or expected to be used and the end products that are produced and/or expected to be produced. This does not include materials and equipment that are designed to be outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions (i.e. poles, equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, bricks, etc.). 
	b. Cover and berm loose stockpiled construction materials that are not actively being used (i.e. soil, spoils, aggregate, fly-ash, stucco, hydrated lime, etc.).
	c. Store chemicals in watertight containers (with appropriate secondary containment to prevent any spillage or leakage) or in a storage shed (completely enclosed).
	d. Minimize exposure of construction materials to precipitation.  This does not include materials and equipment that are designed to be outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions (i.e. poles, equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, bricks, etc.).
	e. Implement BMPs to prevent the off-site tracking of loose construction and landscape materials.
	2. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping measures for waste management, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:
	a. Prevent disposal of any rinse or wash waters or materials on impervious or pervious site surfaces or into the storm drain system.
	b. Ensure the containment of sanitation facilities (e.g., portable toilets) to prevent discharges of pollutants to the storm water drainage system or receiving water.
	c. Clean or replace sanitation facilities and inspecting them regularly for leaks and spills.
	d. Cover waste disposal containers at the end of every business day and during a rain event.  
	e. Prevent discharges from waste disposal containers to the storm water drainage system or receiving water. 
	f. Contain and securely protect stockpiled waste material from wind and rain at all times unless actively being used.
	g. Implement procedures that effectively address hazardous and non-hazardous spills.  
	h. Develop a spill response and implementation element of the SWPPP prior to commencement of construction activities.  The SWPPP shall require that:
	i. Equipment and materials for cleanup of spills shall be available on site and that spills and leaks shall be cleaned up immediately and disposed of properly; and 
	ii. Appropriate spill response personnel are assigned and trained.
	i. Ensure the containment of concrete washout areas and other washout areas that may contain additional pollutants so there is no discharge into the underlying soil and onto the surrounding areas.  
	3. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for vehicle storage and maintenance, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:
	a. Prevent oil, grease, or fuel to leak in to the ground, storm drains or surface waters. 
	b. Place all equipment or vehicles, which are to be fueled, maintained and stored in a designated area fitted with appropriate BMPs.
	c. Clean leaks immediately and disposing of leaked materials properly.
	4. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for landscape materials, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:
	a. Contain stockpiled materials such as mulches and topsoil when they are not actively being used.
	b. Contain fertilizers and other landscape materials when they are not actively being used.
	c. Discontinue the application of any erodible landscape material within 2 days before a forecasted rain event or during periods of precipitation.
	d. Apply erodible landscape material at quantities and application rates according to manufacture recommendations or based on written specifications by knowledgeable and experienced field personnel.
	e. Stack erodible landscape material on pallets and covering or storing such materials when not being used or applied.
	5. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall conduct an assessment and create a list of potential pollutant sources and identify any areas of the site where additional BMPs are necessary to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.  This potential pollutant list shall be kept with the SWPPP and shall identify all non-visible pollutants which are known, or should be known, to occur on the construction site.  At a minimum, when developing BMPs, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall do the following:
	a. Consider the quantity, physical characteristics (e.g., liquid, powder, solid), and locations of each potential pollutant source handled, produced, stored, recycled, or disposed of at the site.
	b. Consider the degree to which pollutants associated with those materials may be exposed to and mobilized by contact with storm water.
	c. Consider the direct and indirect pathways that pollutants may be exposed to storm water or authorized non-storm water discharges.  This shall include an assessment of past spills or leaks, non-storm water discharges, and discharges from adjoining areas.
	d. Ensure retention of sampling, visual observation, and inspection records.
	e. Ensure effectiveness of existing BMPs to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.
	6. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping measures on the construction site to control the air deposition of site materials and from site operations. Such particulates can include, but are not limited to, sediment, nutrients, trash, metals, bacteria, oil and grease and organics.
	C. Non-Storm Water Management 
	1. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement measures to control all non-storm water discharges during construction.  
	2. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall wash vehicles in such a manner as to prevent non-storm water discharges to surface waters or MS4 drainage systems.
	3. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall clean streets in such a manner as to prevent unauthorized non-storm water discharges from reaching surface water or MS4 drainage systems.
	D. Erosion Control
	1. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall implement effective wind erosion control.
	2. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall provide effective soil cover for inactive areas and all finished slopes, open space, utility backfill, and completed lots.
	3. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall limit the use of plastic materials when more sustainable, environmentally friendly alternatives exist.  Where plastic materials are deemed necessary, the discharger shall consider the use of plastic materials resistant to solar degradation.
	E. Sediment Controls
	1. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall establish and maintain effective perimeter controls and stabilize all construction entrances and exits to sufficiently control erosion and sediment discharges from the site.  
	2. On sites where sediment basins are to be used, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall, at minimum, design sediment basins according to the method provided in CASQA’s Construction BMP Guidance Handbook. 
	F. Run-on and Runoff Controls
	G. Inspection, Maintenance and Repair
	1. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall ensure that all inspection, maintenance repair and sampling activities at the project location shall be performed or supervised by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) representing the discharger.  The QSP may delegate any or all of these activities to an employee trained to do the task(s) appropriately, but shall ensure adequate deployment.    
	2. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall perform weekly inspections and observations, and at least once each 24-hour period during extended storm events, to identify and record BMPs that need maintenance to operate effectively, that have failed, or that could fail to operate as intended.  Inspectors shall be the QSP or be trained by the QSP.
	3. Upon identifying failures or other shortcomings, as directed by the QSP, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall begin implementing repairs or design changes to BMPs within 72 hours of identification and complete the changes as soon as possible. 
	4. For each inspection required, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall complete an inspection checklist, using a form provided by the State Water Board or Regional Water Board or in an alternative format. 
	5. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall ensure that checklists shall remain onsite with the SWPPP and at a minimum, shall include:
	a. Inspection date and date the inspection report was written.
	b. Weather information, including presence or absence of precipitation, estimate of beginning of qualifying storm event, duration of event, time elapsed since last storm, and approximate amount of rainfall in inches.
	c. Site information, including stage of construction, activities completed, and approximate area of the site exposed. 
	d. A description of any BMPs evaluated and any deficiencies noted.  
	e. If the construction site is safely accessible during inclement weather, list the observations of all BMPs:  erosion controls, sediment controls, chemical and waste controls, and non-storm water controls.  Otherwise, list the results of visual inspections at all relevant outfalls, discharge points, downstream locations and any projected maintenance activities.
	f. Report the presence of noticeable odors or of any visible sheen on the surface of any discharges. 
	g. Any corrective actions required, including any necessary changes to the SWPPP and the associated implementation dates.
	h. Photographs taken during the inspection, if any.
	i. Inspector’s name, title, and signature.
	H. Rain Event Action Plan
	I. Risk Level 1 Monitoring and Reporting Requirements
	1. Construction Site Monitoring Program Requirements
	a. Pursuant to Water Code Sections 13383 and 13267, all dischargers subject to this General Permit shall develop and implement a written site-specific Construction Site Monitoring Program (CSMP) in accordance with the requirements of this Section.  The CSMP shall include all monitoring procedures and instructions, location maps, forms, and checklists as required in this section.  The CSMP shall be developed prior to the commencement of construction activities, and revised as necessary to reflect project revisions.  The CSMP shall be a part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), included as an appendix or separate SWPPP chapter.
	b. Existing dischargers registered under the State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ shall make and implement necessary revisions to their Monitoring Programs to reflect the changes in this General Permit in a timely manner, but no later than July 1, 2010.  Existing dischargers shall continue to implement their existing Monitoring Programs in compliance with State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ until the necessary revisions are completed according to the schedule above.
	c. When a change of ownership occurs for all or any portion of the construction site prior to completion or final stabilization, the new discharger shall comply with these requirements as of the date the ownership change occurs. 
	2. Objectives
	a. To demonstrate that the site is in compliance with the Discharge Prohibitions;
	b. To determine whether non-visible pollutants are present at the construction site and are causing or contributing to exceedances of water quality objectives;
	c. To determine whether immediate corrective actions, additional Best Management Practice (BMP) implementation, or SWPPP revisions are necessary to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges; and
	d. To determine whether BMPs included in the SWPPP are effective in preventing or reducing pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.
	3. Risk Level 1 - Visual Monitoring (Inspection) Requirements for Qualifying Rain Events
	a. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) storm water discharges at all discharge locations within two business days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain event.  
	b. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) the discharge of stored or contained storm water that is derived from and discharged subsequent to a qualifying rain event producing precipitation of ½ inch or more at the time of discharge.  Stored or contained storm water that will likely discharge after operating hours due to anticipated precipitation shall be observed prior to the discharge during operating hours.  
	c. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall conduct visual observations (inspections) during business hours only.
	d. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall record the time, date and rain gauge reading of all qualifying rain events.
	e. Within 2 business days (48 hours) prior to each qualifying rain event, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect):
	i. All storm water drainage areas to identify any spills, leaks, or uncontrolled pollutant sources.  If needed, the discharger shall implement appropriate corrective actions.
	ii. All BMPs to identify whether they have been properly implemented in accordance with the SWPPP. If needed, the discharger shall implement appropriate corrective actions.
	iii. Any storm water storage and containment areas to detect leaks and ensure maintenance of adequate freeboard.  
	f. For the visual observations (inspections) described in e.i and e.iii above, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall observe the presence or absence of floating and suspended materials, a sheen on the surface, discolorations, turbidity, odors, and source(s) of any observed pollutants. 
	g. Within two business days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain event, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall conduct post rain event visual observations (inspections) to (1) identify whether BMPs were adequately designed, implemented, and effective, and (2) identify additional BMPs and revise the SWPPP accordingly.  
	h. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall maintain on-site records of all visual observations (inspections), personnel performing the observations, observation dates, weather conditions, locations observed, and corrective actions taken in response to the observations.  
	4. Risk Level 1 – Visual Observation Exemptions
	a. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall be prepared to conduct visual observation (inspections) until the minimum requirements of Section I.3 above are completed. Risk Level 1 dischargers are not required to conduct visual observation (inspections) under the following conditions:
	i. During dangerous weather conditions such as flooding and electrical storms.
	ii. Outside of scheduled site business hours.
	b. If no required visual observations (inspections) are collected due to these exceptions, Risk Level 1 dischargers shall include an explanation in their SWPPP and in the Annual Report documenting why the visual observations (inspections) were not conducted.
	5. Risk Level 1 – Monitoring Methods
	6. Risk Level 1 – Non-Storm Water Discharge Monitoring Requirements
	a. Visual Monitoring Requirements:
	i. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) each drainage area for the presence of (or indications of prior) unauthorized and authorized non-storm water discharges and their sources.
	ii. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall conduct one visual observation (inspection) quarterly in each of the following periods:  January-March, April-June, July-September, and October-December.  Visual observation (inspections) are only required during daylight hours (sunrise to sunset).
	iii. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall ensure that visual observations (inspections) document the presence or evidence of any non-storm water discharge (authorized or unauthorized), pollutant characteristics (floating and suspended material, sheen, discoloration, turbidity, odor, etc.), and source.  Risk Level 1 dischargers shall maintain on-site records indicating the personnel performing the visual observation (inspections), the dates and approximate time each drainage area and non-storm water discharge was observed, and the response taken to eliminate unauthorized non-storm water discharges and to reduce or prevent pollutants from contacting non-storm water discharges.
	7. Risk Level 1 – Non-Visible Pollutant Monitoring Requirements
	a. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall collect one or more samples during any breach, malfunction, leakage, or spill observed during a visual inspection which could result in the discharge of pollutants to surface waters that would not be visually detectable in storm water. 
	b. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall ensure that water samples are large enough to characterize the site conditions.
	c. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall collect samples at all discharge locations that can be safely accessed.
	d. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall collect samples during the first two hours of discharge from rain events that occur during business hours and which generate runoff.
	e. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall analyze samples for all non-visible pollutant parameters (if applicable) - parameters indicating the presence of pollutants identified in the pollutant source assessment required (Risk Level 1 dischargers shall modify their CSMPs to address these additional parameters in accordance with any updated SWPPP pollutant source assessment).
	f. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall collect a sample of storm water that has not come in contact with the disturbed soil or the materials stored or used on-site (uncontaminated sample) for comparison with the discharge sample. 
	g. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall compare the uncontaminated sample to the samples of discharge using field analysis or through laboratory analysis.
	h. Risk Level 1 dischargers shall keep all field /or analytical data in the SWPPP document.
	8. Risk Level 1 – Particle Size Analysis for Project Risk Justification
	9. Risk Level 1 – Records
	a. The date, place, time of facility inspections, sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation.
	b. The individual(s) who performed the facility inspections, sampling, visual observation (inspections), and or measurements.
	c. The date and approximate time of analyses.
	d. The individual(s) who performed the analyses.
	e. A summary of all analytical results from the last three years, the method detection limits and reporting units, and the analytical techniques or methods used.
	f. Rain gauge readings from site inspections.
	g. Quality assurance/quality control records and results.
	h. Non-storm water discharge inspections and visual observation (inspections) and storm water discharge visual observation records (see Sections I.3 and I.6 above).
	i. Visual observation and sample collection exception records (see Section I.4 above).
	j. The records of any corrective actions and follow-up activities that resulted from analytical results, visual observation (inspections), or inspections. 
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	ATTACHMENT D
	RISK LEVEL 2 REQUIREMENTS
	A. Effluent Standards
	1. Narrative – Risk Level 2 dischargers shall comply with the narrative effluent standards listed below:
	a. Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges regulated by this General Permit shall not contain a hazardous substance equal to or in excess of reportable quantities established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate NPDES Permit has been issued to regulate those discharges.
	b. Dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the use of controls, structures, and management practices that achieve BAT for toxic and non-conventional pollutants and BCT for conventional pollutants.  
	2. Numeric – Risk level 2 dischargers are subject to a pH NAL of 6.5-8.5, and a turbidity NAL of 250 NTU.
	B. Good Site Management "Housekeeping"
	1. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement good site management (i.e., "housekeeping") measures for construction materials that could potentially be a threat to water quality if discharged.  At a minimum, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement the following good housekeeping measures:
	a. Conduct an inventory of the products used and/or expected to be used and the end products that are produced and/or expected to be produced.  This does not include materials and equipment that are designed to be outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions (i.e. poles, equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, bricks, etc.).
	b. Cover and berm loose stockpiled construction materials that are not actively being used (i.e. soil, spoils, aggregate, fly-ash, stucco, hydrated lime, etc.).
	c. Store chemicals in watertight containers (with appropriate secondary containment to prevent any spillage or leakage) or in a storage shed (completely enclosed).
	d. Minimize exposure of construction materials to precipitation.  This does not include materials and equipment that are designed to be outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions (i.e. poles, equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, bricks, etc.).
	e. Implement BMPs to prevent the off-site tracking of loose construction and landscape materials.
	2. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping measures for waste management, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:
	a. Prevent disposal of any rinse or wash waters or materials on impervious or pervious site surfaces or into the storm drain system.
	b. Ensure the containment of sanitation facilities (e.g., portable toilets) to prevent discharges of pollutants to the storm water drainage system or receiving water.
	c. Clean or replace sanitation facilities and inspecting them regularly for leaks and spills.
	d. Cover waste disposal containers at the end of every business day and during a rain event.  
	e. Prevent discharges from waste disposal containers to the storm water drainage system or receiving water. 
	f. Contain and securely protect stockpiled waste material from wind and rain at all times unless actively being used.
	g. Implement procedures that effectively address hazardous and non-hazardous spills.  
	h. Develop a spill response and implementation element of the SWPPP prior to commencement of construction activities.  The SWPPP shall require:
	i. Equipment and materials for cleanup of spills shall be available on site and that spills and leaks shall be cleaned up immediately and disposed of properly.
	ii. Appropriate spill response personnel are assigned and trained.
	i. Ensure the containment of concrete washout areas and other washout areas that may contain additional pollutants so there is no discharge into the underlying soil and onto the surrounding areas.  
	3. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for vehicle storage and maintenance, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:
	a. Prevent oil, grease, or fuel to leak in to the ground, storm drains or surface waters. 
	b. Place all equipment or vehicles, which are to be fueled, maintained and stored in a designated area fitted with appropriate BMPs.
	c. Clean leaks immediately and disposing of leaked materials properly.
	4. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for landscape materials, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:
	a. Contain stockpiled materials such as mulches and topsoil when they are not actively being used.
	b. Contain all fertilizers and other landscape materials when they are not actively being used.
	c. Discontinue the application of any erodible landscape material within 2 days before a forecasted rain event or during periods of precipitation.
	d. Apply erodible landscape material at quantities and application rates according to manufacture recommendations or based on written specifications by knowledgeable and experienced field personnel.
	e. Stack erodible landscape material on pallets and covering or storing such materials when not being used or applied.
	5. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall conduct an assessment and create a list of potential pollutant sources and identify any areas of the site where additional BMPs are necessary to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.  This potential pollutant list shall be kept with the SWPPP and shall identify all non-visible pollutants which are known, or should be known, to occur on the construction site.  At a minimum, when developing BMPs, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall do the following:
	a. Consider the quantity, physical characteristics (e.g., liquid, powder, solid), and locations of each potential pollutant source handled, produced, stored, recycled, or disposed of at the site.
	b. Consider the degree to which pollutants associated with those materials may be exposed to and mobilized by contact with storm water.
	c. Consider the direct and indirect pathways that pollutants may be exposed to storm water or authorized non-storm water discharges.  This shall include an assessment of past spills or leaks, non-storm water discharges, and discharges from adjoining areas.
	d. Ensure retention of sampling, visual observation, and inspection records.
	e. Ensure effectiveness of existing BMPs to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.
	6. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping measures on the construction site to control the air deposition of site materials and from site operations. Such particulates can include, but are not limited to, sediment, nutrients, trash, metals, bacteria, oil and grease and organics.
	7. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall document all housekeeping BMPs in the SWPPP and REAP(s) in accordance with the nature and phase of the construction project.  Construction phases at traditional land development projects include Grading and Land Development Phase, Streets and Utilities, or Vertical Construction for traditional land development projects.
	C. Non-Storm Water Management 
	1. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement measures to control all non-storm water discharges during construction.  
	2. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall wash vehicles in such a manner as to prevent non-storm water discharges to surface waters or MS4 drainage systems.
	3. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall clean streets in such a manner as to prevent unauthorized non-storm water discharges from reaching surface water or MS4 drainage systems.
	D. Erosion Control
	1. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement effective wind erosion control.
	2. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall provide effective soil cover for inactive areas and all finished slopes, open space, utility backfill, and completed lots.
	3. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall limit the use of plastic materials when more sustainable, environmentally friendly alternatives exist.  Where plastic materials are deemed necessary, the discharger shall consider the use of plastic materials resistant to solar degradation.
	E. Sediment Controls
	1. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall establish and maintain effective perimeter controls and stabilize all construction entrances and exits to sufficiently control erosion and sediment discharges from the site.  
	2. On sites where sediment basins are to be used, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall, at minimum, design sediment basins according to the method provided in CASQA’s Construction BMP Guidance Handbook.
	3. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall implement appropriate erosion control BMPs (runoff control and soil stabilization) in conjunction with sediment control BMPs for areas under active construction.  
	4. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall apply linear sediment controls along the toe of the slope, face of the slope, and at the grade breaks of exposed slopes to comply with sheet flow lengths in accordance with Table 1.  
	5. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that construction activity traffic to and from the project is limited to entrances and exits that employ effective controls to prevent offsite tracking of sediment.  
	6. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that all storm drain inlets and perimeter controls, runoff control BMPs, and pollutant controls at entrances and exits (e.g. tire washoff locations) are maintained and protected from activities that reduce their effectiveness.  
	7. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall inspect on a daily basis all immediate access roads daily.  At a minimum daily (when necessary) and prior to any rain event, the discharger shall remove any sediment or other construction activity-related materials that are deposited on the roads (by vacuuming or sweeping).  
	F. Run-on and Run-off Controls
	G. Inspection, Maintenance and Repair
	1. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that all inspection, maintenance repair and sampling activities at the project location shall be performed or supervised by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) representing the discharger.  The QSP may delegate any or all of these activities to an employee appropriately trained to do the task(s).
	2. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall perform weekly inspections and observations, and at least once each 24-hour period during extended storm events, to identify and record BMPs that need maintenance to operate effectively, that have failed, or that could fail to operate as intended.   Inspectors shall be the QSP or be trained by the QSP. 
	3. Upon identifying failures or other shortcomings, as directed by the QSP, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall begin implementing repairs or design changes to BMPs within 72 hours of identification and complete the changes as soon as possible. 
	4. For each inspection required, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall complete an inspection checklist, using a form provided by the State Water Board or Regional Water Board or in an alternative format. 
	5. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that checklists shall remain onsite with the SWPPP and at a minimum, shall include:
	a. Inspection date and date the inspection report was written.
	b. Weather information, including presence or absence of precipitation, estimate of beginning of qualifying storm event, duration of event, time elapsed since last storm, and approximate amount of rainfall in inches.
	c. Site information, including stage of construction, activities completed, and approximate area of the site exposed. 
	d. A description of any BMPs evaluated and any deficiencies noted.  
	e. If the construction site is safely accessible during inclement weather, list the observations of all BMPs:  erosion controls, sediment controls, chemical and waste controls, and non-storm water controls.  Otherwise, list the results of visual inspections at all relevant outfalls, discharge points, downstream locations and any projected maintenance activities.
	f. Report the presence of noticeable odors or of any visible sheen on the surface of any discharges. 
	g. Any corrective actions required, including any necessary changes to the SWPPP and the associated implementation dates.
	h. Photographs taken during the inspection, if any.
	i. Inspector’s name, title, and signature.
	H. Rain Event Action Plan
	1. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP develop a Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) 48 hours prior to any likely precipitation event.  A likely precipitation event is any weather pattern that is forecast to have a 50% or greater probability of producing precipitation in the project area.  The discharger shall ensure a QSP obtain a printed copy of precipitation forecast information from the National Weather Service Forecast Office (e.g., by entering the zip code of the project’s location at http://www.srh.noaa.gov/forecast). 
	2. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP develop the REAPs for all phases of construction (i.e., Grading and Land Development, Streets and Utilities, Vertical Construction, Final Landscaping and Site Stabilization).  
	3. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP ensure that the REAP include, at a minimum, the following site information:
	a. Site Address
	b. Calculated Risk Level (2 or 3) 
	c. Site Storm Water Manager Information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number
	d. Erosion and Sediment Control Provider information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number
	e. Storm Water Sampling Agent information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number
	4. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP include in the REAP, at a minimum, the following project phase information:
	a. Activities associated with each construction phase
	b. Trades active on the construction site during each construction phase
	c. Trade contractor information
	d. Suggested actions for each project phase
	5. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP develop additional REAPs for project sites where construction activities are indefinitely halted or postponed (Inactive Construction).  At a minimum, Inactive Construction REAPs must include:
	a. Site Address
	b. Calculated Risk Level (2 or 3)
	c. Site Storm Water Manager Information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number
	d. Erosion and Sediment Control Provider information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number
	e. Storm Water Sampling Agent information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number
	f. Trades active on site during Inactive Construction
	g. Trade contractor information
	h. Suggested actions for inactive construction sites
	6. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP begin implementation and make the REAP available onsite no later than 24 hours prior to the likely precipitation event.
	7. Additional Risk Level 2 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP maintain onsite a paper copy of each REAP onsite in compliance with the record retention requirements of the Special Provisions in this General Permit.
	I. Risk Level 2 Monitoring and Reporting Requirements
	1. Construction Site Monitoring Program Requirements
	a. Pursuant to Water Code Sections 13383 and 13267, all dischargers subject to this General Permit shall develop and implement a written site-specific Construction Site Monitoring Program (CSMP) in accordance with the requirements of this Section.  The CSMP shall include all monitoring procedures and instructions, location maps, forms, and checklists as required in this section.  The CSMP shall be developed prior to the commencement of construction activities, and revised as necessary to reflect project revisions.  The CSMP shall be a part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), included as an appendix or separate SWPPP chapter.
	b. Existing dischargers registered under the State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ shall make and implement necessary revisions to their Monitoring Program to reflect the changes in this General Permit in a timely manner, but no later than July 1, 2010.  Existing dischargers shall continue to implement their existing Monitoring Programs in compliance with State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ until the necessary revisions are completed according to the schedule above.
	c. When a change of ownership occurs for all or any portion of the construction site prior to completion or final stabilization, the new discharger shall comply with these requirements as of the date the ownership change occurs. 
	2. Objectives
	a. To demonstrate that the site is in compliance with the Discharge Prohibitions and applicable Numeric Action Levels (NALs)/Numeric Effluent Limitations (NELs) of this General Permit.
	b. To determine whether non-visible pollutants are present at the construction site and are causing or contributing to exceedances of water quality objectives.
	c. To determine whether immediate corrective actions, additional Best Management Practice (BMP) implementation, or SWPPP revisions are necessary to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.
	d. To determine whether BMPs included in the SWPPP/Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) are effective in preventing or reducing pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.
	3. Risk Level 2 – Visual Monitoring (Inspection) Requirements for Qualifying Rain Events
	a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) storm water discharges at all discharge locations within two business days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain event.  
	b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) the discharge of stored or contained storm water that is derived from and discharged subsequent to a qualifying rain event producing precipitation of ½ inch or more at the time of discharge.  Stored or contained storm water that will likely discharge after operating hours due to anticipated precipitation shall be observed prior to the discharge during operating hours.  
	c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall conduct visual observations (inspections) during business hours only.
	d. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall record the time, date and rain gauge reading of all qualifying rain events.
	e. Within 2 business days (48 hours) prior to each qualifying rain event, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect):
	i. all storm water drainage areas to identify any spills, leaks, or uncontrolled pollutant sources.  If needed, the discharger shall implement appropriate corrective actions.
	ii. all BMPs to identify whether they have been properly implemented in accordance with the SWPPP/REAP. If needed, the discharger shall implement appropriate corrective actions.
	iii. any storm water storage and containment areas to detect leaks and ensure maintenance of adequate freeboard.  
	f. For the visual observations (inspections) described in c.i and c.iii above, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall observe the presence or absence of floating and suspended materials, a sheen on the surface, discolorations, turbidity, odors, and source(s) of any observed pollutants. 
	g. Within two business days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain event, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall conduct post rain event visual observations (inspections) to (1) identify whether BMPs were adequately designed, implemented, and effective, and (2) identify additional BMPs and revise the SWPPP accordingly.  
	h. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall maintain on-site records of all visual observations (inspections), personnel performing the observations, observation dates, weather conditions, locations observed, and corrective actions taken in response to the observations.  
	4. Risk Level 2 – Water Quality Sampling and Analysis
	a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect storm water grab samples from sampling locations, as defined in Section I.5.  The storm water grab sample(s) obtained shall be representative of the flow and characteristics of the discharge.
	b. At minimum, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect 3 samples per day of the qualifying event. 
	c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that the grab samples collected of stored or contained storm water are from discharges subsequent to a qualifying rain event (producing precipitation of ½ inch or more at the time of discharge).  
	d. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall analyze their effluent samples for:
	i. pH and turbidity.
	ii. Any additional parameters for which monitoring is required by the Regional Water Board. 
	5. Risk Level 2 – Storm Water Discharge Water Quality Sampling Locations
	a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall perform sampling and analysis of storm water discharges to characterize discharges associated with construction activity from the entire project disturbed area.
	b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect effluent samples at all discharge points where storm water is discharged off-site. 
	c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharge collected and observed represent the effluent in each drainage area based on visual observation of the water and upstream conditions.  
	d. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall monitor and report site run-on from surrounding areas if there is reason to believe run-on may contribute to an exceedance of NALs or NELs.
	e. Risk Level 2 dischargers who deploy an ATS on their site, or a portion on their site, shall collect ATS effluent samples and measurements from the discharge pipe or another location representative of the nature of the discharge.
	f. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall select analytical test methods from the list provided in Table 3 below.
	g. All storm water sample collection preservation and handling shall be conducted in accordance with Section I.7 “Storm Water Sample Collection and Handling Instructions” below.
	6. Risk Level 2 – Visual Observation and Sample Collection Exemptions
	a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall be prepared to collect samples and conduct visual observation (inspections) until the minimum requirements of Sections I.3 and I.4 above are completed. Risk Level 2 dischargers are not required to physically collect samples or conduct visual observation (inspections) under the following conditions:
	i. During dangerous weather conditions such as flooding and electrical storms.
	ii. Outside of scheduled site business hours.
	b. If no required samples or visual observation (inspections) are collected due to these exceptions, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall include an explanation in their SWPPP and in the Annual Report documenting why the sampling or visual observation (inspections) were not conducted.
	7. Risk Level 2 – Storm Water Sample Collection and Handling Instructions
	a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall refer to Table 3 below for test methods, detection limits, and reporting units.
	b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that testing laboratories will receive samples within 48 hours of the physical sampling (unless otherwise required by the laboratory), and shall use only the sample containers provided by the laboratory to collect and store samples.  
	c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall designate and train personnel to collect, maintain, and ship samples in accordance with the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program’s (SWAMP) 2008 Quality Assurance Program Plan (QAPrP).
	8. Risk Level 2 – Monitoring Methods
	a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall include a description of the following items in the CSMP:  
	i. Visual observation locations, visual observation procedures, and visual observation follow-up and tracking procedures.
	ii. Sampling locations, and sample collection and handling procedures.  This shall include detailed procedures for sample collection, storage, preservation, and shipping to the testing lab to assure that consistent quality control and quality assurance is maintained.  Dischargers shall attach to the monitoring program an example Chain of Custody form used when handling and shipping samples. 
	iii. Identification of the analytical methods and related method detection limits (if applicable) for each parameter required in Section I.4 above.
	b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that all sampling and sample preservation are in accordance with the current edition of "Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater" (American Public Health Association).  All monitoring instruments and equipment (including a discharger’s own field instruments for measuring pH and turbidity) should be calibrated and maintained in accordance with manufacturers' specifications to ensure accurate measurements.  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that all laboratory analyses are conducted according to test procedures under 40 CFR Part 136, unless other test procedures have been specified in this General Permit or by the Regional Water Board.  With the exception of field analysis conducted by the discharger for turbidity and pH, all analyses should be sent to and conducted at a laboratory certified for such analyses by the State Department of Health Services.  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall conduct their own field analysis of pH and may conduct their own field analysis of turbidity if the discharger has sufficient capability (qualified and trained employees, properly calibrated and maintained field instruments, etc.) to adequately perform the field analysis.
	9. Risk Level 2 – Analytical Methods
	a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall refer to Table 3 below for test methods, detection limits, and reporting units.
	b. pH:  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall perform pH analysis on-site with a calibrated pH meter or a pH test kit.  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall record pH monitoring results on paper and retain these records in accordance with Section I.14, below.  
	c. Turbidity: Risk Level 2 dischargers shall perform turbidity analysis using a calibrated turbidity meter (turbidimeter), either on-site or at an accredited lab.  Acceptable test methods include Standard Method 2130 or USEPA Method 180.1.  The results will be recorded in the site log book in Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU). 
	10. Risk Level 2 - Non-Storm Water Discharge Monitoring Requirements
	a. Visual Monitoring Requirements:
	i. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) each drainage area for the presence of (or indications of prior) unauthorized and authorized non-storm water discharges and their sources.
	ii. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall conduct one visual observation (inspection) quarterly in each of the following periods:  January-March, April-June, July-September, and October-December.  Visual observation (inspections) are only required during daylight hours (sunrise to sunset).
	iii. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that visual observations (inspections) document the presence or evidence of any non-storm water discharge (authorized or unauthorized), pollutant characteristics (floating and suspended material, sheen, discoloration, turbidity, odor, etc.), and source.  Risk Level 2 dischargers shall maintain on-site records indicating the personnel performing the visual observation (inspections), the dates and approximate time each drainage area and non-storm water discharge was observed, and the response taken to eliminate unauthorized non-storm water discharges and to reduce or prevent pollutants from contacting non-storm water discharges.
	b. Effluent Sampling Locations:
	i. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall sample effluent at all discharge points where non-storm water and/or authorized non-storm water is discharged off-site. 
	ii. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall send all non-storm water sample analyses to a laboratory certified for such analyses by the State Department of Health Services.
	iii. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall monitor and report run-on from surrounding areas if there is reason to believe run-on may contribute to an exceedance of NALs.
	11. Risk Level 2 – Non-Visible Pollutant Monitoring Requirements
	a. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect one or more samples during any breach, malfunction, leakage, or spill observed during a visual inspection which could result in the discharge of pollutants to surface waters that would not be visually detectable in storm water. 
	b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall ensure that water samples are large enough to characterize the site conditions.
	c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect samples at all discharge locations that can be safely accessed.
	d. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect samples during the first two hours of discharge from rain events that occur during business hours and which generate runoff.
	e. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall analyze samples for all non-visible pollutant parameters (if applicable) - parameters indicating the presence of pollutants identified in the pollutant source assessment required (Risk Level 2 dischargers shall modify their CSMPs to address these additional parameters in accordance with any updated SWPPP pollutant source assessment).
	f. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall collect a sample of storm water that has not come in contact with the disturbed soil or the materials stored or used on-site (uncontaminated sample) for comparison with the discharge sample. 
	g. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall compare the uncontaminated sample to the samples of discharge using field analysis or through laboratory analysis.
	h. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall keep all field /or analytical data in the SWPPP document.
	12. Risk Level 2 – Watershed Monitoring Option
	13. Risk Level 2 – Particle Size Analysis for Project Risk Justification
	14. Risk Level 2 – Records
	a. The date, place, time of facility inspections, sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation.
	b. The individual(s) who performed the facility inspections, sampling, visual observation (inspections), and or measurements.
	c. The date and approximate time of analyses.
	d. The individual(s) who performed the analyses.
	e. A summary of all analytical results from the last three years, the method detection limits and reporting units, the analytical techniques or methods used, and the chain of custody forms.
	f. Rain gauge readings from site inspections;
	g. Quality assurance/quality control records and results.
	h. Non-storm water discharge inspections and visual observation (inspections) and storm water discharge visual observation records (see Sections I.3 and I.10 above).
	i. Visual observation and sample collection exception records (see Section I.6 above).
	j. The records of any corrective actions and follow-up activities that resulted from analytical results, visual observation (inspections), or inspections. 
	15. Risk Level 2 – NAL Exceedance Report
	a. In the event that any effluent sample exceeds an applicable NAL, Risk Level 2 dischargers shall electronically submit all storm event sampling results to the State Water Board no later than 10 days after the conclusion of the storm event. The Regional Boards have the authority to require the submittal of an NAL Exceedance Report.   
	b. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall certify each NAL Exceedance Report in accordance with the Special Provisions for Construction Activity. 
	c. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall retain an electronic or paper copy of each NAL Exceedance Report for a minimum of three years after the date the annual report is filed.  
	d. Risk Level 2 dischargers shall include in the NAL Exceedance Report:
	i. The analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as “less than the method detection limit”).
	ii. The date, place, time of sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation.
	iii. A description of the current BMPs associated with the effluent sample that exceeded the NAL and the proposed corrective actions taken.
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	ATTACHMENT E
	RISK LEVEL 3 REQUIREMENTS
	A. Effluent Standards
	1. Narrative – Risk Level 3 dischargers shall comply with the narrative effluent standards listed below:
	a. Storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges regulated by this General Permit shall not contain a hazardous substance equal to or in excess of reportable quantities established in 40 C.F.R. §§ 117.3 and 302.4, unless a separate NPDES Permit has been issued to regulate those discharges.
	b. Dischargers shall minimize or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges through the use of controls, structures, and management practices that achieve BAT for toxic and non-conventional pollutants and BCT for conventional pollutants.  
	2. Numeric –Risk Level 3 dischargers are subject to a pH NAL of 6.5-8.5, and a turbidity NAL of 250 NTU.  In addition, Risk Level 3 dischargers are subject to a pH NEL of 6.0-9.0 and a turbidity NEL of 500 NTU.
	B. Good Site Management "Housekeeping"
	1. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement good site management (i.e., "housekeeping") measures for construction materials that could potentially be a threat to water quality if discharged.  At a minimum, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement the following good housekeeping measures:
	a. Conduct an inventory of the products used and/or expected to be used and the end products that are produced and/or expected to be produced.  This does not include materials and equipment that are designed to be outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions (i.e. poles, equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, bricks, etc.).
	b. Cover and berm loose stockpiled construction materials that are not actively being used (i.e. soil, spoils, aggregate, fly-ash, stucco, hydrated lime, etc.).
	c. Store chemicals in watertight containers (with appropriate secondary containment to prevent any spillage or leakage) or in a storage shed (completely enclosed).
	d. Minimize exposure of construction materials to precipitation.  This does not include materials and equipment that are designed to be outdoors and exposed to environmental conditions (i.e. poles, equipment pads, cabinets, conductors, insulators, bricks, etc.).
	e. Implement BMPs to prevent the off-site tracking of loose construction and landscape materials.
	2. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping measures for waste management, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:
	a. Prevent disposal of any rinse or wash waters or materials on impervious or pervious site surfaces or into the storm drain system.
	b. Ensure the containment of sanitation facilities (e.g., portable toilets) to prevent discharges of pollutants to the storm water drainage system or receiving water.
	c. Clean or replace sanitation facilities and inspecting them regularly for leaks and spills.
	d. Cover waste disposal containers at the end of every business day and during a rain event.  
	e. Prevent discharges from waste disposal containers to the storm water drainage system or receiving water. 
	f. Contain and securely protecting stockpiled waste material from wind and rain at all times unless actively being used.
	g. Implement procedures that effectively address hazardous and non-hazardous spills.  
	h. Develop a spill response and implementation element of the SWPPP prior to commencement of construction activities.  The SWPPP shall require that:
	i. Equipment and materials for cleanup of spills shall be available on site and that spills and leaks shall be cleaned up immediately and disposed of properly; and 
	ii. Appropriate spill response personnel are assigned and trained.
	i. Ensure the containment of concrete washout areas and other washout areas that may contain additional pollutants so there is no discharge into the underlying soil and onto the surrounding areas.  
	3. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for vehicle storage and maintenance, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:
	a. Prevent oil, grease, or fuel to leak in to the ground, storm drains or surface waters. 
	b. Place all equipment or vehicles, which are to be fueled, maintained and stored in a designated area fitted with appropriate BMPs.
	c. Clean leaks immediately and disposing of leaked materials properly.
	4. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping for landscape materials, which, at a minimum, shall consist of the following:
	a. Contain stockpiled materials such as mulches and topsoil when they are not actively being used.
	b. Contain fertilizers and other landscape materials when they are not actively being used.
	c. Discontinuing the application of any erodible landscape material within 2 days before a forecasted rain event or during periods of precipitation.
	d. Applying erodible landscape material at quantities and application rates according to manufacture recommendations or based on written specifications by knowledgeable and experienced field personnel.
	e. Stacking erodible landscape material on pallets and covering or storing such materials when not being used or applied.
	5. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall conduct an assessment and create a list of potential pollutant sources and identify any areas of the site where additional BMPs are necessary to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.  This potential pollutant list shall be kept with the SWPPP and shall identify all non-visible pollutants which are known, or should be known, to occur on the construction site.  At a minimum, when developing BMPs, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall do the following:
	a. Consider the quantity, physical characteristics (e.g., liquid, powder, solid), and locations of each potential pollutant source handled, produced, stored, recycled, or disposed of at the site.
	b. Consider the degree to which pollutants associated with those materials may be exposed to and mobilized by contact with storm water.
	c. Consider the direct and indirect pathways that pollutants may be exposed to storm water or authorized non-storm water discharges.  This shall include an assessment of past spills or leaks, non-storm water discharges, and discharges from adjoining areas.
	d. Ensure retention of sampling, visual observation, and inspection records.
	e. Ensure effectiveness of existing BMPs to reduce or prevent pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.
	6. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement good housekeeping measures on the construction site to control the air deposition of site materials and from site operations. Such particulates can include, but are not limited to, sediment, nutrients, trash, metals, bacteria, oil and grease and organics.
	7. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall document all housekeeping BMPs in the SWPPP and REAP(s) in accordance with the nature and phase of the construction project.  Construction phases at traditional land development projects include Grading and Land Development Phase, Streets and Utilities, or Vertical Construction for traditional land development projects.
	C. Non-Storm Water Management 
	1. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement measures to control all non-storm water discharges during construction.  
	2. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall wash vehicles in such a manner as to prevent non-storm water discharges to surface waters or MS4 drainage systems.
	3. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall clean streets in such a manner as to prevent unauthorized non-storm water discharges from reaching surface water or MS4 drainage systems.
	D. Erosion Control
	1. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement effective wind erosion control.
	2. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall provide effective soil cover for inactive areas and all finished slopes, open space, utility backfill, and completed lots.
	3. Dischargers shall limit the use of plastic materials when more sustainable, environmentally friendly alternatives exist.  Where plastic materials are deemed necessary, the discharger shall consider the use of plastic materials resistant to solar degradation.
	E. Sediment Controls
	1. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall establish and maintain effective perimeter controls and stabilize all construction entrances and exits to sufficiently control erosion and sediment discharges from the site.  
	2. On sites where sediment basins are to be used, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall, at minimum, design sediment basins according to the method provided in CASQA’s Construction BMP Guidance Handbook. 
	3. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall implement appropriate erosion control BMPs (runoff control and soil stabilization) in conjunction with sediment control BMPs for areas under active construction.  
	4. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall apply linear sediment controls along the toe of the slope, face of the slope, and at the grade breaks of exposed slopes to comply with sheet flow lengths in accordance with Table 1.
	5. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that construction activity traffic to and from the project is limited to entrances and exits that employ effective controls to prevent offsite tracking of sediment.  
	6. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that all storm drain inlets and perimeter controls, runoff control BMPs, and pollutant controls at entrances and exits (e.g. tire washoff locations) are maintained and protected from activities that reduce their effectiveness.  
	7. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall inspect on a daily basis all immediate access roads daily.  At a minimum daily (when necessary) and prior to any rain event, the discharger shall remove any sediment or other construction activity-related materials that are deposited on the roads (by vacuuming or sweeping).  
	8. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The Regional Water Board may require Risk Level 3 dischargers to implement additional site-specific sediment control requirements if the implementation of the other requirements in this section are not adequately protecting the receiving waters. 
	F. Run-on and Run-off Controls
	G. Inspection, Maintenance and Repair
	1. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that all inspection, maintenance repair and sampling activities at the project location shall be performed or supervised by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner (QSP) representing the discharger.  The QSP may delegate any or all of these activities to an employee appropriately trained to do the task(s).
	2. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall perform weekly inspections and observations, and at least once each 24-hour period during extended storm events, to identify and record BMPs that need maintenance to operate effectively, that have failed, or that could fail to operate as intended.  Inspectors shall be the QSP or be trained by the QSP.
	3. Upon identifying failures or other shortcomings, as directed by the QSP, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall begin implementing repairs or design changes to BMPs within 72 hours of identification and complete the changes as soon as possible. 
	4. For each inspection required, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall complete an inspection checklist, using a form provided by the State Water Board or Regional Water Board or in an alternative format. 
	5. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that checklists shall remain onsite with the SWPPP and at a minimum, shall include:
	a. Inspection date and date the inspection report was written.
	b. Weather information, including presence or absence of precipitation, estimate of beginning of qualifying storm event, duration of event, time elapsed since last storm, and approximate amount of rainfall in inches.
	c. Site information, including stage of construction, activities completed, and approximate area of the site exposed. 
	d. A description of any BMPs evaluated and any deficiencies noted.  
	e. If the construction site is safely accessible during inclement weather, list the observations of all BMPs:  erosion controls, sediment controls, chemical and waste controls, and non-storm water controls.  Otherwise, list the results of visual inspections at all relevant outfalls, discharge points, downstream locations and any projected maintenance activities.
	f. Report the presence of noticeable odors or of any visible sheen on the surface of any discharges. 
	g. Any corrective actions required, including any necessary changes to the SWPPP and the associated implementation dates.
	h. Photographs taken during the inspection, if any.
	i. Inspector’s name, title, and signature.
	H. Rain Event Action Plan
	1. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP develop a Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) 48 hours prior to any likely precipitation event.  A likely precipitation event is any weather pattern that is forecast to have a 50% or greater probability of producing precipitation in the project area.  The QSP shall obtain a printed copy of precipitation forecast information from the National Weather Service Forecast Office (e.g., by entering the zip code of the project’s location at http://www.srh.noaa.gov/forecast). 
	2. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP develop the REAPs for all phases of construction (i.e., Grading and Land Development, Streets and Utilities, Vertical Construction, Final Landscaping and Site Stabilization).  
	3. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP ensure that the REAP include, at a minimum, the following site information:
	a. Site Address.
	b. Calculated Risk Level (2 or 3).
	c. Site Storm Water Manager Information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number.
	d. Erosion and Sediment Control Provider information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number.
	e. Storm Water Sampling Agent information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number.
	4. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The QSP shall include in the REAP, at a minimum, the following project phase information:
	a. Activities associated with each construction phase.
	b. Trades active on the construction site during each construction phase.
	c. Trade contractor information.
	d. Suggested actions for each project phase.
	5. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The QSP shall develop additional REAPs for project sites where construction activities are indefinitely halted or postponed (Inactive Construction).  At a minimum, Inactive Construction REAPs must include:
	a. Site Address.
	b. Calculated Risk Level (2 or 3).
	c. Site Storm Water Manager Information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number.
	d. Erosion and Sediment Control Provider information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number.
	e. Storm Water Sampling Agent information including the name, company, and 24-hour emergency telephone number.
	f. Trades active on site during Inactive Construction.
	g. Trade contractor information.
	h. Suggested actions for inactive construction sites.
	6. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP begin implementation and make the REAP available onsite no later than 24 hours prior to the likely precipitation event.
	7. Additional Risk Level 3 Requirement:  The discharger shall ensure a QSP maintain onsite a paper copy of each REAP onsite in compliance with the record retention requirements of the Special Provisions in this General Permit.
	I. Risk Level 3 Monitoring and Reporting Requirements
	1. Construction Site Monitoring Program Requirements
	a. Pursuant to Water Code Sections 13383 and 13267, all dischargers subject to this General Permit shall develop and implement a written site-specific Construction Site Monitoring Program (CSMP) in accordance with the requirements of this Section.  The CSMP shall include all monitoring procedures and instructions, location maps, forms, and checklists as required in this section.  The CSMP shall be developed prior to the commencement of construction activities, and revised as necessary to reflect project revisions.  The CSMP shall be a part of the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), included as an appendix or separate SWPPP chapter.
	b. Existing dischargers registered under the State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ shall make and implement necessary revisions to their Monitoring Program to reflect the changes in this General Permit in a timely manner, but no later than July 1, 2010.  Existing dischargers shall continue to implement their existing Monitoring Program in compliance with State Water Board Order No. 99-08-DWQ until the necessary revisions are completed according to the schedule above.
	c. When a change of ownership occurs for all or any portion of the construction site prior to completion or final stabilization, the new discharger shall comply with these requirements as of the date the ownership change occurs. 
	2. Objectives
	a. To demonstrate that the site is in compliance with the Discharge Prohibitions and applicable Numeric Action Levels (NALs)/Numeric Effluent Limitations (NELs) of this General Permit.
	b. To determine whether non-visible pollutants are present at the construction site and are causing or contributing to exceedances of water quality objectives.
	c. To determine whether immediate corrective actions, additional Best Management Practice (BMP) implementation, or SWPPP revisions are necessary to reduce pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.
	d. To determine whether BMPs included in the SWPPP/Rain Event Action Plan (REAP) are effective in preventing or reducing pollutants in storm water discharges and authorized non-storm water discharges.
	3. Risk Level 3 – Visual Monitoring (Inspection) Requirements for Qualifying Rain Events
	a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) storm water discharges at all discharge locations within two business days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain event.  
	b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) the discharge of stored or contained storm water that is derived from and discharged subsequent to a qualifying rain event producing precipitation of ½ inch or more at the time of discharge.  Stored or contained storm water that will likely discharge after operating hours due to anticipated precipitation shall be observed prior to the discharge during operating hours.  
	c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall conduct visual observations (inspections) during business hours only.
	d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall record the time, date and rain gauge reading of all qualifying rain events.
	e. Within 2 business days (48 hours) prior to each qualifying rain event, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect):
	i. all storm water drainage areas to identify any spills, leaks, or uncontrolled pollutant sources.  If needed, the discharger shall implement appropriate corrective actions.
	ii. all BMPs to identify whether they have been properly implemented in accordance with the SWPPP/REAP. If needed, the discharger shall implement appropriate corrective actions.
	iii. any storm water storage and containment areas to detect leaks and ensure maintenance of adequate freeboard.  
	f. For the visual observations (inspections) described in c.i. and c.iii above, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall observe the presence or absence of floating and suspended materials, a sheen on the surface, discolorations, turbidity, odors, and source(s) of any observed pollutants. 
	g. Within two business days (48 hours) after each qualifying rain event, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall conduct post rain event visual observations (inspections) to (1) identify whether BMPs were adequately designed, implemented, and effective, and (2) identify additional BMPs and revise the SWPPP accordingly.  
	h. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall maintain on-site records of all visual observations (inspections), personnel performing the observations, observation dates, weather conditions, locations observed, and corrective actions taken in response to the observations.  
	4. Risk Level 3 – Water Quality Sampling and Analysis
	a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect storm water grab samples from sampling locations, as defined in Section I.5.  The storm water grab sample(s) obtained shall be representative of the flow and characteristics of the discharge.
	b. At minimum, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect 3 samples per day of the qualifying event. 
	c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that the grab samples collected of stored or contained storm water are from discharges subsequent to a qualifying rain event (producing precipitation of ½ inch or more at the time of discharge).  
	d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall analyze their effluent samples for:
	i. pH and turbidity.
	ii. Any additional parameters for which monitoring is required by the Regional Water Board. 
	e. Risk 3 dischargers shall electronically submit all storm event sampling results to the State Water Board no later than 5 days after the conclusion of the storm event.  
	f. Risk Level 3 discharger sites that have violated the turbidity daily average NEL shall analyze subsequent effluent samples for all the parameters specified in Section I.4.e, above, and Suspended Sediment Concentration (SSC).
	g. In the event that a Risk Level 3 discharger violates an NEL contained in this General Permit and has a direct discharge into receiving waters, the Risk Level 3 discharger shall subsequently sample receiving waters (RWs) for all parameter(s) required in Section I.4.e above for the duration of coverage under this General Permit. 
	h. Risk Level 3 dischargers disturbing 30 acres or more of the landscape and with direct discharges into receiving waters shall conduct or participate in benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment of RWs prior to commencement of construction activity (See Appendix 3).
	i. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall obtain RW samples in accordance with the Receiving Water sampling location section (Section I.5), below.
	5. Risk Level 3 – Storm Water Discharge Water Quality Sampling Locations
	a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall perform sampling and analysis of storm water discharges to characterize discharges associated with construction activity from the entire project disturbed area.
	b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect effluent samples at all discharge points where storm water is discharged off-site. 
	c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that storm water discharge collected and observed represent the effluent in each drainage area based on visual observation of the water and upstream conditions.  
	d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall monitor and report site run-on from surrounding areas if there is reason to believe run-on may contribute to an exceedance of NALs or NELs.
	e. Risk Level 3 dischargers who deploy an ATS on their site, or a portion on their site, shall collect ATS effluent samples and measurements from the discharge pipe or another location representative of the nature of the discharge.
	f. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall select analytical test methods from the list provided in Table 3 below.
	g. All storm water sample collection preservation and handling shall be conducted in accordance with Section I.7 “Storm Water Sample Collection and Handling Instructions” below.
	h. Upstream/up-gradient RW samples: Risk Level 3 dischargers shall obtain any required upstream/up-gradient receiving water samples from a representative and accessible location as close as possible and upstream from the effluent discharge point.
	i. Downstream/down-gradient RW samples: Risk Level 3 dischargers shall obtain any required downstream/down-gradient receiving water samples from a representative and accessible location as close as possible and downstream from the effluent discharge point.
	j. If two or more discharge locations discharge to the same receiving water, Risk Level 3 dischargers may sample the receiving water at a single upstream and downstream location.
	6. Risk Level 3 – Visual Observation and Sample Collection Exemptions
	a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall be prepared to collect samples and conduct visual observation (inspections) until the minimum requirements of Sections I.3 and I.4 above are completed. Risk Level 3 dischargers are not required to physically collect samples or conduct visual observation (inspections) under the following conditions:
	i. During dangerous weather conditions such as flooding and electrical storms.
	ii. Outside of scheduled site business hours.
	b. If no required samples or visual observation (inspections) are collected due to these exceptions, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall include an explanation in their SWPPP and in the Annual Report documenting why the sampling or visual observation (inspections) were not conducted.
	7. Risk Level 3 – Storm Water Sample Collection and Handling Instructions
	a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall refer to Table 3 below for test methods, detection limits, and reporting units.
	b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that testing laboratories will receive samples within 48 hours of the physical sampling (unless otherwise required by the laboratory), and shall use only the sample containers provided by the laboratory to collect and store samples.  
	c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall designate and train personnel to collect, maintain, and ship samples in accordance with the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program’s (SWAMP) 2008 Quality Assurance Program Plan (QAPrP).
	8. Risk Level 3 – Monitoring Methods
	a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall include a description of the following items in the CSMP:  
	i. Visual observation locations, visual observation procedures, and visual observation follow-up and tracking procedures.
	ii. Sampling locations, and sample collection and handling procedures.  This shall include detailed procedures for sample collection, storage, preservation, and shipping to the testing lab to assure that consistent quality control and quality assurance is maintained.  Dischargers shall attach to the monitoring program an example Chain of Custody form used when handling and shipping samples. 
	iii. Identification of the analytical methods and related method detection limits (if applicable) for each parameter required in Section I.4 above.
	b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that all sampling and sample preservation are in accordance with the current edition of "Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater" (American Public Health Association).  All monitoring instruments and equipment (including a discharger’s own field instruments for measuring pH and turbidity) should be calibrated and maintained in accordance with manufacturers' specifications to ensure accurate measurements.  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that all laboratory analyses are conducted according to test procedures under 40 CFR Part 136, unless other test procedures have been specified in this General Permit or by the Regional Water Board.  With the exception of field analysis conducted by the discharger for turbidity and pH, all analyses should be sent to and conducted at a laboratory certified for such analyses by the State Department of Health Services (SSC exception).  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall conduct their own field analysis of pH and may conduct their own field analysis of turbidity if the discharger has sufficient capability (qualified and trained employees, properly calibrated and maintained field instruments, etc.) to adequately perform the field analysis.
	9. Risk Level 3 – Analytical Methods
	a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall refer to Table 3 below for test methods, detection limits, and reporting units.
	b. pH:  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall perform pH analysis on-site with a calibrated pH meter or a pH test kit.  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall record pH monitoring results on paper and retain these records in accordance with Section I.14, below.  
	c. Turbidity: Risk Level 3 dischargers shall perform turbidity analysis using a calibrated turbidity meter (turbidimeter), either on-site or at an accredited lab.  Acceptable test methods include Standard Method 2130 or USEPA Method 180.1.  The results will be recorded in the site log book in Nephelometric Turbidity Units (NTU). 
	d. Suspended sediment concentration (SSC): Risk Level 3 dischargers shall perform SSC analysis using ASTM Method D3977-97.
	e. Bioassessment: Risk Level 3 dischargers shall perform bioassessment sampling and analysis according to Appendix 3 of this General Permit.
	10. Risk Level 3 - Non-Storm Water Discharge Monitoring Requirements
	a. Visual Monitoring Requirements:
	i. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall visually observe (inspect) each drainage area for the presence of (or indications of prior) unauthorized and authorized non-storm water discharges and their sources.
	ii. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall conduct one visual observation (inspection) quarterly in each of the following periods:  January-March, April-June, July-September, and October-December.  Visual observation (inspections) are only required during daylight hours (sunrise to sunset).
	iii. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that visual observations (inspections) document the presence or evidence of any non-storm water discharge (authorized or unauthorized), pollutant characteristics (floating and suspended material, sheen, discoloration, turbidity, odor, etc.), and source.  Risk Level 3 dischargers shall maintain on-site records indicating the personnel performing the visual observation (inspections), the dates and approximate time each drainage area and non-storm water discharge was observed, and the response taken to eliminate unauthorized non-storm water discharges and to reduce or prevent pollutants from contacting non-storm water discharges.
	b. Effluent Sampling Locations:
	i. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall sample effluent at all discharge points where non-storm water and/or authorized non-storm water is discharged off-site. 
	ii. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall send all non-storm water sample analyses to a laboratory certified for such analyses by the State Department of Health Services.
	iii. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall monitor and report run-on from surrounding areas if there is reason to believe run-on may contribute to an exceedance of NALs or NELs.
	11. Risk Level 3 – Non-Visible Pollutant Monitoring Requirements
	a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect one or more samples during any breach, malfunction, leakage, or spill observed during a visual inspection which could result in the discharge of pollutants to surface waters that would not be visually detectable in storm water. 
	b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall ensure that water samples are large enough to characterize the site conditions.  
	c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect samples at all discharge locations that can be safely accessed.
	d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect samples during the first two hours of discharge from rain events that occur during business hours and which generate runoff.
	e. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall analyze samples for all non-visible pollutant parameters (if applicable) - parameters indicating the presence of pollutants identified in the pollutant source assessment required (Risk Level 3 dischargers shall modify their CSMPs to address these additional parameters in accordance with any updated SWPPP pollutant source assessment).
	f. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall collect a sample of storm water that has not come in contact with the disturbed soil or the materials stored or used on-site (uncontaminated sample) for comparison with the discharge sample. 
	g. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall compare the uncontaminated sample to the samples of discharge using field analysis or through laboratory analysis.
	h. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall keep all field /or analytical data in the SWPPP document.
	12. Risk Level 3 – Watershed Monitoring Option
	13. Risk Level 3 – Particle Size Analysis for Project Risk Justification
	14. Risk Level 3 – Records
	a. The date, place, time of facility inspections, sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation.
	b. The individual(s) who performed the facility inspections, sampling, visual observation (inspections), and or measurements.
	c. The date and approximate time of analyses.
	d. The individual(s) who performed the analyses.
	e. A summary of all analytical results from the last three years, the method detection limits and reporting units, the analytical techniques or methods used, and the chain of custody forms.
	f. Rain gauge readings from site inspections.
	g. Quality assurance/quality control records and results.
	h. Non-storm water discharge inspections and visual observation (inspections) and storm water discharge visual observation records (see Sections I.3 and I.10 above).
	i. Visual observation and sample collection exception records (see Section I.6 above).
	j. The records of any corrective actions and follow-up activities that resulted from analytical results, visual observation (inspections), or inspections. 
	15. Risk Level 3 – NAL Exceedance Report
	a. In the event that any effluent sample exceeds an applicable NAL, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall electronically submit all storm event sampling results to the State Water Board no later than 10 days after the conclusion of the storm event. The Regional Boards have the authority to require the submittal of an NAL Exceedance Report.   
	b. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall certify each NAL Exceedance Report in accordance with the Special Provisions for Construction Activity In this General Permit. 
	c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall retain an electronic or paper copy of each NAL Exceedance Report for a minimum of three years after the date the annual report is filed.  
	d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall include in the NAL Exceedance Report:
	i. The analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as “less than the method detection limit”).
	ii. The date, place, time of sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation.
	iii. A description of the current BMPs associated with the effluent sample that exceeded the NAL and the proposed corrective actions taken.
	16. Risk Level 3 – NEL Violation Report
	a. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall electronically submit all storm event sampling results to the State Water Board no later than 5 days after the conclusion of the storm event. 
	b. In the event that a discharger has violated an applicable NEL, Risk Level 3 dischargers shall submit an NEL Violation Report to the State Water Board within 24 hours after the NEL exceedance has been identified. 
	c. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall certify each NEL Violation Report in accordance with the Special Provisions for Construction Activity in this General Permit. 
	d. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall retain an electronic or paper copy of each NEL Violation Report for a minimum of three years after the date the annual report is filed.  
	e. Risk Level 3 dischargers shall include in the NEL Violation Report:
	i. The analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as “less than the method detection limit”); 
	ii. The date, place, time of sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation; and
	iii. A Description of the current onsite BMPs, and the proposed corrective actions taken to manage the NEL exceedance.
	f. Compliance Storm Exemption - In the event that an applicable NEL has been exceeded during a storm event equal to or larger than the Compliance Storm Event, Risk level 3 discharger shall report the on-site rain gauge reading and nearby governmental rain gauge readings for verification.
	17. Risk Level 3 – Bioassessment 
	a. Risk Level 3 dischargers with a total project-related ground disturbance exceeding  30 acres shall: 
	i. Conduct bioassessment monitoring, as described in Appendix 3.
	ii. Include the collection and reporting of specified in stream biological data and physical habitat.
	iii. Use the bioassessment sample collection and Quality Assurance & Quality Control (QA/QC) protocols developed by the State of California’s Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). 
	b. Risk Level 3 dischargers qualifying for bioassessment, where construction commences out of an index period for the site location shall:
	i. Receive Regional Board approval for the sampling exception.
	ii. Conduct bioassessment monitoring, as described in Appendix 3. 
	iii. Include the collection and reporting of specified instream biological data and physical habitat.
	iv. Use the bioassessment sample collection and Quality Assurance & Quality Control (QA/QC) protocols developed by the State of California’s Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP).
	v. Make a check payable to: Cal State Chico Foundation (SWAMP Bank Account) or San Jose State Foundation (SWAMP Bank Account) and include the WDID# on the check for the amount calculated for the exempted project.
	vi. Send a copy of the check to the Regional Water Board office for the site’s region.
	vii. Invest $7,500.00 X The number of samples required into the SWAMP program as compensation (upon regional board approval).
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	ATTACHMENT F:
	A. Dischargers choosing to implement an Active Treatment System (ATS) on their site shall comply with all of the requirements in this Attachment.
	B. The discharger shall maintain a paper copy of each ATS specification onsite in compliance with the record retention requirements in the Special Provisions of this General Permit.
	C. ATS Design, Operation and Submittals
	1. The ATS shall be designed and approved by a Certified Professional in Erosion and Sediment Control (CPESC), a Certified Professional in Storm Water Quality (CPSWQ); a California registered civil engineer; or any other California registered engineer.
	2. The discharger shall ensure that the ATS is designed in a manner to preclude the accidental discharge of settled floc during floc pumping or related operations.
	3. The discharger shall design outlets to dissipate energy from concentrated flows.
	4. The discharger shall install and operate an ATS by assigning a lead person (or project manager) who has either a minimum of five years construction storm water experience or who is a licensed contractors specifically holding a California Class A Contractors license.
	5. The discharger shall prepare an ATS Plan that combines the site-specific data and treatment system information required to safely and efficiently operate an ATS.  The ATS Plan shall be electronically submitted to the State Water Board at least 14 days prior to the planned operation of the ATS and a paper copy shall be available onsite during ATS operation.  At a minimum, the ATS Plan shall include:
	a. ATS Operation and Maintenance Manual for All Equipment.
	b. ATS Monitoring, Sampling & Reporting Plan, including Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC).
	c. ATS Health and Safety Plan.
	d. ATS Spill Prevention Plan.
	6. The ATS shall be designed to capture and treat (within a 72-hour period) a volume equivalent to the runoff from a 10-year, 24-hour storm event using a watershed runoff coefficient of 1.0.
	D. Treatment – Chemical Coagulation/Flocculation
	1. Jar tests shall be conducted using water samples selected to represent typical site conditions and in accordance with ASTM D2035-08 (2003).
	2. The discharger shall conduct, at minimum, six site-specific jar tests (per polymer with one test serving as a control) for each project to determine the proper polymer and dosage levels for their ATS. 
	3. Single field jar tests may also be conducted during a project if conditions warrant, for example if construction activities disturb changing types of soils, which consequently cause change in storm water and runoff characteristics. 
	E. Residual Chemical and Toxicity Requirements
	1. The discharger shall utilize a residual chemical test method that has a method detection limit (MDL) of 10% or less than the maximum allowable threshold concentration (MATC) for the specific coagulant in use and for the most sensitive species of the chemical used.
	2. The discharger shall utilize a residual chemical test method that produces a result within one hour of sampling.
	3. The discharger shall have a California State certified laboratory validate the selected residual chemical test.   Specifically the lab will review the test protocol, test parameters, and the detection limit of the coagulant.  The discharger shall electronically submit this documentation as part of the ATS Plan. 
	4. If the discharger cannot utilize a residual chemical test method that meets the requirements above, the discharger shall operate the ATS in Batch Treatment mode.
	5. A discharger planning to operate in Batch Treatment mode shall perform toxicity testing in accordance with the following:
	a. The discharger shall initiate acute toxicity testing on effluent samples representing effluent from each batch prior to discharge.  All bioassays shall be sent to a laboratory certified by the Department of Health Services (DHS) Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP).  The required field of testing number for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing is E113.  
	b. Acute toxicity tests shall be conducted with the following species and protocols.  The methods to be used in the acute toxicity testing shall be those outlined for a 96-hour acute test in “Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Water to Freshwater and Marine Organisms, USEPA-841-R-02-012” for Fathead minnow, Pimephales promelas (fathead minnow). Acute toxicity for Oncorhynchus mykiss  (Rainbow Trout) may be used as a substitute for testing fathead minnows.
	c. All toxicity tests shall meet quality assurance criteria and test acceptability criteria in the most recent versions of the EPA test method for WET testing.
	d. The discharger shall electronically report all acute toxicity testing.  
	F. Filtration
	1. The ATS shall include a filtration step between the coagulant treatment train and the effluent discharge.  This is commonly provided by sand, bag, or cartridge filters, which are sized to capture suspended material that might pass through the clarifier tanks. 
	2. Differential pressure measurements shall be taken to monitor filter loading and confirm that the final filter stage is functioning properly. 
	G. Residuals Management
	1. Sediment shall be removed from the storage or treatment cells as necessary to ensure that the cells maintain their required water storage (i.e., volume) capability.  
	2. Handling and disposal of all solids generated during ATS operations shall be done in accordance with all local, state, and federal laws and regulations.
	H. ATS Instrumentation
	1. The ATS shall be equipped with instrumentation that automatically measures and records effluent water quality data and flow rate.  
	2. The minimum data recorded shall be consistent with the Monitoring and Reporting requirements below, and shall include:
	a. Influent Turbidity 
	b. Effluent Turbidity 
	c. Influent pH
	d. Effluent pH
	e. Residual Chemical
	f. Effluent Flow rate
	g. Effluent Flow volume
	3. Systems shall be equipped with a data recording system, such as data loggers or webserver-based systems, which records each measurement on a frequency no longer than once every 15 minutes. 
	4. Cumulative flow volume shall be recorded daily. The data recording system shall have the capacity to record a minimum of seven days continuous data.
	5. Instrumentation systems shall be interfaced with system control to provide auto shutoff or recirculation in the event that effluent measurements exceed turbidity or pH. 
	6. The system shall also assure that upon system upset, power failure, or other catastrophic event, the ATS will default to a recirculation mode or safe shut down.
	7. Instrumentation (flow meters, probes, valves, streaming current detectors, controlling computers, etc.) shall be installed and maintained per manufacturer’s recommendations, which shall be included in the QA/QC plan.  
	8. The QA/QC plan shall also specify calibration procedures and frequencies, instrument method detection limit or sensitivity verification, laboratory duplicate procedures, and other pertinent procedures.
	9. The instrumentation system shall include a method for controlling coagulant dose, to prevent potential overdosing.  Available technologies include flow/turbidity proportional metering, periodic jar testing and metering pump adjustment, and ionic charge measurement controlling the metering pump.
	I. ATS Effluent Discharge
	1. ATS effluent shall comply with all provisions and prohibitions in this General Permit, specifically the NELs.
	2. NELs for discharges from an ATS:  
	a. Turbidity of all ATS discharges shall be less than 10 NTU for daily flow-weighted average of all samples and 20 NTU for any single sample.
	b. Residual Chemical shall be < 10% of MATC for the most sensitive species of the chemical used.
	3. If an analytical effluent sampling result is outside the range of pH NELs (i.e., is below the lower NEL for pH or exceeds the upper NEL for pH) or exceeds the turbidity NEL (as listed in Table 1), the discharger is in violation of this General Permit and shall electronically file the results in violation within 24-hours of obtaining the results.
	4. If ATS effluent is authorized to discharge into a sanitary sewer system, the discharger shall comply with any pre-treatment requirements applicable for that system.  The discharger shall include any specific criteria required by the municipality in the ATS Plan.
	5. Compliance Storm Event:
	J. Operation and Maintenance Plan
	1. Each Project shall have a site-specific Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Manual covering the procedures required to install, operate and maintain the ATS. 
	2. The O&M Manual shall only be used in conjunction with appropriate project-specific design specifications that describe the system configuration and operating parameters.
	3. The O&M Manual shall have operating manuals for specific pumps, generators, control systems,and other equipment. 
	K. Sampling and Reporting Quality Assurance/ Quality Check (QA/QC) Plan
	4. A project-specific QA/QC Plan shall be developed for each project. The QA/QC Plan shall include at a minimum:
	a. Calibration – Calibration methods and frequencies for all system and field instruments shall be specified.
	b. Method Detection Limits (MDLs) – The methods for determining MDLs shall be specified for each residual coagulant measurement method.  Acceptable minimum MDLs for each method, specific to individual coagulants, shall be specified.
	c. Laboratory Duplicates – Requirements for monthly laboratory duplicates for residual coagulant analysis shall be specified.
	L. Personnel Training
	1. Operators shall have training specific to using an ATS and liquid coagulants for storm water discharges in California.  
	2. The training shall be in the form of a formal class with a certificate and requirements for testing and certificate renewal.
	3. Training shall include a minimum of eight hours classroom and 32 hours field training. The course shall cover the following topics:
	a. Coagulation Basics –Chemistry and physical processes
	b. ATS System Design and Operating Principles
	c. ATS Control Systems 
	d. Coagulant Selection – Jar testing, dose determination, etc.
	e. Aquatic Safety/Toxicity of Coagulants, proper handling and safety
	f. Monitoring, Sampling, and Analysis
	g. Reporting and Recordkeeping 
	h. Emergency Response
	M. Active Treatment System (ATS) Monitoring Requirements
	1. Visual Monitoring
	a. A designated responsible person shall be on site daily at all times during treatment operations. 
	b. Daily on-site visual monitoring of the system for proper performance shall be conducted and recorded in the project data log. 
	i. The log shall include the name and phone number of the person responsible for system operation and monitoring.
	ii. The log shall include documentation of the responsible person’s training.
	2. Operational and Compliance Monitoring
	a. Flow shall be continuously monitored and recorded at not greater than 15-minute intervals for total volume treated and discharged.
	b. Influent and effluent pH must be continuously monitored and recorded at not greater than 15-minute intervals.
	c. Influent and effluent turbidity (expressed in NTU) must be continuously monitored and recorded at not greater than 15-minute intervals.
	d. The type and amount of chemical used for pH adjustment, if any, shall be monitored and recorded.
	e. Dose rate of chemical used in the ATS system (expressed in mg/L) shall be monitored and reported 15-minutes after startup and every 8 hours of operation.
	f. Laboratory duplicates – monthly laboratory duplicates for residual coagulant analysis must be performed and records shall be maintained onsite.
	g. Effluent shall be monitored and recorded for residual chemical/additive levels.
	h. If a residual chemical/additive test does not exist and the ATS is operating in a batch treatment mode of operation refer to the toxicity monitoring requirements below.
	3. Toxicity Monitoring
	a. The discharger shall initiate acute toxicity testing on effluent samples representing effluent from each batch prior to discharge.  All bioassays shall be sent to a laboratory certified by the Department of Health Services (DHS) Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP).  The required field of testing number for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing is E113. 
	b. Acute toxicity tests shall be conducted with the following species and protocols.  The methods to be used in the acute toxicity testing shall be those outlined for a 96-hour acute test in “Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Water to Freshwater and Marine Organisms, USEPA-841-R-02-012” for Fathead minnow, Pimephales promelas or Rainbow trout Oncorhynchus mykiss may be used as a substitute for fathead minnow.
	c. All toxicity tests shall meet quality assurance criteria and test acceptability criteria in the most recent versions of the EPA test method for WET testing.
	4. Reporting and Recordkeeping
	5. Non-compliance Reporting
	a. Any indications of toxicity or other violations of water quality objectives shall be reported to the appropriate regulatory agency as required by this General Permit. 
	b. Upon any measurements that exceed water quality standards, the system operator shall immediately notify his supervisor or other responsible parties, who shall notify the Regional Water Board.
	c. If any monitoring data exceeds any applicable NEL in this General Permit, the discharger shall electronically submit a NEL Violation Report to the State Water Board within 24 hours after the NEL exceedance has been identified. 
	i. ATS dischargers shall certify each NEL Violation Report in accordance with the Special Provisions for Construction Activity in this General Permit. 
	ii. ATS dischargers shall retain an electronic or paper copy of each NEL Violation Report for a minimum of three years after the date the annual report is filed.  
	iii. ATS dischargers shall include in the NEL Violation Report:
	(1) The analytical method(s), method reporting unit(s), and method detection limit(s) of each analytical parameter (analytical results that are less than the method detection limit shall be reported as “less than the method detection limit”); 
	(2) The date, place, time of sampling, visual observation (inspections), and/or measurements, including precipitation; and
	(3) A description of the current onsite BMPs, and the proposed corrective actions taken to manage the NEL exceedance.
	iv. Compliance Storm Exemption - In the event that an applicable NEL has been exceeded during a storm event equal to or larger than the Compliance Storm Event, ATS dischargers shall report the on-site rain gauge reading and nearby governmental rain gauge readings for verification.
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	APPENDIX 5:
	Glossary
	Active Areas of Construction
	Acute Toxicity Test 
	1. For a corporation or limited liability company: a responsible corporate officer. For the purpose of this section, a responsible corporate officer means: (a) a president, secretary, treasurer, or vice-president of the corporation in charge of a principal business function, or any other person who performs similar policy or decision-making functions for the corporation or limited liability company; or (b) the manager of the facility if authority to sign documents has been assigned or delegated to the manager in accordance with corporate procedures;
	2. For a partnership or sole proprietorship: a general partner or the proprietor, respectively; 
	3. For a municipality, State, Federal, or other public agency: a principal executive officer, ranking elected official, city manager, council president, or any other authorized public employee with managerial responsibility over the construction or land disturbance project (including, but not limited to, project manager, project superintendent, or resident engineer);
	4. For the military:  any military officer or Department of Defense civilian, acting in an equivalent capacity to a military officer, who has been designated;
	5. For a public university:  an authorized university official;
	6. For an individual:  the individual, because the individual acts as both the Legally Responsible Person and the Approved Signatory; or
	Chain of Custody (COC) 
	Coagulation
	Common Plan of Development
	Discharger
	Effluent
	Erosion
	Erosion Control BMPs
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	Final Stabilization
	First Order Stream
	Flocculants
	Good Housekeeping BMPs
	Grading Phase (part of the Grading and Land Development Phase)
	Hydromodification
	Inactive Areas of Construction
	K Factor
	Legally Responsible Person

	2. In addition to the above, the following persons or entities may also serve as an LRP:  
	a. For linear underground/overhead projects, the utility company, municipality, or other public or private company or agency that owns or operates the LUP;
	b. For land controlled by an estate or similar entity, the person who has day-to-day control over the land (including, but not limited to, a bankruptcy trustee, receiver, or conservator); 
	c. For pollution investigation and remediation projects, any potentially responsible party that has received permission to conduct the project from the holder of a real property interest in the land; or
	d. For U.S. Army Corp of Engineers projects, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers may provide written authorization to its bonded contractor to serve as the LRP, provided, however, that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is also responsible for compliance with the general permit, as authorized by the Clean Water Act or the Federal Facilities Compliance Act.
	Likely Precipitation Event
	Maximum Allowable Threshold Concentration (MATC)
	Non-Storm Water Discharges
	Post-Construction BMPs
	Project
	Qualified SWPPP Developer
	Qualified SWPPP Practitioner
	Qualifying Rain Event
	R Factor
	Rain Event Action Plan (REAP)
	Runoff Control BMPs
	Sediment
	Sedimentation
	Sediment Control BMPs
	Settleable Solids (SS)
	Sheet Flow
	Site
	Soil Amendment
	Streets and Utilities Phase
	Toxicity
	Turbidity 
	Vertical Construction Phase
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	NPDES  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
	SS   Settleable Solids

	SUSMP  Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan
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4.  MONITORING PROGRAM 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Section 4 serves as the Annual Monitoring Program Plan for the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP or Program). The monitoring plan provides 
brief descriptions of receiving water monitoring and assessment activities that will be conducted 
by the Program in FY 07-08.  The goals and objectives of the Program’s monitoring program are 
provided within the Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised Multi-Year 
Plan).  In addition, activities associated with the implementation of control measures for specific 
pollutants of concern (POCs) not discussed in Sections 5 and 6, and activities designed to 
support the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) are also described. 
 
RECEIVING WATERS MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT  
 
In 2002, the Program developed and began implementing a Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan (Multi-Year Plan) in compliance with Provision C.7 of the Program’s NPDES 
Permit. The Multi-Year Plan is intended to assist the Program in: 
 
• Developing a better understanding of the chemical, biological, and physical characteristics 


of water bodies and watersheds relevant to the Program, which will help inform decisions 
about future management actions and help clarify and resolve urban runoff related issues 
within watersheds; 


• Assessing baseline water quality conditions in representative watersheds within Program 
boundaries to evaluate urban runoff impacts and help solve creek drainage basin-specific 
water quality problems; 


• Assessing whether specific pollutants of concern are found in urban runoff discharges and 
impact water quality in local water bodies and the San Francisco Bay; and, 


• Evaluating overall Program effectiveness over time. 
 
The Multi-Year Plan was designed to assess water bodies in the Santa Clara Basin using an 
iterative rotating watershed approach similar to the Water Board’s Surface Water Ambient 
Monitoring Program (SWAMP). In 2004, the Multi-Year Plan was revised (i.e., Revised Multi-
Year Plan) to include a decision framework linking receiving water monitoring and watershed 
assessment, which includes the following steps/categories 1) Watershed Characterization; 2) 
Screening-Level (Status/Condition) Ambient Water Quality Monitoring; 3) Water Body 
Assessment; 4) Investigative Studies; and 5) Trends/Effectiveness Monitoring.  
 
Since FY 02-03, the Program has also developed and implemented Annual Monitoring Program 
Plans (Annual Plans) in fulfillment of Provision C.7 of its NPDES Permit.  The Annual Plans 
identify monitoring activities that are implemented each year as part of the Program’s Revised 
Multi-Year Monitoring Plan. Annual Plans have previously been implemented in the Lower 
Penitencia and Coyote Creek watersheds (FY 02-03); San Tomas and Adobe Creek 
watersheds (FY 03-04 and FY 04-05); Matadero/Barron Creeks, Calabazas Creek and 
Sunnyvale East and West Channels (FY 04-05 and FY 05-06); Stevens and Permanente 
Creeks (FY 05-06 and FY 06-07); and Coyote Creek Mainstem (FY 06-07). 
The following paragraphs describe receiving water body monitoring and assessment activities 
that are scheduled for implementation by the Program during FY 07-08. These activities are 
consistent with the Revised Multi-Year Monitoring Plan. 
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Watershed Characterization  
 
Watershed characterization is intended to assist the Program in evaluating and documenting the 
current understanding of beneficial use condition and potential impacts in local water bodies. As 
defined, watershed characterization entails two tasks.  First, water quality data and watershed 
information collected to-date are summarized in a watershed characterization memorandum. 
The memorandum includes a compilation of existing data sources and a summary of the 
geologic and geomorphic setting, vegetation, land uses and associated water quality issues. An 
evaluation of the status of biological communities and relevant beneficial uses in the 
watershed(s) is also provided.  Second, a creek survey is conducted to identify potential impacts 
to beneficial uses and to assess the quality of the physical habitat.  Field data collected is 
entered into a database and evaluated. The Program has previously used the Unified Stream 
Assessment (USA) method (Center for Watershed Protection) when conducting creek surveys. 
Watershed characterizations have been previously conducted in Saratoga Creek (FY 05-06) 
and are underway in Matadero Creek (FY 06-07).  
 
During FY 05-06, the Program developed a watershed characterization memorandum 
summarizing data collected to-date and watershed attributes for the Stevens and Permanente 
Creek watersheds. To complete the watershed characterization stage of the Program’s water 
body monitoring and assessment process, the Program intends to conduct creek surveys in one 
of these watersheds in FY 07-08.  The Program intends to coordinate this effort with the 
Stevens/Permanente Creek Watershed Council.  Once the survey is complete, a technical 
memorandum characterizing the existing condition of beneficial uses and potential impacts in 
Stevens or Permanente Creek watersheds will be produced. A summary of scheduled 
watershed characterization activities are included within Attachment 4-2. 
 
Screening-Level Monitoring (Status and Trends)  
 
An ecological indicator is a measure, an index of measures, or a model that characterizes an 
ecosystem or one of its critical components. An indicator may reflect biological, chemical and/or 
physical attributes of ecological condition. The primary uses of an indicator are to characterize 
current status and to track or predict significant change. With a foundation of analytical 
research, an ecological indicator may also be used to identify major ecosystem stress.  
 
Consistent with the Revised Multi-Year Plan, the Program intends to collect two types of 
screening-level indicators in FY 07-08: (1) aquatic life use indicators (e.g., benthic 
macroinvertebrates and fish assemblages) and (2) water recreation use indicators (e.g., 
pathogen indicators). Screening-level indicators will be measured for a second year in the 
Coyote Creek mainstem and selected tributaries. The Program’s Annual Screening-Level 
Monitoring Plan is provided within Attachment 4-1.  Table 4-1 within Attachment 4-1 was 
prepared consistent with the Program’s Revised Multi-Year Plan.  Table 4-1 identifies planned 
receiving water monitoring activities for FY 07-08, the proposed schedule (by fiscal year quarter) 
for conducting the work, the rationale for the proposed item and the lead party. The locations 
and frequencies of sampling events scheduled during FY 07-08 are provided within Table 4-2 of 
Attachment 4-1.   A site map (Figure 4-1) detailing sampling locations within the Coyote Creek 
and Lower Penitencia Creek watersheds is also provided within Attachment 4-1. Table 4-3 of 
Attachment 4-1 provides a description of data parameters and analytical methods to be used in 
FY 07-08. 
 







Section 4 Monitoring Program  
 


 
 
FY 07-08 Work Plan 4-3 3/01/07 
F:\Sc42\FY07-08WP\FY07-08WP\FY07_08_Sections\Section 4\FY 07-08\Section 4_text_final.doc 


In accordance with Provision C.10 (b), the Program annually develops a Watershed Monitoring 
and Assessment Summary Report (Summary Assessment Report) that summarizes the results 
and analyses of screening-level data collected during the implementation of the Program’s 
Annual Plan. The Summary Assessment Reports provide information on possible beneficial use 
impacts to the extent possible (based on the study design and available data) and suggest next 
steps for monitoring/assessments and developing strategies to control potential impacts. The 
Summary Assessment Report for FY 07-08 will be included in the Program’s FY 07-08 Annual 
Report. 
 
Water Body Assessments (Sediment and Ecosystem Function) 
 
Water body assessments are the systematic review of specific resources (e.g., benthic 
macroinvertebrates or fish) and their habitat and riparian areas in a watershed-scale context. 
Water body assessment is a stage-setting process based primarily on existing information. 
Assessments typically address cumulative effects within a watershed; provide for more 
ecologically sound resource planning; and identify and help protect environmentally sensitive 
areas. The Program uses the results of water body assessments to identify data gaps that 
provide context for subsequent monitoring and follow-up studies; and to recommend feasible 
management actions. In the recent past, the Program has conducted two types of water body 
assessments in Santa Clara Basin watersheds – ecosystem functional and sediment 
assessments.  
 
Assessment of Ecosystem Functions 
 
In FY 02-03, the Program conducted a watershed assessment in the Coyote Creek watershed.  
The Coyote Creek water body assessment evaluated the condition of stream ecosystem 
functions using available data sources. The final report identified high-priority potential 
management and monitoring actions to improve the potential capacity of stream ecosystem 
functions in defined segments of Coyote and Upper Penitencia Creeks.  In addition, the report 
assessed the relationship between the stream functional assessment methodology and others 
applied in the Bay Area. 
 
In FY 07-08, the Program intends to conduct an assessment of ecosystem functions in the 
Matadero Creek watershed. Steps outlined in the Program’s monitoring and assessment 
process (i.e., watershed characterization and screening-level monitoring) have been completed 
for these watersheds. The assessment will be based on existing data and information, and use 
similar methodologies to those in Coyote Creek. At the conclusion of the analysis, a technical 
memorandum will be prepared that identifies high-priority potential management and monitoring 
actions to improve the potential capacity of stream ecosystem functions in these watersheds.  
 
Sediment Assessments  
 
In fulfillment of the Permit Provision C.9.f.iii paragraph two, the Program identified four 
watershed areas in FY 02-03 that may be impacted by anthropogenic sources of sediment. 
These watershed areas include Stevens Creek (below Stevens Creek Dam), Upper Penitencia 
Creek, Saratoga Creek and Coyote Creek mainstem (below Anderson Dam). In accordance 
with the permit provision, the Program developed and submitted a Sediment Assessment Work 
Plan to Water Board staff (see Attachment 4-5 of the Program’s FY 03-04 Work Plan).   
 
The Sediment Assessment Work Plan contains two separate phases. Phase I includes 
conducting a limiting factors analysis (LFA) and sediment management practices assessment.  
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Phase II includes conducting a rapid sediment budget.  Phase II will only be conducted if Phase 
I study results indicate that excessive sediment from anthropogenic sources is adversely 
impacting beneficial uses in the watershed.   
 
In FY 03-04, the Program began conducting watershed (sediment) analyses and sediment 
management practice assessments in the first high priority watershed, Stevens Creek. The 
Program completed an LFA and sediment management practices assessment in Stevens Creek 
on September 10, 2004. The Watershed Analysis Ad Hoc Task Group (Watershed Analysis 
AHTG) reviewed the documents developed in Phase I of the Stevens Creek watershed 
assessment and made recommendations to the Management Committee to not conduct Phase 
II.  In addition, the Watershed Analysis AHTG identified Upper Penitencia Creek as the next 
high priority watershed to conduct Phase I.   
 
In FY 04-05, the Program initiated a LFA in Upper Penitencia Creek.  A Final LFA Technical 
Report was released in August 2006. Based on the results of the LFA, the Program agreed to 
conduct a sediment source assessment and management practices assessment, which will 
identify predominant sediment sources to reaches with high quality steelhead habitat, existing 
management practices associated with sediment, and recommend new and/or improved 
management actions which may reduce the impacts of sediment in the Upper Penitencia Creek 
watershed. The sediment source and management practices assessment report is scheduled to 
be completed in FY 06-07. 
 
During FY 05-06, the Program also conducted a water body assessment of Saratoga Creek as 
part of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. One of the objectives of the water body assessment is to 
investigate potential impacts of sediment to rainbow trout populations and aquatic habitat. The 
results will be evaluated to help determine if aquatic life uses are being impaired by sediment 
and whether or not further investigation is warranted. The Saratoga Creek Water Body 
Assessment Report is schedule for completion in June 2006. A watershed management 
practices assessment, and possibly a sediment source assessment (dependant on the results of 
Water Body Assessment Report) will be conducted in FY 07-08. A project summary is included 
within Attachment 4-2. 
 
The Program is currently reevaluating the criteria used to identify high priority watershed areas 
where sediment assessments are needed. Based on this evaluation, the Program may start a 
sediment assessment in Coyote Creek in FY 06-07 and complete the assessment during FY 07-
08.  The assessment would include an inventory and evaluation of the effectiveness of existing 
sediment management practices in Coyote Creek during FY 07-08.   
 
Regional Collaborative Monitoring Efforts 
 
Regional Monitoring Program for Water Quality (RMP) 
 
In accordance with the Program’s NPDES permit, the Program contributes approximately $165, 
000 annually to the Regional Monitoring Program for Water Quality (RMP), which monitors 
contaminants in water, sediments, and fish and shellfish tissue in San Francisco Bay and the 
Delta. The San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) administers the RMP. This funding is in 
addition to separate funding provided by the three South Bay POTWs (which are operated by 
SCVURPPP Co-permittees) to SFEI.  The RMP has approved a two percent budget increase for 
FYs 2007, 2008 and 2009. Program staff participates on the RMP Steering Committee, 
Technical Review Committee, Contaminant Fate Work Group, and Sources, Pathways and 
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Loading Work Group (SPLWG). The Program Manager serves as the BASMAA representative 
to the RMP Steering Committee. 
 
Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) 
 
On August 6, 2001, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of: 1)  a 
Water Quality Attainment Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries and 2) TMDLs 
for 303(d) pollutants (including mercury), was entered into by the Water Board, BACWA and 
BASMAA.  This group is referred to as the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP).  As a member 
agency of BASMAA, the Program assisted in developing and funding potential projects for the 
Bay TMDLs. The CEP is currently under review and will be redesigned to better meet the goals 
and objectives of the funding agencies. During FY 07-08, Program staff will participate in the 
redesign process and continue to track ongoing TMDL projects.    
 
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA)  
 
The Program is a member of BASMAA, a consortium of seven San Francisco Bay Area 
municipal storm water programs.  The goal of BASMAA is to promote regional collaboration on 
developing consistent monitoring and watershed assessment methodologies and to facilitate 
efficient use of public resources.  Program staff participates in the following BASMAA activities: 
Executive Board, Monitoring Committee, New Development Committee, Public 
Information/Participation Committee and Operational Permits Committee and serves as the 
Vice-chair of the BASMAA Executive Board.  The Program expects to continue participating in 
BASMAA activities during FY 07-08. 
 
Regional Biological Assessment Network (BAMBI) 


In February 2002, Program staff participated in a workshop for information sharing and 
discussion of recent and ongoing rapid bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) studies in 
the Bay Area. The network of individuals participating in the workshop was named the Bay Area 
Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI).  BAMBI’s purpose is to 
coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the Bay Area.  In particular, BAMBI 
is interested in storm water programs that include rapid bioassessments in their watershed 
monitoring and assessment programs. Since the initial workshop, the Program has assisted 
(with planning and coordination) and participated in four annual BAMBI workshops (through 
2007). 
 
In support of BAMBI, Program staff has assisted the development of an Index of Biotic Integrity 
(IBI) for Bay Area Creeks, with the goal of developing a regional bioassessment tool necessary 
to provide context to data collected in Santa Clara Basin creeks. A draft BAMBI IBI Work Plan 
was presented at the 2005 BAMBI Workshop. Program staff has provided in-kind services to 
implement specific tasks identified in the work plan. For additional information regarding these 
activities, refer to the BAMBI monitoring project summary within Attachment 4-2. 
 
Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) 


After studies in the South Bay indicated that automobile brake pads may be the most significant 
source of copper in urban runoff, the Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) was initiated in 1996 as a 
collaboration between regulators, storm water programs, brake material manufacturers, 
scientists and environmentalists to address environmental problems from brake wear debris. 
The BPP’s work includes research and monitoring, and is an integral part of the Program’s 
Copper Action Plan. In addition, the Program participates (via BASMAA) by funding a BPP 
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technical representative and a stakeholder process managed by Stainable Conservation. 
Contingent upon available funding, the Program may continue to participate in the BPP through 
BASMAA. 
 
POLLUTANT OF CONCERN CONTROL PROGRAMS AND MONITORING ACTIVITIES 
 
The FY 07-08 Pollutant of Concern Control Programs and Additional Activities Table (see 
Attachment 4-3) illustrates all existing commitments and priorities established by the Program, 
including ongoing activities meant to fulfill Water Board Order Provisions C.9. “Water Quality-
Based Requirements for Specific Pollutants of Concern” and C.10. “Watershed Management” of 
the NPDES permit.  A brief capsule scope is provided for each project along with the anticipated 
products and expected timeframe for completion.  For some projects, specifically those that are 
being conducted to directly respond to a specific pollutant of concern referenced in the NPDES 
permit, a separate one-page scope was developed and is presented within Attachment 4-2.  
Pesticide management activities planned for FY 07-08 are presented within Section 5 of this 
Work Plan.  
 
PCBs, Dioxins, and Legacy Pesticides 
 
The 1998 and 2002 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) lists designate all segments of San 
Francisco Bay as impaired by certain dioxin-like compounds, mercury, polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) and certain chlorinated pesticides referred to as legacy pesticides (DDTs, dieldrin and 
chlordanes).  The listings were in response to an interim advisory on the consumption of fish 
from the Bay issued by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA).  OEHHA issued the advisory after these pollutants were found in Bay fish tissue at 
levels thought to potentially pose a health risk to people consuming fish caught in the Bay.  It 
should be noted that the Water Board opposed the 1998 listing of dioxins in the Bay, but was 
overruled by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 
 
The 2002 303(d) list designates the TMDL priority for mercury and PCBs as high.  As a result, 
the Water Board is currently implementing TMDLs for these pollutants. The 303(d) list 
designates the TMDL priority for dioxins, dieldrin, chlordanes and DDTs as low.  Bay TMDLs are 
not currently planned for these pollutants. 
 
Previous Work 
 
During the past several years, monitoring program activities related to dioxins, mercury, PCBs, 
and chlorinated pesticides have included: 
 
Multiple Pollutants 
 
• The Program led a regional study, referred to as the Joint Stormwater Agency Project 


(JSAP), which characterized the distribution of mercury, PCBs and chlorinated pesticides in 
storm water conveyance sediments in Bay Area watersheds. 


• The Program has provided funding to BASMAA, the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP), and 
the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP).  These regional programs 
help monitor pollutants of concern and/or assist in the development of management 
strategies. 


• Program staff has participated in selected stakeholder, BASMAA, CEP and RMP 
committees and work groups.   
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• Program staff represented BASMAA on the RMP Technical Review Committee and the 
Sources, Pathways and Loadings Work Group; and CEP mercury and PCBs work groups. 


• The Program has collected and analyzed water and sediment samples from selected Santa 
Clara Valley watersheds as part of its receiving waters monitoring and assessment program.  
Additional information is available in the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 


 
PCBs 
 
• The Program and the City of San Jose performed PCBs case study work in six urban areas 


in San Jose where elevated concentrations of PCBs were found during the JSAP study.  
The case studies were aimed at identifying PCBs sources and beginning to develop 
controls. 


• To assist other Bay Area storm water agencies, the Program developed guidance 
documents on performing PCBs case studies.  The guidance documents outlined case 
study objectives, typical methodologies and tasks, locations and schedules. 


• Program staff facilitated a work group of representatives from BASMAA and Water Board 
staff to coordinate the JSAP study and PCBs cast studies.  The work group met periodically 
to facilitate information sharing, coordination of field activities and regional planning. 


• The Program prepared a preliminary list of known sites where PCBs were used, stored 
and/or released in Santa Clara County. 


• The Program completed a review of efforts to develop methods of controlling discharges of 
PCBs from Bay Area urban runoff conveyances.  The review: 
 
o Summarizes and discusses past, current and planned efforts to identify PCBs control 


options in the Bay Area in coordination with the Bay PCBs TMDL, including the PCBs 
case studies performed by Bay Area storm water agencies. 


o Describes existing Bay Area urban runoff management practices that may help control 
discharges of PCBs. 


o Reviews potential new management practices for controlling discharges of PCBs and 
qualitatively discusses the pros and cons of each practice. 


 
Dioxins 
 
• The Program reviewed readily available data on methods used to characterize dioxin 


compounds in storm water runoff and surface waters and concentrations typically found in 
the Bay Area and other areas. 


• The Program collaborated with other Bay area storm water management agencies to 
develop a “synthesis” document on dioxin-like compounds. This document summarizes the 
current state of knowledge regarding dioxin-like compounds in relation to storm water runoff.  
The emphasis is on issues related to urban runoff in the Bay area, including regulatory 
context, impacts, sources, pathways, review of relevant Bay Area, national and international 
studies, and qualitative review of potential storm water controls. 


• Program staff has tracked regional, state and federal efforts relevant to reducing dioxins 
emissions to the environment.  Program staff also began encouraging Co-permittees to 
track and participate in these programs; and evaluate the feasibility of performing public 
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outreach activities and developing policies and ordinances (e.g., City of Palo Alto’s Dioxin 
Elimination Policy). 


• Program staff developed and distributed a survey to identify dioxins pollution prevention 
actions currently implemented by Co-permittees and any related policies, resolutions or 
ordinances already adopted.  The survey revealed that Co-permittees currently implement a 
wide range of activities that help prevent the formation of dioxins or their release to the 
environment.  Measures implemented may help address potentially larger contemporary 
sources of dioxins in the Bay Area, including diesel exhaust, residential wood burning and 
use of the pesticide 2,4-D.  For example, most Co-permittees are implementing policies for 
purchasing alternative fuel vehicles and equipment (e.g., compressed natural gas, biodiesel, 
and electric).  Additional policies and ordinances limit or prohibit the use of wood-burning 
appliances and fireplaces.  Co-permittees also generally have well-established Integrated 
Pest Management programs that discourage the use of pesticides such as 2,4-D. 


 
FY 07-08 Activities  
 
During FY 07-08, the Program will continue to work with other Bay area dischargers and Water 
Board staff through BASMAA and the RMP to implement regional projects related to dioxins, 
mercury, PCBs, and chlorinated pesticides.1 This may include providing funding to these 
organizations, participating in selected stakeholder meetings, committees and work groups, 
and, as appropriate, reviewing and commenting on relevant documents prepared by BASMAA, 
the RMP and Water Board staff.  Program staff will continue to represent BASMAA on the RMP 
Steering and Technical Review Committee and the RMP Sources, Pathways and Loadings 
Work Group. 
 
Program staff will continue to track regional, state and federal efforts relevant to reducing 
dioxins emissions to the environment.  Co-permittees will be encouraged to track and participate 
in these activities and evaluate the feasibility of performing public outreach activities and 
developing related policies and ordinances.  Relevant regional, state and federal efforts include 
the Bay Area Dioxins Project managed by the Association of Bay Area Governments and multi-
faceted efforts by USEPA to assess dioxin risks and monitor and control dioxins. 


Copper and Nickel 
The majority of baseline actions are implemented at the Program level (except for those 
assigned to San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo Alto), and are included in the Program’s Annual 
Reports and Work Plans. However, the Water Board expects Co-permittees to implement 
applicable actions at the local level. The Program has identified the following copper/nickel 
control activities that are feasible to implement at the Co-permittee level: 
 
• CB-1:  Measures to reduce copper discharges from vehicle washing operations; 


• CB-3:  Measures to control copper in discharges of stormwater in targeted industrial 
sources; 


• CB-6, 7: Measures to reduce traffic congestion/promote alternative transportation; 


• CB-8:  Measures to classify and assess watersheds and improve institutional arrangements 
for watershed protection; 


                                                           
1The Program is separately implementing a mercury pollution prevention program.  See Section 6 of the Program’s Work Plan and 
past Annual Reports for additional information. 
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• CB-11: Measures to improve street sweeping controls and stormwater system operation and 
Maintenance; 


• CB-12: Measures to control copper discharges from pools and spas; 


• CB-21: Measures to discourage architectural use of copper; and  


• NB-1: Measures to control nickel discharges from construction sites (sediment). 
 
Individual Co-permitees included measures to address each of these activities, as applicable, 
within their Work Plans provided in Section 9.  Currently, the Program’s Copper/Nickel Activity 
Tables contain 21 copper and 7 nickel baseline actions.  Certain copper actions (e.g. measures 
to improve street sweeping controls, measures to control copper from targeted industrial 
sources, measures to evaluate effectiveness of performance standards) closely relate to 
existing performance standards requirements or are otherwise independently mandated by the 
Program’s NPDES permit (e.g., Permit Provision C.6.a.i and ii).  Since late 20042, the Bay 
Modeling and Monitoring (BMM) subgroup has been working to transition from the current 
Program CAP/NAP approach to a bay-wide Copper Management Strategy (CMS).  A detailed 
summary of these efforts was provided within Attachment 4-5 of the FY 06-07 Work Plan.     
 
FY 07-08 Work Plan Content 
 
The Program’s FY 07-08 Copper/Nickel Activity Tables are consistent with the previously 
agreed upon format as first used in the Program’s Revised FY 03-04 Copper/Nickel Work Plan, 
(i.e., tabular format with columns listing the activity, the FY 07-08 tasks, status/comments, due 
date, and responsible party).  In addition, it provides updates for FY 06-07 accomplishments 
reported to date; the originally proposed work plan tasks for FY 06-07; and actions 
accomplished in FY 06-07 (if applicable).  The FY 07-08 Copper/Nickel Activity Tables are 
provided within Appendix A.  A complete report of FY 06-07 accomplishments will be included 
within the Program’s FY 06-07 Annual Report.  In addition, the City of San Jose will continue to 
monitor and report on dissolved copper and nickel concentrations during the dry season in 
Lower South San Francisco Bay as part of the CAP/NAP ambient monitoring and trigger 
program.  This continued independent sampling effort needs to be evaluated as part of the 
changes made to the overall RMP Bay-wide sampling effort. 
 
Trash Investigations and Plan Implementation  
 
On November 14, 2001, the Water Board released the document entitled Proposed Revisions to 
Section 303(d) List of Priorities for Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads for the San 
Francisco Bay Region Report.  This report states that “between now and the next 303(d) listing 
cycle, municipalities will be expected to assess trash impairments in their jurisdiction …” In a 
proactive response to the 303(d) Staff Report, the Program’s Management Committee formed a 
Trash AHTG that developed a Work Plan (submitted March 1, 2003) to identify a strategy for 
addressing trash problem areas that occur in or near urban streams and waterways of the Santa 
Clara Basin.   
 
Since FY 03-04, the Program has completed the following Work Plan tasks: 1) Document and 
evaluate existing trash management practices implemented by municipalities and agencies 
within the Program’s jurisdiction; 2) Develop a strategy to conduct trash evaluations in or near 
                                                           
2 On November 10, 2004, the BMM subgroup agreed to begin reviewing recommendations on whether or not each CAP/NAP 
baseline activity would be appropriate to implement (or continue to implement) Bay-wide and how reporting might best be conducted 
in the future.   
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creeks; 3) Assist municipalities in identifying trash problem areas and sources of trash; 4) 
Conduct trash evaluations at a subset of identified trash problem areas; 5)  Identify and begin to 
implement or refine existing trash control measures, where feasible, to address trash problem 
areas; and 6) Develop a standardized reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash 
management and monitoring activities.  
 
In October 2006, Program staff developed a Draft Trash Management and Effectiveness 
Assessment Strategy (Strategy), which was reviewed by the Trash AHTG. The Strategy 
includes four main areas of Program activity associated with trash: 1) identifying trash problem 
areas and sources; 2) selecting and implementing appropriate control measures at high priority 
problem areas; 3) assessing the effectiveness of control measure implementation; and, 4) 
providing administrative support to the Trash AHTG. The tasks scheduled for completion in FY 
07-08 focus on assisting Co-permittees on: a) trash pilot demonstration project implementation, 
b) developing long-term trash management strategies for high priority watersheds, which will 
include current and future trash management activities, and c) continuing to evaluate creek 
condition and the effectiveness of management practices. Additional information of Program 
tasks associated with trash management and assessment are included in the project summary 
within Attachment 4-2.   
 
Watershed Data Management 
 
The Program is prepared to conduct the following activities in FY 07-08 related to data 
management: 
 
Program’s Website 
 
Program staff continually updates and maintains the Program’s web site (www.scvurppp.org) to 
ensure the effective distribution and review of draft and final products; and internal 
communication with the MC and other interested parties. In 2005, Program staff released an 
updated version of the Program’s website. An additional update is currently underway and will 
be completed in 2007. In FY 07-08, the Program will continue to manage the website and post 
information and documents as they are completed. To date, the Program has completed 368 
work products or major reports. The vast majority of these documents are available on the 
website as downloadable documents.     
 
Streams Studies Inventory and Metadata Database 
 
The Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup (WAMS) of Santa Clara Basin 
Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI), has a mission to provide the SCBWMI with a 
solid scientific foundation for watershed planning.  One of WAMS’s tasks is to coordinate the 
SCBWMI’s data collection and data management efforts with stream monitoring studies within 
the Basin.  The Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) is a result of this task and was initially prepared 
by the Program in November 1998.  The purpose of the SSI is to promote inter-agency 
awareness of environmental investigations within riparian corridors and to facilitate coordination 
of related data collection and management.  It also describes stream-related multi-stakeholder 
studies and projects that were in-progress in the Santa Clara Basin.  The SSI was updated, 
revised and reissued in February 2000 (version 2.0), July 2001 (version 3.0), August 2002 
(version 4.0), November 2003 (version 5.0), June 2005 (version 6.0) and September 2006 
(version 7.0). The Program funded the initial development of the SSI and each of the annual 
updates.   
 



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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In FY 06-07, the Program began to develop a new process for obtaining and displaying 
information on current projects that would typically be described in a SSI report. Beginning in FY 
07-08, the SSI will be web-based and allow users to query information on current and historical 
environmental data collection and assessment efforts that are included within the Program’s 
metadata database. Beginning in FY 07-08, the SSI will be available through the Program’s 
website. 
 
To comply with its NPDES permit, the Program also compiles, develops and analyzes a variety 
of data sets and reports.  Most of the data are collected and generated as part of the Program’s 
environmental monitoring and assessment activities.  A majority of the information collected and 
used by the Program originates from different municipalities and agencies that conduct studies 
within Program jurisdictional boundaries. 
 
The Program developed a relational database as an initial task to systematically describe and 
document data used for its activities. The intent of the database is to demonstrate its usefulness 
of how to systematically and efficiently collect and document all of the relevant data used in the 
Program’s activities. In addition, the database was designed to explore the feasibility of 
eventually expanding and coordinating its maintenance and use with other agencies and 
organizations in the Program. 
 
The SCVURPPP metadata database currently stores information on watershed studies 
described in the updated SSI version 6.0 and archived information from previous versions of the 
SSI.  The database was also developed to produce a report listing current projects information 
in a format similar to previous SSI Reports.  In addition, the Program database provides 
querying capabilities for watershed information listed in both the SSI and SCBWMI’s Metadata 
database.  
 
ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES  
 
Enhanced Reporting - Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control and Illicit 
Connection/Illegal Dumping Elimination  
 
Since October 2001, Program staff has been assisting each Co-permittee (on an individual basis) 
with the implementation of enhanced reporting requirements for IND and IC/ID.  Since FY 01-02, Co-
permittees have submitted raw IND and ICID inspection data to Program staff. To demonstrate 
consistency and compliance (on a Program-wide basis) with the strategy provided in the Program’s 
technical memoranda regarding IND and IC/ID reporting (dated September 7, 2001) and the 
approved MC approach, Program staff has been constructing IND and IC/ID summary tables using 
individual Co-permittee data. The summary tables are double checked with the Co-permittees to 
ensure that the results are reasonably consistent with their internal data and their interpretation of 
the data; provided to the Co-permittees for inclusion in their annual reports; and included in the 
Program’s Annual Report. The overall goal of the effort has been to capture the full extent and 
the results of the Co-pemittees efforts in a consistent format and on a Program-wide basis.   
Overall, this effort has been very successful. 
 
To ensure consistent and overall Program reporting of IND and IC/ID data, Co-permittees will 
continue submitting inspection and incident data so Program staff can construct IND and IC/ID 
summary tables for the FY 07-08 Annual Report. Co-permittees will conduct their own 
effectiveness evaluations based on their own data.  The Program will work with the Co-permittees 
to construct IND and IC/ID summary tables using individual Co-permittee data.  
 







Section 4 Monitoring Program  
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Support for SCBWMI Land Use and Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroups 
  
To implement the Program’s Monitoring Priority 3c, develop strategies for controlling impacts of 
land use on beneficial uses, the Program supports the SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup (LUS).  
While providing administrative support and leadership for the LUS, the Program also assists 
SCBWMI LUS with specific technical and training projects consistent with URMP goals and 
objectives.  In addition, the Program has provided administrative support to the SCBWMI 
Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup (WAMS).  
 
In FY 07-08, the Program will continue to provide limited support to the SCBWMI LUS by 
providing administrative support and direction; assist with training workshops for municipal staff 
on the connection between land development and water quality; and incorporate water quality 
friendly designs in development projects which are consistent with the top five priorities 
identified by the SCBWMI. In FY 07-08, the Program will continue to provide limited 
administrative support to the SCBWMI WAMS. 
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7. FY 07-08 NEW AND REDEVELOPMENT (C.3.) WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 07-08 to continue to assist 
Co-permittees to control the impacts of development on stormwater quality and flow through 
the development project planning, review and approval process. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On October 17, 2001, the Water Board adopted Order 01-119 which amended the 
Program’s Permit Provision C.3. (New and Redevelopment Requirements) to contain 
significant new requirements.  These requirements include:  


• Numeric design standards for sizing stormwater treatment controls; 


• Limits on increases in peak stormwater discharges from new or redevelopment sites 
that may increase erosion in creeks; 


• Requirements for operation and maintenance of stormwater controls; 


• Requirements for site design and source control measures; 


• Definition of a minimum project size, based on amount of impervious surface 
created, for which the design standards, control measures, peak flow limitations, and 
maintenance requirements apply;  


• Requirements for changes to General Plans and environmental review processes to 
provide authority to implement the requirements; 


• Reporting requirements; and 


• Schedule for implementation. 


 
The Program and Co-permittees submitted work plans for implementing all C.3. 
requirements to the Water Board on March 1, 2002 (as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work 
Plan, Volume II).  These included the Program’s “Guidance for Work Plan Tasks Related to 
Implementation of Permit Provision C.3.” (referred to herein as C.3. Work Plan Guidance) 
which identifies proposed actions to meet the requirements of Provision C.3. and whether 
the actions will be implemented at the Program level, Co-permittee level or both.  Most of 
the tasks in the C.3 Work Plan Guidance were completed by the end of FY 04-05.  
Additional implementation-phase tasks identified by the C3 Provision Oversight (C3PO) Ad 
Hoc Task Group and the Management Committee for FY 07-08 and ongoing support tasks 
are the basis of this work plan section. 
 
Since the October 17, 2001 adoption by the Water Board of Order 01-119, there have been 
several changes to the requirements of Provision C.3.  The first change, authorized by the 
Water Board Executive Officer, was an extension of three of the permit deadlines, as shown 
below, in order to be consistent with other Bay Area stormwater permits adopted 
subsequent to SCVURPPP Order 01-1191.  
 


                                                           
1 Letter to Beau Goldie, SCVURPPP Management Committee Chair, from Loretta Barsamian, Executive Officer, San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, re: Extension of Specified Deadlines in Order 01-119, May 12, 2003. 
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Section 7  New and Redevelopment Control Measures  


 
Provision Activity Original 


Deadline 
New Deadline 


C.3.c.i. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at 
Group 1 Projects 


July 15, 2003 October 15, 
2003 


C.3.c.ii. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at Group 
2 Projects in addition to Group 1 Projects 


October 15, 
2004 


April 15, 2005 


C.3.f. Submit HMP for Regional Board approval October 15, 
2003 


January 15, 
2004 


 
The second change relates to the definition of Group 2 projects.  The Program requested 
Water Board approval of an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition, as allowed under 
Provision C.3.c.iii. of the Program's permit (Order No. 01-119).  In a letter dated September 
22, 2003, the Program proposed an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition that would make 
its Provision C.3. project size requirements consistent with the other Bay Area stormwater 
permit requirements (i.e., minimum project size of 10,000 square feet of impervious surface).  
At the Water Board’s October 15, 2003, meeting, the Water Board authorized the Executive 
Officer to approve the Program’s proposal. 
 
The third change relates to the implementation date for Group 2 projects.  Order R2-2005-
0035, adopted July 20, 2005, contains revisions to Order 01-119 that recognize two types of 
Group 2 projects and extends the implementation dates for both.  Group 2A includes 
projects that are more likely to contribute pollutants to stormwater (e.g., gas stations, auto 
wrecking yards, loading docks) and parking lots with 10,000 square feet or more of 
impervious surface.  Group 2B includes all other Group 2 projects.  The Group 2A 
implementation date was effective on October 20, 2005.  The Group 2B implementation date 
was extended to August 15, 2006 to be consistent with other Bay area permits.  In addition, 
Order R2-2005-0035 incorporated key provisions of the Program’s Hydromodification 
Management Plan Report (April 2005) into the SCVURPPP permit. 
 
A summary of the subsequent changes in permit deadlines resulting from the adoption of 
Order R2-2005-0035 is presented below: 
  


Provision Activity Previous 
Deadline 


New Deadline 


C.3.c.ii. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at 
Group 2 Projects: 


• Group 2A (special land use categories) 


• Group 2B 


April 15, 2005  
 


October 20, 2005 


August 15, 2006 


C.3.f. Implement HMP Key Provisions Following 
Water Board 


approval 


October 20, 2005 
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Section 7  New and Redevelopment Control Measures  


PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES TO IMPLEMENT C.3. 
 
Section 8 of the Program’s FY 05-06 Annual Report described the progress of the Program 
(up to September 15, 2006) in completing Program tasks in the C.3 Work Plan and assisting 
Co-permittees to prepare for implementation of the C.3. requirements.  With all of the 
preparation tasks completed, Co-permittees are now focusing on the implementation of C.3. 
requirements for Group 1 and Group 2 projects (i.e., those creating or replacing 10,000 
square feet or more of impervious surface).  The Program has continued to hold meetings of 
the C.3. Provision Oversight Ad Hoc Task Group (C3PO AHTG) to keep Co-permittees 
updated on current issues and promote exchange of ideas on and experience with C.3. 
implementation. 
 
The Program also completed its Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) in April 2005, 
and submitted it to the Water Board on May 4, 2005.  Key provisions of the HMP were 
adopted by the Water Board on July 20, 2005 (as described above), and Co-permittees 
began implementation on October 20, 2005.  Chapter 7 of the HMP Report identifies a 
number of action items that Program and Co-permittee staff will complete to address 
remaining HMP implementation issues.  These action items and other related tasks are 
listed with anticipated start and completion dates within Attachment 7-1, “SCVURPPP HMP - 
Summary of Next Steps” (revised September 15, 2006).  An internal HMP Instream Work 
Group, consisting of City of San Jose, Santa Clara Valley Water District and Program staff, 
has been meeting to discuss and work toward implementation of the tasks related to 
instream control measures for hydromodification. 
 
To make it easier for developers to design flow control facilities to comply with the HMP, the 
Program is developing an automated modeling and flow control facility sizing tool called the 
Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM), in collaboration with several other Bay Area stormwater 
programs.  Development of the regional portion of the model has been completed, and 
calibration of the tool to specific watersheds within the Santa Clara Valley is in progress and 
will be completed by March 2007. 
 
Since the fall 2005, Program staff has been involved with Water Board staff and 
environmental NGO representatives in a process to develop a Municipal Regional Permit 
(MRP) for the Bay-area Phase 1 municipal stormwater programs.  A Program staff person 
served on the New Development Work Group and assisted the group in establishing the 
current baseline activities conducted by municipal agencies and developing a list of options 
for the future permit.  Initial drafts of the MRP included a number of changes to the C.3.  
Provision requirements. Work on the Municipal Regional Permit is expected to continue 
through FY 06-07 and into the beginning of FY 07-08. 
 
FY 07-08 C.3. IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 
 
General C.3. Tasks 
 
Table 7-1 presents the list of tasks from the C.3. Work Plan and other tasks that will be 
implemented in FY 07-08.  Most of the tasks in the original multi-year C.3. Work Plan have 
been completed, except for ongoing reporting and implementation assistance.  Tasks in FY 
06-07 focused on continuing assistance with implementation of the current permit 
provisions.  Tasks in FY 07-08 will also provide continuing assistance with current 
provisions, as well as guidance on implementation of any changes made in the MRP, 
assuming it will be completed near the beginning of the fiscal year. 
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Section 7  New and Redevelopment Control Measures  


Anticipated needs for implementation assistance in FY 07-08 include: 


• Continued assistance with SCVURPPP agencies’ implementation of BMP O&M 
verification programs and the Program-wide database; 


• Continuing regional roundtable meetings with agency staff from SCVURPPP and 
other stormwater programs to share information about implementation strategies 
and experience (facilitate through BASMAA New Development Committee); 


• Guidance on implementing changes to Provision C.3. in the MRP, and updates to 
the C.3. Handbook to reflect those changes; 


• Continued development of model standards and specifications for certain BMPs; 


• Continued assistance with the C3PO AHTG meetings and action items; 


• Workshop on C.3. implementation, with the topic to be determined by the C3PO 
AHTG; 


• Continued guidance and assistance with annual reporting of C.3. information. 


 
HMP Tasks 
 
The focus in FY 07-08 will be continue to be on assistance to the local agencies and the 
development community with outreach and implementation, and guidance on any changes 
that are required by the MRP.  Anticipated tasks for FY 07-08 include the following: 
 


• Provide guidance on any changes to HMP requirements in the MRP, and update 
the HMP and C.3. Stormwater Handbook to reflect these changes; 


• Continue to assist with the HMP Implementation Phase (HIP) Work Group 
meetings and action items 


• Continue to meet with the HMP Instream Measures Work Group and work toward 
progress on HMP “next steps” (Attachment 7-1); 


• Continue data collection on HMP implementation at small sites and plan to re-
evaluate the small site size threshold after two years of implementation (HMP 
Next Steps Task 9 – may be superseded by changes to the permit); 


• Conduct programmatic monitoring tasks identified in Section 7.8 of the HMP 
Report (tracking projects, documenting BMP design and inspection, self-
evaluation); 


• Continue to provide guidance and conduct trainings on the Bay Area Hydrology 
Model (BAHM); and 


• Conduct one workshop on HMP implementation. 


 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 7-1   SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps (revised March 1, 2007) 
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Table 7-1 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 07-08 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 


 


 


Task from C.3. Work Plan Schedule Deliverables 


C.3.c. Requirements for Group 1 and Group 2 Projects 
All C.3. Work Plan tasks completed.  Other tasks: 


• Promote/facilitate regional roundtable meetings with agency staff from 
SCVURPPP and other stormwater programs to share information about 
implementation strategies and experience; 


• Prepare guidance on implementing changes to Provision C.3. in the 
Regional Permit, and updates to the C.3. Handbook to reflect those 
changes; 


• Continue development of model standards and specifications for certain 
BMPs; 


• Continue assistance with the C3PO AHTG meetings and action items; 


• Conduct one workshop on a C.3-related topic (to be determined). 


 
Ongoing 


 


TBD, pending 
adoption of MRP 


 
6/08 


 


Ongoing 


6/08 


• 


• 


• 


• 


•


Regional meetings and summaries 
 
 


C.3. Handbook updates 
 
 


Model standards and specifications 
 


C3PO AHTG meetings and summaries 


 Workshop 
 


C.3.e.  Operation and Maintenance of Treatment BMPs 


e.1. Assist Co-permittees to report on treatment BMP O&M verification program in 
each annual report, including organizational structure, evaluation of 
effectiveness, and planned improvement to the program. 


Other Tasks: 


• Continue assistance with SCVURPPP agencies’ implementation of BMP 
O&M verification programs and the Program-wide database. 


Ongoing - FY 06-07 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


  


Ongoing 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


 


 


• Updated Program-wide database 
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Table 7-1, continued 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 07-08 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 


 


 


 


Task from C.3. Work Plan Schedule Deliverables 


C.3.f.  Hydromodification Management Plan 


f.2. Develop guidance to the Co-permittees on implementation of the HMP as part 
of requirements for Group 1 projects that may cause increased erosion or 
other related impacts (See also Attachment 7-1). 


• Provide guidance on any changes to HMP requirements in the Regional 
Permit, and update the HMP and C.3. Stormwater Handbook to reflect 
these changes; 


• Conduct one workshop on HMP implementation and hydromodification 
control measures; 


• Continue to provide guidance and conduct trainings on the Bay Area 
Hydrology Model (BAHM); 


• Continue to assist with the HMP Implementation Phase (HIP) Work Group 
meetings and action items 


• Continue to meet with the HMP Instream Measures Work Group and work 
toward progress on HMP “next steps” (Attachment 7-1) 


 


 


TBD, pending 
adoption of MRP 


 


6/08 


 
6/08 


Ongoing 


Ongoing 


 
 


• Updates to C.3. Handbook 
 


• Workshop and handouts 
 


• BAHM guidance/handouts 


• Work Group meeting notes 


• Work Group meeting notes 


f.3. Continue implementation of HMP requirements for Group 1 projects that may 
cause increased erosion or other related impacts.  
 


• Continue to collect data on HMP implementation at small sites and plan to 
re-evaluate the small site size threshold after two years of implementation 
(HMP Next Steps Task 9 – may be superseded by changes to the permit); 


• Conduct programmatic monitoring tasks identified in Section 7.8 of the 
HMP Report (tracking projects, documenting BMP design and inspection, 
self-evaluation); 


FY 07-08 


 
9/08 


 


9/08 


• Program to assist Co-permittees with 
questions about implementation 


• Data collection and analysis provided in 
FY 07-08 Annual Report 


• Monitoring results provided in FY 07-08 
Annual Report 
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Table 7-1, continued 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 07-08 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 


 


 


 


Task from C.3. Work Plan Schedule Deliverables 


C.3.g.  Waiver and Compensatory Mitigation Program 


g.3. Assist Co-permittees to track and report information on alternative compliance, 
including project name, location, type, percent impervious surface, reasons for 
impracticability, and the alternative benefit project and completion date. 


Ongoing - FY 06-07 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


C.3.j.  Site Design Measures Guidance and Standards Development 


j.2. Assist Co-permittees to prepare and submit reports summarizing the status of 
review, revision, and implementation of local site design guidance and 
standards, as part of their annual reports. 


Ongoing - FY 06-07 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


C.3.n.  Reporting Requirements 


n.1. Provide information described in Table 1 of Provision C.3. in annual reports 
(and any additional information required by the MRP) 


Ongoing - FY 06-07 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


n.2. Assist Co-permittees to collect information and report a summary of types of 
pesticide reduction measures required for development projects, and the 
percentage of projects for which pesticide reduction measures were required. 


Ongoing - FY 06-07 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 
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TOTAL PROGRAM FY 07-08 BUDGET 
Background Information 


 
OPERATIONAL GROUP 
 
A summary of the tasks to be performed by the Program Manager (EOA), based on the Program 
Manager’s current contract with the SCVURPPP Contract/Fiscal Agent (City of Sunnyvale on behalf of 
the SCVURPPP), is provided in Items (1.), (2.), and (3.) below.  The overall program budget is included 
in Table 1. The resource requirements are based, in part, on the requirements contained in the RWQCB 
Order No. 01-024 adopted February 21, 2001, Order No. 01-119 adopted October 17, 2001 (new and 
redevelopment requirements) and Order No. R2-2005-0035 adopted July 20, 2005 (HMP and Group 2A 
and 2B) and on meeting the SCVURPPP Mission and Goals Statement (see Attachment 1). 
 
A summary of the key budget assumptions is shown below and additional detail that defines the basis for 
the budget are identified in the following sections. 
 


• The Total SCVURPPP FY 07-08 budget is approximately the same as the FY 04-05, FY 05-
06 and FY 06-07 total budgets.  To maintain the budget within the MC resource 
requirements, various tasks have been prioritized and spread out over 8 years rather than the 
usual permit cycle of 5 years.    


• Assumes all annual State permit fees will be paid directly by individual Co-permittees as 
done in FY 06-07. The permit fee has been absorbed into the overall SCVURPPP budget, 
however additional increases beyond the estimated fees shown will not be adsorbed. To 
absorb these fees, as done in past years, would require further reductions in Program tasks 
that would significantly impact meeting permit requirements and further result in a reduction 
of contributions to regional collaborative programs.   


• Hourly labor rates are increased by 4% above FY 06-07 labor rates, consistent with the 
Program Manager contract. 


• Annual interest accrued is available to cover additional legal and municipal permit related 
assistance, as needed, unless otherwise modified by the BATG and MC for additional 
projects. 


• The monitoring budget assumes one water body assessment will be conducted consistent with 
the MC approved work plan submission to implement permit requirements (Provision 9f). 
(Note: the Program conducts watershed and sediment assessments in alternating years, and no 
sediment assessment will be conducted in FY 07-08). 


• Assumes no Co-permittee annual performance reviews. 
• Includes the same budgeted amount for CEP related work as FY 03-04, FY 04-05, FY 05-06 


and FY 06-07. (Goal is to redefine CEP mission and more closely link to stormwater and 
BASMAA needs). 


• Includes resources to assist with implementing the approved Trash Work Plan (assumes 
limited assistance with key trash assessments, tracking and reporting, and resources for 
limited pilot study and data analysis/reporting and development of a long-term strategy for 
high priority waterheds). 


• Includes resources to assist with finalizing guidance for implementation of HMP tasks, 
holding workshops, continuing development of the regional Bay Area Hydrology Model 
(BAHM) in collaboration with the Alameda and San Mateo County Programs, and 
coordination with Co-permittees and assisting Co-permittees with implementation. 


• Includes specific resources for permit renewal negotiations as part of municipal regional 
permit. 
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• All Regional Collaboration projects/fees are shown in the Collaborative Group (projects are 
listed in order of priority, i.e., lowest priority first if revised budget allocations are needed.)   


• The RMP fee is increased by 1.5%. 
• Includes a budget of $50,000 to reimburse the fiscal/contract agent for services.   
 


. The MC met and approved the budget on January 18, 2007. 
 
1. Program Management/Administration 
 


a. Administrative Assistance 
 


• General administrative assistance 
• Maintain Program 800 number 
• Distribute PIP and other materials 
• Develop partnerships with external organizations 


  
b. Management Committee (MC) and Ad-Hoc Task Group (AHTG) Support 


  
• Monthly MC meetings (up to 12) - develop, distribute, and post agendas; prepare and mail 


meeting materials; facilitate meetings; draft and finalize minutes; and conduct follow-up 
activities 


• AHTG meetings (up to 40) - support groups formed to address specific tasks (meeting 
number and times vary) 


 
c. Program Budget Administration 


  
• Develop, draft, and finalize FY 2008-2009 budget; organize and facilitate up to four  Budget 


AHTG meetings. 
• Coordinate with Fiscal Agent, track expenditures, and prepare quarterly status reports to MC 


  
d. Coordinate with Legal Consultant 


  
• Communicate with and assist Program legal counsel as needed (up to 5 meetings and 10 


extended telephone discussions) on General Program issues. 
  


  e. Develop and Manage Program PI/P Program 
  


• Implement PI/P Work Plan for FY 2007-2008 
• Conduct long-range planning for Program PI/P activities 
• Manage development of PI/P work plan for FY 2008-2009 
• Provide support, as needed, to Co-permittee’s requests for public education assistance 
• Manage subcontracts 
• Coordinate and work with the WMI Communications Subgroup and various other adhoc and 


work groups to address numerous new target audiences and “pollutants of concern”.1  
  


                                                 
1 Over the past several years, the PI/P and WE&O elements have been a key component of the SCVURPPP. As TMDL programs 
move forward to address new “pollutants of concern” outreach will be important and Program staff will need to spend additional 
time working as part of a  regional effort to address these new needs 
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f. Performance Evaluation 
  


• No budget for current FY.  
  


g. Expenses 
  


• Approximately 10 percent of labor costs 
  
2. Permit Management 
  


a. Report Preparation and Submittal 
• Prepare annual report for FY 2006-2007 and submit to Regional Board by September 15, 


2007 (includes preparation of 1 draft for MC review, reproduction/distribution of up to 5 hard 
copies, distribution of CDs to MC, and posting on website) 


• Review results of Program activities and recommend improvements 
• Prepare Program Work Plan (or equivalent) for FY 2008-2009 (includes up to 2 drafts for 


MC review, response to Regional Board comments, reproduction and distribution of up to5 
copies, distribution of CDs to MC, and posting on website) 


• Provide guidance for Co-permittees’ work plans and SCVURPPP work plans 
• Review all Co-permittee Work Plans and Annual Reports for completeness and consistency. 
 


b. Internal Co-permittee Liaison 
 
• Develop guidance on permit requirements 
• Provide assistance to Co-permittees as needed. 
• Conduct up to four training workshops for co-permittee staff 


 
c. External Organization Liaison 


 
• Represent Program at Regional Board, State Board, BASMAA (Vice Chair), Regional 


Monitoring Program (Steering Committee and Technical Committee representatives), CEP, 
REF, CASQA (Board Member), Urban Pesticide Committee, SCBWMI Core Group and 
relevant subgroups (WAMS and LUS), environmental group/public (up to 88 meetings) 


• Obtain and transmit updates from state NOI database, as reasonably available. 
 
d. NDC Implementation Assistance, Tracking & Reporting (Non-HMP) 
 


• Meet with Regional Board staff, Program legal counsel, Program ad hoc task group and/or 
environmental groups as needed 


• Prepare responses to comments and supplementary documentation as needed. 
• Conduct the tasks to comply with permit provision C.3. The estimated budgets are based on 


and consistent with the C3 Work Plan. 
 Continued assistance with SCVURPPP agencies’ implementation of BMP O&M 


verification programs and the Program-wide database; 


 Continuing regional roundtable meetings with agency staff from SCVURPPP and other 
stormwater programs to share information about implementation strategies and 
experience (facilitate through BASMAA New Development Committee); 


 Guidance on implementing changes to Provision C.3. in the MRP, and updates to the C.3. 
Handbook to reflect those changes; 
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 Continued development of model standards and specifications for certain BMPs; 


 Continued assistance with the C3PO AHTG meetings and action items (meetings covered 
by AHTG budget assuming FY 06-07 level of effort); 


 Workshop on C.3. implementation, exact topic to be determined by the C3PO AHTG 
(covered by the workshops budget); 


 Continued guidance and assistance with annual reporting of C.3. information (covered by 
the annual reporting budget assuming FY 06-07 level of effort). 


 
• Assist Co-Permitees with implementation of C.3 on projects and with tracking and reporting 


on C.3 projects. 
 
e. Implement Continuous Improvement Items 
 


• Investigate, develop implementation plans, and implement items for Program continuous 
improvement identified in Co-permittee reviews, work plan, and annual report within the 
allocated resources 


• Summarize for Program annual report 
 
f. TMDL Tracking, Review and Reporting 


 
• Program staff participation in TMDL tracking, review and reporting to MC. 


 
g. Expenses 


• Approximately 10 percent of cost 
 
 
3. Technical Program Management 
 


a. Prepare RFPs, Technical Project Management 
 
• Develop up to 4 RFPs for technical services (as required by Workplan) 
• Implement Multi-Year Monitoring Plan including subcontractors (budget assumes that 


sediment and receiving water monitoring subcontractors (i.e., Stillwater and KLI) will remain 
the same for FY 07-08). 


• Oversee contractors’ work 
• Coordinate with BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Group/WAMS and hold up to four 


Monitoring Ad Hoc meetings annually (quarterly basis) in association with WAMS. 
 


b. Technical Review of Work Products 
 
• Provide technical review of contractor work products 
• Make recommendations to BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Task Group regarding quality of 


work and any modifications needed for improvement. 
 


c. Develop/Revise Performance Standards 
 
• Assist MC in development of one new performance standard, or substantially improve one or 


more existing performance standards at the same level of effort. 
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d. Expenses 
 


• Approximately 10 percent of cost 
 
4. Legal Services 
 
Budget assumes that the Program will retain the services of Morrison and Foerster (Robert Falk, Esq.) to 
provide legal advice.  The working assumption is that the majority of the legal budget is earmarked for 
assistance with TMDL, HMP, and permit renewal issues (i.e., work on municipal regional permit). In 
addition, implementation issues associated with C3 will also arise and, as appropriate, will be addressed 
with the available budget.   
 
5. Fiscal Agent 
 
The budget assumes that the City of Sunnyvale will continue to serve as the Contract/Fiscal Agent. The 
line item represents the amount to be reimbursed to the contract/fiscal agent carrying out this task.  All 
Program staff time required to coordinate with the Fiscal Agent is included under Budget Item 1.c. 


 
6. Fees (See Collaborative Group)  
 
 
PROJECTS GROUP 
 
7. Monitoring Projects 
 
The purpose of this item is to fund projects that satisfy the monitoring requirements of the Program’s 
NPDES permit (Provisions C8, C9 f, and C10).  The estimate of the resource requirements are based on 
implementation of the Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP) March 1, 2004 (update - originally 
submitted to the RWQCB by the MC on August 5, 2002) and is consistent with Program’s 
implementation of the fifth year of MY-RWMP. In addition, the budget estimate includes resources to 
cover the following tasks/projects:  SCVURPPP data management (includes website maintenance and 
updating), resources to conduct update of the SSI (full 3rd year update), limited resources to track and 
report on copper & nickel baseline actions,  participation in the LUS2, TMDL technical 
support/liaison/comment (Hg, PCB, Dioxin, other pesticides), other monitoring consistent with the permit 
(i.e., follow-up monitoring related to prior year status and trends monitoring) will be conducted to the 
extent that budget allows, the Saratoga Creek sediment assessment management practices assessment 
(consistent with the permit requirements and MC approved Work Plan dated September 1, 2002 
implementing the Permit requirements), resources for assisting the Co-permittees implement the Trash 
Work Plan (limited resources to assist with key trash assessments, assist Co-permittees conduct and report 
on the results of a trash pilot demonstration project, and assist develop long-term management strategy for 
high priority watersheds), resources for updating and developing the necessary annual sampling plans, 
QA plans and reporting the surface water monitoring results (as defined within the MY-RWMP), 
resources to conduct a watershed water body assessment in Matadero and/or Adobe Creeks (consistent 
with MC work plan submitted to implement the Permit), and limited resources to coordinate/participate 


                                                 
2 The estimated LUS Budget includes $15,000 to administratively assist the subgroup and $25,000 to work with the subgroup to sponsor two 
training workshops towards meeting the WMI objectives. 
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with the CEP and RMP.  No additional sediment assessments (LFA) will be conducted this FY budget 
(FY 07-08 is the watershed/waterbody assessment FY). The proposed budget breakdown for major 
categories is as follows: 
 


• Implement Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (includes receiving water monitoring 
 including QA plans, bioassessment, sediment toxicity, 
 BAMBI, regional coordination)                                                                           $350,000 


• Program Data Management/full SSI update/IND-ICID Reporting                       $150,000 
• Trash/CAP-NAP/WMI-Landuse/TMDL Tech Review                                         $180,000 
• Watershed  Assessment & Sediment Management Report 3                                  $200,000 


  
8. HMP Implementation (Technical Assistance, Guidance and Workshops) 
 
This task covers the budget requirements for SCVURPPP related to assisting Co-permittees implement 
Permit Provision C.3.f., the Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP). The focus in FY 07-08 will be 
continue to be on assistance to the local agencies and development community with outreach and 
implementation, and guidance on any changes that are required by the MRP.  Anticipated tasks for FY 
07-08 include the following: 


• Provide guidance on any changes to HMP requirements in the MRP, and update the HMP and 
C.3. Stormwater Handbook to reflect these changes; 


• Continue to assist with the HMP Implementation Phase (HIP) Work Group meetings and 
action items; 


• Continue data collection on HMP implementation at small sites and plan to re-evaluate the 
small site size threshold after two years of implementation (HMP Next Steps Task 9 – may be 
superseded by changes to the permit); 


• Conduct programmatic monitoring tasks identified in Section 7.8 of the HMP Report 
(tracking projects, documenting BMP design and inspection, self-evaluation); 


• Continue to provide guidance and conduct trainings on the Bay Area Hydrology Model 
(BAHM); 


• Conduct one workshop on HMP implementation (covered by workshops budget); 


 
 
9. Public Information and Watershed Education Budget 
 
 
Watershed Watch Campaign (Campaign) – In November 2005, the Program selected Carl and Manor 
Advertising as the new consultants for the Watershed Watch Campaign. To maintain the momentum 
gained by the Campaign in increasing the public’s awareness of watersheds and stormwater pollution 
prevention and to achieve the goals and objectives described in the Watershed Education and Outreach 
Strategy, the Campaign is funded at the FY 06-07 level. 


                                                 
3 Any cost savings related to modification of the sediment assessment program will be considered for use with the 
trash program efforts if directed to do so by the MC. 
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Other Watershed Education and Outreach (WEO) activities - The other WEO projects include the 
BASMAA Regional Ad Campaign, Watershed Watchers Program at the San Francisco Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge at Alviso (Alviso Education Center) and Schools Outreach using ZunZun. Resources for 
the Regional Ad Campaign and the ZunZun performances are at the same level as FY 06-07 and  
resources for the Alviso Education Center have been increased by 4% using some funds from the Program 
Supplies budget. 


Creek Clean up Event Advertising - Resources to support one creek clean up in FY 07-08 are included in 
the budget. The WEO AHTG will make a recommendation on which clean up should be funded. 


The following is a summary of the budget breakdown: 
 


 


Task FY 07-08 Budget 


WW Campaign 103,700 


Regional Ad Campaign $40,000 


Schools Outreach $25,000 


Creek Clean up support $7,500 


Alviso Ed Center $85,280 


Program staff $50,000 


Program supplies $6,720 


Total $318,200 


 
 
a. Pesticide User (PU) Outreach 


 
This project continues implementation of the cost-effective elements of past IPM Store 
Partnership and Household Chemical Management Projects.  The project scope includes items in 
Program’s Pesticide Management Plan (2-15-02), based on provision C.9.d. of the permit, for 
outreach to residents, commercial businesses, and pest control operators.  These include 
providing staff support for the Regional OWOW Store Partnership project, purchasing fact 
sheets and other promotional material, store employee training, staffing outreach events and 
media advertising. 


b. Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 
 


This project encompasses several tasks in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan (3-
1-02), provision C.9.c. of the permit.  It involves public education regarding the effects of 
mercury on the environment, products containing mercury and proper disposal of such products.  
The project is in the fifth year of implementing the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Plan, is consistent with the Program’s public education tasks and is consistent with previous 
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year’s budget. The Program coordinates with the County Household Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Program for implementing this project. 


c. Program Supplies  
 


Estimated budget for reprints of materials for Program use and other Program supplies.   
 


 
10. Project Monitoring Special Studies (see Collaborative Group) 
 
11. NPDES Permit Renewal 
 
This task includes resources for permit negotiation and renewal. The estimated budget assumes no 
additional work is required for the application. It assumes a level of effort to cover up to three stakeholder 
meetings and Water Board workshops and two full scale Water Board Public Hearings. It also assumes 
that the level of Co-permittee involvement with BASMAA and the Water Board staff remains at 
approximately the same level of effort.  The estimated level of effort does not include resources to address 
additional administrative action beyond Water Board approvals as noted above. 


 
COLLABORATIVE GROUP 
 


a. Program Monitoring Special Studies:   The Program MOA requires that an amount be set at 
approximately 10 percent of the total budget of the Projects Group (excluding the PI/P tasks).  
SCVURPPP resources are not currently available to meet this requirement. Therefore a limited 
budget has been allocated to cover any necessary changes in scope of the projects.  High priority 
items for use of these resources include trash related projects (e.g., possible restaurant inspection 
form), green gardener training program, and preliminary investigation of possible collaborative 
implementation strategies regarding HHW issues.  


 
b. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration): Statewide stormwater organization dues. No increase 


in dues is included. 
 


c. TMDL CEP (Regional Collaboration):  These resources are used to fund the participation 
(i.e., technical participation annual cost) in the Clean Estuary Program (TMDL MOU between 
the RWQCB, BASMAA and BACWA). The CEP requested $147,000 per year, however, 
because of other higher priority items all Bay area storm water programs reduced their 
contributions by approximately 1/3 and plan to continue participation at this reduced rate for the 
next FY. The CEP is currently under review and redesign.  The Program’s and BASMAA’s 
intent is to develop a method to split the contribution of CEP resources between the CEP and 
BASMAA to more appropriately and effectively address regional projects of concern to both 
BACWA and BASMAA and to also address projects that are specifically of more concern to 
BASMAA. BASMAA will continue to work with BACWA to redesign the mission and 
objectives of the CEP and to implement the redesign to more closely respond to public agency 
needs. 


 
d. RMP Fee (Regional Collaboration): The RMP is a program initiated by the Regional Board to 


monitor the water quality of San Francisco Bay.  The San Francisco Estuary Institute has a 
contract to conduct sampling in the Bay and administer the program with oversight from the 
Regional Board.  The Program is one of a number of dischargers contributing to the cost of the 
program.  It is expected that the Program will continue to fund the RMP at about the same level 
(includes a 1.5% increase) for each fiscal year for the term of the permit.  
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e. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration): BASMAA is the local regional stormwater 


association.  The Program has and expects to continue to fund the organization at about the same 
level for each fiscal year for the term of the permit.  The budget remains the same as FY 06-07 
and includes some limited collaborative (in kind) resources for technical and/or legal services. 
BASMAA is developing a coordinated stormwater regional effort to address technical and 
implementation questions related to monitoring (including collaboration with SWAMP) and  
TMDL implementation. 


 
f. WERF Dues: Covers the Programs costs as member of WERF. 
 
 


Notes: 
 


NPDES Fee: This is the annual fee imposed on each Co-permittee by the State Water Resources 
Control Board for NPDES municipal storm water permits in the San Francisco Bay area. It is not 
included in the total SCVURPPP budget this year and will be paid directly by the individual Co-
permittees as was done in FY 06-07. For Co-permittee budgeting purposes, in FY 02-03 the SWRCB 
increased the annual fee from $10,000 to $54,000, which was absorbed into the overall Program 
budget.  During FY 03-04, the SWRCB increased the fees to $161,000, which again was absorbed 
into the overall Program budget.  The SWRCB individually billed the Co-permittees approximately 
$162,000 for FY 04-05. In FY05-06 the SWRCB billed the Co-permittees approximately $162,000 
but returned an overcharge $21,800 to the Program (one time refund).  The FY 06-07 fees were 
consistent with the FY 05-06 fees. No information is currently available from the SWRCB regarding 
FY 07-08 fees.  Co-permittees should assume that annual fees will be on the order of those assessed 
in FY 06-07 which totaled approximately $162,000.  The Program budget for FY 07-08 does not 
include payment of Co-permittee fees.  


 
 
Attachment 1 –  SCVURPPP Mission and Goals Statement 
     2 – Overall Program Budget Tables 1 and 2 
     3 -  Revised Co-permittee Assessments 
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Attachment 1: SCVURPPP Mission and Goals Statement 


Mission Statement 


“To assist in the protection of beneficial uses of receiving waters by preventing pollutants generated from activities in urban 
service areas from entering runoff to the maximum extent practicable.” 


The Mission Statement: 


• Targets pollutant reduction measures that are needed to help protect beneficial uses 


• Focuses on urban pollutant sources (as opposed to nonpoint sources generally) 


• Sets a specific benchmark for implementation (as opposed to doing “anything and everything” related to pollutant sources) 


This focused approach is consistent with the Program’s idea of working with other parties or institutions that are better equipped 
to carry out specific pollution control strategies. The Program concentrates its own efforts on identifying pollution sources, and 
implementing pollution prevention measures, that are clearly within the authority and ability of the Co-permittees.  


The Program’s goals and objectives also stress this practical, focused approach.  


GOAL 1: Comply with Permit 


• Effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges (unless exempt or managed according to approved conditions) 


• Reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in stormwater runoff 


• Comply with permit submittal requirements 


GOAL 2: Determine Success 


• Periodically evaluate the attainment of beneficial uses in selected waterways 


• Evaluate changes in public awareness and behavior 


• Evaluate effectiveness of specific control measures at pollution reduction. 


GOAL 3: Adjust Activities to Meet Changes 


• Define what constitutes success (how much is enough?) as it relates to programmatic and technical MEP 


• Utilize what we learn to plan the next steps 


GOAL 4: Achieve Acceptance of Urban Runoff Management Activities 


• Effectively facilitate public input into Program planning process 


• Integrate urban runoff goals at various intra-agency levels 


• Develop and maintain a proactive interrelationship with regulatory authorities 


• Publicize the efforts of the Co-permittees (Program) 


GOAL 5: Integrate Urban Runoff Program Elements into other Programs 


• Promulgate an understanding of the role of the urban runoff program 


• Encourage other agencies to become involved in urban runoff issues 


• Encourage action by the appropriate agencies 


The Co-permittees intend to continue to utilize the Program’s preferred approach of achieving consensus to resolve issues and 
reach decisions, and to rely on the Majority Vote mechanism set forth in Section 2.08 of the Agreement at the Management 
Committee level only when consensus-based resolutions appear or become elusive. 


 







Santa Clara Valley
Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program


Draft Distributed to BATG and MC on December 21, 2006 and January 17, 2007 and approved  MC on January 18, 2007


Item Staff Hours Total Cost


Operational Group


1. Program Management/Administration (EOA) 2940 $454,124
2. Permit Management (EOA) 3196 $494,608
3. Technical Program Management (EOA) 926 $143,000
4. Legal Service (MOFO) 0 $87,818
5. Fiscal Agent (City of Sunnyvale) ) 0 $50,000
6. RMP Contribution (SFEI) (see Collaborative Budget)   


Sub-total: Operational Group 7062 $1,229,550


Projects Group


7. Monitoring Projects (EOA/Subs) 1425 $880,000
8. HMP Implementation  Assistance (EOA/Subs) 356 $130,000
9. Public Information and Watershed Education  (EOA/Subs) 534 $383,200
10. Project Monitoring Special Study (10% per MOA - moved 
to Collaborative Group)   
11. NPDES Permit Renewal Negotiation & Hearing Process 
(EOA) 605 $85,000


Sub-total: Project Group 2920 $1,478,200


Collaborative Group


A. Program Monitoring Special Studies $42,000
B. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration) $15,000
C. TMDL CEP Participation (Regional Collaboration) $97,000
D. RMP Fee (Regional Collaboration) $170,910
E. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration) $85,000
F. WERF Dues $8,000
Subtotal Collaborative Group $417,910


TOTAL PROGRAM BUDGET (NO SWRCB PERMIT FEE) 9982 $3,125,660
(TOTAL USED TO CALCULATE ASSESSMENTS)


NPDES Permit fee - Estimated (Paid Directly By Co-permittees) $161,456
(NOT IN PROGRAM ASSESSMENTS)
TOTAL (includes est. permit fee) $3,287,116


TABLE 1:  TOTAL PROGRAM FY 07-08 BUDGET
Budget Summary







Santa Clara Valley  
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program


Subtask Total
Item Staff Hours Budget Budget


Operational Group


1. Program Management/Administration (EOA)
   a. Administrative Assistance 711 $99,840 $99,840
   b. Management Committee and Task Group Support $184,680
      i. Management Committee 554 $77,760
      ii. Task Groups 762 $106,920
   c. Program Budget Administration  $51,480
      i. Develop Budgets 130 $18,200
      ii. Prepare Expenditure Reports 237 $33,280
   d. Coordinate with Legal Consultant 177 $24,840 $24,840
   e. Develop and Manage PI/P Program (non-Watershed Watch Campaign tasks) 370 $52,000 $52,000
   f. Performance Evaluation 0 $0 $0
   g. Expenses  $41,284 $41,284


Subtotal 2940 $454,124 $454,124


2. Permit Management (EOA)
   a. Report Preparation and Submittal $106,800
      i. Annual Report 427 $60,000
      ii. Work Plans 333 $46,800
    b. Internal Co-permittee Liaison   
      i. Develop Guidance 133 $18,720 $70,560
      ii. Local Program Reviews (none in FY07-08) 0 $0
      iii. Conduct Training (4 Workshops) 369 $51,840
   c. External Organization Meetings 985 $138,320 $138,320
   d. NDC Implementation Assistance, Tracking & Reporting 370 $52,000 $52,000
   e. Implement Continuous Improvement Items 221 $31,000 $31,000
   f. TMDL Program Tracking, Review & Reporting 356 $50,000 $50,000
   g. Expenses  $45,928 $45,928
Subtotal 3196 $494,608 $494,608


TABLE 2: TOTAL PROGRAM FY 07-08 BUDGET
Budget Detail







Santa Clara Valley  
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program


Subtask Total
Item Staff Hours Budget Budget


3. Technical Program Management (EOA)
a. Prepare RFPs, Technical Project Management 370 $52,000 $52,000
b. Technical Review of Work Products 370 $52,000 $52,000
c. Develop/Revise Performance Standards (part of MRP) 185 $26,000 $26,000
d. Expenses  $13,000 $13,000


Subtotal 926 $143,000 $143,000


4. Legal Services 0 $87,818 $87,818


5. Fiscal Agent 0 $50,000 $50,000


6. Fees
a. NPDES Permit Fee (SWRCB) (Paid directly by Co-permittees)   
b. Regional Monitoring Program Contribution (moved to 
Collaborative Group)  


Subtotal 926 $137,818 $137,818


Operational Group Total $1,229,550 $1,229,550


Projects Group


7. Monitoring Projects1 1425 $880,000 $880,000


8. HMP Technical Assistance/Guidance/Workshops 356 $130,000 $130,000


9. PI/P & WEO budget2


a. Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign 356 $311,480 $311,480
b. Pesticide User (PU) Outreach  $40,000 $40,000
c. Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 178 $25,000 $25,000
d. BASMAA Regional Collaboration (See Collaborative)  
e. Program Supplies $6,720 $6,720


10. Project Monitoring Special Study (10% per MOA - moved to 
Collaborative Group)   


11. Permit Renewal
a. MRP Negotiations 605 $85,000 $85,000


Projects Group Total 2920 $1,478,200 $1,478,200


2 On February 15, 2001 the MC approved the Budget Adhoc Task Groups recommendation to incorporate certain elements of the PI/P budget into the 
Projects Group budget.


Table 2: TOTAL PROGRAM FY 07-08 BUDGET
Budget Detail


1 Scope is based on the Program’s Multi-Year (8-year) Monitoring Plan.







Santa Clara Valley
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program


Subtask Total
Item Staff Hours Budget Budget


Collaborative Group


A. Program Monitoring Special Studies (1) 0 $42,000 $42,000
B. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration) 0 $15,000 $15,000
C. TMDL CEP Participation (Regional Collaboration) 0 $97,000 $97,000
D. RMP Fee (Regional Collaboartion) 0 $170,910 $170,910
E. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration) 0 $85,000 $85,000
F. WERF Member Dues 0 $8,000 $8,000


Subtotal: Collaborative Group 0 $417,910 $417,910


TOTAL PROGRAM  BUDGET (NO PERMIT FEES) $3,125,660 $3,125,660
(DOES NOT INCLUDED PERMIT FESS)


Estimated NPDES Fee (Paid Directly by Co-permittees) $161,456 $161,456
(Not Included in Assessments and Program Budget)
Total $3,287,116


Note: (1) MOA Requires 10% of Operating Group - budget not available


Table 2: TOTAL PROGRAM FY 07-08 BUDGET
Budget Detail







  FY 07-08 Budget Assessments 


PROGRAM ASSESSMENT
PROGRAM BUDGET


TOTAL FY 06-07 ESTIMATED
OPER / PROJ/COLL PERMIT TOTAL


CONTRIBUTION FEE Program & Permit Costs
$3,125,660 $161,456


Program
Co-Permittee Contribution


Campbell 1.88% $58,762 $7,406 $66,168
Cupertino 2.46% $76,891 $11,109 $88,000
Los Altos 1.59% $49,698 $7,406 $57,104
Los Altos Hills 0.43% $13,440 $2,963 $16,403
Los Gatos 1.74% $54,386 $7,406 $61,792
Milpitas 2.75% $85,956 $11,109 $97,065
Monte Sereno 0.14% $4,376 $2,963 $7,339
Mountain View 3.91% $122,213 $11,109 $133,322
Palo Alto 4.06% $126,902 $11,109 $138,011
San Jose 30.01% $938,011 $29,625 $967,636
Santa Clara 6.23% $194,729 $18,516 $213,245
Saratoga 1.59% $49,698 $7,406 $57,104
Sunnyvale 7.25% $226,610 $18,516 $245,126
County of Santa Clara 5.94% $185,664 $14,813 $200,477
SCVWD 30.02% $938,323 $0 $938,323


100.00% $3,125,660 $161,456 $3,287,116


* Permit Fee estimate for budget purposes
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5. FY 07-08 PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
The goals and objectives of the SCVURPPP Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP) 
include effectively prohibiting non-storm water discharges to storm drains and watercourses; 
reducing pollutants in storm water discharges to the “maximum extent practicable” (MEP); 
and not causing or contributing to violations of water quality standards, as required by the 
Program’s NPDES permit.  The Program’s approach to meeting these goals and objectives 
focuses on the use of best management practices (BMPs) for source control and pollution 
prevention; and public education and outreach. 
 
The Program’s approach to pesticide management has a similar focus on source control 
and pollution prevention.  Program BMPs for pesticide management have included 
significant outreach efforts to residents, businesses, and municipal staff to provide education 
and achieve behavior changes relative to uses of pesticides and less toxic pest control 
methods.  Outreach efforts have been supplemented by monitoring studies to define the 
problem; participation in regional monitoring and organizations to address pesticide issues; 
and development of performance standards and local pest management plans. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Diazinon and chlorpyrifos have been identified in recent studies as causing toxicity in local 
creeks and wastewater treatment plant effluent.  In May 1999, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) listed San Francisco Bay and 35 Bay Area urban creeks as 
impaired by diazinon under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  The 303(d) 
listing triggered the need for USEPA and the State to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) for the impaired waterbodies.  In November 2005, the Water Board adopted a 
TMDL and Water Quality Attainment Strategy (WQAS) for diazinon and pesticide-related 
toxicity in San Francisco Bay Area urban creeks.  The TMDL/WQAS provides a source 
assessment and pollutant allocation scheme; and discusses implementation actions relevant 
to urban runoff management programs, including the SCVURPPP.  The TMDL/WQAS was 
approved by the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) at its November 15, 
2006 Board meeting. 
 
The Program’s reissued NPDES permit (Order No. 01-024, February 21, 2001) includes 
specific requirements for a pesticide control program.  The Program and Co-permittees must 
develop and implement a pesticide control plan that addresses municipal uses of pesticides, 
including diazinon and other lower priority banned pesticides such as chlordane, dieldrin, 
and DDT, and the use of these pesticides by others within municipal jurisdictions.  The 
Program will also continue to work with the Urban Pesticide Committee and the California 
Stormwater Quality Association Pesticide Work Group to assess impacts of pesticide use 
and encourage actions by other state and federal agencies. 
 
As required by Permit Provision C.9.d., the Program developed a Pesticide Management 
Plan and submitted it to the Water Board by July 1, 2001 (June 26, 2001). The submittal to 
the Water Board included a preliminary draft Pest Management Performance Standard as 
well as municipal pesticide use surveys completed by each Co-permittee.  The Pesticide 
Management Plan was revised in response to Water Board staff comments dated August 
15, 2001 and December 21, 2001, and the revised version (dated February 15, 2002) 
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submitted to the Water Board as Attachment 5-1 to the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan. The 
Pest Management Performance Standard was also revised based on Water Board Staff 
comments emailed in November 2001.  The final performance standard was submitted to 
the Water Board as Attachment 2-2 of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan and included as 
part of the updated URMP and permit application (per Permit Provisions C.2.b and C.14).  
 
The purpose of the Pesticide Plan is to control pesticide-related toxicity in urban runoff, by 
minimizing pesticide use and reducing the amount of pesticides in storm water and 
landscape runoff to the maximum extent practicable.  The Plan identifies the goals of each 
work plan element, actions, monitoring mechanisms and schedules. The Plan also identifies 
whether actions will be implemented at the Program level, municipality level, or both.  
Program-level actions in the Plan form the basis of this FY 06-07 Pesticide Management 
Work Plan.  The details of municipality actions and schedules were provided in individual 
Co-permittee pest management plans submitted with the Co-permittees’ FY 00-01 Annual 
Reports and future tasks are provided in the Co-permittees’ FY 06-07 work plans (Section 9 
of this Work Plan). 
 
PAST PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 
 
The Program has, since its inception, actively participated in a number of activities aimed at 
understanding water quality problems in creeks and San Francisco Bay and reducing pollutants, 
including pesticides, to the MEP.  Beginning with the FY 99-00 Work Plan, every Work Plan and 
Annual Report has presented the history of the Program’s and Co-permittee’s pesticide-related 
activities in the areas of monitoring and science, outreach and education and URMP implementation.  
Table 5-1 contains the implementation status of all Pesticide Plan tasks.  A summary of FY 
07-08 activities is provided below.  Details of the FY 07-08 Pesticide User Outreach 
activities are provided in Section 3, Attachment 3-3.  
 
FY 07-08 PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT TASKS 
 
The Program will continue implementing the ongoing Pesticide Plan tasks listed in Table 5-
1. These include: 
 


 Municipal Pesticide Use: Co-permittees will continue to track their pesticide use and 
report it in the FY 07-08 Annual Report. 


 
 Public Education and Outreach: The Program’s Pesticide User Outreach Work Group 


will continue to conduct outreach to residents, store employees and businesses on less-
toxic pesticide use. Details of the FY 07-08 Pesticide User Outreach activities are 
provided within Section 3, Attachment 3-3. The Program’s Watershed Watch Campaign 
will also continue to promote IPM messages.  


 
 IPM Training Program for Landscape Maintenance Professionals: The FY 07-08 


Pesticide User Outreach (PUO) Work Plan includes implementation of a training 
program for small gardening businesses (less than five employees) that conduct 
landscape maintenance activities for homeowners and some commercial entities 
throughout the Bay Area. The PUO Work Group is presently evaluating two existing 
training and certification programs for implementation within Santa Clara County. These 
include: 1) the Bay Friendly Gardening Program, developed by the Alameda County 
StopWaste.org Program (now being expanded Bay-area wide); and 2) the Green 
Gardener Program, developed through a grant program for the City and County of Santa 
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Barbara.  The PUO Work Group plans to work with the Bay Friendly Gardening Program 
to include the demographic focus of the Green Gardener Program (Spanish speaking, 
small businesses).  Since the region-wide expansion of the Bay Friendly Gardening 
Program may take some time, the PUO Work Group is exploring the possibility of 
holding a “pilot” Green Gardener 20-hour training class in fall 2008.  


  
 Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Collection: The Program will work with the County 


HHW Program to publicize proper pesticide disposal, as needed. The quantities of 
pesticide disposed at County HHW collection sites are tracked annually and will be 
reported in the FY 07-08 Annual Report. 


 
 Monitoring and Science: The Program will continue to participate and contribute to the 


Regional Monitoring Program and implement the Revised Multi-Year Monitoring Plan. 
 


 Regional Coordination: Program staff will continue to participate in CASQA, Urban 
Pesticide Committee and the BASMAA Regional IPM Partnership project. 


 
In addition, Program staff will focus efforts on working with Water Board staff on the 
Municipal Regional Permit; and begin to plan for any new pesticide-related requirements 
that may be contained in that permit. 
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Table 5-1 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 
Action Status Notes


I. Municipal Pesticide Use 


I.A.1 Develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use 
on municipally owned property (PS#8).  Include in the 
process reporting and justification for the use of OP 
pesticide and BMPs employed during OP pesticide use. 


Ongoing The Pest Management Performance Standard includes a 
suggested reporting process, which the Co-permittees 
implemented for the FY 01-02 Annual Report.  The first 
year was focused on reporting use of organophosphate 
pesticides, particularly chlorpyrifos and diazinon. For the 
FY 02-03 Annual Report, Water Board staff requested Co-
permittees to submit pesticide use summaries and not 
actual data. This practice has been continued since the 
initial submittal. 


I.A.3 Assist Co-permittees to develop and implement standard 
operating procedures (SOPs) and best management 
practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM policy (PS #3).  
BMPs will include special precautions to reduce water 
quality impacts when applying pesticides. 


Done Program guidance completed as part of Model Pest 
Management Performance Standard, submitted to Water 
Board March 1, 2002.  Guidance to Co-permittees included 
a packet of example IPM policies and practices. 


I.A.4. Assist Co-permittees to update local URMPs to 
incorporate/adapt the model Pest Management 
Performance Standard, including a description of the legal 
authority (IPM policy/ordinance, contract language), work 
plan elements, BMPs, and SOPs needed for 
implementation. 


Done See notes for Action I.A.3.  The Program held a workshop 
on March 20, 2002 on how to implement the performance 
standard. 


I.B.4. Conduct a workshop for municipal staff on least-toxic pest 
control methods and pesticide management BMPs. 


Done Workshop held March 20, 2002.  Program also co-
sponsored ACCWP IPM Symposium held on 2/5/03, and 
the Regional IPM Conferences held in 2004, 2005 and 
2006. 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 
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Action Status Notes


II. Public Education and Outreach 


II.A.1 Implement the Watershed Education & Outreach (WE&O) 
Campaign, which will target the general public and include 
messages about less-toxic pest control and proper disposal. 
The Campaign will include extensive media campaign with 
South Bay English- and Spanish-language radio stations, 
newspapers, and bus posters. 


Done/Ongoing An article on impacts of pesticide use to water quality and 
less toxic pest control was written and sent through the 
campaign distribution list. Pesticides are listed as a 
concern in the campaign brochure and the Watershed 
Watch song.  The campaign web site includes information 
on IPM, and IPM fact sheets are available to download. 
The campaign has also been utilizing print, radio and 
transit ads with less toxic pest management messages. 


II.A.2 Develop simple, effective, targeted messages regarding 
proper pesticide use and disposal, effects on water quality, 
and IPM. 


Done/Ongoing See above for Watershed Watch activities.  The Program 
continues to participate in regional IPM partnership and 
media relations efforts.  The regional IPM partnership 
committee develops new fact sheets as needed. 


II.A.3 Prepare appropriate outreach materials (e.g., fact sheets or 
a consumer guide regarding pest control services) to 
address target groups. 


Done  Program developed landscape maintenance fact sheet.  A 
PCO fact sheet has been developed through BASMAA 
participation. This fact sheets educates consumers on 
hiring pest control professionals who practice IPM. 


II.A.4  Identify and attend community events and distribute 
outreach materials. (Program will attend events strategic to 
the WE&O campaign.) 


Done/Ongoing Program staff and Watershed Watch consultant staff attend 
outreach events each year.  Brochures such as IPM fact 
sheets, “Grow It!” guide, “Pests Bugging You?”, and 
“Backyard Bugs” are distributed.  


II.A.6. Create, update, and publicize web sites to promote IPM and 
reduce pesticide use. 


Done/Ongoing The Watershed Watch website was launched in September 
2001 and is continually updated.  The website directs 
browsers to call the toll-free number to the Program office 
for information on less-toxic pest control.  A web page 
specifically for IPM was completed in June 2002 and is 
updated regularly.  The web page also includes links to 
other sites with information on IPM. 


II.A.7 Coordinate with the Master Gardeners program and use 
their services to train residents.  Provide IPM training and 


Done The Program funded a proposal by Master Gardeners and 
San Jose Community Gardens staff to conduct an IPM 
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Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 
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Action Status Notes


information on water quality impacts of pesticide use to 
Master Gardeners as needed. 


training program for community gardeners.  Four 
workshops were conducted and training materials were 
purchased with SCVURPPP funds.   


From FY 02-03 to FY 04-05, the Program conducted 
community IPM workshops in coordination with Watershed 
Watch, United Neighborhoods, Guadalupe Gardens, the 
Santa Clara County Household Hazardous Waste Program 
and Master Gardeners.  


II.A.8 Create and/or publicize existing IPM demonstration gardens 
(such as the garden at the San Francisco Bay Wildlife 
Refuge in Alviso). 


Done/Ongoing Since FY 01-02, the Watershed Watch Campaign has 
partnered with the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay 
Wildlife Refuge at Alviso.  The Alviso site has a pesticide-
free native plant demonstration garden.  Workshops at this 
location are promoted on the Watershed Watch website.  


Since FY 03-04, the Program has been providing 
promotional support for the Going Native Garden Tour. In 
FY 05-06, approximately 3,000 people attended the tour 
which featured 46 gardens.  Featured gardens 
demonstrate environmentally sensitive gardening practices 
which include the use of native plants, water conservation, 
landscaping to prevent urban runoff, reducing pesticide and 
fertilizer use, etc. 


II.A.9 Continue to fund BASMAA Regional Media Relations 
Campaign featuring pitches to Bay Area media and 
responses to breaking news on pesticide-related topics. 


Ongoing The Program funds this campaign as part of its BASMAA 
baseline dues.  Program staff participates in meetings of 
the work group and review draft products.  


II.A.11 Identify consumer and business publications that could 
include articles about IPM or less toxic pest management, 
submit articles or letters to the editor, and encourage them 
to print them. 


Done/ Ongoing An article describing impacts of pesticide use to water 
quality and containing hints for pesticide-free pest control 
was developed in December 2004 and sent to select 
publications. The article was included in the April 2005 
issue of Tideline magazine and also placed on the Friends 
of Guadalupe Gardens website in October 2004.  
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II.A.12 Develop a work plan for and implement a “Pesticide User 
Outreach” project targeting residential and commercial 
users, which will include continuing the IPM Store 
Partnership Program and selected Household Chemical 
Management project tasks.  Include an evaluation 
component in the work plan.  


 


Ongoing 


(Complete Annually) 


Work Plan implemented since FY 02-03; and ongoing for 
FY 07-08. Activities included: 
• Media advertising 
• IPM Store Partnership Program 
• IPM Community Workshop 
• Outreach at Community Events 


 


II.A.13 Provide information on less toxic pest control (e.g., IPM 
techniques, municipal IPM policies, model contract 
language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring special 
districts (e.g., Valley Transportation Authority, sanitary and 
utility districts, open space districts, vector control districts, 
and school districts) as appropriate. 


Done VTA and open space and vector control district staff were 
invited to the Program’s IPM Workshop in March 2003 and 
provided copies of the Program’s Pest Management 
Performance Standard.  In January 2005, the Program 
conducted a mailing (letter and IPM fact sheets) to these 
groups to provide them information about less-toxic pest 
control. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.A.1 Document or estimate numbers of 
residents reached by outreach efforts, including events, web 
site promotion, municipal employee outreach, and media 
advertising.  Monitor responses to outreach efforts through 
documentation of calls to the Program’s general and 
watershed campaign hotlines. 


Ongoing 


(Completed Annually) 


Number of residents reached and outreach materials 
distributed are documented after each event. Response to 
outreach efforts is tracked by documenting calls to hotline 
and website visits. This information is provided in the 
Annual Report each year. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.A.2 Survey local public attitudes and 
behavior to evaluate the success of outreach efforts and the 
saturation of outreach messages. (Program will conduct 
countywide survey as part of evaluation of WE&O campaign.  
Program may also conduct surveys to evaluate 
effectiveness of specific projects.) 


Done A Countywide survey was conducted in September 2003 to 
evaluate the success of the WE&O campaign. The final 
evaluation report was included in the Program’s FY 03-04 
Annual Report. Some of the survey questions tracked the 
publics’ knowledge about various pollutants, including 
pesticides, affecting the water quality in the Bay. 19% of 
the respondents in 2003 say that pesticides affect the 
water quality of the Bay compared to 7% in 1991. About 
23% of residents say that they use less –toxic ways to 
control pests in their home and garden. 


The BASMAA Regional IPM Committee conducted a 
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customer intercept survey in September and October 2004 
to evaluate the Store Partnership Project.  Five stores from 
Santa Clara County were included in this survey.  The 
survey indicates that about 23% of Santa Clara County 
residents are aware of the Our Water Our World promotion. 
The final survey report was included with the FY 04-05 
Annual Report. 


II.B.1 Continue to fund and participate in the BASMAA Regional 
IPM Partnership. 


Ongoing The Program annually funds this program as part of its 
BASMAA baseline dues.  These funds cover the Program’s 
supply of IPM Fact Sheets.  Program staff participates in 
meetings of the work group and review draft products. 


II.B.2 Continue to implement cost-effective elements of the IPM 
Store Partnership Program.  Create and provide fact sheets 
and other materials to pesticide retailers to facilitate point-of-
purchase outreach. Visit stores as necessary to ensure 
ongoing participation. 


Ongoing The IPM store partnership program expanded in FY 02-03 
to include 30 stores in the Santa Clara Valley. Program 
staff routinely visits the stores and ensure that they are well 
stocked with fact sheets and shelf talkers. In addition, the 
Program provides trainings to store employees on selling 
less-toxic products. 


II.B.3 Offer IPM training opportunities to pesticide retailer 
employees through coordination with Master Gardener-
taught educational programs. 


Task Eliminated 
(covered under Action 


Item II.A.12.) 


It was not possible to arrange for Master Gardeners to train 
store employees due to staff shortages within the Master 
Gardener program.  The Program has contracted with 
Annie Joseph to provide training to pesticide retailers, as 
she has been successful in getting store participation. The 
Community Gardeners project has been a successful way 
to work with the Master Gardener program and may be 
repeated if there is sufficient demand and resources 
available. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.B.1. Document number of participating 
stores, materials distributed and employees trained. 
Evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the IPM Store Partnership 
Program each year. Implement the evaluation component of 
the Pesticide User Outreach work plan each year 


Ongoing Data on number of participating stores, materials 
distributed and employees trained is documented and 
reported in the Annual Report each year. Evaluation of 
other work plan tasks is also reported. 
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Action Status Notes


III.  Pest Control Operators (PCOs)


III.A.1 Develop a database of licensed structural and landscape 
maintenance PCOs. 


Done The list was obtained from the County Agricultural 
Commissioner’s office prior to the PCO workshop of 
November 4, 2003 


III.A.2. Identify active PCO and landscape maintenance 
organizations in the South Bay and conduct awareness-
raising presentations at their meetings 


Done The Program contracted with Bart Brandenburg, 
consultant, to plan and conduct a PCO Workshop. To 
increase attendance, awareness-raising presentations 
were made at the two local PCO associations prior to the 
PCO workshop. 


III.A.3. Develop and conduct accredited workshops for PCOs that 
focus on IPM techniques. 


Done/ongoing The workshop was conducted on November 4, 2003. 
Approximately 30 PCOs from 19 companies attended this 
workshop. The workshop was very well received by 
attendees. 


The Program is exploring IPM training/certification 
programs for landscape maintenance professionals. The 
trainings will be implemented in FY 07-08 and FY 08-09. 


III.A.4 Require PCOs contracted for municipal applications to use 
pest control methods consistent with the municipality’s IPM 
policy (through contract specifications).  Specifically, 
municipalities will require contractors to: a) follow the 
agency’s IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs; b) provide evidence 
of current IPM training, when feasible; and c) provide 
documentation of pesticide use on agency property to the 
agency in a timely manner (PS#5). 


Program Guidance 
Done 


Guidance was completed in December 2001 as part of the 
Pest Management Performance Standard.  Co-permittees 
are beginning or continuing to implement the guidance.  
The IPM workshop on March 20, 2002 included a section 
on contracting for IPM services from professional pest 
control businesses.  


Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1. Document the number of PCOs 
receiving presentations and/or training and pesticide use by 
PCOs on municipal property. 


Done/ Ongoing Approximately 30 PCOs from 19 companies attended the 
Program’s PCO workshop. Co-Permittees track their own 
trainings and report results in Annual Reports. 
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III.B.1. Identify and work with PCO trade organizations to develop 
industry standards for BMPs to protect water quality, through 
participation in UPC and BASMAA. 


Complete June 2006 Standards have been developed for IPM certification for 
structural pests as part of the PCO IPM Partnership project 
being implemented by the Bio Integral Research Center 
(BIRC). The first IPM Certification Workshop for PCOs was 
held on January 24, 2006.  


IV.  Commercial Businesses


IV.A.1 Research reports and surveys of commercial business 
pesticide use and other stormwater programs’ and POTWs’ 
efforts to address this issue. Develop recommendations and 
a work plan (including an evaluation component) to provide 
outreach on less toxic pest control to target businesses in 
the South Bay, as appropriate and cost-effective. 


Done/Ongoing  Program staff surveyed Co-permittees, BASMAA 
members, and Monterey County programs for IPM 
materials specific to restaurants.  Very little IPM restaurant 
outreach material was found.  Several programs reported 
using San Francisco’s “Don’t Set a Table for Pests” poster.  
In FY 02-03 County Health Inspectors began distributing 
this poster to restaurants during routine inspections. The 
poster was reprinted in FY 03-04. The number of posters 
distributed by County Health Inspectors is reported in the 
Annual Report each year. 


IV.A.2. Develop and implement education programs that target 
commercial businesses, per recommendations from Action 
IV.A.1. 


Ongoing  See Action Item IV.A.1. 


Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1. Document outreach efforts targeting 
businesses, as recommended in the work plan to be 
developed by the Program. Implement the evaluation 
component of the work plan. 


Ongoing The number of posters distributed and the number of 
businesses receiving them is documented and reported in 
the Annual Report each year. 


V.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection


V.A.3 Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, 
and help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal 
(PS #7). 


Ongoing The Program is working closely with the HHW Program to 
publicize proper pesticide disposal. The Program’s “Got 
Paint” advertising campaign focused on the proper disposal 
of paints, pesticides and other hazardous wastes. 
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Monitoring Mechanism V.A.2. Document quantities of pesticide 
disposal at household hazardous waste collection facilities 
(only possible on a county-wide basis at present)  


Ongoing Reported in the Annual Report each year 


VI.  County Agricultural Commissioners


VI.A.1 Keep County Agricultural Commissioners informed of 
Program goals and activities and regional water quality 
issues through periodic meetings. 


Ongoing County Agricultural commissioners were involved in the 
development and review of the pest management 
performance standards. Contact is ongoing. 


VI.A.2 Involve County Agricultural Commissioners in education and 
outreach efforts targeting PCOs. 


Done Program staff worked with County Agricultural 
Commissioners for planning and conducting the PCO 
workshop.  


Monitoring Mechanism VI.A.2 Document meetings with County 
Agricultural Commissioner and staff involvement in outreach 
efforts 


Done Program staff met with County Agricultural Commissioners 
to plan the PCO workshop.  Workshop information was 
published in their newsletters.  Outreach staff from the Ag. 
Commissioner’s office made a presentation at the PCO 
workshop. 


VII.  New Development


VII.A.1. Coordinate with municipal arborists or other relevant 
municipal staff to identify landscaping techniques less 
likely to attract pests, including a list of pest-resistant 
plants, and develop model conditions of approval for pest 
resistant landscaping features and practices. 


Done Program completed model conditions of approval, a 
landscape maintenance fact sheet, guidance on 
landscaping techniques for stormwater treatment, and a 
draft pest-resistant plant list.  The plant list proved not to 
be a useful tool, as plant resistance depends highly on 
local planting conditions. 


VII.A.2. Assist Co-permittees to consider pest-resistant 
landscaping and design features in the design, 
landscaping, and environmental reviews of proposed 
development projects. 


Done Model conditions of approval provided to Co-permittees, 
and a form developed to track projects for which education 
or conditions of approval were required. 


VII.A.3. Assist Co-permittees to train staff responsible for design Done The topic was presented at the December 11, 2002 New 
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review on pest-resistant landscaping techniques and 
model conditions of approval (see Actions VII.A.1. and 
VII.A.2.) and the importance of minimizing pesticide use in 
runoff from development sites. 


Development workshop. 


VII.A.4.  Develop and propose enhanced reporting format for 
documenting use of pesticide reduction measures at 
development sites. 


Done A section for documenting pesticide reduction measures 
required of project applicants is included in the Program’s 
model data collection form for collecting other development 
project data prior to implementing C.3. (i.e., impervious 
surface area) and the Planning Procedures PS Reporting 
Form. 


VIII.  Monitoring and Science  


VIII.A.1. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring 
Program (RMP). Continue to actively participate in the 
RMP advisory and technical committees to focus RMP 
resources on 303(d) problem pollutants, including OP 
pesticides.  


Ongoing The Program annually contributes its share to the RMP.  
Program staff attends the RMP Technical Review 
Committee meetings and prepare meeting summaries for 
Management Committee. 


VIII.A.2. Work with Water Board staff to refine the problem 
statement for the diazinon TMDL and determine data 
needs. 


Ongoing Program staff attends the Urban Pesticide Committee 
meetings, at which the diazinon TMDL has been 
discussed.  Staff is also working on the TMDL with Water 
Board staff as part of the Clean Estuary Program (CEP). 


VIII.A.3. Participate in a coordinated regional plan to collect data for 
the diazinon TMDL. 


Ongoing The Program participates in and annually contributes to the 
CEP, which includes data collection for the diazinon TMDL. 


IX.  Regional, State, and Federal Coordination


IX.A.1. Support actions by the California Stormwater Quality 
Association (CASQA) Pesticide Work Group to comment on 
and assist with USEPA’s pesticide risk assessments and to 
assist USEPA in development of a scope for a diazinon 
TMDL case study.  


Ongoing;  
Case study TBD 


The Program provides funding to the CASQA’s consultant 
contract, which funded Geoff Brosseau and Kelly Moran’s 
efforts to review risk assessments and provide comments 
on behalf of the CASQA member agencies.  The EPA case 
study has not yet been planned or discussed. 
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IX.A.2. Through participation in the UPC and CASQA, work with the 
U.S.EPA, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, 
and the pesticide industry to eliminate uses of pesticides 
likely to enter surface water from those listed on product 
labels.* 


Ongoing Program staff regularly participates in the UPC and 
CASQA, and support efforts to eliminate uses of 
pesticides that cause risk to water quality. 


IX.B.1. Participate in the activities of BASMAA, CASQA, and UPC, 
and communicate Program efforts.  


Ongoing Program staff regularly attends BASMAA, the CASQA and 
its Executive Committee, and the UPC and communicate 
Program efforts. 


IX.B.2. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL 
development and implementation. (See Action VIII.A.3.) 


Ongoing 
 


The Program participates in and annually contributes to 
the CEP, which includes data collection for the diazinon 
TMDL. 


IX.B.3. Continue to participate in the BASMAA Pesticide Work 
Group to evaluate implementation of and continuously 
improve the Pesticide Strategy and report on the results of 
the evaluation. 


Task Eliminated The BASMAA Pesticide Work Group is no longer active, 
as each municipal stormwater program has its own 
pesticide plan in place of the Pesticide Strategy. 


X.  Review and Revision of Work Plan


Review and continuously improve the goals, actions, and 
monitoring mechanisms of the work plan considering results 
of self-evaluations, comments from Water Board staff and 
other interested parties, and results of local performance 
review meetings if any. 


Ongoing 
(Annually) 


The Pesticide Plan was revised twice in FY 01-02 based on 
comments from Water Board staff and interested parties 
(specifically RWQCB letters dated 8/15/01 and 12/21/01) 
and submitted to the RWQCB on October 15, 2001 and 
March 1, 2002, respectively.  The Plan will continue to be 
evaluated and improved each year. 


X.A.1. 
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MERCURY POLLUTION  
PREVENTION WORK PLAN 


 
 







6. MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION WORK PLAN 


 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Program’s NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater discharges may be causing or 
contributing to exceedances of water quality standards for mercury.  Mercury has been found in 
sediments in South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed.  Some types of 
fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other pollutants at concentrations that may threaten 
the health of humans consuming those fish.  In response, the California Office of Environmental 
Health and Hazard Assessment issued an interim fish consumption advisory. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has listed the Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed 
(including the Guadalupe River, Alamitos Creek, Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and 
Guadalupe Reservoir) as impaired by mercury under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  In 
accordance with Section 303(d), the Water Board is required to establish a Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River 
Watershed. 
 
Permit Provision C.9.c. requires the Program to develop and implement a mercury pollution 
prevention plan.  The Program developed a Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan (Mercury Plan) 
consistent with the permit provisions.  The Mercury Plan was submitted to the Water Board on 
March 1, 2002 as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan.  This section of the FY 07-08 
Work Plan summarizes Mercury Plan tasks completed during FY 06-07 and describes the tasks 
that will be developed, continued, or completed during FY 07-08. 
 
SUMMARY OF MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 
 
The Mercury Plan is based on the premise that a Bay area-wide approach (and coordination) in 
addressing mercury pollution prevention will be most successful.  For this reason, many of the 
actions identified in the Plan are for Program-level participation in regional efforts.  These efforts 
are supplemented by countywide and local efforts.   
 
The Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan addresses five general goals: 


I. Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products – Eliminate all unnecessary municipal 
use of mercury-containing products and establish proper disposal methods for products 
that cannot be eliminated. 


II. Household Hazardous Waste Collection – Provide mercury-containing product 
disposal services through household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for 
residents and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 


III. Monitoring and Science – Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including assessment of air pollution 
sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in sediment. 


IV. Regional, State, and Federal Coordination – Actively participate in regional, state and 
federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in urban 
runoff and air emissions. 


V. Public Education and Outreach –Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-
containing products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.   
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The Mercury Plan identifies actions that will be implemented at the Program level, municipality 
level, or both, as well as the schedule for initiation and/or completion of Program-level actions.  
The details of municipality actions and schedules are included in the individual Co-permittee 
Work Plans and/or Annual Reports, as appropriate.   
 
STATUS OF FY 06-07 MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION ACTIVITIES 
 
The status of Program tasks in the Mercury Plan is presented in Table 6-1. Highlights of 
Program accomplishments during FY 06-07, as developed and/or implemented by the Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group, Program staff and municipalities are provided 
below.   
 
Monitoring and Science 
 
The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) is serving as the 
stakeholder forum for the development of the Guadalupe River TMDL Report.  The Guadalupe 
River Watershed encompasses parts of San Jose, Los Gatos, Campbell, Monte Sereno and 
Santa Clara.  SCVURPPP is a stakeholder in the Guadalupe River TMDL process.  The Santa 
Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) is taking a lead role in the TMDL development process by 
solely funding a $900,000 study and as Co-Chair of the TMDL Work Group and Stakeholder 
Group.  Program staff is also participating in the TMDL process.   
 
Water Board staff produced the Guadalupe River Watershed Mercury TMDL Project Report 
(January 2006). Program staff, along with other Co-permittee staff, have reviewed the report 
and attended work group meetings to discuss the draft report and implementation plan.  
 


The Program continued to provide financial support to the Regional Monitoring Program for 
Water Quality (RMP), including the Mercury Deposition Network Pilot Study funded by the City 
of San Jose. In addition, Program and Co-permittee staffs actively participate in RMP Technical 
Review Committee (TRC) and Steering Committee (SC) meetings and provide meeting 
summaries to the Management Committee.  Staff reviewed available reports and provided 
comments on the proposed 2007 RMP Draft Monitoring Plan.   


A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of a Water Quality Attainment 
Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries was entered into by the Water Board, Bay 
Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA), and Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association (BASMAA) on August 6, 2001, and includes the development of TMDLs for 303(d) 
pollutants including mercury.  This group is referred to as the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP).  
As a member agency of BASMAA, the Program is involved in the development and funding of 
potential projects for the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL (mercury TMDL).  Program staff has 
been participating in the CEP technical committee meetings, CEP Board meetings (as needed) 
and CEP Mercury Risk Reduction Work Group.   
 
In addition, Program staff is tracking the results of the “historic” meeting between the State Air 
Resources Board and State Water Quality Control Board in February 2006.  During the meeting, 
the idea of cross media (water and air) coordination in the investigation of the aerial deposition 
of pollutants from air to land was discussed. Once deposited on land, pollutants can enter water 
bodies through stormwater runoff. The priorities of future work groups will be to identify an 
inventory of the original sources of various pollutants and develop an action plan to address 
those pollutants at the source.  Future Water Board-Air Board meetings are anticipated. 
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Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products 
 
During FY 02-03, the Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff developed guidelines for the 
reduction and management of mercury-containing products identified for virtual elimination.   
 
The goals of the Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products Reduction and Management are to 
work towards the virtual elimination of mercury from controllable sources that may affect urban 
runoff due to agency operations; and establish proper recycling and disposal methods for 
products that cannot be eliminated due to technological, safety or economic factors.  Co-
permittees continued implementing the Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products Reduction 
and Management in FY06-07.   
 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Workgroup 
 
In December 2002, Program staff established a new Work Group called the Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work Group.  This Work Group is implementing the Public Education and 
Outreach element of the Mercury Plan by organizing a public education, outreach and 
participation program designed to reach residential and commercial users of mercury-containing 
products.   
 
Santa Clara County Household Hazardous Program (CoHHW Program) staff completed 
implementing (with SCVURPPP) the outreach requirements of a $300,000, three-year California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) grant, specifically the store partnership program 
for collecting spent fluorescent lamps. The Program also completed the FY05-06 Work Plan 
tasks to develop signage materials and conduct media advertising. 
 
NEXT STEPS FOR MERCURY PLAN IN FY 07-08  
 
During FY 07-08, the Program will continue to implement ongoing Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Plan activities.  A summary of Mercury Plan tasks that will be implemented during FY 07-08 
include:   
 
• Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products: Co-permittees 


will continue implementing the Program’s guidelines for reduction and management of 
mercury-containing products identified for virtual elimination, and report annually on the  
effectiveness of implementation of the guidelines.  Some criteria used for evaluating 
effectiveness include: 
o Development of a Mercury Virtual Elimination Policy or Ordinance; 
o Measures implemented for reducing and disposing mercury containing products; 
o Training provided to municipal staff on use and disposal of these products; and 
o Coordination with Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) collection agencies to support, 


and help publicize programs for proper mercury-containing product recycling. 
 
• Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach:  As municipal budgets/resources permit, outreach 


on the negative health and environmental impacts of mercury and the methods available for 
properly disposing of FLTs to residents and small businesses will continue.  The three Co-
permittees with industrial wastewater inspection programs (San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo 
Alto) will continue to integrate mercury outreach for industrial businesses into their existing 
pretreatment, source control, and/or hazardous materials inspection programs.  The mercury 
outreach articles designed for the worldwide web and local agency newsletters will continue 
to be made accessible to the public and updated appropriately. In addition, the Program will 
continue to conduct outreach to promote the CoHHW Program’s store partnership program; 
specifically the used fluorescent lamp drop off locations. Outreach may be conducted using 
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media advertising, in-store displays (posters, banners) and newsletter articles.  The Program 
may also coordinate its outreach activities with other Regional groups/programs that are 
planning to conduct mercury outreach in FY 07-08.  


 
• Coordination efforts with regional organizations (Clean Estuary Partnership TMDL): Program 


staff will continue to attend CEP TMDL meetings, Guadalupe Watershed Mercury TMDL 
Workgroup and Stakeholder meetings, and Regional Monitoring Program for Water Quality 
(RMP) Steering Committee and Technical Review Committee meetings. Program staff will 
continue to monitor the progress of the Air Board-Water Board meetings. In addition, 
Program staff will continue to work with BASMAA and the Water Board to address urban 
stormwater runoff actions included in the mercury TMDL.  


 
• Monitoring and Science:  Planned FY 07-08 monitoring and science activities relating to 


mercury are discussed in Section 4 (i.e., resources to CEP and RMP). 
 







Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 


I.  Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products


Goal I.  Eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of 
mercury-containing products and establish proper 
disposal methods for products that cannot be 
eliminated. 


 


Actions – S
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I.F. Implement guidelines developed under Action 
I.E. 


N X On-going – Co-permittees began 
implementation in FY 03-04. See 
individual Co-permittee annual reports 
for local program activities. 


Monitoring Mechanism I.  Document completion of 
tasks in annual reports.  Use mercury-containing 
product reporting guidelines (to be developed under 
Action I.E). 


A X Annually (beginning in FY 02- 03 
Annual Report) 


 


II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection


Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal 
services through household hazardous waste (HHW) 
collection programs for residents and small businesses, 
and encourage use of these programs. 


Actions –  S
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II.B.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal 
services for residents and small businesses. 


X X Ongoing - Disposal services are 
provided by the County HHW Program, 
Palo Alto Regional Water Pollution 
Control Plant and the Sunnyvale 
Materials Recovery and Transfer 
(SMaRT®) Station. 


II.C. Develop guidelines for documenting and 
reporting quantities of mercury containing 
products disposed of by city. 


 


X A Ongoing – Co-permittees began 
implementation in FY 02-03 


 


II.D. Implement guidelines developed under Action 
II.C. 


X X Ongoing – Co-permittees began 
implementation in FY03-04 


II.F. Work with HHW collection agencies to develop 
and help publicize fluorescent light recycling 
program.1


X X Completed/Ongoing – Began effort in 
FY 02-03.  The Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work Group 
collaborated with the Santa Clara 
County HHW Program on a two-year, 


                                                           
1 Action II.F may be conducted in conjunction with Public Education and Outreach Actions (see Section V of this Work 
Plan).  Completion date for Action II.F is contingent upon award of a Prop 13 Program grant.   
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 


II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection
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Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal 


S
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services through household hazardous waste (HHW) 
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collection programs for residents and small businesses, 
and encourage use of these programs. 


Actions –  
two-phase fluorescent light tube (FLT) 
recycling campaign.  The first phase of 
the campaign, which was developed in 
FY 02-03, targeted residents.  The 
second phase, which began in FY 03-
04, targeted small businesses.  The 
main objective of both phases is to 
show the negative health and 
environmental impacts of mercury and 
the methods available to the public for 
the proper disposal of FLTs. In 
subsequent years, the Program 
continued to conduct outreach to 
promote used fluorescent bulb drop off 
locations (local hardware stores) 
provided by the County HHW Program. 
This outreach effort will continue in FY 
07-08. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.A.  Evaluate whether 
household hazardous waste collection programs 
adequately serve residents and businesses.   


X N Completed/Ongoing – Survey results 
indicate an increase in HHW facility 
use for mercury products (48% first 
time users).  There were no problems 
with facility capacity. This issue is 
important to stormwater and 
wastewater pollution prevention 
activities. BACWA began ongoing 
discussions (2004) with a HHW 
Information Exchange group on 
regional campaigns directing new 
pollutant-containing products to HHW 
facilities versus HHW facilities’ staffing, 
capacity and budget issues.  


In FY 05-06, the CoHHW Program 
collected 277,000 feet of spent 
fluorescent lamps at participating 
hardware stores. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.B.  Document quantities of 
mercury-containing products disposed at household 
hazardous waste collection facilities on a county-wide 
basis (see Action II.C).  


X N Annually (beginning in FY 03-04 
Annual Report) 
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 


III.  Monitoring and Science 


Goal III.  Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to 
support mercury TMDL development and 
implementation, including assessment of air pollution 
sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in 
sediment. 


Actions –  S
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III.A. Continue financial support of the Regional 
Monitoring Program (RMP), including the 
Mercury Deposition Network Pilot Study.  
Continue to actively participate in the RMP 
steering committee and technical review 
committee. 


X A Ongoing – Program and Co-permittee 
staff actively participated in RMP TRC 
and SC meetings and provided 
meeting summaries to Management 
Committee. Staff reviews available 
reports and provide comments.  
Program and Co-permittee staff is 
actively involved with the CEP 
technical and management 
committees; review proposed Work 
Plans and study scopes; and 
participates in the CEP Mercury Work 
Group.  


• The City of San Jose will continue to 
provide in-kind services for the 
maintenance of the Mercury Deposition 
Network site near San Jose. 


N O2 Ongoing (through 2006). 


III.B. Provide financial and staff support for a 
coordinated regional plan to collect data for the 
mercury TMDL, as defined in the CEP MOU.  


X A Ongoing (Program participation in the 
CEP) 


III.D. Develop and implement a five-year program of 
monitoring efforts. 


X N Completed- Draft completed March 
2002; implementation began July 
2002. 


Monitoring Mechanism III.  Submit monitoring data 
and reports to the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board and other interested parties (such as USEPA).  
Review monitoring data and reports and develop 
follow-up recommendations. 


X N Ongoing, when available. 


 


                                                           
2 Participation in this action by municipalities is limited to the City of San Jose. 


FY 07-08 Work Plan  3/01/07 
F:\Sc42\FY07-08WP\FY07-08WP\FY07_08_Sections\Section 6\Table_6-1_final.doc 


3







Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 


 


IV. Regional, State, and Federal 
Coordination 


Goal IV.  Actively participate in regional, state, and 
federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the 
amount of mercury in urban runoff and air emissions. 
 
Actions –  S
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IV.A. Participate in the activities of the Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association, the California Storm Water Quality 
Task Force, and the San Francisco Estuary 
Institute and communicate Program efforts.  


X N Ongoing – Program staff continue to 
attend BASMAA, CASQA and SFEI 
RMP meetings. 


IV.B. Collaborate in technical studies to support 
TMDL development and implementation 
including the Santa Clara Basin WMI 
Guadalupe River Mercury TMDL Workgroup. 


X O3 Ongoing – Program and Co-permittee 
staffs actively participate in the 
Guadalupe Watershed Mercury TMDL 
Work Group and Stakeholder group.  


IV.D. Support, participate in and advocate increased 
regional collaboration with the RWQCB and the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD). 


X N Ongoing – The Program will support 
the RWQCB in collaborating with the 
BAAQMD but will not directly work with 
the BAAQMD.  The Program supports 
the RWQCB through participation in 
the CEP. Mercury air deposition is 
being addressed regionally. The first 
Air Board-Water Board meeting was 
held in February 2006. 


IV.F. Support and track the progress of the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DOE) Office of Building 
Technology’s Vision 2020 Lighting Technology 
Roadmap.4


X N Ongoing--DOE’s Building 
Technologies Program continues to 
move forward on their Vision 2020 
Roadmap.  Progress includes seven 
strategies to address the challenges of 
transforming the lighting marketplace 
and developing new technologies that 
enhance lighting quality, efficiency and 
cost effectiveness.   


Monitoring Mechanism IV.  Document 
participation of Program staff in collaborative 
efforts and progress of these efforts. 


X N Annually (beginning in FY 02-03 
Annual Report) 


 


                                                           
3 The City of San Jose and the Santa Clara Valley Water District are participating in the development of the Guadalupe 
River Mercury TMDL. 
4 DOE’s Vision 2020 Lighting Technology Roadmap includes the following as one of its goals for the year 2020, “Highly 
efficient, reduced-mercury fluorescent sources will come to market.”  Sustainable Conservation’s September 27, 2000 
report entitled “Reducing Mercury Releases From Fluorescent Lamps:  Analysis of Voluntary Approaches,” concluded that 
“ we do not believe that starting a new collaborative approach with manufacturers to create mercury-free fluorescent 
lamps is the most effective use of resources at this time.”  Instead, Sustainable Conservation recommends focusing on 
voluntary recycling of mercury-containing lamps. 
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Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 


V.  Public Education and Outreach 


Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of 
mercury-containing products and available non-
mercury containing alternatives.  Target audiences 
include residential, commercial, and industrial users 
and municipal employees. 


Actions –  S
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V.A. Develop various outreach programs to educate 
target audiences about proper disposal of 
mercury-containing products and alternative 
non-mercury containing products.  Outreach 
programs will include, but may not be limited 
to, the following: 


X A Completed/Ongoing5 – In FY 06-07, 
the Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Outreach Work Group continued its 
mercury pollution prevention outreach.  


• Develop and begin to implement a 
fluorescent light recycling outreach 
program to educate residential users 
and encourage proper disposal of 
fluorescent lights. 


X A Completed/Ongoing5 – In FY 02-03, 
the Work Group formed and developed 
a Work Plan. Phase I of the two-year, 
two-phase Work Plan, focused on 
residential outreach.  Phase I outreach 
began in Spring 2003 and has been 
implemented each year since then. 


• Develop and begin to implement a 
fluorescent light recycling outreach 
program to educate small businesses 
and conditionally exempt small quantity 
generators and encourage proper 
disposal of fluorescent lights.  (For 
example, the small business outreach 
program might include coordination 
with local chapters of the Building 
Owners and Managers Association 
[BOMA] or the National Association of 
Industrial and Office Properties 
[NAIOP].) 


X A Completed/Ongoing5 – In FY 03-04, 
the Work Group implemented Phase II 
of the two-year, two-phase Work Plan.  
Phase II outreach efforts were focused 
on small businesses and CESQGs.  
Additional annual coordination has 
been continuing, as appropriate. 


• Coordinate with municipal inspectors to 
integrate mercury outreach to industrial 
businesses into their existing routine 
pretreatment, source control, and/or 
hazardous materials inspection 
processes. 


A X Completed -- Co-permittees began 
coordination efforts with municipal 
inspectors in FY 03-04.   


V.B. Develop or adapt existing mercury outreach 
materials, as needed, for outreach programs.  


X A Completed/Ongoing5 – Development 
of materials began in FY 02-03, as part 
of outreach Work Plan for Action V.A. 
To date, the following outreach pieces 
have been developed by the Outreach 
Work Group – fact sheets, newsletter 
articles, press release, video public 


                                                           
5 These tasks were marked both Completed and Ongoing because while the specific public education and outreach task 
was completed, outreach is an ongoing activity.  Articles will continue to be posted and updated, as needed, and as 
resources allow, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW with public outreach activities.   
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 


Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of 
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mercury-containing products and available non-
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mercury containing alternatives.  Target audiences 
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include residential, commercial, and industrial users 
and municipal employees. 


Actions –  


service announcement, newspaper 
ads, radio ads, transit ad, and in-store 
signage. All outreach pieces aim to 
show the negative health and 
environmental impacts of mercury and 
the methods available to the public for 
the proper disposal of FLTs.  (See also 
Action II.F.).  


V.C. Attend community events and distribute 
outreach materials.  


X X Completed/Ongoing57– Distribution of 
outreach materials as part of outreach 
Work Plan for Action V.A.   


Monitoring Mechanism V.A.  Document quantities of 
mercury-containing products disposed at household 
hazardous waste collection facilities on a county-wide 
basis.  (See Monitoring Mechanism II.B.) 


X N Annually (beginning FY 02-03) 


Monitoring Mechanism V.B.  In the Annual Report, 
document and evaluate each outreach activity, 
including the target audience and number of residents 
and/or businesses reached. 


X X Annually (beginning FY 02-03) 


Monitoring Mechanism V.C.  Survey local public 
attitudes and behavior to evaluate the success of 
outreach efforts and the saturation of outreach 
messages (coordinate survey with Watershed Watch 
Campaign Survey).  


X A Completed - A Countywide survey 
was conducted in September 2003 to 
evaluate the success of the Program’s 
Watershed Watch Campaign.  
In FY 02-03, survey cards were 
developed for evaluating the success 
of the Program’s mercury outreach 
media campaign. People who brought 
in mercury containing wastes to Santa 
Clara County Household Hazardous 
Waste disposal events from April – 
June 2003 were requested to fill out 
surveys. The survey results were 
included in the FY 02-03 Annual 
Report. Survey results showed that: 
 
• 48.0% of the users bringing in 


mercury containing wastes to the 
HHW event were first time users 
of the facility.  


 
• 86.4% of the people indicated that 


they were bringing in fluorescent 


                                                           
5 These tasks were marked both Completed and Ongoing because while the specific public education and outreach task 
was completed, outreach is an ongoing activity.  Articles will continue to be posted and updated, as needed, and as 
resources allow, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW with public outreach activities.   
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Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 


V.  Public Education and Outreach 


Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of 
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mercury-containing products and available non-
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mercury containing alternatives.  Target audiences 
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include residential, commercial, and industrial users 
and municipal employees. 


Actions –  


lamps for the first time.  
 
• 17.3% of the people indicated that 


they had read about safe disposal 
of mercury containing wastes in 
the San Jose Mercury News, 5.3% 
had heard about this on the radio 
and 1.4% had found out about it 
from the Watershed Watch 
website. Others indicated that they 
had found out about it from utility 
bill inserts, garbage companies, 
flyers, city publications, friends 
and relatives, internet etc.  
A similar survey will be conducted 
in FY 06-07. 


 
 
Legend: 
 “X” = will implement at this level (SCVURPPP or municipality) 
 “N” = not being implemented at this level 
 “A” = assist with or develop guidance for implementation 
 “R” = coordinate with regional effort 
 “O” = optional 
 “FY” = fiscal year 
 “TBD” = to be decided 
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2.  PERFORMANCE STANDARD REVISIONS 
 
Background 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) developed model 
Performance Standards (PSs) in 1996. The model PSs were accepted by the Water Board in 
June 1997.  Each Co-permittee adopted the model PSs or tailored them to their local community 
characteristics and conditions. The original PSs were incorporated into the Program’s 2004 
Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP)1.  Revised PSs are included in the 2004 Program 
URMP and the Co-permittees’ local URMPs, in accordance with NPDES permit Provision C.2.b  
 
The URMP contains the Program’s commitment to a process of continuous improvement. One 
component of this process is to review an existing PS, or create a new PS, each year.  
Decisions as to which PS will be created or revised in a given year are made based on 
requirements in the Program’s NPDES permit, comments by Water Board staff on Annual 
Reports, continuous improvement items identified as part of annual performance reviews, 
Program priorities and available Program resources. 
 
Future Efforts- FY 06-07 Activities 
 
Priorities for recent efforts to revise or create new performance standards have been driven by 
the requirements in the Program’s NPDES permit and/or continuous improvement tasks.  All 
new or revised PS required by the permit have been completed.  Future efforts to revise or 
update existing PS will be identified as part of the permit re-issuance.   
 
The Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard is the last original 
performance standard needing revision.  Issues which need to be addressed include changes in 
methods of disinfection of potable water supplies and the appropriate BMPs for discharges of 
these waters to storm drains.  During FY 06-07, Program staff will work with BASMAA and 
Water Board staff on the Municipal General Permit to address any modifications and future 
expectations for the Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard.  


                                                 
1  In accordance with Permit Provision C.2.b., the Program submitted the 2004 URMP (dated September 1, 2004) to the Water 
Board on September 1, 2004.  In accordance with Permit Provision C.14., the 2004 URMP was resubmitted to the Water Board on 
February 24, 2005 as part of the Report of Waste Discharge (NPDES Permit Application for Re-issuance of SCVURPPP NPDES 
Permit).   
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3. PUBLIC INFORMATION/PARTICIPATION WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
The goals of the Public Information/Participation (PI/P) element are to identify and change 
behaviors that adversely affect water quality; and to increase the understanding and 
appreciation of streams and San Francisco Bay.  To accomplish these goals, Co-permittees 
pursue PI/P activities jointly through the Program, on a countywide basis, and individually in 
their own jurisdictions.  


Each year, the Watershed Education and Outreach Ad Hoc Task Group, which consists of 
Program staff, Co-permittees representatives and consultants, identifies, prioritizes and selects 
countywide projects for implementation.  Table 3-1 presents the updated Pollutant Matrix, which 
links past, current, and future PI/P projects with pollutants of concern.  The projects are 
developed and implemented each year by work groups.   


The Program provides resources to conduct countywide PI/P tasks through approval (by the 
Management Committee) of an annual Program budget and Work Plan.  All Co-permittees 
contribute resources to conduct annual Program Work Plan tasks consistent with the Co-
permittee assessment procedure contained in the SCVURPPP Memorandum of Agreement1.    


 
FY 06-07 PI/P WORK PLAN 


 
The Program conducts its public education and outreach through three projects: Watershed 
Education and Outreach, Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach.  
The Program has completed all tasks planned for these projects under the current Permit. 
During FY 06-07, ongoing tasks will be implemented.  In addition, Program staff and the WEO 
AHTG will focus efforts on working with Water Board staff on the Municipal General Permit; and 
begin to plan for any new outreach-related requirements that may be contained in that permit. 
 
Watershed Education and Outreach 
 
The FY 06-07 Watershed Education and Outreach tasks include the following: 
 
Watershed Watch Campaign 
 
The Watershed Watch Campaign completes its sixth year during FY 05-06.  In July 2005, the 
Program issued a Request for Proposal to select a consultant for planning and implementing the 
Watershed Watch Campaign after December 2005. The consultant selection process included a 
review of written proposals followed by two rounds of interviews. In November 2005, Carl and 
Manor Advertising were selected as the Campaign consultant.  Campaign activities from July 
through December 2005 included media advertising, outreach events and partnership 
development.  During January through June 2006, Carl and Manor will develop a long-term 
Conceptual Work Plan for the Campaign and maintain partnerships.  The WEO AHTG is also 
exploring the possibility of re-launching the Campaign under a new name and logo.  Carl and 
Manor will develop the name and logo; and focus groups will be used to evaluate them.  Based 
on focus group feedback, changes will be made to Campaign materials. 
 
                                                           
1 On February 1, 2001, the Management Committee directed Program staff to include all Program-Wide PI/P activities as part of the   
Projects Group budget and thus eliminated any confusion regarding selective Co-permittee participation. 
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Campaign elements that will be implemented in FY 06-07 include media advertising, outreach 
events, media relations and website maintenance. The detailed FY 06-07 Watershed Watch 
Campaign Work Plan is included within Attachment 3-1 
 
Regional Ad Campaign 
 
The Program plans to continue with its participation in the Regional Ad Campaign (RAC) in FY 
06-07.  From FY 02-03 through FY 04-05, the RAC implemented the “Beautiful Watersheds” 
advertising campaign for increasing the public’s awareness about watersheds and problems 
caused by litter.  The advertisements were broadcast on radio and television. The RAC is 
planning to implement the same advertising campaign during FY 05-06.  The topic for the FY 
06-07 RAC is under consideration.  
 
Schools Outreach  
 
During FY 06-07, the Program plans to continue to sponsor up to 50 ZunZun assemblies at 
elementary schools in the Santa Clara Valley.  Outreach to schools in FY 06-07 will also be 
conducted through the Wacky Watersheds teachers training workshop.  This workshop is 
offered free of charge to teachers by the City of San Jose.  In the last few years, the Program’s 
Schools and Youth Outreach Work Group worked with the Wacky Watersheds group to identify 
three lessons on watersheds, correlate them to State Standards and integrate them in the 
workshop binder. In FY 04-05, the Program purchased tote bags for packaging the workshop 
materials (binder, video tapes and a map) and offered stipends to teachers as an incentive for 
attending the workshop.  Efforts are ongoing to make this workshop available to teachers at 
their in-service training days.  
 
Advertising to Support Creek Cleanup Events 
 
Each year the Creek Connection Action Group sponsors two creek clean-up events: Coastal 
Clean-up Day in September and National Rivers Clean-up Day in May. In FY 06-07, the 
Program will continue to provide funds to advertise one of these events. 
 
Watershed Watchers Program at the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge at Alviso 
(Alviso Education Center)  
 
The Program provides resources to the Alviso Education Center to support a full-time 
interpretive specialist position for conducting the Watershed Watchers Program. This is an on-
site educational program conducted primarily on weekends. The activities focus on building 
watershed awareness and encourage stormwater pollution prevention behaviors among 
attendees (youth groups, Boy/Girl Scout Troops, families with children etc.). The Program will 
continue to support these activities in FY 06-07.  Attachment 3-2 describes the activities offered 
in the Watershed Watchers Program. 
 
Pesticide User Outreach 
 
This project combines elements of the previous IPM Store Partnership and Household Chemical 
Management Projects to focus on the outreach requirements of the Program’s NPDES permit. 
Outreach is coordinated with other pollution prevention programs funded by Co-permittees (e.g., 
County’s Household Hazardous Waste Program).  During FY 06-07, ongoing outreach tasks 
from the Program’s Pesticide Plan will be completed (see Section 5 of this Work Plan). 
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The tasks for FY 06-07 include:  
 
• Task 1 – IPM Store Partnership Program - Continue IPM participation in Santa Clara County 


stores.  At a minimum, visit each store once every two months; maintain an ongoing 
relationship with participating stores through in-store contacts; refresh/restock literature 
racks (as needed); and update “shelf talker” labels (as needed).  Based on feedback from 
training sessions offered to store employees in FY 05-06 and the number of stores 
remaining to be trained, the Program may provide up to ten training sessions during FY 06-
07.  These sessions will train employees on how to sell less-toxic pesticide products. 


• Task 2 –Regional IPM Partnership –Support the Regional IPM Partnership program through 
contributions to BASMAA and participation in meetings and regional activities.  Review and 
approve products. 


• Task 3 - Pesticide Distributor Outreach Program –During FY 02-03, the Program contributed 
$5,000 to a BASMAA Task of Regional Benefit known as the Pesticide Distributors Outreach 
Program, an expansion of the IPM Store Partnership concept to target distributors of 
pesticide products to retail stores.  The purpose of the program is to increase the amount 
and variety of less-toxic products on store shelves by working through product distributors 
and educating the distributor sales force.  In May 2003, Marin County received a Proposition 
13 grant from the State to expand this program into State Water Board Regions 1 (North 
Coast) and 3 (Central Coast) and create a website for the program 
(www.OurWaterOurWorld.org).  The grant ended in December 2005.  During FY 06-07, the 
Program will provide funds to continue this effort locally.  


• Task 4 – Outreach Events - Plan and conduct pesticide outreach events.   These may 
include Pumpkins in the Park, Spring in Guadalupe Gardens, or San Jose Spring Home and 
Garden Show, etc.  Program, consultant and Co-permittee staffs will conduct outreach at 
these events.  The pesticide display and/or the beanbag game will be used.  Outreach 
material distributed may include IPM fact sheets and other brochures (e.g., Pests Bugging 
You, Grow It and Backyard Bugs).  


• Task 5 – Outreach to Industrial Businesses - Continue distributing the “Don’t Set a Table for 
Pests” poster to restaurants through County Health Inspectors. Provide the poster to Co-
permittees for distribution through City stormwater inspectors. 


Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 
 
To implement the Public Education and Outreach element of the Mercury Plan, Program staff 
established a new work group called the Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group in 
December 2002.  The objective of this group is to implement a public education, outreach and 
participation program designed to reach residential and commercial users of mercury-containing 
products.  The Mercury Plan identifies the development of a fluorescent light tube (FLT) 
recycling public outreach and education plan as a priority and recommends conducting outreach 
in two phases.  The main objective of both phases is to show the negative health and 
environmental impacts of mercury and the methods available to the public for the proper 
disposal of fluorescent light tubes.   
 
Phase I of the Public Education and Outreach plan focused on residential FLT disposal.  It was 
completed in FY 02-03.  Implementation of Phase II, which targets small businesses and 
Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators (CESQGs) was completed in FY 03-04.  
 
In FY 03-04 and FY 04-05, the Program coordinated its mercury outreach with the County 
Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Program. The Program provided funds to develop and 
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conduct media advertising to meet the requirements of a $300,000, three-year California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) grant awarded to the County HHW Program. 
Under this grant, the County HHW Program developed partnerships with local hardware stores 
for collecting spent fluorescent lamps. The grant ends in March 2006; however, the store 
partnership program will continue.  During FY 06-07, the Program will continue to conduct 
outreach to promote fluorescent lamps collection locations to residents. Outreach may be 
conducted using media advertising, in-store displays (posters, banners) and newsletter articles.  
The Program may also coordinate its outreach activities with other Regional groups/program 
that are planning to conduct mercury outreach in FY 06-07. 
 
Table 3-2 lists all of the PI/P projects to be funded during FY 06-07. Preliminary descriptions 
(“Development Strategy Checklists”) for the Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach projects are provided in Attachment 3-3. The scopes of work will be 
finalized in more detail by Program staff and Co-permittees prior to implementation of the 
projects. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 


Attachment 3-1 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan 


Attachment 3-2 Alviso Education Center Work Plan Tasks 


Attachment 3-3 Development Strategy Checklists (Project Descriptions for FY 06-07 PI/P 
Projects) 
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Pollutant of 
Concern1 


Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 


Potential Target 
Audience(s) 


FY 06-07 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 


Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 


Diazinon2 
and 
pesticides in 
general 


Pesticides (residential, 
commercial and municipal 
use)  


• Home gardeners 
• Pest control 


professionals 
• Landscapers 
• Municipal Employees 
• Residents who hire pest 


control professionals 


Information on Watershed 
Watch website, IPM Store 
Partnership Program (regional 
and local), Pesticide User 
Outreach activities, 
Distribution of restaurant 
brochure “Don’t Set a Table for 
Pests” through County Health 
Inspectors 


“Backyard Bugs”, “Pests 
Bugging You”, “Grow It 
Guide”, “When Ants Invade” 
Self-Mailer, “Landscaping, 
Gardening and Pool 
Maintenance” tri-fold, “Don’t 
Set a Table for Pests”, IPM 
Store Partnership Program 
Fact Sheets, “Control It”, 
HHW programs, BASMAA 
Media Relations Campaign 
topic, Got Bugs magnet  


Sediment Erosion from new 
construction, grading, road 
wear 


• Construction 
companies/contractors 


• Architects/engineers 
• Municipal inspectors 
• Residents (home 


improvement projects, 
remodels) 


BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Outreach to developers via 
RWQCB Construction Site 
Management Workshops or 
other mechanism. 


Construction BMP Tri-folds in 
English, Spanish and 
Vietnamese, “Blueprint for a 
Clean Bay” (revised 1-04), 
Construction Site 
Management workshops, 
Dewatering Brochure 


Mercury Tailpipe emissions (i.e., 
diesel-powered vehicles), 
consumer products  
(thermometers, fluorescent 
lighting) 


• Residents (auto use, 
general awareness, 
proper selection and 
disposal of products) 


• Industry (fleet use) 
• Commercial (fleet use) 


Information/fact sheets on 
Watershed Watch website, 
BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Mercury P2 Outreach 
(Residential and business 
fluorescent light recycling) 


“Spare the Air and Water 
Too” campaign press release 
and public service 
announcements, bill stuffers, 
Program and local co-
permittee fact sheets (e.g., 
Palo Alto and Sunnyvale), 
Watershed Watch radio, 
transit and print ads, store 
signage, newsletter articles 


                     
1 Per reissued SCVURPPP NPDES Permit, Order No. 01-024, with the exception of trash.   
2 Under terms of an agreement between EPA and pesticide manufacturers, as of December 31, 2004, residential outdoor and indoor uses and sales of Diazinon are prohibited. Program 
outreach on other pesticides is continuing.  
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Pollutant of 
Concern3 


Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 


Potential Target 
Audience(s) 


FY 06-07 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 


Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 


Copper 
 


Brake pads, industrial 
discharge, copper 
algaecides, coolant leaks, 
illegal dumping 


• Industry (scrubbers, 
roofs, cooling towers, 
piping) 


• Residents (illegal 
dumping, pools and 
spas) 


• Commercial business       
(pool, spa, fountain 
maintenance) 


• Municipal maintenance 
staff 


BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Information on Watershed 
Watch website, support of 
Brake Pad partnership through 
BASMAA 


Brake Pad Partnership, “Keep 
Pool/Spa Water Out of Storm 
Drains, Streets, and Creeks” 
(older pool and spa 
brochure), “Keeping It All In 
Tune”, Industrial BMPs, storm 
drain stencils, ”Draining Pools 
& Spas – Keep Pool, Spa and 
Fountain Water Out of Storm 
Drains, Creeks and the Bay”, 
Palo Alto’s fact sheet on 
architectural use of copper 


Nickel Industrial discharges, 
tailpipe emissions, 
construction-related erosion 


• See sediment and 
mercury target 
audiences 


See sediment and mercury 
projects 


See sediment and mercury 
projects 


Trash Intentional littering 
(cigarette butts, throwing 
objects from automobiles, 
illegal dumping), trucks 
hauling poorly secured 
materials, uncovered or 
overflowing garbage cans 


• General public 
• Children 
• Drivers 
• Smokers 
 


BASMAA media relations 
campaign (potential topic), 
Information on Watershed 
Watch website, BASMAA 
Regional Ad Campaign topic  


“The Bay Begins at Your 
Front Door” brochure, 
Watershed Watch magnets, 
Watershed Watch Kit 
brochure, Watershed Watch 
web site, BASMAA’s  
“Beautiful watersheds/trash” 
TV and radio ads 


 
 


                     
1 Per reissued SCVURPPP NPDES Permit, Order No. 01-024, with the exception of trash.   
 







Table 3-2 
  FY 06-07 PI/P Projects 


Project Title Project Description Comments 
Non-Discretionary PI/P 
Projects 


  


1. Watershed 
Education and 
Outreach Campaign 
(Year 7) 


Funding for the Watershed Education and Outreach 
Campaign. Includes: 


• Funding for the Watershed Watch Campaign 
• Funding for educational programs at the Alviso Ed 


Center coordinated with the Watershed Watch 
Campaign; 


• Funding for ZunZun to perform a watershed –
themed show at 50 schools in Santa Clara Valley. 


• BASMAA Regional Ad Campaign 
• Advertising to support Creek Cleanup Activities 


Proposed Activities: 


• Watershed Watch Campaign  
• BASMAA RAC 
• School Outreach 
• Alviso Education Center  
• Advertising to support Creek Cleanup Activities 


2. Pesticide User (PU) 
Outreach (Year 5) 


Project combines cost-effective elements of past IPM 
Store Partnership and Household Chemical Management 
Projects.  Scope to include items in Program’s Pesticide 
Management Plan for outreach to residents, commercial 
businesses, and pest control operators. 


SCVURPPP will continue to support the Regional IPM 
Partnership Program, and consider supporting other 
pesticide related projects through its participation in 
BASMAA.  Program will continue to maintain the stores 
participating in the store partnership program. 
Additional outreach will be made locally to pesticide 
users, potentially residential and commercial users, 
residents hiring pest control professionals, and/or other 
audiences. Outreach will be conducted at community 
events, advertising and by conducting IPM workshops 
for residents. 


3. Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach  
(Year 4) 


Continuing outreach on proper disposal of mercury 
containing wastes and education on low-mercury 
products. 


 


Program will continue its mercury outreach and 
coordinate its efforts with the County HHW Program in 
implementing its mercury grant.  The Program may 
also coordinate its outreach activities with other 
Regional groups/programs that are planning to conduct 
mercury outreach in FY 06-07. 


4. Program Supplies Estimated budget for reprints of materials for Program 
use and other Program supplies. 
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FY 06-07 Development Strategy Checklist 
 Pesticide User Outreach 


1. Project Title:  Pesticide User (PU) Outreach 


2. Proposer:  Program Staff 


3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: 
Toxicity due to organophosphate pesticides (diazinon and chlorpyrifos) in local creeks and 
San Francisco Bay.  Selection, use and disposal of pesticides by residential and 
commercial users, pest control operators and pesticide retailers. 


4. General Project Description:  
This project combines the best elements of the previous IPM Store Partnership and 
Household Chemical Management Projects to focus on the outreach requirements in the 
Program’s NPDES permit. The approach will be coordinated with other pollution prevention 
programs funded by Co-permittees (e.g., County’s Household Hazardous Waste Program).  
Scope to be developed based on the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan and the 
results of the FY 05-06 outreach work.  Activities may include:  
• IPM Store Partnership Program - Continue the program in stores in participating Santa 


Clara County stores.  Visit each store once every two months at a minimum, maintain 
ongoing relationship with participating stores through in-store contacts, refresh/restock 
literature racks as needed, and update “shelf talker” labels as needed.  Based on 
feedback from training sessions offered to store employees in FY 05-06 and the 
number of stores remaining, the Program may provide training sessions to store 
employees.  These sessions train employees in selling less-toxic pesticides. 


• Regional IPM Partnership –Support the Regional IPM Partnership program through 
contributions to BASMAA and participation in meetings and regional activities.  Review 
and approve products. 


• Pesticide Distributor Outreach Program – Continue to support the Pesticide Distributor 
Outreach Program (previously funded through a Prop 13 Grant to Marin County) in 
Santa Clara Valley. The purpose of the program is to increase the amount and variety 
of less-toxic products on store shelves by working through the product distributors and 
educating the distributor sales force   Provide staff for conducting outreach events at 
stores, i.e., Orchard Supply Hardware.  At these events, customers are educated on 
available less toxic pest control methods and products, and proper disposal of 
pesticides. 


• Outreach Events - Attend pesticide outreach events in coordination with Watershed 
Watch.  These may include Pumpkins in the Park, Spring in Guadalupe Gardens, or 
San Jose Spring Home and Garden Show.  Program staff, consultants and Co-
permittee staff will staff these events. The pesticide display and/or the beanbag game 
will be used.  Outreach material distributed may include IPM fact sheets and other 
brochures (e.g., Pests Bugging You, Grow It and Backyard Bugs).   


• Outreach to commercial businesses - Continue distributing the “Don’t Set a Table for 
Pests” poster to restaurants through County Health Inspectors.  Provide the poster to 
Co-permittees for distribution through City stormwater inspectors. 


5. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goals:  
PI/P Communication Goals include Increasing Awareness and Changing Behavior, 
particularly with respect to pesticide use and disposal. 
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FY 06-07 Development Strategy Checklist 
 Pesticide User Outreach 


6. Target Audience: To be determined, may include: 
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, ( X ) Commercial, (   ) Schools,  
(   ) Municipal Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, (   ) Multi-cultural Education, 
( X) Store Employees 


7. Distribution Strategy:                                                                                                               
To be determined. 


8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:   
The BASMAA Regional IPM Committee conducted a customer intercept survey in October 
and November 2004 to evaluate the success of the IPM Store Partnership Program.  Five 
stores from Santa Clara County were included in this survey.  The survey indicates that 
approximately 23% of Santa Clara County residents are aware of the Our Water Our World 
promotion. The final survey report was included within the Program’s FY 04-05 Annual 
Report. The Watershed Watch evaluation conducted in September 2003 tracked the 
publics’ knowledge about various pollutants, including pesticides, affecting the water quality 
in the Bay. The final evaluation report was included in the Program’s FY 03-04 Annual 
Report.  Program staff also maintains a log of requests received for fact sheets, number of 
fact sheets distributed and number of people reached at outreach events. 


9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies?  
Yes 


10. Schedule:   
FY 06-07  


11. Budget:     
See Program Budget 


12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets: 


(X)   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management 
Committee as a priority. 


(X)   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be 
effectively communicated. 


(X)   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(X)   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 


13. Implementer(s): (  X )  Work Group,  ( X )  Program Staff,  ( X  )  Consultant,                         
(   ) Other:_______________  


 
FY 06-07 Work Plan Page 2 of 5  3/01/06 
F:\Sc42\FY06-07WP\FY06-07WP\FY06_07_Sections\Section 3\Section3_Atachment3-3 0607FINAL.doc 


 







FY 06-07 Development Strategy Checklist  
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 


 
1. Title:  Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach  


2. Project Proposer:  SCVURPPP Mercury Pollution Prevention Ad Hoc Task Group 


3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses:  Mercury 
4. General Project Description:  The Program’s NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater 


discharges may be causing or contributing to exceedance of water quality standards for 
mercury. 


Mercury has been found in sediment from the South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe 
River Watershed.  Some types of fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other pollutants 
at concentrations that may threaten the health of humans consuming those fish.  In response, 
the California Office of Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment issued an interim fish 
consumption advisory.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has listed the Bay 
and the Guadalupe River Watershed (including the Guadalupe River, Alamitos Creek, 
Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and Guadalupe Reservoir) as impaired by mercury under 
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  In accordance with Section 303(d), the Regional Board 
is required to establish a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San 
Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed. 


Permit Provision C.9.c. requires a mercury pollution prevention plan that includes public 
education regarding mercury, products containing mercury and proper disposal. The Program 
completed a Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan and submitted it to the Regional Board on 
March 1, 2002. The outreach tasks in this Plan are the basis for the FY 02-03 (Phase I) and FY 
03-04 (Phase II) work plans. The focus of outreach in FY 02-03 was residential fluorescent 
light tube disposal.  In FY 03-04, this outreach was extended to small businesses and 
conditionally exempt small quantity generators (CESQGs).  Outreach was coordinated with 
municipal inspectors for integrating mercury outreach to industrial businesses into their existing 
routine pretreatment, source control, and/or hazardous materials inspection processes. 


In FY 03-04 and FY 04-05, the Program coordinated its mercury outreach with the County 
Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Program (see Section 6 of this Work Plan). The Program 
provided funds to develop and conduct media advertising to meet the requirements of a 
$300,000, three-year California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) grant awarded 
to the County HHW Program. Under this grant, the County HHW Program developed 
partnerships with local hardware stores for collecting spent fluorescent lamps. The Grant ends 
in March 2006 but the store partnership program will exist. In FY 06-07, the Program will 
continue to conduct outreach to promote the fluorescent lamps drop-off locations to residents.  
Outreach may be conducted using media advertising, in-store displays (posters, banners) and 
newsletter articles.  The Program may also coordinate its outreach activities with other 
Regional groups/program that are planning to conduct mercury outreach in FY 06-07. 


4. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goal:  Develop a plan to increase outreach 
efforts to residents and businesses on recycling of mercury containing wastes. 


5. Target Audience:   
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, ( X ) Commercial, (   ) Schools, (   ) 
Municipal Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, (   ) Multi-cultural Education, (  ) 
Other________________  
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FY 06-07 Development Strategy Checklist  
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 


 
6. Distribution Strategy:  Media advertising, newsletter articles. 


7. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:  Number or amount of 
mercury-containing products (i.e. fluorescent lamps, thermometers) collected by Household 
Hazardous Waste facilities; description of outreach methods used; number of outreach 
materials distributed. 


8. Have similar projects been done by other agencies?  City of Palo Alto has conducted a 
FLT recycling program. Smaller projects (i.e., thermometer take-back programs) have been 
conducted by other agencies. 


9. Schedule:  FY 06-07 


10. Budget:  


See Program Budget 


11. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets:  
(X)   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee 


as a priority. 
(X)   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be 


effectively communicated. 
(X)   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(   )   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 


12. Implementer(s):   SCVURPPP Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group for FLT 
recycling in coordination with the Watershed Watch campaign and the SCVURPPP PIP/WEO 
Ad Hoc Task Group 
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FY 06-07 Development Strategy Checklist  
Program Supplies 
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1. Project Title:  Program Supplies 


2. Proposer:  Program Staff 


3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: Varies 


4. General Project Description:   
To provide a budget to support requests by the public and Co-permittees for Program 
materials and supplies.  This budget allows Program staff to reprint materials and reorder 
supplies as needed. 


5. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goal: N/A 


6. Target Audience:  To be determined, as needed. 
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, ( X ) Industrial, ( X  ) Commercial, ( X ) Schools, ( X ) 
Municipal Employee Training, ( X ) Public Officials, ( X ) Multi-cultural Education, (X ) 
Other_____________________  


7. Distribution Strategy:    
Program staff will coordinate material reprints, reordering supplies and distribution to Co-
permittees, as appropriate.  Program staff distributes materials at public events and in 
response to telephone, e-mail or web site requests.    


8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:  The Program logs all requests 
for materials and tracks the amount of materials distributed.  The need for reprints is based on 
successful distribution of existing stock. 


9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies? N/A 


10. Schedule:    As needed. 


11. Budget: 


See Program Budget 


12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets: N/A 


(X)  The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee as 
a priority. 


(   )   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be 
effectively communicated. 


(X)  County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(    )   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 
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1.  PROGRAM CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
The 2004 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP)1 commits the Program and Co-permittees to 
a process of continuous improvement.  The concept of continuous improvement acknowledges 
that the definition of “maximum extent practicable” evolves over time.  Through continuous 
improvement, the Program will continue to develop and implement reasonable control measures 
to help advance the goal of achieving water quality objectives in South San Francisco Bay. 
 
The continuous improvement process is described on pages 37-39 of the Program URMP.  As 
shown in Figure 2 of the 2004 URMP, areas for continuous improvement are identified through 
the Program and Co-permittees’ participation in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management 
Initiative (SCBWMI) and the Program and Co-permittees’ annual evaluations and annual 
reports. 
 
Water Board staff and representatives of interested parties (including CLEAN South Bay) review 
the Program and Co-permittee annual reports and work plans, and participate in Co-permittee 
performance review meetings2.  Comments from these reviews and meetings help identify 
specific Co-permittee and Program continuous improvement (CI) tasks.  
 


FY 06-07 CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT WORK PLAN 
 
FY 06-07 Program Continuous Improvement Items 
 
Program and Co-permittee staff will work with Water Board staff (through the Municipal 
Regional Permit Steering Committee) on developing a Municipal Regional Permit to address the 
Program’s permit re-issuance. 
 
On-Going Continuous Improvement Items 
 
There were no new continuous improvement items identified for FY 05-06.  There are a few 
remaining continuous improvement tasks from previous years, and their status and updated 
schedules are provided in Table 1-1.  
 
 


                                                           
1  In accordance with Permit Provision C.2.b., the Program submitted the 2004 URMP (dated September 1, 2004) to the Water 
Board on September 1, 2004.  In accordance with Permit Provision C.14., the 2004 URMP was resubmitted to the Water Board on 
February 24, 2005 as part of the Report of Waste Discharge (NPDES Permit Application for Re-issuance of SCVURPPP NPDES 
Permit).   
2 During April 26-28, 2005, Tetra Tech, Inc. provided an independent third party evaluation of certain elements of the Cities of 
Milpitas, Palo Alto, Santa Clara and Santa Clara County stormwater programs.  The following elements were included within the 
evaluation: ICID/IND inspections and enforcement, municipal maintenance, new development/redevelopment and construction 
inspection.  On October 3, 2005, Water Board staff issued the following :  1) Notice of Violation letter to the City of Milpitas entitled 
Failure to Implement an Adequate Construction Inspection Program Pursuant to the NPDES Permit No. CAS029718 and 2) letter to 
the Cities of Milpitas, Palo Alto, Santa Clara and Santa Clara County entitled FY 2004-05 Evaluation of Milpitas, Palo Alto, Santa 
Clara, and Santa Clara County Programs.  Each City provided a response to the letters by November 3, 2005.  Santa Clara County 
was not required to respond. 







Table 1-1 
Status of Ongoing Program Continuous Improvement (CI) Tasks 


 


Tasks Updated  
Schedule 


Status1 


New Development and Redevelopment 


1. Develop design guidance containing 
stormwater control opportunities for small 
road modifications.  


June 2006 Update – The Program’s permit requirements were made consistent with other 
Bay Area permits, which exempt road reconstruction (within the same 
footprint) from C.3.  However, the C3PO AHTG members have expressed 
interest in the development of stormwater control design guidance for small 
road and right-of-way modifications and other tight spaces.  


Program Management 


1. Conduct a workshop for municipal staff 
based on the municipal training protocols 
being developed by an ad hoc task 
group. (Priority – Medium) 


June 2006 Update – Five Power Point presentations have been developed on BMPs for 
corporation yards, storm drain O&M, road maintenance, pest management 
and mercury pollution prevention.  Program staff will repackage each training 
protocol into smaller, focused modules.  This approach will allow Co-
permittees to train municipal staff on certain key municipal elements in shorter 
blocks on time (e.g., 15 minutes).   


2. Consider developing, with the help of an 
ad hoc task group, a fact sheet 
addressing common construction BMP 
problems, like drain inlet protection and 
dewatering. (Priority – Medium) 


June 2006 Update – Management Committee approved having the Program adapt an 
existing brochure on dewatering (created by Palo Alto, Mountain View and 
San Jose) for the other Co-permittees’ use.  The C3PO AHTG confirmed its 
interest in this project at its September 26, 2005 meeting.  


3. Look into providing storm water training 
to building officials through the Peninsula 
Chapter of Building Officials monthly 
training sessions. (Priority –Low) 


June 2006 Update – This item is low priority, and was delayed due to Program staff’s 
focus on higher priority items.  The C3PO AHTG confirmed its interest in this 
project at its September 26, 2005 meeting.  Program staff will work with Co-
permittee staff to investigate methods of outreach to building officials. 


  


 


                                                 
1 Tasks reported as completed in the FY 03-04 Annual Report have been removed from the list. 
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6. MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION WORK PLAN 


 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Program’s NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater discharges may be causing or 
contributing to exceedances of water quality standards for mercury.  Mercury has been found in 
sediments in South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed.  Some types of 
fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other pollutants at concentrations that may threaten 
the health of humans consuming those fish.  In response, the California Office of Environmental 
Health and Hazard Assessment issued an interim fish consumption advisory. The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has listed the Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed 
(including the Guadalupe River, Alamitos Creek, Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and 
Guadalupe Reservoir) as impaired by mercury under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  In 
accordance with Section 303(d), the Water Board is required to establish a Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River 
Watershed. 
 
Permit Provision C.9.c. requires the Program to develop and implement a mercury pollution 
prevention plan.  The Program developed a Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan (Mercury Plan) 
consistent with the permit provisions.  The Mercury Plan was submitted to the Water Board on 
March 1, 2002 as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan.  This section of the FY 06-07 
Work Plan summarizes Mercury Plan tasks completed during FY 05-06 and describes the tasks 
that will be developed, continued, or completed during FY 06-07. 
 
SUMMARY OF MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 
 
The Mercury Plan is based on the premise that a Bay area-wide approach (and coordination) in 
addressing mercury pollution prevention will be most successful.  For this reason, many of the 
actions identified in the Plan are for Program-level participation in regional efforts.  These efforts 
are supplemented by countywide and local efforts.   
 
The Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan addresses five general goals: 


I. Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products – Eliminate all unnecessary municipal 
use of mercury-containing products and establish proper disposal methods for products 
that cannot be eliminated. 


II. Household Hazardous Waste Collection – Provide mercury-containing product 
disposal services through household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for 
residents and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 


III. Monitoring and Science – Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including assessment of air pollution 
sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in sediment. 


IV. Regional, State, and Federal Coordination – Actively participate in regional, state and 
federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in urban 
runoff and air emissions. 


V. Public Education and Outreach –Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-
containing products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.   
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The Mercury Plan identifies actions that will be implemented at the Program level, municipality 
level, or both, as well as the schedule for initiation and/or completion of Program-level actions.  
The details of municipality actions and schedules are included in the individual Co-permittee 
Work Plans and/or Annual Reports, as appropriate.   
 
STATUS OF FY 05-06 MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION ACTIVITIES 
 
The status of Program tasks in the Mercury Plan is presented in Table 6-1. Highlights of 
Program accomplishments during FY 05-06, as developed and/or implemented by the Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Plan Ad Hoc Task Group (Mercury P2 Plan AHTG), Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work Group, Program staff and municipalities are provided below.   
 
Monitoring and Science 
 
The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) is serving as the 
stakeholder forum for the development of the Guadalupe River TMDL Report.  The Guadalupe 
River Watershed encompasses parts of San Jose, Los Gatos, Campbell, Monte Sereno and 
Santa Clara.  SCVURPPP is a stakeholder in the Guadalupe River TMDL process.  The Santa 
Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) is taking a lead role in the TMDL development process by 
solely funding a $900,000 study and as Co-Chair of the TMDL Work Group and Stakeholder 
Group.  Program staff is also participating in the TMDL process.  The final product of the 
SCVWD funded study was the Data Collection Report Volume 1 and Volume 2 (Tetra Tech, 
February 8, 2005). Under a contract with the Water Board, the consultant has incorporated the 
data collection results into the Final Conceptual Model Report (Tetra Tech, May 22, 2005). 
Water Board staff are currently developing a draft TMDL report.  
 


The Program continued to provide financial support to the Regional Monitoring Program (RMP), 
including the Mercury Deposition Network Pilot Study funded by the City of San Jose. In 
addition, Program and Co-permittee staffs actively participate in RMP Technical Review 
Committee (TRC) and Steering Committee (SC) meetings and provide meeting summaries to 
the Management Committee.  Staff reviewed available reports and provided comments on the 
proposed 2006 RMP Draft Monitoring Plan.   


A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of a Water Quality Attainment 
Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries was entered into by the Water Board, Bay 
Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA), and Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association (BASMAA) on August 6, 2001, and includes the development of TMDLs for 303(d) 
pollutants including mercury.  This group is referred to as the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP).  
As a member agency of BASMAA, the Program is involved in the development and funding of 
potential projects for the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL (mercury TMDL).  Program staff has 
been participating in the CEP technical committee meetings, CEP Board meetings (as needed) 
and CEP Mercury Risk Reduction Work Group.   
 
Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products 
 
During FY 02-03, the Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff developed guidelines for the 
reduction and management of mercury-containing products identified for virtual elimination.   
 
The goals of the Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products Reduction and Management are to 
work towards the virtual elimination of mercury from controllable sources that may affect urban 
runoff due to agency operations; and establish proper recycling and disposal methods for 
products that cannot be eliminated due to technological, safety or economic factors.  Co-
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permittees continued implementing the Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products Reduction 
and Management in FY05-06.   
 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Workgroup 
 
In December 2002, Program staff established a new Work Group called the Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work Group.  This Work Group is implementing the Public Education and 
Outreach element of the Mercury Plan by organizing a public education, outreach and 
participation program designed to reach residential and commercial users of mercury-containing 
products.   
 
Santa Clara County Household Hazardous Program (CoHHW Program) staff is implementing 
(with SCVURPPP) the outreach requirements of a $300,000, three-year California Integrated 
Waste Management Board (CIWMB) grant, specifically the store partnership program for 
collecting spent fluorescent lamps. 
 
NEXT STEPS FOR MERCURY PLAN IN FY 06-07  
 
During FY 06-07, the Program will continue to implement ongoing Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Plan activities.  A summary of Mercury Plan tasks that will be implemented during FY 06-07 
include:   
 
• Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products: Co-permittees 


will continue implementing the Program’s guidelines for reduction and management of 
mercury-containing products identified for virtual elimination.  An evaluation regarding the 
effectiveness of implementation will also occur.   


 
• Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach:  As municipal budgets/resources permit, outreach 


on the negative health and environmental impacts of mercury and the methods available for 
properly disposing of FLTs to residents and small businesses will continue.  The three Co-
permittees with industrial wastewater inspection programs (San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo 
Alto) will continue to integrate mercury outreach for industrial businesses into their existing 
pretreatment, source control, and/or hazardous materials inspection programs.  The 
mercury outreach articles designed for the worldwide web and local agency newsletters will 
continue to be made accessible to the public and updated appropriately. In addition, the 
Program will continue to conduct outreach to promote the CoHHW Program’s store 
partnership program; specifically the used fluorescent lamp drop off locations. Outreach 
may be conducted using media advertising, in-store displays (posters, banners) and 
newsletter articles.  The Program may also coordinate its outreach activities with other 
Regional groups/programs that are planning to conduct mercury outreach in FY 06-07.  


 
• Coordination efforts with regional organizations (Clean Estuary Partnership TMDL): 


Program staff will continue to attend CEP TMDL meetings, Guadalupe Watershed Mercury 
TMDL Workgroup and Stakeholder meetings, and Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) 
Steering Committee and Technical Review Committee meetings.  In addition, Program staff 
will continue to work with BASMAA and the Water Board to address urban stormwater 
runoff actions included in the mercury TMDL. 


 
• Monitoring and Science:  Planned FY 06-07 monitoring and science activities relating to 


mercury are discussed in Section 4 (i.e., resources to CEP and RMP). 
 







Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 


 


I.  Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products 


Goal I.  Eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing 
products and establish proper disposal methods for products that 
cannot be eliminated. 


Actions – S
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I.F. Implement guidelines developed under Action I.E. N X On-going – Co-permittees 
began implementation in FY 
03-04. See individual Co-
permittee annual reports for 
local program activities. 


Monitoring Mechanism I.  Document completion of tasks in annual 
reports.  Use mercury-containing product reporting guidelines (to be 
developed under Action I.E). 


A X Annually (beginning in FY 02- 
03 Annual Report) 


 


II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 


Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services through 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents 
and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 


Actions –  S
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II.B.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services for 
residents and small businesses. 


X X Ongoing - Disposal services 
are provided by the County 
HHW Program, Palo Alto 
Regional Water Pollution 
Control Plant and the 
Sunnyvale Materials Recovery 
and Transfer (SMaRT®) 
Station. 


II.D. Implement guidelines developed under Action II.C. X X On-going – Co-permittees 
began implementation in 
FY03-04 


II.F. Work with HHW collection agencies to develop and help 
publicize fluorescent light recycling program.1 


X X Completed/Ongoing – Began 
effort in FY 02-03.  The 
Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Outreach Work Group 
collaborated with the Santa 
Clara County HHW Program 
on a two-year, two-phase 
fluorescent light tube (FLT) 
recycling campaign.  The first 
phase of the campaign, which 
was developed in FY 02-03, 
targeted residents.  The 
second phase, which began in 
FY 03-04, targeted small 


                                                           
1 Action II.F may be conducted in conjunction with Public Education and Outreach Actions (see Section V of this Work 
Plan).  Completion date for Action II.F is contingent upon award of a Prop 13 Program grant.   
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Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 


II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 


Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services through 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents 
and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 


Actions –  S
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businesses.  The main 
objective of both phases is to 
show the negative health and 
environmental impacts of 
mercury and the methods 
available to the public for the 
proper disposal of FLTs. 
During FY 04-05 and FY 05-
06, the Program conducted 
outreach to promote used 
fluorescent bulb drop off 
locations (local hardware 
stores) provided by the County 
HHW Program. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.A.  Evaluate whether household hazardous 
waste collection programs adequately serve residents and businesses.  


X N Completed/Ongoing – Survey 
results indicate an increase in 
HHW facility use for mercury 
products (48% first time 
users).  There were no 
problems with facility capacity. 
This issue is important to 
stormwater and wastewater 
pollution prevention activities. 
BACWA began ongoing 
discussions (2004) with a 
HHW Information Exchange 
group on regional campaigns 
directing new pollutant-
containing products to HHW 
facilities versus HHW facilities’ 
staffing, capacity and budget 
issues.  


In FY 04-05, the CoHHW 
Program collected 166,000 
feet of spent fluorescent lamps 
at participating hardware 
stores. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.B.  Document quantities of mercury-
containing products disposed at household hazardous waste collection 
facilities on a county-wide basis (see Action II.C). 1 


X N Annually (beginning in FY 03-
04 Annual Report) 
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III.  Monitoring and Science 


Goal III.  Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including assessment 
of air pollution sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in 
sediment. 


Actions –  S
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III.A. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP), including the Mercury Deposition Network Pilot Study.  
Continue to actively participate in the RMP steering committee 
and technical review committee. 


X A Ongoing – Program and Co-
permittee staff actively 
participated in RMP TRC and 
SC meetings and provided 
meeting summaries to 
Management Committee. Staff 
reviews available reports and 
provide comments.  Program 
and Co-permittees’ staffs are 
actively involved with the CEP 
technical and management 
committees; review proposed 
Work Plans and study scopes; 
and participate in the CEP 
Mercury Work Group.  


• The City of San Jose will continue to provide in-kind 
services for the maintenance of the Mercury Deposition 
Network site near San Jose. 


N O2 Ongoing (through 2006). 


III.B. Provide financial and staff support for a coordinated regional 
plan to collect data for the mercury TMDL, as defined in the 
CEP MOU.  


X A Ongoing (Program 
participation in the CEP) 


III.D. Develop and implement a five-year program of monitoring 
efforts. 


X N Completed- Draft completed 
March 2002; implementation 
began July 2002. 


Monitoring Mechanism III.  Submit monitoring data and reports to the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and other interested parties 
(such as USEPA).  Review monitoring data and reports and develop 
follow-up recommendations. 


X N Ongoing, when available. 


 


IV. Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 


Goal IV.  Actively participate in regional, state, and federal coordination 
efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in urban runoff 
and air emissions. 
 
Actions –  S
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IV.A. Participate in the activities of the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association, the California Storm Water 
Quality Task Force, and the San Francisco Estuary Institute 


X N Ongoing – Program staff 
continue to attend BASMAA, 
CASQA and SFEI RMP 


                                                           
2 Participation in this action by municipalities is limited to the City of San Jose. 







Table 6-1 
Status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan Tasks 


IV. Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 


and communicate Program efforts.  meetings. 


IV.B. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL development 
and implementation including the Santa Clara Basin WMI 
Guadalupe River Mercury TMDL Workgroup. 


X O3 Ongoing – Program and Co-
permittee staffs actively 
participate in the Guadalupe 
Watershed Mercury TMDL 
Work Group and Stakeholder 
group.  


IV.D. Support, participate in and advocate increased regional 
collaboration with the RWQCB and the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD). 


X N Ongoing – The Program will 
support the RWQCB in 
collaborating with the 
BAAQMD but will not directly 
work with the BAAQMD.  The 
Program supports the 
RWQCB through participation 
in the CEP. Mercury air 
deposition is being addressed 
regionally. 


IV.F. Support and track the progress of the U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) Office of Building Technology’s Vision 2020 
Lighting Technology Roadmap.4 


X N Ongoing--DOE’s Building 
Technologies Program 
continues to move forward on 
their Vision 2020 Roadmap.  
Progress includes seven 
strategies to address the 
challenges of transforming the 
lighting marketplace and 
developing new technologies 
that enhance lighting quality, 
efficiency and cost 
effectiveness.   


Monitoring Mechanism IV.  Document participation of 
Program staff in collaborative efforts and progress of these 
efforts. 


X N Annually (beginning in FY 02-
03 Annual Report) 


Goal IV.  Actively participate in regional, state, and federal coordination 
efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in urban runoff 
and air emissions. 
 
Actions –  S
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3 The City of San Jose and the Santa Clara Valley Water District are participating in the development of the Guadalupe 
River Mercury TMDL. 
4 DOE’s Vision 2020 Lighting Technology Roadmap includes the following as one of its goals for the year 2020, “Highly 
efficient, reduced-mercury fluorescent sources will come to market.”  Sustainable Conservation’s September 27, 2000 
report entitled “Reducing Mercury Releases From Fluorescent Lamps:  Analysis of Voluntary Approaches,” concluded that 
“ we do not believe that starting a new collaborative approach with manufacturers to create mercury-free fluorescent 
lamps is the most effective use of resources at this time.”  Instead, Sustainable Conservation recommends focusing on 
voluntary recycling of mercury-containing lamps. 
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 


Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.  Target 
audiences include residential, commercial, and industrial users and 
municipal employees. 


Actions –  S
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V.A. Develop various outreach programs to educate target 
audiences about proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and alternative non-mercury containing products.  
Outreach programs will include, but may not be limited to, the 
following: 


X A Completed/Ongoing5 – In FY 
05-06, the Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work 
Group continued its mercury 
pollution prevention outreach. 
Outreach was coordinated 
with the County HHW 
Program’s Mercury Grant 
implementation plan. 


• Develop and begin to implement a fluorescent light 
recycling outreach program to educate residential users 
and encourage proper disposal of fluorescent lights. 


X A Completed/Ongoing5 – In FY 
02-03, the Work Group formed 
and developed a Work Plan. 
Phase I of the two-year, two-
phase Work Plan, focused on 
residential outreach.  Phase I 
outreach began in Spring 
2003 and continued in FY 04-
05 and FY 05-06. 


• Develop and begin to implement a fluorescent light 
recycling outreach program to educate small 
businesses and conditionally exempt small quantity 
generators and encourage proper disposal of 
fluorescent lights.  (For example, the small business 
outreach program might include coordination with local 
chapters of the Building Owners and Managers 
Association [BOMA] or the National Association of 
Industrial and Office Properties [NAIOP].) 


X A Completed/Ongoing5 – In FY 
03-04, the Work Group 
implemented Phase II of the 
two-year, two-phase Work 
Plan.  Phase II outreach 
efforts were focused on small 
businesses and CESQGs.  
Additional annual coordination 
will continue, as appropriate. 


• Coordinate with municipal inspectors to integrate 
mercury outreach to industrial businesses into their 
existing routine pretreatment, source control, and/or 
hazardous materials inspection processes. 


A X Completed -- Co-permittees 
began coordination efforts with 
municipal inspectors in FY 03-
04.   


V.B. Develop or adapt existing mercury outreach materials, as 
needed, for outreach programs.  


X A Completed/Ongoing5 – 
Development of materials 
began in FY 02-03, as part of 
outreach Work Plan for Action 
V.A. To date, the following 
outreach pieces have been 
developed by the Outreach 
Work Group – fact sheets, 
newsletter articles, press 
release, video public service 


                                                           
5 These tasks were marked both Completed and Ongoing because while the specific public education and outreach task 
was completed, outreach is an ongoing activity.  Articles will continue to be posted and updated, as needed, and as 
resources allow, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW with public outreach activities.   
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 


Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.  Target 
audiences include residential, commercial, and industrial users and 
municipal employees. 


Actions –  S
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announcement, newspaper 
ads, radio ads, transit ad, and 
in-store signage. All outreach 
pieces aim to show the 
negative health and 
environmental impacts of 
mercury and the methods 
available to the public for the 
proper disposal of FLTs.  (See 
also Action II.F.).  


V.C. Attend community events and distribute outreach materials.  X X Completed/Ongoing57– 
Distribution of outreach 
materials as part of outreach 
Work Plan for Action V.A.   


Monitoring Mechanism V.A.  Document quantities of mercury-
containing products disposed at household hazardous waste collection 
facilities on a county-wide basis.  (See Monitoring Mechanism II.B.) 


X N Annually (beginning FY 02-03) 


Monitoring Mechanism V.B.  In the Annual Report, document and 
evaluate each outreach activity, including the target audience and 
number of residents and/or businesses reached. 


X X Annually (beginning FY 02-
03) 


Monitoring Mechanism V.C.  Survey local public attitudes and 
behavior to evaluate the success of outreach efforts and the saturation 
of outreach messages (coordinate survey with Watershed Watch 
Campaign Survey).  


X A Completed - A Countywide 
survey was conducted in 
September 2003 to evaluate 
the success of the Program’s 
Watershed Watch Campaign.  
In FY 02-03, survey cards 
were developed for evaluating 
the success of the Program’s 
mercury outreach media 
campaign. People who 
brought in mercury containing 
wastes to Santa Clara County 
Household Hazardous Waste 
disposal events from April – 
June 2003 were requested to 
fill out surveys. The survey 
results were included in the 
FY 02-03 Annual Report. 
Survey results showed that: 
 
• 48.0% of the users 


bringing in mercury 
containing wastes to the 
HHW event were first time 


                                                           
5 These tasks were marked both Completed and Ongoing because while the specific public education and outreach task 
was completed, outreach is an ongoing activity.  Articles will continue to be posted and updated, as needed, and as 
resources allow, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW with public outreach activities.   
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 


Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.  Target 
audiences include residential, commercial, and industrial users and 
municipal employees. 
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users of the facility.  
 
• 86.4% of the people 


indicated that they were 
bringing in fluorescent 
lamps for the first time.  


 
• 17.3% of the people 


indicated that they had 
read about safe disposal 
of mercury containing 
wastes in the San Jose 
Mercury News, 5.3% had 
heard about this on the 
radio and 1.4% had found 
out about it from the 
Watershed Watch 
website. Others indicated 
that they had found out 
about it from utility bill 
inserts, garbage 
companies, flyers, city 
publications, friends and 
relatives, internet etc.  


 
 


 
Legend: 
 “X” = will implement at this level (SCVURPPP or municipality) 
 “N” = not being implemented at this level 
 “A” = assist with or develop guidance for implementation 
 “R” = coordinate with regional effort 
 “O” = optional 
 “FY” = fiscal year 
 “TBD” = to be decided 
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7. FY 06-07 NEW AND REDEVELOPMENT (C.3.) WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 06-07 to continue to assist 
Co-permittees to control the impacts of development on stormwater quality and flow through 
the development project planning, review and approval process. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On October 17, 2001, the Water Board adopted Order 01-119 which amended the 
Program’s Permit Provision C.3. (New and Redevelopment Requirements) to contain 
significant new requirements.  These requirements include:  


• Numeric design standards for sizing stormwater treatment controls; 


• Limits on increases in peak stormwater discharges from new or redevelopment sites 
that may increase erosion in creeks; 


• Requirements for operation and maintenance of stormwater controls; 


• Requirements for site design and source control measures; 


• Definition of a minimum project size, based on amount of impervious surface 
created, for which the design standards, control measures, peak flow limitations, and 
maintenance requirements apply;  


• Requirements for changes to General Plans and environmental review processes to 
provide authority to implement the requirements; 


• Reporting requirements; and 


• Schedule for implementation. 


 
The Program and Co-permittees submitted work plans for implementing all C.3. 
requirements to the Water Board on March 1, 2002 (as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work 
Plan, Volume II).  These included the Program’s “Guidance for Work Plan Tasks Related to 
Implementation of Permit Provision C.3.” (referred to herein as C.3. Work Plan Guidance) 
which identifies proposed actions to meet the requirements of Provision C.3. and whether 
the actions will be implemented at the Program level, Co-permittee level or both.  Most of 
the tasks in the C.3 Work Plan Guidance were completed by the end of FY 04-05.  
Additional implementation-phase tasks identified by the C3 Provision Oversight (C3PO) Ad 
Hoc Task Group and the Management Committee for FY 06-07 and ongoing support tasks 
are the basis of this work plan section. 
 
Since the October 17, 2001 adoption by the Water Board of Order 01-119, there have been 
several changes to the requirements of Provision C.3.  The first change, authorized by the 
Water Board Executive Officer, was an extension of three of the permit deadlines, as shown 
below, in order to be consistent with other Bay Area stormwater permits adopted 
subsequent to SCVURPPP Order 01-1191.  
 


                                                           
1 Letter to Beau Goldie, SCVURPPP Management Committee Chair, from Loretta Barsamian, Executive Officer, San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, re: Extension of Specified Deadlines in Order 01-119, May 12, 2003. 







Section 7  New and Redevelopment Control Measures  


FY 06-07 Work Plan 7-2 3/1/06 
F:\Sc42\FY06-07WP\FY06-07WP\FY06_07_Sections\Section 7\Section 7_0607.doc 


 
Provision Activity Original 


Deadline 
New Deadline 


C.3.c.i. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at 
Group 1 Projects 


July 15, 2003 October 15, 
2003 


C.3.c.ii. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at Group 
2 Projects in addition to Group 1 Projects 


October 15, 
2004 


April 15, 2005 


C.3.f. Submit HMP for Regional Board approval October 15, 
2003 


January 15, 
2004 


 
The second change relates to the definition of Group 2 projects.  The Program requested 
Water Board approval of an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition, as allowed under 
Provision C.3.c.iii. of the Program's permit (Order No. 01-119).  In a letter dated September 
22, 2003, the Program proposed an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition that would make 
its Provision C.3. project size requirements consistent with the other Bay Area stormwater 
permit requirements (i.e., minimum project size of 10,000 square feet of impervious surface).  
At the Water Board’s October 15, 2003, meeting, the Water Board authorized the Executive 
Officer to approve the Program’s proposal. 
 
The third change relates to the implementation date for Group 2 projects.  Order R2-2005-
0035, adopted July 20, 2005, contains revisions to Order 01-119 that recognize two types of 
Group 2 projects and extends the implementation dates for both.  Group 2A includes 
projects that are more likely to contribute pollutants to stormwater (e.g., gas stations, auto 
wrecking yards, loading docks) and parking lots with 10,000 square feet or more of 
impervious surface.  Group 2B includes all other Group 2 projects.  The Group 2A 
implementation date was effective on October 20, 2005.  The Group 2B implementation date 
was extended to August 15, 2006 to be consistent with other Bay area permits.  In addition, 
Order R2-2005-0035 incorporated key provisions of the Program’s Hydromodification 
Management Plan Report (April 2005) into the SCVURPPP permit. 
 
A summary of the subsequent changes in permit deadlines resulting from the adoption of 
Order R2-2005-0035 is presented below: 
  


Provision Activity Previous 
Deadline 


New Deadline 


C.3.c.ii. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at 
Group 2 Projects: 


• Group 2A (special land use categories) 


• Group 2B 


April 15, 2005  
 


October 20, 2005 


August 15, 2006 


C.3.f. Implement HMP Key Provisions Following 
Water Board 


approval 


October 20, 2005 
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PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES TO IMPLEMENT C.3. 
 
Section 8 of the Program’s FY 04-05 Annual Report described the progress of the Program 
(up to September 15, 2005) in completing Program tasks in the C.3 Work Plan and assisting 
Co-permittees to prepare for implementation of the C.3. requirements.  With most of the 
preparation tasks completed, Co-permittees are now focusing on the implementation of C.3. 
requirements for Group 1 projects (those creating or replacing one acre or more of 
impervious surface) and Group 2a (as described above).  The Program has continued to 
hold meetings of the C.3. Provision Oversight Ad Hoc Task Group (C3PO AHTG) to keep 
Co-permittees updated on current issues and promote exchange of ideas on and experience 
with C.3. implementation. 
 
The Program also completed its Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) in April 2005, 
and submitted it to the Water Board on May 4, 2005.  Key provisions of the HMP were 
adopted by the Water Board on July 20, 2005 (as described above), and Co-permittees 
began implementation on October 20, 2005.  Chapter 7 of the HMP Report identifies a 
number of action items that Program and Co-permittee staff will complete to address 
remaining HMP implementation issues.  These action items and other related tasks are 
listed with anticipated start and completion dates within Attachment 7-1, “SCVURPPP HMP - 
Summary of Next Steps” (revised February 1, 2006). 
 
To make it easier for developers to design flow control facilities to comply with the HMP, the 
Program investigated an automated modeling and flow control facility sizing tool called the 
Western Washington Hydrology Model, and collaborated with several other Bay Area 
stormwater programs to develop a version of the tool adapted to the Bay Area called the 
Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM).  Development of the regional portion of the model 
began in February 2006.  Calibration of the tool to specific watersheds within the Santa 
Clara Valley will be initiated in late FY 05-06 and completed during FY 06-07. 
 
During the fall and winter of FY 05-06, Program staff was involved with Water Board staff 
and NGO representatives in a process to develop a Municipal Regional Permit for the Bay- 
area Phase 1 countywide stormwater programs.  A Program staff person served on the New 
Development Work Group and assisted the group in establishing the current baseline 
activities conducted by municipal agencies and developing a list of options for the future 
permit.  Work on the Municipal Regional Permit is expected to continue during FY 06-07. 
 
FY 05-06 C.3. IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 
 
General C.3. Tasks 
 
Table 7-1 presents the list of tasks from the C.3. Work Plan and other tasks that will be 
implemented in FY 06-07.  Most of the tasks in the original multi-year C.3. Work Plan have 
been completed, except for ongoing reporting and implementation assistance.  Some tasks 
identified for FY 05-06 were delayed due to unexpected time spent on the Municipal 
Regional Permit.  As a result, some will carry over to the beginning of FY 06-07.  Tasks in 
FY 06-07 will focus on continuing assistance with implementation of the current permit 
provisions, and guidance on implementation of any changes made in the Municipal Regional 
Permit (assuming it will be completed mid-fiscal year.) 
 
Anticipated needs for implementation assistance in FY 06-07 include: 
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• Guidance on implementing changes to Provision C.3. in the Municipal Regional 
Permit, and updates to the C.3. Handbook to reflect those changes; 


• Development of model standards and specifications for certain BMPs; 


• Workshop on implementation and design of certain BMPs (e.g., bioretention, 
planter boxes, green roofs, etc.); and  


• Continued assistance with SCVURPPP agencies’ implementation of BMP O&M 
verification programs and development of a Program-wide database (ongoing); 


• Regional roundtable meetings with agency staff from SCVURPPP and other 
stormwater programs to share information about implementation strategies and 
experience, facilitated through the BASMAA New Development Committee 
(ongoing); 


• Continued assistance with the C3PO AHTG meetings and action items 
(ongoing); 


• Continued guidance and assistance with annual reporting of C.3. information 
(ongoing). 


 
HMP Tasks 
 
The focus in FY 06-07 will be to continue providing assistance to local agencies and the 
development community with outreach and implementation.  Most of the tasks listed within 
the document entitled “Summary of Next Steps” (Attachment 7-1) are scheduled for 
completion during FY 05-06.  However, some tasks will not be completed or will begin in FY 
06-07.  Anticipated tasks for FY 06-07 include: 
 


• Provide guidance on any changes to HMP requirements in the Municipal 
Regional Permit, and update the HMP and C.3. Stormwater Handbook to reflect 
these changes; 


• Collect data on HMP implementation at small sites and plan to re-evaluate the 
small site size threshold after two years of implementation (HMP Next Steps 
Task 9 (ongoing)– may be superseded by changes to the permit); 


• Conduct programmatic monitoring tasks identified in Section 7.8 of the HMP 
Report (tracking projects, documenting BMP design and inspection, self-
evaluation -- annually); 


• Continue to develop approach for quantifying the flow control benefits of site 
design measures and other BMPs, and implement through modifications to the 
BAHM (begun in FY 05-06); 


• Conduct one or more workshops on HMP implementation (annually); and 


• Conduct additional implementation studies for example sites in Santa Clara 
Valley (ongoing). 


 
ATTACHMENTS 
Attachment 7-1   SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps (revised March 1, 2006) 
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Task from C.3. Work Plan Schedule Deliverables 


C.3.c. Requirements for Group 1 and Group 2 Projects 
All C.3. Work Plan tasks completed.  Other tasks: 


• Promote/facilitate regional roundtable meetings with agency staff from 
SCVURPPP and other stormwater programs to share information about 
implementation strategies and experience; 


• Guidance on implementing changes to Provision C.3. in the Regional 
Permit, and updates to the C.3. Handbook to reflect those changes; 


• Develop model standards and specifications for certain BMPs; 


• Continued assistance with the C3PO AHTG meetings and action items; 


• Conduct workshop on implementation and design of BMPs, such as 
bioretention, planter boxes, green roofs, etc.; 


 
Ongoing 


 


TBD, pending 
adoption of MRP 


6/07 


Ongoing 


6/07 


• Regional meetings and summaries 
 
 


• C.3. Handbook updates 
 


• Model standards and specifications 


• C3PO AHTG meetings and summaries 


• Workshop 
 


C.3.e.  Operation and Maintenance of Treatment BMPs 


e.1. Assist Co-permittees to report on treatment BMP O&M verification program in 
each annual report, including organizational structure, evaluation of 
effectiveness, and planned improvement to the program. 


Other Tasks: 


• Continue assistance with SCVURPPP agencies’ implementation of BMP 
O&M verification programs and develop a Program-wide database. 


Ongoing - FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


  


Ongoing 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


 


 


• Program-wide database (6/07) 


 







Table 7-1, continued 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 06-07 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 
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Task from C.3. Work Plan Schedule Deliverables 


C.3.f.  Hydromodification Management Plan 


f.2. Develop guidance to the Co-permittees on implementation of the HMP as part 
of requirements for Group 1 projects that may cause increased erosion or 
other related impacts (See also Attachment 7-1). 


• Conduct one or more workshops on HMP implementation; 


• Provide guidance on any changes to HMP requirements in the Regional 
Permit, and update the HMP and C.3. Stormwater Handbook to reflect 
these changes; 


• Continue to develop approach for quantifying the flow control benefits of 
site design measures and other BMPs, and implement through 
modifications to the BAHM; 


 


 


6/07 


TBD, pending 
adoption of MRP 


 


6/07 


 
 


• Workshop and handouts 


• Updates to C.3. Handbook 
 


• BAHM modifications and guidance 


f.3. Upon adoption by the Water Board, begin implementation of HMP 
requirements for Group 1 projects that may cause increased erosion or other 
related impacts.  


• Conduct additional implementation studies for example sites in Santa 
Clara Valley. 


• Collect data on HMP implementation at small sites and plan to re-evaluate 
the small site size threshold after two years of implementation (HMP Next 
Steps Task 9 – may be superseded by changes to the permit); 


• Conduct programmatic monitoring tasks identified in Section 7.8 of the 
HMP Report (tracking projects, documenting BMP design and inspection, 
self-evaluation); 


FY 06-07 


 
6/07 


9/07 
 


9/07 


• Program to assist Co-permittees with 
questions about implementation 


• Technical memorandum on one or more 
studies 


• Data collection and analysis provided in 
FY 06-07 Annual Report 


• Monitoring results provided in FY 06-07 
Annual Report 
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Task from C.3. Work Plan Schedule Deliverables 


C.3.g.  Waiver and Compensatory Mitigation Program 


g.3. Assist Co-permittees to track and report information on waivers granted, 
including project name, location, type, percent impervious surface, reasons for 
and terms of waiver, and the alternative benefit project and completion date. 


Ongoing - FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


C.3.j.  Site Design Measures Guidance and Standards Development 


j.2. Assist Co-permittees to prepare and submit reports summarizing the status of 
review, revision, and implementation of local site design guidance and 
standards, as part of their annual reports. 


Ongoing - FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


C.3.n.  Reporting Requirements 


n.1. Provide information described in Table 1 of Provision C.3. in annual reports  Ongoing - FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


n.2. Assist Co-permittees to collect information and report a summary of types of 
pesticide reduction measures required for development projects, and the 
percentage of projects for which pesticide reduction measures were required. 


Ongoing - FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 
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4.  MONITORING PROGRAM 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Annual Monitoring Program Plan contains two main elements: 1) Summary of 
Environmental Monitoring Measures (EMMs), and 2) Summary of Programmatic Monitoring 
Indicators (PMIs).  The goals of the Program’s monitoring program are provided within the 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP or Program) Multi-
Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Version 2.0).  
 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING MEASURES (EMMS) 
 
Environmental monitoring and assessment measures (EMMs) are activities that entail the 
collection of environmental data through field studies and analysis of information through 
assessments.  EMMS are coordinated at the local or regional level and typically fall into one of 
two general areas:  
 


o Watershed Assessment Activities; and, 
o Pollutants of Concern (POCs) Monitoring. 


 
EMMs are intended to: 1) assist the Water Board in characterizing receiving water quality in 
urban watersheds consistent with the priorities of the Watershed Management Initiative and the 
Program; 2) identify where and what type of screening-level monitoring is appropriate; and 3) 
recognize the need for site-specific water quality investigations to address questions that might 
arise while conducting screening-level monitoring efforts. The main EMM activities that the 
Program will conduct during FY 06-07 are described in the following sections. 
 
Annual Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan  
 
Since FY 02-03, the Program has developed and implemented Annual Monitoring Program 
Plans (Annual Plans) in fulfillment of Provision C.7 of its NPDES Permit.  The Annual Plans 
identify monitoring activities that are implemented each year as part of the Program’s Revised 
Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised Multi-Year Plan).  Annual monitoring 
activities typically include ambient surface water quality monitoring; physical habitat assessment 
studies and bioassessment studies.  Annual Plans have previously been implemented in the 
Lower Penitencia and Coyote Creek watersheds (FY 02-03); San Tomas and Adobe Creek 
watersheds (FY 03-04 and FY 04-05); Matadero/Barron Creeks, Calabazas Creek and 
Sunnyvale East and West Channels (FY 04-05 and FY 05-06); and Stevens and Permanente 
Creeks (FY 05-06). 
 
Starting in FY 05-06, the Program supplemented the Annual Plan with a characterization of the 
watersheds to be monitored during the subsequent year (i.e., Stevens and Permanente 
Creeks).  The watershed characterization included a compilation of existing data sources (and a 
summary of the geologic and geomorphic setting), vegetation, land uses and associated water 
quality issues, status of biological communities and relevant beneficial uses that occur in each 
watershed.  These data sources were used to identify appropriate monitoring parameters and 
locations for implementation of the Program’s FY 05-06 Annual Plan. 
 
In accordance with Provision C.10 (b), the Program annually develops a Watershed Monitoring 
and Assessment Summary Report (Summary Assessment Report) that summarizes the results 
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and analyses of baseline data collected during the implementation of the Program’s Annual 
Plans. The Summary Assessment Reports provide information on possible beneficial use 
impacts to the extent possible (based on the study design and available data) and propose 
potential follow-up studies and/or management actions, where feasible.  In September 2005, the 
Program developed a Summary Assessment Report for FY 04-05 monitoring activities that 
occurred in the San Tomas Creek, Adobe Creek, Matadero/Barron Creeks, and Calabazas 
Creek watersheds, and Sunnyvale East and West Channels. 
 
Planned FY 06-07 Activities  
 
The Program’s Annual Plan is provided within Attachment 4-1.  Table 4-1 within Attachment 4-1 
was prepared consistent with the Program’s Revised Multi-Year Plan.  Table 4-1 identifies 
planned receiving water monitoring activities for FY 06-07, the proposed schedule (by fiscal 
year quarter) for conducting the work, the rationale for the proposed item and the lead party. 
The locations and frequencies of sampling events scheduled during FY 06-07 are provided 
within Table 4-2 of Attachment 4-1.  A site map (Figure 4-1) detailing sampling locations in the 
Coyote Creek, Stevens Creek and Permanente Creek is also provided within Attachment 4-1. 
Table 4-3 of Attachment 4-1 provides a description of data parameters and analytical methods 
to be used in the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 
The Program has also developed a characterization memorandum for the Coyote Creek 
watershed that includes a summary of existing data and information resources; a description of 
relevant watershed attributes; and a list of key issues.  This memorandum, which is entitled 
Watershed Characterization and Sampling Design Rationale-Coyote Creek Watershed, is 
included as Attachment 4-2.  It is intended to assist Program staff in developing an appropriate 
FY 06-07 sampling design for this watershed.  
 
In September 2006, the Program will develop a Summary Assessment Report for FY 05-06 
monitoring activities that occurred in the Stevens Creek, Permanente Creek, Matadero/Barron 
Creeks, Calabazas Creek watersheds, and Sunnyvale East and West Channels. 
 
Watershed Assessment  
 
Watershed assessment is the systematic review of specific resources (e.g., benthic 
macroinvertebrates or fish and their habitat and riparian areas in a watershed-scale context). 
Watershed assessment is a stage-setting process intended to be based primarily on existing 
information. The results of a watershed assessment can be used to establish the context for 
subsequent evaluations and analysis of cumulative watershed effects.  Watershed assessments 
typically address cumulative effects within a watershed; provide for more ecologically sound 
resource planning; and identify and help protect environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
A framework for conducting watershed assessments is identified in the Program’s Revised 
Multi-Year Plan (dated July 1, 2004).  The framework includes conducting screening-level 
monitoring over a period of two years, followed by an assessment of existing data sources in a 
watershed-scale context.  Assessment results will be documented in a Watershed Assessment 
Report; and include descriptions of assessment methods, identification of data gaps and 
potential follow-up studies, and recommended management actions, where feasible.   
 
During FY 05-06, the Program conducted a watershed assessment of the Saratoga Creek 
watershed to meet the following objectives: 
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• Evaluate existing data sources with respect to environmental indicators of watershed 
health and support of beneficial uses; 


• Conduct special study to evaluate potential sediment impacts to salmonid fish 
population and aquatic habitat; 


• Identify data gaps and potential follow-up studies; and 
• Identify recommended management actions designed to reduce/eliminate impacts on 


beneficial uses. 
 
The assessment evaluated existing monitoring data (i.e., ambient surface water quality, physical 
habitat assessment and bioassessment studies) collected by the Program during the previous 
two years (FY 03-04 and FY 04-05); and data from other sources.  During FY 05-06, the 
Program collected additional monitoring data to address data gaps and meet the objectives 
listed above.  These studies included conducting a rapid stream assessment within the urban 
areas of Saratoga Creek to determine overall condition of riparian corridor and identify potential 
impacts to beneficial uses.  In addition, the Program surveyed fish populations and aquatic 
habitat at representative reaches in the Saratoga Creek watershed to determine potential 
impacts from fine grained sediment on aquatic life uses.  The results of the special study will 
provide information needed to recalculate priority ranking of potential sediment impairment in 
Saratoga Creek.  
 
Planned FY 06-07 Activities  
 
All watershed assessment activities conducted in FY 06-07 will be associated with future 
sediment assessments (see below).  The next watershed assessment is tentatively scheduled 
for FY 07-08 in Adobe and/or Matadero/Barron Creek watersheds. 
 
Sediment Assessment 
 
Beginning in FY 03-04, the Program began conducting watershed analyses and sediment 
management practice assessments in high priority Santa Clara Valley watersheds to determine 
if excessive sediment production from anthropogenic activities is adversely impacting creeks.  
To provide a framework for conducting these studies, the Program submitted a Sediment 
Assessment Work Plan to Water Board staff on August 30, 2002 in fulfillment of the Permit 
Provision C.9.f.iii paragraph two (see Attachment 4-5 of the Program’s FY 03-04 Work Plan).   
 
The Sediment Assessment Work Plan contains two separate phases.  Phase I includes 
conducting a limiting factors analysis (LFA) and sediment management practices assessment.  
Phase II includes conducting a rapid sediment budget.  Phase II will only be conducted if Phase 
I study results indicate that excessive sediment from anthropogenic sources is adversely 
impacting beneficial uses in the watershed.   
 
The Program completed a LFA and sediment management practices assessment in Stevens 
Creek on September 10, 2004.  The Watershed Analysis Ad Hoc Task Group (Watershed 
Analysis AHTG), which was previously established to develop the Sediment Assessment Work 
Plan, reviewed the documents developed in Phase I of the Stevens Creek watershed 
assessment and made recommendations to the Management Committee to not conduct Phase 
II.  In addition, the Watershed Analysis AHTG identified Upper Penitencia Creek as the next 
high priority watershed to conduct Phase I.   
 


 


In FY 04-05, the Program initiated a LFA in Upper Penitencia Creek.  A Draft LFA Technical 
Report was released in December 2005.  During the remainder of FY 05-06, the Watershed 
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Analysis AHTG will complete their review of the Upper Penitencia Creek LFA and make 
recommendations for Phase II, if warranted.  In addition, Program Staff in coordination with the 
Watershed Analysis AHTG will complete a sediment management practices assessment for 
Upper Penitencia Creek.   
 
During FY 05-06, the Program also conducted a Watershed Assessment of Saratoga Creek as 
part of the Revised Multi-Year Plan.  One of the objectives of the assessment was to investigate 
potential impacts of fine grained sediment to the salmonid fish population and aquatic habitat.  
The assessment results will be evaluated to help determine if aquatic life uses are being 
impaired by fine grained sediment and whether or not further investigation (i.e., LFA) is 
warranted.  The Saratoga Creek Watershed Assessment Report will be completed by June 
2006.  
 
Planned FY 06-07 Activities  
 
Specific sediment assessment activities conducted in FY 06-07 will depend on the findings of 
the Upper Penitencia Creek LFA.  If results of the LFA indicate that excessive sediment from 
anthropogenic sources is impairing beneficial uses in the watershed, the Program will initiate 
work on the Phase II Rapid Sediment Budget within the Upper Penitencia Creek watershed.  In 
parallel, watershed analyses will begin within the Coyote Creek watershed. The primary 
functions of the Coyote Creek watershed analysis will be to determine if anthropogenic sources 
of sediment are impacting beneficial uses in the upper portion of Coyote Creek (below Anderson 
Dam) and to inventory, document and evaluate the effectiveness of existing sediment 
management practices.  In addition, the Program will initiate planning, development and 
implementation of a pilot monitoring approach designed to assess the effectiveness of controls 
implemented through the Program’s Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP).  For 
additional details, refer to the Watershed Analysis (i.e., Sediment Assessment) in Coyote Creek 
Watershed monitoring project summary within Attachment 4-3.  
 
Trash Investigations and Plan Implementation  
 
On November 14, 2001, the Water Board released the document entitled Proposed Revisions to 
Section 303(d) List of Priorities for Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads for the San 
Francisco Bay Region Report.  This report states that “between now and the next 303(d) listing 
cycle, municipalities will be expected to assess trash impairments in their jurisdiction …” In a 
proactive response to the 303(d) Staff Report, the Program’s Management Committee formed a 
Trash AHTG that developed a Work Plan (submitted March 1, 2003) to identify a strategy for 
addressing trash problem areas that occur in or near urban streams and waterways of the Santa 
Clara Basin.   
 
Since FY 03-04, the Program has completed the following Work Plan tasks: 1) Document and 
evaluate existing trash management practices implemented by municipalities and agencies 
within the Program’s jurisdiction; 2) Develop a strategy to conduct trash evaluations in or near 
creeks; 3) Assist municipalities in identifying trash problem areas and sources of trash; 4) 
Conduct trash evaluations at a subset of identified trash problem areas; 5)  Identify and begin to 
implement or refine existing trash control measures, where feasible, to address trash problem 
areas; and 6) Develop a standardized reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash 
management and monitoring activities.  
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Planned FY 06-07 Activities  
 
The tasks identified in the FY 06-07 Work Plan focus on the implementation of trash evaluations 
and control measures, as appropriate to address trash problem areas in urban streams and 
waterways.  The Program will provide results from all trash evaluations and specific information 
on trash management practices implemented within each jurisdiction using a standardized 
reporting format.  The Program will also implement a Pilot Demonstration Project which focuses 
on documenting type and volume of trash that can potentially be conveyed through the storm 
drain system and assist Co-permittees in conducting key trash evaluations identified by Co-
permittees as part of the Trash AHTG.  For additional information on planned trash activities, 
refer to the Implement Trash Work Plan monitoring project summary within Attachment 4-3.   
 
Regional Collaborative Monitoring Efforts 
 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP) 
 
In accordance with the Program’s NPDES permit, the Program contributes approximately 
$162,000 annually to the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP), which 
monitors contaminants in water, sediments, and fish and shellfish tissue in San Francisco Bay 
and the Delta.  The San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) administers the RMP.  This funding 
is in addition to separate funding provided by the three South Bay POTWs (which are operated 
by SCVURPPP Co-permittees) to SFEI.  The RMP has approved a two percent budget increase 
for FYs 2007, 2008 and 2009.  Program staff participates on the RMP Steering Committee, 
Technical Review Committee and Sources, Pathways and Loading Work Group (SPLWG).  The 
Program Manager serves as the BASMAA representative to the RMP Steering Committee. 
 
Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) 
 
On August 6, 2001, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of: 1)  a 
Water Quality Attainment Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries and 2) TMDLs 
for 303(d) pollutants (including mercury), was entered into by the Water Board, BACWA and 
BASMAA.  This group is referred to as the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP).  As a member 
agency of BASMAA, the Program assisted in developing and funding potential projects for the 
Bay TMDLs.  The CEP is currently under review and may be redesigned to better meet the 
goals and objectives of the funding agencies.  During FY 06-07, Program staff will participate in 
the redesign process and continue to track ongoing TMDL projects.    
 
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA)  
 
The Program is a member of BASMAA, a consortium of seven San Francisco Bay Area 
municipal storm water programs.  The goal of BASMAA is to promote regional collaboration on 
developing consistent monitoring and watershed assessment methodologies and to facilitate 
efficient use of public resources.  Program staff participates in the following BASMAA activities: 
Executive Board, Monitoring Committee, New Development Committee, Public 
Information/Participation Committee and Operational Permits Committee and serves as the 
Vice-chair of the BASMAA Executive Board.  The Program expects to continue participating in 
BASMAA activities during FY 06-07. 
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Regional Biological Assessment Network (BAMBI) 


In February 2002, Program staff participated in a workshop for information sharing and 
discussion of recent and ongoing rapid bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) studies in 
the Bay Area. The network of individuals participating in the workshop was named the Bay Area 
Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI).  BAMBI’s purpose is to 
coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the Bay Area.  In particular, BAMBI 
is interested in storm water programs that include rapid bioassessments in their watershed 
monitoring and assessment programs. Since the initial workshop, the Program has assisted 
(with planning and coordination) and participated in four annual BAMBI workshops (through 
2005). 
 
In support of BAMBI, Program staff has assisted the development of an Index of Biotic Integrity 
(IBI) for Bay Area Creeks, with the goal of developing a regional bioassessment tool necessary 
to provide context to data collected in Santa Clara Basin creeks.  A draft BAMBI IBI Work Plan 
was presented at the 2005 BAMBI Workshop.  Program staff has provided in-kind services to 
implement specific tasks identified in the work plan.  For additional information regarding these 
activities, refer to the BAMBI monitoring project summary in Attachment 4-3. 
 
Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) 


After studies in the South Bay indicated that automobile brake pads may be the most significant 
source of copper in urban runoff, the Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) was initiated in 1996 as a 
collaboration between regulators, storm water programs, brake material manufacturers, 
scientists and environmentalists to address environmental problems from brake wear debris. 
The BPP’s work includes research and monitoring, and is an integral part of the Program’s 
Copper Action Plan.  In addition, the Program participates (via BASMAA) by funding a BPP 
technical representative and a stakeholder process managed by Stainable Conservation. 
 
Planned FY 06-07 Activities 
 
The Program will continue to participate in various RMP committees and work groups; 
participate in the CEP depending on the availability of resources; and collaborate with BASMAA 
on regional stormwater issues.  In addition, the Program anticipates providing support and 
actively participating in BAMBI activities with the goal of beginning the development of a 
regional bioassessment tool which is necessary to provide context to bioassessment data 
collected in creeks relevant to the Program.  Contingent upon available funding, the Program 
also plans to continue participating in the BPP through BASMAA and/or the CEP. 
 
SUMMARY OF PROGRAMMATIC MONITORING INDICATORS (PMIs) 
 
Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs) are used to gauge how well performance standards 
are being met and control measures are being implemented. Programmatic monitoring efforts 
typically include tracking and evaluating continuous improvements and evaluating the 
effectiveness of implementing control programs for pollutants of concern.  
 
The FY 05-06 PMIs Summary Table (see Attachment 4-4) illustrates all existing commitments 
and priorities established by the Program, including ongoing activities meant to fulfill Water 
Board Order Provisions C.9. “Water Quality-Based Requirements for Specific Pollutants of 
Concern” and C.10. “Watershed Management” of the NPDES permit.  A brief capsule scope is 
provided for each project along with the anticipated products and expected timeframe for 
completion.  For some projects, specifically those that are being conducted to directly respond 
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to a specific pollutant of concern referenced in the NPDES permit, a separate one-page scope 
was developed and is presented within Attachment 4-3.  Pesticide management activities 
planned for FY 05-06 are presented within Section 5 of this Work Plan.  
 
Control Program Activities- PCBs, Mercury, Dioxins and Legacy Pesticides 
 
The 1998 and 2002 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) lists designate all segments of San 
Francisco Bay as impaired by certain dioxin-like compounds, mercury, polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) and certain chlorinated pesticides referred to as legacy pesticides (DDTs, dieldrin and 
chlordanes).  The listings were in response to an interim advisory on the consumption of fish 
from the Bay issued by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA).  OEHHA issued the advisory after these pollutants were found in Bay fish tissue at 
levels thought to potentially pose a health risk to people consuming fish caught in the Bay.  It 
should be noted that the Water Board opposed the 1998 listing of dioxins in the Bay, but was 
overruled by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 
 
The 2002 303(d) list designates the TMDL priority for mercury and PCBs as high.  As a result, 
the Water Board is currently implementing TMDLs for these pollutants. The 303(d) list 
designates the TMDL priority for dioxins, dieldrin, chlordanes and DDTs as low.  Bay TMDLs are 
not currently planned for these pollutants. 
 
Previous Work 
 
During the past several years, monitoring program activities related to dioxins, mercury, PCBs, 
and chlorinated pesticides have included: 
 
Multiple Pollutants 
 


• The Program led a regional study, referred to as the Joint Stormwater Agency Project 
(JSAP), which characterized the distribution of mercury, PCBs and chlorinated 
pesticides in storm water conveyance sediments in Bay Area watersheds. 


 
• The Program has provided funding to BASMAA, the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP), 


and the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP).  These regional 
programs help monitor pollutants of concern and/or assist in the development of 
management strategies. 


 
• Program staff has participated in selected stakeholder, BASMAA, CEP and RMP 


committees and work groups.   
 


• Program staff represented BASMAA on the RMP Technical Review Committee and the 
Sources, Pathways and Loadings Work Group; and CEP mercury and PCBs work 
groups. 


 
• The Program has collected and analyzed water and sediment samples from selected 


Santa Clara Valley watersheds as part of its receiving waters monitoring and 
assessment program.  Additional information is available in the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
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PCBs 
 


• The Program and the City of San Jose performed PCBs case study work in six urban 
areas in San Jose where elevated concentrations of PCBs were found during the JSAP 
study.  The case studies were aimed at identifying PCBs sources and beginning to 
develop controls. 


 
• To assist other Bay Area storm water agencies, the Program developed guidance 


documents on performing PCBs case studies.  The guidance documents outlined case 
study objectives, typical methodologies and tasks, locations and schedules. 


 
• Program staff facilitated a work group of representatives from BASMAA and Water 


Board staff to coordinate the JSAP study and PCBs cast studies.  The work group met 
periodically to facilitate information sharing, coordination of field activities and regional 
planning. 


 
• The Program prepared a preliminary list of known sites where PCBs were used, stored 


and/or released in Santa Clara County. 
 


• The Program completed a review of efforts to develop methods of controlling discharges 
of PCBs from Bay Area urban runoff conveyances.  The review: 


 
o Summarizes and discusses past, current and planned efforts to identify PCBs 


control options in the Bay Area in coordination with the Bay PCBs TMDL, 
including the PCBs case studies performed by Bay Area storm water agencies. 


o Describes existing Bay Area urban runoff management practices that may help 
control discharges of PCBs. 


o Reviews potential new management practices for controlling discharges of PCBs 
and qualitatively discusses the pros and cons of each practice. 


 
Dioxins 
 


• The Program reviewed readily available data on methods used to characterize dioxin 
compounds in storm water runoff and surface waters and concentrations typically found 
in the Bay Area and other areas. 


 
• The Program collaborated with other Bay area storm water management agencies to 


develop a “synthesis” document on dioxin-like compounds. This document summarizes 
the current state of knowledge regarding dioxin-like compounds in relation to storm 
water runoff.  The emphasis is on issues related to urban runoff in the Bay area, 
including regulatory context, impacts, sources, pathways, review of relevant Bay Area, 
national and international studies, and qualitative review of potential storm water 
controls. 


 
• Program staff began tracking regional, state and federal efforts relevant to reducing 


dioxins emissions to the environment.  Program staff also began encouraging Co-
permittees to track and participate in these programs; and evaluate the feasibility of 
performing public outreach activities and developing policies and ordinances (e.g., City 
of Palo Alto’s Dioxin Elimination Policy). 
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Planned FY 06-07 Activities 
 
The Program plans to continue collaborating with the regulatory and discharger community; and 
other stakeholders to develop technically and economically feasible strategies to address 
controllable sources of pollutants of concern. The overarching principle is to develop cost-
effective strategies with realistic potential to protect public health.  Factors other than strict cost-
effectiveness (e.g., the likelihood of identifying responsible parties or obtaining state or federal 
funding to identify and cleanup on-land PCBs sites) may be important.  The Program will also 
consider the potential benefit of implementing strategies that concurrently address multiple 
sediment-bound pollutants.   
 
During FY 06-07, the Program will continue to work with other Bay area dischargers and Water 
Board staff through BASMAA and the RMP to implement regional projects related to dioxins, 
mercury, PCBs, and chlorinated pesticides.1 This may include providing funding to these 
organizations, participating in selected stakeholder meetings, committees and work groups, 
and, as appropriate, reviewing and commenting on relevant documents prepared by BASMAA, 
the RMP and Water Board staff.  Program staff will continue to represent BASMAA on the RMP 
Technical Review Committee and the RMP Sources, Pathways and Loadings Work Group. 
 
Program staff will continue to track regional, state and federal efforts relevant to reducing 
dioxins emissions to the environment.  Co-permittees will be encouraged to track and participate 
in these programs and evaluate the feasibility of performing public outreach activities and 
developing related policies and ordinances.  Relevant regional, state and federal efforts include 
the Bay Area Dioxins Project managed by the Association of Bay Area Governments and multi-
faceted efforts by USEPA to assess dioxin risks and monitor and control dioxins. 
 
Additional planned FY 06-07 activities for controlling mercury are presented in Section 6. 


Control Program Activities - Copper and Nickel 
The majority of baseline actions are implemented at the Program level (except for those 
assigned to San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo Alto), and are included in the Program’s Annual 
Reports and Work Plans.  However, the Water Board expects Co-permittees to implement 
applicable actions at the local level.  The Program has identified the following copper/nickel 
control activities that are feasible to implement at the Co-permittee level: 
 


• CB-1:  Measures to reduce copper discharges from vehicle washing operations; 
• CB-3:  Measures to control copper in discharges of stormwater in targeted industrial 


sources; 
• CB-6, 7: Measures to reduce traffic congestion/promote alternative transportation; 
• CB-8:  Measures to classify and assess watersheds and improve institutional 


arrangements for watershed protection; 
• CB-11: Measures to improve street sweeping controls and stormwater system operation 


and Maintenance; 
• CB-12: Measures to control copper discharges from pools and spas; 
• CB-21: Measures to discourage architectural use of copper; and  
• NB-1: Measures to control nickel discharges from construction sites (sediment). 


 
                                                           
1The Program is separately implementing a mercury pollution prevention program.  See Section 6 of the Program’s Work Plan and 
past Annual Reports for additional information. 
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Individual Co-permitees included measures to address each of these activities, as applicable, 
within their Work Plans provided in Section 9.  Currently, the Program’s Copper/Nickel Activity 
Tables contain 21 copper and 7 nickel baseline actions.  Certain copper actions (e.g. measures 
to improve street sweeping controls, measures to control copper from targeted industrial 
sources, measures to evaluate effectiveness of performance standards) closely relate to 
existing performance standards requirements or are otherwise independently mandated by the 
Program’s NPDES permit (e.g., Permit Provision C.6.a.i and ii).  Since late 20042, the Bay 
Modeling and Monitoring (BMM) subgroup has been working to transition from the current 
Program CAP/NAP approach to a bay-wide Copper Management Strategy (CMS).  A detailed 
summary of these efforts is provided within Attachment 4-5.     
 
FY 06-07 Work Plan Content 
 
The Program’s FY 06-07 Copper/Nickel Activity Tables are consistent with the previously 
agreed upon format as first used in the Program’s Revised FY 03-04 Copper/Nickel Work Plan, 
(i.e., tabular format with columns listing the activity, the FY 06-07 tasks, status/comments, due 
date, and responsible party).  In addition, it provides updates for FY 05-06 accomplishments 
reported to date; the originally proposed work plan tasks for FY 05-06; and actions 
accomplished in FY 5-06 (if applicable).  The FY 06-07 Copper/Nickel Activity Tables are 
provided within Appendix A.  A complete report of FY 05-06 accomplishments will be included 
within the Program’s FY05-06 Annual Report.  In addition, the City of San Jose will continue to 
monitor and report on dissolved copper and nickel concentrations during the dry season in 
Lower South San Francisco Bay as part of the CAP/NAP ambient monitoring and trigger 
program.  This continued independent sampling effort needs to be evaluated as part of the 
changes made to the overall RMP Bay-wide sampling effort. 
 
ADDITIONAL PROGRAMMATIC MONITORING INDICATORS (PMIs) 
 
Enhanced Reporting - Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control and Illicit 
Connection/Illegal Dumping Elimination  
 
Since October 2001, Program staff has been assisting each Co-permittee (on an individual basis) 
with the implementation of enhanced reporting requirements for IND and IC/ID.  Since FY 01-02, Co-
permittees have submitted raw IND and ICID inspection data to Program staff.  To demonstrate 
consistency and compliance (on a Program-wide basis) with the strategy provided in the Program’s 
technical memoranda regarding IND and IC/ID reporting (dated September 7, 2001) and the 
approved MC approach, Program staff has been constructing IND and IC/ID summary tables using 
individual Co-permittee data.   The summary tables are double checked with the Co-permittees to 
ensure that the results are reasonably consistent with their internal data and their interpretation of 
the data; provided to the Co-permittees for inclusion in their annual reports; and included in the 
Program’s Annual Report.  The overall goal of the effort has been to capture the full extent and 
the results of the Co-pemittees efforts in a consistent format and on a Program-wide basis.   
Overall, this effort has been very successful. 
 
Planned FY 06-07 Activities 
 
To ensure consistent and overall Program reporting of IND and IC/ID data, Co-permittees will 
continue submitting inspection and incident data so Program staff can construct IND and IC/ID 


                                                           


 


2 On November 10, 2004, the BMM subgroup agreed to begin reviewing recommendations on whether or not each CAP/NAP 
baseline activity would be appropriate to implement (or continue to implement) Bay-wide and how reporting might best be conducted 
in the future.   
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summary tables for the FY 06-07 Annual Report.  Co-permittees will conduct their own 
effectiveness evaluations based on their own data.  The Program will work with the Co-permittees 
to construct IND and IC/ID summary tables using individual Co-permittee data.  
 
Compile, Maintain and Share Program Watershed Data  
 
The Program conducts the following activities relating to data management: 
 
Program’s Website 
 
Program staff continually updates and maintains the Program’s web site (www.scvurppp.org) to 
ensure the effective distribution and review of draft and final products; and internal 
communication with the MC and other interested parties.  In July 2005, Program staff released 
an updated version of the Program’s website.  The updated version allows easy navigation and 
location of final work products and other relevant information.  Since 1997, the Program has 
completed 319 work products or major reports.  The vast majority of these documents are 
available on the website as downloadable documents.     
 
Streams Studies Inventory 
 
The Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup (WAMS), an entity within the Santa Clara 
Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI), has a mission to provide the SCBWMI with 
a solid scientific foundation for watershed planning. One of WAMS’s tasks is to coordinate the 
SCBWMI’s data collection and data management efforts with stream monitoring studies within 
the Basin.  The Inventory of Santa Clara Basin Stream Studies (SSI) is a result of this task and 
was initially prepared by the Program in November 1998. The purpose of the SSI is to promote 
inter-agency awareness of environmental investigations within riparian corridors and to facilitate 
coordination of related data collection and management.  It also describes stream-related multi-
stakeholder studies and projects that were in-progress in the Santa Clara Basin.  The SSI was 
updated, revised and reissued in February 2000 (version 2.0), July 2001 (version 3.0), August 
2002 (version 4.0), November 2003 (version 5.0) and June 2005 (version 6.0).  The Program 
funded the initial development of the SSI and each of the annual updates.  The Program funded 
the initial development of the SSI and each of the annual updates.  During FY 06-07, a general 
update of the SSI (version 7.0) will occur.  In FY 07-08, the second substantial update of the SSI 
(version 8.0) will occur.  The first substantial update previously occurred with version 4.0.   
 
Watershed Data Management  
 
To comply with its NPDES permit, the Program also compiles, develops and analyzes a variety 
of data sets and reports.  Most of this data is collected and generated as part of the Program’s 
environmental monitoring and assessment activities.  A majority of the information collected and 
used by the Program originates from different municipalities and agencies that conduct studies 
within Program jurisdictional boundaries. 
 
The Program developed a relational database as an initial task to systematically describe and 
document data used for its activities. The intent of the database is to demonstrate its usefulness 
of how to systematically and efficiently collect and document all of the relevant data used in the 
Program’s activities. In addition, the database was designed to explore the feasibility of 
eventually expanding and coordinating its maintenance and use with other agencies and 
organizations in the Program. 
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The SCVURPPP metadata database currently stores information on watershed studies 
described in the updated SSI version 6.0 and archived information from previous versions of the 
SSI.  The database was also developed to produce a report listing current projects information 
in a format similar to previous SSI Reports.  In addition, the Program database provides 
querying capabilities for watershed information listed in both the SSI and SCBWMI’s Metadata 
database.  
 
Planned FY 06-07 Activities  
 
During FY 06-07, a general update of the SSI (version 7.0) will occur.  In FY 07-08, the second 
substantial update of the SSI (version 8.0) will occur.  Program staff will collect information on 
new projects and update information on existing projects (See project scope within Attachment 
4-3).  This data will also be entered into the Program’s database.  Program staff will continue to 
update and maintain the Program’s web site (www.scvurppp.org).   
 
Watershed Management Initiative- Support for Land Use Subgroup and Watershed 
Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup 
 
To implement the Program’s Monitoring Priority 3c, develop strategies for controlling impacts of 
land use on beneficial uses, the Program supports the SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup (LUS).  
While providing administrative support and leadership for the LUS, the Program also assists 
SCBWMI LUS with specific technical and training projects consistent with URMP goals and 
objectives.  In addition, the Program has provided administrative support to the SCBWMI 
Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup (WAMS).  
 
Planned FY 06-07 Activities  
 
In FY 06-07, the Program will continue to provide limited support to the SCBWMI LUS by 
providing administrative support and direction; assist in training workshops regarding the 
impacts of development on creeks; and incorporate water quality friendly designs in 
development projects which are consistent with the top five priorities identified by the SCBWMI.  
In FY 05-06, the Program will continue to provide limited administrative support to the SCBWMI 
WAMS.    



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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5. FY 06-07 PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
The goals and objectives of the SCVURPPP Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP) 
include effectively prohibiting non-storm water discharges to storm drains and watercourses; 
reducing pollutants in storm water discharges to the “maximum extent practicable” (MEP); 
and not causing or contributing to violations of water quality standards, as required by the 
Program’s NPDES permit.  The Program’s approach to meeting these goals and objectives 
focuses on the use of best management practices (BMPs) for source control and pollution 
prevention; and public education and outreach. 
 
The Program’s approach to pesticide management has a similar focus on source control 
and pollution prevention.  Program BMPs for pesticide management have included 
significant outreach efforts to residents, businesses, and municipal staff to provide education 
and achieve behavior changes relative to uses of pesticides and less toxic pest control 
methods.  Outreach efforts have been supplemented by monitoring studies to define the 
problem; participation in regional monitoring and organizations to address pesticide issues; 
and development of performance standards and local pest management plans. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Diazinon and chlorpyrifos have been identified in recent studies as causing toxicity in local 
creeks and wastewater treatment plant effluent.  In May 1999, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) listed San Francisco Bay and 35 Bay Area urban creeks as 
impaired by diazinon under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  The 303(d) 
listing triggered the need for USEPA and the State to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) for the impaired waterbodies.  In November 2005, the Water Board adopted a 
TMDL and Water Quality Attainment Strategy (WQAS) for diazinon and pesticide-related 
toxicity in San Francisco Bay Area urban creeks.  The TMDL/WQAS provides a source 
assessment and pollutant allocation scheme; and discusses implementation actions relevant 
to urban runoff management programs, including the SCVURPPP.  The TMDL/WQAS must 
be approved by the State Water Resources Control Board (State Board) and the USEPA 
before being included in the San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan and municipal 
stormwater permits. These approvals are likely to occur during 2006.  
 
The Program’s reissued NPDES permit (Order No. 01-024, February 21, 2001) includes 
specific requirements for a pesticide control program.  The Program and Co-permittees must 
develop and implement a pesticide control plan that addresses municipal uses of pesticides, 
including diazinon and other lower priority banned pesticides such as chlordane, dieldrin, 
and DDT, and the use of these pesticides by others within municipal jurisdictions.  The 
Program will also continue to work with the Urban Pesticide Committee and the California 
Stormwater Quality Association Pesticide Work Group to assess impacts of pesticide use 
and encourage actions by other state and federal agencies. 
 
As required by Permit Provision C.9.d., the Program developed a Pesticide Management 
Plan and submitted it to the Water Board by July 1, 2001 (June 26, 2001). The submittal to 
the Water Board included a preliminary draft Pest Management Performance Standard as 
well as municipal pesticide use surveys completed by each Co-permittee.  The Pesticide 
Management Plan was revised in response to Water Board staff comments dated August 
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15, 2001 and December 21, 2001, and the revised version (dated February 15, 2002) 
submitted to the Water Board as Attachment 5-1 to the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan. The 
Pest Management Performance Standard was also revised based on Water Board Staff 
comments emailed in November 2001.  The final performance standard was submitted to 
the Water Board as Attachment 2-2 of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan and included as 
part of the updated URMP and permit application (per Permit Provisions C.2.b and C.14).  
 
The purpose of the Pesticide Plan is to control pesticide-related toxicity in urban runoff, by 
minimizing pesticide use and reducing the amount of pesticides in storm water and 
landscape runoff to the maximum extent practicable.  The Plan identifies the goals of each 
work plan element, actions, monitoring mechanisms and schedules. The Plan also identifies 
whether actions will be implemented at the Program level, municipality level, or both.  
Program-level actions in the Plan form the basis of this FY 06-07 Pesticide Management 
Work Plan.  The details of municipality actions and schedules were provided in individual 
Co-permittee pest management plans submitted with the Co-permittees’ FY 00-01 Annual 
Reports and future tasks are provided in the Co-permittees’ FY 06-07 work plans (Section 9 
of this Work Plan). 
 
PAST PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 
 
The Program has, since its inception, actively participated in a number of activities aimed at 
understanding water quality problems in creeks and San Francisco Bay and reducing 
pollutants, including pesticides, to the MEP.  Beginning with the FY 99-00 Work Plan, every 
Work Plan and Annual Report has presented the history of the Program’s and Co-
permittee’s pesticide-related activities in the areas of monitoring and science, outreach and 
education and URMP implementation.   


All of the Program tasks in the Pesticide Plan were scheduled to be completed or begin by 
FY 02-03.  Table 5-1 presents the status of these tasks.   Details of the FY 06-07 Pesticide 
User Outreach activities are provided within Section 3, Attachment 3-3.  
 
FY 06-07 PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT TASKS 
 
No new Pesticide Plan tasks have been identified for FY 06-07. The Program will continue 
implementing the ongoing Pesticide Plan tasks listed in Table 5-1.  In addition, Program staff 
will focus efforts on working with Water Board staff on the Municipal Regional Permit; and 
begin to plan for any new pesticide-related requirements that may be contained in that 
permit. 
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Action Status Notes 


I. Municipal Pesticide Use 


I.A.1 Develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use 
on municipally owned property (PS#8).  Include in the 
process reporting and justification for the use of OP 
pesticide and BMPs employed during OP pesticide use. 


Ongoing The Pest Management Performance Standard includes a 
suggested reporting process that, for FY 01-02, is focused 
on reporting use of organophosphate pesticides, 
particularly chlorpyrifos and diazinon.  All Co-permittees 
submit information on pesticide use in their Annual 
Reports.  Program staff will work with the Co-permittees to 
review and improve the reporting process as needed. 


I.A.3 Assist Co-permittees to develop and implement standard 
operating procedures (SOPs) and best management 
practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM policy (PS #3).  
BMPs will include special precautions to reduce water 
quality impacts when applying pesticides. 


Done Program guidance completed as part of Model Pest 
Management Performance Standard, submitted to Water 
Board March 1, 2002.  Guidance to Co-permittees included 
a packet of example IPM policies and practices. 


I.A.4. Assist Co-permittees to update local URMPs to 
incorporate/adapt the model Pest Management 
Performance Standard, including a description of the legal 
authority (IPM policy/ordinance, contract language), work 
plan elements, BMPs, and SOPs needed for 
implementation. 


Done See notes for Action I.A.3.  The Program held a workshop 
on March 20, 2002 on how to implement the performance 
standard. 


I.B.4. Conduct a workshop for municipal staff on least-toxic pest 
control methods and pesticide management BMPs. 


Done Workshop held March 20, 2002.  Program also co-
sponsored ACCWP IPM Symposium held on 2/5/03, and 
the Regional IPM Conference on June 6, 2004 


II. Public Education and Outreach 


II.A.1 Implement the Watershed Education & Outreach (WE&O) 
Campaign, which will target the general public and include 
messages about less-toxic pest control and proper disposal. 
The Campaign will include extensive media campaign with 
South Bay English- and Spanish-language radio stations, 
newspapers, and bus posters. 


Done/Ongoing An article on impacts of pesticide use to water quality and 
less toxic pest control was written and sent through the 
campaign distribution list. Pesticides are listed as a 
concern in the campaign brochure and the Watershed 
Watch song.  The campaign web site added several new 
pages on IPM and IPM fact sheets are available to 
download. Print, radio and transit ads with less toxic pest 
management messages were developed in FY 02-03. 
Advertising has been conducted since FY 02-03. 
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Action Status Notes 


II.A.2 Develop simple, effective, targeted messages regarding 
proper pesticide use and disposal, effects on water quality, 
and IPM. 


Done/Ongoing See above for Watershed Watch activities.  The Program 
continues to participate in regional IPM partnership and 
media relations efforts.  The regional IPM partnership 
committee develops new fact sheets as needed. 


II.A.3 Prepare appropriate outreach materials (e.g., fact sheets or 
a consumer guide regarding pest control services) to 
address target groups. 


Done  Program developed landscape maintenance fact sheet.  A 
PCO fact sheet has been developed through BASMAA 
participation. This fact sheets educates consumers on 
hiring pest control professionals who practice IPM. 


II.A.4  Identify and attend community events and distribute 
outreach materials. (Program will attend events strategic to 
the WE&O campaign.) 


Done/Ongoing Program staff and Watershed Watch consultant staff attend 
4-5 events each year.  Brochures such as IPM fact sheets, 
“Grow It!” guide, “Pests Bugging You?”, and “Backyard 
Bugs” are distributed.  


II.A.6. Create, update, and publicize web sites to promote IPM and 
reduce pesticide use. 


Done/Ongoing The Watershed Watch website was launched in September 
2001 and is continually updated.  The website directs 
browsers to call the toll-free number to the Program office 
for information on less-toxic pest control.  A web page 
specifically for IPM was completed in June 2002 and is 
updated regularly.  The web page also includes links to 
other sites with information on IPM. 


II.A.7 Coordinate with the Master Gardeners program and use 
their services to train residents.  Provide IPM training and 
information on water quality impacts of pesticide use to 
Master Gardeners as needed. 


Done The Program funded a proposal by Master Gardeners and 
San Jose Community Gardens staff to conduct an IPM 
training program for community gardeners.  Four 
workshops were conducted and training materials were 
purchased with SCVURPPP funds.   


From FY 02-03 to FY 04-05, the Program conducted 
community IPM workshops in coordination with Watershed 
Watch, United Neighborhoods, Guadalupe Gardens, the 
Santa Clara County Household Hazardous Waste Program 
and Master Gardeners.  


 







Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 


FY 06-07 Work Plan Page 3 of 10 3/01/06 
F:\Sc42\FY06-07WP\FY06-07WP\FY06_07_Sections\Section 5\Table 5-1 0506_status.doc 


 


Action Status Notes 


II.A.8 Create and/or publicize existing IPM demonstration gardens 
(such as the garden at the San Francisco Bay Wildlife 
Refuge in Alviso). 


Done/Ongoing The Watershed Watch campaign has partnered with the 
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge at Alviso.  
The Alviso site has a pesticide-free native plant 
demonstration garden.  Garden workshops at this garden 
are promoted on the Watershed Watch website.  In 
addition, the Watershed Watch consultant is working with 
Don Edwards staff to develop page on the website specific 
to the demonstration garden.  


The Program provided promotional support for the Going 
Native Garden Tour held on April 18, 2004 and April 17, 
2005. Approximately 4,000 people attended the 2005 tour.  
The tour featured 32 gardens in 2004 and 28 in 2005.  
Featured gardens demonstrate environmentally sensitive 
gardening practices including use of native plants, water 
conservation, landscaping to prevent urban runoff, 
reducing pesticide and fertilizer use, etc. The Program will 
provide support in FY 05-06. 


II.A.9 Continue to fund BASMAA Regional Media Relations 
Campaign featuring pitches to Bay Area media and 
responses to breaking news on pesticide-related topics. 


Ongoing The Program funds this campaign as part of its BASMAA 
baseline dues.  Program staff participates in meetings of 
the work group and review draft products.  


II.A.11 Identify consumer and business publications that could 
include articles about IPM or less toxic pest management, 
submit articles or letters to the editor, and encourage them 
to print them. 


Done/ Ongoing An article describing impacts of pesticide use to water 
quality and containing hints for pesticide-free pest control 
was developed in December 2004 and sent to select 
publications. The article was included in the April 2005 
issue of Tideline magazine and also placed on the Friends 
of Guadalupe Gardens website in October 2004.  


II.A.12 Develop a work plan for and implement a “Pesticide User 
Outreach” project targeting residential and commercial 
users, which will include continuing the IPM Store 
Partnership Program and selected Household Chemical 
Management project tasks.  Include an evaluation 
component in the work plan.  


 


Ongoing 


(Complete Annually) 


Work Plan implemented since FY 02-03; and ongoing for 
FY 05-06. Activities included: 
• Media advertising 
• IPM Store Partnership Program 
• IPM Community Workshop 
• Outreach at Community Events 
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Action Status Notes 


II.A.13 Provide information on less toxic pest control (e.g., IPM 
techniques, municipal IPM policies, model contract 
language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring special 
districts (e.g., Valley Transportation Authority, sanitary and 
utility districts, open space districts, vector control districts, 
and school districts) as appropriate. 


Done VTA and open space and vector control district staff were 
invited to the Program’s IPM Workshop in March 2003 and 
provided copies of the Program’s Pest Management 
Performance Standard.  In January 2005, the Program 
conducted a mailing (letter and IPM fact sheets) to these 
groups to provide them information about less-toxic pest 
control. 


 


Monitoring Mechanism II.A.1 Document or estimate numbers of 
residents reached by outreach efforts, including events, web 
site promotion, municipal employee outreach, and media 
advertising.  Monitor responses to outreach efforts through 
documentation of calls to the Program’s general and 
watershed campaign hotlines. 


Ongoing 


(Completed Annually) 


Number of residents reached and outreach materials 
distributed are documented after each event. Response to 
outreach efforts is tracked by documenting calls to hotline 
and website visits. This information is provided in the 
Annual Report each year. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.A.2 Survey local public attitudes and 
behavior to evaluate the success of outreach efforts and the 
saturation of outreach messages. (Program will conduct 
countywide survey as part of evaluation of WE&O campaign.  
Program may also conduct surveys to evaluate 
effectiveness of specific projects.) 


Done A Countywide survey was conducted in September 2003 to 
evaluate the success of the WE&O campaign. The final 
evaluation report was included in the Program’s FY 03-04 
Annual Report. Some of the survey questions tracked the 
publics’ knowledge about various pollutants, including 
pesticides, affecting the water quality in the Bay. 19% of 
the respondents in 2003 say that pesticides affect the 
water quality of the Bay compared to 7% in 1991. About 
23% of residents say that they use less –toxic ways to 
control pests in their home and garden. 


The BASMAA Regional IPM Committee conducted a 
customer intercept survey in September and October 2004 
to evaluate the Store Partnership Project.  Five stores from 
Santa Clara County were included in this survey.  The 
survey indicates that about 23% of Santa Clara County 
residents are aware of the Our Water Our World promotion. 
The final survey report was included with the FY 04-05 
Annual Report. 


II.B.1 Continue to fund and participate in the BASMAA Regional 
IPM Partnership. 


Ongoing The Program annually funds this program as part of its 
BASMAA baseline dues.  These funds cover the Program’s 
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Action Status Notes 


supply of IPM Fact Sheets.  Program staff participates in 
meetings of the work group and review draft products. 


II.B.2 Continue to implement cost-effective elements of the IPM 
Store Partnership Program.  Create and provide fact sheets 
and other materials to pesticide retailers to facilitate point-of-
purchase outreach. Visit stores as necessary to ensure 
ongoing participation. 


Ongoing The IPM store partnership program expanded in FY 02-03 
to include 29 stores in the Santa Clara Valley. Program 
staff routinely visits the stores and ensure that they are well 
stocked with fact sheets and shelf talkers. In addition, the 
Program provides trainings to store employees on selling 
less-toxic products. 


II.B.3 Offer IPM training opportunities to pesticide retailer 
employees through coordination with Master Gardener-
taught educational programs. 


Task Eliminated 
(covered under Action 


Item II.A.12.) 


It was not possible to arrange for Master Gardeners to train 
store employees due to staff shortages within the Master 
Gardener program.  The Program has contracted with 
Annie Joseph to provide training to pesticide retailers, as 
she has been successful in getting store participation. The 
Community Gardeners project has been a successful way 
to work with the Master Gardener program and may be 
repeated if there is sufficient demand and resources 
available. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.B.1. Document number of participating 
stores, materials distributed and employees trained. 
Evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the IPM Store Partnership 
Program each year. Implement the evaluation component of 
the Pesticide User Outreach work plan each year 


Ongoing Data on number of participating stores, materials 
distributed and employees trained is documented and 
reported in the Annual Report each year. Evaluation of 
other work plan tasks is also reported. 


III.  Pest Control Operators (PCOs) 


III.A.1 Develop a database of licensed structural and landscape 
maintenance PCOs. 


Done The list was obtained from the County Agricultural 
Commissioner’s office prior to the PCO workshop of 
November 4, 2003 


III.A.2. Identify active PCO and landscape maintenance 
organizations in the South Bay and conduct awareness-
raising presentations at their meetings 


Done The Program contracted with Bart Brandenburg, 
consultant, to plan and conduct a PCO Workshop. To 
increase attendance, awareness-raising presentations 
were made at the two local PCO associations prior to the 
PCO workshop. 
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III.A.3. Develop and conduct accredited workshops for PCOs that 
focus on IPM techniques. 


Done The workshop was conducted on November 4, 2003. 
Approximately 30 PCOs from 19 companies attended this 
workshop. The workshop was very well received by 
attendees. 


III.A.4 Require PCOs contracted for municipal applications to use 
pest control methods consistent with the municipality’s IPM 
policy (through contract specifications).  Specifically, 
municipalities will require contractors to: a) follow the 
agency’s IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs; b) provide evidence 
of current IPM training, when feasible; and c) provide 
documentation of pesticide use on agency property to the 
agency in a timely manner (PS#5). 


Program Guidance 
Done 


Guidance was completed in December 2001 as part of the 
Pest Management Performance Standard.  Co-permittees 
are beginning or continuing to implement the guidance.  
The IPM workshop on March 20, 2002 included a section 
on contracting for IPM services from professional pest 
control businesses.  


Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1. Document the number of PCOs 
receiving presentations and/or training and pesticide use by 
PCOs on municipal property. 


Done/ Ongoing Approximately 30 PCOs from 19 companies attended the 
Program’s PCO workshop. Co-Permittees track their own 
trainings and report results in Annual Reports. 


III.B.1. Identify and work with PCO trade organizations to develop 
industry standards for BMPs to protect water quality, through 
participation in UPC and BASMAA. 


Complete June 2006 Standards are being developed for IPM certification for 
structural pests as part of the PCO IPM Partnership project 
being implemented by the Bio Integral Research Center 
(BIRC). The first IPM Certification Workshop for PCOs was 
held on January 24, 2006.  


IV.  Commercial Businesses 


IV.A.1 Research reports and surveys of commercial business 
pesticide use and other stormwater programs’ and POTWs’ 
efforts to address this issue. Develop recommendations and 
a work plan (including an evaluation component) to provide 
outreach on less toxic pest control to target businesses in 
the South Bay, as appropriate and cost-effective. 


Done/Ongoing  Program staff surveyed Co-permittees, BASMAA 
members, and Monterey County programs for IPM 
materials specific to restaurants.  Very little IPM restaurant 
outreach material was found.  Several programs reported 
using San Francisco’s “Don’t Set a Table for Pests” poster.  
In FY 02-03 County Health Inspectors began distributing 
this poster to restaurants during routine inspections. The 
poster was reprinted in FY 03-04. The number of posters 
distributed by County Health Inspectors is reported in the 
Annual Report each year. 


IV.A.2. Develop and implement education programs that target Ongoing  See Action Item IV.A.1. 
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commercial businesses, per recommendations from Action 
IV.A.1. 


Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1. Document outreach efforts targeting 
businesses, as recommended in the work plan to be 
developed by the Program. Implement the evaluation 
component of the work plan. 


Ongoing The number of posters distributed and the number of 
businesses receiving them is documented and reported in 
the Annual Report each year. 


V.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 


V.A.3 Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, 
and help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal 
(PS #7). 


Ongoing The Program is working closely with the HHW Program to 
publicize proper pesticide disposal. The Program’s “Got 
Paint” advertising campaign focused on the proper disposal 
of paints, pesticides and other hazardous wastes. 


Monitoring Mechanism V.A.2. Document quantities of pesticide 
disposal at household hazardous waste collection facilities 
(only possible on a county-wide basis at present)  


Ongoing Reported in the Annual Report each year 


VI.  County Agricultural Commissioners 


VI.A.1 Keep County Agricultural Commissioners informed of 
Program goals and activities and regional water quality 
issues through periodic meetings. 


Ongoing County Agricultural commissioners were involved in the 
development and review of the pest management 
performance standards.  Contact is ongoing. 


VI.A.2 Involve County Agricultural Commissioners in education and 
outreach efforts targeting PCOs. 


Done Program staff worked with County Agricultural 
Commissioners for planning and conducting the PCO 
workshop.  


Monitoring Mechanism VI.A.2 Document meetings with County 
Agricultural Commissioner and staff involvement in outreach 
efforts 


Done Program staff met with County Agricultural Commissioners 
to plan the PCO workshop.  Workshop information was 
published in their newsletters.  Outreach staff from the Ag. 
Commissioner’s office made a presentation at the PCO 
workshop. 
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VII.  New Development 


VII.A.1. Coordinate with municipal arborists or other relevant 
municipal staff to identify landscaping techniques less 
likely to attract pests, including a list of pest-resistant 
plants, and develop model conditions of approval for pest 
resistant landscaping features and practices. 


Done Program completed model conditions of approval, a 
landscape maintenance fact sheet, guidance on 
landscaping techniques for stormwater treatment, and a 
draft pest-resistant plant list.  The plant list proved not to 
be a useful tool, as plant resistance depends highly on 
local planting conditions. 


VII.A.2. Assist Co-permittees to consider pest-resistant 
landscaping and design features in the design, 
landscaping, and environmental reviews of proposed 
development projects. 


Done Model conditions of approval provided to Co-permittees, 
and a form developed to track projects for which education 
or conditions of approval were required. 


VII.A.3. Assist Co-permittees to train staff responsible for design 
review on pest-resistant landscaping techniques and 
model conditions of approval (see Actions VII.A.1. and 
VII.A.2.) and the importance of minimizing pesticide use in 
runoff from development sites. 


Done The topic was presented at the December 11, 2002 New 
Development workshop. 


VII.A.4.  Develop and propose enhanced reporting format for 
documenting use of pesticide reduction measures at 
development sites. 


Done A section for documenting pesticide reduction measures 
required of project applicants is included in the Program’s 
model data collection form for collecting other development 
project data prior to implementing C.3. (i.e., impervious 
surface area) and the Planning Procedures PS Reporting 
Form. 


VIII.  Monitoring and Science  


VIII.A.1. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring 
Program (RMP). Continue to actively participate in the 
RMP advisory and technical committees to focus RMP 
resources on 303(d) problem pollutants, including OP 
pesticides.  


Ongoing The Program annually contributes its share to the RMP.  
Program staff attends the RMP Technical Review 
Committee meetings and prepare meeting summaries for 
Management Committee. 







Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 


FY 06-07 Work Plan Page 9 of 10 3/01/06 
F:\Sc42\FY06-07WP\FY06-07WP\FY06_07_Sections\Section 5\Table 5-1 0506_status.doc 


 


Action Status Notes 


VIII.A.2. Work with Water Board staff to refine the problem 
statement for the diazinon TMDL and determine data 
needs. 


Ongoing Program staff attends the Urban Pesticide Committee 
meetings, at which the diazinon TMDL has been 
discussed.  Staff is also working on the TMDL with Water 
Board staff as part of the Clean Estuary Program (CEP). 


VIII.A.3. Participate in a coordinated regional plan to collect data for 
the diazinon TMDL. 


Ongoing The Program participates in and annually contributes to the 
CEP, which includes data collection for the diazinon TMDL. 


IX.  Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 


IX.A.1. Support actions by the California Stormwater Quality 
Association (CASQA) Pesticide Work Group to comment on 
and assist with USEPA’s pesticide risk assessments and to 
assist USEPA in development of a scope for a diazinon 
TMDL case study.  


Ongoing;  
Case study TBD 


The Program provides funding to the CASQA’s consultant 
contract, which funded Geoff Brosseau and Kelly Moran’s 
efforts to review risk assessments and provide comments 
on behalf of the CASQA member agencies.  The EPA case 
study has not yet been planned or discussed. 


IX.A.2. Through participation in the UPC and CASQA, work with the 
U.S.EPA, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, 
and the pesticide industry to eliminate uses of pesticides 
likely to enter surface water from those listed on product 
labels.* 


Ongoing Program staff regularly participates in the UPC and 
CASQA, and support efforts to eliminate uses of 
pesticides that cause risk to water quality. 


IX.B.1. Participate in the activities of BASMAA, CASQA, and UPC, 
and communicate Program efforts.  


Ongoing Program staff regularly attends BASMAA, the CASQA and 
its Executive Committee, and the UPC and communicate 
Program efforts. 


IX.B.2. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL 
development and implementation. (See Action VIII.A.3.) 


Ongoing 
 


The Program participates in and annually contributes to 
the CEP, which includes data collection for the diazinon 
TMDL. 


IX.B.3. Continue to participate in the BASMAA Pesticide Work 
Group to evaluate implementation of and continuously 
improve the Pesticide Strategy and report on the results of 
the evaluation. 


Task Eliminated The BASMAA Pesticide Work Group is no longer active, 
as each municipal stormwater program has its own 
pesticide plan in place of the Pesticide Strategy. 
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Action Status Notes 


X.  Review and Revision of Work Plan 


X.A.1. Review and continuously improve the goals, actions, and 
monitoring mechanisms of the work plan considering results 
of self-evaluations, comments from Water Board staff and 
other interested parties, and results of local performance 
review meetings if any. 


Ongoing 
(Annually) 


The Pesticide Plan was revised twice in FY 01-02 based on 
comments from Water Board staff and interested parties 
(specifically RWQCB letters dated 8/15/01 and 12/21/01) 
and submitted to the RWQCB on October 15, 2001 and 
March 1, 2002, respectively.  The Plan will continue to be 
evaluated and improved each year. 
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TOTAL PROGRAM FY 06-07 BUDGET 
Backup Information 


 
OPERATIONAL GROUP 
 
A summary of the tasks to be performed by the Program Manager (EOA), based on the Program 
Manager’s current contract with the SCVURPPP Contract/Fiscal Agent (City of Sunnyvale on behalf of 
the SCVURPPP), is provided in Items (1.), (2.), and (3.) below.  The overall program budget is included 
in Table 1. The resource requirements are based, in part, on the requirements contained in the RWQCB 
Order No. 01-024 adopted February 21, 2001, Order No. 01-119 adopted October 17, 2001 (new and 
redevelopment requirements) and Order No. R2-2005-0035 adopted July 20, 2005 (HMP and Group 2A 
and 2B) and on meeting the SCVURPPP Mission and Goals Statement (see Attachment 1). 
 
A summary of the key budget assumptions is shown below and additional detail that defines the basis for 
the budget are identified in the following sections. 
 


• The Total SCVURPPP FY 06-07 budget is essentially the same as the FY 04-05 and FY 05-
06 total budgets.  


• Hourly labor rates are increased by 4% above FY 05-06 labor rates (budget line items are 
essentially that same as last year), consistent with the Program Manager contract. 


• Annual interest accrued is available to cover additional legal assistance as needed unless 
otherwise modified by the BATG and MC for additional projects. 


• The monitoring budget assumes one sediment assessment will be conducted consistent with 
2002 sediment control plan submission (Provision 9fiii). (Note: the Program conducts 
watershed and sediment assessments in alternating years). 


• Assumes no Co-permittee performance reviews. 
• Includes the same budgeted amount for CEP related work as FY 03-04, FY 04-05 and FY 05-


06. (Goal is to redefine CEP mission and more closely link to stormwater and BASMAA 
needs). 


• Includes resources to assist with implementing the approved Trash Work Plan (assumes 
limited assistance with key trash assessments, tracking and reporting, and resources for 
limited pilot study). 


• Includes resources to assist with finalizing guidance for implementation of HMP tasks, 
holding workshops, continuing development of the regional Bay Area Hydrology Model 
(BAHM) in collaboration with the Alameda and San Mateo County Programs, and 
coordination with Co-permittees and assisting Co-permittees with implementation. 


• Includes resources for permit renewal negotiations as part of regional permit. 
• Assumes all permit fees will be paid by individual Co-permittees. The permit fee has been 


absorbed into the overall SCVURPPP budget, however additional increases beyond the 
estimated fees shown will not be adsorbed. To absorb these fees as was done in past years 
would require further reductions in Program tasks that would significantly impact meeting 
permit requirements and further result in a reduction of contributions to regional collaborative 
programs.  Thus the permit fees are shown for information only as a direct line item for 
planning purposes only, are not included in the SCVURPPP budget used to estimate 
assessments (only shown on assessment sheet for Co-permittee planning purposes) and will 
be paid directly by the individual Co-permittees.  


• All Regional Collaboration projects/fees are shown in the Collaborative Group (projects are 
listed in order of priority, i.e., lowest priority first if budget modifications need to be made).   


• The RMP fee is increased by 1.5%. 
• Includes a budget of $50,000 to reimburse the fiscal/contract agent for services.  
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• The BASMAA fee is increased by 2%.  
 


The Budget Ad Hoc Task Group met on January 25, 2006 to review and discuss Program budget issues. 
The BATG made some minor changes to the draft budget and approved the budget for recommendation to 
the MC for their approval.   
 
1. Program Management/Administration 
 


a. Administrative Assistance 
 


• General administrative assistance 
• Maintain Program 800 number 
• Distribute PIP and other materials 
• Develop partnerships with external organizations 


  
b. Management Committee (MC) and Ad-Hoc Task Group (AHTG) Support 


  
• Monthly MC meetings (up to 12) - develop, distribute, and post agendas; prepare and mail 


meeting materials; facilitate meetings; draft and finalize minutes; and conduct follow-up 
activities 


• AHTG meetings (up to 40) - support groups formed to address specific tasks (meeting 
number and times vary) 


 
c. Program Budget Administration 


  
• Develop, draft, and finalize FY 2007-2008 budget; organize and facilitate quarterly Budget 


AHTG meetings 
• Coordinate with Fiscal Agent, track expenditures, and prepare quarterly status reports 


  
d. Coordinate with Legal Consultant 


  
• Communicate with and assist Program legal counsel as needed (up to 5 meetings and 10 


extended telephone discussions) on General Program issues. 
  


e. Develop and Manage Program PI/P Program 
  


• Conduct long-range planning for Program PI/P activities 
• Manage development of PI/P work plan for FY 2007-2008 
• Provide support, as needed, to Co-permittee’s requests for public education assistance 
• Manage subcontracts 
• Coordinate and work with the WMI Communications Subgroup and various other adhoc and 


work groups to address numerous new people and “pollutants of concern”.1  
  


f. Performance Evaluation 
  


                                                 
1 Over the past several years, the PI/P and WE&O elements have been a key component of the SCVURPPP. As TMDL programs 
move forward to address new “pollutants of concern” outreach will be important and Program staff will need to spend additional 
time working as part of a  regional effort to address these new needs 
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• Limited budget to assist Co-permittee response.  
  


g. Expenses 
  


• Approximately 10 percent of labor costs 
  
2. Permit Management 
  


a. Report Preparation and Submittal 
• Prepare annual report for FY 2005-2006 and submit to Regional Board by September 15, 


2006 (includes preparation of 1 draft for MC review, reproduction/distribution of up to15 
copies) 


• Review results of Program activities and recommend improvements 
• Prepare Program Work Plan (or equivalent) for FY 2007-2008 (includes up to 2 drafts for 


MC review, response to Regional Board comments, reproduction and distribution of up to15 
copies) 


• Provide guidance for Co-permittees’ work plans and SCVURPPP work plans 
• Review all Co-permittee Work Plans and Annual Reports for completeness and consistency. 
 


b. Internal Co-permittee Liaison 
 
• Develop guidance on permit requirements 
• Provide assistance to Co-permittees as needed. 
• Conduct up to four training workshops for co-permittee staff 


 
c. External Organization Liaison 


 
• Represent Program at Regional Board, State Board, BASMAA, Regional Monitoring 


Program, CEP, REF, CASQA, Urban Pesticide Committee, SCBWMI core and relevant 
subgroups, environmental group/public (up to 88 meetings) 


• Obtain and transmit updates from state NOI database, as reasonably available. 
 
d. New NDC Permit Compliance Issues (Non-HMP) 
 


• Meet with Regional Board staff, Program legal counsel, Program ad hoc task group and/or 
environmental groups as needed 


• Prepare responses to comments and supplementary documentation as needed. 
• Conduct the tasks to comply with permit provision C.3. The estimated budgets are based on 


and consistent with the C3 Work Plan. 
• Assist Co-Permitees with implementation of C.3 on projects and with tracking and reporting 


on C.3 projects. 
 
e. Implement Continuous Improvement Items 
 


• Investigate, develop implementation plans, and implement items for Program continuous 
improvement identified in Co-permittee reviews, work plan, and annual report within the 
allocated resources 


• Summarize for Program annual report 
 
f. TMDL Tracking, Review and Reporting 
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• Program staff participation in TMDL tracking, review and reporting to MC. 


 
g. Expenses 


• Approximately 10 percent of cost 
 
 
3. Technical Program Management 
 


a. Prepare RFPs, Technical Project Management 
 
• Develop up to 4 RFPs for technical services 
• Implement Multi-Year Monitoring Plan including selection of subcontractors (budget 


assumes that sediment and receiving water mointoring subcontractors (i.e., Stillwater and 
KLI) will remain the same for FY 06-07). 


• Oversee contractors’ work 
• Coordinate with BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Group/WAMS and hold up to four 


Monitoring Ad Hoc meetings annually (quarterly basis) in association with WAMS. 
 


b. Technical Review of Work Products 
 
• Provide technical review of contractor work products 
• Make recommendations to BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Task Group regarding quality of 


work and any modifications needed for improvement. 
 


c. Develop/Revise Performance Standards 
 
• Assist MC in development of one new performance standard, or substantially improve one or 


more existing performance standards at the same level of effort. 
 
d. Expenses 
 


• Approximately 10 percent of cost 
 
4. Legal Services 
 
Budget assumes that the Program will retain the services of Morrison and Foerster (Robert Falk, Esq.) to 
provide legal advice.  The working assumption is that the majority of the legal budget is earmarked for 
assistance with TMDL, HMP, and permit renewal issues (i.e., work on regional general permit). In 
addition, implementation issues associated with C3 will also arise and, as appropriate, will be addressed 
with the available budget.   
 
5. Fiscal Agent 
 
The budget assumes that the City of Sunnyvale will continue to serve as the Contract/Fiscal Agent. The 
line item represents the amount to be reimbursed to the contract/fiscal agent carrying out this task.  All 
Program staff time required to coordinate with the Fiscal Agent is included under Budget Item 1.c. 
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6. Fees (SEE Collaborative Group)  
 
 
PROJECTS GROUP 
 
7. Monitoring Projects 
 
The purpose of this item is to fund projects that satisfy the monitoring requirements of the Program’s 
NPDES permit (Provisions C8, C9 f, and C10).  The estimate of the resource requirements are based on 
implementation of the Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP) March 1, 2004 (update - originally 
submitted to the RWQCB by the MC on August 5, 2002) and is consistent with Program’s 
implementation of the fourth year of MY-RWMP. In addition, the budget estimate includes resources to 
cover the following tasks/projects:  SCVURPPP data management including updating the SSI, copper & 
nickel baseline actions and reporting and update of the website, participation in the LUS2, TMDL 
technical support/liaison/critic (Hg, PCB, Dioxin, other pesticides), other monitoring consistent with the 
permit will be conducted to the extent that budget allows, one sediment assessment (limiting factors 
assessment) consistent with the MC sediment with the MC September 1, 2002 Work Plan, resources for 
assisting the Co-permittees implementation the Trash Work Plan (limited resources to assist with key 
trash assessments and conduct trash pilot demonstration project) and investigating and reporting on trash 
as a “pollutant of concern” within the urban boundary, resources for updating and developing the 
necessary annual sampling plans, QA plans and reporting the surface water monitoring results (as defined 
within the MY-RWMP), and limited resources to coordinate/participate with the CEP.  No additional 
watershed assessments will be conducted this FY (this year is the sediment assessment FY). The proposed 
budget breakdown for major categories is as follows: 
 


• Implement Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (includes receiving water monitoring including QA 
plans, bioassessment, sediment toxicity, BAMBI, workgroup I)              $335,000 


•  Program Data Management and Reporting                                               $115,000 
• Trash/CAP-NAP/WMI-Landuse/TMDL Tech Review                             $165,000 
• Sediment Assessment & Management Report3  and Regional  


Collaborative Monitoring               $265,000 
 
8. C3 and HMP Implementation (technical Assistance, Guidance and Workshops) 
 
This task covers the budget requirements for SCVURPPP related to assisting Co-permittees implement 
Permit Provision C.3. (New and Redevelopment) and in particular, the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP, C.3.f.). 


a. C.3. Tasks and Budget (Not Including HMP) 


Most of the tasks in the original multi-year C.3. Work Plan have been completed, except for 
ongoing reporting and implementation assistance.  Some tasks identified for FY 05-06 were 
delayed due to unexpected time spent on the Municipal Regional Permit, and may carry over to 


                                                 
2 The estimated LU Budget includes $15,000 to administratively assist the subgroup and $25,000 work with the subgroup to sponsor training 
workshop(s) towards meeting the WMI objectives. 


3 Budget assumes that only a limited phase 2 assessment will be initiated in Upper Penitencia (if necessary), that a Phase I sediment assessment 
will be initiated in Coyote (complete assessment and management report over two FYs) and that work will be initiated on developing a pilot level 
program to determine what type of HMP monitoring is needed and pilot test the approach. 
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the beginning of FY 06-07.  Tasks in FY 06-07 will focus on continuing assistance with 
implementation of the current permit provisions, and guidance on implementation of any changes 
made in the Regional Permit (assuming it will be completed mid-fiscal year.) 


Anticipated needs for implementation assistance in FY 06-07 include: 


• Continued assistance with SCVURPPP agencies’ implementation of BMP O&M verification 
programs and development of a Program-wide database; 


• Regional roundtable meetings with agency staff from SCVURPPP and other stormwater 
programs to share information about implementation strategies and experience (facilitate 
through BASMAA New Development Committee); 


• Guidance on implementing changes to Provision C.3. in the Regional Permit, and updates to 
the C.3. Handbook to reflect those changes; 


• Development of model standards and specifications for certain BMPs; 


• Continued assistance with the C3PO AHTG meetings and action items (meetings covered by 
AHTG budget); 


• Workshop (one) on implementation and design of certain BMPs, such as bioretention, planter 
boxes, green roofs, etc. (replaced by other workshops in FY 05-06; will be covered by 
workshops budget); 


• Continued guidance and assistance with annual reporting of C.3. information (covered by 
annual reporting budget). 


(Note that for the last two bullet items it is assumed that they will be accomplished under the separate 
program management task budgets, assuming the level of effort remains at about the same level as FY 05-
06.) 


b. HMP Tasks 


The focus in FY 06-07 will be continue to be on assistance to the Co-permitttees and the local 
development community with outreach and implementation.  Most of the tasks listed on the “Summary of 
Next Steps” (rev. 8/29/05) are scheduled for completion in FY 05-06; however, some will remain to be 
completed or begun in FY 06-07.  Anticipated tasks for FY 06-07 include the following: 


• Provide guidance on any changes to HMP requirements in the Regional Permit, and update 
the HMP and C.3. Stormwater Handbook to reflect these changes; 


• Collect data on HMP implementation at small sites and plan to re-evaluate the small site size 
threshold after two years of implementation (HMP Next Steps Task 9 – may be superseded 
by changes to the permit); 


• Conduct programmatic monitoring tasks identified in Section 7.8 of the HMP Report 
(tracking projects, documenting BMP design and inspection, self-evaluation); 


• Continue to develop approach for quantifying the flow control benefits of site design 
measures/IMPs and implement through modifications to the BAHM; 


• Conduct one or more workshops on HMP implementation (covered by workshops budget); 
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• Conduct additional implementation studies for example sites in SC Valley (using FY 04-05 
and FY 05-06 funds). 


 


 


The table below contains a summary of the budget breakdown: 


Budget Line Item FY 06-07 Budget Comments 


NDC (C.3.) Implementation 
Assistance, Tracking and Reporting 


$52,000 Covers first four bulleted items under 
(a) above. (see Operational Group 2d) 


HMP Technical Assistance, Guidance, 
Data Collection and Programmatic 
Monitoring 


$130,000 As noted, Workshops to be covered 
under Program workshops budget (see 
Projects Group 8) 


Bay Area Hydrology Model 
enhancements for modeling site design 
measures (1) 


$30,000 This budget estimate is in addition to 
the original development cost (see 
Note 1). (See Projects Group 8). 


TOTAL $212,000  


Notes: (1) The total estimated BAHM development budget was $192,000 (is included in the FY 05-06 budget):  $30K for contribution to BAHM 
modifications, $100K for watershed calibration, and $30K for BAHM support/training in FY 05-06 (which will now be conducted in 
early FY 06-07), plus 20% for administration and project management. 


 
9. Public Information and Watershed Education Budget 
 
Watershed Watch Campaign (Campaign) – In November 2005, the Program selected Carl and Manor 
Advertising as the new consultants for the Watershed Watch Campaign. The WEO AHTG is reviewing 
the ideas and creative concepts presented by the consultant for FY 06-07 Campaign implementation. The 
AHTG recommended that the Campaign should be funded at least at the FY 05-06 level. This level of 
funding will enable the Program to maintain the momentum gained by the past Campaign, to continue 
increasing the public’s awareness of watersheds and stormwater pollution prevention activities/controls 
and to achieve the goals and objectives described in the Watershed Education and Outreach Strategy. 


Other Watershed Education and Outreach (WEO) activities - The other WEO projects include the 
BASMAA Regional Ad Campaign, Watershed Watchers Program at the San Francisco Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge at Alviso (Alviso Education Center) and Schools Outreach using ZunZun.  Also, the 
budget includes support for one creek clean up in FY 06-07. The WEO AHTG will be asked to make a 
recommendation on which clean up should be funded. 


The following is a summary of the budget breakdown: 
 
• Regional Advertising Campaign (RAC via BASMAA) - $40,000 
• Alviso Ed. - $82,000 
• Schools Outreach - $25,000 
• Advertising  to support for Creek Cleanup - $7,500 
• Program staff WE&O & future planning - $50,000 
• Watershed Watch Campaign (via SCVURPPP) - $103,700 
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a. Pesticide User (PU) Outreach 
 


This project continues implementation of the cost-effective elements of past IPM Store 
Partnership and Household Chemical Management Projects.  The project scope includes items in 
Program’s Pesticide Management Plan (2-15-02), based on provision C.9.d. of the permit, for 
outreach to residents, commercial businesses, and pest control operators.  These include 
providing staff support for the Regional OWOW Store Partnership project, purchasing fact 
sheets and other promotional material, store employee training, staffing outreach events and 
media advertising. 


b. Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 
 


This project encompasses several tasks in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan (3-
1-02), provision C.9.c. of the permit.  It involves public education regarding the effects of 
mercury on the environment, products containing mercury and proper disposal of such products.  
The project is in the fifth year of implementing the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Plan, is consistent with the Program’s public education tasks and is consistent with previous 
year’s budget. The Program coordinates with the County Household Hazardous Waste Disposal 
Program for implementing this project. 


c. Program Supplies  
 


Estimated budget for reprints of materials for Program use and other Program supplies.   
 
10. Project Monitoring Special Studies (see collaborative group) 
 
11. NPDES Permit Renewal 
 
This task includes resources for permit negotiation and renewal. The estimated budget assumes no 
additional work is required for the application and that the level of Program support at the work group and 
Steering Committee levels remains about the same.  It assumes a level of effort to cover up to three 
stakeholder meetings and Water Board workshops and two full scale Water Board Public Hearings. It also 
assumes that the level of Co-permittee involvement with the work groups and the steering committee 
remain at approximately the same level of effort.  The estimated level of effort does not include resources 
to address additional administrative action beyond Water Board approvals as noted above. 


 
COLLABORATIVE GROUP 
 


a. Program Monitoring Special Studies:   The Program MOA requires that an amount be set at 
approximately 10 percent of the total budget of the Projects Group (excluding the PI/P tasks).  
SCVURPPP resources are not currently available to met this requirement. Therefore a limited 
budget has been allocated to cover any necessary changes in scope of the projects. 


 
b. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration): Statewide stormwater Organization dues. No increase 


in dues is included. 
 


c. TMDL CEP (Regional Collaboration):  These resources are used to fund the participation 
(i.e., technical participation annual cost) in the Clean Estuary Program (TMDL MOU between 
the RWQCB, BASMAA and BACWA). The CEP has requested $147,000 per year, however, 
because of other higher priority items all Bay area storm water programs reduced their 
contributions by approximately 1/3 and plan to continue participation at this reduced rate for the 
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next FY. The CEP is currently under review and redesign.  The Program’s and BASMAA’s 
intent is to develop a method to split the contribution of CEP resources between the CEP and 
BASMAA to more appropriately and effectively address regional projects of concern to both 
BACWA and BASMAA and to also address projects that are specifically of more concern to 
BASMAA. 


 
d. RMP fee (Regional Collaboration): The RMP is a program initiated by the Regional Board to 


monitor the water quality of San Francisco Bay.  The San Francisco Estuary Institute has a 
contract to conduct sampling in the Bay and administer the program with oversight from the 
Regional Board.  The Program is one of a number of dischargers contributing to the cost of the 
program.  It is expected that the Program will continue to fund the RMP at about the same level 
for each fiscal year for the term of the permit. 


 
e. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration): BASMAA is the local regional stormwater 


association.  The Program has and expected to continue to fund the organization at about the 
same level for each fiscal year for the term of the permit.  The budget remains the same as FY 
05-06 and includes some limited collaborative (in kind) resources for technical and/or legal 
services in anticipation of development of the RGP. BASMAA will be working with the 
BACWA to redesign the mission and objectives of the CEP to more closely respond to public 
agency needs. BASMAA will be looking into developing a coordinated stormwater regional 
effort to address technical and implementation questions (e.g., TMDL implementation). 


 
f. WERF Dues: Covers the Programs costs as member of WERF. 
 
 


Notes: 
 


NPDES Fee: This is the annual fee imposed by the State Water Resources Control Board for 
NPDES municipal storm water permits in the San Francisco Bay area. It is not included in the total 
SCVURPPP budget this year and will be paid directly by th individual Co-permittees. For Co-
permittee budgeting purposes, in FY 02-03 the SWRCB increased the annual fee from $10,000 to 
$54,000, which was absorbed into the overall Program budget.  During FY 03-04, the SWRCB 
increased the fees to $161,000, which again was absorbed into the overall Program budget.  The 
SWRCB individually billed the Co-permittees approximately $162,000 for FY 04-05. In FY05-06 
the SWRCB billed the Co-permittees approximately $162,000 but returned an overcharge $21,800 to 
the Program (one time refund).  No information is currently available from the SWRCB regarding 
FY 06-07 fees.  Co-permittees should assume that annual fees will be on the order of approximately 
$162,000.  The Program budget can not continue to absorb these fees as was done in past years and 
to do so would require further reductions in Program tasks that would significantly impact meeting 
permit requirements and further result in a reduction of contributions to regional collaborative 
programs.  


 
 
Attachment 1 –  SCVURPPP Mission and Goals Statement 
     2 – Overall program Budget Table 1 
     3 -  Revised Co-permittee Assessments 
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Attachment 1: SCVURPPP Mission and Goals Statement 


Mission Statement 


“To assist in the protection of beneficial uses of receiving waters by preventing pollutants generated from activities in urban 
service areas from entering runoff to the maximum extent practicable.” 


The Mission Statement: 


• Targets pollutant reduction measures that are needed to help protect beneficial uses 


• Focuses on urban pollutant sources (as opposed to nonpoint sources generally) 


• Sets a specific benchmark for implementation (as opposed to doing “anything and everything” related to pollutant sources) 


This focused approach is consistent with the Program’s idea of working with other parties or institutions that are better equipped 
to carry out specific pollution control strategies. The Program concentrates its own efforts on identifying pollution sources, and 
implementing pollution prevention measures, that are clearly within the authority and ability of the Co-permittees.  


The Program’s goals and objectives also stress this practical, focused approach.  


GOAL 1: Comply with Permit 


• Effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges (unless exempt or managed according to approved conditions) 


• Reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in stormwater runoff 


• Comply with permit submittal requirements 


GOAL 2: Determine Success 


• Periodically evaluate the attainment of beneficial uses in selected waterways 


• Evaluate changes in public awareness and behavior 


• Evaluate effectiveness of specific control measures at pollution reduction. 


GOAL 3: Adjust Activities to Meet Changes 


• Define what constitutes success (how much is enough?) as it relates to programmatic and technical MEP 


• Utilize what we learn to plan the next steps 


GOAL 4: Achieve Acceptance of  


• Urban Runoff Management Activities 


• Effectively facilitate public input into Program planning process 


• Integrate urban runoff goals at various intra-agency levels 


• Develop and maintain a proactive interrelationship with regulatory authorities 


• Publicize the efforts of the Co-permittees (Program) 


GOAL 5: Integrate Urban Runoff Program Elements into other Programs 


• Promulgate an understanding of the role of the urban runoff program 


• Encourage other agencies to become involved in urban runoff issues 


• Encourage action by the appropriate agencies 


The Co-permittees intend to continue to utilize the Program’s preferred approach of achieving consensus to resolve issues and 
reach decisions, and to rely on the Majority Vote mechanism set forth in Section 2.08 of the Agreement at the Management 
Committee level only when consensus-based resolutions appear or become elusive. 







Santa Clara Valley
Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program


Draft Distributed to BATG and MC on January 20, 2006, approved by BATG on January 25, 2006 and MC ??


Item Staff Hours Total Cost


Operational Group


1. Program Management/Administration (EOA) 3054 $454,168
2. Permit Management (EOA) 3304 $492,496
3. Technical Program Management (EOA) 962 $143,000
4. Legal Service (MOFO) 0 $87,818
5. Fiscal Agent (City of Sunnyvale) ) 0 $50,000
6. RMP Contribution (SFEI) (see Collaborative Budget)   


Sub-total: Operational Group 7320 $1,227,482


Projects Group


7. Monitoring Projects (EOA/Subs) 1479 $880,000
8. C3/HMP Implementation  Assistance (EOA/Subs) 370 $160,000
9. Public Information and Watershed Education budget (EOA/Subs) 555 $383,200
10. Project Monitoring Special Study (10% per MOA - moved 
to Collaborative Group)   
11. NPDES Permit Renewal Negotiation & Hearing Process 
(EOA) 555 $75,000


Sub-total: Project Group 2959 $1,498,200


Collaborative Group


A. Program Monitoring Special Studies $27,000
B. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration) $15,000
C. TMDL CEP Participation (Regional Collaboration) $97,000
D. RMP Fee (Regional Collaboartion) $168,480
E. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration) $85,000
F. WERF Dues $8,000
Subtotal Collaborative Group $400,480


TOTAL PROGRAM BUDGET (NO SWRCB PERMIT FEE) 10278 $3,126,162
(Used for Assessment)


NPDES Permit fee - Estimated (Paid Directly By Co-permittees) $161,456


TOTAL PROGRAM BUDGET (includes est. permit fee) $3,287,618


TABLE 1:  TOTAL PROGRAM FY 06-07 BUDGET
Budget Summary







Santa Clara Valley  
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program


Item Staff Hours Total Cost Budget


Operational Group


1. Program Management/Administration (EOA)
   a. Administrative Assistance 738 $99,840 $99,840
   b. Management Committee and Task Group Support $177,840
      i. Management Committee 554 $74,880
      ii. Task Groups 762 $102,960
   c. Program Budget Administration  $51,480
      i. Develop Budgets 135 $18,200
      ii. Prepare Expenditure Reports1 246 $33,280
   d. Coordinate with Legal Consultant 177 $23,920 $23,920
   e. Develop and Manage PI/P Program (non-watershed watch campaign tasks) 385 $52,000 $52,000
   f. Performance Evaluation 58 $7,800 $7,800
   g. Expenses  $41,288 $41,288


Subtotal 3054 $454,168 $454,168


2. Permit Management (EOA)
   a. Report Preparation and Submittal $106,800
      i. Annual Report 444 $60,000
      ii. Work Plans 346 $46,800
    b. Internal Co-permittee Liaison   
      i. Develop Guidance 138 $18,720 $68,640
      ii. Local Program Reviews (delay until FY 04-05)  $0
      iii. Conduct Training (4 Workshops) 369 $49,920
   c. External Organization Meetings2 1023 $138,320 $138,320
   d. NDC Implementation Assistance, Tracking & Reporting 385 $52,000 $52,000
   e. Implement Continuous Improvement Items 229 $31,000 $31,000
   f. TMDL Program Tracking, Review & Reporting 370 $50,000 $50,000
   g. Expenses  $45,736 $45,736
Subtotal 3304 $492,496 $492,496


TOTAL PROGRAM FY 06-07 BUDGET
Budget Summary







Santa Clara Valley  
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program


Item Staff Hours Total Cost Budget


3. Technical Program Management (EOA)
a. Prepare RFPs, Technical Project Management 385 $52,000 $52,000
b. Technical Review of Work Products 385 $52,000 $52,000
c. Develop/Revise Performance Standards 192 $26,000 $26,000
d. Expenses  $13,000 $13,000


Subtotal 962 $143,000 $143,000


4. Legal Services 0 $87,818 $87,818


5. Fiscal Agent 0 $50,000 $50,000


6. Fees
a. NPDES Permit Fee (SWRCB) (Paid By Co-permittees)   
b. Regional Monitoring Program Contribution (moved to 
collaborative)  


Subtotal 962 $137,818 $137,818


Operational Group Total $1,227,482 $1,227,482


Projects Group


7. Monitoring Projects1 1479 $880,000 $880,000


8. HMP Technical Assistance/Guidance/Workshops 370 $160,000 $160,000


9. PI/P & WEO budget2,3


a. Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign 370 $308,200 $308,200
b. Pesticide User (PU) Outreach  $40,000 $40,000
c. Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 185 $25,000 $25,000
d. BASMAA Regional Collaboration (See Collaborative)  
e. Program Supplies $10,000 $10,000


10. Project Monitoring Special Study (10% per MOA - moved to 
Collaborative Group)   


11. Permit Renewal
a. RGP Negotiations 555 $75,000 $75,000


$0 $0
$0 $0


Projects Group Total 2959 $1,498,200 $1,498,200


2 On February 15, 2001 the MC approved the Budget Adhoc Task Groups recommendation to incorporate certain elements of the PI/P budget into the 
Projects Group budget.
3 Budget based on WE&O Ad Hoc Task Group draft memo dated December 17, 2003 regarding workplan options and budgets.


TOTAL PROGRAM FY 06-07 BUDGET
Budget Summary


1 Scope is based on the Program’s Multi-Year (8-year) Monitoring Plan.







Santa Clara Valley
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program


Item Staff Hours Total Cost Budget


Collaborative Group


A. Program Monitoring Special Studies (1) 0 $27,000 $27,000
B. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration) 0 $15,000 $15,000
C. TMDL CEP Participation (Regional Collaboration) 0 $97,000 $97,000
D. RMP Fee (Regional Collaboartion) 0 $168,480 $168,480
E. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration) 0 $85,000 $85,000
F. WERF Member Dues 0 $8,000 $8,000


Subtotal: Collaborative Group 0 $400,480 $400,480


TOTAL PROGRAM  BUDGET (NO PERMIT FEES) $3,126,162 $3,126,162


Estimated NPDES Fee (Paid Directly by Co-permittees) $161,456 $161,456


$3,287,618
Note: (1) MOA Requires 10% of Operating Group - budget not available


TOTAL PROGRAM FY 06-07 BUDGET
Budget Summary







  FY 06-07 Budget Assessments 
(1/20/05)


PROGRAM ASSESSMENT
PROGRAM BUDGET


TOTAL FY 06-07 ESTIMATED
OPER / PROJ/COLL PERMIT TOTAL


CONTRIBUTION FEE Program & Permit Costs
$3,126,162 $161,456


Program
Co-Permittee Contribution


Campbell 1.88% $58,772 $7,406 $66,178
Cupertino 2.46% $76,904 $11,109 $88,013
Los Altos 1.59% $49,706 $7,406 $57,112
Los Altos Hills 0.43% $13,442 $2,963 $16,405
Los Gatos 1.74% $54,395 $7,406 $61,801
Milpitas 2.75% $85,969 $11,109 $97,078
Monte Sereno 0.14% $4,377 $2,963 $7,340
Mountain View 3.91% $122,233 $11,109 $133,342
Palo Alto 4.06% $126,922 $11,109 $138,031
San Jose 30.01% $938,161 $29,625 $967,786
Santa Clara 6.23% $194,760 $18,516 $213,276
Saratoga 1.59% $49,706 $7,406 $57,112
Sunnyvale 7.25% $226,647 $18,516 $245,163
County of Santa Clara 5.94% $185,694 $14,813 $200,507
SCVWD 30.02% $938,474 $0 $938,474


100.00% $3,126,162 $161,456 $3,287,618


* Permit Fee estimate for budget purposes
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SCVURPPP Program Cost
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TO:  Management Committee 
 
FROM: Program Staff 
 
DATE:  March 1, 2005 
 
SUBJECT: Watershed Characterization and Sampling Design Rationale -  
  Stevens and Permanente Creek Watersheds 
 
Introduction and Background 
 
Environmental monitoring and watershed assessments are key components in the Santa 
Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program). Environmental 
monitoring provides information needed to: (1) assist the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (RWQCB) to characterize receiving water quality in urban watersheds consistent 
with the priorities of the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) 
and the Program; (2) develop an understanding of baseline conditions in water bodies; 
(3) recognize the need for site-specific water quality investigations to address questions 
that might arise while conducting screening-level monitoring efforts; (4) allow for 
determining if control measures are having an intended effect; and, (5) conduct 
watershed assessments aimed at determining the condition of, and potential impacts to 
water bodies and Beneficial Uses (Uses).  
 
On March 1, 2002, the SCVURPPP submitted a Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring 
Plan (Multi-Year Plan) that was prepared in compliance with monitoring requirements of 
the permit.   The Multi-Year Plan identifies Program monitoring activities in Santa Clara 
Basin Watersheds over an eight-year period.  On March 1, 2004, the Program submitted 
the Revised Multi-Year Plan.  The revisions were intended to 1) more fully integrate the 
monitoring activities identified in the Multi-Year Plan with watershed assessments, and 
2) allow for additional follow-up monitoring activities in order to better identify sources of 
pollutants or causes of impairment to Beneficial Uses. Additionally, the Revised Multi-
Year Plan attempts to provide the SCVURPPP a framework for conducting watershed 
characterization, screening-level monitoring, watershed assessment, and investigative 
monitoring and management action implementation. 
 
The Program submits an Annual Monitoring Program Plan (Annual Plan) on March 1 of 
each year that identifies specific monitoring activities planned for the following year.  The 
Annual Plans include information on the type of monitoring parameters and the 
frequency of sampling events for each watershed. To provide additional details on the 
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rationale for the selecting sampling site locations and parameters, the Program is 
supplementing the FY 05-06 Annual Plan with this technical memorandum. This memo 
includes a summary of existing data and information resources; descriptions of the 
relevant watershed attributes, and lists key issues relevant to the development of the 
proposed sampling design for Stevens and Permanente Creek watersheds in FY 05-06. 
 
Information Resources 
 
Several data and information resources from Stevens Creek and Permanente Creeks 
watersheds were compiled and assessed to identify baseline data for a range of 
environmental indicators. Existing watershed monitoring and assessment information 
originated from the following projects: 
 
Monitoring Data 
 
Surface Waters Ambient Monitoring and Assessment Program (SWAMP) (unpublished) 
The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) collected 
screening level/baseline data from bioassessment studies, physical habitat assessment 
studies and ambient surface water quality monitoring in the Stevens and Permanente 
Creek watersheds as part of the SWAMP activities in 2002 and 2003.  Rapid 
bioassessments using benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) assemblages and visual 
assessments of physical habitat were conducted at eight sites in Stevens Creek 
watershed and seven sites in Permanente Creek watershed in April 2002.   
 
Water grab samples were collected from three sites in Stevens Creek and two sites in 
Permanente Creek in April and June 2002 and January 2003.  Water samples were 
analyzed for metals, organics (e.g., pesticides, PCBs), nutrients, anions, and suspended 
sediment concentrations.  Water was also collected for acute and chronic toxicity testing 
for three aquatic species.   Sediment grab samples were collected from the lowest 
elevation site from each watershed in June 2002 and were analyzed for metals.  Field 
measurements of physical water quality were taken at each sampling event.  In addition, 
continuous water quality measurements were collected over 1-2 week span during all 
three sampling event at three sites in Stevens Creek and one site in Permanante Creek.   
Rapid trash assessments were also conducted at selected sampling sites. 
 
The RWQCB is planning to release an interpretative report documenting the monitoring 
results for SWAMP activities in Stevens and Permanente Creeks in early 2005.  
 
Mercury, PCB and Organochlorine Pesticide Monitoring (KLI 2002) 
The SCVURPPP analyzed PCB, mercury, and organochlorine pesticide concentrations 
from sediment samples collected in 2001 at two locations within the Stevens Creek 
watershed as part of the Joint Stormwater Agency Program (JSAP), a San Francisco 
Bay region wide pollutant study.   
 
Stream Maintenance Program (SCVWD 2002) 
The SCVWD conducted sediment removal activities (dredging) within Stevens Creek 
reaches downstream of La Avenida in 2001 and 2002 and in the Permanente Creek 
Diversion Channel in 2002 as part of its Stream Maintenance Program.  The SCVWD 
characterizes the sediment material to be removed to satisfy waste discharge 
requirements established by the RWQCB and local sanitary landfills.  Sediment 
characterization includes analysis for concentrations of metals (includes mercury), 
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organics (includes pesticides, PAHs and PCBs) and sediment grain size.  Results of the 
sediment analysis are documented in the SCVWD’s Annual Sediment Characterization 
Report. 
 
Benthic Macroinvertebrate Study (USGS 2000) 
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) sampled benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) 
community assemblages at seven stream sites along Stevens Creek in the spring and 
fall of 1997. Preliminary results, including selected metric scores and a complete 
taxonomic list, were documented in the 2000 report. 
 
Bay Area Stream Fisheries Project (Leidy 2002) 
Rob Leidy of U.S. EPA conducted stream surveys for 79 streams in the San Francisco 
Bay Area between 1992 and 2002.  Fish community assemblage information was 
collected at five stream locations in Stevens Creek and two stream locations in 
Permanente Creek between 1994 and 1996.  Stream survey results were documented in 
a report published on the San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) website and released 
as an Access database. 
 
Watershed Assessment 
 
Watershed Analysis using Limiting Factors Analysis (LFA) (Stillwater 2004) 
The Stevens Creek LFA was conducted by Stillwater Sciences to fulfill the Program’s 
NPDES permit requirements to conduct watershed analysis of creeks that are potentially 
impaired by sediment from anthropogenic activities.  The objectives of the Stevens 
Creek LFA were to identify and fill information gaps related to physical and biological 
factors controlling population dynamics of steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and to 
identify the impacts of sediment on steelhead relative to other potential limiting factors. 
Based on the available existing information and reconnaissance surveys, focused 
studies were developed to test hypotheses regarding potential limiting factors for 
steelhead in Stevens Creek. The focused studies addressed the following factors: fish 
passage barriers, gravel permeability, pool filling, bed mobility, overwintering habitat, 
and water temperature.  
 
Field data collected for the Stevens Creek LFA included: 1) permeability measurements 
at potential steelhead spawning sites; 2) volume of fine sediment within pools; and 3) 
estimated embeddedness of large substrate at potential juvenile overwintering sites.  
Qualitative geomorphic assessments of bed mobility were also conducted to identify 
potential for redd scour. The study assessed existing aquatic habitat data, fish passage 
impediments, and water temperature data collected in the FAHCE study (see below).  
 
A summary of the findings of the Stevens Creek LFA included: 1) barriers, both partial 
and complete, limited access to a substantial amount of stream habitat; 2) seasonal low 
flows downstream of Fremont Avenue may severely limit steelhead outmigration 
success in some years; 3) gravel permeability is low but not likely limiting smolt 
production; 4) pool filling is low, indicating high sediment transport capacity relative to 
sediment supply; 5) bed mobility (and therefore potential redd scour) is relatively low in 
upper reaches but increases downstream; 6) overwintering habitat is likely the key 
limiting factor for steelhead prior to smolt outmigration; and 7) water temperature is 
elevated but not likely to lethal levels and is not likely limiting fish growth. 
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The above findings indicate that factors associated with fish passage and lack of 
overwintering habitat is likely to have the greatest influence on the steelhead population. 
Although considerable uncertainty remains regarding sediment dynamics in Stevens 
Creek, results of the LFA study indicated that factors related to current anthropogenic 
sediment inputs were not believed to substantially limit steelhead production. The study 
also identified important data gaps that are needed to reduce uncertainty associated with 
development and testing of the key hypotheses.  
 
The Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Collaborative Effort (FAHCE) (SCVWD 2003)   
FAHCE is a multi-agency endeavor convened by the SCVWD and the Department of 
Fish and Game to develop an interim fisheries and aquatic habitat management plan.  
The goals for FAHCE include: 1) identify the contribution of SCVWD facilities and 
operations to existing fishery habitat conditions within the context of the variety of factors 
impacting salmon and steelhead populations; and 2) identify reasonable flow and non-
flow measures that will improve habitat conditions for such fish populations within the 
context of competing water and land use demands.  The FAHCE study area included 
Stevens Creek below the reservoir.  The FAHCE project quantified the following factors: 
1) diversity, abundance, and condition of existing salmon and steelhead resources; 2) 
habitat quantity and quality that may limit these target fish populations; 3) types and 
locations of non-flow measures that could change existing conditions; and 4) alternative 
flow regimes that could change the conditions that limit the target fish populations. 
 
The SCVWD conducted an extensive aquatic habitat survey below the reservoir using a 
modified California Department of Fish and Game Level 4 Salmonid Habitat 
Classification.  The survey identified the location and extent of critical salmonid habitat, 
including spawning gravels and juvenile habitat, and quantified potential impacts to 
these areas (e.g., substrate embeddedness).  The SCVWD also conducted an inventory 
of fish passage impediments for the entire reach below the dam.  Other data collected 
included continuous water temperature measurements at selected stream locations and 
fish population surveys. 
 
The FAHCE Summary Report summarizes specific issues and actions for Stevens 
Creek watershed (SCVWD 2003).  Phase I work objectives included creating a suitable 
spawning and rearing habitat for four miles below Stevens Creek Dam by, 1) releasing 
reservoir flows for fish; 2) improve passage at selected fish barriers; 3) restoring 
spawning and rearing areas; and, 4) stabilizing banks. Also recommended is the 
installation of a “gravity-fed, multi-port outlet” for releases from the cold areas in the 
reservoir and aeration at the outlet to restore oxygen to the water from the hypolimnion.  
Phase 2 and 3 include extending the steelhead habitat further upstream, downstream, 
and eventually into the tributaries as necessary. In addition, the study created a system 
of reservoir rules for which the coldwater management zone is designated and the 
reservoir releases are regulated. 
 
Ongoing Projects 
 
Relevant data sources resulting from the following projects were not available for this 
assessment: 
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Stevens and Permanente Creek Watershed Council Water (SPCWC) Quality Monitoring 
Program 
The SPCWC is sponsoring a pilot volunteer water quality monitoring program in the 
Stevens and Permanente Creek watersheds.  The monitoring activities to date have 
included collecting water quality measurements (temperature, DO, pH, conductivity and 
turbidity) using probes at five locations in Stevens Creek.  General water quality was 
previously measured at three of these locations by the RWQCB in 2002 and 2003.  
Future monitoring activities in Permanente Creek are planned if additional funding 
becomes available.  The SPCWC is also applying for a grant to fund BMI bioassessment 
study at all the stream locations previously sampled by the RWQCB’s 2002-03 study. 
 
SCVWD Stream Stewardship Program 
The SCVWD is currently developing watershed stewardship plans for watersheds in the 
Lower Peninsula, West Valley, and Guadalupe Watershed Areas.  The purpose of the 
plans are to provide the SCVWD with the capability to effectively and efficiently identify 
and implement projects and activities that will allow the District to be proactive in 
meeting the goals described in the Ends Policies for these watersheds areas.  These 
stewardship plans will include two different levels of information:  a planning level 
assessment (i.e., coarse scale) for all watershed units in each Watershed Area, using 
the methods described in this document, and an implementation level assessment (i.e., 
fine scale) for one watershed unit within each Watershed Area, using information from 
supplemental field data collection activities.  The three pilot watersheds selected for fine 
scale assessment include Alamitos, Calabazas and Stevens Creek watersheds.  The 
information on the type, methods and extent of field data collection for the three 
watershed areas was not available for this assessment.  Geomorphic assessments at 
different scales of resolution were conducted at various locations in the Stevens Creek 
watershed.   
 
Beneficial Use Designation  
 
The 1995 Basin Plan (SFRWQCB 1995) designates the following beneficial uses for 
Stevens and Permanente Creek Watersheds: 
 


 Beneficial Uses                            Stevens 
Creek 


Stevens 
Creek 
Reservoir 


Stevens/ 
Permanente 
Creek 


COLD Cold Freshwater Habitat  E E E 
FRSH Freshwater Replenishment E   
GWR Groundwater Recharge  E  
MIGR Fish Migration E E  
MUN Municipal and Domestic Supply  E  
REC-1 Water Contact Recreation E  E 
REC-2 Non-contact Water Recreation E E E 
SPWN Fish Spawning P E E 
WARM Warm Freshwater Habitat E E  
WILD Wildlife Habitat E E E 


 E=Existing   P=Potential 
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Watershed Characterization 
 
Stevens Creek Watershed 
 
Hydrology 
Stevens Creek drains a watershed of approximately 29 mi2 and discharges into South 
San Francisco Bay (Figure 1). Stevens Creek originates at an elevation of 2,500 feet in 
the Santa Cruz Mountains, flowing southeast for just over five miles along the San 
Andreas Fault, then bending northeast and flowing an additional three miles before 
reaching Stevens Creek Reservoir. From the reservoir, Stevens Creek flows northward 
for approximately 12.5 miles through the Santa Clara Valley Basin before emptying into 
the South Bay.  
 
The Stevens Creek Reservoir was constructed in 1935 for the purpose of storing winter 
runoff for the recharge of the Santa Clara Groundwater Basin during the summer months 
(SCBWMI, 2001). Stevens Creek Reservoir is managed by the SCVWD and has a 
current capacity of 3,465 acre-feet of water (SCBWMI 2001).  Typical summer flow into 
the reservoir is 0.4 cfs compared to releases of 4–5 cfs below the dam. Under current 
management, approximately 5.7 miles downstream of the reservoir (to Fremont Avenue) 
are typically wetted to allow for groundwater recharge during the summer.  The typical 
dryback zone is about 3.25 miles (Abel 2001).  
 
One tributary joins Stevens Creek below Stevens Creek Reservoir.  Heney Creek drains 
an area of 0.64 mi2 and enters Stevens Creek 3.7 miles below the reservoir (SCBWMI 
2001). Additionally, a diversion from Permanente Creek (constructed in 1959) diverts 
winter storm flows (up to 1,500 cfs) into Stevens Creek approximately 6.3 miles below 
the reservoir (SCBWMI 2001). In the past, imported water from the Trans-Valley/West 
Pipeline provided water to the aquifer and instream gravel dams were installed 
seasonally and extended the percolation zone downstream to El Camino Road (Abel 
2001).  
 
Geologic and Geomorphic Setting 
The urbanized and relatively flat Santa Clara Valley makes up roughly 40 percent of the 
watershed area above Highway 101, and is underlain by mostly unnamed Quaternary 
alluvial fan and valley fill deposits (younger and older alluvium deposits) (Stillwater 
2004). Towards the hills, strata of the Pliocene and/or Quaternary Santa Clara, 
Livermore, or Packwood Gravels exist (Santa Clara Formation). The Mesozoic 
Franciscan Complex and Lower Tertiary Vaqueros Sandstone, part of the Cretaceous 
sedimentary formation (Great Valley Sequence), make up most of the uplands near the 
headwaters. Other small outcrops of Tertiary volcanic rocks, as well as primarily 
mudstone and shale rocks occur in the watershed (Stillwater 2004).  
 
Geologic mapping in the Stevens Creek watershed has revealed a large landslide, the 
Monte Bello Ridge Landslide Complex, just west of Stevens Creek Reservoir, which 
provides a continuous source of sediment to the reservoir (Stillwater 2004). The 
landslide has overridden a smaller branch of the San Andreas Fault named the Sargent-
Berrocal fault, which consists of several large bedrock masses as much as 100 meters 
thick with a combined area of more than 1.5 km2. Numerous local shallow landslides 
indicate that the slide complex is still active (Sorg and McLaughlin 1980). Although the 
Monte Bello Ridge Landslide Complex is the only landslide within the watershed that has 
been analyzed and documented, this observation of deep-seated with active shallow 
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landsliding indicates that surface sediments and the underlying lithology are composed 
of erodible sediments that are likely to act as a continuous source of sediment to the 
channel of Stevens Creek (Stillwater 2004).  
 
Stillwater (2004) identified four distinct geomorphically significant reaches (Upper, 
Transition, Middle, and Lower) from the reservoir to the Bay based on field 
reconnaissance observations of floodplain geometry and channel function.  The highest 
level of natural floodplain and channel function occur in the Upper Reach, located 
between the dam and continuing two miles downstream, where incision and 
entrenchment was observed to be the lowest of all reaches. Here, the creek flows 
through a relatively wide, well vegetated inset valley that is relatively unconfined by 
urban development and is free to meander. 
 
In the Transition Reach, located between 2.0 and 4.3 mile section below the dam, 
Stillwater (2004) observed “the channel and floodplain function progressively degrade as 
the channel narrows and residential houses encroach.  Here, the channel is straight, 
point and lateral bars shrink or disappear altogether, and an increasing number of 
concrete walls and weirs act as grade control and bank stabilizing structures. Transport 
capacity increases as the number of roughness elements (i.e. bedforms, bar deposits, 
sinuosity) decrease and anthropogenic influences increase.  As a result, a greater 
amount of scour and incision was observed.”   
 
Floodplain entrenchment and observed incision values were greatest in the Middle 
Reach, located from reach mile 4.3 to reach mile 10.0 below the dam, which is primarily 
straight and narrow.  Stillwater (2004) reports “Of the few existing bar deposits, most are 
perched 4–6 feet above the active channel. A number of concrete and steel structures 
exist in the channel and along the banks, and frequent 15–25 foot bluffs continually 
provide fine sediment to the channel via fluvial bank erosion. Floodplain function is 
somewhat restored in the Lower Reach, located from reach mile 10.0 to the Bay, as the 
valley widens or disappears and the creek has more room for lateral movement.”  
 
Land Use and Potential Water Quality Impacts 
Undeveloped forest and rangeland covers over 60% of the Stevens Creek watershed, 
most of which occurs in the upper watershed area above Stevens Creek Reservoir. Over 
35% of the watershed is legally protected by agencies, easements, and land trusts 
(SCBWMI 2001).  There is currently a minimal amount of development occurring in the 
drainage area above Stevens Creek reservoir, which includes low density houses, 
vineyards, horse stables and a rock quarry (Pamela Chu, Santa Clara County Planning 
Department, personal communication, 2004).  The Stevens Creek Rock Quarry is 
located in the Swiss Creek subwatershed, which drains into the reservoir just west of the 
dam.  
 
The watershed area downstream of the reservoir is primarily developed and includes the 
cities of Cupertino, Los Altos, Sunnyvale, and Mountain View.  High-density residential 
neighborhoods cover most of the area below the reservoir, comprising 24% of the total 
watershed area. The residential areas are interspersed with commercial and industrial 
uses, and public institutions, collectively covering 7% of the watershed. The riparian 
corridor within a three mile reach below the dam is minimally development with much of 
the area occurring in County and City parks and two golf courses.  The riparian corridor 
downstream of Blackberry Farm Golf Course, however, is significantly impacted from 
urban development and channel modifications. 
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Aquatic Biological Communities 
The Stevens Creek watershed supports an assemblage of four native species, including 
federally listed steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and its resident form rainbow trout, as 
well as Sacramento sucker (Catostomus occidentalis), threespine stickleback 
(Gasterosteus aculeatus), and California roach (Lavinia symmetrucus).  Steelhead is 
currently restricted to reaches below Stevens Creek Reservoir.  Native Pacific Lamprey 
(Lampetra tridentate), hitch (Lavinia exilicauda), and Sacramento squawfish 
(Ptychocheilus grandis) have been collected in Stevens Creek downstream of the 
reservoir but records of their occurrence are rare (Stillwater 2004).  
 
Historical steelhead run sizes are not known for Stevens Creek, but it is generally 
thought that construction of Stevens Creek Reservoir in the 1935 dramatically reduced 
the potential steelhead population by blocking access to much of the perennially flowing 
reaches of the stream (Stillwater 2004). A review of recent fish survey data indicates that 
juvenile O. mykiss are common to abundant from Stevens Creek Reservoir downstream 
to Fremont Avenue and rare to absent below Fremont Avenue (Stillwater 2004).  
 
Introduced fish, including goldfish (Carassius auratus), red shiner (Cyprinella lutrensis) 
carp (Cyprinus carpio), mosquitofish (Gambusia affinis), channel catfish (Ictalurs 
punctatus), green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus), bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus) and 
largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), are occasionally found downstream of 
Stevens Creek Reservoir, but survey data indicate that the abundance of nonnative fish 
is low and their distribution appears to be restricted (Stillwater 2004). 
 
Permanente Creek Watershed 
 
Hydrology 
Permanente Creek drains a watershed of approximately 17.5 mi2 on the northeast-facing 
slopes of the Santa Cruz Mountains (Figure 1). Permanente Creek originates at an 
elevation of 2,800 feet near Black Mountain along the Montebello Ridge (SCVWD 2004).  
The mainstem flows east for about five miles, then bends to the north at the base of the 
foothills and continues another eight miles through the valley floor before emptying into 
the South Bay.   The major tributaries to Permanente Creek are West Branch 
Permanente Creek and Hale Creek.  The West Branch has a drainage area of about 
three square miles and joins the mainstem at the base of the foothills at an elevation of 
about 300 feet. Hale Creek has a drainage area of approximately four square miles and 
joins the mainstem in the valley an elevation of about 115 feet.   
 
Stream flows are typically perennial in the upper watershed areas and ephemeral in the 
valley floor, with the exception of Hale Creek, which typically has minimal flow during the 
summer season.  The hydrology of the watershed has been significantly altered to 
provide greater flood protection.  The Permanente Creek Diversion, located about 1.5 
mile upstream of Hale Creek confluence, was constructed in 1959 and currently diverts 
stream flows up to 1,500 cfs into Stevens Creek during the winter season (SCBWMI 
2001).  Permanente Creek is also diverted at the mouth from Charleston Slough 
eastward to Mountain View Slough (SCVWD 2004).  The SCVWD does not import water 
to the creek during the summer season (as it does in Stevens Creek) to percolate 
stream flow for groundwater recharge. 
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Geologic and Geomorphic Setting 
The underlying geology in Permanente Creek watershed is very similar to what is found 
in the Stevens Creek watershed.  Approximately 40 percent of the watershed area 
occurs in the flat Santa Clara Valley that is underlain by young, unconsolidated alluvial 
fill washed down from the Santa Cruz Mountains.  The foothill region consists of a 
narrow strip of northwesterly bedded tertiary shale of the Monterey Formation and gently 
and broadly folded claystone, sandstone, and conglomerate of the Santa Clara 
Formation (SCVWD 2004).  The upper watershed areas are underlain by the Franciscan 
Group of formations that include highly deformed, contorted, faulted, sheared and 
weathered sections of shale, sandstone, chert, limestone, and greenstone (SCVWD 
2004).    
 
The older formations in the mountain areas are cut by numerous inactive faults.  The 
San Andreas Fault, located to the west in the Stevens Creek watershed along the Monte 
Bello Ridge, is the closest active fault (SCVWD 2004).  The possibly active Monte Vista 
Fault separates the Franciscan Group and the Monterey Formation in the foothill region 
of Permanente Creek watershed.  This fault may be an extension of the possibly active 
Shannon Fault (SCVWD 2004). 
 
Existing information was not available to classify stream channel morphology and 
geomorphic processes for the entire watershed.  Existing channel conditions were 
described for ten reaches of Permanente and Hale Creek below Foothill Expressway 
(SCVWD 2004).  The stream channel downstream of Highway 101 (Reaches 1-2) was 
characterized as a tidally influenced low flow channel that meandered through a wider 
flood plain channel.  The channel bottom consisted of mud and silt substrate with banks 
covered in marsh vegetation (lower end) and grasses and small bushes (upper end).  A 
short section of concrete trapezoidal channel occurred just downstream of Highway 101. 
 
The section of creek between Highway 101 and the Hale Creek confluence (Reaches 3 
– 5) was described as a combination of rectangular, trapezoidal and U-Frame 
constructed concrete channel.  The entire section contained five drop structures and two 
sections of underground culvert.  The channel between Hale Creek confluence and the 
Permanente Creek Diversion was described as a natural trapezoidal-shaped channel 
that contained modified sections of sacked concrete, shotcrete, or stacked concrete 
walls.  The channel bottom consisted of mostly silt, sand, gravel with minimal cobble 
substrate.  The bank vegetation varied from bare ground to mature trees with limited 
undergrowth in a very narrow riparian corridor with significant urban encroachment.  The 
entire creek below the diversion channel was a low gradient channel (< 1% slope).  
 
The section of creek between the diversion and Foothill Expressway (Reach 8) was 
primarily a natural channel, with the exception of a short section of corrugated metal pipe 
and another short section of trapezoidal concrete channel.  This reach also contained 
two drop structures associated with the concrete sections.  The natural section between 
Portland Avenue and Foothill Expressway consisted of both straightened and 
meandering channel alignments.  The bank vegetation consisted of mature trees with 
limited to dense understory.  The substrate consisted of primarily sand and gravel with 
patches of concrete fragments. The gradient slightly increased above the diversion (1 % 
slope).  
 
The Permanente Diversion channel is about a 1.5 mile section of trapezoidal concrete.  
The lower section of Hale Creek (below Rosita Avenue) consists of U-Frame or 
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trapezoidal concrete channel.  The remaining section up to Foothill Expressway is 
primarily a natural trapezoidal-shaped channel with well vegetated banks and sand and 
gravel substrate. 
 
Land Use and Potential Water Quality Impacts 
Undeveloped forest and rangeland covers just over 35% of the Permanente Creek 
watershed, most of which occurs in the drainage area above the West Branch 
Permanente Creek confluence. About 19% of the watershed is legally protected by 
agencies, easements, and land trusts (SCBWMI 2001), most of which occurs in the 
Rancho San Antonio Open Space Preserve.  The Hanson Cement Plant and Limestone 
Quarry is located in the upper reaches of Permanente Creek, which accounts for almost 
5% of the total watershed area.  A study conducted by the USGS determined that the 
quarry and cement plant was a significant sediment source to the creek (USGS 1989).   
 
The watershed area downstream of the West Branch confluence is primarily developed 
and includes the cities of Los Altos and Mountain View.  High-density residential 
neighborhoods cover most of this area, comprising 43% of the total watershed area. The 
residential areas are interspersed with commercial and industrial uses, and public 
institutions, collectively covering 8% of the watershed.  The riparian corridor downstream 
of Interstate 280 is significantly impacted from urban development and channel 
modifications.   
 
Aquatic Biological Communities 
Existing studies show Permanente Creek watershed supports an assemblage of four 
native species, including rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss), Sacramento sucker 
(Catostomus occidentalis), threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus), and 
California roach (Lavinia symmetrucus) (Leidy 2002, SCBWMI 2001).  Rainbow trout are 
reported to be distributed in the mainstem above Interstate 280 and in the West Branch 
Permanente Creek.  California red-legged frogs (Rana aurora draytonii) have also been 
documented in the West Branch drainage area. 
 
Sampling Design Rationale 
 
Several key issues relevant to the development of a sampling design for the Program’s 
FY 05-06 Monitoring Plan were identified based on the information described above.  
These include: 
 


• The monitoring data collected by the RWQCB in 2002 and 2003 as part of the 
SWAMP provided extensive spatial coverage of sampling locations across an 
urban gradient for both Stevens and Permanente Creek watersheds.  The type of 
data collected is very similar to data collected by the Program, which will provide 
a useful baseline data set to potentially study status and trends over a 3-4 year 
time period.   


 
• Benthic macroinvertebrate samples collected in Stevens Creek by the USGS in 


1997 provide an additional data set to study long-term trends in BMI community 
assessmblages at many of the same locations that were sampled by the 
RWQCB. 


 
• Existing data show the upper 4.5 miles of Stevens Creek below the dam contain 


critical steelhead habitat.  Sampling stations should be established to investigate 
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potential water quality impacts in this reach from upstream and adjacent land 
uses (e.g., two golf courses below the dam), as well as water operations for the 
Stevens Creek Dam.  Existing information indicates the creek below the dam 
contains elevated turbidity concentrations, which appear to diminish in a 
downstream direction.  


 
• Existing and planned geomorphic assessment information in Stevens Creek will 


be useful for interpreting results from benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessments 
and physical habitat assessments (i.e., assess if biological response is mostly 
related to habitat condition or water quality). 


 
• Upper Permanente Creek and West Branch are similar in size, geology and land 


cover, but have significantly different land use impacts.  The upper mainstem 
contains a large cement plant and quarry operation, and the West Branch is 
protected open space.  Paired watershed monitoring design would provide useful 
information to study impacts of these different land uses.   


 
• There was very limited fish information in Permanente Creek available to 


determine condition of native fish community.  The upper watershed is reported 
to support rainbow trout and other native fishes.  Excessive sediment production 
from quarry activities can have significant impacts to rainbow trout population.   


 
• The upper watershed areas for Stevens Creek (above dam) and Permanente 


Creek (West Branch) are minimally disturbed and may provide suitable reference 
conditions for BMIs.   


 
• Public access to creeks is primarily in Rancho San Antonio County Park and 


Open Space Preserve in upper Permanente Creek and in the County and City 
Parks and Open Space Preserves in Stevens Creek, most of which occurs above 
the dam and within a three mile reach below the dam.   
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MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
Watershed Monitoring & 
Assessment Summary and 
Watershed Characterization  


 


 


 


 Urban Runoff 
Santa Clara Valley 


Pollution Prevention Program 


 
 
 


 
Purpose:  To analyze data collected during implementation of the Program’s FY 04-05 Annual Monitoring Program 
Plan, summarize results and recommend next steps regarding data collection and watershed management; and to 
characterize watersheds (using available data) that are scheduled to be monitored in FY 06-07, according to the 
Program’s Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 
 
Background:  Since FY 02-03, the Program has developed and implemented Annual Monitoring Program Plans 
(Annual Plans) in fulfillment of Provision C.7 of its NPDES Permit.  The Annual Plans identify monitoring activities 
that are implemented each year as part of the Program’s Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised 
Multi-Year Plan).  Annual Plans have previously been implemented in the Lower Penitencia and Coyote Creek 
watersheds (FY 02-03); San Tomas and Adobe Creek watersheds (FY 03-04 & FY 04-05); and Matadero/Barron Creeks, 
Calabazas Creek, and Sunnyvale Channel watersheds (FY 04-05). 
 
In accordance with Provision C.10 (b), the Program annually develops a Watershed Monitoring and Assessment 
Summary Report (Summary Assessment Report) that summarizes the results and analyses of baseline data collected 
during the implementation of the Program’s Annual Plans. These data are generated through ambient surface water 
quality monitoring; physical habitat assessment studies and bioassessment studies.  The Summary Assessment Reports 
provide information on possible beneficial use impacts to the extent possible (based on the study design and available 
data) and suggests next steps for monitoring/assessments and developing strategies to control potential impacts.  In 
September 2004, the Program developed a Summary Assessment Report for monitoring activities that occurred in the 
San Tomas and Adobe Creek watersheds in FY 03-04. 
 
In FY 05-06, the Program will summarize and analyze data collected in the San Tomas Creek, Adobe Creek, 
Matadero/Barron Creeks, Calabazas Creek, and Sunnyvale Channel watersheds.  In addition, the Program will conduct a 
brief characterization of Lower Penitencia and Coyote Creek watersheds, which have been identified in the Multi-Year 
Plan as watersheds the Program will monitor in FY 06-07.  Watershed characterization will consist of compilation of 
existing data sources in an effort to understand the physical and biological attributes of these watersheds.  The 
characteristics may include the geologic and geomorphic setting, vegetation, land uses and associated water quality 
issues, status of biological communities and relevant beneficial uses that occur in each watershed.  These data sources 
will be used to identify appropriate monitoring parameters and locations for implementation of the Program’s FY 06-07 
Annual Plan. 
 
Scope Summary:  


1. Analyze data collected in San Tomas Creek, Adobe Creek, Matadero/Barron Creeks, Calabazas Creek, and 
Sunnyvale Channel watersheds as part of the FY 04-05 Annual Monitoring Program Plan and summarize 
results. 


2. Compile existing information to characterize the general physical and biological attributes of Lower Penitenica 
and Coyote Creek watersheds.   


Products:  Technical Memorandum (Watershed Characterization); Technical Report (Watershed Monitoring and 
Assessment Summary) 


Schedule: July 2005 – June 2006 


Program Staff: Chris Sommers, Paul Randall, Lucy Buchan 


FY 05-06 Work Plan       3/01/05 
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PROJECT SUMMARY 
Watershed Assessment  


 
 
 


 


 


 Urban Runoff 
Santa Clara Valley 


Pollution Prevention Program 


 
 
 


 
Purpose:  To assess existing data sources for San Tomas and Adobe Creek watersheds, identify data gaps and potential 
follow-up studies and recommend management actions, where feasible. 
 
Background:  Consistent with the March 1, 2004 Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised 
Multi-Year Plan), the Program conducted ambient surface water quality monitoring, physical habitat assessment studies, 
and bioassessment studies in the San Tomas and Adobe Creek watersheds for two consecutive years (FY 03-04 and FY 
04-05).  The results and analyses of these data collection activities were summarized in the Program’s Watershed 
Monitoring and Assessment Summary Report (Summary Assessment Report).  The Summary Assessment Report 
identifies potential beneficial use impacts to the extent possible (based on the study design and available data) and 
suggests subsequent steps for monitoring, assessments, and  strategies to control potential impacts. 
 
The Program identified a framework to more fully integrate the Program’s monitoring activities with watershed 
assessments in the Revised Multi-Year Plan.  The framework includes conducting screening-level monitoring over a 
period of two years, followed by an assessment of existing data sources in a watershed-scale context.  Results of these 
assessments will be documented in Watershed Assessment Reports, and include descriptions of assessment methods, 
identification of data gaps and potential follow-up studies, and recommended management actions, where feasible.   
 
The assessment will be conducted in selected watershed areas of the San Tomas and/or Adobe Creek watershed.  The 
area assessed will depend on the extent of the watershed area that supports specific beneficial uses and the type of 
indicator data that are available.  For example, assessment of cold freshwater habitat indicators in the San Tomas 
watershed would be restricted to the Saratoga Creek subwatershed since it is the only waterbody in this watershed that 
supports a cold water fish community (i.e., resident rainbow trout).  Assessment of recreational use indicators in either 
watershed would occur in areas of creeks that have the highest potential for human access and exposure. 
 
 
Scope Summary:  


1. Evaluate existing data sources collected in San Tomas and Adobe Creek with respect to environmental 
indicators of watershed health and support of beneficial uses. 


2. Identify data gaps or investigative studies needed to determine potential impacts to beneficial uses. 


3. Conduct field reconnaissance and/or collect additional data, where feasible, to address data gaps. 


4. Identify recommended management actions designed to reduce/eliminate impacts on beneficial uses. 


 


Products:  Technical Report  


Schedule: July 2005 – June 2006 


Program Staff: Chris Sommers, Paul Randall, Lucy Buchan 


FY 05-06 Work Plan       3/01/05 
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PROJECT SUMMARY 
Bay Area Macroinvertebrate 
Bioassessment Information 
Network (BAMBI) 


 


 


 


 Urban Runoff 
Santa Clara Valley 


Pollution Prevention Program 


 
 
 


 
Purpose:  Provide coordination assistance and staff support to the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment 
Information Network (BAMBI) 


Background:  In February 2002, Program staff participated in a workshop for information sharing and discussion of 
recent and ongoing rapid bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) studies in the Bay Area. The network of 
individuals participating in the workshop was named the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information 
Network (BAMBI).  BAMBI’s purpose is to coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the Bay Area.  
In particular, BAMBI is interested in storm water programs that include rapid bioassessments in their watershed 
monitoring and assessment programs.  
 
Building on the success of the BAMBI workshop in 2002, BASMAA participants (including SCVURPPP) coordinated 
and participated in the second annual BAMBI workshop on January 29, 2003.  In preparation for the workshop, Program 
staff supported (through in-kind services) the development of issue papers intended to stimulate discussion on issues 
related to the following five topic areas: (1) the standardization of rapid bioassessment protocols in the Bay Area; (2) the 
establishment of reference conditions for Bay Area creeks; (3) quality assurance and control in field sampling and 
laboratory analyses; (4) data management and sharing; and (5) physical habitat assessments and protocols.    
 
The third annual BAMBI workshop occurred on January 29, 2004.  Technical information on existing and planned 
bioassessment studies conducted in the San Francisco Bay Area was presented.  Workshop participants also reviewed 
and discussed potential BABMI goals and objectives as an initial step in the development of a work plan that identifies 
future BAMBI activities.   
 
In FY 05-06, the Program will plan to support and actively participate in the development of an Index of Biotic Integrity 
(IBI) for Bay Area Creeks, with the goal of developing a regional bioassessment tool necessary to provide context to data 
collected in Santa Clara Basin creeks.  In addition, Program staff will help coordinate and facilitate BAMBI workshop(s) 
and meeting(s). 


Scope Summary:  


1. Assist in the planning and coordination of the fifth annual BAMBI workshop. 


2. Assist in the development of BAMBI IBI work plan and provide in-kind services to implement specific tasks 
identified in the work plan. 


3. Coordinate with other agencies and stormwater programs in further development and implementation of 
bioassessment tools and sharing of bioassessment data. 


Products:   


o BAMBI meeting summary(s) 


o Draft IBI for San Francisco Bay Area Creeks 


Schedule: July 2005 – June 2006 


Program Staff: Chris Sommers, Paul Randall, Lucy Buchan 


FY 05-06 Work Plan          3/01/05 
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MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
Dioxins, Mercury, PCBs, and Legacy 
Pesticides 
 
 


  


 
 
 


                                                     


 Urban Runoff 
Santa Clara Valley 


Pollution Prevention Program 
 
 
 


 
 
Purpose: Assist Co-permittees in addressing these pollutants of concern. 
 
Background: The 1998 and 2002 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) lists designate all segments of San Francisco Bay as 
impaired by certain dioxin-like compounds, mercury, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and certain chlorinated 
pesticides referred to as legacy pesticides (DDTs, dieldrin and chlordanes).  The listings were in response to an interim 
advisory on the consumption of fish from the Bay issued by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA).  OEHHA issued the advisory after these pollutants were found in Bay fish tissue at levels 
thought to potentially pose a health risk to people consuming fish caught in the Bay.  It should be noted that The 
Regional Board opposed the 1998 listing of dioxins in the Bay, but was overruled by the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA). 
 
Scope Summary: During FY 05-06, the Program will continue to work with other Bay area dischargers and Regional 
Board staff through BASMAA, the CEP and the RMP to implement regional projects related to dioxins, mercury, PCBs, 
and chlorinated pesticides.1 This may include providing funding to these organizations, participating in selected 
stakeholder meetings, committees and work groups, and, as appropriate, reviewing and commenting on relevant 
documents prepared by the CEP, RMP and Regional Board staff.  Program staff will continue to represent BASMAA on 
the RMP Technical Review Committee, the RMP Sources, Pathways and Loadings Work Group, the CEP mercury work 
group and the CEP PCBs work group.  Program staff will also continue to track regional, state and federal efforts 
relevant to reducing dioxins emissions to the environment.  Co-permittees will be encouraged to track and participate in 
these programs and to evaluate 1) performing public outreach activities and 2) developing related policies and 
ordinances.  Relevant regional, state and federal efforts include the Bay Area Dioxins Project managed by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments and multi-faceted efforts by USEPA to assess dioxin risks and monitor and 
control dioxins. 
 
Products: The above actions will be documented in the Program’s Annual Report. 
 
Schedule: July 2005 – June 2006. 
 
Program Staff: Chris Sommers, Jon Konnan and Adam Olivieri 


 
1The Program is separately implementing a mercury pollution prevention program.  See Section 6 of the Program’s Work Plan and 
past Annual Reports for additional information. 
 


FY 05-06 Work Plan  3/01/05 
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Implement Trash Work Plan 
 
 


 


 


  Urban Runoff 
Santa Clara Valley 


Pollution Prevention Program 


 
 
 


 
Purpose:  Implement Trash Work Plan  


Background:  The Trash Work Plan was prepared to fulfill a Program FY 01-02 Continuous Improvement item and 
actions within the Program’s Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan.  The Work Plan was developed in response 
to the November 14, 2001 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 303(d) Staff Report that 
proposed all urban creeks, lakes and shorelines be placed on a preliminary or  “monitoring” list due to the threat of trash 
impairment to water quality.  The State Water Resources Control Board adopted this recommendation in the final version 
of the 2002 Clean Water Act 303 (d) list. 


The RWQCB Staff Report states that between now and the next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to 
assess trash impairments in their jurisdictions, as documented by stormwater agencies in annual reports to the Regional 
Board.  The report recommends that the approach mirror the standard TMDL approach of defining the problem, 
identifying the sources through monitoring or existing information and developing a program of action to address the 
principle sources.  Regional Board staff has indicated that it will review this specific information in the next listing cycle; 
determine whether specific water bodies warrant a 303(d) listing for trash and note the existence of relatively clean urban 
streams. 
In a proactive response to the 303(d) Staff Report, the Program developed a Work Plan to identify a strategy for 
addressing trash problem areas that occur in or near urban streams and waterways.  The Work Plan includes the 
following objectives: 1) Document existing trash management practices implemented by municipalities and agencies 
within the Program’s jurisdiction; 2) Assist municipalities to identify high priority trash problem areas and sources of 
trash; 3) Implement trash assessments at identified trash problem areas; 4) Provide guidance on the implementation of 
potential control measures and evaluation criteria needed to address problem areas; and 5) Develop a standardized 
reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash management and monitoring activities. 
The Work Plan tasks for FY 05-06 will focus on continued implementation and evaluation of trash evaluations and 
management practices.   
 
Scope Summary 


• Co-permittees will continue to conduct trash evaluations in a subset of identified trash problem areas and submit 
trash evaluation information in standardized format to Program staff; 


• Assist Co-permittees in evaluating information collected during trash evaluations;  


• Continue identifying and begin implementation or refinement of trash control measures, as appropriate to 
address trash problem areas within high priority areas; 


• Assist Co-permittees in developing a long-term strategy for trash conditions in urban streams and waterways; 
and 


• Revise trash problems areas list on an as needed basis. 


 


Products:  Technical memorandum summarizing trash evaluation results; technical memorandum providing 
recommended approach for developing  a long-term strategy for trash conditions in urban streams and waterways. 


Schedule:  July 2005 – June 2006 


Program Staff:  John Fusco and Paul Randall 


FY 05-06 Work Plan 3/01/05 
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Purpose: Provide update to the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative’s (SCBWMI) Stream Studies 
Inventory (SSI) database.  
 
Background: The Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup (WAMS) of Santa Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative (SCBWMI), has a mission to provide the SCBWMI with a solid scientific foundation for 
watershed planning. One of WAMS’s tasks is to coordinate the SCBWMI’s data collection and data management efforts 
with stream monitoring studies within the Basin.  The Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) is a result of this task and was 
initially prepared by the Program in November 1998.  The purpose of the SSI is to promote inter-agency awareness of 
environmental investigations within riparian corridors and to facilitate coordination of related data collection and 
management.  It also describes stream-related multi-stakeholder studies and projects that were in-progress in the Santa 
Clara Basin.  The SSI was updated, revised and reissued in February 2000 (version 2.0), July 2001 (version 3.0), August 
2002 (version 4.0) and November 2003 (version 5.0). The Program funded the initial development of the SSI and each of 
the annual updates. 
 
Scope Summary 


o The Program will update, revise and reissue a Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) in coordination with the 
SCBWMI. 


Products:  Updated Stream Studies Inventory  


Schedule:  July 2005 – June 2006 


Program Staff:  Paul Randall and Chris Sommers 


FY 05-06 Work Plan 3/01/05 
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Table 4-1. FY 05-06 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.      
Quarter in FY 05-06 Watershed 


Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 
Agency 


Calabazas  Chemical 
Creek 


Contaminants-Water 3 I (1)  I (1)  


• Baseline: Dissolved and total metals and organophosphate pesticides were measured in 
FY 04-05 by SCVURPPP at two sites during dry and wet seasons. 


• FY 05-06: Further investigation of dissolved and total metals and organophosphate 
pesticides concentrations will be measured synoptically with toxicity testing at one site 
during dry and wet seasons. 


• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water, synoptically with toxicity 
testing and physical and biological parameters, to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water 
Quality4 S (2)  S (2) S(4) 


• Baseline: General water quality sampling was conducted in FY 04-05 by SCVURPPP 
at three sites during dry and wet seasons and four sites during spring season. 


• FY 05-06:  Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 
synoptically with water chemistry (two sites) and bioassessment (four sites). 


• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with chemical, physical 
and biological parameters to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Conventional Water 
Chemistry5 S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: Conventional water quality parameters were collected in FY 04-05 by 
SCVURPPP during dry and wet seasons at three locations to investigate potential 
sources of nutrients. 


• FY 05-06: Screening level measurements of conventional water chemistry parameters 
will be collected at two sites during dry and wet seasons. 


• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 
chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 Biological       
 


Toxicity-Water 
Quality6 I (1)  I (1)  


• Baseline: Water toxicity testing was conducted in FY 04-05 by SCVURPPP at two 
sites during the dry and wet season, synoptically with water chemistry samples. 


• FY 05-06: Water toxicity testing will be conducted at one site during wet and dry 
season, synoptically with water chemistry samples.  


• Future:  Water toxicity will be conducted synoptically with water chemistry for three 
species during wet and dry seasons to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms 7 S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: Bacterial indicators samples were collected in FY 04-05 by SCVURPPP at 
two sites during the dry and wet season. 


• FY 05-06: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicators at one site during two seasonal 
time periods. 


• Future: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicator organisms synoptically with other 
chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 


Quarter in FY 05-06 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 


Agency 
 


Bioassessment – 
Macroinvertebrates8     S (4)


• Baseline: Benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessments were conducted in FY 04-05 by 
SCVURPPP at four sites during spring season.   


• FY 05-06: Benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment will be conducted at four sites. 
• Future: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment synoptically with chemical 


and physical data to determine status and trends.     


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment – Fish9     


• Baseline: Existing SCVWD fish survey indicates majority of creek does not support 
native fish fauna due to lack of flow during summer season. 


• FY 05-06: No fish bioassessment is currently planned.  
• Future: No fish bioassessment is planned. 


SCVURPPP 


 Physical 
 


Physical Habitat10     S (4)


• Baseline: Visual physical habitat assessment was conducted in FY 04-05 by 
SCVURPPP at four sites.   


• FY 05-06: Visual physical habitat assessment will be conducted, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, at four sites. 


• Future: Conduct visual physical habitat assessment to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Sediment 
Characterization11     S (4)


• Baseline: Substrate composition and embeddedness was visually estimated in FY 04-
05 by SCVURPPP at four sites.   


• FY 05-06: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 
concurrent with habitat assessment, at four sites. 


• Future: Conduct visual estimates of substrate composition and embeddedness to 
determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     


• Baseline: Geomorphic assessment conducted in 2004 as part of SCVWD Stream 
Stewardship Project; type and extent of assessment is unknown. 


• FY 05-06: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.   


SCVURPPP/
SCVWD 


 
Riparian Vegetation     


• Baseline: No existing data sources identified.   
• FY 05-06: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     


SCVURPPP 
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Contact SCVWD and County to determine future plans to conduct riparian mapping etc.







Attachment 4-1 


Quarter in FY 05-06 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 


Agency 
Sunnyvale Chemical       
East/West 
Channel 


Contaminants – Water 
Quality I (2)  I (2)  


• Baseline: Dissolved and total metals and organophosphate pesticides was measured in 
FY 04-05 by SCVURPPP during the dry and wet season at two sites on the East 
Channel and one site on the West Channel. 


• FY 05-06: Further investigation of dissolved and total metals and organophosphate 
pesticides concentrations will be measured at one site in East Channel and one site in 
West Channel during the dry and wet season.   


• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water Quality S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: General water quality sampling was conducted at three sites in FY 04-05 by 
SCVURPPP during the dry and wet season. 


• FY 05-06: Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 
synoptically with water chemistry at one site in East Channel and one site in West 
Channel during the dry and wet season 


• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with chemical, physical 
and biological parameters to determine status and trends.  


SCVURPPP 


 


Conventional Water 
Chemistry S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: Conventional water quality parameters were collected in FY 04-05 by 
SCVURPPP during the dry and wet season at three locations to investigate potential 
sources of nutrients. 


• FY 05-06: Screening level measurements of conventional water chemistry parameters 
will be collected at two sites during two seasonal time periods. 


• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 
chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 Biological       
 


Toxicity - Water 
Quality     


• Baseline: No existing data was available. 
• FY 05-06: Water toxicity testing is not planned.  
• Future:  Water toxicity testing is currently not planned. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms     


• Baseline: No existing data was available. 
• FY 05-06: Sampling is not planned due to limited potential for contact recreation. 
• Future: Future monitoring of bacterial indicator organisms is currently not planned. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates     


• Baseline: No existing data was available. 
• FY 05-06: Sampling is not planned. 
• Future: Future monitoring of benthic macroinvertebrates is currently not planned. 


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 


Quarter in FY 05-06 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 


Agency 
 


Bioassessment - Fish     
• Baseline: No existing data was available. 
• FY 05-06: Sampling is not planned.  
• Future: Future monitoring of fish is currently not planned. 


SCVURPPP 


 Physical       
 


Physical Habitat     
• Baseline: No existing data was available. 
• FY 05-06: Sampling is not planned. 
• Future: Future monitoring of physical habitat is currently not planned. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Sediment 
Characterization     


• Baseline: No existing data was available. 
• FY 05-06: Sampling is not planned. 
• Future: Future monitoring of sediment condition is currently not planned. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     


• Baseline: No existing data sources identified. 
• FY 05-06: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.   


SCVURPPP 


 
Riparian Vegetation     


• Baseline: No existing data sources identified. 
• FY 05-06: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.  
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.   


SCVURPPP 


Matadero Chemical       
Creek 


Contaminants – Water 
Quality I (1)  I (1)  


• Baseline: Dissolved and total metals and organophosphate pesticides were measured in 
FY 04-05 by SCVURPPP at two sites during dry and wet seasons. 


• FY 05-06: Investigation of dissolved and total metals and organophosphate pesticides 
concentrations will be measured synoptically with toxicity testing at one site during 
dry and wet seasons. 


• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water, synoptically with toxicity 
testing and physical and biological parameters, to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water Quality S (2)  S (2) S (2) 


• Baseline: General water quality sampling was conducted in FY 04-05 by SCVURPPP 
at three sites during dry and wet seasons and two sites during spring season. 


• FY 05-06: Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 
synoptically with water chemistry (2 sites) and bioassessment sampling (2 sites). 


• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with chemical, physical 
and biological parameters to determine status and trends.  


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 


Quarter in FY 05-06 Watershed 
Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd  4th  Rationale Lead 


Agency 
 


Conventional Water 
Chemistry S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: Conventional water quality parameters were collected in FY 04-05 by 
SCVURPPP during dry and wet seasons at three locations to investigate potential 
sources of nutrients. 


• FY 05-06: Screening level measurements of conventional water chemistry parameters 
will be collected at two sites during dry and wet seasons. 


• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 
chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 Biological       
 


Toxicity - Water 
Quality I (1)  I (1)  


• Baseline: Water toxicity testing was conducted in FY 04-05 by SCVURPPP at two 
sites during the dry and wet season, synoptically with water chemistry samples. 


• FY 05-06: Toxicity of water will be conducted at one site during wet and dry season, 
synoptically with water chemistry samples.  


• Future:  Water toxicity will be conducted synoptically with water chemistry for three 
species during wet and dry seasons to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: Bacterial indicators samples were collected in FY 04-05 by SCVURPPP at 
two sites during the dry and wet season. 


• FY 05-06: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicators at two sites during two seasonal 
time periods. 


• Future: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicator organisms synoptically with other 
chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates     S (2)


• Baseline: Benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessments were conducted in FY 04-05 by 
SCVURPPP at two sites during spring season.   


• FY 05-06: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at two sites. 
• Future: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment synoptically with chemical 


and physical data to determine status and trends.   


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment - Fish     


• Baseline: Fish bioassessments were conducted in FY 04-05 by SCVURPPP at two 
sites in October 2004.   


• FY 05-06: No sampling is planned.  
• Future: Conduct fish bioassessment synoptically with chemical and physical data to 


determine status and trends.     


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 


 
Watershed 


Area Data Type2 Quarter in FY 05-06 Rationale Lead 
Agency 


 Physical       
 


Physical Habitat     S (2)


• Baseline: Visual physical habitat assessment was conducted in FY 04-05 by 
SCVURPPP at two sites.   


• FY 05-06: Visual physical habitat assessment will be conducted, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, at two sites. 


• Future: Visual habitat assessment will be conducted in the future, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, to determine status and trends 


SCVURPPP 


 


Sediment 
Characterization     S (2)


• Baseline: Substrate composition and embeddedness was visually estimated in FY 04-
05 by SCVURPPP at two sites.   


• FY 05-06: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 
concurrent with habitat assessment, at two sites. 


• Future: Conduct visual estimates of substrate composition and embeddedness to 
determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     


• Baseline: Channel cross-sections and longitudinal profiles were conducted by 
SCVWD starting in 2002 for lower section of Matadero Creek.   


• FY 05-06: Continued measurements of channel geometry by the SCVWD.     
• Future: Channel cross-sections and longitudinal profiles will be measured on an 


annual basis by SCVWD through 2011 as part of sediment transport study. 


SCVWD 


 


Riparian Vegetation     


• Baseline: No baseline data sources identified. 
• FY 05-06: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     


 


SCVURPPP 


Stevens Chemical       
Creek 


Contaminants – Water 
Quality I (2)  I (2)  


• Baseline: Dissolved and total metals and pesticide suite were measured in 2002 and 
2003 by RWQCB at two sites during three seasonal time periods. 


• FY 05-06: Investigation of dissolved and total metals and organophosphate pesticides 
concentrations will be measured synoptically with toxicity testing at two sites during 
dry and wet seasons. 


• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water Quality S (4)  S (4) S (7) 


• Baseline: General water quality sampling (both probe and continuous) was conducted 
in 2002 and 2003 by RWQCB at three sites during three seasonal time periods.    


• FY 05-06: Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 
synoptically with water chemistry (4 sites) and bioassessment sampling (7 sites). 


• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with other chemical 
parameters to determine status and trends.  


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 


Watershed 
Area Data Type2 Quarter in FY 05-06 Rationale Lead 


Agency 
 


Conventional Water 
Chemistry S (4)  S (4)  


• Baseline: Conventional water quality parameters were collected in 2002 and 2003 by 
RWQCB at three sites during three seasonal time periods.    


• FY 05-06: Screening level measurements of conventional water chemistry parameters 
will be collected at four sites during dry and wet seasons. 


• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 
chemical parameters to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 Biological       
 


Toxicity - Water 
Quality I (2)  I (2)  


• Baseline: Water toxicity testing was conducted in 2002 and 2003 by RWQCB at two 
sites during three seasonal time periods.    


• FY 05-06: Toxicity of water will be conducted at two sites during dry and wet season, 
synoptically with water chemistry samples.  


• Future:  Water toxicity will be conducted synoptically with water chemistry for three 
species during wet and dry seasons to determine status and trends. 


Toxicity - 
Water 
Quality 


 


Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: No baseline data was available. 
• FY 05-06: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicators at two sites during two seasonal 


time periods. 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicator organisms synoptically with other 


chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates     S (7)


• Baseline: Benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessments were conducted in April 2002 by 
RWQCB at eight sites.  USGS also collected BMI samples in spring and fall 1997 at 
seven sites in Stevens Creek. 


• FY 05-06: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at seven sites during 
spring season. 


• Future: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment synoptically with chemical 
and physical data to determine status and trends.   


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment - Fish     


• Baseline: Fish surveys were conducted at five stream locations between 1994 and 
1996 by Rob Leidy.  Additional fish survey information was collected by the SCVWD 
at selected locations between 1998 and 2000.   


• FY 05-06: No sampling is planned. 
• Future: Future monitoring of fish populations is not currently planned due to 


anticipated difficulty in obtaining collecting permits for steelhead.     


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 


 
Watershed 


Area Data Type2 Quarter in FY 05-06 Rationale Lead 
Agency 


 Physical       
 


Physical Habitat     S (7)


• Baseline: Visual physical habitat assessment was conducted in April 2002 by RWQCB 
at eight sites.   


• FY 05-06: Visual physical habitat assessment will be conducted, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, at seven sites. 


• Future: Conduct visual physical habitat assessment to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Sediment 
Characterization     S (7)


• Baseline: Substrate composition and embeddedness was visually estimated in April 
2002 by RWQCB at eight sites.   


• FY 05-06: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 
concurrent with habitat assessment, at seven sites. 


• Future: Conduct visual estimates of substrate composition and embeddedness to 
determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     


• Baseline: Geomorphic assessment conducted in 2004 as part of SCVWD Stream 
Stewardship Project; type and extent of assessment is unknown. 


• FY 05-06: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.   


SCVURPPP 


 
Riparian Vegetation     


• Baseline: No existing data sources identified.   
• FY 05-06: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     


SCVURPPP 


Permanente Chemical       
Creek 


Contaminants – Water 
Quality I (2)  I (2)  


• Baseline: Dissolved and total metals and pesticide suite were measured in 2002 and 
2003 by RWQCB at two sites during three seasonal time periods. 


• FY 05-06: Investigation of dissolved and total metals and organophosphate pesticides 
concentrations will be measured synoptically with toxicity testing at two sites during 
dry and wet seasons. 


• Future: Conduct monitoring of contaminants in water to determine status and trends.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern will be coordinated with the CEP. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water Quality S (3)  S (3) S (6) 


• Baseline: General water quality sampling (both probe and continuous) was conducted 
in 2002 and 2003 by RWQCB at two sites during three seasonal time periods.    


• FY 05-06: Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 
synoptically with water chemistry (3 sites) and bioassessment sampling (6 sites). 


• Future: Conduct general water quality monitoring synoptic with other chemical 
parameters to determine status and trends.  


SCVURPPP 


FY 05 -06 Work Plan  8 of 10      3/01/05 
F:\Sc42\FY05-06WP\FY05_06_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-1\Table 1 FY 05-06 Monitoring Plan.doc 
  



Paul

Contact SCVWD and County to determine future plans to conduct riparian mapping etc.







Attachment 4-1 


Watershed 
Area Data Type2 Quarter in FY 05-06 Rationale Lead 


Agency 
 


Conventional Water 
Chemistry S (3)  S (3)  


• Baseline: Conventional water quality parameters were collected in 2002 and 2003 by 
RWQCB at two sites during three seasonal time periods.    


• FY 05-06: Screening level measurements of conventional water chemistry parameters 
will be collected at three sites during dry and wet seasons. 


• Future: Conduct monitoring of conventional water chemistry synoptically with other 
chemical parameters to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 Biological       
 


Toxicity - Water 
Quality I (2)  I (2)  


• Baseline: Water toxicity testing was conducted in 2002 and 2003 by RWQCB at two 
sites during three seasonal time periods.    


• FY 05-06: Toxicity of water will be conducted at two sites during dry and wet season, 
synoptically with water chemistry samples.  


• Future:  Water toxicity will be conducted synoptically with water chemistry for three 
species during wet and dry seasons to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: No baseline data was available. 
• FY 05-06: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicators at two sites during two seasonal 


time periods. 
• Future: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicator organisms synoptically with other 


chemical, biological and physical parameters to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates     S (6)


• Baseline: Benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessments were conducted in April 2002 by 
RWQCB at seven sites.  


• FY 05-06: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at six sites during spring 
season. 


• Future: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment synoptically with chemical 
and physical data to determine status and trends.   


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment - Fish  S (3)   


• Baseline: Fish surveys were conducted at two stream locations between 1994 and 1996 
by Rob Leidy.   


• FY 05-06: Conduct fish bioassessments at three sites in summer/fall season. 
• Future: Future monitoring of fish populations is not currently planned due to 


anticipated difficulty in obtaining collecting permits for steelhead.     


SCVURPPP 


 Physical       
 


Physical Habitat     S (6)


• Baseline: Visual physical habitat assessment was conducted in April 2002 by RWQCB 
at seven sites.   


• FY 05-06: Visual physical habitat assessment will be conducted, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, at six sites. 


• Future: Conduct visual physical habitat assessment to determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 Quarter in FY 05-06 Rationale Lead 


Agency 
 


Sediment 
Characterization     S (6)


• Baseline: Substrate composition and embeddedness was visually estimated in April 
2002 by RWQCB at seven sites.   


• FY 05-06: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 
concurrent with habitat assessment, at six sites. 


• Future: Conduct visual estimates of substrate composition and embeddedness to 
determine status and trends. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     


• Baseline: Existing channel conditions downstream of Foothill Expresway described by 
SCVWD as part of flood planning study. 


• FY 05-06: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.   


SCVURPPP 


 
Riparian Vegetation     


• Baseline: No existing data sources identified.   
• FY 05-06: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
• Future: Future monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     


SCVURPPP 


 
1 Parameter types are listed with category of monitoring design, which include: (S) screening level, (I) investigative, and (T) status and trends.  The number in parentheses represents the number of sampling locations for that sampling period.  Sampling locations are 


described in separate table and figure attached to Plan. 


2 Description of analyses conducted for each data type is described in the footnotes below.  In some cases, partial analyses may be implemented for data types when existing data satisfies screening level target.  Standard analytical methods are indicated in separate table 


attached to Plan; methods are intended to be congruent with SWAMP/RMAS methodology.   
3 Water Chemistry: Total and dissolved metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se), Hg and organophosphate pesticides; sampling conducted during dry and wet seasons (summer/fall and winter/spring). 


4 General Water Quality: Temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and specific conductance (multiparameter probe readings and/or continuous measurements); sampling conducted during dry and wet seasons. 
5 Conventional Water Chemistry: Major anions: ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, chloride, sulfate; total phosphate, boron, TKN, TDS, SSC, ammonia, chlorophyll-a, alkalinity, hardness, TOC and DOC; during dry and wet seasons 
6 Toxicity Testing: Aquatic bioassays on three species: (1) Ceriodaphnia: 7 day survival and reproduction; (2) pimephales 7-day; and (3) selenastrum test; toxicity conducted during dry and wet seasons.  


7 Pathogen Indicator Organisims: total and fecal coliform,  enterococcus, and E. coli; sampling conducted during dry and wet seasons. 
8 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates: following CSBP methodology and conducted in the spring season. 
9 Bioassessment – Fish: Rapid assessment of fish communities will be done using methods established in the SEIDP or by other standardized methods utilized by the SCVWD or other Co-permittee agencies; sampling likely to occur in the spring. 


10 Habitat survey physical habitat assessment using CSBP methodology. 
11 Creek substrate sediment composition and embeddedness is qualitatively estimated by visual observation during bioassessment and habitat survey. 
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Contact SCVWD and County to determine future plans to conduct riparian mapping etc.







ATTACHMENT 4-1 
  


Table 4-2. Sampling locations and data types for SCVURPPP’s FY 05-06 monitoring plan. 


Stat Id Station Name Site Characteristics Water 
Chem 


Gen 
Water 
Qual 


Water 
Tox 


(3spp.) 
Conven 
chem 


Bact 
Indicat 


Fish 
Bioass 


Macro-
Invert 


Bioass 
P-Hab 
Assmt 


Matadero Creek          


M-2 Matadero Cr at Laguna At Bol Park; channelized; 
warm native fish 2        


        


       


3 2 2 2 1 1


M-3 Matadero Cr at Old Page 
Mill 


Open space; natural 
channel; warm native fish 3 2 2 1 1


Sunnyvale (East/West)   


SU-1 Sunnyvale East at 
Ahwanhee 


At Fair Oaks Park 
residential; excavated 
channel and box culvert;  


2        


        


       


2 2


SU-3 Sunnyvale West at 
Mathilda 


Industrial land use; below 
stormdrain outlet and just 
upstream of tidal area 


2 2 2


Calabazas Creek   


C-1 Calabazas Creek at 
Arques 


Industrial and commercial; 
concrete channel 2     


     


       


       


       


2 2 2
 


  


C-2 Calabazas Creek above 
Miller Ave 


At Creekside Park; above 
Regnart confluence; natural 
channel; residential 


1
 


1 1 


C-3 Calabazas Creek at 
Blaney Ave 


At Calabazas Park; natural 
channel; recreational 
access; residential  


3 2 2 1 1 1 


C-4 Calabazas Creek below 
Railroad Crossing 


Downstream Prospect Cr 
confl and SCVWD turnout; 
natural channel; residential 


1 1 1 


C-5 Calabazas Creek at 
Pierce Rd crossing 


Natural channel; low density 
residential; some new 
development 


1 1 1 
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ATTACHMENT 4-1 
  


Stat Id Station Name Site Characteristics Water 
Chem 


Gen 
Water 
Qual 


Water 
Tox 


(3spp.) 
Conven 
chem 


Bact 
Indicat 


Fish 
Bioass 


Macro-
Invert 


Bioass 
P-Hab 
Assmt 


Stevens Creek          


SV-1 Stevens Creek at La 
Avenida 


Upstream tidal zone; earth 
levee channel; industrial and 
commercial 


2       


       


       


       


       


       


       


         


3 2 2 1 1 


SV-2 Stevens Creek at 
Diversion Channel 


Downstream of Permanente 
Creek Diversion; modified 
channel; residential 


1 1 1 


SV-3 Stevens Creek at 
Barranca 


Downstream of Heney Creek 
confl; natural modified 
channel; residential 


1 1 1 


SV-4 Stevens Creek above 
Stevens Creek Blvd 


Downstream of Blackberry 
Farm Golf Course; natural  
modified channel; residential 


2 3 2 2 2 1 1 


SV-5 Stevens Creek at USGS 
Gage Station  


At Lower Stevens Creek 
County Park; natural 
channel below dam; 


3 2 2 1 1 


SV-6 Stevens Creek at Lower 
Stevens Cr County Park 


Upper end of Lower Stevens 
Creek County Park above 
reservoir; natural channel;  


3 2 1 1 


SV-7 Stevens Creek at Upper 
Stevens Cr County Park 


At Upper Stevens Creek 
County Park; natural 
channel;  


1 1 1 


Permanente Creek  


P-1 Permanente Creek at 
Charleston 


Upstream tidal zone; earth 
levee channel; industrial and 
commercial 


2       


       


       


        


3 2 2 1 1 


P-2 Permanente Creek above 
Diversion Channel 


Above diversion; concrete 
and natural channel; 
residential  


3 2 2 1 1 


P-3 Permanente Creek at 
Foothill Expressway 


Natural modified channel; 
residential 1 1 1 1 


P-4 Permanente Creek at 
Rancho San Antonio park 2 3 2 2 2 1 1 1 
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Stat Id Station Name Site Characteristics Water 
Chem 


Gen 
Water 
Qual 


Water 
Tox 


(3spp.) 
Conven 
chem 


Bact 
Indicat 


Fish 
Bioass 


Macro-
Invert 


Bioass 
P-Hab 
Assmt 


P-4d Duplicate sample         2 2  


P-5  
West Branch Permanente 
Creek at Open Space 
District 


        1 1 1 1 


P-6 Hale Creek at Foothill 
Expressway         1 1 1 
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Table 4-3. Analytical methods used in SCVURPPP Multi-Year Monitoring Plan. 
 
Description of data parameters Analytical Methods 
Pesticides (water) - Organophosphate suite  EPA 8141A 
ICPMS metals suite (water)--unfiltered "total" (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, 
Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se) 


EPA 200.8, 206.3TR, 270.3 


ICPMS metals suite (water)--filtered "dissolved" (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, 
Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se) 


EPA 200.8, 206.3D, 270.3 


Total mercury (water) EPA 245.7 
Major anions nutrient scan:  ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, chloride, 
sulfate 


EPA 365.3, EPA 300.0 


Total Phosphorus EPA 365.2 
Boron EPA 200.8 
TKN EPA 351.3 
TDS EPA 160.1 
Suspended Sediment Concentration (SSC) ASTM D3977-97C 
Ammonia EPA 350.2 
Chlorophyll-a SM 10200H 
Alkalinity EPA 310.1 
Hardness EPA 130.2 
TOC EPA 415.1 
DOC EPA 415.1 
Total coliform SM 9221B&E 
Fecal coliform SM 9221B&E 
Enterococcus EPA 1600 
Ceriodaphnia 7-day Survival & Reproduction EPA-821-R-02-013 
Pimephales (fathead minnow) 7 - day EPA-821-R-02-013 
Selenastrum (algae) test EPA-821-R-02-013 
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FY 09-10 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan - DRAFT 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The primary goals of the Watershed Watch Campaign are to: 


1. Change behaviors that negatively impact the watershed. 
2. Encourage behaviors that protect, preserve and restore the watershed. 
3. Inform audiences about activities that impact the watershed.  
4. Build awareness of watershed issues in general. 


 
In fiscal year FY 08-09, the Watershed Watch consultant AdManor, Inc.: 


• Implemented the FY 08-09 Watershed Watch Campaign work plan   
• Maintained and developed partnership relationships that benefit the Program 
• Maximized campaign resources through value-added development and effective 


media implementation 
• Coordinated campaign activities in consultation with the Watershed Education 


and Outreach Ad Hoc Task Group (WEO AHTG) 
• Developed new outreach collateral and litter messages 


 
The Campaign’s FY 08-09 media buys focused on community newspapers and South 
Bay radio stations.  Messages included problem-specific IPM messages from FY 07-08, 
newly developed litter messages and Mercury pollution prevention messages. 
 
Each year, the campaign effectiveness has been measured through 


• Hits on the www.MyWatershedWatch.org website 
• Inquiries on the phone hotline 
• Requests for information on the hotline and website 
• Quantity of fluorescent bulbs dropped off at participating hardware stores and 


household hazardous waste collection events. 
• Media gross impressions 
• Spot surveys conducted at community events 
• Attendance at Watershed Watch promotional events 


 
In February 2009, the Program is contracting with a research firm to conduct a public 
opinion survey to evaluate the effectiveness of the Campaign. The FY 09-10 media and 
creative plans will be refined based on the finding of the public opinion survey. 


 
 
FY 09-10 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan 
 
The FY 09-10 Work Plan is based on a campaign budget of $150,000. If additional funds 
become available, they will be allocated according to the prioritized needs of the 
campaign and feedback from the WEO AHTG.  
 
Whenever possible, Watershed Watch Campaign activities will be coordinated with 
activities of other local and regional outreach programs (e.g., the BASMAA Regional Ad 
Campaign, HHW Program and the County Integrated Waste Management Program 
campaigns, and the BASMAA/BACWA Media Relations Committee). Campaign activities 
will be evaluated on an ongoing basis, and changes made as required for effectiveness. 
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In FY 09-10, AdManor Inc. (“consultant”) will implement the following tasks to achieve 
the goals of the Campaign.  
  


TASK 1: Creative Development 


This task includes revisions to existing messages or the development of an additional 
message (e.g. automotive related message). Creative needs will be determined by 
results of evaluations and as dictated by the priorities of the Campaign (media selection, 
messages, and all applicable production).   
 
TASK 1 DELIVERABLES: 
Final deliverables are contingent upon media plans and WEO AHTG agreement about 
the message focus for each campaign flight. Deliverables may include creative materials 
for: 


• Print media (newspaper, magazine, coupon ads) 


• Transit media (bus board posters) 


• Radio (recorded messages, public service announcements) 


• Collateral (point-of-purchase displays/prompts, materials for distribution)  


• New media (internet, social media, or other new media production) 


• Cable television  


A part of the budget will be used to develop and produce giveaways (e.g., flyswatter, 
pencils) 


 
TASK 1 BUDGET: $8,500 
 


TASK 2:  Media Advertising 


The FY 09-10 media plan will be reflective of the recommendations, evaluations and any 
trends found in the 2009 public opinion survey. For example, focus group research from 
2003 and 2006 suggested that a top of mind awareness (TOMA) approach to media 
could be more effective than concentrated media campaigns, as a consistent reminder 
to “do the right thing.” After two complete campaign years and media schedules with this 
approach, the public opinion survey may indicate whether TOMA is being achieved. 


The consultant will develop media partnerships, schedules / flight plans and budget 
allocations in a comprehensive media plan. In developing these plans, the consultant will 
work with the WEO AHTG to clearly identify and define their media goals and 
preferences, and obtain their approval.  


Requests for proposals will be developed to educate the media regarding the goals of 
the campaign, the prospective media schedule(s)/plan, budget, and the criteria on which 
proposals will be judged. RFPs will be distributed to media in the geographic target area, 
defined as Santa Clara County geographic area, also known as the area of dominant 
influence (ADI). San Francisco media may also be included with the instruction that 
comparative data is based on coverage of Santa Clara County audiences. 


“New media” or online and mobile phone advertising messaging will be explored in 
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addition to traditional media. 


Media Allocation   
The consultant will allocate the media budget proportionate to language/population of 
the target audiences, and the media’s effectiveness in delivering audiences and added-
value to the campaign. The consultant will create an appropriate balance based on the 
goals, budget for the campaign, any timely circumstances and/or other campaign partner 
activities relevant to Watershed Watch goals and messages.  


Media Selection                                                                                                                           
Media selection may be impacted by the outcome of the public opinion survey, and 
whether the TOMA approach is effective. The TOMA campaign has focused on 
delivering more consistent messages to a narrower, more targeted audience. The 
alternate is utilizing media with a broader reach and more “high-impact” short-term 
schedule. 


Media will be evaluated for its: effective reach in the ADI (ratings); efficiency based on 
cost per point, reach & frequency to target audience(s), added value, and partnership 
opportunities.  


Media will be selected to create a desirable balance of reach and frequency; limited 
duplication in programming and formats for maximum reach; maximum impact weighing 
rating points and impressions; and adequate frequency to create impact.  


Selection will consider the proportion of media in English and Spanish relative to the 
population, effectiveness in delivery of the message, the messages the Campaign wants 
to deliver, partnerships and value-added media and promotions. 


Media Schedule                                                                                                                               


The FY 09-10 media schedule will be reflective of the results of the public opinion survey 
(TOMA/ongoing vs. concentrated schedules) and in support of Campaign events and 
seasonal messages.  


The consultant will present the recommended detailed media plan to the WEO AHTG for 
approval. The media plan will be revised as needed based on comments received. 


Upon approval of the media plan, the consultant will confirm schedules with the media 
and secure contracts, including written commitments of added value and promotions. All 
creative materials and traffic instructions/insertion orders will be distributed to the media. 


 
Task 2 DELIVERABLES: 


• RFP to Media (Media Negotiation) 


• Media Recommendations 


• Media Plan 


• Traffic (creative and scheduling instructions) / Distribution to Media 


• Billing / Reconciliation / Documentation 


• Media Campaign Summary (Report) 


Task 2 BUDGET:  $82,850 
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Task 3: Partner Development and Coordination 


Developing partners has proven successful in augmenting campaign resources. 
Partners have distributed Watershed Watch materials through educational and 
promotional activities and events, offered web site links, sponsorship status for events, 
and shared other resources.  The consultant will continue to work with past and existing 
partners so that the list of partners continues to grow each year.   
 
The consultant will explore development of additional partnerships, such as: 


• Additional or alternate media partners – Comcast Cable, VietUSA, Cinemas, 
Pennysaver, ValPak (direct mail media), movie theaters, etc. 


• Water-related / outdoor activity businesses or sporting retailers – Fishing, 
boating, rafting, kayaking, parks and open space groups 


• Hardware/garden/home improvement – OSH (currently through BASMAA), Ace 
Hardware. 


• Educational - San Jose Tech Museum, San Jose State University Environmental 
Studies Department, Santa Clara University Environmental Sciences Institute; 
encourage student studies and projects focused on watershed protection and 
pollution prevention in cooperation with Watershed Watch. 


• Automotive – dealers, oil change / service centers, auto parts / targeting do-it-
yourself oil changes 


The consultant will distribute a partnership kit to all new partners and potential partners, 
which presents partnership benefits and opportunities and tools for displaying their 
support of WW, and thanks them for their partnership. In pursuing new partners, when 
appropriate, the consultant will develop customized proposals with specific benefits and 
creative partnering opportunities, developing mutually beneficial relationships and 
activities. The consultant will continue to seek partners that provide discounts on 
products and services to patrons using the Watershed Watch card. 


The support of these relationships includes coordinating outreach materials or 
messages, promoting the partner’s interests that are shared with the Program, 
participating in key activities and events, and suggesting or developing win-win 
opportunities. A calendar of events will be maintained to keep all partnership activities 
“on the same page.”  


Changes and developments in media from the previous year may impact the availability 
or recommended change in partnership pursuits. 


If needed, the consultant will help the WEO AHTG review other local and regional 
campaigns (e.g., the BASMAA Regional Ad Campaign), and provide feedback. 


 


Task 3 DELIVERABLES: 


• Ongoing contact with partners; work with existing partners and renew previous 
partners 


• Partnership kits (ongoing) 


• Maintain updated contact data and partnership details 


• Development of new creative partnership opportunities / scenarios 
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• Monthly written report of results or activities 


• 2 new community/business partnerships 


Task 3 BUDGET: $5,000 
 


Task 4:  Development of Value-Added Resources 


The media offers excellent value added opportunities. The consultant will negotiate 
media buys and partnerships for added media exposure, requesting innovative 
partnerships and sponsorship opportunities with the media and their advertisers. When 
media proposals lack relevance or inspiration, the consultant will develop and propose 
concepts, beginning with additional media.   
 
Opportunities include but are not limited to: 


• Contests to provide public awareness and incentive 


• Donations of products or services to use as incentive 


• Signage or space to provide prompts 


• Public Service Announcements / donated airtime or space 


• Sponsorships  


• On-site events 


• Cross-promotions with other media clients and with the stations/publications 


• Web links, etc. 


The consultant will also explore new methods and channels of distribution for campaign 
messages, as well as activities or opportunities to encourage desired outcome from the 
audience, and reinforce the positive impact of that action. 


Events offering relevant opportunities may be: 


• Earth Day events throughout the region 


• Home & Garden Shows 


• Garden Tours  


• Santa Clara County Parks & Recreation events and venues 


• Beach/Creek Clean-up days 


• Outdoor events/activities that take place in a watershed recreation area 


• “Green” living/sustainability or health-related events  


Task 4 DELIVERABLES: 


• Value-added as negotiated with media and partners 


• Monthly written report of results or activities 


• Two third-party promotions 


Task 4 BUDGET: $5,000 
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Task 5:  Website Maintenance 


The consultant will maintain the Watershed Watch website on an ongoing basis, 
encouraging partners to provide news, and creating more ways and reasons for the 
public to use the site.  


The consultant will edit the site to maximize the usability of the site and help people 
easily and quickly find the information they seek, and maximize the educational impact 
and effectiveness of the site. As budget allows, this will involve streamlining the 
functionality of the site to eliminate extraneous files, and translating more features of the 
site into Spanish (relevant Watershed Watch pages linked to the Spanish site). 


The consultant will update it regularly with the latest news/ articles, creative, partnership 
links, and events/announcements, including removal of expired or past events and news 
in a timely manner. 


The consultant will track web activity and comment on any potentially relevant trends 
observed.   


Task 5 DELIVERABLES: 


• Monthly/ongoing maintenance  


• Monthly written report of results or activities 


Task 5 BUDGET: $7,000  
OPTIONAL: WEBSITE REDESIGN 
Please see Addendum I with an optional website redesign proposal.  


If the website redesign proposal is approved, the regular maintenance cost would be 
reduced to $6,000 and other changes will be completed within the scope of site 
redesign. Website redesign estimate: $11,500 


TOTAL TASK 5 + Addendum I Budget: $17,500 
 


Task 6:  Outreach Events 


The consultant will maintain a comprehensive calendar of events including: 


• Partner events (car wash events, garden/gardening, HHW, etc.) 


• Relevant holidays or observances (Earth Day, Arbor Day, etc.) 


• Media schedules  


The consultant will work with WEO AHTG to create an event plan for prioritizing events 
according to budget, resources and Campaign goals.   


The consultant will evaluate and recommend relevant events in the FY 09-10 to reach 
greater numbers of people, support campaign partners, promote messages/areas of 
focus (litter, IPM, etc.), and take advantage of added-value / media opportunities when 
possible.  
Task 6 DELIVERABLES: 


• Event plan development and maintenance  


• Coordination of events (applications, registration fees, materials, etc.) 
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• Participation / representation at events (equivalent to 5 days) 


• Event survey / written report of results or activities 


Task 6 BUDGET: $7,000 
 


Task 7:  Media and Public Relations 


 
Public and press relations, both proactive and reactive, will be utilized to increase 
audience awareness and understanding of current events and activities that affect the 
watersheds.  
 
News created by the actions of nature, politicians and local citizens, and BASMAA 
media outreach activities may be maximized to promote watershed awareness and 
public education opportunities. When appropriate, the consultant will craft a relevant 
news story based on general conditions, campaign events or partner events, or current 
trends.   
 
Specifically, the recruitment and public awareness of Santa Clara Valley Green 
Gardeners will be promoted. 
 
The consultant will pitch stories to the local press promoting the Program’s perspective. 
 
Materials will be emailed to partners and co-permittees for their approval, use and 
distribution, and/or loaded to the website for download.  


The consultant will also utilize community calendars in internet, print, TV and radio for 
no-cost announcements of events, programs and activities.  


Task 7 DELIVERABLES: 


• PR plan development and execution (3 pitches/PSAs) 


• Ongoing maintenance of press contact data 


• Clippings when available 


Task 7 BUDGET: $5,000 
 


Task 8: FY 10-11 Work Plan Development 


The consultant will compile and submit monthly, mid-year and year-end campaign 
activity reports for all applicable tasks. Details will include measurable results of 
campaign activities and estimated added-value amounts. 


The consultant will develop the FY 10-11 Work Plan and Media Plan, consistent with the 
3-year conceptual plan and adapting to the outcome of the FY 09-10 campaign. 


 


Task 8 DELIVERABLES: 


• FY 10-11 Work Plan 


• FY 09-10 mid-year and year-end reports 
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• Monthly reports 


Task 8 BUDGET: $5,500 
 


BUDGET SUMMARY:  


 
BUDGET SUMMARY:  


TASK 1 Creative Development $8,500 


TASK 2 Media Advertising $82,850 


TASK 3 Partnership Development $5,000 


TASK 4 Added-Value Development $5,000 


TASK 5 Website Maintenance plus 
Redesign 


$17,500 


TASK 6 Event Coordination $7,000 


TASK 7 Media/Public Relations $5,000 


TASK 8 FY 10-11 Work Plan $5,500 


TOTAL CONSULTANT BUDGET $136,350 


EOA Mark Up  $13,635 


TOTAL CAMPAIGN BUDGET $149,985 
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Attachment 6.2:  “Watershed Watchers: Keeping Our Waterways Clean”  Program 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Environmental Education Center (EEC) in Alviso.  
The Program provides resources to the Don Edwards San Francisco Wildlife Refuge 
Environmental Education Center in Alviso to support a full-time interpretive specialist position for 
conducting the Watershed Watchers Program.  Watershed Watcher activities, which are 
conducted on-site and primarily on the weekends, focus on building watershed awareness, 
promote watershed stewardship, and encourage stormwater pollution prevention behaviors 
among attendees (general public, weekend visitors, families with children etc.).  


The Program’s Alviso Work Group will meet with Alviso Ed Center staff to work toward including 
more citizen involvement activities in the Watershed Watchers program.  


The Watershed Watchers Program conducts more than a hundred activities for children and 
adults each year. These include: 


Wildlife in Our Watershed Depends on You: Interpretive programs focusing on how individual 
behaviors cause urban runoff pollution and affect wildlife habitat in our watershed.  Examples 
include children’s bird walks, adult birdwatching, live animal presentations, twilight walks and 
general nature hikes.  All programs include a segment addressing runoff pollution covering 
causes, resulting problems, and identifying actions visitors can take at home to prevent or 
lessen the problems.   


Gardening without Chemicals: Stewardship activities that encourage and inspire visitors to 
create wildlife habitats and use chemical-free garden techniques in their own backyards.  
Garden work days are offered emphasizing chemical-free gardening techniques.  Native plant 
gardening workshops begin in the classroom and end with a tour of the EEC native plant 
demonstration gardens while discussing chemical-free gardening techniques and 
implementation methods for the home garden. 


Our Role in Preventing Urban Runoff: Presentation and walk focusing on each individual’s 
role in preventing urban runoff pollution, including examples of alternative behaviors.  This is 
usually done with groups that make reservations (e.g., Scouts, Lyceum, Sierra Club, and senior 
groups). 


Special Events: These events are designed to attract at least 200 people to the EEC for 
various activities including games and crafts.  Urban runoff pollution prevention messages are 
incorporated into several of the activities featured during the event.   


Other Watershed Watcher program tasks include: 


Developing and Maintaining Partnerships with Local Community Organizations: Partners 
include Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society,  Friends of Guadalupe River Park & Gardens, the 
San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory, Happy Hollow Park & Zoo, and volunteer coordinators at 
local companies (e.g., Cisco and Hands On Bay Area, etc.).  


Coordinating Refuge Volunteers for Interpretive Programs/Gardens: Contacting volunteers 
to lead programs, training, and maintaining relationships with volunteers; and scheduling 
volunteers for special events. 


Informal Indoor Visitor Contact: Includes interaction at the Center and answering visitor 
questions over phone. 


Outreach to Local Media: Includes contacting local newspapers and other publications; 
posting program and event announcements in online calendars (e.g., Acterra and Craigs List); 
and creating appropriate event descriptions for press releases.  
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FY 2005-2006 Programmatic Monitoring Indicators 


 
 
 


Title 
Category/ 


Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1


Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 


Trash Work Plan  MP#2 & 3c 303d Threatened 
Listing 


The Program will assist Co-permittee’s in evaluating 
information collected during trash evaluations and in 
developing a long-term strategy for trash conditions in urban 
streams and waterways; Co-permittees will continue to 
conduct trash evaluations in a subset of identified trash 
problem areas and submit trash evaluation information in 
standardized format to Program staff, continue identifying and 
begin implementation or refinement of trash control measures, 
as appropriate to address trash problem areas within high 
priority areas; and revise trash problem areas list on an as 
needed basis. 
 


Completed trash evaluation 
forms; technical 
memorandum summarizing 
trash evaluation results; 
technical memorandum 
providing recommended 
approach for developing a 
long-term strategy for trash 
conditions in urban streams 
and waterways; and revised 
trash problem areas list. 


July 2005 -
June 2006 


Dioxin Control 
Program 
Activities 


MP#1 
 
Provision 
C.9.e. 


NPDES permit 
and 303d listing 


See separate project scope in Attachment 4-3 
 


Dioxins Control Program 
Work Plan  
 
Participation in CEP 
Technical Committee 
 


Tied to 
CEP & 
BASMAA 
Time 
Schedule 


                                                           
1 Monitoring Priorities (updated at Monitoring AHTG meeting November 8, 1999): 


1) New projects needed to implement the results, and achieve the goals, of current projects. 
2) New projects that implement continuous improvement items identified through the annual review process.  
3) Projects that support the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative in one of the following ways: 


a) Investigate Beneficial Uses and Causes of Impairment (including field work) 
b) Review and Compile Environmental Data and Make it Accessible 
c) Develop Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 
d) Facilitate and Support WMI Subgroups (including coordination with other agencies) 


4) Projects identified through participation in regional monitoring collaborative efforts, including the Regional Monitoring Program and BASMAA 
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FY 2005-2006 Monitoring Projects, continued 


Title 
Category/ 


Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1


Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 


PCBs, 
Chlorinated 
Pesticides and 
PAH Control 
Program 
Activities 
 


MP#1 
 
 


303d Monitoring 
listing  


See separate project scope in Attachment 4-3.  CEP Work Products (e.g., 
CMIAs, Technical Reports) 
 
Participation in CEP 
Technical Committees and 
Workgroups  
 


Tied to 
CEP & 
BASMAA 
Time 
Schedule 


Continued 
Implementation 
of Enhanced  
IC/ID and IND 
Tracking and 
Reporting 


Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#2 
 
Provision 6.a.i. 


SEIDP #21 Continue Implementation and Reporting of Enhanced 
Reporting;  


Database and annual report 
summary 


September 
2005   


Mercury 
Pollution 
Prevention  


Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1, 3a 
 
Provision C.9.c 


NPDES permit  Coordinate implementation of Program’s Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Plan. (See separate FY05-06 Work Pan) 


Status Report and internal 
guidance 


See Plan 
for details 


Copper and 
Nickel Baseline 
Activities  


Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1, 3a 
 
Provision C.9.a 
& b 


NPDES permit  The FY 05-06 Copper and Nickel Action Plan Baseline Activity 
Work Plans and summary of certain FY 04-05 
accomplishments are provided within Attachment 4-5.   


Revised Copper and Nickel 
Action Plans  
 


TBD 


Pesticide Plan  
Coordination, 
Implementation, 
and Reporting 


Follow-
up/Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1,2 
 
Provision C.9.d 


Implement URMP 
Pesticide 
Management 
Efforts 


Coordinate implementation of Program’s Pesticide Plan. (See 
separate FY05-06 Work Pan) 


Status Report and internal 
guidance 


See Plan 
for details 
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FY 2005-2006 Monitoring Projects, continued 


Title 
Category/ 


Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1


Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 


Compile, 
Maintain and 
Share Program/ 
Watershed Data 


Follow-up 
 
MP#1 


Continuation of 
Project SC22.63 


Data management for the SCVURPPP Program. Coordinate 
data collected and analyzed by Program-sponsored projects. 
Insure that data is quality-assured, comparable across 
projects and comparable across watersheds (where possible). 
Where feasible, make data accessible to Co-permittees and to 
the public. Maintain and update website. Summarize available 
information on the background, purpose, and activities of 
planned and ongoing studies of the physical, chemical and 
biological characteristics of creeks and wetlands in the  
Santa Clara Basin. 


Updated inventory of data 
and metadata generated by 
the Program and by 
Program-sponsored 
studies. 
 


Ongoing 


Support for 
Land Use 
Subgroup 


WMI 
Subgroups 
 
MP# 1, 3c, 3d 
 
Provision C.10. 


Continue WMI 
support 
 
 


Provide administrative support and leadership for the Land 
Use Subgroup. Maintain the subgroup mailing list; prepare 
and distribute agendas; chair meetings; edit and distribute 
meeting summaries; liaison to, and correspond with, the 
SCBWMI Core Group other subgroups as needed; update 
workplans; facilitate interaction between consultants and the 
subgroup; summarize, compile, and convey subgroup 
products. 


Meeting agendas and 
summaries, Work Plans 
and other products as 
directed by the subgroup.  


July 2005 – 
June 2006 
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 CAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-1 – Reduce copper discharges from vehicle washing operations: (1) outreach on residential car washing, (2) 
outreach and requirements for commercial & industrial vehicle washing, and (3) education of and implementation of BMPs by mobile 
cleaners.  Include mechanisms to evaluate effectiveness of each of these 3 measures. 


Region of Applicability:  South Bay. Concept potentially applicable Bay-wide. 


Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Indirect. Assumes vehicle wash water contains copper that will be permanently captured/redirected away from 
storm drains. 


Performance Measure(s):  Extent of outreach, training, retraining, inspection, and enforcement efforts by SCVURPPP and Co-permittees 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006  PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 


   CB-1(1) 


 


 a. Continue to distribute Watershed Watch 
(WW) campaign brochures at public events 
and post information on the WW website. 
Include information on proper car washing.   


 


 


a. Track quantities of 
outreach material 
distributed and gross 
impressions of advertising 
(see Program’s FY 05-06 
Annual Report). 


 


Ongoing activity. 


SCVURPPP 


   CB-1(2) 


 Same actions as FY 04-05 (see below).  Ongoing activity.  
To reduce 
discharges from 
vehicle washing 
activities, Co-
permittees will 
continue outreach 
to businesses and 
residents on BMPs. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


Palo Alto, 
Sunnyvale, San 
Jose 


CB-1(3) 


 Same actions as FY 04-05 (see below).  Ongoing activity. 


All Co-permittees 


All CB-1 tasks 


 Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 


   CB-1(1) 


 


 •  
• Distributed Watershed Watch (WW) 


campaign brochures at three public events 
and through website and hotline requests. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


• Worked with WW partner, Classic Car Wash, 
to do four promotional events in October and 
November 2004.  Classic Car Wash offered 
fifty percent discounted car washes to 
patrons who mentioned the Watershed 
Watch Campaign at the event. The San Jose 
Mercury News provided free promotional 
advertisement for each event and KBAY 
conducted live remotes at all events. Ads 
provided information on how the use of a 
commercial car wash prevents stormwater 
pollution. The promotion was also posted on 


 
During the first half of FY 
04-05, 1,512 English and 
835 Spanish WW kits were 
distributed.  Distribution 
occurred at public events, 
through web site and 
hotline requests and to 
neighborhood 
associations.  
 
During the first half of FY 
04-05, approximately 800 
WW kits have been 
distributed to patrons at 
Classic Car Wash. 
Approximately 169 kits 
were distributed during the 
four Classic Car Wash 
events.  Approximately 
231 WW kits were 
distributed at Classic Car 
Wash kiosks/cash 
registers. Staff talked to 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


the WW web site for one month. Co-
permittee and Program staff volunteered at 
these events and distributed WW kits and 
flyers describing the environmental impact of 
washing cars on paved surfaces to Classic 
Car Wash patrons.  The WW kit included a 
discount coupon offering a $4.00 discount at 
all Classic Car Wash locations from August 
to December 31, 2004. This discount is also 
being promoted on the Watershed Watch 
web site.  


approximately 204 people 
at these events.  
 
Use of discount cards by 
repeat customers: 71 in 
August 2004, 61 in 
September 2004, 83 in 
October 2004, 83in 
November 2004 and 56 in 
December 2004.  


SCVURPPP 


   CB-1(2) 


 Track the following Co-permittee activities: 


a. Required source control measures for Group 
1 new development and redevelopment 
projects that will conduct vehicle/equipment 
washing and maintenance activities 
(consistent with Permit Provision C.3.k). 


b. Inspected vehicle washing facilities as part of 
stormwater inspections for industrial and 
commercial businesses. 


 


Collect and review data 
submitted with Co-
permittee Annual Reports. 


 


Co-permittes inspected 
vehicle washing facilities in 
accordance with their 
planned commitments.  
Follow-up inspections 
were conducted for 
facilities out-of-
compliance.  Co-permittee 
industrial/commercial 
inspection summary tables 
for FY 04-05 will be 
provided within Section 10 
of the Program’s FY 04-05 
Annual Report.   


 


Ongoing- 
Consistent with 
Permit Provision 
C.3.k. 


 
Ongoing- 
Consistent with 
Permit Provision 
C.6.a.i 


Palo Alto, 
Sunnyvale, San 


 As Required: During the first half of FY 04-05, the 
City of San Jose responded to one training request 


Will provide lists in Annual 
Reports. 


Ongoing.  Training 
will occur when 
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Jose 


CB-1(3) 


from a mobile surface cleaner who desired initial 
BASMAA surface cleaning certification.  A list of 
individuals and dates of training will be maintained.   


Biannual: Provided training information to Program 
staff for reporting purposes.   


Ongoing: Municipal staff (or encourage public 
parties) will select certified mobile cleaners (from the 
list) when contracting cleaning services.   


requested. 


 
Local trainers will 
provide training 
information on a 
biannual basis 


 FY 2004-2005  PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 


   CB-1(1) 


 


 b. Continue to distribute Watershed Watch 
(WW) campaign brochures at public events 
and post information on the WW website. 
Include information on proper car washing in 
WW advertising.  This task is an on-going 
P/IP activity. 


 


c. Work with WW partner business, Classic Car 
Wash, to do promotional events in June/July 
2004. 


a. Track quantities of 
outreach material 
distributed and gross 
impressions of advertising 
(see Annual Watershed 
Watch Campaign Media 
Report). 


b. Track number of 
participants in car wash 
events and repeat 
customers using the 
discount card at the car 
wash. 


Ongoing 


SCVURPPP 


   CB-1(2) 


 Track the following Co-permittee activities: 


a. Require source control measures for Group 
1 new development and redevelopment 
projects that will conduct vehicle/equipment 
washing and maintenance activities.  This 
activity is consistent with Permit Provision 
C.3.k.  


 


Results will be provided in 
Annual Report, per Permit 
Provision C.3.n 
 
 
 


 


Ongoing  
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b. Inspect automotive facilities (car washes are 
a subset of this category) as part of the 
Program’s Industrial/Commercial Discharger 
Control Program.  Inspection results are 
summarized in the Program’s Annual Report 
submitted each September.  This activity is 
consistent with Permit Provision C.6.a.i.    


As applicable, Co-
permittees are inspecting 
automotive facilities in 
accordance with their 
planned IND inspection 
commitments.  Follow-up 
inspections are conducted 
at facilities determined to 
be out-of-compliance.   


Ongoing.  This 
activity is part of the 
Program’s 
enhanced reporting 
requirements.  


Palo Alto, 
Sunnyvale, San 
Jose 


CB-1(3) 


 Continue to respond to training requests from mobile 
surface cleaners who desire initial BASMAA surface 
cleaning certification.  Maintain list of individuals and 
dates of training.  Provide training information to 
Program staff for reporting purposes.  Municipal staff 
(or encourage public parties) will select certified 
mobile cleaners (from the list) when contracting 
cleaning services.   


Provide lists in Annual 
Reports. 


Training will be 
provided, as 
requested, by one 
of the three POTW 
cities.  On a 
biannual basis, 
local trainers will 
provide Program 
staff with a list of 
individuals and 
dates of training. 
 
 
 
 


All Co-permittees 


All CB-1 tasks 


 Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 
   CB-1(1) 
 


 • Distributed Watershed Watch (WW) 
campaign brochures at three public events 
and through website and hotline requests. 


 
 


During FY 03-04, 19,336 
English and 854 Spanish 
WW kits were distributed.  
Distribution occurred at 
public events, through web 


Ongoing 
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• Worked with WW partner, Classic Car Wash, 
to do four promotional events in August 2003 
and four in April/May 2004. Classic Car 
Wash offered fifty percent discounted car 
washes to patrons who mentioned the 
Watershed Watch Campaign at the event. 
The San Jose Mercury News provided free 
promotional advertisement for each event 
and KBAY conducted live remotes at all 
events. Ads provided information on how the 
use of a commercial car wash prevents 
stormwater pollution. The promotion was 
also posted on the WW web site for one 
month. Co-permittee and Program staff 
volunteered at these events and distributed 
WW kits and flyers describing the 
environmental impact of washing cars on 
paved surfaces to Classic Car Wash 
patrons. The WW kit included a discount 
coupon offering a $4.00 discount at all 
Classic Car Wash locations from August to 
December 31, 2003 and May 2004 through 
December 31, 2004. This discount is also 
being promoted on the Watershed Watch 
web site.  


site and hotline requests 
and to neighborhood 
associations.  
 
During FY 03-04, 
approximately 1,600 WW 
kits were distributed to 
patrons at Classic Car 
Wash. Approximately 450 
kits were distributed during 
the eight Classic Car 
Wash events.  
Approximately 1,050 WW 
kits were distributed at 
Classic Car Wash 
kiosks/cash registers.  
 
Use of discount cards by 
repeat customers: 40 in 
September 2003, 70 in 
October 2003, 41in 
November 2003, 51 in 
December 2003, 35 in 
May 2004 and 75 in June 
2004.  During FY 03-04, a 
total of 312 repeat 
customers used the 
discount cards. 


SCVURPPP 


   CB-1(2) 


 Track the following Co-permittee activities: 


c. Required source control measures for Group 
1 new development and redevelopment 
projects that will conduct vehicle/equipment 
washing and maintenance activities 


 


Collect and review data 
submitted with Co-
permittee Annual Reports. 


 


Ongoing- 
Consistent with 
Permit Provision 
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(consistent with Permit Provision C.3.k). 


d. Inspected vehicle washing facilities as part of 
stormwater inspections for industrial and 
commercial businesses. 


 


Co-permittes inspected 
vehicle washing facilities in 
accordance with their 
planned commitments.  
Follow-up inspections 
were conducted for 
facilities out-of-
compliance.  Co-permittee 
industrial/commercial 
inspection summary tables 
for FY 03-04 are provided 
within Section 10 of the 
Program’s FY 03-04 
Annual Report.   


C.3.k. 


 
Ongoing- 
Consistent with 
Permit Provision 
C.6.a.i 


SCVURPPP 


   CB-1(3) 


 a. On October 29, 2003, a planning meeting 
was held with the three POTW cities to 
review the Program’s standardized mobile 
surface cleaner training program.  All three 
POTW cities are now ready to conduct 
training when requested. 


b. Each of the three POTW cities conducted 
Program-sponsored training workshop to 
certify (and re-certify in some cases) mobile 
surface cleaners in proper surface cleaning 
techniques.  The training workshops were 
conducted on December 17, 2003, February 
11, 2004 and March 24, 2004.  All three 
workshops attracted 137 participants. 
Approximately 84 of the 137 participants 
were mobile surface cleaners.  


 


All three workshops and 
subsequent trainings  
consisted of a 
standardized message. 


 


Each workshop was very 
well received.  The vast 
majority of workshop 
participants reported that 
the training met their 
expectations.    


 


 


 
 
 


 


 


 


 


Recent changes at 
BASMAA may 
allow this effort to 
be conducted on-
line in the future.  
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c. Distributed a list of 84 mobile surface 
cleaners to the Management Committee and 
BASMAA Executive Director (by electronic 
mail) on March 31, 2004.  This list is 
provided within Appendix A-5 of the 
Program’s FY 03-04 Annual Report.  
Municipal staff (and other public agencies as 
appropriate) will use the list to select certified 
mobile cleaners when contracting cleaning 
services. 


Improves the likelihood 
that certified mobile 
cleaners are used when 
contracting cleaning 
services.   


BASMAA re-
certification will 
occur every two 
years. 


 


 


Palo Alto, 
Sunnyvale, San 
Jose 


CB-1(3) 


 As Required: Respond to training requests from 
mobile surface cleaners who desire initial BASMAA 
surface cleaning certification.  Maintain list of 
individuals and dates of training.   


Biannual: Provide training information to Program 
staff for reporting purposes.   


Ongoing: Municipal staff (or encourage public 
parties) will select certified mobile cleaners (from the 
list) when contracting cleaning services.   


Provide lists in Annual 
Reports. 


Ongoing.  Training 
will occur when 
requested. 


 
Local trainers will 
provide training 
information on a 
biannual basis 
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CAP Category:  Potential Source Tracking 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 2 – Water Supplier Copper Sulfate Use  


Region of Applicability: South Bay and other Bay areas with open water reservoirs and conveyance facilities 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Raw water copper sulfate applications to control algae could potentially increase treated water concentrations  


Performance Measure(s): Raw water copper sulfate dosage and treated water copper concentrations 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


Palo Alto  Same action as FY 04-05 (see below).    Ongoing activity. 


 


FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


Palo Alto  Obtained State DWR copper sulfate dosage notices.  
The RWQCB sent a letter dated September 22, 2004 
to San Francisco PUC requesting dosages applied to 
local reservoirs.  Palo Alto will include this data in its 
2005 Copper Action Plan Report (Appendix E of the 
2005 Clean Bay Plan) in February 2005.  This is an 
on-going activity. 


Copper sulfate usage is 
regulated by SWRCB 
Aquatic Pesticide 
Application General 
NPDES permit Order No. 
2004-0009-DWQ.  Annual 
monitoring and reporting 
required. 


Ongoing.  


 


FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


Palo Alto  Obtain State DWR copper sulfate dosage notices.  
Obtain from San Francisco PUC dosages applied to 


 Ongoing.  DWR 
notices will be 
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local reservoirs.  Palo Alto will include these data in 
its annual Copper Action Plan Report.  This is an on-
going activity. 


obtained annually.  
SFPUC dosage will 
be requested more 
frequently.   


FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


Palo Alto  Obtained State DWR copper sulfate dosage notices 
from SCVWD.  This data was included in the City’s 
Copper Action Plan Report (Appendix E of the 2004 
Clean Bay Plan) dated February 25, 2004.       


 


Applied dosages are 
indirect indicators.  The 
amount of concentration 
will increase in treated 
water is delivered to 
consumers. 


Ongoing.  This 
activity occurs 
annually. 


 







CAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 3:  Measures to control copper in discharges of stormwater from targeted industrial sources: older printed 
circuit board manufacturers and metal plating facilities using copper. 


Region of Applicability:  Primarily South Bay and City of San Jose.  


Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Roof-top exhaust vents from etching equipment and acid plating baths can contribute copper and nickel to roof 
runoff from these industries. 


Performance Measure(s):  Outreach to appropriate industries; use of recommended BMPs; future industrial inspection reports. 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  As part of the Program’s Industrial/Commercial 
Discharger Control Program, continue inspecting 
facilities which are potential sources of copper.  
Potential sources may include electric/electrical 
components, metal manufacturing and metal 
finishing facilities.  Inspection results are summarized 
in Section 9 or 10 of the Program’s Annual Report 
submitted each September.  This activity is 
consistent with Permit Provision C.6.a.i   


As applicable, Co-
permittees are inspecting 
industrial and commercial 
facilities in accordance with 
their planned IND 
inspection commitments.  
Follow-up inspections are 
conducted at facilities 
determined to be out-of-
compliance.  


Co-permittees report 
evaluation of effectiveness 
of IND programs for target 
industries in Annual 
Reports. 


Ongoing.  This 
activity is part of 
the Program’s 
enhanced reporting 
requirements 
(Permit Provision 
C.6.a.i). 


Individual POTW 
Pretreatment 
Programs will 
continue inspecting 
categorical facilities 
in accordance with 
their NPDES 
permits. Results 
are reported in 
annual 
Pretreatment 
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reports. 


Industrial facilities 
are also subject to 
Industrial 
Stormwater 
General Permit 
requirements.  


Sunnyvale, San 
Jose 


 Continue distributing stand-alone roof vent BMP 
information to applicable industrial facilities during 
routine IND inspections.  


 Ongoing activity. 


All Co-permittees 
with IND Programs 


 Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP  Status: Worked with the Industrial Inspection AHTG 
to update the IND Performance Standard. The 
updates were essentially administrative (e.g., 
incorporating enhanced reporting requirements and 
results of Co-permittee evaluations).  The inspection 
frequency of industrial/commercial facilities was also 
updated to match the Program’s NPDES permit.  A 
final revised draft of the IND performance standard 
was approved by the Management Committee on 
February 17, 2005. 


Effectiveness of 
implementation is 
evaluated in Co-permittee 
annual reports. 


Possible update to 
URMPs of Co-
permittees with IND 
programs. 


  Status: On May 20, 2004, Program staff provided 
the stand-alone roof vent BMP information 
(developed by the City of San Jose) to the 
Management Committee.  The City of San Jose 
printed and mailed the BMP information to all 
permitted industrial users in the SJ/SC WPCP 


Obtain feedback from 
participants in San Jose’s 
Industrial User Academy. 
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service area.  The City of Sunnyvale has modified 
the original version to fit their local conditions and 
characteristics.  It is being distributed to applicable 
industrial facilities within their service area.     


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  
Distribute the stand-alone roof vent BMP information 
(developed by the City of San Jose) to Co-
permittees.  The City of San Jose will distribute this 
piece to circuit board and metal finishing facilities in 
FY 03-04.  


Obtain feedback from 
participants in San Jose’s 
Industrial User Academy. 


 


SCVURPPP  As part of the Program’s Industrial/Commercial 
Discharger Control Program, continue inspecting 
facilities which are potential sources of copper.  
Potential sources may include electric/electrical 
components, metal manufacturing and metal 
finishing facilities.  Inspection results are summarized 
in the Program’s Annual Report submitted each 
September.  This activity is consistent with Permit 
Provision C.6.a.i   


As applicable, Co-
permittees are inspecting 
industrial and commercial 
facilities in accordance with 
their planned IND 
inspection commitments.  
Follow-up inspections are 
conducted at facilities 
determined to be out-of-
compliance.  


Co-permittees report 
evaluation of effectiveness 
of IND programs for target 
industries in Annual 
Reports. 


Ongoing.  This 
activity is part of 
the Program’s 
enhanced reporting 
requirements. 


SCVURPPP  Begin working with the IND AHTG to develop model 
language for updating the IND Performance 
Standards.  If necessary, continue update of 
language specifying the inspection frequency of 
industrial/commercial facilities suspected of 
discharging copper into stormwater. 


Effectiveness of 
implementation to be 
evaluated in Co-permittee 
annual reports. 


Possible update to 
URMPs of Co-
permittees with IND 
programs. 
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San Jose  Continue NOI Filers outreach project.     


All Co-permittees 
with IND Programs 


 Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP  • Completed summary report on most effective 
targeted industry stormwater control measures. 
Distributed to Co-permittees, BASMAA and other 
Bay Area stormwater programs (Fall 2003). 


Update:  There are relatively few pathways for 
copper to be released from industries in a 
manner that would contaminate stormwater.  
Potential sources may include electric/electrical 
components, metal manufacturing and metal 
finishing facilities.  The primary potential source 
identified by San Jose’s investigations was from 
roof vents in older printed circuit board and 
copper plating facilities.  As a result, this action 
was addressed through the distribution of a 
stand-alone BMP information sheet which 
focuses on this potential source 


In addition, the inspection of industrial and 
commercial facilities has been incorporated into 
the Program’s Industrial/Commercial Discharger 
Control Program.  The approach for identifying 
potential sources of storm water pollution is 
described in the Program’s memorandum entitled 
Continuous Improvement of Industrial Reporting 
(dated September 7, 2001).  The approach was 
developed by the Industrial AHTG in 2001.   


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


As applicable, Co-


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Ongoing.  This 
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During FY 03-04, Co-permittees continued 
inspecting industrial and commercial facilities for 
illicit or other potential discharges/releases of 
constituents of concern.  Inspection results for FY 
03-04 are summarized within the Co-permittee 
industrial/commercial inspection summary tables 
provided within Section 10 of the Program’s FY 
03-04 Annual Report.  This activity is consistent 
with Permit Provision C.6.a.i   


 


 


 


 


Work with the IND AHTG to develop model 
language for updating the IND Performance 
Standards and a timeframe for implementation.  
Consider update of language specifying the 
inspection frequency of industrial/commercial 
facilities suspected of discharging copper into 
stormwater.   


Update: This task was originally scheduled for 
FY 03-04.  Due to higher priority Program issues, 
this task has been delayed until FY 04-05 


permittees inspected 
industrial and commercial 
facilities in accordance 
with their planned IND 
inspection commitments.  
Follow-up inspections 
were conducted at 
facilities determined to be 
out-of-compliance.  


Co-permittees reported 
evaluation of effectiveness 
of IND programs for target 
industries within their FY 
03-04 Annual Reports. 


 


 


activity is part of 
the Program’s 
enhanced reporting 
requirements. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


San Jose  • The City of San Jose  committed to the additional 
production and distribution of stand-alone roof 
vent BMP information to circuit board and metal 
finishing facilities.  During FY 03-04, BMP 
information was printed and mailed to all 
permitted industrial users in the SJ/SC WPCP 
service area.  The continued distribution of roof 
vent BMP information is a follow-up action to San 
Jose’s spring 2001 publication of roof vent 
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information in the City’s pretreatment newsletter 
entitled Tributary Tribune.  


• On May 10, 2004, the City of San Jose 
distributed the stand-alone roof vent BMP 
information to the Management Committee by 
electronic mail.  On May 20, 2004, Program staff 
provided a paper copy of the BMP information to 
the Management Committee.     


• Continued NOI Filers outreach project.  Tasks 
completed in FY 03-04 include the following: 


− Collected educational materials relating to 
General Permit requirements, NOI, BMPs and/or 
SWPPPs. 


− Provided NOI filing information to San Jose 
Watershed Enforcement inspectors. Currently 
determining NOI status and needs as part of 
Inspection SOPs. 


− Posted NOI filing information on the City of San 
Jose ESD web site.  


− Distributed an all-purpose BMP brochure entitled 
Preventing Storm Drain Pollution to facilities as 
part of routine storm water facility inspections. It 
details general storm water BMP information. 


− Began translating Preventing Storm Drain 
Pollution into Spanish and Vietnamese.  Both 
documents will be printed and distributed, as 
resources allow in FY 04-05. 


− Provided NOI filing information to sixty industrial 
representatives at the San Jose Industrial User 
Academy Trainings on April 28-29, 2004.  
Information provided included: regulatory 
background and requirements, actions needed to 
achieve compliance, and details on determining 
exposure. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
 
 
 
The success of the NOI 
Filers outreach project is 
tracked by the following 
methods: 
− Checking the State 


database periodically 
to observe changes in 
the number of NOIs 
filed. 


− Tracking the number 
telephone calls 
received by the City of 
San Jose’s 1-800 
telephone number. 


Approximately 25 
attendees at the Industrial 
User Academy Trainings 
submitted evaluations. 
Approximately 60 percent 
of the respondents 
indicated that their 
knowledge of NOI has 
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• Other tasks to be completed during FY 04-05 
include:  


− Obtaining an updated list of industries requiring 
NOI filing from San Jose’s IND Database.  
Letters were mailed in June 2004 to companies 
who may need to file NOIs.  Letters included 
information on how to achieve compliance with 
the GIASP. 


− Continue providing NOI filing information to 
industrial representatives at future San Jose 
Industrial User Academy Trainings.     


increased. 


 


All Co-permittees 
with IND Programs 


 Refer to individual Co-permittee FY 03-04 Annual 
Reports. 
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CAP Category: Potential Source Tracking  


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 4(3) – Potential Copper Sources, Loadings, and Impact Indicators  


Region of Applicability: Mainly South Bay; some indicators (brake pad content and BPP) applicable Bay-wide 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Measures of copper sources, indicators of potential release to the environment, and monitoring of impacts on 
indicator aquatic organisms  


Performance Measure(s): Relative change in specified indicator measurements 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


 


Palo Alto 


 


 


2006 Palo Alto 
CAP Report 


• Same action as FY 04-05 (see below).  Ongoing activity 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


     


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


 


Palo Alto 


 


 


2005 Palo Alto 
CAP Report 


• Palo Alto will prepare fourth annual Copper 
Action Plan Report in Feb/Mar 2005.  Influent, 
effluent and loading data from Sunnyvale, San 
Jose will also be included within the report.  
This is an on-going activity. 


 Report will include 
DWR copper sulfate 
dosage (to the South 
Bay Aqueduct) data 
and SFPUC dosage 
data (to local East 
Bay reservoirs) 
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 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


 


Palo Alto 


 


 


2004 Palo Alto 
CAP Report 


• The City of Palo Alto prepared its Copper 
Action Plan Report (Appendix E of the 2004 
Clean Bay Plan) dated February 25, 2004.      
Influent, effluent and loading data from 
Sunnyvale, San Jose and the amount of 
copper sulfate applied to the South Bay 
Aqueduct from 1996 through 2002 was also 
included within the Copper Action Plan 
Report. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  • Discussed approach to consolidate related 
task reporting in this annual report during the 
April 6, 2004 South Bay CAP/NAP Semi-
annual meeting.  It was agreed that to reduce 
redundant reporting, POTW baseline activities 
could be reported by reference within the 
Program’s Cu/Ni Work Plan.  This approach 
would eliminate reporting out the same activity 
in multiple regulatory reports.  It was noted 
that the reporting on most if not all other 
baseline activities within the current Cu/Ni 
Work Plan could likely be similarly done.  
Since most of these activities are on-going 
and have been incorporated into other 
existing programs, they could be reported on 
by referencing where the information is found 
within the appropriate sections of the Annual 
Report. 


 Continue to 
participate in efforts 
to develop/implement 
a Bay-wide CAP that 
will replace the South 
Bay CAP.   


 







 CAP Category: Potential Source Reduction (and uncertainty reduction)  


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-5 – Local support for Brake Pad Partnership (BPP): (1) research on brake pad wear debris & content;  
 (2) involve other local state and federal players, (3) assist in making research data accessible 


 CB-4(1) – Quantification studies of copper in vehicle brake pads (Other quantification studies reported under 
corresponding baseline activity) 


 CB-4(2) – Quantification studies of brake pad copper debris fate and transport 


 CB-4(4) – Issue paper on feasibility of monitoring brake pad copper fate and transport 


Region of Applicability: Bay-wide 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Brake pad debris is apparent dominant non-point source. Relative fate, transport, and bioavailability uncertain.  


Performance Measure(s): Comprehensive assessment proceeding under Prop. 13 project to address all baseline activities.  


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Activities 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP via 
BASMAA 


CB-5(1) 
CB-4(1, 2, 4) 


 • Same action as FY 04-05 (see below).  
Participation in BPP 
is an ongoing effort 
through BASMAA.  
Should transition to 
BPP participation 
and reporting as part 
of Bay-wide CAP 
effort.  BPP Prop. 13 
grant funded project 
is addressing most 
aspects of CB-
4(1)(2)(4) and CB-5.  
CB-4(4) moot since 
fate and transport 
studies are included 
in BPP Prop 13 
project. 
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SCVURPPP 


CB-5(3), CB-16 


 • Same action as FY 04-05 (see below).  
 


SCVURPPP 


CB-4(1, 2, 4) 


 • Same action as FY 04-05 (see below).  
 


SCVURPPP 


 


 • Continue discussions regarding the 
identification of additional funding sources for 
clearinghouse. Determine the future 
coordination of web-page maintenance 
activities as part of Bay-wide CAP development 
effort. 


 
Funding and 
coordination 
decision needs to be 
made by December 
2005. 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


 


SCVURPPP via 
BASMAA 


CB-5(1) 
CB-4(1, 2, 4) 


 


BASMAA 
liaison to BPP 
(Kelly Moran, 
TDC 
Environmental) 


• Same accomplishment as FY 03-04 (see 
below). 


 
 


SCVURPPP 
CB-5(3), CB-16 


 • Same accomplishment as FY 03-04 (see 
below). 


  


SCVURPPP  • Completed development of prototype P2 
clearinghouse in December 2004.  The 
clearinghouse is available on the Program’s 
website at www.scvurppp.org.  The website 
has been designed as a bay-wide resource.  
The Program has committed to maintain the 
website through calendar year 2005.  


Intended to be a 
complementary resource to 
the BACWA Pollution 
Prevention Guidance and 
Tools for POTWs project 
and the CEP Copper 
Sources in Urban Runoff 
and Shoreline Activities 


Identification of 
additional funding 
sources (after 2005) 
is required.  The 
Program may 
transition from 
program 
coordination to an 
oversight role. 
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report. 


  • SFEI/RMP completed development of web-
based copper “uncertainty studies” research 
tracking project (see description under CB-
17(1)) in December 2004.  This web-portal is 
available on the Program’s website at 
www.scvurppp.org.  


 
Bay-wide 
stakeholders will 
need to identify this 
project’s on-going 
priority, level of 
support and source 
of future funding as 
part of the Bay-wide 
CAP development 
effort. 


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


 


SCVURPPP via 
BASMAA 


CB-5(1) 
CB-4(1, 2, 4) 


 


 


BASMAA 
liaison to BPP 
(Kelly Moran, 
TDC 
Environmental) 


• Continue to actively track activities of BPP (and 
other efforts under the Proposition 13 grant) 
through BASMAA Monitoring Committee 
monthly meeting notes and BASMAA BPP 
liaison notes and communications.  


• Continue contributing SCVURPPP portion of 
BASMAA baseline funding allocated to 
BASMAA BPP liaison and BPP support.  


• Continue attending BPP Annual Stakeholder 
Meetings and share results with Management 
Committee.   


 
The BPP is a 
standing item at the 
monthly BASMAA 
Monitoring 
Committee 
meetings.  The 
Program will 
continue monitoring 
and supporting all 
ongoing BPP 
activities.  
The City of Palo Alto 
will continue to 
report on BPP 
activities within their 
Copper Action Plan 
Report prepared 
every February.  


SCVURPPP 


CB-5(3), CB-16 


 • Continue providing links at Program website 
(www.scvurppp.org) to websites which contain 
BPP Proposition 13 information.   


• Continue posting technical documents relevant 
to the BPP and other brake pad information on 


 Ongoing.  Update as 
needed.  


 


Ongoing.  Update as 
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the SCVURPPP website. needed.  


SCVURPPP 


CB-5(3), CB-16 


 • Continue providing resources (for a two year 
period) to develop a prototype P2 
clearinghouse.  Development of the 
clearinghouse will be coordinated with the 
Pollution Prevention Menus Project (see CB-
16).  Links/information to be posted to the 
prototype P2 clearinghouse during FY 04-05.       


• Finish establishing links/information relating to 
Bay copper impairment research data posted 
to a prototype SFEI-based web portal during 
CY 2004.  Track project timeline and interface 
with contractor regarding project status and 
completion.    


   Future funding
source(s) after 2004 
to be determined.  


SCVURPPP 


CB-4(1, 2, 4) 


 • Continue tracking quantification studies as they 
relate to brake pads as sources.  


   Other source
quantification 
studies in addition to 
brake pads will be 
tracked and 
presented in the 
appropriate 
Copper/Nickel 
baseline activity 
tables.   


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SFEI/RMP 
completed 
development of 
web-based copper 
“uncertainty 
studies” research 
tracking project 


 • Program staff actively tracked activities of BPP 
and efforts under the Proposition 13 grant 
through BASMAA Monitoring Committee 
monthly meeting notes and BASMAA BPP 
liaison notes and communications.    


• Contributed SCVURPPP portion of BASMAA 


Proposition 13 grant 
contract with SFEP, 
Sustainable Conservation 
and the Sate of California 
signed in late 2003. 


Ongoing 
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(see description 
under CB-17(1)) in 
December 2004.  
This web-portal is 
available on the 
Program’s website 
at 
www.scvurppp.org.  


baseline funding allocated to BASMAA BPP 
liaison and BPP support.  


• Attended BPP Annual Stakeholder Meeting on 
May 21, 2004.  Provided link (www.suscon.org)   
at Program website (www.scvurppp.org) which 
contains the meeting’s agenda, presentations 
and handouts.  Shared meeting results with 
SCVURPPP Management Committee.  


SCVURPPP 


CB-5(2) 


 


 Program staff will reevaluate if this task is politically 
and economically realistic.  Program staff will again 
request that BASMAA approach CASQA to 
consider funding to support State-wide involvement 
with BPP.  Request Regional Board assistance in 
making this a priority in other regions with copper 
impaired waterbodies.   


  


SCVURPPP 


CB-5(3), CB-16 


 Provided links at Program website 
(www.scvurppp.org) to websites which contain BPP 
Proposition 13 information.  Current websites 
include: Sustainable Conservation, 
http://www.suscon.org/brakepad/index.asp and 
TDC Environmental (technical reference library) 
http://www.tdcenvironmental.com/brake/  


Technical documents relevant to the BPP and other 
brake pad information have been posted on the 
Program’s website. 


  


SCVURPPP 


CB-5(3), CB-16 


 In November 2003, the Program executed a 
contract with the Clean Water Fund to provide 
resources for a two year period to develop a P2 
clearinghouse.  In May 2004, the Program decided 
to design and implement the prototype P2 
clearinghouse due to the Clean Water Fund not 
being able to fulfill their contract obligations.  In 
June 2004, the Program developed a strategy for 
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completing website design and implementation.  
Links/information relating to copper research data 
will be posted to the web portal during the 
remainder of CY 2004.  
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 CAP Category: Potential Source Reduction  


BASELINE ACTIVITY:  CB-6 – Measures to Reduce Traffic Congestion: Review appropriateness of transportation control measures, prioritize 
reasonable measures and identify potential efforts for further development  


                                       CB-7 – Measures to Reduce Traffic Congestion: (1) Establish transportation/impervious surface “forum,”  (2) Consider   
results of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) and imperviousness load estimates and control effectiveness evaluation; identify 
potential further control efforts   


Region of Applicability:  South Bay focus. Potential to become regional.  


Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Reductions in VMT and congestion may reduce generation of brake pad debris. 


Performance Measure(s):  VMT and congestion measurements are indirect indicators; the BPP wear debris characterization test is a more 
direct indicator (see CB-5). 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  Continue messages from the Watershed Watch 
Campaign promoting protection of water quality 
by reducing automobile use. 


Messages promoting protection 
of water quality by reducing 
automobile use will continue to 
be posted on the Watershed 
Watch website. 


 


SCVURPPP  Provide updates regarding transportation issues 
at SCBWMI LUS meetings. 


 This task will occur 
at least once a 
year.  The 
establishment of a 
transportation/ 
impervious surface 
“forum” CB-7(2)) is 
on hold indefinitely 
due to a lack of 
resources.  
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Co-permittees   Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


  Status: The memorandum is currently being 
drafted and is scheduled to be completed by June 
2005.  In addition, LUS is reviewing the 
SCBWMI’s Public Vision Survey (which includes 
the same transportation-related subjects) and will 
provide feedback to the SCBWMI COS on the 
best way to use this information.  


 


  


  Status: The transportation agencies awareness 
task is currently underway and is scheduled to be 
completed by June 2005. 


  


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP SCBWMI LUS Approach:  Collaboration with the agencies and 
organizations (e.g., VTA) that are better poised to 
take the lead on transportation-related tasks will 
increase the likelihood of successful, efficient 
implementation. 


• Prepare a memorandum that summarizes 
the current status of projects and 
activities of the main players involved in 
traffic congestion reduction and 
alternative transportation promotion; and 
provide recommendations on how the 
Program and SCBWMI LUS may best 
assist in these efforts.  


 
 


 
 
 
 
Memorandum will summarize 
the current status of projects 
listed in Table 1 of the 
Program’s document entitled 
The Role of Stormwater 
Agencies in Regional 
Congestion Management 
Planning and Implementation 
(dated March 13, 2002); and 
strategize best avenues for 
collaboration with lead 
agencies. 


CB-6&7 issues 
appear to have 
been adequately 
addressed for CAP 
purposes.  This 
issue is now in the 
hands of municipal 
transportation 
planners, and 
congestion 
management and 
transportation 
agencies (i.e. VTA), 
and is not a high 
priority of 
SCVURPPP 
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  • Ensure that the lead transportation 
agencies (e.g., VTA) are aware of and 
promote the transportation-related 
analysis in the Development Policies 
Comparison report.  


Memorandum transmitting 
section of Development 
Policies Comparison report 
along with municipal 
responses to transportation-
related questions of Site 
Design review (dated 
September 13, 2003) to 
appropriate staff.  


 


SCVURPPP  Continue messages in the Watershed Watch 
Campaign promoting protection of water quality 
by reducing automobile use. 


Messages promoting protection 
of water quality by reducing 
automobile use will continue to 
be posted on the Watershed 
Watch website. 


 


Co-permittees   Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 


 


SCBWMI LUS Update: Encouraged Co-permittees to update 
development rules to promote better 
transportation-related design practices and 
alternative modes of transportation, as 
recommended in the Development Policies 
Comparison Project Report (see Section VI., 
Policies to Limit Auto Use/Promote Alternative 
Transportation, in the Policy, Code, and 
Ordinance Worksheet). 


 


 


 


 


During FY 03-04, Co-
permittees revised 
development site design 
standards related to 
transportation (per Permit 
Provision C.3.j) based on 
analysis and recommendations 
made in the Development 
Policy Comparison report (April 
2003) and described in the Site 
Design Review submittal 
(September 15, 2003).  These 
revisions are summarized 
within Co-permittee Annual 
Reports submitted September 
15, 2004. 


Complete.  
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Facilitated updates via periodic discussions at 
LUS meetings (Site Design Dialogues) on 
transportation and land use issues and 
documented in LUS meeting (dialogue) 
summaries. 


 


 


On January 29, 2004, SCVURPPP conducted a 
workshop on “Overcoming Hurdles to Using 
Better Site Designs”, with presentations on 
development design that encourages alternative 
transportation and reduces sprawl (e.g., 
presentations on Village Homes in Davis, CA and 
the concept of new urbanism). 


 


 


During FY 03-04, VTA 
completed the Community 
Design and Transportation 
Manual and participated in the 
Program’s/SCBWMI LUS’s site 
design dialogues. 


 


This workshop was very well 
received.  The vast majority of 
attendees gave the workshop 
high marks. 


 


SCVURPPP SCVURPPP 


Watershed 
Watch 
Campaign 


Messages promoting water quality by reducing 
automobile use have been posted on the 
Wateshed Watch website. 


 


The message is included on the 
Watershed Watch website 
under “Caring for Your Vehicle 
and the Environment” at 
http://www.watershedwatch.net/
vehicle_care.htm 
 
 
 


 


 



http://www.watershedwatch.net/vehicle_care.htm

http://www.watershedwatch.net/vehicle_care.htm
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  CAP Category:  Watershed Assessment 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-8 - Measures to classify and assess watersheds and to improve institutional arrangements for watershed 
protection: 
(1) Ensure that watershed protection is considered in all applicable elements of Dischargers’ General Plans, (2) seek appropriate changes in State 
General Plan Guidelines, (3) ensure that watershed protection is considered in the CEQA process, and (4) continue to implement watershed 
classification and assessment efforts of SCBWMI.  


Region of Applicability:  South Bay  


Linkage to Copper Reduction:  No specific linkage to copper; actions apply to watershed protection in general. 


Performance Measure(s):  Changes in General Plans and CEQA process documents; results of SCVURPPP and SCBWMI assessments 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  • Continue implementing the Multi-Year Receiving 
Waters Monitoring Plan (see Section 4 of the FY 05-
06 Work Plan). 


 


 


 


• Track and/or participate in the Water Resources 
Protection Collaborative and working groups, as 
appropriate. 


Water quality data will be 
reported within the 
Program’s Annual 
Watershed Monitoring and 
Assessment Summary 
Report provided within 
Section 4 of the FY 05-06 
Annual Report. 


CB-8 activities have 
been incorporated 
into the Program’s 
and Co-permittees’ 
watershed 
management 
activities (Permit 
Provision C.10).  
On-going activity. 


SCVURPPP/ 


SCBWMI 


 • Continue to support the efforts of the SCBWMI 
Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup 
(WAMS) in planning or conducting future 


The results of watershed 
management measures; 
and collaboration with WMI 
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assessment-related work. and other applicable 
organizations will be 
reported within Section 5 of 
the Program’s Annual 
Report.  


Co-permittees  See individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


  • Continued implementing the Multi-Year Receiving 
Waters Monitoring Plan (see FY 04-05 Work Plan). 


 


 


 


 


• Tracked and/or participated in the Water Resources 
Protection Collaborative and working groups, as 
appropriate. 


 


Monitoring results will be 
provided within the 
Program’s FY 04-05 
Watershed Monitoring and 
Assessment Summary 
within Section 4 of the FY 
04-05 Annual Report. 
 


 


 


 


 


Continue 
implementing the 
Multi-Year 
Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan 
(see FY 04-05 Work 
Plan). 


SCVURPPP/ 


SCBWMI 


 • Continued to support the efforts of the SCBWMI 
Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup 
(WAMS), formerly WAS, in planning or conducting 
future assessment-related work. 
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 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  • Continue implementing the Multi-Year Receiving 
Waters Monitoring Plan (see Section 4 of the FY 04-
05 Work Plan). 


• Track and/or participate in the Water Resources 
Protection Collaborative and working groups, as 
appropriate. 


To be provided within 
Section 4 of the FY 04-05 
Annual Report. 


 


SCVURPPP/ 


SCBWMI 


 • Continue to support the efforts of the SCBWMI 
Watershed Assessment Subgroup (WAS) in 
planning or conducting future assessment-related 
work. 


  


Co-permittees  See individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 


   CB-8 (1) 


 


Permit Prov. 
C.3.l. 


• See individual Co-permittee annual reports and 
work plans for progress on updating their General 
Plans. 


Update progress in annual 
reports 


Revise General 
Plans at next 
scheduled update 
after 10/15/04 


SCVURPPP 


   CB-8 (2) 


 


 Action not needed now that Provision C.3.l. provides 
guidance for water quality and watershed protection 
principles and policies that should be included in 
General Plans. 


 None 
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SCVURPPP  


   CB-8 (3) 


 


Permit Prov. 
C.3.m. 


• Program staff worked with City of San Jose staff to 
prepare an analysis of the C.3.m. example 
questions and how they were addressed by the 
CEQA Guidelines.  This analysis is provided in the 
memorandum entitled Recommendations for 
Addressing Provision C.3.m, Water Quality Review 
Processes (final version dated December 4, 2003).  
This memorandum includes a list of the CEQA 
guidelines questions, in order, and guidance for 
addressing C.3.m. in responses to each question.  
All Co-permittees have been encouraged to use this 
guidance internally and to provide it to their 
environmental review consultants, thus ensuring a 
consistent approach to evaluating water quality and 
watershed impacts throughout the Santa Clara 
Valley.  The CEQA guidance is also provided in the 
SCVURPPP C.3. Stormwater Handbook.  


 


 None-task 
completed. 


SCVURPPP 


   CB-8 (4) 


 


 


 • Continued implementing the Multi-Year Receiving 
Waters Monitoring Plan (see FY 03-04 Work Plan). 


 


 


 


 


• Consultants under contract to the SCVWD collected 
channel cross-section data and measured bed and 
bank material as part of the HMP geomorphic 
assessment in Ross and San Tomas Aquino 
Creeks.  Modeling and stability assessment work for 


Monitoring results are 
provided with the 
Program’s FY 03-04 
Watershed Monitoring and 
Assessment Summary 
within Section 4 of the FY 
03-04 Annual Report. 
 


Field work, modeling and 
stability analyses were 
effectively used to 
demonstrate the application 
of the erosion potential 


Continue 
implementing the 
Multi-Year 
Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan 
(see FY 04-05 Work 
Plan). 
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Ross and San Tomas Aquino Creeks were also 
completed in FY 03-04.  Assessment results are 
provided within the Program’s Hydromodification 
Management Plan Report (Public Review Draft) 
June 2004.    


• Distributed Program’s Assessment of Watershed 
Assessment Methods by electronic mail (on August 
12, 2003) to the following parties: Program’s 
Management Committee, Program’s Ad Hoc 
Monitoring Committee and SCBWMI Watershed 
Assessment Subgroup.  Distributed hard copies to 
the SCVURPPP Management Committee on 
August 28, 2003. 


methodology in these 
creeks and to set 
management criteria for the 
HMP.  


 


 



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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CAP Category:  POTW Actions 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 9 – Continue Current Efforts and Track Corrosion Control Opportunities 


Region of Applicability: South Bay and Bay-wide 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Corrosion of copper piping is dominant source of loading to POTWs 


Performance Measure(s): Increased use of alternatives to copper pipe. Outreach to plumbers. Water purveyor corrosion control program 
effectiveness. 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


Palo Alto 
RWQCP 


Sunnyvale 


San Jose/Santa 
Clara WPCP 


 Continue scheduling and providing outreach to local 
pipe fitters unions and other plumbing associations.  
Presentations will be provided at their sites.   


 


A post presentation will be 
used to gauge increase in 
awareness. 


 


Palo Alto 
RWQCP 


Sunnyvale 


San Jose/Santa 
Clara WPCP 


 Track and report status of water purveyor corrosion 
control programs as part of their POTW NPDES 
Permit Pollutant Minimization Programs.  The City of 
Palo Alto will also provide this information in its annual 
Copper Action Plan Report (February/March 2006) 


 Corrosion control 
is regulated under 
the Safe Drinking 
Water Act Lead 
and Copper Rule, 
not the Clean 
Water Act.  The 
DHS is the 
regulatory 
authority rather 
than the Regional 
Board. 
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Palo Alto 
RWQCP 


 


 Continue distributing Palo Alto RWQCP guidelines for 
proper design, installation and maintenance of copper 
piping to local plumbers. 


 Ongoing.   


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP  Obtained and distributed (to Co-permittees) the 
following materials developed by BACWA’s Bay Area 
Pollution Prevention Group- Copper Pollution 
Prevention Subcommittee: Preventing Corrosion 
Protects San Francisco Bay: A Fact Sheet for 
Designers and Good Plumbing Practices Protect San 
Francisco Bay: A Fact Sheet for Installers/Plumbers.  
Both fact sheets are available on the Program’s 
website at www.scvurppp.org. 


Note: The guidelines distributed by the Palo Alto 
RWQCB are the two fact sheets developed by 
BACWA’s Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group- 
Copper Pollution Prevention Subcommittee. 


  


Palo Alto 
RWQCP 


 


 Continued distributing Palo Alto RWQCP guidelines 
for proper design, installation and maintenance of 
copper piping to local plumbers. 


 Ongoing 


Palo Alto 
RWQCP 


Sunnyvale 


San Jose/Santa 
Clara WPCP 


 Status: The Palo Alto RWQCP hired a consultant for 
coordinating presentations at plumbing agencies. 
During the first half of FY 04-05, six presentations 
have been provided (by POTW staff) to local pipe 
fitters unions and other plumbing associations.  
Additional presentations are planned for FY 04-05. 


A post presentation survey 
has been developed to 
gauge increase in 
awareness. 


 



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  When finalized, the Program will distribute (to Co-
permittees) outreach materials developed by 
BACWA’s Bay Area Pollution Prevention Group- 
Copper Pollution Prevention Subcommittee regarding 
the proper design, installation and maintenance of 
copper piping.  


 The completion of 
this task is 
dependent on the 
Subcommittee’s 
timeframes and 
delivery of 
outreach 
materials. 


Palo Alto 
RWQCP 


Sunnyvale 


San Jose/Santa 
Clara WPCP 


 Schedule and provide outreach to local pipe fitters 
unions and American Society of Plumbing Engineers.  
Presentations will be provided at their sites.  The 
schedule is dependent on obtaining the outreach 
materials. 


A post presentation survey 
has been developed to 
gauge increase in 
awareness. 


 


Palo Alto 
RWQCP 


 


 Continue to distribute Palo Alto RWQCP guidelines for 
proper design, installation and maintenance of copper 
piping to local plumbers. 


 Ongoing 


SCVURPPP  Encourage Co-permittees to provide similar 
outreach/presentations on copper pollution prevention 
to own building departments and municipal plumbing 
staff. 


  


SCVURPPP  Continue dialogue with Department of Health Services 
(DHS) and the Regional Board regarding opportunities 
to enhance potable water corrosion control by water 
purveyors.  Copper piping and fixture erosion is the 


Corrosion control is regulated 
under the Safe Drinking 
Water Act Lead and Copper 
Rule, not the Clean Water 
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dominant source of copper in most service areas.   Act.  The DHS is the 
regulatory authority rather 
than the Regional Board.  


SCVURPPP  Distribute Palo Alto RWQCP guidelines for proper 
design, installation, and maintenance of copper piping 
to Co-permittees.    


Deferred from FY 03-04 to 
FY 04-05 due to competing 
priorities. 


 


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


Palo Alto 
RWQCP 


 Information regarding the proper design, installation 
and maintenance of copper piping is now available at 
the Building Department.  The City’s Environmental 
Compliance staff has discussed this subject with 
Building Department staff.  During FY 03-04, the 
majority of staff time was used to develop the 
materials for the Bay-wide outreach program. 


In previous years, the City of Palo Alto provided 
presentations to plumbing unions in Santa Clara 
County and HVAC engineering associations. 


  


Palo Alto 
RWQCP 


Sunnyvale 


San Jose/Santa 
Clara WPCP 


 
A comprehensive list of unions, associations, and their 
contacts was developed in 2003.  All three POTWs 
have signed up to provide outreach to local unions, 
engineering societies and associations.  The outreach 
work load was divided between the three POTWs.  
Outreach efforts will include the following:  


- Sunnyvale will work with Santa Clara County’s 
United Association Local Union 393; 


- San Jose will work with the San Jose chapter of the 
American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-
Conditioning Engineers (ASHRAE).  San Jose staff 
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was invited to present a brief synopsis of the issue at 
their June 2004 society meeting. 


-Palo Alto agreed to work with the Plumbing, Heating, 
Cooling Contractors Association (PHCC) for the 
Greater Bay Area.  Currently, Palo Alto is scheduling a 
presentation date. 


Palo Alto 
RWQCP 


Sunnyvale 


San Jose/Santa 
Clara WPCP 


 During FY 03-04, San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo Alto 
POTW staff members participated in BACWA’s Bay 
Area Pollution Prevention Group- Copper Pollution 
Prevention Subcommittee. This subcommittee 
designed fact sheets, developed a “freebie” item for 
plumbers and created a generic PowerPoint 
presentation (on copper pollution prevention) 
applicable throughout the Bay Area.  


 CY 2004 is the 
target for 
conducting 
outreach. 


 


 



http://www.cityofpaloalto.org/
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CAP Category: Assessment/Monitoring 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 10/NB-2 - Measures associated with utilizing the Sediment Characteristics and Contamination 
Environmental Indicator.  


(1) Determine whether SEIDP Indicator #5 results suitable to serve as an indicator of the relationship between 
sediment quality and urbanization [Completed in FY 02-03],  


(2) Investigate the linkage with SFEI sources and loading work efforts [Ongoing participation].  


Region of Applicability: South Bay and generally Bay-wide 


Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Direct and indirect measures of sediment concentrations may assist in sources and loadings estimates 


Performance Measure(s):  Collection and reporting of sediment quality data; participation in RMP & CEP projects and work groups. 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 


CB-10(1) 


FY 05-06 
Watershed 
Monitoring and 
Assessment 
Summary 
Report  


• Conduct screening-level monitoring of total and 
dissolved metals (including copper) in water in 
Stevens, Permanente, Matadero, Barron, 
Calabazas Creeks; and Sunnyvale East and 
West Channels (per FY 05-06 Annual Monitoring 
Plan). 


Water quality data 
collected as part of the 
SCVURPPP Long-Term 
Monitoring Plan may 
assist with source 
identification and loadings 
estimates. 


Sediment and water 
quality data will 
continue to be 
reported within the 
Program’s Annual 
Watershed Monitoring 
and Assessment 
Summary Report 
provided within 
Section 4 of its Annual 
Report submitted each 
September. 


 


  • Continue to participate on the RMP Sources, 
Pathways, and Loading Work Group (SPLWG);  On-going participation 
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and other RMP and CEP work groups that 
address sediment issues. 


 
• Continue to support contaminant loading studies 


and development of improved sediment toxicity 
methods through participation in the CEP and 
RMP. 


 


 


Sediment contaminant 
and toxicity studies 
and related 
information will be 
tracked by the SFEI 
“Uncertainty 
Reduction Studies” 
website project (see 
CB-17, 18 and 20). 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 


CB-10(1) 


FY 04-05 
Watershed 
Monitoring and 
Assessment 
Summary 
Report  


• Conducted screening-level monitoring of total 
and dissolved metals (including copper) in water 
in Adobe, San Tomas, Matadero, Barron, 
Calabazas Creeks; and Sunnyvale East and 
West Channels (per FY 04-05 Annual Monitoring 
Plan). 


Water quality data 
collected as part of the 
SCVURPPP Long-Term 
Monitoring Plan may 
assist with source 
identification and loadings 
estimates. 


 


SCVURPPP 


CB-10(2) 


 


Reports posted 
on RMP and 
CEP websites 


• Continued to participate on the RMP Sources, 
Pathways, and Loading Work Group (SPLWG); 
and other RMP and CEP work groups that 
address sediment issues. 


• Continued to support contaminant loading 
studies and development of improved sediment 
toxicity methods through participation in the CEP 
and RMP. 


CEP and RMP are 
devoting increased 
attention to sediment 
related special studies. 


On-going participation. 
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 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 


CB-10(1) 


FY 04-05 
Watershed 
Monitoring and 
Assessment 
Summary 
Report  


• Conduct screening-level monitoring of total and 
dissolved metals (including copper) in water in 
Adobe, San Tomas, Matadero, Barron, 
Calabazas Creeks; and Sunnyvale East and 
West Channels (per FY 04-05 Annual Monitoring 
Plan). 


Water quality data 
collected as part of the 
SCVURPPP Long-Term 
Monitoring Plan may 
assist with source 
identification and loadings 
estimates. 


 


SCVURPPP 


CB-10(2) 


 


 • Continue to participate on the RMP Sources, 
Pathways, and Loading Work Group (SPLWG); 
and other RMP and CEP work groups that 
address sediment issues. 


 
• Continue to support contaminant loading studies 


and development of improved sediment toxicity 
methods through participation in the CEP and 
RMP. 


 On-going participation 


SCVURPPP 


CB-10(2) 


 


 • Continue to participate on the RMP Sources, 
Pathways, and Loading Work Group (SPLWG); 
and other RMP and CEP work groups that 
address sediment issues. 


 
• Continue to support contaminant loading studies 


and development of improved sediment toxicity 
methods through participation in the CEP and 
RMP. 


 On-going participation 


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP FY 03-04 
Watershed 
Monitoring and 


• Conducted screening-level monitoring of total 
metals (including copper) in sediment and total 
dissolved metals in water in Adobe and San 


Sediment and water 
quality data collected as 
part of the SCVURPPP 
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CB-10(1) Assessment 
Summary 
Report 


Tomas Creeks (per FY 03-04 Annual Monitoring 
Plan). 


Long-Term Monitoring 
Plan may assist with 
sources and loadings 
estimates. 


SCVURPPP 


CB-10(2) 


 


Reports posted 
on RMP and 
CEP websites 


• Continued to participate on the RMP Sources, 
Pathways, and Loading Work Group (SPLWG); 
and other RMP and CEP work groups that 
address sediment issues. 


• Continued to support contaminant loading 
studies and development of improved sediment 
toxicity methods through participation in the CEP 
and RMP. 


CEP and RMP are 
devoting increased 
attention to sediment 
related special studies. 


On-going participation. 
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CAP Category: Potential Source Reduction 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 11 - Measures to improve street sweeping controls and storm water system operation and maintenance: 


                                               (1) evaluate need for improvements to existing street sweeping controls,  


                                               (2) evaluate need for improvement to storm water system operation and maintenance controls,  


                                               (3) evaluate need for improvements to standard operating procedures for disposal of collected materials 


Region of Applicability: South Bay and Bay-wide  


Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Removal and disposal of copper associated with street sweepings and storm drain cleaning 


Performance Measure(s):  Estimates of volume/weight of materials removed and miles swept 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 
 


 • Continue to compile and summarize Co-
permittee street sweeping and leaf removal 
data (obtained from monthly recordkeeping 
forms) within Program’s Annual Report. 


Street sweeping data is 
included in Co-permittee 
Annual Reports and 
Section 4 of the Program’s 
Annual Report. 


Ongoing activity.  Co-
permittees will continue 
to conduct street 
sweeping activities in 
accordance with the 
Streets, Roads and 
Highways 
Performance Standard 
provided within the 
Program’s Urban 
Runoff Management 
Plan (URMP) and 
individual Co-permittee 
URMPs. 
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Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 
 


 • Continued compiling and summarizing Co-
permittee street sweeping and leaf removal 
data. 


  


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 
 


 • Provide guidance for Co-permittees to evaluate 
their standard operating procedures for 
disposal of collected materials, and revise them 
to include any needed improvements. 


Include in Annual Reports. Reevaluate as 
needed. 


SCVURPPP 
 


 • Provide guidance for Co-permittees to evaluate 
the effectiveness of street sweeping practices 
in accordance with the Program’s Performance 
Standard for Public Streets, Roads and 
Highway Operation and Maintenance 


Include in Annual Reports. Ongoing 


SCVURPPP 
 


 • Continue to compile and summarize Co-
permittee street sweeping and leaf removal 
data (obtained from monthly recordkeeping 
forms) within Program’s Annual Report. 


Include in Annual Reports. Ongoing 


Co-Permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 


 


 • Provided written guidance to Co-permittees 
regarding the collection of street sweeping data 
(November 2003).  Co–permittees were 


 See FY 04-05 Work 
Plan tasks above.  
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requested to collect (on a monthly basis) and 
provide to Program staff (on a biannual basis) 
the following information: volume of waste 
collected, number of miles swept, any changes 
to the street sweeping program and leaf 
removal data (seasonal).  To ensure 
standardized collection and reporting of data, 
monthly recordkeeping forms were provided.  
In August 2004, Co-permittee submitted (at a 
minimum) street sweeping data for the second 
half of FY 03-04.  Street sweeping data is 
summarized in the Program’s FY 03-04 Annual 
Report, Appendix C. 


• Requested that Co-permittees evaluate need 
for improvement of current street sweeping and 
storm drain system O&M programs (within 
available budgets) in FY 03-04 Annual Report 
(November 2003). 


• Requested that Co-permittees (through the use 
of a survey) provide specific information 
regarding their street sweeping and leaf 
removal programs.  Completed surveys were 
provided to Program staff in December 2003.   


• Tracked status of scheduled update of 
Fairfield-Suisun street sweeping study which 
will estimate copper loading reductions.  This 
update will likely be completed in FY 04-05. 


• Planned to review previous studies for San 
Jose, San Mateo Countywide STOPPP and 
Fairfield-Suisun URMP on copper removed 
from street sweeping activities and evaluate 
feasibility of using data to identify changes in 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


This task was 
originally scheduled 
for FY 03-04.  Due 
to higher priority 
Program issues, this 
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procedures that would reduce copper in 
stormwater. 


task has been 
delayed until FY 04-
05.    


Co-Permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee FY 03-04 Annual 
Reports. 
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CAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction   


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 12 - Public education and outreach measures to control copper discharges from pools and spas 


Region of Applicability: South Bay and Bay-wide 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Reduce use of copper based algaecides in pools and spas and discharge of copper treated water to storm drains. 


Performance Measure(s): Quality and quantity of outreach materials distributed. 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 


 


 Same actions as FY 04-05 (see below). 
 
 


 
Illicit pool and spa 
discharges are 
tracked and 
reported as part of 
on-going IC/ID 
activities (Permit 
Provision C.6.a.ii). 


All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


    
 


SCVURPPP 
 


 Continued distributing updated pool brochure 
according to the distribution plan completed during 
FY 03-04.  This brochure was also made available on 
the Watershed Watch Campaign website 
(www.watershedwatch.net).   


The number of brochures 
distributed will be included 
within Section 3 of the 
Program’s FY 04-05 
Annual Report. 


 



http://www.watershedwatch.net/
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 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 


 


 As part of the Program’s Illicit Connection and Illegal 
Dumping (IC/ID) Elimination activities, investigate 
pool, fountain and spa discharge incidents.  
Inspectors to provide verbal or written information 
regarding pollution prevention and proper 
management of waters.  Results and follow-up 
relating to the incident will be summarized in the 
Program’s Annual Report submitted each 
September.  This activity is consistent with Permit 
Provision C.6.a.ii   


 
Individual Co-permittees 
are documenting IC/ID 
incidents in accordance 
with Permit Provision 
C.6.a.ii.  Follow-up 
inspections are conducted 
as required.  


 


 
Ongoing 


SCVURPPP 
 


 Continue to distribute updated pool brochure 
according to the distribution plan completed during 
FY 03-04. 


The number of brochures 
distributed will be included 
in the Program’s Annual 
Report. 


 


All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 


 


 
An updated pool brochure entitled Keep Pool, Spa 
and Fountain Water Out of Storm Drains, Creeks and 
the Bay was finalized, printed and distributed to all 
Santa Clara County pool owners in May 2004.  


Current distribution methods include: mass mailing to 
pool owners (per County tax assessor’s list); 
handouts at public events; brochures at agency 
department counters and public places; and 
placement on Watershed Watch, SCVURPPP and 
Co-permittee websites.   


The updated pool 
brochure was mailed to 
approximately 40,000 
Santa Clara County 
residents (except the City 
of Los Altos).  The City of 
Los Altos mailed 
approximately 3,000 
brochures to their 
residents.  While it is not 
possible to directly 
measure effectiveness, 
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Program staff received 
feedback from residents 
during events and via 
messages posted on the 
WW website regarding the 
usefulness of the 
brochure. 
  
Program staff provided 
approximately 1,750 pool 
brochures to the following 
Co-permittees for 
distribution: San Jose, 
Palo Alto, SCVWD and the 
West Valley Communities.  
Approximately 75 pool 
brochures were distributed 
at the San Jose Spring 
Home and Garden Show 
held June 4- 6, 2004.   
    


All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee FY 03-04 Annual 
Reports. 


  


 



http://www.watershedwatch.net/
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   CAP Category:  POTW Potential Source Reduction 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-13/NB-3 – Track POTW Pretreatment Program efforts and POTW loadings. 


Region of Applicability: South Bay.   


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Both indirect and direct.  Pretreatment efforts are indirect because there is not a linear relationship between 
influent reductions and effluent concentrations.  POTW loading is direct. 


Performance Measure(s):  Pounds of copper reduced. 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water 
Pollution Control 
Plant 


Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report and 
Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 


Same action as FY04-05 (see below).  This task is 
ongoing.  Efforts 
are independently 
reported in the 
annual Clean Bay 
Strategy Status 
Reports, Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program Reports 
and Pollutant 
Prevention and 
Minimization 
Reports. 


Sunnyvale Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 


Same action as FY04-05 (see below).  This task is 
ongoing.  Efforts 
are independently 
reported in the 
annual 
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Pretreatment 
Program Reports 
and Pollutant 
Prevention and 
Minimization 
Reports. 


Palo Alto Annual Clean 
Bay Report   


Same action as FY04-05 (see below). 
 This task is 


ongoing.  Efforts 
are independently 
reported in the 
annual Clean Bay 
Pollution 
Prevention Plan, 
Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program Reports 
and Pollutant 
Prevention and 
Minimization 
Reports. 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP  Tracked BACWA Pollution Prevention Menus Project 
that is in part addressing copper sources and control 
measures.  


Dependant on if new 
measures can be 
reasonably implemented 
or implemented more 
effectively. 


Implement, as 
appropriate, project 
recommendations. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  Track BACWA Pollution Prevention Menus Project 
that is in part addressing copper sources and control 
measures.  


Dependant on if new 
measures can be 
reasonably implemented 
or implemented more 
effectively. 


Implement, as 
appropriate, project 
recommendations. 


San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water 
Pollution Control 
Plant 


Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report and 
Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 


Same action as FY03-04 (see below).  This task is ongoing 
and is reported in 
the Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report and Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program Report 


Sunnyvale Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 


Same action as FY03-04 (see below).  This task is ongoing 
and is reported in 
the Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program Report 


Palo Alto Annual Clean 
Bay Report   


Same action as FY03-04 (see below). 
 This task is ongoing 


and is reported in 
the Annual Clean 
Bay Report 


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water 
Pollution Control 


Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report and 


On-going: Continue implementation of the 
pretreatment and pollution prevention work, including 
updating and modifying the Mass Audit Studies, 


Compare permitted 
industrial loading to 1997 
levels.  Maintain effluent 


Continuously 
evaluate the 
pretreatment 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


Plant Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 


Reasonable Control Measure Plans and Flow Audit 
Studies.  This might include updating and modifying 
the protocols and developing additional guidance 
documents.  We will continue to calculate permitted 
industrial loading and compare to 1997 levels.  
Continue influent and effluent monitoring to 
document contaminant loading to the treatment plant. 


concentrations below 
permit limits. 


program and the 
tools used to 
ensure improved 
effectiveness. 


Sunnyvale Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program 
Report 


On-going: Continue with pretreatment and pollution 
prevention efforts including industrial user and 
influent and effluent monitoring. Update annual 
Source Loadings Appendix to pretreatment report.  


Compare current to 
historic concentrations and 
loadings 


Apply continuous 
improvement 
actions to Annual 
Report preparation 
and presentations. 


Palo Alto Annual Clean 
Bay Report  


On-going: Continue with existing activities presented 
in Clean Bay Report including Copper Action Plan 
Appendix (see CB-4(3)). 


Compare current to 
historic concentrations and 
loadings 


Continue on-going 
actions. 
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CAP Category:  POTW Potential Source Reduction 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-14/NB-4 – Track and encourage water recycling efforts. 


Region of Applicability: South Bay.  


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Direct due to flow diversion. 


Performance Measure(s):  Millions of gallons per day of diverted effluent. 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness 
Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


Palo Alto 2005 Water 
Recycling 
Annual Report 


Same action as FY04-05 (see below). Quantity recycled. 


New connections 
added 


Ongoing and 
proposed water 
recycling efforts will 
continue to be 
independently 
reported in their 
annual water 
reclamation reports 
pursuant to the 
requirements of 
their water 
reclamation 
permits. 


San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water 
Pollution Control 
Plant 


2005 Water 
Recycling 
Annual Report 


Same action as FY04-05 (see below). Quantity recycled. 


New connections 
added 


Results are 
reported in annual 
water reclamation 
reports, Clean Bay 
Strategy and South 
Bay Action Plan. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness 
Evaluation Future Actions 


Sunnyvale 2005 Water 
Recycling 
Annual Report 


Same action as FY04-05 (see below). Quantity recycled. 


New connections 
added. 


Water Recycling 
Annual Report 
prepared every 
February. 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


     


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


Palo Alto 2004 Water 
Recycling 
Annual Report 


Continue to track and report volumes diverted in 
accordance with recycled water permit requirements. 


Prepare feasibility study for pipeline to Mountain 
View.  Water will serve shoreline area. 


Quantity recycled. 


New connections 
added. 


 


San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water 
Pollution Control 
Plant 


2004 Water 
Recycling 
Annual Report 


Continue to track and report volumes diverted in 
accordance with recycled water permit requirements. 


Continue providing financial incentives for industrial 
flow reduction including recycle/reuse projects.  
Continue to encourage water recycling via the 
collaborative process (with the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District) to develop an institutional framework 
for long-term ownership, operation and maintenance 
and future expansion of SBWR.   


  Average Dry 
Weather Effluent 
Flow for 2004 will 
be reported in 
2005. 


  Continue to distribute outreach materials (e.g., 
cooling tower BMPs and flow/pollutant reduction 
case studies).  Complete two additional case studies.  
Complete the Industrial Reuse Guidelines and make 
them available to expedite projects through the 


95,000 gpd flow 
reduction anticipated 
from current year 
WET project 
completion.  An 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness 
Evaluation Future Actions 


permitting process. additional 175,000 
gpd are anticipated in 
FY 04-05.  (Updated 
flow estimates, 
different than 
reported in February 
2004 CBS- South 
Bay Action Plan 
Report.)   


Sunnyvale 2004 Water 
Recycling 
Annual Report 


Submit annual report on reclamation activities 
including updates on current and planned future 
reclamation activities as required by Water 
Reclamation Permit (Order 94-069) 


Quantity recycled. 


New connections 
added. 


Water Recycling 
Annual Report 
prepared every 
February. 


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


San Jose/Santa 
Clara Water 
Pollution Control 
Plant 


Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report 


South Bay Action Plan (SBAP) was updated in 
February 2004.  Tracked the completion of funded 
South Bay Water Recycling projects along with 
additional flow diverted to customers.  Continued 
providing financial incentives for industrial flow 
reduction including recycle/reuse projects.  
Encouraged water recycling by continuing the 
collaborative process (with the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District) to develop an institutional framework 
for long-term ownership, operation and maintenance, 
and future expansion of SBWR.  Continued to 
distribute outreach materials (e.g., cooling tower 
BMPs). Promoted the financial incentive program 
through workshops and direct calls to potential 
customers. 


Updating the City of San Jose Water Policy was 


Recycled 10-15mgd 
during summer 
months. 


Distributed $29,000 in 
incentives 


Silver Creek pipeline 
extension completed. 


15,200 gpd reduction 
from Water Efficient 
Technologies 
Program. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness 
Evaluation Future Actions 


delayed (by the City Council) until FY 04-05. 


Sunnyvale 2003 Water 
Recycling 
Annual Report 
(Feb 2004) 


Update: In process of preparing annual report on 
reclamation activities which will include updates on 
current and planned future reclamation activities (as 
required by Water Reclamation Permit-Order 94-069) 


# mgd recycled. 


# of new connections 
added. 


 


 







CAP Category: Potential Source Reductions 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-15/NB-5 - Measures to evaluate effectiveness of Performance Standards and identify cost-effective 
modifications to reduce discharges of copper (see NB-1, CB-3 and CB-11).  


Region of Applicability: South Bay  


Linkage to Copper Reduction:  Reductions in copper associated with sediment generated from construction related activities  


Performance Measure(s):  Co-permittee Annual Reports evaluating implementation of Construction Inspection Performance Standard (including 
effectiveness of erosion control measures and construction site inspections). 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness 
Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 
 


PS Continue to implement the following Performance 
Standards: Construction Inspection, Public Streets, 
Roads and Highways O&M (PSRH), Storm Drain 
O&M (SDOM), Industrial Discharger Control (IND) 
and Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support 
(RPW), and evaluate effectiveness annually. 


Effectiveness evaluation 
in Co-permittee Annual 
Reports (see Self- 
Evaluation Matrix- 
Attachment B). 


The ongoing 
implementation of 
performance 
standards is 
independently 
required in 
accordance with 
the Program’s and 
individual Co-
permittee Urban 
Runoff 
Management 
Plans. 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 
 


PS Co-permittees are continuing to implement the 
Performance Standards (PS) described below. 


Effectiveness evaluation 
in Co-permittee Annual 
Reports Section (Self- 
Evaluation Matrix- 
Attachment B).  


Ongoing 


SCVURPPP  Status: Worked with the Industrial Inspection AHTG Effectiveness of Possible update to 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness 
Evaluation Future Actions 


(ref. CB-3) to update the IND Performance Standard. The 
updates were essentially administrative (e.g., 
incorporating enhanced reporting requirements and 
results of Co-permittee evaluations).  The inspection 
frequency of industrial/commercial facilities was also 
updated to match the Program’s NPDES permit.  A 
final revised draft of the IND performance standard 
was approved by the Management Committee on 
February 17, 2005. 


implementation is 
evaluated in Co-
permittee annual reports. 


URMPs of Co-
permittees with IND 
programs. 


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 
 


PS Continue to implement the following Performance 
Standards: Construction Inspection, Public Streets, 
Roads and Highways O&M (PSRH), Storm Drain 
O&M (SDOM), Industrial Discharger Control (IND) 
and Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support 
(RPW), and evaluate effectiveness annually. 


Effectiveness evaluation 
in Co-permittee Annual 
Reports (see Self- 
Evaluation Matrix- 
Attachment B). 


 


SCVURPPP 
(ref. CB-3) 


IND PS Work with the IND AHTG to develop model language 
for updating the IND Performance Standards and a 
timeframe for implementation.  Consider update of 
language specifying the inspection frequency of 
industrial/commercial facilities suspected of 
discharging copper into stormwater. 


  


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 
 


PS Co-permittees are continuing to implement the 
Performance Standards (PS) described above. 


Effectiveness evaluation 
in Co-permittee Annual 
Reports Section (Self- 
Evaluation Matrix- 
Attachment B).  


Ongoing 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness 
Evaluation Future Actions 


SCVURPPP 
(ref. CB-3) 


IND PS Work with the IND AHTG to develop model language 
for updating the IND Performance Standards and a 
timeframe for implementation.  Consider update of 
language specifying the inspection frequency of 
industrial/commercial facilities suspected of 
discharging copper into stormwater. 
Due to the Program’s focus on higher priority items, 
this update of the IND PS originally scheduled for FY 
03-04 will be conducted in FY 04-05.  


  


SCVURPPP 
 
 


CIPS Work with Co-permittees to develop a reporting form 
to track the number of violations, follow-up and 
enforcement actions relating to inadequate 
erosion/sediment control measures at construction 
sites.   
Update: Co-permittees are aware that they need to 
report this information within their Annual Reports.  
Most of them have their own reporting forms or 
processes for tracking the number of violations, 
follow-up and enforcement actions relating to 
inadequate erosion/sediment control measures at 
construction sites.    


Effectiveness evaluation 
in Co-permittee Annual 
Reports.  


 


SCVURPPP 
 


CIPS The Program sponsored and helped conduct the 
annual Regional Board Construction Site 
Management Workshop on September 24, 2003.  
Information on the latest erosion/sediment control 
techniques was provided. 


The workshop was well 
attended (95 people, 
mostly Co-permittee 
staff). Evaluation forms 
showed that the 
workshop was successful 
in educating attendees 
(see FY 03-04 Annual 
Report). 


Ongoing- Program 
will co-sponsor this 
workshop with 
RWQCB every two 
years.   


All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Annual Reports for    
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness 
Evaluation Future Actions 


(ref. NB-1, CB-3 
and CB-11)  


NB-1, CB-3 and CB-11 tasks. 
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CAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction  


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 16 – Measures to Establish an Environmental Clearinghouse 


Region of Applicability: Region-wide 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Information source on nation-wide copper and nickel pollution prevention activities affecting water quality 


Performance Measure(s): Amount and utility of information accessible through the web portal 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 


 


 Continue posting CAP related information and 
reports on Program’s website (www.scvurppp.org). 


 Ongoing activity.  


SCVURPPP 


 


 Continue discussions regarding the identification of 
additional funding sources for clearinghouse. 
Determine the future coordination of web-page 
maintenance activities as part of Bay-wide CAP 
development effort. 


 Funding and 
coordination decision 
needs to be made by 
December 2005. 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 


 


 Continued posting CAP related information and 
reports on Program’s website. 


 Ongoing.  


SCVURPPP  Completed development of prototype P2 
clearinghouse in December 2004.  The 
clearinghouse is available on the Program’s website 


Intended to be a 
complementary resource to 
the BACWA Pollution 


Identification of 
additional funding 
sources (after 2005) 



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


at www.scvurppp.org.  The website has been 
designed as a bay-wide resource.  The Program 
has committed to maintain the website through 
calendar year 2005  


Prevention Guidance and 
Tools for POTWs project 
and the CEP Copper 
Sources in Urban Runoff 
and Shoreline Activities 
report. 


is required.  The 
Program may 
transition from 
program coordination 
to an oversight role. 


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


 


SCVURPPP 


 


 • Continue providing resources (for a two year 
period) to develop a prototype P2 
clearinghouse.  Development of the 
clearinghouse will be coordinated with the 
Pollution Prevention Menus Project (see CB-
16).  Links/information to be posted to the 
prototype P2 clearinghouse during FY 04-05.      


 


 Identification of 
additional funding 
sources (after two-
year period) is 
required.  The 
Program will 
transition from 
program 
coordination/administ
ration to an oversight 
role.   


SCVURPPP 


 


 • Start discussions regarding the identification of 
additional funding sources after two-year 
period.  Determine who will be responsible for 
future coordination of web page activities. 


  


SCVURPPP 


 


 Ongoing: Continue posting CAP related information 
and reports on Program’s website. 


 Ongoing.  All relevant 
documents will be 
posted as 
appropriate. 



http://www.scvurppp.org/

http://www.scvurppp.org/
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


 


SCVURPPP 


 


Web portal & 


semi-annual 
report from CWF 


In November 2003, the Program executed a 
contract with the Clean Water Fund to provide 
resources for a two year period to develop a P2 
clearinghouse.  In May 2004, the Program decided 
to design and implement the prototype P2 
clearinghouse due to the Clean Water Fund not 
being able to fulfill their contract obligations.  In 
June 2004, the Program developed a strategy for 
website design and implementation.  
Links/information to be posted to the prototype P2 
clearinghouse during the remainder of CY 2004.   


  


SCVURPPP 


 


BPP Provided links at Program website 
(www.scvurppp.org) to websites which contain BPP 
Proposition 13 information.  Current websites 
include: Sustainable Conservation, 
http://www.suscon.org/brakepad/index.asp and TDC 
Environmental (technical reference library) 
http://www.tdcenvironmental.com/brake/  


Technical documents relevant to the BPP and other 
brake pad information have been posted on the 
Program’s website (see copper/nickel web page). 


 Relevant CAP related 
information and 
reports will be posted 
on the SCVURPPP 
website, as 
appropriate. 


 



http://www.scvurppp.org/

http://www.suscon.org/brakepad/index.asp

http://www.tdcenvironmental.com/brake/
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CAP Category: Uncertainty Reduction Studies 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-17(1) – Phytoplankton species toxicity and prevalence 


Region of Applicability: South bay and bay-wide (Linkage to CB-17(4) toxicity bioassays, CB-18(3) copper speciation, CB-18(4) competing 
metals uptake) 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Ambient concentrations could influence certain phytoplankton species composition, prevalence, and distribution 


Performance Measure(s): Ambient concentrations of sensitive phytoplankton.  


Lead Party Reports Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


FY 2005 – 2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   


SCVURPPP  Semi-
annual 
updates 


Provide funding to SFEI/RMP for updating information 
on web-portal during calendar year 2005.   


 Transition to Bay-
wide sponsored 
activity. 


FY 2004-2005  Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting to 
SCVURPPP 


Semi-
annual 
updates 


SFEI/RMP completed development of web-based 
copper “uncertainty studies” research tracking project 
(see description under CB-17(1)) in December 2004.  
This web-portal is available on the Program’s website 
at www.scvurppp.org.  


 Bay-wide 
stakeholders will 
need to identify this 
project’s on-going 
priority, level of 
support and source 
of future funding as 
part of the Bay-wide 
CAP development 
effort. 


FY 2004 – 2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   


SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 


Semi-
annually 


Work with RMP/SFEI to complete web-based project 
to track and view results of bay-wide phytoplankton 


SCVURPPP will continue to 
provide limited seed money 


Solicit support from 
RMP member 



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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Lead Party Reports Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


reporting to 
SCVURPPP 


monitoring, toxicity, and other copper impairment 
uncertainty reduction related research. Identify how to 
integrate into existing RMP programs/budget or 
identify other candidate funding sources. Target 
completion December 2004.  


and in-kind assistance to 
RMP/SFEI to complete the 
project in CY 2004. 
Stakeholders need to 
identify project priority and 
level of support. 


agencies for funding 
after CY 2004. 


USGS with 
SCVURPPP to track 
pending transition to 
RMP 


 Follow-up again with RMP and USGS Jim Cloern to 
confirm identify USGS’s plans and schedule for 
compiling and reporting on historic bay-wide species 
composition and abundance information. 


Depends on USGS making 
data available. 


Work may require 
new or redirected 
funding for USGS. 


FY 2003-2004  Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP  


 


Annual Signed contract with RMP/SFEI and began work to 
develop and implement a web-based approach to 
track and view results of bay-wide phytoplankton 
monitoring and toxicity related research 


SCVURPPP provided 
limited seed money and in-
kind assistance to 
RMP/SFEI to initiate the 
project. 


Presented approach 
at CAP/NAP and 
Cu/Ni SSO 
meetings. 


SCVURPPP to track 
pending proposed 
transition to RMP  


 Coordinated with RMP staff to find additional 
information on Jim Cloern’s plans and schedule for 
compiling and reporting on historic bay-wide species 
composition and abundance information. 


USGS does not routinely 
analyze for small 
cyanobacteria 


Work may require 
funding. 
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CAP Category:  Uncertainty Reduction Studies 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-17(2) – Measures to assess cycling and fluxes between water column, phytoplankton, sediments, and benthos  


Region of Applicability: South Bay and likely Bay-wide 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Improve understanding of mechanisms and flux rates impacting water column concentrations 


Performance Measure(s): Development and validation of methodologies to conduct cycling analyses 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  Same action as CB-17(1).   


FY 2004-2005  Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually 
to SCVURPPP 


 SFEI/RMP completed development of web-based 
copper “uncertainty studies” research tracking project 
(see description under CB-17(1)) in December 2004.  
This web-portal is available on the Program’s website 
at www.scvurppp.org.  


 Bay-wide 
stakeholders will 
need to identify this 
project’s on-going 
priority, level of 
support and source 
of future funding as 
part of the Bay-wide 
CAP development 
effort. 


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


CEP  Continue/complete FY 2003-2004 study needs 
assessment as part of CEP NDB Cu/Ni site specific 


 Targeted completion-



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


objective project.  Timing dependent on schedules of 
other projects that have been delayed and funding 
limitations. 


end of CY 2004. 


SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually 
to SCVURPPP 


 Include in bay-wide research tracking conducted by 
SFEI/RMP (see description under CB-17(1)). 


  


FY 2003-2004  Actions Accomplished in Period   


CEP  Prepared a summary and update of impairment 
assessment uncertainty studies regarding 
phytoplankton and sediments.  Results included in 
April 2004 CEP North of Dunbarton Bridge Copper 
Nickel Conceptual Model Impairment Assessment 
Report (pp. 15-26) 


Additional work on 
cycling/fluxes deemed 
unnecessary based on 
results of Bruland copper 
speciation study.   


 


  SFEI/RMP began development of web-based copper 
“uncertainty studies” research tracking project (see 
CB-17(1)). 
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CAP Category:  Uncertainty Reduction Studies 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-17(3) – Measures to Assess Wet Season Tributary Loading and Loading Uncertainty 


Region of Applicability: South Bay and likely Bay-wide 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Improved estimates of loadings may improve understanding of impacts on water column concentrations 


Performance Measure(s): Development of methodologies to reliably and cost-effectively collect accurate flow and concentration data 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 
 


BASMAA/BPP Same action as FY 04-05 (see below).  Updated loading 
estimates will be 
prepared as part of 
the Bay-wide CAP 
development effort 
incorporating 
results from the 
Copper Sources in 
Urban Runoff and 
Shoreline Activities 
Report and the 
BPP Prop. 13 
project effort. 


SCVURPPP 
 


CEP/RMP Same action as FY 04-05 (see below).   


SCVURPPP 
 


RWQCB Same action as FY 04-05 (see below).   
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


CEP CEP Finalized report entitled Copper Sources in Urban 
Runoff and Shoreline Activities (dated November 
2004) which identifies potential copper and nickel 
sources and loadings in stormwater and from marine 
anti-fouling coatings.  . 


Results to be used in Bay-
wide CAP development.   


 


SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually 
to SCVURPPP 


 SFEI/RMP completed development of web-based 
copper “uncertainty studies” research tracking project 
(see description under CB-17(1)) in December 2004.  
This web-portal is available on the Program’s website 
at www.scvurppp.org.  


 Bay-wide 
stakeholders will 
need to identify this 
project’s on-going 
priority, level of 
support and source 
of future funding as 
part of the Bay-
wide CAP 
development effort. 


SCVURPPP 


 


CEP/RMP Tracked progress of CEP and RMP Sources 
Pathways and Loadings Workgroup projects 
involving improving loading estimates.  Draft reports 
were released by SFEI/RMP.   


  


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 
 


BASMAA/BPP Continue tracking results from BPP Prop. 13 ambient 
water quality monitoring and modeling (USEPA 
BASINS and SFO models) of loading from Castro 
Valley Creek watershed (see NB-7).  Results will be 
sealed up to provide Bay-wide runoff loading 
estimates.   


  



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


SCVURPPP 
 


CEP/RMP Continue tracking progress of CEP studies and RMP 
Sources Pathways and Loadings Workgroup projects 
involving improving loading estimates (e.g., Hg/PCB 
TMDLs, sediment loading, etc.).  See description 
under CB-10/NB-2.   


  


SCVURPPP 
 


RWQCB Continue tracking results from RWQCB Surface 
Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) for 
potential utility in developing improved loading 
estimates 


  


RMP reporting to 
SCVURPPP 


Semi-annually Include in bay-wide research tracking effort being 
implemented by SFEI/RMP (see description under 
CB-17(1)). 


  


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


CEP CEP Report prepared entitled Draft Copper Sources in 
Urban Runoff (dated March 19, 2004) which 
identifies potential copper and nickel sources and 
loadings in stormwater and from marine anti-fouling 
coatings.  . 


Results to be used in Bay-
wide CAP development.   


Scheduled for 
completion in late 
2004. 


 


SCVURPPP 


 


 Measured water and sediment samples (for copper 
and other contaminants) in the San Thomas Aquino, 
Adobe Creek and Guadalupe River Watersheds (at 
two to five locations with each watershed) during two 
to three varying season events. (see CB-8 and CB-
10) 


 Conducted as part 
of the Program’s 
Multi-Year 
Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


SCVURPPP 


 


BASMAA/BPP BPP Prop. 13 ambient water quality monitoring and 
modeling (USEPA BASINS and SFO models) of 
loading from Castro Valley Creek watershed was 
initiated.  


  


SCVURPPP 


   


RMP Continued RMP/CEP funding and tracked results 
from second year of RMP Guadalupe River 
continuous sediment monitoring (small tributary) pilot 
project (CEP 4.07).  Mallard Island Interim Report 
was released.    


  


SCVURPPP 


 


CEP/RMP Tracked progress of CEP and RMP Sources 
Pathways and Loadings Workgroup projects 
involving improving loading estimates (e.g., 
Stormwater Literature Review project, Hg/PCB 
TMDLs).  Draft reports were released by SFEI/RMP.   


  


SCVURPPP 


 


RWQCB Tracked results from RWQCB Surface Water 
Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) for potential 
utility in developing improved loading estimates 


  


SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually 
to SCVURPPP 


 SFEI/RMP began development of web-based copper 
“uncertainty studies” research tracking project (see 
description under CB-17(1)) 
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CAP Category:  Uncertainty Reduction Studies 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-17(4) – Bioassessment tools to track presence of copper sensitive taxa in LSB 


Region of Applicability: South Bay and possibly Bay-wide 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Independent indicator of whether ambient concentrations are adversely impacting biota 


Performance Measure(s): Availability of appropriate bioassessment tools with ability to differentiate between copper and other stressors 


Lead Party Reports Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


FY 2005 – 2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   


SCVURPPP  Same action as CB-17(1).   


FY 2004-2005  Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually to 
SCVURPPP 


 SFEI/RMP completed development of web-based 
copper “uncertainty studies” research tracking project 
(see description under CB-17(1)) in December 2004.  
This web-portal is available on the Program’s website 
at www.scvurppp.org.  


 Bay-wide 
stakeholders will 
need to identify this 
project’s on-going 
priority, level of 
support and source 
of future funding as 
part of the Bay-wide 
CAP development 
effort. 


FY 2004 – 2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   


SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 


Semi- Include in bay-wide research tracking effort being 
implemented by SFEI/RMP (see description under 


  



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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Lead Party Reports Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


reporting annually to 
SCVURPPP 


annually CB-17(1)). 


FY 2003-2004  Actions Accomplished in Period   


  SFEI/RMP began development of web-based copper 
“uncertainty studies” research tracking project (see 
CB-17(1)).  


Romburg-Tiburon project 
funded by San Jose 
concluded that it was not 
likely that indicators of 
ecosystem health could be 
linked to anthropogenic 
effects or to specific 
pollutant data in the 
foreseeable future. 
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CAP Category: Uncertainty Reduction Studies 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 18(1) Investigate flushing time estimates for different wet weather conditions 


                                     CB- 18(2) Investigate location of northern boundary conditions 


Region of Applicability: South bay and bay-wide  


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Reduce uncertainty about sedimentation/resuspension dynamics and water column copper concentrations 


Performance Measure(s): Track progress of hydrodynamic and sediment transport modeling efforts by others 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness 
Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  Same action as CB-17(1).   


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


RMP reporting to 
SCVURPPP 


 SFEI/RMP completed development of web-based 
copper “uncertainty studies” research tracking 
project (see description under CB-17(1)) in 
December 2004.  This web-portal is available on the 
Program’s website at www.scvurppp.org.  


 Bay-wide 
stakeholders will 
need to identify this 
project’s on-going 
priority, level of 
support and source 
of future funding as 
part of the Bay-wide 
CAP development 
effort. 



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness 


Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  Continue to track modeling development efforts and 
results from SSO, BPP and SFO projects. (see CB-
5&4)   


SCVURPPP encourages 
through CEP, RMP and 
BASMAA baseline 
funding 


 


SCVURPPP  Track whether CEP chooses to fund additional runs 
of URS SFO model as part of CEP Cu/Ni SSO 
project.  This project supports Basin Plan 
Amendment anti-degradation and related analyses. 


  


RMP reporting to 
SCVURPPP 


Semi-annually Include in bay-wide research tracking effort being 
implemented by SFEI/RMP (see description under 
CB-17(1)). 


  


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


 CEP Technical 
Committee 


CEP Task 4.07 redirected to multi-box model and 
PCB food web model.  CEP unlikely to fund any 
Cu/Ni modeling (low priority).  BPP Bay-wide 
modeling scheduled for late 2005 and 2006.   


  


 







CAP Category: Uncertainty Reduction Studies 


Baseline Activity: CB-18(3) – Determine Cu-L1 and L2 complex concentrations (copper speciation) 


                               CB-17(5) – Assess feasibility of phytoplankton bioassays to measure toxicity 


Region of Applicability: Bay-wide 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Ambient free ionic copper (not complexed with organic ligands) is form toxic to phytoplankton 


Performance Measure(s): Bruland speciation work schedule. Ambient free ionic copper concentrations.  


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


FY 2005 – 2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   


RWQCB 


 


 Consider additional speciation monitoring as a phase 
I action if ambient Cu trigger is exceeded. 


  


FY 2004 – 2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


  Summarized Bruland speciation results in CEP NDB 
Conceptual Model/Impairment Assessment Report 


  


FY 2004 – 2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN TASKS   


RWQCB 


 


 Determine if there is a need for additional speciation 
monitoring.  If so, develop schedule, sampling plan 
and funding source. 


Consider additional 
speciation monitoring as a 
phase I action if ambient 
Cu trigger is exceeded. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


FY 2003 – 2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


 


RWQCB 


July 2003 draft 
Bruland 
Reports 


April 2004 
Final  


Draft report on copper speciation with results of 
January and March 2003 sampling released. Similar 
results to 2001 sampling. Ambient free ionic copper 
levels 100 times lower than toxic threshold.  Final 
report released April 2004. 


Results appear to indicate 
no need to further develop 
toxicity bioassay 
methodologies (CB-17 
(5)). 
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CAP Category: Uncertainty Reduction Studies 


Baseline Activity: CB-18(4) – Investigate algal uptake/toxicity with competing metals 


Region of Applicability: Bay-wide 
Linkage to Copper Reduction: Algae may preferentially uptake substances (e.g., Mn) reducing the toxicity of ambient copper concentrations 


Performance Measure(s):  Ambient free ionic copper, Mn, possibly other constituent concentrations.  


Lead Party Reporting Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


FY 2005- 2006  PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  Same action as CB-17(1).   


FY 2004- 2005  Actions Accomplished in Period   


RMP reporting to 
SCVURPPP Semi-


annually 
SFEI/RMP completed development of web-based 
copper “uncertainty studies” research tracking project 
(see description under CB-17(1)) in December 2004.  
This web-portal is available on the Program’s website 
at www.scvurppp.org.  


 Bay-wide 
stakeholders will 
need to identify this 
project’s on-going 
priority, level of 
support and source 
of future funding as 
part of the Bay-wide 
CAP development 
effort. 


FY 2004- 2005  PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 


 


 Track re-evaluation of the importance and need for 
additional work on this issue as part of the CEP Cu/Ni 
SSO project.  Consider including as a Phase I action if 
ambient Cu trigger exceeded. 


 Further work may not 
be necessary given 
results of Bruland 
copper speciation 
study (see CB-18(3), 
CB-17(5)). 



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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Lead Party Reporting Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


RMP reporting to 
SCVURPPP 


Semi-
annually 


Include in bay-wide research tracking effort being 
implemented by SFEI/RMP (see description under 
CB-17(1)). 


  


FY 2003- 2004  Actions Accomplished in Period   


 CEP Cu/Ni 
CMIA 
Report 
April 2004 


Reviewed and updated IAR uncertainty study status in 
CEP CMIA report. 


 Probably not 
warranted based on 
Bruland results.   
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CAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB-19/NB-6 – Track industrial virtual closed-loop wastewater efficiency measures as part of POTW Source Control 
programs. 


Region of Applicability: South Bay.  


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Indirect.  Potential flow and copper influent reduction. 


Performance Measure(s):  Completed studies. 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCBWMI - San 
Jose/Santa Clara 
Water Pollution 
Control Plant 


Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report.  


Same action as FY04-05 (see below). San Jose is continuously 
evaluating the pretreatment 
program and the tools used 
to ensure improved 
effectiveness. 


 


Ongoing activity. 


Sunnyvale WPCP Pretreatment 
Program  
Annual Report 


Same action as FY04-05 (see below). Sunnyvale is continuously 
tracking and reporting on 
water usage and 
wastewater generation 
rates and providing 
outreach on water 
conservation to businesses 
and industrial users. 


Ongoing activity 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCBWMI - San 
Jose/Santa Clara 
Water Pollution 
Control Plant 


Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report.  


Same accomplishments as FY 03-04.   


Sunnyvale WPCP Pretreatment 
Program  
Annual Report 


Same accomplishments as FY 03-04.   


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCBWMI - San 
Jose/Santa Clara 
Water Pollution 
Control Plant 


Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report.  


Same action as FY03-04 (see below).  This task is 
ongoing and is 
reported in the 
Annual Clean Bay 
Strategy Report 
and Annual 
Pretreatment 
Program Report 


Sunnyvale WPCP Pretreatment 
Program  
Annual Report 


Same action as FY03-04 (see below). 
 This task is 


ongoing and is 
reported in the 
Pretreatment 
Program Annual 
Report 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCBWMI - San 
Jose/Santa Clara 
Water Pollution 
Control Plant 


Annual Clean 
Bay Strategy 
Report.  


Ongoing- Industry projects are identified and tracked 
by the City through the Water Efficiency Technology 
rebates or studies done by the industry.  We will 
continue to provide financial and technical assistance 
for these projects. These projects will be reported in 
the annual report.   


Reduction of permitted 
industrial flow and copper 
loading to the treatment 
plant. 


Continuously 
evaluate the 
pretreatment 
program and the 
tools used to 
ensure improved 
effectiveness. 


Sunnyvale WPCP Pretreatment 
Program  
Annual Report 


Ongoing- Water usage and wastewater generation 
tracked and reported under pretreatment program. 
Water conservation information sources provided 
during facility inspections and general outreach is 
provided to city businesses about water conservation 
through the PIP program (See Attachment G of FY 
02-03 Stormwater Annual Report) 


Reduction of permitted 
industrial flow and copper 
loading to the treatment 
plant. 


Continue to track 
and report on water 
usage and 
wastewater 
generation rates. 
Continue outreach 
to businesses and 
industrial users. 


Other Co-
Permittees 


 Not applicable   


 







CAP Category: Uncertainty Reduction 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 20 - Measures to revise the Copper Conceptual Model Report findings.  Revise copper conceptual model 
report uncertainty table (Appendix D) and produce a status report at permit re-issuance. 


Region of Applicability: South Bay and likely bay-wide  


Linkage to Copper Reduction: May reduce uncertainty associated with conceptual model predictions of copper dynamics in the bay  


Performance Measure(s): Availability of improved input data and uncertainty in multiple assumptions underlying model 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  Same action as CB-17(1).   


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


  Summary update included in NDB Conceptual 
Model/Impairment Assessment Report 


• CEP is developing a multi-box model for the 
Bay that could be used for other pollutants 
(e.g., copper). 


  


SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually 
to SCVURPPP 


Semi-annual 
updates 


SFEI/RMP completed development of web-based 
copper “uncertainty studies” research tracking project 
(see description under CB-17(1)) in December 2004.  
This web-portal is available on the Program’s website 
at www.scvurppp.org.  


  Bay-wide
stakeholders will 
need to identify this 
project’s on-going 
priority, level of 
support and source 
of future funding as 
part of the Bay-
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http://www.scvurppp.org/





Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


wide CAP 
development effort. 


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 


 


 Determine if revised Copper Conceptual Model being 
prepared for the CEP NDB Cu/Ni SSO Basin Plan 
Amendment project (Task 4.11) fulfills and completes 
this baseline action. 


 Updates to the 
Copper Conceptual 
Model will be 
provided as part of 
the CEP North of 
Dumbarton Cu/Ni 
CMIA report. 


SCVURPPP with 
transition to RMP 
reporting annually 
to SCVURPPP 


Semi-annual 
updates 


Include in bay-wide research tracking effort being 
implemented by SFEI/RMP (see description under 
CB-17(1)). 


  


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


  CEP


 


 


CEP Task 4.07 initiated to evaluate future modeling 
needs and other CEP tasks with modeling elements.  
The focus was on multi-box and PCB food web 
modeling.  


Additional Cu modeling 
considered low priority by 
CEP. 


 


    CEP


 


Summarized CMR uncertainties and updated the 
copper conceptual model for NDB in the CEP Cu/Ni 
NDB CMIA report (April 2004) 
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CAP Category: Potential Source Reduction 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: CB- 21 - Measures to discourage architectural use of copper.  


                                                                (1) evaluate feasibility of discouraging architectural use of copper & explore feasibility of related policy 


                                                                (2) promote Green Building principles 


Region of Applicability: South Bay and Bay-wide 


Linkage to Copper Reduction: Copper from corroding roofing related material washes off with rainfall and can enter storm drains  


Performance Measure(s): Building permits/inspections for new and replacement roofing work involving copper containing materials 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  Provide Co-permittees with additional information 
regarding regulation of architectural copper sources, 
as appropriate. 


   Investigate the
practicality of 
implementing 
control measures 
as part of Bay-wide 
CAP development 
effort. 


Palo Alto  Same action as FY 04-05 (see below).  Ongoing activity. 


San Jose  Continue to monitor progress of San José Green 
Building program to identify opportunities for 
discouraging architectural use of copper. 


  


All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


Palo Alto  Continued enforcing ban on architectural copper 
(roofs and gutters) per ordinance provision.  
Continued to conduct outreach to Building/Planning 
staff and developers on ban of copper roofs, shingles 
and gutters. 


 Ongoing activity. 


San Jose  Began monitoring the progress of San José Green 
Building program to identify opportunities for 
discouraging architectural use of copper. 


  


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 


 


 Review procedures (submitted by the Copper 
Development Association to the City of Palo Alto) for 
evaluating alternative mitigation measures to reduce 
copper loading from new or existing structures.   


 If applicable, 
provide to Co-
permittees at a later 
date. 


Palo Alto 


 


 Continue enforcing ban on architectural copper (roofs 
and gutters) per ordinance provision.  Continue to 
conduct outreach to Building/Planning staff and 
developers on ban of copper roofs, shingles and 
gutters. 


  Ongoing


San Jose 


 


 Continue reporting on the status of the 
implementation of Green Building policies and 
recommendations for opportunities to discourage 
architectural use of copper. 


  


All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee Work Plans.   
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 


 


 On July 29, 2003, Program staff provided Co-
permittees with the City of Palo Alto report entitled 
Architectural Uses of Copper: An evaluation of 
stormwater pollution loads and BMPs and its model 
ordinance banning architectural copper (roofs and 
gutters).  Co-permittees will also be encouraged to 
consider the feasibility of limiting or banning these 
uses of copper. 


Information will be useful 
in determining next steps 
regarding CB-21. 


 


Palo Alto 


 


 Status: Building Department staff is enforcing the 
ban on architectural copper (roofs and gutters) per 
ordinance provision.  In fact, staff notified customers 
before it became effective. 


The City’s Development Center was provided copies 
of a fact sheet regarding the new ordinance. . Based 
on requests from the Building Department, 
Environmental Compliance created stamps and 
ordinance fact sheets for use with residential 
blueprints.  


Outreach efforts: During FY 03-04, City of Palo 
Alto’s Environmental Compliance staff gave two 
presentations to Building Department staff regarding 
the copper roof ban 


In addition, the City has conducted outreach to 
facility managers and architects. In October 2002, 
the City met with three facility manager associations: 
BOMA, IFMA, and NIAOP.  During the Winter of 
2003, the City followed up with these organizations to 
provide an ordinance summary table and city 
ordinances relevant to facility managers (i.e., copper 


This ordinance has been 
effective at eliminating the 
installation of new copper 
roofs.  


Due to this ordinance, 
Palo Alto has the attention 
of the Copper 
Development Association 
(CDA). CDA has been 
gathering and funding 
academic research 
regarding this topic.  As a 
result, information 
regarding non-point 
copper sources will be 
learned. On occasion, 
CDA meets with City 
representatives to provide 
status reports. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


roof ordinance).  In July 2003, a meeting was held 
with Palo Alto area facility managers to discuss 
ordinance issues.  An ordinance summary table was 
also provided.  Currently, information is disseminated 
through the Building Department / Development 
Center and through the City’s Environmental 
Compliance web site. 


San Jose 


 


 Continued to implement Green Building policies and 
recommendations for opportunities to discourage 
architectural use of copper. 


Status reports prepared  Follow-up with the 
City of San Jose 
staff 


SCVURPPP 


 


 Tracked EPA cancellation of virtually all residential 
uses of chromated copper arsenate (CCA) treated 
lumber (December 30, 2003).  Tracked replacement 
of preservatives for copper content. 


  On-going


All Co-permittees  Refer to individual Co-permittee FY 03-04 Annual 
Reports. 
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NAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: NB-1 – Measures to control nickel discharges from construction sites: (1) continue to implement performance 
standards for construction inspection, (2) participate in development of region-wide training and certification program for construction 
site inspectors, (3) continue to conduct workshops for municipal staff on post-construction controls for new development and re-
development, and 4) continue to support annual workshops for contractors and municipal staff on construction site management and 
erosion/sediment controls. 


Region of Applicability:  South Bay. Concept potentially applicable Bay-wide. 


Linkage to Nickel Reduction:  Nickel occurs naturally in local soils.  Assumes that better erosion/sediment controls at construction sites will 
reduce the amount of sediment (and thus nickel) washed into creeks and the Bay. 


Performance Measure(s):  Co-permittee annual reports evaluating implementation of Construction Inspection Performance Standard; number of 
workshops held and number of attendees. 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 


   NB-1(1) 


 • Continue to implement the Construction 
Inspection and Rural Public Works Maintenance 
and Support Performance Standards 


• Educate Co-permittee staff and contractors about 
the new requirements in the Construction 
General Permit 


 Ongoing. 


SCVURPPP  • Continue to hold workshops as resources permit. Attendee list, evaluation 
forms 


 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 


   NB-1(1) 


 Co-permittees continued to implement the 
Construction Inspection and Rural Public Works 
Maintenance and Support Performance Standards. 


Effectiveness evaluation 
will be provided within Co-
permittee Annual Reports 
Section (Self-Evaluation 
Matrix, Attachment B) of 


Ongoing 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


the FY 04-05 Annual 
Report. 


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  Continue to implement the Construction Inspection 
and Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support 
Performance Standards    


  Ongoing


SCVURPPP  • Continue to hold workshops as resources permit. Attendee list, evaluation 
forms 


 


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


SCVURPPP 
   NB-1(2)(4) 


 The Program sponsored and helped conduct the 
annual Regional Board Construction Site 
Management Workshop on September 24, 2003.  
Information on the latest erosion/sediment control 
techniques was provided. 


The workshop was well 
attended (95 people, 
mostly Co-permittee staff). 
Evaluation forms showed 
that the workshop was 
successful in educating 
attendees (see FY 03-04 
Annual Report). 


Ongoing- the 
Program will co-
sponsor this 
workshop with the 
RWQCB every two 
years. 


SCVURPPP 


   NB-1(1) 


 Co-permittees continued to implement the 
Construction Inspection and Rural Public Works 
Maintenance and Support Performance Standards. 


Effectiveness evaluation in 
Co-permittee Annual 
Reports Section (Self-
Evaluation Matrix, 
Attachment B). 


Ongoing 


SCVURPPP 


   NB-1(3) 


 On June 3, 2004, the Program held a third workshop 
on implementing Provision C.3., including information 
on appropriate post-construction controls for types of 
new and redevelopment projects.  The Program’s 
C.3 Stormwater Handbook: Guidance for 
Implementing Stormwater Requirements for New and 
Redevelopment Projects was distributed.    


The workshop was well 
attended (134 people, 
mostly Co-permittee staff 
and consultants). 
Evaluation forms indicated 
that the workshop met the 
participant’s expectations 
(see Appendix A-7 of the 


Additional C.3. 
workshop(s) will be 
held in FY 04-05 as 
resources permit. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


FY 03-04 Annual Report). 


Information provided within 
the C.3 Stormwater 
Handbook will assist 
project proponents and 
Co-permittee staff to meet 
the requirements of Permit 
Provision C.3. 
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NAP Category:  Potential Source Reduction 


BASELINE ACTIVITY: NB-7 – Measures to establish a watershed model linked to process oriented Bay model. 


Region of Applicability:  South Bay and generally Bay-wide. 


Linkage to Nickel Reduction:  Better understanding of nickel sources, pathways, and loadings to the Bay. 


Performance Measure(s):  Report on and incorporate results of various modeling activities. 


Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2005-2006   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP  Same actions as FY 04-05 (see below).  Low priority 
activity. 


No impairment in Bay due 
to nickel. 


Consider further 
activities if phase I 
ambient Cu trigger 
is exceeded. 


 FY 2004-2005   Actions Accomplished in Period   


     


 FY 2004-2005   PROPOSED WORKPLAN ACTIONS   


SCVURPPP 
 


CEP Continue to track CEP Task 4.07 evaluating future 
modeling needs and other CEP tasks with modeling 
elements (see CB-20). 


  


SCVURPPP 
 


BPP Continue to track results from BPP hydrodynamic 
and compartment modeling based on SFO and 
WASP models.(see CB-20, CB-18, CB-4&5) 


  


SCVURPPP  Track CEP Cu/Ni proposal for SFO model runs in 
support of Basin Plan SSO Amendment 


Work ongoing during FY 
04-05. 
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Lead Party Report/Source Actions  Effectiveness Evaluation Future Actions 


 FY 2003-2004   Actions Accomplished in Period   


  CEP Task 4.07 initiated.  SFO and salt pond 
modeling results released for public review. 
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		CB-1 – Reduce copper discharges from vehicle washing operations:

		CB- 2 – Water Supplier Copper Sulfate Use

		CB- 3: Measures to control copper in discharges of stormwater from targeted industrial sources:

		CB- 4(3) – Potential Copper Sources, Loadings, and Impact Indicators

		CB-5 – Local support for Brake Pad Partnership (BPP): (1) research on brake pad wear debris & content;

		CB-6 – Measures to Reduce Traffic Congestion: Review appropriateness of transportation control measures, prioritize

		CB-7 – Measures to Reduce Traffic Congestion:

		CB-8 - Measures to classify and assess watersheds and to improve institutional arrangements for watershed

		CB- 9 – Continue Current Efforts and Track Corrosion Control Opportunities

		CB- 10/NB-2 - Measures associated with utilizing the Sediment Characteristics and Contamination

		CB- 11 - Measures to improve street sweeping controls and storm water system operation and maintenance:

		CB- 12 - Public education and outreach measures to control copper discharges from pools and spas

		CB-13/NB-3 – Track POTW Pretreatment Program efforts and POTW loadings.

		CB-14/NB-4 – Track and encourage water recycling efforts.

		CB-15/NB-5 - Measures to evaluate effectiveness of Performance Standards and identify cost-effective

		CB- 16 – Measures to Establish an Environmental Clearinghouse

		CB-17(1) – Phytoplankton species toxicity and prevalence

		CB-17(2) – Measures to assess cycling and fluxes between water column, phytoplankton, sediments, and benthos

		CB-17(3) – Measures to Assess Wet Season Tributary Loading and Loading Uncertainty

		CB-17(4) – Bioassessment tools to track presence of copper sensitive taxa in LSB

		CB- 18(1) Investigate flushing time estimates for different wet weather conditions

		CB- 18(2) Investigate location of northern boundary conditions

		CB-18(3) – Determine Cu-L1 and L2 complex concentrations (copper speciation)

		CB-17(5) – Assess feasibility of phytoplankton bioassays to measure toxicity

		CB-18(4) – Investigate algal uptake/toxicity with competing metals

		CB-19/NB-6 – Track industrial virtual closed-loop wastewater efficiency measures as part of POTW Source Control

		CB- 20 - Measures to revise the Copper Conceptual Model Report findings. Revise copper conceptual model

		CB- 21 - Measures to discourage architectural use of copper.

		NB-1 – Measures to control nickel discharges from construction sites: (1) continue to implement

		NB-7 – Measures to establish a watershed model linked to process oriented Bay model.
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1. MUNICIPAL OPERATIONS 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 09-10 to assist Co-permittees in 
reducing or eliminating adverse water quality impacts of operations and maintenance activities 
conducted by municipal staff. The planned tasks include Program efforts that are likely to be 
needed to assist the Co-permittees with compliance with the C.2 Provisions of the Municipal 
Regional Permit.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The goals of the Municipal Operations element are to maximize the removal of pollutants while 
sweeping streets, cleaning storm drain inlets/basins, and conducting other routine municipal 
maintenance activities; and to minimize non-stormwater discharges to storm drains and 
watercourses from maintenance-related activities. 
 
Since 1996, the Program has developed and implemented the following performance standards 
which address reducing or eliminating water quality impacts of operations and maintenance 
activities conducted by municipal staff.  They include: 
 


Public Streets, Roads and Highways (PSRH) Operation and Maintenance (November 1996) 
– Defines the level of implementation that municipal agencies must attain to demonstrate 
that their local PSRH operation and maintenance activities reduce pollutants in stomwater to 
the maximum extent practicable;   
 
Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance (December 1996, updated March 1999) – 
Identifies maintenance activity implementation levels to optimize control of pollutants in 
stormwater during the performance of storm drain system operation and maintenance;     
 
Water Utility Operation and Maintenance (January 1997) – Defines the level of 
implementation necessary to demonstrate the control of pollutants discharged from the 
operation and maintenance of municipal water supply utilities. See Section 9 for a 
description of FY 09-10 tasks relating to the Water Utility Operation and Maintenance 
Performance Standard.   
 
Pest Management (February 2002) – Provides control measures which minimize pesticide 
use, particularly organophosphate pesticides, and reduce the amount of pesticides in 
stormwater and landscape runoff. See Section 8 for a description of pesticide toxicity control 
programs planned for FY 09-10.  
 
Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities (December 2002) –Defines the level 
of implementation necessary to ensure that required control measures are implemented 
while performing maintenance activities adjacent to streams. 


 
The Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) will contain requirements for all six Phase 1 municipal 
stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The draft MRP was released on 
December 4, 2007. It is anticipated that the revised draft MRP Tentative Order will be released 
in February 2009. Provision C.2. in the revised Tentative Order will most likely contain 
requirements for operation and maintenance activities conducted by municipal staff, including 
requirements for: 
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• Street and road repair and maintenance;  


• Sidewalk/plaza maintenance and pavement washing; 


• Bridge and structure maintenance and graffiti removal;  


• Operating and maintaining stormwater pump stations; 


• Rural public works construction and maintenance; and  


• Corporation yard BMP implementation. 
 
PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO MUNICIPAL OPERATIONS 
 
Co-permitees continue to implement the performance standards described above while 
performing municipal operation and maintenance activities.  Best management practices and 
control measures are incorporated into standard operating procedures for municipal operations.  
Training plays a major role in ensuring that Co-permittee staff uses proper techniques during the 
course of their duties.   
 
FY 09-10 IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 
 
Table 1-1 presents the list of tasks that will be implemented in FY 09-10, their associated due 
dates, and the deliverables that will be completed for each task.  These tasks include: 
 


• Continue developing Co-permittee street sweeping summary tables.  Include types of 
sweepers used, swept curb miles, volume or weight of materials collected and 
estimated pollutant load reductions for copper, nickel, lead and zinc.  


• Develop guidance on pump station operation, maintenance and inspection for 
pollution prevention. 


• Develop Co-permittee summary tables which report Co-permittee inspection results 
and maintenance activities at pump stations. Include volume or mass of waste 
materials removed from pump stations.  


• Review current BMPs for Rural Roads, particularly road and culvert construction and 
maintenance, and make revisions, if necessary. 


• Develop guidance on corporation yard BMPs and stormwater pollution prevention 
plans. 


• Develop Co-permittee summary tables which report inspection results at all 
corporation yards.  


 
 
 







 
Table 1-1 


Schedule and Deliverables for FY 09-10 Municipal Operations Tasks 
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Tasks Schedule Deliverables 


Street and Road Sweeping and Cleaning 
Ongoing tasks   


• Continue developing Co-permittee street sweeping summary tables. Include 
types of sweepers used, swept curb miles, volume or weight of materials 
collected and estimated pollutant load reductions for copper, nickel, lead 
and zinc. Submit in the FY 08-09 Annual Report.   


Ongoing- FY 08-09 
Annual Report and 


future ARs 


• Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report. 


Storm Water Pump Stations 


• Develop guidance on pump station operation, maintenance and inspection 
for pollution prevention.  


 


 


12/09 • Technical memorandum 


• Develop Co-permittee summary tables which report Co-permittee inspection 
results and maintenance activities at pump stations. Include volume or 
mass of waste materials removed from pump stations. Submit in the FY 09-
10 Annual Report 


9/10 


 


• Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report 


Rural Public Works Construction and Maintenance 


• Review current BMPs for Rural Roads, particularly road and culvert 
construction and maintenance, and make revisions, if necessary. 6/10 • Updated Performance Standards 


Corporation Yard BMP Implementation 


• Develop guidance on corporation yard BMPs and stormwater pollution 
prevention plans. 


3/10 • Guidance materials 


 


• Develop Co-permittee summary tables which report inspection results at all 
corporation yards. Submit in the FY 09-10 Annual Report. 


9/10 • Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report 
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2. FY 09-10 NEW AND REDEVELOPMENT (C.3.) WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 09-10 to continue to assist 
Co-permittees to control the impacts of development on stormwater quality and flow through 
the development project planning, review and approval process.  The planned tasks include 
Program efforts that are likely to be needed to assist the Co-permittees with compliance with 
the C.3. Provisions of the Municipal Regional Permit. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On October 17, 2001, the Water Board adopted Order 01-119 which amended the 
Program’s Permit Provision C.3. (New and Redevelopment Requirements) to contain 
significant new requirements.  These requirements include:  
 


• Numeric design standards for sizing stormwater treatment controls; 


• Limits on increases in peak stormwater discharges from new or redevelopment sites 
that may increase erosion in creeks; 


• Requirements for operation and maintenance of stormwater controls; 


• Requirements for site design and source control measures; 


• Definition of a minimum project size, based on amount of impervious surface 
created, for which the design standards, control measures, peak flow limitations, and 
maintenance requirements apply;  


• Requirements for changes to General Plans and environmental review processes to 
provide authority to implement the requirements; 


• Reporting requirements; and 


• Schedule for implementation. 


 
Since adoption of Order 01-119, there have been several changes to the requirements of 
Provision C.3., including: 
 


• Extension by the Water Board Executive Officer of three of the permit deadlines, in 
order to be consistent with other Bay Area stormwater permits adopted subsequent 
to SCVURPPP Order 01-119; 


• Approval by the Water Board of an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition that would 
make the Program’s Provision C.3. project size requirements consistent with the 
other Bay Area stormwater permit requirements (i.e., minimum project size of 10,000 
square feet of impervious surface); 


• Adoption of Order R2-2005-0035 on July 20, 2005, which contains revisions to Order 
01-119 that recognize two types of Group 2 projects and extends the implementation 
dates for both.  Group 2A includes projects that are more likely to contribute 
pollutants to stormwater (e.g., gas stations, auto wrecking yards, loading docks) and 
parking lots with 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface.  Group 2B 
includes all other Group 2 projects.  
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• Also as part of adoption of Order R2-2005-0035, incorporation of key provisions of 
the Program’s Hydromodification Management Plan Report (April 2005) into the 
SCVURPPP permit. 


 
The Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) will contain requirements for all six Phase 1 municipal 
stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area. The draft MRP was released 
on December 4, 2007. It is anticipated that the revised draft MRP Tentative Order will be 
released in February 2009. Provision C.3. in the Tentative Order contains similar 
requirements for new and redevelopment projects with some enhancements that will likely 
need to be addressed in FY 09-10.  Tasks to address these enhancements began in FY 08-
09 and are the basis for this work plan section. 
 
PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES TO IMPLEMENT C.3. 
 
The Program and Co-permittees submitted work plans for implementing all C.3. 
requirements to the Water Board on March 1, 2002 (as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work 
Plan, Volume II).  These included the Program’s “Guidance for Work Plan Tasks Related to 
Implementation of Permit Provision C.3.” which identifies proposed actions to meet the 
requirements of Provision C.3. and whether the actions will be implemented at the Program 
level, Co-permittee level or both.  Most of the tasks in the C.3 Work Plan Guidance were 
completed by the end of FY 04-05.  With all of the preparation tasks completed, Co-
permittees then focused on the implementation of C.3. requirements for Group 1 and Group 
2 projects (i.e., those creating or replacing 10,000 square feet or more of impervious 
surface). Additional implementation-phase tasks identified by the C3 Provision Oversight 
(C3PO) Ad Hoc Task Group and the Management Committee and ongoing support tasks 
have been performed during subsequent years. The Program has also continued to hold 
meetings of the C.3. Provision Oversight Ad Hoc Task Group (C3PO AHTG) to keep Co-
permittees updated on current issues and promote exchange of ideas on and experience 
with C.3. implementation. 
 
The Program completed its Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) in April 2005, and 
submitted it to the Water Board on May 4, 2005.  Key provisions of the HMP were adopted 
by the Water Board on July 20, 2005 (as described above), and Co-permittees began 
implementation on October 20, 2005.  Chapter 7 of the HMP Report identifies a number of 
action items that Program and Co-permittee staff will complete to address remaining HMP 
implementation issues.  These action items and other related tasks have been tracked with 
anticipated start and completion dates in a table entitled “SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of 
Next Steps”, which has been included in each annual report and work plan since 2006.   
 
FY 09-10 C.3. IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 
 
Table 2-1 presents the list of tasks that will be implemented in FY 09-10.  These tasks will 
provide continuing assistance with current implementation tasks, as well as guidance on 
implementation of new or enhanced requirements in the MRP. An updated “SCVURPPP 
HMP – Summary of Next Steps” is presented as Table 2-2 of this Work Plan. 
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Tasks for implementation assistance in FY 09-10 include: 
 


• Continue to assist Co-Permittees with implementation of C.3 on projects, and 
with implementation of BMP O&M verification programs; 


• Continue to assist with the C.3. Provision Oversight (C3PO) AHTG and work 
group meetings and action items; 


• Continue to provide guidance and assistance with annual reporting of C.3. 
information; 


• Continue regional roundtable meetings with Co-permittee staff and other 
stormwater programs to share information about implementation strategies and 
experience (facilitate through BASMAA New Development Committee); 


• Meet with Regional Water Board staff, Program legal counsel, Program AHTG 
and/or environmental groups as needed; 


• Research and develop recommendations for setting up an incentive program for 
retrofits of existing development, targeted to home owners, for stormwater quality 
protection as well as water conservation benefits. Evaluate educational aspects 
and grant funding opportunities; 


• Work with BASMAA and/or other stormwater programs to develop standard 
specifications for lot-scale treatment BMPs for single family homes, guidance on 
proper design/construction of pervious paving systems, and other C.3. regional 
guidance as needed; 


• Continue to update and manage Program database for BMP O&M verification 
inspection reporting and effectiveness analysis;. 


• Update lists of qualified consultants for third party review of C.3. calculations and 
designs; 


• Continue to assist Co-permittees with impervious surface data analysis, as 
needed, to revise the HMP applicability map, prepare submittal to Water Board 
on map changes, and create Co-permittee specific HM applicability maps. 


• Make improvements to the Bay Area Hydrology Model to further integrate low 
impact development techniques and provide options for implementation of HMP 
requirements at smaller development sites. 


• Conduct annual workshop on C.3. implementation and one separate workshop 
on HMP implementation. 


• Work with the HMP Instream Measures Work Group to select and develop a pilot 
regional project for hydromodification management, including project siting, 
funding strategy, and how to assign regulatory credits; 


• Conduct programmatic monitoring tasks identified in Section 7.8 of the HMP 
Report (tracking projects, documenting BMP design and inspection, and self-
evaluation). 







 
Table 2-1 


Schedule and Deliverables for FY 09-10 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 
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Task Schedule Deliverables 


C.3. Implementation Assistance 


• Continue to assist Co-Permittees with implementation of C.3 on projects, and 
with implementation of BMP O&M verification programs. 


Ongoing • Meeting summaries 


 


• Continue to assist with the C.3. Provision Oversight (C3PO) AHTG and work 
group meetings and action items. 


FY 09-10 • Meeting summaries 


• Meet with Regional Water Board staff, Program legal counsel, Program AHTG 
and/or environmental groups as needed on C.3. issues. 


Ongoing, as needed • Meeting summaries 


 


• Research and develop recommendations for setting up an incentive program 
for retrofits of existing development, targeted to home owners, for stormwater 
quality protection as well as water conservation benefits. Evaluate educational 
aspects and grant funding opportunities. 


6/10 • Technical Memorandum on Retrofit 
Incentive Program 


• Update lists of qualified consultants for third party review of C.3. calculations 
and designs. 


6/10 • Updated Qualified Consultants List 


• Conduct one workshop on a C.3-related topic (to be determined). 6/10 • Workshop 


modification Management Plan (HMP) Implementation Assistance 


• Continue to assist Co-permittees with impervious surface data analysis, as 
needed, to revise the HMP applicability map, prepare submittal to Water Board 
on map changes, and create Co-permittee specific applicability maps. 


6/10 • Impervious surface data analyses and 
HMP map revisions 


• Co-permittee specific applicability maps 


• Conduct one workshop on HMP implementation and hydromodification control 
measures. 


6/10 • Workshop 


• Make improvements to the Bay Area Hydrology Model to further integrate low 
impact development techniques and provide options for implementation of 
HMP requirements at smaller development sites. 


 


6/10 • Guidance on BAHM improvements and 
how to apply the model for small sites 







 
Table 2-1, continued 


Schedule and Deliverables for FY 08-09 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 
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Task Schedule Deliverables 


• Continue to assist with the HMP Implementation Phase (HIP) Work Group 
meetings and action items 


Ongoing • Meeting summaries 


• Work with the HMP Instream Measures Work Group to select and develop a 
pilot regional project for hydromodification management, including project 
siting, funding strategy, and how to assign regulatory credits. 


6/10 • Report on pilot regional project 


• Continue to assist Co-permittees with implementation of HMP requirements for 
applicable projects. 


FY 09-10 • Assistance with questions about 
implementation 


• Conduct programmatic monitoring tasks identified in Section 7.8 of the HMP 
Report (tracking projects, documenting BMP design and inspection, self-
evaluation) 


FY 09-10 • Monitoring results provided in FY 08-09 
Annual Report 


Regional Coordination 


• Continue regional roundtable meetings with Co-permittee staff and other 
stormwater programs to share information about implementation strategies 
and experience (facilitate through BASMAA New Development Committee). 


Ongoing • Meeting summaries 


• Work with BASMAA and/or other stormwater programs to develop standard 
specifications for lot-scale treatment BMPs for single family homes, guidance 
on proper design/construction of pervious paving systems, and other C.3. 
regional guidance as needed. 


6/10 • Standard specs for treatment BMPs for 
single family homes; 


• Guidance on pervious paving 


C.3.  Reporting Requirements 


• Continue to provide guidance and assistance with annual reporting of C.3. 
information. 


 


• Continue to update and manage Program database for BMP O&M verification 
inspection reporting and effectiveness analysis 


Ongoing - FY 08-09 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


 
Ongoing - FY 08-09 


Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation. 
 
 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


 







 


Table 2-2 
SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps (Updated 3/1/09) 
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Task1 


Anticipated 
Completion Date2 


 
Status 


1. Develop the following: 
a. a funding mechanism3 such that projects can utilize in-stream 


control options 
b. a methodology for determining developer contributions based on 


the stream changes expected to result from changes in project 
runoff conditions. 


 
6/10 


 
6/10 


In Progress - The HMP Instream Projects Work Group, 
consisting of Water District, City of San Jose and 
Program staff, will continue to meet in FY 09-10.  The 
Work Group will focus on development of a pilot 
regional project for hydromodification management, 
including project siting, funding strategy, and how to 
assign regulatory credits 


2. Work with City/County planning and public works departments and 
the Water District to determine the timing and method of notifying 
District staff during the development review process about HMP 
projects that may need in-stream controls, in a manner that does not 
unreasonably prolong the review process. Further, look at ways to 
improve method to provide early communication on Group 1 project 
reporting. 


6/10 
 
 
 


In Progress – This task was delayed pending decisions 
by the HMP Instream Projects Work Group.  Some Co-
permittees already have a process for involving Water 
District staff in development project review.  Program 
staff will document current practices and develop 
guidance for other Co-permittees, in consultation with 
Water District staff. 


3. Facilitate review of District’s MDL analysis, both by the Co-
permittees and the Expert Panel, and work with the Management 
Committee to determine the need to integrate some or all of the MDL 
analyses into implementation of the HMP. 


N.A. Eliminated – This task is no longer needed to 
implement the HMP.  A revised HMP applicability map 
was developed by the Program based on other criteria, 
negotiated with Water Board staff, and will likely be 
adopted. The Management Committee voted to remove 
this action item from the list at its December 20, 2007 
meeting. 


4. Conduct additional studies of implementation of site design, 
integrated management practices, and/or basins at example 
development sites in Santa Clara Valley. 


6/09 In Progress  – In FY 06-07, the Program contracted 
with GeoSyntec Consultants to do a comparison of flow 
basin sizing using the HEC-HMS and HSPF models.  
The results will provide guidance on model use and 
sizing procedures and to assist development of the 
BAHM.  The draft comparison report was completed 
and is under going review by Program staff.  


                                                 
1 Tasks are from Chapter 7 of April 2005 HMP Report. Tasks in italics have been added. 
2 All dates depend on availability of resources and cooperation/collaboration of numerous staff from different agencies and may change because of circumstances beyond the control of the Program.  The 
Program periodically updates the Management Committee regarding schedule changes and will transmit updates schedules to Water Board staff. 
3 The intent is to describe a mechanism agreeable to Co-permittees and next steps for implementation. 
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Task1 


Anticipated 
Completion Date2 


 
Status 


In addition, the Program also contracted with 
GeoSyntec to develop a methodology for estimating 
costs for the purpose of determining impracticability of 
hydromodification management measures (i.e. the 2% 
cost cap).  This work is underway and a draft report will 
be completed by March 2009. 


Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM) Development Project – Regional 
Model, Local Calibration, Training 


Completed 7/07; 
Ongoing 


Completed/Ongoing –The BAHM was completed in 
July 2007  The Program participated with the Alameda 
and San Mateo countywide stormwater programs in the 
development of the regional component of the BAHM, 
and also contracted with the software developer, Clear 
Creek Solutions, to calibrate the model to two 
watersheds in Santa Clara Valley.  Local calibration 
was completed in May 2007.  A series of trainings were 
conducted in July and November, 2007. 


The BAHM includes the ability to model common site 
design and treatment control measures and quantify the 
reduction in flow duration due to these measures.  A 
BAHM Project Book that provides design examples was 
completed and distributed to Co-permittees in August 
2008. 


5. During implementation of the HMP, obtain feedback/suggestions for 
further refinement and implementation guidance 


As needed/ 
Ongoing 


Completed/Ongoing – The HMP Implementation Work 
Group has been meeting on a regular basis, and has 
been an effective forum to share experience with HMP 
implementation and obtain suggestions for additional 
HMP guidance.  Members of the development 
community have also attended these meetings.  
Program staff have reviewed several conceptual design 
submittals to meet HMP requirements for projects in 
San Jose and discussed these with the work group.  
Additional guidance will be prepared on HMP 
implementation following adoption of new requirements 
in the MRP (expected mid-2009). 







 


Table 2-2 
SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps (continued) 
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Task1 


Anticipated 
Completion Date2 


 
Status 


6. Coordinate with other Bay Area stormwater programs to work toward 
a consistent approach for the Bay Area (via participation in 
development of the Municipal Regional Permit (MRP). 


12/07 Completed –The MRP Tentative Order (December 4, 
2007) contains consistent HMP requirements for all 
Permittees except those in Contra Costa County.  
These are not likely to change for the final MRP. 


7. Coordinate additional Co-permittee, Bay Area stormwater program, 
and Water Board staff review process and progress meetings, 
including: 
a. The development of a schedule for Bay Area-wide HMP 


implementation in the upcoming Municipal Regional Permit. 
 
 
 
 
 


b. Public outreach – HMP updates, workshop 
c. HMP Work Group Meetings 


 
6/07 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Ongoing 
Ongoing 


Completed – Hydromodification management (HM) 
requirements for the San Mateo, Alameda and Fairfield-
Suisun stormwater programs were adopted by the 
Water Board on March 14, 2007.  Implementation 
began in June 2007. The Contra Costa program began 
implementation in October 2006.  Under the MRP, 
these programs will continue implementation of their 
current requirements. SCVURPPP began 
implementation in October 2005.  However, the MRP 
contains new requirements for SCVURPPP that will 
take effect upon MRP adoption. 


Completed/Ongoing – Program staff have conducted 
two “HMP 101” workshops for Co-permittee staff 
covering basic principles of hydromodification 
management.  Additional workshops and meetings of 
the HMP Implementation Phase Work Group will be 
conducted as needed. 


8. Collect data on the implementation of the HMP at small sites for a 
period of two years after the start of implementation, and plan to re-
evaluate the small site size threshold and approach at that time.  
Conduct and document the reevaluation. 


N.A. Eliminated -- To date there have been no small sites 
required to implement HMP requirements.  The MRP 
will likely reduce the threshold for projects subject to 
HMP requirements to one acre of impervious surface.  
As a result, this task is no longer needed. 


9. Make additional refinements per:  1) lessons learned from 
implementation efforts based on the draft HMP; 2) the need for 
consistency with HMPs being developed by other Bay Area 
stormwater programs; and 3) development community, Co-permittee, 
and Water Board feedback. 


Report in ARs 
beginning with FY 05-


06 AR 


In Progress – See Task 5.  Additional refinements to 
the HMP will be made pending adoption of the MRP, 
and continuing input from Co-permittee staff and 
developers. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This document comprises a draft Work Plan for implementation of the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s (SCVURPPP’s or Program’s) Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (URMP) for fiscal year (FY) 2009-2010.  This Work Plan fulfills Provision 
C.6.b. of the Program’s current NPDES permit (No.CAS029718), Order 01-024 (as 
amended by Order 01-119 and R2-2005-0035). The Work Plan development was 
coordinated with development of the Program’s FY 09-10 budget, and is consistent with the 
level of effort represented by the budget items. 
    
The Work Plan includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules to be 
implemented by the Co-permittees, in each individual jurisdiction and collectively through 
the Program. It was developed to include new, expanded, or redirected efforts contemplated 
in the final Tentative Order for the Municipal Regional Permit (MRP). The Work Plan also 
considers the implementation status of ongoing activities and actions, in order to plan FY 
09-10 activities. In developing the FY 09-10 Draft Work Plan, the Program has taken into 
account the December 2008 discussions with Water Board staff on the draft revised MRP. 
We encourage Water Board staff to carefully evaluate and consider how the Program has 
prioritized and phased efforts into the FY 09-10 Draft Program Work Plan. If absolutely 
necessary, the Program, within the current identified resources, is prepared to revise the 
Work Plan to reflect the final requirements in the MRP after adoption.  
 
The Work Plan is comprised of twelve sections, as follows: 
 
1. Municipal Operations:  Section 1 provides the Program’s planned tasks to assist Co-


permittees in reducing or eliminating adverse water quality impacts of operations and 
maintenance activities conducted by municipal staff. 


 
2. New Development and Redevelopment: Section 2 describes the Program’s progress 


in assisting Co-permittees to implement the requirements for new and redevelopment 
control measures (Provision C.3.) and the Program tasks planned for FY 09-10.   


 
3. Industrial and Commercial Site Control: Section 3 provides the Program’s planned 


tasks to assist Co-permittees in controlling the discharge of pollutants in stormwater from 
industrial and commercial sources. 


 
4. Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination: Section 4 provides the Program’s planned 


tasks to assist Co-permittees in identifying and eliminating non-permissible non-storm 
water discharges associated with illegal dumping or illicit connections to the storm drain 
system. 


 
5. Construction Site Control: The Program’s planned tasks for assisting Co-permittees in 


controlling the impacts of construction activities on stormwater quality and flow through 
their construction inspection programs is presented within Section 5. 


 
6. Public Information/Participation Work Plan: The Program’s PI/P Work Plan (Section 


6) includes a list and description of public education and outreach projects planned for 
FY 09-10 and how they relate to anticipated requirements in the MRP. 
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7. FY 09-10 Annual Water Quality Monitoring Plan: Section 7 provides the Program’s 
Annual Monitoring Plan. Planned activities include implementation of the Program’s 
Multi-Year Receiving Water Monitoring Plan, participation and financial support to the 
RMP, BAMBI network and participation in the BASMAA Monitoring Committee.  


 
8. Pollutants of Concern Control: The Program’s planned tasks for assisting Co-


permittees in reducing and/or controlling the discharge of pollutants of concern (POCs) 
in stormwater is presented within Section 8. In addition, the Program will work with 
BASMAA to develop a coordinated stormwater regional monitoring effort to initiate 
addressing draft MRP requirements in a prioritized and phased manner. 


 
9. Exempted and Conditionally Exempted Discharges: Section 9 describes the 


Program’s planned tasks to assist Co-permittees in developing and implementing BMPs 
for the control of conditionally exempted (non-stormwater) discharges, as well as 
requiring businesses, contractors, and residents to control these discharges. 


 
10. Reporting Work Plan: Section 10 provides the Program’s proposed approach to data 


management and reporting for FY 09-10. 
 
11. FY 09-10 Program Budget: The Program’s Final FY 09-10 Budget Report, as approved 


by the Management Committee, is included in Section 11.   
 
12. Co-permittee Work Plan Summary Tables: Section 12 contains the individual Co-


permittee Work Plans for FY 09-10 developed consistent with the FY 00-01 Work Plan 
format approved by Water Board staff.   


 
 
 
 
 
 








  INTRODUCTION 
 
This document comprises a draft Work Plan for implementation of the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s (SCVURPPP’s or Program’s) Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (URMP) for fiscal year (FY) 2005-2006.  This Work Plan fulfills Provision 
C.6.b. of the Program’s NPDES permit (Order 01-024) reissued February 21, 2001.  
   
The Work Plan also fulfills the following additional permit requirements of the Order, 
consistent with Permit Provision C.6.b: 
 
• Describes the development of new or modification of existing Performance Standards 


(Provisions C.2.b. and C.5.); 


• Includes a Program PI/P Work Plan and Co-permittee work plans that describe the 
planned efforts to implement Program and local PI/P activities (Provision C.4.) 


• Contains the Program’s Annual FY 05-06 Monitoring Plan (Provision C.7.c.), which 
addresses data collection and control programs for specific pollutants (Provision C.9.);  


• Includes the Program’s FY 05-06 Copper/Nickel Work Plan (Provisions C.9.a and b), 
which provides descriptions of the proposed Work Plan actions and the status of 
actions accomplished in FY 04-05;  


• Includes the Program’s FY 05-06 Mercury Outreach Activities (Provision C.9.c.), as 
described in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan;   


• Contains the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan tasks for FY 05-06 
(Provision C.9.d); 


• Defines the Program’s role relative to watershed management efforts and involvement 
in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI), as described in 
the Annual Monitoring Plan (Provision C.10.). 


The Work Plan includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules to be 
implemented by the Co-permittees, in each individual jurisdiction and collectively through 
the Program.  The Work Plan builds on the baseline routine efforts conducted by the 
Program and Co-permittees through its “continuous improvement” process.  The Work Plan 
also considers the implementation status of FY 04-05 activities and actions, in order to plan 
FY 05-06 activities. 
 
The Work Plan is comprised of nine sections, as follows: 
 
1. Program Continuous Improvement Tasks:  Section 1 describes continuous 


improvement tasks and provides a schedule for their completion. 
 
2. Performance Standard Revisions: Section 2 describes the Program’s recent revisions 


to the Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control and Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping 
Elimination Performance Standards and current efforts to update the Water Utility 
Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard.  


 
3. Public Involvement and Participation: The Program’s PI/P Work Plan (Section 3) 


includes a list and description of projects planned for FY 05-06 and the process used to 
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select them.  A Pollutant Matrix is included which illustrates how on-going and planned 
PI/P efforts are directly linked to pollutants of concern. 


 
4. Monitoring Program: The Program’s FY 05-06 Annual Monitoring Plan is presented in 


Section 4.  The monitoring strategy describes how monitoring projects are linked to 
Program goals, SCBWMI goals and permit requirements.  The section identifies those 
on-going projects that are related to permit requirements along with a description and 
tentative schedule for FY 05-06 projects.  The Monitoring Plan includes watershed 
management measures.  


 
5. Pesticide Management Work Plan: Section 5 contains a status report on the 


Program’s pesticide management tasks, consistent with the Program’s Pesticide 
Management Plan (2/15/02), and planned tasks for FY 05-06. 


 
6. Mercury Pollution Prevention Work Plan: Section 6 contains the Program’s mercury 


pollution prevention tasks for FY 05-06, consistent with the Program’s Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Work Plan (3/1/02).  The status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan tasks is 
also provided. 


 
7. New and Redevelopment Work Plan:  Section 7 describes the Program’s progress in 


assisting Co-permittees in preparing to implement the requirements for new and 
redevelopment control measures (Provision C.3.) and the Program tasks planned for FY 
05-06, consistent with the Program’s C.3. Work Plan (3/1/02). 


 
8. FY 05-06 Program Budget: The Program’s Final FY 05-06 Budget Report, as 


approved by the Program’s Management Committee, is included in Section 8.  
The Management Committee is concerned about the availability of resources to 
conduct all FY05-06 tasks because of the uncertain State budget condition and 
repercussions on the local agency budgets.  As the resource issue becomes 
clearer, the Management Committee may have to revisit the priorities and 
resources assigned to the collaborative tasks. 


 
9. Co-permittee Work Plan Summary Tables: Section 9 contains the individual Co-


permittee Work Plans for FY 05-06 developed consistent with the FY 00-01 Work Plan 
format approved by Regional Board staff.   
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5. FY 09-10 CONSTRUCTION SITE CONTROL MEASURES WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 09-10 to assist Co-permittees 
to control the impacts of construction activities on stormwater quality and flow through their 
construction inspection programs.  The planned tasks include Program efforts that are likely 
to be needed to assist the Co-permittees with compliance with the C.6. Provisions of the 
Municipal Regional Permit. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In 1997, the Program developed Construction Inspection Performance Standards (CIPS) to 
define the level of implementation that Co-permittees should attain to demonstrate that their 
construction inspection programs control stormwater quality impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable.  The CIPS were developed to meet a earlier permit requirement and were 
incorporated into the Program’s Urban Runoff Management Plan.   The CIPS were updated 
in 2001 (completed January 2002) to include more details on inspection frequency, 
enforcement procedures, and inspector training, based on discussions with Water Board 
staff. 
 
The current permit requires implementation of the CIPS and lists some, but not all, of the 
standards in Provision C.3.a.  Co-permitees continue to implement the CIPS and provide 
summaries of enforcement and follow-up actions at construction sites, as well as information 
on inspector training, in their annual reports. 
   
The Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) will contain requirements for all six Phase 1 municipal 
stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area. The draft MRP was released 
on December 4, 2007. It is anticipated that the revised draft MRP Tentative Order will be 
released in February 2009. Provision C.6. in the Tentative Order contains specific 
requirements for construction site controls, including requirements for: 
 


• Sufficient legal authority for effective site management; 


• Development and implementation of an enforcement response plan;  


• Designation of a minimum set of required BMPs; 


• Review of erosion control plans and Construction General Permit coverage, and 
outreach to developers and contractors as part of the plan approval process; 


• Types, content and frequency of inspections; 


• Staff training; and 


• Tracking and reporting of construction site inspection results. 


 
PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION SITE CONTROLS 
 
As described above, the Co-permittees continue to implement the Program’s performance 
standards by conducting reviews of erosion control plans, requiring General Permit 
coverage, conducting routine (including pre-wet season) and as-needed construction site 
inspections, documenting and reporting violations and enforcement response, and training 
inspectors.  The Program annually co-sponsors and/or conducts a Construction Site 
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Management Workshop to assist Co-permittees with inspector training needs, provides 
guidance on annual reporting requirements, and assists Co-permittees with construction-
related questions and issues as needed. 
 
FY 09-10 IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 
 
Table 5-1 presents a list of tasks that will be implemented in FY 09-10, their associated due 
dates, and the deliverables that will be completed for each task.  These tasks include: 
 


• Conduct annual workshop on Construction Site Management, in coordination with 
the San Francisco Estuary Program and/or CASQA.  Include training on inspection 
type and frequency, minimum BMPs, BMP installation and maintenance, and 
implementation of enforcement response plans. 


• Continue to update the Construction Inspection Performance Standards as needed 
to be consistent with Provision C.6., including adding: 


o list of minimum BMPs; 


o guidance on different types of inspections; 


o implementation requirements for different types of sites and times of year (wet or 
dry season); 


• Continue to work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and data 
collection, data management, and reporting. 


 







 
Table 5-1 


Schedule and Deliverables for FY 09-10 Construction Site Control Tasks 
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Task from MRP Tentative Order Schedule Deliverables 


Minimum Required Management Practices 


 Continue to update the Construction Inspection Performance Standards as 
needed to be consistent with Provision C.6., including adding: 


o list of minimum BMPs; 


o guidance on different types of inspections; 


o implementation requirements for different types of sites and times of 
year (wet or dry season). 


12/09 
 


• Updated Performance Standards 


Staff Training 
• Conduct annual workshop on Construction Site Management, in coordination 


with the San Francisco Estuary Program and/or CASQA.  Include training on 
inspection type and frequency, minimum BMPs, BMP installation and 
maintenance, and implementation of enforcement response plans. 


6/10 
 


• Workshop, guidance materials, 
evaluation summary 


Tracking and Reporting 


• Continue to work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and 
data collection, data management, and reporting. 


6/10 • Standard inspection form, model 
database, annual report guidance 
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6. PUBLIC INFORMATION/PARTICIPATION WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
The goals of the Public Information/Participation (PI/P) element are to identify and change 
behaviors that adversely affect water quality; and to increase the understanding and 
appreciation of streams and San Francisco Bay.  To accomplish these goals, Co-permittees 
pursue PI/P activities jointly through the Program, on a countywide basis, and individually in 
their own jurisdictions.  
 
Each year, the Watershed Education and Outreach Ad Hoc Task Group, which consists of 
Program staff, Co-permittees representatives and consultants, identifies, prioritizes and selects 
countywide projects for implementation.  Table 6-1 presents the updated Pollutant Matrix, which 
links current and future PI/P projects and outreach materials with pollutants of concern. The 
projects are developed and implemented each year by Work Groups.   
 
The Program provides resources to conduct countywide PI/P tasks through approval (by the 
Management Committee) of an annual Program budget and Work Plan.  All Co-permittees 
contribute resources to conduct annual Program Work Plan tasks consistent with the Co-
permittee assessment procedure contained in the SCVURPPP Memorandum of Agreement1.    
 
FY 09-10 PI/P WORK PLAN 
 
In FY 09-10, the Program will continue to conduct its PI/P activities through the following 
projects: 
 


• Watershed Watch Campaign 


• Watershed Watchers Program at the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife 
Refuge 


• School-Age Children Outreach  


• Pesticide, Mercury and  Illicit Discharge Outreach 


• Santa Clara Valley Green Gardener Training 


• Creek Clean-up Activities 


• BASMAA Regional Ad Campaign 


• Land Use Subgroup Activities 


• Other Ongoing Program PI/P Support Activities  


 
It is anticipated that implementing the above mentioned projects will meet most of the outreach 
requirements described in the Municipal Regional Permit (MRP).  Some additional tasks may be 
implemented within these projects to address potential MRP requirements; these are identified 
within the project descriptions below. 
 
Details of the Program’s FY 09-10 PI/P projects are provided below: 
                                                           
1 On February 1, 2001, the Management Committee directed Program staff to include all Program-Wide PI/P activities as part of the   
Projects Group budget and thus eliminated any confusion regarding selective Co-permittee participation. 
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Watershed Watch Campaign  
 
In FY 09-10, the Watershed Watch Campaign will include the following tasks: 


 
• Media advertising 


• Partnerships with community and business organizations (e.g., Classic Car Wash) 


• Community outreach events  


• Website maintenance 


• Media relations 


• Additional local media relations to supplement work done by the BASMAA Media 
Relations Committee.  


 
The detailed FY 09-10 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan is included within Attachment 6-
1. As described in the Program’s Watershed Education and Outreach Strategy2, a public opinion 
survey will be conducted in FY 08-09 to evaluate effectiveness of the Watershed Watch 
Campaign. The feedback from this evaluation may be used to modify messages, advertising, 
promotions and other Campaign strategies.  
 
Watershed Watchers Program at the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge at Alviso  
 
The Program provides resources to the Alviso Education Center to support a full-time 
interpretive specialist position for conducting the Watershed Watchers Program. This is an on-
site educational program conducted primarily on weekends. The activities focus on building 
watershed awareness and encourage stormwater pollution prevention behaviors among 
attendees (youth groups, Boy/Girl Scout Troops, families with children etc.). The Program will 
continue to support these activities in FY 09-10.  Attachment 6-2 describes the activities offered 
in the Watershed Watchers Program. 


 
Additional Tasks 


 
• Include more citizen involvement activities in the Watershed Watchers program 


• Develop and implement more activities geared toward high school students 


 
School-Age Children Outreach  
 
The Schools Outreach project includes funding for ZunZun school assemblies and support for 
the Wacky Watersheds teacher training workshop. Details are below: 
 


• Elementary School Outreach: During FY 09-10, the Program will continue to sponsor up 
to 50 ZunZun assemblies at elementary schools in the Santa Clara Valley.  These 
musical assemblies educate students (in grades K-5) and their teachers on watersheds 
and urban runoff pollution prevention  


• Middle School Outreach - Outreach to middle schools will be continued through the 
Wacky Watersheds teachers training workshop.  This workshop is offered free of charge 


                                                           
2 SCVURPPP Watershed Education and Outreach Strategy, June 2004 
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to teachers by the City of San Jose. The Program provides stipends to teachers that 
attend the workshop and complete a classroom project based on it. In FY 07-08, the 
Wacky Watersheds workshop staff held 2 workshops and trained 38 teachers. One 
teacher applied for and received the stipend. 


 
Pesticide, Mercury and Illicit Discharge Outreach 
 
The following projects will be implemented under this task: 
 
Pesticide User Outreach  
 
This project focuses on implementing outreach requirements for pesticides toxicity control. 
Tasks for FY 09-10 include the following:  
 
• IPM Store Partnership Program - The Program will continue “point-of-purchase” outreach at 


Santa Clara County stores using “shelf talkers” and “Less-toxic Pest Control” fact sheets. 
Program staff will visit each participating store approximately every three months, maintain 
an ongoing relationship with participating stores through in-store contacts; refresh/restock 
literature racks (as needed); and update “shelf talker” labels (as needed). Using the services 
of Annie Joseph, IPM consultant, the Program will provide training to store employees on 
selling less-toxic pesticides; and work with two stores to increase shelf-space for less-toxic 
products.  


 
• Outreach Events – The Program will participate in selected community outreach events for 


conducting IPM outreach. Possible events are:  
 


o Pumpkins in the Park  


o Spring in Guadalupe Gardens  


o Master Gardener Spring Garden Market  


o Santa Clara County Health and Wellness Fair 


 
Program, Watershed Watch, and Co-permittee staff will staff these events. The pesticide 
display and/or the beanbag game will be used. Outreach material distributed may include 
IPM fact sheets and other brochures.  
 


• Media Advertising – The Program’s Watershed Watch Campaign will conduct media 
advertising to include messages promoting the use of less-toxic pesticides. 
 


• Support the Regional IPM Conference – The Program will provide funding to support the 
Regional IPM Conference, if required.   
 


• Outreach to businesses - Continue distributing the “Don’t set a Table for Pests” poster to 
restaurants through County Health Inspectors. Provide the poster to Co-permittees for 
distribution through City stormwater inspectors.  
 


• Support the Going Native Garden Tour – The Program may provide funding to support 
promotional activities for the Going Native Garden Tour 2010 or a similar event.  
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Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach  
 
The focus of the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach is to promote the proper 
disposal of fluorescent light bulbs. Since FY 02-03, the Program has partnered with the Santa 
Clara County HHW Program to conduct outreach to residents and businesses on this issue. 
Outreach is conducted using media advertising, in-store displays (posters, banners), newsletter 
articles, and at community events.  
 
In FY 09-10, the Program will continue to conduct outreach to promote the fluorescent lamps 
disposal locations.  
 
The Program will also continue to evaluate the need to conduct outreach on health risks 
associated with the consumption of Bay fish that contain high levels of mercury. Discussions will 
include the identification of target audience and appropriate outreach mechanisms.  
 
The Program may also coordinate outreach with other agencies such as BACWA, BASMAA, 
County Department of Environmental Health, and local community groups. BACWA is currently 
working with the San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) to develop a Risk Reduction Program 
that targets consumers of San Francisco Bay caught fish. In FY 08-09, Program staff met with 
SFEI staff to provide input on existing local outreach programs and mechanisms. The 
recommendations of this report may be used to develop the outreach plan. 
 
Illicit Discharge Outreach 
 
The Program will develop outreach products to address one illicit discharge activity identified by 
the WEO AHTG or other Program Work Groups. 
 
Santa Clara Valley Green Gardener Training 
 
The Program will continue to offer the Santa Clara Valley Green Gardener Training. Depending 
on availability of budget, the Program will also conduct outreach to residents encouraging them 
to hire trained “Green Gardeners”.  
 
Advertising to Support Creek Cleanup Events  
 
Each year the Creek Connection Action Group sponsors two creek clean-up events: Coastal 
Clean-up Day in September and National Rivers Clean-up Day in May. In FY 09-10, the 
Program will continue to provide funds to advertise one or both of these events, up to the 
available budget. 
 
Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) Land Use Subgroup 
 
The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) coordinates existing 
regulatory activities on a basin wide scale, ensuring that problems are addressed 
efficiently and cost-effectively. This is accomplished through various SCBWMI subgroups 
consisting of Co-permittee and Program staff. The SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup (LUS) 
develops strategies that minimize impacts of land use on beneficial uses of local water bodies. 
 
In FY 09-10, the Program will continue to provide limited support to the LUS by providing 
administrative support and direction; assist with training workshops for municipal staff on the 
connection between land development and water quality; and incorporate water quality friendly 
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designs in development projects which are consistent with the top five priorities identified by the 
SCBWMI. 
 
Regional Collaboration 
 
The Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) conducts regional 
through three programs:  Media Relations, Regional IPM Store Partnership and Regional 
Advertising Campaign. The Media Relations and Regional IPM Store Partnership Program are 
funded as part of BASMAA member dues; the Regional Advertising Campaign is funded 
through additional contributions from participating members. In FY 09-10, Program staff will 
continue to participate in these programs to implement various outreach tasks. Anticipated 
activities for these programs are described below: 
 
Regional Advertising Campaign  
 
The Program plans to continue with its participation in the BASMAA Regional Advertising 
Campaign (RAC) in FY 09-10. From FY 02-03 through FY 04-05, the RAC implemented the 
“Beautiful Watersheds” advertising campaign for increasing the public’s awareness about 
watersheds and problems caused by litter. The advertisements were broadcast on radio and 
television. In August 2007, the RAC Committee together with the BASMAA IPM Partnership 
Committee conducted advertising to promote the Our Water Our World logo and website. 
Currently, the RAC is planning a multi-year advertising campaign focusing on litter.  
 
Media Relations Campaign  
 
The Media Relations Campaign is a joint effort supported by BASMAA and the Bay Area Clean 
Water Agencies (BACWA).  The primary goals of the campaign are to develop long-term 
relationships with the media and to generate media coverage that would encourage individuals 
to adopt behavior changes to prevent water pollution.  The Program will continue to participate 
in this campaign to develop and pitch stormwater related articles/PSAs.  
 
Regional IPM Partnership  
 
The Program will continue to support the Regional IPM Partnership program through 
contributions to BASMAA and participation in meetings and regional activities. This Regional 
Program, with input from IPM experts and participating stormwater programs, provides fact 
sheets, promotional materials, training sessions, display materials for stores, and an alternative 
products list.  The Program and Co-permittees are responsible for recruiting stores, arranging 
training sessions for store employees, in-store display set-up, display maintenance, and on-
going contact with participating stores.  
 
Tasks for FY 09-10 include development of new fact sheets, reprinting existing fact sheets, and 
advertising to promote the Our Water Our World (OWOW) logo and website. 
 
Other Ongoing Program PI/P Support Activities  
 
Program’s Toll-Free Telephone Numbers  
 
The Program will continue to maintain two toll free telephone numbers, the Program’s 
information number (800-794-2482) and the Watershed Watch hotline (866-WATERSHED), for 
calls from the general public and requests for information.   
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PI/P Material Reprints and Supplies  
 
The Program will purchase materials (brochures, giveaways, etc,) as needed for the Program 
and Co-permittee use. 
 
Distribution of Restaurant BMP Materials 
 
In FY 00-01, the Program developed a Restaurant Wash Water BMPs Kit (letter, list of BMPs 
and a poster) to educate restaurant workers on proper disposal of wash water. The kit is 
provided to Santa Clara County Department of Environmental Health inspectors (Consumer 
Protection Division) who have been handing it out to restaurant managers during inspections. In 
FY 09-10, they will continue to distribute this kit to every newly constructed and remodeled food 
facility in the County.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 6-1 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan 
Attachment 6-2            Watershed Watchers Program Work Plan Tasks 
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Pollutant of 
Concern1 


Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 


Potential Target 
Audience(s) 


FY 09-10 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 


Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 


Diazinon2 
and 
pesticides in 
general 


Pesticides (residential, 
commercial and municipal 
use)  


• Home gardeners 
• Pest control 


professionals 
• Landscapers 
• Municipal Employees 
• Residents who hire pest 


control professionals 


Information on Watershed 
Watch website, IPM Store 
Partnership Program (regional 
and local), Pesticide User 
Outreach activities, Santa 
Clara Valley Green Gardener 
Training Program, distribution 
of restaurant brochure “Don’t 
Set a Table for Pests” through 
County Health Inspectors, 
media advertising. 


“Backyard Bugs”, “Pests 
Bugging You”, “Grow It 
Guide”, “Don’t Set a Table for 
Pests”, IPM Store Partnership 
Program Fact Sheets, 
“Control It”, BASMAA Media 
Relations Campaign topic, 
Got Bugs magnets, 
Watershed Watch and 
BASMAA media 
advertisements, Most Wanted 
Bugs for Your Garden 


Sediment Erosion from new 
construction, grading, road 
wear 


• Construction 
companies/contractors 


• Architects/engineers 
• Municipal inspectors 
• Residents (home 


improvement projects, 
remodels) 


Outreach to developers via 
RWQCB Construction Site 
Management Workshops or 
other mechanism. 


Construction BMP Tri-folds in 
English, Spanish and 
Vietnamese, “Blueprint for a 
Clean Bay” (revised 1-04), 
Construction Site 
Management workshops, 
Dewatering Brochure. 


Mercury Tailpipe emissions (i.e., 
diesel-powered vehicles), 
consumer products  
(thermometers, fluorescent 
lighting) 


• Residents (auto use, 
general awareness, 
proper selection and 
disposal of products) 


• Industry (fleet use) 
• Commercial (fleet use) 


Information/fact sheets on 
Watershed Watch website, 
BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Mercury P2 Outreach 
(Residential and business 
fluorescent light recycling), 
media advertising. 


“Spare the Air and Water 
Too” campaign press release 
and public service 
announcements, Program 
and local co-permittee fact 
sheets (e.g., Palo Alto and 
Sunnyvale), Watershed 
Watch radio, transit and print 
ads, store signage, posters, 
newsletter articles. 


                     
1 Per reissued SCVURPPP NPDES Permit, Order No. 01-024, with the exception of trash.   
2 Under terms of an agreement between EPA and pesticide manufacturers, as of December 31, 2004, residential outdoor and indoor uses and sales of Diazinon are prohibited. Program 
outreach on other pesticides is continuing.  
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Pollutant of 
Concern1 


Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 


Potential Target 
Audience(s) 


FY 09-10 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 


Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 


Copper 
 


Brake pads, industrial 
discharge, copper 
algaecides, coolant leaks, 
illegal dumping 


• Industry (scrubbers, 
roofs, cooling towers, 
piping) 


• Residents (illegal 
dumping, pools and 
spas) 


• Commercial business       
(pool, spa, fountain 
maintenance) 


• Municipal maintenance 
staff 


BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Information on Watershed 
Watch website, support of 
Brake Pad partnership through 
BASMAA. 


Brake Pad Partnership,  
“Keeping It All In Tune”, 
Industrial BMPs, storm drain 
stencils, ”Draining Pools & 
Spas – Keep Pool, Spa and 
Fountain Water Out of Storm 
Drains, Creeks and the Bay”, 
Palo Alto’s fact sheet on 
architectural use of copper. 


Nickel Industrial discharges, 
tailpipe emissions, 
construction-related erosion 


• See sediment and 
mercury target 
audiences 


See sediment and mercury 
projects. 


See sediment and mercury 
projects. 


Trash Intentional littering 
(cigarette butts, throwing 
objects from automobiles, 
illegal dumping), trucks 
hauling poorly secured 
materials, uncovered or 
overflowing garbage cans 


• General public 
• Children 
• Drivers 
• Smokers 
 


BASMAA media relations 
campaign (potential topic), 
Information on Watershed 
Watch website, BASMAA 
Regional Ad Campaign topic, 
Watershed Watch media topic. 


Watershed Watch web site, 
BASMAA’s  “Beautiful 
watersheds/trash” TV and 
radio ads, Watershed Watch 
litter ads (print and radio), 
“You are the solution to 
stormwater pollution” 
brochure. 
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Project Title Project Description Comments 


1. Watershed Watch 
Campaign (Year 9) 


• Implement the Watershed Watch Campaign Proposed Activities: 


Creative development 
• Media advertising  
• Outreach events 
• Partner development 
• Website maintenance 
• Advertising to support Creek Cleanup 


Activities 


2. Educational 
programs at the 
Don Edwards 
National Wildlife 
Refuge (Alviso Ed 
Center) 


Support a staff position at the Alviso Ed Center to 
the conduct Watershed Watchers Program. 


 


The Watershed Watchers Program includes 
classes, tours and events for adults and children. 


 


3. School-Age 
Children Outreach 


Funding for educational assemblies at elementary 
school and support for the “Wacky Watersheds” 
training for middle-school teachers. 


The Program funds the musical troupe ZunZun to 
perform 50 assemblies at elementary schools in 
Santa Clara Valley.  


The Program provides stipends to teachers that 
attend the workshop and complete a classroom 
project based on it. 


4. Pesticide, Mercury 
and  Illicit 
Discharge 
Outreach 


 


Funding for the following projects: 


• Pesticide User Outreach 


• Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 


• Illicit Discharge Outreach 


Proposed Activities: 


Pesticide User Outreach - Continue the IPM Store 
Partnership Program, attend outreach events, and 
support other local programs such as the 
Regional IPM Conference and the Going Native 
Garden Tour. 


Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach - Continue 
outreach in coordination with the County HHW 
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Project Title Project Description Comments 
Program. Continue to evaluate the need to 
conduct outreach on health risks associated with 
the consumption of Bay fish that contain high 
levels of mercury. Discussions will include the 
identification of target audience and appropriate 
outreach mechanisms. 


Illicit Discharge Outreach – Develop outreach 
products to focus on one type of illicit discharge.  


5. Green Gardener 
Training Program 


Bilingual training program for professional 
landscape maintenance workers. 


Conduct two or more trainings in coordination with 
the Metropolitan Adult Education Center. 


6. Creek Cleanup Support local Creek Cleanup events Providing funding to advertise one or both Creek 
Clean-up days. 


7.    Santa Clara Basin 
Watershed 
Management Initiative 
(SCBWMI) Land Use 
Subgroup 


 


Provide staff support for Land Use Subgroup (LUS) 
Activities 


The Program will continue to provide limited 
support to the LUS by providing administrative 
support and direction; assist with training 
workshops for municipal staff on the connection 
between land development and water quality; and 
incorporate water quality friendly designs in 
development projects which are consistent with 
the top five priorities identified by the SCBWMI. 


 


8   BASMAA Regional 
Ad Campaign (RAC) 


Participate in the BASMAA RAC which will consist 
of a multi-year advertising campaign focusing on 
litter. 


Attend meetings, review products and provide 
funds to support media advertising pending 
concept development and completion of media 
plan. 


9 Program Supplies Estimated budget for reprints of materials for 
Program use and other Program supplies. 
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3. INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL SITE CONTROLS 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 09-10 to assist Co-permittees in 
controlling the discharge of pollutants in stormwater from industrial and commercial sources. 
The planned tasks include Program efforts that are likely to be needed to assist the Co-
permittees with compliance with the C.4. Provisions of the Municipal Regional Permit. 
   
BACKGROUND 
 
In December 1996, the Program developed the Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control (IND) 
Performance Standards to define the level of implementation that Co-permittees should attain to 
demonstrate that their IND activities reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable.  The 
IND Performance Standards were developed to meet an earlier permit requirement and were 
incorporated into the Program’s Urban Runoff Management Plan (dated September 1, 1997).    
In October 2000, the performance standards were also updated to include the reporting of 
stormwater infiltration devices (SWIDs) and the preparation of internal summaries which include 
the type and number of violations reported, and the type of facilities with reported violations. The 
performance standards were again updated in February 2005 with administrative changes (e.g., 
incorporating enhanced reporting requirements and results of Co-permittee evaluations). 
 
In early 2001, the Program’s Management Committee formed the Industrial Inspection Ad hoc 
Task Group (Industrial Inspection AHTG) to develop a Program-wide strategy to comply with the 
enhanced reporting requirements of the Program’s newly adopted NPDES permit dated 
February 21, 2001. On September 7, 2001, the Industrial Inspection AHTG recommended the 
adoption of Program-wide categories and enforcement actions developed by the Industrial 
Inspection AHTG. These categories and procedures are described in the Continuous 
Improvement of Industrial Reporting Technical Memorandum.  The Management Committee 
approved the memorandum as the Program’s strategy to implement IND reporting requirements 
(as required in Permit Provisions C.6.a.i.). The memorandum was included as an attachment 
within the Program’s FY 00-01 Annual Report and submitted to the Water Board on September 
17, 2001.  Each Co-permittee began implementing these procedures immediately thereafter.  
Implementation of the enhanced reporting requirements by the Co-permittees has been very 
successful as shown in the past five Program annual reports.    
 
The Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) will contain requirements for all six Phase 1 municipal 
stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area. The draft MRP was released on 
December 4, 2007. It is anticipated that the revised draft MRP Tentative Order will be released 
in February 2009. Provision C.4. in the Tentative Order contains requirements for industrial and 
commercial site controls, including requirements for:  
 


• Sufficient legal authority for effective site management; 


• Development and implementation of an Industrial and Commercial Business Inspection 
Plan;  


• Development and implementation of an enforcement response plan; and  


• Staff training. 


. 
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PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL SITE 
CONTROLS 
 
Co-permitees continue to implement the IND Performance Standards by conducting inspections 
of specific industrial and commercial facilities which may be a source of pollutants to 
stormwater, and providing outreach to facility owners. When necessary, Co-permittees initiate 
enforcement actions against responsible parties. In addition, Co-permittees continue to provide 
information on the type of facilities inspected and the level of enforcement taken at inspected 
facilities, as well as an evaluation of IND program effectiveness, in their annual reports.  To 
supplement individual Co-permittee IND inspection data, Program staff prepares IND summary 
tables for Co-permittee inspections that have occurred during a specific fiscal year. IND 
summary tables have been included in each annual report since September 2002.   
 
FY 09-10 IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 


 
Table 3-1 presents the list of tasks that will be implemented in FY 09-10, their associated due 
dates, and the deliverables that will be completed for each task.  These tasks include: 
 


• Update the Program’s Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Program 
Performance Standards, as necessary. 


• Continue to summarize Co-permittee reports of industrial/commercial inspections 
conducted, including types of violations and enforcement actions. 


• Continue to assist Co-permittees with updating current Industrial and Commercial 
Business Inspection Plans. A description of the process for prioritizing inspections 
and frequency of inspection will be included.  


• Work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and data collection, data 
management, and reporting, once annual reporting requirements are defined for the 
MRP. 


• Continue to maintain the Program database to include the current list of 
industrial/commercial facilities with Program’s jurisdiction and modify to reflect new 
reporting requirements/formats, as appropriate.   


• Continue to assist Co-permittees with evaluating and strengthening Enforcement 
Response Plans (ERPs), as appropriate. 


• Continue to provide training on urban runoff pollution prevention, inspection 
procedures, illicit discharge detection and elimination, BMP implementation, lessons 
learned, local agency requirements and other inspection-related topics.  
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Schedule and Deliverables for FY 09-10 Industrial and Commercial Site Control Tasks 
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Task Schedule Deliverables 


Update Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Performance Standards 


• Update the Program’s Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Program 
Performance Standards, as necessary. 6/10 • Updated Performance Standards 


Industrial and Commercial Business Inspection Plan 


• Continue to assist Co-permittees with updating current Industrial and 
Commercial Business Inspection Plans. A description of the process for 
prioritizing inspections and frequency of inspection will be included.     


12/09 • Memorandum on developing an 
Industrial and Commercial Business 
Inspection Plan.  


• Work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and data 
collection, data management, and reporting, once annual reporting 
requirements are defined for the MRP. 


6/10 • Standard inspection form, model 
database fields, annual report guidance 


• Continue to maintain the Program database to include current list of 
industrial/commercial facilities within Program’s jurisdiction and modify to 
reflect new reporting requirements/formats, as appropriate. 


Ongoing- future 
Annual Reports 


starting with FY 09-
10 Annual Report if 


required 


• Updated Program database  


• Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report, 
if necessary. 


Enforcement Response Plan 


• Continue to assist Co-permittees with evaluating and strengthening 
Enforcement Response Plans (ERPs), as appropriate.    


12/09 • Model Enforcement Response Plan 


• Continue to summarize Co-permittee reports of industrial/commercial 
inspections conducted, including types of violations and enforcement actions.   


Ongoing- FY 08-09 
Annual Report and 


future ARs 


• Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report. 


Inspector Training 
• Continue to provide training on urban runoff pollution prevention, inspection 


procedures, illicit discharge detection and elimination, BMP implementation, 
lessons learned, local agency requirements and other inspection-related 
topics.  


6/10 • Guidance materials, workshop 
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4. ILLICIT DISCHARGE DETECTION AND ELIMINATION 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 09-10 to assist Co-permittees in 
identifying and eliminating non-permissible non-storm water discharges associated with illegal 
dumping or illicit connections to the storm drain system. The planned tasks include Program 
efforts that are likely to be needed to assist the Co-permittees with compliance with the C.5. 
Provisions of the Municipal Regional Permit. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In December 1996, the Program developed the Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping (ICID) 
Performance Standards to effectively prohibit the discharge of illicit, non-stormwater discharges 
to the municipal storm drain system by regularly inspecting storm drains and watercourses and 
correcting problems in a timely manner.  The ICID Performance Standards were developed to 
meet an earlier permit requirement and were incorporated into the Program’s Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (dated September 1, 1997).  In October 2000, the performance standards 
were also updated to include conducting inspections and reporting the presence of stormwater 
infiltration devices (SWIDs); and reporting significant conditionally exempt discharges that are 
not properly managed. 
 
In early 2001, the Program’s Management Committee approved the formation of the ICID 
Reporting Ad hoc Task Group (ICID Reporting AHTG) to develop a Program-wide strategy to 
comply with the enhanced reporting requirements of the Program’s newly adopted NPDES 
permit dated February 21, 2001. On September 7, 2001, the ICID Reporting AHTG 
recommended the adoption of Program-wide categories and enforcement actions developed by 
the ICID Reporting AHTG.  These categories and procedures are described in the Continuous 
Improvement of Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping Reporting Technical Memorandum.  The 
Management Committee approved the memorandum as the Program’s strategy to implement 
IC/ID reporting requirements (as required in Permit Provision C.6.a.ii).  The memorandum was 
included as an attachment within the Program’s FY 00-01 Annual Report and submitted to the 
Water Board on September 17, 2001.  Each Co-permittee began implementing these 
procedures immediately thereafter.  Implementation of the enhanced reporting requirements by 
the Co-permittees has been very successful as shown in the past six Program annual reports.    
 
In accordance with the Program’s FY 04-05 Work Plan submitted to the Water Board on March 
1, 2004, the Program committed to updating the ICID Performance Standards during FY 04-05.  
The updates were essentially administrative (e.g., incorporating enhanced reporting 
requirements and results of Co-permittee evaluations) and were directed at modifying the 
Program’s model ICID Performance Standards to reflect Management Committee direction and 
actual Co-permittee implementation.  These administrative updates were provided to the ICID 
Reporting AHTG for review during January 2005.  The Management Committee approved final 
updated performance standards on February 17, 2005.   
 
The Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) will contain requirements for all six Phase 1 municipal 
stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area. The draft MRP was released on 
December 4, 2007. It is anticipated that the revised draft MRP Tentative Order will be released 
in February 2009. Provision C.5. of the Tentative Order contains requirements for illicit 
discharge detection and elimination, including requirements for: 
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• Sufficient legal authority to fully implement an enforcement response plan; 


• Development and implementation of an enforcement response plan;  


• Spill and dumping response, complaint response, and frequency of inspections; 


• Routine collection system screening to determine illicit discharges and illegal dumping;  


• Making maps of the MS4 publicly available; 


• Tracking and case follow-up of incidents; 


• Illicit discharge control planning for the following year based on lessons learned; and  


• Staff training. 


 
PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO ILLICIT DISCHARGE DETECTION AND 
ELIMINATION 
 
Co-permitees continue to implement the ICID Performance Standards by responding to illicit 
discharges and illegal dumping incidents, conducting proactive investigations and initiating 
enforcement actions against responsible parties. In addition, Co-permittees continue to provide 
information on the origin of the report, source of incident, type of incident and enforcement 
actions for each ICID incident, as well as an evaluation of ICID program effectiveness, in their 
annual reports.  To supplement individual Co-permittee ICID inspection data, Program staff 
prepares ICID summary tables for Co-permittee inspections that have occurred during a specific 
fiscal year. ICID summary tables have been included in each annual report since September 
2002.   
 
FY 09-10 IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 


 
Table 4-1 presents the list of tasks that will be implemented in FY 09-10, their associated due 
dates, and the deliverables that will be completed for each task.  These tasks include: 
 


• Update the Program’s Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities 
Performance Standards, as necessary.  


• Continue to summarize Co-permittee reports of illicit discharge cases/investigations 
conducted, including types of violations and enforcement actions.  


• Continue to maintain the Program database to include the most recent Co-permittee 
illicit discharge data. 


• Continue to assist Co-permittees with evaluating and strengthening Enforcement 
Response Plans (ERPs), as needed.  


• Continue to provide staff training on illicit discharge detection and elimination. 
Include training on quick and appropriate response, inspection procedures, 
enforcement actions, BMP implementation, local agency requirements and other 
inspection-related topics.  


• Work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and data collection, data 
management, and reporting, once annual reporting requirements are defined for the 
MRP. 
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Schedule and Deliverables for FY 09-10 Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination Tasks 
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Tasks Schedule Deliverables 


Update Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities Performance Standards 


• Update the Program’s Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities 
Performance Standards, as necessary.   6/10 • Updated Performance Standards 


Create and Maintain ERP 


• Continue to assist Co-permittees with evaluating and strengthening 
Enforcement Response Plans (ERPs), as needed.  


12/09 • Model Enforcement Response Plan 


Tracking and Case Follow-up 


• Work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and data 
collection, data management, and reporting, once annual reporting 
requirements are defined for the MRP. 


6/10 


 


• Standard inspection form, model 
database fields, annual report guidance 


• Continue to summarize Co-permittee reports of illicit discharge 
cases/investigations conducted, including types of violations and enforcement 
actions.  


Ongoing- FY 08-09 
Annual Report and 


future ARs 


• Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report 


• Continue to maintain the Program database to include most recent Co-
permittee illicit discharge data 


Ongoing • Up-to-date Program database 


 


Inspector Training  


• Continue to provide staff training on illicit discharge detection and elimination. 
Include training on quick and appropriate response, inspection procedures, 
enforcement actions, BMP implementation, local agency requirements and 
other inspection-related topics.     


6/10 • Guidance materials, workshop 
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9. FY 09-10 CONDITIONALLY EXEMPTED DISCHARGES WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 09-10 to assist Co-permittees 
to develop and implement BMPs for control of conditionally exempted (non-stormwater) 
discharges, as well as require businesses, contractors, and residents to control these 
discharges.  The planned tasks include Program efforts that are likely to be needed to assist 
the Co-permittees with compliance with potential requirements of the Municipal Regional 
Permit.  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
All municipal stormwater permits require municipalities to effectively prohibit the discharge of 
non-stormwater into storm drains. Certain non-stormwater discharges, such as flows from 
riparian habitats, wetlands, springs, or unpolluted groundwater, are exempted from this 
provision outright (i.e., allowed to discharge to storm drains with no control measures). Other 
non-stormwater discharges, known as conditionally exempted discharges (CEDs), are 
allowed to discharge to storm drains only if certain measures are taken to control potential 
pollutants in the discharge. 
 
Provision C.8.b. of the Program’s current permit provides a list of CEDs that are not 
prohibited from discharge to storm drains, if they are identified as not being sources of 
pollutants to receiving waters or if appropriate control measures are developed and 
implemented to prevent or eliminate adverse impacts of such sources.  Provision C.8.c. 
requires the Co-permittees to identify the categories of CEDs from this list that they want to 
exempt, and describe for each category either why it is not a source of pollutants or what 
control measures will be used to eliminate adverse impacts from that category.  In 
compliance with this provision, the Program developed a Conditionally Exempted 
Discharges Report (June 15, 2000) that describes the approach for each category of 
discharge. The report covers the following CEDs: 
 


• Uncontaminated pumped groundwater; 


• Foundation drains; 


• Water from crawl space pumps; 


• Footing drains; 


• Air conditioning condensate; 


• Irrigation water; 


• Landscape irrigation; 


• Lawn or garden watering; 


• Planned and unplanned discharges from potable water sources; 


• Water line and hydrant flushing; 


• Individual residential car washing; and 


• Discharges or flows from emergency fire fighting activities. 
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In the CED Report, control measures for the discharge of uncontaminated pumped 
groundwater and potable water sources are based on information from the Program’s Water 
Utility Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard and the Water Utility Operation 
and Maintenance Discharge Pollution Prevention Plan (WUDPPP) dated June 1998.  The 
Performance Standard and the WUDPPP were developed for and are implemented by Co-
permittees who operate municipal water utilities.  They also serve as guidelines for private 
water companies who operate water systems within the Co-permittees’ jurisdictions. 
   
The Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) will contain requirements for all six Phase 1 municipal 
stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The draft MRP was released 
on December 4, 2007. It is anticipated that the revised draft MRP Tentative Order will be 
released in February 2009. Provision C.15. in the Tentative Order contains a list of 
exempted discharges as well as specific requirements for control of the same CEDs as the 
current permit, except that it adds swimming pool, hot tub, spa, and fountain water 
discharges as well as significant reporting requirements. While discussions with Water 
Board staff on December 5, 2008 clarified some of the anticipated revisions to the MRP in 
response to local agency concerns, it was not clear what the final requirements will be 
relative to conditionally exempted discharges.    
  
PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO CONDITIONALLY EXEMPTED 
DISCHARGES 
 
The Co-permittees are currently implementing the BMPs described in the CED Report. They 
have made the BMPs part of their standard operating procedures for municipal activities. 
They are requiring businesses and contractors and encouraging residents to comply with 
these BMPs, and they have included the BMPs in conditions of approval for development 
projects where applicable.  They are not currently required to report these discharges to the 
Water Board. 
 
Since completing the CED Report, the Program’s primary activities related to CEDs have 
involved preparation of outreach materials to educate residents about appropriate BMPs for 
car washing, and assisting Co-permittees as needed.  Messages about proper car washing 
have also been included in the media advertising and outreach materials associated with the 
Watershed Watch Campaign.  These activities have been described in the PI/P section of 
Program work plans and annual reports.  The first time that the Program Work Plan 
contained a Conditionally Exempted Discharges section was the FY 08-09 Work Plan.  
Since that time, the Program has begun some of the early implementation tasks anticipated 
to be in the MRP. 
 
FY 09-10 IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 
 
A list of anticipated tasks that will be implemented in FY 09-10 is provided below.  
Modifications to these tasks may be necessary depending on revised MRP requirements. 
There are no ongoing tasks, aside from continuing outreach to residents about car washing 
as part of the Watershed Watch Campaign (see Section 6 of this Work Plan).  
 


• Continue to update the Conditionally Exempted Discharges Report, as needed. 


• Continue to update the Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Performance 
Standard  and the Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Discharge Pollution 
Prevention Plan, as needed. 
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• Continue to prepare guidance on BMPs for various types of discharges and assist 
Co-permittees, as needed. 
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10. REPORTING 
 
FY 09-10 TASKS  
 
During FY 09-10, the Program will conduct the following activities: 
 


• Prepare Program’s FY 08-09 Annual Report and submit to the Water Board by 
September 15, 2009. (Note that this date is based on the current permit and is one 
month earlier than the due date in the draft MRP. The due date will be adjusted to be 
consistent with the final MRP).   


• Continue data management and reporting tasks to support MRP provisions, including 
Municipal Operations, C.3. (BMP O&M verification inspections), Industrial/Commercial 
and Illicit Discharge Elimination. Tasks include collecting data from Co-permittees, 
entering data into data management system and performing QA/QC procedures, 
conducting analyses and generating summary reports and graphics for the Annual 
Report. 


• Update and maintain the Program’s website (www.scvurppp.org). 


• After adoption of the MRP, work with the Management Committee, other Bay area 
stormwater programs through BASMAA and the Water Board to finalize a standardized 
Annual Report template. (Anticipated to be used for the FY 10-11 Annual Report. Some 
reporting modifications may be used as part of FY 09-10 Annual Report). 
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7.  WATER QUALITY MONITORING PROGRAM PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
This section serves as the Annual Monitoring Program Plan for the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP or Program). The monitoring plan 
provides brief descriptions of receiving water monitoring and assessment activities that will 
be conducted by the Program in FY 09-10. Planned activities described in this section 
include implementation of the seventh year of the SCVURPPP Multi-Year Receiving Waters 
Monitoring Plan (Multi-Year Plan), participation and financial support to the Regional 
Monitoring Program (RMP) for Water Quality in the San Francisco Bay Estuary, the Bay 
Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information (BAMBI) network and the BASMAA 
Monitoring Committee.  
 
ONGOING AND PLANNED MONITORING ACTIVITIES 
 
In recent years, the Program has conducted and/or actively participated in water quality 
monitoring activities focused on local creeks, the San Francisco Bay and the linkage 
between the two (i.e., tributary loading studies). These activities have been generally 
conducted as described below. 
 
Santa Clara Valley Receiving Water (Creek) Monitoring  
 
In 2002, the Program developed and began implementing its’ Multi-Year Plan in compliance 
with Provision C.7 of the Program’s current NPDES Permit. The Multi-Year Plan is intended 
to assist the Program in: 
 


• Developing a better understanding of the chemical, biological, and physical 
characteristics of water bodies and watersheds relevant to the Program, which will 
help inform decisions about future management actions and help clarify and 
resolve urban runoff related issues within watersheds; 


• Assessing baseline water quality conditions in representative watersheds within 
Program boundaries to evaluate urban runoff impacts and help solve creek 
drainage basin-specific water quality problems; 


• Assessing whether specific pollutants of concern are found in urban runoff 
discharges and impact water quality in local water bodies and the San Francisco 
Bay; and 


• Evaluating overall Program effectiveness over time. 
 
The Multi-Year Plan was designed to assess water bodies in the Santa Clara Basin using an 
iterative rotating watershed approach similar to the San Francisco Bay Water Board’s 
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). In 2004, the Multi-Year Plan was 
revised (i.e., Revised Multi-Year Plan) to include a decision framework linking receiving 
water monitoring and watershed assessment, which includes the following steps/categories 
1) Watershed Characterization; 2) Screening-Level (Status/Condition) Ambient Water Quality 
Monitoring; 3) Water Body Assessment; 4) Investigative Studies; and 5) 
Trends/Effectiveness Monitoring. The following paragraphs briefly summarize the tasks 
completed to-date by the Program through the Revised Multi-Year Plan. Table 7-1 lists the 
watersheds where monitoring and assessment activities have been conducted between 
FY02-03 and FY 08-09. 
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• Watershed Characterization is intended to assist the Program in evaluating and 


documenting the current understanding of beneficial use condition and potential 
impacts in local water bodies. As defined, watershed characterization entails two 
tasks.  First, water quality data and watershed information collected to-date are 
summarized in a watershed characterization memorandum. The memorandum 
includes a compilation of existing data sources and a summary of the geologic and 
geomorphic setting, vegetation, land uses and associated water quality issues. An 
evaluation of the status of biological communities and relevant beneficial uses in the 
watershed(s) is also provided.  Second, a creek survey using a Unified Stream 
Assessment (USA) method (Center for Watershed Protection) is conducted to 
identify potential impacts to beneficial uses and to assess the quality of the physical 
habitat.  As part of this effort, field data collected is entered into a database and 
evaluated.  


• Screening-Level Monitoring (Status and Trends) is conducted to asses the condition 
of aquatic life use and recreational uses in Santa Clara creeks. The program has 
identified and collected ecological indicators in local creeks to serve as measures 
that characterize ecosystems or one of its critical components. An indicator may 
reflect biological, chemical and/or physical attributes of ecological condition. The 
primary uses of an indicator are to characterize current status and to track or predict 
significant change. With a foundation of analytical research, an ecological indicator 
may also be used to identify major ecosystem stress.  


 
Table 7-1. Summary of monitoring and assessment activities conducted between FY 
03-04 and FY 08-09 by SCVURPPP. 
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Watershed Characterization     X X X   X X X   


Screening-Level Monitoring 
(Status and Trends) X X X X X X X X X X X  X 


Water Body Assessments   X X X X        


Investigative Studies    X          


(1) Monitoring is conducted through the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (JPA), which includes data collected 
by the City of Palo Alto. Program staff track and data collected via this effort and coordinate as needed with the Program’s 
monitoring program. 


(2) Monitoring has previously been conducted by the SCVWD, the City of San Jose and the RMP/CEP. In addition, the 
Program and the City of San Jose conducted a first flush monitoring and analysis effort (see Journal of Environmental 
Management 76(2005) 309-318.) 


 
 







Section 7  Water Quality Monitoring Program Plan  


FY 09-10 Work Plan 7-3 3/1/09 
F:\Sc42\FY09-10 WP\Section 7_Montioring\FY 09-10\FY 09_10 Monitoring text_final022709.doc 


• Water Body Assessments (Sediment and Ecosystem Function) are systematic 
reviews of specific resources (e.g., benthic macroinvertebrates or fish) and their 
habitat and riparian areas in a watershed-scale context. Water body assessment is a 
stage-setting process based primarily on existing information. Assessments typically 
address cumulative effects within a watershed; provide for more ecologically sound 
resource planning; and identify and help protect environmentally sensitive areas. The 
Program uses the results of water body assessments to identify data gaps that 
provide context for subsequent monitoring and follow-up studies; and to recommend 
feasible management actions. In the recent past, the Program has conducted two 
types of water body assessments in Santa Clara Basin watersheds – ecosystem 
functional and sediment assessments.  


• Investigative Studies are conducted when water quality data indicate that a water 
quality impact may be occurring. Investigative studies are typically more focused in 
comparison to status and trends monitoring, and are designed to collect additional 
information that is needed to better understand the magnitude and extent of impacts 
that may be occurring. 


 
FY 09-10 Implementation Tasks  
 
Regional Monitoring Collaborative (RMC) 
 
In current and previous municipal stormwater NPDES permits, large and medium sized 
municipalities in the San Francisco Bay area have been required to implement monitoring 
programs to measure stormwater impacts on receiving waters, determine sources of 
pollutants and measure effectiveness. Some activities, such as participation in the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) and more recent TMDL-related special 
studies, have been coordinated consistently among permitees. Building on these 
experiences, the Program intends to continue participating in the development of a Regional 
Monitoring Collaborative (RMC) in FY 09-10. Activities that will be conducted as part of the 
development of the RMC may include, but are not limited to, those summarized below. As 
the RMC is better defined, more detailed work plans will likely be developed to better define 
tasks, deliverables and schedules for completion. 
 


1. RMC Organizational Structure – Program staff will continue to actively participate in 
the development of an organizational structure that will define tasks to be completed 
by the RMC, the decision-making process and membership, and communication 
structure. It is anticipated that Program staff will participate in a series of meetings 
between BASMAA member agencies and actively participate in the development of 
materials and deliverables. 


2. Development of Monitoring Design – During FY 08-09, the Program began planning 
the development of a design for future monitoring efforts in coordination with the 
RMC. In FY 09-10, the Program will continue to participate in the development of a 
regional monitoring design for the following monitoring activities: 1) Status 
Monitoring; 2) Long-Term Trends Monitoring; 3) Monitoring Projects; and 4) Pollutant 
of Concern Monitoring (which may include preparation for monitoring loads to the 
Bay from the Guadalupe River). The monitoring design will include input and/or direct 
involvement from scientists and statisticians (i.e., subcontractors) heavily 
experienced in designing monitoring programs. Interim deliverables (e.g., 
presentations and meeting summaries) for this activity and the final deliverable 
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(Sampling and Analysis Plan, or SAP) are expected to be completed in 2010. This 
SAP will guide monitoring conducted by the Program over the next permit term.  


 
3. Quality Assurance and Control Programs – It is anticipated that the Program’s new 


NDPES permit will require all monitoring data collected by the Program to be 
“SWAMP comparable” and accessible via the Program’s website. To comply with this 
requirement, the Program intends to (in coordination with BASMAA) continue: 1) 
developing a data quality assurance and control program to meet “SWAMP 
comparable” requirements in the MRP, including the development of quality 
assurance project plans (QAPPs), region-wide trainings on field and laboratory 
protocols and data quality assurance procedures; and, 2) developing field data 
collection standard operating procedures, laboratory data management templates 
and data structures. 


4. Information Management System – As data are collected by RMC participants and 
received from laboratories, they must be stored and managed in a cost effective 
manner that allows data users to easily access data and information. It is highly likely 
that the most cost effective way to develop this system is collectively through the 
RMC. Therefore, it is assumed that Program staff will actively participate in the 
development of an information management system that will serve as a regional data 
center for water quality monitoring data collected by BASMAA member agencies. 
Deliverables will likely include data structures, technical user manuals and 
databases. 


5. Data Analysis and Reporting – Based on the tasks agreed to by RMC members, 
regional data analysis tools and reporting structures may also be developed in FY 
09-10. Program staff will likely be heavily involved in the development of such tools 
and reporting formats, considering our experience in developing annual monitoring 
reports, multi-year data summaries and fact sheets. 


 
Characterization and Investigative Studies 
 
In FY 09-10, the Program will begin developing plans to carry out studies required by the 
MRP. Tasks will include developing nutrient characterization plans and creek monitoring 
plans for status/long-term trends.  Additionally, as a follow-up to screening level monitoring 
conducted from FY 02-03 through FY 08-09, the Program intends to conduct an 
investigative study in Coyote Creek in FY 09-10. The study will attempt to determine the 
potential causes of water quality conditions observed in the mainstem between Highways 
101 and 280 via recent sampling conducted by the Program and the SCVWD. Tasks will 
include collating data and information collected within this reach and within the associated 
drainage area, developing a conceptual model of potential impacts, identifying data gaps, 
and developing recommended management and monitoring activities to improve water 
quality conditions.  
 
The Program will also conduct a second year of benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessments 
in the Guadalupe River watershed (first year was FY 08-09). 
 
Pollutants of Concern (POC) Monitoring (Loading Station) 
 
It is expected that the MRP will require the Program to set up a POC loading station in at 
least one creek location in FY 09-10 (in addition to RMP loading stations), in preparation for 
monitoring to begin in the fall of 2010. This task includes Program staff and subcontractor 
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time to establish a feasible monitoring site and estimate resource needs for monitoring field 
equipment and setup of the equipment at the selected station. 
 
Data Analysis and Reporting 
 
This task pertains to the Reporting sub-provision in the MRP. Tasks intended to be 
completed by Program staff include: 1) reporting on monitoring efforts conducted in FY 08-
09; and, 2) participating in the development of a region-wide model reporting format (in 
coordination with BASMAA) for the Urban Creeks Monitoring Report required by the MRP 
beginning in FY 10-11. 
 
Liaison to Volunteer Monitoring Programs   
 
In FY 09-10, Program staff will continue to serve as a liaison between certain high profile 
and effective citizen/volunteer monitoring programs in the Santa Clara Basin and the 
Program on monitoring-related activities. Tasks may include coordination with volunteer 
programs on monitoring site selection, methods and data interpretation; data management 
and analysis; presentation of results and conclusions; and designing follow-up studies. 
 
San Francisco Estuary Receiving Water Monitoring 
 
The Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) for Water Quality in the San Francisco Estuary is a 
long-term monitoring program that shares financial support, direction, and participation by 
regulatory agencies and the regulated community with the goal of assessing water quality in 
the Bay. In accordance with the Program’s NPDES permit, the Program has contributed 
approximately $180,000 annually to the RMP in recent years. This funding is in addition to 
separate funding provided by the three South Bay POTWs (which are operated by 
SCVURPPP Co-permittees) to the RMP.  In addition, Program staff participates on the RMP 
Steering Committee, Technical Review Committee, Contaminant Fate Work Group, 
Sources, Pathways and Loading Work Group (SPLWG), and the Small Tributaries Work 
Group. The Program Manager serves as the BASMAA representative to the RMP Steering 
Committee (SC), and is currently the Interim Chairperson of the SC. 
 
FY 09-10 Implementation Tasks 
 
The Program plans to continue to financially support the RMP in FY 09-10 with its 
designated contribution of approximately $180,000. In addition, Program staff plan to 
continue to participate on the RMP Steering Committee, Technical Review Committee, 
Contaminant Fate Work Group, and Sources, Pathways and Loading Work Group 
(SPLWG). A key effort will be to continue to work with the RMP to prioritize efforts to focus 
on monitoring that is consistent with the MRP; and work with other regional stormwater 
programs to pool resources for long-term monitoring and loads assessments efforts which 
appropriately address MRP requirements within resource constraints. 
 
Regional Biological Assessment Network (BAMBI) 
 
In February 2002, Program staff participated in a workshop for information sharing and 
discussion of recent and ongoing rapid bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) studies 
in the Bay Area. The network of individuals participating in the workshop was named the 
Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI).  BAMBI’s 
purpose is to coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the Bay Area.  In 
particular, BAMBI is interested in storm water programs that include rapid bioassessments in 
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their watershed monitoring and assessment programs. Since the initial workshop, the 
Program has assisted (with planning and coordination) and participated in seven annual 
BAMBI workshops (through 2009). 
 
In support of BAMBI, Program staff has assisted in the development of a Benthic Index of 
Biotic Integrity (B-IBI) for Bay Area Creeks, with the goal of developing a regional 
bioassessment tool necessary to provide context to data collected in Santa Clara Basin 
creeks. A draft BAMBI IBI Work Plan was presented at the 2005 BAMBI Workshop and 
Program staff has provided in-kind services to implement specific tasks identified in the work 
plan in recent years.  
 
FY 09-10 Implementation Tasks 
 
The Program will continue working with participants of BAMBI Network in testing, revising 
and publishing the B-IBI and supporting efforts to share bioassessment data through annual 
BAMBI meetings.   
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8. POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN CONTROL PROGRAMS WORK PLAN 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This section summarizes Program tasks planned for FY 09-10 that are designed to assist 
Co-permittees in reducing and/or controlling the discharge of pollutants of concern (POCs) 
in stormwater. Task summaries are included for pesticide toxicity, trash, mercury, 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and copper control programs. Tasks described build upon 
previously submitted work plans and strategies, and include those that will likely assist Co-
permittees in complying with provisions in the Municipal Regional Permit (MRP), which is 
scheduled for adoption in 2009. 
 
PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 
 
The Program’s approach to pesticide management focuses on source control and pollution 
prevention. Program BMPs for pesticide management have included significant outreach 
efforts to residents, businesses, and municipal staff to provide education and achieve 
behavior changes relative to uses of pesticides and less toxic pest control methods.  
Outreach efforts have been supplemented by monitoring studies to define the problem; 
participation in regional monitoring and organizations to address pesticide issues; and 
development of local pest management plans. 
 
The Program submitted its original Pesticide Management Plan (Pesticide Plan) to the 
Water Board in 2001. The Pesticide Plan was then revised several times in subsequent 
fiscal years. The objective of the Pesticide Plan is to control pesticide-related toxicity in 
urban water bodies in the Santa Clara Valley, by minimizing pesticide use and reducing the 
amount of pesticides in storm water and landscape runoff to the maximum extent 
practicable. The Pesticide Plan identifies the goals of each work plan element, actions, 
monitoring mechanisms and schedules; and indicates whether actions will be implemented 
at the Program or Co-permittee level. Program-level actions in the Plan form the basis of the 
Program’s Work Plan. The details of municipality actions and schedules are provided in 
individual Co-permittee pest management plans submitted with the Co-permittees’ Work 
Plans and Annual Reports. 
 
 
FY 09-10 Implementation Tasks 
 
The Diazinon TMDL and Pesticide Toxicity Water Quality Attainment Strategy for Urban 
Creeks in the San Francisco Bay Area establishes minimal implementation requirements for 
Bay area stormwater programs, including SCVURPPP, and the proposed MRP further 
defines these requirements. In an effort to meet these requirements, and well as implement 
ongoing tasks in the Pesticide Plan, the Program intends to conduct the following tasks::  
 


• Survey and review existing Co-permittee IPM policies/ordinances and develop 
suggested improvements, as needed, along with modifications to written standard 
operating procedure for pesticide use for implementation of the IPM 
ordinance/policies, as needed;. 


• Coordinate with BASMAA and/or other agencies to conduct training for municipal 
staff as needed. 


• Track the California Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) pesticide evaluation 
activities as they relate to surface water quality and, when necessary, encourage 
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DPR to coordinate implementation of the California Food and Agriculture Code with 
California Water Code and to accommodate water quality concerns within its 
pesticide evaluation process. 


• Support, participate in, and track CASQA’s Pesticide Subcommittee, BASMAA, and 
UPC activities and develop letters of support to USEPA and California DPR on re-
registration, reevaluation and other actions relating to pesticides of concern for water 
quality.. 


• Assist Co-permittees in evaluating the effectiveness of control measures through the 
assessment of water quality and sediment quality data collected in Santa Clara 
Valley Creeks and the Bay Area. 


• Continue implementing the following outreach tasks (see Section 6 for more detail): 


° Implement Our Water Our World Store Partnership Program in participating 
Santa Clara County stores.   


° Provide information on proper pesticide use and disposal, potential adverse 
impacts on water quality, and less toxic methods of pest control. 


° Continue to coordinate with County HHW Program to conduct outreach about 
and promote appropriate disposal of pesticides. 


° Provide IPM training to landscape maintenance workers through the “Santa Clara 
Valley Green Gardener Program”. 


 
TRASH REDUCTION 
 
On November 14, 2001, the Water Board released the document entitled Proposed 
Revisions to Section 303(d) List of Priorities for Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads 
for the San Francisco Bay Region Report.  This report stated that “between now and the 
next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to assess trash impairments in their 
jurisdiction …” In a proactive response to the 303(d) Staff Report, the Program’s 
Management Committee formed a Trash AHTG that developed a Work Plan (submitted 
March 1, 2003) to identify a strategy for addressing trash problem areas that occur in or 
near urban streams and waterways of the Santa Clara Basin.   
 
Since FY 03-04, the Program has completed the following Work Plan tasks: 1) Document 
and evaluate existing trash management practices implemented by municipalities and 
agencies within the Program’s jurisdiction; 2) Develop a strategy to conduct trash 
evaluations in or near creeks; 3) Assist municipalities in identifying trash problem areas and 
sources of trash; 4) Conduct trash evaluations at a subset of identified trash problem areas; 
5)  Identify and begin to implement or refine existing trash control measures, where feasible, 
to address trash problem areas; and 6) Develop a standardized reporting format for 
documenting and evaluating trash management and monitoring activities.  
 
In October 2006, Program staff developed a Draft Trash Management and Effectiveness 
Assessment Strategy (Strategy), which was reviewed by the Trash AHTG. The Strategy 
includes four main areas of Program activity associated with trash:  
 


1) Identifying trash problem areas and sources;  


2) Selecting and implementing appropriate control measures at high priority problem 
areas;  
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3) Assessing the effectiveness of control measure implementation; and  


4) Providing administrative support to the Trash AHTG.  


 
Recent and current activities related to these tasks are briefly summarized below.   
  
Identification of Trash Sources and Pathways 


To gain a better understanding of the sources, pathways, extent and effects of trash on 
urban creeks and waterways within the Santa Clara Basin, the Program developed a 
summary of its conceptual understanding (“Conceptual Model”) of potential trash sources 
and pathways to urban creeks.  Defining source and pathway categories will assist the 
Program in:  
 


• Developing consistent terminology for effective communication between Co-
permittees, regulatory agencies and other stakeholders; 


• Continuing to build its conceptual understanding of trash source types present in 
watersheds; and how these sources enter creeks and waterways; and, 


• Determining the most optimal and cost effective control points to implement control 
measures. 


 
Source and pathway categories are based on knowledge gained through numerous trash 
evaluations conducted in Santa Clara County creeks and the Program’s general knowledge 
of how trash is deposited and transported to local waterways. The Conceptual Model 
includes an easy-to-read illustration of trash sources and pathways to urban creeks. 
 
Pilot Demonstration Projects (Trash Full Capture Devices) 


Co-permittees, with assistance from Program staff, have launched two Pilot Trash Structural 
Treatment Control Studies (Pilot Studies) within the Cities of San Jose and Sunnyvale. Both 
studies, which involve the purchase and installation of approximately 95 StormTekTM “full 
capture” treatment devices within catch basins in both Cities, are designed to answer the 
following management questions:  
 


1) What are the trash loading rates from specific land uses to the stormwater 
conveyance systems? 


2) What is percentage of different types of materials (e.g., trash, sediment, leaves, 
grass) removed by selected treatment devices? 


3) What is the maintenance frequency needed for proper operation of selected BMPs? 


4) What are the overall costs of treatment per amount (volume or weight) of trash 
removed? 


 
Findings to-date from the Pilot Studies will be included in the Program’s FY 08-09 Annual 
Report.  
 
FY 09-10 Implementation Tasks 
 
As described by Water Board staff and presented in the draft MRP (12/14/07 version), trash 
assessment and management should be considered a high priority in FY 09-10. Based on 
recent discussions with Water Board staff, MRP requirements are likely to fall into two broad 
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categories: 1) identification, cleanup and assessments of trash hotspots; and, 2) installation 
of trash full capture treatment devices to effectively treat a minimum land area. The Program 
intends to conduct the following tasks: 
 


• Identify Trash Hotspots and Dominate Pathways - The MRP will likely require each 
Co-permittee to identify a minimum number of “in-creek” trash hotspots that will be 
the focus of required future trash cleanups and assessments. In coordination with 
Co-permittee staff, Program staff intend to select trash hotspots and identify 
dominate pathways of trash to these sites, which will help direct effective 
management activities. This task will include the analysis of existing data and may 
involve some additional field work to identify and verify appropriate hotspots and 
pathways. 


 
• Conduct On-going Trash Assessments - Based on discussion with Water Board staff, 


it is assumed that at least one trash assessment per year will be required at each 
trash hotspot. Therefore, the Program intends to conduct trash assessments at 
selected hotspots, develop quality assurance plans, manage trash data, and develop 
an initial technical report on the condition and trends of trash at selected hotspots. 


 
• Identify and Prioritize Trash Full Capture Treatment Areas - It is assumed that a 


majority of Co-permittees will be required to implement trash full capture devices 
during the term of the MRP. As a first step to identifying the most optimal and 
feasible locations to implement trash full capture devices, Program staff will assist 
and guide applicable Co-permittees by analyzing existing information and prioritizing 
land areas based on information such as estimated trash loading rates, site specific 
features and feasibility. Program staff will coordinate this task with direct input from 
Co-permittees via the Trash AHTG. 


 
• Develop a Pilot Watershed Management and Assessment Plan for Trash - 


Throughout discussions with Co-permittees on the proposed MRP Trash 
requirements, the concept of utilizing a “watershed approach” to managing and 
assessing trash impacts on creeks was consistently supported. As a follow-up to 
trash source and pathway analyses conducted in FY 08/09 and proposed for FY 
09/10, the Program intends to develop Pilot Watershed Management and 
Assessment Plans (and guidance) for Trash in two watersheds (i.e., one within San 
Jose, such as Coyote Creek, and Stevens Creek).  To the extent possible, these 
watershed-based trash plans will identify trash hotspots, sources and pathways of 
trash to the creek, recommended management activities to reduce trash, and key 
stakeholders and participants, as well as develop a robust trash assessment strategy 
aimed at tracking and evaluating effectiveness over time. These pilot watershed 
plans will serve as models and guidance for all Co-permittees to use in other 
watersheds in the Santa Clara Basin. (The Program will seek input from the county-
wide trash work group and incorporate such input, where appropriate, to help guide 
future county-wide efforts.) 


 
MERCURY AND PCBs CONTROL PROGRAMS 
 
The Program’s current NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater discharges may be 
causing or contributing to exceedances of water quality standards for mercury and PCBs.  
Both contaminants have been found in relatively high concentrations in some types of fish 
caught in the Bay and may threaten the health of humans consuming those fish. These 
concerns prompted the Program to develop ongoing work plans for controlling PCBs and 
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mercury. Brief descriptions of these work plans and summaries of recent tasks are 
described below.  
 
Mercury Pollution Prevention 
 
In an attempt to reduce the concentration of mercury in fish and wildlife, a total maximum 
daily load (TMDL) for mercury in the San Francisco Bay has been adopted and approved. 
Consistent with implementation actions for urban runoff in the TMDL and current permit 
requirements, the Program continues to revise and implement the SCVURPPP Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Plan (Mercury Plan). The Mercury Plan includes the goals of each work 
plan element, actions, monitoring mechanisms and schedules; and, indicates whether 
actions will be implemented at the Program or Co-permittee level. Program-level actions in 
the Plan form the basis of the Program’s Work Plan. The details of municipality actions and 
schedules are provided in individual Co-permittee mercury pollution prevention plans 
submitted with the Co-permittees’ Work Plans and Annual Reports. 
 
The Mercury Plan addresses five general goals: 
 


1) Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products – Eliminate all unnecessary 
municipal use of mercury-containing products and establish proper disposal methods 
for products that cannot be eliminated. 


2) Household Hazardous Waste Collection – Provide mercury-containing product 
disposal services through household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs 
for residents and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 


3) Monitoring and Science – Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including assessment of air 
pollution sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in sediment. 


4) Regional, State, and Federal Coordination – Actively participate in regional, state 
and federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in 
urban runoff and air emissions. 


5) Public Education and Outreach – Increase awareness of proper disposal of 
mercury-containing products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.   


 
Mercury Plan tasks recently completed by the Program include: 
 


• Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products; 


• Mercury pollution prevention outreach activities (see Section 6);  


• Collection and analysis of water and sediment samples from selected Santa Clara 
Valley watersheds as part of the Program’s receiving waters monitoring and 
assessment program;  and 


• Financial and technical support of special studies completed via the Clean Estuary 
Partnership (CEP) and the RMP.  


 
PCBs Control Program 
 
During the past several years, the Program has annually described tasks in its work plans to 
characterize PCBs in urban runoff and develop methods to reduce their discharge. These 
tasks included:  
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• Leading a regional study, referred to as the Joint Stormwater Agency Project (JSAP), 


which characterized the distribution of mercury, PCBs and chlorinated pesticides in 
storm water conveyance sediments in Bay Area watersheds. 


• Providing funding to BASMAA, the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP), and the San 
Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP).   


• Participating in selected stakeholder, BASMAA, CEP and RMP committees and work 
groups.   


• Collecting and analyzing water and sediment samples from selected Santa Clara 
Valley watersheds as part of the Program’s receiving waters monitoring and 
assessment program.   


• Performing PCBs case study work within the City of San Jose in urban areas where 
elevated concentrations of PCBs were found during the above-described JSAP 
study.   


• Developing guidance documents on performing PCBs case studies to assist other 
Bay Area storm water agencies. 


• Preparing a preliminary list of known sites where PCBs were used, stored and/or 
released in Santa Clara County. 


• Completing a review of efforts to develop methods of controlling discharges of PCBs 
from Bay Area storm water conveyances.   


• Representing BASMAA during the Taking Action for Clean Water Proposition 50 
project.  This project is partnering with BASMAA and its member cities to develop 
Bay Area-specific Best Management Practices to prevent release of PCBs from 
building materials into urban runoff during renovation, maintenance and demolition of 
structures. 


 
• Representing BASMAA’s interests during development of the San Francisco Bay 


PCBs TMDL, including reviewing the latest revisions of the staff report and Basin 
Plan Amendment, assisting BASMAA to prepare comments, working with Regional 
Water Board staff to revise these documents, and testifying on behalf of BASMAA at 
Regional Water Board hearings on the PCBs TMDL. 


 
FY 09-10 Implementation Tasks 
 
Building on tasks completed in previous fiscal years, the following will be completed by the 
Program in FY 09-10 during implementation of the SCVURPPP Mercury and PCBs Control 
Programs. Many of these tasks are regional in scope and will likely be coordinated and 
implemented through a Regional Monitoring Collaborative (RMC) that will include the 
Program and other BASMAA agencies. As the RMC and MRP requirements are better 
defined, more detailed work plans will likely be developed to better define levels of regional 
collaboration, tasks, deliverables and schedules for completion. 
 


• Develop training materials and train municipal inspection staff to identify PCBs and 
PCB-containing equipment - The Program intends to work with BASMAA agencies 
on developing training materials and conducting training workshops for municipal 
staff on how to identify PCBs and PCB-containing equipment during routine 
commercial/industrial facility inspections.  
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• Evaluate PCBs Management Opportunities during Building/Structure Demolition and 
Renovation Activities - Program staff intends to continue to provide in-kind support to 
the above-mentioned Taking Action for Clean Water Proposition 50 project that is 
intended to characterize PCBs in building materials and (if needed) develop BMPs 
that can be reasonably implemented by Co-permittees in the future. 


 
• Conduct Pilot Projects to Investigate Mercury and PCBs Sources in High Priority 


Drainages - In FY 09-10, Program staff intends to identify and prioritize drainages for 
pilot projects. Proposed activities included in this task are: 1) interviewing municipal 
staff and reviewing municipal databases, other agency files, and available 
information to identify potential PCBs source areas and areas where PCB-
contaminated sediment accumulates, including within stormwater conveyances; 2) 
Qualitatively ranking and mapping potential PCBs source areas within the pilot 
project drainage(s); and, 3) Conducting surveys of the drainage(s) and collecting 
information concerning past or current use of PCBs to further identify potential 
source areas and determine whether runoff from such locations is likely to convey 
soils/sediments with PCBs to municipal stormwater conveyances. These efforts will 
be driven by identifying PCBs source areas, but investigation of mercury (Provision 
C.11.c.) shall be included where appropriate. 


 
• Conduct Pilot Projects to Evaluate Enhanced Sediment Management - Program staff 


intend to evaluate ways to enhance sediment management practices and the 
effectiveness of high efficiency street sweepers for PCBs and mercury removal. This 
task will likely be conducted in collaboration with BASMAA. 


 
• Conduct Pilot Projects to Evaluate Dry Weather Diversion Feasibility - Program staff 


intends to select potential locations where diversions of dry weather flows to sanitary 
sewers would appear to have the highest potential to be most beneficial for PCBs 
and mercury removal (possibly other POCs as well). Program staff intends to work 
with local POTWs on a watershed, Program, or regional level on the feasibility of 
diverting such flows. The feasibility analysis shall include, but not be limited to, costs, 
benefits, and impacts on the stormwater and wastewater agencies and the receiving 
waters relevant to the diversion and treatment of the dry weather flows. 


 
• Develop a Risk Reduction Work Plan - Program staff intends to participate in a 


regional project to manage human health risks from PCBs in Bay fish consumed by 
humans. In FY 09-10, as an initial step, Program staff (likely in collaboration with 
BASMAA) will submit a work plan that defines information needs and describes the 
studies to be performed with a schedule. This work effort will be coordinated with the 
Program’s public education and outreach efforts (see Section 6). 


 
• Develop a Mercury and PCBs Fate and Transport Studies Work Plan - As required 


by the Mercury and PCBs TMDLs, Program staff, working with Co-permittees, 
intends to develop a pollutant fate and transport studies work plan, focused on PCBs 
and mercury. This task will need to be completed at the regional level, in 
coordination with BASMAA. 


 
• Develop a Loads-Avoided Formula for PCBs and Mercury - As required by the 


Mercury and PCBs TMDLs, Program staff, working with Co-permittees, intend to 
develop a loads-avoided calculation methodology that is intended to assess progress 
towards waste load allocations included in the TMDLs. This task will need to be 
completed at the regional level, in coordination with BASMAA. 
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COPPER CONTROL PROGRAM 
 
In FY 05-06, Program staff, in consultation with Water Board staff, decided that the SCBWMI 
Bay Modeling and Monitoring (BMM) Subgroup did not need to conduct semi-annual 
reviews of the Copper Action Plan (CAP) due to the pending related activities of the Clean 
Estuary Partnership (CEP) and Water Board regarding the Municipal Regional Permit 
(MRP). In addition, the Basin Plan Amendment adopting the North of Dumbarton Bridge 
Copper site-specific water quality objectives (SSOs) and translators, and the Bay-wide 
Copper Management Strategy (CMS) was approved by the Water Board in June 2007. The 
Bay-wide CMS is intended to replace the language that was adopted in the Basin Plan in 
2002 as part of the South San Francisco Bay copper and nickel SSO project. The copper 
control measures and monitoring program has a Bay-wide scope. Therefore, the majority of 
existing Basin Plan language pertaining to the implementation of copper and nickel 
objectives in South San Francisco Bay will be replaced by the CMS. 
 
The Bay-wide CMS establishes minimal implementation requirements for Bay area 
stormwater programs, including SCVURPPP, and the proposed MRP further defines these 
requirements.   
 
FY 09-10 Implementation Tasks 
 
The Program will implement the following tasks for copper control in FY 09-10: 
 


• Continue to track and participate in the Brake Pad Partnership efforts for developing 
state legislation; and 


 
• Investigate the need for and alternatives to model ordinances prohibiting copper 


architectural features and identify appropriate BMPs to minimize copper discharges 
from these sources (in coordination with BASMAA). 
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1.  PROGRAM CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT WORK PLAN 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The 2004 URMP commits the Program and Co-permittees to a process of continuous 
improvement.  The concept of continuous improvement acknowledges that the definition of 
“maximum extent practicable” evolves over time.  Through continuous improvement, the 
Program will continue to develop and implement reasonable control measures to help advance 
the goal of achieving water quality objectives in South San Francisco Bay. 
 
The continuous improvement process is described on pages 37-39 of the Program URMP.  As 
shown in Figure 2 of the 2004 URMP, areas for continuous improvement are identified through 
the Program and Co-permittees’ participation in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management 
Initiative (SCBWMI) and the Program and Co-permittees’ annual evaluations and annual 
reports. 
 
Regional Board staff and representatives of interested parties (including CLEAN South Bay) 
review the Program and Co-permittee annual reports and work plans, and participate in Co-
permittee performance review meetings on a biennial basis.  Comments from these reviews and 
meetings help to identify specific continuous improvement (CI) tasks.   
 
FY 05-06 CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT WORK PLAN 
 
FY 05-06 Program Continuous Improvement Items 
 
Since Regional Board staff has not conducted performance reviews since December 2003 and 
has not provided comments on the FY 03-04 Annual Report, no CI tasks have been identified 
for FY 05-06.  Program staff will focus efforts on working with Regional Board staff on the 
SCVURPPP permit re-issuance. 
 
On-Going Continuous Improvement Items 
 
There were no new continuous improvement items identified for FY 04-05.  There are a few 
remaining continuous improvement tasks from previous years, and their status and updated 
schedules are provided in Table 1-1.  
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Tasks Updated  
Schedule


Status1


Remaining FY 03-04 CI Tasks – New Development and Redevelopment 


4.  Develop design guidance containing 
stormwater control opportunities for small 
road modifications.  


June 2005 Update – The Program’s permit requirements were made consistent with other 
Bay Area permits, which exempt road reconstruction (within the same 
footprint) from C.3. Program staff will discuss with the C3PO AHTG whether 
this is a priority for road projects that are not exempt.  


Remaining FY 00-01 CI Tasks – Program Management 


3.  Provide guidance to Co-permittees on 
requirements for temporary non-stormwater 
discharges to storm drains. 


Pending Update – Co-permittees have requested assistance from the RWQCB staff 
with determining under what conditions temporary non-stormwater discharges 
are allowed to flow to storm drains.  To date, RWQCB have only provided 
guidance in individual letters to contractors. 


6.  Conduct a workshop for municipal staff 
based on the municipal training protocols 
being developed by an ad hoc task group. 
(Priority – Medium) 


June 2005 Update -- Four Power Point presentations were developed in FY 01-02 on 
BMPs for corporation yards, storm drain O&M, road maintenance and pest 
management.  In FY 02-03 and FY 03-04, this project was put on hold due to 
work on higher priority items.  A fifth training module will be developed in FY 
04-05 on mercury pollution prevention. Upon completion and approval of the 
funding Co-permittees, planning will begin for the workshop (tentatively 
scheduled for spring 2005). 


                                                
1 Tasks reported as completed in the FY 03-04 Annual Report have been removed from the list. 
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Tasks Updated  
Schedule


Status1


Remaining FY 99-00 CI Tasks – Program Management 


6. Send letter to contractors who received 
Construction General Permit Binder, 
explaining that the binder is being revised 
and contractors should reference the 
Regional Board’s Erosion Control Field 
Manual. (Priority- Medium) 


June 2005 Update – In the near term, the Program has focused on outreach to 
developers regarding Provision C.3.  One of the fact sheets in the C.3. 
Stormwater Handbook provides resources for information on construction 
BMPs (Attachment II-6).  Due to the many resources now available to 
contractors, a separate SCVURPPP binder may no longer be needed. 
Program staff will bring this item to the C3PO AHTG for discussion and next 
steps. 


9. Consider developing, with the help of an 
ad hoc task group, a fact sheet addressing 
common construction BMP problems, like 
drain inlet protection and dewatering. 
(Priority – Medium) 


June 2005 Update – Management Committee approved having the Program adapt an 
existing brochure on dewatering (created by Palo Alto, Mountain View and 
San Jose) for the other Co-permittees’ use.  Due to higher priorities, no further 
work was completed on this task. Program staff will bring this item to the 
C3PO AHTG for discussion and next steps 


15. Look into providing storm water training 
to building officials through the Peninsula 
Chapter of Building Officials monthly 
training sessions. (Priority –Low) 


June 2005 Update – This item is low priority, and has been delayed due to Program 
staff’s focus on higher priority items. Program staff will bring this item to the 
C3PO AHTG for discussion and next steps 
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2.  PERFORMANCE STANDARD REVISIONS 
 
Background 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) developed 
model Performance Standards (PSs) in 1996. The model PSs were accepted by the Regional 
Board in June 1997.  Each Co-permittee adopted the model PSs or tailored them to their local 
community characteristics and conditions. The original PSs were incorporated into the 
Program’s September 1, 1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP).  Revised PSs are 
included in the 2004 Program URMP and the Co-permittees’ local URMPs, in accordance with 
NPDES permit Provision C.2.  
 
The URMP contains the Program’s commitment to a process of continuous improvement. One 
component of this process is to review an existing PS, or create a new PS, each year.  
Decisions as to which PS will be created or revised in a given year are made based on 
requirements in the Program’s NPDES permit, comments by Regional Board staff on Annual 
Reports, continuous improvement items identified as part of annual performance reviews, 
Program priorities and available Program resources. 
 
Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements- Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 
Enhanced Annual Reporting Requirements- Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping 
Elimination  
 
On September 7, 2001, the Industrial Inspection Ad Hoc Task Group (Industrial Inspection 
AHTG) recommended the adoption of Program-wide categories and enforcement actions 
developed by the Industrial Inspection AHTG.  These categories and procedures are described 
in the Continuous Improvement of Industrial Reporting Technical Memorandum and Continuous 
Improvement of Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping Reporting Technical Memorandum.  The 
Management Committee approved both memoranda as the Program’s strategy to implement 
IND and IC/ID reporting requirements (as required in Permit Provisions C.6.a.i. and ii).  The 
memoranda were included as attachments within the Program’s FY 00-01 Annual Report and 
submitted to the Regional Board on September 17, 2001.  Each Co-permittee began 
implementing these procedures immediately thereafter.  Implementation of the enhanced 
reporting requirements by the Co-permittees has been very successful as shown in the past 
three Program annual reports. 
 
In accordance with the Regional Board’s letter, Review of Program’s Draft FY 2003-04 Work 
Plan dated June 24, 2003, the Program informed the Co-permittees (see FY 02-03 Annual 
Report Preparation Guidance dated June 18, 2003) that each Co-permitee should 
independently evaluate their individual IND and IC/ID inspection data and utilize the results of 
the analysis to set inspection priorities and gauge program effectiveness.  Within the FY 02-03 
Annual Report, Co-permittees provided an effectiveness evaluation or analysis of their IND and 
ICID programs and/or data.  This step was performed to address the Regional Board’s 
concerns regarding IND reporting procedures.    
 
In accordance with the Program’s FY 04-05 Work Plan submitted to the Regional Board on 
March 1, 2004, the Program committed to updating both performance standards during FY 04-
05.  The updates were essentially administrative (e.g., incorporating enhanced reporting 
requirements and results of Co-permittee evaluations) and were directed at modifying the 
Program’s model performance standards to reflect Management Committee direction and 
actual Co-permittee implementation.  These administrative updates were provided to the 
Industrial Inspection AHTG for review during January 2005.  Final updated performance 







Section 2  Performance Standard Revisions 
standards were approved by the Management Committee on February 17, 2005. Final updates 
are provided within Attachments 2-1 and 2-2 of this Work Plan and hereby incorporated into the 
URMP. 
 
Future Efforts- FY 05-06 Activities 
 
Priorities for recent efforts to revise or create new performance standards have been driven by 
the requirements in the Program’s reissued NPDES permit and/or continuous improvement 
tasks.  All new or revised PS required by the permit have been completed.  Future efforts to 
revise or update existing PS will be identified through the process of continuous improvement 
(see Section 1) until the next permit re-issuance.   
 
The Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard is the last performance 
standard needing revision.  Issues which need to be addressed include changes in methods of 
disinfection of potable water supplies and the appropriate BMPs for discharges of these waters 
to storm drains.  A work group with significant participation from SCVWD and other Co-
permittees with water utilities will be formed and updating of the Water Utility Operation and 
Maintenance Performance Standard will be considered by the Management Committee during 
FY 05-06. 
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Santa Clara Valley  
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program


Item Budget


Operational Group - Program Management
Subtotal $601,084


    Legal/Dues/Fiscal Agent Costs
2. Fiscal Agent Expenses (City of Sunnyvale) $50,000
3. Legal Services (MOFO) $90,000
4. CASQA Dues $16,500
5. BASMAA Fee $85,000
6. WERF Member Dues $8,000
7. Contingency $0
8. RMP Fee $178,000
9. CPSC Fee $1,000


 $428,500
Subtotal Operational Group $1,029,584


Projects Group - Permit Compliance
Project Group - Regulatory Assistance
10.  Regulatory Permit Assistance $464,200


Project Group - Performance Standards $265,000


Project Group - PIP/WEO
17. C.7 Public Information and Participation $557,500
   


Project Group - Monitoring
18. C.8 Monitoring $615,500


Project Group - POCs Controls $635,000


Subtotal Projects Group $2,537,200


TOTAL PROGRAM BUDGET $3,566,784


TABLE 1: TOTAL PROGRAM FY 09-10 BUDGET







  FY 09-10 Budget Assessments 


PROGRAM ASSESSMENT PROGRAM ASSESSMENT
PROGRAM BUDGET PROGRAM BUDGET


TOTAL FY 09-10 TOTAL FY 08-09
OPER / PROJ/COLL OPER / PROJ/COLL


CONTRIBUTION CONTRIBUTION
$3,566,784 $3,500,000


Program
Co-Permittee Contribution FY09-10 FY08-09


Campbell 1.88% $67,056 $65,800
Cupertino 2.46% $87,743 $86,100
Los Altos 1.59% $56,712 $55,650
Los Altos Hills 0.43% $15,337 $15,050
Los Gatos 1.74% $62,062 $60,900
Milpitas 2.75% $98,087 $96,250
Monte Sereno 0.14% $4,993 $4,900
Mountain View 3.91% $139,461 $136,850
Palo Alto 4.06% $144,811 $142,100
San Jose 30.01% $1,070,392 $1,050,350
Santa Clara 6.23% $222,211 $218,050
Saratoga 1.59% $56,712 $55,650
Sunnyvale 7.25% $258,592 $253,750
County of Santa Clara 5.94% $211,867 $207,900
SCVWD 30.02% $1,070,749 $1,050,700


100.00% $3,566,784 $3,500,000


G:\SCVURPPP\Budget\scvurppp fy09-10 budget\draft 09-10\12-26-08 draft\FY 09-10 & 08-09 Assessments Page  1
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Attachment 4-4 
FY 2006-2007 Programmatic Monitoring Indicators 


 
 
 


Title 
Category/ 


Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1 


Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 


Trash Work Plan  MP#2 & 3c 303d Threatened 
Listing 


The Program will implement a Pilot Demonstration Project 
which focuses on documenting type and volume of trash that 
can potentially be conveyed through the storm drain system; 
assist Co-permittees with evaluating trash problem areas in 
urban streams and waterways and other potential sources that 
may contribute trash to those areas; report information on 
trash evaluation results and trash management practices 
implemented by Co-permittees using standardized reporting 
format; develop an effective strategy for reducing trash in 
urban streams and waterways; revise trash problem areas list, 
as appropriate; and develop Trash Fact Sheets, as 
appropriate. 
 


Technical memorandum 
providing implementation 
strategy for Pilot 
Demonstration Project; 
technical memorandum 
providing enhanced trash 
evaluation and reporting 
formats; technical 
memorandum providing 
trash evaluation results and 
analyses; revised trash 
problem areas list; and 
enhanced and updated 
database.  


July 2006 -
June 2007 


Continued 
Implementation 
of Enhanced  
IC/ID and IND 
Tracking and 
Reporting 


Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#2 
 
Provision 6.a.i. 


SEIDP #21 Continue Implementation and Reporting of Enhanced 
Reporting;  


Database and annual report 
summary 


September 
2006   


                                                           
1 Monitoring Priorities (updated at Monitoring AHTG meeting November 8, 1999): 


1) New projects needed to implement the results, and achieve the goals, of current projects. 
2) New projects that implement continuous improvement items identified through the annual review process.  
3) Projects that support the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative in one of the following ways: 


a) Investigate Beneficial Uses and Causes of Impairment (including field work) 
b) Review and Compile Environmental Data and Make it Accessible 
c) Develop Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 
d) Facilitate and Support WMI Subgroups (including coordination with other agencies) 


4) Projects identified through participation in regional monitoring collaborative efforts, including the Regional Monitoring Program and BASMAA 
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Title 
Category/ 


Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1 


Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 


Mercury 
Pollution 
Prevention  


Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1, 3a 
 
Provision C.9.c 


NPDES permit  Coordinate implementation of Program’s Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Plan. (See separate FY06-07 Work Pan) 


Status Report and internal 
guidance 


See Plan 
for details 


Copper and 
Nickel Baseline 
Activities  


Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1, 3a 
 
Provision C.9.a 
& b 


NPDES permit  The FY 06-07 Copper and Nickel Action Plan Baseline Activity 
Work Plans and summary of certain FY 05-06 
accomplishments are provided within Attachment 4-5.   


Revised Copper and Nickel 
Action Plans  
 


TBD 


Pesticide Plan  
Coordination, 
Implementation, 
and Reporting 


Follow-
up/Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1,2 
 
Provision C.9.d 


Implement URMP 
Pesticide 
Management 
Efforts 


Coordinate implementation of Program’s Pesticide Plan. (See 
separate FY06-07 Work Pan) 


Status Report and internal 
guidance 


See Plan 
for details 


Compile, 
Maintain and 
Share Program/ 
Watershed Data 


Follow-up 
 
MP#1 


Continuation of 
Project SC22.63 


Data management for the SCVURPPP Program. Coordinate 
data collected and analyzed by Program-sponsored projects. 
Insure that data is quality-assured, comparable across 
projects and comparable across watersheds (where possible). 
Where feasible, make data accessible to Co-permittees and to 
the public. Maintain and update website. Summarize available 
information on the background, purpose, and activities of 
planned and ongoing studies of the physical, chemical and 
biological characteristics of creeks and wetlands in the  
Santa Clara Basin. 


Updated inventory of data 
and metadata generated by 
the Program and by 
Program-sponsored 
studies. 
 


Ongoing 
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Title 
Category/ 


Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1 


Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 


Support for 
Land Use 
Subgroup 


WMI 
Subgroups 
 
MP# 1, 3c, 3d 
 
Provision C.10. 


Continue WMI 
support 
 
 


Provide administrative support and leadership for the Land 
Use Subgroup. Maintain the subgroup mailing list; prepare 
and distribute agendas; chair meetings; edit and distribute 
meeting summaries; liaison to, and correspond with, the 
SCBWMI Core Group other subgroups as needed; update 
workplans; facilitate interaction between consultants and the 
subgroup; summarize, compile, and convey subgroup 
products. 


Meeting agendas and 
summaries, Work Plans 
and other products as 
directed by the subgroup.  


July 2006 – 
June 2007 
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5. 05-06 PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
The goals and objectives of the SCVURPPP Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP)  
include effectively prohibiting non-storm water discharges to storm drains and watercourses; 
reducing pollutants in storm water discharges to the “maximum extent practicable” (MEP); 
and not causing or contributing to violations of water quality standards, as required by the 
Program’s NPDES permit.  The Program’s approach to meeting these goals and objectives 
focuses on the use of best management practices (BMPs) for source control and pollution 
prevention; and public education and outreach. 
 
The Program’s approach to pesticide management has a similar focus on source control 
and pollution prevention.  Program BMPs for pesticide management have included 
significant outreach efforts to residents, businesses, and municipal staff to provide education 
and achieve behavior changes relative to uses of pesticides and less toxic pest control 
methods.  Outreach efforts have been supplemented by monitoring studies to define the 
problem; participation in regional monitoring and organizations to address pesticide issues; 
and development of performance standards and local pest management plans. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Diazinon and chlorpyrifos have been identified in recent studies as causing toxicity in local 
creeks and wastewater treatment plant effluent.  In May 1999, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) listed San Francisco Bay and 35 Bay Area urban creeks as 
impaired by diazinon under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  The 303(d) 
listing triggered the need for USEPA and the State to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) for the impaired waterbodies.  In September 2002, the Regional Board developed 
a Preliminary Project Report for diazinon and pesticide-related toxicity in San Francisco Bay 
Area urban creeks.  The Preliminary Project Report provides a draft source assessment and 
pollutant allocation scheme; and discusses potential implementation actions relevant to 
urban runoff management programs, including the SCVURPPP.  A final project report was 
released on March 4, 2004.  This Project Report has been reviewed by BASMAA and the 
Program.  Program staff will continue to work with Regional Board staff to develop a 
reasonable and cost-effective set of control actions to assist the Regional Board implement 
the TMDL efforts. 
 
The Program’s reissued NPDES permit (Order No. 01-024, February 21, 2001) includes 
specific requirements for a pesticide control program.  The Program and Co-permittees must 
develop and implement a pesticide control plan that addresses municipal uses of pesticides, 
including diazinon and other lower priority banned pesticides such as chlordane, dieldrin, 
and DDT, and the use of these pesticides by others within municipal jurisdictions.  The 
Program will also continue to work with the Urban Pesticide Committee and the California 
Stormwater Quality Association Pesticide Work Group to assess impacts of pesticide use 
and encourage actions by other state and federal agencies. 
 
As required by Permit Provision C.9.d., the Program developed a Pesticide Management 
Plan and submitted it to the Regional Board by July 1, 2001 (June 26, 2001). The submittal 
to the Regional Board included a preliminary draft Pest Management Performance Standard 
as well as municipal pesticide use surveys completed by each Co-permittee. The Pesticide 
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Section 5  Pesticide Management  


Management Plan was revised in response to Regional Board staff comments dated August 
15, 2001 and December 21, 2001, and the revised version (dated February 15, 2002) 
submitted to the Regional Board as Attachment 5-1 to the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan. 
The Pest Management Performance Standard was also revised based on Regional Board 
Staff comments emailed in November 2001.  The final performance standard was submitted 
to the Regional Board as Attachment 2-2 of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan.  
 
The purpose of the Pesticide Plan is to control pesticide-related toxicity in urban runoff, by 
minimizing pesticide use and reducing the amount of pesticides in storm water and 
landscape runoff to the maximum extent practicable.  The Plan identifies the goals of each 
work plan element, actions, monitoring mechanisms and schedules. The Plan also identifies 
whether actions will be implemented at the Program level, municipality level, or both.  
Program-level actions in the Plan form the basis of this FY 05-06 Pesticide Management 
Work Plan.  The details of municipality actions and schedules were provided in individual 
Co-permittee pest management plans submitted with the Co-permittees’ FY 00-01 annual 
reports and future tasks are provided in the Co-permittees’ FY 05-06 work plans (Section 9 
of this Work Plan). 
 
PAST PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES 
 
The Program has, since its inception, actively participated in a number of activities aimed at 
understanding water quality problems in creeks and San Francisco Bay and reducing 
pollutants, including pesticides, to the MEP.  The Program’s FY 99-00, FY 00-01, FY 01-02, 
FY 02-03, FY 03-04 and FY 04-05 Work Plans presented the history of the Program’s and 
Co-permittee’s pesticide-related activities in the areas of monitoring and science, outreach 
and education, and URMP implementation.   
All of the Program tasks in the Pesticide Plan were scheduled to be completed or begin by 
FY 02-03.  Table 5-1 presents the status of these tasks.   Details of the FY 05-06 Pesticide 
User Outreach Work Plan are provided within Section 3, Attachment 3-3.  
 
FY 05-06 PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT TASKS 
 
No new Pesticide Plan tasks have been identified for FY 05-06.  The Program will continue 
implementing the ongoing Pesticide Plan tasks listed in Table 5-1. 
 
 


FY 05-06 Work Plan 5-2 3/01/05 
F:\Sc42\FY05-06WP\FY05_06_Sections\Section 5\Section 5_text_0506.doc 
 







Table 5-1 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 
Action Status Notes 


I. Municipal Pesticide Use 


I.A.1 Develop and implement a process for tracking pesticide use 
on municipally owned property (PS#8).  Include in the 
process reporting and justification for the use of OP 
pesticide and BMPs employed during OP pesticide use. 


Ongoing The Pest Management Performance Standard includes a 
suggested reporting process that, for FY 01-02, is focused 
on reporting use of organophosphate pesticides, 
particularly chlorpyrifos and diazinon.  All Co-permittees 
submitted information on pesticide use in their FY 01-02, 
FY 02-03 and FY 03-04 Annual Reports.  Program staff will 
work with the Co-permittees to review and improve the 
reporting process as needed. 


I.A.3 Assist Co-permittees to develop and implement standard 
operating procedures (SOPs) and best management 
practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM policy. (PS #3).  
BMPs will include special precautions to reduce water 
quality impacts when applying pesticides. 


Done Program guidance completed as part of Model Pest 
Management Performance Standard, submitted to 
Regional Board March 1, 2002.  Guidance to Co-
permittees included a packet of example IPM policies and 
practices. 


I.A.4. Assist Co-permittees to update local URMPs to 
incorporate/adapt the model Pest Management 
Performance Standard, including a description of the legal 
authority (IPM policy/ordinance, contract language), work 
plan elements, BMPs, and SOPs needed for 
implementation. 


Done See notes for Action I.A.3.  The Program held a workshop 
on March 20, 2002 on how to implement the performance 
standard. 


I.B.4. Conduct a workshop for municipal staff on least-toxic pest 
control methods and pesticide management BMPs. 


Done Workshop held March 20, 2002.  Program also co-
sponsored ACCWP IPM Symposium held on 2/5/03, and 
the Regional IPM Conference on June 6, 2004 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 
Action Status Notes 


II. Public Education and Outreach 


II.A.1 Implement the Watershed Education & Outreach (WE&O) 
Campaign, which will target the general public and include 
messages about less-toxic pest control and proper disposal. 
The Campaign will include extensive media campaign with 
South Bay English- and Spanish-language radio stations, 
newspapers, and bus posters. 


Done/Ongoing An article on impacts of pesticide use to water quality and 
less toxic pest control was written and sent through the 
campaign distribution list. Pesticides are listed as a 
concern in the campaign brochure and the Watershed 
Watch song.  The campaign web site added several new 
pages on IPM and IPM fact sheets are available to 
download. Print, radio and transit ads with less toxic pest 
management messages were developed in FY 02-03. 
Advertising was conducted in FY 02-03, FY 03-04, and FY 
04-05 


II.A.2 Develop simple, effective, targeted messages regarding 
proper pesticide use and disposal, effects on water quality, 
and IPM. 


Done/Ongoing See above for Watershed Watch activities.  The Program 
continues to participate in regional IPM partnership and 
media relations efforts.  The regional IPM partnership 
committee develops new fact sheets as needed. 


II.A.3 Prepare appropriate outreach materials (e.g., fact sheets or 
a consumer guide regarding pest control services) to 
address target groups. 


Done  Program developed landscape maintenance fact sheet.  A 
PCO fact sheet has been developed through BASMAA 
participation. This fact sheets educates consumers on 
hiring pest control professionals who practice IPM. 


II.A.4  Identify and attend community events and distribute 
outreach materials. (Program will attend events strategic to 
the WE&O campaign.) 


Done/Ongoing Program staff and Watershed Watch consultant staff attend 
4-5 events each year.  Brochures such as IPM fact sheets, 
“Grow It!” guide, “Pests Bugging You?”, and “Backyard 
Bugs” are distributed.  


II.A.6. Create, update, and publicize web sites to promote IPM and 
reduce pesticide use. 


Done/Ongoing The Watershed Watch website was launched in September 
2001 and is continually updated.  The website directs 
browsers to call the toll-free number to the Program office 
for information on less-toxic pest control.  A web page 
specifically for IPM was completed in June 2002 and is 
updated regularly.  The web page also includes links to 
other sites with information on IPM. 


II.A.7 Coordinate with the Master Gardeners program and use 
their services to train residents.  Provide IPM training and 
information on water quality impacts of pesticide use to 


Done The Program funded a proposal by Master Gardeners and 
San Jose Community Gardens staff to conduct an IPM 
training program for community gardeners.  Four 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 
Action Status Notes 


Master Gardeners as needed. workshops were conducted and training materials were 
purchased with SCVURPPP funds.   


In FY 02-03, the Program conducted an IPM workshop in 
coordination with Watershed Watch, United 
Neighborhoods, Guadalupe Gardens and the Santa Clara 
County Household Hazardous Waste Program.  Master 
Gardeners Nancy Garrison and Bracey Tiede were the 
featured speakers.  Approximately  30 people attended this 
workshop.  


In FY 03-04, the Program conducted an IPM workshop in 
coordination with coordination with watershed Watch, 
Friends of Guadalupe River Park & Gardens, Strong 
Neighborhoods, Master Gardeners of Santa Clara County, 
Master Composters, and the County Household Hazardous 
Waste Program.  Stephanie Morris, local landscape 
architect, Michael Pulhamus of Master Composters and 
Freddie Howell of the Wild Bird Center in Los Gatos were 
the featured speakers.  Master Gardeners helped publicize 
the workshop through their web site and newsletters. 


II.A.8 Create and/or publicize existing IPM demonstration gardens 
(such as the garden at the San Francisco Bay Wildlife 
Refuge in Alviso). 


Done/Ongoing The Watershed Watch campaign has partnered with the 
Don Edwards San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge at Alviso.  
The Alviso site has a pesticide-free native plant 
demonstration garden.  Garden workshops at this garden 
are promoted on the Watershed Watch website.  In 
addition, the Watershed Watch consultant is working with 
Don Edwards staff to develop page on the website specific 
to the demonstration garden.  


The Program provided promotional support for the Going 
Native Garden Tour held on April 18, 2004.  Approximately 
1,792 people attended the tour.  The tour featured 32 
gardens.  Featured gardens demonstrate environmentally 
sensitive gardening practices including use of native plants, 
water conservation, landscaping to prevent urban runoff, 
reducing pesticide and fertilizer use etc. The Program will 
also provide support in FY 04-05. 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 
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Action


ork Plan 


II.A.9 Continue to fund BASMAA Regional Media Relations 
Campaign featuring pitches to Bay Area media and 
responses to breaking news on pesticide-related topics. 


Ongoing The Program funds this campaign as part of its BASMAA 
baseline dues.  Program staff participates in meetings of 
the work group and review draft products.  


II.A.11 Identify consumer and business publications that could 
include articles about IPM or less toxic pest management, 
submit articles or letters to the editor, and encourage them 
to print them. 


Done/ Ongoing An article regarding impacts of pesticide use to water 
quality and containing hints for pesticide-free pest control 
was written and sent through the WEO campaign 
distribution list; however, it was difficult to confirm whether 
the article was published. In FY 04-05, another article of 
IPM has been developed and efforts to identify publications 
to get the article included are ongoing. 


II.A.12 Develop a work plan for and implement a “Pesticide User 
Outreach” project targeting residential and commercial 
users, which will include continuing the IPM Store 
Partnership Program and selected Household Chemical 
Management project tasks.  Include an evaluation 
component in the work plan.  


 


Ongoing 


(Complete Annually) 


Work Plan implemented for FY 02-03, FY 03-04 and 
ongoing for FY 04-05. Activities included: 
• Media advertising 
• 
• 
• 


IPM Store Partnership Program 
IPM Community Workshop 
Outreach at Community Events 


 


II.A.13 Provide information on less toxic pest control (e.g., IPM 
techniques, municipal IPM policies, model contract 
language, training opportunities, etc.) to neighboring special 
districts (e.g., Valley Transportation Authority, sanitary and 
utility districts, open space districts, vector control districts, 
and school districts) as appropriate. 


Done VTA and open space and vector control district staff were 
invited to the Program’s IPM Workshop in March 2003 and 
provided copies of the Program’s Pest Management 
Performance Standard.  In January 2005, the Program 
conducted a mailing (letter and IPM fact sheets) to these 
groups to provide them information about less-toxic pest 
control. 


 


Monitoring Mechanism II.A.1 Document or estimate numbers of 
residents reached by outreach efforts, including events, web 
site promotion, municipal employee outreach, and media 
advertising.  Monitor responses to outreach efforts through 
documentation of calls to the Program’s general and 
watershed campaign hotlines. 


Ongoing 


(Completed Annually) 


Number of residents reached and outreach materials 
distributed are documented after each event. Response to 
outreach efforts is tracked by documenting calls to hotline 
and website visits. This information is provided in the 
Annual Report each year. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.A.2 Survey local public attitudes and 
behavior to evaluate the success of outreach efforts and the


Done A Countywide survey was conducted in September 2003 to 
evaluate the success of the WE&O campaign The final


 Status Notes 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 
Action Status Notes 


behavior to evaluate the success of outreach efforts and the 
saturation of outreach messages. (Program will conduct 
countywide survey as part of evaluation of WE&O campaign.  
Program may also conduct surveys to evaluate 
effectiveness of specific projects.) 


evaluate the success of the WE&O campaign. The final 
evaluation report was included in the Program’s FY 03-04 
Annual Report. Some of the survey questions tracked the 
publics’ knowledge about various pollutants, including 
pesticides, affecting the water quality in the Bay. 19% of 
the respondents in 2003 say that pesticides affect the 
water quality of the Bay compared to 7% in 1991. About 
23% of residents say that they use less –toxic ways to 
control pests in their home and garden. 


The BASMAA Regional IPM Committee conducted a 
customer intercept survey in September and October 2004 
to evaluate the Store Partnership Project.  Five stores from 
Santa Clara County were included in this survey.  The 
survey indicates that about 23% of Santa Clara County 
residents are aware of the Our Water Our World promotion. 
The final survey report will be included with the FY 04-05 
Annual Report. 


II.B.1 Continue to fund and participate in the BASMAA Regional 
IPM Partnership. 


Ongoing The Program annually funds this program as part of its 
BASMAA baseline dues.  These funds cover the Program’s 
supply of IPM Fact Sheets.  Program staff participates in 
meetings of the work group and review draft products. 


II.B.2 Continue to implement cost-effective elements of the IPM 
Store Partnership Program.  Create and provide fact sheets 
and other materials to pesticide retailers to facilitate point-of-
purchase outreach. Visit stores as necessary to ensure 
ongoing participation. 


Ongoing The IPM store partnership program expanded in FY 02-03 
to include 29 stores in the Santa Clara Valley. Program 
staff routinely visits the stores and ensure that they are well 
stocked with fact sheets and shelf talkers. In addition, the 
Program provides trainings to store employees on selling 
less-toxic products. 


II.B.3 Offer IPM training opportunities to pesticide retailer 
employees through coordination with Master Gardener-
taught educational programs. 


Task Eliminated 
(covered under Action 


Item II.A.12.) 


It was not possible to arrange for Master Gardeners to train 
store employees due to staff shortages within the Master 
Gardener program.  The Program has contracted with 
Annie Joseph to provide training to pesticide retailers, as 
she has been successful in getting store participation. The 
Community Gardeners project has been a successful way 
to work with the Master Gardener program and may be 
repeated if there is sufficient demand and resources 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 
Action Status Notes 


available. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.B.1. Document number of participating 
stores, materials distributed and employees trained. 
Evaluate the cost-effectiveness of the IPM Store Partnership 
Program each year. Implement the evaluation component of 
the Pesticide User Outreach work plan each year 


Ongoing Data on number of participating stores, materials 
distributed and employees trained is documented and 
reported in the Annual Report each year. Evaluation of 
other work plan tasks is also reported. 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 
 


Action Status Notes 


III.  Pest Control Operators (PCOs) 


III.A.1 Develop a database of licensed structural and landscape 
maintenance PCOs. 


Done The list was obtained from the County Agricultural 
Commissioner’s office prior to the PCO workshop of 
November 4, 2003 


III.A.2. Identify active PCO and landscape maintenance 
organizations in the South Bay and conduct awareness-
raising presentations at their meetings 


Done The Program contracted with Bart Brandenburg, 
consultant, to plan and conduct a PCO Workshop. To 
increase attendance, awareness raising presentations 
were made at the two local PCO associations prior to the 
PCO workshop. 


III.A.3. Develop and conduct accredited workshops for PCOs that 
focus on IPM techniques. 


Done The workshop was conducted on November 4, 2003. 
Approximately 30 PCOs from 19 companies attended this 
workshop. The workshop was very well received by 
attendees. 


III.A.4 Require PCOs contracted for municipal applications to use 
pest control methods consistent with the municipality’s IPM 
policy (through contract specifications).  Specifically, 
municipalities will require contractors to: a) follow the 
agency’s IPM policy, BMPs, and SOPs; b) provide evidence 
of current IPM training, when feasible; and c) provide 
documentation of pesticide use on agency property to the 
agency in a timely manner (PS#5). 


Program Guidance 
Done 


Guidance was completed in December 2001 as part of the 
Pest Management Performance Standard.  Co-permittees 
are beginning or continuing to implement the guidance.  
The IPM workshop on March 20, 2002 included a section 
on contracting for IPM services from professional pest 
control businesses.  


Monitoring Mechanism III.A.1. Document the number of PCOs 
receiving presentations and/or training and pesticide use by 
PCOs on municipal property. 


Done/ Ongoing Approximately 30 PCOs from 19 companies attended the 
Program’s PCO workshop. Co-Permittees track their own 
trainings and report results in Annual Reports. 


III.B.1. Identify and work with PCO trade organizations to develop 
industry standards for BMPs to protect water quality, through 
participation in UPC and BASMAA. 


Complete June 2005 Standards are being developed for IPM certification for 
structural pests as part of the PCO IPM Partnership project 
being implemented by the Bio Integral Research Center 
(BIRC). The Program will provide input as needed. 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 
 


Action Status Notes 


IV.  Commercial Businesses 


IV.A.1 Research reports and surveys of commercial business 
pesticide use and other stormwater programs’ and POTWs’ 
efforts to address this issue. Develop recommendations and 
a work plan (including an evaluation component) to provide 
outreach on less toxic pest control to target businesses in 
the South Bay, as appropriate and cost-effective. 


Done/Ongoing  Program staff surveyed Co-permittees, BASMAA 
members, and Monterey County programs for IPM 
materials specific to restaurants.  Very little IPM restaurant 
outreach material was found.  Several programs reported 
using San Francisco’s “Don’t Set a Table for Pests” poster.  
In FY 02-03 County Health Inspectors began distributing 
this poster to restaurants during routine inspections. The 
poster was reprinted in FY 03-04.  


IV.A.2. Develop and implement education programs that target 
commercial businesses, per recommendations from Action 
IV.A.1. 


Ongoing  See Action Item IV.A.1. 


Monitoring Mechanism IV.A.1. Document outreach efforts targeting 
businesses, as recommended in the work plan to be 
developed by the Program. Implement the evaluation 
component of the work plan. 


Ongoing The number of posters distributed and the number of 
businesses receiving them is documented and reported in 
the Annual Report each year. 


V.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 


V.A.3 Work with HHW collection agencies to support, enhance, 
and help publicize programs for proper pesticide disposal 
(PS #7). 


Ongoing The Program is working closely with the HHW Program to 
publicize proper pesticide disposal. The Program’s “Got 
Paint” advertising campaign focused on the proper disposal 
of paints, pesticides and other hazardous wastes. 


Monitoring Mechanism V.A.2. Document quantities of pesticide 
disposal at household hazardous waste collection facilities 
(only possible on a county-wide basis at present)  


Ongoing Reported in the Annual Report each year 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 
 


Action Status Notes 


VI.  County Agricultural Commissioners 


VI.A.1 Keep County Agricultural Commissioners informed of 
Program goals and activities and regional water quality 
issues through periodic meetings. 


Ongoing County Agricultural commissioners were involved in the 
development and review of the pest management 
performance standards.  Contact is ongoing. 


VI.A.2 Involve County Agricultural Commissioners in education and 
outreach efforts targeting PCOs. 


Done Program staff worked with County Agricultural 
Commissioners for planning and conducting the PCO 
workshop.  


Monitoring Mechanism VI.A.2 Document meetings with County 
Agricultural Commissioner and staff involvement in outreach 
efforts 


Done Program staff met with County Agricultural Commissioners 
to plan the PCO workshop.  Workshop information was 
published in their newsletters.  Outreach staff from the Ag. 
Commissioner’s office made a presentation at the PCO 
workshop. 


VII.  New Development 


VII.A.1. Coordinate with municipal arborists or other relevant 
municipal staff to identify landscaping techniques less 
likely to attract pests, including a list of pest-resistant 
plants, and develop model conditions of approval for pest 
resistant landscaping features and practices. 


Done Program completed model conditions of approval, a 
landscape maintenance fact sheet, guidance on 
landscaping techniques for stormwater treatment, and a 
draft pest-resistant plant list.  The plant list proved not to 
be a useful tool, as plant resistance depends highly on 
local planting conditions. 


VII.A.2. Assist Co-permittees to consider pest-resistant 
landscaping and design features in the design, 
landscaping, and environmental reviews of proposed 
development projects. 


Done Model conditions of approval provided to Co-permittees, 
and a form developed to track projects for which education 
or conditions of approval were required. 


VII.A.3. Assist Co-permittees to train staff responsible for design 
review on pest-resistant landscaping techniques and 
model conditions of approval (see Actions VII.A.1. and 
VII.A.2.) and the importance of minimizing pesticide use in 
runoff from development sites. 


Done The topic was presented at the December 11, 2002 New 
Development workshop. 
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Table 5-1, continued 
Status of SCVURPPP Pesticide Management Plan Tasks 


 
Action Status Notes 


VII.A.4.  Develop and propose enhanced reporting format for 
documenting use of pesticide reduction measures at 
development sites. 


Done A section for documenting pesticide reduction measures 
required of project applicants is included in the Program’s 
model data collection form for collecting other development 
project data prior to implementing C.3. (i.e., impervious 
surface area) and the Planning Procedures PS Reporting 
Form. 


VIII.  Monitoring and Science  


VIII.A.1. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring 
Program (RMP). Continue to actively participate in the 
RMP advisory and technical committees to focus RMP 
resources on 303(d) problem pollutants, including OP 
pesticides.  


Ongoing The Program annually contributes its share to the RMP.  
Program staff attends the RMP Technical Review 
Committee meetings and prepare meeting summaries for 
Management Committee. 


VIII.A.2. Work with Regional Board staff to refine the problem 
statement for the diazinon TMDL and determine data 
needs. 


Ongoing Program staff attends the Urban Pesticide Committee 
meetings, at which the diazinon TMDL has been 
discussed.  Staff is also working on the TMDL with 
Regional Board staff as part of the Clean Estuary Program 
(CEP). 


VIII.A.3. Participate in a coordinated regional plan to collect data for 
the diazinon TMDL. 


Ongoing The Program participates in and annually contributes to the 
CEP, which includes data collection for the diazinon TMDL. 


IX.  Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 


IX.A.1. Support actions by the California Stormwater Quality 
Association (CASQA) Pesticide Work Group  to comment on 
and assist with USEPA’s pesticide risk assessments and to 
assist USEPA in development of a scope for a diazinon 
TMDL case study.  


Ongoing;  
Case study TBD 


The Program provides funding to the CASQA’s consultant 
contract, which funded Geoff Brosseau and Kelly Moran’s 
efforts to review risk assessments and provide comments 
on behalf of the CASQA member agencies.  The EPA case 
study has not yet been planned or discussed. 


IX.A.2. Through participation in the UPC and CASQA, work with the 
U.S.EPA, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation, 
and the pesticide industry to eliminate uses of pesticides 
likely to enter surface water from those listed on product 


Ongoing Program staff regularly participates in the UPC and 
CASQA, and support efforts to eliminate uses of 
pesticides that cause risk to water quality. 
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Action Status Notes 
labels.* 


IX.B.1. Participate in the activities of BASMAA, CASQA, and UPC, 
and communicate Program efforts.  


Ongoing Program staff regularly attends BASMAA, the CASQA and 
its Executive Committee, and the UPC and communicate 
Program efforts. 


IX.B.2. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL 
development and implementation. (See Action VIII.A.3.) 


Ongoing 
 


The Program participates in and annually contributes to 
the CEP, which includes data collection for the diazinon 
TMDL. 


IX.B.3. Continue to participate in the BASMAA Pesticide Work 
Group to evaluate implementation of and continuously 
improve the Pesticide Strategy and report on the results of 
the evaluation. 


Task Eliminated The BASMAA Pesticide Work Group is no longer active, 
as each municipal stormwater program has its own 
pesticide plan in place of the Pesticide Strategy. 


X.  Review and Revision of Work Plan 


X.A.1. Review and continuously improve the goals, actions, and 
monitoring mechanisms of the work plan considering results 
of self-evaluations, comments from Regional Board staff 
and other interested parties, and results of local 
performance review meetings if any. 


Ongoing 
(Annually) 


The Pesticide Plan was revised twice in FY 01-02 based on 
comments from Regional Board staff and interested parties 
(specifically RWQCB letters dated 8/15/01 and 12/21/01) 
and submitted to the RWQCB on October 15, 2001 and 
March 1, 2002, respectively.  The Plan will continue to be 
evaluated and improved each year. 
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6. MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION WORK PLAN 


 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Program’s NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater discharges may be causing or 
contributing to exceedances of water quality standards for mercury.  Mercury has been found in 
sediments in South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed.  Some types of 
fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other pollutants at concentrations that may threaten 
the health of humans consuming those fish.  In response, the California Office of Environmental 
Health and Hazard Assessment issued an interim fish consumption advisory.  The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has listed the Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed 
(including the Guadalupe River, Alamitos Creek, Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and 
Guadalupe Reservoir) as impaired by mercury under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  In 
accordance with Section 303(d), the Regional Board is required to establish a Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River 
Watershed. 
 
Permit Provision C.9.c. requires the Program to develop and implement a mercury pollution 
prevention plan.  The Program developed a Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan (Mercury Plan) 
consistent with the permit provisions.  The Mercury Plan was submitted to the Regional Board 
on March 1, 2002 as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan.  This section of the FY 05-06 
Work Plan summarizes Mercury Plan tasks completed during FY 04-05 and describes the tasks 
that will be developed, continued, or completed during FY 05-06. 
 
SUMMARY OF MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 
 
The Mercury Plan is based on the premise that a Bay area-wide approach (and coordination) in 
addressing mercury pollution prevention will be most successful.  For this reason, many of the 
actions identified in the Plan are for Program-level participation in regional efforts.  These efforts 
are supplemented by countywide and local efforts.   
 
The Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan addresses five general goals: 
I. Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products – Eliminate all unnecessary municipal 


use of mercury-containing products and establish proper disposal methods for products 
that cannot be eliminated. 


II. Household Hazardous Waste Collection – Provide mercury-containing product 
disposal services through household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for 
residents and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 


III. Monitoring and Science – Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including assessment of air pollution 
sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in sediment. 


IV. Regional, State, and Federal Coordination – Actively participate in regional, state and 
federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in urban 
runoff and air emissions. 


V. Public Education and Outreach –Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-
containing products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.   
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The Mercury Plan identifies actions that will be implemented at the Program level, municipality 
level, or both, as well as the schedule for initiation and/or completion of Program-level actions.  
The details of municipality actions and schedules are included in the individual Co-permittee 
Work Plans and/or Annual Reports, as appropriate.   
 
STATUS OF FY 04-05 MERCURY POLLUTION PREVENTION ACTIVITIES 
 
The status of Program tasks in the Mercury Plan is presented in Table 6-1. Highlights of 
Program accomplishments during FY 04-05, as developed and/or implemented by the Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Plan Ad Hoc Task Group (Mercury P2 Plan AHTG), Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work Group, Program staff and municipalities are provided below.   
 
Monitoring and Science 
 
The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) is serving as the 
stakeholder forum for the development of the Guadalupe River TMDL Report.  The Guadalupe 
River Watershed encompasses parts of San Jose, Los Gatos, Campbell, Monte Sereno and 
Santa Clara.  SCVURPPP is a stakeholder in the Guadalupe River TMDL process.  The Santa 
Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) is taking a lead role in the TMDL development process by 
solely funding the $900,000 study and as Co-Chair of the TMDL Work Group and Stakeholder 
Group.  Program staff is also participating in the TMDL process.  The most recent products 
include a Draft Data Collection Report Part 1 (Wet Season Sampling) and Part 2 (Dry Season 
Sampling). The Draft Report includes sampling results from urban creeks and estimates of 
urban runoff loading to the Guadalupe River watershed. 
The Program continued to provide financial support to the Regional Monitoring Program (RMP), 
including the Mercury Deposition Network Pilot Study funded by the City of San Jose. In 
addition, Program and Co-permittee staffs actively participate in RMP Technical Review 
Committee (TRC) and Steering Committee (SC) meetings and provide meeting summaries to 
the Management Committee.  Staff reviewed available reports and provided comments on the 
proposed 2005 RMP Draft Monitoring Plan.   
A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of a Water Quality Attainment 
Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries was entered into by the Regional Board, 
Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA), and Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies 
Association (BASMAA) on August 6, 2001, and includes the development of TMDLs for 303(d) 
pollutants including mercury.  This group is referred to as the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP).  
As a member agency of BASMAA, the Program is involved in the development and funding of 
potential projects for the San Francisco Bay mercury TMDL (mercury TMDL).  Program staff has 
been participating in the CEP technical committee meetings and CEP Board meetings.  In 
addition, a City of San Jose staff member is serving as chair of the CEP technical committee 
and Program staff serves as the BASMAA representative to the CEP Mercury Work Group.  
Currently, the SCVURPPP Program Manager is serving as BASMAA’s representative to the 
Risk Reduction Group which is part of the CEP efforts. 
 
In September 2004, the Regional Board adopted a Basin Plan Amendment for the mercury 
TMDL.  The mercury TMDL includes an implementation plan for all source categories, including 
urban stormwater runoff, and an adaptive management plan to fill future data gaps.  Prior to 
adoption, Program staff represented BASMAA in a series of productive CEP meetings designed 
to develop TMDL language. 
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Mercury-Containing Product Survey 
 
In fulfillment of Action I.A of the Mercury Plan, the Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff 
developed a survey to determine the types of mercury-containing products used by 
municipalities.  The objective of the survey was to assess the municipal mercury-containing 
products being used, their locations, and waste disposal and purchasing routes; and identify the 
level of awareness of product alternatives and proper disposal methods.  The Management 
Committee reviewed and approved the survey in October 2002.  On November 5, 2002, the 
survey was distributed (by electronic mail) to municipal staff contacts identified by the 
Management Committee.  The surveys were completed and returned to the Program by 
February 2003.  Thirteen survey summary tables were provided to the Management Committee 
in June 2003.  Survey responses were provided in the FY 02-03 Annual Report (submitted to 
the Regional Board on September 15, 2003).  This Mercury Work Plan task is completed.   
 
Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products 
 
In December 2002, the Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff began developing guidelines 
for the reduction and management of mercury-containing products identified for virtual 
elimination.  The Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products Reduction and Management 
satisfies Permit Provision C.9.c; and Mercury Plan Actions I.E. and II.C.   The Management 
Committee approved the Guidelines in April 2003.  A copy of the Guidelines was included in the 
FY 02-03 Annual Report.   
 
The goals of the Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products Reduction and Management are to 
work towards the virtual elimination of mercury from controllable sources that may affect urban 
runoff due to agency operations; and establish proper recycling and disposal methods for 
products that cannot be eliminated due to technological, safety or economic factors.  Co-
permittees will continue to implement the Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products Reduction 
and Management in FY05-06.   
 
Mercury Virtual Elimination Policy 
 
In January 2002, Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and Program staff began developing a model mercury 
virtual elimination policy to fulfill Permit Provision C.9.c. and Mercury Plan Action I.C.  The 
model policy, which requires the virtual elimination of mercury from controllable sources in 
urban runoff, was submitted to the Management Committee in March 2003 and approved in 
April 2003.  A copy of the model policy was included in the FY 02-03 Annual Report.  The model 
policy serves only as suggested language.  It was recommended that Co-permittees review the 
EPA document entitled Developing a Virtual Elimination Strategy for Mercury (October 1999) for 
additional language regarding virtual elimination.   
 
In accordance with the Mercury Plan, the next task for Co-permittees was to adopt a Mercury 
Virtual Elimination policy, procedure or ordinance based on the model policy and consistent with 
municipal requirements. Co-Permittees began implementing this task during FY 03-04.   
 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Workgroup 
 
In December 2002, Program staff established a new Work Group called the Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work Group.  This Work Group is implementing the Public Education and 
Outreach element of the Mercury Plan by organizing a public education, outreach and 
participation program designed to reach residential and commercial users of mercury-containing 
products.  The Mercury Plan identified the development of a fluorescent light tube (FLT) 
recycling public outreach and education plan as a priority and recommended conducting 
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outreach in two phases.  The main objective of both phases is to show the negative health and 
environmental impacts of mercury and the methods available to the public for the proper 
disposal of fluorescent light tubes.   
 
Phase I of the Public Education and Outreach plan focused on residential FLT disposal and was 
completed during FY 02-03.  Implementation of Phase II, which targets small businesses and 
Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators (CESQGs) was completed in FY 03-04.  
 
Mercury Plan efforts implemented for the residential campaign (Phase I) during FY 02-03 
include the following:  
• A fact sheet on the proper disposal of FLTs and other mercury-containing household items 


was added to the Watershed Watch web site (www.watershedwatch.net).   
• An article on safe disposal of mercury containing items was developed (as part of the 


Watershed Watch Campaign) and distributed to over 137 agencies for use in their 
newsletters. 


• Radio and print ads regarding the proper disposal of FLTs and other hazardous materials (at 
the CoHHW Program) ran from mid April to mid May.  To encourage the use of the CoHHW 
Program, tickets to the San Jose Saber Cats game on May 5, 2003 were offered as an 
incentive to residents bringing mercury-containing wastes to CoHHW disposal events.   


• A video public service announcement on the proper disposal of mercury-containing wastes 
(obtained from STOPPP and customized for Program use) was provided to Co-permittees 
for broadcast on local city cable.   


 
Program staff developed survey forms to evaluate the effectiveness of the Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach advertising campaign.  Residents bringing mercury-containing wastes to 
the CoHHW Program were requested to complete the survey forms.  From April through June 
2003, the CoHHW Program compiled the information collected from the completed surveys.  
Section 3 (PI/P Activities) of the FY 02-03 Annual Report provides additional information 
regarding the results of this survey.   
 
In FY 03-04, the Program and Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group worked with 
stakeholders to develop the following outreach pieces for the small business and CESQG 
campaign (Phase II):  


• Developed and subsequently posted on the Watershed Watch website, a fact sheet 
educating businesses on proper disposal of fluorescent lamps. 


• Developed a newsletter article informing CESQGs on proper disposal of fluorescent 
lamps. The Program coordinated with the San Jose/Silicon Valley Chamber of 
Commerce, the Building Owners and Managers Association (BOMA) and the 
International Facility Management Association (IFMA) to organize the publication of this 
article in the newsletters and newspapers of these agencies. The article was published 
in the February issue of the BOMA newsletter and the March issues of IFMA and the 
San Jose Chamber of Commerce newsletters.   


• Continued running the Watershed Watch ‘Got Paint’ ad to educate people on proper 
disposal of hazardous wastes including fluorescent lamps. This print and radio ad was 
used in both the summer and spring media flights.   


 
Both the fact sheet and newsletter article explain, in simple language, what recent 
environmental legislation exists for proper disposal and recycling of mercury-containing wastes; 
which businesses are affected by this legislation; what options are available to small businesses 
for directing their used FLTs (or other hazardous wastes) to hazardous waste drop-off 
programs; and information on the negative health and environmental impacts of mercury.   
 



http://www.watershedwatch.net/
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In FY 04-05, the Program’s Watershed Watch Campaign used the “Got Paint” ad in its fall 
advertising campaign to educate people on proper disposal of hazardous wastes, including 
fluorescent lamps.  Both print and radio ads were used in the media flight. The Program is also 
assisting the County HHW Collection Program in implementing the outreach component of its 
Mercury Grant.  Implementation details are provided below. 
 
County HHW Collection Program’s Mercury Grant  
 
In FY 02-03, the County Household Hazardous Waste Collection Program (CoHHW) applied for 
grant funding from the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB).  The CoHHW 
Program submitted a Mercury Reduction Grant proposal to the CIWMB on May 23, 2003.  The 
grant proposed to: 1) Develop an aggressive mercury reduction public education and outreach 
program targeted for residents and Heating, Ventilation, and Air Conditioning (HVAC) 
contractors and remodeling contractors in partnership with local planning and permitting 
agencies;2) Expand collection opportunities for mercury containing wastes including 
thermostats, button batteries and fluorescent lamps by increasing services at HHW collection 
events, retail stores, and community sites; and 3) Conducting three Earth Day Thermometer 
Exchanges through a residential campaign entitled “Catch the Fever”.  In FY 03-04, the CoHHW 
Program was notified that their submittal was awarded grant funding for $300,000.   The grant 
was approved by the CIWMB at their September 16, 2003 meeting.   
 
The grant is being implemented over a period of three years.  CoHHW Program staff has 
requested assistance from the Program in implementing the outreach requirements of the grant, 
specifically the store partnership program for collecting spent fluorescent lamps.  To date, the 
CoHHW Program has established partnerships with 12 hardware stores for collecting used 
fluorescent lamps.  In addition, there are 22 locations that accept all household batteries (except 
automotive) and approximately 51 locations that only accept rechargeable batteries. The list of 
drop-off locations is available at www.hhw.org and is updated as more stores are recruited.  In 
FY 04-05, the Program is conducting outreach to promote the fluorescent lamps drop-off 
locations to residents.  Outreach will be conducted using media advertising, in-store displays 
(posters, banners) and newsletter articles.  
 
NEXT STEPS FOR MERCURY PLAN IN FY 05-06  
 
Since the establishment of the Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan, Mercury P2 Plan AHTG and 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group, it is anticipated that FY 05-06 will see 
continued Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan implementation activities.  A summarized list of 
Mercury Plan tasks that will be implemented during FY 05-06 include:   
 
Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products: Co-permittees will 
continue implementing the Program’s guidelines for reduction and management of mercury-
containing products identified for virtual elimination.  An evaluation regarding the effectiveness 
of implementation will also occur.   
 
Mercury Virtual Elimination Policy: Co-permittees will continue implementing their adopted 
mercury virtual elimination policy or ordinance.   
 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach:  The Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work 
Group successfully completed the implementation of a two-year, two-phase fluorescent light 
tube recycling campaign. As municipal budgets/resources permit, outreach on the negative 
health and environmental impacts of mercury and the methods available for properly disposing 
of FLTs to residents and small businesses will continue.  The three Co-permittees with industrial 
wastewater inspection programs (San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo Alto) will continue to integrate 



http://www.hhw.org/
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mercury outreach for industrial businesses into their existing pretreatment, source control, 
and/or hazardous materials inspection programs..  The mercury outreach articles designed for 
the worldwide web and local agency newsletters will continue to be made accessible to the 
public and updated appropriately.  In FY 05-06, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW 
Program in conducting outreach in support of its Mercury Grant. The Program may also 
coordinate its outreach activities with other Regional groups/program that are planning to 
conduct mercury outreach in FY 05-06.  
 
Coordination efforts with regional organizations (Clean Estuary Partnership TMDL): In addition 
to attending CEP meetings, Guadalupe Watershed Mercury TMDL Workgroup and Stakeholder 
meetings, Program Staff will continue to attend Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) Steering 
Committee and Technical Review Committee meetings.  In addition, Program staff will continue 
to work with BASMAA and the Regional Board to address urban stormwater runoff actions 
included in the mercury TMDL. 
 
Monitoring and Science:  Planned FY 05-06 monitoring and science activities relating to 
mercury are provided within Section 4 (i.e., specific funds provided to CEP and RMP). 
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I.  Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products 


Goal I.  Eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing 
products and establish proper disposal methods for products that 
cannot be eliminated. 


Actions – SC
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I.A. Develop a process to survey the types of mercury-containing 
products used by municipal departments.  Identify appropriate 
municipal personnel to conduct survey.  For those products 
with a potential to enter stormwater runoff, identify possible 
alternatives or proper disposal procedures. 


X A Completed- the 
Management Committee 
approved the survey on 
October 17, 2002.  Surveys 
were distributed to Co-
permittees on November 5, 
2002.  The surveys were 
completed and returned to 
the Program by February 
2003.   


I.B. Complete and report results of survey of mercury-containing 
products used by municipal departments.   


A X Completed - All surveys 
were submitted by February 
2003 (original deadline 
December 2002); and survey 
results were included in the 
FY 02-03 Annual Report. 


I.C. Develop guidelines for a mercury policy or ordinance requiring 
the virtual elimination of mercury from controllable sources in 
urban runoff from agency operations.  (The word “virtual” 
acknowledges that total elimination of mercury-containing 
products may be impossible due to technological or economic 
factors.) 


X N Completed - A final draft of 
the model policy was 
submitted to the 
Management Committee in 
March 2003.  The 
Management Committee 
approved the model policy in 
April 2003.  The model policy 
was included in the FY 02-03 
Annual Report. 


I.D. Adopt a mercury policy or ordinance requiring the virtual 
elimination of mercury from controllable sources in urban 
runoff from agency operations.   


N X Completed – Co-permittees 
began implementation in FY 
03-04. See individual Co-
permittee annual reports for 
local program activities.  
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II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 


Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services through 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents 
and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 


Actions –  SC
VU


R
PP


P  


M
un


ic
ip


al
ity


 


C
om


pl
et


io
n 


D
at


e 


II.A. Assist HHW collection agencies with preparation of a technical 
memorandum summarizing infrastructure and budgetary 
concerns regarding the anticipated increase in fluorescent 
bulbs and other mercury-containing products to be recycled. 


X N Completed--The technical 
memorandum was completed 
by HHW in June 2002 and 
distributed (as an informational 
item) at the July 18, 2002 
Management Committee 
meeting.  The memorandum 
describes the existing 
capabilities of the Santa Clara 
County HHW Program and 
discusses the potential 
financial impacts on the HHW 
Program due to SCVURPPPP 
outreach efforts.  The 
memorandum was included in 
the FY 01-02 Annual Report. 


II.B. Provide mercury-containing products disposal services for 
residents and small businesses.   


X X Ongoing 


I.  Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products 


Goal I.  Eliminate all unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing 
products and establish proper disposal methods for products that 
cannot be eliminated. 


Actions – SC
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I.E. Develop guidelines for mercury-containing products reduction 
and management.  These guidelines will include a schedule for 
the timely phase-out of mercury-containing products identified 
for virtual elimination as well as reporting requirements, 
possibly to track recycling, replacement, and reduction in use of 
mercury-containing products. 


X A Completed - A final draft of 
the guidelines was submitted 
to the Management 
Committee in March 2003.  
The Management Committee 
approved the Guidelines in 
April 2003.  The guidelines 
were included in the FY 02-03 
Annual Report. 


I.F. Implement guidelines developed under Action I.E. N X On-going – Co-permittees 
began implementation in FY 
03-04. See individual Co-
permittee annual reports for 
local program activities. 


Monitoring Mechanism I.  Document completion of tasks in annual 
reports.  Use mercury-containing product reporting guidelines (to be 
developed under Action I.E). 


A X Annually (beginning in FY 02- 
03 Annual Report) 
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II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 


Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services through 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents 
and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 


Actions –  SC
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II.C. Develop guidelines for documenting and reporting quantities of 
mercury-containing products disposed of by city.1 


X A Completed - A final draft of 
the guidelines was submitted 
to the Management Committee 
in March 2003.  The 
Management Committee 
approved the Guidelines in 
April 2003.  A copy of the 
Guidelines was included in the 
FY 02-03 Annual Report. 


II.D. Implement guidelines developed under Action II.C. X X On-going – During FY 03-04, 
Co-permittees began annually 
reporting the types of high 
priority mercury-containing 
products their agency is 
focusing on; how they will be 
addressed; and progress 
towards meeting the identified 
management option goals.  
Co-permittees will use the 
reporting format provided in 
Table 2 of the Guidelines 
document.   


Completed – In FY 02-03 
Annual Report, the PI/P 
section reported the survey of 
residents bringing mercury-
containing products to CoHHW 
facility.   


II.E. Assist HHW collection agencies in developing a Prop 13 
Program grant proposal for a HHW fluorescent light recycling 
program (Action II.F). 


  Completed -- CoHHW 
submitted a Mercury 
Reduction Grant to CIWMB on 
April 5, 2002.  The Program 
submitted a concept proposal 
to the SWRCB on February 1, 
2002. Both submittals were not 
selected to receive grant 
funding. 


On-going – CoHHW applied 
for a CIWMB grant on May 23, 
2003. The grant was approved 
in September 2003. The 
Program and Mercury 
Pollution Prevention Outreach 
Work Group will assist with 


                                                           
1 Guidelines for documenting and reporting quantities of mercury-containing products disposed of by city will developed, 
taking into consideration whether it is possible to separate mercury from other waste streams and whether it is possible to 
track mercury-containing product disposal by municipality.  
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II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 


Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services through 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents 
and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 


Actions –  SC
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implementation as needed. 


• Submit concept proposal X N Completed-February 2002 


• Submit full proposal X N Not applicable- Proposal not 
advanced in Prop 13 grant 
process  


• Decision deadline   Not applicable- Proposal not 
advanced in Prop 13 grant 
process  


II.F. Work with HHW collection agencies to develop and help 
publicize fluorescent light recycling program.2 


X X Completed/Ongoing – Began 
effort in FY 02-03.  The 
Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Outreach Work Group 
collaborated with the Santa 
Clara County HHW Program 
on a two-year, two-phase 
fluorescent light tube (FLT) 
recycling campaign.  The first 
phase of the campaign, which 
was developed in FY 02-03, 
targeted residents.  The 
second phase, which began in 
FY 03-04, targets small 
businesses.  The main 
objective of both phases is to 
show the negative health and 
environmental impacts of 
mercury and the methods 
available to the public for the 
proper disposal of FLTs.   


Monitoring Mechanism II.A.  Evaluate whether household hazardous 
waste collection programs adequately serve residents and businesses.   


X N Completed/Ongoing – Survey 
results indicate an increase in 
HHW facility use for mercury 
products (48% first time 
users).  There were no 
problems with facility capacity. 
This issue is important to 
stormwater and wastewater 
pollution prevention activities. 
BACWA began ongoing 
discussions (2004) with a 
HHW Information Exchange 
group on regional campaigns 
directing new pollutant-
containing products to HHW 


                                                           
2 Action II.F may be conducted in conjunction with Public Education and Outreach Actions (see Section V of this Work 
Plan).  Completion date for Action II.F is contingent upon award of a Prop 13 Program grant.   
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II.  Household Hazardous Waste Collection 


Goal II.  Provide mercury-containing products disposal services through 
household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs for residents 
and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 


Actions –  SC
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facilities versus HHW facilities’ 
staffing, capacity and budget 
issues. 


Monitoring Mechanism II.B.  Document quantities of mercury-
containing products disposed at household hazardous waste collection 
facilities on a county-wide basis (see Action II.C). 1 


X N Annually (beginning in FY 03-
04 Annual Report) 


 


 


III.  Monitoring and Science 


Goal III.  Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including assessment 
of air pollution sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in 
sediment. 


Actions –  SC
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III.A. Continue financial support of the Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP), including the Mercury Deposition Network Pilot Study.  
Continue to actively participate in the RMP steering committee 
and technical review committee. 


X A Ongoing – Program and Co-
permittee staff actively 
participated in RMP TRC and 
SC meetings and provided 
meeting summaries to 
Management Committee. Staff 
reviews available reports and 
provide comments.  Program 
and Co-permittees’ staffs are 
actively involved with the CEP 
technical and management 
committees; review proposed 
Work Plans and study scopes; 
and participate in the CEP 
Mercury Work Group.  


• Supported completion of the San Francisco Bay 
Atmospheric Deposition Pilot Study Part 1:  Mercury 


X A Completed- submitted August 
2001 


• The City of San Jose will continue to provide in-kind 
services for the maintenance of the Mercury Deposition 
Network site near San Jose. 


N O3 Ongoing (through 2005). 


III.B. Provide financial and staff support for a coordinated regional 
plan to collect data for the mercury TMDL, as defined in the 
RWQCB/BACWA/BASMAA MOU. (Now called the Clean 
Estuary Program, or CEP) 


X A Ongoing (Program 
participation in the CEP) 


                                                           
3 Participation in this action by municipalities is limited to the City of San Jose. 
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III.  Monitoring and Science 


Goal III.  Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support 
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including assessment 
of air pollution sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in 
sediment. 


Actions –  SC
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III.C. Continue financial and staff support for the Joint Stormwater 
Agency Project to Study Urban Sources of Mercury to assess 
sediment mercury concentrations and percentage of fine 
material. 


X A Completed 


• Completed the Work Plan Joint Stormwater Agency 
Project – Year Two Investigation of Urban Sources of 
Mercury, PCBs and Organochlorine Pesticides 


X A Completed – Report 
submitted June 1, 2001. 


• Preparing the Joint Stormwater Agency Project to 
Study Urban Sources of Mercury, PCBs and 
Organochlorine Pesticides – Year Two Report. 


X A Completed- Report submitted 
on April 15, 2002. 


III.D. Develop and implement a five-year program of monitoring 
efforts. 


X N Completed- Draft completed 
March 2002; implementation 
began July 2002. 


Monitoring Mechanism III.  Submit monitoring data and reports to the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and other interested parties 
(such as USEPA).  Review monitoring data and reports and develop 
follow-up recommendations. 


X N Ongoing, when available. 


 


IV. Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 


Goal IV.  Actively participate in regional, state, and federal coordination 
efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in urban runoff 
and air emissions. 
 
Actions –  SC
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IV.A. Participate in the activities of the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association, the California Storm Water 
Quality Task Force, and the San Francisco Estuary Institute 
and communicate Program efforts.  


X N Ongoing – Program staff 
continue to attend BASMAA, 
CASQA and SFEI RMP 
meetings. 


IV.B. Collaborate in technical studies to support TMDL development 
and implementation including the Santa Clara Basin WMI 
Guadalupe River Mercury TMDL Workgroup. 


X O4 Ongoing – Program and Co-
permittee staffs actively 
participate in the Guadalupe 
Watershed Mercury TMDL 
Work Group and Stakeholder 
group.  Environmental 
monitoring for mercury in the 
watershed began in FY 03-04. 


                                                           
4 The City of San Jose and the Santa Clara Valley Water District are participating in the development of the Guadalupe 
River Mercury TMDL. 
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IV. Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 


Goal IV.  Actively participate in regional, state, and federal coordination 
efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in urban runoff 
and air emissions. 
 
Actions –  SC
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Staff provided comments on 
the Draft Data Collection 
Report. Monitoring continues 
in the watershed 
(phytoplankton and 
zooplankton study). 


IV.C. Support and participate in development of the WMI Watershed 
Action Plan. 


X O5 Completed – The final 
Watershed Action Plan, 
Volume III of the Watershed 
Management Plan, was 
approved in August 2003 by 
the Santa Clara Basin 
Watershed Management 
Initiative (SCBWMI) Core 
Group.  Volume III intends to 
prioritize alternative actions in 
watershed planning and 
suggest programmatic 
changes in regards to policies 
and regulations.  Co-
permittees funded the 
consultants’ time and Program 
staff provided review and 
comments to the consultant by 
way of the appropriate WMI 
channels between the 
subgroups and the SCBWMI 
Core Group.   


IV.D. Submit the SCVURPPP draft Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan 
to the WMI to ensure that efforts are coordinated. 


X N Completed – Plan was 
submitted to WMI Guadalupe 
Mercury TMDL Work Group in 
July 2002 (original deadline 
was March 2002). 


IV.E. Support, participate in, and advocate increased regional 
collaboration with the RWQCB and the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD). 


X N Ongoing – The Program will 
support the RWQCB in 
collaborating with the 
BAAQMD.  However, the 
RWQCB will not directly work 
with the BAAQMD. The 
Program supports the 
RWQCB through participation 
in the CEP.  Mercury air 
deposition is being addressed 
regionally. 


                                                           
5 The Cities of San Jose, Sunnyvale, and Palo Alto, SCVWD, and SCVURPPP (on behalf of the other co-permittees) are 
signatories to the WMI and participate in the Core Group and subgroups. 
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IV. Regional, State, and Federal Coordination 


Goal IV.  Actively participate in regional, state, and federal coordination 
efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in urban runoff 
and air emissions. 
 
Actions –  SC
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IV.F. Support and track the progress of the U.S. Department of 
Energy (DOE) Office of Building Technology’s Vision 2020 
Lighting Technology Roadmap.6 


X N Ongoing--DOE’s Building 
Technologies Program 
continues to move forward on 
their Vision 2020 Roadmap.  
Progress includes seven 
strategies to address the 
challenges of transforming the 
lighting marketplace and 
developing new technologies 
that enhance lighting quality, 
efficiency and cost 
effectiveness.  (See Section 7 
text of the FY 03-04 Annual 
Report for more detail).    


Monitoring Mechanism IV.  Document participation of 
Program staff in collaborative efforts and progress of these 
efforts. 


X N Annually (beginning in FY 02-
03 Annual Report) 


 


V.  Public Education and Outreach 


Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.  Target 
audiences include residential, commercial, and industrial users and 
municipal employees. 


Actions –  SC
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V.A. Develop various outreach programs to educate target 
audiences about proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and alternative non-mercury containing products.  
Outreach programs will include, but may not be limited to, the 
following: 


X A Completed/Ongoing7 – In FY 
02-03, the Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work 
Group developed and began 
implementation of a two-year, 
two-phase outreach effort 
focused on recycling 
fluorescent light tubes (FLTs) 
with target audiences 
including residential 
communities and small 
businesses.  (See also Action 


                                                           
6 DOE’s Vision 2020 Lighting Technology Roadmap includes the following as one of its goals for the year 2020, “Highly 
efficient, reduced-mercury fluorescent sources will come to market.”  Sustainable Conservation’s September 27, 2000 
report entitled “Reducing Mercury Releases From Fluorescent Lamps:  Analysis of Voluntary Approaches,” concluded that 
“ we do not believe that starting a new collaborative approach with manufacturers to create mercury-free fluorescent 
lamps is the most effective use of resources at this time.”  Instead, Sustainable Conservation recommends focusing on 
voluntary recycling of mercury-containing lamps. 
7 These tasks were marked both Completed and Ongoing because while the specific public education and outreach task 
was completed, outreach is an ongoing activity.  Articles will continue to be posted and updated, as needed, and as 
resources allow, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW with public outreach activities.   
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 


Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.  Target 
audiences include residential, commercial, and industrial users and 
municipal employees. 


Actions –  SC
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II.F.)  


• Develop and begin to implement a fluorescent light 
recycling outreach program to educate residential users 
and encourage proper disposal of fluorescent lights. 


X A Completed/Ongoing7 – In FY 
02-03, the Work Group formed 
and developed a Work Plan. 
Phase I of the two-year, two-
phase Work Plan, focused on 
residential outreach.  Phase I 
outreach began in Spring 
2003 and will continue as 
appropriate.  (See Section 6 
text for more detail.) 


• Develop and begin to implement a fluorescent light 
recycling outreach program to educate small 
businesses and conditionally exempt small quantity 
generators and encourage proper disposal of 
fluorescent lights.  (For example, the small business 
outreach program might include coordination with local 
chapters of the Building Owners and Managers 
Association [BOMA] or the National Association of 
Industrial and Office Properties [NAIOP].) 


X A Completed/Ongoing7 – In FY 
03-04, the Work Group 
implemented Phase II of the 
two-year, two-phase Work 
Plan.  Phase II outreach 
efforts were focused on small 
businesses and CESQGs.  
Inclusion of the Program’s 
outreach article in agency 
newsletters, including the San 
Jose/Silicon Valley Chamber 
of Commerce, BOMA, and the 
International Facility 
Management Association 
(IFMA) occurred in FY 03-04. 
Additional annual coordination 
will continue, as appropriate. 


• Coordinate with municipal inspectors to integrate 
mercury outreach to industrial businesses into their 
existing routine pretreatment, source control, and/or 
hazardous materials inspection processes. 


A X Completed -- Co-permittees 
began coordination efforts with 
municipal inspectors in FY 03-
04.  Refer to Co-permittee 
annual reports for local 
program activities. 


• Develop and distribute “tailgate safety meeting cards” 
about mercury to inspectors and other municipal 
employees.  (The Program will first review the product 
developed by the Fairfield-Suisun Sewer District when 
it is made available to the Bay Area Pollution 
Prevention Group [BAPPG].) 


X X Completed – “Tailgate safety 
meeting cards” were 
developed by the Fairfield-
Suisun Sewer District and 
reviewed by the Bay Area 
Pollution Prevention Group 
(BAPPG) and Program prior to 
distribution (as an 
informational item) to the 
Management Committee on 
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 


Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.  Target 
audiences include residential, commercial, and industrial users and 
municipal employees. 


Actions –  SC
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April 23, 2003.   


V.B. Develop or adapt existing mercury outreach materials, as 
needed, for outreach programs.  


X A Completed/Ongoing7 – 
Development of materials 
began in FY 02-03, as part of 
outreach Work Plan for Action 
V.A.  To date, four outreach 
pieces have been developed 
by the Outreach Work Group – 
two articles intended for the 
worldwide web and two public 
announcement pieces (one 
video and one text) intended 
for broadcast on local city 
cable channels and 
publication in local 
newsletters.  All outreach 
pieces aim to show the 
negative health and 
environmental impacts of 
mercury and the methods 
available to the public for the 
proper disposal of FLTs.  (See 
also Action II.F.) The 
Program’s Watershed Watch 
Campaign also ran print and 
radio ads educating people on 
proper disposal of mercury 
and other household 
hazardous wastes. 


V.C. Attend community events and distribute outreach materials.  X X Completed/Ongoing7 – 
Distribution of outreach 
materials began in FY 02-03 
as part of outreach Work Plan 
for Action V.A.   


Tickets to the San Jose Saber 
Cats game on May 5, 2003 
were offered as an incentive to 
residents bringing mercury-
containing wastes to CoHHW 
disposal events.   


                                                           
7 These tasks were marked both Completed and Ongoing because while the specific public education and outreach task 
was completed, outreach is an ongoing activity.  Articles will continue to be posted and updated, as needed, and as 
resources allow, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW with public outreach activities.   
7 These tasks were marked both Completed and Ongoing because while the specific public education and outreach task 
was completed, outreach is an ongoing activity.  Articles will continue to be posted and updated, as needed, and as 
resources allow, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW with public outreach activities.   
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 


Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.  Target 
audiences include residential, commercial, and industrial users and 
municipal employees. 


Actions –  SC
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Monitoring Mechanism V.A.  Document quantities of mercury-
containing products disposed at household hazardous waste collection 
facilities on a county-wide basis.  (See Monitoring Mechanism II.B.) 


X N Annually (beginning FY 02-03) 


Monitoring Mechanism V.B.  In the Annual Report, document and 
evaluate each outreach activity, including the target audience and 
number of residents and/or businesses reached. 


X X Annually (beginning FY 02-
03) 


Monitoring Mechanism V.C.  Survey local public attitudes and 
behavior to evaluate the success of outreach efforts and the saturation 
of outreach messages (coordinate survey with Watershed Watch 
Campaign Survey).  


X A Completed - A Countywide 
survey was conducted in 
September 2003 to 
evaluate the success of the 
Program’s Watershed 
Watch Campaign. The final 
evaluation report was 
included in the Program’s 
FY 03-04 Annual Report. 
Some of the survey 
questions tracked the 
public’s knowledge about 
various pollutants 
(including mercury) which 
affect the Bay water quality. 
The highlights of the 
mercury-related results 
include: 
22% of the respondents in 
2003 said that mercury is a 
“very serious” problem for 
our creeks and the Bay.  
23% of respondents felt 
that fluorescent lamps put 
in the garbage are a “very 
serious” problem for our 
creeks and the Bay.  
9% of respondents said 
that they take used 
fluorescent lamps to a 
HHW facility.  
Approximately 49% of the 
respondents said that they 
are “very willing” to do so.   
In FY 02-03, survey cards 
were developed for 
evaluating the success of 
the Program’s mercury 
outreach media campaign. 
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V.  Public Education and Outreach 


Goal V.  Increase awareness of proper disposal of mercury-containing 
products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.  Target 
audiences include residential, commercial, and industrial users and 
municipal employees. 


Actions –  SC
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People who brought in 
mercury containing wastes 
to Santa Clara County 
Household Hazardous 
Waste disposal events from 
April – June 2003 were 
requested to fill out 
surveys. The survey results 
were included in the 
Program’s FY 02-03 
Annual Report. Survey 
results indicated that: 
48% of the users bringing 
in mercury containing 
wastes to the HHW events 
were first time users of the 
facility.  86.4% indicated 
that they were bringing in 
fluorescent lamps for the 
first time.  17.3% indicated 
that they had read about 
the safe disposal of 
mercury containing wastes 
in the San Jose Mercury 
News, 5.3% indicated that 
they had heard this on the 
radio and 1.4% had found 
out about it from the 
Watershed Watch website. 
Others indicated that they 
had learned it from utility 
bill inserts, garbage 
companies, flyers, city 
publications, friends and 
relatives, internet etc.  


 
Legend: 
 “X” = will implement at this level (SCVURPPP or municipality) 
 “N” = not being implemented at this level 
 “A” = assist with or develop guidance for implementation 
 “R” = coordinate with regional effort 
 “O” = optional 
 “FY” = fiscal year 
 “TBD” = to be decided 
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3. PUBLIC INFORMATION/PARTICIPATION WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
The goals of the Public Information/Participation (PI/P) element of the Program are to change 
specific behaviors which adversely affect water quality and to increase the understanding and 
appreciation of streams and the Bay, leading to a change in values.  To accomplish these goals, 
Co-permittees pursue PI/P activities jointly through the Program, on a County-wide basis, and 
individually in their own jurisdictions.  


Each year Program staff works with the PI/P Ad Hoc Task Group (AHTG) to identify, prioritize 
and select County-wide projects to be recommended for funding.  Table 3-1 presents the 
updated Pollutant Matrix, which links past, current, and future PI/P projects with pollutants of 
concern.  The projects are developed and implemented each year by work groups consisting of 
Program staff, consultants and the contributing Co-permittees.   


The Program provides resources to conduct County-wide PI/P tasks through approval (by the 
Management Committee) of an annual Program budget and Work Plan.  All Co-permittees 
contribute resources to conduct annual Program Work Plan tasks consistent with the Co-
permittee assessment procedure contained in the SCVURPPP Memorandum of Agreement1.   
In FY 05-06, the Program will experience a major decrease in contribution from the Santa Clara 
Valley Water District (SCVWD), due to loss of SCVWD revenue needed to balance the State 
budget.  Since the Program has completed the Watershed Education and Outreach 
requirements of Permit Provision C.4., activities in FY 05-06 will focus on maintaining a baseline 
level of general outreach and continuing targeted outreach in the areas of pesticide use 
reduction and proper recycling/disposal of mercury-containing products.  The Program will 
coordinate with SCVWD staff to ensure that, where feasible and practicable, the District’s own 
outreach efforts incorporate the Program’s stormwater messages. 


 
FY 05-06 PI/P WORK PLAN 
 
The Program conducts its public education and outreach through three projects: Watershed 
Education and Outreach, Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach.  
The Program has completed all tasks planned for these projects under the current Permit. 
During FY 05-06, ongoing tasks will be implemented.  Program staff and the WEO AHTG will 
also focus efforts on working with Regional Board staff on the SCVURPPP permit re-issuance 
(and the Regional General Permit) and begin to plan for any new outreach related requirements 
that may be contained in that permit. 
 
Watershed Education and Outreach 
 
The FY 05-06 Watershed Education and Outreach tasks include the following: 
 
Watershed Watch Campaign 
 
The Watershed Watch Campaign completed its fifth year during FY 04-05.  Due to budget 
constraints, it is not possible to implement another full year of the Campaign.  The Campaign 
tasks that will be implemented during FY 05-06 include website maintenance, responding to 
                                                           
1 On February 1, 2001 the Management Committee directed Program staff to include all Program-Wide PI/P activities as part of the   
Projects Group budget and thus eliminated any confusion regarding selective Co-permittee participation. 
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hotline calls and attending one or two community outreach events.  Depending on the 
availability of resources, other items will be considered. 
 
Regional Ad Campaign 
 
The Program will participate in the Regional Ad Campaign (RAC) in FY 05-06.  In FY 02-03, FY 
03-04 and FY 04-05, the RAC implemented the “Beautiful Watersheds” advertising campaigns 
for increasing the public’s awareness about watersheds and problems caused by litter.  The ads 
were broadcast on radio and television.  The topic for the FY 05-06 RAC has not been decided.  
 
Schools Outreach  
 
For the past four years, the Program has sponsored up to 50 ZunZun assemblies at elementary 
schools in the Santa Clara Valley.  Due to budget constraints, the Program will sponsor a 
smaller number of assemblies during FY 05-06.  Outreach to schools will mainly be conducted 
through the Wacky Watersheds teachers training workshop.  This workshop is offered free of 
charge to teachers by the City of San Jose.  In the last year, the Program’s Schools and Youth 
Outreach Work Group worked with the Wacky Watersheds group to identify three lessons on 
watersheds, correlate them to State Standards and integrate them in the workshop binder. 
Efforts are ongoing to make this workshop available to teachers at their in-service training days. 
 
Strategic Planning 
 
The Watershed Watch evaluation results indicated that while awareness of watersheds, 
pollutants and pollution prevention has increased, actual pollution prevention behaviors have 
not increased.  The evaluation recommended that the Campaign continue its current activities 
and focus on specific long-term and short-term pollution prevention messages as noted in the 
evaluation report.  In FY 04-05, a Work Group was formed to analyze these results and begin 
revising the Program’s 1999 WEO Strategy.  A draft revised strategy entitled SCVURPPP WEO 
Strategy, June 2005 was submitted to the Regional Board in the Program FY 03-04 Annual 
Report.  The Program will evaluate the draft revisions and plan outreach activities for future 
years. 
 
Watershed Watchers Program at the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge at Alviso 
(Alviso Education Center)  
 
The Program provides resources to the Alviso Education Center to support a full-time 
interpretive specialist position for conducting the Watershed Watchers Program. This is an on-
site educational program conducted primarily on weekends. The activities focus on building 
watershed awareness and encourage stormwater pollution prevention behaviors among 
attendees (youth groups, Boy/Girl Scout Troops, families with children etc.). The Program will 
continue to support these activities in FY 05-06.  Attachment 3.2 describes the activities offered 
in the Watershed Watchers Program. 
 
Pesticide User Outreach 
 
This project combines elements of the previous IPM Store Partnership and Household Chemical 
Management Projects to focus on the outreach requirements of the Program’s NPDES permit. 
Outreach is coordinated with other pollution prevention programs funded by Co-permittees (e.g., 
County’s Household Hazardous Waste Program).  During FY 05-06, ongoing outreach tasks 
from the Program’s Pesticide Plan will be completed (see Section 6 of this Work Plan). 
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The tasks for FY 05-06 include:  
 
• Task 1 – IPM Store Partnership Program - Continue IPM participation in Santa Clara County 


stores.  At a minimum, visit each store once every two months; maintain an ongoing 
relationship with participating stores through in-store contacts; refresh/restock literature 
racks (as needed); and update “shelf talker” labels (as needed).  Based on feedback from 
training sessions offered to store employees in FY 04-05 and the number of stores 
remaining to be trained, the Program may provide up to five training sessions during FY 05-
06.  These sessions will train employees on how to sell less-toxic pesticide products. 


• Task 2 –Regional IPM Partnership –Support the Regional IPM Partnership program through 
contributions to BASMAA and participation in meetings and regional activities.  Review and 
approve products. 


• Task 3 - Pesticide Distributor Outreach Program – Continue to support the Pesticide 
Distributor Outreach Program through BASMAA.  This will involve coordinating Annie 
Joseph’s efforts in this project with the Store Partnership outreach efforts.  Provide staff for 
conducting outreach events at stores (e.g., Orchard Supply Hardware).  At these events, 
customers are educated on available less toxic pest control methods and products, and 
proper disposal of pesticides.  The Program may provide funds to support Annie Joseph’s 
efforts after the grant ends in December 2005. 


• Task 4 – Outreach Events - Plan and conduct one or two pesticide outreach events.   These 
may include Pumpkins in the Park, Spring in Guadalupe Gardens, or San Jose Spring Home 
and Garden Show, etc.  Program and Co-permittee staff will conduct outreach at these 
events.  The pesticide display and/or the beanbag game will be used.  Outreach material 
distributed may include IPM fact sheets and other brochures (e.g., Pests Bugging You, 
Grow It and Backyard Bugs).  


• Task 5 – Outreach to industrial businesses - Continue distributing the “Don’t Set a Table for 
Pests” poster to restaurants through County Health Inspectors. Provide the poster to Co-
permittees for distribution through City stormwater inspectors. 


Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 
 
To implement the Public Education and Outreach element of the Mercury Plan, Program staff 
established a new work group called the Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group in 
December 2002.  The objective of this group is to implement a public education, outreach and 
participation program designed to reach residential and commercial users of mercury-containing 
products.  The Mercury Plan identifies the development of a fluorescent light tube (FLT) 
recycling public outreach and education plan as a priority and recommends conducting outreach 
in two phases.  The main objective of both phases is to show the negative health and 
environmental impacts of mercury and the methods available to the public for the proper 
disposal of fluorescent light tubes.   
 
Phase I of the Public Education and Outreach plan focused on residential FLT disposal.  It was 
completed in FY 02-03.  Implementation of Phase II, which targets small businesses and 
Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators (CESQGs) was completed in FY 03-04. 
 
In FY 04-05, the Program is continuing its mercury pollution prevention outreach activities in 
coordination with the County Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) Program’s Mercury Grant 
described in Section 6 of this Work Plan.  The County HHW Program is implementing this grant 
to increase collection opportunities for mercury-containing universal wastes (e.g., thermostats, 
fluorescent lighting and button batteries) at HHW collection events and community collection 
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sites.  The Program is assisting the County HHW program in implementing the outreach 
component of this grant.  The County HHW Program has partnered with a number of stores in 
the County for providing free fluorescent lamp drop-off sites for residents.  The Program is 
implementing an advertising campaign as well as developing in-store signage to promote these 
drop-off locations. 
 
In FY 05-06, the Program will continue to assist the HHW Program in implementing the outreach 
component of this grant. The Program may also coordinate its outreach activities with other 
Regional groups/program that are planning to conduct mercury outreach in FY 05-06. 
 
Table 3-2 lists all of the PI/P projects to be funded during FY 05-06.  Preliminary descriptions 
(“Development Strategy Checklists”) for the Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach projects are provided in Attachment 3-1.  The scopes of work will be 
finalized in more detail by Program staff and Co-permittees prior to implementation of the 
projects. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 3-1 Development Strategy Checklists (Project Descriptions for FY 05-06 PI/P  


Projects) 
 


Attachment 3-2 Alviso Education Center Work Plan Tasks 
 







Table 3-1 
Pollutant Matrix for FY 05-06 PI/P Projects 


 
 
Pollutant of 
Concern1


Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 


Potential Target 
Audience(s) 


FY 05-06 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 


Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 


Diazinon 
and 
pesticides in 
general 


Pesticides (residential, 
commercial and municipal 
use)  


• 
• 


• 
• 
• 


Home gardeners 
Pest control 
professionals 
Landscapers 
Municipal Employees 
Residents who hire pest 
control professionals 


Information on Watershed 
Watch website, IPM Store 
Partnership Program (regional 
and local), Pesticide User 
Outreach activities, 
Distribution of restaurant 
brochure “Don’t Set a Table 
for Pests” through County 
Health Inspectors 


“Backyard Bugs”, “Pests 
Bugging You”, “Grow It 
Guide”, “When Ants Invade” 
Self-Mailer, “Landscaping, 
Gardening and Pool 
Maintenance” tri-fold, “Don’t 
Set a Table for Pests”, IPM 
Store Partnership Program 
Fact Sheets, “Control It”, 
HHW programs, BASMAA 
Media Relations Campaign 
topic, Got Bugs magnet  


Sediment Erosion from new 
construction, grading, road 
wear 


• 


• 
• 
• 


Construction 
companies/contractors 
Architects/engineers 
Municipal inspectors 
Residents (home 
improvement projects, 
remodels) 


BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Outreach to developers via 
RWQCB Construction Site 
Management Workshops or 
other mechanism. 


Construction BMP Tri-folds in 
English, Spanish and 
Vietnamese, “Blueprint for a 
Clean Bay” (revised 1-04), 
Construction Site 
Management workshops, 
Dewatering Brochure 


Mercury Tailpipe emissions (i.e., 
diesel-powered vehicles), 
consumer products  
(thermometers, fluorescent 
lighting) 


• 


• 
• 


Residents (auto use, 
general awareness, 
proper selection and 
disposal of products) 
Industry (fleet use) 
Commercial (fleet use) 


Information/fact sheets on 
Watershed Watch website, 
BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Mercury P2 Outreach 
(Residential and business 
fluorescent light recycling) 


“Spare the Air and Water 
Too” campaign press release 
and public service 
announcements, bill stuffers, 
Program and local co-
permittee fact sheets (e.g., 
Palo Alto and Sunnyvale), 
Watershed Watch radio and 
print ads, newsletter articles 
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Table 3-1, continued 
Pollutant Matrix for Prioritizing PI/P Projects 


 
 
Pollutant of 
Concern 


Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 


Potential Target 
Audience(s) 


FY 05-06 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 


Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 


Copper 
 


Brake pads, industrial 
discharge, copper 
algaecides, coolant leaks, 
illegal dumping 


• 


• 


• 


• 


Industry (scrubbers, 
roofs, cooling towers, 
piping) 
Residents (illegal 
dumping, pools and 
spas) 
Commercial business       
(pool, spa, fountain 
maintenance) 
Municipal maintenance 
staff 


BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Information on Watershed 
Watch website, support of 
Brake Pad partnership through 
BASMAA 


Brake Pad Partnership, “Keep 
Pool/Spa Water Out of Storm 
Drains, Streets, and Creeks” 
(older pool and spa 
brochure), “Keeping It All In 
Tune”, Industrial BMPs, storm 
drain stencils, ”Draining Pools 
& Spas – Keep Pool, Spa and 
Fountain Water Out of Strom 
Drains, creeks and the Bay” 
(new pool brochure), Palo 
Alto’s fact sheet on 
architectural use of copper 


Nickel  • Industrial discharges,
tailpipe emissions, 
construction-related erosion 


See sediment and 
mercury target 
audiences 


See sediment and mercury 
projects 


See sediment and mercury 
projects 


Trash  • 
• 
• 
• 


Intentional littering
(cigarette butts, throwing 
objects from automobiles, 
illegal dumping), trucks 
hauling poorly secured 
materials, uncovered or 
overflowing garbage cans 


General public 
Children 
Drivers 
Smokers 


 


BASMAA media relations 
campaign (potential topic), 
Information on Watershed 
Watch website, BASMAA 
Regional Ad Campaign 
(potential topic) 


“The Bay Begins at Your 
Front Door” brochure, 
Watershed Watch magnets, 
Watershed Watch Kit 
brochure, Watershed Watch 
web site, BASMAA’s  
“Beautiful watersheds/trash” 
TV and radio ads 


 
1 Per reissued SCVURPPP NPDES Permit, Order No. 01-024, with the exception of trash.   
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Table 3-2 
  FY 05-06 PI/P Projects 
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Project Title Project Description Anticipated 
Budget 


Comments 


Non-Discretionary PI/P Projects 


1. Watershed 
Education and 
Outreach 
Campaign  
(Year 6) 


The Watershed Education & Outreach Campaign 
is complete.  Limited maintenance will be 
conducted along with planning for FY 06-07. 


 


$308,200 


 


Proposed Activities: 


• Limited Watershed Watch Campaign to include 
website maintenance 


• BASMAA RAC 


• Strategic Planning 


• School Outreach 


• Alviso Education Center  


• Advertising to support Creek Cleanup Activities 


2. Pesticide User 
(PU) Outreach 
(Year 4) 


Project combines cost-effective elements of past 
IPM Store Partnership and Household Chemical 
Management Projects.  Scope to include items in 
Program’s Pesticide Management Plan for 
outreach to residents, commercial businesses, 
and pest control operators. 


$40,000 


 


SCVURPPP will continue to support the Regional IPM 
Partnership Program, and consider supporting other 
pesticide related projects through its participation in 
BASMAA.  Program will continue to maintain the 29 
stores participating in the store partnership program. 
Additional outreach will be made locally to pesticide 
users, potentially residential and commercial users, 
residents hiring pest control professionals, and/or 
other audiences. Outreach will be conducted at 
community events, advertising and by conducting IPM 
workshops for residents. 


3. Mercury Pollution 
Prevention 
Outreach  
(Year 3) 


Continuing outreach on proper disposal of 
mercury containing wastes and education on 
low-mercury products. 


 


$25,000 Program will continue its mercury outreach and 
coordinate its efforts with the County HHW Program in 
implementing its mercury grant.  The Program may 
also coordinate its outreach activities with other 
Regional groups/programs that are planning to 
conduct mercury outreach in FY 05-06. 


4. Program Supplies Estimated budget for reprints of materials for 
Program use and other Program supplies. 


$5,000  
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FY 05-06 Development Strategy Checklist 
 Watershed Education and Outreach 


1. Project Title:  Watershed Education and Outreach  


2. Proposer:  Program Staff  


3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: 
Change specific behaviors that adversely affect water quality; increase understanding about 
watersheds and stormwater pollution prevention. 


4. General Project Description:  
This project includes the following tasks: 
 
Watershed Watch Campaign - The Watershed Watch Campaign completed its fifth year during 
FY 04-05. Due to budget constraints, it is not possible to implement another full year of the 
Campaign. The Campaign tasks that will be implemented during FY 05-06 include website 
maintenance, responding to hotline calls and attending one or two community outreach events. 
 
Regional Ad Campaign - The Program will participate in the Regional Ad Campaign (RAC) in 
FY 05-06.  In FY 02-03, FY 03-04 and FY 04-05, the RAC implemented the “Beautiful 
Watersheds” advertising campaigns for increasing the public’s awareness about watersheds 
and problems caused by litter.  The ads were broadcast on radio and television. The topic for 
the FY 05-06 RAC has not been decided.  
 
Schools Outreach - For the past four years, the Program has sponsored up to 50 ZunZun 
assemblies at elementary schools in the Santa Clara Valley.  Due to budget constraints, the 
Program will sponsor a smaller number of assemblies in FY 05-06.  Outreach to schools will 
mainly be conducted through the Wacky Watersheds teachers training workshop. This 
workshop is offered free of charge to teachers by the City of San Jose.  In the last year, the 
Program’s Schools and Youth Outreach Work Group worked with the Wacky Watersheds 
group to identify three lessons on watersheds, correlate them to State Standards and integrate 
them in the workshop binder. Efforts are ongoing to make this workshop available to teachers 
at their in-service training days. 
 
Strategic Planning - The Watershed Watch evaluation results indicated that while awareness 
of watersheds, pollutants and pollution prevention has increased, actual pollution prevention 
behaviors have not increased.  The evaluation recommended that the Campaign continue its 
current activities and focus on specific long-term and short-term pollution prevention messages 
as noted in the evaluation report.  In FY 04-05, a Work Group was formed to analyze these 
results and begin revising the Program’s 1999 WEO Strategy.  A draft revised strategy entitled 
SCVURPPP WEO Strategy, June 2005 was submitted to the Regional Board in the Program 
FY 03-04 Annual Report.  The Program will evaluate the draft revisions and plan outreach 
activities for future years. 
 
Watershed Watchers Program at the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge at Alviso 
(Alviso Education Center) - The Program provides resources to the Alviso Education Center to 
support a full-time interpretive specialist position for conducting the Watershed Watchers 
Program. This is an on-site educational program conducted primarily on weekends. The 
activities focus on building watershed awareness and encourage stormwater pollution 
prevention behaviors among attendees (youth groups, Boy/Girl Scout Troops, families with 
children etc.). The Program will continue to support these activities in FY 05-06.  Attachment 
3.2 describes the activities offered in the Watershed Watchers Program. 
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FY 05-06 Development Strategy Checklist 
 Watershed Education and Outreach 


 


5. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goals:  
Increasing Awareness and Changing Behavior, particularly with respect to watersheds and 
stormwater pollution prevention. 


6. Target Audience: To be determined, may include: 
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, ( X ) Commercial, (X  ) Schools,  
(   ) Municipal Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, ( X ) Multi-cultural Education, 
(   ) Other_____________________  


7. Distribution Strategy:                                                                                                                  
Regional media campaign, website, distribution of brochures, school assembly program 


8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:   
The various tasks will be evaluated as described below: 
Watershed Watch Campaign – By tracking website visits, hotline calls and outreach material 
distributed. 
BASMAA RAC – Gross impressions of radio and TV ads. 
Schools Outreach – Survey cards filled by teachers after ZunZun assemblies, number of 
teachers attending the Wacky Watersheds workshop and feedback received from them. 


9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies?  
Yes 


10. Schedule:   
FY05-06 


11. Budget:     
See Table 3-2 


12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets: 


(X)   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee 
as a priority. 


(X)   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be 
effectively communicated. 


(X)   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(X)   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 


13. Implementer(s): (  X )  Work Group,  ( X )  Program Staff,  (  X )  Consultant,                               
(   ) Other:_______________  
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FY 05-06 Development Strategy Checklist 
 Pesticide User Outreach 


1. Project Title:  Pesticide User (PU) Outreach 


2. Proposer:  Program Staff 


3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: 
Toxicity due to organophosphate pesticides (diazinon and chlorpyrifos) in local creeks and San 
Francisco Bay.  Selection, use and disposal of pesticides by residential and commercial users, 
pest control operators and pesticide retailers. 


4. General Project Description:  
This project combines the best elements of the previous IPM Store Partnership and Household 
Chemical Management Projects to focus on the outreach requirements in the Program’s 
NPDES permit. The approach will be coordinated with other pollution prevention programs 
funded by Co-permittees (e.g., County’s Household Hazardous Waste Program).  Scope to be 
developed based on the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan and the results of the FY 
03-04 outreach work.  Activities may include:  
• IPM Store Partnership Program - Continue the program in stores in participating Santa 


Clara County stores.  Visiting each store once every two months at a minimum, maintain 
ongoing relationship with participating stores through in-store contacts, refresh/restock 
literature racks as needed, and update “shelf talker” labels as needed.  Based on feedback 
from training sessions offered to store employees in FY 04-05 and the number of stores 
remaining, the Program may provide training sessions to store employees.  These sessions 
train employees in selling less-toxic pesticides. 


• Regional IPM Partnership –Support the Regional IPM Partnership program through 
contributions to BASMAA and participation in meetings and regional activities.  Review and 
approve products. 


• Pesticide Distributor Outreach Program – Continue to support the Pesticide Distributor 
Outreach Program (currently funded through a Prop 13 Grant to Marin County) through 
BASMAA by coordinating Annie Joseph’s efforts with the Store Partnership outreach 
efforts.  Provide staff for conducting outreach events at stores, i.e., Orchard Supply 
Hardware.  At these events, customers are educated on available less toxic pest control 
methods and products, and proper disposal of pesticides. 


• Outreach Events - Attend one or two pesticide outreach events in coordination with 
Watershed Watch.  These may include Pumpkins in the Park, Spring in Guadalupe 
Gardens, or San Jose Spring Home and Garden Show.  Program and Co-permittee staff 
will staff these events. The pesticide display and/or the beanbag game will be used.  
Outreach material distributed may include IPM fact sheets and other brochures (e.g., Pests 
Bugging You, Grow It and Backyard Bugs).   


• Outreach to commercial businesses - Continue distributing the “Don’t set a table for pests” 
poster to restaurants through County Health Inspectors.  Provide the poster to Co-
permittees for distribution through City stormwater inspectors. 


5. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goals:  
PI/P Outreach/Area to be further determined.  PI/P Communication Goal will include Increasing 
Awareness and Changing Behavior, particularly with respect to pesticide use and disposal. 
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FY 05-06 Development Strategy Checklist 
 Pesticide User Outreach 


6. Target Audience: To be determined, may include: 
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, ( X ) Commercial, (   ) Schools,  
(   ) Municipal Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, (   ) Multi-cultural Education, 
(   ) Other_____________________  


7. Distribution Strategy:                                                                                                               
To be determined. 


8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:   
The BASMAA Regional IPM Committee conducted a customer intercept survey in October and 
November 2004 to evaluate the success of the IPM Store Partnership Program.  In addition, 
the BASMAA Regional IPM Committee conducted a customer intercept survey in September 
and October 2004 to evaluate the Store Partnership Project.  Five stores from Santa Clara 
County were included in this survey.  The survey indicates that approximately 23% of Santa 
Clara County residents are aware of the Our Water Our World promotion. The final survey 
report will be included within the Program’s FY 04-05 Annual Report. The Watershed Watch 
evaluation conducted in September 2003 tracked the publics’ knowledge about various 
pollutants, including pesticides, affecting the water quality in the Bay. The final evaluation 
report was included in the Program’s FY 03-04 Annual Report.  Program staff also maintains a 
log of requests received for fact sheets, number of fact sheets distributed and number of 
people reached at outreach events. 


9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies?  
Yes 


10. Schedule:   
FY05-06 


11. Budget:     
See Table 3-2 


12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets: 


(X)   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee 
as a priority. 


(X)   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be 
effectively communicated. 


(X)   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(X)   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 


13. Implementer(s): (  X )  Work Group,  ( X )  Program Staff,  (   )  Consultant,                            
(   ) Other:_______________  
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FY 05-06 Development Strategy Checklist  
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 


 


1. Title:  Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach  


2. Project Proposer:  SCVURPPP Mercury Pollution Prevention Ad Hoc Task Group 


3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses:  Mercury 
4.    General Project Description:  The Program’s NPDES permit states that municipal 
stormwater discharges may be causing or contributing to exceedance of water quality standards 
for mercury. 
Mercury has been found in sediment from the South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River 
Watershed.  Some types of fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other pollutants at 
concentrations that may threaten the health of humans consuming those fish.  In response, the 
California Office of Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment issued an interim fish 
consumption advisory.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has listed the Bay and 
the Guadalupe River Watershed (including the Guadalupe River, Alamitos Creek, Guadalupe 
Creek, Calero Reservoir, and Guadalupe Reservoir) as impaired by mercury under Section 303(d) 
of the Clean Water Act.  In accordance with Section 303(d), the Regional Board is required to 
establish a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San Francisco Bay and 
the Guadalupe River Watershed. 


Permit Provision C.9.c. requires a mercury pollution prevention plan that includes public education 
regarding mercury, products containing mercury and proper disposal. The Program completed a 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan and submitted it to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002. The 
outreach tasks in this Plan are the basis for the FY 02-03 (Phase I) and FY 03-04 (Phase II) work 
plans. The focus of outreach in FY 02-03 was residential fluorescent light tube disposal.  In FY 03-
04, this outreach was extended to small businesses and conditionally exempt small quantity 
generators (CESQGs).  Outreach was coordinated with municipal inspectors for integrating 
mercury outreach to industrial businesses into their existing routine pretreatment, source control, 
and/or hazardous materials inspection processes. 


In FY 04-05, outreach is being coordinated with the County Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) 
Program’s Mercury Grant.  The County HHW Program is implementing this grant to increase 
collection opportunities for mercury-containing universal wastes including thermostats, fluorescent 
lighting, and button batteries at HHW collection events and community collection sites.  Program’s 
Mercury Outreach Work Group is currently discussing ways to promote the fluorescent lamps 
drop-off locations to residents.  In FY 05-06, the Program will continue to assist the CoHHW 
Program in conducting outreach in support of its Mercury Grant. The Program may also coordinate 
its outreach activities with other Regional groups/program that are planning to conduct mercury 
outreach in FY 05-06. 


4. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goal:  Develop a plan to increase outreach 
efforts to residents and businesses on recycling of mercury containing wastes. 


5. Target Audience:   
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, ( X ) Commercial, (   ) Schools, (   ) 
Municipal Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, (   ) Multi-cultural Education, (  ) 
Other________________  


6. Distribution Strategy:  Media advertising, newsletter articles. 
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FY 05-06 Development Strategy Checklist  
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 


 


7. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:  Number or amount of 
mercury-containing products (i.e. fluorescent lamps, thermometers) collected by Household 
Hazardous Waste facilities; description of outreach methods used; number of outreach 
materials distributed. 


8. Have similar projects been done by other agencies?  City of Palo Alto has conducted a 
FLT recycling program. Smaller projects (i.e., thermometer take-back programs) have been 
conducted by other agencies. 


9. Schedule:  FY 05-06 


10. Budget:  


 See Table 3-2 


11. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets:  
(X)   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee 


as a priority. 
(X)   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be 


effectively communicated. 
(X)   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(   )   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 


12. Implementer(s):   SCVURPPP Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group for FLT 
recycling in coordination with the Watershed Watch campaign and the SCVURPPP PIP Ad 
Hoc Task Group 
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FY 05-06 Development Strategy Checklist  
Program Supplies 


1. Project Title:  Program Supplies 


2. Proposer:  Program Staff 


3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: Varies 


4. General Project Description:   
To provide a budget to support requests by the public and co-permittees for Program materials 
and supplies.  This budget allows Program staff to reprint materials and reorder supplies as 
needed. 


5. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goal: N/A 


6. Target Audience:  To be determined, as needed. 
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, ( X ) Industrial, ( X  ) Commercial, ( X ) Schools, ( X ) 
Municipal Employee Training, ( X ) Public Officials, ( X ) Multi-cultural Education, (X ) 
Other_____________________  


7. Distribution Strategy:    
Program staff will coordinate material reprints, reordering supplies and distribution to co-
permittees as appropriate.  Program staff distributes materials at public events and in response 
to telephone, e-mail or web site requests.    


8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:  The Program logs all requests 
for materials and tracks the amount of materials distributed.  The need for reprints is based on 
successful distribution of existing stock. 


9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies? N/A 


10. Schedule:    As needed. 


11. Budget: 


See Table 3-2 


12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets: N/A 


(X)  The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee as 
a priority. 


(   )   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be 
effectively communicated. 


(X)  County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(    )   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 
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Attachment 3.2:  “Watershed Watchers: Keeping Our Waterways Clean”  Program 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Environmental Education Center (EEC) in Alviso. 
 
To conduct the Watershed Watchers Program, the Program will fund and support an 
interpretive specialist position at the Alviso Education Center. The program includes the 
following elements:  
 
Watershed Watchers: Puppet show introducing the concept of watersheds and urban 
runoff.  The show will be performed on-site and off-site. 
 
Wildlife in Our Watershed Depends On You: Interpretive programs focusing on how 
individual behaviors cause urban runoff pollution and affect wildlife habitat in our 
watershed.  Examples include children’s bird walks, salt marsh mud studies, twilight 
walks and general nature hikes followed by chemical demonstration of eutrophication.   
 
Gardening Without Chemicals Workdays: Garden work days emphasizing chemical-
free gardening techniques.   
 
Gardening Without Chemicals Workshops: Workshops guiding visitors through 
various native plants in EEC demonstration gardens while discussing chemical-free 
gardening techniques used in the gardens and implementation methods for the home 
garden. 
 
Help Save the Bay This Holiday: Guided nature tours in Bay habitats based on a 
holiday theme.  The program addresses how individual behaviors cause urban runoff 
pollution which affect wildlife habitats in the watershed. 
 
Our Role in Preventing Urban Runoff: Presentation and walk focusing on each 
individual’s role in preventing urban runoff pollution, including examples of alternative 
behaviors.  This is usually done with groups that make reservations (e.g., Scouts and 
Lyceum). 
 
Special Events: These events are designed to attract at least 200 people to the EEC 
for various activities including games and crafts.  Each activity educates participants 
about urban runoff pollution prevention.   
 
Watershed Clean-Up: A concentrated effort to remove litter from watershed areas 
(e.g., creeks and sloughs). 
 
Informal Indoor Visitor Contact: Includes interaction at the Center and answering 
visitor questions over phone. 
 
Distribution of Specified Programs to Local Media: Includes contacting Bay Area 
Parent, Mercury News, and Metro; and creating appropriate descriptions/press 
releases.  
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Developing and Maintaining Partnerships with Local Community Organizations: 
Phone calls and e-mails to groups which include San Jose Community Gardens, the 
San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory and volunteer coordinators at local companies 
(e.g., Intel and Sony, etc.).  
 
Coordinating Refuge Volunteers for Interpretive Programs/Gardens: Contacting 
volunteers to lead programs, training, and maintaining relationships with volunteers; and 
scheduling volunteers for special events. 
 
Alviso Summer Camp: This includes acting as a leader and assisting in program 
planning for the one-week annual camp which targets Alviso residents. 
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4.  MONITORING PROGRAM 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The Annual Monitoring Program Plan contains two main elements: 1) Summary of 
Environmental Monitoring Measures (EMMs), and 2) Summary of Programmatic Monitoring 
Indicators (PMIs).  The goals of the Program’s monitoring program are provided within the 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP or Program) 
Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan1.  
 
SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING MEASURES (EMMS) 
 
Environmental monitoring and assessment measures (EMMs) are activities that entail the 
collection of environmental data through field studies and analysis of information through 
assessments.  EMMS are coordinated at the local or regional level and typically fall into one of 
two general areas:  
 


o Watershed Assessment Activities; and, 
o Pollutants of Concern (POCs) Monitoring. 


 
EMMs are intended to: 1) assist the Regional Board characterize receiving water quality in 
urban watersheds consistent with the priorities of the Watershed Management Initiative and the 
Program; 2) identify where and what type of screening-level monitoring is appropriate; and 3) 
recognize the need for site-specific water quality investigations to address questions that might 
arise while conducting screening-level monitoring efforts. The main EMM activities that the 
Program will conduct during FY 04-05 are described in the following sections. 
 
FY 05-06 Annual Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan  
 
The SCVURPPP Annual Receiving Water Monitoring Plan (Annual Plan) is provided in 
Attachment 4-1. Table 4-1 in Attachment 4-1 was prepared consistent with the Program’s 
Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised Multi-Year Plan), which was 
submitted in the Program’s FY 04-05 Work Plan2.  Table 4-1 identifies planned receiving water 
monitoring activities for FY 05-06, the proposed schedule (by fiscal year quarter) to conduct the 
work, the rationale for the proposed item and the lead party. The locations and frequencies of 
sampling events scheduled during FY 05-06 are provided in Table 4-2 of Attachment 4-1.  A site 
map (Figure 4-1) detailing sampling locations in the Stevens Creek, Permanente Creek, 
Calabazas Creek, Sunnyvale (East and West) Channels and Matadero/Barron Creek 
watersheds is also provided in Attachment 4-1. Table 4-3 of Attachment 4-1 provides a 
description of data parameters and analytical methods to be used in the Revised Multi-Year 
Plan. 
 
The Annual Plan utilizes a tiered monitoring approach.  The approach is discussed by Regional 
Board staff in its RMAS memo (February 8, 2001 Draft Monitoring Design in Regional Board-


                                                           
1 Program’s Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised Multi-Year Plan) was revised to embrace the recommendations 
presented in the Assessment of Watershed Assessment Methods report, lessons learned from monitoring in FY 02-03 and 03-04 
and to address the Regional Board’s December 2003 review of the SCVURPPP monitoring efforts conducted by Tetra Tech.  The 
Revised Multi-Year Plan covers a period of eight years starting with FY 02-03. Each SCVURPPP Annual Monitoring Plan is 
developed consistent with the framework in the Revised Multi-Year Plan.  
2 The Revised Multi-Year Plan is part of the SCVURPPP Urban Runoff Management Plan per Permit Provision C.6.b of the NPDES 
permit and includes types, intervals and frequencies of monitoring consistent with the recent Baykeeper court decision.    
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lead Pilot Watersheds) and includes the following monitoring categories: screening level, 
investigative, and status and trends.  
 
Consistent with the Revised Multi-Year Plan, the Program has also developed a 
characterization memorandum that includes a summary of existing data and information 
resources; a description of relevant watershed attributes; and a list of key issues in watersheds 
where a first year of data collection will occur (i.e., Stevens and Permanente Creeks).  This 
memorandum, which is entitled Watershed Characterization and Sampling Design Rationale-
Stevens and Permanente Creek Watersheds, is included as Attachment 4-2.  It is intended to 
assist Program staff in developing an appropriate FY 05-06 sampling design for these 
watersheds.  
 
Sediment Assessment 
 
Beginning in FY 03-04, the Program began conducting watershed analyses and sediment 
management practice assessments in high priority Santa Clara Valley watersheds to determine 
if excessive sediment production from anthropogenic activities is adversely impacting creeks.  
To provide a framework for conducting these studies, the Program submitted a Sediment 
Assessment Work Plan to Regional Board staff on August 30, 2002 in fulfillment of the Permit 
Provision C.9.f.iii paragraph two (see Attachment 4-5 of the Program’s FY 03-04 Work Plan).   
 
The Sediment Assessment Work Plan contains two separate phases.  Phase I includes 
conducting a limiting factors analysis (LFA) and sediment management practices assessment.  
Phase II includes conducting a rapid sediment budget.  Phase II will only be conducted if Phase 
I study results indicate that excessive sediment from anthropogenic sources is adversely 
impacting beneficial uses in the watershed.   
 
In FY 04-05, the Program successfully completed a LFA and sediment management practices 
assessment in Stevens Creek and began conducting a LFA in the Upper Penitencia Creek 
watershed.  
 
Planned FY 05-06 Activities  
 
In FY 05-06, the Watershed Analysis Ad Hoc Task Group (Watershed Analysis AHTG), which 
was previously established to develop the Sediment Assessment Work Plan, will complete their 
review of documents developed in Phase I of the Upper Penitencia Creek watershed and make 
recommendations for Phase II, if warranted.  In addition, Program Staff in coordination with the 
Watershed Analysis AHTG will complete a sediment management practices assessment for 
Upper Penitencia Creek.  All Watershed Analysis AHTG recommendations will be reviewed and 
approved by the Management Committee. 
 
Watershed Assessment  
 
Watershed assessment is the systematic review of specific resources (e.g., benthic 
macroinvertebrates or fish and their habitat and riparian areas in a watershed-scale context). 
Watershed assessment is a stage-setting process intended to be based primarily on existing 
information. The results of a watershed assessment can be used to establish the context for 
subsequent evaluations and analysis of cumulative watershed effects.  Watershed assessments 
typically address cumulative effects within a watershed; provide for more ecologically sound 
resource planning; and identify and help protect environmentally sensitive areas. 
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From its inception in 1990 through 1995, the Program’s monitoring activities focused on 
establishing baseline information through sampling and analysis of runoff from various land 
uses and ambient waters.  Most recently, the Program implemented the monitoring approach 
endorsed by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Surface Waters Ambient 
Monitoring Program (SWAMP) and by the Regional Board’s Regional Monitoring and 
Assessment Strategy (RMAS).  However, the SWAMP/RMAS approach focuses on strategies 
for monitoring but does not describe methods to assess monitoring data.  To address this need, 
the Program recently developed and tested a method to assess stream ecosystem functions in 
the Coyote Creek watershed that integrated hydrogeomorphic models and indices of biotic 
integrity. This method was found useful for evaluating stream ecosystem functions and 
associated aquatic life beneficial uses.  In addition, it is useful for identifying and prioritizing 
additional management actions which could improve conditions and beneficial use attainment; 
and monitoring activities that could fill existing data gaps. 
 
After testing the stream ecosystem function (SEF) method in Coyote Creek, the Program 
conducted an Assessment of the Watershed Assessment Methods project.  This project was 
undertaken to build upon recent pilot studies and evaluate findings in the context of the 
Program’s current monitoring and assessment program as well as those implemented by other 
selected local, regional, and state agencies.  Recommendations from the project included using 
the SEF assessment approach to analyze data generated from an ambient monitoring program 
based largely on rapid bioassessments.  The Program has embraced this recommendation by 
integrating watershed assessments into the Revised Multi-Year Plan.  The framework includes 
conducting screening-level monitoring over a period of two years, followed by an assessment of 
existing data sources in a watershed-scale context.  Results of these assessments will be 
documented in a Watershed Assessment Report, and include descriptions of assessment 
methods, identification of data gaps and potential follow-up studies, and recommended 
management actions, where feasible.   
 
Planned FY 05-06 Activities  
 
The Program conducted ambient surface water quality monitoring, physical habitat assessment 
studies, and bioassessment studies in the San Tomas and Adobe Creek watersheds for two 
consecutive years (FY 03-04 and FY 04-05).  The results and analyses of these data collection 
activities will be summarized in the Program’s FY 04-05 Watershed Monitoring and Assessment 
Summary Report (Summary Assessment Report). 
 
Consistent with the Revised Multi-Year Plan, the Program will conduct a watershed assessment 
in selected watershed areas of San Tomas and/or Adobe Creek watershed. The area assessed 
will depend on the extent of the watershed area that supports specific beneficial uses and the 
type of indicator data that are available. For example, assessment of cold freshwater habitat 
indicators in the San Tomas watershed would be restricted to the Saratoga Creek subwatershed 
since it is the only water body in this watershed that supports a cold water fish community (i.e., 
resident rainbow trout).   
 
During the watershed assessment, the Program intends to:  
 


• Evaluate existing data sources collected in San Tomas and Adobe Creek with respect to 
environmental indicators of watershed health and support of beneficial uses. 


• Identify data gaps or investigative studies needed to determine potential impacts to 
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beneficial uses. 
• Conduct field reconnaissance and/or collect additional data, where feasible, to address 


data gaps. 
• Identify recommended management actions designed to reduce/eliminate impacts on 


beneficial uses. 
 
Additional information on the FY 05-06 watershed assessment is provided in Attachment 4-3.  
 
Trash Work Plan  
 
To fulfill a FY 01-02 Continuous Improvement item, the Program prepared a Trash Work Plan 
(see Attachment 4-6 of the FY 03-04 Work Plan) that identifies a strategy for addressing trash 
problem areas that occur in or near urban streams and waterways.  The Work Plan was 
developed in response to the November 14, 2001 RWQCB 303(d) Staff Report that proposed all 
urban creeks, lakes and shorelines be placed on a preliminary or  “monitoring” list due to the 
threat of trash impairment to water quality. The Trash Work Plan includes the following 
objectives: 1) Document and evaluate existing trash management practices implemented by 
municipalities and agencies within the Program’s jurisdiction; 2) Develop a strategy to conduct 
trash evaluations in or near creeks; 3) Assist municipalities in identifying the high priority trash 
problem areas and sources of trash; 4) Provide guidance on the implementation of potential 
control measures and evaluation criteria needed to address problem areas; and 5) Develop a 
standardized reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash management and 
monitoring activities.  
 
Planned FY 05-06 Activities  
 
The tasks identified in the FY 05-06 Work Plan focus on the implementation of trash evaluations 
and control measures, as appropriate to address trash problem areas within high priority areas.  
For additional information on planned trash activities, refer to the Implement Trash Work Plan 
monitoring project summary in Attachment 4-3. 
 
Regional Collaborative Monitoring Efforts 
 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP) 
 
In accordance with the Program’s NPDES permit, the Program contributes approximately 
$162,000 annually to the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP), which 
monitors contaminants in water, sediments, and fish and shellfish tissue in San Francisco Bay 
and the Delta.  The San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) administers the RMP.  This funding 
is in addition to funding provided by the three South Bay POTWs, who are also Co-permittees, 
to the SFEI.  Program staff participates on the RMP Steering Committee, Technical Review 
Committee and Sources, Pathways and Loading Work Group (SPLWG).  The Program Manager 
serves as the BASMAA representative to the RMP Steering Committee. 
 
Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) 
 
On August 6, 2001, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of: 1)  a 
Water Quality Attainment Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries and 2) TMDLs 
for 303(d) pollutants (including mercury), was entered into by the Regional Board, BACWA and 
BASMAA.  This group is referred to as the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP).  As a member 
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agency of BASMAA, the Program assisted in developing and funding potential projects for the 
Bay TMDLs. During FY 04-05, Program staff has been participating in the CEP Technical 
Committee meetings.   
 
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA)  
 
The Program is a member of BASMAA, a consortium of seven San Francisco Bay Area 
municipal storm water programs.  The goal of BASMAA is to promote regional collaboration on 
developing consistent monitoring and watershed assessment methodologies and to facilitate 
efficient use of public resources.  Program staff participates in the following BASMAA activities: 
Executive Board, Monitoring Committee, New Development Committee, Public 
Information/Participation Committee and Operational Permits Committee and serves as the 
Vice-chair of BASMAA.  
 
Regional Biological Assessment Network (BAMBI) 
In February 2002, the Program participated in a workshop for information sharing and 
discussion of recent and ongoing bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) studies in the 
Bay Area.  The network of individuals participating in the workshop was named the Bay Area 
Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI). BAMBI’s purpose is to 
coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the Bay Area. Additional 
workshops were held in January 2003, 2004 and 2005.  The Program intends to continue 
supporting and participating in BAMBI in FY 05-06.  For additional information regarding these 
activities, refer to the BAMBI monitoring project summary in Attachment 4-3. 
 
Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) 
After studies in the South Bay indicated that automobile brake pads may be the most significant 
source of copper in urban runoff, the Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) was initiated in 1996 as a 
collaboration between regulators, storm water programs, brake material manufacturers, 
scientists and environmentalists to address environmental problems from brake wear debris. 
The BPP’s work includes research and monitoring, and is an integral part of the Program’s 
Copper Action Plan.  In addition, the Program participates (via BASMAA) by funding a BPP 
technical representative. 
 
Planned FY 05-06 Activities 
 
The Program will continue to participate in various RMP committees and work groups; 
participate in the CEP depending on the availability of resources; and collaborate with BASMAA 
on regional stormwater issues.  In addition, the Program anticipates providing support and 
actively participating in BAMBI activities with the goal of beginning the development of a 
regional bioassessment tool which is necessary to provide context to bioassessment data 
collected in creeks relevant to the Program.  Contingent upon available funding, the Program 
also plans to continue participating in the BPP through BASMAA and/or the CEP. 
 
SUMMARY OF PROGRAMMATIC MONITORING INDICATORS (PMIs) 
 
Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs) are used to gauge how well performance standards 
are being met and control measures are being implemented. Programmatic monitoring efforts 
typically include tracking and evaluating continuous improvements and evaluating the 
effectiveness of implementing control programs for pollutants of concern.  
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The FY 05-06 PMIs Summary Table (see Attachment 4-4) illustrates all existing commitments 
and priorities established by the Program, including ongoing activities meant to fulfill Regional 
Board Order Provisions C.9. “Water Quality-Based Requirements for Specific Pollutants of 
Concern” and C.10. “Watershed Management” of the NPDES permit.  A brief capsule scope is 
provided for each project along with the anticipated products and expected timeframe for 
completion.  For some projects, specifically those that are being conducted to directly respond 
to a specific pollutant of concern referenced in the NPDES permit, a separate one-page scope 
was developed and is presented within Attachment 4-3.  Pesticide management activities 
planned for FY 05-06 are presented within Section 5 of this Work Plan.  
 
Control Program Activities- PCBs, Mercury, Dioxins and Legacy Pesticides 
 
The 1998 and 2002 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) lists designate all segments of San 
Francisco Bay as impaired by certain dioxin-like compounds, mercury, polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) and certain chlorinated pesticides referred to as legacy pesticides (DDTs, dieldrin and 
chlordanes).  The listings were in response to an interim advisory on the consumption of fish 
from the Bay issued by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
(OEHHA).  OEHHA issued the advisory after these pollutants were found in Bay fish tissue at 
levels thought to potentially pose a health risk to people consuming fish caught in the Bay.  It 
should be noted that the Regional Board opposed the 1998 listing of dioxins in the Bay, but was 
overruled by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 
 
The 2002 303(d) list designates the TMDL priority for mercury and PCBs as high.  As a result, 
the Regional Board is currently implementing TMDLs for these pollutants. The 303(d) list 
designates the TMDL priority for dioxins, dieldrin, chlordanes and DDTs as low.  Bay TMDLs are 
not currently planned for these pollutants. 
 
Previous Work 
 
During the past several years, monitoring program activities related to dioxins, mercury, PCBs, 
and chlorinated pesticides have included: 
 
Multiple Pollutants 
 


• The Program led a regional study, referred to as the Joint Stormwater Agency Project 
(JSAP), which characterized the distribution of mercury, PCBs and chlorinated 
pesticides in storm water conveyance sediments in Bay Area watersheds. 


 
• The Program has provided funding to BASMAA, the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP), 


and the San Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP).  These regional 
programs help monitor pollutants of concern and/or assist in the development of 
management strategies. 


 
• Program staff has participated in selected stakeholder, BASMAA, CEP and RMP 


committees and work groups.   
 


• Program staff represented BASMAA on the RMP Technical Review Committee and the 
Sources, Pathways and Loadings Work Group; and CEP mercury and PCBs work 
groups. 
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• The Program has collected and analyzed water and sediment samples from selected 
Santa Clara Valley watersheds as part of its receiving waters monitoring and 
assessment program.  Additional information is available in the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 


 
PCBs 
 


• The Program and the City of San Jose performed PCBs case study work in six urban 
areas in San Jose where elevated concentrations of PCBs were found during the JSAP 
study.  The case studies were aimed at identifying PCBs sources and beginning to 
develop controls. 


 
• To assist other Bay Area storm water agencies, the Program developed guidance 


documents on performing PCBs case studies.  The guidance documents outlined case 
study objectives, typical methodologies and tasks, locations and schedules. 


 
• Program staff facilitated a work group of representatives from BASMAA and Regional 


Board staff to coordinate the JSAP study and PCBs cast studies.  The work group met 
periodically to facilitate information sharing, coordination of field activities and regional 
planning. 


 
• The Program prepared a preliminary list of known sites where PCBs were used, stored 


and/or released in Santa Clara County. 
 


• The Program completed a review of efforts to develop methods of controlling discharges 
of PCBs from Bay Area urban runoff conveyances.  The review: 


 
o Summarizes and discusses past, current and planned efforts to identify PCBs 


control options in the Bay Area in coordination with the Bay PCBs TMDL, 
including the PCBs case studies performed by Bay Area storm water agencies. 


o Describes existing Bay Area urban runoff management practices that may help 
control discharges of PCBs. 


o Reviews potential new management practices for controlling discharges of PCBs 
and qualitatively discusses the pros and cons of each practice. 


 
Dioxins 
 


• The Program reviewed readily available data on methods used to characterize dioxin 
compounds in storm water runoff and surface waters and concentrations typically found 
in the Bay Area and other areas. 


 
• The Program collaborated with other Bay area storm water management agencies to 


develop a “synthesis” document on dioxin-like compounds. This document summarizes 
the current state of knowledge regarding dioxin-like compounds in relation to storm 
water runoff.  The emphasis is on issues related to urban runoff in the Bay area, 
including regulatory context, impacts, sources, pathways, review of relevant Bay Area, 
national and international studies, and qualitative review of potential storm water 
controls. 
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• Program staff began tracking regional, state and federal efforts relevant to reducing 
dioxins emissions to the environment.  Program staff also began encouraging Co-
permittees to track and participate in these programs; and evaluate the feasibility of 
performing public outreach activities and developing policies and ordinances (e.g., City 
of Palo Alto’s Dioxin Elimination Policy). 


 
Planned FY 05-06 Activities 
 
The Program plans to continue collaborating with the regulatory and discharger community; and 
other stakeholders to develop technically and economically feasible strategies to address 
controllable sources of pollutants of concern. The overarching principle is to develop cost-
effective strategies with realistic potential to protect public health.  Factors other than strict cost-
effectiveness (e.g., the likelihood of identifying responsible parties or obtaining state or federal 
funding to identify and cleanup on-land PCBs sites) may be important.  The Program will also 
consider the potential benefit of implementing strategies that concurrently address multiple 
sediment-bound pollutants.   
 
During FY 05-06, the Program will continue to work with other Bay area dischargers and 
Regional Board staff through BASMAA, the CEP and the RMP to implement regional projects 
related to dioxins, mercury, PCBs, and chlorinated pesticides.3 This may include providing 
funding to these organizations, participating in selected stakeholder meetings, committees and 
work groups, and, as appropriate, reviewing and commenting on relevant documents prepared 
by the CEP, RMP and Regional Board staff.  Program staff will continue to represent BASMAA 
on the RMP Technical Review Committee, the RMP Sources, Pathways and Loadings Work 
Group, the CEP mercury work group and the CEP PCBs work group. 
 
Program staff will continue to track regional, state and federal efforts relevant to reducing 
dioxins emissions to the environment.  Co-permittees will be encouraged to track and participate 
in these programs and evaluate the feasibility of performing public outreach activities and 
developing related policies and ordinances.  Relevant regional, state and federal efforts include 
the Bay Area Dioxins Project managed by the Association of Bay Area Governments and multi-
faceted efforts by USEPA to assess dioxin risks and monitor and control dioxins. 
 
For additional information on planned FY 05-06 tasks related to dioxins, mercury, PCBs, and 
chlorinated pesticides, refer to the monitoring project summary in Attachment 4-3.  Additional 
planned FY 05-06 activities for controlling mercury are presented in Section 6. 


Control Program Activities - Copper and Nickel 
The majority of baseline actions are implemented at the Program level (except for those 
assigned to San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo Alto), and are included in the Program’s Annual 
Reports and Work Plans.  However, the Regional Board expects Co-permittees to implement 
applicable actions at the local level.  The Program has identified the following copper control 
activities that are feasible to implement at the Co-permittee level: 
 
 
 


                                                           
3The Program is separately implementing a mercury pollution prevention program.  See Section 6 of the Program’s Work Plan and 
past Annual Reports for additional information. 
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• CB-1:  Measures to reduce copper discharges from vehicle washing operations; 
• CB-3:  Measures to control copper in discharges of stormwater in targeted industrial 


sources; 
• CB-6, 7: Measures to reduce traffic congestion/promote alternative transportation; 
• CB-8:  Measures to classify and assess watersheds and improve institutional 


arrangements for watershed protection; 
• CB-11: Measures to improve street sweeping controls and stormwater system operation 


and Maintenance; 
• CB-12: Measures to control copper discharges from pools and spas; 
• CB-21: Measures to discourage architectural use of copper; and  
• NB-1: Measures to control nickel discharges from construction sites (sediment). 


 
Individual Co-permitees included measures to address each of these activities, as applicable, 
within their Work Plans provided in Section 9.  Currently, the Program’s Copper/Nickel Work 
Plan contains 21 copper and 7 nickel baseline actions.  Certain copper work plan actions (e.g. 
measures to improve street sweeping controls, measures to control copper from targeted 
industrial sources, measures to evaluate effectiveness of performance standards) closely relate 
to existing performance standards requirements or are otherwise independently mandated by 
the Program’s NPDES permit (e.g., Permit Provision C.6.a.i and ii).  During FY 05-06, the 
Program is committed to continuing its focus on the following copper control actions:  Brake Pad 
Partnership (BPP), water quality monitoring for copper and other constituents as part of the 
Program’s Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan, public education and outreach 
and providing guidance for Co-permittee activities. 
 
FY 05-06 Work Plan Content 
 
The Program’s FY 05-06 Copper/Nickel Work Plan is consistent with the previously agreed 
upon format as first used in the Program’s Revised FY 03-04 Copper/Nickel Work Plan, (i.e., 
tabular format with columns listing the activity, the FY 05-06 tasks, status/comments, due date, 
and responsible party).  In addition, it provides updates for FY 04-05 accomplishments reported 
to date; the originally proposed work plan tasks for FY 04-05; and actions accomplished in FY 
03-04 (if applicable).  The FY 05-06 Copper/Nickel Work Plan is provided in Attachment 4-5.  A 
complete report of FY 04-05 accomplishments will be included within the Program’s FY04-05 
Annual Report.  In addition, the City of San Jose will continue to monitor and report on dissolved 
copper and nickel concentrations during the dry season in Lower South San Francisco Bay as 
part of the CAP/NAP ambient monitoring and trigger program.  This continued independent 
sampling effort needs to be evaluated as part of the changes made to the overall RMP Bay-wide 
sampling effort. 
 
Future CAP/NAP Approach 
On December 9, 2003, the Bay Modeling and Monitoring (BMM) subgroup met and collectively 
determined that further efforts at fine-tuning the CAP baseline activities would likely be 
unproductive due to certain remaining inherent challenges with the original CAP/NAP language.  
To assist in the identification of key baseline copper control activities that are most effective in 
the removal of copper, the Clean Estuary Partnership prepared a document entitled Copper 
Sources in Urban Runoff and Shoreline Activities: Information Update.  This report was 
prepared as part of North of Dumbarton Cu/Ni site-specific objective (SSO) project funded 
through the CEP and finalized in November 2004.  Based on the outcome of this CEP project 
and subsequent review and discussions with Regional Board staff and Co-permittees, the 
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Program will develop and submit a revised FY 05-06 Copper/Nickel Work Plan to reflect these 
focused copper control activities.  
On November 10, 2004, the subgroup reviewed the current CAP using the adaptive 
management process built into the CAP.  This process involved reviewing tables which 
described how each baseline activity had either been completed or been incorporated into 
another on-going Program or POTW activity. The tables also contained proposed revised CAP 
activities reporting approaches, describing where and how annual CAP activity information 
could be found within other reports. The goal of the effort was to reduce the increasingly 
voluminous and generally duplicative CAP reporting by changing reporting by reference to other 
reports to the greatest extent possible. The tables also included a column with 
recommendations on whether or not each baseline activity would be appropriate to implement 
(or continue to implement) Bay-wide and how reporting might best be conducted.  The subgroup 
agreed that the majority of baseline activities are being addressed by on-going stormwater 
program required activities or on-going POTW required activities.  Agreement was not reached 
on what activities could be considered “completed” or how to move towards CAP reporting by 
reference. It was suggested that an actual Bay-wide Copper Action Plan would not necessarily 
need to be developed if all the pertinent CAP activities were otherwise included and conducted 
as stormwater and POTW NPDES permit conditions (e.g., pursuant to pollutant reduction 
plans).  Regional Board staff is in the process of reviewing the proposed revised CAP activities 
reporting approach tables and providing comments on the recommendations. 
 
ADDITIONAL PROGRAMMATIC MONITORING INDICATORS (PMIs) 
 
Enhanced Reporting - Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control and Illicit 
Connection/Illegal Dumping Elimination  
 
Since October 2001, Program staff has been assisting each Co-permittee (on an individual basis) 
with the implementation of enhanced reporting requirements for IND and IC/ID.  Since FY 01-02, Co-
permittees have submitted raw IND and ICID inspection data to Program staff.  To demonstrate 
consistency and compliance (on a Program-wide basis) with the strategy provided in the Program’s 
technical memoranda regarding IND and IC/ID reporting (dated September 7, 2001) and the 
approved MC approach, Program staff has been constructing IND and IC/ID summary tables using 
individual Co-permittee data.   The summary tables are double checked with the Co-permittees to 
ensure that the results are reasonably consistent with their internal data and their interpretation of 
the data; provided to the Co-permittees for inclusion in their annual reports; and included in the 
Program’s Annual Report.  The overall goal of the effort has been to capture the full extent and 
the results of the Co-pemittees efforts in a consistent format and on a Program-wide basis.   
Overall, this effort has been very successful. 
 
Planned FY 05-06 Activities 
 
To ensure effective reporting of IND and IC/ID data, Co-permittees will continue this process 
during FY 05-06.  In addition, Co-permittees will conduct their own effectiveness evaluations 
based on their own data.  The Program will work with the Co-permittees to construct IND and 
IC/ID summary tables using individual Co-permittee data.  
 
Compile, Maintain and Share Program Watershed Data  
 
The Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup (WAMS) of Santa Clara Basin 
Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI), has a mission to provide the SCBWMI with a 
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solid scientific foundation for watershed planning. One of WAMS’s tasks is to coordinate the 
SCBWMI’s data collection and data management efforts with stream monitoring studies within 
the Basin.  The Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) is a result of this task and was initially prepared 
by the Program in November 1998. The purpose of the SSI is to promote inter-agency 
awareness of environmental investigations within riparian corridors and to facilitate coordination 
of related data collection and management.  It also describes stream-related multi-stakeholder 
studies and projects that were in-progress in the Santa Clara Basin.  The SSI was updated, 
revised and reissued in February 2000 (version 2.0), July 2001 (version 3.0), August 2002 
(version 4.0) and November 2003 (version 5.0). Version 6.0 is currently being developed. The 
Program funded the initial development of the SSI and each of the annual updates. 
 
To comply with its NPDES permit, the Program also compiles, develops and analyzes a variety 
of data sets and reports.  Most of this data is collected and generated as part of the Program’s 
environmental monitoring and assessment activities.  A majority of the information collected and 
used by the Program originates from different municipalities and agencies that conduct studies 
within Program jurisdictional boundaries. 
 
The Program developed a relational database as an initial task to systematically describe and 
document data used for its activities. The intent of the database is to demonstrate its usefulness 
of how to systematically and efficiently collect and document all of the relevant data used in the 
Program’s activities. In addition, the database was designed to explore the feasibility of 
eventually expanding and coordinating its maintenance and use with other agencies and 
organizations in the Program. 
 
The database is a metadata database which focuses on the description, documentation, and 
indexing of the data sets, sources, reports, etc.  It does not focus on data.  The current 
metadata database incorporated information on data sources that were documented in the 
existing SCBWMI’s watershed assessment metadata database (MDDB) and the WMI’s Stream 
Studies Inventory Report data (SSI). In addition, information used for the Program’s Coyote 
Creek Watershed Integrated Pilot Assessment was entered into the database. The Program 
developed draft written user documentation for the database in FY 02-03.  
 
Planned FY 05-06 Activities  
 
In FY 05-06, the Program will again update the SSI by collecting information on new projects 
and updating information on existing projects (See Attachment 4-3). This data will also be 
entered into the Program’s database.  This update will be limited since the Program does a full 
update once every three years.  The latest full update was completed during FY 03-04. 
 
Watershed Management Initiative- Support for Land Use Subgroup 
 
To implement the Program’s Monitoring Priority 3c, develop strategies for controlling impacts of 
land use on beneficial uses, the Program supports the SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup (LUS).  
While providing administrative support and leadership for the LUS, the Program has also 
created projects meeting the URMP goals. 
 
Planned FY 05-06 Activities  
 
In FY 05-06, the Program will continue to provide limited support to the SCBWMI Land Use 
Subgroup (LUS) by providing administrative support and direction.  
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7. FY 05-06 NEW AND REDEVELOPMENT (C.3.) WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 05-06 to continue to assist 
Co-permittees to control the impacts of development on stormwater quality and flow through 
the development project planning, review and approval process. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
On October 17, 2001, the Regional Board adopted Order 01-119 which amended the 
Program’s Permit Provision C.3. (New and Redevelopment Requirements) to contain 
significant new requirements.  These requirements include:  


• Numeric design standards for sizing stormwater treatment controls; 


• Limits on increases in peak stormwater discharges from new or redevelopment sites 
that may increase erosion in creeks; 


• Requirements for operation and maintenance of stormwater controls; 


• Requirements for site design and source control measures; 


• Definition of a minimum project size, based on amount of impervious surface 
created, for which the design standards, control measures, peak flow limitations, and 
maintenance requirements apply;  


• Requirements for changes to General Plans and environmental review processes to 
provide authority to implement the requirements; 


• Reporting requirements; and 


• Schedule for implementation. 
 
Provision C.3. also required the Program and Co-permittees to submit specific work plans 
for:  1) modifications to the development project review process (C.3.b.); 2) implementation 
of Group 1 requirements (C.3.c.); and 3) site design standards review and revision (C.3.j.).  
In response, the Program and Co-permittees submitted work plans for implementing all C.3. 
requirements to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002 (as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 
Work Plan, Volume II. 
 
To guide this effort, Program staff prepared a separate document entitled “Guidance for 
Work Plan Tasks Related to Implementation of Permit Provision C.3. (New and 
Redevelopment Requirements)” (referred to herein as C3 Work Plan Guidance) which 
identifies proposed actions to meet the requirements of Provision C.3. and whether the 
actions will be implemented at the Program level, Co-permittee level or both.  Most of the 
tasks in the C3 Work Plan Guidance will have been completed by the end of FY 04-05.  The 
remaining Program tasks for FY 05-06 are the basis of this work plan section. 
 
Since the October 17, 2001 adoption by the Regional Board of Order 01-119, there have 
been several changes to the requirements of Provision C.3.  The first change, authorized by 
the Regional Board Executive Officer, was an extension of three of the permit deadlines, as 
shown below, in order to be consistent with other Bay Area stormwater permits adopted 
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subsequent to SCVURPPP Order 01-1191.  This decision extends the completion dates for 
corresponding tasks in the C3 Work Plan Guidance. 
 
 
Provision Activity Original 


Deadline 
New Deadline 


C.3.c.i. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at 
Group 1 Projects 


July 15, 2003 October 15, 
2003 


C.3.c.ii. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at Group 
2 Projects in addition to Group 1 Projects 


October 15, 
2004 


April 15, 2005 


C.3.f. Submit HMP for Regional Board approval October 15, 
2003 


January 15, 
2004 


 
 
The second change relates to the definition of Group 2 projects.  The Program requested 
Regional Board approval of an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition, as allowed under 
Provision C.3.c.iii. of the Program's permit (Order No. 01-119).  In a letter dated September 
22, 2003, the Program proposed an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition that would make 
its Provision C.3. project size requirements consistent with the other Bay Area stormwater 
permit requirements.  At the Regional Board’s October 15, 2003, meeting, the Regional 
Board authorized the Executive Officer to approve the Program’s proposal.  Approval of the 
proposal did not change the implementation dates for Provision C.3. (beyond the changes 
described in the table above).  The Program has requested that the date be changed to 
match other Bay area permits. 
 
Regional Board staff are considering extending the Group 2 implementation date to conform 
to the actual implementation date in other Bay Area permits (i.e., August 15, 2006).  If the 
date is not formally changed, the Co-permittees will develop a phased implementation 
program. 
 
PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES TO IMPLEMENT C.3. 
 
Section 8 of the Program’s FY 03-04 Annual Report described the progress of the Program 
(up to September 15, 2004) in completing Program tasks in the C.3 Work Plan and assisting 
Co-permittees to prepare for implementation of the C.3. requirements.  With most of the 
preparation tasks completed, Co-permittees are now focusing on the implementation of C.3. 
requirements for Group 1 projects (those creating or replacing one acre or more of 
impervious surface).  The Program has held several meetings of the C.3. Provision 
Oversight Ad Hoc Task Group (C3PO AHTG) to keep Co-permittees updated on current 
issues and promote exchange of ideas on and experience with C.3. implementation. 
 
Significant progress has been made on the Program’s Hydromodification Management Plan 
(HMP).  In June 2004, the Program released a public review draft HMP Report, and over the 
summer, presented the HMP Report at four public meetings including two meetings with the 
development community.  Program staff and its consultants responded to comments on the 
                                                           
1 Letter to Beau Goldie, SCVURPPP Management Committee Chair, from Loretta Barsamian, 
Executive Officer, San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, re: Extension of 
Specified Deadlines in Order 01-119, May 12, 2003. 
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June 2004 HMP Report and then completed a revised public draft HMP Report in November 
2004.  This report includes final results from the assessment of the second set of test 
watersheds, Ross and San Tomas Aquino Creeks, and a revised management objective 
and performance criteria to address Regional Board staff and Co-permittee concerns. 
 
Chapter 7 of the November 2004 HMP Report identifies a number of action items that 
Program and Co-permittee staff will complete in order to address remaining HMP 
implementation issues.  These action items and other related tasks are listed with 
anticipated start and completion dates in the document “SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of 
Next Steps” which was approved by the Program’s Management Committee (provided as 
Attachment 7-1). 
 
To make it easier for developers to design flow control facilities to comply with the HMP, the 
Program has investigated an automated modeling and flow control facility sizing tool called 
the Western Washington Hydrology Model.  The Program has budgeted funds to collaborate 
with several other Bay Area stormwater programs in developing a version of the tool 
adapted to the Bay Area, to be called the Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM).  Development 
of the regional portion of the model is anticipated to begin in FY 04-05, while calibration of 
the tool to specific watersheds in Santa Clara Valley would be initiated in FY 05-06 and 
completed in FY 06-07. 
 
Program and Co-permittee staff have had several meetings with Regional Board staff to 
discuss remaining issues for HMP implementation, with the goal of reaching consensus on 
an HMP Report that could be presented to the Regional Board for approval.  Although 
Permit Provision C.3.f. states that the HMP requirements will take effect when the HMP is 
adopted by the Regional Board, Co-permittees have begun early implementation of HMP 
requirements on development projects in the early planning stages, so that opportunities for 
protection of creeks from erosion will not be missed. 
 
Program and Co-permittee staff are continuing to meet with Regional Board staff and with 
the development community to resolve remaining issues and challenges with 
implementation of HMP controls.  Program staff is tracking the efforts of other Bay Area 
stormwater programs in developing their HMPs and hoping to benefit from ongoing research 
being conducted by these programs (e.g., the work in Contra Costa County on sizing flow 
controls for development projects on small sites). 
 
FY 05-06 C.3. IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 
 
General C.3. Tasks 
 
Table 7-1 presents the list of tasks from the C.3. Work Plan and other tasks that will be 
implemented in FY 05-06.  By the end of FY 04-05, most of the tasks in the original multi-
year C.3. Work Plan will be completed, except for ongoing reporting and implementation 
assistance.  Anticipated needs for implementation assistance in FY 05-06 include: 
 


• Development of model standards and specifications for certain BMPs; 


• Continued assistance with SCVURPPP agencies’ implementation of BMP O&M 
verification programs; 
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• Regional roundtable meetings with SCVURPPP agency staff and other 
stormwater programs to share information about implementation strategies and 
experience; 


• Continued supervision of BASMAA project for developing automated BMP 
sizing/design tool; 


• Workshop on implementation and design of certain BMPs (e.g., bioretention, 
planter boxes, green roofs, etc.); 


• Continued guidance and assistance with annual reporting of C.3. information; 


• General support to Co-permittees as questions arise during implementation. 
 
 
HMP Tasks 
 
It is anticipated that by the beginning of FY 05-06, the HMP Report will be finalized and the 
focus will be on assisting local agencies and the development community with outreach and 
implementation.  Many of the tasks listed on the “Summary of Next Steps” (Attachment 7-1) 
are scheduled for completion in FY 04-05.  Anticipated tasks for FY 05-06 include: 
 


• Develop fact sheets for outreach to local agencies and developers; 


• Conduct one or more workshops on HMP implementation; 


• Continue to develop the approach for quantifying the flow control benefits of site 
design measures and treatment control measures; 


• Conduct additional implementation studies for example sites in Santa Clara 
Valley; 


• Continue the Bay Area Hydrology Model development project (both regional and 
local aspects); 


• Continue to coordinate with other Bay Area stormwater programs to work toward 
a consistent approach for the Bay Area. 


 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 7-1   SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps 
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Table 7-1 
Anticipated Schedule and Deliverables for FY 05-06 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 


 
Task from C.3. Work Plan Anticipated 


Schedule 
Deliverables 


C.3.c. Requirements for Group 1 and Group 2 Projects 


c.9. Update guidance manual and performance standards for HMP requirements 
and Group 2 projects (assumes August 2006 Group 2 implementation date). 


Other Tasks: 


- Develop model standards and specifications for preferred BMPs 


- Conduct workshop on implementation and design of BMPs, (e.g., 
bioretention, planter boxes, green roofs, etc.) 


- Supervise BASMAA project for developing automated BMP sizing/design tool 


- Promote/facilitate regional roundtable meetings with SCVURPPP agency 
staff and other stormwater programs to share information about 
implementation strategies and experience 


6/06 


 


 
6/06 


Spring 2006 
 


Ongoing – complete 
12/05 


During FY 05-06 


• 


• 


• 


• 


Updated sections of Guidance Manual 
 


 


Model standards and specifications 


Workshop 
 


Automated sizing tool 


C.3.e. Operation and Maintenance of Treatment BMPs 


e.1. Assist Co-permittees to report on treatment BMP O&M verification program in 
each annual report, including organizational structure, evaluation of 
effectiveness, and planned improvement to the program. 


Other Tasks: 


Continue to provide assistance with Co-permittee implementation of BMP 
O&M verification programs (provide follow-up guidance to Spring 2005 
workshop). 


Ongoing - FY 03-04  
Annual Report 
and future ARs  


 


6/06 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


 


 


• Additional guidance as needed 
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Table 7-1, continued 
Anticipated Schedule and Deliverables for FY 05-06 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 


 
 


Task from C.3. Work Plan Anticipated 
Schedule 


Deliverables 


C.3.f.  Hydromodification Management Plan 


f.1. Complete the final HMP and submit to the Regional Board Draft 6/04 


Rev. Draft 11/04 


Final 3/05? 


• Final HMP Report (schedule pending 
outcome of discussions with RWQCB of 
Program’s 11-04 HMP Report.) 


f.2. Develop guidance to the Co-permittees on implementation of the HMP as part 
of requirements for Group 1 projects that may cause increased erosion or 
other related impacts (See also Table 7-2). 


Draft 6/04 


Rev. Draft 11/04 


Final 3/05 


• Part of Final HMP Report (see note 
above.) 


f.3. Upon adoption by the Regional Board, begin implementation of HMP 
requirements for Group 1 projects that may cause increased erosion or other 
related impacts.  Before adoption, encourage early implementation of likely 
elements of the HMP where possible. 


TBD pending 
adoption by RWQCB 


Early implementation 
ongoing from  


FY 03-04 


• Program to assist Co-permittees with 
questions about implementation 


• Conduct HMP Workshop, Summer/Fall 
2005 


f.4. Provide assistance and input as needed to District study to evaluate potential 
regional treatment and/or flow control projects. 


 


As needed • Assistance and review of District work 
products 


C.3.g.  Waiver and Compensatory Mitigation Program 


g.3. Assist Co-permittees to track and report information on waivers granted, 
including project name, location, type, percent impervious surface, reasons for 
and terms of waiver, and the alternative benefit project and completion date. 


Ongoing - FY 03-04  
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 
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Anticipated Schedule and Deliverables for FY 05-06 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 
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C.3.j.  Site Design Measures Guidance and Standards Development 


j.2. Assist Co-permittees to prepare and submit reports summarizing the status of 
review, revision, and implementation of local site design guidance and 
standards, as part of their annual reports. 


Ongoing - FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


C.3.n.  Reporting Requirements 


n.1. Provide information described in Table 1 of Provision C.3. in annual reports  Ongoing - FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


n.2. Assist Co-permittees to collect information and report a summary of types of 
pesticide reduction measures required for development projects, and the 
percentage of projects for which pesticide reduction measures were required. 


Ongoing - FY 03-04 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


• Guidance on Annual Report preparation 
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Attachment 7-1 


SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps1 
(from Chapter 7 of November 2004 HMP Report – tasks in italics added) 


 
 


 
Task 


Time 
Frame 


Anticipated 
Start Date 


Anticipated 
Completion 


Date 


1. Develop the following: 
a. a funding mechanism such that projects can 


utilize in-stream control options 
b. a methodology for determining developer 


contributions based on the stream changes 
expected to result from changes in project 
runoff conditions. 


Short   
12/04 


 
11/04 


 
6/05 


 
6/05 


2. Work with City/County planning and public works 
departments and the Water District to determine the 
timing and method of notifying District staff during 
the development review process about HMP 
projects that may need in-stream controls, in a 
manner that does not unreasonably prolong the 
review process. 


 Complete text in Chapter 7 (“early consultation  
 language”). 


Short 11/04 
 
 
 
 
 


11/04 


4/05 
 
 
 
 
 


3/05 


3. Investigate potential guidelines for quantifying 
practicability. 


Short 12/04 4/05 


4. Conduct additional studies of implementation of 
site design, integrated management practices, 
and/or basins at example development sites in 
Santa Clara Valley. 


Short 
 
Long 


11/04 
 


7/05 


6/05 
 


6/06 


5. BAHM Development Project 
 


(Conducted over 2 FYs) 


Regional 
 
Local Calib. 


11/04 
 


6/05 
 


05-06& 06-07 


                                                 
1 All dates depend on availability of resources and cooperation/collaboration of numerous staff from different 
agencies and may change because of circumstances beyond the control of the Program.  The Program periodically 
updates the Management Committee regarding schedule changes and will transmit updates schedules to Regional 
Board staff. 
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Task 


Time 
Frame 


Anticipated 
Start Date 


Anticipated 
Completion 


Date 


6. Apply HMP requirements to additional projects and 
obtain feedback/suggestions for further refinement 
and implementation guidance 


Medium As needed, 
beg. 1/05 


As needed 


7. Coordinate with other Bay Area stormwater 
programs to work toward a consistent approach for 
the Bay Area. 


 


Medium Ongoing Ongoing 


8. Coordinate additional Co-permittee, Bay Area 
stormwater program, and Regional Board staff 
review process and progress meetings, including: 
a. The development of a schedule for Bay Area-


wide HMP implementation pursuant to 
requirements to be adopted by the Regional 
Board in the upcoming regional municipal 
urban runoff permit. 


b. Response to RWQCB comments 
c. Address RWQCB  proposed approach  
d. Public outreach – HMP updates, workshop (?) 
e. HMP Work Group Meetings (3, 1 on MDL 


Analysis) 


 
 
 
Medium 
 
 
 
Short 
Short 
Short 
Short 


 
 
 


1/05 
 
 
 


11/04 
11/04 
12/04 
12/04 


 
 
 


6/05 
 
 
 


2/05 
6/05 
6/05 
6/05 


9. Finalize HMP Report 
a. Work with Co-permittees to complete exempt 


area maps 
b. Co-permittees obtain city council approval if 


necessary 


Short 11/04 3/05 


10. Collect data on the implementation of the HMP at 
small sites for a period of two years after the start 
of implementation, and plan to re-evaluate the 
small site size threshold and approach at that time.  
Conduct and document reevaluation. 


Long 3/05? 3/07 
 
 


6/07 


11. Make additional refinements per:  1) lessons 
learned from implementation efforts based on the 
draft HMP; 2) the need for consistency with HMPs 
being developed by other Bay Area stormwater 
programs; and 3) development community, Co-
permittee, and Regional Board feedback. 


Long 7/05 Report in ARs 
beginning with 
FY 05-06 AR 
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TOTAL PROGRAM FY 05-06 BUDGET 
Backup Information 


 
OPERATIONAL GROUP 
 
A summary of tasks to be performed by EOA, based on EOA’s current contract with the Santa 
Clara Valley Water District (on behalf of the SCVURPPP), is provided in Items (1.), (2.), and (3.) 
below. The resource requirements are based, in part, on the requirements contained in the 
RWQCB Order No. 01-024 adopted February 21, 2001 and Order No. 01-119 adopted October 
17, 2001 (new and redevelopment requirements).   
 
A summary of the key budget assumptions is shown below and additional detail that defines the 
basis for the budget are identified in the following sections. 
 


• The Total SCVURPPP FY 05-06 budget is the same as the FY 04-05 total budget.  
• Hourly labor rates are increased by 4% above FY 04-05 labor rates. 
• Legal Assistance is increased by approximately 10% over the FY 04-05 budget.. 
• The Projects Group WE&O campaign budget and PI/P budget are decreased from the 


FY 03-04 & 04-05 levels by approximately 32%.  The bulk of the WE&O campaign 
will be completed during FY 04-05 and planning for future education and outreach 
efforts will occur during FY 05-06.  Resources are included to cover implementation 
of the Program’s PI/P program, Pesticide IPM workplan, the mercury workplan, 
creek clean-up, RAC, maintenance of the Program’s watershed watch website and 
resources to continue a limited WE&O campaign effort.  


• Annual interest accrued is assumed available for use as needed for projects approved 
by the BATG and MC which has typically been legal assistance. 


• The monitoring budget assumes one watershed assessment will be initiated consistent 
with FY 04-05 MC Integration Report and previous MC planning commitments.  


• Assumes no Co-permittee performance reviews. 
• Assumes no new sediment assessment conducted, only completion of ongoing FY 


04-05 assessment including management/control report.  
• Includes the same contribution to CEP as FY 03-04 and FY 04-05. 
• Includes resources to assist with implementing the approved Trash Work Plan. 
• Includes resources to assist with finalizing guidance for implementation of HMP 


tasks, holding workshops, development of the regional Bay Area Hydrology Model 
(BAHM) in collaboration with Alameda County Program and phased development of 
the local calibration of the model over a two year period., coordination with Co-
permittees and assisting Co-permittees with implementation. 


• Includes resources for permit renewal negotiations as part of regional permit. 
• Includes annual permit fee as a separate line item that is increased by 5% over the FY 


04-05 budget.  The permit fee has not been absorbed into the main SCVURPPP 
operating budget. To absorb these fees as was done in past years would require 
further reductions in Program tasks that would significantly impact meeting permit 
requirements and further result in a reduction of contributions to regional 
collaborative programs.  Thus the permit fess are shown as direct line item in the 
budget and the assessment. 


• All Regional Collaboration projects/fees are shown in the Collaborative Group 
(projects are listed in order of priority, i.e., lowest priority first if budget 
modifications need to be made).   


• The RMP fee is increased by 1.5%. 
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• Includes a new task and budget to review the MOA. 
• Increases the fiscal/contract agent reimbursement fee from $15,000 to $50,000 FY.  
 


The Budget Ad Hoc Task Group met on January 4, and 18, 2005 and February 2, 2005 to review 
and discuss Program budget issues. The MC met and approved the budget on February 17, 2005. 
 
1. Program Management/Administration 
 


a. Administrative Assistance 
 


• General administrative assistance 
• Maintain Program 800 number 
• Distribute PIP and other materials 
• Develop partnerships with external organizations 


  
b. Management Committee (MC) and Ad-Hoc Task Group (AHTG) Support 


  
• Monthly MC meetings (up to 12) - develop, distribute, and post agendas; prepare and 


mail meeting materials; facilitate meetings; draft and finalize minutes; and conduct 
follow-up activities 


• AHTG meetings (up to 40) - support groups formed to address specific tasks 
(meeting number and times vary) 


 
c. Program Budget Administration 


  
• Develop, draft, and finalize FY 2006-2007 budget; organize and facilitate quarterly 


Budget AHTG meetings 
• Coordinate with Fiscal Agent, track expenditures, and prepare quarterly status reports 


  
d. Coordinate with Legal Consultant 


  
• Communicate with and assist Program legal counsel as needed (up to 5 meetings and 


10 extended telephone discussions) on General Program issues. 
  


e. Develop and Manage Program PI/P Program 
  


• Conduct long-range planning for Program PI/P activities 
• Manage development of PI/P work plan for FY 2006-2007 
• Provide support, as needed, to Co-permittee’s requests for public education 


assistance 
• Manage subcontracts 
• Coordinate and work with the WMI Communications Subgroup and various other 


adhoc and work groups to address numerous new people and “pollutants of 
concern”.1  


  


                                                 
1 Over the past several years, the PI/P and WE&O elements have been a key component of the SCVURPPP. As TMDL 
programs move forward to address new “pollutants of concern” outreach will be important and Program staff will need 
to spend additional time working as part of a  regional effort to address these new needs 
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f. Performance Evaluation 
  


• Limited budget to assist Co-permittee response.  
  


g. Expenses 
  


• Approximately 10 percent of labor costs 
  
2. Permit Management 
  


a. Report Preparation and Submittal 
• Prepare annual report for FY 2004-2005 and submit to Regional Board by September 


15, 2005 (includes preparation of 1 draft for MC review, reproduction/distribution of 
up to15 copies) 


• Review results of Program activities and recommend improvements 
• Prepare Program Work Plan (or equivalent) for FY 2006-2007 (includes 2 drafts for 


MC review, response to Regional Board comments, reproduction and distribution of 
up to15 copies) 


• Provide guidance for Co-permittees’ work plans and SCVURPPP work plans 
• Review all Co-permittee Work Plans and Annual Reports for completeness and 


consistency. 
b. Internal Co-permittee Liaison 


 
• Develop guidance on permit requirements 
• Provide assistance to Co-permittees as needed. 
• Conduct up to four training workshops for co-permittee staff 


 
c. External Organization Liaison 


 
• Represent Program at Regional Board, State Board, BASMAA, Regional Monitoring 


Program, CASQA, Urban Pesticide Committee, SCBWMI core and relevant 
subgroups, environmental group/public (up to 88 meetings) 


• Obtain and transmit updates from state NOI database 
 
d. New NDC Permit Compliance Issues (Non-HMP) 
 


• Meet with Regional Board staff, Program legal counsel, Program ad hoc task group 
and/or environmental groups as needed 


• Prepare responses to comments and supplementary documentation as needed. 
• Conduct the tasks to comply with permit provision C.3. The estimated budgets are 


based on and consistent with the C3 Work Plan. 
• Assist Co-Permitees with implementation of C.3 on projects and with tracking and 


reporting on C.3 projects. 
 
e. Implement Continuous Improvement Items 
 


• Investigate, develop implementation plans, and implement items for Program 
continuous improvement identified in Co-permittee reviews, work plan, and annual 
report within the allocated resources 


• Summarize for Program annual report 
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f. TMDL Tracking, Review and Reporting 


 
• Program staff participation in TMDL tracking, review and reporting to MC. 


 
g. Expenses 


• Approximately 10 percent of cost 
 
 
3. Technical Program Management 
 


a. Prepare RFPs, Technical Project Management 
 
• Develop up to 4 RFPs for technical services 
• Implement Multi-Year Monitoring Plan including selection of subcontractors  
• Oversee contractors’ work 
• Coordinate with BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Group/WAS and hold up to four 


Monitoring Ad Hoc meetings annually (quarterly basis) in association with WAS. 
 


b. Technical Review of Work Products 
 
• Provide technical review of contractor work products 
• Make recommendations to BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Task Group regarding 


quality of work and any modifications needed for improvement. 
 


c. Develop/Revise Performance Standards 
 
• Assist MC in development of one new performance standard, or substantially 


improve one or more existing performance standards at the same level of effort. 
 
d. Expenses 
 


• Approximately 10 percent of cost 
 
4. Legal Services 
 
This assumes that the Program will retain the services of Morrison and Foerster (Robert Falk, 
Esq.) to provide legal advice.  The working assumption is that the majority of the legal budget is 
earmarked for assistance with TMDL, HMP, and permit renewal issues (i.e., work on regional 
general permit). In addition, implementation issues associated with C3 will also arise and, as 
appropriate, will be addressed with the available budget.   
 
5. Fiscal Agent 
 
The SCVWD (District) currently serves as the SCVURPPP (Program) Fiscal Agent. On January 
28, 2005 the District, pursuant to MOA Section 4.02, notified the Program that they wished to 
withdraw as the Program’s Contracting and Fiscal agent. The Co-permittees met on February 2, 
2005 (a Special MC meeting) and wish to establish, forthwith, a new Program Contracting and 
Fiscal agent pursuant to MOA Section 4. Time is of the essence.  The BATG met on February 7, 
2005 and initiated selection of  a new fiscal agent as well as initiating the steps to transfer the 
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Program manger contract, establish a SCVURPPP Trust Account, and transfer all remaining 
funds to the new trust account.  


This item represents the amount to be reimbursed to the contract/fiscal agent carrying out this 
task.  The budget for this item has been increased from $15,000 to $50,000 per FY.  All Program 
staff time required to coordinate with the Fiscal Agent is included under Budget Item 1.c. 
 
6. Fees (SEE Collaborative Group) 
 
PROJECTS GROUP 
 
7. Monitoring Projects 
 
The purpose of this item is to fund projects that satisfy the monitoring requirements of the 
Program’s NPDES permit.  The estimate of the resource requirements are based on 
implementation of the Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (MY-RWMP) March 1, 2004 (update - 
originally submitted to the RWQCB by the MC on August 5, 2002) and is consistent with 
Program’s implementation of the fourth year of MY-RWMP. In addition, the budget estimate 
includes resources to cover the following tasks/projects:  SCVURPPP data management including 
updating the SSI, copper & nickel baseline actions and reporting and update of the website, 
participation in the LUS, TMDL technical support/liaison (Hg, PCB, Dioxin, other pesticides), 
other monitoring consistent with the permit will be conducted to the extent that budget allows, 
one watershed assessment consistent with the MC integration report and previous Coyote 
assessment, completion of the ongoing sediment assessment and management control report 
consistent with the MC September 1, 2002 Work Plan, resources for assisting the Co-permittees 
implementation the Trash Work Plan and investigating and reporting on trash as a “pollutant of 
concern” within the urban boundary, resources for updating and developing the necessary annual 
sampling plans, QA plans and reporting the surface water monitoring results (as defined within 
the MY-RWMP), and limited resources to coordinate/participate with the CEP.  The proposed 
budget breakdown is as follows: 
 


• Implement Multi-Year Monitoring Plan (includes receiving water monitoring 
including QA plans, bioassessment, sediment toxicity, BAMBI, annual watershed 
data analysis report and focused loading assessment for Hg and PCBs) - $340,000 


•  Program Data Management and Reporting                                             - $100,000 
• Trash/CAP-NAP/WMI-Landuse/CEP                                                       -$  75,000 
• Sediment Management Report and Watershed Assessment                       $220,000 


 
8. HMP technical Assistance, Guidance and Workshops 
 
The purpose of this task is to address the additional work effort to complete the HMP.  The work 
effort involves managing subcontractors to complete the technical work (including the BAHM), 
internal review and approval by the MC, preparation of final Program guidance, conducting 
workshops and coordination with and addressing RWQCB staff comments.  


The budget estimate to complete the development of the BAHM is an upper limit, using estimates 
of the typical cost of calibrating the model to local watersheds and assuming completion of the 
work over two FYs (FY 05-06 and FY 06-07).  Actual costs may be reduced by limiting the 
number of watersheds modeled and/or by using existing data from the HMP watershed 
assessment.  In addition, based on the availability of resources from other stormwater programs 
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that are contributing to the regional portion of the model, the time period for BAHM development 
may need to be extended into another fiscal year. A more detailed memo is attached. 


9. PI/P and WEO Budget 
 


• Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign – assumes all work completed during 
FY 04-05. 


• Assumes that the District will incorporate stormwater messages into District 
education and outreach materials. 


• Assumes limited coordination between District staff , co-permitttees and Program 
staff.  


 
Proposed Budget breakdown: 
• RAC - $50,000 
• Alviso Ed. - $75,700 
• Website Maintenance - $10,000 
• Schools Outreach - $25,000 
• Advertising  to support for Creek Cleanup - $7,500 
• Program staff WE&O & future planning - $50,000 
• Campaign - $90,000 


 
a. Pesticide User (PU) Outreach 


 
This project continues implementation, at a reduced level, of the cost-effective elements 
of past IPM Store Partnership and Household Chemical Management Projects.  Project 
scope will include items in Program’s Pesticide Management Plan (2-15-02), based on 
provision C.9.d. of the permit, for outreach to residents, commercial businesses, and pest 
control operators.   
 


b. Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 
 


This project encompasses several tasks in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Plan (3-1-02), provision C.9.c. of the permit.  It involves public education regarding the 
effects of mercury on the environment, products containing mercury and proper disposal 
of such products.  The project is in the fourth year of implementing the Program’s 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan, is consistent with the public education tasks and is 
consistent the previous year’s budget. 
 


c. Program Supplies  
 


Estimated budget for reprints of materials for Program use and other Program supplies.   
 
10. Project Monitoring Special Studies (see collaborative group) 
 
11. NPDES Permit Renewal 
 
This task includes resources for permit negotiation and renewal. The estimated budget assumes 
no additional work is required for the application and that all stakeholder meetings will be 
combined as part of development and negotiation of the regional permit. 


 







 


F:\SC Project Admin\FY0506BUDGET\Budget MEMO\Mar 1 final\FY 05-06Program Budget_final_021705.doc 11


COLLABORATIVE GROUP 
 


a. Program Monitoring Special Studies: 10% of monitoring project group allocated to 
cover any necessary changes in scope of the projects requiring consultant services.  The 
amount is to be set at approximately 10 percent of the total budget of the Projects Group 
(excluding the PI/P tasks) as per the MOA, however funds are not currently available to 
met this requirement. 


 
b. WE&O – Watershed Support Fund: No funds available in this FY for WE&O grass 


roots approach to educate communities via stewardship grants and projects.  
 


c. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration): Statewide stormwater Organization dues 
 


d. TMDL CEP (Regional Collaboration):  These resources are used to fund the 
participation (i.e., technical participation annual cost) in the Clean Estuary Program 
(TMDL MOU between the RWQCB, BASMAA and BACWA). The CEP has requested 
$147,000 per year, however, because of other higher priority items all Bay area storm 
water programs reduced their contributions by approximately 1/3 and plan to continue 
participation at this reduced rate for the next FY. 


 
e. RMP fee (Regional Collaboration): The RMP is a program initiated by the Regional 


Board to monitor the water quality of San Francisco Bay.  The San Francisco Estuary 
Institute has a contract to conduct sampling in the Bay and administer the program with 
oversight from the Regional Board.  The Program is one of a number of dischargers 
contributing to the cost of the program.  It is expected that the Program will continue to 
fund the RMP at about the same level for each fiscal year for the term of the permit. 


 
f. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration): BASMAA is the local regional stormwater 


association.  The Program has and expected to continue to fund the organization at about 
the same level for each fiscal year for the term of the permit.  However, the budget has 
been increased this FY to allow for an increase in Executive Officer administrative 
expenses and some collaborative payment for technical and/or legal services in 
anticipation of development of the RGP.2   


 
g. NPDES Fee: This is the annual fee imposed by the State Water Resources Control 


Board for NPDES municipal storm water permits in the San Francisco Bay area. In FY 
02-03, the SWRCB increased the annual fee from $10,000 to $54,000, which was 
absorbed into the overall Program budget.  During FY 03-04, the SWRCB increased the 
fees to $161,000, which again was absorbed into the overall Program budget.  The 
SWRCB individually billed the Co-permittees approximately $162,000 for FY 04-05. 
While the SWRCB has initiated meetings with stakeholders relative to the FY 05-06 


                                                 
2 The Executive Director of BASMAA at the December 3 , 2004 BASMAA meeting proposed an increase to the 
BASMAA budget to cover joint BASMAA costs related to legal and technical services as well as administrative costs. 
The Executive Board will be discussing this proposal in January and February.  The initial reaction was positive 
relative to developing an approach to more equitably share legal and technical costs.  In addition, the Executive Board 
expressed the desire once again to shift other expenses such as those associated with the copper initiative to the CEP 
and to not significantly raise BASMAA’s costs.  SCVURPPP pointed out that budgets are being squeezed while at the 
same time new permit requirements are expected and that an increase in the BASMAA budget was unlikely to get 
SCVURPPP support.   
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fees, no estimates are currently available.  Therefore, the fee has been increased by 5% 
to $169,5293. This estimate has not been absorbed into the overall budget.  To absorb 
these fees as was done in past years would require further reductions in Program tasks 
that would significantly impact meeting permit requirements and further result in a 
reduction of contributions to regional collaborative programs. 


 
h. WERF Dues: Covers the Programs costs as member of WERF. 


 
i. MOA Review: Based on direction from the MC the Program shall conduct an 


independent review by December 31, 2005 to evaluate the MOA’s cost allocation 
formula and evaluate the term, scope and cost of the Program MOA (see MOA 2.04.01). 


 
Attachment 1 – HMP memo (revised) 
 Revised Co-permittee Assessments 
 


                                                 
3 Results of the December 16, 2004 SWRCB Fee Stakeholder Group meeting indicate that MS4 storm 
water fees could  remain relatively stable for FY 05-06. 







Santa Clara Valley
Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program


Draft Distributed to BATG and MC on Dec.15, 2004, approved by MC on February 17, 2005


Item Staff Hours Total Cost


Operational Group


1. Program Management/Administration (EOA) 3176 $454,168
2. Permit Management (EOA) 3359 $481,408
3. Technical Program Management (EOA) 1100 $143,000
4. Legal Service (MOFO) 0 $87,818
5. Fiscal Agent (SCVWD) 0 $50,000
6. RMP Contribution (SFEI) (see Collaborative Budget)   


Sub-total: Operational Group 7635 $1,216,394


Projects Group


7. Monitoring Projects (EOA/Subs) 769 $735,000
8. HMP Technical Assistance/Guidance/Workshops 1806 $234,797
9. PI/P & WEO budget 577 $378,200
10. Project Monitoring Special Study (10% per MOA - moved 
to Collaborative Group)   
11. NPDES Permit Renewal 577 $75,000


Sub-total: Project Group 3729 $1,422,997


Collaborative Group


A. Program Monitoring Special Studies $80,000
B. WE&O - Watershed Support Fund $0
C. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration) $15,000
D. TMDL CEP Participation (Regional Collaboration) $97,000
E. RMP Fee (Regional Collaboartion) $168,480
F. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration) $85,000
G. WERF Dues $8,000
H. MOA Review $25,000
Subtotal Collaborative Group $478,480


NPDES Permit fee $169,529


TOTAL PROGRAM BUDGET 11364 $3,287,400


TOTAL PROGRAM FY 05-06 BUDGET
Budget Summary







Santa Clara Valley  
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program


Item Staff Hours Total Cost Budget


Operational Group


1. Program Management/Administration (EOA)
   a. Administrative Assistance 768 $99,840 $99,840
   b. Management Committee and Task Group Support $177,840
      i. Management Committee 576 $74,880
      ii. Task Groups 792 $102,960
   c. Program Budget Administration  $51,480
      i. Develop Budgets 140 $18,200
      ii. Prepare Expenditure Reports1 256 $33,280
   d. Coordinate with Legal Consultant 184 $23,920 $23,920
   e. Develop and Manage PI/P Program (non-watershed watch campaign tasks) 400 $52,000 $52,000
   f. Performance Evaluation 60 $7,800 $7,800
   g. Expenses  $41,288 $41,288


Subtotal 3176 $454,168 $454,168


2. Permit Management (EOA)
   a. Report Preparation and Submittal $96,720
      i. Annual Report 384 $49,920
      ii. Work Plans 360 $46,800
    b. Internal Co-permittee Liaison
      i. Develop Guidance 144 $18,720 $68,640
      ii. Local Program Reviews (delay until FY 04-05) 0 $0
      iii. Conduct Training (4 Workshops) 384 $49,920
   c. External Organization Meetings2 1064 $138,320 $138,320
   d. NDC Implementation Assistance, Tracking & Reporting 400 $52,000 $52,000
   e. Implement Continuous Improvement Items 238 $31,000 $31,000
   f. TMDL Program Tracking, Review & Reporting 385 $50,000 $50,000
   g. Expenses  $44,728 $44,728
Subtotal 3359 $481,408 $481,408


TOTAL PROGRAM FY 05-06 BUDGET
Budget Summary







Santa Clara Valley  
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program


Item Staff Hours Total Cost Budget


3. Technical Program Management (EOA)
a. Prepare RFPs, Technical Project Management 400 $52,000 $52,000
b. Technical Review of Work Products 400 $52,000 $52,000
c. Develop/Revise Performance Standards 200 $26,000 $26,000
d. Expenses 100 $13,000 $13,000


Subtotal 1100 $143,000 $143,000


4. Legal Services 0 $87,818 $87,818


5. Fiscal Agent 0 $50,000 $50,000


6. Fees
a. NPDES Permit Fee (SWRCB) (Moved to Collaborative) 0
b. Regional Monitoring Program Contribution (moved to 
collaborative) 0  


Subtotal 1100 $137,818 $137,818


Operational Group Total $1,216,394 $1,216,394


Projects Group


7. Monitoring Projects1 769 $735,000 $735,000


8. HMP Technical Assistance/Guidance/Workshops 1806 $234,797 $234,797


9. PI/P & WEO budget2,3


a. Watershed Education and Outreach Campaign 385 $308,200 $308,200
b. Pesticide User (PU) Outreach  $40,000 $40,000
c. Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 192 $25,000 $25,000
d. BASMAA Regional Collaboration (See Collaborative)  
e. Program Supplies $5,000 $5,000


10. Project Monitoring Special Study (10% per MOA - moved to 
Collaborative Group)   


11. Permit Renewal
a. RGP Negotiations 577 $75,000 $75,000


0 $0 $0
0 $0 $0


Projects Group Total 3729 $1,422,997 $1,422,997


2 On February 15, 2001 the MC approved the Budget Adhoc Task Groups recommendation to incorporate certain elements of the PI/P budget into the 
Projects Group budget.
3 Budget based on WE&O Ad Hoc Task Group draft memo dated December 17, 2003 regarding workplan options and budgets.


TOTAL PROGRAM FY 04-05 BUDGET
Budget Summary


1 Scope is based on the Program’s Multi-Year (8-year) Monitoring Plan.







Santa Clara Valley
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program


Item Staff Hours Total Cost Budget


Collaborative Group


A. Program Monitoring Special Studies $80,000 $80,000
B. WE&O - Watershed Support for Citizen Participation $0 $0
C. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration) $15,000 $15,000
D. TMDL CEP Participation (Regional Collaboration) $97,000 $97,000
E. RMP Fee (Regional Collaboartion) $168,480 $168,480
F. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration) $85,000 $85,000
G. WERF Member Dues $8,000 $8,000
H. MOA Review $25,000 $25,000


Subtotal: Collaborative Group $478,480 $478,480


SUBTOTAL PROGRAM FY 05-06 BUDGET $3,117,871 $3,117,871


NPDES Fee $169,529 $169,529


TOTAL BUDGET W/PERMIT FEES $3,287,400 $3,287,400


TOTAL PROGRAM FY 05-06 BUDGET
Budget Summary
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       MEMORANDUM 
 


 
 
 
 


 
 Campbell • Cupertino • Los Altos • Los Altos Hills • Los Gatos • Milpitas • Monte Sereno • Mountain View • Palo Alto 
  San Jose • Santa Clara • Saratoga • Sunnyvale • Santa Clara County • Santa Clara Valley Water District 
  
 
TO: Adam Olivieri 
 
FROM: Jill Bicknell 
 
DATE: December 15, 2004 (Draft) 
 January 4, 2005 (Draft) 
 February 7, 2005 (Draft) 
 February 17, 2005 (Final 
 
SUBJECT: FY 05-06 C3/HMP Budget 
 
 
This memo describes the estimated budget needs for SCVURPPP tasks related to 
implementation of Permit Provision C.3. (New and Redevelopment) and in particular, the 
Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP, C.3.f.). 
 
C.3. Tasks and Budget (Not Including HMP) 
 
By the end of FY 04-05, most of the tasks in the original multi-year C.3. Work Plan will be done, 
except for ongoing reporting and implementation assistance.  Anticipated needs for 
implementation assistance in FY 05-06 include: 
 


• Continued assistance with SCVURPPP agencies’ implementation of BMP O&M 
verification programs (but no Program-wide database development yet). 


• Regional roundtable meetings with agency staff from SCVURPPP and other 
stormwater programs to share information about implementation strategies and 
experience (facilitate through BASMAA?); 


• Continued supervision of BASMAA project for developing automated BMP 
sizing/design tool (covered by FY 04-05 collaborative budget item). 


• Workshop on implementation and design of certain BMPs, such as bioretention, 
planter boxes, green roofs, etc. (covered by workshops budget); 


• Continued guidance and assistance with annual reporting of C.3. information 
(covered by annual reporting budget). 


• Development of model standard drawings and specifications for certain BMPs, to 
assist developers and City staff with design/review (beyond sizing calcs.); 


 
Note that: 1) several of these items were suggested by San Jose staff, and I would like to work 
with the C3PO AHTG at its next meeting to come up with an agreed upon list of priorities for the 
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FY 05-06 Work Plan; and 2) the last two bullet items can be accomplished under other program 
management task budgets, assuming they stay at about the same level as FY 04-05. 
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HMP Tasks 
 
It is assumed that by the beginning of FY 05-06, the HMP Report will be finalized and the focus 
will be on assistance to the local agencies and development community with outreach and 
implementation.  Many of the tasks listed on the “Summary of Next Steps” (rev. 11/22/04) are 
scheduled for completion in FY 04-05.  Anticipated tasks for FY 05-06 include the following: 
 


• Develop fact sheets for outreach to local agencies and developers; 
• Conduct one or more workshops on HMP implementation (covered by workshops 


budget); 
• Continue to develop approach for quantifying the flow control benefits of site design 


measures/ IMPs; 
• Conduct additional implementation studies for example sites in SC Valley 


(recommend separate line item for special studies); 
• Continue BAHM development project (continuation of FY 04-05 collaborative budget 


item); 
• Continue to coordinate with other Bay Area stormwater programs to work toward a 


consistent approach for the Bay Area; 
 
Budget Estimates 
 
The table below describes the FY 04-05 and FY 05-06 budgets for C.3./HMP tasks: 
 


Budget Line Item FY 04-05 
Budget 


FY 05-06 
Budget 


Comments 


NDC Implementation 
Assistance, Tracking and 
Reporting 


$50,000 $52,000  


BASMAA Stormwater Design 
Tool, Phase I and II 
(Collaborative Budget) 


$28,600 $0 Design tool project to continue 
into FY 05-06.   


HMP Technical Assistance, 
Guidance and Workshops 


$100,000 $80,000 Workshops to be covered under 
Program workshops budget 


HMP Practicability Analysis 
(Collaborative Budget) 


$36,000 $0  


Bay Area Hydrology Model 
(Collaborative Budget) 


$66,845 $125,000 Total Estimated Project Budget 
= $192,000(1) 


Special Study for C.3. or  HMP 
Implementation 


$0 $29,797 To be designated as needed for 
SCVURPPP or regional project 


TOTAL $281,445 $286,797  


 
Notes: 
1) $30K for contribution to BAHM modifications, $100K for watershed calibration, and $30K for BAHM 


support/training in FY 05-06 (assumed contribution of half of total estimated cost), plus 20% for 
administration and project management. 







SCVURPPP FY 05-06 ESTIMATED BUDGET ASSESSMENTS 
(2/17/05) 


 


 
 


          
          


    
TOTAL FY 05-


06     


    
OPER / 


PROJ/COLL PERMIT TOTAL 
    CONTRIBUTION FEE ASSESSMENT 
    $3,117,871 $169,529   
          


  Program       
Co-Permittee Contribution       


          
          
Campbell 1.88% $58,616 $7,776 $66,392
Cupertino 2.46% $76,700 $11,664 $88,364
Los Altos 1.59% $49,574 $7,776 $57,350
Los Altos Hills 0.43% $13,407 $3,111 $16,518
Los Gatos 1.74% $54,251 $7,776 $62,027
Milpitas 2.75% $85,741 $11,664 $97,406
Monte Sereno 0.14% $4,365 $3,111 $7,476
Mountain View 3.91% $121,909 $11,664 $133,573
Palo Alto 4.06% $126,586 $11,664 $138,250
San Jose 30.01% $935,673 $31,106 $966,779
Santa Clara 6.23% $194,243 $19,442 $213,685
Saratoga 1.59% $49,574 $7,776 $57,350
Sunnyvale 7.25% $226,046 $19,442 $245,487
County of Santa Clara 5.94% $185,202 $15,554 $200,755
SCVWD 30.02% $935,985 $0 $935,985
          
  100.00% $3,117,871 $169,529 $3,287,400


          
          


* Permit Fee estimate for budget 
purposes         
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Introduction 


 
Performance standards define control measures or levels of achievement for particular tasks 
carried out by all Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) 
Co-permittees.  Control measures are described in the Program’s 2004 Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (URMP), which details what the Program is doing to reduce urban runoff 
pollution in the Santa Clara Valley watershed.  The development and implementation of 
performance standards is an integral part of the Program’s URMP.  
 
The components contained herein constitute the revised Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 
Program Performance Standard.  
 
The goal of industrial and commercial discharger control measures is to reduce or eliminate 
adverse water quality impacts from activities conducted at selected industrial and commercial 
sites. The Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control (IND) Performance Standard defines the 
level of implementation that Co-permittees must attain to demonstrate their IND activities 
reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
The performance standard for IND is based on current and proposed practices that municipal 
agencies are and/or will be implementing to minimize water quality impacts; and practices that 
are accepted by the State and Regional Board as being effective in controlling these impacts. 
The performance standard is also consistent with the goals and objectives of the Program’s 
Urban Runoff Management Plan and is intended to work parallel with the State’s General 
Industrial Permit. 
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PART II 
 
 


Performance Standard 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for the 


Industrial Commercial Discharger Control Program 
 


MODEL PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
(Revised February 17, 2005) 


 
 
A. INSPECTION CATEGORIES AND FREQUENCIES 
 
Industrial and commercial facilities covered under the Industrial Commercial Discharger Control 
Program may be described using one or more of the following facility inspection categories: 
Notice of Intent (NOI) Filers and Program-wide Facilities.  The Program-wide Facilities 
category includes additional facilities not limited to those industrial sites required to obtain 
coverage under the State’s Industrial Stormwater NPDES General Permit.  The Program-wide 
Facilities category was also developed to include facilities typically inspected by Co-permittees 
and to ensure standardized reporting of facility inspections.  Inspection frequencies, which are 
provided for each category, may vary between Co-permittees, depending on the types of 
businesses and potential threats of stormwater pollution occurring in each jurisdictional area.  In 
addition, each Co-permittee has assigned an inspection frequency for each industrial and 
commercial category within their jurisdictional area.  Inspection frequencies for certain 
categories are included in Co-permittee Management Plans, Work Plans, and/or Annual Reports. 


 
1. Notice of Intent (NOI) Filers  


 
NOI filers are those facilities that have filed an NOI with the State and appear on a list 
provided by the State.  The following shall be accomplished for all NOI filers and facilities 
with individual NPDES permits for storm water discharge: 


 
• A complete initial storm water inspection shall be performed within one (1) year of 


beginning implementation of this Performance Standard. 
 
• At the beginning of each fiscal year the lists of NOI filers shall be reviewed and 


revised as needed. 
 


• Any facility that files an NOI after the date that the jurisdictional Co-permittee begins 
implementation of this performance standard shall undergo its initial inspection within 
one (1) year of filing report received by Co-permittees. 


 
• During the initial inspection, it will be verified that the facility has submitted an NOI. 


 
• NOI filers who have undergone their initial inspection shall have an inspection 


frequency of no less than once in five (5) years.  However, the inspection frequency 
can be reduced for sites that demonstrate a history of compliance or exhibit little threat 
to water quality. 


 
• Inspection frequency should be increased (greater than once in five (5) years) for sites 
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that demonstrate non-compliance, or exhibit significant threat to water quality. 
 
2. Program–wide Facilities  
Program-wide facilities (Table 1) have a potential to be a source of pollutants to storm 


water.  This category includes seventeen descriptive facility types typically inspected 
by the Co-permittees.  To ensure standardized reporting of inspections, facility types 
described as NOI Filers are also included within this category.  The program-wide 
facility type described as “Other” is provided to include miscellaneous industries that 
are less significant or less probable sources of stormwater pollution.  Each program-
wide facility category was developed in accordance with the Program’s Enhanced 
Annual Reporting Requirements for the Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 
Program (Permit Provision C.6.a.i).  Each category is also described in the Continuous 
Improvement of Industrial Reporting Technical Memorandum dated September 7, 
2001.  Program-wide facilities that are not NOI Filers are inspected no less than once 
every five (5) years.  Program-wide facilities that are NOI filers shall be inspected 
within one (1) year of filing report received by Co-permittees.  However, the inspection 
frequency for Program-wide facilities can be reduced for sites that demonstrate a 
history of compliance or exhibit little threat to water quality.  Inspection frequency 
should be increased (greater than once in five (5) years) for sites that demonstrate non-
compliance, or exhibit significant threat to water quality. 
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TABLE 1 - Program–wide Facilities 
 


Facility Category Description 


• Automotive  Automotive sales, engine and body repair, gas stations, car 
washes, parking, vehicle services 


Food Service Eating and drinking establishments, including cafeterias, delis, 
bakeries, mobile food 


Paint Facilities Manufacturing and retailing  


Dry Cleaners Dry cleaners  


Cleaning Services Mobile washers, building cleaning, carpet cleaning 


Pesticide Facilities Manufacturing and retailing; pesticide applicators 


Machine Shops Industrial machinery and equipment  


Metal Manufacturing Metal fabricating, finishing, plating, metal work (40 CFR 413, 
433) 


Electric/Electrical Components Manufacturing (40 CFR 469) 


Construction/Building Retail, trade contractors, construction, landscape and garden 
businesses 


Local Transit; Highway Transport Electric, Gas and Sanitary Services, Trucking Industries 


Recycling yards 


Auto Dismantlers 


Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 


Recycling yards  


Auto Dismantlers 


Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 


Corporation Yards Corporation Yards 


Landfills Landfills 


Other 


 


Other 


Other may include: 
    


 


 Photographic/Printing  Commercial Areas 
 Laboratories  Winery 
 Medical and Dental Labs  Florist 
 Chiropractors  Jewelry/Precious Metal manufacturing 
 Radiologists  Miscellaneous Manufacturing 
 Veterinarians  Storage 
 Plastics manufacturing  Welding/Iron Works 
 Pharmaceuticals manufacturing  Amusement Parks 
 Cabinetry  Laundries 
 Wood furniture  Hazardous Waste 


  Underground Storage Tanks 
  


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 
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B.  GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 


 
• All facilities addressed by this Performance Standard will be inspected to determine the 


existence of discharges or threatened discharges that are illegal under local ordinances. 


• For any Storm Water Infiltration Devices (SWIDs) discovered, a SWID notification card 
will be completed.  One copy will be submitted to the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District’s Water Quality Unit. 


• Facilities will be inspected to determine compliance with local municipal storm water 
ordinances.  The facility operator will be notified of observed areas of concern; official 
action on violations will take place under local authority. 


• Significant problems that cannot be addressed promptly and fully under local authority 
shall be referred to the Regional Board or other appropriate agency. 


• Best Management Practices (BMP) information will be distributed to those facilities that 
do not already have them at the time of the inspection.  These BMP documents include 
the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program literature for: 
Industrial Facilities, Construction, Food Service Facilities and Automotive Facilities will 
be distributed as appropriate depending on the type of facility inspected.   


• Internal summaries of the type and number of violations reported, and the type of 
facilities with reported violations, will be reviewed annually.  Recommendations for 
updates to the standard list of violations on the Inspection Checklist, or possible 
Program-wide focus for facility type or violation type, will be made as needed. 


 
C.        ENFORCEMENT 
 


• When non-compliance is observed, educate facility operators/owners on the impacts of 
their actions, explain the storm water requirements, and provide information regarding 
Best Management Practices (BMP), as appropriate.  Certain violations may warrant 
immediate mitigation and/or enforcement actions.  Each Co-permittee will follow its 
enforcement plan to determine the level of enforcement for issues identified during 
inspections.   


• If a specific problem is identified during an inspection, provide information on 
corrective actions and provide either verbal or written warnings to the facility owner 
and expected dates to correct the problem.   


• If compliance has not been achieved upon re-inspection, initiate formal enforcement 
procedures (e.g., Compliance Order, Notice to Comply or Compliance Directive).  
Conduct follow-up inspections to evaluate progress towards compliance. 


• If compliance has not been achieved upon a second re-inspection, enforcement actions 
should be taken.  Enforcement actions can include a Compliance Agreement or 
Administrative Citation, which may include fines and/or court action.  
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D.       RECORD KEEPING/ REPORTING 
 


• Document and report IND inspections annually using one of the descriptive categories 
provided within Tables 1 and 21.  The categories provided in each tables relate to the 
facility category and enforcement actions for each IND inspection.  A category from 
each table will be assigned to document the each IND inspection.    


• IND inspections will be documented by, and the documentation maintained in the files 
of, the local agency or its contractor.  The standard Santa Clara Urban Runoff 
Industrial/Commercial Inspection Checklist (see Reporting Form on page 8) or an 
inspection reporting form developed by a Co-permittee that contains all of the elements 
in the standard incident reporting form, will be used by all local agencies 


• If actual non-compliance or threatened non-compliance is noted during an inspection, 
the nature of the follow-up, through resolution of the noted issues, up to and including 
the enforcement action will be reported annually.   


• Submit IND inspection results to the Regional Board within Annual Reports. 
• Provide IND inspection results (within an electronic format) to Program staff for 


inclusion in SCVURPPP Annual Report (see below).  
• Provide IND effectiveness evaluation results in Annual Reports. 


 
IND Inspection Data for SCVURPPP Annual Report 
 
To facilitate the continuous improvement of industrial facility inspection reporting on a 
Program-wide level, each Co-permittee will routinely submit raw IND inspection data (within an 
electronic format) to Program staff during each fiscal year.  The procedures and schedule for 
submitting raw IND inspection data will be provided to Co-permittees each November.   
 
Once received within an electronic format, Program staff will analyze all categories to ensure 
that they are reported in accordance with the categories provided in the IND technical 
memoranda.  Once all reported data is linked to the appropriate category, Program staff will 
produce a summary report detailing all IND information for the Program.  Individual reports 
detailing individual Co-permittee IND inspection information will be developed for each Co-
permittee. 
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The following levels of enforcement shall be reported by municipalities against non-compliant 
facilities:  
 


Table 2 – IND Enforcement Actions 
Level 1 – (Warning) 
Verbal and/or written notice to facility owner/operator identifying the problem and providing 
information on corrective actions.  A time frame to correct the problem should be specified 
based on the severity and/or complexity of the problem. 
 
Level 2 - (Administrative Actions):  
Issuance of Compliance Order, Notice to Comply or Compliance Directive, or other similar 
notification outlined in the municipality’s storm water ordinance that identifies a problem, 
requires correction or abatement but does not assess fines. A time frame to correct the problem 
should be specified based on the severity and/or complexity of the problem.  This category is 
more descriptive and provides steps conducted prior to assessing fines. 
 
Level 3 - (Enforcement Actions):  
Administrative and/or civil actions that may include fines or require the facility to resolve the 
matter in the court system.  Level 3 may include the following categories: administrative 
citations with monetary fines and referral for legal action.  Level 3 is the highest level of 
enforcement. 
 
No Action:  
Facilities observed to be in compliance with storm water ordinances and/or current and proposed 
practices implemented to minimize water quality impacts.    
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Industrial/Commercial Inspection Checklist 
 
 
Date: ____________      Time: ____________ 
 
Agency or Department: __________________________________________________________________________________________ 


Inspector(s): __________________________________________________________________________________________  


I. FACILITY INFORMATION 


1. 


2. 


3. 


5. 


6. 
   


Facility Name: ________________________________________________________________________  


Address:   


Responsible Party:         4.   Phone:   


Notice of Intent (NOI) has been submitted:    Yes   No   N/A  


Describe the Facility Type: 


   Automotive 
 Food Service 
 Paint Facilities 
 Dry Cleaners 
 Cleaning Services  
 Pesticide Facilities 
 Machine Shops  
 Metal Manufacturing 
 Electric/Electrical Components 


 Construction/Building 
 Local Transit/Highway Transport 
 Recycling Yards 
 Auto Dismantlers 
 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 
 Corporation Yards  
 Landfills 
 Other* _____________________________________________ 


  
 
 
 
 


 
 No Violations Observed 


 


II. ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 


1. Describe Enforcement Action (Definitions on Back). 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 


 No Action 
 Level 1 (Warnings) 
 Level 2 (Administrative Actions) 
 Level 3 (Enforcement Actions) 


 
III.   COMMENTS/RECOMMENDATIONS/REFERRALS 
              


              


               


 


Inspector(s): ______________________________________________ 


Received by: _____________________________________________ 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for the 


Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Program 
 


Section 1 
WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 


 
This section contains the plan or activities to be conducted to enable the Co-permittee to 
implement the performance standard along with an implementation schedule. The work plan will 
be developed by each Co-permittee based on its responsibility to conduct industrial/commercial 
discharger control activities within its jurisdiction. 
 
Example Contents of the Work Plan 
• Steps needed to incorporate the implementation of the performance standard. 
• Obtain legal authority for inspection and enforcement (if necessary). 
• Facilities to be inspected and inspection frequency  
• Develop inspection program for a new category of discharger. 
• Develop agreements with other agencies to conduct facility inspections (e.g., Health 


Department). 
• Develop referral and complaint response protocols. 
• Develop documentation and record keeping tools.  
• Develop a training program for inspectors and field personnel. 
• Conduct workshops for inspectors or the regulated community. 
• Develop and/or distribute public information. 
• Develop an inspection checklist. 
• Incorporate BMPs (included in section 3) and other control measures into facility 


inspections. 
• Develop program evaluations (may include): 


1.   Reviewing the industrial/commercial facility tracking system to assess the effectiveness 
of data collection, the inspection reporting format and identification of facilities to be 
inspected. 


2. Verifying the frequency requirements for facility inspections outlined in the current 
performance standard. 


3. Identifying other facilities or activities related to industrial/commercial storm water 
discharge(s) not addressed in the current performance standard that require attention. 


4. Obtaining and reviewing feedback on the Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 
Program from: 1) citizen reports 2) inspections 3) workshops for inspectors. 


5. Documenting recommended modifications to the performance standard. 
6. Reviewing data for the purposes of evaluating compliance and opportunities for Program 


improvement.  
• Submit industrial/commercial facility data to Program staff. 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for the 


Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Program 
 


Section 2 
Legal Authority to Implement 


 
This section contains a demonstration that the Co-permittee has the legal authority to implement 
the performance standard.  Each Co-permittee should provide citations for, or excerpts from, 
documents that demonstrate adequate legal authority, and/or provide a time schedule for 
developing and obtaining additional authority.  Required areas of authority may include, but are 
not limited to, the following:   
 


• Authority to control quantity and quality of discharges from industrial activities that 
enter the municipality’s storm drain system. 


 
• Authority to prohibit illicit discharges to the municipality’s storm drain system. 


 
• Authority to control discharges to the municipality’s storm drain system which result 


from spills, dumping or disposal of substances other than storm water. 
 


• Authority to conduct inspections, surveillance and monitoring of discharges into the 
municipality’s storm drain system. 


 
(Full documents do not need to be included within this performance standard, but should be 
available upon request by the Regional Board.) 







 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


SECTION 3 
 
 
 


Best Management Practices and Other Control 
Measures 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for the 


Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Program 
 


Section 3 
WORK PLAN BMPs AND CONTROL MEASURES 


 
The purpose of best management practices for a commercial and industrial discharger control 
program is to eliminate or reduce adverse water quality impacts from activities commonly 
conducted at commercial and industrial sites.  This section contains a list of model best 
management practices to be used as guidance by Co-permittees in conducting commercial and 
industrial facility inspections.  
 
The model BMPs are grouped into four areas: general facility information, indoor activities, 
outdoor activities and equipment.  These areas correspond to each element in the standard Santa 
Clara Valley Urban Runoff Facility Inspection Checklist (see part II). Note: BMPs were 
developed by Co-permittees through the Industrial/Commercial Subcommittee.  
 
I. General Facility Information 


A. Notice of Intent (NOI) 
1) Determine whether an NOI for coverage under the State’s General Permit has been 


submitted (if required). 
2) Make visual verification of NOI. 
3) If NOI has not been filed, but is required, advise facility to contact RWQCB. 


B. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and Storm Water Monitoring Plan 
1) If NOI has been filed, a visual verification of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 


Plan (SWPPP) and a Storm Water Monitoring Plan will be conducted. 
2) If SWPPP and SWMP are required, but not on site, advise facility to contact the 


RWQCB regarding NPDES requirements. 
C. Best Management Practices (BMPs) 


1) Distribute appropriate BMP brochures to all inspected industrial and commercial 
facilities.  


 
II. Indoor Activities 


A. Floor Cleaning 
1) Verify where all floor cleaning water, wax and unused stripper is disposed of. 


Advise facility staff on proper disposal of unused products. 
2) Make visual inspection of all drains and sinks. Look for signs of improper disposal 


of waste liquids. 
3) Verify waste liquids from automated floor cleaning equipment holding tanks are 


discharged to the sanitary sewer. 
B. Indoor Equipment Cleaning 


1) Wastewater from cleaning equipment should be discharged to the sanitary sewer 
(within local POTW discharge limits) or recycled. The facility should consult with 
the POTW or manage wastewater as a hazardous waste. 
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C. Indoor Manufacturing, Residues and Spills 
1) Ensure proper cleaning and disposal methods are performed for interior spills and 


leaks. Proper disposal methods depend on the type of substance.  If hazardous 
material is spilled, the facility should refer the incident to the local hazardous 
material agency. 


2) Verify appropriate absorbent materials are kept readily accessible and designated 
employees are trained on proper spill response techniques. 


3) Ensure proper control of process residues and dust near exterior doorways (e.g., 
recommend relocating machinery and improving housekeeping).  


4) Verify proper connection of interior floor drains (e.g., review plumbing schematics, 
conduct a dye test).  All interior floor drains and sumps should be plumbed to the 
sanitary sewer or closed loop treatment system. 


 
III. Outdoor Activities 


 A. Vehicle and Equipment Fuel Dispensing Areas 
(Note: Some items in this section are the responsibility of the local hazardous materials 
or fire prevention agency. Refer to appropriate enforcement agencies as needed). 
1) Determine whether any fuel dispensing equipment is exposed to storm water and/or 


whether fueling or the transfer of any chemical from one vessel or another is 
conducted near a storm drain. If so: 
a) Verify the dewatering procedures for the secondary containment areas that 


surround fuel tank farms or other fuel storage equipment. 
b) Ensure a method is in effect to protect all adjacent storm drains in the event of a 


spill.   
c) Ensure absorbent material and booms are readily at hand. 


 B. Vehicle and Equipment Washing 
1) Verify floor mat and equipment screen/filter cleaning is not conducted in a location 


that may adversely impact a storm drain. 
2) All vehicle and equipment rinse water should be discharged, with proper approval, 


into a sanitary sewer drain.  All wastewater resulting from power washing of 
contaminated surfaces may be subject to some type of pretreatment prior to entering 
the sanitary sewer. 


3) Recommend wash water be recycled in a closed loop system. 
 C. Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance 


1) If vehicles are maintained on site, ensure there are no associated impacts to any 
storm drains. 


2) If leaks or drips occur under vehicles, drip pans should be placed under the  
 vehicles. 
3) If applicable, inspect all outdoor drains and suspicious indoor drains in the vehicle 


maintenance area. Conduct dye tests to verify proper connections.  
4) If specialized equipment (forklifts, fifth wheels, etc.) is maintained on site, ensure 


wash water used to clean equipment is not disposed to the storm drain directly or 
indirectly. 


 D. Material Storage 
1) Determine whether raw materials and their by-products are exposed to rain water. 


Ensure loose materials are stored under cover or in bermed areas if possible. 
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2) If raw materials and their by-products are transferred from one place to another in 
or adjacent to any storm drain, or in such a manner to impact the storm drain, 
recommend placing protective covers or similar devices over storm drains and 
improving housekeeping in these areas. 


 E. Waste Storage 
(Note: In cases where hazardous materials or hazardous waste storage pose a threat to 
the storm drain, the facility should consult with the local hazardous materials/waste 
enforcement agency). 
1) Determine whether the facility stores or disposes of hazardous materials, hazardous 


wastes, or any other substances on site. 
2) Verify if rainwater can enter any double contained areas and how these areas are 


drained once rainwater comes into contact with these materials.  The facility should 
consult with the local hazardous materials enforcement agency and POTW. 


3) Determine whether the transfer of hazardous materials, waste or non-hazardous 
substances may potentially impact the storm drain.  If non-hazardous substances are 
involved: 
a)  Recommend good housekeeping measures. 
b) Recommend the facility protect storm drains by relocating substance to a 


covered area.  
c) Recommend the facility berm or cover substance(s) or install an approved 


protective device at storm drain inlets. 
4) If there are any storm drains adjacent to any storage areas, request that the facility 


effect a method to monitor and protect storm drain inlet from accidental discharge. 
 F. General Construction Activities 


1) Facilities are responsible to advise and require contractors to protect storm drains. 
2) Advise facility that if 5 acres or more are disturbed, a general construction permit 


(NPDES) is required. 
3) If construction activities are current, determine if there is a potential for soil to 


erode into the storm drain by rain or irrigation run-off.  If so: 
a) Recommend installing filter fabrics in combination with swales or berms to 


protect storm drain inlets. 
b) Recommend erosion control techniques. 


4) Verify construction workers are not washing tools and/or equipment adjacent to any 
storm drains.  
a) Recommend that the facility incorporate storm control verbage into all 
contracts. 
b) Recommend that the facility provide an employee training program. 


5) Verify construction materials are not being disposed in the storm drain directly or 
indirectly.  Construction debris and materials such as paint, mineral spirits, drywall 
compounds, adhesives and other solvents should be properly disposed of.  If a 
material is a hazardous waste, the facility should refer to the appropriate agency. 


 G. Power Washing 
1) Recommend dry methods of clean-up. 
2) If power washing must be used, the facility should refer to the proper procedures in 


the Bay Area Storm Water Management Agencies Association’s “Pollution From 
Surface Cleaning.” 
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 H. Outdoor Equipment Storage 
1) Inspect all scrap yards, vehicle storage lots or areas where retired/surplus 


equipment is stored.  Determine where storm drains are in relation to these areas. 
a) The facility should cover oily and soiled equipment with a leak proof cover. 
b) The facility should drain all automotive related fluids prior to storage, and 


dispose of properly. 
c) Drip pans should be placed under leaky equipment. 


 I. Process Residues 
1) Determine if any manufacturing process that creates any residue is conducted 


outdoors and whether this residue can impact the storm drain.  
a) The facility should ensure good housekeeping. 
b) Recommend conducting manufacturing processes in a covered location. 
c) Recommend protection of adjacent storm drains. 


 J. General Housekeeping 
1) Determine the general overall condition of the facility. Is housekeeping conducted 


on a consistent basis?  Are there accumulations of debris, refuse or litter? Make 
necessary recommendations. 


2) Recommend a training program addressing good housekeeping practices. 
 K. Irrigation and Landscape 


1) Determine if landscape contractors are properly disposing of lawn clippings and 
other vegetative wastes.  


2) Inspect storm drains for vegetative wastes. 
3) Ensure temporary protection of all impacted storm drain inlets while conducting 


landscape activities. 
4) Inspect paving around landscaping to see if sprinklers are over watering and 


causing undue erosion and runoff of associated chemicals.  If, so have facility 
representative adjust irrigation timers or sprinkler heads. 


5) Determine whether pesticides, herbicides or fertilizers are applied to the 
landscaping; identify how much and how often. Refer all pesticide/herbicide 
application problems to the Santa Clara County Agriculture Department. 


6) Verify landscape equipment is washed properly and away from paved areas or 
storm drain. The facility should filter wash water and discharge to sanitary sewer (if 
within POTW limits). 


IV.  Equipment 
 A. Air Compressors 


1) Inspect air compressor units that are exposed to storm water for residual grease on 
the tank or motor surface.   


2) Air compressors should be located in a covered area.  
3) Request air compressor leaks be repaired. 
4) Inspect area beneath air compressor bleed line and determine if any oily substance 


is being released which could impact the storm drain.  If so, place a catch pan below 
he bleed off valve and dispose of water from pan on a regular basis. 


 B. HVAC, Chillers and Refrigerators 
1) Determine whether air conditioning units (generally found on roof) and chillers 


have a condensate line that is plumbed to a roof storm drain.   
a) For existing buildings, non-contaminated discharge can go to the storm drain. 
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b) For new development or building remodels, the discharge should go to the 
sanitary sewer. Consult with local planning/building department. 


2) Determine whether air conditioning and chiller units are treated with descaling or 
anti-algae agent.  Facility representatives are responsible to direct HVAC contractor 
to properly dispose of all flushing agent residues and by-pass condensate line while 
flushing unit. 


3) Determine whether HVAC condenser tubes are annually flushed with any type of 
chemical by a servicing contractor and how wastewater is disposed of. The runoff 
from the tube cleaning must be captured and properly disposed of. 


4) Determine whether any of the units are power washed.  If so, refer to proper 
procedures in the Bay Area Storm Water Management Agencies Association’s 
“Pollution From Surface Cleaning”. 


5) Determine whether defrost water or condensate is discharged. The facility 
representative is responsible to ensure defrost water does not come into contact 
with any pollutants directly or indirectly. 


6) Determine how waste compressor oil from chillers is disposed of.  The facility 
should contact the local hazardous waste enforcement agency regarding proper 
disposal. 


 C. Air Scrubbers 
1) Determine whether particulate from air scrubbers is deposited on any surface in a 


manner that may impact the storm drain. 
2) Advise the facility representative to repair air scrubbers and remove any debris.  If 


feasible, a protective catch pan should be placed around the scrubber. 
3) Refer any fall out violations to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 
4) Inspect the discharge point of any wet scrubber.  Wet scrubbers must discharge to 


the sanitary sewer. 
 D. Basement Sump Pumps 


1) If the facility has a basement parking lot, verify rainwater drains to a storm drain.   
2) Inspect the bottom of the storm drain sump drain and determine the method of 


cleaning. 
3) Advise the facility representative that only rainwater can be pumped into the storm 


drain. Any debris surrounding or inside the sump should be removed.  A screen 
mesh or filter fabric may be installed on the sump grate to assist in protecting sump 
from particulate debris (if it will not cause a flood hazard). The facility should 
consult the appropriate agency regarding proper disposal of sump debris. 


4) Determine whether automotive fluid spills and/or drips are cleaned with appropriate 
absorbent. 


5) Determine whether cars are washed in the basement parking lot.  This should 
include mobile auto detailers. 


6) Advise the facility representative that all floor cleaning contractors must protect the 
storm drain system from accidental discharge. 


 E. Boilers 
1) Determine whether the blow line or tank drain line is located adjacent to any storm 


drain inlet or channel, directly or indirectly.  All treated boiler discharge must be 
discharged to the sanitary sewer or recycled/reused in an approved closed loop 
system. 
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2) Determine whether the boiler is treated with scaler or algicide and if any leakage is 
present.  Discharge from boiler chemical additives may meet hazardous waste 
criteria.  If so, the facility should refer to the local hazardous waste compliance 
agency for proper storage and disposal. 


3) Determine whether the boiler vents to the roof.  If so, determine whether vapor will 
recondense on the roof and make contact with storm water runoff.  Advise facility 
representative to repair condensate pipe and redirect flow to sanitary sewer. 


 F. Facility Catch Basins  
1) Inspect all catch basins and drop inlets for debris or other foreign material and have 


the facility clean or remove debris regularly. 
2) Identify all storm drains with stencil: “Do Not Dump- Flows to Bay” 


 G. Refuse Dumpster and Compactor 
1) Advise the facility to keep dumpster lids closed when not in use and/or exchange 


bins without lids. 
2) The facility should relocate dumpsters and bins away from storm drains. 
3) Contaminated rainwater that has accumulated from an open container must be 


discharged to the sanitary sewer (if within POTW limits). 
4) Verify plugs are installed on dumpsters and are not leaking. If so, the facility should 


install plugs or exchange dumpsters. 
5) Verify compactor leachate or associated hydraulic fluid does not leak into or 


adjacent to any storm drain or onto the pavement.  If so, the facility should protect 
the storm drain, repair the compactor, absorb leaked material, and discharge 
absorbent in compactor.  Liquid can also be discharged to the sanitary sewer, if 
within POTW limits. 


 H. Cooling Tower 
1) All cooling tower discharges must be directed to the sanitary sewer. 
2) Cooling tower chemicals should not be stored adjacent to any storm drain.  Refer 


any chemical storage problems to the local hazardous waste enforcement agency. 
Also contact POTW. 


3) Ensure proper disposal of washing detergents and/or muriatic acid (common 
cooling tower cleaner).  The facility should contact the appropriate agency for 
proper disposal. 


 I. Emergency Showers 
1) Verify emergency showers do not discharge to the storm drain sewer. 


 J. Filter Back flush 
1) Back flushed or back washed equipment filters, including filters for pools and 


fountains, should discharge to the sanitary sewer. The facility should collect and 
dispose of solids into a refuse container. 


2) Commercial and institutional swimming pool facilities should refer to the Santa 
Clara County Health Department, Consumer Protection Division for filter medium 
disposal issues 


 K. Grease Interceptor, Tallow Containers 
1) Inspect the area around outdoor grease interceptor cover and verify rain water can 


not carry residual grease to the storm drain. 
2) Advise facility representative to clean debris on a regular basis and clean the 


interceptor area after it is pumped by a septic hauler.  Residual grease must be 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 


F:\SC53\SC53.33\PS Updates\update2004\IND0205.doc  17 Revised  February17, 2005 


collected or washed back into the interceptor. 
3) Tallow bins must be stored in areas where they do not come into contact with storm 


water.  Recommend a covered area for tallow bin storage. 
4) Ensure a mechanism is in effect to protect storm drains if an interceptor overflows. 
5) Replace or exchange bins, if necessary. 


 L. Ground Water Treatment Discharge 
1) Determine whether ground water is being treated at the site and where it is 


discharged.  Consult with RWQCB or SCVWD. 
2) If ground water is discharged to the storm drain, verify an NPDES permit has been 


issued.  If ground water is discharged to the sanitary sewer, verify POTW permit. 
 M. Ground Water Dewatering Devices 


1) Determine if any groundwater is discharged from the site, and verify which sewer it 
connects to.   


2) Uncontaminated groundwater infiltration need not be prohibited unless the 
discharge is identified by a public agency or the RWQCB as a source of pollutants 
to receiving waters. 


3) If applicable, review spill control plan. 
4) Determine whether pumped water comes into contact with any pollutants before 


water is discharged.  Consult with RWQCB and SCVWD. 
 N. Loading Docks 


1) Inspect all loading dock drains for potential pollutants, including truck fluid leaks. 
2) Debris from catch basins should be removed on a regular basis. 
3) Catch basin inlets should be protected from accidental spillage by placing absorbent 


booms or covers over drains or installing valved inlet inserts (if safe and feasible). 
4) Advise local hazardous materials agency if materials that could impact the storm 


drain are loaded or transferred at the dock. 
5) Dock wash water should be diverted to the sanitary sewer, (if within POTW limits) 


or a dry method of clean-up should be used. 
 O. Parking Lots 


1) Inspect facility parking lots for excessive vehicle fluid leaks or spills. The facility 
should clean-up spills by (1) sweeping up particles and debris, (2) absorbing spills 
with rags or absorbent, (3) mopping area. 


 P. Ponds, Fountains and Pools 
1) Overflow drains from ponds and decorative fountains must be discharged to the 


sanitary sewer or re-used for irrigation.  This includes all pool filter backwash and 
associated debris. 


2) The facility should consult with the local POTW if ponds or fountains are treated 
with copper-based algaecides (shock), growth inhibitors or other agents. 


3) Ensure pond or fountain filters are not back flushed into a storm drain. 
 Q. Roof Vents and Equipment 


1) Excessively greasy roof vents should be cleaned on a regular basis, especially 
during the wet season.    


2) If feasible, catchment pans or trays should be installed at the base of the vents. 
3) Duct work should be properly sealed and maintained. 
4) If feasible, protective devices should be installed around storm drains. 
5) Inspect roof for residual machinery process residues on roof (paper dust, sawdust, 
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steam condensate, paint, etc.).  The facility should consult with the local hazardous 
material waste enforcement agency and the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District for control measures.   


 R. Reverse Osmosis and Deionization Units. 
1) Ensure reject water from reverse osmosis (R.O.) units, in no way impacts the storm 


drain.  Reject water from R.O. unit should be diverted to the sanitary sewer. The 
facility should consult the local POTW for requirements. 


2) Back flush water from deionization units should be discharged to the sanitary 
sewer. The facility should consult the local POTW for requirements. 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for the 
Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Program 


 
Section 4 


STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
This section contains the Co-permittee’s standard operating procedures for implementation of 
the performance standard.  
 
Example Contents 
 
• Enforcement Response Plan 
 
• Documentation and/or Record Keeping Methods 
 
• Staff Training  
 
• Enforcement Procedures 
 
• Public Information and Participation Distribution 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 





		Santa Clara Valley

		

		

		

		

		

		PART I

		Introduction

		PART II















		INSPECTION CATEGORIES AND FREQUENCIES

		

		Facility Category







		Description

		

		Corporation Yards

		Landfills

		Other

		I.FACILITY INFORMATION

		II. ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS

		III.   COMMENTS/RECOMMENDATIONS/REFERRALS

		

		

		

		

		

		PART III


























 


  


Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 
 
 
 
 


ILLICIT CONNECTION & ILLEGAL DUMPING ELIMINATION 
ACTIVITIES PERFORMANCE STANDARD 


 
 


 
 
 


 
Revised February 17, 2005 


 
 
 
 
Participating Agencies: 
Campbell, Cupertino, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Los Gatos, Milpitas, Monte Sereno, Mountain View, Palo Alto, 
San Jose, Santa Clara, Saratoga, Sunnyvale, County of Santa Clara and the Santa Clara Valley Water District. 


 
 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 
PART I Introduction/Purpose-------------------------------------------------------------------------1
             
PART II Performance Standard-------------------------------------------------------------------------2 
 
PART III Guidance for Support Documents 
 


Section 1 Work Plan/Implementation Schedule--------------------------------------9 
Section 2 Legal Authority to Implement---------------------------------------------11  
Section 3 Best Management Practices and Other Control Measures------------12 
Section 4 Standard Operating Procedures------------------------------------------13 


 
 
 
 
   
 


F:\SC53\SC53.33\PS Updates\update2004\ICID_0205_final.doc i Revised February 17, 2005  







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
PART I 


 
 


Introduction/Purpose
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


  
 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 


Performance Standard and Supporting Documents  


for  


Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities  
Revised February 17, 2005 


 


               


Introduction 


 
 
Performance standards define control measures or levels of achievement for particular tasks 
carried out by all Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) 
Co-permittees.  Control measures are described in the Program’s 2004 Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (URMP), which details what the Program is doing to reduce urban runoff 
pollution in the Santa Clara Valley watershed.  The development and implementation of 
performance standards is an integral part of the Program’s URMP.  
 
The components contained herein constitute the revised ILLICIT CONNECTION & ILLEGAL 
DUMPING ELIMINATION ACTIVITIES PERFORMANCE STANDARD. 
 
Purpose 
 
The goal of illicit connection and illegal dumping control measures is to identify and eliminate 
non-permissible non-storm water discharges associated with illegal dumping or illicit 
connections to the storm drain system.  The Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping Elimination 
Activities (ICID) Performance Standard defines the level of implementation that Co-permittees 
in the Program must attain to demonstrate that their ICID activities reduce pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable. 
 
The performance standard for ICID is based on current practices that municipal agencies are 
and/or will be implementing to eliminate non-storm water discharges and practices that are 
accepted by the State and Regional Board as being effective in controlling these impacts.  The 
performance standard is also consistent with the goals and objectives of the Program’s Urban 
Runoff Management Plan. 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
 Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities        


 
PERFORMANCE STANDARD 


 
 
A. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 
 
1) Resource Commitment 
 


• Identify where responsibility for IC/ID enforcement is located within the jurisdiction. 
 
2) Training/Education/Outreach 
 


• Ensure IC/ID Inspectors are trained. 
• Determine and implement appropriate outreach efforts to reduce non-permissible non-


storm water discharges. 
• Conduct spill response drills annually (if no events occurred to evaluate your plan) in 


cooperation with other agencies or industries. 
• When a responsible party is identified, educate the party on the impacts of his or her 


actions. 
 
3) Complaint Referral/Incident Response System 
 


• Follow existing spill response1 and cleanup programs used within the jurisdiction. 
• Develop and formalize an inter-agency referral process for both internal referrals 


(within a Co-permittee's jurisdiction) and referrals between Co-permittees. 
• Respond to complaints regarding illegal dumping violations into the storm drainage 


system within the jurisdiction. 
 
4) Field Investigation 
 


• Conduct field investigations2 that include inspecting portions of the municipal storm 
drain system for potential sources of non-storm water discharges.  Observed 
discharges will be referred to the appropriate investigating agency. 


• Pro-actively conduct investigations of high priority areas.  Based on historical data, 
prioritize specific areas for pro-active investigations. 


 
 
5) Effectiveness Evaluation 


 
1Activities carried out upon receiving a report of an existing non-storm water discharge. 


2Pro-actively looking for non-storm water flows. 
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• Review annually the ICID Performance Standard and internal investigation results; 
assess whether goals were met and what changes or improvements are necessary.  


• Obtain feedback from complaining parties, other agencies, or citizens, on your agency's 
response to their concern or complaint. 


• Regularly evaluate how the city's interagency ICID referral system works. 
• Obtain feedback from personnel assigned to respond to, or inspect for, illicit 


connections and illegal dumping incidents. 
• Provide ICID effectiveness evaluation results in Annual Reports. 


 
B. ENFORCEMENT 
 


• If the responsible party is identified, educate the party on the impacts of their actions, 
explain the storm water requirements, and provide information regarding Best 
Management Practices (BMP), as appropriate. Initiate follow-up and/or enforcement 
procedures. 


• If an illegal discharge is traced to a commercial, residential or industrial source, 
conduct the following activities or coordinate the following activities with the 
appropriate agency: 
(1) Contact the responsible party to discuss methods of eliminating the non-storm  


   water discharge, including disposal options, recycling, and possible discharge to  
   the sanitary sewer (if within POTW limits).   


(2) Provide Program information to the responsible party, where appropriate. 
(3) Begin enforcement procedures, if appropriate. 
(4) Continue inspection and follow-up activities until the illicit discharge activity has 


ceased 
• If an illegal discharge is traced to a commercial or industrial activity, coordinate 


information on the discharge with the jurisdiction’s commercial and industrial facility 
inspection program.  


 
C. RECORD KEEPING/REPORTING 
 


• Document and report ICID incidents annually using one of the descriptive categories 
provided within Tables 1 through 4 (see below)3.  The categories provided in each table 
(total of 4) relate to the origin of report, source of incident, type of incident, and 
enforcement actions for each ICID incident.  A category from each table will be 
assigned to document the each ICID incident.   


• ICID incidents will be documented by, and the documentation maintained in the files 
of, the local agency or its contractor.  The standard Santa Clara Urban Runoff Illicit 
Connection/Illegal Dumping Reporting Form (see Reporting Form on page 8) or an 
incident reporting form developed by a Co-permittee that contains all of the elements in 
the standard incident reporting form, will be used by all local agencies.   
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3 Reporting requirements and categories are also described in the Continuous Improvement of Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping Reporting 
Technical Memorandum dated September 7, 2001 
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• Submit ICID incident results to the Regional Board within Annual Reports. 
• Provide ICID incident results (within an electronic format) to Program staff for 


inclusion in SCVURPPP Annual Report (see below).  
• Develop a tracking system designed to identify and prioritize specific areas for pro-   


active investigations in order to: 
(1) Determine the appropriate frequency for repeat inspections of high, medium, and 


low priority areas based on an investigation of the municipality's entire drainage 
area. 


(2) Determine the number of cross jurisdictional violations (for example, mobile 
cleaners), seasonal violations, and interagency duplication. 


(3) Review complaint response data. 
 
ICID Inspection Data for SCVURPPP Annual Report 


 
To facilitate the continuous improvement of industrial facility inspection reporting on a 
Program-wide level, each Co-permittee will provide raw ICID incident data (within an 
electronic format) to Program staff during each fiscal year.  The procedures and schedule for 
submitting raw ICID incident data will be provided to Co-permittees each November.   
 
Once received within an electronic format, Program staff will analyze all categories to 
ensure that they are reported in accordance with the categories provided in the ICID 
technical memorandum.  Once all reported data is linked to the appropriate category, 
Program staff will produce a summary report detailing all ICID incident information for the 
Program.  Individual reports detailing individual Co-permittee ICID inspection information 
will be developed for each Co-permittee.    
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Table 1. Categories describing the nature and source of ICID incidents. 


Source of 
Report 


Definition 


Illicit discharge 
inspectors 


Routine inspection, patrols 


Interdepartmental Referrals within agency, including channel and road maintenance 
crews, construction inspectors 


Other agency  Referrals from other agencies, including other municipalities, 
SCVWD, State and County Health Departments 


Citizen 
Complaints  


Calls from public 


Other  None of the above 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2. Potential source categories associated with ICID incidents. 
Potential Source of 
Incident 


Definition 


Residential Houses or apartments. 
Industrial Industrial facilities or land use area.  
Commercial  Commercial facilities or land use area (not including 


automotive or food facilities). 
Automotive Facilities Includes all automotive facilities, including engine and body 


repair, gas stations, sales and other vehicle services. 
Food Facilities Includes all food facilities, including restaurants, cafeterias, 


delis, bakeries, mobile food, and grocery stores. 
Construction Sites Includes all construction related activities. 
Public facilities and 
Utilities 


Publicly or utility owned sites and projects (corporation 
yards, transportation or right of ways). 


Other/unknown All other target audiences associated with ICID incidents, or 
when specific target audiences can’t be identified. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3. Category name and definition of ICID incident types.   
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Incident Type 
Category  


Definition 
(Discharges are defined as releases potentially resulting 
in pollutants entering stormwater conveyance systems 
and/or surface waters.). 


Tracking soil The movement of soil and other materials from vehicle or 
heavy machinery operation resulting in discharge.  Typically 
occurring at construction sites 


Saw cutting 
slurry discharge 


The cutting of Asphalt, Cement, Concrete, etc. that results 
in a saw cut slurry discharge. 


Surface cleaning 
discharge 


The washing of toxic materials such as oil, antifeeze, 
grease, as well as cleaning chemicals used to clean parking 
lots, sidewalks, buildings or other surfaces, that results in 
discharge. 


Vehicle & 
equipment 
leaking 


The leaking of fluids from automobiles, trucks, heavy 
machinery and other equipment, including but not limited 
to: brake fluid, radiator fluid, motor oil, transmission fluid, 
battery acid, etc. resulting in discharge. 


Dewatering Contaminated water from construction areas resulting in 
discharge. 


Water line breaks Unplanned release of water from break in water pipes and 
potential soil erosion resulting in discharge. 


Landscape 
material dumping 


The illegal dumping of landscape materials resulting in 
discharge. 


SWIDs Storm Water Infiltration Devices 
Vehicle washing The washing of vehicles that results in discharge. 
Vehicle repair The illicit discharge of automotive fluids or contaminated 


water from vehicles associated with activities such as oil 
changing, radiator flushing that result in discharge. 


Used oil dumping The illegal dumping of motor oil resulting in discharge. 
Un-hardened 
cement discharge 


The washing of cement and/or the rinsing of cement 
mixing and laying equipment resulting in discharge. 


Equipment 
cleaning 


The washing of equipment using solvents resulting in 
discharge. 


Dumpster 
discharge 


Dumpster that is exposed to rainwater and/or contains leaks 
resulting in discharge. 


Pools/Spas/Fount
ains discharge 


The release of contaminated pool, spa and/or fountain 
water resulting in discharge. 


Cooling water 
discharge 


The release of contaminated water associated with 
flushing, leaking or blow down of cooling towers. 


Accidental spills Accidental releases of pollutants resulting in discharge. 
Abandoned 
drums discharge 


Drums of hazardous or non-hazardous materials dumped 
and exposed to rainwater or runoff, which results in 
discharge. 


Sanitary spill or 
leak 


Accidental release from sanitary sewer system resulting in 
discharge. 


Dumping - Improper disposal of hazardous materials, as defined in 
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hazardous California Code of Regulations.  
Dumping – non-
hazardous 


Improper disposal of materials not considered hazardous, 
resulting in discharge.  Materials include but are not 
limited to, construction materials, animal waste, medical 
waste and pesticide. 


Grey water 
discharge 


The release of contaminated water associated with wash 
water discharge. 


Carpet cleaning 
discharge 


The dumping of contaminated water collected during the 
cleaning of carpets resulting in discharge. 


Paint discharge The dumping or paint and/or the washing of painting 
equipment resulting in discharge. 


Food Facility Oil 
& grease 
discharge 


Fats, Oils or Grease released from improperly maintained 
grease traps resulting in discharge. 


RV Waste 
discharge 


The dumping of wastes collected in Recreational Vehicles 
resulting in discharge. 


Allowable 
discharge 


Discharges that do not pollute storm drain or do not pollute 
storm drain when proper control measures are 
implemented.  These include irrigation, car washing 
(residential), water releases, and pumped water from 
foundation and footing drains  


Misc. incidents Any type of discharge not listed above.  Including, but not 
limited to sediment laden water and animal waste 


Illicit connections An improperly plumbed facility or parcel plumbed to the 
storm sewer instead of the sanitary sewer 


Complaint not 
found 


Complaint not found 


 
 
 
 
Table 4. Categories describing enforcement actions. 
Category Description 
Verbal Notice Verbal warning providing information for 


corrective actions 
Warning Notice Written letter providing information for corrective 


actions 
Administrative Action  Official letter describing requirements and 


consequences 
Administrative Action with Penalty 
&/or Fine 


Administrative actions, including fines 


Criminal Action  Legal actions  
Referral for Enforcement  Refer case to agency with enforcement powers 
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Santa Clara Urban Runoff Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping Reporting Form 
 


Date: ____________       Time: ____________  
Agency or Department: _________________________________________________________________________________  
Inspector(s): __________________________________________________________________________________________  


I. ORIGIN OF REPORT 


1. Describe reason for conducting the investigation. (Definitions on Back): 
  Illicit Discharge Inspection (Routine) 
  Interdepartmental Referral 
  Other Agency Referral 
 


 Citizen Complaints 
 Other ___________________________   


II.       SOURCE OF INCIDENT 
1. Describe location of source of discharge (company name, address, cross streets, physical features, etc.)   
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 


2. Describe Source of Incident (Definitions on Back): 
    Residential 
    Automotive Facilities 
    Public Facilities/Utilities 


 Industrial 
 Food Facilities 
 Other/Unknown    


 Commercial 
 Construction Sites 


 
3. Responsible Party: ________________________________________________________________________  
      Address and Phone: _______________________________________________________________________  
4. Property Owner: __________________________________________________________________________  
      Address and Phone: _______________________________________________________________________  
III. TYPE OF INCIDENT 


1. Illegal Dumping Describe Material Discharged: 


 Sanitary Spill or Leak 
 Unhardened Cement Discharge 
 Pools/Spas/Fountains Discharge  
 Tracking Soil 
 Surface Cleaning Discharge 
 Saw Cutting Slurry Discharge 
 Vehicle/Equipment Leaking 
 Vehicle Washing 
 Vehicle Repair 
 Equipment Cleaning 


 Used Oil Dumping 
 Landscape Material Dumping 
 Accidental Spills 
 Paint Discharge 
 Carpet Cleaning Discharge 
 Food Facility Oil & Grease Discharge 
 Grey Water Discharge 
 Dewatering 
 RV Waste Discharge 
 Water Line Breaks 


 Dumping (Hazardous)  
 Dumping (Non-hazardous) 
 Abandoned Drums Discharge 
 Dumpster Discharge 
 Cooling Water Discharge 
 Allowable Discharge 
 Miscellaneous Incidents               


           
 Other (describe): _____________ 


_____________________________ 
Provide Additional Discharge Information (as appropriate): _____________________________________________________ 


____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


2.    Other Sources: 
    Illicit Connection    Storm Water Infiltration Devices       
    Other ____________________________________________________________________________ 
 


3.     Complaint Not Found (Circle)  
 


IV. FOLLOW-UP AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 


1. Describe corrective actions: _____________________________________________________________________ 
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________  
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________  


2. Describe materials distributed (brochures, BMPs, etc.): ___________________________________________  


3. Describe Enforcement Action (Definitions on Back): 
  None (Incident Resolved) 
  Administrative Action 
  Criminal Action 


 Verbal Notice 
 Administrative Action with Penalty/Fine 
 Referral for Enforcement 


 Warning Notice 
 
 


Inspector(s) Signature _______________________________________________________________ 


 


 







 


 
 
 
 


PART III 
 
 
 


Guidance for Support Documents 
 


 


 







 


 
 
 
 


SECTION 1 
 
 
 


Work Plan/Implementation Schedule 
 
 


 
 


 


 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


 Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities     
    


Section 1 
WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 


 
This section contains the plan or activities to be conducted to enable the Co-permittee to 
implement the performance standard along with an implementation schedule.  The work plan 
will be developed by each Co-permittee based on its responsibility to conduct illicit connection 
and illegal dumping elimination control activities within its jurisdiction. 
 
Example Contents of the Work Plan 
 
• Describe steps needed to incorporate the implementation of the performance standard. 
• Obtain adequate legal authority (if necessary). 
• Develop a training program for inspectors and field personnel. 
• Develop and/or distribute public information. 
• Develop and/or implement spill response drills. 
• Develop an inter-agency referral process. 
• Develop an implementation schedule for priority area field investigation (see Table 5 for a 


model implementation schedule). 
• Develop and/or implement complaint response protocols. 
• Develop documentation and record keeping tools. 
• Develop priority area field investigation tracking system. 
• Develop program evaluations (may include):  


1) Reviewing the Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities   
 Performance Standard.  Identify any necessary modifications or improvements. 


2) Reviewing internal field investigation results, assessing if the purpose was met and   
 identifying what changes or improvements are necessary. 


3) Obtaining feedback on the Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping Control Program   
 from involved parties (e.g., complaining parties, other agencies, citizens, etc.). 


4) Formally evaluating the interagency referral system. 
5) Reviewing the Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping tracking system to identify   


 necessary modifications or improvements in data collection or reporting methods. 
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 The Field Investigation Implementation Schedule below pertains to high, medium and low 
priority area field investigations. The schedule is a model that may be used by Co-permittees to 
document priority area field investigations. This model is not intended to be an exclusive 
template, but rather to provide a simple format Co-permittees may choose to utilize or modify.   
 
 
 


The schedule is designed to be based on historical field investigation data and the results of the 
tracking system for priority area field investigations described in the performance standard. The 
outfall description and corresponding sector, investigation frequency and total number(s) of 
outfall investigations for high, medium and low priority areas for a given fiscal year are 
identified in the Table below. This schedule should be evaluated annually to determine 
modifications to outfall priorities and to determine appropriate frequencies for repeat 
investigations.    
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Table 5 - Field Investigation Implementation Schedule 


 
 
 
Priority  


 
Investigation 
Frequency 


 
Repeat 
Investigation 


 
 
Source 


 
 
Outfall Description 


 
 
Total (s) 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
High 


 
AD* 


 
AD* 


 
Total Outfalls 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
Medium 


 
AD* 


 
AD* 


 
Total Outfalls 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
Low 


 
AD* 


 
*AD 


 
Total Outfalls 


 
 


AD* At Agency’s Discretion 
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Legal Authority to Implement
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Section 2 


LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 
 
This section contains a demonstration that the Co-permittee has the legal authority to implement 
the performance standard.  Each Co-permittee should provide citations for, or excerpts from, 
documents that demonstrate adequate legal authority, and/or provide a time schedule for 
developing and obtaining additional authority.  Required areas of authority may include, but are 
not limited to, the following: 
 


• Authority to prohibit illicit discharges to the municipality’s storm drain system. 
 


• Authority to control discharges to the municipality’s storm drain system which result 
from spills, dumping or disposal of substances other than storm water. 


 
• Authority to conduct inspections, surveillance and monitoring of discharges into the 


municipality’s storm drain system. 
 
(Full documents do not need to be included within this performance standard, but should be 
available upon request by the Regional Board.) 
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Work Plan BMPs and Control Measures 
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Section 3 


WORK PLAN BMPs AND CONTROL MEASURES 
 
This section contains the best management practices and control measures that will be used as a 
standard for compliance in the implementation of the performance standard.  Best management 
practices, as determined by the Co-permittee, should be available to the responsible personnel. 
 
Example BMP’s and Control Measures (outlined in the following documents) 
 
•  Manual for the Investigation and Elimination of Illegal Dumping, Woodward Clyde 


Consultants, February 1991. 
 
• Methods for Conducting Illicit Connection Programs, Woodward Clyde Consultants, 


January 1991. 
 
• NPDES Storm Water Sampling Guidance Document, Environmental Protection Agency, 


July 1992. 
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Section 4 


 
STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 


 
This section contains the Co-permittee’s standard operating procedures for implementation of 
the performance standard.   
 
Example Contents 
 
• Enforcement Procedures/Response Plan (may include coordination with city/county/district 


attorney, etc.) 
 
• Documentation and/or Record Keeping Methods 
 
• Staff Training: determine method(s) - internal, conferences, Program generated, etc.  
 
• Public Information and Participation Procedures - determine methods, materials and 


distribution. 
 
• Complaint Referral Procedures  
 
• Incident Response Procedures  
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Attachment 6.1:  “Watershed Watchers: Keeping Our Waterways Clean”  Program 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Environmental Education Center (EEC) in Alviso.  
The Program provides resources to the Don Edwards San Francisco Wildlife Refuge 
Environmental Education Center in Alviso to support a full-time interpretive specialist position for 
conducting the Watershed Watchers Program.  Watershed Watcher activities, which are 
conducted on-site and primarily on the weekends, focus on building watershed awareness, 
promote watershed stewardship, and encourage stormwater pollution prevention behaviors 
among attendees (general public, weekend visitors, families with children etc.).  


The Program’s Alviso Work Group will meet with Alviso Ed Center staff to work toward including 
more citizen involvement activities in the Watershed Watchers program.  


The Watershed Watchers Program conducts more than a hundred activities for children and 
adults each year. These include: 


Wildlife in Our Watershed Depends on You: Interpretive programs focusing on how 
individual behaviors cause urban runoff pollution and affect wildlife habitat in our watershed.  
Examples include children’s bird walks, adult birdwatching, live animal presentations, twilight 
walks and general nature hikes.  All programs include a segment addressing runoff pollution 
covering causes, resulting problems, and identifying actions visitors can take at home to 
prevent or lessen the problems.   


Gardening without Chemicals: Stewardship activities that encourage and inspire visitors 
to create wildlife habitats and use chemical-free garden techniques in their own backyards.  
Garden work days are offered emphasizing chemical-free gardening techniques.  Native 
plant gardening workshops begin in the classroom and end with a tour of the EEC native 
plant demonstration gardens while discussing chemical-free gardening techniques and 
implementation methods for the home garden. 


Our Role in Preventing Urban Runoff: Presentation and walk focusing on each 
individual’s role in preventing urban runoff pollution, including examples of alternative 
behaviors.  This is usually done with groups that make reservations (e.g., Scouts, Lyceum, 
Sierra Club, and senior groups). 


Special Events: These events are designed to attract at least 200 people to the EEC for 
various activities including games and crafts.  Urban runoff pollution prevention messages 
are incorporated into several of the activities featured during the event.   


Other Watershed Watcher program tasks include: 


Developing and Maintaining Partnerships with Local Community Organizations: 
Partners include Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society,  Friends of Guadalupe River Park & 
Gardens, the San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory, Happy Hollow Park & Zoo, and volunteer 
coordinators at local companies (e.g., Cisco and Hands On Bay Area, etc.).  


Coordinating Refuge Volunteers for Interpretive Programs/Gardens: Contacting 
volunteers to lead programs, training, and maintaining relationships with volunteers; and 
scheduling volunteers for special events. 


Informal Indoor Visitor Contact: Includes interaction at the Center and answering visitor 
questions over phone. 


Outreach to Local Media: Includes contacting local newspapers and other publications; 
posting program and event announcements in online calendars (e.g., Acterra and Craigs 
List); and creating appropriate event descriptions for press releases.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This document comprises a draft Work Plan for implementation of the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s (SCVURPPP’s or Program’s) Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (URMP) for fiscal year (FY) 2006-2007.  This Work Plan fulfills Provision 
C.6.b. of the Program’s NPDES permit (Order 01-024) reissued February 21, 2001.  
   
The Work Plan also fulfills the following additional permit requirements of the Order, 
consistent with Permit Provision C.6.b: 
 
• Describes the development of new or modification of existing Performance Standards 


(Provisions C.2.b. and C.5.); 


• Includes a Program PI/P Work Plan and Co-permittee work plans that describe the 
planned efforts to implement Program and local PI/P activities (Provision C.4.) 


• Contains the Program’s Annual FY 06-07 Monitoring Plan (Provision C.7.c.), which 
addresses data collection and control programs for specific pollutants (Provision C.9.);  


• Includes the Program’s FY 06-07 Copper/Nickel Work Plan (Provisions C.9.a and b), 
which provides descriptions of the proposed Work Plan actions and the status of 
actions accomplished in FY 05-06;  


• Includes the Program’s FY 06-07 Mercury Outreach Activities (Provision C.9.c.), as 
described in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan;   


• Contains the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan tasks for FY 06-07 
(Provision C.9.d); 


• Defines the Program’s role relative to watershed management efforts and involvement 
in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI), as described in 
the Annual Monitoring Plan (Provision C.10.). 


The Work Plan includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules to be 
implemented by the Co-permittees, in each individual jurisdiction and collectively through 
the Program.  The Work Plan builds on the baseline routine efforts conducted by the 
Program and Co-permittees through its “continuous improvement” process.  The Work Plan 
also considers the implementation status of FY 05-06 activities and actions, in order to plan 
FY 06-07 activities. 
 
The Work Plan is comprised of nine sections, as follows: 
 
1. Program Continuous Improvement Tasks:  Section 1 describes continuous 


improvement tasks and provides a schedule for their completion. 
 
2. Performance Standard Revisions: Section 2 provides future efforts for revising the 


Program’s performance standards.   
 
3. Public Involvement and Participation: The Program’s PI/P Work Plan (Section 3) 


includes a list and description of projects planned for FY 06-07 and the process used to 
select them.  A Pollutant Matrix is included which illustrates how on-going and planned 
PI/P efforts are directly linked to pollutants of concern. 
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4. Monitoring Program: The Program’s FY 06-07 Annual Monitoring Plan is presented in 
Section 4.  The monitoring strategy describes how monitoring projects are linked to 
Program goals, SCBWMI goals and permit requirements.  The section identifies those 
on-going projects that are related to permit requirements along with a description and 
tentative schedule for FY 06-07 projects.  The Monitoring Plan also includes watershed 
management measures.  


 
5. Pesticide Management Work Plan: Section 5 contains a status report on the 


Program’s pesticide management tasks, consistent with the Program’s Pesticide 
Management Plan (2/15/02), and planned tasks for FY 06-07. 


 
6. Mercury Pollution Prevention Work Plan: Section 6 contains the Program’s mercury 


pollution prevention tasks for FY 06-07, consistent with the Program’s Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Work Plan (3/1/02).  The status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan tasks is 
also provided. 


 
7. New and Redevelopment Work Plan:  Section 7 describes the Program’s progress in 


assisting Co-permittees in preparing to implement the requirements for new and 
redevelopment control measures (Provision C.3.) and the Program tasks planned for FY 
06-07. 


 
8. FY 06-07 Program Budget: The Program’s Final FY 06-07 Budget Report, as reviewed 


by the Budget AHTG, is included in Section 8.   
 
9. Co-permittee Work Plan Summary Tables: Section 9 contains the individual Co-


permittee Work Plans for FY 06-07 developed consistent with the FY 00-01 Work Plan 
format approved by Water Board staff.   
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ABAG Association of Bay Area Governments 
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BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District 


BACWA Bay Area Clean Water Agencies 


BASMAA Bay Area Storm Water Management Agencies Association 


BMM Bay Monitoring and Modeling 
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BPP Brake Pad Partnership 


CAP Copper Action Plan 


CEP Clean Estuary Partnership 


CCMP Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plan 
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CMA Congestion Management Agency 


CUPA Certified Unified Program Agency 


CWA Clean Water Act 


CZARA Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments 


EOA Eisenberg, Olivieri, & Associates 


EPA Environmental Protection Agency 


HMP Hydromodification Management Plan 


ICID Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping 
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IND Industrial and Commercial Discharge 


IPM Integrated Pest Management 


KLI Kinetic Laboratories Incorporated 


MCMP Metals Control Measures Plan 


MEP Maximum Extent Practicable 


MOA Memorandum of Agreement 


MOU Memorandum of Understanding 


MTC Metropolitan Transportation Commission 


NAP Nickel Action Plan 


NDC New Development and Construction 


NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 


NOI Notice of Intent 


NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 


O&M Operation & Maintenance 


PAA Public Agency Activities 


PCB Polychlorinated Biphenyls 


PCDF Polychlorinated dibenzofurans 


PCDD Polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins 


PIP Public Information and Participation 


POC Pollutant of Concern 


POTW Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
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QA/QC Quality Assurance/Quality Control 


RMAS Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy 


RMP Regional Monitoring Program 


RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 


SCBWMI Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative 


SCVURPPP Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 


SCVWD Santa Clara Valley Water District 


SFEI San Francisco Estuary Institute 


SIC Standard Industrial Classification 


SOP Standard Operating Procedure 


SWAMP Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program 


SWMP Storm Water Management Plan 


SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 


SWRCB State Water Resources Control Board 


TATG Trash Ad Hoc Task Group 


TMDL  Total Maximum Daily Load 


URMP Urban Runoff Management Plan 


USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 


WEO Watershed Education and Outreach 


WLA Waste Load Allocation 


WMI Watershed Management Initiative (same as SCBWMI, above) 
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WUPPP Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan 


WWC  Watershed Watch Campaign 
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Overview  Chapter One 


This Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP)1 details what the Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program2 (SCVURPPP or 
Program) is doing to reduce urban runoff pollution in the Santa Clara Valley 
watershed. 


Fifteen agencies — Co-permittees under a stormwater discharge permit 
issued by the Regional Water Quality Control Board — comprise the 
Program.  Each agency implements urban runoff pollution controls within its 
own jurisdiction.  A Management Committee coordinates joint efforts among 
the Co-permittees.  By pursuing agency-specific activities, and contributing to 
joint activities, each Co-permittee endeavors to protect water quality in local 
creeks and South San Francisco Bay, and complies with a myriad of 
regulatory requirements that govern urban runoff pollution control programs.   


Chapter 2 provides the geographical and regulatory context for Program 
activities.  It begins with a description of the characteristics of the Santa Clara 
Valley drainage basin, followed by a brief history of the Program.  Chapter 2 
continues with a discussion of the Program’s overall approach to controlling 
pollutant sources and the Program’s relationship to other pollution-prevention 
efforts.  The Program’s participation in Santa Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative (SCBWMI) is described in some detail, followed by 
more brief notes on the Program’s work with other public agencies and with 
private entities. 


                                                 
1 The URMP complies with NPDES Permit CAS029718 (Order No. 01-024 as amended by Order 01-119). 
2 As stated in the Bylaws, the co-permittees — when collectively implementing area-wide activities that benefit all 
co-permittees — are referred to as the “Program”. 
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Chapter 3 describes the fundamental ideas around which the Program is 
organized, and which drive the relationship between the Program and its 
participating agencies.  These ideas are embodied in the Program’s Mission 
Statement, Goals and Objectives.  This is followed by a summary of the roles 
played by the Co-permittees, Management Committee and Program staff in 
implementing the Program.  Chapter 3 also describes how the Program 
applies Performance Standards to achieve consistency, accountability and 
continuous improvement in the Program and every jurisdiction within the 
Santa Clara Valley Basin. 


Chapter 4 summarizes the common features of each Co-permittees’ local 
urban runoff pollution prevention program, as represented in the Program-
wide model Performance Standards.  The Performance Standards apply to 
each element of the Program: Illicit Discharge and Illegal Dumping 
Elimination (ICID), Industrial and Commercial Discharge Controls (IND), 
Public Information and Participation (PIP), Public Agency Activities (PAA), 
and New & Redevelopment and Construction (NDC). 


Chapter 4 also describes activities, coordinated through the Management 
Committee that the Co-permittees pursue jointly.  These include specific 
things the Program and Co-permittees are doing to support other entities’ 
efforts to reduce, to the maximum extent practicable (MEP), urban runoff 
pollution — and protect and enhance beneficial uses. 


Chapters 5 through 16 consist of individual Urban Runoff Management Plans 
for Cupertino, Los Altos, Los Altos Hills, Milpitas, Mountain View, Palo 
Alto, San Jose, Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale; the West Valley communities of 
Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno and Saratoga (combined in Chapter 14); 
Santa Clara County, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District. 


Each of these Co-permittees may choose to adopt any or all of the model 
Performance Standards, or adapt them to suit local conditions.  The 
adaptations accommodate differing local conditions and are documented in 
Chapters 5-16.  The local plans also describe how each Co-permittee 
organizes and carries out its local program.
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About the  
Santa Clara  
Valley Urban  
Runoff Pollution  
Prevention Program  Chapter Two 


 
2A THE SANTA CLARA BASIN AND ITS COMMUNITIES 


Physical Setting.  Santa Clara County encompasses more than 1,300 square 
miles in the southern portion of the San Francisco Bay Area, making it the 
second largest of the nine Bay Area counties.  The County is 
geomorphologically diverse and includes the Santa Clara Valley, the Santa 
Cruz Mountains, the mountains of the Diablo Range, and the Baylands.  


The northern portion of the county is occupied by a broad, northward draining 
valley located between the Santa Cruz Mountains, to the west, and the Diablo 
Range to the east.  This basin, the Santa Clara Valley, is highly urbanized and 
contains 13 of the county's 15 cities and towns (Figure 1).  This portion of the 
County constitutes the area covered by the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program.  The Santa Clara Basin has warm, dry 
summers and receives 15 to 20 inches average rainfall between October and 
April each year. 


Creeks and streams that originate in the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Diablo 
Range drain through the Santa Clara Basin into South San Francisco Bay.  
Thirteen major watersheds are within the Program’s jurisdictional areas 
(Figure 1).  They include the Coyote Creek watershed on the east side of the 
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valley, the Guadalupe River watershed, which drains the south-central portion 
of the valley, and a series of small, relatively urbanized watersheds that drain 
the west side of the valley.  Surface runoff generated from various land uses 
in all the hydrologic subbasins discharges into watercourses, which in turn 
flow into South San Francisco Bay (below the Dumbarton Bridge). 


Population and Job Growth.  In 2000, Santa Clara County ranked fourth in 
the state in terms of population and employment.  According to the California  
Department of Finance 2000 Census Report, the population of the county is 
about 1.68 million.  Of this total, about 1.51 million or 90 percent are 
residents of the thirteen communities in the Program Area.  Most of the 
population in the unincorporated county is concentrated in areas around these 
urban communities.  Therefore an estimated 95 to 96 percent of the county's 
total population is within the Program Area.  According to the Association of 
Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG’s) Projections 2002, the population in the 
county will grow to about 2.06 million by 2025. 


San Jose, with approximately 894,950 residents, is by far the most populous 
city.  San Jose has 53 percent of the total county population, followed by 
Sunnyvale, with about 8 percent of the total county population, and Santa 
Clara, with 6 percent of total county population.  San Jose is expected to 
retain a similar share of the county population in 2015.  The smallest 
communities in the valley are the City of Monte Sereno and the Town of Los 
Altos Hills. 


The Santa Clara County economy is dynamic.  Up until the mid 1950s, the 
county was predominantly rural with an agricultural-based economy.  Since 
then, the valley has been transformed into a vast metropolitan area with an 
economy dominated by high technology firms.  Through these decades, the 
valley has continued to attract fast-growth industries, which have led to both 
job and population growth within the county and in adjacent counties.  The 
end of the 1990s saw tremendous growth in Santa Clara County as the Silicon 
Valley became the embodiment of a “New Economy” driven by efficiencies 
from computers, communications and the use of the internet.  During the 
1990s, the county added 201,400 jobs.  Job growth continues in some sectors 
throughout 2000, even as the news media reported the demise of dot-com 
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companies.  In many ways, companies that provided the services and 
materials for internet companies eventually accounted for most of the job 
losses.  Currently, companies that make equipment and provide business 
services, not the pure internet companies, are causing a shift in the county’s 
economic fortunes. 


Santa Clara County will see limited job growth in the first ten years of the 
forecast period (2000-2025).  Service jobs will account for approximately 38 
percent of new jobs in the county during the next ten years.  Between 2000 
and 2025, the county is expected to add 303,500 new jobs. 


Land Use.  The Santa Clara Valley is characterized by flat fertile lands and 
was once an important agricultural area.  Since the mid 1950s however, 
housing developments, businesses, industrial parks, shopping centers, and 
freeways have replaced agricultural lands.  This development was triggered 
by the emergence of the electronics industry.  Stanford University in Palo 
Alto spawned the earliest firms engaged in electronics and further supported 
the growth by building the Stanford Industrial Park.  As available land in Palo 
Alto became scarce, the electronics and semiconductor industry moved south 
into Mountain View and Sunnyvale, then into Santa Clara and Cupertino.  By 
the 1970s, industries were concentrated in the northern portion of the valley, 
with housing extending into the southern part of the county.  Very-low-
density, affluent residential areas developed in the western foothill 
communities.  


Table 1 presents estimated percentages of land within the Program 
communities devoted to different land uses.  As this table shows, some 
communities, such as Los Altos, Los Gatos, Saratoga, and Monte Sereno, are 
almost entirely residential with little or no industrial areas and very limited 
commercial areas.  Other communities are more diverse.  The cities of 
Mountain View, Santa Clara, and Milpitas have 15 to 20 percent of their land 
in industrial use. 


Most communities are built out, and the availability of land for development 
is limited.  With the exception of San Jose, Milpitas, and unincorporated 
County, valley communities generally have less than 8 percent of their land 
vacant or under agricultural use that could be converted to urban uses.  Land 
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prices and scarcity of vacant land will likely spur intensification of existing 
land uses, such as increased residential density through infill and 
redevelopment.  ABAG notes that Santa Clara County has a large inventory 
of commercial and industrial sites that will not be fully absorbed over the 
next 20 years and could be made available for housing. 


Industrial Base.  High technology firms, engaged in the electronics, 
aerospace, and semi-conductor industries, dominate the industrial economy of 
the valley.  Other major industries include printing and publishing, industrial 
machinery and equipment, auto repair, trucking, and warehousing.  Most of 
the electronics industry is concentrated in the cities of Santa Clara, 
Sunnyvale, Mountain View, Palo Alto, and Milpitas.  The City of San Jose 
has a more diverse industrial base. 


Jurisdiction over Drainage Systems.  Within the valley, drainage systems 
are of diverse physical types, and have diverse ownership and maintenance 
responsibility.  Drainage facilities consist of gutters, swales, ditches, culverts, 
storm drain inlets, catch basins, storm drain lines, pump stations, and 
detention basins.  In most cases, these facilities are owned and maintained by 
the municipality in which the facility is located.  The natural drainages and 
flood control channels, some detention basins, and groundwater recharge 
basins are maintained and operated by the Santa Clara Valley Water District.  
Multiple agencies have jurisdiction and responsibility for management and 
maintenance of drainage facilities within the Program’s thirteen major 
watershed areas.  In addition, upland portions of some of these subwatersheds 
have non-urban land uses (agricultural, ranching, and open space) and are 
outside the Program Area.  Runoff from these non-urban areas drains through 
the urban portion of the valley on its way to South San Francisco Bay. 
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2B HISTORY OF THE SCVURPPP 


1986 Basin Plan and Initial Memorandum of Understanding.  The 
Program was originally organized in response to the 1986 Regional Water 
Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Region (Basin Plan).3  The 15 
agencies prepared a plan4 to characterize urban non-point sources and to 
identify and evaluate existing and additional controls.  The 15 agencies then 
signed a Memorandum of Understanding to jointly contribute to a series of 
monitoring and BMP studies leading to a control plan.5


1990 Stormwater Permit and Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  
These materials became the basis for an NPDES permit application.  In June 
1990 the Program received an early NPDES municipal stormwater permit.6  
Permit provisions recognized that the Program had already accomplished 
significant work, which the California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
for the San Francisco Bay Region (Regional Board or RWQCB) considered 
equivalent to specific municipal stormwater permitting requirements 
promulgated by EPA in October of that year. 


1990 Memorandum of Agreement.  The Program is organized, coordinated, 
and implemented based upon a mutual Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
signed by the 15 participating public agencies in 1990.  The MOA defines 
roles and responsibilities of all Co-permittees, a cost-sharing formula for joint 
expenditures and the role of the SCVWD as managing agency of the 
Program.  The Management Committee, which includes representatives from 
the 15 Co-permittees, provides overall direction to the Program.  The 
SCVWD chairs the Management Committee and employs a Program 
Manager and staff to implement, manage, and coordinate joint activities.  The 
Program’s Management Committee established subcommittees, composed of 


                                                 
3 California Regional Water Quality Control Board for the San Francisco Bay Region (1986). Water Quality 
Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Region. (Basin Plan). The reference in this section is to the 1986 version 
of the Basin Plan. The Regional Board approved the most recent Basin Plan on June 21, 1995. 
4 CH2MHill and EOA, Inc. (1987). Nonpoint Source Evaluation Action Plan. 
5 Woodward-Clyde Consultants (1990). Loads Assessment Results and Implementation Program,  
(3 volumes). 
6 Permit No. CA 0029718, Order No. 90-094 
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Program and Co-permittee staff, to assist in coordination of Co-permittee 
implementation efforts, including annual reporting and evaluation.  


1993 Copper Waste Load Allocation7 (WLA) and Copper Reduction 
Dialogue.  In June 1993 the Regional Board adopted a WLA, which included 
an annual reduction of 950 pounds of copper to be accomplished jointly by 
the three South Bay wastewater dischargers (Publicly Owned Treatment 
Works, or POTWs) and the Program.  In response, the Program and POTWs 
included regulatory, environmental, and commercial interest groups in a 
Copper Reduction Dialogue.  In March 1994, the four entities signed a 
Memorandum of Agreement specifying actions to be completed.  The actions 
are reviewed in the Program’s 1997 Metals Control Measures Plan, and 
appropriate items incorporated into the URMP.  The State Water Resources 
Control Board (SWRCB) has since remanded the WLA back to the Regional 
Board for review. 


1995 Permit Reissuance.  As part of the 5-year NPDES permit cycle, the 
Program developed and submitted a second SWMP to the Regional Board on 
June 30, 1995.  The Regional Board approved the SWMP and issued the 
second NPDES storm water permit8 on August 23, 1995.  The SWMP 
included metals control measures.  The permit called for the Program to 
develop watershed-based measures. 


1997 Storm Water Management Plan Revision. The 1995 Permit called for 
the Program to develop a set of Performance Standards during 1995-1996.  
The permit defined Performance Standards as “the level of implementation 
necessary to demonstrate the control of pollutants in storm water to the 
maximum extent practicable.”  The Performance Standards were incorporated 
in the revised plan and submitted to the Regional Board on September 1, 
1997.  The Regional Board approved the URMP and performance standards 
in two separate letters (July 10, 1998 and December 14, 1998).  In addition, 
an updated URMP, including updates to several Performance Standards only, 


                                                 
7 A Waste Load Allocation is the portion of a receiving waters’ assimilative capacity that is allocated to one of its 
existing or future point sources of pollution (40 CFR 130.2(g)). 
8 NPDES Permit No. CAS029718, Order 95-180. 
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was submitted to the Regional Board as part of the permit renewal application 
in December 1999.  The Permit also calls for the submittal of an Annual 
Work Plan and Annual Monitoring Plan9 on March 1 of each year and an 
Annual Fiscal Year Report, which may include recommendations for 
improvements or revisions to the plan, to be submitted on September 15 of 
each year. 


In September 1997, the Management Committee (consistent with the 
SCVURPPP MOA/Bylaws) retained EOA, Inc. to provide Program 
management services.  The SCVWD is the Program’s fiscal agent and 
contracts with the Program Manager.  


 Memorandum of Understanding (MOA) and SCVURPPP Bylaws. The 
Co-permittees submitted an updated Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and 
SCVURPPP Bylaws as part of the December 21, 1999 permit re-application 
package.  Co-permittees are individually responsible for implementing the 
permit within their respective jurisdictions.  The Co-permittees make use of 
the Program to pool resources and complete joint activities.  


The Management Committee renamed the Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint 
Source Pollution Control Program to the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program.  The new name is more descriptive of the 
Program’s purpose, and better defines the Program’s focus.  Consistent with 
this renaming, this plan is titled an Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP) 
instead of a Storm Water Management Plan. 


2001 Permit Reissuance. 


On February 21, 2001, the Regional Board adopted the Program’s  third 
NPDES permit (NPDES Permit No. CAS029718, Order No. 01-024 as 
amended by Order No. 01-119).  The permit required the Co-permittees to 


                                                 
9 Consistent with Provision C.7.b and C.9 of its Permit, the Program developed and submitted to the RWQCB (on 
March 1, 2002), a Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Multi-Year Plan) that identifies Program 
monitoring activities in Santa Clara Basin Watersheds over an eight-year period.  The Program received a request 
from Regional Board staff on June 5, 2002 to revise the March 1, 2002 Multi-Year Plan.  On August 5, 2002, the 
Program submitted an updated Multi-Year Plan.  Each year (March 1), the Program submits an Annual Monitoring 
Plan that is consistent with the Multi-year Plan. 
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continue to implement existing performance standards and contained a 
number of new requirements including:  addressing the post-construction and 
some construction phase impacts of new and redevelopment; 
hydromodification management plan; enhanced reporting requirements for 
industrial/commercial discharger control and illicit connection and illegal 
dumping elimination activities; a Multi-Year monitoring program; and 
control programs for pollutants of concern  that have the reasonable potential 
to cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards/receiving 
water limitations.  Specific control programs cover the following pollutants of 
concern: copper, nickel, mercury, legacy pesticides, PCBs, dioxin-like 
compounds and sediments.  The Program was also required to continue to 
implement the 2000 Copper and Nickel Action Plans.    


2C THE PROGRAM’S APPROACH TO POLLUTION PREVENTION  
AND REGULATORY COMPLIANCE 


Santa Clara Valley municipalities were among the first in California, and 
nationally, to begin implementing control measures for urban runoff pollution 
prevention.  The technical knowledge, regulatory mechanisms, and 
institutional division of responsibility needed to control urban runoff 
pollution are still maturing. 


The Co-permittees’ pollution control strategies have been developed in the 
context of Federal regulations, state regulations, regional management plans, 
regulatory staff guidance, and the requirements of the Program’s NPDES 
permit.10


Ultimately, each “non-point” pollutant source is related to some specific 
natural condition or human activity.  The general solution to “nonpoint” 
pollution is to find each of a multitude of small “point” sources — and then 
to reduce them to the maximum extent practicable. 


                                                 
10 A brief summary of these regulatory and management programs is contained in Appendix B. 
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The Program encourages reduction of all sources of pollutants that may enter 
storm drains.  These sources may be divided into three categories: 


1. Urban sources that are within the authority and ability of municipal 
government to address 


2. Urban sources that are beyond the regulatory authority of municipal 
government or that municipal government does not have the ability to 
address 


3. Non-urban sources, which are beyond the regulatory authority of 
municipal government  


Each Co-permittee has developed a comprehensive URMP to reduce sources 
in the first category to the maximum extent practicable.  The Co-permittee 
Urban Runoff Management Plans incorporate Performance Standards that, 
where necessary, refine the model Performance Standard to suit local 
conditions.  The Co-permittee URMPs contain local strategies for urban 
runoff control; including tailored Performance Standards, work plans to 
implement Performance Standards, and Best Management Practices and 
Standard Operating Procedures that detail how control measures will be 
carried out day-to-day.  The Co-permittee URMPs comprise Chapters 5-16.  
The common features of the Co-permittee URMPs are detailed in Chapter 4. 


For sources in the second category, the Program participates in, and 
contributes to, joint efforts with other entities, including regulatory agencies, 
public benefit corporations, universities, and citizens’ groups.  These entities 
take the lead on addressing particular sources because they are regional, 
statewide or national in scope, because they have different skills or expertise, 
or because they have appropriate regulatory authority.  


For the third category, non-urban sources, the Program continues to build, 
and actively participate in, the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management 
Initiative (SCBWMI).   
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2D POLLUTION PREVENTION AND WATERSHED MANAGEMENT 


Watershed Management — managing activities and natural processes of a 
watershed in a practical manner that maximizes the benefits and minimizes 
the adverse impacts on the environment for the benefit of the community and 
recognizes the quality of life and diversity — defines a new approach to the 
Regional Board’s watershed and Bay protection efforts.  The Regional Board 
has specified the Santa Clara Basin as one of two watersheds initially targeted 
for this approach.    


The first  Storm Water Management Plan (June 1995) contained five 
Watershed Management Measures, beginning with institutional arrangements 
and leading, after some years of planned effort, to area-wide watershed 
management.  Since that time the Program has helped forge a new approach 
that brings in stakeholders at the beginning of the planning process.  


The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) is 
organized into three distinct phases: (1) Initiating Phase, (2) Planning Phase, 
and (3) Operating or Implementing Phase.  In April 1996, Regional Board 
staff commenced the Initiating Phase.  The Board staff, with the assistance of 
several Co-permittees, gathered together various interested parties 
(stakeholders) in the watershed to determine their interest in watershed 
management and their vision of how to begin planning watershed use and 
protection.  In June 1996, an ad hoc committee composed of representatives 
from various stakeholder groups met to discuss these issues.  This group later 
came to be called the Core Group and now meets monthly.  The Core Group 
developed a mission statement, and a Process subgroup formalized the 
planning structure, planning process, and a timeline.  In November 1996, the 
SCBWMI moved into an 18- to 24-month planning phase. 


Coincident with this planning phase, the Program committed specific 
resources, in addition to resources committed by individual Co-permittees, to 
assist the SCBWMI with: 


• Modeling loading, fate and transport of pollutants, to support 
development of a copper and nickel Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
in the Lower South Bay. 
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• Assessments of impairment of beneficial uses in the sloughs and tributary 
creeks of the Lower South Bay. 


SCVURPPP’s Program Manager participates in the SCBWMI’s Core Group.  
Co-permittee staff, and Program staff and consultants, will continue to 
participate in various SCBWMI workgroups.  By helping to create the 
SCBWMI, the Co-permittees have effectively implemented the watershed 
tasks in the 1995 SWMP, the 1997 URMP, and the 2001 Watershed and 
Urban Runoff Integration report.11  The Program believes that a viable 
watershed management plan for the Santa Clara basin will require stakeholder 
involvement and area-wide planning.  Accordingly, the Program’s ongoing 
watershed planning is coordinated through participation in the SCBWMI.  As 
the SCBWMI has developed, it has begun to lay the groundwork for adaptive 
management within the Santa Clara Basin watersheds.  The SCVURPPP will 
continue to focus on preventing pollution from urban sources by pursuing 
activities within the purview of the Co-permittees.  (See Figure 2)  


The Management Committee, as part of the annual evaluation and continuous 
improvement cycle, reviews the resources that the Program and Co-
permittees contribute to the SCBWMI and recommends actions (including 
budget) to assist the SCBWMI in the coming year.  


 
2E DESCRIPTION OF RELATED PROGRAMS 


In addition to participating in the SCBWMI, the Program works with other 
entities — including regulatory agencies, trade associations and nonprofit 
groups — to pursue urban runoff pollution prevention.  Some examples 
follow. 


                                                 
11 Consistent with Provision C.10 of the NPDES permit, SCVURPPP developed a report entitled “Watershed 
Management and Urban Runoff Management Integration Report, June 29, 2001.” The report contains an analysis of 
how watershed management and urban runoff are currently integrated along with recommendations on the 
prioritization of watersheds for future investigations/assessments. .  


 
SEPTEMBER 1, 2004 21 EOA, Inc. 







 SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 


SF Bay Regional Monitoring Program (RMP).  Point and urban runoff 
dischargers including the SCVURPPP fund this monitoring program.  The 
program is administered by the San Francisco Estuary Institute and includes 
water column, sediment, and biological monitoring at stations throughout the 
San Francisco Bay, including the lower South Bay.  The program conducts 
special studies such as a pilot watershed-monitoring element in Coyote 
Creek.  The SCVURPPP may supplement RMP funds, from time to time, to 
encourage special studies that are of interest to the Program.  


Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA).  
BASMAA is a consortium of San Francisco Bay region municipal stormwater 
programs.  Representatives of the seven contributing programs comprise the 
association’s Board, which oversees the work of three committees: 


• Monitoring 


• New Development 


• Operational Permits 


BASMAA’s New Development Committee has focused on providing tools 
municipalities can use to incorporate measures to mitigate the urban runoff 
impacts of new development and construction.  The New Development 
Committee has also overseen preparation of Start at the Source1213, a site 
planning/design guidance manual and other products, and provided 
coordination with Regional Board staff.  Regional public outreach and 
advertising is also conducted through BASMAA.  In addition, BASMAA 
continues to successfully develop a single voice for Bay Area urban runoff 
programs.  The SCVURPPP Program Manager has (for the past five years) 
and continues to serve as Vice Chair of BASMAA. 


POTW Pretreatment Programs.  The three POTWs in the Santa Clara 
Basin inspect many facilities that discharge to sanitary sewers.  The 


                                                 
12 Tom Richman & Associates (1997). Start at the Source: Residential Site Planning and Design Guidance 
Manual for Stormwater Quality Protection. Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association. 
13 Tom Richman & Associates (1999). Start at the Source: Design Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality 
Protection. Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association. 
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inspections insure compliance with the industry’s discharge permit and 
Federal pretreatment regulations.  These inspection programs are closely 
coordinated with the control of industrial sources of urban runoff pollutants.  
All facilities that are inspected for compliance with sanitary sewer discharge 
regulations are also inspected for compliance with requirements to implement 
urban runoff pollution prevention Best Management Practices (BMPs). 


Vehicle Emissions and Congestion Management Programs.  The Santa 
Clara Transportation Authority is responsible for developing and 
implementing a Congestion Management Program that is intended to reduce 
traffic congestion through various measures, including public education, 
provision of high-occupancy-vehicle lanes, employer carpooling incentives, 
and encouraging use of public transit.  Similarly, the Bay Area Clean Air 
Plan, jointly developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
(BAAQMD), the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), and 
ABAG, aims to improve air quality through controls on emissions from 
stationary sources and motor vehicles, and through transportation system 
improvement measures.  The emission reduction programs benefit urban 
runoff quality because particulate metals and other pollutants emitted by 
automobiles settle on urban surfaces and are later washed into urban runoff. 


Hazardous Waste Recycling and Disposal Programs.  Most cities in Santa 
Clara County participate in the Countywide Household Hazardous Waste 
Collection Program, which is administered by the County Health Department.  
A guidebook describing these activities was developed jointly by the County 
Hazardous Waste Program and the SCVURPPP in 1991.  The elements of the 
program differ from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, but typically include 
household hazardous waste drop-off locations, curbside pickup, and 
community recycling centers.  These programs recycle batteries, fluorescent 
lamps, automotive fluids, household cleaners, paints, and garden chemicals 
generated by households and some small businesses. 


Certified Unified Program Agency (CUPA) Program.  Senate Bill 1082 of 
1993 (Health and Safety Code Chapter 6.11) requires California EPA to 
establish a “unified hazardous waste and hazardous materials management” 
regulatory program (Unified Program) by January 1, 1996.  The Unified 
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Program is intended to consolidate, coordinate and make consistent the 
administrative requirements, permits, inspection, enforcement and fees for 
state-mandated regulation of: 


• Hazardous waste generators and onsite treatment of hazardous wastes 


• Spill prevention control and countermeasure plans for above-ground 
storage tanks 


• Underground storage tanks 


• Hazardous material release response plans and inventory 


• Risk management and prevention  


Clean Estuary Partnership.  The Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) is a 
cooperative partnership (voluntary) that facilitates efforts to improve water 
quality in San Francisco Bay by providing financial and staff support for 
technical analysis and stakeholder outreach activities.  The official CEP 
partners are: 


1. San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB);  


2. Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association 
(BASMAA); and  


3. Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA).  


The recent trend toward lengthy and costly legal challenges of regulatory 
decisions convinced stakeholders to pursue a more collaborative approach.  In 
September 2001, the Regional Board, BACWA and BASMAA signed a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) to establish the CEP.  The intention 
was to provide a forum and process for industry, the environmental 
community and various research and planning initiatives to work together to: 


4. Summarize the existing scientific evidence for pollutant impacts;  


5. Develop conceptual models that explain the source of the problems 
and are consistent with available scientific data and theory; 
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6. Coordinate peer review of key scientific/technical documents; and   


7. Identify feasible long-term strategies for addressing pollution 
problems.  


The effort is designed to result in greater consensus regarding the technical 
foundation for regulatory action, and reduce the likelihood of controversy and 
litigation when the regulations are adopted in the Water Quality Control Plan 
for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan).  SCVURPPP has been actively 
involved from the inception of the CEP and annually contributes resources 
(both funding and staff in-kind support) to the effort.  While SCVURPPP 
supports the overall goals and mission of the CEP, there is a need to been 
refine the operational relationship between the RMP and the CEP to more 
efficiently and cost-effectively utilize the limited public agency resources that 
support these two programs. 


Water Resources Protection Collaborative.  The Water Resources 
Protection Collaborative (Collaborative) includes representatives from the 
SCVWD, the County of Santa Clara, each municipality within the County, 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and representatives of property 
owners, the environmental community and business/development interests.  It 
was initiated in December, 2002 in order to address land use issues near 
streams in response to SCVWD’s proposal to modify  Ordinance 83-2.  The 
Collaborative's Mission is to review and assess the current state of water 
resources protection measures in Santa Clara County; and to propose 
appropriate management strategies and institutional arrangements to 
implement these strategies. 
 
The Co-permittees, typically higher level staff from Planning and Public 
Works Departments, have participated in the Collaborative meetings since 
December 2002.  The Program itself is not a member, but participates as 
needed in technical work groups and reviews products for consistency with 
Program goals and objectives and permit requirements.  The Collaborative's 
goal to better implement watershed management strategies within the County 
supports the mission of the Program to assist in protecting beneficial uses of 
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streams by reducing pollutants of concern from adjacent land uses to the 
maximum extent practicable.
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3A DURATION OF THE URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PLAN 


More than just a list of control measures, this Urban Runoff Management 
Plan is intended to guide continuous improvement and ongoing development 
of the Program.  The original Plan period began in September 1997.  The 
Management Committee, consistent with Provision C.2.b of the 2001 NPDES 
permit, developed the revised Plan that became effective starting on 
September 1, 2004.   


The Co-permittee URMPs (Chapters 5-16) contain the local strategy for 
urban runoff control, including tailored Performance Standards, Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) and Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs).  
The Co-permittee URMPs represent the local work plans for implementing 
control measures.  As shown within Figure 2, the Program’s annual reports 
will document continuous improvements to the Co-permittees’ URMPs, 
BMPs and SOPs. 
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3B MISSION STATEMENT 


Mission Statement 


“To assist in the protection of 
beneficial uses of receiving 


waters by preventing 
pollutants generated from 
activities in urban service 


areas from entering runoff to 
the maximum extent 


practicable.” 


During four study sessions in mid-1996, the 
Program’s Management Committee developed a 
Program Mission Statement and Program Goals 
and Objectives.  This process brought about a 
general consensus among the Co-permittees on the 
Program’s approach to compliance with water-
quality regulations. 


The Mission Statement: 


• Targets pollutant reduction measures that are 
needed to help protect beneficial uses 


• Focuses on urban pollutant sources (as opposed to nonpoint sources 
generally) 


• Sets a specific benchmark for implementation (as opposed to doing 
“anything and everything” related to pollutant sources) 


This focused approach is consistent with the Program’s idea of working with 
other parties or institutions that are better equipped to carry out specific 
pollution control strategies.  The Program concentrates its own efforts on 
identifying pollution sources, and implementing pollution prevention 
measures, that are clearly within the authority and ability of the Co-
permittees. 
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Goals and Objectives 
 
GOAL 1: Comply with Permit 
• Effectively prohibit non-stormwater 


discharges (unless exempt or managed 
according to approved conditions) 


• Reduce, to the maximum extent 
practicable, pollutants in stormwater runoff 


• Comply with permit submittal requirements 
 


GOAL 2: Determine Success 
• Periodically evaluate the attainment of 


beneficial uses in selected waterways 
• Evaluate changes in public awareness and 


behavior 
• Evaluate effectiveness of specific control 


measures at pollution reduction. 
 


GOAL 3: Adjust Activities to Meet Changes 
• Define what constitutes success (how 


much is enough?) as it relates to 
programmatic and technical MEP 


• Utilize what we learn to plan the next steps 
 


GOAL 4: Achieve Acceptance of  
Urban Runoff Management Activities 
• Effectively facilitate public input into 


Program planning process 
• Integrate urban runoff goals at various 


intra-agency levels 
• Develop and maintain a proactive 


interrelationship with regulatory authorities 
• Publicize the efforts of the Co-permittees 


(Program) 
 


GOAL 5: Integrate Urban Runoff Program 
Elements into other Programs 
• Promulgate an understanding of the role of 


the urban runoff program 
• Encourage other agencies to become 


involved in urban runoff issues 
• Encourage action by the appropriate 


agencies 


3C GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 


The Program’s goals and objectives 
also stress this practical, focused 
approach. 


Goal 1 is to achieve regulatory 
compliance by implementing all 
permit requirements.  That overall 
purpose can be summed in two key 
objectives: (1) effectively preventing 
non-stormwater discharges and (2) 
implementing best management 
practices that can reduce the 
concentration of pollutants in urban 
runoff.  A third objective is to insure 
that the Co-permittees comply with 
the letter, as well as the spirit, of the 
regulations, by fulfilling each formal 
requirement of the permit. 


Goal 2 is to measure Program 
successes.  Many Program activities 
are essentially mandated by Federal 
and state regulations or are strongly 
encouraged by Regional Board staff.  
The effectiveness of many of these 
mandated activities has not been 
established—or may be near 
impossible to measure.  However, in 
its strategy for complying with 
regulatory mandates, the Program 
continually seeks to measure the 
results of its efforts to make the 
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Program more efficient, and 
seeks new opportunities to 
control urban runoff 
pollutants.  In particular, the 
Program is committed to a 
periodic evaluation of 
beneficial uses in some of the 
Santa Clara watershed’s 
waterways.  At present, the 
Program is pursuing this by 
participating in the Santa 
Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative and 
implementation of the 
Program’s Multi-Year 
Receiving Water Monitoring 
Plan.  Some other Program 


activities are amenable to measurement of intermediate objectives.  For 
example, changes in the general public’s knowledge, attitudes, and pollution-
causing behavior can be measured through surveys.  


Performance 
Standards 


 
Performance Standards 


establish a level of effort for 
best management practices 
or control measures that can 
be implemented throughout 


the urban watershed 
according to the 


characteristics of individual 
Co-permittee jurisdictions. 


Goal 3 spurs SCVURPPP to continuously re-evaluate the meaning of 
“Maximum Extent Practicable.”  As the knowledge and philosophy within 
this new and fast-changing field evolve, the Program seeks new opportunities 
to prevent urban runoff pollution and to protect beneficial uses of the region’s 
water bodies.  Urban Runoff Management Plans and Performance Standards 
are designed to be flexible. 


Goal 4 embodies the perspective that to be effective, the Co-permittees must 
integrate the work of each department of their own agency and work to 
influence the work of other agencies.  For example, municipal urban runoff 
pollution prevention programs typically coordinate with their local fire 
marshal or fire prevention bureau, planning and building department, 
attorney’s office, and public information officer, as well as public works. 


 
EOA, Inc. 30 SEPTEMBER 1, 2004 







 


 


2004 URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PLAN  


Goal 5 reflects the Program’s commitment to involving agencies, (e.g. 
BAAQMD and CMA), in solutions which reduce urban runoff pollutants at 
their source.  Where no suitable agency exists — as for controlling copper-
laden dust from brake pads, or for implementing a watershed perspective  the 
Program works with others to foster development of appropriate entities, such 
as the Brake Pad Partnership and the SCBWMI. 


3D HOW THE PROGRAM IS ORGANIZED 


During 1996 and early 1997, the Program’s Management Committee worked 
on a new Agreement for Implementation of the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program, and new Bylaws governing the 
operation of the committee.  The new Agreement and Bylaws clarified the 
Program’s decision-making process and enhanced the ability of the Program 
to assist each Co-permittee to comply with the provisions of the NPDES 
permit. 


The Agreement formally renamed the Program (from the Santa Clara Valley 
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program to the Santa Clara Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution Prevention Program) and reconstituted a Management 
Committee to be the official decision-making body for the Program.14  The 
Management Committee consists of one designated voting representative 
from each of the listed Co-permittees.  Voting is not weighted by community 
size or by the Co-permittees financial contribution to the Program.  However, 
the Bylaws provide that “the affirmative vote of at least eight voting members 
which collectively contribute at least fifty percent of the Program costs is 
necessary to approve any measure….”  This scheme provides that action by 
the Management Committee requires the support of a majority of the Co-
permittees, including the support of either the City of San Jose or the Santa 
Clara Valley Water District. 


                                                 
14 Management Committee meetings are publicly noticed and provide opportunity for public input as part of the 
decision-making process. 
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Co-permittees are those entities named in the NPDES permit issued by the 
Regional Board.  As stated in the Bylaws, the Co-permittees, when 
collectively implementing area-wide activities that benefit all Co-permittees, 
are referred to as the “Program.” 


The Co-permittees share the costs of implementing the Program.  The 
Management Committee designates a public entity to act as its fiscal agent.  
Through the fiscal agent, the Management Committee retains a Program 
Manager.   


The Program Manager: 


• Administers the Program. 


• Supports the Management Committee and its ad-hoc Task Groups. 


• Prepares budgets and tracks and reports expenditures. 


• Coordinates with the Program’s legal consultant. 


• Prepares and submits annual reports and other documentation to the 
Regional Board. 


• Provides liaison between the Program and Co-permittees. 


• Represents the Program to, and facilitates cooperation with, the 
SCBWMI, Regional Board, BAAQMD, BASMAA, environmental 
groups, other organizations and interested parties. 


The Program Manager also directs consultants to implement area-wide 
activities that require specialized expertise.  These activities include public 
information, public opinion polling, development of new BMPs and control 
measures, and monitoring of sources, fate and effects of urban runoff 
pollutants.  


The individual Co-permittees implement most BMPs and control measures.  
As is documented in Chapters 5-16, each Co-permittee has organized its own 
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urban runoff pollution prevention program, including assignments for 
implementing control measures and a structure for coordinating local efforts.  


 
3E PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 


Consistent with its emphasis on effectiveness, accountability, and continuous 
improvement, the Management Committee has developed mechanisms for 
facilitating consistent countywide implementation of Program elements, 
while preserving flexibility and allowing Co-permittees to tailor elements to 
fit their local conditions.  (One size does not fit all)  These mechanisms also 
provide for systematic documentation of local efforts. 


Model Performance Standards.  Most Co-permittee activities — and the 
level of implementation for those activities — are defined in Performance 
Standards.  Performance Standards describe a specific result, or level of 
effort, that constitutes the “maximum extent practicable” based on current 
technical knowledge, available resources and local conditions.  First 
developed in 1996, the Program adopted model Performance Standards for: 


• Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities 


• Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Programs 


• Public Streets, Roads and Highways Operation and Maintenance 


• Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 


• Water Utility Operation and Maintenance 


• Planning Procedures 


• Construction Inspection 


Since 1997, the Management Committee has updated the following 
performance standards: 
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• Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities (March 
1999) 


• Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Programs (March 1999) 


• Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance (March 1999) 


• Construction Inspection (January 2002) 


• Planning Procedures for New Development and Redevelopment (January 
2004) 


Since 2001, the Management Committee has developed and finalized the 
following new performance standards: 


• Pest Management (February 2002).  Accepted by the Regional Board on 
June 19, 2002. 


• Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support (December 2002).  
Accepted by the Regional Board on February 18, 2003.  


In addition, the Program prepared Public Information and Participation (PIP) 
framework that the Co-permittees have used to develop their individual PIP 
programs and the Management Committee has used to develop a joint PIP 
program. 


The model Performance Standards were developed by Ad-Hoc Task Groups 
(AHTGs), composed of Co-permittee staff, Program staff and consultants.  
They are included in Appendix A.  


Model Performance Standards assist Co-permittees to develop their local 
programs.  Co-permittees have the option of adopting the model Performance 
Standards without changes.  Each Co-permittee can, if it so chooses, begin 
implementation of a thorough, well-thought-out plan that has had the benefit 
of extensive peer review.  Alternatively, Co-permittees may develop their 
own Performance Standard by adapting the model Performance Standard to 
suit their local conditions.  In developing their own Performance Standards, 
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Co-permittees cite their specific characteristics to justify a different degree of 
implementation. 


3F REPORTING 


The principal purpose of the Program’s Annual Reports is to facilitate and 
document the Program’s activities and process of evaluation and continuous 
improvement (see following Section 3G).  Accordingly, the reports focus on 
the Co-permittees’ progress in developing their local programs and in 
implementing the individual Co-permittees’ URMPs.  The reports document 
routine implementation of control measures, but in brief, summary form.  


The Program’s annual report also summarizes Program joint activities (e.g. 
Public Information/Participation, Monitoring, assisting Co-permittees to 
implement Performance Standards, and participation with other entities, 
including the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative).  (The 
Management Committee, Regional Board staff and interested parties receive 
monthly reports on these activities at monthly Management Committee 
meetings.)15


Performance Standards are a key component of each Co-permittee’s URMP.  
Each Performance Standard consists of a series of explicit or implicit 
questions: Was the specific action accomplished, at or above the level 
specified? What documentation is available? Answering these questions, 
along with a discussion of overall implementation status of the Performance 
Standards, provides for systematic documentation of activities and point-by-
point evaluation of whether the Performance Standards are being met.  
Activities that are identified in the individual Co-permittee URMPs, but are 


                                                 
15 To ensure public access to all reports, work products, guidance documents and environmental data, the Program 
has placed the vast majority of the 258 major reports and work products produced by SCVURPPP since September 
1997 on its website (www.scvurppp.org).  When viewing the website, the majority of reports and work products are 
linked to downloadable documents.  Reports and work products not available through the website may be obtained 
by submitting a request form.  The website is continually updated to include the latest reports and work products, 
data inventory sets and other pertinent Program information. 
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not covered by Performance Standards (e.g. participation in school-based 
watershed education) are also documented in the annual reports.  Annual 
reports also describe and synthesize the Co-permittees’ local experience and 
joint efforts to produce a comprehensive view of the past year’s progress in 
pollution prevention and urban watershed protection.  


3G WORK PLANS 


By March 1 of each year, the Program submits to the Regional Board a draft 
Work Plan (both Program and Co-permittee specific) for implementation of 
the Program’s URMP for the coming fiscal year, in accordance with NPDES 
Permit Provision C.6.b.  The Work Plan includes clearly defined tasks, 
responsibilities and schedules to be implemented by the Program and Co-
permittees.  It also includes development of new, or modification of existing 
performance standards (Provision C.2.b), provides the Work Plan for 
implementing Provision C.3., describes planned monitoring activities 
(Provision C.7), describes pollutant-specific requirements (Provision C.9) and 
defines the Program’s role relative to Watershed Management efforts 
(Provision C.10).  


The Work Plan builds on the baseline efforts conducted by the Program and 
Co-permittees through a “continuous improvement” process, in which the 
Program seeks new opportunities to control storm water pollution.  The 
Program’s concept for continuous improvement is illustrated within Figure 2.  
The Work Plan includes a discussion of continuous improvement tasks that 
were identified, in part, during individual Co-permittee performance reviews, 
effectiveness evaluations in previous annual reports, and cooperative efforts 
between the Program and groups which include the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association (BASMAA), SCBWMI, Regional 
Monitoring Program (RMP) and Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP). 
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3H EVALUATION AND CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT 


SCVURPPP’s approach to implementing Performance Standards explicitly 
acknowledges that “Maximum Extent Practicable” (MEP) is an evolving and 
flexible concept.  Knowledge about controlling urban runoff pollution 
continues to advance, and available resources vary with changes to each 
municipality’s staffing and budget.  


What’s more, defining MEP is subjective.  It requires judgment to balance 
resources applied against results gained. 


Given that MEP is subjective, evolving, and flexible, it makes sense to ask, 
“What opportunities are available for improving Program effectiveness?” 
rather than “Has the Co-permittee done everything possible to control urban 
runoff pollution?”  


Therefore, the SCVURPPP is dedicated to a process of continuous review 
and improvement, which includes seeking new opportunities to control 
stormwater pollution and to protect beneficial uses.  When such opportunities 
arise, the Program will revise, update and add to its activities, control 
measures, BMPs and Performance Standards.16  Chapter 4 details how the 
Program will pursue continuous improvement in each Program area.  These 
changes will be documented in the Annual Report.  A typical schedule for the 
annual continuous improvement cycle is shown in Table 2.  


Under direction of the Management Committee, the Program implements 
joint activities.  Joint activities include the area-wide Public Information/ 
Participation and Monitoring program elements, assistance to Co-permittees 
to implement other program elements (as detailed in Sections 4) and 
participation with other entities to reduce sources of pollutants that are 
beyond municipalities’ authority or ability to address (as described in 
Sections 2C, 2D, 2E, and 4H).  


                                                 
16 Among other things this applies to pollutants of concern that have been identified as causing or 
contributing to exceedances of water quality standards/receiving water limitations (See Appendix D, 
Attachment D-1)   
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Co-permittees will perform an annual review of the Program’s work and set 
priorities for the coming year.  This review is also an opportunity to check 
progress on activities required under the Program’s permit. 


The Program’s annual report reviews and evaluates joint activities in the 
context of Program goals and objectives.  However, since many Program 
objectives are long-term, it is difficult to assess incremental progress toward 
these objectives.  


 As discussed in Section 2D, the Program is evolving toward a watershed 
approach.  Future Program initiatives may originate in discussions among 
stakeholders in the SCBWMI.  Figure 3 shows two categories of these 
Program initiatives:  


1. SCBWMI monitoring and investigations may identify sources of 
pollutants or watershed impacts that are clearly within the jurisdiction of 
the Co-permittees to abate. 


2. The SCBWMI may identify special studies, or institutional needs, that the 
Program (among SCBWMI stakeholders) is best suited to implement.  


SCBWMI recommendations will be forwarded to the Management 
Committee for action.  Actions will be documented in the Program’s annual 
reports.
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Table 2 
Typical Annual Cycle for Continuous Improvement 


July/August • Document previous year Program activities (Prepare Annual Report). 


Sept. 15 • Submit Annual Report, including Program and Co-permittee objectives for 
current fiscal year. 


October • Initiate review of one existing Performance Standard or Program element, or 
create one new Performance Standard. 


• Review commitments to the SCBWMI, BASMAA, CEP, Projects of Regionwide 
Benefit, RMP, Brake Pad Partnership, BAAQMD, and other entities for next 
fiscal year.  


• Prepare draft Program budget and final Annual Budget Compilation Report for 
previous fiscal year.   


December • Review permit administration and Program administration.  Prepare final 
Program budget. 


January • Summarize contemplated Program improvements and potential effects on  
Co-permittee programs and budgets. 


February • Review Program activities and commitments for the current fiscal year, revise 
schedule to insure commitments are met and approve draft Work Plan. 


March • Submit draft Work Plan, including Program and Co-permittee objectives for 
upcoming fiscal year. 


May • Prepare draft Review of Program Management Services memorandum for current 
fiscal year. 


• Review of draft Review of Program Management Services memorandum by 
Management Committee.   


June/July • Review Program objectives and priorities, schedule and budget for the next fiscal 
year.  
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3I EXEMPTED AND CONDITIONALLY EXEMPTED DISCHARGES 


The Program’s NPDES permit (Permit Provision C.8) identifies the approach 
for addressing exempted and conditionally exempted discharges17, as well as 
reporting procedures.  Co-permittees will continue to follow the NPDES 
permit approach and may, from time to time, request modification to the 
categories as allowed for within the Permit Provision. 


                                                 
17 The Program’s report entitled Conditionally Exempted Discharges – Classification and Control 
Measures, June 15, 2000 (see Appendix D, Attachment D-2) contains control measures for the twelve 
(12) non-storm water discharges.  Although they are rarely, if ever, pollution sources; each of the 
discharges may warrant some type of control measure.  The report includes a discussion of control 
measures to reduce pollutants in these discharges to appropriate levels, procedures and Performance 
Standards for the implementation of these control measures, procedures for notifying the Regional 
Board of these discharges, and procedures for monitoring and record management. The report was 
developed by a specially formed AHTG consisting of qualified Co-permittee staff members.  The 
evaluations and recommendations for these Conditionally Exempted Discharges are based on the 
AHTG’s thirty (30) years of combined water quality inspection experience.  This report also includes 
responses to Regional Board staff comments. 


 


 
EOA, Inc. 40 SEPTEMBER 1, 2004 







 


 


2004 URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PLAN  


 


Santa Clara 
Valley Urban 
Runoff Pollution 
Prevention Program 
Summary of Activities   Chapter Four 


 
4A PROGRAM FEATURES 


The SCVURPPP has been designed to help the Co-permittees secure 
regulatory compliance and maximize their effectiveness in preventing urban 
runoff pollution.  The Program’s main features are: 


• Model Performance Standards (included in Appendix A) which define the 
result, or level of effort, for each major pollution-prevention task 


• Cooperation between Co-permittees to jointly implement some required 
tasks — such as watershed monitoring — that can be done most 
effectively on a watershed or regional scale 


• Participation in related programs and efforts that take the lead to address 
specific pollutant sources (e.g. BAAQMD’s regulation of vehicle exhaust) 
or to pursue preservation of beneficial uses (e.g. the SCBWMI) 


• Co-permittee URMPs that incorporate Performance Standards that (where 
necessary) refine the model Performance Standard to suit local conditions.  
Each Co-permittee URMP contains a local strategy for urban runoff 
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control, including tailored Performance Standards, specific description of 
steps needed to implement Performance Standards, and Best Management 
Practices and Standard Operating Procedures that detail how control 
measures will be carried out day-to-day.  The Co-permittee URMPs are 
contained in Chapter 5-16. 


The following sections 4B through 4H summarize how the Co-permittees 
(acting individually and collectively as the Program) are implementing each 
Program element.  The Program elements are: 


• Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping Elimination 


• Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 


• Public Information and Participation 


• Public Agency Activities 


• New & Redevelopment and Construction 


• Monitoring 


Table 3 shows how these Program elements are designed to fulfill the 
Program’s goals and objectives. 


Sections 4B through 4H describe, for each Program element: 


• Contents of model Performance Standards 


• Joint activities, to be carried out under the direction of the Management 
Committee 


• Strategies for continuous evaluation and improvement 


• Provisions for annual reporting 


Section 4H summarizes how the Program cooperates with other programs to 
reduce pollutants from non-urban sources and other sources that are beyond 
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the regulatory authority of municipal government, or that municipal 
government does not have the ability to address. 


 


Table 3: Program Goals, Objectives and Elements 
Program Goals and Objectives  


Stated in Section 3C 
Sections of This Document That Discuss Specific, 


Corresponding Actions  
GOAL 1: Comply with Permit  
• Effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges 


(unless exempt or managed according to approved 
conditions) 


Section 4B (Illicit Discharge and Illegal Dumping 
Elimination) and Section 4C (Industrial/Commercial 
Discharger Control) 


• Reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, 
pollutants in stormwater runoff 


Section 4C (Industrial/Commercial Discharger 
Control)  
Section 4D (Public Information/Participation) 
Section 4E (Public Agency Activities) 
Section 4F (New &Redevelopment and 
Construction). 


• Comply with permit submittal requirements Section 3F (Reporting), Section #G (Work Plan) 
GOAL 2: Determine Success  
• Periodically evaluate the attainment of beneficial 


uses in selected waterways 
Section 2D (Pollution Prevention and Watershed 
Management) and Section 4G (Monitoring) 


• Evaluate changes in public awareness and behavior Section 4D (Public Information and Participation) 
• Evaluate effectiveness of specific control measures at 


pollution reduction 
Section 2D (Pollution Prevention and Watershed 
Management) and Section 4G (Monitoring) 


GOAL 3: Adjust Activities to Meet Changes  
• Define what constitutes success (how much is 


enough?) as it relates to programmatic and technical 
MEP 


Section 3H (Continuous Improvement) 


• Utilize what we learn to plan the next steps Section 3H (Continuous Improvement) 
GOAL 4: Achieve Acceptance of  


Urban Runoff Management Activities 
 


• Effectively facilitate public input into Program 
planning process 


This has been accomplished through public 
discussions on key elements of the Program.  As the 
Program develops its watershed orientation, public 
input is also solicited through the SCBWMI 
stakeholder process.  


• Integrate urban runoff goals at various intra-agency 
levels 


Each Co-permittee URMP discusses organization 
within their agency. 


• Develop and maintain a proactive interrelationship 
with regulatory authorities 


Section 3H (Continuous Improvement), particularly 
the discussion of on-site program reviews. 


• Publicize the efforts of the Co-permittees (Program) Section 4D (Public Information and Participation) 
GOAL 5: Integrate Urban Runoff Program Elements 


into other Programs 
 


• Promulgate an understanding of the role of the urban 
runoff program 


Section 2C (The Program’s Approach to Pollution 
Prevention and Regulatory Compliance) 
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• Encourage other agencies to become involved in 
urban runoff issues 


Section 2D (Pollution Prevention and Watershed 
Management, Section 2E (Description of Related 
Programs) and Section 4H (Cooperation with Related 
Programs)  


• Encourage action by the appropriate agencies Section 4H (Cooperation with Related Programs) 


Chapters 5-16 contain individual URMPs for each Co-permittee.  In Chapter 
14, the four West Valley communities have combined their strategies into a 
single URMP.  Appendix C contains additional tables, prepared by each Co-
permittee, describing the status of Co-permittee work plans, BMPs and SOPs 
associated with each Performance Standard.  


4B ILLICIT CONNECTION AND ILLEGAL DUMPING ELIMINATION 


The Program’s Metals Control Measures Plan18 found that illegal dumping 
contributes an insignificant amount of the total load of metal pollutants that 
reaches South San Francisco Bay.  However, illicit connections and illegal 
dumping can cause transient toxicity and localized problems that significantly 
affect beneficial uses in Santa Clara Valley creeks and wetlands. 


EPA regulations and the Basin Plan require that operators of municipal storm 
drainage systems actively seek to eliminate non-stormwater discharges that 
can contain significant amounts of pollutants.  


The Program has Developed a Model Performance Standard Designed to 
Effectively Eliminate Illicit Connections and Illegal Dumping (ICID).  
The Program’s December 19, 1996 model Performance Standard for Illicit 
Connection and Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities contains actions that 
each Co-permittee has tailored to suit local conditions to effectively eliminate 
ICID to their storm drainage systems. 


The Model Performance Standard and supporting documents call for: 


                                                 
18 SCVURPPP, Metals Control Measures Plan (Vol1) and Evaluation of None metals of Concern (vol2), 1997, 
prepared by Woodward Clyde Consultants and EOA, Inc., February 1997. 
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• Assignment of personnel and resources for enforcing prohibitions on 
ICID 


• A training program for ICID inspectors 


• A list of materials that will be used to educate and inform individuals who 
are engaged in activities associated with prioritized discharges, including 
door hangers or other literature distributed in areas where illegal 
discharges have been found 


• Plans to inspect the storm drainage system for evidence of non-storm-
water flows, with an emphasis on finding and preventing prioritized types 
or locations of discharges 


• A plan for responding to illicit discharge incidents 


• A system for responding to referrals from other agencies or departments 


• A protocol for contacting, educating, and assisting individuals or 
businesses responsible for ICID and taking enforcement action, where 
appropriate 


• A tracking system to document and report field inspections and incidents 


• Criteria for an annual evaluation of the effectiveness of this element 


• A schedule for implementing field investigations 


The Co-permittee URMPs Contain Agency-Specific Strategies for 
Effectively Eliminating ICID.  Each Co-permittee has developed a URMP 
that describes its agency-specific local strategy and includes tailored 
Performance Standards, BMPs and SOPs.  The individual Co-permittee 
URMPs are contained in Chapters 5-16 and are summarized in Appendix C.  
Where Co-permittees are not currently implementing all aspects of this 
element of their URMP, they have provided a schedule for doing so in their 
work plans. 
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The Program Pursues Joint Activities that Assist the Co-permittees to 
Effectively Eliminate ICID.  The Management Committee will continue to 
sponsor periodic meetings where the Co-permittees’ field inspectors can 
share information, experiences and ideas for improving local ICID programs.  
These meetings also provide a forum for coordinating ICID elimination with 
other pollution prevention activities, including public outreach and education.  


As directed by the Management Committee, Program staff will also continue 
to: 


• Supply storm-drain stencils, with a “no dumping” message, to Co-
permittees 


• Distribute literature and other materials describing BMPs to avoid non-
stormwater discharges and eliminate ICID 


• Answer questions, over a toll-free telephone hotline, about proper 
disposal methods and ways to control non-stormwater discharges 


• Provide professional advice and guidance to Co-permittee staff, 
consultants and interested parties 


• Coordinate ad-hoc task groups on ICID issues as needed 


• In correspondence with Regional Board staff, periodically identify and 
describe categories of discharges to storm drains that need not be 
prohibited if properly managed. 


The Program Pursues Continuous Evaluation and Improvement of ICID 
Elimination.  The Co-permittees’ incident tracking systems will be designed 
to help their staff identify and prioritize specific areas for additional 
investigation.  As part of their annual reporting process, Co-permittees will 
review documentation of ICID to their storm drainage systems during the 
previous year.  In particular, Co-permittees will consider how the number and 
type of incidents reported may have been affected by changes in field 
investigations, increased public awareness, or other factors.  Co-permittees 
will identify any changes to their URMPs that result from this review.  
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Meetings of ICID inspectors and others involved in ICID elimination will 
facilitate discussion of inspection techniques and of the Program’s strategy 
for outreach and education to prevent ICID.  Where there is consensus that 
new outreach materials or strategies could be effective in reducing specific 
categories of discharge, the Management Committee will coordinate ad-hoc 
task groups to create and implement them.  


ICID Elimination Activities Are Documented in Annual Reports.  The 
Program’s annual report will document the Co-permittees’ implementation of 
each specific item in the Performance Standards.  Since October 200119, the 
Program Manager has assisted each Co-Permittee (on an individual basis) 
with implementation of an enhanced reporting strategy.  The effort has been 
very successful in demonstrating the full extent of the Co-permittees efforts 
in a consistent Program-wide manner.  This allows for clear prioritization of 
related future work including enforcement, where necessary.   


The Co-permittees will annually review their Performance Standards, update 
their URMPs as needed, and report their progress and accomplishments.  This 
will include summaries of training programs and distribution of educational 
materials.  The annual report will, as appropriate, highlight changes in 
inspection schedules or in priorities for controlling potential discharges. 


4C INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL DISCHARGER CONTROL 


The Program’s Metals Control Measures Plan concluded that runoff from 
industrial sites in the Santa Clara Valley may contribute a small load of 
copper and other metals to South San Francisco Bay.  The estimates were 
based on concentration data reported by industries to the SWRCB.  The data 
indicate that runoff from electroplating, metal finishing and semiconductor 
manufacturing may have higher-than-average metals concentrations.  Actual 


                                                 
19The SCVURPPP permit Provision C.6i and ii required enhanced reporting.  Consistent with the permit 
requirements, SCVURPPP developed a Program-wide strategy to comply with the enhanced reporting requirements 
(September 7, 2001).  The overall goal of the strategy has been to demonstrate consistency on a Program-wide basis 
and compliance with the permit. SCVURPPP intends to incorporate the strategy into updated performance 
standards.   
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loading is uncertain because most sampling and analysis was not subjected to 
quality assurance/quality control procedures.  In many cases, analytical limits 
were too high to detect actual concentrations.  Subsequent investigations20 
indicated that there were not significant differences between the 
concentrations of copper and nickel at either semiconductor manufacturing or 
metal finishing facilities compared to control sites (commercial/industrial 
parking lots), and that printed circuit board manufacturers showed elevated 
levels compared to control sites.  Based on these investigations, SCVURPPP 
and the City of San Jose initiated a pilot outreach campaign designed to 
increase the level of knowledge among targeted industrial dischargers.  The 
results of the City of San Jose’s pilot efforts (e.g., production and distribution 
of roof vent BMP information for Circuit board and metal finishing facilities) 
have been distributed to other Co-permittees and have been reported in 
Annual reports.21    


Some of the smaller Santa Clara Valley communities have no industry.  Some 
have few or no commercial sites either.  Other Santa Clara Valley cities, such 
as San Jose, Sunnyvale, Palo Alto and Santa Clara, have extensive 
commercial areas and a diverse mix of industry.  EPA regulations and the 
Basin Plan require these cities to pursue a program to reduce, to the max-
imum extent practicable, pollutant discharges from businesses and industries. 


The Program’s Model Performance Standard is Designed to Reduce 
Industrial/Commercial Discharges to MEP.  The Program’s December 19, 
1996 Performance Standard for Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 
(IND) Programs is a detailed, comprehensive description of where and how 
Co-permittees will conduct inspections of local businesses and industry.  The 
local inspection programs include outreach, assistance and enforcement, 


                                                 
20 City of Sunnyvale Industrial Stormwater Monitoring Pilot Project, Volume I (IND-1), prepared by Sunnyvale 
and EOA, Inc., May 1998. 
City of San Jose Industrial Stormwater Monitoring Pilot Program (IND-1), prepared by ESD, June 1998 
SCVURPPP Industrial Stormwater Monitoring Pilot project – PhaseII (IND-II), prepared by Sunnyvale and EOA, 
Inc, September 2000. 
21 All work was done consistent with the direction contained in the 1997 URMP and fulfilled the goals of the 
SCVURPPP.  All future work on this item is being conducted consistent with the SCVURPPP permit conditions 
associated with fulfilling the Copper and Nickel Action Plans (CAP and NAP).  The status of the CAP and NAP 
actions is reported in SCVURPPP Annual Work Plans and Annual Fiscal Year Reports.  
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where necessary.  The local programs have been developed consistent with 
the model to insure that Santa Clara Valley industries are minimizing the 
potential for pollutants to enter site runoff. 


The model Performance Standard and supporting documents provide for: 


• Inspections of industries which have filed a Notice of Intent (NOI) to be 
covered under the SWRCB statewide NPDES permit for stormwater 
discharges associated with industrial activities 


• Investigation of other facilities that are identified within selected Standard 
Industrial Classification (SIC) codes 


• Inspections of selected commercial facilities 


• Distribution of information on industrial/commercial Best Management 
Practices 


• Action, under local authority, on all violations of local municipal 
ordinances 


• Referral to the Regional Board of any significant problems which cannot 
be addressed promptly and fully under local authority 


Co-permittees with commercial or industrial facilities have prepared URMPs 
that include a local strategy to implement the model Performance Standard, or 
their own equivalent Performance Standard that includes the same elements. 


The Co-permittees have conducted initial inspections of automobile 
dismantlers (SIC 5015), other recycling industries (SIC 5093), stone, clay and 
concrete product manufacturers (SIC 3200 series) and trucking facilities that 
repair, maintain or wash vehicles (SIC 4100 and 4200 series).  The Co-
permittees  conduct follow-up inspections as necessary and as defined in their 
URMPs and work plans. 


The Co-permittees have also inspected all commercial facilities that could 
potentially discharge significant quantities of pollutants to runoff.  This 
includes vehicle service and food service facilities, other commercial 
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facilities that are permitted to discharge to municipal sewers, and those with 
“zero-discharge” sewer permits.  Any complaints or referrals regarding 
potential discharges from commercial facilities receive a prompt response and 
follow-up inspection. 


All industrial and commercial inspections include a thorough review of 
indoor activities (e.g. disposal of wash water, control of residues, spills and 
leaks), outdoor activities (e.g. maintenance, repair and cleaning of vehicles 
and equipment; storage, handling and disposal of wastes; power washing of 
buildings and pavements) and management of equipment and processes (e.g. 
sumps, air scrubbers, filter backwash, dumpsters, and cooling towers).  The 
Co-permittees use the Program’s facility inspection checklist or their own 
checklist that contains the same information. 


Industries that have filed an NOI will be inspected at least once every three 
years.  Those industries that municipal inspectors determine to be potentially 
significant contributors to urban runoff pollution will be inspected annually.  


The Co-permittee URMPs Contain Agency-Specific Strategies for 
Controlling Industrial/Commercial Discharges.  Each Co-permittee has 
developed a URMP that describes its agency-specific local strategy and 
includes tailored Performance Standards, BMPs and SOPs.  The individual 
Co-permittee URMPs are contained in Chapters 5-16 and are summarized in 
Appendix C. 


The Program Pursues Joint Activities that Assist the Co-permittees to 
Reduce Pollutants from Industrial and Commercial Sources to MEP.  
The Management Committee will continue to sponsor periodic meetings 
where the Co-permittees’ industrial inspectors can exchange information and 
ideas about inspections, outreach to dischargers, and enforcement.  Staff 
responsible for public information and participation also attends these 
meetings, which allow opportunity to share perspectives and ideas that can 
lead to better integration and coordination of the Program. 


The Program will also continue to: 
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• Obtain data on NOI filers from the SWRCB and distribute it to the Co-
permittees 


• Supply storm drain stencils to Co-permittees, who then provide them to 
businesses to stencil storm drain inlets on their premises 


• Answer industry’s questions about BMPs and other stormwater issues 
through the Program’s toll-free telephone hotline 


• Distribute materials and make presentations to educate industries and 
other interested parties 


• Facilitate Co-permittee ad-hoc task groups to work on projects related to 
this Program element 


• Coordinate dissemination of information and technical advice from 
regional, statewide and national sources 


The Program Pursues Continuous Improvement of Efforts to Reduce 
Stormwater Pollutants from Industrial/Commercial Sources.  One 
measure of the success of the Co-permittees’ IND efforts is the high level of 
compliance found during routine inspections.  Many, if not most, Santa Clara 
Valley industries and businesses are aware of the need to minimize the 
potential for pollutants to enter runoff from their facilities, and have 
implemented best management practices accordingly. 


Continuous improvement of Co-permittee programs will be pursued through: 


• Annual local program evaluation by each Co-permittee; 


• Regular participation, by Program and Co-permittee staff, in regional and 
statewide pollution-prevention forums, conferences and other 
information-sharing events; and 


• Ongoing Program-wide information-sharing meetings where local 
industrial/commercial inspection programs are discussed. 
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IND Activities are Documented in Annual Reports.  The Program’s annual 
report will document the Co-permittees’ implementation of each specific item 
in the Performance Standards.  Since October 200122, the Program Manager 
has assisted each Co-Permittee (on an individual basis) with implementation 
of an enhanced reporting strategy.  The effort has been very successful in 
demonstrating the full extent of the Co-permittees’ efforts in a consistent 
Program-wide manner.  This allows for clear prioritization of related future 
work including enforcement, where necessary.   


The Co-permittees will annually review and update their URMP, as needed.  
This will include changes to methods, protocols, and policies that apply to 
inspection and enforcement at commercial/industrial facilities. 


4D PUBLIC INFORMATION AND PARTICIPATION 


The goals of the Program’s Public Information and Participation (PIP) 
element are to: 


• Change specific behaviors which adversely affect water quality 


• Increase the understanding and appreciation of streams and the Bay, 
leading to a change in values 


In FY 1999-2000, the Program developed a Watershed Education and 
Outreach (WEO) Strategy for directing future outreach.  In FY 2000-2001, 
using the goals and objectives described in the 1999 WEO Strategy, the 
Program began implementing the Watershed Watch Campaign.  An 
evaluation of the Watershed Watch Campaign (WWC) was conducted in 
September 200323.  The Program’s WEO/PIP AHTG used the 


                                                 
22The SCVURPPP permit Provision C.6i and ii required enhanced reporting.  Consistent with the permit 
requirements, SCVURPPP developed a Program-wide strategy to comply with the enhanced reporting requirements 
(September 7, 2001).  The overall goal of the strategy has been to demonstrate consistency on a Program-wide basis 
and compliance with the permit. SCVURPPP intends to incorporate the strategy into updated performance 
standards.   
23 Watershed Watch Campaign Evaluation, Evans/McDonough Company, November 2003 
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recommendations of this evaluation to revise the 1999 WEO Strategy and 
developed the SCVURPPP Watershed Education and Outreach Strategy, 
June 2004.  The WEO Strategy, June 2004 contains a series of outreach goals 
and measurable objectives that will be used to direct future outreach 
conducted through the WWC.  Meeting Strategy objectives will depend on 
available outreach resources each year.  Depending on available outreach 
resources, the goals and objectives of the Strategy may be modified.  


The outreach goals described in the June 2004 Strategy are: 


Short-term Goals 


• Change behaviors that negatively impact the watershed 


• Encourage behaviors that protect, preserve, and restore the watershed 


• Inform audiences that indoor and outdoor daily activities impact our 
watershed 


• Deliver messages to students designed to encourage personal 
responsibility and actions that benefit the watershed. 


Long-term Goals 


• Build resident awareness of watershed issues and support for sound 
watershed decision-making. 


• Build business support of sound watershed management, principals and 
approaches and encourage behaviors that protect, preserve and restore the 
watershed. 


• In ten years, high school students will graduate with the understanding 
that personal choices affect the watershed. 


• In ten years, high school students will make educated choices about 
behaviors that   benefit the watershed.  


• Build community leader and decision-makers awareness of watershed 
issues. 
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In addition, the Program will continue its involvement in the BASMAA PIP 
Subcommittee.  At the direction of the Program’s Management Committee, 
BASMAA PIP ideas and projects will be integrated into the Program’s 
outreach. 


The Program’s PIP activities are generally divided into four general 
categories: 


• General Outreach 


• Targeted Outreach 


• Education 


• Citizen Participation 


The Program conducts outreach efforts on behalf of the Co-Permittees that 
are considered to be more cost-effective to conduct at the countywide level.  
In addition to activities performed through the Program, each Co-permittee 
implements PIP activities in their own jurisdiction.  In their local PIP 
activities, the Co-permittees make use of information, strategies and materials 
developed by the Program.  Implementation of Co-permittee PIP activities is 
discussed in Chapters 5-16.  The Program’s outreach activities do not 
duplicate Co-permittee activities, but aim to complement and enhance their 
outreach efforts. 


Public Information and Participation Surveys.  The Program conducts 
public opinion surveys to track the effectiveness of its PIP Program.  In April 
1996, the Program conducted a telephone survey of Santa Clara County 
residents regarding their awareness of various issues related to urban runoff.24  
The recommendations from this survey were used to identify key messages 
and direct the Program’s PIP efforts.  In 1999, the Program conducted a 
follow-up telephone survey to track the effectiveness of outreach.  As 


                                                 
24 Fairbank, Maslin, Maullin and Associates (1996). Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Pollution Control Program 
Public Opinion Survey. 
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described earlier, the recommendations of this survey25 were used to develop 
the 1999 Watershed Education and Outreach Strategy and the Watershed 
Watch Campaign.  


To evaluate the effectiveness of the Watershed Watch Campaign, the 
Program conducted an evaluation in September 2003.  This evaluation 
included a telephone survey of Santa Clara Valley residents, two focus groups 
and feedback interviews with Watershed Watch partners.  


The key findings of the three surveys are: 


• Compared to 1999, awareness of the term “watershed” has increased 
significantly, with 46 percent of respondents having ever seen or 
heard about watersheds.  This is an increase of 19 points from the 
1999 results.  Of those who have heard something about watersheds, 
74 percent (34 percent of total) can mention something specific. 


• 73 percent of Basin residents attempt to define a watershed, although 
few are able to accurately describe it in their own words 


• Nearly half (44 percent) mention oil/grease put into the storm drain as 
the main pollutants affecting Bay water quality, and nearly everyone 
can name some type of pollutant. 


• Awareness of the storm drain issue has not increased.  On testing 
storm drain knowledge more people fall in the “knowledgeable” 
category in 2003 (54 percent) as compared to 1999 (35 percent) or 
1996 (44 percent).  However, the percentage of people who 
“definitely” or “probably” think that substances flowing through the 
storm drain system are treated has increased (56 percent in 2003 
compared to 41 percent in 1999). 


• The awareness that it is private residents and not businesses that 
contribute to storm water pollution has increased.  


                                                 
25 SCVURPPP 1999 Public Opinion Survey, September 1999 
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• There has been a decrease in the percentage of residents taking 
selected water pollution prevention actions. 


The main recommendations from the evaluation are: 


• The Campaign should continue with its current media advertising 
with a greater focus on specific pollution prevention actions that 
residents can take.  


• More efforts should be made to build awareness of existing water 
quality problems of our creeks and the Bay 


• Target groups should be divided into short-term and long-term 
audiences.  The key difference between these audiences is their level 
of awareness of watershed and pollution prevention issues.  Short-
term audiences have a higher awareness of the watershed concept and 
take some preventive actions to preserve the watershed.  Long-term 
audiences have very low awareness and messages for them should 
include building awareness of water quality problems, education 
about watersheds and specific actions they can take to prevent 
pollution. 


General Outreach.  This is a joint activity, carried out through the 
Watershed Watch Campaign.  Changes to Campaign messages and strategies 
will be made based on the WEO Strategy, June 2004.  Each year, messages 
will be evaluated and may be added to or modified as necessary.  Efforts will 
be made to ensure that these messages are consistent with regional messages 
on the same subjects and cover TMDL pollutant outreach requirements where 
possible. 


The audience, key messages and communication tools will be determined 
each year and discussed in the annual work plan.  Criteria for determining the 
campaign message and audience may include: 


• Results of area-wide opinion and awareness surveys 


• Co-permittee feedback and rankings 
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• Specific pollutant or behavior problems 


• Related campaigns taking place regionally or area-wide 


• Results of previous year’s campaign 


• Input from SCBWMI stakeholders 


Outreach mechanisms can include: 


• Television, radio, print or outdoor advertising 


• Media relations 


• Direct mail 


• Community events 


• Brochures or other printed materials 


• In-store or point-of-sale materials 


• Joint campaigns with related organizations 


• Partnerships with community and business organizations 


The effectiveness of the general outreach campaign will be evaluated in each 
annual report.  Following are some criteria for judging effectiveness 


• Comparison to goals established in WEO strategy 


• Feedback from co-permitttees and other audiences 


• Number or nature of calls generated to the Program’s “800” number and 
the Watershed Watch hotline. 


• Visits on the Watershed Watch web site 


• Responses from focus groups 
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• Media coverage and media inquiries 


• Area-wide public opinion surveys 


The Program will continue to participate in cost-effective regional General 
Outreach efforts, such as the BASMAA Regional Advertising Campaign, 
when these efforts support the Program’s goals and objectives.  


Targeted Outreach.  This includes activities carried out by the Program at 
the request of the WEO/PIP Ad Hoc Task Group, as well as agency-specific 
efforts.  The approach taken by each Co-permittee is described in Chapters 5-
16.  


Targeted outreach delivers specific pollution-prevention messages to those 
who may be in a position to control specific sources of pollution and those 
who might not be reached by general outreach efforts.  Specific needs are 
usually identified through work on the Program’s IND, ICID, NDC and PAA 
elements, and aim to change specific behaviors that can adversely affect water 
quality.  Typical methods include: 


• BMP and guidance manuals, brochures, posters and other print materials 


• Support for employee training 


• Informational videos or slide shows 


• Joint campaigns or projects with related organizations 


Some targeted outreach methods described within other sections of this 
URMP are cross-referenced in Table 4. 
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Table 4 


Targeted Outreach Incorporated in Other Program Elements 
Section 
 


Co-permittee commitments Program commitments 


4B Illicit 
Connection 
and Illegal 
Dumping 
Elimination 


A list of materials that will be used to 
educate and inform individuals who are 
engaged in activities… 
A protocol for contacting, educating and 
assisting individuals and businesses … 


Supply storm drain stencils …distribute 
literature … answer questions over a 
toll-free telephone hotline …  


4C Industrial/ 
Commercial 
Discharger 
Control 


Distribution of information on 
industrial/commercial Best Management 
Practices…  


Develop and provide materials to Co-
Permittees and make presentations to 
educate industries … Coordinate 
dissemination of information and 
technical advice …  


4E Public 
Agency 
Activities 


Annual staff training Organize training workshops focused 
on BMP implementation 


4F New 
Development 
and 
Construction 


Provide construction BMP information to 
contractors … developers receive 
information and guidance on site design, 
source control, and treatment BMPs early in 
the application process 


Provide information on BMPs (e.g., the 
Program’s C.3. Stormwater Handbook), 
provide fact sheets for Co-permittee 
use, and sponsor information-sharing 
workshops.  


The Program also conducts outreach on control of specific pollutants, such as 
pesticides, mercury, copper, and sediments to comply with certain permit 
provisions and TMDL requirements.  Past and continuing activities and 
products are described in Table 5. 
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Table 5 – Outreach activities related to control of specific pollutants 


Pollutant of 
Concern1


Past and Continuing Activities Existing Program PI/P Materials 
and Programs 


Diazinon 


and pesticides in 
general 


Watershed Education & Outreach 
Campaign (one of four focus 
topics), IPM Store Partnership 
Program (regional and local), 
Pesticide User Outreach 
Activities, Annual Workshop 
potential topic, Distribution of 
restaurant brochure “Don’t Set a 
Table for Pests” through County 
Health Inspectors. 


“Backyard Bugs”, “Pests Bugging 
You”, “Grow It Guide”, “When 
Ants Invade” Self-Mailer, 
“Landscaping, Gardening and Pool 
Maintenance” tri-fold, “Don’t Set a 
Table for Pests”, IPM Store 
Partnership Program Fact Sheets, 
“Control It”, HHW programs, 
BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign topic 


Sediment BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), Outreach 
to developers via RWQCB 
Construction Site Management 
Workshops. 


Construction BMP Tri-folds in 
English, Spanish and Vietnamese, 
“Blueprint for a Clean Bay” (revised 
1-04), Construction Site 
Management workshops, 
Dewatering Brochure 


Mercury Watershed Education and Outreach 
Campaign (one of four focus topics), 
BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign topic, Mercury P2 
Outreach (Residential and business 
fluorescent light recycling) 


“Spare the Air and Water Too” 
campaign press release and public 
service announcements, bill stuffers, 
Program and local co-permittee fact 
sheets (e.g., Palo Alto and 
Sunnyvale) 


Nickel See sediment and mercury projects See sediment and mercury projects 


Trash BASMAA media relations 
campaign topic, BASMAA 
regional Ad Campaign topic, 
Watershed Education and 
Outreach Campaign (one of four 
focus topics)  


“The Bay Begins at Your Front 
Door” brochure, Watershed Watch 
magnets, Watershed Watch Kit 
brochure, Watershed Watch web 
site. 
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Annual evaluation of targeted outreach may be based on: 


• Comparison to communication goals in the WEO Strategy and pollutant-
specific outreach plans 


• Focus groups 


• Feedback from the target audience 


• Feedback from Co-permittees, inspectors, and other staff involved in 
delivering the message 


• Observed changes in behavior 


• Trends in observed pollution problems 


• Feedback from related organizations 


Education.  The Program works to increase understanding and awareness 
(with the long-term goal of increasing watershed awareness) by delivering 
watershed stewardship messages through educational institutions. 


The Program will focus on providing support and materials directly to 
teachers or existing education programs.  Tasks may involve: 


• Creating or purchasing materials such as curriculum, in-class models, 
activities, field trip programs or others 


• Distributing materials directly to educational institutions or through Co-
permittees and other institutions with in-school programs 


• Participating in education fairs 


• Partnering with related organizations 


• Funding educational assemblies at schools 


• Contract or grants programs for area teachers 
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Education programs will be evaluated and selected annually, based on: 


• Analysis of previous year’s results 


• Input from Co-permittees and teachers 


• Priorities set by the Management Committee 


• Educators’ assessments 


• Estimates of the number of teachers or students reached 


• Student or teacher feedback 


• Feedback from related programs 


Citizen Participation.  Citizen participation programs are intended to 
encourage the active involvement of the public in preventing urban runoff 
pollution, and increase appreciation of streams and the Bay. 


Area-wide citizen participation programs may include: 


• Volunteer creek/shoreline clean-up events such as Coastal Clean-up Day 


• Funding community groups and other organizations for citizen 
participation projects 


• Partnering with related organizations 


Citizen participation activities may be evaluated and refined based on: 


• Number of participants 


• Feedback from participants 


• Amount of trash removed, miles of creek cleaned, etc. 


• Media coverage generated 


• Feedback from co-sponsoring organizations 
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The Program will sponsor meetings (at least annually) to coordinate local PIP 
activities and to help those Co-permittees with less-active PIP programs 
adopt materials and techniques used by other Co-permittees.  Regional Board 
staff and interested parties often participate in these meetings and assist in 
setting priorities for the next fiscal year. 


4E PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES 


As is described in the Metals Control Measures Plan26, a large portion of the 
copper load in runoff originates from brake pads containing copper.  
Significant amounts of nickel and mercury are discharged with vehicle 
exhaust and from stationary air pollution sources.  Once these pollutants are 
discharged to the urban environment, there is little that can be done to prevent 
them from being dissolved in runoff from roadways and roofs, or attached to 
minute suspended particles transported into creeks, wetlands and the Bay.  


However, results from street sweeping studies27 suggest that removal of 
copper-laden dust from roadways and other paved surfaces is intermittent.  
Prevailing winds and vehicle wakes move dust from place to place; dust 
settles in quiescent areas only to get blown about again.  Dirt accumulates 
rapidly on the street surface immediately following a rain or sweeping, but 
the rate of accumulation decreases over time.  If this concept is correct, the 
proportion of total fine particulates removed by street sweeping is highly 


                                                 
25 In response to the earlier SCVURPPP MCMP study, outreach efforts to manufacturers of brake pad friction 
materials led to a unique partnership effort among industry representatives, regulators, storm water management 
agencies and environmental groups called the Brake Pad Partnership (BPP).  Since 1996, the BPP has developed a 
consensus process through annual stakeholder meetings and a working Steering Committee, supported in part by 
BASMAA contributions.  To understand the potential water quality impacts that may arise from brake pad wear 
debris, the BPP has developed a controlled method of producing wear debris and sponsored studies to characterize 
the copper released during the wear process.  The BPP is also tracking trends in the copper content of brakes used 
on domestically produced passenger cars.  In 2001, the BPP developed an Action Plan to link these initial projects 
with environmental monitoring and fate and transport modeling to assess the effects of copper (from brake pads) on 
San Francisco Bay.  Through its own efforts and BASMAA has supported a stormwater representative on the BPP 
Steering Committee and provides comment on stormwater-related issues raised during BPP meetings and 
conference calls. 
 
27 Alameda County Clean Water Program (1994). Street Sweeping and Storm Inlet Modification Literature Review. 
Woodward-Clyde Consultants. 
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variable and difficult to control. Therefore, the Program will emphasize 
efforts to control sources of metals (as described in the MCMP), and will 
continue to review and evaluate street sweeping activities. 


Street sweeping and storm drain cleaning intercept an unquantified proportion 
of brake pad dust and other metal-laden particles before they reach the storm 
drain system.  Other Public Agency Activities, including litter control, 
erosion control, leaf collection, waste recycling, and cleaning of storm water 
detention basins, also intercept some urban pollutants. 


The Public Agency Activities Model Performance Standards Are 
Designed to Achieve MEP. 


Maintenance of Streets, Roads and Highways.  The Co-permittees, together, 
own and operate a large proportion of the total public right-of-way within the 
watershed.  However, most highways are maintained by Caltrans.  The Santa 
Clara Valley Transportation Authority maintains bus stops, light rail stations 
and park-and-ride lots.  Co-permittees will coordinate with these agencies to 
implement appropriate controls, to the maximum extent practicable, for all 
facilities. 


The Management Committee has prepared a model Performance Standard for 
Public Streets, Roads and Highways that call for each municipal agency (and 
its contractors, if any) to implement appropriate BMPs for these activities. 


The model Performance Standard for Public Streets, Roads and Highways, 
and its supporting documents, cover the following operation and maintenance 
activities: 


• Street/Road/Highway Sweeping and Cleaning (timing, frequency, 
equipment, disposal of debris) 


• Street/Road/Highway Operation and Maintenance (asphalt/concrete 
removal; patching, resurfacing and surface sealing; signing and striping, 
concrete work, equipment cleaning, maintenance and storage) 


• Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance 
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• Bridge and Structure Maintenance (painting and paint removal; graffiti 
removal) 


• Median and Road Embankment Maintenance (erosion controls, slide and 
embankment repair; irrigation practices and vegetation controls) 


• Litter Control 


• Spill Control 


The model Performance Standard includes provisions for Co-permittee: 


• Preparation of a Work Plan describing implementation of street/road/ 
highway operation and maintenance BMPs 


• Ensuring that contractors also implement the municipality’s BMPs as 
appropriate 


• Training staff on the use of BMPs, as needed 


• Informing other parties involved in similar activities that they are 
expected to implement BMPs, as well as eliminate illicit discharges 


• Review and evaluation of BMP effectiveness 


The Program has prepared an extensive set of model BMPs for Co-permittees 
to use in implementing their Performance Standards.  Co-permittees may 
modify these BMPs to suit local conditions.  The Co-permittee URMPs 
describe the applicability of each model BMP to local conditions.  Where 
model BMPs have been tailored to local conditions, the Co-permittee has 
justified why the modifications are necessary and effective. 


Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance.  Supporting documents for 
the Program’s model Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 
Performance Standard contain a 2-tiered standard for cleaning frequency.  
Co-permittees may select one or the other tier, based on local conditions.  
Storm Drain System O&M Tier 1 requires that Co-permittees inspect, and 
clean as needed: 
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• All inlets/catch basins at least every other year 


• All inlets/catch basins in known problem areas at least once a year 


• All storm drain lines in known problem areas at least once a year 


• Sumps, pump station debris racks, detention basins, drainage ditches and 
debris basins throughout the year 


In addition, Co-permittees target known problem areas prior to the rainy 
season and clean areas affected by emergency response (i.e. dumping or 
spills) as needed. 


Storm Drain System O&M Tier 2 requires slightly higher cleaning 
frequencies.  


The model Performance Standard states general best management practices 
for dewatering and storing accumulated debris from cleaning activities.  The 
Performance Standard also provides for: 


• Devising a referral process for when illegal discharges are found 


• Annual staff training 


• Inclusion of storm water pollution prevention in contracts for storm drain 
operation and maintenance 


Water Utilities.  Co-permittees that operate and maintain municipal water 
systems have completed development of the Performance Standard for Water 
Utility Operation and Maintenance.  The Performance Standard components 
include an inventory of discharges, development and implementation of 
Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plans (WUPPPs), evaluation process for 
activities, and staff training.  


Each Co-permittee that operates a water utility has prepared a strategy 
contained in their respective URMPs for implementing the model 
Performance Standard. 
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Public Facilities.  As described in the Program’s model Performance 
Standard for Public Streets, Roads and Highways Operation and 
Maintenance, each Co-permittee implements BMPs for maintenance of 
sidewalks, plazas, bridges and structures, in addition to streets, roads and 
highways.  The Co-permittees also require their contractors, and encourage 
other public agencies, to implement the same BMPs. 


Each Co-permittee that operates a municipal corporation yard has prepared a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for that facility.  The Co-
permittees will continue to implement the SWPPPs and update them with 
additional control measures to improve effectiveness. 


As suits local conditions, the Co-permittees have also developed BMPs and 
standard operating procedures for managing stormwater runoff from golf 
courses, hospitals and other public facilities.  The Co-permittees will continue 
to implement current BMPs and operating procedures.  As new information is 
available, or as additional potential sources within public facilities are 
identified, the Program and Co-permittees will respond by creating new 
operating procedures to reduce pollutant discharges to the maximum extent 
practicable.  For example, Co-permittees have changed their operating 
procedures for managing algae in ponds and fountains to eliminate the use of 
copper algicides. 


Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support.  During FY 01-02, the 
Program formed an AHTG and worked with Regional Board staff to develop 
a new performance standard for rural public works activities.  The goal of the 
Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Performance Standard is to 
minimize the water quality impacts resulting from public works maintenance 
and support activities in rural areas.  This performance standard helps Co-
permittees whose jurisdictions include rural areas to ensure that required 
control measures are implemented while performing maintenance activities 
adjacent to streams to prevent the degradation of stream functions.  The 
Performance Standard was approved by the Management Committee on 
December 20, 2002 and accepted by the Regional Board on February 18, 
2003.  
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The Co-permittee URMPs Contain Agency-Specific Strategies for 
Pursuing Public Agency Activities to Control Pollutants to MEP.  Each 
Co-permittee has developed a URMP that describes its agency-specific local 
strategy and includes tailored Performance Standards, BMPs and SOPs.  The 
individual Co-permittee URMPs are contained in Chapters 5-16 and are 
summarized in Appendix C. 


The Program Pursues Continuous Improvement in Techniques and 
Procedures for Public Agency Activities.  As noted at the beginning of this 
section, treatment controls (e.g. street sweeping and storm drain cleaning) can 
remove only a limited portion of copper-laden brake-pad dust and other fine 
materials that are discharged to streets and drains. 


However, the Co-permittees seek to maximize the proportion removed by 
optimizing, within the constraints of budget and personnel, the frequency, 
techniques and equipment used.  This optimization will continue through 
periodic review of results and updating of BMPs and SOPs.  Improvements 
will be documented in the annual report.  


Public Agency Activities are Documented in Annual Reports.  The Co-
permittees’ annual reports will document their implementation of each 
specific item in the Performance Standards.  In addition, each Co-permittee 
will update their associated Performance Standard, as needed, within their 
URMP.  


Mobile Surface Cleaner Certification Program. 


In 1998, BASMAA initiated a certification program for mobile surface 
cleaning businesses.  This program included training mobile cleaners on 
appropriate BMPs to protect water quality when conducting outdoor cleaning 
activities.  BASMAA developed an educational brochure containing 
descriptions of the BMPs and began to maintain a list of certified mobile 
cleaners (those who had completed the training).  The certifications are good 
for two years. 


In spring of 2000, BASMAA developed additional training materials 
(including a training video).  Six training workshops were conducted in June 
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and July 2000, with one hosted by the Program.  A total of 86 Bay Area 
surface cleaners were trained.  Around this same time, the BASMAA Board 
determined that providing mobile surface cleaning training should be shifted 
to the individual stormwater programs or municipalities.  In addition, 
BASMAA conducted “train the trainer” workshops and provided training 
materials for trainers designated by the stormwater programs.  Within the 
Program’s jurisdiction, the three POTW cities—San Jose, Sunnyvale and 
Palo Alto—assumed the task of providing surface cleaner training on an as 
needed basis. 


Prior to shifting the training to the stormwater programs, BASMAA certified 
and/or recertified 117 Bay Area surface cleaners in the Spring of 2002.  As 
the 2002 training certificates were coming due,  the Program sponsored three 
standardized Mobile Surface Cleaner Training and Certification workshops 
on December 17, 2003, February 11, 2004 and March 24, 2004.  The 
workshops were hosted by one of the three POTW cities (San Jose, 
Sunnyvale and Palo Alto).  The three workshops attracted a total of 137 
participants, of which 84 were mobile surface cleaners.  The list of 84 mobile 
surface cleaners was distributed to the Management Committee and 
BASMAA Executive Director (by electronic mail) on March 31, 2004 


Currently, BASMAA is considering the development of a web-based training 
certification Program for Mobile Surface Cleaners.  BASMAA’s approach 
will be coordinated with the Program’s approach and may eliminate the need 
for the Program’s standardized training approach.  In addition, training will 
be provided by designated staff from each of the three POTW cities on an as-
needed basis.  Any modifications to the overall training approach, as well as 
the number of cleaners trained per year will be provided within the Program’s 
Annual Report submitted each September 15.  
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4F NEW & RE-DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION 


On October 17, 2001, the Regional Board adopted Order No. 01-119 which 
amended SCVURPPP’s Permit Provision C.3 (New and Redevelopment 
Requirements) to contain significant new requirements.  These requirements 
include: 


• Numeric design standards for sizing stormwater treatment controls; 


• Limits on increases in peak stormwater discharge rates and/or durations 
from new or redevelopment sites that may result in increased potential for 
erosion or other adverse impacts in creeks; 


• Requirements for operation and maintenance of stormwater controls; 


• Requirements for site design and source control measures; 


• Definition of a minimum project size, based on amount of impervious 
surface created, for which the design standards, control measures, peak 
flow limitations, and maintenance requirements apply;  


• Requirements for changes to General Plans and environmental review 
processes to provide authority to implement the requirements; 


• Reporting requirements; and 


• Schedule for implementation. 


On October 15, 2003, Co-permittees were required to begin implementing the 
C.3 requirements for Group 1 projects, i.e., those projects that included 
creation or replacement of one acre or more of impervious surface.  


Permit Provision C.3 also required the Program and Co-permittees to submit 
specific work plans for:  1) modifications to the development project review 
process (C.3.b.); 2) implementation of Group 1 requirements (C.3.c.); and 3) 
site design standards review and revision (C.3.j.).  In response, the Program 
and Co-permittees submitted work plans for implementing all C.3 
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requirements to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002 (as part of the 
Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan, Volume II). 


Since the October 17, 2001 adoption by the Regional Board of Order 01-119, 
there have been several changes to the requirements of Provision C.3.  The 
first change, authorized by the Regional Board Executive Officer, was an 
extension of three of the permit deadlines, as shown below, in order to be 
somewhat more consistent with other Bay Area storm water permits adopted 
subsequent to SCVURPPP Order 01-11928.  This decision extended the 
completion dates for corresponding tasks in the C3 Work Plan Guidance. 


Provision Activity Original Deadline New Deadline 


C.3.c.i. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at Group 1 
Projects 


July 15, 2003 October 15, 
2003 


C.3.c.ii. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at Group 2 
Projects in addition to Group 1 Projects 


October 15, 2004 April 15, 2005 


C.3.f. Submit HMP for Regional Board approval October 15, 2003 January 15, 
2004 


The second change relates to the definition of Group 2 projects.  The Program 
requested Regional Board approval of an Alternative Group 2 Project 
Definition, as allowed under Provision C.3.c.iii. of the Program's NPDES 
Permit (Order No. 01-119).  In a letter dated September 22, 2003 (Attachment 
7-1), the Program proposed an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition that 
would make its Provision C.3 project size requirements more consistent with 
the other Bay Area stormwater permit requirements.  At the Regional Board’s 
October 15, 2003, meeting, the Board authorized the Executive Officer to 
approve the Program’s proposal.  Approval of the proposal did not change the 
implementation dates for Provision C.3 beyond the changes described in the 
table above. 


The Program’s Planning Procedures and Construction Inspection Model 
Performance Standards Are Designed to Reduce, to MEP, Construction 


                                                 
28 Letter to Beau Goldie, SCVURPPP Management Committee Chair, from Loretta Barsamian, Executive Officer, 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, re: Extension of Specified Deadlines in Order 01-119, 
May 12, 2003. 
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and Post-Construction Impacts on Urban Runoff.  The Program’s 1995 
NPDES permit (Order No. 95-180) required the Program to develop and 
implement performance standards for Construction Inspection and for 
Planning Procedures.  The model performance standards are provided in 
Appendix A.  The Construction Inspection Performance Standard was 
updated in February 2001 and January 2002 to respond to Regional Board 
staff comments as part of a continuous improvement process.  The Planning 
Procedures Performance Standard was revised in June 2003 and December 
2003 to reflect the 2001 NPDES permit requirements. 


Construction-Phase Controls.  The model Performance Standard for 
Construction Inspection, and its supporting documents, provide that 
construction-site inspection programs should ensure that: 


• Contractors properly store, use and dispose of construction materials, 
chemicals and wastes and prevent illicit discharges to storm drains and 
watercourses; 


• Erosion and sediment control measures, where needed, are implemented 
and maintained; 


• The frequency of inspections is appropriate to the size of the project and 
its potential impacts on water quality; 


• All sites requiring erosion and sediment control plans are inspected prior 
to the beginning of the annual wet season; 


• Construction sites with inadequate erosion and sediment control measures 
are given verbal or written notice, followed by agency enforcement 
procedures if necessary; 


• Construction inspection staff receives training at least annually; 


• The local agency provides construction BMP and General Permit 
information to contractors. 


Each Co-permittee has been implementing this model Performance Standard 
since 1997.  The individual Co-permittee URMPs document the Co-
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permittee’s legal authority to implement the Performance Standard and 
include specific BMPs and control measures, and a description of the local 
inspection and enforcement program. 


Post-Construction Controls.  The Program’s model Performance Standard for 
Planning Procedures provides that: 


• Co-permittees have adequate legal authority to implement new 
development control measures as part of development plan review and 
approval; 


• Developers receive information and guidance on site design and 
pollution-prevention BMPs early in the application process; 


• CEQA documentation addresses urban runoff impacts over the life of the 
project, including cumulative impacts; 


• Developers of all discretionary projects are encouraged to incorporate 
source control and site design measures that minimize stormwater 
pollutant discharges; 


• Developers of projects above a certain size are required to mitigate storm 
water quality impacts through site design, source control, and stormwater 
treatment measures, and in some cases, flow duration and volume 
controls; 


• Where applicable, developers demonstrate coverage under the statewide 
construction storm water permit; 


• Municipalities require effective erosion/sediment control plans where 
project conditions warrant; 


• Developers provide for operation and maintenance of structural controls, 
where such controls are required, and municipalities have a program to 
verify that this is done; 


• Municipalities insure that their own capital improvement projects include 
measures to minimize pollutant discharges during and after construction; 
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• Municipalities provide staff training, at least annually. 


Each municipality has prepared a plan in its URMP, including appropriate 
BMPs and standard operating procedures, for meeting this Performance 
Standard, and has been implementing the procedures since 1997. 


The Program’s Role is to Provide Up-to-Date Guidance on 
Implementation of the C.3. (New and Redevelopment) Requirements.  
Over the last three years, the Program has developed numerous guidance 
documents on various aspects of the C.3. requirements, including changes to 
development project review processes; CEQA guidelines; model conditions 
of approval; approach for selecting site design, source controls and treatment 
controls; treatment control sizing criteria and procedures; operation and 
maintenance of storm water controls; and data management and reporting.  
This guidance was recently compiled into a concise but comprehensive 
manual called the C.3. Stormwater Handbook.  To date, three comprehensive 
workshops have been held on C.3 implementation and more are planned.  In 
addition, the Program recently completed a manual called Developments 
Protecting Water Quality – A Guidebook of Site Design Examples (2004) 
providing numerous examples of developments located throughout Santa 
Clara Valley that have incorporated water-quality friendly designs. 


The URMP Incorporates the Erosion Control Measures Described in the  
Copper/Nickel Action Plans.  The Program’s Copper and Nickel Action 
Plans (CAP/NAP) include tasks for erosion and sediment control29 as a way 
to control sources of these metals to South San Francisco Bay. 


The Co-permittees’ plans to implement the Construction Inspection 
Performance Standards are described in their respective URMPs.  The 


                                                 
29 The actions contained in the CAP/NAP were derived from the following two activities contained in the 
SCVURPPP Metals Control Measures Plan regarding the reducing construction site erosion to the maximum extent 
practicable. 


EROSION-1 Implement Performance Standards for Construction 
Inspection. 


EROSION-2 Participate in development of a region-wide training and 
certification program for construction site inspectors. 
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Program will continue to work with the Regional Board, through the San 
Francisco Estuary Program, to implement use of a field handbook for erosion 
control, to conduct training workshops for construction site inspectors, and to 
assist municipalities in documenting inspection efforts. 


The Co-permittee URMPs Contain Agency-Specific Strategies to Reduce, 
to MEP, Construction and Post-Construction Impacts on Urban Runoff.  
Each Co-permittee has developed a URMP that describes its agency-specific 
local strategy and includes tailored Performance Standards, BMPs and SOPs.  
The individual Co-permittee URMPs are contained in Chapters 5-16 and are 
summarized in Appendix C. 


The Program Pursues Joint Activities That Assist the Co-permittees to 
Implement Construction and New Development Controls.  Program staff 
will continue to contribute to regional policy development through the 
BASMAA New Development Committee, as well as with other regional 
programs and groups.  Additional land use planning related tasks have been 
undertaken through participation in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative (SCBWMI) Land Use Subgroup.  The Management 
Committee, where appropriate, will assist Co-permittees to review any future 
developments and to incorporate changes in annual Program work plans. 


Site planning and design have advanced with BASMAA’s publication of the 
design handbook, Start at the Source (1999), and the companion document 
Using Site Design Techniques to Meet Development Standards for 
Stormwater Quality (2003).  Through its participation in BASMAA, the 
Program helped fund these publications and the production of training videos 
on these topics. 


The Program, in conjunction with the SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup, has 
completed two projects related to land use and development policy.  During 
FY 02-03, Program staff completed the Santa Clara Basin Municipal 
Development Policies Comparison Project (April 2003), an effort to assist 
Co-permittees to review and improve their development policies (as they 
relate to Program goals and objectives and desirable watershed protection 
policies).  Program staff developed a methodology, with assistance of the 
SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup, and completed assessments of municipal 
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policy, code, ordinance, and guidance documents for each Co-permittee.  
Through these reviews, Program staff has helped Co-permittees begin the 
process of identifying additional steps or development policies, ordinances, or 
other tools that could be improved to meet the C.3. provisions. 


Also with the Land Use Subgroup, the Program hosted four dialogues during 
October through December 2003 to better understand the underlying issues 
that may lead to potential conflicts when incorporating better site designs.  
The objective was to assist Co-permittees in addressing these issues and 
conflicts as they work to meet the requirements of their stormwater NPDES 
permit provision C.3.j.  The dialogues addressed street, building, parking, and 
landscape designs.  In addition to providing a panel of experts, the dialogues 
stimulated avid participation from an audience consisting of municipal staff, 
developers, regulatory personnel and other stakeholders. 


The site design dialogue series culminated in a workshop on January 29, 2004 
titled “Overcoming Hurdles to Using Better Site Designs - Real World 
Experience Towards Resolving Conflicts”, which focused on example 
development projects where better site designs have been successfully 
implemented and hurdles have been overcome. 


The Program Pursues Continuous Improvement of Methods for 
Controlling Runoff Pollution Associated with Construction and New 
Development.  The Program and Co-permittees intend that implementation 
of the Performance Standard for Construction Inspection, together with a 
regional training program, will substantially improve municipalities’ ability 
to enforce implementation of temporary erosion control measures, and insure 
timely completion of permanent erosion control measures.  As experience is 
gained with the implementation of the C.3 requirements, the Program will 
continuously improve its guidance to municipalities and provide 
opportunities for sharing of experience and issues through its C.3. Provision 
Oversight Ad Hoc Task Group. 


The Program’s Annual Reports Document Efforts to Reduce Storm 
Water Pollution from Construction and New Development.  The 
Program’s annual reports document the Co-permittees’ implementation of 
each specific item in the Performance Standards.  Co-permittees will report 
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this information annually in the format described in the Performance 
Standards. 


4G HYDROMODIFICATION MANAGEMENT PLAN 


As the total area of impervious surfaces increases in previously undeveloped 
areas, infiltration of rainfall decreases, causing more water to run off the 
surface as overland flow at a faster rate.  The increase in the volume of 
runoff, the magnitude of peak flows, and the length of time that erosive flows 
occur ultimately intensify sediment transport, causing changes in sediment 
transport characteristics and the hydraulic geometry (width, depth, slope) of 
channels.  The larger peak flows and volumes and the intensified erosion of 
streams impair the beneficial uses of the stream channels.  


The Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Francisco Bay Region, as 
part of the Bay Area National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) storm water permits, is requiring water programs to develop and 
implement hydromodification management plans (HMPs) and to implement 
associated management measures.  


Provision C.3.f of the NPDES permit, Limitation on Increase of Peak 
Stormwater Runoff Discharge Rates describes the HMP requirements.  Under 
Provision C.3.f, the Co-permittees are required to develop an HMP to 
describe how they plan to manage increases in peak runoff flow and increased 
runoff volume in urban runoff from certain new development and significant 
redevelopment projects in order to protect streams from increased potential 
for erosion or other adverse impacts. 


When required and where feasible, runoff controls30 must be designed so that 
“post-project runoff shall not exceed estimated pre-project rates and/or 
durations” from the development site (Provision C.3.f.i).  Runoff controls are 


                                                 
30 The term runoff controls or flow controls refers to Best Management Practices (BMPs) that reduce impacts of 
runoff volume, rate, and duration. Runoff controls that remove pollutants from storm water will be referred to as 
treatment controls.  
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not required for projects that discharge storm water runoff where the potential 
for erosion, or other impacts to beneficial uses, is minimal.  Such situations 
may include: discharges into creeks that are concrete-lined or significantly 
hardened (e.g., with rip-rap, sack concrete, etc.) downstream to their outfall in 
San Francisco Bay; underground storm drains discharging to the Bay; and 
construction of infill projects in highly developed watersheds, where the 
potential for single-project and/or cumulative impacts is minimal (Provision 
C.3.f.ii). 


Provisions C.3.f.vi.5 and C.3.f.vii of the permit allow hydromodification 
impacts to be addressed by using strategies other than on-site runoff controls, 
or in combination with on-site controls.  These strategies may allow increases 
in peak flow and/or durations from a development site, subject to the 
implementation of specified best management practices (BMPs) and land use 
planning practices that will accommodate expected stream changes without 
harming beneficial uses (e.g., increases in the cross-sectional area of a stream 
channel).  BMPs may also be regional projects that mitigate the impacts of 
more than one new development or redevelopment project. 


Goals and Objectives.  The goal of the SCVURPPP Hydromodification 
Management Plan is to protect the physical, chemical, and biological 
functions of stream systems in urbanizing areas.  In order to meet this goal 
and the NPDES Permit requirements, the following project objectives have 
been defined: 


1. Develop a watershed-based approach to address the impacts of 
hydromodification on the beneficial uses of streams.  


2. Develop, test, and apply an assessment method to evaluate 
potential hydrograph changes and impacts to stream channels 
from proposed projects, and identify where such changes can 
cause increased erosion of creek beds and banks, silt pollutant 
generation, or other impacts to beneficial uses. 


3. Develop design criteria, control measures, and guidance on 
management strategies to address hydromodification and 
identified impacts. 


 
EOA, Inc. 78 SEPTEMBER 1, 2004 







 


 


2004 URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PLAN  


4. Develop guidance for Co-permittees to manage the impacts of 
hydromodification on streams through the implementation of an 
HMP. 


5. Develop an approach for measuring the effectiveness of the 
runoff controls and management strategies, and continuously 
improving the HMP as needed. 


Proposed Hydromodification Control Standard, Performance Criteria 
and Implementation Guidance.  Hydromodification control standards will 
be used by local agencies to manage hydromodification impacts of 
development projects.  The proposed hydromodification control standard, 
management objective, and performance criteria for new development and 
redevelopment projects covered by the HMP requirements of Permit 
Provision C.3.f are contained in SCVURPPP’s public review draft entitled 
Hydromodification Management Plan Report, June 2004.  Guidelines are 
provided that Co-permittees can use to identify project types and/or areas 
within the Santa Clara Basin that may be exempt from hydromodification 
controls under Permit Provision C.3.f.ii. 


In addition, the HMP report includes guidelines to Co-permittees and the 
development community for implementing the SCVURPPP 
Hydromodification Management Plan in compliance with Permit Provision 
C.3.f.  The guidelines cover: 


• Implementation Options 


• Land Use Planning Measures 


• Incorporating HMP Requirements into Local Approval Processes 


• Process for Evaluating Hydromodification Impacts and Requirements 
for Development Projects 


• Opportunities for Watershed Master Planning for Hydromodification, 
Water Quality, and Flood Management 


• Inspection and Maintenance Requirements 
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• Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 


• Program Evaluation and Continuous Improvement 


The proposed HMP is currently under review by the Regional Board staff, the 
public and several independent peer reviewers.  It is anticipated that if 
comments are received in a timely basis, the public review document will be 
finalized in late October 2004. 


 4H  MONITORING 


From its inception in 1990 through 1995, SCVURPPP’s monitoring activities 
focused on establishing baseline information through sampling and analysis 
of runoff from various land uses and ambient waters.  A summary of the 
products produced as part of SCVURPPP’s previous monitoring efforts is 
contained in the 1997 URMP.  In addition to gathering baseline information, 
the Program’s annual monitoring plans have also included assessments 
intended to enhance understanding of the sources and extent of urban runoff 
pollution, its effects, and methods for its control. 


In August 199631 the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 
requested that the SCVURPPP redirect its monitoring resources and develop 
a new approach:  


Specific monitoring activities that should be considered within 
the strategy include characterization of drainage areas 
(watershed monitoring) including land use characteristics 
(general, such as open, residential, commercial, or industrial 
areas, or specific sources) and consideration of physical and 
biological, as well as chemical indicators to assess the 
drainage areas.  We strongly encourage you to use 
community-based (volunteer) monitoring as an inexpensive and 
effective means to conduct this type of monitoring.  The strategy 


                                                 
31 Loretta K. Barsamian, Executive Officer. August 30, 1996 letter to Frank Maitski. 
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should also establish a mechanism or process for effective use of 
special or pilot studies by your program or those conducted by 
other programs. 


Since 1997, the Program’s emphasis has been on integrating urban runoff and 
watershed management.  This emphasis continues to be a major condition of 
the urban runoff permit.  The results of this integration effort include the 
Program’s and individual Co-permittee assistance on: managing various 
subgroups of the WMI, preparing the abridged and unabridged Watershed 
Characteristics Report, conducting various projects related to the review of 
development policies, and the completion of the national Stormwater 
Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project.  A more detailed discussion 
of these efforts is contained the Program’s Annual Reports (i.e., see FY 97-
98, 98-99, 99-00, 00-01, 01-02 and 02-03). 


Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan.  On March 1, 2002, the 
SCVURPPP submitted a Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan 
(Multi-Year Plan) that was prepared in compliance with monitoring 
requirements of the permit.  The Multi-Year Plan presented the entire 
spectrum of SCVURPPP monitoring activities, both programmatic and 
environmental, outlined the SCVURPPP approach to monitoring, and 
presented the proposed surface water monitoring program for an eight-year 
period starting with Fiscal Year 02-03.  In addition, the Multi-Year Plan 
described SCVURPPP’s linkage to, and support for the Santa Clara Basin 
Watershed Management Initiative (WMI). 


Since its approval, the SCVURPPP has fully implemented the Multi-Year 
Plan and conducted a variety of special studies.  In particular, screening 
level/baseline water quality monitoring was conducted in receiving water 
bodies in FY 02-03 and 03-04, and the Assessment of Watershed Assessment 
Methods Technical Memorandum, dated July 31, 2003, recommended 
improvements to SCVURPPP’s monitoring and assessment program.  
Lessons learned from data collected during the first two years of 
implementing the Multi-Year Plan along with an external evaluation of 
SCVURPPP’s monitoring program in December 2003 by an EPA contractor 
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on behalf of the Regional Board led to development of a revised32 Multi-Year 
Plan (2004 Multi-Year Plan, Appendix D, Attachment D-3) which was 
submitted to the Regional Board on March 1, 2004.  Table 3.0 of the 2004 
Multi-Year Plan illustrates SCVURPPP’s proposed surface water monitoring 
program for eight years starting with FY 02-03 through FY 09-10.  Table 3.0 
contains the following information: watershed/stream monitoring location 
(prioritized based on WMI and SCVURPPP assessment priorities), 
monitoring type (chemical, biological, and physical data type) sampling 
frequency, monitoring rationale and lead agency.  The information on data 
type utilizes a tiered monitoring approach discussed in Section 2.0 of the 
2004 Multi-Year Plan, and includes the following monitoring categories: 
screening level, investigative, status and trends.  The 2004 Multi-Year Plan 
was finalized on July 1, 2004. 


The Multi-Year Plan is intended to be a “living” document, evolving along 
side other regional and State monitoring and assessment plans and strategies, 
including: the Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy (RMAS), 
Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) and Surface Water Ambient 
Monitoring Program (SWAMP).  The Revised Multi-Year-Plan helps reach 
the goals and objectives that were set by the Program’s Management 
Committee in 1996.  These goals and objectives were incorporated into 
SCVURPPP’s 1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP) and remain 
intact within the 2004 URMP.  In particular, the monitoring program aids in 
reaching Goals 2 and 3. 


To aid the SCVURPPP in reaching its primary goals, the following 
objectives, specific to SCVURPPP’s monitoring program were developed: 


• Develop a better understanding of the chemical, biological, 
and physical characteristics of water bodies and 
watersheds relevant to the Program, which will help 


                                                 
32 The revisions presented in this Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Plan (Revised Multi-Year Plan) are minor 
and intended to: 1) more fully integrate the monitoring activities identified in the Multi-Year Plan with watershed 
assessments, and 2) allow for additional follow-up monitoring activities in order to better identify sources of 
pollutants or causes of impairment to Beneficial Uses. Additionally, the Revised Multi-Year Plan attempts to 
provide the SCVURPPP a framework for conducting watershed characterization, screening-level monitoring, 
watershed assessment, and investigative monitoring and management action implementation. 
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inform decisions about future management actions and 
help clarify and resolve storm water related issues within 
watersheds; 


• Assess baseline water quality conditions in representative 
watersheds within Program boundaries to evaluate storm 
water impacts and help solve creek drainage basin-specific 
water quality problems; 


• Assess whether specific pollutants of concern are found in 
storm water discharges and impact water quality in local 
water bodies and the San Francisco Bay; 


• Evaluate the effectiveness of existing storm water 
pollution prevention and control Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) and recommend improvements; and, 


• Evaluate overall Program effectiveness over time. 


The above SCVURPPP specific objectives were designed to achieve 
the objectives contained in the Program’s NPDES Permit.  Further, 
the Multi-Year Plan has been developed to address the guidance 
contained in several RWQCB letters written to both the Program and 
members of the BASMAA Monitoring Committee.33   


The Multi-Year Plan is intended to help the SCVURPPP: 1) plan and 
prioritize its watershed assessment and monitoring activities over the next six 
years, and 2) coordinate with other watershed assessment programs in the Bay 
area, including the WMI.  SCVURPPP’s watershed assessment and 
monitoring approach emphasizes characterizing watersheds and collecting 


                                                 
33 RWQCB letter from Tom Mumley to BASMAA Monitoring Committee entitled “Urban Runoff Monitoring 
Needs/Recommendations” dated February 2, 2001. 
RWQCB letter from Loretta Barsamian to Adam Olivieri entitled “FY2002-2003 Stormwater Municipal NPDES 
Program Priorities” dated December 7, 2001. 
The water quality monitoring comments in the RWQCB from Bruce Wolfe to Beau Goldie entitled “Pesticide-
Related Components of 2000/01 Annual Report” postmarked December 28, 2001. 
RWQCB letter from Loretta Barsamian to Beau Goldie entitled “Request for revision of the Program’s long-term 
receiving waters monitoring plan” dated June 5, 2002. 
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data when and where appropriate, which will enable watershed assessments 
and focused studies to be conducted that will yield information necessary to 
implement effective and feasible management actions designed to reduce the 
impacts of urban runoff on beneficial uses. 


The Multi-Year Plan is organized to describe both environmental and 
programmatic monitoring designed to meet previously stated goals and 
objectives as follows: 


• Monitoring and Assessment Approach – presents SCVURPPP’s approach 
to monitoring and assessment, including: a description of monitoring 
categories, monitoring and assessment process, annual project funding 
process, priorities for assisting the WMI, SCVURPPP monitoring priorities, 
and regional and SCVURPPP monitoring activities accomplished to-date.  


• Watershed Monitoring and Assessment Activities - description of planned 
watershed monitoring and assessment activities, including: screening-level 
monitoring and watershed assessments.  


• Pollutant of Concern Monitoring and Characterization Activities – 
provides a description of planned pollutant of concern monitoring and 
characterization, including local and regionally based activities.  


• BMP and Performance Standard Monitoring – describes monitoring 
activities associated with measuring the effectiveness of implementing 
performance standards and control programs for POCs. 


• Reporting and Quality Control Procedures - provides a description of the 
quality control and assurance (QA/QC) procedures and the reporting process 
the Program will develop and implement. 


• Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Measures Summary Matrix- 
illustrates Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Measures (EMMs) that 
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are currently being implemented or are planned.  EMMs are used to gauge the 
effects of urban runoff on the environment34.  


• Programmatic Monitoring Indicators Summary Matrix – illustrates 
Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs) that are currently being 
implemented or are planned.  PMIs are used to gauge how well Performance 
Standards are being met and control measures are being implemented.  


SCVURPPP’s Monitoring and Assessment Approach.  The SCVURPPP 
continues to embrace the watershed approach to direct its monitoring and 
assessment activities, and meet its goals and objectives.  The watershed 
approach is a coordinating framework for environmental management that 
focuses efforts to address the highest priority problems within hydrologically 
defined geographic areas.  The SCVURPPP will continue to define and 
address high priority issues through the implementation of activities that fall 
into two monitoring categories: programmatic monitoring and environmental 
monitoring and assessment.  


The requirement to investigate, consider, and implement watershed 
management measures first appeared in the Program’s 1995 NPDES permit 
and is also a requirement of the Program’s current NPDES permit.  As part of 
its application for the current permit, the Program developed a “Watersheds 
2000 Vision” (December 1999) that outlines the principles and approaches 
that the Program and its Co-permittees will use to support better management 
of the Santa Clara Basin through the implementation of urban runoff control 
measures.  The vision statement also defines the relationship between and the 
roles of the Program and the SCBWMI in this context. 


The Program’s approach for supporting watershed management and the 
SCBWMI is based on the following principles: 


                                                 
34 Because there are a variety of types of environmental monitoring that are available, it is useful to classify 
parameters that may be measured into two tiers; screening-level monitoring and assessments (i.e. Tier I) and 
investigative monitoring (i.e., Tier II). Screening level monitoring and assessments include more general 
measurements made at various sampling locations, providing an initial characterization of the physical, chemical, 
and biological integrity of a particular watershed/waterbody. Investigative monitoring or studies include more 
detailed measurements typically taken in a more defined area (e.g., stream reach).  
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• The goal of the Program and its Co-permittees is to maintain water 
quality and protect the beneficial uses of the waterbodies in the Santa Clara 
Basin through the implementation of control measures to the maximum 
extent practicable.  


• Successful watershed management must be a community-wide, 
stakeholder-driven effort that includes regulatory agencies, the business 
community, environmental advocates, and local government. 


• The Co-permittees recognize it can be difficult to separate many urban 
runoff “issues” from the general impacts of urbanization resulting from the 
cumulative effects of land development. 


• The Co-permittees understand that municipal agency activities have the 
potential to impact water quality and beneficial uses; conversely such 
activities can create opportunities to improve water quality and enhance 
aquatic resources. 


• The Program’s activities pursuant to the NPDES permit assist Co-
permittees and other local agencies to incorporate appropriate watershed 
management recommendations into their decision-making and specific 
watershed protection approaches into their day-to-day operations.  


• The SCBWMI, as a stakeholder process, provides the tools to 
identify community goals and issues, and facilitates the development of 
common ground between stakeholders to recommend to policy-makers 
the actions needed to better manage watershed resources. 


The Program seeks to create an avenue which the SCBWMI’s broad 
stakeholder can incorporate goals and objectives into the daily operations of 
the Co-permittees.  The Co-permittees apply their resources and powers to 
preserve and enhance the watershed.  To do this most effectively, the 
Program and Co-permittees need to translate SCBWMI stakeholder 
recommendations into specific actions that are reasonable, practical, and that 
can be incorporated into their missions and services.  In addition, the Program 
will work with Regional Board staff to apply a regulatory strategy that allows 
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Co-permittees to find ways to coordinate with other agencies within a specific 
watershed to protect and enhance beneficial uses. 


Effectively Integrating Monitoring into Watershed Assessment. In the absence 
of a robust data set that can be used to characterize water quality and the 
physical, chemical and biological integrity of most water bodies in the Santa 
Clara Valley basin, initial characterization (i.e., screening-level 
monitoring/assessments) is needed.  To provide this necessary information, 
the SCUVRPPP will conduct screening level monitoring in watersheds within 
the Santa Clara Valley basin using screening-level indicators.  Data collected 
from these efforts is intended to provide information that will aid the Program 
in conducting watershed assessments.  To the extent possible, these 
assessments will be conducted in coordination and collaboration with other 
efforts current underway in the basin (e.g., SCVWD Stream Stewardship 
Plans).   


A Monitoring and Assessment Process Flow Chart. (see Figure 1.0 of 2004 
Multi-Year Plan) was developed to illustrate the Program’s “tiered” 
monitoring approach to environmental monitoring and the nexus between 
environmental monitoring and watershed assessment.  This process is 
intended to provide the Program with a formalized structure for conducting 
monitoring and assessments.  The decision-making process utilizes the best 
available water quality and watershed-related information throughout each 
step, with the goal of collecting additional data needed to characterize, assess 
and protect/restore beneficial uses in receiving water bodies.  


Integrating with Regional Monitoring Activities.  The Program has 
contributed to the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP) 
since 1993 has contributed approximately $150,000 per year.  In addition, the 
three South Bay municipal wastewater treatment plants (i.e., City of Palo 
Alto, City of Sunnyvale, and the San Jose-Santa Clara facility) annually 
contribute between $200,000 and $250,000 a year to the RMP.  Thus, local 
communities (which are urban runoff Co-permittees) contribute 
approximately $350,000 to $400,000 a year to a regional monitoring program 
(consistent with Permit Provision C.7b).  The results of the RMP's research 
and investigations have been published by the San Francisco Estuary Institute 
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(SFEI).  Consistent with the objectives of the RMP, the Program’s goal is to 
coordinate and integrate, where practicable, the various monitoring programs.  
This statement applies to the relationship between the Program and the CEP 
as well. 


Pollutants of Concern Monitoring Activities. Several Multi-Year Plan 
elements address local and regional needs for technical imformation to 
address POCs in water bodies in or adjacent to the Santa Clara Valley basin.  
The goal of POCs monitoring is to collect scientifically valid information on 
the sources, status, trends, fate, and transport of POCs and their effects, so 
that feasible, cost effective management actions can occur to the maximum 
extent practible to reduce the impacts on the beneficial uses.  POCs 
monitoring typically include studies that involve field sampling or 
environmental monitoring, which should not be confused with monitoring the 
effectiveness of BMPs implemented to control POCs in urban runoff. 


Pollutants of Concern (POC) Monitoring Elements.  To achieve 
SCVURPPP’s monitoring objectives for pollutants of concern (POC), the 
Program will conduct and participate in monitoring-related activities under 
the following three POC Monitoring Elements during implementation of the 
multi-year plan: 


• Impacts of POCs on the San Francisco Bay Estuary - element entails 
participation in, and support of regional efforts such as the Regional 
Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP); 


• Impacts of POCs on Local Water Bodies and Source Characterization - 
element entails investigating the impacts to, and sources of POCs present 
in Program-relevant local creeks and water bodies; and, 


• Additional Regional POC Activities – element entails participation in, and 
support for regional programs (e.g., RMP, Clean Estuary Partnership) 
designed to develop studies supporting the development of scientifically 
based total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) and/or site specific water 
quality objectives for specific POCs. 
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Brief descriptions of each control program associated with the POC 
monitoring element are presented below:  


Pollution Prevention Control Programs for POCs.  SCVURPPP’s current 
NPDES permit has greatly expanded the requirements for developing and 
implementing copper, mercury, pesticides, PCBs, dioxins and sediment 
control tasks/measures/plans/programs.  Since the permit was reissued, 
SCVURPPP has focused on the creation, revision and implementation of 
numerous activities associated with developing control programs for POCs.  
The following paragraphs provide brief summaries of these activities.  


Copper and Nickel Action Plans. The Metals Control Measures Plan, was 
first created in FY 00-01 to assist implementation of baseline activities 
contained in the Lower South San Francisco Bay Copper and Nickel Action 
Plans, to track and report activities, and to continue to work with the 
SCBWMI Bay Monitoring and Modeling (BMM) and Regulatory Subgroups 
regarding BMM Work Plan Updates.  Descriptions of copper control program 
activities and nickel control program activities are included in the Copper and 
Nickel Action Plans approved by the SCBWMI and transmitted to the 
RWQCB as part of the Copper and Nickel TMDL Project for the South Bay.  
In addition, those baseline activities that are specifically related to the 
stormwater program are listed in Appendix B of the NPDES permit.  


To date, most of the CAP/NAP baseline activities have been implemented at 
the Program level (except for those assigned to specific Co-permittees).  
SCVURPPP, working with Regional Board staff, met in FY 02-03 and FY 
03-04 to discuss proposed changes to the CAP/NAP reporting approach and 
format and agreed upon a revised approach.  Relative to developing the 
annual Work Plan, the revised reporting format includes the following basic 
information for each baseline action: description of baseline action, regional 
applicability, linkage to copper reduction, and identification of the 
performance measure.  For each baseline activity the following information is 
included in the reporting table: an identification of the lead party (if the lead 
party is the Co-permittee then the Co-permittee includes the action within 
their individual work plans), a description of the proposed Work Plan actions, 
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a description of how effectiveness will be evaluated, and a summary of the 
possible future actions. 


In addition, the Work Plan tables also provide a summary of actions 
accomplished in the prior (i.e., FY 02-03) for each CAP/NAP activity 
assigned to the Program and certain Co-permittees (San Jose, Sunnyvale and 
Palo Alto).  The CAP/NAP contains 21 copper baseline actions and 7 nickel 
actions.  These tasks will be tracked and reported by the Program in Annual 
Reports.  To the extent possible, the Program will evaluate the effectiveness 
of implementing the tasks during its annual reporting process.  


Mercury Pollution Prevention Activities. The Program’s NPDES permit 
states that municipal stormwater discharges may be causing or contributing to 
exceedances of water quality standards for mercury.  Mercury has been found 
in sediments in San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed.  
Some types of fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other pollutants at 
concentrations that may threaten the health of humans consuming those fish.  
In response, the California Office of Environmental Health and Hazard 
Assessment issued an interim fish consumption advisory.  The U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has listed the Bay and the 
Guadalupe River Watershed (including the Guadalupe River, Alamitos 
Creek, Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and Guadalupe Reservoir) as 
impaired by mercury under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  In 
accordance with Section 303(d), the Regional Board is required to establish a 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San Francisco 
Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed. 


Permit Provision C.9.c. requires the Program to address the impairment by 
developing and implementing a mercury pollution prevention plan.  The 
Program developed a Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan (Mercury Plan) 
consistent with this Provision.  The Mercury Plan was submitted to the 
Regional Board on March 1, 2002 as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work 
Plan.  


The Mercury Plan is based on the premise that a Bay area-wide approach (and 
coordination) in addressing mercury pollution prevention will be most 
successful.  The Plan identifies the goals of each work plan element, actions, 
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monitoring mechanisms, and schedules.  The Plan also identifies whether 
actions will be implemented at the Program level, municipality level, or both.  


The Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan addresses five general goals: 


• Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products – Eliminate all 
unnecessary municipal use of mercury-containing products and establish 
proper disposal methods for products that cannot be eliminated. 


• Household Hazardous Waste Collection – Provide mercury-containing 
product disposal services through household hazardous waste (HHW) 
collection programs for residents and small businesses, and encourage use 
of these programs. 


• Monitoring and Science – Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to 
support mercury TMDL development and implementation, including 
assessment of air pollution sources of mercury and concentrations of 
mercury in sediment. 


• Regional, State, and Federal Coordination – Actively participate in 
regional, state and federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the 
amount of mercury in urban runoff and air emissions. 


• Public Education and Outreach –Increase awareness of proper disposal of 
mercury-containing products and available non-mercury containing 
alternatives.   


Consistent with the above goals, the Management Committee approved the 
Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products Reduction and Management in 
April 2003.  The goals of the Guidelines for Mercury-Containing Products 
Reduction and Management are to work towards the virtual elimination of 
mercury from controllable sources that may affect urban runoff due to agency 
operations; and establish proper recycling and disposal methods for products 
that cannot be eliminated due to technological, safety or economic factors.  
To assist with the development of the guidelines Co-permittees completed a 
mercury-containing product survey to assess the municipal mercury-
containing products being used, their locations, and waste disposal and 
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purchasing routes; and identify the level of awareness of product alternatives 
and proper disposal methods.  


In December 2002, Program staff established the Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach Work Group.  This Work Group implements the Public 
Education and Outreach elements of the Mercury Plan by organizing a public 
education, outreach and participation program designed to reach residential 
and commercial users of mercury-containing products.  


In April 2003, the Management Committee approved a model mercury virtual 
elimination policy, which requires the virtual elimination of mercury from 
controllable sources in urban runoff.  A copy of the model policy was 
included within the FY 02-03 Annual Report.  The model policy serves only 
as suggested language.  Each Co-permittee is to adopt a Mercury Virtual 
Elimination policy, procedure or ordinance consistent with municipal 
requirements.  


The Program’s Annual Reports will provide information on the progress 
of tasks in the Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan.  The Program’s 
annual reports will document the Co-permittees’ implementation of each 
specific task in the Plan.  


Pesticide Control Program. Diazinon has been identified in recent 
studies as causing toxicity in local creeks.  In May 1999, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) listed San Francisco Bay 
and 35 Bay Area urban creeks as impaired by Diazinon under Section 
303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA).  The 303 (d) listing triggered the 
need for USEPA and the State to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads 
(TMDLs) for the impaired water bodies.  


NPDES Permit Provision C.9.d. includes specific requirements for a pesticide 
control program.  The Program and Co-permittees must develop and 
implement a pesticide control plan that addresses municipal uses of 
pesticides, including diazinon and other lower priority banned pesticides such 
as chlordane, dieldrin, and DDT, and the use of these pesticides by others 
within municipal jurisdictions.  The permit provision also requests that the 
Program continue to work with the Urban Pesticide Committee, BASMAA, 
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and the California Stormwater Quality Association Pesticide Committee to 
assess impacts of pesticide use and encourage actions by other state and 
federal agencies.  


As required by NPDES Permit Provision C.9.d., the Program developed a 
Pesticide Management Work Plan (Pesticide Plan) and submitted it to the 
Regional Board on June 26, 2001.  A Pest Management Performance 
Standard was finalized in February 2002, and Co-Permittees have 
incorporated it into their URMPs and begun implementation. 


The purpose of the Pesticide Plan is to control pesticide-related toxicity in 
urban runoff, by minimizing pesticide use and reducing the amount of 
pesticides in storm water and landscape runoff to the maximum extent 
practicable.  The Plan identifies the goals of each work plan element, actions, 
monitoring mechanisms, and schedules.  The Plan also identifies whether 
actions will be implemented at the Program level, municipality level, or both.  


The goals of the Pest Management Performance Standard and control 
measures are to minimize pesticide use to the MEP, particularly 
organophosphate pesticides; and reduce the amount of pesticides in storm 
water and landscape runoff.  These control measures apply to pest 
management on municipally owned property performed by municipal 
employees and by commercial applicators that contract with the municipality.  
The control measures also include outreach to other users within the 
municipality’s jurisdiction about less toxic pest control methods and proper 
disposal of pesticides.  


Each year, the Program’s Annual Report provides information on the progress 
of tasks in the Pesticide Plan.  Outreach activities that are conducted to meet 
the requirements in the Pesticide Plan include media advertising, Integrated 
Pest Management (IPM) outreach at community events and workshops, 
participation in the Regional IPM Store Partnership program and IPM 
outreach to local businesses.  In addition, through its annual reporting 
process, SCVURPPP will provide an assessment of the effectiveness of 
mercury reduction measures following their implementation. 
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Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) and Dioxin Compounds Control Program. 
The 1998 and 2002 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) lists designate all 
segments of San Francisco Bay as impaired by PCBs and certain dioxin 
compounds.  The listings were in response to an interim advisory on the 
consumption of fish from the Bay issued by the California Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).  OEHHA issued the 
advisory after PCBs, dioxins and other pollutants (e.g., mercury) were found 
in Bay fish tissue at levels thought to potentially pose a health risk to people 
consuming fish caught in the Bay.  The Regional Board opposed the 1998 
listing of dioxins, but was overruled by the USEPA.  


Provision C.9.e. of the SCVURPPP municipal storm water NPDES permit 
requires development of a control program to eliminate or reduce controllable 
sources of PCBs and dioxin compounds in urban runoff.  The following 
sections briefly summarize the Program’s accomplishments to-date in 
addressing these pollutants and describe the Program’s future strategy. 


PCBs - The SCVURPPP has provided leadership to Bay Area storm water 
agencies in their efforts to develop data needed for the Bay PCBs TMDL.  
Initially, the Program coordinated a regional study that characterized the 
distribution of PCBs concentrations in storm water conveyance sediments in 
Bay Area watersheds (KLI 2001 and 2002).  The Program subsequently 
performed PCBs case studies in selected areas with relatively elevated 
concentrations of PCBs (City of San Jose and EOA, Inc. 2002 and 2003) and 
coordinated similar case studies by other Bay Area storm water agencies 
(SCVURPPP 2002d).  The case studies were aimed at beginning to identify 
PCBs sources and controls.  To facilitate regional coordination, the Program 
led a work group of representatives from BASMAA and Regional Board staff 
and continues to provide a staff to represent BASMAA on the Clean Estuary 
Partnership PCBs work group.  The Program also prepared work plans for the 
above regional and local field studies (SCVURPPP 2000, 2001, 2002b, 
2002c).  The work plans included a preliminary list of known sites where 
PCBs were used, stored and/or released in Santa Clara County.  Most 
recently, the Program completed a study that summarizes the current status of 
efforts to address PCBs in Bay Area urban runoff (SCVURPPP 2004b).  The 
study describes 1) past, current and planned efforts to identify PCBs control 
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options in the Bay Area, 2) management practices currently implemented by 
Bay Area storm water management agencies that may help control PCBs in 
urban runoff, and 3) potential additional PCBs storm water control options 
and some of their advantages, limitations and cost factors.  The Program has 
also collected and analyzed sediment samples from selected Santa Clara 
County watersheds for PCBs and other pollutants of concern as part of its 
receiving waters monitoring and assessment program. 


Dioxins - The Program’s initial work plan to address dioxin compounds35 
(SCVURPPP 2002a) specified reviewing readily available data on methods 
used to characterize dioxin compounds in storm water runoff and surface 
waters and concentrations typically found in the Bay Area and other areas.  
SCVURPPP (2002e) documents the results of the review.  The SCVURPPP’s 
second work plan addressing dioxin compounds (SCVURPPP 2003) 
describes the SCVURPPP’s collaboration with other Bay area storm water 
management agencies to develop a “synthesis” document on dioxin-like 
compounds.  This document was recently completed and summarizes the 
current state of knowledge regarding dioxin-like compounds in relation to 
storm water runoff.  The emphasis is on issues related to urban runoff in the 
Bay area, including regulatory context, public health impacts, sources, 
pathways, environmental fate, review of relevant Bay Area, national and 
international studies, and qualitative review of potential storm water controls 
(BASMAA 2004).  The Program recently completed a new work plan that 
summarizes past accomplishments and describes activities planned for FY 
2004-05 (SCVURPPP 2004a). 


The SCVURPPP plans to continue collaborating with the regulatory and 
discharger community and other stakeholders to develop technically and 
economically feasible strategies to address controllable sources of PCBs, 
dioxins and other pollutants of concern36.  The overarching principle is to 


                                                 
35 The chemical compounds referred to as dioxin compounds are generally members of three closely related 
families: the polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs), polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs) and certain 
polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) congeners with dioxin-like potency that are often referred to as dioxin-like PCBs.  
The Program is addressing PCBs, including dioxin-like PCBs, as part of the separate program described above). 
36 Examples of organizations that currently facilitate such collaboration include BASMAA, the Clean Estuary 
Partnership and the Regional Monitoring Program.  The SCVURPPP is currently providing funding to these 
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develop cost-effective strategies with realistic potential to protect public 
health.  Factors other than strict cost-effectiveness may be important, such as 
the likelihood of identifying responsible parties or obtaining state or federal 
funding to identify and cleanup on-land PCBs sites.  The SCVURPPP will 
also consider the potential benefit of implementing strategies that 
concurrently address multiple sediment-bound pollutants.  Furthermore, the 
SCVURPPP will continue emphasizing the need to prioritize actions in light 
of the limited public resources available to address pollutants of concern37.  
As appropriate, the SCVURPPP will incorporate high priority actions into its 
annual work plans. 


Trash Management Activities.  On November 14, 2001, the Regional Board 
released the document entitled Proposed Revisions to Section 303(d) List of 
Priorities for Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads for the San 
Francisco Bay Region Report.  This report proposed that all urban creeks, 
lakes and shorelines be placed on the 2002 303(d) “monitoring list” due to the 
threat of trash impairment to water quality.  On February 4, 2003, the State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) adopted the 2002 Clean Water 
Act section 303(d) list of water quality segments, which included this 
recommendation.  


In a proactive response to the November 14, 2001 Staff Report, the 
Management Committee formed a Trash AHTG (TATG) on February 21, 
2002.  Since the formation of the TATG, the Program has completed the 
following work products:   


Trash Management Practices Survey (November 2002) - The survey 
documents existing trash management practices and policies. 


Trash Work Plan - To fulfill a Program FY01-02 Continuous Improvement 
item and actions identified within the Program’s Multi-year Receiving Waters 


                                                                                                                              
organizations, participating in selected stakeholder meetings, committees and work groups, and, as appropriate, 
reviewing and commenting on relevant documents prepared by these groups. 
37 For example, dioxins appear to be of relatively low priority, since the Regional Board does not plan to perform a 
TMDL for dioxins in the Bay.  The USEPA has stated that, since PCBs are the most significant contributor to 
dioxin-like toxicity in Bay fish, the Bay PCBs TMDL is high priority 
(http://www.epa.gov/region09/water/dioxin/sfbay.html). 


 
EOA, Inc. 96 SEPTEMBER 1, 2004 







 


 


2004 URBAN RUNOFF MANAGEMENT PLAN  


Monitoring Plan, the TATG prepared a Trash Work Plan that identifies a 
strategy for addressing trash problem areas that occur in urban streams and 
waterways.  The Trash Work Plan, which was submitted within the 
Program’s FY 03-04 Draft Work Plan on March 1, 2003, details tasks to be 
conducted during FY 03-04 and FY 04-05.  The tasks conducted during FY 
03-04 focused on: preparing a summary of existing Co-permittee trash 
management practices survey; identifying and documenting known trash 
problem areas; identifying and documenting trash management practices 
implemented by others (e.g., Los Angeles River watershed trash TMDL); 
refining protocols for trash evaluations and training municipal staff; and 
developing standardized documentation procedures for data collection and 
reporting. 


The tasks identified for FY 04-05 focus on the implementation of trash 
evaluations in or/ near watersheds; implementation or refinement of trash 
control measures, as appropriate to address trash problem areas within high 
priority areas; and review of existing performance standards relevant to trash 
management and identify potential revisions to these standards, if necessary.  
The TATG will continue to meet in support of developing Work Plan 
products.  Recommendations from the TATG will be reviewed and approved 
by the Management Committee. 


Interaction with Santa Clara Valley Water Resources Protection 
Collaborative- During FY 03-04, the TATG agreed to focus on trash issues 
which are part of the Trash Work Plan and keep the Water Resources 
Protection Collaborative informed about trash issues within the Program’s 
jurisdiction. 


Trash Goals Statement - In May 2004, at the direction of the Management 
Committee, the TATG completed the development of a Trash Goals 
Statement for SCVURPPP.  SCVURPPP’s goals statement for the next five 
years is to develop a countywide collaborative trash awareness, monitoring, 
outreach, removal and abatement program that is specifically directed at 
enhancing the beneficial uses of urban streams and waterways in Santa Clara 
County.  To achieve this goal, the Program has identified the following 
objectives: 
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• Identify and prioritize trash problem areas in urban streams and 
waterways and other potential sources that may contribute trash to those 
areas; 


• Enhance existing trash management practices or implement new practices 
to address high priority trash problem areas; 


• Evaluate trash condition of urban streams and waterways over time using 
a field monitoring program; 


• Use outreach and community involvement programs to increase public 
awareness of the impact of urban activities on streams and waterways and 
to foster a sense of stewardship;  


• Evaluate effectiveness of trash management and education practices; and 


• Develop and implement a standardized documentation and reporting 
mechanism for Annual Reports. 


During the implementation of the revised Multi-Year Plan, the Program will 
provide an assessment of the effectiveness of trash management measures 
through its annual reporting process. 


Sediment Analysis.  In response to a listing of impairment by sediment under 
section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act and a need to provide information for a 
TMDL assessment, two separate (but coordinated) projects have been 
developed.  These projects are the San Francisquito Creek Sediment 
Reduction Plan, administered by the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA); and the Aquatic Habitat Assessment and Limiting Factors 
Analysis, managed by the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD).  


The primary issues driving the TMDL are flooding and degradation of 
steelhead trout, other threatened aquatic species and their habitats.  The 
approach adopted by the JPA and SCVWD in these projects is to assess 
factors limiting the threatened aquatic species, including but not confined to 
those related to excessive sedimentation caused by human land use activities.  
Project products are intended to produce information that will assist the 
Regional Board to confirm or reject the validity of the sediment impairment 
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listing and help identify other causes of impairment to aquatic species and 
their habitats in San Francisquito Creek. 


Additional Watershed Analyses and Sediment Practice Assessments - In 
accordance with Permit Provision C.9.f.iii, the Program submitted the 
Sediment Impairment Report (Other Creeks) to the Regional Board on March 
1, 2002.  On August 30, 2002, the Program developed a work plan entitled 
Work Plan for Conducting Watershed Analysis and Management Practice 
Assessment in Other Creeks Potentially Impaired by Sediment from 
Anthropogenic Activities (Watershed Analysis Work Plan).  The Work Plan 
describes the phased approach that SCVURPPP intends to follow in 
addressing the permit condition.  As appropriate, lessons learned from the 
San Francisquito Creek TMDL project will be used to update the Watershed 
Analysis Work Plan.  


4I SUMMARY 


Tables C-1 through C-12 within Appendix C, summarize the status of each 
Co-permittee’s URMP, including BMPs and SOPs.  In addition, Table C-13 
summarizes individual Co-Permittee urban runoff pollution prevention 
program organization.  Further details on Co-permittee programs are in 
Chapters 5-16 (bound separately).  
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INTRODUCTION
 
This document comprises a draft Work Plan for implementation of the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s (SCVURPPP’s or Program’s) Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (URMP) for fiscal year (FY) 2008-2009.  This Work Plan fulfills Provision 
C.6.b. of the Program’s current NPDES permit (No.CAS029718), Order 01-024 (as 
amended by Order 01-119 and R2-2005-0035). The Work Plan development was 
coordinated with development of the Program’s FY 08-09 budget, and is consistent with the 
level of effort represented by the budget items. 


The Work Plan includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules to be 
implemented by the Co-permittees, in each individual jurisdiction and collectively through 
the Program. It was developed to include new, expanded, or redirected efforts (i.e., 
“Anticipated MRP Tasks”) contemplated in the Tentative Order for the Municipal Regional 
Permit (MRP) currently released for comment.  The Work Plan also considers the 
implementation status of ongoing activities and actions, in order to plan FY 08-09 activities. 
If necessary, the Program is prepared to revise the Work Plan to reflect the final 
requirements in the MRP after adoption.


The Work Plan is comprised of twelve sections, as follows: 


1. Municipal Operations: Section 1 provides the Program’s planned tasks to assist Co-
permittees in reducing or eliminating adverse water quality impacts of operations and 
maintenance activities conducted by municipal staff. 


2. New Development and Redevelopment: Section 2 describes the Program’s progress in 
assisting Co-permittees to implement the requirements for new and redevelopment 
control measures (Provision C.3.) and the Program tasks planned for FY 08-09.


3. Industrial and Commercial Site Control: Section 3 provides the Program’s planned 
tasks to assist Co-permittees in controlling the discharge of pollutants in stormwater from 
industrial and commercial sources. 


4. Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination: Section 4 provides the Program’s planned 
tasks to assist Co-permittees in identifying and eliminating non-permissible non-storm 
water discharges associated with illegal dumping or illicit connections to the storm drain 
system. 


5. Construction Site Control: The Program’s planned tasks for assisting Co-permittees in 
controlling the impacts of construction activities on stormwater quality and flow through 
their construction inspection programs is presented within Section 5. 


6. Public Information/Participation Work Plan: The Program’s PI/P Work Plan (Section 
6) includes a list and description of public education and outreach projects planned for 
FY 08-09 and how they relate to anticipated requirements in the MRP. 


7. FY 08-09 Annual Water Quality Monitoring Plan: Section 7 provides the Program’s 
Annual Monitoring Plan.  Planned activities include implementation of the Program’s 


FY 08-09 Work Plan I-1 3/01/08
F:\Sc42\FY08-09WP\Introduction\febdraft\Introduction_final.doc  







Introduction 


FY 08-09 Work Plan I-2 3/01/08
F:\Sc42\FY08-09WP\Introduction\febdraft\Introduction_final.doc 


Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan, participation and financial support to the 
RMP, BAMBI network and BASMAA Monitoring Committee. 


8. Pollutants of Concern Control: The Program’s planned tasks for assisting Co-
permittees in reducing and/or controlling the discharge of pollutants of concern (POCs) 
in stormwater is presented within Section 8.


9. Exempted and Conditionally Exempted Discharges: Section 9 describes the 
Program’s planned tasks to assist Co-permittees in developing and implementing BMPs 
for the control of conditionally exempted (non-stormwater) discharges, as well as 
requiring businesses, contractors, and residents to control these discharges. 


10. Reporting Work Plan: Section 10 provides the Program’s proposed approach. 


11. FY 08-09 Program Budget: The Program’s Final FY 08-09 Budget Report, as approved 
by the Management Committee, is included in Section 11.


12. Co-permittee Work Plan Summary Tables: Section 12 contains the individual Co-
permittee Work Plans for FY 08-09 developed consistent with the FY 00-01 Work Plan 
format approved by Water Board staff.
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2. FY 08-09 NEW AND REDEVELOPMENT (C.3.) WORK PLAN 


INTRODUCTION


This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 08-09 to continue to assist 
Co-permittees to control the impacts of development on stormwater quality and flow through 
the development project planning, review and approval process.  The planned tasks include 
Program efforts that are likely to be needed to assist the Co-permittees with compliance with 
the C.3. Provisions of the Municipal Regional Permit.


BACKGROUND 


On October 17, 2001, the Water Board adopted Order 01-119 which amended the 
Program’s Permit Provision C.3. (New and Redevelopment Requirements) to contain 
significant new requirements.  These requirements include:  


� Numeric design standards for sizing stormwater treatment controls; 


� Limits on increases in peak stormwater discharges from new or redevelopment sites 
that may increase erosion in creeks; 


� Requirements for operation and maintenance of stormwater controls; 


� Requirements for site design and source control measures; 


� Definition of a minimum project size, based on amount of impervious surface 
created, for which the design standards, control measures, peak flow limitations, and 
maintenance requirements apply;


� Requirements for changes to General Plans and environmental review processes to 
provide authority to implement the requirements; 


� Reporting requirements; and 


� Schedule for implementation. 


The Program and Co-permittees submitted work plans for implementing all C.3. 
requirements to the Water Board on March 1, 2002 (as part of the Program’s FY 02-03 Work 
Plan, Volume II).  These included the Program’s “Guidance for Work Plan Tasks Related to 
Implementation of Permit Provision C.3.” (referred to herein as C.3. Work Plan Guidance) 
which identifies proposed actions to meet the requirements of Provision C.3. and whether 
the actions will be implemented at the Program level, Co-permittee level or both.  Most of 
the tasks in the C.3 Work Plan Guidance were completed by the end of FY 04-05.  
Additional implementation-phase tasks identified by the C3 Provision Oversight (C3PO) Ad 
Hoc Task Group and the Management Committee for FY 08-09 and ongoing support tasks 
are the basis of this work plan section. 


Since the October 17, 2001 adoption by the Water Board of Order 01-119, there have been 
several changes to the requirements of Provision C.3.  The first change, authorized by the 
Water Board Executive Officer, was an extension of three of the permit deadlines, as shown 
below, in order to be consistent with other Bay Area stormwater permits adopted 
subsequent to SCVURPPP Order 01-119.  
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Provision Activity Original Deadline New Deadline1
 


C.3.c.i. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at Group 
1 Projects 


July 15, 2003 October 15, 2003 


C.3.c.ii. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at Group 
2 Projects in addition to Group 1 Projects 


October 15, 2004 April 15, 2005 


C.3.f. Submit HMP for Regional Board approval October 15, 2003 January 15, 2004 


The second change relates to the definition of Group 2 projects.  The Program requested 
Water Board approval of an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition, as allowed under 
Provision C.3.c.iii. of the Program's permit (Order No. 01-119).  In a letter dated September 
22, 2003, the Program proposed an Alternative Group 2 Project Definition that would make 
its Provision C.3. project size requirements consistent with the other Bay Area stormwater 
permit requirements (i.e., minimum project size of 10,000 square feet of impervious surface).  
At the Water Board’s October 15, 2003, meeting, the Water Board authorized the Executive 
Officer to approve the Program’s proposal. 


The third change relates to the implementation date for Group 2 projects.  Order R2-2005-
0035, adopted July 20, 2005, contains revisions to Order 01-119 that recognize two types of 
Group 2 projects and extends the implementation dates for both.  Group 2A includes 
projects that are more likely to contribute pollutants to stormwater (e.g., gas stations, auto 
wrecking yards, loading docks) and parking lots with 10,000 square feet or more of 
impervious surface.  Group 2B includes all other Group 2 projects.  The Group 2A 
implementation date was effective on October 20, 2005.  The Group 2B implementation date 
was extended to August 15, 2006 to be consistent with other Bay area permits.  In addition, 
Order R2-2005-0035 incorporated key provisions of the Program’s Hydromodification 
Management Plan Report (April 2005) into the SCVURPPP permit. 


A summary of the subsequent changes in permit deadlines resulting from the adoption of 
Order R2-2005-0035 is presented below: 


Provision Activity Previous Deadline New Deadline 


C.3.c.ii. Require stormwater treatment BMPs at 
Group 2 Projects: 


� Group 2A (special land use categories) 


� Group 2B 


April 15, 2005 


October 20, 2005 


August 15, 2006 


C.3.f. Implement HMP Key Provisions Following Water 
Board approval 


October 20, 2005 


The draft Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) contains requirements for all six Phase 1 
municipal stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The MRP Tentative 
Order was released on December 4, 2007..  Provision C.3. in the Tentative Order contains 
similar requirements for new and redevelopment projects with some enhancements that will 
likely need to be addressed in FY 08-09. 


                                                          
1 Letter to Beau Goldie, SCVURPPP Management Committee Chair, from Loretta Barsamian, Executive Officer, San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, re: Extension of Specified Deadlines in Order 01-119, May 12, 2003. 
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PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES TO IMPLEMENT C.3. 


Section 8 of the Program’s FY 06-07 Annual Report described the progress of the Program 
(up to September 15, 2007) in completing Program tasks in the C.3 Work Plan and assisting 
Co-permittees with implementation of the C.3. requirements.  With all of the preparation 
tasks completed, Co-permittees are now focusing on the implementation of C.3. 
requirements for Group 1 and Group 2 projects (i.e., those creating or replacing 10,000 
square feet or more of impervious surface).  The Program has continued to hold meetings of 
the C.3. Provision Oversight Ad Hoc Task Group (C3PO AHTG) to keep Co-permittees 
updated on current issues and promote exchange of ideas on and experience with C.3. 
implementation. 


The Program also completed its Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP) in April 2005, 
and submitted it to the Water Board on May 4, 2005.  Key provisions of the HMP were 
adopted by the Water Board on July 20, 2005 (as described above), and Co-permittees 
began implementation on October 20, 2005.  Chapter 7 of the HMP Report identifies a 
number of action items that Program and Co-permittee staff will complete to address 
remaining HMP implementation issues.  These action items and other related tasks are 
listed with anticipated start and completion dates within Attachment 7-1, “SCVURPPP HMP - 
Summary of Next Steps” (revised September 15, 2006).  An internal HMP Instream Work 
Group, consisting of City of San Jose, Santa Clara Valley Water District and Program staff, 
has been meeting to discuss and work toward implementation of the tasks related to 
instream control measures for hydromodification. 


To make it easier for developers to design flow control facilities to comply with the HMP, the 
Program developed an automated modeling and flow control facility sizing tool called the 
Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM), in collaboration with several other Bay Area stormwater 
programs.  Development of the regional portion of the model and calibration of the tool to 
specific watersheds within the Santa Clara Valley has been completed, and several training 
sessions for municipal staff and consultants have been held. 


Since the fall 2005, Program staff has been involved with Water Board staff and 
environmental NGO representatives in a process to develop the MRP.  A Program staff 
person served on the New Development Work Group and assisted the group in establishing 
the current baseline activities conducted by municipal agencies and developing a list of 
options for the future permit.  Initial drafts of the MRP included a number of changes to 
Provision C.3., some of which remain in the December 4, 2007 Tentative Order.  Work on 
the MRP is expected to continue through FY 07-08. 


FY 08-09 C.3. IMPLEMENTATION TASKS


General C.3. Tasks 


Table 2-1 presents a list of ongoing tasks from the C.3. Work Plan and anticipated MRP 
tasks that will be implemented in FY 08-09.  These tasks will provide continuing assistance 
with current provisions, as well as guidance on implementation of any changes made in the 
MRP, assuming it will be adopted near the beginning of the fiscal year. 


Tasks for implementation assistance in FY 08-09 include: 


� Continue to assist with Co-permittee implementation of C.3. on projects, and with 
BMP O&M verification programs; 
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� Continue to assist with the C3PO AHTG meetings and action items; 


� Update the C.3. Handbook and Planning Procedures Performance Standards to 
reflect changes to Provision C.3. in the MRP, including source control and site 
design measure guidance; 


� Conduct workshop on C.3. implementation, with the topic to be determined by 
the C3PO AHTG; 


� Continue to provide guidance and assistance with annual reporting of C.3. 
information.


� Continue regional roundtable meetings with Co-permittee staff and other 
stormwater programs to share information about implementation strategies and 
experience (facilitate through BASMAA New Development Committee); 


� Provide additional guidance on proper design/construction of pervious paving 
systems and use of pervious areas for infiltration; 


� Develop Program-wide database to assist with BMP O&M verification reporting 
and effectiveness analysis; 


� Begin to work with BASMAA and/or other stormwater programs to develop 
standard specifications for lot-scale treatment BMPs for single family homes; 


� If needed, prepare pilot study plan for collection of impervious surface data for 
Water Board submittal, and assist designated Co-permittees with guidance on 
data collection and reporting. 


HMP Tasks


The focus in FY 08-09 will be continue to be assistance to the local agencies and the 
development community with outreach and implementation, and guidance on any changes 
that are required by the MRP.  Tasks for FY 08-09 include the following: 


� Provide guidance on changes to HMP requirements in the MRP, and update the 
HMP and C.3. Stormwater Handbook to reflect these changes; 


� Continue to assist with the HMP Implementation Phase (HIP) Work Group 
meetings and action items; 


� Continue to meet with the HMP Instream Measures Work Group and work toward 
progress on HMP “next steps” (Table 2-2); 


� Conduct programmatic monitoring tasks identified in Section 7.8 of the HMP 
Report (tracking projects, documenting BMP design and inspection, self-
evaluation);


� Continue to provide guidance and conduct trainings on the Bay Area Hydrology 
Model (BAHM); and 


� Conduct one workshop on HMP implementation. 


� Assist Co-permittees with impervious surface data analysis, as needed, to 
revised the HMP applicability map, prepare submittal to Water Board on map 
changes, and create Co-permittee specific HM applicability maps. 







Table 2-1 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 08-09 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 


Task from C.3. Work Plan Schedule Deliverables


C.3.a.  Performance Standards 


� Update the model Planning Procedures Performance Standards to reflect 
the requirements in the MRP.


12/08 � Updated Performance Standards 


C.3.c.  Requirements for Group 1 and Group 2 Projects 


� Prepare guidance on implementing changes to Provision C.3. in the MRP, 
and updates to the C.3. Handbook to reflect those changes, including: 


o updating list of source control measures; 


o updating guidance on site design issues; 


o updating fact sheets and website. 


12/08 � Updated sections of the C.3. Handbook 
and updated fact sheets. 


� Provide additional guidance on proper design/construction of pervious 
paving systems and use of pervious areas for infiltration 


6/09 Section for C.3. Handbook on pervious 
paving and use of pervious areas 


Ongoing Tasks: 


� Promote/facilitate regional roundtable meetings with agency staff from 
SCVURPPP and other stormwater programs to share information about 
implementation strategies and experience; 


Ongoing � Meeting summaries 


� Continue assistance with the C3PO AHTG meetings and action items; Ongoing � C3PO AHTG meetings and summaries 


� Conduct one workshop on a C.3-related topic (to be determined). 6/09 � Workshop 


C.3.e.  Operation and Maintenance of Treatment BMPs 


� Assist Co-permittees to report on treatment BMP O&M verification 
program in each annual report, including inspection results, evaluation of 
effectiveness, and planned improvement to the program. 


Ongoing - FY 07-08 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


� Guidance on Annual Report preparation 


� Develop Program-wide database to assist with BMP O&M verification 
reporting and effectiveness analysis. 


12/08 � Updated Program-wide database 
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Table 2-1, continued 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 08-09 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 


Task from C.3. Work Plan Schedule Deliverables


Ongoing Tasks: 


� Continue assistance with SCVURPPP agencies’ implementation of BMP 
O&M verification programs. 


Ongoing


C.3.f.  Hydromodification Management Plan 


� Assist Co-permittees with impervious surface data analysis, as needed, to 
revise the HMP applicability map. 


12/08 � Guidance on impervious surface data 
analysis


� Prepare submittal to Water Board on map changes. 6/09 � Memo to Water Board 


� Create Co-permittee-specific HMP applicability maps. TBD, pending WB 
approval of map 


� BAHM guidance/handouts 


Ongoing Tasks:


� Provide guidance on any changes to HMP requirements in the Regional 
Permit, and update the HMP and C.3. Stormwater Handbook to reflect 
these changes; 


12/08 � Updated section of C.3. Handbook 


� Conduct one workshop on HMP implementation and hydromodification 
control measures; 


6/09 � Workshop 


� Continue to provide guidance and conduct trainings on the Bay Area 
Hydrology Model (BAHM); 


Ongoing, as needed � Training(s) 


� Continue to assist with the HMP Implementation Phase (HIP) Work Group 
meetings and action items 


Ongoing � Meeting summaries 


� Continue to meet with the HMP Instream Measures Work Group and work 
toward progress on HMP “next steps” (Attachment 7-1) 


Ongoing � Meeting summaries 
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Schedule and Deliverables for FY 08-09 New and Redevelopment (C.3) Tasks 
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Task from C.3. Work Plan Schedule Deliverables


� Continue to assist Co-permittees with implementation of HMP 
requirements for Group 1 projects that may cause increased erosion or 
other related impacts. 


FY 08-09 � Assistance with questions about 
implementation


� Conduct programmatic monitoring tasks identified in Section 7.8 of the 
HMP Report (tracking projects, documenting BMP design and inspection, 
self-evaluation);


FY 08-09 � Monitoring results provided in FY 08-09 
Annual Report 


C.3.j.  Site Design Measures Guidance and Standards Development


�  (New C.3.i.):  Begin to work with BASMAA and/or other stormwater programs 
to develop standard specifications for lot-scale treatment BMPs. 


Complete by
July 1, 2010 


� Regional standard specifications and 
guidance


C.3.n.  Reporting Requirements


� (New C.3.j.):  If needed, prepare pilot study plan for collection of impervious 
surface data for Water Board submittal, and assist designated Co-permittees 
with guidance on data collection and reporting. 


Ongoing Tasks: 


� Provide information described in Table 1 of Provision C.3. in annual reports 
(and any additional information required by the MRP) 


11/30/08


Ongoing - FY 08-09 
Annual Report 
and future ARs 


� Memo on pilot study 


� Guidance on Annual Report preparation 







Table 2-2 
SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps (Updated 3/1/08)


  Task1
Anticipated


Completion Date2 Status
1. Develop the following: 


a. a funding mechanism3 such that projects can utilize in-stream 
control options 


b. a methodology for determining developer contributions based on 
the stream changes expected to result from changes in project 
runoff conditions. 


6/08


6/08


In Progress - The HMP Instream Projects Work Group, 
consisting of Water District, City of San Jose and 
Program staff, continues to meet regularly.   


2. Work with City/County planning and public works departments and 
the Water District to determine the timing and method of notifying 
District staff during the development review process about HMP 
projects that may need in-stream controls, in a manner that does not 
unreasonably prolong the review process. Further, look at ways to 
improve method to provide early communication on Group 1 project 
reporting. 


6/08 In Progress – This task was delayed pending decisions 
by the HMP Instream Projects Work Group.  Some Co-
permittees already have a process for involving Water 
District staff in development project review.  Program 
staff will document current practices and develop 
guidance for other Co-permittees, in consultation with 
Water District staff. 


3. Facilitate review of District’s MDL analysis, both by the Co-
permittees and the Expert Panel, and work with the Management 
Committee to determine the need to integrate some or all of the MDL 
analyses into implementation of the HMP. 


N.A. Eliminated – This task is no longer needed to 
implement the HMP.  A revised HMP applicability map 
was developed by the Program based on other criteria, 
negotiated with Water Board staff, and will likely be 
adopted. The Management Committee voted to remove 
this action item from the list at its December 20, 2007 
meeting.


4. Conduct additional studies of implementation of site design, 
integrated management practices, and/or basins at example 
development sites in Santa Clara Valley. 


6/08 In Progress – In FY 06-07, the Program contracted 
with GeoSyntec Consultants to do a comparison of flow 
basin sizing using the HEC-HMS and HSPF models.  
The results will provide guidance on model use and 
sizing procedures and to assist development of the 
BAHM.  The draft comparison report was completed 
and is under going review by Program staff.  


                                                
1 Tasks are from Chapter 7 of April 2005 HMP Report. Tasks in italics have been added.
2 All dates depend on availability of resources and cooperation/collaboration of numerous staff from different agencies and may change because of circumstances beyond the control of the Program.  The 
Program periodically updates the Management Committee regarding schedule changes and will transmit updates schedules to Water Board staff.
3 The intent is to describe a mechanism agreeable to Co-permittees and next steps for implementation.
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Table 2-2 
SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps (continued) 


Task1
 


Anticipated
Completion Date2


 Status
In addition, the Program also contracted with 
GeoSyntec to develop a methodology for estimating 
costs for the purpose of determining impracticability of 
hydromodification management measures (i.e. the 2% 
cost cap).  This work is underway and a draft report will 
be completed by March 2008. 


Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM) Development Project – Regional 
Model, Local Calibration, Training


Completed 7/07; 
Ongoing 


Completed/Ongoing –The BAHM was completed in 
July 2007  The Program participated with the Alameda 
and San Mateo countywide stormwater programs in the 
development of the regional component of the BAHM, 
and also contracted with the software developer, Clear 
Creek Solutions, to calibrate the model to two 
watersheds in Santa Clara Valley.  Local calibration 
was completed in May 2007.  A series of trainings were 
conducted in July and November, 2007. 
The BAHM includes the ability to model common site 
design and treatment control measures and quantify the 
reduction in flow duration due to these measures.  
Additional testing will be conducted in FY 07-08 and FY 
08-09 to fine tune and improve guidance on the use of 
the BAHM for this purpose. 


5. During implementation of the HMP, obtain feedback/suggestions for 
further refinement and implementation guidance 


As needed/ 
Ongoing 


Completed/Ongoing – The HMP Implementation Work 
Group has been meeting on a regular basis, and has 
been an effective forum to share experience with HMP 
implementation and obtain suggestions for additional 
HMP guidance.  Members of the development 
community have also attended these meetings.  
Program staff have reviewed several conceptual design 
submittals to meet HMP requirements for projects in 
San Jose and discussed these with the work group.  
Additional guidance will be prepared on HMP 
implementation following adoption of new requirements 
in the MRP (expected mid-2008). 
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SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps (continued) 
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Anticipated
Completion Date2


 StatusTask1


6. Coordinate with other Bay Area stormwater programs to work toward 
a consistent approach for the Bay Area (via participation in 
development of the Municipal Regional Permit (MRP). 


Ongoing until 
completion of MRP 


In Progress –The MRP Tentative Order (December 4, 
2007) contains consistent HMP requirements for all 
Permittees except those in Contra Costa County.  
During FY 08-09, Program staff will continue to work 
with other Bay Area programs and Water Board staff to 
address these differences. 


7. Coordinate additional Co-permittee, Bay Area stormwater program, 
and Water Board staff review process and progress meetings, 
including:
a. The development of a schedule for Bay Area-wide HMP 


implementation in the upcoming Municipal Regional Permit. 


b. Public outreach – HMP updates, workshop 
c. HMP Work Group Meetings 


6/07


Ongoing 
Ongoing 


Completed – Hydromodification management (HM) 
requirements for the San Mateo, Alameda and Fairfield-
Suisun stormwater programs were adopted by the 
Water Board on March 14, 2007.  Implementation 
began in June 2007. The Contra Costa program began 
implementation in October 2006.  Under the MRP, 
these programs will continue implementation of their 
current requirements. SCVURPPP began 
implementation in October 2005.  However, the MRP 
contains new requirements for SCVURPPP that will 
take effect upon MRP adoption. 


Completed/Ongoing – Program staff have conducted 
two “HMP 101” workshops for Co-permittee staff 
covering basic principles of hydromodification 
management.  Additional workshops and meetings of 
the HMP Implementation Phase Work Group will be 
conducted as needed. 


8. Collect data on the implementation of the HMP at small sites for a 
period of two years after the start of implementation, and plan to re-
evaluate the small site size threshold and approach at that time.  
Conduct and document the reevaluation.


N.A. Eliminated -- To date there have been no small sites 
required to implement HMP requirements.  The MRP 
will likely reduce the threshold for projects subject to 
HMP requirements to one acre of impervious surface.  
As a result, this task is no longer needed. 


9. Make additional refinements per:  1) lessons learned from 
implementation efforts based on the draft HMP; 2) the need for 
consistency with HMPs being developed by other Bay Area 
stormwater programs; and 3) development community, Co-permittee, 
and Water Board feedback. 


Report in ARs 
beginning with FY 05-


06 AR 


In Progress – See Task 5.  Additional refinements to 
the HMP will be made pending adoption of the MRP, 
and continuing input from Co-permittee staff and 
developers. 
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3. INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL SITE CONTROLS 


INTRODUCTION


This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 08-09 to assist Co-permittees in 
controlling the discharge of pollutants in stormwater from industrial and commercial sources. 
The planned tasks include Program efforts that are likely to be needed to assist the Co-
permittees with compliance with the C.4. Provisions of the Municipal Regional Permit. 


BACKGROUND 


In December 1996, the Program developed the Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control (IND) 
Performance Standards to define the level of implementation that Co-permittees should attain to 
demonstrate that their IND activities reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable.  The 
IND Performance Standards were developed to meet an earlier permit requirement and were 
incorporated into the Program’s Urban Runoff Management Plan (dated September 1, 1997).
In October 2000, the performance standards were also updated to include the reporting of 
stormwater infiltration devices (SWIDs) and the preparation of internal summaries which include 
the type and number of violations reported, and the type of facilities with reported violations. 


In early 2001, the Program’s Management Committee approved the formation of the Industrial 
Reporting Ad hoc Task Group (Industrial Inspection AHTG) to develop a Program-wide strategy 
to comply with the enhanced reporting requirements of the Program’s newly adopted NPDES 
permit dated February 21, 2001. On September 7, 2001, the Industrial Inspection AHTG 
recommended the adoption of Program-wide categories and enforcement actions developed by 
the Industrial Inspection AHTG.  These categories and procedures are described in the 
Continuous Improvement of Industrial Reporting Technical Memorandum.  The Management 
Committee approved the memorandum as the Program’s strategy to implement IND reporting 
requirements (as required in Permit Provisions C.6.a.i.). The memorandum was included as an 
attachment within the Program’s FY 00-01 Annual Report and submitted to the Water Board on 
September 17, 2001.  Each Co-permittee began implementing these procedures immediately 
thereafter.  Implementation of the enhanced reporting requirements by the Co-permittees has 
been very successful as shown in the past five Program annual reports.    


In accordance with the Program’s FY 04-05 Work Plan submitted to the Water Board on March 
1, 2004, the Program committed to updating the IND Performance Standards during FY 04-05.  
The updates were essentially administrative (e.g., incorporating enhanced reporting 
requirements and results of Co-permittee evaluations) and were directed at modifying the 
Program’s model IND Performance Standards to reflect Management Committee direction and 
actual Co-permittee implementation.  These administrative updates were provided to the 
Industrial Inspection AHTG for review during January 2005.  The Management Committee 
approved final updated performance standards on February 17, 2005.   


The draft Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) contains requirements for all six Phase 1 municipal 
stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The MRP Tentative Order was 
released on December 4, 2007. Provision C.4. in the Tentative Order contains requirements for 
industrial and commercial site controls, including requirements for: 


� Sufficient legal authority for effective site management; 
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� Development and implementation of an Industrial and Commercial Business Inspection 
Plan;


� Development and implementation of an enforcement response plan; and  


� Staff training. 


.
PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO INDUSTRIAL AND COMMERCIAL SITE 
CONTROLS 


Co-permitees continue to implement the IND Performance Standards by conducting inspections 
of specific industrial and commercial facilities which may be a source of pollutants to 
stormwater. When necessary, Co-permittees initiate enforcement actions against responsible 
parties. In addition, Co-permittees continue to provide information on the type of facilities 
inspected and the level of enforcement taken at inspected facilities, as well as an evaluation of 
IND program effectiveness, in their annual reports.  To supplement individual Co-permittee IND 
inspection data, Program staff prepares IND summary tables for Co-permittee inspections that 
have occurred during a specific fiscal year. The categories presented within the summary tables 
are consistent with the strategy provided in the IND Performance Standards dated February 17, 
2005. IND summary tables have been included in each annual report since September 2002.   


Since the fall 2005, Program staff has been involved with Water Board staff and environmental 
NGO representatives in a process to develop the MRP.  Work on the MRP is expected to 
continue through FY 07-08. 


FY 08-09 IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 


Table 3-1 presents a list of ongoing and anticipated MRP tasks that will be implemented in FY 
08-09, their associated due dates, and the deliverables that will be completed for each task.  
These tasks include: 


� Summarize Co-permittee reports of industrial/commercial inspections conducted, 
including types of violations and enforcement actions, through problem resolution. 


� Develop guidance for developing or updating current Industrial and Commercial 
Business Inspection Plans. A description of the process for prioritizing inspections 
and frequency of inspection will be included.  


� Work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and data collection, data 
management, and reporting. 


� Review existing Program industrial/commercial database and revise, as appropriate.   


� Maintain Program database to ensure current list of industrial/commercial facilities 
with Program’s jurisdiction. List will include date of previous inspection, inspection 
priority and inspection comments.   


� Assist Co-permittees with development of or revisions to their Enforcement 
Response Plans (ERP) to include a range of enforcement actions and guidelines. 


� Conduct training on urban runoff pollution prevention, inspection procedures, illicit 
discharge detection and elimination, BMP implementation, lessons learned, local 
agency requirements and other inspection-related topics.  







Table 3-1 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 08-09 Industrial and Commercial Site Control Tasks 


Task from MRP Tentative Order Schedule Deliverables


Industrial and Commercial Business Inspection Plan 


� Develop guidance for developing or updating current Industrial and 
Commercial Business Inspection Plans. A description of the process for 
prioritizing inspections and frequency of inspection will be included. Submit in 
FY 08-09 Annual Report.


12/08 � Memorandum on developing an 
Industrial and Commercial Business 
Inspection Plan.


� Work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and data 
collection, data management, and reporting. 


12/08 � Standard inspection form, model 
database fields, annual report guidance 


� Review existing Program database and revise, as appropriate.   12/08 � Revised Program database 


� Maintain Program database to ensure current list of industrial/commercial 
facilities within Program’s jurisdiction. List will include date of previous 
inspection, inspection priority and inspection comments. Submit in FY 08-09 
Annual Report. 


Ongoing- future 
Annual Reports 


starting with FY 08-
09 Annual Report 


Ongoing


� Updated Program database  


� Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report. 


Enforcement Response Plan 


� Assist Co-permittees with development of or revisions to their Enforcement 
Response Plan (ERP) to include a range of enforcement actions and 
guidelines.


12/08 � Model Enforcement Response Plan 


� Summarize Co-permittee reports of industrial/commercial inspections 
conducted, including types of violations and enforcement actions, through 
problem resolution.


Ongoing- FY 07-08 
Annual Report and 


future ARs 


� Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report. 


Staff Training 
� Conduct training on urban runoff pollution prevention, inspection procedures, 


illicit discharge detection and elimination, BMP implementation, lessons 
learned, local agency requirements and other inspection-related topics. Report 
in FY 08-09 Annual Report.


6/09 � Workshop, guidance materials, 
evaluation summary 
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Attachment 3.2:  “Watershed Watchers: Keeping Our Waterways Clean”  Program 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Environmental Education Center (EEC) in Alviso.  
 
To conduct the Watershed Watchers Program, the Program will fund and support an 
interpretive specialist position at the Alviso Education Center. The program includes the 
following elements:  
 
Watershed Watchers: Puppet show introducing the concept of watersheds and urban 
runoff.  The show will be performed on-site and off-site. 
 
Wildlife in Our Watershed Depends On You: Interpretive programs focusing on how 
individual behaviors cause urban runoff pollution and affect wildlife habitat in our 
watershed.  Examples include children’s bird walks, salt marsh mud studies, twilight 
walks and general nature hikes followed by chemical demonstration of eutrophication.   
 
Gardening Without Chemicals Workdays: Garden work days emphasizing chemical-
free gardening techniques.   
 
Gardening Without Chemicals Workshops: Workshops guiding visitors through 
various native plants in EEC demonstration gardens while discussing chemical-free 
gardening techniques used in the gardens and implementation methods for the home 
garden. 
 
Help Save the Bay This Holiday: Guided nature tours in Bay habitats based on a 
holiday theme.  The program addresses how individual behaviors cause urban runoff 
pollution which affect wildlife habitats in the watershed. 
 
Our Role in Preventing Urban Runoff: Presentation and walk focusing on each 
individual’s role in preventing urban runoff pollution, including examples of alternative 
behaviors.  This is usually done with groups that make reservations (e.g., Scouts and 
Lyceum). 
 
Special Events: These events are designed to attract at least 200 people to the EEC 
for various activities including games and crafts.  Each activity educates participants 
about urban runoff pollution prevention.   
 
Watershed Clean-Up: A concentrated effort to remove litter from watershed areas 
(e.g., creeks and sloughs). 
 
Informal Indoor Visitor Contact: Includes interaction at the Center and answering 
visitor questions over phone. 
 
Distribution of Specified Programs to Local Media: Includes contacting Bay Area 
Parent, Mercury News, and Metro; and creating appropriate descriptions/press 
releases.  
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Developing and Maintaining Partnerships with Local Community Organizations: 
Phone calls and e-mails to groups which include San Jose Community Gardens, the 
San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory and volunteer coordinators at local companies 
(e.g., Intel and Sony, etc.).  
 
Coordinating Refuge Volunteers for Interpretive Programs/Gardens: Contacting 
volunteers to lead programs, training, and maintaining relationships with volunteers; and 
scheduling volunteers for special events. 
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1. MUNICIPAL OPERATIONS 


INTRODUCTION


This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 08-09 to assist Co-permittees in 
reducing or eliminating adverse water quality impacts of operations and maintenance activities 
conducted by municipal staff. The planned tasks include Program efforts that are likely to be 
needed to assist the Co-permittees with compliance with the C.2 Provisions on the Municipal 
Regional Permit.


BACKGROUND 


The goals of the Municipal Operations element are to maximize the removal of pollutants while 
sweeping streets, cleaning storm drain inlets/basins, and conducting other routine municipal 
maintenance activities; and to minimize non-stormwater discharges to storm drains and 
watercourses from maintenance-related activities. 


Since 1996, the Program has developed and implemented the following performance standards 
which address reducing or eliminating water quality impacts of operations and maintenance 
activities conducted by municipal staff.  They include: 


Public Streets, Roads and Highways (PSRH) Operation and Maintenance (November 1996)
– Defines the level of implementation that municipal agencies must attain to demonstrate 
that their local PSRH operation and maintenance activities reduce pollutants in stomwater to 
the maximum extent practicable;   


Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance (December 1996, updated March 1999) – 
Identifies maintenance activity implementation levels to optimize control of pollutants in 
stormwater during the performance of storm drain system operation and maintenance;     


Water Utility Operation and Maintenance (January 1997) – Defines the level of 
implementation necessary to demonstrate the control of pollutants discharged from the 
operation and maintenance of municipal water supply utilities. See Section 9 for a 
description of FY 08-09 tasks relating to the Water Utility Operation and Maintenance 
Performance Standard.   


Pest Management (February 2002) – Provides control measures which minimize pesticide 
use, particularly organophosphate pesticides, and reduce the amount of pesticides in 
stormwater and landscape runoff. See Section 8 for a description of pesticide toxicity control 
programs planned for FY 08-09.


Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities (December 2002) –Defines the level 
of implementation necessary to ensure that required control measures are implemented 
while performing maintenance activities adjacent to streams. 


The draft Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) contains requirements for all six Phase 1 municipal 
stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The MRP Tentative Order was 
released on December 4, 2007. Provision C.2. in the Tentative Order contains requirements for 
operation and maintenance activities conducted by municipal staff, including requirements for: 







Section 1 Municipal Operations 


FY 08-09 Work Plan 1 - 2 3/01/08
F:\Sc42\FY08-09WP\Section 1_Municipal Operations\febdraft\Section1_08-09_ text_final2-8-08.doc 


� Street and road sweeping and cleaning; 


� Sweeping equipment selection and operation;  


� Street and road repair and maintenance;  


� Sidewalk/plaza maintenance and pavement washing; 


� Bridge and structure maintenance and graffiti removal;  


� Catch basin or storm drain inlet inspection and cleaning; 


� Operating and maintaining stormwater pump stations; 


� Rural public works construction and maintenance; and  


� Corporation yard BMP implementation.


PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO MUNICIPAL OPERATIONS 


Co-permitees continue to implement the performance standards described above while 
performing municipal operation and maintenance activities.  Best management practices and 
control measures are incorporated into standard operating procedures for municipal operations.  
Training plays a major role in ensuring that Co-permittee staff use proper techniques during the 
course of their duties and is conducted annually.   


Since the fall 2005, Program staff has been involved with Water Board staff and environmental 
NGO representatives in a process to develop the MRP.  Work on the MRP is expected to 
continue through FY 07-08. 


FY 08-09 IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 


Table 1-1 presents a list of ongoing and anticipated MRP tasks that will be implemented in FY 
08-09, their associated due dates, and the deliverables that will be completed for each task.  
These tasks include: 


Ongoing tasks:


• Continue developing Co-permittee street sweeping summary tables.  Include types of 
sweepers used, swept curb miles, volume or weight of materials collected and 
estimated pollutant load reductions for copper, nickel, lead and zinc.  


Anticipated MRP Tasks:


• Develop guidance on the proper selection and operation of replacement street 
sweeping equipment which meets particulate removal performance requirements. 


• Conduct operator training on efficient street sweeping methods. Include training 
which enhances operations for water quality benefit. Training will be conducted in 
concert with other maintenance training needs.  


• Update and/or develop model BMPs for street and road repair and/or maintenance 
sites, as necessary. 


• Update and/or develop model BMPs for sidewalk/plaza maintenance and pavement 
washing, as necessary. Encourage implementation of BMPs included in BASMAA’s 
Mobile Surface Cleaner Program.
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• Develop Co-permittee summary tables which report on all storm drain inlet/catch 
basin maintenance activities, including inspection and cleaning.  


• Develop guidance on developing an inventory of pump stations within the Program’s 
jurisdiction. Include locations, key characteristics and inspection frequencies.  
Develop maps depicting locations.  


• Develop guidance on conducting investigations (Provision C.8.e.iii) that identify 
which pump stations are the most significant sources of dry weather pollutants within 
the Program’s jurisdiction. 


• Develop Co-permittee summary tables which report Co-permittee inspection results 
and maintenance activities at pump stations. Include volume of mass of waste 
materials removed from pump stations.  


• Review current BMPs for Rural Roads and road and culvert construction and 
maintenance, and recommended revisions, if necessary. 


• Develop education and outreach piece on permitting requirements for rural public 
works activities that stresses the importance of proper planning and construction. 


• Conduct workshop for rural public works maintenance staff on implementation of 
performance standards and support activities, including reporting on increased 
maintenance in priority areas. 


• Develop Co-permittee summary tables which report inspection results at all 
corporation yards.  







Table 1-1 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 08-09 Municipal Operations Tasks 


Task from MRP Tentative Order Schedule Deliverables


Street and Road Sweeping and Cleaning 
Ongoing tasks 


� Continue developing Co-permittee street sweeping summary tables.  Include 
types of sweepers used, swept curb miles, volume or weight of materials 
collected and estimated pollutant load reductions for copper, nickel, lead and 
zinc. Submit in the FY08-09 Annual Report.


Ongoing- FY 07-08 
Annual Report and 


future ARs 


� Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report. 


Sweeping Equipment Selection and Operation 


� Develop guidance on the proper selection and operation of replacement street 
sweeping equipment which meets particulate removal performance 
requirements.


6/09 � Memorandum on the proper selection 
and operation of replacement street 
sweeping equipment 


� Conduct operator training on efficient street sweeping methods. Include 
training which enhances operations for water quality benefit. Training will be 
conducted in concert with other maintenance training needs.  


6/09 � Training session, guidance materials, 
evaluation summary 


Street and Road Repair and Maintenance 


� Update and/or develop model BMPs for street and road repair and/or 
maintenance sites, as necessary.


6/09 � Updated Performance Standards 


Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance and Pavement Washing 


� Update and/or develop model BMPs for sidewalk/plaza maintenance and 
pavement washing, as necessary. Encourage implementation of BMPs 
included in BASMAA’s Mobile Surface Cleaner Program.


6/09 � Updated Performance Standards 


� Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report 


Catch Basin or Storm Drain Inlet Inspection and Cleaning 
� Develop Co-permittee summary tables which report on all storm drain 


inlet/catch basin maintenance activities, including inspection and cleaning. 
Submit in the FY08-09 Annual Report. 


6/09 � Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report 
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Task from MRP Tentative Order Schedule Deliverables


Storm Water Pump Stations 
3/09 � Guidance on data collection and 


submittal for inclusion in Annual Report 
� Develop guidance on developing an inventory of pump stations within the 


Program’s jurisdiction. Include locations, key characteristics and inspection 
frequencies. Develop maps depicting locations. Submit maps and inventory in 
the FY 08-09 Annual Report. 6/09 � Pump Station Inventory 


� Pump Station Maps 


� Develop guidance on conducting investigations (Provision C.8.e.iii) that 
identify which pump stations are the most significant sources of dry weather 
pollutants within the Program’s jurisdiction. 


12/08 � Memorandum on investigations at pump 
stations


� Develop Co-permittee summary tables which report Co-permittee inspection 
results and maintenance activities at pump stations. Include volume of mass of 
waste materials removed from pump stations. Submit in the FY 08-09 Annual 
Report


6/09 � Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report 


Rural Public Works Construction and Maintenance 


� Review current BMPs for Rural Roads and road and culvert construction and 
maintenance, and recommended revisions, if necessary. 6/09 � Updated Performance Standards 


� Develop education and outreach piece on permitting requirements for rural 
public works activities that stresses the importance of proper planning and 
construction.


6/09 � Fact Sheet 


� Conduct workshop for rural public works maintenance staff on implementation 
of performance standards and support activities, including reporting on 
increased maintenance in priority areas. 


6/09 � Workshop, guidance materials, 
evaluation summary


Corporation Yard BMP Implementation 


� Develop Co-permittee summary tables which report inspection results at all 
corporation yards. Submit in the FY08-09 Annual Report. 


6/09 � Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report 
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6. PUBLIC INFORMATION/PARTICIPATION WORK PLAN 


INTRODUCTION


The goals of the Public Information/Participation (PI/P) element are to identify and change 
behaviors that adversely affect water quality; and to increase the understanding and 
appreciation of streams and San Francisco Bay.  To accomplish these goals, Co-permittees 
pursue PI/P activities jointly through the Program, on a countywide basis, and individually in 
their own jurisdictions.  


Each year, the Watershed Education and Outreach Ad Hoc Task Group, which consists of 
Program staff, Co-permittees representatives and consultants, identifies, prioritizes and selects 
countywide projects for implementation.  Table 6-1 presents the updated Pollutant Matrix, which 
links past, current, and future PI/P projects with pollutants of concern. The projects are 
developed and implemented each year by Work Groups.   


The Program provides resources to conduct countywide PI/P tasks through approval (by the 
Management Committee) of an annual Program budget and Work Plan.  All Co-permittees 
contribute resources to conduct annual Program Work Plan tasks consistent with the Co-
permittee assessment procedure contained in the SCVURPPP Memorandum of Agreement1.


FY 08-09 PI/P WORK PLAN 


In FY 08-09, the Program will continue to conduct its PI/P activities through the following 
projects:


� Watershed Education and Outreach (this includes funding for three projects: Watershed 
Watch Campaign, School Outreach activities and the Watershed Watchers Program at 
the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge).  


� Pesticide User Outreach 


� Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 


� Regional Coordination (participation in BASMAA PI/P Work Groups, described at the 
end of Section 6) 


� Other Ongoing Program PI/P Support Activities  


It is anticipated that implementing the above mentioned projects will meet most of the outreach 
requirements described in the Municipal Regional Permit (MRP).  Some additional tasks may be 
implemented within these projects to address potential MRP requirements; these are identified 
within the project descriptions below.
Details of the Program’s FY 08-09 PI/P projects are provided below: 


Watershed Education and Outreach


The FY 08-09 Watershed Education and Outreach project includes implementation of the 
Watershed Watch Campaign, School Outreach activities, and the Watershed Watchers Program 
                                                          
1 On February 1, 2001, the Management Committee directed Program staff to include all Program-Wide PI/P activities as part of the
Projects Group budget and thus eliminated any confusion regarding selective Co-permittee participation. 







Section 6  Public Information/Participation Work Plan 


FY08-09 Work Plan 6 -2 3/01/08
F:\Sc42\FY08-09WP\Section 6_PIP\Febdraft\Section6_PIP 08-09 final022508.doc 


                                                          


at the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge. Details of these projects are 
provided below: 


Watershed Watch Campaign  


In FY 08-09, the Watershed Watch Campaign will include the following tasks: 


� Media advertising 


� Partnerships with community and business organizations (e.g., Classic Car Wash) 


� Community outreach events  


� Website and telephone hotline maintenance 


� Media relations 


� Conduct more media relations locally to supplement work done by the BASMAA Media 
Relations Committee.


The detailed FY 08-09 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan is being developed and will be 
available at a later date. As described in the Program’s Watershed Education and Outreach 
Strategy2, a public opinion survey will be conducted in FY 08-09 to evaluate effectiveness of the 
Watershed Watch Campaign. The feedback from this evaluation may be used to modify 
messages, advertising, promotions and other Campaign strategies.  


Schools Outreach


The Schools Outreach project includes funding for ZunZun school assemblies and support for 
the Wacky Watersheds teacher training workshop. Details are below: 


� Elementary School Outreach: During FY 08-09, the Program will continue to sponsor up 
to 50 ZunZun assemblies at elementary schools in the Santa Clara Valley.  These 
musical assemblies educate students (in grades K-5) and their teachers on watersheds 
and urban runoff pollution prevention


� Middle School Outreach - Outreach to middle schools will be continued through the 
Wacky Watersheds teachers training workshop.  This workshop is offered free of charge 
to teachers by the City of San Jose.  In the last few years, the Program’s Schools and 
Youth Outreach Work Group worked with the Wacky Watersheds group to identify three 
lessons on watersheds, correlate them to State Standards and integrate them in the 
workshop binder. In FY 04-05, the Program purchased tote bags for packaging the 
workshop materials (binder, video tapes and a map) and began offering stipends to 
teachers as an incentive for attending the workshop.  Efforts are ongoing to make this 
workshop available to teachers at their in-service training days. In FY 06-07, the Wacky 
Watersheds workshop staff held 2 workshops and trained 40 teachers. Three teachers 
applied for and received the Wacky Watersheds stipend. 


� High School Outreach – The Program’s Schools and Youth Outreach Work Group will 
begin discussions on how to develop and implement an outreach program for high 
school students. 


2 SCVURPPP Watershed Education and Outreach Strategy, June 2004
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Watershed Watchers Program at the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge at Alviso  


� The Program provides resources to the Alviso Education Center to support a full-time 
interpretive specialist position for conducting the Watershed Watchers Program. This is 
an on-site educational program conducted primarily on weekends. The activities focus 
on building watershed awareness and encourage stormwater pollution prevention 
behaviors among attendees (youth groups, Boy/Girl Scout Troops, families with children 
etc.). The Program will continue to support these activities in FY 08-09.  Attachment 6-1 
describes the activities offered in the Watershed Watchers Program. 


Additional Tasks 


� Include more citizen involvement activities in the Watershed Watchers program 


� Develop and implement more activities geared toward high school students 


Pesticide User Outreach


This project focuses on implementing outreach requirements for pesticides toxicity control. 
Tasks for FY 08-09 include the following:  


IPM Store Partnership Program 


The Program will continue “point-of-purchase” outreach at Santa Clara County stores using 
“shelf talkers” and “Less-toxic Pest Control” fact sheets. Program staff will visit each 
participating store approximately every three months, maintain an ongoing relationship with 
participating stores through in-store contacts; refresh/restock literature racks (as needed); and 
update “shelf talker” labels (as needed). Using the services of Annie Joseph, IPM consultant, 
the Program will provide training to store employees on selling less-toxic pesticides; and work 
with two stores to increase shelf-space for less-toxic products.  


Outreach Events) – The Program will participate in selected community outreach events for 
conducting IPM outreach. Possible events are:  


� Pumpkins in the Park  


� Spring in Guadalupe Gardens  


� San Jose Home and Garden Show 


Program, Watershed Watch, and Co-permittee staff will staff these events. The pesticide 
display and/or the beanbag game will be used. Outreach material distributed may include 
IPM fact sheets and other brochures.  


Media Advertising– The Program’s Watershed Watch Campaign will conduct media 
advertising to include messages that promote “OWOW shelf-talkers” for selecting less-toxic 
products. In addition, new messages, encouraging residents to hire IPM certified Pest 
Control Operators will be developed and used. 


Support the Regional IPM Conference – The Program will provide funding to support the 
Regional IPM Conference, if required.   
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Green Gardener Training– In FY 07-08, the Program is partnering with the Metropolitan 
Adult Education District, City of San Jose, and the Santa Clara County Master Gardeners to 
conduct a “Green Gardener” training for landscape maintenance workers. Each training 
session (10 classes) provides hand-on training to attendees on principals of sustainable 
landscaping. Depending on the success of this training, the Program will continue to offer 
this training in FY 08-09. The Program will also conduct outreach to residents encouraging 
them to hire trained “Green Gardeners”.


Outreach to businesses - Continue distributing the “Don’t set a Table for Pests” poster to 
restaurants through County Health Inspectors. Provide the poster to Co-permittees for 
distribution through City stormwater inspectors.  


Support the Going Native Garden Tour - Provide funding to support promotional activities for 
the Going Native Garden Tour 2008.  


Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach


The focus of the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach is to promote the proper 
disposal of fluorescent light bulbs. Since FY 02-03, the Program has partnered with the Santa 
Clara County HHW Program to conduct outreach to residents and businesses on this issue. 
Outreach is conducted using media advertising, in-store displays (posters, banners), newsletter 
articles, and at community events.  


In FY 08-09, the Program will continue to conduct outreach to promote the fluorescent lamps 
disposal locations.  


Regional Collaboration


The Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) conducts regional 
through three committees:  Media Relations, Regional IPM Store Partnership Program and 
Regional Advertising Campaign.  In FY 08-09, Program staff will continue to participate in these 
committees to implement various outreach tasks. Anticipated activities for these committees are 
described below: 


Regional Advertising Campaign 


The Program plans to continue with its participation in the BASMAA Regional Advertising 
Campaign (RAC) in FY 08-09. From FY 02-03 through FY 04-05, the RAC implemented the 
“Beautiful Watersheds” advertising campaign for increasing the public’s awareness about 
watersheds and problems caused by litter. The advertisements were broadcast on radio and 
television. In August 2007, the RAC Committee together with the BASMAA IPM Partnership 
Committee conducted advertising to promote the Our Water Our World logo and website. 
Currently, the RAC is planning a multi-year advertising campaign focusing on litter. The first set 
of advertising will begin in April or May 2008.  


Media Relations Campaign  


The Media Relations Campaign is a joint effort supported by BASMAA and the Bay Area Clean 
Water Association (BACWA).  The primary goals of the campaign are to develop long-term 
relationships with the media and to generate media coverage that would encourage individuals 
to adopt behavior changes to prevent water pollution.  The Program will continue to participate 
in this campaign to develop pitch stormwater related articles/PSAs.  
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Regional IPM Partnership


The Program will continue to support the Regional IPM Partnership program through 
contributions to BASMAA and participation in meetings and regional activities. This Regional 
Program, with input from IPM experts and participating stormwater programs, provides fact 
sheets, promotional materials, training sessions, display materials for stores, and an alternative 
products list.  The Program and Co-permittees are responsible for recruiting stores, arranging 
training sessions for store employees, in-store display set-up, display maintenance, and on-
going contact with participating stores.  


Tasks for FY 08-09 include development of new fact sheets, reprinting existing fact sheets, and 
conducting an advertising campaign (in coordination with the RAC Committee), to promote the 
Our Water Our World (OWOW) logo and website. 


Other Ongoing Program PI/P Support Activities 


Advertising to Support Creek Cleanup Events  


Each year the Creek Connection Action Group sponsors two creek clean-up events: Coastal 
Clean-up Day in September and National Rivers Clean-up Day in May. In FY 08-09, the 
Program will continue to provide funds to advertise one of these events. 


Program’s Toll-Free Telephone Numbers  


The Program maintained two toll free telephone numbers, the Program’s information number 
(800-794-2482) and the Watershed Watch hotline (866-WATERSHED), for calls from the 
general public and requests for information.   


PI/P Material Reprints and Supplies  


The Program purchases materials (brochures, giveaways, etc,) as needed for the Program and 
Co-permittee use. 


Distribution of Restaurant BMP Materials 


In FY 00-01, the Program developed a restaurant wash water BMPs kit (letter, list of BMPs and 
a poster) to educate restaurant workers on proper disposal of wash water. Santa Clara County 
Department of Environmental Health inspectors (Consumer Protection Division) have been 
handing out this kit to restaurant managers during inspections. In FY 08-09, they will continue to 
distribute this kit to every newly constructed and remodeled food facility in the County.  


ATTACHMENTS


Attachment 6-1 Watershed Watchers Program Work Plan Tasks
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FY


Pollutant of 
Concern1


Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 


Potential Target 
Audience(s)


FY 08-09 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 


Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 


Diazinon2


and
pesticides in 
general


Pesticides (residential, 
commercial and municipal 
use)


� Home gardeners 
� Pest control 


professionals
� Landscapers
� Municipal Employees 
� Residents who hire pest 


control professionals 


Information on Watershed 
Watch website, IPM Store 
Partnership Program (regional 
and local), Pesticide User 
Outreach activities, distribution 
of restaurant brochure “Don’t 
Set a Table for Pests” through 
County Health Inspectors, 
media advertising. 


“Backyard Bugs”, “Pests 
Bugging You”, “Grow It 
Guide”, “When Ants Invade” 
Self-Mailer, “Landscaping, 
Gardening and Pool 
Maintenance” tri-fold, “Don’t 
Set a Table for Pests”, IPM 
Store Partnership Program 
Fact Sheets, “Control It”, 
HHW programs, BASMAA 
Media Relations Campaign 
topic, Got Bugs magnet, 
Watershed Watch and 
BASMAA media 
advertisements.


Sediment Erosion from new 
construction, grading, road 
wear


� Construction
companies/contractors


� Architects/engineers
� Municipal inspectors 
� Residents (home 


improvement projects, 
remodels)


Outreach to developers via 
RWQCB Construction Site 
Management Workshops or 
other mechanism. 


Construction BMP Tri-folds in 
English, Spanish and 
Vietnamese, “Blueprint for a 
Clean Bay” (revised 1-04), 
Construction Site 
Management workshops, 
Dewatering Brochure. 


Mercury Tailpipe emissions (i.e., 
diesel-powered vehicles), 
consumer products
(thermometers, fluorescent 
lighting)


� Residents (auto use, 
general awareness, 
proper selection and 
disposal of products) 


� Industry (fleet use) 
� Commercial (fleet use) 


Information/fact sheets on 
Watershed Watch website, 
BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Mercury P2 Outreach 
(Residential and business 
fluorescent light recycling), 


“Spare the Air and Water 
Too” campaign press release 
and public service 
announcements, bill stuffers, 
Program and local co-
permittee fact sheets (e.g., 
Palo Alto and Sunnyvale), 


1 Per reissued SCVURPPP NPDES Permit, Order No. 01-024, with the exception of trash.  
2 Under terms of an agreement between EPA and pesticide manufacturers, as of December 31, 2004, residential outdoor and indoor uses and sales of Diazinon are prohibited. Program 
outreach on other pesticides is continuing.
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Pollutant of 
Concern1


 


Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 


Potential Target 
Audience(s)


FY 08-09 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 


Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 


media advertising. Watershed Watch radio, 
transit and print ads, store 
signage, posters, newsletter 
articles.


Copper Brake pads, industrial 
discharge, copper 
algaecides, coolant leaks, 
illegal dumping 


� Industry (scrubbers, 
roofs, cooling towers, 
piping)


� Residents (illegal 
dumping, pools and 
spas)


� Commercial business
(pool, spa, fountain 
maintenance)


� Municipal maintenance 
staff


BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Information on Watershed 
Watch website, support of 
Brake Pad partnership through 
BASMAA.


Brake Pad Partnership, “Keep 
Pool/Spa Water Out of Storm 
Drains, Streets, and Creeks” 
(older pool and spa 
brochure), “Keeping It All In 
Tune”, Industrial BMPs, storm 
drain stencils, ”Draining Pools 
& Spas – Keep Pool, Spa and 
Fountain Water Out of Storm 
Drains, Creeks and the Bay”, 
Palo Alto’s fact sheet on 
architectural use of copper. 


Nickel Industrial discharges, 
tailpipe emissions, 
construction-related erosion 


� See sediment and 
mercury target 
audiences


See sediment and mercury 
projects.


See sediment and mercury 
projects.


Trash Intentional littering 
(cigarette butts, throwing 
objects from automobiles, 
illegal dumping), trucks 
hauling poorly secured 
materials, uncovered or 
overflowing garbage cans 


� General public 
� Children
� Drivers
� Smokers


BASMAA media relations 
campaign (potential topic), 
Information on Watershed 
Watch website, BASMAA 
Regional Ad Campaign topic.


“The Bay Begins at Your 
Front Door” brochure, 
Watershed Watch magnets, 
Watershed Watch Kit 
brochure, Watershed Watch 
web site, BASMAA’s
“Beautiful watersheds/trash” 
TV and radio ads. 
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Project Title Project Description Comments


1. Watershed 
Education and 
Outreach
Campaign (Year 8) 


Funding for the Watershed Education and Outreach 
Campaign. Includes: 


� Funding for the Watershed Watch Campaign 
� Funding for educational programs at the Alviso 


Ed Center coordinated with the Watershed 
Watch Campaign; 


� Funding for ZunZun to perform a watershed –
themed show at schools in Santa Clara Valley. 


� BASMAA Regional Ad Campaign 
� Advertising to support Creek Cleanup Activities 


Proposed Activities: 


� Watershed Watch Campaign  
� BASMAA RAC 
� School Outreach 
� Alviso Education Center  
� Advertising to support Creek Cleanup 


Activities


2. Pesticide User 
(PU) Outreach 
(Year 6) 


Includes outreach to residents, commercial 
businesses, and pest control operators/landscapers. 


SCVURPPP will continue to support the Regional 
IPM Partnership Program, and consider 
supporting other pesticide related projects through 
its participation in BASMAA.  Program will 
continue to maintain the stores participating in the 
store partnership program. Additional outreach will 
be done locally to pesticide users, potentially 
residential and commercial users, residents hiring 
pest control professionals, and/or other 
audiences. Outreach will be conducted at 
community events and through media advertising. 


3. Mercury Pollution 
Prevention
Outreach
(Year 5) 


Continuing outreach on proper disposal of mercury 
containing wastes and education on low-mercury 
products.


Program will continue its mercury outreach and 
coordinate its efforts with the County HHW 
Program in implementing its mercury grant.   


4. Program Supplies Estimated budget for reprints of materials for 
Program use and other Program supplies. 
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7.  WATER QUALITY MONITORING PROGRAM PLAN


INTRODUCTION


This section serves as the Annual Monitoring Program Plan for the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP or Program). The monitoring plan
provides brief descriptions of receiving water monitoring and assessment activities that will 
be conducted by the Program in FY 08-09. Planned activities described in this section
include implementation of the sixth year of the SCVURPPP Multi-Year Receiving Waters
Monitoring Plan (Multi-Year Plan), participation and financial support to the Regional 
Monitoring Program (RMP) for Water Quality in the San Francisco Bay Estuary, the Bay 
Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information (BAMBI) network and the BASMAA
Monitoring Committee.


ONGOING AND PLANNED MONITORING ACTIVITIES


In recent years, the Program has conducted and/or actively participated in water quality 
monitoring activities focused on local creeks, the San Francisco Bay and the linkage 
between the two (i.e., tributary loading studies). These activities have been generally
conducted by the three programs described in following paragraphs. 


Santa Clara Valley Receiving Water (Creek) Monitoring


In 2002, the Program developed and began implementing its’ Multi-Year Plan in compliance
with Provision C.7 of the Program’s current NPDES Permit. The Multi-Year Plan is intended
to assist the Program in: 


� Developing a better understanding of the chemical, biological, and physical 
characteristics of water bodies and watersheds relevant to the Program, which will 
help inform decisions about future management actions and help clarify and
resolve urban runoff related issues within watersheds; 


� Assessing baseline water quality conditions in representative watersheds within
Program boundaries to evaluate urban runoff impacts and help solve creek 
drainage basin-specific water quality problems;


� Assessing whether specific pollutants of concern are found in urban runoff
discharges and impact water quality in local water bodies and the San Francisco
Bay; and 


� Evaluating overall Program effectiveness over time. 


The Multi-Year Plan was designed to assess water bodies in the Santa Clara Basin using an
iterative rotating watershed approach similar to the San Francisco Bay Water Board’s
Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). In 2004, the Multi-Year Plan was
revised (i.e., Revised Multi-Year Plan) to include a decision framework linking receiving 
water monitoring and watershed assessment, which includes the following steps/categories
1) Watershed Characterization; 2) Screening-Level (Status/Condition) Ambient Water Quality
Monitoring; 3) Water Body Assessment; 4) Investigative Studies; and 5)
Trends/Effectiveness Monitoring. The following paragraphs briefly summarize the tasks 
completed to-date by the Program through the Revised Multi-Year Plan. Table 7-1 lists the
watersheds where monitoring and assessment activities have been conducted between
FY02-03 and FY 07-08. 
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� Watershed Characterization is intended to assist the Program in evaluating and
documenting the current understanding of beneficial use condition and potential 
impacts in local water bodies. As defined, watershed characterization entails two
tasks.  First, water quality data and watershed information collected to-date are 
summarized in a watershed characterization memorandum. The memorandum
includes a compilation of existing data sources and a summary of the geologic and
geomorphic setting, vegetation, land uses and associated water quality issues. An 
evaluation of the status of biological communities and relevant beneficial uses in the
watershed(s) is also provided.  Second, a creek survey using a Unified Stream 
Assessment (USA) method (Center for Watershed Protection) is conducted to
identify potential impacts to beneficial uses and to assess the quality of the physical 
habitat.  As part of this effort, field data collected is entered into a database and
evaluated.


� Screening-Level Monitoring (Status and Trends) is conducted to asses the condition
of aquatic life use and recreational uses in Santa Clara creeks. The program has
identified and collected ecological indicators in local creeks to serve as measures 
that characterize ecosystems or one of its critical components. An indicator may 
reflect biological, chemical and/or physical attributes of ecological condition. The 
primary uses of an indicator are to characterize current status and to track or predict
significant change. With a foundation of analytical research, an ecological indicator 
may also be used to identify major ecosystem stress.


Table 7-1. Summary of monitoring and assessment activities conducted between FY 
03-04 and FY 07-08 by SCVURPPP.
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Watershed Characterization X X X X X X


Screening-Level Monitoring
(Status and Trends) X X X X X X X X X X X


Water Body Assessments X X X X


Investigative Studies X


(1) Monitoring is conducted through the San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority (JPA), which includes data collected
by the City of Palo Alto. Program staff track and data collected via this effort and coordinate as needed with the Program’s
monitoring program.


(2) Monitoring has previously been conducted by the SCVWD, the City of San Jose and the RMP/CEP. In addition, the 
Program and the City of San Jose conducted a first flush monitoring and analysis effort (see Journal of Environmental
Management 76(2005) 309-318.)
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� Water Body Assessments (Sediment and Ecosystem Function) are systematic
reviews of specific resources (e.g., benthic macroinvertebrates or fish) and their
habitat and riparian areas in a watershed-scale context. Water body assessment is a 
stage-setting process based primarily on existing information. Assessments typically 
address cumulative effects within a watershed; provide for more ecologically sound
resource planning; and identify and help protect environmentally sensitive areas. The
Program uses the results of water body assessments to identify data gaps that
provide context for subsequent monitoring and follow-up studies; and to recommend
feasible management actions. In the recent past, the Program has conducted two 
types of water body assessments in Santa Clara Basin watersheds – ecosystem 
functional and sediment assessments.


� Investigative Studies are conducted when water quality data indicate that a water
quality impact may be occurring. Investigative studies are typically more focused in
comparison to status and trends monitoring, and are designed to collect additional 
information that is needed to better understand the magnitude and extent impacts 
that may be occurring.


FY 08-09 Implementation Tasks


Regional Monitoring Collaborative (RMC)


In current and previous municipal stormwater NPDES permits, large and medium sized
municipalities in the San Francisco Bay area have been required to implement monitoring
programs to measure stormwater impacts on receiving waters, determine sources of
pollutants and measure effectiveness. Some activities, such as participation in the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) and more recent TMDL-related special
studies, have been coordinated consistently among permitees. Building on these 
experiences, the Program intends to begin participating in the development of a Regional 
Monitoring Collaborative (RMC) in FY 08-09. Activities that will be conducted as part of the
development of the RMC may include, but are not limited to, those summarized below. As 
the RMC is better defined, more detailed work plans will likely be developed to better define 
tasks, deliverables and schedules for completion.


1. RMC Organizational Structure – Program staff will actively participate in the
development of an organizational structure that will define tasks to be completed by 
the RMC, the decision-making process and membership, and communication
structure. It is anticipated that Program staff will participate in a series of meetings 
between BASMAA member agencies and actively participate in the development of
materials and deliverables. 


2. Development of Monitoring (Experimental) Design – Although not fully clear at the
time this work plan was completed, it is assumed that the RMC will undergo a 
development of a regional monitoring design for the following monitoring activities: 1)
Status Monitoring; 2) Long-Term Trends Monitoring; 3) Monitoring Projects; and 4) 
Pollutant of Concern Monitoring. The monitoring design will likely include input and/or 
direct involvement from scientists and statisticians (i.e., subcontractors) heavily 
experienced in designing monitoring programs. Deliverables for this activity are
expected to include sampling and analysis plans (SAPs), presentations and meeting
summaries.


3. Quality Assurance and Control Programs – To ensure that the highest quality of data 
are being collected through the RMC, the Program will actively participate in the
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development of a data quality assurance and control program. Tasks completed
through this program will likely include the development of field and laboratory 
standard operating procedures (SOPs) and forms; data quality objectives specific to
the RMC; and data entry and review procedures. 


4. Information Management System – As data are collected by RMC participants and
received from laboratories, it must be stored and managed in a cost effective manner 
that allows data users to easily access data and information. It is highly likely that the
most cost effective way to develop this system is collectively through the RMC.
Therefore, it is assumed that Program staff will actively participate in the
development of an information management system that will serve as a regional data
center for water quality monitoring data collected by BASMAA member agencies. 
Deliverables will likely include data structures, technical user manuals and 
databases.


5. Data Analysis and Reporting – Based on the tasks agreed to by RMC members,
regional data analysis tools and reporting structures may also be developed in FY
08-09. Program staff will likely be heavily involved in the develop of such tools and
reporting formats, considering our experience in developing annual monitoring 
reports, multi-year data summaries and fact sheets.


San Francisco Estuary Receiving Water Monitoring


The Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) for Water Quality in the San Francisco Estuary is a 
long-term monitoring program that shares financial support, direction, and participation by 
regulatory agencies and the regulated community with the goal of assessing water quality in
the Bay. In accordance with the Program’s NPDES permit, the Program has contributed
approximately $175,000 annually to the RMP in recent years. This funding is in addition to
separate funding provided by the three South Bay POTWs (which are operated by 
SCVURPPP Co-permittees) to SFEI.  In addition, Program staff participates on the RMP 
Steering Committee, Technical Review Committee, Contaminant Fate Work Group, and 
Sources, Pathways and Loading Work Group (SPLWG). The Program Manager serves as
the BASMAA representative to the RMP Steering Committee. 


FY 08-09 Implementation Tasks


The Program plans to continue to financially support the RMP in FY 08-09 at a cost of
approximately $175,000. In addition, Program staff plan to continue to participate on the 
RMP Steering Committee, Technical Review Committee, Contaminant Fate Work Group, 
and Sources, Pathways and Loading Work Group (SPLWG).


Regional Biological Assessment Network (BAMBI) 


In February 2002, Program staff participated in a workshop for information sharing and 
discussion of recent and ongoing rapid bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) studies 
in the Bay Area. The network of individuals participating in the workshop was named the 
Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI). BAMBI’s
purpose is to coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the Bay Area.  In
particular, BAMBI is interested in storm water programs that include rapid bioassessments in 
their watershed monitoring and assessment programs. Since the initial workshop, the 
Program has assisted (with planning and coordination) and participated in six annual BAMBI
workshops (through 2008). 
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In support of BAMBI, Program staff has assisted in the development of a Benthic Index of 
Biotic Integrity (B-IBI) for Bay Area Creeks, with the goal of developing a regional 
bioassessment tool necessary to provide context to data collected in Santa Clara Basin 
creeks. A draft BAMBI IBI Work Plan was presented at the 2005 BAMBI Workshop and
Program staff has provided in-kind services to implement specific tasks identified in the work 
plan in recent years.


FY 08-09 Implementation Tasks


The Program plans to continue to assist in the completion of the B-IBI for Bay Area Creeks 
in FY 08-09. In addition, Program staff also plan to take the lead on planning and
coordinating the 2009 Annual BAMBI meeting that allows local agencies (including
SCVURPPP) to exchange information and discussion bioassessment related research
conducted in the Bay Area.


Watershed Data Management


The Program is prepared to conduct the following activities in FY 08-09 related to data
management:


Program’s Website


Program staff continually updates and maintains the Program’s web site 
(www.scvurppp.org) to ensure the effective distribution and review of draft and final 
products; the distribution of available water quality monitoring data and analysis; and 
internal communication with the Management Committee and other interested parties. In 
2005, Program staff released an updated version of the Program’s website. An additional
update is currently underway and will be completed in 2008. In FY 08-09, the Program will
continue to manage the website and post information and documents as they are
completed. To date, the Program has completed over 375 work products or major reports.
The vast majority of these documents are available on the website as downloadable 
documents.


Streams Studies Inventory


The Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup (WAMS) of Santa Clara Basin 
Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI), has a mission to provide the SCBWMI with a
solid scientific foundation for watershed planning.  One of WAMS’s tasks is to coordinate the 
SCBWMI’s data collection and data management efforts with stream monitoring studies
within the Basin.  The Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) is a result of this task and was initially
prepared by the Program in November 1998. The purpose of the SSI is to promote inter-
agency awareness of environmental investigations within riparian corridors and to facilitate
coordination of related data collection and management.  It also describes stream-related 
multi-stakeholder studies and projects that were in-progress in the Santa Clara Basin.  The
SSI was updated, revised and reissued in February 2000 (version 2.0), July 2001 (version
3.0), August 2002 (version 4.0), November 2003 (version 5.0), June 2005 (version 6.0) and
September 2006 (version 7.0). The Program funded the initial development of the SSI and
each of the annual updates.


In FY 07-08, the Program began to develop a new process for obtaining and displaying
information on current projects that would typically be described in a SSI report. Beginning
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in FY 08-09, the SSI will be web-based and allow users to query information on current and
historical environmental data collection and assessment efforts that are included within the 
Program’s metadata database. Beginning in FY 08-09, the SSI will be available through the 
Program’s website. 


SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup 


In recent years, the Program supported the SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup (LUS) to assist in
developing strategies for controlling impacts of land use on beneficial uses.  While providing
administrative support and leadership for the LUS, the Program also assisted with specific
technical and training projects consistent with Program goals and objectives.


In FY 08-09, the Program will continue to provide limited support to the LUS by providing
administrative support and direction; assist with training workshops for municipal staff on the
connection between land development and water quality; and incorporate water quality 
friendly designs in development projects which are consistent with the top five priorities 
identified by the SCBWMI.
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4. ILLICIT DISCHARGE DETECTION AND ELIMINATION 


INTRODUCTION


This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 08-09 to assist Co-permittees in 
identifying and eliminating non-permissible non-storm water discharges associated with illegal 
dumping or illicit connections to the storm drain system. The planned tasks include Program 
efforts that are likely to be needed to assist the Co-permittees with compliance with the C.5. 
Provisions of the Municipal Regional Permit. 


BACKGROUND 


In December 1996, the Program developed the Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping (ICID) 
Performance Standards to effectively prohibit the discharge of illicit, non-stormwater discharges 
to the municipal storm drain system by regularly inspecting storm drains and watercourses and 
correcting problems in a timely manner.  The ICID Performance Standards were developed to 
meet an earlier permit requirement and were incorporated into the Program’s Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (dated September 1, 1997).  In October 2000, the performance standards 
were also updated to include conducting inspections and reporting the presence of stormwater 
infiltration devices (SWIDs); and reporting significant conditionally exempt discharges that are 
not properly managed.


In early 2001, the Program’s Management Committee approved the formation of the ICID 
Reporting Ad hoc Task Group (ICID Reporting AHTG) to develop a Program-wide strategy to 
comply with the enhanced reporting requirements of the Program’s newly adopted NPDES 
permit dated February 21, 2001. On September 7, 2001, the ICID Reporting AHTG 
recommended the adoption of Program-wide categories and enforcement actions developed by 
the ICID Reporting AHTG.  These categories and procedures are described in the Continuous
Improvement of Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping Reporting Technical Memorandum.  The 
Management Committee approved the memorandum as the Program’s strategy to implement 
IC/ID reporting requirements (as required in Permit Provision C.6.a.ii).  The memorandum was 
included as an attachment within the Program’s FY 00-01 Annual Report and submitted to the 
Water Board on September 17, 2001.  Each Co-permittee began implementing these 
procedures immediately thereafter.  Implementation of the enhanced reporting requirements by 
the Co-permittees has been very successful as shown in the past six Program annual reports.    


In accordance with the Program’s FY 04-05 Work Plan submitted to the Water Board on March 
1, 2004, the Program committed to updating the ICID Performance Standards during FY 04-05.  
The updates were essentially administrative (e.g., incorporating enhanced reporting 
requirements and results of Co-permittee evaluations) and were directed at modifying the 
Program’s model ICID Performance Standards to reflect Management Committee direction and 
actual Co-permittee implementation.  These administrative updates were provided to the ICID 
Reporting AHTG for review during January 2005.  The Management Committee approved final 
updated performance standards on February 17, 2005.   


The draft Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) contains requirements for all six Phase 1 municipal 
stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The MRP Tentative Order was 
released on December 4, 2007. Provision C.5. of the Tentative Order contains requirements for 
illicit discharge detection and elimination, including requirements for: 


� Sufficient legal authority to fully implement an enforcement response plan; 
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� Development and implementation of an enforcement response plan;  


� Spill and dumping response, complaint response, and frequency of inspections; 


� Routine collection system screening to determine illicit discharges and illegal dumping;  


� Making maps of the MS4 publicly available; 


� Tracking and case follow-up of incidents; 


� Illicit discharge control planning for the following year based on lessons learned; and  


� Staff training. 


PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO ILLICIT DISCHARGE DETECTION AND 
ELIMINATION 


Co-permitees continue to implement the ICID Performance Standards by responding to illicit 
discharges and illegal dumping incidents, conducting proactive investigations and initiating 
enforcement actions against responsible parties. In addition, Co-permittees continue to provide 
information on the origin of the report, source of incident, type of incident and enforcement 
actions for each ICID incident, as well as an evaluation of ICID program effectiveness, in their 
annual reports.  To supplement individual Co-permittee ICID inspection data, Program staff 
prepares ICID summary tables for Co-permittee inspections that have occurred during a specific 
fiscal year. The categories presented within the summary tables are consistent with the strategy 
provided in the ICID Performance Standards dated February 17, 2005. ICID summary tables 
have been included in each annual report since September 2002.   


Since the fall 2005, Program staff has been involved with Water Board staff and environmental 
NGO representatives in a process to develop the MRP.  Work on the MRP is expected to 
continue through FY 07-08. 


FY 08-09 IMPLEMENTATION TASKS 


Table 4-1 presents a list tasks that will be implemented in FY 08-09, their associated due dates, 
and the deliverables that will be completed for each task.  These tasks include: 


� Summarize Co-permittee reports of illicit discharge cases/investigations conducted, 
including types of violations and enforcement actions, through problem resolution.  


� Maintain Program database to include most recent Co-permittee illicit discharge 
data.


� Assist Co-permittees with development of or revisions to their Enforcement 
Response Plans (ERP) to include a range of enforcement actions and guidelines.  


� Conduct training on ERPs as part of staff training on illicit discharge detection and 
elimination. Include training on quick and appropriate response, enforcement actions 
and the progressive enforcement response policy.  


� Update illicit discharge contact list (main contact for each Co-permittee).  


� Summarize availability of MS4 maps (in either electronic or physical means) and Co-
permittee contact person in the FY 08-09 Annual Report.  


� Work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and data collection, data 
management, and reporting. 
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� Review existing Program database and revise, as appropriate.  


� Conduct training on illicit discharge detection and elimination. Include training on 
inspection procedures, BMP implementation, lessons learned, local agency 
requirements and other inspection-related topics.  







Table 4-1 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 08-09 Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination Tasks 


Task from MRP Tentative Order Schedule Deliverables


Create and Maintain ERP 


� Assist Co-permittees with development of or revisions to their Enforcement 
Response Plan (ERP) to include a range of enforcement actions and 
guidelines.


12/08 � Model Enforcement Response Plan 


� Conduct training on ERPs as part of staff training on illicit discharge detection 
and elimination. Include training on quick and appropriate response, 
enforcement actions and the progressive enforcement response policy. 


6/09 � Training session, guidance materials, 
evaluation summary 


Spill and Dumping Response, Complaint Response and Frequency of Inspections 


� Update illicit discharge contact list (main contact for each Co-permittee). 
Submit in FY 08-09 Annual Report.


12/08 � Updated contact list 


Collection System Screening- MS4 Map Availability 
� Summarize availability of MS4 maps (in either electronic or physical means) 


and Co-permittee contact person in the FY 08-09 Annual Report.
6/09 � Summary of map availability and 


contacts


� Placement of map contacts on 
SCVURPPP website.  


Tracking and Case Follow-up 


� Work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and data 
collection, data management, and reporting. 


12/08 � Standard inspection form, model 
database fields, annual report guidance 


� Review existing Program database and revise, as appropriate.   12/08 Revised Program database 


� Summarize Co-permittee reports of illicit discharge cases/investigations 
conducted, including types of violations and enforcement actions, through 
problem resolution. 


Ongoing- FY 07-08 
Annual Report and 


future ARs 


� Guidance on data collection and 
submittal for inclusion in Annual Report 


� Maintain Program database to include most recent Co-permittee illicit 
discharge data


Ongoing � Up-to-date Program database 
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Schedule and Deliverables for FY 08-09 Illicit Discharge Detection and Elimination (C.5.) Tasks 
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Task from MRP Tentative Order Schedule Deliverables


Staff Training 


� Conduct training on illicit discharge detection and elimination. Include training 
on inspection procedures, BMP implementation, lessons learned, local agency 
requirements and other inspection-related topics. Report in FY 08-09 Annual 
Report.


6/09 � Training session, guidance materials, 
evaluation summary 
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5. FY 08-09 CONSTRUCTION SITE CONTROL MEASURES  WORK PLAN 


INTRODUCTION


This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 08-09 to assist Co-permittees 
to control the impacts of construction activities on stormwater quality and flow through their 
construction inspection programs.  The planned tasks include Program efforts that are likely 
to be needed to assist the Co-permittees with compliance with the C.6. Provisions of the 
Municipal Regional Permit.


BACKGROUND 


In 1997, the Program developed Construction Inspection Performance Standards (CIPS) to 
define the level of implementation that Co-permittees should attain to demonstrate that their 
construction inspection programs control stormwater quality impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable.  The CIPS were developed to meet a earlier permit requirement and were 
incorporated into the Program’s Urban Runoff Management Plan.   The CIPS were updated 
in 2001 (completed January 2002) to include more details on inspection frequency, 
enforcement procedures, and inspector training, based on discussions with Water Board 
staff.


The current permit requires implementation of the CIPS and lists some, but not all, of the 
standards in Provision C.3.a..  Co-permitees continue to implement the CIPS and provide 
summaries of enforcement and follow-up actions at construction sites, as well as information 
on inspector training, in their annual reports. 


The draft Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) contains requirements for all six Phase 1 
municipal stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The MRP Tentative 
Order was released on December 4, 2007.  Provision C.6. in the Tentative Order contains 
specific requirements for construction site controls, including requirements for: 


� Sufficient legal authority for effective site management; 


� Development and implementation of an enforcement response plan;  


� Designation of a minimum set of required BMPs; 


� Review of erosion control plans and Construction General Permit coverage, and 
outreach to developers and contractors as part of the plan approval process; 


� Types, content and frequency of inspections; 


� Staff training; and 


� Tracking and reporting of construction site inspection results. 


PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO CONSTRUCTION SITE CONTROLS 


As described above, the Co-permittees continue to implement the Program’s performance 
standards by conducting reviews of erosion control plans, requiring General Permit 
coverage, conducting routine (including pre-wet season) and as-needed construction site 
inspections, documenting and reporting violations and enforcement response, and training 
inspectors.  The Program annually co-sponsors and/or conducts a Construction Site 
Management Workshop to assist Co-permittees with inspector training needs, provides 
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guidance on annual reporting requirements, and assists Co-permittees with construction-
related questions and issues as needed. 


Since the fall of 2005, Program and Co-permittee staff have been involved with Water Board 
staff and environmental NGO representatives in a stakeholder process to develop the MRP.    
Work on the MRP is expected to continue through FY 07-08. 


FY 08-09 IMPLEMENTATION TASKS


Table 5-1 presents a list of tasks that will be implemented in FY 08-09, their associated due 
dates, and the deliverables that will be completed for each task.  These tasks include: 


� Conduct annual workshop on Construction Site Management, in coordination with 
the San Franscisco Estuary Program and/or CASQA.  Include training on inspection 
type and frequency, minimum BMPs, BMP installation and maintenance, and 
implementation of enforcement response plans. 


� Update the Construction Inspection Performance Standards as needed to be 
consistent with Provision C.6., including adding: 


o list of minimum BMPs; 


o guidance on different types of inspections; 


o implementation requirements for different types of sites and times of year (wet or 
dry season); 


� Develop educational piece on minimum BMPs for use by Co-permittees; 


� Work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and data collection, data 
management, and reporting. 







Table 5-1 
Schedule and Deliverables for FY 08-09 Construction Site Control Tasks 


Task from MRP Tentative Order Schedule Deliverables


Minimum Required Management Practices 


� Update the Construction Inspection Performance Standards as needed to be 
consistent with Provision C.6., including adding: 


o list of minimum BMPs; 


o guidance on different types of inspections; 


o implementation requirements for different types of sites and times of 
year (wet or dry season);.


12/08 � Updated Performance Standards 


Plan Approval Process 


� Develop educational piece on minimum BMPs for use by Co-permittees 12/08 � Updated sections of the C.3. Handbook 
and updated fact sheets. 


Staff Training 
� Conduct annual workshop on Construction Site Management, in coordination 


with the San Franscisco Estuary Program and/or CASQA.  Include training on 
inspection type and frequency, minimum BMPs, BMP installation and 
maintenance, and implementation of enforcement response plans. 


6/09 � Workshop, guidance materials, 
evaluation summary 


Tracking and Reporting 


� Work with Co-permittees on standardizing inspection forms and data 
collection, data management, and reporting. 


6/09 � Standard inspection form, model 
database, annual report guidance 


FY 08-09 Work Plan Page 1 of 1 3/1/08
F:\Sc42\FY08-09WP\Section 5_Construction\Febdraft\Table 5-1_0809_final2-8-08.doc 








Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 2008-2009 Work Plan


SECTION 10 
 
 


REPORTING WORK PLAN 
 







FY 08-09 Work Plan 10-1  3/01/08 
F:\Sc42\FY08-09WP\Section 10_Recordkeeping\febdraft\Section10_REPORTING final2-12-08.doc 


10. REPORTING 


INTRODUCTION


During FY 08-09, the Program will conduct the following activities: 


� Prepare Program’s FY 07-08 Annual Report and submit to the Water Board by October 
15, 2008.


� Maintain the Program’s website (www.scvurppp.org).


� Work with the Management Committee and other Bay area stormwater programs 
through BASMAA to streamline the proposed Water Board standardized reporting 
format.
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TOTAL PROGRAM FY 08-09 BUDGET 
Background Information 


OPERATIONAL GROUP 


A summary of the tasks to be performed by the Program Manager (EOA), based on the Program 
Manager’s current contract with the SCVURPPP Contract/Fiscal Agent (City of Sunnyvale on behalf of 
the SCVURPPP), is provided in Items (1.), (2.), and (3.) below.  The overall program budget is included 
in Table 1. The resource requirements are based, in part, on the requirements contained in the RWQCB 
Draft MRP Tentative Order, implementation of programs developed as part of Order No. 01-024 adopted 
February 21, 2001, Order No. 01-119 adopted October 17, 2001 (new and redevelopment requirements) 
and Order No. R2-2005-0035 adopted July 20, 2005 (HMP and Group 2A and 2B) and on meeting the 
SCVURPPP Mission and Goals Statement (see Attachment 1). 


A summary of the key budget assumptions is shown below and additional detail that defines the basis for 
the budget are identified in the following sections. 


� Assumes all annual State permit fees will be billed to and paid directly by individual Co-
permittees. 


� The Project Group estimated budgets are based on the tasks and assumptions shown in 
Attachment 2 (see separate file). 


� Hourly labor rates are increased by 4% above FY 07-08 labor rates, consistent with the 
Program Manager contract. 


� Annual interest accrued is available to cover additional legal and municipal permit related 
assistance, as needed, unless otherwise modified by the BATG and MC for additional 
projects.


1. Operational Group - Program Management 


a. Administrative Assistance


� General administrative assistance 
� Maintain Program 800 number 
� Distribute PIP and other materials 
� Develop partnerships with external organizations 


b. Management Committee (MC) and Ad-Hoc Task Group (AHTG) Support


� Monthly MC meetings (up to 12) - develop, distribute, and post agendas; prepare and mail 
meeting materials; facilitate meetings; draft and finalize minutes; and conduct follow-up 
activities


� AHTG meetings (up to 40) - support groups formed to address specific tasks (meeting 
number and times vary) 


c. Program Budget Administration


� Develop, draft, and finalize FY 2009-2010 budget; organize and facilitate up to four  Budget 
AHTG meetings. 


� Coordinate with Fiscal Agent, track expenditures, and prepare quarterly status reports to MC 
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� Prepare Program Work Plan (or equivalent) for FY 2008-2009 (includes up to 2 drafts for 
MC review, response to Regional Board comments, reproduction and distribution of up to5 
copies, distribution of CDs to MC, and posting on website) 


� Provide guidance for Co-permittees’ work plans and SCVURPPP work plans 
� Review all Co-permittee Work Plans and Annual Reports for completeness and consistency. 


d. Coordinate with Legal Consultant


� Communicate with and assist Program legal counsel as needed (up to 5 meetings and 10 
extended telephone discussions) on General Program issues. 


e. Prepare RFPs, Technical Project Management


� Develop up to 4 RFPs for technical services (as required by Workplan) 
� Implement Monitoring Plan including subcontractors  
� Oversee contractors’ work 
� Coordinate with BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Group/WAMS and hold up to four 


Monitoring Ad Hoc meetings annually (quarterly basis) and participate/assist in up to four 
separate WAMS meetings. 


g. Expenses


� Approximately 10 percent of labor costs 


2. Fiscal Agent: The budget assumes that the City of Sunnyvale will continue to serve as the 
Contract/Fiscal Agent. The line item represents the amount to be reimbursed to the contract/fiscal agent 
carrying out this task.  All Program staff time required to coordinate with the Fiscal Agent is included 
under Budget Item 1.c. ii. 


3. Legal Services: Budget assumes that the Program will retain the services of Morrison and Foerster 
(Robert Falk, Esq.) to provide legal advice.  The working assumption is that the majority of the legal 
budget is earmarked for assistance with TMDL, HMP, and permit issues. In addition, implementation 
issues associated with C3 will also arise and, as appropriate, will be addressed with the available budget.   


4. CASQA Dues (Regional Collaboration): Statewide stormwater organization dues. No increase in 
dues is included. 


5. BASMAA Fee (Regional Collaboration): BASMAA is the local regional stormwater association.  
The Program has and expects to continue to fund the organization at about the same level for each fiscal 
year for the term of the permit.  The budget includes some limited collaborative (in kind) resources for 
technical and/or legal services. BASMAA is developing a coordinated stormwater regional effort to 
address technical and implementation questions related to monitoring (including collaboration with 
SWAMP) and  TMDL implementation. 


6. WERF Dues: Covers the Programs costs as member of WERF 


7. Contingency (MOA Requires 10% of Operating group): The contingency budget includes 
estimated resources to cover certain trash and PCB tasks that will be further reviewed and approved by 
the MC as the draft MRP requirements are further refined.
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PROJECTS GROUP 


The Project Group budget is developed to correspond to the specific MRP Tentative Order Provision.  
The working assumption is that implementation of the draft MRP will occur during FY 08-09.  The 
SCVURPPP workplan will be developed to overlap with the draft MRP requirements where feasible.  The 
SCVURPPP program tasks and assumptions are shown in Attachment 2.  In addition to the tasks shown 
in Attachment 2, the following summarizes some of the additional effort contained in the various Project 
Group Tasks.


Regulatory Permit Assistance 


a. Annual Report Preparation and Submittal
� Prepare annual report for FY 2007-2008 and submit to Regional Board by October 15, 2008 


(includes preparation of 1 draft for MC review, reproduction/distribution of up to 5 hard 
copies, distribution of CDs to MC, and posting on website) 


� Review results of Program activities and recommend improvements 


b. Develop and Manage Program PI/P Program


� Implement PI/P Work Plan for FY 2008-2009 
� Conduct long-range planning for Program PI/P activities 
� Manage development of PI/P work plan for FY 2009-2010 
� Provide support, as needed, to Co-permittee’s requests for public education assistance 
� Manage subcontracts 


c. External Organization Liaison


� Represent Program at Regional Board, State Board, BASMAA (Vice Chair), Regional 
Monitoring Program (Steering Committee and Technical Committee representatives), REF, 
CASQA (Board Member), Urban Pesticide Committee, SCBWMI Core Group and relevant 
subgroups (WAMS and LUS), environmental group/public (up to 88 meetings) 


� Obtain and transmit updates from state NOI database, as reasonably available. 


d. Technical Review of Work Products


� Provide technical review of contractor work products 
� Make recommendations to BATG/MC/Monitoring Ad Hoc Task Group regarding quality of 


work and any modifications needed for improvement. 


e. Expenses


� Approximately 10 percent of labor costs 


C3. New and Redevelopment 


a. Implementation Assistance, Tracking & Reporting (Non-HMP)
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� Continue to assist Co-Permittees with implementation of C.3 on projects, and with 
implementation of BMP O&M verification programs; 


� Continue to assist with the C3PO AHTG meetings and action items; 


� Develop guidance on implementing changes to Provision C.3. in the MRP, and updates to the 
C.3. Handbook to reflect those changes; 


� Conduct workshop on C.3. implementation, exact topic to be determined by the C3PO AHTG 
(covered by the workshops budget); 


� Continue to provide guidance and assistance with annual reporting of C.3. information. 


� Continue regional roundtable meetings with Co-permittee staff and other stormwater 
programs to share information about implementation strategies and experience (facilitate 
through BASMAA New Development Committee); 


� Meet with Regional Board staff, Program legal counsel, Program ad hoc task group and/or 
environmental groups as needed; 


� Conduct Program tasks to comply with permit provision C.3. (see separate Project Group 
budget and SCVURPPP task table).


RMP Fee (Regional Collaboration): The Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) was initiated by the 
Regional Board to monitor the water quality of San Francisco Bay.  The San Francisco Estuary Institute 
has a contract to conduct sampling in the Bay and administer the program with oversight from the 
Regional Board and a Steering Committee.  The Program is one of a number of dischargers contributing to 
the cost of the program.  It is expected that the Program will continue to fund the RMP at about the same 
level (includes a 2% increase) for each fiscal year for the term of the permit.  


Note:


NPDES Fee: This is the annual fee imposed on each Co-permittee by the State Water Resources 
Control Board for NPDES municipal storm water permits in the San Francisco Bay area. It is not 
included in the total SCVURPPP budget this year and is paid directly by the individual Co-
permittees.  During past years the Program covered these within the overall Program budget.  
Unfortunately, the Program can not absorb these costs this year because of new anticipated 
requirements. Thus, the Program has not included the estimated permit fees in the Program budget. 


Attachment: 


1. SCVURPPP Mission and Goals Statement 
2. Assumed SCVURPPP MRP Tasks  
3. Revised Co-permittee Assessments 
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Attachment 1: SCVURPPP Mission and Goals Statement


Mission Statement 


“To assist in the protection of beneficial uses of receiving waters by preventing pollutants generated from activities in urban
service areas from entering runoff to the maximum extent practicable.” 


The Mission Statement: 


� Targets pollutant reduction measures that are needed to help protect beneficial uses 


� Focuses on urban pollutant sources (as opposed to nonpoint sources generally) 


� Sets a specific benchmark for implementation (as opposed to doing “anything and everything” related to pollutant sources) 


This focused approach is consistent with the Program’s idea of working with other parties or institutions that are better equipped 
to carry out specific pollution control strategies. The Program concentrates its own efforts on identifying pollution sources, and
implementing pollution prevention measures, that are clearly within the authority and ability of the Co-permittees.  


The Program’s goals and objectives also stress this practical, focused approach.  


GOAL 1: Comply with Permit 


� Effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges (unless exempt or managed according to approved conditions) 


� Reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in stormwater runoff 


� Comply with permit submittal requirements


GOAL 2: Determine Success 


� Periodically evaluate the attainment of beneficial uses in selected waterways 


� Evaluate changes in public awareness and behavior 


� Evaluate effectiveness of specific control measures at pollution reduction.


GOAL 3: Adjust Activities to Meet Changes 


� Define what constitutes success (how much is enough?) as it relates to programmatic and technical MEP 


� Utilize what we learn to plan the next steps


GOAL 4: Achieve Acceptance of Urban Runoff Management Activities 


� Effectively facilitate public input into Program planning process 


� Integrate urban runoff goals at various intra-agency levels 


� Develop and maintain a proactive interrelationship with regulatory authorities 


� Publicize the efforts of the Co-permittees (Program)


GOAL 5: Integrate Urban Runoff Program Elements into other Programs 


� Promulgate an understanding of the role of the urban runoff program 


� Encourage other agencies to become involved in urban runoff issues 


� Encourage action by the appropriate agencies 


The Co-permittees intend to continue to utilize the Program’s preferred approach of achieving consensus to resolve issues and 
reach decisions, and to rely on the Majority Vote mechanism set forth in Section 2.08 of the Agreement at the Management 
Committee level only when consensus-based resolutions appear or become elusive. 







Santa Clara Valley
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program


Item Staff Hours Budget


Operational Group


1. Program Management (EOA)


Subtotal $578,513


2. Fiscal Agent Expenses (City of Sunnyvale) 0 $50,000
3. Legal Services (MOFO) 0 $90,000
4. CASQA Dues 0 $15,000
5. BASMAA Fee 0 $85,000
6. WERF Member Dues 0 $8,000
7. Contingency (MOA Requires 10% of Operating Group)( 3) $364,000


Subtotal $612,000
Subtotal Operational Group 3506 $1,190,513


Projects Group (1)


Subtotal Projects Group 10930 $2,673,704


TOTAL PROGRAM BUDGET (NO SWRCB PERMIT FEE) 14436 $3,864,217


TABLE 1: TOTAL PROGRAM FY 08-09 BUDGET


1 Scopes for the following MRP provisions are estimates based on the summary in attachment 3.  The estimates for monitoring assume participation at a 
regional level via BASMAA.  The budget includes assumptions regarding use of subcontractors to assist with program-wide tasks.
2 Includes Program representation at selected BASMAA (Board, New Development Committee, PI/P Committee, and Monitoring Committee), California 
Stormwater Quality Association, Regional Monitoring Program/SFEI, WMI (Core Group, Watershed Assessment, Regulatory and Bay Monitoring/Modeling
Subgroups), Urban Pesticide Committee, and Regional and State Board meetings, and meetings with environmental/public interest groups.


3 The contingency budget includes estimated resources to cover certain trash and PCB tasks that will be furether reveiwed and approved by the MC as the 
draft MRP requirements are furtther refined.







 FY 08-09 Budget Assessments 


PROGRAM ASSESSMENT
PROGRAM BUDGET


TOTAL FY 07-08
OPER / PROJ/COLL


CONTRIBUTION
$3,864,217


Program
Co-Permittee Contribution


Campbell 1.88% $72,647
Cupertino 2.46% $95,060
Los Altos 1.59% $61,441
Los Altos Hills 0.43% $16,616
Los Gatos 1.74% $67,237
Milpitas 2.75% $106,266
Monte Sereno 0.14% $5,410
Mountain View 3.91% $151,091
Palo Alto 4.06% $156,887
San Jose 30.01% $1,159,652
Santa Clara 6.23% $240,741
Saratoga 1.59% $61,441
Sunnyvale 7.25% $280,156
County of Santa Clara 5.94% $229,534
SCVWD 30.02% $1,160,038


100.00% $3,864,217
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8. POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN CONTROL PROGRAMS WORK PLAN


INTRODUCTION


This section summarizes Program tasks planned for FY 08-09 that are designed to assist 
Co-permittees in reducing and/or controlling the discharge of pollutants of concern (POCs) 
in stormwater. Task summaries are included for pesticide toxicity, trash, mercury,
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and copper control programs. Tasks described build upon 
previously submitted work plans and strategies, and include those that will likely assist Co-
permittees in complying with provisions in the Municipal Regional Permit (MRP), which is 
scheduled for adoption in 2008.


PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM


The Program’s approach to pesticide management focuses on source control and pollution
prevention. Program BMPs for pesticide management have included significant outreach
efforts to residents, businesses, and municipal staff to provide education and achieve 
behavior changes relative to uses of pesticides and less toxic pest control methods.
Outreach efforts have been supplemented by monitoring studies to define the problem;
participation in regional monitoring and organizations to address pesticide issues; and
development of local pest management plans. 


The Program submitted its original Pesticide Management Plan (Pesticide Plan) to the 
Water Board in 2001. The Pesticide Plan was then revised several times in subsequent
fiscal years. The objective of the Pesticide Plan is to control pesticide-related toxicity in 
urban water bodies in the Santa Clara Valley, by minimizing pesticide use and reducing the
amount of pesticides in storm water and landscape runoff to the maximum extent
practicable. The Pesticide Plan identifies the goals of each work plan element, actions,
monitoring mechanisms and schedules; and indicates whether actions will be implemented
at the Program or Co-permittee level. Program-level actions in the Plan form the basis of the
Program’s Work Plan. The details of municipality actions and schedules are provided in 
individual Co-permittee pest management plans submitted with the Co-permittees’ Annual 
Reports and future tasks are provided in the Co-permittees’ work plans.


FY 08-09 Implementation Tasks


Building on tasks completed in previous fiscal years, the following will be completed by the 
Program in FY 08-09 during implementation of the SCVURPPP Pesticide Management 
Plan:


� The Program will continue to assist Co-permittees in developing or revising IPM 
policies or ordinances as needed, and revising model standard operating procedures
(SOPs) for implementing IPM policies or ordinances.


� Program will coordinate with BASMAA and/or other agencies to conduct training for 
municipal staff as needed.


� Program will assist Co-permittees in developing and/or modifying model contract
specifications for municipal contractors as needed.


� Program will participate and track CASQA, BASMAA, and UPC activities, and if
requested, submit comment letters on pesticide and water quality related policies in 


FY 08-09 Work Plan 8-1 3/01/08
F:\Sc42\FY08-09WP\Section 8_POCs\febdraft\FY 08_09 POCs text final.doc







Section 8 Pollutant of Concern Control Programs


development by the USEPA and California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
(DPR).


� Program staff will assist Co-permittees in evaluating the effectiveness of control
measures through the assessment of water quality and sediment quality data
collected in Santa Clara Valley Creeks and the Bay Area. 


� The Program will continue implementing the following outreach tasks: 


� Implement Our Water Our World Store Partnership Program in participating
Santa Clara County stores.


� Provide information on how to hire a structural or landscape pest control
operator.


� Provide information on proper pesticide use and disposal, potential adverse
impacts on water quality, and less toxic methods of pest prevention.


� Conduct outreach about the OWOW program.


� Continue to coordinate with County HHW Program to facilitate appropriate
pesticide water disposal, conduct education and outreach, and promote
appropriate disposal. 


� Provide IPM training to landscapers through the “Green Gardener” program, if 
resources are available.


TRASH REDUCTION


On November 14, 2001, the Water Board released the document entitled Proposed
Revisions to Section 303(d) List of Priorities for Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads 
for the San Francisco Bay Region Report.  This report stated that “between now and the
next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to assess trash impairments in their 
jurisdiction …” In a proactive response to the 303(d) Staff Report, the Program’s 
Management Committee formed a Trash AHTG that developed a Work Plan (submitted
March 1, 2003) to identify a strategy for addressing trash problem areas that occur in or
near urban streams and waterways of the Santa Clara Basin.


Since FY 03-04, the Program has completed the following Work Plan tasks: 1) Document
and evaluate existing trash management practices implemented by municipalities and 
agencies within the Program’s jurisdiction; 2) Develop a strategy to conduct trash
evaluations in or near creeks; 3) Assist municipalities in identifying trash problem areas and 
sources of trash; 4) Conduct trash evaluations at a subset of identified trash problem areas; 
5)  Identify and begin to implement or refine existing trash control measures, where feasible,
to address trash problem areas; and 6) Develop a standardized reporting format for 
documenting and evaluating trash management and monitoring activities.


In October 2006, Program staff developed a Draft Trash Management and Effectiveness
Assessment Strategy (Strategy), which was reviewed by the Trash AHTG. The Strategy
includes four main areas of Program activity associated with trash:


1) Identifying trash problem areas and sources;


2) Selecting and implementing appropriate control measures at high priority problem 
areas;
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3) Assessing the effectiveness of control measure implementation; and


4) Providing administrative support to the Trash AHTG.


Recent and current activities related to these tasks are briefly summarized below.


Identification of Trash Sources and Pathways


To gain a better understanding of the sources, pathways, extent and effects of trash on
urban creeks and waterways within the Santa Clara Basin, the Program developed a
summary of its conceptual understanding (“Conceptual Model”) of potential trash sources
and pathways to urban creeks.  Defining source and pathway categories will assist the
Program in:


� Developing consistent terminology for effective communication between Co-
permittees, regulatory agencies and other stakeholders;


� Continuing to build its conceptual understanding of trash source types present in
watersheds; and how these sources enter creeks and waterways; and, 


� Determining the most optimal and cost effective control points to implement control 
measures.


Source and pathway categories are based on knowledge gained through numerous trash 
evaluations conducted in Santa Clara County creeks and the Program’s general knowledge
of how trash is deposited and transported to local waterways. The Conceptual Model
includes an easy-to-read illustration of trash sources and pathways to urban creeks.


Prioritization of Trash Problem Areas


Program staff is currently developing a memorandum that will begin to assist Co-permittees
in the identification and prioritization (for future evaluation) of on-land trash problem areas
(i.e., source areas) and watersheds based on risks to creeks.  This information will be used 
to inform future control measure implementation at the most problematic areas; and help to 
identify successful future monitoring and effectiveness assessment methods and sites. The
initial memorandum will be completed in 2008.


Pilot Demonstration Projects (Trash Full Capture Devices)


Co-permittees with assistance from Program staff, have launched two (San Jose and 
Sunnyvale) Pilot Trash Structural Treatment Control Studies (Pilot Studies) in the Santa
Clara Valley where approximately 75 StormTekTM  “full capture” treatment devices have
been purchased and installed within the Cities of San Jose and Sunnyvale.  Both studies are
designed to answer the following management questions:


1) What are the trash loading rates from specific land uses to the stormwater
conveyance systems? 


2) What is percentage of different types of materials (e.g., trash, sediment, leaves,
grass) removed by selected treatment devices?


3) What is the maintenance frequency needed for proper operation of selected BMPs? 


4) What are the overall costs of treatment per amount (volume or weight) of trash
removed?
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Findings to-date from the Pilot Studies will be included in the Program’s FY 07-08 Annual
Report.


FY 08-09 Implementation Tasks


Building on tasks completed in previous fiscal years, the following will be completed by the 
Program in FY 08-09 during implementation of the SCVURPPP Trash Management and 
Effectiveness Strategy:


� Program staff will continue to assist Co-permittees in identifying high priority trash
loading areas and opportunities where BMPs can be implemented. Task includes
GIS-related tasks, modeling, field visits and meetings with individual Co-permittees. 


� Program staff will assist Co-permitees in selecting catchments where full capture
treatment devices would be best sited, and where enhanced trash treatment controls 
would be most effectively implemented.


� Program staff will develop guidance on the implementation of enhanced trash
management practices and full capture devices. 


� Program will provide on-going technical and management support to Co-permittees
on issues associated with trash control measures and implementation. 


MERCURY AND PCBs CONTROL PROGRAMS


The Program’s current NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater discharges may be
causing or contributing to exceedances of water quality standards for mercury and PCBs. 
Both contaminants have been found in relatively high concentrations in some types of fish
caught in the Bay and may threaten the health of humans consuming those fish. These
concerns prompted the Program to develop ongoing work plans for controlling PCBs and
mercury. Brief descriptions of these work plans and summaries of recent tasks are
described below. FY 08-09 tasks are also provided.


Mercury Pollution Prevention 


In an attempt to reduce the concentration of mercury in fish and wildlife, a total maximum
daily load (TMDL) for mercury in the San Francisco Bay has been adopted and approved.
Consistent with implementation actions for urban runoff in the TMDL and current permit
requirements, the Program continues to revise and implement the SCVURPPP Mercury
Pollution Prevention Plan (Mercury Plan). The Mercury Plan includes the goals of each work 
plan element, actions, monitoring mechanisms and schedules; and, indicates whether 
actions will be implemented at the Program or Co-permittee level. Program-level actions in
the Plan form the basis of the Program’s Work Plan. The details of municipality actions and 
schedules are provided in individual Co-permittee pest management plans submitted with 
the Co-permittees’ Annual Reports and future tasks are provided in the Co-permittees’ work 
plans.


The Mercury Plan addresses five general goals: 


1) Municipal Use of Mercury-Containing Products – Eliminate all unnecessary
municipal use of mercury-containing products and establish proper disposal methods 
for products that cannot be eliminated. 


FY 08-09 Work Plan 8-4 3/1/08
F:\Sc42\FY08-09WP\Section 8_POCs\febdraft\FY 08_09 POCs text final.doc







Section 8 Pollutant of Concern Control Programs


2) Household Hazardous Waste Collection – Provide mercury-containing product
disposal services through household hazardous waste (HHW) collection programs 
for residents and small businesses, and encourage use of these programs. 


3) Monitoring and Science – Participate in coordinated monitoring efforts to support
mercury TMDL development and implementation, including assessment of air
pollution sources of mercury and concentrations of mercury in sediment. 


4) Regional, State, and Federal Coordination – Actively participate in regional, state
and federal coordination efforts to achieve a reduction in the amount of mercury in
urban runoff and air emissions. 


5) Public Education and Outreach –Increase awareness of proper disposal of
mercury-containing products and available non-mercury containing alternatives.


Mercury Plan tasks recently completed by the Program include: 


� Guidelines for Reduction and Management of Mercury-Containing Products;


� Conducting mercury pollution prevention outreach activities; 


� Collecting and analyzing water and sediment samples from selected Santa Clara 
Valley watersheds as part of its receiving waters monitoring and assessment 
program.  and, 


� Financially and technically supporting special studies completed via the Clean 
Estuary Partnership (CEP) and the RMP.


PCBs Control Program


During the past several years, the Program has annually described tasks our work plans to
reduce PCBs in urban runoff. These tasks included:


� Leading a regional study, referred to as the Joint Stormwater Agency Project (JSAP),
which characterized the distribution of mercury, PCBs and chlorinated pesticides in 
storm water conveyance sediments in Bay Area watersheds.


� Funding BASMAA, the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP), and the San Francisco 
Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP).


� Participating in selected stakeholder, BASMAA, CEP and RMP committees and work 
groups.


� Collecting and analyzing water and sediment samples from selected Santa Clara 
Valley watersheds as part of its receiving waters monitoring and assessment 
program.


� Performing PCBs case study work with the City of San Jose in six urban areas in 
where elevated concentrations of PCBs were found during the JSAP study.


� Developing guidance documents on performing PCBs case studies to assist other
Bay Area storm water agencies.


� Preparing a preliminary list of known sites where PCBs were used, stored and/or
released in Santa Clara County. 
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� Completing a review of efforts to develop methods of controlling discharges of PCBs 
from Bay Area urban runoff conveyances.


FY 08-09 Implementation Tasks


Building on tasks completed in previous fiscal years, the following will be completed by the 
Program in FY 08-09 during implementation of the SCVURPPP Mercury and PCBs Control 
Programs. Many of these tasks are regional in scope and may likely be coordinated through 
a Regional Monitoring Collaborative (RMC). As the RMC is better defined, more detailed
work plans will likely be developed to better define tasks, deliverables and schedules for 
completion.


Mercury and PCBs 


� Program will develop (likely thorough a regional project) training materials for 
industrial inspections and incorporate into training work shops for industrial
inspectors conducted by the Program. 


� Program plans to identify and begin conducting pilot projects in drainage area(s) with
elevated concentration of PCBs and/or mercury. Pilot projects will likely include: 


� Identifying potential PCB/Hg source areas and areas where PCB/Hg
contaminated sediment accumulates;


� Ranking and mapping potential PCB/Hg source areas within each drainage; and 


� Conducting sampling and analysis in selected drainage areas as needed to
identify more specific source areas and potential BMPs.


� Program plans to begin conducting (likely through participation in a regional project)
a study to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of high-efficiency street sweepers in 
reducing pollutant loads and developing recommendations for follow-up studies. 


� Program plans to begin conducting (likely through participation in a regional project)
a study to evaluate the feasibility and potential effectiveness of implementing on-site 
stormwater treatment through retrofits.


� Program plans to begin conducting (likely through participation in a regional project)
a study to evaluate the feasibility and potential effectiveness of diverting dry weather 
and/or first flush flows to public owned treatment works (POTWs).


� Program plans to continue participating (likely through regional project) in a risk 
reduction program implemented throughout the region.


� Program will assist in developing (likely a regional study through BASMAA) methods 
for calculating mercury prevented from entering the San Francisco Bay through Co-
permittee implementation of pollution prevention, and source and treatment controls.


PCBs


� Program plans to provide a staff person to represent BASMAA in PCBs portion of
Proposition 50-funded Taking Action for Clean Water project, which is designed to 
assist Co-permittees in evaluating ways to manage PCB-containing wastes/materials
during building demolition and renovations. 
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COPPER CONTROL PROGRAM


In FY 05-06, Program staff, in consultation with Water Board staff, decided that the SCBWMI
Bay Modeling and Monitoring (BMM) Subgroup did not need to conduct semi-annual
reviews of the Copper Action Plan (CAP) due to the pending related activities of the Clean
Estuary Partnership (CEP) and Water Board regarding the Municipal Regional Permit 
(MRP). In addition, the Basin Plan Amendment adopting the North of Dumbarton Bridge
Copper site-specific water quality objectives (SSOs) and translators, and the Bay-wide 
Copper Management Strategy (CMS) was approved by the Water Board in June 2007. The
Bay-wide CMS is intended to replace the language that was adopted in the Basin Plan in 
2002 as part of the South San Francisco Bay copper and nickel SSO project. The copper
control measures and monitoring program has a Bay-wide scope. Therefore, the majority of
existing Basin Plan language pertaining to the implementation of copper and nickel
objectives in South San Francisco Bay will be replaced by the CMS. 


FY 08-09 Implementation Tasks


Building on tasks completed in previous fiscal years, the following tasks, which are
consistent with the requirements in the CMS, will be completed by the Program in FY 08-09.


� The Program plans to continue assisting Co-permittees in establishing local 
ordinance authority to prohibit discharges from copper architectural features and
pools/spas, and developing/revising BMPs. 


� Program will assist Co-permittees in updating (likely thorough a regional project) 
training materials for industrial inspections to identify facilities which may use and 
discharge copper, and incorporate into training workshops for industrial inspectors
conducted by the Program.


� Program plans to discuss the need to begin developing/conducting a study (likely
thorough a regional project) to assess copper-related sediment toxicity in the San
Francisco Bay and sub-lethal effects of copper on salmonids. 
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9. FY 08-09 CONDITIONALLY EXEMPTED DISCHARGES WORK PLAN


INTRODUCTION


This section describes the Program’s planned tasks during FY 08-09 to assist Co-permittees 
to develop and implement BMPs for control of conditionally exempted (non-stormwater)
discharges, as well as require businesses, contractors, and residents to control these
discharges.  The planned tasks include Program efforts that are likely to be needed to assist 
the Co-permittees with compliance with potential requirements of the Municipal Regional
Permit.


BACKGROUND


All municipal stormwater permits require municipalities to effectively prohibit the discharge of
non-stormwater into storm drains. Certain non-stormwater discharges, such as flows from 
riparian habitats, wetlands, springs, or unpolluted groundwater, are exempted from this 
provision outright (i.e., allowed to discharge to storm drains with no control measures). Other 
non-stormwater discharges, known as conditionally exempted discharges (CEDs), are 
allowed to discharge to storm drains only if certain measures are taken to control potential 
pollutants in the discharge.


Provision C.8.b. of the Program’s current permit provides a list of CEDs that are not 
prohibited from discharge to storm drains, if they are identified as not being sources of
pollutants to receiving waters or if appropriate control measures are developed and 
implemented to prevent or eliminate adverse impacts of such sources.  Provision C.8.c.
requires the Co-permittees to identify the categories of CEDs from this list that they want to
exempt, and describe for each category either why it is not a source of pollutants or what 
control measures will be used to eliminate adverse impacts from that category.  In
compliance with this provision, the Program developed a Conditionally Exempted
Discharges Report (June 15, 2000) that describes the approach for each category of
discharge. The report covers the following CEDs:


� Uncontaminated pumped groundwater; 


� Foundation drains;


� Water from crawl space pumps;


� Footing drains;


� Air conditioning condensate; 


� Irrigation water;


� Landscape irrigation;


� Lawn or garden watering; 


� Planned and unplanned discharges from potable water sources; 


� Water line and hydrant flushing; 


� Individual residential car washing; and


� Discharges or flows from emergency fire fighting activities. 
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In the CED Report, control measures for the discharge of uncontaminated pumped
groundwater and potable water sources are based on information from the Program’s Water 
Utility Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard and the Water Utility Operation
and Maintenance Discharge Pollution Prevention Plan (WUDPPP) dated June 1998.  The 
Performance Standard and the WUDPPP were developed for and are implemented by Co-
permittees who operate municipal water utilities.  They also serve as guidelines for private
water companies who operate water systems within the Co-permittees’ jurisdictions.


The draft Municipal Regional Permit (MRP) contains requirements for all six Phase 1
municipal stormwater (MS4s) programs in the San Francisco Bay Area.  The MRP Tentative
Order was released on December 4, 2007.  Provision C.15. in the Tentative Order contains
a list of exempted discharges as well as specific requirements for control of the same CEDs
as the current permit, except that it adds swimming pool, hot tub, spa, and fountain water 
discharges.


PAST AND CURRENT ACTIVITIES RELATED TO CONDITIONALLY EXEMPTED
DISCHARGES


The Co-permittees are currently implementing the BMPs described in the CED Report. They 
have made the BMPs part of their standard operating procedures for municipal activities.
They are requiring businesses and contractors and encouraging residents to comply with
these BMPs, and they have included the BMPs in conditions of approval for development
projects where applicable.  They are not currently required to report these discharges to the 
Water Board. 


Since completing the CED Report, the Program’s primary activities related to CEDs have
involved preparation of outreach materials to educate residents about appropriate BMPs for 
car washing, and assisting Co-permittees as needed.  Messages about proper car washing
have also been included in the media advertising and outreach materials associated with the 
Watershed Watch Campaign.  These activities have been described in the PI/P section of 
Program work plans and annual reports.  There has not been a Conditionally Exempted
Discharges section of the Program work plan in the past. 


Since 2005, Program and Co-permittee staff has been involved with Water Board staff and
environmental NGO representatives in a stakeholder process to develop the MRP.  Program 
staff, as part of BASMAA, attended several meetings with Water Board staff to discuss the 
CED requirements, which are more prescriptive and require more tracking and reporting
than current requirements.  Work on the MRP is expected to continue through FY 07-08. 


FY 08-09 IMPLEMENTATION TASKS


A list of tasks that will be implemented in FY 08-09 is provided below. There are no ongoing
tasks, aside from continuing outreach to residents about car washing as part of the
Watershed Watch Campaign (see Section 6 of this Work Plan).


� Update the Conditionally Exempted Discharges Report, as needed. 


� Update the Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard  and the 
Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Discharge Pollution Prevention Plan, as
needed.


� Prepare guidance and assist Co-permittees, as needed.
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3. PUBLIC INFORMATION/PARTICIPATION WORK PLAN 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
The goals of the Public Information/Participation (PI/P) element are to identify and change 
behaviors that adversely affect water quality; and to increase the understanding and 
appreciation of streams and San Francisco Bay.  To accomplish these goals, Co-permittees 
pursue PI/P activities jointly through the Program, on a countywide basis, and individually in 
their own jurisdictions.  
 
Each year, the Watershed Education and Outreach Ad Hoc Task Group, which consists of 
Program staff, Co-permittees representatives and consultants, identifies, prioritizes and selects 
countywide projects for implementation.  Table 3-1 presents the updated Pollutant Matrix, which 
links past, current, and future PI/P projects with pollutants of concern.  The projects are 
developed and implemented each year by Work Groups.   
 
The Program provides resources to conduct countywide PI/P tasks through approval (by the 
Management Committee) of an annual Program budget and Work Plan.  All Co-permittees 
contribute resources to conduct annual Program Work Plan tasks consistent with the Co-
permittee assessment procedure contained in the SCVURPPP Memorandum of Agreement1.    
 
FY 07-08 PI/P WORK PLAN 


 
The Program conducts its public education and outreach through three projects: Watershed 
Education and Outreach, Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach.  
The Program has completed all tasks planned for these projects under the current Permit. 
During FY 07-08, ongoing tasks will be implemented.  In addition, Program staff and the WEO 
AHTG will focus efforts on working with Water Board staff on the Municipal General Permit; and 
begin to plan for any new outreach-related requirements that may be contained in that permit. 
 
Watershed Education and Outreach 
 
The FY 07-08 Watershed Education and Outreach tasks include the following: 
 
Watershed Watch Campaign 
 
Watershed Watch Campaign elements that will be implemented in FY 07-08 include media 
advertising, outreach events, media relations, website maintenance and Campaign evaluation. 
The detailed FY 07-08 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan is included within Attachment 3-
1. 
 
Regional Ad Campaign 
 
The Program plans to continue with its participation in the Regional Ad Campaign (RAC) in FY 
07-08.  From FY 02-03 through FY 04-05, the RAC implemented the “Beautiful Watersheds” 
advertising campaign for increasing the public’s awareness about watersheds and problems 


                                                           
1 On February 1, 2001, the Management Committee directed Program staff to include all Program-Wide PI/P activities as part of the   
Projects Group budget and thus eliminated any confusion regarding selective Co-permittee participation. 
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caused by litter. The advertisements were broadcast on radio and television.  Preliminary plans 
call for the RAC to focus on litter in  FY 07-08.  
 
Schools Outreach  
 
During FY 07-08, the Program plans to continue to sponsor up to 50 ZunZun assemblies at 
elementary schools in the Santa Clara Valley.  Outreach to schools will also be continued 
through the Wacky Watersheds teachers training workshop.  This workshop is offered free of 
charge to teachers by the City of San Jose.  
 
Advertising to Support Creek Cleanup Events 
 
Each year the Creek Connection Action Group sponsors two creek clean-up events: Coastal 
Clean-up Day in September and National Rivers Clean-up Day in May. In FY 07-08, the 
Program will continue to provide funds to advertise one of these events. 
 
Watershed Watchers Program at the San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge at Alviso 
(Alviso Education Center)  
 
The Program provides resources to the Alviso Education Center to support a full-time 
interpretive specialist position for conducting the Watershed Watchers Program. This is an on-
site educational program conducted primarily on weekends. The activities focus on building 
watershed awareness and encourage stormwater pollution prevention behaviors among 
attendees (youth groups, Boy/Girl Scout Troops, families with children etc.). The Program will 
continue to support these activities in FY 07-08.  Attachment 3-2 describes the activities offered 
in the Watershed Watchers Program. 
 
Pesticide User Outreach 
 
This project combines elements of the previous IPM Store Partnership and Household Chemical 
Management Projects to focus on the outreach requirements of the Program’s NPDES permit. 
Outreach is coordinated with other pollution prevention programs separately funded by Co-
permittees (e.g., County’s Household Hazardous Waste Program).  During FY 07-08, ongoing 
outreach tasks from the Program’s Pesticide Plan will be implemented (see Section 5 of this 
Work Plan). 
The tasks for FY 07-08 include:  
 
• Task 1 – IPM Store Partnership Program - Continue IPM participation in Santa Clara County 


stores.  At a minimum, visit each store once every two months; maintain an ongoing 
relationship with participating stores through in-store contacts; refresh/restock literature 
racks (as needed); and update “shelf talker” labels (as needed).   Using the services of 
Annie Joseph, IPM consultant, provide training to store employees on selling less-toxic 
pesticides; and work with two stores to increase shelf-space for less-toxic products 


• Task 2 –Regional IPM Partnership –Support the Regional IPM Partnership program and 
participate in meetings and regional activities. Review and approve products. 


• Task 3 – Outreach Events - Participate in selected community outreach events for 
conducting IPM outreach.   Possible events may include:  


 Pumpkins in the Park  


 Spring in Guadalupe Gardens  
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 San Jose Spring Home and Garden Show 


Program, Watershed Watch and Co-permittee staff will staff these events. The pesticide 
display and/or the beanbag game will be used.  Outreach material distributed may include 
IPM fact sheets and other brochures. An IPM community workshop for the general public 
may also be conducted at one of these events. 


• Task 4 – Media Advertising - Conduct media advertising in coordination with the Watershed 
Watch campaign.  Advertising will include messages that promote “OWOW shelf-talkers” for 
selecting less-toxic products.  


• Task 5 – Outreach to businesses - Continue distributing the “Don’t set a Table for Pests” 
poster to restaurants through County Health Inspectors. Provide the poster to Co-permittees 
for distribution through City stormwater inspectors. Identify and implement an IPM 
training/certification program for landscape maintenance professionals. 


• Task 6– Support the Regional IPM Conference - Provide funding to support the Regional 
IPM Conference, if required.  


• Task 7 – Support the Going Native Garden Tour - Provide funding to support promotional 
activities for the 2007 Going Native Garden Tour. 


 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 
 
To implement the Public Education and Outreach element of the Mercury Plan, Program staff 
established a new work group called the Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group in 
December 2002.  The objective of this group is to implement a public education, outreach and 
participation program designed to reach residential and commercial users of mercury-containing 
products.  The Mercury Plan identifies the development of a fluorescent light tube (FLT) 
recycling public outreach and education plan as a priority and recommends conducting outreach 
in two phases.  The main objective of both phases is to show the negative health and 
environmental impacts of mercury and the methods available to the public for the proper 
disposal of fluorescent light tubes.   
 
The Program has completed the implementation of all Mercury Plan tasks. The focus of FY 07-
08 tasks will be implementation of ongoing tasks.  As in previous years, outreach in FY 07-08 
will be continued coordinated with the County HHW Program. Outreach efforts will focus on 
promoting fluorescent lamps collection locations to residents. Outreach may be conducted using 
media advertising, in-store displays (posters, banners) and newsletter articles.  The Program 
may also coordinate its outreach activities with other Regional groups/program that are planning 
to conduct mercury outreach in FY 07-08. 
 
Table 3-2 lists all of the PI/P projects to be funded during FY 07-08. Preliminary descriptions 
(“Development Strategy Checklists”) for the Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach projects are provided in Attachment 3-3. The scopes of work will be 
finalized in more detail by Program staff and Co-permittees prior to implementation of the 
projects. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment 3-1 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan 
 
Attachment 3-2 Alviso Education Center Work Plan Tasks 
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Attachment 3-3 Development Strategy Checklists (Project Descriptions for FY 07-08 PI/P 
Projects) 
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Pollutant of 
Concern1


Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 


Potential Target 
Audience(s) 


FY 07-08 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 


Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 


Diazinon2


and 
pesticides in 
general 


Pesticides (residential, 
commercial and municipal 
use)  


• 
• 


• 
• 
• 


Home gardeners 
Pest control 
professionals 
Landscapers 
Municipal Employees 
Residents who hire pest 
control professionals 


Information on Watershed 
Watch website, IPM Store 
Partnership Program (regional 
and local), Pesticide User 
Outreach activities, distribution 
of restaurant brochure “Don’t 
Set a Table for Pests” through 
County Health Inspectors, 
media advertising. 


“Backyard Bugs”, “Pests 
Bugging You”, “Grow It 
Guide”, “When Ants Invade” 
Self-Mailer, “Landscaping, 
Gardening and Pool 
Maintenance” tri-fold, “Don’t 
Set a Table for Pests”, IPM 
Store Partnership Program 
Fact Sheets, “Control It”, 
HHW programs, BASMAA 
Media Relations Campaign 
topic, Got Bugs magnet, 
Watershed Watch media 
advertisements. 


Sediment Erosion from new 
construction, grading, road 
wear 


• 


• 
• 
• 


Construction 
companies/contractors 
Architects/engineers 
Municipal inspectors 
Residents (home 
improvement projects, 
remodels) 


Outreach to developers via 
RWQCB Construction Site 
Management Workshops or 
other mechanism. 


Construction BMP Tri-folds in 
English, Spanish and 
Vietnamese, “Blueprint for a 
Clean Bay” (revised 1-04), 
Construction Site 
Management workshops, 
Dewatering Brochure. 


Mercury Tailpipe emissions (i.e., 
diesel-powered vehicles), 
consumer products  
(thermometers, fluorescent 
lighting) 


• 


• 
• 


Residents (auto use, 
general awareness, 
proper selection and 
disposal of products) 
Industry (fleet use) 
Commercial (fleet use) 


Information/fact sheets on 
Watershed Watch website, 
BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Mercury P2 Outreach 
(Residential and business 
fluorescent light recycling), 


“Spare the Air and Water 
Too” campaign press release 
and public service 
announcements, bill stuffers, 
Program and local co-
permittee fact sheets (e.g., 
Palo Alto and Sunnyvale), 
Watershed Watch radio, 


                     
1 Per reissued SCVURPPP NPDES Permit, Order No. 01-024, with the exception of trash.   
2 Under terms of an agreement between EPA and pesticide manufacturers, as of December 31, 2004, residential outdoor and indoor uses and sales of Diazinon are prohibited. Program 
outreach on other pesticides is continuing.  
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Pollutant of 
Concern1


Primary Sources of 
Pollutant in Urban Runoff 


Potential Target 
Audience(s) 


FY 07-08 Projects and 
Continuing Activities 


Existing Program PI/P 
Materials and Programs 


media advertising. transit and print ads, store 
signage, posters, newsletter 
articles. 


Copper 
 


Brake pads, industrial 
discharge, copper 
algaecides, coolant leaks, 
illegal dumping 


• 


• 


• 


• 


Industry (scrubbers, 
roofs, cooling towers, 
piping) 
Residents (illegal 
dumping, pools and 
spas) 
Commercial business       
(pool, spa, fountain 
maintenance) 
Municipal maintenance 
staff 


BASMAA Media Relations 
Campaign (potential topic), 
Information on Watershed 
Watch website, support of 
Brake Pad partnership through 
BASMAA. 


Brake Pad Partnership, “Keep 
Pool/Spa Water Out of Storm 
Drains, Streets, and Creeks” 
(older pool and spa 
brochure), “Keeping It All In 
Tune”, Industrial BMPs, storm 
drain stencils, ”Draining Pools 
& Spas – Keep Pool, Spa and 
Fountain Water Out of Storm 
Drains, Creeks and the Bay”, 
Palo Alto’s fact sheet on 
architectural use of copper. 


Nickel Industrial discharges, 
tailpipe emissions, 
construction-related erosion 


• See sediment and 
mercury target 
audiences 


See sediment and mercury 
projects. 


See sediment and mercury 
projects. 


Trash Intentional littering 
(cigarette butts, throwing 
objects from automobiles, 
illegal dumping), trucks 
hauling poorly secured 
materials, uncovered or 
overflowing garbage cans 


• 
• 
• 
• 


General public 
Children 
Drivers 
Smokers 


 


BASMAA media relations 
campaign (potential topic), 
Information on Watershed 
Watch website, BASMAA 
Regional Ad Campaign topic.  


“The Bay Begins at Your 
Front Door” brochure, 
Watershed Watch magnets, 
Watershed Watch Kit 
brochure, Watershed Watch 
web site, BASMAA’s  
“Beautiful watersheds/trash” 
TV and radio ads. 


 
 


F:\Sc42\FY07-08WP\FY07-08WP\FY07_08_Sections\Section 3\Table 3-1 07-08_pollutants_final.doc 







 
Table 3-2 


  FY 07-08 PI/P Projects 
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Project Title Project Description Comments 
Non-Discretionary PI/P 
Projects 


  


1. Watershed 
Education and 
Outreach Campaign 
(Year 8) 


Funding for the Watershed Education and Outreach 
Campaign. Includes: 


• Funding for the Watershed Watch Campaign 
• Funding for educational programs at the Alviso Ed 


Center coordinated with the Watershed Watch 
Campaign; 


• Funding for ZunZun to perform a watershed –
themed show at schools in Santa Clara Valley. 


• BASMAA Regional Ad Campaign 
• Advertising to support Creek Cleanup Activities 


Proposed Activities: 


• Watershed Watch Campaign  
• BASMAA RAC 
• School Outreach 
• Alviso Education Center  
• Advertising to support Creek Cleanup Activities 


2. Pesticide User (PU) 
Outreach (Year 6) 


Project combines cost-effective elements of past IPM 
Store Partnership and Household Chemical Management 
Projects.  Scope to include items in Program’s Pesticide 
Management Plan for outreach to residents, commercial 
businesses, and pest control operators. 


SCVURPPP will continue to support the Regional IPM 
Partnership Program, and consider supporting other 
pesticide related projects through its participation in 
BASMAA.  Program will continue to maintain the stores 
participating in the store partnership program. 
Additional outreach will be made locally to pesticide 
users, potentially residential and commercial users, 
residents hiring pest control professionals, and/or other 
audiences. Outreach will be conducted at community 
events, advertising and by conducting IPM workshops 
for residents. 


3. Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Outreach  
(Year 5) 


Continuing outreach on proper disposal of mercury 
containing wastes and education on low-mercury 
products. 


 


Program will continue its mercury outreach and 
coordinate its efforts with the County HHW Program in 
implementing its mercury grant.  The Program may 
also coordinate its outreach activities with other 
Regional groups/programs that are planning to conduct 
mercury outreach in FY 07-08. 


4. Program Supplies Estimated budget for reprints of materials for Program 
use and other Program supplies. 


 


 





		Section 3 - Public Participation/Information Work Plan

		Introduction

		FY 07-08 PI/P Work Plan

		Table 3-1 Pollutant Matrix for FY 07-08 PI/P Projects

		Table 3-2 FY 07-08 PI/P Projects







<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 316
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages false
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages false
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice





<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 316
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages false
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages false
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice





<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 316
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages false
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages false
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice






 


Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
FY 2007-2008 Work Plan 


SECTION 1 
 
 


PROGRAM CONTINUOUS 
IMPROVEMENT TASKS 


 
 
 


 
 
 
 


 
 







 
 
 
FY 07-08 Work Plan 1-1 3/01/07 
F:\Sc42\FY07-08WP\FY07-08WP\FY07_08_Sections\Section 1\Section 1_finalv.doc 


1.  PROGRAM CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT WORK PLAN 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
The 2004 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP)1 commits the Program and Co-permittees to 
a process of continuous improvement.  The concept of continuous improvement acknowledges 
that the definition of “maximum extent practicable” evolves over time.  Through continuous 
improvement, the Program will continue to develop and implement reasonable control measures 
to help advance the goal of achieving water quality objectives in South San Francisco Bay. 
 
The continuous improvement process is described on pages 37-39 of the Program URMP.  As 
shown in Figure 2 of the 2004 URMP, areas for continuous improvement are identified through 
the Program and Co-permittees’ participation in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management 
Initiative (SCBWMI) and the Program and Co-permittees’ annual evaluations and annual 
reports. 
 
Water Board staff and representatives of interested parties (including CLEAN South Bay) review 
the Program and Co-permittee annual reports and work plans, and participate in Co-permittee 
performance review meetings.  Comments from these reviews and meetings help identify 
specific Co-permittee and Program continuous improvement (CI) tasks.  
 
FY 07-08 CONTINUOUS IMPROVEMENT WORK PLAN 
 
FY 07-08 Program Continuous Improvement Items 
 
Program staff will work with the Co-permittees to address the revised expectations in the 
Municipal Regional Permit, which the Water Board expects to adopt sometime during FY 07-08.   
   
On-Going Continuous Improvement Items 
 
There are a few remaining continuous improvement tasks from previous years, and their status 
and updated schedules are provided in Table 1-1.  
 
 


                                                           
1  In accordance with Permit Provision C.2.b., the Program submitted the 2004 URMP (dated September 1, 2004) to the Water 
Board on September 1, 2004.  In accordance with Permit Provision C.14., the 2004 URMP was resubmitted to the Water Board on 
February 24, 2005 as part of the Report of Waste Discharge (NPDES Permit Application for Re-issuance of SCVURPPP NPDES 
Permit).   







 
Table 1-1 


Status of Ongoing Program Continuous Improvement (CI) Tasks 
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Tasks Updated  
Schedule


Status1


New Development and Redevelopment 


1. Develop design guidance containing 
stormwater control opportunities for small 
road modifications.  


August 2007 Update – The Program’s permit requirements were made consistent with other 
Bay Area permits, which exempt road reconstruction (within the same 
footprint) from C.3.  C3PO AHTG members have expressed interest in the 
development of stormwater control design guidance for small road and right-of-
way modifications and other tight spaces. This was a lower priority than other 
C.3. tasks.  It will be addressed during the first quarter of FY 07-08. 


Program Management 
1. Conduct a workshop for municipal staff 


based on the municipal training protocols 
being developed by an ad hoc task 
group. (Priority – Medium) 


September 2007 Update – Five Power Point presentations have been developed on BMPs for 
corporation yards, storm drain O&M, road maintenance, pest management 
and mercury pollution prevention.  Program staff will repackage each training 
protocol into smaller, focused modules.  This approach will allow Co-
permittees to train municipal staff on certain key municipal elements in shorter 
blocks on time (e.g., 15 minutes).  Once finalized, each module will be 
distributed to Co-permittee staff through the Program’s website 
(www.scvurppp.org).  This task was delayed due to Program staff focus on 
higher priority items.  It will be addressed during the first quarter of FY 07-08.   


2. Consider developing, with the help of an 
ad hoc task group, a fact sheet 
addressing common construction BMP 
problems, like drain inlet protection and 
dewatering. (Priority – Medium) 


December 2007 Update – Management Committee approved having the Program adapt an 
existing brochure on dewatering (created by Palo Alto, Mountain View and 
San Jose) for the other Co-permittees’ use.  The C3PO AHTG confirmed its 
interest in this project at its September 26, 2005 meeting, but it was a lower 
priority than other C.3. tasks.  


 


                                                 
1 Tasks reported as completed in the FY 05-06 Annual Report have been removed from the list. 



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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2.  PERFORMANCE STANDARD REVISIONS 
 
Background 
 
The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) developed model 
Performance Standards (PSs) in 1996. The model PSs were accepted by the Water Board in 
June 1997.  Each Co-permittee adopted the model PSs or tailored them to their local community 
characteristics and conditions. The original PSs were incorporated into the Program’s 1997 
Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP)1.  Revised PSs are included in the 2004 Program 
URMP and the Co-permittees’ local URMPs, in accordance with NPDES permit Provision C.2.b  
 
Future Efforts- FY 07-08 Activities 
 
Priorities for recent efforts to revise or create new performance standards have been driven by 
the requirements in the Program’s NPDES permit and/or continuous improvement tasks.  All 
new or revised PSs required by the current permit have been completed.  Future decisions to 
revise or update existing PSs will be based on the requirements of the Municipal Regional 
Permit, expected to be adopted sometime during FY 07-08.   
 
  


                                                 
1  In accordance with Permit Provision C.2.b., the Program submitted the 2004 URMP (dated September 1, 2004) to the Water 
Board on September 1, 2004.  In accordance with Permit Provision C.14., the 2004 URMP was resubmitted to the Water Board on 
February 24, 2005 as part of the Report of Waste Discharge (NPDES Permit Application for Re-issuance of SCVURPPP NPDES 
Permit).   
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FY 07-08 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The primary goals of the Watershed Watch Campaign are to: 


1. Change behaviors that negatively impact the watershed. 
2. Encourage behaviors that protect, preserve and restore the watershed. 
3. Inform audiences about activities that impact the watershed.  
4. Build awareness of watershed issues in general. 


 
In fiscal year FY 06-07, Carl & Manor Advertising was contracted to: 


• Implement plans and creative developed in FY 05-06  
• Develop conceptual plans and ongoing strategies to meet the goals of the 


campaign 
• Maintain and develop partnership relationships that benefit the Program 
• Coordinate campaign activities and consult the WEO AHTG 


 
Creative executions included radio (English & Spanish), print and outdoor with the 
“Watch Out” theme focused on Mercury and Pesticides messages, and additional 
general awareness/campaign branding ads were developed to run in donated media.   
 
FY 06-07 media focused on community newspapers, South Bay radio stations, and 
Santa Clara County transit, plus donated (value-added) space.  
 
FY 07-08 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan 
 
The FY 07-08 Work Plan is based on a campaign budget similar to the FY 06-07 budget. 
If additional funds become available, they will be allocated according to the prioritized 
needs of the campaign. The Work Plan may be modified per requirements of the new 
Municipal Regional Permit. 
 
Whenever possible, Watershed Watch Campaign activities will be coordinated with 
activities of other local and regional outreach programs (e.g., the BASMAA Regional Ad 
Campaign and the BASMAA Media Relations Campaign). Campaign activities will be 
evaluated on an ongoing basis, and changes made as required. 
The following tasks will be implemented in FY 07-08 to achieve the Campaign goals: 
 
TASK 1: Baseline Evaluation 


 
The FY 06-07 campaign implemented new creative and a new long-term awareness 
community-based media approach.  
 
To date, the campaign effectiveness has been measured through 


• Preliminary focus group evaluation of creative 
• Hits on the www.MyWatershedWatch.org website 
• Inquiries on the phone hotline 
• Hits on the www.HHW.org website 



http://www.mywatershedwatch.org/

http://www.hhw.org/





FY 07-08 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan 
 


• Requests for information 
• Actual measurement of fluorescent bulbs dropped off at participating hardware 


stores 
 
Spring ‘07 campaign activities potentially include partner promotional activities, such as 
media-promoted events at Classic Car Wash, Santa Clara County Parks, Bonfante 
Gardens, Guadalupe River Park and Gardens, and participating Silicon Valley Auto 
Dealers Association locations. Whenever possible, measurable components will be 
worked into the promotions to provide further effectiveness measurement. 
 
 
In addition to these measured results, a “mini-survey” will be conducted early in the FY 
07-08 to assess the effectiveness of the FY 06-07 Campaign. Rather than investing a 
major portion of campaign resources to the baseline market study, an alternative 
html/email-based survey approach will be employed: 


• A short quantitative survey will be developed, likely using an online survey 
service such as Survey Monkey to collect data.  


• An online list service will be utilized to reach their double opt-in1 list members 
within our primary target audience (educated Santa Clara County homeowners 
aged 35+); current data suggest more than 1 million names in this list 


• At least one incentive may be developed via a campaign partner, or from the 
research budget, to aid in generating response 


• Test message lines will be used to small portions of the list to determine the most 
effective message/reference line 


• At least one email blast will be sent to the entire list  
• Results will be tabulated, evaluated and reported 
• Depending upon the outcome, campaign creative and/or media strategies may 


be adjusted and implemented for the remainder of FY 07-08 
 
A more detailed, traditional phone-survey will be conducted in FY 08-09, as required by 
the Watershed Education and Outreach Strategy. 
 
 
TASK 1 DELIVERABLES: 
Deliverables shall include: 


• Evaluation and measurement of FY 06-07 campaign effectiveness through 
measurable campaign activities 


• HTML/EMAIL Survey 


o Survey development 


o Incentive development or procurement 


o List service selection / List development 


o HTML and Text-only email development 


                                                 
1 Double opt-in vs. single opt-in: Opt-in email is defined as an email that has been requested by the 
recipient. Single opt-in simply means that actions were taken to sign up for the email in question. The term 
double opt-in means that the subscriber has actively confirmed their subscription, typically by responding to 
an automatically-generated message sent to the email address.  
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FY 07-08 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan 
 


o Test email blasts / evaluation 


o Survey email blast(s)  


o Compile, evaluate and report results 
 
TASK 1 BUDGET: $7,500 


 
TASK 2: Creative Development 


 
A modest creative development budget has been allocated to allow for minor revisions to 
existing messages or the development of an additional message (e.g. anti-litter or 
automotive related message). Depending upon the needs of the campaign, additional 
budget may be required. 
 
The creative development process involves determining the factors that lead to behavior 
changes in the Program’s target audiences. The target audiences are: 
 
Primary target audience: 


• Santa Clara County residents  
• Homeowners  
• Aged 35+  
• College educated 


  
Secondary target audiences: 


• Spanish-speaking or bilingual Santa Clara County residents  
• All Santa Clara County residents aged 15-34 
• High school students 
• Lower income residents ($35,000 total household income or less) 


 
For example, the motivating factors for the primary target audience could be their 
children’s welfare (if applicable), property values, economic factors, and convenience / 
time.  
 
The secondary (long-term) audiences are greatly diverse and therefore may have widely 
varying issues and motivations. The motivating factors for them could be: 


• For Spanish-speaking or bilingual Santa Clara County residents - family values / 
children’s welfare, economic factors. 


• For Santa Clara County residents aged 15-34, high school students - making 
their mark on the world, economy / employment, and pleasure / having fun 


• For lower income residents ($35,000 total household income or less) - economy / 
security, housing. 


 
The Campaign will attempt to understand and answer the inherent questions that the 
target audience will ask upon hearing our message(s): 


• How or why does this impact me? 


• What should I do?  


• What difference will it make? 
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FY 07-08 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan 
 


Campaign messages will answer these target audiences’ questions; inform them and 
show benefits. Each of the messages will get their attention, be clearly understandable, 
focused on one action or desired outcome, appeal to the audience’s values and 
concerns, demonstrate the relevance of their participation/action, and make it seem 
easy.  


Messages and executions will be consistent with the currently developed “Watch Out” 
ads, unless otherwise advised by the results of the baseline survey evaluation. 


Final execution will be determined by media selections, the needs of partners and 
participating jurisdictions, and available budget, but may include: 


• Print media (newspaper ads) 


• Transit media (bus board posters) 


• Radio (recorded messages, public service announcements) 


• Collateral (point-of-purchase displays/prompts, materials for distribution)  


 
TASK 2 DELIVERABLES: 
Final deliverables are contingent upon media plans and WEO AHTG agreement about 
the message focus for each campaign flight. Deliverables may include: 


• Either 1 new print ad message or minor revisions to existing Mercury, Pesticide 
and general awareness ads. 


• Either 1 new radio ad message produced in English & Spanish, or minor 
revisions to existing productions. 


• If transit ads are included in the media plan, production costs will be adjusted 
from another part of the budget. 


• If point-of-purchase / prompts collateral or signage is to be included in any 
partnership activities, production costs will be adjusted from another part of the 
budget, and/or negotiated as partnership added-value. 


 


TASK 2 BUDGET: $6,000 
 


TASK 3:  Media Advertising 


As much as possible, media partnerships, schedules / flight plans and budget allocations 
will be determined in FY 06-07, so they are ready for implementation early in FY 07-08 
pending Task 1 (baseline campaign evaluation) results. In developing these plans, the 
consultants will work with the WEO AHTG to clearly identify and define their media goals 
and preferences, and obtain their approval.  


Requests for proposals will be developed to clearly define the goals of the campaign, the 
prospective media schedule(s)/plan, budget, and the criteria on which proposals will be 
judged. RFPs will be distributed to media in the geographic target area, defined as Santa 
Clara County geographic area, also known as the area of dominant influence (ADI). San 
Francisco media will also be included with the instruction that comparative data is based 
on coverage of Santa Clara County audiences. 
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FY 07-08 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan 
 


Media Allocation   
The consultants will allocate the media budget proportionate to language/population of 
our target audiences, and the media’s effectiveness in delivering reach, frequency and 
added-value to the campaign. They will create an appropriate balance and synergy of 
radio, outdoor/transit, print and collateral, based on the goals and budget for the 
campaign.  


Media Selection                                                                                                                           
Media will be evaluated for: its effective reach in the ADI (ratings); efficiency based on 
cost per point, reach & frequency to target audience(s), added value, and partnership 
opportunities. 


Media selection will be based on creating a desirable balance of reach and frequency; 
limited duplication in programming and formats for maximum reach; maximum impact 
weighing rating points and impressions; and adequate frequency to create impact. 
Selection will also consider the proportion of media in English and Spanish relative to the 
population, effectiveness in delivery of the message, the messages the Campaign wants 
to deliver, partnerships and value-added media and promotions. 


Media Schedule                                                                                                                              


To develop the media plan, the consultants will determine the flight dates and weight of 
media for the flights. Schedules may be determined by the seasonality of the 
message(s) that may impact effectiveness of the campaign. For example, gardening and 
home improvement projects may be more popular in the spring and summer/fall, so pest 
control, gardening and household hazardous waste disposal messages may be more 
effective if delivered in those seasons.  


Schedules may also be influenced by partnership activities and relevant event 
considerations. To maximize partnership opportunities, a campaign message may be 
tagged with a relevant partner/partnership event announcement. This added-media 
value could be offered in trade for in-kind Program promotion at the events, and in event 
marketing (co-sponsorship). A partnership and event calendar will be developed to aid in 
the media planning. 


The FY 06-07 media was a “top of mind awareness” (TOMA) campaign modified to the 
limitations of the media budget. Based on the results of Task 1, the TOMA approach 
may be continued through FY 07-08 or modified to provide one or two high-impact 3- or 
4-week promotions-oriented schedules, depending upon allocation of the additional 
pesticide and mercury outreach media budgets.   


The consultants will present the recommended detailed media plan to WEO AHTG for 
approval. The media plan will be revised as needed to meet or exceed approval. 


Upon approval of the media plan, the consultants will confirm schedules with the media 
and secure contracts, including written commitments of added value and promotions. All 
creative materials and traffic instructions/insertion orders will be distributed to the media. 


 
Task 3 DELIVERABLES: 


• RFP to Media (Media Negotiation) 


• Media Recommendations 
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• Media Plan 


• Traffic/Distribution to Media 


• Billing / Reconciliation / Documentation 


• Media Campaign Summary (Report) 


 
Task 3 BUDGET:  $48,000  
(This may be supplemented with approximately $30,000 from the Pesticide User 
Outreach and Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach media budget) 
 


Task 4: Partner Development and Coordination 


Ongoing effort will be devoted to supporting relationships with current partners / pursuing 
previous partnership opportunities including: 
 
CURRENT 


• Guadalupe River Park & Gardens 


• Santa Clara County HHW Program 


• Children’s Discovery Museum 


• Don Edwards San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge at Alviso 


• Santa Clara County Integrated Waste Management Division 


• Summerwinds Nursery 


• Classic Car Wash 


• Creek Connections Action Group 


• Keep California Beautiful (donations for Creek Connections) 


• Happy Hollow Park & Zoo 


• Bonfante Gardens 


• Santa Clara County Parks & Recreation Department (pending/new FY 06-07) 


• Silicon Valley Auto Dealers Association (pending/new FY 06-07) 


• BASMAA / Our Water Our World 


• Paramount’s Great America (new FY 06-07) 


• Surfrider Foundation (local chapters / new FY 06-07) 


• Media 


o KRTY/KLIV Radio 


o KUFX, KSJO and KCNL (ClearChannel) Radio  


o KEZR/KBAY Radio 


o Times Media, Inc. 
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o Silicon Valley Community Newspapers 


o CBS Outdoor (VTA buses) 


o Auto Shopper South Bay 


o Santa Clara Weekly 


o ANG - Alameda Newspaper Group (Milpitas Post, Berryessa Sun) 


o Embarcadero Publishing (Palo Alto Weekly, Mountain View Voice) 


o Metro News 


PREVIOUS / PENDING   


• Kelly Moore Paints (via media partner) 


• Jiffy Lube / Quality Tune Ups  


• The Watershed Program 


• United Neighborhoods of Santa Clara County 


• RAFT (Resource Area For Teachers) 


• Strong Neighborhoods 


• Hispanic Chamber of Commerce Silicon Valley 


• San Jose Chamber of Commerce 


• San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory 


• Greenbelt Alliance 


• Chinese American Mutual Assistance Association 


• San Jose Conservation Corps 


• Pick Up San Jose 


• Going Native Garden Tours 


• Pure Water Stores 


• Media 


o Telemundo – KSTS Channel 48 Spanish TV   


o San Jose Mercury News + MercuryCenter.com   


o Bay Area Parent Magazine   


o ClearChannel Outdoor (bus shelters, billboards)   


o KPIX – CBS 5 and CW TV   


o KNTV – NBC 11 


o KRZZ “La Raza” Radio   


o KLOK/KBRG Univision Radio   


o KFOG/KFFG Radio   


The consultants will also explore development of new partnerships. They will contact 
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those who were previously sought that didn’t materialize (VTA, Sierra Club), and pursue 
new ones like 


• Additional or alternate media partners  - VietUSA, Cinemas, Pennysaver, ValPak, 
(direct mail media), movie theaters, etc. 


• Water-related / Outdoor activity businesses or sporting retailers – Fishing, 
boating, rafting, kayaking 


• Hardware/Garden/home improvement – OSH (currently through BASMAA), Ace 


• Automotive – dealers, oil change / service centers, auto parts / targeting do-it-
yourself oil changes 


The consultants will distribute a partnership kit to all partners and potential partners, 
which presents partnership benefits and opportunities and tools for displaying their 
support of WW, and thanks them for their partnership.  


Other resources may be developed as new methods or logistics for distributing the 
Program messages.  


The support of these relationships includes coordinating outreach materials or 
messages, promoting the partner’s interests that are shared with the Program, 
participating in key activities and events, and suggesting or developing win-win 
opportunities. A calendar of events will be developed to keep all partnership activities 
“on the same page.”  


Changes and developments in media from the previous year may impact the availability 
or recommended change in partnership pursuits. 


Many of the previous partnerships were primarily based on the distribution of Watershed 
Watch Kits to the public or to the partners’ audiences (e.g. teachers via RAFT).  Since 
the WW Kits have been discontinued, a new partnership plan is needed to re-engage 
each of those partners.   


If needed, consultants will help the WEO AHTG review other local and regional 
campaigns (e.g., the BASMAA Regional Ad Campaign), and provide feedback. 


 


Task 4 DELIVERABLES: 


• Ongoing contact with partners; work with existing partners and renew previous 
partners 


• Maintain updated contact data and partnership details 


• Development of creative partnership opportunities / scenarios 


• Monthly written report of results or activities 


• 2 new community partnerships 


 
Task 4 BUDGET: $5,500 
 


Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program  8  







FY 07-08 Watershed Watch Campaign Work Plan 
 


Task 5:  Development of Value-Added Resources 


The media offers excellent value added opportunities. The consultants will negotiate 
media buys and partnerships for added media exposure, requesting innovative 
partnerships and sponsorship opportunities with the media and their advertisers. When 
media proposals lack relevance or inspiration, the consultants will develop and propose 
concepts, beginning with additional media.   
 
Opportunities include but are not limited to: 


• Contests to provide public awareness and incentive 


• Public Service Announcements / donated airtime or space 


• Sponsorships  


• On-site Events 


• Cross-promotions with other media clients and with the stations/publications 


• Web links, etc. 


The consultants will also explore new methods and channels of distribution for campaign 
messages, as well as activities or opportunities to encourage desired outcome from the 
audience, and reinforce the positive impact of that action. 


Events offering relevant opportunities may be: 


• Earth Day events throughout the region 


• Home & Garden Shows 


• Garden Tours  


• Santa Clara County Parks & Recreation’s “Go Outside and Play Day” and/ Health 
Fair  


• Beach/Creek Clean-up days 


• Outdoor events/activities that take place in a watershed recreation area 


Task 5 DELIVERABLES: 


• Partnership kit (ongoing) 


• Value-added as negotiated with media and partners 


• Monthly written report of results or activities 


Task 5 BUDGET: $7,000 


 


Task 6:  Website Maintenance 


The consultants will maintain the Watershed Watch website on an ongoing basis, 
encouraging partners to provide news.  


This plan does not call for any additional creative (creating new pages), but for 
maintenance of the current site. They will update it regularly with the latest news/ 
articles, creative, partnership links, and events/announcements, including removal of 
expired or past events and news in a timely manner. 
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Any unused maintenance budget will be allocated to translation and development of 
Spanish pages to link to the Spanish site. Currently, many pages linked to the Spanish 
site are English Watershed Watch pages. 


The consultants will track web activity and comment on any potentially relevant trends 
they observe.   


Task 6 DELIVERABLES: 


• Monthly/ongoing maintenance  


• Monthly written report of results or activities 


Task 6 BUDGET: $6,500 
 


Task 7:  Outreach Events 


The consultants will develop a comprehensive calendar of events including 


• Partner events 


• Relevant holidays or observances (Earth Day, Arbor Day, etc.) 


• Media schedules  


They will work with WEO AHTG to create an Event Plan for prioritizing events, determine 
the goals of the events (general or specific to the event), and determine who will 
represent the Program at key events. The available resources will be reviewed to 
determine the need for any outreach materials, exhibits or activities.  


A survey will be utilized to evaluate the events and determine the value of Program 
participation in the selected events. Based on the survey and staff experiences, the 
consultants will examine and recommend any changes or improvements to the event 
plan for FY 08-09 Work Plan. 


Task 7 DELIVERABLES: 


• Event Plan development and maintenance  


• Event Survey / Written report of results or activities 


• Participation / representation at events (2 full days) 


Task 7 BUDGET: $3,000 
 


Task 8:  Media and Public Relations 


Depending upon the effectiveness of PR activities in the FY 06-07, as perceived by the 
WEO AHTG, this task may be eliminated and the associated budget may be reallocated 
to other campaign activities. 
 
Public and Press Relations can potentially increase audience awareness and 
understanding of current events and activities that affect the watersheds. Public relations 
can be proactive or reactive. Opportunities sometimes present themselves by the 
actions of nature, politicians or local citizens. The consultants will communicate to the 
media, items of interest or potential relevance to the goals/messages of the Program, in 
case a timely reaction could be relevant news.  
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Other times, they will craft a relevant news story based on general conditions, planned 
or anticipated events, or current trends.  PR can also be an important option to creating 
awareness of something specific that is not covered in the media plan / paid messages, 
or in support of the Program’s participation in a partner event. Examples are: 


• “Preserving Property Value” as a spin on creek clean up days or pollution 
prevention 


• Promoting an event at the Don Edwards SF Bay Refuge Education Center in 
Alviso 


 
Materials will also be emailed to partners and co-permittees for their use and distribution, 
and/or loaded to the website for download.  


The consultants will seek participation from community calendars in print, TV and radio 
for no-cost announcements of events, programs and activities. 


Task 8 DELIVERABLES: 


• PR plan development and execution (up to 2 news stories or equivalent) 


• Ongoing maintenance of press contact data 


• Clippings when available 


 
Task 8 BUDGET: $5,150 
 


Task 9: FY 08-09 Work Plan Development 


The consultants will compile and submit monthly campaign activity reports, indicating the 
basis of their invoices, for all applicable tasks. Details will include measurable results of 
campaign activities and estimated added-value amounts. 


FY 07-08 mid-year and year-end reports will be developed to assist the WEO AHTG in 
evaluating the effectiveness of the implemented creative, media and outreach strategies.  


The consultants will develop the FY 08-09 Work Plan and Media Plan, consistent with 
the 3-year conceptual plan and adapting to the outcome of the FY 07-08 campaign. 


 


Task 9 DELIVERABLES: 


• FY 08-09 Work Plan 


• FY 07-08 mid-year and end of year report 


• Monthly reports 


Task 9 BUDGET: $5,500 
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BUDGET SUMMARY:  


TASK 1 Baseline Evaluation $7,500  


TASK 2 Creative Development $6,000 


TASK 3 Media Advertising $48,000* 


TASK 4 Partnership Development $5,500 


TASK 5 Added-Value Development $7,000 


TASK 6 Website Maintenance $6,500 


TASK 7 Event Coordination $3,000 


TASK 8 Media/Public Relations $5,150 


TASK 9 FY 08-09 Work Plan $5,500 


TOTAL CONSULTANT BUDGET $94,150 


EOA Mark Up  $9,415  


TOTAL CAMPAIGN BUDGET $103,565 


 
 *Media Buys will be supplemented with approximately $30,000 if available under 
Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
This document comprises a draft Work Plan for implementation of the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s (SCVURPPP’s or Program’s) Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (URMP) for fiscal year (FY) 2007-2008.  This Work Plan fulfills Provision 
C.6.b. of the Program’s NPDES permit (Order 01-024) reissued February 21, 2001.  
   
The Work Plan also fulfills the following additional permit requirements of the Order, 
consistent with Permit Provision C.6.b: 
 
• Describes the development of new or modification of existing Performance Standards 


(Provisions C.2.b. and C.5.); 


• Includes a Program PI/P Work Plan and Co-permittee work plans that describe the 
planned efforts to implement Program and local PI/P activities (Provision C.4.) 


• Contains the Program’s Annual FY 07-08 Monitoring Plan (Provision C.7.c.), which 
addresses data collection and control programs for specific pollutants (Provision C.9.);  


• Includes the Program’s FY 07-08 Copper/Nickel Work Plan (Provisions C.9.a and b), 
which provides descriptions of the proposed Work Plan actions and the status of 
actions accomplished in FY 06-07;  


• Includes the Program’s FY 07-08 Mercury Outreach Activities (Provision C.9.c.), as 
described in the Program’s Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan;   


• Contains the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan tasks for FY 07-08 
(Provision C.9.d); 


• Defines the Program’s role relative to watershed management efforts and involvement 
in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI), as described in 
the Annual Monitoring Plan (Provision C.10.). 


The Work Plan includes clearly defined tasks, responsibilities, and schedules to be 
implemented by the Co-permittees, in each individual jurisdiction and collectively through 
the Program.  The Work Plan builds on the baseline routine efforts conducted by the 
Program and Co-permittees through its “continuous improvement” process.  The Work Plan 
also considers the implementation status of FY 06-07 activities and actions, in order to plan 
FY 07-08 activities. 
 
The Work Plan is comprised of nine sections, as follows: 
 
1. Program Continuous Improvement Tasks:  Section 1 describes continuous 


improvement tasks and provides a schedule for their completion. 
 
2. Performance Standard Revisions: Section 2 provides future efforts for revising the 


Program’s performance standards.   
 
3. Public Involvement and Participation: The Program’s PI/P Work Plan (Section 3) 


includes a list and description of projects planned for FY 07-08 and the process used to 
select them.  A Pollutant Matrix is included which illustrates how on-going and planned 
PI/P efforts are directly linked to pollutants of concern. 
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4. Monitoring Program: The Program’s FY 07-08 Annual Monitoring Plan is presented in 
Section 4.  The monitoring strategy describes how monitoring projects are linked to 
Program goals, SCBWMI goals and permit requirements.  The section identifies those 
on-going projects that are related to permit requirements along with a description and 
tentative schedule for FY 07-08 projects.  The Monitoring Plan also includes watershed 
management measures.  


 
5. Pesticide Management Work Plan: Section 5 contains a status report on the 


Program’s pesticide management tasks, consistent with the Program’s Pesticide 
Management Plan (2/15/02), and planned tasks for FY 07-08. 


 
6. Mercury Pollution Prevention Work Plan: Section 6 contains the Program’s mercury 


pollution prevention tasks for FY 07-08, consistent with the Program’s Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Work Plan (3/1/02).  The status of Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan tasks is 
also provided. 


 
7. New and Redevelopment Work Plan:  Section 7 describes the Program’s progress in 


assisting Co-permittees in preparing to implement the requirements for new and 
redevelopment control measures (Provision C.3.) and the Program tasks planned for FY 
07-08. 


 
8. FY 07-08 Program Budget: The Program’s Final FY 07-08 Budget Report, as approved 


by the Management Committee, is included in Section 8.   
 
9. Co-permittee Work Plan Summary Tables: Section 9 contains the individual Co-


permittee Work Plans for FY 07-08 developed consistent with the FY 00-01 Work Plan 
format approved by Water Board staff.   
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PREFACE 


 
On March 1, 2002, the SCVURPPP submitted a Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring 
Plan (Multi-Year Plan) that was prepared in compliance with monitoring requirements of 
the permit. The previously submitted Multi-Year Plan covered the entire spectrum of the 
SCVURPPP monitoring activities, both programmatic and environmental, and outlined 
the SCVURPPP’s approach to monitoring, presented monitoring priorities and described 
accomplishments to-date. Furthermore, the Multi-Year Plan described the SCVURPPP’s 
linkage to, and support for the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative 
(WMI). 
 
Since its approval, the SCVURPPP has fully implemented the Multi-Year Plan and 
conducted a variety of special studies. In particular, screening level/baseline water 
quality monitoring was conducted in receiving water bodies in FY 02-03 and 03-04, and 
the Assessment of Watershed Assessment Methods Technical Memorandum (Technical 
Memo), dated July 31, 2003, recommended improvements to the SCVURPPP’s 
monitoring and assessment program. Lessons learned from data collected during the 
first two years of implementing the Multi-Year Plan and recommendations presented in 
the Technical Memo provide the impetus for the revisions to the Multi-Year Plan.  
 
The revisions presented in this Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Plan (Revised 
Multi-Year Plan) are minor and intended to: 1) more fully integrate the monitoring 
activities identified in the Multi-Year Plan with watershed assessments, and 2) allow for 
additional follow-up monitoring activities in order to better identify sources of pollutants 
or causes of impairment to Beneficial Uses. Additionally, the Revised Multi-Year Plan 
attempts to provide the SCVURPPP a framework for conducting watershed 
characterization, screening-level monitoring, watershed assessment, investigative 
monitoring and management action implementation.  
 
Summary of Revisions 
It is important to point out that a large majority of the information contained within this 
Revised Multi-Year Plan was originally presented in the Program’s previously submitted 
Multi-Year Plan (dated March 1, 2002). Therefore, for the sake of the reader, we would 
like point out the sections of this Revised Multi-Year Plan that contain a majority of the 
revisions. These include:  
 


• Sections 2.3 & 2.4: SCVURPPP’s Monitoring and Assessment Approach 
and Process Flow Chart – Describes the tiered monitoring approach, the 
proposed framework for conducting monitoring and assessment activities, 
and how watershed assessments are integrated with this approach and 
activities.  


• Section 6.0: Reporting and Quality Control – Describes the deliverables the 
Program will develop and quality control procedures which will continue to be 
incorporated into the SCVURPPP’s Monitoring and Assessment Program.  


• Section 7.0: Environmental Monitoring Measures Summary Matrix – 
Illustrates the revised environmental monitoring and assessment Program’s 
sampling design. 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM  
 


MULTI-YEAR RECEIVING WATERS MONITORING PLAN  
(REVISED MARCH 1, 2004) 


 
1.0  INTRODUCTION 
The Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention (SCVURPPP) was reissued a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit to discharge storm 
water on February 21, 2001 by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board (Regional Board). On March 1, 2002, the SCVURPPP submitted a Multi-Year 
Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Multi-Year Plan) that was prepared in compliance 
with monitoring requirements of the permit. In particular Provision C.7b, which reads: 
 


Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan.  In conjunction with the 
submissions required by Provision 9 the Dischargers shall submit by July 1, 
2001, an interim draft of a Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan, and, by 
March 1, 2002, a final Five-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan acceptable to 
the Executive Officer, designed to comply with these Monitoring Program 
requirements. The Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan shall include provisions for 
monitoring South San Francisco Bay by participating in the San Francisco 
Estuary Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances or an acceptable 
alternative monitoring program. The Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan activities 
shall be coordinated with SCBWMI assessment activities. 


 
The previously submitted Multi-Year Plan covered the entire spectrum of the 
SCVURPPP monitoring activities, both programmatic and environmental, and outlined 
the SCVURPPP’s approach to monitoring, presented monitoring priorities and described 
accomplishments to-date. Furthermore, the Multi-Year Plan described the SCVURPPP’s 
linkage to, and support for the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative 
(WMI), a collaborative, stakeholder driven effort aimed at protecting and enhancing the 
watersheds in the Santa Clara Basin.  
 
Since its approval, the SCVURPPP has fully implemented the Multi-Year Plan and 
conducted a variety of special studies. In particular, screening level/baseline water 
quality monitoring was conducted in receiving water bodies in FY 02-03 and 03-04, and 
the Assessment of Watershed Assessment Methods Technical Memorandum (Technical 
Memo), which provides information necessary to improve SCVURPPP’s monitoring and 
assessment program, was completed on July 31, 2003. Lessons learned from data 
collected during the first two years of implementing the Multi-Year Plan and 
recommendations presented in the Technical Memo provided the impetus for revising 
the Multi-Year Plan. The revisions contained within this Revised Multi-Year Receiving 
Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised Multi-Year Plan) are further described in this section. 
 
1.1 Purpose of the Multi-Year Monitoring Plan and Revisions (2004) 
Monitoring activities originally described in the Multi-Year Plan are generally aimed at 
developing and implementing programs/projects designed to assess programmatic and 
environmental effectiveness and practical, implementable indicators and protocols for 
assessing the beneficial uses of receiving water bodies, including local creeks and the 
San Francisco Bay estuary.  The implementation of these indicators and protocols are a 
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necessary step toward establishing a sound regulatory basis for locally based watershed 
management.  
 
The Revised Multi-Year Plan continues to embrace this strategy and offers revisions that 
are intended to: 1) more fully integrate the monitoring activities identified in the Plan with 
the Program’s need to conduct watershed assessments, and 2) allow for additional 
follow-up monitoring activities that will help better identify sources of pollutants or causes 
of impacts to Beneficial Uses (Uses). Additionally, the Revised Multi-Year Plan attempts 
to provide the SCVURPPP a formalized process for conducting future monitoring and 
assessment activities.  
 
The Revised Multi-Year Plan is intended to provide a broad roadmap for the Program’s 
monitoring activities. The full scopes of many of the activities presented in this Revised 
Multi-Year Plan have not yet been developed. More detailed descriptions of these 
planned activities will be provided in the Program’s Annual Workplans over the next six 
years. In addition, it is foreseeable that due to unknown water quality issues in the 
future, the Program will be directed to focus resources on higher priority monitoring and 
assessment efforts not presented in this Revised Multi-Year Plan. In this case, new 
and/or revised monitoring and assessment activities will also be presented in the 
Program’s Annual Monitoring Program Plan, which is submitted with its Annual Report. 
 
1.2  Goals and Objectives  
The Revised Multi-Year Plan is intended to be a “living” document, evolving along side 
other regional and State monitoring and assessment plans and strategies, including: the 
Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy (RMAS), Regional Monitoring Program 
(RMP) and Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). The Revised Multi-
Year-Plan helps reach the goals and objectives that were set by the Program’s 
Management Committee in 1996. These goals and objectives were incorporated into the 
SCVURPPP’s 1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP). In particular, the 
monitoring program aids in reaching Goals 2 and 3 (see highlighted text in Table 1.0). 
To aid the SCVURPPP in reaching its primary goals, the following goals specific to the 
SCVURPPP’s monitoring program were developed: 
 


• Develop a better understanding of the chemical, biological, and 
physical characteristics of water bodies and watersheds relevant to 
the Program, which will help inform decisions about future 
management actions and help clarify and resolve storm water related 
issues within watersheds; 
 


• Assess baseline water quality conditions in representative watersheds 
within Program boundaries to evaluate storm water impacts and help 
solve creek drainage basin-specific water quality problems; 
 


• Assess whether specific pollutants of concern are found in storm 
water discharges and impact water quality in local water bodies and 
the San Francisco Bay; 
 


• Evaluate the effectiveness of existing storm water pollution prevention 
and control Best Management Practices (BMPs) and recommend 
improvements; and, 
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• Evaluate overall Program effectiveness over time. 
 


 
These goals were designed to achieve each of the following objectives, contained in the 
Program’s NPDES Permit: 
 


1. Characterization of representative drainage areas and storm water 
discharges, including land-use characteristics, pollutant concentrations, 
and mass loadings; 


 
2. Assessment of existing or potential adverse impacts on beneficial uses 


caused by pollutants of concern in storm water discharges, including an 
evaluation of representative receiving waters; 


3. Identification of potential sources of pollutants of concern found in storm 
water discharges; and, 


 
4. Evaluation of effectiveness of representative storm water pollution 


prevention or control measures 
 


Table 1.0.  1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan 
Goals and Objectives 


GOAL 1: Comply with Permit 
• Effectively prohibit non-stormwater discharges (unless exempt or managed according to 


approved conditions) 
• Reduce, to the maximum extent practicable, pollutants in stormwater runoff 
• Comply with permit submittal requirements 


GOAL 2: Determine Success 


• Periodically evaluate the attainment of beneficial uses in selected waterways 
• Evaluate changes in public awareness and behavior 
• Evaluate effectiveness of specific control measures at pollution reduction. 


GOAL 3: Adjust Activities to Meet Changes 
• Define what constitutes success (how much is enough?) as it relates to programmatic and 


technical MEP 
• Utilize what we learn to plan the next steps 


GOAL 4: Achieve Acceptance of Urban Runoff Management Activities 
• Effectively facilitate public input into Program planning process 
• Integrate urban runoff goals at various intra-agency levels 
• Develop and maintain a proactive relationship with regulatory authorities 
• Publicize the efforts of the Co-permittees (Program) 


GOAL 5: Integrate Urban Runoff Program Elements into other Programs 
• Promulgate an understanding of the role of the urban runoff program 
• Encourage other agencies to become involved in urban runoff issues 
• Encourage action by the appropriate agencies 
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It is important to point out that although the Revised Multi-Year Plan has been developed 
to meet the objectives of the NPDES permit, it also addresses the guidance contained in 
several RWQCB letters written to both the Program and members of the BASMAA 
monitoring committee.1   
 
This Revised Multi-Year Plan is intended to help the SCVURPPP: 1) plan and prioritize 
its watershed assessment and monitoring activities over the next six years, and 2) 
coordinate with other watershed assessment programs in the Bay area, including the 
WMI. The SCVURPPP’s watershed assessment and monitoring approach emphasizes 
characterizing watersheds and collecting data when and where appropriate, which will 
enable watershed assessments and focused studies to be conducted that will yield 
information necessary to implement effective and feasible management actions 
designed to reduce the impacts of urban runoff on Uses. 
 
1.3  Revised Multi-Year Plan Organization and Structure 
The Revised Multi-Year Plan is organized into eight (8) sections and describes both 
environmental and programmatic monitoring designed to meet previously stated goals 
and objectives. The Revised Multi-Year Plan includes sections: 
 
1.0   Introduction – provides a brief introduction to the Revised Multi-Year Plan, including 
goals and objectives. 


2.0   Monitoring and Assessment Approach – presents the SCVURPPP’s approach to 
monitoring and assessment, including: a description of monitoring categories, monitoring 
and assessment process, annual project funding process, priorities for assisting the 
WMI, SCVURPPP monitoring priorities, and regional and SCVURPPP monitoring 
activities accomplished to-date.  


3.0  Watershed Monitoring and Assessment Activities - description of planned watershed 
monitoring and assessment activities, including: screening-level monitoring and 
watershed assessments.  


4.0  Pollutant of Concern Monitoring and Characterization Activities – provides a 
description of planned pollutant of concern monitoring and characterization, including 
local and regionally-based activities.  


5.0  BMP and Performance Standard Monitoring – describes monitoring activities 
associated with measuring the effectiveness of implementing performance standards 
and control programs for POCs. 


6.0  Reporting and Quality Control Procedures  -   provides a description of the quality 
control and assurance (QA/QC) procedures and the reporting process the Program will 
develop and implement. 


7.0 Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Measures Summary Matrix- illustrates 
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment Measures (EMMs) that are currently being 
                                                 
1 RWQCB letter from Tom Mumley to BASMAA monitoring committee entitled “Urban Runoff Monitoring 
Needs/Recommendations” dated February 2, 2001. 
RWQCB letter from Loretta Barsamian to Adam Oliveiri entitled “FY2002-2003 Stormwater Municipal 
NPDES Program Priorities” dated December 7, 2001. 
The water quality monitoring comments in the RWQCB from Bruce Wolfe to Beau Goldie entitled “Pesticide-
Related Components of 2000/01 Annual Report” postmarked December 28, 2001. 
RWQCB letter from Loretta Barsamian to Beau Goldie entitled “Request for revision of the Program’s long-
term receiving waters monitoring plan” dated June 5, 2002. 
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implemented or are planned. EMMs are used to gauge the effects of urban runoff on the 
environment.  


8.0  Programmatic Monitoring Indicators Summary Matrix – illustrates Programmatic 
Monitoring Indicators (PMIs) that are currently being implemented or are planned. PMIs 
are used to gauge how well Performance Standards are being met and control 
measures are being implemented.  
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2.0 MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT APPROACH 
 
The information contained in Section 2.0 is intended to provide context to the 
SCVURPPP’s Monitoring Program, by briefly describing SCVURPPP’s approach to 
monitoring and assessment. Background information is provided, including: a summary 
of SCVURPPP’s monitoring priorities; descriptions of environmental and programmatic 
monitoring, and SCVURPPP’s monitoring and assessment process; the annual project 
funding process; priorities for assisting the WMI; the integration of SCVURPPP-led 
monitoring activities with regional monitoring strategies; and a description of a portion of 
the SCVURPPP monitoring-related accomplishments to-date 
 
2.1  Background 
From its inception in 1990 through 1995, the Program’s monitoring activities focused on 
establishing baseline information through sampling and analysis of runoff from various 
land uses and ambient waters.  A summary of the products produced as part of the 
SCVURPPP’s previous monitoring efforts is contained in the 1997 URMP. In addition to 
gathering baseline information, the Program’s annual monitoring plans have also 
included assessments intended to enhance understanding of the sources and extent of 
urban runoff pollution, its effects, and methods for its control. 
 
In August 19962 the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requested that the 
SCVURPPP redirect its monitoring resources and develop a new approach:  
 


Specific monitoring activities that should be considered within the strategy 
include characterization of drainage areas (watershed monitoring) 
including land use characteristics (general, such as open, residential, 
commercial, or industrial areas, or specific sources) and consideration of 
physical and biological, as well as chemical indicators to assess the 
drainage areas. We strongly encourage you to use community-based 
(volunteer) monitoring as an inexpensive and effective means to conduct 
this type of monitoring. The strategy should also establish a mechanism 
or process for effective use of special or pilot studies by your program or 
those conducted by other programs. 


 
Since 1997, the Program’s emphasis has been on integrating urban runoff and 
watershed management. This emphasis continues to be a major condition of the urban 
runoff permit. The results of this integration effort include the Program’s and individual 
Co-permittee assistance on: managing various subgroups of the WMI, preparing the 
abridged and unabridged Watershed Characteristics Report, conducting various projects 
related to the review of development policies, and the completion of the national 
Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project. A more detailed discussion 
of these efforts is contained the Program’s Annual Reports (i.e., see FY 97-98, 98-99, 
99-00, 00-01, 01-02 and 02-03). 
 
2.2 Summary of Program Monitoring Priorities 
The SCVURPPP’s Monitoring AHTG uses the following monitoring priorities to 
determine which projects are funded for a given year:  
 
                                                 
2 Loretta K. Barsamian, Executive Officer. August 30, 1996 letter to Frank Maitski. 







 


  7/1/04  
  7  


1) New projects needed to implement the results, and achieve the goals, of current 
projects; 


2) New projects that implement continuous improvement items identified through the 
annual review process; 


3) Projects that support the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative in one 
of the following ways: 


a) Investigate Beneficial Uses and Causes of Impairment (including field work) 
b) Review and Compile Environmental Data and Make it Accessible 
c) Develop Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 
d) Facilitate and Support WMI Subgroups (including coordination with other 


agencies) 


4. Projects identified through participation in regional monitoring collaborative efforts, 
including the Regional Monitoring Program and BASMAA. 


 
Each of these priorities is intended to fulfill specific provisions of the Program’s NPDES 
permit and the 1997 URMP, and to provide a strong basis for both program improvement 
and the next round of permit requirements.  
 
2.3 SCVURPPP’s Monitoring and Assessment Approach 
The SCVURPPP continues to embrace the watershed approach to direct its monitoring 
and assessment activities, and meet its goals and objectives. The watershed approach 
is a coordinating framework for environmental management that focuses efforts to 
address the highest priority problems within hydrologically-defined geographic areas. 
The SCVURPPP will continue to define and address high priority issues through the 
implementation of activities that fall into two monitoring categories: programmatic 
monitoring and environmental monitoring and assessment. Each monitoring category 
and specific subcategories are defined below. Specific activities being conducted under 
each category are further described in Sections 3.0, 4.0 and 5.0; and implementation 
timelines are presented in Section 7.0. 
 
2.31 Monitoring Categories  


The word monitoring can be applied to a wide range of activities; therefore, it is 
important that a monitoring program begins by defining the types of monitoring that will 
be employed to achieve its objectives. Nonpoint source programs, including urban runoff 
management programs, generally employ several types of monitoring depending on the 
type of observation that is desired. The types of monitoring employed by the 
SCVURPPP fall into two general categories: Environmental Monitoring and Assessment 
Measures (EMMs) and Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs). Although inherently 
interconnected, each strategy has its own objectives. The objectives, elements, 
differences and utility of the environmental monitoring and assessment; and 
programmatic monitoring strategies are further discussed in the following paragraphs. 
 
Programmatic Monitoring – Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs) are used to 
gauge how well performance standards are being met. Programmatic monitoring efforts 
typically include tracking and evaluating continuous improvements and evaluating the 
effectiveness of implementing control programs for pollutants of concern.  Programmatic 
monitoring provides the best basis for measuring compliance with Permit requirements 
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and the success of implementing Program components. Programmatic Monitoring 
Indicators are presented in described in Section 5.0 BMP and Performance Standard 
Monitoring Activities, and in Section 8.0 Programmatic Monitoring Indicators Summary 
Matrix. 
 
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment - Environmental monitoring and assessment 
measures (EMMs) are activities that entail the collection of environmental data through 
field studies and analysis of information through assessments. EMMS are coordinated at 
the local or regional level and typically fall into one of two general areas:  
 


• Watershed Assessment Activities; and, 
• Pollutants of Concern (POC) Monitoring. 


 
EMMs are intended to: 1) assist the RWQCB characterize receiving water quality in 
urban watersheds consistent with the priorities of the Watershed Management Initiative 
and the Program; 2) identify where and what type of screening-level monitoring is 
appropriate; and, 3) recognize the need for site-specific water quality investigations to 
address questions that might arise while conducting screening-level monitoring efforts. 
Based on the Program’s experience, we believe EMMs provide the best context for 
considering the effects of stormwater runoff on the environment.3,4  EMMs are further 
described in Sections 3.0 Watershed Monitoring and Assessment and 4.0 Pollutants of 
Concern Monitoring. Implementation timelines for EMMs are presented in Section 7.0.  
 
Tiered Monitoring and Assessment Approach 


Because there are a variety of types of environmental monitoring that are available, it is 
useful to classify parameters that may be measured into two tiers; screening-level 
monitoring and assessments (i.e. Tier I) and investigative monitoring (i.e., Tier II). 
Screening level monitoring and assessments include more general measurements made 
at various sampling locations, providing an initial characterization of the physical, 
chemical, and biological integrity of a particular watershed/waterbody.  
 
Investigative monitoring or studies include more detailed measurements typically taken 
in a more defined area (e.g., stream reach). Investigative monitoring is intended to 
address specific questions of impairment, such as: 1) what is the cause of the potential 
impairment, and 2) what is the potential source of the pollutant identified? Table 2.0 
provides a few examples of screening-level indicators and investigative monitoring 
parameters. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


                                                 
3 Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project – Final Report, prepared for the Water Environment Research Foundation, 
2001. 
4 Watersheds 2000 – A Vision of the SCVURPPP’s Role in Watershed Management and the SCBWMI, December 9, 1999. 
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Table 2.0. Examples of screening-level indicators and investigative monitoring 
parameters, with associated beneficial uses. 
 


Indicator/Parameter Beneficial Uses 


Screening-level Indicators  


General Water Quality  


Rapid Bioassessment  


Fisheries Assemblage Characterization 


Qualitative Physical Habitat Assessments 


Aquatic Life Uses 


Bacterial Indicators Recreation Uses 


Investigative Parameters 


Nutrients (NO3, NO2, NH4, PO4) 


Sediment (TSS, SSC, Geomorphic Analyses) 


Toxicity (3 species bioassays, TIEs) 


Aquatic Life Uses 


Metals (Cu, Ni, Cd, Hg, Cr, Pb, Se) Aquatic Life and Recreation Uses 


Pesticides (Organophosphates) 


Quantitative Physical Habitat Assessments 
Aquatic Life Uses 


Organics (PCBs, PAHs, Dioxins) Aquatic Life and Recreation Uses 
 
 
2.32 Integrating Monitoring into Watershed Assessment  


In the absence of a robust data set that can be used to characterize water quality and 
the physical, chemical and biological integrity of most water bodies in the Santa Clara 
Valley basin, initial characterization (i.e., screening-level monitoring/assessments) is 
needed. To provide this necessary information, the SCUVRPPP intends to conduct 
screening level monitoring in watersheds within the Santa Clara Valley basin using 
screening-level indicators. Data collected from these efforts is intended to provide 
information that will aid the Program in conducting watershed assessments. To the 
extent possible, these assessments will be conducted in coordination and collaboration 
with other efforts current underway in the basin (e.g., SCVWD Stream Stewardship 
Plans).  
 
As an outcome of conducting watershed assessments, data gaps, testable hypotheses 
and preliminary management actions will be presented. Where feasible, investigative 
studies will be conducted to help test hypotheses and fill data gaps identified during 
watershed assessments. These investigative studies will aid the Program in determining 
the extent of impairment, and the causes and sources of impairment (if necessary), 
leading to potential recommendations for management actions in these watersheds. This 
approach is similar to regional (i.e., RMAS) and other Bay area urban runoff 
management program monitoring and assessment approaches. The approach is 
illustrated in Figure 1.0 SCVURPPP’s Monitoring and Assessment Process Flow Chart 
and further described in Section 2.4. Additionally, a generalized timetable for conducting 
screening-level monitoring and assessments, watershed assessments, investigative 
monitoring, and status and trends monitoring is presented in Section 7.0. 







 


  7/1/04  
  10  


2.4 SCVURPPP’s Monitoring and Assessment Process Flow Chart 
A Monitoring and Assessment Process Flow Chart (Figure 1.0) was developed to 
illustrate the Program’s “tiered” monitoring approach to environmental monitoring and 
the nexus between environmental monitoring and watershed assessment. This process 
is intended to provide the Program with a formalized structure for conducting monitoring 
and assessments under the Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. This 
process utilizes the best available water quality and watershed-related information 
throughout each step, with the goal of collecting additional data needed to characterize, 
assess and protect/restore beneficial uses in receiving water bodies. The following 
sections describe each step in the process. 
 
Step #1: Watershed Characterization  


Watershed characterization is an import foundation-setting activity needed to develop a 
better understanding of the location and extent of impacts to watersheds, water quality 
and beneficial uses. Building on recent watershed assessment activities conducted by 
the WMI and the SCVURPPP, the Program plans to conduct activities entailing the 
collection and analysis of information needed to further characterize watersheds. To 
facilitate this process, the SCVURPPP will annually develop a Watershed 
Characterization and Sampling Design Technical Memorandum (Characterization 
Memo).  
 
The purpose of the Characterization Memo is to describe existing readily available 
information (e.g. watershed attributes, beneficial use information, water quality data) that 
will aid in the development of a sampling design for a specific watershed(s) that are 
scheduled for screening-level monitoring to begin during the next fiscal year. Beginning 
with the Program’s FY 05-06 Annual Workplan, a Characterization Memo that will, (1) 
describe relevant watershed attributes and (2) provide justification for the selection of 
sampling parameters and sites within a watershed(s) scheduled for screening-level 
sampling in that fiscal year ,will be submitted to the Regional Board.  
 
It is important to point out that this task is very similar to activities previously conducted 
by Program staff when developing the Program’s Annual Monitoring Program Plan. The 
only difference being the deliverable (i.e., Characterization Memo), which will aid the 
Program in, documenting the extent of readily available information for the given 
watershed, and developing the rationale behind selection of monitoring indicators and 
sampling site locations. 
 
Step #2: Screening Level Monitoring  


An ecological indicator is a measure, an index of measures, or a model that 
characterizes an ecosystem or one of its critical components. An indicator may reflect 
biological, chemical and/or physical attributes of ecological condition, and may also be 
used to identify major ecosystem stress. The Program intends to collect two types of 
screening level indicators during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan: (1) 
aquatic life use indicators (e.g., benthic macroinvertebrates and fish assemblages) and 
(2) water recreation use indicators (e.g., fecal and total coliforms, enterococcus and E. 
coli). Each type of indicator is further described below.  
 
Aquatic Life Use Indicators - As a first step in conducting environmental monitoring, the 
Program intends to use screening level indicators that will aid in determining ecological 
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Figure 1.0  SCVURPPP Monitoring and Assessment Process Flow Chart, illustrates the Program’s “tiered” monitoring 
approach to environmental monitoring and the nexus between environmental monitoring and watershed assessment. 
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condition and status of aquatic life uses in Santa Clara basin water bodies. In particular, 
the Program has selected Benthic macroinvertebrates (BMIs) and fish community 
assemblages as screening level indicators of aquatic life uses. Extensive guidance on 
development and use of BMIs and fish as indicators has been supported at the national 
and state levels, and a number of agencies and volunteer groups have begun to sample 
BMIs in Bay Area creeks using the California Stream Bioassessment Procedure 
developed by the California Department of Fish and Game. Additionally, screening level 
assessments of physical habitat will be conducted to aid in determining the 
physical/habitat condition or quality of a watershed and water body. Qualitative 
screening-level physical habitat assessments will be conducted synoptically with BMI 
and fish data collection efforts. Qualitative physical habitat assessments also include, 
general water quality measurements and substrate composition estimates taken during 
biological sampling.  
 
Recreation Use Indicators - Microbiological water analysis is typically carried out to 
safeguard the health of a community by testing for possible fecal pollution, the source of 
microorganisms causing waterborne disease. Indicators of recreational use are 
microbiological organisms that coexist with pathogens in the fecal environment and are 
easier and less expensive to test for than pathogens. For these reasons, indicator 
organisms are often the focus of water analyses rather than pathogens. The most 
commonly employed indicator organisms are total coliform, fecal coliform, enterococcus, 
and E. coli. The Program intends to use these organisms as screening level indicators of 
beneficial uses related to recreation (i.e., REC-1 and REC-2). To ensure locations that 
have a high potential for recreational uses are sampled, Program staff will identify 
sampling sites within a given watershed during the watershed characterization stage of 
the watershed monitoring and assessment process (see Step #1). The selection of 
sampling site locations will be based upon where the highest potential for exposure and 
access to the creek appears to exist (e.g., parks adjacent to creeks and local swimming 
sites). 
 
Step #3: Watershed Assessment  


Watershed assessment is the systematic review of specific resources such as benthic 
macroinvertebrates or fish and their habitat and riparian areas in a watershed-scale 
context. The results of watershed assessment can be used to establish the context for 
subsequent evaluations and analysis of cumulative watershed effects. It is the Program’s 
intent to conduct watershed assessments in specific watersheds within the Santa Clara 
basin. Assessments will integrate information collected during watershed 
characterizations and screening-level assessments to support Program objectives of 
continuously improving Program components and developing additional ones to support 
attainment of beneficial uses in selected water bodies. As an outcome of the 
assessment, the Program will develop a Watershed Assessment Report that will 
describe the assessment process, identify data gaps and potential follow-up studies, and 
recommend management actions, where feasible. Watershed assessments will be 
coordinated with other assessment-related activities occurring in the basin, to the extent 
possible, and will only occur in watersheds identified as high priority by the Program. 
 
Step #4: Investigative Monitoring/Studies  


Investigative monitoring/studies include more detailed measurements typically taken in a 
more defined area (e.g., stream reach). Investigative monitoring is intended to address 
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specific questions related to potential impairment, such as: 1) what is the cause of the 
potential impairment, and 2) what is the potential source of the pollutant identified? Table 
2.0 provides a few examples of investigative monitoring parameters. 
 
As illustrated in the Monitoring and Assessment Process Flow Chart (Figure 1.0), 
investigative monitoring/studies can arise through multiple pathways. First, additional 
data collection (e.g., investigative monitoring or special studies) may be recommended 
in a Watershed Assessment Report to aid in determining beneficial uses impacts. 
Alternatively, existing data may suggest that additional data collection is needed to 
determine impacts, or a NPDES Permit Provision may require that investigative 
monitoring or a special study be conducted. Regardless of which pathway is taken, prior 
to conducting investigative monitoring or a special study the Program will determine if 
additional monitoring or a study is feasible and/or a high priority by reflecting on 
monitoring priorities established in 1997 to determine which projects should occur in a 
given year (see Section 2.2). 
 


Step #5: Development/Implementation/Recommendation of Management Actions 


Once investigative monitoring or a special study has adequately determined the 
cause(s) and source(s) of adverse impacts in a watershed or sub-watershed, a logical 
next step is to implement feasible management actions designed to reduce/eliminate the 
impacts on beneficial uses (e.g., best management practices). Depending on the 
location of the source, jurisdiction of the agency and feasibility of implementation, 
management actions could be implemented by a variety of agencies. For example, if a 
source of a water quality impact is determined to be outside of the jurisdiction of the 
SCVURPPP, recommendations may be provided to the appropriate agency or individual. 
Alternatively, a particular municipality within the SCVURPPP may be the most 
appropriate agency to implement a best management practice (BMP) designed to help 
protect or restore a beneficial use.  
 
Step #6: Status & Trends Monitoring and BMP Effectiveness Monitoring  


Best Management Practices (BMPs) are measures, activities, or other practices that 
prevent or minimize pollutant discharges to water bodies. Some are routine activities 
such as recycling materials that contain pollutants, good housekeeping practices and 
spill prevention procedures. Others are structural treatment measures that are integrated 
into the storm water conveyance system to remove pollutants from runoff before it enters 
water bodies. During its second NPDES permit cycle the Program established initial 
Performance Standards incorporating a variety of BMPs into several components 
including, Public Information and Participation; New Development and Redevelopment 
Activities; Illicit Discharge Controls; Industrial and Commercial Business Controls, and; 
Municipal Government Maintenance Activities. Performance standards under each 
component are updated on an as needed basis through the Program’s continuous 
improvement process. 
 
To monitor the effectiveness of an implemented BMP or performance standard, the 
Program will conduct programmatic monitoring by developing and implementing 
Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs). As described in Section 2.31, PMIs typically 
include tracking and evaluating continuous improvements and the effectiveness of 
implementing BMPs.  Programmatic monitoring provides the best basis for measuring 
compliance with Permit requirements and the success of implementing Program 
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components. Additionally, once a BMP has been implemented, status and trends 
monitoring will occur (in parallel with PMIs) over time to determine if a net environmental 
benefit is apparent. Although particular situations may require the use of more specific 
monitoring parameters, screening level indicators will likely be used to determine the 
status and trends of water bodies. 


 
2.5 Priorities for Assisting the Watershed Management Initiative 
The Program’s Monitoring Ad-hoc Task Group (AHTG), composed of Co-permittee 
representatives, works with Program staff to review proposed projects and allocate 
available funds. Regional Board staff and interested parties attend the AHTG meetings. 
As presented in the Program’s monitoring priorities (see section 2.2), there are four 
general areas in which the SCVURPPP provides support to the SCBWMI. These 
include: 


1. Investigate Beneficial Uses and Causes of Impairment (including field work) 


2. Review and Compile Environmental Data and Make it Accessible 


3. Develop Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 


4. Facilitate and Support WMI Subgroups (including coordination with other 
agencies). 


 
2.6 Continuous Improvement Process 
An important feature of a mature Phase I municipal stormwater management program 
like the Santa Clara Valley Program is a process for continuous improvement.  As shown 
in the Program’s 1997 URMP and illustrated in Figure 2.0, continuous improvement is 
implemented through two feedback “loops.”  The loop on the left emphasizes 
programmatic measures to gage the performance of the Co-permittees and the overall 
Program (and includes participation in regional efforts such as the San Francisco Bay 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances). The loop on the right emphasizes 
watershed assessment and management conducted jointly with other stakeholders in 
the SCBWMI5. 


 
This two-pronged approach facilitates the Regional Board’s responsibility for fairly 
measuring regulatory compliance while encouraging a watershed management 
approach.  The continuous improvement process has been utilized by the Program over 
the past seven years to successfully integrate programmatic monitoring indicators, which 
provide the best basis for measuring permit compliance, with watershed management 
measures (including environmental monitoring), which provides the best context for  
considering the effects of urban runoff on the environment and measures to improve the 
health of the watershed.   


                                                 
5 The continuous improvement process concept was developed as part of the Program’s 1997 Urban Runoff 
Management Plan to more effectively integrate urban runoff and watershed management. 
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Figure 2.0.  SCVURPPP’s continuous improvement process illustrating two feedback “loops” which emphasize the nexus between 
the Program and the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI). The continuous improvement process was 
originally presented in the Program’s 1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP).  
 


Urban Runoff Management Plan


Evaluation of
Opportunities for Improvement


Participation in the Santa Clara Basin 
Watershed Management Initiative


Identification of 
Urban Pollutant 


Sources or 
Watershed 


Impacts


Recommendations 
for Work or Further 


Study


Referral to SCVURPPP 
Management Committee


Program 
Joint Activities 


Annual Report


Participation with 
Other Entities


Co-Permittee
Implementation


Peer Reviews 
and On-Site 


Program Reviews


Management 
Committee


Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention


Watershed Management







   


FY04-05 Work Plan  3/1/04  
F:\Sc42\Updated URMP_2004\Revised Multi-Year Monitoring Plan_final.doc             16  


2.7 Stakeholder Involvement & Input 
A significant factor in the success of the continuous improvement program is the active 
involvement and input from the various watershed stakeholders. Over the past seven 
years, this involvement and input has principally come through the Program’s and Co-
permittees significant involvement in the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management 
Initiative (WMI). For example, the Program’s involvement involved a major role preparing 
both the abridged and unabridged versions of the Watershed Characteristics Report, the 
lead role in conducting the assessment of Coyote Watershed, a continuing leadership 
role in the Landuse Subgroup as well as the Bay Monitoring and Modeling and 
Regulatory Subgroups, and it’s continued support of the Core Group efforts.   
 
As the SCVURPPP and WMI move forward towards completing ongoing assessments, 
initiating new assessments, identifying impediments to maintaining and improving water 
quality and identifying actions to improve water quality, the “continuous improvement” 
process and input from stakeholders will become even more important to shape the 
actions and priorities for the future. As illustrated in Figure 2.0 the most advantageous 
time to provide effective input to the Program and Co-permittees is through the review of 
the Annual Report. The Annual Report is submitted to the RWQCB on September 15 
each year. To be useful, the review and comment needs to occur during the latter half of 
September and October of each year with comments available by the first of November. 
 
While review of the Annual Report is the most effective means to influence future efforts, 
the Program and Co-permittees continued involvement in the WMI will also generate 
new ideas and avenues to improve the management of urban runoff and the effective 
and efficient integration6 of urban runoff management into the overall management of the 
Santa Clara basin watersheds.  
 
2.8 Effectively Integrating Urban Runoff and Watershed Management 
The requirement to investigate, consider, and implement watershed management 
measures first appeared in the Program’s 1995 NPDES permit and is also a requirement 
of the Program’s current NPDES permit.  As part of its application for the current permit, 
the Program developed a “Watersheds 2000 Vision” (December 1999) that outlines the 
principles and approaches that the Program and its Co-permittees will use to support 
better management of the Santa Clara Basin through the implementation of urban runoff 
control measures.  The vision statement also defines the relationship between and the 
roles of the Program and the SCBWMI in this context. 
 
The Program’s approach for supporting watershed management and the SCBWMI is 
based on the following principles: 
 


• The goal of the Program and its Co-permittees is to maintain water quality and 
protect the beneficial uses of the waterbodies in the Santa Clara Basin through 
the implementation of control measures to the maximum extent practicable.  
 


• Successful watershed management must be a community-wide, stakeholder-
driven effort that includes regulatory agencies, the business community, 
environmental advocates, and local government. 


                                                 
6 See the Program’s report entitled “Watershed Management and Urban Runoff Management Integration 
Report-Permit Provision C.10, June 29, 2001”  for a further discussion. 
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• The Co-permittees recognize it can be difficult to separate many urban runoff 


“issues” from the general impacts of urbanization resulting from the cumulative 
effects of land development. 
 


• The Co-permittees understand that municipal agency activities have the potential 
to impact water quality and beneficial uses; conversely such activities can create 
opportunities to improve water quality and enhance aquatic resources. 


 
Given those principles, the Co-permittees envision the roles of the Program and that of 
the SCBWMI as follows:  
 


• The Program’s activities pursuant to the NPDES permit assist Co-permittees and 
other local agencies to incorporate appropriate watershed management 
recommendations into their decision-making and specific watershed protection 
approaches into their day-to-day operations.  
 


• The SCBWMI, as a stakeholder process, provides the tools to identify community 
goals and issues, and facilitates the development of common ground between 
stakeholders to recommend to policy-makers the actions needed to better 
manage watershed resources. 


 
The Program seeks to create an avenue by which the SCBWMI’s broad stakeholder 
goals and objectives can be incorporated into the daily operations of the Co-permittees.  
The Co-permittees will strive to apply their resources and powers to preserve and 
enhance the watershed.  To do this most effectively, the Program and Co-permittees 
need to translate SCBWMI stakeholder recommendations into specific actions that are 
reasonable, practical, and that can be incorporated into their missions and services (see 
Figure 2.0).  In addition, the Program will work with Regional Board staff to apply a 
regulatory strategy that allows Co-permittees to find ways to coordinate with other 
agencies within a specific watershed to protect and enhance beneficial uses. 
 
2.9 Integration with Regional Monitoring Activities  
The Program has contributed to the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances 
(RMP) since 1993 and has contributed approximately $150,000 a year to the RMP over 
the past four years. In addition, the three South Bay municipal wastewater treatment 
plants (i.e., City of Palo Alto, City of Sunnyvale, and the San Jose-Santa Clara facility) 
annually contribute between $200,000 and $250,000 a year to the RMP.   Thus, local 
communities (which are urban runoff Co-permittees) contribute approximately $350,000 
to $400,0000 a year to a regional monitoring program (consistent with Permit Provision 
C.7b). The results of the RMP's research and investigations have been published by the 
San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI). 
 
The Regional Board has requested that the Program and other members of the Bay 
Area Storm water Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) conduct “monitoring” in 
a broad sense that includes watershed assessment, and pollutants of concern (POCs) 
and BMP monitoring. The scope and objectives of monitoring and assessment activities 
have been refined through a number of initiatives including the BASMAA Regional 
Monitoring Strategy (BRMS) and the Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy 
(RMAS). The Regional Board’s most recent conceptual strategy is based on the design 
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of its Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP) efforts and uses several 
categories of monitoring depending on the spatial extent, type of pollutant or stressor 
and level of detail and data quality required. These activities are described in more detail 
in Sections 3.0, 4.0 and 5.0. 
 
2.10 Accomplishments to-date 
Complying with the Regional Board directive to redirect monitoring resources from a 
baseline monitoring approach, the Program has, since 1997, moved toward assessment 
of specific pollutants and conditions of designated beneficial uses. To improve the 
effectiveness of our special studies and those conducted by other programs, in 1996 and 
1997, the SCVURPPP co-sponsored, and participated in, the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association’s (BASMAA’s) development of a BASMAA Regional 
Monitoring Strategy (BRMS). The SCVURPPP continues to coordinate its monitoring 
activities with other BASMAA member agencies.  
 
In recent years, the Program has conducted substantial original research and 
investigations into the sources, fate, transport, and effects of urban runoff pollutants, the 
characteristics of Santa Clara Basin watersheds, the effects of urbanization on 
watersheds, and the effectiveness of various control measures. Beginning in 1993-1994, 
the SCVURPPP has funded efforts to assess the condition of beneficial uses of creeks 
within the Santa Clara Basin. The Program, as part of the Annual Reports, updates a 
summary of memoranda and reports published as a result of their research and 
investigative efforts. The most recent update is contained in Table 4-2 of the 2002-2003 
Program Annual Report. The following subsections briefly describe a portion of the 
projects the Program has conducted.  
 
Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project (SEIDP) 


The SCVURPPP recently completed a two year research project entitled “The 
Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project (SEIDP). The SEIDP is part 
of USEPA’s Environmental Indicators/Measures of Success Project (third phase), which 
focuses on local demonstration projects and testing of the indicators. The Water 
Environment Research Foundation sponsored the SEIDP jointly with the Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP).  
 
The project objectives were to: 


• Evaluate the usefulness of the Center for Watershed Protection’s (CWP) 
Stormwater Indicator Methodology under semi-arid conditions; 


• Evaluate the applicability of environmental indicators under semi-arid conditions in 
two different situations: at a watershed level that includes a variety of chemical, 
physical and biological indicators and in an industrial watershed that emphasizes 
programmatic indicators; 


• Select, test, and refine protocols for monitoring environmental indicators in semi-
arid conditions; and, 


• Develop guidance on selection and use of environmental indicators, and 
disseminate guidance to other stormwater programs in California, Oregon and the 
west to assist in validation of environmental indicators throughout the west. 
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Consistent with these objectives, the CWP’s stormwater indicator methodology was 
applied at two distinct geographic scales: the 310-square-mile watershed of Coyote 
Creek (which includes the eastern portion of the City of San Jose) and a 28-acre 
industrial catchment along Walsh Avenue in the City of Santa Clara. The semi-arid 
climate is typical of California’s coast from the San Francisco Bay area southward. 
 
In Coyote Creek, the baseline was a 1979-1981 EPA-sponsored study that sought to 
identify the effects of urban runoff on water quality, sediment, fish, macroinvertebrates, 
attached algae, and rooted aquatic vegetation. In addition, the SCVURPPP monitored 
stormwater constituents and toxicity in the creek 1987-1996. In 1999, the SEIDP 
sampled fish and the physical habitat at 18 locations in Coyote Creek, sampled surficial 
sediment at six locations, and sampled benthic macroinvertebrates at nine locations. 
The SEIPD analyzed flooding, changes to stream morphology, and sources of 
imperviousness in the surrounding watershed. Georeferenced reports of illegal dumping 
and known industrial and construction sites were also generated. 
 
Regional Board staff has been thoroughly involved in these projects through participation 
in the Program’s Monitoring Ad-hoc Task Group, through WMI subgroups, and through 
special review groups such as the Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration 
Project Review Committee and other technical advisory groups facilitated by Program 
staff. 
 
Joint Stormwater Agency Project  


The recent emphasis on developing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for water 
quality impairing pollutants has led the Regional Board to require new assistance from 
Bay area municipal storm water programs.  Requirements include characterizing 
pollutant distributions in representative watersheds, identifying pollutant sources, 
estimating pollutant loads and identifying and implementing additional pollutant control 
measures. To meet these requirements, the Program coordinated a recently completed 
two-year regional study to characterize distributions of these pollutants found in storm 
drain and creek embedded sediment.  The study found statistically higher concentrations 
of mercury, PCBs, chlordanes and DDTs in urbanized areas compared to undeveloped, 
open land uses. Median concentrations of total PCBs, chlordanes and DDTs measured 
in urban storm drain sediments were roughly two orders of magnitude greater than 
median concentrations measured in Bay sediments by the Regional Monitoring Program.  
The median concentration of mercury in urban storm drains was generally comparable to 
Bay sediments. Several sites with elevated levels of one or more of the study pollutants 
were identified. The study also developed planning-level estimates of urban runoff 
pollutant loads to San Francisco Bay from its surrounding watersheds. 
 
Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy 


Regional Board staff has developed a Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy 
(RMAS) for watershed monitoring and assessment in the Bay area. The purpose of the 
RMAS is to improve the technical content of the Regional Board’s policies and regulatory 
actions. The specific regulatory focus of the RMAS is to help the Regional Board 
complete biennial water quality assessments under the Clean Water Act’s 305(b) and 
303(d) requirements. The RMAS endorses a multi-faceted monitoring approach, 
including incorporation of bioassessment data and physical measurements into Regional 
Board decision making, as supported by the 1997 USEPA 305(b) guidelines. The RMAS 
is being carried out in a phased approach, beginning with “pilot-scale implementation in 
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selected watersheds,” and establishing a rotating basin approach that will eventually 
result in “comprehensive assessment of surface and ground waters in the San Francisco 
Bay Region.” 
 
The Regional Board has begun implementing the RMAS by assessing selected pilot 
watersheds in the Bay area. These assessments of “Board-lead” watersheds are 
currently funded by the NPDES permittees, including SCVRUPPP, through permit 
surcharges for the State Surface Waters Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). The 
Regional Board is also relying on partnerships with local agencies to implement the 
RMAS in “Partner-lead” pilot watersheds. 
 
To-date, the Program has participated in the RMAS through its pilot watershed 
assessment work in the Coyote Creek, Adobe and San Tomas Aquino watersheds. It is 
the Program’s intent to continue to conduct bioassessments in Program relevant 
watersheds during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. A timetable for 
completion of bioassessments is presented in Section 6.0. 
 
Coyote Creek Watershed Integrated Pilot Assessment  


Past Program efforts (reported in the Program’s FY 99-00 and FY 01-02 Annual 
Reports) have been to assist Regional Board staff with the development of a functional 
and pragmatic assessment approach.  To test this functional assessment approach and 
to contribute to the SCBWMI’s assessment of Santa Clara Basin watersheds, the 
Program conducted an Integrated Pilot Assessment in the Coyote Creek Watershed.  
The intent of the pilot assessment was to: (1) help facilitate continuous improvement of 
the SCBWMI’s watershed assessment framework; (2) integrate that methodology with 
that being used by the Regional Board’s Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy 
(RMAS) and other Regional Board initiatives; (3) develop a list of appropriate initial 
management actions to preserve and enhance the Coyote watershed; and (4) identify 
appropriate monitoring locations and provide baseline information as part of the Multi-
year Monitoring Program to assist with continued watershed assessment. 
 
The method used in the Coyote Creek Watershed Integrated Pilot Assessment to assess 
physical stream ecosystem is based on the Hydrogeomorphic Approach (HGM) that was 
developed to assess riverine (water and wetland) functions.  It has been applied locally 
and in Central and Northern California.  Biological stream ecosystem functions were 
assessed using a multimetric approach to calculate an Index of Biological Integrity.  A 
multimetric approach is useful to assess biotic integrity in streams in which a broad 
range of human impacts occur. 
 
The study area for this project was limited to data-rich portions of the two largest creeks 
in the watershed: Upper Penitencia Creek below Cherry Flat Dam and Coyote Creek 
below Anderson Dam.  Stream reaches were classified using factors related to 
geomorphology and urbanization.  The existing capacities of study area reaches to 
support the following four physical ecosystem functions were assessed using 
hydrogeomorphic models:  hydrologic processes and channel dynamics, aquatic habitat, 
riparian habitat and landscape-level connectivity.  The existing capacities of study area 
reaches to support aquatic fauna (macroinvertebrates and fishes) were assessed using 
indices of biological integrity.  Selected water quality parameters were examined to 
assist interpreting model results.  Future capacities of stream ecosystem functions were 
assessed by estimating the relative positive and negative impacts of existing and near-
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term factors that may continue or soon influence the distribution and viability of fish and 
macroinvertebrate assemblages, their habitats and the functional capacities of 
supporting stream processes. Potential capacities of stream ecosystem functions were 
assessed by identifying where existing and future stream ecosystem functional 
capacities could be maintained or improved by practical, strategic management actions 
that have not been planned.  Potential management actions were prioritized based on 
which would have the greatest positive impact on cold and warmwater fish and 
macroinvertebrate communities.  Monitoring activities to address data gaps identified 
through the assessment are also described and prioritized. 
 
Assessment of Watershed Assessment Methods 


In keeping with the Program’s commitment to continuous improvement of program 
elements, selected regional and national watershed assessment methods were 
evaluated to identify and recommend future direction for SCVURPPP’s environmental 
monitoring and assessment program.  As part of this evaluation, a memorandum was 
prepared which identifies the Program’s monitoring and assessment needs in the 
context of prior efforts and pilot studies.  In addition, the memorandum provides a 
framework for linking different types of assessment methodologies to address such 
needs using an adaptive management approach; summarizes types of and trends in 
watershed assessments; and focuses on methods using bioassessment and analysis of 
stream ecosystem functions. 
 
The framework integrates the tiered assessment and rotating basin approaches currently 
implemented by the Regional Board, Program and many other agencies involved in 
water quality and watershed monitoring and assessment. Watershed assessment 
methods were characterized as either Tier I (screening level methods intended to detect 
beneficial use impairment) or Tier II (more detailed investigations of causes of 
degradation and use impairment). The framework also embraced the practice of 
integrating biological, chemical and physical indicators using a regional reference 
framework to establish water body condition relative to benchmarks.  The ultimate goal 
of implementing this framework is to develop a monitoring and assessment program that 
provides an information base to support Program objectives of continuously improving 
program components and to develop additional ones to support attainment of beneficial 
uses in selected water bodies. 
 
The Tier I assessment methods evaluated included Rapid Bioassessment Protocols, 
Rapid Stream Assessment Technique, Proper Functioning Condition, Stream Ecosystem 
Function Assessment, Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual and the Framework for 
Conducting Watershed Assessments. The Tier II assessment methods evaluated 
included the North Coast Watershed Assessment Program Limiting Factors Analysis, the 
Napa River Basin Limiting Factors Analysis, the San Francisquito Creek Sediment 
Reduction Plan and Aquatic Habitat Assessment and Limiting Factors Analysis, the 
Program’s Workplan for Watershed Analysis and Management Practice Assessment in 
Other Creeks Potentially Impaired by Sediment from Anthropogenic Activities, the 
Hydromodification Plan, and the Biological Water Quality Target Approach.   
 
Recommendations for the Program’s monitoring and assessment program resulting from 
this evaluation of watershed assessment methods include the following: 
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Tier I (Screening-level) Assessment Methods 
 


• Use the Stream Ecosystem Function Assessment (SEFA) approach (as 
recommended by the Program in 2003), augmented by certain aspects of the 
Rapid Stream Assessment Technique (RSAT), to analyze data generated 
from an ambient monitoring program based largely on Rapid Bioassessment 
Protocols (RBPs); 


 
• Coordinate regionally to develop reference conditions and bioassessment 


tools to support analysis of macroinvertebrate data;  
 


• Work towards developing robust numeric biocriteria; and   
 


• Consider pursuing bioassessment of fish assemblages in larger order 
streams and in streams supporting steelhead trout. 


 
Tier II (Investigative-level) Assessment Methods 
 


• Continue to implement Limiting Factors Analysis (LFA) as primary approach 
to investigating factors potentially limiting attainment of aquatic life uses.  
Incorporate lessons from other projects implementing LFA;  


 
• Consider using the HMP as tool to address potential use impairment caused 


by hydromodification associated with future development; 
 


• Consider incorporating aspects of the HMP method of geomorphic 
assessment into a method for classifying Santa Clara Basin streams. Identify 
and prioritize where restoration efforts could occur; and 


 
• Incorporate biocriteria into assessments as feasible. 


 
The Program’s document entitled Assessment of Watershed Assessment Methods was 
provided as Appendix D-2 to the Program’s FY 02-03 Annual Report. The results and 
recommendations included in the report were presented to the SCBWMI Watershed 
Assessment Subgroup (WAS) and the Ad Hoc Monitoring Workgroup in July 2003, and 
were generally well received by the participants.  
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3.0  WATERSHED MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT ACTIVITIES 


A watershed is hydrologically-defined geographic area that includes all land and water 
areas within its boundaries. Creeks, lakes and wetlands are the receiving water bodies 
that make up the complex system that ultimately receives runoff and drainage from the 
surrounding upland area within the watershed boundaries. The entire municipal storm 
drainage system that feeds into the receiving water bodies consists of storm drain inlets, 
culverts, road-side ditches, and outfalls. Changes to either upland areas or storm 
drainage systems may cause changes in the physical, chemical or biological 
characteristics of receiving water bodies. These effects may be most visible in a part of 
the stream far removed from the area where changes occurred. The response of the 
system may also take many years after the change has occurred.  
 
3.1 APPROACH AND OBJECTIVES 
The goal of the watershed assessment activities element of the SCVURPPP’s Revised 
Multi-Year Plan is to develop a better understanding of the physical, biological, and 
physical characteristics of watersheds relevant to the Program. The collection and 
analysis of watershed information will help make informed decisions about future 
management actions and help clarify and resolve potential issues within the watersheds.  
 
The Program’s watershed assessment activities are designed to meet the following three 
main objectives: 
 


• Collect, analyze and present appropriate watershed data, using a Geographical 
Information System (GIS) and other mapping tools; 


 
• Develop and refine indicators for evaluating the physical, chemical and biological 


functioning of watersheds, and identify effective ways to apply them in urban 
creeks; and, 


 
• Provide guidance and support to better understand watershed processes with the 


goal of protecting and restoring beneficial uses to the maximum extent 
practicable. 


 
3.2  WATERSHED MONITORING AND ASSESSMENT ELEMENTS  
The SCVRUPPP watershed monitoring and assessment activities are described within 
this section. By implementing these activities, the SCVURPPP seeks to extend and 
continue implementation of the Program’s monitoring priorities.  
 
To reach the Program’s watershed assessment objectives presented above, the 
Program anticipates that activities will be conducted within two (2) watershed 
assessment elements during implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 


Watershed Characterization Activities – element entails watershed 
characterization of watershed attributes, leading to the development of 
watershed scale features for all watersheds within the co-permittees’ 
jurisdictions. 
 
Screening-level Monitoring and Assessment Activities – element entails the 
development and implementation of screening-level indicators of creek health, 
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and aids determining the ability of the water body to support beneficial uses (e.g., 
aquatic life and recreational uses).  


 
Watershed Assessment Activities – entails a process that characterizes 
current watershed conditions at a coarse scale. The main goal in conducting 
watershed assessments is to characterize current watershed conditions by using 
existing data. Although course in resolution, watershed assessments can provide 
the basis for watershed-level planning, management and policy decisions and 
can lead to more detailed hypothesis testing through the implementation of 
monitoring studies at the finer scale.  


 
Brief descriptions of each watershed assessment element and relevant activities are 
provided. A timeline for implementing these activities is presented in Section 6.0 
Comprehensive Monitoring Plan Timeline.  
  
3.21 Watershed Characterization Activities  
Watershed characterization is an import foundation-setting activity needed to develop a 
better understanding of the location and extent of impacts to watersheds, water quality 
and beneficial uses. The analysis of similarities and differences in watersheds or sub-
watersheds can help interpret indicator data and make useful distinctions among these 
watersheds. Additionally, watershed characterization can aid in the identification of 
priority areas where management actions may be taken, with the goal of protecting or 
restoring watershed functions. 
 
Building on recent watershed monitoring and assessment activities conducted by the 
WMI and the SCVURPPP, the Program plans to conduct activities entailing the 
collection and analysis of information needed to further characterize watersheds. To 
facilitate this process, the SCVURPPP will annually develop a Watershed 
Characterization and Sampling Design Technical Memorandum (Characterization 
Memo). The purpose of the Characterization Memo is to describe existing readily 
available information (e.g. watershed attributes, beneficial use information, water quality 
data) that will aid in the development of a sampling design for a specific watershed(s) 
that are scheduled for screening-level monitoring to begin during the next fiscal year. 
Beginning in FY 05-06, the Program will submit within its Annual Work Plan. The memo 
will describe and provide the rationale for the selection of sampling parameters and sites 
within the watershed scheduled for screening-level sampling in that fiscal year. 
 
3.22 Screening-level Monitoring and Assessment Activities 
An ecological indicator is a measure, an index of measures, or a model that 
characterizes an ecosystem or one of its critical components. An indicator may reflect 
biological, chemical and/or physical attributes of ecological condition. The primary uses 
of an indicator are to characterize current status and to track or predict significant 
change. With a foundation of analytical research, an ecological indicator may also be 
used to identify major ecosystem stress. The Program intends to collect two types of 
screening level indicators during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan: (1) 
aquatic life use indicators (e.g., benthic macroinvertebrates and fish assemblages) and 
(2) water recreation use indicators (e.g., microbiological indicators). The following 
paragraphs briefly describe these indicators and related activities the Program will 
conduct during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan.  
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Biological and Physical Habitat Assessments  


Benthic macroinvertebrates (BMIs) are organisms that inhabit the bottom of freshwater 
habitats for at least part of their life cycles and are at least a half a millimeter in size. 
BMIs are important indicators of biological and ecological condition of fresh water bodies 
because they are ubiquitous, affected by a variety of environmental perturbations (e.g. 
hydromodification, sedimentation, and chemical pollutants), can be easily identified and 
enumerated, and contain a diversity of taxonomic groups that are well known. Extensive 
guidance on development and use of BMI indicators has been supported at the national 
and state levels, and a number of agencies and volunteer groups have begun to sample 
BMIs in Bay Area creeks using the California Stream Bioassessment Procedure 
developed by the California Department of Fish and Game. 
 
Fish assemblages have also been used as indicators of biological integrity for many 
years throughout the world. In fact, many water quality management program consider 
fish assemblage monitoring an integral component, and its importance is reflected in the 
aquatic life use-support designations of many states. Assessments of the fish 
assemblage must measure the overall structure and function of the community to 
adequately evaluate biological integrity and protect surface water resource quality. Fish 
bioassessment data quality and comparability are assured through the utilization of 
qualified fisheries professionals and consistent methods, such as the USEPA’s Rapid 
Bioassessment Procedures for Fish.   
 
Together with biological indicators, assessments of physical habitat can aid in 
determining the physical/habitat condition or quality of a watershed and water body. 
Physical habitat assessments can be conducted at multiple spatial and temporal scales 
and can be quantitative or qualitative in nature. Depending on the methodology used to 
collect physical habitat data, one may use the information to help interpret results from 
biological indicator studies, or for separate analyses of ecological condition. Strategies 
may involve the collection of instream, riparian, and/or landscape scale measurements. 
 
To-date, the Program has conducted biological and physical habitat assessments in the 
Coyote Creek, Adobe Creek and San Tomas Aquino Creek watersheds. Additionally, a 
number physical habitat assessment-related activities have been, and will likely continue 
to be conducted by Co-permittees. It is the Program’s intent to continue conducting 
screening level monitoring by utilizing aquatic life use indicators in Program relevant 
watersheds during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. Additional 
measurements which will be collected synoptically with aquatic life use indicators include 
qualitative substrate characterizations and general water quality parameters. A timetable 
for the completion of screening level monitoring is presented in Section 7.0. 
 
Regional Biological Assessment Network 


 In February 2002, the SCVURPPP participated in a workshop for information sharing 
and discussion of recent and ongoing bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) 
studies in the Bay Area. The network of individuals participating in the workshop was 
named the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI). 
BAMBI’s purpose is to coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the 
Bay Area.  
 
Building on the success of the BAMBI workshop in 2002, the Program participated in the 
second annual BAMBI workshop on January 29, 2003.  In preparation for the workshop, 
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the Program supported the development of issue papers intended to stimulate 
discussion on issues related to the following five topic areas: (1) the standardization of 
rapid bioassessment protocols in the Bay Area; (2) the establishment of reference 
conditions for Bay Area creeks; (3) quality assurance and control in field sampling and 
laboratory analyses; (4) data management and sharing; and (5) physical habitat 
assessments and protocols. As a follow up, the third annual BAMBI workshop was held 
on January 29, 2004.  
 
In fiscal year 2004/05 and beyond, the Program anticipates providing support and 
actively participating in BAMBI activities with the goal of developing regional 
bioassessment tools necessary to provide context to bioassessment data collected in 
creeks relevant to the Program.  
 
Pathogen Indicator Organisms 


Microbiological water analysis is typically carried out to safeguard the health of a 
community by testing for possible fecal pollution, the source of microorganisms causing 
waterborne disease. Indicators of recreational use are microbiological organisms that 
coexist with pathogens in the fecal environment and are easier and less expensive to 
test for than pathogens. For these reasons, indicator organisms are often the focus of 
water analyses rather than pathogens. The most commonly employed indicator 
organisms are total coliform, fecal coliform, enterococcus, and E. coli.  
 
To provide data necessary to determine impacts to recreational uses in Santa Clara 
basin water bodies, the Program intends to conduct screening level monitoring using 
microbiological indicators. Sampling will likely occur at areas where recreational uses 
are the most prevalent and during times when recreational uses may occur. A timetable 
for the completion of screening level monitoring is presented in Section 7.0. 
 
3.23 Watershed Assessment Activities  
Watershed assessment is the systematic review of specific resources such as benthic 
macroinvertebrates or fish and their habitat and riparian areas in a watershed-scale 
context. Watershed assessment is a stage-setting process intended to be based 
primarily on existing information. The results of watershed assessment can be used to 
establish the context for subsequent evaluations and analysis of cumulative watershed 
effects. Watershed assessments typically: 1) address cumulative effects within a 
watershed; 2) provide for more ecologically sound resource planning; and, 3) identify 
and help protect environmentally sensitive areas. 
 
From its inception in 1990 through 1995, the Program’s monitoring activities focused on 
establishing baseline information through sampling and analysis of runoff from various 
land uses and ambient waters.  Most recently, SCVURPPP implemented the monitoring 
approach endorsed by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) (Surface 
Waters Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP)) and by the RWQCB (Regional 
Monitoring and Assessment Strategy (RMAS). However, the SWAMP/RMAS approach 
focuses on strategies for monitoring but does not describe methods to assess monitoring 
data. To address this need, SCVURPPP recently developed and tested a method to 
assess stream ecosystem functions in the Coyote Creek watershed that integrated 
hydrogeomorphic models and indices of biotic integrity. This method was found useful 
for evaluating stream ecosystem functions and associated aquatic life Beneficial Uses 
and for identifying and prioritizing additional management actions that could improve 
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conditions and beneficial use attainment as well as monitoring activities that could fill 
existing data gaps.   
 
Following the testing of the stream ecosystem function (SEF) method in Coyote Creek, 
the Program conducted an Assessment of the Watershed Assessment Methods project, 
which was undertaken to build upon recent pilot studies and evaluate findings in the 
context of the Program’s current monitoring and assessment program as well as those 
implemented by other selected local, regional, and state agencies. Recommendations 
from the project included, using the SEF assessment approach to analyze data 
generated from an ambient monitoring program based largely on rapid bioassessments. 
The Program has embraced this recommendation by integrating watershed 
assessments into this Multi-Year Plan.  
 
It is the Program’s intent to conduct watershed assessments in specific watersheds 
within the Santa Clara Valley basin beginning in FY 05-06. Assessments will integrate 
information collected during watershed characterizations and screening-level 
assessments to support Program objectives of continuously improving Program 
components and developing additional ones to support attainment of beneficial uses in 
selected water bodies. Watershed assessment will be coordinated with other 
assessment-related activities occurring in the basin, to the extent possible, and will only 
occur in watersheds identified as high priority by the Program. 
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4.0 POLLUTANTS OF CONCERN (POC) MONITORING ACTIVITIES 
 
4.1 Approach and Objectives 
 
Several Multi-Year Plan elements address local and regional needs for technical 
information to address POCs in water bodies in or adjacent to the Santa Clara Valley 
basin. The goal of POCs monitoring to collect scientifically valid information on the 
sources, status, trends, fate, and transport of POCs and their effects, so that feasible, 
cost effective management actions can occur to the maximum extent practicable to 
reduce the impacts on the beneficial uses. POCs monitoring typically include studies that 
involve field sampling or environmental monitoring, which should not be confused with 
monitoring the effectiveness of BMPs implemented to control POCs in urban runoff. 
BMP monitoring is described in Section 5.0 of this Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 
To assist in reaching the goal of POCs monitoring, the Program has developed the 
following two POCs monitoring objectives: 
 


• Continue to participate in regional efforts to gain a better understanding of the 
impacts of POCs on beneficial uses and to work to mitigate these impacts 
through implementation of water quality attainment strategies (e.g., TMDLs); and, 


 
• Continue to characterize the concentrations and extent of POCs in Program-


relevant water bodies, and investigate and identify potential sources and 
information to support strategies for controlling POCs. 


 
4.2  Pollutants of Concern Monitoring Elements  
To reach the Program’s monitoring objectives for POCs, the Program will conduct and 
participate in monitoring-related activities under the following three POC monitoring 
elements during implementation of the Multi-Year Plan: 
 


Impacts of POCs on the San Francisco Bay Estuary – element entails 
participation in, and support regional efforts such as the Regional Monitoring 
Program for Trace Substances (RMP); 
 
Impacts of POCs on Local Water Bodies and Source Characterization– element 
entails investigating the impacts to, and sources of POCs present in Program-
relevant local creeks and water bodies; and, 


 
Additional Regional POC Activities – element entails participation in, and support 
for regional programs (e.g., Clean Estuary Partnership) designed to develop studies 
supporting the development of scientifically based total maximum daily loads 
(TMDLs) and/or site specific water quality objectives for specific POCs; 


 
Brief descriptions of each POCs monitoring element and relevant activities that either, 
were recently completed; are currently being implemented; or are planned, are provided 
below. To the extent possible, results from POCs monitoring activities presented in this 
Revised Multi-Year Plan have been integrated into the Program’s POCs Control 
Programs as they are revised or developed. 
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4.21 Impacts of POCs on the San Francisco Bay Estuary 
In recent years, the Regional Board has determined that the San Francisco Estuary and 
associated water bodies are impaired by a variety of POCs, under Section 303(d) of the 
federal Clean Water Act. There are several regional efforts that are currently helping to 
address the sources, pathways, loadings of POCs and their impacts on the Bay. The 
Program is an active participant in these efforts and continues to provide funding to 
regional programs designed to monitor the Bay for POCs. The following paragraphs 
provide brief descriptions of these programs and the Program’s involvement. 
 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP)  


The RMP was developed in 1993 to provide information to State and local agencies on 
the status, trends, sources and pathways of pollutants, and the potential effects on 
organisms that live in or use the Estuary. The RMP’s goal is to collect scientifically valid 
information that allows movement towards understanding contaminant impacts on 
beneficial uses of the Bay.  The RMP focuses on determining spatial patterns and long 
term trends through sampling of water, sediment, bivalves, and fish; effects on sensitive 
organisms; and chemical loading to the Bay. To provide the most complete assessment 
possible of chemical contamination in the Bay, the RMP seeks to synthesize RMP data 
with data from other sources. Ultimately, the RMP will provide information on how 
contaminant concentrations in the Estuary are responding to pollution prevention and 
reduction measures, and if the financial resources devoted to these efforts are improving 
water quality.  
 
All Bay Area dischargers with NPDES permits (including the Program) contribute funding 
to the RMP annually. Currently, Program staff represents BASMAA on the RMP 
Technical Review Committee (TRC). The Program will continue to contribute and 
actively participate in the RMP (or its equivalent) during the implementation of the 
Revised Multi-Year Plan. Additionally, the Program will seek to utilize information 
collected through the RMP to assess potential impacts from discharges under the 
Program’s jurisdiction and develop appropriate management actions through the 
implementation of POCs Control Programs. 
 
Brake Pad Partnership  


After studies in the South Bay indicated that automobile brake pads may be the most 
significant source of copper in urban runoff, the Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) was 
initiated in 1996 as a collaboration among regulators, storm water programs, brake 
material manufacturers, scientists and environmentalists to address environmental 
problems from brake wear debris. The BPP’s work includes research and monitoring, 
and is an integral part of the Program’s Copper Action Plan. Contingent upon available 
funding, the Program plans to continue participating in the BPP during the 
implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 
4.22 Impacts of POCs on Local Water Bodies and Source Characterization 
Very few local water bodies (i.e., creeks and lakes) throughout the Bay area are 
currently listed as impaired by specific POCs under Section 303(d) of the federal Clean 
Water Act. Rather, local water bodies have been thought of as potential transport 
pathways of POCs that the Regional Board has determined impair segments of the Bay. 
This section discusses specific investigative monitoring that will be conducted in local 
water bodies during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. As watershed 
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characterization, screening level monitoring and watershed assessments progress 
additional investigative monitoring may be needed. 
 
Urban Creeks Toxicity Testing and Chemical Analyses  


The SCVURPPP is currently conducting investigative monitoring to determine if 
diazinon-related toxicity exists in urban creeks. Sampling is conducted twice a year (wet 
and dry seasons) and water samples are analyzed for the organophosphate pesticide 
concentrations and three species bioassays are conducted. The goal of the diazinon 
monitoring program is to detect changes in diazinon concentrations and related toxicity 
in urban creeks, as management actions are further implemented. Monitoring will occur 
in a representative number of creeks that provide adequate information for detecting 
changes in water quality and associated toxicity. Additionally, the Program will continue 
to conduct water chemistry analyses in sampling locations where toxicity testing has 
occurred and/or where elevated levels of POCs are evident. These efforts will be 
coordinated with other stormwater management programs and regional collaborative 
efforts (e.g, CEP) to the extent possible. 
 
Guadalupe River Monitoring  


The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative (SCBWMI) is serving as the 
stakeholder forum for the development of the Guadalupe River TMDL Report for 
Mercury.  The Guadalupe River Watershed encompasses parts of San Jose, Los Gatos, 
Campbell, Monte Sereno and Santa Clara. The Program is a stakeholder in the 
Guadalupe River TMDL.  The Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD) and is playing 
a lead role in the TMDL development process.  Program staff is also participating in the 
TMDL process. Through the Guadalupe River TMDL efforts, a substantial amount of 
water quality monitoring and bioaccumulation studies are planned to occur during the 
implementation of the Multi-Year Plan.  
 
San Francsiquito Creek Sediment Analysis 


In response to a listing of impairment by sediment under section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act and a need to provide information for a TMDL assessment, two separate (but 
coordinated) projects have been developed.  These projects are the San Francisquito 
Creek Sediment Reduction Plan, administered by the San Francisquito Creek Joint 
Powers Authority (JPA); and the Aquatic Habitat Assessment and Limiting Factors 
Analysis, managed by the Santa Clara Valley Water District (SCVWD).  
 
The primary issues driving the TMDL are flooding and degradation of steelhead trout, 
other threatened aquatic species and their habitats. The approach adopted by the JPA 
and SCVWD in these projects is to assess factors limiting the threatened aquatic 
species, including but not confined to those related to excessive sedimentation caused 
by human land use activities. Project products are intended to produce information that 
will assist the Regional Board to confirm or reject the validity of the sediment impairment 
listing and help identify other causes of impairment to aquatic species and their habitats 
in San Francisquito Creek. 
 
Additional Watershed Analyses and Sediment Practice Assessments 


In accordance with permit provision C.9.f.iii, the Program submitted the Sediment 
Impairment Report (Other Creeks) to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002.  The 
Program received a request from Regional Board staff on July 8, 2002 to revise the 
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report to include certain issues regarding the development of a work plan and schedule 
relating to Stevens, Coyote and Saratoga creeks.  On August 30, 2002, the Program 
developed a work plan entitled Workplan for Conducting Watershed Analysis and 
Management Practice Assessment in Other Creeks Potentially Impaired by Sediment 
from Anthropogenic Activities (Watershed Analysis Work Plan)  to fulfill the request.  The 
Watershed Analysis Work Plan tasks and timeline was designed to evaluate and 
potential implement new watershed assessment approaches in the future using lessons 
learned from the San Francisquito Creek TMDL project.  
 
Additional Investigative Monitoring  


As watershed characterization, screening level monitoring and watershed assessments 
progress, areas where beneficial uses appear to be impacted by urban runoff may 
become apparent. In these cases, additional investigative monitoring may be needed. 
The goal of investigative monitoring is to collect scientifically valid information on the 
sources, status, trends, fate, and transport of pollutants and their effects, so that 
feasible, cost effective management actions can occur to the maximum extent 
practicable to reduce the impacts on the beneficial uses. As previously described,  


4.23 Additional Regional POC Activities 
Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) are actions to restore water bodies that have been 
determined to be impaired under section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act. Through 
the TMDL process, these water quality problems are examined, sources of pollutants are 
identified, and specify actions that may create solutions are developed. The Regional 
Board is currently developing more than 30 TMDL projects to address more than 160 
listings of Bay area water bodies impaired by specific pollutants.  
 
Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) 


On August 6, 2001, a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) regarding development of: 
1)  a Water Quality Attainment Strategy for San Francisco Bay-Delta and Tributaries; 
and 2) TMDLs for 303(d) pollutants (including mercury) was entered into by the Regional 
Board, Bay Area Clean Water Agencies (BACWA) and Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association (BASMAA).  This group is referred to as the Clean 
Estuary Partnership (CEP).   
 
The mission of the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) is to use sound science, adaptive 
management, and public collaboration to develop and implement technically valid and 
cost-effective strategies (including TMDLs) that result in identifiable, sustainable water 
quality improvements for San Francisco Bay. As a member agency of BASMAA, the 
Program has contributed funding annually to the CEP. In addition, Program staff 
currently participates on the CEP Technical Committee (TC) and pollutant-specific 
workgroups.   
 
In recent years, CEP accomplishments included the development of technical draft 
reports and projects, including: Draft Conceptual Model for Mercury in the Bay; Mercury 
Source Assessment Report; implementation alternatives for reducing mercury from 
various sources (seven reports); and the Guadalupe River Contaminant/Sediment 
Loading Study. Contingent upon available funding, the Program will to continue to 
actively participate in the CEP during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 







 


  7/1/04  
  32  


5.0 BMP AND PERFORMANCE STANDARD MONITORING ACTIVITIES  
 
5.1 Approach and Objectives 
 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) are measures, activities, or other practices that 
prevent or minimize pollutant discharges to water bodies. Some are routine activities 
such as recycling materials that contain pollutants, good housekeeping practices and 
spill prevention procedures. Others are structural treatment measures that are integrated 
into the storm water conveyance system to remove pollutants from runoff before it enters 
water bodies. During its second NPDES permit cycle the Program established initial 
Performance Standards incorporating a variety of BMPs into several components 
including, Public Information and Participation; New Development and Redevelopment 
Activities; Illicit Discharge Controls; Industrial and Commercial Business Controls, and; 
Municipal Government Maintenance Activities. Performance standards in under each 
component are updated annually on an as needed basis. 
 
The SCVURPPP has developed the following two BMP effectiveness monitoring 
objectives to aid the Program in determining the most effective and feasible measures 
that can be implemented to control potential impacts of urban runoff: 
 


• Evaluate the effectiveness of activities and measures implemented by the 
Program through POCs control programs designed to alleviate potential adverse 
effects of POCs on water bodies; and,  


 
• Evaluate the effectiveness of activities implemented by the Program that may 


effectively reduce pollutants from entering water bodies and causing or 
contributing to exceedances in water quality objectives and/or adverse impacts to 
beneficial uses. 


 
5.2 BMP and Performance Standard  Monitoring Elements  
 
To reach the Program’s objectives for BMP implementation monitoring, the Program will 
conduct and participate in BMP monitoring related activities under following two 
elements during implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan: 
 


Control Programs for POCs – entails monitoring the effectiveness of measures 
developed and implemented by co-permittees to control POCs;  


 
Performance Standard Monitoring Activities– entails tracking, evaluating and 
reporting on the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs, performance standards through 
the implementation of continuous improvement activities. 


 
Brief descriptions of ongoing or planned activities related to the BMP and performance 
standard monitoring elements are provided below.  


5.21 Control Programs for POCs 


The recent emphasis on the enforcement of long-standing Federal requirements relating 
to TMDL development and implementation has led the Regional Board to request (and 
require) assistance with identifying control measures for pollutants of concern. The 
Program’s current Performance Standards provide for the control of urban runoff 
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pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. In addition, the Program’s continuous 
improvement process provides for timely and orderly updates of the Performance 
Standards as new technology and information becomes available.  
 
The Program’s current NPDES permit has greatly expanded the requirements for 
developing and implementing copper, mercury, pesticides, PCBs, dioxins and sediment 
control tasks/measures/plans/programs. Since the permit was reissued, the Program 
has focused on the creation, revision and implementation of numerous activities 
associated with developing control programs for POCs. The following paragraphs 
provide brief summaries of these activities. A detailed timeline for implementation of 
these activities is provided in Section 7.0, Programmatic Monitoring Indicators (PMIs) 
Summary Matrix. 
 
Copper and Nickel Action Plans 


The Metals Control Measures Plan, was first created in FY00-01 to assist 
implementation of baseline activities contained in the Lower South San Francisco Bay 
Copper and Nickel Action Plans, to track and report activities, and to continue to work 
with the SCBWMI Bay Monitoring and Modeling (BMM) and Regulatory Subgroups 
regarding BMM Work Plan Updates. Descriptions of copper control program activities 
and nickel control program activities are included in the Copper and Nickel Action Plans 
approved by the SCBWMI and transmitted to the RWQCB as part of the Copper and 
Nickel TMDL Project for the South Bay. In addition, those baseline activities that are 
specifically related to the stormwater program are listed in Appendix B of the recently 
adopted NPDES permit.  
 
To date, most of the CAP/NAP baseline activities have been implemented at the 
Program level (except for those assigned to specific Co-permittees).  During FY 02-03 
SCVURPPP, in response to Regional Board staff comments, formalized the process in 
which Co-permittees clearly identify specific baseline actions within their individual work 
plans in addition to Program-wide actions.  The SCVURPPP, working with Regional 
Board staff, met in FY 02-03 and FY 03-04 to discuss proposed changes to the 
CAP/NAP reporting approach and format and agreed upon a revised approach. Relative 
to developing the annual Work Plan, the revised reporting format includes the following 
basic information for each baseline action: description of baseline action, regional 
applicability, linkage to copper reduction, and identification of the performance measure. 
For each baseline activity the following information is included in the reporting table: an 
identification of the lead party (if the lead party is the Co-permittee then the Co-permittee 
includes the action within their individual work plans), a description of the proposed Work 
Plan actions, a description of how effectiveness will be evaluated, and a summary of the 
possible future actions. 
 
In addition, the Work Plans tables also provide a summary of actions accomplished in 
the prior (i.e., FY 02-03) for each CAP/NAP activity assigned to the Program and certain 
Co-permittees (San Jose, Sunnyvale and Palo Alto). The CAP/NAP contains 21 copper 
baseline actions and 7 nickel actions.  Overall, Regional Board staff has indicated that 
they are satisfied with the improvements made in the Program’s revised Cu/Ni Work 
Plan and the strategy implemented regarding the tracking/completion of tasks.  Some 
minor remaining issues were acknowledged to be difficult to resolve since they are in 
large part due to the vagueness of the language (in certain places) found in the original 
CAP baseline activity tables.  
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These tasks will be tracked and reported by the Program in Annual Reports. To the 
extent possible, the Program will evaluate the effectiveness of implementing the tasks 
during its annual reporting process. 
 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Activities  


The Program’s reissued NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater discharges 
may be causing or contributing to exceedances of water quality standards for mercury.  
Mercury has been found in sediments in South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe 
River Watershed. Some types of fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other 
pollutants at concentrations that may threaten the health of humans consuming those 
fish.  In response, the California Office of Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment 
issued an interim fish consumption advisory.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) has listed the Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed (including the Guadalupe 
River, Alamitos Creek, Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and Guadalupe Reservoir) 
as impaired by mercury under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  In accordance 
with Section 303(d), the Regional Board is required to establish a Total Maximum Daily 
Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River 
Watershed. 
 
Permit Provision C.9.c. requires the Program to address the impairment by developing 
and implementing a mercury pollution prevention plan. The Program developed a 
Mercury Pollution Prevention Plan (Mercury Plan) consistent with this Provision. The 
Mercury Plan was submitted to the Regional Board on March 1, 2002 as part of the 
Program’s FY 02-03 Work Plan. To the extent possible, mercury pollution prevention 
measures described in the workplan will be consistent with the required implementation 
actions for urban runoff described in the approved and adopted Basin Plan Amendment 
associated with the Mercury TMDL for the San Francisco Bay. Through its annual 
reporting process, the Program will provide an assessment of the effectiveness of 
mercury reduction measures following their implementation. 
 
Pesticide Control Program 


Diazinon has been identified in recent studies as causing toxicity in local creeks.  In May 
1999, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) listed San Francisco Bay and 
35 Bay Area urban creeks as impaired by diazinon under Section 303(d) of the Clean 
Water Act (CWA).  The 303(d) listing triggered the need for USEPA and the State to 
develop Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the impaired waterbodies.   
 
The SCVURPPP’s NPDES Permit Provision C.9.d. includes specific requirements for a 
pesticide control program. The Program and Co-permittees must develop and implement 
a pesticide control plan that addresses municipal uses of pesticides, including diazinon 
and other lower priority banned pesticides such as chlordane, dieldrin, and DDT, and the 
use of these pesticide by others within municipal jurisdictions.  The permit provision also 
requests that the Program continue to work with the Urban Pesticide Committee, 
BASMAA, and the California Stormwater Quality Association Pesticide Committee to 
assess impacts of pesticide use and encourage actions by other state and federal 
agencies. Through its annual reporting process, the Program will provide an assessment 
of the effectiveness of mercury reduction measures following their implementation. 
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Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) and Dioxin Compounds Control Program 


PCBs - To develop data needed for the Bay PCBs TMDL, the Program has provided 
leadership to Bay Area storm water agencies in their efforts during the past three years. 
This has included coordinating a regional study that characterized the distribution of 
PCBs concentrations in storm water conveyance sediments in Bay Area watersheds.  
The Program has also performed PCBs case studies in selected areas where elevated 
concentrations of PCBs were found during the regional study and coordinated similar 
case studies by other Bay Area storm water agencies.  The case studies were aimed at 
identifying PCBs sources and assist in developing controls. To facilitate regional 
coordination, the Program has led a work group of representatives from BASMAA and 
Regional Board staff.  The Program has also prepared PCBs work plans for the above 
regional and local field studies. The work plans included a preliminary list of known sites 
where PCBs were used, stored and/or released in Santa Clara County and preliminary 
tables summarizing PCBs control options. Through its annual reporting process, the 
Program will provide an assessment of the effectiveness of PCDD/Fs control measures 
following their implementation. 
 
Dioxin-like Compounds – All segments of San Francisco Bay were initially listed as 
impaired by certain PCDD/F compounds in the 1998 303(d) list and repeated in the 2002 
303(d) list. The impetus for the listing was an interim advisory on the consumption of fish 
from the Bay issued by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment. The advisory was issued after PCDD/F compounds (i.e., Dioxin-like 
compounds) and other pollutants (e.g., mercury and PCBs) were found in Bay fish tissue 
at levels thought to potentially pose a health risk to people consuming fish caught in the 
Bay.  
 
There is considerable controversy regarding the Bay 303(d) listing and the associated 
potential threats to human health by PCDD/Fs.  The SWRCB and the Regional Board 
opposed the 1998 listing of PCDD/Fs in the Bay for three reasons: 1) water column 
concentrations did not exceed PCDD/F water quality criteria; 2) fish tissue 
concentrations of PCDD/F were consistent with national background levels; and, 3) the 
fish consumption advisory was an interim action that only included PCDD/Fs because of 
exceedances of informal screening levels. The State of California was overruled by the 
USEPA, which cited two primary reasons for the Bay listing: 1) failure to attain a 
designated beneficial use of the Bay, Commercial and Sport fishing (COMM), based on 
the interim fish consumption advisory; and, 2) violation of a narrative objective found in 
the San Francisco Bay Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan) pertaining to 
bioaccumulation of pollutants. 
 
SCVURPPP has conducted a variety of characterization activities for PCDD/Fs in the 
recent past. These efforts are summarized in the Control Program for Dioxin 
Compounds, which was submitted in the Program’s FY 04-05 Annual Work Plan, per 
NPDES Permit Provision C.9.e. Additionally, in the SCVURPPP has continued to work 
with other Bay area dischargers and Regional Board staff through the Bay Area 
Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA), the CEP and the San 
Francisco Estuary Regional Monitoring Program (RMP) to coordinate PCDD/F-related 
activities. Through its annual reporting process, the Program will provide an assessment 
of the effectiveness of PCDD/Fs control measures following their implementation. 
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Trash Management Activities  


On November 14, 2001, the Regional Board released the document entitled Proposed 
Revisions to Section 303(d) List of Priorities for Development of Total Maximum Daily 
Loads for the San Francisco Bay Region Report.  This report states that “between now 
and the next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to assess trash 
impairments in their jurisdiction …”, Regional Board staff will review information 
concerning trash in the next listing cycle to determine whether specific water bodies 
warrant 303(d) listing.  In addition, the report proposed that all urban creeks of the San 
Francisco Bay region be placed on the 2002 303(d) “monitoring list” due to the threat of 
trash impairment to water quality.        
 
On February 4, 2003, the State Water Resources Control Board adopted the 2002 
303(d) list of water quality limited segments (which included this recommendation) at its 
Board meeting.   According to the SWRCB’s Revision of the Clean Water Act Section 
303(d) List of Water Quality Limited Segments (dated February 4, 2003), water bodies 
placed on the “monitoring list” have: 
 


“ data or information that are not of adequate quality and/or quantity to support a 
listing and subsequent TMDL regulatory process.  In these cases, a finding is 
warranted that more information must be collected to resolve whether objectives 
and beneficial uses are attained. The waters on the Monitoring List are high 
priority for monitoring before the next section 303(d) list is completed.” 


 
In order to effectively address trash issues, the Management Committee formed a Trash 
AHTG on February 21, 2002.  The Trash AHTG prepared a Trash Work Plan that 
identifies a strategy for addressing trash problem areas that occur in urban streams and 
waterways. The Trash Work Plan was submitted within the Program’s FY 03-04 Draft 
Work Plan on March 1, 2003.  During the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan, 
the Program will provide an assessment of the effectiveness of trash management 
measures through its annual reporting process. 


5.22 Performance Standard Monitoring Activities 
In recent years, the Program has implemented, developed and revised performance 
standards through its continuous improvement process. These efforts are generally 
focused towards tracking, reporting and evaluating data collected through Program 
activities and the implementation of BMPs. The following are activities the Program 
intends to conduct during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 
Enhanced Reporting for Industrial-Commercial Discharger (IND) Control Program Illicit 
Connection and Illegal Dumping (ICID) Elimination Activities  


Since October 2001, Program staff has assisted each Co-permittee (on an individual 
basis) with the implementation of enhanced reporting requirements for IND and IC/ID.  
To demonstrate consistency and compliance (on a Program-wide basis) with the 
strategy provided in the Program’s technical memoranda regarding IND and IC/ID 
reporting (dated September 7, 2001) and the approved MC approach, Co-permittees 
have been submitting raw IND and IC/ID inspection data to Program staff. This data is 
used to construct IND and IC/ID summary tables. The summary tables are double 
checked (with the Co-permittees) to ensure that the results are reasonably consistent 
with their internal data and their interpretation of the data; provided to the Co-permittees 
for inclusion in their annual reports; and included in the Program’s Annual Report. The 
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overall goal of the effort has been to capture the full extent and the results of the Co-
pemittees efforts in a consistent format and on a Program-wide basis.  This effort has 
been very successful in demonstrating compliance with Permit Provisions C.6.a.i and ii.  
To ensure effective reporting of IND and IC/ID data, Co-permittees intend to continue 
this process during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 
Development of Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 


To implement this priority, the Program supports the SCBWMI Land Use Subgroup 
(LUS). The Program’s participation in the LUS is intended to fulfill a commitment in the 
1997 URMP to “translate SCBWMI goals and objectives into model local-jurisdiction 
policies and procedures.” The LUS includes stakeholders representing business 
interests, developers, environmental advocates, and Regional Board staff, as well as 
SCVURPPP Co-permittees. As documented in the LUS “Consensus Points” and in 
Chapter 4 of the SCBWMI Watershed Characteristics Report (“Land Use in the Basin”), 
the LUS has reviewed and discussed at length the potential effectiveness of various 
approaches to controlling urban runoff pollutants and other effects of urbanization on 
streams. A specific approach to integrating municipal land use planning and watershed 
management is described in Section 4.1 of the Watershed Characteristics Report 
(unabridged).  
 
In addition to administrative support and leadership for the LUS, the Program has also 
created additional projects to support the LUS’ development of policies and watershed 
management measures. These projects include: Economic and Tax Incentives in 
Watershed Management and Compare and Contrast Development Policies. The 
Program encourages the RWQCB staff, as part of developing the revised permit 
language for new development, to integrate the results of the LUS’ work to date, to 
continue RWQCB staff participation in the LUS, and to work with the Program and LUS 
to implement consensus recommendations reached within the LUS. The Program 
intends to monitor the successes of the LUS during the implementation of the Revised 
Multi-Year Plan. The Program intends to report these efforts through its annual reporting 
process. 
 
Compile, Maintain and Share Program Watershed Data  


The Watershed Assessment Subgroup (WAS) of Santa Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative (SCBWMI), has a mission to provide the SCBWMI with a solid 
scientific foundation for watershed planning. One of WAS’s tasks is to coordinate the 
SCBWMI’s data collection and data management efforts with stream monitoring studies 
within the Basin. The Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) is a result of this task and was 
initially prepared by the Program in November 1998. The purpose of the SSI is to 
promote inter-agency awareness of environmental investigations within riparian corridors 
and to facilitate coordination of related data collection and management. It also 
describes stream-related multi-stakeholder studies and projects that were in-progress in 
the Santa Clara Basin. The SSI was updated, revised and reissued in February 2000 
(version 2.0), July 2001 (version 3.0), August 2002 (version 4.0) and November 2003 
(version 5.0). The Program funded the initial development of the SSI and each of the 
annual updates. 
 
Additionally, to comply with its NPDES permit, the Program compiles, develops and 
analyzes a variety of data sets and reports.  Most of this data is collected and generated 
as part of the Program’s environmental monitoring and assessment activities.  A majority 
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of the information collected and used by the Program originates from different 
municipalities and agencies that conduct studies within Program jurisdictional 
boundaries. 
 
The Program developed a relational database as an initial task to systematically 
describe and document data used for its activities. The intent of the database is to 
demonstrate its usefulness of how to systematically and efficiently collect and document 
all of the relevant data used in the Program’s activities. In addition, the database was 
designed to explore the feasibility of eventually expanding and coordinating its 
maintenance and use with other agencies and organizations in the Program. The 
database is a metadata database which focuses on the description, documentation, and 
indexing of the data sets, sources, reports, etc.  It does not focus on data.  The current 
metadata database incorporated information on data sources that were documented in 
the existing SCBWMI’s watershed assessment metadata database (MDDB) and the 
WMI’s Stream Studies Inventory Report data (SSI). The Program developed draft written 
user documentation for the database in FY 02-03.  
 
In an effort to compile, maintain and share watershed data, the Program intends to 
continue to update the SSI and the Program’s relational database, to the extent possible 
during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan. Additionally, the Program will 
report on these efforts during its annual reporting process. 
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6.0 REPORTING AND QUALITY CONTORL PROCEDURES 
 
Consistent reporting of monitoring activities not only allows the Program to comply with 
NPDES Permit requirements, but also provides a format to discuss the results of data 
collection efforts and evaluation of the effectiveness of control measures. Additionally, in 
any environmental monitoring program effective quality control procedures are 
necessary to assess the accuracy and completeness of data, and to ensure it’s 
scientifically validity. Lastly, data management is an integral part of environmental 
monitoring, providing a means to access, query and retrieve data in a relatively easy 
manner. This section briefly discusses the reporting, quality control and data 
management activities the Program will undertake during the implementation of the 
Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
 
6.1 Reporting Procedures and Deliverables 
There are a variety of reporting mechanisms the Program utilizes to: 1) demonstrate 
compliance with monitoring requirements in the Permit; 2) describe monitoring activities 
conducted; 3) provide an evaluation of information collected; and, 4) suggest next steps, 
including changes in methodologies, potential management actions and additional data 
collection efforts. Each reporting mechanism has its purpose and scope, as described 
below. The following is a list of documents the Program intends to submit to the 
Regional Board during the implementation of the Revised Multi-Year Plan.  
 
Watershed Characterization and Sampling Design Technical Memorandum  


Building on recent watershed monitoring and assessment activities conducted by the 
WMI and the SCVURPPP, the Program plans to conduct activities entailing the 
collection and analysis of information needed to further characterize watersheds. To 
facilitate this process, the SCVURPPP will annually develop a Watershed 
Characterization and Sampling Design Technical Memorandum (Characterization 
Memo). The purpose of the Characterization Memo is to describe existing readily 
available information (e.g. watershed attributes, beneficial use information, water quality 
data) that will aid in the development of a sampling design for a specific watershed(s) 
that are scheduled for screening-level monitoring to begin during the next fiscal year. 
Beginning in FY 05-06, the Program will submit the Characterization Memo within its 
Annual Work Plan. The memo will describe and provide the rationale for the selection of 
sampling parameters and sites within the watershed scheduled for screening-level 
sampling in that fiscal year. This task is very similar to activities previously conducted by 
Program staff when developing the Program’s Annual Monitoring Program Plan.  
 
Watershed Monitoring and Assessment Summary Report  


Following the first and second year of screening-level monitoring in a given watershed, 
the Program will develop and submit a Watershed Monitoring and Assessment Summary 
Report (Summary Report). The Summary Report is intended to provide a preliminary 
analysis of data collected during the previous fiscal year. The Summary Report will 
discuss the results of implementing the Annual Monitoring Plan, pursuant to Provisions 
C.8 and C.10(b) of the Program’s NPDES Permit, by illustrating the SCVURPPP’s 
support for the WMI by: (1) investigating beneficial uses and causes of impairment; (2) 
reviewing, compiling, and disseminating environmental data; (3) developing and 
implementing strategies for controlling adverse impacts of land use on beneficial uses; 
and, (4) facilitating, implementing, and supporting relevant SCBWMI subgroups. 
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Furthermore, this Summary Report may also provide information on current or planned 
watershed management activities and suggest (to the extent possible) next steps 
needed for continuous improvement in addressing high priorities in each of the subject 
watersheds. The report will be submitted annually with the Program Annual Report. 
 
Watershed Assessment Report  


As described in Section 3.23 and illustrated in Figure 1.0, it is the Program’s intent to 
conduct watershed assessments in specific watersheds within the Santa Clara basin 
beginning in FY 05-06. Assessments will integrate information collected during 
watershed characterizations and screening-level assessments to support Program 
objectives of continuously improving Program components and developing additional 
ones to support attainment of beneficial uses in selected water bodies. Watershed 
assessment will be coordinated with other assessment-related activities occurring in the 
basin, to the extent possible, and will only occur in watersheds identified as high priority 
by the Program. The Watershed Assessment Report (Assessment Report) will document 
the assessment process implemented in a given watershed and present data gaps that 
the Program may chose to fill through additional monitoring activities. Additionally, 
similar to the Coyote Creek Watershed Integrated Pilot Study, potential management 
actions that will likely enhance beneficial uses may be recommended in the Assessment 
Report. 
 
Investigative Monitoring Reports  


Investigative monitoring/studies include more detailed measurements typically taken in a 
more defined area (e.g., stream reach). As described in Section 2.4, investigative 
monitoring activities will be conducted on an as needed basis, where previous 
monitoring suggests that more detailed studies are warranted and feasible. To document 
these activities, Investigative Monitoring Reports (Investigative Reports) will be 
developed by the Program as investigative studies are completed. Investigative Reports 
will likely include a detailed analysis of the methods utilized, a discussion of results and 
recommended next steps.  
 
Program Annual Reports  


The Program annually submits a comprehensive report (Annual Report) to the Regional 
Board that describes activities conducted during the previous fiscal year that are 
intended to demonstrate compliance with Permit requirements. Within the report, 
monitoring and watershed management activities implemented during the previous year 
are described and an evaluation of the effectiveness of implementing these activities is 
presented.  
 
6.2 Quality Control Procedures  
A thorough and effective quality control program is an essential aspect of any monitoring 
program. While the specific quality control methods applied may vary with the type of 
monitoring (e.g., sediment quality, water quality, habitat evaluation) and data quality 
objectives, a few key activities should be included in the development of the quality 
control program. These activities include: 
 


o An evaluation and documentation of data quality objectives, data 
acceptance criteria, and field and laboratory quality control methods; 
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o A review and documentation of field and laboratory methods, along 
with appropriate information regarding equipment, personnel, logistics 


 and safety considerations; 


o Coordination of each project with other projects in the watershed, to 
 ensure consistency and compatibility of approach and to foster 


interdisciplinary transfer of data and resources; and, 


o Review of the project data (including QA/QC data) to determine where 
project-specific objectives are or are not being met and to identify any 
notable QA/QC problems, and modification or revision of study methods 
as appropriate to provide corrective action where needed. 


 
Since the implementation of the Program’s original Multi-Year Plan (FY 02-03), quality 
control procedures have been followed to the extent possible with available resources. 
To further document quality control procedures that will be followed, the Program will 
develop, adopt and implement a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) related to its 
watershed monitoring and assessment and POC monitoring activities during the 
implementation of Multi-Year Plan. The QAPP is intended to help the Program ensure 
that data collected under the Revised Multi-Year Plan are of adequate quality given the 
monitoring objectives. Once complete, the QAPP will be included as an Appendix to the 
Revised Multi-Year Plan. 
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7.0 ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING MEASURES - SUMMARY MATRIX 
 


While continuing the programmatic approach to measuring compliance, the SCVURPPP 
is committed to monitoring and assessing their creeks and the San Francisco Bay. Table 
3.0 is provided to illustrate the SCVURPPP’s proposed surface water monitoring 
program for the next six years. Table 3.0 contains the following information: watershed 
location (prioritized based on WMI and SCVURPPP assessment priorities), data type 
(chemical, biological and physical), FYs (8 years starting with FY02-03 through FY09-
10), rationale, and lead agency.  The information on data type utilizes a tiered monitoring 
approach discussed in Section 2.0 of this document, and includes the following 
monitoring categories: screening level, investigative, and status and trends. Table 4.0 
provides a description of data parameters and analytical methods SCVURPPP intends 
to use during implementation of its Revised Multi-Year Waters Monitoring Plan. 
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Table 3.0 (Revised 3/1/04). SCVURPPP 8-year monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1. 
 


Watershed 
Area Data Type2 


FY
 0


2-
03


 


FY
 0


3-
04


 


FY
 0


4-
05


 


FY
 0


5-
06


 


FY
 0


6-
07


 


FY
 0


7-
08


 


FY
 0


8-
09


 


FY
 0


9-
10


 


Rationale Lead 
Agency 


Chemical           


Contaminants - Water 3  I (3)   I  I    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP


Contaminants - Sediment4 I (1)        See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP


General Water Quality5 S(5)   S  S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP


Coyote 
Creek 
(Only 
tributaries 
sampled in 
FY 02-03) 


Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality6 I (1)   I  I    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry7 S(4)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms) 8 S(4)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment – 


Macroinvertebrates9 S(4)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP


 Bioassessment – Fish10         See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Physical           
 Physical Habitat11 S(4)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 


Sediment Characterization12 S(4)  I I I    


Identified as high priority for 
potential impairment from sediment 
in SCVURPPP sediment report. 
Conduct studies using methods 
developed in work associated with 
sediment workplan. 


SCVURPPP


 
Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         


Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 


SCVURPPP


 Riparian Vegetation         See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 


FY
 0


2-
03


 


FY
 0


3-
04


 


FY
 0


4-
05


 


FY
 0


5-
06


 


FY
 0


6-
07


 


FY
 0


7-
08


 


FY
 0


8-
09


 


FY
 0


9-
10


 


Rationale Lead 
Agency 


Chemical           


Contaminants - Water Quality I (2)   I I    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP


Lower 
Penitencia 
Creek 


Contaminants - Sediment  I (1)   I I    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 General Water Quality S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality  I (2)   I I    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Pathogens (Indicator Organisms) S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Fish         See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
  Physical           
 Physical Habitat S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 Sediment Characterization S(5)   S S    See FY 02-03 Monitoring Plan SCVURPPP
 


Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 


SCVURPPP


 Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP


Chemical           San Thomas 
Aquino 


Contaminants - Water Quality   I (6) I (1)  I I T T Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Contaminants - Sediment  I (1)       Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
 General Water Quality  S(7) S(11)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry  S(7) S(4)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality  I (3) I (1)  I I T T Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 


FY
 0


2-
03


 


FY
 0


3-
04


 


FY
 0


4-
05


 


FY
 0


5-
06


 


FY
 0


6-
07


 


FY
 0


7-
08


 


FY
 0


8-
09


 


FY
 0


9-
10


 


Rationale Lead 
Agency 


 Pathogen Indicator Organisms  S(7) S(3)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates  S(7) S(7)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Fish   S(2)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
  Physical           
 Physical Habitat  S(7) S(7)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Sediment Characterization  S(7) S(7)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP


 


Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 


SCVURPPP


 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection currently planned SCVURPPP


Chemical           Adobe 
Creek 


Contaminants - Water Quality  I (2) I (1)  I I T T Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Contaminants - Sediment  I (1)       Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
 General Water Quality  S(3) S(5)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry  S(3) S(2)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality  I (1) I (1)  I I T T Investigative Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Pathogen Indicator Organisms  S(3) S(2)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates  S(4) S(4)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Fish   S(2)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 


FY
 0


2-
03


 


FY
 0


3-
04


 


FY
 0


4-
05


 


FY
 0


5-
06


 


FY
 0


6-
07


 


FY
 0


7-
08


 


FY
 0


8-
09


 


FY
 0


9-
10


 


Rationale Lead 
Agency 


  Physical           
 Physical Habitat  S(4) S(4)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 Sediment Characterization  S(4) S(4)  I I T T Screening Level Monitoring SCVURPPP
 


Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 


SCVURPPP


 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 


planned SCVURPPP


Chemical           


Contaminants - Water Quality   I (3) I  T T T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP


Matadero/ 
Barron 
Creeks 


General Water Quality   S(6) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry   S(4) S  I I  Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality   I (2) I   T T T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Pathogen Indicator Organisms   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Fish   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
  Physical           
 Physical Habitat   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Sediment Characterization   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 


Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 


SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 


FY
 0


2-
03


 


FY
 0


3-
04


 


FY
 0


4-
05


 


FY
 0


5-
06


 


FY
 0


6-
07


 


FY
 0


7-
08


 


FY
 0


8-
09


 


FY
 0


9-
10


 


Rationale Lead 
Agency 


 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 


planned SCVURPPP


Chemical           Calabazas 
Creek 


Contaminants – Water Quality   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 General Water Quality   S(6) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry   S(3) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Pathogen Indicator Organisms   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Bioassessment - Fish   S(2) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Physical           
 Physical Habitat   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Sediment Characterization   S(4) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 


Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 


SCVURPPP


 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 


planned SCVURPPP


Chemical           


Contaminants - Water Quality   S(3) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP


Sunnyvale  
Channel 
(East/West) 


General Water Quality   S(3) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Conventional Water Chemistry   S(3) S  I I T Screening level monitoring SCVURPPP
 Biological           
 Toxicity - Water Quality         No data collection is currently SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 


FY
 0


2-
03


 


FY
 0


3-
04


 


FY
 0


4-
05


 


FY
 0


5-
06


 


FY
 0


6-
07


 


FY
 0


7-
08


 


FY
 0


8-
09


 


FY
 0


9-
10


 


Rationale Lead 
Agency 


planned 


 Pathogen Indicator Organisms         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP


 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP


 Bioassessment - Fish         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP


 Physical           
 Physical Habitat         No data collection is currently 


planned SCVURPPP


 Sediment Characterization         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP


 
Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         


Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 


SCVURPPP


 Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 
planned SCVURPPP


Stevens 
Creek Chemical           


 
Contaminants - Water Quality    I I  T T Baseline screening level data 


collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP


 Conventional Water Chemistry    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP


 
General Water Quality    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 


collected by RWQCB in 2002  SCVURPPP


 Biological           
 


Toxicity - Water Quality    I I  T T Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP


 
Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 


collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 


FY
 0


2-
03


 


FY
 0


3-
04


 


FY
 0


4-
05


 


FY
 0


5-
06


 


FY
 0


6-
07


 


FY
 0


7-
08


 


FY
 0


8-
09


 


FY
 0


9-
10


 


Rationale Lead 
Agency 


 
Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates    S S  I I Baseline data collected by USGS in 


1997 and RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP


 


Bioassessment - Fish    S S  I I 


Coordinate with SCVWD to obtain 
permits and/or develop approach to 
monitor status and trends of 
steelhead populations. 


SCVWD/ 
SCVURPPP


  Physical           


 
Physical Habitat    S S  I I 


Salmonid habitat survey in 1999 by 
FAHCE; Visual habitat assessment 
by RWQCB in 2002 


SCVURPPP


 


Sediment Characterization  I I S S    


Identified as high priority for 
potential impairment from sediment 
in SCVURPPP sediment report. 
Conduct studies using methods 
developed in work associated with 
sediment workplan. 


SCVURPPP


 


Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 


SCVURPPP


 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 


planned SCVURPPP


Permanente 
Creek Chemical           


 
Contaminants - Water Quality    I I  T T Baseline screening level data 


collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP


 
Conventional Water Chemistry    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 


collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP







 


FY04-05 Work Plan  3/01/04 
F:\Sc42\Updated URMP_2004\Revised Multi-Year Monitoring Plan_final.doc            50 


Watershed 
Area Data Type2 


FY
 0


2-
03


 


FY
 0


3-
04


 


FY
 0


4-
05


 


FY
 0


5-
06


 


FY
 0


6-
07


 


FY
 0


7-
08


 


FY
 0


8-
09


 


FY
 0


9-
10


 


Rationale Lead 
Agency 


 
General Water Quality    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 


collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP


 Biological           


 
Toxicity - Water Quality    I I  T T Baseline screening level data 


collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP


 
Pathogens (Indicator Organisms)    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 


collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP


 
Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates    S S  I I Baseline data collected by RWQCB 


in 2002 SCVURPPP


 


Bioassessment - Fish    S S  I I 
Coordinate with SCVWD to monitor 
status and trends of resident 
rainbow trout populations. 


SCVWD/ 
SCVURPPP


  Physical           
 


Physical Habitat    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 
collected by RWQCB in 2002 SCVURPPP


 
Sediment Characterization    S S  I I Baseline screening level data 


collected by RWQCB in 2002 
RWQCB/ 
SCVURPPP


 


Channel Dynamics and Hydrology         
Potential Data Collection through 
the Hydromodification Management 
Plan (HMP) 


SCVURPPP


 
Riparian Vegetation         No data collection is currently 


planned SCVURPPP
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 


FY
 0


2-
03


 


FY
 0


3-
04


 


FY
 0


4-
05


 


FY
 0


5-
06


 


FY
 0


6-
07


 


FY
 0


7-
08


 


FY
 0


8-
09


 


FY
 0


9-
10


 


Rationale Lead 
Agency 


Monitoring Activities in watersheds not currently considered in plan. 


San 
Francisquito 
Creek  I I I      


Detailed watershed assessment 
being conducted by stakeholder 
workgroup administered by the San 
Francisquito Creek Joint Powers 
Authority (JPA) 


 


Contaminants - Water Quality S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16 S 16


Four reaches. Monitoring is shown 
as quarterly; actual frequency will 
be in accordance with RWQCB 
requirements. Total Hg, 
Methylmercury, TSS. 


SCVWD 


Guadalupe 
River 


Contaminants - Sediment S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) S(4) Methylmercury concentrations in 
riverbed and suspended sediments. SCVWD 


 


General Water Quality S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9) S(9)
Monitoring used to calibrate model 
to simulate stream temperature. 
Key variable for fish survival. 


SCVWD 


 
Bioassessment - Fish S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17 S 17


Adult migration & spawning; juvenile 
rearing and/or migration in 17 or 
more locations. 


SCVWD 


  Physical           
 


Channel Dynamics and Hydrology S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 S 14 Channel bottom stability in 14 
transects SCVWD 


 
Riparian Vegetation S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23 S 23


Survival, health & vigor, non-native 
species cover, and/or tree basal 
area (18 plots) 


SCVWD 


1 Parameter types are listed with category of monitoring design, which include: (S) screening level, (I) investigative, and (T) status and trends.  The number in parentheses represents the number of 


sampling locations for that sampling period.  For FY’s 05-06 to 09-19, Parameters types (I and T) only serve as place holders. Future annual monitoring plan submittals will indicate the number of sites 


where screening-level (S) , investigative (I), and status and trends (T) monitoring will occur in a given watershed. 
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Watershed 
Area Data Type2 


FY
 0


2-
03


 


FY
 0


3-
04


 


FY
 0


4-
05


 


FY
 0


5-
06


 


FY
 0


6-
07


 


FY
 0


7-
08


 


FY
 0


8-
09


 


FY
 0


9-
10


 


Rationale Lead 
Agency 


2 Description of analyses conducted for each data type is described in the footnotes below.  In some cases, partial analyses may be implemented for data types when existing data satisfies screening 


level target.  Standard analytical methods are indicated in separate table attached to Plan; methods are intended to be congruent with SWAMP/RMAS methodology.  Adjustments will be made, if 


necessary, when SWAMP QAPP becomes available in September 2002. 
3 Water Chemistry: Total and dissolved metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se) and organophosphate pesticides; sampling conducted for two times per year. 


4 Sediment chemistry: Metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As), PCB, mercury, PAHs and organochlorine pesticides; sampling conducted in the dry season only.  
5 General water quality: Temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and specific conductance (multiparameter probe readings and/or continuous measurements); sampling conducted two times per year. 
6 Toxicity testing of water on three species: (1) Ceriodaphnia: 7 day survival and reproduction; (2) pimephales 7-day; and (3) selenastrum test; toxicity conducted at wet and dry season.   
7 Conventional water chemistry: Major anions: ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, chloride, sulfate; total phosphate, boron, TKN, TDS, SSC, ammonia, chlorophyll-a, alkalinity, hardness, TOC and DOC; 


sampling conducted two times per year.  
8 Indicator organisims: total and fecal coliform and enterococcus; sampling conducted two times per year. 
9 Bioassessment: following CSBP methodology and conducted in the spring season. 
10 Rapid bioassessment of fish communities will be done using methods established in the SEIDP or by other standardized methods utilized by the SCVWD or other Co-permittee agencies. 


11 Habitat survey physical habitat assessment using CSBP methodology. 
12 Sediment characterization includes collecting sediment grain size (full analysis) at sites where sediment samples are collected.  Suspended sediment concentrations (SSC) are collected with 


conventional water chemistry samples.  Stream substrate composition is estimated qualitatively during Macroinvertebrate bioassessments and physical habitat surveys. 
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Table 4.0 Analytical methods used in SCVURPPP Multi-Year Monitoring Plan. 
 
Description of data parameters Analytical Methods 
Pesticides (water) - Organophosphate suite  EPA 8141A 
Pesticides (sediment) - Organochlorine suite EPA 8081A 
PCB congeners EPA 8082 
PAH congeners EPA 8270 
ICPMS metals suite (sediment) (Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, 
Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As--all costs) 


EPA 6020 


ICPMS metals suite (water)--unfiltered "total" (Includes Al, 
Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se--all costs) 


EPA 200.8 


ICPMS metals suite (water)--filtered "dissolved" (Includes 
Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se--al costs) 


EPA 200.8 


Total mercury (sediment) EPA 245.7/1631M 
Major anions nutrient scan:  ortho-phosphate, nitrate, nitrite, 
chloride, sulfate 


EPA 365.2, EPA 300 


Total  Phosphate EPA 365.2 
Boron EPA 200.8 
TKN EPA 351.3 
TDS EPA 160.1 
Suspended Sediment Concentration (SSC) ASTM D3977-97 
Ammonia EPA 350.3 
Chlorophyll-a SM 10200H/EPA 445.0 
Alkalinity EPA 310.1 
Hardness EPA 130.2 
TOC EPA 415.1 
DOC EPA 415.1 
Sediment grain size - full analysis (phi scale) Plumb/PSEP 
Total coliform SM 9221B 
Fecal coliform SM 9221B 
enterococcus SM 9230B 
Ceriodaphnia 7-day Survival & Reproduction EPA 1002.0 (WET) 
Pimephales (fathead minnow) 7 - day EPA 1000.0 (WET) 
Selenastrum (algae) test EPA 1003.0 (WET) 
  
(WET) Whole Effluent Toxicity: Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for the 
Analysis of Pollutants (October 16, 1995) 
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8.0 PROGRAMMATIC MONITORING INDICATORS - SUMMARY MATRIX 
 
Based on the SCVURPPP’s experience in implementing Performance Standards, 
monitoring projects and the continuous improvement process, the Program believes that 
a key element of its strategy should focus on developing better programmatic indicators 
and on collecting and analyzing programmatic data. A summary matrix of the various 
ongoing and planned projects relative to how they address the four major components of 
the RWQCB’s long-term monitoring goals is shown in Table 5.0. The purpose of this 
table is to give the reader a perspective on the various projects that the SCVURPPP has 
underway or planned.  
 
In general, specific details on the project scope, expected or completed products and 
overall due dates can be found in several other reports produced by the Program and 
are not reproduced in this report. Please refer to the Program’s website 
(www.scvurppp.org) or see the following areas noted below for additional information: 
 


• Project Scopes & Schedules: see the annual monitoring plan 
contained in the Annual Program Workplans. 


• Completed Products: see Table 4-2 contained in the monitoring 
section of the Program’s Annual Reports. 


• Status Reports: distributed to AdHoc Monitoring Group and 
Management Committee at least on a quarterly basis. In addition, the 
Program discusses the status of various projects on an as needed 
basis at the BASMAA monitoring subcommittee meetings, special 
workshops, and various WMI subgroup meetings, in particular the 
Land Use Subgroup. The results of those presentations and 
discussions are contained in meeting notes that are distributed to the 
Management Committee and members of the specific workgroup. 



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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TABLE 5.0 
SUMMARY OF ONGOING AND PLANNED SCVURPPP PROGRAMMATIC MONITORING ACTIVITIES 


 


SCVURPPP  
Programmatic 


Monitoring Elements 
Screening 


Level1 
Investigative 
(targeted – 
source ID) 2 


Status and 
Trends 


Monitoring3 


Evaluate 
Management 


Effectiveness4 
Status 


(Expected FY) 


Control Programs for POCs 


Copper/Nickel Baseline 
Actions Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 


Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 


Pesticide Control 
Program Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 


PCBs Control Program Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 


Dioxin-like Compounds 
Control Program Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 


Trash Management 
Activities Yes Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 
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SCVURPPP  
Programmatic 


Monitoring Elements 
Screening 


Level1 
Investigative 
(targeted – 
source ID) 2 


Status and 
Trends 


Monitoring3 


Evaluate 
Management 


Effectiveness4 
Status 


(Expected FY) 


Performance Standard Monitoring Activities 


Program Data 
Management & ICID/IND 
enhanced reporting  


No Yes Yes Yes Ongoing 


Land Use Subgroup  
• Economic and Tax 


Incentives 
• Compare and 


Contrast develop. 
policies    


• Stormwater's role in 
congestion  
management 


No No No Yes Ongoing 
 


 
1 Screening-level monitoring involves the collection and analysis of existing and/or new data (chemical, physical, biological) to characterize 
baseline conditions. 
 
2 Investigative monitoring typically includes the collection of more detailed measurements in a defined area (e.g., stream reach), to answer specific 
questions of impairment our source/causes of adverse impacts to beneficial uses and water quality.  
 
3 Status and trends monitoring typically involves the periodic collection of new data for comparison against baseline conditions and analysis of 
trends.  
 
4 Management Effectiveness monitoring involves designing specific receiving water and/or programmatic monitoring programs to evaluate BMPs 
and/or the implementation and effectiveness of overall stormwater program activities. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  
 
Consumer items and waste materials including food and beverage containers (e.g., plastic bags 
and bottles), cigarette butts, food waste, construction and landscaping materials, furniture, 
electronics, tires and hazardous materials (e.g., paint, batteries) are discarded everyday in the 
Santa Clara Valley (California). While many of these items are properly disposed of, a portion are 
inappropriately discarded, 1) onto the urban landscape that drains into a stormwater conveyance 
systems (i.e., stormwater systems), or 2) directly into local creeks and channels. This portion is 
collectively called “trash” and once in local water bodies it can adversely impact Santa Clara 
Valley residents, visitors, fish and wildlife. 
 
Responding to water quality concerns regarding trash, the San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (Water Board) identified trash as a potential pollutant in urban creeks in 
2001 and directed municipalities to assess the potential impairment of water quality produced by 
the presence of trash in creeks within their jurisdiction. The Water Board suggested that Bay Area 
municipalities define trash problems in water bodies, identify the sources of trash through 
monitoring or existing information, and develop a program of action to address the principle 
sources of trash.  
 
In response to the call to action from the Water Board, the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP or Program) began taking additional steps toward 
improving trash conditions in Santa Clara Valley urban water bodies. Specifically, the Program’s 
Management Committee formed a Trash Ad Hoc Task Group and subsequently developed a 
multi-year Work Plan that outlined a strategy to address trash in urban creeks and channels in the 
Santa Clara Valley. Through Work Plan implementation, creek trash assessments were 
conducted by SCVURPPP Co-Permittees at approximately fifty sites between 2004 and 2007. 
The goal of the assessments was to better understand the level of trash and potential impacts at 
creek sites identified as “problem areas”. Results suggest that during the wet season, large 
amounts of trash are conveyed through stormwater from poorly kept commercial facilities, 
schools, bus stops and roads. During the dry season, wind blown trash from adjacent land uses 
and illegal dumping on creek banks appear to be the most important trash source-transport 
combinations. In addition, homeless encampments are sources of trash at some creek sites. 
 
Building on the completion of the Work Plan, Program staff developed a Draft Trash Management 
and Effectiveness Assessment Strategy (Strategy) in October 2006. The Strategy currently 
serves as a roadmap to guide future trash-related activities conducted by the Program. It includes 
three main tasks:  
 


1. Identifying trash problem areas and sources;  


2. Selecting and implementing appropriate control measures at high priority problem 
areas; and, 


3. Assessing the effectiveness of control measure implementation.  
 
Recent, current and future activities conducted under the Work Plan and the Strategy are 
illustrated in Figure 1. The SCVURPPP Pilot Trash Structural Treatment Control Study (Trash 
Control Study) described in this implementation plan is designed to assist Co-permittees in 
completing Task 2.2 of the Strategy.
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TTaasskk  11  
IIddeennttiiffyyiinngg  TTrraasshh  PPrroobblleemm  


AArreeaass  &&  SSoouurrcceess  


Task 1.3 - Re-prioritize 
Problem Areas as 
Necessary 
Major Activities
• To be determined 


TTaasskk  22  
TTrraasshh  BBMMPP  EEvvaalluuaattiioonn  &&  


IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  


TTaasskk  33  
TTrraasshh  CCoonnttrrooll  MMeeaassuurree  


EEffffeeccttiivveenneessss  AAsssseessssmmeenntt    


Task 2.1 - Assess Known 
Effectiveness & Costs of 
Control Measures 
Major Activities
• Trash BMP Tool Box 


(2007) 


Task 2.2 – Implementation of 
Pilot Trash Control Measures 
Major Activities
• Pilot Trash Treatment 


Control Measures 
Demonstration Project 
Implementation (2007) 


• Pump Station Retrofit 
Evaluation (2008) 


Task 1.2 - Prioritize Trash 
Problem Areas by 
Watershed 
Major Activities
• Rapid Trash 


Assessments (RTAs) 
and Keep America 
Beautiful (KAB) Surveys 
(On-going) 


• Draft Prioritization of 
Trash Problem Areas in 
Santa Clara Basin 
Watersheds (2007) 


Task 3.1 - Develop 
Effectiveness Assessment 
and Monitoring Strategy 
Major Activities
• Trash Control Measure 


Effectiveness 
Assessment Plan (2008) 


Task 1.1 - Define Trash 
Sources and Pathways 
Major Activities
• Trash Problem Area 


Survey (2004) 
• Rapid Trash 


Assessments (RTAs) 
and Keep America 
Beautiful (KAB) Surveys 
(On-going) 


• Trash Sources and 
Pathways Conceptual 
Model (2007) 


Task 2.3 - Develop and 
Implement Long-Term Trash 
Management Strategies 
Major Activities
• To be determined 


Task 3.2 – Implement 
Effectiveness Assessment 
Strategy 
Major Activities
• To be determined 


Task 3.3 -Track & Report 
Findings & 
Recommendations 
Major Activities
• To be determined 


Figure 1. Illustration of the SCVURPPP Pilot Trash Structural Treatment Control Study (Pilot Study) in the context of 
all major Trash Management and Assessment Strategy tasks.  
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2.0 BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 Trash Sources and Pathways to Urban Creeks 


People are the fundamental source of all trash found in Santa Clara Basin urban creeks and San 
Francisco Bay. However, similar to other pollutants, more specific sources and associated 
transport processes must be identified to allow effective management actions to be implemented. 
Based on creek trash assessments and local agency staff knowledge of how trash is deposited 
and transported to local water bodies, there are four distinct source categories for trash to urban 
creeks: 
 


1. Pedestrians who lack the willingness to properly dispose of waste or do not have access 
to waste containers are likely the greatest source of trash in local water bodies. Land 
areas where pedestrians litter typically include high foot traffic locations (e.g., shopping 
plazas, convenience stores, parks), transition points (e.g., bus stops, train stations, 
entrance to public buildings), and special event venues (e.g., concerts, sporting events 
and fairs).  


2. Drivers and passengers who litter from Vehicles or do not adequately cover their 
vehicles when transporting trash and debris are also sources.  Land areas that may 
generate trash from vehicles include roads, highways (on/off ramps, shoulders or median 
strips) and parking lots.  


3. Waste Containers (e.g., trash receptacles, recycling bins and dumpsters) that are 
overflowing and/or uncovered, and improper handling of trash and recycling materials 
during curbside collection (e.g., residential and commercial areas).  


4. Illegal Dumping of large volumes of trash within a watershed or directly into a waterway 
is a source – typically in out of sight locations. This source includes trash illegally dumped 
or discarded by illegal encampments near or within riparian areas.   


 
Pedestrians, vehicles and inadequate waste container management are generally considered a 
chronic source of trash in urbanized areas and usually occur where there are high populations of 
people consuming products and generating waste. In contrast, illegal dumping typically occurs 
sporadically and in general consists of large items (e.g., furniture and tires) compared to other 
source categories. 
 
There are also four major trash transport pathways to urban creeks:  
 


A. Stormwater Conveyance Systems can transport trash to waterways from any 
combination of the four source categories described above during storm events and dry 
weather flows. Small and floatable trash items are particularly susceptible to transport 
through this pathway.  


B. Wind can also transport trash to creeks and stormwater conveyance systems, especially 
when sources are located adjacent to creeks with minimal riparian vegetation and 
obstructions (e.g., fences).  


C. Direct Disposal of trash into creeks or along creek banks also serves as a transport 
mechanism. Illegal dumping and pedestrian litter are the two most prevalent trash source 
categories applicable to this pathway.   


D. Downstream Transport of trash can occur once it enters a creek from any of the 
pathways described above. Depending on the physical characteristics of trash and the 
creek, trash may accumulate a creek sites or be transported to larger downstream water 
bodies (e.g., wetlands, bays and estuaries), where additional influence of tide, currents 
and wind can affect the distribution of trash. 
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Although the magnitude of trash in urban creeks from each source and transport pathway 
combination is currently unclear, SCVURPPP and Water Board creek trash assessments suggest 
that stormwater conveyance systems are an important transport pathway. Therefore, additional 
information is needed to better quantify the sources of trash entering the stormwater system and 
the magnitude of trash entering local creeks via this transport pathway. 
 
2.2 Estimated Trash Loading Rates 


The composition of the trash, and rate at which it finds its way into the stormwater conveyance 
system, are highly variable. Contributing factors may include: 
 


• Type and density of land uses (e.g., commercial, industrial and residential); 
• Income level and environmental awareness of the community; and, 
• Rainfall intensity and antecedent rainfall period. 


 
Several studies have attempted to quantify the amount of trash reaching the stormwater 
conveyance system from discreet land areas. However, most studies have been conducted in 
relatively small areas, or for relatively short periods of time, or both. The findings of a portion of 
these studies are discussed below. 


2.2.1 City of Calabazas, CA 
The City of Calabasas owns and operates a Continuous Deflective Separation (CDS) unit that 
receives runoff from a land area of approximately 12.8 mi2. The urbanized portion of this area is 
estimated to be about 0.10 mi2. The volume of trash removed from the CDS unit in 1999 was 
2,000 gallons of sludgy water and a 64-gallon bag about two-thirds full of plastic food wrappers. 
This volume represents approximately nine months of runoff. Based on these data, the Los 
Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board (LA Water Board) estimates that the annual 
loading of trash from this 0.10 mi2 urbanized area is approximately 64 gallons (640 gallons/ mi2). 
These data were used as the current loading rate for the Trash Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) for the Los Angeles River Watershed (LA Water Board 2007).   


2.2.2 City of Los Angeles, CA 
The City of Los Angeles conducted an Enhanced Catch Basin Cleaning Pilot Project in 
compliance with a consent decree between the United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
the State of California, and the City of Los Angeles. The project goals were to determine debris 
loading rates, characterize the debris, and find an optimal cleaning schedule through enhanced 
catch basin cleaning. The project evaluated trash loading at two drainage basins: 1) Hollywood 
Basin (1,366 acres and 793 catch basins), mostly residential with some commercial and open 
space, and no industrial land; and, 2) Sawtelle Basin (2,267 acres and 502 catch basins) includes 
residential areas with some commercial, industrial and transportation-related uses, and some 
open space. The catch basins are inlet structures without a sump below the level of the outlet 
pipe to capture solids and trash washed down by stormwater. Catch basins were cleaned three to 
four times from March 1992 to December 1994 and yielded approximately 0.79 yd3 (160 gallons) 
of debris per cleaning characterized as paper (26%), plastic wastes (10%), soil (33%), and yard 
trimmings (31%). The study also observed that the amount of plastic waste was less in residential 
areas and greater in non-residential areas, that paper waste was greater in commercial areas, 
and that soil and yard waste was greater in residential areas and open spaces. 
 
In another study by the City of Los Angeles, the amounts of trash generated based on land use 
were addressed in a report required by the MS4 permit and submitted by Public Works to the LA 
Water Board on May 3, 2004. The report described the accumulation and cleanout of man-made 
trash, sediment, and natural vegetation in 500 catch basin inserts and five hydrodynamic 
separators in the Ballona Creek and Los Angeles River watersheds between November 11, 2002 
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and March 20, 2004. This period included 15 storm and one dry weather cleanouts. Land use 
types with highest litter generation per acre were commercial and industrial. 
 
2.3 Trash Best Management Practices (BMPs)  


In 2006, SCVURPPP Co-permittees expressed an interest in better understanding the known 
effectiveness, costs, challenges and applicability of various Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
designed to reduce trash in municipal stormwater conveyance systems and water bodies 
receiving urban runoff. In response, the Program staff conducted an extensive literature review on 
trash BMPs and created the Trash BMP Tool Box (Tool Box). The Tool Box examines both 
institutional (non-treatment) BMPs and stormwater treatment BMPs. Examples of institutional 
BMPs include, street sweeping, public education campaigns and creek cleanup events. 
Treatment controls are physical devices that are installed at stormwater catch basins, within the 
stormwater conveyance system, at an outfall to a creek, or within a water body. Treatment BMPs 
for trash typically block, separate or catch items transported through this pathway. Common types 
include catch basin inserts, hydrodynamic separators and outfall netting devices.  
 
Historically, SCVURPPP Co-permittees have attempted to manage trash in watersheds and 
creeks using a variety of institutional BMPs. Although the effectiveness of institutional BMPs is 
difficult to assess, some attempts have been made to determine the success of trash removal via 
street sweeping and receptacle management. In addition, Co-permittees know the costs of their 
storm drain maintenance and street sweeping programs, and operation and maintenance 
requirements. 
 
Treatment controls for trash have been implemented by Co-permittees to a lesser extent than 
institutional controls. Therefore, it is not unreasonable to assume that Co-permittee staff has less 
understanding of capital and maintenance costs, maintenance requirements and proper 
application of treatment controls. In addition, many of the treatment controls reviewed in the Tool 
Box are relatively new and little is known about effectiveness and maintenance 
requirements/costs.  
 
2.3.1 Full Capture Certification for Treatment BMPs 


Many types of stormwater treatment BMPs have been recently piloted Southern California as part 
of the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for trash within the Los Angeles River watershed. 
Based on design and effectiveness considerations, the LA Water Board can designate a trash 
treatment control as “full-capture” (~100% removal).  By definition, full capture treatment devices 
must:  
 


Trap all particles retained by a 5-mm screen, and have a demonstrated treatment 
capacity that exceeds the peak flow rate resulting from a one-year, one-hour 
storm in the subdrainage area (LARWQCB 2007). 


 
As of October 2007, six full-capture designations have been approved by the LA Water Board. 
Treatment devices certified as full capture are listed below and examples are presented in Figure 
2.  
 


1. Catch basin inserts developed by the City of Glendale, a combination of brush and 
aluminum mesh; 


2. Vertical trash capture screen inserts developed by Advanced Solutions, installed within 
catch basins; 


3. Horizontal trash capture screen inserts developed by Advanced Solutions, installed within 
catch basins; 


4. End-of-pipe trash nets developed by Fresh Creek Technologies, Inc; 
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5. Linear radial gross solids removal device configuration 1 (LR1 I-10) developed by 
Caltrans; and, 


6. Inclined screen gross solids removal device configuration 1 (IS1 SR-170) developed by 
Caltrans. 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


CalTrans Linear radial gross solids removal device configuration


Advanced Solutions Vertical Screen InsertsFresh Creek Technologies End-of-Pipe Netting


Figure 2. Examples of treatment devices certified by the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board as a “full 
capture” for trash. 
 
3.0 PILOT STUDY OBJECTIVES AND DESIGN 
 
3.1 Study Objectives 


Based on (a) the continued focus and challenges associated with reducing trash discharged to 
Santa Clara Basin creeks and channels through the stormwater conveyance system; (b) the need 
to better understand the costs, effectiveness, and maintenance requirements related to 
stormwater treatment BMPs; and, (c) the need to better define major land-based sources of trash 
and associated land use characteristics, the SCVURPPP Co-permittees have launched a Pilot 
Trash Structural Treatment Control Study (Pilot Study). The Pilot Study is designed to answer the 
following management questions:  
 


1. What are the trash loading rates from specific land uses to the stormwater conveyance 
systems? 


2. What is percentage of different types of materials (e.g., trash, sediment, leaves, grass) 
removed by selected treatment devices? 
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3. What is the maintenance frequency needed for proper operation of selected BMPs? 


4. What are the overall costs of treatment per amount (volume or weight) of trash removed? 
 
Specific objectives of the Pilot Study are to: 
 


1. Increase the removal of trash (and to a lesser degree sediment associated pollutants) in 
stormwater conveyance systems via the implementation of treatment BMPs; 


2. Estimate trash loading rates to stormwater conveyance systems in the Santa Clara Basin 
for various sources and/or land use types; 


3. Characterize the types of trash removed by selected treatment BMPs; 


4. Determine operation and maintenance requirements and associated costs for treatment 
BMPs implemented by SCVURPPP Co-permitees; and, 


5. Identify opportunities and challenges for future implementation. 
 
In addition, through the implementation of this Pilot Study, Co-permittees will gain valuable 
information that will assist them in addressing trash control requirements through the Municipal 
Regional Permit (MRP), which is currently being developed by the SF Bay Water Board.  
 
3.2 Participating Agencies 


The two largest cities in Santa Clara County, the City of San Jose and the City of Sunnyvale, 
agreed to participate in the Pilot Study. Information collected through their participation will allow 
other SCVURPPP Co-pemittees to gain insight into the most dominant trash sources and the 
most effect ways to reduce trash from entering urban creeks through stormwater conveyance 
systems. 


3.2.1 City of San Jose  
With roughly 950,000 residents, the City of San Jose is the third-largest city in California, and the 
largest in Santa Clara County. The City is roughly 178 mi2 in size, has over 30,000 stormwater 
inlets that receive drainage from land uses presented in Table 1. These inlets convey stormwater 
to approximately 760 outfalls, which discharge to local creeks.  


3.2.2 City of Sunnyvale  
The City of Sunnyvale is the second largest city in Santa Clara County with approximately 
133,000 residents. Sunnyvale is roughly 23 mi2 in size, and has roughly 4,183 municipal 
stormwater inlets, 25 outfalls to local creeks, and 48 outfalls to two storm drainage channels that 
connect to South San Francisco Bay.  
 
Table 1. Size (mi2) and percentages of land use types in the cities of San Jose and Sunnyvale (Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Management Plan 2000-2005).  


Land Use Type San Jose Sunnyvale 
Commercial 7.1 (4%) 1.75 (7%) 
Light and Heavy Industrial 16.2 (9%) 4.5 (18%) 
Public/Institutional/Schools 8.9 (5%) 2.25 (9%) 
Parks/Open Space 8.9 (5%) 1.25 (5%) 
Agriculture/Vacant 7.1 (4%) 1.0 (4%) 
Roads 28.5 (16%) 0.5 (2%) 
Single Family Residential 7.25 (29%) 
Multi-Family Residential 105.0 (59%) 3.75 (15%) 


Total 178 25 
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3.3 Selection of Trash Treatment Device 


To determine the type(s) of treatment devices that could be implemented during the Pilot Study to 
meet the objectives of the Pilot Study, the Program reviewed existing information presented in the 
Trash Tool Box. The following criteria were used to select the device(s) appropriate for the Pilot 
Study:  
 


1. Must be certified as “full-capture” by the LA Water Board to have confidence in the data 
for developing trash loading rates; 


2. Should be relatively easy to install and remove if flooding becomes an issue; 


3. Should have been successfully installed and maintained by municipalities in Southern 
California and applicable to the types of drainage infrastructure in the cities; and 


4. Should be relatively easy to maintain by Public Works crews at minimal costs. 
 
Based on these criteria and extensive field reconnaissance, the City of San Jose and the City of 
Sunnyvale selected a catch basin insert device designed and produced by Advanced Solutions 
as the primary trash treatment BMP that will be used during the Pilot Study. The StormTek™ 
catch basin insert is designated as a full capture treatment device and consists of a perforated 
metal screen placed horizontally or vertically in front of the storm drain pipe outlet within a catch 
basin (Figure 3). The StormTek™ device is capable of catching smaller and larger debris and 
uses the volume of the catch basin to retain trash before it is conveyed through the stormwater 
conveyance system. The debris captured remains until it is removed by a maintenance crew.  
In addition, the StormTek™ device is scalable to fit many catch basin sizes and dimensions. This 
makes them uniquely appropriate in cities with older stormwater infrastructure like the Cities of 
San Jose and Sunnyvale. 
 


 
 


Figure 3. Example of the StormTek™ catch basin inserts which was 
selected for the SCVURPPP Pilot Study. 
 


 
3.4 Study Area Selection and Characterization 


Approximately 80 StormTek devices will be installed in the Cities of San Jose and Sunnyvale. 
The devices will be located to help meet two objectives of the Pilot Study. First, the participating 
cities are interested in maximizing the volume of trash removed through the Pilot Study (i.e., 
Objective #1). Therefore, the most direct way to achieve this objective is to install StormTek™ 
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devices in catch basins that receive drainage from land use types previously identified as 
generating relatively large volumes of trash. These include commercial and multi-family 
residential land uses, schools, and bus stops. Approximately 35 catch basin inserts will be 
installed in these types of areas within the two cities. The second objective is to develop trash 
loading rates for areas believed to be generating relatively moderate volumes of trash (e.g., 
industrial and single-family residential). The remaining catch basin inserts (~45) will be installed in 
locations with these land use characteristics.  
 
To better characterize the area draining to each catch basin where a StormTek™ device will be 
installed, the following information is being documented:  
 


• Size of area draining into catch basin; 
• Percentage of each land use within the drainage area, including roads; 
• Presence of bus or train stops; 
• Presence of improper container management (e.g., overflowing dumpsters or trash 


receptacles); and 
• Presence of other sources. 


 
3.5 Data Collection Methods 


After installation, the basins will be visually inspected after each of the first 3 storm events 
(>0.25”). Most of the catch basins within the two participating cities are small (approximately 24”w 
X 24”d X 26”h) and may rapidly fill with debris. Therefore, frequent inspections at the onset will be 
necessary to determine the required maintenance frequency and volume/type of trash captured. 
Following these initial inspections, the frequency of inspection may be re-evaluated. At each 
visual inspection, the information on the Standard Catch Basin Inspection/Cleaning Data 
Collection Form (Data Collection Form) in Appendix A will be recorded. Public works crews will 
maintain the devices by vactoring the basins and cleaning screens as needed. At each 
maintenance event, information will also be recorded on the Data Collection Form. All data will be 
tabulated in Excel and managed by Program staff.   
 
3.6 Data Analysis Techniques 


Following the completion of the Pilot Study, all data will be compiled into a single database. Data 
will be used to answer the management questions described in Section 3.1. Specifically, trash 
volumes captured will be used to assess temporal and spatial patterns and develop preliminary 
trash loading rates for land uses. In addition, maintenance frequency and cost estimates will be 
developed to assist future trash implementation activities. Data will be presented graphically and 
in tabular formats.  
 
4.0 PILOT STUDY SCHEDULE 
 
All StormTek™ devices are expected to be installed no later than spring 2008. Data will be 
collected throughout two wet weather seasons (FY 2007- 2008 and FY 2008- 2009) and one dry 
weather season (2008) to characterize wet and dry weather loading rates. An update will be 
reported within the Program’s FY 2007-2008 Annual Report. A final report will be developed 
following the completion of the Pilot Study. 
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Standard Catch Basin Inspection/Cleaning Data Collection Form 
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  Standard Catch Basin Inspection/Cleaning Data Collection Form 
  
 
Date:             Time:     City:   
 


I. CATCH BASIN INFORMATION 


 Inlet #: 


 Block Map #: 


Street: 


Cross Street: 


II. ACTIVITY 


  Inspection           Cleaning              Both              Time Spent Inspecting/Cleaning:   minutes 


III. WEATHER CONDITIONS (Check all that apply) 


  Rain 


  Heavy Rain  


  Drizzle 


 Clear  Other:   


 Cloudy  


 Windy  
III. REASON FOR INSPECTION/CLEANING 


  Initial 


  Routine  


 Follow-up   Other:   


 Response to Complaint  


IV. INSPECTION OBSERVATIONS 


1. Material Observed (Provide Percentage Observed): 
  Leaves    Grass    Sediment    Paper __________   


  Plastic    Metal    Other:   
 
2. Approximate Depth to Debris/Material:   inches      3. Percentage of Catch Basin Full: __________  
 
4. Needs Maintenance?   Yes   No If Yes, What?   
 
5. Functioning Correctly?   Yes   No  If No, Why?   
 
6. Needs Cleaning?   Yes   No 7. Evidence of Bypass?   Yes   No  
 
8. Is Catch Basin Accessible?  Yes   No   If No, Why?  Can’t Open     Vehicle     Other: _____________
 
9. Additional Comments/Notes:   


 _______________________________________________________________________________________  


   
V. CLEANING/MAINTENANCE ACTIVITIES  
1. Describe Cleaning Activities: ______________________________________________________________   


 ______________________________________________________________________________________  


 ______________________________________________________________________________________  


2.    Return Inspection Needed?  Yes      No       Comments   


3.    Priority for Reinspection: High  Medium  Low 


4.    Additional Comments/Notes:   


 _______________________________________________________________________________________  
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I. INTRODUCTION 


I.A Overview and scope 
 
The mission and vision of the Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP or 
Program) is to manage urban stormwater and protect natural aquatic resources of Alameda 
County and San Francisco Bay (ACCWP 2003).  As a joint holder of a discharge permit under 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), ACCWP’s responsibilities 
include collecting information on stormwater pollution, the condition of receiving waters, and 
other data necessary to address problems caused by urban runoff.  This Multi-Year Plan (MYP) 
provides an overview of the Program’s long-term plan for monitoring and assessment activities, 
as required by Section C.8 of its third five-year NPDES permit for stormwater discharge 
(RWQCB, 2003) issued by the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(Regional Board or RWQCB) 
 
The MYP has several functions: 


1) Document the status of  knowledge about Alameda County watersheds and the 
occurrence of stormwater related pollution and other impacts to beneficial uses. 


2) Outline ACCWP’s proposed approach to improving this knowledge base and its 
usefulness for managers of stormwater discharges and watershed resources. 


3) Guide further investigation and discussion, primarily by ACCWP and its member 
agencies, but also by other watershed stakeholders such as resource agencies, creek 
groups, and regulators. 


4) Improve and clarify the MYP itself through regular updates incorporating lessons learned 
and new information in an adaptive management process. 


 
The core of the MYP addresses functions 1 and 2 by describing the main elements, or types of 
information-gathering activities, to be conducted through the ACCWP Watershed Assessment 
and Monitoring components from Fiscal Year 2002-03 through FY 2007-08.  Details and 
background for each element will be provided by reference to one or more subplans, stand-alone 
planning documents that can continue to develop during the period of the MYP.  Functions 3 and 
4 will be addressed by annual updates and refined workplans for successive Fiscal Years to be 
incorporated into Sections IV and V 
 
The Introduction reviews basic terminology, the relation between the Program’s organizational 
framework and the Regional Board’s guidance, and provides basic information on the physical 
context of Alameda County and the Bay Area.   
The Overview or Planning Rationale in Part II describes the elements included in the MYP, with 
a brief explanation of how each will contribute to the information base needed for effective 
management of local creeks, lakes and the Bay.   Each element section will propose annual 
objectives for the period through June 2008, subject to availability of funds.   This section also 
provides summary tables of the Program’s current and planned activities towards assessing the 
conditions of individual watersheds, or of groups of similar watersheds.   
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Part III, Planned Activities, tabulates the objectives and scope of individual tasks or activities 
planned for the period through June 2008.   
Part IV  describes highlights of past monitoring and assessment activities, and the lessons 
learned.  This part of the MYP is a working document that will be updated annually as new 
results, management issues and external sources of information become available.   
Part V includes detailed workplans for the near-term period, with outlines of annual workplans 
for each FY in the MYP, with increased detail to be added for later years in annual updates. 
Part VI lists applicable planning documents, along with other references and background 
material.   
 


I.B General objectives for Watershed Assessment and Monitoring/Special Studies 
 
ACCWP’s Stormwater Quality Management Plan (ACCWP 2003) distributes data and 
information gathering activities among two program components:  
 


• Watershed Assessment focuses on landscape-level attributes of watersheds and streams, 
and beneficial uses or management issues that are more specifically tied to the physical, 
biological or social conditions in individual watersheds 


• Monitoring and Special Studies focus on pollutants and problems that are more 
uniformly distributed in urbanized areas, or for which the most relevant geographical 
scale for study and management is larger than individual watersheds. 


 
These components are closely interconnected and their relative roles will continue to evolve 
within the framework of the Plan and this strategy.  General Program activities for these 
components are directed by the Program’s Watershed Assessment and Monitoring 
Subcommittee, and are implemented by technical consultants working under the supervision of 
Program staff provided by agreement with the Alameda County Flood Control and Water 
Conservation District (District, ACFCWCD).   Although individual member agencies (co-
permittees) of the Program perform some environmental inspection and testing as part of their 
management activities, the NPDES permit does not include Performance Standards for 
monitoring by co-permittees. 
 
Relation to objectives in BASMAA Regional Monitoring Strategy and RWQCB guidance 
The Regional Board has requested that ACCWP and other members of the Bay Area Stormwater 
Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) conduct “monitoring” in a broad sense that 
includes both of the above components.  The scope and objectives of monitoring and assessment 
activities have been refined through a number of initiatives including the BASMAA Regional 
Monitoring Strategy (BMRS) and the Regional Monitoring and Assessment Strategy (RMAS; 
RWQCB 1999).  The Regional Board’s most recent conceptual strategy is based on the design of 
its Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP;  RWQCB 2001) efforts and uses 
several categories depending on the spatial extent, type of pollutant or stressor and level of detail 
and data quality required.  Table I-1 outlines the objectives for the two ACCWP components and 
relates them to the terminology used by the Regional Board concept.   
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In general, 
 


• Watershed Assessment includes many basic screening activities in the SWAMP Tier 1, 
which identify the presence or extent of potential problems.  It also includes some of the 
more detailed Tier 2 assessments and studies involved in hypothesis testing or 
investigations of local problems in specific watersheds.  It also encompasses GIS-based 
data management and interpretation  


• Monitoring/Special Studies primarily addresses loadings to San Francisco Bay, 
Pollutants of Concern, and evaluation and design of BMPs.  Regional priorities may be 
increasingly addressed through participation in the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP).  
Most of the data management and adaptive development of workplans is currently in this 
component, although increased integration with watershed assessment data will occur 
over time. 


 


I.C The Alameda County setting. 
 
Physical setting: 
 


• Located on the eastern shore of San Francisco Bay, Alameda County has two main 
physiographic areas, lying east and west of the East Bay Hills.  The hills trend from 
north-northwest to south-southeast and reach elevations of 1600 ft in the north, 
increasing to 2500 ft at Mission Peak in the south.  Geology is complex, including rocks 
and soils of sedimentary, metamorphic and igneous origin.  The East Bay Hills include 
areas of active uplift in the northern part of the County (Figuers, 1998).  Annual rainfall 
varies with region and topography, ranging from less than 12 inches in the extreme 
eastern part of the County to 34 inches in parts of the Oakland hills. 


• The western slope of the hills is divided into a series of relatively small watersheds (<10 
sq. miles) drained by simple stream systems (order 3 or less).  The Hayward Fault system 
provides a fairly well-defined break in slope at the base of the hills, offsetting stream 
channels and also generating springs and sag ponds, particularly in the south.  Below the 
hills, alluvial deposition has formed the East Bay plain and the adjacent tidally-
influenced baylands.  In the northern part of the County a steeper shoreline gradient and 
past alterations limit the tidally influenced baylands to a narrow coastal strip, but south of 
the San Mateo Bridge a band of salt ponds and sloughs extends up to 1 mile in width 
from the edge of filled or reclaimed shoreline.  


• East of the hills, the Alameda Creek watershed drains a 700 square-mile portion of the 
inner Coast Ranges between Mt. Diablo in Contra Costa County to the north and Mount 
Hamilton in Santa Clara County to the south.  Alameda County borders have been 
artificially drawn to enclose the central portion of this basin, including the Livermore-
Amador Valley, which occupies the former site of a seasonal lake.  Alameda Creek 
penetrates the hills through a narrow canyon at Niles;  its former channel system west of 
the hills was replaced by a Federally funded flood control channel in the early 1960’s.  
The extreme northeastern corner of the county drains to the San Joaquin River in the 
Central Valley.  Most of the large tributaries flowing to Alameda Creek from the south 
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are impounded behind large reservoirs operated by the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission or state Department of Water Resources. 


• Historically, two moderate sized stream systems drained intermediate valleys within the 
East Bay Hills.  The 49 sq. mile San Leandro Creek watershed is now divided into upper 
and lower sections by two storage reservoirs (SLCWAC 1999).  The 50-sq mile San 
Lorenzo Creek watershed includes Cull and Don Castro reservoirs on separate tributaries, 
and a major flood control channel replacing the original creek across the Bay plain. 


 
Ecological conditions: 
 
General historical patterns are known, although local details are not complete for individual 
sites.   The baylands and San Francisco Bay itself are the result of rising sea levels during the 
last 10,000 years (Goals Project, 1999).  Before European development, hills and moister 
canyons were oak-bay woodlands with areas of redwood in the fog drip zone in the north, while 
drier sunnier slopes were covered with chaparral.  Foothills and alluvial slopes were mixtures of 
oak savannah & perennial grassland.  Riparian corridors supported trees along larger streams or 
in the hills and willow groves occurred on the lower alluvial plains, where many smaller creeks 
may have disappeared or ended in sag ponds without reaching the Bay.  Many smaller creeks 
were intermittent or seasonal, at least for some reaches. 
 
Management history: 
 
The following general characterization of land uses during different periods is derived from 
Goals Project (1999),  Richard (1995), and Figuers (1998): 


• Native American, ~8,000 BC- late 1700’s:   Practices included controlled burning of 
upland areas to manage structure of plant communities and facilitate game hunting.  Use 
of riparian areas involved management of willows and harvesting of steelhead, salmon 
and shellfish.   The human population was dispersed and relatively small, most intensive 
on the Bay slope west of the hills.  Large mammal herds were extensive but did not 
browse intensively in individual locations. 


• Spanish period, late 1700’s to  mid 1800’s:  The establishment of Mission San Jose, 
followed by secular land grant ranchos, introduced cattle which denuded perennial 
grasslands and replaced large areas of native vegetation with annual exotics.  Probable 
major impacts on stream processes throughout the area included increased runoff and 
sedimentation, downcutting and widening of channels. 


• Initial Euro-American development, 1850-early 1900’s:   During the Gold Rush era 
hydraulic mining caused massive deposition of sediments bearing legacy mercury in 
Sacramento River and Bay-Delta system.  Town centers and farming were developed in 
the East Bay to support San Francisco and other centers of California commerce.  
Extensive filling of baylands for towns and infrastructure occurred in the north, and 
diking for farms and salt ponds in the south.  Roads and bridges were constructed to 
transport products and goods to boat “landings” by the Bay, but were replaced by 
railroads in the late 1860’s.  Well pumping for irrigation and drinking water led to 
recurrent water quality problems and changes to the water table.  Construction of dams 
and reservoirs began in canyons.  Lumber mills were located throughout the northern 
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hills, involving construction of logging roads, clearcutting of redwoods and other impacts 
on streams.   Draining of Tulare Lake in the Livermore-Amador Valley east of the hills 
was begun. 


• Urban growth, 1900’s:  Urbanization in the Berkeley/Oakland area was accelerated after 
the 1906 earthquake.  Consolidation of drinking water suppliers and increased reliance on 
aqueducts and reservoirs led to protection of some watershed lands behind the Berkeley 
Hills and in southern tributaries to Alameda Creek.   The 1930’s establishment of the 
East Bay Regional Parks District provided protection for many ridgeline areas from 
development.  A post-World War II building boom developed the San Leandro/Hayward 
portion of the Bay Plain and increased town sizes in the southern Tri-city area. 
Environmental activism in the 1960’s led to upgrading of wastewater plants and 
redirection of their discharges to the Bay, and also increased regulatory protection for 
water quality and wetland areas. The economic growth of the 1980’s and 90’s led to 
major growth in the southern and eastern county;  countering trends included voter 
approval of urban growth limits through Measure D in 2000, and an increasing NPDES 
permit focus on stormwater treatment and hydromodification controls for new 
development. 


• Channel alterations:  Local culvert projects began around the 1870’s on creeks in town 
areas;  drainage and levees enclosing the Lake Merritt estuary also began.  Creeks were 
initially used as sewers and later as sites for sanitary sewer pipes.   Local filling and bank 
alterations by private owners were also common.  Major flooding in 1949 stimulated the 
formation of the ACFCWCD with extensive channelization and culverting continuing 
from the late 1950’s through the 1970’s.  Federally funded Flood Control channels were 
constructed in lower San Lorenzo and Alameda Creeks in early 1960’s. 
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II. OVERVIEW OF THE MULTI-YEAR PLAN ELEMENTS 
 
Objective and Scope:  Each of the numbered task areas within the Watershed Assessment and 
Monitoring/Special Studies components may include one or more elements, or systematic 
methods for gathering watershed or pollutant information.  Section II describes each element in 
turn and the rationale for including it in the MYP.  The type and amount of effort planned for an 
element will vary from year to year, and not all elements may be active in any given year.  The 
introductory paragraphs explore the regional and conceptual context for the MYP, followed by a 
summary of past monitoring and assessment activities in Section IIA (see Section IV for 
additional background).  Section IIB provides a general rationale and overview for integration of 
MYP activities, followed by discussion of watershed assessment elements in Section IIC and 
monitoring for Pollutants of Concern in Section IID.  Section IIE reviews ACCWP’s efforts to 
evaluate the effectiveness of Best Management Practices. 
 
Context for ACCWP’s monitoring and assessment: 
 
Watershed assessment and monitoring are parts of an iterative cycle of information gathering and 
management action (Figure II-1).   These cycles may occur simultaneously at different spatial 
and temporal scales, and vary in their independence from each other.   Localized, acute effects 
are often more apparent than large-scale or long-term processes that may be causing or 
contributing to the problem.  In the absence of local data, initial characterization efforts often 
rely heavily on general patterns and data from similar geographical regions.  After general 
surveys suggest that certain specific issues are local priorities, focused studies are required to test 
these hypotheses.  Initial study systems are selected that are relatively simple and well 
understood so that sources and transport of pollutants, or actions of other causes of impairment, 
are easier to distinguish.   Results of these local studies may then provide useful 
recommendations for immediate management action in these systems.   As similar information 
accumulates, another important outcome may be the development of a more refined conceptual 
model that can be applied to a wide range of waterbodies or to other pollutants with similar 
characteristics, which in turn stimulates a new generation of studies to address more complex 
problems and processes.   
 


Figure  II-1.  Relation of Monitoring and Assessment to management activities 
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As knowledge about problems and potential solutions is refined, lines of investigation multiply, 
with some concentrating more on the regional scale and others on the details at smaller scales.  
Monitoring pollutants of concern in San Francisco Bay has involved extensive regional 
coordination, but the implementation of TMDLs may require increasing focus on case studies 
and monitoring in local watersheds.    
 
Availability of more specific information lets management questions become more articulated 
and detailed, engaging larger numbers of stakeholders and other interested parties in the 
discussion.  Information management and dissemination have become correspondingly more 
important in linking the elements and translating between scales where appropriate.   An 
important function of the Program is connecting regional monitoring data and regulatory 
information with the implementation of source controls and restoration projects in local 
communities 
 
Because of technical advancement and the changing context of monitoring and assessment 
activities, later studies often use different methods or combinations of methods.  Older tools and 
datasets may need to be redesigned or augmented as part of the adaptive approach.   


II.A Summary of past monitoring and assessment activities  
The Program’s monitoring component was initiated in 1988 by an Alameda County Task Force 
that was a precursor of the formal creation of the ACCWP.  Wet and dry weather monitoring 
were conducted at 16 fixed stations to estimate nonpoint source loads of a wide range of 
pollutants from Alameda County to San Francisco Bay, in an effort to evaluate the effect of 
urban runoff on the receiving waters of the Bay (WCC, 1990 and 1991).  Fixed station 
monitoring was continued after this initial characterization period, as part of efforts to improve a 
regional stormwater database.   Initial assessment activities focused on stormwater conveyance 
systems as the first priority for management improvements directly affecting discharges.  During 
its first 5-year permit in 1991-1996, the Program also conducted special studies to characterize 
pollutant occurrence and reduction in the Demonstration Urban Stormwater Treatment (DUST) 
Marsh and evaluated other BMPs . The Program also continued previous toxicity testing and 
conducted a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) in the San Lorenzo Creek watershed 
(Hanson 1995).  During the second permit period (1996-2001) the Program conducted extensive 
studies of the insecticide diazinon (e.g. Scanlin and Feng 1997), which TIE evidence suggested 
as the likely cause of toxicity in urban creeks.  The Program also began regular contributions the 
Regional Monitoring Program for Trace Substances (RMP) to support monitoring in San 
Francisco Bay. 
 
In August 1996 the Regional Board staff requested that the Program redirect monitoring 
resources away from fixed-station, wet-weather monitoring and towards increased watershed 
assessment and long-term monitoring plans for creeks and other waterbodies.  A focused 
Watershed Management component was included in the second Storm Water Management Plan, 
and pilot activities included training and supervision of volunteer monitors in San Leandro 
Creek.  Based on Program experiences that stakeholder involvement and partnership are critical 
to the success watershed management, the Program’s Stormwater Plan Coordinating committee 
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recommended in 1999 that promotion of partnerships be incorporated into the Planning and 
Regulatory Compliance component.  Technical activities related to watersheds were retained in a 
reorganized Watershed Assessment component.   In 1999 a pilot watershed assessment project 
was begun in the San Lorenzo Creek watershed by the District. The Program also provided 
technical assistance to city watershed managers for monitoring and assessment in the Lake 
Merritt (Oakland) and Laguna Creek (Fremont) watersheds 
 
In 2000 the Program initiated a GIS-based Watershed Inventory to support mapping and data 
management needs for improved assessment data from all watersheds.  Because of topographic 
and development patterns in Alameda County, the assessment strategy will be organized by 
Watershed Assessment Units (WAUs).  The rationale for WAUs is to use natural boundaries to 
define areas that are  relatively homogeneous in character and of a manageable size for study.  
ACCWP’s WAUs are similar (though not identical) to the Planning Watersheds used for the 
Region 2 SWAMP, and are also able to nest within the CALWATER hydrological units 
commonly used for larger geographical divisions.  WAUs either contain groups of similar small 
Bay Plain watersheds or are subdivisions of the large Alameda Creek watershed (Figure II-2).  
Within each WAU, individual focus watersheds represent typical conditions and/or areas of 
special interest (Table II-1). Past monitoring and assessment information by the Program and 
related agencies are summarized for WAUs in Table II-2.  Past Program activities are described 
in more detail in Section IV. 
 


II.B Rationale and adaptive approach for the Multi-Year Plan 
 
This document presents ACCWP’s plan for studies supporting its mission to minimize the 
impact of stormwater discharge on the beneficial uses of the waters of Alameda County and San 
Francisco Bay.   A frequent pitfall for environmental monitoring is to make measurements based 
upon technical capability, without considering the objectives for use of the data.  To prevent this, 
Gunther et, al (2000) worked with the Program and co-permittees to identify five key 
management questions to guide monitoring and assessment: 


1) Is urban runoff a significant contributor of pollution to San Francisco Bay? 
2) Are our creeks healthy? 
3) How can we restore creeks? 
4) Are program actions making a difference? 
5) Is it safe to play in the creeks? 


 
Each of these questions is associated with particular values and beneficial uses of one or more 
waterbodies.  The physical and social features of the surrounding watersheds determine the 
specific objectives and challenges for the design of appropriate studies to answer the questions. 
To deliver meaningful information for management decisions, this Multi Year Plan is based on a 
general strategy involving four concepts: 


a) assess Alameda County watersheds for a range of meaningful attributes and continue to 
track these over time,  


b) link existing beneficial uses or management priorities with indicators that can be 
measured,   
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c) develop target values or ranges for these indicators that allow identification of different 
levels of support or impairment of these uses, and 


d) Communicate and interpret this information to managers, decision-makers and the public. 
 
With this approach, management concerns were used to generate program objectives and will 
therefore be reflected in each element. The elements are grouped into 3 subsections: 
 
Section IIC Watershed Assessment aims to clarify the conditions that are relatively specific to 


individual watersheds, and the underlying ecological processes that determine those 
conditions (Management Questions 2, 3, 4 and 5) 


Section IID Pollutants of Concern focuses on pollutants or impacts that can be generalized 
based on land use or on runoff characteristics shared by multiple watersheds 
(Management Questions 1 and 4) 


Section IIE Effectiveness Of Best Management Practices  (Management Question 4) 
 
This organization reflects the component structure of the new Stormwater Quality Management 
Plan for FY02-FY08.  In reality these two components are closely linked and are managed 
through a single Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subcommittee (WAMS) of the ACCWP 
Management Committee.  The Program anticipates that the following changes may evolve in 
WAMS workplans during the next Plan period: 
 
An increase in the scope and emphasis on Watershed Assessment, related to: 
• Increasing regulatory focus on functional assessment, reflected in Regional Board documents 


such as the RMAS and Stream and River Protection primer (Riley, 2003). 
• Increasing need to tailor the pollution prevention activities of individual co-permittees 
• ACCWP’s strategic objective to increase partnership activity at multiple levels 
• Increasing need by a wide range of audiences for improved watershed information  
 
A decrease in the proportion of Monitoring and Special Studies activities that are designed or 
initiated solely by the Program, due to: 
• Inclusion of many pollutant-focused studies in the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) 
• Increasing involvement of the RMP’s Sources, Pathways and Loadings Workgroup in 


monitoring or modeling local tributaries and watersheds 
• Increasing emphasis on partnership formation for solving complex problems, and to obtain 


funding. 
 
Ongoing dialogue between the Regional Board and the BASMAA Monitoring Committee has 
been crucial in shaping the evolution of ACCWP’s monitoring and assessment program.  This 
dialogue is further complicated by overlap with many other stakeholder groups and workgroups 
with intersecting objectives and membership, such as the CEP, Urban Pesticide Committee, 
RMP committees and various ad hoc workgroups.   Many individuals both within the Program 
and outside it have contributed to the development of ACCWP’s Multi-Year Plan as part of this 
larger community of scientists, managers, regulators and concerned residents.  The MYP is 
designed as a “living document” that will be adapted as needed to address changes in 
management questions, priorities, and the status of Alameda County watersheds. 
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II.C Watershed Assessment 
 
Objective:  Support watershed-based management efforts through characterization of existing 
resource values and beneficial uses, and through exploration of a variety of indicators to identify 
critical areas and functions to be addressed by management actions for protecting and restoring 
creeks and watersheds in Alameda County. 
 
Basic concepts    
 
A stream,lake or other waterbody is part of a system that involves the surrounding upland area or 
watershed that drains to it, as well as the entire drainage network of channels and pipes that carry 
the water from headwaters to mouth.  Changes to either upland areas or channel network may 
involve physical, chemical or biological characteristics, and these changes interact to produce 
cumulative effects on the system.  These effects may be most visible in a part of the stream far 
removed from the area where changes occurred.  The response of the system may also continue 
to evolve for many years after the initial impact.  In both urbanized and non-urban parts of 
Alameda County, many streams show cumulative effects of past landuse changes and alterations 
to the channel network. 
 
A watershed system involves many complex processes, with inputs and outputs interacting at 
many scales.  Indicators are individual measurable parameters that express or summarize 
different aspects of these processes.  Ecological indicators can be physical, chemical or 
biological;  while all three types should be integrated for a comprehensive watershed assessment, 
individual indicators can be useful for answering specific management questions. 
 
Watershed assessment is conducted to help make informed decisions about future management 
activities and help clarify and resolve issues within a watershed (Figure II-1).  The details of the 
watershed assessment process will vary for individual watersheds (FISRWG 1998, WPN, 1999) 
but are typically incorporated into a common framework (see Figure II-3).  In all cases a 
preliminary overview includes mapping of main features, listing of assessment participants and 
identification of the main stakeholder interests and resource concerns.  From this base, a process 
of goal-setting and issue identification must be used to focus the objectives of assessment so that 
appropriate indicator selection and data gathering techniques can follow. 
 
ACCWP approach 
 
ACCWP is not a primary resource management entity.  Its main role in watershed assessment is 
to inform and facilitate watershed management by co-permittees and their local partners.             
A secondary objective is to assist the Regional Board in assembling improved watershed 
information for its Clean Water Act reporting and assessment of the condition of beneficial uses.  
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The Watershed Assessment component has three main objectives:   
• Develop a cost-effective system for managing and presenting watershed data, using a 


Geographical Information System (GIS). 
• Develop and refine a suite of indicators for evaluating the physical, chemical and 


biological functioning of watersheds, and identify effective ways to apply them in urban 
streams. 


• provide guidance and support for application of improved watershed understanding to 
protection and restoration of watershed resources. 


 
The MYP groups watershed assessment activities under five elements: 
 
II.C.1 Watershed classification and mapping leading to refinement of physical indicators 
II.C.2 Biological indicators of creek health and ability to support aquatic life. 
II.C.3 Basic screening indicators of water quality and absence of human-caused toxicity 
II.C.4 Indicators of human health risk from light contact with natural waters.  (Heavy water 


contact recreation is mostly limited to a few heavily managed lakes and is not a 
primary management focus) 


II.C.5 Integration and interpretation of watershed data for specific management and 
educational purposes. 


 
The Program will develop a detailed workplan for watershed assessment as part of a report on 
watershed management to be submitted in accordance with permit section C.11.  The workplan 
will incorporate Tier 1 screening approaches for the first four of these elements.  These 
indicators and any additional ones will be refined and adapted in response to issues and needs 
identified through comparison with additional assessment information from selected pilot 
watersheds.    Details of assessment implementation will depend on the participation of local 
managers and other stakeholders. 
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Figure  II-3.  Generalized framework for watershed assessment 


adapted from the Oregon Watershed Assessment Manual (WPN 1999) 
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II.C.1 Watershed classification and physical indicators of creek health:   
 
Objective and scope:  Use analysis of landscape-level similarities and differences in watersheds 
or sections of watersheds, to help interpret indicator data and make useful distinctions among 
these watersheds.  Refine selected physical parameters as indicators to complement chemical and 
biological indicators. 
 
Background: 
 
An important objective for watershed classification and physical indicator development is the 
identification of priority areas for management action.  In the context of urban and urbanizing 
watersheds, examples of such areas are 


a) sensitive areas or special resources valued by stakeholders and requiring protection  
b) areas being degraded or at risk of degradation without active intervention 
c) areas with potential for upgrading existing uses through rehabilitation or restoration 


activities. 
 
The proportion of impervious surface in the watershed is one of the strongest indicators of initial 
urbanization impacts on stream function (Zielinski, 2002).  While most of Alameda County’s 
urban watersheds exceed the 25% imperviousness suggested by the Center for Watershed 
Protection as a threshold for a “non-supporting” classification, many streams still provide some  
support for biological or other community resources.  Additional physical indicators can be used 
to distinguish varying levels of habitat quality.  Channel alterations and fragmentation of the 
riparian zone may also be useful landscape-scale indicators of watershed condition (Roni et al 
2002), with a varying relationship to impervious area depending on development history and 
geologic conditions.  
 
Approach  
 
ACCWP’s watershed delineation is based on available topographical and drainage information,  
which has been refined for most urban areas in the Creek and Watershed maps produced by 
William Lettis and Associates (Sowers 1997, 1999, 2000, 2003).  Initial classification of stream 
reaches will be based on two major indicators of urban alteration:  percentage of impervious area 
and channel modification by channelization or culverting (Fig. II-3).   ACCWP is using Landsat 
Thematic Mapper remote sensing data as a base for determining density of development, with 
overlays of available municipal data for roads and other surface construction to improve 
accuracy.  ACFCWCD data and the Creek and Watershed maps provide basic channel 
information for the western Bay slope portion of the county.  Mapping efforts by Zone 7 and 
William Lettis Associates will also develop channel and watershed data for portions of the 
Alameda Creek watershed. 
 
The Program will map zones with different combinations of these primary indicators to produce 
a preliminary classification based on a hypothetical relationship of their cumulative effects to 
conditions in the creeks.  This relationship will be initially checked against detailed habitat 
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studies (ACFCWCD and HES, 2002)  and other information gathered in the District’s pilot 
assessment of the San Lorenzo Creek watershed.  More limited biological indicator information 
from other watersheds will also be used for verification. 
 
The watershed assessment workplan will address data gaps and other work needed to refine this 
classification model.  Subject to availability of data and priorities set by local management 
objectives, additional indicators of watershed function and their measurable assessment 
parameters could be selected, and a strategy for rating or scoring each parameter and the 
potential causative factors may be developed.  
 
Activities  
No. Description Approx dates Task ID, Status May2003 
1. Draft detailed subplan Draft Dec 2003 WA-1.2  Planned 
2. Develop long-term workplan February 2004 WA-1.2  Planned 
3. Review data from initial pilot 


watersheds 
FY2003/04 and 
FY04/05 


WA-3.2  Proposed 


4. Review indicators used and identify 
additional candidates 


FY04/05-
FY07/08 


WA-2.1  Proposed 


 
WAUs and/or watersheds  
WAU Current status Planned activities 
1 Landcover and Channel data available, 


partially checked 
 


2 Landcover and Channel data available, 
partially checked 


Lake Merritt and Sausal pilot watershed 
verification FY 2004-05 


3 Landcover and Channel data available, 
partially checked 


 


4 Landcover and Channel data available, 
partially checked 


San Lorenzo watershed pilot review FY 
2003-04 


5 Landcover and Channel data available, 
partially checked 


 


6 Landcover data to be checked;    
Channel data refinement needed 


 


7 Landcover data to be checked;    
Channel data refinement needed 


 


8 Landcover and Channel data available, 
partially checked 


Laguna Creek pilot watershed 
verification FY 2004-05 or FY05-06 


 
Related tasks and activities:   
• Watershed delineation and basic characteristics to be included in report on integration of 


watershed management activities as specified in permit section C.11. 
• Coordinate the refinement of biological indicators and classification approaches with Bay 


Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information network (BAMBI). 
• Obtain other detailed assessment information from local watershed partners or stakeholders. 
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II.C.2 Biological Indicators of Creek Health 
 
Objective and Scope:  Use biological indicators to describe the functional condition of streams, 
and relate these indicator values to support for management objectives and beneficial uses 
related to aquatic and riparian organisms and their habitats.. 
 
Background:  Useful biological indicators are those that display a range of variation that can be 
associated with gradients or variations in stream condition.  Because of the wide range in size 
and anthropogenic change in Alameda County streams and watersheds, a single indicator may 
not effectively characterize all support conditions.  Fish, particularly salmonids, are species of 
interest in natural systems but are sometimes difficult to sample and are excluded from many 
streams by flow regime or local barriers.  Benthic macroinvertebrates (BMIs), the insects and 
other small animals that live in the bottom substrate of a stream, are an important indicator of 
biological and ecological health because they recycle nutrients and are a major component of the 
riparian food web.  BMI communities are found in practically all streams and their makeup 
changes in response to pollution and habitat changes.  Extensive guidance on development and 
use of BMI indicators has been supported at the national and state levels (e.g. Barbour, et al 
1997), and a number of agencies and volunteer groups have begun to sample BMIs in Bay Area 
creeks using the California Stream Bioassessment Procedure (CSBP, 1999) 
 
Approach:   Initial screening and classification will be based on community composition of two 
taxonomic groups:   
• fish for larger perennial streams or where there are populations of special interest 
• BMI assemblages for streams with predominantly natural bottom substrate.    
 
ACCWP has reviewed available data and professional knowledge about fishery resources in 
Alameda County creeks.(SFEI 1999, HES 1999, ACFCWCD and HES 2002).  After 2-3 years of 
BMI data have been collected, a summary report and detailed workplan will be developed for 
further sampling.  Benchmarks for data interpretation will be developed in regional collaboration 
through the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network (BAMBI), along 
with BASMAA members, RWQCB and other agencies or groups. 
 
Activities  
No. Description Approx dates Task ID, Status May2003 
1. Inventory of fishery resources in 


Oakland creeks 
FY97-98 complete  (WCC and HES, 


1998)   
2. Inventory of available fisheries data FY00/1 – 


FY02/3 
4.2.6 Phase 1 complete  
2001 (URS);   


3. Preliminary mapping of areas where fish 
community data may be useful 


FY01/2 – 
FY02/3 


WA-1.1  Version 1 map 
completed 2002 


4. Pilot BMI community surveys in San 
Lorenzo watershed (ACFCWCD) 


FY 97/98 – 
FY99/00 


Sampling completed;  data 
review to be integrated 
with Activity #7 
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5. Conduct ACCWP BMI sampling 


program  
FY00/01 - 
FY07/08  
 


WA-2.1  Initiated April 
2001 (BAS 2002); further 
review in Activity #7 


6. Promote regional development of 
biocriteria (benchmarks and application 
methodology) for BMI indicators  


FY00/01 - 
FY07/08  
 


WA-2.1  Issue papers 
drafted on regional needs, 
concept proposal submitted 
for funding to conduct 
regional data analyses. 


7. Prepare 3-year summary report and 
detailed workplan 


FY03/04 WA-2.1  Planned 


8. Develop and test preliminary 
classification based on biological 
indicators in focus watersheds 


FY04/05 – 
FY06/07 


Proposed at regional level 
via BAMBI 


9. Coordinate and acquire additional 
Alameda County data from other 
agencies and sources 


FY04/05- - 
FY05/06 


WA-2.1   Planned 


10 Plan refinements to use of fish/BMI 
indicators, and consider other groups 
e.g. vegetation/algae 


FY 04/05 - 
FY07/08 


WA-2.1  Proposed 


 
WAUs and/or watersheds  
WAU Current status Planned activities 
1 Codornices Creek fish surveys by 


watershed group; BMI sampling 2003 
by ACCWP (1 site) 


Codornices BMI sampling 2004 by 
RWQCB 


2 BMI surveys with Friends of Sausal 
Creek 1997-2001. BMI sampling 
2001-03 ACCWP (1-3 sites) 


Continue Sausal creek professional 
sampling as restoration project follow-
up 


3 BMI sampling 2001-2003 by RWQCB  
4 Multi-year, multi-site dataset by 


ACFCWCD  
Continue sampling 


5   
6 Arroyo Las Positas BMI sampling 


2001 by RWQCB 
Arroyo Mocho BMI sampling 2004 by 
RWQCB 


7   
8 Laguna and Mission Creek sampling 


2001-03 by ACCWP (4-5 sites) 
 


 
Related tasks and activities:   
• Spatial and temporal patterns in biological indicator data will be integrated with physical 


indicators, developed through GIS mapping and also more detailed assessment strategy  
• More qualitative interpretations of data will be explored through support for local watershed 


efforts, including volunteer monitoring workshops and work with city staff. 
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II.C.3 Water Quality Screening in Watersheds 
 
Objective and Scope:  Use basic water quality parameters and selected chemical indicators to 
screen conditions at representative watershed sites.  
 
Background:  Water quality objectives are established in the Basin Plan for basic parameters 
including temperature, pH and dissolved oxygen. These data are routinely collected along with 
benthic macroinvertebrate samples in creeks.   However screening for selected parameters at 
additional sites and at other times of year can provide complementary information about urban 
stream conditions.  
 
Approach:   ACCWP will screen approximately 10 selected sites semiannually in spring and fall 
during dry weather.  Sites will be selected to represent a range of urban stream conditions and 
different WAUs.  For the initial pilot screening in FY2002/03, screening parameters will include 
the basic water quality parameters listed above and also turbidity, conductivity, ammonia and 
free and total chlorine.  Grab samples will be collected for diazinon, hardness and total copper 
and zinc.  Sites with elevated values of one or more pollutants may be flagged for follow-up or 
other action.  The site list will be revised each fall to extend the coverage to new watersheds. 
 
Activities 
No. Description Approx dates Task ID, Status May2003 
1. Develop SOPs and sampling plan FY02/03 MS-1.4  In progress 
2. Pilot sampling FY02/03 MS-1.4  Sep 2002 


completed (13 sites);  May 
2003 planned 


3.  Pilot test of Rapid Trash Assessment 
Protocol by RWQCB 


FY02/03 MS-2.1  Initial field test 
completed August 2002;  
ACCWP pilots September 
2002 


4.  Refine and continue sampling FY03/04-
FY07/08 


MS-1.4  Proposed 
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WAUs and/or watersheds  
WAU Current status Planned activities 
1 3 sites screened September 2002 Repeat screening May 2003 
2 2 sites for trash pilot assessment, 1 site 


screened September 2002; 
Repeat screening May 2003 


3  Screen FY2003/04 
4 2 sites for trash pilot assessment,  3 


sites screened September 2002 
Repeat screening May 2003 


5 2 sites for trash pilot assessment,  2 
sites screened September 2002 


Repeat screening May 2003 


6   
7   
8 Laguna Creek dry season sampling at 


3 sites (2002);  4 sites screened 9/02 
Salop (in prep); repeat screening in May 
2003 


 
Related tasks and activities:   
• Screening stations may include sites used in long-term trends monitoring for pollutants of 


concern. 
• Support for local watershed efforts, including volunteer monitoring workshops and work 


with city staff. 
• Coordinate with Zone 7 and the Alameda County Water District for screening data in the 


Alameda Creek watershed. 
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II.C.4 Indicators of Human Health Risk 
 
Objective and Scope:  Use a variety of indicators and strategies to assist watershed managers in 
evaluating risks to humans from non-immersion water contact in creeks and lakes. 
 
Background: Alameda County is home to a wide variety of creek types, ranging from fairly 
natural in stretches, to hardened above-ground channels, to completely culverted conveyances. It 
follows that all creeks are not able to support the same types of uses;  some creeks allow 
relatively easy public access and are popular recreation sites, while others are inaccessible 
except to the property owner.  
 
The ability of creeks to support a variety of water contact recreation activities is an important 
concern ACCWP member agencies.  Elected officials, managers, and citizen groups would like 
to ensure that creeks are safe to work and play in.  Because of small watersheds and a history of 
heavy urbanization, relatively few County creeks support recreational activities associated with 
heavy water contact (e.g., swimming, fishing);  therefore these should not be compared with 
water quality objectives developed for intensive water contact activities. The resource objectives 
for the County’s urbanized creeks depend on their current condition and the degree of 
modification/restoration that the local community in the watershed wants that can reasonably be 
accomplished given available resources and existing physical constraints. 
 
Coliform bacteria have traditionally been used as the standard indicator of sewage contamination 
in receiving waters. However, there are well-known problems with the interpretation of coliform 
data. Coliforms are not themselves pathogens, and can be introduced to stormwaters from 
sources other than sewage (e.g., mammals other than humans). Because coliforms do not provide 
a reliable signal of human sewage contamination, they are not always useful in identifying and 
tracking sewage inputs to creeks and streams. The primary objective for many water quality 
managers is to identify alternative indicators that more reliably indicate human sources and 
provide more accurate measures of pathogen concentrations in stormwater.   
 
Approach:   Initial efforts will focus on developing information that can be used to assist in 
interpretation of existing indicators and monitoring data.   Because there is no perfect indicator 
for all situations, emphasis will be on identifying useful strategies for selecting appropriate 
indicators and interpretations of available data.   ACCWP will also explore specific water 
contact recreation issues in individual watersheds as interest in particular areas (e.g., Lake 
Merritt) and issues (e.g., homeless encampments, suspected sanitary sewer infiltration) dictate. 
 







ACCWP Multi-Year Plan for Monitoring And Assessment II.  MYP elements-WA 
 
 


MYP-II_5-28-03  II-23


 
Activities 
No. Description Approx dates Task ID, Status May2003 
1. Literature review of potential contact 


recreation indicators 
FY00/01 – 
FY02/03 


4.2.3  Final draft (URS, in 
prep) 


2. Analysis of existing Alameda County 
data  


FY00/01 – 
FY02/03 


MS-3.1  Draft memo (URS, 
in prep) 


3.  Develop guidance for interpretation of 
contact recreation indicators 


FY02/03 – 
FY03/04 


MS-3.1  Initiated Mar 2003 


4.  Review of Lake Merritt coliform testing 
program 


FY02/03 -
FY03/04 


WA-3.1  Initiated Apr 2003


5.  Development of summary document, 
GIS layer outlining existing water 
contact recreation activities supported 
within the north county 


FY02/03 – 
FY04/05 


WA-3.1  Initiated Mar 
2003 


6. Identify priorities for further activities Fy04/05 –
FY07/08 


WA-3.1  Proposed 


 
WAUs and/or watersheds  
WAU Current status Planned activities 
1   
2 Lake Merritt bacteria monitoring 


(ongoing); City of Piedmont storm 
sewer monitoring (2000)   


Review of Lake Merritt monitoring 
program. 


3   
4   
5   
6   
7   
8 Laguna Creek dry season sampling at 


three sites (2002) 
Salop (in prep) 


 
Related tasks and activities:   
• Coordinate with SCCWRP five-year study targeting development of a rapid indicator for 


microbial contamination. 
• Coordinate with Stanford / SFEI monitoring project in Bay and tributary watersheds 
• Coordinate with City of Fremont Laguna Creek Monitoring Program or other local agencies 


as appropriate. 
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II.C.5 Data Integration and Interpretation 
 
Objective and Scope:  Provide useful information and support to assist watershed approaches to 
stormwater management activities.  
 
Background: Local municipalities and other watershed managers need useful data and effective 
presentations to support their activities and engage the involvement of various stakeholders 
including public officials, other agencies and community groups. 
 
Approach:  The Program  will maintain a GIS inventory of information about Alameda County 
watersheds and data that can inform watershed management decisions.  Basic characteristics of 
watersheds and ACCWP co-permittees will be included in a report to be submitted in 
compliance with Section C.11 of the permit.  Watershed information will also be presented and 
updated regularly on the ACCWP website (www.cleanwaterprogram.com).  Watershed 
information, GIS and other technical resources will also be used on an on-call basis to support 
specific watershed monitoring or outreach activities by the Program, its member agencies and 
partners. 
 
Activities 
No. Description Approx dates Task ID, Status May2003 
1. Incorporate watershed maps and basic 


information on website, with regular 
updates 


FY02/03 – 
FY07/08  


WA-3.3  In progress 


2. Provide watershed characterization and 
issues information for watershed 
management report 


FY03/04 WA-3.2  Planned 


3.  Integrate watershed assessment planning 
with local management priorities and 
available data 


FY03/04 – 
FY07/08 


WA-3.2  Planned 


4. Update watershed assessment plans as 
needed 


FY04/05 – 
FY07/08 


WA-3.2  Proposed 
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WAUs and/or watersheds  
WAU Current status Planned activities 
1   
2 Lake Merritt monitoring program by 


City of Oakland 
Review of Lake Merritt bacteriological 
datasets FY03/04 


3   
4 San Lorenzo Pilot watershed 


assessment by ACFCWCD 
Integrate with BMI data and WQ review 
by Program FY2003/04 


5   
6   
7   
8 Laguna Creek Watershed Monitoring 


Program, 2001-02 by city of Fremont 
Review of summary report FY03/04 


 
Related tasks and activities:   
• ACCWP’s Policy Level Work Group will coordinate reporting of watershed management 


activities by Program co-permittees and facilitate further collaborations to address watershed 
issues. 
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II.D Pollutants of Concern 
 
Pollutants of Concern (POCs) are substances that enter the environment as a result of human 
activities in quantities large enough to cause harm to aquatic ecosystems or human uses of these 
systems.  Several pollutants have been found to be widespread in the environment and are 
suspected of causing impairment to San Francisco Bay.  In some cases these pollutants also have 
the potential to impair creeks and lakes in the watersheds that drain into the Bay.  Several MYP 
elements address local and regional needs for technical information to address POCs in these 
different environments.   
 
Past ACCWP Monitoring 
 
In the late 1980s, review of progress under the Clean Water Act suggested that sources of 
pollutants other than traditional point sources were contributing “significant” discharges of 
POCs to the San Francisco Estuary.  In response to this, the Program implemented studies to 
evaluate the effect of urban runoff on the receiving waters of the Bay. Some of the findings of 
this initial Loads Assessment (WCC, 1991) included: 
 
• Intermittent exceedances of water quality objectives for a few of large suite of metals 


analyzed, including cadmium, copper, lead, and zinc 
• Regular aquatic toxicity from stormwater samples in urbanized areas of the County 
• Detectable concentrations of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in most of the 


stormwater samples 
• Infrequent detections of organochlorine (OC) pesticides in dry weather samples 
• Elevated concentrations of sediment-associated POCs  
• Initial estimates of loadings to the Bay suggest that nonpoint source loads from Alameda 


County form a much higher percentage of the total loads to the Bay than point source loads. 
 
ACCWP continued monitoring runoff and sediment at some of its fixed monitoring stations 
through the 1996-97 sampling season. The Program also instituted a number of special studies 
investigating individual pollutants. These studies included a characterization of pollutant 
occurrence and reduction in the Demonstration Urban Stormwater Treatment (DUST) Marsh, 
continued toxicity testing at multiple locations, and extensive studies of the insecticide diazinon 
(e.g. Scanlin and Feng 1997).  
 
Ongoing Regional Efforts 
 
In 1993, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board created the Regional 
Monitoring Program for Trace Substances in the San Francisco Estuary (RMP) in collaboration 
with regulated dischargers and dredgers. Each year the RMP analyzes water, sediment, and biota 
from throughout the Estuary for a variety of trace organic compounds, trace metals, and ancillary 
water quality parameters.  ACCWP and other dischargers provide funding and contribute to 
discussion and review of results. 
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As a result of its 1998 review of data from the RMP and other sources, the Regional Board listed 
San Francisco Bay as impaired due to the following pollutants:  
• Diazinon, an organophosphate (OP) pesticide  
• Metals including copper, nickel, mercury, and selenium 
• polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),  
• chlordane, DDT, and dieldrin, long-lived OC pesticides  
 
The U.S. EPA subsequently added dioxins and dioxin-like compounds to causes of Bay 
impairment, and listed urban creeks throughout the Bay Area as impaired by diazinon.  Under 
the provisions of the Clean Water Act, the Regional Board must develop strategies to meet water 
quality standards by drafting a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) plan for each of the listed 
POCs.  Each TMDL will identify sources of the impairing pollutant to the water body, determine 
the total input that the water body can safely “handle,” and allocate loadings of the contaminant 
among dischargers. The Regional Board is developing TMDLs for San Francisco Bay for 
mercury and PCBs, and a TMDL for diazinon in creeks;   other TMDLs are scheduled for the 
near future.  (TMDL documents available at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/~rwqcb2/tmdlmain.htm). 
 
To further assist the Regional Board in controlling POCs, the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies 
(BACWA) and Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association (BASMAA) joined 
with the Regional Board to establish the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP) in 2001. The purpose 
of the CEP is to work cooperatively to identify and fill data gaps to support development of  
scientifically valid TMDLs and other strategies for water quality attainment. 
 
ACCWP Approach 
 
As in the past, ACCWP will make use of an adaptive management strategy, allowing its 
stormwater management activities to evolve based upon findings and developments of these and 
other regional efforts and feedback from co-permittees regarding TMDL implementation.  
 
The MYP includes three specific elements that will be used to focus stormwater monitoring and 
management efforts over the course of the permit: 
II.D.1 Continued participation in regional efforts to gain understanding of impacts of POCs 


upon the Bay and to work to mitigate negative impacts through implementation of 
water quality attainment strategies 


II.D.2 Characterization of the occurrence of POCs in Alameda County watersheds, and 
investigations to identify potential sources and information to support strategies for 
pollutant control 


II.D.3 Use of traditional water quality indicators to describe the impacts of POCs 
associated with stormwater runoff upon Alameda County creeks 


 
Each of these elements is discussed below.  Management actions to address priority POCs are 
described in Pollutant Reduction Plans (PRPs) that will be refined and updated regularly.  The 
Plan (ACCWP. 2003) includes draft PRPs for copper, mercury, pesticides (diazinon, other OP 
pesticides, and OC pesticides), and PCBs and dioxin-like compounds.  In addition to monitoring 
activities, PRPs include other activities mentioned in Section IIE. 
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II.D.1 Pollutant Impacts to San Francisco Bay 
 
Objective and Scope:  Participate in regional efforts to a) gain understanding of impacts of 
specific pollutants upon the Bay;  and b) mitigate negative impacts through implementation of 
water quality attainment strategies. 
 
Background: The development of Water Quality Attainment Strategies, including TMDLs, is 
required because the San Francisco Bay-Delta and its tributaries have been designated as 
impaired water bodies under Section 303(d) of the federal Clean Water Act. There are several 
regional efforts that are currently helping to address unknowns surrounding pollutants of concern 
and their impacts upon the Bay. The ACCWP is an active participant in and provides financial 
support to two of the most important of these efforts, the Regional Monitoring Program for Trace 
Substances in the San Francisco Estuary (RMP) and the Clean Estuary Partnership (CEP). 
 
The RMP was developed in 1993 to provide data describing the concentration of trace elements 
and trace organic contaminants in the San Francisco Estuary. Its objective is to aid management 
of pollution in the Estuary by providing information on the status and trends of contamination, 
sources and pathways of contamination and their relative importance, and the potential effects of 
contamination upon organisms that live in or use the Estuary. As such, the RMP is providing 
baseline information necessary to understanding the functioning of the Bay as an ecosystem..  
 
The CEP is a collaborative effort among the Regional Board, treatment plant dischargers 
(BACWA), and urban runoff programs (BASMAA) to support development and implementation 
of TMDLS and other water quality attainment strategies for specific pollutants of concern in San 
Francisco Bay. The CEP is currently developing and conducting special studies to provide 
defensible scientific data on which to base TMDLs for mercury, PCBs and pesticide-related 
toxicity, as well as site-specific objectives for copper and nickel in the northern and central 
portions of the Bay.   
 
After studies in the South Bay indicated that automobile brake pads may be the most significant 
source of copper in urban runoff, the Brake Pad Partnership (BPP) was initiated in 1996 as a 
collaboration among regulators, stormwater programs, brake materials manufacturers, scientists 
and environmentalists to address environmental problems from brake wear debris.  The BPP’s 
work includes research and monitoring, and.is an integral part of the TMDL implementation plan 
for copper in all parts of the Bay.   
 
Approach:   ACCWP attends annual meetings of the RMP and is represented through the 
BASMAA Monitoring Committee in other RMP committees and workgroups.  In 2002, the RMP 
initiated changes in its water and sediment sampling programs based on changes recommend in a 
Five Year Review. The RMP will incorporate changes to its bioaccumulation monitoring 
program beginning in 2003. Details of these programs are available at 
http://www.sfei.org/rmp/index.html.  
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ACCWP provides representation for BASMAA on the CEP’s Executive Management Board and 
Technical Committee. The CEP is in the process of developing and refining a Five Year Plan. 
Details of this program are available at http://www.cleanestuary.com. Although the Five-Year CEP 
budget is intended to cover most POC-related special studies that were formerly conducted by 
individual stormwater programs, ACCWP will to continue some monitoring activities involving: 
• POCs that are not on the priority list for the CEP 
• Studies of site conditions or source control issues that are particular to Alameda County 
• Participation in CEP committees and workgroups 
 
ACCWP has contributed support to the BPP directly and through BASMAA.  ACCWP attends 
annual stakeholder meetings and is assisting the BPP with the watershed modeling portions of its 
action plan for evaluating fate and transport of copper originating from brake wear debris. 
 
Activities:  
No. Description Approx dates Task ID, Status May 2003 
1. RMP participation  1993 - ongoing MS-1.1 Ongoing 
2. CEP participation FY02 - ongoing MS-1.6 Ongoing, Five 


Year plan expected spring 
2003 


 
Related tasks and activities:   
• Continue cooperation with Clean Estuary Partnership and other BASMAA programs in 


further characterizing spatial extent of loadings from watershed sources. 
• Continue cooperation with Brake Pad Partnership in monitoring changes in brake pad 


manufacture and usage, and their expected impact upon receiving waters. 
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II.D.2 Spatial distribution, loadings and sources of Pollutants of Concern in watersheds 
 
Objective and Scope:  Characterize spatial occurrence and concentrations of priority POCs in 
Alameda County watersheds, and identify potential sources 
 
Background:  There are a number of POCs in the San Francisco Bay area that are long-lived in 
the environment and predominantly associated with sediments:  polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), mercury, organochlorine (OC) insecticides, 
and dioxins. These pollutants primarily affect the beneficial uses of fishing, wildlife habitat, and 
preservation of rare and endangered species.  Section C.10 of the permit requires the Program to 
collect information to assist the Regional Board in estimating loadings for several of these 
pollutants. 
 
Defensible estimates of the loadings of these pollutants to the Bay are difficult to generate, as are 
assessments of the exact impacts of these loadings. The ACCWP has initiated a monitoring 
program to assess the spatial distribution of these pollutants as an indicator of loadings to the 
Bay from County watersheds (Gunther et al 2003). The underlying assumption of this project is 
that bedded sediments with substantially higher pollutant concentrations than Bay sediments 
may indicate upstream pollutant sources. If sediments at the base of a watershed are consistently 
found to have significantly higher pollutant concentrations, then follow-up source investigations 
can be conducted to ascertain whether there are current, controllable sources discharging 
pollutants into stormwater conveyances.  
 
Approach:   Initial analysis of pollutant distribution and loadings involves collection of 
watershed sediments and analysis for PCBs, mercury, OC pesticides, PAHs, and dioxins.  
Follow-on work will be subject to coordination with the CEP, RMP and other regional data 
sources., but may include the following approaches: 
 
• incorporation of additional analytes per the needs of upcoming TMDLs 
• focus on source investigations identified as part of initial sampling efforts 
 
Activities:  
No. Description Approx dates Task ID, Status May2003 
1. Initial fixed station Loads Assessment FY1988/9-90/1 Complete (WCC, 1991) 
2. Characterization of diazinon occurrence 


in watersheds, uses, and wash-off 
characteristics;  development of 
reduction strategy 


FY 1995/6-
2001/2 


Complete (Scanlin and 
Feng 1997, others listed in 
Section IV) 


3.  Initial investigation of spatial 
distribution of pollutants of concern in 
County watershed sediments 


FY00/01 through 
FY03/04 


MS-1.2  Completed for Hg, 
PCBs (Salop et al 2002a) 
MS-1.2  Dioxins reanalysis 
initiated February 2003 
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4. Synthesis of background data and 


scientific information on specific POCs 
FY00/01 through 
FY02/03 


4.2.1 Completed for PAHs 
(Salop, et al., 2001) 
MS-3.1  Dioxins synthesis 
initiated March 2003 


5. Pilot source investigation studies in 
Glen Echo and Ettie Street drainages  


FY/02 through 
FY02/03 


MS-2.1 Complete (Salop, 
et al., 2002b), follow-up to 
be supported by Prop 13 
grant to City of Oakland 


6. Investigation of source identification 
and remediation strategies 


FY03/04 through 
FY 04/05 


MS 2.1  Control options for 
POCs in sediment, initiated 
January 2003. 
MS-3.1 Dioxins synthesis 


7. Continue source investigations, as 
required 


FY03/04-
FY07/08 


MS-2.1  Watersheds and 
analytes TBD 


8. Initiate trend monitoring program 
following identification of appropriate 
long term sites for sediment-related 
POCs 


FY03/04-
FY07/08 


MS-1.2  Awaiting 
completion of source 
investigations and 
determination of sampling 
sites (Gunther et. al 2003) 


 
 
WAUs and/or watersheds 
WAU Current status Planned activities 
1 Strawberry Creek, Codornices Creek 


Loads Assessment (1989-91); 
Strawberry Creek (2000) Codornices 
Creek and Cerrito Creek sampling 
(2000-01) 


Write up results of 2000 Codornices 
Creek detailed sediment sampling  


2 24th and Wood, 37th and 8th, 4th and 
Alice, Elmhurst Creek, Ettie Street 
Loads Assessment (1989-91); Arroyo 
Viejo, Ettie Street Pump Station, Glen 
Echo Creek, Lion Creek, Sausal 
Creek, and Seminary Creek sampling, 
2000-01; Ettie Street and Glen Echo 
Creek source investigations, 2001 


Continued Ettie Street source 
investigation via Prop 13 grant, 
anticipated to begin in 2004. 
Analysis of sediment dioxins in Ettie 
Street, Glen Echo Creek, Lion Creek, 
(2003) 


3 Merced and Wicks Streets Loads 
Assessment (1989-91); San Leandro 
Creek sampling, 2000-01 


Analysis of sediment dioxins in San 
Leandro Creek (2003) 


4 Cotter Way, San Lorenzo Creek, 
Castro Valley Creek Loads 
Assessment (1989-91); Castro Valley 
Creek (2 sites) and San Lorenzo Creek 
sampling, 2000-01 


Analysis of sediment dioxins in San 
Lorenzo Creek (2003) 
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5 Cabot Blvd. Loads Assessment (1989-
91); Crandall Creek (2000) and Cabot 
Blvd / Line 4-A sampling (2000-01); 
Dry Creek, Pacific Street Loads 
Assessment (1989-91); Alameda 
Creek (2000-01) and Dry Creek 
sampling (2000) 


Analysis of sediment dioxins in Cabot 
Blvd. / Line 4-A (2003); Analysis of 
sediment dioxins in Alameda Creek 
(2003) 


6  Integrated in Niles sample 
7 Alameda Creek sampling, 2000-01 (at 


Niles) 
Analysis of sediment dioxins in 
Alameda Creek (2003) 


8 Balentine Drive Loads Assessment 
(1989-91); Agua Caliente (2000), 
Balentine Drive, and Laguna Creek 
(2000-01) sampling  


Analysis of sediment dioxins at 
Balentine Drive site (2003) 


 
Related tasks and activities:   
• Continue cooperation with Clean Estuary Partnership and other BASMAA programs in 


further characterizing spatial extent of loadings of priority pollutants from watershed sources. 
• Continue cooperation with City of Oakland in implementing Prop 13 project to identify and 


cleanup sources of PCBs in the Ettie Street watershed (2004-2005) 
• Continue cooperation with BASMAA member agencies in refining source investigation 


techniques. 
• Monitor developments in techniques that can be used to estimate loadings from local 


watersheds. 
• Continue cooperation with Brake Pad Partnership in investigation of copper loadings from 


Castro Valley Creek watershed as part of Proposition 13 grant.  
 
 







ACCWP Multi-Year Plan for Monitoring And Assessment II.  MYP Elements-POCs 
 
 


MYP-II_5-28-03  II-34


II.D.3 Pollutants of Concern-long term trends in watersheds 
 
Objective and Scope:  Use traditional water quality indicators to describe the impacts of 
stormwater runoff upon instream beneficial uses in Alameda County creeks. 
 
Background: Several POCs have potential to cause impacts to streams in Alameda County. 
These pollutants include organophosphate (OP) insecticides, copper, lead, and zinc, and these 
and/or other pollutants causing aquatic toxicity. Toxicity studies in the Castro Valley Creek 
watershed (Hansen 1995) documented that storm runoff was frequently toxic to standard aquatic 
test organisms and that diazinon was the most likely cause of this toxicity. Since then, diazinon, 
an OP insecticide, has been widely detected in creeks throughout the San Francisco Bay area. 
This is a management concern because the frequency of toxicity found suggests that potentially 
widespread impacts on aquatic invertebrates might be occurring.  
 
Since the leading OP insecticides (diazinon and chlorpyrifos) are being phased out, a key 
objective of the monitoring program is to verify that the concentration of these substances, and 
the toxicity associated with them, decline over the next few years. Due to substitution of other 
insecticides, it is possible that toxicity may remain after OP insecticide concentrations decline. 
Thus, another monitoring program objective is to detect toxicity due to alternative insecticides 
that will likely be used by some consumers. 
 
Copper is a widely used industrial and building material and is toxic to aquatic organisms, 
particularly in the dissolved phase. However, its presence in stormwater is largely due to its use 
as an important component of motor vehicle brake pads. The primary question for copper is 
therefore whether and to what extent its concentrations will decrease over time as a result of 
efforts at the national level to redesign brake pads. Despite such efforts, average copper 
concentrations in brake pads have been increasing over the past several years (but are expected 
to begin to decline at some point in the future). Because there are also natural sources of copper 
in local watersheds, it will be important to track the overall level of copper enrichment above 
background concentrations to determine the extent to which management actions are reducing 
copper concentrations in stormwater.  
 
Specific management questions to be addressed initially through the long-term trend monitoring 
program include: 


• Will wet weather diazinon concentrations decrease as expected? 
• Will wet weather toxicity levels decrease in concert with diazinon? 
• Will new insecticides cause wet weather toxicity? 
• Will wet weather copper concentrations decrease as expected as brake pads are 


redesigned? 
• What are the trends in wet weather concentrations of lead and zinc? 


 
Due to the variability in contaminant concentrations in stormwater, detecting a statistically 
significant trend requires extensive sampling. Rather than attempt to detect a trend of continually 
declining concentrations over a period of time, the monitoring approach proposed here is based 
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on a “before – after” design, in which pollutant concentrations (or impacts in the case of toxicity) 
from before usage began to decline will be compared to concentrations after usage has declined. 
In this way, sampling effort can be distributed throughout the County rather than focused on 
overly intensive sample collections at one site. Information generated by this monitoring 
program will be used to assess the effectiveness of stormwater BMPs, better define current and 
potential problems, and help in developing improved management strategies such as TMDLs. 
 
Approach:   Initial sampling efforts will focus on gathering baseline water quality data to assist 
in identification of peak concentrations for pollutants prior to their expected decline. Depending 
on the constituent monitoring, more intensive follow-on sampling will be initiated at an 
appropriate time to attempt to observe reductions in pollutant concentrations / impacts.  Refer to 
Gunther et al (2003) for details. 
    
Activities  
No. Description Approx dates Task ID, Status May 2003 
1. Develop trend monitoring program FY02/03 Complete (Gunther et al., 


2003) 
2. Gather baseline (“before”) data for OP 


pesticides, toxicity, copper, lead, and 
zinc 


FY02/03 through 
FY07/08 


Continuing 


3. Monitor trends in usage of OP 
pesticides and potential replacement 
pesticides 


FY02/03 through 
FY07/08 


Review & track project by 
TDC Environmental for 
“Trends in Pesticide 
Usage” 


4. Initiate “after” sampling following 
assessment that OP pesticide use has 
declined 


Unknown  
 


\contingent on statistical 
analyses per Gunther et al 
(2003) 


5. Initiate “after” sampling following 
assessment that copper concentrations in 
creek waters have declined 


Unknown  


 
WAUs and/or watersheds (unfinished table) 
WAU Current status Planned activities 
1 Codornices Creek Loads Assessment 


(1988-90); Codornices Creek in-
stream sampling (1991-92). 


 


2   
3   
4 Castro Valley Creek and San Lorenzo 


Creek Loads Assessment (1988-90); 
Castro Valley Creek in-stream 
sampling (1991-97); San Lorenzo 
Creek in-stream sampling (1991-93)    


Collect baseline results for total copper 
concentrations, OP insecticides, and 
aquatic toxicity. Initiate long-term trend 
monitoring program. 


5 Cabot Blvd / Line 4-A Loads 
Assessment (1988-1990) 
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6 Alameda Creek Loads Assessment 
(1988-90); Alameda Creek in-stream 
sampling (1991-95) 


 


7 Alameda Creek Loads Assessment 
(1988-91); Alameda Creek in-stream 
sampling (1992-95) 


 


8 Balentine Drive Loads Assessment 
(1988-90); Laguna and Mission Creek 
toxicity sampling 2002 (2 sites) 


 


 
Related tasks and activities:   
• Participation in Brake Pad Partnership, monitoring levels of copper in brake pad 


manufacturing. 
• Continue cooperation with Brake Pad Partnership in investigation of loadings from Castro 


Valley Creek watershed as part of Proposition 13 grant. 
• Participation in RMP Episodic Toxicity Monitoring Program. RMP has maintained an 


aquatic toxicity sampling station at San Lorenzo Creek from winter 2001-present. 
• Copper concentrations in sediment will continue to be analyzed as part of the spatial 


distribution / loadings task currently in development by the ACCWP 
.
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II.E Review of Best Management Practices and their effectiveness 
 
Objective:  Evaluate the effectiveness of representative stormwater pollution prevention or 
control measures, as required in permit section C.8.a. 
 
Background:  Best Management Practices (BMPs) are measures that prevent or minimize 
pollutant discharges to the environment. Some are routine activities such as good housekeeping, 
spill prevention, or clean up of pollutants before they enter urban runoff. Others are structural 
treatment measures that are integrated with the stormwater conveyance system to remove 
pollutants from runoff before it enters creeks, lakes or other waterbodies. During its first two 
permit periods ACCWP member agencies established Performance Standards incorporating a 
variety of BMPs into several component areas: Public Information and Participation (PI/P); New 
Development and Post-Construction Controls; Illicit Discharge Control and Industrial Facilities 
Inspection; and Municipal Maintenance. 
 
ACCWP’s Monitoring component has conducted special studies to help refine the Performance 
Standards and assist co-permittees with effective application of BMPs (Table IV-1). In 2002 
studies were initiated to provide technical support for extensive requirements in the third permit 
to provide treatment and hydromodification management for new development and significant 
redevelopment. 
 
ACCWP’s SQMP for FY2002-2008 (Plan) also includes Pollutant Reduction Plans (PRPs), 
aimed at controlling particular Pollutants of Concern in urban runoff. Some PRP activities 
represent new BMP approaches involving partnerships within the Program or with other 
agencies. PRPs will be updated at intervals as specified in Section C.10 of the new permit. 
 
Approach:   WAMS will review available information on BMP effectiveness from sources past 
studies by the Program or other agencies. ACCWP’s Policy Level Workgroup (PLWG) will 
coordinate information gaps identified by various components and develop a strategy for 
addressing these needs. The Monitoring component will assist the PLWG by conducting 
technical studies where needed and communicating results and lessons learned. 
 
Activities 
No. Description Approx dates Status May 2003 
1. Literature review and other support for 


Hydromodification Management Plan 
FY2003-04 Planned 


2. Review available information on BMPs and their 
effectiveness,  


FY2003-04 Proposed 


3. Identify information gaps in current knowledge FY2004-05 Proposed 
4. Outline strategies for identifying and selecting  


representative BMPs for evaluation 
FY2004-05 Proposed 


5. Prioritize information needs and develop strategy FY2004-05 Proposed 
6 Develop studies or review procedures  FY2004-06 Proposed 
7 Conduct studies or implement procedures  FY2004-08 Proposed 
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Related tasks and activities:   
• ACCWP’s Policy Level Work Group will explore ways to improve the overall effectiveness 


of the Program;  related technical studies may be included in future MYP updates.. 
• Other Program activities outside of the MYP include improvements to reports and 


identifying improved measures of effectiveness for individual components such as PI/P.  
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III. PLANNED ACTIVITIES FOR FY 2003-2008 
This section summarizes the activities in the MYP.  Detailed workplans for the next one or 2 
years are presented in Section V, which will be updated annually. 
 


III.A  Listed by Component 


III.A.1  Watershed Assessment 
 
Task WA-1:  Develop and maintain a GIS resource for watershed information  
 
WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory:  Provide base layers and basic map products for watershed 


assessment activities of Program, member agencies and interested public. 
 Long-term:  Map base information (watersheds, landcover/landuse, creeks and 


channels) and assessment data (screening data, fisheries habitat and other biological 
indicators, watershed project areas) for all WAUs. 


 FY 02-04:  Complete preliminary mapping of initial group of pilot watersheds 
(including Codornices, Sausal, San Lorenzo, Old Alameda and Laguna Creeks);  
refine existing information and fill data gaps for channel condition and riparian zone 
characterization.  Identify additional priority watersheds for mapping. 


 
WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning:   Develop a framework for ongoing coordination 


and planning of watershed assessment, prepare Multi-Year plan and annual updated 
workplans. 


 Long-term: Evaluate assessment status, interpret data at landscape level, adapt 
watershed assessment strategy as needed.  Coordinate assessment planning and 
information with Regional Board staff and other agencies. 


 FY 02-04:  Develop workplan for incorporating new data;  Identify needs and 
priorities and consult with the local co-permittees or other watershed partners 


 
Task WA-2:  Use a variety of indicators to assess the condition of streams and watersheds  
 
WA-2.1 Indicators of creek health:   Develop and test indicators of general watershed 


condition. 
 Long-term:  Rotate Rapid Bioassessment macroinvertebrate surveys through 


relatively natural stream reaches in all WAUs.   Support regional coordination for 
protocol standards, data sharing and biocriteria development, subject to funding by 
BASMAA or other sources.  Update fisheries resources maps for Alameda County.   


 FY 02-04:  Continue macroinvertebrate community sampling in Sausal, San Lorenzo 
and Mission-Laguna watersheds;   begin rotation to one new watershed.   Coordinate 
annual meeting and other regional activities for Bay Area Macroinvertebrate 
Bioassessment Information Network (BASMAA Task of Regional Benefit).  Outline 
a strategy for applying flow or other physical indicators of stream function, in 
coordination with SWAMP, Stream Protection Policy and other regional initiatives.  
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WA-2.2 Volunteer Monitoring:  Increase the participation of community stakeholders in 


watershed stewardship and assessment, and improve coordination of volunteer 
groups with agencies and other stakeholders. 


 Long-term:  Provide resources and training to citizen monitoring groups that are 
working with local watershed partners.  Increase visibility and effectiveness by 
working with Watershed Assessment Resource Center (WARC) or other regional 
information sources.   


 FY02-04:  Continue support of Talks in the Hallway to strengthen community 
involvement and interest in assessment issues;   explore use of community volunteers 
to supplement macroinvertebrate field sampling or trash assessment. 


 
Task WA-3:  Provide useful watershed information to the Program and other watershed 


stakeholders  
 
WA-3.1 Indicators of Contact Recreation:  Improve ability to assess risks to human health 


from light (non-swimming) contact recreation or activity in creeks. 
Long-term:  Provide guidance and information on microbial risks to human health 
to assist watershed managers.   Identify potential alternative indicators and explore 
strategies for monitoring pathogens or other indicators. 


 FY02/04 continuing tasks: Develop guidance document for watershed managers to 
assist with interpretation of bacterial monitoring results. The document may include 
discussion of the following issues:   


• guidance for interpreting current indicators (what are the tests, how are the 
results reported, and what do the results actually tell us) 


• how current State standards were developed and are intended to be used 
(what are the uses they were developed to monitor for, how does this relate to 
typical uses and use intensity in Alameda County) 


• problems inherent in current indicators 
• Review of appropriate previous studies and what they tell us about the links 


between pathogens and indicators 
• Brief discussion of alternative indicators under development (what are they, 


what is their potential, and what are their drawbacks) 
• Review of existing sources of County public health information on water-


related illnesses 
 Examine two local issues of water contact recreation, a review of Lake Merritt 


monitoring data, and a water contact recreation site inventory along the Alameda 
County shoreline. The Lake Merritt project will include a review of historic 
monitoring data as it relates to recreational uses supported within the Lake and 
analysis of the existing monitoring program to determine if it can be altered in order 
to generate information more useful to watershed managers. The water contact 
recreation inventory will result in a summary of the common water contact 
recreational uses supported at the County shoreline. Specific tasks include 
identification of existing recreational uses, and development of a GIS data layer and 
supporting documentation. 
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 FY04-08 tasks: Continue ACCWP participation in local watershed pilot projects and 


assessments. Based on information generated through the water contact recreation 
inventory or on arising local issues, assist in development of monitoring programs 
and special studies as needed. 


 
 


WA-3.2 On-call watershed support:  Support watershed management efforts led by 
Program member agencies. 


 Long-term:  Conduct local pilot projects or assist member agencies in conducting 
watershed inventory and planning.  Develop and test a strategy for use of screening-
level flow and physical habitat indicators. 


 FY02-04:   Draft Watershed Framework to provide guidance on watershed-based 
management to municipal staff and other local groups.   Provide technical assistance 
in design and implementation of watershed-specific monitoring plans.  Review local 
watershed assessment efforts and 


 FY04-08:   Refine list of potential physical indicators.  Pilot field tests of indicators 
and checks of preliminary classifications based on fisheries and macroinvertebrate 
assessments 


  
 
WA-3.3 Website support:   Disseminate information about Alameda County watersheds and 


background on local watershed issues. 
 Long-term:  Provide local watershed atlas and information resource to the public, 


creek groups and watershed stakeholders.  Improve interactive response and 
coordination with other regional resources such as Oakland Museum and Contra 
Costa Water Web. 


 FY02-04:  Augment watershed maps and other creek information for new section of 
ACCWP website to be launched FY02/03..  Increase the accessibility of monitoring 
and assessment data. 
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III.A.2  Monitoring and Special Studies 
 
Task MS-1:  Characterize and track pollutants of concern which are found in urban runoff and 


have been identified as possible sources of impairment.  
 
MS-1.1 RMP contribution:  Contribution for required participation in Regional Monitoring 


Program. 
 


MS-1.2 TMDL data collection:  Continue sampling and reporting for Pollutants of Concern 
in sediment, including Mercury, PCB and organochlorine pesticides, as requested by 
Regional Board staff.   


 Long-term:  Characterize watershed occurrences of pollutants of concern and 
support TMDL development, in coordination with contributions to the CEP. 
FY02/03:  Characterize occurrence of dioxins in ACCWP watershed sediments. In 
place of additional field sampling, archived sediments from the first two years of 
sampling will be analyzed for presence of dioxins and dioxin-like compounds. The 
laboratory results will be reviewed to gather information on spatial distribution and 
spatial and temporal variability. 
FY04-08 tasks:  
Implement sediment quality trend monitoring program:  as outlined in the ACCWP 
Long-term Trend Monitoring Program, the Program will identify one to two target 
watersheds and begin trend monitoring in sediments. Initial analytes will include 
PCBs, mercury, copper, PAHs, and organochlorine pesticides, and may be adapted 
as management needs dictate. 
Characterize County watersheds for other pollutants of concern, as required for 
TMDL development or as dictated by management concerns.  Subject to available 
funds, collect and analyze watershed sediments for additional analytes.  


 
MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring for Pollutants of Concern:  Collect baseline 


stormwater monitoring data for Castro Valley Creek to assess long-term trends in 
selected Pollutants of Concern in County creeks. 
FY02/04: Implement water quality trend monitoring program. As outlined in the 
ACCWP Long-term Trend Monitoring Program, the Program will begin collection of 
baseline data in the Castro Valley Creek watershed. Initial analytes will include 
toxicity, organophosphorous pesticides, copper, lead, and zinc, and may be adapted 
as management needs dictate. 


 
MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership:  Contribution to CEP under terms of MOU between 


BASMAA, BACWA, Regional Board and any additional signatories. 
 Objective:  Comply with MOU and the policies of CEP guidance committees to 


support CEP activities for controlling pollutants of concern including problem 
identification, characterization, linkage studies and development of implementation 
plans for source control and/or abatement. 
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Task MS-2:  Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs  
 
MS-2.1 Target pollutant special studies:  characterize details of distribution and impacts 


for Pollutants of Concern, test hypotheses. 
 Long-term:  Conduct studies of Pollutants of concern, including investigation of 


potential sources in high priority watersheds.  Support implementation strategies for 
TMDLs, including identification or refinement of specific control measures, in 
coordinaton with CEP contribution. 


 FY02/03 tasks:  
 Assessment of potential source control options. This project will be undertaken to 


assist with planning efforts for implementation of future water quality attainment 
strategies. The project will include tasks to identify tools that can be used for 
identification of potential source areas, to develop information on feasibility of 
cleanup of polluted upland sites, and to develop similar feasibility information on 
cleanup of sediments within the stormwater conveyance system (e.g., storm drain 
inlets, flood control channels, pump stations, etc.). 


 Dioxins in Bay Area sediments synthesis document.. Prepare a report outlining 
important background information on dioxins, including chemical makeup, sources, 
loadings, and impacts.  (BASMAA Task of Regional Benefit) 


 FY02/04 other potential tasks:   
 Implement or facilitate source investigations in appropriate watersheds, following 


the models used in Ettie Street and Glen Echo watersheds. Determination of study 
watersheds will be based on concentrations of pollutants relative to ambient Bay 
conditions or on interim targets developed for specific pollutants as part of the 
TMDL development process. 


 Visual and photo assessments of trash in waterbodies, supported by more detailed 
inventory at selected sites 


 Review copper sources to stormwater in Alameda County. 
 
MS-2.2 Support effective implementation of BMPs:  provide technical information needed 


to support implementation of design standards for New/Re-development as required 
in new permit. 


 Long-term:  Conduct studies as needed, such as hydrological/geomorphological 
analyses, prototype design scenarios, BMP evaluations  


 FY02-04:  Provide technical information to support implementation of design 
standards for New/Re-development as required in new permit, including 
development of model design criteria and Hydromodification Management Plan 
(HMP). 


 
Task MS-3:  Provide technical information on management issues involving urban runoff  
 
MS-3.1 Special studies:  Address data gaps or management issues concerning pollutants of 


concern and urban runoff impacts.  
 Ongoing:  as needed, including planning and needs assessment. 
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MS-3.2 On-call technical support:   Miscellaneous technical support as needed.  
 
Task MS-4:  Coordinate planning and reporting with related monitoring efforts  
 
MS-4.1 Coordinate with RMP, BASMAA and CEP:   maximize effective use of 


monitoring resources through coordination of effort among BASMAA member 
agencies, the RMP and CEP.  


 Ongoing:  Chair and attend BASMAA Monitoring Committee meetings, participate 
in CEP committee meetings, RMP technical review and other special purpose 
technical or stakeholder discussions.  


 
 


III.B  Listed by WAU 
Table III-1 summarizes distribution of planned monitoring and assessment among Watershed 
Assessment Units. 
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ACCWP Multi-Year Plan for Monitoring And Assessment IV.  Accomplishments 
 
 


IV. STATUS AND ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
This section reviews highlights and recent accomplishments in three main component areas.  During 
the first permit period (1991-1996) The Program’s monitoring focused on evalutating the general 
effectiveness of control measures and routine monitoring of rainfall, runoff and water quality at 
representative fixed stations.  During the second permit ACCWP initiated a component for Focused 
Watershed Management to determine the water quality benefits of watershed-specific approaches and 
improve community awareness and stewardship of watersheds.  In 2000 the coordination and 
facilitation activities for watershed management were assigned to the Planning and Regulatory 
Compliance component while the new Watershed Assessment component was established to support 
the technical and informational needs of watershed managers and stakeholders. 
 


IV.A Watershed Assessment and Focused Watershed Management 
 
1988-90 Loads Assessment Design:  Available data were compiled on watersheds, drainage areas 


and landuses to establish sampling stations at six stream stations representative of 
different watershed sizes and ten additional stations representing smaller catchments with 
a range of urban land use combinations. 


 
2000-03 Watershed Inventory:  The Program purchased remote sensing satellite data and used it 


to develop a preliminary classification of landcover types throughout the County.  
Additional spatial data for streets, buildings and other landuse features were obtained 
from co-permittees and other agencies to refine this dataset.  A technical memo 
documenting the production of the landcover dataset was drafted and will include 
recommendations for further data checking and validation.  Watershed boundaries were 
delineated for over 100 watersheds and subwatersheds and other resource information 
compiled from public data sources. 


 
1999-03 Indicators of creek health:   A general review of fisheries information for Alameda 


County (HES 1999) summarized fish habitat condition and fish communities in many 
creeks, and these data were assembled in database format.  Existing fish community 
sampling data by Rob Leidy for streams in Alameda and Contra Costa Counties was also 
entered in table format and incorporated in a preliminary 2002 map reflecting the 
occurrence of fish communities in Alameda County.  ACCWP began annual benthic 
macroinvertebrate surveys in Spring 2001 in the San Lorenzo, Sausal and Laguna Creek 
watersheds, ACCWP also organized the first regional discussion group meeting on 
macroinvertebrate bioassessment in February 2002, which has been continued as a 
BASMAA Task of Regional Benefit in collaboration with the Regional Board.. 
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1999-03 Indicators of Contact Recreation:  ACCWP supported weekly bacteriological sampling 
in Lake Merritt as a follow-up to ACFCWCD monitoring in the early 1990’s, and also 
sampled creeks and outfalls leading to the Lake during storm events.  Creeks and 
channels were also sampled during both wet and dry weather to assess the variability of 
coliform and fecal coliform samples from creeks.   A literature review of potential 
indicators for human health risk was initiated and guidance for local managers is also 
under development. 
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1996-99 San Leandro Creek Watershed Management Support:  The Program provided 


support for preparation of the Lower San Leandro Creek Watershed Management Plan 
(SLCWAC, 1999), including training of volunteer monitors to provide habitat inventory 
data and monthly water quality samples for the lower portions of the creek. 


 
1995-03 Volunteer Monitoring:  The Program produced several reports on volunteer monitoring 


by the Friends of  San Leandro Creek during 1996-1998, including grab samples 
confirming the widespread occurrence of diazinon.  During 1998-2000 the .Program 
assisted two additional watershed groups (Friends of Sausal Creek and Friends of Five 
Creeks), drafted guidance and training materials and sponsored pilot development of a 
new format “Talks in the Hallway” event for creek group networking.  During 2001-2003 
Program staff participated in a Technical Advisory Committee to assist state volunteer 
coordinators in developing new guidance documents and protocols and also helped 
produce a Streamside Biosurvey protocol for macroinvertebrate monitoring (posted on 
Clean Water Team website at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/nps/availdoc.html).  ACCWP 
also and participated in advisory meetings for the Watershed Assessment Resource 
Center to improve support for volunteer monitoring groups in the Bay Area.  


 
1999-03 On-call watershed support:  Technical assistance was provided in 1999 to the cities of 


Oakland and Piedmont in discussing management responses to water quality problems at 
Lake Merritt, and formation of a Lake Merritt Water Quality Task Force.   In 2000 the 
Program supported the city of Fremont in preparing a draft monitoring plan for the 
Laguna Creek watershed.  Other technical assistance included preparation of maps for 
co-permittee projects and grant applications. 


  


IV.B Pollutants of Concern  
 
1988-00 Loads Assessment and fixed station sampling in creeks:   This multi-media program 


included rainfall and flow monitoring, wet and dry weather water quality sampling, 
sediment sampling and toxicity testing.   Composite samples were collected over 11 
events for a total of 98 station-events from December 1989 to March 1991. The resulting 
data were evaluated in an initial Loads Assessment report (WCC 1991) and further 
sampling was continued at a reduced number of stations.   These data were reported in 
annual monitoring reports and integrated in a summary review of combined data from 
ACCWP and several other BASMAA agencies (WCC 1996).  Copper and zinc exceeded 
water quality objectives more often than other metals, with sources predominantly from 
urbanized areas.  Most of the Program’s fixed-station stormwater sampling data was 
incorporated into an Access database structure in 2000 to facilitate searching and 
accommodate future sampling data. 
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1991-01 PAH special studies:  Since PAHs were frequently detected during loads assessment 
studies, additional sampling was conducted in 1991-92 without conclusive results in 
identifying patterns or sources.   In 2000-01 the Program analyzed watershed sediment 
samples for PAHs (Salop et al 2002a) and also reviewed technical literature on PAHs to 
assist interpretation and guide further sampling (Salop et al 2001). 
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1995-02 Diazinon Special Studies:  After studies found toxicity in Castro Valley Creek and 


identified diazinon as a likely cause (Hansen 1995), ACCWP conducted an intensive 
characterization study by sampling stormwater runoff and also collecting grabs from 
tributaries and street gutters (Scanlin and Feng 1997).  The results showed that diazinon 
sources were widely dispersed throughout the watershed and suggested that the observed 
amounts could result from residential applications in accordance with label instructions.   
The Program also found diazinon in creeks and ponds during dry weather, often changing 
in concentration when sampled at intervals of 1-3 days.   In 2002 the Program completed 
a study of diazinon wash-off, partially funded by the Department of Pesticide Regulation, 
which demonstrated the potential for liquid-formulation diazinon to enter stormwater 
after application to paved surfaces. 


 
2000-2001 Surveys and special studies of TMDL pollutants:  In 2000 ACCWP conducted trial 


sampling of bedded sediments  in Codornices Creek;  and assisted in PCB congener 
analysis of Regional Board-collected samples from San Leandro Creek.  Field techniques 
were refined for coordinated sampling of watershed sediments throughout the Bay Area 
in 2001 and 2002.  sediment surveys for mercury, PCBs, PAHs and organochlorine 
pesticides 


 
 During this period the Program also completed source investigation of PCBs in the Glen 


Echo Creek and Ettie Street Pump Station watersheds, and assisted the city of Oakland in 
preparing a successful application for Prop 13 grant funds to implement cleanup efforts 
within the Ettie Street watershed.  ACCWP also contributed support to the North Bay 
Copper-Nickel Study initiated by the Bay Area Clean Water Agencies 


 


IV.C Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs  
 
See Table IV-1 for reports and products related to BMP evaluation.  Highlights include: 
 
1991-98 DUST Marsh studies:  The DUST Marsh system was constructed in 1983 as a 


demonstration constructed wetland to treat runoff from a 4.6 square mile drainage 
centered on Crandall Creek in Fremont.  The Program conducted a series of special 
studies to identify the main constituents of concern and study performance in relation to 
metals, selenium and toxicity and diazinon.  A floating log baffle was found to improve 
residence time of toxic storm water;  study results were also used to recommend 
improvements in the management of vegetated channels..  Further studies also evaluated 
sediment toxicity, fish tissue effects and the long-term accumulation of contaminants in 
the system. 


 
1998 BASMAA database:  ACCWP developed a searchable database of monitoring and BMP 


studies by BASMAA members.  Parameters and BMP types as well as main results or 
lessons can be output as printed abstracts.  This product was submitted to BASMAA for 
further updates. 
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Table IV-1 Selected BMP Studies 
 


Title Pub date  Type  


Management of Storm Water Facilities in Alameda County Aug 92 report 
Labeling of Storm Drainage Facilities  Jan 93 manual/handbook
Vegetated Channels Study   Jan 94 report 
Surveys of Alameda County Residents' Awareness of & 
Attitudes Toward Stormwater Pollution 


Feb 94 report 


Storm Inlet Pilot Study   Mar 94 technical report 
Roof Runoff Water Quality: A Literature Review   Aug 94 report 
Vegetated Channels Management Feasibility Study   Dec 94 report 
Street Sweeping Storm Inlet Modification Literature Review   Dec 94 report 
General Guidance for Monitoring Effectiveness of Post-
Construction Structural Best Management Practices 


Apr 95 manual/handbook


Stormwater Resource Guide   Jan 96 report 
Residential Yard & Garden Care Baseline Survey   May 96 report 
Parking Lot BMP Manual Final Report  Jun 96 report 
Channel Vegetation Manual  Jul 96 reference 
Final Monitoring Report-Grass Swales at the Advo Facility, 
Newark  


Oct 96 technical report 


Best Management Practice Guide Retail Gasoline Outlets  Mar 97 manual/handbook
Cost Estimates for Reducing Discharges of Sediment-Laden 
Stormwater Along Redwood Road 


Aug 97 technical report 


Street Sweeper Solids Evaluation  Mar 98 report 
DUST Marsh Long Term Evaluation  Oct 98 technical report 
Analysis of Street Sweeping Data  Jun 99 technical report 
Survey of Public Awareness of Advertising Campaign   Jul 99 report 
Tule Pond Baseline Characterization  Nov 99 technical report 
Stormwater Inlet Insert Devices Literature Review Jan 00 report 
Summary of the Sawcut BMP Effectiveness Study  Jun 00 report 
Developing A Volunteer Storm drain Stenciling Program n/a manual/handbook
Training Workshop for Illicit Discharge Inspectors n/a manual/handbook
Review Of Leaf And Litter Control Alternatives in prep report 
Unpaved Road BMP Guide in prep manual/handbook
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V. DETAILED WORKPLANS 


V.A. Fiscal Year 2002-2003 
 
Watershed Assessment 
 
Task WA-1:  Develop and maintain a GIS resource for watershed information  
 
WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory:  Refine existing information for channel condition and 


riparian zone characterization, and identify data gaps related to preliminary 
watershed classification.  Continue work on preliminary statistics or maps of initial 
pilot watersheds such as Codornices, Sausal, San Lorenzo, Old Alameda and Laguna 
Creeks);   


 
 Objective:  Provide base layers and basic map products for watershed assessment 


activities of Program, member agencies and interested public. 
 
WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning:   Develop subplan for Long-Term Watershed 


Assessment including framework for development of indicators, watershed priority 
list and timeline.  Develop standards for data management and incorporating new 
data from potential partners and other sources.   


 
 Objective:  Develop a framework for ongoing coordination and planning of 


watershed assessment. 
 
Task WA-2:  Use a variety of indicators to assess the condition of streams and watersheds  
 
WA-2.1 Indicators of creek health:   Continue macroinvertebrate community sampling in 


Sausal, San Lorenzo and Mission-Laguna watersheds, and develop a priority list for 
rotating assessments of other watersheds.  Continue work with Bay Area 
Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network to coordinate activities with 
other bioassessment projects in Bay Area, Regional Board’s Stream Protection 
Policy and other regional initiatives.  


 
 Objective:  Develop and test indicators of general watershed condition. 
 
WA-2.2 Volunteer Monitoring:   Continue support of  local-area Talks in the Hallway to 


strengthen community involvement and interest in assessment issues;   explore use of 
community volunteers to supplement macroinvertebrate field sampling or trash 
assessment. 


 
 Objective:  Increase the participation of community stakeholders in watershed 


stewardship and assessment, and improve coordination of volunteer groups with 
agencies and other stakeholders. 
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Task WA-3:  Provide useful watershed information to the Program and other watershed 


stakeholders   
 
WA-3.1 Indicators of Contact Recreation:  Continue support of local monitoring for 


coliform or other indicators.  Complete literature review and review existing 
Alameda County data for purposes of drafting guidance for municipal staff and local 
creek or community groups. 


 
 Objective:  improve ability to assess risks to human health from light (non-


swimming) contact recreation or activity in creeks. 
 
WA-3.2 On-call watershed support:   Complete draft Watershed Framework to provide 


guidance on watershed-based management to municipal staff and other local groups. 
 Identify candidate watersheds for focused technical support to co-permittees or their 
partners. 


 
 Objective:  Support watershed management efforts led by Program member 


agencies. 
 
WA-3.3 Website support:   Provide watershed maps, links  and other creek information in 


new “watersheds” section of ACCWP website. 
 
 Objective:  Disseminate information about Alameda County watersheds and 


background on local watershed issues. 
 
 
Monitoring and Special Studies 
 
Task MS-1:  Characterize and track pollutants of concern which are found in urban runoff and 


have been identified as possible sources of impairment.  
 
MS-1.1 RMP contribution:  Contribution for required participation in Regional Monitoring 


Program. 
 
 Objective:  Comply with Regional Board requirements and assist with the 


accomplishment of the RMP’s objectives to provide regional characterization of 
pollution in the Bay. 


 
MS-1.2 TMDL data collection:  Reanalyze archived sediment samples for preliminary 


characterization of occurrence of dioxins in Alameda County creeks and channels.   
 
 Objective:  Characterize watershed occurrences of pollutants of concern. 
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MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring for Pollutants of Concern:  Continue stormwater 
monitoring for copper in Castro Valley Creek.  . 


 
 Objective:  assess long-term trends in selected Pollutants of Concern in creeks as 


recommended in draft monitoring plan (Gunther and Bernstein, 2001). 
 
MS-1.4 Water Quality screening:   Implement a pilot screening project at 10-15 sites 


distributed among different creek and channel types.  Conduct initial sampling near 
end of dry season for general parameters  (temperature, pH, conductivity, DO, 
turbidity)and also selected chemical parameters (ammonia, nitrate, chlorine, copper, 
hardness, TSS).  Consider additional toxicity testing or continuous temperature 
monitoring at selected sites and adapt procedures for second-phase screening near 
end of wet season. 


 
 Objective:  Provide general assessment of water quality conditions in stream 


reaches. 
 
MS-1.5 Multi-Year Plan development:  Incorporate additional data types, refine queries 


and user interface for existing Access relational database of past fixed-station 
sampling data;  develop conceptual plan for analyses of long-term and spatial trends.  


 
 Objective:  Improve coordination and planning for ACCWP pollutant monitoring. 
 
MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Program Partnership:  Contribution to CEP under terms of MOU 


between BASMAA, BACWA, WSPA and Regional Board. 
 
 Objective:  Comply with MOU and the policies of CEP guidance committees to 


support CEP activities for controlling pollutants of concern including problem 
identification, characterization, linkage studies and development of implementation 
plans for source control and/or abatement. 


 
Task MS-2:  Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs  
 
MS-2.1 Target pollutant special studies:  Conduct pilot visual and photo assessments of 


trash in waterbodies, supported by more detailed inventory at selected sites.  
Coordinate procedures with prototype by Regional Board. 


 
 Objective:  characterize details of distribution and impacts for Pollutants of Concern, 


and/or test hypotheses concerning their fate and transport. 
 
MS-2.2 Support New Development stormwater controls:  Develop model design 


scenarios to explore potential application of treatment and hydromodification 
controls, and develop preliminary maps as pilots for conceptual approach to 
determining areas eligible for Hydromodification Management Plan. 
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 Objective:  provide technical information needed to support implementation of 
design standards for New/Re-development as required in new permit. 


 
Task MS-3:  Provide technical information on management issues involving urban runoff  
 
MS-3.1 Special studies:  as needed, including planning and needs assessment. 
 
 Objective:  Address data gaps or management issues concerning pollutants of 


concern and urban runoff impacts.  
 
MS-3.2 On-call technical support:   Miscellaneous technical support as needed.  
 
Task MS-4:  Coordinate planning and reporting with related monitoring efforts  
 
MS-4.1 Coordinate with RMP, BASMAA and CEP Attend BASMAA Monitoring 


Committee meetings, CEP technical meetings, participate in RMP technical review 
and other special purpose technical or stakeholder discussions.  


 
Objective:   maximize effective use of monitoring resources through coordination of effort 


among BASMAA member agencies, the RMP and the CEP.  
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ACCWP FY 2002-2003 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Tasks and Budget  
 


 Task # Description FY 02-03 Budget  Lead 


    
Watershed Assessment   


 WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory $40,000 EIP 
 WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning $35,000 EIP/District 
 WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health $15,000 AMS/District 
 WA-2.2 Volunteer Monitoring Support   $6,000 District 
 WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation $10,000 AMS 
 WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support $25,000 Tbd 
 WA-3.3 Web Site Development $15,000 EIP/District 
 WA-4.1 Reporting/component management $10,000 District 


  Component Total $156,000  
    


Monitoring & Special Studies   
 MS-1.1 RMP fee $151,000 
 MS-1.2 TMDL data collection $37,000 AMS 
 MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring $20,000 AMS/District 
 MS-1.4 Water Quality Screening $25,000 District 
 MS-1.5 Multi-Year Plan development  $20,000 AMS/District 
 MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigations $27,000 AMS 
 MS-2.2 Studies supporting New Dev. provisions $40,000 URS/EIP 
 MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies $21,000 Tbd 
 MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support   $6,000 AMS 
 MS-4.1 Coordinate w/RMP, BASMAA and CEP $30,000 District 
 MS-5.1 WAMS Support $20,000 District 
 MS-5.2 Reporting/component management $25,000 District 


  Subtotal $422,000 
 MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership contribution $150,000 
  Maximum Component Total $572,000 
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V.B. Fiscal Year 2003-2004 Proposed 
 
Watershed Assessment 
 
Task WA-1:  Develop and maintain a GIS resource for watershed information  
 
WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory:  Pilot a classification mapping scheme for County 


watersheds based on available GIS data for landuse/landcover, channel network 
characteristics and riparian zone condition. 


 
WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning:   Refine subplan for Long-Term Watershed 


Assessment including framework for development of indicators, watershed priority 
list and timeline.  Identify main data gaps and potential sources or partners for future 
assessment work.   


 
Task WA-2:  Use a variety of indicators to assess the condition of streams and watersheds  
 
WA-2.1 Indicators of creek health:   Develop rotation strategy for sampling benthic 


macroinvertebrate communities in different watersheds, and develop a priority list 
for rotating assessments of other watersheds.  Continue work with Bay Area 
Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information Network to coordinate activities with 
other bioassessment projects in Bay Area, Regional Board’s Stream Protection 
Policy and other regional initiatives.  


 
WA-2.2 Volunteer Monitoring:   Continue support of  local-area Talks in the Hallway to 


strengthen community involvement and interest in assessment issues;   explore use of 
community volunteers to supplement macroinvertebrate field sampling or trash 
assessment. 


 
Task WA-3:  Provide useful watershed information to the Program and other watershed 


stakeholders   
 
WA-3.1 Indicators of Contact Recreation:  Prepare guidance documents for municipal staff 


and local creek or community groups to manage local sites for light contact 
recreation.  Identify possible strategies for improved monitoring of pathogen-related 
risk. 


 
WA-3.2 On-call watershed support:   Provide guidance and technical support for 


watershed-based management activities by copermitteees and local groups.  . 
 
WA-3.3 Website support:   Transfer watershed indicator data and other creek information in 


new watersheds section of ACCWP website.  Identify approaches for making 
monitoring and assessment data available in Web format. 
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Monitoring and Special Studies 
 
Task MS-1:  Characterize and track pollutants of concern which are found in urban runoff and 


have been identified as possible sources of impairment.  
 
MS-1.1 RMP contribution:  Contribution for required participation in Regional Monitoring 


Program. 
 
MS-1.2 TMDL data collection:  Continue studies for Pollutants of Concern and TMDL 


implementation as requested by Regional Board staff.  Coordinate any sediment 
sampling with design for baseline trend monitoring as described in Multi-Year Plan. 
  


 
MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring for Pollutants of Concern:  Continue stormwater 


monitoring for copper in Castro Valley Creek.   
 
MS-1.4 Water Quality screening:   Refine pilot screening project and develop rotation 


schedule for additional sites.   
 
MS-1.5 Multi-Year Plan and database development:  Incorporate additional data types, 


refine queries and user interface for existing Access relational database of past fixed-
station sampling data;  develop plan for analyses of long-term and spatial trends.  


 
MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Program Partnership:  Contribution to CEP under terms of MOU 


between BASMAA, BACWA, WSPA and Regional Board. 
 
MS-1.7 Participate in Brake Pad Partnership Fate and Transport Studies:  Provide 


support to integrate Castro Valley-SWMM watershed model with air deposition and 
Bay models for copper from brake wear debris as part of Proposition 13 grant to 
Brake Pad Partnership (coordinated with Task MS-1.3) 


 
Task MS-2:  Evaluate the effectiveness of urban runoff BMPs  
 
MS-2.1 Target pollutant special studies:  Conduct pilot visual and photo assessments of 


trash in waterbodies, supported by more detailed inventory at selected sites.  
Coordinate procedures with prototype by Regional Board. 


 
MS-2.2 Support New Development stormwater controls:  Provide technical support as 


needed . 
 
Task MS-3:  Provide technical information on management issues involving urban runoff  
 
MS-3.1 Special studies:  as needed, subject to available funds. 
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MS-3.2 On-call technical support:   Miscellaneous technical support as needed.  
 
MS-3.3 Environmental Monitoring for PCB Abatement Program in the Ettie Street 


Watershed:   Provide sediment sampling, analysis and other technical support to 
Proposition-13 funded pilot program in Oakland.  


 
Task MS-4:  Coordinate planning and reporting with related monitoring efforts  
 
MS-4.1 Coordinate with RMP, BASMAA and CEP Attend BASMAA Monitoring 


Committee meetings, CEP technical meetings, participate in RMP technical review 
and other special purpose technical or stakeholder discussions.  
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ACCWP FY 2003-2004 Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Tasks and Budget  
 


 Task # Description FY 03-04 Budget  Lead 


Watershed Assessment   
 WA-1.1 Watershed Inventory $40,000 EIP 
 WA-1.2 Watershed assessment planning $15,000 EIP/District 
 WA-2.1 Indicators of Creek Health $15,000 AMS/District 
 WA-2.2 Volunteer Monitoring Support $6,000 District 
 WA-3.1 Indicators for Contact Recreation $10,000 AMS 
 WA-3.2 On-Call Watershed Support $22,000 Tbd 
 WA-3.3 Web Site Development $12,000 EIP/District 
 WA-4.1 Reporting/component management $10,000 District 


  Component Total $130,000  


Monitoring & Special Studies   
 MS-1.1 RMP estimated fee  $154,000 
 MS-1.2 TMDL data collectiona $20,000 AMS 
 MS-1.3 Baseline trend monitoring $20,000 AMS/District 
 MS-1.4 Water Quality Screening $17,000 District 
 MS-1.5 Database and planning support  $10,000 AMS/District 
 MS-2.1 Pollutant source investigationsa $20,000 Tbd 
 MS-2.2 Studies supporting New Dev. provisionsb $40,000 Tbd 
 MS-3.1 Unspecified special studies $0 Tbd 
 MS-3.2 On-Call Technical Support $6,000 Tbd 
 MS-4.1 Coordinate w/RMP, BASMAA and CEP $30,000 District 
 MS-5.1 WAMS Support $20,000 District 
 MS-5.2 Reporting/component management $25,000 District 


  Subtotal $362,000 
 MS-1.6 Clean Estuary Partnership contributiona $100,000 
  Maximum Component Total $462,000 


 MS-1.7 Brake Pad Fate and Transport Studies $16,000c District 
 MS-3.2 Environmental Monitoring for PCBs $74,000c AMS/District 


 
aClean Estuary Partnership contribution is partial substitution for RB-requested activities formerly under tasks MS-1.2, MS-2.1. 
bAdditional non-WAMS funds authorized by Management Committee for Hydromodification Maangement Plan development. 
cEstimated budget for contracted work to be funded by grants to ACCWP partners 
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        MEMORANDUM 


 
 


Campbell • Cupertino • Los Altos • Los Altos Hills • Los Gatos • Milpitas • Monte Sereno • Mountain View • Palo Alto  •  
San Jose • Santa Clara • Saratoga • Sunnyvale • Santa Clara County • Santa Clara Valley Water District  


 
TO: Trash Ad Hoc Task Group 
 
FROM: Paul Randall and John Fusco (Program Staff) 
 
DATE:  February 28, 2006 (Draft) 
 March 13, 2006 (Final) 
  
SUBJECT: Development of Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol  
 


 
INTRODUCTION 
 
During FY 04-05, Co-permittee staff and volunteers from watershed stakeholder groups 
conducted trash evaluations at thirty-five wadeable creek sites that were previously identified as 
trash problem areas.  The evaluations were conducted using the San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board’s (Water Board) Rapid Trash Assessment (RTA) Protocol (Version 
7.0).  The primary objectives for conducting trash evaluations were to establish a baseline 
condition of trash at known trash problem areas; identify potential sources of trash and potential 
management actions, where feasible; and to monitor the condition of trash over time to evaluate 
effectiveness of management actions.  Co-permittees are planning to conduct a second year of 
trash evaluations at selected sites during FY 05-06.   
 
To improve the effectiveness of the Water Board RTA Protocol (Version 7.0), the Program’s 
Trash Ad Hoc Task Group (Trash AHTG) agreed that refinements were necessary to better 
address trash problem areas located in urban creeks. The Water Board RTA Protocol (Version 
7.0) was developed to assess a range of trash conditions in urban and rural creeks.  As a result, 
the protocol was not designed to evaluate conditions of trash-impacted sites in urban streams, 
especially downstream reaches of a watershed.  To evaluate trash problem areas in urban 
creeks, the Trash AHTG requested that a separate “Urban RTA” be developed to identify, 
prioritize and evaluate trash management activities over time.  The Urban RTA is intended to be 
used by Co-permittee staff to evaluate and monitor trash problem areas in urban creeks within 
the Santa Clara Basin.  However, this protocol may also be used by other agencies and/or 
stormwater Programs within the San Francisco Bay area.  The purpose of this memorandum is 
to document the approach and results of the analysis used to develop the Urban RTA. 
  


 







F:\Sc61\sc61.06\Urban RTA TM\RTA Draft Memo 3.13.06_final.doc 2 


BACKGROUND 
 
Limitations of Water Board RTA at Trash Impacted Sites 
 
The Water Board developed a memorandum entitled Evaluation of the Rapid Trash Assessment 
Methodology (dated October 20, 2003) that stated that the Water Board RTA Protocol (Version 
7.0) is “less sensitive at the low end of the scoring range, corresponding to conditions 
commonly observed in the lower watersheds of urbanized areas.”  Furthermore, “it is difficult (for 
the RTA) to distinguish conditions at trash hotspots.”   
Since these trash problem areas are of most interest to cleanup programs sponsored by local 
organizations and agencies, “a separate hotspot evaluation methodology may need to be 
developed.”  In addition, this urban method “may be necessary to demonstrate progress at the 
most impacted sites.”     
 
Previous Modifications to the Water Board RTA 
 
Prior to the development of the Urban RTA, Program staff actively contributed to modifying and 
improving the Water Board’s RTA (Version 6.0).  In September 2002, EOA, Inc. pilot 
implemented and tested Water Board RTA Version 6.0 at nine stream locations in Santa Clara 
and San Mateo Counties.  In March 2003, Program staff developed a technical memorandum 
providing an assessment of the protocol.  Some of the key findings from pilot implementation 
and testing include the following: 
 


• The threshold values used to identify conditions for some of the assessment parameters 
may be too conservative and may not adequately represent the range of conditions 
typically found in urban streams.   As a result, most urban creek segments are likely to 
fall into the poor or marginal categories.  Ubiquitous low scores for all urban creeks 
would not provide adequate resolution to distinguish spatial or temporal variation in trash 
conditions; 


 
• There is no clear linkage between the type and number of trash items in a reach to 


impairment of aquatic life use.  As a result, the number of specific types of trash items is 
not a good basis for an assessment of relative impairment;   


   
• The threat to human health ranking does not take into account the potential level of 


public exposure.  Exposure to contaminated water or sharp objects (e.g., glass and 
metal) is dependent on the level of accessibility to a creek (e.g., fences limit access to 
creeks) and creek conditions (e.g., depth of water);  


 
• A distinction between litter and illegal dumping is needed to better assist managers in 


the identification of appropriate BMPs to reduce the trash; 
 


• The recommended modifications to the RTA protocols could be incorporated as an 
“urban management version” of the protocols. 
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In March 2003, Water Board staff developed Version 7.0 of the RTA to incorporate some of the 
Program recommendations described above.  In summary, these changes included: 
 


• Slight increase to the scoring ranges for parameters dependent on trash item 
enumerations; 


 
• Numeric guidelines were added to provide a more objective scoring system; 


 
• The “illegal dumping and littering” parameter was broken into two separate sub-


parameters with distinct scoring systems. 
 
In Water Board RTA (Version 8.0) dated November 12, 2004, the Water Board modified the 
time spent counting and collecting trash at each site.  The Water Board RTA was originally 
designed to be rapid (i.e., conducted within a 20 to 30 minute time period).  As a result, not all 
trash items within a 100-foot section of stream would necessarily be counted during an 
assessment (Terri Fashing, former Water Board staff, personal communication, 2005).  The 
number of trash items used to define some of the RTA condition categories were developed 
under the assumption that assessments would be completed within 20 to 30 minutes.  During 
FY 03-04, Water Board staff started to emphasize the enumeration and pickup of all trash items 
at each site.  This change typically increased assessment time to 1 to 2 hours and resulted in 
higher numbers of trash getting counted.  The increase in assessment time and trash numbers 
did not result in any change to the ranges of trash items used to rank some of the RTA trash 
parameters.  
 
The Urban RTA was developed to incorporate the recommendations from the Program’s 
memorandum entitled SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Pilot Implementation and Testing of the 
RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment (dated March 1, 2003), adjust the number of trash items 
associated with RTA condition categories and enhance the overall assessment of trash 
impacted sites. 
 
APPROACH 
  
Program staff compiled RTA data collected by Water Board staff between 2001 and 2004.  The 
data, which was collected as part of the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP), 
consists of results from 85 monitoring events (at 27 stream locations) over a range of seasonal 
time periods.  In addition to SWAMP data, Program staff compiled Co-permittee RTA data 
collected during one monitoring event at 35 sites.  The combined data set included RTA scores 
and number and type of trash items for 120 trash assessments conducted at 69 stream 
locations in 23 watersheds within the San Francisco Bay area.  Both urban (n = 17) and non-
urban (n = 103) assessment results were represented in the combined data set.  The majority of 
Program RTA sites were conducted at trash problem areas (there were two exceptions on 
Stevens Creek).  SWAMP conducted assessments at sites with a variety of trash conditions. 
 
New scoring ranges for three of the six RTA trash assessment parameters were developed for 
several categories of trash items. The trash categories and corresponding assessment 
parameter (in parentheses) include: 1) total number of trash pieces (Actual Number of Trash 
Items); 2) total number of combined plastic and miscellaneous trash items (Threat to Aquatic 
Health); 3) total number of biohazard trash items (Threat to Human Health); and 4) total number 
of combined glass and metal objects (Threat to Human Health). The distribution of values was 
plotted and a frequency histogram was calculated for each trash category to determine scoring 
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ranges and associated ranking scores for three condition categories (i.e., “suboptimal urban”, 
“marginal urban” and “poor”).  
 
The scoring range for ranking the trash assessment parameters as “least disturbed” (formerly 
the “optional” condition category) were determined using data collected at non-urban sites.  
Non-urban site results were used because the number of items collected at these sites was 
usually very low when compared to urban site results. The “least disturbed” category represents 
sites with very little trash.  Non-urban sites represented creek locations that were typically the 
highest elevation sites containing park and open space land uses in the upstream drainage 
area. Trash conditions at non-urban sites were assumed to be reasonable targets for trash 
management in urban stream locations.  “Least disturbed” scoring ranges for each of the trash 
item categories were determined by calculating and summing the mean and standard deviation.  
 
Qualitative revisions to two of the trash assessment parameters were made, including name 
changes, to address the some of the key findings presented in Program’s memorandum entitled 
SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Pilot Implementation and Testing of the RWQCB Rapid Trash 
Assessment (dated March 1, 2003).  These include the following: 1) linkage between trash 
condition and threat to aquatic life use not well established or documented; and 2) assessment 
of threat to human health from selected hazardous and toxic trash items should include an 
assessment of potential public access and/or evidence of use.  Additional revisions were made 
to selected trash parameters to emphasize more subjective scoring system by eliminating the 
use of trash enumeration. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The revisions made to each of the six RTA trash assessment parameters are described below 
and summarized within Table 1.  The Urban RTA protocol is provided in Attachment A.  A 
protocol summary for use in the field is provided in Attachment B. 
 
Assessment Parameter #1: “Level of Trash” 
 
To base scoring upon a visual “first impression” of the site, the scoring ranges for the total 
number of trash items was removed from the “Level of Trash” parameter.  The quantitative 
component of this parameter was removed to eliminate redundancy since Parameter #2 already 
assesses the total number of trash items collected at the site.  This revision would provide an 
assessment parameter in the Urban RTA that focuses on the aesthetic quality of the site.  To 
reduce any influence from enumeration of trash items, scoring for this parameter should be 
done prior to tallying and collecting trash.  
 
Assessment Parameter #2: “Actual Number of Trash Items Found”  
 
The “Actual Number of Trash Items Found” (Number of Items) parameter is scored based on 
the total number of trash items counted at the site.  The total number of trash pieces counted 
during each of the 120 trash assessment events ranged from 3 - 1133 pieces (mean of 307).  
When using the Water Board RTA Protocol (Version 7.0), 75 percent of the sites were assigned 
a condition of “poor” (Figure 1).  The percentage of sites ranked “poor” for this parameter was 
higher (83%) for urban sites.  Thus, all sites that contained between 101 and 1133 trash items 
are considered “poor” when scored with the Water Board RTA (Version 7).  
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Figure 1. Frequency histogram of the total number of trash items and corresponding rank scores 
using the Water Board RTA Protocol. 


 
To reflect the distribution of total trash items documented in the combined SWAMP and 
Program RTA data set, the scoring ranges were changed for the “Number of Items” parameter 
in the Urban RTA.  The condition categories were renamed in the Urban RTA to (ranging from 
better to worse) “least disturbed”, “suboptimal urban”, “marginal urban” and “poor”.  The scoring 
ranges for each of these categories were defined by calculating quartiles for the combined RTA 
data.  The higher bound for the “least disturbed” category was determined using results from the 
non-urban sites (n=17).  The upper limit defining “least disturbed” was calculated by adding the 
mean and standard deviation for the total number of trash items collected at the non-urban 
sites.  Total trash items from non-urban sites ranged from 3 – 290 pieces.  All data points more 
than three standard deviations away from the mean were removed as outliers (Stevens Creek at 
Moss Rock).  The mean (56) and standard deviation (52) was calculated and summed for a total 
of 108 trash pieces.  A range of 100 pieces or less was selected to define the upper bound for 
the “least disturbed” scoring range for the “Number of Items” parameter.  Figure 2 shows a 
frequency histogram of the total number of trash items collected from all RTA assessment sites 
and new corresponding rank score for parameter #2 using the Urban RTA.  As shown in Figure 
2, there is a wider distribution in the number of trash items for each ranking score (when 
compared to Figure 1).  This increases the ability to evaluate trash problem areas in urban sites 
over time.   
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Figure 2. Frequency histogram of the total number of trash items collected at urban sites and 
corresponding rank scores using Program Urban RTA Protocol. 


 
Assessment Parameter #3: “Transportable, Persistent, Buoyant Litter” 
 
One key finding from the Program’s memorandum entitled SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Pilot 
Implementation and Testing of the RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment (dated March 1, 2003) 
was that the linkage between trash condition and threat to aquatic life use in creeks is not well 
established or documented.  To eliminate the suggestion of impairment to aquatic life use with 
the type or number of trash items, the Water Board RTA Protocol trash assessment parameter 
entitled ”Threat to Aquatic Life” was renamed to “Transportable, Persistent, Buoyant Trash” 
within the Urban RTA.  The revised trash assessment parameter is intended to better assist 
Program staff in assessing the condition of problematic trash items (i.e., plastic and 
miscellaneous trash items).  As a result, site scores for this parameter can help guide 
management actions in the future. To accurately describe the new parameter, all reference to 
biodegradable, metal, glass and toxic trash was removed.  
 
Similar to the approach used in Parameter #2, new scoring ranges of total transportable, 
persistent, buoyant trash items were derived using the combined RTA data set.  The scoring 
ranges for each of the condition categories of the “Transportable, Persistent, Buoyant Trash” 
parameter were defined by calculating quartiles for RTA data collected at urban sites.  The 
higher bound for the “least disturbed” category was determined using results from the non-urban 
sites.  The mean and standard deviation of combined plastic and miscellaneous (includes 
cigarette butts) trash items collected at the non-urban creek sites was calculated and summed 
for a total of 37 pieces.  All outliers more than three standard deviations greater than the mean 
were removed from the analysis.  A more conservative range of 25 or less pieces was used to 
define the range for the “least disturbed” category.  Figure 3 shows the new scoring ranges and 
the number of assessment events that fit into each condition category based on the total 
number of plastic and miscellaneous trash items. 
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Figure 3. Existing RTA assessment event data is applied to the new scoring system for the 
“Transportable, Persistent, Buoyant Litter” assessment parameter. 


 
Assessment Parameter #4: “Biohazards, Toxic Items, Sharp Objects and Site Accessibility/Use” 
 
The Program’s memorandum entitled SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Pilot Implementation and 
Testing of the RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment (dated March 1, 2003) found that assessment 
of threat to human health from selected hazardous and toxic trash items should also include an 
assessment of potential public access and/or evidence of use.  To eliminate the linkage 
between human health risk with the type or number of trash items identified, the original trash 
assessment parameter entitled ”Threat to Human Health” was renamed “Biohazards, Toxic 
Items, Sharp Objects and Site Accessibility/Use” within the Urban RTA.  Furthermore, this 
parameter was divided into two sub-parameters: “Biohazard, Toxic and Sharp Objects” and 
“Site Accessibility” to allow an independent assessment of the potential risk of public exposure 
from these types of trash items.  Exposure to contaminated water or sharp objects (e.g., glass 
and metal) is dependent on the level of accessibility to a creek (e.g., fences limit access to 
creeks) and creek conditions (e.g., depth of water).  As a result, a site’s accessibility or use now 
affects the final score for the new “Biohazards, Toxic Items, Sharp Objects and Site 
Accessibility/Use” parameter. 
 
The method used to derive new scoring ranges for the total number of metal and glass trash 
items within the Urban RTA was slightly different than described above.  For example, the sum 
of the mean and standard deviation for sharp items resulted in a number that was too high to 
define the upper limit of the “least disturbed” condition category. Instead, an iterative process of 
creating frequency histograms using different condition category ranges resulted in a set of 
scoring ranges for total glass and sharp object pieces that best fit the existing data set.   A 
frequency histogram of the total number of glass and metal objects and corresponding rank 
score for the Urban RTA is provided within Figure 4.  Similar analysis of the biohazard and toxic 
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data suggested that the established scoring ranges used in the Water Board RTA Protocol were 
consistent with the distribution of these trash items found in the existing data.  As a result, the 
established scoring ranges used in the Water Board RTA Protocol were not changed.  
 


 
Figure 4. Existing RTA assessment event data is applied to the new scoring ranges for total metal 
and glass trash items (sharp objects) 


Assessment Parameters #5 and #6: “Illegal Dumping and Littering” and “Accumulation of Trash” 


 
To emphasize a more subjective scoring system, additional revisions were made to selected 
trash parameters by eliminating the use of trash enumeration.  In the Water Board RTA 
Protocol, the number of item ranges used to score each condition category under the “Illegal 
Dumping and Littering” and the “Accumulation of Trash” parameters are presented to help guide 
score assignment in the field.  However, the Water Board RTA Protocol does not require the 
enumeration of items that were dumped, littered or accumulated.  Therefore, no data exists to 
analyze how well the existing ranges are suited to each condition category.  The process of 
determining the number of collected items that originated from adjacent land use littering versus 
upstream accumulation is subjective unless enumerated as the assessment is being conducted. 
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Table 1. Revisions to trash assessment parameters made in the development of the Urban RTA. 
Type of Revision Parameter Quantitative Qualitative Rationale Comments 


(1) Level of 
Trash 
Assessment 


Remove numerical 
thresholds of trash 
items 


No change Considered redundant with 
“Actual Trash Item” 
parameter; keep as qualitative 
parameter 


Assess prior to enumeration to 
prevent trash enumeration from 
influencing score 


(2) Actual 
Number of 
Trash Items 


Use new scoring 
ranges based on 
distribution of existing 
data  


No change -Number of trash items more 
representative of trash 
problem areas in urban 
streams 
-Enhance ability to distinguish 
changes in trash condition 
over time 


Consider future documentation of 
estimated number of trash bags 
collected (i.e., volume) for 
potential use as another 
“subparameter” to score 


(3) Threat to 
Aquatic Life  


Use new scoring 
ranges based on 
distribution of existing 
data (i.e., plastic and 
miscellaneous items) 


-Change parameter name to 
“Transportable, Persistent, 
Buoyant Trash Items” 
-Remove reference to 
biodegradable, metal, glass and 
toxic trash 


-See rationale for “Actual 
Number of Trash Items” 
-No documented linkage 
between magnitude of 
transportable and persistent 
trash items to aquatic life use 
impairment in freshwater 
streams; 


-Parameter is intended to assess 
condition of sites based on 
problematic trash items; these 
data can influence management 
actions  


(4) Threat to 
Human Health  


Use new scoring 
ranges based on 
distribution of existing 
data (i.e., biohazards, 
glass and metal)  


-Change parameter name to 
“Biohazards, Toxic Items, Sharp 
Objects and Site 
Accessibility/Use” 
-Remove reference to mosquito 
production 
- Add new subparameter that 
addresses potential for public 
access and create four condition 
categories 


-See “Actual Number of Trash 
Items” 
-No documented linkage 
between the magnitude of 
hazardous and toxic trash 
items to human health 
- Relative risk of exposure is 
critical for understanding 
potential impacts to human 
health 


-Parameter is intended to assess 
condition of sites based on 
problematic trash items; these 
data can influence management 
actions 


(5) Illegal 
Dumping and 
Illegal Littering 


Remove numerical 
thresholds of trash 
items 


No change No existing data to support 
using numerical thresholds 
(i.e., source of trash items are 
not tallied) 


-The condition categories are 
typically assessed by best 
professional judgment 
- Tally types of trash sources 


(6)Accumulatio
n of Trash 


Remove numerical 
thresholds of trash 
items 


No change No existing data to support 
using numerical thresholds 
(i.e., source of trash items are 
not tallied) 


-The condition categories are 
typically assessed by best 
professional judgment  
- Tally types of trash sources 
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Conclusions and recommendations for the development of the Urban RTA include: 
 


• New scoring ranges for assessment parameters #2, #3 and #4 were developed using 
existing RTA data.  These new scoring ranges provide a more evenly distributed range 
of trash conditions (compared to the Water Board RTA Protocol) in urban creeks and 
increase the resolution of the Urban RTA to better evaluate changes at trash impacted 
sites. 


 
• Qualitative descriptions for parameters #3 and #4 were modified to remove any potential 


linkage between the type or number of trash items in a reach to the impairment of 
aquatic life use and/or human health.  These changes were intended to focus the 
assessment on problematic trash items (e.g., persistent, floatable trash) and to assist in 
identifying potential management actions to address potential sources of trash. 


 
• Qualitative descriptions were added to parameter #4 to better assess potential public 


exposure to trash items that are potentially biohazardous, toxic or physically harmful 
(i.e., metal and glass). 


 
• Scoring ranges were removed from parameter #1.  Scoring is now based on visual “first 


impression” or aesthetic quality of the site.  Scoring ranges were removed from 
parameters #5 and #6 since no existing data was available to support the numerical 
thresholds used in the Water Board RTA Protocol.   


 
• Document total volume of trash collected at each site (i.e., number of trash bags using 


standard bag size).  Following one year of data collection, develop condition categories 
for new subparameter entitled “Volume of Trash” to supplement existing parameter 
entitled “Number of Items”.  


 
• Estimate relative number and type of trash source (i.e., litter from adjacent land use, 


litter accumulation from upstream sources and illegal dumping) for the trash collected at 
each site.  Following one year of data collection, develop condition categories using 
distribution of existing data for parameters #5 and #6.    


 
• Review Urban RTA protocol methods prior to field visit to promote standardization of 


data collection procedures.  Use summary protocol for additional guidance of 
methodology in the field.  Coordinate with other agencies and organizations to leverage 
existing staff resources in conducting RTAs; and collecting and disposing of trash.  


    
 
NEXT STEPS 
 


1. Co-permittees begin implementing the Urban RTA Protocol for trash evaluations planned 
during FY 05-06. 


2. Modify RTA scores from trash assessments conducted during FY 04-05 based on the 
scoring system defined in the Urban RTA Protocol.   
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URBAN RAPID TRASH ASSESSMENT PROTOCOL 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) 
 
Adapted from the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Rapid Trash 
Assessment Protocol, Version 8. 
 
Monitoring Design:  
The urban rapid trash assessment can be used for a number of purposes, such as ambient monitoring, evaluation 
of management actions, determination of trash accumulation rates, or comparing sites with and without public 
access. Ambient monitoring efforts should provide information at sites distributed throughout a waterbody, and 
several times a year to characterize spatial and temporal variability. Additionally, the ambient sampling design 
should document the effects of episodes that affect trash levels such as storms or community cleanup events. 
Pre- and post-project assessments can assist in evaluating the effectiveness of management practices ranging 
from public outreach to structural controls, or to document the effects of public access on trash levels in 
waterbodies (e.g., upstream/downstream). Trash accumulation rates may be determined by conducting trash 
assessments before and after the summer or dry weather index (to capture rates of littering) and the winter or 
rainy index (to capture rates of accumulation from upstream sources). This method was developed for sections 
of wadeable streams, but can be adapted to shorelines of lakes, beaches, or estuaries.  This adapted version of 
the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol, Version 8 was 
developed by SCVURPPP to more effectively assess trash problem areas and to detect changes in trash 
conditions over time as a result of management actions. 
 
Site Definition:  
A team of two people or more defines or verifies a 100-foot section of the stream or shoreline to analyze. When 
a site is first established, it is recommended that the 100-foot distance be accurately measured. The length 
should be measured not as a straight line, but as 100 feet of the actual stream or shore length, including sinuous 
curves. Where possible, the starting and ending points of the stream section should be easily identified 
landmarks, such as an oak tree or boulder, and noted on the worksheet (“Upper/Lower Boundaries of Reach”), 
or documented using a global positioning system (GPS), so that future assessments are made at the same 
location. The team should confer and document the upper boundary of the banks to be surveyed, based on 
evaluation of whether trash can be carried to the waterbody by wind or water (e.g., an upper terrace in the 
stream bank). The team documents the location of the high water line based on site-specific physical indicators, 
such as a debris line found in the riparian vegetation along the stream channel. If the high water line cannot be 
determined, it is suggested that bankfull height be documented, noting that the high water line could not be 
determined. Trash located below the high water line can be expected to move into the streambed or to be swept 
downstream during the next winter season. Visually extend all boundaries in order to encompass the 100’ 
section.  Defining site characteristics will facilitate the comparison of trash assessments conducted at the same 
site at different times of the year. 
 
Survey:  
It is highly recommended that all trash items within an assessed site be picked up, so that the site can be re-
assessed to evaluate usage patterns, trash return rates, and management actions. A survey, including notes and 
scoring, will take approximately one to two hours based on how trash-impacted the site is and how many people 
are working together. The first time a reach is assessed, the process will generally take longer than on 
subsequent visits.  Begin the survey at the downstream end of the selected reach so that trash can be seen in the 
undisturbed stream channel. Tasks can be divided according to the number of team members. If there are two 
team members, one team member begins walking along the bank or in the water at the edge of the stream or 
shore, looking for trash on the bank up to the upper bank boundary, and above and below the high water line. 
This person picks up trash and tallies the items on the trash assessment worksheet as either above or below the 
high water line based on the previously determined boundary. The other person walks in the streambed and up 
and down the opposite bank, picking up and calling out specific trash items found in the water body and on the 
opposite bank both above and below the high water line, for the tally person to mark down appropriately on the 







ATTACHMENT A 


 2      Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology, SCVURPPP (Version 1) 


trash assessment sheet.  All team members pick up the trash items as they are found. All team members should 
wear gloves to avoid injuries.  
 
The person tallying the trash indicates on the sheet whether the trash was found above the high water line on the 
bank, or below the high water line either on the bank or in the stream (i.e., tally dots or circles (•) for above high 
water line, tally lines (|) for below).  If it is evident that items have been littered, dumped, or accumulated via 
downstream transport, make a note in the designated rows near the bottom of the tally sheet - this will help when 
assessing scores. A trash grabber, metal kitchen tongs, or a similar tool should be used to help pick up trash. Be 
sure to look under bushes, logs, and other plant growth to see if trash has accumulated underneath. The ground 
and substrate should be inspected to ensure that small items such as cigarette butts and pieces of broken glass or 
Styrofoam are picked up and counted. The tally count is an important indicator of trash impairment and should 
be used in conjunction with the total score to assist in site comparisons.  
 
Sometimes items are broken into many pieces.  Transportable, persistent, and buoyant, fragments such as 
plastics should be individually counted, while paper and broken glass, with lower persistence and/or mobility, 
should be counted based on the parent item(s).  Broken glass pieces that are scattered, with no recognizable 
original shape, should be counted individually. The judgment of whether to count all fragments or just one item 
also depends on the potential exposure to downstream fish and wildlife, or to waders and swimmers at a given 
site. Concrete is trash when it is dumped, but not when it is placed. Consider tallying only those items that 
would be removed in a restoration or cleanup effort.  
 
Once the team is finished with the tallying, use the tally sheet margins to count up two totals for each trash item 
line: one total for items found above the high water line, and one total for items found below the high water line.  
Now sum the totals of above and below for each trash category, and write in next to each trash category. 
Complete the worksheets before leaving the site in order to remember pertinent details. The team should discuss 
each parameter and agree on a score based on a discussion of the condition categories. Discuss and document 
possible influential factors affecting trash levels at the site, such as a park, school, or nearby residences or 
businesses. Within each trash parameter, narrative language is provided to assist with choosing a condition 
category. The worksheet provides a range of numbers within some of the categories, allowing for a range of 
conditions encountered in the field. Note that trash located in the water leads to lower scores than trash above 
the high water line. Not all specific trash conditions mentioned in the narratives need to be present to fit into a 
specific condition category (e.g., “site frequently used by people”), nor do the narratives describe all possible 
conditions. Scores of “0” should be reserved for the most extreme conditions. Once the scores are assigned for 
the six categories, sum the final score and include specific notes about the site at the end of the sheet. To 
characterize the variability, persistence, and return rate of trash it is necessary to assess a site three to four times, 
bracketing different seasons. 
 
Trash Assessment Parameters:   
The rapid trash assessment includes a range of parameters that capture the breadth of issues associated with 
trash and water quality.  The first two parameters focus on qualitative and quantitative levels of trash, the second 
two parameters characterize trash levels of certain types of trash that may affect water quality, and the last two 
parameters estimate sources of trash (adjacent land use-related littering, dumping or upstream sources). 
 


1. Level of Trash.  This assessment parameter is intended to reflect a qualitative “first impression” of the 
site, after observing the entire length of the reach.  Sites scoring in the “poor” range are those where 
trash is one of the first things noticeable about the waterbody and where trash is evident in very large 
amounts. Sites that score in the “optimal” range appear to have little or no trash.  This parameter should 
be assessed prior to the collection and enumeration of trash done for subsequent parameter.  


 
2. Actual Number of Trash Items Found.  Based on the tally of trash along the 100-foot stream reach, 


total the number of items both above and below the high water line, and choose a score within the 
appropriate condition category based on the number of tallied items. Where more than 500 items have 
been tallied, assign the following scores: 5: 501-600 items; 4: 601-700 items; 3: 701-800 items; 2: 801-
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900 items; 1: 901-1000 items; 0: over 1000 items.  Use similar guidelines to assign scores in other 
condition categories. 


 
3. Transportable, Persistent, Buoyant Trash.  As indicated in the technical notes, below, certain 


characteristics of trash make it more harmful to aquatic life. If trash items are persistent in the 
environment, buoyant (floatable), and relatively small, they can be transported long distances and be 
mistaken by wildlife as food items. Larger items can cause entanglement. All of these factors are 
considered in the narrative descriptions in this assessment parameter. 


 
4. Biohazards, Toxic Items, Sharp Objects and Site Accessibility/Use.  This category is concerned with 


items that are dangerous to people who wade or swim in the water, and with pollutants that could 
accumulate in fish in the downstream environment. Medical waste, diapers, and human or pet waste 
could potentially adversely affect water quality. Site accessibility and site use is considered in the 
scoring of this condition category. Sites with very difficult or restricted human access and no evidence 
of recreational use will receive higher scores due to reduced risk of human exposure at the site. 


 
5. Illegal Dumping and Littering.  This assessment category relates to direct placement of trash items at 


a site, with “poor” conditions assigned to sites that appear to be dumping or littering locations based on 
adjacent land use practices or site accessibility. 


 
6. Accumulation of Trash.  Trash that accumulates from upstream locations is distinguished from 


dumped trash by indications of age and transport.  Faded colors, silt marks, trash wrapped around roots, 
and signs of decay suggest downstream transport, indicating that the local drainage system facilitates 
conveyance of trash to water bodies, in violation of clean water laws and policies. 


 
Technical Notes on Trash and Water Quality: 
Trash is a water pollutant that has a large range of characteristics of concern.  Not all litter and debris delivered 
to streams are of equal concern to water quality. Besides the obvious negative aesthetic effects, most of the harm 
of trash in surface waters is imparted to aquatic life in the form of ingestion or entanglement. Some elements of 
trash can negatively affect water quality such as discarded medical waste, and human or pet waste.  Also, some 
household and industrial wastes may contain toxic substances that may influence water quality, such as 
batteries, pesticide containers, and fluorescent light bulbs that contain mercury. Sharp glass and metal objects 
are potential puncture and laceration hazards. Larger trash such as discarded appliances can present physical 
barriers to natural stream flow, causing physical impacts such as bank erosion. From a management perspective, 
the persistence and accumulation of trash in a waterbody are of particular concern and signify a priority area for 
prevention of trash discharges. Also of concern are trash “hotspots” where illegal dumping, littering, and/or 
accumulation of trash occur in very large amounts. 
 
Rapid Trash Assessment. Trash assessment includes a visual survey of the waterbody (e.g., streambed and 
banks) and adjacent areas from which trash elements can be carried to the waterbody by wind, water, or gravity.  
The delineation of these adjacent areas is site-specific and requires some judgment and documentation. The 
rapid trash assessment worksheet is designed to represent the range of effects that trash has on the physical, 
biological, and chemical integrity of water bodies, in accordance with the goals of the Clean Water Act and the 
California Water Code. The worksheet also provides a record for evaluation of the management of trash 
discharges, by documenting sites that receive direct discharges (i.e., dumping or littering) and those that 
accumulate trash from upstream locations. 
 
Trash Characteristics of Concern.  Buoyant (floatable) elements tend to be more harmful to water quality than 
settleable elements, due to their ability to be transported throughout the waterbody and ultimately to the marine 
environment. Elements such as plastics, synthetic rubber and synthetic cloth, because of their persistence, have a 
more adverse effect on water quality than degradable elements such as paper or organic waste. Glass and metal 
are less persistent, even though they are not biodegradable, because wave action and rusting can cause them to 
break into smaller pieces. Natural rubber and cloth can degrade but not as quickly as paper (U.S. EPA, 2002). 
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Smaller elements such as plastic resin pellets (a by-product of plastic manufacturing) and cigarette butts are 
often more harmful to aquatic life than larger elements, since they can be ingested by a large number of small 
organisms which can then suffer malnutrition or internal injuries. Larger plastic elements such as plastic grocery 
bags are also harmful to larger aquatic life such as sea turtles, which can mistake the trash for floating prey and 
ingest it, leading to starvation or suffocation. Floating debris that is not trapped and removed will eventually end 
up on the beaches or in the ocean, repelling visitors and residents from the beaches and degrading coastal and 
open ocean waters. 
 
Leaf litter is trash when there is evidence of intentional dumping.  Leaves and pine needles in streams provide a 
natural source of food for organisms, but excessive levels due to human influence can cause nutrient imbalance 
and oxygen depletion in streams, to the detriment of the aquatic ecosystem.  Clumps of leaf litter and yard waste 
from trash bags should be treated as trash in the water quality assessment, and not confused with natural inputs 
of leaves to streams.  If there is a question in the field, check the type of leaf to confirm that it comes from a 
nearby riparian tree.  In some instances, leaf litter may be trash if it originates from dense ornamental stands of 
nearby human planted trees that are overloading the stream’s assimilative capacity for leaf inputs.  Other 
biodegradable trash, such as food waste, also exerts a demand on dissolved oxygen, but aquatic life is unlikely 
to be adversely affected unless the dumping of food waste is substantial and persistent at a given location. 
 
Wildlife impacts due to trash occur in creeks, lakes, estuaries, and ultimately the ocean.  The two primary 
problems that trash poses to wildlife are entanglement and ingestion. Marine mammals, turtles, birds, fish, and 
crustaceans all have been affected by entanglement in or ingestion of floatable debris. Many of the species most 
vulnerable to the problems of floatable debris are endangered or threatened by extinction.  
 
Entanglement results when an animal becomes encircled or ensnared by debris. It can occur accidentally, or 
when the animal is attracted to the debris as part of its normal behavior or out of curiosity.  Entanglement is 
harmful to wildlife for several reasons.  Not only can it cause wounds that can lead to infections or loss of limbs; 
it can also cause strangulation or suffocation.  In addition, entanglement can impair an animal's ability to swim, 
which can result in drowning, or in difficulty in moving, finding food, or escaping predators (U.S. EPA, 2001).   
 
Ingestion occurs when an animal swallows floatable debris. It sometimes occurs accidentally, but usually 
animals feed on debris because it looks like food (i.e., plastic bags look like jellyfish, a prey item of sea turtles).  
Ingestion can lead to starvation or malnutrition if the ingested items block the intestinal tract and prevent 
digestion, or accumulate in the digestive tract, making the animal feel "full" and lessening its desire to feed.  
Ingestion of sharp objects can damage the mouth, digestive tract and/or stomach lining and cause infection or 
pain.  Ingested items can also block air passages and prevent breathing, thereby causing death (U.S. EPA, 2001). 
 
Common settled debris includes glass, cigarettes, rubber, construction debris and more.  Settleables are a 
problem for bottom feeders and dwellers and can contribute to sediment contamination.  Larger settleable items 
such as automobiles, shopping carts, and furniture can redirect stream flow and destabilize the channel.   
 
In conclusion, trash in water bodies can adversely affect humans, fish, and wildlife.  Not all water quality effects 
of trash are equal in severity or duration, thus the trash assessment methodology was designed to reflect a range 
of trash impacts to aquatic life, public health, and aesthetic enjoyment.  When considering the water quality 
effects of trash while conducting a trash assessment, remember to evaluate individual items and their buoyancy, 
degradability, size, potential health hazard, and potential hazards to fish and wildlife.  Utilize the narratives in 
the worksheet, refer to the technical notes and trash parameter descriptions in the text as needed, and select your 
scores after careful consideration of actual conditions. 
 
References: 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2001.  Draft Assessing and Monitoring Floatable Debris. 
 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2002.  The Definition, Characterization and Sources of Marine Debris. 
Unit 1 of Turning the Tide on Trash, a Learning Guide on Marine Debris.  
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WATERSHED/STREAM: _______________________________   DATE/TIME: _______________ 
MONITORING GROUP, STAFF: __________________________ STATION ID________________ 
STATION NAME /LOCATION:_______________________________________________________ 
 


 CONDITION CATEGORY 
Trash 
Assessment 
Parameter 


Least Disturbed 
(Optimal Urban) 


Sub optimal 
Urban 


Marginal Urban Poor 


1. Level of 
Trash 


On first glance, little or 
no trash visible.  Little 
or no trash evident 
when streambed and 
stream banks are 
closely examined for 
litter and debris, for 
instance by looking 
under leaves. 


On first glance, trash is 
evident in low levels. 
After close inspection 
small levels of trash 
evident in stream bank 
and streambed. 


Trash is evident in 
medium on first glance.  
Stream, bank surfaces, 
and riparian zone 
contain litter and 
debris.  Evidence of 
site being used by 
people: scattered cans, 
bottles, food wrappers, 
blankets, clothing. 


Trash distracts the eye on 
first glance.  Stream, bank 
surfaces, and immediate 
riparian zone contain 
substantial levels of litter and 
debris Evidence of site being 
used frequently by people: 
many cans, bottles, and food 
wrappers, blankets, clothing. 


SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
2. Actual 
Number of 
Trash Items 
Found 


0 to 100 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach.  


101 to 250 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach. 


251 to 500 trash items 
found based on a trash 
assessment of a 100-
foot stream reach. 


Over 500 trash items found 
based on a trash assessment 
of a 100-foot stream reach. 


SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
3. 
Transportable, 
Persistent, 
Buoyant Litter  


Little or no (< 25 
pieces) transportable, 
persistent, buoyant 
litter such as: hard or 
soft plastics, styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette 
butts.    
 


Low to medium 
presence (26-75 pieces) 
of transportable, 
persistent, buoyant 
litter such as: hard or 
soft plastics, styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette 
butts.    


Medium prevalence 
(76-200 pieces) of 
transportable, 
persistent, buoyant 
litter such as: hard or 
soft plastics, styrofoam, 
balloons, cigarette 
butts.  


Large amount (>200 
pieces) of transportable, 
persistent, buoyant litter such 
as: hard or soft plastics, 
balloons, styrofoam, 
cigarette butts;  


SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
4. Biohazard, 
Toxic and 
Sharp Objects 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Site 
Accessibility 
 
 


B: Trash contains no 
medical waste, diapers, 
pet or human waste. No 
evidence of toxic 
substances such as 
chemical containers or 
batteries. Only 1 piece 
of broken glass or 
metal debris, if any, is 
present.  
 
A: Access is difficult, 
restricted by locked 
gate or some other 
physical barrier like 
steep banks or thick 
riparian veg. Site reach 
does not appear to be 
used by people. Might 
be private property or 
protected watershed. 


B: No toxic substances, 
but small presence (2-
10 pieces) of sharp 
objects such as broken 
glass and metal debris.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
A: Access is limited 
and site reach does not 
appear to be used by 
people. No trails down 
to creek.  


Presence of any one of 
the following: 
hypodermic needles or 
other medical waste; 
used diaper, pet waste, 
or human feces; any 
toxic substance such as 
chemical containers, 
batteries, or fluorescent 
light bulbs. Medium to 
high prevalence (11-50 
pieces) sharp objects.  
 
A: Public access to 
reach is fair to good but 
site does not appear to 
be used frequently, or 
private access is good 
without any public 
access. 


Presence of more than one 
of the items described in the 
marginal condition category, 
and/or high prevalence of (> 
50) sharp objects.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
A: Excellent reach access 
including trails down to and 
adjacent creek and creekside 
space for sitting down. Some 
evidence that reach is used 
frequently by the public (e.g. 
rope swings, many beer/soda 
cans and food wrappers left 
on the banks, etc.).   


B SCORE      10          9   8          7         6   5         4        3   2        1        0 
A SCORE      10          9   8          7         6   5         4        3   2        1        0 
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 CONDITION CATEGORY 
Trash 
Assessment 
Parameter 


Least Disturbed 
(Optimal Urban) 


Sub optimal 
Urban 


Marginal Urban Poor 


5. Illegal 
Dumping  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Illegal 
Littering 


D: No evidence of 
illegal dumping.  No 
bags of trash, no yard 
waste, no household 
items placed at site to 
avoid proper disposal, 
no shopping carts. 
 
 
 
 
 
L: Any trash is 
incidental litter or 
carried downstream 
from another location. 


D: Some evidence of 
illegal dumping.  
Limited vehicular 
access limits the 
amount of potential 
dumping, or material 
dumped is diffuse 
paper-based debris. 
 
 
 
 
L: Some evidence of 
litter within creek and 
banks originating from 
adjacent land uses  


D: Presence of one of 
the following: 
furniture, appliances, 
shopping carts, bags of 
garbage or yard waste, 
coupled with vehicular 
access that facilitates 
in-and-out dumping of 
materials to avoid 
landfill costs.  
 
 
L: Prevalent  in-stream 
or shoreline littering 
that appears to 
originate from adjacent 
land uses. 


D: Evidence of chronic 
dumping, with more than 
one of the following items: 
furniture, appliances, 
shopping carts, bags of 
garbage, or yard waste.  Easy 
vehicular access for in-and-
out dumping of materials to 
avoid landfill costs.   
 
 
 
L: Large amountof litter 
within creek and on banks 
that appears to originate from 
adjacent land uses. 


D-SCORE 10          9 8           7           6 5         4        3 2        1        0 
L-SCORE 10          9 8           7           6 5         4        3 2        1        0 
6. Accum-
ulation of 
Trash 


There does not appear 
to be a problem with 
trash accumulation 
from downstream 
transport.  Trash, if 
any, appears to have 
been directly deposited 
at the stream location. 


Some evidence  that 
litter and debris have 
been transported from 
upstream areas to the 
location, based on 
evidence such as silt 
marks, faded colors or 
location near high 
water line. 


Evidence that  trash is 
carried to the location 
from upstream, as 
evidenced by its 
location near high 
water line, siltation 
marks on the debris, or 
faded colors. 


Trash appears to have 
accumulated in substantial 
quantities at the location 
based on delivery from 
upstream areas, and is in 
various states of degradation 
based on its persistence in 
the waterbody.  A large 
percentage of trash items 
have been carried to the 
location from upstream.  


SCORE 20  19  18  17  16 15  14  13  12  11 10    9    8    7    6 5   4   3   2   1   0 
 
Total Score _______________   
 
SITE DEFINITION: 
UPPER/LOWER BOUNDARIES OF REACH: ___________________________________________ 
HIGH WATER LINE: _______________________________________________________________ 
UPPER EXTENT OF BANKS OR SHORE: ______________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
NOTES: 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________________________ 
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TRASH ITEM TALLY (Tally with (•) if found above high water line, and (|) if below) 


PLASTIC                       # Above___ # Below____ METAL                           # Above___ # Below____ 
Plastic Bags Aluminum Foil 
Plastic Bottles Aluminum or Steel Cans 
Plastic Bottle Caps Bottle Caps  
Plastic Cup Lid/Straw Metal Pipe Segments 
Plastic Pipe Segments  Auto Parts (specify below) 
Plastic Six-Pack Rings Wire (barb, chicken wire etc.) 
Plastic Wrapper Metal Object 
Soft Plastic Pieces  LARGE (specify below) # Above___ # Below____ 
Hard Plastic Pieces Appliances 
Styrofoam cups pieces Furniture 
Styrofoam Pellets Garbage Bags of Trash 
Fishing Line Tires 
Tarp  Shopping Carts 
Other (write-in) Other (write-in) 


BIOHAZARD                 # Above___ # Below____ TOXIC                             # Above___ # Below____ 
Human Waste/Diapers Chemical Containers 
Pet Waste Oil/Surfactant on Water 
Syringes or Pipettes Spray Paint Cans 
Dead Animals Lighters 
Other (write-in) Small Batteries 


CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS#Above___#Below__ Vehicle Batteries 
Concrete (not placed) Other (write-in) 
Rebar BIODEGRADABLE      # Above___ # Below____ 
Bricks Paper 
Wood Debris Cardboard 
Other (write-in) Food Waste 


MISCELLANEOUS       # Above___ # Below____ Yard Waste (incl. trees) 
Synthetic Rubber Leaf Litter Piles 
Foam Rubber Other (write-in) 
Balloons GLASS                             # Above___ # Below____ 
Ceramic pots/shards Glass bottles 
Hose Pieces Glass pieces 
Cigarette Butts FABRIC AND CLOTH  # Above___# Below____ 
Golf Balls Synthetic Fabric 
Tennis Balls Natural Fabric (cotton, wool) 
Other (write-in) Other (write-in) 


Total pieces Above:                                        Below:                                        Grand total:  
Tally all trash in above rows; make notes below as needed to facilitate scoring. 
Littered: 
Dumped: 
Downstream Accumulation: 
SPECIFIC DESCRIPTION OF ITEMS FOUND:________________________________________ 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
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URBAN RAPID TRASH ASSESSMENT – PROTOCOL SUMMARY  
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) 
 
Note: All field teams should read the Urban Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol before 
conducting trash assessments. This summary should be used as a tool in the field. It 
provides the key points from the protocol that should be considered in the field before 
starting conducting a survey. 
 
Site Definition: 
 


• Establish or confirm 100-foot sampling reach and identify the downstream starting point, 
(Lower Reach Boundary), and the upstream ending point, (Upper Reach Boundary). 


• Confer and document the upper bank boundary of the survey area, taking the entire 100-
foot reach into account. The boundary should include the area where trash can be carried 
to the waterbody by wind or water. 


• Confer and document the high water line. Trash below this line should be expected to 
move into the streambed or downstream during next winter season (use bankfull height if 
unsure). 


• Detailed site definition will facilitate data comparison from the same sampling reach over 
time. 


 
Conducting a Trash Survey: 
 


• Select a score from within the condition categories for the first Trash Assessment 
Parameter, Level of Trash. Do this before picking up any trash so that the score 
represents a true first impression (see Trash Assessment Parameter #1). 


• Remove all trash from the 100-foot Reach (note items that physically cannot be removed 
so that trash accumulation rate analyses can be performed accurately).  


• Wear protective clothing including waders and gloves. Use tongs or grabbers to help pick 
up trash items. 


• Divide tasks between team members, designating one person to tally the trash items. 
• During the survey all team members should make mental and written notes about 


apparent trash item sources (Did an item originate from upstream sources? Was it littered 
or dumped?). The person recording should use the space provided under the trash item 
categories on the Trash Item Tally Worksheet to record rough tallies of trash item 
sources. 


• Trash collectors should call out trash items based on the items listed under the trash 
categories in the Trash Tally Worksheet. Specify whether a trash item was collected from 
above or below the high water line. 


• Tally dots or circles (•) for above high water line, tally lines (|) for below. 
• Look for trash under bushes, logs, and other plant growth for accumulated trash. Inspect 


ground and substrate for items such as cigarette butts, pieces of broken glass or 
Styrofoam. 


• For items broken into many pieces: paper and broken glass should be counted 
based on the parent item(s). Broken glass pieces that are scattered, with no 
recognizable original shape, should be counted individually. 


• For each trash item, count tallies and record totals in the margins of the Trash Tally 
Worksheet. Record separate totals for items collected above and below the high water 
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mark. Record above and below totals for trash categories in the spaces provided on the 
Trash Tally Worksheet. 


• Team members should discuss and agree on a condition category score for each Trash 
Assessment Parameter based on results from the Trash Tally Worksheet and on 
impressions about trash sources and adjacent and upstream land uses. 


• Read narrative descriptions to help guide condition category score selection.  
 
Trash Assessment Parameters:  
 


1. Level of Trash.  Reflects qualitative “first impression” of the site after observing the 
entire length of the reach. Sites scoring in the “poor” range are those where trash is one of 
the first things noticeable about the waterbody and where trash is evident in very large 
amounts. Sites that score in the “optimal” range appear to have little or no trash. 


 
2. Actual Number of Trash Items Found.  Based on the tally of trash along the 100-foot 


stream reach, total the number of items both above and below the high water line, and 
choose a score within the appropriate condition category based on the number of tallied 
items. Note that trash located in the water leads to lower scores than trash above 
the high water line. Where more than 500 items have been tallied, assign the following 
scores: 5: 501-600 items; 4: 601-700 items; 3: 701-800 items; 2: 801-900 items; 1: 901-
1000 items; 0: over 1000 items.  Use similar guidelines to assign scores in other condition 
categories. 


 
3. Transportable, Persistent, Buoyant Trash.  As indicated in the technical notes, below, 


certain characteristics of trash make it more harmful to aquatic life. If trash items are 
persistent in the environment, buoyant (floatable), and relatively small, they can be 
transported long distances and be mistaken by wildlife as food items. Larger items can 
cause entanglement. All of these factors are considered in the narrative descriptions in 
this assessment parameter. 


 
4. Biohazards, Toxic Items, Sharp Objects and Site Accessibility/Use.  This category is 


concerned with items that are dangerous to people who wade or swim in the water, and 
with pollutants that could accumulate in fish in the downstream environment. Medical 
waste, diapers, and human or pet waste could potentially adversely affect water quality. 
Site accessibility and site use is considered in the scoring of this trash assessment 
parameter. Sites with very difficult or restricted human access and no evidence of 
recreational use will receive higher scores due to reduced risk of human exposure at the 
site. 


 
5. Illegal Dumping and Littering.  This assessment category relates to direct placement of 


trash items at a site, with “poor” conditions assigned to sites that appear to be dumping or 
littering locations based on adjacent land use practices or site accessibility. 


 
6. Accumulation of Trash.  Trash that accumulates from upstream locations is 


distinguished from dumped trash by indications of age and transport.  Faded colors, silt 
marks, trash wrapped around roots, and signs of decay suggest downstream transport, 
indicating that the local drainage system facilitates conveyance of trash to water bodies, 
in violation of clean water laws and policies. 
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 FY 06-07 Watershed Watch Work Plan  
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The primary goals of the Watershed Watch Campaign are to: 
 
1. Change behaviors that negatively impact the watershed. 
2. Encourage behaviors that protect, preserve and restore the watershed. 
3. Inform audiences about activities that impact the watershed.  
4. Build awareness of watershed issues in general. 
 
In fiscal year FY 05-06, Carl & Manor Advertising was contracted to: 
 
• 
• 
• 


• 


Develop new approaches to the campaign creative 
Develop plans and strategies to meet the goals of the campaign 
Maintain and develop partnership relationships that benefit the Program and WE&O 
campaign goals  
Coordinate campaign activities and consult the WEO AHTG.  


 
Carl & Manor Advertising presented two different creative directions to the WEO AHTG 
based on two different scenarios: 


1. Keep the look of the Campaign same and make changes to existing creative.  


2. Make major changes to the Campaign including changing its name, redesigning the 
logo and developing new creative. 


For the second scenario, Carl and Manor proposed a new campaign theme “Clean water 
ways” because it more clearly and directly communicates the goals of the campaign 
(education and awareness, behavior modification) with a direct message: Do things the 
clean water way, to have clean waterways. To ensure that WE&O messages resonate 
with campaign audiences in FY 06-07, the WEO AHTG decided to seek the opinion of 
their target audiences (English and Spanish-speaking residents of Santa Clara County). 
Focus groups were suggested as a means to evaluate the effectiveness of the two 
different campaign themes, as well as various executions of the campaign messages. 
Based on the results of the preliminary creative development and focus group results 
conducted in FY 05-06, the consultants will proceed with fully implementing the creative 
for the campaign in FY 06-07. 
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FY 06-07 Work Plan  
 
The following tasks will be implemented in FY 06-07 to achieve the Campaign goals: 
 
TASK 1: Creative Development 


 
The creative development process will involve determining the factors and incentives 
that lead to behavior changes as well as the barriers to behavior changes in the 
Program’s target audiences.  Barriers to behavior changes will also be considered while 
developing messages. The target audiences are: 
 
Primary target audience: 


• Santa Clara County residents  
• Homeowners  
• Aged 35+  
• College educated 


  
Secondary target audiences: 


• Spanish-speaking or bilingual Santa Clara County residents  
• All Santa Clara County residents aged 15-34 
• High school students 
• Lower income residents ($35,000 total household income or less) 


 
For example, the motivating factors for the primary target audience could be their 
children’s welfare (if applicable), property values, economic factors, and convenience / 
time.  
 
The secondary (long-term) audiences are greatly diverse and therefore may have widely 
varying issues and motivations. The motivating factors for them could be: 
• For Spanish-speaking or bilingual Santa Clara County residents - family values / 


children’s welfare, economic factors. 
•  For Santa Clara County residents aged 15-34, high school students - making their 


mark on the world, economy / employment, and pleasure / having fun 
• For lower income residents ($35,000 total household income or less) - economy / 


security, housing. 
 
The Campaign will attempt to understand and answer the inherent questions that the 
target audience will ask upon hearing our message(s): 


• 


• 


• 


• 


Why should I care? 


What’s in it for me? 


What can I do?  


What difference will it make? 


Campaign messages will answer these target audiences’ questions; inform them and 
show benefits. Each of the messages will get their attention, be clearly understandable, 
focus on one action or desired outcome, appeal to the audience’s values and concerns, 
demonstrate the relevance of their participation/action, and explain just how easy it is to 
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• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


take action to protect the environment.  


Ideally, the actions that the Campaign asks the audiences to take will be traceable and 
quantifiable, so as to effectively evaluate the messages, media and partnerships.  


The messages will be adapted depending on the communication medium (e.g. 
newspaper, radio, web, etc.) while maintaining a look and sound consistent with the 
overall Campaign.. The messages may also be adapted to maintain consistent meaning 
and intent in Spanish.  This consistency or “synergy” in marketing materials is critical in 
the overall effectiveness of the Campaign, so the marketing messages create a 
cumulative impact on the audience. 


Final execution will be determined by media selections, the needs of partners and 
participating jurisdictions, and available budget, but are likely to include: 


Print media (daily/weekly newspapers, locally-produced magazines, direct mail) 


Transit media (bus board posters) 


Radio (recorded messages, public service announcements) 


Collateral (point-of-purchase displays/prompts, materials for distribution)  


 
TASK 1 DELIVERABLES: 
Final deliverables are contingent upon media plans and WEO AHTG agreement about 
the message focus for each campaign flight. Deliverables are likely to include: 


Up to 3 print ads focusing on pesticides, mercury and one more pollutant/activity – 
The advertisements will be sized for SAU publications (standard broadsheet / daily 
newspaper), Tabloid publications (weekly and specialty publications), and Direct mail 
(post cards or flyers, if applicable) 


Up to 3 60-second radio spots produced in English and Spanish – Messages will 
focus on pesticides, mercury and one more pollutant/activity. The spots will be 
developed with consistent music bed and voice over talent, ideally utilizing a 
consistent open and closing for increased/developing recognition as Program 
messages. Spots of 15- and 30-seconds will also be explored for added frequency, if 
a simplified “awareness” or “quick tips” message is deemed effective in our media 
mix.  


If they are determined to be a viable medium to deliver our message, transit ads are 
budgeted for one media flight. Messages will be implemented in English and/or 
Spanish, depending upon the geographic target area (bus routes) selected for the 
campaign. If transit ads are not part of the media plan, transit ad production budget 
will be reallocated to the media budget. 


Primarily the collateral development under consideration is the Discount or Rewards 
Card and related point-of-purchase display materials for our Program partners. 
Development and distribution of these materials depends upon budget and 
partnership development. Printing is not included in the budget, but if needed, 
consultants will seek support for the budget from partners.  


 


TASK 1 BUDGET: $18,600 
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TASK 2:  Media Advertising 


As much as possible, media partnerships, schedules / flight plans and budget allocations 
will be determined in FY 05-06, so they are ready for implementation early in FY 06-07. 
In developing these plans, the consultants will work with the WEO AHTG to clearly 
identify and define their media goals and preferences, and obtain their approval.  


Requests for proposals will be developed to clearly define the goals of the campaign, the 
prospective media schedule(s)/plan, budget, and the criteria on which proposals will be 
judged. RFPs will be distributed to media in the geographic target area, defined as Santa 
Clara County geographic area, also known as the area of dominant influence (ADI).  


Media Allocation   
The consultants will allocate the media budget proportionate to language/population of 
our target audiences, and the media’s effectiveness in delivering reach, frequency and 
added-value to the campaign. They will create an appropriate balance and synergy of 
radio, outdoor/transit, print and collateral, based on the goals and budget for the 
campaign.  


Media Selection                                                                                                                           
Media will be evaluated for: its effective reach in the ADI (ratings); efficiency based on 
cost per thousand, reach & frequency to target audience(s), added value, and 
partnership opportunities. 


Media selection will be based on creating a desirable balance of reach and frequency; 
limited duplication in programming and formats for maximum reach; maximum impact 
weighing rating points and impressions; and adequate frequency to create impact. 
Selection will also consider the proportion of media in English and Spanish relative to the 
population; effectiveness in delivery of the message; the messages the Campaign wants 
to deliver; partnerships and value-added media and promotions; and the 
recommendations from past surveys and focus groups on the preferred medium for 
receiving information. 


Media Schedule                                                                                                                              


To develop the media plan, the consultants will determine the flight dates and weight of 
media for the flights. Schedules will be determined by the seasonality of the message(s) 
that may impact effectiveness of the campaign. For example, gardening and home 
improvement projects may be more popular in the spring and summer/fall, so pest 
control, gardening and household hazardous waste disposal messages may be more 
effective if delivered in those seasons.  


Schedules may also be influenced by partnership activities and relevant event 
considerations. To maximize partnership opportunities, a campaign message may be 
tagged with a relevant partner/partnership event announcement. This added-media 
value could be offered in trade for in-kind Program promotion at the events, and in event 
marketing (co-sponsorship). A partnership and event calendar will be developed to aid in 
the media planning. 


The consultants recommend that the media be scheduled in compact flights to maximize 
frequency. If budget permits, these compact flights might be combined with a “top of 
mind awareness” (TOMA) campaign. A TOMA campaign usually involves a short, 
simplified message delivered on a regular (high-frequency) basis, ideally in a fixed 
position or time. Examples of this are traffic or weather news sponsorships on radio or 
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television media, or a small business-card sized ad in print, in a fixed position such as 
the weather page, or specific page number, each week or each day. 


It is estimated that the budget will afford one or two high-impact 3- or 4-week schedules 
(need to confirm), depending upon allocation of the additional pesticide and mercury 
outreach media budgets. The consultants will identify and select media that maximize 
Campaign reach within the target audience. 


When the schedule is determined, the consultants will present the recommended media 
plan to WEO AHTG for approval. The media plan will revise as needed to meet or 
exceed approval. 


Upon approval of the media plan, the consultants will confirm schedules with the media 
and secure contracts, including written commitments of added value and promotions. All 
creative materials and traffic instructions/insertion orders will be distributed to the media. 


 


Task 2 DELIVERABLES: 
· RFP to Media (Media Negotiation) 


· Media Recommendations 


· Media Plan 


· Traffic/Distribution to Media 


· Billing / Reconciliation / Documentation 


· Media Campaign Summary (Report) 


 
Task 2 BUDGET:  $43,650 (this will be supplemented with approximately $30,000 
available in the Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury Pollution Prevention 
Outreach media budget) 
 


Task 3: Partner Development and Coordination 


Ongoing effort will be devoted to supporting relationships with current partners, including 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


Guadalupe River Park & Gardens 


Santa Clara County HHW Program 


The Watershed Program 


United Neighborhoods of Santa Clara County 


RAFT (Resource Area For Teachers) 


San Jose Chamber of Commerce 


Children’s Discovery Museum 


Hispanic Chamber of Commerce Silicon Valley 


Don Edwards San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge at Alviso 


Santa Clara County Integrated Waste Management Division 
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• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory 


Greenbelt Alliance 


Pick Up San Jose 


Going Native Garden Tours 


Pure Water Stores 


Summerwinds Nursery 


San Jose Conservation Corps 


Classic Car Wash 


Kelly Moore Paints 


Quality Tune up 


Creek Connections 


Keep California Beautiful 


Happy Hollow Zoo & Park 


Strong Neighborhoods 


Bonfante Gardens 


Chinese American Mutual Assistance Association 


MEDIA 


o KRTY/KLIV Radio 


o KLOK/KBRG Radio (Radio Univision) 


o KUFX/KCNL (ClearChannel) Radio  


o KEZR/KBAY Radio 


o San Jose Mercury News   


o Times Newspaper Group 


o Silicon Valley Community Newspapers 


o Viacom Outdoor 


The consultants will also explore development of new partnerships. They will contact 
those who were previously sought that didn’t materialize (VTA, Sierra Club), and pursue 
new ones like 


Additional or alternate media partners  - VietUSA, Cinemas, Pennysaver, ValPak, 
etc. (direct mail media) 


Santa Clara County Parks & Recreation  


Water-related / Outdoor activity – Fishing, boating, rafting, kayaking 


Hardware/Garden/home improvement – OSH, Ace 


Automotive – dealers, oil change / service centers, auto parts / targeting do-it-
yourself oil changes 
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The support of these relationships includes coordinating outreach materials or 
messages, promoting the partner’s interests that are shared with the Program, 
participating in key activities and events, and suggesting or developing win-win 
opportunities. A calendar of events will be developed to keep all partnership activities 
“on the same page.”  


There have been developments in the media and with other partners that will require 
renegotiation and evaluation of partnerships. For example, San Jose Mercury News no 
longer publishes Nuevo Mundo or Viet Merc, and KCNL has switched from a youth-
oriented station to Spanish-language “La Romantica” format.  


Changes in the campaign creative also present new opportunities with existing partners. 


Task 3 DELIVERABLES: 
· Ongoing contact with partners; maintain updated contact data 


· Monthly written report of results or activities 


 
Task 3 BUDGET: $ 6,500 
 


Task 4:  Development of Value-Added Resources 


The media offers excellent value added opportunities. The consultants will negotiate 
media buys and partnerships for added media exposure, requesting innovative 
partnerships and sponsorship opportunities with the media and their advertisers. When 
media proposals lack relevance or inspiration, the consultants will develop and propose 
concepts, beginning with additional media.   
 
Opportunities include but are not limited to: 
· Contests to provide public awareness and incentive 


· Public Service Announcements / donated airtime or space 


· Sponsorships  


· On-site Events 


· Cross-promotions with other media clients and with the stations/publications 


· Web links, etc. 


The consultants will also explore new methods and channels of distribution for campaign 
messages, as well as activities or opportunities to encourage desired outcome from the 
audience, and reinforce the positive impact of that action. 


Events offering relevant opportunities may be: 


· Earth Day events throughout the region 


· Home & Garden Shows 


· Garden Tours  


· Santa Clara County Parks & Recreation’s “Go Outside and Play Day” 


· Beach/Creek Clean-up days 


· Outdoor activities that take place in a watershed recreation area (e.g. Palo Alto’s 
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Moonlight Run).  


The consultants will develop a partnership kit, which presents partnership benefits and 
opportunities. This is simply packaging the partnership program to a cohesive marketing 
kit that can be utilized as an organized communication tool, and to distribute 
materials/tools for partners to maximize the effectiveness of our partnership. It might 
include a brief Program summary page, a list of jurisdictions and partners, a disc with 
logos and other key marketing materials. Ultimately, it will present a proposal of the 
activities or added value the Program desires and/or offers. 


Many of these materials may serve dual purpose as a public relations package or media 
kit. 


Other resources may be developed as new methods or logistics for distributing the 
Program messages.  


Task 4 DELIVERABLES: 
· Partnership kit  


· Value added as negotiated with media and partners 


· Monthly written report of results or activities 


· Annual report of value-added/leveraged dollars for the preceding fiscal year by July 
30, 2007  


Task 4 BUDGET: $4,900 
Other costs/time associated with Value-added development fall under Tasks 2+3. 


 


Task 5:  Website Linkage to Program Website and Maintenance 


The consultants will develop a clearer and more defined linkage with the main Program 
website (www.scvurppp.org) and maintain the existing website on an ongoing basis, 
encouraging partners to provide news. This plan does not call for any additional creative 
(creating new pages), but for maintenance of the current site. They will update it 
regularly with the latest news/ articles, creative, partnership links, and 
events/announcements. 


The consultants will track web activity and comment on any potentially relevant trends 
they observe. They will also consider website improvements and propose them as part 
of the FY 07-08 work plan.  


Task 5 DELIVERABLES: 
· Monthly/ongoing maintenance  


· Monthly written report of results or activities 


Task 5 BUDGET: $6,000 
 


Task 6:  Outreach Events 


The consultants will develop a comprehensive calendar of events including 


· Partner events 



http://www.scvurppp.org/
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· Relevant holidays or observances (Earth Day, Arbor Day, etc.) 


· Media schedules  


They will work with WEO AHTG to create an Event Plan for prioritizing events, determine 
the goals of the events (general or specific to the event), and determine who will 
represent the Program at key events. Event selection will be based on the pollutant/ 
activity that the Campaign is focusing on. For example, if the focus of Campaign 
outreach is Integrated Pest Management, outreach will be conducted at gardening 
related events.  The available resources will be reviewed to determine the need for any 
outreach materials, exhibits or activities. An evaluation mechanism will be developed to 
evaluate the events and determine the value of Program participation in the selected 
events. Based on the evaluation results and staff experiences, the consultants will 
examine and recommend any changes or improvements to the event plan for FY 07-08 
Work Plan. 


 


Task 6 DELIVERABLES: 
· Event Plan development and maintenance  


· Event evaluation development and execution  


· Written report of results or activities 


· Participation / representation at events (4 full days) 


Task 6 BUDGET: $6,850 
 


Task 7:  Media and Public Relations 


Public and Press Relations can potentially increase audience awareness and 
understanding of current events and activities that affect the watersheds. Public/press 
relations can be proactive or reactive. Opportunities sometimes present themselves by 
the actions of nature, politicians or local citizens. The consultants will communicate to 
the media, items of interest or potential relevance to the goals/messages of the 
Program, in case a timely reaction could be relevant news.  
Other times, they will craft a relevant news story based on general conditions, planned 
or anticipated events, or current trends.  Public/press relations can also be an important 
option to creating awareness of something specific that is not covered in the media plan 
/ paid messages, or in support of the Program’s participation in a partner event. 
Examples are: 
• “Preserving Property Value” as a spin on creek clean up days or pollution prevention 
• Promoting an event at the Don Edwards SF Bay Refuge Education Center in Alviso 
 
Materials will also be emailed to partners and co-permittees for their use and distribution, 
or loaded to the website for download.  


The consultants will seek participation from community calendars in print, TV and radio 
for no-cost announcements of events, programs and activities.  The consultants will also 
coordinate with the Regional Media Relations (RMR) committee on regional press 
releases and breaking news generated media coverage.  
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Task 7 DELIVERABLES: 
· Public/press relations  plan development and execution (3 news stories or 


equivalent) 


· Ongoing maintenance of press contact data 


Task 7 BUDGET: $4,750 
 


Task 8: FY 06-07 Annual Report Submission and FY 07-08 Work Plan Development 


The consultants will submit an Annual Report summarizing FY 06-07 activities and 
develop the FY 07-08 Work Plan. 


Task 8 DELIVERABLES: 
· FY 06-07 Annual Report 


· FY 07-08 Work Plan 


Task 8 BUDGET: $3,000 
 


BUDGET SUMMARY: 


 


TASK 1 Creative Development   $18,600 


TASK 2 Media Advertising $ 43,650* 


TASK 3 Partner Development  $   6,500 


TASK 4 Value Added Development $   4,900 


TASK 5  Web Linkage to Program Website 
and Maintenance  


$   6,000 


TASK 6  Event Coordination $   6,850 


TASK 7 Media / Public Relations $   4,750 


FY 07-08 Work Plan Development $   3,000 


TOTAL CONSULTANT BUDGET $94,250 


EOA Mark Up (10%) $9,425 


TOTAL CAMPAIGN BUDGET $103,675 


 
 *Media Buys will be supplemented with approximately $30,000 available under 
Pesticide User Outreach and Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach.  





		FY 06-07 Watershed Watch Work Plan

		FY 06-07 Work Plan
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Attachment 3.2:  “Watershed Watchers: Keeping Our Waterways Clean”  Program 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Environmental Education Center (EEC) in Alviso. 
The Program provides resources to the Don Edwards San Francisco Wildlife Refuge 
Environmental Education Center in Alviso to support a full-time interpretive specialist position for 
conducting the Watershed Watchers Program.  Watershed Watcher activities, which are 
conducted on-site and primarily on the weekends, focus on building watershed awareness and 
encourage stormwater pollution prevention behaviors among attendees (general public, 
weekend visitors, families with children etc.).  


The Watershed Watchers Program conducts more than a hundred activities for children and 
adults each year. These include: 


Wildlife in Our Watershed Depends on You: Interpretive programs focusing on how individual 
behaviors cause urban runoff pollution and affect wildlife habitat in our watershed.  Examples 
include children’s bird walks, adult birdwatching, live animal presentations, twilight walks and 
general nature hikes.  All programs include a segment addressing runoff pollution covering 
causes, resulting problems, and identifying actions visitors can take at home to prevent or 
lessen the problems.   


Gardening without Chemicals: Stewardship activities encourage and inspire visitors to create 
wildlife habitats and use chemical-free garden techniques in their own backyards.  Garden work 
days are offered emphasizing chemical-free gardening techniques.  Native plant gardening 
workshops begin in the classroom and end with a tour of the EEC native plant demonstration 
gardens while discussing chemical-free gardening techniques and implementation methods for 
the home garden. 


Our Role in Preventing Urban Runoff: Presentation and walk focusing on each individual’s 
role in preventing urban runoff pollution, including examples of alternative behaviors.  This is 
usually done with groups that make reservations (e.g., Scouts, Lyceum, Sierra Club, and senior 
groups). 


Special Events: These events are designed to attract at least 200 people to the EEC for 
various activities including games and crafts.  Urban runoff pollution prevention messages are 
incorporated into several of the activities featured during the event.   


Other Watershed Watcher program tasks include: 


Developing and Maintaining Partnerships with Local Community Organizations: Partners 
include Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society,  Friends of Guadalupe River Park & Gardens, the 
San Francisco Bay Bird Observatory, Happy Hollow Park & Zoo, and volunteer coordinators at 
local companies (e.g., Cisco and Hands On Bay Area, etc.).  


Coordinating Refuge Volunteers for Interpretive Programs/Gardens: Contacting volunteers 
to lead programs, training, and maintaining relationships with volunteers; and scheduling 
volunteers for special events. 


Informal Indoor Visitor Contact: Includes interaction at the Center and answering visitor 
questions over phone. 


Outreach to Local Media: Includes contacting local newspapers and other publications; 
posting program and event announcements in online calendars (e.g., Acterra and Craigs List); 
and creating appropriate event descriptions for press releases.  
 





		Attachment 3-2

		“Watershed Watchers: Keeping Our Waterways Clean” Program with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Environmental Education Center (EEC) in Alviso.
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Trash Work Plan 
March 1, 2003 


 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This Work Plan is submitted to fulfill a Program FY01-02 Continuous Improvement item 
and actions identified within the Program’s Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan.  
The Work Plan was developed in response to the November 14, 2001 San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 303(d) Staff Report that proposed 
all urban creeks, lakes and shorelines be placed on the 2002 303(d) “monitoring” list due 
to the threat of trash impairment to water quality.  The State Water Resources Control 
Board (SWRCB) adopted the 2002 Clean Water Act section 303(d) list of water quality 
limited segments (which included this recommendation) at its February 4, 2003 Board 
Meeting.   
 
The goal of the Work Plan is to identify a strategy for Co-permittee municipalities and 
agencies to address trash problem areas that occur in urban streams and waterways.  
The Work Plan includes the following objectives:  
 


• Document and evaluate existing trash management practices implemented by 
municipalities and agencies within the Program’s jurisdiction; 


• Develop a strategy to conduct trash evaluations in creeks; 
• Assist municipalities to identify high priority trash problem areas and sources of 


trash; 
• Provide guidance on the implementation of potential control measures and 


evaluation criteria needed to address problem areas; 
• Develop a standardized reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash 


management and monitoring activities. 
 
The  results and implementation efforts over the next two years will be documented and 
provided within the Program’s and Co-permittee’s Annual Reports.  The information is 
intended to assist Regional Board staff in their assessment of creeks and more 
specifically, stream reaches (for potential trash impairment) by the next 303 (d) listing 
cycle; which is expected to begin in the Spring of 2005. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The November 14, 2001 Regional Board 303(d) Staff Report proposes changes to the 
1998 303(d) list of impaired water bodies within the San Francisco Bay area.  The Staff 
Report states there “are excessive levels of trash in virtually all urbanized waterways of 
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the San Francisco Bay Region.”  However, listing these waterways was not proposed 
due to a lack of consistent assessment methodology for trash “impairment”.   
 
Instead, the Staff Report proposes placing all Bay area urban creeks, lakes and 
shorelines on the 2002 303(d) “monitoring” list due to the threat of trash to impair water 
quality.  It states that between now and the next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will 
be expected to assess trash impairments in their jurisdictions, as documented by 
stormwater agencies in annual reports to the Regional Board.  The report recommends 
that the approach mirror the standard TMDL approach of defining the problem, 
identifying the sources through monitoring or existing information and developing a 
program of action to address the principle sources.  Regional Board staff has indicated 
that it will review this specific information in the next listing cycle; determine whether 
specific water bodies warrant a 303(d) listing for trash and note the existence of 
relatively clean urban streams. 
 
In a proactive response to the 303(d) Staff Report, the Program developed a Work Plan 
to identify a strategy for addressing trash problem areas that occur in urban streams and 
waterways.  In addition, the Program has completed several tasks to determine 
procedures that will efficiently and effectively define trash problem areas and identify 
trash sources through monitoring or existing information.  A more detailed description of 
the methods and results of each task are provided in Attachment A.  These tasks 
include: 1) forming a Trash Ad Hoc Task Group (see Attachment B for a list of 
attendees); 2) completing a technical memorandum entitled Pilot Investigation of Trash 
Hot Spots (June 24, 2002); 3) completing a technical memorandum entitled SCVURPPP 
and SMSTOPPP Pilot Implementation and Testing of RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment 
(March 1, 2003) (Attachment C); 4) developing and distributing an Existing Trash 
Management Practices Survey Form (November 2002) to individual Co-permittee staff 
(Attachment D); 5) completing a preliminary report that documents Co-permittee existing 
trash management practices (Attachment E); and 6) completing a technical 
memorandum entitled Update of the 1999 Catch Basin Retrofit Feasibility Study (June 
26, 2002).   
 
The preliminary report documenting Co-permittees existing trash management practices 
and policies identified a wide range of municipal and agency departments and programs 
that are responsible for trash management and code enforcement.  These agencies 
perform the following activities to reduce trash: 
 


• Household hazardous waste collection; 
• Solid waste and curb-side recycling programs; 
• Response to trash complaints/incidents; 
• Litter pick-up and trash removal;  
• Street sweeping; 
• Storm drain operations and maintenance; 
• Incentive programs (free trash pick-up/drop-off days; reduced fees for low 


income residents); 
• Removal of homeless encampments; 
• Anti-litter campaigns; and 
• Volunteer creek clean-up programs and events.    
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Several agencies responsible for trash management reported that they currently 
document trash management activities and/or enforcement actions; and evaluate 
effectiveness of these activities.  Mechanisms used to determine effectiveness include 
the number of routine inspections and tracking the number of complaints or work orders.  
Some agencies have developed specific performance measures to evaluate their 
programs.  Several Co-permittees have indicated that the strict enforcement of anti-litter 
laws and increased level of outreach would most likely improve their agency’s ability to 
manage litter and illegal dumping.  The Program will continue to work with Co-permittees 
to fill in data gaps; and obtain additional information useful in evaluating the 
effectiveness of existing trash management practices and policies. 
 
In effort to promote a regional approach in addressing trash problems, the Program 
coordinated and collaborated with BASMAA during the development and review of 
products associated with the tasks described above.   
 
TRASH WORK PLAN  
 
The goal of the Trash Work Plan is to identify a strategy for municipalities and agencies 
to address trash problems in urban streams within the Program’s jurisdiction.  Five major 
objectives have been identified for the Work Plan.  They include the following: 
 


• Document and evaluate existing trash management practices implemented by 
municipalities and agencies within the Program’s jurisdiction; 


• Develop a strategy to conduct trash evaluations in creeks; 
• Assist municipalities in identifying the high priority trash problem areas and 


sources of trash; 
• Provide guidance on the implementation of potential control measures and 


evaluation criteria needed to address problem areas; 
• Develop a standardized reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash 


management and monitoring activities. 
 
The Program places a higher priority on specific urban areas of special concern 
(identified trash problem areas and creek segments that are visible and/or accessible to 
the general public).  Thus, the Program will focus on implementing trash control 
measures within these areas and documenting the effectiveness of management 
activities.  The FY 03-04 tasks focus on further documentation and evaluation of existing 
management practices; the identification of potential management actions; the further 
development of trash evaluation tools and the development of standardized format for 
reporting and evaluating trash management practices.  The FY 04-05 tasks focus on the 
development of a monitoring strategy; implementation of trash evaluations and the 
identification and implementation of trash management practices.   
 
Evaluation results and implementation efforts will be documented and provided within the 
Program and Co-permittee’s Annual Reports.  The information is intended to assist Regional 
Board staff in their assessment of creeks or more specifically, creek reaches (for potential trash 
impairment) by the next 303 (d) listing cycle; which is expected to begin in the spring of 2005. 
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APPROACH 
 
The Work Plan uses a three-prong approach to address trash problems in urban creeks.  
This approach involves conducting trash evaluations; identifying trash problem areas; 
and developing and implementing a strategy to address trash problem areas.  
 
Conduct Trash Evaluations 
 
Trash evaluations will primarily be used to assist municipalities and agencies in 
identifying trash problem areas and potential sources of trash; selecting and 
implementing appropriate control measures; and measuring the effectiveness of trash-
related management actions over time.    
 
The Program will use a modified version of the Regional Board’s Rapid Trash  
Assessment Methodology, which was designed to assess wadeable streams.  The Work 
Plan includes a task to modify the RWQCB assessment methodology in accordance with 
the recommendations provided in the document entitled SCVURPPP Pilot 
Implementation and Testing of the RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment (Attachment A).  
To maintain consistency and enhance data analysis of trash evaluations being 
conducted within the Bay area, modifications will be coordinated with other stormwater 
agencies. 
 
The Program will also investigate the utility of Keep America Beautiful’s litter index (as 
an evaluation tool) to measure the effectiveness of management actions over time.  
Municipal and agency staff and/or volunteers will conduct trash evaluations within their 
respective jurisdictions.  Program staff will provide the necessary training and guidance 
to implement evaluations.  Trash evaluation results will be compiled and documented in 
the Program’s annual reports.   
 
Identify Trash Problem Areas and Trash Sources 
 
The Work Plan includes a task to compile information (from municipalities and 
agencies), which identifies known trash problem areas and suspected sources of trash 
(e.g., litter or illegal dumping).  These locations will be geo-referenced and mapped.  To 
determine the range of trash conditions at identified trash problem areas, Co-permittee 
staff and/or volunteers will conduct trash evaluations at these locations.  In addition, 
stream segments suspected of having trash problems (e.g., drainage areas with 
observed trash or land uses suspected of creating trash problems) will be assessed.   
Trash evaluation results from creeks will assist stormwater managers in prioritizing their 
efforts in addressing trash problem areas, identifying potential upstream sources of trash 
and providing baseline data for evaluating the effectiveness of potential implementation 
of trash controls.  
 
The Program will also focus trash evaluation efforts in stream segments that are visible 
and/or accessible to the general public.  These evaluation results may be used to assist 
stormwater managers in evaluating the effectiveness of existing trash controls 
implemented in areas where trash is considered a nuisance or aesthetically unpleasing 
to the general public.    
 
Implement Trash Control Measures 
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The Program will focus its implementation of trash management practices and policies in 
three primary areas: eradication of trash; public outreach and participation; and 
enforcement of litter laws.  The Work Plan identifies tasks to document and evaluate 
existing trash management practices and policies for municipalities and agencies within 
the Program’s jurisdiction.  It also contains a task to identify potential trash management 
actions and monitoring strategies conducted by other programs and agencies not part of 
the SCVURPPP NPDES permit.  Co-permittee staff will identify and implement 
reasonable management actions to remedy high priority trash problem areas.  To 
address the source and cause of trash in creeks, the Program will establish long-term 
management actions and policy changes as information becomes available.  
 
The Work Plan identifies tasks to develop standardized procedures and reporting 
formats used to document control measures and management practices.  Program staff 
will assist Co-permittee staff in developing a standardized reporting format for detailing 
trash eradication efforts, public involvement and enforcement actions.  Trash evaluations 
will also be implemented to identify changes in trash conditions at problem areas over 
time.  This information will be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the Program’s trash 
control efforts.  
 
Roles of Program and Co-permittee Agency Staff 
 
The Work Plan identifies tasks for both Program staff and Co-permittee staff to develop 
and implement a strategy that addresses trash problems in urban creeks and 
waterways.   
 
Program Tasks  


• Further inventory, document and evaluate existing trash management practices 
into a summary report.   


• Document and map Co-permittees’ known trash problem areas.  
• Conduct literature review of existing trash management practices and monitoring 


efforts used worldwide and incorporate into technical memorandum.  
• Further develop RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology and evaluate 


utility of KAB litter index.   
• Conduct trash evaluation training workshop.  
• Develop standardized reporting and documentation format and procedures that 


detail and evaluate trash management practices.  
• Provide guidance to Co-permittee staff for developing a strategy to monitor trash 


in urban creeks. 
• Compile and document trash evaluation results. 
• Compile and document Co-permittee implementation of trash management 


practices. 
• Organize and manage Trash AHTG meetings. 
• Collaborate and coordinate Program activities related to trash with the City of 


San Jose anti-litter campaign (“Pick-Up San Jose”) and the BASMAA Monitoring 
Committee. 
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Municipal/Agency Tasks 
 
• Support Program staff to further identify municipality’s existing trash 


management practices. 
• Provide Program staff with documentation regarding trash complaints/incidents 


and eradication efforts and a list of trash “hot spots” or trash problem areas within 
their jurisdiction. 


• Participate in trash evaluation methodology field training.  
• Use Program’s monitoring strategy guidance to develop a monitoring strategy for 


conducting trash evaluations 
• Conduct trash evaluations at known and suspected trash problem areas. 
• Identify and implement trash control measures at high priority trash problem 


areas. 
• Evaluate effectiveness of implementing trash control measures and management 


practices. 
• Provide Program staff with trash evaluation results and information on the 


implementation and evaluation of trash management activities. 
 
The Co-permittees will include designated tasks in their Annual Work Plans submitted to 
the Regional Board each March.  The Work Plan schedule identifies Program and Co-
permittee roles and responsibilities, along with expected completion dates.  
 
SCOPE OF WORK 
 
Task 1: Inventory, Document and Evaluate Existing Trash Management Practices  
 
To supplement information gathered from the Existing Trash Management Practices 
Survey Form (November 2002) of municipalities and agencies (Attachment E), the 
Program and Co-permittees will further identify and document existing trash 
management practices and policies.  Tasks include the following: 
 


• Identify and fill information gaps from the November 2002 Trash Survey; 
• Develop additional survey instruments that ask Co-permittees for additional  


information which is useful in evaluating the effectiveness of existing trash 
management practices and policies;  


• Program staff will conduct interviews and/or survey Co-permittee staff to update 
and further document existing trash management practices;  


• Compile, summarize and evaluate existing trash management practices and 
policies information. 


 
Work Products: Report that further documents and evaluates existing trash 
management practices and policies within the Program’s jurisdiction.  
  
Task 2: Identify and Document Known Trash Problem Areas 
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To supplement information gathered from the SCVURPPP technical memorandum 
entitled Pilot Investigation of Trash Hot Spots (June 24, 2002), the Program and Co-
permittees will further identify and document known trash problem areas.  Tasks include:  


 
• Compiling information and data sources (from municipality and agency staff) to 


identify known trash problem areas that occur in creeks, streets, parks and other 
land uses within urban areas.   Data sources may include, but not be limited to, 
trash complaints databases, maintenance and operations records, existing list of 
trash hot spots (e.g., “Pick-Up San Jose’s” 100 trash hot spots) and creek clean-
up locations;  


• Converting and mapping location information of trash problem areas into 
coordinates using Geographic Information System (GIS). 


 
Work Products: Maps and electronic files identifying the location of known trash 
problem areas. 
 
Task 3:  Identify and Document Trash Management Practices and Monitoring Efforts 
Implemented Worldwide. 
 
The Program will conduct a literature review of trash management practices and 
monitoring approaches used throughout the United States and internationally.  Tasks 
include: 
 


• Reviewing trash management efforts implemented by other programs outside the 
Program’s jurisdiction, including, but not limited to municipalities involved with the 
Los Angeles River Watershed trash TMDL and those cities in partnership with 
Keep America Beautiful.   


• Documenting criteria used by other programs to evaluate the effectiveness of 
trash control measures and management practices.   


 
Work Product: Technical memorandum summarizing potential management actions 
and monitoring activities associated with the control and reduction of trash. 
 
Task 4:  Develop Protocols for Trash Evaluations; Conduct Training Workshop 
 
Program staff will further develop and test methodologies to conduct trash evaluations 
and train municipal staff to implement these methods.  Tasks include: 
 


• Modifying the Regional Board’s Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology to assess 
trash in wadeable streams, in accordance with the recommendations provided in 
the document entitled SCVURPPP Pilot Implementation and Testing of the 
RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment (Attachment C).   


• Evaluating and testing Keep America Beautiful’s (KAB) litter index.  The use of 
the KAB index will maintain consistency with “Pick-Up San Jose’s” efforts in 
evaluating trash control measures. 


• Training and providing guidance (to Co-permittee staff and volunteer groups) on 
how to implement the RWQCB methodology and KAB litter index.  
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Work Products: Develop modified version of the Regional Board’s Rapid Trash 
Assessment Methodology and conduct trash evaluation training workshop.  
 
Task 5:  Develop Standardized Documentation and Reporting Format 
 
To ensure a consistent trash assessment approach among Co-permittees, the Program 
will assist Co-permittees in developing standardized procedures for documenting, 
reporting and evaluating control measures and monitoring activities used for trash 
management.  Standardized procedures may include: 
 


• Consistent documentation of the location, quantity, type and potential source of 
trash removed;   


• The level of effort exerted (by Co-permittee or volunteer staff) while conducting 
trash monitoring and removal;  


• The number of brochures and materials distributed; 
• The number of presentations given which contain an anti-litter message; 
• Tracking municipal staff responses to trash complaints and enforcement actions. 


 
The standardized procedures will be used by Program staff to evaluate the effectiveness 
of trash management practices and policies.  
 


Work Products: Develop reporting format and relational database to document trash management 
activities in Annual Reports. 


 
Task 6: Develop Monitoring Strategy  
 
The Program will assist Co-permittee staff in developing a monitoring strategy to conduct 
trash evaluations (including criteria for selecting appropriate sites and using evaluation 
tools).  Program staff will coordinate and collaborate with existing municipal and agency 
programs and volunteer efforts to develop a monitoring program.  Objectives for 
conducting trash evaluations in creeks include:  
 


• Collecting baseline condition of trash;  
• Identifying trash problem areas;  
• Investigating trash sources; 
• Measuring trends of trash conditions over time;  
• Evaluating the effectiveness of trash control measures.  


 
Trash evaluations will initially be conducted at high priority problem areas (creeks 
identified in Task 1) and stream segments suspected of having trash problems.   
Suspected trash problem areas within creeks will be identified using mapped locations of 
municipalities’ trash problem areas (e.g., streets, storm drain inlets and parks) and by 
evaluating creeks in land uses where trash is likely to accumulate.  
 
Trash evaluations can also be used to determine potential causes of trash (e.g., litter, 
illegal dumping, accumulation, etc.) and trash sources within a drainage area (i.e., 
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linkage to upstream land uses).  Identifying trash sources is an important step in 
developing strategies used in the implementation of control measures and management 
actions.  In addition, trash evaluations can be used after implementation of control 
measures to evaluate the effectiveness of management actions. 
 
Program staff will also coordinate with Regional stormwater programs and Regional 
Board trash assessment activities to determine patterns between trash accumulation 
and trash sources (e.g., problematic land use types). 
 
Work Products: Develop guidance document that assists Co-permittees in identifying 
and prioritizing creek segments for conducting trash evaluations. 
 
Task 7:  Implement Trash Evaluations 
 


• Municipalities, agencies, and/or other Co-permittee programs (and their designated 
volunteers) will implement trash evaluations in accordance with the monitoring strategy 
identified in Task 6.  The entities responsible for conducting evaluations will submit copies of 
completed evaluation forms to Program staff.  


 
Work Product: Completed trash evaluation forms. 


 
Task 8: Analyze Evaluation Results; Identify and Prioritize Trash Problem Areas 
 
Program staff will assist municipalities identify high priority areas by conducting the 
following tasks: 
 


• Evaluating survey results from Co-permittee staff and entering relevant data into 
database; 


• Mapping locations of trash evaluations into a GIS; 
• Developing criteria to prioritize and rank trash problem areas.  Factors used in 


prioritization include the total score of trash evaluations, public access to a creek, 
presence of aquatic life and/or recreational uses, constraints associated with land 
ownership, and existing or planned trash management practices; 


• Distinguishing type of trash sources associated with problem areas (e.g., litter, 
illegal dumping, accumulation from upstream sources, or a combination of all 
three);    


• Identifying suspected land uses or behaviors associated with trash problem 
areas.   


 
Work Products: Develop maps showing location and ranking of trash problem areas; 
Prepare technical memorandum that summarizes evaluation results, prioritizes problem 
areas and provides recommendations for identifying and implementing potential 
management actions.   
 
Task 9:  Identify and Implement Trash Management Practices  
 
The Program will assist Co-permittees with identifying and implementing potential 
management practices to address trash problem areas in the Program’s jurisdiction.  
The first step will be to identify reasonable control measures and trash management 
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practices which address high priority trash problem areas identified in Tasks 6, 7 and 8.  
Potential management measures will be identified in three major areas: 1) eradication of 
trash; 2) public outreach and participation; and 3) enforcement of litter laws.  Measures 
may include, but not be limited to, the following: 
 


• Anti-litter campaigns (local and nationwide); 
• Incentive-based programs (e.g., expanding redemption values for trash items); 
• Expanding trash control ordinances and enforcement actions; 
• Improving documentation and reporting; 
• Enhancing interagency coordination of tracking and enforcing trash violations; 
• Implementing structural controls in trash areas of concern.   


 
The second part of this task will be for municipal and agency staff to implement control 
measures and best management practices to address trash problem at high priority 
areas.  Municipal and agency staff will report their implementation of trash management 
practices and enforcement actions to Program staff. 
 
Work Product: Report detailing trash problem areas, management practices 
implemented and the monitoring strategy used to determine effectiveness.  
 
Task 10:  Organize and Manage Trash Ad Hoc Task Group Meetings 
 
Program staff will plan and organize Trash AHTG meetings to facilitate review and 
approval of Program products identified in this Work Plan.  Program staff will attend 
“Pick-Up San Jose” Technical Advisory Committee meetings  to coordinate trash-related 
activities identified in the Work Plan.  Program staff will also attend BASMAA Monitoring 
Committee meetings to coordinate Program’s efforts in addressing trash with other 
stormwater agencies. 
 
Work Product:  Trash AHTG meeting minutes 
 
Task 11:  Review and Update Performance Standards Relevant to Trash Management 
 
Program staff will assist Co-permittees in the review of existing performance standards 
(which address BMPs or control measures relevant to trash management); and identify 
potential revisions to existing performance standards.  The Trash AHTG will develop 
recommendations for potential revisions to existing performance standards.  
Recommendations will be reviewed and approved by the Management Committee.  
Program staff will make recommendations regarding the development of a performance 
standard for trash management.  If necessary, Program staff will initiate the development 
of this performance standard.   


 
Work Product:  Revise or develop performance standards, as appropriate.







 


Legend: 
 “X” = Will implement at this level 
 “N” = Not being implemented at this level 
 “A” = Assist with or develop guidance for implementation 
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Trash Work Plan Schedule 
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Task 1: Inventory, Document and Evaluate Existing Trash Management Practices 
             (Work started in November 2002) 


      1.a: Determine data gaps from initial survey; Develop additional trash survey 
questions; Coordinate with Co-permittees to facilitate documentation and 
evaluation of existing trash management practices.  


X A October 
2003 


      1.b: Compile Co-permittee data/information; Develop report summarizing and 
evaluating existing trash management practices. X A December 


2003 


Task 2: Document and Map Known Trash Problem Areas  
             (Work started in June 2002) 


      2.a: Identify data sources and information showing the location of known trash 
problem areas (e.g., trash complaints/incidents and eradication efforts). A X October 


2003 


      2.b: Compile data/information; Convert location information of trash problem 
areas into coordinates; Develop maps in GIS. X A December 


2003 


Task 3: Identify and Document Trash Management Practices and  
Monitoring Efforts Implemented Worldwide. 


      3.a: Conduct literature search to identify and document trash management 
practices used in trash control programs outside SCVURPPP; Develop 
technical memorandum summarizing information. 


X N February 
2004 


Task 4: Develop Protocols for Trash Evaluations and Implement Training Workshop 
             (Work started in September 2002) 


      4.a: Modify RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology. X N March 
2004 


      4.b: Evaluate utility of KAB litter index.  X N March 
2004 


      4.c: Plan, organize and conduct training workshops for municipal staff. X A May 
2004 


Task 5: Develop Standardized Documentation and Reporting Format 


      5.a: Based on results from Tasks 1-3, identify standardized procedures to 
document and evaluate the effectiveness of trash management practices 
and policies. 


X N April  
2004 


      5.b: Develop reporting format and relational database to document trash 
management activities in Annual Reports. X A June 


 2004 







 


Legend: 
 “X” = Will implement at this level 
 “N” = Not being implemented at this level 
 “A” = Assist with or develop guidance for implementation 
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Task 6: Develop Monitoring Strategy 


      6.a: Evaluate results from tasks 1-3; Develop guidance for Co-permittees to 
identify and prioritize creek segments to conduct trash evaluations. X N July 


  2004 


      6.b: Select monitoring locations and trash evaluation methodology to 
implement (e.g., collect baseline data at trash problem areas in creeks) N X August 


 2004 


Task 7: Implement Trash Evaluations 


      7.a: Identify which entities will conduct trash evaluations (e.g., Municipal staff, 
volunteer groups, etc.) A X July 


2004 


      7.b: Conduct trash evaluations and submit results to Program staff. N X October 
2004 


Task 8: Document and Analyze Evaluation Results; Identify and  
Prioritize Trash Problem Areas 


      8.a: Document and analyze trash evaluation results X A December 
2004 


      8.b: Identify high priority trash problem areas using trash evaluation results A X December 
2004 


Task 9: Identify and Implement Trash Management Practices  


      9.a: Identify reasonable trash management practices to address high priority 
areas, initially focusing on known trash problem areas. N X 


Ongoing 
(Start July 


2004) 


      9.b. Implement trash management practices at high priority areas to the 
maximum extent practicable. N X 


Ongoing 
(Start July 


2004) 


      9.b: Document and report implementation of trash management actions A X June      
2005 


Task 10: Manage Trash Ad Hoc Task Group Meetings and  
Coordinate with other Programs  


    10.a: Plan and Organize Trash AHTG meetings X A Ongoing 


    10.b: Attend quarterly meetings of the Pick-Up San Jose TAC X N Ongoing 


    10.c: Attend BASMAA Monitoring Committee meetings to coordinate Program’s 
efforts to address trash with other stormwater agencies. X N Ongoing 







 


Legend: 
 “X” = Will implement at this level 
 “N” = Not being implemented at this level 
 “A” = Assist with or develop guidance for implementation 
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Task 11: Review and Update Performance Standards Relevant  
to Trash Management 


    11.a:  Review existing standards that address BMPs or control measures 
relevant to trash management    April   


 2005 
    11.b. Develop recommendations for the Management Committee regarding 


potential revisions to existing standards or development of new 
standards. 


  June 
 2005 
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PROGRAM TASKS COMPLETED IN 2002 TO ADDRESS TRASH 
 
The following is a detailed summary of tasks completed by the Program to determine 
procedures that will efficiently and effectively define trash problem areas and identify 
trash sources through monitoring or existing information.  These include: 1) forming a 
Trash Ad Hoc Task Group; 2) completing a technical memorandum entitled Pilot 
Investigation of Trash Hot Spots (June 24, 2002); 3) completing a technical 
memorandum entitled SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Pilot Implementation and 
Testing of RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment-March 1, 2003; 4) developing and 
distributing an Existing Trash Management Practices Survey Form (November 2002) 
to individual Co-permittee staff; 5) completing a preliminary report that documents 
Co-permittee existing trash management practices; and 6) completing a technical 
memorandum entitled Update of the 1999 Catch Basin Retrofit Feasibility Study 
(June 26, 2002).    
 
Trash Ad Hoc Task Group (Trash AHTG) Meetings 
 
To effectively address trash issues, a Trash AHTG was formed by the Program’s 
Management Committee.  Since May 2002, seven AHTG meetings have been 
conducted (see Attachment B for a list of attendees).  AHTG members include 
persons extremely knowledgeable about integrated waste management and the 
enforcement of litter laws.  The initial meeting provided background of existing trash 
management practices implemented by the City of San Jose and Santa Clara Valley 
Water District (SCVWD).  In addition, Regional Board staff (Steve Moore) discussed 
the Regional Board’s position on trash for the 303(d) list and described their Rapid 
Trash Assessment Methodology.  Later meetings contained presentations by 
SCVWD staff describing their Creek Clean-up activities and Santa Clara County staff 
providing a background on their trash enforcement activities.  Since May 2002, the 
Trash AHTG has identified the major issues pertaining to trash assessment and 
trash management practices; developed technical memoranda on the preliminary 
identification of trash problem areas and pilot testing and implementation of the 
Regional Board’s Rapid Trash Assessment Methodology; developed and completed 
the existing trash management practices survey form and commented on the 
preliminary results of the survey.  This information was critical in the development of 
the Trash Work Plan.   Documentation of all meetings has been distributed and is 
available upon request. 


 
Pilot Investigation of Trash Hot Spots 
 
Program staff identified potential trash “hot spots” areas using existing data from the 
City of San Jose, SCVWD and Santa Clara County.  The term “hot spot” was not 
used to denote impairment but to indicate “potential areas of concern” for possible 
improvement or documentation of trash management practices.  Data sources used 
for preliminary identification of trash areas of concern included data collected by the 
Creek Connections Action Group (CCAG), the SCVWD’s Good Neighbor Program 
and the Santa Clara County Department of Environmental Health database that 
documents complaints of litter and illegal dumping on County lands.  The results of 
this study were presented in a technical memorandum entitled Pilot Investigation of 
Trash Hot Spots (SCVURPPP, June 24, 2002).  
 
The memorandum concluded that the available data or information from the 
programs was inadequate to draw definitive conclusions due to either 
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inconsistencies with data collection or scarcity of data.  Interpretation and data 
collection are important not only to identify trash “hot spots” but also to identify the 
effectiveness of current management practices and the potential need for 
improvement of management practices.  The memorandum also recommended 
identifying trash types and possible trash sources (for data collection) as a method of 
characterizing potential trash problem areas.  


 
Implementation and Development of Trash Assessment Methodology 
 
Program staff implemented and tested the Regional Board staff’s Rapid Trash 
Assessment Methodology at nine stream locations in Santa Clara and San Mateo 
Counties.  The results of the study were incorporated in a technical memorandum 
entitled SCVURPPP Pilot Implementation and Testing of the RWQCB Rapid Trash 
Assessment (Attachment C).  The study was a collaborative effort between 
SCVURPPP and San Mateo Countywide Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) to 
determine the utility of the approach for performing the following functions: 1) 
Document baseline levels of trash in creeks; 2) Identify sources of trash and 
appropriate control measures to reduce trash; 3) Evaluate effectiveness of trash 
management practices; 4) Assess all creeks in the SCVURPPP jurisdiction for trash; 
and 5) Assess impairment of beneficial uses from trash.   
 
The Trash AHTG reviewed the results of pilot assessments and identified the 
following recommendations for future implementation of the assessment 
methodology: 
 


• The RWQCB assessment methodology may be useful for measuring baseline 
levels of trash, identifying and prioritizing trash problem areas and evaluating 
the effectiveness of targeted BMPs in future assessments.  In addition, the 
assessment may be useful for identifying potential sources of trash and 
appropriate BMPs.  It is important to note that the RWQCB methodology can 
rapidly estimate trash quantity and quality in a creek for a particular index 
period (e.g., dry season).  However, the methodology does not provide an 
estimate for the total amount of trash entering and being transported through 
receiving waters. 


• The RWQCB methodology is limited in its ability to link assessment results with 
potential impairment to aquatic life uses.  More studies are needed to link trash 
with degraded water quality conditions and impacts to aquatic life.  The 
methodology does provide a direct measure of aesthetic quality of trash, which 
can potentially be used to evaluate impairment of recreational beneficial uses. 


• It is not feasible to implement the methodology to assess all urban creeks.  
Trash levels in creeks will be highly variable due to changes in land use and 
public access.  As a result, the extrapolation of trash assessments (to the 
entire waterbody) is difficult which may lead to the potential misinterpretation of 
results. 


• To improve the interpretation of results in urban streams and the identification 
of trash sources and potential management actions, it is recommended that 
the methodology be revised.  Recommended revisions include the 
development of additional categories and parameters (within the “trash tally 
sheet”) that enhance the distinction of trash sources (e.g., recyclables versus 
Non-recyclables, illegal dumping versus litter, etc.) and modifying numeric 
ranges used in condition categories for certain trash parameters (to better 
represent urban stream conditions). 
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Program staff presented pilot trash assessment results at the October 2 and 
November 6, 2002 BASMAA Monitoring Committee meetings.  Comments from 
BASMAA Monitoring Member members were compiled and considered for final 
revision of the technical memorandum.  The final draft entitled SCVURPPP and 
SMSTOPPP Pilot Implementation and Testing of the RWQCB Rapid Trash 
Assessment was approved by at the February 4, 2003 Trash AHTG meeting.   


 
Documentation of Existing and Planned Trash Management Practices 
 
Working collaboratively with the Trash AHTG and Co-permittee staff, Program staff 
developed and distributed an existing trash management practices survey form to 
individual Co-permittee staff (Attachment D).  The main purpose of the survey was to 
document existing trash management practices and policies for each Co-permittee.  
The survey responses were compiled and entered into a Microsoft Access® 
database.  Preliminary reports were generated from the database to document 
existing trash management practices and policies implemented by the Co-permittees 
(Attachment E).  The Trash AHTG reviewed the reports and commented on the utility 
of this information.   
 
The preliminary report documenting Co-permittees existing trash management 
practices and policies identified a wide range of municipal and agency departments 
and programs that are responsible for trash management and code enforcement.  
These agencies perform a wide range of activities to reduce trash, including: 
 


• Household hazardous waste collection; 
• Solid waste and curb-side recycling programs; 
• Response to trash complaints/incidents; 
• Litter pick-up and trash removal;  
• Street sweeping; 
• Stormdrain operations and maintenance; 
• Incentive programs (free trash pick-up/drop-off days; reduced fees for 


low income residents); 
• Removal of homeless encampments; 
• Anti-litter campaigns; 
• Volunteer creek clean-up programs and events.    


 
Several of the agencies responsible for trash management reported that they 
currently document both trash management activities and/or enforcement actions 
and evaluate effectiveness of these activities, either by routine inspections or 
tracking the number of complaints or work orders.  Some of the agencies have 
developed specific performance measures to evaluate their programs.  Several Co-
permittee municipal staff identified stricter enforcement of anti-litter laws and 
increased level of outreach as additional management activities that would most 
likely improve their agency’s ability to manage litter and illegal dumping. 


 
A concerted effort to address trash is being implemented as part of the City of San 
Jose’s Anti-Litter Campaign entitled “Pick-Up San Jose”.  This campaign was started 
in April 2002 and is modeled after the City’s successful anti-graffiti campaign.  It is a 
collaborative effort between several city and county agencies.  The Anti-litter 
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Campaign’s goal is to make San Jose one of the cleanest, trash-free cities in the 
country.   
 
The Anti-Litter Campaign has the following three key components: 1) eradication of 
litter, 2) community involvement and 3) enforcement of litter laws.  The eradication 
efforts have included identifying 100 trash “hot spots”, which were based on 
complaints from residents and city staff observations, and implementing the Keep 
America Beautiful’s (KAB) Litter Index to evaluate effectiveness of targeted 
management practices.  Volunteers have adopted many identified hot spots for 
periodic trash removal and plan on re-assessing problem areas (using KAB’s litter 
index) on an annual basis.  The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
and Weekend Offender Program are also involved in the clean up of identified hot 
spots.   
 
Community involvement efforts have included the development of anti-litter brochure 
and video entitled Climb the Litter Ladder.  The Anti-Litter Campaign has organized 
volunteers and obtained necessary supplies to conduct trash clean-up events 
(including a major event planned for Earth Day 2003).  Enforcement agencies are 
involved in conducting school outreach to promote anti-litter behavior in kids.  In 
addition, enforcement agencies have reviewed existing ordinances and increased 
their issuance of citations relating to trash violations.  Additional activities conducted 
by local police and the Santa Clara County District Attorney’s Office include the 
outreach and enforcement of tarpaulin ordinances (for solid waste haulers) and the 
development of form letters (sent to fast food restaurants) to promote proper litter 
clean-up. 
 
The Anti-litter Campaign has formed a Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), which 
meets on a quarterly basis to discuss accomplishments and milestones.  Each 
agency or program involved in the Anti-Litter Campaign has identified performance 
measures (e.g., number of volunteers or creek cleanup events).  The SCVURPPP 
will continue to coordinate its activities with programs associated with Anti-litter 
Campaign.   Several members of the TAC have regularly attended Trash AHTG 
meetings. Program staff (Paul Randall) attended the January 6, 2003 TAC meeting. 
 
The Trash AHTG agreed that it was difficult to evaluate effectiveness of existing 
trash management practices due to the lack of detailed information.  Several 
agencies reported a high variability of frequencies for certain existing management 
practices (e.g., street sweeping frequency depends on land use and/or district).  The 
surveys were not designed to gather the range of efforts for each practice due to the 
difficulty of evaluating the effectiveness of management practices between Co-
permittees.  In addition, the severity of trash varies among municipalities, requiring 
different levels of management efforts.  As a result, a comparison of existing trash 
management practices between municipalities is less informative.  Additional 
information from Caltrans or the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority (VTA) is 
needed to provide the “complete picture” of existing trash management practices 
implemented within the Program’s jurisdiction.   
 
Another difficulty in evaluating the survey results was the lack of available 
information to identify existing trash problem areas in creeks.  Knowledge of trash 
problem areas is useful in identifying where existing trash control measures appear 
to be ineffective.  The Program’s technical memorandum entitled Pilot Investigation 
of Trash Hot Spots (dated June 24, 2002) concluded that available data were either 
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too inconsistent or sparse to identify trash problem areas in creeks.  SCVWD 
Operation and Maintenance Departments and creek cleanup organizations have 
recently started documenting trash removal efforts in a more consistent manner.  
Municipalities primarily focus trash management efforts within streets and parks, 
which is the jurisdiction for the majority of departments responsible for trash control.  
The City of San Jose has identified 100 trash “hot spots” as part of its “Pick-Up San 
Jose” anti-litter campaign.  In addition, the City of Palo Alto has developed a trash 
hot spots program, which entails routine patrol of roadside areas identified as trash 
problem areas.  This information can be useful in determining potential sources of 
trash.  However, it will not necessarily identify or describe trash condition within 
creeks. 


 
Update of the 1999 Catch Basin Retrofit Feasibility Study 
 
To address specific recommendations raised in July 12, 1999 Catch Basin Retrofit 
Feasibility Study Technical Memorandum, the Program updated specific 
recommendations regarding inlet screen inserts; investigated the status of model 
designs for pit traps and modified catch basins; and tracked the availability and 
municipal experience with litter control devices, especially in-line deflection separator 
units (continuous deflection separator units).  Based on review and analysis of the 
information listed, specific recommendations regarding storm drain litter control 
devices were made.  In addition to a data review, promising designs and devices 
were analyzed for their effectiveness, technical feasibility, ease of operation and 
maintenance and potential costs.  The results of the review are described in the 
technical memorandum entitled An Update of the 1999 Catch Basin Retrofit 
Feasibility Study (dated June 26, 2002).  This review will assist Co-permittees in 
selecting the potential BMPs necessary to control trash discharges. 
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ATTACHMENT B – SCVURPPP TRASH AHTG MEETING ATTENDANCE LIST 
 


Meeting Date Name Affiliation 
May June1 July Sept Nov Dec Feb 


Alan Jones Santa Clara County Roads and Airports x       
Arleen Feng Alameda County Cleanwater Program    x x   
Bill Grimes Sr. Env. Compliance Spec. @ Parks & Rec x       
Brett Calhoun Santa Clara Valley Water District x  x x  x  
Carrie Wright San Jose - Transportation      x  
Cheri Donnelly West Valley Communities       x 
Chris Rummel DEH. Solid Waste and LEA Section x x x  x  x 
Dave Staub Santa Clara    x x x x 
Ed Morales Santa Clara Valley Water District  x x x     
Elizabeth Neves Creek Connections Action Group x       
Irene Salazar Anti-Graffitti and Litter Program  x  x     
Jack Judkins San Jose – ESD x  x x x x x 
James Downing San Jose – ESD   x x x   
Jan O’Hara RWQCB x x      
Jeff Daniels San Jose x       
Jim Ervin San Jose x x      
Jim Letiner San Jose – Transportation x       
Josephine Byer Santa Clara County Roads and Airports    x  x x 
Kathy Wells Santa Clara County DA's Office x    x x  
Kay Moss Santa Clara Valley Water District x  x   x  
Kristin Kerr SCVURPPP Program Staff x x x     
Kristy McCumby-Hyland Sunnyvale x x x x x x x 
Lisa Fleming Santa Clara Valley Water District    x   x 
Lisa Rose San Jose Graffitti Abatement & Anti-Trash Campaign x  x x  x  
Margaret Rands County Integrated Waste Mgmt. Program Mgr x       
Mondy Lariz RPMC - FFF x x    x x 
Mary Morse San Jose - ESD      x  
Paul Randall SCVURPPP Program Staff   x x x x x 
Phil Bobel Palo Alto x x x  x x x 
Randy Turner Creek Connections Action Group x       
Rene Eyerly West Valley Communities x       
Rob Boyles AGLP      x  
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Meeting Date Name Affiliation 
May June1 July Sept Nov Dec Feb 


Roberto Medina Palo Alto    x    
Roger Lee Santa Clara x       
Roger Narsim Santa Clara Valley Water District      x  
Sandra Dutra San Jose x  x     
Skip Lacaze San Jose, ESD/IWM x x x x x x x 
Steve Homan Santa Clara County x x x x    
Steve Moore RWQCB x       
Tom Mumley RWQCB x       
John Fusco SCVURPPP Program Staff x  x x x x x 
Trish Mulvey CLEAN South Bay x x x x x x  
 
1 Not all attendees were reported in meeting minutes 
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 SCVURPPP AND SMSTOPPP PILOT  


IMPLEMENTATION AND TESTING OF  
RWQCB RAPID TRASH ASSESSMENT 


March 1, 2003 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Program staff implemented and tested the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) 
Rapid Trash Assessment Worksheet at nine stream locations in Santa Clara and San Mateo 
Counties.  Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) and San 
Mateo Countywide Pollution Prevention Program (SMSTOPPP) are collaborating to determine 
the utility of the approach for performing the following functions: 
 


• Document baseline levels of trash in creeks  
• Identify sources of trash and appropriate control measures to reduce trash 
• Evaluate effectiveness of trash management practices 
• Assess all creeks in the SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP jurisdiction for trash 
• Assess impairment of beneficial uses by trash 
 


Results of the pilot assessment were presented by Program staff at the September 25th 


SCVURPPP Trash Ad Hoc Task Group (AHTG) and at the October 2, 2002 BASMAA 
Monitoring Committee meeting.  Comments from the Trash AHTG were compiled and 
incorporated into the discussion section of this memorandum.  The current draft of the trash 
assessment technical memorandum was approved by the AHTG at the November 4, 2002 Trash 
AHTG meeting.   
 
Development and implementation of trash assessment protocols is one component of the 
SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Trash Work Plans.  SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP will consider the 
recommendations included in this memorandum and comments from Regional Board staff and 
members of the BASMAA Monitoring Committee for future implementation of trash 
assessments.   
 
BACKGROUND 
 
A November 2001 Regional Board staff report proposes changes to the 1998 303(d) list of 
impaired water bodies in the Bay area.  The staff report states there “are excessive levels of trash 
in virtually all urbanized waterways of the San Francisco Bay Region.”  However, listing these 
waterways as impaired by trash is not proposed due to a lack of consistent assessment 
methodology.   
 
Instead, the staff report proposes placing all Bay area urban creeks, lakes, and shorelines on a 
preliminary or “monitoring” list due to the threat of trash to impair water quality.  It states that 
between now and the next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to assess trash 
impairments in their jurisdictions, as documented by storm water agencies in annual reports to the 
Regional Board.  The report recommends that the approach mirror the standard TMDL approach 
of defining the problem, identifying the sources through monitoring or existing information, and 
developing a program of action to address the principle sources.  Regional Board staff will review 
this specific information in the next listing cycle and determine whether specific water bodies 
warrant 303(d) listing for trash, and note the existence of relatively clean urban streams.   
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METHODS 
 
The RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment Version 6.0 was released to the public on September 25, 
2002.  The assessment was designed for several purposes, including ambient monitoring, 
evaluation of management actions, and evaluation of the effects of public access to trash 
condition of creeks.  The RWQCB began implementing the trash assessment in summer of 2002 
as part of their Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP).  
 
The assessment protocol includes identification and enumeration of all trash items that occur 
below high water line and along stream banks within a 100-foot section of stream.  The second 
part of the RWQCB protocol includes determination of condition for six assessment parameters 
(scores 0-20, higher score = less trash) using the narrative parameter descriptions provided in the 
assessment worksheet.  Program staff attended a training session on these protocols given by 
RWQCB staff.  In addition to implementing the assessment approach, Program staff took digital 
photographs at each site to determine if photo documentation could accurately depict level of 
trash and potential impairment. 
 
The pilot testing of the RWQCB’s approach did not include implementing the assessment during 
different seasons to determine temporal variation of trash condition at individual sites.  The pilot 
assessment was conducted in the fall to capture levels of trash in the creeks prior to winter rains, 
and before the national trash cleanup event that occurred on September 21st 2002. 
 
Assessments were completed over a two-day period in September 2002 at five stream locations 
within San Pedro Creek (Figure 1), a coastal watershed in San Mateo County, and four stream 
locations in Coyote Creek watershed (Figure 2), which is located in the eastern portion of the 
Santa Clara Valley and drains into the South Bay.  The assessment locations were selected based 
on several factors including known problem areas, land use type (residential, commercial, open 
space) and stream size.  Creek segments in Upper Penitencia (total =3) and San Pedro Creek 
(total = 5) were selected at different points in each respective watershed to represent varying 
degrees of urbanization, i.e., sites at the lower, middle and upper sections of the urbanized portion 
were surveyed within each watershed.  One site on Coyote Creek was sampled to identify the 
feasibility of this assessment approach in larger streams. 
 
RESULTS 
 
Individual parameters scores, total scores and the number of major trash item types for each 
assessment site are provided in Tables 1 and 2.  Major findings include: 
 


1) Known problem areas had the worst scores within each watershed.  The flea market 
site, although not previously identified as a problem area, had low trash scores (more 
trash) with an apparent chronic trash problem and should be considered a problem area.  
The two highest scores (less trash) were at the upper sites of each watershed, toward the 
edge of the urban boundary. 


   
2) Total scores (parameter scores combined) decreased and total trash items increased in 


the downstream direction.  Most of the individual assessment parameter scores also 
decreased in the downstream direction, with the exception of the human health 
parameter, which was consistently rated as sub-optimal at all but two sites.   
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Figure 1. Location of pilot trash assessments conducted in San Pedro Creek. 


Figure 2. Location of pilot trash assessments conducted in Upper Penitencia and Coyote 
Creek. 
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3) The survey worked best in Upper Penitencia and San Pedro Creeks because all areas of 


the stream habitat were accessible and generally visible.  The assessment at the site on 
Coyote Creek was less effective because the creek was too deep in some areas and the 
visibility too poor to accurately identify all trash items.  There were generally no 
problems identifying trash along the stream banks, although there was difficulty in 
some instances of identifying the upper boundary (see # 5).   


 
4) Digital photographs provided insufficient details to identify level of trash, estimate 


threats to water quality, or potential sources of trash.  The relative number of trash 
items and types of trash are not clearly distinguishable.  These results were consistent 
with earlier RWQCB evaluation.  The photos may be useful for identifying benchmarks 
that define site boundaries and for documenting the general conditions of the site. 


 
5) Using slightly different definitions for the stream bank boundary can have significant 


impact on the results.  Incorporating trash items along the edge of upper right bank 
adjacent to a parking lot (at lowest site in San Pedro Creek) resulted in decreasing the 
total score from 74 to 30.  Integrating trash for the upper section of streambank was 
questionable in this case because dense riparian vegetation appeared to prevent trash 
from entering the creek.  There was minimal evidence of trash in the creek.  


 
6) The lower site of San Pedro Creek and Upper Penitencia Creek (flea market) were 


cleaned up for trash shortly after the assessment.  If the assessment had been repeated 
after the cleanup, the trash scores would have been much improved.  


 
7) Eight of nine sites were rated poor for quantity of trash.  In contrast, half of these eight 


sites were qualitatively rated sub-optimal (visual estimation of trash problem).  As a 
result, conditions for qualitative and quantitative parameters were not very well 
correlated.   


 
8) The most common trash items for all sites were plastic (primarily bags, bottles and 


wrappers), biodegradable (mostly paper), and metal (aluminum foil wrappers and cans).  
Trash items were more prevalent below the water line, with the exception of paper, 
cigarette butts and glass bottles, which were more common on the stream banks. 


 
9) The trash items found that were considered potential threats to aquatic organism health 


were typically plastic (bags, bottles, wrappers) and other buoyant items (styrofoam and 
cigarette butts).  The condition rating for aquatic health parameter was largely based on 
the relative number of these items found (e.g., low, medium prevalence, large amount), 
regardless if the plastic items were in the creek or on the bank.  The scores typically 
decreased in the downstream direction. 


 
10) There were few trash items found considered to be threats to human health. The most 


common were sharp objects, such as glass and jagged metal.  There were animal feces 
and diapers found on the banks of two sites.  The condition for this parameter was never 
optimal because there was always glass found on-site; five of the nine sites were rated 
sub-optimal due to presence of glass.  There were no spatial trends observed for this 
parameter. 


 
11) Dumping and littering appear to be a major problem for some sites we assessed.  All 


four sites that were rated poor for this parameter had the lowest total scores and the 
highest number of trash items.  Three of these sites were commercial and one was 
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Table 1. Rapid trash assessment results from watersheds in Santa Clara and San Mateo County.  Individual trash assessment parameter scores  
range from 0-20, with low numbers representing poor conditions.  Similarly, low total score represents poor conditions. The sites marked with (*) 
refer to previously known trash problem areas. 


Trash Assessment Parameter Scores 
Location Description Site Id Land use Date 


Qual. Quant. Aquatic 
Life 


Human 
health 


Dump/ 
Litter Accum 


Total 
Score 


Santa Clara County (Upper Penitencia Creek)         
Fleamarket UP-1 Commercial 9/12/02 6 0 5 16 5 7 39 
Penitencia Park (lower) UP-2 Residential/park 9/12/02 13 4 11 3 12 10 53 
Penitencia Park (upper) UP-3 Residential/park 9/12/02 15 5 15 15 14 13 77 
Watson Park (Coyote)* C-1 Undeveloped Park 9/12/02 8 2 4 12 1 6 33 
San Mateo County (San Pedro Creek)          
Above Pacifica Beach* SPC-T-1 Commercial 9/20/02 6 1 4 5 5 9 30 
Behind Sanchez Art Center SPC-T-2 Residential 9/20/02 12 3 6 15 15 4 55 
Below Linda Mar Bridge SPC-T-3 Residential 9/20/02 12 3 8 15 14 5 57 
Above Oddstad Bridge SPC-T-4 Residential/park 9/20/02 15 6 14 15 13 19 82 
Behind Shopping Center 
(North Fork)* 


SPC-T-5 Commercial 9/20/02 1 0 1 11 5 1 19 


 
Table 2. Total number of items from each major category of trash tallied in trash assessments for nine locations in Santa Clara and San Mateo 
County.  Stream location “A” and “B” represents above and below, respectively, high water line.  


Site Id Plastic Biohazard Const 
Debris 


Misc. Metal Large 
Items 


Toxic Bio-
degradable 


Glass Fabric Total # 


Location B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A B A  
UP-1 77 85 0 0 3 0 2 13 10 4 0 0 0 0 35 36 0 0 1 4 270 
UP-2 22 7 2 0 5 0 2 0 14 0 0 0 1 0 6 6 6 0 2 1 74 
UP-3 17 13 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 4 0 0 0 0 7 12 2 1 1 0 61 
C-1 35 17 0 0 4 0 1 0 10 2 20 0 0 0 18 26 3 3 2 2 143 


SPC-T-1 32 46 0 1 2 0 1 61 4 6 0 0 0 0 4 64 0 1 0 1 223 
SPC-T-2 66 29 0 0 11 0 4 0 14 3 1 0 0 0 3 6 1 1 14 3 156 
SPC-T-3 80 10 0 0 8 0 14 1 11 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 2 0 1 1 132 
SPC-T-4 5 9 0 0 4 1 1 0 9 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 2 9 1 1 47 
SPC-T-5 205 31 0 0 11 17 14 3 29 11 4 1 0 0 19 4 0 11 2 4 366 


Total 539 247 2 1 48 19 41 78 102 32 25 2 1 0 96 156 16 26 24 17 1472 
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undeveloped parkland, which had low scores due to dumping.  A majority of the trash 
observed was from littering, not dumping.  
 


12) Accumulation of trash generally increases in the downstream direction as expected, 
with the exception of the lower site on San Pedro Creek, which had very little 
accumulated trash.  This may be due to yearly trash clean up events.  Only two of nine 
sites had less than five accumulated trash items; the rest of the sites were marginal or 
poor.     


 
 
 DISCUSSION 
 
The SCVURPPP Trash AHTG evaluated the results of the pilot assessment and the overall 
approach used in the RWQCB protocols.  The AHTG addressed the following questions to 
evaluate the utility of the RWQCB’s assessment protocols for assessing trash in urban streams:  
 


• What role should the RWQCB’s protocol play in assessing trash? (e.g., identify baseline 
levels of trash in urban creeks; document status and trends; identify trash sources; evaluate 
effectiveness of BMPs). 


• How feasible is the approach to assess all urban creeks in SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP 
jurisdictions? 


• Can the results be used to assess potential impairment to beneficial uses? 
• What refinements would enhance utility of the assessment approach? 


 
Role of Trash Assessment for SCVURPPP 
 
The Trash AHTG agreed that the RWQCB trash assessment could be used at specific reaches to 
establish baseline levels of trash during selected index periods.  The dry season is optimal time 
period to use RWQCB protocols since low water levels provides maximum access to streambed 
and banks to measure trash condition.  It is important to note the amount of trash documented in 
the assessment does not measure total amount of trash that enters and is transported in receiving 
waters, but rather more of a rapid estimate of trash condition for a snapshot in time in a limited 
number of locations.  The trash assessments are useful to identify and prioritize trash problem 
areas.  Future assessments could be conducted at these sites and index period using the same 
protocols to document status and trends or to help evaluate the effectiveness of targeted BMPs.  
In addition, the assessment results may assist in the identification of potential sources of trash and 
appropriate BMPs to implement.  Overall, the protocols would be useful in prioritizing and 
implementing management activities and measuring the effectiveness of these actions. 
 
One limitation identified by the AHTG is related to implementing the RWQCB protocols to 
characterize trash conditions for entire water bodies or subwatersheds.  The level of trash within a 
single waterbody is assumed to be highly variable due to changes in land use, accessibility, size 
of the watershed, and channel characteristics (e.g., gradient, stream vegetation).  Typically, many 
100-foot sections would need to be assessed to measure the range of trash conditions found 
within an entire creek.  Assessing some sections of creek and extrapolating the information to 
larger areas, however, could lead to misinterpretation of the results and potential listing for an 
entire waterbody based on data collected at a few reaches.  Further discussion on the feasibility of 
using the RWQCB protocols to assess trash for all creeks within SCVURPPP or SMSTOPPP 
jurisdiction is provided below. 
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Another limitation of the RWQCB protocols is that it was not designed to assess lakes, shorelines 
or sloughs, which are types of waterbodies that are identified on the Regional Board’s 
“monitoring” list due to the threat of trash to impair water quality.   
 
The Trash AHTG agreed that the RWQCB protocols provide a standardized approach to assess 
trash, which could be used on a regional basis.  Collaboration with other storm water programs 
and SWAMP using the same protocols would provide a larger data set for more detailed data 
analyses, which may include identifying relationships between trash condition and land use types.  
These relationships would assist managers in identifying potential trash problem areas and aid in 
selecting appropriate assessment locations.  In addition, compilation of assessment data taken in 
urban streams would be useful for statistically identifying thresholds used in the condition 
categories for each of the assessment parameter (see recommendation section below).  Program 
staff has started compiling trash assessment data gathered from Alameda County Cleanwater 
Program and Regional Board efforts. 
 
Feasibility of Assessing all SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP Creeks 
 
The Trash AHTG believed it was not feasible or cost-effective to use the RWQCB protocols to 
assess all creeks within the SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP jurisdiction.  High variability of trash 
conditions would be expected within sections of urban creeks.  In addition, an estimation of trash 
levels for a single creek would require numerous assessments.  It is more cost effective to assess 
already known trash problem areas or in land uses that are associated with litter or illegal 
dumping and then monitor these sites over time to determine trends or evaluate the effectiveness 
of BMPs.  The Trash AHTG agreed that a decision to spend resources on conducting trash 
assessments for all creeks in their jurisdiction needs to be weighed with efforts to resolve 
problems that have already been identified.  For example, schools and commercial areas are land 
uses that are often associated with trash-impacted areas. The Trash AHTG will identify a process 
for prioritizing creek segments (potentially on land use) and implementing trash assessments as a 
task in the SCVURPPP Trash Work Plan.  The proper entity (e.g., municipality/agency staff or 
volunteer citizen group) to conduct trash assessments will also be determined as a task in the 
Work Plan. 
 
Utility of Assessment to Measure Potential Impairment 
 
The trash AHTG identified several limitations of the protocol in linking trash assessment results 
with potential impairment to beneficial uses.  First, there is no clear linkage between type of trash 
items or number of trash items in a reach to beneficial use impairment.  There are no established 
criteria or threshold values of specific trash items that can be used to estimate the relative 
impairment to most beneficial uses.  An exception may be using both quantitative and qualitative 
assessment parameters to evaluate the aesthetic quality of streams for recreational beneficial uses.  
Two parameters (aquatic and human health) identify specific trash items that may affect 
beneficial use attainment, but more than the presence of these items is needed to determine the 
level of impairment.  For example, there is no method to determine how many small persistent 
trash items (e.g., styrofoam pellets) are necessary to impact aquatic biota.  In addition, the link 
between human health and the presence of human diapers or animal feces within a 100-foot 
section of stream has not been clearly established.  These trash items may not have direct contact 
with the water and in some cases, may not even contain human pathogens.  Furthermore, the 
threat to human health ranking does not take into account the potential level of public exposure.  
Exposure to contaminated water or sharp objects (e.g., glass and metal) is dependent on the level 
of accessibility to a creek (e.g., fences limit access to creeks) and creek conditions (e.g., depth of 
water).    
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Recommendations for Modifying Protocols 
 
The RWQCB protocols were designed to assess both rural and urban stream conditions.  The 
threshold values used to identify conditions for some of the assessment parameters may be too 
conservative and not adequately represent the range of conditions typically found in urban 
streams.   As a result, most urban creek segments are likely to fall into the poor or marginal 
categories.  Ubiquitous low scores for all urban creeks would not provide adequate resolution to 
distinguish spatial or temporal variation in trash conditions.   
 
The RWQCB protocols are intended to assist in management decisions, such as source 
identification.  The utility for the protocols to identify trash sources could be enhanced if litter 
and illegal dumping were distinguished to better assist managers in the identification of 
appropriate BMPs to reduce the trash.  In addition, new trash item categories should be added to 
enhance evaluation of BMP effectiveness, such as recycling programs.  For example, tallying 
aluminum cans and plastic bottles that are labeled with California Redemption Value (CRV) 
symbol, along with non-CRV cans and bottles can help determine if recycling programs are 
effective at reducing trash in creeks. 
 
Additional information should also be included in the assessment procedures.  The assessment 
datasheet should include a place to indicate if an enforcement action or cleanup event is needed.  
Previous history of trash management activities (e.g., previous or planned cleanup events; known 
trash problem area) should be documented.  Photo documentation should be used when at sites 
with large amounts of trash. 
 
Based on the pilot evaluation, Table 3 lists some limitations of the RWQCB protocols for 
conducting trash assessments of urban creeks and provides recommended modifications.  These 
modifications could be incorporated as an “urban management version” of the RWQCB protocols 
and not result in changes to the original protocols being used for the SWAMP program.    The 
Trash AHTG will coordinate all recommended modification of the protocols with other 
stormwater programs, BASMAA Monitoring Committee and the RWQCB staff in order to 
develop a standardized approach for conducting trash assessments on a regional basis.  The 
SCVURPPP and SMSTOPPP have identified tasks in their respective Work Plans to consider the 
recommendations to modify RWQCB assessment methodology for the purpose of developing a 
tool to evaluate trash problem areas.  The assessment approach should also be evaluated in the 
future for continuous improvement as additional assessment results become available.
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Table 3. Recommended Modifications to RWQCB Assessment Parameters 
Trash Assessment 
Parameter 


Limitation Recommendation 


Actual Number of Trash 
Items 


Numerical thresholds used 
to rate categories too 
conservative and not 
representative for range of 
conditions in urban streams 


Compile additional assessment 
results from urban streams and 
statistically compute ranges. 


 Difficult to evaluate BMP 
effectiveness for existing 
trash item categories  


Include additional categories useful 
for evaluating BMP effectiveness 
(e.g., distinction between recyclable 
and non-recyclable cans and 
bottles) 


Threat to Aquatic Life Subjective rating (little, 
medium, large) for number 
of persistent trash items may 
not provide consistent 
results. 


Compile additional assessment 
results for specific trash items 
found in urban streams and 
statistically compute ranges. 


 Equal weighing for trash 
above and below water line. 


Place greater weight on trash below 
water line.  Define water line mark 
as the bankfull channel. 


Threat to Human Health Human health threats are 
determined only by presence 
of specified trash items, not 
on potential for exposure. 


Include additional rating for 
potential risk of exposure (e.g., 
public access: good/poor; wadable 
habitat: yes/no). 


Illegal dumping and 
Littering 


Doesn’t provide a 
mechanism to distinguish 
two different trash sources. 


Separate into two separate 
categories to enhance distinction of 
trash sources. 


Illegal dumping and 
Littering 


Litter categories do not 
address accumulation from 
adjacent land uses that result 
from wind. 


Include narrative description to rate 
wind accumulated litter from 
adjacent land uses; expand its 
definition of “shoreline littering” to 
include “litter within creek and 
banks that appear to originate from 
adjacent land uses.” 


Accumulation of trash Numerical thresholds used 
to rate categories not 
representative for range of 
conditions in urban streams. 


Compile additional assessment 
results from urban streams and 
statistically compute ranges. 
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ATTACHMENT D


 Co- Permittee: _______________ Contact Person: _______________ Position: _______________ 
Phone: _______________ E-mail: _______________ Date: _______________ 


 
1. Does your municipality/agency conduct or participate in the following trash management activities: 
   Frequency of Activity 
Household Hazardous Waste Collection £ Yes £ No ________ 
Solid waste recycling program £ Yes £ No ________ 
Curb-side recycling program £ Yes £ No ________ 
Respond to trash complaints £ Yes £ No ________ 
Litter pick-up and control £ Yes £ No ________ 
Trash removal from receptacles £ Yes £ No ________ 
Street sweeping £ Yes £ No ________ 
Storm drain operations and maintenance  £ Yes £ No ________ 
Inspection and maintenance of storm drain outfalls in creeks £ Yes £ No ________ 
Free trash pick-up and /or drop-off days £ Yes £ No ________ 
Reduced trash collection fees for low-income residents £ Yes £ No ________ 
Removal of homeless encampments along waterways £ Yes £ No ________ 
Anti-litter campaigns £ Yes £ No ________ 
Volunteer creek clean-up programs £ Yes £ No ________ 
  
2. Which departments of your municipality/agency are responsible for trash management activities/programs and/or the 


enforcement of litter laws?  
 


3. Provide the role of each department in trash management and/or litter/solid waste enforcement (e.g., Grounds Dept- 
litter control in parks and medians). 


 
 


4. How does your agency determine the effectiveness of existing trash management activities or programs?  How do you 
document effective trash management practices?   What, if any, future plans do you have to improve documentation? 
 
 


5. What incentive programs are in place to reduce litter and illegal dumping? Do disincentives (e.g., expensive landfill 
tipping fees, few trash receptacles, etc.) exist which prevent proper trash management? 


 
 


6. What mechanisms does your municipality/agency use to document trash complaints and/or incidents?  (e.g., report 
forms; database) 
 


7. What, if any, ordinances are in place to enforce litter or illegal solid waste dumping laws?  What, if any, enforcement 
actions are available to remedy illegal dumping or trash-related violations?  Do you have mechanisms to collect 
penalties?  If so, what are they?  
 


8. What additional activities and/or programs do you feel would improve your agency’s ability to manage litter and illegal 
dumping?  
 


 
9. Provide interesting anecdotes relating to trash management and/or litter/solid waste enforcement.  Provide any 


additional information you wish to share. 
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ATTACHMENT E 
 
Preliminary Reports Documenting Existing Trash Management Practices and 
Policies of the SCVURPPP Co-permittee Municipalities and Agencies  
 
Program staff developed and distributed an existing trash management practices survey 
form to individual Co-permittee staff (Attachment D).  The main purpose of the survey 
was to document existing trash management practices and policies for each Co-
permittee.  The survey responses were compiled and entered into a Microsoft Access® 
database.  Preliminary reports were generated from the database to document existing 
trash management practices and policies implemented by the Co-permittees.  The first 
report contains Co-permittee responses to survey question number one; the second 
report contains responses from survey questions 2 - 9.  The Trash AHTG reviewed 
these reports and commented on the utility of this information at the December 18 Trash 
AHTG to help in the development of the Trash Work Plan.   
 
The AHTG determined that additional information to the survey data reports would 
enhance the report and assist the Program to better evaluate the effectiveness of 
existing management practices and to identify where potential management actions are 
needed.  As part of the Trash Work Plan, Program staff will continue to collect 
information (and data sources) related to existing trash management practices and 
policies of agencies within the SCVURPPP jurisdiction.  Additional surveys and 
interviews with individual Co-permittees will assist in filling in the gaps and provide a 
more detailed and comprehensive documentation of existing trash management and 
monitoring activities.  In addition, the location of known trash problem areas will be 
collected from the Co-permittee agencies to assist in the evaluation of current 
management practices. 







Co-permittee Existing Trash Management Practices Survey
Detail Report


1. Does your municipality/agency conduct or participate in the following trash management activities:


Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping


Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


Cupertino


On-going
On-going
Variable
As Required
On-going
On-going
Variable


Annually
N/A
Biannual
On-going
As Required
N/A
Biennial


Biweekly at homes.  Weekly (minimum) at apartments and businesses.
Not a frequent problem
Regularly picked up by City staff on Stevens Creek and De Anza Blvds.
Picked up at parks and main streets.
City contractor sweeps commercial areas once a week.  Residential areas are swept twice a week.  Approximately 50 % of 
streets have sweeping and  no parking signs.
Storm drain inlets are vacuumed out annually.
Maintained by SCVWD.
Two on-call disposal days a year.
Senior, low-income rates available.
Not common in Cupertino.
Never been an important problem in Cupertino.
Every other year or so- if warranted by litter in creeks.


Activity Frequency Notes


Household hazardous waste collection


Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


Los Altos


Variable


N/A
Bimonthly
Complaint Dri
Variable
Daily
Variable
Annually
Annually
Biannual
N/A
As Required
N/A
N/A


Administered by the County.  Available by appointment with Sunnyvale being the closest location.  Los Altos does host a 
collection event one week/year by appointment.


Responses are made when complaint is received.  Action will depend on the complaint.
City parks are cleaned-up daily.  City boulevards are cleaned-up monthly.  Various events are cleaned-up after completion.
Commercial areas and City Parks are picked-up daily.
Residential streets are swept monthly and streets within commercial areas are swept weekly.
Cleaned annually and additionally as needed.


By appointment


Activity Frequency Notes
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Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


Los Altos Hills


N/A
Weekly
Weekly
Upon Request
Upon Request
Routine
Biannual
Annually
Annually
Occasionally
N/A
N/A
N/A
Biannual


By contract


By events


Volunteering events


Activity Frequency Notes


Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


Milpitas


By Appointme
Weekly
Weekly
Complaint Dri
As Required
Daily
Variable
Annually
Biannual
Bimonthly
N/A
As Required
On-going
Biannual


Commercial (weekly), Residential (bimonthly).  Milpitas sweeps approximately 10,000 curb miles/year.


Landfill drop-off- Second and fourth Saturday of each month.


Requested by the Police
Informational letters
In May and September


Activity Frequency Notes


Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


Mountain View


Weekly
On-going
On-going
Complaint Dri
On-going
On-going
Variable
Variable
N/A
Biannual
N/A
Complaint Dri
On-going
Biannual


County HHW


Routine, varies by district
Routine, varies by area


On a complaint basis
Regular articles and education regarding proper trash management (schools)
Two city events per year.


Activity Frequency Notes
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Household hazardous waste collection


Solid waste recycling program


Curb-side recycling program


Respond to trash complaints


Litter pick-up and control


Trash removal from receptacles


Street sweeping


Stormdrain operations and maintenance


Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days


Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


Palo Alto


Variable


Daily


Weekly


Variable


Variable


Variable


Variable


Variable


As Required
Annually


On-going
As Required
As Required
Variable


Palo Alto provides a drop-off location rather than a collection event(s).  Drop-off is available five days/week for mercury, silver 
and organophosphate pesticides; daily for oil antifreeze and batteries and monthly for all other hazardous waste streams..
Backyard pick-up of recyclables and green waste available for the handicapped.  The Palo Alto Landfill, Recycling Center, and 
green waste composting area are open to residents 7 days/week at extremely reasonable rates.  Recycling and green waste 
areas are free.
Weekly, backyard pick-up.  Weekly curbside recycling (bottle, cans, paper, dry-cell batteries, certain plastics, cardboard).  Weekly 
curbside green waste pick-up.
Messy dumpster areas are brought to the attention of the property owner, verbally first, then via letter.  If compliance does not 
result, the sanitation company (City contractor) can clean the area and bill the property owner.  In addition, trash on private 
property is a Palo Alto Municipal Code ( PAMC) violation (esp. visible trash – front yard). Incoming complaints result in: a) 
Logging and tracking; b) Inspection within 5 days; c) Notice of Violation (NCR form delivered or posted.); d) Can be followed by 
letter; e) Can be followed by administrative penalty and criminal action.
a) University Avenue Patrol (Green Machine)- Daily- July 1 through December 31; Five days/week- January 1 through June 30.  
Hot spots program- Patrol of identified roadside areas known to accumulate trash.  Persons who litter are subject to action by 
the Police Department. The California Vehicle Code is used to prosecute cases of littering from a moving vehicle.  Cases are 
investigated and appropriate ones are referred to the District Attorney.  The California Penal Code or the PAMC is used to 
prosecute other cases of littering.  Penal Code cases are referred to the District Attorney and PAMC cases are referred to the 
City Attorney.  Complaints and observations of trash result in clean-up by City Staff (or SCVWD staff for most creek-bed areas).  
If the responsible party is known, the facts are referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and Community Environment 
Department) for enforcement.  Land fill Litter Control- Litter migration from the working face of the Landfill is controlled 
primarily through the use of the alternate daily cover tarps, weekly cover and the use of permanent and portable fencing.  Litter 
is routinely picked up by landfill personnel on an as-needed basis.  Materials dropped off from vehicles that may pose a hazard 
are picked up immediately. In the event of high winds, temporary staff is brought on to augment permanent staff, if needed, to 
pick up windblown litter.
Daily from July 1 through December 31. Five days/week January 1 through June 30.
b) Hot spots program: Patrol of identified roadside areas known to accumulate trash.
Sanitation Company (contractor) removes spilled or overflowing containers as well as trash in the containers; Sanitation 
Company is required to clean up trash if it spills.  Fines are possible.  Trash receptacles are emptied by Sanitation Company 
(City contractor) at various frequencies depending on location.  Trash pick-up of grounds is performed at various frequencies by 
either City staff or maintenance contractor depending on location.
a) Three times per week in Major Commercial Areas (University and California Avenues); b) Weekly in other areas; c) Highway 
101 - State responsibility; d) Oregon & Foothill Expressways – County responsibility.
a) Each catch basin cleaned each fall (annually); b) If debris is observed in a line next to a catch basin, the line is flushed; c) 
Special areas are addressed as needed (e.g. construction site areas after the project is over.); d) Enforcement actions for 
discharges to the storm drain are taken when intentional discharges are observed; e) Residents and Businesses who sweep 
excess leaves or debris into the street are notified (via door hanger) of the code violation; f) If the practice continues, it is 
referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and Community Environment Department).
Typically, there are no locations where trash collects.
a) Residential (less than 5 units); b) By appointment (by phone); c) Four Bulky (furniture) items; d) Other items unlimited; e) 
Free; f) One visit allowed per year.
Weekly trash collection is avaliable.


Note:  The cleaning of most creek reaches within Palo Alto are the responsibility of the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
(SCVWD).  Certain reaches of San Francisquito Creek are the responsibility of Palo Alto.  Each Fall (annually) a San 
Francisquito Creek walk is conducted with other agencies to identify clean-up of debris which is needed.  Debris and trash is 
then removed.  Creek Cleaning by Citizen Groups (Community Services and Public Works)- The City and organized citizen 
groups participate in  Coastal Clean-up Day to clean creeks and the Baylands.  Citizen groups bag trash and City crews pick it 
up.
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Household hazardous waste collection


Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles


Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days


Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


San Jose


Variable


Variable
Weekly
On-going
On-going
Variable


Variable
Annually
Annually
On-going


On-going
Monthly
On-going
Biannual


Drop-off: By appointment for 3% of HH/yr. Curbside: Weekly collection of used oil and filters for all single-family HH and by 
arrangement for multi-family complexes.
Varies—most materials can be recycled at multiple locations Monday-Saturday.
Weekly collection (Monday-Friday)
Continuous (mostly during business hours)


ESD/IWM (contract with Stevens Creek Disposal & Recycling)- one to six times per week, as needed.  General Services/Parks 
Maintenance and PRNS/Regional Parks staff- one to seven times per week or more, as needed.  DOT (contract with Universal 
Maintenance)-  twice daily
Residential: semi-monthly.  Business and arterials: varies.
27,000 + storm drain inlets serviced annually (after leaf drop)
700+ outfalls inspected annually and maintained as needed and as budget allows.
78(?) neighborhood cleanups per year.  One in each Strong Neighborhood Initiative area, plus several related to Code 
activities).
$450,000 per year in General Fund subsidy
Usually the third Saturday
Started in 2002
Coordinated through Creek Connection Action Group


Activity Frequency Notes


Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


Santa Clara


On-going
Weekly
As Required
As Required
Weekly
Variable
Annually


Seasonal
As Required
As Required


On-going at landfill sites.


Weekly?
Weekly/Biweekly


one clean-up campaign and two free droff-offs
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Household hazardous waste collection


Solid waste recycling program


Curb-side recycling program


Respond to trash complaints


Litter pick-up and control


Trash removal from receptacles


Street sweeping


Stormdrain operations and maintenance


Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls


Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days


Sunnyvale


Variable


Daily


Weekly


On-going


On-going


Variable


Variable


As Required


Annually


Seasonal


City participates in Countywide HHW program and augments funding to provide service to as many households as wish to 
participate. County HHW collection event at Carl Road facility occurs the third Saturday of each month from 8 AM - 1 PM and 
is open to all Sunnyvale residents (no appointment necessary and at no charge).  County residents can also make an 
appointment to drop off material at this location.  Motor oil and oil filters are picked up with curbside recyclables for Sunnyvale 
residents, when placed in special one-gallon oil jugs and plastic oil filter bags. Sunnyvale, Mountain View, and Palo Alto 
residents can bring motor oil, oil filters, antifreeze, batteries (both household and vehicle), and fluorescent tubes to the SMaRT 
station from 8 AM - 5 PM, 7 days a week for recycling.
Businesses and residents from any community may bring their recyclables to the SMaRT Station Recycling Center from 8 AM - 
5 PM, 7 days a week.
Sunnyvale provides weekly (single family and multi-family) residential curb-side recycling program for tin/aluminum beverage 
containers, plastics (#1-7), glass food and beverage containers, newspaper, used oil and oil filters, and corrugated cardboard.  
White or other colored paper, junk mail, envelopes, magazines, or waxed food boxes are recovered at the SMaRT station.
Public Works, Solid Waste Division - Solid Waste Contractor responds to complaints related to trash collection activities (e.g., 
blowing debris, litter from collection process, and missed collections).  They also respond to open dumpster, litter complaints at 
businesses. Response times to complaints received must be within 8 hours (1 working day-contract requirement). 
Public Works, Field Services Division - Field Services staff respond to complaints of trash in roadways, medians, rights-of-way, 
sidewalks, and City easements.  Emergency responses to roadway hazards must occur within 3 hours of receipt of the call.  Non-
hazardous, non-emergency complaints are responded to within two working days.
Community Development -Neighborhood Preservation responds to trash/nuisance calls on private property. Staff have three 
working days to respond to a complaint.  Their goal is to resolve it within 30 days. Resolution usually occurs within 20 days. 
However, it may sometimes take longer if legal procedures are needed to resolve a complaint.
Public Safety responds to dumping of hazardous materials, illegal dumping, and homeless encampments/trespass complaints. 
Staff respond immediately to hazardous or dangerous complaints.  They have up to three days to respond to non-threatening 
or nuisance complaints.
Public Works/Solid Waste Division requires SMaRT Station contractor to pick up litter from areas with high truck traffic/potential 
for litter on the way to the SMaRT Station (e.g. Borregas Ave, Carl Rd, Mathilda Ave north of Highway 237, Caribbean Drive). 
Clean ups of these areas are scheduled for twice each week.  Refuse collection contractor is required to clean up materials 
spilled during collection. 
Public Works -Field Services Division schedules street sweeping to occur every two weeks in residential areas for the day after 
garbage collection day.  They pick up debris from streets on an emergency basis (within 3 hours of a notice).   They also pick 
up litter from public rights-of-way, city easements, and pedestrian walkways when notified of a problem.
Public Works - Field Services and Boulevard Landscape field crews sweep or vacuum sidewalks and plazas every other week.  
Murphy Avenue is cleaned twice each week, due to the high traffic in the area. 
Parks and Recreation Dept. staff pick up litter from parks on a daily basis in summer months (April - October) and Monday - 
Friday in winter months (November - March).
Public Works/ Solid Waste Division contracts with waste hauling company to empty litter receptacles weekly or as needed in 
commercial areas.  Valley Transit Authority is responsible for emptying litter receptacles at major bus/transit stops.
Parks and Rec. Dept. staff empty waste and recycling receptacles in parks daily (or more frequent basis if there is an event) into 
the park dumpster and recycling bins in summer months.  They remove trash and recyclables from receptacles Monday - Friday 
in winter months.  Waste hauling contractor empties dumpsters/recycle bins daily in summer months and every 2-3 days in 
winter months.
City streets are swept twice each month, usually the day after garbage collection in residential areas.  The Downtown District 
and City parking lots are swept three times a week. Extra sweeping requests can be made in conjunction with a trash complaint.
All municipal catch basins are inspected annually, and cleaned out, if needed.  They are also cleaned out on an “as needed” 
basis if there is a complaint.
Storm Drain outfalls are inspected annually. Storm drain pump stations are inspected weekly.  They are also inspected just 
prior to and almost hourly after major storm events.
•Spring and fall clean ups have “extended” curbside collection for city residents.  These events last for four weeks and residents 
can dispose of bulky goods or household debris on their regular garbage day at no extra charge.  Loose items must be bagged 
or boxed or otherwise containerized for collection.  •During each spring and fall clean up, the City offers two “extra dump 
weekends” where residents can dispose of garbage, refuse (especially large bulky items) free of charge at the SMaRT Station.  
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Reduced trash fees for low-income residents


Removal of homeless encampments


Anti-litter campaigns


Volunteer creek clean-up programs


N/A


As Required


On-going


N/A


•In conjunction with recognized neighborhood associations, there may be a specific neighborhood clean up event where roll-
off debris boxes are placed throughout a neighborhood for a specific weekend, then picked up Monday morning.   
Neighborhood residents who are unable to participate in other no-cost disposal options can use them.
Fee reductions are not available.  However, there are different choices for level of service (limited quantity - 32 gallon can vs. 
unlimited).  Residents can chose to pay for limited service for a lesser fee, then take advantage of spring/fall clean up free 
“extra dump” day activities.
Community Development - Neighborhood Preservation can, with assistance of Public Safety staff, remove homeless 
encampments within city limits.  Public works department staff will provide equipment to remove trash and debris.  This is done 
on an as-needed basis, based on complaints received.
•Anti-littering messages were developed and sent out as a part of Environmental Outreach program efforts (e.g., transit 
advertising, movie theatre slide shows) during a two-month period in 2002.  •Litter source reduction messages (e.g., keep storm 
drains cleared of yard debris, options for disposing of various wastes) are sent out through semi-annual Solid Waste Recycling 
newsletter as well as in utility bill stuffers several times each year. •The Solid Waste Service Guide is mailed to all residents 
and businesses.  It contains information about the proper procedures for preparing solid waste for recycling or disposal.
Sunnyvale does not have its own creek clean up program. However, it does support and promote the creek clean up activities 
and Adopt-A-Creek programs promoted by the Santa Clara Valley Water District.


Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


West Valley Communities (Campbell)


N/A
Weekly
Weekly
Daily
Daily
Variable
Variable
Seasonal
Seasonal
Annually
On-going
As Required
On-going
Variable


Santa Clara County provides service for Campbell
Residential only.  Conducted by Green Valley Disposal Company.
Residential only.  Separate bins for recyclables and yard waste.


One to three times/month
Commercial (once/week), Residential (twice/month)
Once/year
Once/year
Fall cleanup
Reduced rates for senior citizens
On occasion
Anti-litter messages are distributed through publications, newspapaer and radio announcements.
Two creek cleanups (May and October) are conducted per year.  Other litter clean-up activiites are conducted through Adopt-a-
Creek.  Litter is also removed from road off-ramps.


Activity Frequency Notes


Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


West Valley Communities (Los Gatos)


On-going
On-going
Variable
Daily
Daily
Frequent
Variable
Seasonal
Seasonal
Biannual
On-going
As Required
On-going
On-going


Santa Clara County HHW provides for Town of Los Gatos.
No 1/2 time position to administer AB939 activities.
Residential one day/week; Commercial one to three times/week.


three to four times/week
Commercial: once/week; Residential: twice/month
once/year
once/year
Spring and Fall Clean Up; twice/year


Education and Outreach
Throughout the year.
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Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


West Valley Communities (Monte Sereno)


Monthly
Weekly
Weekly
As Required
N/A
N/A
Monthly
Biannual
Biannual
Biannual
N/A
N/A
Variable
Biannual


Biannually and before/after any major storm event
Biannually and before/after any major storm event


Conducted by WVCWP
Events in May and September


Activity Frequency Notes


Household hazardous waste collection


Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


West Valley Communities (Saratoga)


Annually


Annually
Weekly
As Required
As Required
Weekly
Weekly
As Required
As Required
Annually
N/A
N/A
On-going
Biannual


One HHW collection event is conducted once/year within Saratoga.  Residents may contact County HHW  to schedule an 
appointment at any time.


Handled by the WVCWP.
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Household hazardous waste collection


Solid waste recycling program


Curb-side recycling program


Respond to trash complaints


Litter pick-up and control


Trash removal from receptacles


Street sweeping


Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days


Reduced trash fees for low-income residents


Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns


Volunteer creek clean-up programs


Santa Clara County


On-going


On-going


On-going


As Required


On-going


On-going


Variable


Seasonal
Seasonal
Variable


On-going


As Required
On-going


On-going


Services provided through County HHW Disposal Program: Residents make appointment for dropoff of waste at permanent or 
mobile collection location. Franchised service providers provide for weekly or bi-weekly collection of used oil and used oil 
filters for residential customers; latex paint is collected at curbside/streetside in Lexington Hills residenial service area.
Varies—most materials can be recycled at multiple locations Monday-Saturday. Ongoing waste reduction and recycling 
outreach through participation in countywide and regional outreach campaigns, outreach by franchise service providers, 
information provided on countywide recycling website ReduceWaste.org.
Franchises provide for collection of a wide range of recyclable materials, green waste recycling, used oil and oil filters, and 
seasonal collection of holiday trees. Residential recycling collection is weekly or biweekly. Drop off of green waste is included 
in services for residential customers in the South County unincorporated area through a voucher program. All other areas have 
weekly or biweekly collection of residential yard waste. Weekly recycling and green waste collection services are provided at 
the option of the business customer.
Few complaints are received. County staff and franchised service providers respond to complaints. Action requirements vary, 
according to the nature of the complaint. Roads and Airports Department removes large items from unincorporated roadways.
County Roads Department has an ongoing program for litter collection on County maintained roads and highways. County 
franchise agreements require service providers to clean up any spills and to report observed illegal dump sites to County 
Environmental Health.  The  Graffiti and Litter Abatement Program partners with the Probation Department's Juvenile Court 
Work Program to provide litter collection on a weekly basis in unincorporated pocket areas of the County.
Generally not applicable, because there are few unincorporated civic center areas. San Martin downtown area has litter and 
recycling receptacles; waste is collected by franchised service provider. Litter cleanup around collection containers is the 
responsibility of the adjacent businesses.
County Roads Department sweeps expressways on a monthly basis; and does limited street sweeping of unincorporated 
residential streets in response to complaints.
Seasonal and as needed
Seasonal and as needed
Note that cost of services is included in service rates -- no services are "free." Provisions vary by service area. Franchise 
agreements provide for drop off days, community cleanup events, and/or on-call disposal days.
Low-income service rates are provided for in all service areas. Also on-premises collection services are available to customers 
with physical disabilities that make curbside setout difficult.
Yes, as needed. (usually under expressways)
The Graffiti and Litter Abatement Program, District Attorney's Office and Roads and Airports Department partner with the City 
of San Jose on the Pick Up San Jose Task Force, which will expand Countywide in 2003.  The countywide task force will 
participate in The Great American Clean Up on May 10, 2003.  The litter task force includes 3 subcommittees: eradication, 
education, and enforcement.
SCVWD is responsible for creek cleanup.
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Household hazardous waste collection
Solid waste recycling program
Curb-side recycling program
Respond to trash complaints
Litter pick-up and control
Trash removal from receptacles
Street sweeping
Stormdrain operations and maintenance
Inspection and maintenance of stormdrain outfalls
Free trash pick-up and/or drop-off days
Reduced trash fees for low-income residents
Removal of homeless encampments
Anti-litter campaigns
Volunteer creek clean-up programs


SCVWD


N/A
Daily
N/A
Daily
Weekly
N/A
As Required
Annually
As Required
N/A
N/A
Bimonthly
Occasionally
Biannual


District actvities


During district construction projects.


Following complaints.


Each group must conduct two cleanups a year.
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 Co-Permittee  Answer Comparison
Existing Trash Management Practices Survey


Which departments of your municipality/agency are responsible for trash management activities/programs and/or 
the enforcement of litter laws? 
Provide the role of each department in trash management and/or litter/solid waste enforcement (e.g., 
Grounds Dept-litter control in parks and medians).


2.


3.


Cupertino -Trash management: Environmental Division (Public Works Department) 
-Enforcement of litter laws: City Code Enforcement (but this is not a big problem in Cupertino—city staff 
routinely monitor and clean up the few areas known to have some littering)
-Large dumping incidents would involve the County Sheriff’s Department


Parks trash: Public Works Dept. empties trash and recycling bins
Street trash:  
Bus stop trash bins/litter: Public Works Dept. and the County Valley Transportation Agency share the 
responsibility of emptying trash containers and cleaning up any litter at bus stops.
Illegal dumping on streets: Public Works responds and cleans up dumping if violator can’t be identified


2.


3.


Los Altos Public Works and Police Departments


The Public Works Department conducts maintenance and cleanup.  The Police Department conducts 
enforcement and reporting.


2.


3.


Los Altos Hills Public Works


Public Works is responsible for trash management and/or litter/solid waste enforcement.


2.


3.


Milpitas Utility Engineering and Planning, Recreation & Neighborhood Preservation Department


Management of Solid Waste, Recycling and Yard Waste Recycling Program by Utility Engineering including 
annual promotional campaigns and school projects.   Litter control in parks, streets and right-of-way 
landscaped areas is handled by Public Works.


2.


3.


Mountain View The City has many departments involved in the above activities depending on where the litter is found or 
responsibilities for maintenance:  Police, Public Works, Community Services, Fire Department, and the City 
Attorney’s Office (code enforcement).  Most of the trash management is in the form of the City’s franchised 
hauler collection of trash and recycling from all sectors overseen by the Solid Waste Section in Public 
Works.  Litter collection is handled by Public Works (Streets), and volunteer activities (creek clean up) 
through the Fire Department; and Community Services (Parks & Roadways).  Enforcement of litter problems 
on private non-apartment properties is handled by the City Attorney’s office through Code Enforcement.


-The Community Services Department maintains City parks, roadway medians, and landscape outside City 
facilities, which includes litter removal.  The Community Services Department also contracts Park Ranger 
services for patrolling and maintaining Shoreline Park and the Stevens Creek Trail.  Rangers also conduct 
litter control activities.
-Police Department coordinates homeless camp removal along with Community Services Department.
-Public Works, Solid Waste and Recycling Section oversees garbage franchise with Foothill Disposal, 
including garbage and recycling collection programs.  This Section also enforces the solid waste ordinance.
-City Attorney’s Office, Code Enforcement Division, enforces nuisance (junk, etc.) violations found on private 
properties (not apartments) (including illegal dumping); and the Fire Department enforces nuisances and 
housing codes on apartment properties.
-Public Services Dept, Streets Section, responds to illegal dumping on public properties for clean-up.  
-Fire Department, Fire and Environmental Compliance Section coordinate 2-3 creek clean-up events per year 
with a local volunteer organization, Friends of Stevens Creek Trail.


2.


3.
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Palo Alto Police, Public Works, Community Services and the Planning and Community Environmental Departments.


1. Street Sweeping Program (Public Works Department)
A. Three times per week in Major Commercial Areas (University and California Avenues)
B. Weekly in other areas.
C. Highway 101 - State responsibility.
D. Oregon & Foothill Expressways – County responsibility.


2. Sidewalk and Roadside Litter Patrol (Public Works Dept)
A. University Avenue Patrol (Green Machine)
Daily from July 1 through December 31
Five days/week January 1 through June 30
B. Hot spots program
Patrol of identified roadside areas known to accumulate trash.


3. Collection Program (Public Works Department)
A. Weekly, backyard pick-up.
B. Weekly curbside recycling (bottle, cans, paper, dry-cell batteries, certain plastics, cardboard).
C. Weekly curbside green waste pick-up.
D. Backyard pick-up of recyclables and green waste available for the handicapped.
E. Sanitation Company (contractor) removes spilled or overflowing containers as well as trash in the 
containers.
F. Sanitation Company is required to clean up trash it spills.  Fines are possible.


4. Annual “Clean-up Day” (Public Works Department)
A. Residential (less than 5 units)
B. By appointment (by phone)
C. Four Bulky (furniture) items
D. Other items unlimited
E. Free
F. One visit allowed per year.


5. Storm Drain System Cleaning (Public Works Department)
A. Each catch basin cleaned each fall (annually)
B. If debris is observed in a line next to a catch basin, the line is flushed.
C. Special areas are addressed as needed (e.g. construction site areas after the project is over.)
D. Enforcement actions for discharges to the storm drain are taken when intentional discharges are 
observed.
E. Residents and Businesses who sweep excess leaves or debris into the street are notified (via door 
hanger) of the code violation.  If the practice continues, it is referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and 
Community Environment Department).
 
6. Creek Cleaning by Staff (Public Works Department)
Note:  The cleaning of most creek reaches within Palo Alto are the responsibility of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District (SCVWD).  Certain reaches of San Francisquito Creek are the responsibility of Palo Alto, and 
those reaches are addressed below:


A. Each Fall (annually) a San Francisquito Creek walk is conducted with other agencies to identify clean-up 
of debris which is needed.  Debris and trash is then removed.


7. Creek Cleaning by Citizen Groups (Community Services and Public Works)
A. The City helps with Coastal Clean-up Day and other organized citizen affords to clean creeks and the 
Baylands.  Citizen groups bag trash and City crews pick it up.


8. Dumpster Area Clean-up (Public Works Department)
Messy dumpster areas are brought to the attention of the property owner, verbally first, then via letter.  If 
compliance does not result, the sanitation company (City contractor) can clean the area and bill the property 
owner.


9. Trash on Private Property Enforcement Program (Planning and Community Environmental Department)
Trash on private property is a P.A.M.C. violation (esp. visible trash – front yard).
Incoming complaints result in:
A. Logging and tracking.
B. Inspection within 5 days.


2.


3.
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C. Notice of Violation (NCR form delivered or posted.)
D.Can be followed by letter.
E.Can be followed by:
-Administrative Penalty
-Criminal Action.


10. Litter Enforcement (Police Department)
-Persons who litter are subject to action by the Police Department.
-The California Vehicle Code is used to prosecute cases of littering from a moving vehicle.  Cases are 
investigated and appropriate ones are referred to the District Attorney.
-The California Penal Code or the Palo Alto Municipal Code (PAMC) is used to prosecute other cases of 
littering.  Penal Code cases are referred to the District Attorney and PAMC cases are referred to the City 
Attorney.


11. Trash on Public Right-of-Way/Lands (Public Works Department)
A. Complaints and observations of trash result in clean-up by City Staff (or SCVWD staff for most creek-bed 
areas as noted in #6 above).
B. If the responsible party is known, the facts are referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and Community 
Environment Department) for the enforcement actions in #9 above.)
 


12. Palo Alto Parks Litter Patrol (Community Services Department)
A. Trash receptacles are emptied by sanitation company (City contractor) at various frequencies depending 
on location.
B. Trash pick-up of grounds is performed at various frequencies by either City staff or maintenance 
contractor depending on location.


13. Landfill Services (Public Works Department)
A. The Palo Alto Landfill, Recycling Center, and green waste composting area are open to residents 7 
days/week at extremely reasonable rates.  Recycling and green waste areas are free.


14. Palo Alto Landfill Litter Control (Public Works Department)
A. Litter migration from the working face of the Landfill is controlled primarily through the use of the alternate 
daily cover tarps, weekly cover and the use of permanent and portable fencing.
B. Litter is routinely picked up by landfill personnel on an as-needed basis.  Materials dropped off vehicles 
that may pose a hazard are picked up immediately.
C. In the event of high winds, temporary staff is brought on to augment permanent staff, if needed, to pick up 
windblown litter.
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San Jose -Environmental Services Department/Integrated Waste Management (ESD/IWM)
-Code Enforcement
-Department of Transportation
-General Services/Parks
-Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services/Anti-Graffiti Program
-Parks Maintenance
-San Jose Police Department Metro Unit
-Creek Connection Action Group
-Enforcement is conducted by various departments.


Household Hazardous Waste Collection:
-Drop-off- ESD/IWM contracts w/ SCCHHWP
-Curbside- ESD/IWM contracts with Norcal & GreenTeam for single-family and with GreenTeam for multi-
family. 


Solid Waste Recycling Program:
-ESD/IWM administers 20+ Commercial Solid Waste and Recycling Franchises; more drop-off and buyback 
sites are operated by private recyclers. 


Curb-side recycling program:
ESD/IWM contracts for collection of garbage and recyclables in carts and dumpsters with Norcal & 
GreenTeam for single-family and with GreenTeam for multi-family; garbage is metered, recycling is unlimited.  
ESD/IWM contracts with GreenWaste Recovery and Norcal for unlimited collection of residential yard 
trimmings, either loose in the street or in carts.


Respond to trash complaints:
Code Enforcement:  accumulations of waste; front yard blight; shopping carts (through Call Center); early 
yard trimmings setouts, etc.;
Dept of Transportation:  illegal dumping;
Police:  pedestrian and vehicular littering; untarped loads


Litter pick-up and control:
DOT contracts with Universal Maintenance for litter pick-up in the Transit Mall and coordinates the Alternate 
Work Program, Adopt-A-Park, etc.; 
General Services/Parks Maintenance, PRNS/Regional Parks, and other staff pick up litter on City property;
PRNS/Anti-Graffiti Program is coordinating the new Pick-Up San Jose program with additional volunteer 
participation.


Trash removal from receptacles:
ESD/IWM contracts with Stevens Creek Disposal & Recycling for 2000 weekly collections from more than 
700 sidewalk litter containers and with the SJ Conservation Corps for weekly collection from several 
hundred recycling receptacles in parks; 
General Services/Parks Maintenance and PRNS/Regional Parks staff collect from additional litter containers at 
parks and other outdoor City facilities;
DOT contracts with Universal Maintenance for collection from litter modules in the Transit Mall.


Street Sweeping:
ESD/IWM contracts with Norcal and GreenWaste Recovery for residential street sweeping; DOT inspects;
DOT provides more frequent sweeping of arterials and business districts directly.


Storm drain operations and maintenance:
Department of Transportation- 27,000 + storm drain inlets serviced annually (after leaf drop).


Inspection and maintenance of storm drain outfalls in creeks:
Department of Transportation- 700+ outfalls inspected annually and maintained as needed and as budget 
allows.


Free trash pick-up days:
ESD/IWM contracts with Norcal and GreenTeam to provide neighborhood cleanups and Code Enforcement 
oversees.


Reduced trash collection fees for low-income residents:
ESD/IWM administers Low-Income Rate Assistance for single-family service provided by Norcal,  
GreenTeam, and GreenWaste.


2.


3.
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Removal of homeless encampments along waterways:
San José Police Department Metro Unit, with SCVWD staff.


Anti-litter campaigns:
Parks, Recreation and Neighborhood Services Anti-Graffiti Program and others.


Volunteer creek clean-up programs:
Coordinated through Creek Connection Action Group


Enforcement:
PRNS/Anti-Graffiti Program is coordinating the new Pick-Up San Jose enforcement program with the 
participation of the SJPD, Santa Clara County District Attorney, County Sheriff, City Attorney, Code 
Enforcement, and PRNS rangers; the Local Enforcement Agency in Code Enforcement enforces litter 
regulations at the solid waste facilities in the City.


Santa Clara Trash Management Programs: Street, Parks Department
Enforcement of Litter Laws: Police, Planning and Street Departments.


Street Department manages residential ground garbage and recycling programs and litter collection in public 
right-of-ways and the storm drain system.  Parks Department collects litter in city parks.  Streets, Planning 
and Police Departments may issue administrative citations for littering or accumulation of refuse.


2.


3.


Sunnyvale Public Works -Solid Waste Division
Public Works - Trees and Landscape Division 
Public Works - Field Services Division
Parks and Recreation - Parks Division
Parks and Recreation - Baylands Park
Community Development - Neighborhood Preservation
Public Safety - Patrol Services, Bureau of Field Operations


Public Works Solid Waste Division: Collection of household and commercial solid waste and operation of the 
SMaRT Station (via contractors), promotion of local recycling programs and waste diversion programs, litter 
clean up on major access roads leading to the SMaRT station, ensure that solid waste collection contractor 
responds to litter complaints resulting from waste pick up activities. Responsible for public education on 
waste reduction, recycling, and disposal options.
Public Works - Environmental Division: Public education and outreach - anti-litter messages and stormwater 
pollution prevention messages.
Public Works - Trees and Landscape Division: Boulevard medians, City parking lots, Murphy Avenue 
business district,  landscape maintenance, 
Public Works - Field Services Division: Clean and maintain storm sewers, outfalls, pump stations, street 
maintenance and cleaning, trash/litter pick up on City easements, public right-of-way, pedestrian walkways 
and City streets.
Parks and Recreation - Parks Division and Baylands Park: Park maintenance, litter pick up and trash collection 
in city parks and picnic areas.
Community Development - Neighborhood Preservation: Respond to Municipal code violations, illegal dumping, 
and homeless encampment trespass using municipal code enforcement through administrative citations, 
notices to abate, and compliance orders.
Public Safety - Bureau of Field Operations: Homeless encampment removal, criminal citations for littering on 
public or private property.


2.


3.


Los Gatos Community Services Department, Parks and Public Works.


Community Services Department oversees hauler's trash and recycling contract, works with County on SWM 
activity and administers AB939 Projects and Programs. 
Parks and Public Works administers park, trail and creek cleanups, storm drain activities and street sweeping.


2.


3.


Monte Sereno Public Works Department


The Public Works Department oversees storm drain activities, erosion control enforcement, street sweeping 
and the trash/recycling contract.


2.


3.


Saratoga Public Works and Community Development


Public Works- All efforts; Community Development- Code Enforcement


2.


3.
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Santa Clara 
County


The Santa Clara County District Attorney’s Office is responsible for prosecuting litter citations issued 
pursuant to the California Penal Code and the California Vehicle Code.  Illegal dumping, toxic waste and other 
environmental crimes are reviewed for prosecution by the DA’s Environmental Crimes Unit.


The District Attorney’s Office coordinates with the primary law enforcement agencies in the county (CHP, 
San Jose PD, Sheriff’s Office) and the courts in which litter matters are heard to oversee that litter citations 
are appropriately prosecuted.


2.


3.


SCVWD Trash Management-Purchasing Department, Enforcement- Countywide Watershed Programs Unit, Clean up 
activities-Maintenance Department, Adopt A Creek- public Information.


The Field Maintenance Units collect trash along creek right of ways.  If illegal dumping takes place it is 
reported to Countywide Watershed Programs Unit, if the material is hazardous waste the Countywide 
Watershed Programs Unit disposes of it via a contractor.  If it is trash and debris, Maintenance will dispose of 
it and then Community Projects Review Unit will file an 83-2 violation with the owner of the trash or 
Responsible Party.


2.


3.


4. How does your agency determine the effectiveness of existing trash management activities or programs? How do 
you document effective trash management practices? What, if any, future plans do you have to improve 


Cupertino Parks and streets are routinely monitored by Public Works Dept. supervisors on their normal rounds. 
Monitoring is not documented.  No chronic problems have been discovered. There are no plans to document 
such a routine supervisory activity.


Los Altos Los Altos conducts inspections of facilities, streets and other city properties to determine if trash is being 
picked up on a regular basis.  Pulbilc Works Maintenance document their efforts on work requests.  The 
Police Department documents their responses on incident reports.


Los Altos Hills Due to Town of Los Altos Hills’ zoning, the Town only has residential area for the trash management activities 
which are under control.


Milpitas Monthly review and coordination meetings with contractor.  Periodic awareness surveys.  “Pre and Post” 
surveys for classroom projects/lesson plans.  Public Works  - Monthly scheduling and tracking of litter 
activities.


Mountain View The Solid Waste and Recycling section tracks customer complaints about garbage subscription problems (i.e. 
not enough service causing other problems of odor or litter) or hauler performance.  Performance measures 
are based on tons recycled, number of complaints, and diversion rate.  No plans to revise current 
documentation and tracking.  Other departments also track data.  The creek clean ups are coordinated by the 
Fire Department with other agencies using volunteers.  The volunteers track how much of which materials 
they find in the creeks.  The majority of litter found in creek clean ups (non-bulky items) are polystyrene foam 
“peanuts” from nearby businesses or residents.  As a result, we are concentrating on more articles about 
properly bagging polystyrene.


Palo Alto Effectiveness:  By observation
Documentation:  No separate trash documentation program.
Future Plans:  No plans for a separate documentation program.


San Jose Effectiveness has traditionally been measured on a complaint basis for general littering and dumping and on 
an  inspection basis for some specific programs such as Residential Street Sweeping.  The Mayor’s anti-litter 
initiative included the establishment of a list of 100 litter hot spots (ten for each of the ten Council Districts) 
and initiation of a documentation system using Keep America Beautiful’s litter index, which has already been 
used on the 100 hot spots.


Santa Clara The City of Santa Clara has not performed a study to determine the effectiveness of existing trash 
management practices.  The City maintains regular clean-up schedules for medians, streets and catch 
basins.  The City performs additional work as needed.  No plans are in place to improve documentation.
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Sunnyvale Public Works - Solid Waste Division has established program outcomes that are measured annually. These 
include meeting solid waste diversion requirements, cost effectiveness of service to residents, and number 
of complaints.  Records are kept on waste diversion and cost of service issues and reported annually.  
Records are kept on number of complaints and responses/resolutions to them.  Liquidated damages can be 
assessed on the waste-hauling contractor for service failures. Complaints are logged in a complaint 
database by Solid Waste Division staff.   An index of the number of solid waste complaints per 10,000 
collections is determined.  This index is not to exceed an average of the three previous years’ complaints.  
This documents the customer satisfaction with the Solid Waste Program. A Citywide customer service 
survey also measures resident satisfaction. 


Public Works - Field Services Division also has established outcomes for their goals of responding to and 
resolving complaints received.  For example for hazardous debris in roadway complaints, they must respond 
within 3 hours, 95% of the time and for non-hazardous complaints, they must respond within two workdays, 
95% of the time.


Parks and Recreation, Neighborhood Preservation, and Public Safety - All have measurable outcomes 
established for their responses to complaints and their resolution.  This is tracked and reported on annually. 


Each Division has its own specific, measurable outcomes to demonstrate effectiveness of 
programs/activities.  Each division in the City tracks its complaints and their resolution in their own database.  
There are no future plans to change the current documentation program, as it seems to work reasonably well.


Los Gatos The Town meets all jurisdictional federal and state requirements.  The Town submits reports on activities and 
has been informed that it is meeting and exceeding trash activities.  The Town also has a close relationship 
with the community and documents all complaints relating to this field.  Complaints and/or suggestions to 
improve the service are taken into consideration.


Monte Sereno The City meets all jurisdictional federal and state requirements and reports on activities which meet or exceed 
existing trash management requirements.  The City also has a close relationship with the community and 
documents any trash complaints.  Complaints and/or suggestions are taken into consideration.  Public health 
and safety is a priority.


Saratoga Belong to a JPA.  The JPA Executive and Board Monitoring Activities.


Santa Clara 
County


N/A


SCVWD Recycling and District Solid Waste Practices as well as disposal options have been evaluated.  Effectivness 
Evaluations  for trash and clean-up related to creeks have not been developed.  The Emergency Response 
Program and violation of 83-2 program has had effectiveness evaluations of the overall programs but these 
evaluations were  not specifically broken down to the trash level.   The extent of evaluations is to have a 
approximately 60 creek clean events per year and a measurement of the trash removed.


5. What incentive programs are in place to reduce litter and illegal dumping? Do disincentives (e.g., expensive landfill 
tipping fees, few trash receptacles, etc.) exist which prevent proper trash management?


Cupertino The City’s waste hauler provides two, no cost trash pickups per household, annually. The City provides trash 
and recycling receptacles at City parks, as well as bus stops. Both types of locations are maintained 
regularly. City staff distributes many public information pieces targeting how to dispose of electronics, 
construction materials, etc. City staff is unaware of any chronic trash problems in the city.


Los Altos Los Altos has no incentive programs at this time.


Los Altos Hills No disincentives (e.g., expensive landfill tipping fees, few trash receptacles, etc.) exist which prevent proper 
trash management in the Town.
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Milpitas Household disposal at landfill six times a year for residential customers.  Free  recycling services for 
commercial customers.  Annual Neighborhood Beautification Awards Program, a Lend-A-Tool Program and 
Volunteer Program (MVP).


Mountain View -City has a free on-call clean-up program 3x/yr. allowing residents to dispose of unwanted materials, which 
could end up being dumped.  City also offers bulky goods collection for a fee, but in 2003 non-hazardous 
bulky goods are being collected at no charge.  City participates in County HHW program and has a curbside 
recycling program.  
-The City does not have public cans except in the downtown area.  Some bus cans provided by the VTA 
were pulled because residents would illegally dump trash despite the fact that the rates are among the 
lowest in the County and there has been no rate increase for more than two years.  Community Services 
Department and the Solid Waste Section of the Public Works Department work together to identify illegal 
dumping and have the Finance Department charge customers for illegal dumping if enough evidence exists 
and a current billing account exists.   
-The City also has free drop-off centers for recycled materials in the downtown and at local recycling 
centers (Foothill @ Terra Bella, downtown district, and 20-20 centers, thrift stores).  The City provides a 
variety of free programs, has very low rates, and has a variety of curbside and drop-off services so that 
littering and illegal dumping are discouraged.  
-The City has a good code enforcement program enforcing codes proactively and through complaints.  The 
Solid Waste section requires Foothill Disposal to conduct subscription audits annually and Solid Waste 
regularly increases services to businesses and residents found insufficiently served.  The City has an 
ordinance requiring trash lids be closed at all times, and the Solid Waste Section has fined businesses in the 
downtown for every day that a lid is found open.  In some cases, Solid Waste required Foothill to weld steel 
bars at the back of dumpsters to prevent apartments or businesses from keeping the lids open.  All recycling 
dumpsters have locks to prevent scavenging, and scavengers of garbage are actually pretty neat using 
grocery carts and poles to go through trash and picking up spilled items.  Police have talked to scavengers to 
discourage scavenging, so scavengers tend to be neater to avoid complaints.  
-Solid Waste staff regularly follows Foothill Disposal collection vehicles and debris boxes en route for litter 
and leaks, and has only reported two trucks since 1999 that littered or leaked.  Debris boxes are covered 
loads.  Foothill is required to pick up any spilled garbage and does so (observed).  Solid waste considered a 
requirement for Foothill to cover collection vehicle hoppers on routes but found it really unnecessary, and 
found it would be very costly because it would slow down the route collection.  
-Most of the litter on streets is from private vehicles.  Solid Waste reports to Police any passenger and 
commercial vehicles observed littering, some of it deliberate (a driver threw 3 bags of fast-food garbage onto 
the street).  Finally, Solid Waste runs articles about proper trash management for residents, businesses and 
the downtown, and regularly refers local schools to the CIWMB website on litter curriculum for students.
-The City has many incentive programs to reduce litter and dumping and there really is no reason for litter and 
illegal dumping except for people who don’t read the articles or are deliberate in their actions despite low 
rates and ample opportunities for trash management.  We believe the state should resurrect it’s anti-litter radio 
and television campaign in all languages targeted to adult and child pedestrians, and drivers of passenger 
vehicles, pick up trucks, and small commercial contractor trucks.  Additional ordinances are really 
unnecessary because these laws are already on the books at city, county and state levels, and it would be 
more helpful to have a statewide litter campaign and maybe some warnings from the CHP/Police for observed 
roadway litterbugs.
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Palo Alto Collection Program (Public Works Department)
A. Weekly, backyard pick-up.
B. Weekly curbside recycling (bottle, cans, paper, dry-cell batteries, certain plastics, cardboard).  Weekly 
curbside green waste pick-up.
C. Backyard pick-up of recyclables and green waste available for the handicapped.
D. Sanitation Company (contractor) removes spilled or overflowing containers as well as trash in the 
containers.
E. Sanitation Company is required to clean up trash it spills.  Fines are possible.


Annual “Clean-up Day” (Public Works Department)
A. Residential (less than 5 units)
B. By appointment (by phone)
C. Four Bulky (furniture) items
D. Other items unlimited
E. Free
F. One visit allowed per year.


Landfill Services (Public Works Department)
A. The Palo Alto Landfill, Recycling Center, and green waste composting area are open to residents 7 
days/week at extremely reasonable rates.  Recycling and green waste areas are free.


San Jose For the price of basic garbage service, residents are provided with unlimited weekly curbside collection of a 
wide range of recyclable or compostable materials, including all beverage containers, all paper, many plastic 
and metal products, used motor oil and filters, and yard trimmings.  Storage and collection of recyclables at 
single-family homes was changed from open tubs to fully-enclosed carts in July 2002.  The City participates 
in the Countywide Household Hazardous Waste Program, providing appointments for three per cent of all 
household annually to discard any toxic household materials at no charge.  Free cleanup events are provided 
to City neighborhoods, especially blighted or  low-income neighborhoods and areas with greater 
accumulations of rubbish. Since 1985, the number of Civic Litter Modules on or near public sidewalks has 
been increased from less than 100 to over 800.  The City of San José does not believe that local tipping fees 
affect littering generally or that they are so high that illegal dumping is significantly increased beyond the level 
that would be expected when there is any fee at all.


Santa Clara Punitive violators will be issued citations.  Departments have citation authority.


Sunnyvale Incentive programs include all of the free “ Extra Dump” days and spring and fall clean ups.  The Solid Waste 
Program also provides an answer point phone number so people can call to find out about disposal options 
and activity dates.  This information is also kept on the City’s Solid Waste website: 
http://www.ci.sunnyvale.ca.us/recycle/index.htm.


The Solid Waste Division strives to keep its rates as low as possible and still meet the charges for cost of 
service. Currently, Sunnyvale’s rates are 98% of what charges are for similar cities in the South Bay area.


Disincentives:  High landfill disposal fees in the County tend to promote illegal dumping, especially by small 
businesses.  The high fees are caused primarily by the $13 per ton City of San Jose Landfill Excise Tax.  This 
accounts for over 25% of typical charges at the four landfills in San Jose, which are the only North County 
sites available to the general public.


Los Gatos There does not appear to be much happening in the Town of Los Gatos. Overall, there are enough trash 
receptacles in the parks, trails and throughout the Town.  Expensive landfill tipping fees do not deter the 
Town from providing quality trash management.


Monte Sereno Dumping within the City does not appear to be a problem.


Saratoga Curbside Recycling and HHW Pickups.


Santa Clara 
County


N/A


SCVWD The effect of the City of San Jose’s increase in land fill tax has not been quantified in the illegal dumping 
program to date.
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6. What mechanisms does your municipality/agency use to document trash complaints and/or incidents? (e.g., 
report forms; database)


Cupertino The City’s Code Enforcement Department maintains a database of all complaints received. The database can 
be sorted by category for trash related complaints.


Los Altos Public Works Maintenance Division has a service request system that can provide reports on litter/trash 
complaints.  Police Department code enforcement keeps reports of each  incident they respond to.


Los Altos Hills We use both report forms and database.


Milpitas Complaints are documented on in-take inquiry forms by staff and follow up for resolution with contractor, 
resident or property owner.  Service requests are generated and response tracked.


Mountain View Complaint forms.  Work orders are used  if called to clean up a dumping incident.  Inspection notices for 
downtown restaurant dumpsters.  Complaints and inspections are tracked on database.


Palo Alto No separate forms or data base.  Complaints are logged in by each Department – not specific to trash.


San Jose Log of complaints only.


Santa Clara Service requests to document complaints.  Notice of violations, pre citation notices and citations to document 
incidents to violators.


Sunnyvale Several different databases are kept for dealing with trash/litter complaints or incidents, depending on the 
type of incident and where it comes from.  
Public Works Answer Point staff take in complaints for litter/trash related to collection of wastes or on public 
property and log them in a database.  These may be referred to different Public Works divisions, Parks and 
Recreation, Neighborhood Preservation, or Public Safety to follow up on and resolve.  If it is related to trash 
transport activities, the trash-hauling contractor is called and they respond to any complaints on the same 
day (within 8 hours) of receipt of the complaint.  They also respond to overflowing or uncovered waste 
receptacle calls.  Solid Waste Division Staff work with Neighborhood preservation to issue citations, if 
needed.
Neighborhood Preservation receives complaints at their Answer Point related to litter, trash, other problems 
both in public right of ways and on private property, and logs them into a database.  They respond 
immediately (along with Public Safety Haz-mat staff) to any immediate threats to public health or safety.  They 
have up to three days to respond to other complaints and their goal is to resolve the complaint within 30 
days.  Usually they are resolved within 19-20 days.  However, if legal procedures are needed to resolve the 
complaint, then the time required to resolve the problem may be significantly longer. Mechanisms for 
resolution of complaints can include a Courtesy Notice, Administrative Citation, or other administrative actions 
such as Abatement Hearings.  The City Finance Department collects administrative penalties, which are 
deposited in the City’s General Fund.
Public Safety - Receives complaints from the public or requests for assistance from other City departments to 
assist with enforcement of penal codes and municipal codes for certain incidents. These are logged into their 
Record Management System (RMS) database. They respond to complaints received from City dispatch 
immediately.  If they observe someone in the act of littering, they can write a criminal citation.  They also 
respond to illegal dumping complaints and try to determine the responsible party for enforcement actions. 
They also deal with homeless encampment removal by citing participants with trespass and violations of the 
penal code.  They work with Public Works staff to remove debris left behind from the encampments and make 
the place less desirable as a continued encampment.


Los Gatos Trash complaints are documented in the Town's database and in Green Valley Disposal's data base.  The 
Town of Los Gatos has the right to review it's haulers database complaint records at any time.  Trash 
complaints are recorded and reviewed on an annual basis.  The Town has a good and open relationship with 
it’s trash and recycling hauler.
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Monte Sereno Complaints are taken down on our "Complaint Tracking Form".  Working closely with Green Valley Disposal 
has proven to be efficient.


Saratoga E-mail and hard copy files.


Santa Clara 
County


Referrals from partnering law enforcement agencies by way of infraction citation process or criminal 
complaint.


SCVWD A database of 83-2 violations is maintained as well as a spreadsheet of ICID incident responses


7. What, if any, ordiances are in place to enforce litter or illegal solid waste dumping laws? What, if any, 
enforcement actions are available to remedy illegal dumping or trash-related violations? Do you have 
mechaisms to collect penalties? If so, what are they?


Cupertino According to the City’s Code Enforcement Department, the California State Penal Code Section 374.3A 
regarding litter, is used to enforce litter violations. Violations can be a misdemeanor, which carries a fine and/ 
or imprisonment. If a case is determined to be a nuisance, the nuisance abatement ordinance is followed, 
which is approved by City Council and then a fee is collected from the violator to pay for the cleanup.


Los Altos Title 6- Health and Safety of the City's Municipal Code regulates littering, nuisance abatement and gargage 
collection.  Title 11 regulates blight conditions.  Police Department code enforcement can cite  these 
regulations.


Los Altos Hills There are no specific ordinances to enforce litter or illegal solid waste dumping laws.


Milpitas Neighborhood Preservation Ordinance was enacted in February 2000 and the Solid Waste Management 
Ordinance.  Penalties include administrative citations.


Mountain View Chapter 16, Mountain View City Code includes litter and illegal solid waste dumping laws.  Typical 
enforcement actions are corrective actions.  The City Attorney’s Office, Code Enforcement Division may seek 
penalties to illegal dumping incidents but the problem is identifying who dumped it and finding out where they 
are now.  Ordinance is being revised to include $250 penalty for dumping citation.  See answer to question 
#5  for more details about enforcement.


Palo Alto Discarding trash on public or private property is illegal (P.A. Municipal Code)  Administrative penalties are 
specified in the Code and utilized.  
Trash on Private Property Enforcement Program (Planning and Community Environmental Department)
Trash on private property is a P.A.M.C. violation (esp. visible trash – front yard).
Incoming complaints result in:
A. Logging and tracking.
B. Inspection within 5 days.
C. Notice of Violation (NCR form delivered or posted.)
D. Can be followed by letter.
E. Can be followed by:
- Administrative Penalty
- Criminal Action.


Litter Enforcement (Police Department)
- Persons who litter are subject to action by the Police Department.
- The California Vehicle Code is used to prosecute cases of littering from a moving vehicle.  Cases are 
investigated and appropriate ones are referred to the District Attorney.
- The California Penal Code or the Palo Alto Municipal Code (PAMC) is used to prosecute other cases of 
littering.  Penal Code cases are referred to the District Attorney and PAMC cases are referred to the City 
Attorney.
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San Jose The City has dozens of provisions in the Municipal Code relating to litter, however, as part of the Pick Up San 
José initiative, it has been determined that the Penal Code and Vehicle Code provisions regarding littering and 
illegal dumping are the best tools for enforcement.  The one general exception relates to property-related 
public nuisance code language related to litter and accumulation of waste, which are enforced by Code 
Enforcement.  A specific exception will be use of the vehicle code provision requiring that truck loads of 
waste be covered, which will be enforced by both the Police Department and the Highway Patrol.


Santa Clara Yes, the City of Santa Clara does have Municipal Code Sections making it illegal to litter, accumualte refuse 
and illegally dump.  Citations are the primary enforcement action to remedy these problems.  Liens can be 
placed on properties if citations are not paid.


Sunnyvale Sunnyvale  Administrative Codes:


Title 8.16.030 (a) © Solid waste container requirements
Title 8.16.060 Solid Waste Management and Recycling - Solid Waste Deposit -where prohibited
Title 9.26.030  Abatement of nuisances
Title 9.52.010  Prohibition of unauthorized presence in posted parking lots of a closed commercial business
Title 9.62.020   Injury or misuse of park property prohibited
Title 9.62.030   Polluting waters and dumping of refuse prohibited
Title 9.62.060  Picnic areas use
Title 13.08.380  Sidewalk maintenance
Title 19.54.050  Wireless telecommunications - operation and maintenance standards
Title 19.78.020  Mobile vendor permits - standard requirements
Title 19.82.020  Miscellaneous plan permit - when required


Criminal Code:
373.a Public Nuisance
374.4 Littering Prohibited
5410  Illegal Dumping


Administrative Citations, Notices to Abate, and Compliance Orders can be issued by Neighborhood 
Preservation. Criminal Citations (misdemeanors) can be issued by the Public Safety Department.  Public 
Safety will work with the City Attorney’s office to prosecute criminal citations, as needed.
Administrative penalties can be collected and can vary from $50 per incident to $500.  These penalties are 
turned over by Neighborhood Preservation to the Finance Department to collect and place in the City’s 
General Fund.
Criminal fines can be assessed, and may be up to $1000 per incident.


Los Gatos Sec. 11.10.055. Dumping of garbage and rubbish restricted to authorized disposal site.  No person shall dump 
any trash or garbage upon any lot, piece or parcel of land not owned by such person or upon any public 
street, way, alley or place within the Town.


Sec. 11.10.025. Disposal by Town, compliance with solid waste management plan required. 
(a) Except as otherwise expressly provided in this chapter, it shall be unlawful for any person to dispose of 
garbage and rubbish, except through the service provided by the Town, its agents, servants, or employees, 
or by persons who shall contract with the Town to gather and collect and to dispose of such garbage and 
rubbish.
(b) Any person who collects and disposes of garbage and rubbish in the Town shall do so in compliance 
with the solid waste management plan approved by resolution of the Town Council.


Monte Sereno 6.09.040-It shall be unlawful for any person in the City of Monte Sereno to throw or deposit garbage, rubbish 
or waste matter, or to cause same to throw or deposit the same upon any vacant lot, or back yard, or to 
store or keep the same otherwise than in cans or receptacles, as required by Sections 6.09.020 or 6.09.050; 
and it shall be unlawful to have, store, deposit or keep garbage where rats can have access thereto, or feed 
thereon.  Each day in violation of this Section shall be treated and considered, and the same shall be separate 
and distinct offense.  Criminal prosecution and/or public nuisance abatement procedures are used at the 
discretion of the City.


Saratoga Ordinances are in place.  Information may be found  on City of Saratoga website.
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Santa Clara 
County


San Jose Municipal Code section 9.10.550
California Vehicle Code section 23113
California Penal Code section 374(a)
Santa Clara County Ordinance B14-22.1(a)
Above violations are subject to fine and are collected through the court system.


SCVWD 83-2 soon to be the Water Resources Protection Ordinance, Enforcement Actions include utilization of Fish 
and Game codes and Clean Water Act laws via the local District Attorneys Office and the RWQCB.  We have 
never used our mechanism to collect penalties.


8. What additional activities and/or programs do you feel would improve your agency's ability to manage litter 
and illegal dumping?


Cupertino Cupertino doesn’t have much of a problem with illegal dumping. On occasion, an apartment manager reports 
that a tenant has left furniture or a mattress adjacent to the apartment dumpster, after moving out. The city 
offers to post “No dumping” signs. The owner still has the responsibility to dispose of waste and pay for the 
costs. Fortunately, we don’t often find this material in the creeks.


Los Altos None.  Trash seems to be a managable problem in Los Altos.


Los Altos Hills By public participation and public out-reach.


Milpitas Grant funding to promote messages at the grass root level locally and in the schools ($5K + needed).


Mountain View -Littering is a regional problem and needs to be addressed through anti-litter messages.  See answer at the 
bottom of question #5 regarding our experience observing passenger and commercial pick up trucks.  
-The City has many incentive programs to reduce litter and dumping and there really is no reason for litter and 
illegal dumping except for people who don’t read the articles or are deliberate in their actions despite low 
rates and ample opportunities for trash management.  We believe the state should resurrect its anti-litter radio 
and television campaign to reach them in all languages.  Additional ordinances or laws are already on the 
books and further laws are unnecessary and probably unenforceable due to available resources and other 
priorities.


Palo Alto N/A


San Jose A law prohibiting trash in any open vehicle on public streets, whether moving or not, so parked pickup trucks 
could be ticketed without having to see the fast food garbage blow out of the bed an hour later on the 
freeway.
Expansion of the State’s Beverage Container Redemption Act (AB 2020) to include all single-serve and take-
out food and beverage packaging, such as drink cups and burger clamshells (or local fees instead).
Advance disposal fees on littered items such as disposable diapers that have durable alternatives.


Santa Clara Additional neighborhood clean-ups encourage the community to keep their neighborhoods clean and litter free.


Sunnyvale Parks and Recreation - Would like to see more education on social responsibility for use of public spaces- 
including litter prevention along with other potentially destructive behaviors that have to be dealt with on 
public property.


Los Gatos N/A


Monte Sereno N/A


Saratoga Public Outreach and Education and enhanced HHW pick-ups.


Santa Clara 
County


Education program – DA  has begun education program at elementary and middle schools.
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SCVWD Source control of both manufactures and retailers, public outreach and education.  Strict enforcement of 
existing Anti litter laws.


9. Provide interesting anecdotes relating to trash management adn/or litter/solid waste enforcement. Provide 
any additional information you wish to share.


Saratoga E-waste is a concern to our city council.  Legislation needs to be passed to address this growing waste 
stream.


Los Altos None.


Milpitas Ask a classroom, “Where does your garbage go?”  and you get these answers: “Into the garbage truck”, 
“down the street”, and “Around the corner.”  Same with, “What happens to litter?”  “It disappears”, It goes to 
litter heaven”.  This is why we need environmental lessons, and projects that fit the State of California 
Education Department’s curriculum for ALL grades and as many subject areas as possible (Art, Social 
Studies, Mathematics as well as Sciences).


Santa Clara 
County
San Jose None to report.
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Palo Alto 1. Street Sweeping Program (Public Works Department)
A. Three times per week in Major Commercial Areas (University and California Avenues)
B. Weekly in other areas.
C. Highway 101 - State responsibility.
D. Oregon & Foothill Expressways – County responsibility.


2. Sidewalk and Roadside Litter Patrol (Public Works Dept)
A. University Avenue Patrol (Green Machine)
Daily from July 1 through December 31
Five days/week January 1 through June 30
B. Hot spots program
Patrol of identified roadside areas known to accumulate trash.


3. Collection Program (Public Works Department)
A. Weekly, backyard pick-up.
B. Weekly curbside recycling (bottle, cans, paper, dry-cell batteries, certain plastics, cardboard).
C. Weekly curbside green waste pick-up.
D. Backyard pick-up of recyclables and green waste available for the handicapped.
E. Sanitation Company (contractor) removes spilled or overflowing containers as well as trash in the 
containers.
F. Sanitation Company is required to clean up trash it spills.  Fines are possible.


4. Annual “Clean-up Day” (Public Works Department)
A. Residential (less than 5 units)
B. By appointment (by phone)
C. Four Bulky (furniture) items
D. Other items unlimited
E. Free
F. One visit allowed per year.


5. Storm Drain System Cleaning (Public Works Department)
A. Each catch basin cleaned each fall (annually)
B. If debris is observed in a line next to a catch basin, the line is flushed.
C. Special areas are addressed as needed (e.g. construction site areas after the project is over.)
D. Enforcement actions for discharges to the storm drain are taken when intentional discharges are observed.
E. Residents and Businesses who sweep excess leaves or debris into the street are notified (via door 
hanger) of the code violation.  If the practice continues, it is referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and 
Community Environment Department).
 
6. Creek Cleaning by Staff (Public Works Department)
Note:  The cleaning of most creek reaches within Palo Alto are the responsibility of the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District (SCVWD).  Certain reaches of San Francisquito Creek are the responsibility of Palo Alto, and 
those reaches are addressed below:


A. Each Fall (annually) a San Francisquito Creek walk is conducted with other agencies to identify clean-up 
of debris which is needed.  Debris and trash is then removed.


7. Creek Cleaning by Citizen Groups (Community Services and Public Works)
A. The City and citizen groups help out on Coastal Clean-Up Day  to clean creeks and the Baylands.  Citizen 
groups bag trash and City crews pick it up.


8. Dumpster Area Clean-up (Public Works Department)
Messy dumpster areas are brought to the attention of the property owner, verbally first, then via letter.  If 
compliance does not result, the sanitation company (City contractor) can clean the area and bill the property 
owner.


9. Trash on Private Property Enforcement Program (Planning and Community Environmental Department)
Trash on private property is a P.A.M.C. violation (esp. visible trash – front yard).
Incoming complaints result in:
A. Logging and tracking.
B. Inspection within 5 days.
C. Notice of Violation (NCR form delivered or posted.)
D.Can be followed by letter.
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E.Can be followed by:
-Administrative Penalty
-Criminal Action.


10. Litter Enforcement (Police Department)
-Persons who litter are subject to action by the Police Department.
-The California Vehicle Code is used to prosecute cases of littering from a moving vehicle.  Cases are 
investigated and appropriate ones are referred to the District Attorney.
-The California Penal Code or the Palo Alto Municipal Code (PAMC) is used to prosecute other cases of 
littering.  Penal Code cases are referred to the District Attorney and PAMC cases are referred to the City 
Attorney.


11. Trash on Public Right-of-Way/Lands (Public Works Department)
A. Complaints and observations of trash result in clean-up by City Staff (or SCVWD staff for most creek-bed 
areas as noted in #6 above).
B. If the responsible party is known, the facts are referred to Code Enforcement (Planning and Community 
Environment Department) for the enforcement actions in #9 above.)
 


12. Palo Alto Parks Litter Patrol (Community Services Department)
A. Trash receptacles are emptied by sanitation company (City contractor) at various frequencies depending 
on location.
B. Trash pick-up of grounds is performed at various frequencies by either City staff or maintenance 
contractor depending on location.


13. Landfill Services (Public Works Department)
A. The Palo Alto Landfill, Recycling Center, and green waste composting area are open to residents 7 
days/week at extremely reasonable rates.  Recycling and green waste areas are free.


14. Palo Alto Landfill Litter Control (Public Works Department)
A. Litter migration from the working face of the Landfill is controlled primarily through the use of the alternate 
daily cover tarps, weekly cover and the use of permanent and portable fencing.
B. Litter is routinely picked up by landfill personnel on an as-needed basis.  Materials dropped off by vehicles 
that may pose a hazard are picked up immediately.
C. In the event of high winds, temporary staff is brought on to augment permanent staff, if needed, to pick up 
windblown litter.


Los Gatos No additional comments.


Cupertino
Los Altos Hills
SCVWD
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Mountain View A.  In the City’s downtown area, space for garbage and recycling dumpsters is limited.  The City built 
community recycling enclosures on public property to preserve space for private trash dumpsters on private 
properties and encourage recycling.  A thorough door-to-door downtown business education campaign 
about proper management of trash, recycling and tallow was conducted, and is repeated through weekly 
downtown inspections.
B. In response to a complaint about litter coming from a local convenience store, the City found the problem 
was not with the store but with children and visitors to the local elementary school and a “joint use” park.  
The litter found was primarily ice cream wrappers and some sport drinks discarded directly in front of the 
school and along a concrete path to the basketball courts on school property adjoining the park. So the litter 
was coming from neighborhood children and families visiting the school usually after hours. Only one or two 
identifiable fast-food containers were found from restaurants along El Camino (not from the convenience 
store).  We found litter near the street corner (on the residential side across from the convenience store) 
was schoolwork and artwork.
-The litter was also coming from travelers from one bus stop to another.  The complainant’s property and 
school property are located between two major arterials with bus routes, El Camino Real and California 
Avenue.  Based on various field inspections lasting a few hours on different days and at different hours 
revealed a well-traveled path from one bus stop to another with many pedestrians towing roller suitcases.  
Solid Waste contacted the VTA and they exchanged a 10-gallon public can near the bus stop for a 32-gallon 
can.  
-The school crossing guard was a great source of information.  He confirmed our observations about the 
after hours basketball activity, ice cream street vendors, and bus travelers; and he noted that some of the 
snack bags found in the bushes across from the school were well-positioned at eye level and checked by 
passersby and concluded there may be drug activity.  Solid Waste notified the Police Department about the 
guard’s observation, and met with the school principal.  
-The principal and solid waste staff checked public cans near the basketball area and found litter in one part 
of the park where a trash can was only 10 feet away.  There are about 4  trash cans along the border 
between the school basketball courts and the park.  Solid Waste staff asked Community Services (Park) to 
add another public can in the park about 5 feet away next to the basketball courts where litter was found.  
Solid Waste suggested to the principal that the school increase litter removal on its property more frequently, 
and add another public can near the entrance from the street to the basketball courts.  Solid Waste provided 
reference to the litter sections of the CIWMB curriculum for the school to use in teaching students about litter.  
Depending on the success of the school, a joint litter education campaign in Spanish may be implemented 
consisting of store and school posters and banners.


Sunnyvale Neighborhood Preservation and Public Safety respond to situations at abandoned houses (and sometimes 
ones that are occupied).  In some of these cases “super-cleanups” of the yards were needed.  Public Safety 
staff assisted with site security during these clean up efforts.
A general comment that was received from several staff interviewed for this report was that warning signs 
and anti-litter signs, (even those with penalties listed e.g., $500 - $1000) do not have any effect on the public 
and their behaviors.


Monte Sereno No additional comments.


Santa Clara Litter and illegal dumping are virtually impossible to stop at the source.  Very rarely will you successfully be 
able to catch the responsible party in the act of littering and/or dumping.  A $500 penalty per violation is a 
significant penalty but it does not seem to prevent littering.  It is important to keep neighborhood streets, 
creeks and medians as clean as possible all of the time.  If you remove litter quickly and keep areas clean, 
people are less likely to litter in clean areas.  Once an illegal pile gets started, it grows exponentially until it is 
removed.  People are more likely to add to a pile rather than to start one.
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APPENDIX A 
Model Performance Standards 


 


Consistent with NPDES Permit 
Provision C.2.b., the Program worked 
with Regional Board staff, during 
1996, to develop the first seven model 
Performance Standards. All of these 
model Performance Standards were 
submitted with an “early draft” of the 
1997 URMP and were accepted by the 
Regional Board as baseline 
performance standards upon which to 
base effectiveness evaluations and 
consideration of opportunities for 
improving them.” The 1997 URMP, 
including all performance standards 
(updated December 1999) was 
included in the 2001 re-issued 
SCVURPPP NPDES Permit. 


The Program is committed to 
continuous improvement of the model 
Performance Standards. As described 
in the URMP, the Program’s 
Management Committee will review one existing Performance Standard or 
Program element, or create one new Performance Standard, each year.  Since 


Figure A1 


Model Performance Standards 


• Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping 
Elimination Activities 


• Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 
Programs 


• Public Streets, Roads and Highways 
Operation and Maintenance 


• Storm Drain System Operation and 
Maintenance 


• Water Utility Operation and Maintenance  


• Planning Procedures 


• Construction Site Inspection  


• Pest Management 


• Rural Public Works Maintenance & Support 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 


1997, the Program has revised five of the Performance Standards and created 
two new ones.  The changes are summarized in Table A-1.   


Chapters 5 through 16 consist of individual Urban Runoff Management Plans 
for Cupertino; Los Altos; Los Altos Hills; Milpitas; Mountain View; Palo 
Alto; San Jose; Santa Clara, and Sunnyvale; the West Valley communities of 
Campbell, Los Gatos, Monte Sereno and Saratoga (combined in Chapter 14); 
Santa Clara County, and the Santa Clara Valley Water District. Each of these 
Co-permittees may adopt any or all of the model Performance Standards, or 
adapt them to suit local conditions. The adaptations accommodate differing 
local conditions and are documented in the individual URMPs. 
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
Urban Runoff Management Plan  


Table A-1 
Tracking Matrix:  Status of Program URMP and Model Performance Standard Updates 


(Updated 9/1/04) 
 


BASELINE PROGRAM (1997) FY 97-98 – FY 00-01 (URMP Update 2000) FY 04-05 (URMP Update 2004) 


Program 
Element 


Performance 
Standard (PS) 


Changes Made to Model 
Performance Standards 


URMP Update 
Completed 
(Date) 


Changes Made to Model 
Performance Standards 


URMP Update 
Completed 
(Date) 


ICID 
 


PS for ICID ICID-2, SWID Inspections; 
ICID-4, Reporting CEDs and 
SWIDs 


October 2000 None  


IND 
 


PS for IND IND-4, reporting SWIDs and 
summary of violations 


October 2000 None  


PAA 
 


PS for Streets/Roads 
O&M 


None  None  


 PS for Rural Public 
Works Maintenance* 


  New model PS developed to meet 
Permit Provision C.5., approved by MC 
12/20/02, incorporated into URMP 


September 1, 
2004 


 PS for Storm Drain 
System Maintenance 


SDOM #6, notification process 
between maintenance and ICID 
inspectors 


October 2000 None  


 PS for Water Utilities 
 


None    None


NDS PS for Planning 
Procedures 


None  Model PS revised to meet Permit 
Provision C.3., approved by MC 
12/18/03, incorporated into URMP 


September 1, 
2004 


 PS for Construction 
Inspection 


None  Model PS revised per RWQCB 
comments, approved by MC 1/17/02, 
incorporated into URMP  


September 1, 
2004 


Pollutant 
Specific 


PS for Pest 
Management* 


  New model PS developed to meet 
Permit Provision C.9.d., approved by 
MC 2/21/02, incorporated into URMP 


September 1, 
2004 


 
Notes: 
* = New PS not part of original URMP, added per reissued NPDES permit (Order No. 01-024). 
PS = Performance Standard; MC = Program Management Committee;  RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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 SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
 NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES CONTROL MEASURES 
 
 


Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
 Construction Inspection 


(Revised 1/17/02)1 
 
I.  Introduction 
 
The goal of construction activities control measures is to minimize the water quality impacts of 
land development during construction2.  These control measures apply to both private 
development projects and municipal public works construction projects.  Municipal agencies can 
ensure that required control measures are implemented at development sites as part of a 
construction inspection and enforcement program.  The Construction Inspection performance 
standard defines the level of implementation that each municipal agency in the Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) must attain to demonstrate that 
its construction inspection program controls storm water quality impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable.  This performance standard will be used as the basis for measuring the 
effectiveness of each municipal agency's construction inspection and enforcement activities. 
 
The Performance Standard for Construction Inspection is based, primarily, on the San 
Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board's April 1994 Staff Recommendations for 
New and Redevelopment Controls for Storm Water Programs (Recommendations).  The 
Recommendations incorporate the mandates of EPA's storm water regulations as well as the 
Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments.  The performance standard is also consistent 
with the goals and objectives of the New Development and Construction component of the 
Program's 1997 Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP). 


                                            
1 Revisions approved by the Program’s Management Committee on 1/17/02. 
2 The Program’s Planning Procedures Performance Standard addresses the municipal agency’s responsibility to 
ensure that developers include permanent (post-construction) storm water quality control measures in the design of 
projects with significant storm water pollution potential. 
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 PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
 
 
1) The municipal agency ensures through a construction inspection program that construction 


contractors properly store, use, and dispose of construction materials, chemicals, and 
wastes at construction sites and prevent illicit discharges3 to storm drains and 
watercourses. 


2) For development projects with significant erosion potential2 and planned construction 
activity during the wet season2, the municipal agency ensures, through a construction 
inspection program, that erosion and/or sediment control measures are implemented in 
accordance with local ordinances and project conditions of approval and maintained as 
needed during construction. 


3) The municipal agency inspects construction sites for adequacy of storm water quality 
control measures. The frequency of inspections for active sites is at least once per month, 
or more frequently based on the size of the project, site conditions, precipitation, and the 
project’s potential impact on storm water quality. 


4) Prior to the beginning of the wet season each year, the municipal agency inspects all sites 
requiring erosion and/or sediment control plans, to ensure that measures have been taken 
to minimize erosion and discharges of sediment from disturbed areas. 


5) Construction sites with inadequate erosion/sediment controls are given verbal or written 
notice of the inadequacies, according to the municipal agency’s enforcement procedures, 
and followed up with action(s) commensurate with the risk of pollutants entering municipal 
storm drains or waterways.  Written notices and follow-up actions are tracked and 
summarized in the agency’s Annual Report to the Regional Board. 


6) The municipal agency provides training annually to its construction inspection staff on 
inspection procedures, documentation, and enforcement related to storm water pollution 
prevention.  All inspectors receive training on the latest construction-related storm water 
pollution prevention techniques and appropriate follow up actions at least once every two 
years.  The municipal agency keeps documentation that inspectors have received training. 


7) The municipal agency provides outreach materials to contractors, developers, and 
municipal staff on construction BMPs and compliance with the State General Construction 
Activity Storm Water Permit. 


                                            
3 Definitions are provided on page 3 of the Performance Standards. 
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Definitions 
 


Illicit Discharge – Any non-storm water discharge to a storm drain or watercourse, except for 
conditionally exempted discharges allowed under the Program’s NPDES permit. 
 
Significant Erosion Potential – Conditions created by land disturbance activities that require a 
grading permit, as defined by local ordinance, or by discharges of storm water runoff over areas 
with erodable soils. 
 
Wet Season – As defined by local ordinance (typically October 15 to April 15). 
 
NOI Site – A construction site of a size or nature to require coverage under the State’s 
Construction Activity General Permit. 
 
Adequate BMPs --  Best management practices effective for minimizing erosion, controlling 
sediment onsite, containing materials and wastes, and preventing storm water pollution, such 
as those described in the Regional Board’s Erosion and Sediment Control Field Manual (1999), 
the California Construction BMP Handbook (1993 and updates), the ABAG Manual of 
Standards for Erosion & Sediment Control Measures (1995) or other appropriate references. 
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 Attachment 1 
 WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
 
 
This section describes the activities to be conducted by the co-permittee , and described in the 
co-permittee’s local URMP to implement the performance standard, along with an 
implementation schedule. 
 
Example Contents of the Work Plan 
 
• Take steps to obtain adequate legal authority to conduct and enforce construction site 


inspections if necessary. 


• Develop (or review and revise) standard operating procedures for inspection and 
enforcement. 


• Develop or adapt BMPs and control measures identified in Section 3. 


• Obtain or develop educational materials for training construction inspectors and for 
outreach to contractors, developers, and municipal staff. 


• Develop a training program for construction inspectors. 


• Annually conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the construction inspection program, 
report the results of the evaluation in the Annual Report, and identify items for continuous 
improvement. 
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Legal Authority to Implement 







Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
Construction Inspection 


 
 


FY 02-03 Work Plan  5 of 7 Revised 1/17/02 
F:\SC26\SC26-25\WebsiteProducts\PS_Construction.doc       


 Attachment 2 
 LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 
 
 
This section contains a demonstration of the co-permittee’s legal authority to implement the 
performance standard, or a time schedule for developing and obtaining additional authority.  
Adequate legal authority includes the ability to issue a “stop work” order and fines to the 
construction contractor, owner, or agency for noncompliance with the pertinent ordinances and 
sections of the municipal code. 
 
 
Provide references to or excerpts from the following documents, if applicable, to demonstrate 
adequate legal authority to inspect construction sites and enforce compliance with storm water 
requirements: 
 
• Storm water discharge ordinance. 


• Erosion and sediment control and/or grading ordinance. 


• Other ordinance or section of municipal code. 


Each municipality should have procedures for applying graduated levels of enforcement, for 
example:  
 
First level – Verbal warning 
Second level — Written field notification of non-compliance;  
Third level – Issuance of stop work order or citation;  
Fourth level – Referral to the Regional Board. 
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 Attachment 3 
 WORK PLAN BMPS AND CONTROL MEASURES 
 
 
This section should contain the best management practices and control measures that co-
permittees will employ or use as a standard for compliance in the implementation of the 
performance standard, as well as any design criteria, procedures, or methods that would assist 
in the use of the BMPs or control measures. 
 
 
Example BMPs and Control Measures 
 
• Minimum standards for construction BMPs. 


• Requirements for erosion and sediment control measures (examples): 


⇒ Requiring contractors to have installed and implemented BMPs adequate for the 
season and site conditions. 


⇒ Requiring contractors to keep an adequate (depending on the season) supply of 
erosion and sediment control materials on-site throughout the year; 


⇒ Requiring contractors to have an erosion control emergency response plan, 
including 24-hour contact numbers. 


• Standard contract specifications for municipal projects 


• Standard conditions of approval related to construction BMPs and requirements (for 
example, see Attachment 3a, City of San Jose COA letter). 
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 Attachment 4 
 STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
This section should contain the co-permittee’s standard operating procedures (SOPs) for 
implementation of the performance standard. 
 
Description of Inspection and Enforcement Program: 
 
• Which departments or types of inspectors conduct the various components of construction 


inspections (erosion control measures and materials/waste management, public vs. private 
projects). 


• Timing and frequency of inspections (public and private projects). 


• Method of documentation and reporting of violations, follow-up and enforcement actions. 


• Who is responsible for taking and tracking follow-up actions. 


• Enforcement criteria and procedures. 


• Tools used: inspection checklists, outreach materials, use of storm water pollution 
prevention plans in inspections, etc. 


• Coordination of enforcement efforts with other agencies, including the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 


• Training program for construction inspectors in erosion control and storm water quality 
issues, and at least bi-annual training in the latest erosion and sediment control techniques 
(such as the trainings conducted by Regional Board staff or ABAG). 
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Introduction 


 
 
Performance standards define control measures or levels of achievement for particular tasks 
carried out by all Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) 
Co-permittees.  Control measures are described in the Program’s 2004 Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (URMP), which details what the Program is doing to reduce urban runoff 
pollution in the Santa Clara Valley watershed.  The development and implementation of 
performance standards is an integral part of the Program’s URMP.  
 
The components contained herein constitute the revised ILLICIT CONNECTION & ILLEGAL 
DUMPING ELIMINATION ACTIVITIES PERFORMANCE STANDARD. 
 
Purpose 
 
The goal of illicit connection and illegal dumping control measures is to identify and eliminate 
non-permissible non-storm water discharges associated with illegal dumping or illicit 
connections to the storm drain system.  The Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping Elimination 
Activities (ICID) Performance Standard defines the level of implementation that Co-permittees 
in the Program must attain to demonstrate that their ICID activities reduce pollutants to the 
maximum extent practicable. 
 
The performance standard for ICID is based on current practices that municipal agencies are 
and/or will be implementing to eliminate non-storm water discharges and practices that are 
accepted by the State and Regional Board as being effective in controlling these impacts.  The 
performance standard is also consistent with the goals and objectives of the Program’s Urban 
Runoff Management Plan. 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
 Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities        


 
PERFORMANCE STANDARD 


 
 
A. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 
 
1) Resource Commitment 
 


• Identify where responsibility for IC/ID enforcement is located within the jurisdiction. 
 
2) Training/Education/Outreach 
 


• Ensure IC/ID Inspectors are trained. 
• Determine and implement appropriate outreach efforts to reduce non-permissible non-


storm water discharges. 
• Conduct spill response drills annually (if no events occurred to evaluate your plan) in 


cooperation with other agencies or industries. 
• When a responsible party is identified, educate the party on the impacts of his or her 


actions. 
 
3) Complaint Referral/Incident Response System 
 


• Follow existing spill response1 and cleanup programs used within the jurisdiction. 
• Develop and formalize an inter-agency referral process for both internal referrals 


(within a Co-permittee's jurisdiction) and referrals between Co-permittees. 
• Respond to complaints regarding illegal dumping violations into the storm drainage 


system within the jurisdiction. 
 
4) Field Investigation 
 


• Conduct field investigations2 that include inspecting portions of the municipal storm 
drain system for potential sources of non-storm water discharges.  Observed 
discharges will be referred to the appropriate investigating agency. 


• Pro-actively conduct investigations of high priority areas.  Based on historical data, 
prioritize specific areas for pro-active investigations. 


 
 
5) Effectiveness Evaluation 


 
1Activities carried out upon receiving a report of an existing non-storm water discharge. 


2Pro-actively looking for non-storm water flows. 
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• Review annually the ICID Performance Standard and internal investigation results; 
assess whether goals were met and what changes or improvements are necessary.  


• Obtain feedback from complaining parties, other agencies, or citizens, on your agency's 
response to their concern or complaint. 


• Regularly evaluate how the city's interagency ICID referral system works. 
• Obtain feedback from personnel assigned to respond to, or inspect for, illicit 


connections and illegal dumping incidents. 
• Provide ICID effectiveness evaluation results in Annual Reports. 


 
B. ENFORCEMENT 
 


• If the responsible party is identified, educate the party on the impacts of their actions, 
explain the storm water requirements, and provide information regarding Best 
Management Practices (BMP), as appropriate. Initiate follow-up and/or enforcement 
procedures. 


• If an illegal discharge is traced to a commercial, residential or industrial source, 
conduct the following activities or coordinate the following activities with the 
appropriate agency: 
(1) Contact the responsible party to discuss methods of eliminating the non-storm  


   water discharge, including disposal options, recycling, and possible discharge to  
   the sanitary sewer (if within POTW limits).   


(2) Provide Program information to the responsible party, where appropriate. 
(3) Begin enforcement procedures, if appropriate. 
(4) Continue inspection and follow-up activities until the illicit discharge activity has 


ceased 
• If an illegal discharge is traced to a commercial or industrial activity, coordinate 


information on the discharge with the jurisdiction’s commercial and industrial facility 
inspection program.  


 
C. RECORD KEEPING/REPORTING 
 


• Document and report ICID incidents annually using one of the descriptive categories 
provided within Tables 1 through 4 (see below)3.  The categories provided in each table 
(total of 4) relate to the origin of report, source of incident, type of incident, and 
enforcement actions for each ICID incident.  A category from each table will be 
assigned to document the each ICID incident.   


• ICID incidents will be documented by, and the documentation maintained in the files 
of, the local agency or its contractor.  The standard Santa Clara Urban Runoff Illicit 
Connection/Illegal Dumping Reporting Form (see Reporting Form on page 8) or an 
incident reporting form developed by a Co-permittee that contains all of the elements in 
the standard incident reporting form, will be used by all local agencies.   
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• Submit ICID incident results to the Regional Board within Annual Reports. 
• Provide ICID incident results (within an electronic format) to Program staff for 


inclusion in SCVURPPP Annual Report (see below).  
• Develop a tracking system designed to identify and prioritize specific areas for pro-   


active investigations in order to: 
(1) Determine the appropriate frequency for repeat inspections of high, medium, and 


low priority areas based on an investigation of the municipality's entire drainage 
area. 


(2) Determine the number of cross jurisdictional violations (for example, mobile 
cleaners), seasonal violations, and interagency duplication. 


(3) Review complaint response data. 
 
ICID Inspection Data for SCVURPPP Annual Report 


 
To facilitate the continuous improvement of industrial facility inspection reporting on a 
Program-wide level, each Co-permittee will provide raw ICID incident data (within an 
electronic format) to Program staff during each fiscal year.  The procedures and schedule for 
submitting raw ICID incident data will be provided to Co-permittees each November.   
 
Once received within an electronic format, Program staff will analyze all categories to 
ensure that they are reported in accordance with the categories provided in the ICID 
technical memorandum.  Once all reported data is linked to the appropriate category, 
Program staff will produce a summary report detailing all ICID incident information for the 
Program.  Individual reports detailing individual Co-permittee ICID inspection information 
will be developed for each Co-permittee.    
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Table 1. Categories describing the nature and source of ICID incidents. 


Source of 
Report 


Definition 


Illicit discharge 
inspectors 


Routine inspection, patrols 


Interdepartmental Referrals within agency, including channel and road maintenance 
crews, construction inspectors 


Other agency  Referrals from other agencies, including other municipalities, 
SCVWD, State and County Health Departments 


Citizen 
Complaints  


Calls from public 


Other  None of the above 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2. Potential source categories associated with ICID incidents. 
Potential Source of 
Incident 


Definition 


Residential Houses or apartments. 
Industrial Industrial facilities or land use area.  
Commercial  Commercial facilities or land use area (not including 


automotive or food facilities). 
Automotive Facilities Includes all automotive facilities, including engine and body 


repair, gas stations, sales and other vehicle services. 
Food Facilities Includes all food facilities, including restaurants, cafeterias, 


delis, bakeries, mobile food, and grocery stores. 
Construction Sites Includes all construction related activities. 
Public facilities and 
Utilities 


Publicly or utility owned sites and projects (corporation 
yards, transportation or right of ways). 


Other/unknown All other target audiences associated with ICID incidents, or 
when specific target audiences can’t be identified. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3. Category name and definition of ICID incident types.   
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Incident Type 
Category  


Definition 
(Discharges are defined as releases potentially resulting 
in pollutants entering stormwater conveyance systems 
and/or surface waters.). 


Tracking soil The movement of soil and other materials from vehicle or 
heavy machinery operation resulting in discharge.  Typically 
occurring at construction sites 


Saw cutting 
slurry discharge 


The cutting of Asphalt, Cement, Concrete, etc. that results 
in a saw cut slurry discharge. 


Surface cleaning 
discharge 


The washing of toxic materials such as oil, antifeeze, 
grease, as well as cleaning chemicals used to clean parking 
lots, sidewalks, buildings or other surfaces, that results in 
discharge. 


Vehicle & 
equipment 
leaking 


The leaking of fluids from automobiles, trucks, heavy 
machinery and other equipment, including but not limited 
to: brake fluid, radiator fluid, motor oil, transmission fluid, 
battery acid, etc. resulting in discharge. 


Dewatering Contaminated water from construction areas resulting in 
discharge. 


Water line breaks Unplanned release of water from break in water pipes and 
potential soil erosion resulting in discharge. 


Landscape 
material dumping 


The illegal dumping of landscape materials resulting in 
discharge. 


SWIDs Storm Water Infiltration Devices 
Vehicle washing The washing of vehicles that results in discharge. 
Vehicle repair The illicit discharge of automotive fluids or contaminated 


water from vehicles associated with activities such as oil 
changing, radiator flushing that result in discharge. 


Used oil dumping The illegal dumping of motor oil resulting in discharge. 
Un-hardened 
cement discharge 


The washing of cement and/or the rinsing of cement 
mixing and laying equipment resulting in discharge. 


Equipment 
cleaning 


The washing of equipment using solvents resulting in 
discharge. 


Dumpster 
discharge 


Dumpster that is exposed to rainwater and/or contains leaks 
resulting in discharge. 


Pools/Spas/Fount
ains discharge 


The release of contaminated pool, spa and/or fountain 
water resulting in discharge. 


Cooling water 
discharge 


The release of contaminated water associated with 
flushing, leaking or blow down of cooling towers. 


Accidental spills Accidental releases of pollutants resulting in discharge. 
Abandoned 
drums discharge 


Drums of hazardous or non-hazardous materials dumped 
and exposed to rainwater or runoff, which results in 
discharge. 


Sanitary spill or 
leak 


Accidental release from sanitary sewer system resulting in 
discharge. 


Dumping - Improper disposal of hazardous materials, as defined in 
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hazardous California Code of Regulations.  
Dumping – non-
hazardous 


Improper disposal of materials not considered hazardous, 
resulting in discharge.  Materials include but are not 
limited to, construction materials, animal waste, medical 
waste and pesticide. 


Grey water 
discharge 


The release of contaminated water associated with wash 
water discharge. 


Carpet cleaning 
discharge 


The dumping of contaminated water collected during the 
cleaning of carpets resulting in discharge. 


Paint discharge The dumping or paint and/or the washing of painting 
equipment resulting in discharge. 


Food Facility Oil 
& grease 
discharge 


Fats, Oils or Grease released from improperly maintained 
grease traps resulting in discharge. 


RV Waste 
discharge 


The dumping of wastes collected in Recreational Vehicles 
resulting in discharge. 


Allowable 
discharge 


Discharges that do not pollute storm drain or do not pollute 
storm drain when proper control measures are 
implemented.  These include irrigation, car washing 
(residential), water releases, and pumped water from 
foundation and footing drains  


Misc. incidents Any type of discharge not listed above.  Including, but not 
limited to sediment laden water and animal waste 


Illicit connections An improperly plumbed facility or parcel plumbed to the 
storm sewer instead of the sanitary sewer 


Complaint not 
found 


Complaint not found 


 
 
 
 
Table 4. Categories describing enforcement actions. 
Category Description 
Verbal Notice Verbal warning providing information for 


corrective actions 
Warning Notice Written letter providing information for corrective 


actions 
Administrative Action  Official letter describing requirements and 


consequences 
Administrative Action with Penalty 
&/or Fine 


Administrative actions, including fines 


Criminal Action  Legal actions  
Referral for Enforcement  Refer case to agency with enforcement powers 
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Santa Clara Urban Runoff Illicit Connection/Illegal Dumping Reporting Form 
 


Date: ____________       Time: ____________  
Agency or Department: _________________________________________________________________________________  
Inspector(s): __________________________________________________________________________________________  


I. ORIGIN OF REPORT 


1. Describe reason for conducting the investigation. (Definitions on Back): 
  Illicit Discharge Inspection (Routine) 
  Interdepartmental Referral 
  Other Agency Referral 
 


 Citizen Complaints 
 Other ___________________________   


II.       SOURCE OF INCIDENT 
1. Describe location of source of discharge (company name, address, cross streets, physical features, etc.)   
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 ______________________________________________________________________________________  
 


2. Describe Source of Incident (Definitions on Back): 
    Residential 
    Automotive Facilities 
    Public Facilities/Utilities 


 Industrial 
 Food Facilities 
 Other/Unknown    


 Commercial 
 Construction Sites 


 
3. Responsible Party: ________________________________________________________________________  
      Address and Phone: _______________________________________________________________________  
4. Property Owner: __________________________________________________________________________  
      Address and Phone: _______________________________________________________________________  
III. TYPE OF INCIDENT 


1. Illegal Dumping Describe Material Discharged: 


 Sanitary Spill or Leak 
 Unhardened Cement Discharge 
 Pools/Spas/Fountains Discharge  
 Tracking Soil 
 Surface Cleaning Discharge 
 Saw Cutting Slurry Discharge 
 Vehicle/Equipment Leaking 
 Vehicle Washing 
 Vehicle Repair 
 Equipment Cleaning 


 Used Oil Dumping 
 Landscape Material Dumping 
 Accidental Spills 
 Paint Discharge 
 Carpet Cleaning Discharge 
 Food Facility Oil & Grease Discharge 
 Grey Water Discharge 
 Dewatering 
 RV Waste Discharge 
 Water Line Breaks 


 Dumping (Hazardous)  
 Dumping (Non-hazardous) 
 Abandoned Drums Discharge 
 Dumpster Discharge 
 Cooling Water Discharge 
 Allowable Discharge 
 Miscellaneous Incidents               


           
 Other (describe): _____________ 


_____________________________ 
Provide Additional Discharge Information (as appropriate): _____________________________________________________ 


____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 


2.    Other Sources: 
    Illicit Connection    Storm Water Infiltration Devices       
    Other ____________________________________________________________________________ 
 


3.     Complaint Not Found (Circle)  
 


IV. FOLLOW-UP AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 


1. Describe corrective actions: _____________________________________________________________________ 
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________  
 _______________________________________________________________________________________________  


2. Describe materials distributed (brochures, BMPs, etc.): ___________________________________________  


3. Describe Enforcement Action (Definitions on Back): 
  None (Incident Resolved) 
  Administrative Action 
  Criminal Action 


 Verbal Notice 
 Administrative Action with Penalty/Fine 
 Referral for Enforcement 


 Warning Notice 
 
 


Inspector(s) Signature _______________________________________________________________ 
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SECTION 1 
 
 
 


Work Plan/Implementation Schedule 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


 Illicit Connection & Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities     
    


Section 1 
WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 


 
This section contains the plan or activities to be conducted to enable the Co-permittee to 
implement the performance standard along with an implementation schedule.  The work plan 
will be developed by each Co-permittee based on its responsibility to conduct illicit connection 
and illegal dumping elimination control activities within its jurisdiction. 
 
Example Contents of the Work Plan 
 
• Describe steps needed to incorporate the implementation of the performance standard. 
• Obtain adequate legal authority (if necessary). 
• Develop a training program for inspectors and field personnel. 
• Develop and/or distribute public information. 
• Develop and/or implement spill response drills. 
• Develop an inter-agency referral process. 
• Develop an implementation schedule for priority area field investigation (see Table 5 for a 


model implementation schedule). 
• Develop and/or implement complaint response protocols. 
• Develop documentation and record keeping tools. 
• Develop priority area field investigation tracking system. 
• Develop program evaluations (may include):  


1) Reviewing the Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping Elimination Activities   
 Performance Standard.  Identify any necessary modifications or improvements. 


2) Reviewing internal field investigation results, assessing if the purpose was met and   
 identifying what changes or improvements are necessary. 


3) Obtaining feedback on the Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping Control Program   
 from involved parties (e.g., complaining parties, other agencies, citizens, etc.). 


4) Formally evaluating the interagency referral system. 
5) Reviewing the Illicit Connection and Illegal Dumping tracking system to identify   


 necessary modifications or improvements in data collection or reporting methods. 
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 The Field Investigation Implementation Schedule below pertains to high, medium and low 
priority area field investigations. The schedule is a model that may be used by Co-permittees to 
document priority area field investigations. This model is not intended to be an exclusive 
template, but rather to provide a simple format Co-permittees may choose to utilize or modify.   
 
 
 


The schedule is designed to be based on historical field investigation data and the results of the 
tracking system for priority area field investigations described in the performance standard. The 
outfall description and corresponding sector, investigation frequency and total number(s) of 
outfall investigations for high, medium and low priority areas for a given fiscal year are 
identified in the Table below. This schedule should be evaluated annually to determine 
modifications to outfall priorities and to determine appropriate frequencies for repeat 
investigations.    
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Table 5 - Field Investigation Implementation Schedule 


 
 
 
Priority  


 
Investigation 
Frequency 


 
Repeat 
Investigation 


 
 
Source 


 
 
Outfall Description 


 
 
Total (s) 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
High 


 
AD* 


 
AD* 


 
Total Outfalls 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
Medium 


 
AD* 


 
AD* 


 
Total Outfalls 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
 


 
 
 


 
 


 
Low 


 
AD* 


 
*AD 


 
Total Outfalls 


 
 


AD* At Agency’s Discretion 
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Section 2 


LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 
 
This section contains a demonstration that the Co-permittee has the legal authority to implement 
the performance standard.  Each Co-permittee should provide citations for, or excerpts from, 
documents that demonstrate adequate legal authority, and/or provide a time schedule for 
developing and obtaining additional authority.  Required areas of authority may include, but are 
not limited to, the following: 
 


• Authority to prohibit illicit discharges to the municipality’s storm drain system. 
 


• Authority to control discharges to the municipality’s storm drain system which result 
from spills, dumping or disposal of substances other than storm water. 


 
• Authority to conduct inspections, surveillance and monitoring of discharges into the 


municipality’s storm drain system. 
 
(Full documents do not need to be included within this performance standard, but should be 
available upon request by the Regional Board.) 
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Work Plan BMPs and Control Measures 
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Section 3 


WORK PLAN BMPs AND CONTROL MEASURES 
 
This section contains the best management practices and control measures that will be used as a 
standard for compliance in the implementation of the performance standard.  Best management 
practices, as determined by the Co-permittee, should be available to the responsible personnel. 
 
Example BMP’s and Control Measures (outlined in the following documents) 
 
•  Manual for the Investigation and Elimination of Illegal Dumping, Woodward Clyde 


Consultants, February 1991. 
 
• Methods for Conducting Illicit Connection Programs, Woodward Clyde Consultants, 


January 1991. 
 
• NPDES Storm Water Sampling Guidance Document, Environmental Protection Agency, 


July 1992. 
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Section 4 


 
STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 


 
This section contains the Co-permittee’s standard operating procedures for implementation of 
the performance standard.   
 
Example Contents 
 
• Enforcement Procedures/Response Plan (may include coordination with city/county/district 


attorney, etc.) 
 
• Documentation and/or Record Keeping Methods 
 
• Staff Training: determine method(s) - internal, conferences, Program generated, etc.  
 
• Public Information and Participation Procedures - determine methods, materials and 


distribution. 
 
• Complaint Referral Procedures  
 
• Incident Response Procedures  
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Introduction 


 
Performance standards define control measures or levels of achievement for particular tasks 
carried out by all Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) 
Co-permittees.  Control measures are described in the Program’s 2004 Urban Runoff 
Management Plan (URMP), which details what the Program is doing to reduce urban runoff 
pollution in the Santa Clara Valley watershed.  The development and implementation of 
performance standards is an integral part of the Program’s URMP.  
 
The components contained herein constitute the revised Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 
Program Performance Standard.  
 
The goal of industrial and commercial discharger control measures is to reduce or eliminate 
adverse water quality impacts from activities conducted at selected industrial and commercial 
sites. The Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control (IND) Performance Standard defines the 
level of implementation that Co-permittees must attain to demonstrate their IND activities 
reduce pollutants to the maximum extent practicable. 
 
The performance standard for IND is based on current and proposed practices that municipal 
agencies are and/or will be implementing to minimize water quality impacts; and practices that 
are accepted by the State and Regional Board as being effective in controlling these impacts. 
The performance standard is also consistent with the goals and objectives of the Program’s 
Urban Runoff Management Plan and is intended to work parallel with the State’s General 
Industrial Permit. 
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PART II 
 
 


Performance Standard 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for the 


Industrial Commercial Discharger Control Program 
 


MODEL PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
(Revised February 17, 2005) 


 
 
A. INSPECTION CATEGORIES AND FREQUENCIES 
 
Industrial and commercial facilities covered under the Industrial Commercial Discharger Control 
Program may be described using one or more of the following facility inspection categories: 
Notice of Intent (NOI) Filers and Program-wide Facilities.  The Program-wide Facilities 
category includes additional facilities not limited to those industrial sites required to obtain 
coverage under the State’s Industrial Stormwater NPDES General Permit.  The Program-wide 
Facilities category was also developed to include facilities typically inspected by Co-permittees 
and to ensure standardized reporting of facility inspections.  Inspection frequencies, which are 
provided for each category, may vary between Co-permittees, depending on the types of 
businesses and potential threats of stormwater pollution occurring in each jurisdictional area.  In 
addition, each Co-permittee has assigned an inspection frequency for each industrial and 
commercial category within their jurisdictional area.  Inspection frequencies for certain 
categories are included in Co-permittee Management Plans, Work Plans, and/or Annual Reports. 


 
1. Notice of Intent (NOI) Filers  


 
NOI filers are those facilities that have filed an NOI with the State and appear on a list 
provided by the State.  The following shall be accomplished for all NOI filers and facilities 
with individual NPDES permits for storm water discharge: 


 
• A complete initial storm water inspection shall be performed within one (1) year of 


beginning implementation of this Performance Standard. 
 
• At the beginning of each fiscal year the lists of NOI filers shall be reviewed and 


revised as needed. 
 


• Any facility that files an NOI after the date that the jurisdictional Co-permittee begins 
implementation of this performance standard shall undergo its initial inspection within 
one (1) year of filing report received by Co-permittees. 


 
• During the initial inspection, it will be verified that the facility has submitted an NOI. 


 
• NOI filers who have undergone their initial inspection shall have an inspection 


frequency of no less than once in five (5) years.  However, the inspection frequency 
can be reduced for sites that demonstrate a history of compliance or exhibit little threat 
to water quality. 


 
• Inspection frequency should be increased (greater than once in five (5) years) for sites 
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that demonstrate non-compliance, or exhibit significant threat to water quality. 
 
2. Program–wide Facilities  
Program-wide facilities (Table 1) have a potential to be a source of pollutants to storm 


water.  This category includes seventeen descriptive facility types typically inspected 
by the Co-permittees.  To ensure standardized reporting of inspections, facility types 
described as NOI Filers are also included within this category.  The program-wide 
facility type described as “Other” is provided to include miscellaneous industries that 
are less significant or less probable sources of stormwater pollution.  Each program-
wide facility category was developed in accordance with the Program’s Enhanced 
Annual Reporting Requirements for the Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 
Program (Permit Provision C.6.a.i).  Each category is also described in the Continuous 
Improvement of Industrial Reporting Technical Memorandum dated September 7, 
2001.  Program-wide facilities that are not NOI Filers are inspected no less than once 
every five (5) years.  Program-wide facilities that are NOI filers shall be inspected 
within one (1) year of filing report received by Co-permittees.  However, the inspection 
frequency for Program-wide facilities can be reduced for sites that demonstrate a 
history of compliance or exhibit little threat to water quality.  Inspection frequency 
should be increased (greater than once in five (5) years) for sites that demonstrate non-
compliance, or exhibit significant threat to water quality. 
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TABLE 1 - Program–wide Facilities 
 


Facility Category Description 


• Automotive  Automotive sales, engine and body repair, gas stations, car 
washes, parking, vehicle services 


Food Service Eating and drinking establishments, including cafeterias, delis, 
bakeries, mobile food 


Paint Facilities Manufacturing and retailing  


Dry Cleaners Dry cleaners  


Cleaning Services Mobile washers, building cleaning, carpet cleaning 


Pesticide Facilities Manufacturing and retailing; pesticide applicators 


Machine Shops Industrial machinery and equipment  


Metal Manufacturing Metal fabricating, finishing, plating, metal work (40 CFR 413, 
433) 


Electric/Electrical Components Manufacturing (40 CFR 469) 


Construction/Building Retail, trade contractors, construction, landscape and garden 
businesses 


Local Transit; Highway Transport Electric, Gas and Sanitary Services, Trucking Industries 


Recycling yards 


Auto Dismantlers 


Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 


Recycling yards  


Auto Dismantlers 


Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 


Corporation Yards Corporation Yards 


Landfills Landfills 


Other 


 


Other 


Other may include: 
    


 


 Photographic/Printing  Commercial Areas 
 Laboratories  Winery 
 Medical and Dental Labs  Florist 
 Chiropractors  Jewelry/Precious Metal manufacturing 
 Radiologists  Miscellaneous Manufacturing 
 Veterinarians  Storage 
 Plastics manufacturing  Welding/Iron Works 
 Pharmaceuticals manufacturing  Amusement Parks 
 Cabinetry  Laundries 
 Wood furniture  Hazardous Waste 


  Underground Storage Tanks 
  


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


• 


F:\SC53\SC53.33\PS Updates\update2004\IND0205.doc  4  Revised  February17, 2005 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 
 
B.  GENERAL ADMINISTRATION 


 
• All facilities addressed by this Performance Standard will be inspected to determine the 


existence of discharges or threatened discharges that are illegal under local ordinances. 


• For any Storm Water Infiltration Devices (SWIDs) discovered, a SWID notification card 
will be completed.  One copy will be submitted to the Santa Clara Valley Water 
District’s Water Quality Unit. 


• Facilities will be inspected to determine compliance with local municipal storm water 
ordinances.  The facility operator will be notified of observed areas of concern; official 
action on violations will take place under local authority. 


• Significant problems that cannot be addressed promptly and fully under local authority 
shall be referred to the Regional Board or other appropriate agency. 


• Best Management Practices (BMP) information will be distributed to those facilities that 
do not already have them at the time of the inspection.  These BMP documents include 
the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program literature for: 
Industrial Facilities, Construction, Food Service Facilities and Automotive Facilities will 
be distributed as appropriate depending on the type of facility inspected.   


• Internal summaries of the type and number of violations reported, and the type of 
facilities with reported violations, will be reviewed annually.  Recommendations for 
updates to the standard list of violations on the Inspection Checklist, or possible 
Program-wide focus for facility type or violation type, will be made as needed. 


 
C.        ENFORCEMENT 
 


• When non-compliance is observed, educate facility operators/owners on the impacts of 
their actions, explain the storm water requirements, and provide information regarding 
Best Management Practices (BMP), as appropriate.  Certain violations may warrant 
immediate mitigation and/or enforcement actions.  Each Co-permittee will follow its 
enforcement plan to determine the level of enforcement for issues identified during 
inspections.   


• If a specific problem is identified during an inspection, provide information on 
corrective actions and provide either verbal or written warnings to the facility owner 
and expected dates to correct the problem.   


• If compliance has not been achieved upon re-inspection, initiate formal enforcement 
procedures (e.g., Compliance Order, Notice to Comply or Compliance Directive).  
Conduct follow-up inspections to evaluate progress towards compliance. 


• If compliance has not been achieved upon a second re-inspection, enforcement actions 
should be taken.  Enforcement actions can include a Compliance Agreement or 
Administrative Citation, which may include fines and/or court action.  
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 
D.       RECORD KEEPING/ REPORTING 
 


• Document and report IND inspections annually using one of the descriptive categories 
provided within Tables 1 and 21.  The categories provided in each tables relate to the 
facility category and enforcement actions for each IND inspection.  A category from 
each table will be assigned to document the each IND inspection.    


• IND inspections will be documented by, and the documentation maintained in the files 
of, the local agency or its contractor.  The standard Santa Clara Urban Runoff 
Industrial/Commercial Inspection Checklist (see Reporting Form on page 8) or an 
inspection reporting form developed by a Co-permittee that contains all of the elements 
in the standard incident reporting form, will be used by all local agencies 


• If actual non-compliance or threatened non-compliance is noted during an inspection, 
the nature of the follow-up, through resolution of the noted issues, up to and including 
the enforcement action will be reported annually.   


• Submit IND inspection results to the Regional Board within Annual Reports. 
• Provide IND inspection results (within an electronic format) to Program staff for 


inclusion in SCVURPPP Annual Report (see below).  
• Provide IND effectiveness evaluation results in Annual Reports. 


 
IND Inspection Data for SCVURPPP Annual Report 
 
To facilitate the continuous improvement of industrial facility inspection reporting on a 
Program-wide level, each Co-permittee will routinely submit raw IND inspection data (within an 
electronic format) to Program staff during each fiscal year.  The procedures and schedule for 
submitting raw IND inspection data will be provided to Co-permittees each November.   
 
Once received within an electronic format, Program staff will analyze all categories to ensure 
that they are reported in accordance with the categories provided in the IND technical 
memoranda.  Once all reported data is linked to the appropriate category, Program staff will 
produce a summary report detailing all IND information for the Program.  Individual reports 
detailing individual Co-permittee IND inspection information will be developed for each Co-
permittee. 


                                                 


F:\SC53\SC53.33\PS Updates\update2004\IND0205.doc  6  Revised  February17, 2005 


1 Reporting requirements and categories are also described in the Continuous Improvement of Industrial Reporting Technical Memorandum dated 
September 7, 2001.  







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 
 
The following levels of enforcement shall be reported by municipalities against non-compliant 
facilities:  
 


Table 2 – IND Enforcement Actions 
Level 1 – (Warning) 
Verbal and/or written notice to facility owner/operator identifying the problem and providing 
information on corrective actions.  A time frame to correct the problem should be specified 
based on the severity and/or complexity of the problem. 
 
Level 2 - (Administrative Actions):  
Issuance of Compliance Order, Notice to Comply or Compliance Directive, or other similar 
notification outlined in the municipality’s storm water ordinance that identifies a problem, 
requires correction or abatement but does not assess fines. A time frame to correct the problem 
should be specified based on the severity and/or complexity of the problem.  This category is 
more descriptive and provides steps conducted prior to assessing fines. 
 
Level 3 - (Enforcement Actions):  
Administrative and/or civil actions that may include fines or require the facility to resolve the 
matter in the court system.  Level 3 may include the following categories: administrative 
citations with monetary fines and referral for legal action.  Level 3 is the highest level of 
enforcement. 
 
No Action:  
Facilities observed to be in compliance with storm water ordinances and/or current and proposed 
practices implemented to minimize water quality impacts.    
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Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 
 


Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Industrial/Commercial Inspection Checklist 
 
 
Date: ____________      Time: ____________ 
 
Agency or Department: __________________________________________________________________________________________ 


Inspector(s): __________________________________________________________________________________________  


I. FACILITY INFORMATION 


1. 


2. 


3. 


5. 


6. 
   


Facility Name: ________________________________________________________________________  


Address:   


Responsible Party:         4.   Phone:   


Notice of Intent (NOI) has been submitted:    Yes   No   N/A  


Describe the Facility Type: 


   Automotive 
 Food Service 
 Paint Facilities 
 Dry Cleaners 
 Cleaning Services  
 Pesticide Facilities 
 Machine Shops  
 Metal Manufacturing 
 Electric/Electrical Components 


 Construction/Building 
 Local Transit/Highway Transport 
 Recycling Yards 
 Auto Dismantlers 
 Concrete/Stone/Clay Products 
 Corporation Yards  
 Landfills 
 Other* _____________________________________________ 


  
 
 
 
 


 
 No Violations Observed 


 


II. ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS 


1. Describe Enforcement Action (Definitions on Back). 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 


 No Action 
 Level 1 (Warnings) 
 Level 2 (Administrative Actions) 
 Level 3 (Enforcement Actions) 


 
III.   COMMENTS/RECOMMENDATIONS/REFERRALS 
              


              


               


 


Inspector(s): ______________________________________________ 


Received by: _____________________________________________ 
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SECTION 1 
 
 
 


Work Plan/Implementation Schedule 
 
 
 


 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 


 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for the 


Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Program 
 


Section 1 
WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 


 
This section contains the plan or activities to be conducted to enable the Co-permittee to 
implement the performance standard along with an implementation schedule. The work plan will 
be developed by each Co-permittee based on its responsibility to conduct industrial/commercial 
discharger control activities within its jurisdiction. 
 
Example Contents of the Work Plan 
• Steps needed to incorporate the implementation of the performance standard. 
• Obtain legal authority for inspection and enforcement (if necessary). 
• Facilities to be inspected and inspection frequency  
• Develop inspection program for a new category of discharger. 
• Develop agreements with other agencies to conduct facility inspections (e.g., Health 


Department). 
• Develop referral and complaint response protocols. 
• Develop documentation and record keeping tools.  
• Develop a training program for inspectors and field personnel. 
• Conduct workshops for inspectors or the regulated community. 
• Develop and/or distribute public information. 
• Develop an inspection checklist. 
• Incorporate BMPs (included in section 3) and other control measures into facility 


inspections. 
• Develop program evaluations (may include): 


1.   Reviewing the industrial/commercial facility tracking system to assess the effectiveness 
of data collection, the inspection reporting format and identification of facilities to be 
inspected. 


2. Verifying the frequency requirements for facility inspections outlined in the current 
performance standard. 


3. Identifying other facilities or activities related to industrial/commercial storm water 
discharge(s) not addressed in the current performance standard that require attention. 


4. Obtaining and reviewing feedback on the Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control 
Program from: 1) citizen reports 2) inspections 3) workshops for inspectors. 


5. Documenting recommended modifications to the performance standard. 
6. Reviewing data for the purposes of evaluating compliance and opportunities for Program 


improvement.  
• Submit industrial/commercial facility data to Program staff. 
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SECTION 2 
 
 
 


Legal Authority to Implement 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for the 


Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Program 
 


Section 2 
Legal Authority to Implement 


 
This section contains a demonstration that the Co-permittee has the legal authority to implement 
the performance standard.  Each Co-permittee should provide citations for, or excerpts from, 
documents that demonstrate adequate legal authority, and/or provide a time schedule for 
developing and obtaining additional authority.  Required areas of authority may include, but are 
not limited to, the following:   
 


• Authority to control quantity and quality of discharges from industrial activities that 
enter the municipality’s storm drain system. 


 
• Authority to prohibit illicit discharges to the municipality’s storm drain system. 


 
• Authority to control discharges to the municipality’s storm drain system which result 


from spills, dumping or disposal of substances other than storm water. 
 


• Authority to conduct inspections, surveillance and monitoring of discharges into the 
municipality’s storm drain system. 


 
(Full documents do not need to be included within this performance standard, but should be 
available upon request by the Regional Board.) 







 


 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 


SECTION 3 
 
 
 


Best Management Practices and Other Control 
Measures 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for the 


Industrial/Commercial Discharger Control Program 
 


Section 3 
WORK PLAN BMPs AND CONTROL MEASURES 


 
The purpose of best management practices for a commercial and industrial discharger control 
program is to eliminate or reduce adverse water quality impacts from activities commonly 
conducted at commercial and industrial sites.  This section contains a list of model best 
management practices to be used as guidance by Co-permittees in conducting commercial and 
industrial facility inspections.  
 
The model BMPs are grouped into four areas: general facility information, indoor activities, 
outdoor activities and equipment.  These areas correspond to each element in the standard Santa 
Clara Valley Urban Runoff Facility Inspection Checklist (see part II). Note: BMPs were 
developed by Co-permittees through the Industrial/Commercial Subcommittee.  
 
I. General Facility Information 


A. Notice of Intent (NOI) 
1) Determine whether an NOI for coverage under the State’s General Permit has been 


submitted (if required). 
2) Make visual verification of NOI. 
3) If NOI has not been filed, but is required, advise facility to contact RWQCB. 


B. Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and Storm Water Monitoring Plan 
1) If NOI has been filed, a visual verification of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention 


Plan (SWPPP) and a Storm Water Monitoring Plan will be conducted. 
2) If SWPPP and SWMP are required, but not on site, advise facility to contact the 


RWQCB regarding NPDES requirements. 
C. Best Management Practices (BMPs) 


1) Distribute appropriate BMP brochures to all inspected industrial and commercial 
facilities.  


 
II. Indoor Activities 


A. Floor Cleaning 
1) Verify where all floor cleaning water, wax and unused stripper is disposed of. 


Advise facility staff on proper disposal of unused products. 
2) Make visual inspection of all drains and sinks. Look for signs of improper disposal 


of waste liquids. 
3) Verify waste liquids from automated floor cleaning equipment holding tanks are 


discharged to the sanitary sewer. 
B. Indoor Equipment Cleaning 


1) Wastewater from cleaning equipment should be discharged to the sanitary sewer 
(within local POTW discharge limits) or recycled. The facility should consult with 
the POTW or manage wastewater as a hazardous waste. 
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C. Indoor Manufacturing, Residues and Spills 
1) Ensure proper cleaning and disposal methods are performed for interior spills and 


leaks. Proper disposal methods depend on the type of substance.  If hazardous 
material is spilled, the facility should refer the incident to the local hazardous 
material agency. 


2) Verify appropriate absorbent materials are kept readily accessible and designated 
employees are trained on proper spill response techniques. 


3) Ensure proper control of process residues and dust near exterior doorways (e.g., 
recommend relocating machinery and improving housekeeping).  


4) Verify proper connection of interior floor drains (e.g., review plumbing schematics, 
conduct a dye test).  All interior floor drains and sumps should be plumbed to the 
sanitary sewer or closed loop treatment system. 


 
III. Outdoor Activities 


 A. Vehicle and Equipment Fuel Dispensing Areas 
(Note: Some items in this section are the responsibility of the local hazardous materials 
or fire prevention agency. Refer to appropriate enforcement agencies as needed). 
1) Determine whether any fuel dispensing equipment is exposed to storm water and/or 


whether fueling or the transfer of any chemical from one vessel or another is 
conducted near a storm drain. If so: 
a) Verify the dewatering procedures for the secondary containment areas that 


surround fuel tank farms or other fuel storage equipment. 
b) Ensure a method is in effect to protect all adjacent storm drains in the event of a 


spill.   
c) Ensure absorbent material and booms are readily at hand. 


 B. Vehicle and Equipment Washing 
1) Verify floor mat and equipment screen/filter cleaning is not conducted in a location 


that may adversely impact a storm drain. 
2) All vehicle and equipment rinse water should be discharged, with proper approval, 


into a sanitary sewer drain.  All wastewater resulting from power washing of 
contaminated surfaces may be subject to some type of pretreatment prior to entering 
the sanitary sewer. 


3) Recommend wash water be recycled in a closed loop system. 
 C. Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance 


1) If vehicles are maintained on site, ensure there are no associated impacts to any 
storm drains. 


2) If leaks or drips occur under vehicles, drip pans should be placed under the  
 vehicles. 
3) If applicable, inspect all outdoor drains and suspicious indoor drains in the vehicle 


maintenance area. Conduct dye tests to verify proper connections.  
4) If specialized equipment (forklifts, fifth wheels, etc.) is maintained on site, ensure 


wash water used to clean equipment is not disposed to the storm drain directly or 
indirectly. 


 D. Material Storage 
1) Determine whether raw materials and their by-products are exposed to rain water. 


Ensure loose materials are stored under cover or in bermed areas if possible. 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 


F:\SC53\SC53.33\PS Updates\update2004\IND0205.doc  13 Revised  February17, 2005 


2) If raw materials and their by-products are transferred from one place to another in 
or adjacent to any storm drain, or in such a manner to impact the storm drain, 
recommend placing protective covers or similar devices over storm drains and 
improving housekeeping in these areas. 


 E. Waste Storage 
(Note: In cases where hazardous materials or hazardous waste storage pose a threat to 
the storm drain, the facility should consult with the local hazardous materials/waste 
enforcement agency). 
1) Determine whether the facility stores or disposes of hazardous materials, hazardous 


wastes, or any other substances on site. 
2) Verify if rainwater can enter any double contained areas and how these areas are 


drained once rainwater comes into contact with these materials.  The facility should 
consult with the local hazardous materials enforcement agency and POTW. 


3) Determine whether the transfer of hazardous materials, waste or non-hazardous 
substances may potentially impact the storm drain.  If non-hazardous substances are 
involved: 
a)  Recommend good housekeeping measures. 
b) Recommend the facility protect storm drains by relocating substance to a 


covered area.  
c) Recommend the facility berm or cover substance(s) or install an approved 


protective device at storm drain inlets. 
4) If there are any storm drains adjacent to any storage areas, request that the facility 


effect a method to monitor and protect storm drain inlet from accidental discharge. 
 F. General Construction Activities 


1) Facilities are responsible to advise and require contractors to protect storm drains. 
2) Advise facility that if 5 acres or more are disturbed, a general construction permit 


(NPDES) is required. 
3) If construction activities are current, determine if there is a potential for soil to 


erode into the storm drain by rain or irrigation run-off.  If so: 
a) Recommend installing filter fabrics in combination with swales or berms to 


protect storm drain inlets. 
b) Recommend erosion control techniques. 


4) Verify construction workers are not washing tools and/or equipment adjacent to any 
storm drains.  
a) Recommend that the facility incorporate storm control verbage into all 
contracts. 
b) Recommend that the facility provide an employee training program. 


5) Verify construction materials are not being disposed in the storm drain directly or 
indirectly.  Construction debris and materials such as paint, mineral spirits, drywall 
compounds, adhesives and other solvents should be properly disposed of.  If a 
material is a hazardous waste, the facility should refer to the appropriate agency. 


 G. Power Washing 
1) Recommend dry methods of clean-up. 
2) If power washing must be used, the facility should refer to the proper procedures in 


the Bay Area Storm Water Management Agencies Association’s “Pollution From 
Surface Cleaning.” 
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 H. Outdoor Equipment Storage 
1) Inspect all scrap yards, vehicle storage lots or areas where retired/surplus 


equipment is stored.  Determine where storm drains are in relation to these areas. 
a) The facility should cover oily and soiled equipment with a leak proof cover. 
b) The facility should drain all automotive related fluids prior to storage, and 


dispose of properly. 
c) Drip pans should be placed under leaky equipment. 


 I. Process Residues 
1) Determine if any manufacturing process that creates any residue is conducted 


outdoors and whether this residue can impact the storm drain.  
a) The facility should ensure good housekeeping. 
b) Recommend conducting manufacturing processes in a covered location. 
c) Recommend protection of adjacent storm drains. 


 J. General Housekeeping 
1) Determine the general overall condition of the facility. Is housekeeping conducted 


on a consistent basis?  Are there accumulations of debris, refuse or litter? Make 
necessary recommendations. 


2) Recommend a training program addressing good housekeeping practices. 
 K. Irrigation and Landscape 


1) Determine if landscape contractors are properly disposing of lawn clippings and 
other vegetative wastes.  


2) Inspect storm drains for vegetative wastes. 
3) Ensure temporary protection of all impacted storm drain inlets while conducting 


landscape activities. 
4) Inspect paving around landscaping to see if sprinklers are over watering and 


causing undue erosion and runoff of associated chemicals.  If, so have facility 
representative adjust irrigation timers or sprinkler heads. 


5) Determine whether pesticides, herbicides or fertilizers are applied to the 
landscaping; identify how much and how often. Refer all pesticide/herbicide 
application problems to the Santa Clara County Agriculture Department. 


6) Verify landscape equipment is washed properly and away from paved areas or 
storm drain. The facility should filter wash water and discharge to sanitary sewer (if 
within POTW limits). 


IV.  Equipment 
 A. Air Compressors 


1) Inspect air compressor units that are exposed to storm water for residual grease on 
the tank or motor surface.   


2) Air compressors should be located in a covered area.  
3) Request air compressor leaks be repaired. 
4) Inspect area beneath air compressor bleed line and determine if any oily substance 


is being released which could impact the storm drain.  If so, place a catch pan below 
he bleed off valve and dispose of water from pan on a regular basis. 


 B. HVAC, Chillers and Refrigerators 
1) Determine whether air conditioning units (generally found on roof) and chillers 


have a condensate line that is plumbed to a roof storm drain.   
a) For existing buildings, non-contaminated discharge can go to the storm drain. 
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b) For new development or building remodels, the discharge should go to the 
sanitary sewer. Consult with local planning/building department. 


2) Determine whether air conditioning and chiller units are treated with descaling or 
anti-algae agent.  Facility representatives are responsible to direct HVAC contractor 
to properly dispose of all flushing agent residues and by-pass condensate line while 
flushing unit. 


3) Determine whether HVAC condenser tubes are annually flushed with any type of 
chemical by a servicing contractor and how wastewater is disposed of. The runoff 
from the tube cleaning must be captured and properly disposed of. 


4) Determine whether any of the units are power washed.  If so, refer to proper 
procedures in the Bay Area Storm Water Management Agencies Association’s 
“Pollution From Surface Cleaning”. 


5) Determine whether defrost water or condensate is discharged. The facility 
representative is responsible to ensure defrost water does not come into contact 
with any pollutants directly or indirectly. 


6) Determine how waste compressor oil from chillers is disposed of.  The facility 
should contact the local hazardous waste enforcement agency regarding proper 
disposal. 


 C. Air Scrubbers 
1) Determine whether particulate from air scrubbers is deposited on any surface in a 


manner that may impact the storm drain. 
2) Advise the facility representative to repair air scrubbers and remove any debris.  If 


feasible, a protective catch pan should be placed around the scrubber. 
3) Refer any fall out violations to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. 
4) Inspect the discharge point of any wet scrubber.  Wet scrubbers must discharge to 


the sanitary sewer. 
 D. Basement Sump Pumps 


1) If the facility has a basement parking lot, verify rainwater drains to a storm drain.   
2) Inspect the bottom of the storm drain sump drain and determine the method of 


cleaning. 
3) Advise the facility representative that only rainwater can be pumped into the storm 


drain. Any debris surrounding or inside the sump should be removed.  A screen 
mesh or filter fabric may be installed on the sump grate to assist in protecting sump 
from particulate debris (if it will not cause a flood hazard). The facility should 
consult the appropriate agency regarding proper disposal of sump debris. 


4) Determine whether automotive fluid spills and/or drips are cleaned with appropriate 
absorbent. 


5) Determine whether cars are washed in the basement parking lot.  This should 
include mobile auto detailers. 


6) Advise the facility representative that all floor cleaning contractors must protect the 
storm drain system from accidental discharge. 


 E. Boilers 
1) Determine whether the blow line or tank drain line is located adjacent to any storm 


drain inlet or channel, directly or indirectly.  All treated boiler discharge must be 
discharged to the sanitary sewer or recycled/reused in an approved closed loop 
system. 
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2) Determine whether the boiler is treated with scaler or algicide and if any leakage is 
present.  Discharge from boiler chemical additives may meet hazardous waste 
criteria.  If so, the facility should refer to the local hazardous waste compliance 
agency for proper storage and disposal. 


3) Determine whether the boiler vents to the roof.  If so, determine whether vapor will 
recondense on the roof and make contact with storm water runoff.  Advise facility 
representative to repair condensate pipe and redirect flow to sanitary sewer. 


 F. Facility Catch Basins  
1) Inspect all catch basins and drop inlets for debris or other foreign material and have 


the facility clean or remove debris regularly. 
2) Identify all storm drains with stencil: “Do Not Dump- Flows to Bay” 


 G. Refuse Dumpster and Compactor 
1) Advise the facility to keep dumpster lids closed when not in use and/or exchange 


bins without lids. 
2) The facility should relocate dumpsters and bins away from storm drains. 
3) Contaminated rainwater that has accumulated from an open container must be 


discharged to the sanitary sewer (if within POTW limits). 
4) Verify plugs are installed on dumpsters and are not leaking. If so, the facility should 


install plugs or exchange dumpsters. 
5) Verify compactor leachate or associated hydraulic fluid does not leak into or 


adjacent to any storm drain or onto the pavement.  If so, the facility should protect 
the storm drain, repair the compactor, absorb leaked material, and discharge 
absorbent in compactor.  Liquid can also be discharged to the sanitary sewer, if 
within POTW limits. 


 H. Cooling Tower 
1) All cooling tower discharges must be directed to the sanitary sewer. 
2) Cooling tower chemicals should not be stored adjacent to any storm drain.  Refer 


any chemical storage problems to the local hazardous waste enforcement agency. 
Also contact POTW. 


3) Ensure proper disposal of washing detergents and/or muriatic acid (common 
cooling tower cleaner).  The facility should contact the appropriate agency for 
proper disposal. 


 I. Emergency Showers 
1) Verify emergency showers do not discharge to the storm drain sewer. 


 J. Filter Back flush 
1) Back flushed or back washed equipment filters, including filters for pools and 


fountains, should discharge to the sanitary sewer. The facility should collect and 
dispose of solids into a refuse container. 


2) Commercial and institutional swimming pool facilities should refer to the Santa 
Clara County Health Department, Consumer Protection Division for filter medium 
disposal issues 


 K. Grease Interceptor, Tallow Containers 
1) Inspect the area around outdoor grease interceptor cover and verify rain water can 


not carry residual grease to the storm drain. 
2) Advise facility representative to clean debris on a regular basis and clean the 


interceptor area after it is pumped by a septic hauler.  Residual grease must be 
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collected or washed back into the interceptor. 
3) Tallow bins must be stored in areas where they do not come into contact with storm 


water.  Recommend a covered area for tallow bin storage. 
4) Ensure a mechanism is in effect to protect storm drains if an interceptor overflows. 
5) Replace or exchange bins, if necessary. 


 L. Ground Water Treatment Discharge 
1) Determine whether ground water is being treated at the site and where it is 


discharged.  Consult with RWQCB or SCVWD. 
2) If ground water is discharged to the storm drain, verify an NPDES permit has been 


issued.  If ground water is discharged to the sanitary sewer, verify POTW permit. 
 M. Ground Water Dewatering Devices 


1) Determine if any groundwater is discharged from the site, and verify which sewer it 
connects to.   


2) Uncontaminated groundwater infiltration need not be prohibited unless the 
discharge is identified by a public agency or the RWQCB as a source of pollutants 
to receiving waters. 


3) If applicable, review spill control plan. 
4) Determine whether pumped water comes into contact with any pollutants before 


water is discharged.  Consult with RWQCB and SCVWD. 
 N. Loading Docks 


1) Inspect all loading dock drains for potential pollutants, including truck fluid leaks. 
2) Debris from catch basins should be removed on a regular basis. 
3) Catch basin inlets should be protected from accidental spillage by placing absorbent 


booms or covers over drains or installing valved inlet inserts (if safe and feasible). 
4) Advise local hazardous materials agency if materials that could impact the storm 


drain are loaded or transferred at the dock. 
5) Dock wash water should be diverted to the sanitary sewer, (if within POTW limits) 


or a dry method of clean-up should be used. 
 O. Parking Lots 


1) Inspect facility parking lots for excessive vehicle fluid leaks or spills. The facility 
should clean-up spills by (1) sweeping up particles and debris, (2) absorbing spills 
with rags or absorbent, (3) mopping area. 


 P. Ponds, Fountains and Pools 
1) Overflow drains from ponds and decorative fountains must be discharged to the 


sanitary sewer or re-used for irrigation.  This includes all pool filter backwash and 
associated debris. 


2) The facility should consult with the local POTW if ponds or fountains are treated 
with copper-based algaecides (shock), growth inhibitors or other agents. 


3) Ensure pond or fountain filters are not back flushed into a storm drain. 
 Q. Roof Vents and Equipment 


1) Excessively greasy roof vents should be cleaned on a regular basis, especially 
during the wet season.    


2) If feasible, catchment pans or trays should be installed at the base of the vents. 
3) Duct work should be properly sealed and maintained. 
4) If feasible, protective devices should be installed around storm drains. 
5) Inspect roof for residual machinery process residues on roof (paper dust, sawdust, 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 


F:\SC53\SC53.33\PS Updates\update2004\IND0205.doc  18 Revised  February17, 2005 


steam condensate, paint, etc.).  The facility should consult with the local hazardous 
material waste enforcement agency and the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District for control measures.   


 R. Reverse Osmosis and Deionization Units. 
1) Ensure reject water from reverse osmosis (R.O.) units, in no way impacts the storm 


drain.  Reject water from R.O. unit should be diverted to the sanitary sewer. The 
facility should consult the local POTW for requirements. 


2) Back flush water from deionization units should be discharged to the sanitary 
sewer. The facility should consult the local POTW for requirements. 
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STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
This section contains the Co-permittee’s standard operating procedures for implementation of 
the performance standard.  
 
Example Contents 
 
• Enforcement Response Plan 
 
• Documentation and/or Record Keeping Methods 
 
• Staff Training  
 
• Enforcement Procedures 
 
• Public Information and Participation Distribution 
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FINAL 
PEST MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE STANDARD 


and Guidance Documents1 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
Purpose of Performance Standard 
 
The goals of the Pest Management Performance Standard and the control measures 
herein are to:  1) minimize pesticide use, particularly organophosphate pesticides; and 
2) reduce the amount of pesticides in storm water and landscape runoff.  These control 
measures apply to pest management on municipally owned property performed by 
municipal employees and by commercial applicators that contract with the municipality.  
The control measures also include outreach to other users within the municipality’s 
jurisdiction about less toxic pest control methods and proper disposal of pesticides.  
 
The Pest Management Performance Standard defines the level of implementation that 
each municipal agency in the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention 
Program (Program) will achieve to demonstrate that its pest management program 
controls the discharge of pesticides in runoff to the maximum extent practicable.  This 
performance standard will be used as the basis for measuring the effectiveness of each 
municipal agency's pest management activities. 
 
The Pest Management Performance Standard is based, primarily, on the requirements 
of Provision C.9.d. of  the Program’s municipal storm water NPDES permit reissued on 
February 21, 2001 (see Appendix A).  The performance standard is also consistent with 
the goals and objectives of the Program's  Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP, 
1997, revised October 2000). 
 
Permit Requirements Addressed by this Performance Standard 
 
Permit Provision C.9.d. contains requirements pertaining to the use of pesticides within 
the jurisdictions of the Co-permittees.  Some of these requirements will be addressed by 
activities at the Program level, as described in the Program’s Pesticide Management 
Plan (July 1, 2001), and other requirements will be addressed by individual 
municipalities’ activities at the local level, as described in the co-permittees’ work plans. 
 
This performance standard provides guidance to co-permittees in preparing individual 
pest management plans.  Each plan will include activities to implement this performance 
standard, as well as participate in Program-wide activities as appropriate.  Each plan 
will address municipal use of pesticides, and education and outreach on the use of 
pesticides by other sources within the municipality’s jurisdiction.  The plans will describe 
the Integrated Pest Management (IPM) practices that municipal agencies are, and/or 


                                                           
1Approved by SCVURPPP Management Committee 2/21/02. 
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will be, implementing to minimize pesticide use and water quality impacts from 
pesticides, and include additional elements per the permit provisions. 
Co-permittees will also participate and/or support Program staff participation in regional 
efforts to reduce pesticide use, such as those conducted by the Urban Pesticide 
Committee (UPC), the Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association 
(BASMAA), and the Stormwater Quality Task Force (SWQTF). 
 
The permit also requires mechanisms to discourage pesticide use at new development 
sites by encouraging pest-resistant landscaping, minimization of impervious surface and 
other design strategies, and education of individuals who perform design and 
environmental reviews.  This requirement will be incorporated into the Planning 
Procedures Performance Standard, which will be revised subsequent to adoption of 
revised language for permit Provision C.3. (expected July 2001). 
 
Approach for Addressing Other Pesticide Users 
 
Other pesticide users within the Program’s geographic area, but not within the 
jurisdiction of municipal agencies to regulate include: residential users, commercial 
applicators hired by private or non-municipal entities, landscape gardeners, special 
districts ( such as vector control and open space districts) and school district staff.  
Because municipalities have limited authority with respect to these users, the municipal 
agencies’ role for control of pesticide use by these groups will be to provide education 
and outreach about municipal IPM policies, less-toxic pest control methods, and proper 
pesticide disposal.  Commercial applicators contracted by municipalities for application 
of pesticides on municipal property can be required to follow the municipalities’ IPM 
policies through contractual agreements. 
 
Municipalities do not have the authority to regulate the use of pesticides by school 
districts, however the California Healthy Schools Act of 2000 (AB 2260) has imposed 
requirements on California school districts regarding pesticide use in schools.  Posting 
of notification prior to the application of pesticides is now required, and IPM is stated as 
the preferred approach to pest management in schools.   
 
Coordination with Pesticide Regulating Agencies 
 
There are three State and County agencies that regulate the application of pesticides:  
the State Department of Pesticide Regulation, the Structural Pest Control Board, and 
the County Agricultural Commission. The roles of these agencies in the licensing and 
training of pesticide applicators and the monitoring of their activities (i.e., reporting 
requirements) are described in Appendix B.  Co-permittee pest management plans will 
include recognition of and coordination with the responsibilities and activities of these 
agencies 
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Definitions 
 
Pesticides:  Section 12753 of the California Food and Agricultural Code defines a 
pesticide as any spray adjuvant, or any substance, or mixture of substances which is 
intended to be used for defoliating plants, regulating plant growth, or for preventing, 
destroying, repelling, or mitigating any pest, as defined in Section 12754.5 (of the Food 
and Agricultural Code), which may infest or be detrimental to vegetation, man, animals, 
or households, or be present in any agricultural or nonagricultural environmental 
whatsoever. 
 
Pesticides That Cause Impairment of Surface Waters:  These are defined as either: 


1) pesticides identified on the Clean Water Act’s 303(d) list of impaired water bodies 
in Santa Clara Valley (including the lower South San Francisco Bay); or 


2) any additional pesticides identified by the Co-permittees or the Regional Board 
as causes of water quality impairment in Santa Clara Valley (including the lower 
South San Francisco Bay) based on scientific evidence obtained from local 
monitoring and toxicity studies.    


 
Integrated Pest Management (IPM):  IPM is an ecosystem-based strategy that focuses 
on long-term prevention of pests or their damage through a combination of techniques 
such as biological control, habitat manipulation, modification of cultural practices, and 
use of resistant varieties.  Pesticides are used only after monitoring indicates they are 
needed according to established guidelines, and treatments are made with the goal of 
removing only the target organism.  Pest control materials are selected and applied in a 
manner that minimizes risks to human health, beneficial and non-target organisms, and 
the environment.2 
 
Production Agriculture 
Production agriculture sites, as defined by the DPR, are sites where crops or livestock 
are grown. 
 
Non-Production Agriculture 
Non-production agriculture sites, as defined by the DPR, are sites on which pesticide 
use is regulated by the DPR and include areas such as, but not limited to, cemeteries, 
parks, golf courses, and rights-of-way. 
 
LD  50 
The concentration of a toxic chemical which is a lethal dose to 50 percent of a 
population of organisms exposed to it. 


                                                           
2 Definition from the University of California Statewide Integrated Pest Management Project. 
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PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
 
 


Overall Plan 


1. Each municipal agency will develop and implement a Pest Management Plan to  
minimize pesticide use and reduce the amount of pesticides in storm water and 
landscape runoff to the maximum extent practicable.   


Legal Authority 


2. Each municipal agency will adopt an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) policy 
and/or ordinance requiring: 


a. the use of IPM techniques in the agency’s operations; 


b. minimization of pesticide use, particularly organophosphate and copper-based 
pesticides, by agency staff and contractors;  


c. the use of organophosphate and copper-based pesticides only when their use is 
justified and adverse water quality impacts are minimized; and 


d. the reduction, phase-out, and ultimate elimination of the use of pesticides that 
cause impairment of surface waters. 


Procedures for Municipal Staff 


3. Each municipal agency will develop and implement standard operating procedures 
(SOPs) and best management practices (BMPs) for implementing the IPM Policy. 


 
4. Each municipal agency will provide outreach to its employees regarding its IPM 


policy and goals; 
 


5. Each municipal agency will ensure that employees receive appropriate pest 
management training by implementing the following: 


a. Employees who apply pesticides for the agency will obtain the appropriate 
training as required by the County Agricultural Commissioner and the State 
Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR); 


b. Employees within departments responsible for pesticide application will receive 
annual training on the appropriate portions of the agency’s IPM Policy, SOPs, 
and BMPs, and the latest IPM techniques;   


c. Employees who are not authorized and trained to apply pesticides will be 
periodically (at least annually) informed that they cannot use over-the-counter 
pesticides in or around the workplace, consistent with the IPM Policy. 
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Procedures for Contractors 


6. Each municipal agency will develop and implement a process to ensure that any 
contractor employed to conduct pest control and pesticide application on municipal 
property engages in pest control methods consistent with the IPM Policy adopted by 
the agency.  Specifically, municipalities will require contractors to: 


a. Follow the agency’s IPM policy, SOPs, and BMPs; 


b. Provide evidence to the agency of having received training on current IPM 
techniques when feasible; 


c. Provide documentation of pesticide use on agency property to the agency in a 
timely manner. 


 
Outreach to Other Users 


7. Each municipal agency will identify in its annual work plan outreach activities it will 
conduct consistent with the Program’s Pesticide Management Plan.  Work plan 
elements will address outreach to the following target audiences: 


a. residential pesticide users; 


b. professional pest control businesses; 


c. customers of professional pest control businesses; 


d. pesticide retailers; 


e. school districts; and 


f. other special districts. 


Information will be provided on less-toxic pest control practices, proper disposal of 
pesticides, and the agency’s own IPM practices, as applicable. 


8. Each municipal agency will coordinate with household hazardous waste (HHW) 
collection agencies to support, enhance, and help publicize programs for proper 
pesticide disposal. 


Evaluation and Reporting 


9. Each municipal agency will develop and implement a process for tracking and 
reporting pesticide use on municipally-owned property to the maximum extent 
practicable.  The highest priority for tracking and reporting will be organophosphate 
pesticides and other pesticides impairing water quality.  Co-permittees will strive, 
over time, to resolve difficulties associated with reporting use by contractors and 
lease holders, and other data collection limitations.  The results will be reported in 
the annual report.   


10. Each municipal agency will conduct a periodic agency-wide search of its chemical 
inventory for pesticides no longer legal for application per EPA, State, and/or local 
requirements.  These pesticides, if found, will be properly disposed pursuant to 
appropriate waste disposal regulations. 


11. As part of the annual reporting process, each municipal agency will review and 
evaluate, with input from municipal staff, the effectiveness of its Pest Management 
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Plan and IPM Policy in achieving the goals of the Plan to the maximum extent 
practicable. 
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Attachment 1 
PEST MANAGEMENT WORK PLAN GUIDANCE 


 
Contents of Work Plans 
 
Recommended elements of Co-permittee work plans include the following: 
 
Inventory/Program Assessment 


• Determine whether your agency has an IPM policy, ordinance, or procedures, and 
the actions necessary to revise and/or formalize the policy/ordinance/procedures to 
comply with this performance standard. 


• Inventory the pesticide use by your agency: 


Ø which departments are responsible for pest management; 


Ø the level of training/certification of department employees (i.e., number of pest 
control advisors, qualified applicators, and pesticide workers on staff; see 
Appendix B); 


Ø where (in general) do the responsible departments conduct pest management 
and apply pesticides if needed; 


Ø what pest control services are contracted out; 


Ø where pesticides are stored; 


Ø if and when organophosphate pesticides (particularly diazinon and chlorpyrifos) 
are used; 


Ø whether other municipal staff using over-the-counter pesticides in the work place 


Ø what training is currently provided by your agency and whether IPM training 
included. 


 
Development of Pest Management Plan 


• Revise and/or formalize IPM policy/ordinance/procedures as needed 


• Develop pest specific and/or site specific SOPs incorporating input from field 
personnel 


• Develop SOPs and BMPs for implementing the IPM policy/ordinance/procedures 


• Revise standard conditions for pest control contracts to reflect IPM 
policy/ordinance/procedures 


• Assess training requirements by department and develop in-house training programs 


• Determine method of “awareness training” for employees not authorized to apply 
pesticides 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program Pest Management Performance Standard 
 Work Plan 
 


FY 02-03 Work Plan  8 of 19 2/21/02 
F:\SC26\SC26-25\WebsiteProducts\PS_Pesticide.doc 
   


• Develop a process for obtaining reports on pesticide use by authorized employees 
and providing summary reports to the Regional Board (see pilot reporting process 
below) 


• Develop a process for a periodic chemical inventory review. 


• Develop a process for annual review and evaluation of the Pest Management Plan 


 
Development of Outreach Plan 


• Review Program’s Pesticide Management Plan for activities at the Program level. 


• Develop work plan for specific local outreach activities to address residential and 
other target audiences as appropriate. 


• Coordinate with household hazardous waste (HHW) collection agencies to identify 
ways to support, enhance, and help publicize programs for proper pesticide 
disposal, and include appropriate activities in work plan. 


 
Work plans should include deliverables and schedule for completion and/or ongoing 
implementation. 
 
Reporting Process 
 
A pilot reporting process will be tested and evaluated by the Co-permittees during FY 
01-02.  The process includes collection of pesticide use reports from each department 
and contractor summarizing information related to organophosphate pesticide use 
(including diazinon and chlorpyrifos) during calendar year 2001, and reporting that 
summary to the Regional Board as part of the annual report.  The process was tested 
by the West Valley Communities during spring and summer 2001 and results shared 
with other co-permittees.  In light of the limitations in data availability, reporting will be 
done to the maximum extent practicable with identification of areas for improvement 
occurring annually. 
 
For the pesticides used during calendar year 2001, Co-permittees should report 
commercial name of pesticide, active ingredient, percent of active ingredient, and total 
volume  or weight of active ingredient applied.  At a minimum, this information should be 
reported for pesticides containing chlorpyrifos (dursban) and diazinon.  These data will 
serve as a baseline for comparison in future years. 
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Legal Authority to Implement 
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Attachment 2 
LEGAL AUTHORITY 


 
The co-permittees will need to demonstrate authority to regulate pesticide use by 
municipal staff through an IPM policy, ordinance, and/or procedures, in accordance with 
Performance Standard #1.  The policy/ordinance/procedures should be included in this 
section of the performance standard when it is added to the Co-permittees’ local 
URMPs. 
 
Several IPM policies and ordinances exist throughout the state which are being 
implemented and which can be used as models.  Examples of policies can obtained 
from the City of Sebastopol, and the National Park Service.  Examples of IPM 
ordinances can be obtained from the County of Marin, City of Santa Cruz, and the City 
of San Francisco.  The City of Santa Monica has established a city IPM Program as a 
part of its sustainable city program.  Samples IPM policies and contracts can be 
obtained from City of Santa Monica staff.  
 
In addition, it is recommended that Co-permittees include language in contracts with 
pest control companies that requires those pest control services to use practices 
consistent with each Co-permittee’s IPM policy/ordinance/procedures.  As an alternative 
approach, Co-permittees may assign a municipal pest control advisor to instruct and 
supervise contractors in the control of pests on municipal property. 


 
Sample Contract Language Outline for Pest Control Contractors 
This contract language is based on examples of contract language taken from  the City 
and County of San Francisco Integrated Pest Management Services Contract and the 
City of Santa Monica Request for Qualifications from licensed pest control contractors .  
These documents were obtained by Program staff at the San Francisco-sponsored IPM 
workshop held in January 2001.  A variety of such contracts were reviewed, containing 
a range of level of detail.   
  
Background 
On [date], the [city/county/district] adopted an Integrated Pest Management (IPM) 
policy/ordinance.  Conventional pest control techniques have relied extensively on the 
use of chemical pesticides, which contribute to ground and surface water contamination 
and create the potential for exposure to building occupants and visitors.  IPM involves 
the coordinated use of site-specific environmental and pest information with available 
pest management methods to effectively manage pests over the long-term with the 
least possible hazard to human health and the environment.  IPM programs employ a 
holistic approach to pest management decision-making , prioritizing low hazard 
management options that emphasize prevention, monitoring and natural biological 
controls.  IPM allows the appropriate use of the least hazardous, selective pesticides 
only when non-chemical methods are not feasible.   


 
The definition of IPM used by the city/county/ district, is:  IPM is an ecosystem-based 
strategy that focuses on long-term prevention of pests or their damage through a 
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combination of techniques such as biological control, habitat manipulation, modification 
of cultural practices, and use of resistant varieties.  Pesticides are used only after 
monitoring indicates they are needed according to established guidelines, and 
treatments are made with the goal of removing only the target organism.  Pest control 
materials are selected and applied in a manner that minimizes risks to human health, 
beneficial and non-target organisms, and the environment. 
 
Requirement 
All contractors retained by the city/county/district to provide pest control services will 
comply with the city/county/district’s IPM Plan/Policy (Appendix X). 
 
Examples of  Optional Elements of Pest Control Contracts 
 
1. Contract Modifications to Address IPM 
 
2. On-Going, Long Term Service 


This is service provided using regular inspections, maintenance and other methods 
on an on-going basis for the prevention and minimization of pest problems. 


 
A. Initial Building/Site Inspections 


B. Periodic Inspection Schedule 
C. Site-Specific IPM Plans 
D. Record-Keeping 
E. Reporting 
F. Recommendations for Site Tenants and Other Contractors 


(These would be recommendations, when feasible, for changes in behavior 
which are essential for minimizing the need for pesticide spraying.)  


a. Municipal Staff (Tenants) 
b. Maintenance / Janitorial Staff 
c. Construction Contractors 


G. Effectiveness Evaluation of IPM Methods Used 


H. IPM Plan Updates 
 
3. Short Term Service,  or Emergency Service 


(This addresses pest problems which can and need to be addressed within a short 
period of time, such as destruction of a yellow jacket or other nest, and which are 
performed on an as-needed basis.) 


 
4. Training 
5. Excluded Pests 
6. Pesticide Restrictions (bans) 
7. Pesticide Use Restrictions (Methods) 
8. Approved Products 
9. Non-Pesticide Treatments Preferred 
10. Quality Control Program 







 
 
 
 


Attachment 3 
 
 
 


Work Plan BMPs and Control Measures 
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Attachment 3 
BMPS AND CONTROL MEASURES 


 
 


This section includes BMPs and control measures to protect water quality during the 
use of pesticides, when it is determined through an IPM process that pesticides must be 
used.1  
 
PESTICIDE USAGE  


1) Follow all federal, state, and local laws and regulations governing the use, 
storage, and disposal of pesticides and training of pest control advisors 
and applicators. 


2) Use the least toxic pesticides that will do the job, provided there is a 
choice.  The agency will take into consideration the LD50, overall risk to the 
applicator, and impact to the environment. 


3) Apply pesticides at the appropriate time to maximize their effectiveness 
and minimize the likelihood of discharging non-degraded pesticides in 
stormwater runoff.  Avoid application of pesticides if rain is expected (this 
does not apply to the use of pre-emergent herbicide applications when 
required by the label for optimal results.) 


4) Employ techniques to minimize off-target application (e.g. spray drift) of 
pesticides, including consideration of alternative application techniques. 
For example, when spraying is necessary, increase drop size, lower 
application pressure, use surfactants and adjuvants, using wick 
application, etc.  


5) Apply pesticides only when wind speeds are low. 


6) Mix and apply only as much material as is necessary for treatment.  
Calibrate application equipment prior to and during use to ensure desired 
application rate. 


7) Do not mix or load pesticides in application equipment adjacent to a storm 
drain inlet, culvert or watercourse. 


8) Irrigate slowly to prevent runoff and then only as much as is needed.   


 


PESTICIDE STORAGE 


1) To minimize quantities of pesticides stored, purchase what is needed for 
use in the near future. 


2) Implement storage requirements for pesticide products with guidance from 
the local fire department and the Santa Clara County Agricultural 


                                                           
1 The following BMPs are taken from the Performance Standard for Public Streets, Roads, and Highways 
Operation and Maintenance, Section V.D.3. (Vegetation Control for Median and Road Embankment 
Maintenance), the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) 
Performance Standards for Integrated Pest Management, and the San Mateo County Department of 
Agriculture Alternatives and Best Management Practices letter to San Mateo County Pest Control 
Companies. 
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Commissioner.  Provide secondary containment for pesticides, if required. 


3) Provide spill kits, store the kits near pesticides, and train employees to use 
them.   


4) Store pesticides in a locked and posted individual storage unit.  Pesticides 
should not be stored where they could be exposed to rain or irrigation 
water, causing pesticide runoff to storm drains or creeks. 


5) Store pesticides only in labeled containers. 


 


PESTICIDE DISPOSAL 


1) Dispose of empty pesticide containers according to the instructions on the 
container label. 


2) Dispose of unused pesticides as hazardous wastes in accordance with 
applicable regulations. 


 


References and Sources for Pesticide Regulations 


• California Code of Regulations, Title 3  (www.calregs.com\default.htm) 


• California Food and Agricultural Code Division 6 and Division 7 


• Santa Clara County Agricultural Commissioner 


• Department of Pesticide Regulation 


• Structural Pest Control Board, California Department of Consumer Affairs 
 
 
References for IPM Materials, Available from the University of California 
Statewide Integrated Pest Management Project  
 
• Natural Enemies Handbook:  The Illustrated Guide to Biological Pest Control 
• Pests of Landscape Trees and Shrubs 
• The UC Guide to Solving Garden and Landscape Problems:  An Interactive CD 


ROM 
 
Contact Information 
www.ipm.ucdavis.edu/IPMPROJECT/pubs.html/#books or 1-800-994-8849 
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Standard Operating Procedures 
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Attachment 4 
STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 


 
[To be completed by each agency, consistent with its IPM Policy] 
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APPENDIX A 
 


PERMIT PROVISION C.9.d., CONTROL PROGRAM FOR PESTICIDES1 
 


d. Control Program for Pesticides.  To address the impairment of urban streams 
by diazinon, the Dischargers shall implement a pesticide toxicity control plan 
(Pesticide Plan) that addresses their own use of pesticides, including diazinon 
and other lower priority pesticides no longer in use, such as chlordane, dieldrin 
and DDT, and the use of such pesticides by other sources within their 
jurisdictions.  The Dischargers may address this requirement by building upon 
their prior submissions to the Regional Board.  They may also coordinate with 
BASMAA, the Urban Pesticide Committee, and other agencies and 
organizations. 


i. Pesticide Use by Dischargers 


The Pesticide Plan shall include a program to quantitatively identify each 
Discharger’s pesticide use by preparing a periodically updated inventory of 
pesticides used by all internal departments, divisions, and other operational 
units as applicable to each Discharger.  The Pesticide Plan shall include 
goals and implementing actions to replace pesticide use (especially diazinon 
use) with least toxic alternatives.  Schools and special district operations shall 
be included in the Pesticide Plan to the full extent of each Discharger’s 
authority.  The Dischargers shall adopt and verifiably implement policies, 
procedures, and/or ordinances requiring the minimization of pesticide use and 
the use of integrated pest management (IPM) techniques in the Dischargers’ 
operations.  The policies, procedures, and/or ordinances shall include 1) 
commitments to reduce use, phase-out, and ultimately eliminate use of 
pesticides that cause impairment of surface waters, and 2) commitments to 
not increase the Dischargers’ use of organophosphate pesticides without 
justifying the necessity and minimizing adverse water quality impacts. The 
Dischargers shall implement training programs for all municipal employees 
who use or could use pesticides, including pesticides available over the 
counter.  These programs shall address pesticide-related surface water 
toxicity, proper use and disposal of such pesticides, and least toxic methods 
of pest prevention and control, including IPM.  The Pesticide Plan shall be 
subject to updating via the Dischargers’ continuous improvement process. 


 
ii. Other Pesticide Sources.  To address other pesticide users within the 


Dischargers’ jurisdictions (including schools and special district operations 
that are not owned or operated by the Dischargers), the Pesticide Plan shall 
include the following elements: 


• Public education and outreach programs.  Such programs shall be 
designed for residential and commercial pesticide users and pest control 


                                                           
1 From Order No. 01-024 reissuing waste discharge requirements for the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution 
Prevention Program, NPDES Permit No. CAS029718, adopted February 21, 2001. 
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operators.  These programs shall provide targeted information concerning 
proper pesticide use and disposal, potential adverse impacts on water 
quality, and alternative, least toxic methods of pest prevention and control, 
including IPM.  These programs shall also target pesticide retailers to 
encourage the sale of least toxic alternatives and to facilitate point-of-sale 
public outreach efforts.  These programs may also recognize local least 
toxic pest management practitioners.   


• Mechanisms to discourage pesticide use at new development sites.  Such 
mechanisms shall encourage the consideration of pest-resistant 
landscaping and design features, minimization of impervious surfaces, 
and incorporation of stormwater detention and retention techniques in the 
design, landscaping, and/or environmental reviews of proposed 
development projects.  Education programs shall target individuals 
responsible for these reviews and focus on factors affecting water quality 
impairment. 


• Coordination with household hazardous waste collection agencies.  The 
Dischargers shall support, enhance, and help publicize programs for 
proper pesticide disposal. 


The Pesticide Plan shall include a schedule for implementation and a 
mechanism for reviewing and amending the plan, as necessary, in 
subsequent years.  The Pesticide Plan shall be submitted to the Executive 
Officer by July 1, 2001. 


 
iii. Other Pesticide Activities 


The Dischargers shall work with the Urban Pesticide Committee and other 
municipal stormwater management agencies in the Bay Area to assess which 
diazinon products and uses and previous uses of dieldren, chlordane, and 
DDT pose the greatest risks to surface water quality.  Along with incorporating 
this information into the programs described above, the Dischargers shall 
work with the Urban Pesticide Committee and other municipal stormwater 
management agencies to encourage US EPA, the California Department of 
Pesticide Regulation (DPR), and pesticide manufacturers to understand the 
adverse impacts of diazinon, dieldren, chlordane, and DDT on urban creeks, 
monitor US EPA and DPR activities related to the registration of diazinon 
products and uses, and actively encourage US EPA, DPR, and pesticide 
manufacturers to eliminate, reformulate, or otherwise curtail, to the extent 
possible, the sale and use of diazinon when it poses substantial risks to 
surface water quality (e.g., when there is a high potential for runoff).   


 
The Dischargers shall also work with the Regional Board and other agencies 
in developing a TMDL for diazinon in impaired urban creeks.  The 
Dischargers will participate in stakeholder forums and collaborative technical 
studies necessary to assist the Regional Board in completing the TMDL.  
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These studies may include, but shall not be limited to, additional diazinon 
monitoring and toxicity testing. 
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APPENDIX B 
 


INFORMATION ON PESTICIDE-REGULATING AGENCIES 
 
There are three State and County agencies that regulate the application of pesticides:  
the State Department of Pesticide Regulation, the Structural Pest Control Board, and 
the County Agricultural Commission.  The following describes the roles of these 
agencies in the licensing and training of pesticide applicators and the monitoring of their 
activities (i.e., reporting requirements). 
 
Department of Pesticide Regulation 
 
The Department of Pesticide Regulation (DPR) is a department of the California 
Environmental Protection Agency (CAL EPA).  The DPR “has primary responsibility for 
regulating all aspects of pesticide sales and use to protect public health and the 
environment. The Department's mission is to evaluate and mitigate impacts of pesticide 
use, maintain the safety of the pesticide workplace, ensure product effectiveness, and 
encourage the development and use of reduced-risk pest control practices while 
recognizing the need for pest management in a healthy economy.” 1  DPR certifies 
pesticide applicators that apply certain types of pesticides in agricultural and some 
outdoor urban settings including rights-of-way, cemeteries, and parks. 
 
Structural Pest Control Board 
 
The Structural Pest Control Board is a division of the California Department of 
Consumer Affairs.  Its mission is to “protect and provide redress to the consumer of 
structural pest control services and is committed to the public's health, safety and 
welfare.”2  Pesticide applicators that are licensed through the Structural Pest Control 
Board apply pesticides primarily to structures, rather than to outdoor areas, however, 
structural pest control operators can apply pesticides in outdoor settings, according to 
certain limitations.  Some examples of outdoor pesticide use by structural pest control 
operators (PCOs) are applications to the exterior surfaces of buildings, outdoor 
perimeter spraying, and spraying to cracks in pavement. 
 
County Agricultural Commissioner 
 
The County Agricultural Commissioner oversees the training, certification, and 
regulation of all those applying pesticides in agricultural and urban settings.  The health 
and safety of pesticide applicators and the general public is of primary concern.  
Additionally, the County Agricultural Commissioner’s office engages in activities to 
prevent the “introduction, establishment, and spread of destructive insects, plant 
diseases and weeds into the County’s urban and agricultural areas.”3 
 


                                                           
1 DPR web site [http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/] 
2 SPCB web site [http://www.dca.ca.gov/pestboard/] 
3 County Agricultural Commissioner’s web site [http://santaclaracounty.org/agweights/] 
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Current Pesticide Application Requirements 
 
DPR Certification 


• Agricultural Pest Control Advisor License:  This license is required by anyone 
recommending a pesticide be used for a specific pest problem in any agricultural use 
setting.  Although a municipality is not required to have an Advisor on staff it must 
have a written recommendation for each agricultural application.  Often 
recommendations are obtained from the Licensed Pesticide Dealer (the 
manufacturer.) 


 


• Qualified Applicator Certificate:  This certificate must be held by the supervisor of 
persons applying pesticides, or the person applying pesticides directly, if the 
pesticide is restricted a restricted use pesticide.  If the pesticide is not a restricted-
use pesticide, the applicator need only receive annual training.  The supervisor is not 
required to be present during pesticide application, but must be accessible via radio 
or telephone to the person applying the pesticide. 


• Qualified Applicator License:  This license must be held by the supervisor of persons 
applying pesticides, or the person applying pesticides directly, if the pesticide 
application is done for hire.   


• Pesticide Worker Training:  The person directly applying the pesticides does not 
have to have a qualified Applicator Certificate, but must go through annual “pesticide 
worker safety” training.   


 
Structural Pest Control Board Certification 
 
The Structural Pest Control Board (SPCB) issues licenses in three categories under 
three branches.  The three licenses are: operators, field representatives, and registered 
applicators.  The three branches are:  


 
• Branch 1: Fumigation, which is the practice relating to the control of household and 


wood destroying pests or organisms by fumigation with poisonous or lethal gases. 


• Branch 2: General pest, which is the practice relating to the control of household 
pests, excluding fumigation with poisonous or lethal gases.  


• Branch 3: Termite, which is the practice relating to the control of wood destroying 
pests or organisms by the use of insecticides, or structural repairs and corrections, 
excluding fumigation with poisonous or lethal gases.  


 
Training 
 
The training requirements for the DPR and SPCB are provided below.  Neither the DPR 
nor the SPCB directly provide training to persons wishing to become certified or 
licensed under the respective departments.  The agencies conduct testing and approve 
training courses and materials offered by private or public educational institutions. 
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DPR 


The levels of knowledge required by the various license and certificate holders varies 
according to level of certification.  Certified Pest Control Advisors are required to have 
some knowledge of IPM practices and methods, and to consider IPM when writing 
recommendations for pest control. Beginning in 2003, Advisors will be required to take 
four hours of continuing education each year in IPM.  


 


Not all applicators have been trained in IPM, or are required to receive IPM training.  
IPM is not required as an area of knowledge for qualified applicators and pesticide 
workers.  Knowledge in the areas of worker and public safety, pesticide handling, 
regulations pertaining to pesticides, and methods and equipment used in the application 
of pesticides is generally required. 
 
SPCB 


The levels of knowledge required by the various license and certificate holders varies, 
depending on the certificate.  Generally, the areas of knowledge required for passing 
the required tests offered by the Structural Pest Control Board fall under the categories 
of laws and regulations pertaining to pesticides, contracts, and labor; proper business 
practices; worker and consumer safety; pest identification and biology; methods and 
equipment used in the application of pesticides; and wood treatment and structural 
repair.  IPM is not specifically listed in Structural Pest Control knowledge requirements.  


Reporting 


The application of all restricted-use pesticides and agricultural use pesticides must be 
reported on a monthly basis to the local County Agricultural Commissioner’s office using 
a DPR-approved monthly summary form (three copies one of which is dept by the 
originator).  The pesticide product name and manufacturer, the EPA pesticide 
registration number, quantity used, number of applications, commodity or site treated, 
and acres or units treated may be reported depending on the application.  The 
Agricultural Commissioner keeps one copy and sends the second copy to DPR.  This 
requirement applies to all licensed pesticide applicators (including municipal staff and 
commercial  applicators) 4,5 . 


Pesticide applications on “Production Agriculture”4 sites are reported and can be sorted 
by township/range coordinates.  Applications on “Non-production Agriculture”5 sites and 
applications by structural pest control operators are reported by County.  


                                                           
4 Production agriculture sites, as defined by the DPR, are sites where crops or livestock are grown. 
5 Non-production agriculture sites, as defined by the DPR, are sites on which pesticide use is regulated by the DPR 
and include areas such as, but not limited to, cemeteries, parks, golf courses, and rights-of-way. 
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 SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
 NEW DEVELOPMENT AND CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES CONTROL MEASURES 
 
 
 Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


 Planning Procedures for New Development and Redevelopment 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The goal of new development and redevelopment control measures is to minimize the storm 
water quality impacts of land development after construction.  These control measures apply to 
both private development projects and municipal capital improvement projects.  The Planning 
Procedures Performance Standard defines the level of implementation that municipal agencies 
in the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) must attain in 
order to demonstrate that their land use planning, development plan review and approval 
processes control storm water quality impacts to the maximum extent practicable.   Control of 
impacts on storm water quality from construction activities is addressed under a separate 
Construction Inspection Performance Standard, although some overlap exists because the 
planning process is the appropriate opportunity to ensure that projects include erosion and 
sediment control measures during construction and after completion of construction. 
 
The Planning Procedures Performance Standard was based originally on the San Francisco 
Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board's April 1994 Staff Recommendations for New and 
Redevelopment Controls for Storm Water Programs (Recommendations).  The 
Recommendations incorporate the mandates of EPA's storm water regulations as well as the 
Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments.  The performance standard is also consistent 
with the goals and objectives of the New Development and Construction Activities Component 
of the Program's Urban Runoff Management Plan (1997, rev. 2000).  The performance standard 
has since been updated to meet the requirements in Provision C.3 of the Program’s NPDES 
permit, amended per Regional Board Order No. 01-119, October 17, 2001. 
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 PERFORMANCE STANDARD  
 
1) The municipal agency (Co-permittee1) shall have adequate legal authority to implement 


new development control measures, including all applicable requirements of Provision 
C.3, as part of its development plan review and approval procedures and other 
appropriate new development and redevelopment permitting procedures (Permit 
Provision C.3.a.i.). 


 
2) The municipal agency shall provide developers with information and guidance materials 


on site design guidelines, building permit requirements, and BMPs for storm water 
pollution prevention early in the application process, as appropriate for the type of 
project and location (C.3.a.ii.). 


 
3) The municipal agency shall ensure that environmental documents required for those 


projects that fall under CEQA or NEPA review address both significant and cumulative 
storm water quality impacts during the life of the project,  and relevant permit 
requirements.  These documents include EIRs, negative declarations and initial study 
checklists (C.3.m.). 


 
4) The municipal agency shall encourage developers of all projects subject to design 


review under its development plan review and approval procedures to consider 
incorporating appropriate source control and site design measures that minimize 
stormwater pollutant discharges to the maximum extent practicable. 


 
5) The municipal agency shall require developers of Group 1 projects2 to design and 


implement the following measures to reduce stormwater pollution to the maximum extent 
practicable3: 


a. Site design shall include measures to minimize impervious land coverage, 
maximize infiltration (where appropriate and designed to protect groundwater 
quality4), and provide detention or retention as part of landscaping where feasible 
(C.3.b.i. and C.3.j.); 


b. Source controls5 shall be required to limit pollution generation, discharge, and 
runoff as appropriate (C.3.k.), including measures to discourage pesticide use 
(C.9.d.ii.); 


                                            
1 Performance Standards #1, 2, and 4 may not apply to agencies that do not have land use authority (i.e., 
the Santa Clara Valley Water District).  The District does have authority over construction and related 
activities occurring within 50 feet of the top of bank of a watercourse.  It is expected that Co-permittees 
will address relevant sections of each performance standard when incorporating the model performance 
standard into their local urban runoff management plans. 
2 Definitions are provided at the end of this section (page 4). 
3 Unless an alternative method of compliance is approved by the municipal agency in accordance with its 
alternative compliance program (C.3.g.). 
4 Refer to SCVURPPP C.3. Handbook:  Guidance for Implementing Stormwater Requirements for New 
and Redevelopment Projects, Infiltration Guidelines. 
5 Source control measures should also be encouraged for all discretionary projects that include potential 
sources of pollutants or activities that are likely to generate pollutants. 
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c. Stormwater treatment measures shall be designed in accordance with the 
numeric design criteria in Provision C.3.d.; 


d. Increases in peak runoff flow and volume shall be managed for appropriate 
projects by implementing the guidance in the Program’s Hydromodification 
Management Plan (HMP) for the specific stream receiving the discharge, 
following approval of the HMP by the Regional Board (C.3.f.). 


 
6) The municipal agency shall require developers of projects that disturb a land area of one 


acre or more to demonstrate coverage under the State General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity (C.3.a.iii.). 


 
7) The municipal agency shall require developers of projects with potential for significant 


erosion and planned construction activity during the wet season1 to prepare and 
implement an effective erosion and/or sediment control plan or similar document prior to 
the start of the wet season (C.3.a.iv.). 


 
8) The municipal agency shall implement an operation and maintenance (O&M) verification 


program that includes: (C.3.e.) 


a) Compiling a list of private and public properties and responsible operators for all 
stormwater treatment measures; 


b) Inspecting a subset of prioritized treatment measures for appropriate O&M, on an 
annual basis, with appropriate follow-up and correction; 


c) Requiring legally enforceable agreements or other mechanisms assigning 
responsibility for O&M of treatment measures. 


 
9) The municipal agency shall ensure that municipal capital improvement projects include 


storm water quality control measures during and after construction, as appropriate for 
each project, and that contractors comply with storm water quality control requirements 
during construction and maintenance activities (C.3.a.v.). 


 
10) The municipal agency shall provide training at least annually to its planning, building, 


and public works staffs on planning procedures, policies, design guidelines, and BMPs 
for storm water pollution prevention (C.3.a.vi.). 
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Definitions 
 
Group 1 Projects – Beginning October 15, 2003, municipal agencies must begin to implement 
permit Provision C.3. requirements for  public and private projects in the following categories: 


1. Commercial, industrial, or residential developments that create one acre (43,560 
square feet) or more of impervious surface, including roof area, streets and 
sidewalks.  This category includes development of any type on public or private land, 
which falls under the planning and building authority of the Dischargers, where one 
acre or more of new impervious surface, collectively over the entire project site, will 
be created.  Construction of one single-family home, which is not part of a larger 
common plan of development, with the incorporation of appropriate pollutant 
source control and design measures, and using landscaping to appropriately treat 
runoff from roof and house-associated impervious surfaces (e.g., runoff from roofs, 
patios, driveways, sidewalks, and similar surfaces), would be in substantial 
compliance with Provision C.3. 


2. Streets, roads, highways, and freeways that are under the Dischargers’ jurisdiction 
and that create one acre (43,560 square feet) or more of new impervious surface.  
This category includes any newly constructed paved surface used primarily for the 
transportation of automobiles, trucks, motorcycles, and other motorized vehicles.  
Excluded from this category are sidewalks, bicycle lanes, trails, bridge 
accessories, guardrails, and landscape features. 


3. Significant Redevelopment projects.  This category is defined as a project on a 
previously developed site that results in addition or replacement, which combined 
total 43,560 square feet or more of impervious surface on such an already 
developed site (“Significant Redevelopment”).  Where a Significant 
Redevelopment project results in an increase of, or replacement of, more than 
fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously existing development, and 
the existing development was not subject to stormwater treatment measures, the 
entire project must be included in the treatment measure design.  Conversely, 
where a Significant Redevelopment project results in an increase of, or 
replacement of, less than fifty percent of the impervious surface of a previously 
existing development, and the existing development was not subject to 
stormwater treatment measures, only that affected portion must be included in 
treatment measure design.  Excluded from this category are interior remodels 
and routine maintenance or repair.  Excluded routine maintenance and repair 
includes roof or exterior surface replacement, pavement resurfacing, repaving 
and road pavement structural section rehabilitation within the existing footprint, 
and any other reconstruction work within a public street or road right-of-way 
where both sides of that right-of-way are developed. 


 
Wet season -- As defined by local ordinance (typically October 15 to April 15). 
 Attachment 1 
 WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
 
This section should describe the activities to be conducted by the Co-permittee to achieve the 
performance standard, along with an implementation schedule. Specific tasks for 
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implementation of Provision C.3. are enumerated in Co-permittee work plans dated March 1, 
2002 and September 15, 2002, and subsequent annual work plans. 
  
Co-permittees can reference or insert work plans here] 
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Legal Authority to Implement 
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 Attachment 2 
 LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 
 
 
This section should contain a demonstration that the co-permittee has the legal authority to 
implement the performance standard, and/or provides a time schedule for developing and 
obtaining additional authority. 
 
Provide citations for or excerpts from the following documents that demonstrate adequate legal 
authority: 
 
• General Plan policies and implementation measures which help preserve and enhance 


water quality. 
 
• Local ordinances and supporting guidelines that provide the municipal agency with an 


adequate expression of legal authority to fully implement General Plan policies, conduct 
discretionary reviews of development projects, and require storm water pollution control 
measures per Permit Provision C.3. (e.g., zoning ordinances, administrative orders, 
development review guidelines, conditions of approval or other documents or 
procedures). 


 
• Erosion and sediment control ordinance. 
 
• Storm water discharge ordinance. 
 
• Authority under CEQA to require mitigation measures for environmental impacts. 
 
Note:  Guidance on General Plan and environmental assessment language, ordinances and 
standards is provided in the following documents: 


• Permit Provision C.3.l. 


• BASMAA Start at the Source and Start at the Source Tools. 


• SCVURPPP Development Policies Comparison 


• SCVURPPP C.3. Handbook:  Guidance for Implementing Stormwater 
Requirements for New and Redevelopment Projects 
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Work Plan BMPs and Control Measures 
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 Attachment 3 
 BMPS AND CONTROL MEASURES 
 
This section should contain the best management practices and control measures that co-
permittees will employ or use as a standard for compliance in the implementation of the 
performance standard, as well as any design criteria, procedures, or methods that would assist 
in the use of the BMPs or control measures. 
 
Example BMPs and Control Measures 
 
• Design guidelines and practices which incorporate storm water quality control measures. 


• Contract specifications for municipal capital improvement projects which address storm 
water quality controls. 


• Minimum standards or conditions of approval for construction and post-construction 
BMPs. 


• Mechanisms for requiring operation and maintenance of structural controls, and example 
language. 


• Mechanisms to discourage pesticide use at new development sites, such as proper 
design of landscaping, as appropriate for the site. 


• Source control measures, such as the model conditions of approval provided in 
Attachment 4. 


• Guidelines and standards for design, operation and maintenance of stormwater BMPs to 
avoid the creation of aquatic sites suitable for development of mosquitoes. 


 
References: 


• Start at the Source:  Residential Site Planning and Design Guidance Manual 
for Storm Water Quality (BASMAA, 1999) 


• Using Site Design Techniques to Meet Development Standards for 
Stormwater Quality – A Companion Document to Start at the Source 
(BASMAA, May 2003) 


• SCVURPPP, C.3. Handbook:  Guidance for Implementing Stormwater 
Requirements for New and Redevelopment Projects 


• SCVURPPP, Model Conditions of Approval for Pesticide Reduction in 
Landscaping Plans, 9-30-02 


• California Stormwater Quality Association, Stormwater Best Management 
Practice Handbooks, January 2003 


• Memorandum to SCVURPPP Management Committee and BMP O&M 
Verification Work Group from Paul Randall and John Fusco, Program Staff, 
re Guidance on Prioritization and Frequency of Stormwater Treatment Best 
Management Practice Inspections, June 16, 2003. 
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Attachment 4 
 


SOURCE CONTROL MEASURES 
 


INTRODUCTION 
 
This section contains a model list of source control measures to control sources of pollutants 
associated with the post-construction phase of new development and redevelopment projects.  
These measures may be required at various stages of the development plan review process, 
e.g., as application submittal requirements or checklists, conditions of approval, plan check 
comments, etc., depending on the particular process used by each Co-permittee.  These 
measures should be imposed as requirements rather than as recommended best management 
practices, to meet the intent of Permit Provision C.3.k.   
 
The list relates the source control measures to significant sources of potential pollutants that 
may be present on the developed site, rather than to a general type of development project.  
Each identified source of pollutants may have one or more appropriate control measures.  The 
model list is intended to be a menu of measures from which Co-permittees may select 
appropriate measures to apply to specific projects. (Co-permittees do not have to use the exact 
wording of a source control measure as long as the intent of the measure is preserved.)  
 
STRUCTURAL CONTROL MEASURES 
 
A.  Illegal Dumping to Storm Drain Inlets and Waterways 
 


1)  On-site storm drain inlets shall be clearly marked with the words “No Dumping! Flows to 
Bay,” or equivalent, using methods approved by the [Co-permittee].  


 
2) It is unlawful to discharge any wastewater into storm drains, gutters, creeks, or the San 


Francisco Bay.  Unlawful discharges to storm drains include, but are not limited to, 
discharges from toilets; sinks; industrial processes; cooling systems; boilers; fabric 
cleaning; equipment cleaning; or vehicle cleaning. 


 
3) It is unlawful to cause hazardous domestic waste materials to be deposited in such a 


manner or location as to constitute a threatened discharge into storm drains, gutters, 
creeks or San Francisco Bay. 


 
B.  Interior Floor Drains 
 


1) Interior floor drains shall be plumbed to the sanitary sewer system and shall not be 
connected to storm drains. 
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C.  Parking Lots 
 


1) Interior level parking garage floor drains shall be connected to [a water treatment device 
approved by the (Co-permittee) prior to discharging to] the sanitary sewer system. The 
applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with 
jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 


 
D.  Pesticide/Fertilizer Application 


1) Landscaping shall be designed to minimize irrigation and runoff, promote surface 
infiltration where appropriate, and minimize the use of fertilizers and pesticides that can 
contribute to stormwater pollution. 


 
2) Structures shall be designed to discourage the occurrence and entry of pests into 


buildings, thus minimizing the need for pesticides.  For example, dumpster areas should 
be located away from occupied buildings, and building foundation vents shall be 
covered with screens. 


 
3) Additional requirements are covered in the “Model Conditions of Approval for Pest 


Resistant Landscaping” (August 19, 2002). 
 
E.  Pool, Spa, and Fountain Discharges 
 


1) Pool (including swimming pools, hot tubs, spas and fountains) discharge drains shall not 
be connected directly to the storm drain or sanitary sewer system.  [Exception: Public 
pool discharge drains must be connected to the sanitary sewer system, per County 
Department of Environmental Health requirements.] 


 
2) When draining is necessary, a hose or other temporary system shall be directed into a 


sanitary sewer clean out.  The clean out shall be installed in a readily accessible area 
[example: within 10 feet of the pool]. The applicant shall contact the local permitting 
authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge 
requirements.  


 
F.  Food Service Equipment Cleaning 
 


1) Food service facilities (including restaurants and grocery stores) shall have a sink or 
other area for cleaning floor mats, containers, and equipment, that is connected to a 
grease interceptor prior to discharging to the sanitary sewer system.  The cleaning area 
shall be large enough to clean the largest mat or piece of equipment to be cleaned.  The 
cleaning area shall be indoors or in a covered area outdoors; both areas must be 
plumbed to the sanitary sewer.   
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G.  Refuse Areas 
 


1) New buildings [such as food service facilities and/or multi-family residential complexes or 
subdivisions] shall provide a covered or enclosed area for dumpsters and recycling 
containers. The area shall be designed to prevent water run-on to the area and runoff 
from the area.  


 
2) Areas around trash enclosures, recycling areas, and/or food compactor enclosures shall 


not discharge to the storm drain system. Any drains installed in or beneath dumpsters, 
compactors, and tallow bin areas serving food service facilities shall be connected [to a 
grease removal device prior to discharging] to the sanitary sewer. The applicant shall 
contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 


 
H.  Outdoor Process Activities/Equipment6 
 


1) Process activities shall be performed either indoors or outdoors under cover. If 
performed outdoors, the area shall be designed to prevent run-on to and runoff from the 
site.  


 
2) Process equipment areas shall drain to the sanitary sewer system. The applicant shall 


contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 


 
I.  Outdoor Equipment/Materials Storage 


 
1) All outdoor equipment and materials storage areas shall be covered [and bermed], or 


shall be designed to limit the potential for runoff to contact pollutants [or a storm drain 
inlet valves shall be provided on exterior drains in the area]. 


 
2) Storage areas containing non-hazardous liquids shall be covered by a roof and/or drain 


to the sanitary sewer system, and be contained by berms, dikes, liners or vaults. .  The 
applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with 
jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 


 
3) All hazardous materials and wastes, as defined [or regulated] by [cite ordinance or 


regulation], on the site must be used and stored in compliance with the [Co-permittee’s] 
Hazardous Materials Ordinance and Hazardous Materials Management Plan for the site 
approved by the [Co-permittee department]. 


 


                                            
6 Examples of businesses that may have outdoor process activities and equipment include machine 
shops and auto repair shops, and industries that have pretreatment facilities. 
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J.  Vehicle/Equipment Cleaning 
 


1) Wastewater from vehicle and equipment washing operations shall not be discharged to 
the storm drain system.  [Optional, e.g. for car dealerships: If water only (without soap or 
other cleaning agent) is used for rinsing of vehicle exterior surfaces for appearance 
purposes, the runoff may be discharged to the storm drain system.] 


 
2) Commercial/industrial facilities having vehicle/equipment cleaning needs [and new 


residential complexes of 25 units or greater] shall either provide a covered, bermed area 
for washing activities or discourage vehicle/equipment washing by removing hose bibs 
and installing signs prohibiting such uses. Vehicle/equipment washing areas shall be 
paved, designed to prevent run-on to or runoff from the area, and plumbed to drain to 
the sanitary sewer. The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or 
sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 


 
3) Commercial car wash facilities shall be designed and operated such that no runoff from 


the facility is discharged to the storm drain system.  Wastewater from the facility shall 
discharge to the sanitary sewer [or a wastewater reclamation system shall be installed]. 
The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with 
jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 


 
K.  Vehicle/Equipment Repair and Maintenance 
 


1) Vehicle/equipment repair and maintenance shall be performed in a designated area 
indoors, or if such services must be performed outdoors, in an area designed to prevent 
the run-on and runoff of stormwater.  


 
2) Secondary containment shall be provided for exterior work areas where motor oil, brake 


fluid, gasoline, diesel fuel, radiator fluid, acid-containing batteries or other hazardous 
materials or hazardous wastes are used or stored. Drains shall not be installed within 
the secondary containment areas. 


 
3) Vehicle service facilities shall not contain floor drains unless the floor drains are 


connected to wastewater pretreatment systems prior to discharge to the sanitary sewer, 
for which an industrial waste discharge permit has been obtained. The applicant shall 
contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 


 
4) Tanks, containers or sinks used for parts cleaning or rinsing shall not be connected to 


the storm drain system. Tanks, containers or sinks used for such purposes may only be 
connected to the sanitary sewer system if allowed by an industrial waste discharge 
permit. The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district 
with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge requirements. 
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L.  Fuel Dispensing Areas 
 


1) Fueling areas7 shall have impermeable floors (i.e., portland cement concrete or 
equivalent smooth impervious surface) that are: a) graded at the minimum slope 
necessary to prevent ponding; and b) separated from the rest of the site by a grade 
break that prevents run-on of stormwater to the maximum extent practicable.  


 
2) Fueling areas shall be covered by a canopy that extends a minimum of ten feet in each 


direction from each pump.  [Alternative: The fueling area must be covered and the 
cover’s minimum dimensions must be equal to or greater than the area within the grade 
break or fuel dispensing area, as defined below1.]  The canopy [or cover] shall not drain 
onto the fueling area. 


 
M.  Loading Docks 
 


1) Loading docks shall be covered and/or graded to minimize run-on to and runoff from the 
loading area. Roof downspouts shall be positioned to direct stormwater away from the 
loading area. Water from loading dock areas shall be drained to the sanitary sewer, or 
diverted and collected for ultimate discharge to the sanitary sewer.  The applicant shall 
contact the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific 
connection and discharge requirements. 


 
2) Loading dock areas draining directly to the sanitary sewer shall be equipped with a spill 


control valve or equivalent device, which shall be kept closed during periods of 
operation. 


 
3) Door skirts between the trailers and the building shall be installed to prevent exposure of 


loading activities to rain.  
 
N.  Fire Sprinkler Test Water 
 


1) Fire sprinkler test water shall drain to the sanitary sewer system (with approval from the 
local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction) or drain to landscaped 
areas where feasible.  


 
O.  Miscellaneous Drain or Wash Water 
 


1) Boiler drain lines shall be directly or indirectly connected to the sanitary sewer system 
and may not discharge to the storm drain system. 


 
2) [Air compressor or air conditioner] condensate drain lines shall drain to the sanitary 


sewer system (with approval from the local permitting authority and/or sanitary district 
with jurisdiction) or drain to landscaped areas where feasible. 


 


                                            
7 The fueling area shall be defined as the area extending a minimum of 6.5 feet from the corner of each 
fuel dispenser or the length at which the hose and nozzle assembly may be operated plus a minimum of 
one foot, whichever is greater. 







 Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


 Planning Procedures for New Development and Redevelopment 
 


 


F:\Sc42\Updated URMP_2004\Performance Standards\Planning Procedures_PS Rev 12-18-03 _final.doc 13 Final 12


3) Roof drains shall discharge and drain away from the building foundation to an unpaved 
area wherever possible.   


 
4) Roof top equipment shall drain to the sanitary sewer.  The applicant shall contact the 


local permitting authority and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection 
and discharge requirements. 


 
OPERATIONAL BMPS 
 
A.  Paved Sidewalks and Parking Lots 


1). Sidewalks and parking lots shall be swept regularly to prevent the accumulation of litter 
and debris. Debris resulting from pressure washing shall be trapped and collected to 
prevent entry into the storm drain system.  Washwater containing any cleaning agent or 
degreaser shall be collected and discharged to the sanitary sewer and shall not be 
discharged to a storm drain. The applicant shall contact the local permitting authority 
and/or sanitary district with jurisdiction for specific connection and discharge 
requirements. 


 
B.  Private Streets 


1) Owner of private streets and storm drains shall prepare and implement a plan for street 
sweeping of paved private roads and cleaning of all storm drain inlets. 


 
C.  Vehicle/Equipment Repair and Maintenance 


1) No person shall dispose of, nor permit the disposal, directly or indirectly, of vehicle 
fluids, hazardous materials, or rinsewater from parts cleaning operations into storm 
drains. 


2) No vehicle fluid removal shall be performed outside a building, nor on asphalt or ground 
surfaces, whether inside or outside a building, except in such a manner as to ensure that 
any spilled fluid will be in an area of secondary containment.  Leaking vehicle fluids shall 
be contained or drained from the vehicle immediately. 


3) No person shall leave unattended drip parts or other open containers containing vehicle 
fluid, unless such containers are in use or in an area of secondary containment. 


 
D.  Fueling Areas 


1) The property owner shall dry sweep the fueling area and spot clean leaks and drips 
routinely.  Fueling areas shall not be washed down with water unless the wash water is 
collected and disposed of properly (i.e. not in the storm drain). 
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REFERENCES 
 
• BASMAA “Start at the Source Tools Handbook” (June 2000); 


• California Stormwater Quality Task Force, “Best Management Practice Guide – Retail 
Gasoline Outlets”, March 1997. 


• Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program (ACCWP) Model Conditions of Approval (1999); 


• City of Palo Alto Municipal Code Chapter 16.09, and revisions to Chapter 16.09 approved 
July 22, 2002; 


• City of San Jose standard conditions; 


• City of Cupertino, Guidance for Selecting BMPs for Development Projects; 


• Example source control measures provided by Regional Board staff in Provision C.3.k. of 
the SCVURPPP NPDES Permit (October 2001).  
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 Attachment 5 
 STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
This section should contain the Co-permittee’s standard operating procedures (SOPs) for 
implementation of the performance standard. 
 
Examples of Types of SOPs Needed 
 
• A general description of the municipal agency's plan review process, including how 


Group 1 projects8 are identified as well as how storm water quality control measures are 
incorporated into the planning and design stages of development..   


• Description of which staff positions are responsible for reviewing the project’s storm 
water impacts, the effectiveness with which the control measures mitigate these impacts, 
and when in the process these reviews are performed.  


• Description of process for allowing independent qualified expert review and certification 
of stormwater treatment measure designs, if applicable. 


• Mechanism to include storm water quality controls in plans and contract specifications 
for municipal capital improvement projects. 


• Guidance on who to give pre-application materials to and when. 


• Use of a revised CEQA initial study checklist and/or other plan review checklist that  
specifically addresses storm water quality impacts. 


• Mechanism for recording the treatment control, site design and source control measures 
used, and the sizing criteria used 


• Identification of department/persons responsible for implementing the treatment 
measure O&M verification program. 


 
 
See SCVURPPP C.3. Handbook, “Summary of Major Changes to the Development Project 
Review Process” for those additional steps in the development review process necessary in 
implementing Provision C.3 requirements.  


                                            
8 Definitions of Group 1 projects are provided on page 3 of the Performance Standard. 
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Attachment 6 
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 


 
Co-permittee’s will demonstrate implementation of this Performance Standard by providing in 
their annual reports the information described below (C.3.n.). 
 


• The name or other identifier, type of project, site acreage or square footage, and 
square footage of new impervious surface on all new development and significant 
redevelopment projects which meet the Group 1 definitions of C.3.c.9 For significant 
redevelopment projects, the square footage of land disturbance will be reported.  


 
• The treatment BMPs used and numeric sizing criteria employed, the operation and 


maintenance responsibility mechanism including the responsible party, site design 
measures used, and source control measures required for projects that must 
implement treatment measures. 


 
• A summary of the types of pesticide reduction measures required for those new 


development and significant redevelopment projects to be addressed under C.3.c 
and the percentage of such new development and significant redevelopment projects 
for which pesticide reduction measures were required.  


 
Model reporting forms for this information are provided on the next two pages. 
 
A summary of all annual and one-time reporting requirements is given in Table 1, Provision C3. 
of the Permit. 
 
 


                                            
9 Definitions of Group 1 projects are provided on page 3 of the Performance Standard. 
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[Co-permittee Name] 
Reporting Form for Planning Procedures Performance Standard 


and Provision C.3.n.i. Reporting Requirements 


Part 1 


Group 1 New Development and Significant Redevelopment Projects10 
Reviewed and/or Approved During _____________ 


Project Name Project Type11 Site Size 
(ac. or s.f.) 


New 
Impervious 


Surface (s.f.)12 


Area of Land 
Disturbed (Ac.) 


13 


Project Status Storm Water Control Measures 
Included in Project 


Private Projects       


       


       


       


Public Projects       


       


       


       


 


                                            
10 List all projects with new impervious surface area greater than 1 acre (43,560 s.f.). 
11 Describe project type, as defined in Provision C.3.c. 
12 “New” is defined as impervious surface created, added or replaced. 
13 If the site is a “significant redevelopment”, list the area of land disturbance, if information is readily available. 
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[Co-permittee Name] 
Reporting Form for Planning Procedures Performance Standard 


and Provision C.3.n.ii. & iii. Reporting Requirements 


Part 2 


Stormwater Control Measures for Group 1 Projects14 
Reviewed and/or Approved During FY_____________ 


Project Name Treatment BMPs Numeric Sizing 
Criteria Used 


O&M Responsibility 
Mechanism and 


Responsible Party 


Site Design 
Measures 


Source Control 
Measures 


Pesticide 
Reduction 
Measures 


Private Projects       


       


       


       


Public Projects       


       


       


       


 


                                            
14 Beginning October 15, 2003, list all* projects with new impervious surface area greater than 43,560 s.f. (1 acre).    See SCVURPP “C.3. Handbook:  
Guidance for Implementation of Stormwater Requirements for New and Redevelopment Projects”. 


*Projects that do not require stormwater treatment because they fall under the Alternative Compliance Program must be reported as per Provision C.3.g.v. (see 
Reporting Form Part 3). 
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[Co-permittee Name] 
Reporting Form for Planning Procedures Performance Standard 


and Provision C.3.g.v.  Reporting Requirements 


 


Part 3 
 


Alternative Compliance/Waiver Program Projects 
Reviewed and/or Approved During FY________ 


 


Project Name  
and Location 


Project Type Final Percent 
Impervious Surface 


Reasons for Allowing 
Alternative 


Compliance 


Alternative 
Compliance  


Terms 


Project Receiving Benefit 
(Date of Completion) 


Private Projects      


      


      


      


Public Projects      
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 SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
 PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES CONTROL MEASURES 
 
 
 Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
 Public Streets, Roads, And Highways Operation And Maintenance 
 
 
I.  Introduction 
 
The goal of public agency activities control measures is to reduce or eliminate adverse water 
quality impacts of construction, operations, and maintenance activities by municipal agencies.  
The Public Streets, Roads, and Highways Operation and Maintenance (PSRH O&M) 
performance standard defines the level of implementation that municipal agencies in the Santa 
Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program) must attain to demonstrate 
that their local PSRH O&M activities reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent 
practicable.  This performance standard will be used as the basis for measuring the 
effectiveness of each municipal agency's street, road, and/or highway O&M activities. 
  
The performance standard for PSRH O&M is based on an analysis of the potential water quality 
impacts of existing O&M practices, the current management practices that municipal agencies 
are implementing to minimize these impacts, and practices that are accepted by the State and 
Regional Boards as being effective in controlling these impacts. The performance standard is 
also consistent with the goals and objectives of the Public Agency Activities Component of the 
Program's Storm Water Management Plan. 
 
Public agency activities related to the maintenance of storm drain systems are covered by the 
Program’s Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard dated 
March 1, 1996.  Activities related to the planning and construction of municipal public works 
projects, including street, road, and highway improvements, are addressed in the Program’s 
Planning Procedures Performance Standards and Construction Inspection Performance 
Standards (dated November 12, 1996). 
 
II.  Definitions and Responsibilities 
 
Streets are defined as public thoroughfares in a city or town, including curbs, gutters, and 
sidewalks on one or both sides.  Roads are defined as open, general public ways for the 
passage of persons and vehicles; many roads in rural or suburban areas do not have curbs and 
gutters.  Highways are main public roads, especially ones connecting towns and cities. In Santa 
Clara Valley, most highways are maintained by the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) while local expressways such as Guadalupe, Monterey, San Tomas, Capitol, and 
Lawrence are maintained by the County of Santa Clara.  Other cities and towns operate and 
maintain most public streets and roads within their jurisdictions.  The Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation Authority (SCVTA) also conducts maintenance of bus stops, light rail stations, 
and park-and-ride lots.  Implementation of performance standards will require coordination 
between the Program’s municipal agencies, Caltrans, and SCVTA. 
 
 
III.  Existing O&M Activities and Potential Water Quality Impacts 
 
Existing O&M activities covered by this performance standard include the following: 
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• Street/Road/Highway Sweeping and Cleaning - Sweeping timing and frequency; 
sweeping equipment operation and selection; other measures to improve sweeping 
efficiency; management of material removed by sweeping; and street cleaning and 
flushing; 


 
• Street/Road/Highway Repair and Maintenance - Asphalt/concrete removal; concrete 


installation and replacement; patching, resurfacing, and surface sealing; signing and 
striping; traffic detector loop installation and repair; and equipment cleaning, 
maintenance, and storage; 


 
• Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance - Cleaning; concrete installation and replacement; 


surface removal and repair; and landscape maintenance; 
 
• Bridge and Structure Maintenance - Painting and paint removal; repair work; and 


graffiti removal; 
 
• Median and Road Embankment Maintenance - Erosion controls; slide and 


embankment repair; irrigation practices; and vegetation controls (manual and 
mechanical removal, pesticide usage and pest management, and fertilizer usage); 


 
• Litter Control; and 
 
• Spill Control. 


 
Program agencies were surveyed in September 1996 about their current O&M activities.  The 
results of this survey are summarized in Table 1.  The results show that most of the activities 
listed above are conducted by each agency or are contracted out.  There is substantial use of 
contractors to conduct these activities; therefore, ensuring that contractors employ best 
management practices to control pollutants from these activities is important.  Caltrans and the 
County were also listed by several agencies as conducting O&M activities on streets, roads and 
highways within their jurisdiction. 
 
Streets, roads, and highways are significant sources of pollutants in storm water discharges, 
and O&M practices, if not conducted properly, can contribute to the problem.  Potential 
pollutants include:  sediment from erosion of denuded roadside embankments and shoulders; 
debris from road, sidewalk, and bridge repairs; oil and grease and heavy metals from 
equipment leaks, asphalt replacement, painting, and equipment cleaning; and pesticides and 
fertilizers from vegetation control and landscape maintenance.  These pollutants can damage 
aquatic and riparian habitat and be toxic to aquatic life. 
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III.  Existing O&M Activities and Potential Water Quality Impacts (continued) 
 
The Program’s NPDES storm water discharge permit prohibits non-storm water discharges to 
storm drains (except for certain permissible discharges).  Raw materials, wastes, and most 
washwater associated with O&M practices must be properly managed and not allowed to enter 
storm drains or watercourses. 
 


Use of appropriate best management practices (BMPs) while performing O&M activities can 
significantly reduce potential discharges of pollutants to nearby storm drains and watercourses. 
 Pollutants that may be controlled during each of the identified street/road/highway O&M 
activities are listed in Table 2. 
 


Table 2 - Pollutant Discharges Reduced by Street/Road/Highway O&M Activity BMPs 


Activity Pollutant Categories 
 Sediment/ 


Turbidity 
Oil and 
Grease 


Heavy 
Metals 


Other 
BOD=biological oxygen 


demand 
1. Street/Road/Highway Sweeping and 
Cleaning 


    


a. Street sweeping (material collected) X X X coliforms, floatables, BOD 


b. Street cleaning by flushing with water  X X X soap, coliforms, 
floatables, BOD 


2. Street/Road/Highway Repair & Maintenance     
a. Asphalt/concrete removal X   debris 


b. Concrete installation and repair X   alkalinity 
c. Patching, resurfacing, and sealing X X X  
d. Signing and striping   X paint, debris 


e. Traffic detector loop installation and 
repair 


X   sealant 


f. Equipment cleaning and flushing X X X soap, solvents 


3. Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance     
a. Cleaning X X X soap, solvents, BOD 


b. Surface removal and repair X   debris 


c. Landscape maintenance X  X pesticides, nutrients, BOD 


4. Bridge and Structure Maintenance     
a. Painting and paint removal X  X paint, solvents 


b. Repair work X   debris 


c. Graffiti removal X  X solvents, paint 


5. Median and Road Embankment 
Maintenance 


    


a. Erosion controls X   debris, BOD 


b. Slide and embankment repair X   debris 


c. Irrigation practices X    


d. Vegetation controls X  X debris, pesticides, 
nutrients, BOD 


6. Litter Control X X X floatables, BOD 


7. Spill Control X X X spilled material or wastes 







 
 
 
 


PART II 
 
 
 


Performance Standard 
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 PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
 
1. Each municipal agency will implement best management practices (BMPs) for the street, 


road, and highway operation and maintenance (O&M) activities that it is responsible for 
conducting, in order to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable 
and eliminate illicit discharges.  Specific BMPs for each type of O&M activity will be those 
listed in the agency’s Work Plan BMPs and Control Measures (Section 3). 


 
2. Each municipal agency will develop and implement a process for ensuring that any 


contractor that it employs to conduct street, road, and highway O&M activities uses the 
appropriate BMPs adopted by the agency. 


 
3. Each municipal agency will provide training on an annual basis to its municipal staff in the 


use of appropriate BMPs.  The agency will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback 
from its municipal staff on the implementation and effectiveness of the BMPs. 


 
4. Each municipal agency will inform other parties conducting street, road, and highway O&M 


activities within the municipal agency’s jurisdiction that they are expected to implement 
BMPs to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable and eliminate 
illicit discharges.  


 
5. As part of the annual reporting process, each co-permittee will review and evaluate the 


effectiveness of its BMPs in achieving the goals of reducing pollutants in storm water to the 
maximum extent practicable and eliminating illicit discharges.  The review and evaluation 
will include input from municipal maintenance staff that implement the BMPs. 







 
 
 
 


PART III 
 
 
 


Guidance for Support Documents 







 
 
 
 


Section 1 
 
 
 


Work Plan Implementation 
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Section 1 
 WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
 
 
The work plan will describe actions to be taken by the co-permittee during the remaining three 
years of the storm water permit to meet the performance standards, along with an 
implementation schedule.  The work plan will be developed by each co-permittee based on its 
responsibilities to conduct street, road, and highway O&M activities within its jurisdiction. 
 
Example Contents of the Work Plan 
 
• Steps needed to incorporate the implementation of performance standards and BMPs into 


standard operating procedures; 
 
• Development of a process to ensure that contractors use appropriate BMPs; 
 
• Development of a training program for municipal maintenance staff, including a mechanism 


for feedback on implementation and effectiveness of BMPs; 
 
• A process for informing Caltrans and/or Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority that 


they are expected to implement BMPs when work is done within the co-permittee’s 
jurisdiction (the Program may assist with this process and provide other ways of fostering 
cooperation); 


 
• A plan for reviewing and evaluating the effectiveness of the BMPs, with input from municipal 


maintenance staff.  This should include development of a record keeping system to assist 
evaluation of the street sweeping program and other BMPs as determined necessary. 


 
• A schedule for implementation. 
 







 
 
 
 


Section 2 
 
 
 


Legal Authority to Implement 
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 Section 2 
 LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 
 
 
This section demonstrates that the co-permittee has the legal authority to implement the 
performance standard, or provides a time schedule for developing and obtaining additional 
authority. 
 
The co-permittee should provide references to municipal codes or ordinances that demon-strate 
adequate legal authority to require municipal staff and contractors to conduct O&M activities in 
a manner that eliminates or reduces water quality impacts. These include: 
 
• Storm water discharge ordinance. 


• Other ordinance or section(s) of municipal code that apply to maintenance activities. 


• Standard contract language (see model language below). 


Model Standard Contract Language1 


Storm water runoff flows directly to creeks and San Francisco Bay without treatment.  Allowing 
pollutants to directly or indirectly enter the storm drain system is prohibited by federal, state and 
local regulations.  The operation and maintenance of public streets, roads, and highways can 
cause storm water pollution in numerous ways.  For example, storm water pollution can be 
caused by wastes from street or equipment cleaning, by improper storage of products or 
wastes, or inadequate clean up of left-over or spilled products or wastes.  These pollutants can 
either enter storm drains directly or be transported by storm water runoff. 


The Contractor shall take all measures necessary to prevent pollutants from entering storm 
drains or watercourses.  For the purpose of eliminating storm water pollution, the contractor 
shall implement effective Best Management Practices (BMPs).  BMPs include general good 
housekeeping practices, appropriate scheduling of activities, operational practices, 
maintenance procedures and other measures to prevent the discharge of pollutants directly or 
indirectly to the storm drain system.  These BMPs shall be maintained for the duration of the 
Contractor’s work.  The Contractor shall also be responsible for proper disposal of all waste 
materials, including wastes generated by the implementation of BMPs. 


The following BMPs shall be implemented to prevent storm water pollution: (add appropriate 
BMPs from Section 3 here). 


                                            
1 Based on language in Modifications to the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, 1994, 
City of Oakland, Pollution Prevention Language for Construction Contractors, 1995, City of Palo Alto, and 
Supplemental General Provisions, 1994, City of Sunnyvale. 







 
 
 
 


Section 3 
 
 
 


Work Plan BMPs and Control Measures  
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 Section 3 
 WORK PLAN BMPS AND CONTROL MEASURES 
 
 
This section contains the list of Model Best Management Practices to be used as guidance for 
compliance in the implementation of the performance standard.  The Model BMPs are grouped 
by activity.  For consistency, each co-permittee should maintain the entire list of Model BMPs.  
Table 3, on the following page, gives each co-permittee the opportunity to list which, if any, 
BMPs will not be implemented because they do not apply to the activities for which it is 
responsible.  If a group of BMPs does apply, the co-permittee may either agree to implement 
the Model BMPs or propose modifications or alternatives, as long as the co-permittee justifies 
why modifications are effective in reducing pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent 
practicable and in eliminating illicit discharges.  A box at the end of each group of BMPs labeled 
“Individual Co-Permittee Modifications to Street/Road/Highway Sweeping and Cleaning BMPs” 
is provided to make these modifications and justifications. 
 
References for Model BMPs 
 
Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program, 1996.  Stormwater Management Plan: July 1996 
to June 2001.  Appendix B, Performance Standards. 
 
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association, 1996.  Pollution from Surface 
Cleaning.  Materials from the Pilot Source Control Program for Mobile Cleaners, Surface 
Cleaners Workshop, August 13, 1996. 
 
Bay Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association, 1995.  Blueprint for a Clean Bay - 
Best Management Practices to Prevent Stormwater Pollution from Construction-Related 
Activities. 
 
California Department of Transportation, 1995.  Maintenance and Operations Plan for Caltrans 
District 4.  NPDES Permit No. CAS029998, Order No. 94-098. 
 
Camp Dresser & McKee, et. al., 1993.  California Storm Water Best Management Practice 
Handbook (Municipal).  Prepared for the State Stormwater Quality Task Force. 
 
Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program, 1994.  Best Management 
Practices for the Construction Industry (7 tri-fold brochures). 
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Table 3 - BMP Applicability Summary Table for       
      (Agency Name) 


 
O&M Activities 


BMPs do 
apply 


BMPs do 
not apply 


If BMPs do not 
apply, explain 


Street/Road/Highway Sweeping and 
Cleaning 


   


Sweeping    


Street cleaning by flushing with water    


Street/Road/Highway Repair and 
Maintenance 


   


Asphalt/concrete removal    


Concrete installation and replacement    


Patching, resurfacing, and surface sealing    


Signing and striping    


Traffic detector loop installation and repair    


Equipment cleaning, maintenance, and 
storage 


   


Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance    


Cleaning    


Concrete installation and replacement    


Surface removal and repair    


Landscape maintenance    


Bridge and Structure Maintenance    


Painting and paint removal    


Repair work    


Graffiti removal    


Median/Road Embankment Maintenance    


Erosion controls    


Slide and embankment repair    


Irrigation practices    


Vegetation controls    


Litter Control    


Spill Control    
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MODEL BMPs 
 


I.  STREET/ROAD/HIGHWAY SWEEPING AND CLEANING 
 


A. Sweeping Timing and Frequency 
 
1. Define the street sweeping program, and set priorities for sweeping frequency based on 


factors such as traffic volume, land use, proximity to watercourses, and field 
observations of material accumulation.  


2. Establish and maintain a consistent sweeping schedule (i.e., sweep streets on the same 
day of the week or month);  


3. Sweep streets just prior to the beginning of the wet season (i.e., during September or 
October). 


4. Establish and implement a record-keeping system to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
sweeping program. 


 
B. Sweeping Equipment Operation and Selection 
 
1. Ensure that equipment operators are operating equipment according to manufacturer’s 


recommendations. 


a) Check that street cleaning equipment is in proper adjustment. 


b) Operate street cleaning equipment at the speed specified by the manufacturer. 


c) When using broom sweepers, check that the proper weights on main and gutter 
brooms are used. 


2. Maintain equipment in good condition and purchase replacement equipment as needed. 


3. When purchasing new sweepers, consider replacing old equipment with more advanced 
equipment (such as replacing some broom sweepers with regenerative air sweepers) or 
other new technologies that maximize pollutant removal.  


4. Where possible, use the most efficient sweepers owned (or contracted) by the agency in 
areas expected to have the highest pollutant loads, such as industrial areas. 


 
C. Other Measures To Improve Sweeping Efficiency 
 
1. One or more of the following measures will be used, where needed, to encourage 


voluntary relocation of vehicles parked in streets: 
a) Develop and distribute newsletters and other public education materials notifying 


residents and businesses of street sweeping schedules; 
b) Post temporary "no stopping, no parking" signs (for example in business districts, 


near large apartment complexes, etc.); and/or 
c) Post permanent street sweeping signs. 
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2. In areas where large accumulations of leaves or yard waste occur, use one or more of the 
following methods as necessary to improve sweeping efficiency: 
a) Utilize a leaf removal machine just prior to street cleaning; 
b) Utilize a front end loader with a dump truck just prior to cleaning; and/or 
c) Operate street cleaning equipment in tandem; 
d) Encourage residents to collect and compost leaves and yard waste or coordinate 


with a local composting program.  If composting is infeasible, agencies should 
arrange for curbside pickup of collected leaves or yard waste.  Coordinate 
leaf/yard waste pickup program with street sweeping program so that pickup 
immediately precedes sweeping. 


 
3. Require operators to report trees or other obstructions interfering with street cleaning. 
 
4. Do not sweep roads without curbs and gutters. 
 
D. Management of Material Removed by Sweeping 
 


1. Provide proper containment and placement for the temporary storage of material removed 
from streets to prevent discharges of pollutants to surface waters or groundwater.  Do not 
store swept material near creeks or sensitive habitats. 


2. When materials are saturated with water, dewatering will be done in an area that does not 
drain to storm drains or creeks. 


3. Provide proper disposal of street sweeping materials.1 


4. Clean sweepers at a wash rack with a sump that discharges to the sanitary sewer2 or to a 
recycling system. 


5. Keep debris storage to a minimum during the wet season (or make sure debris piles are 
covered). 


E. Street Cleaning and Flushing 
 


1. Evaluate the need for wet cleaning or flushing of streets on a case-by-case basis and 
where possible, substitute dry methods. 


2. 


                                            
1 Proper disposal should be defined by each agency in its work plan. 
2 Contact the local wastewater treatment agency for permission to discharge to the sanitary sewer and 
information on any pretreatment requirements for this discharge. 
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Where absolutely necessary to use water to clean streets, collect the resulting 
washwater and dispose of it in the sanitary sewer1.  Collect the washwater using 
methods such as:  
a) Plug catch basin outlets or cover storm drains before flushing, and pump out all 


collected washwater, or 
b) Allow washwater to flow into the storm drain system and collect it downstream at 


a storm drain clean out or manhole. 
 
Individual Co-Permittee Modifications to Street/Road/Highway Sweeping and Cleaning 
BMPs: 
 
 


                                            
1 Contact the local wastewater treatment agency for permission to discharge to the sanitary sewer and 
information on any pretreatment requirements for this discharge. 
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II.  STREET/ROAD/HIGHWAY REPAIR AND MAINTENANCE 
 
A. Asphalt/Concrete Removal 
 
1. Schedule asphalt and concrete removal activities for dry weather. 


2. Take measures to protect any nearby storm drain inlets and adjacent watercourses, prior 
to breaking up asphalt or concrete (e.g., place sand bags around inlets or work areas). 


3. After breaking up old pavement, sweep up materials thoroughly to avoid contact with 
rainfall and storm water runoff.  Recycle as much material as possible, and properly 
dispose of nonrecyclable materials, 


4. During saw-cutting and grinding operations, use as little water as possible.  Block or place 
berms around nearby storm drain inlets, in drainage channel (if no inlet is nearby), or 
around work area (when bordering watercourse) using sand bags or an equivalent 
appropriate barrier, or absorbent materials such as pads, pillows and socks to contain 
slurry.  If slurry enters the storm drain system, remove material immediately. 


5. Remove saw-cut slurry (e.g., with a shovel or vacuum, or sweep up when dry) as soon as 
possible. 


 


B. Concrete Installation and Repair 
 
1. Avoid mixing excess amounts of fresh concrete or cement mortar on-site. 


2. Store dry and wet materials under cover, protected from rainfall and runoff. 


3. Wash out concrete transit mixers only in designated wash-out areas where the water will 
flow into drums or settling ponds or onto dirt or stockpiles of aggregate base or sand.  
Pump water from settling ponds to the sanitary sewer, where allowed.  Whenever 
possible, recycle washout by pumping back into mixers for reuse.  Never dispose of 
washout into the street, storm drains, drainage ditches, or creeks. 


4. Whenever possible, return left-over materials in the mixer barrel to the yard for recycling.  
Dispose of small amounts of excess concrete, grout, and mortar in the trash. 


 
C. Patching, Resurfacing, and Surface Sealing 
 
1. Schedule patching, resurfacing and surface sealing for dry weather. 


2. Stockpile materials away from streets, gutter areas, storm drain inlets or watercourses.  
During wet weather, cover stockpiles with plastic tarps or berm around them if necessary 
to prevent transport of materials in runoff. 


3. Pre-heat, transfer or load hot bituminous material away from drainage systems or 
watercourses. 


4. Cover and seal nearby storm drain inlets and manholes before applying seal coat, slurry 
seal, etc.  Leave covers in place until job is complete and until all water from emulsified oil 
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sealants has drained or evaporated.  Clean any collected materials from these covered 
manholes and drains for proper disposal. 


5. Prevent excess material from exposed aggregate concrete or similar treatments from 
entering streets or storm drain inlets.  Designate an area for clean up and proper disposal 
of excess materials. 


6. Use only as much water as necessary for dust control, to avoid runoff. 


7. Sweep up as much material as possible and dispose of properly.  Only wash down streets 
if runoff is controlled or contained. 


8. Catch drips from paving equipment that is not in use with pans or absorbent material 
placed under the machines.  Dispose of collected material and absorbents properly. 


9. Make sure all shut-off valves on the equipment are working properly. 


10. Follow spill control and clean-up measures listed in Section VII for any spills. 


11. After the job is complete, remove stockpiles (asphalt materials, sand, etc.) as soon as 
possible. 


12. If it rains unexpectedly, take appropriate action to prevent pollution of storm water runoff 
(e.g., divert runoff around work areas). 


 


D. Signing (Legends) and Striping 
 
1. Follow spill control and clean up measures in Section VII. 


2. Contain and clean up waste materials and dispose of them properly according to the 
Material Safety Data Sheet.  


3. Transfer and load paint and hot thermoplastic away from drainage systems or 
watercourses.  


4. Sweep thermoplastic grindings into plastic bags.  Yellow thermoplastic grindings may 
require special handling as they may contain lead.  


 


E. Traffic Detector Loop Installation and Repair 
 
1. Protect nearby storm drain inlets prior to cutting or flushing slot for traffic detector loops.  


Block or berm around nearby storm drain inlets using sand bags or an equivalent 
barrier, or use absorbent materials such as pads, pillows and socks to contain slurry. 


 
2. Clean up residues by sweeping up as much material as possible, and dispose of material 


properly. 
 
F. Equipment Cleaning, Maintenance and Storage   
 
1. Inspect equipment daily and repair any leaks. 







Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


Public Streets, Roads, And Highways Operation And Maintenance 
 
 


 


EOA, Inc. c:\sc13\paa4dft.doc Final November 12, 1996 
 


16


2. Perform major equipment repairs at the corporation yard, when practical. 


3. If refueling or repairing vehicles and equipment must be done on-site, use a location away 
from storm drain inlets and creeks. 


4. Recycle used motor oil, diesel oil, and other vehicle fluids and parts whenever possible. 


5. Clean equipment including sprayers, sprayer paint supply lines, patch and paving 
equipment, and mudjacking equipment at the end of each day.  Conduct cleaning at a 
corporation or maintenance yard if possible.  Use proper collection methods for the 
cleaning solution and recycle or dispose of waste materials at an approved hazardous 
waste facility. 


 
Individual Co-Permittee Modifications to Street/Road/Highway Repair and Maintenance 
BMPs: 
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III.  SIDEWALK/PLAZA MAINTENANCE 
 
A. Cleaning 
 
1. Use dry methods (e.g., sweeping or vacuuming) whenever practical to clean sidewalks 


and plazas rather than hosing, pressure washing, or steam cleaning. 
 
2. Clean up spills as specified in Section VII. 
 
3. If water must be used to clean sidewalks or plazas, implement the BMPs in the Bay 


Area Stormwater Management Agencies Association’s Pollution From Surface Cleaning, 
to reduce soap, oil and other pollutants in stormwater to the maximum extent practicable 
and eliminate illicit discharges. 


 
B. Concrete Installation and Repair 
 


Refer to Section II. B. 
 
C. Surface Removal and Repair 
 
1. Schedule surface removal and repair activities for dry weather if possible. 
 
2. Take measures to protect nearby storm drain inlets prior to breaking up asphalt or 


concrete (e.g., place hay bales or sand bags around inlets).  Clean afterwards by 
sweeping up as much material as possible. 


 
3. After breaking up old pavement, remove and recycle as much as possible to avoid contact 


with rainfall and storm water runoff. 
 
4. During saw-cutting operations, block or berm around nearby storm drain inlets using sand 


bags or an equivalent barrier, or absorbent materials such as pads, pillows and socks to 
contain slurry if necessary.  If slurry enters the storm drain system, remove material 
immediately. 


 
5. Remove saw-cut slurry (e.g., with a shovel or vacuum, or sweep up when dry) as soon as 


possible. 
 
6. Stockpile materials away from streets, gutter areas, storm drain inlets or creeks. 
 
7. Prevent excess material washed from placement of exposed aggregate concrete or 


similar treatments from entering streets or storm drain inlets.  Designate an area for 
clean up and proper disposal of excess materials. 


 
8. Clean up all spills and leaks using "dry" methods (absorbent materials and/or rags).  


Properly dispose of absorbent materials and rags. If spills occur on dirt areas, dig up 
and remove contaminated soil promptly and properly. 
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9. After the job is complete, remove temporary stockpiles (asphalt materials, sand, etc.) and 
other materials as soon as possible. 


 
10. If it rains unexpectedly, take appropriate action to prevent pollution of storm water runoff 


(e.g., divert runoff around work areas). 
 
D. Landscape Maintenance 
 


Refer to Section V Median and Road Embankment Maintenance for BMPs related to 
landscape maintenance: erosion controls, irrigation practices, vegetation controls, and 
use of pesticides and fertilizers. 


 
Individual Co-Permittee Modifications to Sidewalk/Plaza Maintenance BMPs: 
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IV.  BRIDGE AND STRUCTURE MAINTENANCE 
 
1. Painting and Paint Removal 


 
a) Transport paint and materials to and from job sites in containers with secure lids 


and tied down to the transport vehicle. 
 
b) Do not transfer or load paint near storm drain inlets or watercourses. 
 
c) Test and inspect spray equipment prior to starting to paint.  Tighten all hoses 


and connections and do not overfill paint container. 
 
d) Where there is significant risk of a spill reaching storm drains, plug nearby storm 


drain inlets prior to starting painting and remove plugs when job is completed. 
 
e) Clean up spills immediately, using methods outlined in Section VII. 
 
f) Capture all clean-up water, and dispose of properly. 
 
g) If sand blasting is used to remove paint1, cover nearby storm drain inlets prior to 


starting work.  Use plywood, canvas, nylon netting, or similar material to contain 
abrasive and foreign materials and dust within work areas.  Meter sand to use 
the least amount to do the job.  Sweep and vacuum up sand and blast materials 
and recycle or dispose of materials properly. 


 
h) If the bridge crosses a watercourse, perform work on a maintenance traveler or 


platform, or use suspended netting or traps to capture paint, rust, paint removing 
agents, or other materials, to prevent discharge of materials to surface waters.  
Dredging (with proper permits) may be necessary to recover solid materials that 
do fall into the watercourse. 


 
2. Repair Work 


 
a) Prevent concrete, steel, wood, metal parts, tools, or other work materials from 


entering storm drains or watercourses. 
 
b) Thoroughly clean up the job site when the repair work is completed. 
 
c) Refer to Section II, Street/Road/Highway Repair and Maintenance, for BMPs 


regarding maintenance and repair of a paved bridge deck. 
3. 


                                            
1 See the Bay Area Air Quality Management District requirements for sand blasting operations (Appendix 
B). 
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Graffiti Removal 
 


a) When graffiti is removed by painting over, implement the BMPs in Section IV.1., 
Painting and Paint Removal, above. 


 
b) Protect nearby storm drain inlets (using tarps in work areas, sand bags, and/or 


booms or barriers around inlets) prior to removing graffiti from walls, signs, 
sidewalks, or other structures needing graffiti abatement.  Clean up afterwards 
by sweeping or vacuuming thoroughly, and/or by using absorbent and properly 
disposing of the absorbent. 


 
c) Prevent any discharge of debris, cleaning compound waste, paint waste, or 


washwater containing cleaning compounds to storm drains or watercourses.  
 


d) Direct runoff from sand blasting and high pressure washing (with no cleaning 
agents) into a landscaped or dirt area.  If a landscaped area is not available, filter 
runoff through an appropriate filtering device (e.g., filter fabric) to keep sand, 
particles, and debris out of storm drains.  


 
e) If a graffiti abatement method generates washwater containing a cleaning 


compound (such as high pressure washing with a cleaning compound), plug 
nearby storm drains and vacuum/pump washwater to the sanitary sewer.  


 
f) Consider using a waterless chemical cleaning method for graffiti removal (e.g., 


gels or spray compounds).  
 
g) Avoid graffiti abatement activities during a rain storm.  If rains occur during 


graffiti abatement activities unexpectedly, take appropriate action to minimize the 
impact on storm water quality (e.g., divert runoff around work areas).  


 
Individual Co-Permittee Modifications to Bridge and Structure Maintenance BMPs: 
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V.  MEDIAN AND ROAD EMBANKMENT MAINTENANCE 
 
A.  Erosion Controls 
 
1. Maintain vegetative cover on medians and road embankments to prevent soil erosion, 


trap pollutants, and slow the rate of storm water runoff.  Plant and/or retain native 
vegetation as much as possible.  Adjust mowing heights to allow substantial stubble.  
Leave clippings in place or apply mulch as additional cover. 


 
2. Avoid moving large quantities of earth, except where regrading is necessary to repair or 


reconfigure an embankment.  Do not use disking as a means of vegetation 
management. 


 
3. Inspect drainage facilities, including cross drains, on a regular basis to ensure that 


sufficient drainage is provided during storm periods, so that runoff is not diverted onto 
slopes in a way that causes erosion.  Report and remediate any observed erosion 
problems as soon as possible. 


 
4. Ensure that erosion control is provided for storm drain outfalls. 
 
B.  Slide and Embankment Repair 
 
1. Haul slide debris or removed material to an approved dump site as soon as practicable. 


 Do not dump material into or near storm drain inlets, ditches, or watercourses. 
 
2. Notify proper regulatory agencies (e.g., Santa Clara Valley Water District, California 


Department of Fish and Game, and Regional Water Quality Control Board) about 
material that has naturally fallen into a watercourse due to a substantial slide. 


 
3. Use temporary erosion control measures, such as sediment basins, silt fences, hay 


bales, or blankets, if necessary to protect the slope until repairs have been completed.  
Revegetate denuded slopes as soon as practical to prevent future erosion. 


 
C.  Irrigation Practices 
 
1. Inspect irrigation systems regularly for broken water lines, sprinkler heads, and valves, 


and to ensure that only the necessary amount of water is applied and that runoff is not 
occurring. 


 
2. Reduce runoff by careful manual control of water volume and spray or adjusting 


automatic controls to minimize excess watering. 
 
3. Repair any broken or leaking line, sprinkler head, or valve as soon as possible.  Shut off 


the water source until repairs are made. 
 
4. Prevent soil eroded as a result of a line break from entering the drainage system.  After 


digging out a line, return all soil to the hole and compact properly. 
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5. When bailing out muddy water, do not pour it into the storm drain inlet or curb; pour it 


onto the landscape planting. 
 
D.  Vegetation Controls 
 
1. General Practices 
 


a) Check equipment for chemical, oil, or fuel leaks, and make necessary repairs 
before leaving for the job site.  Fuel equipment only at corporation yards or 
service stations. 


 
b) If a leak or spill does occur, refer to Spill Control BMPs in Section VII. 
 


2. Manual and Mechanical Vegetation Removal 
 
a) Keep removed vegetation, including clippings, chips, and pruning debris, away 


from storm drain inlets and watercourses. 
 
b) When loading or chipping brush into a parked truck, do not leave leaves, twigs, 


chips, or other debris in the gutter or paved shoulder. 
 
c) When working on a slope, avoid loosening soil that could erode into drainage 


systems.  Loosen only the amount of soil needed to remove the vegetation. 
 
d) Avoid loosening soil when rain is expected. 
 


3. Pesticide Usage and Pest Management  
 


a) Follow all federal, state, and local laws and regulations governing the use, storage, 
and disposal of pesticides and training of pest control advisors and applicators. 


 
b) Consider employing integrated pest management methods, including:  


i) No controls; 
ii) Physical/mechanical controls; 
iii) Environmental controls (mulching, pest-resistant vegetation, prescribed 


burns); 
iv) Biological controls (predators, parasites, etc.); 
v) Less toxic chemical controls (e.g., soaps and oils); and/or 
vi) Hot water. 


 
c) Use the least toxic pesticides (including herbicides) that will do the job, provided 


there is a choice.  The agency will take into consideration the LD50
1, overall risk 


to the applicator, and impact to the environment. 
 


                                            
1 The LD50 is the lethal dose killing 50 percent of exposed organisms in toxicity tests. 
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d) Apply pesticides at the appropriate time to maximize their effectiveness and 
minimize the likelihood of discharging non-degraded pesticides in stormwater 
runoff.  Avoid application of pesticides if rain is expected. 


 
e) Mix and apply only as much material as is necessary for treatment.  Calibrate 


application equipment prior to and during use to ensure desired application rate. 
 
f) Do not mix or load pesticides in application equipment adjacent to a storm drain inlet, 


culvert or watercourse. 
 
g) Avoid use of copper-based pesticides if at all possible. 
 
h) Consider using biological controls or less toxic chemicals before using diazinon to 


manage a pest problem (known to cause toxicity in aquatic life). 
 
4. Fertilizer Usage 
 


a) Avoid application of fertilizer if rain is expected. 
 
b) Consider applying municipally-generated compost in lieu of chemical fertilizers. 
 
c) Prior to applying fertilizer, check the nitrogen/phosphorus/potassium (N/P/K) 


concentrations and calibrate the distributor to avoid excessive application. 
 
d) Check irrigation equipment prior to applying fertilizer to make sure it is working 


properly, and monitor systems to avoid over-watering. 
 
e) Confine fertilizer to the targeted area.  If fertilizer is accidentally applied to paved 


surfaces, remove fertilizer from these areas before irrigating and/or rainfall 
occurs.  If water is used to remove fertilizer, direct flow to landscaped areas.  Do 
not allow wash water from paved areas to flow to storm drains. 


 
Individual Co-Permittee Modifications to Median and Road Embankment Maintenance 
BMPs: 
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VI.  LITTER CONTROL 
 
 
1. Post “No Littering” signs where needed and enforce anti-littering laws. 
 
2. Provide an adequate number of litter receptacles in commercial areas and other litter 


source areas. 
 
3. Empty litter receptacles on a frequent enough basis to prevent spillage. 
 
4. Encourage public education efforts to include an anti-littering message. 
 
 
Individual Co-Permittee Modifications to Litter Control BMPs: 
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VII.  SPILL CONTROL 
 
1. Store spill containment, clean-up materials, and the municipal agency’s spill response plan 


on trucks and equipment. 


2. Follow the municipal agency’s spill response plan. 


3. If you are instructed to clean up spilled materials, contain the spill and use “dry” methods to 
clean it up (e.g., scoops, rags, absorbents, or vacuuming).  Do not hose down or bury 
spilled materials. 


4. Collect spilled (non-hazardous) materials for reuse or recycling, where possible, and 
properly dispose of nonrecyclable wastes and spent absorbents. 


5. If spills occur on dirt areas, dig up and remove contaminated soil promptly and properly. 


 
Individual Co-Permittee Modifications to Spill Control BMPs: 
 
 
 
 







 
 
 
 


Section 4 
 
 
 


Standard Operating Procedures 
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 Section 4 
 STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 
 
 
This section presents the co-permittee’s standard operating procedures (SOPs) for 
implementation of the performance standard. 
 
Example SOPs: 
 
 
• Staff and contractor awareness training: 


• conduct annual training; 
• review task related specific BMPs at “tail gate” meetings; 
• review applicable BMPs at pre-construction meeting (for contractors); 


 
• Follow the BMPs. 
 
• Establish responsibility for overseeing implementation of BMPs. 
 
• Establish process for feedback on effectiveness and feasibility of BMPs from field crews. 
 







 
 
 
 


PART IV 
 
 
 


Co-permittee Standard Reporting Form 







 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Appendix A 
 


Comments on the Second Draft Performance Standard 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
PUBLIC AGENCY ACTIVITIES CONTROL MEASURES 


 


 1  


Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 


 
Final Draft - December 19, 1996 


 
I. Introduction 
 
Performance Standards define control measures or levels of achievement for particular 
tasks carried out by all Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
(Program) co-permittees. Control measures are described in the Program’s Storm Water 
Management Plan, which is the basis for the 1995-2000 NPDES municipal storm water 
permit (Permit) period. The development and implementation of Performance Standards 
is an integral part of the Program during the five-year Permit period. 
 
II. Purpose 
 
The purpose of the performance standard for co-permittee-owned storm drain system 
operation and maintenance (O&M) is to identify maintenance activity implementation 
levels to optimize control of pollutants in storm water. Storms drain system O&M 
activities generally involve routine inspection and cleaning of inlets, catch basins, SD 
lines, drainage ditches, and pump stations to maintain capacity. This performance 
standard identifies the level of implementation for O&M activities, which co-permittees 
will adopt in order to control pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent 
practicable. 
 
The performance standard is based on current and proposed practices that municipal 
agencies are and/or will be implementing to minimize water quality impacts, and 
practices that are accepted by the State and Regional Board as being effective in 
controlling these impacts. The performance standard is also consistent with the goals and 
objectives of the Storm Water Management Plan. 
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III. Existing Storm Drain O&M Activities 
 
Existing Storm Drain O&M activities covered by this performance standard include the 
following: 
 


• Storm Drain Inlet Inspection and Cleaning - Cleaning timing and frequency and 
identify known problem areas: 


 
• Storm Drain Line Inspection and Cleaning - Cleaning timing and frequency and 


identify known problem areas: 
 


• Storm Drain Manhole Inspection and Cleaning - Cleaning timing and frequency: 
 


• Management of Storm Drain System Solid Waste - Management of material 
removed by storm drain operation and maintenance activities, including debris 
capture systems, containment storage and disposal: 


 
• Debris Basin Inspection and Cleaning: 


 
• Pump Station Inspection and Cleaning: 


 
• Drainage Ditches Cleaning: 


 
• Emergency Operations: 


 
1. Sewage Overflow 
 
2. Plugged Line 


 
3. Illegal Dumping 


 
 


 
 







 
 
 
 


PART II 
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MODEL PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
(Revised March 1, 1999) 


 
 
1. Each municipal agency will implement best management practices (BMPs) for the storm drain 


system operation and maintenance (O&M) activities that it is responsible for conducting. in order 
to reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable.  Specific BMPs for each 
type of O&M activity will be those listed in the agency’s Work Plan BMPs and Control Measures 
(Section 3). 


 
2. Each municipal agency will develop and implement a process for tracking hot spots and ensuring 


that appropriate BMPs and SOPs will be implemented for storm drain operation and maintenance 
activities. 


 
3. Each municipal agency will develop and implement a process for ensuring that any contractor 


that it employs to conduct storm drain system O&M activities uses the appropriate BMPs adopted 
by the agency. 


 
4. Each municipal agency will provide training on an annual basis to its municipal staff in the use of 


appropriate BMPs.  The agency will also provide a mechanism for obtaining feedback from its 
municipal staff on the implementation and effectiveness of the BMPs. 


 
5. As part of the annual reporting process. each co-permittee will review and evaluate the 


effectiveness of its BMPs in achieving the goals of reducing pollutants in storm water to the 
maximum extent practicable. The review and evaluation will include input from municipal 
maintenance staff that implement the BMPs. The evaluation process will include consideration 
for storm drain structural retrofit. 


 
6. Each municipal agency will develop a process to advise the IC/ID inspectors when hot spots or 


unusual contaminants are encountered during routine storm drain cleaning/maintenance activities 
to allow IC/ID inspectors to track the illicit connections or illegal dumping incidents on the 
“Incident Type” annual summary form. 


 
 
 







 
 
 
 


PART III 
 
 
 


Guidance for Support Documents 







 
 
 
 


Section 1 
 
 
 


Work Plan Implementation 
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Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 


 
Section 1 


WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
 


This section contains the plan or activities to be taken to enable the co-permittee to achieve the 
performance standard, along with an implementation schedule.  The work plan will be developed 
by each co-permittee based on its responsibility to conduct storm drain operation and 
maintenance activities within its jurisdiction. 


 
Example Contents of the Work Plan 
 
The work plan will describe actions to be taken by the co-permittee to meet the performance 
standard and adopt and implement the model (or equivalent) BMPs.  The work plan for the first 
year should include: 
 


• Steps needed to incorporate the implementation of the performance standard and BMPs into 
standard operating procedures; 


 
• Development of a process to ensure that contractors use appropriate BMPs; 
 
• Development of a referral and follow-up process between storm drain operation and 


maintenance activities and illicit connection and illegal dumping activities; 
 
• Development of an annual training program for municipal maintenance staff, including a 


mechanism for feedback on implementation and effectiveness of BMPs; 
 
• Development of a record keeping system in order to track: 


1. cleaning activities 
2. hot spots 
3. spill and illegal dumping incidents; 


 
• A plan for annually reviewing and evaluating the effectiveness of BMPs, with input from 


municipal maintenance staff;  
 
• A process for evaluating consideration for storm drain structural retrofitting; 
 
• A schedule for implementation. 


 







  Revised March 1, 1999 


Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard 
Example Contents of Work Plan 


(Revised March 1, 1999) 
 
• Steps needed to incorporate the implementation of the performance standard and BMPs 


into standard operating procedures. 


• Development of a process to ensure that contractors use appropriate BMPs. 


• Development of a referral and follow-up process between storm drain operation and 
maintenance activities and illicit connection and illegal dumping activities. 


• Development of an annual training program for municipal maintenance staff, including a 
mechanism for feedback on implementation and effectiveness of BMPs. 


• Develop and describe a record keeping system in order to track: 


1. cleaning activities  


2. hot spots 


3. spill and illegal dumping incidents 


• A plan for annually reviewing and evaluating the effectiveness of BMPs, with input from 
municipal maintenance staff. 


• A process for evaluating consideration for storm drain structural retrofitting. 


• A schedule for implementation. 
 







 
 
 
 


Section 2 
 
 
 


Legal Authority to Implement 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 
 


Section 2 
LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 


 


This section demonstrates that the co-permittee has the legal authority to implement the 
performance standard or provides a time schedule for developing and obtaining additional 
authority. 
 


The co-permittee should provide references to municipal codes or ordinances that demonstrate 
adequate legal authority to require municipal staff and contractors to conduct storm drain system 
operation and maintenance activities in a manner that eliminates or reduces water quality 
impacts.  These include: 
 


• Storm drain discharge ordinance. 
 


• Other ordinance or sections of municipal code that apply to maintenance activities. 
 


• Standard contract language. 
 


Model Standard Contract Language1 
 


Storm water runoff flows directly to creeks and San Francisco Bay without treatment.  Allowing 
pollutants to directly or indirectly enter the storm drain system is prohibited by federal, state and 
local regulations.  The operation and maintenance of storm drain systems can cause storm water 
pollution in numerous ways.  For example, trash, leaves, sediments, oil and grease from parking 
lots, streets and industrial areas are frequently collected in the storm drain system.  These 
pollutants can either enter storm drains directly or be transported by storm water runoff. 
 


The Contractor shall take all measures necessary to prevent pollutants from entering storm drains 
or water courses.  For the purpose of eliminating storm water pollution, the contractor shall 
implement effective Best Management Practices (BMPs).  BMPs include general good 
housekeeping practices, appropriate scheduling of activities, operational practices, maintenance 
procedures and other measures to prevent the discharge of pollutants directly or indirectly to the 
storm drain system.  These BMPs shall be maintained for the duration of the Contractor’s work.  
The Contractor shall also be responsible for proper disposal of all waste materials, including 
                                                           


1Based on language in Modifications to the Standard Specifications for Public Works 
Construction, 1994, City of Oakland, Pollution Prevention Language for Construction 
Contractors, 1995, City of Palo Alto, and Supplemental General Provisions, 1994, City of 
Sunnyvale. 
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wastes generated by the implementation of BMPs. 
 


The following BMPs shall be implemented to prevent storm water pollution: (add appropriate 
BMPs from Section 3 here). 







 
 
 
 


Section 3 
 
 
 


Work Plan BMPs and Control Measures 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 
 


Section 3 
WORK PLAN BMPs AND CONTROL MEASURES 


 


This section contains the list of Best Management Practices to be used as guidance for 
compliance in the implementation of the performance standard.  The model BMPs are grouped 
by activity. Component I of the performance standard is broken down into tiers to fit individual 
agencies.  Depending on individual characteristics and resources, some co-permittees will 
implement Tier 1, while others will implement Tier 2.  
 


In the table below, the co-permittee should indicate whether or not each group of BMPs applies 
to the activities for which it is responsible.  If a group of BMPs does apply, the co-permittee may 
either agree to implement the model BMPs or propose modifications or alternatives, as long as 
the co-permittee justifies why modifications are effective in reducing pollutants in storm water to 
the maximum extent practicable. 
 


BMP Applicability Summary Table for _________________                                                      
  (Agency Name) 


 
 
 
Storm Drain O&M Activities 


 
BMPs do 
apply 


 
BMPs do 
not apply 


 
 
If BMPs do not apply, explain: 


 
Routine Inspection and Cleaning (select Tier 1 or Tier 2) 
 
Tier 1 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Inlets/Catch Basin Cleaning 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Storm Drain Line Cleaning 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Pump Stations, Detention and Debris 
Basins 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Known Problem Areas 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Tier 2 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Inlets/Catch Basin Cleaning 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Storm Drain Line Cleaning 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Pump Stations, Detention and Debris 
Basins 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Known Problem Areas 
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Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 


 


BMP Applicability Summary Table (continued) 


 
 
 


Activities 


 
BMPs do 
apply 


 
BMPs do 
not apply 


 
 


If BMPs do not apply, explain: 
 
Solid Waste Best Management Practices 
 
Debris Removal 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Debris Capture Systems 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Containment and Storage 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Waste Dewatering 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Staff/Contractor Training and Coordination 
 
Referral and Follow-up Processes 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Staff Training 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Contract Specifications 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Record Keeping and Evaluation 
 
Record Tracking Maintenance 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Effectiveness Evaluation 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Operational Improvement, Structural Retrofit and Design Changes 
 
Annual Review 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 
Capitol Improvement Projects 
Maintenance Provisions 


 
 


 
 


 
 


 


References 


 
Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program, 1993/94,  Municipal Government Maintenance Best 
Management Practices. 
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Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 


 


 Model BMPs 


 


I. Routine Inspection and Cleaning 
(Co-permittees should implement Tier 1 or Tier 2) 


Tier 1 


1. Inspect and clean as needed, all inlets/catch basins at least once every other year (at least 
50% of entire system inspected and cleaned each year). 


2. Inspect and clean as needed, all inlets/catch basins in known problem areas at least once a 
year. 


3. Inspect and clean as needed, all storm drain lines in known problem areas at least once a 
year. 


4. Inspect and clean as needed, sumps and debris racks at pump stations, detention basins, 
drainage ditches and debris basins throughout the year. 


5. Cleaning activities may occur on a year round basis; however, known problem areas shall 
be targeted prior to the rainy season. 


6. Inspect and clean as needed, all storm drain facilities that have been affected by emergency 
response activities. 


Tier 2 


1. Inspect and clean as needed, all inlets/catch basins at least once a year. 


2. Inspect and clean as needed, all inlets/catch basins in known problem areas more than once 
a year. 


3. Inspect and clean as needed, all storm drain lines in known problem areas more than once 
a year. 


4. Inspect and clean as needed, sumps and debris racks at pump stations, detention basins, 
drainage ditches and debris basins throughout the year. 


5. Cleaning activities may occur on a year round basis; however, known problem areas shall 
be targeted prior to the rainy season. 


6. Inspect and clean as needed, all storm drain facilities that have been affected by emergency 
response activities.  


 
II. Solid Waste Best Management Practices 
 


1. As much debris, silt, trash and sediment as possible shall be removed from the storm drain 
system when cleaning.  Debris capture systems shall be used to prevent material from 
washing into streams or channels. 
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2. Provide proper containment for the temporary storage of removed debris during cleaning.  
Surface types of temporary storage sites shall be of concrete, asphalt or other type of 
impermeable material. 


3. Waste collected from storm drain systems shall be dewatered as necessary for proper 
disposal to the landfill.  Dewatering sites should not drain to storm drains or creeks.  


 
III. Staff/Contractor Training and Coordination 
 


1. Provide a referral and follow-up process between storm drain operation and maintenance 
and illicit connection and illegal dumping investigation staff for problems found. 


2. Provide staff training for storm drain operation and maintenance personnel at least once a 
year with emphasis on controlling storm water pollution through storm drain operation and 
maintenance. 


3. Include provisions for storm water pollution prevention in contract specifications for 
conducting storm drain operation and maintenance. 


 
IV. Record Keeping and Evaluation 
 


1. Maintain records tracking all cleaning activities.  The records shall show when and which 
facilities have been inspected and cleaned.  Spill and illegal dumping incidents and 
responses to both incidents shall also be documented and tracked. 


2. Document any unusual flows observed during inspection (particularly dry weather flows) 
and the follow-up actions/referrals. 


3. Review the records annually to critique the effectiveness of storm drain operation and 
maintenance activities.  Modifications, if necessary, to co-permittees’ storm drain 
operation and maintenance activities shall be identified in the annual individual work 
plans.  


 
V. Operational Improvement, Structural Retrofit and Design Changes 
 


1. Review the storm drain operation and maintenance program annually and if needed, 
identify operational improvements, opportunities for structural retrofit and design changes. 


2. Operation and maintenance provisions shall be included in planning and design phases of 
Capitol Improvement Projects to ensure that storm water quality issues are considered in 
the design of storm drain systems. 


 
 
Individual Co-permittee Modifications to Storm Drain System Operation and 
Maintenance BMPs 
 


 


Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 







 
 
 
 


Section 4 
 
 
 


Standard Operating Procedures 
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Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 


 


Section 4 


STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 


 
This sections contains the co-permittee’s standard operating procedures (SOPs) for implementation 
of the performance standard.  When generating documents such as these, it may helpful to 
conduct this test.  If a statement tells you how to do something and it is something you are 
already doing, it is an SOP.  If a statement sounds like what you should be doing or are going to 
do, it is a work plan item. 
 


Example SOPs 


 


• Staff and/or contractor training.  
 
• Documentation and/or record keeping methods and procedures. 
 
• Referral procedures between storm drain maintenance activities and illicit connection and 


illegal discharge procedures. 
 
• Follow the BMPs. 
 
• Standard procedures for ensuring contractors employ appropriate BMPs adopted by the 


agency. 
 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 







 
 
 
 


PART IV 
 
 
 


Co-permittee Standard Reporting Form 
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Storm Drain System Operation and Maintenance 


 


Co-permittee Reporting Form 
 


1. Are you implementing best management practices (BMPs) for storm drain system operation 
 and maintenance (O&M) activities that you are responsible for conducting, in order to  
 reduce pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable?  


o yes   o no    If no, explain: 


2. Have you developed and implemented a process for tracking hot spots, and have you  
 implemented appropriate BMPs and SOPs? 


o yes   o no    If no, explain: 


3. Have you developed and implemented a process for ensuring that any contractor that you  
 employ to conduct storm drain system O&M activities uses the appropriate BMPs adopted 
 by the agency? 


o yes   o no    If no, explain: 


4. Have you provided training on an annual basis to your municipal staff in the use of  
 appropriate BMPs?   


o yes   o no    If no, explain: 


Have you provided a mechanism for obtaining feedback from your municipal staff on the  
 implementation and effectiveness of the BMPs? 


o yes   o no    If no, explain: 


5. Have you reviewed and evaluated the effectiveness of BMPs in achieving the goals of  
 reducing pollutants in storm water to the maximum extent practicable?  


o yes   o no   If no, explain: 


  Did your evaluation include input from municipal maintenance staff that implement the  
 BMPs? 


o yes    o no    If no, explain: 


   Did your evaluation include consideration for storm drain structural retrofit? 


o yes  o no   If no, explain: 







 
 
 
 
 
 


RURAL PUBLIC WORKS MAINTENANCE AND 
SUPPORT ACTIVITIES 
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Participating Agencies: 
Campbell, Cupertino, Los Altos Hills, Los Gatos, Milpitas, Monte Sereno, Mountain View, Palo Alto, San Jose, 
Santa Clara, Saratoga, Sunnyvale, County of Santa Clara and the Santa Clara Valley Water District. 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
 


Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 


(December 19, 20021) 
 
 


I.   Introduction 
 
The goal of the Rural Public Works Performance Standard is to minimize the water quality 
impacts resulting from public works maintenance and support activities in rural areas. This 
performance standard is intended to aid Co-permittees in ensuring that required control measures 
are implemented while performing maintenance activities adjacent to streams to prevent the 
degradation of stream functions.  Santa Clara County contains habitat for the threatened Central 
California Coast Steelhead.  Maintenance Activities in watersheds that support steelhead habitat 
are subject to Limit No. 10, Routine Road Maintenance, of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
Section 4(d) Rules to Protect Threatened Salmon and Steelhead, signed on June 20, 2000. This 
limit finds routine road maintenance activities must “not impair properly functioning habitat, 
appreciably reduce the functioning of already impaired habitat, or retard the long-term progress 
of impaired habitat toward [a properly functioning condition] (PFC)”23 This Performance 
Standard is consistent with the goal of Limit No. 10. 
 
The Rural Public Works Performance Standard defines the level of implementation that each Co-
permittee in the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program will attain to 
demonstrate that water quality is protected to the maximum extent practicable.  
 


                                                 
1 Approved by the SCVURPPP Management Committee at its December 19, 2002 meeting. 
2 A Citizen’s Guide to the 4(d) Rule for Threatened Salmon Steelhead on the West Coast, National Marine Fisheries 
Service Northwest and Southwest Regions, June 20, 2000. 
3 NMFS is not requiring states, local governments or private parties to change their practices to conform to any of 
the take limits described in the final rule.  The limits provide one way to be sure an activity or program does not risk 
violating the take prohibitions.  Simply because a program is not within a limit does not mean that it automatically 
violates the ESA or the 4(d) rule.  However, it does mean that any program or jurisdiction would risk ESA penalties 
if the activity in question takes a listed fish.  By receiving a limit, governments and individuals receive assurance 
that their activities do not violate the take prohibitions and will not be subject to enforcement. (NMFS, June 20, 
2000). 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 


 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 
 


PERFORMANCE STANDARD 
 
1) The Co-permittee will implement and require contractors to implement appropriate best 


management practices (BMPs) when performing maintenance activities in or adjacent to a 
stream channel unless required to do otherwise by emergency flood control procedures. 
During emergency flood control activities, water quality will be protected to the maximum 
extent practicable 


 
2) The Co-permittee will plan for proper erosion prevention and sediment control measures in 


designing rural roads.   
 
3) During construction, the Co-permittee will inspect the construction site, and maintain 


construction erosion prevention and sediment control BMPs to ensure that they are working 
properly and that problems are corrected as soon as they develop. 


 
4) Maintenance staff will properly store, use, and dispose of materials, chemicals and wastes 


during and after the performance of activities. Mechanical equipment will be stored and 
operated properly as well.  


 
5) Co-permittees will provide annual training and technical assistance to maintenance staff in 


the use of appropriate BMPs. 
 
6) Co-permittees will obtain the correct permits for maintenance activities taking place in or 


adjacent to stream channels. The “correct permits” are defined on page 14 herein. 
 
7) The Co-permittee will provide outreach materials to contractors, developers, and staff on 


Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities BMPs and permitting requirements.  
 
8) The Co-permittee will evaluate and report on the implementation of the rural public works 


performance standards as part of the individual Co-permittee annual reports.  Annual 
reporting and inspections are not required under the following special cases: levees that are 
inspected frequently under another program (i.e. SCVWD levees inspected for flood 
protection and control) and levees where captured runoff would be under another NPDES 
permit (i.e. City of Sunnyvale treatment pond levees). 
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DEFINITIONS 
 
Berm An elevated area constructed of asphalt materials, base rock, soils, 


sandbags or other materials to divert runoff. Typically located along 
roadway shoulders.  


 
Brush Vegetative material smaller in length/diameter than large woody debris. 


May consist of cuttings of native vegetation intended for use in slope 
stabilization BMPs such as brushlayering, brushpacking, willow wattles, 
etc.  


 
Cut and Plug The practice of cutting woody debris in streams that may become lodged 


in downstream obstructions into small pieces and/or short lengths. 
(culverts, log jams, etc.) 


 
Emergency An emergency consists of circumstances creating a substantial risk of 


loss, damage, interruption of essential services, or threat to public health 
or safety that could not have been reasonably foreseen. “Emergency” 
includes any man-made or natural event or circumstances causing or 
threatening loss of life, injury to person or property, including but not 
limited to fire, explosion, flood, severe weather, earthquake, volcanic 
activity, spills or releases of oil or hazardous material, contamination, 
actual or imminent loss of transportation facilities, civil disturbance, riot, 
sabotage and war.  


 
 The distinction must be made as to when the emergency is over and 


cleanup begins. An emergency ends when threats of loss of life or injury 
are mitigated and pre-emergency service is restored. Examples of 
emergency operations include, but are not limited to, modification of 
large woody debris/log jams in streams, streambank/slope stabilization, 
flood response and emergency road opening measures.  


 
Habitat An area used by a species for migration, breeding, spawning, foraging, 


shelter, etc. May refer to generic types of habitat, such as riparian (near 
water bodies), upland (above riparian habitat), etc.  
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Diversion Potential Occurs at a stream crossing having one approach that slopes away from 
the stream bed so as to potentially divert flow reaching the road surface 
away from the channel.  


 
Large Woody Debris Large pieces of woody material 6 inches and larger in diameter and at 


least 10 feet long. Also includes root wads and stumps. Typically refers  
to woody debris in water bodies.  


 
Revegetation The placement, planting and/or fostering of growth of beneficial plant 


species.  
  
Rural Road A public paved or unpaved road that is:  


a) in an area having average lot sizes of 1 acre net or greater or zoned 
as open space under Co-permittee jurisdiction; and 


b) not served by an integrated municipal storm drain system;  
c) not served by curbs and gutters; and  
d) intended to be passable to a maintenance vehicle. 
This definition does not include hiking and equestrian trails, unless they 
are intended to be passable to a maintenance vehicle. 


 
Sensitive Area Any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are rare or 


especially valuable, including any area in the following categories: 
1. habitats containing or supporting “rare and endangered” 


species as defined by the State Fish and Game Commission as 
well as “threatened and endangered” species and their 
associated critical habitat, as defined under the Federal 
Endangered Species Act; 


2. perennial and intermittent streams and their tributaries that 
support aquatic habitat; 


3. lakes, ponds and adjacent shore habitat; 
4. wetlands, marshes and coastal tide lands;  
5. coastal and offshore areas containing breeding or nesting sites 


or used by migratory and resident water –associated birds for 
resting areas and feeding; 


6. areas used for scientific study and research concerning fish and 
wildlife; 


7. existing game and wildlife refuges and reserves; and 
8. sand dunes and sea cliffs. 


 
Sidecast Material placed on or within the banks of any water body; the practice of 


placing material on or within the banks of any water body.  
 
Slipout A shallow slope failure, typically involving the shoulder of a road or 


trail. May be caused by high groundwater, falling trees (windthrow), etc.  
 
Washout A slope or bank failure, typically involving the shoulder of a road or 


trail. May be caused by high flows in streams, concentrated runoff, etc.  
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Watercourse Bank The slope of land that adjoins a watercourse, the top of which shall be 


the topographic line roughly parallel to the watercourse center line 
where the side slopes intersect the plane of the ground adjacent to that 
traversed by the watercourse. Where banks do not distinguishably end, 
the surrounding land being extensions of the banks, the top of such 
banks shall be determined by the Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Community Project Review Unit, Unit Manager. 
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Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 
 


Attachment 1 
WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 


 
This section describes the activities to be conducted by the co-permittee, and described in the co-
permittee’s local Urban Runoff Management Plan (URMP) to implement the performance 
standard, along with an implementation schedule.  
 
Example Contents of the Work Plan 
 


• Develop (or review and revise) standard operating procedures for rural public works 
activities.  


 
• Develop or adapt BMPs and control measures.  


 
• Ensure adequate legal authority, including chain of command, used to conduct and 


enforce the use of rural public works maintenance BMPs by others, if necessary, as 
documented by reference in Attachment 2. 


• Obtain or develop educational materials for training maintenance staff and for 
outreach to contractors.  


 
• Develop an annual training program for maintenance staff.  


 
• Annually conduct an evaluation of the effectiveness of the rural public works 


program, report the results of the evaluation in the Annual Report, and identify items 
for continuous improvement.  


 
• Identify the rural public works facilities that are under the agency’s jurisdiction. 


 







 
 
 
 


Attachment 2 
 
 
 


Legal Authority to Implement 
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Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 


Attachment 2 
LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 


 
This section contains a demonstration of the co-permittee’s legal authority to implement the 
performance standard, or a time schedule for developing and obtaining additional authority.  
 
The co-permittee should provide references to municipal codes or ordinances that demonstrate 
adequate legal authority to require contractors to conduct O&M activities in a manner that 
eliminates or reduces water quality impacts. These include: 
 
• Storm water discharge ordinance. 


• Other ordinance or section(s) of municipal code that apply to maintenance activities. 


• Standard Operating Procedures (see Attachment 4) 


• Standard contract language (see model language below). 


Model Standard Contract Language4 


Storm water runoff flows directly to creeks and San Francisco Bay without treatment.  Allowing 
pollutants (including sediment) to directly or indirectly enter the storm drain system is prohibited 
by federal, state and local regulations.  The operation and maintenance of public streets, roads, 
and highways can cause storm water pollution in numerous ways.  For example, storm water 
pollution can be caused by wastes from street or equipment cleaning, by improper storage of 
products or wastes, or inadequate clean up of left-over or spilled products or wastes.  These 
pollutants can either enter storm drains directly or be transported by storm water runoff. 


The Contractor shall take all measures necessary to prevent pollutants (including sediment) from 
entering storm drains or watercourses.  For the purpose of eliminating storm water pollution, the 
contractor shall implement effective Best Management Practices (BMPs).  BMPs include general 
good housekeeping practices, appropriate scheduling of activities, operational practices, 
maintenance procedures and other measures to prevent the discharge of pollutants directly or 
indirectly to the storm drain system.  These BMPs shall be maintained for the duration of the 
Contractor’s work.  The Contractor shall also be responsible for proper disposal of all waste 
materials, including wastes generated by the implementation of BMPs. 


The following BMPs shall be implemented to prevent storm water pollution: (add appropriate 
BMPs from Section 3 here). 


SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 


                                                 
4 Based on language in Modifications to the Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction, 1994, City of 
Oakland, Pollution Prevention Language for Construction Contractors, 1995, City of Palo Alto, and Supplemental 
General Provisions, 1994, City of Sunnyvale. 







 
 
 
 


Attachment 3 
 
 
 


Work Plan BMPs and Control Measures 







F:\SC\SC33\AHTGs\RPW\Final RPW PS 6-20-02 8  12/16/02 


 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 
 


Attachment 3 
WORK PLAN BMPS AND CONTROL MEASURES 


 
This section contains the list of Model Best Management Practices to be used as guidance for 
compliance in the implementation of the performance standard. Each Co-permittee will adopt 
specific BMPs applicable to their agencies in order to implement the Performance Standards. For 
consistency, each co-permittee should maintain the entire list of Model BMPs.  Co-permittees 
may agree to implement the Model BMPs or propose modifications or alternatives to those that 
apply as long as justification of why the modifications are effective in reducing pollutants in 
storm water to the maximum extent practicable and in eliminating illicit discharges is provided. 
If a group of BMPs does not apply, Co-permittees should provide an explanation as to why they 
are not applicable under their jurisdiction.  This will be documented in the Co-permittees URMP. 
 
Some of the BMPs in this document can also be found in the previously adopted Santa Clara 
Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program’s Model BMPs for Public Streets, Roads and 
Highway Operation and Maintenance.  Those portions of Sections II. Street/Road/Highway 
Repair and Maintenance and V. Median and Road Embankment Maintenance, of the Public 
Streets, Roads, and Highways Operation and Maintenance Model BMPs that address the 
prevention of road-related erosion are restated in this document. In addition, the report entitled 
“Effects of County Land Use Policies and Management Practices on Anadromous Salmonids and 
their Habitats” prepared for the FishNet 4C Program was reviewed in development of the BMPs 
contained within, in order to include BMPs considered effective for protection of fish habitat. 
For further information and guidance on the implementation of the BMPs recommended, co-
permittees should consult the references listed below.  
 
References for Model BMPs 
 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region, 1999. Erosion and 
Sediment Control Field Manual, Third Edition.  
 
Camp Dresser and McKee, December 2000.  Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program 
Unpaved Road BMP Guide. 
 
Camp Dresser & McKee, et. al., 1993. California Storm Water Best Management Practice 
Handbook (Municipal). Prepared for the State Stormwater Quality Task Force. 
 
County of San Mateo Department of Public Works, 2001. Endangered Species and Watershed 
Protection Program, Volume 1: Maintenance Standards. 
 
Fifield, Jerald, 2002, Field Manual on Sediment and Erosion Control Best Management 
Practices for Contractors and Inspectors, Forester Press, publisher 
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Keith Guenther, Wildland Solutions, PO Box 710 Brewster, WA 98812. Low Maintenance 
Roads for Ranch, Fire and Utilities Access Wildland Solutions Field Guide Series 
 
Harris, Richard R., Susan D. Kocher, and Kallie Marie Kull, Jaunuary 2001. Effects of County 
Land Use Policies and Management Practices on Anadromous Salmonids and their Habitats: 
Sonoma, Marin, San Mateo, Santa Cruz and Monterey Counties, California. 
 
Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program, 1994. Best Management 
Practices for the Construction Industry (7 tri-fold brochures) 
 
Weaver, William E. and Danny K Hagans, Pacific Watershed Associates, Handbook for Forest 
and Ranch Roads: A guide for planning, designing, constructing, reconstructing, maintaining 
and closing wildland roads, June 1994. 
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SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 


 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 
 


Attachment 3, continued 
MODEL BMPs 


 
a)  Management and/or Removal of Large Woody Debris and Live Vegetation from 


Stream Channels 
 


1. Do not remove or physically alter any large woody debris in any body of water except 
under the following emergency conditions:  


 
A. Material backing up flows at a bridge or culvert during a storm may be modified to 


halt damage or flooding. 


B. Large woody debris/log jams on public property that are damaging or immediately 
threatening the integrity or roads, bridges, other public facilities or private 
developments during high flows may be modified to reduce or halt damage and direct 
flow toward a more desirable path.  


C. Logs and debris shall only be removed from streams as a “last resort” (i.e. failure to 
remove them will most likely cause the loss of an essential facility or in order to 
maintain channel capacity). 


D. Non-emergency debris maintenance will only be undertaken after the appropriate 
permits have been obtained.  


 
2. Crews should take precautions when modifying log or debris jams in order to prevent 


damage downstream. “Cut and plug” practices should be avoided, when possible. 


3. Emergency modifications and/or removal shall be limited to materials higher than 
approximately 2’ above the streambed (i.e. above knee height) to preserve some instream 
habitat features unless the log or debris jam is immediately upstream of a culvert or 
bridge, or if permit conditions require otherwise. Secure root wads should be left in place, 
when possible. 


4. Reusable large woody debris such as root balls and sizeable logs shall be transported, 
when logistically feasible to a storage facility. These materials can be used at a later date 
for erosion repair, mitigation projects or ground up to be used as ground cover. Trees, 
logs and/or stumps shall be left in the longest lengths/diameters practicable for removal 
and hauling. When uprooted trees must be cut, leave at least 8’ of trunk attached to the 
root ball.  All other logs should be left at least 12’ long (to stockpile for future use).  
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b)  Streambank Stabilization Projects 
 


1. When areas adjacent to water bodies wash or slip out resulting in a reduction of the width 
of the traveled way, Co-permittees shall consider responding by:  


 
A. Temporary one-way traffic controls 


B. Temporary closure of the road if adequate alternate route(s) exist 


C. Rerouting road into cut slope (This is acceptable if the impacts to the slope and road 
are minimal, if the additional cut is within the existing right of way or if written 
approval can be obtained from the owner of the property impacted by the cut slope.) 


D. Emergency stabilization using large wood materials (root wads, log cribbing, etc.) 


E. Placement of asphalt concrete or cutback berms to divert runoff away from the 
damaged area.  


 
2.  Potential impacts to upstream and downstream banks, structures and facilities should be 


identified before performing maintenance.  


3. Slide debris shall not be sidecast. Reuse of slide debris shall be allowed for use in berms 
if the debris are free of organic materials and if the reuse is approved by a licensed 
engineer. 


4. Notify proper regulatory agencies (e.g., Santa Clara Valley Water District, California 
Department of Fish and Game, and Regional Water Quality Control Board) about 
material that has naturally fallen into a watercourse due to a substantial slide. 


5. In the case of an unexpected slide, use temporary erosion prevention and sediment 
control measures, such as sediment basins, silt fences, hay bales, erosion control mats, 
blankets or wattles, if necessary, to protect the slope until repairs have been completed. 
(Hay bales should not be used as filters alone) 


6. Denuded slopes shall be revegetated. Perform hand seeding and/or hydroseeding and 
watering to allow germination of the seed prior to the first rains. Erosion control mats and 
mulching are necessary in the first wet season following revegetation.   


7. Slide debris shall be removed to the nearest suitable area for temporary storage and shall 
be enclosed or contained after the emergency to prevent erosion. Slide debris removed by 
maintenance crews should not be allowed to erode into any water body. Slide debris shall 
be removed to the nearest permanent, stable storage or recycling location at the earliest 
opportunity, or may be used as backfill in permanent repair projects, except where such 
material is prohibited from use, as described in item 3 above.  


8. Whenever possible, brush and garbage shall be sorted and stored separately from soils.  


9. Rip rap shall only be used on stream banks for emergency stabilization of roads that have 
no alternate access, where one or more of the following conditions apply: 


 
A. Rip rap previously existed, and is to be replaced in the same quantity and location and 


is immediately reported to agencies specified in Section d) Environmental Permitting 
for Rural Public Works Activities. 
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B. Rip rap is to be placed only below the ordinary high water line to halt scour at the toe 
of a slope or bank supporting a public road, and is immediately reported.  


C. Large wood materials (root wads, logs, etc.) are not available or are not considered to 
be effective. 


 
10. Rip rap may be used to protect bridge support structures (abutments, embankments, etc.) 


that are actively being undermined and are at imminent risk of failure. 


11. Wherever possible, key trenches shall be dug prior to placing rip rap.  


12. Rip rap may be used for non-emergency stabilization only after applicable permits have 
been obtained. Proposals for non-emergency rip rap use shall include mitigation and 
avoidance measures such as incorporating large woody debris, revegetation, etc. into the 
bank stabilization. 


13. Monitor finished streambanks to ensure stability and vegetative growth. Consult original 
design engineer as necessary for adjustments and modifications. 
 


c) Road Construction, Maintenance, and Repairs in Rural Areas to Prevent and Control 
Road-Related Erosion 
 
Note: This section is applicable to work performed on all “rural roads”, paved and unpaved, 


as defined in the Definition Section on page 4. 
  


1.  From the previously adopted Public Streets, Roads and Highways Operation and 
Maintenance Performance Standards, the following apply:  


 
A. Road Construction/Maintenance 
 


1. General Road Construction/Maintenance Practices 
 


a. Schedule construction and maintenance activities for dry weather. Minimize 
the exposed area and the duration of exposure. Stabilize disturbed areas as 
quickly as possible.  


b. Protect downslope drainage courses, streams, and storm drains with wattles, 
sand bags, earth dikes, or temporary drainage swales to divert or trap and filter 
runoff. 


c. Stockpile materials away from streets, gutter areas, storm drain inlets or 
watercourses. During wet weather, prevent transport of materials in runoff. 
Possible methods include covering stockpiles and excavated soil with secured 
tarps or plastic sheeting, or surrounding stockpiles and excavated soils with 
berms. 


d. Prevent excess material from entering streets or storm drain inlets. Designate 
an area for clean up and properly dispose of excess materials 


e. Use only as much water as necessary for dust control, to avoid runoff.  
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f. If it rains unexpectedly, take appropriate action to prevent pollution of storm 
water runoff. (e.g., divert runoff around work areas) 


g. When designing roads for construction, consider incorporating ditches, berms, 
dikes and swales in order to intercept runoff from surfaces and convey it to 
stabilized watercourses, drainage pipes, or channels.  


h. During construction, inspect and maintain all BMPs daily to ensure that they 
are working properly and to ensure that problems are corrected as soon as they 
develop. 


i. Road drainage systems and stream crossings should be maintained by annual 
and storm period inspections to prevent small problems from growing into 
large failures.  


j. Consider replacement of stream crossing structure, when ongoing 
maintenance does not mitigate any associated problems. See Section e. Road 
Planning and Design BMPs for specific design considerations. 


 
2. Asphalt/Concrete Removal 


 
a. After breaking up old pavement, sweep up materials thoroughly to avoid 


contact with rainfall and storm water runoff. Recycle as much material as 
possible, and properly dispose of non-recyclable materials.  


b. During saw cutting and grinding operations, use as little water as possible. 
Block or place berms around nearby storm drain inlets, in drainage channel (if 
no inlet is nearby), or around work area (when bordering watercourse) using 
sand bags or an equivalent appropriate barrier, or absorbent materials such as 
Wet Vac, pads, pillows and socks to contain slurry. If slurry enters the storm 
drain system, remove material immediately.  


c. Remove saw-cut slurry (e.g., with a shovel or vacuum, or sweep up when dry) 
as soon as possible.  


 
3. Concrete Installation and Repair 


 
a. Avoid mixing excess amounts of fresh concrete or cement mortar on-site.  


b. Wash out concrete transit mixers only in designated washout areas where the 
water will flow into drums or settling ponds or onto dirt or stockpiles of 
aggregate base or sand. Pump water from settling ponds to the sanitary sewer, 
where allowed. Whenever possible, recycle washout by pumping back into 
mixers for reuse. Never dispose of washout into the street, storm drains, 
drainage ditches, or creeks.  


c. Whenever possible, return leftover materials in the mixer barrel to the yard for 
recycling. Dispose of small amounts of excess concrete, grout, and mortar in 
the trash.  


 
4. Patching, Resurfacing, and Surface Sealing 
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a. Sweep up as much material as possible and dispose of properly. Only wash 


down streets if runoff is controlled or contained. 
 


5. Traffic Detector Loop Installation and Repair 
 


a. Protect nearby storm drain inlets prior to cutting or flushing slot for traffic 
detector loops. Block or berm around nearby storm drain inlets using sand 
bags or an equivalent barrier, or use absorbent materials such as pads, pillows 
and socks to contain slurry.  


b. Clean up residues by sweeping up as much material as possible, and dispose 
of material properly.  


 
B. Road Embankment and Median Maintenance 


 
1. Erosion Prevention and Sediment Controls 


 
a. Maintain vegetative cover on medians and road embankments to prevent soil 


erosion, trap pollutants and slow the rate of storm water runoff. Plant and/or 
retain native vegetation as much as possible. Adjust mowing heights to allow 
substantial stubble. Leave clippings in place or apply mulch as additional 
cover.  


b. Use measures that break the slopes to reduce the problems associated with 
concentrated flow volumes and runoff velocities.  


c. Avoid moving large quantities of earth, except where regrading is necessary to 
repair or reconfigure an embankment. Disking may be used to manage 
vegetation on slopes less than 20%. It shall be performed parallel to the 
contour to prevent rills and gullies from forming during rain events. Disking 
shall not be performed in areas that support endangered species such as 
ground burrowing owls, harvest mice, beetles, etc.  


d. Inspect drainage facilities, including cross drains, on a regular basis to ensure 
that sufficient drainage is provided during storm periods, so that runoff 
diverted onto slopes does not cause erosion. Report and remediate any 
observed erosion problems as soon as possible.  


e. Ensure that erosion prevention and sediment control is provided for storm 
drain outfalls.   


 
2. Vegetation Controls 


 
a. Manual and Mechanical Vegetation Removal 


 
i.  Preserve existing vegetation to the maximum extent practicable within the 


riparian corridor in order to provide erosion prevention and sediment 
control, watershed protection, habitat protection, landscape beautification, 
dust control, pollution control and shade cover. Existing vegetation may 
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be modified if restoring the riparian corridor with native vegetation 
species.  


ii. Keep removed vegetation, including clippings, chips, and pruning debris, 
away from storm drain inlets and watercourses.  


iii. When loading or chipping brush into a parked truck, do not leave leaves, 
twigs, chips, or other debris in the gutter or shoulder.  


iv. When working on a slope, avoid loosening soil that could erode into 
drainage systems. Loosen only the amount of soil needed to remove the 
vegetation.  


v. Avoid loosening soil or removing vegetation when rain is expected.  


vi. Avoid using mechanical machinery on slopes greater than 30% whenever 
possible.  


vii. Minimize the use of heavy equipment on saturated soils.  
 


2.  Maintenance Activities Unique to Unpaved Rural Roads 
 


A. Perform regular inspection to determine if grading is needed to maintain smooth 
drivable surfaces that are adequately sloped to drain water from the surface without 
creating erosion problems.  Choose appropriate grading, crowning, inslope or 
outslope, and drainage for road sections. 


B. Consider using additional road surface drainage such as rolling dips, water bars, water 
bars/breaks or open-top culverts, to safely remove runoff that consistently builds up 
on the road surface or inside ditch. 


C. Monitor for soft spots or areas of poor subsurface drainage in subgrade. Fill and re-
compact holes in subgrade.  Provide subsurface drainage if needed. 


D. Monitor and re-grade rolling dips if needed. 
E. Clean ditch and re-build berm for water bars, as needed. 
F. Monitor open-top culverts after storms and clean as needed. 
G. Monitor for potholes, washboarding, and areas of poor surface drainage on gravel 


surface roads.  Re-slope, smooth, and compact where necessary. 
H. Water, fertilize, re-seed and mow vegetative surface treatments when necessary. 
I. Re-apply mulches and fabric surface treatments as needed. 
J. Monitor fords after storms.  Repair as needed.  See Section C.1.A.1.j for replacement 


options when ongoing maintenance does not mitigate associated problems. 
 


 
d)  Environmental Permitting for Rural Public Works Activities 


 
1. Permits or written exemptions are required for work involving any of the following:  
 


A. Discharge or placement of any structure or within the banks of the stream or channel 
(including rip rap, concrete or asphalt, and woody material) 


B. Dredging, removal or modification of any structure, fill, sediment, large woody debris 
or vegetation within the banks of the stream or channel 
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C. Any work that potentially alters the habitat of any endangered species (including 
streams, tributaries, lakes, ponds, certain ditches, beaches, wetlands, marshes, banks, 
and riparian areas, and upland areas). 


 
2. The jurisdictions of the various agencies that must be contacted in response to work 


performed in areas identified in item 1 above are as follows:  
 
A. Regional Water Quality Control Board 


 
1. Certification under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act is required whenever 


project activities require a Federal permit (such as an Army Corps of Engineers 
nationwide permit or individual permit issued under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act fora discharge to waters of the U.S. Discharges may included landfill, 
rip rap slope protection, bridge piers, outfall structures, etc. 


2. Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR’s) are  required for all proposed discharges 
above and below ordinary high water, that may impact beneficial uses of  Waters 
of the State. For some discharges, it is possible to obtain waiver of WDR. “Fill”, 
and thus structures, are considered discharges.  


 
B. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 


1. Certification  under Section 404 of the Clean Water Actis required for discharges 
of dredge or fill material into waters of the U.S. 


2. Certification under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act is  required for 
structures or work affecting navigable waters of the U.S.  


 
C. California Department of Fish and Game 


 
1. Section 1600 Streambed Alteration Agreements are required for work in any 


riparian corridor, even if no actual work is performed in the stream channel.  
 


D. Santa Clara Valley Water District 
 


1. Encroachment permits are required for any work within 50 feet of a watercourse 
in Santa Clara County, or for work that will resulting the discharge of water to a 
watercourse.5 
 


E. Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) 
 


1. Approval is required for all work in or within 100 feet of the San Francisco Bay. 


2. Permits or written exemptions shall be obtained prior to performing planned work 
such as culvert replacements, slide repairs, bank stabilization, etc. Maintenance 


                                                 
5 The District’s Ordinance 83-2 is being revised and an increase in the width of the corridor within which 
encroachment permits are required is being considered.   
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supervisors shall keep in their possession copies of permits for work being 
performed under their supervision.  


3. Emergency conditions may require that work be performed prior to obtaining 
written permits or exemptions. Maintenance managers and/or supervisors shall 
complete report forms for emergency work involving any of the elements 
described in a-c above. Forms shall document that emergency work was 
performed in response to valid conditions and should be submitted to the proper 
regulatory agencies. The Co-permittee is subject to enforcement action by one or 
more of the environmental agencies if work performed is found to be 
unnecessary. Forms shall be forwarded to the appropriate internal authority at the 
earliest opportunity and not more than three working days after completion of 
work.  


 
 
e)  Road Planning and Design BMPs6 


 
1. General  


A. Road junctions on steep slopes should be located far upslope from watercourses to 
protect against erosion. 


B. Where feasible, replace fords that have maintenance problems with an overpass 
stream crossing. 


 


2. When designing road drainage, the Co-permittee will consider the following: 


A. Outslope roads to minimize flows in the inside ditch and reduce the potential for 
erosion and sediment delivery to the next culvert. 


B. Insloped roads should be constructed where road surface drainage discharged over 
the fill slope would cause unacceptable erosion or discharge directly into stream 
channels, where fill slopes are unstable or where outsloping would create unsafe 
conditions for use. 


C. Insloped roads should be built with an inside drainage ditch to collect and remove 
road surface runoff. 


D. Inside ditches should be drained at intervals sufficient to prevent ditch erosion or 
outlet gullying, and at locations where water and sediment can be filtered before 
entering a watercourse (filtering accomplished by thick vegetation, gentle slopes, 
settling basins, or filter windthrows of woody debris and mulches placed and 
secured on the slope). 


E. Ditch relief culverts should be designed and installed at intervals along the road 
that are close enough to prevent erosion of the ditch, gullying or sliding of the 
slope below the culvert outlet of a cross-drain, direct transport of sediment along 


                                                 
6 Language in Section e) is based on recommendations in Weaver, William E. and Danny K Hagans, Pacific 
Watershed Associates, Handbook for Forest and Ranch Roads: A guide for planning, designing, constructing, 
reconstructing, maintaining and closing wildland roads, June 1994. See reference for more details. 
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an inside ditch to a watercourse, and loss of capacity of culvert cross-drains due to 
filling with sediment. 


F. Ditches should not discharge directly into the inlet of a watercourse crossing 
culvert, and ditch relief culverts should not discharge into a watercourse without 
first directing flow through an adequate filter strip when possible. 


G. Where possible, replacement culverts should have a grade at least 2% greater than 
the ditch, which feeds it to prevent sediment build-up and blockage. Where 
possible, ditch relief culverts should be installed at the gradient of the original 
ground slope so that the outlet of the culvert will emerge on the ground surface 
beyond the base of the fill. (if not, fill below the culvert should be armored by 
rocks, or the culvert should be fitted with an anchored downspout to carry erosive 
flow past the base of the fill)7 


 


                                                 
7 Depending upon site conditions, culvert grades may deviate from this recommendation upon the professional 
opinion of the project engineer.  







 
 
 
 


Attachment 4 
 
 
 


Standard Operating Procedures 







F:\SC\SC33\AHTGs\RPW\Final RPW PS 6-20-02 19  12/16/02 


 
SANTA CLARA VALLEY URBAN RUNOFF POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 


 
Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 


Rural Public Works Maintenance and Support Activities 
 
 


Attachment 4 
STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 


 
This section should contain the co-permittee’s standard operating procedures (SOPs) for 
implementation of the performance standard.  
 
Description of Rural Public Works Maintenance Program 
 


• Which departments will be performing the various components of rural public works 
maintenance and support activities and what is the chain of command? 


 
• How will contractors be instructed to conduct rural public works maintenance and 


support activities with regards to water quality?  
 


• Who is responsible for maintaining the BMPs implemented? 
 


• Where will maintenance staff store and dispose of wastes from rural pubic works 
activities? 


 
• How is mechanical equipment to be stored and operated? 


 
• Annual training on the use of appropriate BMPs will be provided to maintenance 


staff. 
 


• How will technical assistance needs be met? 
 


• How will permit requirements for work to be performed be coordinated amongst the 
differing agencies? 


 
• What outreach materials will be provided for contractors, developers and staff on 


BMPs and permitting requirements? 
 


• How will activities performed under emergency conditions be documented and who 
will they be submitted to?  


 
• Which specific agencies and/or persons should be notified when emergency 


stabilization of roads is needed? 
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PART I 
 
Introduction 
 
Performance Standards are the standards which define control measures (particular 
programs or tasks carried out by co-permittees). Control Measures are described 
Program’s Storm Water Management Plan, which is the plan for the 1995-2000 NPDES 
municipal storm water permit period. Several Performance Standards are required under 
the provisions of the 1995 NPDES Permit. The development and implementation of 
Performance Standards is an important part of the Program during the five-year period 
under the NPDES Permit. 
 
The components contained herein constitute the Water Utility Operation and 
Maintenance Performance Standard. 
 
Purpose 
 
The purpose of this document is to provide information which details the program and 
criteria for meeting the standard (work plan). Its use is intended for the individual 
responsible for implementing the standard, the manager that authorizes the activity, the 
regulator that reviews the standard and any interested party. 
 
The level or intensity has been established based upon co-permittee community 
characteristics and the appropriateness of a control measure implementation for the 
agency (MEP). 
 
The Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Performance Standard defines the level of 
implementation necessary to demonstrate the control of pollutants discharged from the 
operation and maintenance of municipal water supply utilities to the maximum extent 
practicable. 
 
Process 
 
The Co-permittees will provide a model or sample performance standard for each 
performance standard required in the 1995 NPDES Permit. Individual co-permittees will 
be responsible for providing or completing the performance standard package and the 
annual reporting on each Performance Standard. A complete set of co-permittee 
performance standards wilt be kept on file by Program as well as the author agency. 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 


Performance Standard and Supporting Documents for 
WATER UTILITY OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 


 


F:\SC26\SC26-25\WebsiteProducts\Water Utilities O&M Images\Water Utilities O&M.doc 2 


Performance Standard 


Have you conducted an inventory of all key O&M activities every three years? 
 


1. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 


Have you identified routine and unplanned non-storm water discharges from the 
above activities? 


2. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 


Have you adopted the model or developed your own Water Utility Pollution 
Prevention Plans (WUPPP)? 


3. 


� yes       � no        If yes, describe whether you have adopted the area-wide 
WTJPPP with modifications or developed your own WUPPP. 
If no, explain: 


Are you implementing the WUPPPs? 
 


4. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 


Have you conducted the annual training to applicable staff on WUPPP 
implementation? 
 


5. 


� yes       �  no            If yes, describe training conducted during the past year. If no, 
explain: 


Have you coordinated the WUPPP elements with water utility project planning? �  6. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 


Have you included applicable WUPPP elements in contract and services 
agreements? 
 


7. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 


Have you evaluated the effectiveness of BMPs (listed in WUPPPs) during the past 
year? 


8. 


� yes       � no        If yes, describe any changes in your OMPs during the past 
year.  


If no, explain: 
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Have you maintained accurate documentation of activities related to 
implementation of WUPPPs? 
 


9. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 


Are you revising the WUPPPs based on the BMPs being changed? 
 


10. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 
 
 







 
 
 
 


PART II 
 
 
 


Performance Standard 
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PART II 
 
Performance Standard Components 
 
This Performance Standard applies to discharges resulting from the operation and 
maintenance (O&M) of municipal water supply systems within the Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program, which comprises the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District, the County of Santa Clara, and the thirteen cities in the County. The water 
supply systems covered by this Performance Standard extend from a utility’s source of 
supply to its customers points of connection, and include treated and untreated potable 
water supply systems, reclaimed (recycled) water supply systems, raw water systems, and 
non-potable water. 
 
The following four components are designed to achieve pollutant reduction or pollution 
prevention benefits to the maximum extent practicable while the safety and continuity of 
the public water supplies are maintained. 
 
Component I.  Inventory of discharges by each affected water utility 
 


Every three years, conduct an inventory of all key O&M activities, and identical 
routine and unplanned non storm water discharges from these activities. 
 


Component 2. Pollution Control 
 


Implement the pollution control measures identified in the Water Utility Pollution 
Prevention Plan (WUPPP) to manage chlorine, biocides, and algaecides and 
prevent erosion and sedimentation. 
 


Component 3. Staff/Contractor Training and Coordination 
 


Conduct annual training for applicable staff; coordinate WUPPP elements with 
water utility project planning; and include applicable WJJPPP elements (EMPs, 
conditions, specifications, etc.) in contract and services agreements. 
 


Component 4. Review and Evaluate the WUPPP 
 


Evaluate the effectiveness of the WUPPP annually. Maintain accurate 
documentation and revise the WUPPP as necessary. 


 
 







 
 
 
 


PART III 
 
 
 


Guidance for Support Documents 







 
 
 
 


Section 1 
 
 
 


Work Plan Implementation 
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PART III 
 


Section 1 
WORK PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 


 
This section contains the plan or activities to be taken to enable the applicable co-
permittee to achieve the performance standard, along with an implementation schedule. 
The work plan will be developed by each applicable co-permittee based on its 
responsibilities to conduct water utilities O&M activities. 
 
I Implementation Plan 
 


Introduction 
This Implementation Plan (IP) describes the approach that co-permittees have adopted in 
their effort to achieve the Water Utility Operation and Maintenance Performance 
Standard (WUPS). The approach in the IP is described for each of the four components in 
the WUPS - The actual tasks and the time line for carrying out the elements listed in this I 
will be determined by each co-permittee and will be included in the Program’s revised 
Storm Water Management Plan. Co-permittees may adopt or modify the schedules 
attached in this section for their own. The IP elements for each WUPS component are as 
follows: 
 


Component 1 
Inventory of discharges by each affected water utility 


§ Survey agency organizational units for key O&M activities that results in 
discharges. 


§ Compile the information. 
§ Generate listing of discharges: 


Agency; location; quantity/rate; planned; frequency; type; unplanned; 
known chemical additives 
 
 


Component 2 
Pollution Control 


§ Identify discharges of concern. 
§ Identify and evaluate existing control measures. 
§ Identify gaps/weaknesses/deficiencies in existing control measures - 
§ Identify additional BMPs, as necessary. 
§ Develop additional BMPs, as necessary. 
§ Prepare the Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan (WUPPP). 
§ Implement the WUPPP. 
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Component 3 
Staff/Contractor Training and Coordinations 


§ Annual Staff Training: 
Identify staff which require training; identify and evaluate existing training 
programs and materials; incorporate the following elements into a training 
program: 


Permit Requirements; existence of the WUPPP; how to use BMPs; 
where to go for questions 


Document training. 
 


§ Coordinate WUPPP elements with Water Utility project planning: 
Identify water utility planning and design staff; transmit the WUPPP to 
applicable staff to be incorporated into the planning and design process. 


§ WUPPP in contracts and service agreements: 
Identify types of contracts/agreements (C/A); develop and include standard 
language for C/A; notify contracting managers of standard language. 


 
 


Component 4 
Review and evaluate the WUPPP 


§ Develop mechanism to solicit feedback. 
§ Solicit feedback from: 


Training; contract administration; field operations; inspection; 
contractors/personnel; project planning 


§ Evaluate effectiveness of implementing the WUPPP: 
Common types of problems; feasibility; additional BMPs or discharges of 
concern; trends 


§ Maintaining records:. 
Feedback records; WTJPPP updates; results of WUPPP evaluation 
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II Work Plan Implementation Schedule 
 
This model schedule includes all the major tasks of the implementation plan. Each co 
permittee will complete this schedule by fl out the time line for each task. Some tasks are 
one Sue tasks (eg. develop WUPPPs) while others need a starting time before they 
become routine (eg. implement WUPPPs). Some tasks will occur annually or at a certain 
frequency (eg. conduct inventory or conduct staff training). Co-permittees may include 
other tasks in the schedule as they see fit. 















 
 
 
 


Section 2 
 
 
 


Legal Authority to Implement 
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Section 2 
LEGAL AUTHORITY TO IMPLEMENT 


 
This section demonstrates that the co-permittee has the legal authority to imp the 
performance standard, or provides a time schedule for developing additional authority. 
 
The co-permittees should provide references to municipal codes or ordinances that 
demonstrate adequate legal authority to require municipal staff and contractors to conduct 
O&M activities in a manner that eliminates or reduces water quality impacts. These 
include: 
 
§ Ordinance or section(s) of municipal code that applies to water utility O&M. 
 
§ Standard contract language (see model language below). 


 
Example Standard Contract Language 
 
The Clean Water Act makes it illegal to discharge pollutants into storm drain systems. 
The operation and maintenance of water utilities can cause storm water pollution in 
numerous ways. For example, storm water pollution can be caused by the discharge of 
sediments, chlorine, or chemical additives into watercourses, or by bank erosion, during 
line flushing. 
 
The Contractor shall take all measures necessary to prevent pollutants from entering 
storm drains or watercourses. For the purpose of eliminating storm water pollution, the 
Contractor shall implement the effective Rest Management Practices (BMPs). BMPs 
include general housekeeping practices, appropriate scheduling of activities, operational 
practices, maintenance procedures and other measures to prevent the discharge of 
pollutants directly or indirectly to the storm drain system. These BMPs shall be 
maintained for the duration of the Contractor’s work. The Contractor shall also be 
responsible for proper disposal of all waste materials, including wastes generated by the 
implementation of BMPs. 
 
The following Water Utility Pollution Prevention Plan shall be implemented to prevent 
storm water pollution: (attached the WUPPP here). 







 
 
 
 


Section 3 
 
 
 


Work Plan BMPs and Control Measures 
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Section 3 
MODEL WATER UTILITY POLLUTION PREVENTION PLAN 


Outline 
 


The model WUPPP will include the following sections: 
 
I How to use the WUPP 
 
II Introduction  
 


A. Purpose 
B. Scope 


 
III Background 


 
A. Development process 
B. Potential impacts by water utility discharges 
C. Regulatory requirements 
D. Discharges of concerns 
E. Potential impacts to receiving water bodies 


 
IV BMP Selection  
 


A. BMP selection process 
B. Table of BMPs and discharges  
C. Unlisted discharges 


 
V Reporting/Record keeping 


 
A. NPDES Permit requirements  
B. Evaluation 


 
Appendices 
 


A. Individual BMPs 
B. Forms 


 


 


 







 
 
 
 


Section 4 
 
 
 


Standard Operating Procedures 
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Section 4 
STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURES 


 
This section presents the co-permittee’s standard operating procedures (SOPs) for 
implementation of the performance standard. 


Example SOPs: 
 
• Establish process for identifying problems, implementing BMPs, and follow up. An 


example of this is a decision chart to include: 
• Define the event 
• Assess potential impacts 
• Assess point of discharge 
• Define scope, location, and materials & equipment for implementing BMPs. 
• Notify applicable agencies and public 
• Implement WUPPP 
• Conduct follow-up inspection 


 
• Establish responsibility for overseeing implementation of BMPs. An example of this 


is the organization chart of those corresponding to the above decision chart, including 
title and responsibility. 


 
• Establish process for feedback on effectiveness and feasibility of BMPs from field 


crews. 







 
 
 
 


PART IV 
 
 
 


Co-permittee Standard Reporting Form 
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PART IV 
 


Co-permittee Reporting Form 
(Co-permittee Name) 


(Year) 
 


Have you conducted an inventory of all key O&M activities every three years? 
 


1. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 


Have you identified routine and unplanned non-storm water discharges from the 
above activities? 


2. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 


Have you adopted the model or developed your own Water Utility Pollution 
Prevention Plans (WUPPP)? 


3. 


� yes       � no        If yes, describe whether you have adopted the area-wide 
WTJPPP with modifications or developed your own WUPPP. 
If no, explain: 


Are you implementing the WUPPPs? 
 


4. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 


Have you conducted the annual training to applicable staff on WUPPP 
implementation? 
 


5. 


� yes       � no        If yes, describe training conducted during the past year. If no, 
explain: 


Have you coordinated the WUPPP elements with water utility project planning? �  6. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 


Have you included applicable WUPPP elements in contract and services 
agreements? 
 


7. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 


Have you evaluated the effectiveness of BMPs (listed in WUPPPs) during the past 
year? 


8. 


� yes       � no        If yes, describe any changes in your OMPs during the past 
year.  


If no, explain: 
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Have you maintained accurate documentation of activities related to 
implementation of WUPPPs? 
 


9. 


� yes       �  no            If no, explain: 


Are you revising the WUPPPs based on the BMPs being changed? 
 


10. 


� yes       � no        If no, explain: 
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Attachment 4-1 


 
Table 4-1. FY 07-08 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  


Quarter in FY 07-08 Watershed 
Area Data Type2


1st  2nd  3rd 4th Rationale Lead Agency 


Coyote Chemical 
Creek 


Contaminants-
Sediment3    S(10)


• Baseline: Metal concentrations were measured in sediment samples in Coyote 
Creek during dry season in 1999 at nine stream locations as part of SEIDP 
project.  PCB and mercury concentrations in sediment were measured in 
selected catchments of Coyote Creek watershed during 2000-01 as part of 
Regional Project.  Metal, PCBs and pyrethroids concentrations were measured 
by SCVURPPP during dry and spring season in FY 06-07 at eight sites. 


• FY 07-08: Conduct second year of screening level monitoring of metals, PCBs 
and pyrethroids at ten stream locations during spring season.  TOC, percent 
solids and sediment grain size will be measured synoptically. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water 
Quality4    S(20)


• Baseline: General water quality sampling was measured in Coyote Creek during 
summer season in 1999-2001 at eight stream locations.  Continuous temperature 
monitoring conducted by SCVWD as part of FAHCE and Mid-Coyote Flood 
Control Projects. General water quality was measured using probes during 
sediment sampling (8 sites) and bioassessment sampling (10 sites) in FY 06-07. 


• FY 07-08:  Conduct second year of screening level measurements of general 
water quality using probes during sediment sampling (ten sites) and 
bioassessment (ten sites).  Continuous temperature monitoring will be 
conducted by SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote Flood Control Project. 


SCVURPPP/ 
SCVWD 


 Biological 
 


Toxicity-Sediment5    S(10)


• Baseline: Sediment toxicity testing was conducted in FY 06-07 by SCVURPPP 
during dry and spring season at six sites. 


• FY 07-08: Conduct second year of sediment toxicity testing at ten sites during 
spring season, synoptically with sediment chemistry sampling. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms 6 S (4)   S (4) 


• Baseline: Bacterial indicators concentrations in water were measured at eight 
stream locations in Coyote Creek during summer season in 1999-2001 as part of 
Stream Augmentation Study.  Bacterial indicator concentrations were measured 
by SCVURPPP during dry and spring season in FY 06-07 at four stream sites. 


• FY 07-08: Conduct second year of monitoring of bacterial indicators at four 
stream sites located in city and county parks during summer and spring season. 


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 


 
Table 4-1. FY 07-08 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  


Quarter in FY 07-08 Watershed 
Area Data Type2


1st  2nd  3rd Rationale Lead Agency 4th 


 


Bioassessment – 
Macroinvertebrates7    S(10)


• Baseline: Benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) bioassessments were conducted at 
eleven sites in Coyote Creek mainstem during 1997 as part of USGS study.  
BMI assessments were also conducted at nine sites during 1999 as part of 
SEIDP and six sites during 2000 as part of Stream Augmentation Study.  BMI 
bioassessment is planned by SCVURPPP in spring season during FY 06-07 at 
10 sites. 


• FY 07-08: Conduct second year of benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at 
ten sites synoptically with physical habitat assessment.  BMI sampling will 
occur at all sediment sampling sites. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment – Fish     


• Baseline: Existing fish survey data were collected within the Coyote mainstem 
in the following studies: 12 sites by Rob Leidy during 1995-97, 18 sites by 
SCVURPPP during 1999 and five sites by SCVWD during 2000. Downstream 
migrant trapping was also conducted by SCVWD during 1998-2000. 


• FY 07-08: Fish community sampling is planned during summer and fall season 
2007 in the Coyote mainstem by SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote Flood Control 
Project.   


SCVWD 


 Physical 
 


Physical Habitat8    S(10)


• Baseline: Continuous aquatic habitat survey was conducted in 1999 as part of 
FAHCE Project by SCVWD.  Habitat surveys were also conducted at 18 stream 
locations in Coyote mainstem in 1999 as part of SEIDP.  Aquatic habitat 
surveys were conducted in Coyote mainstem during summer 2006 by SCVWD 
as part of Mid-Coyote Flood Control Project.   


• FY 07-08: Conduct second year visual physical habitat assessment, concurrent 
with macroinvertebrate sampling, at ten sites.   


SCVURPPP 


 


Sediment 
Characterization9    S(10)


• Baseline: Substrate composition and embeddedness was visually estimated in 
Coyote mainstem in 1999 as part of FAHCE Project.  Collection of 
surface/subsurface sediment samples was conducted in Coyote mainstem in 
summer 2006 by SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote Flood Control Project. 


• FY 07-08: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 
concurrent with habitat assessment, at ten sites in Coyote mainstem.   


SCVURPPP/ 
SCVWD 
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Attachment 4-1 


 
Table 4-1. FY 07-08 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  


Quarter in FY 07-08 Watershed 
Area Data Type2


1st  2nd  3rd Rationale Lead Agency 4th 


 


Channel Dynamics 
and Hydrology     


• Baseline: Historical ecology study was conducted in the Coyote Creek 
watershed by SFEI in 2005-06. Longitudinal profiles, suspended and bedload 
sediment sampling and bankfull discharge measurements was measured during 
summer 2006 by the SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote Flood Control Project.   


• FY 07-08: Sediment sampling to determine bed load and suspended sediment 
rating curves will be conducted by the SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote Flood 
Control Project.   


SCVWD 


Upper Chemical 
Penitencia 
Creek 


Contaminants-
Sediment    S (4) 


• Baseline: Metals, organochlorine pesticide suite, PCB and PAH concentrations 
were measured in sediment samples collected at one stream location during 
summer season in FY 02-03.   


• FY 07-08: Conduct screening level monitoring of metals, PCBs and pyrethroids 
at four stream locations during spring season.  TOC, percent solids and sediment 
grain size will be measured synoptically. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water Quality    S(10)


• Baseline: Screening level measurements of general water quality was conducted 
by SCVURPPP in FY 02-03 synoptically with water chemistry (3 sites) and 
BMI bioassessment (6 sites).   Continuous temperature monitoring conducted by 
SCVWD from 1999 to present. 


• FY 07-08: Conduct screening level measurements of general water quality using 
probes during sediment sampling (four sites) and bioassessment (six sites).   


SCVURPPP 


 Biological 
 


Toxicity-Sediment    S (4) 
• Baseline: No baseline data currently exists. 
• FY 07-08: Conduct testing of sediment toxicity at four sites during spring 


season, synoptically with sediment chemistry sampling. 
SCVURPPP 


 
Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms S (3)   S (3) 


• Baseline: Screening level monitoring of bacterial indicators was conducted by 
SCVURPPP during three seasonal time periods in FY 02-03 at three sites. 


• FY 07-08: Conduct screening level monitoring of bacterial indicators during 
summer and spring season at three stream sites located in city and county parks. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates    S (6) 


• Baseline: Benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) bioassessments were conducted at 
seven sites during 1997 as part of USGS study. BMI bioassessments were 
conducted by SCVURPPP during April 2003 at six sites. 


• FY 07-08: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at six sites 
synoptically with physical habitat assessment.  BMI sampling will occur at all 
sediment sampling sites. 


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 


 
Table 4-1. FY 07-08 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  


Quarter in FY 07-08 Watershed 
Area Data Type2


1st  2nd  3rd Rationale Lead Agency 4th 


 Physical 
 


Bioassessment – Fish     


• Baseline: Existing fish survey data were collected in Upper Penitencia Creek by 
Stacy Li (2000) and Stillwater Sciences (2005). 


• FY 07-08: Fish community sampling is planned during summer and fall season 
2007 in Upper Penitencia Creek by SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote Flood 
Control Project.   


SCVWD 


 


Physical Habitat    S (6) 


• Baseline: Continuous aquatic habitat survey was conducted in 1999 as part of 
FAHCE Project by SCVWD.   


• FY 07-08: Conduct visual physical habitat assessment, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, at six sites.   


SCVURPPP 


 


Sediment 
Characterization    S (6) 


• Baseline: Substrate composition and embeddedness was visually estimated in 
Coyote mainstem in 1999 as part of FAHCE Project.  Collection of 
surface/subsurface sediment samples was conducted in 2005 as part of SCVWD 
geomorphic survey. 


• FY 07-08: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 
concurrent with habitat assessment, at six sites.   


SCVURPPP 


 
Channel Dynamics 
and Hydrology     


• Baseline: Channel morphology and hydrology data collected by SCVWD as part 
of Upper Penitencia Creek Flood Control Project.  


• FY 07-08: Monitoring channel morphology and hydrology is not planned. 
SCVURPPP 


Lower Silver Chemical 
-Thompson 
Creek 


Contaminants-
Sediment    S (4) 


• Baseline: Metals, organochlorine pesticide, PCB and PAH concentrations were 
measured in sediment samples collected at one stream location during summer 
season in FY 02-03.   


• FY 07-08: Conduct screening level monitoring of metals, PCBs and pyrethroids 
at four stream locations during spring season.  TOC, percent solids and sediment 
grain size will be measured synoptically. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water Quality    S(10)


• Baseline: Screening level measurements of general water quality was conducted 
by SCVURPPP synoptically with water chemistry (3 sites) and BMI 
bioassessment (4 sites) in FY 02-03.    


• FY 07-08: Conduct screening level measurements of general water quality using 
probes during sediment sampling (four sites) and bioassessment (six sites).   


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 


 
Table 4-1. FY 07-08 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  
 


Watershed 
Area Data Type2 Quarter in FY 07-08 Rationale Lead Agency 


 Biological       
 


Toxicity-Sediment    S (4) 
• Baseline: No baseline data currently exists. 
• FY 07-08: Conduct testing of sediment toxicity during spring season, 


synoptically with sediment chemistry sampling, at four sites. 
SCVURPPP 


 
Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms S (3)   S (3) 


• Baseline: Screening level monitoring of bacterial indicators was conducted by 
SCVURPPP during three seasonal time periods in FY 02-03 at three sites. 


• FY 07-08: Conduct screening level monitoring of bacterial indicators located in 
city and county parks during summer and spring season at three stream sites. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates    S (6) 


• Baseline: BMI bioassessments were conducted by SCVURPPP in Thompson 
Creek during April 2003 at four sites. 


• FY 07-08: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at six sites 
synoptically with physical habitat assessment.  BMI sampling will occur at all 
sediment sampling sites. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment – Fish     


• Baseline: No existing baseline fish community data. 
• FY 07-08: Fish community sampling is planned during summer and fall season 


2007 in Lower Silver Creek by SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote Flood Control 
Project.   


SCVWD 


 Physical       
 


Physical Habitat    S (6) 
• Baseline: No baseline data exists.   
• FY 07-08: Conduct visual physical habitat assessment, concurrent with 


macroinvertebrate sampling, at six sites.   
SCVURPPP 


 
Sediment 
Characterization    S (6) 


• Baseline: No baseline data exists.   
• FY 07-08: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 


concurrent with habitat assessment, at six sites.   
SCVURPPP 


 


Channel Dynamics 
and Hydrology     


• Baseline: Channel morphology and hydrology data collected by SCVWD as part 
of Lake Cunningham Flood Control Project. 


• FY 07-08: Monitoring channel morphology and hydrology is not planned. 
SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 


 
Table 4-1. FY 07-08 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  
Watershed 


Area 
Quarter in FY 07-08 Data Type2 Rationale Lead Agency 


Lower Chemical 
Penitencia 
Creek 


Contaminants-
Sediment    S (5) 


• Baseline: Metals, organochlorine pesticide, PCB and PAH concentrations were 
measured in sediment samples collected at one location in Lower Penitencia and 
one location in Berryessa Creek during summer season in FY 02-03.   


• FY 07-08: Conduct screening level monitoring of metals, PCBs and pyrethroids 
at five stream locations during spring season.  TOC, percent solids and sediment 
grain size will be measured synoptically. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water Quality    S(10)


• Baseline: Screening level measurements of general water quality was conducted 
by SCVURPPP synoptically with water chemistry (5 sites) in FY 02-03.    


• FY 07-08: Conduct screening level measurements of general water quality using 
probes during sediment sampling (five sites) and bioassessment (five sites).   


SCVURPPP 


 Biological 
 


Toxicity-Sediment    S (5) 
• Baseline: No baseline data currently exists. 
• FY 07-08: Conduct testing of sediment toxicity at five sites during spring 


season, synoptically with sediment chemistry sampling. 
SCVURPPP 


 
Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms S (1)   S (1) 


• Baseline: Screening level monitoring of bacterial indicators was conducted by 
SCVURPPP at three sites during three seasonal time periods in FY 02-03. 


• FY 07-08: Conduct screening level monitoring of bacterial indicators located in 
city and county parks during summer and spring season at one stream site. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates    S (5) 


• Baseline: BMI bioassessments were conducted at four sites in Thompson Creek 
during April 2003 by SCVURPPP. 


• FY 07-08: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at five sites 
synoptically with physical habitat assessment.  BMI sampling will occur at all 
sediment sampling sites. 


SCVURPPP 


 Physical 
 


Physical Habitat    S (5) 
• Baseline: No baseline data exists.   
• FY 07-08: Conduct visual physical habitat assessment, concurrent with 


macroinvertebrate sampling, at five sites.   
SCVURPPP 


 
Sediment 
Characterization    S (5) 


• Baseline: No baseline data exists.   
• FY 07-08: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 


concurrent with habitat assessment, at five sites.   
SCVURPPP 


 Channel Dynamics 
and Hydrology     


• Baseline: Channel morphology and hydrology data collected by SCVWD as part 
of Lower Penitencia and Berryessa Creek Flood Control Projects. 


• FY 07-08: Monitoring channel morphology and hydrology is not planned. 
SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 


 
Table 4-1. FY 07-08 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  
 


1 Parameter types are listed with category of monitoring design, which include: (S) screening level, (I) investigative, and (T) status and trends.  The number in parentheses represents the number of sampling locations for that sampling period.  Sampling locations are 


described in separate table and figure attached to Plan. 


2 Description of analyses conducted for each data type is described in the footnotes below.  In some cases, partial analyses may be implemented for data types when existing data satisfies screening level target.  Standard analytical methods are indicated in separate table 


attached to Plan; methods are intended to be congruent with SWAMP/RMAS methodology.  


3 Sediment Chemistry: Total metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se), Hg, PCBs and pyrethroids; sampling conducted during spring season. 


4 General Water Quality: Temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and specific conductance (multiparameter probe readings and/or continuous measurements); sampling conducted during spring season.


5 Sediment Toxicity: Sediment bioassays on Hyella azteca. 


6 Pathogen Indicator Organisims: total and fecal coliform,  Enterococcus, and E. coli; sampling conducted during dry and spring seasons.


7 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates: following CSBP methodology and conducted during the spring season.


8 Habitat survey physical habitat assessment using CSBP methodology.


9 Creek substrate sediment composition and embeddedness is qualitatively estimated by visual observation during bioassessment and habitat survey. 


 


FY 07-08 Work Plan Page 7 of 7 3/01/07 
F:\Sc42\FY07-08WP\FY07-08WP\FY07_08_Sections\Section 4\FY 07-08\Attachment 4-1\Table 1 FY 07-08 Monitoring Plan.doc 







 
ATTACHMENT 4-1 


  
Table 4-2. Sampling locations, frequency and data types for SCVURPPP’s FY 07-08 monitoring plan. 


Station 
Id Station Name Sediment  


Chemistry
Sediment 
Toxicity 


General 
Water 


Quality 
Pathogen 
Indicators


Benthic 
Macroinvertabrate


Bioassessment 


Physical 
Habitat 


Assessment
Coyote Creek 


COY-1 Coyote Creek at  
Montague Expressway 1 1 2  1 1 


COY-2 Coyote Creek at Oakland Ave (North Coyote Park)  1 1 2  1 1 


COY-3 Coyote Creek at Watson Park 1 1 2  1 1 


COY-4 Coyote Creek at William Street (William City Park) 1 1 2 2 1 1 


COY-5 Coyote Creek at Story Road (Kelley City Park) 1 1 2 2 1 1 


COY-6 Coyote Creek at Yerba Buena 
(Hellyer County Park) 1 1 2 2 1 1 


COY-7 Coyote Creek at Coyote Rd (Shady Oaks City Park) 1 1 2  1 1 


COY-7.5 Coyote Creek at Forsum Rd (Metcalf Ponds)    2   


COY-8 Coyote Creek upstream  
Metcalf Rd (at powerstation) 1 1 2  1 1 


COY-9 Coyote Creek above Osier Ponds (Model Airplane 
Park) 1 1 2  1 1 


COY-10 Coyote Creek at Cochrane 1 1 2  1 1 


UP-1 Upper Penitencia Creek at Flea Market 1 1 2  1 1 


FY 07-08 Work Plan Page 1 of 3 3/01/07 
F:\Sc42\FY07-08WP\FY07-08WP\FY07_08_Sections\Section 4\FY 07-08\Attachment 4-1\Table 2_ FY 07-08 Monitoring Locations.doc 







 
ATTACHMENT 4-1 


  
Table 4-2. Sampling locations, frequency and data types for SCVURPPP’s FY 07-08 monitoring plan. 


General Benthic Physical Station Sediment  Sediment Pathogen Station Name Id Chemistry Toxicity Water 
Quality Indicators Macroinvertabrate Habitat 


Bioassessment Assessment


UP-2 Upper Penitencia Creek at Jackson Rd (Penitencia  
Creek Park) 1 1 2 2 1 1 


UP-3 Upper Penitencia Creek at Kyle Street (Penitencia 
Creek Park) 1 1 2 2 1 1 


UP-4 Upper Penitencia Creek at Talent Drive   1  1 1 


UP-5 Upper Penitencia Creek at Alum Rock Park at Quail 
Hollow Bridge  1 1 2 2 1 1 


UP-6 Upper Penitencia Creek at Alum Rock Park at Live 
Oak Bridge   1  1 1 


LS-1 Lower Silver Creek at Wooster Ave 1 1 2  1 1 


LS-1.5 Lower Silver Creek at McKee (Plata Arroyo Park)    2   


LS-1.75 Lower Silver Creek at San Antonio (Mayfair Park) 1 1 2 2 1 1 


LS-2 Lower Silver Creek at Murtha Dr 1 1 2  1 1 


T-1 Thompson Creek at Quimby 1 1 2  1 1 


T-2 Thompson Creek at Villages Parkway   1  1 1 


T-3 Thompson Creek at Meadowlands Lane   1  1 1 


Lower Penitencia Creek 


LP-1 Lower Penitencia Creek at Corning Ave. 1 1 2  1 1 


FY 07-08 Work Plan Page 2 of 3 3/01/07 
F:\Sc42\FY07-08WP\FY07-08WP\FY07_08_Sections\Section 4\FY 07-08\Attachment 4-1\Table 2_ FY 07-08 Monitoring Locations.doc 







 
ATTACHMENT 4-1 


  
Table 4-2. Sampling locations, frequency and data types for SCVURPPP’s FY 07-08 monitoring plan. 


General Benthic Physical Station Sediment  Sediment Pathogen Station Name Id Chemistry Toxicity Water 
Quality Indicators Macroinvertabrate Habitat 


Bioassessment Assessment


B-1 Berryessa Creek at Milpitas Blvd 1 1 2  1 1 


B-2 Berryessa Creek at Cropley Ave 1 1 2  1 1 


B-3 Berryessa Creek at Messina Dr (Berryessa Creek 
Park)    2   


CA-1  Calera Creek at Milpitas Blvd 1 1 2  1 1 


LC-1 Los Coches Creek along Los Coches Street 1 1 2  1 1 


Total Number Samples 23 23 50 20 27 27 
 


Sediment Chemistry: Total metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se), Hg, PCBs and pyrethroids; sampling conducted during dry and spring seasons. 
Sediment Toxicity: Sediment bioassays on Hyella azteca. 
General Water Quality: Temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and specific conductance (multiparameter probe readings and/or continuous measurements); sampling conducted during dry 
and wet seasons. 
Pathogen Indicators:  total and fecal coliform,  Enterococcus, and E. coli; sampling conducted during dry and wet seasons. 
Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates: following CSBP methodology and conducted in the spring season. 
Physical Habitat Assessment: survey physical habitat assessment using CSBP methodology. 
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Attachment 4-1 


Table 4-3. Analytical methods used in SCVURPPP Multi-Year Monitoring Plan. 
 
Description of data parameters Analytical Methods 
Sediment Chemistry  
Pyrethroid Pesticides (sediment)    EPA 8270C(SIM) 
PCBs (sediment) - Congeners EPA 8270C(m) 
PBDEs (sediment)  EPA 8270C(m) 
ICPMS metals suite (sediment)  
(Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As) 


EPA 6020 


Total mercury (sediment) EPA 245.7/1631M 
Percent moisture (sediment) EPA 160.3 
TOC (sediment) EPA 9060 
Sediment grain size - full analysis (phi scale) Plumb/PSEP 
Bacterial Indicators  
Total coliform SM 9221B&E 
Fecal coliform SM 9221B&E 
E. coli SM 9221B&E 
Enterococcus EPA 1600 
Toxicity Testing  
Hyella azteca (10 day Survival & Growth) EPA-600-R-99-064 
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		Figure 4-1. SCVURPPP FY 07-08 Sampling Site Locations in Coyote and Lower Penitencia Creek Watersheds.
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Campbell • Cupertino • Los Altos • Los Altos Hills • Los Gatos • Milpitas • Monte Sereno • Mountain View • Palo Alto 


San Jose • Santa Clara • Saratoga • Sunnyvale • Santa Clara County • Santa Clara Valley Water District 
  
 
TO:  Management Committee 
 
FROM: Program Staff 
 
DATE:  March 1, 2006 
 
SUBJECT: Watershed Characterization and Sampling Design Rationale -  
  Coyote Creek Watershed 
 
Introduction and Background 
 
Environmental monitoring and waterbody assessments are key components in the Santa 
Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (Program). Environmental 
monitoring provides information needed to: (1) assist the San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) in characterizing receiving water quality in 
urban watersheds consistent with the priorities of the Santa Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative (SCBWMI) and the Program; (2) develop an understanding of 
baseline conditions in waterbodies; (3) identify the need for site-specific water quality 
investigations to address questions that might arise while conducting screening-level 
monitoring efforts; and, (4) conduct waterbody assessments aimed at determining the 
condition of, and potential impacts to water bodies and Beneficial Uses (Uses).  
 
Since FY 02-03, the Program has developed and implemented Annual Monitoring 
Program Plans (Annual Plans) in fulfillment of Provision C.7 of its National Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit. The Annual Plans identify monitoring 
activities that are implemented each year as part of the Program’s Multi-Year Receiving 
Waters Monitoring Plan (Multi-Year Plan). The Multi-Year Plan is based on a rotating 
watershed approach designed to monitor all watersheds in Program’s jurisdiction during 
an eight year period, while maximizing available resources in any given year 
(SCVURPPP 2004). Monitoring activities conducted under the Multi-Year Plan are part 
of a monitoring and assessment process, which provides a formalized structure for 
conducting environmental monitoring and assessment activities over a number of years. 
The process includes the following steps: 1) Watershed characterization (e.g., 
characterization memo); 2) Screening level monitoring (i.e., status and trends); 3) 
Waterbody assessment; and, 4) Investigative monitoring projects (e.g., 
watershed/sediment analyses and HMP pilot monitoring project).  
 
The Program implemented its first Annual Plan during FY 02-03 in Coyote Creek 
watershed.  At that time, the Program decided to focus its FY 02-03 monitoring activities 


 
Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 
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in Coyote Creek subwatersheds (i.e., Upper Penitencia Creek and Lower Silver-
Thompson Creek) because the City of San Jose had recently conducted extensive 
monitoring in the Coyote Creek mainstem during 1999-2001 as part of the Stream 
Augmentation Project. As described in the Program’s FY 06-07 Annual Plan, the 
Program is now rotating back to Coyote Creek to conduct status and trends monitoring 
and investigative monitoring projects. 
 
Watershed Characterization Memo  
 
The main purpose of the memo is to provide a brief summary and update of pertinent 
water quality data and watershed information collected to-date in the watershed(s) that 
are scheduled to be monitored during the subsequent year (i.e., Coyote Creek 
watershed in FY 06-07). The watershed characterization memo includes a compilation of 
existing data sources and a summary of the geologic and geomorphic setting, 
vegetation, land uses and associated water quality issues. The status of biological 
communities and relevant beneficial uses in the watershed(s) is also provided. This 
watershed characterization memo includes a summary of existing data and information 
resources; descriptions of the relevant watershed attributes, and lists key issues relevant 
to the development of the proposed sampling design for Coyote Creek watershed in FY 
06-07. 
 
Information Resources 
 
Several data and information resources from Coyote Creek (with focus on watershed 
area downstream of Anderson Dam) were evaluated to identify baseline data for a range 
of environmental indicators. Existing watershed monitoring and assessment information 
originated from the following projects: 
 
Monitoring Data 
 
First Flush Study (Soller et al. 2005) 
The City of San Jose investigated how the occurrence and magnitude of first flush 
events in stormwater may influence the effective management of urban runoff pollution. 
Concentrations of pollutants were characterized from sites in Coyote and Guadalupe 
Creek Watersheds during eight storms. Pollutants included total and dissolved metals, 
pesticides and PAHs. 
 
Mercury, PCB and Organochlorine Pesticide Monitoring (KLI 2002) 
The SCVURPPP collected PCBs, mercury, and organochlorine pesticide data in 2000 
and 2001 in several stormwater catchment locations within the Coyote Creek Watershed 
as part of the Joint Stormwater Agency Program (JSAP), a San Francisco Bay region 
wide pollutant study. 
 
Stream Maintenance Program (SCVWD 2001, 2002) 
The SCVWD conducted sediment removal activities (dredging) within Lower Silver-
Thompson Creek between 2001 and 2005 as part of its Stream Maintenance Program.  
The SCVWD characterizes the sediment material to be removed to satisfy waste 
discharge requirements established by the RWQCB and local sanitary landfills.  
Sediment characterization includes analysis for concentrations of metals (includes 
mercury), organics (includes pesticides, PAHs and PCBs) and sediment grain size.  
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Results of the sediment analysis are documented in the SCVWD’s Annual Sediment 
Characterization Report. 
 
Stream Channel Geomorphology Monitoring (SCVWD unpublished) 
The SCVWD surveyed channel cross sections, surveyed continuous longitudinal profiles 
and conducted pebble counts in Upper Penitencia Creek and Thompson Creek.  The 
baseline geomorphic data was collected to assist in bank erosion and sediment removal 
projects associated with the Stream Maintenance Program and to provide information 
necessary for designing stream channels that maintains stream function and flood 
protection as part of Capital Improvement Projects.   
 
Stream Augmentation Study (Tetra Tech 1999, 2000 and Hopkins et al. 2002) 
The City of San Jose, as part of the Stream Augmentation Study, collected water 
samples at ten stream locations during the dry season months between 1999 and 2001. 
Water samples were analyzed for general water quality, metals, nutrients, pathogens, 
pesticides, and acute and chronic toxicity for all three years.  Organic compounds (e.g., 
PAH, PCBs and Dioxin) and algal biomass were only collected in the last year of the 
study. Fish and benthic macroinvertebrate communities were also sampled at selected 
sites as part of the study. 
 
Stormwater Environmental Indicator Demonstration Project (SCVURPPP 2001) 
The SCVURPPP collected continuous general water quality data, aquatic habitat survey 
data and fish populations (eighteen sites) and benthic macroinvertebrate community 
assemblages (nine sites) and pollutant concentrations in bedded sediment samples 
(nine sites) in the Coyote Creek watershed in 1999 as part of the Stormwater 
Environmental Indicator Demonstration Project (SEIDP).   
 
Bay Area Stream Fisheries Project (Leidy unpublished stream survey data) 
Rob Leidy of U.S. EPA conducted stream surveys for 79 streams in the San Francisco 
Bay Area between 1992 and 2002.  Fish community assemblage information was 
collected at twenty-eight stream locations in Coyote Creek watershed; twelve of the 
locations were located in the Coyote mainstem below Anderson Reservoir, and sixteen 
locations were located in Coyote Creek above Coyote Reservoir and tributaries to 
Anderson Reservoir.  Stream survey results were documented in a report published on 
the San Francisco Estuary Institute (SFEI) website and released as an Access 
database. 
 
Benthic Macroinvertebrate Study (Carter and Fend 2000) 
The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) sampled benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) 
community assemblages at eleven stream sites along Coyote Creek and seven stream 
sites along Upper Penitencia Creek in the spring and fall of 1997. The USGS also 
generated biological metrics that describe the characteristics of the BMI assemblages. 
 
Fisheries Aquatic Habitat Collaborative Effort (SCVWD 1999) 
The aquatic habitat along Coyote Creek (from Montague to Anderson Dam) and Upper 
Penitencia Creek (from mouth to 1 mile below Cherry Flat Reservoir) was surveyed by 
the SCVWD as part of the Fisheries Aquatic Habitat Collaborative Effort (FAHCE). Water 
temperature data and a survey of fish barriers were also collected as part of the study. 
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Waterbody  Assessments 
 
Limiting Factors Analysis (LFA) (Stillwater 2005) 
The Upper Penitencia Creek LFA was conducted by Stillwater Sciences for the 
SCVURPPP to fulfill the Program’s NPDES permit requirements to conduct watershed 
analysis of creeks that are potentially impaired by sediment from anthropogenic 
activities.  The objectives of the Upper Penitencia Creek LFA were to identify and fill 
information gaps related to physical and biological factors controlling population 
dynamics of steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) and to identify the impacts of sediment 
on steelhead relative to other potential limiting factors. Based on the available existing 
information and reconnaissance surveys, focused studies were developed to test 
hypotheses regarding potential limiting factors for steelhead in Upper Penitencia Creek. 
The focused studies addressed the following factors: fish passage barriers, gravel 
permeability, pool filling, overwintering habitat, and summer rearing and growth.  
 
Field data collected for the Upper Penitencia Creek LFA included: 1) snorkel survey of 
steelhead population during spring and fall season; 2) physical habitat assessment in 
Arroyo Aguague; 3) permeability measurements at potential steelhead spawning sites; 
4) volume of fine sediment within pools; and 5) estimated embeddedness of large 
substrate at potential juvenile overwintering sites. The study assessed existing aquatic 
habitat data, fish passage impediments, and water temperature data collected in the 
FAHCE study (see below).  
 
Preliminary findings, as identified in the December 7, 2005 Draft Upper Penitencia Creek 
LFA Report, included: 1) No barriers to upstream migration below natural waterfalls in 
Upper Penitencia Creek and Arroyo Aguague were identified, although a passage 
impediment in Alum Rock Park may limit passage opportunities at some flow levels; 2) 
Seasonal low flows in the downstream reaches may limit steelhead outmigration 
success in some years, especially if channel drying occurs before the end of the 
outmigration period (typically March–May); 3) Gravel permeability is low but not likely 
limiting smolt production due to habitat limitations at other life stages; 4) Pool filling is 
low, indicating high sediment transport capacity relative to sediment supply; 5) 
Preliminary analysis suggests that overwintering habitat is likely the key limiting factor for 
steelhead prior to smolt outmigration; 6) Potential limitations to steelhead density and 
fish growth may exist in Upper Penitencia Creek due to low streamflows and warm water 
temperatures during the summer period.  
 
The above findings indicate that the lack of overwintering habitat for juvenile steelhead is 
likely to have the greatest influence on the steelhead population.  In addition, juvenile 
outmigration may be impeded by season drying of the channel.  The study identified 
important data gaps that are needed to reduce uncertainty associated with development 
and testing of the key hypotheses.  These include conducting additional steelhead 
population surveys (at minimum, during spring 2006), outmigrant trapping of steelhead 
during the spring season, and detailed analysis to determine timing and magnitude of 
flows necessary for downstream passage for smolts.  
 
The Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Collaborative Effort (FAHCE) (SCVWD 2003)   
FAHCE is a multi-agency endeavor convened by the SCVWD and the Department of 
Fish and Game to develop an interim fisheries and aquatic habitat management plan.  
The goals for FAHCE include: 1) identify the contribution of SCVWD facilities and 
operations to existing fishery habitat conditions within the context of the variety of factors 
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impacting salmon and steelhead populations; and 2) identify reasonable flow and non-
flow measures that will improve habitat conditions for such fish populations within the 
context of competing water and land use demands.  The FAHCE study area included 
Stevens Creek below the reservoir.  The FAHCE project quantified the following factors: 
1) diversity, abundance, and condition of existing salmon and steelhead resources; 2) 
habitat quantity and quality that may limit these target fish populations; 3) types and 
locations of non-flow measures that could change existing conditions; and 4) alternative 
flow regimes that could change the conditions that limit the target fish populations. 
 
The SCVWD conducted an extensive aquatic habitat survey for the Coyote mainstem 
(between Highway 237 and Anderson Dam) and Upper Penitencia Creek (between 
Coyote confluence and approximately 1 mile downstream Cherry Flat Dam) using a 
modified California Department of Fish and Game Level 4 Salmonid Habitat 
Classification.  The survey identified the location and extent of critical salmonid habitat, 
including spawning gravels and juvenile habitat, and quantified potential impacts to 
these areas (e.g., substrate embeddedness).  The SCVWD also conducted an inventory 
of fish passage impediments in the project area.  Other data collected included 
continuous water temperature measurements at selected stream locations and fish 
population surveys. 
 
The FAHCE Summary Report summarizes specific issues and actions for Coyote Creek 
watershed (SCVWD 2003).  Phase I work objectives included creating a suitable 
spawning and rearing habitat for approximately five miles both below Anderson Dam and 
in Upper Penitencia Creek by, 1) releasing reservoir flows for fish; 2) improve passage at 
Priority 1 fish barriers (i.e., Singleton Road and Ogier Pond Quarry Ponds); 3) restoring 
spawning and rearing areas; 4) stabilizing banks and 5) identify and restore areas where 
geomorphic function is impaired. The report also recommends the following specific 
actions or investigations: 1) coordinated operating strategy for Cherry Flat Dam with City 
of San Jose needed to enhance streamflow conditions for steelhead; 2) investigate 
remedies to the high groundwater conditions in the Laguna Seca area (i.e., strategy that 
minimizes water diversion through Coyote Canal) so that a free-flowing stream can 
continue through Coyote Creek; 3) investigate remedies to Metcalf Percolation Ponds to 
reduce potential risks of entrainment and predation of salmonids.   
 
Assessment of Stream Ecosystem Functions for the Coyote Creek Watershed 
(SCVURPPP 2003) 
This Program evaluated stream ecosystem functions in the Coyote Creek Watershed 
using available data.  The study area for this project was limited to data-rich portions of 
the two largest creeks in the watershed: Upper Penitencia Creek below Cherry Flat 
Dam, and Coyote Creek below Anderson Dam.  Stream reaches were classified using 
factors related to geomorphology and urbanization.  The existing capacities of study 
area reaches to support the following four physical ecosystem functions were assessed 
using hydrogeomorphic models:  hydrologic processes and channel dynamics, aquatic 
habitat, riparian habitat, and landscape-level connectivity.  The existing capacities of 
study area reaches to support aquatic fauna (macroinvertebrates and fishes) were 
assessed using indices of biological integrity.  Selected water quality parameters were 
examined to assist interpreting model results.   
 
Future capacities of stream ecosystem functions were assessed by estimating the 
relative positive and negative impacts of existing and near-term factors that may 
continue or soon influence the distribution and viability of fish and macroinvertebrate 







FY 06-07 Work Plan 6  3/01/06 
F:\Sc42\FY06-07WP\FY06-07WP\FY06_07_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-2\Draft FY 06-07 Characterization Memo.doc 


 
 


assemblages, their habitats, and the functional capacities of supporting stream 
processes.  Potential capacities of stream ecosystem functions were assessed by 
identifying where existing and future stream ecosystem functional capacities could be 
maintained or improved by practical, strategic management actions that have not been 
planned yet.  Potential management actions were prioritized based on which would have 
the greatest positive impact on cold and warmwater fish and macroinvertebrate 
communities.  Monitoring activities to address data gaps identified through the 
assessment are also described and prioritized.  The final report was published in May 1, 
2003. 
 
Planned Monitoring and Assessment Studies 
 
Mid-Coyote Flood Control Project 
The SCVWD is planning to conduct an assessment of the existing condition of the fish 
population and physical habitat within a six mile reach of Coyote Creek (between 
Montague and I-280) as part of the Mid-Coyote Flood Control Project.  Associated 
monitoring activities include physical-chemical water quality, continuous temperature 
measurements, fish community assemblage, out-stream migrant trapping for steelhead, 
aquatic habitat typing and riparian vegetation assessment.  The project also includes a 
historical ecology study, a geomorphic stability analysis, which will include some 
evaluation of channel cross section and pebble count data, and suspended and bedload 
sampling for sediment transport analysis.  Data collection is expected to begin in the fall 
of 2006.  A draft report of the historical ecology study is expected to be available in 
February 2006. 
 
Beneficial Use Designation  
 
The 1995 Basin Plan (SFRWQCB 1995) designated the following beneficial uses for 
Coyote Creek Watershed: 
 


Beneficial Uses Coyote
Creek


San 
Felipe 
Creek


Anderson 
Reservoir


Coyote 
Reservoir 


Cherry Flat 
Creek 


Reservoir 
AGR Agricultural Supply    E E 
COLD Cold Freshwater Habitat E P E E  
GWR Groundwater Recharge   E   
MIGR Fish Migration E     


MUN Municipal and Domestic 
Supply   E E E 


RARE Preservation of Rare & 
Endangered Species E     


REC-1 Water Contact 
Recreation P P L E L 


REC-2 Non-contact Water 
Recreation E P E E E 


SPWN Fish Spawning P P E E E 


WARM Warm Freshwater 
Habitat E E E E E 


WILD Wildlife Habitat E E E E E 
E=Existing   P=Potential   L= Limited 
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Coyote Creek mainstem is the only waterbody listed in the 1995 Basin Plan that occurs 
within the urban portion of the watershed. 
 
Coyote Creek Watershed Characterization 
 
The following information characterizing the Coyote Creek watershed originates from the 
Coyote Creek Watershed Integrated Pilot Assessment Final Report (EOA 2003) and the 
Aquatic Resource Characterization of Western Mt. Hamilton Stream Fisheries (EOA 
1999). 
 
Hydrology and Geomorphology 
The hydrology and geomorphology of Coyote Creek along the valley floor has been 
highly modified.  At the base of the Diablo Range, the Creek is impounded by two dams, 
which form Coyote and Anderson Reservoirs.  Coyote Dam was built in 1936 and its 
reservoir has a capacity of 22,925 acre-feet.  Two miles downstream the creek empties 
into Anderson Reservoir, which was built in 1950 and has a capacity of 89,073 acre-feet.  
Streamflow from both dams is regulated between April and October and runoff above 
Coyote Dam accounts for about 75 percent of the total runoff for the entire 
Anderson/Coyote watershed (SCVURPPP 2003).  Nine tributaries drain to the two 
reservoirs and transport large amounts of sediment; however the dams effectively 
reduce the amount of sediment transported downstream.  Management of flows 
released from the dams have also reduced peak flows and increased summer flows for 
groundwater recharge.  
 
Water has been historically diverted about 0.5 miles below Anderson Dam by the Coyote 
Creek Diversion Dam (April – October) and into a concrete channel (Coyote Canal), 
which bypasses the natural channel.  Water is reintroduced to the natural channel 
approximately six miles downstream at the Coyote Narrows, just upstream of the Coyote 
Percolation Ponds.  In the past, water diversion has caused dryback zones in the natural 
channel during the summer months.  A fish screen was installed in 1999 to prevent 
downstream passage of fish into the Coyote Canal (SCVURPPP 2003).  Water 
diversions have not occurred since 2001. 
 
Two major pond systems are located within the Coyote Creek mainstem between 
Anderson Dam and the Creek-mouth.  The Ogier Road Quarry Pond Complex, located 
two miles below Anderson Dam in Santa Clara County Park property, was historic gravel 
quarry pits (SCVURPPP 2003).  These ponds were isolated from the natural channel, 
but connected to the creek in 1997 when the levee was breached.  The SCVWD does 
not manage these ponds for groundwater recharge.  The Coyote Percolation Ponds, 
located approximately 10 miles downstream of the dam, are pits originally created by 
gravel mining in the natural channel and are now managed by the SCVWD as a ground 
water recharge system.  A permanent concrete dam was built in the 1930’s to increase 
the size of these ponds.  In 1999, a fish ladder was constructed to allow passage over 
the dam.   
 
The boundary between the Diablo Range and the alluvial plain that forms the valley floor 
is sharply defined.  At least four major tributaries flow from the mountains across this 
alluvial plain to Coyote Creek.  In addition, there are at least eighty-four storm drain 
outfalls (> 18 inches in diameter) along the Coyote Creek mainstem contribute flow to 
reaches of Coyote Creek below Anderson Dam (Master Outfalls GIS shapefile 
developed by William Lettis and Associates, August 2003).    
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As Coyote Creek nears the South Bay a transition occurs from a freshwater environment 
to an estuarine environment where the channel and adjacent baylands contain many 
acres of brackish marsh, salt marsh and mudflats. Originally, an earthen dam was 
constructed to prevent saltwater intrusion into agricultural lands.  In 1995, the SCVWD 
installed a replacement steel dam several hundred feet downstream of the original dam 
site. The reach of Coyote Creek downstream of Standish Dam receives fresh water 
discharged from the San Jose-Santa Clara Water Pollution Control Plant. 
 
Land Use and Land Cover 
Much of the riparian corridor below Anderson Dam is intact.  Orchards, farmlands and 
urban development have replaced the original riparian vegetation that occurred in the 
high terraces of the channel.  The middle terrace remains mostly intact.  Riparian cover 
is dominated by cottonwoods, oaks, and sycamores are interspersed.  Much of this 
riparian corridor is managed by the Santa Clara County Parks and receives some 
recreational use.  The lower Coyote Creek is considered to be one of the highest quality 
riparian corridors remaining in the southern San Francisco Bay region (SCVURPPP 
2003). 
 
The urbanized area of Coyote Creek watershed has dramatically increased since the 
1960’s.   During this time, population has increased greatly, and agricultural and grazing 
land have been converted to residential communities in the southern region of the Santa 
Clara Valley, and along the base of the Western Diablo range.   
 
The lower reaches of Coyote Creek have been partially modified for flood protection.  
Setback levees and a high bypass channel have been constructed in the section of 
lower Coyote Creek between Montague Expressway and Dixon Landing Road.  In 
addition, several miles of tributary stream channels have been similarly modified, 
including the lower portions of Upper and Lower Penitencia, Berryessa, Lower and 
Upper Silver Creeks.   
 
Fish Community Assemblages 
The Coyote Creek mainstem downstream the Coyote Percolation Ponds supports 10 to 
11 native fish species out of the original 18 (EOA 1999). Species known to occur 
currently include Pacific lamprey, steelhead/resident rainbow trout, chinook salmon, 
California roach, hitch, Sacramento blackfish, Sacramento pikeminnow, Sacramento 
sucker, threespine stickleback, prickly sculpin, riffle sculpin, and staghorn sculpin (EOA 
1999).  Three species, the thicktail chub, splittail, and Sacramento perch have been 
extirpated from the drainage; the thicktail chub is extinct.   
 
The Coyote Creek mainstem upstream of the Coyote Percolation Ponds supports at 
least eight native fish species out of the original 14.  Species include Pacific lamprey, 
steelhead/resident rainbow trout, hitch, California roach, hitch x California roach hybrid, 
Sacramento sucker, threespine stickleback, prickly sculpin, and tule perch (EOA 1999).  
Two additional cyprinids, the Sacramento pikeminnow and Sacramento blackfish were 
last collected in 1981, but these species may persist in low numbers within this Reach.  
A third cyprinid, the speckled dace, was last recorded in 1978 near the Riverside Golf 
Course (EOA 1999).  Additional sampling is necessary to confirm its status.  Of 
particular interest is the recent confirmation of reproducing populations of tule perch, as 
evidenced by the presence of juvenile and adult specimens. The tule perch was last 
recorded within Coyote Creek in 1925.       
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Sampling Design Rationale 
 
Several key issues relevant to the development of a sampling design for the Program’s FY 06-
07 Monitoring Plan were identified based on the information sources described above.  These 
include: 
 


• Pilot testing of the Sediment Quality Triad (SQT) as screening-level monitoring tool in 
the FY 06-07 (Chapman 1990; Winger et al. 2005). The SQT consists of sampling and 
analyzing bedded creek sediment for pollutant concentrations (i.e., metals and organics) 
synoptically with BMI bioassessments and sediment toxicity testing (i.e., 10 day growth 
and survival of Hyella azteca).   


 
• The SEIDP monitoring data collected in the Coyote Creek mainstem (16 sites below 


Anderson Reservoir) during 1999 provides baseline data to potentially study status and 
trends over a seven year time period.  In particular, metal concentrations in sediment 
and BMI bioassessments (screening-level indicators of interest to the Program) were 
conducted at nine sites on the mainstem of Coyote Creek.   


 
• Address recommendation in SEIDP report to conduct sampling of bedded sediment for 


contaminant analysis at more stream locations in urban portion of Coyote Creek.  In 
addition, conduct bioassessments at sites in urban reaches using low gradient protocol 
as described in the California Stream Bioassessment Protocol (CSBP) (i.e., urban 
reaches of Coyote Creek were not sampled in other studies due to limited riffle habitat). 


 
• Previous benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment conducted in Coyote Creek utilized 


methods different than the CSBP.  Bioassessments will be conducted in FY 06-07 using 
a combination of low and high gradient protocols established in the CSBP.  These BMI 
bioassessments will provide a baseline data set using a standardized approach being 
implemented region-wide. 


 
• Coordinate monitoring activities with SCVWD Mid-Coyote project.  The SCVWD is 


planning to measure water quality, sample fish community assemblages and assess 
physical habitat at many of the locations that will be monitored by Program for bedded 
sediment contaminants, toxicity and BMI bioassessments (personnel communication, 
SCVWD staff).  The SCVWD is also planning to conduct a geomorphic stability and 
sediment transport analysis, which will assist Program staff in the interpretation of its 
data.   


 
• The data collected in the Coyote Creek mainstem as part of the Stream Augmentation 


Study during 1999-2001 provides baseline data to potentially study status and trends 
over a 5-7 year time period.  In particular, metal concentrations and bacterial indicators 
(screening-level indicators of interest to Program) were conducted at ten sites across the 
urban gradient.   


 
• Monitoring locations in the upper reaches of Coyote Creek mainstem will provide useful 


baseline data to measure potential creek impacts from new development planned in the 
Coyote Valley.  


 
• Potential water contact recreation areas were identified at several city and county parks 


with public access.  These areas include Watson Park, William Park, Kelley Park and 
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Hellyer Park.  Water samples will be measured for microbial indicators at these 
locations.   


 
References 
 
Carter, J.L. and S.V. Fend, 2000.  The distribution and abundance of lotic macroinvertebrates 
during spring 1997 in seven streams of the Santa Clara Valley area, California.  U.S. Geological 
Survey Open File Report 00-68. 
 
Chapman, P.M. 1990. The Sediment Quality Triad approach to determining pollution-induced 
degradation.  Sci. Tot. Environ., 97/98, 815-825. 
 
Eisenberg, Olivieri and Associates (EOA). 1999.  Aquatic resource characterization of western 
Mt. Hamilton stream fisheries.  Prepared for The Nature Conservancy by Buchan, L.A., R.L. 
Leidy, and M.K. Hayden in association with the United States Environmental Protection Agency.   
 
KLI, 2002.  Final Report, Joint Stormwater Agency Project to Study Urban Sources of Mercury, 
PCBs, and Organochlorine Pesticides.  Kinnetic Laboratories, Inc. April 2002. 
Leidy, R. A.  2002. Unpublished stream survey data 1992-2002. 
 
Hopkins, J., R.L. Williamson, and R. Simonsen. 2002. The impact of recycled water on water 
quality in Coyote Creek in San Jose, California in 2001.  Prepared for the City of San Jose.  July 
2002. 
 
SCVURPPP (Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program).  2001.  
Stormwater Environmental Indicators Demonstration Project – Final Report.  Prepared for Water 
Environment Research Foundation, Project 96-IRM-3, USEPA Cooperative Agreement # CX 
823666-01-2. 
 
Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) 2003. 
Assessment of stream ecosystem functions for the Coyote Creek watershed.  Coyote Creek 
Watershed Integrated Pilot Assessment Final Report.  Prepared by Buchan, L.A., and P.J. 
Randall.   
 
SCVURPPP (Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program).  2004.  Multi-
Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 
 
SCVWD (Santa Clara Valley Water District) 1999. FAHCE Habitat Mapping Database.  
Microsoft Access database containing results from the salmonid stream habitat survey, which 
was conducted as part of the Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Collaborative Effort. 
 
SCVWD (Santa Clara Valley Water District). 2001.  Sediment Removal Projects – Analytical 
Data for Sediment.  Excel spreadsheet. 
 
SCVWD (Santa Clara Valley Water District). 2002.  Sediment Removal Projects – Analytical 
Data for Sediment.  Excel spreadsheet. 
 
SCVWD (Santa Clara Valley Water District). 2003.  Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Collaborative 
Effort Summary Report. February 26, 2003. 
 
SFRWQCB (San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board. 1995.  Basin Plan. 







FY 06-07 Work Plan 11  3/01/06 
F:\Sc42\FY06-07WP\FY06-07WP\FY06_07_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-2\Draft FY 06-07 Characterization Memo.doc 


 
 


Soller, J., J. Stephenson, K. Oliveri, J. Downing, A.W. Olivieri. 2005. Evaluation of seasonal 
scale first flush pollutant loading and implications for urban runoff management. Journal of 
Environmental Management.  76:309-318. 
 
Stillwater Sciences. 2005.  Draft Upper Penitencia Creek Limiting Factors Technical Report.  
Prepared for the Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program.  Draft Report 
Released on December 10, 2005. 
 
Tetra Tech, Inc., April 2000. City of San Jose Environmental Enhancement Program Coyote 
Creek Streamflow Augmentation Pilot Project Final Water Quality Monitoring Report for July – 
October 1999.  Report to Don Arnold, City of San Jose. Prepared by Tetra Tech Inc., Lafayette, 
California. 
 
Tetra Tech, Inc., July 2001.  City of San Jose Environmental Enhancement Program Coyote 
Creek Streamflow Augmentation Pilot Project Final Water Quality Monitoring Report for May – 
November 2000.  Report to Don Arnold, City of San Jose. Prepared by Tetra Tech Inc., 
Lafayette, California. 
 
William Lettis and Associates.  2003.  Master Outfalls Shapefile.  GIS data was developed for 
the Baseline Development for Hydrograph Modification Program.    Prepared for the Santa Clara 
Valley Water District. August 2003 
 
Winger, P.V., P.J. Laiser and K.J. Bogenrieder. 2005. Combined Use Rapid Bioassessment 
Protocols and Sediment Quality Triad to Assess Stream Quality. Environmental Monitoring and 
Assessment. 100:267-295. 





		Mercury, PCB and Organochlorine Pesticide Monitoring (KLI 2002)

		Stream Channel Geomorphology Monitoring (SCVWD unpublished)

		Stream Augmentation Study (Tetra Tech 1999, 2000 and Hopkins et al. 2002)

		Benthic Macroinvertebrate Study (Carter and Fend 2000)
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1. Project Title:  Pesticide User (PU) Outreach 


2. Proposer:  Program Staff 


3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: 
Toxicity due to organophosphate pesticides (diazinon and chlorpyrifos) in local creeks and 
San Francisco Bay.  Selection, use and disposal of pesticides by residential and 
commercial users, pest control operators and pesticide retailers. 


4. General Project Description:  
This project combines the best elements of the previous IPM Store Partnership and 
Household Chemical Management Projects to focus on the outreach requirements in the 
Program’s NPDES permit. The approach will be coordinated with other pollution prevention 
programs funded by Co-permittees (e.g., County’s Household Hazardous Waste Program).  
Scope to be developed based on the Program’s Pesticide Management Work Plan and the 
results of the FY 06-07 outreach work.  Activities may include:  
• IPM Store Partnership Program - Continue the program in participating Santa Clara 


County stores.  Visit each store once every three months at a minimum; maintain 
ongoing relationship with participating stores through in-store contacts, refresh/restock 
literature racks as needed, and update “shelf talker” labels as needed. Using the 
services of Annie Joseph, IPM consultant, provide training to store employees on 
selling less-toxic pesticides; and work with two stores to increase shelf-space for less-
toxic products. 


• Regional IPM Partnership –Support the Regional IPM Partnership program through 
contributions to BASMAA and participation in meetings and regional activities.  Review 
and approve products. 


• Outreach Events - Participate in selected community outreach events for conducting 
IPM outreach.  


• Outreach to commercial businesses - Continue distributing the “Don’t Set a Table for 
Pests” poster to restaurants through County Health Inspectors.  Provide the poster to 
Co-permittees for distribution through City stormwater inspectors. Identify and 
implement an IPM training/certification program for landscape maintenance 
professionals. 


• Media Advertising - Conduct media advertising in coordination with the Watershed 
Watch campaign. Include messages that promote “OWOW shelf-talkers” for selecting 
less-toxic products.  


• Support the Regional IPM Conference - Provide funding to support the Regional IPM 
Conference, if required.  


• Support the Going Native Garden Tour  - Provide funding to support promotional 
activities for the 2007 Going Native Garden Tour. 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 


FY 07-08 Development Strategy Checklist 
 Pesticide User Outreach 
 


5. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goals:  
PI/P Communication Goals include Increasing Awareness and Changing Behavior, 
particularly with respect to pesticide use and disposal. 


6. Target Audience: To be determined, may include: 
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, ( X ) Commercial, (   ) Schools,  
(   ) Municipal Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, (   ) Multi-cultural Education, 
( X) Store Employees 


7. Distribution Strategy:                                                                                                               
To be determined. 


8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:   
• Number of hotline calls and website visits 
• Number of people reached at outreach events 
• Quantity of fact sheets and other IPM related brochures distributed 
• Gross impressions of media advertising 
• Pounds of pesticides collected by the County HHW collection program.  
• Feedback from store employee trainings 


9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies?  
Yes. 


10. Schedule:   
FY 07-08. 


11. Budget:     
See Program Budget. 


12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets: 


(X)   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management 
Committee as a priority. 


(X)   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be 
effectively communicated. 


(X)   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(X)   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 


13. Implementer(s): (  X )  Work Group,  ( X )  Program Staff,  ( X  )  Consultant,                         
(   ) Other:_______________  
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1. Title:  Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach  


2. Project Proposer:  SCVURPPP Mercury Pollution Prevention Ad Hoc Task Group 


3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses:  Mercury 
4. General Project Description:  The Program’s NPDES permit states that municipal stormwater 


discharges may be causing or contributing to exceedance of water quality standards for 
mercury. 


Mercury has been found in sediment from the South San Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe 
River Watershed.  Some types of fish caught in the Bay contain mercury and other pollutants 
at concentrations that may threaten the health of humans consuming those fish.  In response, 
the California Office of Environmental Health and Hazard Assessment issued an interim fish 
consumption advisory.  The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has listed the Bay 
and the Guadalupe River Watershed (including the Guadalupe River, Alamitos Creek, 
Guadalupe Creek, Calero Reservoir, and Guadalupe Reservoir) as impaired by mercury under 
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  In accordance with Section 303(d), the Regional Board 
is required to establish a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for mercury in the South San 
Francisco Bay and the Guadalupe River Watershed. 


The goal of the Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Plan is to develop and implement 
an outreach plan designed to encourage proper disposal of fluorescent lamps.  


The Program has completed the implementation of all Mercury Plan tasks. The focus of FY 07-
08 tasks will be implementation of ongoing tasks. As in previous years, outreach in FY 07-08 
will be coordinated with the County HHW Program. During FY 07-08, the Program will continue 
to conduct outreach to promote fluorescent lamps collection locations to residents. Outreach 
may be conducted using media advertising, in-store displays (posters, banners) and newsletter 
articles.  The Program may also coordinate its outreach activities with other Regional 
groups/program that are planning to conduct mercury outreach in FY 07-08. 


 


4. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goal:  Develop a plan to increase outreach 
efforts to residents and businesses on recycling of mercury containing wastes. 


5. Target Audience:   
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, (   ) Industrial, ( X ) Commercial, (   ) Schools, (   ) 
Municipal Employee Training, (   ) Public Officials, (   ) Multi-cultural Education, (  ) 
Other________________  


6. Distribution Strategy:  Media advertising, newsletter articles. 







Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program 
 


FY 07-08 Development Strategy Checklist 
 Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach 
 


7. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:  Number or amount of 
mercury-containing products (i.e.,fluorescent lamps, thermometers) collected by Household 
Hazardous Waste facilities; description of outreach methods used; number of outreach 
materials distributed. 


8. Have similar projects been done by other agencies?  City of Palo Alto has conducted a 
FLT recycling program. Smaller projects (i.e., thermometer take-back programs) have been 
conducted by other agencies. 


9. Schedule:  FY 07-08. 


10. Budget:  


See Program Budget. 


11. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets:  
(X)   The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee 


as a priority. 
(X)   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be 


effectively communicated. 
(X)   County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(   )   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 


12. Implementer(s):   SCVURPPP Mercury Pollution Prevention Outreach Work Group for FLT 
recycling in coordination with the Watershed Watch campaign and the SCVURPPP PIP/WEO 
Ad Hoc Task Group. 
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1. Project Title:  Program Supplies 


2. Proposer:  Program Staff 


3. Specific Pollutant or Behavior Project Addresses: Varies 


4. General Project Description:   
To provide a budget to support requests by the public and Co-permittees for Program 
materials and supplies.  This budget allows Program staff to reprint materials and reorder 
supplies as needed. 


5. Outreach/Activity Areas and Communication Goal: N/A 


6. Target Audience:  To be determined, as needed. 
( X ) Residential, ( X ) General Public, ( X ) Industrial, ( X  ) Commercial, ( X ) Schools, ( X ) 
Municipal Employee Training, ( X ) Public Officials, ( X ) Multi-cultural Education, (X ) 
Other_____________________  


7. Distribution Strategy:    
Program staff will coordinate material reprints, reordering supplies and distribution to Co-
permittees, as appropriate.  Program staff distributes materials at public events and in 
response to telephone, e-mail or web site requests.    


8. Describe how the success of the project will be measured:  The Program logs all requests 
for materials and tracks the amount of materials distributed.  The need for reprints is based on 
successful distribution of existing stock. 


9. Have similar projects been done by other agencies? N/A 


10. Schedule:    As needed. 


11. Budget: 


See Program Budget. 


12. Identify the evaluation criteria that the project meets: N/A 


(X)  The project addresses a pollutant or behavior identified by the Management Committee as 
a priority. 


(   )   Contemplated messages of the project are consistent with Program goals and can be 
effectively communicated. 


(X)  County-wide implementation will be more cost-effective than local implementation. 
(    )   The project supplements a regional project and/or program. 
(X)   The success of the project is measurable. 
(X)   The targeted audience is consistent with targeted PI/P activities and audiences. 
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Attachment 4-1 
 


Table 4-1. FY 06-07 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  
Quarter in FY 06-07 Watershed 


Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd 4th Rationale Lead 
Agency 


Coyote Chemical 
Creek 


Contaminants-Water 3    S (2) S (2)


• Baseline: Metals (dissolved and total) were measured at eight stream locations in 
Coyote Creek during summer season in 1999-2001 and organophosphate pesticides 
were sampled at 2-3 sites during summer 2000-01 as part of Stream Augmentation 
Study.   


• FY 06-07: Conduct screening level monitoring of dissolved and total metals and 
organophosphate pesticides concentrations at two sites during summer and winter 
seasons.  Hardness of water samples will be measured synoptically. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Contaminants-
Sediment4 S (8)    S (8)


• Baseline: Metal concentrations were measured in sediment samples at nine stream 
locations in Coyote Creek during summer season in 1999 as part of SEIDP project.  
PCB and mercury concentrations in sediment were measured in selected catchments of 
Coyote Creek watershed during 2000-01 as part of Regional Project.   


• FY 06-07: Conduct screening level monitoring of metals, PCBs and pyrethroids at 
eight stream locations during summer and spring season.  TOC, percent solids and 
sediment grain size will be measured synoptically. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water 
Quality5 S(10)  S (2) S(18)


• Baseline: General water quality sampling was measured at eight stream locations in 
Coyote Creek during summer season in 1999-2001.  Continuous temperature 
monitoring conducted by SCVWD as part of FAHCE project. 


• FY 06-07:  Screening level measurements of general water quality using probes will 
be conducted synoptically with water sampling (two sites), sediment sampling (eight 
sites) and bioassessment (ten sites).  Continuous temperature monitoring will be 
conducted by SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote Flood Control Project. 


SCVURPPP/
SCVWD 


 Biological 
 


Toxicity-Sediment6     S (4) S (4)
• Baseline: No existing baseline data. 
• FY 06-07: Sediment toxicity testing will be conducted at four sites during summer and 


spring season, synoptically with sediment chemistry sampling. 
SCVURPPP 


 


Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms 7 S (4)  S (4)  


• Baseline: Bacterial indicators concentrations in water were measured at eight stream 
locations in Coyote Creek during summer season in 1999-2001 as part of Stream 
Augmentation Study.   


• FY 06-07: Conduct monitoring of bacterial indicators at four stream sites located in 
city and county parks during summer and winter season. 


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 
 


Table 4-1. FY 06-07 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  
Quarter in FY 06-07 Watershed 


Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd 4th Rationale Lead 
Agency 


 


Bioassessment – 
Macroinvertebrates8    S(10)


• Baseline: Benthic macroinvertebrate (BMI) bioassessments were conducted at eleven 
sites in Coyote Creek mainstem during 1997 as part of USGS study.  BMI assessments 
were also conducted at nine sites during 1999 as part of SEIDP and six sites during 
2000 as part of Stream Augmentation Study. 


• FY 06-07: Benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment will be conducted at ten sites 
synoptically with physical habitat assessment.  BMI sampling will occur at all 
sediment sampling sites. 


SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment – Fish9     


• Baseline: Existing fish survey data were collected within the Coyote mainstem in the 
following studies: 12 sites by Rob Leidy during 1995-97, 18 sites by SCVURPPP 
during 1999 and five sites by SCVWD during 2000. Downstream migrant trapping 
was also conducted by SCVWD during 1998-2000. 


• FY 06-07: Fish community sampling and out-stream migrant trapping for steelhead is 
planned in the Coyote mainstem starting in spring 2007 by SCVWD as part of Mid-
Coyote Flood Control Project.  


SCVWD 


 Physical 
 


Physical Habitat10    S(10)


• Baseline: Continuous aquatic habitat survey was conducted in 1999 as part of FAHCE 
Project by SCVWD.  Habitat surveys were also conducted at 18 stream locations in 
Coyote mainstem in 1999 as part of SEIDP.   


• FY 06-07: Visual physical habitat assessment will be conducted, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, at ten sites.  Aquatic habitat surveys are planned in 
Coyote mainstem starting in fall 2006 by SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote Flood 
Control Project.   


SCVURPPP/
SCVWD 


 


Sediment 
Characterization11    4) S (


• Baseline: Substrate composition and embeddedness was visually estimated in Coyote 
mainstem in 1999 as part of FAHCE Project.   


• FY 06-07: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 
concurrent with habitat assessment, at ten sites in Coyote mainstem.  Collection of 
surface/subsurface sediment samples are planned in Coyote mainstem starting in fall 
2006 by SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote Flood Control Project. 


SCVURPPP/
SCVWD 


 


Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     


• Baseline: Historical ecology study was conducted in the Coyote Creek watershed by 
SFEI in 2005-06.  


•  FY 06-07: Longitudinal profiles, suspended and bedload sediment sampling, and 
bankfull discharge measurements will be measured by SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote 
Flood Control Project.   


SCVWD 
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Attachment 4-1 
 


Table 4-1. FY 06-07 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  
Quarter in FY 06-07 Watershed 


Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd 4th Rationale Lead 
Agency 


 


Riparian Vegetation     


• Baseline: Bankside and canopy cover was estimated as part of FAHCE Project (1999).  
• FY 06-07: Bankside cover, canopy cover and qualitative assessment of riparian 


vegetation will be conducted in fall 2006 by SCVWD as part of Mid-Coyote Flood 
Control Project.        


SCVWD 


Chemical Stevens 
Creek 


Contaminants – Water 
Quality S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: Screening level monitoring of dissolved and total metals and 
organophosphate pesticides concentrations was conducted by SCVURPPP during FY 
05-06 at two sites synoptically with toxicity testing during dry and wet seasons.  
Metals and pesticides were also measured in 2003 by RWQCB as part of SWAMP. 


• FY 06-07: Continue screening level monitoring of dissolved and total metals and 
organophosphate pesticides concentrations at two sites during dry and wet seasons. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water Quality S (2)  S (2) S (7) 


• Baseline: Screening level measurements of general water quality was conducted by 
SCVURPPP synoptically with water chemistry (2 sites) and BMI bioassessment (6 
sites) in FY 05-06.General water quality sampling (both probe and continuous) was 
conducted in 2002-03 by RWQCB at three sites during three seasonal time periods.    


• FY 06-07: Screening level measurements of general water quality will be conducted 
synoptically with water chemistry (2 sites) and bioassessment sampling (7 sites). 


SCVURPPP 


 Biological 
 


Toxicity - Water 
Quality S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: Toxicity of water was conducted by SCVURPPP at two sites in FY 05-06 
during dry and wet season synoptically with water chemistry samples.  Water toxicity 
testing was also conducted in 2002-03 by RWQCB at two sites during three seasonal 
time periods.    


• FY 06-07: Toxicity of water will be conducted at two sites during dry and wet season, 
synoptically with water chemistry sampling.  


SCVURPPP 


 
Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: Screening level monitoring of bacterial indicators was conducted by 
SCVURPPP in FY 05-06 at two sites during two seasonal time periods. 


• FY 06-07: Continue screening level monitoring of bacterial indicators at two sites 
during two seasonal time periods. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates    7) S (


• Baseline: BMI bioassessment study was conducted at seven sites during spring season 
of FY 05-06. BMI bioassessments were also conducted in Stevens Creek during April 
2002 by RWQCB at eight sites and by USGS in spring and fall 1997 at seven sites. 


• FY 06-07: Continue BMI bioassessment study at seven sites during spring season. 


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 
 


Table 4-1. FY 06-07 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  
Quarter in FY 06-07 Watershed 


Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd 4th Rationale Lead 
Agency 


 


Bioassessment - Fish     


• Baseline: Fish surveys were conducted at five stream locations between 1994 and 
1996 by Rob Leidy.  Additional fish survey information was collected by the SCVWD 
at selected locations between 1998 and 2000.   


• FY 06-07: No sampling is planned. 


SCVURPPP 


 Physical 
 


Physical Habitat     S (7)


• Baseline: Visual physical habitat assessments, concurrent with macroinvertebrate 
sampling, were conducted in April 2006 at six sites by SCVURPPP, and at eight sites 
by RWQCB in April 2002.   


• FY 06-07: Visual physical habitat assessments will be conducted, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, at six sites. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Sediment 
Characterization    7) S (


• Baseline: Substrate composition and embeddedness was visually estimated in April 
2006 by SCVURPPP at six sites and in 2002 by RWQCB at eight sites.   


• FY 06-07: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 
concurrent with habitat assessment, at six sites. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     


• Baseline: Geomorphic assessment conducted in 2004 as part of SCVWD Stream 
Stewardship Project. 


• FY 06-07: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
SCVURPPP 


 
Riparian Vegetation     


• Baseline: Bankside and canopy cover was estimated as part of FAHCE Project (1999).  
• FY 06-07: Specific monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.         SCVURPPP 


Permanente Chemical 
Creek  


 S (2)  S (2)  


• Baseline: Screening level monitoring of dissolved and total metals and 
organophosphate pesticides concentrations was measured at two sites in FY 05-06 by 
SCVURPPP during dry and wet seasons.  Dissolved and total metals and pesticide 
suite were also measured in 2002 and 2003 by RWQCB at two sites during three 
seasonal time periods. 


• FY 06-07: Continue screening level monitoring of dissolved and total metals and 
organophosphate pesticides concentrations at two sites during dry and wet seasons. 


SCVURPPP 


 


General Water Quality S (2)  S (2) S (6) 


• Baseline: Screening level measurements of general water quality was conducted 
synoptically with water chemistry (2 sites) and bioassessment sampling (5 sites). 
General water quality sampling (both probe and continuous) was conducted in 2002 
and 2003 by RWQCB at two sites during three seasonal time periods.    


• FY 06-07: Continue screening level measurements of general water quality during 
water chemistry (2 sites) and bioassessment sampling (6 sites). 


SCVURPPP 
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Attachment 4-1 
 


Table 4-1. FY 06-07 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.  
Quarter in FY 06-07 Watershed 


Area Data Type2 1st  2nd  3rd 4th Rationale Lead 
Agency 


 Biological       
 


Toxicity - Water 
Quality     


• Baseline: Toxicity of water was conducted at two sites in FY 05-06 by SCVURPPP 
during dry and wet season. Water toxicity testing was conducted in 2002 and 2003 by 
RWQCB at two sites during three seasonal time periods.    


• FY 06-07: No toxicity testing is planned. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Pathogen Indicator 
Organisms     


• Baseline: Screening level monitoring of bacterial indicators was conducted by 
SCVURPPP in FY 05-06 at two sites during two seasonal time periods. 


• FY 06-07: No monitoring of bacterial indicators is planned. 
SCVURPPP 


 
Bioassessment - 
Macroinvertebrates    6) S (


• Baseline: BMI bioassessment study was conducted at six sites in April 2006 by 
SCVURPPP and at seven sites by RWQCB in April 2002. 


• FY 06-07: Conduct benthic macroinvertebrate bioassessment at six sites in April 2007.
SCVURPPP 


 


Bioassessment - Fish     


• Baseline: Fish bioassessments were conducted at four sites in October 2005 by 
SCVURPPP.  Previous fish surveys were conducted at two stream locations between 
1994 and 1996 by Rob Leidy.   


• FY 06-07: No fish bioassessment monitoring is planned. 


SCVURPPP 


 Physical       
 


Physical Habitat     S (6)


• Baseline: Visual physical habitat assessment was conducted at six sites in April 2006 
by SCVURPPP and at seven sites in April 2002 by RWQCB.   


• FY 06-07: Visual physical habitat assessment will be conducted, concurrent with 
macroinvertebrate sampling, at six sites. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Sediment 
Characterization    6) S (


• Baseline: Substrate composition and embeddedness was visually estimated at five sites 
in April 2006 by SCVURPPP at seven sites in April 2002 by RWQCB.   


• FY 06-07: Substrate composition and embeddedness will be visually estimated, 
concurrent with habitat assessment, at five sites. 


SCVURPPP 


 
Channel Dynamics and 
Hydrology     


• Baseline: Existing channel conditions downstream of Foothill Expresway described by 
SCVWD as part of flood planning study. 


• FY 06-07: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     
SCVURPPP 


 
Riparian Vegetation     


• Baseline: No existing data sources identified.   
• FY 06-07: Monitoring objectives have not been identified at this time.     SCVURPPP 


 


1 Parameter types are listed with category of monitoring design, which include: (S) screening level, (I) investigative, and (T) status and trends.  The number in parentheses represents the number of sampling locations for that sampling period.  Sampling locations are 


described in separate table and figure attached to Plan. 


2 Description of analyses conducted for each data type is described in the footnotes below.  In some cases, partial analyses may be implemented for data types when existing data satisfies screening level target.  Standard analytical methods are indicated in separate table 


attached to Plan; methods are intended to be congruent with SWAMP/RMAS methodology.   
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3 Water Chemistry: Total and dissolved metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se), Hg and organophosphate pesticides; sampling conducted during dry and wet seasons (summer/fall and winter/spring). 


4 Sediment Chemistry: Total metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se), Hg, PCBs and pyrethroids; sampling conducted during dry and spring seasons. 


5 General Water Quality: Temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and specific conductance (multiparameter probe readings and/or continuous measurements); sampling conducted during dry and wet seasons. 
6 Sediment Toxicity: Sediment bioassays on Hyella azteca. 


7 Pathogen Indicator Organisims: total and fecal coliform,  Enterococcus, and E. coli; sampling conducted during dry and wet seasons. 
8 Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates: following CSBP methodology and conducted in the spring season. 
9 Bioassessment – Fish: Rapid assessment of fish communities will be done using EPA Rapid Bioassessment Protocols; sampling conducted in the fall season. 


10 Habitat survey physical habitat assessment using CSBP methodology. 
11 Creek substrate sediment composition and embeddedness is qualitatively estimated by visual observation during bioassessment and habitat survey. 


12 Toxicity Testing: Aquatic bioassays on three species: (1) Ceriodaphnia: 7 day survival and reproduction; (2) pimephales 7-day; and (3) selenastrum test; toxicity conducted during dry and wet seasons.  
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Table 4-2. Sampling locations, frequency and data types for SCVURPPP’s FY 06-07 monitoring plan. 
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Station 
Id Station Name Sediment  


Chemistry
Sediment 
Toxicity 


Water 
Chemistry


Water 
Toxicity  


General 
Water 


Quality 
Pathogen 
Indicators


Benthic 
Macroinvertabrate


Bioassessment 


Physical 
Habitat 


Assessment


Coyote Creek 


COY-1 Coyote Creek at  
Montague Expressway 2 2   3  1 1 


COY-2 Coyote Creek downstream 
Berryessa Rd  2  2  3  1 1 


COY-3 Coyote Creek at  
Watson Park      1 2 1 1 


COY-4 Coyote Creek at William Street 
Park 2 2   3 2 1 1 


COY-5 Coyote Creek upstream Story 
Road    2  3 2 1 1 


COY-6 Coyote Creek at Yerba Buena 2 2   3 2 1 1 


COY-7 Coyote Creek at Silver Creek 
Valley Rd  2    1  1 1 


COY-8 Coyote Creek at  
Metcalf Rd 2    1  1 1 


COY-9 Coyote Creek at Miramonte 2    1  1 1 


COY-10 Coyote Creek at Cochrane 2 2   3  1 1 


Stevens Creek 


SV-1 Stevens Creek at La Avenida  
 


  1  1 1 


SV-2 Stevens Creek downstream 
Diversion Channel  


 
  1  1 1 
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Table 4-2. Sampling locations, frequency and data types for SCVURPPP’s FY 06-07 monitoring plan. 
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Station 
Id Station Name Sediment  


Chemistry
Sediment 
Toxicity 


Water 
Chemistry


Water 
Toxicity  


General 
Water 


Quality 
Pathogen 
Indicators


Benthic 
Macroinvertabrate


Bioassessment 


Physical 
Habitat 


Assessment


SV-3 Stevens Creek at Barranca   2 2 3  1 1 


SV-3.5 Stevens Creek at Stevens 
Creek Blvd  


 
2 2 3  1 1 


SV-4 Stevens Creek at Blackberry 
Farm   


 
   2   


SV-5 Stevens Creek at McClellan 
Ranch  


 
   2   


SV-6 Stevens Creek at USGS Gage 
Station  


 
  1  1 1 


SV-7 Stevens Creek at Mossrock     1  1 1 


SV-8 Stevens Creek at Upper 
Stevens Cr County Park  


 
  1  1 1 


Permanente Creek 


P-1 Permanente Creek at 
Charleston  


 
2  3  1 1 


P-2 Permanente Creek at Barbara 
Ave  


 
  1  1 1 


P-3 Permanente Creek at Fremont 
Ave  


 
  1  1 1 


P-4 Permanente Creek upstream I-
280  


 
  1  1 1 


P-5  Permanente Creek at Rancho 
San Antonio park  


 
2  3  1 1 
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Table 4-2. Sampling locations, frequency and data types for SCVURPPP’s FY 06-07 monitoring plan. 
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Station 
Id Station Name Sediment  


Chemistry
Sediment 
Toxicity 


Water 
Chemistry


Water 
Toxicity  


General 
Water 


Quality 
Pathogen 
Indicators


Benthic 
Macroinvertabrate


Bioassessment 


Physical 
Habitat 


Assessment


P-6 West Branch Permanente 
Creek at Open Space  


 
  1  1 1 


Total Number Samples 16 8 12 4 43 12 23 23 
 


Sediment Chemistry: Total metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se), Hg, PCBs and pyrethroids; sampling conducted during dry and spring seasons. 
Sediment Toxicity: Sediment bioassays on Hyella azteca. 
Water Chemistry: Total and dissolved metals (Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se), Hg and organophosphate pesticides; sampling conducted during dry and wet seasons 
(summer/fall and winter/spring). 
Water Toxicity: Aquatic bioassays on three species: (1) Ceriodaphnia: 7 day survival and reproduction; (2) pimephales 7-day; and (3) selenastrum test; toxicity conducted during dry and 
wet seasons.  
General Water Quality: Temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH and specific conductance (multiparameter probe readings and/or continuous measurements); sampling conducted during dry 
and wet seasons. 
Pathogen Indicators:  total and fecal coliform,  Enterococcus, and E. coli; sampling conducted during dry and wet seasons. 
Bioassessment - Macroinvertebrates: following CSBP methodology and conducted in the spring season. 
Physical Habitat Assessment: survey physical habitat assessment using CSBP methodology. 
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Table 4-3. Analytical methods used in SCVURPPP Multi-Year Monitoring Plan. 
 
Description of data parameters Analytical Methods 
Water Chemistry  
Pesticides (water) - Organophosphate suite  EPA 8141A 
ICPMS metals suite (water)--unfiltered "total"  
(Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se) 


EPA 200.8, 206.3TR, 270.3 


ICPMS metals suite (water)--filtered "dissolved" 
(Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As, Se) 


EPA 200.8, 206.3D, 270.3 


Total mercury (water) EPA 245.7 
Boron EPA 200.8 
Hardness EPA 130.2 
Sediment Chemistry  
Pyrethroid Pesticides (sediment)    EPA 8270C(SIM) 
PCBs (sediment) - Congeners EPA 8270C(m) 
PBDEs (sediment)  EPA 8270C(m) 
ICPMS metals suite (sediment)  
(Includes Al, Cr, Mn, Ni, Cu, Zn, Ag, Cd, Pb, As) 


EPA 6020 


Total mercury (sediment) EPA 245.7/1631M 
Percent moisture (sediment) EPA 160.3 
TOC (sediment) EPA 9060 
Sediment grain size - full analysis (phi scale) Plumb/PSEP 
Bacterial Indicators  
Total coliform SM 9221B&E 
Fecal coliform SM 9221B&E 
E. coli SM 9221B&E 
Enterococcus EPA 1600 
Toxicity Testing  
Ceriodaphnia 7-day Survival & Reproduction EPA-821-R-02-013 
Pimephales (fathead minnow) 7 - day EPA-821-R-02-013 
Selenastrum (algae) test EPA-821-R-02-013 
Hyella azteca (10 day Survival & Growth) EPA-600-R-99-064 
 
 


FY 06-07 Work Plan  3/01/06 
F:\Sc42\FY06-07WP\FY06-07WP\FY06_07_Sections\Section 4\Attachment 4-1\Table 3_analytical methods1.doc 


1







��


��


��


��


��


��


��


��


��


��


�����


�����


�����


�����


�����


����	


����



�����


�����


�����


������������


�	
�
�	�������


������������������


���
������


����

������


������������������


������������������������������� !!!����	�
����"#���������$%����%�&�����%'%�������(�)����&��*�


)����&��*�+%��*��'
������
����(


�� ���"#����$%����%�
������


����������������	

�����������
������������	�	��������������


�


 � � � � ,�#�&







��


��


��


��


��


��


��


��


��
��


��


��


��


��


��


����


����


������


����


����


����


���	


���



���


����


���


���


���
���


���


��
��
��


���
��
�	



�
��


��
��


��
��
��
�	


������������
���������


 � � �����


�


������������������������������ !�����"���
����#����������$%����%���������&������'������������
����(�)�������'�


����������������	

�����������
������������	�	��������������


)�������'�*%��'��+
������
����(


�� ���#�����$%����%�
������





		Table 4-1. FY 06-07 SCVURPPP monitoring plan for Santa Clara Basin Watersheds1.










Attachment 4-3 
FY 2007-2008 Pollutant of Concern Control Programs and Additional Activities 


 
 
 


Title 
Category/ 


Monitoring 
Priority (MP)1


Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule 


PCBs, Dioxins 
and Legacy 
Pesticides 
Control 
Programs 


MP #2 and 4 NPDES Permit  
 
303(d) List 


Continue to work with other Bay area dischargers and Water 
Board staff through BASMAA and the RMP to implement 
regional projects related to dioxins, PCBs, and chlorinated 
pesticides. This may include providing funding to these 
organizations, participating in selected stakeholder meetings, 
committees and work groups, and, as appropriate, reviewing 
and commenting on relevant documents prepared by 
BASMAA, the RMP and Water Board staff.  Program staff will 
continue to represent BASMAA on the RMP Technical Review 
Committee and the RMP Sources, Pathways and Loadings 
Work Group.  
 


Meeting summary reports; 
Comment letters on TMDL 
Reports and Proposed 
Basin Plan Amendments 


TBD 


Copper and 
Nickel Baseline 
Activities  


Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1, 3a 
 
Provision C.9.a 
& b 


NPDES permit  The FY 07-08 Copper and Nickel Action Plan Baseline Activity 
Work Plans and summary of certain FY 06-07 
accomplishments are provided within Appendix A.   


Revised Copper and Nickel 
Action Plans  
 


TBD 


                                                           
1 Monitoring Priorities (updated at Monitoring AHTG meeting November 8, 1999): 


1) New projects needed to implement the results, and achieve the goals, of current projects. 
2) New projects that implement continuous improvement items identified through the annual review process.  
3) Projects that support the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative in one of the following ways: 


a) Investigate Beneficial Uses and Causes of Impairment (including field work) 
b) Review and Compile Environmental Data and Make it Accessible 
c) Develop Strategies for Controlling Impacts of Land Use on Beneficial Uses 
d) Facilitate and Support WMI Subgroups (including coordination with other agencies) 


4) Projects identified through participation in regional monitoring collaborative efforts, including the Regional Monitoring Program and BASMAA 
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FY 2007-2008 Pollutant of Concern Control Programs and Additional Activities 
 


Category/ 
Title Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule Monitoring 


Priority (MP)1


Trash 
Investigations 
and Plan 
Implementation  


MP#2 & 3c 303d Threatened 
Listing 


The Program will focus on assisting Co-permittees on: a) trash 
pilot demonstration project implementation, b) developing 
long-term trash management strategies for high priority 
watersheds, which will include current and future trash 
management activities, and c) continuing to evaluate creek 
condition and the effectiveness of management practices. 
Additional information of Program tasks associated with trash 
management and assessment are included in the project 
summary (Attachment 4-2).   
 
 


Technical memorandum 
summarizing the results of 
the trash pilot 
demonstration projects 
including an evaluation of 
effectiveness and lessons 
learned;  Draft and final 
long-term trash 
management strategies for 
high priority watersheds;  
Technical memorandum 
providing trash evaluation 
results and analyses;  
Enhanced and updated 
database; and updated 
trash fact sheets. 
 


July 2007 -
June 2008 


Watershed Data 
Management 


Follow-up 
 
MP#1 


Continuation of 
Project SC22.63 


Data management for the SCVURPPP Program. Coordinate 
data collected and analyzed by Program-sponsored projects. 
Insure that data is quality-assured, comparable across 
projects and comparable across watersheds (where possible). 
Where feasible, make data accessible to Co-permittees and to 
the public. Maintain and update website. Summarize available 
information on the background, purpose, and activities of 
planned and ongoing studies of the physical, chemical and 
biological characteristics of creeks and wetlands in the  
Santa Clara Basin. 
 


Web-based inventory of 
metadata generated by the 
Program and other 
organizations in the Santa 
Clara Basin. 
 


Ongoing 


Continued 
Implementation 
of Enhanced  
IC/ID and IND 
Tracking and 
Reporting 


Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#2 
 
Provision 6.a.i. 


SEIDP #21 Continue Implementation and Reporting of Enhanced 
Reporting;  


Database and annual report 
summary 


September 
2008   
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Attachment 4-3 


FY 2007-2008 Pollutant of Concern Control Programs and Additional Activities 
 


Category/ 
Title Origin Capsule Scope Product(s) Schedule Monitoring 


Priority (MP)1


Mercury 
Pollution 
Prevention  


Follow-up/ 
Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1, 3a 
 
Provision C.9.c 


NPDES permit  Coordinate implementation of Program’s Mercury Pollution 
Prevention Plan. (See separate FY07-08 Work Pan) 


Status report and internal 
guidance 


See Plan 
for details 


Pesticide Plan  
Coordination, 
Implementation, 
and Reporting 


Follow-
up/Continuous 
Improvement 
 
MP#1,2 
 
Provision C.9.d 


Implement URMP 
Pesticide 
Management 
Efforts 


Coordinate implementation of Program’s Pesticide Plan. (See 
separate FY07-08 Work Pan) 


Status report and internal 
guidance 


See Plan 
for details 


Support for 
Land Use and 
Watershed 
Assessment 
and Monitoring 
SubGroups 


WMI 
Subgroups 
 
MP# 1, 3c, 3d 
 
Provision C.10. 


Continue WMI 
support 
 
 


Provide administrative support and leadership for the Land 
Use Subgroup. Maintain the subgroup mailing list; prepare 
and distribute agendas; chair meetings; edit and distribute 
meeting summaries; liaison to, and correspond with, the 
SCBWMI Core Group other subgroups as needed; update 
workplans; facilitate interaction between consultants and the 
subgroup; summarize, compile, and convey subgroup 
products. 


Meeting summaries, Work 
Plans and other products 
as directed by the 
subgroups.  


July 2007 – 
June 2008 
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		Title

		Category/

		Monitoring Priority (MP) 

		Origin

		Capsule Scope

		Product(s)

		Schedule






 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Attachment 4-5 







Future CAP/NAP Approach 
 


On December 9, 2003, the Bay Modeling and Monitoring (BMM) subgroup met and 
collectively determined that further efforts at fine-tuning the CAP baseline activities 
would likely be unproductive due to certain remaining inherent challenges with the 
original CAP/NAP language.  To assist in the identification of key baseline copper control 
activities that are most effective in the removal of copper, the CEP prepared a document 
entitled Copper Sources in Urban Runoff and Shoreline Activities: Information Update 
(dated November 2004).  This report, which was prepared as part of North of Dumbarton 
Cu/Ni site-specific objective (SSO) project funded through the CEP, summarizes urban 
runoff and shoreline activity copper source load estimates and the uncertainties in these 
estimates.  


On November 10, 2004, the subgroup reviewed the current CAP using the adaptive 
management process built into the CAP.  This process involved reviewing tables which 
described how each baseline activity had either been completed or been incorporated 
into another on-going Program or POTW activity. The tables also contained proposed 
revised CAP activities reporting approaches, describing where and how annual CAP 
activity information could be found within other reports. The goal of the effort was to 
reduce the increasingly voluminous and generally duplicative CAP reporting by changing 
reporting by reference to other reports to the greatest extent possible. The tables also 
included a column with recommendations on whether or not each baseline activity would 
be appropriate to implement (or continue to implement) Bay-wide and how reporting 
might best be conducted.  The subgroup agreed that the majority of baseline activities 
are being addressed by on-going stormwater program required activities or on-going 
POTW required activities.  Agreement was not reached on what activities could be 
considered “completed” or how to move towards CAP reporting by reference. It was 
suggested that an actual Bay-wide Copper Action Plan would not necessarily need to be 
developed if all the pertinent CAP activities were otherwise included and conducted as 
stormwater and POTW NPDES permit conditions (e.g., pursuant to pollutant reduction 
plans).  Water Board staff is in the process of reviewing the proposed revised CAP 
activities reporting approach tables and providing comments on the recommendations. 
 
On April 22, 2005, the subgroup continued discussions about how the transition would 
likely occur to a bay-wide Copper Management Strategy (CMS).  Water Board staff 
would like a uniform level of effort bay-wide (by agencies) and an effectiveness level at 
least as great as that achieved in the CAP/NAP.  Ambient monitoring and trigger criteria 
need to be revisited so that there is a consistent and equivalent level of effort expended 
North and South of the Dumbarton Bridge.  The proposed approach North of the 
Dumbarton Bridge is to rely on RMP data that is collected once per year versus the 
monthly dry season data collected south of the Dumbarton Bridge.  The City of Palo Alto 
proposed to convert its Copper Indicators Report to a model for a bay-wide indicators 
report, if provided the necessary information. New funding mechanisms will need to be 
identified for on-going implementation of these bay-wide CMS components (stormwater 
and POTW annual reporting, indicators reporting and ambient monitoring). CMS 
requirements may be implemented through a blanket (watershed) permit.  Currently, 
timing is uncertain.  It is believed that the Basin Plan Amendment adopting the North of 
Dumbarton Bridge Copper/Nickel (Cu/Ni) site-specific water quality objectives (SSOs) 
and the CMS would likely be completed and adopted before the Stormwater Regional 
General Permit.  
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In January 2006, the CEP started work to support development of the stormwater-
related sections of the Copper Management Strategy (CMS).  The work will consists of 
developing CMS elements (“expert write-up”) from sources categories identified and 
discussed in the Copper Sources in Urban Runoff and Shoreline Activities: Information 
Update.  The elements to be developed, as identified the CEP Copper-Nickel workgroup 
or subgroup designated by the workgroup, include architectural copper, vehicle brake 
pads, copper pesticides and marine antifouling coatings.  In addition, a write up 
regarding incorporation of existing permit requirements and public outreach into the 
CMS will be prepared.  The CMS elements are scheduled to be completed by June 30, 
2006.  
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Purpose:  To analyze data collected during implementation of the Program’s FY 07-08 Annual Monitoring Program 
Plan, summarize results and recommend next steps regarding data collection and watershed management. 
 
Background:  Since FY 02-03, the Program has developed and implemented Annual Monitoring Program Plans 
(Annual Plans) in fulfillment of Provision C.7 of its NPDES Permit. The Annual Plans identify monitoring activities that 
are implemented each year as part of the Program’s Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised 
Multi-Year Plan). In accordance with Provision C.10 (b), the Program annually develops a Watershed Monitoring and 
Assessment Summary Report (Summary Assessment Report) that summarizes the results and analyses of baseline data 
collected during the implementation of the Program’s Annual Plans. These data are generated through ambient surface 
water quality monitoring; physical habitat assessment studies and bioassessment studies. The Summary Assessment 
Reports provide information on possible beneficial use impacts to the extent possible (based on the study design and 
available data) and suggests next steps for monitoring/assessments and developing strategies to control potential impacts.   
 
In FY 07-08, the Program will summarize and analyze data collected during FY 07-08 in the Coyote Creek watershed, 
including its tributaries.  Findings and recommendations will be included within the Program’s FY 07-08 Annual Report. 
 
Scope Summary:  


• Collect and analyze data collected in the Coyote Creek watershed, including tributaries as part of the FY 07-08 
Annual Monitoring Program Plan and summarize results. 


 
Products:   


• Technical Report (Watershed Monitoring and Assessment Summary) 
 
Schedule: July 2007 – June 2008 
 
Program Staff: Chris Sommers, Paul Randall, Jen Kovecses 
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Purpose:  To collect existing information and analyze field data collected during stream surveys; and to identify 
potential impacts to beneficial uses and inform future receiving water monitoring efforts according to the Program’s 
Revised Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 
 
Background:  The Program’s Multi-Year Receiving Water Monitoring Plan was revised in 2004 to include a systematic 
monitoring and assessment process.  This process includes the follow steps/categories: 1) Watershed Characterization; 2) 
Screening-Level (Status/Condition) Monitoring; 3) Water Body Assessment; 4) Investigative Studies; and 5) 
Trends/Effectiveness Monitoring. Watershed characterization is intended to assist the Program in evaluating and 
documenting our current understanding of beneficial use condition and potential impacts in local water bodies.  
 
As defined, watershed characterization entails two tasks.  First, water quality data and watershed information collected 
to-date are summarized in a watershed characterization memorandum. The memorandum includes a compilation of 
existing data sources and a summary of the geologic and geomorphic setting, vegetation, land uses and associated water 
quality issues. An evaluation of the status of biological communities and relevant beneficial uses in the watershed(s) is 
also provided.  Second, a creek survey is conducted to identify potential impacts to beneficial uses and to assess the 
quality of the physical habitat.  Field data collected is entered into a database and evaluated. The Program has previously 
used the Unified Stream Assessment (USA) method (Center for Watershed Protection) when conducting creek surveys. 
Watershed characterizations have been previously conducted in Saratoga Creek (FY 05-06) and are underway in 
Matadero Creek (FY 06-07).  
 
During FY 05-06, the Program developed a watershed characterization memorandum summarizing data collected to-date 
and watershed attributes for the Stevens and Permanente Creek watersheds. To complete the watershed characterization 
stage of the Program’s water body monitoring and assessment process, the Program intends to conduct creek surveys in 
one of these watersheds in FY 07-08.  The Program intends to coordinate this effort with the Stevens/Permanente Creek 
Watershed Council. 
 
Scope Summary:  


• Compile and collect information to characterize the general physical and biological attributes of the Stevens or 
Permanente Creek watershed.   


 
Products:   


• Technical memorandum characterizing the existing condition of beneficial uses; and  
• Potential impacts in Stevens or Permanente Creek watersheds.  


 
Schedule: July 2007 – June 2008 
 
Program Staff: Lucy Buchan, Chris Sommers, Paul Randall 
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Purpose:  Initiate a sediment source and management practice assessment in the Saratoga Creek watershed and possibly 
the Coyote Creek watershed, consistent with the Program’s Watershed Analysis Work Plan. 
 
Background:  In fulfillment of SCVURPPP NPDES Permit Order No. 01-024 Provision C.9.f.iii paragraph two, the 
Program submitted a watershed analysis work plan to RWQCB staff on August 30, 2002.  The work plan identified four 
watershed areas where watershed analysis associated with sediment would be conducted. The work plan also identified a 
two-phase process for completing the analyses. Phase I includes conducting a watershed analysis and sediment 
management practices assessments to determine if excessive sediment from anthropogenic sources is impairing 
beneficial uses in the watershed.  Phase II includes conducting a rapid sediment budget, which will only be conducted 
when the Phase I study results indicate that anthropogenic sediment sources are impairing beneficial uses.  
 
In FY 03-04, Phase I was implemented in the Stevens Creek watershed. Based on results of the analysis (i.e., limiting 
factors analysis (LFA)), the Watershed Analysis AHTG recommended that Phase II was not warranted in the Stevens 
Creek watershed. In FY 05-06, an LFA was completed in the Upper Penitencia Creek watershed. Based on the results, a 
limited Phase II (i.e., sediment source assessment) was recommended to be completed in FY 06-07 in parallel to 
completing a sediment management practices assessment. A watershed analysis will also be complete for the Saratoga 
Creek watershed in FY 06-07. A sediment management practices assessment is scheduled for completion in the Saratoga 
Creek watershed in FY 07-08. Depending on the results of the watershed analysis, a sediment source assessment/budget 
may also be required in FY 07-08.  
 
The final watershed area scheduled for analysis is Coyote Creek (mainstem). The Program is conducting an assessment 
of current information in FY 06-07 to determine the need to conduct a watershed analysis, based on a reevaluation of 
criteria used to develop the watershed analysis work plan. Depending on the results, a LFA (or similar analysis) may 
begin during FY 06-07 within the Coyote Creek watershed. If an LFA is warranted or feasible, a sediment source and 
management practices assessment may need to be completed in future fiscal years. 
All Watershed Analysis AHTG recommendations will be reviewed and approved by the Management Committee prior 
to implementation. 
 
Scope Summary:  


• Conduct a sediment management practices assessment in the Saratoga Creek watershed. 
• If sediment from anthropogenic sources in the Program’s jurisdiction is determined to be a significant limiting 


factor in the Saratoga watershed, the Program will initiate work on a rapid sediment budget (or similar analysis) 
within the watershed.  


• Plan, organize and facilitate meetings with consultants and Watershed Analysis AHTG members. 
 
Products:   


• Sediment Management Practices Assessment Technical Memorandum; and (if warranted)  
• Rapid Sediment Budget Technical Memorandum. 


 
Schedule: July 2007 – June 2008 
 
Program Staff: Chris Sommers and Paul Randall 
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Purpose:  Implement Trash Management and Assessment Strategy  
 
Background:  On November 14, 2001, the Water Board released the document entitled Proposed Revisions to Section 
303(d) List of Priorities for Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads for the San Francisco Bay Region Report.  
This report states that “between now and the next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to assess trash 
impairments in their jurisdiction …”, Water Board staff will review information concerning trash in the next listing cycle 
to determine whether specific water bodies warrant 303(d) listing.  In a proactive response to the 303(d) Staff Report, the 
Program’s Management Committee formed a Trash AHTG (first meeting on February 21, 2002).  The Trash AHTG 
developed a Work Plan (submitted March 1, 2003) to identify a strategy for addressing trash problem areas that occur in 
or near urban streams and waterways of the Santa Clara Basin.   
 
During FY 03-04, the Program assisted Co-permittees in completing the following Work Plan tasks: 1) document 
existing trash management practices implemented by municipalities and agencies within the Program’s jurisdiction; 2) 
identify and map high priority trash problem areas and sources of trash in Santa Clara Basin watersheds; 3) develop a 
strategy to conduct trash evaluations in or near creeks; 4) sponsor a training workshop on how to use existing trash 
assessment tools (i.e., RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol (Version 7.0) and Keep America Beautiful (KAB) 
Litter Index); and 5) develop standardized reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash management and 
monitoring activities.   
 
From FY 03-04 to FY 06-07, the Program completed tasks described in the Trash Work Plan and Monitoring Project 
Summaries provided in previous Work Plans.  In October 2006, Program staff developed a Draft Trash Management and 
Effectiveness Assessment Strategy (Strategy), which was reviewed by the Trash AHTG. The Strategy includes four main 
areas of Program activity associated with trash: 1) identifying trash problem areas and sources; 2) selecting and 
implementing appropriate control measures at high priority problem areas; 3) assessing the effectiveness of control 
measure implementation; and, 4) providing administrative support to the Trash AHTG. The tasks scheduled for 
completion during FY 07-08 focus on assisting Co-permittees on: a) trash pilot demonstration project implementation, b) 
developing long-term trash management strategies for high priority watersheds, which will include current and future 
trash management activities, and c) continuing to evaluate creek condition and the effectiveness of management 
practices.   
 
Scope Summary: 


• Assist Co-permittees in implementing trash pilot demonstration projects which focuses on assessing the 
effectiveness and costs of structural treatment controls in the Santa Clara Basin; 


• Assist Co-permittees in developing effective strategies for reducing trash in urban streams and waterways in 
high priority watersheds;  


• Report information on trash evaluation results and trash management practices implemented by Co-permittees 
using standardized reporting format; 


• Revise trash problem areas list, as appropriate; and, 
• Update Trash Fact Sheets, as appropriate. 


 
Products:  


• Technical memorandum summarizing the results of the trash pilot demonstration projects including an 
evaluation of effectiveness and lessons learned;  


• Draft and final long-term trash management strategies for high priority watersheds;  
• Technical memorandum providing trash evaluation results and analyses;  
• Enhanced and updated database; and,  
• Updated trash fact sheets. 


 
Schedule:  July 2007 – June 2008 
Program Staff:  Chris Sommers, John Fusco, Paul Randall and Jen Kovecses 
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Purpose:  Provide coordination assistance and staff support to the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment 
Information Network (BAMBI) 
 
Background:  In February 2002, Program staff participated in a workshop for information sharing and discussion of 
recent and ongoing rapid bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) studies in the Bay Area. The network of 
individuals participating in the workshop was named the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information 
Network (BAMBI).  BAMBI’s purpose is to coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the Bay Area.  
In particular, BAMBI is interested in stormwater programs that include rapid bioassessments in their watershed 
monitoring and assessment programs. Since the initial workshop, the Program has assisted (with planning and 
coordination) and participated in five annual BAMBI workshops (through 2006). 
 
Each workshop has included presentations of technical information on existing and planned bioassessment studies 
conducted within the San Francisco Bay Area. Workshop participants also reviewed and discussed potential BABMI 
goals and objectives in the development of an Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) for Bay Area Creeks, with the goal of 
developing a regional bioassessment tool necessary to provide context to data collected in Santa Clara Basin creeks.  A 
draft BAMBI IBI Work Plan was presented at the 2005 BAMBI Workshop.  Since FY 04-05, Program staff has provided 
in-kind services to implement specific tasks identified in the work plan.  
 
Scope Summary:  


• Assist in the planning and coordination of the seventh annual BAMBI workshop. 
• Continue to provide in-kind services to implement specific tasks identified in the BAMBI IBI Work Plan. 
• Coordinate with other agencies and stormwater programs in further development and implementation of 


bioassessment tools and sharing of bioassessment data. 
 
Products:   


• BAMBI meeting summary(s) and staff presentations 
• Draft IBI for San Francisco Bay Area Creeks 


 
Schedule: July 2007 – June 2008 
 
Program Staff: Chris Sommers, Jen Kovecses, Paul Randall 
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Purpose: Provide update to the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative’s (SCBWMI) Stream Studies 
Inventory (SSI) database.  
 
Background: The Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup (WAMS) of Santa Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative (SCBWMI), has a mission to provide the SCBWMI with a solid scientific foundation for 
watershed planning.  One of WAMS’s tasks is to coordinate the SCBWMI’s data collection and data management efforts 
with stream monitoring studies within the Basin.  The Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) is a result of this task and was 
initially prepared by the Program in November 1998.  The purpose of the SSI is to promote inter-agency awareness of 
environmental investigations within riparian corridors and to facilitate coordination of related data collection and 
management.  It also describes stream-related multi-stakeholder studies and projects that were in-progress in the Santa 
Clara Basin.  The SSI was updated, revised and reissued in February 2000 (version 2.0), July 2001 (version 3.0), August 
2002 (version 4.0), November 2003 (version 5.0), June 2005 (version 6.0) and September 2006 (version 7.0). The 
Program funded the initial development of the SSI and each of the annual updates.   
 
In FY 06-07, the Program has begun to develop a new process for obtaining and displaying information on current 
projects that would typically be described in a SSI report. Beginning in FY 07-08, the SSI will be web-based and allow 
users to query information on current and historical environmental data collection and assessment efforts that are 
included within the Program’s metadata database. Beginning in FY 07-08, the SSI will be available through the 
Program’s website and maintained by Program staff. 
 
Scope Summary: 


• The Program will develop a Web-based Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) pilot, which will include updating and 
maintaining information contained within the Program’s existing metadata database. 


 
Products:  


• Stream Studies Inventory – Web-based Stream Information Querying Tool 
 
Schedule:  July 2007 – June 2008 
 
Program Staff:  Paul Randall and Chris Sommers 
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Purpose:  To analyze data collected during implementation of the Program
Plan, summarize results and recommend next steps regarding data collec
characterize watersheds and associated water bodies that are scheduled to b
Program’s Multi-Year Receiving Waters Monitoring Plan. 
 
Background:  Since FY 02-03, the Program has developed and implem
(Annual Plans) in fulfillment of Provision C.7 of its NPDES Permit.  The A
that are implemented each year as part of the Program’s Revised Multi-Year R
Multi-Year Plan).  Annual Plans have previously been implemented in 
watersheds (FY 02-03); San Tomas and Adobe Creek watersheds (FY 03-04
Calabazas Creek and Sunnyvale Channel watersheds (FY 04-05 and FY 05-06
05-06). 
 
In accordance with Provision C.10 (b), the Program annually develops 
Summary Report (Summary Assessment Report) that summarizes the resu
during the implementation of the Program’s Annual Plans. These data are
quality monitoring; physical habitat assessment studies and bioassessment s
provide information on possible beneficial use impacts to the extent possibl
data) and suggests next steps for monitoring/assessments and developing s
September 2005, the Program developed a Summary Assessment Report for
FY 04-05 in the San Tomas, Adobe, Calabazas and Matadero/Barron Creek
Channels. 
 
In FY 06-07, the Program will summarize and analyze data collected duri
Calabazas and Matadero/Barron Creek watersheds and Sunnyvale East and 
will conduct a brief characterization of Adobe and/or Matadero/Barron Creek
the Multi-Year Plan as water bodies the Program will monitor in FY 07-08. 
compilation of existing data sources and a stream survey to understand the
water bodies and watersheds.  The characteristics may include the geologic an
and associated water quality issues, status of biological communities and r
watershed.  These data sources will be used to identify appropriate 
implementation of the Program’s FY 07-08 Annual Plan. 
 
Scope Summary:  


1. Analyze data collected in Stevens, Permanente, Calabazas and Matad
Sunnyvale East and West Channels as part of the FY 05-06 Annual M
results. 


2. Compile and collect information to characterize the general physical 
Matadero/Barron Creek watersheds.   


Products:  Technical Memorandum (Watershed Characterization); Technical
Assessment Summary) 


Schedule: July 2006 – June 2007 


Program Staff: Chris Sommers, Paul Randall, Lucy Buchan 


FY 06-07 Work Plan  
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MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
Watershed Monitoring & 
Assessment Summary and Water 
Body/Watershed Characterization 


 


’s FY 05-06 Annual Monitoring Program 
tion and watershed management; and to 


e monitored in FY 07-08, according to the 


ented Annual Monitoring Program Plans 
nnual Plans identify monitoring activities 
eceiving Waters Monitoring Plan (Revised 


the Lower Penitencia and Coyote Creek 
 and FY 04-05);  Matadero/Barron Creeks, 
); and Stevens and Permanente Creeks (FY 


a Watershed Monitoring and Assessment 
lts and analyses of baseline data collected 
 generated through ambient surface water 
tudies.  The Summary Assessment Reports 
e (based on the study design and available 
trategies to control potential impacts.  In 
 monitoring activities that occurred during 
 watersheds and Sunnyvale East and West 


ng FY 06-07 in the Stevens, Permanente, 
West Channels.  In addition, the Program 
 watersheds, which have been identified in 
 Watershed characterization will consist of 
 physical and biological attributes of these 
d geomorphic setting, vegetation, land uses 
elevant beneficial uses that occur in each 
monitoring parameters and locations for 


ero/Barron Creek watersheds and 
onitoring Program Plan and summarize 


and biological attributes of Adobe and/or 


 Report (Watershed Monitoring and 


 3/01/06 







MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
Watershed Analysis (i.e., 
Sediment Assessment) in Coyote 
Creek Watershed  


 


 


 


 Urban Runoff 
Santa Clara Valley 


Pollution Prevention Program 


 


 


 


 
Purpose:  To conduct watershed analyses by: 1) initiating a rapid sediment budget in Upper Penitencia Creek if results 
of the limiting factors analysis warrant further investigation of sediment sources in the watershed; 2) beginning to 
conduct a limiting factors analysis (or similar method) and sediment management practice assessment in Coyote Creek to 
determine if the watershed is impaired by sediment production from erosion due to anthropogenic activities; and, 3) 
initiating planning, development and implementation of a pilot monitoring approach in Coyote Creek designed to begin 
assessing the effectiveness of hydromodification management plan (HMP) controls.  


Background:  In fulfillment of SCVURPPP NPDES Permit Order No. 01-024 Provision C.9.f.iii paragraph two, the 
Program submitted a sediment assessment work plan to RWQCB staff on August 30, 2002.  The sediment assessment 
work plan contains two separate phases.  Phase I includes conducting a Limiting Factors Analysis (LFA) and sediment 
management practices assessment.  Phase II includes conducting a rapid sediment budget, which will only be conducted 
when the Phase I study results indicate that excessive sediment from anthropogenic sources is impairing beneficial uses 
in the watershed.  In FY 03-04, Phase I was implemented in the Stevens Creek watershed.  Based on results of the LFA, 
the Watershed Analysis AHTG recommended that Phase II was not warranted in the Stevens Creek watershed.  The 
Upper Penitencia Creek watershed was identified as the next high priority watershed for a sediment assessment.  As a 
result, a LFA was initiated in this watershed in November 2004.  During FY 05-06, Program staff will conduct a 
sediment management practices assessment for the Upper Penitencia Creek watershed.  In addition, the Watershed 
Analysis AHTG will review results of the Upper Penitencia Creek LFA to determine if Phase II is warranted.  If 
sediment is determined to not be a significant limiting factor in the Upper Penitencia Creek watershed, analyses will be 
initiated in the Coyote Creek watershed.  All Watershed Analysis AHTG recommendations will be reviewed and 
approved by the Management Committee prior to implementation. 
 
Scope Summary:  


1. If sediment from anthropogenic sources in the Program’s jurisdiction is determined to be a significant limiting 
factor in the Upper Penitencia Creek watershed, the Program will initiate work on a rapid sediment budget 
within the watershed.  


2. Coyote Creek sediment analyses to include: 
a. Begin conducting watershed analysis of anthropogenic sediment impacts (described in Task 1 of Work 


Plan). 
b. Inventorying, documenting and evaluating the effectiveness of existing sediment management 


practices (described in Task 2 of Work Plan). 


c. Initiating planning, development and implementation of a pilot monitoring approach designed to assess 
the effectiveness of controls implemented through the Program’s Hydromodification Management Plan 
(HMP). 


3. Plan, organize and facilitate meetings with consultants and Watershed Analysis AHTG members. 


Products:  As related to Upper Penitencia Creek - Technical Report (Rapid Sediment Budget), or, as related to Coyote 
Creek - Technical Report (Limiting Factors Analysis) and Technical Memorandum (Sediment Management 
Assessment). 


Schedule: July 2006 – June 2007 


Program Staff: Chris Sommers and Paul Randall 


FY 06-07 Work Plan   3/01/06 
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Purpose:  Provide coordination assistance and staff support to the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment 
Information Network (BAMBI) 


Background:  In February 2002, Program staff participated in a workshop for information sharing and discussion of 
recent and ongoing rapid bioassessment (benthic macroinvertebrates) studies in the Bay Area. The network of 
individuals participating in the workshop was named the Bay Area Macroinvertebrate Bioassessment Information 
Network (BAMBI).  BAMBI’s purpose is to coordinate and share bioassessment information throughout the Bay Area.  
In particular, BAMBI is interested in stormwater programs that include rapid bioassessments in their watershed 
monitoring and assessment programs. Since the initial workshop, the Program has assisted (with planning and 
coordination) and participated in four annual BAMBI workshops (through 2005). 
Each workshop has included presentations of technical information on existing and planned bioassessment studies 
conducted within the San Francisco Bay Area.  Workshop participants also reviewed and discussed potential BABMI 
goals and objectives in the development of an Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) for Bay Area Creeks, with the goal of 
developing a regional bioassessment tool necessary to provide context to data collected in Santa Clara Basin creeks.  A 
draft BAMBI IBI Work Plan was presented at the 2005 BAMBI Workshop.  Since FY 04-05, Program staff has provided 
in-kind services to implement specific tasks identified in the work plan.  


Scope Summary:  


1. Assist in the planning and coordination of the sixth annual BAMBI workshop. 


2. Continue to provide in-kind services to implement specific tasks identified in the BAMBI IBI Work Plan. 


3. Coordinate with other agencies and stormwater programs in further development and implementation of 
bioassessment tools and sharing of bioassessment data. 


Products:   


o BAMBI meeting summary(s) and staff presentations 


o Draft IBI for San Francisco Bay Area Creeks 


Schedule: July 2006 – June 2007 


Program Staff: Chris Sommers, Paul Randall, Lucy Buchan 


 
Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 


MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
Bay Area Macroinvertebrate 
Bioassessment Information 
Network (BAMBI) 
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Purpose:  Implement Trash Work Plan  


Background:  On November 14, 2001, the Water Board released the document entitled Proposed Revisions to Section 
303(d) List of Priorities for Development of Total Maximum Daily Loads for the San Francisco Bay Region Report.  
This report states that “between now and the next 303(d) listing cycle, municipalities will be expected to assess trash 
impairments in their jurisdiction …”, Water Board staff will review information concerning trash in the next listing cycle 
to determine whether specific water bodies warrant 303(d) listing.  In a proactive response to the 303(d) Staff Report, the 
Program’s Management Committee formed a Trash AHTG (first meeting on February 21, 2002).  The Trash AHTG 
developed a Work Plan (submitted March 1, 2003) to identify a strategy for addressing trash problem areas that occur in 
or near urban streams and waterways of the Santa Clara Basin.   
During FY 03-04, the Program assisted Co-permittees in completing the following Work Plan tasks: 1) document 
existing trash management practices implemented by municipalities and agencies within the Program’s jurisdiction; 2) 
identify and map high priority trash problem areas and sources of trash in Santa Clara Basin watersheds; 3) develop a 
strategy to conduct trash evaluations in or near creeks; 4) sponsor a training workshop on how to use existing trash 
assessment tools (i.e., RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol (Version 7.0) and Keep America Beautiful (KAB) 
Litter Index); and 5) develop standardized reporting format for documenting and evaluating trash management and 
monitoring activities.   
During FY 04-05, Co-permittee staff and volunteers from watershed stakeholder groups conducted trash evaluations at a 
subset of the identified trash problem areas.  The RWQCB Rapid Trash Assessment Protocol (Version 7.0) was used to 
qualitatively assess trash conditions in wadeable creeks and the Keep America Beautiful Litter Index was used to 
evaluate trash problem areas not located in creeks.  Summary results from Co-permittee trash evaluations conducted 
during FY 04-05 were provided within the FY 04-05 Annual Report.  Work Plan tasks identified for FY 05-06 included 
the following: 1) continue conducting trash evaluations in a subset of identified trash problem areas; 2) identify and 
begin to implement or refine existing trash control measures, as appropriate, to address trash problem areas within high 
priority areas; and 3) begin to develop a long-term strategy for trash conditions in urban streams and waterways.    
The Work Plan tasks for FY 06-07 will focus on continued implementation and evaluation of trash evaluations and 
management practices.   
Scope Summary 


• Implement Pilot Demonstration Project which focuses on documenting type and volume of trash that can 
potentially be conveyed through the storm drain system; 


• Assist Co-permittees with evaluating trash problem areas in urban streams and waterways and other potential 
sources that may contribute trash to those areas; 


• Report information on trash evaluation results and trash management practices implemented by Co-permittees 
using standardized reporting format. 


• Develop an effective strategy for reducing trash in urban streams and waterways;  
• Revise trash problem areas list, as appropriate; and 
• Develop Trash Fact Sheets, as appropriate. 


 


Products: Technical memorandum providing implementation strategy for Pilot Demonstration Project; technical 
memorandum providing enhanced trash evaluation and reporting formats; technical memorandum providing trash 
evaluation results and analyses; enhanced and updated database. 


Schedule:  July 2006 – June 2007 


Program Staff:  John Fusco and Paul Randall 


  
Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff 
Pollution Prevention Program 


MONITORING  
PROJECT SUMMARY 
 


Implement Trash Work Plan 
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Purpose: Provide update to the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative’s (SCBWMI) Stream Studies 
Inventory (SSI) database.  
 
Background: The Watershed Assessment and Monitoring Subgroup (WAMS) of Santa Clara Basin Watershed 
Management Initiative (SCBWMI), has a mission to provide the SCBWMI with a solid scientific foundation for 
watershed planning.  One of WAMS’s tasks is to coordinate the SCBWMI’s data collection and data management efforts 
with stream monitoring studies within the Basin.  The Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) is a result of this task and was 
initially prepared by the Program in November 1998.  The purpose of the SSI is to promote inter-agency awareness of 
environmental investigations within riparian corridors and to facilitate coordination of related data collection and 
management.  It also describes stream-related multi-stakeholder studies and projects that were in-progress in the Santa 
Clara Basin.  The SSI was updated, revised and reissued in February 2000 (version 2.0), July 2001 (version 3.0), August 
2002 (version 4.0), November 2003 (version 5.0) and June 2005 (version 6.0). The Program funded the initial 
development of the SSI and each of the annual updates.  During FY 06-07, a general update of the SSI (version 7.0) will 
occur.  In FY 07-08, the second substantial update of the SSI (version 8.0) will occur.  The first substantial update 
previously occurred with version 4.0.   
 
Scope Summary 


o The Program will update, revise and reissue a Stream Studies Inventory (SSI) in coordination with the 
SCBWMI. 


Products: Updated Stream Studies Inventory  


Schedule:  July 2006 – June 2007 


Program Staff:  Paul Randall and Chris Sommers 
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Attachment 7-1 
SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps1 - March 1, 2006 


(from Chapter 7 of April 2005 HMP Report – tasks in italics added) 
 


 
Task 


Anticipated 
Completion Date 


1. Develop the following: 
a. a funding mechanism2 such that projects can utilize in-stream control options 
b. a methodology for determining developer contributions based on the stream 


changes expected to result from changes in project runoff conditions. 


 
6/06 draft; 12/06 final 
6/06 draft; 12/06 final 


2. Work with City/County planning and public works departments and the Water 
District to determine the timing and method of notifying District staff during the 
development review process about HMP projects that may need in-stream controls, 
in a manner that does not unreasonably prolong the review process. Further, look at 
ways to improve method to provide early communication on group 1 projects 
reporting. 


6/06 
 
 
 


3. Facilitate review of District’s MDL analysis, both by the Co-permittees and the 
Expert Panel, and work with the Management Committee to determine the need to 
integrate some or all of the MDL analyses into implementation of the HMP. 


6/06 


4. Conduct additional studies of implementation of site design, integrated management 
practices, and/or basins at example development sites in Santa Clara Valley. 


12/06 


5. BAHM Development Project                  Regional 
(Conducted over 2 FYs)             Local Calibration 


6/06 
05-06& 06-07 


6. During implementation of the HMP, obtain feedback/suggestions for further 
refinement and implementation guidance 


As needed/ 
Ongoing 


7. Coordinate with other Bay Area stormwater programs to work toward a consistent 
approach for the Bay Area (via participation in development of the Municipal 
Regional Permit; see 8.a.). 


Ongoing 


8. Coordinate additional Co-permittee, Bay Area stormwater program, and Water 
Board staff review process and progress meetings, including: 
a. The development of a schedule for Bay Area-wide HMP implementation in the 


upcoming Municipal Regional Permit. 
b. Public outreach – HMP updates, workshop 
c. HMP Work Group Meetings 


 
 


TBD pending 
completion of MRP 


Ongoing 
Ongoing 


9. Collect data on the implementation of the HMP at small sites (<20 acres) for a 
period of two years after the start of implementation, and plan to re-evaluate the 
small site size threshold and approach at that time.  Conduct and document 
reevaluation. 


10/07 


10. Make additional refinements per:  1) lessons learned from implementation efforts 
based on the draft HMP; 2) the need for consistency with HMPs being developed by 
other Bay Area stormwater programs; and 3) development community, Co-
permittee, and Water Board feedback. 


Report in ARs 
beginning with FY 05-


06 AR 


 


                                                 
1 All dates depend on availability of resources and cooperation/collaboration of numerous staff from different agencies and may 
change because of circumstances beyond the control of the Program.  The Program periodically updates the Management 
Committee regarding schedule changes and will transmit updates schedules to Water Board staff.  
2 The intent is to describe a mechanism agreeable to Co-permittees and next steps for implementation. 
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Attachment 7-1 
SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps 


(Revised March 1, 2007) 
 


 
Task1


Anticipated 
Completion Date2


 
Status 


1. Develop the following: 
a. a funding mechanism3 such that projects can utilize in-stream 


control options 
b. a methodology for determining developer contributions based on 


the stream changes expected to result from changes in project 
runoff conditions. 


 
6/07 
6/07 


In Progress - District, San Jose, and Program staff 
have formed a HMP Instream Work Group, and the 
group has met several times to review funding 
mechanisms and approaches for identifying and 
funding instream projects. 


2. Work with City/County planning and public works departments and 
the Water District to determine the timing and method of notifying 
District staff during the development review process about HMP 
projects that may need in-stream controls, in a manner that does not 
unreasonably prolong the review process. Further, look at ways to 
improve method to provide early communication on Group 1 project 
reporting. 


6/07 
 
 
 


In Progress – Some Co-permittees already have a 
process for involving District staff in development 
project review.  SCVURPPP staff will document 
current practices and develop guidance for other Co-
permittees, in consultation with District staff. 


3. Facilitate review of District’s MDL analysis, both by the Co-
permittees and the Expert Panel, and work with the Management 
Committee to determine the need to integrate some or all of the MDL 
analyses into implementation of the HMP. 


6/07 In Progress – The MC authorized budget for review 
by a member of the Expert Panel and arrangements 
for the review will be made.  The MDL approach is 
being considered by the HMP Instream Work Group. 
 


4. Conduct additional studies of implementation of site design, 
integrated management practices, and/or basins at example 
development sites in Santa Clara Valley. 


6/08 In Progress – The Program recently contracted with 
GeoSyntec Consultants to conduct studies 
comparing flow basin sizing using the HEC-HMS and 
HSPF models, in order to provide guidance on model 
use and sizing procedures and to assist development 
of the BAHM.  This work will be completed in March 
2007.  Additional studies will be conducted in FY 07-
08. 
 


                                                 
1 Tasks are from Chapter 7 of April 2005 HMP Report. Tasks in italics have been added. 
2 All dates depend on availability of resources and cooperation/collaboration of numerous staff from different agencies and may change because of circumstances beyond the control of the Program.  The 
Program periodically updates the Management Committee regarding schedule changes and will transmit updates schedules to Water Board staff. 
3 The intent is to describe a mechanism agreeable to Co-permittees and next steps for implementation. 
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Attachment 7-1 
SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps (continued) 


(Revised March 1, 2007) 
 


 
Task1


Anticipated 
Completion Date2


 
Status 


Bay Area Hydrology Model (BAHM) Development Project – Regional 
Model, Local Calibration, Training 


3/07 In Progress – The Program participated in the 
development of the regional component of the BAHM 
by Clear Creek Solutions (CCS), which is near 
completion.  The Program also contracted with CCS 
to perform local calibration of the model to two 
watersheds.  Local calibration is anticipated to be 
completed by March 2007. Training workshops on 
the BAHM were conducted in November 2006.  The 
BAHM will include the ability to model common site 
design and treatment control measures and quantify 
the reduction in flow duration due to these measures. 


5. During implementation of the HMP, obtain feedback/suggestions for 
further refinement and implementation guidance 


As needed/ 
Ongoing 


In Progress – The HMP Implementation Phase 
Work Group (HIP) has been meeting on a regular 
basis, and has been an effective forum to share 
experience with HMP implementation and obtain 
suggestions for additional HMP guidance.  Members 
of the development community have also attended 
these meetings.  Program staff have had the 
opportunity to review several conceptual design 
submittals to meet HMP requirements for projects in 
San Jose and discussed these with the work group. 


FY 07-08 Annual Report 2 3/1/07 
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Attachment 7-1 
SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps (continued) 


(Revised March 1, 2007) 
 


 
Task1


Anticipated 
Completion Date2


 
Status 


6. Coordinate with other Bay Area stormwater programs to work toward 
a consistent approach for the Bay Area (via participation in 
development of the Municipal Regional Permit (MRP). 


Ongoing until completion 
of MRP 


In Progress – Program and San Jose staff have 
attended several meetings with other Bay Area 
stormwater program representatives and Water 
Board staff to discuss strategies for implementation 
of the HMP and differences between program 
approaches. Program staff also served on the MRP 
New Development Work Group and discussed the 
need for a consistent approach in the MRP.  Since 
that time, the Contra Costa HMP was adopted by the 
Water Board on July 12, 2006, and that HMP 
contains different provisions than the SCVURPPP 
HMP.  Program staff will continue to work with other 
Bay Area programs and Water Board staff until the 
MRP is completed to resolve these differences. 


7. Coordinate additional Co-permittee, Bay Area stormwater program, 
and Water Board staff review process and progress meetings, 
including: 
a. The development of a schedule for Bay Area-wide HMP 


implementation in the upcoming Municipal Regional Permit. 
b. Public outreach – HMP updates, workshop 
c. HMP Work Group Meetings 


 
 
 


6/07 
 


Ongoing 
Ongoing 


Completed/Ongoing –  
a.)  Done -- HMPs are being adopted individually.  
SCVURPPP HMP amendment will be part of the 
MRP, expected to be adopted in Summer 2007. 
b.)  The Program has completed: 1) a HMP fact 
sheet for training Co-permittee staff and outreach to 
the development community; 2) an update to Chapter 
V of the C.3. Stormwater Handbook that includes the 
key provisions of the HMP and implementation 
guidance; 3) three “HMP 101” workshops for Co-
permittee staff that covered the basic principles of 
hydromodification; 4) two BAHM trainings. 
c)  There have been seven meetings of the HIP Work 
Group since FY 05-06. 


8. Collect data on the implementation of the HMP at small sites for a 
period of two years after the start of implementation, and plan to re-
evaluate the small site size threshold and approach at that time.  
Conduct and document reevaluation. 


9/08 
(FY 07-08 AR) 


FY 06-07: Define and start data collection process 
FY 07-08: Continue data collection 


FY 07-08 Annual Report 3 3/1/07 
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Attachment 7-1 
SCVURPPP HMP - Summary of Next Steps (continued) 


(Revised March 1, 2007) 
 


 


 
Task4


Anticipated 
Completion Date5


 
Status 


9. Make additional refinements per:  1) lessons learned from 
implementation efforts based on the draft HMP; 2) the need for 
consistency with HMPs being developed by other Bay Area 
stormwater programs; and 3) development community, Co-permittee, 
and Water Board feedback. 


Report in ARs beginning 
with FY 06-07 AR 


In Progress – See Task 5.  Additional refinements 
will be made pending completion of the BAHM, 
adoption of the MRP, and continuing input from Co-
permittee staff and developers. 


 


                                                 
4 Tasks are from Chapter 7 of April 2005 HMP Report. Tasks in italics have been added. 
5 All dates depend on availability of resources and cooperation/collaboration of numerous staff from different agencies and may change because of circumstances beyond the control of the Program.  The 
Program periodically updates the Management Committee regarding schedule changes and will transmit updates schedules to Water Board staff. 
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